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Abstract
Scaling laws for inference compute in multi-
agent systems remain under-explored com-
pared to single-agent scenarios. This work
aims to bridge this gap by investigating the
problem of data synthesis through multi-agent
sampling, where synthetic responses are gen-
erated by sampling from multiple distinct lan-
guage models. Effective model coordination
is crucial for successful multi-agent collabora-
tion. Unlike previous approaches that rely on
fixed workflows, we treat model coordination
as a multi-step decision-making process, opti-
mizing generation structures dynamically for
each input question. We introduce Tree Search-
based Orchestrated Agents (TOA), where the
workflow evolves iteratively during the sequen-
tial sampling process. To achieve this, we lever-
age Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS), inte-
grating a reward model to provide real-time
feedback and accelerate exploration. Our ex-
periments on alignment, machine translation,
and mathematical reasoning demonstrate that
multi-agent sampling significantly outperforms
single-agent sampling as inference compute
scales. TOA is the most compute-efficient ap-
proach, achieving SOTA performance on WMT
and a 71.8% LC win rate on AlpacaEval. More-
over, fine-tuning with our synthesized align-
ment data surpasses strong preference learning
methods on challenging benchmarks such as
Arena-Hard and AlpacaEval1.

1 Introduction

Beyond scaling parameters and data during pre-
training of large language models (Kaplan et al.,
2020), recent research has increasingly focused on
scaling compute at inference time (Brown et al.,
2024; Snell et al., 2024). Unlike rapid problem
solving, scaling inference compute generates more
output tokens, allowing the model to address prob-
lems more deliberately, potentially engaging in
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Figure 1: Illustration of multi-agent sampling: We scale
the number of samples (compute) generated from a
group of distinct language models for each question.

planning, reasoning, or refinement before finalizing
an answer. Such an emerging scaling paradigm in
inference significantly enhances the model’s prob-
lem solving and data synthesis abilities.

Scaling laws of inference compute have been
widely studied in the single-agent scenarios (Brown
et al., 2024; Bansal et al., 2024). However, scaling
compute from multi-agent systems remains under-
explored. We hypothesize that a multi-agent sys-
tem offers a higher performance ceiling compared
to a single-agent system. This is based on the ob-
servation that different language models exhibit
varying strengths, and leveraging the unique advan-
tages of each model can lead to enhanced overall
capabilities. To address this gap, we propose to
study multi-agent sampling that scales the num-
ber of generated samples (compute) from multiple
distinct language models (see Figure 1).

To scale inference compute, we adopt the widely
used best-of-N sampling method, which generates
N outputs for each input prompt (Liu et al., 2024;
Gülçehre et al., 2023). In multi-agent-based sam-
pling, the primary challenge is effectively coor-
dinating models to achieve compute-optimal gen-
eration. We begin by revisiting and formalizing
previous methods for model fusion, such as mix-
ture of agents (Wang et al., 2024b), within a uni-
fied framework. These methods typically rely on
fixed workflows with a modular approach to model
combination, where the responses of other models
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are encoded as input context to generate new out-
puts. However, fixed structures fail to account for
question-specific variability, as the optimal struc-
ture varies across different questions. To overcome
this limitation, we propose Tree Search-based Or-
chestrated Agents (TOA), which treat model coor-
dination as a multi-step decision-making process,
aiming to maximize the rewards of sequentially
generated responses. TOA utilizes Monte Carlo
Tree Search (MCTS) (Browne et al., 2012) to dy-
namically optimize generation workflows for each
input question. This process is enhanced by a re-
ward model that provides real-time feedback, en-
abling more efficient exploration and adaptation.

In our experiments, we study alignment, ma-
chine translation, and mathematical reasoning with
varying number of parameters. By scaling sam-
ple generation and recording FLOPs as a compute
metric, we find that multi-agent compute scaling is
more efficient than single-agent ones. Our method,
TOA, achieves a 71.8% LC win rate on AlpacaE-
val and sets new SOTA performance on WMT test
sets. Additionally, fine-tuning with our synthetic
alignment data outperforms strong baselines like
SimPO (Meng et al., 2024) on AlpacaEval and
Arena-Hard2. Our contributions are as follows:
• We study the under-explored problem of scaling

inference compute with multi-agent systems.
• We propose a novel method TOA to coordinate

multiple language models effectively.
• We conduct extensive experiments to reveal scal-

ing laws of multi-agent systems and demonstrate
the compute efficiency of our approach.

2 Related Work

Scaling Inference Compute. Recent studies ex-
plore the trade-off between compute and perfor-
mance in scaling test-time inference. Brown et al.
(2024) use repeated random sampling to enhance
performance of large language models, relying on
effective verifiers to identify correct answers. Snell
et al. (2024) show that scaling inference compu-
tations is more effective than scaling pre-training.
Similarly, Bansal et al. (2024) find that smaller
models with increased inference computation gen-
erate better synthetic data than larger models. Wu
et al. (2024) examine inference scaling laws in
mathematical problem solving. Unlike these single-
agent studies, our work uniquely investigates scal-
ing laws in multi-agent systems.

2https://github.com/lmarena/arena-hard-auto

Multi-Agent Learning. Combining diverse agents
for problem solving is challenging. Some studies
assign distinct roles to language models to facilitate
collaboration (Chen et al., 2024b). LLM debating
and fusion are widely adopted, where the output of
one model is passed to another for further refine-
ment (Li et al., 2023a; Liang et al., 2024; Xiong
et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2024a). Jiang et al. (2023b)
train models to fuse the outputs of multiple models,
while Du et al. (2024) enable models to engage in
debates with each other. Wang et al. (2024b) pro-
pose a fully connected network to fuse and refine
model outputs. Optimizing generation structures
is critical to reducing compute and enhancing per-
formance. Lu et al. (2024) train routing models
to predict the best model for a given input ques-
tion. Similarly, Liu et al. (2023) perform task-level
structure optimization, which requires retraining
the structure for every new task. In contrast, we fo-
cus on instance-level structure optimization using
MCTS, which enables efficient and dynamic tree
buildup for any input question. More related work
on synthetic data generation and MCTS is given in
Appendix A.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Multi-Agent Sampling
As shown in Figure 1, we study multi-agent sam-
pling which scales inference compute from mul-
tiple distinct language models. It uses best-of-N
sampling, where for each question, it generates
multiple output samples. Formally, we have K
models for generation with different model param-
eters, each denoted by πk. Given an input prompt
x, we sample N responses {y1, · · · ,yN} from the
K models. We aim to achieve compute-optimal
sampling to maximize the sample rewards given a
compute budget.

3.2 Module Structure for Combination
To combine multiple language models, we let the
models interact with each other, that is, a language
model will utilize the outputs of other models to
generate new responses. This method establishes
a modular structure capable of supporting diverse
generative frameworks (see Figure 2).

Formally, to obtain N output samples in total,
when generating the i-th response, we choose a
model k from the pool and prepare the input context
with the output responses of other models:

yi ∼ πk(·|x, zi), (1)

https://github.com/lmarena/arena-hard-auto
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Figure 2: Illustration of previous methods (a, b and c) and our method TOA for multi-agent sampling. The methods
used to sample N responses per question share the same model structure but differ in coordination strategies. TOA
casts the problem as multi-step decision making and uses Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) to decide which model
and response to use to generate a new sample. Stages d.1 to d.4 display how a new sample is generated.

where zi is a concatenation of certain outputs from
the past i − 1 generated samples. This process is
similar to iterative inference or refinement, which is
expected to improve sample quality (Madaan et al.,
2023). Since the context zi contains responses
from other models, the capabilities of other models
can be combined and fused.

Depending on the specific design, zi may en-
compass responses from one to K models out of
all the K models, or it could potentially be devoid
of any responses. In § 4, we revisit previous meth-
ods for combining language models, whose unit
structure can be formalized using Eq. (1).

4 Prior Methods

In this section, we revisit previous methods for
model combination (see Figure 2).

4.1 Parallel Ensemble

For each input, the simplest approach to sampling
N responses from K models is to draw an equal
number of responses from each model in paral-
lel. Specifically, for each model k, we sample N

K
responses using the formula y ∼ πk(·|x). Tem-
perature sampling is employed in this process to
generate diverse output samples.

4.2 Sequential Refinement

In this setup, to obtain the i-th response, the in-
put context zi only contains one already generated
response from one specific model. Sequential Re-
finement studied in (Madaan et al., 2023; Snell
et al., 2024) aligns well with this setup, where the
model iteratively modifies the last generated re-
sponse. In the multi-agent setting, a current model
can refine the output of a different preceding model.
Since we have K models, one complete sequential
refinement will yield K samples. To generate N
responses, we can perform N

K parallel generation
operations, with each thread executing the sequen-
tial refinement. To enhance diversity, each thread
will randomize the model order.

4.3 Mixture of Agents

Model debating and fusion have been widely stud-
ied to coordinate multiple agents (Jiang et al.,
2023b; Du et al., 2024), which train a fusion model
to fuse responses of multiple models or stack multi-
ple layers for iterative fusion and refinement. This
line of work aims for one model to encode the out-
puts from all the models to generate new samples,
where the input context z comprises K responses,
with each response from a different model.

A representative work is Mixture-of-Agents
(MoA) (Wang et al., 2024b), which adopts a struc-



ture akin to a fully connected network, where each
node represents an individual model. It consists of
multiple layers and each layer contains K models,
generating K outputs that feed into the subsequent
layer. Within each layer, each model refines the
outputs of the K models from the preceding layer,
facilitating a progressive refinement. Suppose there
are L layers in MoA, we can obtain L ∗K samples
by going through the full network for one pass. We
repeat the iterations of flowing over the network
until we obtain N samples.

The methods described above rely on fixed struc-
tures, either linear or graph-based, to integrate dif-
ferent models. These approaches utilize fixed struc-
tures for all input scenarios. It overlooks the vari-
ation in questions. Varying input prompts might
benefit from different, potentially more optimal
structure configurations.

5 Tree Search-Based Orchestrated Agents

We present Tree Search-based Orchestrated Agents
(TOA), capable of optimizing the generation work-
flow for each input question.

We treat model coordination as a multi-step
decision-making process, which generates a se-
quence of samples given the input question x. It
sequentially selects a model k from K predefined
models, and a response yj from past generations.
We formalize the process as a Markov decision pro-
cess with (S, A, T , R) intending to maximize the
cumulative reward:

J(π) = E
[ N∑

i=1

R(si, ai)
]
, (2)

and we define the Markov decision process below:
• State Space (S): The state in step i is si =
(x, Y ), where x is the fixed input question and
Y = {y1, · · · ,yi−1} is a set of samples generated
in the first i− 1 steps.
• Action Space (A): In each step i, an action
ai = (k,yj) consists of selecting a model k ∈
{1, · · · ,K} and a previously generated response
yj ∈ Y , where 1 ≤ j ≤ i− 1. For i = 1, no prior
responses exist, so yj is empty.
• Transition Function (T ): From state si to state
si+1, the selected model k generates a new re-
sponse yi = πk(x,yj). Then this new response yi

is added to Y .
• Reward Function (R): The reward function
evaluates the quality of each generated response

as R(si, ai) = R(x,yi), where yi is the newly
generated response in step i.

5.1 Reward-Guided MCTS

As shown in Figure 2, we use MCTS as our
decision-making framework, where the tree starts
at the root node and proceeds to alternate between
model and response layers. The width of the model
layer corresponds to the number of models K. Con-
versely, the width of the response layer w is contin-
gent upon the configuration at hand. Generating the
i-th response is a multi-stage process, comprising
selection, expansion, simulation, and backpropaga-
tion.
(a) Selection. In generating the i-th response, we
are tasked with determining the action ai = (k,yj):
the model k for generation and the response yj

from past generations. We traverse the tree to select
the optimal model node associated with the model
k, and the response yj present in its parent node.
The search process adapts operations to each node
type encountered:
• Model Nodes: Upon reaching a model node, we

selectively prune its child nodes (responses), re-
taining only those with the highest reward scores.

• Response Nodes: In contrast, when encounter-
ing a response node, we refrain from pruning
its child nodes (models), allowing for a broader
exploration of subsequent model options.
In the search tree, starting from the root, we

keep choosing child nodes until we find one that
has not yet been fully explored (i.e., not all pos-
sible actions have been tried). We use the Upper
Confidence Bound (UCB) strategy to pick a child
node, balancing exploration and exploitation. The
UCB score is computed as:

UCB =
v

n
+ α ·

√
2 lnN

n
, (3)

where v is the cumulative reward for a node, n
is the visit count of the node, and α is a hyper-
parameter that controls exploration. N is the maxi-
mum number of responses.

When a response node expands to include K
model nodes, which constitute a predetermined set,
it is considered fully expanded. Upon completion
of the selection process, we identify a model node
designated for the generation task. Simultaneously,
its parent response will be selected for refinement.
(b) Expansion. Next, we expand the response and
model nodes with distinct operations:
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Figure 3: Scaling results for alignment on AlpacaEval with 4 small-scale models, varying the number of samples
per prompt, i.e., 64, 128, 256, 384, 512, 640, and 768. Left: ArmoRM is used as the reward model for guidance and
evaluation. Right: The best response is selected for GPT-4 evaluation to calculate the length-controlled win rate.
We only present the best models for Rand and PRS. AlpacaEval is randomly down-sampled to 200 prompts.

• Response Node: From the response node, we
directly expand to new nodes, one for each of
the K models. Moreover, model nodes that are
immediate children of the root are merged into
the response node by inheriting their visit counts
and reward values. This method allows us to
conduct operations without additional refinement,
important in scenarios where further refinement
cannot bring improvement.

• Model Node: After a model node is selected,
we expand this model node by generating a new
response using:

yi ∼ πk(·|x,yj), (4)

where yj is the response from the parent response
node. However, if the parent does not contain a
response—in particular when the parent is a root
node or the current model node is copied from
the children of the root—then yj will be empty.

(c) Simulation. Then we determine the reward
ri for newly generated response by leveraging a
reward model R:

ri ← R(x,yi), (5)

which can provide real-time feedback and speed up
exploration.
(d) Backpropagation. Lastly, an update occurs
along the path that extends to the leaf node, up-
dating the visit counts and the cumulative rewards
with the following adjustments:

v ← v + ri, (6)

n← n+ 1. (7)

The above stages of a−d repeat until we have
successfully collected N responses, present within
all the response nodes in our decision tree.

6 Experiments

6.1 Setup

Language Models. We examine two groups of
models, with small-scale and large-scale model
parameters. Within each group, we expect com-
parable performance among the models. In
the small-scale group, we combine four mod-
els: Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, Qwen2-7B-Instruct,
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2, and Yi-1.5-9B-Chat-16K.
In the large-scale group, we combine five mod-
els: Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct (Lla), Mistral-Large-
Instruct-2407 (Mis), Qwen2-72B-Instruct (Qwen),
Mixtral-8x22B-Instruct-v0.1 (Mix), and Wizardlm-
2-8x22B (Wiz). Appendix B.1 provides their Hug-
gingFace links.
Datasets. We study three practical tasks: align-
ment, machine translation (MT), and math reason-
ing. We evaluate alignment on AlpacaEval (Li
et al., 2023b) and Arena-Hard (Li et al., 2024)
datasets. For MT, WMT’21 and WMT’22 are used.
We test math reasoning on MATH (Hendrycks et al.,
2021). Finally, we synthesize alignment data with
the prompts from Ultrafeedback (Cui et al., 2024).
Appendix B.2 provides more statistics.
Reward Models. We utilize a reward model
to guide the search process. For alignment,
we employ ArmoRM (Wang et al., 2024a)
(RLHFlow/ArmoRM-Llama3-8B-v0.1), as it has
demonstrated superior performance on the Reward-
Bench benchmark (Lambert et al., 2024). In the
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Figure 4: Scaling results for machine translation (zh to en) on WMT’22 using 5 large-scale models. The number
of translations varies among 80, 160, 320, 480, 640, 800, 960, 1120, and 1280. Left: KIWI is used as the
reward model for guidance and evaluation. Right: The best translation is selected and re-evaluated by KIWI-
XXL (Unbabel/wmt23-cometkiwi-da-xxl), where moving average is applied to smooth the curves. Only the best
models for Rand and PRS are presented. The test set is randomly down-sampled to 200 test samples.

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5
Avg. inference FLOPs per prompt 1e15

64

66

68

70

72

74

76

78

Ac
c.

MATH (Best-of-N)

Rand (qwen2-7b)
PRS (qwen2-7b)
Par. Ensemble_2
Par. Ensemble_4
Seq. Refine_2
MoA_2
TOA_2
TOA_4

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Avg. inference FLOPs per prompt 1e15

64

66

68

70

72

74

Ac
c.

MATH (Majority Vote)
Rand (qwen2-7b)
PRS (qwen2-7b)
Par. Ensemble_2
Par. Ensemble_4
Seq. Refine_2
MoA_2
TOA_2
TOA_4

Figure 5: Scaling results for math where the 4 small-scale models are combined. We generate solutions iteratively
until we obtain 128 samples, then analyze the results of the first N solutions. Left: A single solution is selected
from the first N solutions, and we calculate the average accuracy of the top 5 solutions with the highest rewards to
reduce the variance. Right: The final answer is determined using majority voting among the first N solutions and
moving average is applied to smooth the curves. The number next to “_” indicates the number of models combined;
for 2, we chose Llama-3.1-8B-Inst and Qwen2-7B-Inst.

MT domain, we rely on KIWI (Rei et al., 2022)
(Unbabel/wmt22-cometkiwi-da), which is specif-
ically designed for reference-free evaluation. For
math reasoning, we adopt Qwen2.5-Math-RM-
72B (Yang et al., 2024b) as the reward model, lever-
aging its advanced capabilities for this domain.
Baselines. For single-agent sampling, we use ran-
dom sampling (Rand) and PRS (Ye and Ng, 2024).
PRS employs a tree structure and iterative refine-
ment for data sampling, which has proven to be
superior to random sampling. For multi-agent sam-
pling, we compare the baselines discussed in § 4.
Note that MoA exemplifies the category of meth-
ods referred to as model debating and fusion (Du
et al., 2024).
Inference Settings. We vary the number of sam-

ples generated for each question. We calculate
FLOPs to measure the cost and record the model
performance. We use the method from Hoffmann
et al. (2022) to calculate FLOPs. Appendix B.3
provides more details about the settings, and Ap-
pendix B.4 provides the prompts used.

6.2 Results

We analyze compute efficiency across three tasks,
explore best-of-N sampling for AlpacaEval and
WMT datasets, and generate synthetic data to fine-
tune models for alignment. We observe:
Multi-agent sampling generally outperforms
sampling from a single model. Based on the
scaling results in Figures 3, 4, and 5, the parallel
ensemble method generally demonstrates superior



Model Name LC WR WR |token|
Qwen2 72B Instruct 38.1 29.9 -
Llama 3.1 70B Instruct 38.1 39.1 -
Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct 39.3 39.1 -
GPT-4 Turbo (04/09) 55.0 46.1 -
GPT-4 Omni (05/13) 57.5 51.3 -
Together MoA-Lite 59.1 56.6 -
Together MoA 65.4 59.9 -
OpenPipe MoA GPT-4 Turbo 68.4 63.2 -

Best-of-160 Sampling
Rand (Llama-3.1-70B-Inst) 47.8 47.1 2004
Rand (Mistral-Large-Inst-2407) 62.5 55.1 1809
PRS (Llama-3.1-70B-Inst) 52.8 53.7 2094
PRS (Mistral-Large-Inst-2407) 67.9 59.5 1787
Par. Ensemble 58.6 59.1 2092
Seq. Refine 70.0 65.6 1943
MoA 64.1 73.0 2550
TOA (Ours) 71.8 68.7 1999

Table 1: AlpacaEval 2.0 results show length-controlled
win rate (%) and win rate (%) with GPT-4-Preview-1106
as both baseline and annotator. Using 5 large-scale mod-
els, 160 outputs per prompt are sampled, with ArmoRM-
Llama3-8B-v0.1 selecting the best for evaluation.

performance compared to random sampling from
the best single model. This trend is observed across
various tasks and both sets of model combination.
However, an effective strategy is essential to com-
bine agents. Without a robust strategy, multi-agent
sampling can underperform compared to advanced
single-agent methods like PRS, which highlights
the complexity of model coordination.
Sequential refinement and mixture-of-agents
possess unique strengths. Seq. refinement shows
superior compute efficiency over PRS for align-
ment on AlpacaEval, achieving a 70.0 LC win rate
with best-of-160 sampling (Table 1) and outper-
forming strong baselines. For machine translation,
MoA surpasses GPT-4 in the reference-free evalua-
tion metric. However, MoA is computationally ex-
pensive, as it aggregates the responses of multiple
models to generate new output samples, increasing
the cost of processing the input context.
TOA is the most compute-optimal. Based on the
scaling results in Figures 3, 4, and 5, TOA emerges
as the most compute-optimal method across all
three tasks and both sets of models. To analyze the
scaling behavior of TOA, we fit its scaling curve
in Figure 3 (left) using a function where the input
is FLOPs (C) and the output is the avg. top-10
reward (R). The function takes the form R =
a · log10(C)2 + b · log10(C) + c. After fitting, the
parameters are determined to be a = −0.0031,
b = 0.11, and c = −0.71. This learned function
provides a reliable means to predict the reward for

KIWI-XXL de cs is zh ru Avg. FLOPs

Gold Reference 78.56 83.11 85.04 74.19 79.59 80.10 -
WMT Winners 83.59 82.53 85.60 73.28 80.97 81.19 -
GPT-4 84.58 83.55 85.90 77.65 81.34 82.60 -
CPO 83.97 83.75 85.73 77.17 81.54 82.43 -
Best-of-160 Sampling
Rand (lla-3.1-70b) 85.41 85.09 84.45 79.07 82.21 83.24 3.5
Rand (Mis-lg) 85.60 84.54 83.35 79.50 82.64 83.13 7.8
PRS (lla-3.1-70b) 85.83 85.71 84.76 79.51 82.67 83.70 6.0
PRS (Mis-lg) 86.18 85.72 84.01 79.82 82.68 83.68 13
Par. Ensemble 85.82 85.35 83.58 79.47 82.53 83.35 3.9
Seq. Refine 86.14 85.81 83.86 79.39 82.68 83.58 8.2
MoA 86.20 86.13 84.87 79.87 82.80 83.97 12
TOA (Ours) 86.25 86.31 84.81 79.89 83.00 84.05 7.5

Table 2: Results on WMT’21 and ’22 with large-scale
models. We use KIWI-XXL to evaluate the results. The
results in the upper section are from Xu et al. (2024b).
Total FLOPs (×1018) for the entire eval set is presented.
Results with reference-based evaluation are in Table 6

a given compute budget.
In terms of the MATH eval set, as presented in

Figure 5, we observe that combining all four small-
scale models does not outperform combining the
top two models (i.e., Qwen2-7B-Inst and Llama-
3.1-8B-Inst) (also see Figure 13), which suggests
that successful multi-agent sampling requires the
combined models to achieve relatively consistent
performance.
Dynamic model coordination enables TOA. In
Figure 6 and Figure 14 in the Appendix, we ana-
lyze the refinement paths with the highest rewards,
examining their categories and proportions, as well
as the frequency with which specific models follow
one another along these optimal paths. Our findings
reveal that the top 20 optimal paths represent only
a small fraction of the total, highlighting the diver-
sity of effective refinement strategies. Notably, the
likelihood of a successor model being identical to
its predecessor in optimal paths is quite low. This
suggests that using diverse models for refinement
typically yields better results.

In Figure 7, we analyze the rewards of the op-
timal child response node for each model node at
any given layer. The results show that for the same
model, as the depth increases, the reward of its op-
timal child response node tends to grow within a
certain range. This indicates that the refinement
process can effectively improve response. We also
observe that the optimal responses often appear in
deeper layers globally. We display some built tree
examples in Figure 15, 16, 17, and 18.
Reward hacking exists in TOA. We use a learned
reward model to guide TOA, optimizing output
samples to the reward model but risking reward
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Figure 7: With the large-scale models, we report the
average highest reward on each layer of each model
(left), and the proportion of the best response over all
samples existing in the layers of each model (right).

hacking. As shown in Figure 4, the left figure illus-
trates a steady improvement in the reward of gener-
ated translations with increased compute. However,
the right figure reveals that when re-evaluated by
an external model, the score initially improves but
later declines, indicating reward hacking. However,
TOA remains the best overall approach. Similarly,
PRS, which also employs a reward model, encoun-
ters the same issue. These findings underscore
more robust reward models.
TOA achieves competitive results on AlpacaE-
val and SOTA performance on WMT. With
best-of-N sampling, TOA attains a 71.8% LC Win
Rate on AlpacaEval (Table 1), surpassing all base-
lines. On WMT’21 and WMT’22 (Table 2), it sets
a new SOTA benchmark, outperforming GPT-4 and
CPO (Xu et al., 2024b). While MoA ranks second,
it demands much higher computational resources.

AlpacaEval Arena-Hard FLOPs
LC WR WR WR ×1015

Llama-3-8B-Inst + Syn. Data
DPO† 48.2 47.5 35.2 -
SimPO† 53.7 47.5 36.5 -
Yi-1.5-9B-Chat-16K 23.3 25.8 28.4 -
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 17.1 14.7 12.6 -
Qwen2-7B-Instruct 21.2 19.5 23.6 -
Llama-3-8B-Instruct 24.8 23.6 19.7 -
Llama-3-8B-Inst + Syn. Data + SFT
Rand (Lla-3.1-8B-Inst) 25.3 23.8 21.7 2.0
PRS (Lla-3.1-8B-Inst) 30.4 30.5 24.4 2.9
Par. Ensemble 28.6 26.9 24.9 2.0
Seq. Refine 34.0 30.4 21.9 3.3
MoA 29.8 32.1 24.4 7.5
TOA (Ours) 34.0 30.6 27.5 3.0
Llama-3-8B-Inst + Syn. Data + DPO
TOA (Ours) 52.2 55.8 39.2 3.0

Table 3: Comparison of synthetic data generated by
each baseline and fine-tuning Llama-3-8B-Inst. Us-
ing 4 small models, outputs are generated with Ultra-
feedback (Cui et al., 2024) prompts, sampling 160 re-
sponses per prompt via ArmoRM, retaining the best.
Avg. FLOPs per prompt are reported. † is taken from
Meng et al. (2024). Fine-tuning results for Qwen2-7B-
Instruct are detailed in Table 7.

Enhanced data synthesis is enabled using TOA.
We conduct practical tests to evaluate the effective-
ness of synthetic data generated by various meth-
ods. In the alignment task, we use Ultrafeedback
input prompts to produce synthetic outputs. 160
outputs are generated for each prompt, and the re-
sponse with the highest reward, as determined by
ArmoRM, is retained. The model is then fine-tuned
using this generated data. As shown in Table 3,
synthetic data generated by our method delivers the
best results on AlpacaEval and Arena-Hard.

We further train the model using DPO (Rafailov
et al., 2023), selecting the highest-reward response
as the positive sample and the 30th-ranked one as
the reject sample, based on optimal ranking experi-
ments. Post-DPO training, our method sets a new
SOTA, outperforming SimPO (Meng et al., 2024).
More results are included in Appendix C.

7 Conclusion

We study scaling inference compute with multi-
agent systems. We first formalize previous work
on model combinations in a unified framework.
We then propose TOA, a novel method to leverage
MCTS for model coordination. Extensive exper-
iments reveal multi-agent scaling laws, with our
method achieving the best efficiency in synthetic
data generation and scaling inference compute.



8 Limitations

Although multi-agent sampling is more compute-
optimal than single-agent sampling, it requires a
better design to reduce GPU memory usage when
we need to load the model locally. Currently, we
are using a straightforward approach, which in-
volves loading different models simultaneously dur-
ing the generation phase. This results in higher
GPU memory consumption. However, if we di-
rectly call cloud-based API services, we do not
need to host the models locally, and our method
can significantly reduce the number of API calls
while achieving the same level of performance.
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A More Related Work

Monte Carlo Tree Search. Monte Carlo Tree
Search (MCTS) (Browne et al., 2012) has been
effectively utilized for advancing large language
models. Wan et al. (2024) leverage MCTS for
token-level language model inference, while Tian
et al. (2024) employ it to explore reasoning paths,
facilitating self-improvement. In our work, we are
the first to apply MCTS for model coordination,
introducing a novel tree structure that alternates
between model layers and response layers.
Synthetic Data Generation. Generating data
to advance AI systems during both pre-training
and post-training stages is increasingly important.
Dohmatob et al. (2024) highlight a challenging
scaling law, showing that excessive pre-training on
synthetic data leads to performance decay. Guo
et al. (2024) observe that continual training on self-
generated data reduces linguistic diversity. Thus,
optimizing the use of synthetic data has become
a critical focus. Gerstgrasser et al. (2024) find
that mixing synthetic data with real data enhances
pre-training performance compared to using only
real data. Feng et al. (2024) propose incorporating
a verifier to prevent model collapse, while Chan
et al. (2024) use personas to improve the diversity
of generated synthetic data. Reject sampling or
best-of-N sampling (Liu et al., 2024) employs in-
creased inference computation to generate more
output samples, thereby raising the likelihood of
obtaining strong samples. Ye and Ng (2024) pro-
pose a preference-guided reflective mechanism to
further improve best-of-N sampling.

B More Setup Details

B.1 Language Models

We combine models for evaluation. Small-scale
combination has 4 models including:
• Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct (Dubey et al., 2024):
https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct;

• Qwen2-7B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024a):
https://huggingface.co/Qwen/
Qwen2-7B-Instruct;

• Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 (Jiang et al., 2023a):
https://huggingface.co/mistralai/
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2;

• Yi-1.5-9B-Chat-16K (Young et al., 2024):
https://huggingface.co/01-ai/Yi-1.
5-9B-Chat-16K.

Tasks Datasets Size

NMT

WMT’21 is - en 1000

WMT’22

zh - en 1875
ru - en 2016
de - en 1984
cs - en 1448

Alignment
AlpacaEval 805
Arena-Hard 500

Reasoning MATH 100
Data Synthesis Ultrafeedback 59876

Table 4: Statistics of tasks and datasets used in our work.
AlpacaEval is from https://tatsu-lab.github.io/
alpaca_eval/ and Arena-Hard is from https://
github.com/lmarena/arena-hard-auto. We ran-
domly sample 100 problems from MATH500 (Light-
man et al., 2024). For Ultrafeedback, we use the version
of princeton-nlp/llama3-ultrafeedback-armorm
processed by Xu et al. (2024b).

Larg-scale combination comprises 5 models in-
cluding:
• Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct (Dubey et al., 2024):
https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct;

• Mistral-Large-Instruct-2407 (AI, 2024b):
https://huggingface.co/mistralai/
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2407;

• Qwen2-72B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024a):
https://huggingface.co/Qwen/
Qwen2-72B-Instruct;

• Mixtral-8x22B-Instruct-v0.1 (AI, 2024a):
https://huggingface.co/mistralai/
Mixtral-8x22B-Instruct-v0.1;

• Wizardlm-2-8x22b (Xu et al., 2024a):
https://huggingface.co/alpindale/
WizardLM-2-8x22B.

B.2 Statistics of Tasks and Datasets

Table 4 provides details of the tasks and datasets
used in this paper.

B.3 Hyper-parameter Settings

We present the hyper-parameters used across dif-
ferent tasks for our TOA:
• Alignment: The maximum layer width is set to
⌊N3 ⌋, and α is set to 0.01.

• Machine Translation: The maximum layer
width is also set to ⌊N3 ⌋, with α set to 0.05.

• Math Reasoning The maximum layer width is
set to ⌊N2 ⌋, and α is set to 0.01.
The temperature in sampling is set to 0.7, and

top_p is set to 1. For MoA, we use the default
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You are an expert editor tasked with refining a
response to the latest user query. Your goal is
to enhance the response’s accuracy,
coherence, and reliability while aligning it with
the user’s preferences. Ensure the highest
standards of quality, focusing on conciseness
and clarity in your revisions.

The latest user query is:
{question}

Here is the response you need to refine:
{answer}

Figure 8: The refinement prompt for alignment.

You are provided with a text originally written
in a foreign language and its corresponding
English translation. Your task is to revise this
translation to improve its precision, natural
flow, consistency, and completeness.

When refining the translation, ensure it:
- Faithfully conveys the intended meaning of
the original text.
- Is grammatically correct and reads smoothly
in English.
- Maintains consistent use of terminology and
stylistic choices.
- Includes all crucial information from the
original text.

**Original Text**
{source}

**Current Translation**
{translation}

Please provide only the revised translation.

Figure 9: The refinement prompt for machine transla-
tion.

prompt for generation when alignment is involved.

B.4 Prompts Used for Generation
Figures 8, 9, and 10 provide the refinement prompts
that we use for the tasks of alignment, machine
translation, and math reasoning, respectively.

C Further Analysis

Comparison with Magpie. To evaluate the
performance of our method, we conduct a
comparison with Magpie (Xu et al., 2024c), a
recent approach for synthetic alignment data
generation. For a fair comparison, we utilize
the dataset provided by Magpie, specifically
Magpie-Align/Magpie-Air-300K-Filtered.
We randomly sample 80K prompts and employ a
group of small-scale models to generate synthetic

You are a mathematics expert tasked with
analyzing a proposed solution to a
mathematical problem provided by another AI
Agent.

The mathematical problem is:
{question}

The proposed answer from the AI Agent is:
{answer}

First, you must analyze the reasoning behind
the proposed answer and evaluate its
correctness. Then, you should provide your
own solution to the question. Let's think step
by step.

In the last new line, put the final answer in
\"\boxed{{}}\".

Figure 10: The refinement prompt for math reasoning.

AlpacaEval 2.0
Size LC WR WR

Llama-3-8B-Instruct - 24.8 23.6

Llama-3-8B-Base + Syn. Data + SFT
Magpie-Air-300K-Raw 300K 22.0 21.7
Magpie-Air-300K-Filtered 300K 22.7 24.0
TOA (Ours) 80K 24.7 27.0

Llama-3-8B-Inst + Syn. Data + SFT
TOA (Ours) 80K 32.8 33.3

Table 5: Comparison with Magpie (Xu et al., 2024c) for
alignment data synthesis. We use the prompts from Mag-
pie (Magpie-Align/Magpie-Air-300K-Filtered),
and then use TOA (with 4 small-scale models) to
generate synthetic outputs. We sample 80 outputs per
prompt and use ArmoRM to keep the best one. We
randomly sample 80K prompts from Magpie.

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
Avg. inference FLOPs per prompt 1e16

0.172

0.174

0.176

0.178

0.180

0.182

0.184
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 To
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ar

ds

AlpacaEval (ArmoRM)

TOA (Lla-8B-Inst & Yi-9B-Chat)
TOA (Lla-8B-Inst & Qwen2-7B-Inst)
TOA-4

Figure 11: Ablation of the number of models for combi-
nation in TOA. We use the small-scale sets for evalua-
tion.
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n_samples = 64
n_samples = 640

Figure 12: Effect of depth for TOA. We vary the max-
imum depth of the tree between 3, 5, 9, and 11. The
top 10 average reward (using ArmoRM) is reported on
AlpacaEval with 200 samples.

outputs, using ArmoRM-Llama3-8B-v0.1 as the
reward model. Each prompt samples 80 outputs.
For each prompt, only the highest-quality response
is retained for training purposes. As shown in
Table 5, our method consistently outperforms Mag-
pie, showing our method’s enhanced effectiveness
and robustness.
Effect of Number of Models. We investigate the
impact of the number of models used for combina-
tion. In Figure 11, we reduce the number of models
from 4 to 2 and evaluate in two different settings.
Our results indicate that using 2 models does not
provide greater computational efficiency compared
to using 4 models.
Effect of Tree Depth for TOA. As illustrated in
Figure 12, we analyze the impact of tree depth on
the performance of our TOA method. Our findings
reveal that with a larger total number of samples for
generation, such as 640, greater tree depth results
in improved performance. Conversely, when the
sample size is limited, such as 64, a smaller tree
depth proves to be more effective. This behavior
arises because TOA requires a broader layer width
to ensure sufficient exploration.

D Supplementary Experiments

We present additional experiments to complement
the primary experiments detailed in § 6.2 of the
main paper. Below is a concise overview of the
supplementary tables and figures, with detailed
analyses already provided in § 6.2.

Figure 13 presents the evaluation results on the
MATH test set for different language models. Fig-
ure 14 is the counterpart of Figure 6 for machine
translation, to dissect the optimal refinement paths
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Rand (Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2)

Figure 13: Performance of different language models
on MATH.

per prompt. Table 6 demonstrates our state-of-the-
art performance on the WMT benchmark. Table 7,
in conjunction with Table 3, highlights our capa-
bility to enhance data synthesis. Lastly, Figure 15,
16, 17, and 18 show the construction of decision
trees utilizing our methodology. The evaluation
was conducted on the AlpacaEval dataset with five
large-scale models. Each figure corresponds to a
different question. The path leading to the highest
reward (ArmoRM) is highlighted in red.



Methods de cs is zh ru Avg.
KXXL MetricX KXXL MetricX KXXL MetricX KXXL MetricX KXXL MetricX KXXL MetricX

Gold Reference 78.56 - 83.11 - 85.04 - 74.19 - 79.59 - 80.10 -
WMT Winners 83.59 1.60 82.53 1.44 85.6 1.54 73.28 3.68 80.97 1.42 81.19 1.94
GPT-4 84.58 1.37 83.55 1.46 85.9 1.39 77.65 2.22 81.34 1.26 82.60 1.54
CPO 83.97 1.45 83.75 1.43 85.73 1.35 77.17 2.53 81.54 1.34 82.43 1.62

Rand (lla-3.1-70b) 85.41 1.32 85.09 1.33 84.45 1.76 79.07 2.23 82.21 1.20 83.24 1.57
Rand (Mis-large-2407) 85.60 1.26 84.54 1.48 83.35 1.98 79.50 1.95 82.64 1.09 83.13 1.55
PRS (lla-3.1-70b) 85.83 1.18 85.71 1.18 84.76 1.51 79.51 1.86 82.67 1.04 83.70 1.36
PRS (Mis-large-2407) 86.18 1.17 85.72 1.33 84.01 1.74 79.82 1.79 82.68 1.03 83.68 1.41
Par. Ensemble 85.82 1.26 85.35 1.34 83.58 1.91 79.47 2.03 82.53 1.13 83.35 1.53
Seq. Refine 86.14 1.14 85.81 1.19 83.86 1.63 79.39 1.79 82.68 0.99 83.58 1.35
MoA 86.20 1.14 86.13 1.19 84.87 1.60 79.87 1.79 82.80 1.00 83.97 1.34
TOA (Ours) 86.25 1.11 86.31 1.16 84.81 1.50 79.89 1.77 83.00 1.00 84.05 1.31

Table 6: Results of xx-to-en translation on WMT21 and WMT22. is-to-en is from WMT21 and the rest is
from WMT22. The results of Gold Reference, WMT Winners, GPT-4, and CPO are taken from (Xu et al.,
2024b). In our experiments, to scale inference compute, for each test sample, we sample 160 translations and use
KIWI (Unbabel/wmt22-cometkiwi-da) to select the best one with the highest score. Then the selected samples
will be re-evaluated by KIWI-XXL (or KXXL) (Unbabel/wmt23-cometkiwi-da-xxl) and MetricX (Juraska et al.,
2023) (google/metricx-23-xxl-v2p0). For MetricX, the lower the better. Here, KIWI-22 and KIWI-XXL are
reference-free evaluations and MetricX is a reference-based evaluation.
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Figure 14: On the machine translation task, for TOA
with 5 large models, we identify the best refinement
paths per prompt, maximizing reward. We present the
top 20 most frequent paths, the number of models used
for generation, and the successor proportions for each
predecessor.

AlpacaEval
LC WR WR

Qwen2-7B-Instruct 21.2 19.5

Qwen2-7B-Inst + Syn. Data + SFT
Rand (Qwen2-7B-Inst) 25.0 23.4
PRS (Qwen2-7B-Inst) 27.1 22.6
Par. Ensemble 20.2 19.4
Seq. Refine 25.9 22.9
MoA 22.7 24.1
TOA (Ours) 28.3 25.6
Qwen2-7B-Inst + Syn. Data + DPO
TOA (Ours) 34.4 50.5

Table 7: Qwen2-7B-Instruct fine-tuning results using
different synthetic data.
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Figure 15: Example (a) of a decision tree constructed
using TOA. Best viewed with zooming in.
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Figure 16: Example (b) of a decision tree constructed
using TOA. Best viewed with zooming in.
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Figure 17: Example (c) of a decision tree constructed
using TOA. Best viewed with zooming in.
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Figure 18: Example (d) of a decision tree constructed
using TOA. Best viewed with zooming in.
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