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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) have achieved sig-
nificant performance gains via scaling up model
sizes and/or data. However, recent evidence sug-
gests diminishing returns from such approaches,
motivating scaling the computation spent at infer-
ence time. Existing inference-time scaling meth-
ods, usually with reward models, cast the task as
a search problem, which tends to be vulnerable to
reward hacking as a consequence of approxima-
tion errors in reward models. In this paper, we in-
stead cast inference-time scaling as a probabilistic
inference task and leverage sampling-based tech-
niques to explore the typical set of the state distri-
bution of a state-space model with an approximate
likelihood, rather than optimize for its mode di-
rectly. We propose a novel inference-time scaling
approach by adapting particle-based Monte Carlo
methods to this task. Our empirical evaluation
demonstrates that our methods have a 4–16x bet-
ter scaling rate over our deterministic search coun-
terparts on various challenging mathematical rea-
soning tasks. Using our approach, we show that
Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct can surpass GPT-
4o accuracy in only 4 rollouts, while Qwen2.5-
Math-7B-Instruct scales to o1 level accuracy in
only 32 rollouts. Our work not only presents
an effective method to inference-time scaling,
but also connects the rich literature in proba-
bilistic inference with inference-time scaling of
LLMs to develop more robust algorithms in future
work. Code and further information is available at
https://probabilistic-inference-scaling.github.io/ .

1. Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated re-
markable improvements in performance through scaling up
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Figure 1. State-space model for inference-time scaling. c is a
prompt, x1, . . . , xT are sequence of partial LLM outputs and
o1, . . . , oT are the “observed” acceptance. We cast inference-
time scaling as to estimate the latent states conditioned on ot = 1
for t = 1, 2, . . . , T , i.e. all being accepted.

model sizes and/or data. While frontier models have relied
heavily on larger datasets and an ever-increasing number of
learnable parameters (Kaplan et al., 2020; Snell et al., 2024),
smaller LLMs have successfully leveraged domain-specific
data to match the performance of larger, general-purpose
models (Sudalairaj et al., 2024; Pareja et al., 2024). How-
ever, recent reports indicate plateaus in performance gains
through such scaling methods. Consequently, inference-
time (aka compute-time / test-time) scaling has emerged
as a promising alternative to improve model performance
(Beeching et al., 2024). Proprietary models like OpenAI’s
o1 (OpenAI et al., 2024) and o3 have demonstrated the ben-
efits of allocating more computation resources at inference
time, particularly for complex reasoning and math tasks.
These inference-time scaling techniques not only enhance
model capability but also allow smaller models to achieve
performance levels comparable to their larger counterparts,
making advanced AI more accessible for low-resource de-
vices.

Recent work (Lightman et al., 2023a) has framed inference-
time scaling as a search problem guided by a process reward
model (PRM). This perspective has led to the successful
application of classic algorithms such as best-of-n (BoN;
Brown et al., 2024), beam search (Zhou et al., 2024; Snell
et al., 2024), and Monte Carlo tree search (MCTS; Guan
et al., 2025), which refine model outputs by systematically
exploring a broader search space. This process is sometimes
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Figure 2. Performance of PF compared to other inference-time scaling methods across different model families. Figure 2a and Figure 2b
demonstrate results for the Llama-3 family, where PF outperforms WBoN and DVTS in both cases and approaches the performance of
much larger models like Llama-3.1-70B and even GPT-4o . Figure 2c and Figure 2d show results for the Qwen family, where PF achieves
superior scaling against baslines, enabling the smaller model Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct to surpass GPT-4o in performance within a
limited compute budget. Larger Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct model efficiently scale to match o1-preview performance on MATH500.

referred to as ”thinking/reasoning”.

However, we argue that a search-based formulation becomes
problematic when the reward model is imperfect—an inher-
ent issue since these models are only approximations of an
unknown true classification or preference function. Empiri-
cally, this often leads to reward hacking, where the final out-
put is optimized to score well according to the reward model
but fails to be useful and/or correct (Snell et al., 2024).

In this paper, we propose a shift in perspective by framing
inference-time scaling as a probabilistic inference task.
Unlike search-based methods that seek the mode of the
reward model’s distribution, we leverage sampling-based
techniques to explore the typical set, which is more
likely to overlap with the ground truth. This approach
reduces reliance on potentially flawed reward models, as
probabilistic inference naturally balances exploitation and
exploration by trusting the reward model only up-to a
certain probability (Andrieu et al., 2010). More specifically,
unlike existing search-based methods in inference-time
scaling, our probabilistic approach to scaling strikes a
unique balance between exploration and exploitation. If
the search process discovers a partial solution with a
high process reward score, the next step will resample
that solution more heavily but will typically not have it
completely dominate the next step of particles, allowing for
more diverse options to still continue their exploration.

The idea of using more computation to refine results is a
fundamental feature of many classic probabilistic inference
methods. For instance, Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
methods improve inference asymptotically with more itera-
tions, while particle-based Monte Carlo methods enhance
accuracy as the number of particles increases.

Building on this principle, we introduce a novel approach
to inference-time scaling by adapting particle-based Monte
Carlo algorithms from probabilistic inference. Our method
explicitly accounts for imperfections in reward models by
maintaining a diverse set of candidates within the solution
space. By iteratively updating their weights based on ob-
served evidence (approximate reward), our approach ensures
robust scaling even when the reward model is imperfect.

Our key contributions are as follows.

1. We formulate inference-time scaling as probabilistic in-
ference over a state space model (SSM) jointly defined
by a language model (transition kernel) and a process
reward model (emission model), which enables direct
application of probabilistic inference methods.

2. We propose inference-time scaling algorithms based on
the particle filtering (PF) algorithm, which is robust to
imperfection in reward modeling. We study its scaling
performance and the effective temperature in LLM
generation and how to optimally allocate computation
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budget over its multi-iteration and parallel extensions.

3. We study ways to use PRMs and propose a more ro-
bust and performant way to obtain rewards for partial
answers which we refer to as model-based aggregation.

4. We demonstrate that the proposed methods have 4–
16x faster scaling speed than previous methods based
on a search formulation on the MATH500 and AIME
2024 datasets, with small language models in the
Llama and Qwen families. We show that PF can scale
Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct to surpasses GPT-4o ac-
curacy with only a budget of 4 and scale Qwen2.5-
Math-7B-Instruct to o1 accuracy with a budget of 32.

2. Related Work
Process reward models (PRMs) aim to provide more gran-
ular feedback by evaluating intermediate steps rather than
only final outputs. They are trained via process supervi-
sion, a training approach where models receive feedback on
each intermediate step of their reasoning process rather than
only on the final outcome. Lightman et al. (2023a) propose
a step-by-step verification approach to PRMs, improving
the reliability of reinforcement learning. DeepSeek PRM
(Wang et al., 2024) uses Mistral to annotate training data for
PRMs . Zhang et al. (2025b) introduces Qwen-PRM, which
combines both Monte Carlo estimation and model/human
annotation approach to prepare training data for a PRM.
PRIME (Cui et al., 2025) proposes to train an outcome re-
ward model (ORM) using an implicit reward objective. The
paper shows that implicit reward objective directly learns a
Q-function that provides rewards for each token, which can
be leveraged to create process-level reward signal. This pro-
cess eliminates the need for any process labels, and reaches
competitive performance on PRM benchmarks.

Inference-time scaling has been a key training-free strategy
for enhancing LLM performance. Brown et al. (2024) ex-
plores a best-of-N (BoN) decoding strategy, demonstrating
improvements in output quality through selective refinement.
(Snell et al., 2024) provides insights into how scaling com-
pute resources can yield better inference efficiency from a
compute optimality perspective. While not implementing
full Monte Carlo tree search (MCTS), Zhou et al. (2024)
explores a tree-search-like approach within language mod-
els. Additionally, Guan et al. (2025) introduces rSTAR, a
method that combines MCTS for data generation and train-
ing to improve mathematical reasoning. Beeching et al.
(2024) discusses beam search and dynamic variable-time
search (DVTS) as inference-time scaling techniques to im-
prove open-source LLMs. DVTS works by running multiple
independent subtrees in parallel so to avoid all leaves stuck
in local minima.

Particle-based Monte Carlo methods are powerful tools

for probabilistic inference. Sequential Monte Carlo (Moral,
1997) or particle filtering (Swendsen & Wang, 1986) has
been the classical way to approximate complex posterior
distributions over state-space models. Particle Gibbs (PG)
sampling (Andrieu et al., 2010) extends these approaches
by integrating MCMC techniques for improved inference.

3. Background
State space models are a class of probabilistic models used
to describe sequential systems that evolve stepwise, typi-
cally over time (Särkkä, 2013). They consist of a sequence
of hidden states {xt}Tt=1 and corresponding observations
{ot}Tt=1, where xt ∈ X represents the latent state at step
t, and ot ∈ Y is the observation. The evolution of states
is governed by a transition model p(xt | x<t−1), and the
observations are governed by the emission model p(ot|xt).
The joint distribution of states and observations is given by:
p(x1:T , o1:T ) = p(x1)

∏T
t=2p(xt | x<t−1)

∏T
t=1p(ot | xt),

where p(x1) is the prior distribution over the initial state.

Probabilistic inference in SSMs involves estimating the
posterior distribution of the hidden states given the obser-
vations, p(x1:T |o1:T ) (Särkkä, 2013). This task is generally
intractable due to the high dimensionality of the state space
and the dependencies in the model. Common approaches
approximate the posterior through sampling-based methods
or variational approaches (MacKay, 2003).

Particle filtering (PF) is a sequential Monte Carlo method
to approximate the posterior distribution in SSMs (Swend-
sen & Wang, 1986; Moral, 1997). PF represents the pos-
terior using a set of N weighted particles {x(i)

t , w
(i)
t }Ni=1,

where x
(i)
t denotes the ith particle at time t, and w

(i)
t is its

associated weight. The algorithm iteratively propagates par-
ticles using the transition model and updates weights based
on the emission model: w(i)

t ∝ w
(i)
t−1p(ot | x

(i)
t ).

4. Method
We begin by formulating inference-time scaling for LLMs
as probabilistic inference over a state-space model (SSM),
where the transition kernel is defined by the LLM and the
emission probabilities are given by the PRM (Section 4.1).
Next, in Section 4.2, we introduce how particle filtering (PF)
can be applied to this inference task. We then extend our ap-
proach to incorporate multiple iterations and parallel chains,
providing more ways to allocate computation budgets.

4.1. Inference-time scaling LLMs with PRMs as
probabilistic inference over SSMs

For a LLM M (or pM ), our approach to inference-time
scaling attempts to estimate the latent states of the follow-
ing joint distribution over tokens (or chunks, e.g. steps in
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math problems) x1:T and observations o1:T representing the
acceptance of the tokens, given prompt c

pM (x1:T , o1:T | c) ∝
T∏

t=1

pM (xt | c, x<t−1)

T∏
t=1

p(ot | c, xt)
, where (1)

• The transition kernel pM (xt | c, x<t−1) is defined by M ;
• The emission model or likelihood p(ot | c, xt) =
B(ot; r(c, xt)) is a Bernoulli whose parameter is defined
by a reward function r of each xt for prompt c.

Figure 1 shows the plate diagram of this SSM we define.

In inference-time scaling, we would like to find the sequence
of latent states such that all steps are accepted (allot = 1
for all t), i.e. estimating pM (x1:T | c, o1:T = 1). This
interpretation makes PF directly applicable.

Further, as the optimal or the ground-truth reward function r
is often unknown in practice, we approximate r via a model
that is suitable for the task. Following previous works,
we use pre-trained PRMs r̂ for such approximation when
solving reasoning tasks in the domain of mathematics (for
example), which gives us an approximate likelihood p̂(ot |
c, xt) = B(ot; r̂(c, xt)). Thus, our task is to estimate the
latent states of the following joint given ot = 1 for all t

p̂M (x1:T , o1:T | c) ∝
T∏

t=1

pM (xt | c, x<t−1)

T∏
t=1

p̂(ot | c, xt).
(2)

Sampling v.s. search An alternative to our sampling-
based approach would be to find a point estimation of
the distribution via optimization, which essentially reduces
to variants of existing search-based inference-time scaling
methods like MCTS, beam search, etc. However, we argue
that such search-based methods are not robust in the case
of PRM-based noisy approximations to the reward function.
On the other hand, sampling using (2) can produce a closer
estimation of (1) than optimization. This can be understood
by comparing the typical set and the mode of a distribution:
the mode of (2) is more sensitive to approximation errors in
r̂ than the typical set. This aligns with the classic insight that
while sampling-based methods remain invariant to reparam-
eterization in the likelihood, maximum-a-posteriori (MAP)
inference—which underlies search-based methods—does
not (Murphy, 2012).

In essence, sampling-based approaches are more robust
to approximation errors in the likelihood, making them a
better fit for this task—an advantage we will demonstrate
empirically in the following sections.

4.2. Particle filtering for inference-time scaling

We now consider inference-time scaling with an LLM pM
and a PRM r̂ via sampling from the posterior of (2) by con-
ditioning on accepting all steps. The direct application of the
classic particle filtering algorithm to this inference-time scal-
ing setup requires defining the following components.
• State initialization and transition pM (xt | c, x<t−1) is

done by prompting the LLM with the prompt c to generate
responses for a single step. These steps are determined
automatically through stop-token delimiters. The LLM
temperature is a hyperparameter to tune optimally for
different tasks (see ablation in Section 5.4);

• Weight update w(i)
t ∝ w

(i)
t−1r̂(x

(i)
t ) uses the PRM to com-

pute the reward per step, as detailed next.

PRMs for likelihood estimation and weight update
How to aggregate the step-level rewards remains a choice
when one uses PRMs. There are three common ways to as-
sign rewards to a partial answer using PRMs: prod, which
takes the product of rewards across all steps; min, which
selects the minimum reward over all steps; and last, which
uses the reward from the final step. Zhang et al. (2025b)
studies the optimal way for reward aggregation and points
out that the ”best choice” depends on if the PRM training
data is prepared using MC rollout and/or human/model an-
notation. While prod aligns directly with the weight update
rule described earlier, min and last do not allow for online
weight updates. Therefore, for these methods, we compute
the weight based on the entire partial trajectory instead.

Beyond these three approaches, we also explored a model-
based reward aggregation method that performed surpris-
ingly well. This method feeds the PRM with partial answers
but only considers the final reward token, effectively prompt-
ing the model to provide an aggregated reward for the partial
answer. Interestingly, we tested the Qwen PRM both for its
original purpose as a true process reward model and repur-
posed as an outcome reward model. When used as a true
PRM, it receives the question and a list of steps generated by
the policy model, calculates scores for each step and selects
the last score—a practice introduced and evaluated in Beech-
ing et al. (2024). As an ORM, the PRM takes in a question
and a concatenated string of generated steps, producing a
score that we convert into a weight for the resampling pro-
cess. Appendix A.2 provides an illustration of how the two
input formats are structured. We compare various reward
models and evaluate all four aggregation strategies through
an ablation study in Section 5.4.

With the above defined, particle filtering iterates over the two
steps below with a set of N particles at each iteration t

• Propagation: We start by propagating the set of particles
St−1 via initialization (t = 1) or transition (t > 1) and
calculate their weights. This produces a set of weighted
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particles S ′t = {x
(i)
t , w

(i)
t }, which represents partial gen-

eration upto step t and their importance;
• Resampling: We sample with replacement over the par-

ticles to produce a new set of particles with the same
number. Specifically, let the resampling distribution (over
index j) be

Pt(j = i) = exp(w
(i)
t )/

∑n

i′=1
exp(w

(i′)
t ). (3)

We sample {j(i)t ∼ Pt(j = i)}Mi=1 and obtain a new set

of particles St = {x
j
(i)
t
t , w

j
(i)
t

t }. This step is essentially a
probabilistic search with higher chances to explore high
reward partial generations: These weights do not blindly
guide the selection of high-reward particles at every stage
of the search—they retain a degree of stochasticity that
encourages exploration of under-explored regions of the
sample space—explorations that may discover higher
value answers later on.

Note that the resampling step in particle filtering maintains
a natural balance between exploiting promising hypotheses
and exploring less-certain regions that may yield novel
solutions. By maintaining a diverse population of particles
and dynamically adjusting their weights at each step,
our method allows a level of flexibility that is absent in
traditional strategies, such as greedy search or beam search.
In general, the ability to guide exploration using PRM-based
scores allows the framework to harness the strengths of
reward models without being limited by their flaws.

Importantly, this approach ensures that inference scaling
remains fruitful within smaller compute budgets, as the
resampling and unrolling operations are computationally ef-
ficient and can be parallelized across particles. With proper
prefix caching, the total computation on generation is as
much as that for generating N complete answers directly.

Figure 3 provides an illustration of the method with 4 parti-
cles with comparison to beam search, and the overall algo-
rithm is detailed in Algorithm 1.

4.2.1. MULTIPLE ITERATIONS AND PARALLEL CHAINS

The PF approach to inference-time scaling can be used
to define a MCMC kernel that enables two new types of
scaling: multiple iterations of complete answers inspired by
PG and parallel simulations inspired by parallel tempering.

Particle Gibbs is a type of MCMC algorithm that uses
PF as a transition kernel (Andrieu et al., 2010). Specifi-
cally, at each iteration, PG samples a new set of particles
using PF with a reference particle from the previous itera-
tion. This integration combines the efficiency of PF with
the theoretical guarantees of MCMC, making PG suitable
for high-dimensional or challenging posterior distributions.
The adaption of PG to inference-time scaling is essentially

math problem

+2.1 -1.2 +1.3 +0.1

softmax

sample N : 1, 1, 3, 4

distribution:

(a) Particle filtering uses the rewards to produce a softmax distri-
bution and does stochastic expansion of N based sampling.

math problem

+2.1 -1.2 +1.3 +0.1

top- N
M

selected: 1, 3

expand M

(b) Beam search treats the rewards as exact and performs deter-
ministic expansion based on beam size N and beam width M .

Figure 3. A side-by-side comparison between particle filtering and
its closet search-based counterpart, beam search. Compared with
beam search in Figure 3b where the selection and expansion is
deterministic (implicitly assumes the rewards are correct), parti-
cle filtering in Figure 3a trust the rewards with uncertainty and
propagate the expansion via sampling. A more detailed, step-
by-step version of particle filtering can be found in Figure 9 of
Appendix A.1.

a multi-iteration extension of the PF algorithm presented,
which works as follows: For each iteration, we run a mod-
ified PF step with an additional sampling step to sample
1 reference particle according to (3). For any PF step that
is not the initial step, the PF is executed with a reference
particle: This reference particle is never replaced during the
resampling step, but its partial trajectory can still be forked
during resampling. We detail the PG version of inference-
time scaling in Algorithm 2 of Appendix A.1. Note that
typically, a reasonably large number of particles is needed
to show the benefits of multiple iterations, which we also
confirm in our results in Section 5.4.

Parallel tempering In parallel tempering (aka replica ex-
change MCMC sampling), multiple MCMC chains run in
parallel at different temperatures and swap the states to allow
better exploration. The key idea is that the chain running in
high temperature can explore better, e.g. traversing between
different modes of the target, and the swap makes it possi-
ble to let the low temperature chain exploit the new region
found by the other chain. We detail the complete parallel
tempering version of inference-time scaling in Algorithm 3
of Appendix A.1 while we only explore a special case of it
(multiple chains with single iteration) in our experiments.
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Algorithm 1 Particle Filtering for Inference-Time Scaling

Input: the number of particles N , a reward model r̂, a
LLM pM and the prompt c
Initialize N particles {x(i)

1 ∼ pM (· | c)}Ni=1

t← 1
while not all particles stop do

Update rewards w = [r̂(x
(1)
1:t ), . . . , r̂(x

(N)
1:t )]

Compute softmax distribution θ = softmax(w)

Sample indices {j(i)t }Ni=1 ∼ Pt(j = i) = θi

Update the set of particles as {x(j
(i)
t )

1:t }Ni=1

Transition {x(i)
t+1 ∼ pM (· | c, x(i)

1:t)}Ni=1

t← t+ 1
end while
Return: the set of particles in the end

5. Evaluation
We thoroughly evaluate our proposed methods in this sec-
tion. We detail our experimental setup in Section 5.1 and
start with highlighted results on comparison with other
closed-source models and competitive inference-time scal-
ing methods with open-source models (Section 5.2). We
then study how the main algorithm, particle filtering, scales
with more computation and compare it with its competi-
tors (Section 5.3). We further perform an extensive ablation
study on key algorithmic choices like reward models, reward
aggregation and LLM temperatures (Section 5.4). We finally
study different possible allocations of the computation bud-
get through iterative and parallel extensions (Section 5.5).

5.1. Setup

Models We consider two types of open-source small lan-
guage models (SLMs) as our policy models for generating
solutions. The first is general-purpose models, of which
we used Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct and Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct
(Grattafiori et al., 2024). The second is math-specialized
models, where we used Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct and
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024). These small
models are well-suited for inference-time scaling, enabling
efficient exploration of multiple trajectories.

Process Reward Models To guide our policy models,
we utilized Qwen2.5-Math-PRM-7B (Zhang et al., 2025a),
a 7B process reward model. We selected this model be-
cause it demonstrated superior performance compared to
other PRMs we tested, including Math-Shepherd-mistral-7b-
prm (Wang et al., 2024), Llama3.1-8B-PRM-Deepseek-Data
(Xiong et al., 2024), and EurusPRM-Stage2 (Yuan et al.,
2024). This result as an ablation study is provided in Sec-
tion 5.4, where we also study the different ways to aggregate
step-level rewards from PRMs discussed in Section 4.2.

Baselines
• Pass@1: single greedy generation from the model, serv-

ing as the “bottom-line” performance.
• BoN/WBoN (Brown et al., 2024): (weighted) best-of-N

is the most straightforward inference-time scaling method
using reward models.

• DVTS (Beeching et al., 2024): a parallel extension of
beam search that improves the exploration hence overall
scaling performance.1

Datasets To evaluate our methods and baselines, we con-
sider widely-used datasets spanning multiple domains and
difficulty levels and challenging benchmarks, ensuring a
robust assessment of the methods’ performance across basic
and advanced problem-solving and reasoning tasks.
• MATH500 (Lightman et al., 2023b): A dataset contain-

ing 500 high-difficulty competition-level problems from
various mathematical domains.
• AIME 2024 (AI-MO, 2023): A collection of 30 problems

from the American Invitational Mathematics Examination
(AIME I and II) 2024.

Parsing and scoring To evaluate model-generated re-
sponses, we enforce a structured answer format using a
system prompt (see Appendix A.2). This prompt ensures
that the final answer is enclosed within a \boxed{} ex-
pression, facilitating automated extraction. We provide a
detailed version of our scoring process in Appendix A.3.

5.2. Main results

We first present our main results, comparing our approach
against a set of strong baselines in Table 1. Inference-
time scaling results are based on a budget of 64 samples,
with Qwen2.5-Math-PRM-7B serving as the reward model.
Specifically, it is used as an ORM in WBoN and as a PRM
otherwise.
• Among all inference-time scaling methods, PF consis-

tently achieves the best performance, outperforming
other scaling methods by a significant margin.

• PF with Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct outperforms its
much larger counterpart, Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct, on
MATH500 and achieves parity on AIME 2024, demon-
strating the efficiency of our approach.

• The best PF results with Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct
surpass GPT-4o on both datasets, while coming very
close to the o1-preview model on the MATH500 bench-
mark while the Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct is able to
1We only consider DVTS but not beam search itself for two

reasons. First, it has been reported by Beeching et al. (2024) to
have a better performance than beam search when the budget is
more than 16. Second, the implementation of beam search from
the official release by Beeching et al. (2024) is slower than DVTS
on the same budget.
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Model Method MATH500 AIME 2024

Closed-Source LLMs
GPT-4o - 76.2 13.3
o1-preview - 87.0 40.0
Claude3.5-Sonnet - 78.3 16.0

Open-Source LLMs
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct - 65.7 16.6
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct - 82.0 30.0

Open-Source SLMs
Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct Pass@1 26.8 0.0

BoN 46.6 3.3
WBoN 47.8 3.3
DVTS 52.8 6.6
Ours - PF 59.6 10.0

Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct Pass@1 49.9 6.6
BoN 58.6 10.0
WBoN 59.0 10.0
DVTS 65.7 13.3
Ours - PF 74.4 16.6

Open-Source Math SLMs
Qwen2.5-Math-1.5B-Instruct Pass@1 70.0 10.0

BoN 82.6 13.3
WBoN 82.8 13.3
DVTS 83.4 16.6
Ours - PF 85.4 23.3

Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct Pass@1 79.6 16.6
BoN 83.0 20.0
WBoN 84.6 20.0
DVTS 85.4 20.0
Ours - PF 87.0 23.3

Table 1. Results of various LLMs on MATH500 and AIME 2024
where bold indicates the best in each category and italic indicates
the overall best. The table highlights the performance of Inference
Scaling methods, where Qwen2.5-Math-PRM-7B was used as the
Reward Model. Each inference scaling methods were run with
a computational budget of 64 model generations. Notably, the
Qwen2.5-Math-7B model, when scaled with inference-time com-
pute, achieves performance on par with o1-preview in MATH500,
further showcasing the power of inference-time scaling for com-
petitive performance with smaller models.

match the performance of o1-preview on MATH500,
further underscoring the effectiveness of our method.

5.3. Scaling with inference-time compute

We now zoom in on how PF scales with inference-time
compute. Figure 2 shows the change of performance (in
terms of accuracy) with an increasing computation budget
(N = 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128) for all SLMs we consider.
As we can see, PF scales 4–16x faster than the next best
competitor DVTS, e.g. DVTS requires a budget of 32 to
reach the same performance of PF with a budget of 8 with
LLama-3.2-1B-Instruct and requires a budget of 128 to
reach the performance of PF with a budget of 8 with LLama-
3.1-8B-Instruct.
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Figure 4. Results of ablation on 100 question subset comparing the
performance of PF across various PRMs. We find that the Qwen
PRM scales the most effectively across generations.
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Figure 5. Effect of different aggregation strategies for the pro-
cess reward model Qwen2.5-Math-PRM-7B, evaluated on a 100-
question subset of the MATH500 dataset. The plot compares
the commonly used aggregation strategies—Min, Last, and Prod-
uct—against our proposed Model Aggregation method.

5.4. Ablation study

Performance of different PRMs To investigate the im-
pact of the choice of PRM on our method, in Figure 4
we present the results of an ablation study on a subset
of 100 questions from the MATH500 dataset, where we
compare the accuracy of our method across various reward
functions as the number of particles increases. Qwen2.5-
Math-PRM-7B consistently outperforms other models, mak-
ing it the natural choice for our main results. Interest-
ingly, while EurusPRM-Stage2 performs relatively poorly
with smaller budgets, it gradually improves and eventually
matches Qwen2.5-Math-PRM-7B at higher budgets.

Reward aggregation within PRMs As mentioned in Sec-
tion 4.2 and reported by many previous works (Zhang et al.,
2025b), there exist multiple ways to use PRMs to calculate
reward scores which can have large impact on final perfor-
mance. Figure 5 studies 3 existing ways to use a set of PRM
scores—using the last reward, the minimum reward, and the
product of all the rewards. We also study “Model Aggrega-
tion”, through which we use the PRM as an ORM with par-
tial answers. As we can see, using Model Aggregation—in
essence, feeding into a PRM the entire partial answer along-
side the question - scales the best with an increasing budget.

Controlling the state transition—temperatures in LLM
generation We investigate the effect of different LM sam-
pling temperatures on the scaling of our method across
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Figure 6. Results of using Llama 3.2 1B as our policy model across
temperatures (0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0, 1.2, and 1.4) and particle numbers
(1, 2, 4, 8, 16, and 32).
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Figure 7. Comparison of PF and Particle Gibbs with different num-
bers of iterations, evaluated on a 100-question subset of the MATH-
500 dataset using Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct as the policy model.

different numbers of particles. The results of our ablation
study on a 100 question subset of MATH questions are
shown in Figure 6. Our findings indicate that the commonly
used range of llm temperature of 0.4–1.0 performs well,
with minimal variations in accuracy across different budgets.
Similar to Beeching et al. (2024), we set the temperature to
0.8 for all our experiments.

5.5. Budget allocation over iterations and parallelism

The multi-iteration and parallel-chain extensions introduced
in Section 4.2.1 provides two more axes to spend computa-
tion in addition to the number of particles. We now explore
how different ways to allocate budgets changes the perfor-
mance. Specifically, we study for a fixed budget N×T×M ,
how the combination of N,T,M can yield the best perfor-
mance, where N is the number of particles, T is the number
of iterations, and M is the number of parallelism.

Allocating budget between N and T Figure 7 shows
results of Llama-3.2 1B model when configured with var-
ious test-time compute budget allocations. Although the
plot shows that various Particle Gibbs configurations do
not have a marked benefit over an equivalently budgeted
particle filtering run, a PG experiment with 16 particles and
4 iterations powered by a Qwen 2.5 7B Math Instruct policy
model achieved a 87.2% accuracy on MATH500, beating o1
performance. Configurations with larger N values typically
do better than equivalently budgeted runs with less particles.

Allocating budget between N and M Figure 8 shows PF
and 3 PT configurations over a set of increasing numbers of
budgets. First, as we can see, for any fixed N , increasing
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Figure 8. Comparison of PF and PT with different particle group
sizes, evaluated on a 100-question subset of the MATH500 dataset
using Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct as the policy model.

M also improves the performance. This may be helpful
when combining batch generation with distributed comput-
ing. Second, PT with N = 16 has a better overall scaling
than PF. This indicates that there is some optimal budget
allocation over parallel chains that can further improve the
overall performance of our main results.

We leave the exploration over the optimal configuration of
N,T,M jointly as a future work.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce a set of inference-time scaling
algorithms with PRMs that leverage particle-based Monte
Carlo methods. Our evaluation demonstrates that these al-
gorithms consistently outperform search-based approaches
by a significant margin.

However, inference-time scaling comes with computational
challenges. Hosting and running a reward model often
introduces high latency, making the process more resource-
intensive. Additionally, for smaller models, extensive
prompt engineering is often required to ensure outputs ad-
here to the desired format. Finally, hyperparameters such as
temperature are problem-dependent and may require exten-
sive tuning across different domains.

We hope that the formal connection of inference scaling
to probabilistic modeling that we established in this work
will lead to systematic solutions for the current limitations
of these methods and pave the way for bringing advanced
probabilistic inference algorithms into LLM inference-time
scaling in future work.
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Figure 9. Particle filtering for inference scaling in details. We initialize x particles with the ”first step” of an answer to a question. At
every step, each particle pi is given a score sti by the PRM, which is then used as a weight wt

i to determine how likely that particle is to be
resampled (evolved via a solid line) at the next step. A particle is deemed ”active” (green, in this diagram) until it generates an 〈EOS〉
token, after which it is still able to be resampled (evolved via a dashed line) but is not evolved further. This process continues until all
particles have completed their answers and become inactive (filled yellow).

Algorithm 2 Particle Gibbs for Inference-Time Scaling

Input: same as Algorithm 1 with the number of Gibbs iterations T
Run Algorithm 1 to get a set of particles {x(i)

1:t}Ni=1

for j = 1, . . . , T do
Compute rewards w = [r̂(x

(1)
1:t ), . . . , r̂(x

(N)
1:t )]

Compute softmax distribution θ = softmax(w)

Sample reference particle xref
1:t := x

(j)
1:t where j ∼ P(j = i) = θi

Initialize N − 1 particles {x(i)
1 ∼ pM (· | c)}N−1

i=1

t← 1
while not all particles stop do

Update w = [r̂(x
(1)
1:t ), . . . , r̂(x

(N−1)
1:t ), r̂(xref

1:t)]
Compute softmax distribution θ = softmax(w)

Sample indices {j(i)t }Ni=1 ∼ Pt(j = i) = θi

Update the set of particles as {x(j
(i)
t )

1:t }Ni=1

Transition {x(i)
t+1 ∼ pM (· | c, x(i)

t+1)}Ni=1

t← t+ 1
end while

end for
Return: the set of particles in the end

A. Appendix
A.1. Algorithm details

For a set of parallel chains with temperatures T1 > T2 > . . . , at each iteration, we swap the states of every pair of
neighboring chains k, k + 1 with the following probability

A = min

(
1,

πk(x
(k+1))πk+1(x

(k))

πk(x(k))πk+1(x(k+1))

)
, (4)

where πk, πk+1 are the two targets (with different temperatures) and xk, xk+1 are their states before swapping.
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Algorithm 3 Particle Gibbs with Parallel Tempering for Inference-Time Scaling

Input: same as Algorithm 2 with the number of parallel chains M and a list of temperature T1, . . . , TM

for j = 1, . . . , T do
for k = 1, . . . ,M do

if j = 1 then
Run Algorithm 1 to get a set of particles {x(i)

1:t}Ni=1 for chain k
else

Initialize N − 1 particles {x(i)
1 ∼ pM (· | c)}N−1

i=1

t← 1
while not all particles stop do

Update w = [r̂(x
(1)
1:t ), . . . , r̂(x

(N−1)
1:t ), r̂(xref

1:t)]
Compute softmax distribution θ = softmax(w/Tk)

Sample indices {j(i)t }Ni=1 ∼ Pt(j = i) = θi

Update the set of particles as {x(j
(i)
t )

1:t }Ni=1

Transition {x(i)
t+1 ∼ pM (· | c, x(i)

t+1)}Ni=1

t← t+ 1
end while

end if
Compute rewards w = [r̂(x

(1)
1:t ), . . . , r̂(x

(N)
1:t )]

Compute softmax distribution θ = softmax(w/Tk)

Sample reference particle xref
1:t := x

(j)
1:t where j ∼ P(j = i) = θi

end for
for k = 1, . . . ,M − 1 do

Exchange the reference particle between chain k and k + 1 with probability according to (4)
end for

end for
Return: M set of particles in the end

A.2. Inference Prompt Template

Evaluation System Prompt

Solve the following math problem efficiently and clearly:
- For simple problems (2 steps or fewer):
Provide a concise solution with minimal explanation.

- For complex problems (3 steps or more):
Use this step-by-step format:

## Step 1: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]

## Step 2: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]

Regardless of the approach, always conclude with:

Therefore, the final answer is: $\boxed{answer}$. I hope it is correct.

Where [answer] is just the final number or expression that solves the problem.
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PRM Input Format

## Step 1: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]
<reward_token>
## Step 2: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]
<reward_token>
## Step 3: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]
<reward_token>

ORM Input Format

## Step 1: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]
## Step 2: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]
## Step 3: [Concise description]
[Brief explanation and calculations]
<reward_token>

A.3. Evaluation details

Parsing and scoring Following prior work on mathematical reasoning benchmarks (Yang et al., 2024), we apply their
heuristic-based parsing and cleaning techniques to robustly extract the boxed expression. These heuristics account for
variations in spacing, formatting inconsistencies, and other common artifacts observed in model outputs. For answer
verification, we follow Beeching et al. (2024) and convert responses to canonical form. Ground truth and generated answers
are transformed from LaTeX into SymPy expressions, simplified for normalization, and converted back to LaTeX. Exact
match is determined using two criteria: numerical equality, where both expressions evaluate to the same floating-point value,
and symbolic equality, where both are algebraically equivalent as SymPy expressions (Beeching et al., 2024). Accuracy is
then computed as the fraction of problems where the generated answer exactly matches the ground truth.


