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Abstract

Test-time scaling has become an effective paradigm for improving the reasoning ability of large
language models by allocating additional computation during inference. Recent structured
approaches have further advanced this paradigm by organizing inference across multiple tra-
jectories, refinement rounds, and verification-based feedback. However, existing structured
test-time scaling methods either weakly coordinate parallel reasoning trajectories or rely on
noisy historical information without explicitly deciding what should be retained and reused,
limiting their ability to balance exploration and exploitation. In this work, we propose TMAS, a
framework for scaling test-time compute via multi-agent synergy. TMAS organizes inference as
a collaborative process among specialized agents, enabling structured information flow across
agents, trajectories, and refinement iterations. To support effective cross-trajectory collabora-
tion, TMAS introduces hierarchical memories: the experience bank reuses low-level reliable
intermediate conclusions and local feedback, while the guideline bank records previously
explored high-level strategies to steer subsequent rollouts away from redundant reasoning
patterns. Furthermore, we design a hybrid reward reinforcement learning scheme tailored
to TMAS, which jointly preserves basic reasoning capability, enhances experience utilization,
and encourages exploration beyond previously attempted solution strategies. Extensive ex-
periments on challenging reasoning benchmarks demonstrate that TMAS achieves stronger
iterative scaling than existing test-time scaling baselines, while hybrid reward training further
improves scaling effectiveness and stability across iterations. Code and data are available at
https://github.com/george-QF /TMAS-code.

1. Introduction

Test-time scaling (TTS) has emerged as an effective paradigm for improving the reasoning
ability of large language models (LLMs) by allocating additional computation during inference.
Early approaches mainly scale computation within a single generation, encouraging models
to produce longer chains of thought or more deliberate reasoning processes [20, 30, 36]. As
task difficulty increases, however, single-trajectory scaling becomes insufficient, motivating
sequential and parallel forms of TTS that extend reasoning across multiple refinement rounds
or multiple candidate trajectories [18, 29]. This evolution shifts the focus of TTS from merely
increasing computation to more effectively organizing how reasoning trajectories are generated,
refined, and reused.
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Recent work has therefore explored structured hybrid architectures that jointly scale breadth
and depth for difficult reasoning problems. One representative direction, including PaCoRe [9]
and RSE [28], emphasizes inter-trajectory interaction by aggregating information from multiple
historical attempts to guide subsequent reasoning. Another line of work adopts structured
verify-refine paradigms, as in DeepSeek-Math-V2 [22] and Nemotron-Cascade 2 [32], where
multiple candidate solutions are generated and verified in parallel, followed by refinement
based on explicit feedback. These systems can be naturally viewed through a multi-agent
lens, with specialized components responsible for solution generation, verification, and refine-
ment, interacting to progressively improve solution quality. Despite these advances, existing
structured TTS methods still provide only limited collaboration among reasoning trajectories.
Trajectory-aggregation methods improve inter-trajectory interaction, but they typically rely on
large amounts of historical information without explicitly deciding what should be retained
or discarded. Verify-refine systems introduce explicit feedback, but different trajectories are
often weakly coupled, leaving useful findings and reusable experience insufficiently shared
across attempts. Consequently, current methods either underutilize cross-trajectory experi-
ence or become overly constrained by noisy historical signals, limiting both exploration and
exploitation.

To address these limitations, we aim to extend existing multi-agent and parallel TTS paradigms
with explicit cross-trajectory collaboration, where agents can extract, maintain, and propagate
shared memory across reasoning trajectories. However, realizing such a framework requires
addressing three key challenges. (1) Multi-agent synergy. A multi-agent TTS system must
coordinate specialized agents within each trajectory while managing information flow across
parallel trajectories and iterations. Without an explicit synergy mechanism, agent outputs may
remain weakly aligned, and useful experience from one trajectory may fail to benefit others.
Thus, an effective framework should define not only agent roles, but also how their outputs
are organized, transmitted, and converted into reusable reasoning signals. (2) Hierarchical
memory management. Memory is essential for long-horizon agentic reasoning, where multi-round
interactions require persistent information to be retained and reused across iterations [8, 12].
For complex problem solving, such memory must preserve both global solution strategies and
reliable local reasoning states, such as verified anchors and intermediate conclusions. These
signals differ in granularity and usage, yet existing methods often fail to distinguish them,
limiting effective information sharing and reuse. (3) Exploration—exploitation balance. Solving
difficult problems requires both exploring diverse hypotheses and exploiting accumulated
evidence to refine promising directions [19, 25]. Similarly, test-time reasoning must explore
diverse solution paths while exploiting reliable intermediate conclusions and accumulated
experience. Without explicit control over this trade-off, models may either become trapped in
suboptimal patterns or waste computation on redundant attempts.

Building on these observations, we propose TMAS, a framework for scaling Test-time com-
pute via Multi-Agent Synergy. TMAS organizes test-time compute as a collaborative process
among specialized agents, enabling structured information flow across agents, trajectories,
and iterations. To address hierarchical memory management, TMAS introduces an experience
agent and a guideline agent: the former maintains low-level experience memory, including
concrete skills, local feedback, and reliable intermediate conclusions, while the latter records
previously explored high-level strategies and structural insights to guide subsequent rollouts
away from redundant solution patterns. To better align the model with TMAS, we further design
a hybrid reward system consisting of three complementary training objectives: maintaining
basic reasoning capability, enhancing experience utilization, and promoting exploration beyond
previously attempted strategies. Together, these mechanisms strengthen the iterative scaling



ability of TMAS, allowing additional test-time compute to be more effectively translated into
improved performance on challenging reasoning problems.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

¢ We propose TMAS, a framework for scaling test-time compute via multi-agent synergy. TMAS
explicitly organizes the flow of information across agents, trajectories, and iterations, trans-
forming independent reasoning attempts into a coordinated iterative process. In particular,
TMAS introduces experience and guideline agents to separately maintain low-level experience
memory and high-level guideline memory, preserving reusable local reasoning signals while
recording explored strategies to discourage redundancy and encourage diverse exploration.

* We design a hybrid reward RL scheme tailored to TMAS. Rather than optimizing only for
tinal correctness, our training objective consists of three complementary tasks: preserving
basic reasoning competence, enhancing experience utilization, and encouraging exploration
beyond previously attempted strategies. This design enables the model to better exploit the
collaborative memory structure of TMAS while maintaining sufficient exploration during
iterative refinement.

¢ We conduct extensive experiments on challenging reasoning benchmarks. Results show that
TMAS achieves stronger iterative scaling than existing TTS baselines, while hybrid reward RL
further improves scaling effectiveness and stability across refinement rounds.

2. Related Work

2.1. Test-Time Scaling

Test-time scaling (TTS) enhances reasoning by allocating additional inference computation.
Early paradigms mainly employ sequential scaling, such as Chain-of-Thought [26, 30, 31]
and Self-Refine [18], to extend or iteratively refine reasoning trajectories, or parallel scaling,
such as Self-Consistency [29], to aggregate independent solutions for error reduction. Search-
based methods further structure this process through state expansion, evaluation, and pruning,
as in Tree of Thoughts [33] and MCTS-based reasoning [6, 35]. Recent work has explored
structured hybrid architectures that jointly scale breadth and depth for difficult reasoning
problems. One line of work emphasizes inter-trajectory interaction and experience reuse:
PaCoRe [9] synthesizes compact messages from parallel trajectories to guide subsequent rounds,
while RSE [28] distills historical trajectories into a shared experience bank. Another line adopts
structured verify-refine paradigms [10], where multiple candidate solutions are generated and
verified in parallel, followed by refinement based on explicit feedback, DeepSeek-Math-V2 [22],
Nemotron-Cascade 2 [32], and Alethia [5]. These methods can be viewed through a multi-
agent lens, with specialized components for generation, verification, and refinement. However,
existing TTS methods still lack effective collaboration across reasoning trajectories. Verify—refine
frameworks introduce explicit feedback, yet reusable experience is often insufficiently shared
across attempts. Trajectory-aggregation approaches improve inter-trajectory interaction, but
typically accumulate historical information without explicitly selecting what should be retained,
abstracted, or discarded, making them vulnerable to noisy or suboptimal signals. To address this
limitation, TMAS explicitly organizes information flow across agents, trajectories, and iterations
while introducing specialized memory agents to selectively maintain and reuse critical reasoning
signals, improving the balance between experience exploitation and novel strategy exploration.

2.2. Multi-Agent Systems for Mathematical Reasoning

Multi-agent systems decompose mathematical reasoning into interacting roles. Early training-
free, debate-style protocols utilizing frozen models [4, 13, 38] often struggle with exceptionally
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Figure 1. Overview of the TMAS framework. For each problem, TMAS generates multiple
solution trajectories in parallel, verifies each trajectory with independent verifier agents, and
summarizes the feedback into rollout-level summaries. The experience agent extracts reusable
low-level reasoning signals into the experience bank, while the guideline agent records pre-
viously explored high-level strategies in the guideline bank. These two memory banks are
then used in subsequent iterations to support experience-based refinement and non-redundant
exploration.

challenging problems. Recent approaches introduce structured role decomposition to tackle
harder tasks [10, 16, 24], yet still primarily rely on unadapted, frozen models. To bridge this
gap, subsequent research [2, 3, 11, 15, 37] explicitly trains models for collaborative roles. For
instance, MarsRL [15] optimizes a solver—verifier—corrector pipeline via reinforcement learning
(RL) with agent-specific rewards, demonstrating that effective multi-agent reasoning requires
targeted training alongside structural design. Inspired by this progression, we introduce a
lightweight hybrid reward system tailored for the TMAS framework. Our reward design
preserves foundational reasoning capabilities while incentivizing experience utilization and
novel strategy exploration, thereby enabling TMAS to optimally coordinate exploration and
exploitation during iterative reasoning.

3. Methods

3.1. Overall Framework

As illustrated in Figure 1, we propose TMAS, a framework for scaling test-time compute via
multi-agent synergy, which integrates parallel exploration with sequential exploitation. At
each iteration, TMAS explores multiple reasoning paths in parallel and accumulates useful
signals from these paths for subsequent refinement. To organize this process, TMAS assigns
five specialized agents to complementary functions, including solution generation, verification,
summarization, and memory update. A memory-bank-based communication mechanism then
coordinates these agents across parallel trajectories and refinement iterations. Specifically, TMAS
maintains two complementary memory banks. The experience bank stores low-level, trajectory-
specific reasoning signals, including verified intermediate conclusions, concrete problem-solving
skills, and verifier-identified errors or pitfalls. It allows later agents to exploit reliable partial
progress and avoid repeating local mistakes. The guideline bank, in contrast, stores high-level
strategic memory distilled from parallel exploration, including global solution directions, key
structural insights, and previously explored reasoning strategies. Rather than directly reusing
these guidelines, it guides subsequent agents to avoid reproducing previously attempted pat-
terns, thereby promoting non-redundant exploration. Together, these hierarchical memories
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serve as the communication substrate for multi-agent synergy, enabling specialized agents to
share local evidence, propagate global strategies, and convert independent parallel trajectories
into a coordinated iterative reasoning process.

3.2. Multi-Agent Inference System

As summarized in Algorithm 1, TMAS performs inference through an iterative multi-agent
exploration pipeline. For a given problem Q, the system runs for T iterations in total, where each
iteration t consists of parallel solution generation, verification, summarization, and memory
update.

Solution Generation, Verification, and Summarization. At each iteration, a solution agent first
generates N candidate solution trajectories in parallel, denoted as {c,}},. For each candidate
solution ¢ ;, a verification agent performs M independent verification passes, yielding a verifica-

tion set V,; = {v" M_ , where each verification v!™ provides both analytical feedback and an
associated grading score. The resulting verification results are aggregated by a summary agent
into a concise rollout-level summary s ;, highlighting validated reasoning steps and potential

logical flaws.

Memory Update. For each candidate at iteration t, we define a rollout as r¢; = (¢, st,:), and
denote the collection of all rollouts as R; = {rt,i}fi ;- Given R;, two memory update agents operate
in parallel. The experience agent extracts shared reasoning patterns and reusable intermediate
findings across solution trajectories to update the experience bank &, while the guideline agent
abstracts the high-level solution approaches explored by the parallel rollouts and updates the
guideline bank G;. The updated experience bank &; and guideline bank G, are then carried
forward to the next iteration, where they serve as part of the conditioning context for subsequent
solution generation.

Specifically, TMAS decomposes iterative reasoning into five specialized agents, each responsible
for a distinct function in the collaborative inference process. We denote them as the solution
agent As,, verification agent Ayer, summary agent Agum, experience agent Aexps and guideline
agent Agyide- Their roles are defined as follows:

* Solution Agent. The solution agent A, generates candidate solution trajectories with an
exploration coefficient €, where e controls the balance between exploitation and exploration.
At iteration t, the i-th candidate is sampled as

)

] As(Q,Re-1,E-1), with probability 1 -,
| Aol (Q Gee), with probability e.

The first branch exploits previous rollouts and accumulated experience to refine existing
reasoning paths, while the second branch encourages non-redundant exploration guided by
high-level records of previously explored reasoning routes.

e Verification Agent. The verification agent Ayer evaluates each candidate solution ¢, ; through M
independent verification passes, producing a verification set

)

Each verification output provides analytical feedback together with scalar scores that indicate
full correctness, partial correctness, or fatal errors.

M
m=

Vi = (A @)

* Summary Agent. The summary agent Asum aggregates the verification results for each candi-
date c,; into a concise summary

St,i = ﬂsum(Qr Ct iy (Vt,i)- (3)



This summary consolidates feedback across verification passes, highlighting validated reason-
ing steps and identifying remaining flaws.

* Experience Agent. The experience agent Aexp updates the experience bank &; as
& = ﬂexp (Q,R:, E-1)- 4)

It extracts reusable experience from the rollout set R;, capturing cross-trajectory patterns such
as shared intermediate steps and common error-avoidance heuristics.

* Guideline Agent. The guideline agent Ag;qe updates the guideline bank G, as

G = ﬂguide(Qr Re, gt—l)- (5)

It abstracts the distinct high-level solution strategies attempted across the parallel rollouts,
encouraging more diverse exploration in subsequent iterations.

3.3. Hybrid Reward System with RLVR

TMAS relies on structured collaboration among multiple agents, where the model must not
only generate correct solutions, but also effectively use accumulated memories and continue
exploring diverse reasoning paths across iterations. However, standard reinforcement learning
with verifiable rewards (RLVR) training mainly optimizes final answer correctness, without
explicitly encouraging the model to use accumulated experience or explore beyond previously
attempted reasoning routes. To better align the model with the collaborative reasoning process
of TMAS, we design a hybrid reward system that jointly preserves basic reasoning capability,
enhances experience utilization, and promotes novel strategy exploration.

We implement this training scheme based on GRPO [21]. For each training prompt Q, GRPO

samples N rollouts {o;}, from the old policy 7, and optimizes the following clipped objective:

|oi

1 & . .
JGrro(0) = Eq (0} [W Z Z mln(pi,tAi/ clip(pi¢, 1 = €1ow, 1+ ehigh)Ai)
LIP o] =1

/ (6)

where p;; = mg(0i; | Q,0i<)/76,4(0ir | Q,0i<) and ey and €high are the clipping coefficients.
The rollout-level advantage is computed by group-normalizing rewards as A; = (7; —p)/(o +

6), where u = }VZI- 7 and o = w/]l\, Yi(fi —n)%2. We keep the GRPO objective and advantage
normalization unchanged, and only modify the reward #; through our hybrid reward system.

Our hybrid reward system consists of three components, corresponding to high-quality solution
generation, effective experience utilization, and continued exploration of new reasoning paths.

Standard Correctness Reward. To preserve the model’s core reasoning capability, the first
component applies a strict correctness-based reward. In this setting, Q corresponds to the
standard problem description. Each rollout receives 7 = 1 if the final answer of o; is correct,
and 7; = —1 otherwise. The advantage is then computed using the standard GRPO group
normalization.

Experience Utilization Reward. The goal of this component is to encourage the model to make
effective use of the provided experience bank. Intuitively, if a problem is difficult to solve using
historical trajectories alone but can be solved when the experience bank is provided, then the
Bank-conditioned rollout should receive an additional reward. This encourages the model to rely
on accumulated experience when it provides useful complementary information, rather than
treating the experience bank as passive context. We sample N rollouts per prompt and equally



partition them into a Base group Bp,ee and a Bank group Bpank. Both groups are conditioned
on the same problem Q and historical trajectories, while By, additionally incorporate an
experience bank. After assigning the standard correctness reward r; € {+1, -1} on every answer
o;, we define the base accuracy as

1

- I[r; =1], @)
|Bbase| i€ Bpnse

Pbase =

which serves as a proxy for how well the current problem can be solved without bank informa-
tion. The reward is then reshaped as

)

i = .
ri, otherwise,

~ {ri +B(1 - prase), 1€ Boank, i =1,
where 8 denotes the maximum bonus coefficient, and (1 — ppase) modulates this bonus according
to the difficulty of solving the problem without the experience bank. Thus, correct Bank-group
rollouts receive a larger bonus when trajectory-only refinement performs poorly, explicitly
encouraging the model to exploit the experience bank in cases where it provides useful additional
information.

Novel Strategy Exploration Reward. To encourage the discovery of new solution strategies,
this component rewards rollouts whose high-level reasoning directions go beyond previously
summarized guideline memory. For this objective, Q augments the problem description with a
set of historical solution guidelines, which provide concise abstractions of previously explored
methods rather than full reasoning trajectories. For each rollout, we consider two binary signals:
correctness and guideline-level novelty. Specifically, r; € {+1, -1} indicates whether the final
answer o; is correct, while n; € {0, 1} indicates whether the solution guideline associated with
the rollout is novel. Here, n; = 1 denotes that the rollout follows a guideline not covered by the
existing guideline set, whereas n; = 0 denotes that it follows a previously observed guideline.
The reward is defined as
+1.0, r,=+1, n; =1,
= +0.2, r,=+1, n; =0, ©)
—0.5, ri = —1, n; = 1,
—1.0, ri = —1, n; = 0.

This design preserves correctness as the primary objective, while encouraging correct solutions
that introduce new high-level guidelines and penalizing repeated or unproductive strategies.

Taken together, these three reward components optimize the model for the TMAS framework by
preserving its foundational reasoning ability, enhancing its capacity to leverage accumulated
experience, and encouraging exploration beyond previously traversed solution strategies.

4. Experiments

In this section, we present the experimental evaluation of TMAS!. We begin by describing
the evaluation setup and the training details of our multi-task RL procedure. We then report
the main results, followed by ablation studies and further analyses of the system’s dynamic
behavior.

10ur code is available at https://github.com/george-QF /TMAS-code.
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4.1. Experimental Setup

Evaluation Setup. We primarily evaluate TMAS on two challenging reasoning benchmarks.
The first is IMO-AnswerBench-50, a filtered subset of IMO-AnswerBench [17], with the filtering
criteria described in appendix A.2. The second is HLE-Math-100, a mathematics subset of Hu-
man’s Last Exam [1] extracted and adopted by RSE [28]. In addition to these main benchmarks,
we also conduct evaluations on AIME26 and HMMT-25-Nov. Since these two benchmarks are
relatively less challenging for the base models considered in our study, we report their results
in appendix B.2. We use Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507 and Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 [27] as
the base models. For all experiments, we set the maximum output length to 128K tokens, with
temperature=1.0 and top_p=0.95. Performance is evaluated using Pass@1 accuracy.

Baselines. We compare TMAS against several representative test-time scaling methods: (1)
Majority Vote (MV) [29], a non-iterative baseline that aggregates multiple independently sampled
solutions by selecting the most frequent answer. (2) Self-Refine [18], which iteratively improves
solutions based on previous trajectories; (3) Verify-Refine (V-R) [10], which uses verification
feedback to guide a downstream corrector for iterative refinement; (4) PaCoRe [9], which directly
aggregates historical trajectories to support subsequent iterations; and (5) RSE [28], which distills
raw trajectories into both positive and negative experience signals to improve test-time scaling.
The implementation details are provided in appendix A.3.

TMAS configuration. For each problem, TMAS runs N = 8 parallel solution trajectories and
uses M = 8 verification agents to evaluate each trajectory. We set ¢ = 0.2 to balance exploration
and exploitation, and cap the iteration process at 20 iterations. Detailed prompts for all agents
are provided in appendix D.1. Considering training efficiency, we only use Qwen3-4B-Thinking-
2507 as the backbone model for hybrid RL training. TMAS is trained with a batch size of 128
and 16 rollouts per prompt, where each response is allowed up to 80K output tokens. We use a
learning rate of 1 x 10~® and conduct training on 256 NVIDIA H20 GPUs, with FP8 quantization
applied to rollout generation. More details of the RL training procedure are provided in the
appendix A 4.

4.2. Data Construction for RL Training

Our hybrid RL objectives require contextual inference states that are different from standard
problem-only RL datasets. Specifically, Experience Utilization requires historical trajectories and
an experience bank, while Novel Strategy Exploration additionally relies on a guideline bank of
previously explored reasoning paths. Therefore, before RL training, we construct a cold-start
dataset to initialize these task-specific contexts. Starting from open-source RL datasets, including
DAPO [34] and Skywork-OR1 [7], we use DeepSeek-V3.2 [14] as the teacher model to simulate
TMAS-style iterative inference. For each problem, the teacher generates multi-round rollout
histories, from which we distill the corresponding experiences and guidelines. This yields
training examples that match the contextual input format used by TMAS at test time. Our final
training data contains 1.6K instances for Experience Utilization, 0.6K for Novel Strategy Exploration
and 2.2K for Standard Correctness Reward.

4.3. Main Results

We evaluate TMAS on IMO-AnswerBench-50 and HLE-Math-100 using both Qwen3-30B-A3B-
Thinking-2507 and Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507. To examine how different methods scale with
iterative test-time computation, Table 1 reports representative iterations from the early, interme-
diate, and late stages, with complete results provided in appendix B.1. Based on these results,
we draw two key conclusions.

TMAS demonstrates stronger iterative scaling ability. While several baselines achieve com-



Table 1. Performance comparison across different methods and representative refinement
iterations on IMO-AnswerBench-50 and HLE-Math-100. Performance is measured by Pass@1
accuracy (%). “It” denotes the refinement iteration. Gray entries indicate non-iterative baselines.
“w/ Hybrid-RL” denotes TMAS using the backbone model further trained with our proposed
hybrid reward RL system.

IMO-AnswerBench-50 HLE-Math-100
Method
It1 It3 It9 Itl1l Itl7 It19  Itl It3 It9 It1l1 Itl7 1It19

Qwen3-30B-Thinking-2507
MV@64 24.00 - - - - - 30.30 - - - - -
Self-Refine 9.06 12.75 1750 18.94 21.88 24.19 20.25 23.78 25.19 26.19 26.00 27.12
V-R 1056 16.31 24.19 25.75 30.88 31.06 18.81 21.91 29.19 29.28 29.88 30.41
PaCoRe 26.56 29.31 30.31 30.25 29.44 30.31 27.41 32.00 32.69 33.16 32.75 32.78
RSE 25.31 25.38 35.12 35.31 38.38 38.00 21.28 23.31 27.47 2997 31.13 31.75
TMAS 22.06 2856 36.50 37.81 39.31 40.50 25.09 33.03 33.22 33.72 35.84 35.38

Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507

MV@64 6.00 - - - - - 15.40 - - - - -
Self-Refine 550 544 831 925 931 8.88 1212 1219 1347 1353 13.31 13.39
V-R 6.00 7.69 9.06 9.69 1212 1256 1147 10.66 12.78 1259 13.81 14.41
PaCoRe 7.62 10.75 1094 10.19 11.12 1094 16.09 16.25 16.25 16.53 16.38 16.47
RSE 11.38 13.31 11.12 12.88 15.44 16.19 16.09 16.06 13.66 14.47 12.59 15.47
TMAS 6.62 1288 15.62 14.38 17.19 17.06 15.84 16.38 16.69 17.19 17.28 17.41

w/ Hybrid-RL 15.38 22.69 29.25 29.19 30.44 30.88 24.16 25.19 25.09 26.34 27.75 28.16

petitive performance in the early stage, their improvements tend to slow down or plateau as
the number of iterations increases. In contrast, TMAS continues to benefit from additional
refinement rounds and achieves the best late-stage performance. For example, with Qwen3-30B-
Thinking-2507, TMAS reaches 40.50 on IMO-AnswerBench-50 and 35.38 on HLE-Math-100 at
iteration 19, outperforming the strongest iterative baselines at the final stage. These results sug-
gest that multi-agent synergy enables a more effective use of additional test-time computation.

Hybrid reward RL unlocks superior and sustained iterative scaling. Our proposed hybrid
reward RL significantly amplifies the model’s scaling ability, yielding increasingly pronounced
performance advantages as the number of iterations grows. We study this effectiveness using
Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507. As shown in Figure 2, TMAS+Hybrid-RL consistently outperforms
TMAS without RL and other iterative baselines across both benchmarks. The improvement is
already evident in the first few iterations, indicating that RL provides a stronger initial policy
for collaborative iteration. More importantly, TMAS+Hybrid-RL significantly surpasses its
counterpart (TMAS+Vanilla-RL) by not only achieving higher peak accuracy but also mitigating
the performance degradation observed in Vanilla-RL during later iterations (Figure 2 right). This
stark contrast demonstrates that our specifically designed experience utilization reward and
novel path exploration reward yield distinct advantages in multi-iteration settings, effectively
guiding the model to learn a better balance between exploration and exploitation. The model
continues to improve with additional iterations, suggesting that RL not only enhances the
base reasoning capability but also improves the model’s ability to exploit iterative test-time
computation. Notably, as a result of this enhancement, at iteration 19, RL substantially narrows
the gap between the 4B and 30B TMAS models. The gap is reduced from 23.44 to 9.62 points
on IMO-AnswerBench-50 and from 17.97 to 7.22 points on HLE-Math-100, corresponding to
relative reductions of 59.0% and 59.8%, respectively. These results suggest that, when combined
with the TMAS framework, our hybrid RL enables smaller models to approach the performance
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Figure 2. Effect of RL training on iterative test-time scaling. TMAS+Vanilla-RL means training
solely with standard correctness reward, while TMAS+Hybrid-RL means training with our
proposed hybrid reward system. Notably, TMAS+Hybrid-RL not only achieves superior per-
formance from the early stages but also progressively improves as iterations increase, without
exhibiting obvious saturation or degradation.

of substantially larger models through more effective iterative test-time computation.

4.4. Ablation and More Analysis

In this section, we conduct ablation studies and sensitivity analyses using Qwen3-30B-Thinking-
2507 to evaluate the iterative Pass@1 performance of TMAS. We aim to understand not only
the complementary contributions of individual modules, but also how delicate trade-offs in
exploration coeffcients, verifier feedback, and parallel scaling capacities impact the overall
scaling efficiency.

Table 2. Component ablation study on IMO-AnswerBench-50. “w /o guideline”, “w /o experi-
ence”, and “w/o both” denote TMAS without the guideline module, the experience module,
and both modules, respectively. The best result in each iteration is shown in bold.

Method Iteration
It0 It1 12 It3 It4 It5 It6 It7 It8 It9 It10 Itl11
TMAS 10.88 22.06 25.94 28.56 31.25 32.56 33.31 33.69 33.88 36.50 35.94 37.81

w/o guideline 631 10.88 14.50 24.94 2844 28.81 30.00 29.62 31.81 33.44 34.75 35.75
w/o experience 9.44 1838 20.94 23.06 23.06 27.56 30.88 33.38 33.00 33.75 33.50 33.44
w /o both 8.61 15.05 18.69 2136 23.02 26.08 27.87 29.53 28.89 31.51 33.16 33.16

Experience and guidelines drive complementary iterative gains. To isolate their effects, we
perform component ablations on IMO-AnswerBench-50. As shown in Table 2, removing either
module degrades Pass@1 performance, with their joint removal (“w/o both”) causing the most
severe deterioration. Specifically, the “w /o guideline” variant suffers most in early iterations,
indicating that guidelines help the model rapidly steer toward promising paths and avoid
redundant exploration. In contrast, the “w/o experience” variant exhibits weaker gains in later
iterations and a lower final accuracy, implying that experience is critical for sustaining effective
refinement. These distinct behaviors confirm that the full capability of TMAS relies on the
synergy of both modules.

Moderate exploration coefficient optimizes the balance between discovery and exploitation.
We study the effect of the exploration coefficient € € {0,0.1,0.2,0.4,1.0} across both benchmarks.
As shown in Figure 3(a) and (b), performance exhibits a non-monotonic trend: both purely
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Figure 3. Sensitivity analysis of TMAS. Panels (a-b), (c—d), and (e—f) show the impacts of
different exploration coefficient ¢, verification count, and parallel solution count, respectively.

exploitative (¢ = 0) and overly exploratory (¢ = 1.0) settings yield suboptimal outcomes. An
intermediate value of € = 0.2 achieves the highest final Pass@1, confirming that TMAS requires
sufficient structural exploration while remaining firmly anchored to successful past trajectories.

An optimal verification budget prevents noise and maximizes refinement. We analyze the
effect of varying verification counts per solution among {0, 4, 8,16}. As shown in Figure 3(c) and
(d), verification is clearly essential, with its removal (count = 0) yielding the lowest Pass@1 accu-
racy. However, an intermediate count of 8 achieves the best overall results on both benchmarks.
Increasing the count to 16 provides no benefit and even degrades performance, suggesting that
excessive verification may introduce redundant or inconsistent signals that impair refinement
efficiency.

Performance gains saturate with excessive parallel solutions. We examine the impact of the
parallel solution budget generated for each problem. As shown in Figure 3(e) and (f), too few
parallel solutions consistently hurt the scaling trajectory by limiting the diversity of reasoning
paths. However, increasing the number of solutions does not yield monotonic improvements.
While a budget of 8 parallel solutions achieves the highest final Pass@1 on IMO-AnswerBench-50,
expanding to 12 solutions brings limited or unstable gains, indicating that additional trajectories
beyond this point become difficult for the model to integrate effectively.

5. Conclusion and Limitations

In this work, we propose TMAS, a multi-agent test-time scaling framework that enables struc-
tured information flow across agents, trajectories, and iterations. It coordinates solution gen-
eration, verification, feedback summarization, experience extraction, and guideline updating
into a unified iterative inference process. TMAS introduces hierarchical memory mechanisms
to separately maintain low-level experience memory and high-level guideline memory, and
further uses a hybrid reward RL scheme to align the model with basic reasoning preservation,
experience utilization, and novel strategy exploration. Experiments demonstrate that TMAS
achieves stronger iterative scaling than existing TTS baselines, with hybrid reward training
further improving scaling effectiveness and stability. However, due to computational and API
cost constraints, we have not yet evaluated TMAS on frontier models such as GPT-5.5, where

11



the upper bound of multi-agent test-time synergy could be further examined. In addition,
the current RL pipeline requires an external model to pre-construct cold-start trajectories and
memory-based training data. Future work can dynamically incorporate trajectories and memory
signals from previous iterations into the RL data pool, thereby continuously expanding the data
source and better adapting training to the evolving TMAS process.
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A. Experimental Details

A.1. Test-Time Inference Algorithm of TMAS

The complete test-time inference procedure of TMAS is outlined in Algorithm 1. During each
iteration, the algorithm balances exploration and refinement through an e-greedy generation
strategy, and leverages multi-verifier feedback to dynamically update the guidance and explo-
ration states, ultimately returning the candidate with the highest final score.

Algorithm 1 TMAS test-time inference

Require: problem x; iteration budget T; number of parallel candidates N; number of verifiers M;
exploration rate €
1. E—0,Gy)—0,Ry <0
2: fort=0toT-1do
3: R «— 0
> All N candidates in iteration t are sampled in parallel from the fixed previous state.

4: for parallel i =1 to N do

5: sample z;; ~ Bernoulli(e)

6: if z,; =0 then

7 Cti « Asol (x,Re-1,E¢-1)

8: else

9: Cti « Asol (x,G-1)
10: end if

> Verifier agents can also be executed in parallel.
11: Vi — {ﬂf,g) (x, ct,i)}M . in parallel
m=

12: Sti €< Asum (X, Ct,is (Vt,i)
13: Tei < {(Ct,i/ St,i)}

14: end for

15: R « Ufil Tt

16: Er ﬂexp (X, Rs, (St_ﬂ
17 Gt — ﬂguide (X/ Rtr gt—l)
18: end for

19: return arg max.cg, Score(c)

A.2. Evaluation Setup

The original IMO-AnswerBench contains 400 problems. Evaluating all of them with test-time
scaling methods would be computationally expensive and time-consuming. To make the
evaluation more efficient while still focusing on sufficiently challenging problems, we construct
a smaller evaluation subset using Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 as a filter. Specifically, we perform
8 independent inference runs for each problem in the original IMO-AnswerBench and retain
the problems that are solved correctly fewer than 2 times out of 8. From this pool of difficult
problems, we select 50 problems for evaluation. For HLE-Math-100, we directly adopt the
dataset released by RSE [28] without modification.

For each generated solution, we use DeepSeek-V3.2 to assess its correctness against the reference
answer in 4 independent judgment runs. This produces 4 binary correctness labels for each
solution. We then use these judgment results to compute Pass@1 accuracy by averaging the
proportion of solutions judged correct over all problems, and finally averaging across the 4
judgment runs.
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The Pass@1 accuracy used in our evaluation is calculated using the following formula:

[Pl ()
Pass@1"”) = ! Zci ’
i=1

1Pl &

where |P| denotes the total number of problems, n; is the number of sampled rollouts for

problem i, and cl.(r) is the number of rollouts judged correct for problem i under the r-th judge
run. When multiple judge runs are used, we report the average over all judge runs:

1 &
Pass@1 = — Z Pass@1(,
R r=1

where R is the total number of judge runs.

The evaluation prompt we use for LLM-as-Judge is listed below:

LLM-as-Judge System Prompt

You are an expert Math Evaluator. Your task is to verify if the [Student’s Answer] is
mathematically equivalent to the [Reference Answer] for the given [Problem].

Rules for Equivalence:

1. Numerical: 0.5 is equivalent to 1/2. 1000 is equivalent to 1,000.

2. Algebraic: x+1 is equivalent to 1+x. \frac{1}{\sqrt{2}} is equivalent to \frac{\sqrt
{233{23.

3. Formatting: Ignore Markdown formatting (bold, italic), latex styling (\text{}, \
mathrm{}), or whitespace differences.

4. Content: Focus ONLY on the final result value. Ignore the student’s reasoning steps
unless the result is embedded within them.

5. Units: If the reference implies units and the student omits them (or vice versa) but
the number is correct, count it as correct unless the problem explicitly demands
unit conversion.

Output Format:
Respond strictly in JSON format. Do not output markdown code blocks.

&

LLM-as-Judge User Prompt

<problem>
{problem}
</problem>

N\

<reference>
{reference}
</reference>

<student_answer>
{student_answer}
</student_answer>

[Task]

Compare the Student’s Answer to the Reference Answer.

1. Analyze the mathematical value of both answers.

2. Determine if they represent the same solution (equivalent).




3. If the student answer contains a derivation, look for the final result.

Respond in JSON:
{

"reasoning”: "Brief explanation...",
"equivalent"”: true/false

b

. J

A.3. Implementation Details of Baseline Methods

For Self-Refine, we generate 8 solutions in parallel, and each solution is refined independently
in subsequent rounds without any interaction across different trajectories. For the Verify-
Refine (V-R) baseline, we first generate a solution and then apply a verifier to assess it. After
that, a corrector is used to generate a revised solution based on both the preceding solution
and the corresponding verification result. For PaCoRe and RSE, we directly use their official
implementations, with only minor modifications to the input format to accommodate different
datasets. For a fair comparison, we set num_responses_per_round=8 and N_COMPLETIONS=8 for
PaCoRe, matching TMAS's parallel solution budget of 8.

A.4. More RL Training settings

We conduct hybrid RL training using Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 as the backbone model. Training
is implemented with verl [23]. During training, each prompt is sampled with 16 rollouts, and
each response is allowed up to 80K output tokens. We train the model on 256 NVIDIA H20 GPUs.
The training batch size is set to 128. We use a learning rate of 1 x 107° and train for 190 steps.
To support long-output RL training, we enable dynamic batching, optimizer offloading, and
activation recomputation. Rollout generation is performed with SGLang, and FP8 quantization
is applied during rollout generation to improve efficiency. We set clipping range to [0.20, 0.255],
with the clipping coefficient set to 10.0. We set the entropy coefficient to 0 and do not apply
KL regularization in the reward. For our proposed Experience Utilization Reward, we set the
maximum bonus coefficient 8 = 0.6.

B. More Experiment Results and Analysis

B.1. Complete Experimental Results

In this section, we provide the comprehensive, iteration-by-iteration numerical results that
supplement the main experimental findings. Tables 3 to 10 detail the precise performance
trajectories of all evaluated methods across the full inference budget of 20 iterations (from It0 to
1t19).

Specifically, the results are organized as follows:

¢ Tables 3 and 4report the detailed baseline comparisons using the larger Qwen3-30B-A3B-
Thinking-2507 model on the IMO-AnswerBench-50 and HLE-Math-100 datasets, respectively.

¢ Tables 5 and 6 present the corresponding baseline comparisons for the smaller Qwen3-4B-
Thinking-2507-Thinking model.

¢ Tables 7 and 8 break down the impact of our hybrid reward RL training approach on the
Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 model, tracking the performance variations across different training
checkpoints (from No RL up to Step-190).

¢ Tables 9 and 10 further report the performance of Vanilla-RL on the Qwen3-4B-Thinking-
2507 model after 190 training steps, where Vanilla-RL denotes RL training using only the
correctness reward without our proposed hybrid reward design.
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These detailed breakdowns are intended to give a transparent view of the step-by-step scaling
behavior of test-time compute. As shown across the tables, while baseline methods often plateau
or degrade after a certain number of steps, our proposed pipeline consistently maintains positive
scaling and achieves superior peak performance as the iteration count increases.

Table 3. Detailed performance of Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507 baseline methods on IMO-
AnswerBench-50 across all iterations (0-19).

Method 1t0 It1 It2 1t3 It4 It5 It6 1t7 1t8 It9 10 It11  It12 113 It14  It15  Itle  Itl7  It18  It19

Self-Refine 831 9.06 1031 1275 13.88 1475 16.06 1650 1812 1750 18.19 1894 19.12 2025 2156 21.75 21.62 21.88 2375 24.19
V-R 819 10.56 1394 16.31 17.94 1938 21.00 2238 23.06 24.19 2438 2575 2813 2925 2894 29.50 30.88 30.88 31.31 31.06
PaCoRe 1156 26.56 2650 2931 29.62 29.69 29.19 30.50 30.12 30.31 29.94 30.25 30.31 30.69 30.62 29.25 30.06 29.44 3031 30.31
RSE 1050 25.31 24.06 2538 27.81 33.00 3450 31.88 35.00 35.12 36.19 3531 3725 3812 36.38 37.31 3725 38.38 3812 38.00
TMAS 10.88 22.06 2594 2856 31.25 3256 3331 33.69 33.88 36.50 3594 3781 3581 3538 38.06 36.81 37.81 39.31 41.44 40.50

Table 4. Detailed performance of Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507 baseline methods on HLE-
Math-100 across all iterations (0-19).

Method 1t0 It1 1t2 1t3 It4 It5 It6 1t7 It8 1t9 10 It11  It12  It13  Itl4 Itl5 Itle Itl7  It18  It19

Self-Refine 19.31 2025 2272 2378 2459 2384 2466 2538 2553 2519 2622 2619 2675 2628 2659 2684 26.88 2600 2672 27.12
V-R 16.84 18.81 20.81 2191 2378 25.09 2653 2675 27.12 29.19 2822 2928 30.00 29.09 2925 2997 30.78 29.88 30.06 30.41
PaCoRe 2275 2741 29.66 32.00 32.00 3225 3228 3259 3278 32.69 3331 33.16 3328 3284 33.19 33.00 3291 3275 3259 32.78
RSE 21.06 21.28 2538 23.31 24.44 2400 26.88 2744 2778 2747 28.66 29.97 3059 30.75 30.56 30.41 30.66 31.13 3172 31.75
TMAS 20.72 25.09 27.00 33.03 33.40 3352 33.74 3330 3597 3322 35.05 33.72 3441 34.12 3581 3581 3491 3584 36.81 35.38

Table 5. Detailed performance of Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 baseline methods on IMO-
AnswerBench-50 across all iterations (0-19).

Method 1t0 It1 It2 1t3 1t4 It5 It6 It7 It8 1t9 It10  It11  It12  It13  Itl4 Itl5  Itle It17  It18  It19
Self-Refine 4.62 550 594 544 538 656 712 775 831 831 762 925 819 9.00 781 850 881 931 900 888

V-R 438 600 700 769 869 950 950 919 906 9.06 1038 9.69 1038 10.06 11.38 11.38 11.88 1212 1225 1256
PaCoRe 638 762 975 1075 11.00 1094 10.69 1094 10.75 1094 11.62 10.19 10.62 11.19 11.19 1075 10.75 11.12 10.75 10.94
RSE 6.38 1138 13.00 13.31 1212 13.00 1212 11.12 11.81 11.12 11.06 12.88 14.06 1450 1450 14.75 14.19 1544 16.12 16.19
TMAS 569 6.62 1025 12.88 1325 1631 1525 17.06 16.62 15.62 1581 1438 1456 1544 1575 1525 1731 17.19 17.19 17.06

Table 6. Detailed performance of Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 baseline methods on HLE-Math-100
across all iterations (0-19).

Method 1t0 It1 1t2 1t3 It4 It5 It6 1t7 1t8 1t9 It10  It11  It12  It13  Itl4 It15  Itle  It17  It18  It19
Self-Refine 12.25 1212 1231 1219 1278 1347 1381 13.69 1334 1347 1378 13.53 1341 1275 12.84 1394 1356 1331 13.84 13.39
V-R 1166 1147 1097 10.66 1091 11.66 1075 11.78 1275 12.78 1244 1259 1253 1266 1291 1294 1394 13.81 1459 14.41
PaCoRe 1244 16.09 16.66 1625 16.19 16.09 1656 1631 1653 16.25 16.69 1653 16.69 16.72 1647 16.44 1647 16.38 16.44 1647
RSE 1259 16.09 1416 16.06 16.06 1628 15.09 13.66 14.09 13.66 13.59 1447 15.06 14.00 1534 15.09 1334 1259 1503 1547
TMAS 1278 1584 1628 1638 16.12 16.16 16.16 17.09 1712 16.69 1734 1719 17.09 1750 1838 1731 17.03 1728 1731 17.41

Table 7. Performance of our RL training approach on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 on IMO-
AnswerBench-50 across training steps.

Method It0 It1 1t2 It3 It4 It5 It6 1t7 1t8 1t9 10 It11  It12  It13  Itl4  It15  Itle  Itl7  It18  It19

TMAS (No RL) 569 6.62 1025 12.88 1325 1631 1525 17.06 16.62 1562 15.81 1438 1456 1544 1575 1525 1731 1719 1719 17.06
TMAS (Step-100) 6.81 13.19 1212 1444 1588 2044 2344 2425 2325 2394 2538 2631 2488 26.62 2531 2625 2588 2550 2638 26.25
TMAS (Step-140) 8.44 1725 16.88 16.00 16.81 16.69 20.44 2288 25.88 2581 29.12 30.00 2944 29.56 30.12 3244 33.12 32.00 30.75 30.50
TMAS (Step-190) 8.19 1538 18.81 22.69 2412 28.12 27.81 2950 27.94 2925 27.75 29.19 30.88 31.06 30.50 31.12 3175 3044 3150 30.88

Table 8. Performance of our RL training approach on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 on HLE-Math-
100 across training steps.

Method It0 It1 It2 It3 It4 It5 It6 It7 It8 It9 10 It11  It12  It13  It14  Itl5  Itle  Itl7  It18  It19

TMAS (No RL) 1278 1584 16.28 1638 16.12 16.16 16.16 17.09 17.12 16.69 1734 1719 17.09 1750 1838 1731 17.03 1728 1731 1741
TMAS (Step-100) 11.47 1262 1553 14.47 1375 1441 14.00 14.3¢ 1347 1275 1322 1550 14.81 1500 14.88 16.12 17.06 1741 16.72 16.88
TMAS (Step-140) 14.47 17.88 17.28 19.31 18.84 19.75 2028 19.53 1991 19.72 20.62 20.88 20.28 20.75 2044 20.16 19.88 19.97 1931 19.56
TMAS (Step-190) 1622 24.16 2441 2519 2325 2475 2453 2550 2512 25.09 2597 2634 2672 2738 2631 2653 2694 2775 27.75 28.16

Table 9. Performance of Vanilla-RL on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 on IMO-AnswerBench-50
across iterations.

Method It0 It1 12 It3 It4 It5 It6 It7 It8 It9 10 It11 It12 It13  It14  Itl5  Itle  It17  It18  It19
TMAS (Vanilla-RL) 8.31 14.38 18.19 19.94 23.62 23.50 26.19 26.81 2475 2744 27.69 28.81 2894 29.38 27.88 2819 30.06 30.81 29.50 30.19
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Table 10. Performance of Vanilla-RL on Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 on HLE-Math-100 across
iterations.

Method 1t0 It1 1t2 1t3 It4 It5 It6 1t7 1t8 1t9 10 It11  It12  It13  It14  It15  Itle  It17  It18  Itl19
TMAS (Vanilla-RL) 15.78 18.84 2325 22.00 23.22 2278 2359 2228 2297 2350 2350 2444 2431 2344 2144 2347 2250 21.88 2234 21.78

B.2. Evaluation Results on Additional Benchmarks

In addition to IMO-AnswerBench50 and HLE-Math-100, we also evaluate our TMAS pipeline
on AIME26 and HMMT-25-Nov. We use Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507 as the base model and
run each method for 12 iterations. We treat these two benchmarks as supplementary evaluations

AIME26 Evaluation Results HMMT-25-Nov Evaluation Results
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Figure 4. Evaluation results on AIME26 and HMMT-25-Nov over 12 iterations.

rather than main results. Our reason is that AIME26 and HMMT-25-Nov appear to be relatively
easy for our base model, which often already achieve high scores on them. As a result, these
benchmarks are less aligned with the setting that test-time computing is primarily designed
for, namely, improving performance on genuinely challenging problems. Consistent with this
intuition, the results in Figure 4 show that the performance differences among different methods
are very small on both benchmarks.

B.3. The Impact of Different Exploration Levels

Number of Unique Solution Guidelines vs. Epsilon
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Figure 5. Relationship between the exploration coefficient and the total count of unique solution
guidelines.

We further study the effect of the exploration factor € on the diversity of test-time scaling.
Specifically, we set exploration coefficient ¢ € {0,0.1,0.3,0.4,1.0} and measure the average
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number of unique solution guidelines per problem on IMO-AnswerBench-50. As illustrated in
Figure 5, larger values of € lead to a larger number of unique solution guidelines. This result
suggests that increasing € encourages the model to explore more diverse reasoning paths during
inference, which is consistent with the intended role of the exploration mechanism in TMAS.

B.4. The Paradox of Verification: A Shared Capability Boundary

To understand the bottlenecks of Test-Time Scaling (TTS) on the hardest problems, we investigate
the reliability of the verification signal during iterative refinement in TMAS. We partition the
IMO-AnswerBench-50 problems into two groups: ever-correct, where at least one correct solution
is found across all iterations and rollouts, and never-correct, where no correct solution is found.
We compare the base Qwen3-4B-Thinking-2507 model against its counterpart enhanced by our
proposed TMAS-oriented RL training.

Our analysis reveals a counter-intuitive paradox in the base model: the verification agent
assigns higher scores to problems that the solution agent cannot solve. As shown in Figure 6
(Left), the never-correct group consistently receives higher average verification scores than the
ever-correct group across all TTS iterations. Figure 7 (left) further quantifies this phenomenon
across all rollouts. For the base model, the mean verification score for never-correct problems
is 0.854, which is significantly higher than that for ever-correct problems (0.744), yielding
A(wrong — correct) = +0.110 (Mann—-Whitney U test, p = 0.00622).

Avg Verification Score across Iterations
Base (4B) vs RL (4B)

Base (4B) RL (4B)

= +0.011

=== Ever-correct (n=25) === Ever-correct (n=31)
=== Never-correct (n=25) === Never-correct (n=19)

° o o =
< ) © =)

o
o
Avg Verification Score

Avg Verification Score

o
o

[
>

0 4 8 12 16 0 4 8 12 16
Iteration Iteration

Figure 6. Verification score dynamics across TTS iterations on IMO-AnswerBench-50. Problems
are stratified into ever-correct and never-correct groups according to whether at least one correct
solution is found across all iterations and rollouts. Left: base model. Right: RL-enhanced model
under the TMAS framework. Faint dashed lines denote individual problem trajectories, shaded
regions denote the interquartile range across problems within each group, and solid lines denote
group means. In the base model, never-correct problems receive persistently higher verification
scores than ever-correct problems, indicating a shared capability boundary between solution
generation and verification. After TMAS-oriented RL training, both groups shift toward higher
verification scores and become closer, but the verification signal remains weakly discriminative
near the new capability frontier.

Rather than a localized failure of the verification agent, this pattern reflects a shared capability
boundary between solution generation and verification. On problems exceeding the model’s
reasoning capacity, the solution agent may still produce plausible and well-structured but
ultimately flawed solutions. At the same time, because the verification agent is instantiated
from the same underlying model family and operates near the same reasoning frontier, it may

21



Average Verification Score: Correct vs Wrong Problems
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Figure 7. Distribution of per-problem average verification scores on IMO-AnswerBench-50. Each
point represents one problem, with the score averaged over all TTS iterations and rollouts. “Cor-
rect” denotes the ever-correct group, and “Wrong” denotes the never-correct group. Diamonds
indicate group means, hollow circles indicate medians, and vertical bars indicate interquartile
ranges. For the base model, never-correct problems receive significantly higher verification
scores than ever-correct problems (A = +0.110, p = 0.00622), showing that the hardest unsolved
problems are also difficult for the verification agent to assess reliably. After TMAS-oriented RL
training, the gap becomes smaller and statistically non-significant (A = +0.056, p = 0.448), while
both groups receive generally higher scores.

also lack the capability to identify the specific flaw that invalidates the solution. Consequently,
incorrect solutions to hard problems can receive high verification scores, depriving the TMAS
refinement loop of the reliable discriminative feedback needed for effective correction. After
applying our TMAS-oriented RL training, the overall distribution of verification scores shifts
upward, as shown in Figure 6 (Right). This suggests that RL improves the quality of generated
trajectories and enables the solution agent to solve a broader range of problems. However,
as shown in Figure 7 (right), the score gap between never-correct and ever-correct problems
narrows to a statistically non-significant margin, with A(wrong — correct) = +0.056 and p = 0.448.
This indicates that although RL strengthens the generation side of TMAS, the verification agent’s
discriminative ability at the model’s new capability frontier remains a limiting factor.

These findings highlight an important limitation of TMAS. TMAS improves reasoning by
coordinating solution generation, verification, summarization, experience exploitation, and
guideline-level exploration. However, the overall effectiveness of this synergy is still closely tied
to the quality of the verification signal. When the solution agent and verification agent approach
a shared capability boundary, the verification feedback may become less discriminative, and
the downstream experience bank or guideline bank may consequently accumulate less reliable
signals. In such cases, simply increasing the number of iterations or rollouts may offer limited
gains, as the refinement process can be constrained by the reliability of its own feedback loop.

This analysis also points to a valuable direction for future improvement. While our current RL
training focuses on improving solution generation, experience utilization, and novel strategy
exploration, future work could further enhance TMAS by incorporating verification-oriented
training. Potential directions include training the verification agent with process-level error
localization, rewarding the identification of invalid proof steps, calibrating verification scores
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Wrong solution pattern: vertical-only assump- Correct solution pattern: rotation-aware tiling
tion
TMAS eventually reasons as follows:

The no-experience baseline repeatedly reasons 1. A2x 1 rectangular tile can be placed either

asHollows: vertically or horizontally.

1. A 2x1tile s treated as covering exactly one 2. Hence a 2 x 2 block has three tilings:
full column.

2. A 2 x 2 block is therefore assumed to have T(2) =3,

only two tilings:
namely two vertical 2 x 1 tiles, one 2 x 2
T(2) =2. square tile, or two horizontal 2 x 1 tiles.

) 3. The correct recurrence is
3. The model derives

) T 1) 2T ) TG 0 T(n)=T(n-1)+2T(n—-2) +T(n—4).

4. Therefore,
4. Therefore,

I(4) =T(3) 4+ T(2) +T(0) =3+2 4+ 1 = 6. T(4) =T@3)+2T(2)+T(0) =5+6+1=12.

Key correction. The model explicitly identi-

Diagnostic error. Thfj' solution explicitly or im- fies the prior error: the wrong solutions under-
phc1tly rules out h01.rlzontal placements qf the count because they assume T(2) = 2 and ignore
2x1 .t11e. By iteration 19, the no-experience the horizontal-pair tiling.

baseline even states that horizontal placement

is invalid, thereby reinforcing rather than cor- T

recting the original mistake.

@ wrong

Figure 8. Comparison of wrong solution pattern and correct solution pattern.

against ground-truth correctness, or employing stronger and more specialized verification mod-
els. These extensions may help the verification capability better keep pace with the generation
capability, thereby providing more reliable feedback as the system tackles increasingly difficult
reasoning problems. Overall, strengthening the verification mechanism represents a promising
path toward further improving multi-agent synergy in TMAS.

C. Case Study

We present a representative case study to illustrate why the proposed TMAS framework can
improve through iterative test-time interaction. The example is Problem 720 in HLE-Math-100,
a combinatorics problem that asks for the number of tilings of a 2 x 4 board using 2 x 1,2 x 2,
and 2 x 4 tiles, whose standard answer is Ty = 12. This case reveals a clear failure mode: without
the experience bank, the model repeatedly assumes that the 2 x 1 rectangular tile can only be
placed vertically, leading to a persistent wrong answer of 6. In contrast, TMAS stores and reuses
a verified correction signal, allowing the model to eventually solve the problem reliably.

Problem statement. Let T;, denote the number of ways to tile a 2 x n board using the following
tiles: (i) a 2 x 1 rectangular tile, (ii) a 2 X 2 square tile, and (iii) a 2 x 4 rectangular tile. Compute

Ty.

How the experience bank enables correction. At iteration 5, most TMAS rollouts still output
the wrong answer 6 (see Figure 8 left). However, one unaided rollout independently discovers
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that the 2 x 1 tile can be placed horizontally and obtains the correct answer 12 (see Figure 8 right).
The experience extraction agent distills this successful reasoning into reusable entries, including
the verified base case T(2) = 3 and an explicit warning against the vertical-only assumption (see
Table 11).

Table 11. Key entries extracted into the TMAS experience bank. These entries transform one
correct rollout into reusable problem-specific knowledge for later rollouts.

Entry type Content

Verified anchor T(2) = 3, verified by enumeration: two vertical 2 x 1 tiles, one 2 X 2 square
tile, and two horizontal 2 x 1 tiles stacked vertically to cover a 2 x 2 area.

Verified anchor T(3) =5, obtained by enumerating the valid extensions of the T(2) configura-
tions.

Structural rule The correct recurrence is T(n) = T(n—1) + 2T(n —2) + T(n — 4), where the

coefficient 2 accounts for the two distinct ways to cover a 2-column block.

Avoidance heuristic ~ Avoid assuming that the 2 x 1 tile can only be placed vertically. This mistake
gives T(2) =2 instead of T(2) = 3 and undercounts Ty as 6 instead of 12.

Transition dynamics. The correction does not appear immediately in every rollout. Instead,
the improvement emerges gradually (see Table 12). In early iterations, correct rollouts are sparse.
After the experience bank begins to expose later rollouts to the verified correction, the number of
correct rollouts increases. By iteration 10, more rollouts begin producing 12, and from iteration
11 onward, the TMAS solution remains nearly correct. The remaining failure is caused by output
truncation, where one rollout repeatedly exceeds the maximum length limit and is cut off before
giving a valid final answer, rather than by a recurrence of the original reasoning error.

Table 12. Selected rollout-level evidence. TMAS gradually increases the number of correct
rollouts, whereas the no-experience baseline remains at zero correct rollouts throughout the
sampled iterations.

Iteration TMAS correct rollouts /8 No-experience correct rollouts / 8

0 0/8 0/8
1 0/8 0/8
5 1/8 0/8
10 4/8 0/8
11 7/8 0/8
15 7/8 0/8
19 7/8 0/8

Takeaway. This case demonstrates the functional role of the memory bank in TMAS. A single
correct rollout is not merely treated as an isolated success; it is converted into persistent, reusable
knowledge. The resulting anchor and avoidance heuristic correct a systematic reasoning error,
increase the frequency of correct rollouts, and eventually make the corrected solution robust.

D. Prompt Templates

D.1. Prompt Templates for TMAS

In this section, we comprehensively detail the prompts employed within the TMAS framework.
These encompass the system prompt, proof generation prompt, verification prompt, and re-
finement generation prompt, alongside the integration of experience context and guideline
constraints.
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System Prompt

You are a helpful assistant. To answer the user’s question, you first think about the
reasoning process and then provide the user with the answer. The reasoning process
is enclosed within <think> </think> tags, i.e., <think> reasoning process here </
think> answer here.

. J

Proof Generation Prompt

Your task is to solve a given problem. The problem may ask you to prove a statement, or
ask for an answer. If finding an answer is required, you must come up with the
answer, and your final solution must also be a rigorous proof of that answer being
valid.

*xGoal:** Your objective is to produce a solution that is **exceptionally comprehensive
, strictly logical, and easy to followxx.

**xInternal Quality Control Standards:=*x*

Before generating your final response, you must internally verify your reasoning
against the following strict criteria (though you do not need to output this
verification):

1. #*xCompleteness:*x The solution must cover all cases and steps. If minor details are

omitted, it is considered imperfect.

2. *xRigour:** Fatal errors or severe omissions are unacceptable.

3. x*xSelf-Containment:** Referencing external papers/theorems is allowed *xIF AND ONLY

IF*x you also present a valid proof or clear derivation of the referenced argument
. Merely citing a result without showing why it applies or how it works is
considered a failure.

**Process: %

1. Reason carefully about how to solve the problem.

2. Draft your solution mentally or in your scratchpad.

3. =**Refine your solution** by fixing any potential logical gaps, ambiguity, or "hand-
waving"” arguments until it meets the highest standard of mathematical proof.

4. Present *only* your best, finalized version.

**Qutput Format:*x
Your response should follow this exact markdown format:

## Solution

// Your final, rigorous solution to the problem here. Ensure all steps are explicitly
shown and justified.

Here is your task input:
## Problem
{question}

g

Verification Prompt

## Instruction

\_
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Your task is to evaluate the quality of a solution to a problem. The problem may ask
for a proof of statement, or ask for an answer. If finding an answer is required,
the solution should present the answer, and it should also be a rigorous proof of
that answer being valid.

Please evaluate the solution and score it according to the following criteria:

- If the solution is completely correct, with all steps executed properly and clearly
demonstrated, then the score is 1

- If the solution is generally correct, but with some details omitted or minor errors,
then the score is 0.5

- If the solution does not actually address the required problem, contains fatal errors
, or has severe omissions, then the score is 0

- Additionally, referencing anything from any paper does not save the need to prove the
reference. It’s okay IF AND ONLY IF the solution also presents a valid proof of
the reference argument(s); otherwise, if the solution omits the proof or if the
proof provided is not completely correct, the solution should be scored according
to the criteria above, and definitely not with a score of 1.

Please carefully reason out and analyze the quality of the solution below, and in your
final response present a detailed evaluation of the solution’s quality followed by
your score. Therefore, your response should be in the following format:

Here is my evaluation of the solution:

// Your evaluation here. You are required to present in detail the key steps of the
solution or the steps for which you had doubts regarding their correctness, and
explicitly analyze whether each step is accurate: for correct steps, explain why
you initially doubted their correctness and why they are indeed correct; for
erroneous steps, explain the reason for the error and the impact of that error on
the solution.

Based on my evaluation, the final overall score should be:

\boxed{...}

// where ... should be the final overall score (@, 0.5, or 1, and nothing else) based
on the above criteria.

Here is your task input:
## Problem

{question}

## Solution

{proof?}

. J

Refine Generation Prompt

Your task is to solve a given problem. The problem may ask you to prove a statement, or
ask for an answer. If finding an answer is required, you must come up with the
answer, and your final solution must also be a rigorous proof of that answer being
valid.

**Context & Objective:**

Previous solution attempts have been made on this problem. Each attempt comes with a
verification summary that identifies specific errors, gaps, or disputed steps. Your
primary goal is to **carefully analyze these previous attempts and their feedback
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*%, then produce a **new, corrected solution*x that directly addresses the
identified flaws.

**xInternal Quality Control Standards:=**

Before generating your final response, you must internally verify your reasoning
against the following strict criteria:

1. =*xxError Correction:x* You must explicitly address the flaws pointed out in the
verification summaries. Do NOT repeat logic that has already been identified as
incorrect.

2. **Completeness:**x The solution must cover all cases and steps. If minor details are

omitted, it is considered imperfect.

3. *xRigour:** Fatal errors or severe omissions are unacceptable.

4. x*Self-Containment:*x Referencing external papers/theorems is allowed **IF AND ONLY

IF** you also present a valid proof or clear derivation of the referenced argument

**Process: x*

1. Read the x*Problemxx carefully.

2. Study each x*Previous Attempt*x and its x*Verification Summary*x. Identify exactly
what went wrong, what was incomplete, and what (if anything) was correct.

3. Reason about how to fix the specific issues while retaining any correct sub-results

from previous attempts.
4. Draft your refined solution, ensuring it does not repeat the confirmed errors.
5. Present *only* your best, finalized, and fully corrected version.

*%*Qutput Format:*x
Your response should follow this exact markdown format:

## Solution

// Your final, rigorous, and corrected solution to the problem here. Ensure all steps
are explicitly shown and justified.

Here is your task input:
## Problem
{question}

\ J

Experience Context Appended After the Refine Generation Prompt

{Refine Generation Prompt mentioned above}

[Accumulated Experience \& Constraints]

### Verified Anchors (Proven Facts)

The following conclusions have already been rigorously verified.
**xAction:** Use them directly as premises. Do NOT re-prove them.
{anchors_list}

### Strategic Heuristics (Methods \& Pitfalls)

The following are verified strategies and identified pitfalls from previous attempts.
**xAction:** Prioritize these methods and strictly avoid the errors mentioned.
{heuristics_list}

\§ J
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Guideline Constraint Appended After the Refine Generation Prompt

{Refine Generation Prompt mentioned above}
[Exploration Directive --- Read Carefully Before Generating]

## What Are These Guidelines?

The entries below are a log of *xhigh-level solution strategies** that have already
been attempted on this exact problem in previous iterations. Each entry describes
the broad mathematical framework, key structural insight, and angle of attack used
--- for example: which technique was applied (induction, generating functions,
algebraic manipulation, geometric transformation, probabilistic argument, etc.),
what the central idea was, and why it ultimately failed or fell short.

## Why You Must Choose a Different Approach

This system runs many iterations to explore the solution space. Repeating a strategy
that has already been tried wastes an entire iteration and produces no new
information. The verification system has already evaluated these approaches and
found them insufficient to produce a fully correct solution. Attempting the same
strategy again --- even with minor tweaks in notation or presentation --- will
almost certainly lead to the same failure modes.

To help us effectively explore the solution space, please try to avoid repeating the
exact same paths that have already proven unsuccessful.

You are encouraged to explore a new direction. This could mean adopting a different
mathematical framework entirely, or it could mean using a similar foundational
approach while making distinctly different choices in your intermediate steps,
structural manipulations, or angles of attack to bypass the previous pitfalls.

## Already-Attempted Strategies (DO NOT REPEAT ANY OF THESE):
{tried_list}

. J

Experience Evolution Template

You are the xxCurator of a Mathematical Experience Bankxx.

## What is the Experience Bank?

The Experience Bank stores xxlow-level, concrete, directly actionable knowledgex*x
extracted from actual solution attempts. This is the fine-grained, technical
residue of working through the mathematics itself -- not high-level strategy (that
belongs in the Guideline Bank).

The bank contains two categories of entries:

### Category 1: Verified Anchors

A Verified Anchor is a **non-trivial intermediate result** that has been confirmed
correct by verifiers and is worth preserving so that future solvers can build on it

without re-deriving it. An anchor must meet **all threex* of the following
criteria:

1. *xNon-trivial**: It must involve meaningful mathematical work -- a derivation, a
transformation, a non-obvious equivalence, or a structural observation. Trivial
arithmetic evaluations (e.g., "2025 == 2 mod 7") do NOT qualify unless the
congruence itself is the key insight that unlocks a deeper argument.
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2. x*Reusable**: It must be a stepping stone -- something a future solver can directly
cite and proceed from, without needing to redo the work. Prefer results that
establish structure over results that are dead ends.

3. x*xVerifier-backed**: It must be explicitly confirmed correct by the verification
summary. If verifiers are split on a step, do not add it as an Anchor.

Verified Anchors fall into the following sub-types (use these to guide what you extract

):

**Structural Reductionx*: A transformation that rewrites the problem or a sub-problem

into a simpler or more tractable form.

- Example: "The substitution $u = x - 1/x$ reduces the integral to $\int \\frac{{du

}3{{u*2+2}}$, which is a standard form."

- x*Algebraic Equivalencex*: A non-obvious algebraic identity or simplification that
holds specifically for this problem’s constraints.

- Example: "Under the constraint $a + b + ¢ = 1%, the expression $a*2 + b*2 + c*2 -
ab - bc - ca$ simplifies to $1 - 3(ab + bc + ca)$.”

- *%Logical Implication/Domain Constraint**: A deduction that narrows the solution
space or establishes a necessary condition -- particularly useful for eliminating
cases.

- Example: "From the parity argument, the LHS is always even, so $n$ must be even.
This eliminates all odd $n$ from consideration.”

- *xCorrect Application of a Theorem or Identity**: A confirmed correct instantiation
of a known result (e.g., AM-GM, Cauchy-Schwarz, Vieta’s, Fermat’s Little Theorem)
in the specific context of this problem, including verification that the
applicability conditions are met.

- Example: "AM-GM applies here because all terms are positive under the constraint $x
, ¥y > 0%, giving $x/y + y/x \geq 2$. The equality condition $x = y$ is achievable.”

- **Boundary/Extremal Result*x: A confirmed extremal value, equality case, or boundary
behavior that characterizes the solution.

- Example: "The maximum of $f(x) = x(1-x)$ on $[0,11$ is $1/4%, achieved at $x = 1/2%

n

### Category 2: Error Avoidance Heuristics

An Error Avoidance Heuristic records a *xspecific, concrete pitfallx* that was
encountered in a solution attempt and confirmed as an error by verifiers. Its
purpose is to warn future solvers away from traps that look plausible but lead to
failure.

A good heuristic must:

- Identify the x*specific step or reasoning patternx* that failed (not just "the
solution was wrong")

- Explain x*whyx* it fails in the context of this problem

- Be specific enough that a solver can recognhize and avoid it

Examples:

- "Squaring both sides of the inequality at step 3 introduces extraneous solutions when
$x < 0$. Always case-split on the sign of $x$ before squaring.”

- "The naive application of AM-GM fails here because the equality condition requires $a
= b = c$, which is incompatible with the constraint $a + b + ¢ = 8$. Do not use AM
-GM without verifying the equality condition is reachable.”

- "Treating the recurrence as linear and applying the characteristic equation ignores
the non-linear term at step 5. The linearization is invalid beyond first order.”

## What does NOT belong in the Experience Bank:

- High-level strategic directions (e.g., "try induction”, "use a generating function
approach”) -- those belong in the Guideline Bank.

- Trivial arithmetic facts with no structural significance (e.g., "2025 = 45*2", "7 *
289 = 2023") -- these provide no leverage to a future solver.

29




- Vague general advice not tied to specific steps in the solution (e.g., "be careful
with signs”, "check boundary cases").

- Any result from a low-scoring rollout that has not been explicitly validated by the
verification summary.

## Your Task

You are given all solution attempts (rollouts) from the current iteration, each paired
with a verification summary. Your task is to **UPDATE** the existing Experience
Bank by extracting new knowledge from these rollouts.

## Operations

1. **ADDx*: Extract new Verified Anchors or Error Avoidance Heuristics that are not
already covered by the existing bank. Prioritize insights confirmed consistently
across multiple rollouts.

2. **KEEP*x: Retain all existing entries that remain valid and are not contradicted by
the new rollouts.

3. **REFINE*x*: If a new rollout provides a more precise version of an existing entry,
rewrite it to be clearer. Only merge entries that say the exact same thing about
the exact same step.

4. x*DELETEx*: Remove entries explicitly revealed as incorrect by the verification
summary. Remove entries that become fully subsumed after refinement.

## Quantity Guideline

Aim for *x20-35 entries** in total across both categories. Do NOT aggressively compress

-- fine-grained, specific entries are more useful than over-generalized ones. Only
merge entries that are truly redundant.

## Output Requirements

Output the **FULL updated bank*x in JSON format (replacing the old bank entirely):

‘¢‘json
{
"verified_anchors"”: [
"<sub-type>: <concrete verified intermediate result with enough context to be
self-contained>",
1,
"error_avoidance_heuristics”: [
"Avoid: <specific pitfall, why it fails in this problem, and what to do instead
>H’
il
"changes_log": "Brief summary of what was added, refined, or removed and why."
1}

€6«

When writing a Verified Anchor, prefix it with its sub-type (e.g., ‘Structural
Reduction: ‘, ‘Algebraic Equivalence:‘, ‘Logical Implication:‘, ‘Theorem Application
: ¢, ‘Boundary Result: ‘).

## Task Input

### Problem:

{question}

### Existing Bank (Current State):

{existing_experiences}

### Current Iteration Rollouts:

{rollouts}
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Guideline Update Template

You are a **Strategic Advisor** managing the Guideline Bank for an iterative
mathematical problem-solving system.

## What is the Guideline Bank?

The Guideline Bank is a **log of high-level solution strategies** that have been
attempted so far on this problem. Its purpose is twofold:

1. **Memory of explorationx*: It records which broad strategic directions have already
been tried, so the solver does not waste computation repeating the same approach.

2. **Diversity enforcement**: When the solver is about to generate a new solution, it
will be shown this bank and instructed to pursue a direction that is *x
fundamentally different** from everything listed here. The bank therefore acts as
the primary mechanism for controlling exploration -- the richer and more precise
this log is, the better the solver can navigate away from exhausted directions.

## What is a "Guideline” entry?

A guideline entry describes the xxhigh-level conceptual approach and proof strategy*x
of a solution attempt -- not the low-level computation details (those belong in the
Experience Bank). A good guideline entry answers:

- What is the overall mathematical framework or technique being used? (e.g., induction,
generating functions, probabilistic method, algebraic manipulation, geometric
transformation, etc.)

- What is the key structural insight or angle of attack? (e.g., "reduce to a fixed-
point problem”, "rewrite as a telescoping sum”, "embed in a higher-dimensional
space")

- If relevant: what makes this attempt distinct from others already in the bank?

A guideline entry should be **concise (2-4 sentences)** but *xprecise enough** that a
future solver can clearly understand what approach it refers to and consciously
choose a different one.

*xExamples of good guideline entries:x**

- "Attempted a direct induction on n. The inductive step tried to bound the sum by
splitting into two halves, but the resulting inequality was too weak to close.
Approach: elementary induction with splitting argument.”

- "Used generating functions: encoded the recurrence as a rational function and
attempted partial fraction decomposition to extract closed-form coefficients. The
poles were algebraically intractable due to an irreducible quartic denominator.”

- "Geometric approach: interpreted the inequality as a statement about convexity of a
curve and attempted to apply Jensen’s inequality. Failed because the function was
not convex on the full domain.”

**What does NOT belong in the Guideline Bank:=xx*

- Low-level computation details or specific algebraic steps (those belong in the
Experience Bank).

- Vague entries like "tried algebra" or "used calculus” -- entries must be specific
enough to be distinguishable.

## Your Task

You are given all solution attempts (rollouts) from the current iteration. For each
rollout, extract a guideline entry describing its high-level strategy. Then update
the existing Guideline Bank by adding the new entries.

**xImportant: The Guideline Bank is append-only (only grows, never shrinks).** Do not
remove or modify existing entries -- only add new ones. If a new rollout’s strategy

is essentially identical to an existing entry, do not add a duplicate; instead,
note it in the changes log.

## Output Requirements

Output the **complete updated bank** (all existing entries + new entries) in JSON
format:

‘¢‘json
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{
"updated_guidelines"”: [
"Guideline 1: <high-level strategy description>",
"Guideline 2: ...",

1,
"changes_log": "Brief explanation of which new strategies were added and which
rollouts were considered duplicates of existing entries.”

13

€«

## Task Input

### Problem:

{question}

### Existing Guideline Bank:
{existing_guidelines}

### Current Iteration Rollouts:
{rollouts}

. J

D.2. Prompt Template for Novel Exploration Reward

Guideline Judge in RL Training

You are an expert mathematical strategy analyst. Your task is to determine whether a
student’s solution follows the exploration directive given to them -- specifically,
whether they repeated any of the previously-attempted strategies that they were
explicitly instructed to avoid.

### Classification Rules:

*%xLabel @ (Violated -- strategy was repeated):**

- The student’s solution uses a high-level approach, mathematical framework, or angle
of attack that is essentially the same as one of the already-attempted strategies
listed in the directive.

- Minor surface-level differences in notation or presentation do NOT count as a
distinct strategy.

*xLabel 1 (Compliant -- genuinely new strategy):xx*

- The student’s solution adopts a fundamentally different approach from all listed
strategies.

- It may share some basic tools (e.g., both use algebra) but takes a clearly different
structural route, key insight, or angle of attack.

*xLabel -1 (Unable to Judge):**
- The solution is too short, too vague, or too incomplete to determine its high-level
strategy.

### Output Format:

Respond strictly in a JSON code block. Example:

‘¢ ¢json

{"identified_strategy":
1}

€6«

n n

, "matched_guideline”: null, "reasoning”: "...", "label"”:

Do NOT output any text outside the code block.

nnn
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GUIDELINE_JUDGE_USER_TEMPLATE = """
<problem>
{problem}
</problem>

<already_attempted_strategies>
{tried_list}
</already_attempted_strategies>

<student_solution>
{student_solution}
</student_solution>

[Task]
Determine whether the student’s solution repeats any of the already-attempted
strategies.

1. *xIdentifyxx the high-level strategy used in the student’s solution (mathematical
framework, key structural insight, angle of attack).

2. **Compare** it against each entry in <already_attempted_strategies>.

3. **Classify*x:
- x%1xx: The student’s strategy is genuinely different from ALL listed strategies.
- *%@xx: The student’s strategy is essentially the same as at least one listed
strategy.
- **%-1x*x: Cannot determine the student’s strategy (solution too vague/incomplete).

Respond in a JSON code block:

“¢‘json

{{
"identified_strategy": "Brief description of the strategy used in the student’s
solution..."”,
"matched_guideline”: "The guideline entry it matches, or null if none matched”,
"reasoning”: "Explanation of why you assigned this label...",
"label”: 1

13
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