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Systems often repeat the same prompt to large language models (LLMs)
and aggregate responses to improve reliability. Common approaches include
self-consistency or simple majority voting (sample multiple outputs and choose
the mode), prompt ensembling (rephrasing prompts to reduce wording sensitiv-
ity), and multi-agent debate (running multiple instances and aggregating their
conclusions). Such consensus methods can stabilize outputs and improve accu-
racy, especially on multi-step reasoning tasks [1]. This short note analyzes an
estimator of the self-consistency of LLMs and the tradeoffs it induces under a
fixed compute budget B = mn, wherem is the number of prompts sampled from
the task distribution and n is the number of repeated LLM calls per prompt;
the resulting analysis favors a rough split m,n ∝

√
B. It complements recent

work on self-consistency prompting that aggregates multiple sampled reasoning
paths to stabilize predictions [2, 3].

Consider a prompt x that requires a binary response. Suppose we call an
LLM n times to ask if this is a positive or negative x. Our analysis concerns
self-consistency error. Assume the n responses are independent and identically
distributed and let p(x) denote the probability of a positive response. The
self-consistency error of the LLM on x is

E(x) = min{p(x), 1− p(x)} .

Equivalently, taking the model’s most probable label as the reference, E(x) is
the probability that an independently sampled response disagrees with that
(majority) label.

The average self-consistency error over a domain of prompts X is

E :=
1

|X |
∑
x∈X

E(x) .

Instead of the uniform distribution of X , we can also consider a general dis-
tribution q over X . In that case, the average self-consistency error rate over a
domain of prompts X is defined to be

E :=
∑
x∈X

E(x) q(x) .
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To estimate the self-consistency error for a given x consider the plug-in
estimator based on p̂(x) = k/n, where k is the number of calls to the LLM that
come back positive,

Ê(x) := min{k/n, 1− k/n} .

The average error can be estimated by drawing m prompts x1, . . . , xm indepen-
dently according to the distribution q (possibly uniform) from X and forming
the estimator

Ê :=
1

m

m∑
i=1

Ê(xi) .

Theorem 1. The expected squared error of the estimator Ê satisfies the bound

E[(E − Ê)2] ≤ 1

8m
+

1

πn
+

1

2nm
.

The first term is due to the variance incurred by the random subsample of
prompts used to form the estimator. The second term is due to the bias inherent
in the estimator Ê(x) and the third term is due to its variance. The theorem
suggests that given a budget B of total calls to the LLM, the upper bound
is minimized by taking m = n = O(

√
B) (since the third term in the bound

is negligible compared to the other two terms). The upper bound is exactly
minimized by

m∗ =
√

πB
8 , n∗ =

√
8B
π .

and these real values can be rounded to the nearest integers.

Proof. Assume that n is even and that p = p(x) ≤ 1/2; similar derivations can

be carried out when n is odd and/or p(x) > 1/2. To bound the bias of Ê(x)
first note that the expectation of n Ê(x) is

E[min{k, n− k}] =

n/2∑
k=0

k

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k +

n∑
n/2+1

(n− k)

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k

=

n∑
k=0

k

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k +

n∑
n/2+1

(n− 2k)

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k

= np +

n∑
n/2+1

(n− 2k)

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k

So the bias is given by

E(x)− E[Ê(x)] =
1

n

n∑
n/2+1

(2k − n)

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k ≥ 0

Next we upper bound the bias. The bound that follows is probably known, but
a good reference was not found, so the derivation is included here. First note
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that bias is largest when p = 1/2 since k > n/2 in the sum. So we have the
bound

E(x)− E[Ê(x)] ≤ 1

n

n∑
n/2+1

(2k − n)

(
n

k

)
2−n

The mean of a binomial distribution with parameters n and 1/2 is n/2, and by
symmetry

∑n
n/2+1 k

(
n
k

)
2−n =

∑
k=1 n/2k

(
n
k

)
2−n = n/4. Therefore

1

n

n∑
n/2+1

2k

(
n

k

)
2−n = 1/2.

Next consider
n∑

n/2+1

(
n

k

)
2−n =

n∑
n/2

(
n

k

)
2−n − 1

2

(
n

n/2

)
2−n = 1/2− 1

2

(
n

n/2

)
2−n

Combining this with the previous bound, we have

E(x)− E[Ê(x)] ≤ 1

2

(
n

n/2

)
2−n

This can be further bounded using upper and lower bounds to Stirling’s approx-
imation [4]. Applying these bounds we have(

n

n/2

)
2−n ≤ 2−n

√
2πn(n/e)ne

1
12n

(
√
2πn/2((n/2)/e)n/2e

1
6n+1 )2

=

√
2

πn
e

1
12n− 2

6n+1 ≤
√

2

πn

This yields the bound

E(x)− E[Ê(x)] ≤
√

1

2πn

We can bound the variance of Ê(x) using the fact that min{p, 1 − p} is a
1-Lipschitz function in p.

V[Ê(x)] = V[Ê(x)− E(x)] ≤ E[(Ê(x)− E(x))2] ≤ E[(p̂(x)− p(x))2] ≤ 1

4n
.

Now consider estimating the overall probability of error E :=
∑

x∈X E(x) q(x)
using x1, . . . , xm drawn independently according to the distribution q. Define
Ê := 1

m

∑m
i=1 Ê(xi) and Ẽ := 1

m

∑m
i=1 E(xi). The expected squared error of this

estimator is bounded as follows.

E[(E − Ê)2] = E[(E − Ẽ + Ẽ − Ê)2]
≤ 2E[(E − Ẽ)2] + 2E[(Ẽ − Ê)2]

≤ 1

8m
+ 2E[(Ẽ − Ê)2] ,
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where we use the fact that Ẽ is an unbiased estimator of E and it is the average
of m random variables in [0, 1/2]; thus, its variance is at most 1

16m . We next

bound E[(Ẽ − Ê)2].

E[(Ẽ − Ê)2] =
1

m2
E
[( m∑

i=1

E(xi)− Ê(xi)
)2]

=
1

m2
E
[( m∑

i=1

E(xi)− E[Ê(xi)] + E[Ê(xi)]− Ê(xi)
)2]

To simplify the notation, let ai = E(xi) − E[Ê(xi)] and bi = E[Ê(xi)] − Ê(xi),
i = 1, . . . ,m. Then

E[(Ẽ − Ê)2] =
1

m2

m∑
i,j=1

E[(ai + bi)(aj + bj)] =
1

m2

m∑
i,j=1

E[aiaj ] +
1

m2

m∑
i=1

E[b2i ]

≤ 1

2πn
+

1

4nm

since E[aibj ] = E[aiE[bj |x1, . . . , xm]] = 0, ai ≤ 1√
2πn

, and E[b2i ] ≤ 1
4n . So we

have

E[(E − Ê)2] ≤ 1

8m
+

1

πn
+

1

2nm
.

Possible Extensions. Beyond the mean-squared analysis of the binary self-
consistency error, one can (i) derive high-probability bounds by combining Bern-
stein (for Ẽ) with binomial concentration for Ê(x) and a union bound over
m; (ii) extend to multi-class settings by replacing E(x) = min{p, 1 − p} with
E(x) = 1−maxc pc(x), yielding analogous 1/m, 1/n, and 1/(mn) scalings up to
constants; and (iii) model correlated LLM calls via an intraclass correlation ρ,
inflating the variance term and quantifying the erosion of majority-vote gains.
These refinements preserve the optimal budget split m∗, n∗ ∝

√
B and clarify

when departures from iid sampling (e.g., shared randomness, caching) impact
the constants.

Acknowledgment. This work was partially supported by NSF AI-EDGE In-
stitute (NSF Award 2112471).

References

[1] E. Miller, “Adding error bars to evals: A statistical approach to language
model evaluations,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2411.00640, 2024.

4



[2] X. Wang, J. Wei, D. Schuurmans, Q. V. Le, E. H. Chi, S. Narang,
A. Chowdhery, and D. Zhou. Self-Consistency Improves Chain of Thought
Reasoning in Language Models. In International Conference on Learning
Representations (ICLR), 2023. arXiv:2203.11171.

[3] A. Taubenfeld, T. Sheffer, E. Ofek, A. Feder, A. Goldstein, Z. Gekhman,
and G. Yona. Confidence Improves Self-Consistency in LLMs. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2502.06233, 2025.

[4] H. Robbins, “A Remark on Stirling’s Formula,” American Mathematical
Monthly, vol. 62, no. 1, pp. 26–29, 1955.

5


