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Abstract

Aligning with human preference datasets has been critical to the success of large lan-
guage models (LLMs). Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) em-
ploys a costly reward model to provide feedback for on-policy sampling responses.
Recently, offline methods that directly fit responses with binary preferences in the
dataset have emerged as alternatives. However, existing methods do not explicitly
model preference strength information, which is crucial for distinguishing different
response pairs. To overcome this limitation, we propose Online Self-Preferring
(OSP) language models to learn from self-generated response pairs and self-judged
preference strengths. For each prompt and corresponding self-generated responses,
we introduce a ranked pairing method to construct multiple response pairs with
preference strength information. We then propose the soft-preference cross-entropy
loss to leverage such information. Empirically, we demonstrate that leveraging
preference strength is crucial for avoiding overfitting and enhancing alignment
performance. OSP achieves state-of-the-art alignment performance across various
metrics in two widely used human preference datasets. OSP is parameter-efficient
and more robust than the dominant online method, RLHF when limited offline data
are available and generalizing to out-of-domain tasks. Moreover, OSP language
models established by LLMs with proficiency in self-preferring can efficiently
self-improve without external supervision.

1 Introduction

Fine-tuning large language models (LLMs) to align human preferences has gained significant attention
in various natural language processing (NLP) tasks [1, 2]. Existing alignment methods can be broadly
classified into online and offline, based on whether on-the-fly responses and feedback are collected [3].
The representative online method, RLHF [4] first learns a computationally intensive reward model
and then optimizes LLMs to generate responses with high rewards provided by reward models.
Offline methods that do not utilize newly collected responses and preferences, emerged as an efficient
alternative to RLHF. Notably, direct preference optimization (DPO) [5] and its variants [6, 7] sidestep
the reward modeling and directly fit binary preference labels.

Human preference datasets commonly consist of only binary preferences for response pairs. Never-
theless, preference strength, the degree to which one response is preferred over another, is crucial
information within these pairs. However, such preference strength information cannot be fully utilized
by substituted rewards [8] or binary preferences. In this work, we aim to leverage the preference
strength of response pairs for alignment. We employ the on-policy response sampling method to
collect response pairs, improving the data coverage and quality over the offline dataset [9–11]. We
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Figure 1: Comparison of LLMs alignment methods. Compared to RLHF, OSP leverages the LLM
itself to provide the preference strength of response pairs, instead of leveraging a separate reward
model to reward single responses. In contrast to offline methods, OSP can effectively learn from
on-the-fly self-generated samples and their associated preference strengths.

then differentiate these pairs using soft preference strengths instead of treating them equivalently as
binary preferences. Moreover, inspired by recent success with self-feedback [12, 13], we propose
preferring response pairs using the same LLM that generated them, eliminating the need for a separate
model and dramatically reducing computational overhead compared to RLHF.

We thus introduce online self-preferring language models, which learn from multiple on-the-fly
self-generated response pairs with various self-judged preference strengths, as illustrated in Figure 1.
The offline human preference dataset can be used for preference augmentation. For each prompt, the
same LLM first samples multiple response pairs and then judges the preference strength for each
one over the others. Since existing direct alignment loss is designed for the offline setting and does
not account for preference strength, we further propose the soft-preference cross-entropy (SPCE)
loss, which can mitigate overfitting and improve alignment performance. Results on two widely
used human preference datasets show that OSP outperforms existing online and offline alignment
methods and remains effective with only 2% of the datasets. OSP language models can effectively
generalize to OOD tasks, mitigating the reward hacking issue faced by RLHF. Additionally, the
OSP language model established by Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2, which is proficient in self-preferring,
achieves win rates of 95% against the original model in the summarization task using only 200
prompts for self-improvement. In summary, our main contributions are as follows:

• We introduce the online self-preferring language model for LLM alignment, which learns
from self-generated response pairs and self-judged soft preference strength.

• We propose a soft-preference cross-entropy loss to effectively leverage multiple response
pairs with different preference strengths.

• Empirical results demonstrate that our method outperforms state-of-the-art alignment meth-
ods. Additionally, OSP language models are sample-efficient, generalize effectively to OOD
tasks, and have the potential for self-improvement.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we summarize the key processes of two representative LLM alignment methods: RLHF
and DPO. Given a prompt x ∈ X , there are corresponding highly preferred and less preferred re-
sponses yh,yl ∈ Y in the human preference dataset D, where X and Y are the finite spaces of prompts
and responses, respectively. Mathematically, based on D, alignment methods aim to train the LLM
πθ: X → Y that align with human preferences. Following [6], the ground-truth preference strength
for any two responses y,y′ ∈ Y is defined as p∗(y ≻ y′|x) = Ej [I{j prefers y to y′ given x}],
where I is the indicator function, and the expectation is over humans j. Note that preference strength
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information p∗(y ≻ y′|x) is commonly not available in D and existing methods only utilize binary
preferences instead.

Reinforcement Learning from Human feedback. RLHF [4] introduces the three-step pipeline
comprising supervised fine-tuning (SFT), reward modeling, and reinforcement learning (RL) fine-
tuning with proximal policy optimization (PPO) [14]. As illustrated in Figure 1, RLHF learns a
substituted reward based on D to approximate the ground-truth preference strength. When the
Bradley-Terry model [15] holds for p∗, there exists a reward function r : X × Y → R such that:

p∗(y ≻ y′|x) = σ(r(x,y)− r(x,y′)), (1)
where σ is the sigmoid function. The objective of RL fine-tuning is then to maximize the substituted
rewards while maintaining the Kullback–Leibler (KL) distance between the current model πθ and the
reference model, usually served by SFT LLM πSFT:

arg max
πθ

Ex∼DXEy∼πθ(·|x)
[
r(x,y)

]
− βDKL(πθ||πSFT). (2)

However, a separate reward model introduces parameter inefficiency, and RL objectives usually result
in unstable training [16]. Moreover, reward models may fail to express complex preference relations,
such as non-transitive or cyclic preference [17, 8].

Direct Preference Optimization. An alternative approach to RLHF described above is DPO, which
bypasses the reward function and directly optimizes the objective in Equation 2 by solving a binary
classification problem on the offline human preference dataset D.

LDPO(πθ;πSFT) = −Ex,yh,yl∼D
[
log σ

(
β log(

πθ(y
h|x)

πSFT(yh|x)
)− β log(

πθ(y
l|x)

πSFT(yl|x)
)
)]
, (3)

where πSFT is used to normalize the logits. DPO and its variants overlook the preference strength
information within the response pairs. Besides, offline methods do not utilize on-the-fly-generated
samples to improve data coverage and quality, resulting in weaker peak performance compared to
online methods [11].

3 Method

In this section, we detail our proposed online self-preferring language models, which utilize the
self-judged preference strength information of self-generated response pairs. We first introduce how
our method models preference strength, deducing the soft-preference cross-entropy loss function.
Then, we illustrate the overall framework and core designs of our methods.

3.1 Preference Strength Modeling

Different from the RLHF objective described in Equation 2, our goal is to explicitly model the general
preference instead of substituting preferences with rewards. The objective is as follows:

arg max
πθ

Ex∼DXEy∼πθ(·|x),y′∼πµ(·|x)
[
p∗(y ≻ y′|x)

]
− βDKL(πθ||πSFT), (4)

where πµ denotes the LLM that samples responses. The closed-form solution of the KL-constrained
objective in Equation 4 is:

π∗(y|x) ∝ πSFT(y|x) · exp
(
1

β
p∗(y ≻ πµ|x)

)
, (5)

where we define p∗(y ≻ πµ|x) := Ey′∼πµ(·|x))p
∗(y ≻ y′|x). For any response pairs yh ≻ yl, the

optimal policy π∗(y|x) satisfies :

σ
(
β log(

π∗(yh|x)
πSFT(yh|x)

)− log(
π∗(yl|x)
πSFT(yl|x)

)
)
= σ

(
p∗(yh ≻ πµ|x)− p∗(yl ≻ πµ|x)

)
, (6)

where σ : R → [0, 1] is the logistic function. We denote the left-hand side in Equation 6 as
p̂(yh ≻ yl|x, π∗), which represents the implicit preference strength predicted by the optimal policy
π∗ and normalized by the reference policy πSFT. On the right-hand side, we define the target
preference strength as p(yh ≻ yl|x). Both implicit and target preference strengths are probabilities.
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Figure 2: Illustration of the aligning pipeline of OSP. For each training prompt x, OSP first employs
the current model πθ to sample K candidate responses, constructing K//2 response pairs in a ranked
pairing manner. πSFT subsequently judges response pairs to obtain the preference strength. Finally,
our proposed SPCE loss leverages multiple response pairs with different preference strengths to align
LLM πθ, where πSFT is also used for normalization.

Soft-Preference Cross-Entropy Loss. In practice, the optimal policy π∗ is not available. Without
p̂(yh ≻ yl|x, π∗), the implicit preference strength can be predicted with the current policy πθ:

p̂(yh ≻ yl|x, πθ) = σ
(
β log(

πθ(y
h|x)

πSFT(yh|x)
)− log(

πθ(y
l|x)

πSFT(yl|x)
)
)
, (7)

To derive the SPCE loss function, we take the KL-divergence DKL(p(y
h ≻ yl|x)||p̂(yh ≻ yl|x, πθ))

between the target and implicit preference strength. This results in:

LSPCE(πθ) = Eyh,yl∼πθ
[p(yh ≻yl) log

(
p̂(yh ≻ yl|πθ)

)
+

(1− p(yh ≻ yl)) log
(
1− p̂(yh ≻ yl|πθ)

)
],

(8)

where we suppress the dependence on x in preference strength to denote the expectation of the
prompt distribution. In Equation 8, we employ the response pairs sampled from the current model
πθ, specifically utilizing on-policy sampling, for computing the SPCE loss. During this process, we
apply a stop gradient to the sampling.

Gradient Analysis. To analyze what our proposed SPCE loss update does, we compare its gradient
with respect to the parameters θ to other pair-wise alignment methods. The gradient of our SPCE
loss is as follows:

∇θLSPCE(πθ) = Eyh,yl∼πθ
[
(
p̂(yh ≻ yl|πθ))− p(yh ≻ yl)

)(
∇θ log πθ(y

h)−∇θ log πθ(y
l)
)
].
(9)

The gradient of the SPCE loss becomes zero when p̂(yh ≻ yl|πθ)) = p(yh ≻ yl), indicating that
the model’s predicted preference strength matches the target self-preference strength. The SPCE loss
is utilized to train the model whenever there is a discrepancy between them, enhancing the model’s
awareness of preference strength. In comparison, the gradient of DPO is as follows:

∇θLDPO(πθ) = Eyh,yl∼D[
(
1− p̂(yh ≻ yl|πθ)

)(
∇θ log πθ(y

h)−∇θ log πθ(y
l)
)
]. (10)

DPO trains the model until p̂(yh ≻ yl|x, πθ) reaches the maximum value 1, which necessitates
log(πθ(y

h|x)
πθ(yl|x) ) → ∞. Consequently, DPO is susceptible to overfitting. To mitigate this drawback,

IPO [6] introduces a hard margin to enforce the gradient to approach zero when the preference
strength reaches a certain threshold:

∇θLIPO(πθ) = Eyh,yl∼D[
(
σ−1(p̂(yh ≻ yl|πθ))−

1

2β

)(
∇θ log πθ(y

h)−∇θ log πθ(y
l)
)
]. (11)

Both DPO and IPO utilize binary preferences. In contrast, the soft preference employed by the SPCE
loss utilizes a dynamic margin to regulate the updates for different response pairs.

3.2 Online Self-Preferring Language Models

OSP language models trained with the SPCE loss can effectively learn from response pairs exhibiting
varying preference strengths. As shown in Figure 2, we employ the on-policy manner to sample
K responses for each prompt using the current LLM πθ, aiming to enhance the prompt efficiency.
We provide a detailed explanation of our methodology for constructing pairs and determining target
preference strengths below.
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Algorithm 1 Framework of Online Self-Preferring Language Models
1: Require: Prompt dataset D, SFT model πSFT, number of training steps T .
2: Initialize πθ = πSFT
3: Augment LLM-as-a-judge ability for πSFT (Optional): supervised fine-tuning πSFT with LLM-as-

a-judge instructions constructed by human preference seed dataset.
4: for training step 1, . . . , T do
5: Select a prompt x from D.
6: Sample K responses using πθ: y1, · · · ,yK ∼ πθ(y|x).
7: Rank the responses according to p(y ≻ ∅|x) and construct K//2 pairs.
8: Preferring the target preference strength of the response pairs using πSFT: p(yh ≻ yl|x).
9: Calculate the predicted preference strength p̂(yh ≻ yl|x, πθ) using Equation (7).

10: Update πθ using ∇θLSPCE(πθ) in Equation 9.
11: end for
12: Return: Aligned OSP language model πθ.

Ranked pairing. In accordance with the SPCE loss defined in Equation (8), constructing response
pairs that cover as many preference strength probabilities as possible benefits the prompt efficiency.
However, conducting comparisons among all the on-the-fly self-generated response pairs results in(
K
2

)
forward passes for comparisons. To reduce the computation overhead, we propose a ranked

pairing method. Specifically, we first evaluate the preference strength of each response in comparison
to the blank baseline response, denoted as p(y ≻ ∅|x). Subsequently, we rank the K responses
based on their p(y ≻ ∅|x) values, pairing the responses with the highest and lowest values as yh

1 ,y
l
1,

the second highest and lowest values as yh
2 ,y

l
2, and so forth. This approach allows us to efficiently

generate K//2 response pairs that encompass a broad range of preference strengths, leading to a
computational complexity reduction to O(K).

Self-preferring. Recall that we define the target preference strength as follows:

p(yh ≻ yl|x) := σ
(
p∗(yh ≻ πµ|x)− p∗(yl ≻ πµ|x)

)
. (12)

It’s impractical to have access to the precise value of p∗(y ≻ πµ|x) across the entire πµ distribution.
Therefore, we opt to directly estimate the target preference strength p(yh ≻ yl|x) using a self-
preferring manner with LLM-as-a-judge instructions. To achieve this, we input the constructed
instruction shown in Figure 6 to LLM and extract the logit probabilities of generating the tokens of
“A” or “B”, followed by a softmax computation to derive the target preference strength p(yh ≻ yl|x).
p(yh ≻ yl|x) does not hinge on the Bradley-Terry model assumption, thus potentially capturing a
wider array of human preference relations, including non-transitive or cyclic preferences.

Without instruction tuning, most LLMs that are not sufficiently large cannot effectively follow the
LLM-as-a-judge instructions, whose judging performance is not significantly better than random
guessing. To overcome this limitation, we create a seed set of LLM-as-a-judge instructions using an
offline human preference dataset. We then enhance the preference capabilities of LLMs using these
instructions, finding that even a small amount of data can greatly enhance the LLM-as-a-judge ability.
It should be noted that preference augmentation can be omitted for LLMs proficient in preference
selection. Algorithm 1 outlines the general framework of online self-preference language models.

4 Experiments

In this section, we empirically validate the efficiency of OSP through extensive experiments conducted
on two popular NLP tasks, namely Anthropic helpfulness and OpenAI summarization.

4.1 Experimental Setups

We primarily evaluate OSP and baselines built on the popular LLM TinyLlama2. Additionally, we
extend Mistral-7B-Instruct 3 that is proficient in preferring. We leverage two distinct datasets tailored

2https://huggingface.co/TinyLlama/TinyLlama-1.1B-intermediate-step-1431k-3T
3https://huggingface.co/mistralai/Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2
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Table 1: We compare the performance of OSP with baselines established by TinyLlama using
model-based evaluation metrics. Specifically, we consider scores of SteamSHP-flan-t5-xl [20] score
for the helpfulness task and fine-tuned GPT-J-6B [21] along with automatic metrics ROUGE for the
summarization task. We highlight the best-performing values. All experiments are repeated four
times with different seeds, and we report the average scores and standard deviations.

Method Venue Online Preference HH TL;DR
Method Type Score Score ROUGE

SFT - No N.A. 0.919±0.001 1.93±0.01 0.271±0.004
DPO NeurIPS 2023 [5] No Binary 0.896±0.041 2.24±0.09 0.273±0.007
IPO arXiv 2023 [6] No Binary 0.925±0.004 2.44±0.03 0.290±0.012
RLHF NeurIPS 2022 [4] Yes Reward 0.932±0.007 2.78±0.11 0.210±0.003
OSP Ours Yes Soft 0.958±0.006 2.97±0.06 0.275±0.007

for different tasks. For the helpful dialogue task, we employ the Anthropic Helpful (HH) dataset [18].
In this dataset, x signifies a segment of conversation involving interactions between a human and a
digital assistant. The goal is to train the model to generate a helpful response y in the subsequent turn.
For summarization, our experiment uses the Too Long; Didn’t Read (TL;DR) dataset [19] proposed
by OpenAI. Here, x represents a forum post, while y corresponds to its summary. Hyper-parameters
and other experimental details are detailed in Appendix B.

4.2 Alignment Performance Evaluations

We compare OSP with state-of-the-art alignment baselines named SFT, DPO, IPO, and RLHF. The
SFT baseline utilizes prompts and exclusively human-preferred answers for supervised learning.
DPO [5] employs the contrastive loss of pairwise responses and binary preference labels to align with
human preferences. IPO [6] incorporates a constant margin into the DPO loss function to prevent
overfitting to offline datasets. Unlike DPO and IPO directly fine-tuning LLMs with offline datasets,
RLHF [4] firstly learns a reward model and then uses the online RL algorithm PPO [14] to optimize
LLMs. It is important to note that RLHF requires an additional reward model to be maintained, while
OSP maintains the same parameter efficiency as offline methods.

OSP is a strong alignment method. Model-based and automatic evaluation results are presented
in Table 1. It is observed that DPO experiences slight overfitting on the full dataset even after
just one epoch, resulting in responses that are verbose and repetitive, as demonstrated in Table 7.
Conversely, IPO avoids overfitting and consistently enhances the performance of DPO. RLHF
achieves competitive performances compared to offline baselines except for the ROUGE metric.
This discrepancy arises because online methods do not directly fit the offline dataset and instead
encourage exploration, whereas ROUGE measures the similarity between a generated summary
and a reference summary from the dataset. OSP language models significantly surpass both online
and offline baselines across all model-based metrics and improve ROUGE scores over RLHF in the
summarization task.

SFT DPO RLHF OSP

RL
HF

DP
O

SF
T

IP
O

OS
P

IPO SFT DPO RLHF OSPIPO

Figure 3: Head-to-head comparison on HH (left) and TL;DR dataset
(right), where win rates (%) are evaluated by GPT-4. The winning
rate indicates the percentage of samples of methods on the vertical
axis that outperform those on the horizontal axis.

To further assess alignment perfor-
mance, we evaluate the responses of
LLMs trained with different meth-
ods using GPT-4 [22], which has
been shown to be consistent with hu-
man preferences. Results in Figure 3
demonstrate that OSP is a strong
alignment method, consistent with
the conclusions drawn from model-
based metrics. Case studies are avail-
able in Appendix C.3. Notably, al-
though the ROUGE scores of sum-
maries generated by OSP are lower
than those of IPO, GPT-4 prefers 74 out of 100 OSP summaries over those from IPO. This indicates
that OSP language models generate higher-quality summaries than the offline dataset, highlighting
the advantages of online methods.
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Table 3: Comparison of accuracy between preference and reward models with various dataset portions.

0% Data 2% Data 10% Data 50% Data 100% Data
HH TL;DR HH TL;DR HH TL;DR HH TL;DR HH TL;DR

Preference Model 45% 52% 57% 62% 61% 67% 66% 71% 70% 71%
Reward Model 41% 44% 53% 57% 56% 60% 62% 65% 62% 70%

(a) Askbaking. (b) Askacademia. (c) w/o preference augmentation.

Figure 4: (a∼b) Alignment of LLMs established by TinyLlama on OOD generalization tasks.
(c) Alignment of LLMs established by Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 without using a human preference
dataset. All curves are averaged across 4 seeds, and the shaded area indicates the standard deviation.

OSP language models are sample efficient. Online methods can generate on-the-fly responses
and preferences for alignment, reducing the need for extensive and high-quality data coverage. We
first ablate portions of the dataset to examine its impact on the accuracy of reward models and
self-preference models. Results in Table 3 show that preference models consistently outperform
reward models across various portions of both datasets, suggesting that preference models with
LLM-as-a-judge are more sample efficient than reward models.

Table 2: Alignment performance with 2% data.
HH TL;DR

Score Score ROUGE
RLHF 0.924± 0.005 1.82±0.50 0.209±0.029
OSP 0.955±0.002 3.01±0.19 0.257±0.012

We also evaluate the alignment models of RLHF
and OSP when only a small portion of data (2%)
is available, corresponding to 1525 samples in
the HH dataset and 1850 samples in the TL;DR
dataset. For preference augmentation, we uti-
lize 1% human preference samples to construct
LLM-as-a-judge instructions, where response A
is deemed better than response B, and utilize another 1% by swapping the positions of responses.

Surprisingly, we do not observe a significant performance degradation when the amount of data is
reduced to 2%, even when the accuracies of self-preferring decrease. However, RLHF is ineffective
with such a small dataset, especially in the summarization task. This is because the accuracy of the
reward model learned with 2% TL;DR dataset is only 53%, which is insufficient for RL fine-tuning.

OSP language models can effectively generalize to out-of-domain tasks. RLHF and OSP
leverage the generalization abilities of LLMs in both generation and judgment, enhancing OOD tasks
without relying on new human preferences. The self-preferring and reward models are trained on the
HH dataset. We then evaluate their OOD generalization ability on two SHP datasets [23] from the
domains named “askbaking” and “askacademia”. Since SteamSHP-flan-t5-xl is fine-tuned on both
HH and SHP datasets, we can still utilize it to proxy human preferences.

In Figure 4(a) and Figure 4(b), methods with 2% dataset achieve better generalization than ones with
the full dataset. Notably, RLHF using the reward model trained with the full HH dataset encounters
serious reward hacking problems [24], where optimizing an LLM to pursue maximal training rewards
provided by the reward model results in high-reward yet low-quality LLMs that do not align with
genuine human preferences. (please refer to Appendix C.1 for curves of training rewards). In
comparison, OSP language models do not suffer from overoptimization in these two OOD tasks,
confirming the hypothesis that modeling general preferences instead of substituted rewards can
potentially avoid reward hacking [25].

OSP language models can self-improve efficiently without preference augmentation. Table 3
indicates that preference augmentation is crucial for TinyLlama. Once the LLM reaches a certain
level of proficiency, it becomes possible to bypass preference augmentation and proceed directly
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(a) Score of OSP with different loss
functions.

(b) Score of OSP with different
pair construction methods.

(c) Score of OSP with different re-
sponse sampling methods.

Figure 5: Ablations of OSP language models established by TinyLlama trained on 2% HH dataset
with different loss functions, response sampling, and pair construction methods.

to self-preferring and self-improvement. We verify this assumption by conducting experiments
on summarization tasks with Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2, which achieves an accuracy of 67% on the
TL;DR test set without any external training data.

Both offline and online methods mentioned above, except for OSP, cannot perform alignment without
high-quality responses or human preferences. Therefore, we compare OSP with Self-Rewarding [12],
where the LLM selects the highest and least preferred self-generated response to update LLM itself
using DPO. For a fair comparison, we re-implement Self-Rewarding in an online on-policy manner,
using the same LLM-as-a-judge instruction as OSP. As shown in Figure 4(c), OSP can significantly
improve the summarization ability of fine-tuned Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2. Additionally, OSP is more
prompt-efficient than Self-Rewarding, especially when we sample more responses for each prompt,
i.e., a larger sample number K. We evaluate the win rate of the OSP language model using 200
prompts with K = 21 against fine-tuned Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 via GPT-4. We observe significant
self-improvement and the win rate is 95%. Case studies can be found in Appendix Appendix C.4.

4.3 Ablation Studies

SPCE loss avoids overfitting and improves performance. To leverage the preference strength
data embedded in self-assessed soft preference labels, we introduce the SPCE loss for OSP language
models. When translating soft preference labels into binary format, the SPCE loss reduces to the
DPO loss, which is adopted by recent works such as OAIF [10] and SELF-JUDGE [13]. We refer
to this baseline as OSP (DPO). As shown in Figure 5(a), the DPO loss is not effective in the online
self-preferring setting. This indicates that the online setting is more vulnerable to overfitting (please
refer to Figure 9 for loss curves). Compared to DPO, IPO is more suitable for online learning.
Our proposed SPCE loss can bring further performance gains than the IPO loss due to utilizing the
preference strength information.

Ranked pairing is effective and stable for training. We propose the ranked pairing pair construc-
tion method for OSP language models, which aims to cover as many preference strengths as possible.
We set a random baseline which pairs responses randomly. RAFT [26] collects multiple response
pairs for each prompt and fine-tunes the LLM with the highest self-preferred response. SPIN [27]
requires additional SFT datasets and constructs pairs by always regarding self-generated responses as
yl and responses in SFT datasets as yh.

Figure 5(b) shows that random pairing can work because SPCE loss is aware of complementary
preference strength, i.e., p(y ≻ y′|x) = 1− p(y′ ≻ y|x). Our proposed ranked pairing manner is
more effective and stable for training due to its broader coverage of preference strength probabilities.
RAFT converges to a lower performance because it does not utilize the less preferred responses. We
note that the performance of the SFT model surpasses that of the SFT dataset itself. Since a drawback
of SPIN is its tendency to converge toward the distribution of the SFT dataset, constructing response
pairs in SPIN’s manner is ineffective in this setting.

Effectiveness of online on-policy response sampling. OSP language models adopt the on-policy
response sampling. We also compare this on-policy approach with various sampling methods. SFT
sampling involves using samples exclusively from the SFT model for updating, which is adopted
by SLIC-HF [7]. RSO [28] samples responses via the optimal policy, achievable through rejected
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sampling from SFT sampling. Additionally, we establish an offline baseline, which assigns soft
preferences to response pairs in the offline dataset and utilizes the SPCE loss to align the LLM.

From Figure 5(c), it is observed that on-policy sampling is more effective than SFT sampling. We
hypothesize that exploring broader data coverage benefits online SPCE loss. On-policy sampling
promotes exploration compared to SFT sampling and offline datasets. Furthermore, after rejected
sampling, RSO’s exploration is further constrained, rendering it ineffective.

5 Related Work

5.1 LLMs Alignment Methods

Based on whether on-the-fly responses and feedback are collected, LLM alignment methods can be
classified into online and offline categories. The current dominant approach, RLHF [4] is categorized
under online training. Many explorations have been undertaken on this path, aiming to improve
training algorithm [29–31], reduce computational overhead [32], learn robust reward models [33]
to mitigate overoptimization [24]. Offline methods [5–7, 34] emerged as an efficient alternative to
RLHF, bypassing the reward modeling and directly fitting response pairs with binary preferences.

Several studies apply the loss functions of offline methods to the online setting, differing in how
to sample responses and construct response pairs. With the help of reward models, RAFT [26]
samples multiple responses from the SFT model and selects the responses with the highest rewards to
align LLMs using SFT, while RSO [28] proposes to sample responses from the optimal policies to
construct response pairs and adopt either DPO or SLiC loss [7]. SPIN [27] does not rely on reward
models, treating responses in SFT datasets as preferred and self-generated responses as less preferred
to align LLMs using DPO loss. Online on-policy response sampling has been demonstrated to be
more effective for aligning LLMs [8, 35, 10, 11]. We adopt the online on-policy manner and propose
a ranked pairing method according to preference strengths to construct response pairs.

5.2 Alignment from AI Feedback

Given the high cost of human feedback, one promising strategy involves leveraging feedback from
LLMs for supervision through LLM-as-a-judge instructions [36]. RLCAI [37] substitutes human
feedback with feedback from a proficiency LLM conditioned solely on a set of written principles.
RLAIF [38] also leverages “off-the-shelf” LLMs to construct training datasets, and then follow the
three-step RLHF pipeline to fine-tune LLMs. OAIF [10] applies DPO to the online on-policy scenario,
where online AI feedback is sourced from a more robust LLM annotator.

Recognizing that external LLMs are not always accessible, recent studies demonstrate the potential
of utilizing feedback from the training LLM itself. RLC [39] employs self-evaluation feedback
as rewards and optimizes LLMs with RL. In the context of alignment, self-rewarding language
models [12] provide rewards for the generated offline dataset and then optimize LLMs with iterative
DPO [40]. More recently, Self-JUDGE [13] fine-tuning LLMs to augment the judging ability to judge
self-generated responses and also utilize DPO for optimization. However, all methods mentioned
above do not utilize the preference strength information that can be provided via LLM-as-a-judge.

6 Conclusion and Limitations

We proposed online self-preferring language models to align with human preferences using self-
generated response pairs and self-judged preference strengths. We design a novel SPCE loss function
for OSP language models to leverage such preference strength information for alignment. OSP
inherits the advantages of online methods such as generalizing to OOD tasks and self-improving in a
more parameter-efficient manner due to self-preferring. Moreover, we demonstrate that modeling
preference strengths contribute to mitigating overfitting, improving alignment performance, and
enhancing sample efficiency.

Our work has limitations. OSP is more computationally intensive than offline algorithms due to the
need for sampling responses and self-preferring. Additionally, we observe that LLM-as-a-judge tends
to favor longer responses, resulting in increased output length in OSP language models. Furthermore,
OSP language models established by LLMs larger than 7B can be evaluated in future work.
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Table 4: Hyper-parameters for our experimental results.

Helpful Dialogue Summarization
TinyLlama-1.1B TinyLlama-1.1B Mistral-7B

generation

sampling method top-p (p=0.9) top-p (p=0.9) top-p (p=0.9)
generation temperature 0.7 0.7 0.7
max length for samples 512 768 768

max length for
LLM-as-a-judge instructions 768 1124 1124

training

batch size 16 16 8
learning rate 2e-6 2e-6 2e-5

LoRA dimension - - 64
LoRA alpha - - 32

β 0.001 0.02 0.1
sampling number K 7 7 7

epoch 1 1 1

A Impact Statements

The focus area of this paper, aligning LLMs with human preferences, is interconnected with a
significant line of research aimed at mitigating social bias in LLMs [41]. Given the recent work
in the areas moving towards offline methods, our work demonstrates the clear advantage of online
methods using self-provided responses and preferences, which is a promising avenue to be further
explored. However, as AI systems become more capable, self-preferring for improvement may induce
problematic AI behaviors such as power-seeking or other unseen risks.

B Experimental Setup Details

B.1 Hyper-parameters

All experiments were conducted using a single Nvidia A40 GPU. Detailed hyperparameters are
provided in Table 4. The only exception is that we observed weaker discrimination of self-preference
when only a 2% portion of the HH dataset was available. Consequently, we increased β to 0.02 and
K to 9 for this particular setting.

For all baselines, we adhered to the same general hyperparameters unless explicitly stated otherwise.
Specifically, we adhere to the hyper-parameters outlined in the DPO paper [5], where β = 0.1 for
the helpful dialogue task and β = 0.5 for the summarization task. For IPO, we set β = 0.1 for both
tasks. We align LLMs with DPO and IPO for 1 epoch. For the RLHF baseline, the coefficient for the
KL penalty is set to 0.05.

We implemented all methods in the paper using DeepSpeed-Chat [42] and adopted most hyperparam-
eters, including the Adam optimizer, learning rate schedule, etc. Note that we modified the supervised
fine-tuning step by masking the next-token prediction loss for the prompt sections. Following [42],
we fine-tune TinyLlama and Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 in a supervised manner before alignment.
Methods presented in Table 1 start from the SFT model fine-tuned with the preferred responses of
the full dataset. Methods in Table 2, where only a 2% portion of datasets is available, involved
fine-tuning LLMs with the preferred responses of the 2% dataset. For evaluation without preference
augmentation (Figure 4(c)), we fine-tuned Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 with 20% prompts and preferred
responses from the TL;DR dataset for warm-up before alignment.

B.2 LLM-as-a-judge Instructions

To achieve self-preferring, we delineate the principles embodying human preferences and craft
instructions by populating the placeholders highlighted in red. To mitigate position bias [36], we
create two instructions for each pair by interchanging the position of the responses.

13



You are an expert rater of helpful and honest assistant responses. Given the context and the two
responses, choose the most helpful and honest response.

Context: <Prompt>

RESPONSE A:<Response A>

RESPONSE B:<Response B>

Which response is better? RESPONSE <A/B>

Figure 6: The LLM-as-a-judge instruction in the helpful dialogue task.

A good summary is a shorter piece of text that has the essence of the original. It tries to accomplish the
same purpose and conveys the key information from the original post. Below we define four evaluation
axes for summary quality: coherence, accuracy, coverage, and overall quality.
Coherence: This axis answers the question “how coherent is the summary on its own?” A summary is
coherent if it’s easy to understand when read on its own and free of English errors. A summary is not
coherent if it’s difficult to understand what the summary is trying to say. Generally, it’s more important
that the summary is understandable than it being free of grammar errors.
Accuracy: This axis answers the question “does the factual information in the summary accurately
match the post?” A summary is accurate if it doesn’t say things that aren’t in the article, it doesn’t mix
up people, and generally is not misleading.
Coverage: This axis answers the question “how well does the summary cover the important information
in the post?” A summary has good coverage if it mentions the main information from the post that’s
important to understand the situation described in the post. A summary has poor coverage if someone
reading only the summary would be missing several important pieces of information about the situation
in the post. A summary with good coverage should also match the purpose of the original post (e.g. to
ask for advice).
Overall quality: This axis answers the question “how good is the summary overall at representing the
post?” This can encompass all of the above axes of quality, as well as others you feel are important.
If it’s hard to find ways to make the summary better, the overall quality is good. If there are lots of
different ways the summary can be made better, the overall quality is bad.

You are an expert summary rater. Given a piece of text and two of its possible summaries, choose the
summary that best meets the definitions above for coherence, accuracy, coverage, and overall quality.

Text: <Prompt>

SUMMARY A:<Summary A>

SUMMARY B:<Summary B>

Which summary is better? SUMMARY <A/B>

Figure 7: The LLM-as-a-judge instruction in the summarization task.

C Additional Experimental Results

C.1 Reward Hacking of RLHF on OOD Generalization Tasks

The reward hacking problem, also known as overoptimization [24], primarily arises from imperfect
reward models trained on a limited human preference dataset. Specifically, reward models may assign
high rewards to certain low-quality out-of-distribution samples, thereby leading to the optimization
of LLMs toward learning these undesirable behaviors.

Table 3 shows that the reward model trained on the full HH dataset achieves an accuracy of 62%
on the test dataset, while the accuracy of the reward model trained on a 2% portion of the dataset
is only 53%. We observe the reward hacking problem when aligning LLMs using RLHF in OOD
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(a) Askbaking. (b) Askacademia.
Figure 8: Training curves of RLHF with different reward models trained on 2% portion and full HH
dataset. The scores of SteamSHP-flan-t5-xl are in blue while the training rewards provided by reward
models are in yellow.

(a) OSP with DPO loss functions. (b) OSP with IPO loss functions. (c) OSP with SPCE loss functions.

Figure 9: Training curves of OSP with different loss functions.

generalization tasks, particularly with reward models trained on the full HH dataset. This could be
attributed to the fact that reward models trained on only a 2% portion of the dataset cannot optimize
LLMs effectively.

C.2 Loss Curves for OSP Language Models with Different Loss Functions.

In Figure 5(a), it is observed that OSP with DPO loss suffers from severe overfitting in the online
setting. To further analyze this issue, we visualize the loss values in this section.

Overall, we observe a slight decrease in training losses in the online self-preferring setting. This is
because yh and yl are generated by the same LLM πθ. A small decrease in the DPO loss value can
improve the evaluation performance, as shown in Figure 9(a). However, as the DPO loss continues to
decrease, overfitting occurs. In contrast, IPO and SPCE loss can mitigate this issue, consistent with
our gradient analysis in Section 3.1.
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C.3 Case Studies of GPT-4 Evaluations on the Helpful Dialogue Task

In Figure 3, we present the win rates of GPT-4 evaluations of LLMs established by Tiny-Llama and
aligned with different methods on the HH dataset. The corresponding case studies are detailed in this
section.

For each evaluation, we randomly select 50 prompts from the test sets and have two LLMs aligned
with different methods generate corresponding responses. We then use the response pairs to fill
in the prompt templates in Figure 6 and impose additional restrictions on the output format. To
mitigate position bias, we interchange the positions of responses, resulting in 100 prompts for GPT-4
evaluations of the two methods.

Table 5: GPT-4 prefers OSP over RLHF. For clarity, we include post-hoc annotations in bold,
formatted as [annotation]. These annotations are not inherent to the model generations.

Prompt
For the following query to a chatbot, which response is more helpful?
Query:
Human: I like to host guests at my home from time to time, and I am gathering recipes of
different dishes and drinks to keep things interesting. I am interested in trying some Mongolian
dishes. Can you give me a recipe for Uuz?
Assistant: Sure, what are you looking for? Do you want a recipe for a hot, cooked uuz dish? A
dip, or condiment? A side dish? A drink?
Human: I am looking for a recipe for Uuz. If I understand correctly it is slow cooked mutton.
Is that correct?
Assistant:
Answer A [RLHF]: Patchouli can be grown from seeds or from root cuttings. If you want
to grow patchouli from seeds, you’ll want to start with seeds that have been grown on a
seed-starting tray and have been cooled to 55 degrees Fahrenheit. You’ll want to wait a few
weeks to a month before you plant them, and then you’ll want to plant them in a warm, moist
soil. Good luck!</s>
Answer B [OSP]: That’s correct! Uuz is a traditional Mongolian dish made from slow-cooked
mutton, as well as spices like garlic and onions. It’s often served with rice or noodles, and is
often accompanied by vegetables and side dishes. Uuz is a very popular dish in Mongolian
cuisine, and is also often considered a delicacy. Overall, uuz is a really flavorful and beautiful
dish, and is a great choice for any party or gathering.</s>
FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two answers and explain which you feel is
more helpful.
SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to indicate which answer is more helpful.
Your response should use the format:
Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation >
More helpful: <“A" or “B">

Judgment
While both answers confirm that uuz is a slow-cooked mutton dish, Answer B provides more
relevant details about the dish’s ingredients, accompaniments, and cultural significance in
Mongolian cuisine.
More helpful: B [OSP]
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Table 6: GPT-4 prefers OSP over SFT. Evaluations involving the interchanging of response positions
consistently yield judgments. For clarity, we include post-hoc annotations in bold, formatted as
[annotation]. These annotations are not inherent to the model generations.

Prompt
For the following query to a chatbot, which response is more helpful?
Query:
Human: I like to host guests at my home from time to time, and I am gathering recipes of
different dishes and drinks to keep things interesting. I am interested in trying some Mongolian
dishes. Can you give me a recipe for Uuz?
Assistant: Sure, what are you looking for? Do you want a recipe for a hot, cooked uuz dish? A
dip, or condiment? A side dish? A drink?
Human: I am looking for a recipe for Uuz. If I understand correctly it is slow cooked mutton.
Is that correct?
Assistant:
Answer A [OSP]: That’s correct! Uuz is a traditional Mongolian dish made from slow-cooked
mutton, as well as spices like garlic and onions. It’s often served with rice or noodles, and is
often accompanied by vegetables and side dishes. Uuz is a very popular dish in Mongolian
cuisine, and is also often considered a delicacy. Overall, uuz is a really flavorful and beautiful
dish, and is a great choice for any party or gathering.</s>
FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two answers and explain which you feel is
more helpful.
SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to indicate which answer is more helpful.
Answer B [SFT]: I think that’s right.</s>
Your response should use the format:
Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation >
More helpful: <“A" or “B">

Judgment
Answer A provides more detailed and helpful information about what uuz is, including the
main ingredients, how it’s typically served, and its popularity in Mongolian cuisine, while
Answer B simply agrees with the query without adding any new information.
More helpful: A [OSP]

Prompt
(interchanging
positions)

For the following query to a chatbot, which response is more helpful?
Query:
Human: I like to host guests at my home from time to time, and I am gathering recipes of
different dishes and drinks to keep things interesting. I am interested in trying some Mongolian
dishes. Can you give me a recipe for Uuz?
Assistant: Sure, what are you looking for? Do you want a recipe for a hot, cooked uuz dish? A
dip, or condiment? A side dish? A drink?
Human: I am looking for a recipe for Uuz. If I understand correctly it is slow cooked mutton.
Is that correct?
Assistant:
Answer A [SFT]: I think that’s right.</s>
Answer B [OSP]: That’s correct! Uuz is a traditional Mongolian dish made from slow-cooked
mutton, as well as spices like garlic and onions. It’s often served with rice or noodles, and is
often accompanied by vegetables and side dishes. Uuz is a very popular dish in Mongolian
cuisine, and is also often considered a delicacy. Overall, uuz is a really flavorful and beautiful
dish, and is a great choice for any party or gathering.</s>
FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two answers and explain which you feel is
more helpful.
SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to indicate which answer is more helpful.
Your response should use the format:
Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation >
More helpful: <“A" or “B">

Judgment
Answer B provides more detail and context about the dish, making it more informative and
helpful for the person asking the question.
More helpful: B [OSP]
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Table 7: GPT-4 prefers OSP over DPO. For clarity, we include post-hoc annotations in bold,
formatted as [annotation]. These annotations are not inherent to the model generations.

Prompt
For the following query to a chatbot, which response is more helpful?
Query:
Human: I like to host guests at my home from time to time, and I am gathering recipes of
different dishes and drinks to keep things interesting. I am interested in trying some Mongolian
dishes. Can you give me a recipe for Uuz?
Assistant: Sure, what are you looking for? Do you want a recipe for a hot, cooked uuz dish? A
dip, or condiment? A side dish? A drink?
Human: I am looking for a recipe for Uuz. If I understand correctly it is slow cooked mutton.
Is that correct?
Assistant:
Answer A [DPO]: Yes, you should plant patchouli every year. It’s really important to keep it
growing, because it’s a plant that needs a lot of water and nutrients. When you’re growing it
in the ground, you’ll want to keep it in warm soil, and also make sure it gets plenty of water.
You’ll also want to make sure it’s not too cold or too hot, and also make sure it gets plenty of
sunlight. If you’re growing it in a container, you’ll want to make sure it gets plenty of water,
and also make sure it gets plenty of sunlight. Make sure the soil is warm and not too hot or
cold, and also make sure it gets plenty of water. You’ll want to make sure it gets plenty of
water, and also make sure it gets plenty of sunlight. You’ll want to make sure it gets plenty
of water, and also make sure it gets plenty of sunlight. You’ll also want to make sure it gets
plenty of water, and also make sure it gets plenty of sunlight. Make sure it gets plenty of water,
and also make sure it gets plenty of sunlight
Answer B [OSP]: That’s correct! Uuz is a traditional Mongolian dish made from slow-cooked
mutton, as well as spices like garlic and onions. It’s often served with rice or noodles, and is
often accompanied by vegetables and side dishes. Uuz is a very popular dish in Mongolian
cuisine, and is also often considered a delicacy. Overall, uuz is a really flavorful and beautiful
dish, and is a great choice for any party or gathering.</s>
FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two answers and explain which you feel is
more helpful.
SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to indicate which answer is more helpful.
Your response should use the format:
Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation >
More helpful: <“A" or “B">

Judgment
Answer B provides more context and detail about what uuz is and how it’s typically served,
while Answer A simply confirms the dish and asks a clarifying question.
More helpful: B [OSP]
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Table 8: GPT-4 prefers OSP over IPO. For clarity, we include post-hoc annotations in bold, formatted
as [annotation]. These annotations are not inherent to the model generations.

Prompt
For the following query to a chatbot, which response is more helpful?
Query:
Human: I like to host guests at my home from time to time, and I am gathering recipes of
different dishes and drinks to keep things interesting. I am interested in trying some Mongolian
dishes. Can you give me a recipe for Uuz?
Assistant: Sure, what are you looking for? Do you want a recipe for a hot, cooked uuz dish? A
dip, or condiment? A side dish? A drink?
Human: I am looking for a recipe for Uuz. If I understand correctly it is slow cooked mutton.
Is that correct?
Assistant:
Answer A [IPO]: No, you can grow patchouli in the ground as long as you keep it watered and
make sure it gets enough light. You can also grow patchouli in containers, and you can start
with a small container of potting soil or directly in the ground in warm soil. Once the seeds
start to grow you’ll want to transplant them into individual pots or containers and make sure
they get plenty of water. This plant is really all about the ground where they grow and also the
care they get when they are growing. You can grow patchouli in the ground in a warm soil, or
you can grow it in a container in a cooler climate. You can also grow patchouli in a container
in a warmer climate if you live in a cooler climate, but you may need to grow it in a warmer
climate in order to get the best growth. You can also start with a small container of potting soil
or directly in the ground in warm soil, but the seeds will need to be started in warm soil. Once
the seeds start to grow you’ll want to transplant them into individual pots or containers and
make sure they get plenty of water. This plant
Answer B [OSP]: That’s correct! Uuz is a traditional Mongolian dish made from slow-cooked
mutton, as well as spices like garlic and onions. It’s often served with rice or noodles, and is
often accompanied by vegetables and side dishes. Uuz is a very popular dish in Mongolian
cuisine, and is also often considered a delicacy. Overall, uuz is a really flavorful and beautiful
dish, and is a great choice for any party or gathering.</s>
FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two answers and explain which you feel is
more helpful.
SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to indicate which answer is more helpful.
Your response should use the format:
Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation >
More helpful: <“A" or “B">

Judgment
While both answers confirm that uuz is a slow-cooked mutton dish, Answer B provides
more detail about the ingredients, accompaniments, and cultural significance, making it more
informative and helpful for someone looking to understand and prepare the dish.
More helpful: B [OSP]
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C.4 Case Studies of GPT-4 Evaluations on the Summarization Task

We compare the summaries generated by the fine-tuned Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 model with its
self-improving version using the checkpoint aligned with 200 prompts via OSP in Figure 4(c).

Table 9: GPT-4 prefers OSP over SFT. For clarity, we include post-hoc annotations in bold, formatted
as [annotation]. These annotations are not inherent to the model generations.
Prompt SUBREDDIT: r/AskReddit

TITLE: Have I been friendzoned?
POST: Before I begin, let me tell you that I am a girl to avoid any confusion later. Also, this is
the boy I consider(ed?) my best friend.
So me and this boy have been friends for 6 years and we’re really close. We are both seniors in
high school. He asked me out in October and dumped before Christmas. He gave me reasons
like "I don’t want to be in a relationship that will have to end when we part for college", "I’m
done with high school dating", "I need to focus on myself right now" and the infamous "I just
don’t want to ruin our friendship". As much as it sucked to hear, I accepted it. He kept sending
me messages about how much he wanted me but couldn’t have me. Fast forward to yesterday
when he tells me he’s dating someone. An ex-girlfriend. What?We still hang out and talk like
we did before we were dating. TL;DR:

Summary of
SFT model

Senior ex-boyfriend dumped me, then wanted to go back to j̈ust as friends,̈ ignored how hurt
I’d been. Recently found out he has a new girlfriend.</s>

Summary of
OSP model

My ex-boyfriend dumped me before Christmas and is now dating an ex-girl friend. He still
wants me and keeps telling me he does. Have I been friendzoned?</s>

GPT-4
judgement

Summary B [OSP] more accurately reflects the original post’s situation of feeling friendzoned
and includes important emotional details of the ex-boyfriend’s actions, while Summary A
[SFT] omits the detail of the ex-boyfriend dating an ex-girlfriend and the continued communi-
cation.
Preferred: B [OSP]

Table 10: GPT-4 prefers OSP over SFT. For clarity, we include post-hoc annotations in bold,
formatted as [annotation]. These annotations are not inherent to the model generations.
Prompt SUBREDDIT: r/loseit

TITLE: The moment I’ve dreaded my entire weight loss journey is finally here.
POST: I got some interesting news today. I was getting new tires put on my car and the
mechanic told me it would take an hour to do so I walked down the street to get some water. I
passed this laser liposuction/skin tightening spa and decided since I have an hour to kill and a
some skin sag from losing 130lbs I’d see what that’s all about. During my consultation the
doctor looked at my stomach and said verbatim "My technique will do nothing for you, you
need a tummy tuck. " The way he explained it was that there is not enough fat on my stomach
to make his technique viable. So in short... this actually may all be skin on me and I may be
DONE losing weight. The only places he said he knew he could do anything were my love
handles and chest. I’m going to get a real medical BMI scan before I make any moves on
this so I have hard numbers as to what is actually where but like I said earlier, those numbers
could reveal that I’m done with weight loss and it’s time to start managing my skin better. I’d
just like to point out that I’m not going to do a tummy tuck, down time from that could cost
me my job and is just unmanageable (Not to mention invasive surgery scares the shit out of
me). This could be a big turning point in my journey and I don’t want to take it blindly.Does
anyone know anything I could be doing short term to help this out? or any techniques I am
overlooking? If I can avoid surgery of any kind I’d like to but if not this seems like the best
option right now. TL;DR:

Summary of
SFT model

lost my skin gets tighter, more weight, not tummy tuck; still more to do.</s>

Summary of
OSP model

Down 130lbs but still have excess skin, doctor suggested tummy tuck but I’m not willing to go
under the knife. Need advice on how to manage my skin better.</s>

GPT-4
judgement

Summary B [OSP] accurately and coherently captures the essence of the original post, reflect-
ing the individual’s weight loss journey and concerns regarding excess skin, while Summary A
[SFT] is fragmented and lacks clarity.
Preferred: B [OSP]
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