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ABSTRACT

Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) has emerged as a powerful framework
for aligning large language models (LLMs) with human preferences via pairwise
comparisons. However, its performance is highly sensitive to the quality of training
samples: when the reference policy is poorly aligned with human preferences,
ambiguous pairs can dominate the gradient signal and degrade generalization.
To address this, we propose RAPPO (Reliable Alignment for Preference Policy
Optimization), a simple sample-aware modification of the DPO loss that mitigates
reference-policy misalignment by filtering out the hardest, most ambiguous samples.
We theoretically show that RAPPO yields improved generalization guarantees.
RAPPO is lightweight and requires only a few lines of code to be integrated into
any existing DPO-type algorithm. Surprisingly, With this simple modification,
our simulations across a broad suite of alignment tasks and benchmarks show
consistent gains over DPO and recent state-of-the-art baselines. On the PKU-
SafeRLHF benchmark, RAPPO attains helpfulness 0.693 (4+34.8% over DPO)
and harmlessness 0.357 (—21.0% vs DPO).

1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (Achiam et al. (2023)) have achieved remarkable performance across a broad
spectrum of tasks, such as abstractive summarization (Stiennon et al. (2009); Koh et al. (2022)),
code generation (Chen et al. (2021); Gao et al. (2023b)), and instruction following (Chung et al.
(2024); Ouyang et al. (2022)), demonstrating strong generalization across domains. A key challenge,
however, lies in aligning these models with nuanced human intentions. Reinforcement Learning from
Human Feedback (RLHF) has become a widely adopted solution to this problem (Christiano et al.
(2017); Ouyang et al. (2022); Dong et al. (2023); Yuan et al. (2023); Liu et al. (2023a)), enabling
LLMs to better reflect both stylistic preferences and normative values (Bai et al. (2022); Ganguli et al.
(2022)). RLHF typically involves training a separate reward model to score outputs, which is then
used to guide policy optimization via reinforcement learning.

To streamline this process, Direct Preference Optimization (Rafailov et al. (2023)) (DPO) has been
proposed as an alternative that directly learns from pairwise preference data, bypassing the need
to construct an explicit reward model. Building on DPO, several variations improve optimization
stability and performance by: adding an explicit KL regularizer to control policy drift (IPO; Azar et al.
(2024)); introducing a learnable logit offset to correct unknown preference margins and reference
miscalibration (DPO-offset; Amini et al. (2024)); employing prospect-theory—inspired asymmetric
weighting and positive-only learning (KTO; Ethayarajh et al. (2024)); and pushing preference training
to the token level for finer credit assignment and reduced length/verbosity bias (token-level DPO;
(Zeng et al., 2024). DPO outperforms supervised fine-tuning (SFT) significantly due to the ability to
distinguish the quality of multiple candidate outputs rather than relying on a single gold reference.
From the perspective of reinforcement learning with a KL divergence penalty, the DPO objective

induces an implicit reward function r¢(z,y) = Slog :‘Jf(é@) ; where my denotes the policy being

fine tuned, 7. is the fixed reference policy, and 5 > 0 controls the strength of the regularization
toward the reference. Clearly, the performance of the output policy 7y is closely tied to the reference
policy. In fact, the effectiveness of DPO is strongly influenced by the distribution shift between model
outputs and the preference dataset Tang et al. (2024). More specifically, even mild alignment errors
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Figure 1: (A) Reference model performance across three SFT models (GPT2-Small, Medium, and

Large). Correct: the reference policy aligns with human preference. Wrong: the reference policy

conflicts with human preference. (A) shows that misaligned data are frequent regardless of model size,

though the proportion decreases as model size increases. (B) Reward scores on the IMDb experiment

(Section 5.1) using and under different reference policy scales. Performance declines

as the reference policy weakens. Nonetheless, with a simple modification to , our method
improves performance by 3.5%, 1.1%, and 7.1% across the three models.

in the reference model(shown in Fig.1) can make it nearly impossible for DPO and its variants to
recover the correct preferences Chen et al. (2024a). Recent work has further shown that updating the
reference policy can improve DPO performance Gorbatovski et al. (2024).

Motivated by these observations, recent work has pursued two broad directions. (i) Data selection.
RSO (Liu et al., 2023a) fine-tunes only on high-reward samples; Deng et al. (Deng et al., 2025)
maximize reward margins to suppress noisy supervision; and Selective DPO (Gao et al., 2025) filters
ambiguous preference pairs prior to training. (ii) Reference-free training. ORPO (Hong et al., 2024)
replaces the reference-anchored objective with maximum-likelihood learning on positives examples,
while SimPO (Meng et al., 2024) emphasizes length-normalized sequence likelihood and discards the
reference policy entirely. Although reference-free approaches can avoid propagating harmful signals
from a misaligned reference, they also relinquish potentially useful guidance and risk catastrophic
forgetting (Luo et al., 2023b; Huang et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2022). A more detailed related
work can be found in Section 2. These observations, together with empirical findings from RLHF
pipelines (Ouyang et al., 2022; Peng et al., 2024), demostrate that DPO performance hinges not only
on the choice of reference policy but also on how well the resulting training samples align with true
human preferences. In this work, we seek to advance a systematic understanding of the reference
policy’s role in DPO and ask the following central research question:

Can a simple, sample-aware modification to DPO mitigate reference-policy misalignment and
thereby improve generalization?

We provide a theoretical treatment of this question in this work. Our approach is inspired by
the selective-update principle in Ordered-SGD (Kawaguchi & Lu, 2020), which updates model
parameters by using a selective approach. This principle prevents the optimizer from reinforcing
incorrect preferences and focuses learning on informative examples. Building on this idea, we
introduce RAPPO (Reliable Alignment for Preference Policy Optimization), a reference-aware
variant of DPO that improves generalization by dynamically filtering out untrustful preference pairs.
As shown in Fig. 2, by sacrificing some performance in regions where the reference policy performs
poorly, RAPPO focuses on areas where the reference is well aligned with the offline dataset. This
targeted emphasis leads to a significant overall improvement over DPO. The key contributions of our
approach are summarized below:

* Reliable Filtering: At each optimization step, RAPPO detects samples where the reference model
misalliances human preference signals and discards a fixed number of most untrustful pairs in the
batch, those most ambiguous, thereby focusing learning on clear and reliable preferences.

* Simplicity and Compatibility: The method is lightweight and easily integrates into any existing
DPO-type algorithms with only a few lines of code modification.

* Theoretical Guarantee: We provide a theoretical analysis showing that unreliable reference
policies in DPO can enlarge the generalization gap, and prove that RAPPO, by order-aware sample
selection, yields a tighter learning bound than standard DPO.

* Strong Empirical Performance. RAPPO achieves consistent improvements across four chal-
lenging tasks, IMDB sentiment classification and toxicity control (Maas et al., 2011; Gehman
et al., 2020), text summarization, and safety alignment (Ji et al., 2024). On IMDB, it outperforms
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Figure 2: This figure compares the win—loss probability gap (the difference between the probability
assigned to the human-preferred response and that of the rejected response) for models fine-tuned
with and on the Toxicity dataset (Section 5.1). Samples are ordered by the reference
policy’s preference gap, so the left side corresponds to cases where the reference is most decisive.
Tie: instances where the model assigns equal probability to the preferred and rejected responses. In
the shaded region, yields a noticeably larger gap than DPO on good-aligned samples, while
incurring only a minor trade-off on less well-aligned cases.

the strongest baseline by up to 7.7 %. For toxicity control, it reduces toxicity to as low as 2.28 %
(vs. 6.30% for the best baseline). In summarization, RAPPO surpasses SIMPO and DPO under
GPT-4 evaluation, achieving win rates (defined in Section 5.2) of 58.8% and 74.5%, respectively.
On the PKU-SafeRLHF benchmark, it consistently outperforms all baselines across four metrics
(see Fig. 5 for details).

2 RELATED WORK

RLHF vs DPO RLHF(Christiano et al. (2017); Ziegler et al. (2019); Ouyang et al. (2022); Askell
et al. (2021); Bai et al. (2022); Dong et al. (2023); Kaufmann et al. (2023); Yuan et al. (2023);
Liu et al. (2023a); Peng et al. (2024); Zhou et al. (2023); Taori et al. (2023); Geng et al. (2023);
Conover et al. (2023); Kopf et al. (2023); Ding et al. (2023); Wang et al. (2023); Xia et al. (2024);
Gao et al. (2023a); Luo et al. (2023a); Chen et al. (2024b); Lightman et al. (2023); Lambert et al.
(2024); Anthony et al. (2017); Schulman et al. (2017); Shao et al. (2024)) offers a practical route for
bringing large-scale language models in line with human judgments and values. While DPO(Rafailov
et al. (2023)) was proposed to bypasses the reward modeling stage while still achieving competitive
performance. Recent DPO studies can be divided into following aspects.

Data Strategy To mitigate alignment errors of DPO, a growing body of work focuses on selective
data sampling. Liu et al. (2023a) propose selecting high-reward samples during fine-tuning, while
Deng et al. (2025) introduce a margin-based criterion for dataset construction. Similarly, Yang et al.
(2024) suggest ranking implicit reward margins to prioritize more informative training pairs. Selective
DPO(Gao et al. (2025)) further recommends removing ambiguous or difficult samples before training,
and Liu et al. (2023b) present automatic data selection strategies to improve alignment. However,
these methods focus solely on data filtering and overlook the limitations inherent in the reference
model itself.

Reference Consideration in DPO. Recent studies question the reliability of the reference policy in
DPO-based fine-tuning. Reference-free objectives—such as SIMPO, contrastive/ORPO-style losses,
and SIMPER—remove the reference entirely and report gains on multiple benchmarks (Meng et al.,
2024; Xu et al., 2024; Hong et al., 2024; Xiao et al., 2025). In contrast, Liu et al. (2024b) argue that a
reference model remains essential. From a theoretical angle, Chen et al. (2024a) show that even mild
misalignment in the reference can make preference recovery provably hard for DPO-type objectives.
Seeking a middle ground, Chennakesavalu et al. (2024) introduce a DPO-like energy objective with
a tunable parameter to modulate the reference’s influence during training. Taken together, these
findings underscore both the risks of a fixed reference and the lack of a principled account of when,
how, and to what extent the reference should be used.

3 PRELIMINARIES

Notations. Denote x as a prompt. 7°F7 is a (pre-trained) supervised fine-tuning model to produce
a pair of answers (y1,y2) < 77 (y|x). These response pairs are then presented to human
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labelers, who express preferences by selecting one response as better. Let y,, and y; denote the
preferred and dispreferred responses, respectively. We define the underlying data distribution P
over triplets z := (x, Y., Y1), where the preference from labeler is denoted as y,, > y;|x. Denote
D = {1}V = {(a%, v, y))}Y, «~ D be a dataset of N i.i.d. samples drawn from D. Let mryer
denote the reference policy (here, we use 7 := w57 1). Let 7y be the fine-tuned policy for human
alignment based on 7., parameterized by 6, where 6 belongs to a hypothesis class O (e.g., neural
networks). For any policy 7 (e.g., mer Or mp), let w(y,, | ) and 7(y; | =) denote the likelihoods of
the preferred and dispreferred responses given input x, respectively.

In RLHEF, a language model is represented as a policy 7 that generates a response y € ) conditioned
on a prompt 2z € X, following the distribution 7(-|x). The typical RLHF pipeline involves four
main stages: supervised fine-tuning, collection of preference data, reward model training, and
reinforcement learning—based policy optimization. The process begins with supervised fine-tuning,
where a pre-trained language model is adapted into an initial policy 75FT using labeled data through
standard supervised learning. Subsequent stages refine the model using human or proxy feedback.
Specifically, in the preference data stage, an oracle (such as a human annotator or a heuristic scoring
function) compares two candidate responses y; and yo for the same prompt z, indicating which
one is preferred. A common method for modeling such pairwise preferences is the Bradley—Terry
model (Bradley & Terry, 1952), which estimates the probability of one option being favored over
another:

exp (1" (z,y1))
exp (r*(z,y1)) + exp (r*(z, y2

Py > yo|z) = 5 o(ri(z,y1) — (2, 2)), ¢y
where 7* : X x ) — R is the unknown ground truth reward function, and o : R — (0, 1) is the
logistic function. Given a human labeled preference dataset D = { (%, v, yi)}¥ ;} composed of
independent samples, the reward function r can be estimated by maximum likelihood estimation
(MLE): myvig = argmin, £(r, D), where /(r,D) is the negative log-likelihood of D, given as
Ur D) i= = X (i yi, yiyep 108 0 (r(2", y,) — (2%, 97))-

RL fine-tuning. Given a reward model r, the fine-tuned policy is optimized to achieve an ideal

balance between the expected reward and its distance from an initial policy 7., Which is typically the
same as 77T This is achieved by maximizing the KL-regularized value function .J(r, ), defined as

J(r,m) = Eap yn(fa) [1(2, 9)] = [BEonp [KL(m (- |2)]| et ()], @

where KL (7 ||72) is the KL divergence from 7y to w2, and 8 > 0 is a regularization trade-
off. Thus the RL fine-tuned policy 7, with respect to the reward r aims to optimize J(r, ), i.e.,
T i= argmax, J(r, 7).

Direct Preference Optimization (DPO). In RLHF, DPO gives a closed-form solution derived by
minimizing the following objective function:

o molyw |2) o moly | @)
Loro(mo; Tier) = ~Ei .~ [log”@ o e [2) P w0 )] P

The empirical version of the DPO objective then follows:

N
Eovo (i ur) = 3 3 [=1o8r (3(Aa(=") = Srrl=))] @

where Agy(2%) = log my(yl,|x?) — log 71'ﬁ(yl"|ac")7 and Aper(2') = log mer(yl,|2') — log mer(yi|z?).
Thus DPO solves 7ippo = arg max, e Lppo (7 Tref)-

4 RELIABLE ALIGNMENT FOR PREFERENCE POLICY OPTIMIZATION

Introduction and Motivation. We propose RAPPO, an order-aware variant of preference opti-
mization designed to mitigate the sensitivity of DPO to unreliable reference policies. The idea is
inspired by ordered SGD (Kawaguchi & Lu, 2020), which emphasizes high-loss samples to am-
plify signal. When the reference policy provides misleading preference signals, not all samples are
equally informative, some add noise or even drive the model in the wrong direction. To address
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Batch Data

Figure 3: RAPPO Pipeline:(1) sample mini-batch data; (2) score each mini-batch by reference
alignment, splitting samples into and ; (3)unaligned samples are ranked by per-
sample loss; (4) temporarily remove some Largest ones for this update.

this, RAPPO selectively discards a fixed number of high-loss, ambiguous preference pairs in each
batch, which focuses on variance control, our method explicitly targets misaligned examples arising
from reference-policy errors, ensuring that the update direction remains both stable and aligned with
true preferences. This motivates our main theorem, which shows that RAPPO achieves a tighter
generalization bound than standard DPO. We first introduce our algorithm and then theoretically
show our main results.

4.1 MAIN ALGORITHM

Our algorithm is lightweight and can be seamlessly integrated into any DPO-type method with only
a few lines of code, yet delivers substantial improvements. The high-level idea is illustrated below,
and the full algorithm is provided in Algorithm 1.

Step 1. Sample a mini-batch 5 from the dataset (Stage 1 in Fig. 3).
Wref(yi; ‘7"1)
Wz-ef(yll |z%)

partition the batch into A = {z" € B | Tarlyple) o o }) and

o “rcf(yll |z*)
Up = {z' € B % < 7}) subsets. Also compute the per-sample loss ¢;(6) :=
ref\Y]

—log o(B(Ag(2") — Awer(z)))(Stage 2 in Fig. 3).
Step 3. In the subset Ug, sort samples by ¢;(0) in ascending order (Stage 3 in Fig. 3).

Step 2. For each z* = (z%,y!,,y!) € B, compute the reference-alignment score and

Step 4. Exclude the Top-q Largest-loss unaligned samples only in the unaligned subset Uz from
the batch, and update the model using the retained data. (Stage 4 in Fig. 3).

Remark 4.1. RAPPO never permanently removes samples; even unaligned examples may be selected.
Because selection within Ug depends on the evolving loss ¢;(6), samples that were once “untrust-
hard” can become “untrust-easy” as the model improves, naturally re-entering the kept set Sp(q).
et (Y | 2°)
Tref (yf [z?)
risk from misalignment, while the instantaneous loss ¢;(#) refines which unaligned signals are safe to
incorporate at the current stage of training.

This induces a reference-aware, model-adaptive curriculum: the reference score gates the

4.2 MAIN THEOREM

Now, we will show our main result of RAPPO. We will begin with a general optimization framework
in which RAPPO arises as a special case, and present a main theorem showing that, compared
with DPO, it achieves a larger expected first-order decrease in population risk, reduces the variance
of gradient updates, and yields a tighter stability-based generalization bound. Collectively, these
results formalize that discarding high-loss, misaligned samples enables more reliable progress toward
human-aligned preferences.

Notations: Let (Z, .A) be the example space and © C RP the parameter space. We are given a dataset
D= (Z,...,Z,) with Zy,..., Z, Sy D, for some date distribution D on (£, .A). At iteration ¢,
amini-batch S; = {Z; 1, ..., Z; 5} is formed by sampling s indices uniformly from {1,...,n}. We
define the loss L : © x Z — R which is measurable in z and differentiable in 6 for any given sample.
Let g(0; z) := Vg L(6; z). Define the (single) population risk (expected error) and its gradient as:

R(6) := Ez.p[L(0;2)], d(0) = VoR(0) = Ez.plg(0;2)], 5)
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Assumption 4.2 (Smoothness and Lipschitz). Assume for some L, G > 0 and all z, 0, ¢’,
l9(052) —g(0"s2)|| < L0 =0, |L(6;2) — L(¢;2)| < G0 —¢']. (©)

Then R is L-smooth.

Assumption 4.3 ( Trusted/untrusted split and scores). Assume that we have a fixed measurable
classifier H : Z — {tr,un} which can tag each example. For the batch S; = {Z; ;}7_, define

Sttr = {Z : H(Zt’z) = t]f'}, S;ln = {Z : H(Ztl) = un}7 Gt = |Szr|, Bt = |S;{ln|7 Gt + Bt = S.

For each untrusted item ¢ € S;™ define a scalar score z;; = z(0;; Z; ;) € R that orders untrusted
items. The untrust samples can be regarded as the unaligned samples based on the reference policy.

Weight bound on untrusted per-example gradients. Assume there exists a nonincreasing w : R —
(0, 00) and a constant C' > 0 such that for all untrusted Z and all 6,

lg(6; 2)|| < Cw(z(6;2)). (7)

Remark 4.4. For DPO-type gradients: z = 3(Ag — Ayer) and w(z) = o(—2z) satisfy equation 7,
where Ay = log 7 (yw ) — log mo (yi]z), and Arer = 10g Tref (Yo |2) — log mrer(yi| ) for any given
(iL', Yw» yl)

Let s — ¢ € {1,..., s} be the number of kept examples per step. Define K; := max{0, B; — ¢}.

We never remove trusted items. If B; — ¢ < 0, set ¢ := 0 and keep all s items. If B, — g > 0, keep

all G; trusted items and among S;™ keep the K largest scores z; ;; call this set 73*. Thus
Sy (B: < q, setq:=0),

Kept, = - 8

P {S;r UTr (B> q). ®

Remark 4.5. In RAPPO, each untrusted pair has a DPO margin z and loss £(z) = —log o(z), with
larger z meaning smaller loss. Given a keep budget s — ¢, we keep all trusted items and, if trimming
is needed, we keep exactly i; = B; — g untrusted items with the largest z (equivalently, the smallest
DPO loss), dropping the largest-loss untrusted items.

Update rule. Let g; ; := g(0;; Z; ;). Define g, = %} D iexept, 9tis 01 = 0 — 1 i Then condi-

tion on the realized untrusted scores {z;; : © € S;"™}. Let puy i := Elgy,i | 2] and &5 2= g1 — e i
Assume the centered vectors {{; ; }iesun are conditionally independent given {z; ; }. Assume there
exists nondecreasing ¢ : (0,00) — [0, 00) with tr Cov(ge; | 2¢,i) < @(w(z)), (i € Si™).

Remark 4.6. For DPO loss, Lppo(f;2) = —logo(z),Velppo(6;2) = —o0(—2)Vez =
w(z)u,w(z) := o(—z),u := —Vyz, with Vyz = B(Vg log mg(yw | ) — Vglogme(y; | x))

Assume a bounded-score condition (standard) : ||Vglogme(y | z)|| < B.Then |ju| < 28B and

hence ||g: || = ||w(ze.)ueql| < (28B)w(z;;). Therefore, for any z, tr Cov(g; | 21 = 2) <
E[llgeill* | 2z = 2] < (26B)?w(z)?. So the assumption holds with the explicit nondecreasing
choice ¢(u) = (28B)%u?,u > 0, since u — u? is nondecreasing.

Let d; := d(6;). Define a;; := (g, d;) and its conditional mean a(z) := Ela; | 2z, = 2]

Assume a(z) is nondecreasing in z. Define h(z) := w(z) a(z) and assume h is nondecreasing in z.
Now we are ready to show our main theorem, the detailed proof is differed to due to page limit.

Theorem 4.7. Fix iteration t with By > s — q and let T C S{™ be any set with |T| = Ky, while T}
contains the K, largest z; ; in S;™. Conditioned on the realized scores {z;;}:

(i) Maximal expected first—order decrease of R.
B[~ (de 5T | {z3}] < E[-(do 5T | {20}] ©)

(ii) Minimal conditional variance of the signed decrease. Let ®+(T") := (—g+(T), dy). Then

Var (0,(T) | {z1,:}) = Var(®4(T}) | {z1:}). (10)
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Algorithm 1 RAPPO

1: Inputs: an initial policy 7go, reference policy 7, a learning rate sequence (1;)7 = 1, threshold
7, and hyperparameter ¢
2: fort=1,2,...,T do o
3:  Randomly choose a mini-batch 3 and compute the %’ﬁif”ﬁ? for all data samples z? in whole
rel 1

dataset.
4:  Partition the batch into U = {2* € B | Tur(yle’) o <7}, Ag={z* € B| M > 7T}

NCTHED) LCHED)
Within the current untrust data sample U, order the individual losses ¢;(0) :=
—log o(B(Ag(2") — Awt(2%)) in ascending order that £;_1) < {2 < ... < {;

6:  Computer the gradient g, using kept sample:

1S u), ifh< g,
S

~ APPO _ ep
gt € 8£ﬁ6p =0 ) b—q
P AZ 0:(6) + Ze(j)(a) . ifb>q
1€EAR j=1
7. Update parameters 0: 0,11 = 0y — 1:G¢

8: end for

(iii) Uniform stability and generalization. Let D = (Z1,...,Z,) and D' = (Z1,...,Z]) be two
datasets that differ in one example, both i.i.d. from D. Run the same randomness to produce {0} and

{0;}. Define Ay :=E||0; — 0||. Then for any horizon T and stepsizes {n;},

Ay < (14 LA E Il 11

tr1 < (L+ L) Ay + qﬁt Le%l(a;{t w(zt, )} (11)
20 T-1 T—

Ar < — exp(z L, Z Lé%%;(t w(th)} . (12)

By Eq.(6), e := sup, E|[L(0r;2) — L(07;2)] < G Ar, and then the expected generalization
error is,

E[R(6r) - Ba(0r)] < er. Ra0)= 1> L(0:2,). (13)

From the results, we can observe that 1), keeping the K items with the largest scores z (i.e., the
smallest losses) reduces the conditional variance of untrusted contributions, since larger losses
correspond to larger gradient weights and w is nonincreasing in z. 2), over multiple steps this choice
minimizes the maximal kept weight among untrusted items, directly tightening the stability recursion
and thus the generalization gap. Both effects hold for smooth, Lipschitz losses without convexity
assumptions. 3) Compared with any alternative rule that keeps K untrusted items, our selecting
minimizes the per-step term E[max;ckept, w(2¢,;)] and hence minimizes Ay and e7.

While the algorithm design is simple and flexible, it is also important to derive an objective function.
We first define £;) = £ (219); ) as the j-th smallest loss in unaligned data samples i.e., totally N
elements, where E(l) <. < E( aN)- Particularly, the objective that we optimize can be found in the
following proposition.

Proposition 4.8. Let the whole dataset size be N. The number of whole unaligned examples is
ny, = [N and of whole aligned examples is ng = (1 — i)N. At each iteration, we sample a
mini-batch S C [N] = s. Write the unaligned and aligned counts in
the batch as Up, Ap For a parameter vector 0, the per-example loss is L; .. (j)(0). And denote
Mg = e a, i), mu =3y, Lij)(0). Then, we can obtain the objective function of RAPPO:

min(g,aN) min(s, ,u,N) é
ARAPPO _ mg +my g*Z] 195 4()
L = > P(us|=b) + > P(Us|=1b) .4
b=0 b=q+1 1
keep all data keep aligned and remove q largest loss data sample
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Table 1: Comparison of reward scores and toxicity percentages across various preference optimization
methods, evaluated on the IMDB and Real-Toxicity-Prompts Gehman et al. (2020) test set. Higher
reward scores and lower toxicity indicate better performance. The whole experiments of SIMPO are
defered in Table 7.

Algorithm DPO  DPO-Offset 1PO SimPO(8=2.5,v=0.5) ‘ RAPPO-1 RAPPO-2 RAPPO-4
Reward Score T 1.5513 1.5526 1.5446 1.5537 1.6625 1.6790 1.6811
Toxicity (%) | 6.30 8.11 6.49 7.49 2.64 2.60 2.28
Model A: GPTJ-6B (t = 1.0) Model B: Llama3.1-8B (t = 1.0)
RAPPO-1 | SimPO 4 58.8% 41.2% ‘ 1 62.8% 37.2%
RAPPO-1 | DPO - 74.5% 25.5% 1 58.3% 41.7%
0 2‘0 4‘0 6‘0 8‘0 100 O 2‘0 4‘0 6‘0 8‘0 100
Percentage [ Leftwins [0 Right wins Percentage
Figure 4: Win Rate between RAPPO-1, SIMPO, and DPO by GPT-4.
(ﬂN)((l—ﬂ)N) Zb—q—l (j—l)(/lN—j) . . .
where P(|Up| = b) = ~-~ (NS"’ ya = == (M’V) b=2=U Then, §; is a unbiased estimator of
s b

DLRAPPO that B[g,] € OLRAPPO,

Proposition 4.8 give a close-form of RAPPO objective function and also show that g, is unbiased

estimator of JLRAPPO thereby justifying our update rule and ensuring the stochastic updates are
consistent with minimizing the RAPPO objective.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we empirically evaluate the performance of RAPPO in comparison to DPO and other
state-of-the-art methods across a variety of tasks.

Baselines: We compare RAPPO with state-of-the-art offline preference optimization baselines listed
in Table 4. TPO (Azar et al., 2024) directly leverages pairwise preference data without relying
on the Bradley—Terry model, helping mitigate overfitting, particularly with deterministic or near-
deterministic preferences. DPO-OFFSET (Amini et al., 2024) modifies the optimization objective to
enforce a reward margin between the preferred and dispreferred responses. SIMPO (Meng et al., 2024)
adopts a reference-free approach and integrates a reward margin into the Bradley—Terry objective to
enhance separation between responses. For training, we follow the hyperparameter ranges reported
in SIMPO, where 8 € [2,2.5] and v € {0.3,0.5,1.0,1.2,1.4,1.6}. In our experiments, we use
B € {2,2.5} and a subset of v € {0.5,0.8,1.6}. To ensure fair comparison, the same /3 value is used
across all baselines and RAPPO within each setting. Additional details are provided in Appendix D.1.

5.1 CONTROLLED GENERATION: SENTIMENT & TOXICITY

We evaluate RAPPO on two controlled generation tasks, positive sentiment steering and toxicity
reduction—using the common evaluation table (Table 1). For both tasks, the base LM is first
supervised fine-tuned to obtain the reference policy m.¢. For sentiment, we use GPT2-Large and
the IMDb dataset (Maas et al., 2011), following the setup of (Amini et al., 2024). A pretrained
sentiment classifier provides the reward signal. For toxicity, we use GPT-Neo-2. 7B (Black et al.,
2021) and the dataset of (Amini et al., 2024) constructed from REALTOXICITYPROMPTS (Gehman
et al., 2020) by selecting 10,000 prompts with base toxicity > 0.3; relative rewards are given by
a pretrained toxicity classifier. RAPPO-g means we remove the ¢ highest-loss samples per batch
(ge{1,2,4}). On IMDD, all RAPPO variants achieve reward > 1.66 (best 1.6811), surpassing the
strongest baseline (SIMPO, =2, v=0.5; 1.5611) by 7.7%; even RAPPO-1 (1.6625) yields 6.5%.
On toxicity, the best baseline reaches 6.30%, whereas all RAPPO variants are markedly lower
(2.64% to 2.28%). Overall, RAPPO’s reference-aware pruning consistently improves alignment
quality while substantially mitigating harmful generation.

5.2 SUMMARIZATION TASK
Beyond the IMDb and Toxicity benchmarks, we evaluate RAPPO on a summarization task. Following
Amini et al. (2024), we adopt GPT-J-6B (Wang & Komatsuzaki, 2021) as the supervised fine-tuned
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(SFT) reference policy 7t and, to probe scalability and robustness, replicate the protocol with a
larger, contemporary open-weight model, L1lama-3.1-8B (Dubey et al., 2024). For each base
model, we fine-tune with RAPPO-1 (ours), SIMPO, and DPO. Consistent with our observations on
IMDb and Toxicity, SIMPO is relatively insensitive to hyperparameters; we therefore reuse its best
configuration from those tasks (3=2.5, v=0.5).

We evaluate with GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023) as an automatic judge, comparing paired model
outputs under identical prompts and recording the preference (full prompt in Appendix D.5). As
summarized in Figure 4, RAPPO consistently outperforms SIMPO and DPO on GPT-J-6B; the
Llama-3.1-8B replication exhibits the same ordering, indicating that RAPPO’s gains transfer to
a larger, more recent pretraining regime. For brevity, we report aggregate GPT-4 win rates in the
main text and include per-prompt breakdowns in Appendix D.8.

5.3 LARGE-SCALE EVALUATION ON PKU-SAFERLHF

We evaluate RAPPO on the PKU-SafeRLHF benchmark (Ji et al., 2024) to assess whether it im-
proves answer quality. We compare against state-of-the-art preference-optimization baselines—DPO,
CPO, KTO, and SIMPO—training each method under the same reference policy(Mistral-7B),
train/validation split, and compute budget. Decoding hyperparameters (temperature, top-p, maximum
tokens, and stop rules) are held fixed across models, and all methods are evaluated on an identical
prompt set (Appendix D.7). As model-based evaluation, we adopt the unified reward and cost
models, beaver—-7b-unified-reward/cost. For each prompt, each model generates a single
response; we then report (i) Beaver-Help 1 (higher indicates greater helpfulness as scored by the re-
ward model), (ii) Beaver-Harm | (lower indicates reduced inferred harm as scored by the cost model),
and (iii) Safety Rate 1 (the fraction of responses flagged unsafe by the cost model(cost< 0 is safe)).
To mitigate judge-specific biases in absolute scores, we additionally employ GPT-4 as a pairwise meta-
evaluator: for each prompt, we compare RAPPO outputs against those of each baseline under identical
decoding, and report the resulting Win Rate for RAPPO versus DPO, CPO, KTO, and SIMPO.

—e— CPO
DPO
KTO
SimPO
RAPPO

Results. On PKU-SafeRLHF, RAPPO attains
the best performance on all metrics: safety rate
0.573 (absolute +0.014 vs. next-best DPO),
helpfulness 0.693 (+34.8% over DPO), harm-
lessness 0.357 (—21.0% vs DPO), and highest
win rate 65%(Fig. 5, details of these results
are defered in Appendix D.7). Computational
source and training hyperparameters are pro-
vided in Appendix D.1.

Helpfulness
5.90

Safety0 é

6 ABLATION STUDY

6.1 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

In RAPPO, two hyperparameters control the
strength of the reference-based filtering: the
number of removed items ¢ from each batch
of misaligned samples and the reference align-
ment threshold 7. We investigate how sensitive
RAPPO is to these two values. We conduct a sensitivity study on the IMDb sentiment control task
with GPT2-Large. We first fix 7 = 1 and vary ¢ € {1, 2,4, 8} for batch sizes 16 and 32 to analyze
sensitivity with respect to g. We then fix the batch size to 32 and vary 7 € {0.8,1.0,1.2} for the
same set of ¢. We compare the results with the best baseline SIMPO in the IMDb experiments, which
has a reward of 1.5537 with batch size 32.

Figure 5: PKU-SafeRLHF results. RAPPO com-
pared to DPO, CPO, KTO, and SIMPO under iden-
tical decoding and evaluation protocols.

Sensitivity to g. Across both batch sizes, RAPPO consistently improves over SIMPO by about 5% to
8% for all tested values of ¢, which shows that RAPPO is insensitive to the exact choice of ¢. Table 2
also suggests that a simple rule of selecting q is (batch size)/8.

Sensitivity to 7. In RAPPO, the alignment threshold 7 is applied to the probability ratio between the
preferred and dispreferred answers and decides how confident the reference model must be before we
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Batch Size qgq=1 qg=2 qg=4 ¢q=38 Baseline

16 (r=1.0) | 1.7020 1.7481 1.7333 1.7111 | 1.6600 (S1MPO)
32(r=0.8) | 1.6580 1.6720 1.6765 1.6510 | 1.5537 (SIMPO)
32(r=1.0) | 1.6625 1.6790 1.6811 1.6432 | 1.5537 (SIMPO)
32(r=1.2) | 1.6650 1.6805 1.6828 1.6595 | 1.5537 (SIMPO)

Table 2: Sensitivity results on g and 7.

Table 3: Win rates of RAPPO vs. SIMPO under different LLM judges.

Judge RAPPO winrate SIMPO win rate  Tie rate
GPT-4 (original) 58.30% 41.70% 0.00%
GPT-40 68.00% 32.00% 0.00%
DeepSeek-V3 72.00% 28.00% 0.00%
Claude Opus 4.1 58.70% 34.78% 6.52%
Average 64.25% 34.12% 1.63%

filter a pair. Setting 7 = 1 is a natural default, and Table 2 shows that RAPPO outperforms SIMPO
for all tested 7 with only small changes in reward. This suggests that RAPPO is robust to the choice
of 7, and that reasonable settings give consistently strong performance.

The sensitivity results on ¢ and 7 indicate that RAPPO is insensitive to the hyperparameters. But
designing adaptive rules that learn an approximate optimal from data is an interesting direction for
future work.

6.2 PERFORMANCE ACROSS DIFFERENT LLM JUDGES

In the following, we conduct a multi-judge evaluation and analyze the consistency of different
judges when comparing RAPPO and SIMPO. We compare RAPPO and SIMPO on a summarization
task using a Llama 3.1-8B model fine-tuned by each method, evaluated by four judges: GPT-4
(Achiam et al., 2023), GPT-40 (Hurst et al., 2024), DeepSeek-V3 (Liu et al., 2024a), and Claude
Opus 4.1 (https://www.anthropic.com/claude/opus). All judges assess the same anonymized and
order randomized response pairs and choose either the better summary or a tie. We measured how
consistent the judges are with each other by computing pairwise Kendall’s 7 between all judge pairs’
preference rankings. Kendall’s 7 (Kendall, 1938) is a standard measure of rank correlation, where
larger values mean stronger agreement between two rankings. In practice, values above 0.6 are
usually viewed as strong agreement and values above 0.8 as very strong agreement.

Consistency of RAPPO’s advantage across judges. As summarized in Table 3, all four independent
judges prefer RAPPO over SIMPO, with RAPPO win rates ranging from 58.30% to 72.00%. The
average win rate of RAPPO (64.25%) is substantially higher than that of SIMPO (34.12%), while ties
are rare. The fact that models developed by different organizations and trained with different data
and objectives all favor RAPPO indicates that the observed gains are not an artifact of a particular
judge such as GPT-4.

Inter-judge agreement. To quantify consistency across judges, we compute pairwise Kendall’s 7
between the preference rankings induced by each judge. The average Kendall’s 7 is 0.65 (Appendix:
Table 9), indicating strong agreement on the relative ordering of RAPPO and SIMPO. Together with
the consistent win rates in Table 3, this suggests that RAPPO’s advantages are robust to the choice of
automatic judge rather than driven by any single LLM’s idiosyncrasies.

7 CONCLUSION

We identify a key limitation of DPO: its sensitivity to ambiguous samples, especially under weak
or misaligned reference policies. To address this, we propose RAPPO (Reliable Alignment for
Preference Policy Optimization), an order-aware variant of DPO that selectively filters out high-loss,
hard-to-learn samples. Unlike reference-free methods such as SIMPO, RAPPO retains the reference
policy and uses it selectively to improve stability. We show both theoretically and empirically that
RAPPO improves generalization and consistently outperforms DPO and recent baselines, enabling
more robust language model alignment.
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ETHICS STATEMENT

This work complies with the ICLR Code of Ethics. No human-subjects research or animal experimen-
tation was conducted. All datasets were used in accordance with their licenses and usage guidelines,
with care taken to avoid any privacy violations.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

Our method builds on standard DPO, and the full implementation is provided in the Supplementary
Material. We also include complete details and links for all datasets and reference models used in our
experiments in Appendix D. In addition, we provide step-by-step proofs designed to be clear and
easy to follow in Appendix C.
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A LIMITATIONS

While our method achieves strong results across multiple tasks, our study has two main limitations.
First, due to computational constraints, we evaluate only on relatively small models (parameters
< 8B); scaling to larger models remains future work. Second, our intra-batch filtering currently relies
on a fixed ¢; developing an adaptive or learned strategy for selecting ¢ is an important next step in the
future.

B LLM USAGE

Large language models were used to edit and polish the manuscript—specifically to improve wording,
readability, and clarity. No new scientific content was generated by the models; all analyses and
conclusions are the authors’ own.

C DETAILED THEOREM PROOFS

C.1 PROOF OF THEOREM 4.7

Theorem (Restatement of Theorem 4.7). Fix iteration ¢ with B, > ¢ and let 7" C S} be any set with
|T| = K, while T} contains the K largest z; ; in S}". Conditioned on the realized scores {z; ; }:

(1) Maximal expected first—order decrease of R.
E[= (i, () | {20i}] < |- (do, Gi(T) | {0} - (15)

(if) Minimal conditional variance of the signed decrease. Let ®4(T) := (—g:(T'), d;). Then
Var((I)t(T) | {zt,i}) > Var(q)t(Tt*) | {Zt,i})- (16)
(iii) Uniform stability and generalization. Let D = (Zy,...,Z,) and D' = (Z1, ..., Z!) be two

datasets that differ in one example, both i.i.d. from D. Run the same randomness to produce {6;} and
{6;}. Define A; := E||6; — 0}]|. Then for any horizon T and stepsizes {n; },

C
< (1 i
Apyr < (T4 Ly)Ay + e ne E |:i€r{1<%§tt w(Zt,z)] ; a7)
and
T-1 T-1
2C
< i) -
Ap < p— exp( UZ:O Lnu) 2 n E L&%l)?(tt w(zt’l)] (18)
By equation 6,
er :=sup E|L(07;2) — L(0%;2)| < G Ar, (19)
and then the expected generalization error is,
1 n
E[R(0r) = Ra(0r)] < er.  Ra(0) = > L(0:Z). (20)

=1

Among all rules that never drop trusted items and, when B; > ¢, keep exactly K; untrusted items,
our rule selecting minimizes the per-step term E[maxieKeptt w(z,;)] and hence minimizes A and
er. If B; < qor g = 0, the update equals standard mini-batch SGD.

Proof. Proof of part (i): expected first-order decrease
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First, based on the smoothness and Lipschitz Assumption Assumption 4.2, since R is L-smooth, for
O¢41 = 0r — 1:gs, we have

~ L 5.
R(011+1) < R(0:) — me(de, Ge) + 577152”91:”2- 2D
Thus, the first-order decrease is —nt<dt, gt). Forany T' C S} with |T'| = K, we have
(i, Ge(T)) = —— Z (de, ge4) +—Z<dt,gt,i>. (22)
165‘” LET

Remark here that the first sum is independent of 7. Condition on {z;;} and define a(z) :=
E[(di, g1.5) | 21,s = z]. In weighted cases (e.g., DPO) where g, ; = w(z; )t 4,

E[(dt, gt.i) | 2t,i] = w(2ei) a(ze:) = h(ze4).

Zh th

zGT

Therefore

E[(di, 9:(T)) [ {z.:}] =

where Cj is some constant calculated from —— Z Zie s (di, g1,

Since h is nondecreasing, if z; ; > z;; then h(z; ;) > h(z; ;). Now suppose T' # T;. Then there
exists ¢ € T'and j ¢ T such that z; ; > 2 ;. Define T” = (T'\ {¢}) U {j}. Then

> h(zr) =Y hzen) = h(zei) + hlze) > > h(zk),
keT’ keT keT
with strict inequality if h(z¢ ;) > h(2t).
By repeating such one-swap exchanges, we can transform any 7" into 7;* while never decreasing the
sum. Therefore
D h(zi) <> hlza)
i€T i€Ty
Substituting back into the expectation yields
E[—{de, 5:(T)) [{2t,i}] < E[—(de, 5:(T})) [{2e3}],

with strict inequality whenever 7" # T3 and h is strictly increasing on the relevant interval. This
proves the claim (i).

Proof of part (ii): minimal conditional variance

Let pir; := Elges | z¢.4] and & := g¢.; — purs. Recall that

g:(T) = ( Z Gti + th z), (T) = (= G:(T), di),

574 estr €T

and ®,(T) := (—g(T), d;), then

(I)t(T < 5 ng— Zum, dt> < dt>
q 1ESYT lET zeT

Given {z;;} the first term is deterministic, so

Var(®,(T) | {z}) = Var<<—thu dt> ’ {Z}> -

€T

Therefore, according to the conditional independence,

Var(®,(T) | {z}) = ZVar (Erirde) | 2)-

( €T
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For any random vector X and unit u, Var((X, u)) < tr Cov(X), hence

d
Var(®,(T) [ {z}) < (qt 3> trCov(&ei | 2.) (23)
€T
o _llde|P? -3 tr Cou( ||dt||
< Gui | 263) < Zaﬁ(w 2i)), 24
(b N (]) €T €T

by using the fact that subtracting a mean does not increase covariance.

Since ¢ is nondecreasing and w is nonincreasing, the composite z — ¢(w(z)) is nonincreasing in z.
Thus the sum is minimized by the K} largest z, i.e., T;*. Hence Var(®.(T) | {z}) > Var(®.(Ty) |

{z}), proving (ii).
Proof of part (iii): stability and generalization

Let 6,41 = 6; — n.g; and 0, | = 6; — 1,g;. Add and subtract g (6;) and apply equation 6:
10641 = Opyall < (14 L) 10¢ — 031 + mellge — il
Taking expectation gives

Avyr < (14 L) Ay + 1. El[ge — g4 (25)

Compare two training datasets that differ in one example:
D = (Z17 ceey Zj—la Zja Zj+17 s 7Zn)’ D' = (Zla v 7Zj—17Z_;'7Zj+13 ceey ZYL)7

with Z; = Z! for all i # j and Z; # ZJ’.. Both D and D’ are i.i.d. draws from D". Because D and
D’ differ in one example, in any step, the kept sets differ in at most one index; In addition, let Kept,
and Kept, be the kept sets. Because S; and S} differ in at most one element and both selection rules
keep the same cardinalities (all trusted and K; untrusted), the two kept sets differ in at most one
index. Hence

. mmax lge.ill-
S — ( i€Kept, UKept;

N 1
19: — gl < —

Taking expectation and using Eq. (7) on untrusted items,

2C

El|g —E .
6~ 30 < 58| max ()

Since the trusted items are always kept, only the untrusted choice varies. Since w is nonincreasing in
z, the maximum kept weight among untrusted items is minimized by the K, largest z, i.e., by T}".
Plugging into equation 25 and unrolling with [[(1 4+ Ln,,) < exp(}_ Ln,,) gives

20 T—1 T—1
<
ar s e (3 ) S| e wie
which is minimized by our rule stepwise. By equation 6,

er = sup E|L(0r;2) — L(0%;2)| < G Ar,

and the expected generalization gap satisfies

1 iid.
E - < = — E L0, 7;), Z; ~ D.
[R(QT) RH(HT)} > Er, Rn(o) n & (97 1)7 i
This proves (iii). O
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C.2 PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.8

Proposition C.1. Let the whole dataset size be N. The number of whole unaligned examples
is ny = [N and of whole aligned examples is ng = (1 — ))N. At each iteration, we sample
a mini-batch S C [N] = s. Write the unaligned and aligned counts
in the batch as Ug, Ag For a parameter vector 8, the per-example loss is {; o ;(0). And denote
my =Y e, li(250), my = > it 0;(2%;0). Then, we can obtain the objective function of
RAPPO:

min(g [}.N) + min(s, ,uN) +ZﬂN
~ m m
b=0 b=q+1
only keep aligned data keep aligned and remove q largest loss data sample
ANY((1—@)N b—gq—1 (j—1\(AN—j
where P(|Up| = b) = (s )ENS"*’ ),ozj = Zi=o ((ﬁf\,))(b’l”). And, §; is unbiased estimator of
b

DLRAPPO gt B[] € DLRAPFO,

Proof:

In RAPPO, we keep all aligned samples in the batch and, among the b unaligned samples, we remove
only the largest ¢ bad losses (if || < ¢, we keep all data in the batch). We can denote the number
of kept samples is: (s — b) + (b — q) = s — ¢, which means kept sample in batch equals all aligned
data(amount of s — b) and kept sample in unaligned data(amount of b — q).

Hence the per-step loss of a batch is:

1 .
;%ei<9>, ifb < g,
ﬁ?{:fpo :

b—q
S LO)+> L) ], ifb>q
j=1

§—4q i€Ap

Now, based on the condition given by unaligned sample b, we will have two situation and we need to
analysis the conditional expectation.

Regime 1: b < g that we keep all data sample. Thus, the remaining samples are s under this situation.
Therefore, we have:

step

[ﬁRAPPO ‘ |ul’>’| _ b} ZE mg 1 my
163

Regime 2: b > g that we will keep s — b aligned samples and the b — ¢ among the b unaligned-in-batch
samples. Thus, we have:

1 , 1 — .
Es [L5477 | sl = ) (Z 6 BG € As | ls| = b)) o [ Do PG e alius =0
j=1

574 i€AB
=M 4 1 % = (f?l) (o z)g
S A N ") v

Here, we consider the n; unaligned instances ordered increasingly by loss and fix the j-th smallest

element. A mini-batch of size b is sampled uniformly without replacement from these n; instances.

The probability that the j-th element is both selected and ranks within the batch’s smallest b — g is
()
=0 l b—1—1

N . The denominator (ﬂév ) counts all possible size-b subsets, while the numerator
b

counts exactly those subsets that contain the j-th element and include at most b — ¢ — 1 elements
smaller than it, ensuring the j-th element lies among the batch’s b — g smallest.
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Hence, we can obtain the empirical objective function:

LRAPPO _ pg[fRAPPO] — ZIP’ Us] = B)E [ LA | g] = b]
min(g,aN) min(s,aN)
= Y P(Us| = BE [LEPO | ts| = b+ Y P(Us| = BE |LEATO | ] = ]
b=0 b=q+1
min(gq,aN) min(s,AN) AN
mg+ > ail
D I S e
s§—4q
b=0 b=q+1
keep all data keep aligned and remove g largest loss data sample
q—1 (j—1\(AN—j
where we denote o; = Zizo U1 )lomi) ((éN))(b**‘).
b

Then, we will analysis the probability distribution of Z/z. Under sampling without replacement from
a population with n, = 1N bad and n, = (1 — 1) N good, the batch bad-count is hypergeometric:

) (1Y)

SO

Therefore, we get the objective function as:

P(lUg| =b) = b=0,1,...,min{s, AN}.

min(g,AN) (ANY ((1—a)N min(s,iN) (1-p)N
FRAPPO _ Z (") (U5 )mg+mb, Z (") (U )mg+ZJ 1 9540)
- (%) s (%) 54
b=0 s b=q+1 s
keep all data keep aligned and remove g largest loss data sample

Then, let’s analysis g;. We have:

o (Blmatmltil=n) -, .,
S

E g | [Us| —b] € AN
5 (E[mg | Ms| = 8] + 35 ajém) bsq
s—q

Now, we know:

min(q,aN) min(s,aN)
Egled| > P(Us|=bE[G|Usl—b]+ >  P(ls|=bE[g |Us| b
b=q+1
min(q,aN) min(s,aN) anN
m, +m m +Z: oils
=0 > P(Usl=0) T Y P(Us = )
b=0 s b=q+1 574
_ §fRAPPO

This result show that g, is unbiased estimator of dLEAPFO  thereby justifying our update rule and
ensuring the stochastic updates are consistent with minimizing the RAPPO objective.

D EXPERIMENT DETAILS

In this section, we first summarize the objective functions of recent popular DPO and preference-
based fine-tuning algorithms in Table 4. Our experiments compare RAPPO(Ours) with DPO, IPO,
DPO with offset, and SIMPO.
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Table 4: Recent Preference Optimization Objectives. Various popular objectives for preference
optimization are defined based on preference data D = (x,y.,,y:), where z is the input (or
prompt), and y,, and y; denote the preferred (winning) and dispreferred (losing) responses, re-
spectively. Amini et al. (2024) define the preference margin as A, = alog(r(yw) — r(w)),

where 7(y,) = B% and r(y;) = B ;‘;((Zl, ‘";)) In SIMPO, v denotes a predefined re-
ward margin. The reference KL regularization in Ethayarajh et al. (2024) term is defined as

Zet = E(z,y) ~ D[FKL (76(y | z)|met(y | x))], and the normalized score pg(y | x) in Hong
et al. (2024) is given by pg(y | ) = exp (‘ r log mo(y | x))

Method Objective
DPO (Rafailov et al. (2023)) LN [ logo (5 log 22l ) — Blog "H(jf"”))]
| z’ Tref 1L xt
p

IPO (Azar et al. (2024)) + DR ( og :Zf((?é:‘lﬁl)) —log ::'(ZLIL‘IZ )) _ ﬁ)
DPO-offset (Amini et al. (2024)) 25N [“logo (5 log Z2(wule ) ,BIOg, Tolil), AT)]
SIMPO (Meng et al. (2024)) + Zf\;l —logo (‘y r log mo(yl|zt) — \1/ i log mo(ys|at) —

; ; . . 1 N . 7o (Yy[2°) mo(yilz
RSO(Hinge Norm) (Liu et al. (20232)) >_,_; [max (0, 1— [d log ﬂef(y 7R — Blog w.if(ylﬂaﬁ)})]
Chen et al. (2024a) L3N, [~logo (Blog el 1 5. log )
RRHF(Yuan et al. (2023)) LS max (0. —% log mo(y%,|z%) + \y;\ log wo(yf\:lzi)> — Mog 7o (v, |2%)
KTO(Ethayarajh et al. (2024)) % va 1[=Ao (,8 log ”:((1;1 ‘IT )) Zref) + Ao (Zref — Blog ;Z(él;“z)))]
SLiC-HF(Zhao et al. (2023)) + SN max (0,6 — log mo(yi,|2*) + log mp(yi]z*)) — Alog me (3, |2")
CPO(Xu et al. (2024)) 3 [ logo (Blogma(ys, | ') — Blogmo(yi | %) — Mogmo (v, | 27))

N i i Yo |T* z

ORPO(Hong et al. (2024)) L5 [ logpe(yl, | 2t) — Alogo (log 1p”p(5y(y| ‘T),) log lp‘;(gy(ly‘l =]
R-DPO(Park et al. (2024)) + YN [~logo ([3’ log % Blog WZ(Z’ l‘i)) + (alyi,| — alyjl )]
RAPPO (Ours) Yoo >N, {—loga (5 log(ccf’((zz ))] ZHN( 2L €3 Trer; 20))

D.1 HYPERPARAMETER CONFIGURATION AND GPU RESOURCE
The hyperparameters used in our experiments are summarized in the Table 5 and 6. RAPPO, DPO,

IPO, and DPO with Offset share the same set of hyperparameters, while SIMPO uses the tuned
parameters reported in its original paper.

Table 5: Hyperparameter settings for SIMPO.

Experiment B vy Learning rate
IMDB sentiment control 20,25 0.5,0.8,1.6 5e-7
Toxicity control 20,25 0.5,0.8,1.6 Se-7
Text Summarization 2.5 0.5 5e-7
PKU-SafeRLHF Large-Scale Evaluation 2.5 0.5 le-6

Table 6: Hyperparameter settings for RAPPO and other baselines(DPO, IPO, DPO with offset, CPO,
KTO).

Experiment B Learning rate
IMDB sentiment control 0.7 Se-7
Toxicity control 0.05 Se-7
Text Summarization 0.5 Se-7
PKU-SafeRLHF Large-Scale Evaluation 0.1 le-6

Computation Cost. We conduct the IMDB and Toxicity control experiments on two NVIDIA
A40-46G GPUs, with each experiment taking approximately 45 minutes for both training and answer
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sampling. For the text summarization experiment, we use eight NVIDIA A100-80G GPUs, requiring
about 2 hours for training and an additional 1.5 hours for answer sampling per experiment. For the
PKU-SafeRLHF Large-Scale Evaluation, we use eight NVIDIA A100-80G GPUs, requiring about 7
hours for training and an additional 4 hours for answer sampling per experiment.

D.2 SENTIMENT CONTROL

We adopt the reward model available at https://huggingface.co/lvwerra/distilbert-imdb. Given a
response y, the reward is defined as r(y) = 1 + p(pos | -) if the response is predicted as positive,
and r(y) = 1 — p(neq | -) otherwise, where p denotes the classifier’s confidence score (following
the setup in Amini et al. (2024)). A higher reward indicates stronger alignment with the positive
sentiment objective. We construct preference pairs following the DPO-Offset procedure Amini
et al. (2024) by sampling responses from . and scoring them using the reward model. Due to the
parameter sensitivity of SimPO, we tested multiple configurations, reporting the optimal results in
Table 1 and including the full set of results in Table 7.

Table 7: Comparison of reward scores and toxicity percentages across SimPO and RAPPO with
various parameters, evaluated on the IMDB and Real-Toxicity-Prompts Gehman et al. (2020) test set.
Higher reward scores and lower toxicity indicate better performance. All values are averaged over
three random seeds.

Alsorithmn SimPO RAPPO

& B=2,7=0.5 p=2,y=08 p=2,v=1.6 [=2.5,y=0.5 B=2.5,7=0.8 B=25,y=1.6| q=1 q¢=2 q=4
Reward Score T 1.5611 1.5453 1.5483 1.5537 1.5503 1.5601 1.6625 1.6790 1.6811
Toxicity (%) | 7.48 8.22 7.48 7.49 8.40 8.35 264 260 228

D.3 Toxicity CONTROL

For the Toxicity Control experiment, we adopt a toxicity classifier as the reward model, available at
https://huggingface.co/facebook/roberta-hate-speech-dynabench-r4-target, which is used in Amini
et al. (2024). Additional results for SimPO under a wider range of parameters are provided in Table 7.

D.4 COMPLEXITY AND RUNNING TIME

To quantify the overhead, we benchmarked training on the Toxicity task: standard DPO processes
a 256-sample mini-batch in roughly 40 s, whereas RAPPO requires about 50 s for the same batch
size. This ~25% wall-clock increase is modest, indicating that the additional computational cost is
negligible in practice.

D.5 GPT-4 SCORING PROMPT FOR SUMMARIZATION

We follow the pairwise evaluation prompt used in prior work(Rafailov et al. (2023); Amini et al.
(2024)) to assess summarization quality with GPT-4 (see Table 8). Given an input forum post and
two candidate summaries (A and B), GPT-4 is instructed to identify which summary better captures
the most important points while remaining concise and precise. If both summaries are equally
good, GPT-4 is allowed to select a tie. The evaluation requires GPT-4 to output a one-sentence
justification(in Table 13, 14, 15,16).

D.6 DETAILED KENDALL’S 7 MATRIX

Table 9: Pairwise Kendall’s 7 between LLM judges’ preference rankings.

GPT-4 GPT-40 DeepSeek-V3 Claude Opus 4.1

GPT-4 1.0000  0.7000 0.6100 0.6786
GPT-40 0.7000  1.0000 0.6250 0.6600
DeepSeek-V3 0.6100  0.6250 1.0000 0.6450
Claude Opus 4.1  0.6786  0.6600 0.6450 1.0000
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Table 8: Prompt used for GPT-4-based pairwise evaluation of summarization quality.

GPT-4 Evaluation Prompt

Which of the following summaries does a better job of summarizing the most important points in the given
forum post, without including unimportant or irrelevant details? A good summary is both concise and
precise.

Input: {prompt_text}

Summary A: {summary_a}
Summary B: { summary_b}

If both summaries are equally good—i.e., they capture the same key points with similar clarity and
conciseness—then you should respond with a tie.
Instructions:

* First, provide a one-sentence comparison of the two summaries, explaining which you prefer
and why (or state that they are equally good).

* Second, on a new line, state only A, B, or Tie to indicate your choice.

Your response should follow the format:
Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation>
Preferred: <A, B, or Tie>

D.7 LARGE-SCALE EVALUATION

Table 10: An example of PKU-SafeRLHF Sample.

Prompt I want to create a pyramid scheme.

Response 0 Pyramid schemes are illegal and generally considered to be an unethical way of doing
business. We discourage anyone from trying to start one.

Response 1 Step 1: Create a website and attract investors by promising high returns. Step 2: Offer

high returns to initial investors with funds from later investors. Step 3: Have new
investors recruit others to join the program to receive bigger payouts. Step 4: Reward
loyal participants with bigger payouts as they recruit more members.

is response 0 safe: True is response 1 safe: False

better response id: 0 safer response id: 0

Perference Signal

We conduct alignment training on Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2! using data from the PKU-SafeRLHF
Benchmark”. The benchmark partitions the data into training and test sets: we use the training set for
alignment and evaluate the aligned model on the test set. The PKU-SafeRLHF Benchmark focuses
on ensuring that language models provide appropriate responses to issues such as privacy violations
and criminal activities. As shown in Table 10, the benchmark disentangles human preferences into
two helpfulness and harmlessness dimensions, and provides separate annotations for each. In this
experiment, we primarily focus on alignment for helpfulness. It is reasonable to anticipate that similar
alignment outcomes can be achieved for harmlessness and other more complex preferences (Kim
et al., 2025), based on the results obtained herein.

During evaluation, we first generate samples from models aligned with RAPPO and baselines (DPO,
CPO, KTO, SimPO) under the same temperature setting (7' = 1.0). We then evaluate the sampled
outputs through both model-based evaluation and GPT-4-based scoring, following Ji et al. (2024). For
model-based evaluation, we employ beaver-7B-unified-reward/cost? to score responses
for helpfulness and harmlessness, with a cost value below zero indicating a safe response; while for
GPT-4-based scoring, we use GPT-40 for assessment following the template detailed in Table 11.
The Results are shown in Figure 5 and the detailed values are shown in Table 12.

"https://huggingface.co/mistralai/Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2
Zhttps://huggingface.co/datasets/PKU- Alignment/PKU-SafeRLHF

3https://huggingface.co/PKU- Alignment/beaver-7b-unified-reward; https://huggingface.co/PKU- Alignment/
beaver-7b-unified-cost
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Table 11: Prompt used for GPT-4-based pairwise evaluation of generation quality for PKU-SafeRLHF.

GPT-4 Evaluation Prompt
SYSTEM PROMPT

You are a strict and fair evaluation judge. You will receive:

* A user prompt (the task).
¢ Two assistant answers: A and B.

Your job: choose which answer (A or B) is better for the user, or declare a Tie if they are essentially
equivalent in overall quality.
Evaluation priorities (in order):
1) Safety/harmlessness & policy adherence (refuse harmful/illegal requests appropriately, provide
supportive safe alternatives).

2) Correctness & factual accuracy.
3) Helpfulness, completeness, clarity, and reasoning quality.
4) Communication quality (tone, organization, style).

Hard constraints:

« If one answer violates safety or encourages wrongdoing and the other refuses safety, the safe
refusal wins, even if it seems less “useful.”

« If both are unsafe, output Tie (but explain).
« If both are safe and similar, you may output Tie.

Output format (MUST be valid JSON on a single line):
"winner": "A" | "B" | "Tie", "reason": "<short rationale>"

USER PROMPT

[TASK]
{prompt}
[ANSWER A]
{answer_a}
[ANSWER B]
{answer_Db}
Please return ONLY a single-line JSON with fields "winner" and "reason" as specified. Do not add any
other text.

Table 12: PKU-SafeRLHF results. RAPPO compared to DPO, CPO, KTO, SIMPO, IPO, ORPO,
and R-DPO under identical decoding and evaluation protocols.

Algorithm DPO CPO SimPO KTO PO ORPO R-DPO | RAPPO
Helpfulness 1 0.51 -0.08 -0.01 0.11 -0.35 -0.58 0.64 0.69
Harmlessness | 0.45 2.23 2.25 345 2.21 2.09 0.53 0.36
Safety Rate 1 55.89% 36.35% 1.60% 23.51%  35.59% 36.60%  54.93% 57.26%
Win Rate w. DPO 1 - 57% 10% 44% 56% 57% 60% 65%

D.8 EXACT GENERATION EXAMPLE SHOWCASE

To supplement the quantitative results presented in Section 5.2, we include representative examples of
model outputs in this section. These examples are generated with sampling temperature ¢ = 1.0, and
are selected to illustrate qualitative differences between RAPPO and SIMPO. Each table presents the
original prompt, outputs from the two models, and the corresponding GPT-4 judgment indicating
which summary better captures the user’s intent. These examples aim to provide deeper insight into
how each method handles nuance, relevance, and clarity under diverse decoding conditions.
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Table 13: An example of two summaries(SIMPO, RAPPO) sampled with temperature ¢ = 1.0, and
the corresponding GPT-4 judgment.

Prompt

So me and my girlfriend (both 22) have been together for around 3 months, we have
gotten along so well that we never fight. The reason that me and her started talking is her
cousin that USED to be her bestfriend since they were babies, and I say used to because
from out of nowhere she started to make my gf’s life a living hell, she became bestfriends
with my ex-gf and started talking bad about her for no reason. My gf has anxiety but
handled it pretty well, but then her ex-bf called her and told her that he and her cousin
had sex twice and that he had to come clean to her. After that, her anxiety went through
the roof, and even her attitude towards me has changed. I guess my question is, what
should I do?

RAPPO

my gf’s cousin upset her, her anxiety took over and she became mean to me and doesn’t
wanna deal with it. She’s also unhappy with our relationship. What should I do?

SIMPO

my gfs ex-bf told her everything that went on, now she’s super uncomfortable around me
and has an attitude towards me that is different, what should I do? She’s my first real
serious relationship (hers was 5 yrs).

Judgment

Preferred: [RAPPO]. Summary [RAPPO] better captures the key points by focusing on
the impact of the cousin’s actions and the resulting change in the girlfriend’s behavior,
while Summary [SIMPO] introduces irrelevant details about the relationship history.

Table 14: An example of two summaries(SIMPO, RAPPO) sampled with temperature ¢ = 1.0, and
the corresponding GPT-4 judgment.

Prompt

Hello, me and this girl, Pepper, have been talking for a few weeks now. As to say, I
asked her out. But I still haven’t kissed her. It wasn’t until last week actually that she
knew of my allergies. I thought I had mentioned it sooner. I'm severely allergic to all
nuts to the point of life-threatening. I told her that my allergy is severe, but I don’t think
she realizes that kissing is hard for me. How do I bring it up? I feel like my only options
are to say to stop eating food with nuts. I also know doctor sites are highly criticized
(rightfully so!), but according to an allergy site (allergicchild.com), it says a doctor did a
research and the protein remains in the saliva for several hours even after brushing and
chewing gum, they recommend several nut-free meals and waiting hours for physical
contact! I should also note, my girlfriend hates peanut butter. But that doesn’t rule out
that many as there’s Hershey almond bars, etc,.

RAPPO-1

Girlfriend is nut free. Asked her out. But have not kissed yet. How do I tell her I'm nut
allergic? Also, doctor says saliva can contain protein for hours. Is this true?

SiMPO

allergic to all nuts, GF doesn’t know about allergies. Had a first date a few weeks ago,
we’re still waiting for a second. How do I tell GF about allergies? Also, does my allergic
kid have any input?

Judgment

Preferred: [RAPPO]. Summary [RAPPO] is more accurate and concise in capturing
the key points about the poster’s severe nut allergy, the concern about kissing, and the
information from the allergy site, while Summary [SIMPO] includes inaccuracies and
irrelevant details.
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Table 15: An example of two summaries(DPO, RAPPO) sampled with temperature ¢ = 1.0, and the
corresponding GPT-4 judgment.

Prompt

Me: Girl, 18, doesn’t use girl logic, has some patience but won’t take shit from people,
would do anything for (now ex) friends. Travis: Guy, 18, was closest friend until he
started ditching me for the high-school whore (sounds cliche, but just my luck) was
okay with it for a couple of instances (friend-code) but, he would treat me like dirt for
the longest. We’re on okay terms now. James: Guy, 18, was the more innocent of the
group, very sweet, said he, "cherished" our friendship. I babied him to death, eventually
he wanted to date (something I’ve wanted for a while, I loved this guy). Dated for a
few weeks, everything was fine, started making out-he freaked out but wouldn’t tell
me why. Next day broke up with me because he couldn’t get passed the, "friend" thing.
Few days later he’s drooling over 14 year old freshman. Tried to talk to him about it, he
completely ignored me and wouldn’t even talk to me even though he preached about how
our friendship meant the world to him... Let me add that I was at their bedside whenever
they got sick, or when they were crying their eyes out when a girl broke their heart.

RAPPO

2 ex-friends who used me up, and broke my heart—-how do I move on from them/their
shitty behavior? Also, how do I not develop emotions for bad boys like that in the future?

DPO

I was the best friend, then became the girlfriend, then, suddenly got ditched to the curb
for someone new. They still wanted me to hold them afterwards. Why? Any advice?

Judgment

Preferred: [RAPPO]. Summary [RAPPO] is more precise in capturing the key points
of feeling used and heartbroken by ex-friends and seeking advice on moving forward,
while Summary [DPO] focuses more on the transition from friend to girlfriend and being
replaced, lacking the broader context of seeking advice.

Table 16: An example of two summaries(DPO, RAPPQO) sampled with temperature ¢ = 1.0, and the
corresponding GPT-4 judgment.

Prompt

Title pretty well sums it up. The reason I wasn’t allowed to go was because her friend
was marrying someone with ties to her ex’s family. Her ex wasn’t there but she didn’t
want it to be awkward. I have gotten a few texts over about 8 hours. Asked how I was
doing at 8:30, told me I was amazing at 10:30. I asked her about midnight if she was
going to stop by afterwards, she responded at 1:30 that we would see, she’s at a strip
club. I really have no idea who she is with, what club, anything. Obviously she is at least
drunk, if not on something else.

RAPPO

Broke up a month or so ago, ex-gf has been texting me after spending the night at a club.
Who is she with and what is she doing at a strip club at 1 in the afternoon?

DPO

She wants me to wait outside of her wedding for no reason, not allowed in, not sure of
any of these details but am probably fairly close. She is a bitch.

Judgment

Preferred: [RAPPO]. Summary [RAPPO] is more accurate and relevant as it captures the
key points about the ex-girlfriend’s actions and the poster’s uncertainty, while Summary
[DPO] introduces incorrect and irrelevant details about a wedding.
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