
SCAR: Efficient Instruction-Tuning for Large Language Models via Style
Consistency-Aware Response Ranking

Zhuang Li, Yuncheng Hua, Thuy-Trang Vu
Haolan Zhan, Lizhen Qu, Gholamreza Haffari

Monash University, Australia
{zhuang.li1,devin.hua,trang.vu1,first.last}@monash.edu

Abstract

Recent studies have shown that maintaining
a consistent response style by human experts
and enhancing data quality in training sets
can significantly improve the performance of
fine-tuned Large Language Models (LLMs)
while reducing the number of training exam-
ples needed. However, the precise definition
of style and the relationship between style,
data quality, and LLM performance remains
unclear. This research decomposes response
style into presentation and composition styles
and finds that, among training data of simi-
lar quality, those with higher style consistency
lead to better LLM performance. Inspired by
this, we introduce Style Consistency-Aware
Response Ranking (SCAR), which automat-
ically prioritizes instruction-response pairs in
the training set based on their response stylis-
tic consistency. By selecting the most style-
consistent examples, ranging from the top 25%
to 0.7% of the full dataset, the fine-tuned LLMs
can match or even surpass the performance
of models trained on the entire dataset in cod-
ing and open-ended question-answering bench-
marks. Code and data are available at https:
//github.com/zhuang-li/SCAR.

1 Introduction

Instruction-following LLMs, such as GPT-3.5 and
GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023), have revolutionized
natural language processing with their ability to
generalize across a wide range of tasks (Brown
et al., 2020; Chung et al., 2022; Ouyang et al.,
2022). These models are typically trained in two
stages: unsupervised pre-training on a vast cor-
pus of text and supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on a
smaller dataset of instruction-response pairs.

Recent studies, such as AlpaGasus (Chen et al.,
2024) and LIMA (Zhou et al., 2024), demonstrate
that carefully curated, smaller datasets can outper-
form larger ones in improving LLM SFT perfor-
mance. AlpaGasus finds that smaller datasets with

higher quality (i.e., helpfulness, correctness) out-
perform significantly larger ones when it comes
to fine-tuning high-capacity LLMs. The Super-
ficial Alignment Hypothesis, proposed in LIMA,
suggests that pre-trained language models already
possess the necessary knowledge, and the primary
goal of fine-tuning is to guide the model toward
adopting specific response styles, thus not requiring
large amounts of data. LIMA achieves notable per-
formance with only 1,000 high-quality instruction-
response pairs, optimized for consistent style by
human experts. However, this hypothesis raises
three open questions: i) What key elements con-
stitute response styles that impact LLM SFT? ii)
How do data helpfulness and correctness relate to
style consistency in influencing efficient SFT? iii)
Can we develop an automatic method that mea-
sures stylistic elements to curate smaller, stylisti-
cally consistent datasets for more efficient SFT at
a lower cost, without relying on human experts?

Our research delves into the intricacies of re-
sponse style and its impact on LLM performance.
Our empirical studies show that the response style
can be decomposed into two distinct components:
Presentation Style which includes aspects such as
tone, word choice, and formatting, and Creativ-
ity Style, which refers to the degree of creativity
or uncertainty in a response, considering how the
content are selected and composited to address the
given instruction. We conduct extensive experi-
ments on these style components and the effects of
style consistency, correctness, and helpfulness of
the fine-tuning data on LLM performance. Through
extensive experiments, we uncover a crucial in-
sight: when comparing sets of instruction-response
pairs with similar levels of response correctness
and helpfulness, higher consistency in both presen-
tation and creativity styles leads to significantly
better performance of LLMs on downstream tasks.

However, optimizing style consistency is chal-
lenging, even for human experts. We dis-
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cover data with LLM-generated responses ex-
hibiting consistent styles can significantly out-
perform human-crowdsourced data in improving
LLM performance. Inspired by this, we intro-
duce Style Consistency-Aware Response Ranking
(SCAR), a novel ranking-based model that prior-
itizes instruction-response pairs by ensuring their
stylistic consistency while maintaining data qual-
ity. SCAR is trained on LLM-synthesized and
human-crowdsourced datasets to reward responses
with higher consistency in presentation and creativ-
ity styles. Enhanced with representation learning,
SCAR can better distinguish between the two styles
and prioritizes stylistic elements that improve LLM
performance. Experiments show by selecting the
most style-consistent examples—from as little as
0.7% to 25% of the original data size—from style-
inconsistent datasets, fine-tuned LLMs can match
or surpass the performance of LLMs trained on
original full datasets like Octocoder-15.5b (Muen-
nighoff et al., 2023) and OLMO-7b-SFT (Groen-
eveld et al., 2024) on coding (HumanEval; Chen
et al. 2021) and open-ended question answering
(AlpacaEval; Dubois et al. 2023) benchmarks.
SCAR outperforms leading data selection baselines
for efficient SFT, enhancing LLM performance
while reducing computational costs.

In summary, our contributions are two-fold:
i) We unveil elements in response styles and

empirically show, for datasets with comparable cor-
rectness and helpfulness, higher presentation and
creativity style consistency significantly enhance
LLM performance across various benchmarks.

ii) We introduce SCAR, a ranking method that
selects style-consistent examples for efficient LLM
SFT. SCAR outperforms data selection baselines,
enabling LLMs trained on a small fraction (e.g.,
25%, 0.7%) of the original data selected by SCAR
to match or surpass the performance of LLMs
trained on the full data for coding and open-ended
tasks, significantly reducing computational costs.

2 Impact of Styles on LLM Fine-tuning

In this section, we study two research questions:
i) What key elements in style can influence LLM
SFT? and ii) How do style consistency and data
quality impact LLM performance?

RQ1: What Factors Constitute Response Style

Through empirical analysis on the style differ-
ence of both synthetically generated and human-

generated instruction-tuning data, we discover that
response style can be decomposed into presenta-
tion and creativity styles that are highly influential
to the LLM fine-tuning performance.

Presentation Style refers to a response’s tone,
word choice, and formatting. GPT-3.5 responses
are typically formal, use bullet points, and include
transitional words, unless intentionally instructed
otherwise. Conversely, human responses, coming
from many authors, vary in tone from formal to
conversational and may lack consistent formatting.
Such style analysis often appears in authorship anal-
ysis (Tripto et al., 2023; Zheng and Jin, 2023).

Creativity Style involves content selection, strate-
gies, and techniques in crafting a response, focus-
ing on its uncertainty or creativity relative to the in-
struction. GPT-3.5 consistently favours straightfor-
ward, conventional coding solutions with minimal
external libraries, while human responses provide
diverse, novel, or unexpected solutions, including
complex syntax, niche packages, or external URLs,
reflecting individual perspectives and expertise.

RQ2: Influence of Style Consistency and Data
Quality on LLM Performance

To explore how style consistency and data quality
affect LLM performance, we create and evaluate
both human-generated and synthetic data in coding
and general open-ended domains.

We control style variations to create three dataset
types—human-generated, referenced, and direct-
to explore how presentation and creativity styles
impact LLM performance. In the coding do-
main, we source 10,000 instruction-response pairs
from StackExchange1, an online platform includ-
ing around 11 million pairs of coding questions
and answers. For the general domain, we use 1,000
examples from the LIMA dataset. Additionally,
we generate two synthetic response types with con-
trolled styles: “referenced” and “direct.” “Ref-
erenced” responses are crafted by an instruction-
tuned chat-LLM that rewrites human responses to
retain their meaning, thus mirroring the uncertainty
level of the human-generated response. In con-
trast, “direct” responses are created from scratch
by the same LLM, maintaining similar presenta-
tion attributes such as tone and formatting, yet they
may vary in meaning, introducing distinct elements
with varying levels of uncertainty. Table 2 illus-
trates these response types.

1https://stackexchange.com/
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Llama3-8b
Performance

Std. TTR /
Std. PPL

Helpfulness /
Correctness

Avg. Pass@1 /
Avg. Pass@10

Std. TTR /
Std. PPL

Helpfulness /
Correctness L.C. WinRate

Human Response 22.27 / 1.41 3.34 / 3.57 31.65 / 46.63 19.54 / 8.01 4.32 / 4.37 2.29
GPT-3.5-turbo

Referenced 7.95 / 0.31 3.65 / 3.60 31.66 / 48.82 17.43 / 5.86 4.05 / 4.32 4.07
Direct 7.75 / 0.28 3.55 / 3.50 35.11 / 49.68 16.43 / 3.61 4.18 / 4.49 7.15

Llama2-70b-chat-hf
Referenced 11.09 / 0.48 3.47 / 3.33 30.16 / 46.44 16.08 / 5.04 4.25 / 4.36 4.27
Direct 12.49 / 0.25 3.03 / 3.03 33.11 / 47.35 15.60 / 3.11 4.33 / 4.44 8.14

Llama2-13b-chat-hf
Referenced 7.29 / 0.24 2.82 / 2.54 26.88 / 42.87 12.96 / 3.49 4.03 / 4.00 3.94
Direct 8.27 / 0.22 2.09 / 1.93 25.13 / 37.73 13.18 / 1.13 3.66 / 3.78 6.80

Table 1: Performance comparison of CodeLlama-7b and Llama3-8b fine-tuned on training sets curated using
different methods and various LLMs, along with data quality and stylometric analysis metrics for the training sets.

Instruction
Why is FIFA against adding instant replay to the game?
Human Response
There are a few fundamental considerations:
Uncertainty is a part of the game. ... Football is global. ... Football
is a fast-paced game with few opportunities for stoppage. ... In
2008, FiFA President Sepp Blatter said: ...
Human Referenced Response from GPT-3.5
FIFA is against adding instant replay to the game for several reasons.
One of the main concerns is that uncertainty is seen as a natural part
of the game,... Additionally, football is a global sport;... Another
factor is that football is a fast-paced game with minimal stoppages;...
Direct Response from GPT-3.5
FIFA is against adding instant replay to the game because they
believe it would disrupt the flow of the game and potentially lead
to delays. They also argue that human error is a part of the game ...
Additionally, implementing instant replay would require significant
changes to the rules and regulations of the game, ...

Table 2: Comparison of responses to an instruction.
Some details are abbreviated as ‘...’ due to space lim-
its. Shared creativity style elements between “Human”
and “Referenced” responses are highlighted in orange,
and shared presentation style elements between “Refer-
enced” and “Direct” responses are in purple.

By using three chat-LLMs with different capabil-
ities to generate synthetic “referenced” and “direct”
datasets, we can isolate the effects of data quality
on LLM performance. The models employed are
GPT-3.5-turbo, Llama-2-70b-chat-hf, and Llama-2-
13b-chat-hf (Touvron et al., 2023), with GPT-3.5-
turbo being the most advanced, followed by Llama-
2-70b-chat-hf and Llama-2-13b-chat-hf, as ranked
on the arena-leaderboard (Zheng et al., 2024).

We use coding domain data to fine-tune the
CodeLlama-7b-hf (Roziere et al., 2023) and gen-
eral domain data to fine-tune the Meta-Llama-3-
8B (AI@Meta, 2024). Due to limited resources,
we consistently use LoRA (Hu et al., 2021) and
bfloat16 when fine-tuning all LLMs.

Stylometric Analysis. To evaluate the stylistic ele-
ments of human and synthetic responses relevant to
presentation styles, we apply five widely-used met-
rics in authorship attribution analysis (Tripto et al.,
2023; Zheng and Jin, 2023). These include the
Type Token Ratio (TTR) (Templin, 1957), Measure
of Textual Lexical Diversity (MTLD) (McCarthy,

2005) for functional words, Flesch score (Kincaid
et al., 1975), average sentence length, and punctua-
tion frequency. Higher TTR and MTLD values indi-
cate greater lexical diversity, while a higher Flesch
score denotes improved readability. To assess cre-
ativity style consistency, we measure perplexity
using the Llama3-8b language model to quantify
response creativity. Perplexity, PPL(y | x), where
y is the response and x is the instruction, indicates
higher certainty with lower values.

T-SNE (Van der Maaten and Hinton, 2008) (Fig-
ure 1, left) plots show that embeddings of GPT-
3.5-turbo-generated “referenced” and “direct” re-
sponses form tight clusters in the center, reflect-
ing consistent presentation styles in the synthetic
data. These embeddings are created by vectorizing
five authorship attribution metrics and the IDs of
functional words. Conversely, human responses
are more dispersed in the outer region, showing
lower consistency. Figure 1 (right) reveals a more
skewed perplexity density distribution for “direct”
responses, showing higher creativity consistency
compared to “referenced” and human ones.

Standard deviations (Std.) of TTR and perplex-
ity of different types of responses are listed in Ta-
ble 1, while additional authorship analysis metrics
are detailed in Table 8 in the Appendix. We ob-
serve human responses have much higher Std. val-
ues regarding TTR, perplexity and other metrics
compared to synthetic responses, and “referenced”
responses exhibit a higher perplexity Std. than “di-
rect” responses. The Std. values of these metrics
across “referenced” and “direct” responses from
Llama-70b-chat-hf, Llama-13b-chat-hf, and GPT-
3.5-turbo indicate that synthetic responses from all
these LLMs have higher consistency in both styles
compared to human data.
Data Quality Analysis. We evaluated a sample
of 100 examples from each dataset using GPT-4-
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Figure 1: (Left) T-SNE plot showing the presentation
styles of human and GPT-3.5-turbo responses to LIMA
instructions. (Right) Density plot of perplexity detailing
the creativity styles of these responses.

turbo. We rate the scores of helpfulness and cor-
rectness using the adjusted prompt from the au-
tomatic data evaluator, ICE-Score (Zhuo, 2024),
for the coding domain and AlpaGasus (Chen et al.,
2024) for the open-ended domain, and then calcu-
late the average scores across the samples. Higher
scores indicate better quality. Table 1 reveals that
in the coding domain, GPT-3.5-turbo-generated re-
sponses match the quality of human-written ones,
while other LLMs produce lower-quality data. Ide-
ally, the “referenced” response should preserve the
human response’s content, yielding similar correct-
ness scores. However, less capable LLMs may
introduce hallucinations during the rewriting pro-
cess, altering this content. In the open domain,
Llama2-70b-chat-hf and GPT-3.5-turbo responses
are comparable in quality to human-generated re-
sponses, whereas Llama2-13b-chat-hf responses
are of lower quality.
Impact on LLM Performance. We evaluate the
performance of the CodeLlama-7b model fine-
tuned on various curated datasets using the Hu-
manEval (Python)(Chen et al., 2021) and MultiPL-
E (Java, JavaScript, and C++)(Cassano et al., 2023)
benchmarks. For coding domain, we report average
Pass@1 and average Pass@10 execution accura-
cies across 164 coding questions spanning four
programming languages. We use AlpacaEval to
measure the length control win rate (L.C. Win-
Rate) (Dubois et al., 2024) by comparing responses
from the fine-tuned Llama3-8b with those from
GPT-4-preview-1106 on 2500 diverse open-domain
instructions. We use Llama3-70b-chat-hf as our
automatic evaluator for its cost-effectiveness (0.9$
per evaluation). This evaluator is among the top,
comparable with GPT-4 evaluators, and highly cor-
relates with human judgment, surpassing human-
to-human agreement (67.5 vs. 65.7)2.

2https://github.com/tatsu-lab/alpaca_eval/

Overall, across the same data types (“referenced”
or “direct”) from various chat-LLMs, lower qual-
ity data correlate with poorer LLM performance,
underscoring the essential role of data quality in
LLM SFT. Notably, when produced by the same
LLM and when data quality is comparable or
even marginally lower, “direct” responses consis-
tently enhance LLM performance more than “refer-
enced” responses. Furthermore, both “direct” and
“referenced” responses generally surpass human-
generated data in performance across both domains,
demonstrating the benefits of creativity and presen-
tation style consistency in LLM fine-tuning.

An exception in LLM performance trends oc-
curs with data generated by Llama2-13b-chat in the
coding domain, where “direct” responses, scoring
approximately 2 in helpfulness and correctness, sig-
nificantly lag behind both “referenced” responses,
which score 2.5, and human data, which scores 3.3.

Takeaway. The analysis reveals several insights:

i) Response style can be decomposed into pre-
sentation style (tone, word choice, formatting) and
creativity style (content selection, response surpris-
ingness and uncertainty).

ii) The LLM-generated responses demonstrate
higher style consistency than human responses,
with “direct” responses showing the greatest con-
sistency in presentation and creativity styles.

iii) Both improved data quality and style con-
sistency in a dataset enhance LLM fine-tuning,
and among datasets of similar quality, those with
higher style consistency in presentation and creativ-
ity yield significantly better LLM performance.

3 Style Consistency-Aware Ranking

Inspired by the findings, we design a ranker, SCAR,
to capture differences in presentation and creativity
styles, selecting training examples with consistent
response styles to enhance LLM SFT.
Ranking Objective. Given a dataset D =
{(xi, ydi , yri , yhi )}Ni=1, where xi represents the in-
struction, ydi and yri are the “direct” and human
“referenced” responses from chat-LLMs, respec-
tively, and yhi represents the human response. We
aim to learn a ranking function R(x, y) that assigns
higher scores to responses that consistently align
with a helpful answering style. The objective for
each instance is to learn the ranking function:



Lr(x, y
d, yr, yh) =∑

(ya,yb)∈P

max(0, α−Rθ(x, y
a) +Rθ(x, y

b)) (1)

s.t. min(f(x, ya), f(x, yb)) > σ (2)

where P = {(yd, yr), (yr, yh), (yd, yh)} repre-
sents the set of desired pairwise orderings, based
on the findings from Sec. 2, that “direct” responses
are more consistent in creativity than “referenced”
ones, “referenced” responses are more consistent
in presentation than human data, and “direct” re-
sponses outperform human data in both presenta-
tion and creativity consistency. The margin α en-
sures the difference in the ranking scores assigned
by Rθ(x, y), while the quality measure function
f(x, y) evaluates the quality (e.g., helpfulness, cor-
rectness) of the response y given the instruction
x. The quality measure function f can be imple-
mented using strong LLMs such as GPT-3.5 or
GPT-4 with a prompt, as in Chen et al. (2024), to
evaluate the helpfulness and correctness of the an-
swers and average these scores to obtain the final
quality score. The threshold σ ensures the ranker
rewards only those responses that are not only style-
consistent but also of high quality, preventing it
from favouring unhelpful or erroneous ones.
Reward Function. The reward function Rθ(x, y)
is modelled as a neural network that takes repre-
sentations of presentation style vp ∈ R1×M and
creativity style vc ∈ R1×M , passing them through
a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) to compute the fi-
nal scalar reward score:

Rθ(x, y) = MLPr([vp;vc])

vp = Max-Pool(Vy)

vc = MLPc([V
0
x;V

0
y]) (3)

where vp is obtained by max pooling the sequence
representation Vy of the response y, capturing the
salient features relevant to presentation styles. vc is
derived from concatenating the initial or [CLS] to-
ken representations V0

x of the instruction x and V0
y

of the response y, then passing through an MLP
to learn the relation between instruction and re-
sponse, as inspired by Relation Network (Sung
et al., 2018). The representations V ∈ RN×M of
the instruction or response sequences are obtained
from an encoder such as RoBERTa-base (Liu et al.,
2019) for open-ended domain or the codet5p-110m-
embedding (Wang et al., 2023c) for code domain.

Style Representation Learning. Ensuring that
the learned representations vp and vc accurately
capture the presentation and creativity styles, re-
spectively, can be challenging when relying solely
on the ranking objectives, as the two styles may be-
come entangled during the learning process. How-
ever, we can leverage the similarities in presenta-
tion style between “referenced” and “direct” re-
sponses, as well as the similarities in creativity de-
grees between human and “referenced” responses,
as reflected by Sec. 2 study, to guide the learning
of distinct style representations. To capture the
unique characteristics of presentation and creativ-
ity styles and facilitate the learning of the ranking
function, we introduce a regularization term using
triplet margin losses:

Lrl(x, y
d, yr, yh) =

λpmax{0, d(vd
p,v

r
p)− d(vr

p,v
h
p ) + βp}

+λcmax{0, d(vh
c ,v

r
c)− d(vd

c ,v
h
c ) + βc} (4)

where d(vi,vj) = ∥vi − vj∥2 is the distance func-
tion and β is the margin.
Final Loss Function. The final loss function com-
bines the ranking loss and the representation learn-
ing losses: Lscar = Lr + Lrl This combined loss
function guides the model to distinguish between
different styles while maintaining high-quality, rel-
evant responses, enabling the selection of style-
consistent examples for efficient LLM fine-tuning.
Ranking and Filtering. After training reward func-
tion Rθ(x, y), it ranks instruction-response pairs
(x, y) in a held-out dataset. The top k% of exam-
ples with the highest scores are selected to create a
style-consistent subset for fine-tuning pre-trained
LLMs. This filtered dataset is expected to improve
the performance of fine-tuned LLMs on target tasks
more than using the entire original dataset.

4 Experiments

We train SCAR using data from the coding and
open-ended question-answering domains to select
examples for LLM SFT from the full dataset in
these same domains.
Ranker Data. We collect instructions for SCAR
training and evaluation, which include 10,000 ran-
domly selected examples from StackExchange for
the code domain, and 6,000 instructions from a
combination of 5,000 random Dolly (Conover et al.,
2023) data samples and the full LIMA dataset.
Dolly is a human-curated dataset with 15,000 high-
quality instruction-response pairs. We create the



data by pairing instructions with human responses
and the “referenced” and “direct” responses gener-
ated by GPT-3.5-turbo, as described in Section 2.
Due to budget constraints, we use GPT-3.5-turbo to
rate responses according to the constraint in Eq.( 2).
We randomly allocate the data with an 8:1:1 ratio
for training, validation, and testing of the ranker.
Ranker Evaluation. We report the accuracy of
the ranker in correctly rating responses on the test,
where the goal is to rate “direct” responses higher
than “referenced” responses and “referenced” re-
sponses higher than human responses. These ac-
curacies are denoted as Acc(yd ≻ yr ≻ yh),
Acc(yr ≻ yh), and Acc(yd ≻ yr), respectively.
LLM SFT Data. SCAR and other baselines
select data from two sources, held out from
the ranking training data. These sources pro-
vide diverse but style-inconsistent examples: i)
Human-Crowdsourced Data, curated by many au-
thors, making it diversified and naturally style-
inconsistent. ii) Mixed Synthetic Data, generated
by GPT-3.5-turbo using various system prompts,
reflecting the practical use of multiple open-source
synthetic datasets to enhance diversity.

For the code domain, human-generated data
comes from a sample of 20,000 crowdsourced ex-
amples StackExchange. To ensure quality, we se-
lect examples with instructions that include code
blocks and answers with a rating above 2. The
mixed synthetic data comprises 20,000 examples,
sourced evenly from: i) 5000 StackExchange in-
structions with “direct” responses, ii) 5000 Stack-
Exchange instructions with “referenced” responses,
iii) 5,000 coding examples curated using Evol-
Instruct (Luo et al., 2023) by Zan et al. (2023),
and iv) 5,000 coding examples generated using
Self-Instruct (Wang et al., 2023b). The instructions
cover Python, Java, JavaScript, and C++, identified
using guesslang3. For Self-Instruct, we instruct
GPT-3.5-turbo to generate target-language data.

For the open-ended domain, human-generated
data comes from 10,000 Dolly examples, which
are held out from the Dolly examples used for
ranker training. Mixed data includes 10,000 ex-
amples, evenly sourced from: i) 2,500 held-out
Dolly instructions with “direct” answers, ii) 2,500
Dolly instructions with “referenced” answers, iii)
2500 open-domain examples using Self-Instruct by
LaMini (Wu et al., 2023), and iv) examples curated
using Evol-Instruct from Xu et al. (2023).

3https://github.com/yoeo/guesslang

Data Selection and LLM SFT. The data selection
methods sample 50%, 25%, and 12.5% of coding-
domain data to fine-tune CodeLlama-7b, and 50%,
25%, and 10% of open-domain data to fine-tune
Llama3-8b. Both LLMs use LoRA.
LLM Evaluation. We use HumanEval and
Multip-E for coding evaluation, reporting the
Avg. Pass@(1+10) = (Avg.Pass@1+Avg.Pass@10)

2
across four languages for fine-tuned CodeLlama-
7b. For general tasks, we use AlpacaEval and re-
port the L.C. WinRate of outputs from fine-tuned
Llama3-8b compared to GPT-4-preview-1106, as
in Section 2.
Data Selection Baselines. We compare SCAR
in two settings with six baselines: I) RANDOM:
Randomly selects examples. II) PERPLEXITY (Al-
balak et al., 2024): Selects examples with the low-
est response perplexity (PPL(y|x)) computed us-
ing Llama3-8b. III) SUPERFILTERING (Li et al.,
2024): Select the most challenging examples for
LLMs with the highest IFD (Instruction-Following
Difficulty) score. Here, we compute IFD as
PPL(y|x)
PPL(y) using Llama3-8b. IV) HUMAN FEED-

BACK RANKING (HFR): Uses the same ranker
architecture as SCAR trained on 10,000 stack-
exchange-paired (Lambert et al., 2023) examples
annotated given human preference (each instruc-
tion paired with positive and negative responses)
for coding domain and 6000 human preference
examples from Anthropic RLHF data (Bai et al.,
2022) for the general domain. V) ALPAGA-
SUS (Chen et al., 2024): Selects data based on
response accuracy scores rated by GPT-3.5-turbo,
consistent with the rating method used in our ranker.
VI) DIVERSITY: Applies k-means clustering to di-
versify examples by selecting randomly from each
cluster, a method commonly used in active learn-
ing (Li and Haffari, 2023; Li et al., 2023c; Zh-
danov, 2019). VII) SCAR (ID): SCAR trained on
in-domain (ID) data (e.g., code) and selects exam-
ples within the same domain. VIII) SCAR (OOD):
SCAR trained on in-domain data and selects ex-
amples from an out-of-domain (OOD) dataset. For
instance, SCAR is trained on the code domain and
selects data from the open domain or vice versa.

4.1 Main Results and Discussion

Effectiveness of SCAR-Selected Data. As shown
in Figure 2, SCAR(ID) accelerates and enhances
SFT while reducing costs. LLMs fine-tuned on
only 25% and 10% of SCAR(ID)-selected data
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Figure 2: The performance of LLMs fine-tuned with human and synthetic data in code and open domain sampled
with different data selection approaches

achieve comparable or superior performance to
models trained on full datasets in coding and gen-
eral domains, respectively.

SCAR(ID)-selected data consistently outper-
forms other baselines in fine-tuning LLMs. Some
baselines show unstable performance. Superfilter-
ing performs poorly in the coding domain, likely
because it may assign high IFD scores to er-
roneous examples in crowdsourced coding data,
which varies in quality. Perplexity and AlpaGasus-
selected data result in similar LLM performance
trends but do not ensure style consistency, leading
to inferior performance compared to SCAR(ID).
Traditional active learning methods like Random
and Diversity sampling are less effective for LLM
fine-tuning. This is likely because LLMs require
less data diversity for effective fine-tuning, as ev-
idenced by smaller datasets outperforming larger
ones, and the style-inconsistent target scenario in-
herently includes diversity. Surprisingly, HFR un-
derperforms in most scenarios. This suggests that
training the ranker on inconsistent human prefer-
ences from diverse authors may hinder its ability to
select the most beneficial training data for LLMs.
Impact of Selected Data Sizes. Figure 2 shows
that in the coding domain, using fewer data selected
by various methods usually lowers LLM perfor-
mance. However, in the open-ended domain, most
methods can select fewer synthetic data to fine-
tune LLMs that outperform those trained on the
full dataset. With SCAR(ID), reducing data con-
sistently improves LLM performance in the open
domain. This demonstrates SCAR(ID)’s superior-
ity and, to some extent, supports the Superficial
Alignment Hypothesis, indicating that LLMs don’t
always need vast amounts of data to perform well.
Impact of SCAR Performance. Table 3 shows
SCAR(OOD) performs worse than SCAR(ID) in
both domains, explaining the lower LLM perfor-
mance with SCAR(OOD)-selected data. Despite
this, SCAR(OOD) outperforms baselines in most

SCAR(ID) SCAR(OOD)
Code Open Code Open

Acc(yd ≻ yr ≻ yh) 98.20 64.77 64.26 45.85
Acc(yd ≻ yr) 98.40 80.80 68.29 67.88
Acc(yr ≻ yh) 99.80 81.47 95.58 69.89

Table 3: SCAR’s ranking accuracies when trained with
in-domain (ID) or out-of-domain (OOD) examples and
tested on ranking data from code and open domains.

cases, demonstrating its cross-domain robustness.
The performance gap between SCAR(OOD) and
SCAR(ID) is larger in the open domain, indicating
that generalizing from code to open-ended data is
more challenging than the reverse. Differentiat-
ing creativity styles is more difficult than presen-
tation styles, especially for selecting code data in
out-of-domain settings, as shown by comparing
Acc(yd ≻ yr) (68.29) and Acc(yr ≻ yh) (95.58).
Stylometric and Data Quality Analysis of SCAR-
Selected Data. Table 4 illustrates that SCAR(ID)
effectively enhances style consistency in the se-
lected Dolly data, as evidenced by the consistently
lower TTR and perplexity standard deviation com-
pared to the full dataset. However, for the code
data, while the TTR standard deviation decreases,
the perplexity standard deviation increases when
selecting smaller subsets (25%, 12.5%), suggest-
ing that differentiating creativity styles within code
data is challenging. This difficulty may contribute
to the observed performance drop in LLMs when
fine-tuning on these smaller subsets of code data.
Furthermore, we could not observe significant aver-
age data quality (helpfulness, correctness) improve-
ment within the selected data, indicating that the
effectiveness of our method primarily lies in the
improved style consistency.

4.2 Ablation Study

To evaluate effectiveness of SCAR(ID) compo-
nents, We compared the full setting (Full, GPT-3.5)
to versions without the quality constraint in Eq.(2)
(w/o con, GPT-3.5), without representation learn-
ing in Eq.(4) (w/o rl, GPT-3.5), and without refer-



Std. TTR Std. PPL Helpful Correct
StackExchange

100% 21.48 1.81 2.84 2.68
50% 16.78 1.72 3.02 3.01
25% 14.85 1.73 2.78 2.72
12.5% 14.29 1.86 2.67 2.77

Dolly
100% 30.96 3.26 3.95 3.91
50% 28.43 2.69 3.98 3.99
25% 24.74 2.41 3.96 3.93
10% 23.73 2.18 3.98 3.99

Table 4: Stylometric and quality analysis of data
subsets selected by SCAR(ID) from the full human-
crowdsourced StackExchange and Dolly datasets.

enced responses (w/o ref, GPT-3.5) during train-
ing. We also generated synthetic data for training
the ranker using Llama2-13b (Full, Llama2-13b),
Llama2-70b (Full, Llama2-70b), and Llama3-70b
(Full, Llama3-70b), as well as Llama2-13b without
the quality constraint (w/o con, Llama2-13b).
Style Representation Learning. Figure 3 shows
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Figure 3: Evaluation of the influence of different com-
ponents of SCAR during training on LLM performance.

that removing the representation learning loss (w/o
rl, GPT-3.5) or the “referenced” responses (w/o ref,
GPT-3.5) from SCAR training slightly decreases
LLM performance in the code domain. However,
removing “referenced” responses greatly reduces
LLM performance in the open domain (Table 15,
Appendix). The distance patterns between presen-
tation and creativity embeddings align with the
optimization objective of Eq.(4) even without the
loss, likely due to the “referenced” responses used
in training. Thus, we use a low coefficient (0.1)
for the representation learning loss. Table 16 in the
Appendix provides further analysis of these embed-
ding distances.
Data Quality Constraint. Removing the data
quality constraint in Eq.(2) for SCAR significantly
worsens the performance of LLMs fine-tuned on
SCAR-selected data, especially when SCAR is
trained on lower-quality data like Llama2-13b-
generated responses (w/o con, Llama2-13b), com-
pared to the full setting (Full, Llama2-13b). This
highlights the importance of the constraint when
training the ranker on lower-quality data.
LLMs for Generating SCAR Training Data. Fig-

ure 3 shows that using synthetic data from other
LLMs for SCAR training slightly degrades the per-
formance of fine-tuned LLMs, particularly when
using Llama2-13b-generated data. This is due
to the quality constraint which filters out 90% of
Llama2-13b-generated low-quality ranker training
examples, reducing ranking performance. Addi-
tionally, the style misalignment between the Llama
family and GPT-3.5 data may further decrease
LLM performance when selecting mix-synthetic
GPT-3.5-generated data.
Comparing with Open-source LLMs. We fine-
tune OLMO-7b and Starcoder-15.5b (Li et al.,
2023b) with subsets (2.5k, 5k, and 10k) of their
original datasets (320k and 13k, respectively)
selected via SCAR(ID). We compare their per-
formance to the official checkpoints, OLMO-7b-
SFT and Octocoder-15.5b, which were instruction-
tuned on the full datasets. Table 5 shows SCAR-
selected subsets significantly improve model per-
formance, achieving these with only 0.7% to 20%
of the original data sizes, as measured by L.C. Win-
Rate on AlpacaEval and average Pass@(1+10) on
HumanEval and MultiPL-E.

OLMO-7b
Data Sizes 320k 10k 5k 2.5k

L.C. WinRate 3.86 5.37 5.64 4.08

Starcoder-15.5b
Data Sizes 13k 10k 5k 2.5k

Avg. Pass@(1+10) 37.85 39.69 40.09 40.14

Table 5: L.C. WinRate for OLMO and average
Pass@(1+10) for Starcoder fine-tuned on original sizes
(320k, 13k) and their subsets (10k, 5k, 2.5k) of data.

5 Related Work

Instruction-Tuning Data Selection. Instruction-
tuning trains LLMs to follow complex instructions
in various contexts (Wei et al., 2021; Sanh et al.,
2021). Data are sourced from human-curated ex-
amples (Wang et al., 2022b; Zhou et al., 2024)
and LLM outputs (Xu et al., 2023; Wang et al.,
2022a). Studies (Zhou et al., 2024; Chen et al.,
2024; Li et al., 2024, 2023a; Lu et al., 2023) show
that smaller, high-quality datasets can outperform
significantly larger ones in boosting LLM perfor-
mance. LIMA uses expert human curation for
stylistic consistency (Zhou et al., 2024), while Al-
paGasus (Chen et al., 2024) utilizes LLMs to as-
sess data quality. Li et al. (2024, 2023a) apply
Instruction Following Difficulty scores to identify
effective training examples. Lu et al. (2023) en-
hances data diversity by tagging instructional ele-
ments while Bukharin and Zhao (2023) does so by
measuring instruction embedding similarities.



Automatic Authorship Detection. Traditional
authorship detection used lexical features like
TTR, MTLD, and Flesch readability scores (Tripto
et al., 2023; Zheng and Jin, 2023). Recent focus
has shifted to distinguishing human and machine-
generated texts using advanced neural networks to
analyze styles at the corpus (Mitchell et al., 2023;
Su et al., 2023) or the sentence levels (Zeng et al.,
2024, 2023; Wang et al., 2023a).

6 Conclusion

Our empirical study demonstrates that among train-
ing datasets of similar quality, those with higher
consistency in presentation and creativity signif-
icantly enhance the performance of fine-tuned
LLMs. Based on this, we propose SCAR, a ranker
designed to measure stylistic consistency in train-
ing data used for fine-tuning LLMs. Our experi-
ments show that LLMs fine-tuned with small sub-
sets of the original dataset—ranging from 25% to
as little as 0.7%, selected by SCAR—can outper-
form those trained on full datasets. Furthermore,
SCAR consistently surpasses other data selection
baselines in training LLMs.

Limitations

A potential limitation arises when training an LLM
on data with a style heavily biased towards one spe-
cific type, such as data selected by SCAR. While
this approach might enhance the model’s general
capabilities on various downstream tasks, it can
potentially skew the output style towards that spe-
cific style, in our case, the style similar to GPT-
3.5-turbo. Consequently, this could restrict the
fine-tuned LLM’s application in scenarios requir-
ing diverse stylistic outputs, such as multi-agent
role-playing LLMs or generating content with vary-
ing tones and styles. In such cases, the fine-tuned
model may struggle to produce outputs that deviate
from the style it was trained on, potentially limiting
its adaptability to different use cases.
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A Appendix

A.1 Case Studies

Instruction
Why is FIFA against adding instant replay to the game?
Human Response
There are a few fundamental considerations:

Uncertainty is a part of the game. The referee and linesmen are the arbiters of the action. Instant
replay would limit their authority.
Football is global. Many places do not have access to the technology necessary to implement instant
replay.
Football is a fast-paced game with few opportunities for stoppage. Instant replay would unnecessarily
slow the pace.
In 2008, FiFA President Sepp Blatter said:

"Let it be as it is and let’s leave [football] with errors. The television companies will have the right to
say [the referee] was right or wrong, but still the referee makes the decision – a man, not a machine."

Blatter and others at FIFA have repeatedly argued against using instant replay. But lately, FIFA has
begun to come around on the idea. At FIFA’s Congress in São Paulo prior to the 2014 World Cup,
Blatter proposed allowing managers 2 challenges per game, much like the NFL handles challenges
today.
Although it’s not quite "instant replay," in 2012 FIFA approved two different goal-line technologies to
improve referee accuracy: "Hawk-Eye" – which uses visual triangulation to determine ball location –
and "GoalRef" – which uses a microchip in the ball and magnetic sensors within goalposts. (Many
say FIFA approved the technologies in response to Frank Lampard’s snubbed "goal" against Germany
in the 2010 World Cup.) In 2013, FIFA announced it would use GoalControl, a German competitor
to Hawk-Eye, at the Confederations Cup, basically a rehearsal for the World Cup. After a successful
run at that tournament, FIFA announced it would implement GoalControl at the 2014 World Cup.
The Guardian provides a pretty helpful FAQ on the technology.
FIFA may choose to implement further changes to approved goal-line technology and referee rules
when it meets again after the World Cup.
Human Referenced Response from GPT-3.5
FIFA is against adding instant replay to the game for several reasons. One of the main concerns is
that uncertainty is seen as a natural part of the game, and implementing instant replay would limit
the authority of the referees and linesmen. Additionally, football is a global sport, and many regions
may not have the necessary technology to support instant replay. Another factor is that football is
a fast-paced game with minimal stoppages, so introducing instant replay could potentially disrupt
the flow of the game. Ultimately, FIFA has historically been hesitant to embrace instant replay,
preferring to maintain the human element in decision-making on the field.
Direct Response from GPT-3.5
FIFA is against adding instant replay to the game because they believe it would disrupt the flow of the
game and potentially lead to delays. They also argue that human error is a part of the game and adding
instant replay could take away from the excitement and unpredictability of live sports. Additionally,
implementing instant replay would require significant changes to the rules and regulations of the
game, which FIFA may be hesitant to do.

Table 6: Comparison of the three responses regarding FIFA’s stance on instant replay.



Table 6 presents the full examples of human, “referenced,” and “direct” responses to the instruction
without omitting any details. As evident from the examples, the “referenced” response has the same
content as the human response, thus mirroring the creativity style of the human response. On the other
hand, the “direct” response has a similar formatting and tone to the “referenced” response, indicating a
similar presentation style between the two.

A.2 Prompt for Generating Referenced Response

The rewriting prompt instruction is as follows:

### Reference Answer:
{human response}

### Background
You are a knowledgeable AI assistant.
Above is the reference answer. Below is an instruction that describes
a task. Given the reference answer , write a response that

appropriately completes the request.
Please keep the semantics of the reference answer unchanged in your
response , while pretending as if you have never seen the reference
answer , when crafting your final response.

### Instruction:
{instruction}

### Response:

A.3 Prompt for Generating Direct Response

The prompt instruction to generate “direct” response is as follows:

### Background
You are a knowledgeable AI assistant.
Below is an instruction that describes a task. Please write a
response that appropriately completes the request.

### Instruction:
{instruction}

### Response:

A.4 Implementation Details

We fine-tuned the LLaMA-3 and CodeLlama-7b models on NVIDIA A100 GPUs. Both models underwent
three training epochs with a learning rate of 2× 10−5, leveraging a cosine learning rate scheduler and
a warmup ratio of 0.03. Training precision was supported by enabling BF16 and TF32 modes. For the
LLaMA-3 model, we used a single GPU with a batch size of 2, while for CodeLlama-7b, we used two
GPUs with the same batch size and integrated LoRA parameters with r = 8 and α = 16.

For the SCAR ranker training, we used a learning rate of 2× 10−5 and trained for 20 epochs. For code
domain tasks, we use the codet5p-110m-embedding for contextual representation encoding, while for
open domain tasks, we use roberta-base.



A.5 Expanded Results for LLM Performance in Coding Tasks
Table 7 presents the detailed results for the coding tasks mentioned in Table 1, providing a comprehensive
breakdown of the Pass@1 and Pass@10 metrics for each task, rather than just the average scores.

Data Curation
Methods

HumanEval MultiPL-E
Python Java JavaScript C++

Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10
Human Response 32.93 / 47.93 29.78 / 42.35 33.84 / 51.85 30.05 / 44.38
GPT-3.5

Referenced 30.83 / 54.61 31.53 / 42.43 33.96 / 53.19 30.31 / 45.05
Direct 38.95 / 53.82 32.11 / 44.49 37.86 / 53.97 31.52 / 46.45

Llama2-70b
Referenced 30.94 / 48.18 29.71 / 41.84 32.36 / 52.13 27.64 / 43.59
Direct 37.26 / 50.14 29.96 / 42.73 35.52 / 50.66 29.69 / 45.86

Llama2-13b
Referenced 26.20 / 43.52 26.65 / 38.45 29.02 / 47.91 25.63 / 41.60
Direct 26.16 / 39.13 22.77 / 33.04 28.57 / 43.56 23.01 / 35.19

Table 7: Detailed performance comparison, as in Table 1, of CodeLlama-7b on the HumanEval (Python) and
MultiPL-E (Java, JavaScript, C++) coding benchmarks, fine-tuned with training sets curated using different methods.
The Pass@1 and Pass@10 scores for each individual programming language are reported.

A.6 Full Results for Stylometric Analysis
To quantitatively assess the stylistic consistency of the datasets, we employed five widely-used stylometric
metrics to measure the presentation style and perplexity to measure the creativity style:

Data Curation
Methods

TTR MTLD Avg. Sent. Len. Punct. Freq. Flesch Score Perplexity(y|x)
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.

StackExchange
Human Response 59.36 22.27 14.65 8.57 77.77 72.59 33.12 28.42 40.84 46.78 3.33 1.41
GPT-3.5-turbo

Referenced 32.35 7.95 13.92 2.68 43.01 18.51 39.39 21.73 55.25 16.48 1.87 0.31
Direct 34.88 7.75 13.62 2.64 43.82 21.52 34.65 19.07 52.12 36.16 1.84 0.28

Llama2-70b-chat
Referenced 43.89 11.09 14.68 3.79 59.88 39.26 34.91 24.77 52.40 20.80 2.02 0.48
Direct 44.64 12.49 14.25 3.87 64.42 53.47 31.67 24.11 51.46 21.21 1.62 0.25

Llama2-13b-chat
Referenced 31.83 7.29 15.96 3.03 38.59 17.85 46.93 26.09 61.10 15.65 1.80 0.24
Direct 31.91 8.27 15.09 3.06 40.15 26.34 40.29 23.56 59.59 16.56 1.74 0.22

LIMA
Human Response 33.26 19.54 16.39 8.98 27.19 33.89 56.99 61.87 64.93 22.89 8.89 8.01
GPT-3.5-turbo

Referenced 47.44 17.43 15.65 5.63 24.81 16.55 14.78 10.93 57.72 21.26 5.94 5.86
Direct 46.61 16.43 15.26 5.39 24.69 16.39 14.17 9.44 55.06 20.88 3.19 3.61

Llama2-70b-chat
Referenced 38.87 16.08 15.56 4.75 23.96 16.71 26.44 18.32 60.31 18.64 4.74 5.04
Direct 36.50 15.60 15.34 5.14 23.66 15.43 27.74 16.67 57.83 18.32 2.51 3.11

Llama2-13b-chat
Referenced 34.39 12.96 16.52 4.24 23.91 13.00 27.93 15.91 63.31 17.66 3.70 3.49
Direct 30.63 13.18 15.57 3.93 23.62 17.88 33.87 17.39 59.85 19.11 2.41 1.13

Table 8: Detailed performance comparison of Stylometric Analysis across StackExchange and LIMA datasets
showing average and standard deviation for five metrics.

1. Type-Token Ratio (TTR): TTR measures lexical diversity by calculating the ratio of unique words
(types) to the total number of words (tokens) in a text. A higher TTR indicates greater lexical



diversity.

2. Measure of Textual Lexical Diversity (MTLD): MTLD is another measure of lexical diversity that
is less sensitive to text length compared to TTR. It calculates the average length of sequential word
strings that maintain a given TTR value. A higher MTLD score suggests greater lexical diversity.

3. Average Sentence Length (Avg. Sent. Len.): This metric computes the average number of words
per sentence within each response, providing insights into the syntactic complexity of the text.

4. Punctuation Frequency (Punct. Freq.): This measure calculates the frequency of punctuation
marks within each response, reflecting the density of punctuation usage in the text.

5. Flesch Reading Ease Score (Flesch Score): The Flesch Score assesses the readability of a text
based on the average sentence length and the average number of syllables per word. Higher scores
indicate greater readability.

6. Perplexity of P (y|x): Unlike the other five metrics, perplexity measures the creativity style by
evaluating the likelihood of a response given an instruction.

Table 8 presents the average and standard deviation of these metrics calculated across all responses within
each example (an instruction-response pair) for both human-written and LLM-synthesized responses,
given the instructions from the LIMA dataset and the instructions from StackExchange.

Our analysis reveals that the LLM-synthesized data exhibits higher presentation style consistency
compared to human-written responses. Across both datasets, the synthesized responses from GPT-3.5 and
Llama2 models show lower standard deviations for most metrics, indicating greater consistency in lexical
diversity, sentence length, punctuation usage, and readability.

We can see that “direct” responses show higher creativity consistency than the “referenced” responses,
as indicated by the lower perplexity standard deviation. Interestingly, the “referenced” responses also
exhibit higher creativity consistency compared to the human responses, particularly in the StackExchange
code data, where we expect the “referenced” responses to have a similar level of creativity consistency
to human responses. We hypothesize that this discrepancy arises because, despite instructing the LLM
to generate “referenced” responses that closely mimic the semantic content of human responses, the
model may still introduce subtle variations or modifications to the original meaning during the generation
process.

It is noteworthy that the LIMA dataset, which was carefully curated by human experts for style
consistency, still exhibits greater style inconsistency in our stylometric metrics compared to the LLM-
synthesized datasets. This observation highlights the challenge of achieving style consistency through
manual curation and underscores the potential of using LLMs to generate stylistically consistent data.

In summary, our stylometric analysis provides quantitative evidence supporting the hypothesis that
LLM-synthesized datasets exhibit greater style consistency compared to human-written responses.

A.7 Detailed Results for Data Selection Experiments on Human Data in the Coding Domain
Table 9 presents the detailed results for the LLM performance fine-tuned on data selected using various
approaches, as shown in Figure 2. Instead of only displaying the average Pass@1 and Pass@10 scores,
this table provides a comprehensive breakdown of the performance metrics for each task. The performance
ranking of the different data selection methods in the table follows the same pattern observed in Figure 2,
confirming the consistency of the findings across individual tasks.

For a detailed explanation of the Pass@1 and Pass@10 metrics, please refer to the HumanEval paper
by Chen et al. (2021).

A.8 Detailed Results for Data Selection Experiments on Mixed Synthetic Data in Coding Domain
Table 10 provides a detailed breakdown of the LLM performance results presented in Figure 2. The table
reports the Pass@1 and Pass@10 scores across 4 different programming languages for LLMs fine-tuned
on data selected using various data selection approaches. This expanded view offers a comprehensive look



Data Sampling
Methods

HumanEval MultiPL-E
Python Java JavaScript C++

Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10
Full Data 32.87 / 48.24 30.92 / 44.92 33.84 / 52.62 28.51 / 43.91
SCAR (OOD)

50% 31.94 / 47.80 30.85 / 43.29 33.91 / 52.45 29.23 / 45.28
25% 31.85 / 46.80 29.97 / 43.24 33.14 / 52.75 29.20 / 45.21
12.5% 30.77 / 46.80 28.92 / 41.86 31.23 / 48.38 28.17 / 43.61

SCAR (ID)
50% 33.83 / 50.24 30.10 / 44.95 34.46 / 53.10 28.25 / 43.71
25% 31.48 / 48.68 30.76 / 44.60 32.91 / 52.15 28.92 / 43.98
12.5% 31.10 / 47.14 29.46 / 43.06 31.38 / 49.11 27.61 / 42.39

Random
50% 29.79 / 44.06 30.14 / 43.90 32.86 / 51.61 28.48 / 43.89
25% 30.04 / 45.76 30.22 / 42.35 33.06 / 51.05 28.89 / 43.89
12.5% 27.94 / 45.79 27.53 / 40.47 31.48 / 51.25 25.29 / 40.51

Perplexity
50% 33.27 / 47.90 29.73 / 42.16 32.67 / 52.13 28.46 / 43.40
25% 32.29 / 47.05 29.33 / 42.40 32.45 / 50.10 28.73 / 44.78
12.5% 27.40 / 45.13 28.67 / 40.77 31.30 / 50.71 26.36 / 41.75

Superfiltering
50% 26.50 / 42.00 29.72 / 43.53 32.97 / 52.40 27.86 / 44.86
25% 24.12 / 38.51 29.29 / 42.76 32.50 / 53.20 26.89 / 41.01
12.5% 8.22 / 25.58 26.79 / 38.83 30.11 / 49.20 23.99 / 36.82

HFR
50% 20.29 / 41.52 30.41 / 44.11 33.49 / 51.27 28.71 / 44.83
25% 11.20 / 25.73 29.38 / 42.81 31.73 / 51.51 28.09 / 43.07
12.5% 11.04 / 27.74 27.51 / 40.82 30.71 / 49.41 24.91 / 39.77

AlpaGasus
50% 31.30 / 44.90 30.59 / 43.41 34.21 / 52.48 29.45 / 43.91
25% 30.32 / 45.00 29.73 / 42.78 32.24 / 51.65 28.29 / 44.15
12.5% 24.76 / 41.90 28.24 / 42.12 30.84 / 49.56 26.17 / 41.12

Diversity
50% 33.05 / 48.38 30.53 / 44.06 34.02 / 53.99 28.84 / 42.60
25% 30.38 / 44.52 30.04 / 42.53 33.34 / 52.71 28.68 / 44.66
12.5% 25.87 / 44.07 27.35 / 39.37 30.48 / 49.65 24.99 / 40.38

Table 9: Detailed performance comparison of CodeLlama-7b on the HumanEval (Python) and MultiPL-E (Java,
JavaScript, C++) coding benchmarks. The model is fine-tuned using human-written datasets sampled with different
sampling methods and varying proportions. The table reports the Pass@1 and Pass@10 scores for each individual
programming language.

at the LLM’s performance on individual tasks and programming languages, complementing the summary
results shown in the figure.

A.9 Detailed Results for Data Selection Experiments in Open Domain

Table 11 presents the detailed numerical values for the Length Control WinRate, complementing the
visual representation provided in Figure 2.

A.10 Style and Quality Analysis of SCAR-Selected Data

Table 12 provides a comprehensive set of results, expanding upon the information presented in Table 4. In
addition to the helpfulness, correctness, and standard deviations of TTR and perplexity, this table includes
the full range of stylometric and quality metrics and their corresponding average values.



Data Sampling
Methods

HumanEval MultiPL-E
Python Java JavaScript C++

Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10
Full Data 40.63 / 54.93 32.67 / 44.24 36.89 / 54.10 32.68 / 45.65
SCAR (OOD)

50% 40.15 / 55.25 32.15 / 44.44 37.01 / 55.59 31.96 / 46.59
25% 38.23 / 52.58 32.57 / 45.44 37.04 / 53.20 30.60 / 45.67
12.5% 38.29 / 52.74 32.46 / 45.45 36.07 / 53.45 31.91 / 45.56

SCAR (ID)
50% 40.98 / 56.57 32.80 / 45.75 37.58 / 55.69 32.73 / 45.71
25% 39.84 / 56.75 32.52 / 43.83 36.67 / 55.32 32.00 / 46.26
12.5% 36.93 / 52.96 32.62 / 44.82 36.45 / 52.33 30.43 / 45.42

Random
50% 39.04 / 51.80 31.75 / 44.85 35.59 / 55.13 32.76 / 46.34
25% 35.61 / 52.40 31.33 / 44.24 36.68 / 54.23 30.53 / 44.60
12.5% 34.99 / 51.90 31.34 / 44.29 35.91 / 51.63 31.08 / 44.49

Perplexity
50% 31.91 / 50.94 32.44 / 45.37 37.02 / 54.75 33.22 / 46.19
25% 35.55 / 48.65 31.85 / 45.44 35.40 / 51.75 31.28 / 43.32
12.5% 27.37 / 43.06 30.90 / 44.19 36.34 / 48.74 30.46 / 42.96

Superfiltering
50% 38.93 / 54.55 31.80 / 44.48 35.03 / 54.40 32.22 / 47.25
25% 35.93 / 51.41 32.47 / 44.10 34.46 / 53.13 30.89 / 44.90
12.5% 34.35 / 49.81 30.34 / 42.81 32.97 / 50.60 30.46 / 44.22

HFR
50% 39.09 / 53.59 32.42 / 43.90 36.11 / 53.51 31.60 / 45.51
25% 38.04 / 53.36 32.57 / 43.51 36.45 / 54.10 31.27 / 46.28
12.5% 29.20 / 50.06 31.87 / 43.85 35.17 / 53.94 30.02 / 44.31

AlpaGasus
50% 36.88 / 53.05 32.20 / 45.65 36.57 / 54.84 33.07 / 45.77
25% 32.52 / 49.55 31.37 / 42.82 33.32 / 51.72 30.37 / 44.69
12.5% 29.08 / 45.07 31.09 / 43.09 34.82 / 52.53 29.73 / 44.16

Diversity
50% 39.21 / 54.95 32.10 / 45.48 37.25 / 54.58 32.60 / 46.33
25% 35.29 / 51.33 32.00 / 43.41 36.10 / 55.44 30.98 / 45.19
12.5% 33.60 / 50.18 31.78 / 44.92 34.82 / 51.92 30.91 / 44.10

Table 10: Detailed performance comparison of CodeLlama-7b on the HumanEval (Python) and MultiPL-E (Java,
JavaScript, C++) coding benchmarks. The model is fine-tuned using GPT-3.5-turbo-generated datasets sampled
with different sampling methods and varying proportions. The table reports the Pass@1 and Pass@10 scores for
each individual programming language.

A.11 Ablation Study

Tables 13 and 14 present detailed performance metrics for LLMs following the removal of various
components in SCAR. It is evident that removing almost any ablated component from SCAR, whether
selecting data from human or synthetic sources in the code domain, significantly reduces performance.
This confirms the effectiveness of each component in our methodology. However, the removal of
representation learning (w/o RL, GPT-3.5) and the removal of “referenced” responses (w/o ref, GPT-3.5)
do not decrease performance in the code domain as much as anticipated, though they still lower the
performance. Subsequent to these findings, we conducted two additional analyses, which are detailed
below.



Methods
SCAR (ID) SCAR (OOD) Random Perplexity Superfiltering HFR AlpaGasus Diversity

Human
100% 2.34
50% 2.24 1.90 2.03 1.74 2.00 1.50 2.09 1.99
25% 2.43 2.59 1.92 2.12 1.82 1.66 1.83 1.97
10% 2.67 2.02 2.13 2.51 2.04 2.21 1.96 2.03

Synthetic
100% 3.64
50% 5.56 5.31 2.61 4.17 4.22 3.86 3.86 3.56
25% 5.89 5.08 3.00 4.04 5.70 4.30 3.94 2.51
10% 6.61 4.94 2.38 4.54 5.38 4.06 4.78 3.02

Table 11: Detailed comparison of the Length Control WinRate for Llama3-8b on the AlpacaEval benchmarks.
Llama3-8b is fine-tuned using both human-written or GPT-3.5-turbo-generated data sampled with different data
selection methods and varying proportions.

TTR MTLD Avg. Sent. Len. Punct. Freq. Flesch Score Perplexity Helpful CorrectMean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std.
StackExchange

Human
100% 59.16 21.48 15.05 8.37 69.40 66.43 30.77 27.17 42.75 44.36 3.83 1.81 2.84 2.68
50% 50.80 16.78 16.34 6.30 68.16 65.49 37.23 28.53 48.59 30.68 3.77 1.72 3.02 3.01
25% 47.43 14.85 16.58 5.28 53.36 48.11 34.93 27.10 49.84 24.60 3.84 1.73 2.78 2.72
12.5% 45.78 14.29 16.45 4.98 50.50 49.46 33.35 25.42 51.26 22.25 3.93 1.86 2.67 2.77

Synthetic
100% 36.67 14.45 12.13 3.87 60.88 61.39 37.72 24.62 49.17 23.10 1.67 0.31 3.63 3.64
50% 36.79 10.52 13.07 2.80 52.85 36.48 35.49 22.01 50.52 16.87 1.74 0.31 3.52 3.56
25% 36.67 9.33 13.29 2.75 48.71 27.26 31.70 17.62 51.19 15.94 1.83 0.34 3.47 3.44
12.5% 37.19 9.22 13.52 2.98 48.36 28.54 28.93 17.02 51.42 16.03 1.94 0.35 3.55 3.39

Dolly
Human

100% 54.51 30.96 8.93 8.00 19.90 16.66 7.62 12.22 61.21 28.03 5.23 3.26 3.95 3.91
50% 61.24 28.43 9.55 7.92 21.35 16.36 6.58 8.84 58.27 24.33 4.57 2.69 3.98 3.99
25% 62.81 24.74 18.58 7.52 23.49 17.22 6.92 9.32 55.54 21.76 4.17 2.41 3.96 3.93
10% 57.01 23.73 11.26 6.77 25.44 20.01 7,71 7.16 51.78 22.40 3.93 2.18 3.98 3.99

Synthetic
100% 55.15 30.04 9.87 7.67 23.76 32.82 12.30 20.53 54.40 71.06 2.75 1.16 3.93 3.96
50% 47.78 21.08 13.30 5.71 27.33 25.25 18.12 22.09 48.61 21.62 2.38 0.72 3.99 3.99
25% 41.96 17.34 13.83 4.40 24.59 18.42 20.54 19.19 46.47 19.89 2.33 0.61 3.98 4.02
10% 40.53 14.83 14.15 3.87 21.49 11.93 20.99 15.92 42.04 17.74 2.46 0.52 4.00 4.02

Table 12: Detailed performance comparison of the stylometric analysis conducted across the StackExchange and
LIMA datasets. The table reports the average and standard deviation for five authorship metrics, perplexity, and
average helpfulness and correctness scores.

A.12 Impact of Training SCAR Without Referenced Responses

As illustrated in Table 15, training SCAR without “referenced” responses significantly reduces perfor-
mance in the open domain. This underscores the importance of using “referenced” responses to learn
representations for creative styles. In contrast, in the code domain, the absence of “referenced” responses
only marginally lowers performance.

A.13 Representation Distances/Similarities Analysis

As in Table 16, we calculate the cosine similarities between creativity and presentation style embeddings
for the pairs: (“direct”–“referenced”) cos(vd,vr), (“referenced”–“human”) cos(vr,vh), and (“direct”–
“human”) cos(vd,vh). According to Eq. 4, we expect the distance between (“direct”–“referenced”) to
be smaller than those for (“referenced”–“human”) and (“direct”–“human”) with respect to presentation
style embeddings. Conversely, the distance for (“referenced”–“human”) should be smallest in terms



Data Sampling
Methods

HumanEval MultiPL-E
Python Java JavaScript C++

Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10
Human Data

Full, GPT-3.5
50% 32.44 / 50.38 30.67 / 44.86 34.40 / 53.16 29.49 / 45.73
25% 31.98 / 49.25 30.41 / 43.65 34.04 / 52.72 29.19 / 43.41
12.5% 31.10 / 47.14 29.46 / 43.06 31.38 / 49.11 27.61 / 42.39

w/o con, GPT-3.5
50% 31.21 / 50.01 30.14 / 44.23 34.67 / 51.90 28.67 / 43.90
25% 31.19 / 47.83 31.22 / 45.73 32.91 / 52.41 28.32 / 44.85
12.5% 30.13 / 45.39 28.72 / 42.68 30.99 / 49.60 27.39 / 42.85

w/o rl, GPT-3.5
50% 33.60 / 50.02 30.47 / 44.53 33.88 / 52.96 28.91 / 45.22
25% 31.76 / 47.47 30.73 / 43.98 32.51 / 51.11 29.42 / 43.47
12.5% 30.56 / 45.26 28.82 / 43.19 31.24 / 49.35 26.89 / 40.95

w/o ref, GPT-3.5
50% 33.63 / 49.22 31.06 / 45.11 34.45 / 53.41 28.66 / 43.96
25% 31.57 / 48.06 30.84 / 44.26 32.89 / 52.58 29.24 / 45.05
12.5% 30.62 / 45.98 28.06 / 40.71 30.80 / 48.08 28.16 / 42.80

Full, Llama2-70b
50% 33.27 / 49.42 30.49 / 43.21 33.70 / 51.46 29.24 / 44.27
25% 29.47 / 46.12 29.75 / 43.19 33.33 / 49.69 29.17 / 44.39
12.5% 30.76 / 46.79 28.13 / 40.52 31.23 / 50.34 27.66 / 41.58

Full, Llama2-13b
50% 31.90 / 50.38 30.75 / 44.29 33.34 / 51.81 28.62 / 42.57
25% 31.71 / 48.49 29.78 / 43.73 32.20 / 51.25 28.40 / 43.16
12.5% 30.29 / 46.03 28.18 / 42.03 30.70 / 48.19 27.47 / 41.58

w/o con, Llama2-13b
50% 30.76 / 43.63 29.84 / 44.11 32.07 / 51.50 28.04 / 43.07
25% 30.15 / 42.78 29.44 / 43.66 32.88 / 54.14 27.93 / 44.26
12.5% 27.93 / 41.07 27.28 / 39.27 31.18 / 49.99 25.57 / 41.35

Full, Llama3-70b
50% 32.48 / 50.39 30.68 / 45.30 33.49 / 53.01 29.28 / 45.13
25% 32.28 / 49.14 30.04 / 43.86 32.09 / 51.54 28.09 / 43.63
12.5% 30.40 / 48.36 28.14 / 41.71 30.67 / 49.67 26.99 / 42.47

Table 13: Detailed performance comparison of CodeLlama-7b on the HumanEval (Python) and MultiPL-E (Java,
JavaScript, C++) coding benchmarks, fine-tuned with GPT-3.5-generated datasets sampled using different sampling
methods in different portions. The Pass@1 and Pass@10 scores for each individual programming language are
reported.

of creativity style embeddings. Notably, even without the representation learning loss and only using
“referenced” responses during SCAR training, the distances already meet our constraints. This result
might explain why eliminating the representation learning loss in Eq. 4 during ranker training does not
significantly affect LLM performance. Furthermore, training SCAR without using “referenced” responses
or on out-of-domain examples significantly disrupts the anticipated distance constraints. Consequently,
the performance of the LLM also deteriorates when it is trained on data selected by SCAR that did not
utilize “referenced” responses or was trained on out-of-domain examples.

A.14 Expanded Results on Starcoder-15.5b

Table 17 presents the full Pass@1 and Pass@10 results for the coding benchmarks HumanEval and
MultiPL-E. It contrasts the performance of Starcoder-15.5b, a pre-trained coding LLM, after fine-tuning
with various portions of data selected by SCAR from the original dataset, against Octocoder. The original
dataset, comprising 13k examples, was curated by the BigCode team, who developed both Starcoder and



Data Sampling
Methods

HumanEval MultiPL-E
Python Java JavaScript C++

Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10
Mixed Synthetic Data

Full, GPT-3.5
50% 40.98 / 56.57 32.80 / 45.75 37.58 / 55.69 32.73 / 45.71
25% 39.84 / 56.75 32.52 / 43.83 36.67 / 55.32 32.00 / 46.26
12.5% 36.93 / 52.96 32.62 / 44.82 36.45 / 52.33 30.43 / 45.42

w/o con, GPT-3.5
50% 39.65 / 55.05 32.30 / 44.40 38.21 / 54.92 32.17 / 45.66
25% 39.30 / 56.87 32.76 / 45.87 37.43 / 54.76 32.11 / 45.77
12.5% 36.56 / 51.72 33.00 / 44.48 35.53 / 53.10 31.02 / 45.44

w/o rl, GPT-3.5
50% 39.83 / 54.27 32.28 / 43.66 37.66 / 55.99 32.53 / 46.31
25% 38.62 / 56.03 32.55 / 43.67 36.75 / 53.65 32.25 / 45.06
12.5% 36.02 / 51.78 32.71 / 45.68 35.70 / 52.15 31.70 / 45.51

w/o ref, GPT-3.5
50% 39.85 / 55.81 32.13 / 44.00 36.87 / 56.79 32.67 / 46.43
25% 36.80 / 54.70 32.68 / 45.91 36.87 / 57.04 31.61 / 47.02
12.5% 36.41 / 50.96 32.66 / 44.58 35.78 / 52.21 30.99 / 44.88

Full, Llama2-70b
50% 39.21 / 52.49 32.39 / 45.21 37.45 / 54.87 33.03 / 46.36
25% 39.23 / 53.77 31.59 / 45.21 37.35 / 55.15 30.81 / 45.04
12.5% 37.59 / 51.64 31.44 / 44.82 37.04 / 52.55 30.67 / 44.80

Full, Llama2-13b
50% 37.29 / 53.60 33.24 / 43.86 37.04 / 56.29 32.36 / 44.65
25% 36.70 / 51.88 31.97 / 44.57 36.35 / 56.33 31.12 / 46.04
12.5% 33.78 / 48.61 30.61 / 41.77 34.21 / 51.66 31.11 / 45.27

w/o con, Llama2-13b
50% 37.72 / 53.82 32.18 / 44.19 37.23 / 56.76 32.57 / 46.31
25% 38.59 / 53.47 32.68 / 44.97 37.19 / 55.59 32.00 / 46.58
12.5% 33.34 / 49.78 32.05 / 43.76 35.58 / 53.38 31.02 / 46.13

Full, Llama3-70b
50% 39.40 / 54.46 32.87 / 45.00 36.99 / 57.26 32.52 / 46.38
25% 38.40 / 54.73 32.54 / 44.79 37.40 / 54.46 30.92 / 44.06
12.5% 35.48 / 50.33 31.80 / 45.40 36.45 / 53.71 30.99 / 46.66

Table 14: Detailed performance comparison of CodeLlama-7b on the HumanEval (Python) and MultiPL-E (Java,
JavaScript, C++) coding benchmarks, fine-tuned with GPT-3.5-generated datasets sampled using different sampling
methods in different portions. The Pass@1 and Pass@10 scores for each individual programming language are
reported.

Human Mix Synthetic
50% 25% 10% 50% 25% 10%

Full 2.24 2.43 2.67 5.56 5.89 6.61
w/o ref 1.95 2.25 1.99 3.59 4.74 4.44

Table 15: Comparison of SCAR(ID) models with and without using “referenced” responses during ranker training,
and their impact on L.C. WinRate performance in fine-tuned Llama3-8b models.

Octocoder, specifically to fine-tune Starcoder into Octocoder. We obtain the Octocoder results from the
official BigCode leaderboard4.

4https://huggingface.co/spaces/bigcode/bigcodemodelsleaderboard/tree/main/community_results/bigcode_octocoder_loubnabnl



Presentation Embedding Distances Uncertainty Embedding Distances
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LIMA
SCAR(ID) 0.9368 0.8970 0.7884 0.8312 0.8801 0.7209
SCAR(ID) w/o rl 0.9050 0.7962 0.6369 0.9406 0.9587 0.8717
SCAR(ID) w/o ref 0.9442 0.7970 0.7249 0.9696 0.8935 0.8544
SCAR(OOD) 0.9416 0.9344 0.8884 0.8887 0.9115 0.8574

StackExchange
SCAR(ID) 0.9020 0.8574 0.6867 -0.4330 0.9646 -0.4803
SCAR(ID) w/o rl 0.9274 0.8224 0.6968 0.7312 0.8978 0.4480
SCAR(ID) w/o ref 0.9778 0.8844 0.8660 0.9836 0.9143 0.8952
SCAR(OOD) 0.9702 0.8502 0.8249 0.7451 0.0083 -0.1289

Table 16: The cosine similarities between the presentation and creativity style representations of “direct” (vd
p, vd

c ),
“referenced” (vr

p, vr
c ), and human-written (vh

p , vh
c ) responses for both the LIMA and StackExchange datasets.

Data Sampling
Methods

HumanEval MultiPL-E
Python Java JavaScript C++

Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10 Pass@1 / Pass@10
Octocoder 35.56 / 51.81 26.03 / 38.44 32.80 / 46.97 29.32 / 41.90
Starcoder-15.5b

10,000 36.29 / 53.99 28.29 / 39.58 33.22 / 49.79 30.17 / 46.20
5,000 36.95 / 54.07 28.96 / 39.02 34.53 / 49.90 32.83 / 44.47
2,500 37.57 / 55.65 29.29 / 41.06 34.09 / 49.47 31.19 / 42.83

Table 17: Detailed performance comparison of Octocoder and Starcoder-15.5b, fine-tuned on various portions of the
selected data, on the HumanEval (Python) and MultiPL-E (Java, JavaScript, C++) coding benchmarks.


	Introduction
	Impact of Styles on LLM Fine-tuning
	Style Consistency-Aware Ranking
	Experiments
	Main Results and Discussion
	Ablation Study

	Related Work
	Conclusion
	Appendix
	Case Studies
	Prompt for Generating Referenced Response
	Prompt for Generating Direct Response
	Implementation Details
	Expanded Results for LLM Performance in Coding Tasks
	Full Results for Stylometric Analysis
	Detailed Results for Data Selection Experiments on Human Data in the Coding Domain
	Detailed Results for Data Selection Experiments on Mixed Synthetic Data in Coding Domain
	Detailed Results for Data Selection Experiments in Open Domain
	Style and Quality Analysis of SCAR-Selected Data
	Ablation Study
	Impact of Training SCAR Without Referenced Responses
	Representation Distances/Similarities Analysis
	Expanded Results on Starcoder-15.5b


