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Abstract
Recently, preference optimization methods
such as DPO have significantly enhanced large
language models (LLMs) in wide tasks includ-
ing dialogue and question-answering. However,
current methods fail to account for the vary-
ing difficulty levels of training samples during
preference optimization, leading to mediocre
performance in tasks with high accuracy re-
quirements, particularly in mathematical rea-
soning. To address this limitation, we propose
a novel training framework, which employs
multiple sampling to analyze output distribu-
tions, assign different weights to samples, and
incorporate these weights into the preference
optimization process. This plug-and-play ap-
proach enables LLMs to prioritize challenging
examples during training, improving learning
efficiency. Experimental results demonstrate
that our framework integrates seamlessly with
various preference optimization methods and
achieves consistent improvements in mathemat-
ical reasoning tasks.

1 Introduction

Preference Optimization (PO) methods, such as
Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) (Rafailov
et al., 2023) and Proximal Policy Optimization
(PPO) (Schulman et al., 2017), have become widely
used techniques for aligning large language mod-
els (LLMs) with human preferences. These meth-
ods have achieved remarkable success across tasks
such as dialogue generation and question answer-
ing, where alignment with human-like outputs is
critical (Christiano et al., 2017).

However, a fundamental limitation of existing
PO methods is their inability to dynamically ac-
count for the varying difficulty levels of training
samples, which refers to the model’s degree of mas-
tery over different samples. This uniform weight-
ing approach assumes that all samples contribute
equally to the learning process, overlooking crit-
ical differences in sample complexity and model
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Figure 1: The figure illustrates the variability in the
model’s output when sampling the same question mul-
tiple times. In Question 1, the model consistently pro-
duces the correct answer across all samples. In contrast,
Question 2 demonstrates a case where the model gen-
erates diverse responses, including incorrect answers,
reflecting uncertainty or inconsistency in the model’s
reasoning process.

error tendencies. For tasks requiring high accuracy,
such as mathematical reasoning, this issue becomes
particularly pronounced.

Our initial analysis examines the output distribu-
tions of LLMs when presented with mathematical
problems of varying difficulty. As illustrated in
Figure 1 and further analyzed in Section 3.1, the
output distribution can be a model-specific indica-
tor of the relative difficulty of the problem to the
LLM. For example, the model consistently gen-
erates correct answers towards simple questions,
indicating a strong understanding of the question.
However, in more challenging cases, the model
produces diverse and often incorrect answers, sug-
gesting an unstable grasp of the problem. Further-
more, the distribution of specific error types in the
model’s outputs highlights the most detrimental
“bad” responses, which should have their probabili-
ties reduced to improve performance.

Leveraging these insights, we propose a novel
plug-and-play weighted training framework,
which can be seamlessly integrated into various
Preference Optimization methods. The framework
consists of three key stages: a data collection phase,
a weighted optimization phase and weighted train-
ing phase. In the first stage, inspired by Brown
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et al. (2024) and Snell et al. (2024), training data is
collected by sampling the model’s responses mul-
tiple times for the same question. This approach
provides a better understanding of the model’s out-
put distribution and preferences. In the second
stage, we design a metric to adjust the weight of
each training sample according to the model’s per-
formance on each question. By analyzing the fre-
quency of correct and incorrect responses through
repeated sampling, we assigns higher weights to
challenging samples where the model struggles,
while reducing the emphasis on samples that the
model has already mastered. In the third stage, the
training process that leverages the weights we get
to prioritize challenging samples, effectively op-
timizing the model’s focus during training. This
approach can be applied to various Preference Op-
timization methods, such as DPO (Rafailov et al.,
2023), DPOP (Pal et al., 2024) and IPO (Azar et al.,
2024), or other pairwise preference-based align-
ment techniques, providing a flexible and effective
way to improve the utilization of training data. By
aligning training more closely with the model’s
output patterns and focusing on difficult examples,
this adaptable framework enhances the efficiency
of training and drives better model performance
across diverse optimization tasks. Our contribu-
tions are summarized as follows:

• We propose a novel framework that introduces
a data collection process and a metric for com-
puting dynamic weights based on the model’s
output distribution.

• We demonstrate that these weights can be
seamlessly integrated into a variety of pair-
wise comparison preference optimization al-
gorithms.

• Experimental results on multiple model se-
ries show that our framework effectively im-
proves the mathematical reasoning capabili-
ties of LLMs.

2 Related Work

Preference Optimization Preference Optimiza-
tion (PO) methods have become a cornerstone for
aligning large language models (LLMs) with hu-
man preferences, particularly within Reinforce-
ment Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF)
frameworks (Christiano et al., 2017). These meth-
ods leverage reward models to score outputs based

on human feedback and guide the model to gen-
erate preferred responses. For instance, Proximal
Policy Optimization (PPO) (Schulman et al., 2017)
is a widely adopted approach that uses reward
signals to optimize the likelihood of preferred re-
sponses while maintaining output diversity. While
these reward-based methods have shown success
in general alignment tasks such as dialogue genera-
tion (Li et al., 2023), recent studies have observed
performance degradation in more structured and
high-precision tasks, such as mathematical reason-
ing (Meng et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024; Pal et al.,
2024). Specifically, such methods often overem-
phasize stylistic alignment rather than reasoning
accuracy, leading to suboptimal outcomes in do-
mains where correctness is paramount.

Pairwise Comparison Optimization Among
Preference Optimization approaches, pairwise com-
parison methods are particularly notable for their
simplicity and effectiveness. These methods learn
by comparing pairs of outputs, typically labeled as
“chosen” (preferred) and “rejected” (non-preferred).
Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) (Rafailov
et al., 2023) is a widely recognized algorithm in
this category, which directly optimizes the model
to increase the probability of preferred responses.
However, DPO can suffer from overfitting, particu-
larly when handling limited or imbalanced prefer-
ence data. To address this, IPO (Azar et al., 2024)
was introduced, which refines the training process
to improve generalization performance. Addition-
ally, SimPO (Meng et al., 2024) simplifies pair-
wise comparison-based methods by removing the
reference model dependency, reducing both com-
putational costs and training complexity. DPOP
(DPO-positive) (Pal et al., 2024) further improves
robustness by addressing challenges such as min-
imal edit distance between chosen and rejected
responses, which can mislead the optimization pro-
cess. These methods collectively highlight the po-
tential of pairwise comparison-based approaches to
deliver efficient and scalable alignment solutions,
particularly in preference-driven tasks.

3 Plug-and-play Weighted Training

Training large language models often encounters
the challenge of imbalanced data utility—some ex-
amples are well-understood by the model, while
others remain poorly mastered. Traditional train-
ing methods treat all data equally, which can lead
to overfitting on simpler examples while under-



utilizing more challenging ones. Our weighted
training framework addresses this issue by com-
puting the importance of training examples based
on the model’s performance. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 2, we leverage multiple sampling to capture the
model’s output distribution and tendencies, using
this information to assign a weight to each data
pair. These weights are then integrated into exist-
ing training methods, allowing the model to focus
more effectively on challenging examples.

3.1 Understanding Sampling Behavior and
Answer Distribution

We first conduct a preliminary experiment in which
we sample each question 100 times using the same
model. We then analyze the number of unique an-
swers (i.e., the number of distinct numeric answers
the model generated among the 100 samples) and
the proportion of correct answers among them. The
results are presented in Figure 3. Additionally, we
calculate the theoretical maximum accuracy under
an extreme assumption. This defines the theoretical
upper bound of accuracy based on the number of
unique answers k and the total number of samples
N , assuming that the correct answer is the most
frequently generated response. The theoretical ac-
curacy is expressed as:

Accmax =
N − (k − 1)

N
(1)

where N is the total number of samples. k denotes
the number of unique extracted answers. When
k = 1, the theoretical maximum accuracy is 1.0,
meaning all generated answers are correct. Con-
versely, when k = N , the theoretical maximum
accuracy approaches 1

N , indicating that the gener-
ated answers are entirely dispersed with no central
tendency.

We find that many data points are concentrated
in the upper left corner, indicating that the model
provides relatively consistent answers for certain
questions, often closer to the correct answer. How-
ever, the data points in the bottom left suggest that
the model frequently generates the same incorrect
answer for some questions. These are the areas our
method aims to address, with the goal of shifting
these data points upward through training.

3.2 Data Collection and Weight Computing

To better evaluate whether the model has mastered
a given math problem, we use the same prompt
to sample the problem multiple times, forming a

dataset D = {x, y1, y2, . . . , yn}, where x is the
question and y1, y2, . . . , yn are the corresponding
responses. We then process these n responses to
extract their answers {a1, a2, . . . , an}. Next, we
compute the number of correct responses Pc, and
the number of incorrect responses Pe. Using these
values, we assign weights to each question-answer
pair based on the following formula:

w =

{
1 + α · Pe

N , if Pc = 0,

max
(
1, 1 + α · Pe

Pc+ϵ ·
1
N

)
, if Pc > 0.

(2)
where α is a hyperparameter that controls the mag-
nitude of weight adjustment, while ϵ is a small con-
stant. The parameter N represents the maximum
number of sampling attempts for each question.
Additionally, the max(1, ·) function ensures that
the weight w is at least 1, preventing the data’s
importance from being excessively reduced. An
intuitive understanding of this weighting scheme is
that when the model encounters a problem and con-
sistently makes the same mistake (i.e., it repeatedly
generates the same incorrect answer), this indicates
that the model has developed a systematic misun-
derstanding of the problem. In such cases, a rela-
tively large penalty is needed, which is reflected in
a higher weight. Conversely, if the model answers
most of the samples correctly and only makes oc-
casional mistakes, it suggests that the model has
already mastered this problem. Consequently, this
set of data requires less emphasis in training (i.e.,
fewer weight adjustments), as the model does not
need significant corrections.

Next, we construct the preference data pair
D = {x, yw, yl}, where yw represents the model’s
correct answer along with its associated reasoning
process, selected as the chosen answer, and yl is
the response with the most errors, designated as
the rejected answer. If the model fails to generate
a correct answer, we default to using the gold an-
swer as the chosen answer. We select the model’s
own response as the chosen answer because while
the gold answer may appear more standardized, the
model’s response aligns better with its own distribu-
tion. This alignment helps avoid forcing the model
to mimic the gold answer’s style, allowing it to fo-
cus on learning effective reasoning steps. After all,
in the mathematical domain, human preference and
writing style is secondary to following the correct
steps to arrive at the correct answer.

This weighting mechanism ensures that each
question-answer pair is appropriately weighted



Step 2: Weight Computing
Q: Joy can read 8 pages of a book in 20
minutes. How many hours will it take her to 
read 120 pages?
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Figure 2: Overall process of the framework. In Step 1, we begin by sampling the model multiple times to collect the
distribution of responses for each question. In step 2, we identify the responses with the highest number of incorrect
answers as well as the correct answers. These are then weighted according to their frequency of occurrence. In step
3, various pairwise comparison alignment methods can be applied to incorporate these weights into the training
process, ultimately resulting in a trained model.
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Figure 3: The distribution of the responses of the model
in the face of multiple samples of the same question.
Each point represents a question. Here, the x-axis repre-
sents the number of different unique answers obtained
in the sampling(which can be viewed as the number
of answer equivalence classes), and the y-axis repre-
sents the proportion of correct answers among all 100
responds.

based on the model’s performance, allowing the
framework to emphasize challenging problems and
better utilize training data.

3.3 Weighted Training

In this section, we explain how the weights ob-
tained in the previous step are used during train-
ing. When we have two responses, yw and yl

1, the
Bradley-Terry model (Bradley and Terry, 1952) as-
sumes that the probability of the model outputting
yw is greater than the probability of outputting yl.

1Where w represents win and l represents loss.

The overall optimization objective of the reward
function can therefore be designed as:

LR = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D [logP (yw ≻ yl|x)] (3)

We denote r(x, yw) as the score of the response
yw, so that the difference r(x, yw) − r(x, yl) rep-
resents the model’s internal scoring of these two
responses. This step can be understood as evaluat-
ing the relative scores of the two responses from
the model’s internal perspective, since it reflects
the distribution of the model’s output logits.

Additionally, the external “score” represented
by the weight w, which we get from the equation
2, quantifies the importance of the pair for model
optimization. This leads to the updated objective:

LR = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D[log σ
(
w · (r(x, yw)
− r(x, yl))

)
] (4)

Since the optimal reward can be represented as
the optimal value for the model(Peng et al., 2019;
Peters and Schaal, 2007), we can obtain:

r(x, y) = β log
π∗(y|x)
πref(y|x)

+ β logZ(x) (5)

where π∗ is the optimal model and the Z(x) =∑
y πref (y|x)exp(

1
β r(x, y)) is a partition function

of x so that it is unrelated to the model we are
trying to optimize. So substituting the equation
into the objective, the core part would be:

w
(
log

π∗(yw|x)
πref(yw|x)

− log
π∗(yl|x)
πref(yl|x)

)
(6)



Unlike other pairwise comparison methods, which
may enhance the alignment process through tech-
niques such as length penalty control or reference-
model-free approaches, our method focuses on op-
timizing the utilization of reward differences to
improve training process. In practice, this computa-
tion can be implemented efficiently by incorporat-
ing w into the log-probability calculation, adding
negligible computational overhead.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

Since our work involves two parts: the collection
of training data and the use of test data at test time,
we will elaborate on them separately.

Training Phase For training, we utilize the Meta-
Math (Yu et al., 2024) dataset, which contains
395k samples generated through data augmentation
from the GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021) and MATH
datasets (Hendrycks et al., 2021). Since the aug-
mented data specifies its origin(GSM or MATH),
we conduct separate experiments by dividing the
training process into two subsets: one using data
labeled as originating from MATH and the other
from GSM. This separation is also reflected in the
presentation of our experimental results. From the
MetaMath dataset, we select the first 20k samples
of MATH-type data and 20k samples of GSM-type
data. These subsets were further processed through
model sampling, where we set the sampling param-
eter N to 16, α in Equation 2 to 1 and the tempera-
ture to 0.7. A larger N allows us to better observe
the model’s output distribution, helping us identify
questions that the model handles confidently and
those where its predictions are less certain.

Testing Phase For evaluation, we employ two
widely recognized datasets for assessing mathe-
matical reasoning capabilities in models: GSM8K
and MATH. The GSM8K test set consists of 1,319
math word problems, providing a benchmark for
foundational mathematical reasoning. In contrast,
the MATH dataset includes 5,000 problems with
significantly higher difficulty levels. Due to com-
putational constraints, we conduct our tests on
a subset of the MATH dataset, referred to as
MATH500 (Lightman et al., 2024). This dataset
contains 500 problems and maintains the similar
difficult level and subject distribution as the origi-
nal MATH test set.

4.2 Model
We select several series models for our experiments.
Since our method requires the generation of incor-
rect answers, selecting models that maintain a cer-
tain error rate ensures a more comprehensive data
collection process, thereby enhancing the effec-
tiveness of training, we use ChatGLM3-6B (GLM
et al., 2024) for alignment with GSM data. And
for MATH data, we choose Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct,
Qwen2-7B-Instruct, and GLM4-9B-Chat (Yang
et al., 2024; GLM et al., 2024). These models have
been supervised fine-tuned on common datasets,
which is consistent with the typical RLHF work-
flow where training is conducted on a fine-tuned
model rather than a pretrained one.

4.3 Preference Optimization Baseline
In our experiments, we compare the performance
of several widely used reinforcement learning
from human feedback (RLHF) methods, including
DPO (Rafailov et al., 2023), SimPO (Meng et al.,
2024), DPOP (Pal et al., 2024), and IPO (Azar et al.,
2024). These methods all rely on pairwise com-
parisons, making it straightforward to integrate our
proposed method as a plug-and-play component.
Experimental results presented later demonstrate
that our method consistently enhances model per-
formance, often leading to better outcomes across
various tasks.

4.4 Training Setting
In terms of model training, our experiments were
conducted on an A100 40G GPU. Due to hard-
ware limitations, we employed LoRA (Hu et al.,
2022) for parameter-efficient fine-tuning and used
bf16 precision. Given the relatively small amount
of training data, we trained models of size 1.5B
and below for one epoch with a learning rate of
2× 10−6. For the 7B model, we trained for half an
epoch with a learning rate of 5× 10−6. In our ex-
periments, we observed that this amount of training
led to a stagnation in loss reduction, with no signifi-
cant improvement in performance. During training,
we used the same prompts as those used during
testing, which are detailed in the appendix B.

4.5 Main Result
We report the performance of the models on
GSM8K and MATH datasets, with the experimen-
tal results presented in Table 1. The results demon-
strate that the weighted method achieves a general
improvement compared to methods that do not use



Table 1: The main experimental results. It can be observed that the performance of models trained using the
weighted data method on our collected datasets improved across several methods. All the models were trained
on the MetaMath-MATH dataset (not include GSM8K data). MATH500 can be considered as in-domain data.
Additionally, we also present the performance of each model on the corresponding dataset without additional
training for comparison.

Model Method GSM8K Math500

Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct

Original 63.22 22.8
SFT 65.42 (+2.20) 25.4 (+2.6)

DPO 64.74 (+1.52) 24.8 (+2.0)

with weight data 64.59 (+1.37) 25.6 (+2.8)

DPOP 64.74 (+1.52) 24.4 (+1.6)

with weight data 64.36 (+1.14) 26.0 (+3.2)

SimPO 64.74 (+1.52) 25.6 (+2.8)

with weight data 65.42 (+2.20) 25.9 (+3.1)

IPO 64.74 (+1.52) 25.8 (+3.0)

with weight data 64.74 (+1.52) 25.2 (+2.4)

Qwen2-7B-Instruct

Original 84.68 51.0
SFT 84.98 (+0.30) 53.8 (+2.8)

DPO 87.49 (+2.81) 55.8 (+4.8)

with weight data 87.49 (+2.81) 57.6 (+6.6)

DPOP 84.76 (+0.08) 53.2 (+2.2)

with weight data 85.44 (+0.76) 53.2 (+2.2)

SimPO 85.82 (+1.14) 52.6 (+1.6)

with weight data 85.36 (+0.68) 53.4 (+2.4)

IPO 85.51 (+0.83) 52.0 (+1.0)

with weight data 86.58 (+1.90) 54.0 (+3.0)

GLM4-9B-Chat

Original 58.07 45.2
SFT 61.71 (+3.64) 42.0 (-3.2)

DPO 61.25 (+3.18) 46.2 (+1.0)

with weight data 61.63 (+3.56) 47.2 (+2.0)

DPOP 55.40 (-2.67) 46.2 (+1.0)

with weight data 56.40 (-1.67) 46.2 (+1.0)

SimPO 58.75 (+0.68) 47.0 (+1.8)

with weight data 57.92 (-0.15) 46.2 (+1.0)

IPO 58.83 (+0.76) 46.6 (+1.4)

with weight data 58.68 (+0.61) 47.2 (+2.0)

weighted data. Additionally, we report the perfor-
mance on GSM8K when the model is trained on
the MATH dataset. While the improvement is not
significant, it still indicates that our method is rela-
tively stable and does not cause the trained model
to overfit to a specific type of problem.

We also conducted experiments on the GSM8K
dataset, with the experimental results shown in
Table 2. For the reason that the model is better
to have a certain error rate we mentioned before,
we selected ChatGLM3-6B as our model, which
achieved slightly over 50% accuracy on GSM8K,
along with the first 20K GSM-type data from the
Metamath dataset as the training data.

4.6 Analysis

Model Stability To evaluate the stability of our
trained model, we conduct a sampling experiment
where the model generated multiple responses to
the same question in MATH500. We test the sta-
bility using two methods: the major@k and the
pass@k metric (Wang et al., 2023; Chen et al.,
2021). The experimental results are presented in
Figure 4, where we compare ordinary DPO with the
weighted DPO approach. For the major@k method,
we first sample N responses with temperature 0.7,
then randomly selected k samples from these N ,
and performed a majority vote on these k responses.



Method GSM8K
Original 51.55
SFT 53.75 (+2.20)

DPO 59.96 (+8.41)

with weight data 60.34 (+8.79)

DPOP 53.37 (+1.82)

with weight data 53.52 (+1.97)

SimPO 59.13 (+7.58)

with weight data 59.59 (+8.04)

IPO 55.34 (+3.79)

with weight data 54.28(+2.73)

Table 2: The experiment result of ChatGLM3-6B on
GSM8K test set among different methods.
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Figure 4: Results of the model evaluated with multiple
samples. Specifically, we present the results for Qwen2-
7B-Instruct, where it is evident that the weighted train-
ing method generally achieves higher correctness com-
pared to the unweighted method.

The majority vote is calculated as the most frequent
answer among the k sampled responses.

For the pass@k metric, we adopt the unbiased
sampling logic described in Brown et al. (2024),
using the following formula:

pass@k =
1

|D|

|D|∑
i=1

(
1−

(
N−Ci

k

)(
N
k

) )
(7)

Here,|D| represents the number of test cases and
Ci represents the number of correct responses for
the i-th problem.

Since the answers to mathematical problems can
be diverse, the majority vote method does not neces-
sarily lead to higher accuracy as the number of sam-
ples increases. However, as shown in the results,
models trained on weighted data generally outper-
form those trained on unweighted data, demonstrat-
ing the effectiveness of the proposed approach. As
for pass@k, the improvement is less pronounced.
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Figure 5: Data point distribution before and after train-
ing on Qwen2-7B-Instruct. The x-axis represents the
number of different unique answers obtained in the sam-
pling(which can be viewed as the number of answer
equivalence classes), and the y-axis represents the pro-
portion of correct answers among all 100 responds. The
data points shift upward toward the upper left, indicat-
ing that the outputs of the weighted-trained model are
more stable and accurate across multiple samples.

We believe this is because RLHF methods like DPO
primarily help the model better select the correct
response rather than fundamentally enhancing its
mathematical reasoning abilities.

We also compare the distribution of the model’s
answer after training with weighted data (as de-
scribed in Section 3.1). The result is shown in
Figure 5. We observe that the data points have no-
ticeably shifted upwards overall, indicating that the
trained model is more likely to select the correct
answers compared to before training.

Training Data Distribution In order to gain a
deeper understanding of the training process, we
analyze the distribution of the training data, and
the results are shown in Figure 6. In this analysis,
“major fail” refer to the correct answer cannot be
obtained through the majority vote method. “major
success with wrong answer” means there are some
wrong answers among the sample answers but the
correct answer can be obtained through the major-
ity vote method. “no correct answer” indicates that
no correct answer appeared among the sampled
responds. Meanwhile, “no wrong answer” means
that there were no incorrect answers in the sample.
For this subset of questions, we set the “rejected”
response to null, meaning that these questions are
not included in the training process.

Reward Comparison To better illustrate the dif-
ferences between the weighted training method
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7B-Instruct as example.

and the unweighted training method during the
training process, we present the results of both
methods in Figure 7. The results demonstrate that
the weighted training method outperforms the un-
weighted method in terms of both the probability
of the chosen response and the rejected response.
The improvement is particularly evident in the re-
ward/chosen metric. Under the unweighted training
method, the reward fluctuates around 0, whereas
the weighted method consistently maintains the
reward at a positive number.

Influence of Training Data In our framework,
the chosen answer is primarily the correct response
generated by the model from N samples, rather
than the golden answer provided by the original
dataset (except in cases where the model fails to
generate a correct response after multiple attempts).
Selecting this self-generated content as the chosen
answer helps minimize modifications to the model,
thereby making π∗ and πref closer to each other.
In previous studies (Pal et al., 2024; Meng et al.,
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2024), it has been observed that using pairwise
comparison methods in mathematical reasoning
tasks often leads to suboptimal performance. We
argue that this issue arises when the golden answer
is used as the chosen answer for training. The
golden answer, while normative, often differs in
style and format from the model’s own responses.
As a result, the model may focus on mimicking the
style of the golden answer rather than learning the
underlying reasoning process, which is critical for
mathematical problem-solving.

To validate our hypothesis, we conduct a compar-
ative experiment to evaluate the difference between
using the correct response generated by the model
as the chosen answer and directly using the golden
answer as the chosen answer. The experimental
results, shown in Figure 8, indicate that our ap-
proach of using self-generated correct answers as
the chosen answer outperforms the golden-answer-
based approach. The results indicate that using
self-generated data as the chosen answer is signifi-
cantly better than using the golden answer.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we propose a plug-and-play weighted
training framework to improve the shortcomings
of the existing pairwise comparison RLHF train-
ing methods. By collecting the performance of
the model on training dataset, we assign different
weights to various training examples and then apply
preference optimization. Our experimental results
demonstrate that this framework can be success-
fully integrated with a range of pairwise compari-
son PO methods, leading to notable performance
improvements in specific domains, particularly in
mathematical reasoning.



Limitation

A key limitation of our method lies in its reliance
on the ability to group answers into equivalence
classes. For instance, in mathematical reasoning
tasks, answers with the same numeric result can be
naturally treated as equivalent. However, in tasks
like machine translation or reading comprehension,
defining such equivalence classes becomes signifi-
cantly more challenging. Some approaches, such as
leveraging semantic entropy (Farquhar et al., 2024)
or other clustering techniques, could potentially be
used to group responses into equivalence classes
based on their semantic similarity or other shared
attributes. By establishing a meaningful equiva-
lence structure for responses, our method can be
extended to a broader range of tasks beyond those
with clearly defined correctness criteria.
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Qwen-Boxed Prompt

<|im_start|>system You are a
helpful assistant.<|im_end|>
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Q:A figure skater is facing north when she begins to spin to her right. She spins 2250 degrees. Which 
direction  (north, south, east or west) is she facing when she finishes her spin?

First,  let's understand the direction changes based 
on the rotation. The skater starts facing north and 
spins to her right.  A full circle is 360 degrees. So, 
if she spins 2250 degrees,  we can find out how 
many full circles she completes and the remaining 
degrees by dividing 2250 by 360.\\[2250 \\div  360 
= 6 \\text{ remainder } 150\\]This means she 
completes 6 full circles and then spins an 
additional 150  degrees.Since she starts facing 
north and spins to her right,  we need to determine 
the direction she faces after spinning 150 degrees 
to the right. 150 degrees to the right from  north is 
southeast.Therefore, when she finishes her spin,  
she is facing southeast. The answer is 
$\\boxed{\\text{ southeast }}$.

First,  let's understand the direction changes based on the rotation. The skater 
starts facing north and spins to her right.  In a standard coordinate system,  
spinning to the right would mean spinning in a clockwise direction (since the 
standard direction for positive rotation  is counter-clockwise when looking 
down on the positive x-y plane).Given that she spins 2250 degrees,  let's break 
this down:- A full circle is 360 degrees.\n- 2250 degrees is more than a full 
circle,  so we need to find out how many full circles she completes and how 
many degrees are left over.First,  divide 2250 by 360 to find out how many full 
circles she was :\\[\\frac{2250}{360} = 6.25 \\]This means she's 6 full circles 
and has 0.25 of a circle left over.Since each full circle represents a complete 
360-degree rotation,  completing 6 full circles means she has gone through:\\[ 6 
\\times 360 = 2160 \\text{ degrees} \\]Now,  we subtract this from the total 
rotation to find out how many degrees are left:\\[ 2250 - 2160 = 90 
\\text{ degrees}  \\]So, after completing 6 full circles,  she has 90 degrees left 
to spin. Since she started facing north and spun clockwise,  she will end up 
facing east after spinning an additional 90 degrees.Therefore, when she finishes 
her spin,  she is facing \\(\\boxed{\\text{east}}\\).

Without Weight Training With Weight Training

Q:Six cars pull up to a red light, one at a time. At the light, there are three lanes, one left-turn lane, 
one straight-going lane, and one right-turn lane. How many ways can the cars stack up so that all 
three lanes are occupied?Note that if the first car turns left and the second goes straight, this is 
considered different from the first car going straight and the second car turning left. In other words, 
the cars are distinguishable, but pull up to the intersection in a fixed order.

Without Weight Training With Weight Training
To solve this problem, we can use the concept of 
permutations with restrictions. We have 6 distinguishable 
cars and 3 lanes (left, straight, right). We want to find the 
number of ways to distribute these cars into the lanes such 
that all lanes are occupied.First, let's consider the total 
number of ways to distribute the 6 cars into the 3 lanes 
without any restrictions. This is simply a matter of finding 
the number of ways to partition 6 items into 3 groups. This 
can be calculated using the formula for distributing \\(n\\) 
distinguishable items into \\(k\\) distinguishable groups, 
which is \\(k^n\\). Here, \\(n = 6\\) and \\(k = 3\\), so the 
total number of ways is \\(3^6\\).\\[3^6 = 729\\]However, 
this count includes cases where one or more lanes are 
empty. We need to subtract the cases where at least one 
lane is empty. There are 3 ways to choose which lane is 
empty, and for each of these choices, the remaining 6 cars 
can be distributed into the 2 remaining lanes in \\(2^6\\) 
ways. So, the number of ways to have at least one lane 
empty is:\\[3 \\times 2^6 = 3 \\times 64 = 
192\\]Subtracting these from the total gives us the number 
of ways to distribute the cars so that all lanes are 
occupied:\\[729 - 192 = 537\\]Therefore, there are 537 
ways for the cars to stack up so that all three lanes are 
occupied. The answer is:\\[\n\\boxed{537}\n\\]

To solve this problem, we can use the concept of combinations with repetition. 
We have 6 distinguishable cars and 3 lanes (left, straight, right). We want to 
find the number of ways to distribute these cars into the 3 lanes such that all 
lanes are occupied.Let's denote the cars as \\(C_1, C_2, C_3, C_4, C_5, C_6\\) 
and the lanes as \\(L\\) (left), \\(S\\) (straight), and \\(R\\) (right).We can 
represent the distribution of cars into lanes as a sequence of 6 letters (one for 
each car) where each letter can be one of the three types (L, S, R). The 
condition that all lanes are occupied means that each type of letter (L, S, R) 
must appear at least once in the sequence.To find the number of ways to 
distribute the cars, we can use the principle of Inclusion-Exclusion. 1. **Total 
number of ways without restrictions**: Since each of the 6 cars can go into any 
of the 3 lanes, there are \\(3^6\\) total ways to distribute the cars without any 
restrictions.2. **Subtract the cases where one or more lanes are empty**: \n -
**One lane empty**: There are 3 ways to choose which lane is empty, and for 
the remaining 2 lanes, we have \\(2^6\\) ways to distribute the cars. So, there 
are \\(3 \\times 2^6\\) ways.\n - **Two lanes empty**: There are 3 ways to 
choose which two lanes are empty, and for the remaining lane, we have \\(1^6 
= 1\\) way to distribute the cars (all cars must go into the remaining lane). So, 
there are \\(3 \\times 1 = 3\\) ways.\n - **All lanes occupied**: This is the 
scenario we're interested in, and we've already calculated this as \\(3^6\\).Using 
the principle of Inclusion-Exclusion, we calculate the number of ways to 
distribute the cars such that all lanes are occupied as follows:\\[Total = 3^6 - 3 
\\times 2^6 + 3\\]\\[= 729 - 3 \\times 64 + 3\\]\\[= 729 - 192 + 3\\]\\[= 
540\\]Therefore, there are 540 ways the cars can stack up so that all three lanes 
are occupied. The answer is: \\(\\boxed{540}\\).

Figure 9: Comparision of examples on Qwen2-7B-Instruct with and without weighted traning



official results. We guess that the chat template
is a general prompt for the model, and the official
team might use special prompts tailored to test the
model’s mathematical ability. Despite this, we use
a uniform prompt across all our tests, ensuring a
fair comparison between the models.

As for ChatGLM3, which is primarily focused
on tasks from the GSM8K dataset—where LaTeX
answers in "boxed" format are uncommon—we
employed a standard chain-of-thought prompt for
consistency.

CoT Prompt

As a helpful assistant, please
solve the following math problem
step by step.
Instruction:
{instruction}

C Concern about Model Selection

In this section, we examine why our approach may
not perform well on certain models, using Llama3-
8B-Instruct as an example. One significant chal-
lenge is that this model does not perform well on
mathematical tasks. During sampling, many ques-
tions fail to yield correct answers, forcing us to use
the golden answer as the chosen answer for train-
ing. However, we observed a substantial difference
in style between the golden answers from the math
dataset and the answers generated by the model it-
self. For example, when facing with the following
problem The model’s answer

An example on LLaMA3-8B-Instruct

Q:A translation of the plane takes 5 + 5i to
6 + 8i. Find the complex number that the
translation takes −6 to.
Model’s Answer: To translate a complex
number z = a + bi, we add −a + bi to it.
So, our translation takes −6 to(−6)− 5i =
−11− 5i. Final Answer: The final answer
is −11− 5i. I hope it is correct.
Golden Answer: This translation takes z to
z + w, where w is a fixed complex number.
Thus, [6 + 8i = (5 + 5i) +w.]Hence, w =
1 + 3i. Then the translation takes −6 to
−6 + (1 + 3i) = −5 + 3i .

As observed, Llama3’s response style differs sig-
nificantly from the golden answer’s style. Llama3

tends to adopt a conversational tone, addressing
the user directly with phrases like “we” and consis-
tently ending responses with the sentence “I hope it
is correct.” (This sentence was added to nearly all
responses regardless of the question.) In contrast,
the golden answer focuses solely on the reasoning
process, presenting the final answer neatly format-
ted within a box. Despite explicitly instructing
Llama3 to follow this format in the prompt, the
model often fails to do so, further highlighting the
discrepancy in response styles.

As a result, when training with DPO-like con-
trastive learning, the model tends to learn the style
of the chosen answers rather than focusing on the
underlying mathematical logic. To address this
issue, it may be necessary to generate a set of
golden answers with styles similar to the model’s
responses, which can then be used as the chosen
answer during training to achieve better results.
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