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Mutual Information DPO

Many of Your DPOs are Secretly One: Attempting
Unification ThroughMutual Information

Rasul Tutunov1 Antoine Grosnit1 andHaitham Bou-Ammar1,2

1 Huawei Noah’s Ark 2 AI Centre, Department of Computer Science, UCL

Abstract: Post-alignment of large language models (LLMs) is critical in improving
their utility, safety, andalignmentwithhuman intentions. Directpreferenceoptimi-
sation (DPO) has become one of themost widely used algorithms for achieving this
alignment, given its ability to optimise models based on human feedback directly.
However, the vast number of DPO variants in the literature hasmade it increasingly
difficult for researchers to navigate and fully grasp the connections between these
approaches. This paper introduces a unifying framework inspired bymutual infor-
mation, which proposes a new loss function with flexible priors. By carefully spec-
ifying these priors, we demonstrate that many existing algorithms, such as SimPO,
TDPO, SparsePO, and others, can be derived from our framework. This unification
offers a clearer and more structured approach, allowing researchers to understand
the relationships between different DPO variants better. We aim to simplify the
landscape of DPO algorithms, making it easier for the research community to gain
insights and foster further advancements in LLM alignment. Ultimately, we hope
our framework can be a foundation for developing more robust and interpretable
alignment techniques. a

aThis is awork-in-progressdocument. If youbelieve furtherunifications arepossible or ifwehave
missed your algorithm, please get in touchwithus at rasul.tutunov@huawei.com, andwewill do our
best to incorporate your suggestions.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) exhibit remarkable language comprehension and gener-
ation abilities, allowing them to be applied in various domains, including translation
[6, 16], sentiment analysis [53], summarisation [27], medical research [42, 55], data science
[13, 14, 19], communication networks [2, 5, 56], robotics and sequential decision-making
[9, 31, 51]. These models gain knowledge by pre-training on vast and diverse datasets con-
taininghigh-quality text. During this pre-trainingphase, they learn topredict thenextword
or token in a sequence based on the context provided by the preceding tokens. This next-
token prediction objective helps the model capture complex patterns, relationships, and
nuances in language.

While pre-training equips LLMs with a broad understanding of language and general
world knowledge, this knowledge is often too general. Itmay not specialise enough for spe-
cific tasks or domains. Fine-tuning allows us to adapt these pre-trained models to partic-
ular applications by training them on smaller, task-specific datasets, improving their per-
formance on more focused objectives. This fine-tuning stage often requires post-training.
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Mutual Information DPO

A popular method in this stage is reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF),
which fine-tunesmodels using human-derived reward functions to guide responses [1, 20,
34, 54]. Despite its effectiveness, RLHF is challenging because it necessitates carefully de-
fined reward models and precise tuning of hyperparameters, which can be resource and
computationally expensive. Additionally, reward-based methods like RLHF face difficul-
ties such as rewardmisalignment and out-of-distribution generalisation [7, 21, 45, 50].

In response to thesechallenges, reward-freeapproaches likedirectpreferenceoptimiza-
tion (DPO) have been proposed [37]. DPO avoids the reliance on explicit reward functions,
offering a potentially more stable and efficient alternative for fine-tuning models without
complex reward engineering [46, 47]. However, DPO still faces significant limitations; see
the exhaustive work in [47] for amore comprehensive exposition. Inspired by [47], we note
that DPO’s reliance on implicit reward signals can sometimes result in policies favouring
responses outside the intended distribution [39, 49]. Moreover, offline implementations
of DPO underperform compared to online methods for aligningmodels [17]. Additionally,
models that undergo fine-tuning via DPO may experience an “alignment penalty”, where
the alignment process reduces the model’s overall effectiveness [23, 26].

Several enhanced versions of DPO have been proposed [3, 10, 11, 24, 30, 32, 52] to ad-
dress these issues. While successful in isolated instances, this expansion of closely related
algorithmsmakes it difficult to navigate the literature and determine themost effective ap-
proach. The sheer volume of variations often leads to confusion, as many of these meth-
ods share similar foundations but differ in their specific tweaks or implementations. As
such, a unified approach, where (many of) these algorithms are viewed as special cases
of a more comprehensive framework, dramatically simplifies this landscape. Such an ap-
proach would allow researchers and practitioners to understand the underlying principles
that drive each variationmore clearly. Such a framework could lead tomore efficient devel-
opmentandapplicationofalignmentmethods, as itwouldhelp identifywhichelementsare
most important across different scenarios and how they can be combined for optimal per-
formance. A consolidated framework would make it easier to pinpoint areas for improve-
ment, ensuring that progress is mademore effectively and with fewer redundant efforts.

This paper addresses this challenge by proposing a unified framework explaining why
many current algorithms can be seen as special cases of a broader paradigm. We accom-
plish this by relying on a more general constraint reinforcement learning framework that
incorporates learnable priors and is principallymotivated from amutual information per-
spective. This approach gives rise to a novel DPO method class titled Mutual information
DPO or MI-DPO for short. MI-DPO requires prior specifications that can be optimised or
manually pre-defined. By defining these priors, we, surprisingly, observe that we can unify
various existing algorithms, revealinghow they naturally emerge as instantiations fromour
framework. Furthermore, we demonstrate that directly optimising for the prior leads to
improved loss function outcomes around optima, offering a more promising approach to
model alignment. In short, our contributions can be summarised as:

• Proposing a more general formulation - titled MI-DPO (mutual information DPO) -
based on learnable priors for preference alignment inspired bymutual information;

• Showing that various algorithms in literature naturally arise as special cases with the
relevant prior choice; and
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• Theoretically discussingMI-DPOanddemonstrating its advantages compared to cur-
rent approaches.

A summary presenting the prior choices and the algorithms recovered.

DPO→ ζ ≡ πref(y|x)

DICE→ ζ ≡ π
(t−1)
LLM (y|x)

cEntropy → ζ ∝ πref(y|x)[πLLM(y|x)]1−η

R-DPO→ ζ ∝
πref(y|x)

exp(β|y|)

simPO→ ζ ∝ [πLLM(y|x)]

(

1− 1
|y|

)

exp β(y, x)

TDPO→ ζ ∝ πref(y|x) exp

(

−
|y|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

))

)

TIS-DPO→ ζ ∝ πLLM(y|x)
|y|

∏
i=1

(
πref(yi|x, y<i)

πLLM(yi|x, y<i)

)w(yi;x)

exp

(

DSeqL(x, y, w(y; x); πLLM||πref)

)

sparsePO→ ζ ∝ exp

(
|y|

∑
t=1

log
[πLLM(·|x, y<t)]1−µ1(yt)

πref(.|x, y<t)−µ1(yt)

−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|x, y<t)||πLLM(·|x, y<t)

)

)

2 Direct Preference Optimisation

DPO [37] was introduced as a reward-free approach to model alignment, aiming to over-
come the challenges associated with traditional reinforcement learning methods, such as
the need for complex reward engineering and high computational costs. Unlike RLHF,
which relies onpredefined reward functions to guide themodel’s behaviour, DPO leverages
human preferences directly to alignmodel outputs with user expectations.

At a high level, DPO optimises a model to prefer responses that align with human judg-
mentoverotherswithout theneed for explicit reward signals. Insteadof computing rewards
for every action, DPO focuses on ranking pairs of responses based on human feedback
and then directly optimises the model to select responses that aremore likely to be ranked

higher. Formally, given adataset ofwinning and losing answersD = {x(i), y
(i)
w , y

(i)
l }n

i=1, DPO
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minimises the following objective:

JDPO (πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)

)]

, (1)

with πref(y|x) being a reference frozen LLM policy.
Intuitively, the objective in Equation 1 compares the likelihood of two responses yw (a

preferred response) and yl (a less preferred response), under the model being optimised
πLLM and a reference model πref. The goal is to maximise the preference alignment of the
model’s outputs while penalising deviations from the referencemodel.

Deriving DPO’s Objective: We now present DPO’s standard derivation that we extend
to general priors in Section 3. As noted in [37], Having pre-trained an LLM, the model is
promptedwith various prompts x to produce a pair of responses. Those are then presented
to human annotators to rank one answer over the other according to their preferences.
These preferences are assumed to be generated from a latent reward such that:

(Bradley-Terry Model) Pr(yw ≻ yl |x) =
exp(r(x, yw))

exp(r(x, yw)) + exp(r(x, yl))
, (2)

where yw is the pre-trainedmodel’s response preferred by the users to yl , and x is a prompt.
Assuming access to the human-annotated dataset D, we can parameterise a model to

train latent rewards. Once acquired, one applies reinforcement learning inpost-trainingon
top of the learnt reward to align the pre-trainedLLM.Since learning this reward is challeng-
ing,DPO followedpriorwork [35] to eliminate rewards altogether by relying on closed-form
policies.

In details, the story starts with KL-regularised reinforcement learning [18, 36, 40] that
solves the following problem:

max
πLLM

Ex,y∼πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y)−
1

β
log

πLLM(y|x)

πref(y|x)

]

, (3)

where β is a regularisation constant trading-off rewards and “closeness” to πref(y|x). It is
easy to see that the optimal policy of the problem in Equation 3 exhibits a closed form as
follows:

π⋆

LLM(y|x) =
1

Z(x)
πref(y|x) exp

(
1

β
r(x, y)

)

,

with Z(x) = ∑y′ πref(y
′|x) exp

(
1
βr(x, y′)

)

being a normalisation constant that is highly

challenging to compute. From π⋆

LLM(y|x), we can further say that:

r(x, y) = β log
π⋆

LLM(y|x)

πref(y|x)
+ β log Z(x).

Fortunately, upon plugging this equation back into the Bradley-Terry model (Equation 2)
and taking logarithms, the normalisation constant vanishes, recovering JDPO(πLLM) from
Equation 1.
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3 Mutual Information DPO

This section departs from the standard DPO derivation by introducing general priors. We
follow a similar principle to DPO to derive our loss in that we aim to circumvent modelling
latent reward functions.

3.1 Formulation &Motivation

Similar to the works in [12, 28, 29, 44], we consider the following generalisation of regu-
larised reinforcement learning, where we assume that we want our policy πLLM not to de-
viate from a prior ζ(y):

max
πLLM

Ex,y∼πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y)−
1

β
log

πLLM(y|x)

ζ(y)

]

= max
πLLM

∑
x,y

p(x)πLLM(y|x)r(x, y)

−
1

β ∑
x

p(x)KL (πLLM(y|x)||ζ(y)) ,

with p(x) being a distribution over input questions (e.g., uniform from a dataset), the KL
refers to the Kullback-Leiber divergence. Similar to [12], we propose to go one step further
and also optimise for ζ(·) in addition toπLLM(·). This implies that the policies are guided to
stay close to an optimal prior distribution. As a result, we formalise the optimisation prob-
lem in a way that balances aligning the model’s behaviour with human preferences while
maintaining consistency with this prior distribution. This leads to the following optimisa-
tion problem:

max
πLLM,ζ(y)

∑
x,y

p(x)πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) −
1

β ∑
x

p(x)KL (πLLM(y|x)||ζ(y)) .

Since the first term ∑x,y p(x)πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) is independent of ζ(y), we can rewrite the
above equation as:

max
πLLM

∑
x,y

p(x)πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) + max
ζ(y)

{

−
1

β ∑
x

p(x)KL (πLLM(y|x)||ζ(y))

}

.

We can further rewrite this equation byminimising over ζ(y) such that:

max
πLLM

{

∑
x,y

p(x)πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) −
1

β
min
ζ(y)

{

∑
x

p(x)KL (πLLM(y|x)||ζ(y))

}}

. (4)

Equation 4 is intuitive. It aims to maximise rewards while simultaneously encouraging the
model to remain close to an optimal prior distribution. Contrary to current techniques, this
optimal prior is not fixed but is itself learnable, allowing the framework to adapt flexibly.
By balancing these two objectives—rewardmaximisation and adherence to the prior—the
model avoids overfitting to specific preferences while maintaining general alignment with
desirable behaviour.
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Motivation from Mutual Information: While this formulation is intuitive, it is also
grounded in a more principled framework, as we demonstrate next. Specifically, it can be
motivated from a mutual information perspective, which provides a theoretical basis for
balancing the trade-off between reward maximisation and adherence to the prior. Before
doing so, we need first to present a Lemma from [43] that has also been widely used in lit-
erature (e.g., by the work in [12]):

Lemma 1 (Mutual Information [43]). Let Ig be a functional defined as:

Ig(pX , pY|X, qY) = ∑
x

pX(x)KL
(

pY|X(·|x)||qY(·)
)

,

where pX(x) is the distribution of the input, pY|X(y|x) is the conditional distribution of the

output conditionedon the input, and qY(y)a variational distribution of the output. Further-
more, define the mutual information as:

I(X; Y) = ∑
x,y

p(x, y) log
p(x, y)

pY(y)pX(x)
= ∑

x

pX(x)KL
(

pY|X(·|x)||pY(y)
)

.

The mutual information is recovered when

I[X; Y] = min
qY

Ig(pX , pY|X, qY).

Furthermore, the optimal variational distribution is given by:

q⋆Y(y) = ∑
x

pX(x)pY|X(y|x) (the true marginal distribution).

The above lemma is also intuitive and easy to understand. It simply introduces a
mutual-information-based perspective on optimisation. In detail, it provides a way to un-
derstand mutual information as the minimum KL divergence between the true condition
distribution pY|X and a variational distribution qY that approximates it. In other words, it

says thatmutual information I(X, Y)measureshowwell theoutputY canbepredicted from
the input X by finding the best possible approximation qY. This lemma highlights that the
closer qY is to pY|X, the better it captures the true dependency between X and Y. Further-
more, the optimal qY is shown to be the truemarginal ofY conditioned on X, ensuring that
the variational approximation aligns with the underlying data distribution.

Now, we can apply the above Lemma to our problem, specifically to the following term
from Equation 4:

−
1

β
min
ζ(y)

{

∑
x

p(x)KL (πLLM(y|x)||ζ(y))

}

= −
1

β
I[X; Y].

This allows us to write a penalty on the mutual information between states and actions,
yielding the following RL-constrained objective:

max
πLLM

∑
x,y

p(x)πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) −
1

β
I[X; Y].
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While we introduce such a problem in the context of LLM alignment, we are not the first
to study such an objective in reinforcement learning. In fact, this has been rigorously anal-
ysed in the works of [12, 44], where it has been pointed out that this problem ismathemati-
cally equivalent to rate-distortion from information theory [41]. Rate distortion formulates
how to efficiently send information over an information-theoretic channel with a limited
transmission rate. In a decision-making context, the agent is considered an information-
theoretic channel πLLM(y|x) where x is the channel input and y its output. The agent’s ob-
jective is tomaximise the expected rewardwhile operatingunder a constraint onhowmuch
information it can transmit. The mutual information between the input prompts and the
generated answers defines this transmission limit. Intuitively, the agentmust focus only on
the relevant information to maximise the reward, discarding any extraneous or irrelevant
details. By doing so, the agent ensures it stays within the allowed information transmission
rate, effectively balancing the trade-off between using information efficiently and achiev-
ing high rewards; see the work in [12] for amore detailed exposition.

3.2 DerivingMutual Information DPO

Deriving the new objective for mutual information DPO (MI-DPO) under a general prior
is rather straightforward, following the same two phases of standard DPO: 1) arriving at an
optimal solution forπ⋆

LLM, and 2) plugging the resultant reward in the Bradley-Terrymodel
from Equation 2. This section presents those two phases. Here, we assume ζ(y) is free of
optimisation since we wish to recover special cases, as shown in Section 4. Later on, in
Section 5, we analyse the benefits of optimising ζ(y).

Optimal Policies UnderGeneral Priors: This section provides a sketch of the derivations
with their comprehensive form shown in Appendix A. Having ζ(y) free of optimisation, we
consider the following problem:

J (πLLM) = max
πLLM

Ex,y∼πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y)−
1

β
log

πLLM(y|x)

ζ(y)

]
a valid probability distribution
︷ ︸︸ ︷

s.t.∑
y

πLLM(y|x) = 1 ,

where we added the constraint that πLLM(y|x) should be a valid probability distribution
when summedover all possible answers y. Given afixed x, let usnowconsider the following
objective:

Jx(πLLM) = Ey∼πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y)−
1

β
log πLLM(y|x) +

1

β
log ζ(y)

]

= ∑
y

πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) −
1

β ∑
y

πLLM(y|x) log πLLM(y|x) +
1

β ∑
y

πLLM(y|x) log ζ(y)

= ∑
y

πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y) +
1

β
log ζ(y)

]

+
1

β
H (πLLM(y|x)) ,

with the constraint that ∑y πLLM(y|x) = 1, andH (πLLM(y|x)) denoting the entropy of the

policy πLLM(y|x).
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Since the above objective represents a constrained optimisation problem,we transform
it into an unconstrained one by writing the Lagrangian, yielding:

Jlag(πLLM(y|x), λ) = ∑
y

πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y) +
1

β
log ζ(y)

]

+
1

β
H (πLLM(y|x)) + λ(∑

y

πLLM(y|x)− 1).

Taking the gradient of Jlag with respect to πLLM(y|x) and setting it to zero gives us the form
of the optimal policy as a function of the dual variables λ:

π⋆

LLM(y|x) = ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1) exp(βλ).

Upon substituting this result back into the Lagrangian and deriving optimising the dual
variables λ, we can show that:

π⋆

LLM(y|x) =
ζ(y) exp(βr(x, y))

ˆZ(x)
with Ẑ = ∑

y′
ζ
(
y′
)

exp
(

βr(x, y′)
)

. (5)

Intuitively, this policy is similar to the standard optimal policy used in traditional DPO.
However, the key difference is that it introduces amore general prior distribution instead of
relying on a fixed reference policy. The prior can be specified or adapted to represent differ-
ent assumptionsorpreferencesabout theoutput space,which,whenchosenappropriately,
recovers many existing variants of DPO currently available in the literature; see Section 4.

Generalised DPO’s Loss: To derive our new DPO loss, we can follow the second phase of
the standard approach as presented in [37]. In this phase, we need to rewrite rewards as a
function of π⋆

LLM and plug in our resultant in Bradley-Terry’s model. From Equation 5, we
see that r(x, y) exhibits the following form:

exp(βr(x, y)) = Ẑ
π⋆

LLM(y|x)

ζ(y)
=⇒ r(x, y) =

1

β
log

[

Ẑ
π⋆

LLM(y|x)

ζ(y)

]

r(x, y) =
1

β

[
log π⋆

LLM(y|x) + log Ẑ − log ζ(y)
]
=

1

β
log

π⋆

LLM(y|x)

ζ(y)
+

1

β
log Ẑ .

Now, let us substitute those into the Bradley-Terry’s model:

Pr(y1 ≻ y2|x) =
exp

(
1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)
ζ(y1)

+ 1
β log Ẑ

)

exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)

ζ(y1)
+ 1

β log Ẑ
)

+ exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y2|x)

ζ(y2)
+ 1

β log Ẑ
)

=
exp

(
1
β log Ẑ

)

exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)
ζ(y1)

)

exp
(

1
β log Ẑ

) [

exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)
ζ(y1)

)

+ exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y2|x)
ζ(y2)

)]

= sigmoid

(

α log
π⋆

LLM(y1|x)

ζ(y1)
− α log

π⋆

LLM(y2|x)

ζ(y2)

)

,
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with α = 1
β .

Given a data set of preferred and less preferred answers yw and yl, and taking the loga-
rithm of the above gives our new loss:

JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζ(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζ(yl)

)]

4 Recovering Special Cases

Now that we have introduced the general prior formulation, we focus on its practical utility
by exploring specific cases. This section will demonstrate how selecting appropriate prior
distributions allows us to recover various existing algorithms as special cases. Specifically,
we will show how this framework unifies eight state-of-the-art preference optimisation al-
gorithms. Weprovide an overview of the key results, with the complete derivations detailed
in Appendix B for reference.

The unification process is straightforward. To unify a given algorithmwithin our frame-
work, we identify its loss function and determine the prior distribution that would make
the ratios inside our sigmoid expression match those in the target algorithm. This strat-
egy works well for symmetric cases where the prior applies equally to preferred and non-
preferred answers. However, we can extend our formulation further by introducing addi-
tional constraints for more general scenarios—such as those involving global regularisers
or asymmetrical constraints; see Section 5.

We start with two simple, special cases: standard DPO (Equation 1) and DICE-based
(iterative-like) DPO [8] where the loss functions for any iteration t is written as:

JDICE(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼Dt

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

π
(t−1)
LLM (yw|x)

− α log
πLLM(yl |x)

π
(t−1)
LLM (yl |x)

)]

,

where π
(t−1)
LLM (y|x) is the previous iteration updated policy.

It is easy to see that if we set ζ to ζDPO ≡ πref(y|x) and to ζDICE(y) = π
(t−1)
LLM (y|x), we

recover both algorithms as special cases:

JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ ≡ ζDPO) → JDPO(πLLM) JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ ≡ ζDICE) → JDICE(πLLM)

Recovering EntropyControllableDPO: Entropy controllable DPO [32] is a simple exten-
sion to standard DPO incorporating a parameter η, allowing for entropy adjustment to aid
in capturingmodes of reference policy distributions. Its loss is defined by:

JcEntopy(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼Dt

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
π

η
LLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

π
η
LLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)

)]

.

Setting ζ to ζcEntropy(y) = πref(y|x)[πLLM(y|x)]1−η , we easily recover this special case,
whereby:

JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ ∝ ζcEntropy) → JcEntropy(πLLM)

9
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Recovering SimPO: SimPO [30] is an algorithm that replaces DPO’s reliance on a refer-
encemodelwith a reference-free rewardbased on the average log probability of a response,
aligning the reward functionwith themetricused for generation. Thismodification reduces
computational andmemory overhead while maintaining strong performance. SimPO also
incorporates a target rewardmargin into the Bradley-Terry objective, encouraging a larger
margin between preferred and non-preferred responses, further enhancing model perfor-
mance. The standard loss for SimPO is given by:

JSimPO(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α

|yw|
log πLLM(yw|x)

−
α

|yl|
log πLLM(yl |x)− γ

)]

,

where |y| denotes the length of an answer y, and α and γ are constants.
We can recover JsimPO from JMI-DPO under the additional assumption that “winning”

and “losing” labels for the answers in Dt are based on an absolute criterion. This corre-
sponds to standard fine-tuning scenarios where examples are valid/invalid solutions to a
mathematical problem, or are correct/incorrect codes associated with a coding problem
prompt. Formally, this assumption states that there is no x such that both (x, y1, y2) ∈ D
and (x, y2, y3) ∈ D hold simultaneously for different y1, y2, y3. This assumption is necessary
to pick a ζ function treating differently winning and losing responses, as follows:

ζsimPO(y) ∝ [πLLM(y|x)]

(

1− 1
|y|

)

exp β(y, x), with β(y, x) =

{
γ
2α if y = yw for x,

− γ
2α if y = yl for x.

Using the above, we recover the work from [30] since:

JMI-DPO

(

πLLM(y|x), ζ ∝ [πLLM(y|x)]

(

1− 1
|y|

)

exp β(y, x)

)

→ JsimPO(πLLM)

RecoveringR-DPO: R-DPOexplores the issueofDPO tending toproduce excessively long
responses thatdeviate fromuserpreferences [33]. Toaddress this, RDPOproposesa length-
regularised version of DPO that introduces a penalty term:

JR-DPO(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)

+

(

α̃|yw| − α̃|yl |

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

regulariser

)]

.

Such a choice of ζ, gives us yet another special case of JMI-DPO:

JMI-DPO

(

πLLM(y|x), ζ ∝
πref(y|x)

exp(β|y|)

)

→ JR-DPO

10
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Recovering Token-Level DPO: The token-level direct preference optimisation (TDPO) is
a novel approach to aligning large languagemodels (LLMs)with human preferences by op-
timising themat the token level rather than the sentence level [52]. TDPO improves existing
methods by incorporating forward KL divergence constraints for each token, enabling bet-
ter control of alignment and generation diversity. TDPO’s loss function is given by:

JTDPO(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)

−α∆(x, yw, yl)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

regulariser

)]

,

with ∆(x, yw, yl) defined as follows:

∆(x, yw, yl) =
|yl |

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

l ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
l ])

)
−

|yw|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

w ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
w ])

)
.

Now, if we are to set our prior as follows:

ζTDPO(y) ∝ πref(y|x) exp

(

−
|y|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

))

)

,

we recover we recover JTDPO(πLLM) as a special case of the formulation from
JMI-DPO(πLLM) since:

JMI-DPO

(

·, ζ ∝ πref(y|x) exp

(

−
|y|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

))

))

→ JTDPO (·)

Recovering Token-Level Importance Sampled DPO: The TIS-DPO (token-level impor-
tance sampling for direct preference optimisation) algorithm addresses a key limitation in
standardDPO: the uniform treatment of all tokens, which fails to account for differences in
their importance [24]. TIS-DPO assigns weights to tokens based on their relevance to the
reward, yielding the following loss function:

JTIS-DPO = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid
(

u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl)− η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl)
)]

,

such that u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) is defined as:

u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) =
Tw

∑
i=1

ww
i α log

πLLM(ywi
|x, yw<i

)

πref(ywi
|x, yw<i

)
−

Tl

∑
j=1

wl
jα log

πLLM(ylj
|x, yl<j

)

πref(ylj
|x, yl<j

)
.

Furthermore, the second term η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) is an altered version of TDPO’s se-
quential Kullback-Leibler component:

η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) = αDSeqL(x, yw, ww; πLLM||πref)− αDSeqL(x, yl , wl; πLLM||πref).

11
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In the above, ww
i and wl

j are weights that are applied token-level. Finally,

DSeqL(x, yl , wl; πLLM||πref) is weighted sequence KL-divergence defined as:

DSeqL(x, y, w̃; π1||π2) =
|y|

∑
i=1

w̃iKL(π1(yi|x, y<i)||π2(yi|x, y<i))

To recover JTIS-DPO(πLLM), we again assume that the winning and losing examples are un-
ambiguous, i.e. no “losing” response appears in another triplet as a “winning” response
given the same prompt, and we choose ζTIS-DPO(y) as follows:

ζTIS-DPO(y) ∝ πLLM(y|x)
|y|

∏
i=1

(
πref(yi|x, y<i)

πLLM(yi|x, y<i)

)w(yi;x)

exp

(

DSeqL(x, y, w(y; x); πLLM||πref)

)

,

with the following token-level weight function w(y; x) = {w(yi; x)}
|y|
i=1 defined as:

w(yi; x) =

{

ww
i if y = yw for x

wl
i if y = yl for x

With ζTIS-DPO(y), we can again show another special case, whereby:

JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ ∝ ζTIS-DPO) → JTIS-DPO(πLLM)

Recovering Sparse Preference Optimisation: The SparsePO technique proposes a novel
method for aligning large language models (LLMs) with human preferences by introduc-
ing token-level sparsity in preference optimisation [10]. Unlike traditional approaches,
SparsePO assigns weights to specific tokens during training, focusing optimisation efforts
on themost relevantpartsof the response. By learning sparsemasks for token-level rewards
and KL divergence, SparsePO improves flexibility and diversity in generated responses
while maintaining alignment with human preferences. Its loss is given by:

JsparsePO(πLLM) = −E(x,y2,yl)

[
uµ1

(x, yw, yl)− ∆µ2(x, yw, yl)
]

,

such that uµ1
(x, yw, yl) is defined as:

uµ1
(x, yw, yl) = α

|yw|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt

w

)
log

πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

w

)

πref

(
·|x, y<t

w

) − α
|yl |

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt

l

)
log

πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

l

)

πref

(
·|x, y<t

l

) .

Furthermore, the second term ∆µ2(x, yw, yl) is an altered version of TDPO’s sequential
Kullback-Leibler component:

∆µ2(x, yw, yl) = α
|yl |

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt

l

)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

l ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
l ])

)

− α
|yw|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt

w

)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

w ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
w ])

)
.

12



Mutual Information DPO

In the above, µ1(·) andµ2(·) aremasks that are applied token-level anddesigned to encour-
age sparsity. We can easily recover sparse PO using the following ζ:

ζsparsePO(y) ∝ exp

(
|y|

∑
t=1

log
[πLLM(·|[x, y<t])]1−µ1(yt)

πref(.|[x, y<t])−µ1(yt)

−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t])

)

)

.

With this ζsparsePO(y) as defined above, we can show that thework in [10] is recovered since:

JMI-DPO

(
πLLM, ζ ∝ ζsparsePO

)
→ JsparsePO(πLLM)

5 Discussion & FutureWork

5.1 On Further Extensions

We successfully recovered several special cases in the literature in the previous section.
However, some still fall outside the scope of our current framework, particularly those in-
volving global constraints. By incorporating additional constraints into our original prob-
lem formulation, we can extend our approach to recovermany of these algorithms. Specif-
ically, we can transform our original problem into a constrained one in the form of:

max
πLLM,ζ(y)

∑
x,y

p(x)πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) −
1

β ∑
x

p(x)KL (πLLM(y|x)||ζ(y)) , s.t. g (πLLM, ζ) ≤ ǫ.

Specifying those constraints g(·), would then give us the ability to unify further algorithms
like CPO [48] and ORPO [15], among others.

Therehavealsobeennotable extensions in the literature focusingon the robustness and
safety of LLMs [4, 22, 25, 38], which we would like to explore further in future work. We be-
lieve that incorporating appropriate constraints into our framework can also address these
concerns. By extending our unified approach to include robustness and safety considera-
tions, we aim to ensure that the models align with human intentions and exhibit reliable
and safe behaviour across various scenarios.

While incorporating additional constraints allows us to unify a broader range of algo-
rithms, we are hesitant to pursue this direction, as it heuristically introduces constraints
without a principled foundation. Instead, we aim to explore whether these constraint-
basedobjectives canbe recovered fromaprobabilistic perspective in the future. Wehope to
derive such constraints more formally and systematically by introducing appropriate pri-
ors.

5.2 OnOptimising for ζ(y)

In theprevious sections, wepresented a generalisedDPO loss functionunder general priors
and explored special cases that recoverwell-knownalgorithms in the literature. Wecanalso
focus on the optimisation process over policies and priors, examining the theoretical guar-
antees associated with an algorithm that alternates between these two steps. The intuition
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behind such an approach is straightforward: instead of fixing ζ, we treat it as a learnable
functional that adapts alongside thepolicyπLLM . This allows theprior ζ toact asaguide, dy-
namically shaping the optimisation landscape for πLLM in amanner that better aligns with
the objective function. Below, we formalise this algorithm anddetail its theoretical guaran-
tees, highlighting how this approach recovers improved minima that outperform existing
methods.

We can, for example, optimiseJMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ) jointly with respect to both arguments:

π⋆

LLM, ζ⋆ = arg min
π∈Π,ζ∈Ξ

JMI-DPO (π, ζ)

where Π and Ξ are constraints that restrict the parameter spaces of πLLM and ζ to ensure
compact domains.

A (rather simple) realisationwe notice is that jointly optimising overπLLM and ζ leads to
better optimal loss values compared to any fixed ζ, such that:

min
πLLM,ζ

JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ) ≤ min
π

JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ) ∀ζ.

The above result says that joint optimisation is better than optimising for πLLM alone. This
is intuitive since joint optimisation gives more degrees of freedom for the loss to decrease.
To see this, let (π⋆

LLM, ζ⋆) = arg minπLLM,ζ JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ). This means that:

JMI-DPO(π
⋆

LLM, ζ⋆) ≤ JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ) ∀πLLM, ζ. (6)

Now, let us fix ζ = ζ̂ and optimise over πLLM to obtain π⋆

LLM(ζ̂), such that:

π⋆

LLM(ζ̂) = arg min
πLLM

JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ̂).

Since Equation 6 holds, we conclude that JMI-DPO(π
⋆

LLM, ζ⋆) ≤ JMI-DPO(π
⋆

LLM(ζ̂), ζ̂), and,
hence

min
πLLM,ζ

JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ) ≤ min
πLLM

JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ̂) ∀ζ̂

While this result is intuitive, it is significant because it asserts that optimising over both the
policy and the prior leads to a better minimum of the loss function compared to any fixed
prior. Except for DICE, the special cases we considered earlier, which recover algorithms
from the literature, typically use a fixed prior. Thus, theoretically speaking, our approach
of optimising over the prior will yield a better loss function value than any of these exist-
ing methods. Furthermore, when considering DICE, if the optimal policy update does not
reach the optimal prior, our algorithmwill still achieve better optimal loss values.

5.3 On Experimentation

This paper primarily focused on theoretical advancements, providing valuable insights
into the organisation of existing literature and offering a unifying framework formanyDPO
algorithms. From a theoretical standpoint, we also demonstrated that optimising for the
priors can lead to improved loss function values. Of course, these theoretical findingsmust
be empirically validated through experiments. Looking ahead, we plan to conduct exten-
sive experiments to compare the general framework we propose with currently available
methods in the literature, ensuring that practical results support our theoretical insights.
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A Closed Form Policies

max
πLLM

Ex,y∼πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y)−
1

β
log

πLLM(y|x)

ζ(y)

]

= J (πLLM) s.t ∑
y

πLLM(y|x) = 1.

Now, let us work with the following:

Jx(πLLM) = Ey∼πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y)−
1

β
log πLLM(y|x) +

1

β
log ζ(y)

]

= ∑
y

πLLM(y|x)r(x, y) −
1

β ∑
y

πLLM(y|x) log πLLM(y|x) +
1

β ∑
y

πLLM(y|x) log ζ(y)

= ∑
y

πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y) +
1

β
log ζ(y)

]

+
1

β
H (πLLM(y|x)) ,

with the constraint that: ∑y πLLM(y|x) = 1. We can, thus, define the Lagrangian:

L(πLLM(y|x), λ) = ∑
y

πLLM(y|x)

[

r(x, y) +
1

β
log ζ(y)

]

+
1

β
H (πLLM(y|x)) + λ(∑

y

πLLM(y|x)− 1)

Taking derivative with respect to πLLM(y|x):

∂

∂πLLM(y|x)
L(πLLM(y|x), λ) = r(x, y) +

1

β
log ζ(y) −

1

β
log πLLM(y|x)−

1

β
+ λ.

Hence, for any y:

π∗
LLM(y|x) = ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y)− 1) exp(βλ)

Putting back to Lagrangian, we formulate dual:

q(λ) = ∑
y

ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1) exp(βλ)

[

r(x, y) +
1

β
log ζ(y)

]

−

1

β ∑
y

exp(βr(x, y)− 1) exp(βλ) (βr(x, y) + log ζ(y)− 1 + λβ) +

λ

(

∑
y

ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1) exp(βλ)− 1

)

=

1

β ∑
y

ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1) exp(βλ)− λ

Taking derivative for the dial with respect to λ gives:

d

dλ
q(λ) =

1

β ∑
y

ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1)β exp(βλ) − 1 = 0
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Hence

λ∗ = −
1

β
log

(

∑
y

ζ(y) exp(βr(x, y) − 1)

)

This eventually gives:

π∗
LLM(y|x) = ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1) exp(βλ∗) =

ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1)

∑y ζ(y)exp(βr(x, y) − 1)
.

A.1 Deriving the GeneralisedMutual Information DPO’s Loss

We can follow the standard approach presented in [37] to derive our new DPO loss. Here,
we will start from the Bradley-Terrymodel and assume that the probability an answer y1 is
preferred to an answer y2 is given by:

Pr(y1 ≻ y2|x) =
exp(r(x, y1))

exp(r(x, y1)) + exp(r(x, y2))

From the derivation of the optimal policy under mutual information reguralisation we
found that:

π⋆

LLM(y|x) =
1

Ẑ
ζ(y) exp(βr(x, y)).

Therefore, we derive our reward function as:

exp(βr(x, y)) = Ẑ
π⋆

LLM(y|x)

ζ(y)
=⇒ r(x, y) =

1

β
log

[

Ẑ
π⋆

LLM(y|x)

ζ(y)

]

r(x, y) =
1

β

[
log π⋆

LLM(y|x) + log Ẑ − log ζ(y)
]

=
1

β
log

π⋆

LLM(y|x)

ζ(y)
+

1

β
log Ẑ

Now, let us substitute those into the Bradley-Terry’s model:

Pr(y1 ≻ y2|x) =
exp

(
1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)
ζ(y1)

+ 1
β log Ẑ

)

exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)

ζ(y1)
+ 1

β log Ẑ
)

+ exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y2|x)

ζ(y2)
+ 1

β log Ẑ
)

=
exp

(
1
β log Ẑ

)

exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)
ζ(y1)

)

exp
(

1
β log Ẑ

) [

exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y1|x)

ζ(y1)

)

+ exp
(

1
β log

π⋆

LLM(y2|x)

ζ(y2)

)]

= sigmoid

(

α log
π⋆

LLM(y1|x)

ζ(y1)
− α log

π⋆

LLM(y2|x)

ζ(y2)

)

,

with α = 1
β .

Taking the logarithm of the above gives our new loss:

JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζ(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζ(yl)

)]

.
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B Special Case Choices of ζ(y)

This section demonstrates how current variants of DPO can be seen as a special case of
JMI-DPO when choosing the correct prior ζ(y).

Recovering Standard DPO: It is easy to see that if we choose α = 1 and ζ(y) = πref(y|x),
our equation boils down to standard DPO giving us:

JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ ≡ πref) → JDPO

Recovering DICE [8]: At any iteration t, the loss function of DICE is given by:

JDICE(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼Dt

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

π
(t−1)
LLM (yw|x)

− α log
πLLM(yl |x)

π
(t−1)
LLM (yl |x)

)]

,

where π
(t−1)
LLM (y|x) is the previous iteration updated policy. Assuming we apply MI-DPO in

an iterative fashion like DICE, we can easily see that setting ζ to ζDICE(y) = π
(t−1)
LLM (y|x), we

get:

JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ ≡ ζDICE) → JDICE(πLLM).

Recovering EntropyControllableDPO [32]: Entropy controllable DPO is a simple exten-
sion to standardDPO incorporating another parameter λ, allowing for entropy adjustment.
Its loss is defined by:

JcEntopy(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼Dt

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πλ
LLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πλ
LLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)

)]

.

Setting ζ to ζcEntropy(y) = πref(y|x)[πLLM(y|x)]1−λ, we easily see that:

JMI-DPO(πLLM, ζ ∝ ζcEntropy) → JcEntropy(πLLM).

Recovering SimPO [30]: The standard loss for SimPO is given by:

JSimPO(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(
α

|yw|
log πLLM(yw|x)−

α

|yl|
log πLLM(yl |x)− γ

)]

,

where |y| denotes the length of an answer y, and α and γ are constants.
We can recover JsimPO from JMI-DPO by choosing the following for the prior:

ζsimPO(y) ∝ [πLLM(y|x)]

(

1− 1
|y|

)

exp β(y, x) with β(y, x) =

{
γ
2α if y = yw for x,

− γ
2α if y = yl for x.

.
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In doing so, we notice that the term of the ratio inside JMI-DPO boils down to:

α log
πLLM(y|x)

ζ(y)
= α log

πLLM(y|x)

[πLLM(y|x)]

(

1− 1
|y|

)

exp β(y, x)

= α log
πLLM(y|x)

πLLM(y|x)πLLM(y|x)
− 1

|y| exp β(y, x)

= α log πLLM(y|x)
1
|y| − αβ(y, x) =

α

|y|
log πLLM(y|x)− αβ(y, x).

Therefore, we can nowwrite that:

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζ(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζ(yl)
=

α

|yw|
log πLLM(yw|x)− αβ(yw, x)

−
α

|yl |
log πLLM(yl |x)− αβ(yl , x)

=
α

|yw|
log πLLM(yw|x)−

α

|yl|
log πLLM(yl |x)− γ

Therefore, we can now see that:

JMI-DPO

(

πLLM(y|x), ζ ∝ [πLLM(y|x)]

(

1− 1
|y|

)

exp β(y, x)

)

→ JsimPO(πLLM).

With those results, we can say that upon choosing the correct ζ we recover the loss of simPO
from [30], making it a special case of our framework.

Recovering R-DPO [33]: The second algorithm we consider is R-DPO, which has a loss
function defined by:

JR-DPO(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)

+

(

α̃|yw| − α̃|yl |

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

regulariser

)]

.

To recover JR-DPO(πLLM) from JMI-DPO(πLLM), we simply need to set ζ(y) as follows:

ζR-DPO(y) ∝
πref(y|x)

exp(β|y|)
.
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Let us illustratewhy ζR-DPO(y)would recoverJR-DPO. We start by looking at the terms inside
the sigmoid of JMI-DPO and write for any y:

α log
πLLM(y|x)

ζ(y)
= α log

πLLM(y|x)
πref(y|x)
exp(β|y|)

(Replacing ζ(y) with ζR-DPO(y))

= α log
exp(β|y|)πLLM(y|x)

πref(y|x)

= α log
πLLM(y|x)

πref(y|x)
+ α log exp (β|y|) = α log

πLLM(y|x)

πref(y|x)
+ α̃|y| with α̃ = αβ.

Therefore, we can nowwrite that:

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζ(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζ(yl)
= α log

πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
+ α̃|yw| − α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)
− α̃|yl |

= α log
πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)
+ α̃(|yw| − |yl|).

The last term in the above equation is exactly the inner term inside the sigmoid of JR-DPO.
Hence, we conclude another special case in that:

JMI-DPO

(

πLLM(y|x), ζ ∝
πref(y|x)

exp(β|y|)

)

→ JR-DPO.

Recovering TDPO [52]: When it comes to TDPO, the loss function is given by:

JTDPO(πLLM) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log sigmoid

(

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)

−α∆(x, yw, yl)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

regulariser

)]

,

with ∆(x, yw, yl) defined as follows:

∆(x, yw, yl) =
|yl |

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

l ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
l ])

)
−

|yw|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

w ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
w ])

)
.

Now, if we are to set our prior as follows:

ζTDPO(y) ∝ πref(y|x) exp

(

−
|y|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

))

)

.

With this choice, we can recover JTDPO as yet another special case of our formulation. To
see this fact, let us evaluate the following term from JMI-DPO:

α log
πLLM(y|x)

ζ(y)
with ζ(y) = ζTDPO(y).
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This leads us to:

α log
πLLM(y|x)

ζTDPO(y)
= α log

πLLM(y|x)

πref(y|x) exp
(

− ∑
|y|
t=1KL (πref (·|x, y<t) ||πLLM (·|x, y<t))

)

= α log
πLLM(y|x)

πref(y|x)
+ α log




1

exp
(

− ∑
|y|
t=1KL (πref (·|x, y<t) ||πLLM (·|x, y<t))

)





= α log
πLLM(y|x)

πref(y|x)
+ α

|y|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

))
.

Therefore, given win and lose answers, we write:

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζTDPO(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζTDPO(yl)
= α log

πLLM(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

πref(yl |x)
− α∆(x, yw, yl),

with ∆ defined as:

∆(x, yw, yl) =
|yl |

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

l

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

l

))
−

|yw|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

w

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

w

))
.

In short, upon choosing ζ(y) to be ζTDPO, we recover JTDPO(πLLM):

JMI-DPO

(

·, ζ ∝ πref(y|x) exp

(

−
|y|

∑
t=1

KL
(
πref

(
·|x, y<t

)
||πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

))

))

→ JTDPO (·) .

RecoveringSparsePO[10]: SprasePOisanextensionofTDPOto introducesparsitymasks
leading to the following loss function:

JsparsePO(πLLM) = −E(x,y2,yl)

[
uµ1

(x, yw, yl)− ∆µ2(x, yw, yl)
]

,

such that uµ1
(x, yw, yl) is defined as:

uµ1
(x, yw, yl) = α

|yw|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt

w

)
log

πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

w

)

πref

(
·|x, y<t

w

) − α
|yl |

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt

l

)
log

πLLM

(
·|x, y<t

l

)

πref

(
·|x, y<t

l

) .

Furthermore, the second term ∆µ2(x, yw, yl) is an altered version of TDPO’s sequential
Kullback-Leibler component:

∆µ2(x, yw, yl) = α
|yl |

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt

l

)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

l ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
l ])

)

− α
|yw|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt

w

)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

w ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
w ])

)
.

In the above, µ1(·) andµ2(·) aremasks that are applied token-level anddesigned to encour-
age sparsity.
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To recover JsparsePO(πLLM), we choose ζsparsePO(y) as follows:

ζsparsePO(y) ∝ exp

(

log πLLM(y|x)−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt
)

log
πLLM

(
·|[x, y<t]

)

πref (·|[x, y<t])

−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t])

)

)

= exp

(
|y|

∑
t=1

log πLLM(·|[x, y<t])−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt
)

log
πLLM

(
·|[x, y<t]

)

πref (·|[x, y<t])

−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t])

)

)

= exp

(
|y|

∑
t=1

log πLLM(·|[x, y<t])− µ1

(
yt
)

log
πLLM

(
·|[x, y<t]

)

πref (·|[x, y<t])

−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t])

)

)

= exp

(
|y|

∑
t=1

log
[πLLM(·|[x, y<t])]1−µ1(yt)

πref(.|[x, y<t])−µ1(yt)

−
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t])

)

)

With ζsparsePO(y), we show that:

α log
πLLM(y|x)

ζsparsePO(y)
= α log πLLM(y|x)− α log ζsparsePO(y)

= α log πLLM(y|x)− α log πLLM(y|x) + α
|y|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt
)

log
πLLM

(
·|[x, y<t]

)

πref (·|[x, y<t])

+ α
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t])

)
.

= α
|y|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt
)

log
πLLM

(
·|[x, y<t]

)

πref (·|[x, y<t])

+ α
|y|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt
)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t])

)
.
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Hence, the term inside of the sigmoid in JMI-DPO boils down to:

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζsparsePO(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζsparsePO(yl)
= α

|y|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt

w

)
log

πLLM

(
·|[x, y<t

w ]
)

πref

(
·|[x, y<t

w ]
)

− α
|y|

∑
t=1

µ1

(
yt

l

)
log

πLLM

(
·|[x, y<t

l ]
)

πref

(
·|[x, y<t

l ]
) − ∆µ2(x, yw, yl),

with ∆µ2(x, yw, yl) being defined as:

∆µ2(x, yw, yl) = α
|yl |

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt

l

)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

l ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
l ])

)

− α
|yw|

∑
t=1

µ2

(
yt

w

)
KL
(
πref(·|[x, y<t

w ])||πLLM(·|[x, y<t
w ])

)
.

Clearly, the above recovers JsparsePO, leading us to say:

JMI-DPO

(
πLLM, ζ ∝ ζsparsePO

)
→ JsparsePO(πLLM).

Recovering TIS-DPO [24]: TIS-DPO is defined via loss function:

JTIS-DPO = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[

log σ
(

u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl)− η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl)
)]

,

such that u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) is defined as:

u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) =
Tw

∑
i=1

ww
i α log

πLLM(ywi
|x, yw<i

)

πref(ywi
|x, yw<i

)
−

Tl

∑
j=1

wl
jα log

πLLM(ylj
|x, yl<j

)

πref(ylj
|x, yl<j

)
.

Furthermore, the second term η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) is an altered version of TDPO’s se-
quential Kullback-Leibler component:

η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) = αDSeqL(x, yw, ww; πLLM||πref)− αDSeqL(x, yl , wl; πLLM||πref).

In the above, ww
i and wl

j are weights that are applied token-level. Finally,

DSeqL(x, yl , wl; πLLM||πref) is weighted sequence KL-divergence defined as:

DSeqL(x, y, w̃; π1||π2) =
|y|

∑
i=1

w̃iKL(π1(yi|x, y<i)||π2(yi|x, y<i))

To recover JTIS-DPO(πLLM), we choose ζTIS-DPO(y) as follows:

ζTIS-DPO(y) ∝ πLLM(y|x)
|y|

∏
i=1

(
πref(yi|x, y<i)

πLLM(yi|x, y<i)

)w(yi;x)

exp

(

DSeqL(x, y, w(y; x); πLLM||πref)

)

=
|y|

∏
i=1

(πref(yi|x, y<i))
w(yi;x)

(πLLM(yi|x, y<i))
w(yi;x)−1

exp

(
|y|

∑
i=1

w(yi ; x)KL(πLLM(yi|x, y<i)||πref(yi|x, y<i))

)
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with token-level weight function w(y; x) = {w(yi ; x)}
|y|
i=1 defined as:

w(yi; x) =

{

ww
i if y = yw for x

wl
i if y = yl for x

With ζTIS-DPO(y), we show that:

α log
πLLM(y|x)

ζTIS-DPO(y)
= −α log

[
|y|

∏
i=1

(
πref(yi|x, y<i)

πLLM(yi|x, y<i)

)w(yi;x)

exp

(

DSeqL(x, y, w(y; x); πLLM||πref)

)]

= −αDSeqL(x, y, w(y; x); πLLM||πref) + α
|y|

∑
i=1

w(yi; x) log
πLLM (yi|x, y<i)

πref (yi|x, y<i)
.

Hence, the term inside of the sigmoid in JMI-DPO boils down to:

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζTIS-DPO(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζTIS-DPO(yl)
= α

|yw|

∑
i=1

w(ywi
; x) log

πLLM

(
ywi

|x, yw<i

)

πref

(
ywi

|x, yw<i

)

− α
|yl |

∑
j=1

w(ylj
; x) log

πLLM

(

ylj
|x, yl<j

)

πref

(

ylj
|x, yl<j

)

− αDSeqL(x, yw, w(yw; x); πLLM||πref)

+ αDSeqL(x, yl, w(yl ; x); πLLM||πref).

applying w(ywi
; x) = ww

i , w(ylj
; x) = wl

j and expressions for u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) and

η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl) gives:

α log
πLLM(yw|x)

ζTIS-DPO(yw)
− α log

πLLM(yl |x)

ζTIS-DPO(yl)
= u(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl)

− η(x, yw, yl, πLLM, ww, wl).

Therefore, the above recovers JTIS-DPO, leading us to say:

JMI-DPO (πLLM, ζ ∝ ζTIS-DPO) → JTIS-DPO(πLLM).
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