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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated outstanding capabilities across various
domains, but the increasing complexity of new
challenges demands enhanced performance
and adaptability. Traditional benchmarks, al-
though comprehensive, often lack the granular-
ity needed for detailed capability analysis. This
study introduces the Cognitive Diagnostic
Synthesis (CDS) method, which employs Cog-
nitive Diagnosis Theory (CDT) for precise eval-
uation and targeted enhancement of LLMs.
By decomposing complex tasks into discrete
knowledge points, CDS accurately identifies
and synthesizes data targeting model weak-
nesses, thereby enhancing the model’s perfor-
mance. This framework proposes a comprehen-
sive pipeline driven by knowledge point evalua-
tion, synthesis, data augmentation, and filtering,
which significantly improves the model’s math-
ematical and coding capabilities, achieving up
to an 11.12% improvement in optimal scenar-
ios.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated exceptional capabilities across diverse tasks.
However, the increasing complexity of emerging
challenges has raised higher demands on model per-
formance, and the shortcomings exposed in prac-
tical applications also highlight the need for new
methods to further enhance their capabilities.

To achieve continuous improvement during
training, developers commonly analyze model re-
sponses using various benchmarks and adjust the
training corpus accordingly. For example, when
LLMs underperform on mathematical benchmarks
such as GSM8k, targeted math data is incorpo-
rated into subsequent training cycles to address
specific weaknesses. Recent studies have utilized
advanced LLMs like GPT-4 as synthesizers(Dai
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et al., 2023) or gathers their response as a new
instruction-tuning dataset by prompting them (Sun
et al., 2023). These approaches leverage distilled
data from advanced models to supplement the train-
ing corpus and improve the fine-tuning process.

Calculation

Cognitive
Diagnosis

GSM8k
Q1: A circle has a radius of 5 meters.
What is its area?
Q2: A bag contains 3 red balls...
MBPP
Q1: Write a Python function to calculate...
C-Eval
...

Benchmarks

GSM8k
Q1: A circle has a radius of 5 meters.
What is its area?
T1: [Area, Geometry] 
Q2: A bag contains 3 red balls...
MBPP
Q1: Write a Python function to calculate...
T1: [Recursion, ...]
...

Knowledge-Tagged Benchmarks

GSM8k
Acc: 42.00%
MBPP
Pass@1: 35.50%
Pass@5: 46.50%
C-Eval
...

Overall Evaluation

GSM8k
Acc of Area: 95.00%
Freq of Area: 2.50% 
...
MBPP
Acc of Recursion: 76.50%
Freq of Recursion: 9.00%
...

Fine-grained Evaluation

⚠ ️Too broad!

✅ More fine-grained!

Figure 1: Existing benchmarks evaluate models using
metrics such as overall accuracy or Pass@k. While these
metrics offer a broad view of model capabilities, they
lack the granularity required to specifically and quantita-
tively assess a model’s mastery of individual knowledge
points, such as dissecting mathematical abilities into
specific knowledge points like area, probability, etc.

In this context, we identify two primary con-
cerns: (1) Existing benchmarks typically rely on
coarse-grained metrics such as overall accuracy to
summarize model capabilities. As shown in Fig-
ure 1, while these metrics provide a dataset-level
overview, they fail to pinpoint specific strengths
or weaknesses, particularly at the level of individ-
ual knowledge points or sub-skills. This lack of
fine-grained analysis restricts actionable insights
into model deficiencies and impedes targeted im-
provements. (2) The traditional method of indis-
criminately generating data to expand the training
corpus is inefficient. It does not fully leverage the
advanced capabilities of LLMs. Beyond data gen-
eration, advanced language models have demon-
strated exceptional analytical and evaluative capa-
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bilities. Guiding these models to perform analysis
prior to data synthesis can significantly enhance the
quality of the generated data.(Bai et al., 2023; Dai
et al., 2023). We are thus inspired by the cognitive
diagnosis theory (CDT) in educational psychology,
which, unlike traditional assessment methods that
provide only an overall score or general evaluation,
emphasizes assessing an individual’s mastery of
specific knowledge points or skills and identifying
their strengths and weaknesses. This approach in-
forms the design of strategies for enhancing LLMs’
further training by mirroring the personalized and
targeted methodologies employed in human educa-
tion.

Specifically, we introduce the Cognitive Diag-
nostic Synthesis (CDS) method, utilizing CDT at
both macro and micro levels to optimize model
evaluation and guide data synthesis. From a macro
perspective, we decompose problems into multi-
ple knowledge points and statistically evaluate the
model’s mastery of each knowledge point. From
a micro perspective, we guide advanced LLMs to
perform cognitive diagnosis based on the specific
answering records of the student model, identify-
ing the mastery of knowledge points revealed dur-
ing the answering process. This diagnosis is then
used as the context for Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
reasoning to facilitate the synthesis of high-quality
data focused on weakly mastered knowledge points.
Furthermore, the macro-level knowledge point di-
agnosis results can also be used to guide the syn-
thesis of diverse data and serve as a reference for
subsequent data filtering.

Our contribution can be summarized as follows:
(1) We apply CDT to introduce a more fine-

grained knowledge point-level evaluation process
into the model assessment, enabling a deeper un-
derstanding of model capabilities.

(2) We design two data synthesis strategies: one
based on statistically derived cognitive results to
target the synthesis of data that addresses weakly
mastered knowledge points, and the other based
on specific error diagnoses from the model’s in-
correct responses which leverages the capabilities
of advanced LLMs to diagnose the student model,
analyze the causes of errors, and generate targeted
supplemental data. Based on these synthetic data,
we apply knowledge point-constrained rewriting
and multi-knowledge point fusion data augmenta-
tion methods.

(3) We propose a two-stage data filtering ap-
proach. In the first stage, we use advanced LLMs

to score the synthesized data from multiple dimen-
sions. In the second stage, we introduce CDSScore,
a metric that simultaneously considers the fre-
quency of knowledge points in instructions, the
student LLM’s initial mastery of knowledge points,
and the number of knowledge points involved in the
instructions, to perform high-quality data selection.

2 Related Work

2.1 Cognitive Diagnosis Theory

Cognitive Diagnosis Theory (CDT) provides fine-
grained assessments by diagnosing an individual’s
mastery of specific knowledge points, offering ac-
tionable insights for targeted interventions (Junker
and Sijtsma, 2001; Rupp et al., 2010). CDT focuses
on identifying strengths and weaknesses through
models such as DINA (De La Torre, 2009) and
G-DINA (de la Torre, 2011). These models lever-
age Q-Matrix Theory (Tatsuoka, 1983) to link test
items with underlying knowledge points and pro-
vide probabilistic mastery estimates. While CDT
integrated with AI has been widely applied in ed-
ucational assessments (Minn, 2022; Wang et al.,
2019; Liu, 2021), its application in data synthesis
and model improvement is highly underexplored.

2.2 Synthetic Data for Improving Model

Leveraging advanced LLMs to generate training
data has become a widely adopted strategy for im-
proving open-source models (Dai et al., 2023; Xu
et al., 2023; Mitra et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2023;
Ivison et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023b; Mitra et al.,
2023; Fu et al., 2023; Kumar et al., 2020; Li et al.,
2024a, 2023). Concurrently, researchers have in-
vestigated generating corrective data through error
analysis of target models (An et al., 2023; Lee
et al., 2024) and enhancing learning via compar-
ative analysis of positive and negative examples
(Ying et al., 2024). Zhang et al. (2024) optimized
prompts by extracting reasoning principles from
errors, while Liao et al. (2024) analyzed errors in
smaller LMs, storing derived knowledge and sum-
maries in specialized knowledge bases to enhance
reasoning performance.

Some studies begin with knowledge-based syn-
thesis, generating knowledge concepts from online
course platforms (Huang et al., 2024b), GPT-4 (Li
et al., 2024b), and seed instruction analysis and
clustering (Huang et al., 2024a), thereby guiding
advanced LLMs in data synthesis. However, these
approaches have several limitations: simple nom-
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inal concepts are inadequate for producing high-
quality and diverse synthetic data and may signifi-
cantly deviate from real-world distributions. More-
over, these methods focus solely on synthesis and
overlook the potential of knowledge points to eval-
uate model weaknesses, thereby limiting the target-
ing and effectiveness of data synthesis.

3 Methods

3.1 CDS Method

We propose the CDS method, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 2. The main steps are as follows:

Step 1: Tagging the Benchmark with knowl-
edge points. We employ an advanced LLM to
annotate each sample in the benchmark with rel-
evant knowledge points through a two-round tag-
ging process. (1) In the first round, the model per-
forms unrestricted coarse annotations, after which
all identified knowledge points are retrieved to con-
struct a comprehensive set. This set is then merged
and refined to eliminate redundancies, ensuring
that the knowledge points are mutually indepen-
dent, comprehensively covered, and possess ap-
propriate granularity. (2) In the second round, the
refined set of knowledge points is utilized by the
advanced LLM to conduct fine-grained tagging,
guaranteeing that these points originate from a
limited and meticulously curated collection. The
Question-Knowledge Point Matrix in the Figure2
illustrates the annotation results, where 0 indicates
that a knowledge point was not examined and 1
indicates that it was examined.

Step 2: Evaluating the student LLM and glob-
ally diagnosing knowledge point mastery. We as-
sess the student Large Language Model (LLM) us-
ing the benchmark annotated in Step 1, leveraging
the Deterministic Inputs, Noisy "And" gate (DINA)
cognitive diagnosis model. This model operates un-
der the assumption that mastery of each knowledge
point associated with a question is binary and all-
or-nothing: a correct response indicates mastery of
all relevant knowledge points, whereas an incorrect
response signifies a lack of mastery. Based on the
student LLM’s accuracy in answering each ques-
tion, we construct a Knowledge Point Diagnostic
Matrix. This matrix evaluates the global diagnostic
performance of the student model using two met-
rics: the frequency of knowledge point assessments
and the accuracy of knowledge point mastery, with
the calculation formulas provided as follow.

Acc(kp) =
∑N

i=1 Correctnessi ·Q-KP i(kp)∑N
i=1 Q-KP i(kp)

% (1)

Freq(kp) =
∑N

i=1 Q-KP i(kp)

N
% (2)

where Correctnessi is a binary indicator specifying whether

question i was answered correctly (1 for correct, 0 other-

wise), Q-KP i(kp) is a binary indicator from the Question-

Knowledge Point Matrix indicating whether knowledge point

kp is associated with question i (1 for associated, 0 otherwise),

and N is the total number of questions.

We focus on rarely tested knowledge points and
low-accuracy knowledge points, which are identi-
fied as the weakly mastered knowledge points of
the student LLM. These points will also be priori-
tized in the subsequent data synthesis process.

Step 3: Data synthesis based on cognitive di-
agnosis. We propose two synthetic strategies, one
from a global perspective and the other from a fine-
grained perspective, to synthesize targeted data. (1)
Global Strategy: Based on the global knowledge
point mastery identified in Step 2, the Advanced
LLM synthesizes data by focusing on weakly mas-
tered knowledge points. Unlike approaches that
directly expose the model to original questions dur-
ing prompt-based generation, this strategy abstracts
away from the original questions and operates ex-
clusively at the knowledge point level. This effec-
tively avoids the phenomenon where the model,
when prompted with the original questions, uncon-
sciously rewrites or rephrases them, resulting in
biased or redundant outputs. By decoupling data
synthesis from direct exposure to the original ques-
tions, this method ensures that the generated data
is both novel and independent, addressing the lim-
itations of prompt-based approaches that may in-
advertently overfit to the original dataset. (2) Fine-
Grained Strategy: Advanced LLMs have demon-
strated robust capabilities in error analysis and in
identifying both weakly and well-mastered knowl-
edge points. By diagnosing the specific causes of
incorrect answers in the student LLM’s responses,
we can accurately identify insufficiently mastered
knowledge points, which are then prioritized in sub-
sequent data synthesis. In contrast, well-mastered
knowledge points are deprioritized to avoid redun-
dancy and optimize training efficiency.

To further improve the relevance and quality of
the synthesized data, the diagnostic results from the
Advanced LLM are incorporated into the data syn-
thesis process as a Chain-of-Thought (CoT) con-
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As a fair and strict evaluator, please follow these 
criteria when scoring the instruction (Q, A, KP)
1. Correctness 2. Relevance to Knowledge Points...

Knowledge Point Diagnostic Matrix

Step1: Tagging the Benchmark 

Q\KP Area Geometry ... Mean

Q1 1 1 ... 0

Q2 0 0 ... 1

...

Correctness

1

0

...

M\KP Area Geometry ... Mean

Acc% 68.0 54.0 ... 28.5

Freq% 0.75 3.80 ... 2.50

Question-Knowledge Point Matrix Response Correctness

Step2: Evaluating Knowledge Points

...

Rarely-Tested KPs Low-Accuracy KPs

Step3: Data Synthesis Based on Cognitive Diagnosis

Global Strategy

Help! I have a weak mastery of Area!

Sure! I’ll create challenging math questions 
on Area, focusing on understanding and 
applying it at different difficulty levels. 

Question: A circular garden has a radius of 10 m. 
A sector with a central angle of  72 is cut out... 
Answer: Step 1: Calculate the area of the sector...
Knowledge Point: [Area, Angle, Geometry]

Weakly Mastered KPs

Fine-grained Strategy

Help! I get this question wrong on my test. Here’s my answer:
Question: The garbage truck passes through Tim's neighborhood...
My Answer: Firstly, ...    Knowledge Point: [Mixed operations, ...]

Let me analyze... You have a good grasp of Mixed operations and Date 
Calculations, but Mean is a weak knowledge point. I will create 
problems focused on Mean calculations to improve your understanding.

Question: A global company launched an annual sales competition this year...
Answer: Step 1: Calculate the total number of workdays for Employee A...
Knowledge Point: [Mean, Probability, Date Calculation]

Incorrect Responses

Evaluate
Weakly Mastered Knowledge Points(Q, A) (Q, A, KP)

Tagging

Step4: Data Augmentation
Append to

Augment Synthetic Data Pool

(Q*, A*, KP*=[Area, ...])

(Q*, A*, KP*=[Area, Mean, ...])
...

Rewrite

Synthetic Data Pool

(Q, A, KP=[Area, ...])

...
(Q, A, KP=[Mean, ...])

Step5: Data Filtering

Fusion

Score: 8 || Explanation: This question...

F\KP Area ...

Freq% 3.25 ...

A\KP Area ...

Acc% 68.0 ...

Synthetic KP Freq% Initial KP Acc% 

CDSscore = ∑ KPScore = ∑ f( Freqkp , Acckp ) Score > θ

CDSScore > μ-σ 

Fine-tune
: Student LLM: Advanced LLM

Figure 2: The pipeline of CDS method.

text. This Diagnose-then-Synthesis approach al-
lows the synthesized data to specifically target the
weak points of the student LLM, ensuring precise
improvement while maintaining both data quality
and training efficiency.

The multi-strategy synthesis method not only
generates diverse training data but also effectively
reduces data redundancy and mitigates monotony.
Moreover, the diversity of the data enables the
model to learn various representations and applica-
tions of knowledge points, enhancing its general-
ization and robustness.

Step 4: Data Augmentation To further enhance
the diversity and volume of the synthesized data,
we adopt two data augmentation strategies: (1)
Knowledge Point-Constrained Instruction Rewrite:
Building upon existing approaches that utilize seed
instructions with constraints and diverse prompt

templates for rewriting (Dai et al., 2023; Sun et al.,
2023), we introduce a knowledge point constraint
that ensures the generated instructions assess the
same knowledge points as the original ones. This
relatively mild constraint preserves the diversity of
instructions while keeping them aligned with the
model’s weaknesses. (2) Multi-Knowledge Point-
Based Instruction Fusion: We sample pairs of in-
structions from the synthetic data pool and task
the advanced LLM with generating new instruc-
tions that integrate the knowledge points covered by
both inputs. This approach significantly increases
the complexity and comprehensiveness of the syn-
thesized data by generating instructions that in-
volve the cross-application of multiple knowledge
points. To further refine the augmentation process,
we employ a probabilistic enhancement strategy,
where only a small subset of data is sampled and
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augmented at each iteration, with the augmented
instructions added back into the instruction pool.
Additionally, we control the maximum number of
knowledge points assessed in each instruction to
avoid generating overly complex or ambiguous in-
structions.

Step 5: Data Filtering After synthetic data aug-
mentation, the subsequent filtering phase discards
samples that fail to meet the required quality stan-
dards. This process ensures that only high-quality
entries are retained in the dataset, thereby improv-
ing the overall reliability and usability of the gener-
ated data. We design a two-stage filtering pipeline:
(1) First, an advanced LLM assigns scores to the
synthetic data based on multiple criteria, including
correctness and knowledge point relevance. Only
samples with scores exceeding the threshold θ are
retained. (2) Second, we introduce a novel met-
ric, QScore, which integrates the initial accuracy of
the student model on each knowledge point and
the frequency with which knowledge points are
assessed in the synthetic dataset. This metric pri-
oritizes problems that: (a) assess a greater number
of knowledge points (i.e., more complex and com-
prehensive), (b) involve knowledge points that are
underrepresented in the synthetic dataset, and (c)
target knowledge points where the student model
initially performs poorly. The QScore is calculated
as follows:

CDS Score(di) =
∑

kpj∈Kdi

KPScore(kpj), di ∈ Ds (3)

KPScore(kpj) = Norm

[
w · log

(
1

Acckpj + ϵ

)

+ (1− w) · log

(
1

Freq∗
kpj

+ ϵ

)]
(4)

where CDS Score(di) is the overall score of instruction di, with

Ds as the synthetic dataset, Kdi as the set of knowledge points

assessed by di, and KPScore(kpj) as the score of the j-th

knowledge point in di. Here, Acckpj denotes the student

LLM’s initial accuracy on kpj , Freq∗
kpj

is the frequency of

kpj in Ds, w is a balancing weight, and Norm(·) is a normal-

ization function.

We apply a 1-σ principle, retaining samples with
CDSScore(di) > µ−σ, to construct the final supple-
mentary training dataset for fine-tuning the student
LLM.

4 Experimental Setup

4.1 Datasets
We assess two primary capabilities: mathemati-
cal reasoning and coding. For each, we desig-
nate a training dataset Dtrain and an evaluation
dataset Deval, comprising both In-Domain (ID) and
Out-of-Domain (OOD) subsets to evaluate gener-
alization beyond the training distribution. Specifi-
cally, GSM8k (Cobbe et al., 2021) serves as the ID
dataset for mathematical reasoning, while GSM8k-
PLUS (Li et al., 2024c), augmented with mathemat-
ical perturbations, is used as the OOD dataset. For
coding, MBPP(Austin et al., 2021) is the ID dataset,
and HumanEval(Chen et al., 2021) is employed for
OOD evaluation.

4.2 Language Models
We use Qwen1.5-7B-Chat(Bai et al., 2023) and
Llama3-8B-Instruct(AI@Meta, 2024) as the stu-
dent LLMs, with Qwen2-72B-Instruct(Yang et al.,
2024) serving as the advanced LLM.

4.3 Training Setup
We train the models on 1 NVIDIA A800 GPUs
with ZeRO Stage 1 (Rajbhandari et al., 2020)
from DeepSpeed (Rasley et al., 2020), using
AdamW (Kingma and Ba, 2015) as the optimizer
and LoRA (Hu et al., 2021) with a rank of r = 8
for parameter-efficient fine-tuning. The batch size
is 32, with a maximum sequence length of 2,048
and 1 training epoch.

4.4 Inference Setup
We tailor sampling strategies to specific tasks. For
code generation, we use sampling with temperature
0.3, top-p 0.8, and top-k 10. For mathematical
reasoning, we adopt greedy decoding. Both tasks
apply 0-shot inference and limit the output to a
maximum of 512 tokens.

4.5 Baselines
4.5.1 Synthetic Baselines
We consider several baselines for comparison with
our method as follows: (1) Prompt: Directly
prompting the model to answer. (2) IFT: Using
previously unused instructions from the in-domain
training set for fine-tuning. (3) Learning from Er-
rors by Contrast (LEC) (Ying et al., 2024): Using
SentenceBERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) to
embed erroneous cases, selecting the most similar
positive examples based on the L2 distance, and
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utilizing both positive and negative cases to prompt
the advance LLM for synthesis. (4) AugGPT (Dai
et al., 2023): Previously unused instructions from
the in-domain training set are sampled as seed data
to generate synthetic data using the advanced LLM.
(5) LLM2LLM (Lee et al., 2024): Generate addi-
tional data using incorrect examples from the eval-
uation set with the advanced LLM. (6) MUSTARD
(Huang et al., 2024b): Questions are generated
based on randomly selected seed concepts from on-
line course platforms, with corresponding answers
produced by an advanced LLM and subsequently
filtered for correctness using a sophisticated de-
tector. We employ Qwen2-72B-Instruct as the ad-
vanced LLM and detector, ensuring consistent in-
struction quantity across all baselines.

4.5.2 Filtering Baselines

We evaluate our filtering algorithm against sev-
eral baselines as follows: (1) Cluster-Based Se-
lection (CBS) (Chen et al., 2023a): Instructions
are embedded using SentenceBERT, clustered with
HDBSCAN (Campello et al., 2013), and samples
are selected using the K-Center-Greedy algorithm.
(2) Coreset (Sener and Savarese, 2017): Simi-
lar to CBS, instructions are embedded with Sen-
tenceBERT, and samples are selected using the
K-Center-Greedy algorithm. (3) Diversity (Wang
et al., 2022): For each instruction, the ROUGE
score is computed against a randomly selected sub-
set of n samples (n ≪ M ). We select k sam-
ples with the lowest ROUGE scores. (4) Length:
Samples are selected based on the length of the in-
put instructions, focusing on the longest instances
(Lengthlong) to assess their impact. (5) Perplexity
(Marion et al., 2023): Samples are selected based
on low per-token perplexity, indicating high model
certainty and fluency. (6) AlpaGasus (Chen et al.,
2024): Each data point is scored using an advanced
LLM, such as ChatGPT, based on dimensions such
as helpfulness and accuracy. Instances with low
scores are filtered out. (7) Random: Instances are
selected purely at random from the dataset.

5 Experiments

5.1 Main Results

The main experimental results of our methods and
baseline approaches across various tasks are pre-
sented in Table 1.

5.2 Evaluation of Filtering Strategies

he main experimental results of our filtering strat-
egy and baseline approaches across various tasks
are presented in Table 2.

Method
Code Math

MBPP HumanEval GSM8k GSMPlus

P@1 P@1 Acc Acc

Qwen1.5-7B-Chat
Prompt 29.20 32.32 54.00 33.92

IFT 28.00 31.10 52.42 33.72

LEC 29.60 31.71 52.20 33.76

AugGPT 32.00 32.93 46.38 28.86

LLM2LLM 31.60 35.98 53.82 33.76

MUSTARD 32.60 31.10 57.42 35.96

CDS(our) 35.20 36.59 64.54 43.86

Llama3-8B-Instruct
Prompt 41.40 54.88 62.02 42.50

IFT 41.60 55.49 61.64 42.78

LEC 42.80 54.88 55.62 42.48

AugGPT 40.00 51.83 47.32 36.00

LLM2LLM 42.80 56.10 55.76 41.46

MUSTARD 41.40 54.88 62.16 42.44

CDS(our) 42.80 55.49 73.14 55.60

Table 1: The main experimental results of our methods
and baseline approaches across various tasks are pre-
sented. Experiments are conducted using two different
LLMs: Qwen1.5-7B-Chat and Llama3-8B-Instruct. The
top two performances are highlighted in red bold and
black bold, respectively.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced the Cognitive Diag-
nostic Synthesis (CDS) method, which leverages
Cognitive Diagnosis Theory (CDT) to perform
fine-grained, knowledge point-level evaluations of
Large Language Models (LLMs). CDS enables tar-
geted data synthesis by decomposing problems into
specific knowledge points and utilizing advanced
LLMs for detailed cognitive diagnosis, effectively
addressing identified model weaknesses. We de-
veloped two data synthesis strategies—cognitive-
based synthesis and error diagnosis-guided synthe-
sis—and implemented a two-stage data filtering
approach featuring the novel CDSScore metric. Our
experiments demonstrate that CDS significantly
enhances LLM performance by generating high-
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Method
Code Math

MBPP HumanEval Avg GSM8k GSMPlus Avg

0.1k 0.2k 0.3k 0.1k 0.2k 0.3k – 0.4k 0.8k 1.6k 0.4k 0.8k 1.6k –

CBS 22.80 31.00 30.60 35.37 30.49 29.27 29.92 41.80 62.00 60.94 27.08 40.40 40.24 45.41

CoreSet 22.80 30.60 32.80 32.93 26.22 31.71 29.51 50.76 59.70 60.06 34.10 38.14 38.66 46.90

Diversity 23.80 31.60 32.60 34.76 24.39 34.15 30.32 43.28 56.14 61.64 28.54 35.08 39.80 44.08

Lengthlong 21.00 30.40 30.40 34.15 26.22 32.93 29.18 36.96 59.52 61.02 24.10 38.40 39.46 43.24

Perplexity 29.00 32.20 32.20 34.76 29.27 33.54 31.83 53.04 60.80 62.52 35.32 40.18 41.56 48.90

AlpaGasus 22.80 31.40 32.60 32.32 27.44 32.93 29.92 45.68 62.34 56.82 30.70 40.20 37.32 45.51

Random 21.80 31.20 32.40 32.32 26.51 31.71 29.32 49.44 58.38 59.32 33.76 38.70 38.86 46.41

CDSscore(our) 28.80 31.80 33.40 32.93 29.00 35.37 31.88 53.80 60.80 62.56 36.02 39.96 41.24 49.06

Table 2: The main experimental results of our filtering strategy and baseline approaches across various tasks are
presented. Experiments are conducted using Qwen1.5-7B-Chat. The top two performances are highlighted in red
bold and black bold, respectively.

quality, targeted training data and facilitating effi-
cient model fine-tuning. Future work will explore
the broader applicability of CDS across various
domains and further refine synthesis and filtering
techniques to maximize the potential of LLMs.
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