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Abstract

Recent advancements in Large Language
Model (LLM) alignment have sought to mit-
igate the cost of human annotations by lever-
aging pretrained models to generate preference
data. However, existing methods often com-
pare responses from models with substantially
different capabilities, yielding superficial dis-
tinctions that fail to provide meaningful guid-
ance on what constitutes a superior response.
To address this limitation, we propose Kinship-
Aware pReference MApping (KARMA), a
novel framework that systematically pairs re-
sponses from models with comparable com-
petencies. By constraining preference compar-
isons to outputs of similar complexity and qual-
ity, KARMA enhances the informativeness of
preference data and improves the granularity
of alignment signals. Empirical evaluations
demonstrate that our kinship-aware approach
leads to more consistent and interpretable align-
ment outcomes, ultimately facilitating a more
principled and reliable pathway for aligning
LLM behavior with human preferences.

1 Introduction

Aligning Large Language Models (LLMs) with
human preferences is a fundamental challenge in
artificial intelligence, where the effectiveness of
alignment hinges on the quality and specificity of
the preference data used to guide model outputs
(Shen et al.). Early alignment methodologies pri-
marily relied on human-annotated datasets with
binary preference labels, wherein explicit human
judgments directed models toward generating more
desirable responses (Ouyang et al., 2022a). While
these methods have played a critical role in improv-
ing LLM behavior, their dependence on extensive
human labor imposes significant scalability con-
straints.

To address this limitation, recent research has ex-
plored automated preference data generation tech-
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Figure 1: Human Annotation(Ouyang et al., 2022b),
Al labeler based RLAIF(Cui et al., 2023), and Model
Kinship based Annotation(KARMA)

niques, such as Reinforcement Learning from Al
Feedback (RLAIF) (Lee et al.). These methods
leverage pretrained models to automatically gener-
ate preference pairs, significantly reducing the need
for human annotation. However, the quality of the
resulting preference data remains a major concern.
If responses within a preference pair exhibit sub-
stantial disparities in quality, complexity, or style,
the preference signal may become trivial, capturing
only superficial contrasts rather than informative
distinctions that refine model behavior.

We define this issue as the Response Quality
Gap, which refers to the disparity in coherence,
complexity, and reasoning quality between can-
didate responses. A large Response Quality Gap
weakens preference signals, leading to misaligned
or less informative training objectives. This prob-
lem is particularly pronounced in large-scale, auto-
matically generated datasets, where manually cu-
rating response pairs to minimize the Response
Quality Gap is infeasible due to the massive vol-
ume of data.

A promising solution lies in considering the ori-
gin of the responses being compared—specifically,
the LLM that generated them. Since a model’s
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summarizes the model’s benchmarks abilit

reasoning ability, commonsense knowledge, and
instruction-following capabilities are inherently
shaped by its training data and architecture, the
quality of its responses is largely determined by
these characteristics. Consequently, comparing re-
sponses from models with vastly different capabili-
ties introduces inconsistencies in preference data,
making alignment objectives less reliable.

To formalize this idea, we introduce the notion
of Kinship among LL.Ms, which quantifies the sim-
ilarity in reasoning ability, commonsense under-
standing, and instruction adherence among mod-
els. Measured using standard benchmarks, kinship
provides a principled way to assess whether two
models generate responses of comparable complex-
ity and quality. Building on this insight, we pro-
pose the Kinship-Aware pReference MApping
(KARMA) framework, which systematically pairs
responses based on model kinship. Unlike con-
ventional approaches that indiscriminately com-
pare outputs from models of varying capabilities,
KARMA ensures that preference pairs are drawn
from models with similar competencies, thereby
narrowing the Response Quality Gap. This results
in preference data that captures more subtle and
meaningful distinctions, leading to higher-quality
alignment signals.

The effectiveness of KARMA is illustrated in
Figure 1, which provides an overview of the frame-
work, and Figure 2, which details its response

evaluation process. By fostering more structured
and granular comparisons, KARMA improves the
coherence and interpretability of preference data,
shifting alignment objectives from filtering out
trivial differences to refining preference signals
through comparability and consistency. Our em-
pirical results demonstrate that this kinship-aware
approach significantly outperforms prior methods
such as RLAIF, offering a more robust and scalable
solution for aligning LLM behavior with human
preferences.

2 Kinship-Aware pReference MApping
(KARMA) Framework

Recent approaches to LLM alignment have reduced
the reliance on human annotation through auto-
mated preference data generation. However, these
methods often neglect the foundational influence
of the Origin Model. For example, a model trained
using Llama’s methodology is going to produce
outputs that fall within the distribution of Llama’s
training data. Just as a son inherits traits from his
father, a model’s quality directly influences the
quality of its outputs. when preference pairs are
derived from models with markedly disparate capa-
bilities, the resulting comparisons yield only trivial
distinctions.

To address this, the proposed Kinship-Aware
PpReference MApping (KARMA) framework eval-
uates kinship based on the performance of origin
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Instruction
Following IF eval(Zhou et al., 2023)
MMLU(Hendrycks et al., 2020)
Knowledge MMLU-pro(Wang et al., 2024)
ARC-Easy(Clark et al., 2018)
Reasoning ARC-Challenge(Clark et al., 2018)
Hellaswag(Zellers et al., 2019)

Table 1: Selected benchmarks for evaluating the origin
models knowledge, reasoning, and instruction-following
capabilities

models on selected benchmark metrics. With kin-
ship as a guiding principle for structuring binarized
data, the framework systematically generates pref-
erence data for alignment tuning.

2.1 Definition of Kinship

In the context of binarized alignment data map-
ping, the similarity between the responses serves
as a fundamental determinant of mapping efficacy.
When data pairs are closely aligned, they provide
more nuanced and meaningful guidance signals for
alignment tuning. Building upon this principle of
response similarity, KARMA introduces the con-
cept of kinship among models.

The kinship is measured by evaluating the
capabilities of origin models. We measure the
benchmarks as the origin model capability. We
define a set of n candidate origin models,
{My, My, ..., M,}, each evaluated according to
multiple dimensions of competency. Let B =
{Bi, Bs, ..., B} be aset of m benchmark tasks.
Each benchmark By, provides an evaluation metric
Ep, (M;) that quantifies the performance of model
M. This evaluation may include measures of fac-
tual correctness, reasoning, and adherence to in-
structions.

For each pair of models (M;, M;), we define a
kinship score S;;, which reflects the similarity of
their capabilities:

Sij = f({€, (My), Ep, (M) }iy), (1)

where f(-) is a similarity function. Higher values of
S;; indicate closer competency alignment between
M; and M. The exact functional form of f(-) can
vary depending on the chosen benchmarks and may
incorporate multiple factors (denoted collectively
as IF, R, and K) to minimize bias and ensure
comprehensive evaluation.
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Figure 3: Example of calculation kinship score Kgcore,
Kgim, and K(score,sim)~

2.2 Stage 1: Benchmark Evaluation for Model
Competency

To identify which models are suitable candidates
for kinship-based pairing, we employ a series of
benchmarks that meet three criteria: (1) they are
widely validated in prior research, (2) they cover
both general knowledge and domain-specific tasks,
and (3) they provide well-defined quantitative met-
rics. A summary of selected benchmarks is pro-
vided in Table 1.

Evaluating models on these benchmarks yields
performance scores that serve as the basis for com-
puting S;;. The degree of kinship among models
varies with the choice of benchmarks. To avoid rely-
ing solely on log-probabilities or overly simplistic
metrics, we adopt prompt-based evaluations that
require each model to produce explicit responses.
Appendix C presents the benchmark performance
of all models used for kinship calculation, along
with example calculations.

The prompt formats are adapted from templates
in MMLU-pro (Wang et al., 2024) and FLAN
(Longpre et al., 2023), ensuring compatibility with
each model’s input structure and recommended us-
age patterns. The prompt template can be found in
Appendix B.

2.3 Stage 2: Kinship-Based Response
Mapping

Once we identify a subset of models whose pair-
wise kinship scores exceed a predetermined thresh-
old 7 (e.g., Sij > 7), we set T at 0.1, as cosine
similarity values below this threshold indicate a
lack of meaningful similarity between models. we
focus on collecting responses from these closely
matched models. Kinship serves as an indicator of
model’s ability and similarity. While various crite-
ria can be applied to measure this, we utilize the



models’ capabilities and performance similarities
that can be estimated through benchmarks. We have
defined kinship across three distinct cases:

* Kgcore: Mapping the two origin models with
the highest average benchmark scores.

* Kgm: Mapping the two origin models with
the highest cosine similarity between their
benchmark scores.

* K(score,sim): Mapping the model with the
highest benchmark score to the most simi-
lar model based on cosine similarity.

Figure 3 shows the each kinship definition and
calculation process.

To generate preference data from these kinship
relationships, we convert model responses into bi-
nary preference pairs using a consistent metric
based on normalized benchmark performance. This
approach entirely eliminates the need for instance-
wise annotations, as it operates at the dataset level,
transforming the entire instruction-response dataset
into preference data without requiring instance-
wise annotations from either models or humans. By
leveraging aggregate performance metrics rather
than per-instance comparisons, we maintain consis-
tency while removing computational overhead
and human cost.

2.4 Stage 3: Automatic Preference Integration
with Alignment Processes

To integrate kinship-based mapped data into exist-
ing alignment tuning, the data requires a preference-
setting process. Accordingly, we construct our
kinship-based preference estimation on the princi-
ple that higher-performing models tend to produce
more reliable outputs.

To quantify this, we calculate a normalized
benchmark score that aggregates multiple bench-
mark performances into a single value. For a model
M, this score is computed as:

N m bj — min(B;)
Spref(M;) = m ; max(B;) — min(5;) @

For a pair of kinship-aligned models (M;, M),
we obtain a binary preference label:

Pref(M;, M;) = {0 otherwise

3)

1, ifSpTef(Mi) > Spmf(Mj),

Baseline Ours

RLAIF Kscm'e Ksim K(scm'e,sim)
Total 0.31 0.31 0.29 0.29
MMLU 0.36 0.33 0.34 0.30
MMLU-Pro 0.15 015 0.15 0.14
ARC-Easy 0.40 0.40 0.36 0.41
ARC-Challenge 0.40 0.37 0.33 0.39
IFeval 0.28 0.30 0.29 0.23

Table 2: Performance Comparison Between Instance-
wise Binarized Data (Baseline) and Kinship-based Bina-
rized Data (Ours) The baseline corresponds to instance-
wise scored RLAIF (Cui et al., 2023). The highlighted
cells indicate performance that is equal to or higher than
the baseline. Bold text shows the best performance on
the benchmarks.
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Figure 4: Visualization of relationships among origin
models using PCA(Mackiewicz and Ratajczak, 1993).
Similar models are positioned closer to each other.

Our data maintains the Response Quality Gap
through kinship-based model comparisons and can
establish preferences via Pref(M;, M;) without
additional annotation. This provides high-quality
training signals, which can be leveraged through
reinforcement learning or supervised fine-tuning.

In contrast to existing approaches (e.g., RLAIF
(Lee et al.)), KARMA’s focus on model kinship
produces preference pairs that yield more nu-
anced insights. This shift in perspective—from re-
lying on comparisons of models with vastly dif-
ferent capabilities to leveraging finely matched
pairs—provides a more parsimonious and theoreti-
cally grounded method for constructing alignment-
relevant preference data.

3 Experiments

In this paper, we propose the KARMA framework.
To validate the functionality of this framework and
the characteristics of Alignment Tuning, we con-
ducted experiments to address the following Re-
search Questions (RQs):



* RQ1: Does Model Kinship represent the mod-
els’ similarity?

* RQ2: Does Model Kinship affect the binariza-
tion process?

* RQ3: Does Model Kinship have a greater in-
fluence than model quality, as verified through
benchmark evaluations?

* RQ4: What benchmark represent the model
capability: knowledge, instruction-following,
and reasoning?

3.1 Alignment Dataset

For preference binarization, we utilized the Ul-
trafeedback dataset (Cui et al.,, 2023), which
comprises responses generated by a diverse set
of language models. The dataset includes out-
puts from both commercial and open-source mod-
els, ensuring a broad representation of model
capabilities. The commercial models incorpo-
rated in the dataset include GPT-4(OpenAl,
2023), GPT-3.5 Turbo(Ouyang et al., 2022a), and
Bard(Waisberg et al., 2024). Additionally, sev-
eral models from the Llama family were included,
such as Llama-2 (7B, 13B, and 70B)-chat(Touvron
et al., 2023), UltraLM-13B(Clui et al., 2024), Wiz-
ardLM (7B, 13B, and 70B)(Xu et al., 2023),
Vicuna-33B(Zheng et al., 2024), and Alpaca-
7B(Taori et al., 2023). Beyond the Llama-based
architectures, the dataset also features responses
from other notable models, including Falcon-
40B-instruct(Almazrouei et al., 2023), MPT-30B-
chat(Team, 2023), StarChat-Beta(Tunstall et al.,
2023), and Pythia-12B(Biderman et al., 2023).

Although the Ultrafeedback dataset contains re-
sults from UltraLM-65B(Cui et al., 2024), its per-
formance could not be accurately assessed. To
maintain the reliability of our evaluation, we ex-
cluded these results from the final dataset composi-
tion.

3.2 Models

To assess the effectiveness of the newly binarized
dataset constructed using the KARMA framework,
we fine-tuned and evaluated multiple instruction-
following models. The selected models for evalu-
ation include Llama-3.1-(3B, 8B)-Instruct(Dubey
et al., 2024), representing Llama-based architec-
tures. Additionally, we included Qwen2.5-(3B, 8B)-
Instruct(Yang et al., 2024), enabling a comparative

analysis across different model families. This eval-
uation setup ensures a comprehensive assessment
of the impact of kinship-aware preference mapping
on alignment performance.

3.3 Training Algorithm for Alignment Tuning
We tested two different learning method for align-
ment tuning using the KARMA Framework:

* Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT)

* Direct Preference
(Rafailov et al., 2024)
The implementation details are provided in Ap-
pendix A

Optimization (DPO)

4 Experimental Results

4.1 RQI1: Dataset Reconstruction using
KARMA

The proposed KARMA framework enables the ap-
plication of a unified Total Ranking map across
the entire dataset, facilitating a structured and con-
sistent preference mapping process. Utilizing this
reconstructed preference dataset, we conducted
model training while ensuring that each critic’s bi-
narized response was systematically incorporated.
The effectiveness of this reconstructed dataset was
assessed by evaluating the trained models on stan-
dardized benchmarks, including MMLU and IFe-
val. The detailed results of these evaluations are
presented in Appendix C.

For evaluation, we employed prediction-based
assessment methodologies across all benchmark
tasks. Specifically, for ARC, MMLU, and MMLU-
Pro, we adapted the MMLU-Pro evaluation frame-
work, modifying only the multiple-choice options
to align with our dataset. For IFeval, we leveraged
its native evaluation framework to ensure consis-
tency in assessment.

To analyze the relationships between models,
we computed kinship scores by normalizing eval-
uation results across six benchmark tasks. Fig-
ure 4 presents a Principal Component Analysis
(PCA)(Mackiewicz and Ratajczak, 1993) visualiza-
tion of these relationships, illustrating distinct clus-
tering patterns among models. Generally, smaller-
scale models tend to cluster in the first quadrant,
models with closer kinship relationships in the sec-
ond quadrant, while Llama-based models and mod-
els exceeding 10B parameters are predominantly
distributed in the third and fourth quadrants. This
distribution underscores the critical role of model
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training data, training algorithms, and scale in de-
termining kinship relationships among models.

These findings highlight the effectiveness of the
KARMA framework in reconstructing preference
datasets, providing a more structured and informa-
tive approach to model alignment.

4.2 RQ2: Performance of KARMA
Binarization

To assess the effectiveness of KARMA binariza-
tion, we examined whether model performance can
serve as an indicator of data quality. KARMA per-
forms binarization in two sequential steps: first, it
defines preference pairs based on kinship between
models, and second, it ranks these pairs according
to their relative performance. Through this process,
we aimed to determine whether response similar-
ity—estimated through model similarity—plays a
more significant role in preference modeling than
simply prioritizing higher-performing models by
consistently positioning them as dominant within
each pair.

The results of this comparison are presented in
Figure 5. Across all benchmark tasks, the kinship-
based scoring metric, Ksqore, demonstrates per-
formance levels nearly equivalent to the existing
instance-wise RLAIF method, with a minimal de-
viation of only 0.008. Notably, for MMLU-Pro
and IFeval, KARMA-based binarization even sur-
passes the RLAIF baseline by approximately 0.01,
indicating that structured preference mapping via
kinship can yield competitive or superior alignment
outcomes. The detailed results, including average
scores for each methodology, are summarized in
Appendix D.

4.3 RQ3: Model Size and Kinship

The impact of different kinship approaches varies
significantly with model size, influencing how mod-
els learn from preference data. To investigate this
relationship, we conducted experiments using mod-
els from the same family but with different param-
eter counts, specifically comparing small models
(3B parameters) and larger models (7-8B param-



eters). Our analysis reveals a clear pattern in how
model size determines the optimal kinship strategy.

Smaller models (3B) exhibit superior perfor-
mance when trained using the K..pe algorithm,
which prioritizes learning from response quality
within the binarized dataset. In contrast, larger mod-
els (7-8B) achieve better results with the K g;;,, algo-
rithm, suggesting that response similarity becomes
increasingly important as model size grows.

This trend indicates that model size fundamen-
tally influences how different models leverage pref-
erence data. While smaller models benefit more
from explicit learning based on absolute quality
differences, larger models demonstrate greater sen-
sitivity to the nuanced relationships between simi-
lar responses in the training data. This relationship
is visualized in Figure 6, illustrating the distinct
learning behaviors observed across different model
scales.

4.4 RQ4: Model Capability and Kinship
Patterns

Models exhibit distinct similarity patterns based
on their capabilities, with these patterns varying
across different evaluation metrics. Notably, model
kinship is influenced by factors such as model scale
and training methodology, leading to variations
in clustering behavior across different capability
dimensions.

Analysis Framework To systematically investi-
gate these relationships, we analyzed model simi-
larities across three key capability dimensions:

* Knowledge-Based Tasks: Unlike reasoning
capability, clustering in instruction-following
tasks is more strongly aligned with model fam-
ilies rather than size. This indicates that train-
ing methodology and architectural choices ex-
ert a greater influence on instruction adher-
ence.

* Reasoning Capability: Models tend to cluster
primarily based on parameter count, suggest-
ing that model size plays a dominant role in
shaping reasoning performance.

¢ Instruction-Following (IF) Tasks: A hierar-
chical influence pattern emerges, where:

— At the initial hierarchy, the model family
is the primary determinant.
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— At the higher hierarchy, the model size
becomes a stronger predictor of perfor-
mance.

Figure 7 visualizes these relationships through
dendrograms, illustrating the hierarchical cluster-
ing patterns that emerge across different capability
dimensions.

5 Conclusion

This paper introduces KARMA, a kinship-based
framework for generating high-quality preference
data for language model alignment without requir-
ing instance-wise annotation. KARMA achieves
performance comparable to RLAIF while offer-
ing greater computational efficiency and surpass-
ing baselines on MMLU-Pro and IFeval, demon-
strating the effectiveness of kinship-aware prefer-
ence mapping. Our findings show that model size
significantly affects the optimal kinship strategy.
Smaller models (3B) benefit from prioritizing re-
sponse quality, while larger models (7-8B) perform
better when leveraging response similarity. Addi-
tionally, kinship patterns vary across tasks, with
reasoning clustering by model size, instruction-
following by model family, and knowledge-based
tasks exhibiting a hierarchical structure. These re-
sults highlight the need for size-adaptive prefer-
ence learning strategies and demonstrate that high-
quality preference data can be generated without
costly manual annotation. Future work will extend
KARMA to cross-family model comparisons and
further explore the relationship between model kin-
ship and human preference judgments.

6 Related Work and Background
6.1 Alignment Tuning

Alignment tuning has become a central focus in
enhancing LLMs to meet user expectations and
ethical standards(Kumar et al., 2024). Various
preference-based learning techniques, particularly
reinforcement learning methods such as Proximal
Policy Optimization (PPO)(Schulman et al., 2017),
Direct Preference Optimization (DPO)(Rafailov
et al., 2024), and Optimized Reinforcement Pref-
erence Optimization (ORPO)(Hong et al., 2024),
have been developed to facilitate this tuning pro-
cess. These methods rely on preference datasets,
which typically contain pairs of responses gener-
ated by models based on given instructions, with
each pair ranked according to human or model-
based evaluations. Prominent alignment datasets

like Ultrafeedback(Cui et al., 2023), which gath-
ers extensive human feedback, and HH-RLHF(Bai
et al., 2022), which uses human-annotated pref-
erences, provide foundational resources for align-
ment. To minimize the reliance on labor-intensive
data curation, recent automated approaches have
been introduced to filter or regenerate preference
data based on specific criteria, promoting data con-
sistency and scalability. However, such approaches
often lack nuanced control over data quality, as
they fail to consider the role of the origin model’s
capabilities in shaping alignment effectiveness (Shi
et al., 2024).

6.2 Limitations in Existing Preference Data
Approaches

Effective preference data construction requires
a clear, rigorous set of criteria to ensure align-
ment quality across generated response pairs. Com-
mon criteria, including Reasoning, Truthfulness,
and Instruction-Following, guide the selection
of data that aligns with key ethical and func-
tional standards(Cui et al., 2023; Bai et al., 2022).
High-performing models, capable of producing re-
sponses that meet these standards, are often eval-
vated using benchmarks like ARC(Clark et al.,
2018), MMLU(Hendrycks et al., 2020), and the
Instruction-Following eval(Zhou et al., 2023) suite,
which assess a model’s factual accuracy, reasoning
ability, and compliance with instructions. While
these benchmarks provide a foundation for select-
ing responses that promote alignment goals, ex-
isting methods typically overlook the impact of
variation in model capabilities on alignment con-
sistency.

The KARMA Framework addresses this limi-
tation by introducing a kinship-aware approach
that emphasizes model compatibility in preference
data selection. By curating preference pairs based
on model kinship—aligning models with similar
core competencies in knowledge, reasoning, and
instruction-following—the KARMA Framework
enhances alignment coherence and ensures stable,
high-quality data. Further, its curriculum-based se-
lection process sequences preference data from sim-
pler to more complex distinctions, optimizing the
alignment process for improved consistency and
scalability.



Limitation

In this paper, we demonstrated that KARMA
can achieve performance comparable to existing
RLAIF without requiring annotations for SFT and
DPO. However, due to resource and time con-
straints, we were unable to validate our approach
across a broader range of alignment tuning tech-
niques. Further evaluation is needed for methods.

Additionally, our evaluation primarily focused
on fundamental abilities such as Reasoning, Knowl-
edge, and Instruction-Following. However, we did
not assess KARMA'’s performance on other impor-
tant values, including factuality and ethical stan-
dard. Future work should incorporate evaluations
reflecting these aspects.
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A Implementation Details for Model
Training

The model was trained for a single epoch us-
ing bfloat16 (bf16) quantization, which optimizes
memory efficiency while preserving numerical pre-
cision. The training configuration incorporated the
following hyperparameters: a per-device batch size
of 6, gradient accumulation steps set to 4, and a
learning rate of 5 x 10~%, with 500 warm-up steps
to facilitate stable convergence.

Training was conducted on an L40 4-GPU setup,
leveraging an optimized deep learning framework
to enhance computational efficiency. The train-
ing pipeline focused on performance optimization
through checkpointing and logging, without inter-
mediate model evaluation during training.

B Prompt template for Evaluation
Benchmarks

To determine kinship relationships between models,
this paper evaluates benchmark performance and
compares the similarity of these numerical results.
The benchmark performance of all 17 models con-
sidered in this study is presented in Table 8. For the
start and end tokens, the template recommended in
the paper was used.

C Evaluation Origin Model Capabilities
for Kinship

To determine kinship relationships between models,
this paper evaluates benchmark performance and
compares the similarity of these numerical results.
The benchmark performance of all 17 models con-
sidered in this study is presented in Table 3. The
actual calculation example for Kgcore and Kgim,
can be found in Figure 9.
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Prompt for Benchmark Evaluation

Q: {Question}
Options:

(A) {Option 1}
(B) {Option 2}
(C) {Option 3}
(D) {Option 4}
Output:

G J

Figure 8: Evaluation template for multiple-choice bench-
mark evaluation. The descriptive benchmark (e.g., IFe-
val) was evaluated using the same template, excluding
the option part.

Due to the unavailability of Bard, its perfor-
mance metrics have been substituted with those
of Gemini-1.5-Flash.

D Total Performance

Table 4 provides an aggregated view of the overall
performance of each model across all benchmark
datasets. The total performance scores were com-
puted by averaging the normalized scores across
the selected evaluation metrics, offering a holistic
comparison of model capabilities.
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Benchmark Performances

@ Normalize(min-max)

Model IFeval 1_\:1;’[;\[; M_l:[rﬁU Hellaswag j::l:s(; _CLAI,{,C "
GPT-4 0.939 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
GPT-3.5-turbo 0.743 0.724 0.498 0.856 0.952 0.847
Bard 1.000 0.754 0.912 0.852 0.847 0.779

Llama-2-7b-chat 0.017 0.439 0.164 0.612 0.693 0.521
Llama-2-13b-chat 0.011 0.519 0.261 0.664 0.691 0.561
Llama-2-70b-chat 0.000 0.705 0.496 0.760 0.819 0.67] | K core
UltraLM-13b 0.473 0.380 0.146 0.424 0.510 0.446
WizardLM-7b 0.333 0.261 0.128 0.755 0.283 0.296
WizardLM-13b 0.151 0.426 0.098 0.801 0.703 0.530
WizardLM-70b 0.390 0.433 0.296 0.833 0.800 0.720
Vicuna-33b 0.440 0.623 0.217 0.717 0.811 0.635
Alpaca-7b 0.100 0.184 0.055 0.000 0.331 0.283
Falcon-40b-instruct |  (0.007 0.682 0.043 0.787 0.749 0.545
MPT-30b-chat 0.102 0.394 0.165 0.013 0.881 0.706
Starchat 0.065 0.221 0.000 0.025 0.000 0.000 Kgim
Pythia-12b 0.010 0.000 0.006 0.028 0.095 0.260 S

@ Calculate K g,

cpra |SPT35 ara Llf;‘:"z L'f‘l';;'z Llf';;‘;'z Ul | Wizard | Wizard | Wizard | Vieuna | Alpaca Ff‘;;g“ lgl(;: Starchat| PYthia
-turbo LM-7b |[LM-13b|LM-70b| -33b | -7b |, -12b
-chat | -chat | -chat | -13b -instruct| -chat

GPT4 | 1.000 |0.983 | 0.994|0.869 [0.890 | 0.911 [0.956 | 0.869 | 0.872 | 0.942 | 0.949 | 0.803 | 0.832 [ 0.767 | 0.546 | 0.589
GPI3S 10.983(1.0000.973 [0.915[0.922|0.919 [0.990 | 0.899 | 0.928 [ 0.979 | 0.987 | 0.846 | 0.886 | 0.813 | 0.517 | 0.645
Bard | 0.994 0.973 | 1.000|0.822 |0.843 | 0.864 [0.951 | 0.864 | 0.836 | 0.921|0.926 | 0.769|0.779 | 0.726 | 0.518 | 0.548
Mama2 10,869 [0.915 0.822 | 1.000 | 0.996 | 0.978 | 0.888 | 0.851 | 0.985 | 0.962 | 0.957 | 0.830 | 0.984 | 0.845 | 0.422| 0.679
Llama-2 1| ) g9 0.922 | 0.843 | 0.996 | 1.000 | 0.992 [ 0.885 | 0.855 | 0.977(0.960 | 0.956 [ 0.818 | 0.979 | 0.831 | 0.455 | 0.663

0.911 [0.919{0.864 | 0.978 | 0.992 | 1.000 | 0.871 | 0.829 | 0.947 | 0.942 | 0.941 | 0.813 | 0.954 | 0.827 | 0.483 | 0.634

-13b-chat
0.956 {0.990|0.951 [ 0.888 [ 0.885]0.871|1.000 | 0.890 | 0.913|0.963 | 0.981 | 0.852 | 0.868 | 0.807 | 0.533 | 0.643

Llama-2
-70b-chat
ey
Wit M 0,869 | 0.899 [ 0.864 | 0.851 [ 0.855 | 0.829 0.890 | 1.000 | 0.920 0.925 | 0.903 | 0.566 | 0.856 | 0.535 | 0.439 | 0.479
WiaretM10.8720.928 [ 0.836 | 0.985 [0.977 [ 0.947 [0.913 | 0.920 | 1.000 | 0.977 [ 0.968 | 0.776 | 0.978 | 0.778 [ 0.419 | 0.643
WitM0.942{0.979 [0.9210.962 | 0.960 | 0.942 | 0.963 | 0.925 | 0.977 | 1.000 | 0.985 0.8220.930 | 0.811 | 0.406 | 0.694
Vieuna-33b| 0.949 | 0.987 [ 0.926 | 0.957 |0.956 | 0.941 | 0.981 | 0.903 | 0.968 | 0.985 | 1.000 | 0.857 | 0.945 | 0.833 | 0.536 | 0.647
Alpaca-7h | 0.803 | 0.846 | 0.769 | 0.830 | 0.818 | 0.813 | 0.852 | 0.566 | 0.776 | 0.822 | 0.857 | 1.000 | 0.783 | 0.990 | 0.418 | 0.785
Faleon-4910.832 [ 0.886 | 0.779 | 0.984 |0.979 | 0.954 | 0.868 | 0.856 | 0.978 |0.930 | 0.945 | 0.783 | 1.000 | 0.788 | 0.529 | 0.605
MPE9 10.767 [ 0.813 [0.726 | 0.845 [0.831 | 0.827 [0.807 | 0.535 | 0.778 | 0.811 | 0.833 |0.990 | 0.788 | 1.000 | 0.335 | 0.798
Starchat |0.546(0.517 |0.518 [0.422 | 0.455| 0.483 0.533 | 0.439 | 0.419 | 0.406 | 0.536 | 0.418 | 0.529 | 0.335| 1.000 | 0.021
Pythia-12b | 0.589 | 0.645 | 0.548| 0.679 | 0.663 | 0.634 | 0.643 |0.479 | 0.643 | 0.694 | 0.647 | 0.785 | 0.605 | 0.798 | 0.021 | 1.000

Figure 9: The process of calculating K., and Ky;,,,. Benchmark performance is normalized using min-max
normalization, and the overall kinship scoring is performed using cosine similarity.
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Model IFeval MMLU-STEM MMLU-pro Hellaswag ARC-easy ARC-Challenge | Average Score

GPT-4 85.37 86.40 0.64 95.30 96.63 96.40 0.99
GPT-3.5-turbo 72.54 70.00 0.38 85.00 92.80 83.02 0.77
bard 89.33 71.80 0.59 84.70 84.43 77.13 0.86
Llama-2-7b-chat 25.19 53.10 0.20 67.50 72.14 54.61 0.41
Llama-2-13b-chat | 24.82 57.80 0.25 71.20 72.05 58.02 0.45
Llama-2-70b-chat | 24.07 68.90 0.38 78.10 82.20 67.66 0.58
UltraLM-13b 54.92 49.58 0.19 54.00 57.58 48.04 0.40
WizardLM-7b 45.83 42.50 0.18 71.70 39.48 34.90 0.34
WizardLM-13b 33.92 52.30 0.17 81.00 72.94 55.38 0.45
WizardLM-70b 49.51 52.70 0.27 83.30 80.68 71.93 0.58
Vicuna-33b 52.76 64.00 0.23 75.00 81.57 64.51 0.57
Alpaca-7b 30.58 37.92 0.15 23.60 43.31 33.79 0.16
Falcon-40b-instruct | 24.54 67.50 0.14 80.00 76.60 56.70 0.47
MPT-30b-chat 30.70 50.40 0.20 24.53 87.12 70.73 0.38
Starchat 28.30 40.12 0.12 25.40 16.96 9.07 0.05
Pythia-12b 24.71 27.00 0.12 25.60 24.49 31.80 0.07

Table 3: Benchmark Scores for Trained Models. Multiple-choice benchmarks (MMLU-STEM, HellaSwag, ARC-
Easy, and ARC-Challenge) are evaluated based on accuracy. [Feval and MMLU-Pro are assessed using its own
metric. The average score is computed after min-max normalization.

13



Benchmark Model Baseline | Kocore | Ksim | K(score,sim)
Llama-3.1-3B SFT | 0.2331 | 0.2679 | 0.2434 0.2200
DPO | 0.3130 | 0.4868 | 0.2528 0.3940
Llama-3.1-8B SFT | 0.2800 | 0.2460 | 0.2660 0.2240
MMLU-STEM DPO | 0.4902 | 0.4349 | 0.4867 0.2880
Qwen2.5-3B SFT | 0.2760 | 0.2200 | 0.2460 0.2500
DPO | 0.4706 | 0.4212 | 0.4400 0.4580
Qwen2.5-7B SFT | 0.2800 | 0.2280 | 0.2620 0.2780
DPO | 0.5120 | 0.3620 | 0.4860 0.2800
Llama-3.1-3B SFT | 0.1189 | 0.1230 | 0.1045 0.1332
DPO | 0.1455 | 0.2193 | 0.1270 0.1516
Llama-3.1-8B SFT | 0.1004 | 0.1148 | 0.1045 0.1311
MMLU-pro DPO | 0.1168 | 0.1025 | 0.1168 0.1107
Qwen2.5-3B SFT | 0.1025 | 0.0840 | 0.1230 0.0820
DPO | 0.2275 | 0.2254 | 0.2029 0.2111
SFT | 0.0861 | 0.1762 | 0.2275 0.1352
Qwen2.5-78 DPO | 0.2377 | 0.1721 | 0.2254 0.1700
Llama-3.1-3B SFT | 0.2494 | 0.2410 | 0.2490 0.2206
DPO | 0.3765 | 0.4940 | 0.4796 0.3033
Llama-3.1-SB SFT | 0.2494 | 0.4210 | 0.2470 0.2218
IFeval DPO | 0.2421 | 0.1882 | 0.2292 0.2494
Qwen2.5-3B SFT | 0.2190 | 0.2134 | 0.2122 0.2050
DPO | 0.3633 | 0.3058 | 0.3094 0.1715
Qwen2.5-7B SFT | 0.2290 | 0.2134 | 0.2122 0.2083
DPO | 0.3321 | 0.3177 | 0.3657 0.2407
Llama-3.1-3B SFT | 0.2660 | 0.2460 | 0.2000 0.2340
DPO | 0.6111 | 0.5547 | 0.2618 0.6679
Llama-3.1-8B SFT | 0.2180 | 0.2330 | 0.2400 0.2360
ARC-easy DPO | 0.2176 | 0.1540 | 0.4720 0.0680
Qwen2.5-3B SFT | 0.2410 | 0.2560 | 0.2480 0.2560
DPO | 0.8497 | 0.8754 | 0.5295 0.8157
Qwen2.5-7B SFT | 0.2550 | 0.2260 | 0.2280 0.2900
DPO | 0.5700 | 0.6359 | 0.6738 0.7134
Llama-3.1-3B SFT | 0.2556 | 0.2492 | 0.2266 0.2019
DPO | 0.5122 | 0.4551 | 0.2466 0.5712
Llama-3.1-SB SFT | 0.2320 | 0.2297 | 0.2761 0.2268
ARC-challenge DPO | 0.5463 | 0.1763 | 0.3596 0.2946
Qwen2.5-3B SFT | 0.2645 | 0.2483 | 0.2227 0.2343
DPO | 0.7398 | 0.8241 | 0.4470 0.7078
Qwen2.5-7B SFT | 0.2343 | 0.2552 | 0.2483 0.2390
DPO | 0.4432 | 0.5358 | 0.5847 0.3870

Table 4: Model Performance Comparisons on Knowledge, Instruction-Following, and Reasoning-Related Tasks.
The baseline is Instance-wise RLAIF (Cui et al., 2023). "Llama 3.1" refers to the Llama-3.1-Instruct series, and
"Qwen-2.5" refers to the Qwen2.5-Instruct series. The training methods include Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) and
Direct Preference Optimization (DPO). The bold text indicates the best performance for each model and training

method.
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