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Abstract

Personalized dialogue systems have gained sig-
nificant attention in recent years for their abil-
ity to generate responses in alignment with
different personas. However, most existing
approaches rely on pre-defined personal pro-
files, which are not only time-consuming and
labor-intensive to create but also lack flexibil-
ity. We propose In-Dialogue Learning (IDL), a
fine-tuning framework that enhances the ability
of pre-trained large language models to lever-
age dialogue history to characterize persona for
completing personalized dialogue generation
tasks without pre-defined profiles. Our experi-
ments on three datasets demonstrate that IDL
brings substantial improvements, with BLEU
and ROUGE scores increasing by up to 200%
and 247%, respectively. Additionally, the re-
sults of human evaluations further validate the
efficacy of our proposed method.

1 Introduction

Recently, there has been growing interest in build-
ing personalized dialogue systems (Tang et al.,
2023; Chen et al., 2023c; Huang et al., 2023; Chen
et al., 2023a; Tu et al., 2022). Such systems are
often adept at incorporating special personal char-
acteristics into responses. Consequently, personal-
ized dialogue systems offer enhanced flexibility, en-
abling them adapt more effectively to a wide range
of conversational scenarios, such as role-playing
games (Park et al., 2023).

To achieve personalized dialogues, a common
practice is to condition a dialogue model on a pro-
file that explicitly depicts the personality traits one
aims to portray with a textual description (Song
et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2023b).
While a profile can effectively delineate the desired
personality traits, creating an accurate profile is
nevertheless time-consuming and arduous.

∗Equal contribution.
†Corresponding author.

Target PersonDialogue ModelDialogue Partner

Hey, how are you doing 
lately?

Endless DDL, I feel so 
tired.

Maybe you should relax 
yourself.

Yeah... I plan to travel 
to the United States.

Come on, Mike. All 
waiting for you.

Just a sec, I'm going to 
grab my baseball gear.

Don't forget the exam 
this afternoon.

Bro. Let’s just focus 
on the game.

Hello, nice to meet you.

Hello. I'm Mike, now a 
college student.

Okay, Mike. Do you 
have any hobbies?

I like playing the guitar. 
You?

IDL

Hello, please introduce yourself.

I'm Mike, I'm a college student and I like playing guitar.

Besides playing guitar, do you have any other hobbies?

I like playing baseball and traveling, and I plan to go to 
the United States recently.

Figure 1: An example of profile-free personalized di-
alogue generation by In-Dialogue Learning. Persona
information in different dialogues is marked with corre-
sponding colors.

In this work, we attempt to develop a model capa-
ble of performing personalized dialogue generation
without the need of profiles designed in advance.
To this end, we introduce In-Dialogue Learning
(IDL), a two-stage framework that directly learns
persona information from dialogue sessions, and
leverages the learnt insights to synthesize responses
that exhibit explicit personality characteristics (cf.,
Figure 1).

IDL comprises a Mutual Supervised Learning
(MSL) stage and a Deep Personalized Alignment
(DPA) stage. The objective of MSL is to equip a
dialogue model with persona knowledge conveyed
in dialogue sessions. To this end, one can sim-
ply select one dialogue as the target and take the
remaining as the reference to perform few-shot
learning to optimize the dialogue model. Such a
straightforward implementation, however, suffers
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from two major problems: (1) unified reference
dialogues normally contain abundant irrelevant in-
formation to the target dialogue, which increases
the difficulty of learning; and (2) incoherent transi-
tion in multiple dialogues could cause disruption in
the dialogue structure. To address the problems, we
propose Static Persona Identification (SPI) and Dy-
namic Persona Identification (DPI) to cluster and
re-order dyadic dialogues between a target person
and the other interlocutors for effective IDL. SPI
divides the dialogues of the person into multiple
persona-relevant clusters, ensuring that the target
dialogue can easily access inter-session personal-
ized information from reference dialogues from
each cluster. DPI further re-orders the reference di-
alogues by minimizing the gaps in these dialogues,
which is measured by conversational edit distance
(convED) (Lavi et al., 2021).

To enhance the alignment of responses with
the target persona (Ouyang et al., 2022; Yuan
et al., 2023; Song et al., 2023; Hong et al.,
2023), we adopt reinforcement learning through
the Deep Personalized Alignment stage. We in-
troduce Direct Preference Optimization with Crite-
rion (DPOC), an optimization method derived from
DPO (Rafailov et al., 2023) to mitigate preference
degradation problem with a criterion-based penalty.
This approach ensures that responses are more
closely aligned with the target persona learned from
reference dialogues.

We conducted experiments on several personal-
ized dialogue datasets to evaluate the effectiveness
of IDL. Evaluation results show that IDL achieves
performance comparable to very strong profile-
based methods, without utilizing any pre-defined
profile information and supervision. In compari-
son to traditional personalized dialogue approaches,
IDL demonstrates significant improvements, high-
lighting the benefits of leveraging large language
models for personalized dialogue. Furthermore,
IDL shows significant improvement over ICL when
both utilize large language models, with BLEU and
ROUGE scores increasing up to 200% and 247%,
respectively. This suggests that, unlike ICL, which
primarily learns from data samples, IDL is more ef-
fective at incorporating persona information within
dialogues.

Our contributions are threefold:

(1) We introduce In-Dialogue Learning (IDL)
as the first effort to create a personalized dialogue
system using large language models without pre-

defined user profiles, enabling response generation
using persona information directly learned from
dialogue sessions.

(2) We introduce methods for static and dy-
namic persona identification to improve data orga-
nization for IDL and enhance the use of persona in-
formation from dialogues. Additionally, we present
DPOC, a novel reinforcement learning approach, to
address preference degradation problem and align
responses more precisely with the persona indi-
cated in reference dialogues.

(3) We conduct extensive experiments on mul-
tiple datasets, showing the superior performance
of IDL on personalized dialogue generation. As a
profile-free method, it achieves comparable perfor-
mance with profile-based methods and significantly
outperforms other profile-free methods.

2 Related Work

2.1 Personalized Dialogue Systems

Personalized dialogue methods are classified into
three types based on persona information acquisi-
tion. The first type uses structured databases (e.g.,
tables) (Zhang et al., 2018; Song et al., 2019; Wolf
et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2020; Bao et al., 2019; Song
et al., 2021) but faces limitations in response di-
versity due to data sparsity. The second type uses
plain text profiles for richer information (Qian et al.,
2018; Song et al., 2020; Zheng et al., 2020; Song
et al., 2021; Tang et al., 2023), yet struggles to com-
pletely capture personality and requires significant
effort, affecting scalability.

Different from these methods, the third type
mines persona information from dialogue sessions.
For example, DHAP (Ma et al., 2021) uses a
transformer-based approach to analyze dialogue
history for generating responses, but it ignores
partner utterances, missing key persona details.
MSP (Zhong et al., 2022) improves upon DHAP
by using a retrieval method to collect similar dia-
logues from various users, yet it only selects lim-
ited tokens from these dialogues, affecting their
coherence. Our method, in a broad sense, belongs
to the third type. The stark difference is that we
make good use of the capabilities of large language
models, and significantly enhance the performance
of personalized dialogue systems when no profiles
are available.



2.2 In-Context Learning
In-context learning (ICL) emerges as language
models scale (Brown et al., 2020; Chowdhery et al.,
2023; Touvron et al., 2023), enabling them to per-
form complex tasks by learning from a few con-
textual demonstrations (Wei et al., 2022). The ICL
ability of LLMs can be enhanced by using super-
vised fine-tuning methods, involving in-context
data construction and multitask learning (Chen
et al., 2022; Min et al., 2021), since pre-training
objectives aren’t designed for ICL. Researches also
show that the effectiveness of ICL relies on the
choice and arrangement of demonstrations (Zhao
et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2023a).

Our method, while looks similar to ICL, is tai-
lored for personalized dialogue generation by or-
ganizing sessions and learning persona-related in-
formation, differing from typical supervised in-
context fine-tuning. It also uniquely incorporates
reinforcement learning to enhance personalized di-
alogue capabilities beyond ICL methods.

3 Method

We present technique details of In-Dialogue Learn-
ing (IDL) in this section. As shown in Fig-
ure 2, IDL involves two stages: Mutual Supervised
Learning (MSL) and Deep Personalized Alignment
(DPA). In the MSL stage, we propose static and
dynamic persona identification to cluster and re-
order the dialogues of the target person, and then
organize these dialogues into an end-to-end form to
perform supervised learning, endowing the model
with the ability to leverage persona information
within previous dialogues. In the DPA stage, we
further extend the DPO algorithm with Criterion
(abbreviated as DPOC) to address the issue of pref-
erence degradation through the incorporation of
criterion examples and penalty terms, facilitating
fine-grained personalized learning.

3.1 Problem Formalization
The goal of IDL is to generate responses that re-
flect the personality of a target person u based on
his/her previous dialogues Du. Formally, ∀d(u,v) =
(q1, r1, . . . , qt, rt) ∈ Du, d(u,v) represents a dia-
logue between u and another participant v where
(qi, ri) is the i-th turn with qi the utterance from v
and ri the response from u, respectively. Given the
current dialogue context Ci = (q1, r1, . . . , qi), the
generation of IDL can be formulated as

ri = LMΘ(Ci,Du), (1)

where LM represents the language model, and Θ is
the learnable parameters. Following the common
practice, we concatenate Du and Ci as the input of
the LM.

3.2 Mutual Supervised Learning

IDL represents learning the personalized response
generation ability conditioned on the previous di-
alogues. If we deem the dialogues of the target
person as nodes in a graph, each of them can utilize
the remaining dialogues as the reference, which can
be imagined as a complete graph. This property
induces the concept of Mutual Supervised Learn-
ing (MSL). However, the straightforward complete
graph usage suffers from two challenges: (1) over
messy historical information and (2) incoherent
transition relationship. The former denotes that the
messy historical information will cause the mis-
use of persona information when dialogues with
unrelated persona knowledge are used as the ref-
erence. The latter means that the improper order
of these dialogues as the reference will cause inco-
herent cross-dialogue transition, harming the dia-
logue structure. To overcome these two challenges,
we propose static and dynamic persona identi-
fication for personalized dialogue clustering and
re-ordering (as shown in the left part of Figure 2).

3.2.1 Static Persona Identification
Learning dialogue generation from a wide variety
of reference dialogues is not always effective (Bao
et al., 2019), especially when we aim to capture
the personality characteristics embedded in the di-
alogues. To enhance the efficacy of the process,
static persona identification partitions the dialogues
of a target person into multiple persona-relevant
clusters (cf., Figure 2 left). Hence, within each
persona-relevant cluster, IDL can learn more mean-
ingful mapping from reference dialogues to target
dialogues. The challenge then lies in how to mea-
sure the distance between the dialogues across per-
sona dimensions for effective dialogue clustering.

We employ a public dataset PersonaExt (Zhu
et al., 2023) and train a persona extractor to rec-
ognize persona-intensive utterances in a dialogue
corpus. PersonaExt segregates persona information
within dialogues into triples of <subject, relation-
ship, object>. The dataset defines 105 types of
relationships. Based on the dataset, we develop the
persona extractor (abbreviated as Ext) to directly
extract the triples from the dialogue. Then, the
extracted objects are used to locate the persona-
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Static Persona

LLM
LoR

A

Dynamic Persona

Dialogues

I am a pastry chef.
Hello. I am a farmer. 

I live in New York. You?

I lives in a small town.

Introduce yourself please.

I am a farmer live in a 
small town.

I am a spaceman live in a 
small town.

My hobbies are watching 
movies and riding bicycles.

I live in New York now.

Inconsistency

Fabrication

Inversion
DPOC

Chosen>Criterion>Rejected

��

Dialogue Sessions Data Construction RL process
Stage 1: Mutual Supervised Learning Stage 2: Deep Personalized Alignment

Figure 2: The framework of IDL. Left: the MSL stage that fine-tunes the dialogue model using data organized by
static persona and dynamic persona identification. Right: the DPA stage in which we collect three types of criterion
examples and conduct DPOC to further optimize the model to align with the target persona in a better way.

intensive utterances. We formulate the extraction
process as

{p(u,v)j }nj=1 = Ext(du,v), (2)

where p
(u,v)
j denotes a persona-intensive utterance

in dialogue du,v. The extracted utterances are then
transformed to a vector z(u,v) by

p(u,v) = Concat(p(u,v)1 , . . . , p(u,v)n ),

z(u,v) = Enc(p(u,v)),
(3)

where we utilize the sentence-embedding model
as the Enc1. Based on {z(u,v)} and the euclidean
metric, Du is clustered by k-means algorithm:

Ku = KMeans({z(u,i)}, c), (4)

where c is the number of clusters. Subsequently,
within each cluster Ku

j ∈ Ku, j = 1, 2, . . . , c, we
randomly select a dialogue as the target dialogue
while the closest top-k in the remaining dialogues
are regarded as the reference dialogues.

3.2.2 Dynamic Persona Identification
Following static persona identification, we gather
persona-relevant reference dialogues along with a
target dialogue for optimization within each cluster.
While we could directly concatenate these refer-
ence dialogues as input for the model, determining
the optimal sequence remains a challenge. Our
goal is to merge these dialogues into a cohesive
long-term conversation, as we recognize that an
inappropriate sequence could negatively affect the
structure of the dialogue (Chen et al., 2023b).

To achieve the goal, we compute the optimal
order which could minimize the overall semantic
distance between adjacent dialogue sessions in the

1https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-mpnet-
base-v2

long-term conversation. This approach ensures a
smoother transition in the ongoing dialogue.

To quantify the semantic distance between dia-
logues, we introduce Conversation Edit Distance
(convED) (Lavi et al., 2021). The convED met-
ric is akin to the traditional edit distance, but it
modifies the basic unit of editing from characters
to sentences within a dialogue. The metric aligns
one dialogue with another through the processes
of inserting, deleting, and substituting sentences.
Detailed formulations of convED are presented in
Appendix A.2.

Given a pair of dialogues (di, dj), the distance
disti,j = convED(di, dj) measures the cost of
aligning di to dj . Hence, by computing paired
convED, we obtain a semantic distance matrix
between reference dialogues in a cluster. Subse-
quently, we introduce Dijkstra’s minimum distance
algorithm (Dijkstra, 2022) to re-order the reference
dialogues based on the semantic distance matrix
and compute the optimal order.

In each cluster of Ku, we concatenate the refer-
ence dialogues according to the optimal order and
split the target dialogue with the last utterance as a
response and the remaining as the context. These
data elements satisfy Equation 1, and we can opti-
mize the LM by minimizing the negative likelihood
loss. Above processes endow the model with ba-
sic IDL ability, which could generate personalized
responses based on reference/historical dialogues.

Note that we utilize two kinds of distance in
static and dynamic persona identification, where
the former measures the personalized relevance and
clusters the relevant dialogues of a target person,
while the latter measures the semantic distance and
re-orders the reference dialogues in a cluster.



3.3 Deep Personalized Alignment

The model after MSL initially exhibits the ability
of personalized response generation by referencing
some dialogues. However, due to hallucinations
of LLMs (Kalai and Vempala, 2023) and complex-
ity of long context, it still fall short in generating
personalized response in a more precise manner.
Consequently, we introduce the preference align-
ment technique into IDL for Deep Personalized
Alignment (DPA).

3.3.1 DPOC
The first consideration for preference alignment is
Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) (Rafailov
et al., 2023). DPO distinguishes itself from conven-
tional reinforcement learning algorithms by bypass-
ing the need for reward models, thereby conserving
time and computational resources and reducing the
complexity typically associated with reinforcement
learning. However, DPO encounters a challenge
in the form of unstable training outcomes. This
instability arises because the primary objective of
DPO is to widen the gap between chosen and re-
jected examples, while it overlooks the diminishing
rewards of the chosen examples. Thus, even when
the disparity between chosen and rejected exam-
ples increases, it may be caused by a concurrent
decrease in rewards for both chosen and rejected
examples, ultimately leading to a diminished effi-
cacy of the optimized model. This issue is referred
as preference degradation.

To address this problem, DPOC incorporates a
corrective measure by adding a penalty term P:

P(rw, rl) = −min (0, log rw − log rl) , (5)

where rw is the reward of the better sample yw
and rl is the reward of the worse sample yl. In
most cases, rw > rl and P(rw, rl) = 0. However,
when rl > rw, P(rw, rl) functions as the penalty
term. This inclusion ensures that the optimized
model does not significantly deviate from the initial
model. Building upon the foundation of DPO, the
loss function of DPOC is formulated as

LDPOC(rcho, rrej , rcrt) = LDPO(rcho, rrej)

+ P(rcho, rcrt)

+ P(rcrt, rrej)
(6)

The criterion sample reward rcrt typically serve
as intermediary benchmarks between chosen sam-
ple reward rcho and rejected sample reward rrej .

They offer a reference point for the optimization
process in DPOC. Specifically, if the reward from
a chosen sample falls below that of a criterion sam-
ple, or if the reward of a rejected sample’s reward is
unexpectedly high compared to criterion examples,
the current model incurs a penalty, which is rep-
resented by P(rcho, rcrt) and P(rcrt, rrej), respec-
tively. This mechanism contributes to alleviating
the preference degradation problem.

3.3.2 Data Construction

In the context of personalized dialogue, we iden-
tify three distinct types of criterion examples (cf.,
Figure 2 right). Each of them utilizes persona in-
formation with inaccuracies. (1) Inconsistency:
includes information conflicting with the persona
established in the dialogue sessions. (2) Fabrica-
tion: introduces personality details not mentioned
in the dialogue sessions. (3) Inversion: adopts the
persona information of the other participant. Given
dialogue sessions Du, the context of on-going dia-
logue context C and a chosen sample hcho of the
current response, the construction of the three types
of criterion examples are detailed as follows:

Inconsistency. We employ the personality extrac-
tion model introduced in §3.2.1, and utilize the
personality triplet randomly extracted from Du to
substitute a triplet in hcho to formulate hcrt. For
example, hcho “I am a farmer live in a small town”
is transformed into hcrt “I am a spaceman live in
a small town” by replacing <I, job, farmer> with
<I, job, spaceman>, which is extracted from Du.

Fabrication. We encode sentences in the dataset,
selecting top-m candidates with highest semantic
similarity to hcho. A candidate, hcrt, is randomly
chosen ensuring Ext(hcrt) ∩ Ext(Du) = ∅. For ex-
ample, from the utterance “My hobbies are watch-
ing movies and riding bicycles”, we extract triples
<I, hobby, watching movies> and <I, hobby, rid-
ing bicycles>. As the triples are not involved in
Ext(Du), we can adopt this utterance as hcrt.

Inversion. In Du and C, utterances are divided
into R for the target person u and Q for the other
participant v, then the most semantically similar
utterance in Q to a chosen rcho is identified as
hcrt. For instance, for rcho “I am a farmer living
in a small town”, “I live in New York” from Q is
selected as hcrt.



4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

ConvAI2 (Dinan et al., 2020) is a high-quality En-
glish dataset focused on personalized dialogues.
Each dialogue revolves around a specific profile.
The dataset is expanded from the classic Per-
sonaChat (Zhang et al., 2018) by crowd workers.
Cornell Movie-Dialogs Corpus (Danescu-
Niculescu-Mizil and Lee, 2011) contains over
220, 000 dialogues collected from more than 600
movies with rich meta-data, offering a diverse
range of dialogues between 10, 000 pairs of
characters.
LIGHT (Urbanek et al., 2019) is a large-scale
crowdsourced fantasy text adventure game research
platform. We extract dialogues of each character to
form the dataset used in the experiments.

Note that profiles are only available in Con-
vAI2 and not in Cornell Movie-Dialogs Corpus
and LIGHT. Implementation details are presented
in Appendix A.1.

4.2 Baselines

Profile-based Approaches utilize persona infor-
mation extracted from the given profiles. Along
this research line, we consider the following mod-
els: GPT-2 (Radford et al., 2019) is known for its
proficiency in a variety of text generation tasks.
PerCVAE (Zhao et al., 2017) processes the per-
sona information as a conditional representation
and employs CVAE to produce personalized re-
sponses. BoB (Song et al., 2021) leverages BERT
for personalized dialogues by combining consis-
tency generation task and consistency inference
tasks. CLV (Tang et al., 2023) categorizes persona
descriptions into distinct groups to enhance person-
alized response generation with historical queries.
Profile-free Approaches perform personalized di-
alogue generation without profiles. We employ
DHAP (Ma et al., 2021) and MSP (Zhong et al.,
2022) as baselines.
Large Language Models have made great
progress in recent years. We select LLaMA-2-
7B-Chat and LLaMA-2-13B-Chat (Touvron et al.,
2023) as the backbones of IDL, and name the mod-
els LLaMA-2-7B IDL and LLaMA-2-13B IDL,
respectively. Besides, Vicuna2 and WizardLM (Xu
et al., 2023) are involved in comparison, where
the former is an open-source chatbot developed by

2https://lmsys.org/blog/2023-03-30-vicuna/

fine-tuning LLaMA with user-shared conversations
sourced from ShareGPT, and the latter is fine-tuned
from LLaMA-2, starting with a basic set of instruc-
tions.

Since profiles are available in ConvAI2, we com-
pare IDL with the profile-based approaches as well
as the the profile-free approaches on this dataset.
As existing profile-based approaches are not based
on LLMs, we further fine-tune LLaMA-2-7B-Chat
and LLaMA-2-13B-Chat with the gold profiles in
ConvAI2 for fair comparison, and name the mod-
els LLaMA-2-7B gold and LLaMA-2-13B gold,
respectively. On Movie and LIGHT, we assess the
transferability of IDL by comparing LLaMA-2-7B
IDL and LLaMA-2-13B IDL, both fine-tuned on
ConvAI2, against other LLMs utilizing in-context
learning method.

4.3 Evaluation Metrics

We employ various metrics to evaluate the perfor-
mance of the dialogue models from the following
aspects:
Coherence. BLEU-1/2 (Papineni et al., 2002) and
ROUGE-L (Lin and Och, 2004) are typical word
overlap-based metrics for measuring the similarity
between model responses and the ground-truth.
Diversity. Distinct-1/2 (Li et al., 2015; Lv et al.,
2023) consider the number of uni- or bi-grams in
model responses, which are commonly used for
evaluating diversity of dialogue generation.
Persona. Since our goal is to leverage persona in-
formation in dialogue sessions, we adopt P-F1 (Ma
et al., 2021) to measure the uni-gram F1 score be-
tween the model response and the latest utterance
in the context. Inspired by (Zhong et al., 2022),
we use P-Co (Persona Cosine Similarity) as a sup-
plement to the word overlap metrics to evaluate
the semantic similarity between model responses
and the ground-truth. Besides, following (Tang
et al., 2023), we also adopt Con.Score and Coh-
Con.Score to measure the consistency between
model responses and the given profiles in ConvAI2.

4.4 Main Results

4.4.1 Automatic Evaluation
In Table 1, we compare the proposed method with
existing personalized dialogue generation meth-
ods on ConvAI2. From the results, we can con-
clude that (1) when equipped with IDL, an open-
source LLM can significantly outperform the exist-
ing methods in terms of almost all metrics, imply-



Dataset Model Coherence Diversity Persona

BLEU-1 ROUGE-L Dist-1 Dist-2 Coh. Coh-Con.

ConvAI2

GPT-2 6.77 10.96 68.22 88.81 56.71 13.29
PerCVAE 6.89 10.54 67.48 89.46 53.26 12.95
BoB 7.85 12.46 63.85 85.02 62.47 15.97
DHAP 7.21 9.90 69.86 90.23 64.27 16.04
MSP 8.19 11.67 65.79 89.43 65.81 15.45
CLV 11.85 15.1 71.24 92.89 71.72 23.01

LLaMA-2-7B IDL 52.4† 18.98† 86.13† 96.97 96.86† 13.26†

LLaMA-2-7B gold 54.56 20.98 87.02 97.33 98.15 18.72

LLaMA-2-13B IDL 54.48 20.05† 87.78† 97.45† 98.48† 19.63†

LLaMA-2-13B gold 55.32 21.58 88.49 97.78 98.1 17.77

Table 1: Automatic evalution compared to profile-based methods on ConvAI2. All of these models are trained on
this dataset. The best results are in bold and the second best results are underlined. “†” indicates that our model
passed the t-test with p-value < 0.05 in comparison to the best baseline.

Dataset Size Model Coherence Diversity Persona

BLEU-1 BLEU-2 ROUGE-L Dist-1 Dist-2 P-F1 P-Co

Movie

7B
Vicuna 14.76 5.53 5.44 71.45 63.58 11.13 17.05
LLaMA-2 ICL 6.12 3.07 5.95 65.38 91.10 11.70 18.95
LLaMA-2 IDL 31.60† 11.74† 10.86† 89.86† 95.81† 19.95† 21.07†

13B

Vicuna 12.82 4.01 3.88 75.37 60.53 6.54 14.22
WizardLM 29.60 10.45 9.75 87.55 94.62 18.67 20.92
LLaMA-2 ICL 15.04 7.00 8.21 75.26 94.55 14.38 20.71
LLaMA-2 IDL 32.56† 13.00† 10.62 90.31† 97.24† 19.67 22.88

LIGHT

7B
Vicuna 36.07 17.37 10.52 83.27 90.56 16.53 23.40
LLaMA-2 ICL 15.41 8.92 9.88 67.74 93.24 16.78 31.99
LLaMA-2 IDL 46.32† 22.01† 13.45† 83.90† 94.70† 20.18† 28.00†

13B

Vicuna 19.68 8.87 5.87 59.85 58.07 8.27 16.11
WizardLM 44.59 21.45 11.13 83.11 95.15 18.28 28.01
LLaMA-2 ICL 24.31 13.47 10.55 75.07 96.24 17.69 31.48
LLaMA-2 IDL 49.69† 24.64† 13.24 87.53† 97.54 20.28 30.95

Table 2: Automatic evalution compared to pre-trained large language models on Movie and LIGHT. The best results
are in bold and the second best results are underlined. “†” indicates that our model passed the t-test with p-value
< 0.05 in comparison to the best baseline.

ing that IDL offers an effective way for leveraging
LLMs in the task of personalized dialogue genera-
tion. (2) IDL can successfully recover personality
characteristics from dialogue sessions. This is sup-
ported by the comparison between LLaMA-2 IDL
and LLaMA-2 gold. Even without any hints from
the profiles, IDL can still achieve comparable per-
formance to the models fully supervised by the
profiles.

In Table 2, we present results of IDL and other
LLMs of comparable size on Movie and LIGHT.
All the baseline models engage in personalized
dialogue through ICL. Based on the results, we ob-
serve that (1) ICL underperforms in personalized
dialogue generation, indicating that while ICL can
handle the textual structure of dialogue sessions,

it fails to effectively utilize persona information
within these dialogues and (2) LLaMA-2-7B IDL
and LLaMA-2-13B IDL fine-tuned on ConvAI2
also perform well on Movie and LIGHT. This con-
firms that the success of IDL is not due to the op-
timization for a particular dataset; rather, it stems
from the ability to effectively utilize persona infor-
mation in dialogues.

4.4.2 Human Evaluation
We incorporate human evaluation to more accu-
rately assess the quality of dialogues on three sub-
jective dimensions: (1) Persona: evaluators will
assess whether the response accurately and consis-
tently reflects the persona information of the target
person. (2) Style: evaluators will judge if the re-
sponse aligns with the expected wording and tone



Figure 3: Human evaluation results for IDL compared
to ICL. Both methods adopt LLaMA-2-13B-Chat.

for the target person. (3) Fluency: evaluators will
examine the smoothness of the dialogue flow, con-
sidering both linguistic and logical fluency. We
arranged the generated responses into pairs and
conducted pairwise comparisons across these three
dimensions.

Human evaluation results on ConvAI2 are shown
in Figure 3. We sampled 500 pairs and engaged
a professional evaluation group to perform the as-
sessments. The two responses within each pair
are produced from identical dialogue sessions and
contexts, and the order of these two responses is
randomized in the evaluation system. For each of
the three dimensions mentioned previously, evalua-
tors are required to assign a judgment of Win, Tie,
or Lose based on the quality of these two responses.

The results show that IDL has brought signifi-
cant improvements in both persona and style, with
winning rates of 68.8% and 59.0% respectively,
which demonstrates that the model using IDL can
more effectively simulate the personality and tone
of the target person. Regarding fluency, there is
a slight decline in performance when using IDL,
possibly attributed to the model’s increased focus
on aligning with persona information.

4.5 Discussions

4.5.1 Ablation Study

Model BLEU ROUGE P-F1 P-Co

IDL 32.56 13.00 19.67 22.88
w/o Criterion 31.58 10.55 17.76 21.79
w/o DPA 31.25 10.89 18.98 21.12
w/o SPI 29.94 10.93 19.02 21.14
w/o DPI 28.8 9.60 18.46 21.01

Table 3: Ablation study on Movie.

Table 3 shows the ablation study results on
Movie. In order to clarify the contribution of each
IDL process to the overall effect, we gradually re-
move each process and get a list of variants: (a) w/o

Criterion removes the criterion samples and uses
standard DPO for persona alignment. (b) w/o DPA
removes the whole persona alignment process. (c)
w/o SPI further removes the static persona identifi-
cation in the MSL stage on the basis of (b). (d) w/o
DPI removes the dynamic persona identification on
the basis of (c).

From the results, we observe that (1) DPOC
plays a crucial role in enhancing the acquisition
of better persona information, and the elimination
of criterion samples significantly diminishes the
model’s effectiveness. This is because the model
can pay more attention to persona-related tokens
after deep personalized alignment. Relevant case
study can be found in Appendix A.3. Addition-
ally, the findings suggest that merely employing
DPO falls short in substantially improving the over-
all performance of models. This is because the
preference alignment of DPO is not optimized for
problems that can arise from personalized dialogue
generation task, as illustrated in § 3.3.2. Further-
more, the diminished effectiveness observed upon
removing static and dynamic persona identifiers un-
derscores the importance of reorganizing training
data before the supervised fine-tuning process.

4.5.2 Effect of Sessions

Figure 4: Experiments with different numbers of dia-
logue sessions on the Movie and LIGHT.

In this work, we make the model learn
personality-related information from the dialogue
sessions and generate personalized responses. We
present the performance of IDL and ICL under dif-
ferent demonstrations (dialogue sessions) to com-
pare the learning efficiency of them. Figure 4 il-
lustrates that similar to ICL, with the increase in
the number of dialogue sessions, there is a general
improvement in the quality of responses of IDL.
However, as a specialized learning method for dia-
logue, IDL exhibits a faster learning ability under
different dialogue sessions than ICL, indicating the
effectiveness of our proposed mutual supervised
learning and deep personalized alignment. Benefits
from these advancements, IDL paves a new road to



develop and update dialogue systems in an online
manner.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we introduce a framework In-
Dialogue Learning (IDL) designed for personal-
ized dialogue generation task. Unlike previous
approaches, our framework directly derives per-
sona information from dialogues without the need
of pre-defined profiles and is widely applicable to
LLMs. The efficacy of IDL in producing personal-
ized responses is validated through both automatic
and human evaluation results.



Limitations

First, given the complexity of large-scale experi-
ments, we limited our research to the more repre-
sentative LLaMA-2 series models. This approach
does not ensure favorable outcomes across all pre-
trained large language models. Moreover, the ca-
pacity of IDL to manage highly diverse or conflict-
ing persona traits within dialogue sessions has not
been examined, which may restrict its use in situa-
tions involving non-coherent or changing user iden-
tities. Additionally, while the datasets employed in
our study consistently includes personality infor-
mation within dialogues, this may not hold true in
real-world applications.

Ethics Statement

Dialogues and persona information often contain
sensitive information about individuals, which
could result in breaches of privacy. We took mea-
sures to ensure that the datasets utilized in our ex-
periments were strictly confined to the scope of the
study and did not include any sensitive personal
information.

The datasets employed in this research are pub-
licly available, and the models we utilize adhere
to their licenses, meeting both academic standards
and ethical guidelines.
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A Appendix

A.1 Implementation Details

We experimented with a range of parameter combi-
nations in our study. We adopt LLaMA-2-7B-Chat3

and LLaMA-2-13B-Chat4 as the backbones. The
parameters utilized to obtain the experimental re-
sults presented in this chapter are as follows: In the
MSL stage, the maximum number of clusters c is

3https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-2-7b-chat-hf
4https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-2-13b-chat-hf

set to 3 and the maximum number of nearest neigh-
bor k is set to 5. Scaling coefficient λ is set to 5.
We adopt Lora for training. The batch size is 4 and
the learning rate is 5e − 5. In the DPA stage, the
penalty of DPOC is set to 2. The batch size is set to
1 and the learning rate is 1e− 5. The model used
as persona extractor is LLaMA-2-7B fine-tuned on
PersonaExt. Our code is publicly available. 5

A.2 convED

Similar to Edit distance, convED also employs
three operations: Insertion, Deletion, and Substitu-
tion. It calculates the shortest distance using Dy-
namic Programming (DP). However, unlike Edit
distance, convED operates on sentences within dia-
logues, resulting in a distinct approach to distance
calculation.

Assuming dialogue A comprises m sentences
and dialogue B comprises n sentences, we obtain
an m×n matrix lev, where lev(i, j) represents the
shortest edit distance between the first i sentences
of dialogue A and the first j sentences of dialogue
B. The costs of the three operations of convED are
as follows:
Insertion Insert Bj into dialogue A. The edit dis-
tance levins is updated as:

levins(i, j) = lev(i, j − 1) + 1 (7)

Deletion Delete Ai from dialogue A. The edit dis-
tance levdel is updated as:

levdel(i, j) = lev(i− 1, j) + 1 (8)

Substitution Substitute sentence Ai to align with
Bj . The edit distance levsub is updated as:

levsub(i, j) = lev(i− 1, j − 1) + λ ·wsub(Ai, Bj)
(9)

The scale parameter λ regulates the substitution
cost, with both insertion and deletion costs being
fixed at 1. wsub is a function that calculates the
semantic similarity of two sentence vectors:

wsub(s1, s2) =

{
∞ if r(s1) ̸= r(s2)

1− cos(Enc(s1), Enc(s2))
(10)

where Enc is the encoder, used to encode sentences
into vector space. It’s important to highlight that

5https://github.com/steven-ccq/In-Dialogue-Learning
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Profile
I love to go to disney world every year.
I love to sing songs from the movie frozen.
I play with my friends on the playground.
I'm in the third grade.
Mickey mouse is my favorite character.

Response
Gold: I like sorry and monopoly. do you have pets?
IDL: I like monopoly and chess. we play games on the playground too.

Dialogue Sessions
Q: What are you doing tonight. i am listening to music.
R: I am singing songs from frozen my favorite movie .
Q: I liked the movie too. how old are you?
R: 8 in third grade. i like to play on the playground with my friends. you?
Q: I watch kids on the playground. i teach third grade .
R: Awesome! have you ever been to disney world? i go every year.
Q: I haven't had the pleasure but i am sure i'll soon!
R: You have to meet mickey mouse he's my favorite. Do you have kids?
Q: I don't have kids yet except in class and i love playing games with them .
R: What games do you play?
Q: I like scrabble, stratego, risk and clue a lot plus many others, you?

Figure 5: A case study. Keywords in the profile are marked in red, while the corresponding keywords that have high
attention weight within dialogue sessions are bolded and highlighted with a yellow background.

sentences uttered by different individuals in a con-
versation, even if they share semantic similarities,
cannot be aligned through substitution. Conse-
quently, the function r(∗) is employed to identify
the speaker of a sentence. Cosine similarity is then
calculated for sentences from the same speaker,
while the substitution cost between sentences from
different speakers is considered infinite.

Finally, lev(i, j) is the minimum cost of these
three operations:

lev(i, j) =


max(i, j) if min(i, j) = 0

min


levins(i, j)
levdel(i, j)
levsub(i, j)

otherwise

A.3 Case Study
To investigate the specific content within dialogue
sessions that a model trained with IDL focuses on
when crafting responses, we conducted an analysis
of the attention weights during the reply generation

process, as illustrated in Figure 5. We identified
the top 100 tokens receiving the highest attention
within the dialogue sessions and examined their cor-
respondence with the personality-related keywords
found in the gold profile. The experimental find-
ings indicate that the LLaMA-2-13B-Chat model
typically concentrates on an average of 9 keywords.
However, the same model, once implemented with
IDL, shows an enhanced focus on 13 keywords.
This improvement suggests that IDL significantly
enhances the model’s ability to precisely leverage
persona information within dialogues.


