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ABSTRACT

High-quality video-text preference data is crucial for Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs)
alignment. However, existing preference data is very scarce. Obtaining VQA preference data for
preference training is costly, and manually annotating responses is highly unreliable, which could
result in low-quality pairs. Meanwhile, AI-generated responses controlled by temperature adjustment
lack diversity. To address these issues, we propose a high-quality VQA preference dataset, called
Multiple Multimodal Artificial Intelligence Preference Datasets in VQA (MMAIP-V), which is
constructed by sampling from the response distribution set and using an external scoring function
for response evaluation. Furthermore, to fully leverage the preference knowledge in MMAIP-V
and ensure sufficient optimization, we propose Iterative Weak-to-Strong Reinforcement Learning
from AI Feedback for video MLLMs (Iter-W2S-RLAIF), a framework that gradually enhances
MLLMs’ alignment capabilities by iteratively updating the reference model and performing parameter
extrapolation. Finally, we propose an unbiased and information-complete evaluation scheme in VQA
evaluation. Experiments demonstrate that MMAIP-V is beneficial for MLLMs in preference learning
and Iter-W2S-RLAIF fully exploits the alignment information in MMAIP-V. We believe that the
proposed automatic VQA preference data generation pipeline based on AI feedback can greatly
promote future work in the MLLMs alignment. Code and dataset are available MMAIP-V_Iter-
W2S-RLAIF-702F.

1 Introduction

†Corresponding author.
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Recently, Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have attracted extensive research interest [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8].
To improve the instruction-following capability of MLLMs, supervised fine-tuning (SFT) of MLLMs is necessary
[3, 9, 10, 11]. Howerver, MLLMs after SFT do not align well with human or AI preferences and can generate
hallucinations [12, 13, 14]. To mitigate the hallucination problem and improve the Video Question & Answer (VQA)
capability in MLLMs, further human or AI feedback alignment is required. In MLLMs alignment, preference learning
paradigms similar to that used in natural language processing (NLP) [15, 16, 17, 18] are adopted [19, 9, 20, 21, 12],
which combines Bradley-Terry model [22] with the reward implicitly incorporated into the policy model and directly
optimizes preference object.
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VLFeedback [20]

Image-Text (v, x, yw, yl) " "

H-DPO-17k [9]
Video-Text (v, x, yw, yl) % %

VIDAL [8]
Video-Text (v, x, y) % %

VLM-RLAIF [21]

Video-Text (v, x, yw, yl) % %

MMAIP-V(ours)

Video-Text (v, x, yw, yl) " "

Table 1: Present vision-text datasets. v, x, y represent the vision input, question and answer, respectively. yw, yl
represent the chosen answer and the rejected answer.

Although there have been preliminary studies in this field, preference datasets available for MLLMs preference learning
are still very limited. The existing relevant open-source datasets are [9, 20, 8, 21], shown in table 1, and they also suffer
from the following issues: 1) Difficulty in collecting preference datasets. Due to the lack of a reasonable and unbiased
evaluation model in vision, it is expensive and time-consuming to annotate each video question-answering pair. 2)
Due to the varying skill levels and abilities of annotators, the annotation results exhibit a large variance. An automatic
generation and evaluation framework [21, 9] is required to obtain a large volume of high-quality preference responses.
3) For AI-generated responses, existing methods primarily rely on the sampling randomness introduced by temperature
[9]. However, this generation method results in similar preference signals, which is not conducive to preference learning
and cannot guarantee the high-quality of positive responses and the diversity of negative responses [20, 21], which are
crucial properties in VQA preference learning. High-quality preference data has become a significant bottleneck in
MLLMs alignment research.

To address above issues from data perspective, we propose an automatic VQA preference data generation pipeline
based on multiple AI feedback to generate efficient VQA preference data for MLLMs DPO training, called Multiple
Multimodal Artificial Intelligence Preference Datasets in VQA (MMAIP-V), with a total of 24k entries. Specifically,
we sample from the response distribution set of well-aligned MLLMs and utilize fine-grained external scoring functions
to evaluate response quality. Based on the relative scores from these evaluations, we can construct preference responses
pairs. This data construction pipeline distills effective alignment information from multiple distribution set into the
responses, enhancing the diversity of alignment signals in MMAIP-V. Additionally, it uses an external scoring function
to reduce biases and noise generated during the distillation process and improve the quality of the alignment signals in
MMAIP-V.

From a training perspective, the effective preference signals in the datasets may not be fully exploited due to the
limited ability of the reference model. We employ iterative direct preference optimization (DPO) [15] by gradually
updating the reference model, along with a training-free parameters extrapolation [23] method. These methods fully
exploit the potential of preference data, enabling MLLMs to achieve stronger alignment capabilities. We call this
preference learning framework as Iterative Weak-to-Strong Reinforcement Learning from AI Feedback for video
MLLMs (Iter-W2S-RLAIF). Furthermore, from an evaluation perspective, we argue that previous evaluations are biased
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and lack vision information by matching only the ground truth and responses while ignoring vision information. To
evaluate MLLMs more comprehensively and with less bias, we incorporate video information to conduct fine-grained,
multi-perspective evaluations.

We evaluate our model on three in-domain and four out-domain test datasets. The experimental results demonstrate that
the high quality of the positive responses and the diversity of the negative responses in MMAIP-V are beneficial for
preference learning in MLLMs. Furthermore, the iterative preference learning paradigm combined with the training-free
parameters extrapolation method, effectively and fully leverages the AI preference feedback contained in MMAIP-V.
Our contributions are as follows:

Question:
What is the player doing 
in the video?

Video Frames:

(1) Data Augmentation

MLLMs zoo

The player executed a penalty kick in a 
football match, hitting the left corner of the 
goal and successfully scoring a goal.

The player plays a football match and takes a 
penalty kick.

The player is playing a football match.

The player walks preferentially on the grass.

5

1

3

4

The player walks 
preferentially on the grass.

The player executed a 
penalty kick in a football 
match, hitting the left corner 
of the goal and successfully 
scoring a goal.

Questions:
What is the player doing in 
the video?

MMAIP-V-24k

D1 D2

Weak ModelStrong Model

Inference

Evaluate
Split

(2) Iterative DPO &  PE 

Stage 2Stage 1

Parameter Extrapolation

Train

(a) VQA train framework.

Evaluation

Question:
What is the player doing 
in the video?

Answer:The player executed a penalty kick in 
a football match, hitting the left corner of the 
goal and successfully scoring a goal.

GroundTruth:The player plays a football 
match and takes a penalty kick.

USER:
According to the 
given question, 
give the 
matching degree 
of answer and 
GroundTruth.

 
Questions:...
Answer:...
GroundTruth:...

Text Modal

Inference

GPT-3.5 Evaluate

R=3

Question:
What is the player doing 
in the video?

Answer:The player executed a penalty kick in 
a football match, hitting the left corner of the 
goal and successfully scoring a goal.

Inference

Video Frames: Video Frames:
USER:
According to the 
given question 
and video,Score 
the answer given 
according to the 
following criteria：
1.Relevance...
2.Consistency...
3. ....
 
Questions:...
Answer:...

Text Modal

GPT-4o
Evaluate

R=5

(1) Previous VQA Evaluation (2) Our VQA Evaluation

Video Frames:

Vision Modal

(b) VQA evaluation framework.

Figure 1: Train and Evaluation framework. (a) we first constructs VQA preference datasets by sampling from a diverse
and high-quality distribution of MLLMs response (MLLMs zoo) and evaluating the sampled responses to select chosen
response and rejected response. Subsequently, the dataset is divided, and iterative DPO and parameters extrapolation
are performed. The model’s alignment capability gradually improves. (b) Difference between previous VQA evaluation
method and our proposed VQA evaluation method. Previous method solely relies on MLLMs responses matching
groundtruth and is lack of vision information. Our proposed method incorporates video information into the evaluation
process and evaluate MLLMs responses from multiple perspectives.

• We construct a high-quality and diverse VQA preference dataset by sampling from the response distribution
set, called MMAIP-V. Experiments demonstrate that MMAIP-V is beneficial for preference alignment in
MLLMs.

• We propose Iter-W2S-RLAIF, an iterative weak-to-strong reinforcement learning paradigm based on AI
feedback. By fully leveraging AI preference signals, we improve VQA generation capability of MLLMs.

• We propose a vision-based and unbiased evaluation scheme, which eliminates the biases and vision information
loss inherent in previous evaluations.

2 Related Work

Vision-text Datasets There are serval works to construct high quality video-text datasets [8, 24, 25]. For example,
VIDAL [8] contains 10 million data with video and its corresponding language. All videos are from short video
platforms with complete semantics rather than truncated segments from long videos. However, there is lack of high-
quality and public VQA datasets for preference learning. [9] utilizes captions of video and GPT-3.5 to construct total
17k vedio-text preference pair, but the quality of it is low and is not suitable for better preference learning. Silkie
[20] utilizes Large Vision Language Model pool to construct image-text preference pair, called VLFeedback. But
VLFeedback is not in video-text fields. The lack of open and high-quality video-text preference datasets for effective
DPO training motivates this work.

Multimodal Large Language Models. Recently, Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have attracted
extensive research interest [4, 6, 26, 27, 7, 28]. MLLMs utilize Large Language Models (LLMs) to strength the
multimodal comprehension. Specifically in video modal understanding, MLLMs mostly utilize a pretrained vision
encoder like CLIP [29] or LanguageBind [8] to encode the vision information. Video MLLMs is pretrained in a large
video-text pair [9, 7, 8]. Then MLLMs undergo the Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) to promote the MLLMs capability
of instruction following.
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Preference Alignment in MLLMs. MLLMs after SFT do not align well with human preferences and can generate
hallucinations. To address this issue, previous studies mostly incorporate Reinforcement Learning from Human
Feedback (RLHF) and DPO, aiming to inject human or AI feedback information into MLLMs [19, 9, 20, 21, 12].
RLHF-V [19] enhances MLLM trustworthiness via behavior alignment from fine-grained correctional human feedback.
VLM-RLAIF [21] employs multimodal AI system to enhance itself. LLaVA-Hound-DPO [9] utilizes detailed video
captions as a proxy of video content, enabling language models to incorporate this information as supporting evidence
for scoring video Question Answering (QA) predictions. Silkie [20] distillates image preference from vision Large
Language pool and adopt GPT-4V to assess the generated outputs regarding helpfulness, visual faithfulness, and ethical
considerations.

3 MMAIP-V

In this section, we introduce the construction pipeline of MMAIP-V.

3.1 Multiple Multimodal Artificial Intelligence Preference Data Augmentation in VQA

To mitigate the challenges of collecting VQA preference datasets and the high costs associated with annotation, we
employ multiple visual language models feedback and utilize scores from a visual reward model to automatically
construct VQA preference datasets. Specifically, we have a video MLLMs zoo M = {Mi}Ki=1, where Mi : V × X →
Y , and V , X , Y is the distribution of videos, prompts and responses, respectively. We construct the VQA preference
dataset as follow:

DV T
DPO = {(vi, xi, yw, yl)}Ni=1,

yw = arg max
y∼M

R(y;x, v),

yw = arg min
y∼M

R(y;x, v), (1)

where N is total amount of dataset, vi, xi are sampled from V , X . R : V × X × Y → R is a visual reward model
that evaluates visual information and its related question-answer pairs from multiple perspectives at a fine-grained
level. A higher score indicates that the model’s response is more relevant to the visual information and the question,
which means fewer hallucinations are generated. Vision reward model gives the AI feedback for preference learning.
In practice, we drop the video-question pair which has the same score between all candidate responses to exclude the
useless question for preference learning. Due to the lack of trained reliable reward model, we utilize GPT-4o to score
responses in a text-to-text manner. A toy example is shown in the Data Augmentation part of fig. 1a.

3.2 Detailed Construction Pipeline

Video-Question Pair Construction. For the training data, we integrated a total of 900k video question-answer pairs
from the WebVid (400k) [25], VIDAL (450k) [8] and ActivityNet (50k) [24] datasets, and uniformly sampled 30k as our
training video-question source. WebVid and VIDAL are in the general domain sourced from YouTube, and ActivityNet
videos focus on human activities. WebVid, Vidal, and ActivityNet account for 33%, 32%, and 34%, respectively.

Sampling Responses from MLLMs Zoo. To ensure the high quality of positive preference data and the diversity
of responses from the MLLMs zoo, we selected models with varying model sizes, architectures, and capabilities:
Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct [2], MiniCPM-V-2.6 [5], Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct [2], Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct [2].
For the 30k training video-question pairs constructed as mentioned above, we utilize models in the MLLMs zoo to
inference, setting the inference temperature to 1.0.

Automatic Scoring. After obtaining the responses from the various vedio MLLMs, we use GPT-4o [14] to comprehen-
sively score the responses based on relevance, consistency, accuracy, specificity, comprehensiveness, and novel insight,
with the evaluation scores ranging from {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}. The detailed design of the scoring prompts refers to fig. 10.

Responses Pair Construction. For each video-question pair, after obtaining multiple responses and filtering out ques-
tions where all responses received the same score, we select the highest-scoring response as the positive response for that
question and the lowest-scoring response as the negative response. In total, we obtain 24k Video Question&Answering
preference responses pairs.

3.3 Details on MMAIP-V

GPT-4o score distributions of responses in the MLLMs zoo. To reflect the quality of responses generated by various
MLLMs models, we plot the distribution of GPT-4o evaluation scores for each model in MMAIP-V, including Qwen2-
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VL-72B-Instruct, MiniCPM-V-2.6, Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct, Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct, referring to fig. 6. It can be seen
that Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct has the highest average score on MMAIP-V, which is 4.82, while Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct
has the lowest average score, which is 3.88. The weaker the model alignment capability, the more long-tailed the score
distribution. The response score distributions of Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct and MiniCPM-V-2.6 are more concentrated
on high score, ensuring high quality of positive responses, while the score distributions of Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct and
Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct are more long-tailed, ensuring the diversity of negative responses.
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Figure 2: Left: Joint score distribution of positive and negative responses pairs in MMAIP-V. The row represents the
rejected responses score and the column represents the chosen responses score. Right: Marginal score distribution of
positive and negative responses pairs in MMAIP-V.The dark green bar represents the chosen responses distribution and
the light green bar represent the rejected responses distribution.

Score distribution of MMAIF-V pairs. We analyze the joint and marginal distributions of positive and negative
response scores on MMAIP-V, as shown in fig. 2. The joint distribution of positive and negative response scores
demonstrates that MMAIP-V has a certain number of samples across various score combinations, with approximately
40% of samples concentrated in a score distribution of (5,4) and roughly 25% of samples concentrated in a score
distribution of (5,3). We believe that hard negative responses are crucial to the effectiveness of MMAIP-V in VQA
preference alignment. The marginal distribution of positive and negative response scores reveals that most positive
response scores are concentrated at score 5, with a smaller portion at score 4, while the distribution of negative response
scores is more uniform. This indicates that better positive responses and more diverse negative responses are beneficial
for VQA preference alignment. More details about MMAIP-V are demonstrated in appendix A.

4 Iter-W2S-RLAIF

In this section, to fully utilize the AI preference alignment signals in MMAIP-V, we propose Iter-W2S-RLAIF.
section 4.1 introduces preference learning in the context of VQA tasks and iterative DPO. section 4.2 introduces
parameters extrapolation in MLLMs.

4.1 Iterative Direct Preference Optimization in VQA

Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) [16]. It has been extensively employed in the LLMs alignment and has
recently used in the MLLMs alignment [9, 20, 30]. By addressing the reinforcement learning objectives, the reward is
implicitly incorporated into the policy model. When combined with the Bradley-Terry model [22], DPO facilitates
the offline reinforcement paradigm to directly align AI preference. Specifically, after we obtain the VQA preference
datasets DV T

DPO 1, DPO minimize the preference loss function defined as follow:

LDPO(θ;πref) = E(v,x,yw,yl)∼DV T
DPO

[− log σ(r̂θ(yw)− r̂θ(yl))], (2)

where r̂θ(y) = β log πθ(y|v,x)
πref (y|v,x) , πθ is the video multimodal policy model, θ is its learnable parameters, πref is

reference model, which is regarded as a regular term. Loss eq. (2) makes MLLMs response distribution as closely as
possible to Yw while maximizing the distance from Y l.

Iterative DPO. This method can explore more parameters space by updating the reference model πref iteratively.
[31] has proved that a stronger reference policy can enhance DPO performance when the reference policy is compatible
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from theoretical and experimental perspective. Specifically, we first split the DV T
DPO evenly to get T sub-datasets

{Di}Ti=1, where T is the iteration time. For step t, we minimize the loss Equation (2) on Dt, which will get the last
policy πθt . Meanwhile, we update the reference model πref = πθt .

4.2 Parameters Extrapolation.

Recent research has concentrated on parameters mixing and parameters extrapolation methods to enhance the response
quality of LLMs [32, 33, 34, 35]. However, these parameters extrapolation methods have yet to be effectively validated
for improving the alignment capabilities of MLLMs. Specifically, if we have two aligned MLLMs {πθ1 , πθ2} such that:

Ey∼πθ2
[R(v, x, y)] > Ey∼πθ1

[R(v, x, y)]. (3)

For example, we do one-step DPO based on πθ0 and obtain πθ1 . Then we extend the “aligned vector” ∆θ, we can get
stronger MLLMs πθ∗ in alignment capability:

θ∗ = θ2 + α(θ2 − θ1) = θ2 + α∆θ, (4)
where α > 0 is the extend strength of parameters extrapolation. This method can promote the capability of MLLMs in
a training-free way, which do not utilize any post-training or fine-tune operation.

The integral and detailed pipeline of MMAIP-V Construction and Iter-W2S-RLAIF is shown in algorithm 1 and fig. 1.

5 The Unbiased VQA Evaluation Scheme

25.7%

50.6%

23.6%

LLaVA-Hound-SFT

21.2%

51.6%

27.2%

LLaVA-Hound-DPO

9.3%

52.7%

38.0%

Iter-W2S-RLAIF

GT > MR
GT = MR
GT < MR

(a) Comparison of groundtruth and model response scores.“GT>MR” represents groundtruth being better than the MLLM
response; “GT=MR” represents groundtruth and the MLLMs response performing. “GT<MR” represents groundtruth being
worse than the MLLMs response.

User:
What is the initial phase of the video like?

The initial phase of the video is prolonged and swathed in minimal visibility, 
displaying inscrutable images due to dim lighting..(GPT-4o score:3)

GoundTruth:

LLaVA-Hound-DPO:
The initial phase of the video is characterized by a bright, overexposed shot with 
no discernible objects or actions.(GPT-4o score:4) (GT Match Score: 4)

Iter-W2S-RLAIF:
The initial phase of the video consists of several frames with a plain white background and the 
"Shutterstock" watermark prominently displayed in the center. The lighting is soft and 
diffused, with no distinct shapes or objects visible.(GPT-4o score:5)(GT Match Score: 2)

 
(b) Incomplete description.

User:
What is the initial pumpkin expression?

The initial expression on the pumpkin is plain and has no carvings. (GPT-4o 
score:1)

GoundTruth:

LLaVA-Hound-DPO:
The initial pumpkin expression is a standard, uncarved, and unadorned 
one.(GPT-4o score:1)(GT Match Score: 5)

Iter-W2S-RLAIF:                             The initial pumpkin expression is a traditional jack-o'-lantern with 
triangular eyes and nose, and a jagged mouth, all outlined in black against the pale 
yellow-green pumpkin surface. The eyes and nose are smaller and pointed, while 
the mouth is larger and more angular.(GPT-4o score:5) (GT Match Score: 1)
 

(c) Incorrect description.

Figure 3: Illustration of previous evaluation scheme drawbacks.

Previous studies [6, 27, 26, 28] evaluate video MLLMs performance in VQA by comparing how closely the video
MLLMs responses match the groundtruth. Detailed evaluation prompts refer to fig. 8. However, this evaluation
method has two main drawbacks: 1) The evaluation phase lacks the supervision of visual modality information. 2)
Groundtruth might not represent the optimal VQA result. The above drawbacks lead to biased evaluation in the video
question-answering alignment. It can be imagined that if the quality of the inference answers surpasses that of the
groundtruth, the evaluation results instead show negative signals.

There are some experimental phenomenons can illustrate the hypothesis. In fig. 3a, to illustrate that the evaluation model
relying solely on MLLM responses to match groundtruth is biased, we infer responses from three aligned MLLMs
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(LLaVA-Hound-SFT, LLaVA-Hound-DPO, Iter-W2S-RLAIF (ours), with increasing alignment capabilities on the
WebVid test datasets as shown in the section 6.2. It can be observed that as the alignment capability of the MLLMs
improves, the groundtruth is more unreliable. This validates our hypothesis that the stronger the MLLMs capability,
the greater the bias introduced by previous evaluation method, rendering it unable to accurately reflect the alignment
performance of the MLLMs. Meanwhile, there are two cases come from the WebVid test datasets. In fig. 3b, the
groundtruth is incomplete, and in fig. 3c, the groundtruth contains factual errors. The answers from Iter-W2S-RLAIF are
more comprehensive and factually accurate. However, comparing against the groundtruth can lead to biased evaluations.
Therefore, we introduce the video modality and perform a fine-grained evaluation of the inference answer quality by
utilizing GPT-4o [14], thereby eliminating the bias arising from “the match degree between MLLM responses and
groundtruth”, shown in fig. 1b. Detailed evaluation prompts we proposed refer to fig. 9.

6 Experiment

6.1 Experimental Setup

Training Datasets. To verify the effectiveness of the MMAIP-V construction pipeline in section 3 for VQA preference
learning, we use all the preference data from MMAIP-V as the training dataset for VQA preference learning without
any additional processing.

Model & Training Details. The base model used in this experiment is LLaVA-Hound-SFT [9]. For all videos, we
uniformly extract 8 frames as input for the visual encoder. For the iterative DPO training, we set 2 rounds for iterations
and evenly split the constructed 24k preference data into two parts, denoted as D1 and D2. For parameters extrapolation,
we perform parameters extrapolation at the end of both the first and second stages. All experiments are conducted on 8
Nvidia H800 80GB GPUs.

Evaluation Detail. For the evaluation of the model alignment capability and video question-answering ability, we
conduct in-domain evaluations (WebVid(5955) [25], VIDAL(5991) [8], ActivityNet(5898) [24]) and out-of-domain
evaluations MSRVTT(6090) [36], MSVD(4959) [37], TGIF(6000) [38] and SSV2 [39](5999). We evaluate all the
MLLMs as discussed in in section 5. We record the model average score (Score) and the proportion of test datasets
with scores greater than or equal to 3 (Ratio). More experimental details refer to appendix B

Method Model In-Domain
WebVid VIDAL ActivityNet

Score Ratio Score Ratio Score Ratio
VideoChatGPT[6] 3.93 79.26 3.52 70.66 3.75 76.60
LLaMA-VID[26] 3.89 79.81 3.57 73.19 3.88 80.52

Pretrained Video-LLaVA[7] 4.21 86.88 3.75 77.00 3.73 75.11
LLaVA-Next-Video-Base[27] 4.28 89.00 3.88 80.84 4.13 86.21

Video-LLaMA2-Base[28] 4.34 90.87 3.86 81.59 3.98 84.24

SFT LLaVA-Hound-SFT[9] 4.50 93.52 4.27 90.21 4.38 92.71
Video-LLaMA2-Chat[28] 3.82 77.14 3.62 74.23 4.13 86.49

VLM-RLAIF[21] 4.14 88.58 3.8 80.14 4.04 85.68
LLaVA-Next-Video-DPO[27] 4.47 93.17 4.10 86.77 4.30 90.50

RLHF/RLAIF LLaVA-Hound-DPO[9] 4.55 95.12 4.34 92.42 4.41 94.20
LLaVA-Hound-DPO† 4.56 94.92 4.36 92.81 4.44 94.62

Iter-W2S-RLAIF(Ours) 4.78 97.67 4.52 93.66 4.64 96.13
∆Base +0.28 +4.15 +0.25 +3.45 +0.26 +3.42

Table 2: Main results on VQA in-domain generation.We report the Score and Ratio on the three in-domain test datasets.
LLaVA-Hound-DPO† is the model we reproduced according to the original paper and code [9]. ∆Base represents the
improvement of our model Iter-W2S-RLAIF relative to the base model LLaVA-Hound-SFT. All the model parameters
size we evaluate is 7B. More baseline models details is demonstrated in appendix B.2.
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Method Model Out-Domain
SSV2 MSRVTT MSVD TGIF

Score Ratio Score Ratio Score Ratio Score Ratio
VideoChatGPT[6] 3.50 70.10 3.46 68.16 3.74 75.03 3.91 79.18
LLaMA-VID[26] 3.66 76.58 3.48 69.38 3.80 77.71 3.81 78.02

Pretrained Video-LLaVA[7] 3.75 78.17 3.62 73.17 3.96 80.86 3.59 71.83
LLaVA-Next-Video-Base[27] 3.84 80.81 3.86 80.08 4.12 85.25 4.20 87.61

Video-LLaMA2-Base[28] 3.58 78.53 3.76 78.59 4.06 85.24 4.07 87.21

SFT LLaVA-Hound-SFT[9] 4.22 90.72 4.20 87.92 4.41 91.71 4.49 94.60
Video-LLaMA2-Chat[28] 3.85 80.10 3.87 80.89 4.15 85.69 4.20 87.37

VLM-RLAIF[21] 3.73 78.59 3.77 79.38 4.05 84.57 4.16 88.48
LLaVA-Next-Video-DPO[27] 4.07 87.37 4.10 86.59 4.30 90.68 4.36 92.00

RLHF/RLAIF LLaVA-Hound-DPO[9] 4.27 94.25 4.24 90.23 4.42 92.87 4.47 93.48
LLaVA-Hound-DPO† 4.28 94.24 4.24 89.86 4.44 93.35 4.53 95.60

Iter-W2S-RLAIF(Ours) 4.51 95.48 4.52 93.22 4.61 94.66 4.75 96.74
∆Base +0.29 +4.76 +0.32 +5.30 +0.20 +2.95 +0.26 +2.14

Table 3: Main results on VQA out-domain generation.

6.2 In-domain & Out-domain Evaluations

In-domain VAQ Evaluation. For the three in-domain test datasets, in our proposed more unbiased evaluation scheme,
Iter-W2S-RLAIF achieves the best generalization performance. Compared to the baseline model LLaVA-Hound-SFT,
the average scores on WebVid, VIDAL, and ActivityNet have increased by 0.28, 0.25, and 0.26, respectively, with ratios
improved by 4.15%, 3.45%, and 3.42%, showed in table 2. Relative to other baselines, Iter-W2S-RLAIF demonstrates
high performance on these in-domain datasets, indicating that the multi-AI feedback preference dataset construction
pipeline and the iterative DPO paradigm combined with parameters extrapolation can improve the MLLMs average
capability in in-domain VQA tasks.

It is noteworthy that for the two public models, LLaVA-Hound-SFT and LLaVA-Hound-DPO, in the original paper’s
evaluation (the prompts used for evaluation refer to fig. 11, LLaVA-Hound-DPO demonstrates score improvements
over LLaVA-Hound-SFT by 4.91%, 5.56%, and 3.78% on the three in-domain test datasets. However, under our
proposed evaluation, the improvements are only 1.11%, 1.16%, and 0.68%. This discrepancy arises because the original
evaluation is lack of visual information input, and LLaVA-Hound-DPO merely aligns more closely with the groundtruth,
leading to biased assessment of MLLMs VQA capability.

Base Model Data Iterative? EXPO? In-Domain
WebVid VIDAL ActivityNet

Score Ratio Score Ratio Score Ratio
H-SFT H-DPO-17k % % 4.56 94.92 4.36 92.81 4.44 94.62

% % 4.71 95.80 4.49 93.08 4.64 95.98
H-SFT MMAIP-V " % 4.75 96.64 4.52 93.60 4.61 94.92

" " 4.78 97.67 4.52 93.66 4.64 96.13

Table 4: Ablation study results on in-domain VQA generation. We conduct ablation experiments on DPO data, iterative
DPO, and parameters extrapolation. Where “EXPO?” indicates whether parameters extrapolation is used, H-DPO-17k
refers to the preference training datasets from the original LLaVA-Hound-DPO paper[9], which is constructed based on
the model’s own responses and scoring from GPT-3.5 by inputting video subtitle proxy, with a total data volume of 17k.
H-SFT represent the LLaVA-Hound-SFT [9].

Out-domain VQA Evaluation. For out-of-domain VQA generalization, Iter-W2S-RLAIF showes an average score
improvement over the baseline model LLaVA-Hound-SFT by 0.29, 0.32, 0.20, and 0.26 on the four evaluation sets SSV2,
MSRVTT, MSVD, and TGIF, respectively, with ratios improving by 4.76%, 5.3%, 2.95%, and 3.26%, showed in table 3.
It also outperform other baselines, indicating that Iter-W2S-RLAIF maintains strong out-of-domain generalization
capability and exhibits improvement in handling different types of VQA tasks.
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Similar to the in-domain evaluation, the out-of-domain improvement margin under this evaluation framework is lower
than that in the original paper. For instance, in the LLava-Hound-DPO original paper, the score on TGIF improved by
1.6%, whereas in this evaluation, it decreased by 0.4%. This further confirms that evaluating the relationship between
MLLMs response and groundtruth can introduce certain biases.

User:
How many individuals can be seen in the video?

At least four individuals can be seen in the video, with one 
wearing a bright red top.(GPT-4o score:1)

GoundTruth:

LLaVA-Hound-DPO:
Multiple individuals can be seen in the video, but an exact count is not possible 
due to the continuous movement and changing perspectives.(GPT-4o score:3)

Iter-W2S-RLAIF:
Approximately ten individuals can be seen in the vicinity of
 the tram stop. (GPT-4o score:5)
 

(a) WebVid

User:
What is the object that the person is holding in their hand?

The person is grasping a yellow, cylindrical object, which appears to be a water 
noodle commonly used in swimming pools.(GPT-4o score:3)

GoundTruth:

LLaVA-Hound-DPO:
The person is holding a yellow object, which appears to be a bottle or a tube, in 
their hand.(GPT-4o score:3)

Iter-W2S-RLAIF:
The object the person is holding appears to be a yellow, textured cylindrical item with 
a black base, resembling a handheld kitchen utensil or tool, possibly a citrus 
juicer.(GPT-4o score:4)
 

(b) TGIF

Figure 4: Case Study on in-domain and out-domain VQA tasks.

6.3 Ablation Study

6.3.1 MMAIP-V

The importance of MMAIP-V for VQA preference alignment. Referring to table 4, table 7, the results demonstrate
that the video question-answering preference data constructed based on the MLLMs zoo is effective and is the main
factor contributing to the improvement in VQA alignment performance. This is primarily due to the diversity of negative
responses and the high quality of positive responses in MMAIP-V.

6.3.2 The Fine-Grained Ablation Study of MMAIP-V.

Experiment Setup. We modified the construction process of MMAIP-V and designed the following variants: 1)
2-MMAIP-V: Using only Qwen2-VL-72B-instruct and Qwen2-VL-2B-instruct to build the preference dataset. 2)
2-MMAIP-V-P: Based on the score distribution of Qwen2-VL-72B-instruct and Qwen2-VL-2B-instruct on MMAIP-V
we can a prior consider Qwen2-VL-72B-instruct as having greater capability than Qwen2-VL-2B-instruct. Therefore,
treating all responses from Qwen2-VL-72B-instruct as positive responses and all responses from Qwen2-VL-2B-instruct
as negative responses. 3) 2-MMAIP-V-R: Without referring to GPT-4’s scores, randomly treating the responses from
Qwen2-72B-instruct and Qwen2-VL-2B-instruct as positive and negative responses. 4) 4-MMAIP-V-AW: Using the
lowest score answer as rejected answer and uniformly selecting other answer as chosen answer. 5) 4-MMAIP-V-BA:
Using the highest score answer as chosen answer and uniformly selecting other answer as rejected answer. Due to
the inconsistent amounts of preference dataset with these variant methods, we uniformly sample 8k entries from each
dataset for more reasonable comparison. Neither iterative DPO or parameters extrapolation is performed.

Analysis. The results demonstrated in table 5 show that: 1) The diversity of responses comes from the responses
distribution set sampling in MMAIP-V is crucial for VQA alignment. 2) If we utilize the MLLMs prior capability to
construct pairs or randomly construct preference pairs instead of the scoring function evaluation in MMAIP-V, the
preference learning may obtain noisy signals from datasets, which is harmful to MLLMs in VQA alignment. 3) Chosen
answer or rejected answer comes from various distributions is harmful to alignment in MLLMs.

6.3.3 Iterative DPO & Parameters Extrapolation.

The iterative DPO strategy shows positive effects except on the ActivityNet dataset. The parameters extrapolation
method further enhanced the alignment capability of the LMM. The most significant improvement was observed on
MSRVTT, with the score increasing by 0.07 and the ratio by 2.08%. This indicates that the iterative DPO and parameters
extrapolation paradigms can further help the MLLMs utilize the AI alignment signals in MMAIP-V, compared to the
original DPO framework. More ablation study refers to appendix D.
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Dataset In-Domain Out-Domain
WebVid SSV2

Score Ratio Score Ratio
4-MMAIP-V† 4.62 94.51 4.39 94.00

4-MMAIP-V-AW 4.53
(-0.09)

93.23
(-1.28)

4.23
(-0.16)

92.66
(-1.34)

4-MMAIP-V-BA 4.58
(-0.04)

94.01
(-0.50)

4.32
(-0.07)

93.76
(-0.24)

2-MMAIP-V 4.55
(-0.07)

93.66
(-0.85)

4.25
(-0.14)

93.21
(-0.79)

2-MMAIP-V-P 4.52
(-0.10)

93.32
(-1.19)

4.21
(-0.18)

92.56
(-1.44)

2-MMAIP-V-R 4.34
(-0.28)

90.12
(-3.93)

4.02
(-0.37)

88.24
(-5.76)

Table 5: The Fine-Grained Ablation Study of MMAIP-V. 4-MMAIP-V†denotes that we sample 8k entries from
MMAIP-V.

6.4 Case Study

We conduct a case study in both in-domain and out-domain VQA evaluation, as shown in fig. 4. We demonstrate
video frames (4 frames), the question, and three answers (groundtruth, the responses from LLaVA-Hound-DPO and
Iter-W2S-RLAIF), respectively.

In the in-domain WebVid evaluation, the groundtruth has encountered a serious counting error about the individual.
LLaVA-Hound-DPO only observes that there are many individuals but could not give a definite answer. Iter-W2S-RLAIF
correctly counts the number of individuals and notices the individuals in the distance demonstrating the consistency and
accuracy of model response and visual features in VQA tasks. This also further confirms the unreliability of groundtruth.
In the out-domain TGIF evaluation, Iter-W2S-RLAIF gives four key characteristics of the object, which indicates that
Iter-W2S-RLAIF is able to pay more attention to detailed vision features.

7 Conclusion

The lack of and low quality of VQA preference datasets severely harm the preference learning of MLLMs. This
work proposes a high-quality VQA preference dataset, called MMAIP-V, which is beneficial to preference learning.
Additionally, we propose Iter-W2S-RLAIF, a framework that gradually enhances MLLMs’ alignment capabilities
through iteratively updating the reference model and performing parameter extrapolation. Further, we propose a
new scheme, which integrates visual information and employs more fine-grained evaluations. We believe that the
proposed automatic VQA preference data generation pipeline based on multi-AI feedback and weak-to-strong offline
reinforcement learning framework can greatly promote future work in the MLLMs alignment.
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Figure 5: MMAIP-V responses length distribution.

Model Size Vision Encoder LLM Projector
LLaVA-Hound-SFT [9] 7B LanguageBind-video [8] vicuna-7b MLP2-GeLU
LLaVA-Hound-DPO [9] 7B LanguageBind-video vicuna-7b MLP2-GeLU

VLM-RLAIF [21] 7B clip-vit-large-patch14-336 [29] vicuna-7b MLP2-GeLU
LLaMA-VID [26] 7B EVA-G [40] vicuna-7b QFormer[41]
Video-LLaVA [7] 7B LanguageBind-video vicuna-7b MLP2-GeLU

LLaVA-Next-Video-base [27] 7B clip-vit-large-patch14-336 vicuna-7b MLP2-GeLU
LLaVA-Next-Video-DPO [27] 7B clip-vit-large-patch14-336 vicuna-7b MLP2-GeLU

VideoChatGPT [6] 7B clip-vit-large-patch14 vicuna-7b Linear
VideoLLaMA2-base [28] 7B clip-vit-large-patch14-336 Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 MLP2-GeLU
VideoLLaMA2-chat [28] 7B clip-vit-large-patch14-336 Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 MLP2-GeLU

Table 6: Baselines model detailed information.

Base Model Data Iterative? EXPO? Out-Domain
SSV2 MSRVTT MSVD TGIF

Score Ratio Score Ratio Score Ratio Score Ratio
H-DPO-17k % % 4.28 94.24 4.24 89.86 4.44 93.35 4.53 95.60

% % 4.44 94.33 4.45 91.49 4.58 93.80 4.70 96.04
H-SFT MMAIP-V " % 4.47 95.30 4.45 91.63 4.60 94.39 4.71 96.08

" " 4.51 95.48 4.52 93.22 4.61 94.66 4.75 96.74

Table 7: Ablation study results on out-domain VQA generation.

A MMAIP-V Details

A.1 MMAIP-V Statistic Summary

We summarize the features about MMAIP-V, including the mean of chosen answers E|yw|, the mean of rejected answer
E|yl|, the total number of video frames and the source of chosen answers and rejected answer, seeing table 8.

A.2 Length distribution of positive and negative responses

We analyze the length distribution of positive and negative responses at both the character level and the word level
on MMAIP-V. It demonstrates that at both the character level and the word level, positive responses exhibit a peak
and long-tailed distribution. This indicates that compared to negative responses, positive responses require longer
descriptions for some prompts and videos inputs. Such responses are often more detailed, comprehensive, and thorough,
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Figure 6: GPT-4o score distributions of responses from various models in the MLLMs zoo.

E|yw| E|yl| # of frames Source yw Source yl

MMAIP-V 298.28 253.48 1386908

MiniCPM-V-2.6: 5428
Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct: 2379
Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct:5307

Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct:10914

MiniCPM-V-2.6: 7217
Qwen2-VL-2B-Instruct:7062
Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct:8895
Qwen2-VL-72B-Instruct:854

Table 8: MMAIP-V statistics details.

but also increase the risk of the model’s answers containing hallucinations. However, this kind of risk can be effectively
mitigated using a scoring function, like GPT-4o we use in this work.

B Experiment Details

B.1 Model details

The base model used in this experiment is Llava-Hound-SFT [9]2. This model leverages the MLLMs model proposed
by Video-LLaVA [7] and is fine-tuned using 300k data constructed from video proxy subtitles. The language model

2Publicly available at LLaVA-Hound-SFT

2

https://huggingface.co/ShareGPTVideo/LLaVA-Hound-SFT
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Figure 7: α in Parameters Extrapolation.

Algorithm 1 MMAIP-V Construction & Iter-W2S-RLAIF

Input: MMLMs Zoo {Mi}Ki=1, Scoring Function R, Policy Model πθ0 ,Video distribution V , Question distribution X ,
Video-Question Datasets {(vi, xi)|vi ∼ V, xi ∼ X}Ni=1, iteration times T , learning rate γ, parameters extrapolation
hyperparamter α.

Output: Aligned Policy Model πθT .
## MMAIP-V
DV T

DPO = ϕ;
for i from 1 to N do

for j from i to K do
yj ∼ Mj(y|(vi, xi)); ▷ Sampling Response.
rj = R(yj ; (vi, xi)); ▷ Automatic Scoring.

end for
yw = argmaxyj rj ;
yl = argminyj rj ;
(vi, qi, yw, yl) append to DV T

DPO.
end for
## Iter-W2S-RLAIF
Segment DV T

DPO into {Di}Ti=1 evenly;
Initialize πref = πθ0 .
for t from 1 to T do

Calculate Lt
DPO referring to eq. (2) on Dt;

θ′t = θt−1 − γ∇θt−1LT
DPO ;

θt = θ′t + α(θ′t − θ0); ▷ Parameters Extrapolation.
πref = πθt . ▷ Iterative DPO.

end for
return πθT

used is vicuna-7b-v1.5 [42], the vision model employs the encoder from LanguageBind[8] for both video and
images, and the multimodal projector is a two-layer MLP. The total number of model parameters is 7B.

B.2 Baselines Details

For a fairer comparison, we select the latest MLLMs of the same size and language understanding capability, including
models that have undergone Pretrained, SFT, or RLHF/RLAIF training. These include: dModels at the Pretained stage:
LLaMA-VID[26], Video-LLaVA[7], LLava-Next-Video-base[27], VideoChatGPT
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[6], VideoLLaMA2-base[28]. Models at the SFT stage: LLaVA-Hound-SFT[9], VideoLLaMA2-chat[9]. Models at the
RLHF/RLAIF stage: LLaVA-Hound-DPO[9], VLM-RLAIF[21], LLava-Next-Video-DPO[27].

Detailed information on the baselines is presented in table 6, including the number of model parameters, the type of
visual encoder, the type of LLM and the type of projector.

B.3 Training Details

For all videos, we uniformly extract 8 frames as input for the model’s visual encoder. For the iterative DPO training, we
set 2 rounds for iterations and evenly split the constructed 24k preference data into two parts, denoted as D1 and D2. For
each round of DPO training, we set the β in the loss function to 0.1, selected Adamw [43] as the optimizer, and set the
learning rate to 5e− 7. For parameters extrapolation, we perform parameters extrapolation at the end of both the first
and second stages. Regarding the coefficient α for parameters extrapolation, we searched within {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5}
and chose the optimal setting based on the WebVid validation datasets. All experiments are conducted on 8 Nvidia
H800 80GB GPUs.

C Prompts

D Ablation Study Supplementary Material

D.1 α in Parameters Extrapolation

The detailed analysis is demonstrated in appendix D.1. We experimented with different parameter extrapolation
coefficients α at various stages of iterative DPO, including {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5}. The left figure represents the results
of parameter extrapolation in the first stage, while the right figure represents the results of parameter extrapolation in
the second stage. The red line represents the model indicated by θ0 in parameter extrapolation, the green line represents
the model indicated by θ1 in parameter extrapolation, and the blue lines represent the interpolated models. It can be
observed that in the first stage, the interpolated models consistently outperform the(θ1 model, with the best performance
achieved at 0.5. In the second stage, the improvement in model alignment performance due to interpolation is not as
significant as in the first stage, but with an optimal choice of α, the interpolated models can still surpass the θ1 model.

USER:
Please evaluate the following video-based question-answer pair:
Question: {question}
Correct Answer: {answer}
Predicted Answer: {pred}

Provide your evaluation only as a yes/no and score where the score is an integer value 
between 0 and 5, with 5 indicating the highest meaningful match. Please generate the 
response in the form of a Python dictionary string with keys 'pred' and 'score', where value of 
'pred' is  a string of 'yes' or 'no' and value of 'score' is in INTEGER, not STRING.
DO NOT PROVIDE ANY OTHER OUTPUT TEXT OR EXPLANATION. Only provide the Python 
dictionary string.                             
For example, your response should look like this: {'pred': 'yes', 'score': 4.8}.

Figure 8: Previous VQA evaluation prompts.
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USER:

Given the following inputs:

1. Video with Mutil-Frames #### Input into vision encoder

2. **Question Related to the Video**: {question}

3. **Model Predicted Answer**: {prediction}

Your task is to evaluate the model's predicted answer , based on the context provided by

the video and the question. Consider the following criteria for evaluation:

-**Relevance**:Evaluate how relevant the model's predicted answer is to the question

asked. Does the predicted answer directly address and fulfill the query posed by the

question?

-**Accuracy**:Assess the factual correctness of the predicted answer. Does the predicted

answer align with the information and context provided by the video? Identify any

factual inaccuracies.

-**Clarity**:Judge the clarity and coherence of the predicted answer. Is the answer easy

to understand and free from ambiguity? Are the sentences well-structured and logically

presented?

-**Completeness**:Determine the completeness of the predicted answer. Does the

answer offer a thorough and comprehensive response to the question? Are important

aspects and details thoroughly covered?

**Output Format**:

Explanation: <Detail judgement of prediction>

Score: <An integer score of quality from 1-5>

Figure 9: Proposed VQA evaluation prompts.
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USER:

You are a multimodal large languagemodel proficient in video question-answering and

comprehension. Based on the provided video frames, corresponding

question(**Question**), and answers(**Answer**), evaluate the score of the response and

give the reasons according to the **Evaluation Criteria**.Score is selected in the list

[1,2,3,4,5].The score is higher, the answer is better.

**Evaluation Criteria**:

1. Relevance to Visual Content:Does the candidate answer align with the visual evidence

provided in the video frames?2. Temporal Consistency:Does the answer appropriately

reflect the temporal progression and events of the video?3. Contextual Accuracy:Does

the answer accurately capture the context within which events take place in the video?4.

Precision and Specificity:Is the candidate answer specific to the question asked without

being overly broad or vague?5. Consistencywith Question:Does the candidate answer

appropriately address all aspects of the question?6. Clarity and Coherence:Is the

candidate answer articulated in a clear and understandable manner?7.

Comprehensiveness:Does the answer consider all relevant elements shown in the video

frames?8.Novel Insight (Bonus):Does the answer provide additional interpretation or

insight that enhances understanding of the video content?

**Question**:{Qustion}

**Answer**:{Answer}

The final output must obey the following format:

<Reason> Reasons for giving score </Reason>

<Score> score </Score>

Figure 10: MLLMs zoo Responses scoring prompts.
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Given the following inputs:1. **Ground Truth Video Caption**: {caption}2. **Question

Related to the Caption**: {question}3. **Ground Truth Answer**: {answer}4. **Model

Predicted Answer**: {prediction}

Your task is to evaluate themodel's predicted answer against the ground truth answer,

based on the context provided by the video caption and the question. Consider the

following criteria for evaluation:- **Relevance**: Does the predicted answer directly

address the question posed, considering the information provided in the video caption?-

**Accuracy**: Compare the predicted answer to the ground truth answer. Does the

prediction accurately reflect the information given in the ground truth answer without

introducing factual inaccuracies?**Clarity**: Assess the clarity of the predicted answer.

Look for issues such as repetition, unclear descriptions, or any grammatical errors that

could hinder understanding. **Completeness**: Determine if the predicted answer fully

covers the scope ofx the ground truth answer. Does it leave out critical information or

does it include all necessary details?

**Output Format**:

explanation: <brief judgement of prediction>

Score:

Figure 11: The evaluation prompts used in LLaVA-Hound-DPO[9]
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