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Abstract

Learning dynamics, which describes how the learning of specific training examples influences the model’s
prediction of other examples, give us a powerful tool for understanding the behavior of deep learning systems.
We study the learning dynamics of large language models during finetuning, by analyzing the step-wise
decomposition and accumulated influence among different responses. Our framework allows a uniform
interpretation of many interesting observations about the training of popular algorithms for both instruction
tuning and preference tuning. The analysis not only explains where the benefits of these methods come
from but also inspires a simple, effective method to further improve the alignment performance. Code for
experiments is available at https://github.com/Joshua-Ren/Learning_dynamics_LLM.

1 Introduction
Deep neural networks usually acquire new knowledge by updating their parameters via gradient descent (GD).
This procedure can be described by learning dynamics, which links changes in the model’s predictions to the
gradients generated by learning from specific examples. With the help of learning dynamics, researchers have
not only explained many interesting phenomena during training, but used these insights to propose novel,
improved algorithms (Pruthi et al. 2020; Ren, Guo, et al. 2023; Xia et al. 2024).

The study of large language models (LLM) is gaining popularity due to their surprising capabilities on
various tasks. To ensure the LLMs follow human instructions and align well with human values, finetuning
has attracted much recent attention. Practitioners often start with instruction tuning, where the model learns
extra knowledge necessary for the downstream task (such as instruction-following), and then preference tuning,
where the model aligns its outputs to human preference (Ouyang et al. 2022). Various finetuning algorithms
have been proposed to fit into this pipeline, with differing explanations as to why they improve the model’s
performance.

Different from most existing analyses of LLM finetuning, which use the perspective of their training targets,
their status at the end of training, or their relationships to reinforcement learning (e.g. Ji et al. 2024; Rafailov
et al. 2024; Tajwar et al. 2024), this paper tries to understand LLMs’ evolution from a dynamical perspective.
Specifically, we formalize the learning dynamics of LLMs’ finetuning using a similar decomposition of gradient
updates to that of Ren et al. (2022). Surprisingly, this framework can be easily adapted to various finetuning
algorithms with different goals, including supervised finetuning (SFT, Wei et al. 2022), self-play finetuning
(SPIN, Z. Chen et al. 2024), direct preference optimization (DPO, Rafailov et al. 2023), and their variants. This
framework has the potential to explain several interesting and counter-intuitive observations during training –
including the “repeater” phenomenon after preference tuning (Holtzman et al. 2020), hallucination1 (Huang
et al. 2023), the decay in confidence of all responses during off-policy DPO (Rafailov et al. 2024), and more.

Moreover, we also provide a new perspective on understanding why off-policy DPO and other variants
underperform their on-policy counterpart (Guo, B. Zhang, et al. 2024). Our explanation starts by observing an
interesting “squeezing effect,” which we demonstrate is a consequence of gradient ascent (as in DPO and similar
algorithms) on models with cross-entropy loss following a softmax layer. In short, for each token’s prediction,
the negative gradient will push down the model’s predictions on (almost) all possible output labels, moving this

∗renyi.joshua@gmail.com †dsuth@cs.ubc.ca
1Especially the case that the model uses facts or phrases that appear in the responses of question B to answer question A.
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probability mass to the most-likely labels. This can be detrimental to the alignment we are trying to achieve.
This effect is most serious when the negative gradient is imposed on an already-unlikely label, which is why
the confidence of almost all responses decreases during off-policy DPO. Inspired by our analysis, we propose a
simple, counter-intuitive, but very effective method to further improve alignment performance.

2 Background and Related Works

2.1 Learning dynamics of deep learning
When studying a practical machine learning algorithm, we usually care about how the learned model fθ is
influenced by different factors, e.g., the model’s parameter θ, the training dataset, the learning hyperparameters,
etc. Broadly speaking, “learning dynamics” is usually used as an umbrella term to describe how the change of a
specific factor influences the model’s prediction. In this paper, we narrow down this term to describe “how the
change in θ influences the corresponding change in fθ”, i.e., the relationship between ∆θ and ∆fθ.

For a simple model like fa,b(x) = ax2 + b, it is straightforward to directly manipulate ∆θ and observe
the resulting ∆fθ accordingly. However, for a deep neural network, such an observation is impractical for
many reasons. First, a deep model usually contains an enormous number of parameters, individual parameters
are usually very difficult to interpret. Second, the input and output spaces of the model fθ(x) are usually
high-dimensional, making it hard to observe ∆fθ directly. Combining the fact that modern deep models
are usually trained via different variants of stochastic gradient descent (SGD), where all parameters change
simultaneously in each update, we usually use the following definition to study learning dynamics:

∆θ ≜ θt+1 − θt = −η · ∇L (fθ(xu)) ; ∆f(xo) ≜ fθt+1(xo)− fθt(xo). (1)

Here the update of θ during step t → t+ 1 is given by learning the sample xu using SGD with learning rate η.
In short, the learning dynamics in this paper address the question:

After an SGD update on xu, how does the model’s prediction on xo change?

Studying the learning dynamics defined above can shed light on many important problems in deep learning
and also help to understand various counter-intuitive phenomena. Here are a few.

Understanding generalization. If we consider xu from the training set, and xo from the test set, this
form of learning dynamics addresses generalization: the model generalizes better if the loss of fθ(xo) keeps
decreasing when it learns from xu. By studying the influence of different xu at different stages during supervised
learning, Ren et al. (2022) explain a “zigzag” pattern of the learning path, which sheds light on why the model
can spontaneously pursue better supervisory signals and correct noisy labels in the early stage of training
(see also S. Liu et al. 2020). Kumar et al. (2022) and Ren, Guo, et al. (2023) apply learning dynamics to
explain why directly finetuning a well-trained backbone with a randomly initialized task head might harm the
out-of-distribution generalization ability. Ren et al. (2020) and Ren, Lavoie, et al. (2023) also explains where
the simplicity bias favoring compositional representations comes from during knowledge distillation (Hinton
et al. 2015), providing a new perspective of understanding why successive knowledge transferring can improve
the model’s systematic generalization ability.

Measuring the “quality” or “influence” of training samples. Besides explaining the model’s behavior,
learning dynamics is also helpful for evaluating the quality or the effectiveness of different training samples.
For example, Pruthi et al. (2020) propose a quantitative metric called TracIn to compute the influence of a
training example on the predictions made by the model. This metric is then applied by Xia et al. (2024) to
search for the most influential examples in LLM instruction finetuning. By expanding Equation (1) in the
neural tangent kernel (NTK) regime, Guo, Ren, et al. (2024) propose a metric called lpNTK to measure the
relative difficulty among different training samples. These metrics and analyses inspired by learning dynamics
are expected to be helpful in many related fields, like coreset selection (Feldman 2020), active learning (Settles
2009) (see, e.g., Mohamadi et al. 2022), and dataset distillation (T. Wang et al. 2018).

2.2 Challenges of Analyzing the Learning Dynamics of LLM’s Finetuning
The first conundrum for analyzing the learning dynamics of LLM’s finetuning is the high dimensionality and the
sequence nature of both the input and output signals. The high-dimensional property makes it hard to observe
the model’s output, and the sequence nature makes the distributions on different tokens mutually dependent,
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which is more complicated than a standard multi-label classification problem considered by most previous
works. Furthermore, as there are many different algorithms for LLM finetuning – SFT (Wei et al. 2022),
RLHF (Ouyang et al. 2022), DPO (Rafailov et al. 2023), etc. – analyzing them under a uniform framework is
challenging. Finally, compared with the training-from-scratch scenario, where a roughly uniform distribution
over all possible outputs is usually assumed at the beginning of training, LLMs’ finetuning dynamics heavily
rely on the pretrained base model, which could make the analysis harder. For example, the pretrained model
usually assigns little probability mass to unlikely tokens, which is good for most practical applications but leads
to risk of the “squeezing effect” we show later.

In the remainder of the paper, we will tackle the aforementioned problems and propose a unified framework
to describe different finetuning algorithms. We believe studying the learning dynamics provides a complementary
perspective on LLM finetuning behaviors to the usual analyses of where different algorithms eventually converge.

3 Learning Dynamics under Per-step and Accumulated Perspectives
We first consider a standard supervised learning problem, where the model takes a high-dimensional input x
and generates a sequence response y = {y1, . . . , yL} ∈ VL, where V is the vocabulary of size V . We assume
we actually define a distribution over y, i.e., πθ(y | x). To get this probabilistic distribution, the model first
generates a logits matrix z = hθ(x) ∈ RV×L and then takes the Softmax operation on each column. To make
the analysis for the LLM case easier, we track the change of log πθt instead of πθt , slightly different from the
results of Ren et al. (2022).

Per-step influence decomposition. The learning dynamics of (1) become

∆θ ≜ θt+1 − θt = −η · ∇L (πθ(y | xu), yu) (2)

∆ log πt(y | xo) ≜ log πθt+1(y | xo)− log πθt(y | xo), (3)

where yu ∈ RV (likely one-hot) is the supervisory signal. To get a better intuition, we start from the L = 1
scenario, where the ∆θ and ∆π can be linked by the following proposition.

Proposition 1 (Similar to Proposition 1 of Ren et al. 2022). Let π = Softmax(z) and z = hθ(x). The one-step
learning dynamics decompose as

∆ log πt(y | xo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

= −ηAt(xo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

Kt(xo, xu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

Gt(xu, yu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

+O(η2∥∇θz(xu)∥2op), (4)

where At(xo) = ∇z log πθt(xo) = I − 1π⊤
θt(xo), Kt(xo, xu) = (∇θz(xo)|θt)(∇θz(xu)|θt)⊤ is the empirical neural

tangent kernel of the logit network and Gt(xu, yu) = ∇zL(xu, yu)|zt , which for cross-entropy loss is πθt(y | xu)−yu.

The proof and more discussion can be found in Appendix A.
In this decomposition, At(xo) = I − 1π⊤

θt(xo), which only depends on the model’s predicted probability at
time t. Intuitively, for any length-V vector b, left-multiplying this V × V matrix At centers the vector with
respect to the probability distribution πθt(xo), because Atb = (I − 1π⊤)b = b− 1(π⊤b), and hence the mean
of Atb under π is π⊤b = 0.

The matrix Kt is the empirical neural tangent kernel (eNTK, Jacot et al. 2018; J. Lee et al. 2019) of the
model, i.e., the product of the model’s gradients with respect to xo and xu. Since the eNTK usually changes
slowly (or is even nearly invariant) when finetuning with a small learning rate (Jacot et al. 2018; Arora et al.
2019; Fort et al. 2020; Ren, Guo, et al. 2023), we can treat Kt as a relatively stable and model-specific similarity
measurement between different input samples: larger ∥Kt∥ means the update of xu can influence model’s
prediction on xo more. The term Gt is determined by the loss function L, which usually provides the energy and
direction for the model’s adaptation. For example, consider a cross-entropy loss LCE ≜ −yu · log π(y | xu). Then
we have Gt

CE = πθt(y | xu)− yu, a length-V vector that points from the model’s current predictive distribution
to the desired supervisory distribution. When considering one-hot labels, the above term can also be written as
Gt

CE = πθt(y | xu)− eyu , which is more common in practice.
For a multi-label classification problem where L > 1, to this first-order approximation, we only need to

calculate L different ∆ log πt and stack them together.
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Figure 1: The per-step learning dynamics and the accumulated influence in an MNIST experiment.

Accumulated influence: a simple example on MNIST. Proposition 1, which states how the update
of xu changes the model’s prediction on xo, provides us with a powerful tool for understanding the mutual
influence between the update of different samples during training.

As a warm-up, we first analyze an example of training a LeNet on the MNIST dataset (LeCun et al. 1998).
See Figure 1-(a), where the network πθt is updating its parameters using the loss calculated on one training
example (xu, yu = e4), where e4 is the one-hot vector corresponding to a label of class 4. The residual term
Gt

CE(xu, yu) is then represented by the red arrows, which all start from πθt(y | xu) and point to yu. We can
then ask how the model’s prediction on different xo changes after this update. As illustrated in Figure 1-(b), for
an xo in the same class with xu (i.e., the identical case), the predicted probability of this correct label is “pulled
up” by this update, as expected. Supposing this xo is from the test set, this update makes the model more
confident in correctly predicting an unseen sample. On the other hand, if this xo is similar to xu (i.e., ∥Kt∥ is
reasonably large) but comes from another class, then the predicted probability on xu’s class (which is not the
correct label of xo) would be “pulled up.” Last, for examples that look dissimilar to xu (∥Kt∥ is small), this
update will not change the model’s prediction on xo much, as illustrated in the bottom panel in Figure 1-(b).

The interactions among the updates of different inputs then form an interesting pattern for the learned
predictions. As illustrated in Figure 1-(c), when making predictions on images coming from class 4, the model
tends to assign higher confidence on class 9. That is because the examples in class 9 on average look more
similar to class 4 than examples in other classes. Hence the update of examples in classes 4 and 9 will reinforce
their mutual influence and lead to a bump in their predictions. To further verify this, we plot the average value
of π(y | x) for x from each of the classes in Figure 1-(d). In this heatmap, the indexes of the rows denote which
class the images come from. The values of some off-diagonal patches are significantly higher than others, which
means the examples in the corresponding classes look more similar, like 4 and 9, 5 and 3, 8 and 5, etc.

4 Learning Dynamics of LLM Supervised Finetuning
Per-step decomposition of the SFT loss. We are now ready to tackle the supervised finetuning (SFT) of
an LLM. The typical loss function used in this stage is the negative log-likelihood (NLL) of a given completion
y+u = (y+1 , . . . , y

+
L ) ∈ VL, conditioned on the prompt xu:

LSFT(xu, y
+
u ) ≜ −

L∑
l=1

log π(y = y+l | y+1:l−1, xu) = −
L∑

l=1

y+l · log π(y | xu, y+1:l−1). (5)

Note that compared with the multi-label classification problem discussed before, where the joint distribution of
all labels can be factorized as π(y | x) =

∏
l π(yl | x), the sequential nature of language modeling makes the

analysis more complicated, because we must have π(y | x) =
∏

l π(yl | x, y1:l−1). Note that this is the correct
form, and not one conditioning on the previous model predictions, due to the “teacher forcing” scheme typically
used in training sequence models. To solve this problem, we can merge this factorization into the definition of
the backbone hθ while keeping the decomposition format of Proposition 1. Specifically, define χ ≜ [x; y]. Then
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for the prediction of all tokens of y, we have

z = hθ (χ) ; π (y | χ) = Softmax_column (z) .

Note that z is a V × L matrix where each column contains the logits of the prediction of the l-th token. Our
hθ, even taking the entire sequence χ as its input, will force the model not to refer to the future tokens y>l

when making predictions on the l-th token, which is commonly implemented via “causal masking” (e.g. Vaswani
et al. 2017). Then, we can calculate (∇θzl(χo)|θt)(∇θzl(χu)|θt)⊤ on each column of z and then stack them to
form a V × V ×L tensor Kt(χo,χu). The calculation of Gt and At also follows a similar procedure. Thanks to
the causal mask implemented in hθ, the resulting decomposition is almost identical to that in a multi-label
classification problem.

Assume now we have a response yu of length L associated with xu, stacked into χu, and yo of length M
associated with xo, stacked into χo. The change of the model’s prediction on the m-th token of yo can be
represented as

[∆ log πt(y | χo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×M

]m = −
L∑

l=1

η[At(χo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V×M

]m[Kt(χo,χu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V×L

]l[Gt(χu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×L

]l +O(η2) (6)

Compared with Proposition 1, the main difference is that the eNTK term also depends on the responses
yu and yo, which allows us to answer questions like “how learning (xu, y+u ) influences the model’s belief about
(xu, y−u )”. Combined with the SFT loss, the residual term is

Gt
SFT (χu) = ∇zLSFT(χu)|zt = πθt(y | χu)︸ ︷︷ ︸

V×L

− yu︸︷︷︸
V×L

, (7)

almost identical to that of a multi-label classification problem.

4.1 Response Space and the Probing Dataset
Besides the sequential nature of the loss function, another conundrum in analyzing LLM learning dynamics is
the huge response space Y: the number of possible y ∈ Y is V L, but the vast majority of possible sequences
look nothing like natural language, and we expect the model to generate only a subset of natural language-like
responses. These properties prevent us from observing the changes of all possible y like what we did for MNIST.
Instead, we define several interesting regions of Y, and select corresponding typical responses to observe.
Intuitively, we can use the semantic relevance between y and xu as a heuristic. Such a measurement can be
understood as “how suitable this y is as a response to xu, compared to y+u .” Then, starting from the structure
of common preference optimization datasets such as Antropic-HH (Y. Bai et al. 2022) and UltraFeedback
(Cui et al. 2023), we can roughly divide Y into three sub-spaces and propose seven typical responses to evaluate
(as in Figure 2):

• YIF: reasonable responses following the instruction xu:

1. y+u , the chosen (i.e., the preferred) response to xu.
2. y−u , the rejected (i.e., the less preferred, but still reasonable) response to xu.

• Ynon-IF: irrelevant responses to xu that are still recognizably human language (in these datasets, roughly
“internet-standard” English):

3. y+j ̸=u, the chosen response for a different question xj ̸=u selected from the training set.

4. y+test, the chosen response of a question xtest selected from the test set.
5. yhum, a “random” English sentence generated by GPT4 with as many words as y+u .

• Ynon-hum: token sequences that do not form meaningful human language:

6. y+urnd, a random permutation of the words (space-separated strings) of y+u .
7. y′rnd, a random permutation of the words of a generated sentence as in yhum.

In Appendix B.1, we also consider the Levenshtein (edit) distance to y+u as another axis, and track more
responses accordingly. As shown by Xia et al. (2024), the influence between samples (roughly speaking, ∥Kt∥)
is better captured by semantic similarity than the superficial edit distance, so we do not consider this metric in
most of our results.
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Figure 2: The division of Y and seven typical selected responses. The small panels demonstrate how the
average predicted probability of specific responses evolves during SFT. The three curves with different colors
roughly represent the model’s prediction of the three stages of finetuning: before SFT (πθ0), early stopping
after training a few epochs (πθES), and the overfitted case (πθT).

4.2 Experimental verification
We now verify our analysis of the learning dynamics using experiments. We first create an SFT training
set by randomly selecting 5000 examples from the training split of Antropic-HH; we give similar results for
UltraFeedback in Appendix B.2. The model will be finetuned using these [x; y+] ∈ Dtrain for several epochs.
To observe the learning dynamics, we create a probing dataset by first selecting 500 prompts from Dtrain and
then generate seven different responses for each x following Figure 2. We evaluate the log-likelihood of these
responses every 25 updates (with a training batch size of 4, the probing occurs every 100 examples). The
model is finetuned for 8 epochs, where we call the first several epochs from πθ0 to πθES fitting stage and the
last several epochs from πθES to πθT overfitting stage. We verify the generalizability of our findings by using six
models: pythia-410M/1B/1.4B/2.8B (Biderman et al. 2023) and Qwen1.5-0.5B/1.8B (J. Bai et al. 2023).

We emphasize beforehand that while the behaviors seen in this section are perhaps not particularly surprising,
they validate that our learning dynamics explanations can explain practical behavior in LLM finetuning, and
that these techniques will yield a surprising “squeezing” effect when applying them to preference finetuning in
the next section.

Behaviors of y ∈ YIF. As illustrated in the first panel in Figure 3, in the fitting stage, we see SFT “pulls
up” the curve of this region. That is because their Kt([xu, y], [xu, y+u ]) are usually large enough, which is similar
to the pairing effect of 4 and 9 in the MNIST experiment. As the training goes on, the model enters into the
overfitting stage, where πθt(y−u ) starts to plateau and then decrease while πθt(y+u ) keeps increasing. That is
because the energy provided by residual term Gt

SFT always points to y+u while deviating from other y. As the
training goes on and the energy in the main direction decreases (because the model’s confidence in the target
increases, which makes the gap between the current prediction and the one-hot supervisions becomes smaller),
the deviating energy will gradually dominate and “push down” those regions.

Behaviors of y ∈ Ynon-hum. The learning dynamics for this region is simpler: the predictions start from a
very low log-likelihood and keep decreasing throughout training, as illustrated in the last two panels in Figure 2
and the second panel in Figure 3. The responses in this region play a similar role to the 0 examples in the
MNIST experiment: as they usually look dissimilar to 4, hence the norms of the corresponding Kt are small,
which leads to only tiny pressure “upwards” when the model learns. On the other hand, as the responses of
all possible y given xu must sum to one, increasing of πθt(y) on other groups must naturally “push down” the
curve in this region. Another interesting finding is that πθt(y′rnd) is always bigger than πθt(y+urnd), where the
latter contains all the words from y+u . That is because learning the chosen response increases the likelihood of
specific phrases, e.g., [y1, y2]. Then, in πθt(y+urnd), if y1 is followed by y3 ̸= y2, the resulting prediction would
be very small.

Behaviors of y ∈ Ynon-IF. This group is the most complex one because first, we must consider the influence
coming from the update of another training example, e.g., [xj ̸=u; y

+
j ̸=u]. Furthermore, although the responses in

this group are irrelevant to xu, they are reasonable human language and the model will assign non-negligible
probability mass to them. That means if we want to sample a response from the model given xu (e.g., when
deploying the model or doing on-policy training), the probability that the model provides a response from (or
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Figure 3: Comparison of the learning dynamics of responses in different groups in the proposed probing dataset
(the curve demonstrates the average of the likelihood of all corresponding responses). The last panel compares
the inflection time of curves on πθt(yhum) and πθt(y+test) under 10 different settings. Results for UltraFeedback
are in Figure 9; results under more settings are in Appendix B.2.

partially from) Ynon-IF in non-negligible, which might cause hallucinations (i.e., using the fact in problem j’s
response to answer question i).

We first compare the curves of πθt(y+j ̸=u) and πθt(y+test), as illustrated in the third panel in Figure 3. The
main difference between them is that the response y+j ̸=u does occur during training, while y+test does not. Then
based on Equation (6), the update of [xj ̸=u; y

+
j ̸=u] will influence model’s prediction on the combined [xu; y

+
j ̸=u].

That is why πθt(y+j ̸=u) keeps increasing with a slower speed than πθt(y+u ) all the time, even when the model
becomes overfitting. On the contrary, the curve of πθt(y+test) first increases for several updates and then begins
to decrease as the model keeps training, showing a similar trend as πθt(y−u ). As these responses never occur
during training, there is no consistent upward pressure to counter the downward pressure generated from
increasing other responses. That is why these curves go down in the overfitting stage.

We now compare the nuanced difference between πθt(y+test) and πθt(yhum), neither of which appears during
training. They both have a reverse bell-shaped curve, but the inflection point of πθt(yhum) is consistently
earlier than that of πθt(y+test), as illustrated in the last two panels of Figure 3. This phenomenon can also
support our analysis: since the strength of their downward pressure is at the same level, reaching the plateau
earlier means the upward pressure diminishes faster. Recall that y+test also comes from the dataset, while
yhum is randomly generated by GPT4. By examining these responses in yhum, we find that y+test is more likely
to be a “multi-turn dialog response,” while the yhum is usually a descriptive sentence on a random topic (as
demonstrated in Figure 8). In other words, Kt for the former response is likely to be larger, explaining the
aforementioned observations.

In summary, the learning dynamics of SFT on different responses could be roughly illustrated by the trend
depicted in Figure 2: the model’s prediction on most y ∈ YIF will be pulled up slightly at the beginning of
SFT. Then after several updates, all the responses that never appear in the training set will gradually be
pushed down. Note that y+j ̸=u ∈ Ynon-IF also consistently increases during SFT, which might be a source of
hallucination. A more fine-grind analysis considering different rephrases of these responses and the results on
different models can be found in Appendix B.

5 Learning Dynamics of LLM Preference Finetuning
Instruction tuning as in the SFT stage above improves the model’s instruction-following ability. In order to
better align LLM’s output with human preferences, typically instruction tuning is followed by preference tuning
(Ouyang et al. 2022). The first widespread preference tuning method comes from RLHF (reinforcement learning
with human feedback (Christiano et al. 2017)), which requires substantial expert annotation of LLM responses.
RLAIF (H. Lee et al. 2023) offload this hard work by collecting preference signals from AI, but a large reward
model is still required. To avoid this and mitigate the high-variance nature of the RL-based training, Rafailov
et al. (2023) propose DPO (direct preference optimization, an RL-free method), and show it has the same
optimization target as RLHF under the Bradley-Terry reward model (R. A. Bradley and Terry 1952). RL-free
preference-tuning methods like DPO and variants such as IPO (Azar et al. 2024), SLiC (Zhao et al. 2023), KTO
(Ethayarajh et al. 2024), and so on have gained popularity due to their good performance and robustness during
training. Significant effort (e.g. Ji et al. 2024; Pal et al. 2024; Rafailov et al. 2024; Tajwar et al. 2024) has gone
to theoretical explanations of the equivalence and differences between them and the RL-based methods. This
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paper provides a different perspective, understanding these RL-free methods from the gradient space and the
learning dynamics. The behavior of all of these methods – even on-policy versions and the instruction tuning
method SPIN (Z. Chen et al. 2024) – can be well explained by a similar pipeline as we used for analyzing SFT.
We hope the proposed framework can shed more light on how these RL-free methods work and further inspire
more efficient algorithms.

5.1 Learning Dynamics of RL-free Preference Tuning: DPO as an Example
We start from the off-policy DPO with the following loss function:

LDPO(θ) = −
∑

(xu,y
+
u ,y−u )

log σ

(
β log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πref(y

+
u | xu)

− β log
πθt(y−u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

)
, (8)

where y+u and y−u are pre-generated responses (both in YIF), and πref is the reference model, typically the result
of SFT. In the loss function, the πθt terms are also calculated using the “teacher forcing” mechanism, which is
identical to the SFT case. Hence we decompose the learning dynamics for DPO similarly to Equation (6):

[∆ log πt(y | χo)]m = −
L∑

l=1

η[At(χo)]m[Kt(χo, χ̃u)]l[Gt
DPO(xu, y

+
u , y

−
u )]l +O(η2) (9)

Gt
DPO ≈ β(1− a)

(
y−u − y+u

)
; a = σ

(
β log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πθt(y−u | xu)

− β log
πref(y+u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

)
∈ R (10)

where Kt(χo, χ̃u) is the equivalent eNTK between the updating sequence [xu; y+u , y−u ] and the observing sequence
[xo; yo]. The derivation, which is similar to before, and the Gt functions for other RL-free methods are given in
Appendix A.2.2.

5.2 Comparison of SFT, DPO, and other Variants
By comparing the learning dynamics of SFT and DPO, we find they have identical At and similar Kt. The
main difference lies in Gt, which determines the direction and strength of the evolution of πθt . Recall the
learning dynamics of SFT in the first panel of Figure 4, the pressures controlled by Gt contain a big positive
vector on y+u and many small negative vectors on other y, where the positive vector will gradually diminish
with the increase of πθt(y+u | xu) during training.

The DPO loss, on the other hand, consistently generates a pair of vectors (a positive y+u and a negative y−u )
regardless of the predictions of any policy network2. However, as illustrated in Equation (10), the norm of Gt

DPO
is controlled by a scalar β(1− a), which is influenced by both the current policy πθt and the reference policy
πref. We first analyze the role of a, which is controlled by the margin (i.e., the value inside the parentheses of
σ(·)) that represents how well the current policy separates y+u and y−u compared with the reference policy. Due
to the monotonicity of σ(·), a larger margin leads to larger a, which in turn restrains the strength of Gt

DPO. In
other words, Gt

DPO automatically provides less energy on the examples that are already well separated. We
then check the role of β, which controls the regularizing effect on the KL distance between πθt and πref in the
original RL loss (Rafailov et al. 2023). When the margin is smaller than zero, larger β leads to a smaller a and
hence provides stronger Gt

DPO for the model to “catch up” the separating ability of the reference model faster.
But when the model is good enough (the margin is positive), increasing β will increase a and hence create a
negative influence on β(1− a), which makes the model update less. This behavior aligns well with the claims
of Rafailov et al. (2023): the stronger regularizing effect tends to “drag πθ back towards πref” when it deviates
from πref too much in terms of the separating capability.

Note that the analyses above don’t make any assumptions on where y+u and y−u come from. Hence our
framework can also be extended to on-policy RL-free algorithms, which often perform better than their off-policy
counterparts (Guo, B. Zhang, et al. 2024; Tajwar et al. 2024). By definition, the main difference between
off-policy and on-policy algorithms is how the supervisory responses are generated. Off-policy methods typically
use a fixed pre-collected dataset, where y+u and y−u are usually generated by another LLM or humans. In other
words, it is likely that both the chosen and rejected responses come from the “less likely” region of the model’s

2Strictly, there should be some small adapting vectors (both positive and negative) on other dimensions in DPO, because the
precise Gt

DPO should contain (πθt(y
+
u )− y+u )− (πθt(y

−
u )− y−u ). However, we canceled the π terms to make the expression more

concise, using the fact that the model usually pays more attention to response pairs that are not well separated yet.
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Figure 4: Illustration of the updating vector provided by the residual term Gt of different algorithms. The gray
y are responses sampled from π in an on-policy way. In the second panel, we demonstrate the “squeezing effect”
caused by imposing a big negative gradient on a “valley” region of a distribution. For more details about this
counter-intuitive effect, please refer to Section 5.3 and Appendix C. For other panels, we demonstrate SPIN
(Z. Chen et al. 2024), SPPO (Y. Wu et al. 2024), and SLiC (Zhao et al. 2023).

prediction, as illustrated in the second panel in Figure 4. On-policy responses, on the other hand, are more
likely to have higher predicted probabilities under this model, as they were sampled from it. We will show soon
that imposing large negative pressure on an unlikely prediction will lead to unexpected behaviors. This leads to
a unique explanation of why on-policy sampling is so important for algorithms with large negative gradients.

5.3 The Squeezing Effect of the Negative Gradient
The existence of negative gradients (the y−u term in Equation (10)) is the key to understanding the difference of
learning dynamics between SFT and DPO. We find this negative gradient will impose a non-trivial “squeezing
effect” on any models outputting the probabilistic distribution using Softmax output heads, even in a simple
multi-class logistic regression task. Specifically, consider the L = 1 case and assume our algorithm imposes a
negative gradient on label ȳ, the model’s predictive distribution πθt+1 will change as follows:

• The negative gradient will reliably decrease the confidence of ȳ, i.e., πθt+1(y = ȳ) is guaranteed to decrease.

• The decreased probability mass is “squeezed” into the most confident dimension before the update, i.e.,
πθt+1(y = y∗), where y∗ = argmaxi∈[V ]\{ȳ} πθt(y = i) is guaranteed to increase.

• The rich get richer and the poor get poorer: generally, dimensions with high πθt tend to increase, and
those with low πθt tend to decrease.

• Peakier πθt suffer a more serious squeezing effect. If the probability mass concentrates on few dimensions
in πθt , which is common for a pretrained model, all πθt+1(y ̸= y∗) decrease (only y∗ is considered “rich”).

• Smaller πθt(ȳ) make the squeezing effect stronger. If ȳ is unlikely under πθt , the probability mass of all
other πθt+1(y ̸= y∗) will be more seriously decreased, and the πθt+1(y = y∗) increases more. That is what
we observed in the off-policy DPO scenario.

Appendix C proves these observations analytically for linear models, by directly computing πθt+1/πθt in
different situations. Intuitively, recall that the cross-entropy loss for a one-hot label ei is just − log πi =
−zi + log

∑
j exp(zj), which has gradient −ei + π. Suppose there is one k ̸= i such that πk is rather large, say

0.8. Then gradient ascent will decrease zi, but increase zk almost as much. Since πk is dominant, increasing its
logit results in a large absolute increase to πk, which necessarily reduces all other probabilities to account for it.

In the next subsection, we will verify these claims by experiments on real LLM finetuning problems. With
the help of these analyses, we figure out why the model’s confidence in all responses decreases during off-policy
DPO training and successfully find where the decreased probability mass has gone.

5.4 Experimental Analysis of DPO’s Learning Dynamics
To verify our framework also explains the learning dynamics of preference tuning well, we conduct similar
experiments for DPO as we do for SFT. Recall the residual term Gt

DPO introduces a positive arrow on y+u ,
which means the learning tries to “pull up” the model’s prediction on y+u . To verify this, we create two types
of rephrases of y+u using GPT4 and call them y+gpts and y+gptf (the first tend to keep the semantics while the
latter tends to keep the format of y+u ; details in Figure 6). See the three curves in the first panel in Figure 5,
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Figure 5: Learning dynamics of off-policy DPO. For experiments on different settings and the results of
conducting DPO after SFT, please refer to Appendix B.3.

where the two rephrases decrease at a similar speed, faster than the decay of y+u . That is because the upward
pressure is directly imposed on y+u rather than these rephrases. Similarly, in the second panel, we observe that
y−u decays faster than its rephrases, because Gt

DPO directly imposes a negative pressure on y−u . Then in the
third panel, we find the rephrases of y+u consistently decay slower than those of y−u , although none of them ever
occur during training. That is because these responses are close to y+u or y−u in Y, which means the norm of
their Kt is relatively large. Hence the pressures imposed on y+u and y−u also introduce a non-negligible influence
on them. Last, by observing the fourth panel, we find the margin, i.e., πθt(y+u )− πθt(y−u ), keeps increasing,
which means the model is gaining the ability to separate y+u and y−u as the training goes on.

However, although the margin keeps increasing as training continues, the model becomes less confident on
both y+u and y−u , as well as on all other responses in the probing dataset. This is different from SFT and quite
counter-intuitive: if everything we observe is becoming less confident, where has the probability mass gone? The
observation has been made by several recent papers (Pal et al. 2024; Rafailov et al. 2024; Tajwar et al. 2024)3
and can be well explained by analyzing a “squeezing effect” of a large negative gradient on y−u . In short, when
the negative gradient is imposed on an unlikely prediction under the model (which is very likely in off-policy
DPO), the probability mass on almost all responses will be significantly pulled down, and is “squeezed” to the
token with the highest confidence. This effect is a basic property of the cross-entropy loss and the Softmax
function, which applies to any LLM with softmax heads. Section 5.3 and Appendix C has a full discussion.

To verify this hypothesis, we report the log-likelihood of y chosen by greedy decoding: each token is chosen
by maximizing the conditional probability given [xu; y

+
1:l−1], where y+1:l−1 is a sub-sequence of y+u . As illustrated

by the last panel of Figure 5, the confidence of this “teacher forcing” greedy y increases very fast (from -113 to
-63), which is even faster than the increase of πθt(y+u ) during SFT (from -130 to -90). However, the tokens with
the highest confidence do not necessarily form a preferred response: it will reinforce the prior bias contained
in θ0. This could be a reasonable explanation of the “degeneration” reported in recent work (e.g. Holtzman
et al. 2020): as πθt becomes more peaky at its most confident predictions, it is easier to sample sequences with
repeated phrases. Note that such behavior could also be understood as a special type of self-bias amplifying
(Ren et al. 2024), which would bring more serious consequences if it is combined with a multiple-generation
self-improving algorithm, e.g., self-reward (Yuan et al. 2024), iterative DPO (Xiong et al. 2024), etc.

6 Inspirations from Learning Dynamics
Explaining the success of various related algorithms. The proposed learning dynamics explain many
interesting observations during SFT and DPO; this perspective also helps explain the success of many practical
algorithms. For example, the literature mostly credits on-policy RL-free methods with better aligning the
current policy’s distribution to the reward model (Tajwar et al. 2024), but we can extend this explanation from
the learning dynamics perspective. As illustrated in the third panel in Figures 4 and 18, we see y−u is sampled
from the current πθt , which is less likely to be in a valley. Hence the squeezing effect introduced via the big
negative gradient is reduced. The benefits of SPIN (Z. Chen et al. 2024), which is inspired by treating the
LLM itself as a GAN-style system (Goodfellow et al. 2014), can also be explained similarly: as the negative
response y−u always comes from the model’s policy in the previous generation, its πθt is less likely to be very

3Particularly in Figure 3 of (Rafailov et al. 2024), where πθt (y
+
u ) and πθt (y

−
u ) decays even faster if we SFT the model before

DPO. This phenomenon can be well explained by the “squeezing effect” discussed in Appendix C.
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small. The SPPO method (Y. Wu et al. 2024) even avoids imposing the negative gradient on the model by
creating two updating vectors with different lengths (i.e., it improves the confidence on both y+u and y−u , but at
different strength). The success of SLiC (Zhao et al. 2023), whose loss is more complicated than DPO, can also
be explained in our framework because its residual term Gt

SLiC has a similar form as Gt
DPO, as in Equation (24).

The threshold δ not only guarantees the πθt can learn to separate all y+u and y−u pairs in the training set with a
sufficiently large margin, it also stops imposing a big negative gradient on y−u when the model already has a
good separation, where πθt(y−u ) is likely to be very small. In short, although there are many more RL-free
methods and we cannot elaborate on them all in this paper, we believe the analysis proposed can shed more
light on their behaviors.

A simple yet effective method. We also propose a simple practical method to verify our theory further.
Since the “squeezing effect” of the big negative gradient on unlikely predictions can damage the model’s
performance, we can first train the model on both [xu; y+u ] and [xu; y−u ] during the SFT stage (making the
negative response more likely), and then run the usual DPO. Following the analysis of Section 4, we can expect
the YIF region, including y−u , to be pulled up more than with the baseline SFT. To compare, we consider a
baseline of standard off-policy DPO (i.e., SFT only on [xu; y+u ], then DPO). Compared with the baseline, we
find the proposed method has more stable learning dynamics that match our analysis well, generates fewer
“degenerate” responses, and generates responses that are preferred to those of the baseline almost 70% of the
time. Appendix D has more details. In the future, this simple method inspired by our analysis could be further
improved by introducing more responses, e.g., rephrases of y+u , etc., during both stages, and also by combining
with many existing methods we mentioned before.

7 Conclusion
Learning dynamics, which depicts how the model’s prediction changes when it learns new examples, provide
a powerful tool to analyze the behavior of models trained with gradient descent. To better use this tool in
the context of LLM finetuning, we first derive the step-wise decomposition of LLM finetuning for various
common algorithms. Then, we propose a unified framework for understanding LLM predictions’ behaviors
across different finetuning methods. The proposed analysis successfully explains various phenomena during
LLM’s instruction tuning and preference tuning, some of them are quite counter-intuitive. We also shed light
on how specific hallucinations are introduced in the SFT stage, as previously observed (Gekhman et al. 2024),
and where the improvements of some new RL-free algorithms come from compared with the default off-policy
DPO. Finally, inspired by this analysis, we propose a simple (but counter-intuitive) method that is effective in
improving the alignment of models.
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A Proof of Propositions and Residual Term for Different Losses

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1
Proposition 1 (Similar to Proposition 1 of Ren et al. 2022). Let π = Softmax(z) and z = hθ(x). The one-step
learning dynamics decompose as

∆ log πt(y | xo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

= −ηAt(xo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

Kt(xo, xu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

Gt(xu, yu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

+O(η2∥∇θz(xu)∥2op), (4)

where At(xo) = ∇z log πθt(xo) = I − 1π⊤
θt(xo), Kt(xo, xu) = (∇θz(xo)|θt)(∇θz(xu)|θt)⊤ is the empirical neural

tangent kernel of the logit network and Gt(xu, yu) = ∇zL(xu, yu)|zt , which for cross-entropy loss is πθt(y |
xu)− yu.

Proof. 4 Suppose we want to observe the model’s prediction on an “observing example” xo. Starting from
Equation (3), we first approximate log πt+1(y | xo) using first-order Taylor expansion (we use πt to represent
πθt here for notation conciseness):

log πt+1(y | xo) = log πt(y | xo) + ⟨∇ log πt(y | xo), θt+1 − θt⟩+O(∥θt+1 − θt∥2).

Then, assuming the model updates its parameters using SGD calculated by an “updating example” (xu, yu), we
can rearrange the terms in the above equation to get the following expression:

∆ log πt(y | xo) = log πt+1(y | xo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

− log πt(y | xo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

= ∇θ log π
t(y | xo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸

V×d

(
θt+1 − θt

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
d×1

+O
(
∥θt+1 − θt∥2

)
,

where d is the number of parameters of the model. To evaluate the leading term, we plug in the definition of
SGD and repeatedly use the chain rule:

∇θ log π
t(y | xo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸

V×d

(
θt+1 − θt

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
d×1

=
(
∇z log π

t(xo)|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

∇θz
t(xo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×d

)(
− η∇θL(xu)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸

1×d

)T
= ∇z log π

t(xo)|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

∇θz
t(xo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×d

(
−η∇zL(xu)|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸

1×V

∇θz
t(xu)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×d

)T
= −η∇z log π

t(xo)|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

[
∇θz

t(xo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×d

(
∇θz

t(xu)|θt

)T︸ ︷︷ ︸
d×V

] (
∇zL(xu)|zt

)T︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

= −ηAt(xo)Kt(xo, xu)Gt(xu, yu) (11)

For the higher-order term, using as above that

θt+1 − θt = −η∇θz
t(xu)|TθtGt(xu, ŷ)

and noting that, since the residual term Gt is usually bounded (and the practical algorithms will also use
gradient clip to avoid too large gradient), we have that

O
(
∥θt+1 − θt∥2

)
= O

(
η2 ∥

(
∇θz

t(xu)|θt

)T∥2op ∥Gt(xu, ŷ)∥2
)
= O

(
η2∥∇θz(xu)∥2op

)
.

In the decomposition, using {π1, . . . , πV } to represent the model’s prediction on different dimensions, we
can write our At as:

At(xo) = I − 1(πt)⊤ =


1− π1 −π1 · · · −π1

−π2 1− π2 · · · −π2

. . . . . .
. . . . . .

−πV −πV · · · 1− πV

 , (12)

The second term in this decomposition, Kt(xo, xu), is the product of gradients at xo and xu. Intuitively,
if their gradients have similar directions, this matrix is large, and vice versa. This matrix is known as the

4Note that this proposition assumes L = 1. For L > 1 case, we will have multiple task heads which leads to L different
Equation (4). The V × L matrix ∆πt can then be achieved by stacking them.
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empirical neural tangent kernel, and it can change through the course of training as the network’s notion of
“similarity” evolves. For appropriately initialized very wide networks trained with very small learning rates, Kt

remains almost constant during the course of training, the kernel it converges to is known as the neural tangent
kernel (Arora et al. 2019; Jacot et al. 2018). Note that the assumption that Kt(xo, xu) is unchanged (usually
used in theoretical analysis) might be too strong in the LLM’s finetuning. However, as stated in many related
works (Arora et al. 2019; Ren, Guo, et al. 2023), assuming Kt(xo, xu) as a slow-change and almost consistent
similarity measurement between xo and xu from the model’s perspective is reasonable.

A.2 Residual Term for Different LLM Finetuning Algorithms
As stated in Section 4, one of the conundrums of decomposing the learning dynamics of LLM is its auto-regression
nature of the output sequence. Different from the multi-label classification problem, where yl for different l
is independently generated as long as the shared network is fixed, the yl for the LLM’s output depends on
y1:l−1, which is usually sampled from the model’s prediction iteratively. However, in most of the finetuning
cases where the supervisory signal yu is given, the model will apply the so-called “teacher forcing” mechanism
when calculating the predicting probabilities. In other words, when generating the output of each yl, the y1:l−1

is given rather than sampled on-policy. This mechanism makes it possible for us to define χ = [x; y] and hence
merge the auto-regressive nature of the sequence prediction into the shared Kt(χo,χu). After this step, the
decomposition of LLM’s finetuning learning dynamics then becomes similar to a multi-label classification task.

A.2.1 Instruction finetuning using auto-regression loss (SFT)

Here we derive the residual term, i.e., Gt for different algorithms in LLM’s finetuning. We first rewrite
Equation (6) here:

[∆ log πt(y | χo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×M

]m = −
L∑

l=1

η[At(χo)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V×M

]m[Kt(χo,χu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V×L

]l[Gt(χu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×L

]l +O(η2),m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, l ∈ {1, . . . , L},

where Gt(χu) = ∇zL(χu)|zt is a V ×L matrix. As the auto-regression nature of the SFT loss is already encoded
in the causal mask used in hθ, the columns in Gt(χu) are independent of each other, which can be separately
calculated. Plus, the summation over l can also be achieved by left-multiplying a length-L all-one vector 1.
Specifically, the SFT loss for each l is:

[LSFT(χu)]l = − log π(yl = ŷl | χu) = −e⊤ŷl log π(yl | χu) = −e⊤
y+u

log (Softmax(zl)) .

The gradient of L on z can be then calculated as:

[Gt
SFT(χu)]l = ∇zl [LSFT(χu)]l︸ ︷︷ ︸

1×V

=

∇π[LSFT(χu)]l︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×1

⊤

∇zlπ︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

(13)

= −
(
eȳl ⊘ π

)⊤
[A(χu)]l = π(yl | χu)− eȳl ,

where ⊘ is element-wise division and [A(χu)]l has a form like Equation (12). By stacking the terms with
different l ∈ [L], we can get

Gt
SFT(χu) = ∇zLSFT(χu)|zt = πθt(y | χu)− ey+u , (14)

as stated in Equation (7).

A.2.2 Different preference finetuning algorithms

Direct Preference Optimization (DPO (Rafailov et al. 2023)) is usually considered the first RL-free alignment
algorithm for preference finetuning. Different from the standard RLHF (reinforcement learning with human
feedback (Christiano et al. 2017)), the training of off-policy DPO is more similar to SFT, where the model
keeps learning from a pre-generated preference dataset. We hence start from DPO to analyze the learning
dynamics of different preference finetuning algorithms (actually, the on-policy versions of these algorithms
could also be explained using the proposed framework).
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Following Rafailov et al. 2023, the training loss of DPO is:

LDPO(θ) = −
∑

(xu,y
+
u ,y−u )

log σ

(
β log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πref(y

+
u | xu)

− β log
πθt(y−u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

)
. (15)

Before calculating the residual term Gt
DPO, we need to re-calculate the learning dynamics decomposition,

because the loss term now depends on both πθt(y+u | xu) and πθt(y−u | xu), which involves two different z terms.
Specifically, we define πθt(y+u | xu) = Softmax_column(z+) and πθt(y−u | xu) = Softmax_column(z−), where
z+ = hθ(χ

+
u ) and z− = hθ(χ

−
u ) respectively (χ+

u = [xu; y+u ] and χ−
u = [xu; y−u ]). Then, considering the L = 1

case, Equation (11) for the DPO loss could be written as:

∇θ log π
t(χo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸

V×d

∆θt︸︷︷︸
d×1

=
(
∇z log π

t(χo)|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

∇θz
t(χo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×d

)(
− η∇θL(xu, y+u , y−u )|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸

1×d

)T
= ∇z log π

t(χo)|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

∇θz
t(χo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×d

(
−η∇[z+;z−]L|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸

1×2V

[
∇θz

+(χ+
u );∇θz

−(χ−
u )

]
|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸

2V×d

)T
= −η∇z log π

t(xo)|zt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×V

[
∇θz

t(xo)|θt︸ ︷︷ ︸
V×d

([
∇θz

+(χ+
u );∇θz

−(χ−
u )

]
|θt

)T︸ ︷︷ ︸
d×2V

] (
∇[z+;z−]L|zt

)T︸ ︷︷ ︸
2V×1

= −ηAt(χo)
[
Kt(χo,χ

+
u );Kt(χo,χ

−
u )

](
∇[z+;z−]L|zt

)T
= −ηAt(χo)Kt(χo, χ̃u)Gt(xu, y

+
u , y

−
u ), (16)

where Kt(χo, χ̃u) is the equivalent eNTK that average the influence of both y+u and y−u .
We then calculate the residual term Gt for DPO. For ease of calculation, we decompose the loss into:

LDPO(xu, y
+
u , y

−
u | θ) = − log(a)

a ≜ σ(b)

b ≜ β
(
log πθt(y+u )− log πθt(y−u )

)
− c

= β
(
ey+u − ey−u

)⊤
log πθt(y | xu)− c

= β
(
LSFT([xu, y

−
u ])− LSFT([xu, y

+
u ])

)
− c

c ≜ β
(
ey+u − ey−u

)⊤
log πref(y | xu), (17)

where c is not a function of θ. Using the chain rule, the l-th column of the residual term Gt
DPO can be calculated

as:

[Gt
DPO]l =

∂LDPO

∂a

∂a

∂b
∇πb|πθt

∇zlπ
t|ztl

= −1

a
a(1− a)⟨∇πb|πθt

, [At(χu)]l⟩

= −(1− a)⟨β
(
LSFT([xu, y

−
u ]l)− LSFT([xu, y

+
u ]l)

)
, [At(χu)]l⟩

= −β(1− a)
(
⟨LSFT([xu, y

−
u ]l), [At(χu)]l⟩ − ⟨LSFT([xu, y

+
u ]l), [At(χu)]l⟩

)
= −β(1− a)

(
(πθt(y−u )− ey−u )− (πθt(y+u )− ey+u )

)
l

≈ β(1− a)
(
ey−u − ey+u

)
l
. (18)

The approximation in the last line takes the fact that at the early stage of alignment, the model might not
separate y+u and y−u well. Hence we can eliminate the influence of πθt(y−u )− πθt(y+u ) to have a more concise
expression. By stacking values with different l, we can get the residual term of DPO as

Gt
DPO ≈ β(1− a)

(
ey−u − ey+u

)
; a = σ

(
β log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πθt(y−u | xu)

− β log
πref(y+u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

)
(19)
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Similarly, we can calculate the residual terms for other off-policy preference optimization methods, like
Identity-preference Optimization (IPO (Azar et al. 2024)):

LIPO = −
∑

(xu,y
+
u ,y−u )

((
log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πref(y

+
u | xu)

− log
πθt(y−u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

− 1

2β

))2

. (20)

Gt
IPO ≈ 2a

(
ey−u − ey+u

)
; a = log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πθt(y−u | xu)

− log
πref(y+u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

− 1

2β
(21)

For the Sequence Likelihood Calibration (SLiC (Zhao et al. 2023)), we have:

LSLiC = −
∑

(xu,y
+
u ,y−u )

max

[
0, δ − log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πθt(y−u | xu)

]
− β · log πθt(yref | xu) (22)

= −
∑

(xu,y
+
u ,y−u )

max
[
0, δ + LSFT([xu, y

+
u )])− LSFT([xu, y

−
u )])

]
+ βLSFT([xu, yref]) (23)

Gt
SLiC ≈ a

(
ey−u − ey+u

)
+ β

(
πθt(y | χu)− eyref

)
; a = 1

(
δ − log

πθt(y+u )

πθt(y−u )
> 0

)
(24)

In summary, these RL-free algorithms all relate to the SFT loss to some extent. For the DPO and IPO
loss, the directions of the updating signals are identical (i.e., ey−u − ey+u , where the π(y) term is canceled during
calculation). A scalar controls the strength of this update, which usually correlated with the confidence gap
between the model’s current confidence on y+u and y−u , i.e., Gap(πθt) ≜ log

πθt (y
+
u |xu)

πθt (y
−
u |xu)

. Generally, larger this

value leads to a bigger a, making the norm of Gt smaller. In other words, we see a “regularizing” effect in this
term, where the model should not make Gap(πθt) too large. The SLiC loss can be considered as a combination
of SFT adaptation and preference adaptation. Similarly, we can also see a hard version of the regularization
effect mentioned above. If Gap(πθt) > δ, the indicator function will become zero, and the model stops pushing
π(y+u ) and π(y−u ) away when it already separates y+u and y−u well.

Recently, authors of (Y. Wu et al. 2024) propose another interesting self-play alignment algorithm called
SPPO, which further improves the alignment performance on top of many on-policy DPO methods. Our
framework could also give an interesting explanation of why this method works so well. Specifically, the loss
function of SPPO can be written as:

LSPPO = −
∑

(xu,y
+
u ,y−u )

(
log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πref(y

+
u | xu)

− η

2

)2

+

(
log

πθt(y−u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

+
η

2

)2

. (25)

Gt
SPPO = 2

(
log

πθt(y+u | xu)
πref(y

+
u | xu)

− η

2

)
(πθt − ey+u ) + 2

(
log

πθt(y−u | xu)
πref(y

−
u | xu)

+
η

2

)
(πθt − ey−u ). (26)

This loss looks similar to the IPO one, but the main difference between SPPO and other methods (e.g.,
DPO, KTO, IPO, SPIN, etc.) is that there is no negative sign in front of πθt(y+u | xu) or πθt(y−u | xu). From its
residual term Gt

SPPO, it is more convenient to understand this algorithm as imposing two positive vectors on
both y+u and y−u , but the former has a longer norm, as illustrated in Figure 4. By doing so, the big negative
gradient no longer exists, and so does the squeezing effect. That is partly why this method is more stable and
performs better.

B More Results of Observing the Learning Dynamics
This section provides more experimental results about the learning dynamics to support our claim. We will
extend our probing dataset by considering more responses and the prompts from the test set. The full results
on both SFT and DPO under different settings are also provided here.
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0. Initial response
1. Chosen response

1.1 Self-rephrase 
1.2 GPT-rephrase, semantics keeping
1.3 GPT-rephrase, format keeping

2. Rejected response
2.1 Self-rephrase
2.2 GPT-rephrase, semantics keeping
2.3 GPT-rephrase, format keeping

3. Irrelavent from train
4. Irrelavent from test
5. Random sentence
6. Randomly permuted 𝐲u

+

7. Pure random tokens

Semantics

Format
Edit distance

1
2

3

4
5

6
7

0
1.1

1.2

1.3

2.1

2.3

2.2

𝒴IF

𝒴non−IF

𝒴non−hum

Figure 6: The 2-D plane of Y by considering the distance in both format and semantics.

B.1 Extend the probing dataset by considering the edit distance
To further verify our analysis, we extend the probing dataset in the following two ways. First, based on the
3 groups and 7 types of probing responses provided in Section 4, we further introduce 7 more types. By
considering the format differences (could be understood as edit distance) of these y compared with y+u , we
extend the 1-D Y-space in Figure 2 to a 2-D space in Figure 6, in which we can project all 14 types of responses
on this plane. Second, we also create another probing dataset (named DPtest) where all x comes from the
test set. Compared with DPtrain that we used in the main context, all the prompts and responses in DPtest
are never exposed to the model during finetuning. By comparing the learning curves of these two probing
datasets, we can figure out the difference between the model’s prediction of those directly influenced responses
(y appears during training) and the indirectly influenced ones (y that the model never sees during training).
Finally, we believe the level of the “on-policy” property (which is very important for the preference finetuning
(Tajwar et al. 2024)) could also be introduced as the second axis in our 2-D plane. We left the exploration of
this interesting direction in our future work. We list how the 7 extended responses are generated as follows,
where the prompt templates used to generate them are illustrated in Figure 7. We also provide examples of all
14 types of responses in Figure 8.

0. yπ0 , the initial response generated by feeding xu to LLM before finetuning;

1. y+u , the chosen (i.e., the preferred) response of xu;

1.1 y+selfr, rephrase y+u using yπ0 , algorithm from Yang et al. 2024;

1.2 y+gpts, rephrase y+u using GPT4, keep the semantics while changing the format;

1.3 y+gptf, rephrase y+u using GPT4, keep the format while changing the semantics;

2. y−u , the rejected (i.e., the less preferred) response of xu;

2.1 y−selfr, rephrase y−u using yπ0 , algorithm from Yang et al. 2024;

2.2 y−gpts, rephrase y−u using GPT4, keep the semantics while changing the format;

2.3 y−gptf, rephrase y−u using GPT4, keep the format while changing the semantics;

B.2 More results on different settings: SFT case
Consistent learning dynamics for different models. In this subsection, we provide more results to
support our analysis on SFT in Section 4. The first thing to verify is the consistency of the trends of learning
dynamics across different settings. As illustrated in Figure 10, we conduct SFT on five models with different
sizes pretrained using different recipes. Note that Pythia-410M/1B/1.4B/2.8B are pretrained using exactly
the same dataset and pipeline (Biderman et al. 2023), while Qwen1.5-0.5B are pretrained differently. Hence
we can observe a slight difference between the curves from Pythia series and Qwen series, e.g., those in yhum.
However, the trends demonstrated in Figure 3 consistently hold for all models.
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Below is an instruction that describes a task along with a reference answer. Using the reference answer as a guide, write your own 
response.
### Instruction: {𝐱}
### Reference Answers: {𝐲+}
### Response:

• Prompt for self-rephrase: 𝐲𝐬𝐞𝐥𝐟𝐫
+

• Prompt for GPT-rephrase semantics keeping 𝐲𝐠𝐩𝐭𝐬
+

Given the reference sentence, please generate an output sentence. Please use different words as much as possible while keeping the 
meaning of the reference sentence unchanged. Please only return the output sentence.
### Reference sentence: {𝐲+}
### Response: 

• Prompt for GPT-rephrase format keeping 𝐲𝐠𝐩𝐭𝐟
+

Given the reference sentence, please generate an output sentence. Please change the meaning of the reference sentence as much
as possible while keeping the format of it. Please only return the output sentence.
### Reference sentence: {𝐲+}
### Response: 

Figure 7: The prompts used to generate y+selfr, y
+
gpts, and y+gptf. The rephrases of rejected samples are generated

similarly. The self-rephrase template comes from (Yang et al. 2024).

Human:    What will remove cigarette odor from a room?
Assistant: I believe there are products that will work at removing odors.  Can you 

tell me what’s going on?
Human:    What do you mean?
Assistant:

Prompt: 𝐱

0. Initial response

I’m not a chemist, but I’m guessing that most of the cigarette odor comes from the 
burning tobacco.  I know we can buy products that reduce the smell of smoke, and 
that is what most manufacturers claim.  Would that also work to remove cigarette 
odor in your apartment?

1. Chosen response

You mentioned something about a cigarette smell, can you tell me what happened?

1.1 Self-rephrase

I believe there are products that will work at removing cigarette odor.

1.2 GPT-rephrase, semantics keeping

You brought up the issue of a cigarette odor, could you provide me with 
more details?

1.3 GPT-rephrase, format keeping

Can you provide details on the odor you noticed earlier?

2. Rejected response

If you tell me about your situation, I can try to give you more help.

2.1 Self-rephrase

2.2 GPT-rephrase, semantics keeping

Should you share details of your circumstances with me, I will endeavor to provide further assistance.

2.3 GPT-rephrase, format keeping

If you share your circumstances with me, I'll do my best to provide you with additional assistance.

3. Irrelavent from train set

Let’s take a look at the next month’s release schedule. Are there any games you’re particularly 
excited for?

4. Irrelavent from test set

You’ve searched through quite a few results and haven’t come across a recipe you like yet.

5. Random sentence

The purple cat danced under the starry night sky with joyful abandon.

6. Random permuted 𝐲𝐮
+

me about mentioned can smell, tell happened? You cigarette something you a what

7. Pure random tokens

you a through few You’ve recipe yet. and across quite a searched come haven’t results like

I’m not sure what you mean. I’m not sure what you’re asking.

Figure 8: Example of all possible responses for one x in our probing dataset. Note that the pure random token
is generated by first creating a random sentence, then randomly permuting its tokens.

Compare the rephrases of y+u and y−u . See Figure 12, where we put the rephrases of the same response
into the same figure. We can treat the red curve, i.e., the one of y generated by π0(x), as a baseline, whose
decaying suggests the policy model is deviating from the initial point. The first observation is that after several
updates, y+u is the only one that keeps increasing, which means the “pull up” pressure generated by [xu; y+u ]
do not have that strong influence on these rephrases compared to [xj ̸=u; y+u ], even though these y are good
rephrases of y+u (recall the curve y+j ̸=n always increase in Figure 10). Furthermore, by carefully comparing
the decreasing speed of yπ0 and other curves, we find those rephrases decays slower than yπ0 in the chosen
case, but not the case for the rejected responses. This phenomenon also supports our analysis well: because
we train the model using y+u , their rephrases are “pulled up” more than the rephrases of y−u . Such a claim
is also verified by the experiment in the last column of this figure, where we train the model using [xu; y−u ]
rather than y+u . In these two panels, we see the decaying speed of rephrases of y+u is now identical to that
of yπ0 while the decaying speed of rephrases for y−u is slightly slower. Last, compare the green and orange
curves (i.e., the format-keeping and semantics-keeping GPT rephrases), we find the predicting probabilities of
those format-keeping curves are usually larger than their semantic-keeping counterparts. This is a sign that the
model during SFT might care more about the format rather than the semantics of one sentence. We will delve
into this interesting phenomenon in our future work.

Compare DPtrain and DPtest. To isolate the influence of the “pull up” pressure introduced by the
training updates, we also create another probing dataset DPtest using the same pipeline as DPtrain. The only
difference between them is that all x in DPtest comes from the test set, and hence neither the prompts nor
the responses ever occur during training. See Figure 14, where the solid curves and dotted curves represent
the learning dynamics of responses in DPtrain and DPtest respectively. The color of the curves represents
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the model we are finetuning. By qualitatively comparing the trend difference between curves coming from
DPtrain and DPtest, we roughly observe that trend_diff(y+u ) > trend_diff(y+j ̸=u) > trend_diff(y+gpts) >
trend_diff(y+gptf), which aligns well with our hypothesis about how strong the “pull up” pressure influence
different responses.
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Figure 9: Comparison of the learning dynamics of responses in different groups in the proposed probing dataset.
The Antropic-HH version is Figure 3 in the main context. Trends to observe: 1.) y+u increase and y−u first
increase then decrease; 2.) both y+urnd and y′rnd decrease and very small; 3.) y+j ̸=u increases with a smaller rate
than y+u , although the [xu; y

+
j ̸=u] never occurs during training; 4.) both y+test and yhum has a bell-shape curve;

5.) the inflection of yhum is earlier. (UltraFeedback, SFT)
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Figure 10: Trend to observe: curves of different models exhibit similar trends. (Antropic-HH, SFT)
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Figure 11: The trends of learning dynamics of different models are similar. (UltraFeedback, SFT)
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Figure 12: Compare different rephrases of y+u and y−u under different models. Key trend to observe: 1.) For the
first row, the decaying speed of y+gpts and y+gptf are smaller than yπ0 , which means the pull-up pressure exists;
2.) For the second row, the decaying speed of y−gpts and y−gptf are similar to that of yπ0 , because the pull-up
pressures on rejected samples are smaller; 3.) For the last column, since we SFT the model using the rejected
sample rather than the chosen one, the trend in (1) and (2) reverses. (Antropic-HH, SFT)
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Figure 13: Compare different rephrases of y+u and y−u under different models. (UltraFeedback, SFT)
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Figure 14: Compare the learning dynamics of examples from DPtrain and DPtest. Key trend to observe: for
DPtrain, since many responses and prompts ever occur during training, the pull-up pressure is generally stronger.
Curves of y+u , y+gpts, y

+
gptf and y+j ̸=u shows a clear trend. (Antropic-HH, SFT)
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B.3 More results on different settings: off-policy DPO case
Similar to Appendix B.2, we also provide extra experiments for DPO in this part using the same probing
dataset. Note that as the responses of on-policy DPO change generation-by-generation, it is hard to observe
the dynamics of a pre-collected probing dataset. We left the exploration of how to effectively probe other DPO
variants in our future work.

Consistent learning dynamics for different models. Compare Figure 5 in the main context and
Figure 16, where we provide the results on many different models (Pythia-410M/1B/2.8B and Qwen1.5-0.5B).
Their trends on different πθt(y) are quite consistent:

1.) in the first column, the margin πθt(y+u )− πθt(y−u ) keeps increasing. The πθt(y+u ) first increase and then
decrease, always with a smaller decay speed than that of πθt(y−u );

2.) in the second column, πθt(y+u ) decreases slower than the other rephrases, verifying the “pull up” pressure
and the influence on other responses via Kt;

3.) in the third column, πθt(y−u ) decreases faster than the other rephrases, verifying the “push down” pressure
and the influence on other y;

4.) in the fourth column, the rephrases of y+u decay slower than those of y−u , supporting the claims that the
rephrases near the chosen responses are influenced by the “pull up” pressure while the rephrases of the
rejected ones are influenced by the “push down” pressure.

Learning dynamics of conducting SFT first, then DPO. As stated in (Ouyang et al. 2022), conducting
SFT before DPO is a common pipeline for alignment. Using [x; y+u ] as the SFT dataset is also a common
practice in many existing works. Hence in this part, we plot the curves of different πθt(y) in both two stages
to demonstrate their differences. See Figure 15, where the difference between the experiments in these three
rows is how long the model is trained using SFT before DPO. The learning rate of both SFT and DPO are
controlled to be the same (i.e., 5× 10−7, the default value in (Tajwar et al. 2024)). All the curves are aligned
by the 10th epoch on the x-axis (i.e., the starting time for the DPO training) for the convenience of comparing
the trends across different settings.

We first check the curves of SFT and DPO parts separately and find that all the above relative trends
still hold in these experiments. We then compare the model’s behavior in these two phases respectively. In
the last two rows of Figure 15, where the epoch for SFT is non-zero, it is clear that the decaying speed of
most observing πθt(y) is much larger in DPO than those in SFT. The main reason for this is the existence
of a big negative gradient introduced in DPO. This gradient, especially conducted on a “valley” region of the
model’s prediction, will “push down” the whole curve significantly, except the one with the highest confidence
before updating. This non-trivial trend is named “squeezing effect”, which is elaborated on in Appendix C.
Furthermore, a more peaky πθ0(y) and a smaller πθ0(y−u ) will lead to a stronger “squeezing effect”, which can
be verified by comparing the curves of the last two panels: longer SFT makes the model’s prediction peakier
when DPO is conducted, which leads to a larger decay on all πθt(y) during DPO.
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Figure 15: The learning dynamics of conducting DPO after SFT the model for several epochs. We align the
starting point of DPO (i.e., the 10th epoch from the x-axis) to better compare the curves. Key trend to observe:
1.) Confidence of all responses decays way faster when DPO starts, which is caused by the squeezing effect
introduced via a big negative gradient; 2.) The more epochs we SFT the model, the more serious the squeezing
effect is (confidence decays faster). (Antropic-HH, SFT → DPO)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

300

250

200

150

100

qw
en

05

Chosen v.s. rejected

y +
u

yu

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

250

200

150

100

Chosen v.s. its rephrases

y +
u

y +
gpts

y +
gptf

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

300

250

200

150

100
Rejected v.s. its rephrases

yu

ygpts
ygptf

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

275

250

225

200

175

150

125

Rejected v.s. its rephrases

y +
gpts

ygpts

y +
gptf

ygptf

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

180

160

140

120

py
th

ia
41

0m

y +
u

yu

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
200

190

180

170

160

150

140

y +
u

y +
gpts

y +
gptf

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

180

160

140

120

yu

ygpts
ygptf

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

190

180

170

160

150

140

130

120

y +
gpts

ygpts

y +
gptf

ygptf

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5

180

160

140

120

100

py
th

ia
1b

y +
u

yu

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5
180

170

160

150

140

130

120

y +
u

y +
gpts

y +
gptf

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5

180

160

140

120

100

yu

ygpts
ygptf

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5

170

160

150

140

130

120

110

y +
gpts

ygpts

y +
gptf

ygptf

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Number of epochs

180

160

140

120

100

py
th

ia
28

y +
u

yu

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Number of epochs

170

160

150

140

130

120

y +
u

y +
gpts

y +
gptf

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Number of epochs

180

160

140

120

100

yu

ygpts
ygptf

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Number of epochs

180

160

140

120

100

y +
gpts

ygpts

y +
gptf

ygptf

Figure 16: The learning dynamics of DPO on different models. Key trends to observe: 1.) Confidence of y+u
decays slower than that of y−u ; 2.) Confidence of y+u decays slower than those of y+gpts and y+gptf, because the
pull-up pressure is directly imposed on y+u ; 3.) Confidence of y−u decays faster than those of y−gpts and y−gptf,
because the push-down pressure is directly imposed on y−u ; 4.) Confidence of the rephrases of rejected responses
decays faster than the rephrases of chosen responses. (Antropic-HH, DPO)
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Figure 17: The learning dynamics of DPO on different models. (UltraFeedback, DPO)
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C The Squeezing Effect Introduced by Big Negative Gradient
In DPO, the model gradually learns how to separate the chosen and rejected responses by imposing one positive
and one negative adaptation vector on y+u and y−u respectively, as illustrated in the second panel in Figure 4.
These two opposite pressures ensure the margin reward πθ(y+u ) − πθ(y−u ) keep increasing, which makes the
model align with human preferences better. However, if we go deeper and observe πθ(y+u ) and πθ(y−u ) separately,
a very interesting phenomenon occurs. See the first column of Figure 16, we find although DPO also contains
a strong positive adaptation vector, the curve of πθ(y+u ) all goes down after several updates, which is very
different from πθ(y+u ) in the SFT case. Such an observation is also reported in many related works (Pal et al.
2024; Rafailov et al. 2024; Tajwar et al. 2024), but a clear-cut explanation of it is still missing. Furthermore,
although the relative behaviors of various rephrases matches our analysis of learning dynamics well, merely the
two pressures on y+u and y−u cannot explain why all these observed πθ(y) keeps decreasing during training. So,
it is natural to ask:

Where has the probability mass gone?

C.1 What is the Squeezing Effect and Why it Exist
To answer the above question, we can start from the properties of the basic Softmax function by analyzing a
simple multi-class logistic regression problem. Because no matter how complex the LLM is, its predictions are
made by converting the logits into probabilities using Softmax heads.

Consider a simple V -class logistic regression problem where each high-dimensional input data x is converted
to a length-d feature vector via a deep neural network ϕ. In other words, we have ϕ(x) ∈ Rd×1. The model
uses a linear read-out layer w ∈ Rd×V to convert the feature vector to logits z = w⊤ϕ(x) and then generate the
probability prediction vector p using a Softmax head. We consider a common cross-entropy loss function for
each input pair (x, y). In summary, we have:

LCE(p
t, y) = −e⊤y log pt; pt = Softmax(zt); zt = (wt)⊤ϕ(x), (27)

where t is the index of the step during training and ey is a length-V one-hot vector determined by the ground
truth label y. To simplify our analysis, we assume a fixed ϕ and only update the parameters of the read-out
layer w using stochastic gradient descent:

wt+1 = wt − η∇wL = wt − ηϕ(x)(pt − ey)
⊤, (28)

where η is the learning rate which can be negative if we consider a negative gradient during training. With
Equation (27) and (28), we can write down each dimension of pt and pt+1 after some calculations. To
quantitatively analyze how the model’s confidence in each class changes, we define a ratio αi ≜

pt+1
i

pt
i

and use
the following lemma to describe its behavior:

Lemma 1. The ratio of confidence change for each i can be represented as:

αi ≜
pt+1
i

pti
=

∑V
j=1 e

zt
j∑V

j=1 βje
zt
j

. (29)

Note that the values of βj also depends on whether i equals y, hence for Case 1 (i = y) and Case 2 (i ̸= y), we
have (η′ ≜ η∥ϕ(x)∥22 is the equivalent learning rate):

Case 1: βj =

{
e−η′(1+pt

j−pt
i) if j ̸= y

1 if j = y
; Case 2: βj =

{
e−η′(pt

j−pt
i) if j ̸= y

e−η′(pt
j−pt

i−1) if j = y
(30)

Proof. To derive Equation (29), we need to have the analytical expression of each pt+1
i and pti. As p = Softmax(z),

we need to link zt+1 and zt first. With Equation (27) and (28), zt+1 can be recursively written down as:
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zt+1 = (wt+1)⊤ϕ(x)

=
(
wt − ηϕ(x)(pt − ey)

⊤)⊤ ϕ(x)

= (wt)⊤ϕ(x)− η
(
ϕ(x)(pt − ey)

⊤)⊤ ϕ(x)

= zt − η∥ϕ(x)∥22(pt − ey)

= zt − η′(pt − ey) (31)

where η′ ≜ η∥ϕ(x)∥22 is the equivalent learning rate that depends on the norm of feature representation. Note
that z, p and ey are all length-V vectors and y is an integer ranging from 1 to V . Then we can write down
each zt+1

i as:

zt+1
i =

{
zti − η′pti + η′, if i = y

zti − η′pti, if i ̸= y
(32)

Then, we can combine the definition of Softmax function and write down different pt+1
i case-by-case. For

Case 1 where i = y, we have:

pt+1
i=y =

ez
t+1
i∑V

j=1 e
zt+1
j

=
ez

t
i−η′pt

i+η′∑
j ̸=y e

zt
j−η′pt

j + ez
t
y−η′pt

y+η′ =
ez

t
i∑

j ̸=y e
zt
j−η′(1+pt

j−pt
i) + ez

t
y−0

, (33)

combining the fact that pti =
ez

t
i∑K

j=1 e
zt
j
, we can derive αi and βj as the left part of Equation (30). Similarly,

when i ̸= y, we have:

pt+1
i̸=y =

ez
t+1
i∑V

j=1 e
zt+1
j

=
ez

t
i−η′pt

i∑
j ̸=y e

zt
j−η′pt

j + ez
t
y−η′pt

y+η′ =
ez

t
i∑

j ̸=y e
zt
j−η′(pt

j−pt
i) + ez

t
y−η′(pt

y−pt
i−1)

, (34)

which leads to the right part of Equation (30).

We can now better understand how each pi changes after this update. Specifically, if αi > 1, the corresponding
pi increases, and vice versa. To determine the value of αi, we can treat any βj > 1 as contributing to the
conclusion that αi < 1 while any βj < 1 against it. The value of the corresponding ez

t
j and |βj − 1| controls

how strong the contribution is. With the preparations above, we derive the following observations on how the
confidence evolves when a gradient ascent (i.e., η < 0) is imposed on class y.

Claim 1: The value of py is guaranteed to decrease, i.e., αy < 1. We start from the value of β in
Case 1 as illustrated in Equation (30). It is clear that for any j ̸= y, we have βj > 1, because 1 + ptj − pti > 0.
Combining with βy = 1, it is straightforward to have Claim 1.

Claim 2: The value of pi∗ where i∗ = argmaxi∈[V ]\{y} p
t
i is guaranteed to increase, i.e., αi∗ > 1. We

now use the value of β in Case 2, since i∗ cannot equal y by definition. When j ̸= y, we have ptj − pti∗ ≤ 0
for all possible j, because pti∗ is the largest among all pti̸=y of pt. Hence all βj ̸=y must be smaller than one.
Combining with the fact that βy < 1 (because pty − pti∗ − 1 must be negative), we can prove that αi∗ > 1.

The two claims above demonstrate that the parameter update can be imagined as taking the probability
mass from py and redistributing that to other dimensions. From Claim 2, we know some of the mass is
guaranteed to be “squeezed” into the dimension with the highest pti∗ (if pty is the highest value, then pti∗ is the
second highest in pt). But how other pi changes is still not clear yet. Will the probability mass from py is also
split into other pi (i.e., other pi increases)? Or will pi∗ absorb the mass not only from py but also from other
dimensions (i.e., other pi decreases)? To get a clearer picture, we need to track the adaptations of each pi. To
achieve this, we now must scrutinize the distribution of pt, because it controls the value of ez

t
j for different j.

We chose three typical scenarios where pt is strictly uniform, slightly non-uniform, and extremely peaky, and
leads to the following claims.
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Claim 3A: When pt is a uniform distribution, the probability mass decreased from class y is
uniformly distributed to all other i ̸= y, i.e., all pt+1

i ̸=y increase the same value. With the uniform
pt assumption, Equation (29) can be simplified to αi = V∑V

j=1 βj
. Note that the first two claims hold for

any distribution pt, hence we only check the values of αi ̸=y here to verify the “uniformly distributed mass”
hypothesis. Substituting the values of βj to this new α leads to αi =

V
V−1+eη′ for all i ̸= y. Since η′ < 0 and

eη
′
< 1, we must have αi ̸=y > 1. Combined with the fact that all pti are the same, this claim can be proved.

Claim 3B: When pt is slightly non-uniform, pi with smaller pti tend to decrease, and vice versa.
This claim is a general trend and might not have any guarantees. However, analyzing such a scenario helps us
to understand the influence of pt better. Assume we are observing αi′ where i′ is not y nor i∗. We consider
two subsets of [V ] \ {y}, i.e., B, which contains all j with pti′ ≤ ptj and S that contains all j with pti′ > ptj . Now
consider Case 2 in Equation (30), we have:

βj=y ≪ βj∈S < 1; βj∈B > 1. (35)

Note that we misuse the ≪ notation to highlight the fact that βj=y would be much smaller than βj∈S , because
there is a negative one term in the exponential. With the above expression, we can imagine that if pti′ is
relatively small, the size of B would be large, which means there will be more βj > 1 contributing to the
conclusion that αi′ < 1. If the influence of βj∈B is strong enough to override the influence of other β (especially
βj=y which is way smaller than other β), αi′ would be smaller than one and hence pi′ decreases. On the
contrary, for those i′ with relatively large pti′ , the β < 1 terms becomes dominant and hence lead to αi′ > 1,
i.e., pi′ increases.

In the analysis above, we assume pt is only slightly non-uniform (i.e., not so peaky), which means the values
of different ez

t
j are relatively comparable. However, in practical machine learning systems like LLM’s finetuning,

the distribution pt would be very non-uniform, which means most of the probability mass is obtained by a few
dimensions. That is because the LLM’s vocabulary size is usually very large and the reasonable choice of the
next word is only a small portion of the whole vocabulary. Thus we have the following claim to describe this
practical scenario.

Claim 3C: When pt is very peaky, which means most of the probability mass is obtained by i∗,
then all other pi will decrease. In other words, the probability mass of all other pi is squeezed to
pi∗ . We continue the analysis in Claim 3B but consider a more extreme influence on ez

t
j . For this peaky pt,

we might have an very large ez
t
i∗ that dominates α. In other words, αi ≈ e

zt
i∗

βi∗ ·e
zt
i∗

= 1
βi∗

. Then for any i′ we

want to observe, the αi′ ≈ 1
βi∗

< 1. In other words, the model’s predictions on all dimensions other than the
one with the highest confidence in pt will decrease.

Last, we analyze the influence of py to explain why “imposing a large negative gradient on the valley region”
makes the squeezing effect more serious.

Claim 4: Smaller pty makes those non-max pi easier to decay, i.e., a stronger squeezing effect.
This is also a general trend that is observed in the experiments in Figure 19. Intuitively, since the model is
already confident that y cannot be the correct label (i.e., py is very small), letting the model further decrease
the prediction on py does not make sense. We can also use the analysis above to understand how it happens.
As illustrated in Equation (35), where the value of β is decomposed into three subgroups. Recall the definition
of αi, we know all βj < 1 contribute to the hypothesis that pi increases after this update, where the strength
of this contribution is controlled by ez

t
j . Since a pty small means a small ez

t
j , the influence of βj=y ≪ 1 is

significantly weakened under this scenario. In other words, αi < 1 is more likely to occur for all possible i,
which means the squeezing effect (all pj ̸=y decreases) becomes more serious.

Claim 5: The learning rate with a larger absolute value |η| and a larger feature norm ∥ϕ(x)∥22
will amplify all the trends, maybe more serious than our expectation. Throughout our analysis,
the equivalent learning rate η′ < 0 is a shared scalar in all βj . Hence larger |η′| can amplify all the trends
aforementioned. Furthermore, recall the shape of an exponential function ex, where a small change of x

(especially when x > 1) will make ex changes a lot. Then the terms βj ̸=y = e−η′(1+pt
j−pt

i) in Case 1 and
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βj=y = e−η′(pt
j−pt

i−1) in Case 2 will play a stronger role if we use a larger learning rate |η| or the norm of
features is larger.

C.2 Verify the Squeezing Effect using a Simple Experiment

Figure 18: Illustration of how big positive and negative gradients influence the model’s prediction.

Let us analyze a simple example to get an intuition. We set V = 50, d = 5, |η| = 0.5, and a randomly
generated ϕ(x). In the first row of Figure 19, we consider the model updates its parameters using standard
SGD assuming the label of this x is 21. Specifically, we randomly generate w0 by sampling each parameter
from a standard Gaussian distribution and calculate w1 using Equation (28). The two curves in each panel
demonstrate the model’s predicted distribution before and after this update. As we expected, the positive
vector on the 21st class “pull up” p0(y = 21) and “push down” all other p1(y) at the same time. This trend is
quite consistent under different settings (i.e., different choices of V, d, x, η,w0, etc.), which can be depicted by
the first panel in Figure 18.

We then set η = −0.5 to simulate the negative gradient in DPO and consider three different settings. First,
we assume the model’s prediction on x is relatively flat, as demonstrated in the second row of Figure 19, where
the predicting probability of every class is around 0.02. The negative gradient is imposed on y = 42, a randomly
selected number. We see the negative adaptation vector “push down” p1(y = 42) heavily and re-assign those
decreased probability mass evenly to all other classes, as illustrated in the second panel in Figure 18.

Although the behavior described above follows our intuitions well, a flat p0 is not common in LLM’s
finetuning. Because finetuning usually starts from a pre-trained w, where the model’s prediction would likely
be non-uniform. So in the third row of Figure 19, we consider a more practical w0 that leads to a multi-mode
p0. In this example, the model has relatively high confidence in classes 5 to 11 and low confidence in all other
dimensions. We set the target label as 11 (i.e., the one in the model has the highest confidence) and use
η = −0.5 to “push down” the model’s prediction on this class. As demonstrated by the blue curve, p1(y = 11)
decreases a lot as we expected. However, different from the flat p0 case, where the model evenly assigns the
reduced probability mass to all other y, the model in this example “squeezes” the mass to those confident
predictions, i.e., classes 6, 9, and 10, leaving the confidence of other classes almost unchanged. Such a trend
is consistent when the negative gradient is imposed on the “peaky” region of a non-uniform distribution, as
illustrated in the third panel in Figure 18.

The previous setting simulates the on-policy DPO well, where the rejected examples y−u are sampled from
the high confidence region of the model’s predictions. Then, what will happen if we conduct off-policy DPO
and impose a big negative gradient on those classes that already have very low confidence? See the fourth
row of Figure 19, where we use the same w0 and η as in the previous case. The only difference is that we
change the label of x to 42, where p0(y = 42) is very small (roughly 10−5) before training. The behavior in this
setting is quite interesting: we first observe a big increase on p1(y = 11), which means the model “squeezes”
the probability mass to the most confident one in p0, similar to the previous setting. More interesting, the
predictions on all other y are heavily “pushed down”, even including classes 6, 9, and 10, whose confidence is
relatively high before training. In the last two panels of Figure 19, we set V = 1000 and find this trend is
more obvious (that might be because the absolute value of the efficient learning rate, which depends on ∥ϕ(x)∥,
becomes larger). Since the vocabulary size of a common LLM is usually more than 50k, the squeezing effect in
real systems would be non-negligible even if the learning rate is small. Such a trend is also quite consistent as
long as we impose a big negative gradient on the “valley” region of the model’s prediction, as illustrated in the
last panel in Figure 18. Now we can answer the question of why all observing πθt(y) decreases and where the
probability mass has gone:

For each token, the probability mass is squeezed to the one with the highest confidence.
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Figure 19: Experimental verification of the “squeezing effect” illustrated in Figure 18 using a simple multi-class
logistic regression task.

Note that the tokens with the highest confidence do not necessarily form a preferred response: it just
reinforces the prior knowledge contained in θ0, which could be a drawback for off-policy DPO.

The hypothesis above is not only supported by this simple logistic regression problem but also by many
consistent trends in LLM’s finetuning experiments. First, by comparing the average decaying speed of the
πθt(y) when the model SFT different epochs before DPO (in Figure 15), we notice that longer SFT leads to a
more peaky πθ0(y) and hence leads to a faster decaying speed of all non-argmax responses. That is because the
longer SFT stage will eventually push down πθ0(y−u ) more. Hence in the DPO stage, the big negative gradient
is imposed on a deeper valley region, which makes the squeezing effect stronger. Second, to directly verify
this hypothesis, we track the sum of the log-likelihood of the tokens with the largest confidence and call it
“argmax confidence”, i.e.,

∑
l πθt(argmaxyl∈Yl

yl | x, y1:l−1). As illustrated in the last panel in Figure 5, the
argmax confidence keeps increasing while all other πθt(y) decreases: the missing probability mass is found!
Last, in the dataset-extension method we proposed in Section 6 and Appendix D, we train the model using
both [x, y+u ] and [x, y−u ] during SFT to also “pull up” the y−u region before conducting DPO. Then, we observe
compared with the standard training flow, i.e., SFT using [x; y+u ] first and then DPO, the proposed flow has a
lower “argmax confidence” during DPO. That is because we pulled up πθ0(y−u ) during the modified SFT stage,
the big negative gradient is then imposed on the peaky region rather than the valley region of the model’s
prediction. Such a change in turn weakens the squeezing effect, as illustrated in Figure 21.
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D A Simple Method to Improve Alignment

D.1 Pinpointing the drawback of off-policy DPO
Based on our observations and analysis above, we speculate that “imposing big negative gradients on the
valley region” is one of the bottlenecks of off-policy RL-free methods. Starting from this hypothesis, we believe
introducing on-policy sampling has the potential to mitigate this problem, as demonstrated in SPIN (Z. Chen
et al. 2024) and other online algorithms (Guo, B. Zhang, et al. 2024). However, we also speculate that these
methods improve the model’s performance not only by mitigating the squeezing effect. Hence to figure out to
what extent the squeezing effect can harm the model’s performance, we propose a simple yet effective method
to isolate its influence. As this method can directly mitigate this effect, it can also be considered as an ablation
study of this interesting phenomenon.

Figure 20: Illustration of the proposed method and baseline. “E” is short for the “dataset extension”.

D.2 A simple method inspired by learning dynamics
As illustrated in Figure 20, where the baseline method is a standard SFT-then-DPO pipeline. The proposed
method is very simple. We only need to augment the dataset used in SFT by adding (x, y−u ) pairs for each
sample into it. All other settings are unchanged. The motivation for this method is also quite simple: as SFT
can pull up the region of supervised ŷ and we don’t want the model to impose big negative gradients on a
valley region, we can just pull up those y−u before DPO. Furthermore, as demonstrated in the third panel in
Figure 18 and Equation (19), the negative gradient in DPO would be strong enough to push down πθt(y−u ),
because the gradient will be large if the model cannot separate y+u and y−u well. In other words, under DPO’s
loss, there is no need to worry about the model overfitting those y−u during SFT.

0 2 4 6 8 10
Number of epochs

300

250

200

150

100

50

Lo
g 

pr
ob

ab
ilit

y

Chosen y +
u

baseline
extend

0 2 4 6 8 10
Number of epochs

300

250

200

150

100

50

yu  is the
 peak now

Rejected yu

0 2 4 6 8 10
Number of epochs

500

400

300

200

100

All rephrases

Non-human
 sequence

Other responses

0 2 4 6 8 10
Number of epochs

130

120

110

100

90

80

Drop at the
 start of DPO

Argmax response

Figure 21: Learning dynamics of the baseline and the proposed method with training data extension. Key
trends to observe: 1.) Baseline and the extend method have similar behavior on piy+u during SFT; 2.) The
extend method considerably increase piy−u during SFT; 3.) The squeezing effect of the extend method is weaker
(all other responses decay slower and the confidence on argmax response increases slower). (Antropic-HH)
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Figure 22: Learning dynamics of the baseline and the proposed method with training data extension.
(UltraFeedback)

D.3 Experimental verification
To verify our analysis, we conduct experiments by finetuning a pretrained Qwen1.5-1.8B (J. Bai et al. 2023)
model using Antropic-HH dataset (Y. Bai et al. 2022) (we use a subset containing 5000 random examples from
the training split). The pipelines of different methods are demonstrated in Figure 20. In this experiment, we
call the pretrained model B0 (and E0, which is identical to B0), which is an official checkpoint pretrained
by J. Bai et al. (2023). Model B1 and E1 are the ones after SFT, which are different for these two methods.
Model B2−2/4/6 and E2−2/4/6 are the models finetuned using DPO for 2/4/6 epochs. All the settings (except
the starting model) of the DPO stage are the same for these two methods.

We first observe the learning dynamics of these two methods in Figure 21, where all the trends support our
analysis quite well. See the first two panels that compare πθt(y+u ) and πθt(y−u ) respectively. It is clear that
these two methods have an almost identical curve on πθt(y+u ) in the SFT stage but behave quite differently on
πθt(y−u ): because we directly train the model using (x, y−u ) in the proposed method. Then, after the SFT stage,
we conduct DPO using identical settings for these two methods. From the first three panels, we can observe the
decay speed of all curves of the proposed method is smaller than its counterpart in the baseline. That is the
benefit introduced by “pulling up” the πθ0(y−u ) region before conducting DPO. With this specific design, the big
negative gradients in DPO are imposed on the peaky region (the behavior is like the third panel in Figure 18)
rather than the valley region (see the fourth panel), hence the squeezing effect is successfully restrained. The
results in the last panel of Figure 21 are also a strong verification of the whole picture. During the SFT stage,
the observed “argmax-probability” of the proposed method is higher than the baseline, because we impose twice
“pull up” pressure, i.e., those for (x, y−u ), compared with the baseline. However, at the beginning of DPO, we
observe a clear drop in the orange curve. That is because the negative gradients are exactly imposed on those
y−u (in the second panel of Figure 21, πθ0(y−u ) is already very high). Furthermore, at the end of DPO, we see
the “argmax-probability” of the proposed method is significantly lower than the baseline setting, which implies
that the squeezing effect is restrained in our setting.

In order to figure out whether the model trained using the proposed flow, which successfully restrains the
squeezing effect, indeed does alignment better, we conduct pair-wise comparisons of these models’ responses and
report their win rate as in (Rafailov et al. 2023). Specifically, we first randomly select 1000 test questions from
the test split of Antropic-HH and generate 1000 responses by feeding the prompts to each of these models (we
use the default sampling setting provided in (Rafailov et al. 2023)). Then, with the prompt template provided
in Figure 23, we evaluate the win rate of the responses pairs using GPT3.5-turbo and Claude3-Haiku. Here
we report the average win rate of different comparisons (the degenerated responses are not compared, so the
number of compared examples is slightly smaller than 1000). Note that a win rate greater than 0.5 means the
method that comes first is preferred by the evaluator.

1. Compare models after SFT: E1 v.s. B1, win rate is 0.4729 and 0.4679;

2. Demonstrate benefits of DPO:

a. B2−4 v.s. B1, win rate is 0.6727 and 0.6411;

b. E2−4 v.s. E1, win rate is 0.6898 and 0.7321;

3. Compare the proposed method and baseline after DPO for different epochs:

a. E2−2 v.s. B2−2, win rate is 0.6518 and 0.5151;
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b. E2−4 v.s. B2−4, win rate is 0.6928 and 0.6045;

c. E2−6 v.s. B2−6, win rate is 0.6667 and 0.5432;

4. Compare the best E2−4 with other 2 checkpoints:

a. E2−4 v.s. E2−2, win rate is 0.6853 and 0.5517;

b. E2−4 v.s. E2−6, win rate is 0.6324 and 0.5316;

In the first comparison, we find the model trained using both (x, y+u ) and (x, y−u ) loses more (win rate is
smaller than 0.5), which makes sense because E1 assigns higher probabilities on those less preferred responses.
In the second comparison, the model fine-tuned using DPO indeed aligns with human value better. The win
rate of the proposed method is slightly higher, which might also be explained as E1 leaving more space for
improvement. Hence we then directly compare the models after DPO in these two methods in the third group.
In this group, all models in the proposed method win the baseline counterparts by a large margin, which
demonstrates the effectiveness of our proposed method. Furthermore, we find the evaluation made by Claude
is more reserved compared with GPT (the numbers are smaller). However, the trends among the comparisons
in this group are consistent: E2−4 brings the largest improvement, which is potentially the best model. This
fact is verified in the fourth group comparison, where we evaluate E2−4 against E2−2 and E2−6. The results
demonstrate that both a too-long or too-short finetuning stage using DPO is not the best choice.

Figure 23: Prompt used for evaluating model’s response (from (Rafailov et al. 2023)), an example feedback
from GPT3.5-turbo, and two examples of the “degenerate” effect described in Holtzman et al. 2020. Although
both B2 and E2 inevitably generate such degenerate responses, we find this phenomenon is less common in the
proposed method.

32


	Introduction
	Background and Related Works
	Learning dynamics of deep learning
	Challenges of Analyzing the Learning Dynamics of LLM's Finetuning

	Learning Dynamics under Per-step and Accumulated Perspectives
	Learning Dynamics of LLM Supervised Finetuning
	Response Space and the Probing Dataset
	Experimental verification

	Learning Dynamics of LLM Preference Finetuning
	Learning Dynamics of RL-free Preference Tuning: DPO as an Example
	Comparison of SFT, DPO, and other Variants
	The Squeezing Effect of the Negative Gradient
	Experimental Analysis of DPO's Learning Dynamics

	Inspirations from Learning Dynamics
	Conclusion
	Proof of Propositions and Residual Term for Different Losses
	Proof of prop:1
	Residual Term for Different LLM Finetuning Algorithms
	Instruction finetuning using auto-regression loss (SFT)
	Different preference finetuning algorithms


	More Results of Observing the Learning Dynamics
	Extend the probing dataset by considering the edit distance
	More results on different settings: SFT case
	More results on different settings: off-policy DPO case

	The Squeezing Effect Introduced by Big Negative Gradient
	What is the Squeezing Effect and Why it Exist
	Verify the Squeezing Effect using a Simple Experiment

	A Simple Method to Improve Alignment
	Pinpointing the drawback of off-policy DPO
	A simple method inspired by learning dynamics
	Experimental verification


