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Abstract

Human feedback data is a critical component
in developing language models. However, col-
lecting this feedback is costly and ultimately
not scalable. We propose a scalable method
for extracting feedback that users naturally in-
clude when interacting with chat models, and
leveraging it for model training. We are further
motivated by previous work that showed there
are also qualitative advantages to using natu-
ralistic (rather than auto-generated) feedback,
such as less hallucinations and biases. We man-
ually annotated conversation data to confirm
the presence of naturally occurring feedback
in a standard corpus, finding that as much as
∼30% of the chats include explicit feedback.
We apply our method to over 1M conversations
to obtain hundreds of thousands of feedback
samples. Training with the extracted feedback
shows significant performance improvements
over baseline models, demonstrating the effi-
cacy of our approach in enhancing model align-
ment to human preferences.

1 Introduction

Human feedback is a valuable resource for model
development. The current standard model training
process includes a pretraining phase (Radford et al.,
2019), followed by an alignment phase, where the
model is usually fine-tuned and trained with rein-
forcement learning on human preference data (Bai
et al., 2022), often iteratively (Touvron et al., 2023).
The more data at hand, the better the model (Ka-
plan et al., 2020; Roberts et al., 2023). However,
collecting such data usually requires costly human
labor, limiting its scalability.

Humans nevertheless do not need commentators
to know that their conversation partner is satisfied.
Rather, they infer it from the communication itself.
We suggest employing a similar rationale with lan-
guage models (LMs), and extract natural human
feedback (see Fig. 1). While naturalistic feedback

👩

🤖

How do you plot the numbers on 
lineplot in seaborn?

The seaborn.lineplot() function in 
Seaborn is used to create a line 
plot, which is a type of chart used 
to visualize the relationship 
between two continuous variables
…

👩
Ask for Classification

🤖To plot the actual numbers above
…

👩
Positive Feedback

Yes, but how do I also plot the 
actual numbers above the line?

It works! Great! Now, how do I 
add a title?

Figure 1: Naturally occurring feedback example. The
user asks the model a question, and responds to its
answer with an “Ask For Clarification” feedback and
later with “Positive Feedback”.

can occur in many forms (e.g., the user continues
to the next question once they are satisfied with
the model’s response), in this work we focus on
unambiguous and explicit cues, such as when the
user directly refers to the quality of the model’s
response (e.g., “thank you!”, or “that’s wrong”)
or rephrases and asks the same question again (cf.
§3.1).

With the introduction of general assistant models
like ChatGPT (OpenAI et al., 2024) and OpenAsis-
tant (Köpf et al., 2024), human-model interactions

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

10
94

4v
1 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 1

5 
Ju

l 2
02

4



have become very prominent, not only among ma-
chine learning experts but also among the general
public. Thus, there are huge amounts of data po-
tentially available.

Unlike model as a judge methods (Liu et al.,
2023b; Zheng et al., 2023b), naturally occurring
feedback is anchored in the human response, and
therefore is less prone to “hallucinations” (Lewis
et al., 2021) and biases (Saito et al., 2023), and
easier to explain and verify.

Another advantage of this approach is that this
form of feedback is potentially closer to the feed-
back given by two human interlocutors (Bassiri,
2011; Werts et al., 1995), possibly containing rele-
vant information for better alignment.

We manually annotate and show that naturally
occurring feedback is indeed prevalent in conversa-
tion data (§3.2). Furthermore, we find that naturally
occurring feedback is more common in recently col-
lected data than in older data, possibly due to users
raising their expectations and being able to conduct
a more “human-like” conversation with the model
(§4). This further underscores the importance of
ever-growing data resources, over static datasets.
Models keep improving and therefore the data used
to align them should evolve too.

We introduce a method to automatically ex-
tract the naturally occurring feedback from human-
model interactions (§5). We validate our method,
both quantitatively and qualitatively, finding it man-
ages to correctly extract the feedback to a reason-
able degree. We use our method to obtain over
170k feedback samples from 1M non-annotated
human-model conversations. We release it as a
dataset (§5.3).1

We use the extracted data to train a model to
better align with human preferences. Our model
demonstrated superior performance, outperforming
the pretrained model in up to 78% of the test cases
(§6).

2 Background

To compile a preference dataset, human annotators
are asked to rank/score the generated responses of
large language models (LLMs) at the time of the
interaction (Chiang et al., 2024), or in retrospect
(Bai et al., 2022; Ethayarajh et al., 2022). To save
this costly human effort, sometimes other models

1Code and data: https://github.com/shachardon/
naturally_occurring_feedback, https://huggingface.
co/datasets/shachardon/naturally_occurring_
feedback

are doing the ranking (Cui et al., 2023; Lee et al.,
2023; Zhu et al., 2023) at the expense of intro-
ducing noise and biases (Zheng et al., 2024). For
example, it was shown that LLMs tend to prefer
longer responses regardless of their quality (Saito
et al., 2023).

Another line of work collects data samples on-
line during the interaction, by eliciting free-text
feedback from the user. This feedback is then used
in various ways for training (Shi et al., 2022; Jin
et al., 2023; Scheurer et al., 2022). Hancock et al.
(2019) suggested estimating user satisfaction and
only if it is low, to elicit feedback from the users.

We focus on naturally occurring feedback, i.e.,
spontaneous unsolicited feedback. When two hu-
mans talk, they do not score each other’s responses
nor explicitly ask for feedback (at least not often).
Rather, the interlocutors actively signal their under-
standing and agreement through the use of verbal
and visual responses, such as “hmm”, “yeah” or
facial expressions, head nods, etc. (Vranjes et al.,
2018; Bavelas and Gerwing, 2011).

We show that also in a human-model textual
conversation, such feedback signals exist. Finding
them, ideally automatically, will allow us to extract
freely annotated training examples. Employing
such extraction on an endless stream of new con-
versation data (Don-Yehiya et al., 2023b) has the
potential to grow and improve unboundedly.

3 Naturally Occurring Feedback

We begin by defining a taxonomy for naturally
occurring feedback. We then manually annotate
conversations to account for the statistics of such
feedback types in conversations.

Throughout our discussion when we consider
feedback we refer to (a part of) a human response
that refers to (a part of) the last model’s response.

3.1 Feedback Taxonomy

We define the following categories, split into four
negative feedback categories and one positive:

1. Repeat or Rephrase (rephrase): The user re-
peats or rephrases their last response, explain-
ing again what they wants.

2. Make Aware with Correction (aware + cor-
rect): The user points to the model that it was
wrong, and provides information regarding
the error/how to fix it. E.g., No, I wanted...

https://github.com/shachardon/naturally_occurring_feedback
https://github.com/shachardon/naturally_occurring_feedback
https://huggingface.co/datasets/shachardon/naturally_occurring_feedback
https://huggingface.co/datasets/shachardon/naturally_occurring_feedback
https://huggingface.co/datasets/shachardon/naturally_occurring_feedback


3. Make Aware Without Correction (aware -
correct): The user points to the model that it
was wrong, without providing any additional
information. E.g., That’s incorrect

4. Ask for Clarification (clarify): The user asks
for additional resolution that was expected
to be in the the previous response, but was
missing. E.g., Was it like that?

5. Positive Feedback (positive): The user con-
firms that the model did a good job, possibly
thanking it. E.g., Thank you!

We now turn to motivating this set of categories.
The two main design features are simplicity and
text-anchoredness, i.e., the feedback should be di-
rectly and explicitly derived from the text, without
requiring complex subjective interpretation.

Following this line, the feedback type that ap-
pears the most explicitly in the text is probably
“Positive Feedback”. Although we found it to be
less common (see §5.3), positive feedback can usu-
ally be recognized at the vocabulary level. The user
thanks the model for its response (e.g., ty), says
it did a good job (e.g., great!) or that it was right
(e.g., that’s correct).

The negative feedback cases, on the other hand,
are much more diverse. There are vocabulary-level
feedback cases (that’s wrong), but also more seman-
tically complex instances ("actually, I was asking
about..."). Thus, using the feedback patterns from
Petrak et al. (2023), we break the negative feedback
cases into finer categories to avoid too general a
definition. Also, more detailed categories provide
additional information that can be used later for
better training/inference.

We found the “Ask for Clarification” category to
be somewhat in the middle in terms of sentiment
and feedback nature between the Positive Feedback
and the rest of the negative categories. The user
asks for more information or confirmation, indi-
cating that the model’s response was in the right
direction, so not entirely wrong, but still provides
some subtle feedback. This category is very com-
mon (see §5), and we expect these cases to be even
more frequent as models improve.

Another distinction we found useful is between
“Make Aware with Correction” and “Make Aware
without Correction”. The first holds clear potential
for training/inference, as the user provides infor-
mation regarding the required fix. The latter is less
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Figure 2: The distribution of feedback categories for
the first 300 conversations in the dataset, as deemed
by manual annotation. The most frequent categories
are “Repeat and Rephrase” and “Ask for Clarification”.
There are only 9 cases of “Positive Feedback”.

useful, but still can be used as a strictly negative
example (in contrast to Ask for Clarification).

’Repeat or Rephrase’ is unique compared to the
other feedback forms as it does not leverage the
model’s ability to process multi-turn interactions.
Instead, the user ignores the previous response and
rephrases again what they want, as if it was the
beginning of the conversation. Assuming that the
following model’s response would be better, the
two one-turn user-model interactions can be used
as a preference pair for training. However, it is
important to note that the context of the full conver-
sation is crucial to recognize this feedback form.

In their taxonomy, Petrak et al. (2023) also have
an “Ignore and Continue” category, where the user
ignores an error. We leave it out as it does not con-
tain feedback, but rather implies that none was left
despite an error. It is only meaningful when accom-
panied by an annotated error in the previous model
response, which we do not have in our setting.

3.2 Manual Annotation

To get an initial impression of the distribution of
categories in this taxonomy, one of the authors man-
ually annotated the first 300 conversations from the
LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset (Zheng et al., 2023a, see
§5.1). After filtering out non-English conversations
and offensive/unsettling conversations, we were
left with 223 conversations. We find 77 conversa-
tions with a total of 101 feedback cases: 37 Repeat
or Rephrase, 18 Make Aware with Correction, 13
Make Aware without Correction, 24 Ask for Clari-
fication and 9 Positive Feedback (see Fig. 2). The



fact that ∼ 30% of conversations include feedback
is an encouraging result. As the percentage is so
high it is likely that simple methods would already
suffice to extract notable amounts of feedback data
or easily filter for specific quality data.

To validate our manual annotation, we ask an
in-house annotator to re-annotate the first 100 con-
versations, of which 68 pass the filtering. We get a
Cohen’s kappa of 0.65 for the binary task of feed-
back recognition. Of the feedback cases that both
annotators agreed upon, they also agreed on the
category in 0.79 of the cases.

4 Up-to-Date Feedback

Comparing the models of two years ago with those
of today seems like comparing apples to oranges,
and even at a shorter time scale, the state-of-the-art
advances rapidly (Beeching et al., 2023). In the
interim, as models get better, users expect more.
Users use the models for new scenarios that were
not possible before (Zhao et al., 2024) and do so
in a more natural way (except in extreme cases
(Don-Yehiya et al., 2023a)). We expect that with
more fluent and diverse conversations comes more
feedback.

We measure that empirically by comparing the
new annotation of current models to annotation
efforts of earlier models. Out of the six datasets
that were annotated by Petrak et al. (2023), only
the Self-Feeding Chatbot dataset (Hancock et al.,
2019) is both human-model and open domain, and
thus comparable. The Self-Feeding dataset was cre-
ated in 2019, and so is the model that was used to
generate it. Only 11 feedback instances were found
within a random sample of 100 conversations. This
is less than half the feedback frequency found in
the newer LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset (omitting the
positive feedback category as it was introduced by
us). We note that there are 48 annotated errors in
the 100 Self-Feeding dataset sample, and hence it
is unlikely that it was a lack of errors that caused
the users to give less feedback.

Our findings suggest that more than ever, natu-
rally occurring feedback can serve as a valuable
resource for feedback data. We believe in the fu-
ture not only would models be better, continuing
the above trend, but natural feedback itself may
become a known resource, one which users expect
the models to use.

Repeat or Rephrase (UR1) - The user repeats or 
rephrases their concern, e.g., Actually, I wanted…

Make Aware with Correction (UR2) - The user makes 
the system aware of the error and provides 
information to address what is missing or wrong in its 
utterance, e.g., No. I wanted you to…

Make Aware without Correction (UR3) - The user 
makes the system aware of the error without 
providing additional information, e.g., You’re wrong.

Ask for Clarification (UR4) - The user asks for 
clarification, e.g., Are you sure? Is it really that…

Positive Feedback (UR5) - The user confirms that the 
assistant did a good job by directly saying so or 
thanking it, e.g., Thank you

There are five different patterns in user responses 
subsequent to errors in assistant utterances:

Given these guidelines, please recognize such user 
responses in the following dialogue. Please use the 
format:
{
"User Response Pattern": [Insert User Response Pattern],
"User Response Text": [Insert User Response Text]
}

If there is no feedback, use the following format:
{
"User Response Pattern": "No Feedback",
"User Response Text": ""
}

Figure 3: Extraction Prompt. We describe the five feed-
back categories and ask the model to recognize spans
of human responses in the chat, that contain such feed-
back. We ask the model to output its response in a JSON
format, containing both the text span and category.

5 Automatically Extracting Feedback

Given that natural feedback is already present in
current datasets and ongoing human-model con-
versations, we propose a method to automatically
extract this feedback.

Based on the five feedback categories (§3.1), we
instruct an LLM to recognize spans – part of the
human responses that contain feedback in a given
conversation and classify them. We then use a
Python script to parse the generated response and
extract all the feedback instances. We discuss the
implementation details next.

5.1 Extraction Implementation Details

Data. We use the LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset
(Zheng et al., 2023a), a collection of real-world
conversations with 25 state-of-the-art LLMs. We
select this dataset for its size and variety of state-of-
the-art models and conversation topics. We filter
out conversations with less than two turns, as there
is no human feedback in a one turn conversation
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Figure 4: Confusion Matrix for the Extracted Feedback.
Out of the 101 manually annotated feedback cases, our
automatic method managed to find 58, and to correctly
classify to categories 38. There is no confusion between
“Positive Feedback” and the rest of the categories.

(one user query followed by one model response).

Model. We use Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct-v0.1
(Jiang et al., 2024) with 4-bit quantization to fit
our GPUs. See App.§A for the full generation
parameters. During development, we also experi-
mented with Yi-34B-Chat (Young et al., 2024) and
GPT-3.5, but found that Mixtral surpasses them.
It is reasonable to assume that the non-quantized
version of the model or other stronger models
would allow more accurate feedback extraction.
Our experiments here are intended as a POC,
where the model and other aspects described below
can be substantially improved if necessary for
practical uses (see §9).

Prompt. After experimenting with a couple of
versions, we found the prompt in Fig 3 to perform
best. One key point is asking the model to provide
its output in JSON format, to make parsing eas-
ier. Using few-shot examples seems to confuse the
model, probably because of the length of the con-
versations and the difficulty to separate different
conversations.

Parsing. If the generated text contains the
prompt, we delete the prompt. We then extract all
JSON objects and confirm they contain the “User
Response Pattern” and “User Response Text” fields.
For each of the JSON objects we verify that the
“User Response Text” is indeed contained in one
of the user responses and that the category is valid
(one of the 5 possibilities). If any of these do not
hold, we discard the example.
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Figure 5: Automatically extracted feedback distribution.
The automatic extraction and manual annotation (Fig. 2)
agree on which feedback types are more common: “Ask
For Clarification” and “Repeat or Rephrase”. “Make
Aware without Correction” and “Positive Feedback” are
the rarest.

5.2 Extraction Evaluation

To evaluate model performance in correctly identi-
fying and classifying the naturally occurring feed-
back, we use the 300 manually annotated conver-
sations from §3.2. We analyze the two abilities
separately; extraction of feedback span and classi-
fying it into the correct category. A feedback span
is considered correct if it is a sub-string of a man-
ually annotated feedback span and is at least half
as long. We report both precision and recall. We
define the span-precision as the percentage of the
correctly identified feedbacks out of the total num-
ber of identified feedbacks. Correspondingly, the
span-recall is the ratio of those correctly identified
feedbacks, but divided by the total number of man-
ually annotated feedbacks. We define the category
precision/recall as the number of feedbacks that
were both identified and classified correctly to the
right category, divided by the total number of iden-
tified/manually annotated feedbacks respectively.

While our manual annotation found 101 feed-
back cases, our automatic method found 134 feed-
back cases, out of which 58 are correct. Employ-
ing bootstrap with 1000 repetitions, this results to
0.43± 0.05 precision and 0.58± 0.06 recall. Tak-
ing the categories into account, we get 0.28± 0.04
precision and 0.38± 0.06 recall. Fig 4 presents the
confusion matrix for the categories. We can see
that “Repeat and Rephrase” and “Make Aware with
Correction” are the most frequent categories for
both manual annotation and the automatic method,
and that the automatic method did not predict the



“Make Aware without Correction” category at all. If
we reduce it to binary categories, i.e., positive/neg-
ative, we can see that there is no confusion between
the positive category and the negative categories.

Examining the false positives, we see that many
of them are debatable. For example, the user started
by telling the model “I am interested to know how
you work”. The model then responded with “I am
an AI language model that uses machine learning
algorithms to understand and generate human-like
text. I am trained on a large dataset of text... If you
have any specific questions about how I work, feel
free to ask!”. The user then asked “Can I make
you on my own computer?” and our extraction
method marked this text as a “Ask for Clarification”
feedback case. We did not annotate this response
as feedback as we considered it to be a new request
and not a clarification of the previous one. How-
ever, we do see why it could be pointing to missing
information in the original question.

Using better models for the extraction or finding
better instruction prompts would probably improve
results. Still, given that it seems that also the false
positives encode a relevant signal, we hypothesize
that this extracted feedback data already would be
beneficial for preference training.

5.3 The Natural Feedback Dataset
Using the manual annotation as a test set, and our
extraction method to acquire more feedback, we
create a large Natural Feedback Dataset. We run
the described extraction method on all 1M con-
versations of the LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset. After
filtering out two turn conversations (see §5.1), we
are left with 334, 319 conversations. We apply our
method and end up with 173, 859 feedback exam-
ples from 115, 312 different conversations. See
Fig. 5 for the category distribution. In terms of pos-
itive/negative examples, we have about 15 times
more negative examples, similar to the ratio we had
in the manual annotation (§3.2). Note that this ratio
is not surprising, as correcting a model is poten-
tially beneficial for the user (helping the model to
help me), while thanking it is less practical.

We examine the statistics of the conversations
that were found to contain feedback. The average
number of turns in a conversation in the LMSYS-
Chat-1M dataset is 2, while the average number of
turns in a conversation that contains feedback is
5.5. This is not surprising as the minimum number
of turns in conversation that contains feedback is 2
as user feedback can appear after at least one model

response, i.e., starting from the second turn only.
The average feedback turn is 3.1, and the average
length of the feedback span is 52.5 tokens.

6 Training on the Extracted Feedback

To demonstrate the usefulness of the extracted data,
we use it to train LLMs and show the improvement.

Our data contains both positive and negative ex-
amples. We start by using the positive examples
only, to finetune the models. We then present some
initial results for preference training, with both pos-
itive and negative examples.

6.1 Training Details
We randomly split the positive examples to 80/20%
for train/val data, remaining with 8448 training ex-
amples. We use three models: EleutherAI/pythia-
1.4b, EleutherAI/pythia-2.8b (Biderman et al.,
2023), and mistralai/Mistral-7B-v0.1 (Jiang et al.,
2023). For more details see App.§A.

6.2 Model Performance Evaluation
To measure the improvement of the models given
the new data, we use the validation split of the Ope-
nAssistant dataset (Köpf et al., 2024). We generate
the last response with both our trained models and
the corresponding pretrained models. See App.§A
for the generation parameters.

Human Evaluation. We perform human eval-
uation of the model outputs to acquire a reliable
evaluation. To do so an in-house human annotator
was asked to rate not consistently ordered pairs of
100 model responses for each of the models, with-
out knowing what model created which response
(the pretrained baseline or the finetuned version).
Our trained models won 69% / 81.5% / 77% over
their corresponding pretrained versions.

Evaluation by Open Models. In addition to man-
ual evaluation, we perform automatic evaluation,
which allows more flexibility in the analysis. To
prioritize replicable science, we also explore the
usability of open models as evaluators in our sce-
nario. The RewardBench leaderboard (Lambert
et al., 2024) evaluates the capabilities of models
in the task of rating model responses, and its top
models outperform some closed models that are fre-
quently used as judges. Based on the leaderboard,
we take openbmb/Eurus-RM-7b (Yuan et al., 2024)
and sfairXC/FsfairX-LLaMA3-RM-v0.1 (leaders
of the leaderboard, when conducting these experi-
ments), and compare the pretrained to the finetuned

https://huggingface.co/sfairXC/FsfairX-LLaMA3-RM-v0.1


models responses. However, we were disappointed
to find that these models do a poor job comparing
the outputs of the smaller models. openbmb/Eurus-
RM-7b reported 31% and 38% wins for the 1.4B
and 2.8B models, and sfairXC/FsfairX-LLaMA3-
RM-v0.1 reported 48% and 60%. We assume this
is due to the distribution of the data they were
trained on, which only represents stronger mod-
els. The results for the 7B model on the other hand
are comparable to those we got in the human (and
GPT-4) evaluation. openbmb/Eurus-RM-7b and
sfairXC/FsfairX-LLaMA3-RM-v0.1 reported 70%
and 72% wins for the trained model respectively.

GPT as a Judge. To complete the picture, we
run a GPT-4 as a judge evaluation (Zheng et al.,
2023b). We use the Reward Bench (Lambert et al.,
2024) implementation to instruct GPT-4 to compare
response pairs. Our trained models won 65% / 74%
/ 78% over their corresponding pretrained versions.

Conducting a binominal test on these results, we
find that all above reported results are significant
with p < 10e−9. We conclude that our automat-
ically extracted training data is indeed beneficial.
Training on about 8k positive examples yields a
significant improvement for all our tested model
sizes, more as the model is larger.

6.3 Random Chats Baseline

As an additional baseline, we replace our extracted
positive examples with a random sample of chat
examples from the LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset of
the same size. These examples are not necessarily
positive, but they are in a chat format and of rela-
tively well-performing models and therefore might
be useful for knowledge distillation nonetheless
(Honovich et al., 2023). We want to test whether
training on our extracted data has any advantage
over this randomly sampled data. We finetune
the 7B model on them, and evaluate their per-
formance. openbmb/Eurus-RM-7b reports 64%
wins, sfairXC/FsfairX-LLaMA3-RM-v0.1 reports
68% wins, and GPT-4 reports 75% wins, all out-
performed by our main results. This strengthens
our previous conclusion that our extracted data is
beneficial.

6.4 KTO Training

So far, we have shown promising results for fine-
tuning. While finetuning is a performant way to use
feedback, it only trains on positive examples (see

§6.1). To test the benefits of the negative examples
we try other training methods.

The positive and negative examples are not ar-
ranged in pairs that use the same prompt and hence
are not suitable for DPO training (Rafailov et al.,
2024). Instead, we use KTO (Ethayarajh et al.,
2024), which is capable of handling non-paired
preference data. As mentioned in §5.3, there are
many more negative examples than positive ones.
To balance this, we use only the "Make Aware with
Correction" and "Make Aware without Correction"
categories, and on top of that we down-sample. We
chose these categories as we assume their ’negative’
signal is the strongest. For the hyperparameters,
see App.§A.

We run this experiment with the 7b model only,
as KTO is not beneficial for smaller models (Etha-
yarajh et al., 2024). We start from the previously
finetuned model and then train it with KTO.

We evaluate the model. openbmb/Eurus-RM-7b
reports 74% wins, sfairXC/FsfairX-LLaMA3-RM-
v0.1 reports 75% wins, and GPT-4 reports 79%
wins. These scores are all overwhelmingly better
than the pretrained, and somewhat better than those
we had for the finetuned model (about 1-3 points
improvement). We conclude that our negative data
(or at least some of the categories) is indeed useful
for training.

7 Ablation Experiments

We analyze different aspects of our extraction
method, including our choice of feedback taxon-
omy.

7.1 Taxonomy Effect on the Extraction
Here we examine the effect of the feedback taxon-
omy on the success of the model in accurately ex-
tracting the feedback spans from the conversations,
finding that our model benefits from our taxonomy
design decisions.

We examine several taxonomy alternatives. We
evaluate each by calculating the precision and recall
relative to the 300 manually annotated conversa-
tions from §3.2.

7.1.1 No Categories
Our taxonomy introduces 5 different feedback cat-
egories (see §3.1). Here we examine whether there
is even a need for any taxonomy at all.

We change our prompt such that it will not con-
tain any category definition. We instruct the model
to recognize spans of text that are informitive as to



the satisfaction of the user, and rate them on a scale
of 1-5. See App. §C for the prompt.

Running the model in this setting, the model
found 693(!) text spans, while not even one of
them matches the manually annotated feedback ex-
amples. Manually looking at a few of them, it
seems that the model fails miserably at identifying
relevant text spans. For example, it often suggests
seeing the original user’s requests as an indication
of user satisfaction (e.g., “Show me how to imple-
ment a toy version of a relational database. Begin
by writing a toy query planner that convert SQL...”),
which is of course not a valid user feedback as it
precedes the model response.

We conclude that an overly general extraction
prompt is harder for the model to handle, and that
a detailed taxonomy is helpful for the automatic
extraction process.

7.1.2 Limited Categorization
We examine the effect of using fewer feedback
categories on the extraction process. This followed
the hypothesis that focusing on a smaller set of
categories would allow for better precision.

We limit ourselves to the “Repeat and Rephrase”
and “Positive Feedback” categories, as we recog-
nize that they are both relatively easier for the
model to distinguish from the other categories (see
4). We instruct the model to extract these two types
for feedback only. See App. §C for the prompt.

For the “Positive Feedback” category, the model
manages to achieve 0.5 precision for both span and
category precision, i.e., all positive cases that the
model found were classified correctly.

For the “Repeat or Rephrase” category, the
model managed to achieve 0.43 text-span precision
and 0.17 category precision. Given that there are
only two possible categories, there is a relatively
large gap between the span and category precision.
Looking at the extracted examples, we see that the
model tends to invent new categories, for example
“Asking for Assistance” or “Ask for Examples”.

We conclude that focusing on fewer feedback
categories is not necessarily easier for the model.

7.2 Confidence Level

We want to examine the usefulness of asking the
model to generate a “confidence level” value, to
better filter the extracted feedback samples such
that we will get a higher precision score.

To do so, in addition to the “User Response Pat-
tern” and “User Response Text” fields, we instruct

the model to provide a “Confidence Level (1-5)”
field. See App. §C for the prompt.

Looking at the distribution of confidence scores
the model assigned, we find that over 96% of the
feedback cases received a 5 score. The other 4%
are mostly “No Feedback” or hallucinations that
are automatically removed at the parsing stage (see
§5.1). We conclude that this method is ineffective.

8 Related Work

In addition to the LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset which
we used due to its size and inclusion of multiple
models, there are other recent, public conversation
datasets such as WildChat (Zhao et al., 2024), Col-
lective Cognition ChatGPT Conversations,2 and
PRISM (Kirk et al., 2024).

Petrak et al. (2023) investigated the types of er-
rors and user responses in 6 different datasets. Al-
though we adopt and modify their feedback taxon-
omy, we take two steps further. We focus on user
responses and extract them automatically, and we
show the importance of using up-to-date conversa-
tion data (§4), contrary to their conclusion.

We opted for KTO to train a model on our data,
but there are many more options for training on non-
positive examples (Christiano et al., 2017). Ouyang
et al. (2022) and Shi et al. (2022) suggested to cre-
ate possible corrections for negative examples and
train on them. Other methods use pairs of positive
and negative examples and train on them both to
predict their scores (Liu et al., 2023a). Peng et al.
(2024) and Wu et al. (2024) showed the possible
gain of fine-grained feedback.

Another set of related works are ones creating
synthetic data from datasets (Yehudai et al., 2024)
or augmenting user feedback (Sudalairaj et al.,
2024). We note their similarity in better utilizing
human effort for creating data samples for train-
ing. Those, however, differ from our work in the
problem they address. Such efforts rely on boost-
ing existing training signals, whether found in the
human explicit annotations, the model, or both. In
contrast, our approach aims to identify signals in a
scalable fashion. In fact, the output of our method
can be used as their input (Bartolomé et al., 2024).

9 Discussion and Future Work

This paper advocates the use of naturally occurring
feedback and introduces a method to extract it. We

2https://huggingface.co/datasets/
CollectiveCognition/chats-data-2023-10-16?row=11

https://huggingface.co/datasets/CollectiveCognition/chats-data-2023-10-16?row=11
https://huggingface.co/datasets/CollectiveCognition/chats-data-2023-10-16?row=11


find that naturally occurring feedback is common in
human-model chats. We use our method to extract
over 170k feedback samples and train models on
them, demonstrating their usefulness.

Our method can be improved with a better model,
prompt, and more sophisticated extraction algo-
rithm. Nonetheless, we hope our results encourage
more work on naturally occurring feedback.

We observed in §4 that newer conversation data
tends to contain more naturally occurring feedback.
Buschmeier and Kopp (2018) showed the impor-
tance of “listener feedback” (subtle verbal signals,
head gestures, and facial expressions) for the ability
to communicate. They showed that this feedback
encourages human interlocutors interacting with a
model to provide more feedback by themself, and
to rate the conversation as more helpful. There-
fore, we expect voice assistant conversation data to
contain even more feedback.

Another interesting line of future work is the
incorporation of feedback into chats in real-time,
with interactive reinforcement learning for exam-
ple, or at least in a manner that would directly affect
future user conversations, making giving feedback
more beneficial for the user.

Limitations

Although the original LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset
contains some non-English conversations, we filter
those out during evaluation, as our annotators are
not familiar with these languages.

As mentioned a couple of times along the pa-
per, our automatic extraction method can be im-
proved further to achieve better precision and re-
call. We believe that the fact that even the current
relatively low precision data managed to achieve
good training results underscores the importance
and potential of naturally occurring feedback. With
the abundance of data, future work might seek bet-
ter precision or keep high recall depending on their
goals. One could train on a lot of low quality data,
focus on specific subsets of interest (e.g., a domain)
or focus on quality annotation throwing a lot and
still no ending up wanting, each requiring different
precision-recall tradeoffs.

We used GPT as a judge and other models for
evaluating the trained model. This approach is
both costly and known to have biases (e.g., Dubois
et al., 2024; Panickssery et al., 2024). Therefore,
we use it only to complement the human evaluation
and the open-models evaluation. We would like to

emphasize that our extraction method itself does
not use GPT or any proprietary models.

Ethics Statement

This work has been approved by the IRB of our
institution. We abide by the terms and conditions
of the LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset (see the license
here 3. As mentioned by the LMSYS-Chat-1M
dataset authors, the LMSYS-Chat-1M dataset con-
tains unsafe conversations that may be perceived
as offensive or unsettling. The provided OpenAI
moderation API tag can be used to filter it. We
informed our annotators of this and instructed them
to skip these conversations.
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A Models and Parameters

All the models we used were released with a
apache-2.0 license, except to llama3 which is re-
leased with the llama3 license and OpenAI models
with their own terms of use.

To run our extraction process, we run the model
with 0.2 temperature, 256 maximum new tokens,
top-p 0.95, and 1.0 repetition penalty. Overall, the
model processed approximately one conversation
per 10 seconds on an NVIDIA 40A GPU.

We use a learning rate of 5e− 7 and RMSprop
optimizer. We use NVIDIA RTX 6000 for the 1.4B
model, NVIDIA A40 for the 2.8B and 2 A40 for
the 7B models. To fit our GPUs we restrict the
maximum input length to 1024, and accumulate
gradients to achieve a batch size of 32. We run
training for up to 20 epochs, and select the best
model according to its performance on the valida-
tion set.

For the KTO training, we use the same hyperpa-
rameters as in the finetuning experiment, and take
the ones specific to KTO from an existing KTO
implementation 4.

Training each model took up to five days, de-
pending on its size and the GPU used.

To evaluate the models, we use the same genera-
tion parameters as above: 0.2 temperature, 256 max
new tokens, 0.95 top p, and 1.0 repetition penalty.

We used NVIDIA RTX 6000 for both generating
the outputs and for running the open rewards mod-
els. Generating the outputs took up to two days for
the 7B models and much less for the smaller ones.
Running the rewards models took up to 15 minutes
for each. Using GPT-4 as a judge cost us 70$.

B Annotators Instructions

Here we describe the annotators guidelines.

B.1 Manually Feedback Annotation

For the feedback annotation task, the annotator was
given the following guidelines:

4https://github.com/ContextualAI/HALOs

There are five different patterns in user responses
subsequent to errors in assistant utterances: Repeat
or Rephrase (UR1) - The user repeats or rephrases
their concern, explaining again what they want.
Make Aware with Correction (UR2) - The user
points to the model that it was wrong, and pro-
vides information regarding the error/how to fix it.
"No, I wanted..." Make Aware without Correction
(UR3) - The user points to the model that it was
wrong, without providing any additional informa-
tion. "That’s incorrect" Ask for Clarification (UR4)
- The user asks for additional resolution that was
expected to be in the the previous response, but
was missing. "Was it like that?”, “Can you provide
a code solution for this?” Positive Feedback (UR5)
- The user confirms that the model did a good job,
possibly thanking it. "Thank you!", “Great!” Given
these guidelines, please recognize such user re-
sponses in the following dialogue. Note that there
might be conversations that contain unsafe, offen-
sive or unsettling content. If you encounter such
conversation, please skip it. To speed up the an-
notation, you can start by going through the user’s
responses only, and then if there is a feedback can-
didate, look at the entire conversation context.

B.2 Human Evaluation Annotation
For the human evaluation annotation task we used
the following guidelines:

Each example includes a prompt, and two possi-
ble assistant responses: response_a and response_b.
Your task is to choose the better response (‘A’ or
‘B’). If the responses seems about the same, or you
are unsure about which one to pick, pick ‘TIE’.

Note that some of the prompts already contain
some assistant responses, as they are the beginning
of a multi-trun conversation. In that case, your task
is to choose the better next assistant response.

Example:
prompt:
# user: Describe the impact of climate change

on coastal cities.
# assistant: response_a:
# user: Describe the impact of climate change

on coastal cities.
# assistant: Climate change leads to rising sea

levels, which can cause flooding in coastal cities.
It also increases the frequency of extreme weather
events, damaging infrastructure and displacing res-
idents. Efforts to mitigate these impacts include
building sea walls and developing better drainage
systems. response_b:

https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.05685
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Given a conversation between a user and an assistant 
model, please recognize spans of text that can inform 
about the satisfaction of the user.
These can be explicit/implicit expressions of satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction in the user responses.

Given these guidelines, please recognize such user 
responses in the following dialogue. Please use the 
format: 

{ 
"User Response Text": [Insert User Response Text] 
"User Response Satisfaction (1-5)": [Insert Satisfaction 
Level] 
} 

If there is no feedback, use the following format: 
{ 
"User Response Text": "" 
"User Response Satisfaction (1-5)": -1, 
}

Figure 6: Extraction Prompt for the No Categories set-
ting.

# user: Describe the impact of climate change
on coastal cities.

# assistant: Climate change affects coastal cities
by causing sea levels to rise and increasing the
frequency of severe storms. These changes re-
sult in frequent flooding, infrastructure damage,
and forced relocation of communities. Strategies
to combat these effects include constructing barri-
ers like sea walls, enhancing urban drainage, and
implementing comprehensive coastal management
plans.

Answer: ‘B’

C Alternative Extraction Prompts

For the “No Category” setting, we use the prompt
in Fig. 6.

For the “Limiting Categories” setting, we use
the prompt in Fig. 7.

For the Confidence Level setting, we use the
prompt in Fig. 8.

D Ai Assistants In Research Or Writing

We used copilot for writing code scripts, and also
used Chat-GPT a little for sentence rephrasing.

Repeat or Rephrase (UR1) - The user repeats or 
rephrases their concern, e.g., Actually, I wanted…

Positive Feedback (UR5) - The user confirms that the 
assistant did a good job by directly saying so or 
thanking it, e.g., Thank you

There are two different patterns in user responses 
subsequent to errors in assistant utterances:

Given these guidelines, please recognize such user 
responses in the following dialogue. Please use the 
format:
{
"User Response Pattern": [Insert User Response Pattern],
"User Response Text": [Insert User Response Text]
}

If there is no feedback, use the following format:
{
"User Response Pattern": "No Feedback",
"User Response Text": ""
}

Figure 7: Extraction Prompt for the Limiting Categories
setting.

Repeat or Rephrase (UR1) - The user repeats or 
rephrases their concern, e.g., Actually, I wanted…

Make Aware with Correction (UR2) - The user makes 
the system aware of the error and provides 
information to address what is missing or wrong in its 
utterance, e.g., No. I wanted you to…

Make Aware without Correction (UR3) - The user 
makes the system aware of the error without 
providing additional information, e.g., You’re wrong.

Ask for Clarification (UR4) - The user asks for 
clarification, e.g., Are you sure? Is it really that…

Positive Feedback (UR5) - The user confirms that the 
assistant did a good job by directly saying so or 
thanking it, e.g., Thank you

There are five different patterns in user responses 
subsequent to errors in assistant utterances:

Given these guidelines, please recognize such user 
responses in the following dialogue. Please use the 
format:
{
"User Response Pattern": [Insert User Response Pattern],
"User Response Text": [Insert User Response Text],
"Confidence Level (1-5)": [Insert Confidence Level]
}

If there is no feedback, use the following format:
{
"User Response Pattern": "No Feedback",
"User Response Text": "”,
"Confidence Level (1-5)": [Insert Confidence Level]
}

Figure 8: Extraction Prompt for the Confidence Level
setting.


	Introduction
	Background
	Naturally Occurring Feedback
	Feedback Taxonomy
	Manual Annotation

	Up-to-Date Feedback
	Automatically Extracting Feedback
	Extraction Implementation Details
	Extraction Evaluation
	The Natural Feedback Dataset

	Training on the Extracted Feedback
	Training Details
	Model Performance Evaluation
	Random Chats Baseline
	KTO Training

	Ablation Experiments
	Taxonomy Effect on the Extraction
	No Categories
	Limited Categorization

	Confidence Level

	Related Work
	Discussion and Future Work
	Models and Parameters
	Annotators Instructions
	Manually Feedback Annotation
	Human Evaluation Annotation

	Alternative Extraction Prompts
	Ai Assistants In Research Or Writing

