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Abstract

Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) improves the alignment of large language
models (LLMs) with human values by training directly on human preference
datasets, eliminating the need for reward models. However, due to the presence of
cross-domain human preferences, direct continual training can lead to catastrophic
forgetting, limiting DPO’s performance and efficiency. Inspired by intraspecific
competition driving species evolution, we propose a Online Fast-Slow chasing
DPO (OFS-DPO) for preference alignment, simulating competition through fast
and slow chasing among models to facilitate rapid adaptation. Specifically, we
first derive the regret upper bound for online learning, validating our motivation
with a min-max optimization pattern. Based on this, we introduce two identical
modules using Low-rank Adaptive (LoRA) with different optimization speeds
to simulate intraspecific competition, and propose a new regularization term to
guide their learning. To further mitigate catastrophic forgetting in cross-domain
scenarios, we extend the OFS-DPO with LoRA modules combination strategy,
resulting in the Cross domain Online Fast-Slow chasing DPO (COFS-DPO). This
method leverages linear combinations of fast modules parameters from different
task domains, fully utilizing historical information to achive continual value align-
ment. Experimental results show that OFS-DPO outperforms DPO in in-domain
alignment, while COFS-DPO excels in cross-domain continual learning scenarios.

1 Introduction

To better align Large Language Models (LLMs) with human values and prevent harmful responses,
Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) is commonly used in fine-tuning LLMs
[, 2} 3]. However, the complexity progess and the dependence on reward models in RLHF limit
its practicality and efficiency [3]. To address these issues, Direct Preference Optimization (DPO)
[4]] has emerged as an efficient alternative. The DPO employs supervised training directly based on
preference data, eliminating the need for complex frameworks or specific reward models [5], thereby
simplifying model optimization for preference alignment and improving training efficiency.

However, DPO is designed for supervised training on local offline data and does not adapt well to
online preference data streams [3)]. Additionally, DPO cannot leverage historical information, leading
to catastrophic forgetting of the original task domain during cross-domain preference alignment
and resulting in overall performance degradation [6, [7]. The cycle of forgetting and relearning
significantly increases resource consumption, including computational costs and the need for re-
collecting annotated data, making DPO disadvantageous in resource-constrained scenarios.
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Current online learning methods for human preference alignment either involve constructing reward
models, which increases resource consumption (e.g., CPPO [8]), or rely on feedback generated by
LLMs, which lacks a flexible modular design to ensure efficient learning and memory retention
[S}9]. In this paper, inspired by the intraspecific competition theory [10L[11], we design competitive
components with consistent optimization objectives and integrate them into the online learning to
enhance the model’s ability to adapt to continual changes. Our method retains the resource-efficient
characteristics of DPO while improving its capability to handle continuously incoming streams of
preference data.

To incorporate the concept of intraspecific competition into online preference alignment learning, we
first derive the regret bounds for online learning methods [[12} [13]]. We discover that these bounds
include a min-max term similar to the objective function in Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)
[14]. The key difference is that, in our case, the min and max terms share the same optimization
objective, closely reflecting the intraspecific competition observed in nature [[10, [11]], thus validating
our motivation.

Furthermore, to maintain consistency with the original DPO method’s adherence to human values and
to prevent the policy model significantly deviating from the reference model, we retain the objective
function of the original DPO. Building on this foundation, we instantiate fast and slow modules using
LoRA [15] and introduce a regularization term to measure the preference probability gap between
the fast and slow modules, guiding the learning of these modules. Consequently, we propose the
Online Fast-Slow Chasing DPO (OFS-DPO) for in-domain tasks. We theoretically demonstrate that
OFS-DPO achieves a lower empirical regret bound, supported by more stable gradient optimization
and faster convergence.

To extend OFS-DPO to cross-domain preference alignment environments, we propose the Cross-
domain Oline Fast-Slow Chasing DPO (COFS-DPO). Specifically, using OFS-DPO, we derive
the optimal fast modules for two task domains and maintain domain-specific memories. Drawing
inspiration from the human brain’s capacity [16} [17, [18] for continual learning via the interplay
of modular memories, our method encapsulates this mechanism through combination of LoRAs.
Additionally, inspired by the conclusion of the equivalence between data shift and model parameter
shift [19], we theoretically derive a lower regret bound to demonstrate the effectiveness of COFS-
DPO. In experimental evaluations, our proposed OFS-DPO outperforms DPO and other competitive
methods in in-domain scenarios, including controlled sentiment generation, summarization, and
single-turn dialogue tasks. In cross-domain scenarios, we demonstrate that our proposed COFS-
DPO significantly surpasses competitive baselines in the summarization task. In summary, our
contributions are as follows:

* We propose OFS-DPO, a simple and effective method based on fast-slow LoRA modules
from the novel perspective of intraspecific competition. This method introduces a regular-
ization term to measure and guide the preference probability gap between the modules.

* To extend OFS-DPO to cross-domain scenarios, we propose COFS-DPO, which jointly
optimizes the linear combination of the optimal fast modules from different tasks. This
method achieves performance comparable to theoretically optimal model parameters across
the entire task domain while maintaining strong memory retention in individual domains.

* We validate our proposed OFS-DPO and COFS-DPO through a theoretical analysis of the
regret bounds, demonstrating their improved gradient stability and faster convergence speed.

2 Related Works

Direct Preference Optimization. The DPO aims to replace human feedback-based reinforcement
learning and has found widespread application in various downstream tasks due to its resource-
efficient advantages. For instance, in the multimodal domain, DPO has been beneficial for tasks such
as text-to-image generation using diffusion models [20], text-to-action generation [21]], text-to-audio
conversion [22]], video instruction following [23], and translation tasks leveraging LLMs[24]]. How-
ever, DPO still has limitations that constrain its practical utility. Consequently, various improvement
strategies rooted in DPO have emerged. For example, the MODPO [25] is proposed to address the
requirements of multiple alignment objectives by balancing their weights. Additionally, the DPOP
model [26] introduces an enhanced DPO objective function to mitigate accuracy degradation in
preference datasets with smaller edit distances, thereby improving DPO’s performance on specific



tasks. Inspired by these advancements, we develop the online versions of the DPO, OFS-DPO,
and COFS-DPO methods. Continual Learning. In continual learning within in-domain tasks, the
need for swift adaptation to dynamic data streams has been emphasized [27]. In contrast, con-
tinual learning in cross-domain scenarios faces the significant challenge of preserving previously
learned task features while accommodating new ones to prevent catastrophic forgetting [28]]. Current
strategies to address these challenges fall into several categories: regularization-based methods,
replay-based techniques, and domain generalization methods [29, 28]. Regularization-based methods
(613051314132} 33]] incorporate regularization terms to balance the integration of new and old knowl-
edge, assessing the significance of various features. Replay-based methods [34, 35| 136]] mitigate
forgetting issues in cross-domain scenarios by leveraging retained past data or experiences, thus
they require resources such as memory. Additionally, ongoing researches on domain generalization
[37,138,139] aim to identify feature representations that extend beyond the training distribution while
maintaining satisfactory performance on current tasks. However, these methods typically struggle
when faced with substantial shifts cross-domain distributions [3839]].

3 Methodology

3.1 Preliminaries

In an standard online setting, we consider the distribution of data corresponding to specific human
preference tasks as D, updated within 7" time steps. In cross-domain scenarios, we differentiate
different tasks as Dy, T} and Dy, Ts. The sequence (1, Z2, Z3, . . ., X ) represents samples within
time 7. Each data point in our task setup consists of three parts: x; = (2, Y, Y1), where z is the
prompt statement for the task, and y,, and y; represent the desired and undesired model preferences
given z, respectively. To ensure a fair comparison, we adhere to the settings established in [8]],
concentrating on two domain configurations. Let H be the hypothesis class defined on distribution D,
with h; € H denoting a hypothesis function belonging to the hypothesis class at the i-th time step.
The model parameter is denoted by 6, with 6; representing the model parameters at the i-th time step.
The objective function of the DPO is denoted by (6, z).

3.2 Motivation and Theoretical Analysis

To better understand the feasibility of the intraspecific competition motivation, we first conduct
a theoretical analysis of the difference between online learning methods and the offline optimal
decision by regret definition [40]. We begin by precisely defining online expected regret to prevent
any conceptual ambiguities.

Definition 3.2.1. (Expected Regret)

T T

R(T) = EwNDT [Z U(hy, xe) — minpey Z I(h,x)].

t=1 t=1

It is worth noting that D actually represents the distribution of task sequences in online learning,
namely D = (Dy,Ds,...,Dr), and © = (21, 22,...,27) ~ D. Similar to the discussion of the
regret upper bound in [41], we provide a similar lemma and derive the regret upper bound.

Lemma 3.2.1. In online learning methods, there exists a regret upper bound that includes a minimax
term:

R(T) <OKIn(|H'|)/T) + ETND% [minh/eH/maxheﬁ(Zl(h;,xt) - Z I(h,20))], (D)

t=1 t=1

where the first term is the regret against the best h' € H' and H' is an infinite hypothesis class to
approximate H, so the second term captures how well H' approximates H.

The detailed proof of lemma [3.2.1]is in Appendix [A.T]Let h € H be the optimal choice in the
theoretical hypothesis space. By introducing another module H" to approximate H, we can derive
the following inequality:
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According to Equation [2] the first term is slightly affected by the learning method. Therefore, we
further constrain the expected regret by minimizing the two min-max terms on the right-hand side
of the inequality. The relationship between the min term and the max term closely aligns
with the competitive dynamics within natural populations, as both aim to achieve a smaller
cumulative loss. To approximate i’ and h” respectively, we introduce two modules for simulation:
a fast module and a slow module. These modules pursue each other to approximate the best
offline optimal decision h [40] ultimately optimizing the min-max term, as illustrated in Figure

3.3 In Domain: Online Fast-Slow Chasing DPO

OFS-DPO Objective Function. Based on the above anal-
ysis, we understand that introducing fast and slow learning
modules to simulate intraspecific competition can enhance the
model’s adaptability to changes, thereby improving its ability
to handle continuously evolving data. However, integrating
these modules renders the original objective function of the
DPO [4] insufficient for training these new components. To
address this issue, we need to design new objective functions.
Essentially, our ultimate goal aligns with that of the DPO: to
ensure the model better conforms to human value preferences
while not deviating excessively from the reference model [4].
Therefore, we retain the DPO objective function as a primary Figure 1: The framework of the
component of our new objective. The DPO objective function FS.DPO. In the upper section, F-
measures the optimization gap between the learning model and  pjodule and S-Module dynamically
the reference model. To adapt it to our new setup, we replace
mp in the DPO objective function with 7y~ and mys for the fast o o ce model remains fixed. The
and slow modules, respectively, and denote these modules as lower section illustrates the frame-
F-module and S-module for convenience. By constructing the o4 of the original DPO.
regularization term that measures the preference probability

gap between the fast and slow modules, we introduce a chase

between the modules to promote efficient optimization. Specifically, we propose the following
objectives:

F-Module |
ToFy

adjust during training, while the ref-

Lppo—new(®) = Lppo(0") + aLppo-rs, (3)
Lppo—new(#°) = Lppo(0°) — aLppo-rs, “4)
In the training phase, we optimize eq. (3) and (4) alternately at different frequencies. Here
70 (Y |2) mo(yi|z)
Lppo(0) = =Ez )~ [loga (Blog — Blog—————— || , %)
ppoll) = ~Biwur Trerale) 8 e (ula)
T wl|T 7r T
EDPO*FS = _E(:c,yw,yl)ND |:10g0— <B10g0F(y|) - BIOgGF(y”))] ) (6)
Tgs (Yo |T) mos (yi|w)

where 7 denotes the preference policy probability function, and o (+) represents the logistic function.
We have Lppo € (a,b) = (0,In2). The coefficient o« € (0,1) is the regularization term coeffi-
cient, and 6% and #° represent the parameters of the F-module and S-module, respectively. The
corresponding gradients become:

gtF = VGFﬁDPO—new(HF); gf = VQSLDPO—TLCUJ(GS)' @)

OFS-DPO. Based on the above analysis, we proceed to formally construct OFS-DPO. Specifically,
incorporating diverse LoRA modules into the reference model, we initialize F-module and S-module
respectively. Using the update gradients mentioned in eq. (7), we update the parameters #" and



6%, respectively. Every k time steps, we swap the roles of the F-module and the S-module if
Lppo (6F) > EDPO(QS ), to ensure that the module with the best performance is designated as the
F-module. Otherwise, we maintain the current setup and proceed to the next update cycle, thereby
achieving the fast-slow chasing effect during training. The method is summarized as Algorithm|I]in
Appendix [B] For the instantiation of the method, we require an appropriate tool to create fast-slow
modules with different optimization speeds, allowing for flexible dynamic switching during training.
LoRA [135]], currently the most commonly used efficient fine-tuning strategy for LLMs, perfectly
meets our requirements and mitigates the cost increase associated with introducing two modules.

Theoretical analysis of OFS-DPO. To further validate the theoretical effectiveness of our proposed
OFS-DPO, we employ regret analysis to demonstrate that our method can achieve a lower empirical
regret bound more rapidly in in-domain tasks. We first present the empirical distribution of the regret.

Definition 3.3.1. (Experience of Regret)

T
Z (07, 2:) — 10, )], ®)

’ﬂ \

where 0% £ argming 1- 2?21 10,2;), v; ~D,i €{1,2,--- , T} and D is the data distribution.

In our method, at regular update intervals, we compare £ppo(0") and Lppo(0°) to ensure that
the better-performing model is designated as the F-module. For convenience, let § and w represent
the parameters of the F-module and S-module, respectively. Consequently, the optimal module
parameters at each time step should satisfy the following condition:

6; = argming (1(0;, ;). L(w;, 1)). ®

Continuing, we can express the empirical regret of the OFS-DPO in the following form:

T
Z 107, ;) — 10", ;). (10)
i=1

Before conducting a detailed quantitative analysis of the empirical regret[I0] we give some bounded-

ness assumptions for the gradient at current step and task-specific module parameters.

Assumption 3.3.1. (Gradient boundedness) Denote g; = Vgl(0;,2;), i = 1,2,--- T, then
llgill2 < G, where G is a positive constant.

Assumption 3.3.2. (Model parameters boundedness) Suppose ||0,, — 0, ||2 < Wy, — Wip||2 <

d,¥n,m € (1,...T"), where d is a positive constant.

Under assumptions and[3.3.2] we can derive the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3.1. Within proposed OFS-DPO, a lower empirical regret bound can be attained, with a
probability 1 — 8, where § = 2(T — 1)6¢ — (T — 1)(2T — 3)(60)?[1 — 50)>T 4, and 6y € (0,1).
1

1 1 Iné
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where 1,0q.=F 5 represents whether to introduce fast and slow modules.

From Theorem we observe that with the introduction of the fast-slow mode, i.e., 1{mnode=Fs} =

1, the right-hand side of Inequality |11| decreases further by (1 — %)Gd. This indicates that our
proposed OFS-DPO achieves a lower bound on empirical regret. More detailed proofs can be found

in Appendix[A.2]

More Stable Gradient. Building upon a superior lower bound on empirical regret, we further
demonstrate through a proposition that incorporating the L p po_ rg regularization term results in
more stable gradient information.

Proposition 3.3.1. As training progresses, Ye > 0 such that VoLppo(0) < € while
Vor LDpo-—new(0F) > €. In other words, the original DPO experiences significantly diminish
gradients as training continues, leading to a lack of update momentum. Introducing the Lppo_rs
regularization term can address this issue.
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Figure 2: The framework of the COFS-DPO. Instantiate the fast-slow modules with LoRAs
separately in different task domains to obtain the optimal LoRA module in each domain. Subsequently,
we seek the optimal linear combination (31, 82) across all task domains.

The above proposition explains, from the perspective of the model update mechanism, why OFS-DPO
can achieve better performance than the original DPO. A key reason is that our method maintains
more sustained gradient update momentum.

3.4 Cross Domain: Online Fast Slow Chasing DPO

COFS-DPO. Furthermore, we extend OFS-DPO to cross-domain scenarios. The main distinction
between the COFS-DPO and the in-domain setting lies in balancing the importance of information
obtained from different task domains. This necessitates preserving and integrating historical data from
various domains in a specific manner to mitigate catastrophic forgetting in cross-domain scenarios.
Inspired by the human brain’s ability [[L6}|17, 18] to achieve continual learning through the interaction
of modular memories, we model this process using the combination of LoRAs. Thus, we achieve the
COFS-DPO method to retain crucial historical information across tasks, as illustrated in Figure E}

Specifically, in the cross domain scenario, we first use the OFS-DPO to obtain the final F-modules for
two task domains, retaining a random subset of domain-specific memories M; and M,. Subsequently,
we compute the optimal combination of F-modules over the joint memory distribution (M7, M) to
achieve the best performance. The detailed procedure is outlined in Algorithm [2]in the Appendix [B]

Theoretical analysis of COFS-DPO. Next, we provide a theoretical analysis to demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed COFS-DPO. To ensure clarity, we first standardize the use of

symbols: let sgk) represent the sample at the ¢-th moment from distribution Dy, where £ = 1,2 and

1 =0,1,2,...,Ty. Let 6; represent the model parameters at moment 7. Specifically, * denotes
the optimal parameters for the overall task distribution, #(*) denotes the optimal parameters for
distribution Dy, and #(®) denotes the optimal parameters for distribution Dy. Consider describing
the relationship between these parameters in an incremental manner: 0* = 6 + Af*, (1) =
Oy + A0V, 92 =9y + AOP).

Building upon these symbol definitions and the previously established lower bound on single-task
regret (Equation[3.3.1)), we can derive Theorem [3.4.1] for dual-task scenarios. This foundation also
enables the extension to cross domain scenarios.

Definition 3.4.1. (Experience regret of cross-domain tasks: Dual-Task Regret)

T
1
AT = 30 ) 30 2)— S50 ) 1 S0
(12)

Given the definition of dual-task regret, we derive a lower regret bound similar to the in-domain case.

Theorem 3.4.1. Under the settings of this paper; the dual-task regret also has a lower empirical
regret bound.

T+ T
R(T, To) > h(s(, o2) = BT, Ty) - 2(1 - 22)e
115 (13)
T1 +T2 Tl +T2
— 6 — 2— 1 - Gd
[ T, +( T, ) {modefFS}} )



where B(Ty, Tp) = £ S0 100, s(V) + 2 57 1(0@ 58, 1(stV,sP) = 1(01,51") +

l(@g,sf)), c = max{ln%/—%,ln%/—%}, where §1,02 € (0,1), Lipmode—rs) represents
whether to introduce fast- slow modules.

Theorem shows that with the introduction of the fast-slow mode, the right side of Inequality
is further reduced by (2 — %)Gd. This indicates that COFS-DPO, like OFS-DPO, also achieves
a lower empirical regret bound.

4 Experiments

Table 1: GPT-4 win rates for three in-domain tasks. We set the rank of LoRA between 16 and
256 to observe its impact on the model fine-tuning results. We report results over 5 trials. More
implementation details are available in the Appendix E}

LoRA rank Method Controlled Sentiment Generation Summarization Single-turn Dialogue

16 SFT 0.307+0.042 0.128+0.036 0.132+0.033
DPO 0.488+0.037 0.194+0.014 0.192+0.012

PPO 0.358+0.056 0.136+0.048 0.147+0.052

OFS-DPO (Ours) 0.568+0.034 0.223+0.033 0.231+0.014

256 SFT 0.313+0.035 0.138+0.036 0.138+0.032
DPO 0.494+0.032 0.211+0.028 0.203+0.024

PPO 0.364+0.039 0.148+0.044 0.155+0.042

OFS-DPO (Ours) 0.571+0.043 0.234+0.021 0.253+0.017

4.1 Experimental settings

The experiments are primarily divided into two parts. The first part aims to validate the effectiveness
of the OFS-DPO in adapting to online data streams of the in-domain tasks. The second part focuses
on evaluating the COFS-DPQO’s capability to retain model memory in cross-domain scenarios.

In-Domain Task Setting. In the online in-domain preference alignment, we maintain consistent
experimental settings with DPO [4]], validating our method’s effectiveness across three tasks: con-
trolled sentiment generation, summarization, and single-turn dialogue. For the controlled sentiment
generation task, we use the IMDB dataset. Initially, we fine-tune the GPT-2 LLM [42] on the IMDB
training dataset to obtain the Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT) [43]] model. Subsequently, using positive
and negative reviews from the dataset as preference data, we further fine-tune the SFT model using
the OFS-DPO to align it with human value preferences. In the summarization task, we use the TL;DR
Summarize dataset [1] with human preferences. We fine-tune the GPT-J [44] on the summarization
dataset as the SFT model and then conduct online value preference alignment using our method. For
single-turn dialogue, we fine-tune the Pythia-2.8B modeﬂ on the Anthropic Helpful and Harmless
dialogue dataseﬁ as the SFT model. Subsequently, we train the SFT model with the OFS-DPO.

In the evaluation process, we introduce PPO and DPO, along with the corresponding SFT models
for each task, as baseline models to compare against our method under identical training settings.
Specifically, alignment with the previous studies[4}, 5, (8| [45], we use GPT-4 as a surrogate human
evaluator to assess the quality of model-generated content and compare it with preferences extracted
from authentic datasets. The resulting win rate serves as a metric to quantify the effectiveness of
model alignment. More detailed experimental configurations are provided in the appendix [C]

Cross-Domain Task Setting. Based on the experimental setup in CPPO []], we design our cross-
domain experiment named "Summary." We utilize two datasets: the Reddit TL;DR dataset for SFT
and the human preference dataset || provided by CarperAl for RLHF. To validate our method’s
continual learning capability, we partition these datasets into two domains based on post types:
"relationships" and "others." We denote the "relationships" domain as Task-1, comprising a single
category, while the "others" domain is denoted as Task-2, consisting of the remaining 28 categories.
To ensure a fair comparison with CPPO, we adopt the same experimental settings. We train a GPT-2

Zhttps://huggingface.co/EleutherAl/pythia-2.8b
3https://huggingface.co/datasets/Anthropic/hh-rlhf
*https://huggingface.co/datasets/Carper Al/openai_summarize_comparisons



Table 2: The main evaluation results of cross-domain tasks are presented. Hyperparameters for
CPPO can be defined in two ways: heuristic or learnable. For our comparison with COFS-DPO, we
use heuristic CPPO (CPPOH). Experiments were conducted using GPT2-s and LLaMA3. The rank
of LoRA was set to 16 and 256. We report results over 5 trials. More implementation details are
available in the Appendix [C}

Task-1 Final
rPMS; (1) Rouge, (1) rPMS; (1) Rouge (1) SFR(}) rPMS,(1) Rouge;(1)

DPO [4 5.750+0.124  0.228+0.009 5.773+0.132  0.230+0.008 -0.023+0.012  4.785+0.121  0.167+0.019
PPO+EWC [6 4.932+0.117  0.203£0.011  4.983+0.108  0.207+0.014 -0.051+0.014  4.505£0.118  0.137+0.014
PPO+LwF [32 4.890+0.122  0.199£0.021  4.953+0.118  0.202+0.010  -0.063+0.004 ~ 4.533+0.114  0.128+0.008

PPO+TFECL [49 4.934+0.148  0.2174#0.018  4.988+0.220 0.217+0.013  -0.054+0.010 4.524+0.113  0.135+0.012

Model LoRA rank Method

16 PC[50 4.811x0.210  0.204+0.031  4.845+0.164  0.216+0.008 -0.034+0.013  4.574+0.120  0.149+0.011
HN-PPO |51 4.945+0.151  0.21840.013  4.992+0.211  0.204£0.011  -0.047+0.012  4.531£0.147  0.136+0.012

NLPO (52 4.931£0.121  0.203£0.022  4.987+0.136  0.208£0.033  -0.056+0.007  4.482+0.124  0.136+0.019

CPPO-H [8 5.059+0.212  0.211x0.012  5.410£0.189 0.213+0.010 -0.351%0.015 4.629+0.127  0.165+0.017

COFS-DPO (Ours)  5.756+0.212  0.230£0.010  6.398+0.224  0.23420.007 -0.642+0.014 5.641x0.151  0.174+0.021

GPT2-s DPO [4 5.754+0.183  0.230+0.010 5.766+0.215 0.230+0.013  -0.012+0.009  4.793+0.131  0.168+0.019
PPO+EWC |6 4.944+0.161  0.208+£0.011  4.997+0.172  0.211£0.015  -0.053+0.007  4.505+0.249  0.137+0.010

PPO+LwF |32 4.907x0.198  0.203£0.015  4.969+0.167  0.210£0.013  -0.062+0.007 ~ 4.562+0.154  0.151+0.007

PPO+TFCL [49 5.068+0.185 0.213x0.012  5.142+0.231  0.204+0.013  -0.074£0.011 4.563+0.214  0.145x0.014

256 PC[50 4.923+0.245  0.207£0.023  4.981+0.178  0.237+0.016 .058+0.011  4.558+0.214  0.119+0.008
HN-PPO |51 5.07240.235 0.214+0.011  5.153+£0.234  0.208+0.019 . 009  4.575£0.212  0.157+0.012

NLPO (52! 5.113+0.261  0.209+0.013  5.201+0.246  0.206+0.020 -0.088+0.011  4.501+0.196  0.146+0.014

CPPO-H [8 5.270+0.284 0.211+0.016 5.618+0.258  0.217+0.021 -0.348+0.014  4.664+0.188  0.134+0.016

COFS-DPO (Ours)  5.816+0.248  0.234:0.012  6.430+0.245  0.2410.013  -0.614+0.023  5.664+0.213  0.178+0.017

DPO |4 5.809+0.215 0.113+0.015  -0.007£0.014  5.473+0.267 0.099+0.016

PPO+EWC |6 5.076+0.221 0.113+0.027  -0.084£0.012  5.050+£0.271  0.102+0.011

PPO+LwWF (32 5.007+0.232 0.110£0.012  -0.102+£0.016  4.601+0.169  0.111+0.014

PPO+TFCL [49 5.082+0.231 0.113+£0.009  -0.089+0.009  4.624+0.123  0.112+0.011

16 PC[50 5.012+0.271 0.112+0.013  -0.092+0.010  4.573+0.239  0.082+0.014
HN-PPO |51 5.098+0.258 0.106+0.019  -0.070+£0.015  4.627+0.211  0.127+0.010

NLPO [52. 5.018+0.219 0.108+0.012  -0.083+0.008  4.594+0.222  0.110+0.016

CPPO-H [8 5.121+0.214 0.101£0.009  -0.328+0.021  5.318+0.264  0.089+0.013

COFS-DPO (Ours)  5.867+0.220 0.159+0.012  -1.418+0.026  7.094+0.301  0.139+0.010

Llama3 DPO [4 5.801£0.271  0.114£0.023  5.805+0.243  0.114+0.012  -0.004+0.007  5.477+0.264  0.099+0.010
PPO+EWC |6 5.121+0.215  0.101+0.016  5.220£0.275  0.105+0.014  -0.099+0.017  5.216+0.248  0.115+0.010

PPO+LWF [32 5.107+0.214  0.098+0.013  5.201+0.237  0.110+0.010 -0.094+0.014  5.203+0.235  0.108+0.011

PPO+TFECL [49 5.172+0.233  0.109+0.012  5.263+0.269  0.116+0.035 -0.091+0.015  5.278+0.249  0.094+0.031

256 PC[50 4.893x0.198  0.101£0.023  4.980+0.251  0.107£0.012 -0.087+0.022  4.995+0.276  0.056+0.005
HN-PPO |51 5.168+0.314  0.111x0.018 5.235+0.341  0.109+0.014  -0.067£0.022  5.280+0.361  0.096+0.021

NLPO [52 5.096+0.277  0.092+0.019 5.167+0.301  0.108+0.024 -0.071+0.014  5.236+0.267 0.038+0.012

CPPO-H [8 5.32240.255 0.102+0.011  5.657+0.248  0.097+0.014  -0.335£0.022  5.351+0.257  0.060+0.007

COFS-DPO (Ours)  5.895+0.269  0.116£0.011  7.508+0.285 0.163+0.014 -1.613+0.022 7.317+0.275 0.143+0.014

Small (GPT2-s) model E] with 124M parameters using Task-1 data from the Reddit TL;DR dataset for
5 epochs as the SFT model. Additionally, we train the LLaMA3 (8B) model [46] for further testing.
We fine-tune the SFT model combined with LoRA on the Task-1 data of the human preference
dataset to obtain 6(1), Then, we fine-tune it on the Task-2 data after initializing the model to obtain
6(2). We retain a small amount of data from different tasks to provide COFS-DPO for the combined
optimization of A#(Y) and AG).

To evaluate model alignment performance, alignment with the previous works [8}47]], we fine-tune
the GPT-J (6.7B) model on the entire human preferences dataset as a reference preference model
(rPM). We use ROUGE [48]] and rPM scores (rPMS) [8] to measure the model’s alignment with
current data and use SFR metric [§] to measure forgetting rate of old data. Table[7)in Appendix [C]
presents the evaluation metrics for each task.

4.2 Evaluation results on in-domain tasks

Table |1| presents the performance of the OFS-DPO compared to traditional DPO, PPO, and SFT
models under an online in-domain task data stream. Using GPT-4 as a human proxy [4}, |5} 18 |45]],
we evaluate the model-generated content against actual preference data. The results indicate that
the OFS-DPO consistently outperforms the DPO and PPO. Specifically, in the controlled emotion
generation task, OFS-DPO achieves approximately an 8% improvement in win rate across different
LoRA ranks. In the single-turn dialogue task, it demonstrates an improvement of approximately 5%
in win rates. This shows the superior alignment effectiveness of the OFS-DPO in various tasks.

4.3 Evaluation results on cross-domain tasks

Table [2] presents the results of continual learning for the summarization task based on human
preference datasets. In this experiment, we used GPT2-s and LLaMA3 as our fundamental models.
After training on Task 1, we evaluated the model’s performance on Task 1 using rPMS and Rouge
metrics. We then continue training on Task 2 and re-evaluate the model’s performance on both Task 1
and Task 2. The ability of the model to overcome catastrophic forgetting was assessed by examining

>https://huggingface.co/openai-community/gpt2



Results on Different LR Times Results of Different k and B Density Plot of Gradient

~
0.20- [\ [ OLES-ModelF
[\ =3 pro

071

i I «-0.52 051 0.53
I
= b ————— =-0.53

0.53 0.52 054 0.52 0.53

Ew 0.53 0.53 054 0.10
—— OLFS-DPO (r=16) -0.53

o
~—— OLFS-DPO (r=256) %:0.53 0.51 0.52 [0.53 NEEH 0.05-
\1- = PPO(r=16) -0.52

PPO (= 256) 2:053 052 052 052 052 y
o 0.00 %

0.56

0.57 [0:55 NS4 IEX R

Win Rate
iPT4 win rate

C

10 15 20
Loss Gradient Norm

0 01 03 es 07 09 el 2

s 3 4 5 2 i 6 8
Loss weight a LR Times Batch Size B

Figure 3: All ablation results are based on IMDB. From left to right: Win rates with different
choices of the regularization coefficient a;; win rates comparing OFS-DPO and PPO under varying
learning rate multipliers between fast-slow modules; the influence of batch size and the contrast
period k between fast-slow modules on win rates; and kernel density estimates of the loss gradients
from the original DPO and the OFS-DPO during the training process.

the changes in rPMS for Task 1 before and after training on Task 2. The results indicate that when
using GPT2-s as the base model, the COFS-DPO achieves an SFR metric of around -0.6, which
significantly surpasses the memory retention performance of all baselines. When using Llama3 as the
base model, the corresponding SFR metric is around -1.5, nearly twice as good as the best-performing
PPO variant. This shows the superior memory retention capabilities of our method.

4.4 Ablation Studies

To validate the impact of the coefficient « in the regularization term of our objective function on
the win rate of models in the controlled sentiment generation task, we designed experiments with «
ranging from 0 to 0.9. The results, illustrated in the left panel of Figure 3} indicate that the model’s
win rate remains stable around 50%, even in the least favorable scenario (o = 0), demonstrating the
stability of our method. The second panel from the left in Figure [3|investigates the effect of varying
the learning rate multiples between fast-slow modules on training effectiveness. Across various LoRA
rank settings, OFS-DPO significantly outperform the baseline PPO, maintaining a lead of at least
10% even in the worst-case scenario. This suggests that our method is robust across different learning
rate configurations. As illustrated in the second panel from the right in Figure 3] increasing the batch
size and the contrastive update period between fast-slow modules leads to a more stable win rate for
our models. This demonstrates the positive impact of these adjustments on model performance. The
rightmost panel in Figure |3| shows that the gradient norms of the OFS-DPO exhibit more sustained
stability compared to those of the original DPO loss. This provides experimental evidence of our
method’s superiority in maintaining gradient stability, further supporting its overall effectiveness.

To investigate the impact of retaining specific Table 3: Results of COFS-DPO with different sam-

domain samples on the memory retention ca- ple sizes.
pability of models in cross-domain tasks, we

designed validation experiments with total sam- Sample Num rPMS; SFR rPMS;
ple sizes of 100, 200, 500, and 1000 for two 100 5.988 -0.242 5.156
tasks, as shown in Table[3] The results indicate 200 6.180 -0.434 5.340
that when the total sample size increases to 500, 500 6.398 -0.652 5.641
the COFS-DPO achieves optimal retention of 1000 6.367  -0.621  5.590
historical preference information. Beyond this 2000 6312 -0.641  5.605

sample size, further increases do not enhance the
method’s performance. This finding suggests that within our proposed framework, it is unnecessary
to retain a large number of specific domain samples to achieve excellent results.

5 Conclusion

In this work, inspired by intraspecific competition theory, we propose a simple and effective OFS-
DPO, which leverages the competition between fast and slow modules under the same objective
to achieve continual preference learning, with theoretical guarantees in terms of regret bounds and
gradient stability. Furthermore, to extend OFS-DPO to cross domain settings, we introduce COFS-
DPO, which achieves preference alignment by replacing the optimal LoRA for a task domain with a
linear combination of LoRAs from different domains, validated both experimentally and theoretically.
Our work demonstrates that proposed methods based on intraspecific competition provide new
insights and solutions for online human preference alignment tasks and have the potential for broad
applicability across multi domains.
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A Mathematical Derivations

A.1 The Proof of Lemma [3.2.1]

Proof. To derive our theorem, we first present a necessary lemma on regret bounds.

Lemma A.1.1. [4]]] Consider an algorithm A that uses Hedge [53|] on a finite hypothesis class H'
instead of ‘H, with the expected regret is defined as

Z errs, (he) — }mn Z errs, ( ] , (14)
e H

where errs(h) = 1yp(s)2y}- The expected regret has the upper bound below:

E[REGRET(A,D)] = ~Eep

E[REGRET(A, D)) < O (\/ (H]) /T) + TESND

1 , . (15
?E%(h%l;il/; {h(st)#h (St)}] (13)

Note that our regret R(T") differs from REGRET(.A, D) in the aforementioned theorem by at most
a constant factor of In2, which represents the maximum value of {(#,z). Therefore, the term

In (|H'])/ T) in eq. (15) still holds. Leveraging Lemmal|A.1.1] we can derive the following

result:
1 T T
R(T) :EINDT [Z l(ht, .’Et) — minhe’;.[ Z l(h, Zl't):l
t=1 t=1
1 T T
*EIND T [Z l(ht, :ct) — minh/GH/ Z l(h/, l’t)]
t=1 t=1
. - T (16)
t3 [ming, ey Z I(hy, o) — mingey Z I(h,x)]
t=1 t=1
1 T T
<O(+/In(H")/T) —HExNDT [minh/eq.ymaxheq.[(Zl hy, ) Zl (h,x))
t=1 t=1
]
A.2 The Proof of Theorem 3.3.1]
Proof. Vanilla DPO:
l(at—kvxt—k) - Z(Qta l‘t) = l(et—k, l’t—k) - l(9t75€t—k) + l(et,xt—k) - l(@t,xt) (17)

< Gtk (Or—r — 0r) +1(0r, o) — 1O, 1),

where k is a positive integer. According to assumptions and[3.3.2] we have |g:— (0:—x — 61)| <
Gd; (07, x;) — 1(0;,x;) > —Gd, on the other hand,
l(at,l‘t_k) — l(@t,xt) = l(et,ﬂft_k) — E[Z(Gt)] —+ E[Z(Gt)] — l(@t, .I‘t), (18)

where [(0;,21),1(0¢,22),...,1(04, :CT) ~ l(@t) 1(0;) is a distribution of objective function condi-

tioned on the parameters 6;. According to the Hoeffding’s inequality, 3 6o € (0, 1) s.t.

P <l(0t7xtk) —E[1(6;)] <1n24/— 1n2(50> > 1 —do, (19)
11160
P (E[Z(Ot)] =10, 2¢) > In2y 2> < do, (20)

likewise, we have



which equals to

P (l(@t,xt) — ]E[l((gt)] S IHQM —ln260> Z 1-— (50. (21)

substituting into the right side of eq. (17), we have

/1
l(et,k,ft,k) — l(9t,xt) S Gd+ 2In2 —HT(SO (22)

holds with probability (1 — &)2. Furthermore, we can obtain:

105, 25) > 1(0r, 21) — (Gd+21n2\/—?). (23)

Denote § = 2(T — 1)dp — (T — 1)(2T — 3)(d0)?[1 — dp]?T—*, we have the following inequality
holds with probability 1 — 4:

T
=1
> —Gd+ (61, 71) — %Zzw*, D—(-— T)(Gd+21 n2y/— 250) (24)

=1

1 Ino
101, 21) — TZ 27—)Gd 21— )2y~ n2°.

After introducing fast and slow modules:
l(as—k’a Is—k) - l(asv xs)
<UOs—p,xs—k) — U(Os, x5—k) + 1(0s, x5—1) — min(l(0s, z5), l(ws, z5))

lasas"'l s,s_lesas_l sys
k0ot 0) U g) — (o) F ) O) M)l

1(93,$5)—l(w5,3§5) |l(95,$5) _l(wsyxs)‘
2 + 2

<Gd+ 105, 5 1) — (05, 25) +

<l(Os,x5—1) — (05, 25) + 2Gd.
Similar to the process in eq. (18) - eq. (23), we have the derivations from eq. (26) - eq. (30):

1(0s,x5—1) — U(0s,x5) = 1(0s,x5—1) — E[l1(05)] + E[1(05)] — 1(0s, xs), (26)
where (05, x1),1(0s, z2),...,1(0s,z7) ~ 1(05), 1(05) is a distribution of objective function condi-
tioned on the parameters 6. According to Hoeffding’s inequality,

P (l(@s,wsk) E[l(6s)] < In2 _lr1250> >1— 4o, 27)
111(50

P | E[l(8;)] — (05, x5) > In2 —— < 4o, (28)
11160

thus P | 1(0s,25) — E[l(05)] < In2 - >1—4p. (29)

Hence, we can draw a similar conclusion.

P |1(0s,25_1) — 1(0s,25) < 21n2,/—l“25°] > (1 —d0)>. (30)

Therefore, in the setting of OFS-DPO, the eq. (25) gives [(0s_k, xs—k) — (05, zs) < 2Gd + 2¢ with
probability (1 — §g)?. Then the follwing equation establishes with probability 1 — §

Ind
R(T) > 1(61,21) —sz 3——)Gd 2(1—f)1 2/ — “20. 31)

Hence the OFS-DPO algorithm has a smaller lower bound of regret than vanilla DPO. O




A.3 The Proof of Proposition |3.3.1
Proof. Consider the objective function of conventional DPO method:

Mo (Ywlt) o mo(ulz) 1,

L 0) = —=E (2 4., .4~ logo(Slo (32)
pro() = By w~olioer(Ploe e, Ty = Alogr .yl
where its gradient is
VoLppo(0) = (33)

- 5E(w,yw,yz)~D[U(TA9(Iv Y1) — 7o, yuw))|[Vologme (yw|x) — Vglogme (yi|)],
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(i)In DPO method, 7y (y;|z) — 0, mo(yw|x) — 1. Therefore, Ve > 0,AN > 0,C > 0, and
N4 O e )

where 7 (z,y) =

Tre x
(yule) o

w|T

log% > C.
Tre f (Yuw|2)
Note that the coefficient of DPO gradient tends towards an exceedingly small value, i.e.,
A A 1

o(fe(x, yi) — Fo(z,yw)) < o(B(—N - C)) = T p(N+0) <e (35)

(ii)in OFS-DPO method, Lppo_ g is incorporated as a regularization term, influencing the
acquired gradients during model iteration.

LDpo—new(0") = Lppo(0F) + aLppo-rs. (36)
Its gradient can be calculated as follows:
Vor Lopo—new(®F)
= —BE(zy51)~D (0 (For (x,y1) — For (¥, yw))[Vorlogmor (yu|z) — Vorlogmgr (yi|z)]
first term (37)
+2a0(frs(x,y1) — Frs(T, yw))[Verlogmer (yw|z) — Vorlogmer (yi|z)],

second term
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The first term of the eq. (37) is equivalent to the form of the original DPO objective function. As
elucidated in the analysis of DPO method, this term gradually diminishes towards zero with the
proceed of training, i.e.,o (79 (x, ;1) — Fo(x, yw)) < €.

In the training stage, F-module and S-module converge to the same objective: mor (y;|x) — 0,
mor (Ywlz) — 1, ms(yilz) — 0, mps(yw|z) — 1. Fore > 0, 361 > 0, s.t., mor (yulx) —
Tos (Yuw|) = mos (yi|x) — mor (yi]x) < b1
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—e€ 7 ), and there are the following results:
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substituting into o (frs(x, y;) — Frs(2, yw)), we have

o(frs(z,y1) = Prs (2, Yuw))
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A.4 The Proof of Theorem 3.4.1]

Proof. Before proceeding with our formal proof, we first present some necessary theorems [[19]:

Theorem A.4.1. Given source and target datasets with probability distribution Ps and Pt , there
exists data perturbation so that the training loss of any neural network (0, -) for target distribution
equals that for source distribution with data perturbation, i.e.,

EmNPT [l (9, x)] = Eém(x)EINPs [l (9, T+ 5z($))] . (40)

Theorem A.4.2. Considering the source dataset with distribution Ps, suppose the source dataset
is perturbed with data perturbation §, and the loss of the neural network is given by 1(0, ). In the
general case, there exists a model weight perturbation A8 such that the training loss on the perturbed
source dataset is the same as the training loss with the model weight perturbation A6 on the source
distribution:

Es, (@) Eanps [0, 7 + 02(7))] = Eonps [1(6 + A0, 2)]. (41)

By the Definition[3.4.1] the empirical regret in cross-domain scenarios can be expressed as follows:

R(Tl,Tg)
- el 1
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+[ﬁ;z(e( Zz Zz 2;z(a,sj )]
:L(9T130T2) - L(H(B)v 9(5)) +L(0(6)3 0(6)) - L(a*a 9*)a
first term second term
where 0(8) = 0y + BAO) + (1 — B)AOP). For the first term of R(T1,T%), L(07,,0r,) —
L(6(8),0(8)), we have:
L(Or,,01,) — L(0"),0%) + L(0W,0®)) — L(6(5),0(5)) - (43)
first term second term

The first term of eq. (43) can be written as :

A £ (9T1,9T2)— LW, 0@)
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Using the result of theorem [3.3.1] there exist 41, d2 € (0,1), s.t

1 1
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here B(T1,T) = & 1100, sV) + L 527 10, s, 1(st, ) = 161, s") +

1(91,552)), c = max{]nQ\/—%, 1n2\/—%}, 1,00 € (0,1) are constants, and 1 (,,0qe—p s}

represents whether to introduce fast and slow models. Meanwhile, the second term of eq. (43) can be
denoted as As:

Ay 2 L(0W,0) — L(0(B), 0(B))

1 I (1) ) 1 (46)
— 1) (y _ a - s@ 2) (2
= 7 200 o) —10@), 51 + 77 3000, o7~ 16,57
For convenience of derivation, we make the following symbol conventions:
56 (8) £ A1 — AB(B) = (1 - B)(AIYN — AGP)), 47)
60 (B) £ AP — AG(B) = B(AIP — AgWD), (48)

According to theorem [A.4.2]and theorem [A.4.1]
E5vl (x)Ez~'Dl(9(ﬁ)7 x+ 6D1 (l‘)) = ]EwNDl(e(B) + 69(1)(ﬂ)a aj) (49)
Perform the first-order Taylor expansion on both sides of the eq. (49), we have

Esp, (o) Banp[l(0(8), ) + Vol (0(8),31)0p, ()] = Eanp [L(0(B), ) + Vol (01 (8), )50 (B)].
(50
Hence, we can obtain

501 (B) = (EanpVol(0D(8), 2)) 'Espy, () Banp Val (0(8), 1)0p, (),

80 (8) = (EonpVol(0P)(8), 2)) ' Esp, (1) Eanp Val (8(8), £2)6D, ().
And A can be represented as:

T1 T2
Ap = Ti > Vol(BM(B), 507000 (8) + Ti > Vel(@2(8),5)00P(8).  (51)
=1 j:l

Combine eq. (45) and eq. (51) and substitute into eq. (43), with the probility (1 — d1)(1 — d3) holds:

A1 + A2 Z ll(Sgl),S?)) — B(Tl,TQ)
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T Ty (52)
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For the second term of R(Ty, T») i.e. L(6(B),0(8))— L(0*,6*), denote * +5(1) £ 9(1) g*+5(2) &
0 (Bg + A" + 51 = 0y + AN Gy + AG* + 63 =y + AO?)), we make the derivations
below:

L(B(8).0(8)) ~ L(",6") = > _1(6(3).5) ~ 18", ")
=1
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j=1
1 & 1 L
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where 6(3) — 0* = 360" 4 (1 — )60, Then combined with eq. (42), we obtain
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For all summation terms over distribution Dy, we can derive the lower bound below:
T T
Y Vol (é<1>(5), s§.1>) 56 (53) + Z Vol (é<1>, ng) (5590) (- 5)5@))
i=1 i
T
:ngz (é<1>(5),s§.”) 500 (3 ngz (a<1 1>) 360 (3)
+ vl s) 660 (8) + 3 Vol (6D, 1) (856D + (1 — B)s6?
> (0.4") S (.7) )
T
— Z Vol (é(l)(ﬁ), Sg})) 59(1)(5) _ Z Vol (é(l)’ 51(1)) 59(l)(ﬁ)
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T
+ Z Vol (00,57 (A0 — A7)
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(55)

> —T1Gd.

The last inequality holds because V@l(é D s )(AG(” — AG*) can be viewed as the inner product of
two vectors. Specifically, Vl(A(1), s! ))(Aﬁ(l) AB*) = mymyy, where my = [|Vol(0D), sV,
my = ||AID — AG* H and ~y represents the cosine of the angle between these two vectors. We

note that Vgl (0™, s ) points to the optimal parameter on distribution D;, while (A9 — A§*)
represents the dlrectlon from the optimal parameter on the dual-task distribution to the opti-
mal parameter on distribution D;. In theory, the angle between these two vectors is less than

90 degrees, i.e., Vgl(é(l),sf-l))(AH(l) — Af#*) > 0. Similarly, there are analogous properties
for all summation terms over distribution D5 that ensure ZJT; Vol (é(z)(ﬂ), 322)) 5602 (B) +



Z]Til Vol (é(z)’ 55-2)) (ﬁ50(2) +(1- 6)(59(2)) > —T5>Gd holds true. Hence,

R(Ty, T») > 11(s, s%) — B(Ty, Ty)
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B Proposed Algorithms

The OFS-DPO algorithm is presented in Algorithm[I} Unlike DPO, we incorporate fast and slow
modules to simulate intraspecific competition, thereby accelerating the evolutionary process. The
COFS-DPO algorithm is depicted in Algorithm [2] For task-1 in the cross-domain setting, the
parameters of the fast module, #f", are trained and subsequently used to initialize both the fast and
slow modules for task-2. Training then proceeds on task-2. Ultimately, the parameters of the fast
modules from both tasks, 1 and 6%, are combined with appropriate weights to form the final model.

Algorithm 1 OFS-DPO Algorithm

Input: SFT model Mg g7, Data stream D, update k
Output: Fast module param 0%
1: Initialize F-module(Mr), S-module(Mg) with Mgrr
2: for 7 in D do
3 gtF = V9F‘CDPO—'rLe’UU(eF)
4: gf = V(JSL:DF’Ofnew (HS)
5. update 67, 6% with gf', g7 respectively
6.
7
8

if 1%k == 0 then
if L’DPO(GS) < ﬁDpo(eF) then
: Interchange M, Mg
9: end if

10:  end if
11: end for

Algorithm 2 COFS-DPO Algorithm

STEP 1:
Task 1 Task 2
Input: Mgpp, Taskl data Dy, update k Input: 9{7 , Task2 data D,, update k
Output: Fast module param of Output: Fast module param 61
I Initialize M, Ms with Mspr 1: Initialize Mp, Mg with 61
2: for iin D; do h 2: for i in Dy do
3: g9 = VQFEDPO—WLew(e ) 3: gtF = VQF»CDP()fnew(eF)
4: S = Vsl _ (95) S S
: 9t 05 ~DPO new g ) 4 g; = Vs LDpPo—new (9 )
5:  update Mg, Mg with g;", g7 respectively 5 update My, Mg with gF', g7 respectively
6: if i%k == 0 then 6: if i%k == 0 then
7: if Lppo(0%) < Lppo(0F) then 7 if Lppo(0°) < Lppo(6T) then
8: Inyerchange Mp, Mg 8 Interchange Mg, Mg
9: end if 9: end if
10:  end if . ) 10:  end if
11: Reserve datain M, with randomness 11! Regserve data in M, with randomness
12: end for 12: end for
STEP 2:

By € (0,1), 83 € (0,1), Using the retained data M;, M5, by COFS-DPO, look for 37, 85 that
have the best performance of generalization on the overall distribution after linear combination of
the model parameter 0(3) = B16F + B30

C Experimental Details

C.1 In-domain experiments

In the in-domain task experiments, we employ distinct models and datasets across three tasks to
assess the method’s continual learning capability. Each experiment is limited to a single epoch, and
all experiments are conducted on a single NVIDIA A800 80G GPU. The hyperparameters used in the
experiments are detailed in Table 4| The evaluation methodology for GPT-4 remains consistent with



DPO throughout the experiments. Each evaluation involves collecting 120 samples from the test set,
with the prompts used during evaluation detailed in Table 5]

Table 4: Hyperparameters of different in-domain tasks.

Hyperparameters Controlled sentiment generation Summarization Single-turn dialogue
model gpt2-large py pythia28
batch size 4 2 2
gradient accumulation steps 1 2 2
seq length 550 550 550
optimizer adamw adamw adamw
slow Ir 5.00E-07 5.00E-07 5.00E-07
betas [0.9, 0.999] [0.9, 0.999] [0.9, 0.999]
eps 1.00E-08 1.00E-08 1.00E-08
weight decay 1.00E-06 1.00E-06 1.00E-06
update k& 10 5 10
loss weight av 0.1 0.7 0.7
Ir times 2 2 2

Table 5: Evaluation prompts for all in-domain tasks.

Task Prompt

Which of the following controlled sentiment generations does a better job of
generating the given text, without deviating from the text? A good generation
is both positive and logical.
prefixes: <test>

Controlled

sentiment

generation A: <chosen>

generation B: <model output>

generation FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two generations, explaining

which you prefer and why. SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to
indicate your choice. Your response should use the format:

Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation>

More positive: <"A" or "B">

Which of the following summaries does a better job of summarizing the most
important points in the given forum post, without including unimportant or ir-
relevant details? A good summary is both precise and concise.

Post: <test>
Summary A: <chosen>

L Summary B: <model output>
Summarization . . . ..
FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two summaries, explaining

which you prefer and why. SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to
indicate your choice. Your response should use the format:

Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation>

Preferred: <"A" or "B">

For the following query to a chatbot, which response is more helpful?
Query: <user query>
Response A: <chosen>

Single-turn Response B: <model output>

dialogue FIRST provide a one-sentence comparison of the two responses and explain
which is more helpful. SECOND, on a new line, state only "A" or "B" to in-
dicate which response is more helpful. Your response should use the format:
Comparison: <one-sentence comparison and explanation>
More helpful: <"A" or "B">




C.2 Cross-domain experiments

In cross-domain experiments, we follow the task setting of CPPO, splitting the dataset into two task
domains to assess the method’s ability to retain old knowledge while learning new knowledge. In
both COFS-DPO and the baseline method, experiments are conducted with two models: GPT2-s and
LLaMA3. Once training is completed in both task domains, COFS-DPO aggregates the two LoRAs
through weighted fusion to construct the final model. Experiments using GPT2-s can be completed
on a single NVIDIA A800 80G GPU, whereas studies with LLaMA3 require two A800 GPUs. The
hyperparameters used in the experiments are shown in Tablg6] The metrics utilized for evaluation
were adapted from the CPPO setup, with rPMs and ROUGE scores calculated based on the degree of
alignment determined by the reference PM, as given in Table 7]

Table 6: The hyperparameters of various methods.

Hyperparameters CPPOH DPO ours
model GPT2-s and Llama3
seq-length 550 550 550
total steps 25600 - -
optimizer adamw adamw adamw
Ir 1.00E-05 5.00E-07 5.00E-07
betas [0.9,0.999] [0.9,0.999] [0.9,0.999]
eps 1.00E-08 1.00E-08 1.00E-08
weight-decay 1.00E-06 1.00E-06 1.00E-06
update k - - 10
loss weight o - - 0.7
Ir times - - 2

Table 7: Metrics for our cross-domain tasks.

Task ID Metric Definition
Task.1 TPM score on task-1(rPMSy) rPM (M, Diest)
Rouge score on task-1(Rouge;) Rouge(My, Diest)
rPM score on task-1(r PM S7) rPM (Mg, Diest)
PM score on task-2(r PM Ss) rPM (Mg, Dist)
Final  Rouge score on task-1(Rouge;) Rouge(M;, Diest)
Rouge score on task-2(Rouges) Rouge(M;y, Dist)

Score Forgetting Ratio (SFR)  rPM (M, Di*s) — r PM (Mg, Di*st)
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