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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated remarkable capabilities on various tasks,
while the further evolvement is limited to the
lack of high-quality training data. In addi-
tion, traditional training approaches rely too
much on expert-labeled data, setting a ceiling
on the performance of LLMs. To address this
issue, we propose a novel paradigm named
LANCE (LANguage models as Continuous self-
Evolving data engineers) that enables LLMs to
train themselves by autonomously generating,
cleaning, reviewing, and annotating data with
preference information. Our approach demon-
strates that LLMs can serve as continuous self-
evolving data engineers, significantly reduc-
ing the time and cost of the post-training data
construction. Through iterative fine-tuning on
Qwen2 series models, we validate the effec-
tiveness of LANCE across various tasks, show-
ing that it can maintain high-quality data gen-
eration and continuously improve model per-
formance. Across multiple benchmark dimen-
sions, LANCE results in an average score en-
hancement of 3.64 for Qwen2-7B and 1.75 for
Qwen2-7B-Instruct. This training paradigm
with autonomous data construction not only
reduces the reliance on human experts or ex-
ternal models but also ensures that the data
aligns with human preferences, paving the way
for the development of future superintelligent
systems that can exceed human capabilities.
Codes are available at: https://github.com/
Control-derek/LANCE.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have exhibited
extraordinary proficiency in tackling diverse tasks,
such as natural language understanding, logical
reasoning, code generation, and mathematical rea-
soning (Dubey et al., 2024; Achiam et al., 2023;
Liu et al., 2024). These advancements are largely
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Figure 1: An illustration of our methodology. Tradi-
tional ML focuses on the setting where humans super-
vise models that are weaker than humans. Our methodol-
ogy explores the scenario where models self-supervise,
which may be a reliable path to superintelligence.

attributed to instruction tuning (Wei et al., 2022a)
and Reinforcement Learning from Human Feed-
back (RLHF) (Stiennon et al., 2020), which have
significantly improved the performance of LLMs
using quality data. High-quality data not only en-
hances the precision and reliability of models but
also ensures that the outputs are more aligned with
human values and preferences (Wang et al., 2023b).

However, with the rapid development of LLMs,
the acquisition of high-quality data becomes in-
creasingly challenging (Penedo et al., 2023). On
one hand, the expansion of LLM training data has
likely exhausted previously available high-quality
sources (Villalobos et al., 2024), creating an on-
going demand for new data to enhance model per-
formance. There is a constant need for new high-
quality data to enhance LLMs’ intelligence. On
the other hand, relying on human experts to get
high-quality data is time-consuming and costly,
limiting efficiencies and making it challenging to
keep up with the rapid demands of LLMs (Vil-
lalobos et al., 2024). Additionally, for future su-
perintelligence that surpasses human capabilities
(Burns et al., 2024), human supervisory signals
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may be of limited help, and the quality of human-
generated data may be one of the bottlenecks in the
emergence of superintelligence (Burns et al., 2024).
Some research (Lee et al., 2024; Dai et al., 2025;
Chen et al., 2024a) suggests leveraging synthetic
data from teacher LLMs to train student LLMs, yet
this approach hinges on supervised signals from ex-
ternal models. Conversely, other studies (Zelikman
et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023a; Gulcehre et al.,
2023) advocate for the use of data constructed by
LLM to iteratively fine-tune the model itself. How-
ever, these methods do not comprehensively ad-
dress the entire data construction lifecycle for the
post-training (Dubey et al., 2024) of LLMs.

To address these challenges, we propose LANCE,
a novel training paradigm empowering LLMs to au-
tonomously generate, clean, review, and annotate
data with preference information for self-training.
This approach exemplifies how language models
can operate as continuous self-evolving data engi-
neers, minimizing human intervention and external
resources. The process begins with the model re-
viewing the seed dataset. For lower-quality data, it
generates new instructions and responses to explore
similar themes or forms to construct instruction
data, compensating for distributional deficiencies
in the seed dataset. For higher-quality data, the
model generates new responses that appear cor-
rect but are expressively flawed and contain mis-
leading information, forming preference data to
enhance model response quality and reduce hallu-
cinations. The model reviews the newly generated
data after calling the data filtering tool for initial
cleaning to ensure high-quality instruction data and
accurate preference pairs, using it for self-training.
This iterative process can be repeated to continu-
ously improve the model’s performance. LANCE au-
tonomously constructs data for model post-training,
eliminating the need for human involvement or ex-
ternal models, markedly reducing time and cost
compared to traditional methods. An illustration of
our methodology is provided in Figure 1. This
self-supervised approach represents a paradigm
shift from traditional human-supervised learning,
where models are constrained by human expertise,
to autonomous self-evolution, potentially paving
the way for superintelligence development.

To evaluate our method, we conduct iterative
fine-tuning on different models and assess their
capabilities in various aspects such as scientific rea-
soning, commonsense reasoning, knowledge under-
standing, complex problem-solving, and mathemat-

ical reasoning. We find that even with iterative pro-
cessing on a small dataset, the average performance
of the model across various tasks continues to rise,
and individual evaluation metrics either remain sta-
ble or show improvement. The experimental results
demonstrate LANCE’s effectiveness in enabling con-
tinuous model improvement through autonomous
data processing. The consistent performance gains
across multiple reasoning tasks suggest the poten-
tial of this self-evolving approach for advancing
model intelligence. Importantly, our approach en-
sures efficient and cost-effective data generation,
markedly reducing the reliance on human interven-
tion or external models. This autonomous capa-
bility represents a crucial step toward developing
systems that can potentially surpass human-level
performance, contributing valuable insights to the
ongoing research in superintelligence.

In summary, our contributions are as follows: (1)
We propose LANCE, a novel training paradigm,
which enables LLMs to autonomously gener-
ate, clean, review, and annotate data for self-
improvement, substantially reducing time and ex-
pense in post-training data preparation. (2) LANCE
autonomously manages the entire post-training data
construction process, enhancing data generation ef-
ficiency and quality while boosting model perfor-
mance across diverse tasks. (3) LANCE enhances
mathematical reasoning, improving both elemen-
tary and advanced tasks as well as multilingual pro-
ficiency, despite relying solely on general-purpose
data for training data generation.

2 Related Work

2.1 Post-Training

After the pre-training, LLMs enter a post-training
stage for instruction-following, alignment with hu-
man preferences, and enhancing specific skills
(e.g., coding and reasoning) (Dubey et al., 2024).
Common methods include Supervised Fine-Tuning
(SFT) (Wei et al., 2022a) and preference learning
(Stiennon et al., 2020; Rafailov et al., 2024). How-
ever, these approaches depend heavily on the avail-
ability and quality of human-annotated data.

2.2 Data Augmentation for LLMs

Data augmentation techniques enhance LLMs train-
ing data. For example, Alpaca (Taori et al., 2023)
uses text-davinci-003 (Ouyang et al., 2022) to gen-
erate data for fine-tuning a 7B LLaMA (Touvron
et al., 2023) model. CoAnnotating (Li et al., 2023)
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Figure 2: Overview of LANCE. The cycle begins at t = 0 with pre-annotated seed dataset Seed0. At each time
step t, model Mt generates new instruction and preference data from Seedt via Post-training data construction
full-cycle. Mt is fine-tuned on instruction data (NLL) to create MS

t , then on preference data (PLR) to produce MD
t .

In the next iteration, MD
t becomes Mt+1, and new samples are merged into Seedt to form Seedt+1.

employs human-LLM collaboration for efficient
annotation. ReST-MCTS* (Zhang et al., 2024)
integrates process reward with MCTS* to collect
higher-quality reasoning traces. However, this ap-
proach is limited to tasks requiring ground-truth
data. These methods often rely on external mod-
els, human intervention, or specific task constraints,
increasing costs and limiting scalability.

2.3 Self-Evolving LLMs

Self-instruct (Wang et al., 2023a) harnesses the
LLM itself to construct instruction data, iteratively
enhancing the model’s instruction-following capa-
bility through SFT. Instruction backtranslation (Li
et al., 2024) augments unlabeled data with an in-
struction prediction model but requires substantial
input. Self-rewarding (Yuan et al., 2024) employs
the LLM itself as a reward model, iteratively train-
ing with DPO (Rafailov et al., 2024), improving
both the policy and reward models. SPIN (Chen
et al., 2024b) aligns models with human prefer-
ences through self-play but is limited by data dis-
tribution. Our approach autonomously constructs a
targeted dataset from seed data. By leveraging the
LLM itself as a dynamic reward model, it addresses
seed data deficiencies, enabling efficient data gen-
eration and model optimization. This process sup-
ports self-evolution without large-scale given data,
expert-annotation, or external reward models.

3 Methodology

Figure 2 illustrates an overview of our approach.
Starting with a small seed dataset, the model
generates instruction data and preference data
through the pipeline, which is used to optimize
the model via Negative Log-Likelihood (NLL) and
Preference-driven Likelihood Ratio (PLR). The re-
sulting model serves as the starting point for the
next iteration. By repeating this cycle, the model’s
overall performance is continuously improved.

3.1 Preliminaries

3.1.1 Supervised Fine-Tuning

Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT), also known as in-
struction tuning, is typically applied to a pre-trained
LLM to enhance its ability to understand and follow
instructions, improving its performance on specific
tasks. For a given model Mt, the training dataset
DS = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 consists of N instruction-
response pairs (x, y). During SFT, the LLM is
trained to minimize the NLL loss:

LS = −EDS [

T∑
k=1

log(Mt(yk|y<k, x))] (1)

where T represents the length of response y. From
Equation 1, LS attains its minimum when the dis-
tribution of Mt coincides with the conditional prob-
ability distribution p(y|x) of the responses in DS .
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3.1.2 Reinforcement Learning from Human
Feedback

Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback
(RLHF) trains models to learn human preferences
from human feedback through reinforcement learn-
ing, enabling responses that align more closely with
human expectations. This approach plays a crucial
role in building safe, high-performance, and con-
trollable AI systems (Ouyang et al., 2022).

Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) (Rafailov
et al., 2024) eliminates the need for a reward
model by directly using human preferences. Given
the SFT model MS

t and the model under op-
timization M θ

t , the preference dataset DP =
{(xi, ywi , yli)}Ni=1 is used for training, where yw and
yl denote the preferred and dispreferred responses,
aiming to minimize the PLR loss:

LD = −EDP [log σ(r̂(x, yw)− r̂(x, yl))] (2)

In this context, r̂(x, yw) and r̂(x, yl) represent
the reward values assigned by the model under
optimization, M θ

t , and the reference model, MS
t ,

to the preferred response yw and the dispreferred
response yl, respectively. They are computed as:

r̂(x, y) = βlog
M θ

t (y|x)
MS

t (y|x)
(3)

where β > 0 controls the deviation from the base
reference policy, namely the initial SFT model MS

t .

3.2 Initialization

Seed Data Our seed data consists of two compo-
nents: (i) A small labeled dataset, which serves as
the initial foundation for the model to sample new
data. (ii) A review dataset with prompts containing
an instruction and a response, and outputs detail-
ing the rationale and score. This setup enhances
the model’s proficiency in reviewing data, ensuring
smooth iteration progression. The two components
are randomly mixed to form the seed data.
Large Language Model In the iterative loop, we
use an LLM that has undergone SFT on the seed
data as our initial model M0. This SFT process
equips the model with a foundational level of
instruction-following and review capabilities. The
model, starting from M0, continues to improve
through subsequent iterations, evolving into M1→
· · · →Mt→ · · · →MN , where t denotes the cur-
rent iteration, with the process beginning at t = 0
and concluding at t = N .

3.3 Post-training data construction

First, the seed data is reviewed using a language
model to assess quality and identify deficiencies.
Next, reward-based generation is employed to ei-
ther enhance low-quality data or create preference
pairs for high-quality data. Finally, the generated
data undergoes rigorous filtering and is selectively
added to the training datasets, ensuring high-quality
instruction tuning and preference learning.

3.3.1 Review Seed data
The distribution of examples in an instruction tun-
ing dataset is often uneven, with some topics or
tasks having lower-quality instruction data than oth-
ers. When such data is used for training, it may re-
sult in a language model with potential deficiencies
in certain capabilities. Zheng et al. (2023) demon-
strated the potential of LLM as a judge, showing
that a well-trained LLM can achieve high agree-
ment with human evaluations. Based on these in-
sights, we utilize the language model Mt to review
the seed data, assessing its quality across differ-
ent tasks and topics. This allows us to identify
deficiencies in the original dataset and strategically
generate new data to address these gaps.

Inspired by Constitutional AI (Bai et al., 2022),
we define a constitution as a set of principles in-
cluding clarity, usefulness, challenge, safety, pro-
fessionalism, and guidance to evaluate instruction-
response pairs. For each seed example, Mt con-
ducts multiple reviews of the data against these
principles, with each review consisting of a single
score from 0 to 10 and a corresponding detailed
rationale. This process is formalized as follows:

Reviewi = Mt(xi, yi; C), ∀(xi, yi) ∈ Dseed
t (4)

where C is the designed constitution, Dseed
t denotes

the seed dataset at the current iteration round t,
and Reviewi encapsulates the evaluation results,
including both scores and detailed rationales. we
utilize a regular expression f on Reviewi to extract
the scores Si = f(Reviewi). Next, we calculate
the average score S̄i from the extracted scores Si.

3.3.2 Reward-Based Generation
For each seed example, we compare the reward
value S̄i generated in the previous step to a given
threshold V . Typically, V is set to 7.0 based on em-
pirical observations. If S̄i is below V , it indicates
that the dataset is poorly distributed across topics or
tasks related to this data, potentially lacking high-
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quality examples. We define the set of low-quality
examples as Dlq = {(xi, yi) | S̄i < V }.

To address the challenges posed by data dis-
tribution deficiencies and enhance model perfor-
mance, we employ few-shot learning (Brown et al.,
2020) and Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning (Wei
et al., 2022b) to prompt the model to generate new
instructions based on the original data. Specifi-
cally, for every subpar example (xi, yi) ∈ Dlq, K
new instructions {x′

ij}Kj=1 = Mt(xi, yi;Ps) are
created with few-shot prompt Ps. These newly
minted instructions are subsequently input into
the model Mt, yielding fresh responses y

′
ij =

Mt(x
′
ij). The resultant instruction-response pairs

{(x′
ij , y

′
ij)}

N,K
i,j=1 explore the same topics as the

original instructions but with higher quality, used
for instruction tuning after further processing.

Conversely, if the reward value meets or exceeds
V , it suggests that this data is effective at instruct-
ing the model to accomplish that corresponding
task. Formally, we define the set of high-quality
examples as Dhq = {(xi, yi) | S̄i ≥ V }.

To further enhance the dataset, we utilize few-
shot learning and COT to prompt the model to gen-
erate new, intentionally flawed responses contain-
ing misleading information. For each high-quality
example (xi, yi) ∈ Dhq, we generate K flawed re-
sponses {yfl

ij}Kj=1 = Mt(xi, yi;Pp). These flawed
responses and the original ones are jointly sorted
based on their reward values, forming preference
pairs that can be used for preference learning.

3.3.3 Data Cleaning and Annotation
To construct a high-quality training dataset, the gen-
erated data is cleaned through two steps: length fil-
tering L removes overly short or long entries, while
similarity filtering S uses ROUGE-L (Lin, 2004)
to eliminate data with high similarity to existing
instructions or responses. This process mitigates re-
duced model diversity, as noted by Wu et al. (2024).
Formally, the process is defined as:

(x
′
ij , y

′
ij)

f = S(L(x
′
ij , y

′
ij)) (5)

(xi, y
fl
ij)

f = S(L(xi, yfl
ij)) (6)

where (x
′
ij , y

′
ij)

f and (xi, y
fl
ij)

f represent (x
′
ij , y

′
ij)

and (xi, y
fl
ij) cleaned respectively.

After these computationally inexpensive clean-
ing steps, we utilize Mt to reward newly generated
data via Equation 4. For instruction tuning, data
with a reward S̄i greater than V are first collected
into the dataset DS

t , which is then merged with the

instruction dataset DS . Formally, DS
t is defined

as: DS
t = {(x′

ij , y
′
ij)

f | S̄i ≥ V }. The instruction
dataset DS , initialized from Dseed

t , is then updated
by merging it with DS ← DS ∪DS

t .
For data intended for preference training, we

compare the rewards of each of the two responses.
Let S̄ai and S̄bi denote the reward values of the two
responses for the i-th instruction. If S̄ai > S̄bi , the
first item is used as the preferred response and the
second as the dispreferred response; otherwise, the
roles are reversed. Formally, the preference pair
for the i-th instruction is constructed as:

(xi, y
w
i , y

l
i) =

{
(xi, y

a
i , y

b
i ) if S̄ai > S̄bi ,

(xi, y
b
i , y

a
i ) otherwise,

(7)

where xi is the instruction, ywi is the preferred re-
sponse, and yli is the dispreferred response. These
preference pairs are collected into a temporary pref-
erence dataset DP

t = {(xi, ywi , yli)}. The prefer-
ence dataset DP , initialized as an empty set ϕ, is
then updated by merging it with DP ← DP ∪DP

t .

3.4 Language Models as Continuous
Self-Evolving Data Engineers

The core of LANCE lies in its ability to continuously
refine and evolve language models through itera-
tive data engineering. The end-to-end process is
outlined as follows. Initially, the algorithm uses the
initial seed data Seed0 and the language model M
to perform SFT, resulting in the initial model M0.
In each iteration t (from 0 to N−1), it employs the
method described in Section 3.3 to generate two
datasets DP

t and DS
t , which are used to update the

preference dataset DP and the supervised dataset
DS , respectively. Next, the supervised dataset DS

is then used to fine-tune Mt through SFT, produc-
ing the model MS

t . Then, the preference dataset
DP is used for DPO on MS

t , yielding the model
MD

t . This model MD
t is then directly used as the

model for the next iteration, denoted Mt+1. After
N − 1 rounds of iteration, the final model MN

obtained is a more powerful language model.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup
Models We used Qwen2-7B and Qwen2-7B-
Instruct (Yang et al., 2024) as the backbone models
to assess the effectiveness of our training paradigm
across different model alignment phases.
Datasets We construct the seed dataset from two
sources: (1) 3,184 examples sampled from Ultra-
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Backbone Method Average HuggingFace Open LLM Leaderboard
ARC HellaSwag MMLU TruthfulQA GSM8K Winogrande

7B
SFT 64.60 51.11 78.63 68.71 55.15 60.96 73.01

Self-Instruct 64.66 (+0.06) 52.39 78.34 69.19 50.30 65.20 72.53
SPIN 68.00 (+3.41) 50.43 78.98 69.68 55.35 81.43 72.14

I-SHEEP 67.06 (+2.46) 51.02 78.18 68.34 53.72 78.54 72.53
LANCE 68.24 (+3.64) 50.68 78.76 69.31 55.54 82.11 73.01

7B
-I

ns
tr

uc
t SFT 67.48 53.07 78.32 68.10 53.96 79.83 71.59

Self-Instruct 67.94 (+0.47) 54.44 79.63 69.94 52.67 81.05 69.93
SPIN 68.41 (+0.93) 53.07 79.72 69.80 55.27 82.03 70.56

I-SHEEP 68.67 (+1.20) 53.16 79.95 69.61 57.13 82.34 69.85
LANCE 69.22 (+1.75) 55.89 79.74 69.58 55.62 83.55 70.96

Table 1: Performance of multiple self-evolution methods at their optimal iteration rounds across various
benchmarks on Qwen2. SFT represents the initial model obtained through SFT on the seed dataset. Bold
values denote the best results achieved, underlined values signify the second-best results, red values highlight the
improvement over the base model. LANCE outperforms other baselines in terms of average performance across these
benchmarks, often ranking as the top or second-best in most benchmarks.

Model Average GSM8K MATH MGSM_latin Olympiad
Bench

Minerva
Mathde sw sw fr average

SFT 40.32 60.96 41.74 52.80 1.20 60.40 58.00 47.36 11.10 44.68

Self-Instruct 31.63 65.20 11.98 29.60 6.00 42.80 34.80 28.30 8.00 44.68

SPIN Iter1 37.56 81.43 25.62 20.40 0.80 36.00 34.00 22.80 12.30 45.64
SPIN Iter2 39.87 81.96 26.00 54.80 0.00 43.20 36.80 33.70 12.30 45.40
SPIN Iter3 39.97 81.58 26.44 54.40 0.00 43.60 36.00 33.50 12.70 45.62
SPIN Iter4 34.68 80.74 17.80 46.40 0.00 20.00 4.00 17.60 12.00 45.28

I-SHEEP Iter1 37.86 73.09 34.50 47.20 2.00 62.40 44.00 38.90 7.10 35.70
I-SHEEP Iter2 38.05 74.37 36.38 44.00 0.80 57.60 45.60 37.00 7.10 35.38
I-SHEEP Iter3 38.57 70.96 39.80 35.20 2.80 57.20 51.60 36.70 8.10 37.28
I-SHEEP Iter4 38.96 78.54 34.40 41.60 1.60 56.40 44.40 36.00 7.40 38.46

LANCE Iter1 43.51 67.32 41.90 65.60 2.80 70.40 67.20 55.44 11.40 45.44
LANCE Iter2 44.96 66.64 46.54 66.80 3.60 71.60 66.80 58.56 13.60 45.84
LANCE Iter3 47.54 80.14 47.22 65.60 6.80 68.00 65.20 57.52 13.60 45.35
LANCE Iter4 48.83 82.11 48.12 67.60 6.40 72.00 66.40 59.04 14.70 46.10

Table 2: Evolution of mathematical reasoning capabilities in multiple self-evolving algorithms on Qwen2-7B.

Chat (Ding et al., 2023), and (2) 5,632 examples
from OpenAssistant Conversations (Köpf et al.,
2024), which include human-labeled scores. Us-
ing Llama3-70B (Dubey et al., 2024), we generate
reward rationales and scores, retaining only those
consistent with the human labels.
Baselines We employ several representative meth-
ods as our baselines: (1) SFT (Supervised Fine-
Tuning): The starting point for all self-evolution
methods. (2) Self-Instruct (Wang et al., 2023a):
Enhances instruction-following by generating new
instruction data using the LLM itself. (3) SPIN
(Chen et al., 2024b): A self-evolution approach that
leverages self-play fine-tuning to improve the LLM.
(4) I-SHEEP (Liang et al., 2024): A self-alignment

method where the LLM generates and assesses its
own training data to achieve self-improvement.
Benchmarks We assess our model using a com-
prehensive suite of benchmarks aligned with the
Huggingface Open LLM Leaderboard (Beeching
et al., 2023), including HellaSwag (Zellers et al.,
2019) and Winogrande (Sakaguchi et al., 2020) for
commonsense reasoning, MMLU (Hendrycks et al.,
2021) for multi-domain knowledge, TruthfulQA
(Lin et al., 2022) for accuracy, GSM8K (Cobbe
et al., 2021) for mathematical reasoning, and ARC-
Challenge (Clark et al., 2018) for scientific reason-
ing. Additionally, we assess the model’s iterative
improvements in mathematical reasoning abilities
using MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021), Olympiad-
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(a) Qwen2-7B

(b) Qwen2-7B-Instruct

Figure 3: Various self-evolution methods show av-
erage scores across benchmarks. The Self-Instruct
method, without iterative processes, sampled 50k exam-
ples for self-training. "Iter t" denotes the t-th iteration.

Bench (He et al., 2024), MGSM (Shi et al., 2023),
and Minerva Math (Lewkowycz et al., 2022). The
specific evaluation settings for these benchmarks
are detailed in Appendix B. Additionally, Appendix
C details the hyperparameter settings used during
the sampling and training processes.

4.2 LANCE Improves Benchmark Performance

Table 1 presents the results of LANCE and other iter-
ative self-evolution methods across multiple bench-
marks on Qwen2, showing the performance at their
optimal iteration rounds. Figure 3 illustrates the av-
erage performance of these methods across each it-
eration round. Notably, our approach demonstrates
strong performance both when post-training the
pre-trained model and when further refining the
fully trained model. Appendix D shows perfor-
mance on each benchmark per iteration, and Ap-
pendix E tracks model performance after each step.

For the average scores, LANCE shows an improve-
ment of 3.64 on Qwen2-7B over the initial model
(SFT), and 1.75 on Qwen2-7B-Instruct. The most
notable improvement is in mathematical abilities.
On GSM8K, Qwen2-7B improves by 21.15, while
Qwen2-7B-Instruct improves by 3.72. For MMLU,
a benchmark covering a wide range of domains
and significant challenges, our method also yields
improvements: Qwen2-7B improves by 0.60, and
Qwen2-7B-Instruct by 1.48. Other abilities either
improve or remain largely unchanged.

Regarding iterative self-evolution, our method

demonstrates notable improvements over iterations,
particularly for the pre-trained model (Qwen2-
7B), as shown in the line chart (Figure 3). For
the fully post-trained model (Qwen2-7B-Instruct),
while intermediate iterations exhibit some fluctua-
tions, the final iteration achieves a substantial per-
formance gain, surpassing all previous rounds and
reaching the highest performance level. This dif-
ference likely arises because Qwen2-7B-Instruct,
having undergone extensive post-training, requires
higher-quality data for further improvement. Con-
sequently, notable gains only emerge after multiple
iterations generate sufficiently high-quality data.

In contrast, SPIN shows improvements only in
the first round, with performance declining in sub-
sequent rounds. This may be explained by Chen
et al. (2024b), who establish that SPIN converges
only when the LLM’s distribution aligns with the
seed data. The limited seed data in our experi-
ments likely restricts SPIN’s gains, whereas LANCE
can generate data beyond the seed distribution, en-
abling continuous improvement. Further discus-
sion and distribution visualization can be found in
Appendix A, with case studies in Appendix G.

I-SHEEP exhibits improvement in the first itera-
tion on Qwen2-7B-Instruct but suffers from perfor-
mance degradation in later iterations. On Qwen2-
7B, I-SHEEP demonstrates an oscillating pattern,
with performance rising in iterations 1 and 2, drop-
ping in iteration 3, and recovering in iteration
4. However, even after this recovery, I-SHEEP’s
final performance remains markedly lower than
LANCE’s, with a gap of 1.18. Due to computa-
tional constraints, we conducted four rounds of it-
erative experiments with N = 5. The results show
consistent performance improvements in each it-
eration, indicating potential for further gains with
additional iterations and highlighting the promise
of self-evolving language models.

4.3 LANCE Improves Math Skills
Table 2 compares Qwen2-7B’s performance under
various self-evolution algorithms on mathemati-
cal reasoning benchmarks. We included GSM8k,
a benchmark from the Open LLM Leaderboard
that evaluates elementary mathematical abilities,
along with MATH, Olympiad Bench, and Minerva
Math to assess advanced reasoning capabilities on
competition-level and even Olympiad-level mathe-
matical problems. Furthermore, MGSM was used
to assess multilingual mathematical proficiency.

On the benchmark of elementary mathematical
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Model Full w/o dpo w/o sft

SFT 61.42 61.42 61.42
LANCE Iter1 65.58 66.89 61.57
LANCE Iter2 65.65 67.08 61.00
LANCE Iter3 67.92 67.85 59.23
LANCE Iter4 68.24 67.79 64.08

Table 3: The changes in average performance of the
Qwen2-7B model when certain steps are removed from
LANCE. SFT serves as the starting point for all iterations.
"w/o dpo" excludes DPO-related steps, while "w/o sft"
removes SFT-related steps. The results underscore the
necessity of a complete pipeline, as the absence of either
component leads to slow and unstable improvement.

abilities (as measured by GSM8k), all methods
improved the SFT model’s performance. LANCE
also exhibited notable advantages in competition-
level mathematical abilities. Specifically, on the
MATH benchmark, only LANCE achieved a notable
improvement, increasing accuracy by 6.38. On the
Olympiad Bench, while both LANCE and SPIN im-
proved accuracy, SPIN’s best result yielded only
a modest gain of 1.60, whereas LANCE achieved a
more substantial improvement of 3.60. Addition-
ally, on the Minerva Math benchmark, both LANCE
and SPIN enhanced model performance with com-
parable gains. This discrepancy may stem from
the following: improvements in elementary mathe-
matical abilities rely on pattern memorization and
optimization of simple problems, while advance-
ments in higher-level mathematical abilities require
methods capable of generating data with complex
reasoning logic. The accurate generation of data
involving complex reasoning may benefit from our
approach of requiring the model to engage in thor-
ough deliberation before producing an answer dur-
ing both the generation and review phases. This
deliberate reasoning process enhances the model’s
understanding of the input, thereby improving the
quality and accuracy of the generated data.

In terms of multilingual mathematical abilities
(as evaluated by MGSM), despite the training
set being exclusively in English, the model also
achieved substantial improvements in mathemati-
cal proficiency across other Latin-based languages.
Notably, only our algorithm demonstrated this
cross-lingual transfer capability. This phenomenon
may be explained by LANCE’s ability to generate
high-quality mathematical data that genuinely en-
hances the model’s reasoning capabilities, enabling

strong generalization across linguistic contexts.
Interestingly, despite the seed dataset being

generic and not specifically tailored to mathemat-
ical data, LANCE still demonstrated a remarkable
ability to enhance the model’s mathematical rea-
soning capabilities. This finding highlights the
potential of our approach to effectively leverage
general-purpose data for improving mathematical
problem-solving abilities.

4.4 Ablation Studies

Table 3 illustrates the impact on the Qwen2-7B
model’s average performance when either SFT-
related or DPO-related components are omitted.
When the DPO-related components are removed,
the model’s performance can still improve itera-
tively in the first three iterations, but at a slower
rate compared to the full pipeline, and performance
starts to decline after the fourth iteration. This
suggests that DPO components are instrumental
in accelerating performance gains and also essen-
tial for sustaining long-term improvements. When
the SFT-related components are removed, the per-
formance improvement becomes highly unstable:
after a performance gain in iter1, performance dete-
riorates in iter2 and iter3, and then improves again
in iter4. This instability highlights the critical role
of SFT in stabilizing the model’s learning process
and ensuring consistent progress. These findings
collectively emphasize the necessity of a complete
and well-integrated data generation and training
pipeline. The interplay between SFT and DPO
components appears to be synergistic: SFT pro-
vides the foundational stability, while DPO drives
faster and more sustainable improvements. Table 9
in Appendix F provides a detailed breakdown of the
model’s performance across each test benchmark
throughout the iterations.

5 Conclusion

We introduce a novel training paradigm LANCE that
empowers LLMs to autonomously generate, clean,
review, and annotate data with preference informa-
tion, reducing post-training data construction time
and cost. LANCE is effective in the post-training
of pre-trained models as well as in further post-
training of fully trained models, demonstrating
continuous improvements in model performance
across various tasks and outperforming other self-
evolution methods. Notably, even when trained on
general-purpose datasets, LANCE substantially en-
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hances the model’s mathematical capabilities. By
ensuring that the generated data aligns with human
preferences while reducing the resource require-
ments for high-quality data creation, we take a step
toward addressing a bottleneck in the emergence of
superintelligence, laying the groundwork for future
systems that can exceed human capabilities.

6 Limitation

Our experimental results demonstrate that while
LANCE substantially enhances the model’s math-
ematical reasoning capabilities, its improvement
on knowledge-dependent tasks remains limited.
Specifically, in the absence of external supervision
signals, the self-evolved data cannot introduce new
knowledge beyond the model’s existing capacity.
This inherent limitation suggests that self-evolution
may have restricted potential in augmenting the
model’s knowledge base, making it more suitable
for enhancing weakly knowledge-dependent capa-
bilities. Addressing the enhancement of strongly
knowledge-dependent abilities remains an open
challenge for future research.

Furthermore, although our self-evolution frame-
work operates with only a small seed dataset and au-
tonomously generates a substantial volume of train-
ing data, the process involves multiple iterations
of sampling, reviewing, and annotation, which in-
troduces significant computational overhead. This
computational cost represents another critical limi-
tation that necessitates further optimization in fu-
ture work. Addressing this challenge is essential
to improve the scalability, efficiency, and practi-
cal applicability of the approach, particularly for
resource-constrained environments.

7 Ethic Statement

In this study, all datasets and models utilized are
publicly available and adhere to their respective
open-source licenses. The use of these resources
is strictly confined to academic research purposes.
However, we acknowledge that the misuse of the
methodology proposed in this work could poten-
tially lead to the generation of unethical data. This
issue is not unique to our approach but is a shared
concern across all data generation methods. The po-
tential biases and ethical challenges associated with
AI-generated content (AIGC) necessitate ongoing
discussion and research within the community to
ensure responsible development and deployment
of such technologies.
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Appendix

A Data Distribution Visualization

Figure 4: Visualization of the distribution of seed data
and synthetic data generated by LANCE

We sampled 1000 examples each from the seed
dataset, the synthetic SFT dataset, and the DPO
dataset. Using the stella_en_400M_v5 model
(Zhang et al., 2025), we extracted embeddings for
each example and applied t-SNE for dimensionality
reduction, visualized in Figure 4.

The visualization reveals that the synthetic data
generated by LANCE not only encompasses the dis-
tribution range of the original seed data but also
explores new regions in the embedding space. This
indicates that LANCE can produce data that aligns
with a broader and more diverse distribution, ef-
fectively expanding the original data distribution.
Such expansion is particularly valuable for improv-
ing model generalization, as it introduces variabil-
ity that better reflects real-world scenarios.

Notably, the SFT dataset exhibits the widest dis-
tribution range among the three datasets. This
can be attributed to the generation of new instruc-
tions during its construction, which introduces addi-
tional diversity and complexity into the data. This
suggests that the instruction generation process in
LANCE plays a critical role in enhancing data diver-
sity and coverage.

Overall, these findings highlight the effective-
ness of LANCE in generating high-quality synthetic
data that not only preserves the characteristics
of the original seed data but also extends its
boundaries, enabling more robust and generaliz-
able model training.

Benchmarks num shots version eval tools

ARC-C 0 1.0 LM Evaluation Harness1

HellaSwag 0 1.0 LM Evaluation Harness
MMLU 0 1.0 LM Evaluation Harness

TruthfulQA 6 2.0 LM Evaluation Harness
Winogrande 0 1.0 LM Evaluation Harness

Minerva Math 4 1.0 LM Evaluation Harness
GSM8k 4 1d7fe4 OpenCompass2

MATH 0 393424 OpenCompass
MGSM 0 d967bc OpenCompass

Olympiad Bench 0 - Qwen2.5-Math3

Table 4: Details of the evaluation settings for all bench-
marks in this study.

B Evaluation Setting

Figure 4 provides an overview of the evaluation de-
tails for all benchmarks included in this study. The
’num shots’ column indicates the number of few-
shot examples provided during evaluation, which
varies across benchmarks, with values such as 0, 4,
or 6 depending on the task. The ’version’ column
specifies the version of the evaluation configuration
file used, ensuring reproducibility and consistency
in the assessment process. Lastly, the ’eval tools’
column identifies the evaluation frameworks em-
ployed, such as LM Evaluation Harness and Open-
Compass, along with their respective GitHub repos-
itories for reference. This table encapsulates the
key parameters and tools used to ensure a rigorous
and standardized evaluation across all benchmarks.

C Hyperparameter Settings

In this section, we provide detailed descriptions
of the hyperparameters used during the sampling
and training processes. All experiments were con-
ducted using two NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPUs,
each equipped with 48GB VRAM, ensuring ef-
ficient data generation and model training. Table 5
outlines the hyperparameters employed during the
sampling phase with LANCE, which includes key
settings such as the threshold V , set to 7.0, which
acts as the reward cutoff for distinguishing high-
quality data from low-quality data. The sample
size K, set to 4, determines the number of sam-
ples generated during both the data generation and
review phases. To maintain randomness and con-
trol the diversity of outputs, Top-p is set to 0.9,
and Temperature is set to 0.7. Additionally, Max
New Tokens limits the maximum number of to-

1https://github.com/EleutherAI/
lm-evaluation-harness

2https://github.com/open-compass/opencompass
3https://github.com/QwenLM/Qwen2.5-Math
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kens generated during sampling to 512, while Min
Length and Max Length define the acceptable to-
ken length range for filtering, set to 10 and 4096,
respectively.

Parameter Value

Threshold V 7.0
Sample nums K 4
Top-p 0.9
Temperature 0.7
Max new tokens 512
Min length 10
Max length 4096

Table 5: The hyperparameters used during the sampling
process with LANCE.

Meanwhile, Table 6 details the hyperparameters
used during the training phase, where the model
is fine-tuned on the generated data. For SFT, the
learning rate is set to 3e-5, with a batch size of 2
and gradient accumulation steps of 2, trained over
1 epoch. A warmup ratio of 0.01 is applied, and
the cutoff length is set to 4096. For DPO, the learn-
ing rate is reduced to 5e-6, with a batch size of 1
and gradient accumulation steps of 8, also trained
over 1 epoch. The warmup ratio remains at 0.01,
and the cutoff length is similarly set to 4096. The
β parameter, which controls the strength of the
preference optimization, is set to 0.2. These con-
figurations ensure a balanced and effective training
process, tailored to the specific requirements of
each method.

D Iteration details

Table 7 presents the specific scores of LANCE and
baseline methods during the iterative process across
various benchmarks, where red / green values in-
dicate improvements/declines compared to the pre-
vious iteration, respectively. For the pre-trained
model Qwen2-7B, only LANCE achieved continu-
ous performance improvement (all change values
are marked in red). Although the I-SHEEP method
showed an upward trend in the first two iterations,
it experienced a decline in the third iteration. De-
spite rebounding to the peak in the fourth iteration,
its overall performance still lags significantly be-
hind LANCE. For the fully post-trained Qwen2-7B-
Instruct model, only LANCE demonstrated sustained
improvement over multiple iterations, while other
methods showed progress only in the first itera-

tion. Notably, although LANCE exhibited a tempo-
rary performance fluctuation in the second itera-
tion, it rebounded in the third iteration and reached
the performance peak in the final iteration. These
comparative results fully validate the significant
advantages and potential of LANCE in continuously
optimizing model performance.

E Model Evolution Steps

Table 8 illustrates the impact of each step on model
performance during the implementation of LANCE.
For Qwen2-7B, although the DPO phase in the first
three iterations resulted in performance degrada-
tion, the results in Table 8 without DPO-related
components reveal that the absence of these com-
ponents leads to only slow and unstable iterative
improvements. This underscores the critical role of
DPO-related components in enhancing the model’s
ability to generate high-quality data. For Qwen2-
7B-Instruct, performance declined in the second
and third iterations but rebounded notably in the
fourth iteration, achieving substantial improvement.
These findings collectively emphasize the impor-
tance of a complete iterative training pipeline for
achieving robust and consistent performance gains.

F Ablation Details

Table 9 provides a detailed breakdown of our ab-
lation experiments, showing the performance of
LANCE with specific components removed across
each iteration step and evaluation benchmark. Be-
yond the findings discussed in Section 4.4, where
we highlighted that an incomplete pipeline leads
to unstable performance improvements or even de-
clines, we observe that removing SFT-related com-
ponents significantly degrades the model’s perfor-
mance on GSM8k. This is likely because our SFT
data construction process generates novel instruc-
tions, which enhances the model’s mathematical
and logical reasoning capabilities. In contrast, the
DPO data construction process does not produce
new instructions, which may explain its limited
impact in this regard.

G Case Study

Figure 5 illustrates the comparison between the
SFT data generated from reference seed data and
the original seed data. The original seed data ex-
hibits a disorganized structure in its instructions,
with the cooking steps and wine recommendations
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Method Learning Rate Batch Size Gradient Accumulation Epochs Warmup Ratio Cutoff Length β

SFT 3e-5 2 2 1 0.01 4096 -
DPO 5e-6 1 8 1 0.01 4096 0.2

Table 6: The hyperparameters used during the training process with LANCE.

Base Model Average Benchmarks
ARC HellaSwag MMLU TruthfulQA GSM8K Winogrande

Q
w

en
2-

7B

SFT 64.60 51.11 78.63 68.71 55.15 60.96 73.01
Self-Instruct 50k 64.66 (+0.06) 52.39 78.34 69.19 50.30 65.20 72.53

SPIN Iter1 68.00 (+3.41) 50.43 78.98 69.68 55.35 81.43 72.14
SPIN Iter2 67.86 (-0.14) 49.83 79.13 69.73 55.38 81.96 71.11
SPIN Iter3 67.34 (-0.52) 48.12 79.31 69.71 54.99 81.58 70.32
SPIN Iter4 66.96 (-0.38) 46.16 79.38 69.66 55.66 80.74 70.17

I-SHEEP Iter1 66.17 (+1.57) 50.85 78.32 68.45 53.60 73.09 72.69
I-SHEEP Iter2 66.34 (+0.17) 51.45 78.27 68.49 53.76 74.37 71.67
I-SHEEP Iter3 65.75 (-0.58) 51.11 78.09 68.29 53.85 70.96 72.22
I-SHEEP Iter4 67.06 (+1.30) 51.02 78.18 68.34 53.72 78.54 72.53
LANCE Iter1 65.58 (+0.99) 50.85 78.45 68.96 55.53 67.32 72.38
LANCE Iter2 65.65 (+0.07) 50.51 78.94 69.41 55.97 66.64 72.45
LANCE Iter3 67.92 (+2.26) 50.77 79.12 69.24 55.78 80.14 72.45
LANCE Iter4 68.24 (+0.32) 50.68 78.76 69.31 55.54 82.11 73.01

Q
w

en
2-

7B
-I

ns
tr

uc
t

SFT 67.48 53.07 78.32 68.10 53.96 79.83 71.59
Self-Instruct 50k 67.94 (+0.47) 54.44 79.63 69.94 52.67 81.05 69.93

SPIN Iter1 68.41 (+0.93) 53.07 79.72 69.80 55.27 82.03 70.56
SPIN Iter2 68.14 (-0.27) 51.79 79.66 69.65 56.46 81.58 69.69
SPIN Iter3 68.11 (-0.03) 51.19 79.99 69.49 56.42 82.11 69.46
SPIN Iter4 67.62 (-0.49) 50.77 80.04 69.59 56.07 81.05 68.19

I-SHEEP Iter1 68.67 (+1.20) 53.16 79.95 69.61 57.13 82.34 69.85
I-SHEEP Iter2 68.65 (-0.02) 54.10 79.92 69.56 56.53 81.96 69.85
I-SHEEP Iter3 68.39 (-0.27) 53.33 79.96 69.38 55.80 82.56 69.30
I-SHEEP Iter4 68.35 (-0.04) 53.50 79.61 69.37 55.43 82.71 69.46
LANCE Iter1 68.72 (+1.24) 55.38 79.53 69.34 55.85 81.73 70.48
LANCE Iter2 68.36 (-0.36) 55.12 79.76 69.55 55.98 80.14 69.61
LANCE Iter3 68.64 (+0.28) 55.03 79.92 69.56 55.69 80.59 71.03
LANCE Iter4 69.22 (+0.59) 55.89 79.74 69.58 55.62 83.55 70.96

Table 7: Experimental results of multiple self-evolution methods across various benchmarks. Red / Green
values indicate improvements / decreases compared to the previous iteration. LANCE consistently shows performance
gains across iterations, outperforming other baselines.

lacking logical coherence. Specifically, the descrip-
tions of wine choices are disconnected from the
cooking procedures, creating an abrupt and dis-
jointed flow. In contrast, the SFT data demon-
strates a more structured and contextually coherent
approach. The generated instruction is carefully
designed to align the wine recommendation with
the specific flavor profile and culinary context of
the dish, ensuring a seamless integration of the two
elements.

The original seed data presents a recipe for a
dish involving Parmesan cheese and abruptly tran-
sitions to a wine recommendation request, which,

while relevant, feels disconnected from the preced-
ing cooking steps. The response, though informa-
tive, does not explicitly tie the wine suggestions
back to the dish’s preparation or flavor profile. On
the other hand, the SFT data introduces a clear
context—preparing a spicy Thai green curry—and
explicitly links the wine recommendation to the
dish’s aromatic and spicy characteristics. This cre-
ates a more natural and engaging flow, as the wine
pairing is presented as an integral part of the culi-
nary experience rather than an afterthought.

The thought process behind the SFT data gen-
eration played a critical role in achieving this im-
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Base Model Average Benchmarks
ARC HellaSwag MMLU TruthfulQA GSM8K Winogrande

Q
w

en
2-

7B

SFT 64.60 53.07 78.32 68.10 53.96 79.83 71.59
LANCE SFT Iter1 66.89 54.98 79.42 69.44 55.09 81.58 69.85
LANCE DPO Iter1 65.58 55.38 79.53 69.34 55.85 81.73 70.48
LANCE SFT Iter2 67.94 54.01 79.64 69.61 55.00 81.12 69.46
LANCE DPO Iter2 65.65 55.12 79.76 69.55 55.98 80.14 69.61
LANCE SFT Iter3 68.09 54.01 79.52 69.71 54.76 81.27 70.17
LANCE DPO Iter3 67.92 55.03 79.92 69.56 55.69 80.59 71.03
LANCE SFT Iter4 68.20 54.61 79.49 69.53 55.41 83.17 71.11
LANCE DPO Iter4 68.24 55.89 79.74 69.58 55.62 83.55 70.96

Q
w

en
2-

7B
-I

ns
tr

uc
t

SFT 67.48 51.11 78.63 68.71 55.15 60.96 73.01
LANCE SFT Iter1 68.39 50.85 78.36 68.90 54.80 75.74 72.69
LANCE DPO Iter1 68.72 50.85 78.45 68.96 55.53 67.32 72.38
LANCE SFT Iter2 68.14 50.85 78.77 69.01 55.07 81.35 72.61
LANCE DPO Iter2 68.36 50.51 78.94 69.41 55.97 66.64 72.45
LANCE SFT Iter3 68.24 50.43 78.78 69.42 55.23 81.80 72.85
LANCE DPO Iter3 68.64 50.77 79.12 69.24 55.78 80.14 72.45
LANCE SFT Iter4 68.89 50.94 78.64 69.41 55.41 81.96 72.85
LANCE DPO Iter4 69.22 50.68 78.76 69.31 55.54 82.11 73.01

Table 8: Evolution of Model Performance During the Implementation of LANCE. LANCE SFT Iter t Denotes the
Model Fine-tuned with SFT Data After the t-th Iteration, and LANCE DPO Iter t Represents the Model Fine-tuned
with DPO Data After the t-th Iteration.

Model Average Benchmarks
ARC HellaSwag MMLU TruthfulQA GSM8K Winogrande

SFT 64.60 51.11 78.63 68.71 55.15 60.96 73.01

LANCE Iter1 w/o dpo 66.89 50.85 78.36 68.90 54.80 75.74 72.69
LANCE Iter2 w/o dpo 67.08 48.63 78.21 69.11 53.87 80.97 71.67
LANCE Iter3 w/o dpo 67.85 50.51 78.65 69.03 54.78 81.80 72.30
LANCE Iter4 w/o dpo 67.79 50.85 78.63 69.06 54.71 81.43 72.06

LANCE Iter1 w/o sft 61.57 53.05 78.92 68.98 56.28 39.58 72.61
LANCE Iter2 w/o sft 61.00 51.54 78.84 68.89 56.73 37.68 72.30
LANCE Iter3 w/o sft 59.23 51.88 78.87 68.98 56.56 26.46 72.61
LANCE Iter4 w/o sft 64.08 51.79 78.94 69.06 56.22 56.25 72.22

LANCE Iter1 65.58 50.85 78.45 68.96 55.53 72.38 67.32
LANCE Iter2 65.65 50.51 78.94 69.41 55.97 66.64 72.45
LANCE Iter3 67.92 50.77 79.12 69.24 55.78 80.14 72.45
LANCE Iter4 68.24 50.68 78.76 69.31 55.54 82.11 73.01

Table 9: The performance of LANCE without SFT-related and DPO-related components on each evaluation benchmark
at every iteration step.

provement. By analyzing the original seed data, we
identified its key limitations, such as the lack of log-
ical coherence and contextual integration between
the cooking steps and wine recommendations. The
thought process guided the creation of a new in-
struction that maintained the theme of wine pair-
ing but shifted the focus to a different cuisine and
wine variety, ensuring relevance and distinctive-
ness. This deliberate approach allowed us to craft

a more cohesive and engaging instruction, where
the wine recommendation is tightly coupled with
the dish’s flavor profile and preparation context.

Furthermore, the SFT data enhances the instruc-
tional quality by providing a detailed rationale for
the wine recommendations. It not only suggests
Riesling and Gewürztraminer but also explains how
their specific attributes—such as the sweetness and
acidity of Riesling or the aromatic intensity of
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Instruction: Finely chop the onions and sauté in oil.
Add the warm stock, boil for two minutes and then put
everything in the blender and mix. Strain and allow to cool.
Add salt, oil and pepper to taste. Pour into a soda siphon
charged with three carbon-dioxide cartridges and place in
cold water with ice.
Cut the tips off the peeled asparagus and put on one side.
Boil the stems in plenty of water and make a creamy sauce
with the blender. Cut the asparagus tips into fine strips.
Glaze the rice in hot oil, quench with a little white wine and
add the chicken stock. When the rice is al dente, add the
asparagus sauce and the strips of the asparagus tips.
Finally, work in the butter and freshly grated Parmesan
cheese.
Don't you have the wine Quarz?
"Delicate as the fine inclusions of quartz in Terlano’s
volcanic porphyry rock – that is our Sauvignon Selection,
which does full justice to its name. Quarz offers a
combination of fine texture, depth and salty aftertaste that
has given this noble white an international reputation."
Could you recommend a wine that pairs well with the
Parmesan cheese in this recipe, such as Quarz Sauvignon
Selection?

Instruction: Context: You are preparing a spicy Thai
green curry with coconut milk, lemongrass, and fresh basil.
The dish has a rich, creamy texture and a bold, aromatic
flavor profile. 
Question: Could you recommend a wine that pairs well with
the spicy and aromatic elements of this Thai green curry,
such as a Riesling or Gewürztraminer?

Response: Absolutely! Both Riesling and
Gewürztraminer are excellent choices for pairing with Thai
green curry due to their ability to balance the spicy and
aromatic elements of the dish.

1. Riesling: A slightly off-dry Riesling is a classic pairing for
spicy dishes. Its natural sweetness helps to counteract the
heat of the curry, while its high acidity refreshes the palate.
Look for a Riesling from Germany (such as a Kabinett or
Spätlese) or from Alsace, France.

2. Gewürztraminer: This wine is known for its aromatic
profile, with notes of lychee, rose, and spice, which
complement the lemongrass and basil in the curry.
Gewürztraminer from Alsace is particularly well-suited, as it
often has a touch of sweetness and a rich, full-bodied
texture that matches the creaminess of the coconut milk.

Both wines have the acidity and aromatic complexity to
enhance the flavors of the curry without overwhelming
them. If you prefer a slightly sweeter wine to balance the
spice, go for the Riesling. If you want a wine with more
aromatic intensity, the Gewürztraminer is an excellent
choice. Enjoy your meal!

Seed SFT

Response: Certainly, based on the description of Quarz
Sauvignon Selection, it sounds like a great pairing with the
Parmesan cheese in this recipe. However, you could also
consider a full-bodied white wine like a Chardonnay or a
white blend with similar characteristics of texture and depth.
Ultimately, it comes down to personal preference, but Quarz
Sauvignon Selection would be a great choice.

Thought Process: The original instruction involves a detailed recipe for a dish that includes Parmesan cheese and a
specific wine recommendation request. The original answer provides a wine pairing suggestion based on the characteristics of the
requested wine, Quarz Sauvignon Selection, and offers alternatives like Chardonnay or a white blend. To create a new instruction,
I will maintain the theme of wine pairing with a dish but shift the focus to a different type of cuisine and a different wine variety.
This ensures the new instruction is relevant and coherent while being distinct from the original.

Figure 5: An example of SFT data generation based on seed data using LANCE.

Gewürztraminer—complement the dish’s flavors.
This level of detail enriches the user’s understand-
ing and provides actionable insights, making the
generated data more practical and informative com-
pared to the original seed data. The thought process
ensured that these explanations were not only accu-
rate but also tailored to the specific context of the
dish, further enhancing the overall quality of the
generated content.

In summary, the SFT data improves upon the
original seed data by introducing a clear contextual
framework, ensuring logical coherence between
the cooking instructions and wine recommenda-
tions, and providing detailed explanations that en-
hance the user’s engagement and understanding.
The thought process was instrumental in achieving
these improvements, as it guided the generation of
contextually relevant, structured, and user-centric

content. This structured and context-aware ap-
proach reflects the effectiveness of the method used
to generate the SFT data, highlighting its potential
for creating high-quality instructional content.

Figure 6 presents an example of generating a
suboptimal response from high-quality seed data
to construct DPO data. Notably, this suboptimal
response is also generated by LANCE, which inten-
tionally introduces imperfections to create a dis-
preferred response for contrastive learning. This
case highlights the process of constructing prefer-
ence pairs, where the original high-quality response
serves as the preferred response, and the generated
suboptimal response acts as the dispreferred coun-
terpart. The thought process behind this generation
plays a critical role in ensuring the dispreferred re-
sponse effectively contrasts with the preferred one,
providing a clear learning signal for the model.
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Instruction: Write step-by-step instructions for
wrapping a present in a professional style, including tips for
measuring and cutting the wrapping paper, folding the
edges neatly, and adding decorative touches like bows and
ribbons.

Instruction: Write step-by-step instructions for wrapping a present in a professional style, including tips for measuring
and cutting the wrapping paper, folding the edges neatly, and adding decorative touches like bows and ribbons.

Response: Step 1: Gather your materials You will need
wrapping paper, scissors, tape, ribbon or bows, and any
other decorative touches you want to add.
Step 2: Measure and cut the wrapping paper Place the
present on the wrapping paper, and cut enough paper to
cover the entire present. Leave a few extra inches on each
side, so you can fold the edges neatly. Use scissors or a
cutting tool to trim the paper, making sure it's straight and
even.
Step 3: Fold the edges Starting with one side of the present,
fold the wrapping paper over the present and tape it down
in the center. Pull the other side of the paper tight, and fold
it over the first side, so the edges meet in the center. Tape it
in place, making sure it's smooth and tight.
Step 4: Fold the ends Take one end of the wrapping paper,
and fold it down toward the center of the present. Create a
neat edge by folding the paper over itself and creasing it.
Fold the other end in the same way, so they meet in the
center.
Step 5: Tape the ends Secure the ends down by taping
them to the present. Press firmly to make sure they're stuck
securely.
Step 6: Add decorative touches Now it's time to add your
decorative touches! Tie a ribbon or bow around the present,
using the tape to hold it in place. You can also add small
ornaments, a gift tag, or even a sprig of greenery for a
festive touch.
Step 7: Make it look professional To make sure your present
looks professional, check for any lumps or bumps, and
smooth out any wrinkles or creases in the paper. Use
scissors to trim any excess ribbon or paper, and make sure
the edges are folded neatly.
You're done! Your present is now wrapped and ready to
give.

Seed DPO

Response: Step 1: Gather your materials You will need
wrapping paper, scissors, tape, ribbon or bows, and any
other decorative touches you want to add.
Step 2: Measure and cut the wrapping paper Place the
present on the wrapping paper, and cut enough paper to
cover the entire present. Leave a few extra inches on each
side, so you can fold the edges neatly. Use scissors or a
cutting tool to trim the paper, making sure it's straight and
even.
Step 3: Fold the edges Starting with one side of the present,
fold the wrapping paper over the present and tape it down
in the center. Pull the other side of the paper tight, and fold
it over the first side, so the edges meet in the center. Tape it
in place, making sure it's smooth and tight.
Step 4: Fold the ends Take one end of the wrapping paper,
and fold it down toward the center of the present. Create a
neat edge by folding the paper over itself and creasing it.
Fold the other end in the same way, so they meet in the
center.
Step 5: Tape the ends Secure the ends down by taping
them to the present. Press firmly to make sure they're stuck
securely.
Step 6: Add decorative touches Now it's time to add your
decorative touches! Tie a ribbon or bow around the present,
using the tape to hold it in place. You can also add small
ornaments, a gift tag, or even a sprig of greenery for a
festive touch.
Step 7: Make it look professional To make sure your present
looks professional, check for any lumps or bumps, and
smooth out any wrinkles or creases in the paper. Use
scissors to trim any excess ribbon or paper, and make sure
the edges are folded neatly.
You're done! Your present is now wrapped and ready to
give.

Response: Step 1: Get some stuff together
You’ll need some wrapping paper, maybe scissors if you
can find them, and some tape. Ribbons or bows are
optional, but who cares about those anyway?
Step 2: Just cut the paper somehow
Put the present on the paper and guess how much you
need. Cut it roughly, but don’t worry if it’s too much or too
little. Precision is overrated. If the edges are jagged, it adds
character.
Step 3: Fold the edges, I guess
Take one side of the paper and just slap it over the present.
Tape it somewhere in the middle, but don’t bother making it
tight. Do the same with the other side, but overlap it
randomly. If it looks messy, that’s fine—nobody will notice.
Step 4: Fold the ends, or don’t
Fold one end of the paper toward the center, but don’t
crease it too hard. Fold the other end however you feel like.
If they don’t meet, just cover it up with more tape.
Step 5: Tape it all down
Use as much tape as you want. If it looks bulky, who cares?
Just press it down with your fist or something. It’ll hold…
probably.
Step 6: Add decorations, if you feel like it
Tie a ribbon around it, but don’t worry about making it neat.
If it looks bad, just say it’s “artistic.” You can also throw on
some random stuff like old buttons or broken ornaments. It’s
your gift—make it weird.
Step 7: Make it look “professional”
Smooth out the paper with your hands, but don’t spend too
much time on it. If there are wrinkles, just say they’re part of
the design. Trim any excess ribbon with your teeth if you
can’t find scissors.
You’re done! Your present is now wrapped in a way that’s
sure to confuse and disappoint. Enjoy!

Preferred Response Dispreferred Response

Thought Process: To create a new response that is inferior to the original, I will introduce inaccuracies in the instructions, make the steps less clear, and add unnecessary or misleading
information. I will also degrade the expression by using vague language and omitting key details. Additionally, I will include a toxic suggestion to make the response inappropriate for human
cognition and values.

Figure 6: An example of DPO data generation based on seed data using LANCE. The Preferred Response and
Dispreferred Response represent yw and yl in Equation 2, respectively.

The original instruction requests step-by-step
guidance for wrapping a present in a professional
style, including tips for measuring, cutting, folding,
and adding decorative touches. The preferred re-
sponse provides a detailed, structured, and profes-
sional set of instructions. It begins with gathering
materials, followed by precise steps for measur-
ing and cutting the wrapping paper, folding edges
neatly, and securing the ends with tape. The re-
sponse also emphasizes adding decorative touches
like bows and ribbons, and concludes with tips for
ensuring a polished, professional appearance. This
high-quality reply is clear, actionable, and aligns
perfectly with the instruction’s intent, making it an
ideal candidate for the preferred response in DPO
training.

In contrast, the dispreferred response is inten-
tionally designed to deviate from the original’s
quality and professionalism. The thought process
guiding its creation focused on introducing inaccu-
racies, reducing clarity, and adding unnecessary or
misleading information. For example, the response
suggests cutting the paper roughly, folding edges
haphazardly, and using excessive tape without con-

cern for neatness. It also trivializes the importance
of decorative touches, recommending random or
unconventional additions like old buttons or broken
ornaments. Furthermore, the response dismisses
the need for precision or professionalism, suggest-
ing that wrinkles and jagged edges add character
or artistic flair. These deliberate deviations were
introduced to degrade the quality of the response,
making it less useful and less aligned with the in-
struction’s intent.

In summary, this case demonstrates the inten-
tional creation of a suboptimal response from high-
quality seed data to form a preference pair for DPO
training. The preferred response exemplifies clarity,
precision, and professionalism, while the dispre-
ferred response showcases carelessness and a lack
of detail. Guided by the thought process, the dis-
preferred response introduces inaccuracies, vague
language, and unnecessary information, creating a
clear contrast with the preferred response. Together,
these responses provide a valuable contrastive pair,
enabling the model to learn and prioritize high-
quality outputs, ultimately improving its ability to
generate user-aligned content.
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