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Abstract

Advances in large language models raise the question of how alignment techniques
will adapt as models become increasingly complex and humans will only be able
to supervise them weakly. Weak-to-Strong mimics such a scenario where weak
model supervision attempts to harness the full capabilities of a much stronger
model. This work extends Weak-to-Strong to WeakS-to-Strong by exploring
an ensemble of weak models which simulate the variability in human opinions.
Confidence scores are estimated using a Bayesian approach to guide the WeakS-
to-Strong generalization. Furthermore, we extend the application of WeakS-to-
Strong from text classification tasks to text generation tasks where more advanced
strategies are investigated for supervision. Moreover, direct preference optimization
is applied to advance the student model’s preference learning, beyond the basic
learning framework of teacher forcing. Results demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed approach for the reliability of a strong student model, showing potential
for superalignment. 3

1 Introduction

With the increase in computing power and the amount of training data available, the capabilities of
large language models (LLMs) have been continuously brought closer to humans in many aspects.
Despite their impressive performance, the preferences and values of pre-trained LLMs do not always
align with humans, and dedicated approaches are needed to tackle the problem. Based on large-scale
instruction datasets, supervised finetuning (SFT) encourages LLMs to follow human instructions
more strictly and respond more safely [28]. Reinforcement learning (RL) is commonly applied to
such alignment. By collecting model output values and the corresponding human feedback, the model
can be finetuned by RL to avoid generating undesirable outputs [33, 3, 18, 17, 1].

Since no current model has surpassed human intelligence yet, existing alignment methods, such as
SFT and RL from human feedback (RLHF), remain effective. However, it is worthwhile considering
future scenarios where artificial intelligence (AI) might surpass human intelligence in all aspects.
Would the current alignment methods still be effective for such super AI models? How could
humans supervise the super AI? To simulate this future scenario, an analogy situation is designed
that downgrades both sides: using a weak model to simulate humans and a strong model to simulate
future super AI [7], which is termed as superalignment. It has been demonstrated that adding a
simple auxiliary loss can achieve effective Weak-to-Strong generalization, even if the weak model’s

∗Equal contribution.
†Corresponding author.
3Code will be available upon acceptance.

Preprint. Under review.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

03
19

9v
1 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 2

4 
M

ay
 2

02
4



supervision contains many errors, which offers hope of achieving superalignment. Nonetheless, this
is just the beginning of exploring along the path of Weak-to-Strong.

This paper extends the discussion on Weak-to-Strong in two directions. First, given the inherent
capability gap between the weak model and the strong model, we propose using an ensemble of
multiple weak models to improve the quality of weak supervision, which is called WeakS-to-Strong.
This also accounts for the scenario where human opinions might diverge in tasks without a commonly
accepted standard. Several approaches have been studied to effectively leverage the diversity of
different weak models, and we adapt a Bayesian approach referred to as evidential deep learning
(EDL) [24] to better estimate broader human preferences by learning a prior distribution over the weak
labels produced by the weak models. Furthermore, the Weak-to-Strong task was primarily studied for
text classification tasks [7]. This paper extends the scope to text generation tasks and demonstrates
that the proposed Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong approach is effective for both. To better align with
human preferences, a variant of direct preference optimization (DPO) [22] called conservative DPO
(cDPO) [9] is used to finetune the strong model further on RL principles.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows.

• We proposed Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong which largely improves the quality of weak super-
vision and recovers the performance of the strong model.

• We propose to generalize both Weak-To-Strong and WeakS-to-Strong from text classification
to generation tasks, extending their scope from content regulation to content generation.

• When applied to text generation, a token-level confidence measure is proposed to achieve
soft labels for strong model training. We also propose the modified DPO algorithm under
the Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong framework to further improve text generation performance.

2 Related Work

AI Alignment. Aligning LLMs with human preferences has been a long-standing goal. Instruction
tuning uses extensive datasets to improve LLMs’ adherence to human instructions [28]. RL allows
LLMs to learn what types of responses humans prefer or dislike, with proximal policy optimization
(PPO) being an effective RL method first applied to LLMs and becoming part of the standard RLHF
process [33, 3, 18, 17, 1]. However, PPO training can be unstable, leading to the development of
DPO [22]. Due to the high cost of obtaining human preference data, there is now exploration into
using LLMs to simulate human preferences, provide feedback, and finetune models [13, 4, 10].

Variability in Human Opinions. In the process of aligning AI with human preferences, it is important
to consider the inconsistency of human preferences [14], which often leads to multi-label problems.
Previously, many approaches used simple methods like voting, aggregation, and averaging to handle
multi-labels [8, 16, 19, 20]. However, these methods do not effectively capture the preference
differences of individual annotators included in the multiple labels. To better estimate the diversity of
human preferences, Bayesian principles have been introduced. Deep neural network models can be
used to predict prior distributions, which are considered to produce the multiple available labels to
estimate a broader range of human preferences [24, 31, 30].

Weak-to-Strong. The goal of Weak-to-Strong is to use a weak model to better supervise a strong
model. OpenAI demonstrated that adding auxiliary confidence loss from the strong model itself can
significantly improve the Weak-to-Strong performance [7]. Following OpenAI’s work, several studies
emerged to introduce multiple weak models, used either in series or parallel, to improve the quality
of supervision provided by the weak models [15, 23]. In addition, confidence scores are incorporated
to help the strong model assess the supervision quality provided by the weak models [11] and weak
model can be directly used to modify the output of the strong model [12].

3 WeakS-to-Strong Methodology

3.1 Preliminary: Weak-to-Strong

The Weak-to-Strong pipeline [7] involves three steps: (i) create a weak supervisor by finetuning
a small pre-trained model on ground-truth labels; (ii) train a strong student model fΛ with weak
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Balanced diet

Q: How to keep healthy?

Regular exercise

Eat a lot

(a) Naive

Balanced diet

(b) Joint Decoding

Balanced diet

Regular exercise

Eat a lot

diet
exercise

(c) Bayesian

Figure 1: An overview diagram of the three ensemble approaches: (a) Naive multi-weak, (b) Joint
decoding, and (c) Bayesian multi-weak.

supervision by finetuning a pre-trained LLM using “weak labels” generated by weak supervisors,
where Λ is the parameters of the strong model; (iii) finetune the large pre-trained model directly
using ground-truth labels which serves as the ceiling.

To leverage the superior generalization capabilities and prior knowledge of strong model, a loss
function with auxiliary confidence loss is proposed [7]:

L = (1− γ) ∗ CE(fΛ(x),yw) + γ ∗ CE(fΛ(x), f̂Λ(x)) (1)

where yw represents the weak label from weak model, f̂Λ(x) refers to the predicted class of strong
model given input x, and CE(·, ·) denotes the cross-entropy loss. The second term is an (optional)
auxiliary self-training loss designed to increase the confidence of the strong model to itself. The
weight of the second loss, γ, linearly grows up from 0 to a pre-defined hyper-parameter γmax, which
gradually reduces the weight on the weak labels and increase the weight on self-training when the
number of training step increases.

3.2 Extending Weak-to-Strong with multiple weak models

Although it has been shown that the Weak-to-Strong approach can recover part of the strong model’s
performance [7], the errors in weak labels limit the performance of Weak-to-Strong generalization.
In response to this problem, we propose to leverage the complementarity of the error patterns of
multiple weak models using the ensemble strategy, which is referred to as WeakS-to-Strong.

A naive approach to implementing an ensemble of multiple weak models is to calculate the loss for
each weak label respectively and then average these losses. An improvement of this approach is to
take a weighted sum instead of a simple average:

LNaive =

N∑
i=1

wi CE(fΛ(x),y
(i)
w )), (2)

where N is the number of weak models, y(i)
w is the ith weak label produced by the ith weak model,

and wi is a pre-defined weight of the loss regarding the the ith weak model. This approach is referred
to as a naive multi-weak system in the rest of the paper.

3.3 Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong

For superalignment, multiple weak models are used to mimic the subjective preferences of multiple
humans, which can be considered as observations drawn from an underlying distribution of the opin-
ions of all humans. The naive approach described in Section 3.2 solely relies on these observations.
The number of observations (human annotations or weak labels) is often very limited due to the
considerable cost of hiring a new human annotator or training a new weak model. Such a limited
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number of observations may not result in a good approximation of the true human opinion distribution.
Having biased preferences or values is particularly unacceptable in the safety domain and can cause a
failure of superalignment. Therefore, we propose a Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong approach based on
EDL [24] to estimate the human opinion distribution based on the weak labels. Figure 1(c) illustrates
the framework where three weak models are involved.

Consider a weak label from the ith weak model y(i)
w , which is a one-hot vector with y

(i,k)
w being one

if it belongs to class k and zero otherwise. y(i)
w is sampled from a categorical distribution (of the

labels of weak models) Cat(π), where each component πk corresponds to the probability assignment
over the possible classes y(i)

w ∼ P(y|π) = Cat(π). EDL places a Dirichlet prior over the categorical
distribution representing the probability of each categorical probability assignment, hence modelling
second-order probability π ∼ p(π|α), where α is the hyperparameter of the Dirichlet prior. The
strong model fΛ is trained to predict α for each input by minimizing the negative log-likelihood of
sampling y

(i)
w given the predicted Dirichlet prior:

L(i)
NLL = − log

∫
P(y(i)

w |π)p(π|α)dπ =

K∑
k=1

y(i,k)w (log(α0)− log(αk)), (3)

where K is the number of classes, α0 =
∑K

k=1 αk is the Dirichlet strength, and y
(i,k)
w is the kth value

of label y(i)
w . Following [24], a regularization term L(i)

REG (see Appendix B for details) is added to
calibrate uncertainty estimation, resulting in the EDL loss L(i)

EDL = L(i)
NLL + λEDLL(i)

REG where λEDL is
the coefficient.

Apart from the class predicted by the weak models, the confidence of weak models is also incorporated
for better distribution estimation. Let (p(i)1 , . . . , p

(i)
K ) be the probability assignment predicted by

the ith weak model, the EDL loss for each class is calculated based on the predicted probability
assignment for each weak model and then combined in the same way as in Eqn. (2). That is,

LEDL(fΛ(x), {y(i)
w }Ni=1) =

N∑
i=1

wi

K∑
k=1

pkL(i)
EDL(fΛ(x), ŷ

(i)
w )) (4)

where ŷ(i)
w is the predicted class, and wis are hyperparameters set to the same values as used in the

Naive multi-weak approach. As a result, the auxiliary confidence loss described in Eqn. (1) is adapted
for Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong as follows:

L = (1− γ) ∗ LEDL(fΛ(x), {y(i)
w }Ni=1) + γ ∗ LEDL(fΛ(x), f̂Λ(x)). (5)

In the term of LEDL(fΛ(x), f̂Λ(x)), the class index predicted by the strong model f̂Λ(x) is used
as the target. That is to say, the predictions of the strong student model are applied as part of the
distribution estimation along with the weak label.

4 WeakS-to-Strong for Sequence Generation

4.1 Label Formulation via Joint-Decoding

To enable the strong model to directly generate trustworthy content rather than only being trained to
understand whether the content is trustworthy or not, we propose to extend the scope of Weak-to-
Strong from text classification to text generation. We also propose to jointly decode with multiple
weak models to derive the sequence-level training target of the strong model. In contrast to the Naive
multi-weak scheme, joint decoding employs multiple weak models to collaboratively determine one
single target, reducing the risk of the strong model being affected by the potential biases that exist in
the label space of the separate weak models.

Specifically in this paper, we perform joint decoding in a re-ranking fashion. For each weak model, the
top M output sequences are generated by beam search in decoding. We gather the output sequences
from the N weak models to form a list of M ×N sequences. Next, for each sequence, N scores are
computed by generating it using each weak model separately (via teacher forcing) and aggregating
the output (log-)probabilities. We perform a weighted sum of the N scores as the final score assigned
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target wordpiece: hel
token score: 0.4

... lo hel wor ...

strong 
prob

wordpiece

0.4

... lo hel wor ...

target

wordpiece

Weak Tokenizer

Weak Wordpiece

Word

wordpiece: (..., he, llo, ...)
wordpiece score: (..., 0.45, 0.8, ...)

word: (..., hello, ...)
word score: (..., 0.36, ...)

Word

Strong Wordpiece

Strong Tokenizer

Strong Model

Output logits

Calculate target score
word: (..., hello, ...)

word score: (..., 0.36, ...)

wordpiece: (..., hel, lo, ...)
wordpiece score: (..., p1, p2, ...)

Strong Confidence

Target Score
 target wordpiece: (..., hel, lo, ...)

target score: (..., 0.4, 0.9, ...)

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3

�(�) = �(�2|�1)�(�1)

Figure 2: The process of transforming per-token confidence scores from the sequence tokenized by
the weak model to the sequence tokenized by the strong. The word “hello” is used as an example.
Stage 1: The words and word scores are obtained from the weak model wordpieces and their scores.
Stage 2: The words are tokenized by the strong model tokenizer, and the tokenized sequences are
fed into the strong model to obtain the strong model predicted probability (denoted as confidence)
for each token si. This probability is used to split word scores into target wordpiece probabilities
P (si) while keeping the probability of the word unchanged. Stage 3: The obtained target score is
transformed into the soft label by scaling the strong output distribution using P (si).

to each sequence, where the same set of weights is fixed within each task. The sequence with the
highest final score will be used as the target sequence for strong model training. That is,

y(i)
w = argmax

m
P(y(i)

w (m)) = argmax
m

N∑
i=1

λiP(y
(i)
w (m)|θi), (6)

where y
(i)
w (m) is the mth output sequence, λi is the weight assigned to the ith weak model, θi

represents model parameters of the ith weak model, and m ∈ [1,M ×N ] ∩ Z.

4.2 Confidence measure for weak sequence labels

The key challenge of directly applying the Weak-to-Strong loss [7] to the sequence generation task
is the token-level soft labelling for the target sequence. As the tokenizers are different between the
weak and the strong models, it is infeasible to obtain a one-to-one mapping from weak model output
distributions to each token in the target sequence.

To obtain the soft label yw for the strong model using weak model output probabilities and bridge
the gap caused by different tokenizers, we use words as an intermediary. Figure 2 shows an example
of the process in three stages. In stage 1, the per-token output probabilities of the weak models are
obtained when generating output sequences. The probabilities of wordpieces in a word, referred to as
wordpiece scores, are then multiplied together to obtain the score of word W . In stage 2, the word
score is used to assign probabilities to tokens from the strong model tokenizer, following Eqn. (7).

P(W ) = P(w2|w1)P(w1) = P(s2|s1)P(s1), (7)
where we use a word containing two wordpieces from both weak and strong tokenizers as an example,
and w1, w2 and s1, s2 are both token strings that can form W , which are generated by the tokenizers
of the weak and strong models respectively. To obtain the actual assignment of scores to each strong
model token si, instead of assigning equal probabilities to all tokens involved, we compute a weight
from the strong model confidence when predicting s1 and s2 to approximate the decomposition by

P(s1) =
eCs(s1)

eCs(s1) + eCs(s2)
P(W ), P(s2) =

eCs(s2)

eCs(s1) + eCs(s2)
P(W ), (8)

where Cs(si) is strong model confidence at the step predicting wordpiece si, which is the maximum
probability in the strong model output distribution at that step in practice. In this way, smaller target
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confidence scores are allocated to tokens with lower strong model confidence (i.e., harder to predict),
while larger confidence scores are allocated to tokens with higher strong model confidence.

After obtaining the probability of the target token of the strong model, the probabilities of other
tokens can be obtained by scaling strong prediction logits, which can be treated as the soft label,
as shown in Figure 2. Then the obtained soft labels can be handled using methods similar to those
used in classification. Notably, during the computation of EDL loss, the sparsity caused by high
dimensional spaces results in a large KL penalty term. To solve this problem, a coefficient is added to
the KL penalty to balance it with the magnitude of the negative log-likelihood term. Additionally,
clamping is applied to restrict all values within an appropriate range, preventing potentially extremely
large outliers on any particular token.

4.3 DPO for Sequence Generation Optimization

Different from classification tasks, sequence generation tasks often benefit from sequence-level objec-
tives that directly optimize the entire sequence jointly rather than the individual tokens separately. To
further improve the strong model for sequence generation, direct preference optimization (DPO) [22]
is investigated for WeakS-to-Strong after supervised finetuning, where we propose to use weak
models to provide the preference for the strong model generation.

The standard DPO loss [22] can be written as follows:

LDPO(Λ,yc,yr) = − log σ
(
β log

fΛ(yc)

f ref(yc)
− β log

fΛ(yr)

f ref(yr)

)
, (9)

where fΛ denotes the model to be optimized with parameter Λ, f ref refer to the reference model,
initialized as supervised finetuned model, and yc, yr refer to preferred and dispreferred response pair
respectively. Intuitively, the loss function LDPO increases the likelihood of the preferred completions
and decreases the likelihood of dispreferred completions, scaled by β, controlling the deviation from
reference model f ref.

In practice, a strong model pre-trained by supervised finetuning generates M output sequences based
on a given input, which are scored by the weak models in the same way as scoring in joint decoding is
performed (see Section 4.1). The sequence with the highest score is viewed as the preferred sequence,
and that with the lowest score is the dispreferred sequence, as shown below as

yc = argmax
m,m=1,2,...,M

N∑
i=1

λiP(ys(m)|θi), (10)

where ys(m) is the mth output sequence generated by the strong model, and P(ys(m)|θi) is com-
puted using the ith weak model. The dispreferred sequence can be computed similarly by

yr = argmin
m,m=1,2,...,M

N∑
i=1

λiP(ys(m)|θi). (11)

Considering potential errors by weak models, a variant of DPO, conservative DPO (cDPO) [9] with a
more conservative target distribution is applied in our work. The loss of cDPO is

Lϵ
DPO = (1− ϵ)LDPO(Λ,yc,yr) + ϵLDPO(Λ,yr,yc), (12)

where ϵ is a small constant probability that labels are flipped to make DPO more conservative.

5 Experimental Setup

5.1 Datasets and Models

Classification Task. The setup of the classification task follows [7]. The SciQ dataset [29] is used,
which contains 13,679 crowdsourced science exam questions about Physics, Chemistry and Biology,
among others. The questions are in multiple-choice format with 4 answer options each. In our
experiment, 5k data samples were extracted for training weak models and another 5k samples were
reserved for generating weak labels to train the strong model. The standard test set which contains 1k
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Table 1: Performance of single model on text classification task. Trained by ground-truth labels.

Pre-trained model # Param Accuracy

Strong Model (ceiling) Qwen-7B 7.7B 0.898

Weak Model
GPT2-Large 0.8B 0.717
OPT-1.3B 1.3B 0.699

Pythia-1.4B 1.4B 0.685

data samples was used for the test. The data is restructured into a balanced binary classification task,
i.e., given a question and an answer, the model is required to determine whether the answer is correct.

For classification, the Qwen-7B [2]4 model was applied as the strong student model. Three models
were used as weak teachers: GPT2-Large [21]5, OPT-1.3B [32]6 and Pythia-1.4B [6]7. The last linear
layer which maps the embeddings to tokens is replaced with a linear classification head with two
outputs to adapt language models to the classification setting.

Slot filling. The performance of WeakS-to-Strong on the reliability of generated content was evaluated
on the slot filling task, which is a crucial spoken language understanding task aiming at filling in
the correct value for predefined slots (e.g., restaurant and hotel names). SLURP dataset [5] was
used which contains 16.5k sentences and 72k audio recordings of single-turn user interactions with a
home assistant, annotated with scenarios, actions and entities. Only the reference transcriptions of
the speech were used for training. Following [25] and [26], we designed the prompt with slot keys
and descriptions in the same way. In our setup, 2k utterances from the train split were extracted for
training the weak models, and another 2k utterances were reserved for generating weak labels and
training the strong model. We report the performance of both weak and strong models on the standard
SLURP test set.

For slot filling, Llama-2-7b [27]8 was used as the strong model which yielded better performance
than Qwen-7B in this task. The same set of weak models was used as the classification task. As
before, both weak and strong models are finetuned with all model parameters.

5.2 Metrics

The classification task is evaluated by accuracy and the SLU-F1 [5] is used to evaluate the performance
of slot filling, which combines both word-level and character-level F1 scores to give partial credit to
non-exact match predictions. Performance gap recovered (PGR) [7] is used to measure the fraction
of the performance gap recovered with weak supervision, which is defined as follows:

PGR :=
P − Pw

Ps − Pw
(13)

where P is Weak-to-Strong performance, Ps strong performance and Pw weak performance.

6 Results

6.1 Text Classification

The proposed Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong approach was first evaluated on a classification task. Table 1
shows performance of the strong model and the weak models trained using ground-truth labels, with
the former being the ceiling of the Weak(S)-to-Strong approaches. The strong model has about 7 times
the number of parameters as the weak models, which also leads to about 28% relative improvement
in the classification accuracy. Results of Weak(S)-to-Strong approaches are shown in Table 2. γ in
Eqn. (1) and Eqn. (5) were set to 0 if auxiliary loss was not used. When a single weak teacher was

4https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen-7B
5https://huggingface.co/openai-community/gpt2-large
6https://huggingface.co/facebook/opt-1.3b
7https://huggingface.co/EleutherAI/pythia-1.4b
8https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-2-7b-hf
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Table 2: Weak(S)-to-Strong performance on text classification task for with (w/) and without (w/o)
auxiliary loss. γ in Eqn. (1) and Eqn. (5) is set to 0 if auxiliary loss is not used. For WeakS-to-Strong
results, the average PGR of three weak models is reported. The best results are shown in bold.

w/o aux loss w/ aux loss
Accuracy PGR Accuracy PGR

Single Weak-to-Strong
GPT2-Large 0.816 0.547 0.832 0.635
OPT-1.3B 0.811 0.563 0.828 0.648

Pythia-1.4B 0.774 0.418 0.800 0.540

Naive Multi-Weak 0.818 0.593 0.844 0.726
Bayesian Mutli-Weak 0.822 0.614 0.855 0.781

Table 3: Performance of single model on text generation task. Trained by ground-truth labels.

Pre-trained model # Param SLU-F1

Strong Model (ceiling) Llama-2-7B 6.7B 0.781

Weak Model
GPT2-Large 0.8B 0.660
OPT-1.3B 1.3B 0.665

Pythia-1.4B 1.4B 0.680

involved to train the strong model, about 50% of the strong performance was recovered (shown by
PGR). The addition of auxiliary loss boosted the performance for all three weak models where the
strong model tended to gradually rely on its own prediction as the training progresses.

The Naive multi-weak approach and Bayesian multi-weak using EDL were applied to the classification
task for WeakS-to-Strong. It can be seen that the auxiliary loss was effective for both. The Naive
multi-weak method raised the average PGR to 0.726 and Bayesian multi-weak further boosted PGR
to 0.781. Furthermore, a p-test between the results of single Weak-to-Strong on GPT2-Large (with
an accuracy of 0.832) and Naive multi-weak (with an accuracy of 0.844) gave a p-value larger than
0.2, while the GPT2-Large-to-Strong and Bayesian multi-weak approach (with an accuracy of 0.855)
resulted in a p-value less than 0.05. The results showed the effectiveness of Bayesian estimation that
took the confidence of each weak label into account.

6.2 Text Generation

For the text generation task using slot filling, the performance of the student strong model and teacher
weak model finetuned on ground-truth labels is presented in Table 3. The strong ceiling performance
(i.e. the performance obtained by training the strong model with ground-truth labels) was 0.781 and
the highest weak performance was 0.680.

First, we report Weak(S)-to-Strong performance by using the target sequence generated by the weak
model without confidence scores. The results are reported in Table 4. For a single weak model, the
Weak-to-Strong performance didn’t necessarily surpass the original weak performance (e.g. OPT-
1.3B). Among the models in which Weak-to-Strong performance exceeded the weak performance,
the highest PGR was less than 0.15. As for WeakS-to-Strong, the proposed joint decoding approach
outperformed both Naive multi-weak and Bayesian multi-weak, achieving the best performance
across the table. It can be because both naive multi-weak and Bayesian multi-weak methods use a
weak label from each weak model, which potentially includes bad responses. In this case, either
using naive multi-weak, which directly trains a model, or using Bayesian multi-weak which trains a
model to predict distribution, a bad response can be considered as one of the targets. In contrast, joint
decoding allows three weak models to collaboratively determine a single weak label, thereby reducing
the chance of selecting a bad response. However, using the auxiliary loss does not provide further
improvements in any settings compared to those without due to the lack of confidence measures.

To further improve the performance of text generation, we obtained word-level confidence scores
from weak labels for the generated texts and then transformed them into token-level confidence

8



Table 4: Weak(S)-to-Strong performance on text generation task without confidence score. For
WeakS-to-Strong results, the average PGR of three weak models is reported.

w/o aux loss w/ aux loss
SLU-F1 PGR SLU-F1 PGR

Single Weak-to-Strong
GPT2-Large 0.673 0.108 0.666 0.047
OPT-1.3B 0.634 -0.265 0.569 -0.831

Pythia-1.4B 0.695 0.146 0.688 0.081

Naive Multi-Weak 0.689 0.181 0.673 0.036
Joint Decoding 0.713 0.393 0.706 0.330

Bayesian Mutli-Weak 0.700 0.276 0.697 0.252

Table 5: Weak(S)-To-Strong performance on text generation task with confidence score. For WeakS-
to-Strong results, the average PGR of three weak models is reported.

w/o aux loss w/ aux loss
SLU-F1 PGR SLU-F1 PGR

Single Weak-to-Strong
GPT2-Large 0.688 0.230 0.668 0.069
OPT-1.3B 0.593 -0.621 0.703 0.322

Pythia-1.4B 0.702 0.215 0.703 0.233

Naive Multi-Weak 0.711 0.375 0.700 0.276
Joint Decoding 0.706 0.330 0.706 0.330

Bayesian Mutli-Weak 0.715 0.413 0.726 0.509

cDPO - - 0.728 0.526

scores that can be used as soft labels to train the student strong model as described in Section 4.2.
The results are shown in Table 5. For Weak-to-Strong with a single weak model, all strong models
achieved higher PGRs using the proposed soft labels compared to those only with hard labels.

When WeakS-to-Strong is used, consistent performance improvements for all settings were obtained
compared to Weak-to-Strong, with the Bayesian multi-weak method achieving the best performance
with a PGR of 0.413. The reason why the Bayesian multi-weak method outperformed joint decoding
when soft labels were used can be attributed to the fact that the confidence scores help the strong
model to learn the confidence of weak models, hence allowing it to differentiate between bad and
good sequences. Besides, including the proposed soft labels for WeakS-to-Strong also yielded larger
improvements when using both Naive multi-weak and Bayesian multi-weak settings than using hard
labels in Table 4. Moreover, with soft labels, WeakS-to-Strong further benefited from using the
auxiliary loss, where the strong model performance was increased to 0.726 with a PGR of 0.509.

Based on the strong model supervised finetuned by the Bayesian Multi-Weak approach with auxiliary
loss, a cDPO training is performed. The best-performing WeakS-To-Strong scheme is obtained by
using Bayesian multi-weak with the auxiliary loss for supervised fine-tuning, followed by training
with cDPO, yielding an SLU-F1 of 0.728 with a PGR of 0.526.

7 Conclusion

This paper extends Weak-to-Strong to WeakS-to-Strong by exploring an ensemble of weak models to
simulate the variability in human opinions. A Bayesian inference method, Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong,
is proposed to estimate the weak label distribution better using the outputs of existing weak models.
Furthermore, the original Weak-to-Strong method can only be applied to text classification tasks,
and this paper proposes to extend it to text generation tasks, which allows not only to judge whether
content is trustworthy but also to generate trustworthy content. At last, DPO is applied to advance
the student model’s preference for learning, beyond the original of teacher-forcing-based learning
approach. The results showed the effectiveness of our proposed Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong for both
classification and generation tasks, revealing the potential for superalignment.
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A Limitations

The proposed Bayesian WeakS-to-Strong method was tested on two different types of tasks: text
classification and generative slot filling. We believe the proposed method is general, and further
experiments on other applications are reserved for future work. Due to computational resource
limitations, three weak models were used in this paper, mimicking the situation where human
annotations are costly and time-consuming to obtain. We believe that the capabilities of the strong
model can be recovered to a greater extent when more weak models are involved.

B Regularising term of EDL

As introduced in Section 3.3, the negative log-likelihood of a sample y with a predicted Dirichlet
prior with hyperparameter α is:

LNLL = − log

∫
P(yw|π)p(π|α)dπ =

K∑
k=1

y(k)w (log(α0)− log(αk))

When a sample is not correctly classified, it is expected the total evidence shrinks to zero for the
sample. Taking this into consideration, [24] added a regularization term to penalise the misleading
evidence. The loss with this regularising term reads

LEDL = LNLL + λtKL(Dir(π|α̃)||Dir(π|1))

where Dir(π|1) denotes a Dirichlet distribution with zero total evidence, α̃ = y + (1− y)⊙α is
the Dirichlet parameter after removal of the non-misleading evidence from predicted α, and λt is the
annealing coefficient. By adding a KL-divergence between the Dirichlet distribution with misleading
evidence and zero total evidence, the total evidence is enforced to shrink to zero for the simple which
is not correctly classified. The annealing coefficient increases by training step, enabling the model to
explore the parameter space.

C Implementation Details

All models were trained on NVIDIA A800 GPUs using the bfloat16 data type. For the classification
tasks, the Adam optimizer was used with a cosine learning rate scheduler and no warm-up period.
The batch size was set to 32, with a mini-batch size of 1. The weak models were finetuned on the
ground-truth labels with an initial learning rate of 5× 10−5, while the strong models were trained
with a starting learning rate of 1 × 10−5 (both on the weak labels and ground-truth labels). The
Weak(S)-to-Strong training was run for two epochs.

For generation tasks, the AdamW optimizer was used with a linear learning rate scheduler, also with
no warm-up. The initial learning rates were set at 4× 10−5 for GPT2-Large and Pythia-1.4B, and
8 × 10−5 for OPT-1.3B, with a batch size of 8 (mini-batch size of 4). These models were trained
for 15 epochs. The checkpoints with the lowest validation loss were selected to ensure the quality
of weak labels produced by the weak models. The strong model was trained with a batch size of 2
(mini-batch size of 1) and an initial learning rate of 1× 10−5, evaluated at the end of two epochs.

For DPO, the initial learning rate was set to 2×10−7 for two epochs, with the cDPO’s hyperparameter
β set to 10.0 and label smoothing ϵ as 0.1. Other settings remain the same as the generation tasks.

D Broader Impact

As an approach that enhances the original Weak-To-Strong method, our paper will have the following
positive broader impact:

• By ensuring strong LLMs behave in ways that are predictable and consistent with societal
values, the proposed WeakS-To-Strong further increase public trust in AI technologies.

• The use of weak model ensemble for strong model training helps to reduce risks of ethical
violations such as gender or racial biases.
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• Multiple weak models can be more easily updated or replaced to adapt to changing social
norms and values. This flexibility allows LLMs to remain relevant and responsive to societal
changes, ensuring that they continue to serve the public good over time.

This paper does not give rise to any additional potential biases beyond the ones directly inherited from
the pre-trained LLM checkpoints. We encourage the practitioner to carefully select weak models
such that the biases present in individual weak models do not accumulate or amplify when combined.

E Licenses for Existing Assets

The licenses for each asset used is listed below:

Model/Dataset License

GPT2-Large Modified MIT License
OPT-1.3B MIT license

Pythia-1.4B Apache 2.0
Qwen-7B Tongyi Qianwen LICENSE AGREEMENT

Llama2-7B Custom commercial license
SciQ CC BY-NC 3.0 DEED

SLURP CC BY 4.0

We provide the following links to special licenses below:

• Modified MIT License for GPT2-Large: https://github.com/openai/gpt-2/blob/
master/LICENSE

• Tongyi Qianwen LICENSE AGREEMENT: https://github.com/QwenLM/Qwen/blob/
main/Tongyi%20Qianwen%20LICENSE%20AGREEMENT

• Custom commercial license for Llama-2: https://ai.meta.com/resources/
models-and-libraries/llama-downloads

F Prompt Used in Experiment

The prompt used for slot filling task is shown as below, in which the input reference transcription
refers to the reference transcription as the input. For example, with input “remind me about my
business meeting at 3 and 45 pm”, the expected output is ‘{“time”: “3 and 45 pm”}’

USER: Consider the following list of slot types provided to you:
"event_name", "date", "person", "time", "news_topic", "relation", "list_name", "media_type", 
"business_name", "weather_descriptor", "music_genre", "house_place", "game_name", "food_type", 
"timeofday", "place_name", "definition_word", "email_address", "transport_agency", "movie_name", 
"artist_name", "transport_type", "joke_type", "movie_type", "time_zone", "music_descriptor", 
"device_type", "color_type", "meal_type", "player_setting", "podcast_name", "email_folder", 
"song_name", "change_amount", "business_type", "personal_info", "radio_name", "coffee_type", 
"audiobook_author", "audiobook_name", "currency_name", "playlist_name", "podcast_descriptor", 
"general_frequency", "music_album", "app_name", "order_type", "transport_name", 
"transport_descriptor", "cooking_type", "ingredient", "alarm_type", "drink_type", "sport_type", 
"game_type"
Now consider the following sentence(s) containing one or more of the above slot types. Can you extract 
slots belonging to that slot list and their values in json format i.e. {"slot type": "value"}? ONLY print out 
the json, or only print {} if no slot.
"{input reference transcription}"
ASSISTANT:
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