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Abstract

Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) stands
as a pivotal technique in empowering large language model

(LLM) applications. Since RLHF involves diverse computa-
tional workloads and intricate dependencies among multi-
ple LLMs, directly adopting parallelization techniques from

supervised training can result in sub-optimal performance.
To overcome this limitation, we propose a novel approach

named parameter REALlocation, which dynamically redis-
tributes LLM parameters in the cluster and adapts paral-
lelization strategies during training. Building upon this idea,

we introduce REALHF, a pioneering system capable of auto-
matically discovering and running efficient execution plans

for RLHF training given the desired algorithmic and hard-
ware configurations. REALHF formulates the execution plan

for RLHF as an augmented dataflow graph. Based on this

formulation, REALHF employs a tailored search algorithm

with a lightweight cost estimator to discover an efficient

execution plan. Subsequently, the runtime engine deploys

the selected plan by effectively parallelizing computations

and redistributing parameters. We evaluate REALHF on the

LLaMA-2 models with up to 4x70 billion parameters and

128 GPUs. The experiment results showcase REALHF’s sub-
stantial speedups of 2.0 — 10.6X compared to baselines. Fur-
thermore, the execution plans generated by REALHF exhibit

an average of 26% performance improvement over heuris-
tic approaches based on Megatron-LM. The source code of
ReEALHF is publicly available at https://github.com/openpsi-
project/RealLHF.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) such as ChatGPT [24] have
amazed the world with their powerful capabilities. Their
success relies on the enormous model sizes, e.g., GPT-3 [5]
has 175 billion parameters. Because each graphic process-
ing unit (GPU) has limited memory, to perform supervised
training for such an expansive model, the computation along
with the model parameters must be distributed across vast
GPU clusters [14, 23, 34]. Meanwhile, the critical fine-tuning
technique, known as Reinforcement Learning from Human
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Feedback (RLHF), catalyzed the evolution of GPT-3 into Chat-
GPT [25, 35, 45]. Despite RLHF’s crucial role in production-
level LLM applications [1-3, 36], research regarding devel-
oping an efficient RLHF system is largely missing.

The workflow of RLHF training is much more complicated
than supervised training for LLMs. In RLHF, a primary LLM
(the training target, referred to as Actor) receives prompts
sampled from the dataset and generates responses (i.e., the
generation step). These responses are then evaluated by three
additional LLMs: a Reward model, a Reference model, and a
Critic model (i.e., the inference step). Finally, Actor and Critic
use the evaluation results from the previous step to perform
supervised training by iteratively computing gradients and
updating parameters (i.e., the training step). In summary,
the workflow of RLHF contains four LLMs (referred to as
models) with independent parameters and distinct types of
computational tasks on GPUs (referred to as model function
calls), namely generation, inference, and training.

Existing RLHF systems adopt parallelization techniques
directly from supervised training for LLMs [11, 39]. However,
we observe two major limitations based on our profiling
of the previous systems. First, when the system adopts a
symmetric parallelization strategy (i.e., models are distributed
to every GPU node that applies the same parallelization
strategy), it is often over-parallelized. Our system profiling
in Figure 1 (top) shows that over-parallelization leads to
substantial synchronization and communication overhead
(the light purple bars), thus compromising the end-to-end
system’s performance.

Moreover, different computational tasks are better off with
different parallelization strategies, as shown in Table 1. A
single global parallelization strategy, therefore, is likely to
be sub-optimal. An alternative way is to assign different
models to different GPU nodes, where models can execute
concurrently and apply different parallelization strategies
independently. However, our second observation is that such
asymmetric parallelization often causes under-utilization of
the GPUs (e.g., the gray areas in Figure 1 (middle)) because
of the dependencies between tasks.

The crux of the above inefficiencies is that the allocation of
models on GPU devices is fixed throughout training, which
implies a fixed parallelization strategy as well. Therefore, the
key idea in this paper is to enable dynamic reallocation of
model parameters between GPUs to improve the efficiency of
the entire RLHF training process. As shown in Figure 1 (bot-
tom), by first choosing a parallelization strategy tailored for
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Figure 1. An RLHF iteration breakdown based on the profiling of real systems. The directed graph shows the RLHF workload. Nodes
represent model function calls and edges represents their data dependencies. We present timelines to visualize execution plans that employ:
[top] the same parallelization strategy for all models, [middle] independent parallelization and fixed device allocation for each model, and
[bottom] distinct parallelization strategies for each model function call generated by REALHF. The plan of REALHF considers parameter

reallocation.

each model function call (e.g., use pipelining for Generation)
and then executing these calls concurrently with a smaller
parallelization degree (e.g., Actor and Critic in Training),
we can eliminate redundant communication while maximiz-
ing GPU utilization, effectively addressing the limitations of
prior solution.

Based on the key idea of parameter reallocation, we devel-
oped REALHF, a pioneering system for efficient RLHF train-
ing. REALHF consists of two components, i.e., an execution
plan generator and a runtime engine. An execution plan is
formulated as an augmented dataflow graph, which specifies
a particular execution strategy of the RLHF training work-
flow given the desired algorithmic and hardware configura-
tions. The execution plan generator performs Markov Chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling to search for the most effi-
cient plan using an extremely lightweight profiling-assisted
cost estimator. After a sufficiently good execution plan is
obtained, the runtime engine deploys the derived plan by
effective parallelization and model parameter redistribution.

Our experimental evaluation entails RLHF training on
LLaMA-2 models ranging from 7 to 70 billion parameters
across 8 to 128 Nvidia A100 GPUs. Results showcase that
REALHF is able to achieve a speedup ranging from 2.0 to
10.6 times over baseline systems. Furthermore, we demon-
strate that the performance of REALHF’s searched execution
plans surpasses heuristic plans based on Megatron by 26%
in average and up to 80% in particular cases.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

e We propose to dynamically reallocate model parameters
during training for efficient RLHF training.

Type ‘ Full Pipeline Parallelism Full Tensor Parallelism
Generation 29.82s 37.05s
Training 6.28s 5.50s

Table 1. The generation and training time of 7B LLaMA on 8
GPUs.

e We introduce a general formulation and an effective
search algorithm to discover rapid RLHF execution plans.

o We design and implement REALHF, an RLHF training
system that can automatically discover and run a fast
execution plan with high end-to-end throughput.

e We conduct comprehensive evaluations of REALHF with
detailed ablations and case studies. Moreover, REALHF
achieves 2.0-10.6x higher throughput than the baseline
systems.

2 Background
2.1 Introduction to RLHF

This paper adheres to the common practice of RLHF, fo-
cusing on GPT-like decoder-only transformer-based neural
networks (GPT-like LLMs) [5, 27, 36] and the Proximal Policy
Optimization (PPO) algorithm [31].

An RLHF training iteration involves six model function
calls on four LLMs: Actor generation, Reward inference,
Critic inference, Reference inference, Actor training, and
Critic training. Their dependencies are shown in Figure 1
(top). In these model function calls, Generation is composed
of multiple forward passes. It involves a prompt phase and



Pipeline-Model
Parallelism

Data Parallelism Tensor-Model Parallelism

Figure 2. An illustration of existing parallelization approaches.

a decoding phase. The prompt phase is a single forward
pass, which consumes all prompt tokens to sample the first
generated token. The decoding phase repeatedly inputs the
(single) latest generated token and produces the subsequent
token until termination. Inference is a forward pass over the
combination of prompts and generated responses. Training
is an ordinary supervised training iteration, composed of
a forward pass, a backward pass, and a parameter update.
The next RLHF iteration then applies the updated Actor and
Critic for generation and inference.

Notably, training the Actor and Critic with PPO can incor-
porate multiple minibatches [25], as illustrated in Figure 1.
For each minibatch, the parameter update must occur before
the subsequent forward pass, distinguishing this approach
from gradient accumulation that performs a single parameter
update across minibatches. RLHF usually requires multiple
consecutive training trials, and each trial is composed of
multiple training iterations. For example, Touvron et al. [36]
perform 4 x 400 RLHF iterations to build LLaMA-2 series.
Meta reports that a single RLHF iteration over the 70B model
in their proprietary system consumes about 330 seconds,
resulting in about 150 hours of training in total.

2.2 Parallelization of Large Language Models

Classical parallelization approaches for LLMs encompass
data, tensor-model, and pipeline-model parallelism. We first
discuss them independently and then illustrate how to ef-
fectively combine them. Figure 2 presents visualizations of
these parallelization methods.

Data Parallelism (DP) partitions data along the batch di-
mension and dispatches each partition to a model replicate
for independent computations. After the backward pass dur-
ing training, all DP peers should perform an all-reduce over
gradients before applying them for parameter update. DP
will consume a large amount of GPU memory due to dupli-
cated parameter storage. As a result, practitioners usually
combine them with model parallelism in practice.

Tensor-model Parallelism (TP) partitions model parameters
(i-e., weight matrices) and distributes matrix multiplications
across multiple GPUs. Each layer processes the entire data
batch and produces a partial intermediate value. Then, all
TP peers perform an all-reduce over this value to obtain the
full result and pass it to the next layer. Since all TP peers
should perform the all-reduce operation in each individual
layer of the LLM, TP leads to substantial data communication
overhead when scaling to more GPUs and deeper models.
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Figure 3. An overview of the architecture of REALHF. “MW” is
the abbreviation of “Model Worker”.

Pipeline-model Parallelism (PP) clusters adjacent layers
into several pipeline stages. PP peers transfer intermediate
results among stages for a complete forward or backward
pass. Compared to collective communications like all-reduce,
send-receive operations entail less communication overhead.
Due to the sequential nature of computation, a straightfor-
ward implementation of PP may result in significant GPU idle
time. To improve the efficiency of PP, a common approach
is to divide the data into multiple pipeline micro-batches,
allowing different GPUs to process different micro-batches
simultaneously.

Since the above parallelization approaches are mutually
independent, Megatron-LM [34] integrates them as 3D Par-
alleism to perform LLM supervised training at scale. A paral-
lelization strategy is denoted by three integer values (dp, tp, pp),
representing the degrees of DP, TP, and PP, respectively. Each
coordinate in this grid represents a process running on an
independent GPU. 3D parallelism entails near-optimal par-
allelization for GPT-like language models, which has been
extensively experimented in previous studies [23, 43].

3 Overview

REALHF is a system capable of automatically planning and
executing RLHF training workflows given algorithm and
cluster specifications. The key idea behind the design of Re-
ALHF is exploring the possibility of parameter reallocation.
This facilitates REALHF to produce an execution plan that
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Figure 4. The dataflow graph of two consecutive RLHF iterations.
Each model is an independent LLM. Each model function call is
computational task of the model.

effectively eliminates redundant communication and max-
imizes GPU utilization. Specifically, this execution plan as-
signs independent parallelization strategies and device loca-
tions to each function call. It then dynamically redistributes
parameters at runtime to maximize the overall efficiency.

We summarize the steps of running an RLHF training
workflow in REALHF as follows. First, REALHF parses the
RLHF workflow into a dataflow graph at the level of model
function calls. Then, a specialized search algorithm produces
a fast execution plan to decide the parallelization strategies of
model function calls and intermediate data/parameter com-
munications. Finally, REALHF runs this fast execution plan
on the distributed cluster with an efficient implementation
of the worker-based runtime engine.

As demonstrated in Figure 3, there are two major com-
ponents in the system, the Execution Plan Generator and
the Runtime Engine. The search engine in the execution
plan generator continuously searches for execution plans
with the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm. The
estimated time cost of the searched plan is calculated via a
light-weight estimator, which exploits execution statistics
obtained by profiling. After reaching search time limit, the
fastest discovered execution plan is presented to the runtime
engine for deployment. The runtime engine is composed
of a centralized master worker and multiple model work-
ers. The master worker resides on a CPU. It resolves the
dependencies of communication and computation tasks in
the execution plan. Once a task is ready, the master worker
will send requests to the corresponding model workers for
its execution. Each model worker is hosted on a single GPU,
but it can hold multiple LLM handles (e.g., both Actor and Re-
ward). Model workers act as RPC servers and handle requests
from the master worker. After completing the requested task,
the model worker responds to the master worker to update
dependencies for subsequent requests. The interaction be-
tween the master worker and model workers repeats until
the execution plan finishes.

Figure 5 shows an example of the API for an REALHF
experiment. Users define the dataflow graph of the algorithm
(e.g., RLHF) using a list of ModelFunctionCallDef objects.
These objects encapsulate the model configuration and the
function call type, along with specifying input and output

1 # auto is a decorator that generates worker
2 # scheduling configs in the cluster.

3| @auto(nodelist="com[01-08]", batch_size=256)
4| @dataclasses.dataclass

5 class Experiment:

6 seed: int =1

7 ppo: PPOHyperparameters

8

9 @property

10 def rpcs(self) -> List[ModelFunctionCallDef]:
11 return [

12 ModelFunctionCallDef(

13 model_name="actor",

14 model_type="1lama7b",

15 interface_type=GENERATE,

16 input_data=["prompts"],

17 output_data=["seq", "logp"],
18 )

19 ModelFunctionCallDef(

20 model_name="reward",

21 model_type="1lama7b-critic",
22 interface_type=INFERENCE,

23 input_data=["seq"],

24 output_data=["r"],

25 )

26 ModelFunctionCallDef(

27 model_name="actor",

28 interface_type=TRAIN_STEP,
29 input_data=["seq", "r", ...],
30 )

31 # ref inference, critic inference,
32 # and critic training

33 e

34 1

Figure 5. An example of the user interface of REALHF. Given the
dataflow graph (represented by a list of ModelFunctionCallDef
objects), the training batch size, and cluster specifications, REALHF
will automatically derive an execution plan via the auto decorator.

data dependencies. Models sharing the same model_name
must have identical architectures (e.g., 11ama7b). They form
parameter version dependencies, such that the inference
and generation must wait for the training in the previous
iteration. The experiment configuration is then wrapped
by the auto decorator, which initiates the search engine to
derive an efficient execution plan. This plan is transformed
into a scheduling configuration for launching workers, each
assigned to a specific GPU or CPU via SLURM [40]. The
search engine and launcher both run under the hood. Users
are free to provide distinct interface implementations to
implement a diverse range of training workflows.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 4
introduces our problem formulation and related definitions.
Section 5 explains the details of the methods exploited by
the execution plan generator to discover an optimized exe-
cution plan. Section 6 mainly introduces the implementation
details of the runtime engine in REALHF. Section 7 discusses
the advantages and limitations of REALHF. Section 8 shows
our experiment results and ablation studies. The final two
sections discuss the related works and conclude the paper.
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4 Problem Formulation

ReEALHF aims to find a fast execution plan for RLHF, given
the training configurations (e.g., size for each model and
training batch size) and the cluster specifications. In this
section, we introduce our detailed terminology definitions
and the formulation of the execution plan search problem.

Dataflow Graph. REALHF considers the workflow of
RLHF training as a dataflow graph G = (V, &), as demon-
strated in Figure 4. A node 0! € V represents the i-th model
function call at the ¢-th training iteration. An edge (v,v’) € &
indicates a data or parameter version dependency. We em-
phasize that G represents the concatenated graph of all the
iterations throughout the entire training process. By operat-
ing on this graph, we can effectively overlap computations
with no mutual dependencies across training iterations, thus
improving the overall training efficiency.

Device Mesh. A device mesh D is the unit for executing
an individual function call. It is defined as a two-dimensional
grid of GPUs located in the cluster. The shape of D is de-
noted as (N, M) if it covers N nodes equipped with M devices.
Note that device meshes with the same shape could have
different locations. Different device meshes can overlap if
they share some devices; otherwise, they are disjoint. We
assume all devices in the cluster have the same computing
capability. We characterize communication within device
meshes with two types of bandwidth: intra-node (i.e., within
one cluster node) communication bandwidth and inter-node
(i-e., between cluster nodes) communication bandwidth. We
assume bandwidth values of the same type are identical. Typ-
ically, intra-node communication bandwidth (e.g., NVLink)
is higher than inter-node communication (e.g., InfiniBand or
other network interfaces).

Execution Plan. An execution plan of a dataflow graph
G concretely assigns a device mesh and parallelization strat-
egy for every individual function call in G. It also appends
required data and parameter communication. We express an
execution plan p in the form of an augmented dataflow
graph G, = (V,, Ep), as illustrated in Figure 6.

Since sub-graphs across training iterations are identical,
the i-th model function call over training iterations is as-
signed the same device mesh and 3D parallelization strategy,
which we denote as D; and S; respectively. In G, each orig-
inal node vl.t is tagged with S; and D;. S; will be used to
estimate the time cost of this function call and D; will be
used for computing the global time cost of G, in Section 5.
We assume that D; either covers several entire hosts or a
consecutive portion that is capable of dividing the number
of devices on one host, e.g., (1, 1), (1, 2), (1, 4), (1, 8), (2, 8),
-+, (N, 8) in a cluster of (N, 8). This ensures that multiple
device meshes can fully cover the entire cluster, avoiding
sub-optimal execution plans with idle GPUs [43].

Additionally, we introduce an extra type of nodes to rep-
resent the transfer of either data or parameters between
function call nodes. In particular, for two dependent nodes
Ufl and 0’2, we denote the transfer node between them as ul.t}tz.
Data transfer nodes generally follow the data dependency
in the original workflow G, while parameter transfer nodes
are applied between the consecutive function calls from the
same model, which can be either from the same training itera-
tion or possibly across two consecutive iterations. The device
mesh attached to uf}tz is the union of D; and D, while it does
not retain a parallelization strategy attribute. In our system,
data transfer contains device-device communication only,
while parameter transfer could be either host-device commu-
nication or device-device communication. Host-device pa-
rameter transfer resembles offload [30], which copies model
parameters to local CPU memory when they are temporarily
not needed. Device-device communication is conducted over
two device meshes that are either overlapped or disjoint,
mapping one 3D parallelization strategy to another.

5 Execution Plan Generator

The Execution Plan Generator takes a dataflow graph, the
training configurations, and the cluster specifications as in-
put to automatically search for a rapid execution plan in
the form of an augmented dataflow graph. This generator
comprises two primary components. First, a lightweight cost
estimator predicts the time and memory cost of any execu-
tion plan, leveraging statistical results from profiling. Second,
a search engine refines the proposed execution plan using a
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) search algorithm based
on the preceding cost estimation.

5.1 Cost Estimation

The architecture of LLMs is typically a stack of identical
layers, exhibiting clear computation patterns. Hence, we
can profile the time cost of operations on individual lay-
ers and estimate the total cost of each model function call
through arithmetic operations. We present a lightweight
cost estimator assisted by profiling. Profiling the statistics
in a single experiment takes only minutes, while evaluating



Algorithm 1: Calculate TimeCost(G,)

Data: The augmented dataflow graph G, = (Vp, &), device
meshes D € D where D contains all valid device meshes in
the cluster.

ready_queue = PriorityQueue()// Sorted by v.EndTime

completed_set = Set() // Contains completed nodes
forv € V, do
if v.parents=0 then

| ready_queue.push(v)
end
end
while !ready_queue.empty() do
Node v = ready_queue.pop()
DeviceMesh D = v.device_mesh
// D.last record the last completed node from all devices within D
ov.StartTime = max{o.ReadyTime, D.last. EndTime}
0.EndTime = v.StartTime + TimeCost(v)
completed_set.add(v)

for D’ € D do

if overlap(D, D’) and D’ last EndTime < D.last.EndTime
then
‘ D’last=v

end

for u € v.children do

u.ReadyTime = max{u.ReadyTime, v.EndTime}

if w € completed_set for all w € u.parents then
‘ ready_queue.push(u)

end

end
end
return max{v.EndTime | v € V)}

the cost for a candidate execution plan requires only hun-
dreds of microseconds, as opposed to several minutes for
profiling a single plan in the real world. In the subsequent
paragraphs, we denote the estimated values of time cost and
runtime memory of an execution plan as TimeCost(G,) and
MaxMem(G,), respectively.

Time Cost. We first estimate the time cost for each node
v € V,. For model function call nodes, REALHF profiles the
cost of forward, backward, and associated communication
(e.g., all-reduce) of individual layers across a set of data input
sizes. The range of this set is decided by the configured batch
size, the number of devices in the cluster, and the minimum
batch size on each device according to parallelization strate-
gies. We only profile sizes that are powers of two in this
range. If the data input size for v falls outside the profiling
set, REALHF estimates the time cost using a linear interpola-
tion of the existing profiling statistics. We estimate the costs
of data and parameter transfer by running the algorithm
outlined in Section 6. We approximate the time with the
data size and the bandwidth instead of running a real data
transfer operation.

Next, we derive TimeCost(G,) from the cost of each node.
The calculation can be much more complex than simple

Static Memory Dynamic Memory

KV Cache
Intermediate Activations
Reallocable Parameters

Gradients
Optimizer States
Freezed Parameters

Table 2. The types of dynamic and static memory considered in
the cost estimation.

summation because different nodes can be executed con-
currently on disjoint device meshes. We employ an algo-
rithm to find the shortest path from source nodes to sink
nodes in G, with the constraint that nodes assigned to over-
lapped device meshes cannot execute simultaneously. The
algorithm, detailed in Algorithm 1, assigns each node v € G,
with attributes StartTime, EndTime, and ReadyTime. Each de-
vice mesh D tracks the last completed node from all devices
within D as D.last. The algorithm maintains a priority queue
containing all nodes that have been ready for execution but
not yet completed. The priority queue iteratively selects the
node with the minimum ready time, marks it as completed,
updates D.last for all D, and adds new ready nodes to the
queue. When the priority queue becomes empty, all nodes
in G, should be completed, and the maximal EndTime of all
nodes yields the final result of TimeCost(G,).

Maximum Memory Allocated. An execution plan p is
executable only if its maximum runtime memory does not
exceed device limitations. Memory allocation in REALHF
follows these principles:

1. For a model designated for training, the gradients and
optimizer states cannot be redistributed to other devices
alongside the parameters.

2. Model parameters can be redistributed to the CPU mem-
ory or a different device mesh, freeing the memory occu-
pied in their original location.

3. Memory for intermediate results, including KV cache,
logits in model outputs, and intermediate activations, is
dynamically allocated during execution.

4. The buffer memory required for data transfer is negligible
compared to other memory costs.

Consequently, we categorize runtime memory into static
memory and dynamic memory, as illustrated in Table 2. For
each GPU, we find the associated models via querying all the
allocated device meshes. Then, we calculate the maximum
runtime memory as the summation of static memory and
the peak dynamic memory during an RLHF iteration. We
can precisely calculate the memory from the parameter sizes
of each model, the shapes of training data, and the chosen
parallelization strategies. Finally, MaxMem(G,) represents
the largest maximum memory across all devices.

Validity of the Estimation. The validity holds under
the following assumptions. First, the communication and
computation operations considered in the estimation are



deterministic and have low variance in the real-world time
cost. This ensures predictability in the time cost of nodes.
Furthermore, the runtime engine incurs negligible time and
memory overhead when executing the plan. The time cost
for updating dependencies and dispatching tasks is minor
compared to the estimated time cost. In REALHF, both of
these assumptions are upheld due to the fixed computational
workflows of RLHF training in different iterations and our
efficient implementation of the runtime engine.

5.2 Execution Plan Search

An execution plan p assigns a device mesh D; and a paral-
lelization strategy S; for the i-th model function call. The
number of choices grows exponentially with the number
of devices in the cluster. For instance, in a cluster of shape
(8,8), there are over 500 options for each model function
call, and over 10'¢ execution plans in total, rendering brute-
force enumeration practically infeasible. Therefore, REALHF
employs an efficient MCMC-based search algorithm tailored
for this problem setting.
We associate each execution plan with a cost defined by

cost(Gp) = I (MaxMem(Gp) < memg) - TimeCost(Gp)
+ (1 -1 (MaxMem(Gp < memg)) - a - TimeCost(Gp)

where memy is the device memory capacity, I is an OOM
indicator, and « is a large integer representint the OOM
penalty. We then define an energy-based distribution P(p) o
exp(—p - cost(G,)), where f is the sampling temperature.
Lower-cost execution plans have higher probabilities of be-
ing sampled from P. Hence, the searching process for a fast
execution plan becomes drawing samples from the target
distribution P, where MCMC techniques come into play.

We employ the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [10, 22]
for drawing samples from P. The sampling process begins
with a greedy solution py minimizing the summation of time
costs of all function calls. Notably, this execution plan is
often sub-optimal due to the excessive memory allocation
on devices and the lack of overlap between different model
function calls. Subsequently, we construct a Markov Chain
comprising execution plans py, py, - - -. We alter D; and S;
of a random function call i and accept this transition with
probability

P(pn+1) )
P(pn)

This process repeats until a terminating condition, such as
when a constant time limitation is met. Finally, the execution
plan with the minimum TimeCost(G,) throughout the entire
searching process is selected as the output of the execution
plan generator.

Pacc(Pn - pn+1) = min (1,

6 Runtime Engine

In this section, we introduce the worker-based runtime en-
gine in REALHF, including the implementation details of

workers, redistributing parameters, and transferring data
among model function calls.

Workers. For each node in G, the master worker exe-
cutes an asyncio coroutine to send requests to the model
workers. The coroutine awaits the completion of all the par-
ent model function calls and dispatches requests via sockets
upon satisfying dependencies. These messages do not trans-
fer the required or produced data by function calls. Instead,
the data is retained locally in the GPUs of model workers.
The master worker maintains the global information about
data locations. It communicates this information to the model
workers in requests to initiate data transfers. Each model
worker acts as an RPC server. It polls requests from the
socket for each local LLM handle (e.g., Actor and Reward) in
a round-robin manner. Received requests are put in a FIFO
queue for sequential execution.

Redistributing Parameters. Redistributing parameters
encompasses host-device (e.g., offload) and device-device
communications. Host-device communication utilizes an ad-
ditional CUDA stream for asynchronous memory copying.
Device-device communication involves mapping one 3D par-
allelization strategy to another, e.g., from (dp1, tp1, pp1) to
(dp2, tpa, pp2). We regard the remapping as a hierarchical
process consisting of an outer loop (Figure 7 left) and an
inner loop (Figure 7 right). Initially, we focus on remapping
pipeline stages from pp; to pp,. Each stage i € [pp;] holds
a group of layers distributed in a device mesh specified by
(dp1,tp1). For each stage pair (i, j), where i € [pp;] and
j € [pp2], we transfer the parameters of common layers
between device meshes specified by (dpy, tp1) and (dpa, tp2).
We denote the devices in (dp;,tp;) as source GPUs and
(dpa, tp2) as destination GPUs. For each destination GPU,
we greedily assign a source GPU with the lowest communi-
cation cost (e.g., a local GPU has a lower cost than remote
GPUs). Once assigned, the source GPUs broadcast parame-
ters to the destinations in parallel. This process iterates until
all stage pairs (i, j) are covered.

Data Transfer among Function Calls. Model function
calls produce disjoint data partitions along the DP dimen-
sion, while replicating the data along the TP dimension. This
mirrors the communication pattern of redistributing param-
eters in the right part of Figure 7, but with reversed TP-DP
dimensions. Therefore, we employ the same broadcast-based
algorithm for data transfer. Given that data occupies far less
GPU memory than parameters, we additionally maintain a
local cache to store the received data, reducing redundant
communication.

Remark: Zhuang et al. [44] explored a similar problem
to data transfer in REALHF. They further analyzed the effi-
ciency of a broadcast-based approach over send-receive and
gather-scatter alternatives, validating the rationality of our
implementation. In our paper, we do not focus on developing
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an optimal communication algorithm in such scenarios, as
long as the cost is minor compared to other workloads in
RLHF, as we will show in Section 8.

7 Discussions

This section discusses the advantages and limitations of RE-
ALHF and clarifies the contexts where REALHF can be ap-
plied. REALHF is a system that is applicable on accelerating
RLHF training workflow on GPT-like large language models.
REALHF has following advantages (@) and limitations (¢):

m ReaLHF supports 3D parallelism and automatic execution
for RLHF, which largely improves system throughput and
eliminates human efforts in production. However, neither
of them was supported in prior RLHF systems.

m REALHF explores a novel technique, parameter realloca-
tion, in LLM training workflows, which can introduce a
wide range of new optimization opportunities.

m ReaLHF’s method is orthogonal to advanced optimization
techniques for model function calls on single LLMs (e.g.,
Paged-attention [15] for generation). These techniques
can be integrated into REALHF for better performance.

o REALHF does not consider parallelization strategies that
goes beyond 3D parallelism, which could lead to inferior
performance on deep learning models other than LLMs.

o REALHF requires predictable function calls to ensure the
validity of cost estimation and searching. An unstable clus-
ter or dynamic dataflow graph can violate this assumption.

¢ The searching of REALHF does not guarantee optimality
despite producing plans close to optimal ones.

8 Experiments

We implement REALHF with 36k lines of Python code and
2k lines of C++ code. The search engine and simulator are
implemented in C++, while the profiler, frontend, and model
implementations are based on Python and PyTorch [26]. We
assess REALHF by executing RLHF with the LLaMA-2 model

series [36], currently the most widely used open-source LLM.
LLaMA-2 models vary in the parameter counts, with options
of 7B, 13B, 34B, and 70B. Our experiments are conducted on a
cluster comprising 16 nodes and 128 A100 GPUs. Each node
features 128 CPU cores and 1TB memory. Intra-node commu-
nication utilizes NVLink, while inter-node communication
employs IB with a 200Gbps bandwidth.

Our experimental design unfolds as follows. Initially, we
compare the end-to-end performance of REALHF with two
open-source RLHF systems. We present a breakdown study
to delve into the performance improvement of REALHF. Sub-
sequently, we ablate and analyze the execution plan genera-
tor. Finally, we present a case study showcasing the execution
plans devised by REALHF.

8.1 End-to-End Performance

Baselines. Since production-level RLHF systems are mostly
proprietary, we compare REALHF against two open-source
solutions: DeepSpeed-Chat [39] and OpenRLHF [11]. An-
other open-source system, ColossalChat [18], fails to run in
distributed environments with more than two nodes, so we
omit it from our experiments.

DeepSpeed-Chat (DSChat) employs symmetric paralleliza-
tion (depicted in Figure 1, top), which parallelizes models
using ZeRO-3 data parallelism [28]. Similar to DP, ZeRO-
3 performs synchronized forward and backward passes on
different data partitions. It additionally partitions model pa-
rameters, gradients, and optimizer states across GPUs. Each
GPU scatters parameters to peers when peers require them
for computation. However, this introduces significant over-
head during the decoding phase of generation. DSChat miti-
gates this with a customized Hybrid Engine, which rearranges
ZeRO-3 partitions to TP during generation and reverts af-
terward. DSChat lacks support for TP and PP beyond the
Hybrid Engine. OpenRLHF adopts asymmetric paralleliza-
tion (shown in Figure 1, middle). It partitions devices into
five disjoint subsets. Four of them are used to allocate LLM
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according to the parallelization strategy, rendering training infeasible.

models in RLHF, and the last is used to allocate a generation
engine based on vLLM [15]. As such, the generation engine
is solely responsible for Actor generation, and the original
Actor model is solely responsible for training. Parameters are
synchronized after each RLHF iteration. Similar to DSChat,
it also lacks TP and PP support for individual models.

It is noteworthy that the customized optimizations in
DSChat and OpenRLHF represent special cases of our execu-
tion plans. However, our search engine may overlook these
solutions due to high estimated cost. For baselines, we ex-
plore all feasible configurable options and device partitions.
Finally, we report the best performance achieved without
out-of-memory errors.

We also consider executing a manually crafted execution
plan based on a heuristic strategy, which we denote REALHF-
Heuristic. REALHF-Heuristic disables the search engine and
does not redistribute parameters. It applies TP for intra-node
parallelization and PP for inter-node parallelization across
all models, similar to Megatron-LM [34].

Settings. We consider three model size settings and three
generation length settings, forming a 3 X 3 grid of experi-
ments. For the model size setting, we first consider the classi-
cal setting [25], which scales the Actor and Reference model
when the number of GPUs increases and maintains the size
of the Critic and Reward at 7B. Then, we consider a mirror
setting that scales Critic and Reward, representing applica-
tions in weak-to-strong alignment [6]. Finally, we scale all
models to test the scalability of REALHF. In the former two
settings, the numbers of GPUs used for 7B, 13B, 34B, and

System ‘DSChat OpenRLHF  ReaLHF-Heuristic = REALHF

Time (hrs) | 1415 152.8 21.2 17.0

Table 3. The estimated training time for 4 x 400 [36] RLHF itera-
tions with 70B Actor, 70B Critic, and generation length 128.

70B models are 8, 16, 32, and 64, respectively. The number of
GPUs is doubled for the last setting due to the twice larger
overall parameter storage. Different generation lengths rep-
resent different computation workload patterns of RLHF.
With a fixed prompt length of 128, we vary the length of gen-
eration in 128,384, 896, with the corresponding batch size
set to 512, 256, 128 to maintain the total number of tokens
for training at 217. Actor generation terminates after reach-
ing the maximum generation sequence length. We split the
whole batch into 4 PPO mini-batches following [25].

Evaluation Metrics. The PPO algorithm implementation
in all systems is based on the one in DeepSpeed-Chat. Since
both the dependencies in the dataflow graph and the algo-
rithm implementation remain unchanged, the convergence
property will not be affected. Therefore, we measure the per-
formance of systems in terms of total training throughput.
We record throughput over 20 consecutive training iterations
with three warm-up iterations. The variation is small across
trials (less than 1%), and we omit error bars in the figures.

Results. We present a comparison of the throughput in
Figure 8, as well as the estimated total training time in Table 3.
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to the execution time of REALHF-Heuristic in each setting.

Note that the batch size on each GPU must be at least the
number of PPO mini-batches. Since both baseline systems
only employ DP or ZeRO-3, they may fail to scale on more
GPUs due to violating this condition (red crosses).

In all scenarios, both REALHF and REALHF-Heuristic out-
perform baselines significantly, with a training throughput
increase of 2.0 - 10.6X. Particularly, because baseline systems
are only optimized for scaling the Actor and Reference, they
fail to efficiently run when also scaling the Critic and Reward
models. Compared with REALHF-Heuristic, our searched ex-
ecution plan leads to a relative improvement of 26.5% on
average throughput per GPU. In the following section, we
will conduct a breakdown analysis of this performance im-
provement.
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Model ‘ Total ‘ Actor Critic Ref. Reward Actor Critic
Size Gen. Inf. Inf. Inf. Train  Train
7B+7B 8 8 8 8 8 4 4
7B+70B 64 8 56 16 56 8 56
70B+7B 64 64 64 64 64 64 64
70B+70B 128 64 56 24 48 64 64

Table 4. The number of GPUs for each function call in the execu-
tion plan produced by REALHF across different model size settings.
ReaLHF-Heuristic always uses GPUs in the entire cluster for all
function calls.

8.2 Breakdown Analysis

To delve deeper into the performance enhancement of Re-
ALHF, we analyze both wall time and GPU time in an RLHF
iteration and compare it with the heuristic plan.

The breakdown of wall time is depicted in Figure 9, where
we opt for representative model size settings to ensure clar-
ity. We also show the number of GPUs used by individual
model function calls in Table 4. REALHF’s execution plan
tends to reduce function call durations on the critical path,
such as Actor generation in the 7B Actor plus 7B Critic set-
ting. Given that both REALHF and the heuristic plan can use
the same number of GPUs for this function call (see Table 4),
the improvement is achieved by tailoring a parallelization
strategy with lower communication cost than the TP plus
PP heuristic. For REALHF-Heuristic, the total iteration time
precisely sums up the individual function call durations be-
cause it performs identical parallelization across the entire
cluster for all models. In contrast, REALHF’s cumulative func-
tion call time surpasses the total iteration time. We believe
that REALHF overlaps the function calls with the efficient
parallelization strategies on disjoint device subsets, which
notably reduces the overall communication overhead.

To corroborate this hypothesis, we dissect the GPU time
of one training iteration into CUDA kernels of three types
as shown in Figure 10. Here, communication specifically
pertains to the overhead introduced by 3D parallelism, like
all-reduces in DP/TP. The GPU time of data transfer is neg-
ligible and omitted. It is noteworthy that diverse execu-
tion plans may entail data with varying batch sizes, poten-
tially resulting in differences in compute kernel execution
times. In Figure 10, the communication kernels dominate
the GPU time for REALHF-Heuristic, primarily due to the
over-parallelization of models. Correspondingly, the time
reduction of REALHF mainly originates from the decreased
communication cost. Furthermore, the overhead of parame-
ter transfer remains minimal, occupying an average of 2.2%
of the total GPU time.

Combining the above findings, we conclude that the re-
duction of communication overhead for REALHF originates
from two aspects in the parallelization strategy design. First,
with a consistent device count, REALHF can tailor an optimal
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plan as the searching process proceeds.

parallelization strategy for specific function calls to mini-
mize the time costs. Second, REALHF concurrently executes
function calls across different device subsets, reducing the
communication overhead for each function call due to less
parallelization degrees. In cases where the tailored strategy
yields marginal benefits or the concurrent execution proves
infeasible, REALHF resorts to a strategy akin to the heuristic
approach, resulting in fewer advantages.

8.3 Ablations of the Execution Plan Generator

In this section, we will demonstrate the time required for
profiling, the accuracy of the cost estimator, and the perfor-
mance gain brought by the search engine in REALHF.

Profiler. Throughout our experiments, the execution sta-
tistics of each type of model and inter- and intra-node band-
width are profiled once by the profiler. As shown in Figure 11
(left), it takes less than 4 minutes to profile the whole set
of statistics of one model, which could be repeatedly used
across different experiments with the same model type.

Estimator Accuracy. In this experiment, we demonstrate
the relative differences between the estimated time cost and
the real end-to-end execution time of different execution
plans. Since it is expensive to run and profile RLHF in the
real world, we randomly sample three execution plans that
do not violate the memory constraints from different training
configurations and compare their estimated time cost and
real execution time of five training iterations. The results in
Figure 11 (right) show that relative differences in all 27 trials
are at most 28%. The search engine is capable of producing
execution plans that optimize the real end-to-end execution
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NGPUs | 8(7B) 16 (13B) 32 (34B) 64 (70B)

Est. Save (hrs) ‘ 5.39+£0.13 10.34+0.14 6.62+0.12 6.80+0.23

Table 5. The estimated time saved in a typical RLHF training
experiment described in [36] (around 4 X 400 training iterations)
with 2 minutes of searching on a single-threaded search engine.
Each result is sampled 10 times.

Function Call | Allocation 3D Parallelization Strategy
(dp. tp. pp)

Actor Gen. Node[1-2] (8,1,2)
Actor Train Node[1-2] (2,1,8)
Critic Train Node[3-4] (1,4,4)
Critic Inf. Node[3-4] (2,2,4)
Reward Inf. Node[1-2] (1,2,8)
Reference Inf. | Node[1-2] (4,4,1)

Table 6. An execution plan produced by REALHF for the setup
featuring 7B Actor plus 34B Critic, with a generation length of 896.

time within this acceptable range of difference, as proved by
our previous experiments.

Search Engine. Figure 12 shows how the estimated time
cost changes as the search process proceeds. In these exper-
iments, the Critic model size is fixed at 7B, and the Actor
model size scales from 7B to 70B, with the number of GPUs
scaling from 8 to 64. The search engine runs for 15 minutes,
and the time required to find the best-executed plan is under
5 minutes for all experiments.

Table 5 displays the estimated time saved in an end-to-
end RLHF experiment described in the report of LlaMA-
2 [36]. With just two minutes of searching, our search engine
can generate an execution plan that saves several hours
compared to the heuristic plan. We conduct 10 repetitions of
the search for each setting, affirming its ability to reproduce
stable outcomes. Note that our search algorithm could be
further accelerated with a multi-threaded implementation.

8.4 Case Study

In this section, we showcase an execution plan devised by
ReEALHF for the 7B Actor plus 34B Critic setup. The GPU
execution timeline is depicted in Figure 13, and paralleliza-
tion strategies are elaborated in Table 6. In this case, REALHF
strategically allocates the Actor and Critic to disjoint de-
vices, such that Actor generation and Critic training can
be overlapped across consecutive RLHF iterations to improve
the end-to-end throughput. Besides, REALHF redistributes
parameters in the local device mesh (see Table 6) to further
accelerate individual function calls. Despite GPU idle time in-
troduced by non-perfect overlaps (shown in the third bar of
Figure 10), REALHF achieves a 42% throughput improvement
over heuristic parallelization and at least a 2.7x enhancement
over the baselines. This case serves as an ideal example to
show that the details of an efficient execution plan could
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be counter-intuitive and opaque for manual design, high-
lighting the importance of automatic methods capable of
discovering such plans.

9 Related Work
9.1 Systems for Training and Serving LLMs

Significant efforts have been invested in developing dis-
tributed LLM training systems [7, 14, 23] that employs effi-
cient data [28, 42], tensor-model [16, 37], and pipeline-model
parallelism [12, 19]. Concurrently, ongoing researches inves-
tigate the efficient serving of pre-trained LLMs for generation
[32, 33, 41]. However, the integration of both training and
generation workloads, as in the case of RLHF, poses a chal-
lenge beyond the scope of these individual endeavors. In this
paper, rather than optimizing the throughput of individual
function calls like generation or training, we aim to reduce
the end-to-end latency of RLHF. We identify parameter re-
allocation as the key to address this challenge, which is an
aspect overlooked by prior works.

9.2 GPU Memory Management for Distributed Training

Previous works on GPU memory management primarily aim
to reduce runtime memory usage when training large models
rather than improving training throughput. These methods
trade computation or communication for reducing memory
consumption, such as gradient checkpointing, ZeRO-3 op-
timization [28], and parameter offload [20, 29, 30, 38]. We
incorporate these methods to conserve GPU memory when-
ever feasible during the evaluation of REALHF and baselines.

The communication of model parameters for small models
is investigated by parameter server architectures [17] and
large-scale reinforcement learning systems [4, 21]. These
systems replicate the same set of parameters on different
devices for concurrent job execution, with periodic synchro-
nization for parameter updates. OpenRLHF [11] also follows
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this pattern. The parameter synchronization is a special case
of parameter reallocation, where the source and destination
occupy disjoint devices. In the context of RLHF for LLM, this
technique is usually inefficient due to GPU underutilization.
The most relevant work to parameter reallocation is per-
haps the Hybrid Engine in DSChat [39]. It rearranges the
layer-wise partitioned parameters from ZeRO-3 to a TP strat-
egy during generation. However, this remains an ad-hoc
solution and exhibits poor scalability. Our solution space
with parameter reallocation effectively consolidates this ap-
proach, although it will not be the ultimate output of the
search engine due to its high communication overhead.

9.3 Automatic Parallelization of DL Models

Because of the substantial engineering effort required to
hand-craft a parallelization strategy, numerous studies focus
on the automatic parallelization of deep learning models [8, 9,
13,37, 43]. Among them, Alpa [43] and Flexflow [13] propose
general solutions suitable for deep learning models that can
be parsed into tensor operator graphs. Specifically, Alpa [43]
exploits dynamic programming, while FlexFlow [13] pro-
poses a customized search algorithm.

Theoretically, the entire RLHF training workflow could be
represented as a tensor operation graph and automatically
parallelized by previous methods. However, these methods
are sub-optimal for RLHF due to the following two reasons.
First, parameter reallocation introduces significant optimiza-
tion opportunities to RLHF training, while unnecessary in
traditional supervised training. Therefore, neither previous
methods consider parameter reallocation at runtime, leading
to inferior performance. Second, RLHF incorporates four dif-
ferent large language models, which are operator-intensive.
It is unacceptably expensive to search over the entire tensor
operator graph of RLHF. In comparison, REALHF takes pa-
rameter reallocation into consideration and operates on the
granularity of model function calls. For RLHF, our method



not only improves the end-to-end training performance but
also explores a smaller solution space, significantly acceler-
ating the searching procedure.

10 Conclusion

In this paper, we present REALHF, the first system capa-
ble of automatically finding and executing a fast execution
plan for RLHF training with parameter reallocation. We first
propose a new problem formulation that characterizes execu-
tion plans, considering parameter reallocation. Based on this
formulation, we design a search algorithm based on MCMC
sampling to find a fast execution plan that can be executed on
our efficient runtime engine. We evaluate the performance
of REALHF against prior RLHF systems to demonstrate its
superior performance. We believe that REALHF will not only
democratize the powerful RLHF training algorithm but also
encourage the development of novel algorithms on LLMs in
the future.
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