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ABSTRACT

An LLM is pretrained on trillions of tokens, but the pretrained LLM may still
generate undesired responses. To solve this problem, alignment techniques such
as RLHF, DPO and KTO are proposed. However, these alignment techniques have
limitations. For example, RLHF requires training the reward model and policy
separately, which is complex, time-consuming, memory intensive and unstable
during training processes. DPO proposes a mapping between an optimal policy
and a reward, greatly simplifying the training process of RLHF. However, it can
not take full advantages of a reward model and it is limited to pairwise preference
data.
In this paper, we propose UNified Alignment (UNA) which unifies RLHF/PPO,
DPO and KTO. Firstly, we mathematically prove that given the classical RLHF
objective, the optimal policy is induced by a generalize implicit reward function.
With this novel mapping between a reward model and an optimal policy, UNA
can 1. unify RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO into a supervised learning of minimizing
the difference between an implicit reward and an explicit reward; 2. outperform
RLHF/PPO while simplify, stabilize, speed up and reduce memory burden of RL
fine-tuning process; 3. accommodate different feedback types including pairwise,
binary and scalar feedback. Downstream experiments show UNA outperforms
DPO, KTO and RLHF.

Keywords: LLM Alignment · Unified Alignment · RLHF · PPO · DPO · KTO

1 INTRODUCTION

LLMs are trained on extensive and diverse corpora, enabling them to develop robust language ca-
pabilities and a deep understanding of various contexts OpenAI et al. (2024); Anthropic (2024).
However, during inference, LLM can generate undesired responses, which should be avoided. Su-
pervised fine-tuning (SFT) though can improve an LLM on downstream tasks like question answer-
ing, it cannot solve these problems. To address these problems, alignment techniques like RLHF
Ouyang et al. (2022) and DPO Rafailov et al. (2023) are proposed.

RLHF involves two stages of training from the SFT models as shown in part (b) of Figure 1. Firstly,
it trains a reward model (RM) using a preference dataset consisting of tuples (input, desired re-
sponse, undesired response). Next, during the RL fine-tuning stage, the policy generates responses
to given prompts. These responses are evaluated by the reward model and then used to fine-tune the
policy with RL through PPO. However, several problems exist in RLHF. First of all, there exists an
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overfitting problem in the training stage of the reward model. In addition, RL fine-tuning stage is
inherently unstable due to the nature of RL. Lastly, RL increases memory requirements for elements
like the policy, reference policy, reward model and value model.

Figure 1: A figure comparison among (a). UNA, (b) RLHF, (c) DPO and (d) KTO. Each subfigure
is composed of four types of data: ”prompt data”, ”preference feedback”, ”binary feedback” and
”score feedback”, LLM policy, response, two reward models: ”generalized implicit reward model”
and ”explicit reward model” and a module to minimize the difference between implicit and explicit
rewards. The connection between data to other modules are utilizing green dash arrow, while others
are connected by black solid arrow. All unused modules are grayed out. In part (b), RLHF firstly
utilizes preference feedback to train the explicit reward model, and the use the evaluation provided
by the explicit reward model to continuous optimize the policy in a online mode. In comparison,
in part (c) and (d), DPO and KTO utilize preference feedback and binary feedback respectively to
generate implicit reward to align LLM policy. However, in part (a), UNA can utilize different types
of data to get generalized implicit and explicit rewards and minimize their differences to align LLM
policy in online and offline modes.

DPO addresses these issues by creating a mapping between the reward model and the optimal policy,
combining the RM and RL training stages into a single process as shown in part (c) of Figure 1.
This approach simplifies the two-stage optimization into one stage, eliminating the need to train
an explicit reward model, reducing memory costs, and transforming the unstable RL process into a
stable binary classification problem. Given a prompt along with desired and undesired responses,
the implicit rewards for both responses are calculated. The differences in these rewards are then used
to optimize the policy. However, DPO has its own set of challenges. It cannot produce an explicit
reward model and will require more preference data to fine-tune the LLM. Moreover, in RL, the
pretrained RM can provide accurate guidance for alignment, which is absent in DPO. In summary,
DPO’s efficiency in using preference data is lower compared to RLHF/PPO.

KTO extends DPO to handle binary data, such as thumbs up and thumbs down for desired and
undesired responses as shown in the part (d) of Figure 1. However, there have not been work on
alignment based on prompt, response and corresponding evaluation scores. In addition, there have
not been a work that can unify RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO to accommodate these different types of
data. This work will address these problems.

In this work, we propose UNified Alignment (UNA) which unifies RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO, and
combines the benefits of them. Firstly, inspired by the derivation of DPO, we prove that based on the
RLHF objective π∗

θ(y|x) = maxπθ
Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)[rθ(x, y)]− βDKL (πθ(y|x)∥πref(y|x))

}
, the
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optimal policy can be induced by r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+f(x)+c. It can be further simplified

to r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
when f(x) = c = 0. The condition f(x) = c = 0 indicates that the

difference between implicit and explicit rewards is 0.

Based on the new generalized implicit reward function, UNA unifies RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO
into a supervised learning of minimizing the difference between an implicit reward and an explicit
reward, where the explicit reward can come from human labelers, reward functions and LLMs as
shown in part (a) of Figure 1. Given a prompt, the trained policy can firstly generate responses,
and an implicit reward score can be calculated based on the previous Equation Then, the pair of
prompt and response is evaluated by different evaluation tools to derive an explicit reward score.
Provided the implicit and explicit reward score, a supervised learning problem like mean square error
(MSE) can be constructed to unify RLHF and DPO. Last but not least, for clarity, the unnormalized
evaluation is termed as reward and the normalized evaluation is termed as score in this work.

With UNA, RLHF can be simplified through replacing the original RL fine-tuning stage, which
is unstable, slow, and memory-intensive with a stable, efficient and memory friendly supervised
learning. In addition, UNA can accommodate different types of data including pairwise feedback,
binary feedback, score-based feedback. For pairwise data, we mathematically prove that UNA and
DPO are equivalent. For binary data, thumb up (positive feedback) and thumb down (negative
feedback) can be regarded as explicit rewards with reward scores of 1 and 0 respectively. With
these derived implicit and explicit rewards, UNA can accommodate binary feedback. Lastly, for any
types of unpaired data composed of a tuple, i.e., (prompt, response, score), UNA can be applied as
well. Given the prompt and response, the implicit reward is firstly calculated, and then a supervised
learning process is conducted to minimize the difference between the implicit reward and the explicit
reward. In conclusion, UNA is a unified alignment framework for RLHF, DPO and KTO. It does
not only simplify RLHF but also accommodates different types of data.

The contributions of this paper are five-fold:

1. Mathematically prove that based on the RLHF objective function, the optimal policy can be
induced by the reward function r(x, y) = β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+f(x)+c, which can simplified

to r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
when f(x) = c = 0.

2. Propose UNA which unifies RLHF/PPO with DPO into a supervised learning of minimiz-
ing the difference between implicit reward and explicit reward.

3. Propose UNA that outperforms RLHF/PPO while simplifies, stabilizes, speeds up and re-
duces memory burden of RL fine-tuning process.

4. Propose UNA that can accommodate different types of data: pairwise feedback, binary
feedback, score-based feedback on both online and offline mode from different evaluation
methodologies including human labeling, reward models and LLMs.

5. Evaluate the performance of UNA on downstream tasks and compare it with DPO, KTO
and RLHF/PPO to show its benefits.

2 METHODOLOGY: UNA

In this section, we will starts with some review of RLHF/PPO and DPO. Then, we will introduce
UNA and derive a general loss function and its four applications: 1. Equivalence to DPO for pairwise
preference dataset; 2. Improvement KTO for binary feedback; 3. RM / LLM distillation using
reward from RM / LLM; 4. Simplification of RLHF in RL fine-tuning stage.

2.1 RLHF/PPO

After the SFT phase, the RLHF using PPO consists of two main stages: reward model training and
reinforcement learning fine-tuning.

During the reward model training process, an explicit reward model is trained to predict a reward
score rϕ(x, y) based on a given prompt x and response y. This training utilizes pairwise preference
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data in the form of tuples, specifically (x, yw, yl), where yw represents the desired response and yl
represents the undesired response. Initially, the probability of yw being preferred over yl, denoted as
Pϕ(yw > yl|x), is calculated based on their respective reward scores rϕ(x, yw) and rϕ(x, yl) through
the Bradley-Terry (BT) model as shown in Equation 1, which provides a probabilistic framework
for comparing the preferences between the two responses.

Pϕ(yw > yl|x) =
erϕ(x,yw)

erϕ(x,yw) + erϕ(x,yl)
= σ(rϕ(x, yw)− rϕ(x, yl)) (1)

Given a pre-collected pairwise dataset where humans have selected the desired and undesired re-
sponses from two candidates, we have P (yw > yl|x) = 1 and P (yw < yl|x) = 0. To train an
effective reward model, we minimize the cross-entropy loss between the predicted probabilities and
the human-labeled probabilities as shown in Equation 2. Once the cross-entropy loss is minimized,
the training of the reward model is complete.

LRM(πθ) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D [log(Pϕ(yw > yl | x))]
= −E(x,yw,yl)∼D [log(σ(rϕ(x, yw)− rϕ(x, yl)))]

(2)

The second stage of RL fine-tuning has two primary goals. The first goal is to maximize the pre-
trained explicit reward function rϕ(x, y) to ensure the policy aligns with reward model. To prevent
reward hacking, the KL divergence from the initial policy πref(y|x) is incorporated. The overall
objective of RL fine-tuning is detailed in Equation 3.

π∗
θ(y|x) = max

πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x) [rϕ(x, y)]− βDKL (πθ(y|x)∥πref(y|x))

}
(3)

Several limitations exist in RLHF. To begin with, the reward model may suffer from overfitting
during training, which can adversely affect the RL fine-tuning process. Then, unlike traditional
supervised learning, RL does not have explicit labels for each prompt and response. To address this,
the authors employed PPO to optimize the RL objective. However, even with PPO, RL training can
still be unstable. Additionally, RLHF with PPO necessitates the use of a policy, reference policy,
reward model, and value model, which significantly increases memory requirements, especially for
LLMs. These limitations constrain the practical application of RLHF.

2.2 DPO

In RLHF, the trained reward model can suffer from overfitting, and RL fine-tuning is notorious for
its instability and memory intensity. To address these challenges, the authors of DPO discover that
the optimal policy is induced by Equation 4, based on the objective function in Equation 3. Here,
Z(x) =

∑
y πref(y|x)e(

1
β rθ(x,y)), where rθ(x, y) represents the implicit reward function.

rθ(x, y) = β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+ β logZ(x) (4)

With the derived implicit reward model, it can be plugged into the reward model training process of
RLHF in Equation 2 where Z(x) gets cancelled. Eventually, the loss function for DPO is derived as
shown in Equation 5.

LDPO(πθ) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D {log [σ(rϕ(x, yw)− rϕ(x, yl))]}

= −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

{
log

[
σ

(
β log

(
πθ(yw|x)
πref(yw|x)

)
− β log

(
πθ(yl|x)
πref(yl|x)

))]}
(5)

By optimizing the loss function in DPO, we can eliminate the need for an explicit reward model
and combine the two stages of RLHF into a single, streamlined process, greatly simplifying the
RLHF/PPO workflow. However, DPO has several limitations. First, Z(x) cannot be directly es-
timated, which means only pairwise preference data can be utilized, making single-prompt data
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unusable during the RL fine-tuning stage. Additionally, while pairwise preference data are typically
used only in the reward model stage, DPO requires them throughout, leading to inefficient use of
precollected pairwise data. In comparison, after reward model training, it can be applied to prompt
data, which are much easier to obtain compared with pairwise data. Lastly, in the RL stage in
RLHF, reward model can provide more detailed evaluations of the generated responses. However,
DPO cannot offer this level of granularity during training.

2.3 UNA

Inspired by the idea of DPO, we aim to establish a new relationship between the reward model
and the optimal policy for a unified alignment framework including RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO on
different types of data. By adhering to the same objective outlined in RLHF (Equation 3), we can
formulate a novel connection between the implicit reward function and the optimal policy, as shown
in Equation 6. The derivation can be found in Section 3. In the special case where f(x) = 0 and
c = 0, it is further simplified.

rθ(x, y) = β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+ f(x) + c

= β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
when f(x) = 0 and c = 0

(6)

The optimal implicit reward formulation in Equation 6 implies that we can transform the original
unstable, memory-expensive RL training process into a reward function optimization problem, i.e., a
stable and memory-efficient supervised learning process. Explicit rewards can be derived from mul-
tiple methods including 1. human labeling, 2. pretrained LLMs and 3. reward models. Eventually,
the RL fine-tuning process is transformed into a general minimization problem between explicit re-
ward rϕ(x, y) and implicit reward rθ(x, y) as shown in Equation 7 where g(x, y) refers to a general
function that measure the difference between x and y like MSE.

LUNA-reward(πθ) = Ex∼DEy∼πθ(·|x)[g(rϕ(x, y), rθ(x, y))] (7)

When applying an LLM for evaluation, the scores lie within a specific range, such as [0, 100]. These
scores can be easily normalized to the interval [0, 1]. However, the implicit reward function can span
from negative to positive infinity. To normalize implicit reward, the implicit score function, denoted
as sθ(x, y), can be derived as shown in Equation 8. For clarity, the unnormalized evaluation is
termed as reward and the normalized evaluation is termed as score.

sθ(x, y) = σ[rθ(x, y)] = σ

[
β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)]
(8)

Given the implicit and explicit score functions, an equivalent general loss for UNA can be shown in
Equation 9. The normalized general loss function is more stable and will be used for experiments in
this study.

LUNA-score(πθ) = Ex∼DEy∼πθ(·|x)[g(sϕ(x, y), sθ(x, y))] (9)

Based on this general loss function using the new implicit reward function, UNA can be utilized
in multiple conditions: 1. Equivalence to DPO for pairwise preference dataset 2. Improvement
over KTO for binary feedback 3. RM / LLM distillation using reward from teacher RM / LLM
outperforming DPO and KTO 4. Improvement over RLHF in RL fine-tuning stage: simplify PPO
with a supervised learning process. Figure 2 shows how UNA is applied to different types of data
and simplifies RLHF.

2.3.1 UNA: EQUIVALENT TO DPO FOR PAIRWISE DATASET

For pairwise dataset, the implicit rewards of desired and undesired responses can be derived as
shown in part (a) of Figure 1. Then, LLM policy is aligned by maximizing the difference of implicit
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Figure 2: The four applications of UNA: (a). equivalent to DPO for pairwise data, (b). improvement
over KTO for binary data, (c). RM/LLM distillation for score-based data, (d). simplification of
RLHF for online training. The same modules are utilized as in Figure 1, and unused modules
are grayed out. For part (a), the same steps as DPO will be utilized. For part (b), (c), (d), from
the different types of data including pairwise, binary and score-based feedback, implicit and explicit
rewards are firstly gathered. Then, the difference between implicit and explicit rewards is minimized
like MSE loss function to align the LLM policy. More details can be found in Section 2.3.

rewards between desired and undesired responses. The loss function of UNA for pairwise dataset is
shown in Equation 10.

LUNA-pair(πθ) = −E(x,yw,yl)∼D (rθ(x, yw)− rθ(x, yl))

= −E(x,yw,yl)∼D

[
β log

(
πθ(yw|x)
πref(yw|x)

)
− β log

(
πθ(yl|x)
πref(yl|x)

)]
(10)

It is equivalent to DPO as the loss function is the same as long as f(x) = log[σ(x)] is applied to
the difference of implicit rewards of desired and undesired responses: L′

UNA-pair(πθ) = LDPO(πθ) =

−E(x,yw,yl)∼D {log[σ(rϕ(x, yw)− rϕ(x, yl))]}

2.3.2 UNA: IMPROVEMENT OVER KTO FOR BINARY FEEDBACK

For binary preference, the positive and negative feedback can be transformed to explicit scores. Posi-
tive or ’thumb up’ data can be assigned an explicit reward score of 1, i.e., sϕ(x, yw) = 1. In contrast,
negative or ’thumb down’ data can be assigned an explicit reward score of 0, i.e., sϕ(x, yl) = 0. Af-
ter that, similar procedures to DPO will be conducted to estimate implicit reward and minimize the
difference between implicit and explicit rewards as shown in part (b) of Figure 2.

Because the explicit feedback is binary, i.e., score rather than reward, implicit score should be uti-
lized. Based on the implicit and explicit scores, multiple loss functions can be designed using mean
square error (MSE) in Equation 11 and binary cross entropy (BCE) in Equation 12. As a result,
UNA can be utilized to improve KTO for binary feedback data.
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LUNA-binary-MSE(πθ) = −E(x,y)∼D[(sθ(x, y)− sϕ(x, y))
2]

= −[E(x,yw)∼D(sθ(x, y)− 1)2 + E(x,yl)∼D(sθ(x, y)− 0)2]
(11)

LUNA-binary-BCE(πθ) = −E(x,y)∼D [LBCE(sθ(x, y), sϕ(x, y))]

= −[E(x,yw)∼D log(sθ(x, y)) + E(x,yl)∼D log(1− sθ(x, y))]
(12)

2.3.3 UNA: LLM / RM DISTILLATION

Researchers have utilized LLM and RM to evaluate responses by outputting scores and rewards
according to predefined standards. If the score and reward evaluations are accurate enough, they can
be extra information to utilize for alignment. When the tuple type of data (prompt, response, score)
is provided, the prompt and response are utilized to calculate implicit reward as shown in Equation
6, and the score is utilized as the explicit reward as shown in part (c) of Figure 2. The last step is the
minimization of implicit and explicit rewards. However, the explicit reward and score from reward
model and LLM are not binary, and as a result, MSE can be used as the loss function, excluding BCE.
After normalization, the loss function for UNA using LLM / RM distillation is shown in Equation
13. When LLMs are utilized for evaluation, it can be regarded as an offline version of RLAIF.

LUNA-LLM-distill(πθ) = −E(x,y)∼D[(sθ(x, y)− sϕ(x, y))
2] (13)

2.3.4 UNA: SIMPLIFICATION OF RLHF

When utilizing reward model for online evaluation, UNA will greatly simplify RL fine-tuning stage
of RLHF/PPO with superior performances as shown in part (d) of Figure 2. Assuming the reward
model has already been trained, the focus now shifts exclusively to the RL fine-tuning stage. Prompts
are firstly sent to an LLM for online response generation and implicit reward estimation. Then, the
prompt and response are sent to the reward model for explicit reward estimation. The last step
minimize the differences between implicit and explicit rewards to align the LLM policy. Eventually,
the original RL objective in Equation 3 can be transformed to difference minimization like MSE of
implicit reward and explicit reward or scores as shown in Equation 13

UNA has several benefits over PPO in RL fine-tuning stage. First of all, it transforms the origi-
nal unstable RL problem into a stable supervised learning problem by minimizing the difference
between implicit and explicit rewards. In addition, UNA removes the necessary of value model in
PPO, and partially reduce the burden of memory cost. Then, the computation cost of MSE is much
lower compared with the multiple terms in PPO to maintain performance, and as a result, UNA will
speed up the training process. Lastly, UNA outperforms RLHF/PPO on downstream tasks.

3 MATHEMATICAL PROOF OF UNA

In the section, the mathematical proof of UNA will be provided. For the proof of how to derive
the mapping of optimal policy and reward model in DPO can be found in appendix A. Inspired
by the proof of DPO, we will rigorously prove that r(x, y) = β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+ f(x) + c will

maximize the objective in Equation 3 and r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
is the simplest reward with

f(x) = c = 0.

Proposition 1. Let a1, . . . , an and b1, . . . , bn be non-negative numbers. Denote the sum of all ai by
a and the sum of all bi by b. The log sum inequality states Equation 14 with equality if and only if
ai

bi
are equal for all i, in other words ai = λ× bi for all i. The proof could be found in B

n∑
i=1

ai log
ai
bi

≥ a log
a

b
(14)

Starting from the same objective in Equation 3, it can be simplified as shown in Equation 15.
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(15)

π∗
θ(y|x) = max

πθ

Ex∼D

[
Ey∼πθ(y|x)rθ(x, y)− βDKL (πθ(y|x)∥πref(y|x))

]
= max

πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
r(x, y)− β log

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

]}
= βmax

πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
1

β
r(x, y)− log

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

]}
= βmax

πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
− log

(
πθ(y|x)

πref(y|x)e
1
β r(x,y)

)]}

= βmax
πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
− log

(
πθ(y|x)

πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)
+

1

β
f(x)

]}

= βmax
πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
− log

(
πθ(y|x)

πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)]
+

1

β
f(x)

}

Based on the log-sum inequality in Equation 14, the term can be further simplified as shown in
Equation 16 because both πθ(y|x) and πref(y|x)e

1
β (r(x,y)−f(x)) are non-negative.

(16)

βEx ∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
− log

(
πθ(y|x)

πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)]
+

1

β
f(x)

}

= βEx∼D

{
−
∑
y

[
πθ(y|x) log

(
πθ(y|x)

πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)]
+

1

β
f(x)

}

≤ βEx∼D

{[
−

(∑
y

πθ(y|x)

)
log

( ∑
y πθ(y|x)∑

y πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)]
+

1

β
f(x)

}

= βEx∼D

{[
−1 log

(
1∑

y πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)]
+

1

β
f(x)

}

= βEx∼D

{
log
(
Ey∼πref(y|x)e

1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)
+

1

β
f(x)

}
As a result, the maximum value of the objective function
maxπθ

Ex∼D

[
Ey∼πθ(y|x)rθ(x, y)− βDKL (πθ(y|x)∥πref(y|x))

]
in eq 15 is

βEx∼D

{
log
(
Ey∼πref(y|x)e

1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)
+ 1

β f(x)
}

in Equation 16, and this inequality reaches
the equality condition when Equation 17 is satisfied where λ is a constant.

(17)
πθ(y|x)

πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

=
1

λ

By rewriting this term, we can obtain the reward in term of the policy as shown in Equation 18.
In special case, f(x) = c = 0, it is simplified to r(x, y) = β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
. The condition

f(x) = c = 0 refers that implicit and explicit reward models are exactly the same.

(18)

r(x, y) = β log

(
λπθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+ f(x)

= β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+ f(x) + β log(λ)

= β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+ f(x) + c when c = β log(λ)
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When plugging Equation 17 in Equation 16, the upper bound can be simplified into a constant
β log(λ) + Ex∼D(f(x)) as shown in Equation 19.

(19)

βEx ∼D

{
log
(
Ey∼πref(y|x)e

1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)
+

1

β
f(x)

}
= βEx∼D

{
log

(
Ey∼πref(y|x)

λπθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+

1

β
f(x)

}
= βEx∼D

{
log
(
Ey∼πθ(y|x)λ

)
+

1

β
f(x)

}
= βEx∼D

{
log (λ) +

1

β
f(x)

}
= β log(λ) + Ex∼D(f(x))

When desired to generalize this into ”infinite dimension”, another constraint needs to be added,
i.e.,

∑
y πref(y|x)e

1
β (r(x,y)−f(x)) should be finite. Then, f(x) is further restricted to f(x) >

max[r(x, y)] with normalization on r(x, y) in advance. Eventually,
∑

y πref(y|x)e
1
β (r(x,y)−f(x)) <∑

y πref(y|x) = 1, which will be finite.

Here is a brief summary of this section, based on this objective π∗
θ(y|x) =

maxπθ
Ex∼D

[
Ey∼πθ(y|x)rθ(x, y)− βDKL (πθ(y|x)∥πref(y|x))

]
in Equation 3, we can obtain

its upper bound βEx∼D

{
log
(
Ey∼πref(y|x)e

1
β (r(x,y)−f(x))

)
+ 1

β f(x)
}

as shown in Equation 16.

The upper bound, i.e., the equality condition is reached when r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+f(x)+c

as shown in Equation 18. It can be further simplified to r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
if f(x) = c = 0.

In particular, f(x) = c = 0 refers the implicit reward equals to explicit rewards. Lastly, when
the equality condition is reached, the upper bound would be β log(λ) + Ex∼D(f(x)) as shown in
Equation 19.

4 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we will evaluate UNA on three types of experiments: improvements over DPO in
pairwise feedback and KTO in binary feedback, RM/LLM distillation for score-based response and
simplification to online RLHF. For the first two tests, mistralai/Mistral-7B-v0.1 Jiang
et al. (2023) is utilized as the policy model, and the HelpSteer2 dataset Nvidia et al. (2024) is
utilized as the alignment data, which have a prompt, chosen and rejected responses with correspond-
ing scores. The evaluation scores in HelpSteer2 are labeled by human from the perspectives of
1. helpfulness, 2. correctness 3. coherence 4. complexity and 5. verbosity, and the combined score
is computed as: 0.65× helpfulness + 0.8× correctness + 0.45× coherence, following Wang et al.
(2024b). Low rank adaptation (LoRA) Hu et al. (2021) is employed during the fine-tuning process
with r = 32, where r denotes the ranks used in LoRA. For β, UNA-binary utilizes 0.01 and DPO,
KTO and UNA-score utlizes 0.03. For learning rate, UNA-score employs 3e-5 while others utilize
5e-6.

For the simplification of RLHF experiments, due to the computation availability and LoRA is not
supported in PPOv2, Qwen/Qwen2-1 5B Yang et al. (2024a) is utilized as the policy model and
Ray2333/GRM-Gemma-2B-rewardmodel-ft Yang et al. (2024b) is utilized as the reward
model. The prompts of the same Helpsteer2 dataset are utilized excluding the prompts longer
than 1000 tokens. These experiments shows that UNA outperforms RLHF. For β, RLHF utilizes
0.05, while UNA uses 0.03, with both approaches employing the same learning rate of 5e-6.

After alignment, the old and new HuggingFace Open LLM Leaderboards Beeching et al. (2023);
Fourrier et al. (2024) are both utilized to measure the performance. The new Open LLM Leaderboard
contains 6 tasks: bbh Suzgun et al. (2022), gpqa Rein et al. (2023), mmlu-pro Wang et al. (2024a),
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musr Sprague et al. (2024), ifeval Zhou et al. (2023) and math-hard Hendrycks et al. (2021b). For all
tasks, the average scores of all tasks are reported. On the other hand, the old Open LLM Leaderboard
contains other 6 tasks: gsm8k Cobbe et al. (2021), truthful-qa Lin et al. (2022), winograde Sakaguchi
et al. (2019), arc-challenge Clark et al. (2018), hellaswag Zellers et al. (2019) and mmlu Hendrycks
et al. (2021a). In this work, the average match rate in gsm8k, mc2 in truthful-qa, acc in winograde,
acc-norm in arc-challenge, acc-norm in hellaswag and acc in mmlu will be reported. In addition
to evaluating the model’s selection capabilities, MT-Bench and Alpaca-eval will also be used to
assess the model’s ability to generate text responses, rather than selecting from predefined candidate
answers.

4.1 UNA: IMPROVEMENTS OVER DPO & KTO

For binary feedback, borrowing the idea of KTO, the chosen responses are regarded as desired
response with score ”+1” and rejected response are regarded as undesired response with score ”0”.
In this way, the explicit scores are obtained. The generalized implicit rewards are firstly transformed
into implicit reward scores, i.e., sθ(x, y) = σ[rθ(x, y)] = σ

[
β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)]
. Then, different loss

functions including BCE and MSE are utilized to minimize the differences between implicit and
explicit reward scores.

In score-based feedback for HelpSteer2, human annotators assign initial scores to each metric,
ranging from 0 to 4. These scores are then normalized to a 0 to 1 scale. The normalized scores are
subsequently weighted, and the resulting weighted scores are used as explicit feedback to align the
LLM. The same implicit reward scores as before are utilized. Because the explicit reward score is a
continuous variable in the interval [0, 1], MSE is utilized as the loss function.

The results are shown in Table 1 for the new Open LLM Leaderboard and Table 2 for the old
Open LLM Leaderboard. The highest scores for each metric and average are stressed in bold. For
binary data, UNA performs better than all the baselines do on both Leaderboards. Lastly, for score-
based feedback, it further improves over UNA-binary on both Leaderboards, as more information is
provided. Consequently, when precise score-based information is available, it is recommended to
leverage it.

Method bbh gpqa mmlu-pro musr ifeval math-hard Average
Mistral 44.11 29.53 30.11 41.79 23.22 2.92 28.61

DPO (UNA-pairwise) 44.5 28.48 30.41 39.25 26.3 2.25 28.53
KTO 44.46 29.51 30.43 40.45 24.18 2.34 28.56

UNA-binary (MSE) 44.32 29.86 30.54 39.11 26.1 3.32 28.88
UNA-binary (BCE) 44.43 29.42 30.73 39.51 26.49 2.99 28.93
UNA-score (MSE) 43.53 30.25 29.72 42.01 37.25 2.77 30.92

Table 1: The comparison of UNA with DPO, KTO considering pairwise, binary and score-based
data on new Open LLM Leaderboard

Method gsm8k truthful-qa winograde arc hellaswag mmlu Average
Mistral 38.02 42.58 77.58 61.43 83.44 62.51 60.93

DPO (UNA-pairwise) 40.22 44.75 79.16 62.88 84.42 62.15 62.26
KTO 41.63 47.72 78.14 62.29 84.21 62.46 62.74

UNA-binary (MSE) 40.87 48.23 79.48 63.23 84.57 62.34 63.12
UNA-binary (BCE) 40.41 48.33 79.4 63.14 84.6 62.48 63.06
UNA-score (MSE) 40.41 55.09 80.27 63.23 84.52 62.56 64.35

Table 2: The comparison of UNA with DPO, KTO considering pairwise, binary and score-based
data on old Open LLM Leaderboard

We also conducted evaluations on both MT-Bench Zheng et al. (2023) and AlpacaEval Li et al.
(2023). UNA-binary (MSE) achieves the highest performance on MT-Bench, while UNA-score
(MSE) leads on AlpacaEval, as seen in Table 3. The performance results from LLM Leaderboards,
MT-Bench, and AlpacaEval clearly demonstrate the advantages of UNA over DPO and KTO.
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Method MT-Bench Alpacaeval LC WR
Mistral 3.15 0.31

DPO (UNA-pairwise) 6.1 3.67
KTO 5.99 4.46

UNA-binary (MSE) 6.78 5.54
UNA-binary (BCE) 6.23 7.41
UNA-score (MSE) 6.72 8.78

Table 3: The comparison of UNA with DPO, KTO considering pairwise, binary and score-based
data on MT-Bench and AlpacaEval using HelpSteer2 as fine-tuning data

4.2 UNA: IMPROVEMENT AND SIMPLIFICATION ON ONLINE RLHF

For the comparison between RLHF and UNA, only prompts of HelpSteer2 are utilized. In RLHF,
the prompts are sent to the policy for response generation, to the reward model for reward estimation
and to the policy for update through PPO. In comparison, in UNA, the prompts are sent to the policy
for response generation and implicit reward estimation, to the reward model for explicit reward
estimation and to the policy for update through difference minimization like MSE between implicit
and explicit rewards.

The comparison between RLHF and UNA is shown in Table 4 and Table 5. UNA outperforms RLHF
in 12 out of 14 tasks. Overall, UNA beats RLHF in both Open LLM Leaderboards. More comparison
of RLHF with UNA on MT-Bench and AlpacaEval can be found in Table 6. The performance results
from LLM Leaderboards, MT-Bench, and AlpacaEval clearly demonstrate the superiority of UNA
over RLHF.

Method bbh gpqa mmlu-pro musr ifeval math-hard Average
Qwen2-1.5B 35.46 25.16 25.56 36.85 22.2 5.4 25.11

RLHF 35.57 26.7 25.17 36.84 22.37 5.48 25.36
UNA 36.03 25.62 25.3 38.32 24.78 5.4 25.91

Table 4: The comparison of UNA with RLHF using HelpSteer2 prompts on new Open LLM
Leaderboard

Method gsm8k truthful-qa winograde arc hellaswag mmlu Average
Qwen2-1.5B 57.92 45.93 66.06 43.94 66.72 55.82 56.07

RLHF 57.2 46.93 64.88 42.83 66.56 55.67 55.68
UNA 57.36 47.08 65.27 44.28 66.98 55.78 56.13

Table 5: The comparison of UNA with RLHF using HelpSteer2 prompts on old Open LLM
Leaderboard

Last but not the least, because UNA has transformed RLHF from an RL task into a supervised
learning problem and got rid of the value model, the memory usage and time cost are greatly reduced
for training. The training time for 20,000 steps with 8 80G A100 GPUs is around 8 hours for RLHF
and 3.5 hours for UNA with the same batch size. The speed improvement of UNA over RLHF is
significant, and these advantages can be amplified with a larger batch for UNA, which is impractical
for RLHF due to its higher memory costs. In conclusion, with improved performances, a more
stable loss function, memory-efficient and faster training, UNA outperforms RLHF from multiple
perspectives.

5 RELATED WORK

The field of LLM has been greatly revolutionized with billions of parameters, trillions of tokens in
parallel during the pretraining stage OpenAI et al. (2024); Anthropic (2024); Team et al. (2023).
After pretraining, SFT will be applied to enhance its capability on downstream tasks. However, both
pretraining and SFT can not solve the bias and ethic problem of LLM as they exist in the pretriaing
data OpenAI et al. (2024). To solve this problem, RLHF with PPO Ouyang et al. (2022); Bai et al.
(2022a) have been proposed, and it is the mostly accepted method to align LLM including GPT and
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Method MT-Bench AlpacaEval LC WR
Qwen 4.63 1.06
RLHF 2.87 0.66
UNA 5.02 1.63

Table 6: The comparison of UNA with RLHF using HelpSteer2 prompts on MT-Bench and
AlpacaEval

Claude. However, lots of problems exist for RLHF/PPO including large memory burden, unstability
of RL and multiple stages of training, i.e. RM training and RL fine-tuning Rafailov et al. (2023). To
decrease the cost of human labelling, AI feedback can be utilized to replace human feedback, which
will be termed as RLAIF Bai et al. (2022b); Lee et al. (2023). RLOO considers PPO an overkill for
LLM alignment as LLM has been pretrained, and RLOO should be good enough Ahmadian et al.
(2024).

To simplify RLHF, DPO is proposed to map the optimal policy and reward model, and the two stages
can be merged into one step Rafailov et al. (2023). This process transforms the initial unstable RL
into a binary cross entropy problem. DPOP Pal et al. (2024) mathematically prove that during DPO,
the reward of desired responses will go down and proposed a maximum term to prevent the rewards
of desired responses going down. IPO discovered that under nearly deterministic condition between
desired and undesired responses, the effectiveness of the KL divergence constraint imposed by β
diminished, potentially leading to overfitting, and they proposed a new loss term to prevent this
problem Azar et al. (2023). sDPO proposed to divide given dataset into splits and use these splits
to sequentially align the model will achieve performance than using all of them at once Kim et al.
(2024). Iterative DPO argued that LLM can be both response generator and evaluator so that it can
iterate and improve it continuously Yuan et al. (2024); Xu et al. (2024). TDPO provided an idea to
provided reward to each token generation Rafailov et al. (2024); Zeng et al. (2024).

There have also been some works on merging SFT with alignment. ORPO proposed a new loss
function to increase the ratio of desired responses over undesired responses to realize the goal of
both SFT and alignment Hong et al. (2024). PAFT proposed to conduct SFT and alignment in
parallel and merge them together afterward Pentyala et al. (2024). Some works, i.e., R-DPO Park
et al. (2024) and SimPO Meng et al. (2024) have also discovered the verbose problem of LLM
generation, and included some length control methods to reduce the length of generated responses
while minimizing the impact of LLM performances.

The previous work focused on pairwise dataset, which was more tough to gather. In comparison,
binary feedback like ”thumb up” and ”thumb down” will be easier to gather. KTO borrowed the idea
of human aversion to desired over undesired data and it can handle binary feedback successfully
Ethayarajh et al. (2024). DRO focused on binary data by estimating the policy and value functions
and optimize each sequentially while maintaining the other fixed Richemond et al. (2024). However,
there have not been a work that can unify both pairwise and binary feedback. Nash learning model
the LLM improvement as a minmax problem and propose a iterative method to gradually approach
the optimal solution Munos et al. (2024). It can solve the intranstivity problem of human preference.
SPPO utilized one model as two sides of the competition Wu et al. (2024). Though Nash learning
provides some hints, it will increase the time of alignment as it will increase the number of iteration
before convergence.

LiPO Liu et al. (2024), RRHF Yuan et al. (2023) and PRO Song et al. (2024) utilized the ranking
of a list of responses, and the relative score between these methods were utilized. RPO proposd to
utilize KL divergence to mimize the difference between predicted reward and labelled reward by
human or AI, which is closer to our idea in this work Nvidia et al. (2024).

Several problems exist on the current stage of alignment of LLM. To begin with, there has not been a
work to unify RLHF and DPO. In addition, RLHF and RLAIF have been known complex, stable and
memory intensive, but there have not been a work to revolutize the RL process. Last, though there
have been some works on utilizing different types of data like pairwise, binary and list feedback,
there have not been a universe method to unify them together. These problems are going to be solved
in UNA.
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6 CONCLUSION

Despite the trillions of tokens used to pretrain LLMs with billions of parameters, undesired responses
persist. RLHF, DPO and KTO can improve the alignment quality. However, RLHF is tough to train
due to high memory demands and instability. Though DPO greatly simplify RLHF, DPO cannot
fully utilize preference data information and cannot build an explicit reward model for downstream
tasks. KTO generalizes DPO to binary feedback. However, RLHF, DPO and KTO each have their
own strengths and drawbacks, but they cannot be unified into a single approach. In this work, we
propose UNA to integrate the benefits of RLHF, DPO, and KTO into a unified framework. Based
on the RLHF objective, the optimal policy is induced by r(x, y) = β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+ f(x) + c.

When f(x) = c = 0, the reward can be simplified to r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
. With this

derived implicit reward function, it can be utilized to build UNA, which unifies RLHF, DPO and
KTO as a task of minimization between implicit and explicit reward functions. As a result, UNA
simplifies, stabilizes and reduces memory cost of RLHF. Downstream tasks demonstrate that UNA
significantly outperforms RLHF, despite the alignment tax for smaller models. Then, UNA can deal
with pairwise, binary and score-based feedback. For pairwise feedback, UNA is mathematically
equivalent to DPO. For binary feedback, UNA can improve over KTO. For score-based feedback,
UNA outperforms non-score-based methods including DPO and KTO, and it can be regarded as a
distillation of RM and LLM or an offline RLAIF. In conclusion, UNA has proposed a new approach
to LLM alignment.

7 DISCUSSION

Even though UNA has made breakthroughs in 1. propose a general implicit reward function; 2. unify
RLHF and DPO through minimization between implicit and explicit reward functions; 3. simplify,
stabilize, reduce memory cost and improve performances of RLHF; 4. accommodate different types
of data types: pairwise, binary and score-based feedbacks and 5. conduct multiple experiments on
downstream tasks. However, several limitations of this works exist and they remain to be explored:

1. Due to the computation limitation, the current UNA experiments to replace RLHF were conducted
on 1B-2B parameters policy and reward models, which will face ”alignment tax” problem. Further
tests on larger-scale policy and reward models are needed to compare UNA and RLHF when the
”alignment tax” is reduced in larger models Bai et al. (2022a).

2. The current UNA in replacing RLHF requires two stages. An elegant one-stage training of reward
model and alignment should be pursued to further simplify this problem. In addition, the current
works require separate reward model, which will cause great memory burden. The memory burden
will be further reduced if the reference policy can be utilized to generate reward.

3. The general reward model is r(x, y) = β log
(

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
+f(x)+c). The appropriate construction

of f(x) may be able to further improve the performance of UNA. The costant c can be estimated
in advance or gradually updated through exponential moving average (EMA). These parameters
estimation may further improve the performance of UNA.

4. Currently, only MSE and BCE are utilized to measure the difference between implicit and explicit
reward functions. More measure metrics can be utilized to further improve its quality.

8 DEFAULT NOTATION

x: prompt to LLM

yw : desired response

yl : undesired response

P (yw > yl|x) : the probability of desired response over undesired response

rϕ(x, y) : the explicit reward

rθ(x, y) : the implicit reward
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sϕ(x, y) : the explicit score: normalized explicit reward

sθ(x, y) : the implicit score: normalized implicit reward

DKL : KL divergence

πθ : LLM policy to be aligned

πref : reference policy for LLM alignment

g(·) : any function that measures the difference between implicit and explicit reward functions
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Valko, and Rémi Munos. A general theoretical paradigm to understand learning from human
preferences, 2023.

Yuntao Bai, Andy Jones, Kamal Ndousse, Amanda Askell, Anna Chen, Nova DasSarma, Dawn
Drain, Stanislav Fort, Deep Ganguli, Tom Henighan, Nicholas Joseph, Saurav Kadavath, Jackson
Kernion, Tom Conerly, Sheer El-Showk, Nelson Elhage, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Danny Hernan-
dez, Tristan Hume, Scott Johnston, Shauna Kravec, Liane Lovitt, Neel Nanda, Catherine Olsson,
Dario Amodei, Tom Brown, Jack Clark, Sam McCandlish, Chris Olah, Ben Mann, and Jared Ka-
plan. Training a helpful and harmless assistant with reinforcement learning from human feedback,
2022a.

Yuntao Bai, Saurav Kadavath, Sandipan Kundu, Amanda Askell, Jackson Kernion, Andy Jones,
Anna Chen, Anna Goldie, Azalia Mirhoseini, Cameron McKinnon, Carol Chen, Catherine Ols-
son, Christopher Olah, Danny Hernandez, Dawn Drain, Deep Ganguli, Dustin Li, Eli Tran-
Johnson, Ethan Perez, Jamie Kerr, Jared Mueller, Jeffrey Ladish, Joshua Landau, Kamal Ndousse,
Kamile Lukosuite, Liane Lovitt, Michael Sellitto, Nelson Elhage, Nicholas Schiefer, Noemi Mer-
cado, Nova DasSarma, Robert Lasenby, Robin Larson, Sam Ringer, Scott Johnston, Shauna
Kravec, Sheer El Showk, Stanislav Fort, Tamera Lanham, Timothy Telleen-Lawton, Tom Con-
erly, Tom Henighan, Tristan Hume, Samuel R. Bowman, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Ben Mann, Dario
Amodei, Nicholas Joseph, Sam McCandlish, Tom Brown, and Jared Kaplan. Constitutional ai:
Harmlessness from ai feedback, 2022b.

Edward Beeching, Clémentine Fourrier, Nathan Habib, Sheon Han, Nathan Lambert, Nazneen
Rajani, Omar Sanseviero, Lewis Tunstall, and Thomas Wolf. Open llm leaderboard
(2023-2024). https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard-old/
open_llm_leaderboard, 2023.

Peter Clark, Isaac Cowhey, Oren Etzioni, Tushar Khot, Ashish Sabharwal, Carissa Schoenick, and
Oyvind Tafjord. Think you have solved question answering? try arc, the ai2 reasoning challenge.
arXiv:1803.05457v1, 2018.

Karl Cobbe, Vineet Kosaraju, Mohammad Bavarian, Mark Chen, Heewoo Jun, Lukasz Kaiser,
Matthias Plappert, Jerry Tworek, Jacob Hilton, Reiichiro Nakano, Christopher Hesse, and John
Schulman. Training verifiers to solve math word problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.14168,
2021.

Kawin Ethayarajh, Winnie Xu, Niklas Muennighoff, Dan Jurafsky, and Douwe Kiela. Kto: Model
alignment as prospect theoretic optimization, 2024.

Clémentine Fourrier, Nathan Habib, Alina Lozovskaya, Konrad Szafer, and Thomas Wolf. Open
llm leaderboard v2. https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard/
open_llm_leaderboard, 2024.

14

https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.14740
https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard-old/open_llm_leaderboard
https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard-old/open_llm_leaderboard
https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard/open_llm_leaderboard
https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard/open_llm_leaderboard


UNA: Unifying Alignments of RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO by a Generalized Implicit Reward
Function

Dan Hendrycks, Collin Burns, Steven Basart, Andy Zou, Mantas Mazeika, Dawn Song, and Jacob
Steinhardt. Measuring massive multitask language understanding. Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2021a.

Dan Hendrycks, Collin Burns, Saurav Kadavath, Akul Arora, Steven Basart, Eric Tang, Dawn Song,
and Jacob Steinhardt. Measuring mathematical problem solving with the math dataset, 2021b.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.03874.

Jiwoo Hong, Noah Lee, and James Thorne. Orpo: Monolithic preference optimization without
reference model, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.07691.

Edward J. Hu, Yelong Shen, Phillip Wallis, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li, Shean Wang, Lu Wang,
and Weizhu Chen. Lora: Low-rank adaptation of large language models, 2021. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2106.09685.

Albert Q. Jiang, Alexandre Sablayrolles, Arthur Mensch, Chris Bamford, Devendra Singh Chap-
lot, Diego de las Casas, Florian Bressand, Gianna Lengyel, Guillaume Lample, Lucile Saulnier,
Lélio Renard Lavaud, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Pierre Stock, Teven Le Scao, Thibaut Lavril,
Thomas Wang, Timothée Lacroix, and William El Sayed. Mistral 7b, 2023. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2310.06825.

Dahyun Kim, Yungi Kim, Wonho Song, Hyeonwoo Kim, Yunsu Kim, Sanghoon Kim, and Chanjun
Park. sdpo: Don’t use your data all at once, 2024.

Harrison Lee, Samrat Phatale, Hassan Mansoor, Thomas Mesnard, Johan Ferret, Kellie Lu, Colton
Bishop, Ethan Hall, Victor Carbune, Abhinav Rastogi, and Sushant Prakash. Rlaif: Scaling rein-
forcement learning from human feedback with ai feedback, 2023.

Xuechen Li, Tianyi Zhang, Yann Dubois, Rohan Taori, Ishaan Gulrajani, Carlos Guestrin, Percy
Liang, and Tatsunori B. Hashimoto. Alpacaeval: An automatic evaluator of instruction-following
models. https://github.com/tatsu-lab/alpaca_eval, 2023.

Stephanie Lin, Jacob Hilton, and Owain Evans. Truthfulqa: Measuring how models mimic human
falsehoods, 2022.

Tianqi Liu, Zhen Qin, Junru Wu, Jiaming Shen, Misha Khalman, Rishabh Joshi, Yao Zhao, Mo-
hammad Saleh, Simon Baumgartner, Jialu Liu, Peter J. Liu, and Xuanhui Wang. Lipo: Listwise
preference optimization through learning-to-rank, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/
2402.01878.

Yu Meng, Mengzhou Xia, and Danqi Chen. Simpo: Simple preference optimization with a
reference-free reward, 2024.
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jeev Nayak, Arvind Neelakantan, Richard Ngo, Hyeonwoo Noh, Long Ouyang, Cullen O’Keefe,
Jakub Pachocki, Alex Paino, Joe Palermo, Ashley Pantuliano, Giambattista Parascandolo, Joel
Parish, Emy Parparita, Alex Passos, Mikhail Pavlov, Andrew Peng, Adam Perelman, Filipe
de Avila Belbute Peres, Michael Petrov, Henrique Ponde de Oliveira Pinto, Michael, Pokorny,
Michelle Pokrass, Vitchyr H. Pong, Tolly Powell, Alethea Power, Boris Power, Elizabeth Proehl,
Raul Puri, Alec Radford, Jack Rae, Aditya Ramesh, Cameron Raymond, Francis Real, Kendra
Rimbach, Carl Ross, Bob Rotsted, Henri Roussez, Nick Ryder, Mario Saltarelli, Ted Sanders,
Shibani Santurkar, Girish Sastry, Heather Schmidt, David Schnurr, John Schulman, Daniel Sel-
sam, Kyla Sheppard, Toki Sherbakov, Jessica Shieh, Sarah Shoker, Pranav Shyam, Szymon Sidor,
Eric Sigler, Maddie Simens, Jordan Sitkin, Katarina Slama, Ian Sohl, Benjamin Sokolowsky,
Yang Song, Natalie Staudacher, Felipe Petroski Such, Natalie Summers, Ilya Sutskever, Jie Tang,
Nikolas Tezak, Madeleine B. Thompson, Phil Tillet, Amin Tootoonchian, Elizabeth Tseng, Pre-
ston Tuggle, Nick Turley, Jerry Tworek, Juan Felipe Cerón Uribe, Andrea Vallone, Arun Vi-
jayvergiya, Chelsea Voss, Carroll Wainwright, Justin Jay Wang, Alvin Wang, Ben Wang, Jonathan
Ward, Jason Wei, CJ Weinmann, Akila Welihinda, Peter Welinder, Jiayi Weng, Lilian Weng, Matt
Wiethoff, Dave Willner, Clemens Winter, Samuel Wolrich, Hannah Wong, Lauren Workman,
Sherwin Wu, Jeff Wu, Michael Wu, Kai Xiao, Tao Xu, Sarah Yoo, Kevin Yu, Qiming Yuan, Wo-
jciech Zaremba, Rowan Zellers, Chong Zhang, Marvin Zhang, Shengjia Zhao, Tianhao Zheng,
Juntang Zhuang, William Zhuk, and Barret Zoph. Gpt-4 technical report, 2024.

Long Ouyang, Jeff Wu, Xu Jiang, Diogo Almeida, Carroll L. Wainwright, Pamela Mishkin, Chong
Zhang, Sandhini Agarwal, Katarina Slama, Alex Ray, John Schulman, Jacob Hilton, Fraser Kel-
ton, Luke Miller, Maddie Simens, Amanda Askell, Peter Welinder, Paul Christiano, Jan Leike,
and Ryan Lowe. Training language models to follow instructions with human feedback, 2022.

Arka Pal, Deep Karkhanis, Samuel Dooley, Manley Roberts, Siddartha Naidu, and Colin White.
Smaug: Fixing failure modes of preference optimisation with dpo-positive, 2024.

Ryan Park, Rafael Rafailov, Stefano Ermon, and Chelsea Finn. Disentangling length from quality
in direct preference optimization, 2024.

16

https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.11704


UNA: Unifying Alignments of RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO by a Generalized Implicit Reward
Function

Shiva Kumar Pentyala, Zhichao Wang, Bin Bi, Kiran Ramnath, Xiang-Bo Mao, Regunathan Rad-
hakrishnan, Sitaram Asur, Na, and Cheng. Paft: A parallel training paradigm for effective llm
fine-tuning, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.17923.

Rafael Rafailov, Archit Sharma, Eric Mitchell, Stefano Ermon, Christopher D. Manning, and
Chelsea Finn. Direct preference optimization: Your language model is secretly a reward model,
2023.

Rafael Rafailov, Joey Hejna, Ryan Park, and Chelsea Finn. From r to q∗: Your language model is
secretly a q-function, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.12358.

David Rein, Betty Li Hou, Asa Cooper Stickland, Jackson Petty, Richard Yuanzhe Pang, Julien
Dirani, Julian Michael, and Samuel R. Bowman. Gpqa: A graduate-level google-proof q&a
benchmark, 2023. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.12022.

Pierre Harvey Richemond, Yunhao Tang, Daniel Guo, Daniele Calandriello, Mohammad Gheshlaghi
Azar, Rafael Rafailov, Bernardo Avila Pires, Eugene Tarassov, Lucas Spangher, Will Ellsworth,
Aliaksei Severyn, Jonathan Mallinson, Lior Shani, Gil Shamir, Rishabh Joshi, Tianqi Liu, Remi
Munos, and Bilal Piot. Offline regularised reinforcement learning for large language models
alignment, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.19107.

Keisuke Sakaguchi, Ronan Le Bras, Chandra Bhagavatula, and Yejin Choi. Winogrande: An adver-
sarial winograd schema challenge at scale, 2019. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.
10641.

Feifan Song, Bowen Yu, Minghao Li, Haiyang Yu, Fei Huang, Yongbin Li, and Houfeng Wang.
Preference ranking optimization for human alignment, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/
abs/2306.17492.

Zayne Sprague, Xi Ye, Kaj Bostrom, Swarat Chaudhuri, and Greg Durrett. Musr: Testing the limits
of chain-of-thought with multistep soft reasoning, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/
2310.16049.

Mirac Suzgun, Nathan Scales, Nathanael Schärli, Sebastian Gehrmann, Yi Tay, Hyung Won Chung,
Aakanksha Chowdhery, Quoc V Le, Ed H Chi, Denny Zhou, , and Jason Wei. Challenging big-
bench tasks and whether chain-of-thought can solve them. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.09261,
2022.

Gemini Team, Rohan Anil, Sebastian Borgeaud, Yonghui Wu, Jean-Baptiste Alayrac, Jiahui Yu,
Radu Soricut, Johan Schalkwyk, Andrew M Dai, Anja Hauth, et al. Gemini: a family of highly
capable multimodal models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.11805, 2023.

Yubo Wang, Xueguang Ma, Ge Zhang, Yuansheng Ni, Abhranil Chandra, Shiguang Guo, Weiming
Ren, Aaran Arulraj, Xuan He, Ziyan Jiang, Tianle Li, Max Ku, Kai Wang, Alex Zhuang, Rongqi
Fan, Xiang Yue, and Wenhu Chen. Mmlu-pro: A more robust and challenging multi-task language
understanding benchmark, 2024a. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01574.

Zhilin Wang, Yi Dong, Olivier Delalleau, Jiaqi Zeng, Gerald Shen, Daniel Egert, Jimmy Zhang,
Makesh Narsimhan Sreedhar, and Oleksii Kuchaiev. Helpsteer2: Open-source dataset for training
top-performing reward models. ArXiv, abs/2406.08673, 2024b.

Yue Wu, Zhiqing Sun, Huizhuo Yuan, Kaixuan Ji, Yiming Yang, and Quanquan Gu. Self-play
preference optimization for language model alignment, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/
abs/2405.00675.

Jing Xu, Andrew Lee, Sainbayar Sukhbaatar, and Jason Weston. Some things are more cringe
than others: Iterative preference optimization with the pairwise cringe loss, 2024. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2312.16682.

An Yang, Baosong Yang, Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu, Chang Zhou, Chengpeng Li,
Chengyuan Li, Dayiheng Liu, Fei Huang, Guanting Dong, Haoran Wei, Huan Lin, Jialong Tang,
Jialin Wang, Jian Yang, Jianhong Tu, Jianwei Zhang, Jianxin Ma, Jianxin Yang, Jin Xu, Jin-
gren Zhou, Jinze Bai, Jinzheng He, Junyang Lin, Kai Dang, Keming Lu, Keqin Chen, Kexin

17

https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.17923
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.12358
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.12022
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.19107
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.10641
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.10641
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.17492
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.17492
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.16049
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.16049
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.01574
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.00675
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.00675
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.16682
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.16682


UNA: Unifying Alignments of RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO by a Generalized Implicit Reward
Function

Yang, Mei Li, Mingfeng Xue, Na Ni, Pei Zhang, Peng Wang, Ru Peng, Rui Men, Ruize Gao,
Runji Lin, Shijie Wang, Shuai Bai, Sinan Tan, Tianhang Zhu, Tianhao Li, Tianyu Liu, Wen-
bin Ge, Xiaodong Deng, Xiaohuan Zhou, Xingzhang Ren, Xinyu Zhang, Xipin Wei, Xuancheng
Ren, Xuejing Liu, Yang Fan, Yang Yao, Yichang Zhang, Yu Wan, Yunfei Chu, Yuqiong Liu,
Zeyu Cui, Zhenru Zhang, Zhifang Guo, and Zhihao Fan. Qwen2 technical report, 2024a. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.10671.

Rui Yang, Ruomeng Ding, Yong Lin, Huan Zhang, and Tong Zhang. Regularizing hidden states
enables learning generalizable reward model for llms, 2024b. URL https://arxiv.org/
abs/2406.10216.

Weizhe Yuan, Richard Yuanzhe Pang, Kyunghyun Cho, Xian Li, Sainbayar Sukhbaatar, Jing Xu,
and Jason Weston. Self-rewarding language models, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/
abs/2401.10020.

Zheng Yuan, Hongyi Yuan, Chuanqi Tan, Wei Wang, Songfang Huang, and Fei Huang. Rrhf: Rank
responses to align language models with human feedback without tears, 2023. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2304.05302.

Rowan Zellers, Ari Holtzman, Yonatan Bisk, Ali Farhadi, and Yejin Choi. Hellaswag: Can a ma-
chine really finish your sentence? In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association
for Computational Linguistics, 2019.

Yongcheng Zeng, Guoqing Liu, Weiyu Ma, Ning Yang, Haifeng Zhang, and Jun Wang. Token-level
direct preference optimization, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.11999.

Lianmin Zheng, Wei-Lin Chiang, Ying Sheng, Siyuan Zhuang, Zhanghao Wu, Yonghao Zhuang,
Zi Lin, Zhuohan Li, Dacheng Li, Eric P. Xing, Hao Zhang, Joseph E. Gonzalez, and Ion Stoica.
Judging llm-as-a-judge with mt-bench and chatbot arena, 2023. URL https://arxiv.org/
abs/2306.05685.

Jeffrey Zhou, Tianjian Lu, Swaroop Mishra, Siddhartha Brahma, Sujoy Basu, Yi Luan, Denny Zhou,
and Le Hou. Instruction-following evaluation for large language models, 2023. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2311.07911.

18

https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.10671
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.10216
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.10216
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.10020
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.10020
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.05302
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.05302
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.11999
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.05685
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.05685
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.07911
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.07911


UNA: Unifying Alignments of RLHF/PPO, DPO and KTO by a Generalized Implicit Reward
Function

A DPO: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OPTIMAL POLICY AND REWARD
FUNCTION

The objective of RLHF / DPO is shown in Equation 3. From the objective, the relation-
ship between optimal reward and optimal policy can be derived in Equation 4 where Z(x) =∑

y πref(y|x)e(
1
β rθ(x,y)). The illustration for deriving DPO is shown in Equation 20.

(20)

π∗
θ(y|x) = max

πθ

Ex∼D

[
Ey∼πθ(y|x)rθ(x, y)− βDKL (πθ(y|x)∥πref(y|x))

]
= max

πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
r(x, y)− β log

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

]}
= min

πθ

Ex∼D

{
Ey∼πθ(y|x)

[
log

πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

− 1

β
r(x, y)

]}

= min
πθ

Ex∼D

Ey∼πθ(y|x)

log
 πθ(y|x)

1
Z(x)πref(y|x)e

1
β r(x,y)

− log (Z(x))


= min

πθ

Ex∼D

Ey∼πθ(y|x)

log
 πθ(y|x)

1
Z(x)πref(y|x)e

1
β r(x,y)

− log (Z(x))


= min

πθ

Ex∼D

{
DKL

(
πθ(y|x)∥

1

Z(x)
πref(y|x)e

1
β r(x,y)

)
− log (Z(x))

}

The objective function is minimized when DKL

(
πθ(y|x)|| 1

Z(x)πref(y|x)e
1
β r(x,y)

)
= 0, and this is

equivalent to πθ(y|x) = 1
Z(x)πref(y|x)e

1
β r(x,y). By rewriting, the reward model can be expressed in

term of the current policy as shown in Equation 4.

However, the term Z(x) cannot be computed as it needed to be computed by summing all candidate
responses y. DPO avoids this problem by subtracting the rewards of desired and undesired responses
r(x, yw) − r(x, yl) = β

[
log
(

πθ(yw|x)
πref(yw|x)

)
− log

(
πθ(yl|x)
πref(yl|x)

)]
. In addition, the authors argue ”We

say that two reward functions r(x, y) and r′(x, y) are equivalent iff r(x, y) − r′(x, y) = f(x) for
some function f”. However, rigorous proof cannot be provided and it is only provided that r(x, y)
and r′(x, y) induce the same optimal policy. For Lipo, r(x, y) = β log

(
πθ(y|x)
πref(y|x)

)
is directly utilized

as rewards for listwise responses and KTO estimates Z(x) by averaging over multiple samples.
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B DERIVATION OF LOG-SUM INEQUALITY

Jesen inequality. For a real convex function φ, numbers x1, x2, . . . , xn in its domain, and positive
weights ai, Jensen’s inequality can be stated as in Equation 21:∑n

i=1 aiφ(xi)∑n
i=1 ai

≥ φ

(∑n
i=1 aixi∑n
i=1 ai

)
(21)

Proof of log-sum inequality. Firstly, define f(x) = x log(x). Then, f ′(x) = 1 + log(x) and
f ′′(x) = 1

x . For the domain x > 0, f ′′(x) > 0. As a result, f(x) = x log(x) is a concvex function
and satisfy Jesen’s inequality. Then, the log-sum inequality could be derived in Equation 22.

(22)

n∑
i=1

ai log

(
ai
bi

)
=

n∑
i=1

bif

(
ai
bi

)

= b

n∑
i=1

bi
b
f

(
ai
bi

)

= b

∑n
i=1 bif

(
ai

bi

)
∑n

i=1 bi

≥ bf

[∑n
i=1 bi

ai

bi∑n
i=1 bi

]
= bf

(a
b

)
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