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Abstract— The effectiveness of reinforcement learning (RL)
agents in continuous control robotics tasks is heavily dependent
on the design of the underlying reward function. However, a
misalignment between the reward function and user intentions,
values, or social norms can be catastrophic in the real world.
Current methods to mitigate this misalignment work by learn-
ing reward functions from human preferences; however, they
inadvertently introduce a risk of reward overoptimization. In
this work, we address this challenge by advocating for the
adoption of regularized reward functions that more accurately
mirror the intended behaviors. We propose a novel concept
of reward regularization within the robotic RLHF (RL from
Human Feedback) framework, which we refer to as agent
preferences. Our approach uniquely incorporates not just hu-
man feedback in the form of preferences but also considers
the preferences of the RL agent itself during the reward
function learning process. This dual consideration significantly
mitigates the issue of reward function overoptimization in
RL. We provide a theoretical justification for the proposed
approach by formulating the robotic RLHF problem as a bilevel
optimization problem. We demonstrate the efficiency of our
algorithm REBEL in several continuous control benchmarks
including DeepMind Control Suite [1] and MetaWorld [2] and
high dimensional visual environments, with an improvement of
more than 70% in sample efficiency in comparison to current
SOTA baselines. This showcases our approach’s effectiveness
in aligning reward functions with true behavioral intentions,
setting a new benchmark in the field.

I. INTRODUCTION

The success of reinforcement learning (RL) relies on the
design of an efficient, dense, and accurate reward function
for the task at hand [3]-[6]. However, in many continuous
control robot tasks such as grasping [3], motion planning
[4], navigation [5], [6], the rewards are naturally sparse [7]—
[12], thereby making solving them with RL challenging. An
effective reward design is necessary. However, in practice,
this is often done by trial-and-error or expert-engineering
which is inefficient and not always feasible. This problem is
compounded when we have multiple attributes in the reward
function. For example, in an outdoor navigation scenario,
several attributes may significantly affect the reward function,
including time taken to reach the goal, distance traveled,
risk of collisions, obeying social norms, fuel consumption,
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Fig. 1: This figure describes the preference-based robotic
reinforcement learning framework from human feedback
(RRLHF) [16]. We introduce a novel regularized reward
learning into the existing RRLHF framework, which helps
improve the state-of-the-art performance as detailed in Sec.
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etc. [13]. It is challenging to hand-design a reward function
that can capture multiple attributes.

Without a principled way to design the reward, we may
end up with reward hacking, where the agent hacks the
reward function and maximizes it without performing the
intended task [14]. For instance, let us consider the example
of a robotic vacuum cleaner [15], where the objective is to
clean all dirt and the robot receives a reward when there
is no dirt left. Since the robot only perceives dirt through
camera images, it might attempt to manipulate what it sees
to eliminate the appearance of dirt in its input data (e.g.,
by going very close to a wall), which would result in a
high reward without even accomplishing the intended task
of cleaning the dirt.

To address the aforementioned concerns, existing ap-
proaches attempt to learn a reward function from expert
demonstrations via inverse RL [17], [18] and imitation
learning [19]. The performance of these techniques relies
on the quality of the demonstrations collected. Collecting
demonstrations can be expensive and sometimes infeasi-
ble for large-scale problems [20]. Alternatively, there have
been efforts to leverage offline data in combination with
demonstrations to reduce the dependence on expert feedback.
However, such methods require a coverability assumption,
restricting performance [21].
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Recently, preference-based RL has emerged as a com-
pelling framework to solve the sequential decision-making
problem by leveraging preferences (feedback) of state-
actions pair trajectories [16], [22]-[24]. The basic idea is
to get pairwise feedback from a user about which of the
two trajectories they prefer (can be generalized to K-wise)
and learn a reward function using Bradley-Terry preference
models [25].

The preferences can be at different levels, i.e., trajectory-
based, state-based, or action-based. Trajectory-based feed-
back is the sparsest, and state/action-based feedback can
be considered a more dense counterpart. This paradigm
is sample-efficient as it does not need humans/experts to
provide thousands of high-quality demonstrations but instead
provide ranks of the trajectories, which is much easier
and more efficient. The most important advantage of the
preference-based framework lies in being able to detect and
identify the inherent and hidden intentions and motivations
from the human/expert preferences and encode them through
the reward function. For example, there may be tasks where
even the human may not know how the optimal solution
looks like but they would still be able to determine which
from a pair is better.

While preference based RL holds a lot of promise, recent
research has raised the concern of reward over-optimization
and overfitting while learning the reward function with the
framework [26], related to Goodhart’s law [27]. Since the
reward function is only a proxy of human preferences,
optimizing its value too much might lead to the issue of
reward overfitting and overoptimization [26]. One way of
avoiding this issue is to choose suitable regularization when
learning with preferences. This is most commonly used
in fine-tuning language models [28], where a Kullback-
Leibler (KL)-divergence is used as regularization to ensure
that the current policy is within some neighborhood of the
base policy. This regularization is effective since there is
a stable language model base policy learnt through pre-
training [28] over large datasets. However, no such stable
policy is available in robotics control problems. Therefore,
designing a suitable reward regularization for Robotic RLHF
(RRLHF) is critical. Our main contribution is exactly such
a regularization. More specifically, our main contributions
are as follows.

o We propose a novel framework called REBEL (Reward
rEgularization Based robotic rEinforcement Learning
from human feedback). We introduce a new regular-
ization, termed as agent preference, which is given by
the value function evaluated at the optimal policy (cf.
Sec. [[V-B). This regularization term helps recover the
true underlying reward from the human feedback and
mitigate reward overoptimization.

o We show the efficacy of the proposed REBEL approach
on several continuous control locomotion and manip-
ulation tasks from DeepMind Control Suite [1] and
MetaWorld [2]. We show that in terms of episodic
reward return, REBEL archives up to 70% improvement
in sample efficiency as compared to the state-of-the-

art baseline methods such as PEBBLE [16] and PEB-
BLE+SURF [23], where our algorithm achieves near
oracle performance.

o We also provide a theoretical justification of our pro-
posed regularization method by connecting to first-order
Bilevel optimization and RLHF and thereby preventing
reward overoptimization.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we discuss the research around reward
design in RL specifically emphasizing robotics problems.

Reward Shaping. In addressing the issue of sparse rewards
in RL, the reward shaping and design paradigm offers an
intuitive solution. It involves augmenting the sparse extrin-
sic rewards with intrinsic curiosity terms and was initially
proposed by [29] before being further developed in sub-
sequent works [11], [30]-[33]. This augmentation reshapes
the reward function and aids in handling the exploration-
exploitation trade-off under sparsity, as demonstrated in prior
studies [33]. However, this approach comes with trade-offs.
The introduction of intrinsic rewards adds complexity to
the underlying Markov Decision Process (MDP), potentially
leading to suboptimal policies. To mitigate this, information-
directed RL, proposed in [34], [35], offers a theoretically
sound solution but faces scalability challenges, especially in
large-scale robotics problems.

Inverse RL. & Reward Design. Inverse RL (IRL) is con-
cerned with inferring the underlying reward function from
a set of demonstrations by human experts. In contrast,
imitation and apprenticeship learning focus on learning a
policy directly from these demonstrations [36], [37]. A
significant advancement in IRL came from [17], [18], which
introduced the Max Entropy IRL framework. This frame-
work excelled in handling noisy trajectories with imperfect
behavior. [17], [18] adopted a probabilistic perspective for
reward learning while sharing the core principle with [37]
of matching the expected feature counts between observed
and expert trajectories. In their approach, reward weights
are learned by maximizing the likelihood under the entropy
distribution, as detailed in [17], [18]. However, a significant
limitation of these previous approaches is their inability
to account for unsuccessful demonstrations, as addressed
in [38], where the problem was reformulated as a con-
straint optimization framework by maximizing the disparity
between the empirical feature expectations derived from
unsuccessful examples and the feature expectation learned
from the data. [39] proposed another innovative paradigm
of solving apprentice learning with IRL in [39] by posing
it in the min-max formulation where the objective is to
maximize the optimal policy and minimize the divergence
to the occupancy indicated by the current policy and expert
trajectories. It is also important to note that, despite their
effectiveness, IRL methods remain heavily reliant on high-
quality demonstrations. Obtaining such demonstrations can
prove to be a costly and challenging endeavor, particularly
for various off-the-shelf robotics tasks, a notable limitation



in their widespread utilization. However, the very recent
work in [40] combines DeepRL with trajectory ranking of
suboptimal demonstration and performs significantly better
than prior IRL research.

Preference-based RL for Robotics. This provides a sample-
efficient framework for learning the underlying true reward
function which reflects human/expert preferences [16]. [41]
proposed a Bayesian framework to learn a posterior distri-
bution over the policies directly from preferences. However,
instead of directly learning policies from preferences, [42]
focused on learning a cost or utility function as a supervised
learning objective to maximize the likelihood of the prefer-
ences and subsequently maximize the policy under the esti-
mated utility. An alternative and interesting line of research
involves dueling bandits, where one compares two actions
and aims to minimize regret based on pairwise comparisons
[43]-[46] and analyzes the sample complexity of dueling
RL under the tabular case Most of the research around
this is theoretical and non-trivial to scale to large scale
robotics. On the other hand, [22] scaled deep preference-
based learning for large-scale continuous control tasks by
learning a reward function aligned with expert preferences.
However, they suffered from sample inefficiency due to being
on-policy. This was later improved by introducing additional
demonstrations [47] and non-binary rankings [48]. One of
the most recent works, Pebble [16] improves the efficiency
of preference-based learning for large-scale environments by
virtue of off-policy learning and pre-training. However, none
of these methods focuses on the critical aspect of the reward
model over-optimization and overfitting.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Preliminaries: Policy Optimization in RL

Let us start by considering the Markov Decision Process
(MDP) tuple M := {S, A,~,P,r}, which is a tuple consist-
ing of a state space S, action space .A, transition dynamics
P, discount factor v € (0,1), and reward r : S x A — R.
Starting from a given state s € S, an agent selects an action
a and transitions to another s’ ~ P(- | s,a). We consider a
stochastic policy that maps states to distributions over actions

9 : S — P(A), which is parameterized by a parameter
vector § € R Hence, we can write the standard finite
horizon policy optimization problem as

mguxV Zvvsh,ah ) lso=s|, (1
where the expectation is with respect to the stochasticity in
the policy 7y and the transition dynamics P. In (TJ), we used
notation V;(f) for value function in state s to emphasize
the dependence on parameters . We note that for a given
reward function r, we can solve the optimization problem in
(I) to obtain the optimal policy parameters [49]. However,
establishing a reward function that perfectly aligns with
human preferences is a challenging task and might result in
potentially misaligned RL policies. There are different ways
to learn reward functions as discussed in the introduction

(Sec. [[) but we consider the human feedback-based reward
learning from preference as follows.

B. Robotic Reinforcement Learning From Human Feedback
(RRLHF):

In this subsection, we introduce the problem of reinforce-
ment learning from human feedback for robotic tasks. Fol-
lowing the description mentioned in [16], [22], the RRLHF
framework can typically be described in three phases as
follows.

1) Pre-training: RRLHF starts with a pre-trained policy
for the underlying robotic task in an unsupervised
manner. We can achieve that via training a policy to
maximize the entropy to be able to collect different
experiences in the environment [16]. Let’s assume the
corresponding pre-trained policy as 7.

2) Reward Learning from Feedback: In the second
phase, we collect the trajectories by interacting with the
training environment and collecting human feedback.
Let us call the new reward after feedback as 7.

3) Policy update: Once we have a reward learned from
the human feedback, then we follow the standard policy
optimization to solve the problem |1| to learn an updated
policy for the new reward function coming from phase
2 as follows

H—-1

max [ hi(sn, an) |, s0 = s| . 2
2 hzzz) Y7 (shyan) s S0 2)
Limitations of Phase 2: Before discussing the limitations,
let us first discuss in detail the existing reward learning
procedure. A preference-based feedback is utilized where
we collect preferences from humans for each generated
trajectory pair (7;,7;) generated by a policy 7 and the
feedback is represented by y = [y;,y;] where y; =1,y, =0
if 7; > 7; and vice versa. With these preferences, the reward
model is learned using the Bradley-Terry (BT) choice model

[25] and is mathematically expressed as

eXpGu(Ti)
P,(r>T1) = 3
(7 > 75) exp G, (1;) + exp G, (75) ®)
where, G, (1;) = S0 y"r, (s, al), v is the reward

model parameter, (si,at) denotes state action pairs from
the trajectory 7;, P,(r; > 7;) represents the probability of
the trajectory 7; > 7; which models the human preference.
Thus the objective of reward learning can be formulated as
maximizing the likelihood of human preferences to learn the
optimal parameter v as

max Er, 7,~plyilog P,(1; > 7;) + y;log P, (7; < 75)],
“4)

where the expectation is over the trajectories we have in
the feedback dataset D. The above-mentioned framework
from human feedback is popular but still has not been able
to achieve the optimal performance in terms of learning
optimal reward, which is clear from the experimental results
presented in [16]. There is a gap between the performance of
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Fig. 2: This figure highlights the performance gap of the
PEBBLE approach [16]. We note that PEBBLE achieves a
return of around 500 while the maximum possible is 1000.

rewards learned from human preferences and the underlying
oracle reward (see Figure . In this work, we are interested
in investigating this issue and propose improvements. An
important point to note here is that the data set D is not
independent of the policy which we update in phase 2.
Since in RRLHF framework, we repeat the steps in Phase
2 and Phase 3, we need to account for the dependency
that the eventual data collection is going to happen at the
current optimal policy. This is currently missing from the
existing literature, and we propose to fix is by considering a
regularization term in the reward learning phase. We detail
the proposed approach in the next section.

IV. PROPOSED ALGORITHM AND APPROACH

In this section, we start by providing a key insight regard-
ing the need to improve the reward learning phase of the
RRLHF framework and then present the main algorithm.

A. Key Insight Regarding Reward Learning

The reward learning phase in the RRLHF framework is
where we utilize the preference-based human feedback to
design a good reward model to be used in phase 3 of
policy learning. It is important to note that in practical
implementations such as in [16], [22], [23], phase 2 and
phase 3 are repeated in a sequential manner such as from
iteration £ = 1 to K and reward and policy are updated
for each k. Therefore, the dictionary D in actually gets
updated for each iteration (say k). Therefore, at each iteration
k, we collect data by interacting with the environment with
policy 7y: at each k, then we learn a reward model v ; by
solving (@), followed by the policy update by solving (@) to
obtain Tor -

In the above procedure, we note that when we solve for
the policy, we consider the updated value of reward for
the value function maximization problem of (). But on the
other hand, when we optimize for reward in , we do not

Algorithm 1 REBEL: Reward Regularization Based Robotic
Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback

1: Initialize parameters of critic (Qy, policy gy

2: Initialize a dataset of preferences D < ()

3: // POLICY LEARNING

4: for each iteration do

5. // REWARD LEARNING

6 if iteration % K == 0 then

7: for min1l... M do

8 Collect trajectories (79, 71) and collect preference
label from human-feedback as y

9: Store preference D < D U {(79,71,9)}

10: end for

11: for each iteration of the reward learning do

12: Sample D  number of trajectory-pairs

{(r0,7,9);}1 ~ D and corresponding
labels for reward learning

13: Perform gradient update step for reward param-
eter v to optimize (2))

14: end for

15:  end if

16:  for each timestep ¢ do

17: Interact with the environment using the current pol-

icy by taking a; ~ mp(a¢|s:) and collect s;11 and
7, (8¢, a;) which is the predicted reward function

18: Store transitions B < BU{ (s, at, St41, (8¢, a¢))}

19:  end for

20:  for each gradient step do

21 Sample random minibatch {(7;) le ~ B These
transitions are saved for updating the actor and critic
parameters (inner loop)

22:  end for

23: end for

pay attention to the current policy mp:. We realize that this
plays an important role in the sub-optimal behavior of the
performance of approaches such as PEBBLE in [16]. We
address this concern in the next subsection.

B. Proposed REBEL Algorithm

The main objective of RRLHF is to design a reward
function that aligns with human preferences, but we point out
that eventually, our designed reward should also be suitable
for learning a policy for the downstream task. Therefore, to
make the reward learning in dependent on the policy as
well, we propose a novel regularization term called agent
preference which is nothing but the value function at the
policy 7g:, hence #) would become

max B, - plyilog P,(1; > 7;) + y; log P, (1; < 75)]

Human preference
H-1

+AE ZVhTu(Shaah) l,so = s,an ~ oz |, (5)
h=0

Agent preference (proposed)
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where A > 0 is the tuning parameter to control the
importance of agent preference versus human preference.
Intuitively, the additional regularization term would make
sure to learn reward which results in a higher value of reward
return at the current policy, which implies that it is not very
different from the previous reward at which the optimal
policy was learned. By regularizing the reward function
appropriately, we develop a way to incorporate the policy
preference in the learning paradigm, missing from earlier
research [16], [23]. We provide a detailed mathematical
justification of the same in the next section. But first, to
illustrate the intuition, let us consider a simple example of
a robot learning to navigate to a goal location. Suppose that
the user’s preferred goal is very far away from the start
position of the agent. In such cases, the trajectories at the
start of the learning would not reach the goal. As such, the
user may not meaningfully differentiate between a pair of
sub-optimal trajectories. Optimizing such preferences might
not cause the agent to learn anything meaningful due to the
extreme sparsity of the environment. Hence, while designing
the reward function if there is no priority given to the agent’s
performance, it will eventually be tough to converge. On
the other hand, if the goal position is shifted somewhere
in the middle, it can be solved in a much more efficient
way. We summarize the proposed approach in Algorithm 1
and provide a mathematical justification in the next section
connecting it to bilevel optimization.

C. Theoretical Justification of Proposed Approach

In this section, we discuss the theoretical motivation
behind agent preference regularization and explain the con-
nection to reward over-optimization. We first mathematically
express the RLHF problem as a bilevel optimization objec-

tive (also shown in [24])which can be written as

max By o 7 vpp(rio o) [Lo (70, 71))] (6)
Hy—1
Lo0* = E by, =
s.t. 0*(v) arg max };) v'r,(spyan) |, 80 =8|,

where L, (y, 7o, 71) represents the likelihood maximization
objective given as L,(y,70,71) = ylogP,(ro > 71) +
(1 —y)log P,(10 < 71), as defined in Equation (4). Note
that the objective requires trajectory samples by solving
the inner policy optimization objective and thus, the two
objectives cannot be disentangled as done in several past
works, including [16], [23]. The objective intuitively explains
that while optimizing the outer objective for learning the
reward parameterization, it is important to consider the
agent’s performance, which is an important factor ignored in
earlier literature leading to reward over-optimization. How-
ever, it’s important to note that solving the above bilevel op-
timization is computationally expensive and requires second-
order information, as shown in [24]. However, with a novel
value function-based reformulation, the bilevel objective
from Equation (6) can be reformulated as a constrained
optimization problem without any approximation as

H;%X]Ey,'ro,n~ph('r;0) (L. (y,70,71)] + )‘(V(WG*(V)) — V(mg))
(7

which represents the first-order reformulation of the orig-
inal objective. It has been shown in recent research that
such an approach requires only first-order information
and is computationally tractable [50]. Here V(mg-(,) =

)

E Zf;ol Yir, (sn,an) |, 50 = s, ap ~ T+ ()| and Vmg =

E ZhH;Ol Yry (snyan) |, s0 = s, an ~ we}, where the sec-
ond term corresponds to the agent preference, which resem-
bles our proposed (3). Thus our approach provides a guided
direction to update the reward function which also cares for
the inner agent’s performance and thus regularizes the reward
learning objective and avoids reward over-optimization.

V. EXPERIMENTS

Environment: We consider two robot locomotion and two
manipulation environments from the DeepMind (DM) Con-
trol suite [1] and Meta-world [2] along with high dimensional
visual DM control environments [1] to perform detailed
experimental evaluations as shown in Figure 4. Specifically,
we use the walker and the Cheetah environments from the
DM control suite. The objective in each task differs and
the true reward function is typically a function of several
attributes. For example, in the standing task, the true (hidden)
reward incorporates terms that promote an upright posture
and maintain a minimum torso height. For the walking and
running tasks, an additional element in the reward function
encourages forward movement. Similarly for Cheetah, the
objective of the agent is to run fast up to a certain speed
threshold, with rewards based on forward velocity. In ad-
dition to locomotion, we also use manipulation tasks from
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Fig. 4: Learning curves on two locomotion and two robotics manipulation tasks as measured on the ground truth reward.
The solid line and shaded regions respectively represent the mean and standard deviation, across three runs

Meta-World. The objective of the manipulation tasks (Door
Open, Button press) [2] is to open doors or press buttons in
varied positions, focusing on adaptability and precision. We
also consider high-dimensional and challenging visual envi-
ronments from the DM Control Suite to see the generality
of our proposed approach in high-dimensional tasks.

Baselines: We consider two state-of-the-art baselines for
preference-based RL, which are PEBBLE [16] and PEB-
BLE+SURF [23]. PEBBLE+SUREF utilizes data augmenta-
tion to improve the performance of PEBBLE,

Evaluation Metric: To evaluate the performance of the
different methods, we select episodic reward return as a valid
metric. The eventual goal of any RL agent is to maximize
the expected value of the episodic reward return and this is
widely used in the literature. All the hyperparameter details
are provided in the supplementary material [51].

Human Feedback: Although it would be ideal to evaluate
the real-world effectiveness of our algorithm based on actual
human feedback, but for simulation and comparisons on
benchmark it is hard to collect a large amount of human
feedback. Hence, to emulate human feedback, we leverage
simulated human teachers as used in prior research [16],
[23], whose preferences are based on ground-truth reward
functions which help us to evaluate the agent efficiently. In
order to design more human-like teachers, various humanly
behaviors like stochasticity, myopic behavior, mistakes etc.
are integrated while generating preferences as in [16], [23].

A. Results and Discussions

We start by plotting the episodic (true and hidden) reward
returns for various algorithms in Figure @ We note that
the oracle reward is denoted by a dotted line in all the
plots, which is the maximum value of the reward return.
All the algorithms would achieve a reward return less than
the maximum value. We note that in the majority of the
experiments, PEBBLE achieves a sub-optimal performance
whereas PEBBLE+SURF (green curve) is able to achieve
better performance but it requires data augmentation. On
the other hand, the proposed REBEL achieves the best
performance compared to all the baselines in a sample
efficient manner, in all the environments including the very
high-dimensional visual environment, which is closer to
the optimal reward. This gain in performance is coming
because of the additional agent preference term we add as
regularization in the proposed approach (cf. ({@)).

We also study the effect of human feedback on the perfor-
mance of the proposed REBEL algorithm in Figure [5] We plot
the reward return in Figure [§] for two different amounts of
human feedback namely low and high (where low feedback
indicates receiving human feedback after every 20 episodes
and high feedback indicates receiving after 10 episodes). It is
clear to observe that higher feedback (more frequent) results
in better performance which is intuitive. Further, in Figure
[l we analyze the effect of regularization parameter A on the
performance of the proposed REBEL algorithm. We note that
reducing the value of A helps in improving the performance
of REBEL but we cannot decrease it beyond a limit because
we know that for A = 0, our loss function in (4) would boil
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Fig. 5: This figure shows the performance of the proposed
REBEL algorithm for varied levels of human feedback(100
and 50). We note that when we increase the number of human
feedback interactions, we clearly see an improvement in the
performance of REBEL.
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Fig. 6: This figure plots the average value of the episodic
reward return of REBEL for different values of the regu-
larization parameter A. It clearly shows that we need to
carefully tune the hyperparameter A to obtain the optimal
reward function.

down to PEBBLE and hence performance would degrade as
shown in Figure

VI. CONCLUSION, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE WORK

Sparse reward functions in robotics are ubiquitous and
challenging to handle, which usually leads to labor-intensive
design and reward hacking risks. An interesting existing
approach is preference-based learning which utilizes hu-
man feedback to infer reward functions, but it faces over-
optimization concerns. In this work, we addressed these con-
cerns by proposing a novel regularization term called agent
preference for preference-based learning in robotics control.
‘We have shown the advantages of the proposed regularization
term in experiments. However, limitations include subjective

preferences and potential hyperparameter sensitivity. Fu-
ture research may explore automated preference generation
and advanced regularization methods. Extending preference-
based learning beyond robotics to various domains is an
exciting avenue to explore further.
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