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Abstract

The dominant framework for alignment of large language models (LLM), whether
through reinforcement learning from human feedback or direct preference optimi-
sation, is to learn from preference data. This involves building datasets where
each element is a quadruplet composed of a prompt, two independent responses
(completions of the prompt) and a human preference between the two independent
responses, yielding a preferred and a dis-preferred response. Such data is typi-
cally scarce and expensive to collect. On the other hand, single-trajectory datasets
where each element is a triplet composed of a prompt, a response and a human
feedback is naturally more abundant. The canonical element of such datasets is
for instance an LLM’s response to a user’s prompt followed by a user’s feedback
such as a thumbs-up/down. Consequently, in this work, we propose DRO, or Di-
rect Reward Optimisation, as a framework and associated algorithms that do not
require pairwise preferences. DRO uses a simple mean-squared objective that can
be implemented in various ways. We validate our findings empirically, using T5
encoder-decoder language models, and show DRO’s performance over selected
baselines such as Kahneman-Tversky Optimization (KTO). Thus, we confirm that
DRO is a simple and empirically compelling method for single-trajectory policy
optimisation.

1 Introduction

Aligning the behavior of artificial agents with human preferences is critical for improving quality,
helpfulness and safety [Bai et al., 2022a] of agents’ responses. The most established methodology
for human alignment is Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) [Knox and Stone,
2008, Griffith et al., 2013, Christiano et al., 2017, Warnell et al., 2018] which consists of fine-tuning
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pre-trained Large Language Models (LLMs) [Glaese et al., 2022, OpenAI, 2022]. More precisely, it
typically entails learning a reward model under the Bradley-Terry model [Bradley and Terry, 1952]
of human preferences and subsequently employing reinforcement learning (RL) to optimise the
LLM’s performance as judged by this reward model [Christiano et al., 2017, Ziegler et al., 2020].
This optimisation is done by generating a set of responses and their associated rewards from a set
of chosen prompts. Therefore, on top of learning an additional reward model, this method requires
sampling from the LLM at training time, which is costly and technically challenging.

Rafailov et al. [2023] introduced an alternative, reward-free and sampling-free method termed direct
preference optimisation (DPO). This popular approach uses a supervised objective that contrasts
pairs of responses to a specific prompt. DPO is able to circumvent the explicit learning of a re-
ward signal, while remaining mathematically equivalent to the traditional RL approach, as proven
by Azar et al. [2023]. Such offline preference optimisation method has been extended to a few vari-
ants in follow-up work (see, e.g., [Zhao et al., 2023a, Tang et al., 2024]) and gained popularity in
practice.

Despite DPO’s widespread use, there is still an important remaining shortcoming to this approach
which is the high-cost of collecting human preferences. Establishing human preferences might over
time become a self-defeating endeavour: as LLMs improve in quality, the task of distinguishing
between a pair of strong responses gets increasingly difficult (see, e.g., arguments in [Saunders et al.,
2022, Bowman et al., 2022]), and would require additional efforts in improving both the quality and
scale of the collected human feedback.

Second and more importantly, annotating pairwise data is more expensive and less natural than
simply indicating whether a single completion is satisfactory or not, e.g., by assigning a binary
thumbs up or down rating to the model completion. The former is generally carried out by paid
raters whereas the latter could be produced by users at a much larger scale. Consequently, single-
trajectory data is much more abundant in the wild, hence, cheaper and more easily collected than
scarce preference data. Leveraging single trajectory data promises to unlock the benefits associated
with scale in deep learning. Analogous algorithmic advances motivated by the need to decrease
supervision signals have often resulted in important step-changes in the empirical capacities of deep
networks, e.g. through self-supervised systems [Devlin et al., 2019, Chen et al., 2020, Grill et al.,
2020, Radford et al., 2021].

In order to exploit this single trajectory setting, we introduce Direct Reward Optimisation (DRO).
DRO is a framework, derived from mathematical first principles. DRO is designed to work in the
offline single-trajectory setting with human feedback. Specifically, our contributions are as follows:

• We introduce DRO as a generic framework performing single-trajectory RLHF optimisation
thanks to a simple quadratic objective and perform theoretical analysis.

• We propose a practical instantiation of DRO, DRO-V which combines offline policy learning with
a value function learning, and hence the suffix -V.

• We compare DRO-V against Kahneman-Tversky Optimization (KTO) [Ethayarajh et al., 2024], an
algorithm that has also been specifically designed for the single-trajectory setting. We find that
DRO-V significantly outperforms KTO, when using T5 encoders [Raffel et al., 2020] with up to 3
billion parameters, on the UltraFeedback dataset [Cui et al., 2023]. We perform several ablations
to investigate and understand our algorithm’s empirical performance.

2 Background

Here we introduce background for RLHF and a few important alignment algorithms.

Standard pairwise alignment. Offline-alignment of LLMs has mainly been achieved using pref-
erence datasets of the form (xi, y

w
i , y

l
i)

N
i=1, where we are given a prompt xi, and a pair of prompt

completions (or generations) (ywi , y
l
i) with ywi the preferred generation and yli the dis-preferred one.

Most objectives in the RLHF literature, such as DPO [Rafailov et al., 2023], IPO [Azar et al., 2023]
or SLiC [Zhao et al., 2023a], can be described and subsumed by the following loss:

L(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

f

(
β ·

(
log

(
πθ(y

w
i |xi)

πref(ywi |xi)

)
− log

(
πθ(y

l
i|xi)

πref(yli|xi)

)))
,
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where β is a scalar, n a batch size, πθ is the parameterised policy and πref a reference policy, typi-
cally obtained after a first step of pre-training and supervised fine-tuning. f is a scalar function; each
choice of function f results in a specific given algorithm: for example, f(z) = log (1 + exp(−z))

for DPO; f(z) = max (0, 1− z) for SLiC; f(z) = (z − 1)
2 for IPO, among other possible alterna-

tives as discussed in [Tang et al., 2024].

We argue that preference datasets are expensive to build and do not occur naturally in the wild. Most
data coming from user logs is not collected pairwise, but instead comes in the form of a single
trajectory.

Single-trajectory setting. Formally, we consider single-trajectory datasets of the form
(xi, yi, ri)

N
i=1 where xi is a prompt, yi a generation and ri a scalar reward, collected by some un-

known behavior policy. As a simple example to model the thumbs-up vs. thumbs-down response,
we can set a binary reward where ri = 1 is for thumbs-up. This formulation can be understood as
a special case of the offline RL setup [Levine et al., 2020] tailored to the contextual bandit case for
RLHF.

Perhaps surprisingly, few offline alignment methods consider this setting with the exception of
Kahneman-Tversky Optimization (KTO) [Ethayarajh et al., 2024]. KTO is derived from principles
related to utility and prospect theory [Kahneman and Tversky, 1979] that build upon the notion of
human risk aversion. KTO also makes strong simplifying assumptions, which as we will show, bi-
ases the method to produce suboptimal policies. In contrast, we are interested in deriving a simple,
general purpose and performant algorithm, without strong dependency on mathematical assumptions
on risk preference or utility.

Online vs. offline algorithms. Whilst a natural idea might be to try and use online RL (like in
[Calandriello et al., 2024, Guo et al., 2024]), this would require one to either generate new prompt
completions online, or to correct for the distribution of the online policy by using importance sam-
pling. The latter in turn would bring its own set of challenges, e.g., high variance in the importance
sampling ratios. In order to circumvent the associated difficulties, we consider the offline setting
instead. Additionally, offline RL brings orthogonal benefits of its own, such as simplicity and com-
putational efficiency. Therefore in the following, we present an offline, sound and practical method
that approximates the optimal closed-form policy.

3 Direct Reward Optimisation (DRO)

In this section we present the main contribution of this work. We start with some theoretical back-
ground on the policy optimisation setting. We then introduce the DRO objective and discuss a few
important theoretical properties, followed by the design of practical algorithms.

3.1 KL regularised policy optimisation with single-trajectory data

Complementary to the pairwise preference setting highlighted above, we now consider the single
trajectory case. We want to approximate the optimal Kullback-Leibler (KL) regularised policy π∗,
following the canonical formulation of RLHF [Christiano et al., 2017]:

π∗(x)
def
= argmax

π
Ex∼ρ,y∼π(·|x)[r(x, y) − τ · KL(π(·|x) || πref(·|x))], (1)

where πref is some initial reference policy, such as the policy obtained after pretraining and super-
vised fine-tuning. We then have that, necessarily,

π∗(y|x) =
πref(y|x)e

1
τ
r(x,y)

e
1
τ
V ∗(x)

, (2)

where V ∗(x)
def
= τ logEy∼πref(·|x)[e

1
τ
r(x,y)] is a function that depends on the regulariser πref. Im-

portantly, the normalisation constant, also called partition function, that normalizes the numerator
in Equation (2) can be explicitly written as Z = exp 1

τ
V ∗(x). The denominator log-sum-exp as a

value function has already appeared in the literature about soft reinforcement learning [Ziebart et al.,
2008, Haarnoja et al., 2017, Richemond and Maginnis, 2017, Schulman et al., 2018]. Unlike KTO,
which assumes a constant partition function Z for each prompt of the batch, we do not make any
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assumptions on the form of Z or V . Unlike DPO or IPO, where cancellation of the partition function
happens due to the difference of rewards in the Bradley-Terry preference model, we do not assume
any functional form for V . For technically minded readers, we expand on these points in Appendix
D. We also note that the form of the partition function is intuitive, if we consider the Legendre-
Fenchel conjugate [Bauschke and Combettes, 2011] of the KL regulariser in Equation (1).

The DRO objective. Now, we rearrange the optimality condition from above that holds jointly
with π = π∗, V = V ∗,

r(x, y)− V (x) = τ log
π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
(3)

Multiple objectives (and subsequently algorithms) can be derived in order to enforce or approximate
this condition, such that we refer to DRO as a framework encompassing a plurality of algorithms.
We can focus in particular on defining the following DRO loss for any pair of policy and value
functions (π, V ):

LDRO(π, V )
def
=

1

2
Ex∼ρ,y∼µ(·|x)

[(
r(x, y) − V (x)− τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)

)2
]
. (4)

We begin with an existence and unicity result for the optimum of LDRO, thereafter denoted as L.

Theorem 1. (π∗, V ∗) is a global optimum of the loss L(π, V ). In addition, assuming the supports
of µ and πref coincide, (i.e., for all x ∈ supp ρ, supp(µ(·|x)) = supp(πref(·|x))), then (π∗, V ∗) is
the unique global optimum of the loss L(π, V ).

Proof. From the definition of π∗ and V ∗, we have that L(π∗, V ∗) = 0. Now notice that L(π, V )

is non-negative since it is a sum of quadratic terms t(x, y)2 where t(x, y)
def
= r(x, y) − V (x) −

τ log π(y|x)
πref(y|x)

. Thus (π∗, V ∗) is a global optimum of L(π, V ).

Now let us prove that it is unique. Assume there is another global optimum (π̃, Ṽ ) such that
L(π̃, Ṽ ) = 0. This means that for all x ∈ supp(ρ) and y ∈ suppµ(·|x), its t(x, y)-term is zero.
Since the support of µ and πref coincide, we have that ∀x ∈ supp(ρ), ∀y ∈ suppπref(·|x),

r(x, y)− Ṽ (x) − τ log
π̃(y|x)

πref(y|x)
= 0,

from which we deduce that

π̃(y|x) =
πref(y|x)e

1
τ
r(x,y)

e
1
τ
Ṽ (x)

.

But since π̃(·|x) is a probability distribution, we must have that Ṽ (x) = τ log
∑

y πref(y|x)e
1
τ
r(x,y).

Thus Ṽ (x) = V ∗(x) and π̃(y|x) = π∗(y|x) for all x ∈ supp ρ, y ∈ supp(πref(·|x)).

Remarks. The significance of Theorem 1 lies in the fact that, though π∗ and V ∗ are clearly related
via log π∗(y|x)+V ∗(x) = log πref(y|x)+

1
τ
r(x, y), there is no need to account for that connection

during optimisation. We can optimize π and V independently and end up finding the optimum. This
can greatly simplify algorithmic design in practice, as we will see shortly.

Role and necessity of the V function. The loss function requires a joint optimisation over
(π, V ), which means separately parameterising a value function V in addition to the policy π so
as to be theoretically sound. Thus, DRO stands in strong contrast to alternative algorithms such as
KTO [Ethayarajh et al., 2024], which uses a policy loss only without a value function. One natural
question arises as to whether it is possible to convert the loss function jointly over (π, V ) into a loss
over π alone. This is an idea we explore in Appendix B where we optimise V fully before updating
π.
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3.2 Approximation error

As alluded to before, we can interpret V as a value function in conjunction with the policy π. When
fixing π we can define the minimising value function V π = argminV L(π, V ). This value function,
when fixed to V = V π, provides learning signal to policy improvement. Indeed, since (π, V ) can
be independently optimised as shown before, we can see that the optimal policy π∗ is obtained by
solving the optimisation problem π∗ = argminπ L(π, V

π) = argminπ argminV L(π, V ).

However, since in practice the learning of V ≈ V π is approximate, the optimisation of π against
such an approximate value function would induce errors. Formally, we consider what happens when
π is optimised against a fixed V rather than a well-learned V π. The approximate nature of V induces
error in π ≈ π∗, which we characterise below.

Proposition 1. Consider an approximation V (x) of the value function V π = argminV L(π, V ):

V π(x) = Ey∼µ(·|x)

[
r(x, y) − τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)

]

and for this function kept fixed, let us optimise the loss π 7→ L(π, V ) with respect to the policy only.
Let πV = argminπ L(π, V ). Then we have that πV satisfies the following equation:

πV (y|x) ∝ πref(y|x)e
1
τ

[

r(x,y)−
πV (y|x)

µ(y|x)
(V πV (x)−V (x))

]

. (5)

In addition we have that for all x, y,
∣∣∣∣log

πV (y|x)

π∗(y|x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
2

τ
max

y

∣∣∣∣(V
πV (x) − V (x))

(
1−

πV (y|x)

µ(y|x)

)∣∣∣∣ . (6)

Proof. We delay the full technical proof to the Appendix, see section A.

Two remarks are in order here:

• Equation (6) says that if our approximation V is close to the value function of πV (in some sense,
the "Bellman residual" V − V πV of V is small), then πV is close to π∗.

• In particular, if we consider the best state-independent baseline V π
c =

argminV :V (x)≡c L(π, V ) = Ex∼ρ[V
π(x)] (this could be estimated using a large enough

batch size), we see that we would recover the optimal policy π∗ if V π∗

(x) = V π∗

c for all x.

3.3 Practical Implementation

We consider a parametric policy πθ and a parametric function Vϕ with neural network parameters
θ, ϕ respectively. We assume access to data in the form of tuples (xi, yi, ri)1≤i≤n where xi ∼ ρ
are prompts, yi ∼ µ(·|xi) are prompt-conditional generations associated with a model policy µ,
and ri = r(xi, yi) are scalar reward functions for the individual prompt-completion combination
(xi, yi). We perform gradient descent, both on θ and ϕ, to minimise the empirical loss:

L̂(θ, ϕ)
def
=

1

2

n∑

i=1

(
r(xi, yi)− Vϕ(xi)− τ log

πθ(yi|xi)

πref(yi|xi)

)2

.

We can define explicitly the gradient w.r.t. ϕ and θ: the gradient w.r.t. the parameter ϕ of the value
function is:

∇ϕL̂(θ, ϕ) =
n∑

i=1

(
Vϕ(xi)− r(xi, yi) + τ log

(
πθ(yi|xi)

πref(yi|xi)

))
∇ϕVϕ(xi), (7)

and the policy gradient:

∇θL̂(θ, ϕ) = −τ

n∑

i=1

(
∇θ log πθ(yi|xi) (r(xi, yi)− Vϕ(xi))︸ ︷︷ ︸

policy optimisation loss

−
τ

2
∇θ

(
log

πθ(yi|xi)

πref(yi|xi)

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
ℓ2-regularisation loss

)
. (8)
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The policy optimisation loss is similar to a standard policy gradients RL algorithm, however it is
important to notice a few key differences and connections between the loss above and policy gradient
algorithms.

Understanding the value function V . First, when considering a fixed policy π, learning the value
functionVϕ corresponds to learning the functionV π whose approximation error we discussed earlier
in Section 3.2.

Second, the value function Vϕ(xi) which is subtracted from the reward r(xi, yi) is not simply a
baseline used for the purpose of variance reduction as is usually the case in RL [Sutton et al., 2000,
Konda and Tsitsiklis, 1999]. Indeed removing this term (or replacing it by any function V (xi))
would bias our policy gradient estimate. The reason for that being that the samples yi are off-policy,
i.e., drawn from µ and not from πθ , thus in general, Ey∼µ(·|xi)[∇θ log πθ(y|xi)V (xi)] 6= 0 (whereas
if on-policy we would have Ey∼πθ(·|xi)[∇θ log π(y|xi)V (xi)] = 0). Thus it is important to maintain
this value function estimate in the policy gradient.

Offline regularisation. Another difference compared to a usual regularised PG algorithm is the use
of a ℓ2-regularisation loss instead of a KL-regularisation loss. Notice that these two regularisation
losses do not lead to equivalent gradients for the reason that the samples yi are off-policy: indeed we
have (see, e.g., also [Calandriello et al., 2024, Tang et al., 2024] for discussion of similar theoretical
results)

1

2
Ey∼µ(·|xi)

[
∇θ

(
log

πθ(y|xi)

πref(y|xi)

)2]
6= ∇θKL(πθ(·|xi), πref(·|xi)),

unless the sampling is on-policy µ = πθ , where both losses would would lead to the same gradient.
Thus we could see the policy gradient update rule Equation (8) as the natural extension of a usual
on-policy regularised PG algorithm to the off-policy case.

Policy learning rate rescaling. Finally, in practice, we rescale the policy gradient Equation (8) by
multiplying the update by a factor of 1/τ . We found this works better empirically and we hypothe-
sised that the global loss L̂(θ, ϕ) may be ill-conditioned (as its sensitivities w.r.t. the dimensions θ
and ϕ are different, leading to a high condition number). We refer to this algorithm as the Direct
Reward Optimisation with Value algorithm, or DRO-V. DRO-V is described in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Direct Reward Optimisation with Value Algorithm (DRO-V)

Inputs: A single-trajectory dataset: (xi, yi, ri = r(xi, yi))
N
i=1, a parameterised policy: πθ , a

reference policy: πref, a parameterised value function: Vϕ, a regularisation scalar τ , a number of
total steps K , a batch size B and an optimiser.
for k = 1 to K do

Sample uniformly a batch: (xi, yi, ri)
B
i=1

Compute gradient updates∇θL̂(θ, ϕ) and∇ϕL̂(θ, ϕ) as in Equation (8) and Equation (7):

∇θL̂(θ, ϕ) = −
1

B

B∑

i=1

(
∇θ log πθ(yi|xi) (r(xi, yi)− Vϕ(xi))−

1

2
∇θ

(
log

πθ(yi|xi)

πref(yi|xi)

)2)

∇ϕL̂(θ, ϕ) =
1

B

B∑

i=1

(
Vϕ(xi)− r(xi, yi) + τ log

(
πθ(yi|xi)

πref(yi|xi)

))
∇ϕVϕ(xi)

Update the policy parameters: θ ← UpdateOptimiser(θ,∇θL̂(θ, ϕ))

Update the value parameters: ϕ← UpdateOptimiser(ϕ,∇ϕL̂(θ, ϕ))
end for
Outputs: πθ

Offline optimisation. The dataset of (prompt, completion, reward) triplets remains static during
optimisation. This is because we do not use the current "online" policy, parameterised by the most
recent θ parameters, to regenerate completions for a given prompt. In this regard, our optimisation
is performed like in offline reinforcement learning, where taking new actions in the environment
is structurally prohibited. We note that our method does not require the training of an additional
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reward model. The distinction between offline and online procedures is important in RL(HF), since
they can give rise to different gradients and correspond to very different theoretical justifications, as
studied in e.g. Calandriello et al. [2024], Guo et al. [2024]. Given the additional τ regularisation
term appearing in Equation (8), we describe DRO as offline, regularised reinforcement learning for
large language model alignment.

Neural network implementation. It is natural to wonder whether θ and ϕ need be separate or
whether parameter sharing can occur for efficient learning. Perhaps counter-intuitively, we found
that using two separate networks, one for πθ and one for Vϕ, was beneficial empirically, compared
to using policy logits as value outputs. Another implementation decision, this time strictly related
to Vϕ, is whether to use a single value per batch or a value per token. We found that using a single
value per batch hurts performance. In both instances parameter sharing is detrimental.

As such, by default, we implemented DRO-V using two networks, as well as multiple values across
the batch. We will return to these points and ablate these design choices in the Experiments section
next.

4 Experiments

We now present our empirical results on finetuning LLMs using DRO-V.

Models and task dataset. In all that follows, we perform our test experiments using the UltraFeed-
back dataset described in Cui et al. [2023]. We preprocess the data to create an offline dataset of
triplets (prompt, completion, reward) where the prompt might be shared across multiple triplets. We
also normalize the dataset such that the rewards have mean 0 and variance 1 across the dataset.

We use T5 large language models [Raffel et al., 2020], a family of auto-regressive transformers
with an encoder-decoder architecture, in order to train all our models. The details of the models
architecture and software implementation can be found in [Roberts et al., 2022]. Furthermore, our
checkpoints are initialised from instruction finetuning according to the FLAN recipe [Chung et al.,
2022]. We denote this initialisation policy (πref as earlier), as the SFT, for supervised finetuning pol-
icy. Depending on the experiment, we use either a large (L) or an extra-large (XL) encoder-decoder
model. The large model sports 770M parameters, whereas the XL model has 3B parameters.

Evaluation. Following now standard practice [Zheng et al., 2023], our evaluation pipeline con-
sists in automated evaluation; specifically, side-by-side comparison. We use the PaLM2 [Anil et al.,
2023] LLM as a judge. Given a test set of prompts, for each pair of trained policies, we sample com-
pletion responses, and then ask PaLM2 to judge which one is better. The format of the evaluation
prompt we use for side-by-side comparison is as follows:

In this task, you will be provided with an instruction and two responses. Your job

is to assess the helpfulness and fulfillment of two responses A and B.

Instruction: article response A (left):summary1 response B (right):summary2

For each model, we record a checkpoint every 2, 000 training steps, before selecting the best check-
point across the training curve as determined by side-by-side comparison against the SFT policy.
We then use this best checkpoint as representative of an algorithm or set of parameters.

Compute and hyperparameters. For compute, we use version 5 (’v5e’) Tensor Processing Units
[TPUs; Jouppi et al., 2023], in the cloud. We train large encoders in configurations of 4× 4 devices
and XL encoders in configurations of 4× 8 devices. With this computational setup we obtain speeds
of around 0.5 training steps per second (21 hours per 40, 000 steps) for the large encoders, and 0.1
training steps per second (2 days per 20, 000 steps) for the XL encoders. We run our experiments
with default learning rate 1e-4 both for the value and the policy networks, and a default total of
40, 000 training steps for L models and 20, 000 training steps for XL models, using a batch size of
32. The optimiser we use is AdaFactor [Shazeer and Stern, 2018] with a decay rate value of 0.8. For
the learning rate, we employ 150 linear warmup steps.

KTO baseline. We compare our algorithm primarily to the strong Kahneman-Tversky Optimiza-
tion (KTO) baseline of Ethayarajh et al. [2024]. We need a criterion to decide which sample com-
pletions are desirable (’thumbs up’) or not. We choose to do so per-batch, based on whether each
attached scalar reward is greater or less than the average reward seen over the minibatch. We use
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the same KL divergence estimator on the batch as they do, and do not weigh the loss in any manner,
since we are already compensating for batch statistics by computing the batchwise average reward.
For both algorithms KTO and DRO-V, the τ regularisation factor (denoted by β in Ethayarajh et al.
[2024]) is held constant throughout training.

4.1 Results and Ablations

Here we show our empirical results as well as perform ablations and study the impact of hyperpa-
rameters on performance.

Empirical results. DRO-V outperforms KTO in side-by-side comparison, both for the T5-L and
XL encoders. In the interest of fair comparison, we optimise our baseline as much as possible
and present the best KTO results we obtained after search over three values of the τ regularisation
parameter, τ ∈ {0.1, 1.0, 5.0} (τ = 5.0 being optimal). By contrast we show our DRO-V results
without such search, simply setting τ to a default intuitive value of 1.0. In this section only, we
give standard deviation estimates, thanks to computing averages of scores obtained by side-by-side
comparison over 5 evaluation folds of 1, 000 test prompts each:

Side-by-side Winrate (first over second)

DRO-V vs SFT: 78.9%± 0.3%
KTO vs SFT: 67.5%± 0.7%

DRO-V vs KTO: 63.4%± 1.0%

Figure 1: Winrates with T5-L encoders.

Side-by-side Winrate (first over second)

DRO-V vs SFT: 81.5%± 1.0%
KTO vs SFT: 78.2%± 0.7%

DRO-V vs KTO: 57.5%± 0.8%

Figure 2: Winrates with T5-XL encoders.

We see significant empirical outperformance of DRO-V. Both on T5-L and T5-XL encoders, DRO-V
clearly outperforms the SFT (78.9% and 81.5%, respectively). Most importantly, DRO-V also wins
over the KTO baseline in direct comparison (63.4% and 57.5% respectively). We also give quali-
tative examples of this difference, with sample completions from both algorithms, in Appendix E
where we demonstrate how these numbers correspond to more helpful and focused prompt comple-
tions.

We now study ablations over hyperparameters and architecture. In all that follows, we retain the
same experimental protocol as above, and here use T5 large encoders exclusively.

Impact of the learning rate for policy and value. We begin by examining the impact of the
learning rate on downstream performance. We study two cases: first varying jointly the learning rate
of the policy and the value network, and second, switching the learning rate of the value network
only. We pick our learning rates to be one of 1e-5, 5e-5, 5e-4, or the default 1e-4. Results are
presented in Figure 3. For the value only sweep, we observe that changing the value learning rate
parameter alone yields a small impact. Thus the policy learning rate rescaling factor, 1/τ (Equation
8) is all the more important. We do also note a small yet monotonic improvement in learning the
value V faster than the policy. Overall, the performance of DRO-V remains very stable within an
order of magnitude change for learning rates.

DRO-V learning rate value 1e−5 5e-5 1e-4 5e-4

Joint LR : Winrate vs SFT 73.7% 78.7% 78.9% 78.4%
LR, value V only : Winrate vs SFT 76.8% 78.0% 78.9% 79.1%

Figure 3: Top line: Impact of varying jointly the π and V learning rate parameter. Bottom line:
Impact of value function V learning rate parameter only.

Impact of regularisation parameter τ . Similarly, we vary the strength of regularisation parameter
τ both for DRO-V and KTO. We pick between three values: 0.1, 1.0 and 5.0. Results are presented
in Figure 4. We see substantial variation in performance due to this parameter. A regularisation
parameter of 1.0, an intuitive value, is actually best for DRO-V. On the other hand, we found it far
from optimal for KTO and picked the best value, 5.0, instead. These experiments were performed
using T5-L encoders, and we re-used those τ choices for T5-XL experiments as well.
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DRO-V τ 0.1 1.0 5.0

Winrate vs SFT 70.5% 78.9% 76.6%

KTO τ 0.1 1.0 5.0

Winrate vs SFT 63.5% 61.9% 67.5%

Figure 4: Left: Impact of τ parameter on DRO-V. Right: Impact of τ parameter on KTO.

Impact of parameter sharing. Finally, we investigate the quantitative impact of parameter sharing
for DRO-V, as exposed in Section 3.3. We jointly study the performance of the single or double
network version, as well as whether to use a single value number per batch or not. For computational
reasons, these experiments at performed using 10, 000 steps of training only (and therefore slightly
undertrained compared to our main T5-L 78.9% result). Results are presented Figure 5, with the full
comparison matrix in Appendix C. The impact of full parameter sharing is material, with most of
the hit coming from the single or double network choice. However, we also observe that when using
two networks for π and V , there are significant gains in not using a single value per batch (76.6%
against 72.1% winrate vs SFT, a difference of 4.5%, confirmed in direct side-by-side comparison of
those two variants yielding 54.9% in favour of the multiple value version). These observations help
explain some of the outperformance of our method.

Parameter Sharing Variant
Double Net
Single Value

Single Net
Single Value

Single Net
Multiple Values

Double Net
Multiple Values

Winrate vs SFT 72.1% 57.6% 55.5% 76.6%

Figure 5: Parameter sharing variants. DRO-V Winrate vs SFT.

5 Related work

Human Feedback in Reinforcement Learning. Integrating human feedback into reinforcement
learning, as introduced by Christiano et al. [2017], has rapidly grown to be considered essential for
improving the practical utility of LLMs and mitigating their epistemic risk [Hannigan et al., 2024].
RLHF may not always yield direct improvements in benchmark performance [Touvron et al., 2023],
but it significantly enhances human-centric applications like dialogue systems [Nakano et al., 2021,
Ouyang et al., 2022] and extends to non-human-centric tasks too like MuJoCo physics [Yuan et al.,
2024b] and robotics [Gao et al., 2024]. Precursors to RLHF were implemented with Deep Q Net-
works [Mnih et al., 2013] and Actor-Critic algorithms [Mnih et al., 2016, Glaese et al., 2022], and
RLHF itself was debuted with proximal policy optimisation [Schulman et al., 2017]. Given the
complexity of RLHF techniques and algorithms used [Casper et al., 2023], the research commu-
nity is revealing surprising benefits of simpler strategies like REINFORCE [Ahmadian et al., 2024],
sequence likelihood [Zhao et al., 2023a], and ranking approaches [Dong et al., 2023, Yuan et al.,
2023].

Advancements in Policy Optimisation. Assuming a Bradley-Terry model [Bradley and Terry,
1952] for human reward modeling enables the RLHF problem to be reformulated as a supervised
learning task [Rafailov et al., 2023]; this may provide greater training stability [Zhao et al., 2023b]
and data efficiency, although this point is debated [Xu et al., 2024]. Recent research has focused
on enhancing the direct preference optimization (DPO) methods for scalability [Tunstall et al.,
2023, Ivison et al., 2023] and safety [Liu et al., 2024] while expanding their mathematical un-
derpinnings [Azar et al., 2023, Wang et al., 2023, Ji et al., 2024]. Other work constrains DPO’s
contextual focus [Zeng et al., 2024] or explores alternatives to preference models such as Nash
equilibria [Munos et al., 2023, Rosset et al., 2024]. Despite these advancements, both DPO and
RLHF encounter challenges such as reward hacking [Pang et al., 2022, Skalse et al., 2022], length
bias [Park et al., 2024], and overoptimisation [Amodei et al., 2016, Pan et al., 2022], which can in
turn lead to under-regularised models [Gao et al., 2022, Singhal et al., 2023] and objective mis-
match Kirk et al. [2023]. While techniques like ensembling can alleviate issues of alignment
[Eisenstein et al., 2023, Ramé et al., 2024] and overoptimisation [Wortsman et al., 2022, Coste et al.,
2023], they may be overlooked due to their computational intensity [Zhang et al., 2024].

Different data types. RLHF classically focuses on a choice that human raters make between two
outputs produced from a single input to the policy. Collecting this data type can be costly, motivating
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the use of cheaper data, such as upvote/downvote point-wise data [Ethayarajh et al., 2024], or joint
preferences from different questions [Bansal et al., 2024]. Such data can also be noisy, motivating
factual augmentation [Sun et al., 2023], fine-grained responses [Wu et al., 2023].

Online vs. Offline Learning and Alignment through Self-Play. The practical distinction be-
tween online and offline methods [Jaques et al., 2019] appears more relevant than the reinforce-
ment versus supervised learning dichotomy. Online policies risk deviating from the original data
distribution, causing shifts and potential issues [Zhuang and Hadfield-Menell, 2020, Shin et al.,
2023]. Alternatively, alignment can be achieved through self-play in a two-player game frame-
work [Munos et al., 2023, Swamy et al., 2024], encompassing both online and offline settings and
allowing smooth transitions between them. Similarly, iterative DPO has demonstrated alignment
improvement [Yuan et al., 2024a], building upon established techniques like reinforcement learning
from AI feedback [Bai et al., 2022b, Lee et al., 2023].

6 Conclusion and limitations

We have introduced DRO, a new framework for aligning LLMs in the setting of single-trajectory
datasets, where for each prompt a single completion associated to a scalar reward is available.
DRO moves away from the traditional preference setting in RLHF. In doing so it not only makes the
training of an explicit reward model redundant, but also and most importantly enables leveraging
potentially orders of magnitude more data coming from user feedback instead of raters’. DRO is
theoretically principled since it learns both a policy and a value. Thus it does not rely on any simpli-
fying mathematical assumptions, such as a uniform value function on the batch, or the cancellation
of the partition function that typically underpins RLHF methods. Using T5 large and XL text en-
coders, we have shown that these properties translate into strong performance on the UltraFeedback
dataset when compared to Kahneman-Tversky optimisation. However, our empirical study is lim-
ited, both in terms of number of tasks and scale. Further work is required to more broadly establish
the performance gains that our approach provides when considering the largest language models, as
it is able to leverage large amounts of user-generated data.
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APPENDICES

A Mathematical Proofs

We recall Proposition 1 and proceed to prove it here:

Proposition. Consider an approximation V (x) of the value function V π = argminV L(π, V ):

V π(x) = Ey∼µ(·|x)

[
r(x, y) − τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)

]

and for this function kept fixed, let us optimise the loss π 7→ L(π, V ) with respect to the policy only.
Let πV = argminπ L(π, V ). Then we have that πV satisfies the following equation:

πV (y|x) ∝ πref(y|x)e
1
τ

[

r(x,y)−
πV (y|x)

µ(y|x) (V πV (x)−V (x))
]

. (9)

In addition we have that for all x, y,
∣∣∣∣log

πV (y|x)

π∗(y|x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
2

τ
max

y

∣∣∣∣(V
πV (x) − V (x))

(
1−

πV (y|x)

µ(y|x)

)∣∣∣∣ . (10)

Proof. We proceed to prove this here. Consider the Lagrangian G(π) = L(π, V ) +∑
x ρ(x)λx(

∑
y π(y|x)− 1) where λx are the Lagrange multipliers corresponding to the constraint∑

y π(y|x) = 1. Notice there is no need to impose such constraint outside of the support of ρ. The
derivative of G(π) w.r.t. a variable π(y|x) is

∂π(y|x)G(π) = Ex′∼ρ,y′∼µ(·|x′)

[(
r(x′, y′)− τ log

π(y′|x′)

πref(y′|x′)
− V (x′)

)
∂π(y|x)

(
−τ log

π(y′|x′)

πref(y′|x′)

)]

+∂π(y|x)


∑

x′

ρ(x′)λx′

∑

y′

π(y′|x′)




= −ρ(x)

[
µ(y|x)

(
r(x, y) − τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
− V (x)

)
τ

π(y|x)
− λx

]
.

Setting the optimality conditions ∂π(y|x)G(π) = 0 for all x and y, we deduce that for any x in the
support of ρ, we have, for any y,

λx = τ
µ(y|x)

π(y|x)

(
r(x, y)− τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
− V (x)

)

= τ
∑

y

π(y|x)
µ(y|x)

π(y|x)

(
r(x, y) − τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
− V (x)

)

= τ
∑

y

µ(y|x)

(
r(x, y) − τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
− V (x)

)

= τ (V π(x)− V (x)) .

Thus
µ(y|x)

π(y|x)

(
r(x, y)− τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
− V (x)

)
= V π(x)− V (x),

or, equivalently:

τ log
π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
= r(x, y)− V (x) −

π(y|x)

µ(y|x)
(V π(x)− V (x)) , (11)

from which we deduce that the optimal policy satisfies

π(y|x) = πref(y|x)e
1
τ [r(x,y)−

π(y|x)
µ(y|x)

(V π(x)−V (x))−V (x)] (12)

∝ πref(y|x)e
1
τ [r(x,y)−

π(y|x)
µ(y|x) (V

π(x)−V (x))] (13)
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which proves the first claim Equation (9).

Now from the property of the optimal policy π∗, and from Equation (11), we deduce that

τ log
π(y|x)

π∗(y|x)
= V ∗(x)− V (x)−

π(y|x)

µ(y|x)
(V π(x) − V (x)) . (14)

Taking the expectation w.r.t. µ(·|x) on both sides, we get

τ
∑

y

µ(y|x) log
π(y|x)

π∗(y|x)
= V ∗(x)− V π(x).

Plugging back V ∗(x) into Equation (14) we have for any x, y,

τ log
π(y|x)

π∗(y|x)
= τ

∑

y′

µ(y′|x) log
π(y′|x)

π∗(y′|x)
+ V π(x)− V (x)−

π(y|x)

µ(y|x)
(V π(x) − V (x))

= τ
∑

y′

µ(y′|x) log
π(y′|x)

π∗(y′|x)
+ (V π(x)− V (x))

(
1−

π(y|x)

µ(y|x)

)
.

Let us write ǫ(x)
def
= 1

τ
maxy

∣∣∣(V π(x)− V (x))
(
1− π(y|x)

µ(y|x)

)∣∣∣ and ρ(y|x)
def
= log π(y|x)

π∗(y|x) . We have

that

1 =
∑

y

π(y|x) =
∑

y

π∗(y|x)eρ(y|x)

≤
∑

y

π∗(y|x)e
∑

y′ µ(y
′|x)ρ(y′|x)+ǫ(x)

= e
∑

y′ µ(y
′|x)ρ(y′|x)+ǫ(x),

thus
∑

y′ µ(y′|x)ρ(y′|x) ≥ −ǫ(x). Similarly we can upper bound
∑

y′ µ(y′|x)ρ(y′|x) by ǫ(x).

We deduce that for all y

|ρ(y|x)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

y′

µ(y′|x)ρ(y′|x)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+ ǫ(x)

≤ 2ǫ(x),

which concludes the proof of the second claim.

B A policy-only algorithmic variant

To reduce the computational burden incurred by DRO-V, where we use typically use two different
neural networks for π and V , we can also define a loss function over policy π alone. To this end,
and as per Section 3.2, we can define V π = argminV L(π, V ) as the best value function given a
fixed policy π. Writing down the optimality condition we recall that, as per Proposition 1:

V π(x) = Ey∼µ

[
r(x, y) − τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)

]
.

From this we deduce and define the loss over policy only, L(π):

L(π)
def
= L(π, V π)

=
1

2
Ex∼ρ,y∼µ(·|x)

[(
r(x, y)− τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)
− Ey′∼µ(·|x)

[
r(x, y′)− τ log

π(y′|x)

πref(y′|x)

])2
]

=
1

2
Ex∼ρ

[
Vary∼µ(·|x)

(
r(x, y) − τ log

π(y|x)

πref(y|x)

)]
.
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We notice that operationalising this loss requires evaluating an empirical estimate for the variance
of a residual term, Vary∼µ(·|x), over completions y given a prompt x. Since the variance cannot
be estimated from a single sample y ∼ π(·|x), we cannot practically implement the loss function
in an unbiased way. However, if we allow for two samples estimation, i.e., y1, y2 ∼ π(·|x), this
will deviate from the single trajectory setting but closely connect to the above loss to the pairwise
preference loss. Most notably, we can rewrite

L(π) =
1

2
Eyi∼π(·|x),x∼ρ

[(
r(x, y2)− r(x, y1) + τ log

π(y1|x)

πref(y1|x)
− τ log

π(y2|x)

πref(y2|x)

)2
]
.

Note that the reward difference r(x, y2) − r(x, y1) can be understood as a form of preference of
y2 over y1. Indeed, when replacing the difference by a preference indicator, the above loss simply
reduces to the IPO loss [Azar et al., 2023].

However, as we are placed in the single trajectory setting rather than the preference setting (where
a 2-sample estimate of the variance would be available for each prompt), we resort instead to a
tractable approximation for L(π). We estimate the variance term Vary∼µ(·|x)(·) as variance on
each mini-batch B instead, where each element has a different x. Thus we replace this term with
empirical estimate Vary∼B, involving computation of the empirical variance of log-policy ratios
along the batch axis. This gives us a tractable, approximate policy-only variant for DRO, where the
loss is parameterised by θ only:

LDRO-P(θ)
def
=

1

2
Ex∼ρ

[
Vary∼B

(
r(x, y) − τ log

πθ(y|x)

πref(y|x)

)]
(15)

We present the associated Algorithm 2, that we will call DRO-P, below.

Algorithm 2 DRO Policy Only Optimisation : DRO-P

Inputs: A single-trajectory dataset: (xi, yi, ri = r(xi, yi))
N
i=1, a parameterised policy: πθ , a

reference policy: πref, a regularisation scalar τ , a number of total steps K , a batch size B and an
optimiser.
for k = 1 to K do

Sample uniformly a batch: (xi, yi, ri)
B
i=1

Compute gradient updates∇θLDRO-P(θ) for the sampled loss defined by Equation (15):

∇θLDRO-P(θ) = −
1

B

B∑

i=1

(
∇θ log πθ(yi|xi)r(xi, yi)− τ∇θVary∼B

(
log

πθ(yi|xi)

πref(yi|xi)

))

Update the policy parameters: θ ← UpdateOptimiser(θ,∇θLDRO-P(θ))
end for
Outputs: πθ

DRO-P appears similar to a standard policy gradients RL algorithm, featuring an additional variance
regulariser computed on the batch. We found that DRO-P in practice does not collapse and produces
non-trivial resulting policies, that can in fact beat the SFT policy in side-by-side comparison on our
evaluation setting (T5-encoder on UltraFeedback task, as in Experiments section 4). Nonetheless,
this algorithm, while being simpler and more parsimonious than DRO-V, is also less competitive.
This speaks to the necessity to use both a policy and a value function - in a theoretically sound and
principled way - in order to achieve the best empirical results, and is why we emphasised DRO-V in
our presentation. Finally, this result also shows that DRO is a framework that can be instantiated in
a variety of algorithmic ways.
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C Additional Empirical Results

C.1 Parameter sharing ablation

Here we provide the full results of a pairwise side-by-side comparison involving all architectural
modifications, namely either using a single neural network or two networks for π and V , and whether
to use a state-independent function V or not (a single or multiple value number per batch). Results
are presented below Figure 6, complementing those from Figure 5 in the main text, which only
presented comparison against the SFT.

Parameter Sharing Variant
Double Net
Single Value

Single Net
Single Value

Single Net
Multiple Values

Double Net
Multiple Values SFT

Double net single value 50.0% 37.1% 28.9% 54.9% 27.9%

Single net single value 62.9% 50.0% 45.2% 70.4% 42.4%

Single net multiple value 71.1% 54.8% 50.0% 74.7% 44.5%

Double net multiple value 45.1% 29.6% 25.3% 50.0% 23.4%

SFT 72.1% 57.6% 55.5% 76.6% 50.0%

Figure 6: Parameter sharing variants. DRO-V variants’ side-by-side winrate.

D Discussion on the cancellation of partition function

We provide additional discussion on the cancellation of partition function in the pairwise preference
optimisation algorithms. Starting with the regularised policy optimisation setting in Equation (1),
we can write

τ log
π∗(y|x)

πref(y|x)
− V (x) = r(x, y).

The derivation of pairwise preference optimisation algorithms typically casts the offline policy opti-
misation problem into a reward modeling problem. That is, one can parameterise a reward function
r using the equation above, and plug into a reward modeling loss.

Many of the pairwise preference optimisation algorithms make use of the paired data (x, yl, yw)
where given a prompt x, the completion yw is preferred over yl by human raters. The loss function
takes the form of taking the reward difference between the two completions, resulting in

r(x, yw)− r(x, yl) = τ log
π∗(yw|x)

πref(yw|x)
− τ log

π∗(yl|x)

πref(yl|x)

which cancels out the partition function or the value function V (x). Hence, in the pairwise prefer-
ence optimisation setting, the partition function V is implicit in the derivation and we do not need
to parameterise or learn it explicitly. This is unlike the single trajectory setting, where the partition
function does not cancel out and hence needs to be learned explicitly.

E Qualitative study of prompt completions

Here we show some example side-by-side prompt completions for our best DRO-V and KTO check-
points (as evaluated in Section 4), using T5-XL text encoders. We show those under the format
’Prompt - Response 1 ( DRO-V ) - Response 2 (KTO)’. Overall, DRO-V responses appear slightly
more helpful and focused, and are generally preferred by the Palm2 LLM judge. We found that it’s
often a combination of helpfulness and concision, rather than just one of these dimensions, that tilts
the decision one way or another. In order to be as representative as possible, we try to illustrate both
some clear preference cases, as well as others that the reader might find more subtle.
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Prompt: List the components of an Ethernet cable.

Response 1: [’Ethernet cables are made up of several components, including

conductors (conductors), wires (coaxial cables), and connectors. The components

of an Ethernet cable are designed to transmit data and signals from a computer over

a network. The following are the components of an Ethernet cable: 1. Conductors:

Conductors are the core of the Ethernet cable. They are made up of copper wires in

pairs, joined together by a metallic strip. The wires in the Ethernet cable form

a network. 2. Wires: These wires are the insulators, or inner shield, of the

Ethernet cable. They form the outer layer of the cable, preventing the signals from

being transmitted and prevent electromagnetic interference from the network. 3.

Connectors: Connectors are the wires that carry data and signals from the Ethernet

cable to the network. They are made up of copper and non-conductive metal wires.

The types of Ethernet cables available include Cat 5, Cat 7, and Category 5.’]

Response 2: [’Ethernet cables are made up of several components, including

conductors (conductors), wires (modems), and casings to shield and protect them from

the elements. They use twisted pairs to join them together, which are insulated

with copper. This creates a sturdy and flexible cable that has a low impedance,

making it ideal for network connections. Ethernet cables can also include other

components, such as switches and hubs, but such items are uncommon in Ethernet-based

networks. For more information on Ethernet, refer to "The History of Computer

Networks."’]

Prompt: Q: You are given a sentence and a question in the input. The information

provided in the sentence should be enough to answer the question. You’re expected

to write the correct answer. Do not use any facts other than those provided in the

sentence. Sentence: They were Dig the dog, Mittens the rooster, and Bub the duck.

Question: Who made the noise that caused the sock monster to look at the friends?

A:

Response 1: [’Dig the dog, Mittens the rooster, and Bub the duck.’]

Response 2: [’Dig, Mittens, and Bub the duck.’]

Prompt: You will be given a definition of a task first, then an example. Follow

the example to solve a new instance of the task. You are given two sentences. You

have to find if there is entailment or agreement of the Hypothesis by the Premise.

From the given pair of sentences, you should identify if there is enough information

in the Premise to support the claim made in the Hypothesis. The Premise may not

exactly be the same as Hypothesis. Your task is to return ’entails’ if the premise

supports hypothesis else return ’neutral’. Premise: Lyme Disease is caused by a

bacterium that’s transmitted by tick bite, but many infected people don’t remember

a bite. Hypothesis: Lyme disease is caused by bacteria. Solution: entails Why?

The premise sentence agrees with the hypothesis that Lyme Disease is a bacterium.

The premise also gives additional information about Lyme disease. Therefore Premise

entails Hypothesis. New input: Premise: Fronts are boundaries between air masses

of different temperatures. Hypothesis: In weather terms, the boundary between two

air masses is called front. Solution:

Response 1: [’entails Why? The premise states that fronts are boundaries between

air masses of different temperatures which is a clear statement of the hypothesis.

The premise also gives additional information about fronts by adding that they are

boundaries between air masses of different temperatures. Therefore, the premise

entails the hypothesis.’]

Response 2: [’entails’]
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Prompt: What are some common misconceptions about the value of a college degree in

today’s job market?

Response 1: [’Common misconceptions about the value of a college degree include:

1. College degrees are irrelevant to the job market: Students with low-skill

job experience, no college degree, or with limited skills in a desired field of

study might still be able to get a competitive job upon graduation and receive

a paycheck. This might lead to a perception among some that college degrees

have little value in todayś job market. 2. College degrees are required for

all jobs: Many employers believe that college education is a basic requirement

for finding jobs. However, this is not the case worldwide and some sectors may

require additional skills, such as computer programming or engineering, which

may not be covered by the typical four-year college degree. 3. College degrees

are insignificant: Many believe degrees in science, mathematics, engineering,

and other related fields are more important in todayś job market. These degrees

may increase the marketability of individuals, but they may not lead to a higher

salary. 4. College degrees are merely for the young: According to a recent study,

college graduates are more likely than the general population to be unemployed or

underemployed within a decade. This trend is primarily due to the rapid aging of

the baby boomer generation, who has not yet entered the workforce in the traditional

sense. 5. College degrees are not worth it: In some industries, especially those

that compete with big business, a bachelorś degree or higher is often enough to

get a job. This may be true for entry-level positions, but for senior positions,

a masterś or doctoral degree may be better. 6. College degrees for older people:

According to some surveys, some 65-69 percent of people over the age of 55 believe

they might need a college degree to find a job, even if the job market is not

favorable for their experience. This view is aimed at the older generation and

the perception of college degrees as just another piece of the puzzle they must

"educate" before being able to get hired. By understanding the current job market

and what employers value, it is possible to create a more comprehensive and accurate

picture of the value of a college degree. This can include examining industry

trends, job profiles, and demographic characteristics when evaluating job offers for

potential candidates.’]

Response 2: ["Sure, there are common misconceptions about the value of a college

degree in today’s job market. Here’s a list of some common misconceptions about

the value of a college degree. 1. Colleges are only good for academics. Colleges

are not the only source of knowledge. Technical skills and practical experience

are also valued in today’s job market. 2. Colleges are expensive. The cost of a

college education is often more expensive than a high school diploma. Furthermore,

the cost of tuition and other expenses associated with a college education is

significantly higher than the cost of going to school. 3. Colleges are not

relevant for today’s job market. Colleges are considered irrelevant for today’s

job market and are not as important as they were in the past. 4. Colleges are a

waste of money. Colleges are not cost-effective for individuals or society as a

whole. They are often viewed as a waste of time because they are seen as a waste of

money by those who did not finish high school. 5. Colleges are not affordable.

Colleges are seen as costly, even though they may be less expensive than high

schools. To counteract these misconceptions, the U.S. Department of Education

(ED) publishes the results of the annual Cost of College Survey, which provides an

objective, fact-based assessment of the cost of a college education. The research

is based on recent data and is widely accepted as accurate and credible. However,

these stereotypes are often harmful in persuading people to forego the expense

of a college education. As a result, many individuals don’t attend college as

they believe that the quality of education is not worth the cost. By avoiding

misconceptions and looking at the costs of various college options, individuals can

make educated choices that benefit both themselves and society."]
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Prompt: What do you think it feels like to be a Software Engineer?

Response 1: [’"As a software engineer, you have the unique opportunity to work on

some of the worldś most complex and challenging software projects. Your work can

sometimes feel like a never-ending battle to come up with the best solution, but itś

absolutely essential." According to a study conducted by the International Institute

for Engineering Education (IIE), software engineers often experience a grueling

and unpredictable work schedule, with long hours and intense responsibilities. The

work may involve developing algorithms, writing code, fixing defects, testing and

debugging, updating and maintaining software, and managing work-life balance. This

can be especially challenging for those who are not used to a fast-paced, fast-paced

work environment. It is also essential to provide a safe working environment, where

teamwork, communication, and problem-solving are essential qualities for successful

software engineers.’]

Response 2: ["I think it’s safe to say that I know firsthand the anxiety and

thrill that comes with being a software engineer. It’s not just a job, it’s an

art form, and it demands great skills and an unwavering commitment to continuous

learning and development. It’s also, sometimes, a lonely profession that requires

constant mental and physical focus, resilience, and a willingness to work in a

fast-paced and dynamic environment. The constant challenges of staying up-to-date

with the latest technology and keeping up with technological advancements can make

the experience even more rewarding. And, being a software engineer means that

you’re constantly learning, growing, and pushing yourself to develop new skills in

order to stay current and competitive in a fiercely competitive job market."]

Prompt: Define the definition of the idiomatic expression “change of pace” in

the context of altering one’s rhythm or tempo of activity, which is often used to

signify a shift in the pace of an ongoing event or activity.

Response 1: [’In the context of altering oneś rhythm or tempo of activity, the

idiomatic expression "change of pace" is used to express a change in direction,

speed, or intensity. This can be seen in the following example: 1. "I began

walking at a fast pace and then suddenly slowed down when I went into the forest."

2. "He started the race at a walking pace and then stopped. He had to stop for a

few minutes to catch his breath. His heart was racing and he felt his breath. He

started again, and got back to running his first run. He ran the whole race in

a couple of hours." 3. "At the local beach, we got lost and only found our way

after an hour of searching." In the example of the phrase you mentioned "change of

pace" it means that the tempo or the speed of an activity can be altered or modified

without stopping. A sudden change in the tempo of an activity can indicate that it

is becoming faster or more intense. One of the reasons people use "change of pace"

when they want to describe transforming their activities is because these changes

can have different impacts on the outcome of those activities. They can make

activities more exciting, more challenging, more relaxed, or even more engaging.

So, itś important to note that these changes can often be subtle or subtle,

depending on the nuances of the activity. In conclusion, the idiomatic expression

"change of pace" is used in a way that communicates a change in direction, speed or

intensity, which can give the impression of both excitement and calm.’]

Response 2: [’"Change of pace" is an idiomatic expression commonly used in

English to refer to a sudden or rapid change in a person or eventś pace or timing.

The phrase is also widely used in technical contexts, such as the phrase "going from

a fast pace to a slow pace" or "changing a pace to a slow pace" as the indication of

a transition or change in performance.’]
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Prompt: what gift should I take to 8 year olds in India?

Response 1: [’A gift for an 8-year-old boy or girl living in India would be

a box of chocolates or a small gift basket with a few toys. Chocolates can be

a popular gift in India, while small gift baskets with some snacks can also be

a good choice. It is important to ensure that the gift is appropriate for the

age of the recipient: for a young girl this may mean a toy suitable for her age

and interests, or for a boy this could be a doll, an electronic toy, or a stuffed

animal. Additionally, you should make sure that the box has a good quality, safe

material for the recipient to open, and that it does not break easily. Also, some

gift-giving customs can vary, so it is important to check this beforehand.’]

Response 2: [’In India, 8-year-olds generally celebrate their birthday with

friends, family, and teachers. Popular gifts often include school supplies, gift

cards, or toys. If gifts are unavailable, parents or caregivers can offer homemade

gifts, such as chocolates, fruit, or dry fruits.’]

Prompt: Given the task definition and input, reply with output. Given an English

language product review, determine if it is a Good Review or a Bad Review. A good

review is one where the product’s review has positive tone and Bad review is one

where the tone of product’s review is negative. I really wanted to like this book.

It is set in Italy yet my mother was Italian and it makes perfect sense for a woman

to be there. However the story seemed disjointed at first. Did they meet before

or after she disappeared? If we knew why she disappeared perhaps more insight into

her character would have been appreciated. Maybe there will be another book to help

with that.

Response 1: ["This review shares a mix of factors that could be contributing

to a mixed-tone review. While the reviewer expresses a desire to like the book,

they also express a desire for a better understanding of the story. While the

reviewer could see potential in the book, they find some parts of the story seeming

disjointed, which could be a sign that the writer neglected to provide a meaningful

focus on the character’s motivation. While the reviewer might not deem the book

a complete waste of time, they still acknowledge that the disjointedness of the

story may have been distracting or frustrating. Overall, the tone of the review

is positive, showing interest and appreciation of the work, while expressing

some reservations. Considering the reviewer’s initial excitement for the book,

their concern about the story’s disjointedness, and their desire to see better

insights into the protagonist’s character, their overall sentiment is ambivalent.

This review is an attempt to provide constructive feedback and encourage better

storytelling skills, which aligns with the goals of creating a well-rounded reading

experience (readability, clarity, and engagement) in the genre of the book."]

Response 2: [’Good Review’]
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