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Abstract

We present Preference Flow Matching (PFM), a new framework for preference-
based reinforcement learning (PbRL) that streamlines the integration of preferences
into an arbitrary class of pre-trained models. Existing PbRL methods require
fine-tuning pre-trained models, which presents challenges such as scalability, inef-
ficiency, and the need for model modifications, especially with black-box APIs like
GPT-4. In contrast, PFM utilizes flow matching techniques to directly learn from
preference data, thereby reducing the dependency on extensive fine-tuning of pre-
trained models. By leveraging flow-based models, PFM transforms less preferred
data into preferred outcomes, and effectively aligns model outputs with human
preferences without relying on explicit or implicit reward function estimation, thus
avoiding common issues like overfitting in reward models. We provide theoreti-
cal insights that support our method’s alignment with standard PbRL objectives.
Experimental results indicate the practical effectiveness of our method, offering a
new direction in aligning a pre-trained model to preference.

1 Introduction

Preference-based reinforcement learning (PbRL) has emerged as a groundbreaking approach with
significant contributions to performance improvement [Akrour et al., 2011, Wilson et al., 2012],
particularly in the realm of artificial intelligence where understanding and incorporating human
preferences are crucial. Unlike traditional reinforcement learning, which struggles due to the absence
of explicit reward functions or the infeasibility of defining comprehensive environmental rewards,
PbRL leverages a variety of feedback forms from humans to guide the learning process. This class of
PbRL method is often referred to as reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) [Ziegler
et al., 2019, Levine et al., 2018, Ouyang et al., 2022].

Despite their effectiveness, these methods necessitate fine-tuning pre-trained models to align with
user preferences, introducing several challenges such as scalability, accessibility, inefficiency, and the
need for model modifications. For instance, with black-box APIs like GPT-4 [OpenAI et al., 2024],
customization based on user preferences is constrained due to restricted access to the underlying
model. Moreover, even if fine-tuning were feasible, the large model size results in inefficient training
and high resource consumption. Aligning black-box models with user preferences remains an
under-explored area in research, despite its critical importance and growing demand.

In this line of research, we propose Preference Flow Matching (PFM), which redefines the integration
of human preferences by directly learning a preference flow from the less preferred data to the more
preferred ones. This direct modeling of preference flows allows our system to better characterize
and replicate the marginal distribution of the favored outcomes. We adopt a novel flow matching

∗Equal contribution. †Corresponding authors.

Preprint. Under review.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

19
80

6v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 3

0 
M

ay
 2

02
4



Sampling

y− y+

SFT Model
πref( ⋅ |x)

Final Model
πθ( ⋅ |x)

Fine-tune

Train

Reward Model
̂r ϕ(x, y)

For training

y− y+

Sampling

vθ(t, y |x)

Flow Matching Model
vθ(t, y |x)

Train

SFT Model
πref( ⋅ |x)

y− y+

Sampling

Flow Matching Model
vθ(t, y |x)

Solve

SFT Model
πref( ⋅ |x)

RLHF Methods Flow Matching (Training) Flow Matching (Inference)

Figure 1: Illustration of our PFM framework. In the typical RLHF scenarios (left), we first sample preference
data from the supervised fine-tuned (SFT) reference model. A reward model is learned from the collected dataset,
either implicitly (as in DPO) or explicitly. The reward model is then used to fine-tune the reference policy to
obtain the final model. Our method directly learns the preference flow from the collected preference data, where
the flow is represented as a vector field vθ (middle). For inference, we again sample a point from the reference
policy, and improve the quality of alignment by using the trained flow matching model, without the need of
fine-tuning the existing reference model (right).

framework [Lipman et al., 2022], which is a simple, intuitive, yet relatively under-explored method
for preference alignment. By simply adding a preference flow matching module to black-box models,
PFM eliminates the need for fine-tuning the black-box model itself, providing a significant advantage.

Additionally, our method offers a highly robust approach for preference alignment, by circumventing
the need for explicit or implicit reward function estimation. In typical RLHF scenarios, a model is
initially trained to approximate a reward function based on human preferences. This reward model
is then used to guide the policy learning process, aiming to align agent behaviors more closely
with human preferences. However, this approach can introduce complexities and potential biases
in translating human preferences into numerical rewards. In particular, learned reward models can
often overfit the ground truth preference model, especially in the finite data regime [Azar et al., 2023].
Recent advancements such as Direct Preference Optimization(DPO) [Rafailov et al., 2024] address
the complexities of RLHF by eliminating the need for reward learning. However, these methods still
inherently optimize for the reward model, and hence they are also susceptible to reward overfitting.
In contrast, PFM directly learns preference flow, thereby removing the need for any reward model
assumptions and resolving the challenges associated with the reward model learning.

We prove both theoretically and empirically that our method is able to learn an object that is similar to
the standard RLHF objectives, while being robust to the preference overfitting observed in traditional
RLHF pipelines. We also demonstrate how we can further improve the quality of alignment via
iterative flow matching, with theoretical guarantees. Experimentally, we find that while typical RLHF
methods and DPO suffer from preference overfitting, our method can robustly align with preference
and still achieve comparable performances.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF)

Reinforcement learning from human feedback generally begins with obtaining a pre-trained reference
policy πref that can generate samples y ∼ πref(·|x) given a context x. For example, a context
x could be a text prompt given by a user, and the sample y could represent an appropriate text
response generated by the reference policy πref . We then collect a dataset of N preference pairs
D = {(xi, y

+
i , y

−
i )}Ni=1, where each xi denotes the context, and each y+i , y

−
i ∼ πref(·|xi) are

generated responses to xi and marked as good or bad samples, respectively. Here, we assume that
the preference y+i > y−i is generated from a ground-truth reward r∗ : X × Y → R≥0, where X and
Y are context space and response space, respectively. The goal of general RLHF is to recover an

2



optimal policy π∗ such that

π∗ = argmax
π

Ex

(
Ey∼π(·|x)

(
r∗(x, y)

)
− βDKL

(
π(·|x)

∥∥∥πref(·|x)
))

. (1)

RLHF pipelines generally require reward learning. One of the most popular choices of the reward
model is the Bradley-Terry model [Bradley and Terry, 1952], which assumes that the preference
y+ > y− is generated from the probability P(y+ > y−|x) = σ(r∗(x, y+) − r∗(x, y−)), where σ
is the logistic function. Under this model, the general RLHF framework learns the reward model
rϕ ≈ r∗ by minimizing the negative log-likelihood:

LR(ϕ;D) := −E(x,y+,y−)∼D

(
log σ

(
rϕ(x, y

+)− rϕ(x, y
−)
))

. (2)

Once the reward model rϕ is trained, we then use it to optimize for (1) to obtain πθ ≈ π∗ using
standard reinforcement learning algorithms.

There is also a class of reward-free methods that eliminates the need of reward learning phase [Rafailov
et al., 2024, Azar et al., 2023]. Direct Policy Optimization (DPO) [Rafailov et al., 2024] is a
representative reward-free method that optimizes for (1) directly without learning a reward model.
Although being a reward-free method, DPO implicitly optimizes for the reward function as in (2), by
replacing r̂θ(x, y) = β log(πθ(y|x)/πref(y|x)) as the implicit reward estimate.

2.2 Flow Matching

Flow matching is a class of generative model, where given a prior distribution p0, we aim to model a
target distribution p1 from p0. A key difference of the flow matching to the other generative models
is that the prior p0 can be an arbitrary distribution, (diffusion, for example, starts from a Gaussian
prior p0) and that the flow matching algorithm learns to modify the prior distribution p0 to the target
distribution p1 with a neural network.

Throughout, we consider a pair of data distributions over Rd with densities y− ∼ p0 and y+ ∼ p1,
possibly unknown (but able to sample). The flow matching considers the task of fitting a mapping
f : Rd → Rd that transforms p0 to p1, that is, if y− ∼ p0, then f(y−) ∼ p1. Inspired as
in the motivation for the diffusion models, one can define a smooth time-varying vector field
u : [0, 1]× Rd → Rd that defines an ordinary diffusional equation (ODE),

dy = u(t, y)dt (3)

where we use the notation u(t, y) interchanably with ut(y). Denote the solution of the above ODE by
ϕ(t, y) (or ϕt(y)) with initial condition ϕ0(y) = y. In other words, ϕt(y) is the point y transported
along the vector field u from time 0 to t. In order to obtain samples from the target distribution p1,
we simply compute ϕ1(y) where y ∼ p0. The integration map ϕt induces a pushforward measure
pt ≜ [ϕt]♯(p0), which is the density of points y ∼ p0 transported via u from 0 to t.

To train the vector field vθ with neural network that mimics the vector field u of our interest, we can
solve for the conditional flow matching objective, as proposed by Lipman et al. [2022]:

LCFM(θ) ≜ Et∼[0,1],z∼q(·),y∼pt(·|z)
(
∥vθ(t, y)− ut(y|z)∥2

)
(4)

where q(z) = π(y−, y+) is some coupled distribution of samples y−, y+ and ut(y|z) = y+ − y−

is a straight path from a source sample to a target sample. The conditional distribution q(z) can be
chosen to be a independent coupling of source and target distribution q(z) = p0(y

−)p1(y
+) [Lipman

et al., 2022], or the 2-Wasserstein optimal transport plan as proposed by Tong et al. [2023].

3 Preference Flow Matching

In this section, we describe how we can use flow matching to learn (human) preference. In the first
subsection, we illustrate our flow matching framework for learning preference, and compare it with
typical RLHF pipelines. Then in Section 3.2, we demonstrate our method in a simple 2-dimensional
toy experiment. Finally in Section 3.3, we provide an extension of our framework that can iteratively
improve the performance, with theoretical guarantees.
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3.1 Flow Matching for Preference Learning

Instead of trying to optimize for the unknown reward r∗ or the preference probability model P(y+ >
y−|x), we simply learn a flow from the marginal distribution of less preferred data p0(y

−|x) to the
marginal distribution of more preferred data p1(y

+|x) by leveraging what is explicitly characterized
in the collected preference data:

p0(y
−|x) ∝ πref(y

−|x)
∫

πref(y|x)P(y > y−|x)dy (5)

p1(y
+|x) ∝ πref(y

+|x)
∫

πref(y|x)P(y+ > y|x)dy (6)

= πref(y
+|x) Ey∼πref (·|x)

(
P(y+ > y|x)

)
(7)

In other words, we view that our collected data D is in fact generated from each of the marginal
distributions y− ∼ p0(·|x) and y+ ∼ p1(·|x) obtained from P(y+ > y−|x), respectively. Hence,
following the conventions in the literature, [Tong et al., 2023] we define the flow matching objective
for preference dataset D as follows:

L(θ) = Et∼[0,1],z∼D,y∼pt(·|z)
(
∥vθ(t, y|x)− ut(y|z)∥2

)
(8)

where we define the condition z = (x, y+, y−), conditional flow ut(y|z) = y+ − y−, and the
probability path pt(y|z) = N (y|ty+ + (1− t)y−, σ2). Once we obtain the vector field vθ, we can
improve upon the generated negative samples y− ∼ p0(·|x) by solving (3) using an off-the-shelf
numerical ODE solver [Runge, 1895, Kutta, 1901] to obtain samples f(y−) ∼ p1. Specifically, we
start from a sample y− with t = 0, and "flow" along the ODE trajectory using vθ until t = 1, to arrive
at the target y+. Detailed algorithm can be found in Algorithm 1. Notably, generating improved
samples can be done without the need of fine-tuning the existing model, since we learn a separate
vector field that transports negative samples from p0 to p1. Furthermore, we did not require any
assumption for the probability model P(y+ > y−|x), so our method can extend to general scenarios
that do not adopt the Bradley-Terry model. Our method is outlined in Figure 1.

A careful reader might noticed that for inference, we require negative samples y− from the marginal
distribution p0, to obtain aligned samples y+. However, this p0 is inaccessible during inference step,
as we must first acquire preference label y+ > y− for samples generated from πref . Instead, we
simply start from y ∼ πref as the starting point, and apply flow matching to obtain f(y) ≈ y+ ∼ p1.
We emphasize that PFM can still robustly generate positive samples, if we assume non-deterministic
preferences i.e., supp(p1) ⊇ supp(p0). We also empirically find that using πref instead of p0 as
the source distribution can produce comparable results in practical scenarios. Further details can be
found in Appendix B.

3.2 Illustrative Example: Preference Generated from 8-Gaussians Density

Here, we demonstrate how our method learns to improve generated samples to better align with the
preference, in a simple 2-dimensional toy experiment. We consider a ground truth reward function
generated from an 8-Gaussians density as illustrated in Figure 2a. We then pre-train a Gaussian
mixture model to obtain samples as in Figure 2c. The pairwise preference labels are then generated
using the ground truth 8-Gaussians reward function, as done in many existing preference-based
reinforcement learning (PbRL) settings [Christiano et al., 2017, Ibarz et al., 2018, Shin et al., 2023].

Once preference data are collected, we first learn a reward model r̂ϕ via (2). As can be seen
in Figure 2b, the learned reward model overfits in the unseen region, which causes the RLHF method
to diverge (Figure 2e). DPO also fails to learn the correct preference, as can be seen in Figure 2f. We
note here that DPO is also subjective to the reward overfitting since DPO also implicitly learns to
optimize for the reward using the Bradley-Terry model (2) [Xu et al., 2024, Azar et al., 2023].

However, PFM is free of such reward overfitting issues, as we do not optimize for the reward function
using the Bradley-Terry model. Unlike other RLHF methods, our model robustly learns to align with
the preference from the provided dataset (Figure 2g). Notably, our method does not try to overfit
beyond the unseen region, since the learned target distribution from the flow matching model tries to
mimic the distribution p1(y

+) of collected preferred samples. (Compare Figure 2d and Figure 2g.)
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(a) Ground-truth reward (b) Learned reward model (c) Pre-trained model (d) Preferred samples

(e) RLHF (f) DPO (g) PFM (h) PFM (5 iter.)

Figure 2: Comparison of RLHF, DPO, and PFM on a 2-dimensional toy experiment. We generate preference
labels from a ground truth reward in (a) and a pre-trained Gaussian reference policy (c). Both the RLHF (e) and
DPO (f) methods struggle to align with the prefernce, due to overfitted reward model (b), even with the presence
of KL regularizer (β = 1). PFM is able to mimic the distribution of the positively-labeled samples (d), and
therefore achieves the highest performance (g). Repeating PFM iteratively to the marginal samples can further
improve the alignment with the preference (h).

3.3 Improving Alignment with Iterative Flow Matching

As done in iterative variants of DPO [Xiong et al., 2023, Yuan et al., 2024], we can also further
improve the quality of alignment with iterative flow matching. Specifically, upon obtaining a marginal
distribution p1 by applying flow matching, we again collect a new preference data y−, y+ from the
obtained marginal distribution p1 in (6). We repeat this process iteratively, by replacing the source
distribution (which is πref in the first step) with the marginal distribution p1 obtained in the latest
iteration. This iterative process can be summarized as follows.

p
(n)
0 (y−|x) ∝ p

(n−1)
1 (y−|x)

∫
p
(n−1)
1 (y|x)P(y > y−|x)dy (9)

p
(n)
1 (y+|x) ∝ p

(n−1)
1 (y+|x)

∫
p
(n−1)
1 (y|x)P(y+ > y|x)dy, p

(0)
1 = πref , (10)

where we denote p
(n)
0 and p

(n)
1 to be the source and target distribution of the flow matching model

at the n-th iteration, respectively. By repeatedly marginalizing the distribution with respect to the
preference P(y+ > y−|x), we can effectively "narrow" the sampling distribution towards the outputs
with higher preference probability. See Figure 2h for the results of the iterative method in our toy
experiment. Note that even during this iterative approach, we leave the parameters of the pre-trained
model πref untouched, and only require sampling from this model throughout the whole process.
Later in Section 4, we formally prove that the iterative method allows us to obtain a distribution class
that maximizes the ground truth expected preference, and hence yields an optimal policy π∗ in (1)
with β = 0. See Theorem 4.2.

4 Theoretical Analysis of Preference Flow

In this section, we theoretically analyze why PFM framework can effectively learn to align with
the preference. Interestingly, learning to generate samples from the marginal distribution p1 in (6)
optimizes an objective that is similar to the goal of general RLHF in (1). Following the formulation
provided by Azar et al. [2023], one can observe that the objective (1) is equivalent to the below form:

π∗ = argmax
π

Ey∼π

(
Ey′∼πref

(
σ−1(P(y > y′))

))
− βDKL

(
π
∥∥∥πref

)
(11)

where σ−1(ξ) = log(ξ/(1− ξ)) is the logit function, and we drop the conditional dependence of x
for simplicity. Note DPO also optimizes for the same objective as in (11).
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Let us take a step back, and characterize the failure modes of the RLHF and DPO frameworks, by
figuring out when these methods overfits the reward function. Consider a simple example where the
preferences are deterministic, i.e., P(y > y′) = 1, so that y is always preferred to y′. If we plug it
into (11), we see that the term diverges to σ−1(P(y > y′))→ +∞. Therefore, the solution π∗ of (11)
ends up overfitting for the preference likelihood, resulting in a weak or even null KL regularization,
regardless of the size of β.

Although in the case where the preference is not deterministic, this phenomenon can still be pro-
nounced in the finite data regime [Azar et al., 2023]. Even if the true preference is strictly less than
1, we may have access to only a few data samples to estimate P(y > y′) → 1. This means that
overfitting can be a critical issue in general, especially if the action space Y or the context space X is
extremely large, as in the case of aligning large language models to human preferences.

In contrast, the PFM framework learns to generate a marginal distribution p1. One can show that this
marginal is a solution for the optimization problem that is similar to the objective (11).
Theorem 4.1 (Characterization of the Marginal). Let D = {(x, y+, y−)} be a preference dataset
collected from a pre-trained reference policy πref , where the preference y+ > y− is labeled with
probability P(y+ > y−|x). Let p1 denote the marginal distribution of the positively-labeled samples
y+. Then the marginal distribution p1 obtained from the preference model P(y > y′|x) is an
optimizer of the optimization problem

p1 = argmax
π

Ey∼π

(
logEy′∼πref

(
P(y > y′)

))
− DKL

(
π
∥∥∥πref

)
. (12)

We defer the proof to the Appendix C. Similar to the RLHF and DPO objective (11), the solution
p1 of (12) drives the original distribution πref towards the points where the preference probability
P(y > y′) is increasing. However, unlike the RLHF or DPO objectives, the objective (12) is bounded
even in the deterministic case P(y > y′) = 1, making it robust to reward overfitting.

Despite its robustness, one may notice that the objective (12) is less flexible compared to the original
objective, due to the fixed regularization constant with β = 1. Below, we show that if we apply the
iterative algorithm provided in Section 3.3, one can further reduce the KL regularization strength and
obtain an optimal policy π∗ in (11) with β → 0.
Theorem 4.2 (Convergence of Iterative Method). Assume πref ∈ L2 and P(y > y′) ∈ L2.
Consider an iterative update of the marginal distribution p1 in (10). Then, the iteration converges to
the uniform distribution of points y where the value Ey−∼πref

(P(y > y−)) is the largest, i.e.,

p
(∞)
1 → U

({
y : y ∈ argmax

y
Ey−∼πref

(
P(y > y−)

)})
, (13)

where U stands for uniform distribution, and we drop the conditional dependence of x for simplicity.

We defer the proof to the Appendix C. Intuitively, the proof follows from the fact that the marginal-
ization iteratively "narrows" down the distribution towards the outputs with higher preference. We
note here that the L2 assumptions are generally valid in practical domains. See Appendix C.

5 Experimental Results

In this section, we conduct experiments to address the following questions: Q1. Can PFM align
generated samples from the black-box model with preference and achieve comparable results in
practical tasks? Q2. Is PFM beneficial than methods optimizing for explicit/implicit reward model?
and Q3. Is PFM beneficial than näive add-on methods, e.g., separately training generative models
to imitate preferred samples? To answer these questions, we validate our method in two distinct
domains: Conditional image generation task and offline reinforcement learning tasks.

5.1 Conditional Image Generation

We first evaluate PFM on a conditional image generation task using the MNIST dataset [LeCun et al.,
1998]. Specifically, we utilize a pre-trained DCGAN [Radford et al., 2015] generator as πref and
collect sample pairs from πref(·|x) conditioned on the digit labels x ∈ {0, · · · , 9}. To construct
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(a) Pretrained (0.8389) (b) Rejected y− (0.3951) (c) Preferred y+ (0.9976) (d) PFM (0.9841)

(e) RLHF (0.9171) (f) DPO (0.8936) (g) DPO β << 1 (0.5397) (h) Iterative PFM (0.9996)

Figure 3: Comparison of RLHF, DPO, and PFM on a conditional MNIST image generation task. Numbers
represent the preference score. PFM (d) demonstrates superior sample quality and preference alignment
compared to RLHF (e) and DPO (f), where DPO collapses with a small size of β (g). The iterative PFM with
only two iterations (h) results in almost perfectly aligning with the preferences.

preference datasets, we assign preferences to sample pairs according to the softmax probabilities of
the labels from a LeNet [LeCun et al., 1998]. Then, we learn a PFM flow vθ that transports y− to y+

given a condition x. More experimental details are provided in the Appendix D.

Figure 3a illustrates the generated samples from πref , and the rejected and preferred images are
depicted in Figure 3b and Figure 3c, respectively, where the values in parenthesis are the measured
preference score. As shown in Figure 3d, PFM achieves higher preference alignment and better
sample quality than RLHF (Figure 3e) and DPO (Figure 3f) without fine-tuning πref . Moreover,
PFM achieves nearly perfect alignment with the preferences after only two iterations (Figure 3h),
demonstrating the effectiveness of iterative PFM.

5.2 Offline Reinforcement Learning

Next, we employ the D4RL [Fu et al., 2020] benchmark to assess the performance of PFM in
reinforcement learning tasks. Following the prior works on the PbRL literature, we adopt trajectory-
based preference alignment [Hejna et al., 2023, Kim et al., 2023]. We first randomly choose an
starting state s0 ∼ S, and sample two trajectories τ+ and τ− with fixed length ℓ ≥ 2 from πref :

τ+ := (a0, a1, · · · , aℓ) ∼ πref(·|s0) (14)

τ− := (a′0, a
′
1, · · · , a′ℓ) ∼ πref(·|s0). (15)

Then, we obtain the preference τ+ > τ− given the starting state s0 using a scripted teacher approach
that has also been widely adopted in the PbRL settings [Lee et al., 2021, Kim et al., 2023], which
prioritizes trajectories with higher rewards based on the ground truth reward. For inference at a given
state st, we again sample an action trajectory τ = (at, · · · , at+ℓ) from πref(·|st), and apply flow
matching to obtain a better action sequence.

The baseline methods for comparing the performance of PFM includes behavior cloning (BC), which
we adopt as our pre-trained reference model πref , and a DPO fine-tuned model from the BC model.
Additionally, we train a separate behavior cloning model to the collected preferred samples y+ ∼ p1,
aiming to replicate the marginal distribution of the "good" trajectories. Further experimental details
are deferred to Appendix D.

Table 1 presents the outcomes from evaluations conducted on 12 offline datasets. Our findings
indicate that PFM consistently demonstrates comparable or even superior performance with lower
variance across all baseline methods. Notably, our method excels particularly in datasets generated
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Table 1: Normalized results on MuJoCo datasets. Mean and standard deviation from 5 seeds are reported.

Pretrained (BC) DPO Fine-tuned PFM (Ours) Marginal BC

ant-random-v2 1.003 ± 0.065 1.000 ± 0.103 1.004 ± 0.174 0.726 ± 6.166

ant-medium-v2 3.466 ± 28.57 3.671 ± 18.52 3.742 ± 3.287 3.866 ± 2.084

ant-expert-v2 4.966 ± 32.01 5.350 ± 5.002 5.234 ± 3.578 3.850 ± 46.20

hopper-random-v2 0.083 ± 0.261 0.085 ± 0.256 0.230 ± 0.086 0.158 ± 4.589

hopper-medium-v2 1.699 ± 5.173 1.720 ± 4.039 1.892 ± 2.696 1.296 ± 1.740

hopper-expert-v2 3.601 ± 0.493 3.609 ± 0.951 3.615 ± 0.790 1.034 ± 0.106

halfcheetah-random-v2 -0.001 ± 0.020 0.000 ± 0.036 0.000 ± 0.012 -0.006 ± 0.083

halfcheetah-medium-v2 4.806 ± 3.501 4.927 ± 2.659 5.119 ± 3.453 4.536 ± 4.998

halfcheetah-expert-v2 11.02 ± 4.868 11.16 ± 2.999 10.90 ± 3.244 0.312 ± 9.799

walker2d-random-v2 0.069 ± 0.152 0.065 ± 0.114 0.083 ± 0.190 0.114 ± 0.558

walker2d-medium-v2 2.772 ± 26.36 3.401 ± 17.50 3.334 ± 22.94 2.999 ± 18.26

walker2d-expert-v2 4.988 ± 0.568 4.977 ± 0.406 4.976 ± 0.306 0.747 ± 0.789

Random Average 0.289 0.287 0.329 0.248
Medium Average 3.186 3.430 3.522 3.174
Expert Average 6.143 6.273 6.181 1.486

D4RL Average 3.206 3.330 3.344 1.636

(a) (b)

(c)

(d)

(a) (b) (c) (d)

under-estimated reward, stable correct reward estimation, stable over-estimated reward, fail over-estimated reward, fail

Figure 4: Analysis of a sample episode of a DPO fine-tuned model on the MuJoCo ant environment. DPO fine-
tuned model often over-estimates the reward due to reward overfitting (e.g., t = 196). This can cause the policy
to choose problematic actions. Here, the implicit reward estimation is r̂θ(s, a) = β log(πθ(a|s)/πref(a|s)).

from suboptimal behavioral policies, achieving better performance. Furthermore, PFM manages to
match the performance on expert datasets even in the absence of a reward model, underscoring its
robustness and effectiveness. This demonstrates that PFM can effectively align black-box models
with preference through flow matching, without the need to fine-tune the pre-trained model.

5.3 Is Learning a Flow Truly Beneficial?

In this remaining section, we focus on answering the remaining questions, Q2 and Q3. We first
investigate why PFM can be advantageous over previous methods with explicit/implicit reward
modeling. As can be seen in Figure 4, DPO, like typical RLHF approaches, is also prone to reward
overfitting, and may cause the agent to fail. This is because if the preference estimate is close to 0
or 1, these methods may end up overoptimizing to the exploding reward model [Ziegler et al., 2019,
Gao et al., 2023]. PFM, on the other hand, is inherently robust to such over-estimation, as we adopt a
completely different optimization framework that does not require a reward proxy. (See Theorem 4.1.)

On the other hand, we observe less performance gain in the expert datasets. This is a possible
failure mode of PFM, where the generated samples are already near-optimal. In such regime, an
arbitrary source y ∼ πref has a near zero probability of being sampled from the true marginal p0,
suggesting that PFM with prior as πref might suffer from a shifted source distribution. We verify
this experimentally on walker2d, where PFM struggles the most. By adopting a true marginal p0
as the source, PFM with prior p0 can achieve the highest performance among all baselines. This
performance is evident even on the expert dataset, matching our theoretical analysis. See Appendix B.

Next, we compare PFM to an alternative approach that simply tries to approximate the marginal
distribution directly from the positive samples. Intuitively, training a generative model from scratch
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that replicates the marginal p1 is as computationally costly as training the original reference model.
Experimentally, we observe that PFM achieves better performance than training a behavior cloning
model (Marginal BC) to replicate the distribution of the preferred samples (Table 1). However, it is
also worth mentioning that the Marginal BC model does occasionally yield the best results, suggesting
the potential of using a marginal distribution for preference alignment.

6 Related Works

Contrastive Preference Learning (CPL) [Hejna et al., 2023] is a class of reward-free methods that
utilizes contrastive learning techniques to align model outputs with the preferences observed in the
dataset. By leveraging contrastive loss, CPL encourages the model to distinguish between preferred
and less preferred outcomes effectively. Flow-to-Better (FTB) [Zhang et al., 2023] innovatively uses a
diffusion model to transition from less preferred data to more preferred data, similar to the flow-based
approach in our work. However, FTB mainly focuses on data augmentation, where they used the
trained diffusion model to generate more data samples for behavior cloning. Despite their strengths,
both works rely on the Bradley-Terry model to implicitly learn the reward function.

Identity Preference Optimization (IPO) [Azar et al., 2023] builds upon the foundation laid by DPO,
extending the framework to accommodate a broader range of preference models beyond the Bradley-
Terry paradigm. In particular, they focus on finding an objective that is bounded even in a deterministic
preference regime, by replacing the function σ−1 in (11) with an identity function I(x) = x. This
effectively mitigates the reward overfitting problem observed in DPO and standard RLHF methods.

Our method distinguishes itself from these approaches by not requiring the Bradley-Terry assumption
nor the fine-tuning of pre-trained models. This eliminates the risk of reward overfitting associated
with the Bradley-Terry model and reduces the computational cost significantly. By avoiding the
need for fine-tuning, our method offers a more efficient and scalable solution for integrating human
preferences into reinforcement learning systems. This makes our approach particularly suitable for
scenarios where computational resources are limited or where quick adaptation to human feedback is
essential. The comparison of these related works is summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Comparison of our method to other works.

RLHF DPO IPO CPL FTB PFM (Ours)

Reward Model Free ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
No Reward Assumptions (e.g. BT) ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓
Applicable to Black-Box Models ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

7 Conclusion and Limitations

In conclusion, this research introduces Preference Flow Matching (PFM), a novel add-on approach
that offers a practical, efficient, and scalable solution for integrating human preferences. This research
highlights the potential of flow matching as a powerful tool for preference alignment and opens new
avenues for further exploration and development in the field of RLHF. The ability to align black-box
models with human preferences without extensive model modifications marks a critical step forward,
with broad implications for the deployment and usability of AI systems in real-world applications.

Our theoretical and empirical analyses demonstrate that PFM achieves alignment performance com-
parable to standard RLHF methods while being more resilient to preference overfitting. The iterative
flow matching technique further enhances alignment quality, by continually refining the preference
alignment without modifying the underlying pre-trained model parameters. This iterative refinement,
grounded in the flow matching framework, ensures that the sampling distribution increasingly favors
higher preference probabilities, leading to a robust and optimal policy.

Despite these promising results, the current design of the PFM framework entails several challenges
and limitations. In this work, we mainly focused on classical PbRL settings [Kim et al., 2023, Lee
et al., 2021, Zhu et al., 2024], where we adopt the scripted teacher as a preference model. Although
theoretically generalizable, our experiments did not cover human preference scenarios, which we
leave as a future work. Further experiments on more complex tasks like general contextual image
generation are also desirable as future directions.
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Another notable limitation is its applicability to the natural language processing (NLP) domain. The
PFM framework, as currently designed, cannot be directly applied to NLP tasks because the source
and target texts may have different lengths. Future research should explore ways to adapt the PFM
framework for variable-length data, potentially through innovative alignment techniques or alternative
frameworks suited for text generation tasks.
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A Flow Matching Algorithm for Preference Alignment

Below, we outline our method in Algorithm 1. Although the vector field vθ is trained to transport the
source distribution of less preferred samples p0 to the target distribution, we use πref for inference
instead of p0 due to inaccessibility to the preference model.

Note that with the non-deterministic preference assumption, PFM is still theoretically guaranteed
to obtain ϕ1(y) ∼ p1, even if the sample y is obtained from πref instead of p0. In particular, we
assume supp(p1) ⊇ supp(p0), i.e., for any sample y+ obtained from the target distribution p1, the
probability of y ∼ p0 is non-zero. Then, for any sample y ∼ πref sampled from the reference
model, we can guarantee that this sample has non-zero probability of being sampled as less preferred,
indicating that there is a learned flow from this point to a better sample, with non-zero probability. In
the next section, we provide empirical evidence that further justifies the use of πref instead of p0 for
inference.

Algorithm 1: PFM: Preference Flow Matching

1 # Training
2 repeat
3 Sample z = (x, y+.y−) ∼ D
4 ut(y|z)← y+ − y−

5 pt(y|z)← N (y|ty+ + (1− t)y−, σ2)

6 Sample t ∼ [0, 1] and y ∼ pt(·|z)
7 θ ← θ − η∇L(θ) # from (8)
8 until vθ converges;

9 # Inference
10 Sample y ∼ πref(·|x)
11 Solve ODE (3) with initial condition ϕ0(y) = y using vθ
12 return ϕ1(y)

B Empirical Evidence for Using Reference Policy Instead of the True
Marginal During Inference

We conduct experiments on the D4RL walker2d environment to compare the performance of the flow
matching method using πref and p0 as source distribution, respectively.

Table 3: Normalized results on MuJoCo datasets. Mean and standard deviation from 5 seeds are reported.

Pretrained (BC) PFM from πref PFM from p0 Planning

walker2d-random-v2 0.069 ± 0.152 0.083 ± 0.190 0.095 ± 1.460 0.090 ± 0.190

walker2d-medium-v2 2.772 ± 26.35 3.334 ± 22.94 3.701 ± 2.607 3.503 ± 11.57

walker2d-expert-v2 4.988 ± 0.568 4.976 ± 0.306 5.014 ± 0.538 5.009 ± 0.308

Average 2.610 2.798 2.937 2.867

To replicate the actual marginal distribution of less preferred samples p0, we sample two trajectories
from a given state st, and use the ground truth reward function to select the less preferred data (with
lower reward). Note that this use of the environment reward is restricted in practice, as it assumes
access to the preference model during inference. We also compare another baseline model, namely a
planning model, that searches among the two generated trajectories τ+, τ− ∼ πref(·|st) and chooses
an action sequence with higher environmental reward.

As can be seen in Table 3, the flow matching model with the source distribution matched to the
actual marginal distribution p0 (as in the training process) achieves the highest performance among
all baselines, including a flow matching model that uses πref instead of p0. However, we observe
that the flow matching model with πref as the source distribution yields comparable results to the
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model using p0 as source. It is also worth noting that the flow matching model (with true p0) achieves
better performance even compared to the planning method, that explicitly uses a trajectory with
higher reward. This suggests that using a flow matching for preference alignment can provide better
alignment than simply conducting an exhaustive search.

C Proof of Theorems

In this section, we provide proof to the theorems in the paper. Throughout this section, we write µ as
the reference policy instead of πref for the ease of writing.

First, we prove Theorem 4.1, where we rewrite the theorem statement for completeness.
Theorem C.1 (Characterization of the Marginal). Suppose that a preference dataset D =
{(x, y+, y−)} is collected from a pre-trained reference policy µ, i.e., y+, y− ∼ µ(·|x), where
the preference y+ > y− is labeled with probability P(y+ > y−|x). Let p1 denote the marginal
distribution of the positively-labeled samples y+. Then the marginal distribution p1 obtained from
the preference model P(y > y′|x) is an optimizer of the optimization problem

p1 = argmax
π

Ey∼π

(
logEy′∼µ

(
P(y > y′)

))
− DKL

(
π
∥∥∥µ). (16)

Proof. For simplicity, we drop the conditional dependence of x. Notice that the general RLHF
optimization objective (11) attains a unique optimal solution

π∗(y) ∝ µ(y) exp

(
1

β
Ey′∼µ

(
σ−1(P(y > y′))

))
(17)

As it is a widely known result, we defer the proof to prior works, e.g., Azar et al. [2023]. Intuitively,
comparing the above solution with the target distribution p1 as rewritten in (7) allows us to formulate
a similar objective to (11) which p1 optimizes. Formally, we begin with considering the optimization
objective in (16):

argmax
π

Ey∼π

(
logEy′∼µ

(
P(y > y′)

))
− DKL(π∥µ) (18)

= argmax
π

Ey∼π

(
logEy′∼µ

(
P(y > y′)

)
− log

π(y)

µ(y)

)
(19)

= argmin
π

Ey∼π

(
log

π(y)

µ(y)
− logEy′∼µ

(
P(y > y′)

))
(20)

= argmin
π

(
log

π(y)

µ(y)Ey′∼µ

(
P(y > y′)

)) (21)

= argmin
π

(
log

π(y)
1
Zµ(y)Ey′∼µ

(
P(y > y′)

) − logZ

)
(22)

where Z =
∫
µ(y)Ey′∼µ

(
P(y > y′)

)
dy is the normalization constant. Notice that the distribution

in the denominator is precisely the marginal distribution p1 of our interest, which is indeed a valid
distribution. Hence, the last optimization objective can be reorganized as follows.

argmin
π

DKL(π∥p1)− logZ. (23)

Since the Z is a constant, the KL-divergence objective is minimized at 0 if and only if the two
distributions π and p1 are identical, by the Gibbs’ inequality. It follows that p1 is the optimal solution
of the optimization problemm (16), which completes the proof.

Next, we aim to prove Theorem 4.2. Before stating and proving the theorem, we note here that the L2

assumptions of the pre-trained model πref and the probability model P(y > y′) is generally valid in
practical domains. For instance, assuming πref being trained on L2 loss as in many practical domains,
πref ∈ L2 generally holds. Also, the preference model P is usually provided in a finite support, or
modeled as Bradley-Terry model, which generally behaves well.
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Theorem C.2 (Convergence of Iterative Method). Assume that µ ∈ L2, and P(y > y′) ∈ L2.
Consider an iterative update of the marginal distribution p1 as follows.

p
(n)
1 (y) ∝ p

(n−1)
1 (y)

∫
p
(n−1)
1 (y′)P(y > y′)dy′, p

(0)
1 = µ, (24)

i.e., we iteratively compute the marginal distribution of more preferred samples from the update
marginal distribution. Then, the limiting marginal distribution p

(∞)
1 converges to the uniform

distribution U of points y where the value Ey′∼µ (P(y > y′)) is the largest, i.e.,

p
(∞)
1 → U

(
argmax

y
Ey′∼µ (P(y > y′))

)
. (25)

Proof. Let us denote by T the transformation applied at each step:

T [p](y) = 1

Zp
p(y)

∫
p(y′)P(y > y′)dy′, (26)

where Zp =
∫
p(y)

∫
p(y′)P(y > y′)dy′dy is the normalization constant. Then, the update rule

in (24) can be written simply as p
(n)
1 = T [p(n−1)

1 ]. We aim to show that this iterative procedure
converges to a distribution that places uniform weight on the set of points y where Ey′∼µ (P(y > y−))
is maximized. Given a probability distribution p, Let us define the function fp as follows.

fp(y) ≜ Ey′∼p

(
P(y > y′)

)
=

∫
p(y′)P(y > y′)dy′. (27)

Observe that T [p](y) increases p(y) proportionally to fp(y). Consequently, the regions where fp(y)
is higher will see an amplification in probability mass relative to regions where fp(y) is lower. This
amplification occurs iteratively, with higher fp(y) regions increasingly dominating the distribution.

Formally, we claim that the fixed-point iterator T is compact. Notice that the kernel K(y, y′) =
p(y′)P(y > y′) is bounded, provided that P(y > y′) is bounded by 1, and that p is a probability
density, which integrates to 1. By Schur’s test and the properties of Hilbert-Schmidt operators, i.e.,∫∫

|K(y, y′)|2dydy′ <∞, (28)

T can be shown to be a compact operator, from the square integrability assumptions.

Next, consider the behavior of T on any sequence of probability densities {p(n)}∞n=0. By the
properties of compact operators in the space of continuous functions, any sequence {p(n)} has a
convergent subsequence in the weak topology. Let p∗ be the limit of any convergent subsequence. The
uniform boundedness of K(y, y′) and the compactness of T suggest that T [p∗] = p∗, establishing
that p∗ is a fixed point of T . To determine the nature of p∗, observe that∫

p∗(y)

∫
p∗(y′)P(y > y′)dy′dy = 1. (29)

Since P(y > y′) is maximized uniformly over y when Ey′∼µ(P(y > y′)) is maximized, p∗ must
concentrate its mass on the set where this expectation is maximized. Therefore, p∗ converges to a
uniform distribution over the set

argmax
y

Ey′∼µ(P(y > y′)). (30)

Formally, recall that from Theorem 4.1, the updated distribution p
(n)
1 is a solution to the following

optimization problem:

p
(n)
1 = argmax

π
Ψ(π) := Ey∼π

(
logE

y′∼p
(n−1)
1

(
P(y > y′)

))
− DKL

(
π
∥∥∥p(n−1)

1

)
. (31)

Hence, we note that if any point y not in this set were to have a positive probability under p∗, then
T [p∗] would not be equal to p∗, due to the strict maximization condition, contradicting the fixed-point
property. Thus, p(∞)

1 converges to the uniform distribution over the optimal set, as stated. We note
here that because the space of probability densities is closed under the topology induced by the
function space norm, p∗ should also a probability density, and ultimately the unique minima.
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D Experimental Details

In this section, we describe our experimental details.

Resource All experiments were conducted on a single Nvidia Titan RTX GPU and a single i9-10850K
CPU core for each run.

D.1 Conditional Image Generation

Task We employ the MNIST [LeCun et al., 1998] dataset to evaluate PFM on a conditional image
generation task (http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/).

Preference Dataset We utilize a pre-trained DCGAN [Radford et al., 2015] generator as πref and
collect sample pairs from πref conditioned on the digit labels as contexts. To construct preference
datasets, we assign preferences to sample pairs according to the softmax probabilities of the labels
from a LeNet [LeCun et al., 1998].

Baseline We consider the pre-trained DCGAN generator (πref ), a RLHF fine-tuned model and a DPO
fine-tuned model of πref as baselines. All methods are trained until convergence, and we report the
normalized episodes returns with the standard deviation from 5 different random seeds.

D.2 Offline Reinforcement Learning

Task To assess the performance of PFM in reinforcement learning tasks, we employ the D4RL [Fu
et al., 2020] benchmark from https://github.com/Farama-Foundation/D4RL where
the datasets and code are licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 License (CC
BY) and the Apache 2.0 License, respectively. We consider four different tasks (ant, hopper,
halfcheetah, walker2d) from Gym-Mujoco domain with three different levels of offline dataset
quality (random, medium, expert) for each task.

Preference dataset We first pre-train πref using behavior cloning (BC) for each offline dataset. We
then collect segment pairs of the rollout trajectories from πref , with each pair starting from the same
state as a context. To construct preference datasets, we utilize a scripted teacher which prioritizes
trajectories with higher rewards based on the ground truth rewards provided by the environment. This
approach has been widely adopted in the PbRL settings [Kim et al., 2023, Lee et al., 2021, Zhu et al.,
2024]. The preference datasets consist of 1,000 pairs of preferred and rejected segments and their
context for each offline dataset, with the segment length 10.

Baseline The baseline methods for comparing the performance of PFM includes behavior cloning
(BC), which we adopt as our pretrained reference model πref , and a DPO fine-tuned model from the
BC model. For DPO fine-tuned models, we search KL regularization coefficient β from 0.01 to 100
and adopt the best one. Additionally, we train a separate behavior cloning model to the collected
preferred samples y+ ∼ p1, aiming to replicate the marginal distribution of the "good" trajectories.
All methods are trained until convergence, and we report the normalized episodes returns with the
standard deviation from 5 different random seeds.

E Broader Impacts

As an add-on module, PFM can be seamlessly integrated into various real-world AI applications,
such as generative models and continuous control systems, without the need to modify the underlying
application models. This integration enables the applications to deliver personalized results that align
with individual user preferences. However, since PFM utilizes preference data, it raises potential
privacy concerns similar to those found in typical PbRL methods. These concerns can be mitigated
by ensuring that access to user preferences is granted only with explicit user consent.
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http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/
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