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Abstract
Reinforcement learning from human feedback
(RLHF) emerges as a promising paradigm for
aligning large language models (LLMs). How-
ever, a notable challenge in RLHF is overopti-
mization, where beyond a certain threshold, the
pursuit of higher rewards leads to a decline in
human preferences. In this paper, we observe
the weakness of KL regularization which is com-
monly employed in existing RLHF methods to
address overoptimization. To mitigate this limi-
tation, we scrutinize the RLHF objective in the
offline dataset and propose uncertainty-penalized
RLHF (UP-RLHF), which incorporates uncer-
tainty regularization during RL-finetuning. To
enhance the uncertainty quantification abilities
for reward models, we first propose a diverse low-
rank adaptation (LoRA) ensemble by maximizing
the nuclear norm of LoRA matrix concatenations.
Then we optimize policy models utilizing penal-
ized rewards, determined by both rewards and un-
certainties provided by the diverse reward LoRA
ensembles. Our experimental results, based on
two real human preference datasets, showcase the
effectiveness of diverse reward LoRA ensembles
in quantifying reward uncertainty. Additionally,
uncertainty regularization in UP-RLHF proves to
be pivotal in mitigating overoptimization, thereby
contributing to the overall performance.

1. Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) possess extraordinary ca-
pacities, especially in creative content generation (Brown
et al., 2020). Fueled by vast corpora of internet data,
which may contain low-quality and potentially biased data,
LLMs can produce fabricated facts, biased or toxic text, and
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Figure 1. Illustration of UP-RLHF. Compared to RLHF, we train
diverse reward LoRA ensemble in Step 2, and add uncertainty
regularization in Step 3.

even content harmful to humans (Perez et al., 2022; Kreps
et al., 2022). In the pursuit of addressing these issues, rein-
forcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) (Ziegler
et al., 2019; Ouyang et al., 2022; Touvron et al., 2023) has
emerged as a dominant approach in the realm of AI align-
ment for LLMs.

RLHF involves a three-step fine-tuning, as shown in Fig-
ure 1. Step 1 contains the supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on
the demonstration dataset, and reward models are trained
to approximate human preferences regarding the generated
output text in Step 2. During Step 3, LLMs are conceptual-
ized as policy models optimized by reinforcement learning
(RL) algorithms, such as REINFORCE (Williams, 1992),
A2C (Mnih et al., 2016) and PPO (Schulman et al., 2017).
Given prompts, LLMs are optimized to output answers that
maximize scores provided by the reward model (RM).

While successful, one of the most challenging issues in
RLHF is RM overoptimization (Gao et al., 2023). Overopti-
mization means optimizing LLMs by maximizing rewards
of RM beyond a certain threshold may result in diminished
human preferences, which can be approximated by the gold
reward model in practice. Instances include generating hal-
lucinating information to pretend expertise, or even gener-
ating overly wordy responses that can cause repeated fail-
ures (Beeching et al., 2023). We argue that the issue is
mainly caused by the overconfident RM, which is trained
on limited datasets and is only an imperfect proxy for hu-
man preferences. If an RM wrongly assigns high rewards
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for some out-of-distribution (OOD) samples, LLMs can be
misled into outputting low-quality content.

Recent RLHF works have demonstrated the importance of
introducing Kullback–Leibler (KL) penalties as regulariza-
tion for mitigating the overoptimization issue (Ouyang et al.,
2022; Touvron et al., 2023; Yang et al., 2023). The intu-
ition is adding KL regularization can regulate the output
deviation of policy models from the SFT model. How-
ever, KL regularization is susceptible to overfitting (Azar
et al., 2023), causing a reduction in gold performance (Gao
et al., 2023). Other approaches to mitigate overoptimiza-
tion include enlarging the parameter or training data size
of RM (Gao et al., 2023), composite RM in terms of differ-
ent aspects (Moskovitz et al., 2023). We argue that these
approaches may not always be feasible because of the sig-
nificantly expensive cost.

In this paper, we revisit the optimization objective of RLHF
with offline datasets and show that KL regularization stem-
ming from Step 1’s demonstration dataset leads to weak
regularization for low-quality OOD samples. Based on
this observation, we propose uncertainty-penalized RLHF
(UP-RLHF), which supports additional uncertainty regular-
ization. We first propose the diverse reward LoRA ensemble
via nuclear norm maximization in step 2. Specifically, we
concatenate multiple matrices of LoRA and maximize the
nuclear norm to actively diversify LoRA ensembles. In
this manner, we train diverse LoRA ensembles, enabling
reward models to have a good capability of uncertainty quan-
tification in a parameter-efficient way. Then we penalize
rewards with estimated uncertainties and adopt both KL and
uncertainty regularization to mitigate overoptimization. UP-
RLHF can prevent LLMs from outputting high-uncertainty
low-quality contents, where the KL regularization is weak,
thereby mitigating the overoptimization issue.

In summary, our contributions are: (1) We propose UP-
RLHF, which augments RLHF with uncertainty regular-
ization by penalizing rewards with uncertainties provided
by the reward model. (2) We propose to train reward
models with the diverse LoRA ensemble. This parameter-
effective approach demonstrates its effectiveness in training
uncertainty-aware reward models. (3) Experimental results
show the effectiveness of UP-RLHF in eliminating overop-
timization and improving performances in terms of gold
reward.

2. Preliminaries
2.1. Reinforcement Learning from Human feedback

For an NLP task, we are given a supervised dataset D =
{(x(i),y(i))}i=1,2,··· of N examples, where x ∈ X are
prompts and y ∈ Y are the target answers. We outline
the RLHF pipeline, which is adopted in subsequent works

(Ziegler et al., 2019; Ouyang et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2022b).

Step 1: Supervised Fine-Tuning: The initial stage com-
mences with a pre-trained LLM, subject to fine-tuning
through supervised learning, typically utilizing cross-
entropy loss, with (x,y) samples. The outcome of this
phase is denoted as πSFT.

Step 2: Reward Modeling. In the subsequent phase, the
preference dataset with the form of (x,yw,yl) is used to
train reward models, where yw is the one favored by the
labeler and yl is the less favored one. Following the princi-
ples of Bradley-Terry model (Bradley & Terry, 1952), the
rank loss of training the reward model is:

LRM =
∑
x

log σ
(
r(yw|x)− r(yl|x)

)
, (1)

where σ is the sigmoid function. Reward model r is ini-
tialized with πSFT by replacing language heads with value
heads.

Step 3: RL Fine-Tuning. For a prompt x sampled from the
dataset D, the language model to be optimized is denoted
as πθ, which generates the target answer y. The transition
function deterministically appends an answer y to the end
of the prompt x. Then the learned reward model provides a
trajectory-wise reward r(y|x). Prior works formulate the
optimization problem as:

arg max
πθ

Ex∼D,y∼πθ(·|x) [r(y|x)−

β log(πθ(y|x)/πSFT(y|x))
]
, (2)

where β controls the strength of the KL penalty. The KL
penalty β log(πθ(y|x)/πSFT(y|x)) is used to regulate the
deviation from the SFT model. Existing works utilize RL
algorithms (Ouyang et al., 2022; Touvron et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2023b), typically PPO (Schulman et al., 2017), to
solve objective 2.

2.2. Low-Rank Adaptations

As one of the most popular Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning
(PEFT) methods, LoRA (Hu et al., 2022) introduces bypass
modules to update pre-trained models through up-down pro-
jection, involving down-projection matrices denoted as A
and up-projection matrices denoted as B. Throughout fine-
tuning, the model initiates with fixed pre-trained weights
W (0) and evolves to W = W (0) + ∆W . For each LoRA
unit, the forward pass can be expressed as:

zout = W (0)zin +∆Wzin = W (0)zin +BAzin, (3)

where zin, zout ∈ Rn×d are inputs and outputs of trans-
former layers, W,W (0),∆W ∈ Rd×d, A ∈ Rr×d and
B ∈ Rd×r with r ≪ d. During the initiation of train-
ing, random Gaussian initialization is applied to A, while B
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is initialized to zero. LoRA introduces significantly fewer
trainable parameters, often less than 1% of the original
model size.

3. Methods
3.1. Analysis of Regularizations in RLHF

RLHF can be formulated as reverse RL with offline datasets
D. We theoretically analyze its overall objective which
is intractable, and show how to optimize it approximately.
Recall our original goal is to find a policy that maximizes
the expected trajectory-wise reward:

arg max
πθ

E(x,y)∼ρπθ
r(y|x), (4)

where ρπθ
is the occupancy measure which depends on

the policy πθ. Optimizing Equation 4 poses challenges
attributable to the interdependence of ρπθ

and πθ, com-
pounded by the necessity to gather samples from πθ. With
the first-order approximation of the objective (Schulman
et al., 2015; Peng et al., 2019), we can formulate the follow-
ing constrained policy optimization problem:

arg max
πθ

∫
x

D(x)

∫
y

πθ(y|x)r(y|x) dy dx

s.t.
∫
x

D(x) DKL (πθ(y|x)||πD(y|x)) dx ≤ ϵ,

(5)

where πD is the behavior policy induced by D. The con-
straint in Equation 5 ensures that the new policy πθ is close
to the data distribution of πD, and therefore the surrogate
objective remains a reasonable approximation.

Forming the Lagrangian of the constrained optimization
problem presented above, we obtain the loss function:

Lθ =

∫
x

D(x)

∫
y

πθ(y|x)r(y|x) dy dx

+β

(∫
x

D(x)DKL (πθ(y|x)||πD(y|x)) dx
)
,

(6)

where β is a Lagrange multiplier. Upon differentiating
the objective function L(π,β) with respect to πθ(y|x) and
subsequently solving for the optimal policy π⋆, the resultant
expression for the optimal policy is as follows:

π⋆(y|x) = 1

Z(x)
πD(y|x) exp

(
1

β
(r(y|x)

)
, (7)

where

Z(x) =
∑
y

πD(y|x) exp
(
1

β
(r(y|x)

)
is the partition function or normalizing constant. Follow-
ing (Korbak et al., 2022; Go et al., 2023), we utilize the

reverse KL divergence between πθ and π⋆ for distribution
matching:

DKL(πθ,π
⋆) = Ex∼DEy∼πθ(y|x) log

πθ(y|x)
π⋆(y|x)

= − 1

β
Ex∼DEy∼πθ(y|x)(r(y|x)

− β log
πθ(y|x)
πD(y|x)

− β logZ(x)),

(8)

Following the analysis of previous works (Peng et al., 2019;
Zhu et al., 2023), the partition function Z(x) ≈ 1. Accord-
ing to Equation 8, minimizing DKL(πθ, π

⋆) coincides with
the objective:

arg max
πθ

Ex∼DEy∼πθ(y|x) [r(y|x)−

β log(πθ(y|x)/πD(y|x))].
(9)

We note that πD is intractable to obtain, as the generation
of D can be diverse, e.g., by either πSFT, powerful LLMs
like GPT-4, or humans. Therefore, the distribution of the
behavior policy πD is not accessible. Since πSFT has been
fine-tuned on part of D, we can approximate πD with πSFT

and then obtain the objective as in Equation 2.

Considering a low-quality answer y, even if its generation
probability is small for a satisfactory policy model 7, we
may sample such y during RL training. In this case, the
KL penalty in Equation 2 becomes weaker or even negative,
which would cause overoptimization. This problem would
be exacerbated when the RM wrongly assigns high rewards
for such OOD low-quality samples.

Trained on D, reward models should be well-calibrated and
be greatly uncertain for OOD (x,y) samples, which cor-
respond to small πD(y|x). Given an answer y generated
by πθ(y|x), the more OOD the sample is, the larger the
penalty term should be. Therefore, we can approximate
the intractable term in 9 with the uncertainty estimation of
reward models u(y|x), which induces the following objec-
tives:

arg maxπθ
Ex∼DEy∼πθ(y|x) [r(y|x)−

β1 log(πθ(y|x)/πSFT(y|x))− β2u(y|x)],
(10)

where β1 and β2 are coefficients to control the KL and
uncertainty regularization respectively.

3.2. Training Diverse Reward LoRA Ensembles

To estimate the reward uncertainty u(y|x), we investigate
the ensemble approach, which is widely adopted for enhanc-
ing the uncertainty of deep learning methods. Since reward
models (RM) are also initialized from LLMs, we train mul-
tiple LoRAs instead of reward models for ensembles, which
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is more parameter-effective. Then the forward pass can be
formulated as:

zout =
1

N

N∑
n=1

(W (0)x+∆Wnz
in)

=
1

N

N∑
n=1

(W (0)x+BnAnz
in),

(11)

where ∆Wn are different LoRAs of the ensemble. Though
LoRA-ensemble members have random initialization, we
observe that LoRA ensembles can not exhibit satisfactory
uncertainty quantification abilities We hypothesize this is
due to a lack of diversity between LoRA ensembles. Re-
call that LoRA only learns parameter-update, the output
of different ensemble members can be more homogeneous
compared to traditional deep ensembles. Similar phenom-
ena are also observed in other fine-tuning methods of LLMs’
ensembles (Gleave & Irving, 2022; Eisenstein et al., 2023).

A ∈ ℝ!×#

# ∈ ℝ$×$ $%SVD

Diversity Loss

Nuclear Norm

Rank Loss

Forward
Backward

$# ∈ ℝ$×&

)"×d

$' ∈ ℝ$×&…

(# ∈ ℝ&×$ (' ∈ ℝ&×$

Figure 2. Illustration of training diverse reward LoRA ensembles.

To actively diversify reward LoRA ensembles, we propose
a diversity regularization via Nuclear Norm Maximization
when training LoRA ensembles. As shown in Figure 2, we
first concatenate multiple An along the LoRA dimension r
and obtain matrix A ∈ RNr×d. If LoRA-ensemble mem-
bers are totally homogeneous, the rank of A equals the rank
of LoRA member An. On the contrary, diverse members
mean linearly independent along the first dimension of A.
Therefore, we could measure the diversity (or the homo-
geneity) of the LoRA ensemble with the matrix rank of the
matrix A. Since the rank optimization problem is known to
be NP-hard, we leverage the convex surrogate, nuclear norm,
as a computationally efficient approximation of matrix rank,
which is calculated via singular value decomposition (SVD).
In addition to the rank loss in Equation 1, the loss function
of training diverse reward LoRA Ensemble is:

LRM =
∑
x

log σ
( 1

N

N∑
n=1

rn(y
w|x)− 1

N

N∑
n=1

rnr(y
l|x))︸ ︷︷ ︸

Rank loss

+ λ
1

M

M∑
m

∥A∥∗/∥A∥F︸ ︷︷ ︸
Diversity regularization

, (12)

where λ is the NNM weight to control the diversity loss,
∥A∥∗ is the nuclear norm of A, and ∥A∥F is the Frobenius
norm of A, which is used to control the value of weights not
to be too large.

After training reward models with the diverse LoRA en-
semble, we can estimate the reward uncertainty using the
standard deviation:

u(y|x) =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
n=1

(
rn(y|x)−

1

N

N∑
n=1

rn(y|x)
)2
. (13)

3.3. Overall Optimization Objectives

In Equation 10, three scalars including reward, KL penalty,
and uncertainty penalty are to be optimized with the RL
objective. To prevent the three terms from interfering with
each other, we make the KL regularization independent of
the actor loss. Specifically, we only optimize the uncertainty
penalized rewards using RL algorithms:

J RL
θ = Ex∼DEy∼πθ(y|x)

[
r(y|x)

− β2

(
u(y|x)− ū(y|x)

)]
,

(14)

where ū(y|x) represent the uncertainty of rewards models
for (x,y) due to the different scales of ensemble members.
In practice, we use the mean uncertainty of all previously
seen samples to approximate ū(y|x).

For KL regularization, the objective is:

JKL
θ = −β1Ex∼DEy∼πθ(y|x)[(log

πθ(y|x)
πSFT(y|x)

)2], (15)

where we utilize the KL estimator with lower variance, low
bias, and positive assurance. Since the objective 15 is dif-
ferentiable, we directly optimize it via gradient descent.
Overall, the objective of UP-RLHF is as:

J UP-RLHF
θ = J RL

θ + J KL
θ . (16)

The KL regularization can be seen as the regularization from
step 1 of the RLHF pipeline, while the uncertainty penalty
can be seen as the regularization from step 2.
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4. Experimental Results
In this section, we conduct empirical experiments to eval-
uate the alignment of UP-RLHF on two extensively uti-
lized RLHF tasks, namely summarization and question-
answering. We aim to investigate three primary research
questions (RQs):

• RQ1 (Step 2: Reward modeling): How well does di-
verse reward LoRA Ensemble improve the uncertainty
quantification of reward models?

• RQ2 (Step 3: RL Fine-Tuning): How well does un-
certainty penalization mitigate the overoptimization
issue?

• RQ3 (Performance): How does UP-RLHF perform
compared to existing RLHF methods?

To answer the above questions, we will first provide a con-
cise introduction to the datasets and training setups. The
subsequent discussion includes evaluations of both reward
models and policy models.

4.1. Datasets and Training Setups

Datasets. For the summarization task, we employ the
“TL;DR” (Too Long; Didn’t Read) dataset introduced by
Völske et al. (2017). In this dataset, x represents a forum
post sourced from Reddit, and y corresponds to the respec-
tive summary. Notably, we use the gold reward to relabel
the dataset in terms of preference, ensuring that the gold
reward is the perfect proxy for the relabeled dataset.

In the question-answering task, following prior work, we
use the Anthropic Helpful dataset (Bai et al., 2022b) with
human preference without additional relabeling. x signifies
a fragment of a conversation involving interactions between
a human and a digital assistant. The model is specifically
trained to generate the helpful subsequent turn of the assis-
tant, denoted as y.

Training Setups. In the summarization task, the policy
model is established using OPT-1.3B (Zhang et al., 2022),
and the reward model is established using OPT-350m. In
the question-answering task, both the policy model and the
reward model are established using Llama2-7B (Touvron
et al., 2023).

According to the scaling law of the reward model (Gao
et al., 2023), RMs with larger parameters and more training
data are more robust to optimization. Therefore, we use
fine-tuned GPT-J-6B 1 as the gold reward model in the
summarization task because of its larger RM parameter
size and satisfactory accuracy (75% on the test set). In the

1huggingface.co/CarperAI/openai summarize tldr rm checkpoint

context of the question-answering task, 3B SteamSHP-XL 2

is chosen as the gold reward model because of its larger RM
training data size than the reward model, which is fine-tuned
on both the HH and SHP (Ethayarajh et al., 2022) datasets.

Following (Yao et al., 2023), for both tasks, we perform
a random partitioning for the datasets into three segments:
20% for step 1, 40% for step 2, and the remaining 40% for
step 3.

4.2. Reward Model Evaluation

To study the uncertainty quantification ability of the reward
model, we study ECE (Naeini et al., 2015), which is a
metric used to assess model miscalibration. It involves
binning assigned probability scores and comparing them
to the average accuracies within these bins. Following the
Bradley–Terry model, the probability score of preferring an
answer yw over yl can be calculated as:

P (yw > yl|x) = exp(r(yw|x))
exp(r(yw|x)) + exp(r(yl|x))

=
1

1 + exp(r(yw|x)− r(yl|x))

(17)

Then we can define the Expected Calibration Error (ECE)
for the reward model:

ECE =

M∑
m

|Bm|∑
m |Bm|

|ACC(Bm)− CONF(Bm)|, (18)

where we divide samples into M = 15 bins, Bm, according
to the reward difference, and

ACC(Bm) = |Bm|−1
∑
i∈Bm

I[r(yw
i |x) > r(yl

i|x)],

CONF(Bm) = |Bm|−1
∑
i∈Bm

P (yw
i > yl

i|x),
(19)

where I is the indicator function. We observe that different
reward models have different reward scales. To calculate
ECE, we scale reward differences to ensure that the largest
reward difference in the test dataset corresponds to 0.99
confidence, which induces the calibrated ACC.

We establish reward models using OPT-330M on TL;DR
and using Llama2-7B on the Anthropic Helpful dataset.
Table 1 details the performance of reward models with dif-
ferent training methods and it can be observed that LoRA
Ensemble benefits both accuracy and ECE on the test dataset.
Utilizing NNM, the overall performance in terms of the two
metrics can be further improved.

We use two reward models, which are trained with LoRA
ensemble and diverse LoRA ensemble to train the pol-
icy model respectively utilizing the RLHF objective 2.

2huggingface.co/stanfordnlp/SteamSHP-flan-t5-xl
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Table 1. Accuracy and ECE of different training methods for re-
ward modeling on two datasets. The best-performing values are
highlighted. All ensemble methods have 5 members.

Base Model Training Method ACC ↑ ECE ↓

OPT-330M
Full FT 0.694 0.485

LoRA Ensemble 0.697 0.480
Diverse LoRA Ensemble 0.697 0.481

Llama2-7B
Full FT 0.685 0.515

LoRA Ensemble 0.710 0.496
Diverse LoRA Ensemble 0.720 0.485

(a) (b)

Figure 3. With diversity regularization, our proposed diverse re-
ward LoRA ensemble achieves better OOD detection capabilities.

Following (Gao et al., 2023), we utilize the KL di-
vergence between the policy model and the SFT model
DKL (πθ(y|x)||πSFT(y|x)) to measure the degree of pol-
icy optimization. As shown in Figure 3, the uncertainty
provided by the reward LoRA ensemble grows rapidly in
the range of KL divergence from 0 to 50, which makes it
difficult to distinguish between samples with high gold re-
wards and samples generated by over-optimized models (KL
divergence roughly from 50 to 100). On the contrary, our
proposed diverse reward LoRA ensemble provides gradually
increased uncertainty as the optimization process, indicating
better OOD detection capabilities.

4.3. Effect of Uncertainty Penalty

Even with diverse reward LoRA ensembles, we observe sig-
nificant overoptimization during the optimization process to
the mean reward of the ensembles, as shown in Figure 4(a).
When incorporating uncertainty penalties into rewards, the
uncertainty of generated samples is well-controlled within
a reasonable range, and the overoptimization issue is elim-
inated. This demonstrates the effectiveness of uncertainty
regularization in mitigating overoptimization.

Interestingly, we observe that though utilizing uncertainty
regularization can improve the overall performance in terms
of gold RM, the RM score is diminished. This may be be-
cause uncertainty-penalized rewards limit the exploration of
OOD output by the policy model, whether these outputs are
high-quality or low-quality. In this case, using additional un-

certainty regularization may restrict the exploration of policy
models, which corresponds to the exploration-exploitation
dilemma in RL.

(a) Dashed lines represent RM
scores and solid lines represent
gold RM scores.

(b) Reward uncertainty of
LoRA ensembles.

Figure 4. Uncertainty penalty ablation on policy model evaluation
in the summarization task over 4 different seeds.

4.4. Policy Model Evaluation

In this section, we compare our proposed UP-RLHF with
existing RLHF methods in both summarization and question-
answering tasks. We compare gold RM scores instead of
RM scores because different RMs have different scaling,
thus making no sense to compare RM scores directly.

As shown in Figure 5, UP-RLHF outperforms RLHF in
terms of gold performance with a large margin in both tasks.
Especially in the summarization task, compared to RLHF,
UP-RLHF can achieve higher performance with less KL di-
vergence cost. Note that the RLHF method utilized the full
fine-tuning for reward modeling, while our diverse reward
LoRA ensemble in UP-RLHF only fine-tunes 4.53% param-
eters for OPT-350M and 1.25% parameters for Llama2-7B.

(a) OPT-1.3B in the summa-
rization task over 4 seeds.

(b) OPT-1.3B in the summa-
rization task over 4 seeds.

(c) Llama2-7B in the question-
answering task.

(d) Llama2-7B in the question-
answering task.

Figure 5. Comparison of UP-RLHF and RLHF.
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5. Related Works
5.1. Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback

RLHF is a pivotal approach for fine-tuning language models
to align with human preferences. Researchers have applied
RLHF to diverse tasks (Ramamurthy et al., 2023) such as
text summarization (Stiennon et al., 2020) and enhancing
the harmlessness and helpfulness of language models (Bai
et al., 2022b). Notably, InstructGPT introduces the three-
step RLHF pipeline using a supervised approach and the
PPO algorithm (Schulman et al., 2017), demonstrating its
effectiveness on ChatGPT. While successful, RLHF faces
various challenges (Casper et al., 2023). One of the most
pressing challenges is overoptimization, which is caused
by imperfect RMs (Gao et al., 2023). The author in (Gao
et al., 2023) provides the scaling law of RMs, which shows
the effect of increasing RM parameters and data size in
mitigating the issue.

RLHF heavily relies on reward modeling to proxy human
preferences. Some recent works aim to bypass the reward
modeling step (Yuan et al., 2023; Rafailov et al., 2023; Song
et al., 2023). Specifically, DPO directly optimizes the policy
towards the objective 2 by solving a classification problem
on the human preference data. Although bypassing the re-
ward modeling step benefits from easy implementation and
training stability, more recent works reveal several advan-
tages of using reward models. (Azar et al., 2023) analyzes
the robustness of reward-model-based methods against over-
fitting caused by the weakness of the KL regularization. Be-
sides, compared to DPO, reward-model-based RLHF shows
great advantages on out-of-preference samples (Li et al.,
2023b;a).

There are many works to address the challenge in RLHF
such as computational overhead (Li et al., 2023b), sample
efficiency (Snell et al., 2023; Gulcehre et al., 2023), unstable
training (Wu et al., 2023), and overoptimization (Moskovitz
et al., 2023; Coste et al., 2023; Eisenstein et al., 2023).
We also focus on the overoptimization issue. While most
recent works focus only on the RL fine-tuning step, we first
introduce uncertainty quantification to the reward modeling
step and make the RL fine-tuning uncertainty aware.

5.2. Uncertainty Aware Reinforcement Learning

Uncertainty is a pivotal factor in the realm of RL. The Opti-
mism in the Face of Uncertainty (OFU) principle (Abbasi-
Yadkori et al., 2011) in online RL strategies is widely
adopted for facilitating active and efficient exploration of the
environment (Lockwood & Si, 2022). In offline RL (Levine
et al., 2020), uncertainty is typically utilized for conserva-
tive to control the prediction errors caused by imperfect
dynamics models. Uncertainty is usually estimated by value
networks in model-free RL (Pathak et al., 2019; Bai et al.,

2022a) and by dynamics models in model-based RL (Janner
et al., 2019; Yu et al., 2020).

RLHF can be formulated as reverse RL with offline datasets,
where reward models trained on an offline limited prefer-
ence dataset are imperfect. Inspired by recent model-based
offline RL methods (Yu et al., 2020; Kidambi et al., 2020; Lu
et al., 2022), we propose to penalize rewards with the model
uncertainty for conservative policy optimization, aiming
for mitigating the overoptimization issue. Concurrent work
by (Coste et al., 2023; Eisenstein et al., 2023) also shows
reward model ensemble helps mitigate overoptimization.
However, utilizing reward model ensembles increases RM
parameters several times, and may lack diversity between
ensemble members (Gleave & Irving, 2022). To diversify
reward ensembles, (Eisenstein et al., 2023) propose to use
different seeds in the pre-training phase. We propose to train
diverse LoRA ensembles with NNM for reward modeling,
which is much cheaper and parameter-effective. Besides,
we analyze the relations between KL and uncertainty regu-
larization and make them affect independently.

5.3. Uncertainty for LLMs

Uncertainty quantification for deep neural networks has
been well studied (Gawlikowski et al., 2023). Popular meth-
ods include deep ensemble, MC dropout (Gal & Ghahra-
mani, 2016), and so on. In the context of LLMs, some
new challenges arise. Diversity plays an important role in
ensemble-based methods (Breiman, 2001). However, fine-
tuning LLMs for ensembles (Sun et al., 2022) not only is
too expensive to scale up but also lacks diversity (Gleave
& Irving, 2022). Therefore, we adopt a popular PEFT tech-
nology, LoRA (Hu et al., 2022) for training the ensemble of
reward models. Different from the concurrent work (Wang
et al., 2023) which also proposes LoRA ensemble for LLMs
fine-tuning and different regularization techniques for each
LoRA, we propose a diversity regularization to encourage
diversity between ensemble members. Besides, we mainly
focus on the reward modeling in the context of RLHF.

6. Conclusion and Limitations
In this paper, we propose UP-RLHF, an uncertainty-aware
RLHF framework that contributes to the uncertainty of AI
systems based on LLMs. Our proposed diverse reward
LoRA ensemble can provide satisfactory uncertainty quan-
tification for samples in RLHF. Leveraging the reward un-
certainty, we highlight the pivotal role of uncertainty reg-
ularization in effectively addressing the overoptimization
challenge in the alignment of LLMs.

Our work has limitations. While the diverse reward LoRA
ensemble proves to be parameter-effective, the computation
of the nuclear norm for concatenated LoRA matrices in-
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troduces additional time overhead. Moreover, uncertainty
regularization may exhibit over-conservatism, particularly
in cases involving near-distribution high-quality outputs. As
a future direction, exploring methods to strike a balance
between KL and uncertainty regularization for specific sam-
ples could further refine the framework’s performance.
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