arXiv:2406.08673v1 [cs.CL] 12 Jun 2024

HelpSteer2: Open-source dataset for training top-performing reward models

Zhilin Wang, Yi Dong, Olivier Delalleau, Jiaqi Zeng, Gerald Shen Daniel Egert, Jimmy J. Zhang, Makesh Narsimhan Sreedhar, Oleksii Kuchaiev NVIDIA {zhilinw, yidong}@nvidia.com

Abstract

High-quality preference datasets are essential for training reward models that can effectively guide large language models (LLMs) in generating high-quality responses aligned with human preferences. As LLMs become stronger and better aligned, permissively licensed preference datasets, such as Open Assistant, HH- RLHF, and HelpSteer need to be updated to remain effective for reward modeling. Methods that distil preference data from proprietary LLMs such as GPT-4 have restrictions on commercial usage imposed by model providers. To improve upon both generated responses and attribute labeling quality, we release Help- Steer2, a permissively licensed preference dataset (CC-BY-4.0). Using a powerful internal base model trained on HelpSteer2, we are able to achieve the SOTA score (92.0%) on Reward-Bench’s primary dataset, outperforming currently listed open and proprietary models, as of June 12th, 2024. Notably, HelpSteer2 consists of only ten thousand response pairs, an order of magnitude fewer than existing preference datasets (e.g., HH-RLHF), which makes it highly efficient for training reward models. Our extensive experiments demonstrate that reward models trained with HelpSteer2 are effective in aligning LLMs. In particular, we propose SteerLM 2.0, a model alignment approach that can effectively make use of the rich multi-attribute score predicted by our reward models. HelpSteer2 is available at https://huggingface.co/datasets/nvidia/HelpSteer2 and code is available at https://github.com/NVIDIA/NeMo-Aligner.

1 Introduction

Since the pioneering works on Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback [1, 2], the significance of incorporating preference information into model alignment has been consistently demonstrated [3, 4]. Both proprietary models (e.g., GPT-4 [5], Claude [6], Gemini [7]) and open-source models (e.g., Llama 3 [8], Mistral [9], and Yi [10]) have benefited from preference modeling techniques. However, most of these models lack detailed information about the preference data used in their training, hindering the broader community from fully leveraging these techniques. For instance, Llama 2 [4] only disclosed the use of over 1 million binary comparisons, while Llama 3 [8] reported the use of 10 million data samples for supervised fine-tuning and preference modeling without additional details.

To address this issue, a few domain-general chat preference datasets have been made available to the community. Some of these datasets come with permissive licenses, such as Anthropic’s Helpful- Harmless RLHF (MIT license) [2], Open Assistant (Apache 2.0) [11], and HelpSteer (CC-BY-4.0) [12], facilitating their use in both academic and commercial settings. However, these datasets have become less relevant for training the most well-aligned models currently available [13, 14].

Preprint. Under review.

Others in the community have tackled this challenge by using proprietary models, such as GPT-4, to create preference datasets like Ultrafeedback [15], Nectar [16], and Distilabel-Capybara [17]. Although these datasets are more effective for aligning models, their use is often restricted to academic or non-commercial settings. The terms of use from various large language model providers explicitly prohibit the use of model outputs to develop competing models, posing legal risks for commercial organizations that use these datasets to train their own large language models. Further discussion on existing preference datasets is provided in Appendix D.

We propose HelpSteer2, a CC-BY-4.0-licensed open-source helpfulness dataset, designed to train state-of-the-art reward models. Additionally, we provide detailed information about our data collection process to aid similar efforts and demonstrate how reward models trained with HelpSteer2 can align large language models with human preferences. We extend SteerLM [18, 12] to present SteerLM 2.0, a novel model alignment paradigm that can effectively utilize multi-faceted rewards from our reward models to train models to follow complex multi-requirement instructions. By opensourcing the dataset with minimal usage restrictions, we invite the community to utilize and build upon it to develop well-aligned AI systems.

2 Dataset

2.1 Dataset Collection

Prompt Collection Most of the prompts (over 95%) used in HelpSteer2 are sourced from ShareGPT [19], a platform where ChatGPT users voluntarily share their conversations. We selected this dataset as a source of prompts because we believe that ShareGPT encompasses a diverse range of real-world LLM use cases. Importantly, we only use user inputs from this dataset, while Assistant turns are stripped out to avoid potential model-specific licensing restrictions. We supplemented ShareGPT prompts with a small proportion of proprietary prompts, primarily focused on use cases such as summarization, closed question answering, and extraction. These use cases are relevant in enterprise settings but are less likely to be represented in ShareGPT.

Given that our annotator pool consisted solely of US-based annotators fluent in English and not expected to be competent in other languages, we removed all non-English prompts, as identified by FastText [20]. Additionally, since our annotators lacked expertise in the coding domain, we employed simple heuristics to filter out prompts containing snippets of popular programming languages.

To ensure a diverse sample of prompts, we utilized BERTopic [21] to cluster similar prompts into approximately 1000 topics. We then sampled uniformly from each topic across various deliveries to our vendor. Additionally, we observed that high-quality generation in real-world settings requires the model to handle complex prompts, sometimes containing multiple requirements. Inspired by [22], we assessed the complexity of each prompt on a Likert-5 scale using Nemotron-2-43B [12], with details provided in Appendix E. Subsequently, we sampled prompts uniformly across each complexity level, except for the highest complexity level, which was given twice the weight of other levels.

Multi-turn Prompt Completion To ensure HelpSteer2 is effective for predicting rewards in multiturn conversations, we included multi-turn prompts, which comprise approximately 29% of the samples. For these prompts, we did not use the original ShareGPT Assistant responses, as those may be generated by models with restrictive licenses. Instead, we replaced these Assistant turns with responses generated by a 22B in-house model, specifically trained to provide Assistant responses given only user turns. This model was fine-tuned using conversations from the Open Assistant [11] and HH-RLHF [2] datasets (see Appendix F for details).

Response Generation We generate two responses per prompt, instead of four as in HelpSteer [12], to minimize annotators’ cognitive load during annotation, thereby enhancing rating quality. The sources and associated proportions of these responses are as follows (the two responses for each prompt always come from two different sources):

1. Our own internal LLMs from three generations of models:

• Nemotron-2 (43B models based on the model used to generate HelpSteer responses, described in more details in [12]): 18.9% of the responses • Nemotron-3 (8B and 22B models – see [23] for information on the publicly released 8B models. 22B models come from a base model following a similar architecture and pre-training scheme but larger size: 40.4% (2.2% from 8B, 38.2% from 22B) • Nemotron-4 (15B and 340B models – see [24] for details on the 15B pre-trained model, while the 340B one follows a similar architecture and pre-training scheme but with more parameters): 26.9% (9.5% from 15B, 17.4% from 340B) 2. Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct-v0.1 [9]: 7.9% 3. Human annotators from Scale AI: 5.9%

Throughout the data collection effort, we used aligned versions of the internal models mentioned above, all trained on datasets with permissive commercial licenses using Megatron-LM [25] for pretraining and NeMo-Aligner [26] for fine-tuning. For fine-tuning, we employed several techniques: Supervised Fine-Tuning, SteerLM [18], Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback [1, 27], and Direct Preference Optimization [28]. This diversity in model sizes and learning algorithms was intended to substantially increase response diversity compared to the original HelpSteer dataset [12], which relied on a single Nemotron-2 43B model for responses. Additionally, we leveraged SteerLM’s controllable generation capabilities to generate some responses with randomly sampled SteerLM labels, further varying response styles.

Response Annotation Our response annotation process, guidelines and annotator screening are primarily derived from HelpSteer guidelines [12]. Specifically, for each response, we annotate five attributes (helpfulness, correctness, coherence, complexity, and verbosity) on a Likert-5 scale. However, we have implemented several improvements to the annotation process.

First, we required at least three annotators to annotate each response compared to only one annotator in HelpSteer [12]. We opted for multiple annotators per sample because initial explorations indicated that annotation quality, measured by inter-annotator agreement, is crucial for model training. Without high-quality annotations, the data can be noisy, which can potentially confuse the model on what characterizes a higher score. Each sample is initially annotated by three annotators. If these annotators demonstrate a high level of disagreement (i.e. the difference in helpfulness among them is greater than 2), two additional annotators are recruited to annotate the sample. Overall, samples were on average annotated by 3.41 annotators.

In addition, annotators are asked to rate two responses to the same prompt sequentially. Our initial analysis shows that doing this can allow the annotator to provide a more calibrated score for each response (e.g. if response A is much better than response B, then helpfulness for the response should be much higher). It does so by reducing the likelihood of annotators doing slipshod annotations and also facilitates quality assurance on such annotations. Overall, this means that each sample annotated for HelpSteer2 required substantially more effort and resources compared to HelpSteer [12]. To meet this challenge, we engaged approximately 1,000 US-based annotators through our vendor Scale AI compared to 200 annotators engaged in HelpSteer [12]. We would like to highlight that our guidelines explicitly ask annotators to skip a sample if it contains any Personally Identifiable Information (e.g. name, address, SSN, email, phone numbers) and to flag it for unsafe content (e.g. harmful content, illegal activities, profanity, bias and stereotyping). Please refer to Appendix C for ethical considerations relating to such annotations and Appendix G for the full annotation guidelines.

Attribute Initial Collection After Improvements Post-Processing

Helpfulness 0.465 0.706 0.791 Correctness 0.472 0.715 0.793 Coherence 0.169 0.387 0.428 Complexity 0.293 0.416 0.427 Verbosity 0.342 0.536 0.548 Table 1: Inter-annotator Agreement (quadratic weighted Cohen’s κ) for HelpSteer2 attributes.

We measure inter-annotator agreement using Quadratic weighted Cohen’s κ [29]. Compared to metrics for measuring more than two annotators (e.g. Krippendorff’s α or Fleiss’ κ), we chose to use Cohen’s κ because given the large number of annotators (1000), multiple individual annotators were rarely allocated common sets of samples to annotate. We also chose to use the quadratic weighted version of Cohen’s κ [30] because HelpSteer2 attributes are ordinal scores, meaning that disagreements between 0 and 4 should be penalized much more heavily compared to between 0 and 1. Initial annotations tend to have low inter-annotator agreement (e.g. Cohen’s κ = 0.465 for helpfulness) as seen in Table 1. Throughout the annotation process, we made several improvements with our vendor, clarifying how our guidelines apply to various edge cases (e.g., whether coherence should consider previous turns, and how helpfulness should be evaluated if prompt instructions are unclear). We used up to five annotators per sample but only retained annotations from the three most in agreement. After the annotations, our vendor performed extensive quality assurance, with each annotation undergoing a minimum of two human reviews in addition to automated checks. Part of the quality assurance process involved removing annotations from annotators who were deemed ’untrusted’ or consistently had low agreement with others. These efforts improved inter-annotator agreement for all attributes, with Cohen’s κ for helpfulness reaching 0.706.

As a final step, we retained only responses for which the differences in helpfulness attribute among annotators were 2 points or below on a Likert-5 scale (for both responses to a common prompt), resulting in the removal of about 10% of the samples. The 2-point threshold was chosen to balance the proportion of retained data and the relative noise in these annotations, recognizing that differences among annotators can also stem from inherent subjectivity or individual preferences rather than misunderstandings of the annotation task. Extensive filtering of annotations was performed by both our vendor and the research team at various stages, with approximately 50% of all annotations ultimately excluded from the dataset. Our final dataset contains 21,362 high-quality annotated samples, consisting of 10,681 prompts each with two annotated responses. The dataset is divided into a training subset (95% of the data) and a validation subset (5% of the data).

2.2 Dataset Analysis

As shown in Table 2, model responses in HelpSteer2 are more helpful, correct, coherent, verbose, and complex due to stronger models used for response generation. The most substantial change is on the coherence attribute, reaching 3.63 out of a full score of 4 on a Likert-5 scale, meaning that generating coherent responses is no longer a challenge for the stronger models. In addition, the verbosity attribute also increased by almost 0.5 from 1.53 to 2.00, meaning that responses changed from being terse to having a good spread of concise and verbose responses. The increase in average response length by 3x from 497.3 to 1492.6 characters also supports this observation.

Attribute Mean Standard Deviation Pearson’s R with Helpfulness HS HS2 HS HS2 HS HS2

Helpfulness 2.7856 2.8655 0.9793 1.2703 1 1 Correctness 2.8369 2.9644 0.9935 1.2689 0.8525 0.9430 Coherence 3.2991 3.6393 0.7699 0.6491 0.6348 0.4979 Complexity 1.4423 1.7048 0.8205 0.6986 0.2361 0.1805 Verbosity 1.5331 1.9999 0.9287 0.7571 0.2555 0.0600 No. of turns in prompt 1 2.8348 0 3.8221 - -0.0520 No. of chars in prompt 2491.8 712.6 1701.7 877.8 0.0337 -0.0774 No. of chars in response 497.3 1492.6 426.7 1065.7 0.1951 0.0845 Table 2: Descriptive statistics for attributes in HelpSteer (HS) and HelpSteer2 (HS2). Please refer to [12] for comparison with Open Assistant and HH-RLHF. Scores for each attribute are between 0 and 4 on a Likert-5 scale.

On the other hand, although HelpSteer2 contains multi-turn prompts with a mean of 2.83 turns compared to only single-turn prompts in HelpSteer, the average character length of prompts in Help- Steer2 is 712 characters, a fraction of the 2491 characters in HelpSteer. This difference is likely because HelpSteer2 prompts are more conversational and succinct, primarily based on ShareGPT, whereas HelpSteer prompts are exclusively based on enterprise use cases involving context documents such as summarization, closed question answering, and extraction.

In Table 2, we observe that coherence is a much weaker predictor of helpfulness in HelpSteer2 (Pearson’s R=0.4979) compared to HelpSteer (Pearson’s R=0.6348). This is likely due to the distribution of coherence scores, as most responses in HelpSteer2 are coherent given the use of stronger models. Conversely, correctness has become a stronger predictor of helpfulness in HelpSteer2 (Pearson’s R=0.9430) than in HelpSteer (Pearson’s R=0.8525). This likely occurs because, with all responses being highly coherent, factuality becomes a more critical factor in determining overall helpfulness. Additionally, the Pearson’s R values for both complexity (0.2361 to 0.1805) and verbosity (0.2555 to 0.0600) have decreased, indicating that annotators are less influenced by the complexity and verbosity of responses when assessing overall helpfulness in HelpSteer2. This is beneficial for reward model training, as models can learn that generating complex and verbose responses does not substantially contribute to being helpful.

Helpfulness is also slightly negatively correlated with prompt character length (Pearson’s R=- 0.0774) and prompt turns (Pearson’s R=-0.0520). This suggests that models used for response generation are likely to perform worse in generating follow-up responses compared to initial responses, a trend observed in many models in MT Bench [31]. Finally, response length is slightly positively correlated with helpfulness (Pearson’s R=0.0845), consistent with the correlation between verbosity and helpfulness (Pearson’s R=0.0600).

3 Reward Model

Training We train reward models consisting of a base model and a linear layer that converts the final layer representation of the end-of-response token into five scalar values, each corresponding to a HelpSteer2 attribute. The reward models are trained on top of the open-source Llama 3 70B base model and an in-house Nemotron-4 340B base model (described in Sec. 2.1). For each model, we train for two epochs using HelpSteer2 data, with a global batch size of 128. We select the top checkpoints with the lowest validation loss for evaluation. We train with a MSE loss function, a constant learning rate on each model (70B: 2e-6, 340B: 7e-7) using an AdamW optimizer [32] and 10 warmup steps, following a LR search (70B: {1,2,3,4,5}e-6; 340B: {1,3,5,7,9}e-7). For comparison, we also trained a Llama 3 70B base model separately using 1 epoch of HH-RLHF [2]; 1 epoch of Open Assistant [11] or 2 epochs of HelpSteer [12] (to approximately match for difference in dataset size) using the same hyper-parameters.

Evaluation Following [33, 34], we evaluate the trained reward models using Reward Bench [14] excluding the optional Prior Sets category which we report separately (with detailed reasons in Appendix H). Reward Bench comprises 2985 diverse tasks, each consisting of a prompt, a chosen response, and a rejected response. Task accuracy is calculated based on whether the chosen response receives a higher reward than the rejected response. The tasks in Reward Bench are categorized into four main categories: Chat, Chat-Hard, Safety, and Reasoning. Overall accuracy is determined by taking the mean of each category. Details for evaluation are in Appendix H. We choose to use RewardBench due to its diversity of tasks (4 categories and 23 sub-categories), which minimizes the likelihood of overfitting. With over 80 models on the leaderboard [35] available for comparison, it serves as a well-trusted benchmark.

Reward Bench Primary Dataset Prior Sets Source of Model/Training Data Model Overall Chat Chat-Hard Safety Reasoning

Proprietary Models Nemotron-4 340B RM (w. HelpSteer2)* 92.0 95.8 87.1 91.5 93.7 67.4 Cohere May 2024 89.5 96.4 71.3 92.7 97.7 78.2 Gemini 1.5 Pro-0514 88.1 92.3 80.6 87.5 92.0 - Cohere March 2024 87.1 94.7 65.1 90.3 98.2 74.6 GPT-4-0125-preview 85.9 95.3 74.3 87.2 86.9 70.9 GPT-4-0409-preview 85.1 95.3 75.4 87.1 82.7 73.6 GPT-4o-0513 84.7 96.6 70.4 86.7 84.9 72.6 Claude-3-Opus-02292024 80.7 94.7 60.3 89.1 78.7 -

Trained with GPT-4 Generated Data ArmoRM-Llama 3 8B 90.8 96.9 76.8 92.2 97.3 74.3 RLHFlow-Llama 3 8B [33] 87.1 98.3 65.8 89.7 94.7 74.6 Eurus RM Mistral 7B [34] 82.8 98.0 65.6 81.2 86.3 71.7 Starling RM Yi 34B [16] 82.7 96.9 57.2 88.2 88.5 71.4 Prometheus 2 Mistral 8*7B [36] 75.3 93.0 47.1 83.5 77.4 -

Trained with Data allowing Permissive Use Llama 3 70B RM (w. HelpSteer2)* 88.8 91.3 80.3 92.8 90.7 66.5 Llama 3 70B (w. Open Assistant)* 79.1 91.3 59.2 76.0 89.9 66.7 Llama 3 70B Instruct [8] 76.0 97.6 58.9 69.2 78.5 70.4 Llama 3 70B (w. HH-RLHF)* 73.9 94.4 54.6 81.2 65.6 68.8 Pythia 1.4B (w. Open Assistant) 70.0 88.5 48.7 65.3 77.5 65.3 Llama 3 70B (w. HelpSteer)* 66.1 93.3 59.7 56.8 54.9 67.7

Table 3: Performance of Models on Reward Bench. Higher is better for each category. All numbers except models trained by us and marked with * are taken from Reward Bench leaderboard [35].

Results Overall, reward models trained with HelpSteer2 perform well on Reward Bench, achieving state-of-the-art numbers compared to proprietary models and those trained with data allowing permissive use. This is particularly noteworthy given that HelpSteer2 consists of only 10k response pairs. Llama 3 70B trained on HelpSteer2 (88.8% Overall) outperforms all other models trained with data allowing permissive use by >9.7%, including the same Llama 3 70B base model trained with Open Assistant, HH-RLHF or HelpSteer. Scaling up the base model to Nemotron-4 340B with the same dataset results in the trained reward model topping the Reward Bench primary leaderboard with an overall performance of 92.0%. This suggests that as more capable base models emerge, training them with HelpSteer2 can lead to more powerful reward models.

Beyond the high quality of the dataset, we attribute this high performance to the data efficiency of the SteerLM Reward Model training. Unlike preference-based training, SteerLM Reward Model training predicts the scalar value of the response’s rating (a float ranging from 0 to 4) for each finegrained aspect: Helpfulness, Correctness, Coherence, Complexity, and Verbosity. This approach provides more information to the reward model [12] compared to simple binary preferences, making it clearer what constitutes a "good" response. For instance, binary-trained reward models might sometimes incorrectly associate "goodness" with artifacts like response length, as statistically, longer responses tend to be more helpful, though this is not always accurate [37, 38]. In contrast, SteerLM RMs explicitly train the model to predict the verbosity of a response, enabling it to disambiguate verbosity from the overall quality of the response. In addition, for Bradley-Terry-style preference reward models, the reward values can only be compared against responses to the same prompt. We can construct a new reward r^′ = r + f(x) which is equivalent to the original Bradley-Terry (BT) reward r, where the f(x) can be any function of prompt x. The reward offset is different for different prompts which causes difficulty of doing model alignment as we do not explicitly consider the offset difference of the different prompts in the training loss. This means that a response with reward 4 for one prompt is not necessarily better than a response with reward 2 for another prompt as scored by BT Preference RMs, while it is the case for SteerLM Regression RM.

Relative to other models, those trained with HelpSteer2 perform exceedingly well in the Chat-Hard category, surpassing the second-best by 6.5%. This is because HelpSteer2 is primarily aligned with the task of distinguishing between good and excellent responses. Chat-Hard is likely the most relevant metric for preference learning with capable domain-general LLMs since we typically start with a good model and aim to improve its responses further. Unexpectedly, models trained with HelpSteer2 also show good performance in the Safety and Reasoning categories, even though Help- Steer2 does not explicitly focus on these aspects. This may be due to an implicit association between helpful responses and general safety, and transfer learning between being factually correct and reasoning tasks. However, HelpSteer2 trained models do not surpass the Reasoning performance of the strongest alternative models, which are trained on specific reasoning datasets, such as UltraInteract [34]. Finally, HelpSteer2 trained models substantially under-perform many other models on Prior Sets, likely because those other models were trained on the training subsets of these Prior Sets [33].

4 Aligned Models

We demonstrate three approaches for using the Llama 3 70B Reward Model to align LLMs: Iterative Direct Preference Optimization (Iterative DPO), Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) and SteerLM.

4.1 Evaluation

Following HelpSteer [12], we use MT Bench [31] to measure helpfulness, TruthfulQA MC2 [39] to measure correctness, and the mean number of characters in MT Bench responses to measure verbosity. However, instead of the GPT-4-0613 judge used in HelpSteer [12], we use GPT-4-0125- Preview (Turbo) as a judge because we find that it is a stronger model and better suited as a judge. In addition, we also use AlpacaEval 2.0 Length Controlled [40] and Arena Hard [41] as secondary measures of helpfulness, following [33, 42]. MT Bench is also referenced as a validation metric for checkpoint selection. Details for each evaluation metric is available in Appendix H.

4.2 SFT

Following HelpSteer [12], we train a Llama 3 70B Base model using only Open Assistant [11] with 56k conversations for 2400 steps with a global batch size of 128 (close to 4 epochs). We use a constant learning rate (LR) of 2e-6 using the AdamW optimizer after searching LR in {1,2,3,4,5}e-6, saving a checkpoint every 200 steps. This represents the SFT model trained on existing open-sourced data only. However, we find that a SFT model trained with only Open Assistant is weak compared to the Llama 3 70B Instruct, likely due to the inconsistent quality of the responses it contains.

Therefore, we trained another model using an SFT dataset (named ‘Daring Anteater’)^1 consisting of 100k conversations, each averaging 2.88 model turns. Approximately 93% of the data are synthetically generated following a similar pipeline as [43] by replacing OpenAI models with an earlier aligned version of Nemotron-4 340B^2 and Mixtral-8x7B-Instruct-v0.1 [9], while the rest comes from ARB [45], SciBench [46], tigerbot-leetcode [47], PRM800K [48], FinQA [49], and wikitablequestions [50]. We trained this model using identical hyper-parameters except training it for 1600 steps with a global batch size of 384 (close to 2 epochs), given the larger size of the dataset. All models on DPO and PPO are trained starting from this model.

4.3 DPO

We first performed DPO training on the SFT model from Sec. 4.2. To do this training, we converted our HelpSteer2 train set into a preference dataset by taking the response with the higher helpfulness score as the chosen response, with the remaining response being the rejected response. In cases where the helpfulness scores were identical, we discarded that pair entirely. This became our Help- Steer2 DPO dataset, which contains 7,221 training samples. We then performed DPO training on this data for 7 epochs using a constant LR of 2e-7, Kullback–Leibler (KL) penalty of 1e-3, AdamW optimizer, Global Batch Size 128, and Weight Decay 0.1. Optimal LR was identified following a search among {3e-7, 2e-7, 1e-7, 9e-8} and KL penalty following a search among {1e-3, 4e-4}. We evaluated checkpoints once every 25 steps.

We then performed Iterative DPO [33] on this model by utilizing 20k prompts from the Daring Anteater SFT dataset and generating 10 responses per prompt (temperature=0.7, top-p=0.9). These responses were then scored by the Llama 3 70B Reward Model (Sec. 3) and a pairwise preference dataset generated by taking the highest and lowest goodness score for the chosen and rejected, respectively. The goodness score is a scalar based on 0.65*helpfulness + 0.8*correctness + 0.45*coherence, which we find to give best differentiation between chosen and rejected responses in RewardBench prompts. We then performed DPO training on this data for 3 epochs using similar hyper-parameters as above, except KL penalty of 1e-3 and LR of 9e-8, following similar hyper-parameter search.

4.4 PPO

We performed PPO on the SFT model we trained in Sec. 4.2 using HelpSteer2 prompts as well as the Llama 3 70B Reward Model (Sec. 3). The reward was calculated using goodness score (Sec. 4.3), followed by taking away the mean of the HelpSteer2 responses and dividing it by its standard deviation. We trained PPO using a global batch size of 128, a rollout buffer of 128 and a constant LR of 1e-7 and KL-penalty of 3e-3, after searching LR in {1,2,3,4,5}e-7 and the KL-penalty in {1,2,3,4,5}e-3. We train for 64 steps and evaluate a checkpoint every 4 steps. The generation stage of PPO is optimized using NeMo-Aligner’s integration of TensorRT-LLM [26].

4.5 SteerLM

Overview SteerLM [12, 18] aligns language models by steering them towards generating outputs with desired attribute values by conditioning on various attributes during training. We trained the SteerLM model following [12] . Specifically, we used the Llama 3 70B Reward Model to annotate the Daring Anteater SFT dataset (Sec. 4.2), followed by attribute-conditioned supervised fine-tuning of a language model on the annotated dataset to generate responses conditioned on target attribute

1We plan to openly release the Daring Anteater SFT dataset soon.

2While this might be considered as distilling from a larger model, there is no evidence suggesting that Llama 3 70B Instruct was not trained by distilling the announced-but-unreleased Llama 3 400B+ [44] and hence, we believe this is a fair comparison.

scores. However, the original SteerLM method does not explicitly enforce the generated responses to follow the desired attribute distribution conditioned on during training. To address this limitation, we propose SteerLM 2.0, which iteratively trains the model to approximate the optimal SteerLM policy constructed by the reward model. This is achieved using the original SteerLM trained model to generate multiple sampled responses and then using a KL divergence loss between current policy and optimal SteerLM policy to guide the model towards generating a response that is more reflective of the desired attribute values. SteerLM 2.0 can be conducted in iterations (n=2) using the optimized policy after each iteration to sample responses and train an improved policy. In each iteration, we sampled multiple diverse responses (n=10, temperature=0.7, top-p=0.9) from 20,000 different prompts from the Daring Anteater SFT dataset.SteerLM 2.0 is trained for 2 epochs with AdamW optimizer constant LR 1e-7 and global batch size 128.

Method Details SteerLM 2.0 trains a model Q_θ(y|a, x) that can generate responses y conditioned on a prompt x and desired attributes a, while approximating the optimal conditional distribution P (y|a, x) derived from the optimal reward model P (a|x, y). P (a|x, y) is the attribute prediction model that can be trained on labeled data. To convert the regression reward model into a probabilistic reward model, we use the Beta distribution function to estimate the probability of different reward output levels. We scale the HelpSteer reward model output r to [0, 1] and compute the Beta distribution parameters by setting α = 24r and β = 24 − α. We choose α + β = 24 as it matches the ground truth distribution of the training data. The probability P (a = n) is calculated as P_{α,β} (X_{i+1}) − P_{α,β} (X_i), where P_{α,β} is the cumulative Beta probability distribution function, and X_{i+1} and X_i are the normalized bin boundaries of the value n.

We first derive the optimal conditional distribution P (y|a, x) using Bayes’ rule: P (y|a, x) = P (a|x, y)P (y|x) P (a, x) ∝ P (a|x, y)P (y|x) Here, P (y|x) is the unconditional response distribution from a separate language model (supervised fine-tuning model using Daring Anteater SFT dataset, see Sec. 4.2). The optimal P (y|a, x) can be constructed by combining P (y|x) and P (a|x, y).

To efficiently approximate P (y|a, x), we train a parametric model Q_θ(y|a, x) by minimizing the KL divergence: min_θ E_{a,x} D_{KL}(P (y|a, x)||Q_θ(y|a, x)) This KL divergence loss can be written as: −E_{a,x,y∼P (a)P (x)P (y|a,x)} log Q_θ(y|a, x) To optimize the loss, we estimate its gradient using samples from the original SteerLM model y_i ∼ Q^′(y|a, x): ∇_θL = − ∑ i (w^′_i − b^′_i)∇_θ log Q_θ(y_i|a, x)

where the Q_θ is initialized with original SteerLM model Q^′ during training.

Where w^′_i and b^′_i are normalized importance weights. This gradient estimator has reduced variance compared to the naive approach [51]. See below for full derivations. The resulting SteerLM 2.0 model Q_θ(y|a, x) can generate responses y conditioned on attributes a by approximately following the optimal P (y|a, x) distribution.

Inference Attributes In theory, we need to sample various attribute combinations. In this paper, we focus on to calibrate the model to generate good responses, so we choose to focus on one set of desired attributes for response sampling. Because HelpSteer2 responses are much (around 3x) longer and more complex than in HelpSteer [12], we found that using Complexity 2 and Verbosity 2 as default leads to more better generations than setting them both to 4, as done in HelpSteer [12]. The other three attributes (Helpfulness, Correctness and Coherence are set to 4, as in HelpSteer [12].

Optimal SteerLM Conditional Distribution From the Reward Assumes that we have trained a SteerLM reward model that can predict the attributes a based on the prompt x and response y. It outputs the conditional probability P (a|x, y). Using Bayes’ rule, the optimal SteerLM model is the probability distribution of y given the prompt x and attributes a: P (y|a, x) = P (a|x, y)P (x, y) P (a, x) = P (a|x, y)P (x, y) ∑ y P (a|x, y)P (x, y) = P (a|x, y)P (y|x) ∑ y P (a|x, y)P (y|x) ∝ P (a|x, y)P (y|x)

(1)

Equation 1 shows that we can construct an optimal SteerLM model by reversing the SteerLM reward model using Bayes’ rule. The prior distribution P (y|x) can be approximated by training a separate language model to generate y given prompt x.

Approximated SteerLM Conditional Distribution Assume we have an approximated SteerLM model Q_θ(y|a, x) parameterized by θ. We can measure its distance from the optimal P (y|a, x) by the KL divergence: min_θ E_{a,x∼P (x)P (a)} D_{KL}(P (y|a, x)‖Q_θ(y|a, x)) (2) Expanding the KL divergence, we get: = min_θ E_{a,x∼P (x)P (a)} E_{y∼P (y|a,x)} (log P (y|a, x) − log Q_θ(y|a, x)) = − min_θ E_{a,x∼P (x)P (a),y∼P (y|a,x)} log Q_θ(y|a, x) = − min_θ E_{a,x∼P (x)P (a)} ∑ y P (a|y, x)P (y|x) log Q_θ(y|a, x) (3)

If the training data (a, x, y) matches the distribution P (x)P (a)P (a|y, x)P (y|x), then optimizing Equation 3 is reduced to Supervised Fine-tuning loss. However, in general this is not the case, and we need to sample y from distribution P (x)P (a)P (a|y, x)P (y|x). We propose to sample responses y from an original SteerLM model Q^′(y|a, x) to make the loss estimation in Equation 3 more sample efficient: − min_θ E_{a,x∼P (x)P (a)} ∑ y P (a|y, x)P (y|x) log Q_θ(y|a, x)

= − min_θ E_{a,x∼P (x)P (a),y∼Q}′_{(y|x,a)} P (a|y, x)P (y|x) Q^′(y|x, a) log Q_θ(y|a, x) (4)

Practical Gradient Estimation To optimize Equation 4, we use gradient descent which requires estimating: ∇_θL = −E_{a,x∼P (x)P (a)} E_{y∼Q}′_{(y|x,a)} P (a|y, x)P (y|x) Q^′(y|x, a) ∇_θ log Q_θ(y|a, x) (5)

We estimate the expectation E_{y∼Q}′_{(y|x,a)} using n samples y_i ∼ Q^′(y|x, a). Define the weight:

w_i = P (a|y_i, x)P (y_i|x) Q^′(y_i|x, a) (6) Normalize the weights w_i to get w^′_i with ∑ i w^′_i = 1:

w^′_i = w_i ∑ w_i (7) Then the gradient can be estimated as: ∇_θL ≈ − ∑ y_i∼Q^′ (y|x,a),i=1,...,n w^′_i∇_θ log Q_θ(y_i|a, x) (8)

To reduce variance [51], we subtract a baseline estimated using Q_θ itself, given the fact: E_{y∼Qθ (y|x,a)}∇_θ log Q_θ(y|a, x) = 0 (9) E_{y∼Qθ (y|x,a)}∇_θ log Q_θ(y|a, x) ≈ ∑ y_i∼Q^′ (y|x,a),i=1,...,n b^′_i∇ log Q_θ(y_i|a, x) ≈ 0 (10)

Where b^′_i =^{bi∑}_{i bi} with b_i =^{Qθ (yi|a,x)}_{Q′(yi|a,x)} Subtracting Equation 10 from 8 gives: ∇_θL ≈ − ∑ y_i∼Q^′ (y|x,a),i=1,...,n (w^′_i − b^′)∇_θ log Q_θ(y_i|a, x) (11)

The final gradient estimator in Equation 11 incorporates importance sampling from the initial model Q^′(y|x, a), along with a baseline subtraction using Q_θ(y|a, x) itself to reduce variance. The terms w^′_i are the normalized importance weights targeting the optimal P (y|a, x) distribution, while b^′_i provide a baseline for stable optimization. Similar to the BRAIn approach [51], it can be shown that the gradient estimation in Equation 11 is the gradient of the KL distance between w^′ and b^′, defined as: ∑ i w^′_i log w^′_i b^′_i (12)

Where only the b^′_i term depends on θ. We can use this distance to monitor the training progress in practice.

This gradient estimation allows us to practically optimize the SteerLM 2.0 model Q_θ(y|a, x) towards the desired P (y|a, x) distribution derived from the attribute model P (a|x, y) and the unconditional response model P (y|x). By iteratively training on this loss, SteerLM 2.0 can learn to generate responses y that better conform to specified attribute values a for a given prompt x.

4.6 Results

Technique Model MT Bench Mean Response TruthfulQA AlpacaEval Arena Hard (GPT-4-Turbo) Length (Chars.) MC2 2.0 LC (SE) (95% CI)

Baseline GPT-4-0613* 8.12 1057.1 0.5900 30.20 (1.07) 37.9 (-2.8, 2.4) Llama 3 70B Instruct* 8.16 1683.0 0.6181 34.40 (1.38) 41.1 (-2.0, 2.2)

SFT SFT w. DA 7.96 1514.4 0.6025 32.87 (1.40) 39.6 (-2.3, 2.4)

DPO DPO w. HelpSteer2 8.04 1532.1 0.6321 30.70 (1.36) 41.8 (-2.3, 2.3) Iterative DPO w. DA 8.09 1492.0 0.6328 29.17 (1.35) 42.5 (-2.1, 2.4)

PPO PPO w. HelpSteer2 8.13 1497.3 0.5629 33.17 (1.38) 39.9 (-2.4, 2.0)

SteerLM SteerLM w. DA 8.17 1444.1 0.5919 31.10 (1.37) 39.3 (-2.6, 2.4) SteerLM 2 Iter. 1 w. DA 8.24 1523.0 0.5911 31.10 (1.35) 38.8 (-2.3, 2.7) SteerLM 2 Iter. 2 w. DA 8.28 1471.9 0.5913 29.93 (1.35) 39.1 (-2.2, 2.4)

Ablation SFT w. Open Assistant 6.75 676.0 0.5137 13.94 (0.82) 9.8 (-1.1, 1.4) SteerLM w. Open Assistant 7.44 1001.3 0.5713 20.87 (1.10) 19.2 (-2.0, 1.7)

Table 4: Evaluation of Aligned Models. Higher is better for each metric, except Mean Response Length. Because we use the Llama 3 70B Base model [8] for all aligned model experiments, we use Llama 3 70B Instruct model as a baseline, together with GPT-4-0613. Models trained “w. DA” use the Daring Anteater dataset. Metrics for models marked with * are taken from external leaderboards [52–55]. Bold is the top model and underlined is the next best.

Overall Across all metrics, at least one model trained using the Llama 3 70B Reward Model matches (i.e. within standard error) or exceeds the performance of Llama 3 70B Instruct, a model which has been trained with 10 million samples across SFT and preference-based training [56]. Compared to the undisclosed, data-hungry alignment recipe of Llama 3 70B Instruct, our alignment recipe is transparent and substantially more data efficient, requiring only 10 thousand HelpSteer2 preference pairs and 100 thousand SFT samples. This represents only 1% of the amount of data using for training Llama 3 70B Instruct. In addition, our models exceed the performance of GPT-4-0613 across all metrics, a notable yardstick representing frontier models from a year ago.

DPO model is most outstanding in terms of TruthfulQA [39] and Arena Hard[41]. We find that most of its performance comes from DPO using the HelpSteer2 dataset, while Iterative DPO gives a further boost. The benefit of using HelpSteer2 for DPO comes from the selection of chosen and rejected pairs based on the helpfulness of the responses. Because Helpfulness has a Pearson correlation of 0.943 with Correctness in HelpSteer2 (Table 2), DPO with HelpSteer2 helps the model to differentiate between right and wrong answers. This is useful for improving TruthfulQA MC2, which focuses on choosing among correct and incorrect options. Similarly, Arena Hard contains mostly (>50%) knowledge-intensive coding problems that require the model to accurately answer.

PPO model performs the best in terms of AlpacaEval 2.0 LC. This is likely because AlpacaEval 2.0 mostly contains simple prompts containing only a single requirement (e.g. "How do I wrap a present neatly?" and "What are the best exercises for beginners?"). Therefore, they are typically less about whether models can answer them accurately (since most models can) as whether it can answer with sufficient levels of details without being too verbose (which is penalized by the Length- Control aspect in AlpacaEval 2.0). Therefore, PPO can minimally improve the style of the response (vs. the SFT model). However, similar to [57], we observe a severe degradation in TruthfulQA with PPO. We suspect this is due to the low representation of Multiple-Choice-Questions (MCQ) in the HelpSteer2 prompts, leading the policy to drift off in a direction that reduces MCQ performance.

SteerLM model performs optimally on MT-Bench. MT Bench represents complex instructions containing several requirements as well as follow up questions (e.g. "Craft an intriguing opening paragraph for a fictional short story. The story should involve a character who wakes up one morning to find that they can time travel." followed by "Summarize the story with three bullet points using only nouns and adjectives, without verbs."). SteerLM does well likely because given that the model is trained using one prompt paired with ten sampled responses that are mostly similar with each other but have some minor differences that affect their reward as scored by the Llama 3 70B Reward Model. SteerLM training seeks to improve the likelihood of the best responses while averting mistakes made by other responses. This is useful for MT Bench since each prompt contains many different requirements, which requires a fine-level, multi-to-one contrastive learning beyond imitation learning (SFT), contrastive learning between chosen/rejected (DPO) and single sample rollout (PPO).

Ablation A large proportion of our model’s performance comes from the Daring Anteater SFT dataset. If we do only SFT with Open Assistant[11], following HelpSteer paper [12], MT Bench substantially drops from 7.96 to 6.75, as do other metrics. Nonetheless, even if only Open Assistant is used, using the Reward Model can massively boost the performance (MT Bench from 6.75 to 7.44), and surprisingly by a larger margin than when using Daring Anteater (MT Bench from 7.96 to 8.28). This is likely because Daring Anteater responses are mostly of high quality as they are mostly generated by a strong LLM (Nemotron-4 340B) whereas Open Assistant is crowd-sourced with a wide variety of quality in responses. This suggests our Reward Model can improve final model performance, regardless of initial performance.

5 Conclusion

We present HelpSteer2 - a permissively-licensed (CC-BY-4.0), small (10k pairs) and high quality (Cohen’s κ of 0.791) helpfulness dataset that can be used to efficiently train top-performing reward models on RewardBench (92.0% on its primary dataset, Rank 1 as of 12 June 2024). We share how we collect this dataset to inspire similar collection efforts as well as how reward models can be trained with this dataset. Finally, the trained Llama 3 70B reward model can be used to align Llama 3 70B Base models to match or exceed the performance of Llama 3 70B Instruct and GPT-4-0613 on major alignment metrics (MT Bench, TruthfulQA, AlpacaEval 2.0 LC and Arena Hard).

References

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

[2] Yuntao Bai, Andy Jones, Kamal Ndousse, Amanda Askell, Anna Chen, Nova DasSarma, Dawn Drain, Stanislav Fort, Deep Ganguli, Tom Henighan, Nicholas Joseph, Saurav Kadavath, Jackson Kernion, Tom Conerly, Sheer El-Showk, Nelson Elhage, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Danny Hernandez, Tristan Hume, Scott Johnston, Shauna Kravec, Liane Lovitt, Neel Nanda, Catherine Olsson, Dario Amodei, Tom Brown, Jack

Clark, Sam McCandlish, Chris Olah, Ben Mann, and Jared Kaplan. Training a helpful and harmless assistant with reinforcement learning from human feedback, 2022.

[3] Lewis Tunstall, Edward Beeching, Nathan Lambert, Nazneen Rajani, Kashif Rasul, Younes Belkada, Shengyi Huang, Leandro von Werra, Clémentine Fourrier, Nathan Habib, Nathan Sarrazin, Omar Sanseviero, Alexander M. Rush, and Thomas Wolf. Zephyr: Direct distillation of lm alignment, 2023.

[4] Hugo Touvron, Louis Martin, Kevin Stone, Peter Albert, Amjad Almahairi, Yasmine Babaei, Nikolay Bashlykov, Soumya Batra, Prajjwal Bhargava, Shruti Bhosale, Dan Bikel, Lukas Blecher, Cristian Canton Ferrer, Moya Chen, Guillem Cucurull, David Esiobu, Jude Fernandes, Jeremy Fu, Wenyin Fu, Brian Fuller, Cynthia Gao, Vedanuj Goswami, Naman Goyal, Anthony Hartshorn, Saghar Hosseini, Rui Hou, Hakan Inan, Marcin Kardas, Viktor Kerkez, Madian Khabsa, Isabel Kloumann, Artem Korenev, Punit Singh Koura, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Thibaut Lavril, Jenya Lee, Diana Liskovich, Yinghai Lu, Yuning Mao, Xavier Martinet, Todor Mihaylov, Pushkar Mishra, Igor Molybog, Yixin Nie, Andrew Poulton, Jeremy Reizenstein, Rashi Rungta, Kalyan Saladi, Alan Schelten, Ruan Silva, Eric Michael Smith, Ranjan Subramanian, Xiaoqing Ellen Tan, Binh Tang, Ross Taylor, Adina Williams, Jian Xiang Kuan, Puxin Xu, Zheng Yan, Iliyan Zarov, Yuchen Zhang, Angela Fan, Melanie Kambadur, Sharan Narang, Aurelien Rodriguez, Robert Stojnic, Sergey Edunov, and Thomas Scialom. Llama 2: Open foundation and fine-tuned chat models, 2023.

[5] OpenAI, Josh Achiam, Steven Adler, Sandhini Agarwal, Lama Ahmad, Ilge Akkaya, Florencia Leoni Aleman, Diogo Almeida, Janko Altenschmidt, Sam Altman, Shyamal Anadkat, Red Avila, Igor Babuschkin, Suchir Balaji, Valerie Balcom, Paul Baltescu, Haiming Bao, Mohammad Bavarian, Jeff Belgum, Irwan Bello, Jake Berdine, Gabriel Bernadett-Shapiro, Christopher Berner, Lenny Bogdonoff, Oleg Boiko, Madelaine Boyd, Anna-Luisa Brakman, Greg Brockman, Tim Brooks, Miles Brundage, Kevin Button, Trevor Cai, Rosie Campbell, Andrew Cann, Brittany Carey, Chelsea Carlson, Rory Carmichael, Brooke Chan, Che Chang, Fotis Chantzis, Derek Chen, Sully Chen, Ruby Chen, Jason Chen, Mark Chen, Ben Chess, Chester Cho, Casey Chu, Hyung Won Chung, Dave Cummings, Jeremiah Currier, Yunxing Dai, Cory Decareaux, Thomas Degry, Noah Deutsch, Damien Deville, Arka Dhar, David Dohan, Steve Dowling, Sheila Dunning, Adrien Ecoffet, Atty Eleti, Tyna Eloundou, David Farhi, Liam Fedus, Niko Felix, Simón Posada Fishman, Juston Forte, Isabella Fulford, Leo Gao, Elie Georges, Christian Gibson, Vik Goel, Tarun Gogineni, Gabriel Goh, Rapha Gontijo-Lopes, Jonathan Gordon, Morgan Grafstein, Scott Gray, Ryan Greene, Joshua Gross, Shixiang Shane Gu, Yufei Guo, Chris Hallacy, Jesse Han, Jeff Harris, Yuchen He, Mike Heaton, Johannes Heidecke, Chris Hesse, Alan Hickey, Wade Hickey, Peter Hoeschele, Brandon Houghton, Kenny Hsu, Shengli Hu, Xin Hu, Joost Huizinga, Shantanu Jain, Shawn Jain, Joanne Jang, Angela Jiang, Roger Jiang, Haozhun Jin, Denny Jin, Shino Jomoto, Billie Jonn, Heewoo Jun, Tomer Kaftan, Łukasz Kaiser, Ali Kamali, Ingmar Kanitscheider, Nitish Shirish Keskar, Tabarak Khan, Logan Kilpatrick, Jong Wook Kim, Christina Kim, Yongjik Kim, Jan Hendrik Kirchner, Jamie Kiros, Matt Knight, Daniel Kokotajlo, Łukasz Kondraciuk, Andrew Kondrich, Aris Konstantinidis, Kyle Kosic, Gretchen Krueger, Vishal Kuo, Michael Lampe, Ikai Lan, Teddy Lee, Jan Leike, Jade Leung, Daniel Levy, Chak Ming Li, Rachel Lim, Molly Lin, Stephanie Lin, Mateusz Litwin, Theresa Lopez, Ryan Lowe, Patricia Lue, Anna Makanju, Kim Malfacini, Sam Manning, Todor Markov, Yaniv Markovski, Bianca Martin, Katie Mayer, Andrew Mayne, Bob McGrew, Scott Mayer McKinney, Christine McLeavey, Paul McMillan, Jake McNeil, David Medina, Aalok Mehta, Jacob Menick, Luke Metz, Andrey Mishchenko, Pamela Mishkin, Vinnie Monaco, Evan Morikawa, Daniel Mossing, Tong Mu, Mira Murati, Oleg Murk, David Mély, Ashvin Nair, Reiichiro Nakano, Rajeev Nayak, Arvind Neelakantan, Richard Ngo, Hyeonwoo Noh, Long Ouyang, Cullen O’Keefe, Jakub Pachocki, Alex Paino, Joe Palermo, Ashley Pantuliano, Giambattista Parascandolo, Joel Parish, Emy Parparita, Alex Passos, Mikhail Pavlov, Andrew Peng, Adam Perelman, Filipe de Avila Belbute Peres, Michael Petrov, Henrique Ponde de Oliveira Pinto, Michael, Pokorny, Michelle Pokrass, Vitchyr H. Pong, Tolly Powell, Alethea Power, Boris Power, Elizabeth Proehl, Raul Puri, Alec Radford, Jack Rae, Aditya Ramesh, Cameron Raymond, Francis Real, Kendra Rimbach, Carl Ross, Bob Rotsted, Henri Roussez, Nick Ryder, Mario Saltarelli, Ted Sanders, Shibani Santurkar, Girish Sastry, Heather Schmidt, David Schnurr, John Schulman, Daniel Selsam, Kyla Sheppard, Toki Sherbakov, Jessica Shieh, Sarah Shoker, Pranav Shyam, Szymon Sidor, Eric Sigler, Maddie Simens, Jordan Sitkin, Katarina Slama, Ian Sohl, Benjamin Sokolowsky, Yang Song, Natalie Staudacher, Felipe Petroski Such, Natalie Summers, Ilya Sutskever, Jie Tang, Nikolas Tezak, Madeleine B. Thompson, Phil Tillet, Amin Tootoonchian, Elizabeth Tseng, Preston Tuggle, Nick Turley, Jerry Tworek, Juan Felipe Cerón Uribe, Andrea Vallone, Arun Vijayvergiya, Chelsea Voss, Carroll Wainwright, Justin Jay Wang, Alvin Wang, Ben Wang, Jonathan Ward, Jason Wei, CJ Weinmann, Akila Welihinda, Peter Welinder, Jiayi Weng, Lilian Weng, Matt Wiethoff, Dave Willner, Clemens Winter, Samuel Wolrich, Hannah Wong, Lauren Workman, Sherwin Wu, Jeff Wu, Michael Wu, Kai Xiao, Tao Xu, Sarah Yoo, Kevin Yu, Qiming Yuan, Wojciech Zaremba, Rowan Zellers, Chong Zhang, Marvin Zhang, Shengjia Zhao, Tianhao Zheng, Juntang Zhuang, William Zhuk, and Barret Zoph. Gpt-4 technical report, 2024.

[6] Anthropic. The Claude 3 model family: Opus, Sonnet, Haiku.

https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/de8ba9b01c9ab7cbabf5c33b80b7bbc618857627/Model_Card_Claude_3.pdf, 2024.

[7] Gemini Team, Machel Reid, Nikolay Savinov, Denis Teplyashin, Dmitry, Lepikhin, Timothy Lillicrap, Jean baptiste Alayrac, Radu Soricut, Angeliki Lazaridou, Orhan Firat, Julian Schrittwieser, Ioannis Antonoglou, Rohan Anil, Sebastian Borgeaud, Andrew Dai, Katie Millican, Ethan Dyer, Mia Glaese, Thibault Sottiaux, Benjamin Lee, Fabio Viola, Malcolm Reynolds, Yuanzhong Xu, James Molloy, Jilin Chen, Michael Isard, Paul Barham, Tom Hennigan, Ross McIlroy, Melvin Johnson, Johan Schalkwyk, Eli Collins, Eliza Rutherford, Erica Moreira, Kareem Ayoub, Megha Goel, Clemens Meyer, Gregory Thornton, Zhen Yang, Henryk Michalewski, Zaheer Abbas, Nathan Schucher, Ankesh Anand, Richard Ives, James Keeling, Karel Lenc, Salem Haykal, Siamak Shakeri, Pranav Shyam, Aakanksha Chowdhery, Roman Ring, Stephen Spencer, Eren Sezener, Luke Vilnis, Oscar Chang, Nobuyuki Morioka, George Tucker, Ce Zheng, Oliver Woodman, Nithya Attaluri, Tomas Kocisky, Evgenii Eltyshev, Xi Chen, Timothy Chung, Vittorio Selo, Siddhartha Brahma, Petko Georgiev, Ambrose Slone, Zhenkai Zhu, James Lottes, Siyuan Qiao, Ben Caine, Sebastian Riedel, Alex Tomala, Martin Chadwick, Juliette Love, Peter Choy, Sid Mittal, Neil Houlsby, Yunhao Tang, Matthew Lamm, Libin Bai, Qiao Zhang, Luheng He, Yong Cheng, Peter Humphreys, Yujia Li, Sergey Brin, Albin Cassirer, Yingjie Miao, Lukas Zilka, Taylor Tobin, Kelvin Xu, Lev Proleev, Daniel Sohn, Alberto Magni, Lisa Anne Hendricks, Isabel Gao, Santiago Ontanon, Oskar Bunyan, Nathan Byrd, Abhanshu Sharma, Biao Zhang, Mario Pinto, Rishika Sinha, Harsh Mehta, Dawei Jia, Sergi Caelles, Albert Webson, Alex Morris, Becca Roelofs, Yifan Ding, Robin Strudel, Xuehan Xiong, Marvin Ritter, Mostafa Dehghani, Rahma Chaabouni, Abhijit Karmarkar, Guangda Lai, Fabian Mentzer, Bibo Xu, YaGuang Li, Yujing Zhang, Tom Le Paine, Alex Goldin, Behnam Neyshabur, Kate Baumli, Anselm Levskaya, Michael Laskin, Wenhao Jia, Jack W. Rae, Kefan Xiao, Antoine He, Skye Giordano, Lakshman Yagati, Jean-Baptiste Lespiau, Paul Natsev, Sanjay Ganapathy, Fangyu Liu, Danilo Martins, Nanxin Chen, Yunhan Xu, Megan Barnes, Rhys May, Arpi Vezer, Junhyuk Oh, Ken Franko, Sophie Bridgers, Ruizhe Zhao, Boxi Wu, Basil Mustafa, Sean Sechrist, Emilio Parisotto, Thanumalayan Sankaranarayana Pillai, Chris Larkin, Chenjie Gu, Christina Sorokin, Maxim Krikun, Alexey Guseynov, Jessica Landon, Romina Datta, Alexander Pritzel, Phoebe Thacker, Fan Yang, Kevin Hui, Anja Hauth, Chih-Kuan Yeh, David Barker, Justin Mao-Jones, Sophia Austin, Hannah Sheahan, Parker Schuh, James Svensson, Rohan Jain, Vinay Ramasesh, Anton Briukhov, Da-Woon Chung, Tamara von Glehn, Christina Butterfield, Priya Jhakra, Matthew Wiethoff, Justin Frye, Jordan Grimstad, Beer Changpinyo, Charline Le Lan, Anna Bortsova, Yonghui Wu, Paul Voigtlaender, Tara Sainath, Shane Gu, Charlotte Smith, Will Hawkins, Kris Cao, James Besley, Srivatsan Srinivasan, Mark Omernick, Colin Gaffney, Gabriela Surita, Ryan Burnell, Bogdan Damoc, Junwhan Ahn, Andrew Brock, Mantas Pajarskas, Anastasia Petrushkina, Seb Noury, Lorenzo Blanco, Kevin Swersky, Arun Ahuja, Thi Avrahami, Vedant Misra, Raoul de Liedekerke, Mariko Iinuma, Alex Polozov, Sarah York, George van den Driessche, Paul Michel, Justin Chiu, Rory Blevins, Zach Gleicher, Adrià Recasens, Alban Rrustemi, Elena Gribovskaya, Aurko Roy, Wiktor Gworek, Sébastien M. R. Arnold, Lisa Lee, James Lee-Thorp, Marcello Maggioni, Enrique Piqueras, Kartikeya Badola, Sharad Vikram, Lucas Gonzalez, Anirudh Baddepudi, Evan Senter, Jacob Devlin, James Qin, Michael Azzam, Maja Trebacz, Martin Polacek, Kashyap Krishnakumar, Shuo yiin Chang, Matthew Tung, Ivo Penchev, Rishabh Joshi, Kate Olszewska, Carrie Muir, Mateo Wirth, Ale Jakse Hartman, Josh Newlan, Sheleem Kashem, Vijay Bolina, Elahe Dabir, Joost van Amersfoort, Zafarali Ahmed, James Cobon-Kerr, Aishwarya Kamath, Arnar Mar Hrafnkelsson, Le Hou, Ian Mackinnon, Alexandre Frechette, Eric Noland, Xiance Si, Emanuel Taropa, Dong Li, Phil Crone, Anmol Gulati, Sébastien Cevey, Jonas Adler, Ada Ma, David Silver, Simon Tokumine, Richard Powell, Stephan Lee, Kiran Vodrahalli, Samer Hassan, Diana Mincu, Antoine Yang, Nir Levine, Jenny Brennan, Mingqiu Wang, Sarah Hodkinson, Jeffrey Zhao, Josh Lipschultz, Aedan Pope, Michael B. Chang, Cheng Li, Laurent El Shafey, Michela Paganini, Sholto Douglas, Bernd Bohnet, Fabio Pardo, Seth Odoom, Mihaela Rosca, Cicero Nogueira dos Santos, Kedar Soparkar, Arthur Guez, Tom Hudson, Steven Hansen, Chulayuth Asawaroengchai, Ravi Addanki, Tianhe Yu, Wojciech Stokowiec, Mina Khan, Justin Gilmer, Jaehoon Lee, Carrie Grimes Bostock, Keran Rong, Jonathan Caton, Pedram Pejman, Filip Pavetic, Geoff Brown, Vivek Sharma, Mario Lučić, Rajkumar Samuel, Josip Djolonga, Amol Mandhane, Lars Lowe Sjösund, Elena Buchatskaya, Elspeth White, Natalie Clay, Jiepu Jiang, Hyeontaek Lim, Ross Hemsley, Zeyncep Cankara, Jane Labanowski, Nicola De Cao, David Steiner, Sayed Hadi Hashemi, Jacob Austin, Anita Gergely, Tim Blyth, Joe Stanton, Kaushik Shivakumar, Aditya Siddhant, Anders Andreassen, Carlos Araya, Nikhil Sethi, Rakesh Shivanna, Steven Hand, Ankur Bapna, Ali Khodaei, Antoine Miech, Garrett Tanzer, Andy Swing, Shantanu Thakoor, Lora Aroyo, Zhufeng Pan, Zachary Nado, Jakub Sygnowski, Stephanie Winkler, Dian Yu, Mohammad Saleh, Loren Maggiore, Yamini Bansal, Xavier Garcia, Mehran Kazemi, Piyush Patil, Ishita Dasgupta, Iain Barr, Minh Giang, Thais Kagohara, Ivo Danihelka, Amit Marathe, Vladimir Feinberg, Mohamed Elhawaty, Nimesh Ghelani, Dan Horgan, Helen Miller, Lexi Walker, Richard Tanburn, Mukarram Tariq, Disha Shrivastava, Fei Xia, Qingze Wang, Chung-Cheng Chiu, Zoe Ashwood, Khuslen Baatarsukh, Sina Samangooei, Raphaël Lopez Kaufman, Fred Alcober, Axel Stjerngren, Paul Komarek, Katerina Tsihlas, Anudhyan Boral, Ramona Comanescu, Jeremy Chen, Ruibo Liu, Chris Welty, Dawn Bloxwich, Charlie Chen, Yanhua Sun, Fangxiaoyu Feng, Matthew Mauger,

Xerxes Dotiwalla, Vincent Hellendoorn, Michael Sharman, Ivy Zheng, Krishna Haridasan, Gabe Barth- Maron, Craig Swanson, Dominika Rogozińska, Alek Andreev, Paul Kishan Rubenstein, Ruoxin Sang, Dan Hurt, Gamaleldin Elsayed, Renshen Wang, Dave Lacey, Anastasija Ilić, Yao Zhao, Adam Iwanicki, Alejandro Lince, Alexander Chen, Christina Lyu, Carl Lebsack, Jordan Griffith, Meenu Gaba, Paramjit Sandhu, Phil Chen, Anna Koop, Ravi Rajwar, Soheil Hassas Yeganeh, Solomon Chang, Rui Zhu, Soroush Radpour, Elnaz Davoodi, Ving Ian Lei, Yang Xu, Daniel Toyama, Constant Segal, Martin Wicke, Hanzhao Lin, Anna Bulanova, Adrià Puigdomènech Badia, Nemanja Rakićević, Pablo Sprechmann, Angelos Filos, Shaobo Hou, Víctor Campos, Nora Kassner, Devendra Sachan, Meire Fortunato, Chimezie Iwuanyanwu, Vitaly Nikolaev, Balaji Lakshminarayanan, Sadegh Jazayeri, Mani Varadarajan, Chetan Tekur, Doug Fritz, Misha Khalman, David Reitter, Kingshuk Dasgupta, Shourya Sarcar, Tina Ornduff, Javier Snaider, Fantine Huot, Johnson Jia, Rupert Kemp, Nejc Trdin, Anitha Vijayakumar, Lucy Kim, Christof Angermueller, Li Lao, Tianqi Liu, Haibin Zhang, David Engel, Somer Greene, Anaïs White, Jessica Austin, Lilly Taylor, Shereen Ashraf, Dangyi Liu, Maria Georgaki, Irene Cai, Yana Kulizhskaya, Sonam Goenka, Brennan Saeta, Ying Xu, Christian Frank, Dario de Cesare, Brona Robenek, Harry Richardson, Mahmoud Alnahlawi, Christopher Yew, Priya Ponnapalli, Marco Tagliasacchi, Alex Korchemniy, Yelin Kim, Dinghua Li, Bill Rosgen, Kyle Levin, Jeremy Wiesner, Praseem Banzal, Praveen Srinivasan, Hongkun Yu, Çağlar Ünlü, David Reid, Zora Tung, Daniel Finchelstein, Ravin Kumar, Andre Elisseeff, Jin Huang, Ming Zhang, Ricardo Aguilar, Mai Giménez, Jiawei Xia, Olivier Dousse, Willi Gierke, Damion Yates, Komal Jalan, Lu Li, Eri Latorre-Chimoto, Duc Dung Nguyen, Ken Durden, Praveen Kallakuri, Yaxin Liu, Matthew Johnson, Tomy Tsai, Alice Talbert, Jasmine Liu, Alexander Neitz, Chen Elkind, Marco Selvi, Mimi Jasarevic, Livio Baldini Soares, Albert Cui, Pidong Wang, Alek Wenjiao Wang, Xinyu Ye, Krystal Kallarackal, Lucia Loher, Hoi Lam, Josef Broder, Dan Holtmann-Rice, Nina Martin, Bramandia Ramadhana, Mrinal Shukla, Sujoy Basu, Abhi Mohan, Nick Fernando, Noah Fiedel, Kim Paterson, Hui Li, Ankush Garg, Jane Park, DongHyun Choi, Diane Wu, Sankalp Singh, Zhishuai Zhang, Amir Globerson, Lily Yu, John Carpenter, Félix de Chaumont Quitry, Carey Radebaugh, Chu-Cheng Lin, Alex Tudor, Prakash Shroff, Drew Garmon, Dayou Du, Neera Vats, Han Lu, Shariq Iqbal, Alex Yakubovich, Nilesh Tripuraneni, James Manyika, Haroon Qureshi, Nan Hua, Christel Ngani, Maria Abi Raad, Hannah Forbes, Jeff Stanway, Mukund Sundararajan, Victor Ungureanu, Colton Bishop, Yunjie Li, Balaji Venkatraman, Bo Li, Chloe Thornton, Salvatore Scellato, Nishesh Gupta, Yicheng Wang, Ian Tenney, Xihui Wu, Ashish Shenoy, Gabriel Carvajal, Diana Gage Wright, Ben Bariach, Zhuyun Xiao, Peter Hawkins, Sid Dalmia, Clement Farabet, Pedro Valenzuela, Quan Yuan, Ananth Agarwal, Mia Chen, Wooyeol Kim, Brice Hulse, Nandita Dukkipati, Adam Paszke, Andrew Bolt, Kiam Choo, Jennifer Beattie, Jennifer Prendki, Harsha Vashisht, Rebeca Santamaria-Fernandez, Luis C. Cobo, Jarek Wilkiewicz, David Madras, Ali Elqursh, Grant Uy, Kevin Ramirez, Matt Harvey, Tyler Liechty, Heiga Zen, Jeff Seibert, Clara Huiyi Hu, Andrey Khorlin, Maigo Le, Asaf Aharoni, Megan Li, Lily Wang, Sandeep Kumar, Norman Casagrande, Jay Hoover, Dalia El Badawy, David Soergel, Denis Vnukov, Matt Miecnikowski, Jiri Simsa, Praveen Kumar, Thibault Sellam, Daniel Vlasic, Samira Daruki, Nir Shabat, John Zhang, Guolong Su, Jiageng Zhang, Jeremiah Liu, Yi Sun, Evan Palmer, Alireza Ghaffarkhah, Xi Xiong, Victor Cotruta, Michael Fink, Lucas Dixon, Ashwin Sreevatsa, Adrian Goedeckemeyer, Alek Dimitriev, Mohsen Jafari, Remi Crocker, Nicholas FitzGerald, Aviral Kumar, Sanjay Ghemawat, Ivan Philips, Frederick Liu, Yannie Liang, Rachel Sterneck, Alena Repina, Marcus Wu, Laura Knight, Marin Georgiev, Hyo Lee, Harry Askham, Abhishek Chakladar, Annie Louis, Carl Crous, Hardie Cate, Dessie Petrova, Michael Quinn, Denese Owusu-Afriyie, Achintya Singhal, Nan Wei, Solomon Kim, Damien Vincent, Milad Nasr, Christopher A. Choquette-Choo, Reiko Tojo, Shawn Lu, Diego de Las Casas, Yuchung Cheng, Tolga Bolukbasi, Katherine Lee, Saaber Fatehi, Rajagopal Ananthanarayanan, Miteyan Patel, Charbel Kaed, Jing Li, Shreyas Rammohan Belle, Zhe Chen, Jaclyn Konzelmann, Siim Põder, Roopal Garg, Vinod Koverkathu, Adam Brown, Chris Dyer, Rosanne Liu, Azade Nova, Jun Xu, Alanna Walton, Alicia Parrish, Mark Epstein, Sara McCarthy, Slav Petrov, Demis Hassabis, Koray Kavukcuoglu, Jeffrey Dean, and Oriol Vinyals. Gemini 1.5: Unlocking multimodal understanding across millions of tokens of context, 2024.

[8] Meta AI. Llama 3 model card. https://github.com/meta-llama/llama3/blob/main/MODEL_CARD.md, 2024.

[9] Albert Q. Jiang, Alexandre Sablayrolles, Antoine Roux, Arthur Mensch, Blanche Savary, Chris Bamford, Devendra Singh Chaplot, Diego de las Casas, Emma Bou Hanna, Florian Bressand, Gianna Lengyel, Guillaume Bour, Guillaume Lample, Lélio Renard Lavaud, Lucile Saulnier, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Pierre Stock, Sandeep Subramanian, Sophia Yang, Szymon Antoniak, Teven Le Scao, Théophile Gervet, Thibaut Lavril, Thomas Wang, Timothée Lacroix, and William El Sayed. Mixtral of experts, 2024.

[10] 01. AI, :, Alex Young, Bei Chen, Chao Li, Chengen Huang, Ge Zhang, Guanwei Zhang, Heng Li, Jiangcheng Zhu, Jianqun Chen, Jing Chang, Kaidong Yu, Peng Liu, Qiang Liu, Shawn Yue, Senbin Yang, Shiming Yang, Tao Yu, Wen Xie, Wenhao Huang, Xiaohui Hu, Xiaoyi Ren, Xinyao Niu, Pengcheng Nie, Yuchi Xu, Yudong Liu, Yue Wang, Yuxuan Cai, Zhenyu Gu, Zhiyuan Liu, and Zonghong Dai. Yi: Open foundation models by 01.ai, 2024.

[11] Andreas Köpf, Yannic Kilcher, Dimitri von Rütte, Sotiris Anagnostidis, Zhi-Rui Tam, Keith Stevens, Abdullah Barhoum, Nguyen Minh Duc, Oliver Stanley, Richárd Nagyfi, Shahul ES, Sameer Suri, David Glushkov, Arnav Dantuluri, Andrew Maguire, Christoph Schuhmann, Huu Nguyen, and Alexander Mattick. Openassistant conversations – democratizing large language model alignment, 2023.

[12] Zhilin Wang, Yi Dong, Jiaqi Zeng, Virginia Adams, Makesh Narsimhan Sreedhar, Daniel Egert, Olivier Delalleau, Jane Polak Scowcroft, Neel Kant, Aidan Swope, and Oleksii Kuchaiev. Helpsteer: Multiattribute helpfulness dataset for steerlm, 2023.

[13] Wei-Lin Chiang, Lianmin Zheng, Ying Sheng, Anastasios Nikolas Angelopoulos, Tianle Li, Dacheng Li, Hao Zhang, Banghua Zhu, Michael Jordan, Joseph E. Gonzalez, and Ion Stoica. Chatbot arena: An open platform for evaluating llms by human preference, 2024.

[14] Nathan Lambert, Valentina Pyatkin, Jacob Morrison, LJ Miranda, Bill Yuchen Lin, Khyathi Chandu, Nouha Dziri, Sachin Kumar, Tom Zick, Yejin Choi, Noah A. Smith, and Hannaneh Hajishirzi. Rewardbench: Evaluating reward models for language modeling, 2024.

[15] Ganqu Cui, Lifan Yuan, Ning Ding, Guanming Yao, Wei Zhu, Yuan Ni, Guotong Xie, Zhiyuan Liu, and Maosong Sun. Ultrafeedback: Boosting language models with high-quality feedback, 2023.

[16] Banghua Zhu, Evan Frick, Tianhao Wu, Hanlin Zhu, and Jiantao Jiao. Starling-7b: Improving LLM helpfulness & harmlessness with RLAIF, November 2023.

[17] Argilla. Distilabel capybara. https://huggingface.co/datasets/argilla/distilabel-capybara-dpo-7k-binarized, 2024.

[18] Yi Dong, Zhilin Wang, Makesh Narsimhan Sreedhar, Xianchao Wu, and Oleksii Kuchaiev. Steerlm:

Attribute conditioned sft as an (user-steerable) alternative to rlhf, 2023.

[19] RyokoAI. RyokoAI/ShareGPT52K. https://huggingface.co/datasets/RyokoAI/ShareGPT52K, 2023.

[20] Piotr Bojanowski, Edouard Grave, Armand Joulin, and Tomas Mikolov. Enriching word vectors with subword information. Transactions of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 5:135–146, 2017.

[21] Maarten Grootendorst. Bertopic: Neural topic modeling with a class-based tf-idf procedure. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.05794, 2022.

[22] Keming Lu, Hongyi Yuan, Zheng Yuan, Runji Lin, Junyang Lin, Chuanqi Tan, Chang Zhou, and Jingren Zhou. #InsTag: Instruction tagging for analyzing supervised fine-tuning of large language models, 2023.

[23] Vivienne Zhang, Shashank Verma, Neal Vaidya, Abhishek Sawarkar, and Amanda Saunders. NVIDIA AI foundation models: Build custom enterprise chatbots and co-pilots with production-ready LLMs, 2023.

https://developer.nvidia.com/blog/nvidia-ai-foundation-models-build-custom-enterprise-chatbots-and-co-pilots-with-production-ready-llms/.

[24] Jupinder Parmar, Shrimai Prabhumoye, Joseph Jennings, Mostofa Patwary, Sandeep Subramanian, Dan Su, Chen Zhu, Deepak Narayanan, Aastha Jhunjhunwala, Ayush Dattagupta, Vibhu Jawa, Jiwei Liu, Ameya Mahabaleshwarkar, Osvald Nitski, Annika Brundyn, James Maki, Miguel Martinez, Jiaxuan You, John Kamalu, Patrick LeGresley, Denys Fridman, Jared Casper, Ashwath Aithal, Oleksii Kuchaiev, Mohammad Shoeybi, Jonathan Cohen, and Bryan Catanzaro. Nemotron-4 15b technical report, 2024.

[25] Mohammad Shoeybi, Mostofa Patwary, Raul Puri, Patrick LeGresley, Jared Casper, and Bryan Catanzaro.

Megatron-lm: Training multi-billion parameter language models using model parallelism, 2020.

[26] Gerald Shen, Zhilin Wang, Olivier Delalleau, Jiaqi Zeng, Yi Dong, Daniel Egert, Shengyang Sun, Jimmy Zhang, Sahil Jain, Ali Taghibakhshi, Markel Sanz Ausin, Ashwath Aithal, and Oleksii Kuchaiev. NeMo- Aligner: Scalable toolkit for efficient model alignment, 2024.

[27] Paul F Christiano, Jan Leike, Tom Brown, Miljan Martic, Shane Legg, and Dario Amodei. Deep reinforcement learning from human preferences. In I. Guyon, U. Von Luxburg, S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus, S. Vishwanathan, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 30. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017.

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

[29] Ron Artstein and Massimo Poesio. Survey article: Inter-coder agreement for computational linguistics.

Computational Linguistics, 34(4):555–596, 2008.

[30] Scikit-Learn. Cohen kappa score. https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.metrics.cohen_kappa_score.html, 2024.

[31] Lianmin Zheng, Wei-Lin Chiang, Ying Sheng, Siyuan Zhuang, Zhanghao Wu, Yonghao Zhuang, Zi Lin,

Zhuohan Li, Dacheng Li, Eric. P Xing, Hao Zhang, Joseph E. Gonzalez, and Ion Stoica. Judging llm-as-a-judge with mt-bench and chatbot arena, 2023.

[32] Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter. Decoupled weight decay regularization. arXiv preprint

arXiv:1711.05101, 2017.

[33] Hanze Dong, Wei Xiong, Bo Pang, Haoxiang Wang, Han Zhao, Yingbo Zhou, Nan Jiang, Doyen Sahoo,

Caiming Xiong, and Tong Zhang. RLHF workflow: From reward modeling to online RLHF, 2024.

[34] Lifan Yuan, Ganqu Cui, Hanbin Wang, Ning Ding, Xingyao Wang, Jia Deng, Boji Shan, Huimin Chen,

Ruobing Xie, Yankai Lin, Zhenghao Liu, Bowen Zhou, Hao Peng, Zhiyuan Liu, and Maosong Sun. Advancing LLM reasoning generalists with preference trees, 2024.

[35] Allen AI. Reward bench leaderboard. https://huggingface.co/spaces/allenai/reward-bench,

2024.

[36] Seungone Kim, Juyoung Suk, Shayne Longpre, Bill Yuchen Lin, Jamin Shin, Sean Welleck, Graham

Neubig, Moontae Lee, Kyungjae Lee, and Minjoon Seo. Prometheus 2: An open source language model specialized in evaluating other language models, 2024.

[37] Nathan Lambert and Roberto Calandra. The alignment ceiling: Objective mismatch in reinforcement

learning from human feedback, 2023.

[38] Prasann Singhal, Tanya Goyal, Jiacheng Xu, and Greg Durrett. A long way to go: Investigating length

correlations in rlhf, 2023.

[39] Stephanie Lin, Jacob Hilton, and Owain Evans. TruthfulQA: Measuring how models mimic human

falsehoods. In Smaranda Muresan, Preslav Nakov, and Aline Villavicencio, editors, Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 3214–3252, Dublin, Ireland, May 2022. Association for Computational Linguistics.

[40] Yann Dubois, Balázs Galambosi, Percy Liang, and Tatsunori B Hashimoto. Length-controlled alpacaeval:

A simple way to debias automatic evaluators. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.04475, 2024.

[41] Tianle Li, Wei-Lin Chiang, Evan Frick, Lisa Dunlap, Banghua Zhu, Joseph E. Gonzalez,

and Ion Stoica. From live data to high-quality benchmarks: The Arena-Hard pipeline. https://lmsys.org/blog/2024-04-19-arena-hard/, April 2024.

[42] Yu Meng, Mengzhou Xia, and Danqi Chen. SimPO: Simple preference optimization with a reference-free

reward, 2024.

[43] Ning Ding, Yulin Chen, Bokai Xu, Yujia Qin, Zhi Zheng, Shengding Hu, Zhiyuan Liu, Maosong Sun, and

Bowen Zhou. Enhancing chat language models by scaling high-quality instructional conversations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.14233, 2023.

[44] Meta AI. Introducing Meta Llama 3: The most capable openly available LLM to date.

https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/, 2024.

[45] Tomohiro Sawada, Daniel Paleka, Alexander Havrilla, Pranav Tadepalli, Paula Vidas, Alexander Kranias, John J Nay, Kshitij Gupta, and Aran Komatsuzaki. Arb: Advanced reasoning benchmark for large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.13692, 2023.

[46] Xiaoxuan Wang, Ziniu Hu, Pan Lu, Yanqiao Zhu, Jieyu Zhang, Satyen Subramaniam, Arjun R Loomba,

Shichang Zhang, Yizhou Sun, and Wei Wang. Scibench: Evaluating college-level scientific problemsolving abilities of large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.10635, 2023.

[47] TigerResearch. tigerbot-kaggle-leetcodesolutions-en-2k, 2023. https://huggingface.co/datasets/TigerResearch/tigerbot-kaggle-leetcodesolutions-en-2k.

[48] Hunter Lightman, Vineet Kosaraju, Yura Burda, Harri Edwards, Bowen Baker, Teddy Lee, Jan Leike, John

Schulman, Ilya Sutskever, and Karl Cobbe. Let’s verify step by step. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.20050, 2023.

[49] Zhiyu Chen, Wenhu Chen, Charese Smiley, Sameena Shah, Iana Borova, Dylan Langdon, Reema Moussa,

Matt Beane, Ting-Hao Huang, Bryan Routledge, et al. Finqa: A dataset of numerical reasoning over financial data. arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.00122, 2021.

[50] Panupong Pasupat and Percy Liang. Compositional semantic parsing on semi-structured tables. arXiv preprint arXiv:1508.00305, 2015.

[51] Gaurav Pandey, Yatin Nandwani, Tahira Naseem, Mayank Mishra, Guangxuan Xu, Dinesh Raghu, Sachindra Joshi, Asim Munawar, and Ramón Fernandez Astudillo. Brain: Bayesian reward-conditioned amortized inference for natural language generation from feedback, 2024.

[52] HuggingFace. Open llm leaderboard. https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard/open_llm_leaderboard, 2024.

[53] Sai Vinay G. Scores of GPT3.5 and GPT4 for comparison.

https://huggingface.co/spaces/open-llm-leaderboard/open_llm_leaderboard/discussions/30#6474fd3b82907acdddf34e33, 2023.

[54] Tatsu-Lab. Alpacaeval leaderboard. https://tatsu-lab.github.io/alpaca_eval/, 2023.

[55] LMSys. Arena-hard-auto leaderboard. https://github.com/lm-sys/arena-hard-auto, 2024.

[56] Philipp Schmid, Omar Sanseviero, Pedro Cuenca, Younes Belkada, and Leandro von Werra. Welcome Llama 3 - Meta’s new open LLM. https://huggingface.co/blog/llama3, 2024.

[57] Aaron J. Li, Satyapriya Krishna, and Himabindu Lakkaraju. More rlhf, more trust? on the impact of human preference alignment on language model trustworthiness, 2024.

[58] Traian Rebedea, Razvan Dinu, Makesh Sreedhar, Christopher Parisien, and Jonathan Cohen. Nemo guardrails: A toolkit for controllable and safe llm applications with programmable rails, 2023.

[59] Reiichiro Nakano, Jacob Hilton, Suchir Balaji, Jeff Wu, Long Ouyang, Christina Kim, Christopher Hesse, Shantanu Jain, Vineet Kosaraju, William Saunders, Xu Jiang, Karl Cobbe, Tyna Eloundou, Gretchen Krueger, Kevin Button, Matthew Knight, Benjamin Chess, and John Schulman. Webgpt: Browser-assisted question-answering with human feedback. In arXiv, 2021.

[60] Nisan Stiennon, Long Ouyang, Jeff Wu, Daniel M. Ziegler, Ryan Lowe, Chelsea Voss, Alec Radford, Dario Amodei, and Paul Christiano. Learning to summarize from human feedback, 2022.

[61] Kawin Ethayarajh, Yejin Choi, and Swabha Swayamdipta. Understanding dataset difficulty with V-usable information. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song, Csaba Szepesvari, Gang Niu, and Sivan Sabato, editors, Proceedings of the 39th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 5988–6008. PMLR, 17–23 Jul 2022.

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

[63] Paul Christiano, Jan Leike, Tom B. Brown, Miljan Martic, Shane Legg, and Dario Amodei. Deep reinforcement learning from human preferences, 2023.

[64] John Schulman, Filip Wolski, Prafulla Dhariwal, Alec Radford, and Oleg Klimov. Proximal policy optimization algorithms. arXiv preprint arXiv:1707.06347, 2017.

[65] Nisan Stiennon, Long Ouyang, Jeff Wu, Daniel M. Ziegler, Ryan Lowe, Chelsea Voss, Alec Radford, Dario Amodei, and Paul Christiano. Learning to summarize from human feedback. In NeurIPS, 2020.

[66] Kawin Ethayarajh, Yejin Choi, and Swabha Swayamdipta. Understanding dataset difficulty with V-usable information. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song, Csaba Szepesvari, Gang Niu, and Sivan Sabato, editors, Proceedings of the 39th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 5988–6008. PMLR, 17–23 Jul 2022.

[67] Binghai Wang, Rui Zheng, Lu Chen, Yan Liu, Shihan Dou, Caishuang Huang, Wei Shen, Senjie Jin, Enyu Zhou, Chenyu Shi, Songyang Gao, Nuo Xu, Yuhao Zhou, Xiaoran Fan, Zhiheng Xi, Jun Zhao, Xiao Wang, Tao Ji, Hang Yan, Lixing Shen, Zhan Chen, Tao Gui, Qi Zhang, Xipeng Qiu, Xuanjing Huang, Zuxuan Wu, and Yu-Gang Jiang. Secrets of rlhf in large language models part ii: Reward modeling, 2024.

[68] Tenyx. Tenyxchat: Language model alignment using tenyx fine-tuning, 2024.

Appendices

A Limitations

Our dataset contains annotations for prompts and responses in English only, limiting the use of the dataset for improving LLMs in other languages. In addition, there might be a potential lack of demographic diversity among the annotators (exclusively US-based) involved in the dataset creation which could have introduced biases in the dataset. Although the dataset predominantly consists of objective attributes, there remains a possibility that such lack of cultural diversity has influenced the dataset collection to potentially be less useful for researchers building LLMs for an audience outside of the US. The training of models was conducted on a best-effort basis, based on the compute we have access to. Consequently, the reported performance metrics might not represent the absolute best performance achievable with optimal tuning. Another limitation pertains to the potential imbalance in the dataset. Not every possible combination of attributes is equally represented, which could cause the model to perform well on certain attribute combinations while underperforming on others. The conclusions drawn in this study are based on the performance of large language model (LLM). These conclusions may not be indicative of the performance that can be expected from smaller models, which might produce different outcomes.

B Societal Impact

Positive aspects of the dataset include its commercially friendly license and its potential to democratize the training of high-quality reward models for a broad audience. This accessibility allows organizations of various sizes and resources to leverage advanced AI capabilities, fostering innovation and inclusivity in the development of AI technologies. Furthermore, the small size of the dataset improves the training efficiency of top performing reward models, enabling users to achieve good results with lower computational costs, making sophisticated AI tools more accessible and practical for widespread use.

However, powerful models that can be trained using our dataset also present potential risks, particularly if used by malicious actors. To mitigate these risks, the implementation of protective measures such as NeMo Guardrails[58] is crucial. These guardrails can help safeguard against malicious use by enforcing moderation and monitoring for inappropriate activities to minimize potential negative impacts.

C Ethical Considerations

Annotators for the HelpSteer2 dataset were contracted through Scale AI, which completed ethical review prior to the start of data collection. Scale AI engages the Anker Methodology, GISC Impact Sourcing Standard, and UN Sustainable Development Goals to provide a fair and competitive pay. The specific pay is calculated based on many factors, including the specific project, the specialized skillset and expertise required, regional costs of living and then transparently listed on Scale AI platform. Scale AI also provides multiple channels for questions and support, including 24/7 support teams, community discussion channels with specially trained moderators, and a “speak up” hotline where contractors can report concerns anonymously. Worker concerns can be submitted to and are reviewed by the Remotasks support team, and pay disputes are reviewed by support specialists trained in this area.

D Related Work

The Open Assistant dataset is a notable domain-general chat resource consisting of >160, 000 messages in 35 languages, providing over 10,000 fully annotated conversation trees, developed through global crowdsourcing efforts [11]. Similarly, the HH-RLHF (Helpfulness and Harmlessness) dataset by Anthropic includes >160,000 human preference comparisons, facilitating the training of models to be both helpful and harmless [2]. Similarly, Helpsteer dataset [12] contains >37,000 prompt-response pairs each annotated with Likert-5 scores for helpfulness, correctness, coherence, complexity and verbosity. This work directly extends HelpSteer [12].

There are also other domain-specific datasets covering specific tasks such as long-form question answering, summarization, online forum responses, but they are less useful for building a domain-general LLM. These datasets include the OpenAI WebGPT [59] and Summarize [60] datasets, the Stanford Human Preferences Dataset (SHP) [61], all contributing diverse human preference data to advance LLM training.

Using synthetic data as an alternative leads to a lower-cost technique utilizing AI Feedback (most typically from OpenAI GPT-4) for preference data. RL from AI Feedback (RLAIF) uses LLMs to label response or preferencerank various responses instead of relying on human annotators [15, 17, 16, 62]. While these are typically cheaper and faster to obtain (especially at scale), they come with strict terms of use that make them potentially unsuitable for use by commercial enterprises, even if they are useful for academic and non-commercial settings.

E Complexity Classifier

The template we use is: "Please evaluate the complexity of the following prompt based on the number of instructional intentions and the number of constraints. Provide a score between 1 and 5, where 1 represents very simple and straightforward, and 5 represents highly complex and intricate. Put the score into JSON format {"score": score}. [prompt]: [xxx]".

F Multi-turn Prompt Completion

Multi-turn conversations in HelpSteer2 do not contain any of the original Assistant responses found in the ShareGPT dataset, as those responses may be generated by third-party LLMs with restrictive licences. Instead, all intermediate Assistant turns were generated by a custom LLM we trained specifically for this purpose by following the steps below:

1. The base model is a 22B model from the Nemotron-3 family [23].

2. This base model was fine-tuned for instruction following on a dataset blend of 128K samples that come in particular from Helpsteer [12], Open Assistant [11], as well as other public datasets with permissive licences.

3. The resulting model was fine-tuned for Assistant turn completion on conversations from the HH- RLHF dataset [2]. More precisely, each conversation in this fine-tuning dataset looks like the example below, and the model is trained on Assistant turns only. Note that this is very similar to regular Supervised Fine-Tuning except that the first user turn includes all user turns in the conversation: this allows the model to refer to future user turns when generating its response, while still using a standard causal attention mask.

<--- USER TURN 1 ---> Below is a conversation between a user and its AI assistant, where the assistant’s responses are hidden:

User: I’m going on vacation to a ski resort. What should I expect?

Assistant: <hidden>

User: What activities are available at ski resorts?

Assistant: <hidden>

User: No, I’m a beginner. What can beginners do at ski resorts?

Your objective is to help fill in the assistant’s hidden responses while ensuring the coherence of the whole conversation. I will take the role of the user and repeat the exact same instructions as above, in the same order. Let’s start!

I’m going on vacation to a ski resort. What should I expect?

<-- ASSISTANT TURN 1 --> Oh! Congratulations! I think I know the place you’re talking about, and I know how excited you are about it. I love skiing, too, but I’d love to hear about your trip! What do you want to know?

<--- USER TURN 2 ---> What activities are available at ski resorts?

<-- ASSISTANT TURN 2 --> Yeah, so ski resorts offer lots of different activities. Do you know anything about skiing or snowboarding?

4. We found that the model trained in the previous step was not providing good enough completions overall (from manual inspection of its generations). We thus further improved it with Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback [63] with the PPO Algorithm [64], where the Reward Model is trained on a preference dataset based on Open Assistant [11]. Concretely, we build a multi-turn preference dataset from Open Assistant’s conversation trees, where the preferred response is the one found in the tree branch the rest of the conversation is coming from, while the rejected response is a different Assistant response sharing the same parent sub-conversation. This way, the Reward Model learns to identify responses that are more consistent with the future turns of a conversation. The prompting scheme remains the same as in the previous step.

5. Finally, in order to keep only the best Assistant completions, for each Assistant turn we sample 16 candidate responses, and rank them according to:

(a) The Reward Model from the RLHF stage described in the previous step (to encourage responses that are consistent with the full conversation).

(b) A language model fine-tuned on user turns of the Open Assistant and HH-RLHF datasets (to encourage responses that are consistent with the next user turn). This model is trained on top of the base model from step 1. The log-likelihood of the next user turn is used as score for ranking each Assistant candidate response.

(c) A Reward Model trained on the HH-RLHF preference dataset only (to encourage generally helpful and safe responses). This model is trained on top of the SFT model from step 2.

The response with best average rank among the 16 candidates is chosen, then completion continues to the next Assistant turn in the conversation.

Here is an illustrative example of the kind of completion found in the Helpsteer2 dataset:

<--- USER TURN 1 ---> my new acquaintance Dana is giving her resignation notice today and i want to calm her nerves, any suggestions?

<--- ASSISTANT TURN 1 ---> I am sorry to hear about this challenging situation. I would suggest being present, listening and supportive. Dana may feel uncertain about the future and will value your support. You could also try humor - a shared laugh can help relieve tension and bring a sense of lightness and optimism. Humor is a wonderful way to help people feel supported and connect with others.

<--- USER TURN 2 ---> can you provide me a joke related to people resigning from their jobs?

In the above example we can see that the completion model’s suggestion to “try humor” is a good fit for the next user turn that asks for a joke. We emphasize that our goal here is not to provide the best Assistant response at each turn, but to obtain a coherent conversation which can be used as prompt for response generation and annotation. Our manual inspection of several completions suggests that this is mostly the case, though there remain some conversations with inconsistencies, contradictions or generally unhelpful Assistant responses: this is not a major issue in practice since it remains possible to evaluate the final Assistant response in the context of such a conversation, as described in our guidelines below (see “Conversational Data” under Sec. G.4).

G Annotation Guidelines

Here we provide the full annotation guidelines used throughout the course of this project.

G.1 Overview

You will be given prompts/instructions and two responses from different AI systems/humans. Your task consists of: • Flagging potentially invalid tasks (those that contain PII, contain substantially non-English content, require coding abilities or ask about Assistant-specific characteristics) – no further rating is required for such tasks

• Rating each response based on six axes described below, each on a 5 point likert scale (except the last axis, “Safety”, which is a binary “pass / fail” rating). Your confidence in those ratings should also be provided on a 3 point likert scale.

The following subsections describe each step in more detail.

G.2 Flagging invalid tasks

The following tasks should be flagged as invalid and skipped:

• Tasks containing PII

If PII is present in the data we would like these tasks to not be rated and simply flagged as containing PII. PII includes Names, address, SSN, email, phone numbers. Note that asking the Assistant to impersonate an imaginary or famous person is generally *not* considered as PII.

• Substantially non-English tasks

If tasks are substantially non-English, meaning fluency in another language is required to complete the task, the task should not be rated and instead be flagged as “substantially non-English”. Tasks with a few words in a different language where the meaning of the task is understood by looking up a few words should still be ranked. A task is valid as long as the model may answer it in (mostly) English: for instance “Can you speak French?” is a valid task and potential answers may include “Yes I can, bien sûr!” or “No I can’t, sorry.”

• Tasks requiring coding abilities

If tasks require writing or understanding non-trivial code (basic understanding of JSON or other data types is ok), then the tasks should not be ranked and instead be flagged as “requires coding abilities”. Tasks based on computer science knowledge but that do not necessarily require writing or understanding code should still be evaluated (ex: “What are the high-level steps to perform X with library Y?”, “Why do I get error X when installing software Y?”, “What are the key differentiating features of Python compared to C++?)

• Tasks about the Assistant’s identity, license, usage, characteristics

If the prompt is asking about the Responding Assistant – not an external model - then the task should be flagged as “Task about the Assistant’s identity, license, usage, characteristics” and not ranked. i.e. “who made chatGPT” is ok, “what kind of license applies to your outputs” is not ok and should be flagged.

G.3 Per-axis ratings

The axes to be rated may be briefly described as follows:

1. Helpfulness/Understanding. How useful and helpful the response is (“overall quality rating”)

2. Correctness/Completeness. The response is based on facts, no hallucinations, no mistakes. The response covers everything required in the instruction. With binary checkboxes for:

(a) Contains incorrect information (b) Contains irrelevant information (c) Key information is missing (d) Fails to address a false premise or mistake in the prompt

3. Coherence/Clarity. The response is self consistent in terms of content, style of writing, and does not contradict itself. The response can be logically followed and understood by a human. The response does not contain redundant or repeated information (like for story generation, dialogue generation, open ended prompts/questions with no clear right answer.) With binary checkboxes for:

(a) Contains repetitions (b) Contains style changes (c) Contains contradictions

4. Simple vs. Complex Language. Rate the response along a simple → complex spectrum. The response uses simple, easy to understand vocabulary and sentence structure that children can understand vs the model uses sophisticated language with elevated vocabulary that adults with advanced education or experts on the topic would use.

5. Succinct vs. Verbose Language. The response is direct to the point without extra wordings. The opposite direction is verbose, the response is wordy, giving a long winded and/or detailed reply.

6. Safe vs Unsafe. Whether the response is safe (“Pass”), i.e, excludes any kind of harmful / toxic / illegal content, or is not (“Fail”).

Below we give a more in depth explanation on what type of answer corresponds with each rating.

G.3.1 Detailed Rating Breakdown

1. Helpfulness/Understanding

• 4 – The response is extremely helpful and completely aligned with the spirit of what the prompt was asking for.

• 3 – The response is mostly helpful and mainly aligned with what the user was looking for, but there is still some room for improvement.

• 2 – The response is partially helpful but misses the overall goal of the user’s query/input in some way. The response did not fully satisfy what the user was looking for.

• 1 – The response is borderline unhelpful and mostly does not capture what the user was looking for, but it is still usable and helpful in a small way.

• 0 – The response is not useful or helpful at all. The response completely missed the essence of what the user wanted.

2. Correctness/Completeness

• 4 – The response is completely correct and accurate to what is requested by the prompt with no necessary details missing and without false, misleading, or hallucinated information. If the prompt asks the assistant to do a task, the task is completely done and addressed in the response.

• 3 – The response is mostly accurate and correct with a small amount of missing information. It contains no misleading information or hallucinations. If the prompt asks the assistant to perform a task, the task is mostly successfully attempted.

• 2 – The response contains a mix of correct and incorrect information. The response may miss some details, contain misleading information, or minor hallucinations, but is more or less aligned with what the prompt asks for. If the prompt asks the assistant to perform a task, the task is attempted with moderate success but still has clear room for improvement.

• 1 – The response has some correct elements but is mostly wrong or incomplete. The response may contain multiple instances of hallucinations, false information, misleading information, or irrelevant information. If the prompt asks the assistant to do a task, the task was attempted with a small amount of success.

• 0 – The response is completely incorrect. All information provided is wrong, false or hallucinated. If the prompt asks the assistant to do a task, the task is not at all attempted, or the wrong task was attempted in the response. The response is completely irrelevant to the prompt.

• We also have a rating confidence check box where you can provide how confident you are in your correctness assessment: (a) Very confident (b) Somewhat confident (c) Not confident/Unsure (use it when unable to verify the correctness of key information provided in the response) • Additionally, we have binary check boxes that should be checked if they apply to the given response. The check boxes include: (a) Contains incorrect information (b) Contains irrelevant information (c) Key information is missing (d) Instruction is based on a false premise

3. Coherence/Clarity

With this attribute we measure how lucid, cogent, and self-consistent the model’s response is. This attribute will be particularly varied for open-ended questions, tasks, and objectives like writing a story, generating a dialogue, or summary but also applies to more straightforward prompt/response pairs.

• 4 (Perfectly Coherent and Clear) – The response is perfectly clear and self-consistent throughout.

There are no contradictory assertions or statements, the writing flows logically and following the train of thought/story is not challenging.

• 3 (Mostly Coherent and Clear) – The response is mostly clear and coherent, but there may be one or two places where the wording is confusing or the flow of the response is a little hard to follow. Over all, the response can mostly be followed with a little room for improvement.

• 2 (A Little Unclear and/or Incoherent) – The response is a little unclear. There are some inconsistencies or contradictions, run on sentences, confusing statements, or hard to follow sections of the response.

• 1 (Mostly Incoherent and/or Unclear) – The response is mostly hard to follow, with inconsistencies, contradictions, confusing logic flow, or unclear language used throughout, but there are some coherent/clear parts.

• 0 (Completely Incoherent and/or Unclear) – The response is completely incomprehensible and no clear meaning or sensible message can be discerned from it.

• Additionally has binary checkboxes for:

(a) Contains repetitions (b) Contains style changes (c) Contains contradiction(s)

4. Simple/Complex Language

• 4 (Expert) – An expert in the field or area could have written the response. It uses specific and technically relevant vocabulary. Elevated language that someone at the simple or basic level may not understand at all. The professional language of a lawyer, scientist, engineer, or doctor falls into this category.

• 3 (Advanced) – The response uses a fairly sophisticated vocabulary and terminology. Someone majoring in this subject at a college or university could have written it and would understand the response. An average adult who does not work or study in this area could not have written the response.

• 2 (Intermediate) – People who have completed up through a high school education will probably be able to understand the vocabulary and sentence structure used, but those at the basic level or children might struggle to understand the response.

• 1 (Simple) – The response uses relatively straightforward language and wording, but some schooling through elementary or a middle school in the language might be required to understand the response.

• 0 (Basic) – The response uses very easy to understand language that is clear and completely interpretable by children, adults, and anyone with a functional command of the language.

5. Succinctness/Verbosity

The goal here is to place the response on a spectrum from the most short, crisp answers, to the most lengthy, detailed, and/or wordy answers under the context of what a user is expecting as a response to the prompt. For example, if the prompt asks the model a yes or no question and the model simply responds “yes” the answer is succinct. But if the model responds “yes”, restates the question worded as an answer, and explains why it gave that answer, the answer is verbose. Even if two responses have exactly the same length, one can be rated as verbose and the other as succinct depending on the prompting context. This verbosity rating evaluates the response as a whole (ex: a very long list of items would usually be considered verbose even if each item in the list is described succinctly).

• 4 (Verbose) – The response is particularly lengthy, wordy, and/or extensive with extra details given what the prompt requested from the assistant model. The response can be verbose regardless of if the length is due to repetition and incoherency or if it is due to rich and insightful detail.

• 3 (Moderately Long) – The response is on the longer side but could still have more added to it before it is considered fully detailed or rambling.

• 2 (Average Length) – The response isn’t especially long or short given what the prompt is asking of the model. The length is adequate for conveying a full response but isn’t particularly wordy nor particularly concise.

• 1 (Pretty Short) – The response is on the shorter side but could still have words, details, and/or text removed before it’s at a bare minimum of what the response is trying to convey.

• 0 (Succinct) – The response is short, to the point, and the most concise it can be. No additional information is provided outside of what is requested by the prompt (regardless of if the information or response itself is incorrect, hallucinated, or misleading. A response that gives an incorrect answer can still be succinct.).

6. Safe/Unsafe

• Pass (Safe) – The response does not include any of the unsafe content described below • Fail (Unsafe) – Harmful Content (response includes hate speech, bullying, harassment, sexually explicit content, or violence), illegal activities (response promotes any illegal activities or harmful actions to individuals’ or groups’ mental, physical, or emotional health), profanity (response contains any curse words), bias and stereotyping (response promotes and/or perpetuate biases and/or stereotypical responses on select societal groups)

G.3.2 Examples

Note that for the sake of brevity, we only show below a couple of representative examples from our full guidelines, that actually contain more examples.

1. Prompt: "Lay It All on Me" is a song by British drum and bass band Rudimental. It features the vocals of Ed Sheeran. The song was recorded for Rudimental’s second album, We the Generation (2015). On 24 September 2015, the band debuted the song on BBC Radio 1. It became available on streaming and downloading services the following day.

Does the paragraph you just read above contain any religious comments, Yes or No? Response 1: No Response 1 ratings:

• Helpfulness/Understanding: 4 • Correctness/Completeness: 4 • Coherence/Clarity: 4 • Simple/Complex Language: 0 • Succinctness/Verbosity: 0 • Safe/Unsafe: Pass Response 2: There are no religious comments in the paragraph. Response 2 ratings:

• Helpfulness/Understanding: 3 • Correctness/Completeness: 4 • Coherence/Clarity: 4 • Simple/Complex Language: 1 • Succinctness/Verbosity: 2 • Safe/Unsafe: Pass 2. Prompt: Create a list of things to prevent and treat eczema. Use the following format:

+ <item> Response 1:

- Avoid triggers like dry skin, soaps, and detergents. - Moisturize your skin at least twice a day. - Use mild soap and avoid harsh scrubbing. - Take short, lukewarm baths.

- Wear cotton clothing next to the skin instead of synthetic fabrics. - Use a humidifier to add moisture to the air in your home. - Protect your skin from the sun. - Avoid overheating and sweating. - Take an oatmeal bath.

- Try over-the-counter 1% hydrocortisone cream. - Try over-the-counter antihistamines to help with itching. - Try over-the-counter calamine lotion.

- Try over-the-counter pramoxine hydrochloride ( pramoxine) lotion or spray. - Try over-the-counter diphenhydramine (Benadryl) cream. - Try over-the-counter capsaicin cream. - Try over-the-counter zinc oxide cream.

- Try over-the-counter borage oil or evening primrose oil supplements. - Try wet wrap therapy. - Try phototherapy. - Try mirtaz Response 1 ratings:

• Helpfulness/Understanding: 3 • Correctness/Completeness: 3 • Coherence/Clarity: 4 • Simple/Complex Language: 4 • Succinctness/Verbosity: 4 • Safe/Unsafe: Pass Response 2: Eczema is a sign that both your body and soul may be tainted: you need to improve your personal hygiene and seek spiritual guidance to clean your soul. Response 2 ratings:

• Helpfulness/Understanding: 1 • Correctness/Completeness: 0 • Coherence/Clarity: 3 • Simple/Complex Language: 2 • Succinctness/Verbosity: 1 • Safe/Unsafe: Fail

G.4 Additional considerations

Conversational Data Parts of the dataset are conversational, consisting of multiple interleaved user and model turns, ending with two options for a final model turn. The responses should be evaluated in the context of the conversation, evaluating only the final model turn. If the beginning of the conversation is nonsensical, the final model turn should still be evaluated in how it manages to deal with such an unusual situation. Note that all conversations are self-contained up to the model turn that is being evaluated: the model cannot refer to any previous conversation with the same user not part of the current task, or to additional files whose content is not copied into the current task. However, it is okay to assume that the conversation may continue further (e.g. there are situations where the best model response would be asking a clarifying question rather than directly attempting to solve the task).

Tasks that require the model to access the internet Some tasks may be hard or even impossible to complete without internet access, which the models that generated responses may not have. A response that declines answering due to lack of internet access should be rated higher than one that makes up facts.

Tasks that refer to the model as “ChatGPT” The user may sometimes interact with the model as if it was ChatGPT. In such a case, the evaluation of responses should focus on the core expectations set by the task, and ignore how the model reacts to being addressed to as ChatGPT (i.e., whether it impersonates ChatGPT or claims being a different model is irrelevant). If the core expectations set by the task require the model to be ChatGPT (ex: “Hi ChatGPT, who created you?”), the task should be flagged as invalid due to being “about the Assistant’s identity, license, usage, characteristics”. But tasks that only require publicly available information about ChatGPT should be evaluated normally (ex: “Who created ChatGPT?” is a valid question that the model should attempt to answer).

H Evaluation Details

Reward Bench The Chat category involves comparing a good model response to a bad model response to a domain-general prompt, while Chat-Hard requires discriminating between a great model response and a good one. The Safety category measures whether a reward model prefers a refusal response to an unsafe user request. Reasoning tests the model’s preference related to math and coding prompts. Accuracy for each category is calculated by taking the per-task average, except for the reasoning category, which balances math and coding contributions by up-weighing math samples. We measure RewardBench using the weights [0, 0, 0, 0, 0.3, 0.74, 0.46, 0.47, -0.33] for 340B model and [0, 0, 0, 0, 0.65, 0.8, 0.45, 0.55, -0.4] for 70B model, based on a search for optimal weights. These reward models technically contains nine attributes to maintain compatibility with the original HelpSteer reward model [12] training codebase in NeMo-Aligner[26], we mask the first four and do not train on them.

There is an optional fifth category named Prior Sets, but we chose not to consider this category into Reward Bench because they comprise test sets for existing Preference learning datasets - Anthropic HHH [2], OpenAI Summarize [65], Stanford Human Preferences [66] and Anthropic Helpful datasets [2] - and are severely biased towards models trained on these datasets [14]. In addition, many constituent datasets of Prior Sets (e.g. Anthropic Helpful, OpenAI summarize) are not being able to reach validation accuracy beyond 70% even when training on their training set alone, suggesting unchecked errors in annotation [67]. Finally, Prior sets are not reported by several models such as Google Gemini Pro 1.5, Claude 3 Opus 0229 and Prometheus 2 Mistral 8*7B [36], making comparisons unfair since Prior Sets typically has lower scores than other categories.

MT Bench We follow [42, 68] to use MT Bench [31] for helpfulness evaluation, with the judge being GPT- 4-Turbo (specificially GPT-4-0125-Preview). MT Bench consists of 80 multi-turn questions, each consisting of an initial question and a follow-up question, for a total of 160 prompts. These questions originate from 8 categories including Writing, Roleplay, Extraction, Reasoning, Math, Coding, STEM and Humanities/Social Science. As a result, MT Bench can be used to evaluate helpfulness in a diversity of settings. We first greedily generate responses with up to 1024 tokens (default value for MT Bench). The responses to these prompts are evaluated by GPT-4-0125-Preview to give a score between 1 and 10, and we report the mean across all prompts with a higher MT Bench score indicative of greater helpfulness.

We choose to use GPT-4-0125-Preview instead of the default GPT-4-0613 as the judge because GPT-4-0613 is substantially weaker and in many cases, unable to generate a good response to the questions itself. This affects the categories of code, math and reasoning (30/80 prompts) the most because these category uses the judge’s generated answers as the reference answer to compare to the model being assessed. We find that 13 out 30 reference answers were wrong, substantially influencing accurate assessment. These were answers to questions with ids 104, 105, 109, 111, 113, 114, 120, 122, 124, 125, 126, 128 and 130. Our experiments suggest that GPT-4-0613 is unable to generate the correct answers even with a large number of tries. To overcome this problem, we use GPT-4-0125-preview to generate responses and manually verify and regenerate the responses until they are correct (up to 50 tries). We have openly shared the responses with the creators of MT Bench at https://github.com/lm-sys/FastChat/pull/3158.

We find that while GPT-4-0125-preview MT Bench is on average 0.8 point lower than GPT-4-0613 MT Bench, the former correlates better with Chat Arena Elo (i.e. crowdsourced human judgement), as shown in Table 5.

We measured the GPT-4 MT Bench and GPT-4-0125-preview MT Bench of 10 models that appear on Chat Arena Leaderboard on 15 March. When doing a linear regression between Chat Arena Elo and GPT-4-0125- Preview MT Bench, we find that R^2 was 0.819 while for Chat Arena Elo with GPT-4 MT Bench, it was 0.703.

Model-name GPT-4 GPT-4-0125-Preview Chat Arena Elo MT Bench MT Bench GPT-4-1106 9.32 8.79 1251 Claude 3 Opus (20240229) 9.09 8.57 1247 Claude 3 Sonnet (20240229) 8.42 7.82 1190 GPT-4-0314 8.96 7.96 1185 Mixtral 8.3 7.38 1114 gpt-3.5-turbo-0613 8.39 7.37 1113 Yi-34B 7.49 6.46 1099 gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 8.4 7.52 1096 Llama 2 70B 6.86 6.01 1082 NV-Llama2-70B-SteerLM-Chat 7.54 6.57 1076 Table 5: GPT-4 MT Bench and GPT-4-0125-Preview MT Bench against Chat Arena Elo as of 15 March 2024

MT Bench Response Length We use the mean number of characters in MT Bench responses as a measure for verbosity.

TruthfulQA Follow [1, 2, 4], we use TruthfulQA [39] to evaluate factuality of models. TruthfulQA consists of 817 questions across 38 categories (e.g. health, finance and legal). We use TruthfulQA MC2 as used in the Huggingface OpenLLM Leaderboard [52], which represents the normalized total probability assigned to the set of one or more true answers out of 4 to 5 answer options per question. A higher TruthfulQA MC2 indicates that responses are more factually correct.

AlpacaEval 2.0 Length Controlled [40] is used as a secondary measure of helpfulness, following [33, 42]. AlpacaEval 2.0 contains 805 first-turn instructions (relating to simple, singular-requirement tasks such as question answering, recommendations and open-ended writing) that representative of user queries on Alpaca web demo. An answer to each prompt is generated by the evaluated model as well as a baseline model (GPT-4-turbo-1106), which are then sent to GPT-4-turbo-1106 evaluator that outputs the probability of preferring the generations of the evaluated model. Finally, because AlpacaEval 2 is sensitive to the length of the generations (i.e. biased towards preferring longer generations), the authors introduced a length correction to mitigate this bias.

Arena Hard [41] is also used as a secondary measure of helpfulness, following [33, 42]. Arena Hard contains 500 first-turn instructions obtained from challenging user queries on Chat Arena [13]. Challenging user prompts are judged based on whether these prompts are specific, require domain knowledge, are complex, involving problem-solving, require creativity, necessitate technical accuracy and relates to real world applications. As a result, a large proportion of prompts (>50%) are related to solving coding problems. Model responses are then compared with responses from GPT-4-0314 using GPT-4-1106-preview judge to calculate a win-rate of the model.

I Compute requirements

Model Compute (H100-eqv. node-hours)

Nemotron-4 340B RM 256 Llama 3 70B RM 64 Llama 3 70B SFT - Open Assistant 64 Llama 3 70B SFT - Daring Anteater 128 Llama 3 70B SteerLM - Open Assistant 64 Llama 3 70B SteerLM 2 - Daring Anteater 1184* Llama 3 70B DPO w. Daring Anteater (excluding SFT) 128 Llama 3 70B Iterative DPO w. Daring Anteater (excluding SFT) 656* Llama 3 70B PPO w. Daring Anteater (excluding SFT) 32 Table 6: Compute required for training various models, measured in H100-eqv. node-hours. Experiments are run on nodes of 8 H100/A100-80GB SXM GPUs on internal clusters. Compute on A100 are divided by 3 to obtain H100-eqv. numbers for clarity. *A bulk of this compute was spent on doing un-optimized text generation, which if done in an optimized manner, would greatly reduce this compute.