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Abstract

Existing reinforcement learning (RL)-based
post-training methods for large language
models have advanced rapidly, yet their de-
sign has largely been guided by heuristics
rather than systematic theoretical principles.
This gap limits our understanding of the
properties of the gradient estimators and the
associated optimization algorithms, thereby
constraining opportunities to improve train-
ing stability and overall performance. In
this work, we provide a unified theoreti-
cal framework that characterizes the statis-
tical properties of commonly used policy-
gradient estimators under mild assumptions.
Our analysis establishes unbiasedness, de-
rives exact variance expressions, and yields
an optimization-loss upper bound that en-
ables principled reasoning about learning dy-
namics. Building on these results, we prove
convergence guarantees and derive an adap-
tive learning-rate schedule governed by the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of gradients. We
further show that the variance-optimal base-
line is a gradient-weighted estimator, offering
a new principle for variance reduction and
naturally enhancing stability beyond exist-
ing methods. These insights motivate Opti-
mal Baseline and Learning-Rate Policy Op-
timization (OBLR-PO), an algorithm that
jointly adapts learning rates and baselines
in a theoretically grounded manner. Exper-
iments on Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-8B-
Base demonstrate consistent gains over ex-
isting policy optimization methods, validat-
ing that our theoretical contributions trans-
late into practical improvements in large-
scale post-training.
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1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning (RL) has become a central
paradigm for training large-scale models to exhibit
complex reasoning and decision-making abilities [7, 32,

, 2, 11, 31]. Policy optimization algorithms such
as Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [28], Group
Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) [11, 29], and
REINFORCE with leave-one-out baselines (RLOO) [1]
explore different designs of reward modeling and ad-
vantage estimation to guide learning. Despite these
advances, training stability remains a fundamental
bottleneck, particularly in the post-training stage of
large language models [6, 26, 40, 33].

Training stability is influenced not only by algorith-
mic design but also by choices such as learning rate
schedules and baseline functions. In large-scale pre-
training, adaptive or decayed learning rate schedules
are routinely used to ensure stable optimization and
steady convergence [3, 4, 10, 18, 9, 17]. It is there-
fore natural to ask whether similar benefits could be
realized in reinforcement learning, where instability re-
mains a persistent challenge [36]. Baseline design has
likewise been explored as a practical tool for variance
reduction, with numerous heuristics proposed across
different policy optimization methods [13, 1, 34]. How-
ever, most of these strategies are empirical in nature,
and the field still lacks systematic analysis that clari-
fies what constitutes an effective baseline and how it
influences learning dynamics.

These limitations highlight the need for deeper theo-
retical guidance. While empirical techniques for sta-
bility are widely adopted, systematic theory for post-
training policy optimization is still scarce [24, 41, 5, 39,

]. Under mild and interpretable assumptions, rigor-
ous analysis can illuminate the statistical properties of
gradient estimators, reveal how baseline choices inter-
act with learning dynamics, and clarify when adaptive
learning rates can provably improve stability. Such
theoretical insights not only fill a long-standing gap in
understanding but also directly motivate algorithmic
designs that bridge principled analysis with practical
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effectiveness.

To validate our theoretical findings, we implement
the proposed algorithm on Qwen3-4B and Qwen3-8B
models. Across multiple benchmarks, our method
consistently outperforms existing policy optimization
baselines, demonstrating both improved stability and
stronger performance. These results confirm that
the theoretically motivated learning rate schedule and
baseline design translate into tangible gains in practi-
cal large-scale post-training.

Our main contributions are as follows:

e We present a unified theoretical framework for
policy optimization, and under mild assumptions
derive unbiasedness, variance expressions, and an
upper bound on the optimization loss (Section 3,
Section 4.1, Section 4.2).

e We optimize this upper bound to obtain the opti-
mal learning rate schedule, governed by the gra-
dient signal-to-noise ratio (Section 4.3).

e We characterize the optimal baseline design,
showing that a gradient-weighted form achieves
principled variance reduction (Section 4.4).

e We propose the Optimal Baseline and Learning-
Rate Policy Optimization (OBLR-PO) algorithm
and empirically validate its stability and per-
formance improvements on Qwen3-4B-Base and
Qwen3-8B-Base over existing policy optimization
methods (Section 5, Section 6).

2 Related Work

Theoretical Foundations of Policy Optimization
Recent studies have analyzed the training dynamics
of policy optimization, especially focusing on the loss
function upper bound and the resulting convergence
guarantees [19, 24, 5, 39]. For example, the impact of
a single-step update on the loss, along with the identifi-
cation of the optimal update vector, has been analyzed
[19]. Similarly, stochastic no-regret oracle frameworks
have been employed to provide theoretical guarantees,
leading to regret upper bounds and formal connections
to online learning [5]. In parallel, classical gradient de-
scent optimization theory has been applied to estab-
lish convergence rates under smoothness and convex-
ity assumptions [24, 39]. Related efforts also bridge
theory and practice by providing convergence results
for GRPO and related algorithms, thereby supporting
their empirical success [24]. Moreover, under smooth-
ness conditions, it has been shown that the loss func-
tion admits a guaranteed decreasing rate [39]. Build-
ing on this analysis, our work establishes tighter upper

bounds, provides stronger and more general conver-
gence guarantees, and introduces principled strategies
for learning rate schedules and baseline design.

Algorithmic Variants of Policy Optimization
Policy optimization, originating from reinforcement
learning, is central to shaping the reasoning capabil-
ities of large language models and has therefore be-
come the foundation of reinforcement learning from
human feedback (RLHF) [7, 32, 23, 2, 11]. Within this
framework, supervised fine-tuning (SFT) [23, 35] pro-
vides initial alignment through imitation on instruc-
tion data, PPO [28] extends this paradigm with critic-
based reinforcement learning on preference-model re-
wards, and Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) [25]
further simplifies the objective by introducing a con-
trastive loss that directly matches human preferences
between responses. To mitigate the complexity of
critic-based methods, GRPO [11, 29] replaces the
learned value function with a group-based baseline
defined as the average reward within each candidate
set, while alternative designs such as ReMax [20],
RLOO [1], and Reinforce++ [15] adopt maximum-
reward, leave-one-out, or variance-reduced baselines,
respectively. Building on these developments, this
work presents a general formulation that unifies the
above algorithms under a common framework, en-
abling systematic theoretical analysis and leading to
the identification of a principled optimal baseline.

3 Problem Setup

3.1 Objective Function

In this section, we formally define our problem setup.
Our target is to learn an optimal policy 7y that maxi-
mizes the expected reward, which serves as a measure
of accuracy or performance on the given task. For-
mally, we aim to solve:

Hl;lX ]EqND70~779('|‘Z) [F((LO)] . (1)

J(0)

In online optimization algorithms, data is collected us-
ing an old policy mp,_,,, and importance sampling is
employed to correct for the discrepancy between the
old policy and the target policy my by scaling the ad-

vantage estimates with the importance sampling ratio
mo(olq) .
Too1q (0ld)

o (0lq) }
max E,. o~ . F ,0)| . 2
] q~D, eold( lq) |:7T901d (0|q) (q ) ( )

Here D denotes the distribution over queries ¢, my is a
behavior policy which generates outputs o conditioned
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on q. F(q,0) is an approximate reward which takes
the query ¢ and output o and returns a scalar value
representing the estimated quality of the output.

In our setup, the reward F(q, o) is assumed to be avail-
able, either from accuracy supervision or a pre-trained
reward model.

3.2 Related RL Algorithms

A variety of reinforcement learning algorithms have
been developed to improve the reasoning ability of
large language models. In this section, we present sev-
eral representative methods, each formulated through
a distinct surrogate objective Jpo ().

PPO The Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [28]
objective is formulated as

Jepo(9) :Eq~D,o~7Teold(-|q)

m9(0la)  ippo o
7T901d(0‘Q)A <Q7 ) ’ (3)

where the advantage estimator APPO g computed us-

ing Generalized Advantage Estimation (GAE) [27], a
widely adopted variance-reduction technique that sta-
bilizes policy-gradient training.

GRPO Group Relative Policy Optimization
(GRPO) [29] optimizes policies by comparing rewards
among a group of sampled outputs, without relying
on an explicit value or reward model. Given a query
q, we draw G outputs {0;}& ;| from the old policy 7y,,,
with associated rewards r; = F(q,0;). The objective
is

Jarpo(0) =Eqp, {oi}~mo 1y

G
15~ moloila)
G i—1 7r901d(0i|q)

K2

ASRFO(g, Oi)‘| , (4)
where the group-relative advantage is normalized as

GZ] 17

AGRPO(g 0,) = N . (5)

\/231 j éZkG:ﬁk)z

ReMax The ReMax [20] method draws inspiration
from the REINFORCE with Baseline approach, where
we modify the gradient estimation by incorporating a
subtractive baseline value. The objective is:

JReMax(e) = ]EqL-ND ot ~mo(+|qi)

o 0t|Qa Olt 1)
XY

i=1t 17r001d 0t|Q701t 1)

ARMx(g,, 0’&)1 » (6)

where the action 0! ~ mg(+|g;, 0%, ), and bg(g;) is the
baseline value. The choice for the baseline is:

bo(a:) = (qi,01.7), 0y € argmaxo(-|gi, 01,_1),
This baseline value is obtained by greedily sampling
the response and calculating the associated reward
value.

The advantage function is defined as:

AReMax( b@ (Qi) )

di, Oi:T) = T(Qi, OllzT) -
RLOO REINFORCE Leave-One-Out (RLOO) [,

] extends the REINFORCE estimator to the multi-
sample setting by employing a leave-one-out baseline.
Given a query ¢, we draw G outputs {0;}$ ; from the
old policy my,,, with rewards r; = F(q, 0;). The objec-
tive is

JRLOO (9> :Equ, {Oi}Nﬂ‘gold

G i—1 "0o1a (Oi|q)

K2

G
Ly Ol grioog oy )

where the leave-one-out advantage is

ARLOO(q» 01) =T — 5 ZT] (8)
J#Z

General Form The surrogate objective Jpo(6) can
be expressed as

1 K mo(oilg)
Jeo(0) = 5 Y — T APO (g0 9
rolf) Gt = 0,4 (0il4) (00, ®)

where G denotes the group size at iteration ¢ (for
PPO and ReMax, G; = 1; for GRPO and RLOO,
G corresponds to the group size)7 Ty is the current
policy, mg,,, is the policy from the previous iteration,
and APO(q,0;) is the estimated advantage for output
o0; given query gq.

3.3 Online Gradient Ascent

We consider online gradient ascent as our training al-
gorithm. Specifically, at each step ¢, we randomly sam-
ple a query ¢ ~ D and generate an output {oi}iG:‘1 ~
79(+|¢). The advantage is then computed based on the
given reward function F(q,0;), following the specific
formulation of each algorithm. The gradient ascent
update is performed as follows:

Or41 =0+ Vodpo(6:). (10)

Assume 7y, = mp for simplification, and we can write
the gradient as
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V@[Jpo(a)] =V (11)

E e
a~D{oi}; 2t ~moy 4 ()

L[ mo(oila) geo,
(Gt ]

i=1

1 &
= a ZEQNDMNM('\Q) (12)
=1

Volmo(oila)] zpo,
{ mood) @ 1)}

Gy
1
=G > Ey.oimrmotla) (13)
=1

[V@ log 79 (0i|q) AP© (q, oi)} i

We can express the gradient ascent as
9t+1 = Qt =+ T]tVQ[JPO (Ot)] (14)

Gy
1
=0+ e > Eg.oimmotl)
=1

{V@ log 79 (0i|q) Apo(q,oi)} ) (15)

In practice, the expectation cannot be directly ob-
tained, and we rely on sampled data to approximate
the gradient. Let us assume that at step ¢, we sample
N, questions and Gy outputs for the policy optimiza-
tion algorithm. The gradient approximation is given
by:

— 1y &
VolJpo(0)] = EZ@Z
j=1 i=1
[Ve log 79(03,51q;) AT (g5, Om‘)} -
(16)

The gradient ascent update rule can then be expressed
as:

Or+1 = 0 +mVo[Jpo(0)] (17)
1 Ny 1 Gy
Oty 2 g 2
j=1 ~ti=1

{Ve logﬂe(oz‘,j|qa')/ipo(qg‘aOi,j)} - (18)

3.4 Assumptions

For the simplicity of theoretical analysis, we require
the assumption as below.

Assumption 1. Let o ~ my(-|q) be an output sampled
from the policy for a given query q. We assume that

the advantage is computed as
APO((LO) = F(qa 0) - bO(Q)7 (19)

where bg(q) denotes a reference value that approxi-
mates the expected reward Eor,(.1q)[F(q,0)]. For the-
oretical analysis, we treat by(q) as fized and indepen-
dent of the sampled output o.

Under Assumption 1, we have

VeolJro(0)]
=EyD,o~me(-lg) [V log mg(0|q) F (g, 0)]
— Egp ommo(q) [0o(q) - Vo log mo(o]q)]

=SalI O]~ By [bla) [ oo, ol o]

Vol (6)]  Egp [be@ Vo [ [ muola dH
=Vy[J(0)] — Equp [bo(q) - Vo[1]]
—alJ(6)] (20)

Thus, in the following analysis, we can use VyJ(0)

—

instead of VgJpo(6). To simplify, we also use Vo J(0)
instead of Vg Jpo ().

Table 1: Satisfaction of Assumption 1 across different
algorithms.

Algorithm

PPO [28]
GRPO [29]
ReMax [20]
RLOO [1]

OBLR-PO (Ours)

Assumption 1 satisfied

SN ENENE SR

Assumption 2. The logarithmic likelihood function
log mp(0|q) is L-smooth with respect to 6 for all queries
q € D and outputs o, i.e. Vq,0,0,0’,

IVor[log o (0lg)] — Ve[log mo(olg)]ll2 < L0 — ]2

Assumption 3. We assume that there exists a umni-
form upper bound for the squared norm of the gradient
of the log-likelihood, i.e.,

/ sup [Voflog mo(ola)][3dodg < M. (21)

Assumption 4. The reward function is bounded, i.e.,
there exists a constant B such that

[F(q,0)| < B and [bs(q)| < B. (22)
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4 Main result

4.1 Bias and Variance Analysis

In this section, we prove that the gradient estimator
is unbiased and has a tractable variance.

Theorem 1 (Unbiasedness). The approzimate gradi-

ent Vm)] is an unbiased estimator, i.e.,

E[VolJ(0)]] = VolJ(6)]. (23)

We can express the approximate gradient as the sum
of the true gradient and a noise term, i.e.,

Vol (8)] = VolJ(0)] + £(6), (24)

where E[£(0)] = 0.

Next, we analyze the covariance of the noise term £(0).
To simplify the expression, we define H(6) as the co-
variance matrix with respect to the policy my, i.e.,

H (0) := Cov [Vglogm(o|q)(F(g,0) — be(q))] (25)

Theorem 2 (Covariance Expression). The covariance
matriz of £(0) is given by
1
Cov[§(0)] =

NGy

H(0) (26)

The proofs of this subsection can be found in Ap-
pendix A.1.

4.2 Deriving an Upper Bound for the Loss
Function

In this section, we denote the loss function as £ () =
J(0*) — J(0), where 6* is the optimal parameter. We
then derive an upper bound for J(6*) — J(6r) in terms
of the learning rate {n:}7_', the number of queries
{N:}5, and the group size {G;}Eo. Tt is clear that

min Z(6) = £(6%) = 0, (27)

indicating that the loss function attains its minimum
value when 6 = 6*, where L(f) vanishes.

Our main result is stated in the following theorem,
whose proof can be found in Appendix A.2.

Theorem 3 (Upper Bound).
2, 8, and 4, we have

Under Assumptions 1,

T—-1
E[Z(07)] < Zm”vﬂf (0+) ||2
t=0
T—-1
BL+B M
PR ANEACHI
t=0
BL+BQMT L1
H
7 2t (g o))

4.3 Optimal Learning Rate Schedule

In this section, we aim to identify the optimal learn-
ing rate schedule {n;}7_' that minimizes the final ex-
pected loss E[.Z(07)], formally stated as

min  E[Z(67)]. (29)

T—1
{”It}t:o

However, since the exact evaluation of E[.Z(07)] is
generally intractable, we instead consider minimizing
the upper bound provided in Theorem 3. This leads
to the following result.

Theorem 4 (Optimal Learning Rate Schedule). The
optimal learning rate schedule is given by

S S IVo.2(6,)2
""" BL+B’M |[VoZ(01)|3 + - tr(H(6;))
(30)
1 N,G,SNR(6,) (31)

" BL+B2M 1+ N,G,SNR(6,)

Here, we introduce the concept of the signal-to-noise
ratio to measure the information content of a stochas-
tic gradient:

HVGA[J(H)]”%
E[[|Vglog mg(olq) APO(q,0) —

SNR(9) =

||V9«$(9)||
tr(H ()

This theorem shows that the optimal learning rate is
governed by the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of the gra-
dient [41, 13] and is further amplified as data broadens
(N¢) and knowledge deepens (Gy) [38]. The following
two takeaways highlight these messages.

Takeaway 1

Richer information in ; allows us to trust up-
dates more and use a larger learning rate.

Takeaway 2

As N, broadens and G; deepens knowledge, the
learning rate should rise accordingly.

By selecting the optimal learning rate schedule, we
can derive the following upper bound, as stated in the
theorem below:

Theorem 5. Under the optimal learning rate sched-
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ule 4, we have
E[Z(07)] < E[Z(60)]
<« Vo2 (61)]14

=0 2ABL+ B2M) (Ve Z 00|} + i tr(HL(6,)))

(34)

Theorem 6 (Convergence Analysis). Under the opti-
mal learning rate schedule 4, we have

T—

1= 1
P vz =0(7z). @

where the big-O mnotation hides constants and other
problem-dependent parameters independent of T .

The proofs of this subsection can be found in Ap-
pendix A.3.

4.4 Optimal Baseline Design

In this section, we derive the optimal baseline by(q)
for the advantage as given by Theorem 3. Similarly,
we optimize the upperbound of Z(0r) instead of op-
timizing .Z(0r), and it suffices to minimize tr(H(6)),
which corresponds to reducing the variance.

Theorem 7. The optimal baseline is given by

Eoro(-1g) IV logma(olq)|I3F (q,0)]

b =
0(q) Eomro(1) L1V e 10g 76 (0])[[2]

(36)

This expression reveals that the optimal baseline de-
pends on the gradient magnitudes rather than uniform
averaging, leading to the following insight.

Takeaway 3

The baseline should not be a simple average,
but a gradient-weighted one.

The proofs of this subsection can be found in Ap-
pendix A.4.

5 Methodology

Motivated by our theoretical analysis, we propose Op-
timal Baseline and Learning-Rate Policy Optimization
(OBLR-PO), which integrates an adaptive learning-
rate schedule with an optimally designed baseline. At
each iteration, the algorithm jointly adjusts the step
size and reference value to reduce variance and guar-
antee efficient convergence.

At each iteration, we sample G; outputs {oi}Z-G:t1 from
the old policy with associated rewards F(gq,0;). We

first use all G; samples to estimate the adaptive learn-
ing rate

-

N:G,SNR(0
= SR (37)
1+ NthSNR(Qt)
where
Slﬁi(\@) _ Al (38)
i) =
O
1 X G
it = Vo logmy(oilq) F(g,0i), (39
He Nth;; ologmg(0ilq) F(q,0:),  (39)
1 Ne Ge
5 = T 1 :1q) F(q,0:) — fie|I2.
o} Nth—lj;;Hve og mg(0i|q) F(q,0:) — fitll3
(40)

Then, for each output o;, we use the remaining G; — 1
samples to estimate the optimal baseline

(a0 - Tt Sui Vo logmo(os ) B (a0,
! 1
G =1 Zj;éi Ve log me(0;q)(I3

(41)
Finally, we combine these components to construct the
gradient estimator and update the policy. The com-
plete procedure for computing the hybrid advantage
and updating the policy is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 OBLR-PO Update Step

Require: Group rollouts {(q,{0;,7:}5*)} from old
policy

1: Compute the signal-to-noise ratio SNR(6;) using
all G; samples

2: Compute the adaptive learning rate 7; using

—

SNR(6;)
3: fori=1,...,G; do
4:  For each output o;, estimate the optimal base-
line Bg(q, 0;) using the remaining Gy — 1 samples

5:  Compute the advantage fl(q, 0;) =1; — Bg(q, 0;)

6: end for

7. Construct the gradient estimator g, with 7, and
A(qv Oi)

8: Update policy parameters 0 < 6 + 7 - gy

6 Experiments

In this section, we present a comprehensive overview
of our experimental setup, evaluation metrics, and re-
sults. We evaluate the proposed Optimal Baseline
and Learning-Rate Policy Optimization (OBLR-PO)
algorithm on the Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-8B-Base
models [37], comparing its performance against the
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Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO) base-
line. All experiments are implemented with the VERL
framework [30] and conducted on four H200 GPUs to
enable large-scale training. The subsequent subsec-
tions detail the training configuration, evaluation pro-
tocols, and empirical results.

Training Details We conducted our experiments
on two large-scale language models, Qwen3-4B-Base
and Qwen3-8B-Base, employing reinforcement learn-
ing for post-training. The models were trained using
our OBLR-PO algorithm as well as other RL algo-
rithms demonstrated in Section 3.2, with the following
hyperparameters:

e Learning Rate (7;): The adaptive learning rate
is computed at each step based on the signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR), as outlined in Theorem 4 and
Algorithm 1, with an initial learning rate of 1 x
1072

e Group Size (G¢): The number of outputs sam-
pled at each step was set to Gy = 8, allowing us to
compare the benefits of group-based reward com-
parisons versus individual sampling.

e Batch Size (NV;): The number of queries sam-
pled at each iteration was set to Ny = 128 to en-
sure diversity in the training set while maintaining
computational efficiency.

e Training Steps: A total of 60 training steps were
conducted, with performance evaluated at each
step.

Evaluations To evaluate the effectiveness of our
method, we benchmark the models on five widely used
mathematical reasoning datasets:

e OlympiadBench [12]: A benchmark of
olympiad-level bilingual multimodal scientific
problems, designed to evaluate high-difficulty
reasoning, cross-modal understanding, and ad-
vanced problem-solving capabilities of language
models.

e GSMSK [3]: A benchmark of grade-school level
math word problems, designed to measure arith-
metic reasoning and step-by-step problem-solving
skills of language models.

e AIME25 [42]: A benchmark consisting of prob-
lems from the 2025 American Invitational Math-
ematics Examination (AIME), designed to as-
sess advanced mathematical reasoning, precise
numeric computation, and multi-step problem-
solving abilities of language models.

Qwen3-4B-Base Qwen3-8B-Base

0.000 0.00
-0.005 Iy
W
_ -0.01
g -0.010 \ \\,\A g
g 8
£ -0.015 2
E £-0.02] -
3 -0.020 2
—0.025 —— GRPO —0.03 —— GRPO
~0.030 OBLR-PO (Ours) OBLR-PO (Ours)
) 20 40 60 ) 20 40 60
Step Step

Figure 1: The left figure shows the Advantage dur-
ing training for the Qwen3-4B-Base model, compar-
ing GRPO (blue) and OBLR-PO (orange). The right
figure shows the Advantage during training for the
Qwen3-8B-Base model, again comparing GRPO (blue)
and OBLR-PO (orange).

Qwen3-4B-Base Qwen3-8B-Base

—— G0 0175 — GRPO

0.16 OBLR-PO (Ours) OBLR-PO (Ours)
0.150

g0.14 £

o o

] 0125

£0.12 P\W/I"\f\- z

] s

So10 So.100

g I3

Go.08 50.075
0.06 0.050

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 20 40 60
Step Step

Figure 2: The left figure shows the Gradient Norm dur-
ing training for the Qwen3-4B-Base model, comparing
GRPO (blue) and OBLR-PO (orange). The right fig-
ure shows the Gradient Norm during training for the
Qwen3-8B-Base model, again comparing GRPO (blue)
and OBLR-PO (orange).

e MATH500 [14, 21]: A benchmark consisting of
500 high-difficulty competition-style mathematics
problems from the MATH [14] dataset, designed
to evaluate symbolic reasoning, multi-step deduc-
tion, and advanced mathematical problem-solving
abilities of language models.

e AMC23 [22]: A dataset derived from the 2023
American Mathematics Competition (AMC),
which contains more challenging problems than
GSMSK. It is commonly used to assess advanced
mathematical reasoning and symbolic manipula-
tion.

In Table 2, we report Pass@1 accuracy on all datasets,
which measures the proportion of problems for which
the model’s first generated answer is correct. This
metric directly reflects the model’s mathematical rea-
soning ability and stability under reinforcement learn-
ing post-training.

Results We present the results of our experiments
comparing the performance of the OBLR-PO algo-
rithm and the GRPO algorithm on the Qwen3-4B-
Base and Qwen3-8B-Base models. The following met-
rics were analyzed during training. Additional com-
parisons with more reinforcement learning algorithms
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Table 2: Performance comparison of OBLR-PO (ours) and other baselines on five validation datasets. Bold
indicates the best performance, and underline indicates the second-best.

Model Algorithm OlympiadBench GSMS8K AIME25 MATH500 AMC23
GRPO 23.5% 88.3% 7.4% 67.6% 47.5%
PPO 22.0% 86.7% 3.7% 59.2% 47.5%
Qwen3-4B-Base | ReMax 22.4% 88.0% 3.7% 65.6% 50.0%
RLOO 22.6% 87.7% 3.7% 67.8% 42.5%
OBLR-PO (Ours) 24.1% 88.6% 7.4% 67.8% 55.0%
GRPO 26.0% 90.4% 3.7% 69.6% 42.5%
PPO 23.8% 87.0% 11.1% 64.6% 52.5%
Qwen3-8B-Base | ReMax 25.3% 89.3% 7.4% 69.8% 47.5%
RLOO 24.7% 89.0% 11.1% 68.8% 55.0%
OBLR-PO (Ours) 26.0% 90.8% 11.1% 70.4% 47.5%
N 0,008 —— OBLR-PO (orange) consistently produces lower
0:008 OBLR-FO (Ours) OBLR-FO (Ours) gradients than GRPO (blue), indicating more sta-
0.003 0.002 ’\[A /M ﬂ /\4 /J\ ble training.
g 0002 4 : | f\ n
= o001 /\\ = 0.000 \/J v J \J W \/\/ . s
voool UL A | v e Loss: Figure 3 shows the loss across training
o001 v W U\ ~0.002 steps for both the Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-
5 o __ @ & 5 o __— @ 5 8B-Base models. OBLR-PO (orange) exhibits a
ep ep

Figure 3: The left figure shows the Loss across train-
ing steps for Qwen3-4B-Base, comparing GRPO (blue)
and OBLR-PO (orange). The right figure shows the
Loss across training steps for Qwen3-8B-Base, again
comparing GRPO (blue) and OBLR-PO (orange).

are provided in Appendix C.

e Accuracy: Table 2 summarizes accuracy across
five reasoning datasets after training. OBLR-PO
achieves the strongest overall performance among
all RL algorithms on both Qwen3-4B-Base and
Qwen3-8B-Base. For Qwen3-4B-Base, OBLR-
PO sets the best accuracy on every dataset, in-
cluding substantial improvements such as 24.1%
on OlympiadBench and 55.0% on AMC23. For
Qwen3-8B-Base, OBLR-PO also achieves the best
or tied-best performance on four out of five
benchmarks—most notably 90.8% on GSMSK
and 70.4% on MATH500. Its consistent outstand-
ing performance across the datasets highlights its
strong generalization and robustness compared to
existing RL approaches.

e Advantage: Figure 1 shows the advantage curves
for the Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-8B-Base mod-
els. In both cases, OBLR-PO (orange) consis-
tently maintains a much higher and more stable
advantage than GRPO (blue), leading to more fa-
vorable optimization behavior.

e Gradient Norm: Figure 2 shows the gradient
norms for Qwen3-4B-Base and Qwen3-8B-Base.

much smoother and more stable loss curve com-
pared to GRPO (blue), particularly after the ini-
tial training steps. This indicates that OBLR-
PO leads to a more stable training process, with
fewer fluctuations in the loss, ensuring more reli-
able convergence.

In summary, these results show that OBLR-PO consis-
tently outperforms GRPO and other algorithms across
multiple metrics, demonstrating enhanced stability
and more favorable optimization dynamics in large-
scale post-training for both the Qwen3-4B-Base and
Qwen3-8B-Base models.

7 Conclusion and Limitation

In this work, we developed a theoretical framework
that rigorously characterizes the bias, variance, and
convergence of policy optimization under mild assump-
tions. Our analysis establishes the optimal learn-
ing rate schedule, governed by the signal-to-noise ra-
tio and amplified by sample breadth and depth, and
identifies the gradient-weighted baseline as a princi-
pled solution for variance reduction. These findings
close the long-standing gap between heuristic algorith-
mic approaches and rigorous mathematical guarantees.
Building on these insights, we instantiate the frame-
work into the OBLR-PO algorithm, which consistently
demonstrates stability and performance gains in large-
scale post-training.

However, three limitations remain. First, our guaran-
tees are given with respect to an upper bound on the
loss, leaving a gap to the realized optimization dynam-
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ics.

Second, the L-smoothness assumption (Assump-

tion 2), while common in theory, may not strictly hold
in practice and requires further empirical validation.
Third, our analysis does not explicitly account for the
impact of KL divergence, leaving open questions about
its theoretical role in shaping optimization and gener-
alization. We hope these findings motivate future work
to tighten theoretical bounds and test assumptions in
large-scale RL for LLMs.
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Appendix

A Proofs for Section 4

A.1 Proofs for Section 4.1

Theorem A.1 (Unbiasedness). The approximate gradient Vm)} is an unbiased estimator, i.e.,
E[VolJ(0)]] = VolJ(6)]:

Proof. By the definition of the approximate gradient estimator, we have

— 1Nt
t

Gi
1 APO
Vel J(0)] = & Zl G, Zl [v" log mg(04,51q5) A (gj5 0i.5) | -
= -

Since each ¢; and its corresponding o; ; are sampled independently according to the policy 74, we have

E [vm)ﬂ - [vg log 79 (0lq) APO(q,o)} — Vol J ().

Recall that the noise term is defined as
§(0) =VoJ(0) — VoJ(0),
and the covariance matrix H(#) is given by

H(0) = Cov [Vglog s (olq) (F(q,0) — be(q))] -

We now proceed to prove Theorem 2.

Theorem A.2 (Variance Expression). The covariance matriz of £(6) is given by

1

Cov[¢(9)] = NthH (0)
Proof. By the definition of £(6), we have
Ny Gy
_ 1 1 iPO _ iPO
Covle(®)] = Cov | 5+ 3 &> [Vo10g 7 (01,51a;) AT (a5, 01,5)| — EIValog ma(ola) A" (g, 0)]
j=1 i=1
1 N: G
_ g VAPO (g o
— W ;;Cov {V@ log mg(0;,5]q;)A (qj,ow)}
1 R
= 1 AP0
w5, Cov | Volosmo(ola) A0 (g0
1
= NG, Cov [Vg logmg(olq)(£(g, 0) — ba(q))]
1
= H(0).
N.G, (0)

(45)

(46)
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A.2 Proofs for Section 4.2

Theorem A.3 (Upper Bound). Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4, we have

T-1 T-1

BL+32

B2 (07)] < wlVo2 613 + i (1026013 + g n(HGD) ). 69

t=0 t=0

Lemma A.4. Let f(x,0): 2 x O = R be a nonnegative binary function that is integrable with respect to x and

differentiable with respect to 0. Assume the following conditions:

/% f(z,0)dz =

Ve [log f(2,0")] — Ve[log f(z,0)]|l2 < L[|6" — 0|2,
and that there exists a uniform upper bound for f% Vollog f(z,0)] dz, i.e.,

forallz e I,

| sup I¥alios . )30 < .
Z 0€O

Then, it follows that
/ IVof(@,0') — Vof(z,0)|2dz < (L + M)|6 — 0]l
A

Proof of Lemma A.4. By the chain rule, we have

Volf(x,0)] = Vollog f(x,0)] - f(x,0).

Then we substitute it into (58) and apply the triangle inequality,
| 190 (0.6) = Vs (2. 6) da
x

< / IVollog f(x,0)] - /(x,8') — Vollog (z,0)] - F(z,0)]]2 dz
x

S/ f(fvﬁ)llvelog[f(%@’)]*Velog[f(xﬂ)]llzdx+/ |f(2,0') = f(z,0)|[[Volog[f(z,0")]]|2dx .
2 x

I 1T
Then we bound I and II separately.

To bound the first term, we just need to apply the conditions and have

1< L]0 - 9||2/ F@,0)dz = L]0 — 0.
X

For the second term, we have
< | =0l [ Vol (oG] - [V lorl .02 da
<o - 9||2/ B(e)® da
z
< M||6" 0|2,

where B(z) := sup, f(z,0).

Combine them together, and we prove the Lemma A .4.

Then we come back to Theorem A.3.

(54)

(55)

(62)
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Proof of Theorem A.3. Apply the Lemma A.4 to F(q,0)my(o|q), we have

Vo[F(q,0)log e (0lq)] — Va[F (g, 0) log mg(olg)] ||
<|F(q,0)[[Vallog T (0lq)] — Ve[log mg(o|q)]||
<BL||0" — 0|z,

and

[ 500 190l (q.0) 05 7o ol doda < Fla, o) [ sup | Vallog ma(ola)][3 dod < B0
€ €

Thus, we have for fixed g,
/ IVor [ (0la) (g, 0)] = Vg[ma(0lg) F(q, 0)]|| do < (BL + B*M)||6" — 6]>.
So we can identify the smoothness coefficient of .Z(#) as follows.
Vo J(0) = Vo (0)l|2 < [Eqnn[Vo[Eonr,, (-1a)F(a:0)] = Vo[Eonry (.19 F (4, 0)]]2

<Byep | [ Ialmrola) (0.0 = Voo ol F(a.0)] do
< (BL+ B*M)|[¢" = 0]z,

which implies that J(6) is (BL + B2M)-smooth.

Then apply the Taylor’s expansion,

(BL + B2M)

L(Or41) < ZL(01) — (VoL (01), 0041 — 01) + 5

10041 — 02]3-

Note that £(6;) is independent of §;, and thus we have

ELL(0111)] < ELL(6,)] - m|Vo.2(8,) 3 + T BLLEBM)

Summing over t =0,...,T — 1, we obtain

T—

H

BL+BQMT !

B#(0r)] <E nIVo 23 + i (17026018 + 7 w(H ) )

t=0 t=0

s (190200 + 5 o 61)).

(74)

(75)

(76)
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A.3 Proofs for Section 4.3
Theorem A.5 (Optimal Learning Rate Schedule). The optimal learning rate schedule is given by

1 Vo2 (0113 _ 1 NGiSNR(6)
BL+B*M " |VoZ(60,)[3 + xi tr(H(6:)) BL+B2M 1+ N,G,SNR(6;)

= (77)

Here, we introduce the concept of the signal-to-noise ratio to measure the information content of a stochastic
gradient:

SNR(0) = IVolJ(O)]1I5 _ _IVeZ(0)]13
E[||Vg log m(o|q) APO(q,0) — Ve[J(0)]|3]  tr(H(0)) =

(78)

Proof. From the upper bound in Equation (53), each term involving 7, takes the form of a quadratic function:

BL + B*M 1
LA B2 (19a 018 + g w(HO0) )

—ne||VoZ ()5 +

This is a convex quadratic function in 7, and its minimum is achieved by setting the derivative to zero. Solving
for the optimal 7; gives the expression in Theorem 4. O

Theorem A.6. Under the optimal learning rate schedule in Theorem 4, we have

T-1

Vo2 (013

ELZ(6r)] < ELZ(0)] - .
=0 2BL+ B2M) (Vo2 (003 + 5 tr(H(61) )

Proof. Substitute the optimal learning rate in Theorem 4, we have

= BL + B?M =2 1
ELZ(07)] < ELZ(00)] - Z w02 @I+ P Y (190200018 + 5 w(HED)) (0
t=0 t=0
||V9.,2” (0)]13 + N G tr( (6;)) 2(BL+ B2M)
Rearranging terms completes the proof. O

Theorem A.7 (Convergence Analysis). Under the optimal learning rate schedule in Theorem 4, we have

szl Vo613 =0 (=), (52)

where the big-O notation hides constants and other problem-dependent parameters independent of T .

Lemma A.8. The trace of the covariance matriz H(0) is bounded.

tr(H () < 4B*M. (83)
Proof of Lemma A.8. We have
tr(H (0)) = E[|[Vg log 7o (0lq) (F(q, 0) — bs(q)) = Ve[ (0)]|3] (84)
SE[HValogfre(Oltl)( (4,0) = ba(q))]13] (85)
< 4B% - E[||Vglog mo(0]q)][3] (86)
< 4B*M, (87)

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 4, which bounds |F(g,0) — bg(q)] < 2B, and the last
inequality follows from Assumption 3, which ensures E[||Vglog mg(olq)||3] < M. O
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Then we come back to Theorem A.7. For notational simplicity, we write < (resp. 2) to indicate an upper (resp.

lower) bound up to a constant factor independent of T
Proof of Theorem A.7. By the results of Theorem 5,

\Ve-i”(%)llz

vaeze B L r(Ey) < 2BL+ BM) - (BLZ(00)] ~ ELZ(0r)])
t)12 NG r t

2(BL + B*M) - E[.Z(6y))

By applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

IVef((?t)H% = 1
(Z Vo2 (0,)]2 + tr(H ) (Z <||V9$ (0)3 + NG tr(H(at))>>

Ny G t=0

T-1 2
> ( Vo2 (0:) 2)
=0

(S0 I9e.20013)
o (1902013 + i tr(H(61)))

Combine them together and we have

=0(1).

By the Lemma A.8, we have

(ST Ivoz0013) . (=5 LIvez0013)”

1>

120 (IVa2(00)13 + s tr(H(8)) — Lo (IVeZ(O0)5) +4T52M

And thus, we have

T-1

1++v1+16TB*M
S IVez (003 s — <1+ VATBM ST,
t=0

Thus, we have

= , 1
72 v zel=o( )

(92)
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A.4 Proofs for Section 4.4

Theorem A.9. The optimal baseline is given by

Eonrmy (o) IV logma(0lq)lI3F (g, 0)]

bo(q) =
@ ="%, . i Vo loam(olg) [

Proof. As tr(H(0)) can be expressed as
tr(E()) = [V log mo(0lq) (F(q, 0) — bo(a))l3
— 2 2
=E¢wp IEtJNﬂ'@(-Iq) “|V0 log 779(0|Q)||2]b0(Q)
= 2By 19y [ Vo log o (0lq) I3 F (g, 0)] ba(a)

+ Eonmy (1o [II Vo log mo (0l ) [3F (g, 0)%] |

As by(q) takes the form of a quadratic function, the optimal bg(g) is given by

Eoro(-a) Ve logma(0lq)||3F (q,0)]

bo(q) =
0= "F, o Ve logm(olg) ]
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B Further Analysis

B.1 Optimal Sampling Strategy Under Computational Budget

In this section, we discuss the optimal sampling strategy {G}7_;' and {N;}]_;' under a fixed computational bud-
get. Suppose that sampling a query requires C'g computation and sampling an output requires Co computation.
The optimization problem can be formally stated as follows:

h

min  E[Z(0r)] subject to (CoN, + CoNGy) < Ch. (102)
{Nt}f:olv{ct}fzol t

Il
o

Note that Co > Cq, which allows us to approximate the constraint as

T—1
> NGy < Co. (103)

t=0

Thus, the optimization problem can be rewritten as

T-1
. }T_nlnglc e E[.Z(07)] subject to Y NGy < Ch. (104)
tIt=0 "1t t=0 t=0

Theorem B.1 (Optimal Sampling Strategy). Under the computational budget constraint (103), the optimal
sampling strategy is given by

Co+ Yo Toaz o tr(H
Vo203 r(H(6:))
NGy = tr(H(6,)) — ———%—. (105)
TS VeEo) RN XA OO
Proof. To minimize E[.Z(0r)], we aim to maximize the following expression:
0 4
Z VoZ( t)||2 7 (106)
VoL (00)1I5 + w, tr(H(6:))
which is equivalent to minimizing
Z ODIVL Ol o) (107
o et T weHO) 5 NG+ e
By applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
T-1 T-1 T-1 2
tr(HL(6,)) )) tr(H(6,))
S (MG > eI > tr(E(6;)) | - (108)
(tzo S T 2 NG+ 2B | =\ &
Equality holds when
H(0
tr(H (( t?gt)) = Const . (109)
NG+ 9,200

Substituting this into the computational budget constraint (103) yields the result. O
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C Additional Results

In this section, we provide additional results, including the advantages and gradient norms of other algorithms,
as well as the behaviors of KL loss and entropy.
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Figure 4: Advantages observed for Qwen3-4B-Base (left) and Qwen3-8B-Base (right) during training.
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Figure 5: Gradient norm curves of Qwen3-4B-Base (left) and Qwen3-8B-Base (right) during training.
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Figure 6: KL loss trajectories of Qwen3-4B-Base (left) and Qwen3-8B-Base (right) during training.
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Figure 7: Entropy trajectories of Qwen3-4B-Base (left) and Qwen3-8B-Base (right) during training.



