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Abstract

We study estimation and statistical inference for reward models used in aligning large
language models (LLMs). A key component of LLM alignment is reinforcement learning
from human feedback (RLHF), where humans compare pairs of model-generated answers
and their preferences are used to train a reward model. However, human feedback is
inherently heterogeneous, creating significant challenges for reliable reward learning. To
address this, we adopt a heterogeneous preference framework that jointly models the
latent reward of answers and human rationality. This leads to a challenging biconvex
optimization problem, which we solve via an alternating gradient descent algorithm. We
establish theoretical guarantees for the resulting estimator, including its convergence and
asymptotic distribution. These results enable the construction of confidence intervals for
reward estimates. Leveraging these uncertainty quantification results, we conduct valid
statistical comparisons between rewards and incorporate uncertainty into the best-of-IV
(BoN) policy framework. Extensive simulations demonstrate the effectiveness of our
method, and applications to real LLM data highlight the practical value of accounting
for uncertainty in reward modeling for LLM alignment.

Key Words: Heterogeneous human feedback; LLMs; Nonconvex optimization; RLHF;
Statistical inference

*Department of Biostatistics, Yale University. Email: pangpang.liu@yale.edu.

"Department of Biostatistics, Harvard University. Email: junweilu@hsph.harvard.edu.

fDepartment of Quantitative Methods, Purdue University. Email: sun244@purdue.edu. Corresponding
author.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.03208v1

1 Introduction

Large language models have demonstrated remarkable capabilities across a wide range of
applications (Nakada et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2025; Su, 2025; Ji et al., 2025; Zhou et al.,
2025). To align these models with human preferences, reinforcement learning from human
feedback has become a cornerstone technique (Xiao et al., 2025; Ye et al., 2025; Xu et al.,
2025). While large language models exhibit impressive generalization capabilities, their
raw generations often fail to reflect human values. RLHF addresses this gap by leveraging
human feedback to train a reward model that evaluates model outputs and guides subsequent
fine-tuning through reinforcement learning. This process enables LLMs to produce responses

that are more aligned with human values.

A major challenge in RLHF is the heterogeneity of human preferences. For example, in the
prism-alignment dataset (Kirk et al., 2024), feedback is collected from 1,500 participants
spanning 75 countries. These individuals differ in religion, education, employment, and other
demographics, and exhibit varying degrees of expertise, attentiveness, and rationality (Park
et al., 2024; Zeng et al., 2024). Such diversity introduces significant heterogeneity into the
training data. Failing to account for such differences can lead to misaligned or suboptimal
reward models (Zhong et al., 2024; Chakraborty et al., 2024). To address this issue, we
employ a scale heterogeneity model (see (4) for the details), which explicitly accounts for
variations in human rationality during reward learning. Simultaneously learning both the
reward function and human rationality leads to a nonconvex optimization problem, which

poses significant computational and theoretical challenges.

Another critical yet often overlooked issue is the uncertainty inherent in the reward model
learned from heterogeneous human feedback. Ignoring this uncertainty can lead to unreliable
evaluations. One motivating example arises in computing pairwise ranking accuracy (Lambert

et al., 2025; Frick et al., 2025). In this task, the goal is to compare two answers to the same



question using the learned reward model. Relying solely on point estimates of the rewards
provides no information about the confidence in the comparison: whether one answer is truly
better than the other or if the difference could be due to estimation noise. A more robust
approach would account for the uncertainty in the estimated rewards during the comparison.
From a statistical perspective, this type of task can be framed as a hypothesis test problem.
Let rg,(s,a”) and ry, (s,aV)) represent the expected rewards for answers ¢ and a(¥) to
question s under the true reward parameter #,. We formalize the comparison between these
two answers within the framework of the hypothesis test.

Example 1. Given a question s and two answers a9 and a®V) from two different LLMs, we
test

Hy :7ro,(5,00) =715 (5,a) =0 ws. Hy:rg.(s,a0) =74, (s,aV) # 0. (1)

To address this challenge, we first estimate a reward model 74, (s,a), where 67 serves as
an estimator of the true parameter 6,. We then construct confidence intervals to guide the
decision-making process. Our testing procedure is detailed in Section 5.1, and empirical

results are reported in Section 6.2.2.

Another important application of reward inference lies in improving the best-of-N policy
using reward lower bounds. The BoN sampling refers to generating N candidate answers
a, ... a™N) for a given question s and selecting the best one based on reward estimates
(Stiennon et al., 2020; Nakano et al., 2022; Gao et al., 2023b; Jinnai et al., 2024; Gui et al.,
2024; Liu et al., 2025; Chow et al., 2025). Traditional BoN strategies use point estimates of

rewards without accounting for uncertainty.

However, in offline reinforcement learning, distributional shift is common due to limited
coverage of the state-action space. Pessimistic policies are often used to mitigate this issue
(Zhou et al., 2023; Dong et al., 2023; Lu et al., 2023; Bian et al., 2024; Jin et al., 2025;

Zhu et al., 2025). Inspired by this, we can modify the BoN objective to maximize the lower



confidence bound of the reward rather than its point estimate.
Example 2. Suppose the asymptotic (1—a) confidence interval forre, (s, a) is (CP(s, a),Ci(s,a)).

The traditional BoN objective is

apon(s) = argmaxry,.(s,a), (2)
ac€AN(s)
where Ay(s) = {aM,---  a™M} is the set of N candidate answers corresponding to s. The

pessimistic BoN (pBoN) policy that mazimizes the lower bound of the reward is

appon(s) = argmax C;'(s, a). (3)
acAN(s)

In Section 5.2, we show that the expected suboptimality of the pessimistic BoN policy
decreases at the rate of 1/4/n, where n denotes the sample size. Here, the suboptimality
(see (11)) quantifies the performance gap between the proposed policy and the oracle policy.
In Section 6.2.3, we empirically demonstrate the pessimistic BoN policy in (3) can improve

the performance of the standard approach in (2) across various settings of BoN policies.
1.1 Major Contribution

In this paper, we model the rationality of the human annotator as a function of contextual
information and design an alternating gradient descent algorithm to jointly learn both the
reward and rationality models. We then derive the asymptotic distribution of the reward
estimates and construct statistical confidence bounds to guide robust decision-making. The
derived uncertainty quantification of reward models can account for the diverse expertise

levels of human annotators. Our main contributions are as follows.

e Methodologically, we employ a heterogeneous rationality model that captures varying levels
of human expertise. To jointly learn both the rationality and the reward model, we develop
an alternating gradient descent algorithm.

e Theoretically, we establish convergence guarantees for the proposed alternating gradient

descent algorithm and derive the asymptotic distribution of the estimators, enabling
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uncertainty quantification of the learned reward. As a byproduct, we propose the pessimistic
BoN policy derived from the asymptotic lower bound and establish its suboptimality.

e Numerically, we validate our approach through extensive simulations and real-world ap-
plications to large language models, demonstrating its effectiveness and offering valuable

insights to improve the best-of-INV policy.

1.2 Related Literature

Our work intersects with two major areas of literature: modeling heterogeneous human
preferences and uncertainty quantification in the Bradley-Terry-Luce (BTL) model (Bradley

and Terry, 1952).

Heterogeneous Human Preferences. A number of studies have addressed heterogeneity
in human preferences in the context of rank aggregation, including Deng et al. (2014); Jin
et al. (2020); Li et al. (2020, 2022); Zhu et al. (2023b). These works primarily considered
the ranking of a fixed set of items and are thus not directly applicable to our setting, which
involves comparisons over potentially unbounded LLM outputs. In the RLHF literature,
some studies such as Barnett et al. (2023); Hao et al. (2023); Liu et al. (2024) incorporated
heterogeneous preferences by assuming fixed, known parameters that represent each teacher’s
area of expertise. In contrast, our model captures heterogeneity through an unknown function
of contextual information that must be learned, offering a more flexible and general approach.
Lee et al. (2024); Zhong et al. (2024); Park et al. (2024); Wang et al. (2025a) proposed
personalized reward models that tailor preferences to individual annotators. However, their
formulation involves assigning separate reward models to each teacher, which differs from our
objective of learning a unified reward model that generalizes across diverse teacher rationalities.
More importantly, these prior works concentrate on reward estimation alone, whereas we

additionally provide principled uncertainty quantification for the reward learning.

Uncertainty Quantification for the BTL Model. Simons and Yao (1999); Han et al.



(2020); Gao et al. (2023a); Liu et al. (2023); Fan et al. (2025b) investigated uncertainty
quantification in the BTL model without covariates. Fan et al. (2024a,b) extended the
inference to covariate-assisted BTL models. These studies assume a fixed number of items
and constant latent scores, which does not align with our setting where LLMs generate a large
and varying set of outputs. Recent works, including Wang et al. (2025b); Lu et al. (2025); Li
and Li (2025); Zhang et al. (2025), have developed contextual ranking frameworks to evaluate
and compare different LLMs under uncertainty. Fan et al. (2025a) further explored uncertainty
quantification for ranking with heterogeneous preferences in a finite-item setting. These
studies focus on assigning a single score to each LLM. In contrast, our work compares multiple
outputs generated by LLMs, where the reward is defined for each question—answer pair rather
than at the model level. Zhu et al. (2023a); Feng et al. (2025) analyzed the asymptotic
properties of the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) under the standard BTL model.
Due to the nonconvex nature of our setting, the MLE is not directly attainable. Instead, we

quantify the uncertainty of the proposed, attainable gradient-based estimator.

1.3 Paper Organization

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the preliminary setup
of the problem. Section 3 presents the framework for reward learning from heterogeneous
human feedback. Theoretical results on convergence analysis and uncertainty quantification
are provided in Section 4. We introduce the related applications in Section 5. Section 6

reports the experimental results. All proofs are deferred to the supplementary material.

2 Problem Formulation

We denote s as a prompt (or question) and a as a corresponding response (or answer). The
expected reward associated with the pair (s, a) is defined by 7y, (s, a), where 6, € R%, with

d; fixed, is the true but unknown parameter. Let x represent contextual information that



influences a human teacher’s preference rationality. We model the teacher’s utility for a given

prompt-response pair (s, a) using the scale heterogeneity model (Fiebig et al., 2010):
U(I‘, S, CL) = Oy, (.1')7’9* <S> a) + €, (4)

where € is independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) and follows a Gumbel distribution
with location parameter 0 and scale parameter 1, and 0., (z) € R is a scale function that
captures the human teacher’s rationality, parameterized by the unknown vector v, € R% with
ds fixed. This model allows the same prompt-response pair to yield different utility outcomes
across teachers with different contextual information x. We focus on pairwise comparisons
between two candidate responses a(?) and a(!) for a given prompt s. The probability that a
teacher with context = prefers al!) over a(? is given by
P(Y = 1|z, 5,09, aW) = PU(z,s,aV) > U(z,5,a?) | z,s,a?, aV)]

1
B 1+ e @)[ro. (s,a(0)—=rg, (5,a(0))]’

where the last equality follows from the fact that the difference between two independent
Gumbel random variables with the same scale parameter follows the logistic distribution
(Kotz and Nadarajah, 2000). Here, Y = 1 indicates that the teacher prefers a*), and Y = 0
indicates a preference for a(®). The heterogeneity captured by model (5) has been supported
by empirical evidence (Fiebig et al., 2010; Davis et al., 2019; Tutz, 2021; Mauerer and Tutz,
2023). However, these studies typically focus on small-scale applications with a special
structure of o, () and lack theoretical guarantees for estimation accuracy or uncertainty
quantification. The value of 0., (z) reflects the rationality or expertise of the teacher. If
o5, (z) > 0, the teacher is more likely to select the response with a higher true reward. If
04, (z) <0, the teacher exhibits non-expert or even adversarial behavior, potentially preferring
lower-reward responses. Such irrational preference labels exist in real-world datasets (Nahum

et al., 2024; Bukharin et al., 2024). A special case arises when o,, = 1, reducing the model
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to a homogeneous preference BTL setting (Ouyang et al., 2022). Introducing the scale
function enhances the expressiveness of the model, but also introduces the challenge of jointly
estimating both v, and 6,. In the following sections, we develop algorithms to learn these

parameters from human feedback and quantify the uncertainty of the estimators.

3 Reward Learning from Heterogeneous Human Feed-
back

In this section, we present an algorithm for learning the reward function from heterogeneous
human feedback. We begin by introducing some structural assumptions on both the reward
and scale functions.

Assumption 1. The reward function lies within a family of linear models r¢(s, a) = 07 ¢(s, a),
where ¢(s,a) : S x A — RY is a known feature mapping satisfying ||¢(s, )|z < ¢max for some
positive constant ¢uay. The true parameter satisfies 0, € © = {0 : |0]|co < Omax, 0 € R%} for

some positive constant 0ay.

Assumption 1 posits that the reward function is linear in the parameter 6, and both the
parameter and features are bounded. This assumption is standard in the RLHF literature
(Zhu et al., 2023a; Zhong et al., 2024; Scheid et al., 2024; Lu et al., 2025). In LLM applications,
the feature mapping ¢(s, a) can be obtained by removing the final layer from a pre-trained
model (Zhu et al., 2023a; Zhong et al., 2024; Lu et al., 2025).

Assumption 2. Let ¢y : X — R and ¢(z) : X — R%® be known feature mappings. We
assume g Z 0 and sup,cy || (Vo(2), ¥ (2))|l2 < Ymax for some positive constant Yyax. The
true rationality scale function is 0., (z) = Vo(x) + 7, (), where . € T = {7 : (1, 7")]|oo <

Ymax, Y € RdQ} for some positive constant Ymax-

Assumption 2 is structurally parallel to Assumption 1. The feature mappings ¢y (z) and ¥ (x)
serve as known transformations of the contextual variable x, which enrich the representation

of features across individuals. The condition ¢y (z) # 0 is essential for the identifiability of
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both 7, and 6,. Specifically, if 1y = 0, the scale function o (z) = 7, ¢ (x) and the reward
difference 0] [¢(s,aM) — ¢(s,a®)] would be indistinguishable in (5). The presence of a

nonzero 1y(x) ensures that v, and 6, can be distinguished from the data.

With the model specifications in Assumptions 1 and 2, we now turn to the estimation of the
reward parameter 6, and the rationality parameter «,. The goal is to infer these parameters
jointly from observed preference data. To this end, we introduce the likelihood formulation

associated with the heterogeneous preference model. Suppose that we observe a dataset of

© @

n ii.d. samples {(x;, s;,a; ', a; ", y;)}iy. We denote p(v) = for v € R. By (5), the

1+ v

negative log-likelihood for this dataset is

n

La(6,7) = = 3~ A dognlon (w)(ralsi ") = rofsi,af”)) o

+(1 = o) log[1 = plery (@) (ro(si, af) = ro(si, a”))] |
A natural solution to estimate 0, and -, is via the maximum likelihood estimator as fol-
lows,

0, Y = argmin L, (6,7). (7)
0cO,vell

However, the negative log-likelihood L, (6, ) is generally not jointly convex in the parameters
(07,47)7, as formalized in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the negative log-likelihood function L, (60,~) defined
in (6) is convex in 0 when 7y is fixed, and convex in v when 0 is fived. However, L,(0,) is

not necessarily jointly convex in (67, y7)T.

The nonconvex nature of L, (6, ) with respect to the joint parameter vector (7, v")T makes
solving the MLE problem in (7) nontrivial. However, the biconvexity property identified in
Lemma 1 motivates the use of an alternating optimization approach. Specifically, we apply

alternating gradient descent to iteratively update # and ~ described in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 requires inputs: learning rates 7, and 7, initial parameters vo and 6y, the number

of iterations 7', and a dataset {(x;, s;, ag ), f ),yz) . At each iteration t = 1,...,T, the
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Algorithm 1 Reward Learning with Alternating Gradient Descent

1: Input: learnm%; rates 1, and 1), initial points vy and 6y, number of iterations 7', dataset
(0)
{(‘Z‘Z?SZ?a’z bl z Jyl
2z = gzﬁ(s“agl)) gb(sz, f Nfori=1,---,n.
3: fort=1to T do
40 0, =061 — VL, (0i—1, V1), where

VoL(br, 1) = Sl — o) 6Lzl

=1

5 Y = Yi—1 — 12V Ly (0, 71-1), where

n

VLB i) =~ 3l — i) (6] )]0 7))

i=1

end for
Output: 07,y

algorithm performs alternating gradient updates. The notations VgL, (6,7) and V. L, (0,7)
denote the gradients of L, (6,~) relative to 6 and ~, respectively. After T iterations, the

algorithm outputs the final parameters (6}.,v7)".

4 Theoretical Results

In this section, we present the theoretical guarantees of Algorithm 1. Section 4.1 establishes
the convergence properties of our estimator, while Section 4.2 discusses the statistical inference

results.

4.1 Convergence Analysis

We first give the assumptions needed for the convergence analysis. We denote z = ¢(s,a!)) —

¢(s,a).
Assumption 3. The smallest eigenvalue of the matrix E[Ji (z)zz"] is Ay > 0. Similarly,

the smallest eigenvalue of the matriz E[(0] 2)?¢(x)y " ()] is Ay > 0.

Assumption 3 is a well-conditioned design for the covariance matrix. Zhong et al. (2024)
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adopted the same assumption on ]E[O',Qy*<ZL‘)ZZT] with o, = 1. In the context of LLMs, the
feature x represents contextual information (e.g., gender, age, or other demographic factors),
while z is associated with the prompt s and candidate responses a(®) and aV. In this setting,
z and z are independent. Then, we have the factorization E[o? (x)zz"] = E[o? (z)]E(zz")
and E[(0] 2)2¢(x)y T (2)] = E(] 2)*E[)(2)y T (x)]. This factorization softens the conditions
in Assumption 3, making them more interpretable: they essentially require the variability in

both contextual features (x) and prompts/responses (z) to be sufficiently rich.

Assumption 4. Define M = |[E{u(0,, (2)0] 2)[1 — (0, (2)0] =)o (2)(6] 2)0b(2)=" Y |- We

mln{Ad,,Aw}

ot where ¢ 1s a positive constant defined in Lemma S6.

assume M <

Assumption 4 controls the interaction strength between ¢ (x) and z. The quantity M measures
the magnitude of their cross-dependence in the Hessian matrix of the log-likelihood. A smaller
M indicates that the coupling between the two parameter blocks is weak, which helps ensure

that the alternating estimation of 6, and ~, is stable.

Now, we provide the following theorem on the convergence of (6,7, )" to the true parameters
CARIDIE

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and /4 hold. Suppose that the initialization in Algorithm 1
satisfies |0 — 0.2 < b/v/2 and |0 — vll2 < b/V/2, where b < by for some positive constant
by. Assume further that the step size 0 < ny,m9 < ng for some positive constant ng. There
exist some positive constants ¢y, ng such that when n > ng, for any 0 < 6 < 1, with probability

at least 1 — 0 — %, we have

log(1/9)
0 — 0,2 |2 < T2 208079
107 = O[3 + [[vr — %llz < p 0% + A=’
for some p € (0,1).

Theorem 1 quantifies the convergence rate of Algorithm 1. The first term on the right-hand
side represents the optimization error, which vanishes as the number of iterations 7" increases

to oo. The second term indicates the statistical error, which decreases with the sample size n
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at the scale of 1/n. The dependence on T and n aligns with the results in Jin et al. (2020),
which studied a non-contextual setting with a finite number of items. Notably, our setting is

more complex, yet we achieve the same convergence rate.

4.1.1 Challenges and Outline of Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 presents substantial technical challenges because jointly estimating
(07,4])" involves a nonconvex objective. The loss function L, (6,~) couples # and ~ multi-

plicatively through the scale function o, (z) and the reward model ry, (s, a), which causes

non-convexity and prevents the application of classical convex optimization results.

To overcome the challenges, we exploit the biconvex structure of L,,(6,v) and analyze the
alternating gradient descent dynamics in a two-block fashion. Specifically, according to the

update rule in Algorithm 1, we derive separate recursive bounds for each block:
10e+1 = 0.5 = 110 — 0.1z + 71 Vo L (0, 302 — 20 (Vo Ln (02, 7)., e — 6s),
i1 = Yellz = llve — 7l + 77§”V7Ln(9t+17%)||3 =202V L (Or1, ), v — Vo)

A central challenge is that these bounds depend on both t and n, making it nontrivial to
separate the optimization error from the statistical error. Carefully disentangling these
dependencies and controlling the cross-block error propagation are the key difficulties. Our
strategy is to decompose the gradients VoL, (0;,7:) and VL, (6;11,7) into several com-
ponents: VoL, (0.,7), VoLn(0r, V), VoLn (0, 74), Vo L (6, 7), Voy L (01015 74 ), Voy L (8, 74 -
This decomposition allows us to isolate the optimization dynamics (through deviations from

0. or ~,) from the stochastic fluctuations due to finite n.

We establish a series of technical lemmas to control each component. Lemma S4 ensures that
the gradients of L, (6, ) are Lipschitz in both # and ~, thereby limiting the error accumulation
during descent. Lemma S5 quantifies the sensitivity of each block’s gradient to perturbations in

the other, ensuring that alternating updates do not destabilize the descent. Lemma S8 further
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bounds the mixed second-order derivatives V?Y@Ln(ﬁ, 7), which are essential for controlling
cross-block error propagation. These results together ensure the interdependence between

two parameter blocks remains controlled throughout iterations.

After obtaining separate contraction inequalities for ||y 1 — 6.]|3 and ||ye1 — 74|53, we
combine them to study the joint error ||6;41 — 0.3 + || Ve41 — 7x]/3- To guarantee that this
joint error decreases over ¢, we derive precise conditions on the learning rates 1,7, and on
the initialization radius b, ensuring local contraction. Establishing these conditions allows
us to rigorously prove both the geometric convergence of the optimization iterates and the

statistical consistency of the resulting estimators.

4.2 Uncertainty Quantification of Reward Learning

In this section, we derive the asymptotic distribution of the estimators obtained from
Algorithm 1. For notational convenience, define 7, = (0],7,))" and 77 = (6],7})". We

*

introduce the Fisher information matrix at the true parameter 7, as

 (EV3,L,(0.,7.) EV3 L.(6.,7.)

Zoo(0s,7:)  Zoy(0.,74)\ _
EV2,Ln(0.,7.) EVZ Ly(6.,7)

) = (1’79(6*77*) Iw(e*a%)
where the expectation is taken with respect to the randomness in the preference outcome v,
the prompt s, and the responses a(?, oM. Here, V2,L,(0.,7.) denotes the block of second-
order derivatives with respect to 6, and similarly for the other blocks. In order to study the
asymptotic properties of our estimators, it is important to ensure that the Fisher information
matrix is well-conditioned. The following assumption formalizes this requirement.
Assumption 5. The matriz Z(0,,7,) = Zoo(0s, ) — Loy (0, %) T (04, 7 ) Ly9 (04, 74) s posi-

tive definite.

A sufficient condition for Assumption 5 is Zyp, (6,7,) = 0. Assumption 5 guarantees that the
information matrix Z(r,) is positive definite, as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 5 hold. Then the information matriz Z(t.) is
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positive definite.

Lemma 2 ensures that the information matrix is positive definite, and therefore invertible.
This property is fundamental in asymptotic theory, as the inverse of the Fisher information
characterizes the asymptotic covariance matrix of the estimators. Hence, the lemma plays a
crucial role in establishing the asymptotic normality and quantifying the statistical uncertainty

of the learned parameters.

We now establish the asymptotic normality of 7. Recall that 7, is obtained after T" iterations
of Algorithm 1, and its behavior depends jointly on the sample size n and the iteration
horizon T'. The next theorem shows that, under suitable conditions on the growth of T
relative to n, 7r shares the same asymptotic distribution as the MLE.

Theorem 2. Let the conditions in Theorems 1 and Assumption 5 hold. Assume np? — 0 as
n — 0o and T — oo, where 0 < p; < 1 is some constant. Then, as n — oo and T — oo, we

have

Ve — 1) 2 N (0,7 1(7).

When 7" — oo and n — oo, Theorem 1 guarantees that 7 converges to 7,.. Theorem 2
further establishes that 7 not only converges but also satisfies asymptotic normality. This
result confirms that the proposed estimator enjoys both consistency and asymptotic efficiency

under the stated conditions.

Having established the asymptotic normality of the joint parameter estimator 7p = (67, v7)"
in Theorem 2, we now turn to the implications for the learned reward function itself. Since
the reward is parameterized only through 6, the asymptotic distribution of ry,(s,a) can be
derived accordingly. The following theorem characterizes this distribution.

Theorem 3. Let assumptions in Theorem 2 hold. As n — oo and T — oo, we have

Vilrey (s,a) = re,(s,a)] =2 N0, (5,a)Z (8, 1) (5, a)),
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where f(ﬁ*,%) is defined in Assumption 5

The matrix Z (0,7) is the information matrix for 6, obtained after accounting for the nuisance
parameter 7. Compared to the homogeneous preference model (where 7, = 1), the variance of
the reward estimator includes an additional adjustment term Zy. (6., )27 (Bx, Vi) Zyo (6, 74),
which accounts for heterogeneity in human preferences captured by ~. This term inflates the
estimated variance, providing a more accurate measure of uncertainty in r¢..(s, a). This ensures
that the uncertainty properly reflects the additional variability introduced by heterogeneous

preferences.

The distributional guarantees established in Theorem 3 provide the foundation for performing
statistical inference on the learned reward function ry,.(s,a). In particular, to construct
confidence intervals for r4..(s, a), it is necessary to estimate the variance of the estimator. We

define the empirical estimators of the information matrices in our setting as follows:

Tn(6 Zm (20721 = plor ()0 20} ()22

I +(0.7) ZPJ Oy 1‘1)9 zi)[1— M(UW(%)QTZZ)](QTZZ) ZU(SEZ)?/)T(%)

=1

IWG (0.7) Z{M oy(x:) 0 z)[1 — (07(%)9 Zz)]av(%)e zif(xi)z T'

Using these empirical matrices, we can construct a plug-in estimator of the asymptotic
variance for 7¢.(s, a).

Theorem 4. Let assumptions in Theorem 3 hold. Asn — oo and T — oo, we have
155 (07, vr) = 71 (0. 3|l == 0,

where S2 (07, vyr) = [fgg(eT,”)/T) —fgv(é’T,'yT)f%l(HT,vT)fGE(QT, 7))t and Z(0,,7,) is defined

in Assumption 5. Then, as n — oo and T — oo, we have

Vnlre (&a)—m( a)] b
T N . 1).
\/<Z5T 9T7’YT)¢( ) — (0 1)
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In Theorem 4, the matrix S} (67, 77) serves as the empirical counterpart to the asymptotic
covariance matrix f—l(e*, 7«) defined in Assumption 5. When both T and n are sufficiently
large, S2(07,~r) converges to Z7(6,,7.). Let ¢1—a/2 denote the (1 — a/2) quantile of the
standard normal distribution. Based on Theorem 4, the (1 — «) confidence interval for
re,(s,a) is given by (C/*(s,a),C%(s,a)), where

Co (s, a) = rop (5, a) — ql_aM 0T (5,0)S3(0r, 11)(s, @)

" 8
SGQ(QT,’YTW(&@). )

n

T
63(87 CL) =Tor (Sa CL) + Q1—a/2\/¢ (S’ a)

Finally, we turn to the statistical inference for the rationality parameter 7,. This allows us
to quantify uncertainty for each component of 7, and test the significance of heterogeneity in
human preferences.

Theorem 5. Let assumptions in Theorem 2 hold. As n — oo and T — oo, we have

||33(QT77T) - [177(9*77*) - I;Y(Q*,7*):[9_91(6*,7*)197(0*,’}/*)]_IHQ L) 0,

where S2(0p, yr) = [fW(GT,WT) —f;y(é’T,7T)f9_91(9T,7T)f97(0T,7T)]_1. Then, as n — oo and

T — 00, we have

T _
\/6;53(9% Vr)e;

where e; is the unit vector with 1 in the i-th position.

Theorem 5 establishes the asymptotic normality of each component of the estimated rationality
vector yr. Based on this result, we can construct confidence intervals for each element of ~,
using the same approach as in (8). In Section 6.2.1, we conduct experiments on LLMs to assess

the significance of human preference heterogeneity across different contextual factors.

5 Hypothesis Test and Pessimistic BoN Policy

In this section, we explore two practical applications of our distributional results. First, we

consider the hypothesis testing of reward differences, which provides a statistically rigorous
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way to compare and evaluate different LLMs. Second, we demonstrate how the uncertainty
quantification of the reward can be incorporated into the BoN policy, enabling more robust

decision-making under uncertainty.
5.1 Application to the Hypothesis Test of Reward Difference
Now, we explore how to conduct the hypothesis test defined in (1). We define

To.(a'”,alV]s) = ro.(s,a®¥) — 14, (s,a").

In (1), the two answers a(® and a™") can be treated independently conditional on s since they

come from two different LLMs. Then, we can treat

V(s,a®, aV) = o' (s,a")5%(Or, vr)d(s,a”) + " (s,a")S*(Or, vr) P (s, alV)

n

as the asymptotic variance of Ty, (a®,a¥|s). Therefore, the (1 — ) confidence interval for

To.(a?,aW]s) is given by (Cf(s,a®,aV),C(s,a¥,aV)), where

Co (s, a() (1)) %T(a(o),a(l) |s) — Q102 IV (s,a®, aM),
CS(SJQ(O)7G(1)> = %T( (0) +Q1 /2 \/ a(O

A simple rule for testing the difference is as follows. If C(s,a®,aV) > 0, we conclude

(9)

that the reward of the answer a(® is statistically larger than that of the answer oV at

the (1 — ) confidence level. If C%(s,a®,a)) < 0, we conclude that the reward of the

0) is statistically smaller than that of the answer a(*) at the (1 — «) confidence

answer a
level. If Cf(s,al®, aM) < 0 < C%(s,a?,aV), we do not have enough evidence to conclude a
significant difference between the rewards.

When a© and ¢! are not independent, we can obtain an upper bound of the asymptotic
(V6T 5,082 0r70)0(5,00) +1/6T (5,60)52 (07, 77)9(5.0D)]

n

. This value

variance of Tp, (a(?), a(V)|s) as

can then be used to perform the hypothesis test in an analogous manner.
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5.2 Application to the Pessimistic BoN Policy

In many applications, we are given a set of candidate responses Ay(s) = {a1,...,ay} for
a prompt s and want to select the action with the highest reward. A natural strategy is
the BoN policy (Stiennon et al., 2020), which selects the action with the largest estimated
reward, see (2). While straightforward, the standard BoN policy does not account for the
uncertainty in reward estimates. Motivated by the pessimistic principle in reinforcement
learning (Jin et al., 2025), we select an action in a conservative or risk-averse manner. We
explore the pessimistic BoN policy, which accounts for the uncertainty in reward estimates to

avoid overestimating the value of an action.

To incorporate statistical guarantees, we first provide a bound guarantee for the reward
parameter estimation.
Corollary 1. Let the conditions in Theorem 4 hold. There exists a € (0,1), when T > clogn

for some constant ¢, with probability at least 1 — 0 — %, we have

q1—a/2
||9T—9*||S;2(9T7'7T) S \/ﬁ :

Corollary 1 is a direct consequence of Theorem 1 and provides an upper bound on the
deviation of the estimated parameter 07 in the weighted norm || - || S;2(0rr)- Lhe value of a
is related to dy,d> and . This bound is crucial for constructing a pessimistic estimate of the

reward.

Our goal is to select an action that approximately maximizes the true reward: a.(s) =
arg Maxqe 4y (s) 7o, (8, a). To account for uncertainty in 6p, we define the pessimistic value
function:

?<37 a) = Hllp T‘g(S, a)a (1())
0cO

where © = {0 : |6 — 67| S5 20r9r) S Ti—a/2 /v/n. The following lemma provides an equivalent

closed-form expression for (s, a), making it straightforward to compute in practice.
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Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Let 7(s,a) be defined in (10). Then, we have

7(s,a) =ro,(s,a) — QIa/2\/¢T(S7 a)Sg(eT’ 7)9(s,a)

n

Combining (8) with Lemma 3, we see that the pessimistic value function (s, a) corresponds to
the asymptotic lower confidence bound of the reward at a significance level . The pessimistic

BoN policy selects the action that maximizes this conservative estimate:

apBoN<S) = arg aé{lél?\;}és) ?<57 a)7

where Ax(s) is defined in (2). We measure the performance of this policy via the expected

suboptimality (the performance gap between one policy and the oracle policy):

SubOpt(a,pon) = Es[rg, (s, ax(s)) — ro. (s, appon(s))]- (11)

We now establish the performance guarantee of the pessimistic BoN policy. The following
theorem provides a high-probability upper bound on the suboptimality of the action selected
under this policy.

Theorem 6. Let the conditions in Theorem 4 hold. When T > Ty and n > ngy for some

constants Ty and ng, then with probability at least 1 — § — %, we have

3q1—a/2 Hf_% (‘9*7 7*>]ES¢<57 a*(s)) ||2
\/ﬁ )

SUbOpt<apBoN) S

where f(e*,’y*) is defined in Assumption 5.

Theorem 6 shows that the suboptimality of the pessimistic BoN policy decays at the statistical
rate of 1/,/n. Importantly, the bound depends on the term ||Z72 (6,, 7. )Es&(s, a.(s))]|2, which
reflects how well the dataset covers the distribution of optimal responses a.(s). This highlights
that the performance guarantee is not tied to uniform coverage over the entire state (prompt)
and action (response) space, but instead only to coverage along the optimal trajectory,

consistent with the insights of Jin et al. (2025). Recent works on pessimistic policies for
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RLHF (Zhu et al., 2023a; Zhang et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024) primarily rely on finite-sample
lower bounds. Our approach leverages an asymptotic lower bound derived from distributional

guarantees, and extends the pessimistic framework to the BoN setting.

6 Experiments

In this section, we present numerical experiments using both synthetic and real-world data.
Section 6.1 focuses on simulation studies that illustrate the convergence behavior of Algorithm
1 and validate the distributional properties. In Section 6.2, we demonstrate the practical

applicability of our framework by evaluating it on large language models.

6.1 Simulations

We begin by describing the data generation process used in our simulation studies. The
prompt variable s is sampled from the standard normal distribution N(0, 1), and the actions
a® and oV drawn from N(0, 1) and N(0,2), respectively. The feature mappings are defined
as ¢(s,a) = (s%a,a’s,as)", Yo(x) = x and ¥ (z) = (2%,2?)" with x sampled from AN(0,1).
The ground-truth parameters are set to 6, = (1/4,1/2,1/3) and ~, = (1/2,1/3). We initialize
6y and ~y by sampling from a uniform distribution 4 (—1, 1), and set learning rates as 1, = 0.1

and 7y = 0.08.

We first evaluate the estimation errors of 6, and ~, over various sample sizes n and iterations
T, averaging results over 100 trials. The results, shown in Figure 1, demonstrate that the
estimation error of the heterogeneous model decreases as both n and T increase, which aligns

with the theoretical findings in Theorem 1.

Next, we examine the empirical distribution of the learned estimators via coverage probabili-
ties. We consider sample sizes n = 200, 400, 600. Iteration counts are chosen appropriately to
ensure algorithmic convergence. We set the nominal coverage probability 1 — a = 0.95. The

performance of the estimator is assessed by the average coverage rate (Cov Rate) and the
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Figure 1: Estimation errors along with the sample size n and iterations T’

average length (Avg Len) of the confidence intervals for each parameter component. Table
1 presents the average coverage rates and confidence interval lengths, averaged over 2000
trials. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. The average coverage rate closely matches
the nominal level of 0.95, and the average length of the confidence intervals decreases with

increasing n.

Table 1: Coverage rates and average lengths of confidence intervals for the estimator

n
200 400 600
Cov Rate 0.958 (0.006) 0.948 (0.005) 0.952 (0.004)
Avg Len  2.547 (0.018) 1.636 (0.011) 1.263 (0.008)

We further assess the coverage of the learned reward function ry,.(s,a). In particular, we

evaluate at (s,a) = (1/2,1/4), (s,a) = (1/2,1/2), (s,a) = (1,1/4), and (s,a) = (1,1) with
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results summarized in Table 2. The observed coverage rates again align well with the nominal

level, and the interval lengths decrease as n increases.

Table 2: The average coverage rate and length of confidence intervals for the reward

n
(s,a) 200 400 600
(1,1 Cov Rate 0.943 (0.002) 0.923 (0.001) 0.951 (0.001)
221)  AvgLen 0.419 (0.003) 0.275 (0.002) 0.224 (0.001)
(1,1 CovRate 0917 (0.003) 0.922 (0.002) 0.953 (0.002)
22)  AvgLen 0.770 (0.006) 0.511 (0.003) 0.417 (0.002)
1,1y CovRate 0952 (0.004) 0.922 (0.003) 0.949 (0.002)
"4/ Avg Len 0.904 (0.007) 0.596 (0.004) 0.488 (0.002)
(1) Cov Rate 0.917 (0.007) 0.923 (0.005) 0.953 (0.004)
'2) Avg Len  1.688 (0.013) 1.125 (0.007) 0.921 (0.004)

6.2 Applications to LLMs

In this section, we apply our proposed methods to large language models to demonstrate their
practical utility. We begin by training both a reward model and a rationality model. Using the
learned rationality model, we compute confidence intervals for the rationality parameters and
uncover evidence of heterogeneity in human rationality. Next, we estimate confidence intervals
for the difference in rewards between two responses, which enables pairwise comparison of
outputs while accounting for uncertainty. We then illustrate how this framework can be used
to compare two LLMs under uncertainty. Finally, we incorporate reward model uncertainty

into the BoN policy and show that doing so can lead to improved performance.

6.2.1 Training of Reward Model and Rationality Model

We begin by training the reward model 7, (s, a) and the rationality model ., () using the
dataset prism-alignment' (Kirk et al., 2024). Each record in the dataset contains multi-turn
dialogues. For our analysis, we retain only the first turn of each dialogue. For a given prompt,

multiple responses are generated by different LLMs, and human annotators provide evaluation

Thttps:/ /huggingface.co/datasets/HannahRoseKirk /prism-alignment
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scores. We construct pairwise comparisons of responses, assigning the higher-scored response

as the preferred one.

The dataset involves feedback from 1500 annotators, along with rich contextual information.
We include the following user-level features x: gender, age, education, employment, marital
status, English fluency, religion, location, ethnicity, familiarity with LLMs, and direct usage
of LLMs. All categorical variables are one-hot encoded. After preprocessing, we obtain 42,306
paired comparison samples, where each observation consists of a user profile x, a prompt s, two
candidate responses a(? and (), and a binary preference label y. We split the dataset into
training and test sets with an 80/20 ratio. The test data is used for hyperparameter selection
(e.g., learning rate, batch size, and number of epochs). The final training configuration uses

a learning rate of 5 x 107°, batch size of 32, and 20 epochs.

For representation learning, we adopt the pretrained model opt-1.3b% (Zhang et al., 2022).
The feature mapping ¢(s,a) is obtained by removing the final layer of the model, producing
a dy = 2048 dimensional embedding for each (s, a) pair. For the context information z, we
define ¥y (z) = 2y (the first component of x) and 9 (z) = 2}2.4,) (the remaining components),
with do = 38. Finally, we jointly estimate the reward model parameters 0, and the rationality
parameters 7y,.

Table 3: Estimation of Selected Rationality Parameters

Variables Coef CI Variables Coef CI

age: 3b-44  0.188 (0.183, 0.192) education: other -0.050  (-0.060, -0.041)
age: 45-54  0.252 (0.247, 0.257) religion: other -0.035 (-0.048, -0.023)
age: bb—64  0.283 (0.277, 0.289) | marital: never married 0.130  (0.126, 0.134)
gender: male  0.053 (0.050, 0.057) | employment: full-time 0.024  (0.019, 0.030)
location: US  0.158 (0.149, 0.167) | llm direct use: unsure -0.079 (-0.087, -0.070)
English: fluent 0.009 (0.004, 0.014) | llm: somewhat familiar 0.203  (0.196, 0.210)

To illustrate the heterogeneity in annotators’ preferences, Table 3 reports a subset of the

estimated rationality parameters 7,. The confidence intervals (CI), calculated by leveraging

Zhttps://huggingface.co/facebook/opt-1.3b
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Theorem 5, do not include zero for the listed variables, indicating that these effects are

statistically significant.

The reported coefficients Table 3 represent the difference in rationality relative to a baseline
group: larger positive coefficients indicate higher rationality, while negative coefficients
suggest lower rationality compared to the baseline. For example, English fluency appears
to have a small positive but statistically significant effect, indicating that stronger language
proficiency improves the reliability of preference judgments. Interestingly, annotators who
are unsure about their direct use of LLMs tend to have lower rationality scores, while those
who are somewhat familiar with LLMs exhibit significantly higher rationality. These results
highlight substantial variation across demographic and contextual factors, underscoring the
importance of accounting for human preference heterogeneity when training reliable reward

models.

6.2.2 Comparison of LLMs

In this section, we illustrate how to compare different LLMs by leveraging uncertainty
quantification in the reward model. The goal of this experiment is not to claim which model
performs better, but to demonstrate how our proposed inference framework can be applied
to statistically compare models under uncertainty. In practice, a comprehensive comparison
would consider many additional factors, such as choice of pretraining data, model architecture,
the quality of reward model training. Our example simply illustrates the methodology, which

can be extended to broader and more rigorous LLM evaluation settings.

We first generate one response for each of 805 prompts from the AlpacaFarm® dataset using
two models: zephyr-7b-beta’ and dolly-v2-7b°, and then calculate the reward of each

question-answer pair using the learned reward model in Section 6.2.1. For each question, we

3https://huggingface.co/datasets/tatsu-lab /alpaca farm
4https:/ /huggingface.co/HuggingFaceH4 /zephyr-7b-beta
Shttps://huggingface.co/databricks/dolly-v2-7b
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compute the confidence interval of the reward difference between the two answers using (9) by
setting a = 0.05. Based on whether the interval includes zero, we assign each comparison as a
win, loss, or tie. To calculate the win rate, we count 1 for a win, 0 for a loss, and 0.5 for a tie.

Using this criterion, the win rate of zephyr-7b-beta over dolly-v2-7b is 50.373%.

Table 4 provides two illustrative examples. The third column reports the estimated reward
for each question-answer pair. In the first example, the estimated rewards are 0.494 and
0.472, suggesting that the first answer is better. However, the corresponding confidence
interval is (—1.138,1.183), which contains zero. Hence, the two answers are not statistically
distinguishable, and the outcome is a tie. In contrast, in the second example, the confidence
interval for the reward difference is (0.384,2.708), which excludes zero. This indicates that

the first answer is significantly better, and thus a win is recorded.

6.2.3 Application to the BoN policy

We now demonstrate how to improve the BoN policy by incorporating reward uncertainty. For
a fair comparison, our experimental setup follows Ichihara et al. (2025). We generate 128 an-
swers for each of 805 prompts from the AlpacaFarm® dataset using the mistral-7b-sft-beta’
model. We then compute the reward using the learned reward model in Section 6.2.1 and its

associated uncertainty for each (s, a) pair by (8).

We first summarize the existing BoN-based methods. Jinnai et al. (2024) proposed the
regularized BoN sampling. The objective function of KL divergence regularized BoN sampling
(BONKL) is

aBoNy,(8) = argjﬂaXTeT(Sa a) — BDxL[Ta(:|8) | et 1),
aA€Aref

and the objective function of Wasserstein distance regularized BoN sampling (BoNwp) is

aBoNy p (8) = arg max ror(s,a) = BWD[ma(:|s)||Tret1s)],
aCAref

Shttps://huggingface.co/datasets/tatsu-lab /alpaca_farm
"https://huggingface.co/HuggingFaceH4 /mistral-7b-sft-beta
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Table 4: Comparison of Example Question-Answer Pairs

s a®): zephyr-7b-beta, al): dolly-v2-7b To. (S, a)
In a world where technology has advanced beyond our wildest dreams, "Tenet" takes viewers
on a mind-bending journey through time and space. Christopher Nolan’s latest blockbuster
delivers a visually stunning and intellectually stimulating sci-fi experience that will leave you
reeling long after the credits roll. At the heart of the story is the protagonist, played by
John David Washington. He’s recruited by a secret organization known as Tenet to prevent
Write a | @ global catastrophe. The catch? He’s tasked with infiltrating the inner circle of a wealthy 0.494
capti- Russian oligarch (Kenneth Branagh) who’s plotting a nefarious scheme that involves reversing ’
vating the flow of time. With the help of a brilliant scientist (Robert Pattinson), Washington must
movie navigate a web of espionage and high-stakes action sequences as he races against the clock to
review stop the bad guys. But as he delves deeper into the mysteries of time manipulation, he begins
for a to question his own sanity and the true nature of reality. The special effects in "Tenet," as
re- we’ve come to expect from Nolan, are
cently I recently watched the science fiction film Alita: Battle Angel. Directed by Robert Rodriguez
re- and produced by James Cameron, it tells the story of a cyborg called Alita who was found and
leased . . . . . L. .
. given the chance to live a normal life as a person, but whose true identity and origins remain
science a mystery. The story centers around a powerful corporate conglomerate called the Darlton
fiction : . . . .
corporation, which keeps its operations shrouded in secrecy and employs a large number of
ﬁ%m, highly-trained private security forces called Battle Angels to enforce their will on the lower
dis- . levels of society. The lead actor in the film, Will Smith, gives a fantastic performance as the
cussing charismatic and mysterious James Cameron, while Rosa Salazar and Christoph Waltz play 0.472
its plot, the roles of Darlton’s CEO and the Battle Angel leader Ido, respectively. The supporting
charac- cast includes Mahershala Ali, Jackie Earle Haley, Jennifer Connelly, and Ed Skrein. The
ters, special effects team, Weta Digital, did a fantastic job on giving life to the highly advanced
and R androids called Battle Angels, and the attention to detail in their movement, clothing, and
special facial expressions was remarkable. Overall, Alita:Battle Angel was a beautiful love story
effects. b
etween a robot and a human
Confidence interval of reward difference: (-1.138, 1.183)
Sure! Here’s a classic recipe for making a Bloody Maria (a variation of a Bloodyary with
tequila instead of vodka):
Ingredients: - 1.5 oz tequila (preferably a high-quality, blanco or reposado tequila) - 4 oz
tomato juice - 2 dashes Worcestershire sauce - 3 dashes hot sauce (such as Tabasco or Cholula)
Hi, 'm - Juice of 1/2 lime - 5-6 dashes celery salt - 6-7 dashes black pepper - Ice - Garnish: lime wedge, 1.445
in the celery stick, pickled green beans or asparagus, and a few ice cubes filled with horseradish
mood Instructions: 1. Fill a highball glass with ice. 2. Add the tequila, tomato juice, Worcestershire,
for a hot sauce, lime juice, celery salt, and black pepper. Stir well. 3. Garnish with a lime wedges,
Bloody celery stalk, pickled vegetables, and a couple of ice cubes
Mary.
Can There are many variations of a BloodyMary cocktail. It consists of a vodka, tomato juice,
you celery salt, a bit of pepper, a couple dashes of hot sauce and sometimes a bit of horseradish.
give me | Here is one recipe. Combine all ingredients in a shaker. Fill with ice and shake hard for about
a recipe | 15-30 seconds. Release the pressure on the shaker and pour the contents into a glass. Enjoy.
for Note: It’s also very common to substitute vodka for gin in a Bloody. Hearing from you, I'd
making | love to make a Bloody for you! Hi! I hope this finds you well. You recently commented on a -0.101
one? post of mine and said you’d love to help make a Bloodymary for me! I am so excited to work

with you on this project. Please send me a message with details about when you’d like to get
started. Thank you so much for your interest in working with me! I'm so excited to hear from
you. Hi there! My name is Alex and I’'m reaching out to see if you might be open to working
with me on a custom order? I'm a foodie and cocktail enthusiast and I’'m trying to build

Confidence interval of reward difference: (0.384, 2.708)

where [ is a regularization parameter that penalizes the deviation from the reference policy,

Dy, denotes the KL divergence, and WD denotes 1-Wasserstein distance. Ichihara et al.
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(2025) proposed the sentence length regularized BoN,

B B
apon, (s) = argmaxry,.(s,a) — —,
aE.ATef |CL|

where [ is a regularization parameter and |a| denotes the sentence length. However, none of
these methods account for uncertainty in the reward estimation. We propose the pessimistic

BoN variants, which incorporate uncertainty via confidence intervals:

OpBoNye (5) = arg max G (s, a) = BDxu[ma(:[s) || mret(-]5)],

UpBoNyp, (8) = arg max Cj*(s,a) — BWD[ma(+|s) ||t (] 5)],

aEATef
— COl /6
apBoNL(S) = arg arenjlle l (87 CL) - m
re

The original BoN policy and pBoN policy are defined in Example 2. We evaluate whether
these pessimistic variants outperform their original counterparts. Specifically, we compare
pBoN vs. BoN, pBoNyp vs. BoNwp, pBoNg;, vs. BoNkr,, and pBoN;, vs. BoNy,. To ensure
fair and consistent comparisons, we follow Ichihara et al. (2025) to adopt Eurus-RM-7B® as
the gold reward model. Moreover, prior research (Lambert et al., 2025) has demonstrated that
its scores correlate strongly with human preferences, further supporting its reliability. For
evaluation, we use each policy to select the best answer from a set of N candidates, and then
score the chosen response using Eurus-RM-7B. A higher score from Eurus-RM-7B indicates
a better response. As shown in Table 5, across different N values, the pessimistic policies
select answers with higher gold-model rewards than their non-pessimistic counterparts in

most cases.
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Supplementary Materials

“Uncertainty Quantification for Large Language Model
Reward Learning under Heterogeneous Human Feedback”

In this supplement, we provide additional details and technical proofs to support the main
results of the paper. Section A and Section B briefly describe the datasets and large language
models used in our experiments. Section C presents the detailed proof of Lemma 1. Section
D contains the convergence analysis, including the proof of Theorem 1. In Section E, we
provide comprehensive proofs for the uncertainty quantification results, covering Lemma
2, Theorem 2, Theorem 3, Theorem 4, Theorem 5, Corollary 1, Lemma 3 and Theorem 6.

Additional supporting lemmas are included in Section F.

A Description of Datasets

In this section, we give a brief description of the datasets used in Section 6.2. The dataset
prism-alignment” is a diverse human feedback dataset for preference and value alignment in
Large Language Models. It maps the characteristics and stated preferences of humans from a
detailed survey onto their real-time interactions with LLMs and contextual preference ratings.
There are two sequential stages: first, participants complete a Survey where they answer
questions about their demographics and stated preferences, then proceed to the Conversations
with LLMs, where they input prompts, rate responses and give fine-grained feedback in a
series of multi-turn interactions. The evaluation dataset AlpacaFarm (Dubois et al., 2023)
consists of 805 instructions, which includes 252 instructions from the self-instruct evaluation
set (Wang et al., 2023), 188 from the Open Assistant (OASST) evtest setaluation, 129 from
Anthropics’ helpful test set (Bai et al., 2022), 80 from Vicuna test set (Zheng et al., 2023;

Chiang et al., 2023), and 156 from Koala test set (Geng et al., 2023).

9https://huggingface.co/datasets/HannahRoseKirk /prism-alignment
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B Description of Large Language Models

In this section, we give a brief description of the large language models used in Section
6.2. All the descriptions are adapted from Hugging Face'’. The model opt-1.3b"! is
predominantly pretrained with English text, but a small amount of non-English data is
still present within the training corpus via CommonCrawl. The model was pretrained
using a causal language modeling objective. The model zephyr-7b-beta'? is the second
model in the Zephyr series, and is a fine-tuned version of mistralai/Mistral-7B-v0.1 that
was trained on on a mix of publicly available, synthetic datasets using direct preference
optimization. The model dol1ly-v2-7b'? is an instruction-following large language model
trained on the Databricks machine learning platform that is licensed for commercial use. The
model mistral-7b-sft-beta!? is a fine-tuned version of mistralai/Mistral-7B-v0.1 on
the HuggingFaceH4/ultrachat_200k dataset. It is the SF'T model that was used to train
zephyr-7b-beta with direct preference optimization. The model Eurus-RM-7B' is trained
on a mixture of Ultralnteract, UltraFeedback, and UltraSafety, with a specifically designed

reward modeling objective for reasoning to directly increase.

C Proof of Lemma 1

Its derivative is %0 — _e* . — ;(u)[1 — u(v)]. Under

Recall that p(v) = 7 (FROE

1
14+e=v"
Assumption 1, the reward model is 74(s,a) = 0" ¢(s, a). The negative log-likelihood in (6) is
then equivalent to

Ln(0,7) = — %Z {yilog (o (2:)0" 2;) + (1 — y;) log[1 — p(o ()0 2)] } -

i=1

WOhttps://huggingface.co/

Uhttps://huggingface.co/facebook /opt-1.3b

12https:/ /huggingface.co/HuggingFaceH4 /zephyr-7b-beta
Bhttps://huggingface.co/databricks/dolly-v2-7b

Yhttps: / /huggingface.co/HuggingFaceH4 /mistral-7h-sft-beta
Bhttps: / /huggingface.co/openbmb /Eurus-RM-7b
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The gradient of L, (6,~) with respect to 6 is

VoLn = Z{yz o (20)0" 20))o (i) zi — (1= yi) (o (2:)0 " z1)ory (i) 2i}
(S1)
=—— Z (o (2)0" 2)] o (2:) 2.
Hence, the Hessian matrix of L, (6,~) with respect to 0 is
1 n
VioLn(0.7) = o ZN(UW(%)HTZDU - N(UW(%)GT%)]@%(%)%Z; = 0. (52)
i=1

Therefore, L, (6,7) is convex in § when ~ is fixed. Under Assumption 2, o,(z) = 9o(x) +

v T4(x). The negative log-likelihood given in (6) is equivalent to

Ln(0,7)

= - % Z {yi log pu( (o (23) + 7T¢($i))9TZi) + (1 —y;) log[1 — p((Yo(ws) + VTW%))QT%)]} .

=1

The gradient of L, (0,~) with respect to v is
1 n
VaLa(0,7) = —— Z{yi[l — (o ()0 2)](07 z) () — (1 = ya) (o ()8 T 2) (07 20 ) ()}

__= Z (o ()0 2)](07 2 ().
(S3)

Hence, the Hessian matrix of L, (6,~y) with respect to 7 is
V2L, Zu o ()0 )1 — plory (@087 )0 2P0 ()0 () = 0. (S4)

Therefore, L,(0,) is convex in v when 6 fixed. Now we calculate the Hessian matrix with

respect to the cross terms between 6 and ~,

V2,Ln(60,7)
= Z{yz¢ i)z (Uv(xzw zi)[1 - M(Uv(xi)QTzi)]Uv(xi)(QTZi)@D(xi)ZiT
— g0y ()0 "z ()2 }

= ——Z{yz pu(oy ()0 2) — (o ()07 2)[1 = pa(oy ()0 " 2:)] oy (a:) (07 25) Yo (i) 2]
(S5)



It is straightforward to verify that V. L,(0,7) = (V2oL (0,7))".

We now construct an example to show that L,(6,v) is not convex in the joint vector
(0T, ~T)T. We consider d; = dy = 1 and evaluate the Hessian matrix at §# = 0. Then,

p(o(x;)0" 2;) = u(0) = 0.5. The Hessian components simplify to
1 n
V2, La(0,7) = - Z pu(oy ()07 2)[1 — (o ()0 2:)](07 20)* (i) () = 0
i=1

and

n

VLa(0.7) = = 3"~ 05)(w)7

=1

Now set n = 2 and choose z; = 2,20 = 1, ¥(x1) = 1,¢(x2) = 2, y1 = y2 = 1. Then

V29L2(0,7) = ;[(1—05) X 24 (1—0.5) x 2] =—1.

Thus, the joint Hessian matrix at (67,77)T = (0,77)" is

(VﬁeLn(O,v) V%%(Qv)) _ (VﬁeLn(O,v) —1>'
v39Ln(077) V?yfyLn(O?fY) -1 0

Its determinant is —1 < 0. So the joint Hessian matrix is not positive semidefinite. Therefore,

L,(0,7) is not jointly convex in (#7,+7)T in this example. The proof is complete.

D Proofs for Convergence

Before presenting the proof, we establish several lemmas to describe the properties of the
negative log-likelihood function.

Lemma S4. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Denote K = max{02 V2. }&2 For

max 7max*

any 0,0' € R and v € T, we have
IVoLn(0,7) — VoLn(6',7)ll2 < d2K|0 — 0|2
For any v,y € R and § € ©, we have

|VyLn(0,7) = VyLin (0,7 )|l2 < di K|y — |2



Lemma S4 guarantees that the gradients of L, (,~) with respect to 6 and ~ are globally
Lipschitz continuous. This property controls the accumulation of error terms when we apply
the descent step to each block parameter.

Lemma S5. Let b > 0 be some constant and Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Denote M =

¢maxwmax [2 + (b maX{\/d_lemaxa \/d_Qf)/max}/\/§ + V d1d27maxemax)¢maxwmax] . Wh@'ﬂ 9 satisﬁes
10 — 0.]|2 < b/V/2, for all v € RZ and v € T', we have

IVoLn(0,7) = VoLn(6,7)l2 < My =2
When v satisfies |y — Yill2 < b/V/2, for all @ € R™ and 6 € O, we have

Vo Ln(0,7) = VoL (0, 9) || < M6 — 02,
Lemma S5 measures how sensitively the 6-gradient reacts to perturbations in 7, within a
local neighborhood of 6,, and how sensitively the v-gradient reacts to perturbations in 6,

within a local neighborhood of «,. This cross-smoothness is needed when bounding error

propagation between the two alternating blocks.

Lemma S6. Let 0 < b < b with b = min{%/(\g@\/gzgx)’ig/(\/W)m“)} and Assumptions 1, 2

and 3 hold. Denote w = ﬁ min{ g — 8v/2doVmax P2 ax 02Dy Ay — 8V 21 Omax P2 o W2k b} with

max 7 max max 7" max

co = L where Cons = (V27max 4 0) (V20max + 0)V/d1dabmaxtmax. For any 7,7, 0,0’
satisfying ||y — vlla < b/V2, |1V = wlla <b/V2, [0 = b.]la <b/V2 and |6 — 6.]l, < b/V?2,

k¢n

with probability at least 1 — dy (£) 52%, it holds that

(VoLn(0,7) — VoL, (0,7),0 — 0') > w||6 — |3,

AN

and with probability at least 1 — do ( )_W, we have

3
(VaLn(0,7) = Vo La(0,7), 7 =) 2 wlly =[5,
where K is defined in Lemma S/.

Lemma S6 provides a local strong convexity—type result for the #-block and the v-block. The

curvature w is strictly positive when b is chosen small enough.
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Lemma S7. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. For any 0 < § < 1, with probability at least

1 -9, we have
||v9Ln(9*7’7*)H2 < f(dl + 17”7 57 2 V dQK)?
and with probability at least 1 — 9, we have

1V L (B3 |2 < f(da + 1,16, 2/, ),

where

K{log(d/&) + /log(d/0)[log(d/d) + 18n]}
3n ’

f(da n, 57 K) = (86)

and K is defined in Lemma S/.

Lemma S7 provide upper bounds for the empirical gradients at the true parameters. It
quantifies the statistical noise entering the recursion and produces the 1/n scaling in the final
statistical error term of Theorem 1.

Lemma S8. Let M be defined in Assumption j. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then, for

any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — ¢, the following bounds hold for any v satisfying
Iy = ell2 < b/V2:

||V’279Ln(9*77)”2 S Cb + M + f(dl + d27n767 Kl)a
and for any 0 satisfying ||0 — 0,]|2 < b/V/2:
||v'2y€Ln(67f}/*)H2 S Cb + M + f(dl + d27n7 57 Kl)?

where cC= ﬂmax{emax\/d_la ’Ymax\/@}wéax ?nax(l—i_ V d1d27max9max¢maxwmax>; Kl = 2¢max¢max+
VA1 doYmaxOmax P2 Vi + M and f(d,n, 8, K) is defined in (S6).

Lemma S8 provides upper bounds on the norm of the mixed second-order derivatives

VgeLn(G, ) when one block of parameters deviates from the true values.

D.1 Proof of Lemma S4
By Assumption 1, we have

Izl = ll6(si,al") = d(si, i) |2 < Vdi||6(si,a") = d(s1,0) oo < 20max.  (ST)
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From Assumption 2, it follows that

o ()] = [o(as) + 7 ()] < (LA D2l (o), ¢ (@) l2 < Vo Ymaxtimas  (S8)

Note that p(-)[1 — u(+)] < 1. By the mean value theorem, for some 6 between 6 and ¢, we

have
(o (@)0 7 z) — (o ()07 )| = |l (@)8T 2)[L — (o ()8 z)]o, (x:)2] (6 — 6)

1 /
< 2l @)= l10’ = o1l (59)

d maxymax ¥ max

where the last inequality follows from (S7) and (S8). Together with (S1), we obtain

HVeL (0,7) — VoL, (0, 7)]2

Z{ plo (20)0" 20)]o (i) 2i = [yi — pu(oy (20" 20)] oy (wi) 2}

2

< - Z [1(oy ()0 2i) — pa(on ()0 2) 0 (1) 242

1 n
= D aloy (@) ) — ploy ()8 2) |12l oy ()] |24 12
=1

S d2’7r2nax¢12nax¢12naxl|0/ - 0”2

By the mean value theorem, for some value 4 between ~ and +/, we have
|11(0 ()87 25) — a0 ()0 " 20)| = |0y ()07 20) [1 = p(o5(20)0 T 2)] (v — ) " (:) (0" 2]

1
< 2l = All2ll (@) 12116112 2ill2

< \/d_lemax (bmax wmax
- 2

Y =~ l2s
(S10)



where the last inequality is from Assumptions 1, 2. Combining with (S3), we have

IV Ln(0,7) = VoL (0,72

n

- % Z{[yi — oy ()0 2)) (0T 2) 0 () — [ys — puloy (2:)07 2)](07 23)0 ()}
< S o (0007 2) — o (20210 )

< L Z (o (200" i) = g ()07 ) 1110|2114 () |2

< dle?naxd)?naxq/jrznax”'y/ - 7”2

Noting that K = max{62 V2. } 02?2 . the proof is complete.

D.2 Proof of Lemma S5

Under Assumption 1, by (S1) and (S7), we have

HV@LH(G, 7) - VGLn<97 P)/)HQ

n

- % Z{[yl — (o ()0 20))oy (2:) 20 — [y — (o ()07 29) )0y () 23}

< S Ml o (202 ) — I e (202 () 1)

< 2¢;Lnax Z [ys — (o ()07 2) |0 (@) — [yi — (o ()07 2) o ()]

= 2¢;m Z [y — N(Uv(%)eTZz')H%(xi) — o ()] + [0y (2:)0" ) — /L(o’,y(xi)e—rziﬂo-’y,(xi”

< 2 Z{l (o ()0 2o ) — r (1)

+ oy (2:)0" 20) — ploy (2:)0" 2] ()]}

(S11)

Since 0 < g; < 1land 0 < /L(O',},(QTZ‘)HTZZ') < 1, by Assumption 2, we have

i — 1oy ()07 2:)] [0 (:) — o ()]ll2 < (v = ) "o(@)] < Umaxlly — 7']J2- (S12)



By (ST7), we have
107 2| = (0 — 0.+ 0.)" ]

<10,z +1(0 — 6.) "z

< [16xll2llzill2 + (16 = Oull2ll2il2 (S13)
< 20/d 1 O Drna + 2(0/V/2) brna

= 20max(V/ 1 0max + b/ V2).

By the mean value theorem, for some value 4 between ~ and +/, we have
(o ()0 22) = pu(0y ()0 2i)llo = (o5 ()07 2:)[1 — oy ()0 2:)) (7" = ) "b(:) (67 2)|2

Zlh Vol (:)l|2]0" 2|
(\/_ max + b/ﬂ)¢max¢max
2

Y — |2

where the last inequality is from Assumption 2 and (S13). Together with (S8), we obtain

\/@(\/d_lemax =+ b/ﬂ)ymaxgbmaxwrznax /
5 17 = ll2-

(S14)

(o ()0 25) — (o ()0 " 20)]oy (i) |2 <

Combining (S11), (S12) and (S14), we obtain

||V9Ln(9a 7) - VoLn(97 ,}/)HZ S ¢max¢max[2 + \/@(\/d_lemax + b/\/ﬁ)’}/maxwmaxquax] ||’7 - ’7’”2-

Under Assumption 2, by (S3) and (S7), we get
||V L (9 7) = VL (0, 7)]2

pu(oy ()07 2)](07 )0 (:) — [yi — pulo ()0 2:)] (0T z)1p (i) }

2

< - Zﬂ pu(oy (2:)0" 20107 2 — [yi — ploy (2:)0" 2)10" 24| () || 2}
d}max Z lys — (o ()07 2107 2 — [yi — (o (2:)0' 7 2:)]0"" 24
wm“ Z ly: = 1oy ()0 2))(0 — )T 21 + [0 (2:)0T 22) — (o ()07 )]0 ]
‘”m" Zﬂ oy ()07 2))(0 = ) 2] + [0 (2:0)0" 22) — ploy (2:)07 2:)]0" [}

(S15)



Since 0 < y; <1 and 0 < p(o, ()0 2;) < 1, by (S7), we have
[y — (o ()8 2)](0 = 0") " z| < (16— 0 [l2]12ill2 < 20max|§ — ]2 (516)
We express o.,(z;) as
o () = Yoli) + (v = % +3) P(25) = o (@) + (v = 3) "o (wa). (S17)
By (S8) and (S17), we have
0y (25) < o ()] +1(7 = 72) "6 (@:)] < Vo Tmax¥mas + Womas/ V2 = Ginac(V A Yomax +b/V/2).
(S18)
By the mean value theorem, for some value 6 between 6 and ¢, we have
|10 ()0 2i) — (0 ()8 25)| = |0 ()07 20)[1 — (0 ()8 23)] o () (0 — 6') 2]
< I @llzlae — ¢

(b/\/§ _'_ \/d_Zﬁ)/maX)¢maxwmaX
2

<

16 — 6"]]2,

where the last inequality is from (S7) and (S18). Together with Assumption 1, we obtain
[0 (200" 2i) — (o ()0 2))0" 2| < |u(o ()8 20) — (o ()0 ) 162|212

S \/d_l(b/\/5 + \/d_ZPYmax>9max¢12nax¢max”6 - GIHZ'
(S19)

Combining (S15), (S16) and (S19), we conclude
HV'yLn(ea 7) - v’yLn<9,7 7)”2 S (ﬁmaxwmaxp + \/I(b/\/§ + \/d_nymax)emax(ﬁmaxwmax] ”6 - 01”2-

NOting that M = (bmaxwmax [2 + (b maX{\/d_lemaxa \/d_2")/maux}/\/§ + V d1d27max9max)¢maxwmax]a

the proof is complete.

D.3 Proof of Lemma S6
By Assumption 2 and (S8), we obtain

o3(w;) = 03 (25) + 200, (@) (v = 3) (@) + [(v = %) "(@i)])”
> 05 (25) = 2o, (@) |1y = vl ()12

Z 0'»2)/* (xl) Y, 2d27maxw§1axb'

10



Hence, 02(z;) 22 = 02 (2:)2i2] — V/2doYmaxVinaxbzi%] - By Weyl’s inequality, we have

mln {Z g xz Zi%; } Z min {Z 2 xz ZiZ; + \/QTJQ/ymaxwmax mln {_ i ZZZZT}

1=1

d
_ mm{za ey } Vo m{zzl }
> m{z }

4 \/ 2d2 n(ﬁmaxrymaxzbmax
(S20)

where the last inequality follows from A« {Z?:l 2z } <3 Amax(2i2) =200 20 2 <

i=1 "1 —

An@?,.- By (ST) and (S8), the largest eigenvalue of 02 ()22 is
AmaX<O-'2y* ('r’L)ZZZzT) = a'zy (SL'@)Z Zi < 4d27max max ¥ max < 4dy K. <821>

By Assumption 3, the smallest eigenvalue of Y7 | E[o? (z;)z2] is

Amin {ZE ,QY x;)2iz; } = n/\min{]E[ag* (z:)zi2] |} = n)g.

Clearly, {02 (x;)ziz }_, is a finite sequence of independent, random, self-adjoint matrices.

Applying Lemma S9 with ¢ = 1/2, we have

Agpn
Z o <onl g (E)_g‘g’(
mln l g 2 - 2 .
Qon
Therefore, with probability at least 1 — d; (%) 82K we have
RS 2 T A
Amin - Z oy (i)ziz; | > > (S522)

Let § = af + (1 — )@’ for a € [0,1]. Then |0z = ||a(@ — 6,) + (1 —a)(0' — 6,) + 6.]2 <
allf — 0.2 + (1 — a)||0” — Oulla + 16:ll2 < b/vV2 + VdiOmax. We obtain o, (2,)0" 2| <

(V2d2Ymax + ) (V2d10max + b) dmax®Wmax < Cmax, Which implies —Clax < ay(:ci)éTzi < Chpax-
Therefore,

—0oy (xi)éTzi Crmax

(& > (&
[1 + e*UW(Ii)o_TZi]Q (1 + ecmax)2 ’

oy ()0 2)[1 — (o ()0 2)] = (523)

11



Combining (52), (S20), (S22) and (523), the smallest eigenvalue of V2,L,(6,7) is

i T 07)] 2 e+ Zo— we)
(G
e e [ i ( ZU w) ) SN T S
GCmaX
2(1 + eCmax)2 (A — 8\/2_d2¢1?nax/ymax¢r2naxb)

(S24)
_dem _
with probability at least 1 —d; (%) 842K Using Taylor expansion, with some value 6 between

0 and ¢, we get

/ / / 1 / n /

wl|f — 613
SR

(S25)
2 LTL(e/? ’Y) + <V9Ln(9/, 7)7 0 — 0/> +

Similarly, we get

w6 — '3

(S26)

Since both inequalities (525) and (S26) hold under the same event in (S22), we conclude that

Agpn

_ dgm
with probability at least 1 — d; (%) SaK

<v0Ln(97’y) - VeLn(Qlﬁ)a 0 — 9/> Z wHQ - 9/||§

By Assumption 1 and (S7), it follows that
072) =10 — 0. +0,) " 2]
= (6321)2 + 29*Tzl<9 — 0*)T2i -+ [(6 — 6*)TZ¢]2
> (0, 2:)* + 20|02 |23l 116 — 0. ]l2]2]]2

> (0] 2)% — 4v/2d1 0 axcb 2 .-

Therefore,

(0722 ()" (23) = (0] 2)% ()0 (27) — Av/2d1 Ormaxb2td (w00 T ().

12



By Weyl’s inequality, we have

)\min {i(e—rzz wT xz }

i=1

Z /\min { i(g—rzz

i=1

= )\min {Z(QTzl x’L ¢T :Uz } —4 V 2d19maxb¢max max {

1

+ 4\/ 2d10maxb¢12nax)‘min {_ Z ¢(xl>¢T (ml) }
=1

3

n

2 >\min {Z(QIZZ)2¢<xz wT xz } - 4\/ 2d1n‘9max max max?
i=1
where the last inequality follows from Apax {3 iy ¥()0 " (25) } < 300 Amax [ ()9 " (27)] =
St (x)v(z) < nyl,.. By Assumptions 1, 2 and (S7), the largest eigenvalue of

(0] z)* ()T (2;) is
Aana (07 200 ()9 (2:)) = (0. 2007 (2:) 1 (21) < Ay B < Adi K. (S28)

By Assumption 3, the smallest eigenvalue of > | E[(6] z;)%¢(z;)¢ " (z;)] satisfies

Amin {ZE QTZz V(i wT<xZ>]} = nAmm{E[(e;rZZ)Qw($1)wT(fI;l)]} = nAy.

Clearly, {(0] z;)*(x;) T (x;)}7; is a finite sequence of independent, random, self-adjoint

matrices. By Lemma S9, with ¢ = 1/2, we have

Awn

P{)‘min<Xn:(ejzz’)Qw(fCi)wT(%i)) < MTH} < dy <§>_W :

=1

AT

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — dp (£) 1%, we have

1 A
Amin (E Z(ajzi)%(xl)w(%)) > % (S29)
i=1

Let ¥ = ay+ (1 —a)y for a € [0,1]. Then [|7]]2 = ||a(y — v) + (1 — a)(7 — v&) + Y:ll2
ally = 3l (1= @)1y = 3l + [ells < B/VE + VT We obtain oy (207 2] <

(V2doYmax + ) (V2d10max + b) dmaxWmax- Similarly to (S23), we obtain the following,

IA

e—o’;,({lfi)gTZi 6Cmax

T T _
(o5 (zi)0 " 2i)[1 — plos ()0 2;)] = [+ e-on@o =2 = (1 F eCnn )2

(S30)

13



Combining (S4), (S30), (S27) and (529), the smallest eigenvalue of V2_ L, (6,7) is

n

2 - e 1 T, )2 T
o[V, L0070 2 s 050 (0

(]_ + ecmax
=1

e ) [Am(% S>oe! z@-w(miwxi)) = AV 20 b

> 00
- (1_.|_ecmax 2

=1
eCmaX F
> ——————(A\y — 8/ 2d10naxh
= 2(1 _|_€Cmax) P 1 ¢max max)

> w

N (S31)
Aypm
with probability at least 1 —ds (%)7W Using Taylor expansion, with some value 4 between

~ and v/, we get

/ 1 _
Ln(ea ’Y) = Ln(eu 7/) + <V‘YLH(97 Y )7 7= 7/> + 5(7 - f}/)V?y'yLn(ga 7)(7 - f}/)T

/112
/ ! / wiy =7

(S32)

Similarly, we get

112
/ ! w —
L(0.7) 2 Lo(0.3) + (¥, Ly(0.7). 4 — ) + 0 (533

Since (S32) and (S33) hold in the same event (529), we conclude

<V7Ln(9,7) - v'yLn(ea 7/)77 - Pyl> Z ’LUH’}/ - 71"3’
)\wn

with probability at least 1 — dy (§) 1%,

D.4 Proof of Lemma S7

Recall that z; = ¢(s;, agl)) — o(s4, a(o)). By the law of iterated expectations, we have

7 (3

E{[y: — u(%(%)@ zi)]oy. (xi)zi} = E{E{[y: (‘77*(3’:@)‘9 ZZ)]U’Y*(xZ)Zz‘waH a; ’ z }}_0

By (87) and <S8)7 we have HU’Y* (xz)ZzHQ S ‘O_’Y* (xz)l”zzHZ S 2\/d_27max¢max¢max S 2\/ d2K7
which implies ||[y;—p(0, (2:)0. 2:)]o, (2:)zil|2 < 2v/do K. Thus, E||[yi— (o, (2:)0. 2)]oy. (i) 213 <

4dy K. Applying Lemma S13 to the gradient expression (S1), for any € > 0, we obtain

P([VoLn(0s, 7|2 > €) =P ( > 6”)
2

n

Z[yz - M(UW* (371‘)9;21)]07* (%)Zz

i=1

n62/2

< (dl + 1)674d2K+2\/1127Ks/3’

14



which implies that

2v/dyK{log((dy +1)/9) + \/log((ds + 1)/9)[log((d1 + 1)/0) + 18n]}

Ln 9*7 *
V0L (02,72 < =

holds with probability at least 1 — ¢ for any 0 < § < 1. By the law of iterated expectations,

we have

B[ —p1(ory, (28] 20)160,] 200 ()} = BB i~ (0, (20)6. 20))0) 20 (i) i, "V} y =
Using Assumptions 1, 2, we obtain

1O 2w (@) 2 < 100zl (@lle < V[0l zill2 () ll2 < 2V/di Smaxbimaxmax < 2v/d1 K.

Hence, [|[yi — p(oy, (2:)07 2)]0) zib(zi)ll2 < Jyi — (o, (2)07 20)[[16] 2 ()|l < 2V A1 K.
Next, we obtain E||[y; — u(0,. (2:)0] 2:)]0, zit(x:)||3 < 4d1 K. By applying Lemma S13 to the

> en)
2

gradient expression (S3), for any € > 0, we have

n

D i — 1o ()0 20)]6] 2 ()

=1

PV Ln(0s,7:)ll2 2 €) =P (

TL€2/2

< (d2 + 1)6_4d1K+2W5/3’

which implies that

2v/d K{log((ds +1)/0) + \/log((d> + 1)/9)[log((d> + 1)/0) + 18n]}

3n

[V L (0, v [l2 <
holds with probability at least 1 — § for any 0 < § < 1.

D.5 Proof of Lemma S8

We aim to bound the norm [|V2,L, (6., 7)ll2- Begin by decomposing it as follows:
IV 26 L (0 )2
= V3 Ln(0:,7) = VigLa(0s, %) + V3gLn(0s,72) — E[VIgLn(0, %)) + E[V3p L (6s,72)] 2

< IV3La(04,7) = VipLa(0u, v )ll2 + V59 L0, 72) — B[V Ln(6s, 70)]ll2 + IIE[VieLné9*,§*)]II2-
S34

15



We will bound each term on the right-hand side separately. We first bound [|V2,L,,(6.,7) —

V2L (04, 74)|l2. By (S5), we have
V29Ln(6s,7) — V24 L (05, 74)

= = l(os (@0 2) — o ()0 N w0)2]
i? . (S35)
+- Z(QIZz’W(%)Z;{M(%(%)@I%)[1 — p(oy(2:)0] z)]oy ()
— pi(on, ()0, 2)[1 — puos, ()0, 2)] 0. ()}
By (S10), we obtain
[0 ()0, 2i) — (0. ()0, 200 (23) 2] |2 < |paloy (2:)8]) 20) — pulos, ()6 z0) [ () || 2 2

S \/d_lemax¢§1ax 12nax||7 - 7*”2
(S36)

Next,
(o ()0, 2)[1 — ploy (2:)0) 200y (2:) — plo. ()8, 2)[1 = p(o, ()0, 2)]o. ()
= g0 ()6, 2:)[1 — p(o(2:)8, 2))] [0y (25) — 0. ()]

+ {10 ()6 20)[1 — ploy (2:)0, 2:)] — ploy, ()6 20)[1 — ploy, (2:)6,) 20)] Yo, (22).
(S37)

By Assumption 2 and the fact u(o,(x;)0, 2;) € (0,1), we have

¢max
(o (20)0. 2)[1 = (o ()6, 20)] [0 (2:) — o ()] < =My = 2ello (S38)
By the Taylor expansion, there exists some value 4 between v and ~, such that
|10 ()8, ) [1 — p(oy ()0, 20)] — (0. ()0, 20)[1 — pu(0, (2:)8,) 2]
= (o5 ()0, 2)[1 — oy (2:)0.] 2)][1 — 2u(o ()0, 2:)1(0] z)0 " () (y =) (S39)
1
S 5\/d_19max¢max¢max”7 - 7*”27

where the last inequality follows from Assumptions 1 and 2, and the fact

. (840)

B |

(o5 ()0, 20)[1 — plog ()07 2)][1 — 2u(05(2:)0, 20)]| < }lll — 2u(05(2:)0, )| <

16



Therefore,
{10 ()0, z0)[1 = pa(oy ()8, 2:)] — pu(o. (2:)6.) 2)[1 = (o, ()6, zi)] Yo, ()]
< ploy ()8, 2:)[1 = plon ()0 20)] = ploy, (200, 2)[1 = p(0r. ()0, 20)]l|om. ()] (S41)
< 5V 1o onax G 1Y = 72
where the last inequality is derived from (539) and (S8). By (S37), (S38) and (S41), we

AN
| —

have

|M(%(%)9TZ¢)[1 — ploy (2:)0] z)]oy (2:) — (o, (2:)0] 2)[1 — (o, (2:)0) 2;)] 0. (z;)]

'lvbmax /
( 4 + dl d20max7max¢max¢max ||fy Vx ||2

= wmax (Z + 5 V d1d20maxr7max¢maxwmax> ||r7 - 7*”2
(S42)

On the other hand,
1O 200 (@)= 1o < 18llallzilla (@) lallills < 4v/d1Bmax G tma
Combining (S35), (S36) and (S42), we obtain
19750 L (B 1) = V30 L (B ¥o)ll2 < 28/ dBunact e S (14 1 oo Y Ponacma) |7 =72
(S43)

Now, we bound [|[V2,Ly (6, %) — E[V2)Ly, (6., 7:)]ll2. Denote o; = {y; — (o, (2:)0" z) —

(o (x:)0] z)[1 — (o, (2:)0] 2:)]0,. (2:)0,) zi b (x;)z . Clearly, V%GL (0, v.) = + Zl 1 0i-

By Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

[0ill2 < 2¥maxPmax + v/ d1da YmaxOmax Ot Zra (544)
and
[Eoill2 = |E[E(0i|z:, zi)]l2
= |E{u(on. ()0, 20)[1 — (o, ()0, 20)]ory. () (6, 20)8 ()2, }]2 (545)
=M.
Therefore,

||0i - E0i||2 S ||02||2 + ||Eoz||2 S 2wmax¢max + dldQ’Ymaxgmaxqernaxwilax + M = K1~ <S46)

17



The matrix variance statistic is

— Eo;)(o; IEOZ

< Z IE[(0; — Eo;)(0; — Eoy) || < nk?. (S47)
We denote d = dy + dy. By Lemma S13, for any ¢ > 0, we have

1 n n
HD - > - HD D HE i >
( g 2 - 6) ( =1 ’ ZO 2 6”)

n 1 n
izl 0; — Eﬁ zzl 0;
—c n2/2 (548)

S (dl + d2)enK +nK15/3

—e2n/2
= de K}+Kqe/3

Equivalently, for any § € (0, 1),

(T E

With at least probability 1 — §, we have

.. K1{log(d/3) + /Tog(d/8)los{d/9) +18n]}> <5 (549)

3n

V36 Ln(0s, ) = E[V2gL(0s, 7)o = V5, L(0s, %) — Eos2
< Ki{log(d/9) + V1og(d/8)[log(d/5) + 18n]}  (S50)
3n '

By (S34), (S43), (S45) and (S50), with at least probability 1 — §, we have

V36 L (0 )12

< 2/t (1 + V1o Vst 1Y = Yell2 + M
Kl{log d/8) + +/log(d/d)[log(d/d) + 18n]}
3n
< V2010 D (1 + VA1 doBina Yax Srnax Yima) +
Kl{log (d/8) + /log(d/0)[log(d/d) + 18n]}
3n

We turn to bound the norm [[V2, L, (6, v.)|2- Begin by decomposing it as follows:
IV36 L (60, 7.) Iz
= V3 La(0, %) = V3pLn(0s,72) + VigLn(0.;7%5) — B[V L (0, 7)) + E[V3 L (0 7)] |2

< IV3eLa(0, %) = Vg Ln(0s, v)ll2 + [IV3p L (04, 74) — E[VEp L (0, 70)]ll2 + IIE[VieLnEG*W)*)HIz
S51

18



We bound [|V2, Ly, (6, 7.) — V2L (0, 7)|l2- By (S5), we have
V,%QL”(Q, Vi) — Vg/eLn(H*, V)
1 n
o Z[/’L(O-’Y* (l’i)eTZi) — (o, (mz)ejzl)]w(%)zj
"? . (S52)
+ > o (@) (@) 2 {0y, (207 2)[1 = p(os, ()07 2:)10" 2
i=1

— p1(oy. ()0, 2)[1 = p(os, ()0, )]0, zi}.
By (S9), we obtain

160, ()07 22) — pu(os, ()0 20)]0(20) 2] |12 = VAo VmaxtPax Oax 10 — Osl2. (S53)

Next,
pu(oy, (20" 2)[1 = puloy, (2:)0 T 2)]0" 2z — p(oy, ()0, 2)[1 — (o, (2:)0, )10, z
= (s, (2:)0" 2)[1 — (o ()0 2)] (07 2 — 0. z:) (S54)

+ {0, (2)07 2)[1 = (0. (200" 23)] = g0, (2:)0, ) [1 — (o, ()6, )] 10, 2.
By (S7) and the fact u(o,(x;)0, 2;) € (0,1), we have

gbmax
2

[ty (20)0, 20)[1 = pu(oy ()0, 2))(0" 2 — 0. 2)] < 16 = 6. ][ (S55)

By the Taylor expansion, there exists some value 6 between 6 and 6, such that
(s, (20)0 " 20)[1 = (o, (20)0" 20)] = puloy. (2:0)0, 20)[1 — (0. (20)6, 20)]]
— (. ()87 =) [1 — plors, ()0 2)][1 = 2u(0 ()8 20)]oy, (2)2T (0 — 0] (356)
< 0= 0. 2
where the last inequality follows from Assumptions 1 and 2, and the similar fact of (S40).
Therefore,
HM(%*(%)QT%)D - M(U%(xi)e—rzi)] — 1o, ()0, 2)[1 - u(%(wi)fzi)]}QIZA
< (o, (@) 20)[1 = p(on, (20" 20)] = (o, (20)0, 20)[1 = p(om, (2:)0] 2)][10.) 2] (S57)

S d1d27max9max¢?nax¢max||0 - 0* ||2>
where the last inequality is derived from (S56). By (S54), (S55) and (S57), we have

|1(0 ()07 2)[1 = (0, (200" 2)107 2 — (0, ()0, 2)[1 = p(0, ()8, 216, 2]

1 (S58)
S ¢max (5 + dldeYmaxemax(bmaxwmax) H9 - 9*“2
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On the other hand,

loy. ()t (x0)2] 12 < vzl allzllzill2lle(2) ]2 < 29/ deYmaxmax Pmax-

Combining (552), (S53) and (S58), we obtain

Hv»zyeLn(97 7*) - v»zyGLn(e*a P)/*) HZ < \/d_QVmaxwrznax ?nax(z + dldQVmaxemaxQSmaxwmax) H9 — 0. HQ
(S59)

By (S51), (S59), (S45) and (S50), with at least probability 1 — §, we have

V26 L (0, 7) 12

< 2\/d_27max¢ﬁlax¢ilax(1 + V d1d2YmaxOmaxPmaxVmax ) [|0 — Oull2 + M
| Kiflog(d/d) + V/1og(d/0)[log(d/s) + 18n]}
3n
< \/2_de7max77Z)12nax 1211ax(1 + dle’YmaxgmaxQﬁmaxwmax) + M

N K1 {log(d/d) + \/log(d/5)[log(d/é) + 18n]}
3n '

Noting that ¢ = v/2 max{Omax Va1, Ymax V2 1102 0 02, (14-V/d1 Ay Yinax Omax PrmaxVmax ), the proof

is complete.

D.6 Proof of Theorem 1

By Assumption 4, we know min{\,, Ay} — 6coM > 0. Set

; _ { Ay — 6coM Ay — 6coM }
= min 9 Y
0 8 Vv 2d27max¢12nax ?nax + 6COC 8 leemaxq%lax ?ﬂax + 6COC

with ¢ defined in Lemma S8. We begin by bounding [|0;; — 6.]|3. According to the update

in Algorithm 1, we have

10001 — 04115 = 110: — Vo Ln(0:,7:) — 04|15
(S60)
= 10; — 0,113 + 771V Ln (01, 7) 13 — 211 (Vo Ln (01, 71), 0 — 0..).
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By Lemmas 5S4 and S5, we obtain
VoL (0 7o) I3
= IVoLn(0r,7) — VoLn(01,7.) + VoLn(0r,72) — VoL (04, 7:) + VoLn(0.,7.)3
< 3(IVoLn (0 ) = VoLn(0r 3)lI3 + Vo Ln (01, 72) = VoLn(0, 1) + Vo Ln (B, 1) [13]

< 3M? |y — 7il|3 + 3K (|6 — 0413 + 3[| VoL (6s, 7. |15
(S61)

Next, we have
(VoLn(0:, ), 0c — 05) = (VoLn(6r,71) — VoLn(0s, 7). 0 — 0.) + (VoL (0s,7.), 6 — 6s)
(VoL (0u, ) — VoLn(0.,7), 0, — 6,)
> (VoLa(010) = VoLn(0e),0 = 02 = 5 Vo La(be, )3

w
= 16 = 0113 + (Vo Ln(0s,3) = VoLn (6, 72), 6 — 6.).

(S62)
_Aem
By Lemma S6, with probability at least 1 — d; (%) 81K we have forallt € 1,---,T
<V¢9Ln(9ta%) - VeLn(Q*a%)a 0; — 9*> > wHQt - ‘9*”37 (363)

From Lemma S8, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

|<v9Ln(8*7’Yt) - VBLn(Q*/V*L 0; — 9*>| < ||v9Ln(6*7’yt) - VQLTL(Q*J’Y*)”?HQt - Q*HQ
< NIV La(0c, ) 2l — vell2ll0r — 0.2

< (eb+ M+ f(dy + da,n, 6, K1) ||y — vell2]|0r — Oi]l2
Cb+M—|—f(d1 —|—d2,n,5,K1)

<
- 2

(e = Iz + 116 — 6.]12).

Therefore,

cb+ M

<V0Ln(9*77t) - VGLn(GMV*)a 0t - 6*> > — (H’Yt - 7*“% + Het - 9*”%)

fldy +ds,n, 0, K
_ S e K g e e ).

2
(S64)
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Substituting (S63) and (S64) into (S62), we obtain

cb+ M
2

w—cb—M
(oLn(br2), 00— 0 = (=52 = 0.8 = T = vl

fldy +dg,n, 0, K !
LD GBI 100~ 1) — 5 VLB
(S65)

Agpn

Plugging (S61) and (S65) into (S60), with probability at least 1 — & — d; (£) 2%, we

have
16r1 — 6.3 < [1+ 3d5K°n; — (w — b — M)mi]||0; — 0,15 + (BM>ny + cb + M)m|lve — I3

o f(dy 4 dayn, 6, Ky ) ([ = ylls 4 1160 = 0.113) + (307 + 11 /w) [ VoL (6, 7 [5-
(S66)

Now we turn to bound |9;51 — 7«||3. According to the update in Algorithm 1, we have

H’Yt+1 - ’Y*Hg = H’Yt - 772V7Ln(9t+1>'7t) - ’Y*H%
(S67)

= H’Yt — %Hg + ﬁgvaLn(QtHa%)H% - 2772(V7Ln(9t+1,%),% - ’Y*>'

By Lemmas S4 and S5, we obtain
IV Lo (Br1,7) 13
= Vo Ln(Or1, %) = VL (0, %) + Vo L (0, %) = Vo Ln (0, %) + Vo La (0, %) 15
< B[V L (Orr1, %) = VL (O, ¥ 12 + V5 L (02, 76) = Vi L (0, 7) |2 + [V Lin (0, 7 [3]

< 3M2)| 01 — 0.3 + 3Ky — 13 + 31V Lo (0,7 I3
(S68)

Next,
<V7Ln(9t+la Ve)s Ve — Vo) = (van(etHa Vi) — Van(etJrl; Ye)s Ve — Vo) + <V7Ln(9*, V), Ve = Ve
(VoL (01, 7) = VL (0, 74) 7 — )
> (, La(Brn, ) = Vo LB, 1), 5 = 700 = 5[V Lol )

w
- EHVt - 7*”% + <v'yLn(6t+17’7*) - v”/Ln(QMV*))fyt - 7*>
(S69)

By Lemma S6, the following
<V7Ln(9t+1> V) — v’yLn(‘gtJrl’ Ve )y Ve — Vo) = Wy — ’Y*Hga (S70)
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Awn

holds with probability at least 1 — dy (£) ¥, uniformly over ¢. By Lemma S8, with

probability at least 1 — §, we have

|<van(9t+1a '7*) - van(e*a 'Y*), Ve — ’7*>|
<V Ln(Or1, %) = Vo Lin (0, v |2l 01 — Oull2llve — vl
< IV L (00, v ) |20 1 — O: 2]l — vll2

< (cb+ M + f(dy + dg,n, 0, K1) |01 — Osll2]l7 — Yell2
< cb+ M + f(dy + da,n, 0, Kq)
- 2

(e = 113 + 1041 — 6413)-

Therefore,

f(dy 4+ dg,n, 9, Ky)
2

(lve = 73 + 1621 = 0.]5).-

(VoLn (i1, 7)) = Vo Lo (0, 7:), % — 7s) = — (e = 2ell3 + 116041 — 0.113)
B ch+ M

2

(S71)
By (S69), (S70) and (S71), we conclude

w—cb—M cb+ M
<V7Ln(9t+177t)77t - 7*> > (T) nyt - 7*"% - 9 H9t+1 - 9*”3

fdy +dy,n, 0, Ki) 1
- 1 (H%—%H%HI@H—9*||§)—%vaLn(@*,%)Hz

2
(S72)

Awn

Combining (S67), (S68) and (S72), with probability at least 1—&§—ds (£) 5%, we have
et = 23 < [L+ 3R K>3 — (w — cb = Mymellly = %3 + (3MPnz + cb + Me|6r41 — 0.13

+f(dy +da,n, 6, Ky)([|ve = vl + 1001 — 6.113) + (375 + n2/w) ||V L (6, 7:) I3
(S73)

Under the condition 0 < b < by, we can verify w — 3(cb+ M) > 0. Denote

n = max{n, n}. (S74)

We define A; = 1 + max{3d3K?n? — (w — cb — M)n,3d2K?*n3 — (w — cb — M)n,} and
Ay = 3M%% + (cb+ M)n. If (w — cb — M)? — 1242 K2 > 0, set

e (0.1mi w—cb—M—+/(w—cb—M)?2—12d3K? w — 3(cb+ M)
n , min : — :
' 6d3 K2 3(d2K2 + M?2)
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Otherwise, set 1, € <0 M) If (w—cb— M)? —12d3K? > 0, set

’ 3d2K2+M?2)
—cb— M — —cb—M)? - 12d2K? —3(cb+ M
My € O,min w ¢ \/(w2 C2 ) 1 ’U} (C +N ) )
6di K 3(B3K?2 + M?)
Otherwise, set 1, € (0, %) Then, it is easy to verify

Al > O,AQ >0 and A; + 24, € (0,1)
We define
A = Ay +nf(dy + da,n, 6, Ky) and Ay, = Ay +nf(dy + da,n, 6, K7). (S75)

Since Ay, Ay, i are constants and f(d; + do, n, 0, K1) decreases as n increases, there exists

some constant n; such that when n > n,, we have

A >0, Ag, > 0 and Ay, + 245, € (0,1). (S76)
It follows that
Ay, € (0,1), Ay, € (0,1), Ay, + Aoy € (0,1) (S77)
and
Ay, + A2+ A Ay, = Apy + Agn (A, + Agy) < Ap, + Ay € (0,1). (S78)

>\¢n Awn

By (S66), (S73) and Lemma S7, with probability at least 1 — 38 — d; (£) 52K —d, (£) 1%

for 0 < 6 < 1, we have
101 — 0.113 < Aullfs — 0.l + Azllve — ll3 + (30 + n/w) [ Vo La(0s, ) |13

+f3(n 0) (e — llz + 110 — 0:12) (S79)

< A0y — 0.3 + Asallve — %13 + (30 4+ n/w) f2(dy + 1,1,6,2v/d2 K)

and

Ve —’Y*Hg

< Avllve = 7ell3 + A2ll0r 1 — 0.115 + 3% + n/w) [V Ln (0., 7|15
+0fs(n,0) (v = ll5 + 116141 — 6:113)

= Al — %ll3 + A2al|0e1 — 0,115 + (30° + n/w) |V, L (0., 7.) I3

< (Avn + A3 e = 7l + AvnAzall0r — 0.3 + (Azn + 1)(30° + n/w) f2(da + 1,1, 6,21/ d1 K).
(S80)
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When calculating the above probability, we should note that the probability ¢ in (S66) and
(S73) is derived from the same event. Since f(d; +1,n,6,2v/dyK) and f(da+1,n,d,2/d1 K)

decrease in n, there exists n, such that when n > ny we have

(Aln + AQn)b2

b2
5 B 0 w) A (d+ 10,62V dEK) < 5

and

(Aln + A%n + AlnA2n)b2
2

b2
+ (Agn + 1)(30% + n/w) f2(dy + 1,1, 0,2\/d K) < 2

Note that we have ||y — 0.]|3 < 1?/2 and |79 — 7. ||3 < b*/2 by initialization. Using (S79) and
(S80), we can inductively prove that ||6; — 6.]|3 < b*/2 and ||y — . ||3 < b*/2 for all t > 0

when n > ny. By (S79) and (S80), we obtain

101 = O:ll3 + Y1 = %ll3 < (A + Azn + A3, 17 — %13 + (A + A1 Aan) 16 — 0[5

+ (A2 +2)(30% + n/w) f*(max{dy, dz} + 1,1, 6,21/ (dy + d2) K)

< (Aun + Az + A3,) (e — %Iz + 1162 — 0.]3)

(Ao + 2)(30° + n/w) fA(max{dy, ds} +1,n,8,2y/(dy + do) K),

where the second inequality follows from

Aln + A2n + Agn - (Aln + AlnAZn) = A2n(1 + A2n - Aln) > 0. (881)

_dem _den
Let ng > max{ni, ns} be chosen sufficiently large such that dy (g) 81K < ﬁ and d; (g) 8d2 K <

% hold for all n > ny. We denote p = Ay, + Aoy, + A%no. By (S76), we have

0<p <A+ 24, <1. (S82)

By recursion, with probability at least 1 — 3 — %, when n > ng, we obtain

T (Agp + 2)(Bwn® + 1) f2(max{dy, do} +1,1,6,2+/(d + d2) K)

107 — 6.5 + [lhr — 13 < p

(1—pw
< TR chfA(max{dy,dy} + 1,n,0,2y/(dy + do) K)

(1-=0p) ’
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where ¢, = (Agn, + 2)(3wn? + n)/w. By (S6), there exists some constant c¢; such that
chf?(max{dy,ds} + 1,n,6,2+/(d; + do) K) < & log a1o81/9) gince both dy and dy are fixed. Since d
can be any value in (0, 1), the probability can be equivalently expressed as 1 — § — % This

completes the proof.

E Proofs for Uncertainty Quantification

This section contains the proofs for the theoretical results in Section 4.2 and Section 5

E.1 Proof of Lemma 2

By Assumptions 1 and 2, we have |0, (2)0, 2| < 200 VmaxPmaxPmax- Then

629max'}/max¢maxwmax

M(O-’Y* <x>9*TZ) [1 - IU’(O-’Y*( )0T )] (1 + e20max7max¢max’¢1max) = K > O

By (S4) and Assumption 3, we have

Ly (0, 7) = B{ (0, (2)0, 2) [1—pu(0y, (2)0. 2))(0, 2)* () (2)} = KE[(0, 2)*(2)y " ()] = wAT,

which is positive definite. Under Assumption 5, Z(7,) is positive definite by following Lemma

S11.

E.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Denote 7, = (6 ,77)7. The proof of Theorem 2 proceeds by first showing that |77 — 7|2 — 0
as T' — oo. Once this consistency is established, the asymptotic normality of 7y follows from
that of the MLE 7,,, by appropriately controlling the growth rate of T relative to n. We first
state the asymptotic normality of the MLE 7,,.

Theorem 7. Let the assumptions of Lemma 2 hold. As n — oo, we have

Vi@, = 1) =2 N(0,T7(7,)).

Theorem 7 provides the classical normal approximation for the MLE, with the covariance

structure determined by the inverse of the Fisher information matrix. The proof follows the
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standard arguments for asymptotic normality of MLE (see, e.g., Vaart (1998); Casella and

Berger (2002)). For completeness, we provide the detailed proof.
Proof. We expand the first derivative of the negative log-likelihood around the true value 7.,
VLn(T) = VLu(7) + VLy(7.) (7o — 7o) + [V La(F) = V2 Lo(7)] (7 — 72)

where

T=c+(1—0o)n (S83)

for some ¢ € [0, 1]. Note that VL, (7,,) = 0. Rearranging and multiplying by /n gives us
V{V2L,(1,) + [V2L,(F) — V2L, (1)} 70 — 7)) = —/nV Ly (7,). (S84)
y (S2), Assumptions 1 and 2, there exist some positive constants C7 and C] such that
IV30Lo(0.5) — Vi Lo0.7) 2 < & Z 20 — o2 12)

Z\ 05(xi) + 0v, ()] |05 (2:) = 0, (23)]

< C{Hv — Yell2-

y (S4), Assumptions 1 and 2, there exist some positive constants Cy and C} such that
“v'zy'yLn(éa 7) - vfzyfyL ( 5 Vx ||2 < — Z| GT HTzl) |

Z 1072 + 6] 20"z — 6] 2]

=1

< Gyl = 0.l
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By (S5), Assumptions 1 and 2, there exist some positive constants Cs, C} and C4 such that

n

< G ZHM(U% (2:)0.] 2;) — p(o5(2:)0" )| + |o5 ()07 2 — 0, ()0 2i]]

[
Cl & _
< f Z ‘%(%)QT%’ — Oxy, (%)QIZ@‘
i=1

= 73 ; |Uﬁ($i)§TZ¢ — Uq(:vi)Q*Tzi + aﬁ(:vi)H*Tzi — UV*(:vi)Q*TzA
< Y10 = Oulla + 117 = ll2),

where the second inequality follows from the mean value theorem. Therefore, there exists

some constant C such that
IV?La(7.) = V2Lu(P)lla < C(18 = Oullz + 17 = 7ll2) = cC([10n — Oull2 + [ — 7ll2),

where the last equality follows from (S83). Therefore, by Lemma S12, we obtain

V2L, (7.) = V2L, ()] = 0. (S85)
By the central limit theorem, we have

AV La(1) =2 N(0,Z(7,)). (S86)
Combining (S84), (S85) and (S86), by Slutsky’s theorem, we have

Vi, —7.) =5 N(0,Z7Y(n)).

O

Next, we propose the following Theorem that demonstrates that the estimator from Algorithm
1 converges to the MLE when MLE is close to the true parameters.

Theorem 8. Let the conditions in Theorem 1 hold. Suppose ||§n — 0.2 < €/V2 and

1A — Vell2 < €/v/2 when n > n, for some constant 0 < ¢ < b. When n > max{ng, n.}, with

Agpn AT

. _ o _ T
probability at least 1 — 6 — dy (g) 82K — (g) 81K we have
107 — 0,113 + |y — Full2 < pT (b +€)?,
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where 0 < p; < 1.

The condition [|8, —6.]|> < €/v/2 and |5, — 7|2 < €/+/2 for large enough n can be guaranteed
by the consistency of MLE, see Lemma S12. The proof of Theorem 8 is postponed and

presented after the proof of Theorem 2.

Now we prove Theorem 2. By Lemma S12, for any ¢ > 0, there exists n. such that

H@n — 0,2 < €/Vv2 and |[5, — 1|l2 < €/V/2 for all n > n, with probability 1. By Theorem 8,

Agpn Agpm

_ e B
with probability at least 1 — 9 — d; (%) 8ol — (y (g) 81K we have

Vallrr = Fulle = iy 10z = Bl + e — 3ull3 < Vsl + 07 = (b-+ )y gl
Since np! — 0 as T — oo and n — oo, we have
Vil — Tl == 0.
Therefore, by Slutsky’s theorem and Theorem 7, we have
Valrr = 1) = Val(rr —7) + Va(d — 1) =5 N(0,27(r).
E.3 Proof of Theorem 8

We first bound |04 — §n||§ According to the update rule in Algorithm 1, we have

1011 — 0,112 = 1160 — 1 VoL (01, %) — 0,12

N N (S87)
= Het - ean + 77%‘|V9Ln(9t7%)”§ - 2771<V9Ln(€t:%)7 0 — 9n>-

~

Since VoL, (0,,7,) = 0. Applying Lemmas S4 and S5 yields
HV@Ln(et, 775)"3 = HVGLn(eta %) - VBLn(etajy\rJ + VOLn(eta;?n) - VGLn<é\n7 :Y\n)Hg
< QHVQLTL(HM%) - VOLn<9taan)||§ + QHVQLH(@U;}\/TL) - VGLn(é\n?/v\n)Hg

< 20|y, — B3 + 242 K216, — B, 3.
(S88)

Next,

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

<v9Ln<9t7 f}/t)a et_9n> = <v0Ln(0t; %)—VaLn(Qm %‘/)7 et_0n>+<v9[/n(9n7 7t>_v9Ln<9n; :V\n>7 et_9n>
(S89)
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Ad)n

By Lemma S6, with probability at least 1 — d; (£) 54%, the following
(VoLu(61,7%) = VoLu(Bus 1), 6 — B} = w6, — 6,3, (590)
holds for all t € {1,--- ,T}. Denote 4 = ¢y + (1 — ¢)7, for ¢ € [0,1]. We have

17e = vll2 = lleve + (1 = )Fn — 2
< el =l + (1= ) = ll2
<cb/V2+ (1 —c)e/V2
<b/V2,

and

1V, LB 3 2 = 1V, Ln (8, 30) + Vi, Ln (O 3e) = Vi, Ln (01, %) 12
< ||v§7Ln(0*”7t)”2 + ||v3'yLn<§n7’_yt) - vg'yL’VZ(e*v’?t)H?
S ||v§'yLn(‘9*7’7t)”2 + \/503“571 - 9*”2

< ||V§7Ln(0*7 71?)”2 + c3€

for some positive constant c3. By Lemma S8, with probability at least 1 — 9, we have

~ ~

(V6L (B %) — VoLn(Brs 3, 6 — 6]
< IVoLn (B, %) = VoL (B, Fu)lI20160 — Oul2
< 1V3, La(8, )27 = Full2 N6 — Bl
< (IV2, L84, 50 12 + c36) e — T2l — B2

< (eb+ M + cze + f(dy + da,n, 8, K1) ||ve — Ynll2ll0r — §n||2

cb+ M + cse + f(dy + da,m, 0, Ky) R ~
| O R A )

IN

Therefore,

~ ~ -~

<V0Ln(‘9na '715) - VHLn<8n7;Y\n)7 Qt - 971)

cb+ M + cze + f(dy + da,n, 6, Ky) N ~ (S91)
> — . 5 — = ([l = Fnll3 + 16: = 6al}3)-
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By (S89), (S90) and (S91), we obtain

~ cb+ M + cze + f(dy +d2,m, 0, K ~
(oLo(0020.0~00) 2 (1 - et Pt B o, - 3,13

_ Cb+M—|—036+f(d1 —|—d2,n,(5,Kl)
2

(892)
17e = Anll3-

Agpm

_ e
Combining (S87), (S88) and (S92), with probability at least 1 — d; (£) 2%, we have
161 = a3 <1+ 23 K207 — (2w — cb — M — cse — f(dy + da.n, 6, K0)m]||6 — Oul

+ {2M202 4 [eb+ M + cze + f(dy + da,n, 8, K1) v — Fll2.

(S93)
Now we bound ||y¢41 — /3. According to the update in Algorithm 1, we have
[ver1 — %H% = |l — 772V7Ln(9t+1,%) - %Hg
(S94)

= e - ;V\an + n%l!Van(%H,%)H% = 202V Ly (011, %e)s Ve — Fn)-

Note that V, L, (6,,7,) = 0. By Lemmas S4 and S5, we obtain
|‘V7Ln(6t+1, %ﬁ)H% = HV'yLn(et+17 %‘/) - v'yLn<0t+17;y\n) + v'yLn(etJrla:y\n) - V'yLn(enaiy\n)Hg
S 2||v'yLn(‘9t+17 fYt) - V’yLn(et+17a/\n)||§ + ZHV'yLn(etJrlu;y\n) - v'yLn(enu an)H%

< 245K |y = Anlls 4 2M2[041 — 0, ][5.
(S95)

Next,
<V7Ln<0t+17 ’7t>7 Tt — ?n)

- <v’yLn(Qt+1’ ,Yt) N v’yLn(et""l’:}\/”)’ i :7\n> + <v’YLn(gt+17:>\/n) - VWLn(gnaa\/n)a Tt — ;7\n>
(396)

Ayn

By Lemma S6, with probability at least 1 — ds (5) 54%, the following
<v'yLn(0t+la ’Vt) - van(et-Ha ’/y\n)y Yt — :7\n> 2 w”%ﬁ - :7\n||§7 (897)
holds for all ¢t € {1,--- ,T}. Denote 6; = ab; + (1 — a)d,, for a € [0,1]. We have
160~ 6.1 =l + (1~ ), — 6.
< allb = Bull2 + (1= a) |6 — 6.
<ab/V2+ (1 —a)e/V2
<b/V2,
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and

||V§7Ln(9_taﬁn)”2 = |‘V37Ln(§t77*) + Vg’yLn(e_h:y\n) - ngLn(§t77*)’|2
< NIV La (0 v |2 + 1 Ve, L (0 Fn) — Vi L (01, 7. 2
< 1V5, L (B, o)l + V2517 — 7l

< [IV5y L (01,74 ll2 + che

for some positive constant ¢;. By Lemma S8, with probability at least 1 — d, we have

-~

|<V’YL71(815+17 ;y\n) - V'yLn(Hna ;y\n)7 Yt — :Y\n>|
<NV Lo (0415 9n) = Vo L (O, V) 2l — Fnll2
< ngLn(e_t—l—h//y\n)Het—i—l - 9n||2||% - %HQ

< (V3 L (o1, v ll2 + c56) 101 — Onllallve — Fnll2
chb+ che + M + f(dy + dg,n, 0, Ky)
2

(e = Fnllz + [10er — Oull2)-

IN

Therefore,

~

<V7Ln(9t+17;}\/n) - v'yLn<9n>:V\n>v Yt — ;?n>

ch+ e+ M + f(dy + da,n, 0, Kq) N ~ (598)
> — : i (17 = Anllz + 11041 — Oull2).

By (596), (S97) and (S98), we obtain

. cb+ che + M + f(dy + dg,m, 0, K N
(Vo Ln(Or1,%), % — Fn) = (w - : h + 4 1)) I — Fnll3
2 (S99)
cb + che + M + f(dy + dy,n,0, K;) L
- 5 1021 — On 2.
Ayyn

Combining (S94), (S95) and (S99), with probability at least 1 — dp (£) %, we have

Ve — %H% <[1+ Qd%KQUS — (2w — b — 036 — M — f3(n,0))n2] |l — %Hg (5100)
. R 100
+ {2M277§ + [Cb + Cge + M + f(dl + d27n7 57 Kl)]n2}”9t+1 - ean

Let Ay, and Ay, be defined in (S75), and 7 be defined in (S74). When

- min{d3K?n? + wny, d? K*n3 + wno, MQn}
6 )
- max{cs, ¢}
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we can verify 1+ max{2d3K*n? — (2w —cb—cze — M — f(dy +do,n, 0, K1))n2, 2d2 K215 — (2w —
cb—cye — M — f(dy +do,n, 5, K1))na} < Ay, and 2M20% + [cb + max{cs, ¢ }e + M + f(dy +
Agpm
da,n,8, K1)]n < As,. By (S93) and (S100), with probability at least 1 — 6 — dy (§) 2% —
Ay T
dy (£) 5%, we can obtain
10ee1 = Bullz < AvallOr = Oall3 + Asnlle = Ful (s101)

and

||’7t+1 - /’?an < Aln“% - %H% + A2n||9t+1 - 971”%
(5102)

< (Avn+ A3l = Tl + Aun Az 0, — Ou 3
Denote ny = max{ng,n.}. By (S81), (S101) and (S102), we have

1841 — Bull2 + V651 — Full2 < (Ain + A + A2) 7 — Fnll2 + (Arn + A1 Asn)[16: — 0,2
< (Aun + Ao + A2) (17— Fnll2 + 116: — 8,]2)
< p1(||v — %Hg + 1|6, — 9n”§),

where p; = Ay + Agpy + Ag% < 1 according to (S82). For the initialization, we have

180 = Onll2 < 1160 = Oull2+ 1162 — Oull2 < (b+€)/v2 and v = Fullz < 1y = Yella + 172 = Full2 <

(b+¢€)/v2. Thus, |6 — §an + 17 — nll3 < (b+ €)?. By recursion, with probability at least

_Aon _dun
1—-60—d; (%) sd2K — (9) SUK when n > ng, we obtain

2
107 = Bull3 + Ilvr = ull3 < o1 (b + )
E.4 Proof of Theorem 3
We denote v = (¢' (s,a),0)" € R¥*9, Then, by Assumption 1, we have
v (rr — 1) = (0 — 0,) " 0(s,a) = 19,(5,a) — 19,(5,0).

By Lemma S10, we have

0 I (T = 67 (s,0) g (0, 72) = Lo (0 72) L5} (007 T (s 7)) (s, )

=" (5,0)T (0., 7) (s, a).
Therefore, by Theorem 2, as n — oo and T" — oo, we have
Vilre, (s, a) = 1o.(s,0)] = N (0,67 (s,)T (8., 7.)(s, a)).
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E.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Because the samples {(z;, s, al? a(l)) m_, are i.i.d., the law of large numbers implies that, as

)

n — oo, entry-wisely, we have

:/Z\Gf)(e*u%k) L>199(‘9*’7*>7 297(9*,7*) - IG"y(e*a’Y*)’ :/Z\vv(g*ﬂ/*) - I,W(Q*,'y*),

Consequently, for sufficiently large n, we have

11 = Zog! (04, %) Zoo (0, 7o) 12 = |1 Zgg (0, 7%5) [Zo0 (0, 1) — Zoo (B, 74)] 2

<N T (0, ) |21 Zo6 (0s, 1) — Zoo (8, ) [l < 1

with probability approaching 1. By Lemma S14, this implies that 1&91(0*,7*)f99(0*,'y*)
is invertible, and therefore :/Z,\_gg(g*,’}/*) is invertible. An analogous argument applies to
iw(e*,%). By the continuous mapping theorem, the inverses of these matrices converge
in probability to the inverses of the population matrices. Since S3 (6., V) = [:/Z\'gg(e*, Vi) —

fgW(G*,V*)f,;wl(@*,7*)f;(9*,7*)]_1, as n — 0o, we have
15502, 72) = Z74 (8, %) |2 = 0, (S103)

Note that u(-)[1 — p(-)] < 1/4. Then, by Assumptions 1 and 2, there exist some constants C}

and Cs, such that

Zoo(0r,7) = Fao 00,70}l < £ || ST = T wlwPyaes]
= LIS (v — Tw vt + vl

1 n
< oD e = llallv @) ol ) + 4l (@l laziz] |z
=1

< Cillvr = 74ll2
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and

n

o DGR OE EsteaY

i=1

o~

1Z (07, v2) — Lo (B, 7|2 <

= | S1OF= — 6726+ 672w

1

- 2
1 n

= in Z |07 — 9H2||ZH2\97TZ + 0T2| Hd}(xz)w(%‘z)THg
i=1

< Ch|0r — 0.]]2.
By Assumptions 1 and 2, there exists some constant C5 such that

1Zo, (O, 77) — Zoy (B, 1) |12

= 1 Zoy (O, v1) = Loy (0, v7) + Loy (Ous ) — Loy (0, 1) |2

- % Z{[UVT (xz)<9T - 6*)Tzi] + (’VT - ”}/*)Tw(ZEZ)(@*TZz)}w(Q;Z)zZT

2
n

1
< > Mo @)z = Oullzllzill2 + vz — vellzllb (@) 1216] 2l | (i) 2] |12

=1
< Cs([|07 — Ol + [[ve — Ve ll2)-

Since
Si(0r,yr) = [f(%)(@TﬁT) - fey(QTﬁT)f%l(QT,VT)f(I,(QTﬁT)]_ly
by Theorem 1, we have ||SZ(6r, vr) — Sz(0s,7:)|l2 — 0 as n — oo and T — co. Combining
(S103), we have
15507, vr) = T4 (0. 7)l2

= (157 (8, 1) = S5 (84, 7) + S5 (62 72) = 7 (8, %)l

< (1570, v7) = S5 (8, w2 + 155 (B, ) = 7 (8,70

5 0.
By Theorem 3 and Slutsky’s theorem, we have

\/ﬁ[TGT(Sv a) — T, (Sa a)]
\/¢T(Sa G>Sg(9T, Yr)é(s,a)
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E.6 Proof of Theorem 5

The proof of Theorem 5 follows the same strategy as used in the proofs for Theorems 3 and

4, and hence is omitted.

E.7 Proof of Corollary 1

When T > esld=r )bznflizgp{” s/} (equivalent to T > clogn for some constant ¢), we can

verify pTb? < 62(110:5—53/5). By Theorem 1, with probability at least 1 — ¢ — %, we have
2¢9log(1/9)
107 — 0.5 < ——<—.
(1=p)n
Therefore,
_ C3
167 = O.lls—207 ) < 107 — Oull2llS72 (07, 72)]l2 < NG

where ¢35 = %@\\S‘Q(HT,VT)HQ. Since ¢_q/2 can take any positive value, we can

choose a such that q;_,/» = c3. The proof is complete.

E.8 Proof of Lemma 3
By Assumption 1, we have r4(s,a) = 07 ¢(s,a). Then, for any 0, we can write ry(s,a) =
ro,(s,a) + ¢(s,a)T (0 — O7). Then minimizing r4(s, a) over © is equivalent to

minry(s,a) = re.(s,a) + min 0 —07)" ¢(s,a).

q7_
66 10=07 152 7,y S

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
(0 = 0r)"¢(s,a) = (0 = 0r) " Sy (O, v1)So (0, v1)$ (s, @)
> 1S5 (0, 10)(0 — 00) 12150 (O, v2)6 (5, ) |
= (0= 02)TS; (0, 10)(0 — 00)7/67 (5, @) SE(6r, 71) B(5.a)
_ \/dﬁ(s, 4)53(6r.71) 6(5.0)

n

(S104)

9
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q1—ay/2 S2(01 ,yr)$(s,a)
VI [6(s,0) T SZ (07 1) d(s,0)

where the last inequality is from the definition of ©. Pick 0 = 67 —

which satisfies |6 — ‘9T||59—2(0T,7T) < qi—qa/2/v/n. We have

. QI—a/2 ¢T<37 a)Sg<0T> 7T)¢(57 a)
Vo (s, a)TS3(0r,vr)d(s, a)

\/¢T(S, a)S3(0r,yr) ¢(s,a)

n

(0 —0r)" (s, a) =

(S105)

= —q1-a/2

By (S104) and (S105), we have

min (0= 00)76(5,0) = —a1 o ¢ ¢ (5,0)S3(6r,71) 9(s, @)

9q—a/2 n
_ _ < i=a/2
10 0T”~99 2op )= VR

Therefore,

\/qﬁT(s,a)Sz(eT,vT) (s, a)
— q1—-a/2

minry(s,a) = ro,(s,a) "

0c®

This completes the proof.

E.9 Proof of Theorem 6

For notational simplicity, write a. = a.(s) and a,pony = appon(s). The reward difference
between a, and a,p,n for s is

7o, (S, ) — 79, (S, ApBon) (S106)

= [ro.(s,a.) = 7(s,a.)] + [F(s, a) = T(s, appon)] + (5, appon) — 7.(8, appon)].
Since app,n is the optimal action under (s, a), i.e., appon(s) = argmaxqca,(s) 7(s, a), the
second difference satisfies

7(s,a.) —7(s, appon) < 0. (S107)

For the third difference, by (10), we have

?(57 apBoN) — T, (S, apBoN) - Ienlél TQ(Sa apBoN) — Ty, (S, a'pBoN)a
€

where © = {0 : |0 — 9T||Sg—2( < Gi—aj2/v/n}. From Corollary 1, we have |6, —

O1,vr)
QTHS;Q(GT,WT) < Gi-ay2/+/n with probability at least 1 — 8§ — £, i.e., P(6, € é) >1-0—1
Thus, with probability at least 1 —§ — %, we have ming_g 74(s, appon) < 79, (5, appon), and
then

(s, appon) — 76.(8, appon) < 0. (S108)
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Now, we bound the first difference. By Assumption 1, we obtain

T, (5, a,) — 7(s,a,) = 0] ¢(s,a,) —mind' ¢(s,a,)

0cO

= max(6. — 0) " ¢(s, a.)

0cO
= max(0, — Oy + 0 — 0) " ¢(s, a,)

ISS]
= (0* - GT)T¢(S7 CL*) + ma}(QT - 6)T¢(87 (l*)

0cO

< |(6r — 0.) " é(s, a.)| + max |(0r — 6) "o (s, a.)].

0cO

Since 6, € © with probability at least 1 — & — L by Corollary 1, we have |(67 —6,)Té(s, a.)| <

n

max,_g |(0r — 0)"¢(s, a,)| with probability at least 1 — & — % Therefore, with probability at

least 1 — 6 — %, we have
7o, (8, ax) = T(s,0.) <2 max (0 — 0) "o (s, a.))
< 2max 167 = Oll 520y 156 (07, 1) D(s, @) |2
< 2q1-a)2)|S6 (07, y1)B(s, a.)|l2/v/n
<3010 |73 (00,72)0(s, 00 o/ Vi,

where the third inequality follows from the definition of (:), and the last inequality holds when

(S109)

T and n are large enough. Therefore, by (S106), (S107), (S108), (S109), with probability at

least 1 — 6 — %, we have
SUbOpt<apBoN) - ES[TG* (37 CL*) — T, (S, CLpBoN)] S 2q1—a/2||f_%(9*7 ’Y*)IESQS(S; CL*(S))HQ/\/H

F  Supporting Lemmas

Lemma S9. (Corollary 5.2 (Tropp, 2012)) Consider a finite sequence {X} of independent,

random, self-adjoint matrices with dimension d that satisfy
Xy = 0 and Apax(Xy) < L almost surely.

Compute the minimum eigenvalue of the sum of expectations, fimin := Amin ( Zk EXk) . Then
for ¢ €[0,1],

S R B

k
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Lemma S10. (Theorem 8.5.11, (Harville, 1997)) Let T represent an m x m matriz, U an
m X n matriz, V. an n X m matriz, and W an n X n matriz. Suppose that T is nonsingular.
Th rvu 'lthV‘ mgular if and only if the n X tri

en, \ v,y | o cquivalently { . ), s nonsingular if and only if the n x n matriz
Q =W — VT 'U is nonsingular, in which case

(T U)l _ (T‘l +T\UQlvT! —T—lUQ—l)

vV W —Q'VT! Q!
w T @ —Q VT
v r) " \-T7'vQ' T'+T'UQ'VT )"

T U
u' w

dimensions m x m, U of dimensions m X n, and W of dimensions n x n. If T is symmetric

Lemma S11. (Theorem 14.8.5, (Harville, 1997)) Let A = ( >, where T is of

positive definite and the Schur complement W — U T U of T is positive definite, or if W
is symmetric positive definite and the Schur complement T — UW U " of W is positive
definite, then A is positive definite.

Lemma S12. (Theorem 17, (Ferguson, 1996)) Let X1, Xo, ... be i.i.d. with density f(x | @),

0 € ©, and let 6y denote the true value of 6. If

(1) © is compact,
(2) f(x| @) is upper semicontinuous in 6 for all x,

(3) there exists a function K(z) such that Eg,|[K(X)] < oo and
U(z,0) =log f(x | 0) —log f(z | 6p) < K(x), for all x and 0,

(4) for all & € © and sufficiently small p > 0, supjg_g <, f(z | 0') is measurable in z,
(5) (identifiability) f(z | 0) = f(x | 6y) (a.e. dv) = 0 = by,

then, for any sequence of mazximum-likelihood estimates §n of 0,

T a.s.
0, — 60.

Lemma S13. (Corollary 6.1.2, (Tropp et al., 2015)) Consider a finite sequence {Si} of

independent random matrices with common dimension dy X dy. Assume that each matriz has
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uniformly bounded deviation from its mean:

|Sk — ESk|| < L for each index k.

Introduce the sum
7=y s
k

and let v(Z) denote the matriz variance statistic of the sum:

v(2) = max{|[E[(Z —EZ)(Z - EZ2)]||, |E[(Z - EZ2)"(Z - EZ)]|[}

:max{

> E[(Sk — ESk)(Sk — ESi)"]

k

9

i

> E[(Sk — ESp)*(Sk — ES)]

Then

1
E||Z —EZ| < v/2v(Z)log(d; + da) + 3 Llog(di + dy).
Furthermore, for all t > 0,
P{|Z -EZ|| >t} < (d +dy) - e /2
- cexp | —=——- ).
=W =T RSP L) T L3
Lemma S14. (Corollary 5.6.16, (Horn and Johnson, 2012)) A matriz A is nonsingular if

there is a matriz norm || - || such that ||I — A|| < 1.
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