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Abstract

Simulation of complex systems originated in manufacturing and queuing applications. It is
now widely used for large-scale, ML-based systems in research, education, and consumer surveys.
However, characterizing the discrepancy between simulators and ground truth remains challenging
for increasingly complex, machine-learning—based systems. We propose a computationally
tractable method to estimate the quantile function of the discrepancy between the simulated and
ground-truth outcome distributions. Our approach focuses on output uncertainty and treats the
simulator as a black box, imposing no modeling assumptions on its internals, and hence applies
broadly across many parameter families, from Bernoulli and multinomial models to continuous,
vector-valued settings. The resulting quantile curve supports confidence interval construction
for unseen scenarios, risk-aware summaries of sim-to-real discrepancy (e.g., VaR/CVaR), and
comparison of simulators’ performance. We demonstrate our methodology in an application
assessing LLM simulation fidelity on the World ValueBench dataset spanning four LLMs.

Keywords: Simulation, Quantile function estimation, Human-AI alignment, Conformal inference,
Output Uncertainty Quantification

1 Introduction

The adoption of simulators across operations and manufacturing, agent-based modeling in social-
science research, user surveys, and education/training (Zhang et al., 2019; Macal, 2016; Argyle et al.,
2023; Aher et al., 2023) has accelerated with recent advances in artificial intelligence (AI). At the
platform level, industry ecosystems such as NVIDIA Omniverse and Earth-2 exemplify the push
toward high-fidelity, Al-enabled digital twins. Large language models (LLMs) are being applied to
create and improve the ability of generative Al agents that can replicate human responses (Park
et al., 2023; Lu et al., 2025). Collectively, these developments fuel the sustained growth in simulation
across domains.

Against this backdrop, it becomes increasingly important to understand the discrepancy between
simulation outputs and the real-world. Such discrepancies are documented across many domains: the
behavior of LLMs, model discrepancy in computing systems, and sim-to-real gap in robotics (Gao
et al., 2025; Durmus et al., 2023; Tobin et al., 2017; Peng et al., 2018). In light of these developments,
we provide a finite-sample guaranteed distribution of the sim-to-real discrepancy without imposing
any structural assumptions on the simulator.

Related Literature The sim-to-real discrepancy has been the focus of the uncertainty quantifica-
tion (UQ) literature. Figure 1 positions our work within this landscape. Following the taxonomy of
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Figure 1: Simulation Uncertainty Quantification.

Roy and Oberkampf (2011), we distinguish input uncertainty from output uncertainty. The work on
input uncertainty (see Chen et al., 2024; Barton et al., 2014; Lam, 2022) assumes that the simulator
is accurate in that it creates a faithful representation of the real-world when the inputs follow the
correct distribution. The goal here is to characterize how errors in the characterizing the input
distribution from a finite amount of noisy input-output data propagate to errors in the output. While
the initial work on input uncertainty focused on building confidence intervals for functionals of the
output, recent work by Chen et al. (2024) constructs Kolmogorov-Smirnov—type uncertainty bands
for the CDF of entire output discrepancy. In contrast, modern digital twins rely on complex ML
models (e.g., an LLM or a deep neural network), and one does not have access to the model directly,
and moreover, it is computationally prohibitive to calibrate its parameters exactly. Consequently, we
treat the simulator as a black box and focus on directly characterizing the the sim-to-real discrepancy
of the output, an approach termed output uncertainty quantification by Jeon et al. (2024). Moreover,
the classical input uncertainty literature is primarily concerned with Monte Carlo noise, which is the
variance induced by stochastic sampling conditional on a fixed input model. Our work, by contrast,
explicitly incorporates both variance and bias of the simulator relative to the real world, which is
precisely the focus of “sim-to-real” discrepancy. A further distinction of our work is that much of the
UQ literature is asymptotic, whereas we provide finite-sample guarantees, which is critical when
only a limited number of scenarios are available.

Recent work in LLM literature has also begun to focus on output uncertainty using model-agnostic
discrepancy measures, e.g. Santurkar et al. (2023a) aggregate the sim-to-real gap into a single
scalar summary of overall error or bias, and Huang et al. (2025) bound the discrepancy at a fixed
quantile level. These approaches correspond to evaluating particular functionals of the distribution
of the sim-to-real discrepancy. To obtain more flexible and informative diagnostics, we propose
a model-free procedure that approximates the entire quantile function of the discrepancy. Our
approach is close in spirit to conformal-inference methods (Vovk et al., 2005; Bates et al., 2021) that
obtain distribution-free guarantees for a black-box predictor. However, classical conformal methods
are designed for pointwise coverage at a given input rather than a characterizing the distribution of
the sim-to-real discrepancy. Recent conformal variants that target distributional objects (Snell et al.,
2022; Budde et al., 2025) still assume more homogeneous data structures and do not address the
heterogeneous sample sizes. Our framework fills this gap by providing finite-sample, distribution-level
guarantees tailored specifically to assessing black-box simulators against heterogeneous real-world
data.

Contributions Ideally, one wants to recover the quantile function for a specified discrepancy
measure between the real-world and the simulated distributions. With the quantile function, we can
directly compute the confidence intervals for the estimators, and risk summaries, e.g. VaR/CVaR. In



practice, we only observe finite samples of the real-world and simulated outcomes, and therefore, the
true quantile function is not computable. We calibrate a model-free conservative estimate for the
quantile function, and prove that our estimate comes with finite-sample guarantees for any desired
a-quantile.

Building on this, we extend our framework to pairwise comparison of simulators. This allows
us to benchmark a candidate simulator against a reference and to make statistically robust claims
about which one is closer to reality. For instance, our procedure can certify that a given simulator
achieves a smaller sim-to-real gap on at least 90% of questions and pairwise hypothesis testing claims
between simulators. We also illustrate our methodology on the WorldValueBench (Zhao et al., 2024)
dataset, which is constructed from the World Values Survey (Haerpfer et al., 2020). We generate
synthetic response profiles and compare the sim-to-real discrepancy of four different LLMs relative
to the survey data.

Our main contributions are twofold:

1. Our procedure is model-free in that it does not impose any parametric assumptions on either the
simulator or the ground truth; therefore, it can be applied to any black-box simulators. Moreover,
it provides a novel assessment method to compare between simulators.

2. Since our procedure yields a quantile function, it naturally supports a wide range of summaries,
from means to tail-risk measures such as Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR). In addition, by
leveraging the simulated estimator, we can construct confidence intervals for the real-world
parameters at any significance level .

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2 we present a motivating example, and
formally state the problem. In Section 3 we present the main theoretical results, and in Section 4 we
discuss an application of our methodology. We also address the tightness of our methodology to the
actual quantile curve in Section 5. In Section 6 we conclude by discussing future directions.

2 Framework and Motivating Example

In this section, we start with a concrete use case that motivates our formulation, and then formally
define the quantile estimation problem. Although the terminology below is specific to the example
use case, the setting can be generalized. See Appendix D for more examples of simulation systems.

Suppose a media research company plans to survey customers on a particular topic with
multinomial outcomes (eg, “Agree”, “Neutral”, “Disagree”). The company wants to estimate the
customer opinion before committing resources for an expensive population study. The company has
access to a database of past questions and human answers, and has been training an LLM-based
“digital twin” for its customer base. By querying this digital twin with the new question, the company
can generate an estimate of the mean response for the new question. The problem now facing the
company is to characterize how close this estimate is to the true population mean. Can one provide
a confidence interval for the true value? Or, better yet, estimate the quantile function for a suitable
discrepancy measure between the simulator and population estimates? This work addresses precisely
these uncertainty quantification problems.

To formally describe the discrepancy between simulator (LLM) and ground truth (human
population), and the theoretical challenges we face, we consider two levels of randomness in this
problem, which we term as the scenario uncertainty and the finite-sample uncertainty.

First, scenarios (questions) are drawn as 1) ~ ¥, where W is a scenario pool distribution, and
the past dataset consists of a total of m scenarios, {%}Tzl ~ W. A real system (human) is
characterized by a latent profile z € Z with a population distribution P over the latent profile



state Z. For each pair (¢, z), the real system (human population) produces a categorical outcome
Ye' with conditional distribution Q8'(- | 2,%) over a space ) := {y e N? . Z?:l yi = 1}.
The simulator (LLM) produces an outcome Y™ with conditional distribution Q%™ (z%™ ), )
over the same outcome space ), where the z8™ € Z;. denotes a synthetic profile drawn i.i.d.
from a simulator population distribution P¥™ on Zg,, and r denotes LLM settings, including
prompting strategy, hyperparameters, and other API settings.! In the running example, Q8(-|z, 1)) =
Categorical(II8(z, ¢)), where II8%(¢), 2) := (Q%'({1} | 2, %), ..., Q& ({d} | z,¢)) € P? and P is the
d — 1-simplex defined := {u € [0,1]% : Zle u; = 1}. For any question v, we can marginalize the
population effect, hence denote by Q8'(- | ¥) = E,p[Q®(- | z,v)], the conditional distribution of
outcome Y8 given ).

Let p(¢)) be a population statistic of interest, which is a functional of the conditional distribution
Q8 (- | ©) and lives in a parameter space ©. In our running example, © = P? p(z)) is the mean
response of survey respondents, and simulator can be defined similarly under the simulator population
Psim . Further examples of p(1)) are given in Section 3. To simplify notation, we will write p(t) and
q(v) as py and gy. Summing up:

Dy = p() == Ey gt [yl =E.op [Hgt(¢v Z)} €0,
Gy = q() = B opsim [P (4, 2)] € ©.

Second, we only observe finite samples per scenario. For each j € [m], we are given n; i.i.d. profiles
Zj1m; ~ P, with which we observe n; ground-truth outcomes y]g; ~ Q8(- | zj,1;). Comparably,
we generate k simulator outcomes yﬁn ~ QS ( | 2Sm 1, 1) using a simulation pool z;jllmk ~ Psim
with fixed k across j to standardize simulator sampling. For brevity, we will write p(¢;) and ¢(t;)
as p; and ¢;, and p; and §; be estimators of p; and ¢;. Note that we set the number of simulated
samples k to be fixed across j so that {; }’Jn:1 are identically distributed. This reflects the fact that
simulator sample collections are relatively inexpensive.

The dataset is D = {(wj,ﬁj,dj, nj, k:)};n:l For each scenario 7, let D}"?t = {(zﬂ,yftl) :21 denote
the human-side data used to construct p;, and D;im = {(z?‘lm, yjllm)}f:l denote the simulator outputs
used to construct ¢;. The discrepancy for a specific question ¢ between simulated and real output

distributions is defined as
Ay = L(py, G4y),

where L : © x © — [0, 00) is a user-chosen discrepancy function. Our method is agnostic to the choice
of L and allows practitioners to choose one that suits their application, such as Kullback—Leibler (KL)
divergence for categorical outputs or a Wasserstein distance for nonparametric empirical distributions.
Let Fa denote the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of A, when ¢ ~ ¥, and define the
associated population quantile function V(a) := inf{t € R : Fa(t) > a},Va € [0, 1].

Ideally, our target is this function V' («), which describes the entire distribution of sim-to-real
discrepancies across scenarios. However, this function is intractable, so we state our main goal:

Construct a calibrated function V(-,D) : [0,1] = R such that, for a new ¢ ~ ¥ and all a € [0,1],

]P)w,\_,\p (Aw < V(Q,D)‘D) X Q= Em,

holds with high probability over the draw of D. The quantity &,, should vanish as m — oco.
Note that V is a calibrated function that is indexed both by the prescribed level o and by the
calibration sample D. There are two distinct sources of randomness we must control: (i) scenario

'We keep r fixed during calibration so that variation in §; reflects scenario differences rather than encoding drift or
model choice; choosing a different r defines a different simulator.



uncertainty, coming from drawing finitely many scenarios 1; ~ W, and (ii) finite-sample uncertainty
within each scenario, since p; and g; are only observed through finite samples that produce p; and
¢j- Our construction of V(a, D) explicitly addresses both layers, and the main theorem will show
that we obtain non-vacuous, finite-sample coverage guarantees.

3 Theoretical Result

We introduce our method for constructing V and then provide theoretical guarantees, following up
with an extension to directly compare simulators’ performance.

3.1 Methodology

Recall that our data D consists of m scenarios; the j-th scenario has population parameters p; := p(1);)
and ¢; := ¢(¢;) in the real and simulator; p; and ¢; are their point estimates.
Our procedure has two steps:

1. For each j, compute a confidence set Cj(p;) on p;, and calculate the pseudo-discrepancy Aj =
SUPyec,(p;) L(u7 (j])

2. Denote Vp, () := the a-quantile of {AJ}TZI

Intuitively, Aj is a worst-case discrepancy for scenario j over plausible values of p;, and Vm(a) is
the empirical a-quantile of these worst-case discrepancies. We will show in the next section that
Vm(a) is exactly the quantile function we are aiming for. Before that, we comment that the key
design choice in our methodology is the construction of confidence set Cj(-). Note that C;(-) is
equivalent to the uncertainty set in robust optimization, which ensures that the true p; € C;(p;)
with a prescribed probability. The reason for introducing the uncertainty set will be discussed in
the proof sketch. For now we illustrate how to construct these sets using off-the-shelf concentration
bounds. In what follows we fix a coverage level v € (0,1) (in Theorem 3.7 we take v = 1) and
suppress 7y in the notation, writing C;(p;) := Cj(p;,7). Consistent with our motivating example, we
start with a multinomial setting.

Example 3.1 (Multinomial Confidence Set). Suppose we have multinomial outcomes with © =
Ph = {uc0,1]: Z?Zl u; = 1} and denote KL divergence as KL(-||-). Then

P(p; € Cj(p5)) = v, where (3.1)

Ly ) . d—1 2(d—1)
Ci(pj) == {u e pd. KL(pjl|u) < " log( 5 )}

Bound (3.1) is a variant of Chernoff-Hoeffding Bound, see Lemma A.5 (Mardia et al., 2019).
We also present examples for bounded outcomes, Bernoulli outcomes and general non-parametric
distributions.

Example 3.2 (Bounded Outcomes). Suppose outcome Y is bounded between [a,b] and p; :=

n%_ ?;1 Y;; denote the sample mean for scenario j., then the set

P(p; € Cj(p;)) = v, where

Ci(py) = {u €lab]: Ju—p;il < (b—a) %}



Example 3.3 (Bernoulli Confidence Set). Suppose the outcome Y is distributed according to a
Bernoulli Distribution Ber(p;). Then the set

P(p; € Cj(pj)) >, where

A R 1 2
Cj(py) = {u € R KL(pyu) < o log(;)}.

Example 3.4 (Nonparametric W; Confidence Set). For question j, let ﬁj denote the empirical
distribution from n; samples and assume that the true outcome Y is o-sub-Gaussian. Define the
confidence set

(B = {Q: Wi(P.Q) < rilnjn.)).

where,

5120 256e¢ 1
= + log

= g .
N} n; 1—7

Then CJWl(ﬁj) covers the true distribution with probability at least v. The above form is justified via
concentration inequality proved in L.A. and Bhat 2022.

Tj

Next, we show that C; can be efficiently computed for a given scenario j:

e KL-Divergence: With the KL-based set C;(p;) = {u € P¢: KL(p;|lu) < r;} and loss L(u, §;) =
KL(u||§;), the pseudo-discrepancy is

Aj= sup KL (ul|g;)-
u€C;(p;)

The maximizer for Bregman divergence lies on the boundary KL(p;|lu) = r; and can be computed
via a one-dimensional dual search for a Lagrange multiplier or other maximization techniques.

o Wasseriteinfl: For the W;—based set CJW1(133) = {u: Wl(u,ﬁj) < r;} and loss L(u, @]) =
Wi(u,Qj). Then, by the triangle inequality,

Aj = sup Wl(u, Q\J) < Wl(ﬁjvéj) + 7.
ueC"1 (P))

In both cases, Aj reduces to a tractable, real-valued number per question, and other loss functions
can be computed using similar techniques.

3.2 Calibrated Quantile Curve Theory

With the above methodology, we introduce two assumptions on which our theoretical guarantee
relies and state the main theorem.

Assumption 3.1 (Independent data). Scenarios 1; are drawn i.i.d. from V. In addition, given
(Y1, .., 0m), the pairs D = {(D}"?t, D}”m) 7Ly are independent with ngt A Djim conditional on ;,
and the new (¥, DS™) is independent of D.

Assumption 3.2 (Regular Discrepancy). The discrepancy L : © x © — [0, 00) is jointly continuous
on © X © and satisfies L(u,u) =0 for all u € ©.



Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and 3.2 hold. For any simulation sample size k € N, define
) )

the per-scenario discrepancy (unobservable) Agk and the pseudo-discrepancy (observable) Agk by
k N A (k ~
Ag- V= L), 4y) A§- = sup L(u,q),
ueC;(p;)

where C;(pj) C © are data-driven compact confidence sets satisfying P(p; € C;(p;) Wj, nj) > % Then,
for any a € (0,1), with probability at least 1 —n over D, we have the following guarantee:

e(a,m,m)

P¢~¢<Afﬁ’“)§‘7m(1—%) ‘D) >1-a- =2

(3.2)

where

2m\2 2m
(log <*)* + 4log <

m

2
e(a,m,n) :\/2a log il
n

2m
log = +2  [log(4/n)

vm 2
In particular, the remainder is O( (log m)/m), which vanishes as m — oo for any «.

We can rewrite the guarantee in Theorem 3.1 by the coverage level a rather than the tail
parameter 1 — «. In particular, for each fixed interior « and large m this behaves as

Pyg (Aff) <V (HTQ) ‘D) ~ o — om(1). (3.3)

Heuristically, we can interpret the above formulation as follows: to get a-level coverage for the true
discrepancy distribution, we evaluate the empirical pseudo-quantile at the slightly more central index
(a+ 1)/2 (the finite-sample uncertainty), and we pay a vanishing o,,(1) loss in coverage coming
from having only m scenarios (the scenario uncertainty). The complete proof is in Appendix B. We
present the intuition of the proof below.

Proof Sketch:

For simplicity we ignore the dependence of A on k, as it will not affect the final theoretical
guarantee. Suppose we have access to an oracle that returns the true p; for each scenario j, then
this guarantees we have i.i.d. {A; }’]":1 Therefore, by adopting the well-known Dvoretzky-Kiefer-
Wolfowitz (DKW) inequality on the m scenarios, we can use the empirical quantile to upper-bound
the true quantile function with probability 1 — . However, we face two difficulties: (i) We do not
have access to this oracle, (ii) each scenario has heterogeneous n; sample size.

To solve this problem, we wrap the uncertainty set C; around the estimated parameter p;, which
guarantees P(p; € C;j) > % Recall that we want to know the a quantile level of the actual quantile
curve of Ay, for any o, and by taking sup over C;, we ensure that the pseudo-discrepancy exceeds
the true discrepancy for that scenario with at least probability %, independently across scenarios.
This allows us to infer the magnitude of the true discrepancy quantile from the pseudo-discrepancy
quantile curve, since with probability > % it provides an upper bound. To account for the part
where the empirical quantile of pseudo-discrepancies doesn’t provide an upper bound to the true
discrepancies, we shift to a more conservative tail index to align with the real sim-to-real tail. This
accounts for one source of the correction terms, and along with the DKW correction terms as the
other source, we obtain our theorem statement. O



Remark 1. Note that we set v = % in Theorem 3.1, which can actually be changed to any v € (0, 1).
The choice of v would directly affect the size of C; and the tightness of the calibrated quantile curve,
but will not affect the theoretical guarantee provided above.

A subtle but important modeling choice is that Theorem 3.1 characterizes the distribution of
A®) = L(p, G), where § is estimated using k samples, instead of the distribution of A = L(p, q). This
why our guarantee holds uniformly for all sample sizes k € N. A simple adjustment to the proof
yields an approximation to the quantile function of A. See Corollary B.1 in Appendix B for details.
Conceptually, A®) is the correct target when one wants to characterize performance for a fixed
query budget. In contrast, A is more natural when simulator queries are cheap, and the goal is to
quantify the model’s inherent bias. Our framework supports both these approaches. For brevity, we
will, henceforth, ignore the k superscript in following theoretical discussions.

We now turn to the benefits of obtaining a distributional level characterization of sim-to-real
discrepancy. With this calibrated quantile, for an unseen scenario ¥ we can derive a confidence set
for py given a simulated §y. For a target confidence level & € (0, 1), define

Sa == {u €0 : L(u,qy) < Ta}, Ta += Vm(l - %)

By Theorem 3.1, py, € Sy with probability at least 1 — & up to an 0,,(1) remainder.

In addition, the calibrated quantile curve can be compressed to provide summary statistics.
Returning to the motivating example, a media research firm can use a calibrated AUC to assess
average simulator bias, while a pollster or risk-averse product team may track a calibrated CVaR,,
to bound rare but consequential misreads of public sentiment.

Concretely, define the index—adjusted (calibrated) curve

veal(r) .= vm(%) re0,1],

which matches the coverage guarantee in Theorem 3.1. We then summarize overall average sim-to-real
discrepancy via the calibrated AUC

1
AUC.y ::/ Vncfl(T) dr,
0

and tail risk via a calibrated right-tail CVaR: for a € (0,1),

1

1
CVaR&! .= = / Vel (u) du.
l—«

a
In words, AUC,, aggregates the entire calibrated curve into a single average-bias summary, while
CVaR¢! averages over the worst a fraction of scenarios under the same finite-sample—corrected
quantile indexing.

3.3 Pairwise Simulator Comparison

In Section 3.2, we have developed a distributional characterization of a single simulator’s sim-to-real
discrepancy performance. A natural next step is to ask: Can we extend this viewpoint to compare
two simulators, i.e., obtain a distributional characterization for pairwise performance?

To that end, we mirror the construction in Section 3.2. Consider two simulators, denoted St, S9
and their corresponding point estimates as ¢V, . For a given scenario ¢, define the performance
discrepancy as

8y = L(py,q) — L(py,d).



We are interested in making the inferential claim: “Sy is at least as good as S2”, where dy, < 0 means
S1 is closer to the ground truth than Sy on scenario .

The challenge, as in Section 3.2, is that Py 1s unobserved and, with heterogeneous n;, the direct
plug-in discrepancies L(py, cjg)) — L(py, cjg)) are non-i.i.d., making it harder to establish uniform
claims across quantile levels. We therefore follow the same idea and work with a conservative,
data-driven surrogate that constructs a confidence set, enabling a valid distributional comparison
between S7 and S5. The methodology is as follows:

1. For each j, compute a confidence set Cj(p;) on p;, and calculate the pseudo-performance discrepancy

8 1= supyec,p {L(u, d5")) — L(u,¢?)}.

2. Denote Uy, () := The a — quantile of {5]}5”:1
With these, we present the following theorem:

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumption 3.1 and 3.2 hold. For any simulation sample size k € N, denote

ch(zjl), (jq(f) as point estimates of the two simulators for scenario . Define the per-scenario performance

discrepancy 0; and the pseudo-performance discrepancy 3]- by

0 = L(pjd") = L(pj 4”)

d;:= sup L u,qAQ) —L u,(j(-z) )
gy wa s

where confidence set C;(p;,v) satisfies P(p; € Cj(D;,7) | ¥j,n5) =~ for a fizred v € (0,1).

Then, for any o € (0,1) and n € (0,1) such that with probability at least 1 —n over the calibration
data D,
e(a,m,n)

Py (0y < Um(1 - §) N

D)zl—a—

where

2 2m
2 log 21)° + 41log 2™
e(a,m,n) ::\/Z(ylog:?n—i— ( L )m U

log 2 +2 L [los4/n)
vm 2 '

In particular, the remainder is O( (log m)/m), which vanishes as m — oo for any «.

_l’_

The proof of Theorem 3.2 exactly mirrors the argument for Theorem 3.1, where we construct
analogous pseudo-discrepancies via confidence sets, and then apply the same quantile-bounding
machinery. Intuitively speaking, Theorem 3.2 says that: If the data-driven performance discrepancy
quantile Uy, (1 — 2) <0 for some @, then — up to an O(y/(logm)/m) adjustment term — Sy is at
least as good as Sy on at least a (1 — &) fraction of scenarios with high probability.

4 Application: LLM Fidelity Profiling

4.1 Dataset and Methodology

We evaluate our procedure on the WorldValueBench dataset, curated by Zhao et al. (2024) and
constructed from the World Values Survey (Haerpfer et al., 2020). The data comprise survey



questions asked across 64 countries that elicit attitudes spanning 12 categories (e.g., social values,
security, migration). Individual-level covariates are available for each respondent, including gender,
age, migration status, education, marital status, etc.

Q199. How interested would you say you are in politics? Are you
1 Very interested

2 Somewhat interested
3 Not very interested
4 Not at all interested

Figure 2: Example of World Value Questions. Retrieved from Haerpfer et al. (2020).

Preprocessing. After data cleaning, we retain 235 distinct questions and responses from 96,220
individuals. Each question offers a categorical set of possible answers, as illustrated in Figure 2. To
place heterogeneous answer sets on a common scale, we map each question’s categories to the interval
[—1,1], producing a bounded real-valued outcome for every scenario. Individual-level covariates
are then used to construct synthetic profiles and corresponding prompts for simulation. Additional
details on preprocessing and dataset characteristics are provided in Appendix C.

Methodology We generate synthetic responses and estimate {((jj)}jzf’l for four LLMs: GPT-40
(gpt-40), GPT-5MINI (gpt-5-mini), LLAMA 3.3 70B (Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct-Turbo), and
QWEN 3 235B (Qwen3 235B A22B Thinking 2507 FP8). As a benchmark, we also construct a
Uniform baseline: for each question, this generator samples an answer uniformly at random from the
available choices for each individual. We set the simulation budget to k& = 500 for each question
and then randomly select 200 of these simulated responses to estimate ¢;. The same 500 human
participants used to generate the synthetic profiles are also used to calculate {p; ?f’l and construct
the corresponding confidence sets C;. Because some participants decline or are unable to answer
certain questions, the effective human sample size n; to construct p; varies slightly across questions,
typically ranging from 450 to 500.

Finally, since outcomes are bounded within [—1, 1], we construct per-question confidence sets C;
following Example 3.2, and compute the corresponding pseudo-gaps under our general framework.
We then apply the procedure described in Section 3 to obtain a fidelity profile for each candidate LLM.
Throughout, we use the squared-error discrepancy L(p,q) = (p — ¢)?, and set the confidence-level
parameter § = 0.05. For completeness, we also apply the same workflow to a Bernoulli setting
(EEDI) and a multinomial setting (OpinionQA); see Appendix E.

4.2 Fidelity Profiling

The calibrated V(«) are shown in Figure 3, which compares models by how tightly their synthetic
outcomes track the human distribution across items. We plot Vg(d) against o under the adjusted
index & provided in Equation 3.3. Lower-flatter curves indicate uniformly small discrepancies, while
elbows reveal rare but severe misses. Our result suggests that, relative to the uniform baseline,
all simulators outperform it on over 70% of questions, but fail to capture the outliers. Another
observation is that GP'T-40 lies lowest across all quantiles, indicating the most reliable alignment,
with GPT-5-MINT close behind yet failing to capture some outlier questions. LLAMA 3.3 70B and
QWEN-3-235B clearly performing worse, suggesting a dominance in performance among simulators.
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Figure 4: Robustness check of simulator performance under different n-levels.
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We also provide a robustness check on whether this dominance of performance is an anomaly
for this particular set of numbers of n;. Figure 4 shows performance across LLMs given a fixed n;,
where we consider n; = {50, 500, 5000, 10000}. The results indicate that the dominance of GPT-40
over GPT-5-MINI, LLAMA 3.3 70B, and QWEN-3-235B is consistent across n;, hence validating
our method’s result.

5 Tightness Analysis of Calibrated Quantiles

A natural concern with our approach is the tightness of the calibrated quantile curve from Theorem 3.1.
Since we rely on off-the-shelf concentration inequalities to construct pseudo-gaps and empirical
distribution gaps, it might be the case that our method returns a very loose quantile that is of little
practical use. In order to address this concern, we conduct numerical analysis to isolate the effect of
such finite-sample calibration and order-statistic adjustments from the simulation misalignment. We
run the following analysis:

Since we have 96,220 respondents per question in the World Value Bench dataset, we treat the
estimate p; based on all samples as the underlying true p;. Therefore, we can calculate the oracle
gap A; := L(pj, q;) for each question j, and hence construct the true quantile function. We set

k = 200 and randomly sample n; = 100, 200, 500, 1000 to calculate {Aj} under different finite-sample
calibration and order-statistic adjustments to evaluate the tightness of our proposed calibrated
quantiles. We present our result in Figure 5.

2.00 4
===« A*(pracle) — =500

— =100 — 1= 1000
n=200

1.75 A

1.50 A

1.25 A

1.00 +

0.75 A

0.50

0.25

0.00 +

Figure 5: Tightness analysis of different n; under GPT-4o.
As Figure 5 shows, the envelope quantile is loose when we only have n; = 100. Nonetheless, it

converges to the true quantile {A*} when n grows to 200, 500, 1,000, indicating that our method is
tight given sufficient real-world sample size per scenario.
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However, in most cases we will not have such a large dataset as benchmark to test tightness.
Subsequently, we will provide a data-driven tightness guarantee.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose the setup of Theorem 3.1 and Assumptions 3.1-3.2 hold. Let v € (1/2,1]
and define lower pseudo-discrepancies

A7 := inf L(u,q;),
T ueC(py) (. 47)

where C;(p;) C © are data-driven confidence sets satisfying P(p; € C;(p;) | ¥j,n;) > ~. Let
Vn; (a) denote the empirical a-quantile of {A; };":1, and Vm(a) the empirical a-quantile of the upper
pseudo-discrepancies from Theorem 3.1 (under the same coverage level ).

For any n € (0,1), the following uniform lower bound holds: with probability at least 1 —n over
the calibration data D, for all o € (0,1),
(V)(

e (a,m,m)

— (5.1)

Py~w (A(w) >V (’yoe)‘D) >1-a-

where s(j)(a, m,n) is of order O( W%) uniformly in o.
Let V : [0,1] — R denote the quantile function of A(v). Then, for any fized T € (0,1), as

m — oo we obtain the asymptotic band
Vi (77) S V() < Vi (y + (1 = 9)7) + 0 (1), (5.2)
where 0y, (1) — 0 as m — oo.

Proof is deferred to Appendix B. The main takeaway is that by adopting Theorem 5.1 and 3.1,
we can calibrate a confidence band for the actual quantile curve.

Remark 2. As discussed in Section 3.1, the factor v in (5.1) and (5.2) directly reflects the per-
scenario coverage level of the confidence sets C;(p;). For the tail behavior (e.g., small 7), the upper
side of the band is intrinsically conservative: we only guarantee

V(r) < Vm('y +(1- 7)7‘) + om(1),

so when 7 is close to 0 the index v+ (1 — )7 is bounded away from 1. In other words, the right-hand
side controls V(7) using a substantially more central empirical quantile, and the resulting upper
band can be quite loose in the extreme left tail. The same phenomenon appears symmetrically in the
right tail when 7 ~ 1. For any fixed v < 1, this conservativeness near very small or very large 7 is
unavoidable: the band must widen in the extremes to pay for the finite per-scenario coverage level.

6 Discussion

We present a model-free estimator for the quantile function that makes no parametric assumptions on
either the simulator or the ground truth, delivers finite-sample guarantees for any desired a-quantile,
and supports flexible summaries from means to tail-risk measures. We further develop a pairwise
comparison framework to directly compare simulators’ ability to replicate real-world outcomes.
Finally, we apply our methods to a real-world dataset, assessing multiple LLMs and demonstrating
their relative effectiveness at simulating human responses.
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Despite its broad applicability, the method we introduce leaves several natural extensions. First,
our proof relies on DKW-type concentration — often conservative for small m — and a grid-uniform
step that further loosens constants; tightening these bounds is an immediate target. Second, many
applications involve temporally dependent, dynamic simulation processes; extending our static
framework to dynamic settings would broaden applicability. Third, our analysis assumes i.i.d.
scenarios, whereas covariate shift or endogenous sampling may invalidate marginal guarantees;
addressing such distribution shifts is an important avenue for future work.
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A Technical Lemmas

Lemma A.1. (Dvoretzky-Kiefer- Wolfowitz (DKW) Inequality via Massart (1990))
Let X1, Xo,..., X, be i.i.d. real-valued random variables with cumulative distribution function
(CDF) F*, and let F), be the empirical distribution function defined by

B(x) = % SO 1{xX; <}

=1

Then, for any e > 0,

A

Eo(z) — F*(:L‘)’ > 5> < 2e7 2,

P <sup
zeR
Equivalently, for any confidence level 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — 4,

A

Fal@) ~ F*(2)] < L og <§>

>ub 2n

z€R

Lemma A.2. [Hoeffding (additive) via Hoeffding (1963)]
Let Zy,...,Zy, € (0,1] be independent, T = >"7 | Z;, and p =E[T]. For any t € [0, u],

P(T <p—t)<exp (—2?212(12_0)» = exp (— 25) :

Lemma A.3. [Chernoff-Hoeffding for one-parameter exponential family]
Let Xy, ..., X, be i.i.d. with density (or mass) in the one-parameter canonical exponential family

po(x) = exp{0T(x) — A(0)} h(z),  0€8,

where T'(x) is the sufficient statistic, A(0) is the log-partition function (convex, differentiable on ©),
and the mean map is p(0) := Eo[T(X)] = A'(0). Assume © is an open interval and all quantities
below are finite.

17


https://proceedings.mlr.press/v133/wang21a.html
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166361519303239
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.16308

Define the empirical mean of the sufficient statistic
1 n
T, = Z}T(Xi).
1=

For each t in the range of T), let 0; be the (unique) canonical parameter satisfying p(0;) =t. Then
for any e > 0,

P(D(pey, [[pg) >¢) < 27"

Proof:
Define the shifted log-MGF under py,

Po(N) = log Ep[MTX)] = A6 + N) — A(0),

where the displayed equality follows from the exponential-family form (for A in the domain where
the expectation is finite). For an attainable mean m denote 6, as the unique solution of u(6,,) = m.

By adopting the one-sided Chernoff bound, for any real A such that expectations exist and any
m € R,

]PG(Tn 2 m) — ]P)(e)\n'fn Z eAnm)
S ef)mm Eg[e)mT"]
= exp ( —n(Am — 1/19()\))).
Optimizing over A gives the Chernoff bound
Po(T,, > m) < exp( — napj(m)),
= Yp(m) = sup{Am —Py(\)},
AER

where v;(m) is the Fenchel-Legendre transform of log-MGF. A symmetric argument with A < 0
yields the lower-tail bound

Po(To < m) < exp( — naf(m).

We next link the Fenchel-Legendre transform to KL-Divergence using exponential tilting. First,
adopting change of variables n = 6 + A. Then

Pp(m) = Sgp{w —0,m) — (A(n) — A(0))}
= A(0) + A™(m) — (0, m),

where A*(m) = sup,{(n,m) — A(n)} is the convex conjugate of A. When m is attainable, the
supremum is achieved at n = 60,,, and therefore

Pp(m) = (O — 0, m) — (A(0) — A(0)).

But for exponential-family densities one has the following direct algebraic identity for the KL:

_ Po, (X)
D(p91 ”peg) = IE1:05'1 |:10g Do, (X)]

= Eg, [(61 — 02)T(X) — (A(61) — A(62))]
= (61 — 62) By, [T(X)] — (A(61) — A(62)).
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Taking 61 = 6,, and 02 = 6 (so Eg, [T] = m) yields

¥5(m) = D(po,, ps)-

Combining this with the one-sided Chernoff-bound above yields the one-sided KL-form Chernoff
bounds

PG(Tn > m) < e—nD(PGm”PG)’

PQ(Tn < m) < 6—”D(P9m||170) .

Fix € > 0. Because A” > 0 the function m — D(py,, ||pe) is continuous, strictly convex and has a
unique minimum 0 at m = A’(#). Thus the sublevel set {m : D(pq,,||pg) < £} is an open interval
(m_,my); equivalently

{m : D(py,.|lps) = €} = (=00, m_] U [my,00).
Hence

{D(poy, Ilpe) > €} C{Tn <m-}U{Ty >my}.

Applying the one-sided KL bounds at m (each equals €) and using the union bound gives
P(D(po. llpe) =€) < e ™ +e7" =2e77,
which proves the lemma.

Lemma A.4. (Chernoff-Hoeffding Inequality)
Let Xy,...,X,, ~ Ber(p) be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with unknown mean p, and define

the empirical mean as
_ 1 &
X = Z; X;.
1=

Then for any e > 0,
P(D(Xnllp) >¢) <2e77,

where D(p || q) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between Bernoulli distributions with parameters p
and q.

Proof: Via Lemma A.3.
Lemma A.5 (Multinomial Chernoff-Hoeffding Bound via Mardia et al. (2019)). For all d < ("TCO)%
and P € My, the following holds with the universal constants Cy = % ~ 3.1967, for any € > 0,

ne

Pr(D(Poq|| P) > €) <2(d—1)e 1.

Lemma A.6 (Wasserstein distance bound via L.A. and Bhat (2022)). Let X be a sub-Gaussian
r.v. with parameter o. Let F' denote the CDF of X. Then, for every n > 1 and € such that

5120 5120
S <e<iEA 160+/e, we have

2
P(W1(Fn,F) > 6) < exp<—%ga2e (5 _ %) ) :

where e 1s Fuler’s number.
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Lemma A.7 (Order-statistic thresholding). Let z1,...,zm € R and let () < -+ < 2y, be their
order statistics. Fiz a threshold T € R and an integer N € {1,...,m}. If at least N of the sample
values are at least 7, i.e. [{j : x; > 7} > N, then

L(m—N+1) > T
(Equivalently, if at least N of the x; are strictly larger than T, the same conclusion holds.)

Proof:

Suppose, for contradiction, that z(,,_ny1) < 7. Then all of the first m — N + 1 order statistics
are strictly less than 7, so there are at most m — (m — N + 1) = N — 1 indices j with z; > 7,
contradicting H] DT> T}’ > N. Hence z(p,—n41) > T

B Proof to Theorem 3.1 and 5.1

B.1 Proof to Theorem 3.1:

As a setup, we work conditionally on G; := o(¢;,q;j,n;),G = a({gj ;":1) Here G; is the o-field
collecting all “human-side” information for scenario j. Thus G := o({G;}L,) represents the joint
information from all scenarios that we treat as fixed when analyzing the remaining randomness
coming from the simulator estimates p;. For brevity, we abuse notation and write p(;), ¢(¢;) as
Pj,qj, and similarly p, . We also ignore the superscript & to simplify the proof, and discussions on the
dependence on k can be found in Section 3. In addition, for any quantities {A; };”:1, we denote the
sorted version as {Ag) H2, ie. Ay <0 < Agy,. For any sequence {A;}7, let Ay < -+ < Ay,
denote its order statistics.

We first consider a fixed level of confidence &, then extend to @ holding uniformly across (0, 1).
Throughout the proof, o € (0,1) denotes a generic quantile index (a function argument) and is
distinct from the target coverage level a.

We seek the quantile function of Aj = L(pj,;), but only observe the estimators (p;,g;). Note
that the sequence {A;}7, is i.i.d., since the simulator budget & is fixed and each scenarios {1;} are
i.i.d. as assumed in Section 2.

Let Vin(a) = inf{t : F,(t) > a} = A(pnay) be the empirical o quantile of {A;}7,, where
Fp(z) = % Z;n:l I(A; < z). By Lemma A.1, with probability 1 — §:

Py (L(p(6), 4(9)) < V(1 = 5)ID)
a log(2/4)
>1-5 -2 (B.1)

and we would have our desired bound.

However, for the above argument to hold, we would need to know p;, instead we only have the
estimated p;. Therefore, we instead construct a randomized pseudo-gaps. Specifically, we set a level
of coverage v = %, and define the two gap terms as

A = L(pj, G;) , 1.i.d., yet unobservable
Aj = SUPucc; (5, ,7) L(u,qdj) , Notii.d., yet observable,

where C;(pj,v) C © are data-driven confidence sets satisfying P(p; € C;(pj,7) ‘wj, nj) > 3.
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By Assumption 3.2 and the compactness of the confidence set C;(p;,7v) C ©, Berge’s maximum
theorem guarantees that the supremum in the definition of A is attained, hence A is well defined.
Therefore, by the coverage property of C;, we have

P(A; > Aj|G; Ua(v)) >,
and by v 1L G; we get Vj

P(A; > Aj|G;) = E[P(A; > A;1G; Ua(7)|G;]

> (B.2)

l\DM—l

Furthermore, by the tower property and ~ L G,
P(A; > 4)) =E[P(}; > 45]G))] = 3.

Moreover, by the above discussion, conditional on G, the indicators Y; = I{Aj > A} are independent
across j.

We will use {A]}Tzl to create an upper bound of V;, (1 — «), which along side (B.1) will give us
our desired envelope. Intuitively, we want to find a larger quantile of Aj and with (B.2), we can
claim an upper bound of V,,,(1 — a) with high probability.

First, define Sy := {j € [m] : Aj > V;u(1 — o)} and s := |S,|. By definition of the empirical
(1 — a)—quantile V,,,(1 — a), at most a fraction (1 — ) of the sample can lie strictly below it. More
precisely,

[ € m]: Ay < V(1= a)}] < [m(1 = a).

Therefore the number of indices with A; > V,,,(1 — ) is at least
s>m—|m(l—a)| =[ma] > |mal.

Aj). By (B.2): P(Y; = 1|G) > 1. Next, define Tp, = {j € So : A; >

We next define Y; = ]I(Aj >
{ >A; > V(1—a)l Flrst we calculate E[T,]:

Aj}={j€Sa:Y;=1}={j

E[T,|G] = [XS: 9] = Y- P(v;Ig) = o5

JESa

| \/

l\.')\r—l

Lemma A.2 implies that for any ¢ € [0, 25} we have:

1
]P’(|Ta| < 55— t|Q> < IP’<|Ta| <E[T,] — t|g)

2t

< =

<exp(- 1)

where we applied E[T,|G] > 1s in the first inequality. By setting ¢ = ¢y/s:
1
IP’<|Ta| < 35— t|g) < exp(—2¢?) (B.3)

With this bound, we can link the actual set of indices we have interest, ie. Uy = {J : Aj > Vin(1—a)}
to T,,. By construction, T, C U,, hence by (B.3), with probability greather than 1 — exp(—2c?):

1
‘Ua| > |Ta| > 55 - C\/§7

21



which implies at least 3 558 — cy/s of the A s are larger than V;,(1 — «) with high probability.

We now analyze What coverage guarantee can we get for the inner probability via order statistics
for any a. Set N := |is — ¢\/s| and define Vin(a) := inf{t : E,(t) > a} = A([mal), Where
Flz)=1L et I(A; < x). If at least N sample values exceed V;,(1 — a), then by order-statistics
calculus (Lemma A7) ) )

Vm(l —Oé) = A(m—LmaJ) > Vm(l —Oéeff),

whenever aeg is chosen so that N > [ma]| + 1 holds when s > [maeg| + 1.

A sufficient condition for the above to satisfy is

%maeﬁ —cy/maeg —1 > ma.

Define aeg (e, ¢,m) := inf{z € (0,1) : 2:[) —cy/ o L - > a}. Writing y = /=, this is equivalent to
y? — % Yy — (% + 2a) > 0, so the mlmmal admlss1ble y is

. 2¢/v/m + /42 /m + 8a + 8/m
2 )
aer(a, ¢, m) = (y*)?.

Thus, we define
Eo = { V(1 —a) > Vin (1 = et (v, ¢, m)) }, (B.4)
then  P(E,) > 1—e 2,

Apply (B.1) at level 1 — aeg(@, ¢, m):

On & in (B.4), Vip(1 — qer) < Vin(1 — @). Hence,
Pyw (L(p(), 4(1)) < V(1 — @) | D)
> 1—aeg(a,ce,m) — en(9),

—2c2

_ 2
(2% + /2% +8a+2)

et (e, m) = =

4

with outer probability at least 1 — 6 — e
The exact algebraic form is

2+~ feq 4 A2es 4 20 H2
vm " m
Therefore, as m — 00, e, ¢,m) = 20 + c/8a/m + O(m™1).
We have shown that for any target level o and choice of ¢ > 0, the preceding argument yields
a high-probability concentration bound based on {AJ };”:1 We now extend the guarantee to hold
uniformly over all a. Fix ¢ > 0 and § € (0,1). For the grid o, :=7/m (r =1,...,m), let

EpKw = {sgp ‘Fm(a:) — F*(z)| < sm(é)}
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& = {(3.2) holds with a = ar}.

By DKW, Pr(épkw) > 1 — 4§, and by the fixed-level argument, Pr(&,) > 1 — e~2 for each r.
Hence, by a union bound,

Pr <5DKW N ﬁ gr) > 11— —me 2.
r=1

For any a € (0,1) let r = [ma] and denote ay := o, = 7/m € [a, &+ 1/m]. Since the empirical
quantile is piecewise constant on the m-grid,

‘7m(1 - Oé) = Vm(l - Oé+).

Applying (3.2) at level ay yields

Py (AW) < Vin(1 - a)|D)

42 +8 22+ 2
>1-2a, — g[8y 4 0 2T
m m m

—em(0).

Since a4 € [, + 1/m| and the right-hand side is nonincreasing in «, the same bound holds
with « replaced by a.y, and (optionally) one may absorb the rounding slack ay — @ < 1/m into the
O(m™1!) term by a crude inequality

20y <20+ 2, \fSay + 4258 <\ faq 4 4240

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — & — me~2¢" over D, the guarantee (3.2) (at « replaced by

a4 ) holds uniformly for all a € (0,1). The form in the main theorem is a simplification with respect
to ¢ and 4.

B.2 Corollary to Theorem 3.1:

Corollary B.1. Suppose Assumptions 5.1 and 3.2 hold. For any simulation sample size kj € N,
define the per-scenario true sim-to-real discrepancy and its pseudo-discrepancy by

k A (F
A;ﬁ( ) = L(pj,q]'), A;( ) = sup L(u, U),
ueC? ()
vEC;(ﬁj)

where Cf(ﬁj) C O,, Cj(q}) C ©4 are data-driven compact confidence sets such that
P(p; € C7(0y), 45 € CJ(G5)|v5,nj, ki) = 5.

Let V() denote the empirical a-quantile of {A;’(k) [y

Then, for any o € (0,1) and any n € (0,1), with probability at least 1 —n over D, we have
8(@, m7 n)
vm

where the remainder £(c, m,n) is the same as in Theorem 3.1, in particular (o, m,n) = O(\/log m)

and £(a,m,n)//m = O(y/(logm)/m).

Py (A5 <V (1- %) (B.5)

(]

’D)Zl—a—
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Proof. The argument is identical to the proof of Theorem 3.1, except that we now construct separate
confidence sets for p; and ¢; with marginal coverages -, and v, chosen so that ~y,v, = % For example,
we can set v, =74 = % This ensures that the joint event {p; € Cf (pj), 45 € C'j‘-]((jj)} plays exactly

the same role as the univariate coverage event in Theorem 3.1, i.e., IP’(A;’UC) > A;’(k) | Gj) > 5. All
subsequent steps then carry over verbatim, yielding the stated bound. O

B.3 Proof to Theorem 5.1:

We follow the setup of Theorem 3.1. Recall that we work conditionally on G; := o (¢, ¢j,n;),G =
0({gj}§”:1). For brevity, write p; := p(¥;), ¢; := q(¢;), and similarly p;, §;. The true per-scenario
discrepancy is Aj := L(p;,q;), j =1,...,m, and by the i.i.d. scenario assumption, {Aj};»”:l are i.i.d.
draws from the distribution of A(¢)) under ¢ ~ W.

By Assumption 3.2 and compactness of C;(p;), Berge’s maximum theorem implies that the
infimum is attained on the confidence set, hence Aj_ is well defined.

Also by definition, on the event {p; € C;(p;)} we clearly have A7 < Aj. Thus, for each j,
P(A} < AjlG;) =P(p; € Ci(9))|G)) > 5-
Define the indicators Y, = l{A; < Aj}, j =1,...,m. Conditionally on G, the variables
{Y; }jL, are independent and satisfy
P =116) > 1 W (B.6)

Fix a € (0,1) for the moment. We again denote V,(a) as the empirical a-quantile of the
(unobservable) {A;}7 ), ie., Vin(@) := A(fmal), where Ay < --- < A, are the order statistics,
and let Fy,(t) := 1 > i=1 1{A; <t} be their empirical CDF.

Define the index set of “lower-tail” scenarios

Sy ={jeml:A; <Vu(a)}, s :=][S;]

By definition of V;,,(a) we have s~ > ma, and these are the true A quantile that we wish to capture.
Among these, consider those for which the lower pseudo-gap is valid:

T, ={jeS, Y] =1}
={j €55 1 AT <A < V()

By (B.6), E[|T;||9] = Y5 P(Y; =1]6) > 357
Applying Lemma A.2, for any ¢ € [0,s™ /2],

1 .— 22
P(IT; <45 —1]G) <exp (- =2).
s
Setting t = ¢V s~ for some ¢ > 0 yields

P(\Toﬂ <isT—eVs

g) <2 (B.7)

Define also U, = {j € [m] : A} < Vin(a)}. Then T,; C U, , so on the complement of the event
in (B.7),

Uyl > |Ty| = 4s™ —cVs™ > sma—cyma.



Let F-(t) denote the empirical CDF of {A7 L, e E(t) := 1 >ojer H{A < t}, and let
V‘(ﬁ) be its empirical S-quantile.

m
From the bound on |U, | we obtain

Ep(V(a)) = =2 >1a—c, /e - L (B.8)
m
Thus, for any
6 < ﬂe_ﬁ(oz,c,m) = %Ck - c\/ % - %7

we have F%(Vm (a)) > 8, and hence, by the definition of the empirical quantile,

A

Vo(B) < Vinla), VB < B, e,m). (B.9)

Let £, denote the event that both (B.7) (complement) and (B.9) hold; then P(£; | G) > 1—e2¢".

Finally, we try to bridge F,(t) to the true CDF of A(¢)) under 1) ~ ¥, which we denote as Fa.
By DKW inequality (Lemma A.1), for any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — §, we have the
following event:

Epkw = {Sup |Fn(t)=Fa(t)] < 5m(5)}’

teR
em(6) = ,/l"géi/é).

Work on the intersection Epkw NE, . Fix f < B z(a, ¢,m) and set t~ :=V,;/(5). By (B.9), we
have t~ < V;,,(«). Using this and the fact that Fa is nondecreasing, we have

FA(t7) < Fa(Vin(@)).
On Epkw, the DKW bound yields
FA(Vin(@)) < Fon(Vin(@)) + em(8) < o + £ (0).

Combining the last two equations,
FA(t7) < a+en(9).

Equivalently, R
FA(Vin (8)) = Py (A(W) < Vi (B)|D) < a+em(9),

hence on the event Epxw N E, we have,

Py (AW) > Viy (B)[D) > 1 — o — em(d), (B.10)

Finally, we specify the actual adjustment term § for a fixed a. Fix o € (0,1). We wish to
apply (B.10) with 5 = /2 to keep the argument of V, simple. Recall that (B.10) holds whenever
B < Bz, ¢,m) for some /. Thus we need to choose o’ such that

/
o/ —cy /e — L >
m m

|
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Writing 4 := v/o/, we obtain the quadratic inequality y? — %y — <a + %) > 0. Solving the minimal

) +/2 40t 8
y (a7 c7 m) = 2 )

ag (o, e,m) = (y*(a, m))2.

admissible solution we get:

sh

For this choice of o we have a/2 < (¢, ¢, m), so (B.10) with § = a/2 gives
Py (AW) > Vi (2)[D) 21— agy(ar e,m) — ().

Explicitly solving quadratic solution, one can derive

22 +2

hence implies

Pyow (A(Y) > Arﬁ(%)‘p) >
2¢2 42

l—a—\/—% Ao+ 4238 S (). (B.11)

Again, we now make the bound uniform over a € (0, 1) and tie (¢, d) to a target failure probability
n € (0,1).

Consider the grid «, :=r/m for r = 1,...,m. For each r, the fixed-level argument above yields
an event

T

& = {(B.ll) holds with o = ar}.

From the Chernoff step we have, for each r, P(,7) > 1— e=2¢", Hence, by a union bound,
m
2
IP’(SDKVVO mg;) > 1—68—me %,
r=1

We now choose

n 9 1 2m

5 = — ::71 _—

27 C 2 Og b
so that . , 0 .
Pg >1-—2 —2c _ 2c _
(Epkw) > 5 e 5y = e 5

and therefore

P(EDKWmﬁgr_) >1-—n.
r=1

On this high-probability event, plugging a = a, and the choices of (¢, ) into (B.11) gives, for
each r,
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A direct algebraic simplification, using ¢* = %log(Qm/ n) and 6 = n/2, shows that the right-hand
side is:
1—a, —

Ls (o, m, 1)
\/m_ 9y 7777

where

2 2m

9 log ™) + 4]og 2™

5—(aa m777) ::\/20110g ﬂ + ( ! ) !
n m

log 2 +2 [log(4/n)
Jm 2

so that for each grid point «, we can write

_|_

Py (AW) > Vi (%) e-(ar,m,n)

vmo
Finally, for an arbitrary a € (0,1), let r := [ma] and a4 = a, =r/m € [o, v + 1/m]. Since
(+) is nondecreasing,

D)Zl—ar—

V- ) )
Vi (5) < Vi (%)

andsince ay < o+ 1/m and e_ (a4, m,n) differs from e_(a, m,n) by at most an O(1) amount, we

can enlarge £_ slightly (absorbing the 1/m rounding slack) so that

e (a,m,n)
o
for all @ € (0,1), on an event of probability at least 1 — n. This is exactly (5.1).

Finally, we derive the confidence band guarantee. Let V' denote the (left-continuous) quantile
function of A(v),

Pyw (AW) 2V (5)[P) 21—~

V(u) :=inf{t e R: Fa(t) > u},
where Fa is the CDF of A(¢)) under ¢ ~ W.
From Theorem 3.1, we already know that on the same high-probability event,
e(a,m,n)
vm
for some remainder e(c,m,n) of the similar algebraic form as e_(«a,m,n). Rewriting (5.1) and
(B.12) in terms of Fa yields

P (AW) < Vin(1-%)|D) 2 1-a - (B.12)

e_(a,m,n)

Fa (Vn;(%)) Sa+ Ta
8(0{, m7 77)
vm
By the definition of V' as the left-continuous inverse of Fa, these inequalities are equivalent to
— — (e,m,n)
Vi (g) <V (or =0m)

V(1-a-dem) <, (1-3).

Fa(Vu(1-9)) 210~

Combining these displays yields the desired quantile sandwich (5.2) for all o € (0,1), on an event
of probability at least 1 — 1. This completes the proof.
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C World Value Bench Methodology

C.1 Selection of Survey Questions

The World Values Survey contains 259 questions, grouped into categories such as social values,
well-being, economic values, and security. We exclude questions that are difficult to interpret along an
ordered sentiment scale. For example, in Figure 6, Question 223 is highly country- and time-specific
and does not admit a natural ordering of sentiment, making it hard to align with other questions.

Q223. If there were a national election tomorrow, for which party on this list would you vote? Just call out the
number on this card. If DON'T KNOW: Which party appeals to you most?

1. Party 1

2. Party 2

3. Party 3

4. etc.
[INSERT COUNTRY-SPECIFIC LIST OF PARTIES]

Figure 6: Text of Question 223.

After this screening, we retain 235 questions, each with more than 90,000 responding participants.
Ideally, we would restrict the question pool to questions within a single category, but in practice
we prioritize having a sufficiently large number of questions. Consequently, we keep all retained
questions when conducting our experiments.

C.2 Example Question and Preprocess

Below we list three example questions from the dataset.

In your view, how often do the following things occur in this country’s elections?

Very Fairly Not often ~ Not at all

often often often
Q224 .Votes are counted fairly 1 2 3 4
Q225. Opposition candidates are prevented from running 1 2 3 4
Q226. TV news favors the governing party 1 2 3 4
Q227. Voters are bribed 1 2 3 4
Q228. Journalists provide fair coverage of elections 1 2 3 4
Q229. Election officials are fair 1 2 3 4
Q230. Rich people buy elections 1 2 3 4
Q231. Voters are threatened with violence at the polls 1 2 3 4
Q232. Voters are offered a genuine choice in the elections 1 2 3 4
Q233. Women have equal opportunities to run the office | 2 3 4

Figure 7: Example questions from the Political Interest category.

Q163. All things considered, would you say that the world is better off, or worse off, because of science and technology?

Please tell me which comes closest to your view on this scale: 1 means that “the world is a lot worse off,” and 10 means

that “the world is a lot better off.” (Code one number):

A lot worse off A lot better off
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Figure 8: Example question from the Science and Technology category.

As discussed in the main text, to obtain a unified scale across heterogeneous categorical response
formats, we map all answers to numerical values in [—1, 1]. Specifically, we query GPT-5 to determine
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Q121. Now we would like to know your opinion about the people from other countries who come to live in [your
country] - the immigrants. How would you evaluate the impact of these people on the development of [your country]?

Very good Quite good Neither good, Quite bad Very bad
nor bad
I 5 I 4 I 3 . 2| ! |

Figure 9: Example question from the Migration category.

the direction of this mapping according to its assessment of the “idealness” of each response in terms
of public opinion. For example, in Figure 8, GPT-5 maps option 1 (“A lot worse off”) to -1 and option
10 (“A lot better off”) to 1, with intermediate choices linearly spaced between these endpoints.”

C.3 Synthetic Profile Generation

In the original dataset, some respondent IDs appear irregularly or are duplicated. We exclude these
records and are left with 96,220 unique participants. The dataset contains demographic information
for each participant, summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Master list of demographic variables and categories.

Demographic Categories

Sex Male; Female

Country 64 countries/societies

Age Numeric (years)

Language Text

Migration status Native-born; First-generation immigrant; Second-generation;
Other/missing

Marital status Married; Living together as married; Divorced; Separated; Widowed;
Never married/Single

Children status Number of children (numeric)

Education level ISCED levels 0-83

Employment status Employed full-time; Employed part-time; Self-employed; Unemployed;

Student; Homemaker; Retired; Other

Household income decile 1 (lowest) ; 2; 3; 4; 5; 6; 7; 8; 9; 10 (highest)

Religious affiliation Christian; Muslim; Hindu; Buddhist; Jewish; No religion; Other
religion

Self-identified social class Lower class; Working class; Lower middle class; Upper middle class;
Upper class

Settlement Type Urban; Rural (with Population Size)

We select a subset of these demographic attributes to define our synthetic profiles, including
Country, Sex, Age, and Settlement Type, among others. The LLMs are asked to produce a categorical
response encoded as [[1]1], [[2]], etc. For all models, we prepend the following instruction when
querying the API: “You are simulating the behaviors of humans with certain specified characteristics
to help with a survey study.” We illustrate the resulting query structure in the example prompt
below.

2This conversion does not represent the authors’ values; it reflects GPT-5’s inferred public opinion, which may be
influenced by RLHF or other factors unknown to the authors.
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Example prompt:

Pretend that you reside in Mexico. You live in a capital city urban with a town size of 100,000-
500,000 area. You are female, your age is between 35-44. and you are Married. You normally speak
Spanish; Castilian at home. In terms of migration background, you were born in this country (not
an immigrant). In terms of education, you attained Upper secondary education (ISCED 3). Your
current employment status is: Housewife not otherwise employed. You work in Not applicable; Never
had a job. You belong to Roman Catholic; Latin Church;.

On a scale of 1 to 10, 1 meaning ’A lot worse off” and 10 meaning ’A lot better off’, do you think
science and technology have improved or worsened the world? Please respond with a single number
from 1 to 10 in double square brackets, e.g., [[1]].

D Simulation System Examples

Manufacturing: Factory Production (discrete-event simulation; cycle time).
e Outcome space: X = R (cycle time or throughput).

e Scenarios: 1 = product mix + scheduling policy.

e Profiles: Z = machine/operator states, shift team, lot sizes; P = plant variability.

e Laws: Q8'(- | z,7) = empirical cycle-time distribution on the floor; @*™(- | a(z),v,r) = DES
output under mirrored inputs.

e Parameters: © = R (mean cycle time) or R? (mean, variance).
e Discrepancy: L = difference of means, Gaussian KL.

e Sampling: n; production runs logged; k simulated replications per scenario.

Environment: Urban decarbonization (technology choice; multinomial).

e Outcome space: X = {1,..., K} with mean p(x)) € AK~1 (for example, gas furnace, heat pump,
variable refrigerant flow, other).

e Scenarios: v consists of city, season, rebate level, carbon price path, and policy bundle.

e Profiles: Z contains household and building attributes such as income, occupants, roof area, and
baseline electricity use, or exogenous drivers including weather and demand shocks.

e Laws: Q®'(-| z,1) denotes the empirical technology-choice distribution, and Q™ (- | a(2),%,r)
denotes the simulator output under mirrored inputs.

e Parameters: © = AKX~ for category probabilities, or a low-dimensional reparameterization such
as multinomial logistic parameters.

e Discrepancy: L on the simplex, for example the total-variation distance %||p — g|1, the multiclass
Kullback—Leibler divergence Z(If: 1 Pe log(pc / qc).

e Sampling: n; human records per scenario and k synthetic replications per scenario.
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E Applications

E.1 EEDI Dataset

Our dataset is EEDI He-Yueya et al. (2024), built on the NeurIPS 2020 Education Challenge Wang
et al. (2021), which consists of student responses to mathematics multiple-choice questions collected
on the Eedi online education platform. The full corpus includes 573 distinct questions and 443,433
responses from 2,287 students, and each question has four options A-D that we binarize as “cor-
rect /incorrect” based on the student’s or simulator’s choice, consistent with Lemma A.4. We adopt
the preprocessed version curated by Huang et al. (2025), which retains questions with at least 100
student responses and excludes items with graphs or diagrams, yielding 412 questions. EEDI also
provides individual-level covariates such as gender, age, and socioeconomic status, which the authors
of Huang et al. (2025) use to construct synthetic profiles. Under the same problem formulation, they
compute {ﬁj,qj}ﬁ% for seven LLMs: GPT-3.5-TURBO (gpt-3.5-turbo), GPT-40 (gpt-4o0), and
GPT-40-MINI (gpt-4o0-mini); CLAUDE 3.5 HAIKU (claude-3-5-haiku-20241022); LLAMA 3.3
70B (Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct-Turbo); MISTRAL 7B (Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3); DEEPSEEK-
V3 (DeepSeek-V3), and constructed a benchmark random simulator that selects uniformly among
the available answer choices. A more detailed exploration into the EEDI dataset and the simulation
procedure can be found in Huang et al. (2025).

We apply our methodology to produce a fidelity profile for each candidate LLM £. We use absolute
error as the loss, L(p,q) = |p — q|. We set v = 0.5 uniformly and the DKW failure probability to
0 = 0.1, which determines the curve’s effective width at a — 1 in Figure 10. In addition, we set the
simulation budget k = 50.

Quantile-aligned ‘.}(a) — loss=tv, k=50, gamma=0.5

LLM
—— gpt-3.5-turbo —— Llama-3.3-70B
0.8 7 gpt-4o0-mini —— Mistral-7B
—— gpt-4o0 DeepSeek-V3
— cdlaude-3-5-haiku  —— random
0.6
5
=
0.4
0.2

T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
a (quantile level, 0-1)

Figure 10: Quantile fidelity profiles V(a) across LLMs (Discrepancy: Absolute loss, k = 50, 5 = 0.5, 6 = 0.1).

Figure 10 compares models by how tightly their synthetic outcomes track the human distribution
across items. We plot Vg(a) against a, where lower-flatter curves indicate uniformly small discrepan-
cies, while elbows reveal rare but severe misses. DEEPSEEK-V 3 lies lowest across most quantiles,
indicating the most reliable alignment, with the random benchmark and GPT-40 close behind.
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Notably, several models do not outperform the random baseline, suggesting they may be ill-suited
for agent-based simulation under this discrepancy function.

E.2 OpinionQA

Our dataset is OpinionQA Santurkar et al. (2023b), built from the Pew Research’s American
Trends Panel, which consists of the US population’s responses to survey questions spanning topics
such as racial equity, security, and technology. We adopt the preprocessed version curated by
Huang et al. (2025), which includes 385 distinct questions and 1,476,868 responses from at least
32,864 people. Each question has 5 choices, corresponding to the order sentiments, which is a
multinomial setting. We can construct confidence sets C; for multinomial vectors by adopting
Example 3.1 with d = 5. OpinionQA also provides individual-level covariates such as gender,
age, socioeconomic status, religious affiliation, and marital status, and more, which are used to
construct synthetic profiles. Under the same problem formulation, the authors of Huang et al. (2025)
compute {ﬁj,@j}?fl for seven LLMs: GPT-3.5-TURBO (gpt-3.5-turbo), GPT-40 (gpt-4o0), and
GPT-40-MINI (gpt-4o0-mini); CLAUDE 3.5 HAIKU (claude-3-5-haiku-20241022); LLAMA 3.3
70B (Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct-Turbo); MISTRAL 7B (Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3); DEEPSEEK-
V3 (DeepSeek-V3), and constructed a baseline random simulator that selects uniformly among the
available answer choices. A more detailed exploration into the OpinionQA dataset and the simulation
procedure can be found in Huang et al. (2025). We also provide the same procedure onto a Bernoulli
setting using the EEDI dataset, details can be found in Appendix E.

We apply our methodology to produce a fidelity profile for each candidate LLM ¢. We use total
variation as the discrepancy measure, L(p, q) = % lp — ¢qll1, and set 6 = 0.05. In addition, we set the
simulation budget k& = 100, the result is presented in Figure 11.

LLM
—— gpt-3.5-turbo —— Llama-3.3-70B
0.8 gpt-4o0-mini —— Mistral-7B
—— gpt-4o DeepSeek-V3 !
—— claude-3-5-haiku —— random Uh
0.6 - ’
,
3
(>
0.4
0.2 A
0.0 A
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

a (quantile level, 0-1)

Figure 11: Quantile fidelity profiles V(a) across LLMs.
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Figure 11 compares models by how tightly their synthetic outcomes track the human distribution
across items. We plot Vg(a) against «, where lower-flatter curves indicate uniformly small discrepan-
cies, while elbows reveal rare but severe misses. GPT-40 lies lowest across most quantiles, indicating
the most reliable alignment, with MISTRAL 7B clearly performing worse. Notably, the simulator
curves are steeper than the random benchmark, indicating question-dependent alignment and less
uniform discrepancies. This suggests the simulators may require further fine-tuning to achieve more
uniform discrepancy levels across this set of questions.
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