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Abstract

Language model alignment methods, such as reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF),
have led to impressive advances in language model capabilities, but existing techniques are limited by
a widely observed phenomenon known as overoptimization, where the quality of the language model
plateaus or degrades over the course of the alignment process. Overoptimization is often attributed to
overfitting to an inaccurate reward model, and while it can be mitigated through online data collection,
this is infeasible in many settings. This raises a fundamental question: Do existing offiine alignment
algorithms make the most of the data they have, or can their sample-efficiency be improved further?

We address this question with a new algorithm for offline alignment, x?-Preference Optimization (xPO).
xPO is a one-line change to Direct Preference Optimization (DPO; Rafailov et al. (2023)), which only
involves modifying the logarithmic link function in the DPO objective. Despite this minimal change, xPO
implicitly implements the principle of pessimism in the face of uncertainty via regularization with the
x2-divergence—which quantifies uncertainty more effectively than KL-regularization—and provably allevi-
ates overoptimization, achieving sample-complexity guarantees based on single-policy concentrability—the
gold standard in offline reinforcement learning. yPO’s simplicity and strong guarantees make it the first
practical and general-purpose offline alignment algorithm that is provably robust to overoptimization.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) trained on unsupervised text data exhibit impressive and surprising capabilities
(Brown et al., 2020; Ouyang et al., 2022; Touvron et al., 2023; OpenAl, 2023; Google, 2023), but can be difficult
to control without further guidance. Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF') and other alignment
methods have emerged as a central tool to align these models to human values and elicit desired behavior
(Christiano et al., 2017; Bai et al., 2022; Ouyang et al., 2022; Rafailov et al., 2023). This is achieved by treating
the language model as a policy, and using techniques from reinforcement learning to optimize for desirable
outcomes under a (explicit or implicit) reward model learned from a dataset of human-labeled responses.

Alignment methods like RLHF have led to significant advances in language model capabilities, particularly
in chat domains, but existing techniques are limited by a widely observed phenomenon known as reward
overoptimization or reward hacking (Michaud et al., 2020; Tien et al., 2022; Gao et al., 2023; Rafailov et al.,
2024a). Since the reward model used implicitly or explicitly by these methods is an imperfect proxy for human
preferences, the true quality of the language model can degrade as training proceeds, even as performance
under the reward model continues to improve. Intuitively, this occurs because the language model may drift
away from the manifold covered by the human-labeled data used to train the reward model and end up in a
region where the reward model is inaccurate.

Overoptimization is distinct from the classical concept of overfitting because it is a causal or counterfactual
phenomenon: When the human-labeled dataset does not cover all possible alternatives, the decision maker—in


mailto:audreyh5@illinois.edu
mailto:wenhao.zhan@princeton.edu
mailto:tx@cs.wisc.edu
mailto:jasondlee88@gmail.com
mailto:ws455@cornell.edu
mailto:akshaykr@microsoft.com
mailto:dylanfoster@microsoft.com

this case, a language model policy—cannot directly evaluate the effect of their actions. This perspective is
supported by the fact that overoptimization can be mitigated by online alignment techniques (Guo et al.,
2024; Gao et al., 2024; Dong et al., 2024), which exploit interactive access to human or Al feedback to
iteratively improve the reward model; unfortunately, gathering such feedback is costly and impractical in
many settings. This raises natural questions regarding the role of overoptimization in offline alignment:

e Is overoptimization in offline alignment an information-theoretic phenomenon? This would mean that
there is simply not enough information in the human-labeled (offline) preference dataset due to partial
coverage, and no algorithmic intervention (e.g., early stopping), no matter how clever, can avoid the
overoptimization issue.

e Alternatively, is overoptimization an algorithmic phenomenon? This would mean that existing algorithms
are not making the most of the data they have (e.g., due to optimizing the wrong objective and converging
toward suboptimal solutions) and would suggest that their sample-efficiency can be improved, perhaps
by taking more aggressive measures to avoid overfitting to the reward model.

Parallel developments in the theory of offline reinforcement learning suggest that the answer may be the latter.
Indeed, this literature has addressed the challenge of overoptimization—typically referred to as distribution
shift—through the principle of pessimism in the face of uncertainty. The principle of pessimism asserts that
given an offline dataset with partial coverage, a decision maker should choose their response according to
the most pessimistic view of the world supported by the data. Pessimism encourages the model to avoid
overfitting to the offline dataset and is supported by a rich theory, showing that it offers provable robustness
to overoptimization in stylized settings (Liu et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021; Rashidinejad et al., 2021).

Perhaps the greatest barrier to implementing pessimism for language models is to efficiently quantify uncer-
tainty in the learned reward model and distill this understanding into an actionable form. This is particularly
challenging due to the combinatorial nature of the space of responses. A natural approach that forms the
basis of most existing offline alignment methods (Christiano et al., 2017; Bai et al., 2022; Ouyang et al., 2022;
Rafailov et al., 2023) is to use KL-regularization to encourage the learned policy to stay close to a reference
policy (typically obtained through supervised fine-tuning and used to collect the offline data), but this form
of regularization is insufficient to induce pessimism (Gao et al., 2023), and is provably suboptimal in theory
(Zhu et al., 2023; Song et al., 2024, see also Appendix A.1). On the other hand, offline reinforcement learning
theory offers abstract pessimistic algorithms that are suitable—at least statistically—for large models (Xie
et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun, 2021; Zhan et al., 2022; Chen and Jiang, 2022), but cannot be implemented
directly without losing fidelity to the theory or making unrealistic modeling assumptions (Zhu et al., 2023;
Zhan et al., 2023b; Li et al., 2023; Xiong et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024; Cen et al., 2024; Fisch et al., 2024; Ji
et al., 2024). Notably, we show (Appendix A.1) that the so-called “DP0+SFT” approach developed by Liu et al.
(2024); Cen et al. (2024); Fisch et al. (2024) requires a certain unrealistic convexity property and is provably
suboptimal in its absence. Can we develop practical offline alignment methods with provable robustness to
overoptimization by exploiting the unique structure of the language modeling problem?

1.1 Contributions

We introduce a new algorithm for offline alignment, x2-Preference Optimization (xP0). xPO is simple and
straightforward to implement, requiring only a single-line change to Direct Preference Optimization (Rafailov
et al. (2023)), yet it is provably robust to overoptimization. Algorithmically, xPO only differs from DPO
in that we replace the usual logarithmic link function in the DPO objective with a new link function that
implicitly implements pessimism via regularization with the y?-divergence—a divergence that (i) plays a
fundamental role in statistics due to its ability to quantify uncertainty (Tsybakov, 2008); and (ii) penalizes
off-manifold behavior more effectively than KL-regularization. Statistically, we formalize robustness to
overoptimization via a sample complexity guarantee based on single-policy concentrability—the gold standard
in offline reinforcement learning—which we establish under minimal statistical and function approximation
assumptions. This result implies that, in contrast to most prior work, xPO enjoys meaningful guarantees even
when the reference policy has poor coverage. Summarizing:

xPO is the first practical, general-purpose algorithm for offline alignment
with provable robustness to overoptimization.



The result above concerns the classical language model alignment formulation, which assumes the Bradley-Terry
preference model (Christiano et al., 2017; Bai et al., 2022; Ouyang et al., 2022; Rafailov et al., 2023). Turning
our attention to general preference models (Munos et al., 2023; Swamy et al., 2024; Rosset et al., 2024) where
the goal is to find an approximate Nash equilibrium, we show that achieving guarantees based on single-policy
concentrability is impossible. Nonetheless, we show that an iterative variant of yPO based on self-play achieves
a sample complexity guarantee that scales with a new local coverage condition —a condition that is stronger
than single policy concentrability, but much weaker than global concentrability and the notion of unilateral
concentrability introduced by Cui and Du (2022). This result provides additional evidence for the value of reg-
ularization with y2-divergence for obtaining sharp sample complexity guarantees in language model alignment.

Technical highlights. Our analysis of xPO leverages several new techniques. First, RLHF with y2-
regularization is sufficient to achieve guarantees based on single-policy concentrability (Section 3.1 and
Appendix C). Next, we show that a variant of the DPO reparameterization trick that combines x2-regularization
with KL-regularization (“mixed” x2-regularization) can be used to reformulate our objective into a purely
policy-based objective, in spite of the fact that y2-regularization fails to satisfy certain regularity conditions
found in prior work (Wang et al., 2023a). Finally, and perhaps most importantly, we use a novel analysis to
show that pessimism is preserved after reparameterization.

Compared to prior approaches to pessimism in offline RL (Xie et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun, 2021; Zhan et al.,
2022; Chen and Jiang, 2022), x2-regularization strikes a useful balance between generality and tractability.
We expect our techniques—particularly the use of mixed y2-regularization—to find broader use.

1.2 Paper Organization

Section 2 provides background on offline alignment and the suboptimality of existing algorithms. Section 3
presents our main algorithm, yPO, and accompanying theoretical guarantees. Section 4 then presents detailed
intuition into how PO modulates the bias-overoptimization tradeoff and implements pessimism, and Section 5
sketches the proof for its main statistical guarantee.

Section 6 contains results for general preference models, including an impossibility result for obtaining
guarantees under single-policy concentrability in this setting. We conclude with discussion in Section 7.
Proofs and additional results are deferred to the appendix, with highlights including (i) detailed discussion on
suboptimality of existing pessimistic approaches (Appendix A), and (ii) additional algorithms and guarantees
based on the x2-regularization framework (Appendix C).

Notation. For an integer n € N, we let [n] denote the set {1,...,n}. For a set X, we let A(X') denote the

set of all probability distributions over X. We adopt standard big-oh notation, and write f = 6(9) to denote
that f = O(g - max{1, polylog(g)}) and a < b as shorthand for a = O(b).

2 Background

In this section, we provide necessary background. We formally introduce the problem of language model align-
ment from human feedback (offline alignment), review standard algorithms (PPO and DPO), and highlight that
in general, these algorithms suffer from provably suboptimal sample complexity arising from overoptimization,
necessitating algorithmic interventions.

2.1 Alignment from Human Feedback

Following prior work (e.g., Rafailov et al. (2023); Ye et al. (2024)), we adopt a contextual bandit formulation
of the alignment problem. We formalize the language model as a policy 7 : X — A(A) which maps a context
(prompt) = € A to an action (response) a € A via a ~ w(- | ), and let p € A(X) denote the distribution over
contexts/prompts.



Offline alignment. In the offline alignment problem (Christiano et al., 2017; Bai et al., 2022; Ouyang
et al., 2022), we assume access to a dataset Dyesr = {(z,a4,a_)} of prompts and labeled response pairs
generated from a reference policy (language model) mef; the reference policy is typically obtained through
supervised fine tuning. Here, a4 is a positive action/response and a_ is a negative action/response. Given
the context/prompt x ~ p, the pair (ay,a_) is generated by sampling a pair (a,b) as a ~ (- | ) and
b ~ Tref(- | ), and then ordering them as (a4, a_) based on a binary preference y ~ P(a > b | b). We assume
that preferences follow the Bradley-Terry model (Bradley and Terry, 1952), in which

exp(r*(z, a)) (1)

e ) = e ) + e (@ B

for an unknown reward function 7 : X x A — [0, Ryax] for some Rpyax > 1. Based on the preference dataset
Dyref, we aim to learn a policy 7 that has high reward in the sense that
max J(7) — J(7) < ¢,
T

for a small e > 0, where J(7) 1= Egp amn(.|2)[77 (7, a)]. Going forward, we abbreviate Ex[-] := Eywp amn(.|2)[]-
Without loss of generality, we assume that p(x) > 0 for all z and m.f(a | ) > 0 for all z,a.

Offline RLHF with KL-regularization. Classical algorithms for offline alignment (Christiano et al.,
2017; Ouyang et al., 2022) are based on reinforcement learning with a KL-regularized reward objective,
defined for a regularization parameter 5 > 0, via

m(a | x)

JES () = J(x) = B Diu (7 || eer) = B [< @) = Blog TS

: (2)

where we adopt the shorthand Dk (7 || 7') = Egznp[Dr(7(- | ) | 7'(- | ))]. These methods first estimate a
reward function 7 from Dy using maximum likelihood under the Bradley-Terry model, i.e.

7 = argmax Z logo(r(ay | ) —r(a_ | x)), (3)
reR
(z,a4,a— ) EDpref
where o(z) = %&L) is the sigmoid function and R is a class of reward functions, which is typically

parameterized by a neural network. Then, they apply standard policy optimization methods like PPO to
optimize the following estimated version of the KL-regularized objective:

m(a | )

T = argmax Eﬂ— |:'/f‘\($, a) - B ].Og m
re
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The regularization term in Eq. (2) is intended to encourage 7 to stay close to mef, with the hope of preventing
the policy from overfitting to the potentially inaccurate reward model 7.

Direct preference optimization (DP0). xPO is based on an alternative offline alignment approach, Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO; Rafailov et al. (2023)). DPO uses the closed-form solution of the optimal
KL-regularized policy under the objective Eq. (2)—which can be viewed as implicitly modeling rewards—to
define a single policy optimization objective that removes the need for direct reward function estimation.
Given a user specified policy class II, DPO solves

Tppo = argmax Z log [g (5 log ey [2) Blog M)} 7 (4)
€l ay .0 )EDper Tref(a+ | T) Tref(a— | @)

with the convention that the value of the objective is —oco if ™ does not satisfy m < Tyef.



2.2 Overoptimization and Insufficiency of KL-Regularization

Empirically, both classical RLHF and direct alignment methods like DPO have been observed to suffer from
overoptimization (Gao et al., 2023; Guo et al., 2024; Rafailov et al., 2024a; Song et al., 2024), wherein model
quality degrades during the optimization process as the learned policy drifts away from 7. This can be
mitigated by online alignment techniques (Gao et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2024; Dong et al., 2024; Xie et al.,
2024), which collect labeled preference data on-policy during training, but there are many settings where
this is impractical or infeasible. As we will see, the overoptimization phenomena in offline alignment methods
is an issue of sample-inefficiency, which can be understood through the lens of coverage coefficients developed
in the theory of offline reinforcement learning (Liu et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021; Rashidinejad et al., 2021).

Coverage coefficients. In the theory of offline reinforcement learning, the sample efficiency of offline
algorithms is typically quantified through coverage coefficients (or, concentrability coefficients), which measure
the quality of the data collected by the policy s (Farahmand et al., 2010; Xie and Jiang, 2020; Zanette
et al., 2021). Define the L, -concentrability coefficient for a policy w via

cnm s {TOLDA

(z,a)EX XA Tref (@ | T)

For general offline RL, algorithms based on the principle of pessimism can achieve sample complexity
guarantees that scale with the single policy concentrability coefficient Cgo* for the optimal policy 7* (or more
generally, any comparator policy), while non-pessimistic algorithms typically achieve guarantees based on the
less favorable all-policy concentrability coefficient max,crr C (Liu et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021; Rashidinejad
et al., 2021). Sample complexity guarantees scaling with single-policy concentrability reflect robustness
to overoptimization, as they ensure that the algorithm has non-trivial sample complexity even if the data
collection policy 7 has poor coverage. In particular, the algorithm’s performance is never much worse than
that of s itself. On the other hand, an algorithm with performance depending on all-policy concentrability
is susceptible to the overoptimization phenomena and can perform poorly when . has poor coverage.

Pessimism in offline alignment. For the stylized special case of alignment with linearly parameterized
policies where 7y (a | z) oc exp((¢(z,a),)) for a known feature embedding ¢(x,a) € R%, Zhu et al. (2023)
(see also Zhu et al. (2024); Song et al. (2024)) present analogous findings, highlighting that PPO and DPO are
suboptimal with respect to dependence on the concentrability coefficient. They show that there exists an
algorithm (based on pessimism) which for all policies 7* simultaneously achieves

I — a5 5 [P,

Meanwhile, PPO and DPO must suffer sample complexity scaling with max, CT,.!

While the results above are encouraging, they are restricted to linearly parameterized policies, and cannot
be directly applied to large language models. Most existing theoretical algorithms for offline alignment are
similar in nature, and either place restrictive assumptions on the policy class IT (Zhu et al., 2023; Zhan et al.,
2023b; Li et al., 2023; Xiong et al., 2023) or are not practical to implement in a way that is faithful to theory
(Ye et al., 2024; Ji et al., 2024).

Most relevant to our work, a series of recent papers (Liu et al., 2024; Cen et al., 2024; Fisch et al., 2024)
propose implementing pessimism for general policy classes II by solving the so-called “DPO+SFT” objective

1 _
argmaxq o - E. _[Blogm(a|x)] + — g log [0 (ﬁ log ey |o) Blog M)] , (5)
mell n Wref(a+ | CL’) ’/Tref(af | CL’)

(z,a4,a_)EDpret
which augments the DPO objective (the second term) with an additional supervised fine-tuning-like (SFT) loss
(the first term). While this objective is simple to apply to general policy classes, the existing single-policy

1Zhu et al. (2023) achieve guarantees based on a feature coverage coefficient, which improves on concentrability coefficients,
but is specialized to linear function approximation.



concentrability guarantees for this method assume that II satisfies restrictive convezity conditions which do
not hold in practice for large language models. Perhaps surprisingly, we show (Appendix A.1) that without
convexity, the objective in Eq. (5) fails to achieve a single-policy concentrability guarantee.” In other words,
DPO-+SFT is insufficient to mitigate overoptimization.

3 x2-Preference Optimization

This section presents our main algorithm, xPO. We begin by introducing y?-regularization as a general
framework for mitigating overoptimization in offline alignment (Section 3.1), then derive the xPO algorithm
(Section 3.2) and finally present our main theoretical guarantee (Section 3.3).

3.1 Framework: x2-Regularized Reward Optimization

The central algorithm design principle for our work is to (implicitly or explicitly) optimize a variant of the
classical RLHF objective (Eq.(2)) that replaces KL-regularization with regularization via y2-divergence,
defined for a pair of probability measures P and Q with P < Q via

1 dP 2
D,2(P | Q) := 2/((@ - 1) dQ.

x2-divergence is a more aggressive form of regularization than KIL-divergence; we have Dy (P| Q) <
2D,2(P || Q), but the converse is not true in general. We consider the following y?-regularized RL objective:*

J5 () i= Br[r*(z,0)] = B+ Dya (0 || mref). (6)

Moving to a form of regularization that penalizes deviations from 7. more forcefully than KL-regularization
is a natural approach to mitigating overoptimization, but an immediate concern is that this may lead to overly
conservative algorithms. As we will show, however, y2-divergence is better suited to the geometry of offline
alignment, as it has the unique property (not shared by KL-divergence) that its value quantifies the extent to
which the accuracy of a reward model 7 trained under m.s will transfer to a downstream policy 7 of interest
(Lemma E.3). This implies that the y?-regularized RL objective in Eq. (6) meaningfully implements a form
of pessimism in the face of uncertainty, and by tuning the regularization parameter 5 > 0, we can keep the
learned policy 7 close to T in the “right” (uncertainty-aware) way and fully utilize the offline dataset Dpyef.
As such, we view optimizing x?-regularized rewards, i.e., argmax, .y Jg () as a general principle to guide
algorithm design for offline alignment (as well as offline RL more broadly), which we expect to find broader use.

We now turn our attention to the matter of how to optimize this objective. One natural approach, in the vein
of classical RLHF algorithms (Christiano et al., 2017; Ouyang et al., 2022), is to estimate a reward model 7
using maximum likelihood (Eq. (3)), and then use PPO or other policy optimization methods to solve

m(a | x)

(7)

7 = argmax E. [7(z,a)] — 8- Dy2 (7 || mef) = argmaxEr |7(z,a) — f—F—
m€ell mell Tref(a | )

While this indeed leads to meaningful statistical guarantees (cf. Appendix C), we adopt a simpler and more
direct approach inspired by DPO, which removes the need for a separate reward estimation step.

3.2 The xP0 Algorithm

Our main algorithm, xPO, is described in Algorithm 1. Given a preference dataset Dyr and user-specified
policy class II, the algorithm learns a policy 7 by solving the DPO-like optimization objective Eq. (9), which

2This finding is rather surprising because Xie et al. (2024) show that an optimistic counterpart to Eq. (5), which negates the
SFT term, enjoys strong online RLHF guarantees with general policy classes without requiring analogous convexity conditions.

3We write D, 2 (m || mref) = E[D,2(n(- | @) || mef (- | 2))] = Eﬂ[ m(a|z) ]

Tref (al)




Algorithm 1 y2-Preference Optimization (xPO)

input: Reference policy 7, preference dataset Dpyef, x2-regularization coefficient 5 > 0.
1: Define

¢(2) := z +log 2. (8)
2: Optimize y2-regularized preference optimization objective:
T < argmax Z log [a <c|ip2R {ﬁqﬁ(ﬂ(m”x)) — Bq&(wﬂ)] . (9)
s T P max Tref (G | T) Tref(a— | x)

3: return: 7.

7(a|x)
Tref (a|x)

replaces the usual log terms in the original DPO objective (Eq. (4)) with a new link function given by

o(Zoln))_ Hols ,,(rlels))

Tref(a | ) Tref(a | ) Tref(a | )

A secondary modification is that we handle potentially unbounded density ratios by clipping to the interval
[—2Rmax, +2Rmax| via the operator clipp(z) = max{min{R, z}, —R}. In what follows, we will show that this

simple and practical modification to DPO—that is, incorporating an additional density ratio term outside the
logarithm—implicitly implements pessimism via y?-regularization.

Algorithm derivation. Recall that DPO is derived (Rafailov et al., 2023) by observing that the optimal
KL-regularized policy 7.y := argmax, {Ex[r*(z,a)] — BDkL(7 || Trf)} satisfies the following identity for all
r € X and a € A.

71'E;KL(a | )

r*(z,a) = Blog Terla [ )

+ ZgrekL(T),

where Zg ,+.kL(x) is a normalization constant that depends on x but not a. This facilitates reparameterizing
the reward model in the maximum likelihood estimation objective (Eq.(3)) in terms of a learned policy,
yielding the DPO objective in Eq. (4).

To apply a similar reparameterization trick for y2-divergence, a natural starting point is an observation from
Wang et al. (2023a), who show that an analogous characterization for the optimal regularized policy holds for
a general class of f-divergences. For a convex function f : R,y — R, define the induced f-divergence by

o, - [1(55)ae-%|r(55)]

Wang et al. (2023a) show that for any differentiable f that satisfies the technical condition 0 ¢ dom(f’), the
optimal f-regularized policy 7 , = argmax {Ex[r*(z,a)] — BDs(m || mef)} satisfies

ar
Tref (@ | )

ri(z,a) = 5]”'( > + Zg ey (1) (10)

for a normalization constant Zg ,«,s(x), allowing for a similar reparameterization. Informally, the condition
0 ¢ dom(f’) means that D¢ (- || mef) acts as a barrier for the positive orthant, automatically forcing 77 ; to

place positive probability mass on any action a for which m.f(a | z) > 0.

The x2-divergence is an f-divergence corresponding to f(z) = %(z —1)2, but unfortunately does not satisfy

the condition 0 ¢ dom(f’), making Eq. (10) inapplicable. Indeed, the optimal y?-regularized policy can
clip action probabilities to zero in a non-smooth fashion even when 7f(a | ) > 0, which means that the



identity Eq. (10) does not apply. To address this issue, we augment y2-regularization by considering the

mized x*-divergence given by fy..(2) = %(z —1)2 + zlog 2z, which has

Dy, ([P1|Q) = Dy2(P | Q) + Dia (P [ Q).

In other words, we use both x2-reqularization and KL-regularization; x2-regularization enforces pessimism,
while KL-regularization enforces the barrier property and facilitates reparameterization. Indeed, the link
function ¢ (Eq. (8)) used in xPO has ¢(z) := f,  (z) = z + log z, which satisfies 0 ¢ dom(f;_ ), so Eq. (10)

yields the reparameterization r*(z,a) = 8¢ M) + Zg.r+.f,,. (z). Substituting this identity into the

Xmix

maximum likelihood estimation objective (Eq. (3)) yields the xPO algorithm.

Going forward, we define Jy7 () = Ex[r(z,a)] — 8- Dy2( || mref) — B - Di(7 || Trer) for a reward function
7. We use the shorthand 7} = argmax, J37% (7) as the optimal policy under mixed x*-regularization, and
abbreviate Zg ,(x) := ZngXm (z), so that

ms(a | @)

Tref(a | x)

r#(o.0) = o )+ Zar-to). (11)

3.3 Theoretical Guarantees

To state our main sample complexity guarantee for xPO, we begin by making standard statistical assumptions.
Let the regularization parameter 8 > 0 in xPO be fixed. We first make a realizability assumption, which states
that the policy class II used in xPO is sufficiently expressive to represent the optimal policy under mixed
x2-regularization (Eq. (11)); recall that in the context of language modeling, II represents a class of language
models with fixed architecture and varying weights.

Assumption 3.1 (Policy realizability). The policy class 11 satisfies 7} € II, where 7} is the optimal policy
under mized x*-reqularization (Eq. (11)).

Policy realizability is a standard assumption for sample-efficient reinforcement learning (Agarwal et al., 2019;
Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020; Foster and Rakhlin, 2023), and is equivalent to reward model realizability in
our setting via reparameterization.

Our second assumption asserts that the “implicit” reward models induced by the policy class II in xPO have
bounded range.

Assumption 3.2 (Bounded implicit rewards). For a parameter Viax > Rmax, @ holds that for all w € 11,
re X, and a,be A,

alzx w(b|x
’5 <>) _ W((l))' <V
Tref(a | @) Tref(b | )
Assumption 3.2 generalizes analogous assumptions made in the analysis of DPO-like algorithms in prior
work (Rosset et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2024), and our guarantees scale polynomially with this parameter; see

Section 4.4 for a detailed comparison. We emphasize that in practice, V.« can be measured and directly
controlled (e.g., via clipping).

Example 3.1 (Policy classes induced by reward models). A natural setting in which both Assumption 3.1
and Assumption 3.2 hold is when the policy class II is induced by a class of bounded reward function
R C (X x A — [0, Rmax]) through the mixed-x? parameterization, for 8 > 0:

g p:= {w(a | 2) = mes(a | 2) - ¢~ (B (r(2,a) — Zg, () |1 € R} (12)
Here, Assumption 3.1 holds whenever r* € R, and Assumption 3.2 is satisfied with Vi.x < 2Rmax- N

Finally, to quantify the coverage of the offline preference dataset Dyres generated by s, we make use of
Li-concentrability (Farahmand et al., 2010; Xie and Jiang, 2020; Zanette et al., 2021), a sharper notion of
coverage than the L.,-concentrability coefficient discussed in the prequel.



Definition 3.1 (L;-Concentrability). The single-policy Li -concentrability coefficient for a policy m is given by

alzx

rin [ ol ]
Tref(a | x)

For a given policy 7, C™ measures the extent to which 7 is covered by mf. Note that Li-concentrability is equiv-

alent to x2-divergence up to constant shift (C™ = 1+2D,2(7 || mf)), and that in general, we can have C™ < CZ.

The following is our main sample complexity guarantee for yPO.

Theorem 3.1 (Sample complexity bound for xP0). Suppose Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold for some 3 > 0.
With probability at least 1—8, xPO (Algorithm 1) produces a policy T such that for all policies 7 simultaneously,
we have
C™" log(|I1|/6 x V2 etmalog(|1] /6

OgTE| |/ ) +BCTK‘ +571 . max® nog(‘ |/ ) (13)

J(@*) = J(7) < Vinaxe?Bmex .
In particular, given any comparator policy ™, we can choose the reqularization parameter 3 to achieve

™1 1I
J(E") = J(R) & Vg2 [ 18U, (14

n

Theorem 3.1 shows that xPO achieves a sample complexity guarantee that scales only with the single-policy
concentrability parameter C™ for the comparator policy 7*, for all policies 7* simultaneously. In particular,

roughly n = O(W) examples are sufficient to learn a policy that is e-suboptimal relative to

n*. The dependence on single-policy concentrability in Theorem 3.1 reflects the algorithm’s robustness

to overoptimization. In particular, this means that the algorithm is competitive with any policy 7n* that
is covered by the offline dataset Dyer (in the sense that C™ = O(1)), which is effectively the best one
can hope for in a purely offline setting. In contrast, naive offline alignment methods like DPO have sample
complexity that scales with all-policy concentrability (roughly, max, C™), even when the comparator policy 7*
is sufficiently covered (Zhu et al.; 2023; Song et al., 2024). To highlight this, in Section 4 we give a concrete
example in which xPO allows the user to tune [ to achieve tight statistical rates, yet no choice of 8 for DPO
leads to comparable performance (effectively, any choice of 8 for DPO is either susceptible to overoptimization,
or has unacceptably high bias). All prior works that achieve similar sample complexity guarantees based on
single-policy concentrability are either impractical, or require more restrictive statistical assumptions on the
policy class (Ye et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024; Cen et al., 2024; Fisch et al., 2024; Ji et al., 2024).*

Tref (@] ) Tref (b] )
2R max, information-theoretically we can always achieve Vi, = 2Rmax by pre-filtering the policy class II to
remove all policies for which this inequality does not hold. Since this may be non-trivial in practice, we
incorporate clipping in Eq. (9), which, for precisely the above reason, we expect to improve performance
empirically. In Section 4, we discuss the role of the Vj,,x parameter and Assumption 3.2 in greater depth. See
also guarantees for the y?-RLHF algorithm in Appendix C, which avoid dependence on this parameter.

Regarding the parameter Viqax, we observe that since the policy 7 satisfies ’Ba&( 75 alo) ) — ﬁqﬁ( ™5 (ble) )‘ <

Tuning the regularization parameter. To achieve optimal dependence on C™ , Theorem 3.1 requires
tuning 8 > 0 as a function of this parameter, similar to other pessimistic schemes (Liu et al., 2024). With no

prior knowledge, setting 8 o \/ vngaxe4Rmaxnlog(\H|/ %)

policies 7, we have

suffices to ensure that, simultaneously for all comparator

J(5*) = J(F) S Vi ¢ (e oe((RI/®)

This guarantee achieves a slightly worse rate than Eq. (14) but holds simultaneously for all comparator
policies rather than the specific one that was used to tune 5. The following result, specializing to the setting

4A notable difference is that some of these works achieve guarantees based on tighter coverage parameters than single-policy
Li-concentrability, which reflect the structure of the policy or reward class. This appears to be out of reach for our techniques.



in Example 3.1, shows that there exists an optimal parameter §* > 0 that recovers the rate in Eq. (14) and
holds simultaneously for all comparator policies.

Corollary 3.1 (Sample complexity bound for PO with a reward model). Consider the setting in Example 3.1,
where the policy class Il g is the set of mixed X 2-regularized policies induced by a reward model class R with
r* € R and 3 > 0. For any § € (0,1), there exists a choice® for 3* > 0 such that with probability at least 1—4,
XPO (Algorithm 1), with class IIg g+, produces a policy 7 such that for all policies 7* simultaneously, we have

J(7*) = J(F) < Rpaxe>Froe . C log(R|/9)
~ maXx . .

Additional remarks. Specializing to the case of multi-armed bandits, we believe that the sample complexity
bound in Eq. (13) is optimal in general (Rashidinejad et al., 2021). Note that while we consider finite classes
IT in Theorem 3.1 for simplicity, extension to infinite classes is trivial via standard uniform convergence
arguments. We remark that the exponential dependence on R, in Theorem 3.1 is an intrinsic feature of
the Bradley-Terry model, and can be found in all prior work (Rosset et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2024). Finally,
we remark that the weight on the KL term in the mixed y2-regularized objective is not important for our
statistical guarantees. For any v € (0, 1], we can replace the link function ¢(-) in xPO with

$(2) = 2+ vylog z,

which corresponds to the regularized objective Jg,’“v“ (m) = Ex[r*(x,a)] — B - Dy2 (7 || mrer) — 75 - Di (7 || Tref)-
This leads to identical guarantees for any v € (0,1] (Theorem E.1 in Appendix E); essentially, we only require
that ~y is positive to ensure the reparameterization in Eq. (10) is admissible.

4 Understanding xP0: The Bias-Overoptimization Tradeoff

Having derived xPO from the mixed x?-regularized RLHF objective and analyzed its performance, we now
take a moment to better understand the statistical properties of the policies the algorithm learns. We focus
on the tradeoff between overoptimization and bias (i.e., underoptimization) achieved by the regularization
parameter § > 0, highlighting through examples how this leads to statistical benefits over naive alignment
methods like DPO.

4.1 Properties of Optimal Policy under Mixed x2-Regularization

We begin by deriving a (nearly) closed form solution for the optimal mixed y2-regularized policy in Eq. (11);
recall that we expect xPO to converge to this policy in the limit of infinite data.

We first observe that the link function ¢(-) is strictly increasing over R, and its inverse is given by
¢~ 1(2) = Wo(exp(z)); here, Wy(y) denotes the Lambert W-function (Corless et al., 1996), defined for
y > —e~ ! as the inverse of the function x — xe®. Consequently, for any z, the optimal policy under mixed
x2-regularization satisfies

mi(a|x) = mef(a | ) - Wo (exp(ﬁ_l(r*(x,a) — Zg,T*(x)))),

where Zg .+ () is chosen such that ) m%(a | ) = 1. We can better understand how this policy behaves
using the following simple upper and lower bounds on the inverse link function ¢=1(z) = Wy (exp(z)).

Proposition 4.1. The link function ¢(z) = z + log z is strictly increasing over (0,00), and its inverse
¢~ 1(2) = Wo(exp(z)) is strictly increasing over (—o0o,00). The inverse link function ¢~1 satisfies

g <o '2)<z Vze[l,00), and < pH(2) e Vze (—o0,1].

51t is unclear how to select 8* in a data-driven manner as it depends non-trivially on the functionals 7 — C™ and 7 J(m).
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Figure 1: Behavior of the mixed x?-regularization link function ¢,po(z) = 2z + log z and inverse QS;F}O(Z) =
Wo(exp(z)), compared to the KL-regularization link function ¢ppo(2) = log z and inverse ¢ppo(2) = exp(2).
qﬁ;Plo(z) ~ z for z > 1, leading to favorable heavy-tailed, pessimistic behavior.

Compared to KL-regularization, which leads to softmax policies that satisfy 75y (a | ) = mef(a | @) -
exp(B~1(r*(x,a) — Zgr+kL(®))), we see that the inverse link function ¢~'(z) = Wo(exp(z)) for mixed x*-
regularization satisfies ¢~(2) & z for z > 1, leading to a more heavy-tailed action distribution for 7%. On
the other hand, for z < 1 the inverse link behaves like the exponential function (i.e., ¢~ 1(z) ~ € for z < 1);
see Figure 1 for an illustration. Using these properties, we can derive the following upper and lower bounds
on the density ratio between wg and 7ref.

Proposition 4.2. For all x € X and a € A, the optimal policy 7} under mized x2-regularization satisfies
Rmax> 72(‘1 | (E) Rmax
exp| — < S1+ . 15
(-5 % mters E (19)

Both inequalities are tight in general (up to absolute constants).

The upper bound in Eq. (15), which arises from the x? term in the mixed-y? objective, scales inversely with
the regularization parameter 3, and reflects the heavy-tailed, pessimistic behavior this regularizer induces; in
contrast, the optimal policy under pure KL-regularization only satisfies

Rmax ,/TZ’-KL(a | LL‘) (Rmax>
xp| — < 2 < ex
(5% ) £ T S e (16)

in general. The lower bound in Eq.(15) arises from the KL term in the mixed-x? objective, but is not
important for our analysis (outside of allowing for DPO-like reparameterization).

4.2 The Bias-Overoptimization Tradeoff

We are now well equipped to understand how xPO modulates the tradeoff between overoptimization and bias
using the regularization parameter 3, and how this tradeoff compares to vanilla DPO. To showcase this, we
take a reward modeling perspective, and consider the setting in which the policy class II is induced by a
given reward model class R, similar to Example 3.1.

Suppose we start with a reward model class R C (X x . A — [0, Rmax|) such that v* € R. If we use the induced
policy class

Ippo g 1= {7‘(‘(0, | 2) = Tef(a | x) - exp(B~ 1 (r(z,a) — Zg k() |7 € R}, (17)

then DPO can be interpreted as fitting a reward model 7 using maximum likelihood (Eq.(3)) and then
outputting the policy ppo(a | ) = Tref(a | z) - exp(8~ 1 (F(z,a) — Zg 7kL(x))). Meanwhile, if we use the
induced policy class

ypo,p = {m(a] z) = mer(a | 2) - ¢~ (87 (r(w,a) — Zp () [ 7 € R}, (18)

11
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Figure 2: Action probabilities for policies learned by xPO and DPO on the example from Section 4.3, under
the “bad” event £ in which the true reward model is r* = r; but the estimated reward model is 7 = ry
(n =10). Here, r*(agood) = 1 and 7*(apad) = 0, but 7(a@good) = 0 and r(ageod) = 1; both reward functions have
r*(ap) = T(ag) = 1/2, and the goal is to compete with a comparator policy that deterministically plays ao.
Overoptimization. The DPO policy is greedier with respect to the incorrect reward model and places much
larger mass on the bad action apag for all 8 € (0, 210 —] (Right). As a result, the DPO policy places much
smaller mass on the baseline action ag, suffering &gm%cantly more overoptimization error compared to xPO
(Left; see also Figure 3).

Bias. Compared to DPO, xPO has a higher probability of taking the optimal action ageed, and thus has
lower bias (Center). As a result, it strikes a better better bias-overoptimization tradeoff than DPO, and is
competitive with respect to the comparator ag even when DPO fails to converge.

then xPO can be interpreted as fitting a reward model 7 with the exact same maximum likelihood objective,
but instead outputting the policy Typo(a | ) = mef(a | z) - ¢~ 1(B7 (7 (2, a) — Zg #(x))).

The policies 7ypo and Tppo are induced by the same reward model 7, and both use the parameter 5 to balance
bias and overoptimization. For both policies, large 8 means the policy avoids overfitting to errors in the
reward model (the extreme case is 8 — oo, in which case both policies become 7ef), while small 5 means
the policy has low bias, i.e., low error in the case where the model is correct in the sense that 7 = r* (the
extreme case is 3 — 0, in which case both policies become z — argmax, . (a|z)>0 7(2,a)). Yet, for the same
choice of 3, Typo is significantly more heavy-tailed than 7ppo, a consequence of the pessimism induced by
x2-regularization; see Figure 2, which plots the action distribution for both policies as a function of j3.

4.3 An Illustrative Example

We now give a concrete example in which yPO allows the user to tune g to achieve tight statistical rates,
yet no choice of g for DPO leads to comparable performance (effectively, any choice of 3 is either susceptible
to overoptimization, or has unacceptably high bias). This illustrates the favorable tradeoff between bias and
overoptimization achieved by xPO.

Let n € N with n > 2 be given. We consider a problem instance with X = {&} and A = {ao, a1, a2,a3}. We
define s via

7Tref(af0) - %7 7Tref(al) - 7Tref(a2) - %7 and 7Tref(aS) - nT;Lz
We define a reward class with two reward functions R := {ry, 72} as follows. For i € {1, 2}:
Ti(ao) = 1/27 Ti(ai) =1, Ti(a’j) =0, v.] 7é i.

Let B8 > 0 be fixed. To compare xPO and DPO, we consider their behavior when invoked with the induced policy
classes Il,po g and Ilppo g defined above. Recall that with this choice, the two algorithms can be interpreted as

12
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Figure 3: The regret J(ag) — J(7) in the construction from Proposition A.1 for different values of n. We again
condition on the “bad” event £ where 7 = ro # r*. For each n, the error from overoptimization dominates
when 3 < (2logn)~?! (as discussed in Section 4.3), and the error from bias dominates when 3 > (2logn)~?.
Taking the best choice of 3 for each method, DPO converges at an exponentially slower rate than PO (see

Proposition A.1 for formal statement).

fitting a reward model 7 using maximum likelihood (Eq. (3)) and returning the policies Typo(a | ) = mref(a |
z) - ¢ 1 (B (F(z,a) — Zg#(x))) and Tppo(a | ) = mef(a | ) - exp(B~H(F(z,a) — Zs 7xL(x))), respectively.

Suppose that 71 is the true reward function. It is hopeless (information-theoretically) to compete with the un-
constrained optimal action aj, as we are in a sample-starved regime where C** = 2n (in the language of Eq. (13)).
Indeed, one can show (see proof of Proposition A.1 in Appendix A) that with constant probability, none of
the examples in the offline dataset Dpyres contain actions a; or az. Under this event, which we denote by &£, the
value for the maximum likelihood objective in Eq. (3) is identical for r; and 73, so we may obtain 7 = ry (due to
adversarial tie-breaking). However, in spite of the fact that the policies Txpo and Tppo are induced by the same
(incorrect) reward function 7 = 7o, they produce very different action distributions, as highlighted in Figure 2.

To understand this, note that even in the sample-starved regime, we can still hope to compete with the
“baseline” action ag; Figure 3 shows that yPO has low regret against this action, while DPO has high regret. In
particular, since C* = 2, Theorem 3.1 (Eq. (13)) implies that PO achieves

J(ao) — J(Txpo) < \/:JrﬁJrﬁ_li,

and setting 5 o< \/g leads to J(ag) — J(Typo) S \/% . This is a consequence of the pessimistic, heavy-tailed
nature of ypo (cf. Proposition 4.2), which places no more than 57! /n probability mass on the (incorrect)
greedy action ag for 7 = ry, thereby correctly capturing the inherent uncertainty in the reward for this action.

On the other hand, it is straightforward to show that for all possible values 8 < (2logn)~!, the DPO policy
Topo has regret

1 1 1
J(ao)—J(%Po)Z<1— 7 _1> -5 20(1)

2 1-5—%65 _|_(]__ %)6 28 2n
whenever n > 2. This is because when 3 < (2logn)™!, e assigns excessively high probability to the
incorrect greedy action as, an instance of overoptimization. Meanwhile, larger choices for 5 lead to excessively
large bias in general (see Appendix A.1 for a more sophisticated construction which extends this lower bound
to all possible /3). In other words, as illustrated in Figure 3, no choice of 8 gives a favorable tradeoff between
overoptimization and bias.
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To summarize, for DPO, large values of 3 are required to avoid overfitting to the reward function, incurring
high bias. Meanwhile, xPO avoids overoptimization using comparatively small values for 3, yet has bias no
worse than that of DPO, thereby striking a better tradeoff. We mention that the “DPO+SFT” algorithm of Liu
et al. (2024); Cen et al. (2024); Fisch et al. (2024) also fails on the construction above; see Proposition A.1 in
Appendix A.1 for details.

Remark 4.1 (DPO decreases probabilities of preferred and rejected responses). Various recent works have

noted an empirical phenomenon in which DPO decreases the probabilities for both preferred and rejected

responses throughout training (Yuan et al., 2024; Pal et al., 2024; Rafailov et al., 2024b). Interestingly, we

observe that the example above exhibits this phenomenon. Notably, if B < (2logn)™!, then under the event

& in which the offline dataset Dyres does not contain the actions ai or az (so that 7= ry), we observe that
1

7 SHN L L = d for alli > 2, 7 N S
Toro(ag) = —————— <5 = Tref(@0), and for all i > 2, Tppo(a;) = — A —— < 5o = Tref(a;)-
g€ +onel +50 5ef +opef +500

We conclude that for all a € Dy,
Toro(a) < Tref(a).

We emphasize that this behavior arises due to the use of function approximation. When the reward class R
(equivalently, the policy class Ilppo g) is restricted, the algorithm can aggressively (and incorrectly) extrapolate
rewards for actions outside the dataset and, in doing so, inadvertently decrease the probabilities for preferred
responses in the dataset. Meanwhile, in the same parameter range, xPO satisfies (see Figure 2)

7/7\'><F’O(a0) > 7T'ref(aO)7

highlighting that pessimism can mitigate this phenomenon.

4.4 Nontriviality and Role of V,,,, Parameter

To close this section, we discuss the role of the Vinax parameter (Assumption 3.2) used in the analysis of PO
(Theorem 3.1) in depth, motivating it from the perspective of the induced policy class IT,p g from Section 4.2.

Assumption 3.2 effectively implies that all policies 7 € II satisfy ||71'Lf||oo < %; in other words, the policy

class we use in xPO satisfies all-policy Lo, -concentrability with max, e CT < Yo This might seem to

trivialize the offline alignment problem at first glance, since it would suffice to prove a generalization guarantee
based on all-policy concentrability, and then plug this bound in. We will show that this is not the case, and
that this is actually an intrinsic feature of y2-regularization.

In more detail, recall that for xPO, we require the realizability assumption that 75 € II (Assumption 3.1), where

7} is the optimal mixed x*-regularized policy that satisfies 7*(z,a) = [3@1)( 5 (alz) ) + Zg -+ (x). This policy,

ﬂref(a‘z)

. . . 5 .. . .
via Proposition 4.2, satisfies HW—Bf ||Oo < %, so from a statistical perspective, we can take Assumption 3.2 to
ret

hold without loss of generality by removing any policy that violates this bound. In addition, as highlighted
by Example 3.1, if we begin from a class of bounded reward models R with r* € R, Assumption 3.2 holds
with Vinax < Rmax for the induced class Il po g defined in Eq. (18), even though knowledge of such a reward
model class is a mild statistical assumption that clearly does not trivialize the learning problem.

On the other hand, for DPO, a minimal assumption is that 7j, € II (Xie et al., 2024), where 75, is

the optimal KL-regularized policy that satisfies r*(z,a) = Blog % + Zg p+xL(z). Unlike the opti-
”Q;KL(GW)
71'ref(alx) Z

find a policy class that simultaneously (1) realizes 7., , and (2) satisfies all-policy concentrability with

mal mixed y2-regularized policy, T5kL has exp(% . This means that it is impossible to

maxqen Ch, < exp(%). As the bias of DPO is unacceptably large unless 8 = poly(1/n) (the “small-5”

regime), this leads to vacuous guarantees.

In view of these observations, our analysis of xPO can be interpreted as (implicitly) showing that for any
bounded reward class R, there exists a policy class IT (precisely, the class II,po g defined in Eq. (18)) such
that the following properties hold:
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1. Bounded bias. For every r € R, there exists 7, € II such that for all policies 7*, J.(7*) — J.(7.) < B8-C™".

™
Trref

< Bmax
~ ﬂ .

We view this as an interesting and non-trivial contribution in its own right. We mention in passing that while
it is indeed possible to analyze xPO by first proving a sample complexity guarantee based on all-policy concen-

trability and then using that max,en CL S %, this would lead to a loose bound relative to Theorem 3.1.

2. Bounded overoptimization. For all 7 € II, |

oo

5 Analysis of xP0: Proof Sketch for Theorem 3.1

In this section, we sketch the proof of the main guarantee for yPO, Theorem 3.1, with the full proof deferred
to Appendix E. A central object in the proof is the implicit reward model induced by the xPO policy 7, which
we define via

(z,a) = 5¢<W>. (19)

Tref(a | )

As we will show, this reward model is a natural bridge between PO and the corresponding mixed x2-regularized
RLHF objective in Section 3.1, and allows us to view xPO from a reward-based perspective. In particular,

note that if we analogously define an induced reward model class Ry := {r(z,a) = ﬁ(f)( m(alz) ) :m eI},

Tref (a]x)
then Line 2 of xPO can be viewed as performing maximum likelihood estimation over this class (in the sense
of Eq. (3)) under the Bradley-Terry model. Under Assumption 3.1, Ry realizes the true reward function
r up to an action-independent shift. As a result, if we define A"(x,a,b) := r(z,a) — r(x,b), then using a
fairly standard generalization bound for maximum likelihood estimation (e.g., Wong and Shen (1995); Zhang
(2006); de Geer (2000); see Lemma E.1), we can show that

n

2
2ot = Bampamm b { AT (z,a,b) — A" (z, a,b)‘ ] < O(Vmaxemfmax . log(|H|/5)) (20)
In other words, the estimated reward model 7 is accurate under the action distribution induced by .
However, 7 may still be inaccurate for policies that select different actions from s, raising concerns of
overoptimization. To address this issue, we use the following lemma, which shows that x2-divergence bounds
the extent to which the accuracy of a reward model 7 trained under 7. will transfer to a downstream policy
7 of interest; this will motivate our use of y2-regularization.

Lemma 5.1 (Informal version of Lemma E.3). For any policy m : X — A(A), it holds that

B p,amm(-|2) bromet (-]7) HA?(SC, a,b) — A" (z,a, b)H < \/(1 + Dy (7 || Tref)) - €%

Going forward, let us abbreviate Ex 7 [] = Egwp amn(-|2)bome(-|2) ] Let 7% be an arbitrary policy. Noting
that C™ =14 2D, 2(7 || mref) and that

it follows immediately from Lemma 5.1 that xPO obtains a crude guarantee scaling with all-policy con-
centrability, i.e. J(7*) — J(7) < V(C™ +CF)e2n < V(C™ + max, e C™)e,,. This inequality is tight
for non-pessimistic algorithms like DPO, which reflects their sensitivity to overoptimization. To obtain the
improved guarantee for xPO in Theorem 3.1, which scales only with single-policy concentrability C™ , the crux
of the remaining proof will be to show that PO implicitly implements pessimism via mixed x2-regularization.
For this, we appeal to the following central technical lemma, which we expect to find broader use.

J(7*) = J(7) S Ert | AT(z,0,b) = A (z,a,b)

A?(x, a,b) — A" (z,a, b)H +Ez [

Lemma 5.2 (Informal version of Lemma E.2). Let f be a convex function with dom(f) = Ry that is
differentiable over its domain. Given any parameter 8 > 0 and policy ©: X — A(A) with 7(a | x) € dom(f’)

for all z,a, define the reward model 7(z,a) = ﬁf’( 7(a|z) ) Then

Tef(a|x)

7 € argmax E;[F(z,a)] — B Ds( || Tref).
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Under Assumption 3.2 we have 7 € dom(f, . ). Then recalling that 7(z,a) := 5¢)( 7(a]z) ) = ﬁf’mix< 7(alz) )

Tref(alx) Tref (a]x)

and that f, , is convex, Lemma 5.2 implies that the policy 7 produced by xPO satisfies

TeE argmax Jj J3w(m) = Ex[F] = BDy2(m || mref) — BDKL(T || Tref)- (21)
TE

In other words,
The xPO policy 7 optimizes the mized x?-reqularized RLHF objective under its own implicit reward model.

This formally justifies the claim that yPO implicitly implements pessimism via y2-regularization. With this
result in hand, we are now ready to prove Theorem 3.1. Let 7* be an arbitrary policy. Since J X'"'X( ) > J X”"X( *)
by Eq. (21), we can decompose the regret J(n*) — J(7) as

J(@) = J(F) < J(0) = Ty (n) + 5 (R) - J(7)
= J(*) — J(mreg) — X (1) A+ TX (ref) + TN () — TE (eeg) — T(7) + T (o) -
@ (an

In the second line, we have added or subtracted the baselines J(m,.ef) and J Xm‘*(mef) to center the objectives

with the performance of the reference policy. Up to statistical errors, the first term (I) corresponds to error from
how much J gm?“(w*) underestimates the return of 7* (bias), and the second term (II) corresponds to error from

how much J g’}(%) overestimates the return of 7 (overoptimization). As we will see shortly, these two sources
of error are directly controlled (in opposing ways) by the strength of the regularization parameter 8 in Eq. (21).

First, expanding the definition of Jg’} (7*) and centering the returns using the reference policies, we have
1) =J(#) — Jg}‘*(w*) — J(mef) + Jé‘}*(mef)
= Eﬂ*[ “(2,a)] = Ex+ [F(z,a)] + BDy2 (7" || Tref) + BDkL(T” (| Tref) — Ez[r" (2, )] + B [F(2, a)]
Ere ru[A (2,0,0) = AT(2,0,b)] + BDy2 (7" || Teer) + BDKL(T™ | rer)
<¢1+D< | Toet)) - €2 + B Dy (" || Toet)

bias

Above, we have used that Dk (7 || Trer) < Dy2 (7 || mref) for any policy m, along with the bound on reward
estimation error from Lemma 5.1. Next, expanding J g"}l* () and centering the returns in a similar fashion,
I = ng?'x(?r) —J(7) — J;;}‘* (7rvef) 4+ J (Trref)
= B o [A7(2,0,b) — A7 (2,a,0)] = BDy2 (7 || ret) — BDkL (R | ref)

< U+ Dy (@ || Trer)) - R — B - D2 7 || Trer)

~1_2
< Estat + B Estat
————

overoptimization error

Above, the first inequality uses Dy (7 || 7rref) > 0 and Lemma 5.1, while the second inequality uses AM-GM.
Critically, by using x%-regularization, we are able to cancel the on-policy error term /(1 + D2 (7 || 7ref)) - €2t
that arises from change-of-measure, leading to a modest 3712, penalty for overoptimization.

Combining these results, and recalling that C™ = 1 4 2D, (7 || mef), we conclude that

J(m*) = J(7) \/Cw* C €20 +5'Cﬂ* + Bte stat

bias overoptimization error

The bias and overoptimization errors above arise from how well our chosen uncertainty quantifier, 8D, 2 (7 || mref),

accounts for the on-policy statistical error /(1 + D,z (7 || mref)) - €% arising from Lemma 5.1; this is con-
trolled by the magnitude of the regularization parameter 5. When f is too large, the uncertainty quantifier

16



is overly pessimistic about the quality of the reward model 7 under 7*, which increases the bias of xP0O. In
contrast, the overoptimization error increases when [ is too small. In this regime, 7 overfits to 7 because
the regularizer under-evaluates the statistical error of the learned policy. In order to obtain tight statistical
rates, the choice of regularization parameter 8 must carefully balance its opposing effects on bias and
overoptimization error. For a fixed 7*, choosing 8 o (¢2,,/C™ )'/? results in the second claim in Theorem 3.1.

6 General Preference Models

All of our results so far concern the Bradley-Terry model (Eq. (1)), which, as highlighted in prior work,
is somewhat restrictive. Thus, in this section, we turn our attention to offline alignment under a general
preference model which does not assume transitivity (Munos et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023b; Swamy et al.,
2024; Rosset et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2024). The setup is the same as Section 2, but we assume that for a given
context = and pair of actions (a,b), the preference y € {0,1} is generated via a Bernoulli Distribution

y ~ Ber(P*(a > b | z)), (22)

where P*(a > b | ) € [0,1] is a general preference distribution. For a pair of policies m, 7', let P* (7 =
') = Epnp[P*(m(x) > n'(x) | 2)]. Following Wang et al. (2023b); Munos et al. (2023); Swamy et al. (2024),
we consider the minimaz winner (Kreweras, 1965; Simpson, 1969; Kramer, 1973; Fishburn, 1984) or von
Neumann winner (Dudik et al., 2015) as a solution concept:

TMw (= argmax min P* (7 = 7).
mell 7 Ell

It will be useful to slightly reparameterize this formulation by introducing the preference function ¢*(z, a,b) :=
2P*(a > b | x) — 1. Note that for any well-defined preference model, we have P*(a = b | z)+P*(b=a|z) =1
for all x, a, b, which indicates that £* satisfies skew symmetry:

*(x,a,a) =0, 0*(z,a,b) + *(x,b,a) =0, Vo € X,a,bc A.
Furthermore, the minimax winner above is equivalent to

TMw = argmax min £*(r,7’), (23)
e el
where 0*(m,7") := By p amm(a),bon () [ (T, a,b)]. Concretely, our goal is to use the logged preference data
Dpref = {(z,a4,a-)} (with (at,a_) labeled according to Eq.(22)) to compute a policy 7 that is an e-
approximate minimax winner, in the sense that

7) = *(m,7) — min £ (7, 7) < e.
DG(7) Srrlélﬁcé (m,7) Ernelll_[lf (m,m) <e (24)

6.1 Impossibility of Single-Policy Concentrability under General Preferences

While the general preference framework above is more powerful than the Bradley-Terry model, we now show
that there is a statistical cost for this generality. In particular, our first result in this section shows that in
contrast to the Bradley-Terry model, it is not possible to achieve sample complexity guarantees that scale
with single-policy concentrability under general preferences, even when the learner has access to a small class
of preference models & that contains the true preference model P (i.e., P* € &).

Theorem 6.1 (Impossibility of single-policy concentrability under general preferences). There exists two prob-
lem instances 01 = (p, Py, 1) and 02 = (p, P3,1I) differing only in their ground truth preference model, a data
collection policy mef, and a preference model class &2 = {P7,P5} with |P2| =2 such that the following hold:

1. For both instances, the single-policy L, -concentrability coefficient for a minimax winner is bounded:
ming,,, CTw < 2.6

6In general, the minimax winner may not be unique. We compete against the minimax winner with the best possible
single-policy concentrability coefficient.
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2. For any n € N and any algorithm Alg which derives a policy T from a dataset Dyt of 1 samples, there
exists an instance 0 € {01,602} such that mes incurs constant suboptimality:

1
i Ep, ~0,[DG(AIg(Dpref); 0i)] > <,
R B DB i) 0] 2 §

where DG(m; 0) is the duality gap for policy © on instance 6.

This lower bound is inspired by similar results in the literature on offline RL in two-player zero-sum Markov
games (Cui and Du, 2022). However, the lower bound constructions in Cui and Du (2022) cannot be directly
applied as-is, because they do not satisfy the skew-symmetry property required by the general preference
alignment framework. Our lower bound highlights that even under skew-symmetry, it is impossible to achieve
single-policy concentrability for offline learning in two-player zero-sum games.

6.2 Iterative xPO for General Preferences

In spite of the hardness in the prequel, we now show that an iterative variant of xyPO—based on self-play—can
learn a near-optimal minimax winner under the general preference model under a new local coverage condition—
a condition that is stronger than the single policy concentrability but much weaker than global/all-policy
concentrability and the notion of unilateral concentrability introduced by Cui and Du (2022).

Our algorithm, Iterative xPO, is described in Algorithm 2, and consists of two main steps.

Preference model estimation via least squares regression on Dyes. We first (Line 3) learn a
preference model from the offline preference dataset Dyref. We assume access to a preference function class £
which is realizable in the sense that £* € £ and where all ¢ € £ satisfy skew-symmetryc, and we will estimate
¢* rather than P*. We perform least-squares regression on Dpyes with £ to learn £*:

? = argmin Z (U(z,aq,a_) —1)%.
el (z,a4,a_)EDpres

Policy optimization with iterative xPO update. Given the estimated model Z, we compute an approxi-
mate minimax winner using an iterative regression scheme inspired by Gao et al. (2024). We proceed in T'
iterations (Line 5), where at each iteration ¢, we define an iteration-dependent reward function 7 (z,a) based
on the current policy 7! as

?t(‘rv a) = Ebww"(m) [Z(JE, a7b)]7 Ve e X,a€ A

Then, for all 7, 7’ € II, we define a policy-dependent predictor ff;’/ (z,a,b), whose motivation will be described
in detail momentarily, as follows:

i (102)-(o(1) - 253)
SRR e

Using ff . (x,a,b) as a policy-parameterized regression function, we (Line 7) compute the next policy 7'+

by solving a least-squares regression problem in which the Bayes optimal solution is the relative reward

7t(x,a) — 7 (x,b) for iteration t.

Let us now explain the intuition behind the the predictor ff ", (x,a,b). Suppose that the regression step in
Line 7 learns a predictor that can perfectly model the relative reward, i.e.,

V.Z‘,Cl,b, ffgﬁl Wt(xva7b) ZFt(J},a)—?t(.ﬁ,b),
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Algorithm 2 Iterative xPO for General Preferences

1: Input: labeled preference dataset Dpyrer, preference model class £, regularization coefficient 3, stepsize 7,
total number of iterations T

2: Initialize: 7' = 7. R

3: Learn a preference model ¢ via least-squares regression:

{ = argmin Z (U(z,aq,a_) —1)%.
teL (m’a+7a—)€Dpref

4: Collect m samples Dy = {(z, a,b)} where each sample is drawn i.i.d. from = ~ p,a ~ Tef(x),b ~ Teef ().
5. fort=1,---,7 do R
6:  Sample b; ~ 7'(z) and let 7*(z,a) = l(x,a,b;) for all z € X, a € A.
7 Compute
A1 — argmin Z (clip4 (ff’;zt (337a,b)) — (P(z,a) — ?t(gc’b)))27 (26)
mell (z,a,b)€Dy ’

where ff;’t (x,a,b) is defined in Eq. (25).
8: Output: 7 = unif({7'}1 ;).

In this case, we can show that the returned policy 7**! is the optimal policy for the following mixed
x2-regularized RL objective:

7 (2) = argmax{uzm 7 (e,a)] - ADs_(plmr(@)) — LB, w’f)}, Vo€ X, (27)
PEA(X) n

where B, (p, ') is the Bregman divergence induced by the regularizer p — Dy, (p || mer(z)), i-e.,

Br(pa Q) = Dme‘x (p H 7Tref(l')) - Dmeix (q H 7Tref(l')) - <VDme‘X (q || 7Tref(aj))ap - Q> ) Ve e X.

Thus, the algorithm can be understood as running mirror descent on the iteration-dependent loss function

—7t, with p— D e (P | Tref (2)) as a per-context regularizer. This technique draws inspiration from Chang

et al. (2024), in which the authors apply a similar regularized mirror descent algorithm to learn the optimal

policy for the reward-based settin%lThe motivation for using mixed-y? regularization is exactly the same as
7'+ (alz)

in xPO: we want to ensure that rale) <1+ %, thereby mitigating overoptimization.

6.3 Theoretical Analysis of Iterative xPO

We now present our main theoretical guarantees for Iterative xP0. We begin by stating a number of statistical
assumptions. We first assume that the preference model class contains the ground truth preference function ¢*.

Assumption 6.1 (Preference function realizability). The model class L satisfies £* € L where * is the
ground truth preference function.

In addition, since Algorithm 2 iteratively applies an xPO update, we require that a policy realizability
assumption analogous to Assumption 3.1 holds for each of the sub-problems in Eq. (27). Concretely, we make
the following assumption.

Assumption 6.2 (Policy realizability for general preferences). For any policy m € Il and £ € L, the policy
class 11 contains the minimizer of the following reqularized RL objective:

(x; l,m) = argmax{E,wp’bNW(m) [l(z,a,0)] — BDy, (P mef(z)) — éBg;(p, 71')}, Ve e X.
PEA(X) n

Finally, we require that the implicit reward functions in Eq. (26) are bounded, analogous to Assumption 3.2.
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Assumption 6.3 (Bounded implicit rewards for general preferences). For a parameter Vi > 2, it holds
that for all m,n' €II, z € X, and a,b € A,

£, (w,a,b)‘ < Vinax. (28)

Our main guarantee for Algorithm 2 is as follows.

Theorem 6.2. Fiz any 6 € (0,1]. Suppose Algorithm 2 is invoked with T = %, 8= %, and n = %
Then under Assumption 6.1, Assumption 6.2 and Assumption 6.3, we have that probability at least 1 — 6,

DG(7) < gl;rll {subopt(%, a)+C (Vmax lc\)}g%r[/é) + 10g(12[/|7|7£|/5)) } )

where subopt(7, C) := maxyem £* (7, T) —maxrern, £*(m,7) and g = {7 : maxyex Dy2(m(x) || mef(z)) < C}.
In particular, if we define the unilateral concentrability coefficient as

7(a | x)mmw (b | )

Cuni :==
W releeX abe A Tes(a | )T (b | 1)’

then the bound above implies that

D6(7) % Cu (Ve SI/0) IUIE1/))

Vi Vi

The first result gives a tradeoff between the statistical error and the approximation error subopt(7, C'), which
is modulated by the parameter C'. This tradeoff is analogous to, but more subtle, than the one for xPO in the
reward-based setting. In the reward-based setting, xPO has low regret to the best policy covered 7f. In the
general preference setting, Algorithm 2 has small duality gap if, for any policy, there is an approximate best
response that is covered by s (this implies that subopt(7, C') is small for small C'). Crucially, Algorithm 2
does not require that all policies are covered by 7, which is a distinctive feature of mixed y2-regularization
and reflects the algorithms robustness to overoptimization.

The second result concerns the setting where all policies are covered by ms and is easier to interpret. Indeed, if
all m € Il satisfy D,z (7 || mer) < C*, then subopt(7, C*) = 0, which implies that we can learn an e-approximate
minimizer using O(C*/2) samples. Thus, we obtain a guarantee based on unilateral concentrability (Cui and
Du, 2022), which is a stronger condition, i.e., we always have max, Dy2(7 || mef) < Cuni. However, per the
above discussion, the first part of Theorem 6.2 is stronger than results based on unilateral concentrability and
hints at a new notion of coverage for the general preference setting. Lastly, we remark that the parameter Viax
only affects \/1/m in Theorem 6.2, so this dependence on this parameter can be mitigated using unlabeled data.

Theorem 6.2 is closely related to recent work of Ye et al. (2024), which uses pessimism to learn a regularized
minimax winner, and achieves polynomial sample complexity with a concentrability assumption similar to
Theorem 6.2. However, there are two key differences. First, their learning objective is the KL-regularized
minimax winner, while we study the unregularized objective and use x?-regularization. More importantly,
their theoretical algorithm is computationally inefficient as it constructs an explicit confidence set for the
preference model and performs max-min-style policy optimization. In contrast, our algorithm only requires
solving standard supervised learning problems.

Proof sketch. We now sketch the proof of Theorem 6.2. For a parameter C' > 1, let T¢ be the best
response to 7, restricted to the set Il¢o:

e = argmax By gmr(2),bom(a) [ (T, a,b)] .
welle

Let T = T be the global best response to 7. Recall that 7 (z,a) 1= Epurt(s) [Z(as, a,b)], and let g.(p) :==
BDy,  (p | Tes(x)) denote the (context-wise) mixed x*-divergence. Due to the skew symmetry of £*, we only
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need to bound ¢*(7,7), which can be decomposed into the following terms:

0*(7,7) = subopt(7, C) +;ZT: (7 (7c) — P(nt)) + = = ZTI( (e, Z(?rc,ﬂ't))
t=1 =1
(1) (2)
T T
z:: (7c) — (7)) T z:: (7)),
(3) (4)
where we denote 7 (7) := Eyop an(x) [T (2, a)]. The decomposition utilizes the fact that 7*(7') = 0 and

7 (7¢) = U(7c, ). This implies that we only need to bound terms (1), (2), (3), and (4) to upper bound the
gap of 7. Note that term (2) is the estimation error of 7 under the distribution z ~ p,a ~ 7o(z),b ~ 7t(x),
and we can bound it by using similar techniques to the proof of Theorem 3.1. Terms (3) and (4) can be
bounded by standard martingale concentration arguments. The challenge of the analysis lies in controlling
term (1), because Algorithm 2 applies the xPO update (with function approximation) rather than the idealized
per-state policy mirror descent update, which prevents us from utilizing existing techniques in the literature
(Zhan et al., 2023a; Lan, 2023). We solve this difficulty by using the following key lemma:

Lemma 6.1. For any C' > 0, we have that for all policies m € Il¢o,

1 & BC 1 5=
70 () 7)) 5 n—+,6’C+f— ZEx~p9w
t=1

T

* % ZE$NP [<?t( ) Gt( t+17x7 '),7’((%) - 7Tt+1($)>} )

t=1
where Gt (m,x,a) := 3 ((1 + %)QS (,fﬁ‘fm)) - % (7::;((?1‘@))))'

With this lemma, we only need to bound the quantity & >°/_ E,, [(7(z,-) — GY(x'*, 2, ), 7(z) — 7'+ (2))]

in order to bound term (1). However, this term can be upper bounded by E; ., a~r(z),brme (2) ‘?‘(x, a) —

which can then

(m b) fﬂt+1 ot (‘T7 a, b) H and Exwp,aNﬂt+1(m),b~7r,ef(w) Hﬁ(l‘, a) ( ) fﬂ,t+1 ot (.T, a, b) :| s
be bounded by applying similar techniques to those in the proof of Lemma E.3. This concludes the proof.

7 Discussion

Our work gives the first practical, general-purpose algorithm for offline alignment that enjoys provable
robustness to overoptimization and sample complexity guarantees based on single-policy concentrability.
Conceptually, our results contribute to a growing body of research that highlights the statistical benefits of
x2-divergence for reinforcement learning (Wang et al., 2024; Gabbianelli et al., 2024; Amortila et al., 2024),
and offer an example of fruitful interplay between reinforcement learning theory and language modeling. From
this perspective, we expect that our analysis techniques and algorithm design ideas will find broader use.

We are evaluating the empirical performance of PO in large language models as part of ongoing work. Natural
technical directions raised by our paper include (i) developing a tight understanding of minimax sample
complexity and instance-optimality for offline alignment with general policy classes; (ii) understanding the
tightest possible problem-dependent sample complexity guarantees for offline alignment with general preference
models (in light of our lower bounds in Section 6); and (iii) extending our techniques to reinforcement learning
settings beyond offline alignment (e.g., general Markov decision processes).
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Part I
Additional Results

A Additional Related Work

Theoretical algorithms for offline alignment. Much of prior theoretical work on offline alignment
considers algorithms that are tailored to linearly parameterized policies (Zhu et al., 2023; Zhan et al., 2023b;
Li et al., 2023; Xiong et al., 2023). For general policy classes, Ye et al. (2024) provide an algorithm that
achieves sample complexity guarantees based on single-policy concentrability, but the algorithm requires
computation of an uncertainty bonus which cannot be implemented faithfully for large language models.
Ji et al. (2024) provide an algorithm that achieves single-policy concentrability using self-play, but their
approach requires the non-standard realizability assumption that for all 7 € II, there exists 7’ € II such

that r(z,a) = Blog :/(((;‘I?) — Zr () for some function Z . (z) that depends on x, but not the action a. In

addition, their algorithm is iterative, and requires solving a DPO-like objective many times (roughly 1/¢2
iterations are required to achieve accuracy €). Most relevant to our work, Liu et al. (2024); Cen et al. (2024);
Fisch et al. (2024) propose solving the appealingly simple DPO + SFT objective in Eq. (5). As we discuss
in detail in Appendix A.1, this objective fails to achieve single-policy concentrability unless non-standard
convexity assumptions on the policy class or reward model class hold.

A number of other works consider the hybrid setting for alignment where—in addition to offline preference
data from s, the algorithm has access to online feedback (Xiong et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2024; Chang
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et al., 2024; Song et al., 2024). While it is straightforward to achieve guarantees based on single-policy
concentrability in this setting, this is a stronger feedback model than what we consider, and is not always
realistic. Our work is also complementary to fully online alignment, which dispenses with coverage conditions
entirely but requires active exploration (Xu et al., 2020; Novoseller et al., 2020; Pacchiano et al., 2021; Wu
and Sun, 2023; Zhan et al., 2023c; Chen et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023b; Du et al., 2024; Das et al., 2024; Ye
et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2024; Cen et al., 2024).

Generalizations of DP0. Wang et al. (2023a) provide a generalization of the DPO reparameterization trick
which supports general f-divergences that satisfy certain regularity conditions. Their work does not provide
sample complexity guarantees or theoretical guidance on which choices of f-divergence are preferable, but our
main algorithm PO, can be derived as a special case of their technique with a novel choice of f-divergence.
Tang et al. (2024) also provide a general framework for deriving DPO variants with general loss functions, but
our algorithm does not appear to be a special case of their framework.

Offline reinforcement learning theory. The theory of offline reinforcement learning addresses challenges
similar to overoptimization, which is typically describes through the language of distribution shift. Many
of these works, using pessimism and related algorithmic techniques, provide guarantees that are robust to
partial coverage of the data collection policy m.ef, which is reflected in sample complexity guarantees based
on single-policy concentrability and similar coverage conditions. While this line of work provides efficient
algorithms for simple (e.g., tabular or linear) settings (Liu et al., 2020; Jin et al., 2021; Rashidinejad et al.,
2021), existing approaches that support general function approximation (Xie et al., 2021; Uehara and Sun,
2021; Zhan et al., 2022; Chen and Jiang, 2022) cannot be implemented efficiently for language models without
non-trivial modifications. See also closely related research on policy optimization and evaluation in statistics
and econometrics (Athey and Wager, 2021; Chernozhukov et al., 2019; Kallus and Uehara, 2020).

x2-divergence in reinforcement learning. Our work contributes to a growing body of research that
uses x2-divergence to derive reinforcement learning algorithms with novel statistical guarantees.” Notably,
our work is inspired by Wang et al. (2024) (see also Gabbianelli et al. (2024)), who use a regularizer similar

to x2-divergence to derive single-policy concentrability guarantees for contextual bandits. Compared to the

7(al|z)
Tref (a] )
As a result of this diference, their regularizer is not suitable for large action spaces. By addressing this
shortcoming, we expect our y2-regularization approach to find further use in offline RL.

x2-regularizer C™ = E, [ } we use, their regularizer takes the form E, [m} , which is always larger.

Other related works include (i) Duan et al. (2020) show that y2-divergence plays a fundamental role in offline
RL with linear function approximation; (i) Zhan et al. (2022) use y?-regularization to provide guarantees based
on single-policy concentrability for an offline RL method based on weight function learning; and (iii) Amortila
et al. (2024) provide online RL algorithms that explore by directly minimizing an exploration objective based
on x2-divergence. We mention in passing that a number of recent works apply x2-regularization (Zhu et al.,
2020; Lee et al., 2021; Ma et al., 2022a,b; Zhu and Zhang, 2024) empirically.

Empirical research on offline alignment. Our work uses DPO (Rafailov et al., 2023) as a starting point.
Many algorithms prior works have built upon DPO with the aim of addressing specific shortcomings, including
Liu et al. (2023); Tang et al. (2024); Azar et al. (2024); Rosset et al. (2024); Chen et al. (2024); Wu et al.
(2024); Tajwar et al. (2024). Closely related, there is a large body of research that attempts to understand
and mitigate overoptimization in offline alignment from a purely empirical perspective (Michaud et al., 2020;
Tien et al., 2022; Coste et al., 2023; Dong et al., 2023; Eisenstein et al., 2023; Gao et al., 2023; Moskovitz
et al., 2023; Pal et al., 2024; Rita et al., 2024; Rafailov et al., 2024a; Zhang et al., 2024).

A.1 Detailed Comparison to DPO + SFT

In this section, we give additional background on the suboptimality of the DPO + SFT objective in Eq. (5).
Let 5 > 0 be the KL-regularization parameter and o > 0 be an optimism parameter. Consider the setting

"More classically, x2-divergence is known to play a fundamental role in asymptotic statistics (Tsybakov, 2008; Duchi and
Namkoong, 2019).
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in which I = {m,(a | ) = Tef(a | 2) exp(B~(r(z,a) — Z.(x))) | r € R} for a given reward function class
R C (X x A— R). Liu et al. (2024); Cen et al. (2024); Fisch et al. (2024) propose solving (variants of) the
objective

%max—min = argmax 7rﬂléi}zl{oz(EINP’QNW(.|I)’bwmef(.|aj) [r(a) — T(b)] — ﬁDKL(ﬂ' H Wref)) + E(r)}, (29)
where the max ranges over the space of all policies, and where £(r) := —1 Z(z,a+,a_)er,ef logofr(z,ay) —r(x,a_)]

is the negative log-likelihood under the Bradley-Terry model. Liu et al. (2024) show that for general policy
classes, this algorithm attains sample complexity guarantees scaling with single-policy concentrability; Cen
et al. (2024) provide similar results for the special case of linearly parameterized policies.

The objective in Eq. (29) is non-trivial to implement for language models. To derive the DPO + SFT objective
in Eq. (5), Liu et al. (2024) observe that if R is convex, the minimax theorem implies that the objective value
in Eq. (29) is equivalent to the value for the min-max objective

min max{ e (Epnp anr( ) bmme 1) [1(@) = 7(0)] = BDRu(T || W) + £(r) - (30)
This leads to a natural algorithmic strategy adopted by (Liu et al., 2024; Cen et al., 2024; Fisch et al.,
2024): Let Tmin-max be the minimizing reward function in Eq. (30) and let 7z, —the optimal policy in the
KL-regularized MDP with reward function 7minmax—be the final policy returned by the algorithm. After
standard manipulations, one can then show that 7 is equivalent to

1 _
argmax{ o - E,_[Blogn(a | z)] + — Z log [U (5 log _mlay|z) Blog M)} . (31)
mell L W Tref (a4 | 7) Tref(a— | )

We call this policy 7ppossrr. The sample complexity analyses for the Tppo,ser policy (Eq. (31)) in (Liu et al.,
2024; Cen et al., 2024) rely on showing that the objective value in Eq. (30) is equivalent to the value in
Eq. (29), which is not guaranteed to hold if R is non-convex (e.g., if R is a class of neural networks).® Indeed,
the following proposition shows that, for non-convex reward classes R, the DPO + SFT objective in Eq. (31)
fails to achieve a statistical guarantee based on single-policy concentrability, even when Eq. (29) succeeds.

Proposition A.1. Letn € N with n > 2 be given. There exists a reward class R with |R| =2, a problem
instance (p,r) satisfying realizability (r € R) and r € [0,1], a data collection policy e, and universal
constants ¢y € (0,1) and cqg,c3 > 0 such that the following hold:

1. There exists a policy T such that ||T/mref|loo < 2; yet

2. For any B < (2log(n))~! and o > 0, the minimaz policy Tminmax (Fq. (30)) and DPO+SFT policy
Toposser (Eq. (31)) derived from a dataset Dyres of n samples from s incur suboptimality

J(7) — J(Toposst) = J(T) — J (Tmin-max) > C2,
with probability at least c;.

3. For any B > (2log(n))™! and a > 0, the minimaz policy Tmin-max (Eq. (30)) and DPO+SFT policy
Torosset (Eq. (51)) derived from a dataset Dyres of n samples from s incur suboptimality

J(7) — J(Topossrr) = J () — J (Tmin-max) >

with probability at least c; .

On the other hand, we observe that for the instance in Proposition A.1, xPO (via Theorem 3.1) with 8 o< 1/y/n
and the class II = {n(a | 2) = mef(a | z) - ¢~ (B~ (r(2,a) — Z,(2))) | r € R} achieves

1@ -9 5| EL < L

8Precisely, Liu et al. (2024) provide guarantees for Tmax-min With general reward class R and establish equivalence of TTmax-min
and Tmin-max when R is convex, while Cen et al. (2024) consider linear function approximation, which yields the required convexity.
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highlighting the fact that xPO meaningfully adapts to single-policy concentrability even when the technical
conditions required by DPO+SFT do not hold; see also Section 4. We find this conclusion to be somewhat
surprising, as Xie et al. (2024) show that an optimistic counterpart to Eq. (31), which negates the SFT
term, enjoys strong guarantees for online alignment with general policy classes without requiring convexity
conditions.

Although our construction does not establish inconsistency in the 8 > (2log(n))~! regime, in general,
DPO+SFT will incur O(B) bias if one aims to compete with the optimal policy. Due to restriction that g
must be rather large, this results in an exponentially slower rate of convergence than xPO.

Proof of Proposition A.1. Let n € N with n > 2 be given. We consider a problem instance with
X ={x1,22} and A = {ap, a1, az,as}, so that | A| = 4. We define a reward class with two reward functions
R :={ry,re} as follows. For i € {1,2}:

ri(z1,a0) = ¢, and 7ri(x1,a1) =ri(21,a2) = ri(r1,a3) =0
ri(za,a0) =1/2, 7ri(x2,a;) =1, and ri(ze,a;) =0 Vj #i.

Here ¢ € [0, 1] will be chosen at the end of the proof. The context distribution is p = unif(X’), and we define
mref for each x; € {x1, 22} via

Tref(ao | i) =1/2,  mef(ar | @) = mef(az | ;) =1/(2n), and mef(as | ;) = (n —2)/(2n).

Let r1 be the true reward function. Recall that Dyrer = {(2, a4, a_)} consists of n tuples (z, a4, a_) obtained
by sampling = ~ p and a pair of actions (a,b) ~ 7. and labeling them as (ay,a_) via the Bradley-Terry
model in Eq. (1) with reward r1. Define a “bad” event under this process:

& := {No tuples in Dy contain a; or as}.
We can lower bound the probability of £ as follows:
P[E°] < Play in Dpref] + Plag in Dpref]
=2(1—(1-1/2n)") <2(1 — e Y21 —1/(4n))) < 2(1 — Te~Y/2/8) < 0.94,
where the first inequality uses that (1 — z/n)" > e~®(1 — 2%/n) for n > 1 and |z| < n. We conclude that
P[€] > 0.06 =: c;.

Let £(r; Dpref) = — % Z(w,aJr,a,)er,ef log o[r(x,ay) — r(x,a_)] denote the DPO loss. Observe that conditioned
on &, we have that L£(r1; Dpref) = L£(72; Dprer). Noting that

mgx{E,r [r] = Ere[r] = BDkL(7 || Tref) } = Enr, [r] = Ere[r] — BDki (7 || 7ref),

is the same for both r € R, we see that both r; and 79 optimize the minimax objective in Eq. (30). Thus,
breaking ties adversarially, we can choose Tminmax = 7, under & for all values of 5 > 0 and o > 0. By the
equivalence between the minimax objective in Eq. (30) and the DPO+SFT objective in Eq. (31) (Liu et al.,
2024; Cen et al., 2024; Fisch et al., 2024), for II = {m,,, 7, }, we can choose Tppo,sFr = 7y, in Eq. (31) under
€. Indeed, under &£, the DPO+SFT objective is equivalent to argmax o Ex [log 7(a)], and 7, and 7., have
the same value for this objective.

To conclude we choose 7(-) = ag, which has ||7 /7|, = 2. It remains to calculate the suboptimality gap.
J(7) — J(Torosser) = J () — J (Tmin-max) = J(7) — J(7r,)

under €. Note that J(7) = (/2 + 1/4. We decompose the reward for 7., on instance r into two components,
corresponding to the two contexts x1, xs:

J(mry) = 5 (Banm,, [F1(21,0)] + Earr,, [r1 (22, a)]) = %(Jl(ﬁ) + Ja2(B))

N | =
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r1(x1, ao)mef(ao | 1) exp(ra (21, ag)/B) ¢/2exp(¢/B)

J1(8) = Z(ra, 1) T 1/2e(C/B) +1/2
() = a2 expalin o) Pt (el [ xplrelte. 00) )

B 1/4e*/28 +1/(2n)
©1/2e1/28 £ e1/8/(2n) + (n—1)/(2n)’

where Z(ro, x) 1= Y c 4 Tref(a | ) exp(ra(z, a)/B).

We first consider the small 8 regime. Here we use the upper bound J;(8) < ¢ and focus on J3(3). Note that
J2(f) is increasing with § for § < 1/(2log(n)). In particular, if we consider 5 = 1/(clog(n)) for ¢ > 2, then
the expression above is equal to

n®?/4+1/(2n) < n®?/4 +1/(2n)
ne/2/2 +ne=1/2+ (n—1)/(2n) ~— n/2 4+ (n—1)/(2n)

J2(B) = <1/4+ < 3/8,

znc/2+1 —
where the last inequality holds when ¢ > 2 and n > 2. We set ¢ = 2, so that as long as n > 2, J(m,,) < %.
Thus, the suboptimality is

J(%)J(wm)2§+1<§+136>2116”2'

Next consider the regime where 5 > 1/(2log(n)). Analogously to before, note that J»(8) < 1/2. On the
other hand, J; () is monotonically decreasing with S, so using 8 > 1/(2log(n)) we obtain the bound
¢ exp(2¢log(n)) n*

Ji(B) < exp(2¢log(n)) +1 =< n2 1

So in this case, the suboptimality is

n2¢ >>C. 1 log(2)
4

X 41 n%

- ¢
OEFCREFHE 7%~ 161og(n)

if we set ¢ =log(2)/(2log(n)) which is in [0, 1] under the assumption that n > 2. O

B Applying xPO to the Token-Level MDP

We formalize the offline alignment problem as a (preference-based) contextual bandit problem. Other works
(Rafailov et al., 2024b; Xie et al., 2024) instead adopt a token-level MDP formulation for alignment. In the
token-level MDP with horizon H, the initial state s; ~ p represents a prompt, each action a; represents a

token (with A representing the vocabulary), and the state s, = (s1,a1,...,a,—1) is the prompt and sequence
of tokens so far. The language model policy 7 maps the current state s;, = (s1,a1,...,ap—1) to a distribution
over the next token aj, ~ 7(sp), and the final trajectory 7 = (s1,a1), ..., (s, an) produced by this process

represents the language model’s response to the prompt s;.

To apply xPO to the token-level MDP, we assume access to a dataset of labeled responses Dprer = {(s1, 74, 7—)}
which is labeled according to the Bradley-Terry model

exp(r(7 | s1))
exp(r( | s1)) + exp(r(7 | 51))

P(r>=7]|s1)= (32)

for an unknown trajectory-level reward function (7 | s1). Defining 7(7 | s1) = HhH:1 m(ap | sp), the xPO
objective takes the form

romme ¥ sl (v () (G ) )]

(.’I,‘,‘r+ sT— ) E'Dpref
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which can be derived by reparameterizing the objective

ngix(w) = E51~p,7~7r|51[7"(7 ‘ 51)] -B- Dx2(7r H Tref) — [ - DKL(W [l 7ref),

T(T|S 2 T(T|S
where Dy (7 || mef) = %Esle,TNﬂredsl [(Wref(l‘;z) - 1) ] and DL (7 || ref) = Eg, wp,romlsy [log mef(lléz)} are the

trajectory-level x2- and KL-divergence.

From a statistical perspective, the token-level MDP formulation is identical to the contextual bandit
formulation, treating the trajectory 7 as a composite action, and Eq. (33) coincides with Eq. (9) under this
interpretation. Consequently, Theorem 3.1 applies as-is to the token-level xPO objective in Eq.(33). In
particular, as long as 7} € II, where 7; is the policy that satisfies

75 (7 | 51)

Tref (T | 51)

r(r ) = 0 )+ Zassalon)

token-level xPO ensures that with probability at least 1 — §, for all #* € II,

T * 2 4Rmax
C 10g(|H|/6) + B . CT( 4 ﬂ71 . Vmaxe 10g(‘H|/5)’ (34)

n n

J(@*) = J(7) < Vipaxe?Hmox .

where C™ := Eg, ) rmn|s; |:TTTFE7(—7"T;1)):|

C Sample Complexity Guarantees for xy>-RLHF

The x2-regularization framework we consider (Section 3.1) can be used to derive algorithms beyond just PO,
and we expect it to find broader use. To highlight this, in this section we analyze the algorithm that directly
optimizes a variant of the x2-regularized RLHF objective in Eq. (6); this can be accomplished via policy
optimization methods such as PPO, in the vein of classical RLHF approaches to offline alignment (Christiano
et al., 2017; Bai et al., 2022; Ouyang et al., 2022; von Werra et al., 2020). As we will show, a benefit of
directly optimizing the RLHF objective is that it allows us to provide guarantees that avoid dependence on
the Vinax parameter in Theorem 3.1, which may lead to improvement when II includes policies with very large

or very small density ratios ﬂif
ref

Algorithm. Our algorithm, xY?-RLHF is displayed in Algorithm 3. At the population level, the algorithm

aims to optimize a variant of Eq. (7) that incorporates a small but important modification that allows

us to avoid dependencies on ﬂif Given smoothing parameter n > 0, define the smoothed x2-divergence

Dy (|| Tref) := Ep [%} We aim to find
argmax Jg , (1) 1= B [r*(2,a)] — BDy2. (7 || mref) (35)

m(a | x)
Tref(@ | r) + 777T(a | x)

= argmaxE, {r*(w,a) - B

The smoothing parameter 7 effectively clips the policy ratio in D,z (7 || mer) Where mef(alz) < nm(alz);
D,z (- || -) corresponds to the special (non-clipped) case where 7 = 0. In particular, clipping ensures a
uniform bound of the form D, 2., (7 || Tef) < 7', whereas the best bound we can hope for with the unclipped
7(a|x)
Tref (a] )
guarantees that avoid dependence on all-policy concentrability or parameters similar to Viax.

x?-divergence is D2 (7 || M) = EW[ } < CZ. For this reason, smoothing will allow us to obtain

To optimize Eq. (35), Algorithm 3 takes two datasets as input, along with a user-specified reward model
class R and policy class II. The first dataset, Dpyef, is labeled with human preferences, and is used to learn
a reward model 7 via maximum likelihood estimation in Line 1. The second, Dy, contains only unlabeled
contexts sampled from p, and is utilized in Line 3 to learn a policy that approximately maximizes an empirical
version of Eq. (35). Importantly, because Line 3 involves an empirical expectation over only contexts, it is a
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Algorithm 3 2-RLHF

input: Reference policy 7, preference dataset Dpyrer, unlabeled context dataset Dy, x2-regularization
coefficient 8 > 0, smoothing parameter n > 0.

1: Estimate reward model via maximum likelihood:

7 < argmax E loglo (r(z,a4) —r(z,a-))]. (36)
reR
(w:a+7a7)€DPref

2: Define x%-regularized RLHF objective: j\g,n(w) = ni Y weD, (IEQNW(.|I) [F(z,a)] =B, %)

3: Policy optimization: Compute 7 € II such that

Jp.n(T) > max Jg ,(7) — opt-
well

4: return: 7.

purely computational problem that we can solve using algorithms like PPO; we allow for tolerance eop¢, in
Line 3 to accommodate optimization error from such algorithms. By using unlabeled contexts in Line 3, we
can obtain tighter guarantees when D, is large. This is often the case in practice, where unlabeled contexts
are cheap to obtain, but preferences can be expensive to query.

Theoretical guarantees. To analyze x?-RLHF, we make similar assumptions to those utilized in Theorem 3.1
for xPO. Since y2-RLHF utilizes separate reward and policy classes, we require realizability conditions for both.
Namely, R must be able to express the true reward function r*, and I must include the optimal policy for
the regularized RLHF objective in Eq. (35).

Assumption C.1. The reward function class satisfies v € R, and is bounded so that r(x,a) € [0, Rmax] for
allr € R and (z,a) € X x A.

Assumption C.2. The policy class 11 satisfies ng e II, where 77/’5*77, is the optimal policy for Eq. (35).

Below is our main sample complexity guarantee for y?-RLHF. While it is stated for a fixed, S-dependent
smoothing parameter for compactness, the most general version of this result (Theorem H.1) applies to
general 7.

’ 8Rmax
probability at least 1— 6, x>-RLHF (Algorithm 3) produces a policy T such that for all policies 7™ simultaneously,
we have

Theorem C.1. Let 8 > 0 be given, and suppose Assumptions C.1 and C.2 hold any n € [0 i] With

R2_ e*fmlog(|R|/6)

+ 6 . Cﬂ'* + 571 . Zlmax 10g(|H|/5)

J(5%) = J(7) S R | € L08IRI0)
~ max n

n Ty

In particular, given any comparator policy ™, we can choose the regularization parameter B to achieve

oo [CTIRRITD) | [log(lje) )

n Ny

J(m) = J(T) S

Rmaxe

Above, we see that x2-RLHF, like xPO, has sample complexity that scales only with the single-policy concen-
trability coefficient ™", and holds for all comparator policies 7* simultaneously. Since the choice of 3 induces
a similar bias-overoptimization tradeoff in the first statement of Theorem C.1 as it did in Theorem 3.1 for
XPO, we focus our discussion on the guarantee for a tuned choice of 5 (Eq. (37)). The first term in Eq. (37)
accounts for the reward estimation error (Line 1) and scales with C™; as before, this accounts for how well
rewards estimated from 7.f transfer to other candidate policies. The second term in Eq. (37) accounts for the
statistical error from sampled contexts used in Line 3 for policy optimization. In particular, it is possible
to drive this term to be much smaller than the first by using a larger unlabeled context dataset, which is
typically far cheaper to acquire.
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Computationally efficiency. Theorem C.1 bounds the sample complexity of x2-RLHF under the assumption
that we can solve Line 3 up to eopt-accuracy. This is a purely computational problem, and in practice it can
be solved using policy gradient methods such as PPO.

Comparison to xP0. Unlike xPO (Theorem 3.1), Theorem C.1 has no dependence on the parameter Viax
or quantities such as ﬂ” < max, CT. We primarily attribute this to the fact that y?-RLHF uses an explicit
reward function class R and normalizing or clipping it to the reward range Rnax is both natural and routinely
done in practice (Shah et al., 2015; Christiano et al., 2017; Ouyang et al., 2022). In comparison, the implicit
reward models induced by the policy class IT in xPO can have larger range, and clipping the policy class in
XPO directly, e.g., so that |3¢()] is bounded, is misguided, because the policy class may lose realizability

(Assumption 3.1). This is because r*(z,a) = 5(1)( 7r‘*’(a‘m)) + Zg (), and the normalization factor Zg ,«

Tref (@] )
cannot be reasonably accounted for when clipping II. While the V. (Assumption 3.2) parameter involves
pairs of action probabilities, and thereby sidesteps the normalization constant issue, it may not always be
practical to modify II so that V.« is bounded, since this would require checking all pairs of each policy’s
action probabilities.

However, using an explicit reward function class alone is not enough. As discussed previously, when we move
from implicit to explicit y2-regularization, incorporating the smoothing parameter 1 in Eq. (35) is essential
to avoid statistical errors due to policies with large density ratios when we approximate the y2-regularizer
empirically. A careful choice of 7 = 3/ Rmax in Theorem C.1 balances the benefits of clipping against the bias
it introduces. Without smoothing (i.e., n = 0), a guarantee that depends on max, C%, for x2-RLHF would
be unavoidable, since the sample complexity must scale with the range of the problem, which grows with
the magnitude of the regularizer. See Corollary H.2 in Appendix H for a guarantee in the case where n = 0,
which highlights this.

Part 11

Proofs

D Preliminaries

Recall that for a pair of probability measures P and Q with a common dominating measure w, Hellinger

distance is defined via
P
D}(P,Q) = <\/d -\ ) (38)

Lemma D.1 (MLE for conditional density estimation (e.g., Wong and Shen (1995); de Geer (2000); Zhang
(2006); Agarwal et al. (2020))). Consider a conditional density p* : X — A(Y), where X is the instance
space and Y is the target space. Let D = {(z%,y")}_; be a dataset in which (z*,y') are drawn i.i.d. as
2t~ p € A(X) and y* ~ p*(y | x). Suppose we have a finite function class P such that p* € P, where
p(- | x) € A(Y) for allp € P and x € X. Define the mazimum likelihood estimator

P := argmax Z logp(y | x).
PEP (ay)eD

Then with probability at least 1 — 9,

2log(|P|6~1)

n

Eanp [DA(D( | 2),p*(- | 2))] <
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E Proofs for Section 3

This section is organized as follows. First, in Appendix E.1, we analyze a more general version of yPO that
mixes KL-regularization with x2-regularization using a mixing parameter v € (0, 1], and present its sample
complexity guarantee in Theorem E.1. xPO is a special case with v = 1, and Appendix E.2 shows (with a
one-line proof) that Theorem 3.1 follows directly from Theorem E.1 with this parameter choice.

E.1 General Version of Theorem 3.1

As previously described at the end of Section 3.3, xPO can be applied in a more general form where the
KL-regularization is mixed with y?-regularization using a weight parameter v € (0,1]. In this section, we
analyze the sample complexity for this form of the algorithm, of which xPO is a special case with v = 1, which
directly leads to the guarantee in Theorem 3.1.

Concretely, given regularization parameter 8 > 0 and weight parameter v € (0, 1], we aim to solve the mixed
x2-regularized objective

argmax J37(m) = Ex[r*(z,a)] — B Dy2(m || Trer) — B - Do (T || Tref)- (39)
T X—A(A) /
The regularization term D,z (7 || ref) + v - Di(7 || Tref) = Dy, (7 || meef) is an f-divergence induced by the
function fy, ,(2) := 3(z — 1)® + yzlog z. Correspondingly, we replace the link function ¢(-) in xPO with

¢(2) == 2 + ylog(2),
and output the policy

7 + argmax > log [a (clinRmax [5% (”(“*'9”)) — B, (”(“‘mﬂ )] . (40)

mell (2,04 .0 )€ Dyer Wref(a+ ‘ 1’) Wref(af | (E)

To give a sample complexity guarantee for Eq. (40), we require that IT can express the optimal regularized
policy for the objective J;;T‘YX in Eq. (39). This generalizes Assumption 3.1 for xP0, which corresponds to the
special case where v = 1.

Assumption E.1 (Policy realizability). The policy class I1 satisfies 75, € 1L, where 7y is the optimal
policy under mived x2-reqularization (Eq. (11)).

We also assert that, analogous to Assumption 3.2, the “implicit” reward models induced by the policy class II
and the link function ¢, have bounded range.

Assumption E.2 (Bounded implicit rewards). For a parameter Viax > Rmax, it holds that for all © € 11,

re X, anda,be A,
50 (2L — o (TG ) | < Vo (41)

Tref(a | @) Tref(b | )

We now state the sample complexity guarantee for the policy learned in Eq. (40). The first bound applies to
general 8 > 0 and 7 € (0, 1], while in the second we obtain a tight statistical rate by choosing the parameter
[ as a function of the comparator policy 7*.

Theorem E.1 (General version of Theorem 3.1). Suppose Assumptions E.1 and E.2 hold for some 8 >0
and y € (0,1]. With probability at least 1 — &, the variant of xPO in Eq. (40) produces a policy T such that for
all policies ™ simultaneously, we have

207 log(|TI| /68 cr 256V 2 e4himax 1og(|11| /6
Oi(| |/ )+ﬂ(1+7)7+/@71 maxe - Og(‘ |/ )

J(@*) = J(7) < 32Vpaye?fmo .

In particular, given any comparator policy 7™, we can choose f = 32VmaX62Rm3X\/% to achieve

J(1*) = J(7) < (64 + 47) Vipaxe? i - CﬂlogTﬂHW)'
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The bias-overoptimization tradeoffs induced by the choice of # in Theorem E.1 are identical to those for
Theorem 3.1 (and described there). Let us briefly discuss the influence of v on the sample complexity. We first
observe that choice of v € (0, 1] changes the bound by only a small multiplicative factor, which implies that -y
can be arbitrarily small as long as it is positive. For the analysis, this is natural because the KL-divergence is
dominated by the x2-divergence, and, as discussed in Section 3.2, KL-regularization is only needed to enable
the DPO-style reparameterization trick for Eq. (40) (in particular, the x2-RLHF algorithm in Appendix C,
which does not require reparameterization, obtains similar guarantees using pure x2-regularization). It is
worth noting, however, that the v parameter can implicitly influence the magnitude of Vj,.x, as well as the
policy realizability condition. As such, practical consequences of this hyperparameter choice may not be fully
captured by Theorem E.1.

Proof of Theorem E.1. Recall that the link function ¢, induces a correspondence between policies in the
class IT and the implicit reward functions they induce (or, equivalently, between policies and the Bradley-Terry
preference models they express). Our proof centers around the implicit reward model induced by the learned

policy T,
F(z,0) = B b, (M)

Tref(a | ©

which will allow us to move between the PO objective (Eq. (40)) and the RLHF objective (Eq. (39)). In
particular, we establish two key facts, which together show that Eq. (40) implicitly solves Eq. (39):

1. (Lemma E.3) The reward model 7 is an accurate estimate of r* on the distribution of 7.f. Moreover,
we can transfer this guarantee to the distribution of any policy 7 by paying a multiplicative (1 +
2D, 2 (7 || meef))-factor.

2. (Lemma E.2) 7 maximizes the RLHF objective in Eq. (39) with reward model 7, namely,

T = argnll_IaXEﬂ [F(x,a)] = B+ Dya(m || mrer) — By - Do (7 || Tref)- (42)
S

Establishing these relationships enables us to analyze the xPO policy 7 defined in Eq. (40) through the RLHF
formulation in Eq. (42), allowing us to appeal to pessimism-based arguments to show that xPO is insensitive
to overoptimization error that might otherwise be encountered when learning a policy from off-policy data.

Implicit reward model 7. The xPO objective in Eq. (40) is equivalent to maximum likelihood estimation
with the Bradley-Terry preference model over the induced reward function class

m(a | x)
R :=<r(z,a) =75 ()I’/TGH}.
o= {rne) =0 (2075
Then, since 7 is the maximizer in Eq. (40), we can equivalently write

7 = argmax Z logo(clipyg, [r(as | 2) —r(a_ | z)]). (43)

r€Rn (z,a4,a_)EDpres

The following lemma, which builds on a standard MLE generalization bound (Lemma D.1) bounds the
error of 7 under the action distribution induced by . Recall that we use E, ./[-] as shorthand for

Eyropamr(-la) b (-|) [
Lemma E.1. Suppose Assumption E.1 holds. Then with probability at least 1 — &, the policy T output by
Eq. (40) satisfies

Edtat = Brumas [(C“Pyzmax [F(2,a) — 7(2,b)] - clipyp,, [r*(x,a) — r*(x,)])

2} < 128 k2, B log(|T1|/5)
- n

Lemma E.1, along with all further supporting lemmas, is proven in the sequel. This result measures the error
of 7 using the clipped differences of rewards for pairs of actions (z,a,b) drawn from 7. Clipping the range
of the implicit/explicit reward functions to 2Rmax ensures that the statistical error does not depend on Viax.
One minor but important detail in the proof is showing that Assumption E.1 implies R includes the true
reward function r* up to an action-independent shift, so that the true preference model is realizable.
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Implicit RLHF policy optimization. Having established the accuracy of 7, we now show that Eq. (40)
finds the optimal policy to the RLHF objective in Eq. (42) when 7 is used as the reward model, i.e.,

T = argrr%[ax Jgﬁ‘yX,?(w) = Ex[r(z,a)] — B - Dy2(7 || mref) — By - D (7 || Tref)- (44)
TE

This is a direct consequence of the result in Lemma E.2; which shows that an analogous property holds for
general f-divergences. In particular, for any convex function f and policy m, the policy « is itself the optimal
solution to the f-divergence-regularized RLHF objective under the implicit reward model induced by 7 with
the link function f’.

Lemma E.2. Let f : (0,00) — R be a convex function with f(1) = 0. Further, f is differentiable
almost everywhere and 0 ¢ dom(f’), where we define f'(0) := limg o @10 g £(0) := limg o f(z).

Given any parameter 8 > 0 and valid policy 7 : X — A(A), with w(a | ;) € dom(f’) for all (z,a), let
7(z,a) = 5f’< 7(alz) ) be the implicit reward model. Then

7Tref(a‘z)

7€ argmax Er[F(z,a)] — BDs(m|| mref)-
T:X—>A(A)

Since fy, . . = ¢y =z +ylogz for v > 0, clearly 0 ¢ dom(¢-). Further, under Assumption E.2, w(a | x) >0
for all m € II (otherwise Vinax would be undefined), thus 7(a | ) € dom(¢,) for all (z,a). The claim in

Eq. (44) then directly follows.

Estimation error translation. To proceed, we will use condition on Lemma E.1 and use the event in this
lemma to relate the estimated RLHF objective in Eq. (42) to the “true” RLHF objective that replaces 7 with
r*. An immediate challenge is that the RLHF objective in Eq. (42) must evaluate E[r(x,a)] for all 7 € II,
and accuracy under 7 does not immediately imply that 7" is accurate for other policies. The following bound
quantifies the effects of this distribution shift using the x2-divergence, and expresses how the estimation
guarantee for 7 in Lemma E.1 transfers to other policies 7 of interest.

Lemma E.3. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds. Then for any m : X — A(A), under the event in Lemma E.1,
we have

2Vmax

max

Eﬂ,ﬂref[ : \/(1 + 2Dx2 (7T H ﬂ'ref)) 'Egtam

r(z,a) — F(x,b) — (r*(z,a) — r*(z,b))]] <

where €%, is the off-policy estimation error defined in Lemma E.1.

It is worth noting that Lemma E.3 bounds the unclipped on-policy estimation error (on the LHS) in terms of
the clipped off-policy estimation error, and in making this translation we pay for Vi .x. As we will see shortly,
working with the unclipped 7 object is necessary for showing that Eq. (40) implicitly optimizes Eq. (42).

Pessimism-based regret decomposition. Equipped with the preceding lemmas, we can now bound the
regret for xPO. We decompose the regret using the RLHF objective J g";‘?(w*) defined in Eq. (44). Fixing an
arbitrary comparator policy 7*, we have

J(17) = J(7) = Eqe[r" (2, )] — Ez[r"(z,a)]

= Er[r*(2,a)] = J37 (7)) + T30 o(7%) — Ez[r* (2, a)]
< Ens [P (2, 0)] = I3 A(n") + T30 A7) — Bz[r* (2, a)],

where the last inequality uses the optimality of 7 for Eq. (44).

Expanding the expression for ng?a we can further bound this by

J(7*) = J(7) < Enx[r*(z,a) — 7(x,a)] + BDy2 (7" || res) + ByDrL (7" || Tref)
+ E/TF [?(xﬂ a) - T*(x7 a)] - BDXZ (7? || 7Tref) - ﬂ’yDKL(% || 7Tref)

38



< B [r(z,a) = 7(x,a)] + B(1 + v) Dy (7 || 7rer)
+ Ez[7(z,a) — r*(x,a)] = BD2(T || mref)- (45)

In the last line, we use the fact that 0 < Dy (7 || ref) < Dy2(7 || mref) for any policy 7 to consolidate the
f-divergence terms. Specifically, this allows us to eliminate Dy (T || 7ref), and combine Dy (7* || mrf) and

D2 (7% || Trref)-
In order to bound the reward estimation error terms in Eq. (45) using the guarantee we have previously
established (Lemma E.3), we first center them using the return under the reference policy:
Ere[r*(z,a) = 7(x, a)] + Ez[F(z, a) — " (2, a)]
= B r [ (2,0) = 7(z,0 ?"*(l’ b) +7(,0)] + Bz [F(2, a) — 7™ (2, a) — 7(x,0) + 17 (x, )]
= Err A*(z,a,b) — (xv a, b)} + E# r [A(xa a,b) — A*(z, a, b)} )

where A*(z,a,b) := r*(z,a) — r*(z,b) and Alz,a ,b) 1= 7r(x,a) — 7(z, b) Substituting this identity back
into the regret decomposition in Eq. (45), we apply Lemma E.3 with €2, := 128R%3X64Rm3*w (from
Lemma E.1) to obtain

(%) = J(F) < B | A" (2, 0,8) = A(2,0,)] + B(1+7) Dya (7 | 7o)

+ B e [ B, 0,5) = A% (2,0,0)| = BD,2 (7 || 7oer)
2Vmax *
= (1 + 2D,z (7 || 71'ref)) “€2tar + AL +7) Dy (7% || Tref)

max

2Vimax =
+ Rma \/(1 + 2D, (7 || 7"'ref)) “€2at — BD (T || rer)

max

2Vimax T Bl +7) ( . Winax /= 8 -
= L LA S A 7771) A/ CT .2 77.<7771>
Rmax C gstat + 2 C + Rmax C Estat 9 C
2Vimax . BA+7) L« 2Viax ~ 8 =
e AU i e R M

max

IN

since C™ = 142D, (7 || mref), or equivalently D,z (m || Tper) = 2(C™—1). Lastly, we use the AM-GM inequality
to upper bound

2Vmax Cﬁ L2 2Vn213x Estat BC%
Rmax stat — R?naxﬁ D) ’

allowing us to conclude that

* ~ 2Vimax N Bl+7) .- _, V2 g2
T = I(R) < T fer R+ B 07 apt . Tmmta

max

Plugging in the expression for £, results in the first statement of Theorem E.1.

Choosing  for tight rates. For the second statement, given a comparator policy 7*, choosing g =

2Vma><

2
st at
1
R glves

J(m*) = J(7)

| /\

V.
max / * max / 2 max / *
Cﬂ- stat + 1 + C * Estat + R, CW stat
max max max
max / *
Cﬂ- stat

max




E.1.1 Proofs for Supporting Lemmas
Proof of Lemma E.1. Recall the reward-based MLE objective in Eq. (43),

T = argmax Z logo(clipyg, . [r(z,aq) — (2, a-)]).
r€Rn
(z,a4,a_ ) EDpres

To leverage standard generalization bounds for MLE, we re-interpret this objective as maximum likelihood
over a class of preference distributions under the Bradley-Terry model. For a reward function r, define for all
y € {+1,—1} and (x,a,b) € X x A x A its induced preference distribution:

P.(y|z,a,b) =1{y = +1} - U(CliPQRmax [r(z,a) — T(m,b)]) +y=-1}- U(CliPQRmaX[T($7 b) — r(x, a)]).

Consider the a class of preference models induced by Ry under this definition, Pry := {P, : 7 € Ry }. We can
equivalently write that

Pr = argmax Z logp(+1 | z,a4,a-),

PEPI (2,04 .0 ) €Dper

or, interpreting each tuple (z,a,a_) in Dprer as being induced by a tuple (z, a, a,y) in which (ay,a-) = (a, )
ify=+1and (at,a_) = (a,a) if y = —1,

Pr = argmax Z logp(y | x,a,a).
PEPI (2,0,,5) €Dyt

Next, we show that Pr« € Py, le., the induced preference model class realizes the true distribution. For 7 _,

define the reward model . (a]a)
~x% ﬂ-ﬁa"f alzx )
™(x,a) = = |

w0 =0 (e

which is equivalent to 7* up to an action-independent shift, namely, the normalization factor AB, , in Lemma E.4.
Since 75 € Il under Assumption E.1, we have 7* € Ry, and for all (z,a,b) € X x A x A, it holds that

clipyg, [ (x,a) =7 (x,0)] = clipgg,__ [ (2, a) —r*(x,b)] = r*(x,a) — r*(x,b).

The first equality is because action-independent shift between 7 and r* is cancelled out when taking the
difference of rewards, and the second equality is because, by assumption, r* € [0, Rnax]. As a result, the
reward difference is bounded in the same range and never clipped.

From this we conclude that P = P« € Pr, and realizability is satisfied. Further, it is easy to see that
P contains only valid distributions. Thus, having satisfied the necessary preconditions, we can invoke
Lemma D.1, which guarantees that with probability at least 1 — §, we have

_ 2log(/8)

- n

E‘ﬂ'reh‘ﬂ'ref [Da(P?( ‘ z,a, b)aPT*(' | x,a,b))]

To conclude, we extract a bound on reward estimation error from this Hellinger distance bound by using
Lemma E.5 with R =V = 2R, giving
. . ~ . 2
B usiras | (€liPar, [7(,0) = 7z, 0)] = clipyp,, [ (2, @) = 7 (@,0)])]

< 64t i RY - Eﬂ'rehﬂ'ref [DEI(P?( | T,a, b)v PT*(' | z,a, b))]

S 12864Rmaszan . 10g(|H|/5) .
n

Proof of Lemma E.2.
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First we rewrite the objective as a minimization problem,

argmin = — E[F(x,a)] + BD¢ (7 || mrer)

s.t. p(x) Zﬂ(a | z) = p(z) Ve,

a

plx)m(a|x) >0 vz, a.

Here, 7 is the primal variable, and denote the dual variables as A : X - R and o : X x A — [0, 00), which
correspond to the first and second constraints, respectively. The Lagrangian form is then

L(m, A, @) = = Ex[i(z,a)] + BDy(r || mer) + Y plz)A(2) (Zﬂ(a | ) = 1) =Y pl2)Yalz,a)r(a| ).

a

Slater’s condition holds since 7 itself is a strictly feasible solution, and the objective is convex in 7(a | ). Then
if (m, A\, ) satisfy the KKT conditions, they are the optimal primal and dual variables, which, overloading
notation, we denote as (7*, \*, a*).

We will demonstrate that setting 7* = 7, A* = 0, and o* = 0 satisfies the KKT conditions. First, we observe
that the proposed solutions are primal and dual feasible. Further, we have & > 0 since 0 ¢ dom(f’) and
7(a | ) € dom(f’). As aresult, p(z)a*(z,a)m(a | ) = 0 for all x,a, and complementary slackness is satisfied.
Lastly, for stationarity,

OL(m, A, a) ( ) ( w(a| ) ) )
————= =p(x)| —F(x,a) + ———— ) + X (2) — a*(z,a
e = o) (e + 87 ) 4 (@)~ 0*(@.0)
. (a|x)
= p(x)| —7(z,a +6’< >)
plo)(~riw)+ o (2o L2
AT ECER P E TR
= 07
where in the second line we substitute A* = 0 and o* = 0, and in third line we have utilized the definition of
7(x,a) from the lemma statement. O
Proof of Lemma E.3. For a pair of policies 7,7’ and p > 1, we define the norm |-||prxr =

(Ep amm pmrr[] - \p])l/p. In addition, for notational compactness, we abbreviate ﬁ(x, a,b) :==7r(x,a) — 7(x,b),
and A*(z,a,b) := r*(x,a) — r*(z,b).

Recall that our goal is to bound the (unclipped) reward estimation error under 7 using the (clipped) reward
estimation error m.f. We begin by decomposing

(IS — ||a* = clipas,, [A] + clipyg,, [A] - A
1,70 X Tef 1,70 X Tef
< ||ax = clipar [A][] o+ |[(clipan,. [A] - B) lelipan, [A] # A
< HA* — clipyp. [ﬁ} ‘ o Ve P (cnpmm [&} ) 3) .

(I) clipped on-policy estimation error (II) bias from clipping

This splits our bound into two terms. The first is the on-policy error of the clipped reward differences, and
can be directly bounded by Lemma E.1 using a standard change-of-measure argument. The second expresses
the error of translating the clipped estimates to the unclipped ones in our target bound. For the first term,
using Cauchy-Schwarz gives

2

< \Jor- &~ clipas,. [3]
1,70 X Trref max
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2

e a0 o 2]

where the last equality uses that A* € [— Rmax, Rmax]-

)
2, TCref X Trref

Next, for the second term, we again use Cauchy-Schwarz to change measure onto the offline distribution,

(I1) = Vinax - Prsrs (Clip2 . m ”] 3) < Vi - \/cw P (clip2 . m ”; 3).
Further, using Markov’s inequality along with the fact that A* € [—Rmax, Rmax]s

- (C“szmax [3} # 3) < Pmef,mef<

S ]P)ﬂ'refvﬂ'ref (

clipys, m ’ _ 2Rmax)

clipyp [ﬁ] —clipyg, [A*]’ > Rmax)

clipyp,,, [ﬁ] —clipyg,, [A7] i

1
< 2

max 2, Trref X Trref

Combining inequalities, we obtain

Vmax . N . 2
(1+ )\/(37r . HCl'sz [A} —clipgp_ [A¥]
1,70 X Trref Rmax e e

2, Tref X Trref
_ Vmax 2
=1+ R (1 + 2Dx2 (7T || Wref)) " Estat
max

2Vimax
2 \/(1 + 2DX2 (71' H Wref)) : €§tat'
Rmax

a5

IN

<

In the second line we have used C™ = 1+ 2D, (r || mef) and the definition of €2, from Lemma E.1, and in
the last line we use Vimax > Rmax-

O

Lemma E.4. When mef(a | ) > 0 for all x € X, the optimal policy 73 ., for Eq. (39) satisfies

mh,(al2)

" (2,a) = m(w(am) A (),

where /\277 s an optimal dual variable that normalizes WE,,Y.

Proof of Lemma E.4. It is easy to see that strong duality holds for Eq. (39), since it is convex and strictly
feasible (e.g., for the policy mef). Thus, the KKT conditions give the optimal primal and dual solutions.

Since Eq. (39) is constrained optimization problem (over valid policies), we first define the dual variables.
Below, A : X — R corresponds to the equality constraint that )  7(a | ) = 1 for all z € X, and
a: X x A— Rx¢ corresponds to the inequality constraint that w(a | ) > 0 for all (z,a) € X x A. After
converting Eq. (39) from maximization to minimization, we write Eq. (39) in Lagrangian form as

L(m A\ a) = ~Eqg[r*(2,0)] + 8Dy, (7] mer) + 3 p(a)A(2) (Z r(a ) - 1) =3 0(@) Y alea)n(al ),

a

since multiplying each of the solutions by p(z) does not affect the value of the saddle-point problem. We

denote the optimal primal variable as 71'27,7, and optimal dual variables as ()\;‘377, 042,7 ’y)'

From stationarity, the optimal primal and dual variables satisfy

mha(al o)

Wref(a | l‘)

r(z,a) = ¢y + A5, (z) — af, (z,a).
Evar)
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Next, for a function g let g~! denote its left inverse, such that ¢g=!(g(x)) = z. Because ¢~ is injective (see
proof of Lemma E.2), it has a left inverse (¢,) !, and we can write

wgﬁ(a | 2) = mef(a | z) - (qﬁy)_l(r*(x, a) — )\g’v(x) + ag’,y(x,a)).

Because ¢.,(z) = z+7log(z), 0 ¢ dom(¢), and therefore 0 ¢ range((¢)~*). Then from the above expression,
we observe that 75 _(a | x) > 0 since mef(a | ) > 0. It immediately follows that o5 _ (z,a) = 0 for all (z,a)
from complementary slackness, which states that the optimal solutions satisfy 75 (a | z) - o (z,a) = 0 for
all z,a. This allows us to reduce the expression for r* to the stated result, that is,

T4l | )

Tref (@ | )

r(x,a) = dw( > + X5, (2).

Lemma E.5. For z € [-R,R] and 2’ € [V, V] where V> R > 1, we have
|z — 2| < 4e* RV o (2) — o ().

Additionally, if we define the distribution P,(y) = {y = +1}o(2) + {y = —1}o(—2) fory € {-=1,+1} and
define P,/ analogously, then

|z — 2| < 4e*RV - Dy(P,, P.,).

Proof of Lemma E.5. We begin with the first statement, and write
|z — 2|

m lo(2) —o(2)].

2= 2 =

’

Since o(z’) € (0,1) but 2’ € [V, V], it can be observed that the slope % is smallest where z = 2/,
and increases as we move away from this region in either direction. To better intuit the scaling of the slope
in terms of V', we expand |o(z) — o(2’)| in the denominator to write

= |z —2'|(1+e*)(1+e*) o) — o(2)].

|z — 2 ;
e = e

This indicates that the slope should scale linearly (not exponentially) with the range of z’. For example, as

2= o0, (1+e%)/|e* —e* | = 0(1).

efitz_1

.. .. . . . ’ R+z ’
To make this intuition precise, we split into two cases. First, whenever e* > eeﬂijl or € < “pg

(this

. ’ / . . .
constitutes the range where “z’ &~ 2”), we have 1 + ¢* < ef|e* — ¢ |. Then in this region,

= B DUE ) ) ()] <2V (1 + eB)eR - fo(z) — o).

. =

Next, for 7 € [%7 %], we apply the mean value theorem. Since o/(x) = e®(1 + e~%)72,

|2 = 2] z

z —zZ\—2
00— 0@ = setminter ooy & T
< sup (1+e?)2
et o]
< 4eft.
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efitz—1 eBt=pg

elf+1 71 ef—1 ;
the fact that o’(z) is increasing in x, and that |z| < R. Combining the inequalities for the two regions of e*
gives the result.

In the second inequality, we use the fact that e* | e* € [ |, and in the third inequality we use

For the second statement, we use the fact that

Di(P.,P)= Y (P=(y) = Por(y)*
ye{+1,-1}

As a result,

Z (Pz(y)—Pz/(y))Q §2D3(Pz,sz)~
ye{+1,-1}

Since P,(y) =1 — P,(—y) and P,(+1) = o(z),

ye{+1,-1}

and therefore (o(z) — o(2"))? < D3(Ps, P.). The result follows from taking the square root of both sides and
combining with the first statement in the lemma. [

E.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof of Theorem 3.1. The policy optimization in Line 2 of Algorithm 1 is a special case of Eq. (40) with
v =1. As a result, Theorem 3.1 follows directly from Theorem E.1 when instantiated with v = 1. O

E.3 Proof of Corollary 3.1

Proof of Corollary 3.1. Recall that for any 8 > 0, Theorem 3.1 (Eq. (13)) with the policy class Iz ensures
that with probability at least 1 — ¢, for all 7*,

N C™ log(|R|/d « R2  etfmlog(|R|/6
J(ﬂ'*) o J(’/T) < ClRmaxe2RmaX . Og’é‘ |/ ) _’_025671* +035_1 max© nog(‘ |/ ) (46)
for absolute constants c;, ca, c3 > 0. Let us invoke this result with
™ ] . 2 4 Rmax 1
6* _ argmaxmaX{J(ﬂ*) _ ClRmaxeszax . C#W — B8C™ — Cgﬁ_l Rmaxe nog(|R|/5) }
>0 T

Then Eq. (46) implies that

-1 R2m3><€4Rma>< 10g(|R|/5)
n

%W — C2,8*Cﬂ* —c3(8")

T*

max{,](?r*) — ¢4 Rpaxe?fima . } —J(xm) <0,

so that by the definition of 5*,

C™ log(|R|/¢ x R2 _ e*PRmelog(|R| /0
. {JW) xR [CTIOBIRY) | por g Bapet T log (RO |
pB>0 7* n n
or equivalently
el 1 . 2 4Rmax1
J(ﬂ'*) _ J(?‘r\) < ClRmaxe2Rmax . ¢ Og<|R|/6) + CQ/BCT{. + CSB—lRmaxe Og(IRV{S) VTF*,VB > 0.
n n

44



It follows that for all comparator policies 7, we have

Cm" log(|R[/9)

T(%) = () S Rempe*i :

by choosing 3 o \/R%axem?x og(IR1/9) .hove.

*
™'n

F Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.1. To see that ¢ and ¢! are strictly increasing, we note that ¢’(z) =1+ % >0
for all z > 0.

We now bound the inverse function ¢=1. We will use the fact that z — Wy(z) is increasing over z > 0
throughout. We first consider the regime where z > 1. Since Wy(+) is increasing, we have that ¢=1(z) =
Wo(e*) < z if and only if e* < ze®, which is clearly true for z > 1. On the other hand, for ¢ > 0 we have
¢~ 1(2) = Wy(e?*) > c- z if and only if e* > cze®; setting ¢ = 1/2 is clearly sufficient.

We now consider the regime where z < 1. Here, we see that ¢~'(z) = W(e?) < e* if and only if e* < ee®’,
which holds for all z € R. On the other hand have that ¢! (z) = W (e?) > e~¢e* if and only if e* > e~ ¢e%e® .
Since z < 1, we have

e Ce%et © < e Ce% e < e Ce?el :ez’

which establishes the result.

O
Proof of Proposition 4.2. Recall that the optimal policy satisfies
m;(a | x) )
r(r,a) = L )+ Zg . (2), 47
ey = g0 0L 4 25, (0 (an)

where Zg ,(x) is a normalization constant chosen such that 7} (- | x) is a valid probability distribution.

We begin by bounding Zs,(x). We will use that 7(x,a) € [0, Rmax]. Let € X be fixed. By averaging

Eq. (47) over a ~ 7} (z), we have

m;(a | x)

Dy (7 Za () > Zg (1),
md@@}+5 () + Z5(2) 2 Zpla)

Earms(@)[r(@,0)] = B Eanms () [

50 Zg r(2) < Rmax. On the other hand, averaging over a ~ m.f(x), we have

ms(a | 2)

7Tref(aa7):| — Al (,/T"ef H W;) + Zﬁﬂ“(m)

anﬂ';,(x) [T(.’E, a)] =p ECLNﬂ'ref(x) |:
< B+ Zpr(x),

so Zg,(x) > — B.

Tref(a]x)

Having established that Zg ,.(x) € [—8, Rmax), we will use that qS( 5 (alz) ) = B~ Y(r(z,a) — Zg.(x)), so that
our bound on Zg, implies that

ms(a | )

Tref(a | @)

_ﬁ_lRmax S ¢< ) S 1+ B_lRmaxu
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or, since ¢! is increasing,

676 : 67B_1Rmax S (bil(*ﬁilRmax) S M S ¢71(1 + ﬂilRmax) S 1 + 571Rmaxa
Tref(a | x)

where we have used that ¢=1(2) < z for 2 > 1 and ¢~1(2) > €€ for z < 1 (by Proposition 4.1).

G Proofs for Section 6
G.1 Proof of Theorem 6.1

Proof of Theorem 6.1. We consider a family of instances in which there is a single context (prompt)
X = {o} and four actions (responses) A = {a,b,c,d}. We consider the reference policy s given by

ifa’ =aorad =b,

1
Wref(a/ | z) = {10’_ 2

&, ifd =c

We consider a preference model class & = {771, 732} in which
Pi(a® = a' | ) = (1 + £i(2,a",a"))/2
for a function ¢*(z,a", a') € [~1,+1]. The functions ¢! and ¢? are defined as follows (we omit the dependence
on z, since there is a single context):
*(a® at) = 2(a®a') =0, Va® e A a' € {a,b,c},
Ma,d) =0, *b,d)=—1, ((c,d)=1
(a,d) = —1, £*(b,d)=0, (*(c,d)=—1.

Note that both functions are skew-symmetric in the sense that £(z,a’,a’) = 0 and £(x,a°, a') +£(z,a',a’) = 0
for all x € X and a®,a' € A.

It is straightforward to see that the deterministic policies Ty (z) = a and 7, (z) = b are minimax winners
for ¢! and ¢? respectively. Observe that for both policies, we have

71'1 7|'2
Coiw = Cm = C.

To proceed, we compute duality gap an arbitrary policy m under P! and P2. Let DG(7; P) denote the value
of DG(7) when P is the true preference model. Then we have:

max (g, m) = e —q(b)m(d) + q(c)m(d) + q(d)m(b) — q(d)7(c),

gEA(A)
q&i&) Um,q) = qergi&) —m(b)g(d) + m(c)q(d) + m(d)q(b) — m(d)q(c),
== Dax —q(b)m(d) + q(c)n(d) 4 q(d)m(b) — q(d)m(c).

Therefore we know

DG(m; P') = 2 max q(d)(m(b) = 7(c)) — m(d)(q(b) — q(c))

Following similar computations, we have

DG(m; P?) =2 e q(d)(n(a) +7(¢)) —m(d)(q(a) + q(c))-

We aim to show that for all policies 7, DG(m; P*) + DG(mw; P?) > 4. To do so, we consider two cases. Going
forward, we will use that DG(7; P?) > 0.

46



Case (1): m(a) + m(c) > 3. In this case, we have DG(m; P?) > %, and thus DG(m; P') + DG(m; P?) > 3.

Case (2): w(a) + 7(c) < In this case, let 6 := 7(b) — 7(c). Then we have DG(7; Pt) > 2max{6, 7(d)}.
We observe that § + 7(d) = 7(b) + 7(d) — w(c) > 3 — 1 = 1. This implies that DG(m; P') > 3, and thus
DG(m; P!) + DG(m; P?) > 4.

Having established that all 7 satisfy DG(m; P) + DG(m; P?) > 1 we can apply the Le Cam two-point method

(specifically, the variant based on the Bretagnolle-Huber inequality (e.g., Theorem 14.2 in Lattimore and
Szepesvari (2020))), which leads to the following inequality

=

N 1
inf sup Ep__[DG(7;P)] > 3 &P (=1 D (p ® Tret @ Tret @ P {| p @ Tref @ et @ P?))

Alg pc o

pref

It can be observed that Dk (p ® Tret ® Tref @ P || p @ Trres @ mref @ P?) = 0, since £1(a’,al) = £2(a’,a') =0
for all a°,a' € {a,b,c}, and T is supported on {a,b,c}. We conclude that any policy derived from Dpyef
must have

E[DG(7; P")] >

| =

for some 1. O

G.2 Proof of Theorem 6.2
Proof of Theorem 6.2. Let 7 be the global best response of 7:

T = argnll_lax EJJN/),GN‘IT((L‘),I)N%\(JJ) [é* (J?, a, b)] )
TE

and let ¢ be the best response within Il of @ where C' > 1 (recall that Ilo := {7 : max,cx Dy2 (7(2) || 7eef(x)) <
C} denotes the set of policies with bounded x2-divergence w.r.t. mef):

e = argmax EINp,aNﬂ'(w),bN?F(LE) W (QS, a, b)] :
melle

o~

Recall that 7 (z, a) := Epurt(q) [0(2, a,b)]. Then we know

T T
Z: At z_:( 71'07 —g(ﬂc, t))
(1) (2)

T
() - 7 (e)) TZ (=), (48)

(7, 7) =subopt(w, C') +

’ﬂ \

IIMH

(3) (4)

where () := Eyp aon(2)[7(2, a)]. The decomposition utilizes the fact that 7 (7*) = 0 and 7 (7¢) = (7o, ).
This implies that we only need to bound term (1)(2)(3)(4) in Eq. (48) to upper bound the gap of 7.

Bounding term (1). Let g.(p) to denote the mixed divergence 3Dy, (p(z) || Tref(z)). Then we have the
following guarantee on regularized policy mirror descent (formal version of Lemma 6.1):

Lemma G.1. For any C > 0, we have for all policy w € Il¢ that

T 25C 1 ¢~
> (F(m) =) <7 260 - 7 ZEN ge (7

t=1

Nl
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T
+ Z op [(F(2,) = G (a2, () — 77 (@)

H \

/A
25

where Gt(m,x,a) ::B<(1+l)¢( W(alx))—l ( ' (a]z) )) forallmell,x € X,a € A.

7Tref(a‘m) n 7"'ref(alx)

To simplify writing, we use 7! to denote the minimizer of the following regularized RL objective:

T @) = arg min (7(,).p) + me (@) + CBu(pont),  VaeX.
(r) =arg_min (~7(z.).p) + 8Dy, (0 met(@) + | Bolp:')

Then Assumption 6.2 indicates that 7! € II for all t € [T]. In addition, by introducing Lagrangian
multipliers into the above optimization problem and following similar arguments in the proof of Lemma E.4,
we know

f o ﬂt(x,a,b)—(?t(La)—?t(;v,b)):0, Vo e X,a,be A (49)

Recall that by definition ff;’t (z,a,b) = G(m, x,a) — G'(m,x,b) for all policies 7 € II. This implies that we
have
Eonp [(FH(z, ) = GH (' 2, ), () — o' (2))]
=E,~, [ Mz, ) — G x, ), (x) — e (2 )>] +E.vp [<7’"\t(x, D) = GHrt T 2, ), Tes () — 7Tt+1(x)>]
= (P2 o = P20 ) (em Tet) + (foih e = L2 ) (0w ),
(5) (6)

where we use f(p, 7, 7’) to denote the expectation Eq, qmr(a) b (2)[f (7, a,D)] and the last step utilizes
Eq. (49). Therefore, to bound term (1), we need to bound term (5) and (6) respectively. To simplify writing,
we define L(m,n’, 7"") as follows:

2
L(Tl', 7'('/, 77//) = Esz,aNﬂ,ef(w),bNﬂ'ref(w) {(C“PAL(ff,’://(ﬂ?, a, b)) - Clip4(f7€",zr” ('Ta a, b))) :| 1)

Note that we have the following guarantee of least squares regression from the literature (Lemma 15 in Song
et al. (2022))

Lemma G.2 (least squares regression). Let {(y;, 2:)}X, be a dataset of K points where each point are
independently sampled from y; ~ p and z; ~ p(-ly;) = h*(y;) + . Let H :' Y — [—R,R] be a real
valued functions where h* € H and R > 0. Then if {e;}X, are independent random variables such that
Elzi|yi] = h*(yi), the least squares solution h = argming, ¢y, Zfﬂ(h(%) — 2;)? satisfies with probability at least
1—6 that

Eopl(h(y) — h*(y))%] < w.

The proof of the above lemma is omitted. Applying Lemma G.2 to the least sqaures solution 71!,

the following concentration lemma;:

we have

Lemma G.3 (concentration in optimization). Suppose Assumption 6.2 and Assumption 6.3 hold. Then with
probability at least 1 — §/4, we have for all policy t € [T that

< CYcon 10g(|H‘/6) . 52

t) = - _—  -— md’

L(xH 74
m

where Ceon > 0 is a universal constant.
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In the following discussion, we use £ to denote the event in Lemma G.3. Then under 51, by following the
same arguments in the proof of Lemma E.3, we have the following bound on || Wtﬂ ot fwt+1 ot 11,7 s

IF22 = 2l < Vmax\/ 142D (7 || mer)) €24, VeIl t € [T]. (50)

Therefore, with Eq. (50) we know that conditioned on &, for any policy 7 € II¢ we have

V2
(5) S max 306 (6) < Vmax\/(l + QDXZ (7-(-t+1 || Wref)) €2d max md +

1
B iEMﬂ[Qz(W”l)] + VinaxEmd»

where we use AM-GM inequality in the last step, the definition of g, (7) := 8Dy, (7(-|2) || mres (7)), and
Dy, (p(x) | mref(7)) > Dy2(p(w) || mref(z)) since KL is non-negative

In summary, conditioned on &, we have

28C ! 9 V23X52d
<7 R § T VAN _max7md
(1) T + 2BC EINP gz + 25 + Vinax 4C€md + 3 (51)

Bounding term (2). From Cauchy-Schwartz’s inequality, we have
é*(%CW ﬂ-t) - z\(%6'7 ﬂ-t)

S \/E:vr\«p,ar\«mef(x),bwwref(m) [(E* (Ll?, a, b) - Z(:E7 a, b))2} (1 + 2DX2 (p ® %C & mt || 14 & Tref ® 71—ref))7

where p®m ® mo denotes the joint distribution of (z, a,b) where x ~ p,a ~ 71 (x),b ~ wa(z) for all m,me € II.
Applying the guarantee of least squares regression (Lemma G.2) to the least squares solution ¢, we have
under Assumption 6.1, with probability at least 1 — §/4, the following event holds:

—~ . 2 In(|L|/0
Ex~p7y0~mef(x)’y1~7rref(w) |:<€(x7y07y1) -/ (xvyovyl)) } < O( (£ )) : Ezeneral (52)

Denote the event in Eq. (52) by £. On the other hand, we can obtain that:

_ (7c(alz wt(blz))?
N L LEL TL DR WIC) D ) 5 )

Tref (a]2) Y Tref (b]2)
= Zp x 1 + 2DX2 (%C(x) || Wref(l‘))) (1 + 2DX2 (wt(ac) || Wref(x)))

< 6C (Eanp [Dy2 (' (@) || ret(2))] +1)

where the last step is due to m¢ € IIo. Therefore, conditioned on £, we have

¢ Go ) — I(F ) < \/GCEsz [Dye (@) || Tret (2))] €2erms + \/ﬁcsgene,a,

366 eneral
Emwp [gz (Wt)] + % + \/ GCV‘C:g;eneral

<

N | —

In summary, we have

T T 2
- 1
g 7TCa ( 77rt) S 2T E E’W"P [gw (Trt)] + ;eneral + 66(Eéeneral' (53)
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Bounding term (3). Recall that 7(x,a) = Z(x, a,b;) where by ~ 7!(x) is an unbiased estimator of 7*. Fix
any policy 7 € II, then from Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality, we have with probability at least 1 — ¢’ that

T
T

T
S 7 — 7 ()

t=1 t=1

< V/Tlog(1/6").

By union bound, with probability at least 1 — /4 we have that for all 7 € II:

Z?f(ﬁ) — Z?t(ﬂ)

t=1 =1

(3) 5 /B (54)

Bounding term (4). From Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality, we have with probability at least 1 — §/4 that

S VT log([11]/6).

~+

Therefore, specifically for ¢, we have

S R = et S V/Tlog(1/6).
t=1 t=1
Therefore, we have
(1) 5/ U0, (55)

Putting everything together. Substituting Eq. (51)(53)(54)(55) into (48), we have with probability at
least 1 — § that

e . CB n VinaxCm
1 (7r,77)gsubopt(W,C)+ﬁ+Cﬁ+B+Vmax Ce2  + 32,8 d
Ce2 .. log I
+ %eal + \/ C’géeneral + %
By selecting
T mn 5= 1 - l
7”Vn%ax+m’ - \/T, n*Ta

we have with probability at least 1 — § that

77 5 (0. (Ve nV) lon(ITIC))

vm Vn

Note that due to the skew symmetry of £*, we have:

ETHGIII_} Ex~p,a~ﬁ(z),b~7r(x) M* ($, a, b)] = - ngﬁc Ezwp,awﬂ'(z),br\aﬁ(a:) [E* (J?, a, b)] = _E*(%v 7/1:)
This implies that DG(7) < 2¢0* (7, 7), which concludes our proof. O
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G.3 Proofs for Supporting Lemmas

Proof of Lemma G.1. First for all ¢t € [T],s € S and any policy 7 € II¢, we have

(7 (x), m(x) — 7' (2)) +1ga(T") — nga(7)
= (' () — 1+ )V (7)) + Vo (r"), w(2) — 7 (2))
+ (Vga (7'™) = Vo ('), w(2) — 7' (2)) + (g7t (2), 7' (2) — 7' ()
(7) (8)
+ (Vg (7' h), m(2) — 7 (@) + 1ga (') — 1ga (),
©)

Note that we have

(' (@) = (L +n)Vgo (7) + Vo ('), w(2) — 77 (2)) = n (P (@, ) = G*(7"F, 2, ), m() —

Next we bound the term (7)(8)(9) respectively.

Bounding term (7). Note that we have the following three point lemma:

Lemma G.4 (three point lemma). For any p1,p2,p3 : X — A(Y), we have for all x € X

% (Vga(p1) — Vgz(p2), p3(z) — p1(x)) = Be(p3,p2) — Bx(ps,p1) — Bz(p1,p2)-

Proof. By definition, we know

BB.(p,p) = g=(p) — 9:(p") — (Vg (¥),p — p').

Substitute the definition into Lemma G.4 and we can prove the lemma.
From Lemma G.4, we can rewrite (7) as follows:

(=g (B$(7r,7rt) — B, (m, 7" — B, (x"1, 7rt)) )

Bounding term (8). From Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have

<y B ale) ~ wale))” | merlaleli (T @ a) g (e ey g T

= 27 et (a] ) 28

where the last step comes from the definition of B,.

Bounding term (9). Since g, is convex, we know

(NVgo(r ), m — 7Y < ngy(m) — nga (7'1).

This implies that
(3) <1 (g2(7") = gu(m'™1)) .

In summary, for all ¢ € [T],s € S and any policy 7 € I, we have

(' (x), w(x) = 7'(2)) + nga(n") = 1ga(m) < B (Bu(m, 7') = By(m,w*F1))

40 (g2(7") = g (@) + L 4 (F(x, ) — GH(x' 2, ) () — 7 (@)

20
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This implies that for any policy 7 € Il¢:

T T+1 3 0T
D (7(m) =7 (1)) STEanplga(m] = 3 Bumplga (7)) + L Bamp [Bu(m, 7] + o
t=1 t=1
T
+ ZExr\zp [<?t(x7 ) - Gt(ﬂ-t—i_lv x, ')7 7T(.T) - 7rt+1(x)>]
t=1
T+1
208 T
L2TCp — Euplgs(mt — 4+ =
<2TCp ; plos (7] + ==+ 55
T
+ Eonp [(Fi(z,) = GH'H 2,0, w(@) — 7t ()]
t=1
Here the last step uses the fact that B, (-, mef) = %gm() and 7w € II¢. This concludes our proof. O
Proof of Lemma G.3. Let Z(ﬁ, 7', 7'") denote the empirical squared loss:
~ _ N2
Lima' ") = 3 (clip4( 2, (%,,b)) — clipy(f27., (.4, b))) :
(z,a,b)
Fix any 7/, 7" € II and consider the following LSR. problems:
7(n’, 7" ;= argmin E(Tl’,ﬂ'/,ﬂ'//).
mell
Then from Lemma G.2, we know with probability at least 1 — ¢’ that
log(|1L}/4")
L / " / " < .
(7T(7T,7T ),77771-),\, M
Therefore, by union bound, we know with probability at least 1 — ¢’ that for all «’, 7" € II:
log(|11]/6")
L / " / " < .
(7T(7T,7T )’ﬂ-?ﬂ-)w M
The proof is concluded by noticing that w'+! = argmin,, .;; L(m, 70", 7') under Assumption 6.2. O

H Proofs for Appendix C

The section contains the proofs for the main guarantee y2-RLHF in Appendix C (Theorem C.1). We first prove
two results, Theorem H.1 and Corollary H.1, which correspond to exact (i.e., including precise constants)
versions of the two statements in Theorem C.1. We also analyze x?-RLHF with 1 = 0 in Corollary H.2.

Throughout this section, we make use of the following 7-smoothed version of the L; concentrability (Defini-
tion 3.1) coefficient:

. w(a | z)
Cr = Br [mefw [2) +an(a @)’

It is easy to see that for any n > 0 we have Cjf <C7, as well as Cjf <n~".

Theorem H.1 (General regret bound for Algorithm 3). Suppose Assumption C.1 and Assumption C.2
hold for parameters f >0 and n € [0, %}. Then with probability at least 1 — 0, the policy T produced by

X2-RLHF (Algorithm 3) satisfies

J(m*) = J(7) < 2\/617{* 'Egtat JFQB'CZ,T* +4571 'Eztat
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+45- (min{cg,n_l} + min{magcé’o, n‘1}>6§ + 2 Rmaxexc
TE

SZRiaxe‘LRmax log(3|R|/d) and . — log(3|H\/5)
n X 2Ny

where sﬁm =

The following results are immediate consequences of Theorem H.1.

2 2 4 Rmax |, S5
and 8 = 32RZ e ::Zﬂog(3|7z|/)

Then under the preconditions of Theorem H.1, with probability at least 1-9, the policy 7 produced by
X2-RLHF (Algorithm 3) satisfies

Corollary H.1 (Smoothed x2-regularization). Given 7*, let n =

) — 9) < 20y [T IBERIT) [210BOIT/8) 52 e oA (315)

n Ty Ty

Corollary H.2 (Non-smoothed y?-regularization). Given 7*, let n = 0 and 8 = 2R em:zxﬁlf) eBIRI/3)

Then under the preconditions of Theorem H.1, with probability at least 1 — 4, the policy 7 produced by
X2-RLHF (Algorithm 3) satisfies

207 10GIRI/3) , p,  [21og(3[11]/0)
n max nx
log(311]/8) ~ [2log(3|R|/J)

Ty n

J(m*) = J(7®) < 20Rmaxe2Rmax\/

+32 (cgg +maxcgo> :
mell

Proof of Theorem H.1. The proof follows largely the same lines of analyses as the proof of Theorem E.1.
One difference is that in Algorithm 3, we approximate the RLHF objective using contexts are sampled from
Dy, so we require additional concentration arguments to show that the empirical objective approximates its
population counterpart.

Basic concentration results. We begin by stating the two concentration inequalities, which, given the
reward model 7 produced in Eq. (36), bound the error between Jj , and its the population version Jj , .

We will handle the return and regularization terms separately, which will later allow us to obtain tighter
bounds. Define

~ 1

J(m) := —

(m) o g E.[F(z,a) | z],
€D,

and

é\vr(ﬂ_).fizE Z 2(a|x) E
K T ony mref(a | ) + nm(a | x) ’

rEDy

so that j\;n(ﬂ) = j(ﬂ) - 5@7;(”)

Fix ¢’ € (0,1], which we will specify at the end of this proof. Since max,E,[F(z,a) | 2] < Rmax, &
straightforward application of Hoeffding’s inequality guarantees that with probability at most 1 — §’, for all
7w € IT we have that

~

Fm) ~ Balf(, 0)]| € Ry 2B,

2ny

(56)

w2 (alz)

o« T s < min{CT ,n~!} for any z € X, we use

Next, we consider the regularization term. Since >
Bernstein’s inequality to derive the following result.
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Lemma H.1. With probability at least 1 — 0, for any m € II, we have

e, 2min{CZ, 1!} log(2|11|/4)
2 Ty '

-~

Cr—crl <

log(2|11]/6")

ST The above lemma implies that for all = € II, we have

Define Ex =
é\ < 76 —+ 4m1n{C 1} . 52 and é\ > — — 4m1n{C n 1} . 62
n = 2 IR n = 2 o0 x*

[e.9] X7

Together with Eq. (56), this implies that for all = € II,
~ ~ N . B BCy

Tn(m) = J (1) = BC} < Exlf(@, a)] = T + 4Bmin{CZ, 171 }eX + Rmases, (57)
and
Jgp(m) = J(m) = BCH > E,[f(z,a)] — 5 48 min{Cx,n™" tei — RmaxEx- (58)

Estimation error bounds. Next, we state the following off- and on-policy reward estimation error bounds
for the reward model 7, analogous to Lemma E.1 and Lemma E.3 for xPO.

Lemma H.2. Suppose Assumption C.1 holds. Then with probability at least 1 — 9, the reward model 7 learned
in Bq. (36) satisfies

< 32R2  etimax log(|I1]/6)

St = B (F(,0) = 7, 0) = (7 (,0) =1 (2, 0)))7] < o .

Lemma H.3. Under the event in Lemma H.2, we have that for all m: X — A(A),

Ere e [| (P2, @) = 7(2,0)) = (r* (2, 0) = 77 (2,0))[] < 24/CeZas + 20 Rmaxl,

2 ; ’
where €5, s defined in Lemma H.2.

Regret decomposition. Equipped with these concentration and estimation error bounds, we now bound
the regret of Algorithm 3 using a pessimism-based analysis similar to the proof of Theorem E.1. Condition
on the events in Eq. (56), Lemma H.1, and Lemma H.2, which hold together with probability at least 1 — 34".
We decompose the regret of 7 using fgm, then leverage the inequalities in Eq. (57) and Eq. (58):

J(a*) = J@) = J(7*) = T§ . (7*) + T5 .
< J(m*) — Jg’n(ﬂ*) +J5

) — J(7)
7) — J(7)

3BCT N
< J(7*) = Eps [Pz, 0)] + 627' +48min{CT ,n ' }e2 4+ Rmaxéx
. scy hR 142 ~
+ Ex[rF(x,a)] — 5 +48min{CL ,n~ " }ei + Rmaxex — J(7)

N 3pCr" N cr
= Ere 5 [A*(z,a,0) — Az, a,b)] + 2” +Ez r oAz, a,b) — A*(x,a,b)] — ﬂ—n

+ 4p€2 (min{C(’; ) 4 Inin{CfO, 7771}) + 2RmaxEx-

In the last line above, we have introduced the notation A*(z,a,b) = r*(z,a) — r*(z,b) and A(z,a,b) =
7(x,a) — 7(x,b), and centered the returns. Next, applying Lemma H.3 to bound the reward estimation error
above, we have

. - . 3pcr
J(m*) = J(7) < 24/CF 2 + 20RmaxCy) + 277
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/ o7 pey
stat + 2anax - Tn

+ 4ﬂ5 ( 111{(3OO .M 1} + mln{COO, 7771}) + 2RmaxEx-

Applying the AM-GM inequality to 2,/CZe?, for n € [ , 415 }, we have

2\/Cie% = 1/ (B~ 4R Ao
<€s a m x A D\
tat = 17 ° T, (/6 - 477Rmax)
ﬁ 2¢2
—92 Rm XCTr stat
77 ? B - 47’]Rma><
5 42
277Rmaxc7r “Cstat ,
5
where in the last line we use the fact that n < g SO AN Rmax < g Then plugging this back into our regret

decomposition cancels out the CZ; terms to glve

*
s

e * * 366 4&‘2 a
T(1) = J(R) < 205 S+ 20RmaCy + =+ Poe
+ 4pe; (min{C 71} 4+ min{C~, 77‘1}> + 2 RmaxEx

* 4 2
< 2\/Cme?,, + 260 + —Egat
+ 4p¢2 (mm{C’C>O 0} 4+ min{CT,n~ ) + 2RmaxEx,
B
2

where in the last line we consolidate C7T terms by again using 4nRmax < Plugging in §' = §/3 and the

values for €2, and e, results in the theorem statement.
O

Proof of Corollary H.1. When n = , Theorem H.1 states that

* 4 2 *
J(m*) = J(7) < 24/CF e +26C] + % + 482 - <min{C§o ,77’1} + min{r}gﬁ((fgo, 771}> + 2RmaxEx
2

S « A4
< 2 Cﬂ-* gtat + 25677; + E;tat + 8B€)2( : 7771 + 2]%maxsx

. 4e?
= 2,/Crte2,, + 280 + % + 64Rmaxe? + 2 Rmaxex.

Setting 5 =2 Q;i‘, we obtain

J(7*) = J(&) < 54/Cr" €20 + 64Rmaxes + 2Rmaxx.

Proof of Corollary H.2. When 1 = 0, Theorem H.1 states that

« 4e? .
T = J(F) € 20/C7 B + 2607 + 50 el (Céz + 213%0&) + 2Rimase
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Setting 5 =2 5;1°, we obtain

J(7*) — J(T) < 54/C™ €24 + Sestate? - (cgo* + I;lgﬁ(C;) + 2R maxEx-

O

Proof of Lemma H.2. We use similar reasoning and notation to the proof of Lemma E.1. Since r* € R

under Assumption C.1, Lemma D.1 guarantees that with probability at least 1 — § we have
2log(|R|/0
B m [DA(PEC | 2,0,0), P (- ,0,0))] < 2RI

Since |r(z,a) — r(z,b)] < Rmax for all + € R under Assumption C.1, we then apply Lemma E.5 with
R=V = Rmax-

By ins | (72, 0) = 7, 0) = (r*(, @) = 1*(,)))

<16 RE L B [DR(P(- | 2,0,0), Pre (- | 2,0, )]

S 3264Rmaer2naX . 10g(|R‘/6) .
n

O

Proof of Lemma H.3. Abbreviate A*(z,a,b) = r*(z,a) — r*(z,b), and A(z,a,b) = 7(x,a) — 7(z,b).
For a pair of policies m,7" and p > 1, we define the norm ||-||p rxr = (Epamm b - |p})1/p, so that
Emw[ A*(z,a,b) — A(z, a, b)H = HA* - 3‘

. Then via Cauchy-Schwarz,

1,70 X Tref

a5

IN

1,70 X ref

E,|3 : m2(a | 2)mi(b | )

ab 7Tref(a | -T) + 777T(a ‘ x))ﬂ-"ef(b I 37)

E, Z(mef(a | ) +nm(a | x))mes(b | x) (A*(a@a, b) — Az, a, b))2

a,b
Jes (o - &1; )
\/QanaXC HA* A’

\/cw HA* A’

Applying the AM-GM inequality to the second term, we obtain

\/C‘ﬂ' . HA* A‘
1,70 X Trref

< 24/C
1,7 XTer \/ "

+77HA* A‘

3

2, Trref X Trref

2,0 ref X Tref 1 7r><7r,ef

Jar-4]

+ DR CT + = HA* A‘

2, Tref X Trref 1,7mX 7Tref

Rearranging,

:1

Jar-4]

JJa -3,

+ 21 RmaxCy -

2, Trref X Trref
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