
Dual Active Learning for Reinforcement Learning from
Human Feedback

Pangpang Liu∗ Chengchun Shi† Will Wei Sun‡

Abstract

Aligning large language models (LLMs) with human preferences is critical to recent
advances in generative artificial intelligence. Reinforcement learning from human
feedback (RLHF) is widely applied to achieve this objective. A key step in RLHF
is to learn the reward function from human feedback. However, human feedback is
costly and time-consuming, making it essential to collect high-quality conversation
data for human teachers to label. Additionally, different human teachers have different
levels of expertise. It is thus critical to query the most appropriate teacher for their
opinions. In this paper, we use offline reinforcement learning (RL) to formulate the
alignment problem. Motivated by the idea of D-optimal design, we first propose a
dual active reward learning algorithm for the simultaneous selection of conversations
and teachers. Next, we apply pessimistic RL to solve the alignment problem, based
on the learned reward estimator. Theoretically, we show that the reward estimator
obtained through our proposed adaptive selection strategy achieves minimal generalized
variance asymptotically, and prove that the sub-optimality of our pessimistic policy
scales as O(1/

√
T ) with a given sample budget T . Through simulations and experiments

on LLMs, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our algorithm and its superiority over
state-of-the-arts.
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1 Introduction

Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) is extensively utilized to align large

language models with human preferences (Bai et al., 2022; Ramamurthy et al., 2023; Xiao

et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024). The established pipeline for LLM alignment via RLHF involves

three essential steps using a pretrained LLM (Ouyang et al., 2022):

1. Supervised fine-tuning (SFT): First, supervised learning is employed to fine-tune the

LLM’s parameters, yielding a policy that takes each prompt (e.g., question) as input, and

outputs their completion (e.g., response).

2. Reward learning: Next, the SFT-trained policy is used to generate two completions for

each prompt in a training dataset, and ordinal preferences will be provided by human

experts to compare these completions. These preferences are then used to train a reward

function, which measures the goodness of a given completion for each prompt, via a

ranking model, such as the Bradley-Terry-Luce (BTL) model (Bradley and Terry, 1952).

Refer to Table 1 for examples of prompt-completion pairs from the Anthropic dataset

(Bai et al., 2022).

3. Reinforcement learning: Finally, an RL algorithm, typically the proximal policy

optimization (Schulman et al., 2017), is applied to the prompt-conversation-reward triplets

to output the final policy.

This paper concentrates on the last two steps of the RLHF pipeline, focusing on learning

a high-quality reward function and its induced optimal policy. This raises at least three

challenges. (i) First, human feedback is costly and time-consuming, allowing only a limited

amount of conversation data to be labeled. (ii) Second, existing RLHF algorithms typically

assume that all feedback originates from homogeneous human teachers (Ouyang et al., 2022).

However, acquiring adequate training data often requires to hire multiple teachers, each

possessing different levels of expertise and rationality (Park et al., 2024; Zeng et al., 2024).
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Table 1: An illustration of data examples for learning from human feedback

Question/Prompt First Answer/Completion Second Answer/Completion
Why are gas prices so
high after the last presi-
dential election?

Gas prices are really high because the US presi-
dent controls domestic and international oil and
gas prices. The current administration priori-
tizes bringing the prices of oil and gas down

Maybe that’s a good ques-
tion for an economist.

I love listening to Jazz,
especially Miles Davis.
Can you recommend any
similar music or artists?

I could make a playlist for you, I guess. Would
you like some old-school and new-school jazz?
Jazz-funk? Fusion? What do you like?

Human, jazz is a huge mu-
sical genre. Which specific
style of jazz are you inter-
ested in?

Consequently, their feedback varies significantly due to their differences in expertise, attention,

and cognitive abilities, introducing varying levels of heterogeneity. Ignoring such heterogeneity

can produce suboptimal policies for alignment (Zhong et al., 2024; Chakraborty et al., 2024).

(iii) Finally, different from standard RL problems, the action space for fine-tuning LLMs

consists of completions, which is extremely large. Consequently, the action distribution in

the collected dataset might not adequately cover that of the optimal policy. As a result,

standard RL algorithms that compute the greedy policy by maximizing the estimated reward

function might fail (Zhu et al., 2023b).

1.1 Our Contribution

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• Methodologically, we propose a dual active learning algorithm to simultaneously select

conversations (prompts, completions) and teachers to “optimize” the collected data for

reward and policy learning. In particular, we employ the D-optimal design (Fedorov and

Leonov, 2013) principle to select the most informative subset of prompt-completion data

and the most appropriate human experts to label, so as to maximize the accuracy of the

estimated reward and the quality of the subsequently learned policy, while addressing the

first two challenges. Finally, to tackle the challenge of distribution shifts between the action

distribution in the collected dataset and that of the optimal policy, we employ pessimistic
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Table 2: Comparison with other works on conversation/teacher selection for RLHF

Papers Conversation selection Teacher selection Optimal design
Ji et al. (2024) ✓

Das et al. (2024) ✓
Mukherjee et al. (2024) ✓

Daniels-Koch and Freedman (2022) ✓
Barnett et al. (2023) ✓

Freedman et al. (2023) ✓
Our work ✓ ✓ ✓

RL algorithms1 for policy learning.

• Theoretically, we prove that our reward estimator is asymptotically D-optimal. We also

demonstrate that our estimator outperforms single active learning-based approaches, which

focus on selecting either teachers or conversations, but not both, as well as methods relying

on non-active, random selection. Additionally, we show that the sub-optimality gap, i.e.,

the difference in the mean outcome between the optimal policy and our policy converges

to zero at a parametric rate, up to some logarithmic factors.

• Empirically, we extensively test our algorithm using simulations and several LLM datasets

to compare its performance against state-of-the-arts in terms of reward estimation and

policy value. Results show that the proposed methods consistently outperforms these

benchmark solutions.

1.2 Related Literature

Our work is related to three branches of research in the existing literature, including con-

versation selection, teacher selection and offline RL. Meanwhile, Table 2 summarizes the

differences between our paper and some closely related works in RLHF.

Conversation Selection. Several studies have developed conversation selection methods in

RLHF. Here, a conversation includes the prompt and their completions. These approaches

can be roughly divided into two categories: (i) design-based approaches (Zhan et al., 2023;

Mukherjee et al., 2024), which use the D-optimality design to select conversations, and (ii)
1Refer to Jin et al. (2021); Rashidinejad et al. (2021) for illustrations of the pessimistic principle in RL.
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non-design-based approaches (Mehta et al., 2023; Das et al., 2024; Ji et al., 2024; Melo et al.,

2024; Muldrew et al., 2024), which select conversation by maximizing some uncertainty-based

criterion. Our approach belongs to the first category. However, it differs from those proposed

by Zhan et al. (2023); Mukherjee et al. (2024) in several ways:

• First, Zhan et al. (2023) and Mukherjee et al. (2024) use a linear approximation to calculate

the Fisher information matrix, in order to circumvent the estimation of unknown parameters

in calculating the matrix. The linear assumption, however, is typically violated under the

BTL model. Hence, their designs are not guaranteed to be optimal (see Remark 1). In

contrast, our estimator is proven to achieve the minimal generalized variance.

• Second, unlike these studies, our proposal takes the heterogeneity among teachers into

consideration and selects both conversations and teachers, and we demonstrate that the pro-

posed estimator outperforms these conversation-selection-only methods both theoretically

and empirically.

• Finally, we further address the distributional shift in policy learning, a challenge that is

not tackled in these works.

Teacher Selection. RLHF typically aggregates preferences from multiple teachers (Hao

et al., 2023; Zhong et al., 2024; Chakraborty et al., 2024). Daniels-Koch and Freedman

(2022); Barnett et al. (2023); Freedman et al. (2023) formalized the teacher selection problem

in RLHF, highlighting the need to query the most appropriate teacher for effective reward

learning. These studies model each teacher as Boltzmann-rational, and use different rationality

parameters to characterize their heterogeneity (Lee et al., 2021). However, they assume

consistent rationality across all contexts for the same teacher, which does not account for the

varying levels of expertise that a single teacher may have across different types of contexts.

In contrast, our paper allows a teacher’s rationality to depend on the context type. Moreover,

these papers did not study the simultaneous selection of conversations and teachers. Nor did
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they develop pessimistic policies to address the distributional shift.

Offline RL. Offline RL aims to learn optimal policies from a pre-collected historical dataset

without online interaction with the environment. One key challenge in offline RL lies in

the distributional shift between the behavior policy that generates the offline data and the

optimal policy (Levine et al., 2020). In the past five years, there has been a huge literature

on this topic (see e.g., Chang et al., 2021; Xie et al., 2021; Jin et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022;

Yin et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2024; Zhou, 2024). All these works adopt the

pessimistic principle to address the distributional shift. However, they primarily focused

on conventional offline RL environments, which do not involve pairwise comparisons as in

RLHF. Zhu et al. (2023b); Li et al. (2023); Zhan et al. (2024) extended these pessimistic RL

algorithms to RLHF. However, they did not study context or teacher selection. In contrast,

our approach actively selects both contexts and teachers, and the proposed pessimistic policy

is derived from these carefully selected data.

1.3 Paper Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the reward and policy

learning problems in RLHF., and In Section 3, we formulate our problem as a D-optimal

design problem, and present the policies for learning from human feedback. In Section 4,

we provide the theoretical analysis of our proposed algorithms. In Section 5, we conduct

experiments to demonstrate the performance of our algorithms. A conclusion is given in

Section 6. We include the extension our framework to Markov decision processes (MDPs),

and proofs in the Supplementary Materials.

2 Problem Setting

In the main paper, we focus on the contextual bandit setting, and the setting of MDPs is

deferred in Appendix A. Consider a set of contexts, denoted as X . For each context x ∈ X
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and each action a from the action space A, a reward is generated according to the reward

function defined over X ×A as follows,

rθ∗(x, a) = θ⊤
∗ ϕ(x, a), (1)

where ϕ : X ×A 7→ Rd is a known and fixed feature map, and θ∗ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd is the true but

unknown parameter. In the large language model, the map ϕ is derived by removing the

last layer of the pretrained language model, with θ∗ corresponding to the weights of the last

layer (Zhu et al., 2023b; Das et al., 2024). Since the rewards are not directly observable,

learning the reward parameter θ∗ from the dataset poses significant challenges. To address

this, the pairwise comparison technique, which involves querying human teachers about their

preference between two actions, a(0) and a(1), associated with a specific context x, is employed

in RLHF. The reward parameter θ∗ is then learned based on these preferences.

Specifically, we select a triple (x, a(0), a(1)) and present it to a human teacher, who reveals a

binary preference y, which takes the value 0 if a(0) is preferred over a(1) and 1 otherwise. We

describe three types of preference models that differ in their treatment of teachers’ rationality:

the homogeneous teacher model, the heterogeneous teacher model and the context-dependent

heterogeneous teacher model. The first is the homogeneous teacher model. Formally, under the

homogeneous teacher model, the preference y follows a Bernoulli distribution as below,

P(Y = 1|x, a(0), a(1),θ∗) =
eθ

T
∗ ϕ(x,a(1))

eθT
∗ ϕ(x,a(0)) + eθT

∗ ϕ(x,a(1))
.

The above comparison model, commonly utilized in LLM training (Ouyang et al., 2022) and

related literature on reward learning from human feedback (Zhu et al., 2023b; Das et al.,

2024), presumes uniform rationality among human teachers, which does not accommodate

varying rationalities. To account for the diverse rationality of human teachers, Jeon et al.

(2020); Barnett et al. (2023); Freedman et al. (2023); Hao et al. (2023) model teachers’

preferences based on their rationality levels. Teachers with higher rationality are more likely
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to select the option yielding a higher reward. Building on this, the second model is the

heterogeneous teacher model. Within this model, the probability that a teacher with the

rationality parameter β ≥ 0 prefers a(1) over a(0) for the same context x is given by

P(Y = 1|x, a(0), a(1), β,θ∗) =
eβθ

T
∗ ϕ(x,a(1))

eβθT
∗ ϕ(x,a(0)) + eβθT

∗ ϕ(x,a(1))
. (2)

Define µ(w) = 1
1+e−w and denote z = ϕ(x, a(1)) − ϕ(x, a(0)) as the action difference for the

prompt x. Consequently, the preference model (2) can be reformulated as: P(Y = 1|z, β,θ∗) =

µ(βθT
∗ z). When θT

∗ z > 0, indicating that the reward from a(1) is larger than that from a(0),

a larger β results in a higher probability of preferring a(1). Hence, a larger β signifies a

more rational teacher. The limitation of (2) is that it assumes a teacher maintains the same

rationality across different types of contexts.

The diversity of questions is recognized in some open LLM leaderboards (Myrzakhan et al.,

2024). To accommodate the diversity of contexts, we classify each context x ∈ X into a

known category k ∈ {1, · · · , g}. In practice, the training data include questions from a

variety of fields such as law, mathematics, and economics. Alsagheer et al. (2024) suggests

that human teachers demonstrate varying levels of rationality depending on the type of

questions they address. To account for these differences in rationality and expertise across

various contexts, we assign to each teacher j ∈ {1, · · · ,m} a specific expertise rating, β(k)
j ,

corresponding to their proficiency in contexts from category k. From this basis, we introduce

a new context-dependent heterogeneous teacher model, which this paper utilizes. For a

context x from the category k, the preference of teacher j over a(0) and a(1) under this model

is represented as

P(Y = 1|x, a(0), a(1), β(k)
j ,θ∗) =

eβ
(k)
j θT

∗ ϕ(x,a(1))

eβ
(k)
j θT

∗ ϕ(x,a(0)) + eβ
(k)
j θT

∗ ϕ(x,a(1))
. (3)

Now, we are given an offline dataset {(x(i), a
(0)
i , a

(1)
i )}ni=1 for reward learning. Two potential

actions a(0)i and a
(1)
i are provided for the context x(i) with a known type. In the pre-collected
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dataset for LLM training, each context x represents a question, and two actions a(0) and

a(1), generated by models like ChatGPT, serve as two possible answers to the question x,

encapsulated as conversations {(x(i), a
(0)
i , a

(1)
i )}ni=1. The first question in Table 1 pertains to

the field of economics, while the second question relates to the area of music. We explore the

simultaneous selection of conversation and teacher, focusing on determining which question

to query and which teacher to consult for their preference between two responses to the

question. The goal is to identify the most informative combinations of conversations and

teachers in order to improve the accuracy of the estimated reward function.

Due to the high cost and time requirements associated with gathering human feedback,

we are limited to querying only T human feedbacks in practice. Our objective is to select

the T most informative samples from the available n conversations for feedback query,

and assign the most informative teacher to each selected conversation to collect human

preferences, thereby improving our estimate of the reward function. From the offline dataset,

we obtain z(i) = ϕ(x(i), a
(1)
i )− ϕ(x(i), a

(0)
i ) for i = 1, · · · , n. Consequently, our task involves

selecting the most informative z1, · · · , zT from the set of {z(i)}ni=1, and assigning the most

informative teachers β1, · · · , βT chosen from the set of {β(1)
j , · · · , β(g)

j }mj=1 . After selecting

these points, we obtain corresponding human feedback y1, · · · , yT , which is provided by the

actively selected teachers β1, · · · , βT . Using the selected data {(zt, βt, yt)}Tt=1, we estimate θ∗

using the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) as:

θ̂T = argmax
θ∈Θ

LT (θ),

where the log-likelihood function LT (θ) is defined as:

LT (θ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

{yt log µ(βtθ
⊤zt) + (1− yt) log[1− µ(βtθ

⊤zt)]}. (4)

In the log-likelihood function (4), the heterogeneity of human preferences is accommodated

by allowing different z to be evaluated with different rationality parameters β. The outline

of the problem setting is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of the conversation and teacher selection process. The
goal is to select T conversations from the conversation set and query a teacher βt from the
teacher set for their preference yt between two responses for each selected conversation. The
reward estimator θ̂T is obtained based on the collected information {(zt, βt, yt)}Tt=1.

3 Learning from Human Feedback

In this section, we formulate our problem as a D-optimal design problem, and propose a

dual active learning policy designed to simultaneously select conversations and teachers while

adhering to a constrained sample budget T . Following this, we detail a pessimistic policy

that leverages the learned reward estimator to map each context x to an appropriate action

a for offline policy improvement.

3.1 D-optimal Design

We introduce the concept of D-optimal design (Fedorov and Leonov, 2013) to address our

selection problem. Our dataset comprises n design points, z(1), · · · , z(n), each associated with

a specific category from {1, · · · , g}, and m teachers, each teacher j ∈ {1, · · · ,m} equipped

with rationality parameters β
(1)
j , · · · , β(g)

j for the g context types. Our objective is to select

T points (z1, β1), · · · , (zT , βT ) from the set {(z(i), β(k)
j )|i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m], k ∈ [g]}. We denote

n
(k)
i,j as the number of observations taken at (z(i), β(k)

j ) such that
∑n

i=1

∑m
j=1

∑g
k=1 n

(k)
i,j = T .

The Fisher information matrix of (4) at θ can be expressed as

M(ξT ,θ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ
⊤zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t =

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

g∑
k=1

ξT (z
(i), β

(k)
j )µ̇(β

(k)
j θ⊤z(i))β

(k)2
j z(i)z(i)

⊤
,

where µ̇(·) = µ(·)[1− µ(·)] represents the derivative of µ(·), and ξT is a probability measure

that assigns a weight n
(k)
i,j /T to (z(i), β

(k)
j ). The Fisher information matrix M(ξT ,θ) is a
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non-negative definite matrix of dimension d×d. The equation T (θ̂T −θ∗)
⊤M(ξT ,θ∗)(θ̂T −θ∗)

defines an ellipsoid of concentration (Fedorov and Leonov, 2013), which generates confidence

regions for θ∗, as shown in Figure 2. At a fixed sample budget T , the “larger” the matrix

M(ξT ,θ∗), the “smaller” the ellipsoid of concentration. Thus, the “maximization” of the

matrix M(ξT ,θ∗) should lead to improved accuracy of the estimator θ̂T . The D-optimal

design (Chaudhuri and Mykland, 1993) involves determining a probability measure that

maximizes the determinant detM(ξT ,θ∗), which is inversely proportional to the volume of

the confidence ellipsoid. The determinant of the variance-covariance matrix is also known as

the generalized variance (Wilks, 1932), which measures the total variation of the estimator.

Now, we introduce the definition of the D-optimal design (Chaudhuri and Mykland, 1993).

Figure 2: Confidence ellipsoid (gray area) around the estimated parameter vector θ̂ in
two dimensions. The lengths of the principal axes (dashed lines) are negatively related to
the eigenvalues λ1, λ2 of M(ξT ,θ∗). Maximizing λ1λ2 (equal to maximizing detM(ξT ,θ∗)

minimizes the ellipsoid and thus constrains θ̂ to be close to θ∗.

Definition 1. (D-optimal Design) Let f(y|θ∗, z, β) be the conditional distribution of Y given

Z = z,B = β and be differentiable in θ, and let D(Z,B) be the design space as the collection

of all probability measures on Z × B. We define

I(θ∗, z, β) =

∫
R
[∇ log f(y|θ∗, z, β)][∇ log f(y|θ∗, z, β)]

⊤f(y|θ∗, z, β)du(y), (5)
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where ∇ is the gradient operator with respect to θ and u is the measure on the response space

R. The design ξ∗ ∈ D(Z,B) is a D-optimal design if

detM(ξ∗,θ∗) = sup
ξ∈D(Z,B)

detM(ξ,θ∗), (6)

where det stands for the determinant of a matrix, and

M(ξ,θ∗) =

∫
Z×B

I(θ∗, z, β)dξ(z, β).

Driven by the principles of D-optimal design, our objective is to configure ξT such that it

maximizes detM(ξT ,θ∗) by strategically selecting the T most informative pairs (z, β) from

Z × B. As T increases, ξT is expected to converge asymptotically towards ξ∗. From (6), the

D-optimal design is defined as ξ∗ = arg supξ∈D(Z,B) detM(ξ,θ∗). It suggests that obtaining

the optimal design ξ∗ requires knowledge of the unknown true parameter θ∗, making ξ∗

unattainable in practice. Unlike other active learning approaches in RLHF (Das et al., 2024;

Ji et al., 2024; Mukherjee et al., 2024), our method utilizes a D-optimal design-based selection

procedure for conversations and teachers, aiming to minimize the generalized variance of the

estimator.

3.2 Dual Active Reward Learning

The core strategy of our dual active learning policy is to apply the D-optimal design principle

to sequentially and simultaneously select the most informative conversations and teachers,

maximizing the determinant of the estimator’s variance-covariance matrix. Since the true

parameter that defines the optimal design is unknown, our policy operates in a sequential

manner. Our method involves evaluating the potential information gain from each prompt-

response triple and teacher, and selecting those that contribute the most to improving the

accuracy of the reward function estimation. The policy begins with a preliminary estimate

of the reward parameter based on an initial set of conversations and teachers. Then, the

sequential selection process involves the following steps.
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• Evaluation: For each potential conversation (x, a(0), a(1)) and teacher β, compute the

information matrix based on the current estimate θ̂t−1.

• Selection: Choose the conversation (x, a(0), a(1)) and the human teacher β that maximizes

the determinant of the estimated information matrix, i.e., the sample that most effectively

reduces the uncertainty in the reward parameter estimation.

• Query: Query the human teacher β for their preference between a(0) and a(1) on prompt

x, resulting in the preference y.

• Update: Update θ̂t based on the newly selected point.

These steps are repeated until the sample budget T is exhausted. The proposed policy

operates in a sequential manner, actively selecting the most informative conversations and

corresponding teachers to maximize the information gain. A comprehensive description of

this dual active reward learning using D-optimal design is detailed in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 requires three input parameters. The first input is the sample budget T , which

is the number of samples to be chosen for parameter estimation. The second input comprises

the teachers’ rationality parameters. We have m teachers, each with a rationality parameter

β
(k)
j for context type k, where j ∈ {1, · · · ,m} and k ∈ {1, · · · , g}. The third input comprises

the dataset {(x(i), a
(0)
i , a

(1)
i )}ni=1, containing n candidates, each comprising a prompt x(i) and

two associated responses a
(0)
i and a

(1)
i . Each prompt x(i) is categorized into a known type

from {1, · · · , g}.

During the execution of Algorithm 1, we first calculate z(i) as the difference of the two

responses a
(1)
i and a

(0)
i using the feature map ϕ. The type of z(i) is the same with that of

x(i). We then define the set Z = {z(1), · · · , z(n)} and the teacher set Bk = {β(k)
1 , · · · , β(k)

m }

for k = 1, · · · , g.

After the initialization, we obtain θ̂t0 . Subsequently, we actively choose the conversations

and teachers sequentially to estimate the reward parameter θ∗. At each step t, we compute

13



Algorithm 1 Dual active reward learning using D-optimal design

1: Input: Sample budget T , teachers’ rationality parameters {β(k)
1 , · · · , β(k)

m }gk=1, and
dataset{(x(i), a

(0)
i , a

(1)
i )}ni=1

2: Compute z(i) = ϕ(x(i), a
(1)
i )− ϕ(x(i), a

(0)
i ) for i = 1, · · · , n.

3: Define Z = {z(1), · · · , z(n)}.
4: Define Bk = {β(k)

1 , · · · , β(k)
m } for k = 1, · · · , g.

5: Initialization: Calculate θ̂t0 with an initial set {(z1, β1), · · · , (zt0 , βt0)}.
6: for t = t0 + 1 to T do
7: Compute

Ht−1(θ̂t−1) =
t−1∑
s=1

µ̇(βsθ̂
⊤
t−1zs)β

2
szsz

⊤
s . (7)

8: Calculate zt, βt = argmaxz∈Z maxβ∈Bk
det[Ht−1(θ̂t−1) + µ̇(βθ̂⊤

t−1z)β
2zz⊤] with k being

the type of z.
9: Find (x(i), a

(0)
i , a

(1)
i ) such that zt = ϕ(x(i), a

(1)
i )− ϕ(x(i), a

(0)
i ).

10: Obtain preference yt from human teacher βt between a
(0)
i and a

(1)
i .

11: Update θ̂t = argmaxθ∈Θ Lt(θ), where Lt(θ) is defined in (4).
12: end for
13: Output: θ̂T

the sample information matrix Ht−1(θ̂t−1) based on the estimator θ̂t−1 and the selected

z1, · · · , zt−1 and β1, · · · , βt−1 as shown in (7). By maximizing the determinant of the updated

sample information matrix Ht−1(θ̂t−1) + µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t−1z)β

2zz⊤, we determine zt and βt. Next,

we find the triple (x(i), a
(0)
i , a

(1)
i ) such that the condition zt = ϕ(x(i), a

(1)
i ) − ϕ(x(i), a

(0)
i ) is

satisfied. If multiple triples satisfy this condition, we randomly select one. We then query

teacher βt about their preference between a
(0)
i and a

(1)
i , obtaining the preference yt. Based on

the data (zt, βt, yt), we update the MLE to θ̂t. Finally, we output the estimator θ̂T as the

estimation of the reward parameter θ∗.

Remark 1. The existing literature, such as Mukherjee et al. (2024), employs the optimal

design strategies based on linear approximations of the preference model. They determine the

optimal design (without teacher selection) as ξ# = argmaxξ det
∑n

i=1 ξ(z
(i))z(i)z(i)⊤, subject

to the constraints
∑n

i=1 ξ(z
(i)) = 1 and ξ(z(i)) ≥ 0. This approach results in the information

matrix
∑n

i=1 ξ
#(z(i))z(i)z(i)⊤, which differs from the true information matrix of θ∗ in the
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preference model (3).

Teacher selection is critical in reward learning as different teachers may provide diverse

preferences for the same context. A naive approach might be to always select the teacher

with the highest rationality. However, Lemma 1 demonstrates that the most rational teacher

is not always the most informative one.

Lemma 1. In Algorithm 1, at each step t, when Ht−1(θ̂t−1) is nonsingular, a teacher with

highest rationality (the largest β) is not necessarily the most informative one.

Lemma 1 indicates that incorporating teachers from diverse disciplines could be more effective

during the training of large language models. For example, for questions in the field of law,

we should not exclusively choose law experts, such as lawyers or judges, to compare the

answers. Including teachers from other areas can provide valuable perspectives. Lemma 1

also encourages us to develop algorithms for teacher selection, as we should not simply choose

the most rational teacher at each step t.

3.3 Pessimistic Policy Learning

In this section, we analyze the policy derived from the learned reward model, aiming to

determine the optimal action for each context x to maximize the reward. The policy is based

on a pre-collected dataset, without additional interactions with the environment. A significant

challenge arises from the fact that the dataset may have been generated under a different

policy than the one we seek to optimize. This discrepancy can pose substantial challenges in

policy improvement if the data distribution does not align well with the distribution expected

under the target policy.

Using Algorithm 1, we obtain the estimator θ̂T for the reward parameter θ∗ constrained by

the sample budget T . We seek to find a policy πT based on the learned θ̂T to maximize

the reward rθ∗(x, πT (x)). A natural downstream policy may be the greedy policy, defined
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as π̂(x) = argmaxa∈A rθ̂T (x, a). However, Theorem 3.9 in Zhu et al. (2023b) illustrates that

such a greedy policy may fail in some cases. To address this, we incorporate a concept from

offline reinforcement learning known as pessimism (Jin et al., 2021). The pessimistic policy

from Zhu et al. (2023b) is unsuitable for our application, as it derives confidence bounds from

randomly queried data. In contrast, our approach requires bounds based on actively queried

data in an adaptive way.

We now propose a lemma on the estimation error based on the data {(zt, βt)}Tt=1 actively

selected using Algorithm 1.

Lemma 2. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 (see Section 4) hold and θ̂T be the estimator derived

from Algorithm 1. With probability at least 1 − δ for δ ∈ (0, 1), there exist some positive

constants C1 and C2 such that

∥θ̂T − θ∗∥H̄T (θ̂T ) ≤

√
C1

T

[
d log

(
e+

C2

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
,

where H̄T (θ̂T ) =
1
T
HT (θ̂T ) with HT (θ̂T ) defined in (7), and the notation e is the mathematical

constant approximately equal to 2.7183.

Lemma 2 quantifies the uncertainty that arises from approximating θ∗ using θ̂T . Now,

we discuss the evaluation of the policy. Let π : X 7→ A be a function from the set of

policies Π that maps each context to an action. The expected value of a policy π is given

by J(π) = Ex∼ρrθ∗(x, π(x)), where ρ denotes the distribution from which the context x is

sampled. The optimal policy is defined as π∗(x) = argmaxa∈A rθ∗(x, a). The effectiveness of

any policy π is measured by its sub-optimality defined as

SubOpt(π) = J(π∗)− J(π), (8)

which quantifies how much the expected reward under π falls short of the expected reward

under the optimal policy π∗. We define the set of parameters as

C(θ̂T , δ) =

{
θ ∈ Θ : ∥θ̂T − θ∥H̄T (θ̂T ) ≤

√
C1

T

[
d log

(
e+

C2T

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]}
. (9)
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Algorithm 2 Pessimistic Learning Policy

1: Input: the estimator θ̂T from Algorithm 1, the sample information matrix HT (θ̂T ), the
sample budget T , the dimension d and the probability δ ∈ (0, 1).

2: Define C(θ̂T , δ) as in (9).
3: Compute the pessimistic expected value function ĴT (π) as defined in (10).
4: Output: π̂T = argmaxπ Ĵ(π).

According to Lemma 2, the true reward parameter θ∗ lies in this confidence set C(θ̂T , δ) with

probability at least 1− δ. The pessimistic expected value function is defined as

ĴT (π) = min
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

Ex∼ρθ
⊤ϕ(x, π(x)) = θ̂⊤

T Ex∼ρϕ(x, π(x))− ∥Ex∼ρϕ(x, π(x))∥H̄−1
T (θ̂T )γ(T, d, δ),

(10)

where γ(T, d, δ) =
√

C1

T

[
d log

(
e+ C2T

d

)
+ log 2

δ

]
. Using (10), the pessimistic policy is ob-

tained as

π̂T = argmax
π

ĴT (π). (11)

We present the details of the pessimistic policy in Algorithm 2.

4 Theoretical Analysis

This section delves into the theoretical performance of our algorithm tailored for dual

active learning. Initially, we present a theorem demonstrating that the information matrix,

constructed from our sequential MLE estimator, almost surely converges to the information

matrix of the D-optimal design evaluated at the true reward parameter θ∗. Subsequently,

we assert that the distribution of our adaptive estimator θ̂T asymptotically approaches a

multivariate normal distribution. We proceed to compare the efficiency of our proposed

policy against benchmark policies by examining their respective variance-covariance matrices.

Lastly, we conduct a thorough analysis of the sub-optimality associated with our proposed

pessimistic learning policy.

In Algorithm 1, we sequentially select the sequence z1, · · · , zT and the corresponding teacher

sequence β1, · · · , βT . Utilizing these adaptively chosen sequences alongside the MLE θ̂T , the
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Fisher information matrix is constructed as

M(ξT , θ̂T ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̂
⊤
T zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t . (12)

We make an assumption regarding the information matrix of the D-optimal design.

Assumption 1. The information matrix M(ξ∗,θ∗) define in (6) is positive definite.

Assumption 1 ensures the positive definiteness of the information matrix of the D-optimal

design (Chaudhuri and Mykland, 1993; Pronzato, 2010; Yang et al., 2013; Freise et al., 2021).

We next make the following assumption on the parameter space Θ, the teacher space B, and

the mapping ϕ.

Assumption 2. There exist positive constants Cθ, Cβ and Cϕ such that ∥θ∥2 ≤ Cθ for all

θ ∈ Θ, |β| < Cβ for all β ∈ B, ∥ϕ(x, a)∥2 ≤ Cϕ for all (x, a) ∈ X ×A. The parameter θ∗ is

assumed to be identifiable.

Assumption 2 is a mild assumption on the parameter space and is also adopted in Zhu

et al. (2023b); Das et al. (2024); Mukherjee et al. (2024); Ji et al. (2024). Recall that

z = ϕ(x, a(1)) − ϕ(x, a(0)). By Assumption 2, we know z ∈ Z is bounded, and hence

∥z∥2 < Cz for some positive constant Cz.

Remark 2. For the identification of θ∗, some literature, such as Zhu et al. (2023b); Das

et al. (2024); Mukherjee et al. (2024), assumes that 1⊤θ∗ = 0. However, this condition

may not be sufficient for the identification of θ∗ in all cases. Consider, for instance, when

θ∗ = (θ1, θ2, θ3)
⊤ ∈ R3, x = (x1, x2)

⊤ ∈ R2, a ∈ R, and ϕ(x, a) = (x1, x2, x1a)
⊤ ∈ R3.

Here, the difference vector z = ϕ(x, a(1))− ϕ(x, a(0)) = (0, 0, x1(a
(1) − a(0)))⊤. Consequently,

θ⊤
∗ z = θ3x1(a

(1) − a(0)) only allows for the identification of θ3, even under the assumption

that 1⊤θ∗ = 0. A more suitable assumption for identifying θ∗ is to ensure that the number of

components in ϕ(x, a) not involving action a equals the number of constraints imposed on θ∗.

The convergence of this adaptively generated information matrix M(ξT , θ̂T ) is established in
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the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Assuming that Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied and θ̂T is the estimator

derived from Algorithm 1, let M(ξT , θ̂T ) be as defined in (12) and M(ξ∗,θ∗) as in (6). It

follows that

M(ξT , θ̂T )
a.s.−−→ M(ξ∗,θ∗), as T → ∞,

where a.s.−−→ denotes convergence almost surely.

Theorem 1 asserts that the information matrix M(ξT , θ̂T ) converges almost surely to M(ξ∗,θ∗),

which maximizes detM(ξ,θ∗) over the set of all designs.

Theorem 2. Let θ̂T be the estimator from Algorithm 1 and M(ξ∗,θ∗) be defined in (6).

Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

√
T (θ̂T − θ∗)

d−→ N(0,M−1(ξ∗,θ∗)), as T → ∞,

where d−→ denotes convergence in distribution.

Theorem 2 indicates that the adaptive MLE estimator θ̂T generated by Algorithm 1 asymptoti-

cally follows a multivariate normal distribution with a covariance matrix given by M−1(ξ∗,θ∗),

which implies the asymptotic variance-covariance matrix of θ̂T is 1
T
M−1(ξ∗,θ∗).

We next compare our Algorithm 1 with a benchmark random policy, detailed in Algorithm

3. In the random policy, both the sequence of zt and the sequence of teacher rationality

βt are selected randomly from their respective sets. All procedural steps align with those

in Algorithm 1, except for the random selection component. In the random policy, the

conversations and teachers are randomly selected from the original distribution on Z × B.

We denote ξr as the original probability measure on Z × B. The information matrix under

ξr is M(ξr,θ∗) = Eξr [µ̇(βz
⊤θ∗)β

2zz⊤]. To highlight the importance of simultaneous selection

of conversations and teachers, we modify Algorithm 1 to create two additional benchmark

policies: Conversation Selection Only and Teacher Selection Only. The Conversation
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Algorithm 3 Reward learning using random policy (benchmark policy)

1: Input: T , {β(k)
1 , · · · , β(k)

m }gk=1,{(x(i), o(i), a
(0)
i , a

(1)
i )}ni=1

2: z(i) = ϕ(x(i), a
(1)
i )− ϕ(x(i), a

(0)
i ) for i = 1, · · · , n.

3: Z = {z(1), · · · , z(n)}
4: Bk = {β(k)

1 , · · · , β(k)
m } for k = 1, · · · , g.

5: Initialize parameters: θ̂0
6: for t = 1 to T do
7: Randomly choose zt from Z and then βt from Bk with k being the type of zt.
8: Find (x(i), a

(0)
i , a

(1)
i ) such that zt = ϕ(x(i), a

(1)
i )− ϕ(x(i), a

(0)
i ).

9: Obtain preference yt from human teacher βt between a
(0)
i and a

(1)
i .

10: end for
11: Compute θ̂r

T = argmaxθ∈Θ LT (θ), where LT (θ) is defined in (4).
12: Output: θ̂r

T

Selection Only policy selects conversations using our approach but selects teachers randomly.

This can be done by modifying step 8 of Algorithm 1 to randomly select βt while maximizing

the determinant of the information matrix over z. Conversely, the Teacher Selection Only

policy selects teachers actively and conversations randomly by modifying the same step to

randomly select zt and then finding βt that maximizes the determinant of the information

matrix. We denote ξc and ξt as the designs of Conversation Selection Only and Teacher

Selection Only policies, respectively. To illustrate the comparative efficacy, we introduce

the following corollary contrasting the performance of Algorithm 1 with these benchmarks.

Corollary 1. Let θ̂r
T be the MLE based on {(zt, βt)}Tt=1 generated by random design described

in Algorithm 3. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the asymptotic distribution of θ̂r
T is

√
T (θ̂r

T − θ∗)
d−→ N(0, {M(ξr,θ∗)}−1),

where the expectation E[µ̇(βz⊤θ∗)β
2zz⊤] is taken on the original distribution on Z × B.

Moreover, we have

detM(ξ∗,θ∗) ≥ max{detM(ξr,θ∗), detM(ξc,θ∗), detM(ξt,θ∗)},

where M(ξ∗,θ∗) is defined in (6).
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Corollary 1 reveals that the determinant of the asymptotic variance-covariance matrix of

θ̂T from our proposed method is no less than those of estimators from the three benchmark

policies. The determinants are equal when the D-optimal design ξ∗ matches exactly the

designs ξr, ξc, ξt on Z × B, which is a very rare event. From Corollary 1, the estimator

θ̂T achieves a smaller volume of the confidence ellipsoid of θ∗, leading to a more accurate

estimation of θ∗ as illustrated in Figure 2.

We now evaluate the sub-optimality of the proposed pessimistic policy as outlined in Algorithm

2. This policy utilizes the estimator θ̂T derived from Algorithm 1, producing a policy

π̂T : X 7→ A.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for any 1 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1− δ,

when T > T0 for some positive constant T0, the sub-optimality of the pessimistic policy defined

in (11) is bounded by

SubOpt(π̂T ) ≤ 2

√
C1

T

[
d log

(
e+

C2T

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Ex∼ρϕ(x, π

∗(x))∥2,

where the positive constants C1 and C2 are the same as those specified in Lemma 2.

We now analyze the effect of the teacher rationality on SubOpt(π̂T ) using Theorem 3. The

fact ∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Ex∼ρϕ(x, π
∗(x))∥2 ≤ Ex∼ρ∥(ϕ(x, π∗(x))∥2/λ1/2

min(M(ξ∗,θ∗)) indicates that

SubOpt(π̂T ) is upper bounded by 1/λ
1/2
min(M(ξ∗,θ∗)). From the D-optimal design equation

(6), we observe that detM(ξ∗,θ∗) is influenced by the diversity in the teacher space B.

A broader range in B typically increases detM(ξ∗,θ∗). Given that for any positive defi-

nite matrix, λmin(M(ξ∗,θ∗)) ≤ (detM(ξ∗,θ∗))
1/d, a more diverse teacher space generally

increases λmin(M(ξ∗,θ∗)), thus reducing the sub-optimality of the policy. We verify this

conclusion through numerical experiments in Section 5.1.2. Corollary 1 establishes that

detM(ξ∗,θ∗) ≥ detM(ξr,θ∗). Following the reasoning above, we know our policy achieves

a smaller upper bound of the sub-optimality gap compared to the random policy. The

term ∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Ex∼ρϕ(x, π
∗(x))∥2 is assumed to be bounded in the literature on offline
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reinforcement learning (Li et al., 2022; Zhu et al., 2023b). Zhu et al. (2023b) demonstrated

that the sub-optimality gap of the non-pessimistic policy maintains a constant lower bound in

some cases. In contrast, the sub-optimality gap of our policy converges to 0 as T approaches

infinity under the same assumptions.

5 Experiments

In this section, we conduct simulation studies to test the effectiveness of our method, followed

by real applications of large language models. To enhance computational efficiency, we

introduce a batch version of Algorithm 1. This version utilizes a batch size denoted by K.

Instead of individually selecting (z, β)-pairs, the batch version selects the top K pairs in

step 8 of Algorithm 1 and iterates only ⌊T/K⌋ times to choose T samples. The rest of the

procedure in the batch version follows that of Algorithm 1. When K = 1, the batch version

coincides with Algorithm 1.

5.1 Simulation

In our simulation study, we consider a context vector x = (x1, x2, x3, x4, x5)
⊤ ∈ R5. The

component x1 is i.i.d. drawn from the uniform distribution Unif(1, 2), and the remaining

components x2, x3, x4, x5 are i.i.d. chosen from Unif(−1/2, 1/2). The feature mapping function

is defined as ϕ(x, a) = (x1a
2, x2a, x3a, x4a, x5a)

⊤ ∈ R5. The true reward parameter vector

θ∗ = (θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4, θ5)
⊤ has components θ1 = −1/2 and θ2 = θ3 = θ4 = θ5 = 1/2. The reward

function is rθ∗(x, a) = θ⊤
∗ ϕ(x, a). The optimal action, derived from this setup, is

a∗(x) = argmax
a

rθ∗(x, a) = −θ2x2 + θ3x3 + θ4x4 + θ5x5

2θ1x1

.

The actions a(0) ∈ R is set as a(0)(x) = a∗(x), and a(1) ∈ R is set as a(1)(x) = ∥x∥2/3.

The simulation involves g = 5 types of contexts and m = 20 teachers, with each teacher’s

rationality parameter β(k)
j , for j ∈ {1, · · · ,m} and k ∈ {1, · · · , g}, upper bounded by Cβ = 3.
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We aim to select T samples from n = 10000 candidates for reward learning and decision

making.

We evaluate different policies for conversation-teacher selection and policy evaluation. The

first is Our Policy, which implements dual active reward learning using D-optimal design as

per Algorithm 1 and includes a pessimistic policy as outlined in Algorithm 2. The second and

third benchmarks are Conversation Selection Only and Teacher Selection Only policies

defined in Section 4. The fourth policy, APO, represents the active preference optimization

approach by Das et al. (2024), focusing solely on active conversation selection. The fifth

policy is a Random policy as detailed in Algorithm 3, selecting both contexts and teachers

randomly. For these four benchmark policies, the decision rule for selecting actions is the

greedy policy, i.e.,

a(x) = − θ̂2x2 + θ̂3x3 + θ̂4x4 + θ̂5x5

2θ̂1x1

, (13)

where θ̂ = (θ̂1, θ̂2, θ̂3, θ̂4, θ̂5)
⊤ is the estimator of θ∗ derived from the corresponding policy. To

facilitate a more comprehensive ablation study, we also introduce an additional benchmark

policy, Non-pessimistic Policy, which implements dual active reward learning using

Algorithm 1, and selects actions based on the greedy approach outlined in (13). Different

policies employ distinct strategies for conversation selection, teacher selection, and action

choice, as summarized in Table 3. It is crucial to highlight that the D-optimal designs

employed by policies Conversation Selection Only and Teacher Selection Only are

adapted from our proposed Algorithm 1. The aim of comparing these policies is to gain

deeper insights into the effectiveness of the different components of the overall policy.

5.1.1 Comparison of Different Policies

We first assess the reward estimation of the policies based on the generalized variance (GV)

and the mean squared error (MSE, defined as E∥θ̂ − θ∗∥2) of their reward estimators. The

rationality of each teacher β is independently drawn from a uniform distribution Unif(0, 2).
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Table 3: Strategies for conversation and teacher selection, and action choice in different
policies

Policies Conversation selection Teacher Selection Action choice
Our Policy Algorithm 1 Algorithm 1 Algorithm 2

Non-pessimistic Policy Algorithm 1 Algorithm 1 Non-pessimistic
Conversation Selection Only D-optimal design Random Non-pessimistic

Teacher Selection Only Random D-optimal design Non-pessimistic
APO APO (Das et al., 2024) Random Non-pessimistic

Random Random Random Non-pessimistic

Table 4: Performance of the Estimator for Reward Parameter with T = 1000

Policies K = 1 K = 50 K = 100
GV MSE GV MSE GV MSE

Our Policy 1.52 1.147 4.78 1.175 8.28 1.225
Conversation Selection Only 37.5 1.402 19.6 1.408 80 1.554

Teacher Selection Only 653 1.962 1890 2.137 2180 2.049
APO 354 2.145 1080 2.076 520 2.072

Random 41600 2.808 125000 3.342 110000 3.208
GV is expressed in units of 10−11.

A smaller GV indicates a smaller variation of the estimator, whereas a smaller MSE reflects

closer proximity to the true reward values. The results, highlighted in Table 4 with the best

outcomes in bold, reveal that Our Policy performs superiorly, showing the lowest GV and

MSE. This table excludes results for the Non-pessimistic Policy on reward estimation

because it employs the same context and teacher selection strategy as Our Policy, making

their outcomes identical to Our Policy. When teacher selection is not considered, the

Conversation Selection Only policy outperforms the state-of-the-art APO policy in terms

of both GV and MSE, underscoring the effectiveness of our policy in reward estimation.

Furthermore, the superior performance of Our Policy compared to the Conversation

Selection Only policy underscores the critical role of teacher selection in achieving more

accurate reward estimations.

We further analyze the sub-optimality gap defined in (8) across different policies. Figure

3 shows the sub-optimality gaps of different policies across varying sample sizes T over 20
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repetitions. Our Policy consistently outperforms the others. To provide deeper insights,

we conduct a detailed comparison of these policies to better understand the impact of each

component on overall policy performance.

• When compared to the Random policy, Conversation Selection Only shows a lower

sub-optimality gap, highlighting the benefits of strategic conversation selection. Similarly,

the Teacher Selection Only policy outperforms the Random policy, validating the

importance of selecting teachers.

• Non-pessimistic Policy results in the lower sub-optimality gap than Conversation

Selection Only and Teacher Selection Only policies, indicating the advantage of

simultaneous selection of conversations and teachers.

• The Conversation Selection Only policy demonstrates lower sub-optimality gap com-

pared to the APO policy, confirming that our active reward learning approach utilizing

D-optimal design is more effective.

• Our Policy outperforms the Non-pessimistic Policy, highlighting the effectiveness of

the pessimistic approach.

This analysis confirms the superior performance of our proposed policy across different batch

sizes K. Furthermore, we examine the computational efficiency of the batch version of our

approach. The computation times for one repetition of Our Policy are 1000.94 seconds,

27.69 seconds, and 17.55 seconds for batch sizes K of 1, 50, and 100, respectively, showcasing

significant reductions in computation time with increased batch sizes.

5.1.2 Role of Teachers

We now examine the influence of teacher rationality on the sub-optimality gaps under varying

ranges of rationality. The rationality parameter β is i.i.d. chosen from three different uniform

distributions: Unif(0, 3), Unif(0, 2), and Unif(0, 1). Figure 4 illustrates that a broader range of

rationality generally results in a smaller sub-optimality gap across different batch sizes when
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Figure 3: Sub-optimality gaps for the six policies. The three subplots show the sub-optimality
gap when the batch size K is 1, 50 and 100, respectively.

employing Our Policy. This phenomenon suggests that a wider range of rationality choices

allows for more selective and effective teacher querying, thus reducing the sub-optimality gap.

The intuition behind this is that a broader range of rationality leads to a larger detM(ξ∗,θ∗),

resulting in a better estimation of the reward parameter.

5.1.3 Effect of Dimension

We evaluate the impact of dimensionality on the sub-optimality gap for Our Policy across

dimensions d = 3, 5, 10 and different batch sizes. The teacher rationality β is sampled from

Unif(0, 1). The results depicted in Figure 5 indicate that the sub-optimality gap increases

with the dimension, consistent with the implications of Theorem 3.
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Figure 4: Sub-optimality gap for Our Policy at different ranges of teacher rationality.

Figure 5: Sub-optimality gap for Our Policy at different dimensions.

5.2 Applications to LLMs

In this experiment, we implement our policy within large language models, utilizing the

public datasets Anthropic (Bai et al., 2022), Nectar (Zhu et al., 2023a) and UltraFeedback

(Cui et al., 2024). We collect all the prompts with single-turn dialogues from these datasets

and process them into a pairwise training format, where each question is paired with two

answers. Here, each question serves as the context x, and the two answers serve as a(0) and

a(1). Each answer is given a rating score2, and the answer with the higher score is treated as

the chosen one. We randomly select 40000 samples and divide them into a training subset

and a test subset with a 4:1 ratio.

The pretrained model employed is Gemma-7b-it3 (Team et al., 2024). The feature map ϕ

in (1) is derived by removing the last layer of the pretrained language model, yielding a
2https://huggingface.co/datasets/llm-blender/Unified-Feedback
3https://huggingface.co/google/gemma-7b-it
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d-dimensional vector, where the dimension d = 2048 is determined by the Gemma-7b-it

model. More details of the pretrained model and the real data are in Appendix B.

Our goal in the experiments is to learn the reward function specified in (1) within a sample

budget of T = 5000, i.e., selecting 5000 samples from n = 32000 training samples. We

briefly describe the process of the experiments. The question and two corresponding answers

(x, a(0), a(1)) are first input into the Gemma-7b-it model. After processing through the last

layer of the Gemma-7b-it model, the triple (x, a(0), a(1)) is transformed into a 2048-dimensional

vector ϕ(x, a(0), a(1)). Since no information about the rationality of teachers is available in

the datasets, we assume that teachers are homogeneous and the rationality of teacher is fixed

at 1. The preference y denoting the preference between a(0) and a(1) follows the Bernoulli

distribution as described in (3) with β
(k)
j = 1. Our objective is to estimate the parameter θ∗

in (3) using MLE.

Since the true reward parameter in (3) is unknown, we evaluate the effectiveness of different

policies using the reward accuracy, which is widely used in assessing reward estimation in

large language models (Yao et al., 2023; Das et al., 2024). Using the estimator θ̂, we can

obtain the estimated reward θ̂⊤ϕ(x, a). The reward accuracy is defined as the percentage

of instances where the estimated reward of the chosen response exceeds that of the rejected

one. A higher reward accuracy signifies a better policy.

Our experiments are conducted using the Nvidia A100 GPU resources. We assess the reward

accuracy for test samples across various T values and batch sizes K = 1, 50, 100 for different

datasets under different policies, illustrated in Figures 6, 7, and 8. In the real data analysis,

we compare Our Policy with two existing benchmark policy, APO (Das et al., 2024) and

Random (Ouyang et al., 2022). The results demonstrate that Our Policy outperforms

the APO and Random policies across diverse datasets and batch sizes. Additionally, we

explore the computational efficiency of the batch version of Our Policy, observing marked
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Figure 6: Reward accuracy of different policies using dataset Nectar.

Figure 7: Reward accuracy of different policies using dataset Anthropic.

reductions in computation time with increased batch sizes: for Anthropic, times are 127.79

hours (K = 1), 2.90 hours (K = 50), and 1.38 hours (K = 100); for Nectar, times are 128.52

hours (K = 1), 2.88 hours (K = 50), and 1.39 hours (K = 100); and for UltraFeedback,

times are 128.42 hours (K = 1), 2.76 hours (K = 50), and 1.56 hours (K = 100).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce a comprehensive framework for dual active learning for RLHF,
incorporating simultaneous conversation and teacher selection. Our theoretical analysis
validates the effectiveness of our proposed algorithm. Furthermore, experimental results
consistently demonstrate that our policy outperforms existing state-of-the-art approaches.
Based on the adaptively learned reward estimator, we develop a pessimistic policy for the
offline RL problem. This framework not only enhances the accuracy of the reward estimation
but also optimizes the efficiency of data usage in the training of large language models, offering
significant advancements in the field of RLHF. For future exploration, we can investigate how
to address infeasible tasks (Zhang et al., 2024) and integrate causal reasoning (Cai et al.,
2023) into large language models using the dual active learning framework.
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Figure 8: Reward accuracy of different policies using dataset UltraFeedback.
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Supplementary Materials

“Dual Active Learning for Reinforcement Learning from
Human Feedback”

Pangpang Liu, Chengchun Shi, Will Wei Sun

In this supplement, we extend our framework to MDPs, briefly describe the datasets and the

pretrained model used in Section 5.2, and provide detailed proofs of the theoretical results,

including Lemma 1, Lemma 2, Theorem 1, Theorem 2, Theorem 3, Theorem 4 and Corollary

1.

A Extension to Markov Decision Processes

Now, we extend our framework to MDPs. We consider a finite-horizon MDP characterized

by the tuple (S,A, N, {Pi}Ni=1, {ri}Ni=1, ρ). Here, S represents the state space, A is the action

space, N denotes the horizon length, Pi : S ×A 7→ ∆(S) is the probability transition at step

i, ri : S × A 7→ R is the reward function, ρ is the initial state distribution. At each step i,

after taking action a in state s, the system transitions to a new state s′ with probability

Pi(s
′|s, a), and a reward ri(s, a) is received.

We assume the availability of two trajectories starting from the same initial state for compari-

son. Initially, we sample the starting state s0 from a fixed distribution ρ, followed by two tra-

jectories τ (0) = (s
(0)
0 , a

(0)
0 , s

(0)
1 , a

(0)
1 , · · · , s(0)N , a

(0)
N ) and τ (1) = (s

(1)
0 , a

(1)
0 , s

(1)
1 , a

(1)
1 , · · · , s(1)N , a

(1)
N ),

where both start from s0, i.e., s(0)0 = s
(1)
0 = s0. The preference of a teacher with rationality

parameter β over the two two trajectories τ (0) and τ (1) is given by

P(Y = 1|s0, τ (0), τ (1), β,θ∗) =
eβθ

T
∗
∑N

i=0 ϕ(s
(1)
i ,a

(1)
i )

eβθ
T
∗
∑N

i=0 ϕ(s
(0)
i ,a

(0)
i ) + eβθ

T
∗
∑N

i=0 ϕ(s
(1)
i ,a

(1)
i )

. (S1)

We have a dataset {(o(i), τ (0)i , τ
(1)
i )}ni=1, where o(i) denotes the type of the trajectory, and define

z(i) =
∑N

i=0[ϕ(s
(1)
i , a

(1)
i )−ϕ(s

(1)
i , a

(1)
i )] for reward learning with a sample budget constraint. To
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estimate θ∗, we select T samples from (z(1), · · · , z(n)) and T teachers from {β(k)
1 , · · · , β(k)

m }gk=1

using Algorithm 1, by modifying only the calculation of z. The conclusions regarding the MLE

θ̂T derived from the contextual bandit setting using Algorithm 1 are applicable here.

A deterministic policy πi : S 7→ A is a function that maps a state to an action at step

i. We use π to denote the collection of policies {πi}Ni=1. The associated value function

V π(s) = E[
∑N

i=0 ri(si, ai)|s0 = s, ai = πi(si)] represents the expected cumulative reward from

starting in state s and adhering to πi at each step i. We define the state occupancy measure

dπ(s) =
∑N

i=1 Pi(si = s|π) and the state-action occupancy measure dπ(s, a) =
∑N

i=1 Pi(si =

s, ai = a|π), where Pi(si = s|π) denotes the probability of visiting state si = s (similar

si = s, ai = a) at step i after executing policy π and starting from s0 ∼ ρ.

For analyzing sub-optimality, we employ a pessimistic estimate of the rewards. When the

transition distribution P is known, the occupancy measure dπ can be directly computed. If

P is unknown, it can be estimated by collecting state-action trajectories through interactions

with the environment, as outlined in the method proposed by Zhan et al. (2023). Given

the definition of dπ , one has Es∼ρ[V
π(s)] = Es,a∼dπ [r(s, a)]. The pessimistic expected value

function is formulated as

ĴT (π) = min
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

Es∼dπθ
⊤ϕ(s, π(s)) = θ̂⊤

T Es∼dπϕ(s, π(s))−∥Es∼dπϕ(s, π(s))∥H̄−1
T (θ̂T )γ(T, d, δ).

Then, the pessimistic policy is obtained as π̂T = argmaxπ ĴT (π).

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for any 1 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1− δ,

when T > T0 for some positive constant T0, the sub-optimality of the pessimistic policy π̂T

for the offline MDPs is bounded by

SubOpt(π̂T ) ≤ 2

√
C3

T

[
d log

(
e+

C4T

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Es∼dπ∗ϕ(s, π∗(s))∥2,

where C3 and C4 are some positive constants.
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B Description of Datasets and the Pretrained Model

In this section, we give a brief description of the datasets and the pretrained model used in

Section 5.2. All the descriptions are adapted from Hugging Face4. The dataset Anthropic5

(Bai et al., 2022) is about helpfulness and harmlessness, and is meant to train preference

(or reward) models for subsequent RLHF training. These data are not meant for supervised

training of dialogue agents. For helpfulness, the data are grouped into train/test splits in

three tranches: from our base models (context-distilled 52B language models), via rejection

sampling (mostly with best-of-16 sampling) against an early preference model, and a dataset

sampled during our iterated "online" process. For harmlessness, the data are only collected

for our base models, but otherwise formatted in the same way. The dataset Nectar6 (Zhu

et al., 2023a) is the first high-quality 7-wise comparison dataset, generated through GPT-4-

based ranking. Nectar contains diverse chat prompts, high-quality and diverse responses,

and accurate ranking labels. Nectar’s prompts are an amalgamation of diverse sources,

including lmsys-chat-1M, ShareGPT, Antropic/hh-rlhf, UltraFeedback, Evol-Instruct, and

Flan. Nectar’s 7 responses per prompt are primarily derived from a variety of models, namely

GPT-4, GPT-3.5-turbo, GPT-3.5-turbo-instruct, LLama-2-7B-chat, and Mistral-7B-Instruct,

alongside other existing datasets and models. Each prompt’s responses are sorted into a 7-wise

ranking labeled by GPT-4, resulting in a total of 3.8M pairwise comparisons. Nectar was used

to train the reward model Starling-RM-7B-alpha which propelled Starling-LM-7B-alpha to an

MT-Bench score of 8.09, the current highest for any 7B model. The dataset UltraFeedback7

(Cui et al., 2024) is a large-scale, fine-grained, diverse preference dataset, used for training

powerful reward models and critic models. About 64k prompts from are collected diverse

resources (including UltraChat, ShareGPT, Evol-Instruct, TruthfulQA, FalseQA, and FLAN).

These prompts are then used to query multiple LLMs and generate 4 different responses
4https://huggingface.co/
5https://huggingface.co/datasets/Anthropic/hh-rlhf
6https://huggingface.co/datasets/berkeley-nest/Nectar
7https://huggingface.co/datasets/openbmb/UltraFeedback
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for each prompt, resulting in a total of 256k samples. The Gemma-7b-it8 model is among

the Gemma (Team et al., 2024) family, which is a collection of lightweight, state-of-the-art

open models from Google, built from the same research and technology used to create the

Gemini models. They are text-to-text, decoder-only large language models, available in

English, with open weights, pretrained variants, and instruction-tuned variants. Gemma

models are well-suited for a variety of text generation tasks, including question answering,

summarization, and reasoning.

C Proof of Lemma 1

Recall the definition of Ht(θ̂t−1) in (7). When Ht−1(θ̂t−1) is nonsingular, we have

det[Ht−1(θ̂t−1) + µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t−1z)β

2zz⊤] = detHt(θ̂t−1)
[
1 + µ̇(βz⊤θ̂t−1)β

2z⊤H−1
t−1(θ̂t−1)z

]
. (S2)

The above equation follows from Lemma S6 with R = Ht−1(θ̂t−1), T̃ = 1, S = µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t−1z)β

2z, U =

z⊤. At step t, Ht−1(θ̂t−1) is fixed. From (S2), the maximization of det[Ht(θ̂t−1)+µ̇(βθ̂
⊤
t−1z)β

2zz⊤]

is equivalent to the maximization of µ̇(βz⊤θ̂t−1)β
2z⊤H−1

t−1(θ̂t−1)z. For ease of presentation,

we denote h(β|z, θ̂t−1) = µ̇(βz⊤θ̂t−1)β
2z⊤H−1

t−1(θ̂t−1)z. The rationality parameter β influ-

ences h(β|z, θ̂t−1) through two aspects: µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t−1z) and β2. Recall that β > 0. On the one

hand, a large β leads to a larger β2, which contributes to the increase of h(β|z, θ̂t−1). On

the other hand, β affects h(β|z, θ̂t−1) through µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t−1z). By simple calculation, we have

µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t−1z) = µ(βθ̂⊤

t−1z)[1− µ(βθ̂⊤
t−1z)]. Clearly, an increase in β does not always leads to an

increase in µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t−1z). Thus, a more rational teacher is not always the most informative.

D Proof of Lemma 2

We denote LT (θ) = −TLT (θ), where LT (θ) is defined in (4). Then, the MLE is θ̂T =

argminθ∈Θ LT (θ). By the Taylor expansion (Lee et al., 2024), we have

LT (θ) = LT (θ∗) +∇LT (θ∗)
⊤(θ − θ∗) + ∥θ − θ∗∥2GT (θ∗,θ), (S3)

8https://huggingface.co/google/gemma-7b-it
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where

GT (θ∗,θ) =
T∑
t=1

[∫ 1

0

(1− v)µ̇(βtz
⊤
t (θ∗ + v(θ − θ∗)))dv

]
β2
t ztz

⊤
t .

By the definition of HT (θ) in (7), we have

HT (θ) =
T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ
⊤zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t

⪯
T∑
t=1

[
C(2 + |βtz

⊤
t (θ − θ∗)|)2

∫ 1

0

(1− v)µ̇(βtz
⊤
t (θ∗ + v(θ − θ∗)))dv

]
β2
t ztz

⊤
t

⪯
T∑
t=1

[
C(2 + 2CβCθCz)

2

∫ 1

0

(1− v)µ̇(βtz
⊤
t (θ∗ + v(θ − θ∗)))dv

]
β2
t ztz

⊤
t

= C(2 + 2CβCθCz)
2GT (θ∗,θ),

where the first inequality follows from Lemma S13 with some constant C > 1, and the second

inequality is due to Assumption 2. Then HT (θ̂T ) ⪯ C(2 + 2CβCθCz)
2GT (θ∗, θ̂T ) for some

C > 1. Together with (S3), we have

∥θ̂T − θ∗∥2HT (θ̂T )
≤ C(2 + 2CβCθCz)

2∥θ̂T − θ∗∥2GT (θ∗,θ̂T )

= C(2 + 2CβCθCz)
2[LT (θ̂T )− LT (θ∗) +∇LT (θ∗)

⊤(θ∗ − θ̂T )]

≤ C(2 + 2CβCθCz)
2∇LT (θ∗)

⊤(θ∗ − θ̂T ),

(S4)

where the last inequality is from LT (θ̂T ) ≤ LT (θ∗). Now, we bound ∇LT (θ∗)
⊤(θ∗ − θ̂T ). We

define ξt = µ(βtz
⊤
t θ∗)− yt. Then,

∇LT (θ∗)
⊤(θ∗ − θ) =

T∑
t=1

[µ(βtz
⊤
t θ∗)− yt]βtz

⊤
t (θ∗ − θ) =

T∑
t=1

ξtβtz
⊤
t (θ∗ − θ). (S5)

Here ξt is a martingale difference sequence w.r.t. Ft−1 = σ(z1, β1, y1, · · · , zt−1, βt−1, yt−1, zt, βt).

Then ξtβtz
⊤
t (θ∗−θ) is a martingale difference sequence. Since |ξtβtz

⊤
t (θ∗−θ)| ≤ 2CβCzCθ and

E[ξtβtz
⊤
t (θ∗−θ)]2|Ft−1] = µ̇(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)[βtz

⊤
t (θ∗−θ)]2, by Lemma S12, for any η ∈ (0, 1

2CβCzCθ
],

with probability at least 1− δ
2
, we have

T∑
t=1

ξtβtz
⊤
t (θ∗ − θ) ≤ (e− 2)η

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ∗)[βtz

⊤
t (θ∗ − θ)]2 +

1

η
log

2

δ

= (e− 2)η∥θ∗ − θ∥2HT (θ∗) +
1

η
log

2

δ
.

(S6)
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By (S5) and (S6), replacing θ with θ̂T , with probability at least 1− δ
2
, we have

∇LT (θ∗)
⊤(θ∗ − θ̂T ) ≤ (e− 2)η∥θ∗ − θ̂T∥2HT (θ∗) +

1

η
log

2

δ
. (S7)

By setting η = 1
(e−2)(4+4CβCzCθ)

, similar to the arguments in Lemma 6 of Lee et al. (2024),

with probability lat east 1− δ
2
, we can obtain

∥θ∗ − θ̂T∥2HT (θ∗) ≤ C ′(CβCzCθ)
2

[
d log

(
e+

CβCzCθT

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
(S8)

for some positive constant C ′. By (S7) and (S8), with with probability at least 1 − δ, we

have

∇LT (θ∗)
⊤(θ∗−θ̂T ) ≤

C ′(CβCzCθ)
2

4 + 4CβCzCθ

[
d log

(
e+

CβCzCθT

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
+(e−2)(4+4CβCzCθ) log

2

δ
.

(S9)

We define C1 =
CC′(CβCzCθ)

2(2+2CβCzCθ)

2
+ 2C(e − 2)(2 + 2CβCzCθ)

3 and C2 = CβCzCθ. By

(S4) and (S9), with probability at least 1− δ, we have

∥θ̂T − θ∗∥HT (θ̂T ) ≤

√
C1

[
d log

(
e+

C2T

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
.

We define H̄T (θ̂T ) =
1
T
HT (θ̂T ). Then, with probability at least 1− δ, it follows

∥θ̂T − θ∗∥H̄T (θ̂T ) ≤

√
C1

T

[
d log

(
e+

C2T

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
.

E Proof of Theorem 1

In this section, we first propose Lemma S3 to show the strong consistency of the adaptive

MLE θ̂T . This lemma plays a pivotal role as a fundamental component in the proof of

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1, the initial information matrix M(ξt0 ,θ) is constructed as

positive definite for any θ ∈ Θ for a theoretical requirement.

Lemma S3. Denote θ̂T as the estimator from Algorithm 1. We have

θ̂T
a.s.−−→ θ∗.
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Proof. According to (4), we calculate the log-likelihood difference between θ∗ and θ ∈ Θ as

LT (θ∗)− LT (θ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

{
yt log

µ(βtz
⊤
t θ∗)

µ(βtz⊤t θ)
+ (1− yt) log

1− µ(βz⊤t θ∗)

1− µ(βtz⊤t θ)

}

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

{
yt

[
log

µ(βtz
⊤
t θ∗)

1− µ(βz⊤t θ∗)
− log

µ(βtz
⊤
t θ)

1− µ(βtz⊤t θ)

]
+ log

1− µ(βz⊤t θ∗)

1− µ(βtz⊤t θ)

}

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

{ytβtz
⊤
t (θ

∗ − θ) + log[1− µ(βz⊤t θ
∗)]− log[1− µ(βz⊤t θ)]},

(S10)

where the last equality is from

log
µ(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)

1− µ(βz⊤t θ∗)
− log

µ(βtz
⊤
t θ)

1− µ(βtz⊤t θ)
= log eβtz⊤t θ∗ − log eβtz⊤t θ = βtz

⊤
t (θ∗ − θ).

Taking the first-order derivative of log[1− µ(w)] with respect to w, we obtain

d log[1− µ(w)]

dw
= − µ̇(w)

1− µ(w)
= −µ(w)[1− µ(w)]

1− µ(x)
= −µ(w),

and the second-order derivative is

d2 log[1− µ(w)]

dw2
= −µ̇(w).

Therefore, by the second-order Taylor expansion of log[1− µ(βz⊤θ)] at βz⊤θ∗, we have

log[1− µ(βz⊤θ)] = log[1− µ(βz⊤θ∗)]− µ(βz⊤θ∗)βz
⊤(θ − θ∗)−

1

2
µ̇(βz⊤θ̃)[βz⊤(θ − θ∗)]

2,

where θ̃ is between θ and θ∗. Therefore,

log[1−µ(βz⊤θ∗)]−log[1−µ(βz⊤θ)] = µ(βz⊤θ∗)βz
⊤(θ−θ∗)+

1

2
µ̇(βz⊤θ̃)[βz⊤(θ−θ∗)]

2. (S11)

Now, we define the error terms as

et = yt − µ(βtztθ∗). (S12)
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Combining (S10) and (S11), we obtain

LT (θ∗)− LT (θ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

{[µ(βtz
⊤
t θ∗) + et]βtz

⊤
t (θ∗ − θ) + log[1− µ(βz⊤t θ∗)]− log[1− µ(βz⊤t θ)]}

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

etβtz
⊤
t (θ∗ − θ) +

1

2T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ̃t)[βtz

⊤
t (θ − θ∗)]

2

≥ 1

T

T∑
t=1

etβtz
⊤
t (θ∗ − θ) +

κ

2T

T∑
t=1

[βtz
⊤
t (θ − θ∗)]

2.

(S13)

For any δ > 0, we define the parameter subset C(θ∗, δ) = {θ ∈ Θ : ∥θ − θ∗∥ ≥ δ}. Then, for

any δ > 0, by (S13), we have

LT (θ
∗)− sup

θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

LT (θ) ≥ − 1

T
sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

etβtz
⊤
t (θ

∗ − θ)

∣∣∣∣∣+ κ

2T
inf

θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

T∑
t=1

[βtz
⊤
t (θ − θ∗)]

2.

(S14)

Let n(k)
i,j be the number of observations taken at (z(i), β(k)

j ) under the generated design ξT , we

have

1

T
inf

θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

T∑
t=1

[βtz
⊤
t (θ − θ∗)]

2 =
1

T
inf

θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

g∑
k=1

n
(k)
i,j [β

(k)
j (θ − θ∗)

⊤z(i)]2

= inf
θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

g∑
k=1

ξT (β
(k)
j , z(i))[β

(k)
j (θ − θ∗)

⊤z(i)]2.

(S15)

For any θ ∈ Θ and θ ̸= θ∗, we define cθ = (θ− θ∗)/∥θ− θ∗∥. By Theorem 2.6 in Freise et al.

(2021), there exist t0 > 0, ϵ > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1) such that for all T ≥ t0 and θ ̸= θ∗,∑
β∈B,z∈Z

ξT (β, z)I(|
√

µ̇(βz⊤θ)βc⊤θ z| ≤ ϵ) ≤ α.

Noting that µ̇(βz⊤θ) ≤ 1/4, we have |
√
µ̇(βz⊤θ)βc⊤θ z| ≤ |βc⊤θ z|/2. Therefore, |βc⊤θ z| ≤ 2ϵ

implies |
√

µ̇(βz⊤θ)βc⊤θ z| ≤ ϵ. Then, I(|βc⊤θ z| ≤ 2ϵ) ≤ I(|
√
µ̇(βz⊤θ)βc⊤θ z| ≤ ϵ). Thus, there

exist t0 > 0, ϵ > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1) such that for all T ≥ t0 and θ ̸= θ∗,∑
β∈B,z∈Z

ξT (β, z)I( |βc⊤θ z| ≤ 2ϵ) ≤ α.

Because
∑

β∈B,z∈Z ξT (β, z) = 1, we have∑
β∈B,z∈Z

ξT (β, z)I(|βc⊤θ z| > 2ϵ) ≥ 1− α. (S16)
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Then,

inf
θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

g∑
k=1

ξT (β
(k)
j , z(i))[βjk(θ − θ∗)

⊤z(i)]2

≥ inf
θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

g∑
k=1

ξT (β
(k)
j , z(i))[βjk(θ − θ∗)

⊤z(i)]2I(|βjk(θ − θ∗)⊤z(i)| > 2ϵ∥θ − θ∗∥)

≥ 4 inf
θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

g∑
k=1

ξT (β
(k)
j , z(i))ϵ2∥θ − θ∗∥2I(|βjk(θ − θ∗)⊤z(i)| > 2ϵ∥θ − θ∗∥)

≥ 4ϵ2δ2(1− α),
(S17)

where the last equality is from (S16) and the fact that |βc⊤θ z| > 2ϵ is equivalent to |β(θ −

θ∗)
⊤z| > 2ϵ∥θ − θ∗∥. By (S15) and (S17) we have

inf
θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

1

T

T∑
t=1

[βtz
⊤
t (θ − θ∗)]

2 ≥ 4ϵ2δ2(1− α). (S18)

By Lemma A.1 in Freise et al. (2021), we have

sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

etβtz
⊤
t (θ∗ − θ)

∣∣∣∣∣ a.s.−−→ 0. (S19)

By (S14), (S18) and (S19), we have

LT (θ∗)− sup
θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

LT (θ) ≥ 2κϵ2δ2(1− α) a.s.

It follows

lim inf
T→∞

[LT (θ∗)− sup
θ∈C(θ∗,δ)

LT (θ)] > 0 a.s.

Combining Lemma S8, we have θ̂T
a.s.−−→ θ∗.

Now we proceed with proof of Theorem 1. By the definition of M(ξT ,θ) as shown in (12),

we calculate the difference of the Fisher matrices between θ̂T and θ∗ at the design ξT as
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follows,

∥M(ξT , θ̂T )−M(ξT ,θ∗)∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥ 1T
T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̂
⊤
T zt)β

2
i ztz

⊤
t − 1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ
⊤
∗ zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ 1

T

T∑
t=1

∥µ̇(βtθ̂
⊤
T zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t − µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ∥

≤ 1

T

T∑
t=1

∥[µ̇(βtθ̂
⊤
T zt)− µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)]β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ∥

≤
C2

βC
2
z

T

T∑
t=1

∥µ̇(βtθ̂
⊤
T zt)− µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)∥

≤ C2
βC

2
z max
(z,β)∈Z×B

∥µ̇(βθ̂⊤
T z)− µ̇(βθ⊤

∗ z)∥

(S20)

By Lemma S3, we know θ̂T
a.s.−−→ θ∗. Since the real-valued function (z, β,θ) 7→ µ̇(βθ⊤z) is

uniformly continuous on its compact domain Z × B ×Θ, we have

∥µ̇(βθ̂⊤
T z)− µ̇(βθ⊤

∗ z)∥
a.s.−−→ 0.

Combining (S20), we have

∥M(ξT , θ̂T )−M(ξT ,θ)∥
a.s.−−→ 0. (S21)

Under Assumption 1 and the design in the initialization of Algorithm 1, we have λ0 :=

λmin(M(ξT , θ̂T )) > 0. On the other hand, by Assumption 2, the trace of M(ξT , θ̂T ) is

tr(M(ξT , θ̂T )) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̂
⊤
T zt)β

2
t z

⊤
t zt ≤

C2
βC

2
z

4
.

Let M be the set of all non-negative definite d × d matrices M such that λmin(M) ≥ λ0

and tr(M) ≤ C2
βC

2
z/4. Obviously, M is compact. We define a real-valued function G on

Z × B ×Θ×M by

G(z, β,θ, A) = µ̇(βz⊤θ)β2z⊤M−1z,

which is uniformly continuous on its compact domain Z ×B×Θ×M. Since M(ξT , θ̂T ) ∈ M

and M(ξT ,θ∗) ∈ M, by (S21), we have

max
(z,β)∈Z×B

|G(z, β, θ̂T ,M(ξT , θ̂T ))−G(z, β,θ∗,M(ξt,θ∗))|
a.s.−−→ 0.
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Therefore, for a given ϵ ∈ (0, 1), there exists t1 such that for all (z, β) ∈ Z × B

|µ̇(βθ̂⊤
T z)β

2z⊤M−1(ξT , θ̂T )z − µ̇(βθ⊤
∗ z)β

2z⊤M−1(ξT ,θ∗)z| <
ϵ

2
for all T ≥ t1. (S22)

Since Ht−1(θ̂t−1) = (t− 1)M(ξt−1, θ̂t−1), by the generation process of Algorithm 1 and (S2),

equivalently, we have zt, βt = argmaxz∈Z maxβ∈Bk
det[Ht−1(θ̂t−1) + µ̇(βθ̂⊤

t−1z)β
2zz⊤] with k

being the type of z.

zt+1, βt+1 = argmax
z∈Z

max
β∈Bk

µ̇(βθ̂⊤
t z)β

2z⊤M−1(ξt, θ̂t)z with k being the type of z. (S23)

We define

z∗t+1, β
∗
t+1 = argmax

z∈Z
max
β∈Bk

µ̇(βz⊤θ∗)β
2z⊤M−1(ξt,θ∗)z with k being the type of z. (S24)

Then, for all t ≥ t1, we have

µ̇(βt+1z
⊤
t+1θ∗)β

2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ∗)zt+1 ≥ µ̇(βt+1z
⊤
t+1θ̂t)β

2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt, θ̂t)zt+1 −
ϵ

2

≥ µ̇(β∗
t+1θ̂

⊤
t z

∗
t+1)β

∗2
t+1z

∗⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt, θ̂t)z
∗
t+1 −

ϵ

2

≥ µ̇(β∗
t+1θ

⊤
∗ z

∗
t+1)β

∗2
t+1z

∗⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ∗)z
∗
t+1 − ϵ

≥ d− ϵ,

(S25)

where the first and third inequalities are from (S22), the second equality is due to (S23),

and the last inequality is from (S24) and the Kiefer–Wolfowitz equivalence theorem (Kiefer

and Wolfowitz, 1960; White, 1973; Freise et al., 2021). By the definition of M(ξt,θ∗), we

have

(t+ 1)M(ξt+1,θ∗) = tM(ξt,θ∗) + µ̇(βt+1θ
⊤
∗ zt+1)β

2
t+1zt+1z

⊤
t+1.

Then, by Lemma S6 with R = tM(ξt,θ∗), T̃ = 1, S = µ̇(βt+1θ
⊤
∗ zt+1)β

2
t+1zt+1, U = z⊤t+1, we

obtain

det[(t+ 1)M(ξt+1,θ∗)] = det[tM(ξt,θ∗)]

[
1 +

µ̇(βt+1z
⊤
t+1θ∗)β

2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ∗)zt+1

t

]
.

Therefore,

detM(ξt+1,θ∗) =

(
t

t+ 1

)d

detM(ξt,θ∗)

[
1 +

µ̇(βt+1z
⊤
t+1θ∗)β

2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ∗)zt+1

t

]
.
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Then,
log det(M(ξt+1,θ∗))− log det(M(ξt,θ∗))

= log
det(M(ξt+1,θ∗))

det(M(ξt,θ∗))

= log

(
t

t+1

)d
detM(ξt,θ∗)

[
1 +

µ̇(βt+1z⊤t+1θ∗)β
2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ∗)zt+1

t

]
det(M(ξt,θ∗))

= log

[
1 +

µ̇(βt+1z
⊤
t+1θ∗)β

2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ∗)zt+1

t

]
− d log

(
1 +

1

t

)
.

(S26)

By (S25) and (S26), for all t ≥ t1, we have

log det(M(ξt+1,θ
∗))− log det(M(ξt,θ

∗)) ≥ log

(
1 +

d− ϵ

t

)
− d log

(
1 +

1

t

)
= log

1 + (d− ϵ)/t

(1 + 1/t)d
.

(S27)

On the other hand, we have

log
1 + (d− ϵ)/t

(1 + 1/t)d
= log

1 + (d− ϵ)/t

1 + (d+ ct)/t
, (S28)

where we have used that (1 + 1/t)d = 1+ (d+ ct)/t with ct ≥ 0, ct → 0 as t → ∞. We choose

t2 ≥ t1 such that ct ≤ (d− ϵ)ϵ for all t ≥ t2. Then for all t ≥ t2, we have

log
1 + (d− ϵ)/t

1 + (d+ ct)/t
≥ log

1 + (d− ϵ)/t

1 + [d+ (d− ϵ)ϵ]/t

= − log

{
1 +

1 + [d+ (d− ϵ)ϵ]/t− 1− (d− ϵ)/t

1 + (d− ϵ)/t

}
= − log

[
1 +

ϵ(1 + d− ϵ)/t

1 + (d− ϵ)/t

]
≥ − 1

1 + (d− ϵ)/t

ϵ(1 + d− ϵ)

t

= −ϵ(1 + d− ϵ)

t+ d− ϵ

≥ −ϵ,

(S29)

where the second inequality is due to the fact log(1 + x) ≤ x for x ≥ 0. By (S27), (S28) and

(S29), for all t ≥ t2, we conclude

log detM(ξt+1,θ∗)− log detM(ξt,θ∗) ≥ −ϵ. (S30)
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Now we choose t3 ≥ t2 such that for all t ≥ t3,

log

(
1 +

d+ ϵ

t

)
− d log

(
1 +

1

t

)
= log

(
1 +

d+ ϵ

t

)
− log

(
1 +

d+ ct
t

)
≥ log

(
1 +

d+ ϵ

t

)
− log

[
1 +

d+ ϵ(1− t+d+ϵ
2t

)

t

]
= log

t+ d+ ϵ

t+ d+ ϵ(1− t+d+ϵ
2t

)

= log
1

1− ϵ
2t

≥ ϵ

2t
,

(S31)

where the first equality follows from (1+ 1/t)d = 1+ (d+ ct)/t with ct ≥ 0, ct → 0 as n → ∞,

and the first inequality is achieved by choosing t3 ≥ t2 such that ct ≤ ϵ(1 − t+p+ϵ
2t

) for all

t ≥ t3, and the last inequality is due to the fact log(1− x) ≤ −x for x < 1. Now, we propose

the following lemma.

Lemma S4. Let t ≥ t3 and ϵ ∈ (0, 1). If log detM(ξt,θ∗) ≤ log detM(ξ∗,θ∗) − 2ϵ, then,

log detM(ξt+1,θ∗)− log detM(ξt,θ∗) ≥ ϵ
2t
.

Proof. Since the log-determinant function log det(·) is concave on the space of symmetric

positive definite matrices (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004), by the first-order condition for

the concave function, we have

log detM(ξ∗,θ∗) ≤ log detM(ξt,θ∗) + ⟨M−1(ξt,θ∗),M(ξ∗,θ∗)−M(ξt,θ∗)⟩

= log detM(ξt,θ∗) + ⟨M−1(ξt,θ∗),
∑

(z,β)∈Z×B

[ξ∗(z, β)− ξt(z, β)]µ̇(βz
⊤θ∗)β

2zz⊤⟩

= log detM(ξt,θ∗) +
∑

(z,β)∈Z×B

[ξ∗(z, β)− ξt(z, β)]µ̇(βz
⊤θ∗)β

2z⊤M−1(ξt,θ∗)z

≤ log detM(ξt,θ∗) + max
(z,β)∈Z×B

µ̇(βz⊤θ∗)β
2z⊤M−1(ξt,θ∗)z,

where the first equality is from the fact that ∂ log detM
∂M

= (M−1)⊤ for a invertible matrix M

(Harville, 1997), and the last inequality is because
∑

(z,β)∈Z×B ξ(z, β) = 1 with ξ(z, β) ≥ 0.
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Therefore,

log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− log detM(ξt,θ∗) ≤ max
(z,β)∈Z×B

µ̇(βz⊤θ∗)β
2z⊤M−1(ξt,θ∗)z

≤ µ̇(βt+1z
⊤
t+1θ∗)β

2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ∗)zt+1 − d+ ϵ,

where the last inequality is from (S25). Combining the condition log detM(ξt,θ∗) ≤

log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 2ϵ in Lemma S4, we obtain

µ̇(βt+1z
⊤
t+1θ

∗)β2
t+1z

⊤
t+1M

−1(ξt,θ
∗)zt+1 ≥ d+ ϵ.

Together with (S26), we have

log detM(ξt+1,θ
∗)− log detM(ξt,θ

∗) ≥ log

(
1 +

d+ ϵ

t

)
− d log

(
1 +

1

t

)
≥ ϵ

2t
,

where the last inequality follows from (S31).

There is some t4 ≥ t3 such that for all t ≥ t4

log detM(ξt,θ∗) > log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 2ϵ (S32)

since otherwise log detM(ξt,θ
∗) → ∞ from Lemma S4, which contradicts with the fact that

log detM(ξt,θ
∗) is a bounded value, which follows from

detM(ξt,θ∗) ≤
[
tr(M(ξt,θ∗))

d

]1/d
≤

[∑
(z,β)∈Z×B ξt(z, β)µ̇(βz

⊤θ∗)β
2∥z∥2

d

]1/d

≤
(
C2

βC
2
z

4d

)1/d

,

where the last inequality is from Assumption 2 and the facts 0 ≤ µ̇(·) ≤ 1/4 and
∑

(z,β)∈Z×B =

1. Combining (S30) and (S32), we have

log detM(ξt4+1,θ∗) ≥ log detM(ξt4 ,θ∗)− ϵ > log detM(ξ∗,θ
∗)− 3ϵ. (S33)

If log detM(ξt4+1,θ∗) ≤ log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 2ϵ, by Lemma S4 and (S33), we have

log detM(ξt4+2,θ
∗) ≥ log detM(ξt4+1,θ

∗) > log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 3ϵ.
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If log detM(ξt4+1,θ∗) > log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 2ϵ, by (S30) and (S33), we have

log detM(ξt4+2,θ∗) ≥ log detM(ξt4+1,θ∗)− ϵ > log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 3ϵ.

Continuously, we can find for all t ≥ t4,

log detM(ξt,θ∗) > log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 3ϵ.

Therefore,

lim inf
t→∞

log detM(ξt,θ∗) ≥ log detM(ξ∗,θ∗)− 3ϵ.

Since ϵ ∈ (0, 1) is arbitrary, we have

lim inf
t→∞

log detM(ξt,θ∗) ≥ log detM(ξ∗,θ∗).

Since ξ∗ = argmaxξ∈D(Z,B) M(ξ,θ∗), we have

lim
t→∞

log detM(ξt,θ∗) = log detM(ξ∗,θ∗).

Since the strict concavity of the criterion log det(·), the information matrix at θ∗ of a locally

D-optimal design at θ∗ is unique. Therefore, limt→∞ M(ξt,θ∗) = M(ξ∗,θ∗). By (S21), we

have

lim
T→∞

M(ξT , θ̂T )
a.s.−−→ M(ξ∗,θ∗).

F Proof of Theorem 2

We take the gradient of LT (θ) with respect to θ as follows,

∂LT (θ)

∂θ
=

1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ
⊤zt)

[
ytβtzt

µ(βtθ⊤zt)
− (1− yt)βtzt

1− µ(βtθ⊤zt)

]
=

1

T

T∑
t=1

[yt − µ(βtθ
⊤zt)]βtzt.

(S34)
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We denote ST (θ) =
∂LT (θ)

∂θ
as the score function. Since ST (θ̂T ) = 0, by the Taylor expansion,

we have

ST (θ
∗) = ST (θ

∗)− ST (θ̂T )

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

[µ(βtθ̂
⊤
T zt)− µ(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)]βtzt

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t (θ̂T − θ∗)

=
1

T

[
t∑

t=1

µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t −

t∑
t=1

µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ∗)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t +

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ∗)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t

]
(θ̂T − θ∗)

=

{
1

T

T∑
t=1

[µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)]β

2
t ztz

⊤
t +M(ξT ,θ∗)

}
(θ̂T − θ∗),

where θ̃t is on the line segment joining θ∗ and θ̂T . We denote M∗ = M(ξ∗,θ∗). There-

fore,

√
TM−1/2

∗ ST (θ∗) = M−1/2
∗

{
1

T

T∑
t=1

[µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)]β

2
t ztz

⊤
t +M(ξT ,θ∗)

}
√
T (θ̂T−θ∗).

(S35)

We propose a lemma to show that the left side of (S35) converges to a multivariate normal

distribution.

Lemma S5. Let M∗ = M(ξ∗,θ∗) be defined in (6) and ST (θ∗) be the score function defined

in (S34). Under Assumption 2, we have

√
TM−1/2

∗ ST (θ∗)
d−→ N(0, Id).

Proof. Let ṽ ∈ Rd and v = ṽ/∥ṽ∥ Then, ∥v∥ = 1. Recall that ei = yi − µ(βiz
⊤
i θ

∗) defined in

(S12). By (S34), we have

√
Tv⊤M−1/2

∗ ST (θ∗) =
1√
T

T∑
t=1

etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt. (S36)

We define the σ-field generated by the historical data as follows,

Ft = σ(z1, . . . , zt; β1, · · · , βt; y1, . . . , yt) (S37)
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Under Assumption 2, |
∑T

t=1 etβtv
⊤M

−1/2
∗ zt| is bounded. Since zt and βt in Algorithm 1 are

determined by Ft−1, zt and βt are measurable with respect to Ft−1. Therefore, we have

E

(
T∑
t=1

etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt|FT−1

)
= E

(
T−1∑
t=1

etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt|FT−1

)
+ E(eTβTv

⊤M−1/2
∗ zT |FT−1)

=
T−1∑
t=1

etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt + E(eT |FT−1)βTv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zT

=
T−1∑
t=1

etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt,

Thus, the sequence of partial sums
∑T

t=1 etβtv
⊤M

−1/2
∗ zt is a martingale with respect to FT .

Since

E(e2t |Ft−1) = E{[yt − µ(βtθ
⊤
∗ zt)]

2|Ft−1}

= E(y2t |Ft−1) + µ2(βtθ
⊤
∗ zt)− 2E(yt|Ft−1)µ(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)

= µ(βtθ
⊤
∗ zt)− µ2(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)

= µ̇(βtθ
⊤
∗ zt),

we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[(etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt)
2|Ft−1] =

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[e2t |Ft−1](βtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt)
2

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

v⊤M−1/2
∗ µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t M

−1/2
∗ v

= v⊤M−1/2
∗ M(ξT ,θ∗)M

−1/2
∗ v

a.s.−−→ 1,

(S38)

where the convergence follows from Theorem 1. For all ϵ > 0, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[(etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt)
2I(|etβtv

⊤M−1/2
∗ zt| >

√
Tϵ)|Ft−1]

≤ 1

ϵ2T 2

t∑
i=1

E[(etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt)
4|Ft−1]

=
1

ϵ2T 2

T∑
t=1

(βtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt)
4E(e4t |Ft−1)

a.s.−−→ 0,

(S39)
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where the first inequality follows from

(etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt)
2I(|etβtv

⊤M−1/2
∗ zt| >

√
Tϵ) ≤ (etβtv

⊤M
−1/2
∗ zt)

4

ϵ2T
,

and the convergence is from the fact that (βtv
⊤M

−1/2
∗ zt)

4E(e4t |Ft−1) is bounded under As-

sumption 2. By (S38), (S39) and Lemma S10, we have

1√
T

T∑
t=1

etβtv
⊤M−1/2

∗ zt
d−→ N(0, 1).

Combining (S36), we have

√
Tv⊤M−1/2

∗ St(θ
∗)

d−→ N(0, 1).

Let Z̃ be a normal vector with Z̃ ∼ N(0, Id). Then, v⊤Z̃ ∼ N(0, 1) because of ∥v∥ = 1.

Therefore, for any ṽ ∈ Rd, we have

√
T

ṽ⊤

∥ṽ∥
M−1/2

∗ St(θ
∗)

d−→ ṽ⊤

∥ṽ∥
Z̃.

Thus,
√
T ṽ⊤M−1/2

∗ St(θ
∗)

d−→ ṽ⊤Z̃.

By Lemma S11, we have
√
TM−1/2

∗ ST (θ
∗)

d−→ N(0, Id).

We now return to the proof of Theorem 2. By (S35) and Lemma S5, we have

M−1/2
∗

{
1

T

T∑
t=1

[µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)]β

2
t ztz

⊤
t +M(ξT ,θ∗)

}
√
T (θ̂T − θ∗)

d−→ N(0, Id).

(S40)

Under Assumption 2, we have

1

T

T∑
i=1

[µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βT z

⊤
t θ∗)]β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ≤ max

1≤t≤T
|µ̇(βtθ̃

⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)|

1

T

T∑
t=1

β2
t ∥zt∥2

≤ max
1≤t≤T

|µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)|C2

βC
2
z .

(S41)
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We denote µ̈(w) = dµ̇(w)
dw

= dµ(w)[1−µ(w)]
dw

= µ(w)[1 − µ(w)][1 − 2µ(w)] for w ∈ R. Under

Assumption 2, there exists a positive constant Cµ such that µ̈(βθ⊤z) ≤ Cµ for any β ∈ B,

z ∈ Z and θ ∈ Θ. By the Taylor expansion, we have

max
1≤t≤T

|µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)| = max

1≤t≤T
|µ̈(βtθ̄

⊤
t zt)βtz

⊤
t (θ̃t − θ∗)| ≤ CµCβCz max

1≤t≤T
∥θ̃t − θ∗∥2.

(S42)

Recall that θ̃t is between θ̂t and θ∗. We have

max
1≤t≤T

∥θ̃t − θ∗∥2 ≤ max
1≤t≤T

∥θ̂t − θ∗∥2
a.s.−−→ 0, (S43)

where the convergence follows from Lemma S3. By (S41), (S42) and (S43), we have

1

T

T∑
i=1

[µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βT z

⊤
t θ∗)]β

2
t ztz

⊤
t

a.s.−−→ 0.

Together with Theorem 1, we have

M−1/2
∗

{
1

T

T∑
t=1

[µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)− µ̇(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)]β

2
t ztz

⊤
t +M(ξT ,θ∗)

}
a.s.−−→ M1/2

∗ .

By (S35) and Lemma S5, we have

M1/2
∗

√
T (θ̂T − θ∗)

a.s.−−→ N(0, Id).

It follows
√
T (θ̂T − θ∗)

a.s.−−→ N(0,M−1
∗ ).

The proof is completed.

G Proof of Corollary 1

We first prove the convergence of the MLE θ̂r
T using random design. Recall that ST (θ) is the

score function as defined in (S34). Since ST (θ̂
r
T ) = 0, by the Taylor expansion, we have

ST (θ∗) = ST (θ∗)− ST (θ̂
(r)
T )

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

[µ(βtz
⊤
t θ̂

(r)
T )− µ(βtz

⊤
t θ∗)]βtzt

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ̃t)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t (θ̂

(r)
T − θ∗),

(S44)
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where θ̃t is between θ̂
(r)
T and θ∗. We denote the minimum eigenvalue of the matrix

∑T
t=1 Eztz⊤t

as λ0 = λmin(Eztz⊤t ). Then, λ0 > 0. Then,

λmin

(
T∑
t=1

Eztz⊤t

)
=

T∑
t=1

λmin(Eztz⊤t ) = λ0T. (S45)

Under Assumption 2, the maximum eigenvalue of the matrix ztz
⊤
t is

λmax(ztz
⊤
t ) = tr(z⊤t zt) ≤ C2

z . (S46)

During the process of selection using the random design, z1, · · · , zT are i.i.d. chosen. Using

Lemma S7 with δ = 1/2, we obtain

P

{
λmin

(
T∑
t=1

ztz
⊤
t

)
≤ λ0T

2

}
≤ d

(e
2

)−λ0T

2C2
z . (S47)

We define the event

ET =

{
λmin

(
T∑
t=1

ztz
⊤
t

)
≥ λ0t

2

}
.

Then

P(ET ) ≥ 1− d
(e
2

)− λ0T

2z2max .

Since µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt) ≥ κ > 0 and βt ≥ cβ under Assumption 2, we have

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ⪰ κc2β

T∑
t=1

ztz
⊤
t . (S48)

Therefore,

λmin

(
T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t

)
≥ κc2βλmin

(
T∑
t=1

ztzt

)
.

Thus, on ET ,

λmin

(
t∑

i=1

µ̇(βiθ̃
⊤
i zi)β

2
i ziz

⊤
i

)
> 0.

By (S44), on ET , we have

√
T (θ̂

(r)
T − θ∗) =

[
1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t

]−1√
TST (θ∗). (S49)
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By the arguments in Fahrmeir and Kaufmann (1985), θ̂(r)
T −→ θ∗. Since θ̃t is between θ̂

(r)
T

and θ, and µ̇(·) is continuous, by the law of large numbers, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t −→ E[µ̇(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ]. (S50)

By (S34), we know ST (θ∗) = 1
T

∑T
t=1[yt − µ(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)]βtzt. During the random design,

(z1, β1), · · · , (zT , βT ) are i.i.d. selected. By simple calculation, we have E[yt−µ(βtθ
⊤
∗ zt)]βtzt =

0 and

E{[yt − µ(βtθ
⊤
∗ zt)]βtzt}{[yt − µ(βtθ

⊤
∗ zt)]βtzt}⊤ = E[yt − µ(βtz

⊤
t θ∗))]

2βtztz
⊤
t

= E{E[yt − µ(βtz
⊤
t θ∗))]

2βtztz
⊤
t |zt, βt}

= E[µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ∗))β

2
t z

⊤
t zt].

By the central limit theorem, we have

√
TST (θ

∗)
d−→ N(0,E[µ̇(βtz

⊤
t θ∗))β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ]). (S51)

Note that P(ET ) −→ 1. By (S49), (S50) and (S51), we have

√
T (θ̂

(r)
T − θ∗)

d−→ N(0, {E[µ̇(βtθ̃
⊤
t zt)β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ]}−1).

The first statement is proved. Now, we prove the second statement. By (6), we know

detM(ξ∗,θ∗) = max
ξ∈D(Z,B)

det

∫
Z×B

µ̇(βz⊤θ∗))β
2zz⊤dξ(z, β),

and

E[µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ∗))β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ] =

∫
Z×B

µ̇(βz⊤θ∗))β
2zz⊤dP,

where P ∈ D(Z,B) is the original probability measure on Z ×B. Therefore, detM(ξ∗,θ∗) ≥

detE[µ̇(βtz
⊤
t θ∗))β

2
t ztz

⊤
t ]. Let D(Z) be the design space as the collection of all probability

measures on Z, and D(B) be the design space as the collection of all probability measures on

B. Then,

detM(ξc,θ∗) = max
ξ∈D(Z)

det

∫
Z×B

µ̇(βz⊤θ∗))β
2zz⊤dξ(z)dP1,
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and

detM(ξt,θ∗) = max
ξ∈D(B)

det

∫
Z×B

µ̇(βz⊤θ∗))β
2zz⊤dξ(β)dP2,

where P1 ∈ D(Z) is the original probability measure on Z, and P2 ∈ D(B) is the original

probability measure on B. Therefore, detM(ξ∗,θ∗) ≥ detM(ξc,θ∗) and detM(ξ∗,θ∗) ≥

detM(ξt,θ∗).

H Proof of Theorem 3

By the definition of the sub-optimality (8), we have

SubOpt(πT ) = J(π∗)− J(πT ) = [J(π∗)− Ĵ(π∗)] + [Ĵ(π∗)− Ĵ(πT )] + [Ĵ(πT )− J(πT )]. (S52)

Since πT is the optimal policy under Ĵ(π), we have

Ĵ(π∗)− Ĵ(πT ) ≤ 0. (S53)

By the definition of the pessimistic expected value function (10), we obtain

Ĵ(πT )− J(πT ) = min
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

Eθ⊤ϕ(x, πT (x))− Eθ⊤
∗ ϕ(x, πT (x)).

By Lemma 2, we know that θ∗ ∈ C(θ̂T , δ) with probability at least 1− δ. Therefore, with

probability at least 1− δ, we have

Ĵ(πT )− J(πT ) ≤ 0. (S54)

Combining (S52), (S53) and (S54), with probability at least 1− δ, we have

SubOpt(πT ) ≤ J(π∗)− Ĵ(π∗)

= Eθ⊤
∗ ϕ(x, π

∗(x))− min
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

Eθ⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x))

= max
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

E(θ∗ − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x))

= max
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

E(θ∗ − θ̂T + θ̂T − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x))

= E(θ∗ − θ̂T )
⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x)) + max

θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)
E(θ̂T − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x)).
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By the definition of C(θ̂T , δ) in (9), we obtain

max
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

E(θ̂T − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x)) ≤ max
θ∈Cθ̂T ,δ)

E∥θ̂T − θ∥H̄T (θ̂T )∥ϕ(x, π
∗(x))∥H̄−1

T (θ̂T )

≤ γ(T, d, δ)E∥H̄−1/2
T (θ̂T )ϕ(x, π

∗(x))∥

By Lemma 2, we know that θ∗ ∈ C(θ̂T , δ) with probability at least 1− δ. Therefore,

SubOpt(πT ) ≤ 2γ(T, d, δ)E∥H̄−1/2
T (θ̂T )ϕ(x, π

∗(x))∥.

By Theorem 1, we have H̄
−1/2
T (θ̂T ) = M(ξT , θ̂T )

a.s.−−→ M(ξ∗,θ∗). Therefore, there exists

a constant T0 such that E∥H̄−1/2
T (θ̂T )ϕ(x, π

∗(x))∥ ≤ 2∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Eϕ(x, π∗(x))∥ for all

T > T0 with probability 1. Thus, when T > T0, with probability at least 1− δ, we have

SubOpt(πT ) ≤ 2γ(T, d, δ)∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Eϕ(x, π∗(x))∥

= 2

√
C1

T

[
d log

(
e+

C2T

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Eϕ(x, π∗(x))∥.

I Proof of Theorem 4

The proof of Theorem 4 follows a similar strategy to that of Theorem 3. For completeness,

we provide the proof here. By the definition of the sub-optimality (8), we have

SubOpt(π̂T ) = J(π∗)− J(π̂T ) = [J(π∗)− Ĵ(π∗)] + [Ĵ(π∗)− Ĵ(π̂T )] + [Ĵ(π̂T )− J(π̂T )]. (S55)

Since π̂T is the optimal policy under Ĵ(π), we have

Ĵ(π∗)− Ĵ(π̂T ) ≤ 0. (S56)

By the definition of the pessimistic expected value function (10), we obtain

Ĵ(π̂T )− J(πT ) = min
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

Eθ⊤ϕ(x, πT (x))− Eθ⊤
∗ ϕ(x, πT (x)).

Similar to Lemma 2, we can show that θ∗ ∈ C(θ̂T , δ) with probability at least 1−δ. Therefore,

with probability at least 1− δ, we have

Ĵ(πT )− J(πT ) ≤ 0. (S57)
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Combining (S55), (S56) and (S57), with probability at least 1− δ, we have

SubOpt(πT ) ≤ J(π∗)− Ĵ(π∗)

= Eθ⊤
∗ ϕ(x, π

∗(x))− min
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

Eθ⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x))

= max
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

E(θ∗ − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x))

= max
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

E(θ∗ − θ̂T + θ̂T − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x))

= E(θ∗ − θ̂T )
⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x)) + max

θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)
E(θ̂T − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x)).

By the definition of C(θ̂T , δ) in (9), we obtain

max
θ∈C(θ̂T ,δ)

E(θ̂T − θ)⊤ϕ(x, π∗(x)) ≤ max
θ∈Cθ̂T ,δ)

E∥θ̂T − θ∥H̄T (θ̂T )∥ϕ(x, π
∗(x))∥H̄−1

T (θ̂T )

≤ γ(T, d, δ)E∥H̄−1/2
T (θ̂T )ϕ(x, π

∗(x))∥

Similar to Lemma 2, we can show that θ∗ ∈ C(θ̂T , δ) with probability at least 1 − δ.

Therefore,

SubOpt(πT ) ≤ 2γ(T, d, δ)E∥H̄−1/2
T (θ̂T )ϕ(x, π

∗(x))∥.

Similar to Theorem 1, we can show H̄
−1/2
T (θ̂T ) = M(ξT , θ̂T )

a.s.−−→ M(ξ∗,θ∗). Therefore, there

exists a constant T0 such that E∥H̄−1/2
T (θ̂T )ϕ(x, π

∗(x))∥ ≤ 2∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Eϕ(x, π∗(x))∥ for

all T > T0 with probability 1. Thus, when T > T0, with probability at least 1 − δ, we

have

SubOpt(π̂T ) ≤ 2γ(T, d, δ)∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Eϕ(x, π∗(x))∥

= 2

√
C3

T

[
d log

(
e+

C4T

d

)
+ log

2

δ

]
∥M−1/2(ξ∗,θ∗)Eϕ(x, π∗(x))∥,

for some positive constants C3 and C4.

J Support Lemmas

Lemma S6. (Theorem 18.1.1. (Harville, 1997)) Let R represent an n × n matrix, S an

n×m matrix, T̃ an m×m matrix, and U an m× n matrix. If R and T̃ are nonsingular,

then

det(R + ST̃U) = detR det T̃ det(T̃−1 + UR−1S).
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Lemma S7. (Theorem 1.1 (Tropp, 2012)) Consider a finite sequence {Xk} of independent,

random, self-adjoint matrices with dimension d. Assume that each random matrix satisfies

Xk ⪰ 0 and λmax(Xk) ≤ R almost surely.

Define

µmin := λmin

(∑
k

EXk

)
and µmax := λmax

(∑
k

EXk

)
.

Then for ζ ∈ [0, 1],

P
{
λmin

(∑
k

Xk

)
≤ (1− δ)µmin

}
≤ d

[
e−δ

(1− δ)1−δ

]µmin/R

for δ ∈ [0, 1], and

P
{
λmax

(∑
k

Xk

)
≤ (1 + δ)µmax

}
≤ d

[
eδ

(1 + δ)1+δ

]µmax/R

for δ ≥ 0.

Lemma S8. (Lemma 4 (Pronzato, 2010)) If for any δ > 0

lim inf
N→∞

inf
∥θ−θ∗∥≥δ

[LN(θ∗)− LN(θ)] > 0 almost surely,

then θ̂N
ML

a.s.−−→ θ∗.

Lemma S9. (Theorem 3.2 (Hall and Heyde, 1980)) Let {Sni,Fn,i, 1 ≤ i ≤ kn, n ≥ 1} be

a zero-mean, square-integrable martingale array with differences Xni, and let η2 be an a.s.

finite r.v. Suppose that

max
i

|Xni|
p−→ 0, (S58)∑

i

X2
ni

p−→ η2, (S59)

Emax
i

X2
ni is bounded in n, (S60)

and the σ-fields are nested:

Fn,i ⊆ Fn+1,i for 1 ≤ i ≤ kn, n ≥ 1. (S61)

Then Snkn

∑
i Xni

d−→ Z (stably), where the r.v. Z has characteristic function Ee− 1
2
η2t2.
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Lemma S10. (Corollary 3.1 (Hall and Heyde, 1980)) If (S58) and (S60) are replaced by

the conditional Lindeberg condition

for all ϵ > 0,
∑
i

E[X2
niI(|Xni| > ϵ)|Fn,i−1]

p−→ 0,

if (S59) is replaced by an analogous condition on the conditional variance:

V 2
nkn =

∑
E(X2

ni|Fn,i−1)
p−→ η2,

and if (S61) holds, then the conclusion of Lemma S9 remains true.

Lemma S11. (Theorem 29.4 (Billingsley, 1995)) For random vectors Xn = (Xn1, · · · , Xnk)

and Y = (Y1, · · · , Yk), a necessary and sufficient condition for Xn
d−→ Y is that

∑k
u=1 tuXnu

d−→∑k
u=1 tuYu for each (t1, · · · , tk) ∈ Rk.

Lemma S12. (Lemma 3 (Lee et al., 2024)) Let X1, · · · , Xt be martingale difference sequence

satisfying maxs |Xs| ≤ R a.s., and let Fs be the σ-field generated by (X1, · · · , Xs). Then for

any δ ∈ (0, 1) and any η ∈ (0, 1/R], the following holds with probability at least 1− δ:

t∑
s=1

Xs ≤ (e− 2)η
t∑

s=1

E(X2
s |Fs−1) +

1

η
log

1

δ
, ∀t ≥ 1.

Lemma S13. (Lemma C.1 (Das et al., 2024)) Let z, z′ ∈ R and α̃(z, z′) :=
∫ 1

0
(1− v)µ̇(z +

v(z′ − z))dv. Then for some C > 1 (1.01 suffices),

α̃(z, z′) ≥ µ̇(z′)

C(2 + |z − z′|)2
.

26


	Introduction
	Our Contribution
	Related Literature
	Paper Organization

	Problem Setting
	Learning from Human Feedback
	D-optimal Design
	Dual Active Reward Learning
	Pessimistic Policy Learning

	Theoretical Analysis
	Experiments
	Simulation
	Comparison of Different Policies
	Role of Teachers
	Effect of Dimension

	Applications to LLMs

	Conclusion
	Extension to Markov Decision Processes
	Description of Datasets and the Pretrained Model
	Proof of Lemma 1
	Proof of Lemma 2
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Theorem 2
	Proof of Corollary 1
	Proof of Theorem 3
	Proof of Theorem 4
	Support Lemmas

