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Abstract

Recent methods for aligning large language models (LLMs) with human feedback predominantly
rely on a single reference model, which limits diversity, model overfitting, and underutilizes the wide
range of available pre-trained models. Incorporating multiple reference models has the potential to
address these limitations by broadening perspectives, reducing bias, and leveraging the strengths
of diverse open-source LLMs. However, integrating multiple reference models into reinforcement
learning with human feedback (RLHF') frameworks poses significant theoretical challenges, particu-
larly in reverse KL-regularization, where achieving exact solutions has remained an open problem.
This paper presents the first exact solution to the multiple reference model problem in reverse
KL-regularized RLHF. We introduce a comprehensive theoretical framework that includes rigorous
statistical analysis and provides sample complexity guarantees. Additionally, we extend our analy-
sis to forward KL-regularized RLHF, offering new insights into sample complexity requirements in
multiple reference scenarios. Our contributions lay the foundation for more advanced and adapt-
able LLM alignment techniques, enabling the effective use of multiple reference models. This work
paves the way for developing alignment frameworks that are both theoretically sound and better
suited to the challenges of modern Al ecosystems.
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1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have revolutionized natural language processing (NLP) by demonstrat-
ing remarkable capabilities in understanding and generating human language. Powered by vast datasets
and advanced neural architectures, these models have set new benchmarks across various NLP tasks,
including machine translation and conversational agents. Despite these advancements, aligning LLMs
with human values and preferences from a single reference model remains a critical challenge. Such
misalignment can lead to undesirable behaviors, including the generation of biased or inappropriate
content, which undermines the reliability and safety of these models [Gehman et al., 2020].

However, relying on a single reference model for alignment introduces several limitations. First, it
offers a narrow perspective by restricting the diversity of knowledge and linguistic patterns available
for fine-tuning, akin to teaching a language student solely through one teacher’s style—consistent but
lacking the richness of multiple viewpoints. Second, it risks overfitting to the reference model, biasing
the optimization process toward its quirks or deficiencies rather than enabling generalization to broader
human preferences; for instance, a translation model trained on one corpus may struggle with dialects
or uncommon syntactic structures. Third, such an approach is inefficient in utilizing the wealth of
pre-trained models available in modern Al ecosystems, which excel in different domains and capture
unique linguistic nuances, leaving valuable collective intelligence untapped. Therefore, incorporating
multiple LLMs as reference models produces a model that reflects the characteristics of all reference
models while satisfying human preferences. This approach is particularly relevant as the open-source
community continues to release diverse pre-trained and fine-tuned LLMs of varying scales, trained on
a wide range of datasets [Jiang et al., 2023, Penedo et al., 2023].

Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) has emerged as a pivotal framework for
addressing alignment challenges in LLMs with a single reference model. By fine-tuning LLMs based on
human feedback, RLHF steers models towards more human-aligned behaviors, enhancing truthfulness,
helpfulness, and harmlessness while maintaining their ability to generate accurate and high-probability
outputs [Wirth et al., 2017, Christiano et al., 2017]. In RLHF, reward-based methods use a trained
reward model to evaluate (prompt, response) pairs. These methods treat the language model as a
policy that takes a prompt x and generates a response y conditioned on z, optimizing this policy to
align with human feedback.

While RLHF with multiple reference models has demonstrated practical utility [Le et al., 2024],
its theoretical underpinnings remain largely unexplored. A critical gap in current understanding is
the lack of an exact solution for reverse KL-regularized RLHF when incorporating multiple reference
models. This theoretical limitation has prevented the study of sample complexity of bounds on both
optimality and sub-optimality gaps in the reverse KL-regularized framework. Addressing this problem
is crucial for advancing the alignment of LLMs with human preferences in increasingly complex and
diverse settings.

In this work, we provide the solutions for RLHF with multiple reference models when regularized
via Reverse KL divergence (RKL) or forward KL divergence (FKL). In addition, we provide a statistical
analysis of these scenarios. Our main contributions are as follows:

e We propose a comprehensive mathematical framework for reverse KL-regularized RLHF with
multiple reference models and provide the exact solution for this problem and calculate the
maximum objective value.

e We provide theoretical guarantees for the proposed multiple reference models scenario under re-
verse KL-regularization. In particular, we study the sample (:omplexity1 of reverse KL-regularized
RLHF under multiple reference models.

e We also study the multiple reference models scenario under forward KL-regularized RLHF and
analyze its sample complexity.

“The sample complexity provides insight into how quickly bounds converge as the dataset size increases.



2 Related Works

Multiple References: Inspired by model soups [Wortsman et al., 2022], Chegini et al. [2024] propose
a reference soup policy, achieved by averaging two independently trained supervised fine-tuned mod-
els, including the reference model. However, their approach lacks theoretical guarantees, particularly
regarding its applicability to alignment tasks. More recently, Le et al. [2024] introduced the concept
of multiple reference models for alignment. Due to the challenges in deriving a closed-form solution
for the RLHF objective under multiple referencing constraints, the authors proposed a lower-bound
approximation. In this work, we address this gap by deriving the closed-form solution for the multiple
reference model scenario under reverse KL-regularization.

Theoretical Foundation of RLHF': Several works have studied the theoretical underpinnings of
reverse KL-regularized RLHF, particularly in terms of sample complexity [Zhao et al., 2024, Xiong et al.,
2024, Song et al., 2024, Zhan et al., 2023, Ye et al., 2024]. Among these, Zhao et al. [2024] analyze re-
verse KL-regularized RLHF, demonstrating the effect of reverse KL-regularization and establishing an
upper bound on sub-optimality gap with O(1/n) sample complexity (convergence rate) where n repre-
sents the size of preference dataset. More detailed comparison with these works is provided in Section 7.
However, to the best of our knowledge, the RLHF framework incorporating multiple reference models
has not yet been studied.

Forward KL-regularization and Alignment: The forward KL-regularization for Direct Prefer-
ence Optimization (DPO) proposed by Wang et al. [2024]. The application of forward KL-regularization
for alignment from demonstrations is shown in [Sun and van der Schaar, 2024]. The forward KL-
regularization in stochastic decision problems is also studied by Cohen [2017]. To the best of our
knowledge, the forward KL-regularized RLHF is not studied from a theoretical perspective.

3 Preliminaries

Notations: Upper-case letters denote random variables (e.g., Z), lower-case letters denote the re-
alizations of random variables (e.g., z), and calligraphic letters denote sets (e.g., Z). All logarithms
are in the natural base. The set of probability distributions (measures) over a space X with finite
variance is denoted by P(X). The KL-divergence between two probability distributions on R? with
densities p(z) and ¢(x), so that g(2) > 0 when p(z) > 0, is KL(p|lq) := [ga p(2)log(p(x)/q(x))dz (with
0/0 := 0). The entropy of a distribution p(z) is denoted by H(p) = — [pa p(x) log(p(x)).

We define the Escort and Generalized Escort distributions [Bercher, 2012] ( a.k.a. geometric trans-
formation).

Definition 3.1 (Escort and Generalized Escort Distributions). Given a discrete probability measure
P defined on a set A, and any X € [0,1], we define the escort distribution (P)* for all a € A as

(P(a)
2 ea(P@)N

Given two discrete probability measures P and Q) defined on a set A, and any X € [0,1], we define the
tilted distribution (P, Q) as the following generalized escort distribution.:

PMa)Q'(a)
> eea PY@)QIA @)

Next, we introduce the functional derivative, see Cardaliaguet et al. [2019].

(P))a) :=

(P,Q)(a) =

Definition 3.2. [Cardaliaguet et al., 2019] A functional U : P(R™) — R admits a functional deriva-
tive if there is a map g—% : P(R™) x R™ — R which is continuous on P(R™) and, for all m,m’ € P(R"),
it holds that

1
U(m') = U(m) :/0 /n g—Z(mA,a) (m' —m)(da) dA,

where my = m + A(m' —m).



We also define the sensitivity of a policy m,(y|z), which is a function of reward function r(z,y),
with respect to the reward function as

or o me(yle) = mepar(ylz)
gy (1) 1= Jim, SRR W

4 Problem Formulation

Following prior works [Ye et al., 2024, Zhao et al., 2024], we consider the problem of aligning a policy
7 with human preferences. Given an input (prompt) z € X which is samples from p(z), is the finite
space of input texts, the policy m € II, where II is the set of policies, models a conditional probability
distribution 7(y|x) over the finite space of output texts y € . From a given 7 and z, we can sample
an output (response) y ~ m(-|x).

Preference Dataset: Preference data is generated by sampling two outputs (y,y’)|z from e as
the reference policy (model), and presenting them to an agent, typically a human, for rating to indicate
which one is preferred. For example, y = 1’ denotes that y is preferred to 3’. A preference dataset
is then denoted as D = {y}" ,yﬁ,xi © ., where n is the number of data points, y,, and y; denote the
preferred (chosen) and dispreferred (rejected) outputs, respectively.

We assume that there exists a true model of the agent’s preference p*(y > y/|z), which assigns the
probability of y being preferred to 3’ given x based on the latent reward model which is unknown.

4.1 RLHF from One Reference Model

Using the dataset D, our goal is to find a policy 7 that maximizes the expected preference while being
close to a reference policy 7. In this approach, Bradley-Terry model Bradley and Terry [1952] is
employed as the preference model:

1o ) = o{r5) - =) g

where o denotes the sigmoid function and r : X x Y — R is a reward model parameterized by 6, which
assigns a scalar score to indicate the suitability of output y for input z. In Christiano et al. [2017], the
reward model is trained on D to maximize the log-likelihood (MLE) estimator:

Lr(0,D) :i%10g0<re<xi7ya> —7’9<96z‘,yli))- (3)

Given a trained reward model rz(z,y) where 0 = arg maxgcg Lr(0, D), we can consider the regularized
optimization objective which is regularized via reverse KL-regularized or forward KL-regularized.

Reverse KL-regularized RLHF: A crucial component of RLHF is the use of a reference model
to compute a Reverse Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence penalty. This penalty ensures that the fine-
tuning process does not deviate excessively from the original model, mitigating the risk of generating
nonsensical responses |Ziegler et al., 2019]|. The reverse KL-regularized optimization objective for (y >
0) can represented as:

maxEy o [rg (2.Y)] = KL (wCle) [musle). (4)

Note that the solution of (4) is,

7Tref(y’x) eXp(’YTé\(xa y))
Z(x)

; (5)

7 (yle) =

where Z(z) = Ey 1., [exp(175(2, Y))] is the normalization factor. Similarly, we can define T (y]2)
using r+(z,y) instead of rz(w,y) in (5). This RLHF objective is employed to train LLMs such as
Instruct-GPT Ouyang et al. [2022] using PPO Schulman et al. [2017].



We define J (7o« (-|2)) = By wrps (o) [To+ (7, Y)] (ak.a. value function4) and provide an upper bound
on optimal gap,

T (mgu (), 3 (-|2)) = J (mg. (-|2) — T (w5(-]x)). (6)

Furthermore, inspired by [Song et al., 2024, Zhao et al., 2024], we consider the following RLHF objec-
tive function based on the true reward function,

S (et (| ), mo (-|2)) :=

By, [0 (V2] = ZKL(o (o) (). )

As studied by Zhao et al. [2024], Song et al. [2024], Zhan et al. [2023], we also aim to study the following
sub-optimality gap,

T (7). (), 7l (|z)) =
Jv(ﬂref("x% ﬂg*(’m)) - Jv(ﬂref("m)7 ”g(\x))

Forward KL-regularized RLHF': Inspired by [Wang et al., 2024], we can consider the forward
KL-regularized optimization objective as,

(8)

1
maxBy i) [r3 (2. Y)| = “KL (e Jo) (), ©)
As discussed in [Wang et al., 2024], this optimization problem has an implicit solution given by:

_ 7Tref(y|x)
V(Zy(x) — r5(z,y))

where Zg(m) is normalization constant ensuring that fy 7y (y|lz)dy = 1. Some properties of Zg(x) are
discussed in App. C.
Similar to (6) and (8), for forward KL-regularized RLHF, we can define,

" (yl) = (10)

T, (Tret (), 7o (|2)) = (11)
By 10 (V12)] = KLt (o) (),

TV F (o) 72 Ja)) = (12)
T (Treg (1), 75 (1)) = J, (et (), 72 )).

4.2  Assumptions
For our analysis, the following assumptions are needed.

Assumption 4.1 (Bounded Reward). We assume that the true and parametrized reward functions,
ro-(z,y) and r5(z,y), are non-negative functions and bounded by Rmax-

Assumption 4.2 (Finite Class). We assume that the reward function class, R, is finite, |R| < oc.

Coverage conditions play a fundamental role in understanding the theoretical guarantees of RLHF
algorithms. We first introduce the most stringent coverage requirement, known as global coverage
[Munos and Szepesvari, 2008]:

Assumption 4.3 (Global Coverage). For all policies 7, we require

max M < Cac, (13)

z,y:p(z)>0 7Tref(?/|x)

where Tt denotes the reference model and Cac is a finite constant.

“We can also consider Ex~p)[J(m(:|X))]. All of our results also holds for expected version of value function.



A key implication of Assumption 4.3 is that it requires substantial coverage: specifically, for any
prompt z and token sequence y in the support of p, we must have Tyef(y|z) > CL

While global coverage has been extensively studied in the offline RL literature [Uehara and Sun,
2021, Zhan et al., 2022], it imposes strong requirements that may be unnecessarily restrictive for RLHF.
A key insight from recent work [Zhao et al., 2024, Song et al., 2024] is that RLHF algorithms inherently
employ reverse KL-regularization, which ensures learned policies remain within a neighborhood of the

reference model. This observation motivates a more refined coverage condition:

Assumption 4.4 (Local Reverse KL-ball Coverage). Consider ey < oo and any policy 7 satisfying

B p [KL(7(-[2) [Tret (+[2))] < Evia, (14)
we require
(y|z)
max ————~ <C¢ ., 15
x,y:p(x)>0 7Tref(ykﬂ) ekl ( )
where C.,, depends on the KL threshold ey .

Similar to Assumption 4.4, we consider the forward KL-ball coverage assumption.

Assumption 4.5 (Local Forward KL-ball Coverage). Consider egq < oo and any policy m satisfying
B p [KL (Tres (+|2) [7(-|2))] < €na,

we require
7(ylz)
WD 0
z,y:p(x)>0 7Tref(y‘x) o ( )

where C,,, depends on the KL threshold gy .

Etkl

The local reverse or forward KL-ball coverage condition offers several advantages. Focusing only
on policies within a reverse KL-ball of the reference model provides sharper theoretical guarantees
while imposing weaker requirements. This localization aligns naturally with RLHF algorithms, which
explicitly constrain the learned policy’s divergence from the reference model. For any fixed reference
model 7, the reverse or forward KL local coverage constant is always bounded by the global coverage
constant: max(Ce,, ,Cey,) < Cac. This follows from the fact that KL-constrained policies form a
subset of all possible policies.

5 RLHF from Multiple Reference Models via Reverse KL divergence

In this section, inspired by Le et al. [2024], we are focused on situations involving K reference policies

K
7Tref7i}' . where the latent reward model among all reference policies is the same. All proof details

are deferred to Appendix B.

5.1 Exact Solution of RLHF under multiple reference models via RKL

Inspired by [Le et al., 2024], our objective can be formulated as a multiple reference models RLHF
objective,

K
1
max E |r(z,Y ——< ;KL (7 (- |x)|| et (| ), 17
ox, B lrle¥)] = 2 (L aikL(at o)) (1)
where «; are weighting coefficients for each reference policy and Zfi 1a; = 1. This objective was
explored in previous studies, leading to enhancements in pure RL problems Le et al. [2022].

However, addressing this optimization problem in LLMs through reward learning and RL finetuning
pose similar challenges to (4). Our goal is to derive a closed-form solution for the multi-reference RLHF



objective in (17). Note that in |[Le et al., 2024, Proposition 1], a lower bound on RLHF objective in
(17) is proposed, and the solution for this surrogate objective function is derived as follows,

I, (y|x) = %exp <7T<x,y>), (18)

-1 ~
where Tyt (y|x) = (Zfil #@m) and Zy(z) = >, et (y|x) exp (vr(z,y)).
In contrast, we provide the exact solution of the objective function for multiple reference model
(17). The following Lemma, for deriving the exact solution of (17) is needed.

Lemma 5.1 (Generalized Escort Distribution). Let o; € [0,1] for all i € [k] and Z ~,a; = 1. For
any distributions Q; for all i € [k] and P over the space X, such that P < Q;, we have

k
> aiKL(P|Qi) =
=1 (19)

KL (P ({@:})%) — los (Z Hu@?«z)) .

€A

We now provide the exact solution of the RLHF with multiple references.

Theorem 5.2. Consider the following objective function for RLHF with multiple reference models,

max E [7"9* (x, Y)]
T Y| -|x

_—<§:a,KL (-|)]|7rpet,i (- \x))) } ’

where Y25 oy =1 and a; € (0,1) fori € [K]|. Then, the ezact solution of the multiple reference model
objective function for RLHF is,
7/"\'oz,ref <y|x)

g (ylz) = T ow P (’Y?“e* (m,y)), (20)
where HK o
~ . =1 ref@ ylx
7"'cy,]ref(y’x) - Fa(.%') ) (21)
K
= [l m. o), (22)
ye)i=1
and

N

2) = 3 Fapet(yle) exp (vr(z,)). (23)
y
The mazximum objective value is

log <ZHﬂf (ylz) exp (yr(z, y)))

y =1

Using Theorem 5.2, we can consider the following optimization problem for the multiple reference
models scenario.

EYNW(.\Q;) [ro- ()] = %KL(W('W)H%a,ref('!w)), (24)

where Ty ref(y|z) is defined in (21) as generalized escort reference policy.
The RLHF algorithm with two reference models is shown in Algorithm 1.



Algorithm 1 Reverse KL-regularized RLHF with Two Reference Models
Require: v, o, mef,1, Tref,2 ©
1: fori=1,...,m do
2: Sample prompt #; ~ p and 2 responses with their preference g,y ~ Taref(-|T) o
- 1— -
Wl?{eﬂl("xi)ﬂrefg("mi)'
3: end for
4: Compute the MLE estimator of the reward function based on D,, = {(;, 3%, 7}) }™:

6« arg max L8, Dy,),

5: Compute the RLHF output based on (24): Wg(|) o Taret (+|7) exp(y75(- ).

5.2 Main Results for RLHF via RKL

In this section, we provide our main theoretical results for the RLHF algorithm with multiple reference
models based on reverse KL-regularization. Using the convexity of reverse KL divergence, we can
provide an upper bound on the sub-optimality gap. Furthermore, we assume that Assumption 4.4
holds under T ref(-|) as reference policy with Cq ¢,

Proposition 5.3. For a given response, x € X, the following upper bound holds,
T (mge (-Jz), 73 (-|x)) <
/y (ro- (2, y) = 13, )) (). (ylx) — 7 (yl))(dy).

Next, we provide a useful lemma for the sensitivity of policy with respect to reward function.

Lemma 5.4. Consider the softmaz policy, 77 (y|z) o< Taret(-|2)(y|z) exp(yr(z,y)). Then, the sensi-
tivity of the policy with respect to reward function is,
on)
or

Using Proposition 5.3 and Lemma 5.4, we can derive the following upper bound on the sub-
optimality gap of the RLHF algorithm with multiple reference models.

(r) = ym) (yl) (1 — ! (y|z))- (25)

Theorem 5.5. Under Assumption 4.1, /.2 and 4./, the following upper bound holds on the sub-
optimality gap with probability at least (1 — &) for § € (0,1/2),
T (mgu(|2), w2 (]x))
log(|R|/é (26)
< Vca,erk112864Rmaer2nax Og(|n |/ )

Using Theorem 5.5, we can provide the upper bound on the optimal gap under the RLHF algorithm.

Theorem 5.6. Under Assumption /.1, /.2 and /., there exists constant C > 0 such that the following
upper bound holds on optimality gap of reverse KL-regularized RLHF with probability at least (1 — §)
for 6 € (0,1/2),

(w3, (fa), x2(|2))

log(|R][/4)
< VCae,p 128 imax ernaxT (27)

+ C8R 62Rmax \/20076rk1 log(\R\/é) )

n

Remark 5.7 (Sample Complexity). We can observe sample complezity of O(1/n) for the sub-optimality
gap and O(1/+/n) for the optimality gap from Theorem 5.5 and Theorem 5.0, respectively.



6 RLHF from Multiple Reference Models via Forward KL Divergence

In this section, inspired by [Wang et al., 2024, we extend the RLHF from multiple reference models

based on reverse KL-regularization Le et al. [2024] to forward KL-regularization. Similar, to Section 5,
K
we are focused on situations involving K reference policies {Wref7l'}' . where the latent reward model

among all reference policies is the same. All proof details are deferred to Appendix C.

6.1 Solution of RLHF under multiple reference models via FKL

Inspired by [Le et al., 2024, Wang et al., 2024], our objective can be formulated as a multiple reference
models RLHF objective,

K
max, B [r(@¥)] = = (3 AKL(mers (o)l ) (25)

T Yror(|z) —

where ; are weighting coefficients for each reference policy and Zfil B; = 1. This objective was
explored in previous studies, leading to enhancements in pure RL problems Le et al. [2022].

However, addressing this optimization problem in LLMs through reward learning and RL finetuning
poses similar challenges to (4). Our goal is to derive a closed-form solution for the multi-reference RLHF
objective in (28). The following Lemma, for deriving the exact solution of (28) is needed.

Lemma 6.1 (Average Distribution). Let 3; € [0,1] for all i € [k] and Zle Bi = 1. For any distribu-
tions Q; for all i € [k] and R such that Q; < P, we have

K
> BKL(Qi|IP) =

i=1
H(iﬁiQi) - Zk:ﬁz‘H(Qi) + KL(Zk:ﬁiQiHP)-
i=1 i=1 i=1

We now provide the exact solution of the RLHF with multiple references.

Theorem 6.2. Consider the following objective function for RLHF with multiple reference models,

K
max [E [’I“g* (:E,Y)] — %(Z,BiKL(Wref,i('|x)||7T('|x)))’
=1

T Yer( o)

where Zfil Bi =1 and B; € (0,1) fori € [K|. Then, the implicit solution of the multiple reference
models objective function for RLHF is,

77-,371"ef (y|$)
7 (ylz) = —= , 29
0 (y‘ ) ’)’(Z(.%’) _ T@*(-%',y)) ( )
where
K
7_Tﬂ,ref(y|x) = Z 5@'7Tref,i(y|x)’ (30)
i=1

and Z(z) is the solution to fye;)i Toe (ylx) =1 for a given x € X.

Using Theorem 6.2, we can consider the following optimization problem for forward KL-regularized
RLHF under multiple reference model scenario,

By () 7 (@] = ZKL (Rl 1), 1)

where 7g ¢ (y|2) is defined in (30) as weighted reference policy.
The forward KL-regularized RLHF algorithm with two reference models is shown in Algorithm 2.

10



Algorithm 2 Forward KL-regularized RLHF with Two Reference Models
Require: v, 3, Trref,1, Tref,2 ©

1: fori=1,...,m do

2: Sample prompt Z; ~ p and 2 responses with their preference
g??@ﬁ ~ 7i'li,ref("-%') = ﬂﬂ'ref,l("i’i) + (1 - /B)ﬂ'ref,Q("-i'i)-

3: end for

4: Compute the MLE estimator of the reward function based on D,, = {(;, 4%, 7})}",

0« arg max L8, Dy,)

ot

: Compute the RLHF output based on (31).

6.2 Main Results for RLHF with FKL

This section presents our core theoretical analysis of forward KL-regularized RLHF under the multiple

reference model setting. We begin by leveraging KL divergence’s convex properties to establish an upper
~ﬁﬁ,ref (y|$)

v(Zg(@)—rg(z.))

Furthermore, we assume that Assumption 4.5 holds under 7g yef(y|) as

bound on the sub-optimality gap. Throughout this section, we consider ﬁ'l(ykﬂ) = and

~Y _ _ 7Tl—B,ref(y‘x)
o (ylz) = 1 Zg (@) —rr (1))
reference policy with Cg ..

Proposition 6.3. For a given response, x € X, the following upper bound holds,
T (3. (), 73 (1) <
] o) = ) . o) = 7wl )
Using Proposition 6.3, we derive an upper bound for the sub-optimality gap in the multiple reference
forward KL-regularized RLHF setting.

Theorem 6.4. Under Assumption 4.1, /.2 and /J.4, the following upper bound holds on the sub-
optimality gap with probability at least (1 — 5) ford € (0,1),

F(F). (), 72 J))
log(IRI/9) 32)

2 max
< 16Cg ., €2 Rypax -

Using Theorem 6.4, we can provide the upper bound on the optimal gap under the multiple reference
forward KL-regularized RLHF setting.

Theorem 6.5. Under Assumption J.1, /.2 and 4.4, the following upper bound holds on optimality gap
of the multiple reference forward KL-reqularized RLHF algorithm with probability at least (1 — J) for
d€(0,1),

T @3 (Jo), 73 |))

log(|R|/0
S 160ﬁ’€fk162RmameaX g(’n ’/ ) (33)
+ max (| 1Og(CE,fk1)|, log(’yRmaX + 1))

v

Remark 6.6 (Sample Complexity). Choosing v = n, we have sample complezity O(1/+/n) on optimal-
ity gap from Theorem 0.5. We can also observe the sample complexity of O(1/+/n) for the sub-optimality

gap.

11



Table 1: Comparison of Various Works in Theoretical Foundation of RLHF: Key features include sup-
port for RKL sub-optimality gap, RKL optimality gap, FKL sub-optimality gap, and FKL optimality

gap and their Sample Complexities for each scenario.
RKL Sub-optimality Gap RKL Optimality Gap FKL Sub-optimality Gap FKL Optimality Gap

Work (Sample Complexity) (Sample Complexity) (Sample Complexity) (Sample Complexity)
v
Song et al. [202
Song et al [ 0 l] O(l/\/ﬁ) X X X
Zhao et al. [2024] v X X X
O(1/n)
Chang et al. [2(]2 l] X v X X
0(1/v/n)
Xiong et al. [2024] v X X X
S O(1/y/n)
v v v v
Our Work
O(1/n) 0(1/v/n) O(1/+/n) O(1//n)

7 Discussion

Theoretical Comparison with Single-Reference Models: Our theoretical results extend to the
single-reference model setting, enabling comparison with existing work in this domain. The RKL-
regularized RLHF framework and its sub-optimality gap have been investigated by Song et al. [2024]
and Zhao et al. [2024], who established sample complexity bounds. Song et al. [2024] derived a sub-
optimality gap sample complexity of O(1/y/n), which Zhao et al. [2024] later improved to O(1/n),
demonstrating the effectiveness of RKL regularization. Note that, in [Zhao et al., 2024], it is shown that
when the error tolerance € is sufficiently small, the sample complexity follows an O(1/¢) relationship.
This corresponds to O(1/n), where n represents the dataset size. In comparison with [Zhao et al.,
2024|, we proposed an approach based on functional derivative and convexity of KL divergence. Our
approach is more general and can be applied to the forward KL-regularized RLHF framework. There
are also some works on similar algorithms to RLHF. Additionally, Chang et al. [2024] proposed an
algorithm integrating offline and online preference datasets in RLHF, analyzing its optimality gap
sample complexity under RKL regularization. The general reverse KL-regularized RLHF framework
under general preference models is studied by Xiong et al. [2024] and a sample complexity of O(1/4/n)
for sub-optimality gap is derived. To the best of our knowledge, the sample complexity of the optimality
gap and sub-optimality gap for forward KL-regularization have not been studied in the literature.
Furthermore, in [Huang et al., 2024], KL-divergence and y2-divergence are considered as regularizers,
and the sample complexity on optimality gap for x2-DPO are studied. We summarized our comparison
with different works related to the theoretical study of RLHF in Table 1.

Coverage Assumption Discussion: The coverage assumptions for multiple references can differ
from the single reference scenario. For the reverse KL-regularized case with reference policy Ty ref(-|2),
we have:

(y\x _ H < y’x )047 (34)

Ta ref( ’1' i1 Trref,i ym’

where Fu(x) is defined in (22). Therefore, we have HZKlegf . as the global coverage assumption,
where Cler; < 00 is the global coverage with respect to the - -th reference. Note that, using Holder’s
inequality, we can show that Fj(x) < 1. A similar discussion applies to the forward KL-regularization
scenario with reference policy 7g ef(y|x). Regarding the local reverse KL-ball coverage assumptions
(Assumption 4.4), as Tg ret(-|2) is defined on common support among all reference models, then the

set of policies with bounded
ExNP[KL(W('|x)H%a,ref('|$))] < €a,rkl> (35)

is smaller than each reference model separately. Similarly to global coverage, we can assume that

K i
Caﬁrkl = Hz‘:l Cféf,i,erkl'
Comparison of RKL with FKL: The RKL and FKL exhibit fundamentally different charac-
teristics in their optimization behavior. RKL between the reference model and target policy, defined
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as Er,, [log(mg /Trer)], demonstrates mode-seeking behavior during optimization. When 7y~ represents
the output policy of RLHF for language model alignment, it may assign zero probability to regions
where e is positive. Conversely, FKL, expressed as Er,_ [log(met/mg+ )], exhibits mass-covering prop-
erties. Its mathematical formulation requires mg- to maintain non-zero probability wherever s is
positive. This constraint naturally leads FKL to produce distributions that cover the full support of
the reference model, thereby promoting diverse outputs.

Reference policy in multiple reference model scenario under FKL and RKL: In the
multiple reference model setting, the generalized escort distribution under reverse KL-regularization
covers the intersection of the supports of all reference models. Specifically, responses receive zero
probability if they lack positive probability in any single reference model. This leads the generalized
escort distribution to assign non-zero probabilities only to responses supported by all reference models
simultaneously. In contrast, when using the average distribution as the reference model in the for-
ward KL scenario, the resulting distribution covers the union of supports across all reference models,
encompassing a broader range of possible responses.

Furthermore, we discuss the extension of multiple reference models scenario to DPO, where we
propose the DPO objective function for reverse and forward KL-regularization under multiple reference
models and derive optimality gap under bounded implicit reward assumptions App. D.

8 Conclusion and Future Works

This work develops theoretical foundations for two Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback
(RLHF) frameworks: reverse KL-regularized and forward KL-regularized RLHF. We derive solutions
for both frameworks under multiple reference scenarios and establish their sample complexity bounds.
Our analysis reveals that while both algorithms share identical sample complexity for the optimality
gap, the reverse KL-regularized RLHF achieves superior sample complexity for the sub-optimality gap.

The main limitation of our work lies in the assumption of bounded reward functions. Recent work
[Mroueh, 2024] shows that reward functions can be unbounded and sub-Gaussian. Two promising
directions for future research emerge:(a) Extending our analysis to multiple-reference KL-regularized
RLHF with unbounded reward functions, (b) Following [Wang et al., 2024], investigating multiple-
reference RLHF regularized by general f-divergences, (c¢) Following [Sharifnassab et al., 2024], we can
extend our analysis to general preference models beyond Bradley-Terry (BT) model.
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A Technical Tools

In this section, we introduce the following technical tools and Lemmata.

Lemma A.1 (Lemma C.2 from [Chang et al., 2024]). Under Assumptions 4.1 and /.2, we have with
probability at least 1 — & that

_ 128R2 _ exp(4Rmax) log(|R|/9)

2
EYZ7YwN7Tref77rref |:<7“9* (.%', Yl) — Tg* (1‘, Yw) _ ré\(m, Yl) + T’é\(.%', Yw)) :| < max -

(36)

Lemma A.2 (Lemma E.5 from [Huang et al., 2024]). Under Assumptions 4.1 and j.2, we have with
probability at least 1 — & that

_ 128R2 _ exp(4Rmax) log(|R|/9)

2
EYZ7YwN7Tref77rref |:<7°9* (.%', Yl) — Tg* (1‘, Yw) _ ré\(m, Yl) + Té\(.%’, Yw)) :| < max ;

(37)

Lemma A.3 ([Boucheron et al., 2013]). Assume that function f(x) € [0,B] is bounded. Then, we
have,

By (X)) ~ By (7)) < g/ SH2EI) (39)

Lemma A.4. Assume that 7, (y|x) o< met(y|x) exp(yr(x,y)). Then, Tria(ylx) = T (y|x), where A is
constant.

Proof.
5 +A(y’1') _ 7Tref(y‘x) exp(*y(r(m,y) +A))
' Ey e (v]z) [exp(Y(r(z, y) + A))] (30)
_ _ met(ylr)exp(yr(z,y))
EYNWref(Y|m) [eXp(Vr(x7 y))]
O
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B Proofs and Details of Section 5

Lemma 5.1. Let o; € [0,1] for all i € [k] and S3F_, a; = 1. For any distributions Q; for all
i € [k] and P over the space X, such that P < @Q;, we have

k
> aiKL(P|IQ) = KL( P ({Qi}E1)*) — log (Z i@ <az>> .
=1

€A

Proof. We have

c P(x)
;%KL(PHQ Zal (;P z)log (@(m)))

_;;P 1og< E?)

) (@
=2 P 1g<nl e >>
=KL (PH({Qi}f:l)a> — log (Z Hfl@?(@) .

zeA

~—

Lemma B.1. Let A be an arbitrary set and function f : A — R be such that

/ZGA i <_@) Qx(z)dz < .

Then for any Px defined on A such that X ~ Px, we have

E[f(X)] + NKL(Px||Qx) = AKL (PXHPGIbbS) Alog (/EGA exp (—@) QX(a:)da:) :

where

. e ) L
P)((; bb (x) == fxeA exp ( f(z)) Qx(x)dx’ T €A,

1s the Gibbs—Boltzmann distribution.

Proof. We have

E[f(X)] + ANKL(Px ||Qx) = /f(m)PX(a:)dﬂ:+)\/PX(ﬂf) log (S))((((Z)))

) Px ()
— )\/PX@) log (exp (_@ QX(x))

— KL (PXHP)?ibbS> — Mog </xeA exp <—@> Qx(x)dx> .
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Theorem 5.2. Consider the following objective function for RLHF with multiple reference mod-
els,

K
max E [re(z,Y)] - %(ZOéiKL(’]T(-|IE)||7Tref7i(-|$))) ,
=1

T ()

where Zfil a; =1 and o; € (0,1) fori € [K]. Then, the exact solution of the multiple reference
models objective function for RLHF is,

%a,ref (y\m)

T (ylz) = T Z0) exp (77“9* (w,y))7 (40)
e i 15, 7%, 5l0)
Wa,ref(mw) = F (fl;) ?
(a3
K
= I wl),
ye)i=1
and

Z@) = Faselyle)exp (yr(@, 1))

Y

The maximum objective value is

log (ZHﬂf (yla) exp (yr(z, y)))

y 1=1

. J

Proof. We can write

E. [Tg* x, Y (ZQZKL (-|x) |7Trefl( |$))>

Y~ml-|z
1
- - ’YyMiE(.\x) [ros (2, Y)] (Z%KL () | vt (- m)) (41)
:% VB [rgr (2, Y)] — KL(r(-|2)|[Fenret (4])) + log Fa(x) (42)
= = (KL 1) 7. (vle)) + log Z(z) + log Fa(a) (13)
K
= % (—KL(W(-!w)HWg* (ylz)) +log (ZHngf,i(yix) exp (W(%y)))) ; (44)
y =1

where (42) follows from Lemma 5.1 and (43) follows from Lemma B.1. Clearly, the right side of (44) is
maximized when the KL divergence is set to zero. Thus, the maximizing distribution 7 (-|x) is identical

to ). (y|z), and the maximum objective value is %log (Z Hl 1 ref ¢ (ylx) exp (yr(z, y))) O
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Corollary B.2. Weighted multiple single reverse KL-regularized RLHF problem is an upper
bound on multiple references reverse KL-reqularized RLHF problem, i.e.,

K
max E [ro«(z,Y)] - l(zalKL(ﬂ'(|flf)”7['refl(|flf)))

w Yo (-] N
) (1z) = )
1
<> amaxd E - [ro(2,Y)] = = (KL(n(f2)limet(12))
i=1 "o\ Yer(le v
Proof. Tt can be shown that the maximum of objective function in Theorem 5.2 is,
1, K
max< B [roe(@,Y)] = = (3 aiKL(n(fa) I mieri (1))
Ty () TN
1 1
=7 log (Eym%a,ref(y\x) [exp (yro- (=, Y))]) +2 log Fiu ()
(46)

— llog <2ere“ ylz) exp (aiyres (z, y)))

v y =1
K

<> “Hog (Do menilyle) exp (v (2.9)) ).
1= Yy

where the last inequality follows from Hdlder’s inequality. Note that,

max{ E [m*(x,y)]_%(KL(W(-\x)Hﬂrefﬂ-(-\x))) :%log(Zﬂrem(y]w)exp(’yrg*(x,Y))).

T | ver(fe)

(47)

Then, we have,

max{ E [T@*(x,Y)]—l(ZaiKL(ﬂ(-‘x)|]7Tref7i(-\x))>

Y~rl |z i=1
(48)

K
g imax E  [re(2,Y)] — %(KL(W(‘x)|lﬂref7l(‘x))>

Y~7l-|z

Therefore, multiple single RLHF problem is an upper bound on multiple reference models RLHF
problem. ]

Remark B.3 (Choosing a). The optimum @ for a given x, can be derived from the following optimiza-
tion problem,

max — log ( Z H 7Tref (ylz) exp (aiyros (=, y))) (49)

y 1=1

Proposition 5.3. For a given response, x € X, the following upper bound holds,

T (g (+]2), w3 (- |z)) S/y(m*(w,y)—Ta(w,y))(ﬂg*(ylﬂf)—W}(ylﬂf))(dy)'
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Proof. Note that KL(7(-|2)||Ta,ret (:]2)) is a convex function with respect to 7(-|z). Therefore, J,(Tq ref(:|2), 7(+|x))
is a concave function with respect to 7(-|x). First, we compute the functional derivative of Jy (T ret (:|), 7(-|))

with respect to 7(-|x),

5J’y(§T\a,ref§;L$)a7T(-|$)) — o (2, y) — %log(ﬂ(.u)/ﬁa’rd(.m)) + % (50)

Therefore, we have,
T (), ) () =
Ty (Fapet (|2), 73 (1)) = Ty (Faret ([), 73(-|2))

/ 5J’Y(%a,ref("x)7 ﬂg‘(y‘x))
y

IN

— (3. (vl2) — 72 (yl2)) (dy)

= [ (1o @) = 5 Yow(r} 01 () + ) . () = w3 ) ) oy
= [ (1o ) = ot ) + S 108(2(0)) (. (o) = w3 i) )
— [ (oo = r3la0) ) 3 0lo) — 2ol ().
y
U

It completes the proof.

Lemma 5.4. Consider the softmaz policy, 7 (y|z) < Taret(-|2)(y|x) exp(yr(z,y)). Then, the
sensitivity of the policy with respect to reward function is,

omy

5, (1) = 7ml (yle) (1 — ) (y|z)).

Proof. We have ! (y|x) = Eyﬂj}r;efr(e!f?ﬁi@;ﬁ&:ﬁfﬂf)))]' Using Chain rule, we have,

8773( )= Taret (12) (ylz) exp(yr(2,9))  Rarei(-|7) (yl2)? exp(2yr(z, y))

87“ B et (1) (1) [XPOT (0 V)] By o)l lexp (77 (2, Y)) 2 (52)
=y (ylz)(1 — =/ (y|x)).

O

Theorem 5.5. Under Assumption /.1, /.2 and /./, the following upper bound holds on the
sub-optimality gap with probability at least (1 — ) for 6 € (0,1/2),

T (o), 7o)
log(|R)/8)

4Rmax D2
< YCay,,128e RS o - .

Proof. Using Proposition 5.3, we have,

T (3. (), w2 |2))

I £
< y(m* (z,y) = rg(e, ) (mg. (ylx) — 75 (ylx))(dy)-
Note that, as the integral in (53) is over ), therefore, we have,
T (e (o), 71 ()
(54)

< /y(m* (@,y) = (@, y))(7g. (ylz) — 72 (yl2) = h(z))(dy),
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where h(z) is an arbitrary function over X. Note that 7}, (y|x) and Wg(y]w) are function of ¢« (x, y) and

ré\(x,y), respectively. Furthermore, softmax policies are shift invariant, Lemma A .4, i.e., 773* (ylx) o
Taref(-|2) exp(y(ry(x,y) — h(zx))) where h(x) is a function dependent on x. Therefore, we can apply
the mean-value theorem to (mj. (y|z) — wg(y|x))(dy) with respect to function r(z,y). Therefore, we

have for a give h(z),

(3 (vl) ~ 7201)) = T () e ) — ) — )

= 7, (|2) (1 = 7y () (rox (2, ) — rg(2,y) = h(2)),

where 1y = A(rg+ (2, y) —h(z))+(1-A)r5(z, y) for some A € [0, 1] and 7, (+|7) X Taret(|7) exp(yra(z, y))-
Applying (55) in (54), we have,

T (3. (), w2 [2))
< /y (o~ (2. 9) — r5(z,y) P, (12)(1 = 717, (1)) (dy)

(55)

56
< v/y(m* (,y) = (@, y))?m, (-|2)(dy) 0

< Covr /y (rge (2,9) — 752 9) — h(2)) Rexper () (dy)

Choosing h(z) = Eyi.z_ ()T (7, Yh — r5(z, Y], applying Jensen inequality and Lemma A.1, we
have, ’

T (mgu(|2), w2 (] x))
< Covena? /y (ros (2,y") = 15(2,y™) = o+ (2,") + 15(2,y") Farer (|2) (Y Farrer (|2) (™) (57

< 4Oy, 12864 imax B2 log([R1/9)
— s€rkl °

max

It completes the proof. O

Theorem 5.6. Under Assumption 4.1, /.2 and /./, there exists constant C' > 0 such that the
following upper bound holds on the optimality gap of the reverse KL-reqularized RLHF with
probability at least (1 — &) for § € (0,1/2),

1 2 1
T (mge (-|2), 71 (]z)) < ’)/Oa,éirkl128€4RmaxR12nax70g(|Zj|/5) - CSRmaxezR‘“ax\/ Cacn Zg(|R|/6).

. J

Proof. We have the following decomposition of the optimality gap,

KL(72(-|2) || Taret (|2)) — KL(m). (+]|2) | Ta re (|2
e 31 = 3+ KT KGR (et

Now, we provide an upper bound on the second term using Lemma 5.4 and a similar approach for
choosing h(z) in proof of Theorem 5.5, we have for some A € [0, 1],

KL(wzcmn%a ret (+[2)) = KL(mg. (-|2) | et ()

= [ G (108 (2550 +1) 0 0. = ryla) = W)

aref( )

= [ o)1 = (o) (108 (Z280) 1) 00 0.9) = r5.0) = )

To ref( ’1'

<7\//1_% () (1og(w<f(‘,w ) +1) (y) \//w J2)2(r- (2, y) — rale,y) — h(x))(dy),
(59)
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where in the last inequality, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Using the fact that m., o

Taref(-|2) exp(yry) and Lemma A1, we have,

KL(”gH@ (7o et (-|2)) — KL(TFg* (o) Tee ret (-|2))
2Coneon 0R[RI/3)

n

<18 (27Rmax + 1)Rmax exp(2RmaX)\/

The final result holds by applying the union bound.

(60)

O

In the following, we compare the RLHF objective function under the multiple reference model
policy, Taref(-|), with i-th reference model, mf;(-|z). For this purpose, we bound the difference

between these two RLHF objective functions in different scenarios.

Proposition B.4. Under Assumption /.1, the following upper bound holds,

- = ( 1)< exp(YRmax) — 1

Jw (7Ta ref 7T9*) Tref,is 779*71' 7\/5 \/KL(T‘-a,refHﬂ-ref,i)-

Proof. Note that, for a policy 7 we have,

~ 1
Ty (Tret T ) = ; log {Emef [exp (Y7o (x,y))]]

Therefore, using the functional derivative, we have,

J’y (7Ta refs 779*) j (Wref,ia Wg*,i)

= —10g [Ena et [€XD (Y70 (T y))]} - %log [Emef,i [exp(yro- (w,y))]]

exp(yre-(z,y)) |
/ / ] (Wa,ref - 7"'ref,z) (dy)dA

Er oy [exp (79 (2, y

N ;/o Er fA[exp(lwg* (z,9))] /yeXp(W@* (2, ) (Taret — Tret,i) (dy)dX

< eXp(’VRmaX) -1 \/KL(Wa,ref”ﬂ'ref,i)
= 5 2 ,

where e\ = Trefi + A(ﬂmref — ﬂrem) and the last inequality holds due to Lemma A.3.
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C Proofs and Details of Section 6

7~

Lemma 6.1. Let §; € [0,1] for all i € [k] and S3F_, 8; = 1. For any distributions Q; for all
i € [k] and R such that Q; < P, we have

Z@KL QillP) = (Z@QZ) -3 @) + KL(iﬁiQiHP)-
=1 =1

.

Proof. We have,

iﬁiKL@@-HP) = ijﬂz@i log(Q:) — 5 Qi log(P) (63)
=—iﬁiH< Q) Zﬁl Q;) log Zﬁz Qi Zﬁl Q;) log Zﬁz Qi Zﬁl log(P) (64)
= H(iﬁi@) - Z: BiH (Qi) + (Z: BiQi) log<§; BiQi) Z BiQi) log(P (65)
H(f;ﬁi@i) - iﬁﬂ(@» + KL(iﬁiQiHP). (6)

Theorem 6.2. Consider the following objective function for RLHF with multiple reference mod-
els,

K
max E [ (o.7)] = = (3 AKL(mariCla) (1) ).

Yrrl |z

where Zfil Bi = 1 and B; € (0,1) for i € [K|. Then, the implicit solution of the multiple
reference models objective function for RLHF is,

7Trﬂ,ref (y|l‘)

V(Zox (x) — 1o+ (2, y))

g (ylo) =
where

7TB,ref 9137 Zﬂﬂrrefz y’ﬂU

and Zg (x) is the solution to fyey g (ylz) =1 for a given z € X.

Proof. Using Lemma 6.1, the objective function of forward KL-regularization under multiple reference
model can be represented as,

max E [T@*(x,Y)]—%KL(Wﬂ,ref('W)HW("x))7

Y~7l-|z

where 7g ref(y|2) = Zfil BiTret,i(y|x). As the function is a concave function with respect to m(:|x), we
can compute the derivative with respect to 7(:|z). Therefore, using the functional derivative under the
constraint that 7(-|z) is a probability measure with Lagrange multiplier, Zg« (), we have at optimal
solution that,

o« (z,y) + %% Zg«(z) = 0. (67)
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Solving (67) results in the final solution, 7. (y|x).

O

Corollary C.1. Weighted multiple single forward KL-reqularized RLHF problem is an upper bound on

multiple references forward KL-reqularized RLHF problem, i.e.,

1 K
max YMIFE(.‘:B) [7"9* (x,Y)] — ;(;@KL(Wref,z(’x)HW(m)))

K
<> gmax{ E [ro ()] - %(KL(wref,i(-@)Hw(-@)))
i=1 Yrrl |z

Proof. It holds due to maximum function property.

Assuming,
77',13,1"ef (y‘.%')
fy(Z@* (x) — ro«(x, y)) ’

we can provide the following property of Zg« (), inspired by [Cohen, 2017].

o (ylz) =

Lemma C.2. The following property holds for Zgs (),
e For any x € X where p(x) > 0, we have sup,cy ro«(2,y) < Zg ().

e Under Assumption /.1, we have sup ey Zp+ () < Rumax + %

Proof. Using the following representation,

= ( |x) _ 77-,371“ef(y|x)
oV V(Zp+ () — roe (2, y))

we can conclude that for a given x € X, supycy ro+(z,y) < Zg+(x). Otherwise, g« (ylz) will be

negative.

For the second part, let’s proceed by contradiction. Suppose there exists some x € X such that:

Z0*(x) > supy € Yro-(2,y) + £
Under this assumption, we can show that:

[ -l <1

Y

This contradicts the fundamental requirement that

ﬁ—g* (y‘x)a

must be a probability distribution. Therefore, our initial assumption must be false. Consequently, for

all x € X, we must have:

. 1
Z0*(x) < supre«(z,y) + —.
yey v

Taking the supremum of both sides with respect to & completes the proof.

~

T (1), 7)) <

/y(m* (@, y) — ra(x, ) (7o (ylz) — 7 (ylx))(dy).

Proposition 6.3. For a given response, x € X, the following upper bound holds,
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Proof. The proof is similar to Proposition 5.3. Note that KL(7g yef(-|z)||7(-|x)) is a convex function
with respect 7(-|z). Therefore, J. (7g ref(|z), m(:|x)) is a concave function with respect to m(-|z). First,
we compute the functional derivative of J, (g ref(-|2), 7(-|2)) with respect to 7(-|z),

6j’7(ﬁ-,371"ef('|x)’77('|x)) o 1 7Tﬂ ref( |37)
o = ro«(z,y) + 3wl (69)
Therefore, we have,
TY(=Y (. =7/ < N - ,B,ref(y|x) ~ _ =Y
T (7 (), 7 () < /y (ror () + ) )G lylo) =Tk, (70)
3 ~7 _ ?B,ref(y‘x)
Using the fact that wé\(y|x) = @)@

T(®. (1), 7 C4) < [ (ron(oa9) = ryla) + 2(@)) (7o) = 7(5]o)) dy)
y (71)

= [ (1o (a9) = r3la)) (53 0lo) — 2ol (),
y

where the last equality follows from the fact that Z(z) is just dependent on z. O

Theorem 6.4. Under Assumption 4.1, 4.2 and /./, the following upper bound holds on the
sub-optimality gap with probability at least (1 — &) for § € (0,1),

log(RI/)

j’y(ﬁ-g*(|x)7ﬁg\(‘x)) < 160ﬂ,5fk1€2Rmameax n

.

Proof. From Proposition 6.3, we have,
T3 o), ) < [ (o) = ) (5 oke) = 301 )
= [ (1o @) = gt ) = h(@)) G o)~ 730l )

:/y<m(w)_r§@,y)_h( ))w,gref(y!w) o y,x

s\/ (o) = ot ) ) R erlla) () \/ / . Z‘ﬂf_y?)(f”)

(dy)

(- (vl2) — 73 (y[))?
g\/ /y (roe0) = 5, ) = A(2)) T (v} () \/ / oW

log(|R]|/d
< 160,3,5&162R"‘3X3max og(|R|/ )’
n
(72)
where the first, second, and last inequalities follow from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, (7?/37ref(y|x))2 <
78 ref(y|x) and using Assumption 4.5 and Lemma A1, respectively. O

N

Theorem 6.5. Under Assumption 4.1, /.2 and 4./, there exists constant D > 0 such that the
following upper bound holds on optimality gap of the multiple reference forward KL-reqularized
RLHF algorithm with probability at least (1 — &) for § € (0,1),

(@3, (la), 73( 1))
10g(|R|/6) + IngkEhie (| IOg(CE,ﬂ{l)|v IOg('}/Rmax + 1))

< 160ﬂ,5fk1 eszaX Rmax n ~
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Proof. We have the following decomposition of the optimality gap,

KL (7 ret (-[2)[|75(-]2)) — KL(7g ver (-|2)l|7g. (1))

J (7. (12), 72 (|2)) = TV (75 (|a), 72 (|a)) + S - (13)
: ~7 _ ~ﬁﬂ,ref(y‘x) ~7 — _ ﬁ-ﬂ,!‘ef(y|$)
For second term, using the fact that, wé\(ykﬂ) = o) —rs @) and 7, (y|z) ) reraa) E
have,
KL(Rg o (o) |7 (2)) — KL et () 177 (1))
~’y ~
By g (o) l0g(7(Z5(x) — 15(2,9)))] — By g (o) 108 (1 (Zox (2) — 70+ (2,9)))]
. 7 N (74)
_ By g (1 108(V(Z5(2) = 52, D] + By sy ooy 102 (Y(Zo+ () — 7o+ (2, 9)))]|

Y
< max (| 10g(c€,fk1)|’ lOg(r}/Rmax + 1))

— )

~

where the last inequality follows from Lemma C.2. The final result holds by combining Theorem 6.4
with (74). O
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D Extension to DPO

Our current results for reverse KL-regularized RLHF and forward KL-regularized RLHF can be ex-
tended to the DPO framework [Rafailov et al., 2023]. In particular, we can derive the following DPO
function for reverse KL-regularized under multiple reference models scenario using Theorem 5.2,

n

1 mo(y¥ |x;) 1 7o (yt|z;)

RKL 0 yl ? 0 yz (2

vy ~=argmax Y log [0(— log(——=+—+—) — — log(i))}. (75)
DPO,0 mo€ell ZZ:; Y Wa,ref(yzwmi) v 7To:,lref(yﬂxz‘)

For forward KL-regularized DPO, we can combine Theorem 6.2 with the approach outlined in [Wang et al.,
2024], to derive the DPO function,

aFKL arg maXilog {U(lﬂﬂ,ref(yﬂxi) _ lﬂﬂ’ref(yzwlxi)ﬂ (76)
DPO,0 el v mo(ytlz:) v mo(y;|ws)

However, as discussed in [Song et al., 2024], DPO can not guarantee any performance under some
conditions. In particular, The reverse KL-regularized case can fail under partial coverage conditions,
necessitating the Global Coverage Assumption (Assumption 4.3). The forward KL-regularized case
requires an even stronger condition: the ratio of reference to policy must be bounded from below away
from zero. Specifically, we should have 0 <inf(, ) ,(z)>0 %@fﬁg) which is a stronger assumption. For
this purpose, we consider the implicit bounded reward assumptions.

Our theoretical results for reverse KL-regularized RLHF and forward KL-regularized RLHF can be

applied DPO problems (75) and (76) under the following assumptions.

Assumption D.1 ((Bounded implicit RKL reward). For all y*,y' € Y and x € X, there exists a
constant Biax such that,

‘llog( mo(yla) 1, o (y'|z)

< Bmax- 77
v 7Tcz,ref(yw|x) Y 7"'oz,ref(y”x))‘ e ( )

Assumption D.2 ((Bounded implicit FKL reward). For all y*,y' € Y and x € X, there exists a
constant Dyax such that,

< Diax. (78)

‘lﬂﬁ,ref(yﬂxi) 1 Wﬂ,ref(y;‘v”xi)
v mo(yile) v mo(yilm)

Theorem D.3. Under Assumptions D.1, /.1, /.2 and 4.4, there exists constant C > 0 such that
the following upper bound holds on the optimality gap of DPO based on reverse KL-reqularization
with probability at least (1 — &) for d € (0,1/2),

+ CSB eQRmax \/2Oa75rk1 10g(|R|/5) .
n

T3 (o), TC10)) S 7 Clne 1280 B2, PETD)

Proof. The proof is similar to Theorem 5.6 using Lemma A.2. O

Theorem D.4. Under Assumptions D.2, /.1, 4.2 and 4./, the following upper bound holds on
optimality gap of DPO based on forward KL-reqularization with probability at least (1 — ¢) for
5 €(0,1),

log(|R|/8) | max (| 1og(C- )|, log (YRmax + 1))
n Y

. J

=~ ~ 2Rmax
J(?T&(W)J%(\m)) < 16Cg,en.e Drnax

Proof. The proof is similar to Theorem 6.5 by using Lemma A.2. U
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