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Abstract

Reinforcement Learning with Human Feedback (RLHF) has become a central
paradigm for aligning Large Language Models with human values. However, the
reliance on sensitive preference data necessitates rigorous differential privacy (DP)
guarantees to prevent user information leakage. Existing private alignment methods
typically assume dense reward parameterizations, resulting in estimation error
bounds that scale polynomially with the ambient model size d. Such dependence is
prohibitive in modern overparameterized models where d is vast. In this work, we
study Private Sparse RLHF problem to address this limitation, assuming that human
preferences (reward model) are governed by a subset of s∗ ≪ d relevant features.
We provide the first comprehensive theoretical framework for differentially private
sparse reward estimation from pairwise preference feedback under the Bradley-
Terry-Luce model, and introduce efficient algorithms for both Sample-DP and
Label-DP settings. Theoretically, under the squared ℓ2 parameter estimation error,
we establish upper bounds of Õ(s∗/n + s∗2/n2ε2) for (ε, δ)-Sample-DP and
Õ(s∗/n + s∗/nε2) for ε-Label-DP based on randomized response, where n is
the training data size. For the lower bounds, we show that the Sample-DP rate
is nearly optimal, and that the guarantee for our Label-DP method cannot be
further improved within the randomized-response framework. We also provide a
general lower bound for the problem with Label-DP. Empirically, our framework
demonstrates superior efficacy over dense baselines across sentiment generation
and safety alignment benchmarks, offering a significantly more favorable privacy-
utility trade-off.

1 Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in generalization and
reasoning, yet their pre-training on vast, unfiltered corpora often results in behaviors that are mis-
aligned with harmful or biased content. To address this, Reinforcement Learning from Human
Feedback (RLHF) has emerged as the standard paradigm for steering LLMs to align pretrained
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Table 1: Estimation error rates for private RLHF in non-sparse and sparse settings with error metric
∥ · ∥22. Here d is the ambient dimension, s∗ is the sparsity level, n is the sample size, and (ε, δ) are
the privacy parameters. † indicates that the lower bound is for the randomized-response mechanism,
and ‡ denotes a general central Label-DP lower bound for arbitrary Label-DP mechanisms. § denotes
a best-case upper bound and ¶ indicates lower bound only for Label-DP.

Sample-DP Label-DP Upper Bound Lower Bound

Sparse (Ours) ✓ Õ
(

s∗

n
+ (s∗)2

n2ε2

)
Ω̃
(

s∗

n
+ (s∗)2

n2ε2

)
Sparse (Ours) ✓ Õ

(
s∗

n
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nε2

)
Ω̃
(

s∗
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)
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)
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Non-Sparse [15] ✓ ✓ Õ
(

d2

n
+ d3

n2ε2

)
§ Ω̃

(
d
n
+ d

n2ε2

)
¶

models with human values and objectives [16, 41, 36, 3]. In the typical RLHF pipeline, a reward
model is first trained on a dataset of pairwise human preferences (e.g., response y1 is preferred over
y2) to approximate the underlying human utility function. This learned reward model then guides the
optimization of the language model policy via algorithms such as Direct Preference Optimization
(DPO) [38].

Despite its success, the reliance on human feedback introduces significant privacy vulnerabilities.
The preference datasets used to train reward models often contain sensitive information, ranging from
personal opinions to implicit biases, which can be memorized by the model. Consequently, deploying
these models risks exposing user data through privacy attacks [8, 9, 22, 56]. To mitigate these risks,
recent works have integrated Differential Privacy (DP)[23], which requires that the private trained
model (or its output distribution) does not significantly change when any single entry in the training
data is altered, into the alignment process [56, 15, 61, 59] (refer to Section 2 for further discussion).

However, a fundamental limitation of existing private alignment methods is their implicit treatment of
the reward model as a dense parameter vector. In practice, collecting high-quality human preference
data for aligning large language models is both costly and time-consuming [13, 35, 58]. For instance,
aligning models with general human values often requires a substantial number of annotations from
experienced annotators to reliably distinguish between “helpful” and “harmless” responses. This data
scarcity becomes even more pronounced in specialized domains such as medical or legal reasoning
[40, 18, 21], where preference labels must be provided by highly qualified experts. These challenges
impose a strict budget on the available sample size n, while the semantic richness and complexity of
such domains naturally induce a feature space of extremely high dimension d. Standard differentially
private mechanisms require noise injection proportional to the ambient dimension (i.e., ∝ d/n) to
hide individual contributions [23]. When d≫ n, this noise overwhelms the utility signal, rendering
the high estimation error and alignment ineffective.

Moreover, recent empirical studies [2, 17] suggest that the underlying reward functions and feature
representations in LLM alignment exhibit significant intrinsic sparsity. Specifically, preference signals
are often governed by a small subset of salient features or tokens, rather than the full high-dimensional
embedding. In parallel, foundational theoretical work on differentially private sparse learning has
shown that, for problems such as linear regression, one can circumvent polynomial dependence on
the ambient dimension d [42, 50, 6, 19, 63, 47, 20]. By leveraging sparsity, the estimation error can
be reduced to scale logarithmically with the sparsity (i.e., ∝ s∗/n), thereby enabling accurate private
estimation even in high-dimensional settings. This naturally raises the following question:

Can we design effective mechanisms for private sparse RLHF with rig-
orous theoretical guarantees that are not polynomial in the dimension d?

We answer this question affirmatively and summarize our contributions as follows:

• First Analysis of Private Sparse RLHF. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to
investigate sparsity in the context of private alignment, i.e., DP Sparse RLHF. We formulate the
problem under the high-dimensional Bradley-Terry model and introduce two specialized algorithms:
Sample-DP-IHT, which integrates iterative hard thresholding with a private peeling mechanism to
protect the entire interaction tuple, and Label-DP RR+IHT, which combines randomized response
with debiased gradient estimation to protect preference labels.
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• Minimax Optimality. As summarized in Table 1, we establish upper bounds under the squared
ℓ2 parameter estimation error. Specifically, we achieve rates of Õ(s∗/n + (s∗)2/(n2ε2)) for
(ε, δ)-Sample-DP and Õ(s∗/n+ s∗/(nε2)) for ε-Label-DP, where n is the training data size. For
the lower bounds, we show that the Sample-DP rate is nearly optimal, and that our theoretical
analysis for the Label-DP method cannot be further improved. We also provide a general lower
bound Ω̃

(
s∗

n + s∗

n2ε2

)
for the problem with Label-DP.

• Experimental Evaluation. We empirically validate our framework on Sentiment Generation
and Safety Alignment benchmarks. Our results demonstrate that exploiting sparsity consistently
yields superior privacy-utility trade-offs compared to dense baselines (e.g., DP-SGD and Random-
ized Response), effectively mitigating the noise overhead in high-privacy regimes and achieving
significantly higher reward scores and alignment rates.

2 Related Work
Differentially Private Reward Learning and Alignment Recent work has increasingly focused on
integrating differential privacy into the alignment of LLMs. Chowdhury et al. [15] investigates differ-
entially private reward estimation using preference feedback, while subsequent studies extend these
guarantees to Direct Preference Optimization and unified offline alignment frameworks Chowdhury
et al. [14], Zhou et al. [61], Chen et al. [12]. Beyond reward estimation, privacy-aware regularization
has received growing attention. Wu et al. [57] analyzes offline and online KL-regularized RLHF
under differential privacy, while Zhang et al. [60] shows that KL regularization itself can inherently
induce differential privacy guarantees in bandit and RLHF settings. The scope of private alignment
has further expanded to more complex interaction models, such as reinforcement learning with
self-play [37] and user-level differential privacy in RLHF pipelines [59]. Despite these advancements,
prior works largely focused on dense reward structures or general function approximation, whose the
estimation errors always depend on polynomial of the dimension, leaving the sparse reward learning
under privacy constraints unexplored.

Differentially Private Sparse Learning Differentially private sparse learning builds on a broader
line of work on private empirical risk minimization (ERM) and convex optimization [11, 31, 29, 52,
53, 44]. Early studies [46] investigated the stability of the Lasso estimator, clarifying the conditions
required for robust feature selection under privacy constraints. Building on these foundations, Talwar
et al. [42] gives near-optimal utility guarantees for differentially private Lasso, establishing sharp
statistical rates (up to logarithmic factors) in sparse linear regression under central DP. More recent
work has expanded both the algorithmic toolbox and the problem settings. Wang and Gu [54] propose
a knowledge-transfer framework that can improve utility for private sparse regressions. [43, 26]
addressed private stochastic convex optimization under heavy-tailed gradients by robust estimation
and median techniques. In parallel, sparse learning under local differential privacy, Wang and Xu
[50] develops LDP iterative hard thresholding procedures, and subsequent analysis Zhu et al. [62]
sharpen lower/upper bounds and provide the first non-interactive LDP algorithms for the problem.
Beyond regression, privacy-preserving sparse spectral estimation has also been studied. Hu et al.
[28, 27], Wang and Xu [51] examined the sparse generalized eigenvalue problem underlying sparse
principal component analysis, canonical correlation analysis, and Fisher’s discriminant analysis.
Despite these advances, existing private sparse learning results can not straightforwardly extend to
the preference-based learning setting central to RLHF, along with the non-linear Bradley-Terry-Luce
model and paired data dependency.

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we present the formal problem setup for private alignment in RLHF from pairwise
comparisons, along with the necessary definitions and assumptions.
Let D = {(ki, a0i , a1i , yi)}ni=1 be a dataset consisting of n labeled comparisons drawn i.i.d. from
D, where ki ∈ K denotes a context (e.g., a prompt or state), a0i , a

1
i ∈ A consists of two candidate

actions/responses, and the label yi ∈ {0, 1} indicates which candidate is preferred (i.e., yi = l means
that ali is chosen as the preferred response). Let rθ : K × A → R be a parametric reward model
indexed by θ ∈ Θ, and let θ⋆ denote the unknown ground-truth parameter. We assume the preferences
are generated according to the softmax comparison model: for each i ∈ [n] and l ∈ {0, 1},

Pθ⋆

[
yi = l

∣∣ ki, a0i , a1i ] = exp
(
rθ⋆

(
ki, a

l
i

))
exp (rθ⋆ (ki, a0i )) + exp (rθ⋆ (ki, a1i ))

,
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where rθ∗(·, ·) denotes the reward model parameterized by θ∗. This model is known as the Bradley-
Terry-Luce (BTL) model [5, 33]. In this work, we focus on the BTL model with a linear reward
parameterization. Specifically, let ϕ : K ×A → Rd be a known feature map and assume rθ(k, a) =
⟨ϕ(k, a), θ⟩, θ ∈ Rd. Define the comparison (difference) feature xi := ϕ(ki, a

1
i )− ϕ(ki, a0i ) ∈ Rd.

Under this model, the conditional distribution reduces to logistic regression:

Pθ⋆

[
yi = 1

∣∣ ki, a0i , a1i ] = σ(⟨xi, θ⋆⟩) ,Pθ⋆

[
yi = 0

∣∣ ki, a0i , a1i ] = σ(−⟨xi, θ⋆⟩) ,

where σ(z) = 1
1+e−z refers to the sigmoid function.

Given D, our objective is to estimate θ⋆ (and hence the reward function rθ⋆) by maximizing the
likelihood of the observed comparisons with privacy constraints. Formally, we seek a randomized
estimatorM : D → Rd that minimizes the empirical risk Ln(θ) subject to the privacy constraint,
whereLn(θ) is defined as follows: Ln(θ) =

1
n

∑n
i=1

(
log(1+exp(⟨xi, θ⟩))−yi⟨xi, θ⟩

)
. To account

for the high-dimensional nature of the feature space (d≫ n), we adopt the following assumptions,
which are standard in the literature [39, 15, 61, 58].

Assumption 3.1 (Boundedness). (a) θ∗ lies in the set ΘB,s∗ =
{
θ ∈ Rd | ∥θ∥2 ≤ B, ∥θ∥0 ≤ s∗

}
.

(b) Features are bounded, i.e., ∥x∥∞ ≤ 1, ∀x = ϕ(k, a1) − ϕ(k, a0). (c) Let Σ := E[xx⊤], and
suppose there exist constants 0 < µ ≤ γ <∞ such that µ ≤ λmin(Σ) ≤ λmax(Σ) ≤ γ.

Our boundedness assumptions differ from the ℓ2 feature bound used in [15]. Note that in the high
dimensional setting, ℓ∞-boundness assumption is more reasonable than ℓ2-norm. Such an assumption
has been widely used in the existing literature on high-dimensional statistics [49]. Under an ℓ2 bound
∥x∥2 ≤ L, one has tr(Σ) = E∥x∥22 ≤ L2, and hence λmin(Σ) ≤ L2

d . Thus, when L = O(1), a dense
design cannot have all covariance eigenvalues bounded below by a constant; the curvature parameter
µ may scale as 1/d, leading to dimension dependence through the condition number. In our work, we
assume the coordinate-wise bound ∥x∥∞ ≤ 1, which allows ∥x∥2 = O(

√
d) and permits covariance

eigenvalues µ, γ = Θ(1). We will provide more discussions in the later parts.

Now, we recall the definition of differential privacy [23]. Informally, it ensures that the privately
trained model (or its output distribution) does not significantly change when any single entry in the
training data is altered. Depending on the scenario, there are two levels of privacy: label-DP [10, 24]
and sample-DP [11, 23, 1]. We provide their formal definitions in the following.

Definition 3.2 (Differential Privacy [23]). Let ε ≥ 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1]. A randomized algorithmM is
said to satisfy (ε, δ)-differential privacy with respect to an adjacency relation ∼, if for any pair of
adjacent datasets D ∼ D′, and for any measurable set S in the output space ofM, it holds that

P[M(D) ∈ S] ≤ eε · P [M (D′) ∈ S] + δ.

When δ = 0, we say thatM is ε-differentially private. Throughout the paper, we consider two specific
types of adjacency: 1) Sample Adjacency (Sample-DP). D and D′ differ in exactly one sample
record (i.e., replacement or addition/removal of a pair (xi, yi)). 2) Label Adjacency (Label-DP). D
and D′ differ only in the label of a single sample (i.e., fixed features xi, different yi).

Definition 3.2 guarantees that the trained reward model remains statistically stable regardless of
variations in a single user’s data. Particularly, Label-DP ensures that an adversary cannot determine
the specific preference yi for a fixed pair of responses. In contrast, Sample-DP provides a strictly
stronger guarantee by protecting the entire interaction tuple (ki, a

0
i , a

1
i , yi), concealing not just the

preference but also the context of the query itself. Notably, prior works on private RLHF have mainly
focused on the Label-DP setting [15, 61], leaving the theoretical analysis of Sample-DP largely
unexplored even under non-sparse settings.

4 Differentially Private Sparse RLHF
In this section, we develop sparse reward estimators with differential privacy guarantees under two pri-
vacy regimes: Sample-DP and Label-DP. For Sample-DP, under our BTL model and Assumption 3.1,
we establish nearly matching upper and lower bounds, demonstrating minimax optimality up to
logarithmic factors. For Label-DP, we focus on the randomized-response label privatization paradigm
and show that our RR-based sparse estimator cannot be further improved within this framework. We
further provide a general lower bound for arbitrary central Label-DP mechanisms.
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Algorithm 1 Sample-DP-IHT

1: Input: Dataset D = {(yi, zi)}i∈[n], step size η, sparsity level s, privacy parameters (ε, δ), total
steps T .

2: Initialize: θ0 ← 0.
3: {Step 1: Sample Splitting}
4: Split D into T disjoint parts {Dt}Tt=1, each containing m = n/T samples.
5: {Step 2: Iterative Optimization}
6: for t = 0 to T − 1 do
7: Compute the gradient update: θt+

1
2 ← θt − η

m

∑
i∈Dt

∇ℓ(zi, yi; θt)
8: Apply Private Hard Thresholding (Algorithm 2):

θt+1 ← ΠB

(
Peeling

(
θt+

1
2 , s, ε, δ,

η

m

))
,

where ΠB is the projection onto the B-radius ball
9: end for

10: Output: θT

4.1 Sample-DP

To achieve sample-level differential privacy, a natural approach is to incorporate the Gaussian mecha-
nism, for instance via DP-SGD [1]. However, in high-dimensional sparse settings, directly applying
DP-SGD may lead to suboptimal utility, as the injected noise scales with the ambient dimension
and may not provide an efficient estimation of the sparse parameter. Therefore, we introduce a
differentially private variant of the iterative hard thresholding (IHT) algorithm. Algorithm 1 begins
with a sample-splitting strategy, wherein disjoint subsets of the data are used for successive gradient
updates across iterations. We then replace the deterministic hard thresholding step with a differentially
private Peeling Mechanism [6]. At each iteration, the peeling mechanism privately selects the indices
corresponding to the largest s entries in magnitude and retains only these coordinates, setting all
remaining entries to zero. Refer to Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 for details.

Theorem 4.1. For any 0 < ε, δ < 1, Algorithm 1 satisfies (ε, δ)-Sample-DP. Under Assumption 3.1,

suppose that the initialization θ0 satisfies
∥∥θ0 − θ∗∥∥ ≤ O (Bµ

γ

)
. Assume further that the sample size

n is sufficiently large such that n2 ≥ O

(
γ

µm(B)

s2T 2 log2 s
ζ log 1

δ

Bε2

)
. If we choose T = Õ

(
γ
µ log n

)
,

s ≍ s∗ and η = 8
3γ , then with high probability, it holds that ∥θT − θ∗∥22 ≤ Õ

(
γ2s∗

µ3n + γ(s∗)2

µ4n2ε2

)
.

Remark 4.2. Theorem 4.1 shows that our Sample-DP-IHT estimator achieves an error bound that is
polynomial in the sparsity s∗, instead of ambient dimension d. This is the main distinction from prior
dense private reward estimation results [15] (we need to clarify that although their main objective-
perturbation result is stated for Label-DP, the same objective perturbation mechanism can naturally
extend to Sample-DP. Under their most favorable parameter choices, this yields the best-case upper
bound Õ(d

2

n + d3

n2ε2 ). ) Note that this comparison should not be interpreted by simply setting s∗ = d.
In the dense case, our bound is not directly comparable to that of [15], because the two analyses
use different feature-normalization assumptions. Specifically, [15] assumes an ℓ2 feature bound ∥x∥,
whereas our Assumption 3.1 imposes the coordinate-wise bound ∥x∥∞. These differences lead to
different dimension dependence through the curvature and coverage parameters.

In the following, we formally define the minimax risk for private estimation and introduce the Score
Attack framework [7] used to derive our lower bounds.

Recall the dataset D = {(xi, yi)}ni=1 consisting of n i.i.d. observations, where xi ∈ Rd denotes the
difference feature vector (as defined in Section 3) drawn from a distribution Dx, and yi ∈ {0, 1} is
the preference label. Consistent with the BTL assumption, the conditional distribution of yi given xi
follows the logistic model, which belongs to the canonical exponential family:

fθ⋆(yi | xi) = exp (yi⟨xi, θ⋆⟩ − ψ(⟨xi, θ⋆⟩)) , (1)

where ψ(u) = log(1 + eu) is the log-partition function.
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Algorithm 2 Peeling Procedure

1: Input: Vector θ ∈ Rd, sparsity s, privacy parameters (ε, δ), noise scale λ.
2: Initialize: S ← ∅.
3: {Phase 1: Iterative Support Selection}
4: for i = 1 to s do
5: Generate noise vector vi ∈ Rd where each component is drawn from:

6: vi,j ∼ Lap

(
2λ
√

3k log(1/δ)

ε

)
, ∀j ∈ [d]

7: Select the index with the maximum noisy magnitude:
8: j⋆ ← argmaxj∈[d]\S (|θj |+ vi,j), S ← S ∪ {j⋆}
9: end for

10: {Phase 2: Final Parameter Perturbation}
11: Generate output noise vector ṽ ∈ Rd:

12: ṽj ∼ Lap

(
2λ
√

3k log(1/δ)

ε

)
, ∀j ∈ [d]

13: Output: θ |S +ṽS

We aim to estimate the unknown parameter θ∗ using an estimator θ̂ : (Rd × {0, 1})n → Θ. The
quality of the estimator is measured by the squared ℓ2-norm loss L(θ̂, θ∗) = ∥θ̂ − θ∗∥22. Then, the
classical statistical minimax risk is defined as follows:

Mn(ΘB,s∗) := inf
θ̂

sup
θ∈ΘB,s∗

ED∼Pθ

[
∥θ̂(D)− θ∥22

]
,

where Pθ denotes the joint distribution of the dataset induced by the parameter θ.

In the (ε, δ)-differential privacy model, the estimator must be obtained via a randomized mechanism
M (as defined in Section 3). Let Qε,δ denote the set of all (ε, δ)-DP mechanisms. The (ε, δ)-private
minimax risk is defined as: Mn,ε,δ(ΘB,s∗) := infM∈Qε,δ

supθ∈ΘB,s∗
EM,D∼Pθ

[
∥M(D)− θ∥22

]
.

To derive tight lower bounds for the private minimax risk, we utilize the Score Attack framework
[7]. Given Eq. (1), the score statistic for a data point zi = (xi, yi) is defined as S(zi; θ) :=
(yi − σ(⟨xi, θ⟩))xi. This statistic is centered with variance equal to the Fisher information matrix
I(θ). The Score Attack statistic Aθ is defined as the correlation between the estimation error and the
score function: Aθ(z,M(D)) := ⟨M(D)− θ, S(z; θ)⟩.
The Score Attack captures the fundamental tension between utility and privacy. Intuitively, a good
estimator must react to the signal in the training data, leading to a high total correlation with the score
function on D. However, differential privacy strictly limits this correlation to prevent membership
inference, which is quantified by the following lemma:
Lemma 4.3 (Privacy Bound on Score Attack [7]). If M satisfies (ε, δ)-differential privacy
with 0 < ε < 1, then for any θ ∈ Θ, it holds that |

∑n
i=1 E[Aθ(zi,M(D))]| ≤

nε
√
λmax(I(θ))

√
E∥M(D)− θ∥22 + 2nδs∗

√
log(1/δ).

By combining the statistical necessity of a high score correlation (for utility) with the privacy upper
bound in Lemma 4.3, we obtain the following minimax lower bound, where full proofs are detailed
in Appendix C.
Theorem 4.4. Consider i.i.d. observations (y1, x1),· · · , (yn, xn) drawn from Eq.(1) with θ∗ ∈ Θ

and Assumption 3.1 holds. Suppose that s∗ satisfies s∗ ≲
√
d, and s∗ ≫ log2 (d/s∗). If the estimator

M is (ε, δ)-sample-differentially private with 0 < ε < 1, s∗ log (d/s∗) ≲ nε, and δ ≲ n−(1+c) for

some c > 0, then infM∈Qε,δ
supθ∈Θ E∥M(D)− θ∥22 ≥ Ω̃

(
s∗

γn + (s∗)2

γn2ε2

)
.

Theorem 4.4 establishes a matching lower bound to Theorem 4.1 up to logarithmic factors (if we
omit other factors), showing the nearly minimax optimality of our proposed estimator.

4.2 Label-DP

To achieve Label-DP, the privacy requirement is relaxed such that the feature vectors xi (derived
from contexts and prompts) are considered public, while only the preference labels yi are sensitive.
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Algorithm 3 Label-DP RR + IHT

1: Input: Dataset D = {(xi, yi)}ni=1, sparsity level s, privacy budget ε, step size η, total iterations
T .

2: Initialize: θ0 ← 0.
3: Parameters: p← eε

eε+1 , q ← 1
eε+1 .

4: {Step 1: Label Privatization (Randomized Response)}
5: for i = 1 to n do
6: Sample ỹi ∈ {0, 1} such that: P (ỹi = yi) = p and P (ỹi = 1− yi) = q.
7: end for
8: Let D̃ = {(xi, ỹi)}ni=1 be the privatized dataset.
9: {Step 2 & 3: Debiased Gradient Calculation & IHT}

10: for t = 0 to T − 1 do
11: Compute the empirical gradient on noisy labels: ĝt ← 1

n

∑n
i=1∇ℓ(θt;xi, ỹi)

12: Compute the bias correction terms:
13: g− ← 1

n

∑n
i=1∇ℓ(θt;xi, 0), g+ ← 1

n

∑n
i=1∇ℓ(θt;xi, 1)

14: Construct the unbiased gradient estimator: g̃t ← eε+1
eε−1

(
ĝt − g−+g+

eε+1

)
15: Update and Hard Thresholding: θt+1 ← Hs (θ

t − ηg̃t)
16: end for
17: Output: θT

This assumption enables a clean separation between the privatization and optimization stages. Rather
than injecting noise into gradients as in the sample-level DP setting, we adopt an input perturbation
strategy consisting of three steps: (1) privatizing labels via Randomized Response, (2) constructing
unbiased gradient estimators via debiasing, and (3) optimizing the objective using standard Iterative
Hard Thresholding.

Step 1: Randomized Response (RR). To protect the privacy of the labels yi ∈ {0, 1}, we apply the
classical randomized response mechanismMRR [55]. For each sample i, the mechanism outputs a
perturbed label ỹi by flipping the true label with a probability determined by the privacy budget ε:

P(ỹi = yi) =
eε

eε + 1
, and P(ỹi = 1− yi) =

1

eε + 1
.

This mechanism guarantees ε-Label DP for each individual response.

Step 2: Debiasing Correction. Directly optimizing the loss with respect to the perturbed labels
ỹi would lead to biased estimates of the reward parameter θ⋆. To correct for this, we construct an
unbiased gradient estimator g̃ using the statistical properties of the RR mechanism. Specifically, at
iteration t, we define the debiased gradient as:

∇Ldebias
n (θt) = g̃t =

eε + 1

eε − 1
·
(
ĝt − g−

eε + 1
− g+

eε + 1

)
,

where ĝt = 1
n

∑n
i=1∇ℓ(θt;xi, ỹi), g− = 1

n

∑n
i=1∇ℓ(θt;xi, 0), g+ = 1

n

∑n
i=1∇ℓ(θt;xi, 1). Here,

ĝt is the empirical gradient computed using the noisy labels, while g− and g+ represent the gradients
assuming the labels are all 0 or all 1, respectively. It is straightforward to verify that EMRR [g̃

t] =
∇Ln(θ

t), ensuring that this estimator provides an unbiased direction for optimization.

Step 3: Iterative Hard Thresholding (IHT). With the privatized labels D̃ = {(xi, ỹi)}ni=1, the
problem reduces to a sparse estimation task with noisy but public targets. Since privacy is enforced
entirely during the label perturbation phase (Step 1), the subsequent calculation of the debiased
gradient and the parameter updates incur no additional privacy cost due to the post-processing
property of differential privacy. Consequently, unlike the sample-level DP setting, no private support
selection mechanism (e.g., peeling) is required inside the loop. We apply the standard iterative hard
thresholding algorithm using the debiased gradient estimator:

θt+1 ← Hs

(
θt − η∇Ldebias

n (θt)
)
,

whereHs is the hard thresholding operator that preserves the s largest entries in magnitude.
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Figure 1: IMDb Sentiment Generation with Llama-7B under different privacy budgets (ε).

Theorem 4.5. For any 0 < ε, δ < 1, Algorithm 3 satisfies ε-Label-DP. Under Assumption 3.1,
suppose that the initialization θ0 satisfies

∥∥θ0 − θ∗∥∥ ≤ O
(

Bµ
γ

)
. Assume further that the sample

size n is sufficiently large such that n2 ≥ O
(

γ
µm(B)

s log 1
δ

ε2

)
. If we choose T = Õ

(
γ
µ log n

)
, s ≍ s∗

and η = 8
3γ , then with probability at least 1− δ, it holds that ∥θT − θ∗∥22 ≤ Õ

(
γs∗

µ2n + γs∗

µ2nε2

)
.

Remark 4.6. We compare Theorem 4.5 with prior dense private reward estimation results. [15] study
non-sparse reward estimation; in the central Label-DP setting, their objective-perturbation estimator
has best-case squared ℓ2 rate Õ(d

2

n + d3

n2ε2 ). They also provide RR-based estimators under local
Label-DP with a rate of Õ( d2

nε2 ). In contrast, our RR+IHT estimator exploits sparsity and achieves
Õ( s

∗

n + s∗

nε2 ). Thus, our central Label-DP bound replaces the ambient-dimension dependence of
dense methods by the sparsity s∗, up to logarithmic and condition-number factors.

In the following, we adopt the same problem setup and private minimax risk definition Mn,ε,δ(ΘB,s∗)
introduced above. We first present a lower bound for estimators based on randomized-response
mechanisms, showing that the results of our RR-based Label-DP method cannot be further improved
within this framework. We then provide a general lower bound.
Theorem 4.7. Consider the BTL model with sparse parameter space Θ = {θ ∈ Rd : ∥θ∥2 ≤
B, ∥θ∥0 ≤ s∗} and Assumption 3.1 holds. Then estimator M(D) based on randomized-
response privatized labels MRR satisfying central ε-label-DP obeys the minimax lower bound
infMRR∈Qε

supθ∗∈Θ E
[
∥MRR(D)− θ∗∥22

]
≥ Ω

(
s∗

γn + s∗

γnε2

)
.

Remark 4.8. Theorem 4.7 establishes the optimality of the randomized-response (RR) label privatiza-
tion paradigm under the sparse BTL model. Since RR is a local label-DP channel, the result can also
be interpreted as a sparse lower bound for estimators based on locally privatized labels. It shows that
any estimator based on randomized-response privatized labels must incur a privacy-dependent error
of order Ω̃

(
s∗

γnε2

)
. This complements the dense local Label-DP results of [15], whose RR-based

estimators and lower bounds are dimension-dependent. Our result gives the sparse counterpart,
showing that the unavoidable RR privacy cost scales with s∗ rather than d. Therefore, Theorem 4.5 is
optimal up to logarithmic and condition-number factors within the sparse RR-based framework.
Theorem 4.9. Consider the BTL model with sparse parameter space Θ = {θ ∈ Rd : ∥θ∥2 ≤
B, ∥θ∥0 ≤ s∗} and Assumption 3.1 holds. Then any estimatorM(D) satisfying central ε-label-DP

obeys the minimax lower bound infM∈Qε
supθ∗∈Θ E

[
∥M(D)− θ∗∥22

]
≥ Ω

(
s∗

γn + s∗

γn2ε2

)
.

Theorem 4.9 provides a general lower bound for sparse reward estimation under central Label-DP. It
shows that, for any central Label-DP mechanism, the squared ℓ2 estimation error must incur at least
Ω( s∗

γn+
s∗

γn2ε2 ). However, there remains a gap between this general lower bound and the current upper
bound for our Label-DP estimator. Designing Label-DP mechanisms with better privacy dependence
beyond randomized response remains an interesting open question.

5 Experiment
In this section, we empirically evaluate our proposed sparse private RLHF algorithms, Sample-DP-
IHT (Algorithm 1) and Label-DP RR+IHT (Algorithm 3). We focus on two distinct alignment tasks:
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Figure 2: Safety Alignment with Gemma-3-1B
(ε = 8).
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Figure 3: Safety Alignment with Llama-2-7B
(ε = 8).

Sentiment Generation and Safety Alignment. Our primary objective is to demonstrate that explicitly
exploiting the sparsity of the reward signal yields a superior privacy-utility trade-off.

5.1 Experimental Setup

Tasks and Datasets. We conduct our evaluation on two standard benchmarks representing common
RLHF applications: (1) Sentiment Generation (IMDb). We use the IMDb movie review dataset
[34]. The goal is to generate text conditioned on a prompt such that the output maximizes positive
sentiment. Following established RLHF practices, we treat sentiment classification scores as a proxy
for human preference rewards. (2) Safety Alignment (Harmful): We utilize the Harmful Dataset
provided by the AI2 2. This dataset comprises adversarial prompts designed to elicit harmful or toxic
behaviors. The objective is to align the model to safely refuse these requests. We train a safety reward
model to penalize harmful compliance and reward safe refusals, evaluating the model’s ability to
maintain safety under differential privacy constraints.

Base Models. We employ two different policy networks to demonstrate generalization across
architectures: LLaMA-7b [48] for the Sentiment Generation task, and Gemma-3-1B [45] for the
Safety Alignment task. For the reward models, we utilize RoBERTa [32] as the backbone architecture.
Specifically, we fine-tune separate RoBERTa checkpoints to serve as the sentiment proxy and
the safety evaluator, respectively. Unless otherwise noted, all competing methods share identical
architectures and initializations to ensure fair comparison.

Baselines. We compare our proposed sparse methods against three distinct categories of private
alignment baselines for both Sample-DP and Label-DP settings: (1) DP-SGD: The standard non-
sparse approach [1]. We train the reward model using DP-SGD, clipping per-sample gradients to
bound sensitivity and injecting noise proportional to the full dimension d. (2) Randomized Response:
The standard label-differential privacy baseline [15]. We apply the randomized response mechanism
to the preference labels without any sparsity-aware thresholding.

5.2 Experimental Results

Sentiment Generation. We visualize the trade-off between reward maximization and
KL divergence for the Sentiment Generation task in Figure 1a (ε = 2) and Fig-
ure 1b (ε = 8). Table 2 summarizes the peak performance for each method.

Table 2: Performance comparison under different
privacy budgets. Higher is better.

DP-IHT RR-IHT DP-SGD RR

ε = 2 2.37 2.44 1.98 2.12
ε = 8 2.87 2.88 2.26 2.20

The results consistently demonstrate the advan-
tage of sparsity. Across both high-privacy (ε = 2)
and low-privacy (ε = 8) regimes, our sparse al-
gorithms (DP-IHT and RR-IHT) achieve signif-
icantly higher rewards for any given KL diver-
gence compared to their dense counterparts (DP-
SGD and RR). This indicates that our methods
preserve a stronger utility signal, leading to more
effective alignment.

Safety Alignment. Figures 2 and 3 present the win rates for the Safety Alignment task under ε = 8
using Gemma-3-1B and Llama-2-7B, respectively. Across both models, the sparse private methods
consistently outperform their dense counterparts. On Gemma-3-1B, Label-DP RR-IHT achieves the
highest win rate of 62%, followed by Sample-DP IHT at 55%, while RR and DP-SGD obtain 51%
and 47%, respectively. On Llama-2-7B, the advantage is even more pronounced: Label-DP RR-IHT

2https://huggingface.co/datasets/allenai/real-toxicity-prompts
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reaches 70% and Sample-DP IHT reaches 62%, compared with 58% for RR and 53% for DP-SGD.
This confirms that sparse mechanisms are essential for preventing utility loss in high-dimensional
private alignment tasks.

6 Conclusion
In this work, we studied differentially private sparse reward estimation for RLHF under the BTL
preference model. By exploiting the intrinsic sparsity of human preferences, we introduced two
efficient algorithms: Sample-DP-IHT and Label-DP RR+IHT. Our theory establishes nearly minimax-
optimal sparse rates for Sample-DP and shows that the guarantee for RR-based Label-DP cannot
be further improved within the randomized-response framework. We also provide a general lower
bound for arbitrary central Label-DP mechanisms. Experiments on Sentiment Generation and Safety
Alignment demonstrate that sparsity-aware private reward estimation substantially improves the
privacy-utility trade-off over dense baselines in the challenging d≫ n regime.
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A Addition Experimental Details and Results

Implementation Details. We describe the training and evaluation setup for both tasks in the
following.

• Reward Model Training: For sentiment generation, we initialize the reward model from
cardiffnlp/twitter-roberta-base-sentiment, which is trained on public Twitter data [4]. We
then adapt it to the IMDb dataset by fine-tuning the classification head. Reward models are
trained with differentially private algorithms under ε ∈ {2, 8} and δ = 10−5. For safety
alignment, we follow the same procedure and initialize from cardiffnlp/twitter-roberta-base-
hate.

• Proximal Policy Optimization: In the sentiment generation task, we follow the protocol of
Rafailov et al. [38] and sample prefix prompts with lengths between 2 and 8 tokens. Each
approach fine-tunes the base model with PPO using reward signals from its corresponding
reward model. In the safety alignment task, we use the toxic prompts in the dataset as prefix
prompts and evaluate the models on their generated responses.

• Evaluation: To ensure comparability across methods, in the sentiment generation, all reward
scores are computed with a single fixed evaluator, siebert/sentiment-roberta-large-english
[25], which we treat as the ground-truth reward model. The reward values are reported on
every 20 steps during the training process. For the safety task, we benchmark the algorithms
by measuring the win rate against each baseline model. All experiments are conducted on a
single NVIDIA A100 GPU.

Table 3 summarizes the PPO hyperparameters used for the Gemma-3-1B and Llama-2-7B safety
alignment experiments. We use the same batch size, mini-batch size, learning rate, optimizer, KL
penalty coefficient, and LoRA configuration across the two models. This controlled setup ensures
that the observed performance differences mainly come from the reward-estimation methods rather
than from different PPO training configurations. In particular, both models are trained with RMSProp,
a learning rate of 10−5, KL penalty coefficient 0.15, LoRA rank 16, and LoRA alpha 32.

Parameter Gemma-3-1B Llama-2-7B
Batch Size 64 64
Mini-batch Size 64 64
Learning Rate 1e-5 1e-5
Optimizer RMSProp RMSProp
KL Penalty Coefficient 0.15 0.15
LoRA Rank 16 16
LoRA Alpha 32 32

Table 3: PPO parameter settings for Gemma-3-1B and Llama-2-7B.

Figures 4 and 5 provide additional safety alignment results under a stronger privacy budget ε = 2.
Across both Gemma-3-1B and Llama-2-7B, the sparsity-aware methods consistently outperform their
dense counterparts. In particular, Label-DP RR+IHT achieves the highest win rates, improving over
the dense RR baseline from 51% to 57% on Gemma-3-1B and from 53% to 65% on Llama-2-7B.
Similarly, Sample-DP-IHT improves over DP-SGD, increasing the win rate from 43% to 53% on
Gemma-3-1B and from 50% to 60% on Llama-2-7B. These results further confirm that exploiting
sparsity helps preserve useful reward signals under strong privacy constraints, leading to better safety
alignment performance across different model architectures.

A.1 Additional Evaluation Protocol Details

The sentiment scores are computed by the fixed, independent evaluator siebert/sentiment-roberta-
large-english, rather than by the private reward model used for PPO. The safety-alignment win rates
are judged by GPT-4.1. The evaluators are held fixed across methods and privacy budgets. We
initialize from publicly available pretrained checkpoints and do not train an SFT stage on sensitive
user data. PPO uses the private reward model and public prompts, so it is post-processing with respect
to the private preference-training data. For the DP-SGD baseline, the clipping norm is 1, and FastDP
calibrates the Gaussian noise to the target ε and δ.
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Figure 4: Safety Alignment with Gemma-3-1B
(ε = 2).
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Figure 5: Safety Alignment with Llama-2-7B
(ε = 2).

A.2 Non-private Reference and Direct Reward-model Evaluation

We supplement the private comparisons with a reward model trained without privacy constraints on
the full clean preference dataset and a PPO policy trained using that reward model. Table 4 extends
the sentiment-generation comparison with this non-private reference. The highest private policy
scores are 2.44 and 2.88 at ε = 2 and ε = 8, respectively, compared with 3.07 for the non-private
reference, corresponding to absolute score gaps of 0.63 and 0.19.

Table 4: Sentiment-generation policy scores with a non-private reference. Higher is better. The same
non-private reference is shown in both rows.

Privacy budget Non-private DP-IHT RR-IHT DP-SGD RR

ε = 2 3.07 2.37 2.44 1.98 2.12
ε = 8 3.07 2.87 2.88 2.26 2.20

To separate reward estimation from downstream PPO optimization, we also report direct held-out
reward-model performance in Table 5. DP-IHT and RR-IHT have NLL gaps of 0.0135 and 0.0028
relative to the non-private reference; their preference accuracies are lower by 0.67 and 0.04 percentage
points, respectively.

Table 5: Direct reward-model evaluation reported in the rebuttal. Lower mean loss/NLL and higher
held-out preference accuracy are better.

Method Mean loss/NLL ↓ Loss std. Accuracy ↑
DP-SGD 0.5154 0.0090 0.8302
RR 0.4944 0.0012 0.8568
DP-IHT 0.3316 0.0008 0.8583
RR-IHT 0.3209 0.0006 0.8646

Non-private 0.3181 0.0008 0.8650

A.3 Reward-model and PPO Learning-rate Sensitivity

Table 3 specifies downstream PPO hyperparameters. The additional reward-model learning-rate
search is reported separately in Table 6. Within the tested grid, the lowest reported loss occurs at
10−4 for DP-SGD and RR, 10−3 for DP-IHT, and 10−2 for RR-IHT.

Table 7 reports the additional PPO learning-rate sweep for safety alignment with Gemma-3-1B at
ε = 8. The highest reported win rates within this grid are 59% for RR-IHT, 57% for DP-IHT, 55%
for RR, and 47% for DP-SGD.

B Supported Lemmas and Facts

Lemma B.1 (Lemma 3.4 in Cai et al. [6]). Let S and {wi}si=1 be as defined in Algorithm 2. For any
subsets R1 ⊆ S and R2 ⊆ Sc satisfying |R1| = |R2|, and for any c > 0, the following inequality
holds:

∥vR2
∥22 ≤ (1 + c)∥vR1

∥22 + 4(1 +
1

c
)
∑
i∈[s]

∥wi∥2∞
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Table 6: Reward-model learning-rate sweep. Loss is lower-is-better and preference accuracy (Acc.)
is higher-is-better.

10−2 10−3 10−4

Method Loss Acc. Loss Acc. Loss Acc.

DP-SGD 0.5378 0.8398 0.5328 0.8336 0.5154 0.8302
RR 0.5188 0.8476 0.5247 0.8437 0.4944 0.8568
DP-IHT 0.3654 0.8425 0.3316 0.8583 0.3587 0.8554
RR-IHT 0.3209 0.8646 0.3384 0.8596 0.3328 0.8621

Table 7: PPO learning-rate sweep for safety alignment with Gemma-3-1B (ε = 8), as reported in the
rebuttal. Higher win rate is better. The comparison policy and evaluation sample size remain to be
specified.

Learning rate 1× 10−5 2× 10−5 4× 10−5

Label-DP RR-IHT 57% 57% 59%
Sample-DP IHT 55% 53% 57%
RR 51% 55% 53%
DP-SGD 47% 45% 41%

where v ∈ Rd denotes the input vector to Algorithm 2.

Lemma B.2 (Lemma A. 3 in Cai et al. [6]). Consider Algorithm 2 with input vector ṽ and the index
set S. For any index set I , any v ∈ R|I| which is a subvector of ṽ and v̂ such that ∥v̂∥0 ≤ ŝ ≤ s, we
have that for every c > 0,

∥vS − v∥22 ≤ (1 +
1

c
)
|I| − s
|I| − ŝ

∥v̂ − v∥22 + 4(1 + c)
∑
i∈[s]

∥wi∥2∞.

Lemma B.3 (Lemma A.1 in Cai et al. [6]). For a random vector w ∈ Rd, where wi ∼ Lap(λ), then
for any ζ > 0,

Pr

(
∥w∥2∞ ≥ 4λ2 log2

1

ζ
log2 k

)
≤ ζ.

Fact B.1. Let Σ := E[xx⊤], and suppose : there exist constants 0 < µ ≤ γ < ∞ such that
µ ≤ λmin(Σ) ≤ λmax(Σ) ≤ γ. Given assumptions of covariance and parameters, the following
facts hold for the problem setup:

(1). LD is γ
4 -smooth, that is ∥∇LD(θ)−∇LD(θ

′)∥2 ≤ γ
4 ∥θ − θ

′∥2.

(2). LD is α-strongly convex on {∥θ∥2 ≤ B} with α = m(B)µ = µ eB

(1+eB)2
. Thus for all θ, θ′

with ∥θ∥2, ∥θ′∥2 ≤ B, LD(θ
′) ≥ LD(θ) + ⟨∇LD(θ), θ

′ − θ⟩+ α
2 ∥θ

′ − θ∥22.
Fact B.2. For any c > 1, it holds (1− 1

c )∥a∥
2−(c−1)∥b∥22 ≤ ∥a+b∥2 ≤ (1+ 1

c )∥a∥
2
2+(1+c)∥b∥22.

C Main Proofs
C.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

The privacy guarantee relies on the Parallel Composition Theorem [23] (via sample splitting) and
the privacy properties of the Peeling Mechanism. Since each iteration operates on disjoint data and
satisfies (ε, δ)-DP via the Peeling Mechanism [6], Algorithm 1 satisfies (ε, δ)-Sample-DP for the
entire dataset.

For simplicity, we denote g̃t = 1
m

∑
x∈Dt

∇L(x,wt), gt = ∇LD(w
t), St = supp(wt), St+1 =

supp(wt+1), S∗ = supp(w∗) and It = St+1
⋃
St
⋃
S∗. We can see that |St| ≤ s, |St+1| ≤ s and

|It| ≤ 2s+ s∗. We also denote W t = 4
∑

i∈[s] ∥wi∥2∞, where {wi} are the vectors in Algorithm 2
in the t-th iteration. We let γ = λmax (E[xxT ]), µ = λmin (E[xxT ]) and η0 = 4η

γ for some η.

17



According to Facts B.1, we have:

LD(w
t+0.75)− LD(w

t) ≤ ⟨wt+0.75 − wt, gt⟩+ γ

8
∥wt+0.75 − wt∥22

= ⟨wt+0.75
It − wt

It , gtIt⟩+
γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It∥22

≤ γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

2η2

γ
∥gtIt∥22 + (1− η) ⟨wt+0.75 − wt, gt⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 3

.

(2)

From the definition of space, it holds that wt+0.75 = ŵt+0.75 + w̃St+1 , where ŵt+0.75 = (wt −
η0g̃

t)St+1 . Therefore, Term 3 can be derived as follows:
Term 3 = ⟨wt+0.75 − wt, gt⟩ = ⟨wt+0.75

St+1∪St − wt
St+1∪St , gtSt+1∪St⟩

= ⟨wt+0.75
St+1 − wt

St+1 , gtSt+1⟩+ ⟨wt+0.75
St\St+1 − wt

St\St+1 , gtSt\St+1⟩

= ⟨wt+0.75
St+1 − wt

St+1 , gtSt+1⟩ − ⟨wt
St\St+1 , gtSt\St+1⟩

= ⟨ŵt+0.75
St+1 − wt

St+1 , gtSt+1⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 3.1

+⟨w̃St+1 , gtSt+1⟩ − ⟨wt
St\St+1 − gtSt\St+1⟩.

(3)

With the update strategy, we have:

Term 3.1 = ⟨ŵt+0.75
St+1 − wt

St+1 , gtSt+1⟩ = ⟨−η0g̃tSt+1 , gtSt+1⟩ = −
4η

γ
⟨g̃tSt+1 , gtSt+1⟩

= −4η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 −

4η

γ
⟨g̃tSt+1 − gtSt+1 , gtSt+1⟩

≤ −4η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 +

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 +

2η

γ
∥g̃tSt+1 − gtSt+1∥22

= −2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 +

2η

γ
∥g̃tSt+1 − gtSt+1∥22.

(4)

Substituting the above into Term 3, we obtain, for any c > 1:

Term 3 ≤ −2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22+

2η

γ
∥g̃tSt+1−gtSt+1∥22+c∥w̃St+1∥22+

1

4c
∥gtSt+1∥22−⟨wt

St\St+1 − gtSt\St+1⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 3.2

.

(5)

Then, it holds that:

Term 3.2 = −⟨wt
St\St+1 − gtSt\St+1⟩ ≤

γ

8η
(∥wt

St\St+1 −
4η

γ
gtSt\St+1∥22 − (

4η

γ
)2∥gtSt\St+1∥22)

=
γ

8η
∥wt

St\St+1 −
4η

γ
gtSt\St+1∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt\St+1∥22.

(6)

Let v = wt − 4η
γ g̃

t, R2 = St\St+1 and R1 = St+1\St. From Lemma B.1, for c > 1, we have:

∥wt
St\St+1 −

4η

γ
g̃tSt\St+1∥22 ≤ (1 +

1

c
)∥wt

St+1\St −
4η

γ
g̃tSt+1\St∥22 + (1 + c)W t. (7)

Due to Fact B.2, it also holds:

(1− 1

c
)∥wt

St\St+1 −
4η

γ
gtSt\St+1∥22 − (c− 1)

16η2

γ2
∥gtSt\St+1 − g̃tSt\St+1∥22

≤ ∥wt
St\St+1 −

η

4γ
g̃tSt\St+1∥22 ≤ (1 +

1

c
)∥wt

St+1\St −
4η

γ
g̃tSt+1\St∥22 + (1 + c)W t

≤ (1 +
1

c
)[(1 + 1/c)∥wt

St+1\St −
4η

γ
gtSt+1\St∥22 + (1 + c)

16η2

γ2
∥gtSt\St+1 − g̃tSt\St+1∥22] + 2(1 + c)W t.

(8)

18



That is,

∥wt
St\St+1 −

4η

γ
gtSt\St+1∥22 ≤

(c+ 1)2

c(c− 1)
∥wt

St+1\St −
4η

γ
gtSt+1\St∥22

+ (c+
(c+ 1)2

c
)
4η

2γ
(∥gtSt\St+1 − g̃tSt\St+1∥22 + ∥gtSt+1\St − g̃tSt+1\St∥22) +

c(1 + c)

c− 1
W t.

(9)

Plugging the above into Term 3.2 yields:

− ⟨wt
St\St+1 − gtSt\St+1⟩ ≤

(c+ 1)2

2c(c− 1)

4η

γ
∥gtSt+1\St∥22

+
γc(1 + c)

8η(c− 1)
W t − 2η

γ
∥gtSt\St+1∥22 +

(2c+ 3)2η

γ
(∥gtSt\St+1 − g̃tSt\St+1∥22 + ∥gtSt+1\St − g̃tSt+1\St∥22).

(10)

Therefore, for Term 3, we have:

Term 3 = ⟨wt+0.75 − wt, gt⟩

≤ −2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 +

2η

γ
∥g̃tSt+1 − gtSt+1∥22 + c∥w̃St+1∥22 +

1

4c
∥gtSt+1∥22 − ⟨wt

St\St+1 − gtSt\St+1⟩

≤ −2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 +

2η

γ
∥g̃tSt+1 − gtSt+1∥22 + c∥w̃St+1∥22 +

1

4c
∥gtSt+1∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22

+
(c+ 1)2

c(c− 1)

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1\St∥22 +

(2c+ 3)2η

γ
(∥gtSt\St+1 − g̃tSt\St+1∥22 + ∥gtSt+1\St − g̃tSt+1\St∥22)

=
2η

γ
∥gtSt+1\St∥22 +

2η

γ

3c+ 1

c(c− 1)
∥gtSt+1\St∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt\St+1∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22

+
1

4c
∥gtSt+1∥22 +

γc(1 + c)

8η(c− 1)
W t +

2η

γ
∥g̃tSt+1 − gtSt+1∥22 + c∥w̃St+1∥22

+
(2c+ 3)η

4γ
(∥gtSt\St+1 − g̃tSt\St+1∥22 + ∥gtSt+1\St − g̃tSt+1\St∥22).

(11)

Denote N t = γc(1+c)
8η(c−1)W

t+ 2η
γ ∥g̃

t
St+1−gtSt+1∥22+c∥w̃St+1∥22+

(2c+3)4η
γ (∥gtSt\St+1− g̃tSt\St+1∥22+

∥gtSt+1\St − g̃tSt+1\St∥22):

Term 3 = ⟨wt+0.75 − wt, gt⟩ ≤ 2η

γ
∥gtSt+1\St∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt\St+1∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 + C1

4η

γc
∥gtSt+1∥22 +N t,

(12)
where C1 > 0 is some constant. It can be observed that:

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1\St∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt\St+1∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 = −2η

γ
∥gtSt\St+1∥22 −

2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∩St∥22

= −2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∪St∥22.

(13)

In summary, it holds that

Term 3 = ⟨wt+0.75 − wt, gt⟩ ≤ −2η

γ
∥gtSt+1∪St∥22 + C1

4η

γc
∥gtSt+1∥22 +N t. (14)
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Recall Eq. (2), we have

LD(w
t+0.75)− LD(w

t) ≤ γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

2η2

γ
∥gtIt∥22 + (1− η) ∗ Term 3

≤ γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

2η2

γ
∥gtIt∥22

− (1− η)2η
γ

∥gtSt+1∪St∥22 + C1
(1− η)
c

4η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 + (1− η)N t

≤ γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

2η2

γ
∥gtIt\(St∪S∗)∥

2
2 −

2η2

γ
∥gt(St∪S∗)∥

2
2

− (1− η)2η
γ

∥gtSt+1∪St∥22 + C1
(1− η)
c

4η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 + (1− η)N t

≤ γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

2η2

γ
∥gtIt\(St∪S∗)∥

2
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 1

−2η2

γ
∥gt(St∪S∗)∥

2
2

− (1− η)2η
γ

∥gtSt+1\(S∗∪St)∥
2
2 + C1

(1− η)
c

4η

γ
∥gtSt+1∥22 + (1− η)N t,

(15)
where the last inequality is due to St+1\(S∗⋃St) ⊆ St+1

⋃
St.

We now focus on Term 1. ChooseR ⊆ St\St+1 such that |R| = |It\(S∗∪St)| =| St+1\(St∪S∗) |.
Taking v = wt − 4η

γ g̃
t, R2 = R, and R1 = It\(S∗ ∪ St) in Lemma B.1 yields, for c > 1,

∥wt
R −

4η

γ
g̃tR∥22 ≤ (1 + c)∥(wt − 4η

γ
g̃t)It\(S∗∪St)∥22 + (1 +

1

c
)W t. (16)

According to Fact B.2 and Eq.(8), we have:

(
4η

γ
)2∥gtIt\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2 ≥ (1−1

c
)∥wt

R−
4η

γ
gtR∥22−cW t−c16η

2

γ2
(∥g̃tR−gtR∥22+∥gtIt\(S∗∪St)−g̃

t
It\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2).

(17)

Then, for Term 1, it holds that:

Term 1 =
γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

2η2

γ
∥gtIt\(St∪S∗)∥

2
2

≤ γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +

γ

8
∥ŵt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

γ

8
(1− 1

c
)∥wt

R −
4η

γ
gtR∥22 +

γc

2
W t

+ c
2η2

γ
(∥g̃tR − gtR∥22 + ∥gtIt\(S∗∪St) − g̃

t
It\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2)

=
γ

8
∥ŵt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

γ

8
∥ŵt+0.75

R − wt
R +

4η

γ
gtR∥22 +

γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +

γc

2
W t

+
γ

2c
∥wt

R −
4η

γ
gtR∥22 + c

2η2

γ
(∥g̃tR − gtR∥22 + ∥gtIt\(S∗∪St) − g̃

t
It\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2),

≤ γ

8
∥ŵt+0.75

It\R − wt
It\R +

4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2 +

γ

2c
(1 +

1

c
)∥4η
γ
gtIt\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2 +

γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22

+
γc

8
W t +

γ

8c
(1 + c)W t + C2c

8η2

γ
(∥g̃tR − gtR∥22 + ∥gtIt\(S∗∪St) − g̃

t
It\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Nt
1

(18)
where the first inequality comes from [ŵt+0.75

It − (wt
It − 4η

γ g
t
It)]St+1 = 0, thus ⟨w̃St+1 , ŵt+0.75

It −
(wt

It − 4η
γ g

t
It)⟩ = 0 and the second equality is due to ŵt+0.75

R = 0.
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Denote N t
1 = γc

8 W
t + γ

8c (1 + c)W t +C2c
8η2

γ (∥g̃tR − gtR∥22 + ∥gtIt\(S∗∪St) − g̃
t
It\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2), with

Fact B.2, Eq.(17) and wt
It\(S∗∪St) = 0, then by combining the above, the Term 1 follows:

Term 1 ≤ γ

8
∥ŵt+0.75

It\R − wt
It\R +

4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 1.1

+
γ

2c
(1 +

1

c
)∥4η
γ
gtIt\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2 +

γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +N t

1.

(19)
In Lemma B.2, qith v = wt

It\R −
4η
γ g̃

t
It\R, v̂ = w∗, S = St+1, for all c > 1, we have:

Term 1.1 = ∥ŵt+0.75
It\R −w

t
It\R+

4η

γ
g̃tIt\R∥

2
2 ≤ (1+

1

c
)
|It\R| − s
|It\R| − s∗

∥w∗−wt
It\R+

4η

γ
g̃tIt\R∥

2
2+(1+c)W t.

(20)

With Fact B.2:

(1− 1

c
)∥ŵt+0.75

It\R − wt
It\R +

4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2 − (c− 1)

η2

γ2
∥gtIt\R − g̃

t
It\R∥

2
2

≤ ∥ŵt+0.75
It\R − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
g̃tIt\R∥

2
2

≤ (1 +
1

c
)
|It\R| − s
|It\R| − s∗

∥w∗ − wt
It\R +

4η

γ
g̃tIt\R∥

2
2 + (1 + c)W t

≤ (1 +
1

c
)
|It\R| − s
|It\R| − s∗

[(1 +
1

c
)∥w∗ − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2 + (1 + c)

16η2

γ2
∥gtIt\R − g̃

t
It\R∥

2
2] + (1 + c)W t.

(21)

That is

Term 1.1 = ∥ŵt+0.75
It\R − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2

≤ (c+ 1)2

c(c− 1)

2s∗

s+ s∗
∥w∗ − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2

+
(c+ 1)2

c− 1

16η2

γ2
∥gtIt\R − g̃

t
It\R∥

2
2 + c

16η2

γ2
∥gtIt\R − g̃

t
It\R∥

2
2 +

(1 + c)c

c− 1
W t.

(22)

Let c ≥
√
3√

3−
√
2

and denote N t
3 = C3c(∥gtIt\R − g̃

t
It\R∥

2
2 + ∥gtIt\R − g̃

t
It\R∥

2
2 +W t), we have the

following due to |It\R| ≤ 2s∗ + s:

∥ŵt+0.75
It\R − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2 ≤

3

2

2s∗

s+ s∗
∥w∗ − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2 +N t

3 (23)

Substituting the above to Term 1, it holds that:

Term 1 =
γ

8
∥wt+0.75

It − wt
It +

4η

γ
gtIt∥22 −

2η2

γ
∥gtIt\(St∪S∗)∥

2
2

≤ 3γs∗

8(s+ s∗)
∥w∗ − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2 +

γ

8c
(1 +

1

c
)∥4η
γ
gtIt\(S∗∪St)∥

2
2 +

γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +N t

1 +N t
3

=
3γs∗

2(s+ s∗)
∥w∗ − wt

It\R +
4η

γ
gtIt\R∥

2
2 +

γ

8c
(1 +

1

c
)∥4η
γ
gtSt+1∥22 +

γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +N t

1 +N t
3

=
3s∗

s+ s∗
(η⟨w∗ − wt, gt⟩+ γ

8
∥w∗ − wt∥22 +

2η2

cγ
∥gtIt∥22) +

2η2

cγ
(1 +

1

c
)∥gtSt+1∥22 +

γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +N t

1 +N t
3

≤ 3s∗

s+ s∗
(η(LD(w

∗)− LD(w
t)) +

γ/4− ηµ
2

∥w∗ − wt∥22 +
9η2

cγ
∥gtIt∥22) +

η2

8cγ
(1 +

1

c
)∥gtSt+1∥22

+
γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +N t

1 +N t
3︸ ︷︷ ︸

Nt
2

.
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Combining above to Eq.(15), we have:
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(
wt+0.75

)
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wt
)

≤ γ

8
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It − wt
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4η

γ
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∥∥∥∥2
2

− 2η2
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γ
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− 2(1− η)η
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c

4η

γ

∥∥gtSt+1
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2
+ (1− η)N t
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η
(
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+
γ/4− ηµ
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∥∥2
2
+

2η2

cγ

∥∥gtIt

∥∥2
2

)
+

2η2

cγ

(
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1

c
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γ
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∥∥∥2
2
− 2(1− η)η

γ

∥∥∥gtSt+1\(S∗∪St)
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+ C1
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c

4η

γ

∥∥gtSt+1

∥∥2
2
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2
+ (1− η)N t +N t
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(25)
When c → ∞, we have η2

2cγ

(
1 + 1

c

) ∥∥gtSt+1

∥∥2
2
+ C1

(1−η)
c

4η
γ

∥∥gtSt+1

∥∥2
2
→ 0. Thus, if η ≥ 1

2 there
must exits a sufficient large c such that

2η2

cγ

(
1 +

1

c

)∥∥gtSt+1

∥∥2
2
+

(1− η)
c

(
1

4
+

2η

γ

)∥∥gtSt+1

∥∥2
2
≤ η(1− η)

γ

∥∥gtSt+1

∥∥2
2

≤ η2

γ

∥∥∥gt(St∪S∗)

∥∥∥2
2
+

(1− η)η
γ

∥∥∥gtSt+1\(S∗∪St)

∥∥∥2
2
.

(26)

Therefore,

LD
(
wt+0.75

)
− LD

(
wt
)

≤γ
8

∥∥∥∥wt+0.75
It − wt

It +
4η

γ
gtIt

∥∥∥∥2
2

− 2η2

γ

∥∥∥gtIt\(St∪S∗)

∥∥∥2
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γ
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∥∥∥2
2

− (1− η)2η
γ

∥∥∥gtSt+1\(S∗∪St)

∥∥∥2
2
+ C1
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c

4η

γ

∥∥gtSt+1

∥∥2
2
+ (1− η)N t

≤ 3s∗

s+ s∗

(
η
(
LD (w∗)− LD

(
wt
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+
γ/4− ηµ

2

∥∥w∗ − wt
∥∥2
2
+

2η2

cγ

∥∥gtIt

∥∥2
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γ

∥∥∥gt(St∪S∗)

∥∥∥2
2
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γ

∥∥∥gtSt+1\(S∗∪St)

∥∥∥2
2
+ (1− η)N t +N t

2.

(27)

Take η = 2
3 , s = 6 γ2

µ2 s
∗ so that 3s∗

s+s∗ ≤
µ2

6γ(γ/4−ηµ) ≤
1
8 . We have

LD
(
wt+0.75

)
− LD

(
wt
)

≤ 3s∗

s+ s∗

(
η
(
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(
wt
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γ/4− ηµ
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∥∥gtIt

∥∥2
2

)
− η2

γ
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9γ

∥∥∥gt(St∪S∗)

∥∥∥2
2
− 2
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s+ s∗
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µ

6γ
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(
wt
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(
N t +N t

2

)
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(28)

where the penultimate inequality is due to the following Lemma C.1.
Lemma C.1 (Lemma 5 in Jain et al. [30]).

∥gt(St∪S∗)∥
2
2 −

µ2

4
∥w∗ − wt∥22 ≥

µ

2

(
LD
(
wt
)
− LD (w∗)

)
.

22



Therefore, we have:

LD
(
wt+0.75

)
− LD (w∗) ≤

(
1− 5

18

µ

γ

)(
LD
(
wt
)
− LD (w∗)

)
+O

(
N t +N t

2

)
, (29)

where

N t +N t
2 ≤ N t +

γ

8
∥w̃St+1∥22 +N t

1 +N t
3

≤ γc(1 + c)

8η(c− 1)
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2η
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+
γ

8
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8
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γ

8c
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8η2

γ
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It\R∥

2
2 + ∥gtIt\R − g̃
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2
2 +W t)

≤ O
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2
+ s∥w̃∥2∞

)
≤ O

(∑
∥wi∥2∞ + (2s+ s∗)

∥∥g̃t − gt∥∥2∞ + s∥w̃∥2∞
)
,

(30)

where each coordinate of wi, w̃ sampled from ∼ Lap

(
O

(
η0T
√

s log 1
δ

nε

))
. We first bound the term

of
∑

i∈[s] ∥wi∥2∞ + s∥w̃∥2∞. Recall Lemma B.3, with probability at least 1− ζ, we take the union:

∑
i∈[s]

∥wi∥2∞ + s∥w̃∥2∞ ≤ O

(
η20s

2T 2 log2 s
ζ log

1
δ

n2ε2

)
(31)

Therefore,

N t +N t
2 ≤ O

(
η20s

2T 2 log2 s
ζ log

1
δ

n2ε2

)
+O

(
sT log 1

δ

n

)
(32)

According to Fact B.1, we have:

γ

8
∥w − w∗∥22 ≥ LD(w)− LD (w∗) ≥ m(B)µ

2
∥w − w∗∥22 . (33)

Therefore,
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(34)
In what follows, we show that wt+1 = wt+0.75 for all t. We proceed by induction. Assume that
wi+1 = wi+0.75 holds for all i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , t − 1}. We will show that it also holds for i = t.
Applying Eq.(34) for each i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , t− 1}, we have:
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When

∥∥w1 − w∗
∥∥2
2
≤ B

2
m(B)µ

γ , and n is large enough such that

n2 ≥ O

(
γ

µm(B)

s2T 2 log2 s
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δ
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)
.
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Then, it holds that
∥∥wt+0.75 − w∗

∥∥2
2
≲ B , thus wt+1 = wt+0.75, which concludes
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(
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)
−LD (w∗) ≤

(
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µ

γ

)T (
LD
(
wt
)
− LD (w∗)
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+O

(
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η20s
2T 2 log2 s

ζ log
1
δ

n2ε2

)
+O

(
γ

µ

sT log 1
δ

n

)
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(36)
Thus, take T = Õ

(
γ
µ log n

)
and Eq.(35), we complete the proof.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Before presenting the proof, let us introduce some useful definitions and lemmas. Score attack
introduced by [7] refers to a form of tracing attack applicable to general parametric families of
distributions. Formally, let P = {fθ : θ ∈ Θ} be a statistical model with a well-defined score statistic
S(x; θ) = ∇θ log fθ(x). Given a private estimator θ̂ = M(X) computed on a dataset X , and a
candidate data point x, the Score Attack statistic Aθ(x, θ̂) is defined as the correlation between the
estimation error and the score function at the candidate point:

Aθ(x, θ̂) = ⟨θ̂ − θ, S(x; θ)⟩.

Since DP requires these two estimators to be indistinguishable, the success of the Score Attack
implies a violation of privacy. Therefore, to satisfy DP, the estimator cannot be too accurate, which
leads to the following:

Lemma C.2 (Theorem 2.1 in Cai et al. [7]). Let X = {x1, x2, · · · , xn} be an i.i.d. sample drawn
from fθ. For each i ∈ [n], let X ′

i denote an adjacent data set of X obtained by replacing xi with an
independent copy x′i ∼ fθ, then it holds that:

1. Soundness: for each i ∈ [n],

EAθ (xi,M (X ′
i)) = 0;E |Aθ (xi,M (X ′

i))| ≤
√
E∥M(X)− θ∥22

√
λmax(I(θ)),

where I(θ) is the Fisher information matrix of fθ.

2. Completeness: if for every j ∈ [d], log fθ(X) is continuously differentiable with respect to

θj and
∣∣∣ ∂
∂θj

log fθ(X)
∣∣∣ < gj(X) such that E |gj(X)M(X)j | <∞, we have

∑
i∈[n]

EAθ (xi,M(X)) =
∑
j∈[d]

∂

∂θj
EM(X)j .

Our lower bounds leverage the above score attack. Specifically, considering i.i.d. observations
(y1, x1) , · · · , (yn, xn) drawn from fθ⋆ (yi | xi) = exp (yi ⟨θ⋆, xi⟩ − ψ (⟨θ⋆, xi⟩)) ; xi ∼ Dz with
∥θ∥0 ≤ s∗, where yi ∈ {0, 1} is the preference label (mapped from {−1,+1} labels to the canonical
form), ψ(u) = log(1 + eu) is the log-partition function (cumulant function) for the Bernoulli
distribution and the dispersion term c(σ) from the original Eq.(5.1) in Cai et al. [7] is 1 for logistic
models. Therefore, we have the following lemma:

Lemma C.3 (Proposition 5.1 in Cai et al. [7]). Suppose Σ is diagonal and according to assumptions
that λmax(Σ) ≤ γ, ∥x∥inf < 1, and ∥ψ′′∥∞ < 1/4. If the estimator M is (ε, δ)-differentially private
with 0 < ε < 1 and satisfies ∥M(y,X)− θ∥22 ≤ R ≲ s∗, then∑

i∈[n]

EAi ≤ nε
√
E∥M(y,X)− θ∥22

√
γ + 2

√
2δs∗

√
log(1/δ).

Lemma C.4 (Proposition 5.2 in Cai et al. [7]). Suppose s∗ ≲
√
d, and s∗ ≫ log2 (d/s∗). For every

M satisfying Ey,X|θ∥M(y, x)− θ∥22 ≲ 1 at every θ, we have∑
i∈[n]

EπEy,X|θAi ≳ s∗ log (d/s∗)

where π refers to the sparse truncated normal prior for θ.
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Based on above preliminaries, we are ready to prove Theorem 4.4. Consider the parameter space
Θ =

{
θ ∈ Rd : ∥θ∥0 ≤ s∗, ∥θ∥∞ ≤ 1

}
. It is clear that assumptions of Theorem 4.4 are sufficient to

apply Lemma C.3 and Lemma C.4. Therefore, we have:

s∗ log d ≲
∑
i∈[n]

EπEy,X|θAi ≤ nε
√
E∥M(y,X)− θ∥22

√
γ + 2

√
2δs∗

√
log(1/δ), (37)

which indicates

nεEπ

√
Ey,X|θ∥M(y,X)− θ∥22

√
γ ≳ s∗ log (d/s∗)− 2

√
2nδs∗

√
log(1/δ)/c(σ). (38)

Also, we have δ < n−(1+c3) for some c3 > 0 implies that for n sufficiently large, s∗ log (d/s∗)−
2
√
2nδs∗

√
log(1/δ) ≳ s∗ log (d/s∗). We then conclude that

sup
θ∈Θ

EπEy,X|θ∥M(y,X)− θ∥22 ≳ EπEy,X|θ∥M(y,X)− θ∥22 ≳
(s∗ log (d/s∗))

2

γn2ε2
. (39)

The above bound holds for any M satisfying Ey,X|θ∥M(y, x)− θ∥22 ≲ 1, according to assumption
that s∗ log(d/s∗) ≲ nε, then we can extend the results to all M ∈ Mε,δ. Combining with the
non-private minimax lower bound, then the proof is completed.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 4.5

To verify the privacy guarantee, consider any two adjacent inputs (labels) y, y′ ∈ {0, 1} (where
y ̸= y′) and any output ỹ ∈ {0, 1}. The likelihood ratio is bounded as follows:

P(MRR(y) = ỹ)

P(MRR(y′) = ỹ)
≤ maxP

minP
=

eε

eε+1
1

eε+1

= eε.

Thus, the generation of each ỹi satisfies ε-DP. Since the labels are processed independently, the
full privatized label set D̃ = {(xi, ỹi)}ni=1 satisfies ε-Label-DP. According to the Post-Processing
Property of differential privacy, any computation performed on the output of a differentially private
mechanism maintains the original privacy guarantee. Therefore, the final output θT satisfies ε-Label-
DP.

In the following, we will prove the utility. We denote gt = ∇LD(w
t−1) and g̃t =

eε+1
eε−1 · (ĝ

t − ∇Lx∈D(wt−1,x,y=0)
eε+1 − ∇Lx∈D(wt−1,x,y=1)

eε+1 ) as the debiased gradient, where ĝt =

∇Lx∈D(wt−1, x, y = ŷ) is noisy gradient after random response mechanism. Then, the proof
of utility is almost the same as the proof of Theorem 4.1 without noise addition in the index selection
and final output. Following the steps, we have:

LD
(
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)
− LD (w∗) ≤

(
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µ

γ

)(
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(
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)
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)
+O
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)
, (40)

where
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+
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+
γc

8
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8c
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8η2

γ
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2
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+ C3c(∥gtIt\R − g̃
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It\R∥

2
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2
2 +W t)

≤ O
(∑
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∥∥g̃t − gt∥∥2

2
+ s∥w̃∥2∞

)
≤ O

(∑
∥wi∥2∞ + (2s+ s∗)

∥∥g̃t − gt∥∥2∞ + s∥w̃∥2∞
)
.

(41)
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One difference from Theorem 4.1 is that the first and last terms are zero, because no noise is injected
during index selection or in the final released output. Another difference is that g̃t denotes the
debiased gradient after RR mechanisms instead of ḡt = 1

m

∑
x∈Dt

∇L (x,wt). Thus, we have with
probability at least 1− δ, for all t ∈ [T ],∥∥g̃t − gt∥∥2

2
≤
∥∥g̃t − ḡt∥∥2

2
+
∥∥ḡt − gt∥∥2

2
≤ O

(
s log 1

δ

n
+
s log 1

δ

nε2

)
(42)

Therefore,

LD
(
wt+0.75

)
−LD (w∗) ≤

(
1− 5

18

µ

γ

)(
LD
(
wt
)
− LD (w∗)

)
+O

(
s log 1

δ

n
+
s log 1

δ

nε2

)
. (43)

When
∥∥w1 − w∗

∥∥2
2
≤ B

2
m(B)µ

γ , and n is large enough such that

n ≥ O
(

γ

µm(B)

s log log 1
δ

ε2

)
.

Then, it holds that the update still in the ball, which concludes.

C.4 Proof of Theorem 4.7

For the private part, we consider the set of all binary vectors in {0, 1}d with a Hamming weight
of exactly s. By the Gilbert-Varshamov bound, there exists a subset of these vectors, denoted by
Ω = {ω1, . . . , ωM}, such that:

• Cardinality: logM ≥ s
8 log

(
d
s

)
.

• Sparsity: ∥ωj∥0 = s for all j ∈ [M ].
• Hamming Separation: For any distinct pair i ̸= j, the Hamming distance satisfies ∥ωi −
ωj∥H ≥ s

2 .

We define our parameter set V = {θ1, . . . , θM} by scaling the vectors in Ω such that θj = τ · ωj .
Thus, we have:

∥θi − θj∥22 = τ2∥ωi − ωj∥H ≥ τ2
s

2
. (44)

Let yt ∈ {0, 1} be the true label and ỹt ∈ {0, 1} be the private label released by Randomized
Response, then we have:

P(ỹt = 1 | yt = 1) =
eε

1 + eε
, P(ỹt = 1 | yt = 0) =

1

1 + eε
. (45)

Let ηt(θ) = σ(⟨zt, θ⟩) be the probability that the true label yt = 1. The probability that the private
label ỹt = 1, denoted by qt(θ), is:

qt(θ) = ηt(θ) ·
eε

1 + eε
+ (1− ηt(θ)) ·

1

1 + eε
= Cε · ηt(θ) +

1

1 + eε
, (46)

where Cε =
eε−1
eε+1 . For Randomized Response, it is clear that the output probability qt(θ) is always

bounded within [ 1
1+eε ,

eε

1+eε ], which indicates that 1
qt(1−qt)

≤ 4e.

Let Qn
θ denote the joint distribution of the private labels ỹ1, . . . , ỹn generated by parameter θ, then it

holds that

DKL(Q
n
θi∥Q

n
θj ) =

n∑
t=1

DKL(Qθi,t∥Qθj ,t)
(i)

≤
n∑

t=1

4e (qt(θi)− qt(θj))2 = K1C
2
ε (ηt(θi)− ηt(θj))

2

≤
n∑

t=1

K1C
2
ε (ηt(θi)− ηt(θj))

2
=

n∑
t=1

K1C
2
ε (σ(⟨zt, θi⟩)− σ(⟨zt, θj⟩))

2 ≤
n∑

t=1

K1C
2
ε

16
⟨zt, θi − θj⟩2

≤ C · γnε2sτ2,
(47)

where C is the constant.
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According DP Fano’s inequality, we also have Cγnε2sτ2 ≤ 1
2 ·

s
8 log

(
d
s

)
, which indicates that

τ ≤ c′
√

log(d/s)
nγε2 . Therefore, we have

E[∥θ̂ − θ⋆∥2] ≥ Ω

(
√
s ·

√
log(d/s)

nγε2

)
= Ω

(√
s log(d/s)

nγε2

)
. (48)

For the non-private part, we consider the same construction and similar proof ideas, and the only
difference is the KL distance. Specifically, Let Pn

θ denote the joint distribution of the labels y1, . . . , yn
given inputs z1, . . . , zn and parameter θ. The KL divergence can be bounded by:

DKL(P
n
θi∥P

n
θj ) =

n∑
t=1

DKL(Pθi,t∥Pθj ,t) ≤
1

4

n∑
t=1

⟨zt, θi − θj⟩2 ≤
n

4
γ∥θi − θj∥22 ≤

nsγτ2

2
,

(49)
where the penultimate inequality is due to property of the sigmoid function and the last inequality

comes from the construction. Thus, considering Fano’s inequality, we also have τ ≤ c′
√

log(d/s)
nγ ,

which indicates that E[∥θ̂− θ∥2] ≳ τ
√
s ≍
√
s ·
√

log(d/s)
nγ =

√
s log(d/s)

nγ . Thus, combing the above
the private result, the proof is completed.

C.5 Proof of Theorem 4.9

We first introduce several auxiliary lemmas.
Lemma C.5 (Assouad’s lemma [15]). Let V ⊆ P be a set of distributions indexed by the hy-
percube Ed = {±1}d. Suppose there exists a τ ∈ R and α > 0, such that ρ satisfies: (i)
for all u, v, w ∈ Ed, ρ (θ (Pu) , θ (Pv)) ≥ 2τ ·

∑d
i=1 ⊮ (ui ̸= vi) and (ii) ρ (θ (Pu) , θ (Pv)) ≤

α (ρ (θ (Pu) , θ (Pw)) + ρ (θ (Pv) , θ (Pw)) ), i.e., α-triangle inequality. For each i ∈ [d], define the
mixture distributions:

P+i :=
2

|Ed|
∑

e∈Ed:ei=1

Pe and P−i :=
2

|Ed|
∑

e∈Ed:ei=−1

Pe.

Then, we have

R(P, ρ) ≥ τ

2α

d∑
i=1

(1− ∥P+i − P−i∥TV) .

Lemma C.6 (Assouad’s Corollary [15]). Under the same conditions of Lemma C.5, we have

R(P, ρ) ≥ dτ

2α

1−(1

d

d∑
i=1

1

2d

∑
e∈Ed

∥Pe − Pēi∥
2
TV

)1/2
 ,

where ēi is a vector in Ed that flips the i-th coordinate of e.
Lemma C.7 (Assouad’s lemma for central DP [15]). Let the same conditions of Lemma B. 4 hold. If
for all i ∈ [d], there exists a coupling (X,Y ) between P+i and P−i with E [dHam(X,Y )] ≤ D for
some D ≥ 0, then

Rc(P, ρ, ε, δ) ≥
dτ

2α
·
(
0.9e−10εD − 10Dδ

)
.

Then, we are ready to prove Theorem 4.9.

Consider ΘB,s∗ = {θ ∈ Rd : ∥θ∥0 ≤ s∗, ∥θ∥2 ≤ B}. Fix any support set S ⊂ [d] with |S| = s∗,
for example S = {1, . . . , s∗}, and define the restricted parameter class ΘS := {θ ∈ ΘB,s∗ :
supp(θ) ⊆ S}. Let M(ε,δ) denote the class of all central (ε, δ)-Label-DP estimators. For an
estimator M, let R(M, θ) := Eθ∥M(D) − θ∥22. Since ΘS ⊆ ΘB,s∗ , for every estimator M,
supθ∈ΘB,s∗

R(M, θ) ≥ supθ∈ΘS
R(M, θ). Taking the infimum over the same algorithm class Aall

on both sides gives
inf

M∈M(ε,δ)

sup
θ∈ΘB,s∗

R(M, θ) ≥ inf
M∈M(ε,δ)

sup
θ∈ΘS

R(M, θ). (50)

Therefore, it is sufficient to prove a lower bound on the smaller class ΘS . Then, we prove the lower
bound by reducing sparse BTL reward estimation to testing over the above sparse hypercube.
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Sparse hypercube construction. Let m = s∗. For every sign vector v = (v1, . . . , vm) ∈
{−1,+1}m, define θv = a

∑m
j=1 vjej = (av1, . . . , avm, 0, . . . , 0),where a > 0 will be chosen later.

Then ∥θv∥0 = m = s∗, ∥θv∥2 = a
√
m. Thus, whenever a

√
m ≤ B, we have θv ∈ ΘS ⊆ ΘB,s∗ .

For any two vertices u, v ∈ {−1,+1}m, ∥θu − θv∥22 =
∥∥∥a∑m

j=1(uj − vj)ej
∥∥∥2
2
= a2

∑m
j=1(uj −

vj)
2. If uj = vj , then (uj − vj)2 = 0; if uj ̸= vj , then (uj − vj)2 = 4. Hence ∥θu − θv∥22 =

4a2dH(u, v), where dH denotes Hamming distance.

Let v(j) denote the vector obtained by flipping the j-th coordinate of v. Then dH(v, v(j)) = 1, and
therefore ∥θv − θv(j)∥22 = 4a2.

We condition on the public covariates X = (x1, . . . , xn). Under Label-DP, the covariates are public,
and only the labels are private. Therefore, all arguments below can be regarded as conditional on X .

For each v ∈ {−1,+1}m, let Pv be the conditional distribution of the label vector Y = (y1, . . . , yn)
under parameter θv. Since the BTL model gives yi | xi ∼ Bernoulli

(
σ(⟨xi, θv⟩)

)
, and the samples

are conditionally independent given X , we have Pv(Y | X) =
∏n

i=1 Pθv,i(yi | xi), where Pθv,i =

Bernoulli
(
σ(⟨xi, θv⟩)

)
.

Non-private term. We first apply the classical Assouad lemma to obtain the ordinary sta-
tistical lower bound. In the notation of the classical Assouad lemma C.5, we take Em =
{−1,+1}m, ρ(θ, θ′) = ∥θ − θ′∥22. The squared Euclidean loss satisfies the 2-triangle inequality:
ρ(θ1, θ2) ≤ 2ρ(θ1, θ3) + 2ρ(θ3, θ2). Thus, in the notation of Assouad’s lemma, α = 2. Moreover,
for any u, v ∈ {−1,+1}m, ρ(θu, θv) = ∥θu − θv∥22 = 4a2dH(u, v). We take τ = 2a2 to satisfy
ρ(θu, θv) ≥ 2τdH(u, v).

Now fix v and its one-coordinate flip v(j). For sample i, define

αi = ⟨xi, θv⟩, βi = ⟨xi, θv(j)⟩.

Since v(j) differs from v only in coordinate j, θv − θv(j) = 2avjej . Therefore, αi − βi = ⟨xi, θv −
θv(j)⟩ = 2avjxij .

Also, we have

KL(Pθv,i∥Pθ
v(j) ,i) + KL(Pθ

v(j) ,i∥Pθv,i) ≤ (αi − βi)2 = 4a2x2ij .

Since Pv and Pv(j) are product distributions over i = 1, . . . , n, we have:

KL(Pv∥Pv(j)) + KL(Pv(j)∥Pv) ≤ 4a2
n∑

i=1

x2ij ≤ 4a2nγ,

where the last inequality comes from the Assumption 3.1. By Pinsker’s inequality,

∥Pv − Pv(j)∥2TV ≤ Ca2nγ.

Substituting this into Lemma C.6, with d replaced by m = s∗, α = 2, and τ = 2a2, gives

inf
θ̂

sup
v∈{−1,+1}m

Ev∥θ̂ − θv∥22 ≥
mτ

2α

(
1− C

√
a2nγ

)
=
ma2

2
(1− Ca√nγ) .

Choosing a2 = c0
γn with c0 > 0 sufficiently small ensures 1− Ca√nγ ≥ c for a universal constant

c > 0. Therefore,

inf
θ̂

sup
v∈{−1,+1}m

Ev∥θ̂ − θv∥22 ≳ ma2 =
s∗

γn
.

Since M(ε,δ) is a subset of all estimators, the same lower bound holds for estimators satisfying
central Label-DP:

inf
M∈M(ε,δ)

sup
θ∈ΘB,s∗

Eθ∥M(D)− θ∥22 ≳
s∗

γn
.
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Central Label-DP private term. For each coordinate j ∈ [m], define the mixture distributions

P+j =
1

2m−1

∑
v:vj=+1

Pv, P−j =
1

2m−1

∑
v:vj=−1

Pv.

By the central-DP Assouad lemma C.7, it remains to construct, for every j, a coupling between P+j

and P−j whose expected Hamming distance is small.

Fix j and sample V uniformly from {v : vj = +1} and define V ′ = V (j). Then V ′ is uniformly
distributed over {v : vj = −1}. Hence, if Y | V = v ∼ Pv, Y

′ | V ′ = v(j) ∼ Pv(j) , then the
marginal distribution of Y is P+j and the marginal distribution of Y ′ is P−j .

For each sample i, by Pinsker’s inequality and the single-sample KL bound above,

∥Pθv,i − Pθ
v(j) ,i∥TV ≤ C|αi − βi| = Ca|xij |.

By the maximal coupling, we can have yi ∼ Pθv,i, y
′
i ∼ Pθ

v(j) ,i such that P(yi ̸= y′i) = ∥Pθv,i −
Pθ

v(j) ,i∥TV ≤ Ca|xij |. Coupling coordinates independently over i = 1, . . . , n gives

D := E[dHam(Y, Y
′)] =

n∑
i=1

P(yi ̸= y′i) ≤ Ca
n∑

i=1

|xij | ≤ Cna
√
γ,

where the last inequality comes from Cauchy’s inequality and Assumption 3.1. Now apply the
central-DP Assouad lemma C.7 with d replaced by m = s∗, α = 2, and τ = 2a2. Then every central
(ε, δ)-Label-DP estimator satisfies

inf
M∈M(ε,δ)

sup
v∈{−1,+1}m

Ev∥M(D)−θv∥22 ≥
mτ

2α

(
0.9e−10εD − 10Dδ

)
=
ma2

2

(
0.9e−10εD − 10Dδ

)
.

Choosing a = c1
n
√
γ(ε+δ) for a sufficiently small universal constant c1 > 0, we obtain

inf
M∈M(ε,δ)

sup
v∈{−1,+1}m

Ev∥M(D)− θv∥22 ≳ ma2 =
m

γn2(ε+ δ)2
=

s∗

γn2(ε+ δ)2
.

Limitations

This work focuses on sparse linear reward estimation under the BTL model, which provides a clean
setting for theoretical analysis. Extending the framework to nonlinear or neural reward models, as
well as to other forms of sparsity in representations or parameter-efficient modules, is an important
future direction.

Broader Impact

This work aims to improve privacy-preserving RLHF by reducing the privacy cost of reward estimation
in high-dimensional settings. By exploiting sparsity, our methods may help make private alignment
more practical when preference data are sensitive or expensive to collect, while still requiring standard
safety and bias evaluations in real deployments.
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1. Claims
Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Main contributions are stated in the abstract.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

• The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A [No] or
[N/A] answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

• The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

• It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: In remarks, we discussed the opening question that hasn’t been addressed in
this paper.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper has no limitation while the answer [No] means
that the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

• The authors are encouraged to create a separate “Limitations” section in their paper.
• The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to

violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

• The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

• The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
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• The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

• If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

• While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs
Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
Answer: [Yes]
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Justification: All assumptions and proofs are provided.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include theoretical results.
• All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-

referenced.
• All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.
• The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if

they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

• Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

• Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental result reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: All experimental information is provided,
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• If the paper includes experiments, a [No] answer to this question will not be perceived

well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

• If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

• Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

• While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.
(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe

the architecture clearly and fully.
(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should

either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?
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Justification: The full code will be released after the public version.
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• The answer [N/A] means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.
• Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://neurips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not
be possible, so [No] is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
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//neurips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.
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versions (if applicable).
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rameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer) necessary to understand the results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: All details are stated.
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• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail

that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.
• The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental

material.

7. Experiment statistical significance
Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: All results are discussed.
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• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The authors should answer [Yes] if the results are accompanied by error bars, confidence

intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support the
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• The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
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• It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error
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• It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should
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of Normality of errors is not verified.

• For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g., negative
error rates).

• If error bars are reported in tables or plots, the authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.
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Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: All information is provided.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,

or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.
• The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual

experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.
• The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute

than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

9. Code of ethics

Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Yes.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of
Ethics.

• If the authors answer [No], they should explain the special circumstances that require a
deviation from the Code of Ethics.

• The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-
eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).

10. Broader impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We provide a discussion in the appendix.
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• The answer [N/A] means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.
• If the authors answer [N/A] or [No], they should explain why their work has no societal

impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
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(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
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• The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate Deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

• The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

• If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

11. Safeguards
Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pre-trained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?

Answer: [N/A]

Justification: The paper poses no such risks.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper poses no such risks.
• Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with

necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
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safety filters.

• Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
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• We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

12. Licenses for existing assets
Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [N/A]

Justification: All assets are cited.

Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not use existing assets.
• The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.
• The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a

URL.
• The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.
• For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of

service of that source should be provided.
• If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the

package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

• For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.
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• If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.

13. New assets
Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?
Answer: [N/A]
Justification: The paper does not release new assets.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not release new assets.
• Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their

submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

• The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

• At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

14. Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects
Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?
Answer: [N/A]
Justification: The paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.

• Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-
tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

• According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

15. Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
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Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?
Answer: [N/A]
Justification: The paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.
Guidelines:

• The answer [N/A] means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research
with human subjects.

• Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

• We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

• For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.
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Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigor, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.
Answer: [N/A]
Justification: The core method development in this research does not involve LLMs as any
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• Please refer to our LLM policy in the NeurIPS handbook for what should or should not
be described.
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