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Instance-Optimal Estimation
with Multiple LLM Judges on a Budget

Anonymous Authors1

Abstract

Evaluating large language models increasingly re-
lies on LLM-as-a-judge protocols, but such eval-
uations remain costly: different judges have dif-
ferent prices and reliabilities, and the difficulty of
each prompt–response pair can vary substantially.
This raises a basic allocation question: under a
fixed budget, how should one distribute evalu-
ation queries across heterogeneous judges and
instances to obtain the most accurate score esti-
mates? We formalize this question as budgeted
heteroskedastic multi-judge estimation. Given
K prompt–response pairs, J judges with known
costs, and unknown query–judge variances, the
goal is to estimate a bounded score vector while
minimizing an ℓp-error. Our first contribution is
to analyze the inverse-variance weighted estima-
tor (IVWE) and to derive the oracle allocation
that minimizes its error rate. Since this alloca-
tion depends on the unknown variances, we then
address the practical unknown-variance setting
by proposing EST-IVWE, an adaptive algorithm
that constructs and leverages optimistically biased
variance estimates to stabilize the empirical allo-
cation. We prove that EST-IVWE matches the
oracle IVWE rate up to lower-order terms in the
budget. Our second and central theoretical contri-
bution is a matching local minimax lower bound,
which establishes the instance-optimality of the
proposed algorithms. A key technical insight is
that Fano-type high-probability arguments are too
coarse for this problem: their packing construc-
tion loses the local variance structure that gov-
erns the optimal allocation. We instead use an
Assouad-type in-expectation argument, based on
local perturbations, which preserves this struc-
ture and yields the sharp allocation-dependent
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lower bound. Finally, we numerically validate the
superiority of our approach over naïve uniform
allocation on synthetic and HelpSteer2 datasets.

1. Introduction
Evaluating the quality of responses produced by large lan-
guage models (LLMs) is a central component of modern
model development, particularly for post-training (Bai et al.,
2022; Guo et al., 2025; Ouyang et al., 2022; Rafailov et al.,
2023) and model selection (Fernandez et al., 2026). Tra-
ditional evaluation methods, however, face important lim-
itations. Human annotation remains the gold standard for
capturing human preferences and judgments (Ouyang et al.,
2022; Rafailov et al., 2023), but it is costly, time-consuming,
and difficult to scale with the rapid pace of model develop-
ment. Standardized benchmarks provide a more scalable
alternative, but they are often too rigid for emerging appli-
cations where suitable benchmarks do not yet exist. These
limitations have motivated the growing use of the “LLM-
as-a-judge” framework, in which strong frontier models are
used to evaluate model responses across diverse tasks (Gu
et al., 2025; Kim et al., 2024; Zheng et al., 2023).

While LLM-as-a-judge reduces reliance on costly human
feedback, it still has computational and statistical concerns.
Querying large frontier models at scale remains expensive,
and different judges may have very different costs, expertise,
and reliability (Kim et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024; Raju et al.,
2024). A uniform allocation of evaluation queries is there-
fore typically inefficient: a small specialized judge may be
more reliable than a costly general-purpose model on some
domains, while using a frontier model for straightforward
instances may waste budget (Fernandez et al., 2026). The
difficulty is that, although the cost of each judge is usually
known, the variability of its evaluations is not. This vari-
ability is heteroskedastic: it depends both on the judge and
on the intrinsic difficulty of the prompt-response pair being
evaluated. This raises the central question studied in this
work:

Given a fixed evaluation budget, how should one allocate
queries across prompt-response pairs and multiple LLM
judges in order to obtain the most accurate estimates of
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response quality?

We formalize this question as a new statistical learning prob-
lem, referred to as budgeted heteroskedastic multi-judge
estimation. This problem can be viewed as an adaptive,
cost-aware generalization of Neyman allocation (Neyman,
1934). In classical Neyman allocation, samples are allocated
across strata with known variances. Here, by contrast, the
learner must allocate evaluation queries across query–judge
pairs with known costs but unknown, heteroskedastic vari-
ances, with the goal of estimating the full score vector as
accurately as possible. Formally, given a total budget B,
a set of (prompt-answer) queries k ∈ [K] := {1, . . . ,K},
and a set of available LLM judges j ∈ [J ], each judge j
has a known query cost cj , while each query–judge pair
(k, j) ∈ [K] × [J ] has an unknown variance σk,j . The
learner’s objective is to adaptively allocate queries to judges
so as to estimate the true score vector s = (sk)k∈[K] ∈ RK
while minimizing the ℓp-error, for a fixed p ∈ [1,∞] speci-
fied in advance. As we discuss later, this subsumes the re-
cently studied budget allocation problem for a single LLM-
as-a-judge in (Saha et al., 2026), where the authors only
considered p = ∞. Furthermore, while our setting is moti-
vated by the LLM-as-a-judge framework (Saha et al., 2026),
it addresses a broader class of adaptive resource allocation
problems across heterogeneous information sources under
budget constraints.

Contributions. We provide a complete theoretical and
algorithmic solution to our problem:

(a) Optimal allocation and an adaptive algorithm. We first
analyze the inverse-variance weighted estimator (IVWE)
and to derive the oracle allocation that minimizes its er-
ror rate (Section 3). Since this allocation depends on the
unknown variances, we then address the practical unknown-
variance setting by proposing EST-IVWE (Algorithm 1), an
adaptive algorithm that constructs and leverages optimisti-
cally biased variance estimates to stabilize the empirical
allocation. We prove that EST-IVWE matches the oracle
IVWE rate up to lower-order terms in the budget (Section 4).

(b) Local minimax lower bounds. We derive a local min-
imax lower bound, matching the performance guarantees
of EST-IVWE, hence establishing its instance-optimality
(Section 5). A key technical insight is that Fano-type
high-probability arguments are too coarse for this problem:
their packing construction loses the local variance struc-
ture that governs the optimal allocation. We instead use
an Assouad-type in-expectation argument, based on local
perturbations, which preserves this structure and yields the
sharp allocation-dependent lower bound.

(c) Empirical validation. We numerically validate EST-
IVWE on both synthetic data and the real-world HelpSteer2
dataset (Wang et al., 2024) processed by Saha et al. (2026).

Our results demonstrate that EST-IVWE consistently and
significantly outperforms naïve uniform allocation (Sec-
tion 7).

Related Work. While we contextualize our contributions
with specific literature throughout the text, we briefly sit-
uate our structural formulation within broader statistical
frameworks. In classical statistics, estimating a shared mean
from multiple heteroskedastic sources is known as the com-
mon mean problem (Cochran, 1937; Graybill & Deal, 1959;
Norwood Jr & Hinkelmann, 1977). This line of work ex-
plores how to optimally aggregate samples, though tradition-
ally without budget constraints. More recently, theoretical
computer science has studied a variant featuring a single
sample per population – referred to as entangled mean esti-
mation (Chierichetti et al., 2014; Diakonikolas et al., 2025;
Liang & Yuan, 2020)—largely motivated by crowdsourcing
applications. Despite this rich literature on heteroskedastic
aggregation, incorporating a fixed budget constraint across
sources with varying costs has, to the best of our knowledge,
remained unexplored prior to our work.

2. Problem Setting
There are K queries, e.g., question–answer pairs, to be
evaluated by J LLM judges. Each query k ∈ [K] has an
unknown ground-truth score sk ∈ R. Whenever the learner
assigns query k to judge j, she incurs a cost cj ∈ R>0 and
observes a random estimate sk,j ∈ [0, R]. We assume that
sk,j ∼ Dk,j , E[sk,j ] = sk, and σ2

k,j := Var(sk,j) > 0. The
variances σ2

k,j are unknown, while the score upper bound
R is known. The learner operates online: at each step,
she selects a query–judge pair based on all observations
collected so far. Given a total budgetB ∈ R>0 and a known
cost vector c = (cj)j∈[J] ∈ RJ>0, her goal is to provide
an estimator of the score vector s = (sk)k∈[K] ∈ RK as
accurate as possible, i.e., minimizing the ℓp-error, for a fixed
p ∈ [1,∞] specified in advance.

The boundedness assumption is quite realistic as the LLM-
judges are typically required to assign scores in fixed rating
scales (e.g., binary, {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}, or [0, 100]) based on scor-
ing rubrics to ensure consistent evaluation (Gu et al., 2026).
As we will see later, such boundedness assumption necessi-
tates fundamentally different analysis techniques and algo-
rithmic design compared to the (Saha et al., 2026), which
for instance assumes Gaussianity for algorithm design. Ad-
ditionally, we emphasize that nonnegativity is not necessary;
all statements hold for any interval of length R.

We now comment on the heteroskedasticity of the problem
setting. By Popoviciu’s inequality on variances (Popovi-
ciu, 1935), a trivial bound of σ2

k,j ≤ R2/4 holds, but we
note that it can be significantly loose; for instance, if the
pair (k, j) is “easy-to-evaluate” (the judge has sufficient ex-
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pertise to “confidently” evaluate the query), σ2
k,j ≪ R2/4.

Accounting for such variation in the variances is a central
challenge in the heteroskedastic learning literature (Chaud-
huri et al., 2017; Fontaine et al., 2021; Kirschner & Krause,
2018). With this, each problem instance is character-
ized by a triple (s,σ, c) ∈ RK × RK×J

>0 × RJ>0, where
σ := (σk,j)k∈[K],j∈[J] is the variance profile.

To assess and compare the performance, we introduce the
following notion of learnability:

Definition 2.1 ((B, δ, ℓp)-Budget Efficient Algorithm).
Let p ∈ [1,∞], B ∈ R>0 be a total budget, and
δ ∈ (0, 1) be a confidence level. An algorithm A with
score estimate ŝ ∈ RK is said to be (B, δ, ℓp)-budget
efficient at (s,σ, c) with error rate εp > 0 if:

P
(
∥ŝ− s∥p ≥ εp

)
≤ δ,

∑
j∈[J]

cj
∑
k∈[K]

Nk,j ≤ B, a.s.

where Nk,j denotes the (random) number of times A
queries pair (k, j) ∈ [K]× [J ].

3. Oracle Allocation for Inverse-Variance
Weighted Estimation

In this section, we first provide high-probability guarantees
for the ℓp-error of the celebrated Inverse-Variance Weighted
Estimator (IVWE) (Cochran, 1937; 1954) under any fixed
allocation, and then derive the allocation minimizing this
error. This allocation is referred to as the Oracle allocation,
because it requires the knowledge of the variances σ2

k,j .

Consider a fixed allocation and let Nk,j be the number
sampled scores obtained for query k from judge j. Alterna-
tively, the allocation can be represented by the cost-weighted
proportions of the budget allocated to the (k, j)-pairs by
ω := (ωk,j ≜

cjNk,j

B )k,j . The budget constraint B is satis-
fied if and only if ω ∈ ΛKJ := {λ ≥ 0 :

∑
k,j λk,j = 1}.

Let {s(i)k,j}
Nk,j

i=1 denote sampled scores of query k from the
judge j. The IVWE is defined by:

ŝk :=

 J∑
j=1

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

−1
J∑
j=1

Nk,j ŝk,j
σ2
k,j

,

ŝk,j :=
1

Nk,j

Nk,j∑
i=1

s
(i)
k,j , ∀j ∈ [J ],

where by convention, ŝk,j = 0 if Nk,j = 0. The next
proposition provides error-rate guarantees for IVWE; its
full statement and proof are given in Appendix A.1.

Proposition 3.1. For any instance (s,σ, c) and p ∈ [1,∞],
IVWE is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient with the following error

rate εp:

εp ≈B

√
2Ap(ω;σ, c) log 2K

δ

B
,

Ap(ω;σ, c) :=

∑
k∈[K]

(∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

)− p
2

 2
p

,

where ≈B omits lower-order terms in B.

In the above result, Ap(·) is derived from the variance of
IVWE. We refer to it as the allocation objective, since
minimizing this quantity yields the allocation that minimizes
the estimator’s error rate. The following theorem, proved in
Appendix A.2, characterizes this optimal allocation.

Theorem 3.2. For each query k ∈ [K], let j∗(k) :=
argminj∈[J] cjσ

2
k,j be the optimal judge. For p ∈

[1,∞], consider the following optimal allocation prob-
lem: A∗

p(σ, c) := minω∈ΛKJ Ap(ω;σ, c). The value
of this problem and the corresponding optimal alloca-
tion ω∗ = (ω∗

k,j)k,j are given by

A∗
p(σ, c) :=

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
p

,

ω∗
k,j :=

1[j = j∗(k)]
(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

∑
k′∈[K]

(
cj∗(k′)σ

2
k′,j∗(k′)

) p
p+2

.

A few remarks are in order. First, note that when J = 1 (a
single judge), c1 = 1 (unit cost), and p = ∞, the above re-
sult reduces exactly to (?)Theorem 3]saha2026budget. Our
setting therefore generalizes the framework studied therein.
An interesting consequence of the theorem is that, regard-
less of p, the optimal allocation is sparse: for each query k,
the budget is assigned to a single optimal judge j∗(k). This
sparsity follows from the KKT conditions, analyzed in Ap-
pendix A.2, which show that an optimal allocation assigns
budget only to judges minimizing cjσ2

k,j . Intuitively, once
the budget allocated to a query is fixed, the most accurate
estimate ŝk is obtained by assigning all of that budget to
the judge with the best cost–variance trade-off. Allocating
any positive budget to a suboptimal judge j ̸= j∗(k) can
only worsen, or at best leave unchanged, the resulting es-
timate. Thus, while the choice of p changes how budget
is distributed across queries, the optimal judge selection
within each query remains sparse.

At this stage, the optimality statement concerns the mini-
mization of our upper bound. In Section 5, we show that
this bound is in fact minimax optimal.
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4. EST-IVWE: An Adaptive Algorithm and its
Error Rates

Next, we consider the realistic setting in which the variances
are unknown. We propose EST-IVWE, a simple adaptive
algorithm whose performance approaches that of IVWE
combined with the oracle allocation. The algorithm pro-
ceeds in two phases: the first estimates the variances, while
the second allocates the remaining budget according to the
empirical optimal allocation induced by these estimates.
The pseudocode of EST-IVWE is given in Algorithm 1.
Before providing error-rate guarantees for EST-IVWE, we
first motivate its design and discuss the main challenge in
its analysis.

Optimistically biased variance estimates. A key challenge
in analyzing the performance of Algorithm 1 is quantify-
ing how accurately the variances are estimated from Phase
I. Ideally, we seek a multiplicative guarantee of the form
(1−α)σ2

k,j ≤ σ̂2
k,j ≤ (1+α)σ2

k,j for some α ∈ (0, 1). Such
a bound is highly desirable because, as seen in the form of
the optimal allocation and error bounds (Theorem 3.2), the
common error factors (1 ± α) can be factored out, which
provides a direct link between empirical and oracle alloca-
tions. While (Saha et al., 2026, Lemma 6) have successfully
leveraged this property by assuming that the scores are Gaus-
sian, where multiplicative bounds are attained by (Laurent &
Massart, 2000, Eqn. (4.4) & (4.5))1, this assumption is not
applicable to our setting where scores are bounded. Instead,
we utilize the empirical Bernstein inequality (Maurer &
Pontil, 2009, Theorem 10), which provides an additive guar-
antee of |σk,j − σ̂k,j | ≲

√
log(1/δ)/N0 (N0 is the length

of the first phase). Now, if we were to use σ̂k,j directly
and require it to satisfy analogous multiplicative guarantee,
we would require N0 ≳ 1

σ2
k,j

log 1
δ . This is problematic

because we require the knowledge of σk,j to set N0, and for
easy pairs in which σk,j is near-zero, the requirement on the
number of exploratory samples N0 becomes prohibitively
large.

To overcome these limitations, we use an optimistic variance
estimator σ̄k,j = σ̂k,j + τ, which satisfies σk,j ≤ σ̂k,j +2τ
with high probability; see Lemma B.2. This optimistic cor-
rection stabilizes the empirical allocation, especially for
query–judge pairs with near-zero variance, whose estimates
are otherwise highly unstable. It also ensures that such pairs
receive a sufficient amount of budget for reliable estima-
tion. By tuning τ and N0 appropriately as functions of the
total budget B, the extra cost induced by this stabilization
remains lower order relative to the leading error term.

The following theorem formalizes the resulting error guar-

1This heavily relies on the Gaussianity assumption, as its deriva-
tion is based on the fact that squaring Gaussian random variables
results in a χ2-distribution.

antees.

Theorem 4.1 (Error Rates of EST-IVWE). Let
p ∈ [1,∞], B ∈ R>0, and δ ∈ (0, 1).

Let us set τ = R
√

2
N0−1 log

2KJ
δ , N0 =

(2B)
1
3

(
R2 log 2KJ

δ

) 2
3 when p ≥ 2, and N0 =

2
p

2p+2R
3p+2
2p+2

(
log 2KJ

δ

) 3p+2
4p+4 B

p+2
4p+4 otherwise. Fur-

ther suppose that B ≥ 2N0

(
K
∑
j∈[J] cj

)
. Then,

EST-IVWE is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient at any
(s,σ, c) with the following error rate εp:

εp =

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
+ Ep(B),

where Ep(B) is the lower-order error term defined as
O
(
R

1
3 A∗

p(σ,c)(log 2KJ
δ )

2
3

B
2
3

)
if p ≥ 2,

O

(
R

p
2p+2 A∗

p(σ,c)(log 2KJ
δ )

3p+2
4p+4

B
3p+2
4p+4

)
if 1 ≤ p < 2.

Proof sketch. We divide the (k, j)-pairs into two cases
using the bias τ as an implicit threshold. For “easy-to-
evaluate" pairs with σk,j ≤ τ , the bias stabilizes the ratio
(σ̂k,j + τ)/(σk,j + τ), avoiding the numerical instability of
σ̂k,j/σk,j when σk,j ≈ 0. For “hard-to-evaluate" pairs with
σk,j > τ , the multiplicative guarantee between σ̂k,j+τ and
σk,j + τ follows, as we choose τ to be the concentration
radius of (Maurer & Pontil, 2009, Theorem 10). Since the
selection rule ĵ∗(k) = argminj cjσ

2
k,j in Phase II implies

cĵ∗(k)σ
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

≤ cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k), we can upper bound the

error εp of the empirical allocation; and then we decouple
the effect of additive τ using Minkowski’s inequality. We
then conclude by separating the impact of initial exploration
N0 from the total budget B, to recover the same leading
term as the error rate of IVWE. The full proof is deferred
to Appendix B.

We conclude the section with two remarks on EST-IVWE
and its performance.

(1) Oracle performance without known variances. Re-
markably, Theorem 4.1 shows that EST-IVWE (Algo-
rithm 1) matches the leading term of the oracle strategy
that knows the variances in advance (Theorem 3.2), for all
p ∈ [1,∞]. Thus, to leading order, there is no price for
not knowing the variances: a simple two-stage procedure
suffices to recover the oracle rate.

(2) Relations to Graybill-Deal Estimator. Our problem
of estimating sk from multiple sources can be viewed as an

4
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Algorithm 1: Estimate-then-IVWE (Est-IVWE)

Input: Total budget B > 0, Cost vector c ∈ RJ+, Number of forced exploration per pair N0 > 0, Bias term for variance
estimator τ > 0

// Phase I: Forced Exploration
1 for each (k, j) ∈ [K]× [J ] do
2 Pull arm (k, j) exactly N0 times and observe noisy evaluation scores

{
s
(n)
k,j

}
n∈[N0]

;

3 Compute the empirical variance estimator

σ̂2
k,j :=

1

2N0(N0 − 1)

∑
1≤n ̸=n′≤N0

(
s
(n)
k,j − s

(n′)
k,j

)2
(1)

// Phase II: IVWE

4 Compute the optimal allocation
(
N̂∗
k,j

)
k,j

using the remaining budget B′ ≜ B −N0K
∑
j∈[J] cj , based on the

optimistic variance estimators
{
(τ + σ̂k,j)

2
}
k,j

;

5 return IVWE with
(
N̂∗
k,j

)
k,j

as allocation and (τ + σ̂k,j)
2 as variance proxies;

instance of the common mean problem, a classical problem
in statistics (Graybill & Deal, 1959; Pal et al., 2007). Our
two-stage estimator is closely related to the Graybill–Deal
estimator, a standard approach for common mean estima-
tion, which uses all available samples to estimate both the
empirical means and variances. However, because the same
samples are reused for both quantities, the resulting empiri-
cal means and variance estimates are statistically correlated,
making sharp performance analysis difficult. Indeed, even
for Gaussian populations (Nair, 1980; Voinov, 1984), tight
characterizations of the estimator’s variance are technically
involved, and admissibility is known only for certain classes
of problems (Ghosh & Sinha, 1981; Pal & Lim, 1997; Sinha
& Mouqadem, 1982). We avoid this dependence through
sample splitting: the samples used to estimate the vari-
ances σ̂2

k,j in Phase I are not reused to compute the final
IVWE estimates ŝk in Phase II. This decouples the ran-
domness of the variance estimates from that of the mean
estimates and yields a key property for the analysis: condi-
tioned on the estimated variances, IVWE remains unbiased,
E[ŝk | {σ̂k,j}k,j ] = sk.

5. Local Minimax Lower Bounds
We now establish fundamental local minimax lower bounds
for our budgeted heteroskedastic multi-judge estimation
problem. The term local means that the lower bound holds
in a small neighborhood of any fixed problem instance, in
the same spirit as local minimax results for logistic ban-
dits (Abeille et al., 2021, Theorem 2), online LQR (Sim-
chowitz & Foster, 2020, Theorem 1), and generalized trace
regression (Lee et al., 2026, Theorem 4.1). These re-

sults show that the instance-dependent allocation quantity
A∗
p(σ, c), initially derived from upper bounds for IVWE,

is in fact the correct information-theoretic complexity mea-
sure. A key technical insight in our lower-bound analysis
is that different techniques yield different levels of sharp-
ness. Fano-type high-probability arguments are too coarse
to recover the optimal allocation dependence, whereas an
Assouad-type in-expectation analysis preserves the local
variance structure and yields the matching lower bound.

5.1. A High-Probability Lower Bound and Its
Limitation

We begin by stating a high-probability minimax lower
bound:

Theorem 5.1 (High Probability Lower Bound). Let p ∈
[1,∞], B > 0, δ ∈ (0, e−2], and (s,σ, c) be a given
problem instance. Let Rk := min{sk, R − sk} > 0,
Rmin = mink Rk, and suppose that maxj σ

2
k,j ≤

R2
k

2 .
Then, any algorithm that is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient
with an error rate of εp ∈

(
0, Rmin

8

]
at any (s′,σ, c)

with ∥s′ − s∥p ≤ 2εp
a must satisfy the following: for

some absolute constants C1, C2 > 0,

εp ≥

√
kl(1− δ, δ)

C1B
A∗

2p
2−p

(σ, c) for 1 ≤ p < 2,

εp ≥

√
log 1

δ

C2B
A∗

∞(σ, c) for p ≥ 2.

aThis in the same spirit as locally stable algorithms used

5
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for proving local & high-probability lower bounds (Jedra &
Proutière, 2023; Yun & Proutière, 2019).

Proof sketch. We provide the full proof in Appendix C,
which we sketch here. We suppose that the learner has
knowledge of the true σ. The proof follows the multiple
hypotheses testing framework (Jedra & Proutière, 2023)
based on data processing inequality (Garivier et al., 2019,
Lemma 1). The main technical novelty is the construction
of the prior over s to retain the instance-specific nature.
Specifically, when constructing alternate models, one needs
to ensure that (i) its mean stays close to s, (ii) its variance
means the same as σ, and (iii) it is bounded in [0, R]. This
is done by considering a family of beta distributions (Propo-
sition C.1). The proof “bifurcates” at p = 2 as the function
z 7→ z2/p is convex iff p ≥ 2. This is crucial in construct-
ing a hard lower bound instance for ℓp, as for p ≥ 2 (resp.
1 ≤ p < 2), the hardest instance is sparse (resp. dense)
(Lemma C.2).

The high-probability bound matches the upper bound only
in the case p = ∞, up to a factor of

√
logK. For p <

∞, however, it does not recover the allocation quantity
A∗
p(σ, c) appearing in the upper bound of IVWE. Indeed,

the lower bound only attains A∗
2p

2−p

(σ, c) for 1 ≤ p < 2

and A∗
∞(σ, c) for p ≥ 2. This gap is not an artifact of

the proof constants, but reflects a limitation of Fano-type
packing arguments in this problem.

5.2. A Sharp In-Expectation Lower Bound

The preceding result suggests that high-probability lower
bounds based on global packing do not capture the full
allocation geometry of the problem. We now show that the
gap can be closed by changing the lower-bound technique.
Using an Assouad-type construction, we obtain a local in-
expectation lower bound that matches A∗

p(σ, c) for all p ∈
[1,∞).

Theorem 5.2 (In-Expectation Lower Bound). For
k ∈ [K], let us denote vk := cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k). Let B > 0

and (s⋆,σ, c) be any given problem instance with
s⋆ = (s⋆k)k. Let Rk := min{s⋆k, R − s⋆k}, and define

“threshold” B0 :=
(∑

k∈[K] v
p

p+2

k

)
maxk∈[K]

v
2

p+2
k

4R2
k

and “radius” ξ(B) :=

√
A∗

p(σ,c)

16B . Then, there exists a
universal constant C3 > 0 such that for B ≥ B0,

inf
ŝ

sup
s:∥s−s⋆∥p≤ξ(B)

Eŝ
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥p

]
≥ C3

√
A∗
p(σ, c)

B
,

and furthermore for 1 ≤ p <∞ and B ≥ pB0,

inf
ŝ

sup
s:∥s−s⋆∥p≤

√
pξ(B)

Eŝ
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p

≥ 41−
1
pC3

√
pA∗

p(σ, c)

B
.

Proof sketch. The full proof is deferred to Appendix D. We
follow the standard nonparametric lower bound framework
based on the seminal Assouad’s Lemma (Assouad, 1983; Yu,
1997) combined with the Bretagnolle-Huber inequality (Bre-
tagnolle & Huber, 1979). We first construct a hypercube
of 2K hard instances, and each vertex corresponding to
the same beta distribution construction as in the proof of
Theorem 5.1 (Proposition C.1).

E[∥ŝ− s∥p] is not decomposable coordinate-wise, hinder-
ing the direct application of Assouad’s lemma. We bypass
this using a secant bounding argument (leveraging the con-
cavity of x 7→ x1/p), decoupling the expectation to establish
a lower bound proportional to ∥∆∥p. For E[∥ŝ− s∥pp]1/p,
as it is decomposable, we can directly apply Assouad’s
Lemma. Finally, by tuning the adversarial shifts ∆ un-
der KL-divergence constraints and minimizing the bound
over all valid algorithm budget allocations, we recover the
optimal rate A∗

p(σ, c).

We make two remarks concerning our lower bounds and
their comparison with the upper bounds derived earlier.

(1) Geometry of Constrained Lower Bounds. Optimizing
over algorithms subject to a budget constraint is reminiscent
of techniques used in statistical estimation under communi-
cation constraints (Chen et al., 2021; Chen & Özgür, 2024;
Zhu & Lafferty, 2014). In such settings, restricting the al-
gorithm class naturally gives rise to an optimal allocation
problem. Our analysis reveals a related phenomenon, but
also uncovers a separation between high-probability and
in-expectation lower-bound techniques in their ability to
capture the correct allocation geometry. We discuss this
separation in more detail in the next subsection.

(2) In-Expectation Upper Bounds. Since our sharp lower
bound is stated in expectation, one may ask whether it is
directly comparable to the high-probability upper bounds
in Theorems 3.2 and 4.1. We note that an upper bound of
the same order, without logarithmic factors, can also be
obtained in expectation via the matrix Bernstein inequality
(Tropp, 2015, Theorem 6.1.1).2

2Although the result is formulated for matrices, setting d1 =
d2 = 1 recovers the desired scalar inequality.

6



330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384

Instance-Optimal Estimation with Multiple LLM Judges on a Budget

5.3. Why Assouad is Sharp and Fano is Not

While our in-expectation lower bounds via Assouad’s
Lemma correctly capture the dense A∗

p allocation geom-
etry (Theorem 5.2), our high-probability bounds via Fano’s
inequality are suboptimal: for p ≥ 2, Fano-based bounds
saturate at the 1-sparse A∗

∞ rate, and even for 1 ≤ p < 2,
they fail to recover the exact A∗

p allocation (Theorem 5.1).
This separation stems from two distinct bottlenecks inherent
to Fano-type arguments (Tsybakov, 2009) in our specific
problem setting.

(i) The information-theoretical bottleneck. Fano-type argu-
ments rely on constructing a globally separated packing of
alternatives. In our setting, this creates a bottleneck: the
KL divergences are compressed into a single scalar con-
straint before the errors are aggregated across coordinates.
As a result, the fine ℓp-geometry that determines the optimal
budget allocation is lost.

(ii) The geometric barrier. Fano-type arguments inherently
rely on global volumetric packing over all coordinates si-
multaneously (Lemma C.2). For p ≥ 2, maximizing an
ℓp packing distance subject to an ℓ2-based KL-divergence
constraint forms a convex maximization problem, making
the optimal adversarial packing to concentrate entirely on
the single hardest query. While the optimal packing does
become dense for 1 ≤ p < 2, the aforementioned informa-
tion loss still prevents it from recovering the true optimal
allocation.

In contrast, the in-expectation Assouad-based argument cir-
cumvents these limitations because it is structurally dis-
tinct. Rather than relying on a global bottleneck, it first
lower bounds the risk coordinate-wise, then aggregates these
bounds, and finally optimizes over the algorithm’s budget
allocation. By constructing a hypercube of independent
perturbations, it forces any valid algorithm to distribute its
budget globally across all queries to defend against simulta-
neous variations.

6. Beyond Boundedness: Gaussian Scores
We briefly describe how the results presented so far extend
to Gaussian scores, as considered in (Saha et al., 2026),
namely sk,j ∼ N (sk, σ

2
k,j). In this setting, all results carry

over, and in some cases take a sharper form. Technically, the
Gaussian case is of independent interest because it allows
the use of tools that exploit distribution-specific structure.
For space reasons, we only provide an overview of the
corresponding upper and lower bounds, highlighting the
main differences and the key technical ingredients. Full
details are deferred to Appendix F.

Upper Bounds. For known variances, we replace Bern-
stein’s inequality with the standard Gaussian tail bound ap-

plied separately for each query k. This yields a cleaner upper
bound, with no lower-order term from Bernstein’s inequality.
For unknown variances, we can exploit χ2-concentration
for the Gaussian sample variance (Laurent & Massart, 2000,
Eq. (4.4)). This allows us to use the IVWE directly, without
introducing the additional optimistic bias τ .

Lower Bounds. Here, we consider global rather than local
lower bounds. The high-probability lower bound is essen-
tially unchanged, except that we use Gaussian constructions
instead of Beta distributions, which affects only constants.
The in-expectation lower bounds, for both E[∥ŝ− s∥p] and
E[∥ŝ− s∥pp]1/p, are more substantially different and techni-
cally more interesting. We sketch the main idea. We place
a Gaussian prior over the instances and use a convexity
argument to show that the posterior mean minimizes the
expected ℓp-risk. Since the posterior distribution is Gaus-
sian with covariance given by the inverse Fisher informa-
tion, rearranging the resulting expression yields the same
optimal allocation in the lower bound. Remarkably, for
E[∥ŝ− s∥pp]1/p, this lower bound is optimal up to universal
constants.

7. Experiments
In this section, we empirically evaluate the performance of
our proposed algorithms on both synthetic and real-world
data. We compare EST-IVWE (Bounded) (Algorithm 1)
and its practical Gaussian variant, EST-IVWE (Gaussian)
(Algorithm 2), against two baselines: UNIFORM, which
allocates samples evenly across query–judge pairs subject
to the budget, and ORACLE, which allocates the budget
according to the instance-wise optimal allocation ω∗ derived
in Theorem 3.2 under known variances.

Synthetic Experiments (Figure 1a). We consider a set-
ting with (K,J) = (1000, 10), where the scores for each
query–judge pair are sampled from a Beta distribution. De-
tails of the random instance generation procedure, along
with additional experimental results, are provided in Ap-
pendix H.1.

Real-World Data: HelpSteer2 (Figure 1b). We also con-
duct experiments using the dataset of (Saha et al., 2026), in
which queries from HelpSteer2 (Wang et al., 2024) are eval-
uated by three LLM judges, Llama-3-8B, GPT-4, and Qwen,
along four axes: complexity, correctness, helpfulness, and
verbosity. For each axis, we aggregate the evaluations from
the three judges to match our multi-judge setting. In Fig-
ure 1b, we report the ℓ2-error on the “Complexity” dataset,
which contains K = 178 queries and J = 3 judges. De-
tails of the preprocessing procedure and complete results
for all four axes are provided in Appendix H.2. We set
the judge costs uniformly to 0.1, and provide an additional

7
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cost-sensitivity analysis in Appendix H.3.

In both synthetic and real-data experiments, EST-IVWE
rapidly approaches the performance of the ORACLE allo-
cation as the budget increases. It also substantially outper-
forms the UNIFORM baseline, confirming the importance
of adapting the allocation to the heteroskedasticity of the
query–judge pairs. The additional results reported in the
appendix further support these observations.

8. Conclusion and Future Work
This paper introduces the problem of budgeted heteroskedas-
tic multi-judge estimation, motivated by budget-constrained
evaluation via multiple LLM-as-a-judges of varying costs.
The main algorithmic template is the inverse-variance
weighted estimator (IVWE), whose error rate we analyze to
derive the optimal oracle allocation. We developed a variant
of IVWE, Est-IVWE, that does not require the knowledge
of the variance profile via a two-stage approach: Stage I, the
key ingredient, computes optimistic estimates of the vari-
ances, and Stage II is just IVWE with the estimates. We
establish the instance-wise optimality of our algorithm by
proving a matching, in-expectation lower bound for the er-
ror rate. Interestingly, we show that the standard Fano-type
(high-probability) argument fails to capture the right allo-
cation, while an Assouad-type (in-expectation) argument
does, which may be of independent interest. We numerically
validate the efficacy of IVWE and Est-IVWE on synthetic
and HelpSteer2 datasets, showing its efficacy over naïve
uniform allocation.

Several promising directions remain for future work. First,
extending our framework to accommodate query-dependent
and stochastic costs—such as varying token lengths per
prompt—would better reflect real-world usage. Second,
incorporating models of inherent judge bias could further
refine evaluation accuracy. On the theoretical front, as noted
in Section 5, deriving a matching high-probability lower
bound remains an open challenge. Finally, scaling our empir-
ical validation to larger, production-level LLM-as-a-judge
pipelines is a crucial next step.

Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
consequences of our work, none which we feel must be
specifically highlighted here.
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Figure 1. Experimental results on both synthetic and real datasets. All results are averaged over 50 independent runs, with the 10% and
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A. Proofs from Section 3 (Known Variances)
A.1. Error Rate of IVWE

Proposition A.1. Let p ∈ [1,∞], B ∈ R>0 be a total budget, and δ ∈ (0, 1) be a target confidence level. Also, let (Nk,j)k,j
be any given allocation. Then, IVWE is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient at any (s,σ, c) with the following error rate εp:

εp =

√
2Ap(ω;σ, c) log 2K

δ

B
+

2RBp(ω;σ, c) log 2K
δ

3B
,

where ω :=
(
ωk,j ≜

cjNk,j

B

)
k,j

, the allocation objective Ap(ω;σ, c) is defined as3

Ap(ω;σ, c) :=

 ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

− p
2


2
p

,

and Bp(ω;σ, c) :=

(∑
k∈[K] maxj:ωk,j>0

(
σ2
k,j

∑J
l=1

ωk,l

clσ2
k,l

)−p) 1
p

.

Proof. Let Wk :=
∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j

σ2
k,j

, and an allocation (Nk,j)k,j be given. Then, first note that

ŝk − sk =W−1
k

∑
j∈[J]

1

σ2
k,j

Nk,j∑
i=1

(s
(i)
k,j − sk) =

∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j∑
i=1

s
(i)
k,j − sk

Wkσ2
k,j︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜X(i)
j

Note that E[X(i)
j ] = 0, |X(i)

j | ≤ R
Wk minj∈[J] σ

2
k,j

, and Var[X
(i)
j ] =

Var[s
(i)
k,j−sk]

W 2
kσ

4
k,j

= 1
W 2

kσ
2
k,j
.

We now utilize the Bernstein’s inequality for bounded random variables (Bernstein, 1927) to the aggregated ŝk: with
probability at least 1− δ, for any k ∈ [K],

|ŝk − sk| ≤

√√√√√2

∑
j,i

1

W 2
kσ

2
k,j

 log
2K

δ
+

2R log 2K
δ

3Wkminj∈[J] σk,j

=

√
2 log

2K

δ
W

− 1
2

k +
2R log 2K

δ

3

(
Wk min

j∈[J]
σ2
k,j

)−1

.

We then apply Minkowski’s inequality for ℓp-norm as follows:

∥ŝ− s∥p

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
2 log

2K

δ
W

− 1
2

k +
2R log 2K

δ

3

(
Wk min

j∈[J]
σ2
k,j

)−1
)p 1

p

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
2 log

2K

δ
W

− 1
2

k

)p 1
p

+

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
2R log 2K

δ

3

(
Wk min

j∈[J]
σ2
k,j

)−1
)p 1

p

(Minkowski’s inequality)

=

√
2 log

2K

δ

 ∑
k∈[K]

W
− p

2

k

 1
p

+
2R log 2K

δ

3

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
Wk min

j∈[J]
σ2
k,j

)−p
 1

p

3Note that the allocation objective’s limit as p → ∞ is well defined as maxk∈[K]

(∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j

cjσ
2
k,j

)−1

.
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≤
√

2

B
log

2K

δ

 ∑
k∈[K]

 J∑
j=1

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

− p
2


1
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜
√

Ap(ω;σ,c)

+
2R log 2K

δ

3B

 ∑
k∈[K]

max
j:ωk,j>0

(
σ2
k,j

J∑
l=1

ωk,l
clσ2

k,l

)−p 1
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜Bp(ω;σ,c)

,

where in the last inequality, we reparametrize as a ratio of budget allocated to (k, j)-pair, ωk,j :=
cjNk,j

B , which is invariant
to the amount of budget B.

A.2. Proof of Theorem 3.2: Optimal Allocation

We first separate the cases into p ∈ [1,∞) and p = ∞, and derive result for each case, then we conclude that, by convention,
the optimal allocation can be represented in a single expression.

Optimal Allocation minimizing A∞ Recall that the objective of the optimization problem Ap(ω;σ, c) is given as:

Ap(ω;σ, c) =

 ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

− p
2


2
p

.

When p = ∞, this objective becomes minimizing A∞(ω;σ, c) = maxk∈[K]

(∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j

cjσ2
k,j

)−1

, which can be calculated
by convention. Since the inversion is decreasing, we instead solve the following optimization problem:

max
ω

min
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

:
∑

(k,j)∈[K]×[J]

ωk,j ≤ 1, ωk,j ≥ 0 ∀k, j

 .

With a simple optimization trick, this problem can be converted to the linear optimization problem:

max
ω,V

V :
∑
k,j

ωk,j ≤ 1; V ≤
∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

∀k; ωk,j ≥ 0 ∀k, j

 .

The Lagrangian L with multipliers λk (for the V constraints), λ0 (for the budget constraint), and νk,j (for non-negativity) is:

L
(
ω, V, λ0, {λk}, {νk,j}

)
= V − λ0

∑
k,j

ωk,j − 1

−
∑
k

λk

V −
∑
j

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

+
∑
k,j

νk,jωk,j

= V

(
1−

∑
k

λk

)
+
∑
k,j

(
λk

cjσ2
k,j

− λ0 + νk,j

)
ωk,j + λ0,

where λk ≥ 0, λ0 ≥ 0, and νk,j ≥ 0.

For an optimal solution (ω∗, V ∗) to exist, the KKT conditions consisting of stationarity conditions:
∂L
∂V = 0 =⇒

∑
k λk = 1

∂L
∂ωk,j

= 0 =⇒ λk

cjσ2
k,j

− λ0 + νk,j = 0 =⇒ νk,j = λ0 − λk

cjσ2
k,j

,

and complementary slackness conditions: 
λk

(
V −

∑
j
ωk,j

cjσ2
k,j

)
= 0

λ0

(∑
k,j ωk,j − 1

)
= 0

νk,jωk,j = 0
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must hold.

For a fixed k ∈ [K], we have that λ0 − λk

cjσ2
k,j

= νk,j ≥ 0 for all j ∈ [J ] from above conditions, which is equivalent

to λk ≤ λ0(cjσ
2
k,j) for all j ∈ [J ]. This implies that λk ≤ λ0 minj∈[J](cjσ

2
k,j). If we allocate a query k to a judge j,

i.e., ωk,j > 0, complementary slackness condition implies that νk,j = 0 for that judge. For such a judge j, the equation
λk = λ0(cjσ

2
k,j) holds. This equation and the inequality λk ≤ λ0 minj∈[J](cjσ

2
k,j) = λ0cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k) say that such judge

j is one of the minimizer of cjσ2
k,j , i.e. j = j∗(k). Unless the minimizer is unique, we select one among them with any

consistent tie-breaking rule, and say that as j∗(k). We only allocate the query k to this j∗(k), then it is still the optimal
solution of LP problem. For the other judges, the inequality λk ≤ λ0 minj∈[J](cjσ

2
k,j) should be strict, i.e., ωk,j = 0 for

j ̸= j∗(k).

Now, we claim that λk > 0 for all k. If there is a query k with λk = 0, it implies that the constraint V ≤
∑
j
ωk,j

cjσ2
k,j

is

non-binding for that k. In this case, by redistributing the resource allocated to this query k, we can raise the value of V .
Consequently, at the optimum, the constraint V ≤

∑
j
ωk,j

cjσ2
k,j

should be binding for all k ∈ [K], i.e., V ∗ =
ω∗

k,j∗(k)

cjσ2
k,j∗(k)

for all

k ∈ [K].

Substituting ωk,j∗(k) = V ∗cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k) into the budget constraint (which is tight, λ0 > 0), then the optimal value of the

optimization problem V ∗ satisfies

V ∗
∑
k

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k) = 1.

Therefore, the optimal allocation is

ω∗
k,j =

1[j = j∗(k)]cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)∑

k′∈[K] cj∗(k′)σ
2
k′,j∗(k)

,

where j∗(k) ≜ argminj∈[J] cjσ
2
k,j ; and the optimal value of the optimization problem is

V −1
∗ =

(
ω∗
k,j

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)

)−1

=
∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k).

Optimal Allocation minimizing Ap We first solve the optimization problem for p ∈ [1,∞). Since the power of 2/p is
monotone, we instead solve the optimization problem:

min
ω


∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

− p
2

:
∑

(k,j)∈[K]×[J]

ωk,j ≤ 1; ωk,j ≥ 0 ∀k, j

 .

Let λ0 be the multiplier for the budget constraint and νk,j be the multipliers for the non-negativity of ωk,j , then the
Lagrangian is:

L(ω, λ0, νk,j) =
∑
k

∑
j

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

− p
2

+ λ0

∑
k,j

ωk,j − 1

−
∑
k,j

νk,jωk,j

The stationarity of KKT conditions requires the partial derivative of the Lagrangian with respect to decision variables ωk,j
to be zero:

∂L
∂ωk,j

= −p
2

∑
j

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

− p+2
2

· 1

cjσ2
k,j

+ λ0 − νk,j = 0.

Denoting Vk = p
2

(∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j

cjσ2
k,j

)− p+2
2

and rearranging the terms, we obtain νk,j = λ0 − Vk

cjσ2
k,j

. Furthermore, comple-

mentary slackness requires λ0(
∑
k,j ωk,j − 1) = 0 and νk,jωk,j = 0 for all k, j.
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For a fixed k ∈ [K], from the dual feasibility νk,j ≥ 0, it follows that Vk ≤ λ0cjσ
2
k,j for all j ∈ [J ], which implies that

Vk ≤ λ0 minj∈[J] cjσ
2
k,j . If ωk,j > 0, we have νk,j = 0. For this j = j∗(k).

p

2

(
ωk,j∗(k)

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)

)− p+2
2

= λ0cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k),

which implies that

ωk,j∗(k) =

(
2

p
λ0

)− 2
p+2 (

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

.

Substituting this into the budget constraint, which is binding, then we get:(
2

p
λ0

)− 2
p+2 ∑

k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

= 1.

Therefore, the optimal allocation is

w∗
k,j =

1[j = j∗(k)]
(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

∑
k′∈[K]

(
cj∗(k′)σ

2
k′,j∗(k′)

) p
p+2

where j∗(k) ≜ argminj∈[J] cjσ
2
k,j ; and the optimal value of the A∗

p(σ, c) is

 ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

ω∗
k,j

cjσ2
k,j

− p
2


2
p

=

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
ω∗
k,j∗(k)

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)

)− p
2

 2
p

=

 ∑
k∈[K]


(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

)− 2
p+2

∑
k′∈[K]

(
cj∗(k′)σ

2
k′,j∗(k′)

) p
p+2


− p

2


2
p

=


∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

(∑
k′∈[K]

(
cj∗(k′)σ

2
k′,j∗(k′)

) p
p+2

)− p
2


2
p

=

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
p

.

When p = ∞, we treat as p/(p+ 2) = 1 and (p+ 2)/p = 1 by convention. Therefore, this final expression can express the
optimal allocation ω∗

k,j and minimum value A∗
p for all p ∈ [1,∞].
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B. Proof of Theorem 4.1: Error Rate of Est-IVWE
B.1. Dealing with Variance Mismatch during Aggregation

To show the effect of N0 and τ , we will tune them as we go along. Let σk,j := τ + σ̂k,j . Then the algorithm computes the
allocation ω̂∗

k,j as

ω̂∗
k,j =

1[j = ĵ∗(k)]
(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

,

where ĵ∗(k) := argminj∈[J] cjσ
2
k,j , and N̂k :=

B′ω̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

cĵ∗(k)
.

We first follow the proof of Proposition A.1 while accounting for the variance mismatch: the empirical variance used in
Est-IVWE does not match the true variance. Applying the Bernstein’s inequality to ŝk − sk = 1

N̂k

∑N̂k

i=1

(
s
(i)

k,ĵ∗(k)
− sk

)
,

the following holds with probability at least 1− δ: for all k ∈ [K],

|ŝk − sk| ≤

√√√√2σ2
k,ĵ∗(k)

log 2K
δ

N̂k
+

2R log 2K
δ

3N̂k
.

By Minkowski’s inequality, we then have

εp ≤
√

2 log
2K

δ

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
N̂k

σ2
k,ĵ∗(k)

)− p
2

 1
p

+
2R log 2K

δ

3

 ∑
k∈[K]

N̂−p
k

 1
p

=

√
2 log 2K

δ

B′

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
ω̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

cĵ∗(k)σ
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

)− p
2

 1
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(a)

+
2R log 2K

δ

3B′

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
ω̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

cĵ∗(k)

)−p
 1

p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(b)

.

We bound each (a) and (b) separately. We utilize the useful confidence bound on variance estimates given by Maurer &
Pontil (2009, Theorem 10). By applying a union bound across all query-judge pairs, we obtain the following result based on
the empirical Bernstein inequality:

Lemma B.1 (Theorem 10 of Maurer & Pontil (2009)). With σ̂2
k,j as in line 3 of Algorithm 1,

P

|σ̂k,j − σk,j | ≤ R

√
2 log 2KJ

δ

N0 − 1
, ∀(k, j) ∈ [K]× [J ]

 ≥ 1− δ.

We then derive the following lemma that sandwiches our optimistic biased estimates σk,j’s with the true σk,j’s, up to τ :

Lemma B.2. Suppose that τ ≥ R
√

2
N0−1 log

2KJ
δ . Then,

P (σk,j ≤ σk,j ≤ σk,j + 2τ, ∀(k, j) ∈ [K]× [J ]) ≥ 1− δ.

Proof. Here, we divide the pairs into “easy” ones where σk,j ≤ τ , and “hard” ones where σk,j > τ . For the easy pairs, we
have that

σk,j ≤ τ ≤ σk,j .

For the hard pairs, we have that by the empirical Bernstein inequality (Lemma B.1), with probability at least 1− δ,

σk,j ≤ σ̂k,j +R

√
2

N0 − 1
log

2KJ

δ
= σk,j − τ +R

√
2

N0 − 1
log

2KJ

δ
.
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Thus, as long as τ ≥ R
√

2
N0−1 log

2KJ
δ , we have that σk,j ≤ σk,j . The other direction follows directly from our choice of

τ and empirical Bernstein inequality (Lemma B.1), agian.

From the above lemma, we choose τ = R
√

2
N0−1 log

2KJ
δ .

B.2. Bounding (a)

Substituting the definition of ω̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

into the term (a), we get

(a) =

 ∑
k∈[K]

 1

cĵ∗(k)σ
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

·

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2


− p

2


1
p

=

√√√√∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

 ∑
k∈[K]

σp
k,ĵ∗(k)

σp
k,ĵ∗(k)

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

 1
p

≤

√√√√∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

 ∑
k∈[K]

σp
k,ĵ∗(k)

σp
k,ĵ∗(k)

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

 1
p

, (Minimality of ĵ∗(k))

where j∗(k) ≜ argminj∈[J] cjσ
2
k,j is the true optimal judge per query; it holds that cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

≤ cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k) by

construction of Algorithm 1. With these, we have that with probability at least 1− 2δ,

(a) ≤

√√√√∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

 1
p

=

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
2p

(2)

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k) + 2τ

√
cj∗(k)

) 2p
p+2


p+2
2p

. (Lemma B.2)

Let us denote q := 2p
p+2 . When p ≥ 2, we have that q ≥ 1, and thus by Minkowski’s inequality of Lq ,

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k) + 2τ

√
cj∗(k)

)q 1
q

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k)

)q 1
q

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=
√

A∗
p(σ,c)

+

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
2τ

√
cj∗(k)

)q 1
q

=
√

A∗
p(σ, c) + 2τ

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)

)q 1
q

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜∥√c∗∥

q

.
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When 1 ≤ p < 2, we have that q ∈ [2/3, 1). Then, ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k) + 2τ

√
cj∗(k)

)q 1
q

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k)

)q
+
∑
k∈[K]

(
2τ

√
cj∗(k)

)q 1
q

(subadditivity of Lq when q ∈ (0, 1))

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k)

)q 1
q

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=
√

A∗
p(σ,c)

+
1

q

 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k)

)q
+
∑
k∈[K]

(
2τ

√
cj∗(k)

)q 1
q−1 ∑

k∈[K]

(
2τ

√
cj∗(k)

)q
(x 7→ x1/q is convex for q ∈ (0, 1), For convex f , f(x+ y) ≤ f(x) + f ′(x+ y)y)

≤
√
A∗
p(σ, c) +

1

q


 ∑
k∈[K]

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k)

)q 1
q−1

+ (2τ)1−q
∥∥∥√c∗

∥∥∥1−q
q

 (2τ)q
∥∥∥√c∗

∥∥∥q
q

(x 7→ x
1
q−1 is subadditive for q ∈ [2/3, 1))

=
√

A∗
p(σ, c) +

∥∥∥√h∗
∥∥∥1−q
q

2q
∥∥√c∗

∥∥q
q

q︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜C∗

p,2

τ q +
2
∥∥√c∗

∥∥
q

q︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜C∗

p,1

τ. (
√
h∗ :=

(√
cj∗(k)σk,j∗(k)

)
k∈[K]

)

We also abuse the notation slightly and denote C∗
p,1 = 2

∥∥√c∗
∥∥
q

for p ≥ 2.

Combining the two cases, we have that

(a) ≤
√
A∗
p(σ, c) + C∗

p,1τ + 1[1 ≤ p < 2]C∗
p,2τ

2p
p+2 .

B.3. Bounding (b)

Again substituting in the definition of ω̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

, we go through a somewhat different (from when we prove (a)) series of
algebraic manipulations as follows:

(b) =

 ∑
k∈[K]

 1

cĵ∗(k)

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2


−p

1
p

=

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)σ

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)

σp
k,ĵ∗(k)

) 2p
p+2


1
p

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2


 ∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ2
k,j∗(k)

σp+2

k,ĵ∗(k)


2p

p+2


1
p

(Minimality of ĵ∗(k))

≤ τ−2

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) 2p
p+2

 1
p

(σk,ĵ∗(k) ≥ τ by Lemma B.2)
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≤ τ−2

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2



 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

2


1
p

(
∑
k y

2
k ≤ (

∑
k yk)

2 for yk ≥ 0)

=


τ−1

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
2p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
same as Eqn. (2)!



2

.

Thus, borrowing our computations from bounding (a) and using (a+ b+ c)2 ≤ 3(a2 + b2 + c2), we have that

(b) ≤ 3
(
A∗
p(σ, c)τ

−2 + (C∗
p,1)

2 + 1[1 ≤ p < 2](C∗
p,2)

2τ
2p−4
p+2

)
.

B.4. Combining Everything

We have set τ = R
√

2
N0−1 log

2KJ
δ , and we denote C := K

∑
j∈[J] cj . For simplicity, we divide the computation into two

parts. In both cases, we assume that B ≥ 2CN0.

B.4.1. p ≥ 2

Substituting B′ = B −N0K
∑
j∈[J] cj ,

εp ≤

√
2 log 2K

δ

B − CN0

(√
A∗
p(σ, c) + C∗

p,1R

√
2

N0 − 1
log

2KJ

δ

)

+
2R log 2K

δ

B − CN0

A∗
p(σ, c)

(
R

√
2

N0 − 1
log

2KJ

δ

)−2

+ (C∗
p,1)

2


≤

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B − CN0
+ 2RC∗

p,1 log
2KJ

δ

√
1

N0(B − CN0)

+
A∗
p(σ, c)

R

N0

B − CN0
+

2(C∗
p,1)

2R log 2K
δ

B − CN0

Note that
1√

B − CN0

=
1√
B

(
1− CN0

B

)− 1
2 (∗)
≤ 1√

B

(
1 +

CN0

B

)
=

1√
B

+
CN0

B
3
2

,

where (∗) follows from the simple algebraic inequality: (1− x)−1/2 ≤ 1 + x for x ∈ [0, 1/2] (Lemma B.3).

With the above inequality and B ≥ 2CN0, we have that

εp ≤

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
+ 2RC∗

p,1 log
2KJ

δ

√
2

N0B
+

A∗
p(σ, c)

R

2N0

B

+
4(C∗

p,1)
2R log 2K

δ

B
+
CN0

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
3
2

.

A nearly optimal choice of N0 here is attained by balancing4 the red terms:

N0 = (2B)
1
3

(
R2 log

2KJ

δ

) 2
3

,

4Here, we take into consideration the fact that A∗
p(σ, c) and C∗

p,1 are unknown to the learner. And even if the learner does have even
an approximate knowledge of these terms, as this constitutes the lower-order terms, this is rather insignificant.
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which yields

εp ≤

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
+

2
4
3R

1
3

(
C∗
p,1 +A∗

p(σ, c)
) (

log 2KJ
δ

) 2
3

B
2
3

+
4(C∗

p,1)
2R log 2K

δ

B
+

2
5
6R

4
3C
(
log 2KJ

δ

) 7
6

√
A∗
p(σ, c)

B
7
6

=

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
+O

R 1
3A∗

p(σ, c)
(
log 2KJ

δ

) 2
3

B
2
3

 .

B.4.2. 1 ≤ p < 2

Again substituting B′ = B −N0C and using τ
2p

p+2 ≥ τ as τ ∈ (0, 1),

εp ≤

√
2 log 2K

δ

B − CN0

(√
A∗
p(σ, c) + (C∗

p,1 + C∗
p,2)

(
R2 2

N0 − 1
log

2KJ

δ

) p
p+2

)

+
2R log 2K

δ

B − CN0

A∗
p(σ, c)

(
R

√
2

N0 − 1
log

2KJ

δ

)−2

+ (C∗
p,1)

2


+

2R log 2K
δ

B − CN0
(C∗

p,2)
2

(
R2 2

N0 − 1
log

2KJ

δ

) p−2
p+2

≤

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B − CN0
+

2
3p+2
2p+4R

2p
p+2 (C∗

p,1 + C∗
p,2)

(
log 2KJ

δ

) 3p+2
2p+4

N
p

p+2

0 (B − CN0)
1
2

+
A∗
p(σ, c)

R

N0

B − CN0
+

2(C∗
p,1)

2R log 2K
δ

B − CN0

+
2

2p
p+2 (C∗

p,2)
2R

3p−2
p+2

(
log 2KJ

δ

) 2p
p+2 N

2−p
2+p

0

B − CN0
.

Using the same inequality as above and B ≥ 2CN0, we have that

εp ≤

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
+

2
2p+2
p+2 R

2p
p+2 (C∗

p,1 + C∗
p,2)

(
log 2KJ

δ

) 3p+2
2p+4

N
p

p+2

0 B
1
2

+
A∗
p(σ, c)

R

2N0

B

+
4(C∗

p,1)
2R log 2K

δ

B
+

(C∗
p,2)

22
3p+2
p+2 R

3p−2
p+2

(
log 2KJ

δ

) 2p
p+2 N

2−p
2+p

0

B

+
CN0

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
3
2

.

Similarly, a nearly optimal choice of N0 here is attained by balancing the red terms:

N0 = 2
p

2p+2R
3p+2
2p+2

(
log

2KJ

δ

) 3p+2
4p+4

B
p+2
4p+4 ,

which yields

εp ≤

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
+

2
3p+2
2p+2

(
C∗
p,1 + C∗

p,2 +A∗
p(σ, c)

)
R

p
2p+2

(
log 2KJ

δ

) 3p+2
4p+4

B
3p+2
4p+4

+
4(C∗

p,1)
2R log 2K

δ

B
+ · · · 5
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=

√
2A∗

p(σ, c) log
2K
δ

B
+O

R p
2p+2A∗

p(σ, c)
(
log 2KJ

δ

) 3p+2
4p+4

B
3p+2
4p+4

 .

B.5. Supporting Lemmas

Lemma B.3. For x ∈ [0, 1/2], it holds that (1− x)−1/2 ≤ 1 + x.

Proof. Let’s define a function f(x) = 1 + x− (1− x)−1/2 on (−∞, 1), then f(0) = 0 and f(0.5) > 0. Its derivatives are

f ′(x) = 1− 1

2
(1− x)−3/2 and f ′′(x) = −3

4
(1− x)−5/2,

which imply that f is concave, increasing at x = 0 (f ′(0) > 0), and decreasing at x = 0.5 (f ′(0.5)). Considering the
shape of the function f , which has a single mode (maximum) in (0, 1/2), f(0) = 0 and f(0.5) > 0 imply that f > 0 on
[0, 1/2].

5Due to its insignificance and awful form, we omit the further lower order terms.
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C. Proof of Theorem 5.1: High-Probability Lower Bound
The proof relies on the data processing inequality (Garivier et al., 2019), as utilized in Jedra & Proutière (2023) to derive
a high-probability minimax lower bound.6 The proof “bifurcates” at whether 1 ≤ p < 2 or p ≥ 2. For the former, we
construct a single dense hard instance, while for the latter, we construct K 1-sparse hard instances and optimize for the
algorithm’s success probabilities, which deviates from prior lower bound techniques (Jedra & Proutière, 2023).

Throughout, the learner knows the given cost vector c and the true variance profile σ with maxk,j σ
2
k,j ≤ R2

2 .

Construction of Alternate Models. Let A be any (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient algorithm (Definition 2.1) with error rate εp,
potentially adaptive. A interacts with the true environment s⋆ sequentially7 as follows at each timestep t, when the learner
selects query kt and judge jt, they observe a score s̃t. Let us denote Nk,j(T ) :=

∑
t 1[kt = k, jt = j] as the number of

times A queries the pair (k, j) throughout the interaction. We note that the knapsack constraint is in place as follows:∑
j

cj
∑
k

Nk,j(T ) ≤ B.

Let (s⋆,σ, c) be given and fixed, as we aim for an instance-wise lower bound. The following proposition, whose proof is
deferred to Appendix E, provides the desired construction of hypotheses while satisfying the necessary properties:
Proposition C.1. There exists a family of probability measures Ps⋆+∆ = (Ps⋆+∆,k,j)k,j indexed by perturbation ∆ =

(∆k)k∈[K] with ∆k ≤ Rk

4 that satisfies the following: for each (k, j) ∈ [K]× [J ],

(i) E[Ps⋆+∆,k,j ] = s⋆k +∆k, Var[Ps⋆+∆,k,j ] = σ2
k,j , and supp(Ps⋆+∆,k,j) ⊆ [0, R],

(ii) DKL (Ps⋆,k,j ,Ps⋆+∆,k,j) ∨DKL (Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆,k,j) ≤ C1
∆2

k

σ2
k,j

, and

(iii) DKL (Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆−∆,k,j) ∨DKL (Ps⋆−∆,k,j ,Ps⋆+∆,k,j) ≤ C2
∆2

k

σ2
k,j

.

where C1, C2 > 0 are absolute constants.

The construction is rather tedious as it is based on appropriate family of beta distributions (which ensures boundedness)
while making sure that the variance remains invariant across perturbations, and we need to make sure that the KL-divergence
is quadratically bounded as above. (Without the boundedness assumption, one can simply utilize location family of
Gaussian distributions.) For this high-probability lower bound proof, we will primarily utilize (i) and (ii), and later for the
in-expectation lower bound, we will utilize (ii) and (iii).

We consider the canonical bandit model (See Lattimore & Szepesvári (2020, Section 4.6)) over the observations, and let Ps⋆

and Ps≜s⋆+∆ be the two probability measures induced by the true and alternate instance, respectively. The adversary’s
choice of perturbation ∆ will be optimized for later.

KL-Divergence Decomposition. By the Divergence Decomposition Lemma (Lattimore & Szepesvári, 2020, Lemma
15.1), the KL divergence between the probability measures Ps⋆ and Ps is given by

DKL(Ps⋆ ,Ps) =
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

EA
s⋆ [Nk,j(T )]DKL (Ps⋆,k,j ,Ps,k,j)

≤ C1

∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

EA
s⋆ [Nk,j(T )]

σ2
k,j︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜wk

(sk − s⋆k)
2. (Proposition C.1 (ii))

We first take the infimum over all s with ∥s− s⋆∥p > 2εp satisfying ∆k = sk − s⋆k ≤ Rk

4 to optimize the RHS w.r.t. hard
instances. This is characterized in the next lemma, whose proof is deferred to Appendix C.1:

6This is somewhat reminiscent of Birgé’s refinement of Fano’s inequality (Gerchinovitz et al., 2020; Tsybakov, 2009).
7Even though the algorithm is batched, one could view it as sequentially observing i.i.d. samples. Note that this includes adaptive

algorithms.
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Lemma C.2. Let wk > 0 and s⋆ ∈ RK be fixed. Let s = (sk)k∈[K] ∈ RK be an optimal solution of the following
constrained optimization:

V ⋆ = min
s∈RK

∑
k

wk(sk − s⋆k)
2, subj. to ∥s− s⋆∥p ≥ 2εp.

Then,

1. Case I. 1 ≤ p < 2:

sk = s⋆k + 2εp
w

− 1
2−p

k(∑
k w

− p
2−p

k

) 1
p

, V ⋆ =
4ε2p(∑

k w
− p

2−p

k

) 2−p
p

.

2. Case II. p ≥ 2: denoting k⋆ ∈ argmink wk,

s = s⋆ + 2εpek⋆ , V ⋆ = 4ε2pmin
k
wk.

In both cases, note that as εp ≤ mink Rk

8 (as given in the theorem statement), s satisfies s ∈ [0, R]K and leads to a
valid probability distribution.

Optimal Hard Instances. Now the idea is to construct a set of optimal hard instances and utilize the Bernoulli KL-variant
of the data processing inequality (Garivier et al., 2019, Lemma 1), which we recall here:

Lemma C.3 (Data Processing Inequality; Lemma 1 of (Garivier et al., 2019)). Consider a measurable space (Γ,G)
equipped with two probability measure P1 and P2. Then, we have that

DKL(P1,P2) ≥ sup
Z

kl(E1[Z],E2[Z]),

where supZ is over all possible G-measurable random variable Z : Ω → [0, 1].

We divide into two cases:

Case I. 1 ≤ p < 2. In this case, we consider a single hard instance as in Case I of Lemma C.2. By construction, we then
have that ∥s− s⋆∥p = 2εp.

Define an event E ≜
{
∥ŝ− s∥p ≤ εp

}
. We first show that Ps⋆(E) < δ. To do so, suppose that E is true. Then,

2εp = ∥s− s⋆∥p
(i)

≤ ∥s− ŝ∥p + ∥ŝ− s⋆∥p
(ii)
< εp + ∥ŝ− s⋆∥p =⇒ ∥ŝ− s⋆∥p > εp,

where (i) follows from triangle inequality and (ii) from the fact that E holds. But, as A is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient,
∥ŝ− s⋆∥p > εp holds with probability at most δ under Ps⋆ .

We then apply the data processing inequality (Lemma C.3) as follows:

DKL(Ps⋆ ,Ps) ≥ kl (Ps⋆(E),Ps(E))
(∗)
≥ kl (δ, 1− δ) = kl(1− δ, δ),

where (∗) follows from the monotonicity of kl(·, ·)8, combined with the facts that Ps(E) ≥ 1 − δ (A is (B, δ)-budget
efficient with error rate εp) and Ps⋆(E) ≤ δ as shown above.

Thus, we are left with

C1

∑
k,j

EA
s⋆ [Nk,j(T )]

(sk − s⋆k)
2

σ2
k,j

≥ kl (1− δ, δ) .

8q 7→ kl(p, q) is increasing in [p, 1], and p 7→ kl(p, q) is decreasing in [0, 1/2] when q ≥ 1/2.
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We take the supremum over all (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient algorithms A’s, which is equivalent to taking a supremum over all
possible allocations {Nk,j}k,j satisfying the knapsack constraint

∑
k,j Nk,jcj ≤ B. Applying Lemma C.2 and rearranging

for εp, we obtain:

ε2p ≥
kl(1− δ, δ)

4C1
min

{Nk,j}:
∑

k,j Nk,jcj≤B

∑
k

 J∑
j=1

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

− p
2−p


2−p
p

(∗∗)
≥ kl(1− δ, δ)

4C1B

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
2

 2
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=A∗

2p
2−p

(σ,c)

,

where (∗∗) follows from similar reasoning as in Appendix A.2.

Case II. p ≥ 2. In this case, we consider the following set of K hard instances:{
s(k) ≜ s⋆ + 2εpek : k ∈ [K]

}
,

which satisfies DKL(Ps⋆ ,Ps(k)) ≤ 4C1ε
2
pwk for k ∈ [K].

For each k ∈ [K], define R(k) as the event that the algorithm A outputs ŝ that is εp-close to s(k):

R(k) :=

{∥∥∥ŝ− s(k)
∥∥∥
p
≤ εp

}
,

and define the null event
R(0) :=

{
∥ŝ− s⋆∥p ≤ εp

}
.

Then, we have that R(k) ∩R(k′) = ∅ for k ̸= k′ as∥∥∥s(k) − s⋆
∥∥∥
p
= 2εp,

∥∥∥s(k) − s(k
′)
∥∥∥
p
= 21+

1
p εp > 2εp,

where the last inequality holds as p ≥ 2, Let p(k) := Ps⋆(R(k)) be the (error) probability that A outputs ŝ that is closest to
s(k).

As A is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient, we have that∑
k∈[K]

p(k) ≤ 1− Ps⋆(R(0)) ≤ δ, Ps(k)(R(k)) ≥ 1− δ.

Then by applying the data processing inequality (Lemma C.3) per k, we have

4C1ε
2
p

∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)wk ≥

∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)DKL(Ps⋆ ,Ps(k))

≥
∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)kl(Ps⋆(R

(k)),Ps(k)(R(k)))

(∗)
≥
∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)kl(p

(k), 1− δ),

where (∗) follows from the monotonicity of kl(·, ·).

Also note that due to the knapsack constraint, recalling the definition of wk,∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)wk =

∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

EA
s⋆ [Nk,j(T )]cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

σ2
k,j
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=
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

EA
s⋆ [cjNk,j(T )]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)

cjσ2
k,j

≤
∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

EA
s⋆ [cjNk,j(T )] ≤ B.

Combining everything, we then have

ε2p ≥
1

4C1B

∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)kl(p

(k), 1− δ).

As the last step of the lower bound proof valid for any (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient algorithm, we must find the infimum of
this lower bound over all valid algorithms. This reduces to finding the distribution of error probabilities {p(k)}k∈[K] that
minimizes the right-hand side, subject to the algorithm’s success constraints. Specifically, we solve the following convex
optimization:

V ∗ := min
{p(k)}k∈[K]

∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)kl(p

(k), 1− δ), subj. to
∑
k∈[K]

p(k) ≤ δ, 0 ≤ p(k) ≤ 1. (3)

Although a closed-form solution cannot be found, we show in Appendix C.2 that a tractable lower bound is available as
follows: when δ ≤ e−2,

V ∗ ≥
(
1

2
− 1

e2

) ∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=A∗
∞(σ,c)

log
1

δ
.

Combining everything and redefining C ′
1, we arrive at

ε2p ≥
(
1

2
− 1

e2

)
log 1

δ

4C1B
A∗

∞(σ, c).

Remark 1 (Implicit Inter-Query Allocation for p ≥ 2). Unlike the proof for 1 ≤ p < 2, the high-probability lower bound for
p ≥ 2 does not immediately yield a closed-form optimal allocation across queries. The tightness of the knapsack inequality
does dictate the intra-query strategy: an optimal algorithm must allocate its budget exclusively to the most cost-efficient
judge, setting Nk,j(T ) = 0 for all j ̸= j∗(k). However, the inter-query allocation remains implicit. Because the final bound
is obtained by solving a convex optimization over the algorithm’s error distribution over hard instances rather than its
physical budget variables, the specific budget fraction allocated to each k is not explicitly resolved here. We will formally
recover the closed-form optimal allocation across all p ≥ 1 in the subsequent in-expectation lower bound.

C.1. Proof of Lemma C.2: Optimal Hard Instance

For notational simplicity, let x := s− s⋆. By the symmetry of the objective function and the constraint, we can assume
without loss of generality that xk ≥ 0 for all k ∈ [K]. Then our optimization becomes:

V ⋆ = min
x∈RK

≥0

{
F (x) ≜

∑
k

wkx
2
k

}
, subj. to

∑
k

xpk ≥ (2εp)
p.

As F (·) is strictly increasing in ∥x∥p, the minimum is necessarily obtained on the boundary of the constraint, i.e., where∑
k x

p
k = (2εp)

p.

We introduce a (bijective) change of variables yk = xpk for yk ≥ 0, which maps the non-convex Lp exterior into a standard
linear simplex (a convex set). Thus, our optimization becomes:

V ⋆ = min
y∈RK

≥0

{
F̃ (y) ≜

∑
k

wky
2
p

k

}
, subj. to

∑
k

yk = (2εp)
p.

Note that the geometric properties of this optimization, and thus the nature of the optimal solution, depend entirely on the
curvature of F̃ (y), which bifurcates at p = 2.
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Case I: 1 ≤ p < 2. In this regime, as the exponent of F̃ (·) satisfies 2
p > 1, F̃ (y) is a strictly convex function. Minimizing a

strictly convex function subject to a linear equality and non-negativity constraints (which trivially satisfies Slater’s condition)
guarantees that strong duality holds (Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004, Section 5.2.3).

We thus introduce Lagrangian multiplier vectors λ ∈ RK≥0 and ν ∈ R, and the corresponding Lagrangian

L(y,λ, ν) := F̃ (y)− λ⊤y + ν
(
1⊤y − (2εp)

p
)
.

The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) stationarity condition with respect to yk requires:

∂L
∂yk

=
2

p
wky

2−p
p

k − λk + ν = 0.

First, we establish that ν must be strictly negative. Because the primal constraint requires
∑
k yk = (2εp)

p > 0, there must
be at least one index i where yi > 0. By complementary slackness, the corresponding dual variable is λi = 0, which implies

that ν = − 2
pwiy

2−p
p

i . As wi > 0, yi > 0, and for 1 ≤ p < 2 the exponent 2−p
p > 0, it follows that ν < 0.

Next, we prove that the solution must be strictly interior (i.e., yk > 0 for all k). Assume for contradiction that there exists
some index j such that yj = 0. Because 2−p

p > 0, the j-th stationarity condition becomes

0− λj + ν = 0 =⇒ λj = ν < 0,

a contradiction, i.e., any solution must be strictly interior. Again, by complementary slackness, we then must have that
λk = 0 for all k, which implies that

yk =

(
−pν
2wk

) p
2−p

, ∀k ∈ [K].

Denoting C := (−pν
2 )

p
2−p > 0, we can rewrite the solution as yk = C · w− p

2−p

k . To determine the constant C, we apply the
primal equality constraint

∑
k yk = (2εp)

p:

∑
k

C · w− p
2−p

k = (2εp)
p =⇒ C =

(2εp)
p∑

k w
− p

2−p

k

.

Substituting C back into our expression for yk yields the optimal coordinates in the transformed space:

y⋆k = (2εp)
p w

− p
2−p

k∑
i w

− p
2−p

i

.

Converting back to our original variables via x⋆k = (y⋆k)
1
p , we recover the dense allocation:

x⋆k = 2εp
w

− 1
2−p

k(∑
i w

− p
2−p

i

) 1
p

.

Finally, we substitute x⋆k into the original objective F (x) to find the minimum value V ⋆:

V ⋆ =
∑
k

wk(x
⋆
k)

2 = 4ε2p
∑
k

wk
w

− 2
2−p

k(∑
i w

− p
2−p

i

) 2
p

= 4ε2p

∑
k w

− p
2−p

k(∑
i w

− p
2−p

i

) 2
p

=
4ε2p(∑

k w
− p

2−p

k

) 2−p
p

.

Restoring back to s⋆ as s⋆k = s′k ± x⋆k yields Case I.
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Case II: p ≥ 2. In this regime, as the exponent of F̃ (·) satisfies 2
p ≤ 1, F̃ (y) is a concave function (strictly concave if

p > 2). Also note that the domain Y is a simplex defined as follows:

Y := conv ({(2εp)pe1, · · · , (2εp)peK}) , Ext(Y) = {(2εp)pe1, · · · , (2εp)peK} .

Bauer’s maximum principle (Bauer, 1958) then states that miny∈Y F̃ (y) is attained at at least one extreme point of Y .

At each vertex (2εp)
pek, we have that

F̃ ((2εp)
pek) = wk ((2εp)

p)
2
p = 4ε2pwk.

To find the global minimum across all vertices, we simply choose the index that minimizes the RHS, i.e., the minimum is
obtained at k⋆ ∈ argmink wk. Converting back to x, the optimal solution is the following 1-sparse vector:

x⋆ = 2εpek⋆ , V ⋆ = 4ε2pmin
k
wk.

Restoring back to s⋆ as s⋆k = s′k ± x⋆k yields Case II.

C.2. Lower Bound for Eqn. (3): Infimum over Algorithms when p ≥ 2

For notational convenience, let us denote gk := cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k) ≥ 0 for each k ∈ [K], and G :=

∑
k∈[K] gk = A∗

∞(σ, c).
With this, let us recall Eqn. (3):

V ∗ = min
{p(k)}

∑
k∈[K]

gkkl(p
(k), 1− δ), subj. to

∑
k∈[K]

p(k) ≤ δ, 0 ≤ p(k) ≤ 1.

Invoking the well-known lower bound of Bernoulli KL (Garivier et al., 2019, Eqn. (11)), we have that for any feasible
{p(k)}k∈[K], ∑

k∈[K]

gkkl(p
(k), 1− δ) ≥

∑
k∈[K]

gk

[
(1− p(k)) log

1

δ
− log 2

]

=

G−
∑
k∈[K]

gkp
(k)

 log
1

δ
−G log 2

≥

G−
(
max
k

gk

) ∑
k∈[K]

p(k)

 log
1

δ
−G log 2

≥ (G−Gδ) log
1

δ
−G log 2 ({p(k)}k∈[K] is feasible)

= G

[
(1− δ) log

1

δ
− log 2

]
.

Lastly, if δ ≤ e−2, then we further have that

V ∗ ≥ G

[
(1− e−2)− 1

2

]
log

1

δ
= G

(
1

2
− 1

e2

)
log

1

δ
.
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D. Proof of Theorem 5.2: In-Expectation Lower Bounds

By Yao’s minimax principle (Yao, 1977), for any prior µ over
{
s : ∥s− s⋆∥p ≤ ξ(B)

}
,

inf
ŝ

sup
s:∥s−s⋆∥p≤ξ(B)

Eŝ
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥p

]
≥ inf

ŝ
Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥p

]
,

and analogously for Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p

. We will thus lower bound the RHS (Bayes error) with an appropriate choice of µ.

For both in-expectation lower bounds, we utilize the Assouad’s lemma (Assouad, 1983; Yu, 1997)9 combined with the
Bretagnolle-Huber inequality (Bretagnolle & Huber, 1979), which we recall here:

Lemma D.1 (Assouad’s lemma). Let FK = {−1, 1}K be the hypercube, {Pv : v ∈ FK} be a family of 2K probability
measures indexed by v ∈ FK , and wk > 0 be some fixed weights. Then, for any estimator v̂ ∈ Fv ,

Ev∼Unif(FK)

 ∑
k∈[K]

wk1[v̂k ̸= vk]

 ≥ 1

4

∑
k∈[K]

wke
−min{DKL(P̄+,k,P̄−,k),DKL(P̄−,k,P̄+,k)},

where P̄i,k := 1
2K−1

∑
v∈FK :vk=i

Pv for i ∈ {−,+} is the marginal distribution for vk = i.

Throughout, we denote Ev = Ev∼Unif(FK).

Construction. Suppose that (c,σ) is given and fixed, and let s⋆ ∈ RK be a given score vector. To apply Assouad’s
lemma, we define the prior µ over the score vectors as the uniform distribution over the following hypercube:

µ = Unif
({

s(v) ≜ s⋆ + v ⊙∆ : v ∈ {−1,+1}K
})

,

where ∆ := (∆1, . . . ,∆K) ∈ RK≥0 is chosen a-priori as described for each lower bound.

We utilize the same construction as in Proposition C.1, with Rk := min{s⋆k, R − s⋆k} > 0, maxj σ
2
k,j ≤ R2

k/2, and
∆k ≤ Rk/2. We set Pv = Ps⋆+v⊙∆.

We, again, consider the canonical bandit model (Lattimore & Szepesvári, 2020, Section 4.6) over the observations, as the
estimator may be adaptive. Then, the following lemma, whose proof is provided in Appendix D.3, rigorously establishes the
adaptive extension of the Assouad’s lemma:

Lemma D.2. With Pv’s as defined and N̄k,j being the number of times (k, j) has been sampled, averaged over
v ∼ Unif(FK), we have that

min
{
DKL(P̄+,k, P̄−,k), DKL(P̄−,k, P̄+,k)

}
≤ C2

∑
j∈[J]

N̄k,j∆
2
k

σ2
k,j

,

satisfying
∑
k,j N̄k,jcj ≤ B.

From hereon and forth, we will denote Vk :=
∑
j∈[J]

N̄k,j

σ2
k,j
, which is an algorithm-dependent quantity.

9This is derived by applying the Le Cam’s Two-Point Method (Le Cam, 1973) coordinate-wise to the hypercube: see Yu (1997) and
Tsybakov (2009, Chapter 2) for more detailed discussions.
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D.1. Lower Bound for Expected ℓp-Error

We first describe our a-priori choice of ∆:

∆k =
1

4
√
V ⋆k

, V ⋆k :=
B
(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

)− 2
p+2

∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

.

Then it is easy to check that ∥∆∥p =
1
4

√
A∗

p(σ,c)

B = ξ(B). Also, we have that ∆k ≤ Rk

2 for all k’s if

B ≥

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2

 max
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) 2
p+2

4R2
k

,

as given in the statement.

Here, as Ev

[
∥ŝ− s(v)∥p

]
is not coordinate-wise decomposable, we cannot directly utilize Assouad’s lemma

(Lemma D.1).10 Instead, we utilize a concavity argument as follows.

Let S :=
∑
k∈[K] ∆

p
k1[v̂k ̸= vk] be a random variable such that S ≤ ∥∆∥pp. By Assouad’s lemma (Lemma D.1), its

expectation is bounded as follows:

E[S] = Ev

 ∑
k∈[K]

∆p
k1[v̂k ̸= vk]

 ≥ 1

4

∑
k∈[K]

∆p
k exp

(
−C2∆

2
kVk
)

=
1

4
∥∆∥pp

∑
k∈[K]

∆p
k∑

k∆
p
k

exp
(
−C2∆

2
kVk
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(∗)

.

Note that from our choice of ∆k’s,

qk :=
∆p
k∑

k∆
p
k

=
(V ⋆k )

−p/2∑
k(V

⋆
k )

−p/2 , ∆2
kVk =

1

16

Vk
V ⋆k

.

One important observation is that

∑
k∈[K]

qk
Vk
V ⋆k

=
1

B

∑
k∈[K]

cj∗(k)σ
2
k,j∗(k)Vk (Direct computation)

=
1

B

∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

N̄k,j
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

σ2
k,j

≤ 1

B

∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

N̄k,jcj ≤ 1.

By Jensen’s inequality, we have that

(∗) ≥ exp

−C2

16

∑
k∈[K]

qk
Vk
V ⋆k

 ≥ exp

(
−C2

16

)
.

10Keen readers may wonder if Jensen’s inequality may do the trick, but then would probably despair after finding out that the direction
is not as we want.
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Now, we present the concavity argumnt. For p ≥ 1, the function x 7→ x
1
p is concave on [0,∞) and f(0) = 0, i.e.,

geometrically,11 we have that for any S ∈ [0, Smax],

S
1
p ≥ S

1
p
max − 0

1
p

Smax − 0
S = S

1
p−1
max S.

Plugging in Smax = ∥∆∥pp, we have that

Ev

[
∥ŝ− s(v)∥p

]
= E

[
S

1
p

]
≥ ∥∆∥1−pp E[S] ≥

exp
(
−C2

16

)
4

∥∆∥p =
exp

(
−C2

16

)
16︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜C3

√
A∗
p(σ, c)

B
.

D.2. Lower Bound for p-th Moment of the Error

Here, we choose ∆ slightly differently as ∆k =
√
p

4
√
V ⋆
k

instead of ∆k = 1

4
√
V ⋆
k

, with the same V ⋆k as previous. This satisfies

∥∆∥p =
1
4

√
pA∗

p(σ,c)

B =
√
pξ(B). Under the given assumption on B, we also have that ∆k ≤ Rk

2 .

Let ŝ be any estimator, and let us denote v̂k := sign(ŝk − s⋆k). Then we first relate the absolute error of ŝk to (s(v))k with
the sign-error as follows:

Lemma D.3. |ŝk − (s(v))k| ≥ ∆k1[v̂k ̸= vk] for any k ∈ [K] and v ∈ FK .

Proof. W.l.o.g. suppose that vk = +1 If v̂k = vk = +1, then the bound trivially holds, and thus suppose that v̂k = −1 ̸= vk.
Then,

|ŝk − s(v)| = |(ŝk − s⋆k)−∆k| = −(ŝk − s⋆k) + ∆k ≥ ∆k.

As Ev

[
∥ŝ− s(v)∥pp

]
is coordinate-wise decomposable, applying Lemmas D.1 and D.3 and similar Jensen argument as

previous, we have that

Ev

[
∥ŝ− s(v)∥pp

]
≥ Ev

 ∑
k∈[K]

∆p
k1[v̂k ̸= vk]

 ≥ 1

4
∥∆∥pp exp

(
−C2p

16

)

=
exp

(
−C2p

16

)
41+p

(
pA∗

p(σ, c)

B

) p
2

Taking the 1/p-th power on both sides, we have that

Ev

[
∥ŝ− s(v)∥pp

]1/p
≥

exp
(
−C2

16

)
41+

1
p︸ ︷︷ ︸

=4
1− 1

pC3

√
pA∗

p(σ, c)

B
,

and we are done.

D.3. Proof of Lemma D.2: Adaptive Extension of Assouad’s Lemma

For u ∈ FK−1 and i ∈ {−,+}, let us denote P(i,u),k as the probability measure indexed by v defined as vk = i and
v−k = u. Also, let Pi,k,j be the probability measure for observations of (k, j) when vk = i.

11For concave functions, any secant line lies below the function.
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By the joint convexity of KL and the Divergence Decomposition Lemma (Lattimore & Szepesvári, 2020, Lemma 15.1), we
have that

DKL(P̄+,k, P̄−,k) ≤
1

2K−1

∑
u∈FK−1

DKL(P(+,u),k,P(−,u),k)

=
∑
j∈[J]

1

2K−1

∑
u∈FK−1

E(+,u),k[Nk,j ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜N̄+,k,j

DKL(P+,k,j ,P−,k,j)

≤ C2

∑
j∈[J]

N̄+,k,j
∆2
k

σ2
k,j

(Proposition C.1)

and similarly,

DKL(P̄−,k, P̄+,k) ≤ C2

∑
j∈[J]

N̄−,k,j
∆2
k

σ2
k,j

.

Thus,

min
{
DKL(P̄+,k, P̄−,k), DKL(P̄−,k, P̄+,k)

}
≤ 1

2

{
DKL(P̄+,k, P̄−,k) +DKL(P̄−,k, P̄+,k)

}
≤ C2∆

2
k

∑
j∈[J]

N̄+,k,j + N̄−,k,j

2

1

σ2
k,j

.

Note that
N̄+,k,j + N̄−,k,j

2
= 2−K

∑
v∈FK

Ev[Nk,j ] = N̄k,j ,

which satisfies the budget constraint

∑
k,j

N̄k,jcj = 2−K
∑

v∈FK

Ev

∑
k,j

Nk,jcj

 ≤ B.
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E. Proof of Proposition C.1: Construction of Beta Distributions
E.1. Preliminaries and Construction

Beta Distribution. For given α, β > 0, the probability density of X ∼ Beta(α, β) is given as

fX(x;α, β) =
1

B(α, β)
xα−1(1− x)β−1, x ∈ [0, 1],

where B(α, β) = Γ(α)Γ(β)
Γ(α+β) is the beta function, and Γ(·) is the gamma function. We note that its mean and variance are

characterized in closed-form as follows:

E[X] =
α

α+ β
, Var[X] =

αβ

(α+ β)2(α+ β + 1)
.

Construction. Recall that Rk = min{s⋆k, R − s⋆k}. Let s⋆,∆ ∈ RK be given, with ∆k ≤ Rk/4. Then, for each
s = s⋆ +∆, we define the probability measure Ps = (Ps,k)k∈[K] as follows. For each k, define

qk,j :=
σ2
k,j

4R2
k

, dk(∆) :=
∆k

2Rk
,

and define

αk(∆) :=
1− 4dk(∆)2 − 4qk,j

8qk,j
(1 + 2dk(∆)), βk(∆) :=

1− 4dk(∆)2 − 4qk,j
8qk,j

(1− 2dk(∆)).

Note that under the assumptions that ∆k ≤ Rk/4 and maxj σ
2
k,j ≤ R2

k/2, we have that αk(∆), βk(∆) > 0, and thus, the
beta distribution Yk(∆) ∼ Beta(αk(∆), βk(∆)) is well-defined. With this, Ps,k is defined as the measure of the random
variable Xk(∆) := s⋆k −Rk + 2RkYk(∆). One can immediately verify that Xk(∆) ∈ [s⋆k −Rk, s

⋆
k +Rk] ⊆ [0, R].

E.2. Proof of (i): Shifted Mean, Same Variance

Mean. By direct computation,

E[Yk(∆)] =
αk(∆)

αk(∆) + βk(∆)
=

1

1 + βk(∆)
αk(∆)

=
1

1 +
1−∆k

Rk

1+
∆k
Rk

=
∆k +Rk

2Rk
,

and thus,
E[Xk(∆)] = s⋆k −Rk + 2RkE[Yk(∆)] = s⋆k +∆k.

Variance. By direct computation,

Var[Yk(∆)] =
αk(∆)βk(∆)

(αk(∆) + βk(∆))2(αk(∆) + βk(∆) + 1)

=

((
1 +

βk(∆)

αk(∆)

)(
1 +

αk(∆)

βk(∆)

)
(1 + αk(∆) + βk(∆))

)−1

=

((
2Rk

Rk +∆k

)(
2Rk

Rk −∆k

)(
1− 4dk(∆)2

4qk,j

))−1

=
R2
k −∆2

k

4R2
k

σ2
k,j

R2
k

1− ∆2
k

R2
k

=
σ2
k,j

4R2
,

and thus,
Var[Xk(∆)] = 4R2

kVar[Yk(∆)] = σ2
k,j .
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E.3. Proof of (ii): KL of True(Null) and Perturbed Models

Because the KL divergence is invariant under affine transformations, it suffices to compute the KL divergence between the
standard beta distributions Yk(∆) and Yk(0):

DKL (Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆,k,j) = DKL (Beta(αk(∆), βk(∆)) ∥ Beta(αk(0), βk(0))) .

To simplify notation, let q := qk,j =
σ2
k,j

4R2
k

and d := dk(∆) = ∆k

2Rk
. Recall our structural assumptions: ∆k ≤ Rk/4, which

implies |d| ≤ 1/8, and maxj σ
2
k,j ≤ R2

k/2, which implies q ≤ 1/8. The parameters for the alternate and true models
respectively are θ(d) := (α(d), β(d)) and θ(0) := (α(0), β(0)), defined as:

α(d) =
1− 4d2 − 4q

8q
(1 + 2d), β(d) =

1− 4d2 − 4q

8q
(1− 2d).

Step 1: Uniform Lower Bound on the Parameter Space. We first establish that the parameters are strictly bounded
away from zero. Using |d| ≤ 1/8 and q ≤ 1/8, we can lower bound the common term:

1− 4d2 − 4q ≥ 1− 4

(
1

64

)
− 4

(
1

8

)
= 1− 1

16
− 1

2
=

7

16
.

Similarly, (1± 2d) ≥ 1− 2(1/8) = 3
4 . Thus, both α(d) and β(d) are uniformly lower bounded by:

α(d), β(d) ≥ 7/16

8q

(
3

4

)
=

21

512q
≜
Cmin

q
,

where Cmin = 21
512 . This lower bound identically holds for the null parameters θ(0).

Step 2: Bounding the Parameter Perturbation. Next, we bound the squared Euclidean distance between the parameters
θ(d) and θ(0) as a function of the shift d:

α(d)− α(0) =
(1− 4d2 − 4q)(1 + 2d)− (1− 4q)

8q

=
1 + 2d− 4d2 − 8d3 − 4q − 8dq − 1 + 4q

8q

=
2d− 4d2 − 8d3 − 8dq

8q

=
d

4q
(1− 2d− 4d2 − 4q).

Applying the absolute bounds |d| ≤ 1/8 and q ≤ 1/8 to the polynomial term yields:

|1− 2d− 4d2 − 4q| ≤ 1 + 2|d|+ 4d2 + 4q ≤ 1 +
1

4
+

1

16
+

1

2
=

29

16
.

Therefore, |α(d)− α(0)| ≤ 29
64

|d|
q . By identical algebraic steps, |β(d)− β(0)| ≤ 29

64
|d|
q , and thus, the squared Euclidean

distance is thus strictly bounded by:

∥θ(d)− θ(0)∥22 ≤ 2

(
29

64

)2
d2

q2
=

841

2048

d2

q2
.

Step 3: Exact KL via Bregman Divergence. The Beta distribution forms an exponential family, meaning the KL
divergence between two Beta distributions can be written exactly as the Bregman divergence on their log-partition function
m(α, β) ≜ logB(α, β) (Wainwright & Jordan, 2008). By Taylor’s theorem, there exists some intermediate parameter
θ̃ = (α̃, β̃) lying on the line segment between θ(d) and θ(0) such that:

DKL(Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆,k,j) =
1

2
(θ(d)− θ(0))⊤I(θ̃)(θ(d)− θ(0)),
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where I(θ̃) = ∇2A(θ̃) is the Fisher Information Matrix (FIM) evaluated at θ̃ (Amari, 2016). The elements of the FIM for
the Beta distribution are given by the trigamma function ψ1(z) :=

d2

dz2 log Γ(z):

I(α, β) =

(
ψ1(α)− ψ1(α+ β) −ψ1(α+ β)

−ψ1(α+ β) ψ1(β)− ψ1(α+ β)

)
.

For any vector v = (v1, v2)
⊤, the quadratic form is v21ψ1(α) + v22ψ1(β) − (v1 + v2)

2ψ1(α + β). Since ψ1(z) > 0 for
all z > 0, the subtracted term is strictly negative, allowing us to upper-bound the quadratic form strictly by its diagonal
elements:

v⊤I(α, β)v ≤ v21ψ1(α) + v22ψ1(β) ≤ ∥v∥22 max(ψ1(α), ψ1(β)).

Step 4: Trigamma Asymptotics and Final Assembly. We use the standard uniform upper bound for the trigamma
function: ψ1(z) ≤ 1

z +
1
z2 for z > 0. Because θ̃ lies on the convex line segment between θ(d) and θ(0), and both endpoints

are uniformly lower-bounded by Cmin/q, it must be that α̃, β̃ ≥ Cmin/q. Thus,

max(ψ1(α̃), ψ1(β̃)) ≤
q

Cmin
+

q2

C2
min

= q

(
1

Cmin
+

q

C2
min

)
.

Since q ≤ 1/8 and Cmin = 21
512 , we can numerically upper bound the term in the parenthesis:

1

Cmin
+

q

C2
min

≤ 512

21
+

1/8

(21/512)2
=

512

21
+

32768

441
=

43520

441
≜ Cψ.

Substituting this maximum eigenvalue bound back into the Bregman divergence yields:

DKL(Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆,k,j) ≤
1

2
∥θ(d)− θ(0)∥22 max(ψ1(α̃), ψ1(β̃))

≤ 1

2

(
841

2048

d2

q2

)
(Cψq) =

841 · 43520
4096 · 441

d2

q
=

71485

3528

d2

q
.

Finally, mapping back to the original parameterization d2 =
∆2

k

4R2
k

and q =
σ2
k,j

4R2
k

, the 4R2
k denominators cancel out to yield

the desired bound:

DKL(Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆,k,j) ≤
71485

3528︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜C1

∆2
k

σ2
k,j

.

E.4. Proof of (iii): KL of Two “Adjacent” Perturbed Models

Similarly, it suffices to bound

DKL (Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆−∆,k,j) = DKL (Beta(αk(d), βk(d)) ∥ Beta(αk(−d), βk(−d))) .

First, we evaluate the squared Euclidean perturbation between the endpoints θ(d) and θ(−d):

α(d)− α(−d) = 1− 4d2 − 4q

8q
[(1 + 2d)− (1− 2d)] =

1− 4d2 − 4q

2

d

q
.

Since d2 ≥ 0 and q ≥ 0, we unconditionally have 1− 4d2 − 4q ≤ 1. Therefore, |α(d)− α(−d)| ≤ 1
2
|d|
q . By symmetry, the

exact same bound applies to |β(d)− β(−d)|, and thus, we have that

∥θ(d)− θ(−d)∥22 ≤ 2

(
1

2

)2
d2

q2
=

1

2

d2

q2
.

Following the exact same Bregman divergence formulation from Step 3 above, there exists an intermediate point θ̂ on the
line segment connecting θ(−d) and θ(d). By the convexity of the parameter space and the symmetry of our construction,
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the endpoints θ(−d) and θ(d) both identically satisfy the lower bound Cmin/q derived in Step 1. Thus, the entire line
segment, and consequently θ̂, also satisfies this uniform lower bound.

As a result, the maximum eigenvalue bound of the Fisher Information Matrix remains max(ψ1(α̂), ψ1(β̂)) ≤ Cψq, utilizing
the identical constant Cψ = 43520

441 . Substituting this into the Bregman divergence quadratic form yields:

DKL(Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆−∆,k,j) ≤
1

2
∥θ(d)− θ(−d)∥22 max(ψ1(α̂), ψ1(β̂))

≤ 1

2

(
1

2

d2

q2

)
(Cψq) =

Cψ
4

d2

q
=

10880

441

d2

q
.

Mapping back to the original parameterization d2/q = ∆2
k/σ

2
k,j , we obtain the non-asymptotic adjacent pair bound:

DKL(Ps⋆+∆,k,j ,Ps⋆−∆,k,j) ≤
10880

441︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜C2

∆2
k

σ2
k,j

.
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F. Gaussian Scores
In this Appendix, we elaborate on how our results generalize to the case when the scores are Gaussian:

Assumption 1 (Gaussian Scores). If the learner queries k ∈ [K] to a judge j ∈ [J ], she observes a noisy score
s̃ ∼ sk + εk,j , where εk,j ∼ N (0, σ2

k,j).

This then allows us to utilize the following standard Gaussian tail bound:

Lemma F.1. For Z ∼ N (0, σ2), P (|Z| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp
(
−t2/(2σ2)

)
.

For clarity, we recall the inverse-variance weighted estimator:

Inverse-Variance Weighted Estimator (IVWE)

Input: An allocation (Nk,j)k,j ∈ NK×J
0 , variance profile σ = (σk,j)k,j ∈ RK×J

>0

1. For each (k, j), compute ŝk,j := 1
Nk,j

∑Nk,j

i=1 s
(i)
k,j , if Nk,j ≥ 1; else, set ŝk,j = 0;

2. Aggregate the estimators per k as follows:

ŝk :=

 J∑
j=1

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

−1
J∑
j=1

Nk,j ŝk,j
σ2
k,j

.

Output: ŝ := (ŝk)k∈[K]

F.1. Upper Bounds

Known Variances. First, when the variances are known, we have the following error bound:

Proposition F.2. Let p ∈ [1,∞], B ∈ R>0 be a total budget, and δ ∈ (0, 1) be a target confidence level. Also, let (Nk,j)k,j
be any given allocation. Then, IVWE is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient at any (s,σ, c) ∈ [0, R]K × RK≥0 × RK≥0 with the
following error rate εp:

εp =

√
2Ap(ω;σ, c) log 2K

δ

B
,

where ω :=
(
ωk,j ≜

cjNk,j

B

)
k,j

, the allocation objective Ap(ω;σ, c) is defined the same as in Theorem 3.2. Then, with the

optimal allocation, we have εp =
√

2A∗
p(σ,c) log

2K
δ

B .

Proof Sketch. This follows from applying Lemma F.1 and taking a union bound over k ∈ [K].

Unknown Variances. Here, as we have briefly elaborated in Section 4, we can utilize the following multiplicative
concentration for the sample variance of a Gaussian:

Lemma F.3 (Eqn. (4.3) & (4.4) of Laurent & Massart (2000)). With σ̂2
k,j as in line 3 of Algorithm 2 and ϵ0 ≜ log 2KJ

δ ,

P

 σ̂2
k,j

1 + 2
√

ϵ0
N0−1 + 2ϵ0

N0−1

≤ σ2
k,j ≤

σ̂2
k,j

1− 2
√

ϵ0
N0−1

, ∀(k, j) ∈ [K]× [J ]

 ≥ 1− δ.
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Algorithm 2: Estimate-then-IVWE (Gaussian)

Input: Total budget B > 0, Cost vector c ∈ RJ+, Number of forced exploration per pair N0 > 0

// Phase I: Forced Exploration
1 for each (k, j) ∈ [K]× [J ] do
2 Pull arm (k, j) exactly N0 times and observe noisy evaluation scores

{
s
(n)
k,j

}
n∈[N0]

⊂ [a, b];

3 Compute the empirical mean and variance estimator

ŝk,j :=
1

N0

N0∑
n=1

s
(n)
k,j , σ̂2

k,j :=
1

N0 − 1

N0∑
n=1

(
ŝ
(n)
k,j − ŝk,j

)2
(4)

// Phase II: IVWE

4 Compute the optimal allocation
(
N̂∗
k,j

)
k,j

using the remaining budget B′ ≜ B −N0K
∑
j∈[J] cj , based on the

variance estimators
{
(σ̂k,j)

2
}
k,j

;

5 return IVWE with
(
N̂∗
k,j

)
k,j

as allocation and σ̂2
k,j as variance proxies;

Then we have the following error rate, whose proof is provided in Appendix G.1:

Theorem F.4 (Error Rates of Est-IVWE-Gaussian). Let p ∈ [1,∞], B ∈ R>0, and δ ∈ (0, 1). Let us set N0 =
1 +

⌈
16 log 4KJ

δ

⌉
and suppose that B ≥ N0K

∑
j∈[J] cj . Then, Est-IVWE-Gaussian is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient at

any (s,σ, c) with the following error rate εp:

εp =

√
13A∗

p(σ, c) log
4K
δ

2B
+O


√
A∗
p(σ, c)

(
log KJ

δ

) 3
2

B
3
2

 .

F.2. Minimax Lower Bounds

We first have the following very similar-looking high-probability lower bound:

Theorem F.5 (Local & High Probability Lower Bound (Gaussian)). Let p ∈ [1,∞], B > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1/2], and (s,σ, c)
be a given problem instance. Then, any algorithm that is (B, δ, ℓp)-budget efficient with an error rate of εp > 0 at any
(s′,σ, c) with ∥s′ − s∥p ≤ 2εp must satisfy the following: for some absolute constants C1, C2 > 0,

εp ≥

√
kl(1− δ, δ)

C1B
A∗

2p
2−p

(σ, c) for 1 ≤ p < 2, εp ≥

√
log 1

δ

C2B
A∗

∞(σ, c) for p ≥ 2.

Proof. The proof is almost the same as that of Theorem 5.1, except we now construct the instances via Gaussians instead of
the Beta distributions, resulting in constant-wise difference only.

Again, the high-probability lower bound fails to yield the correct allocation objective, and thus, we turn to global in-
expecation lower bounds, which involves quite different proof techniques that may be of independent interest.12 Again, the
inf ŝ is over all adaptive algorithms satisfying the budget constraint. In particular, the lower bound holds even when the
learner is given the true variance profile σ.

12One may wonder whether it is possible to utilize Assouad’s lemma (Assouad, 1983; Yu, 1997) as done in our Theorem 5.2. This is
definitely possible that leads to a similar local minimax lower bound. Here, we intend to show a completely different argument for global
minimax lower bounds.
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Theorem F.6 (Global, In-Expectation Minimax Lower Bounds). For each 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞,

inf
ŝ

sup
s∈RK

Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥p

]
≥
√

2

π

√
A∗
p(σ, c)

B
.

For 1 ≤ p <∞, we also have:

inf
ŝ

sup
s∈RK

Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p ≥ mp

√
A∗
p(σ, c)

B
,

wherea mp :=
√
2
(

Γ((p+1)/2)√
π

) 1
p

= E[|Z|p]1/p for Z ∼ N (0, 1).

aΓ(·) is the usual gamma function.

Proof Sketch. The full proof is deferred to Appendix G.2. Instead of following the standard lower bound framework (Tsy-
bakov, 2009; Yu, 1997), we heavily exploit the fact that everything is Gaussian. Specifically, this implies that the posterior
risk is minimized at the posterior mean, and everything (e.g., posterior distribution, Fisher information) is computable in
closed forms.

We show that the above is actually constant-wise tight(!) across all p’s by complementing this with a matching in-expectation
upper bound when variances are known:

Theorem F.7. When the variances are known, IVWE with optimal allocation achieves the following:

E
[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p ≤ mp

√
A∗
p(σ, c)

B
.

Proof. Recall that ŝk − sk ∼ N
(
0,
(∑J

j=1
Nk,j

σ2
k,j

)−1
)

. Thus, we have that

E
[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p

= E

 ∑
k∈[K]

|ŝk − sk|p
 1

p

≤ mp

 ∑
k∈[K]

 J∑
j=1

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

− p
2


1
p

,

where mp = E[|Z|p]1/p for Z ∼ N (0, 1) as in Theorem F.6. Then, we conclude by Theorem 3.2.

We lastly show another global lower bound for Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p

based on a completely different (and from our perspective,
slightly less well-known) technique that may be of an independent interest:

Theorem F.8. For 1 ≤ p <∞, we have:

inf
ŝ

sup
s∈RK

Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p ≥

√
2πe

CME(p)

√
A∗
p(σ, c)

B
,

where CME(p) ≜ 2e
1
pΓ(p−1)p

1
p−1 is the partition function of the Lp max-entropy distribution.

Proof Sketch. The full proof is deferred to Appendix G.3. The key technical tool is the van Trees inequality (Gill & Levit,
1995; van Trees, 1968), recently extended to Lp-norm by Chen & Özgür (2024), with cosine-squared prior (Tsybakov, 2009)
and taking a limit to uninformative prior.
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Note that when p = 2, this bound is also constant-wise optimal: m2 = 1 =
( √

2πe
CME(2)

)2
.
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G. Proofs of Theorems in Appendix F (Gaussian Scores)
G.1. Proof of Theorem F.4: Error Rate of Est-IVWE-Gaussian

Denote the lower and upper bounds on variances σ2
k,j after the exploration phase by

σ2
k,j =

σ̂2
k,j

1 + 2
√

ϵ0
n0−1 + 2ϵ0

n0−1

and σ2
k,j =

σ̂2
k,j

1− 2
√

ϵ0
n0−1

,

where ϵ0 = log 4KJ
δ . By Lemma F.3, we know that

P
(
σ2
k,j ≤ σ2

k,j ≤ σ2
k,j

)
≥ 1− δ

2
,

which we will assume to hold throughout the proof. We denote the ratio between the upper and lower bounds as κ =
σ2
k,j/σ

2
k,j , which is the same across all pairs (k, j). Since N0 = 1+

⌈
16 log 4KJ

δ

⌉
, ϵ0/(N0−1) ≤ 1

16 , we have that κ ≤ 13
4 .

Recall that Est-IVWE-Gaussian (Algorithm 2) designates an (predicted) optimal judge ĵ∗(k) ≜ argminj∈[J] cj σ̂
2
k,j for

each query k ∈ [K], then computes the optimal allocation with variance estimator σ̂2
k,j and remaining budgetB′ = B−CN0

with C := K
∑
j∈[J] cj as follows:

ω̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

=

(
cĵ∗(k)σ̂

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

∑
k′∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k′)σ̂

2
k′,ĵ∗(k′)

) p
p+2

, N̂∗
k,j =

B′ω̂∗
k,j

cj
.

Since ŝk is the sample mean of Gaussian samples, ŝk itself is also Gaussian. Thus, by Lemma F.1, we have that

P

|ŝk − sk| ≤

√√√√2σ2
k,ĵ∗(k)

log 2K
δ

N̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

, ∀k ∈ [K]

 ≥ 1− δ

2
.

Thus, by summing up p-th power of these terms over k ∈ [K] and substituting the definition of ω̂∗
k,j ,the following holds

with probability at least 1− δ:

εp ≤
√
2 log

2K

δ

 ∑
k∈[K]

N̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

σ2
k,ĵ∗(k)

− p
2


1
p

=

√
2 log 2K

δ

B′

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
ω̂k,ĵ∗(k)

cĵ∗(k)σ
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

)− p
2

 1
p

=

√
2 log 2K

δ

B′

 ∑
k∈[K]

 1

cĵ∗(k)σ
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

·

(
cĵ∗(k)σ̂

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

∑
k′∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k′)σ̂

2
k′,ĵ∗(k′)

) p
p+2


− p

2


1
p

=

√
2 log 2K

δ

B′

√√√√∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)σ̂

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
σk,ĵ∗(k)

σ̂k,ĵ∗(k)

)p (
cĵ∗(k)σ̂

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2

 1
p

≤
√√√√ 1

1− 2
√

ϵ0
N0−1

√
2 log 2K

δ

B′

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ∗(k)σ̂

2
k,ĵ∗(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
2p

,
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where the last inequality holds since σ2
k,j/σ̂

2
k,j ≤

(
1− 2

√
ϵ0

N0−1

)−1

for any (k, j) ∈ [K] × [J ] by Lemma F.3. When

p = ∞, we set p/(p+ 2) = 1 and (p+ 2)/p = 1 by convention, and the above inequality holds in that case as well:

ε∞ ≤ max
k∈[K]

√√√√2 log
2K

δ

σ2
k,ĵ∗(k)

N̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

= max
k∈[K]

√√√√2 log 2K
δ

B′

cĵ∗(k)σ
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

ω̂∗
k,ĵ∗(k)

=

√
2 log 2K

δ

B′

max
k∈[K]

√√√√σ2
k,ĵ∗(k)

σ̂2
k,ĵ∗(k)

∑
k′∈[K]

cĵ∗(k′)σ̂
2
k′,ĵ∗(k′)


≤
√√√√ 1

1− 2
√

ϵ0
N0−1

√
2 log 2K

δ

B′

√∑
k∈[K]

cĵ∗(k)σ̂
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

.

As cĵ∗(k)σ̂
2
k,ĵ∗(k)

≤ cj∗(k)σ̂
2
k,j∗(k) by the definition of ĵ∗(k), we have

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cĵ(k)σ̂

2
k,ĵ(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
2p

≤

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ̂

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
2p

≤

√
1 + 2

√
ϵ0

N0 − 1
+

2ϵ0
N0 − 1

 ∑
k∈[K]

(
cj∗(k)σ

2
k,j∗(k)

) p
p+2


p+2
2p

. (Lemma F.3)

Combining everything, we conclude as follows: with probability at least 1− δ,

εp ≤

√
2κA∗

p(σ, c) log
4K
δ

B′

≤
√
13A∗

p(σ, c) log
4K

δ

(
1√
2B

+
CN0√
2B

3
2

)
(Lemma B.3, κ ≤ 13/4)

=

√
13A∗

p(σ, c) log
4K
δ

2B
+
C
(
1 +

⌈
16 log 4KJ

δ

⌉)√
13
2 A∗

p(σ, c) log
4K
δ

B
3
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

=O

√
A∗

p(σ,c)(log KJ
δ )

3
2

B
3
2


.

G.2. Proof of Theorem F.6: Global In-Expectation Lower Bounds for Gaussian Scores

Again, we start with the Yao’s minimax principle (Yao, 1977), but without the locality: for any prior µ over RK (note that
now, we consider the prior over the entire RK instead of near some given s⋆),

inf
ŝ

sup
s∈RK

Eŝ
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥p

]
≥ inf

ŝ
Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥p

]
,

and analogously for Eŝ
s∼µ

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p

. We will thus lower bound the RHS (Bayes error) with an appropriate choice of µ.
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In particular, we consider an isotropic Gaussian prior: for a λ > 0,

µ := N (0, λ2IK).

Let us fix an arbitrary, adaptive algorithm A that interacts with the true environment s⋆ sequentially as follows: at each
timestep t, when the learner selects query kt and judge jt, they observe a noisy score s̃t := skt+εkt,jt . Let us denoteNk,j :=∑
t 1[kt = k, jt = j] as the number of times A queries the pair (k, j) throughout the interaction. Suppose that A interacts

for T rounds, while satisfying the budget constraint almost surely. For each time t, let Ht := (k1, j1, s̃1, · · · , kt, jt, s̃t) be
the interaction history til time t. Then, at the end of the interaction, A outputs an estimator ŝ = ŝ(HT ). For clarity, with a
slight abuse of notation, we will distinguish between the two: A as an adaptive data collection subprocedure, and ŝ as an
aggregation subprocedure that takes HT as an input.

Then, using the fact that everything is Gaussian, we can compute the posterior distribution of s | HT in closed-form, as
shown in the following lemma whose proof is deferred to the end:

Lemma G.1. s | HT ∼ N (E[s | HT ],diag(I(A))−1), where I(A) = (Ik(A))k∈[K] is the posterior Fisher
information of the algorithm A defined as

Ik(A) = λ−2 +
∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

.

Denoting HT (A) to be the random full interaction history for A,

inf
A

inf
ŝ
EA,ŝ
s∼µ [f (ŝ(HT (A))− s)] = inf

A
inf
ŝ
EA

Eŝ
s|HT (A) [f (ŝ(HT (A))− s) | HT (A)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

conditional posterior risk

 ,
where either f(x) = ∥x∥p or f(x) = ∥x∥pp.

We now argue that the posterior mean minimizes the conditional posterior risk, i.e., when ŝ(HT ) = E[s | HT ]. To see this,
let Z := S − E[s | HT ]. Then, conditioned on HT , Z is centered Gaussian and symmetric. Also, both choices of f are
convex and even (f(u) = f(−u)).

For any estimator ŝ, define its posterior risk as

L(ŝ) := E[f(ŝ− s) | HT ] = E[f(u− Z) | HT ],

where u := ŝ− E[s | HT ]. Then as L is convex, by Jensen’s midpoint inequality, we have that

L(0) ≤ L(u) + L(−u)

2
= L(u),

i.e., the minimum is attained at u = 0. This implies that the posterior mean E[s | HT ] minimizes the conditional posterior
risk.13

Combining this with Lemma G.1, we have that

inf
A

inf
ŝ
EA,ŝ
s∼µ [f (ŝ(HT (A))− s)] ≥ inf

A
EA [Es|HT (A) [f (E[s | HT (A)]− s) | HT (A)]

]
= inf

A
Ex∼N (0,diag(I(A))−1) [f(x)] (Lemma G.1)

= inf
A

Eg∼N (0,IK)

[
f
(√

I(A)⊙ g
)]
,

where
√
· is applied element-wise.

13This resembles Anderson’s lemma (Anderson, 1955), which states that a centered Gaussian measure assigns maximal mass to a
symmetric convex set when the set is centered at the origin.
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When f(x) = ∥x∥p, by Jensen’s inequality,14

Eg∼N (0,IK)

[∥∥∥√I(A)⊙ g
∥∥∥
p

]
= Eg∼N (0,IK)

[∥∥∥√I(A)⊙ |g|
∥∥∥
p

]
≥
∥∥∥√I(A)⊙ Eg∼N (0,IK)[g]

∥∥∥
p
=

√
2

π

∥∥∥√I(A)
∥∥∥
p
,

where | · | is applied element-wise.

When f(x) = ∥x∥pp.

Eg∼N (0,IK)

[∥∥∥√I(A)⊙ g
∥∥∥p
p

] 1
p

=
∑
k∈[K]

(√
Ik(A)

)
Eg∼N (0,1)[|g|p]

1
p = mp

∥∥∥√I(A)
∥∥∥
p
.

Either way, we arrive at
∥∥∥√I(A)

∥∥∥
p
, which we lower bound as follows. Let Nk,j denote the total number of times pair

(k, j) is queried by algorithm A subject to the budget constraint, and let us reparametrize it by ωk,j :=
cjNk,j

B . Then, we
have that for each allocation {ωk,j}k,j ,

∥∥∥√I(A)
∥∥∥
p
=

 ∑
k∈[K]

λ−2 +
∑
j∈[J]

Bωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

−p/2


1/p

, ∀λ > 0.

Taking the limit as λ→ ∞, we have that

∥∥∥√I(A)
∥∥∥
p
=

1√
B

 ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

ωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

−p/2


1/p

=

√
Ap(ω;σ, c)

B
.

Taking the infimum over A, which is equivalent to taking the infimum over ω under the budget constraint, we conclude with
Theorem 3.2.

Remark 2. One could also utilize Gaussian hypercontractivity (specifically, Kahane’s inequality) to transform a lower

bound on E
[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

]1/p
into a lower bound on E

[
∥ŝ− s∥p

]
, up to some Gaussian moment-dependent constants. But

this leads to a bit more suboptimal constant.

Proof of Lemma G.1. This follows from directly factorizing the likelihood and completing the square. Denoting πt(·, ·)
as the sampling kernel of the algorithm A, we can drop terms independent of s by absorbing them into a proportionality
constant. The likelihood is:

p(HT | s) =
T∏
t=1

{
πt((kt, jt) | Ht−1)

1√
2πσkt,jt

exp

(
− (s̃t − skt)

2

2σ2
kt,jt

)}

∝ exp

(
−1

2

T∑
t=1

(s̃t − skt)
2

σ2
kt,jt

)
.

By grouping the observations by (k, j), and using the empirical mean s̄k,j := 1
Nk,j

∑T
t=1 1[kt = k, jt = j]s̃t, the sum of

squares decomposes as:

T∑
t=1

(s̃t − skt)
2

σ2
kt,jt

=
∑
k,j

1

σ2
k,j

 ∑
t:kt=k,jt=j

(s̃t − s̄k,j + s̄k,j − sk)
2

 .

14g 7→ ∥u⊙ g∥p is convex over RK
>0, for any u ∈ RK

>0.
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Since the cross-terms sum to zero (
∑

(s̃t − s̄k,j) = 0), this simplifies to:

∑
k,j

1

σ2
k,j

 ∑
t:kt=k,jt=j

(s̃t − s̄k,j)
2 +Nk,j(s̄k,j − sk)

2

 .

Absorbing the terms independent of sk into the proportionality constant, we have:

p(HT | s) ∝ exp

−1

2

∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

(sk − s̄k,j)
2

 .

Now, applying Bayes’ rule with the prior s ∼ µ = N (0, λ2IK), the posterior is:

p(s | HT ) ∝ p(HT | s)µ(s)

∝ exp

−1

2

∑
k,j

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

(sk − s̄k,j)
2

 exp

−1

2

∑
k∈[K]

s2k
λ2


=
∏
k∈[K]

exp

−1

2

 s2k
λ2

+
∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

(sk − s̄k,j)
2

 .

Focusing on the exponent for each k, we expand and collect the sk terms:

s2k
λ2

+
∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

(s2k − 2sks̄k,j + s̄2k,j) = s2k

 1

λ2
+
∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j
σ2
k,j


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=Ik(A)

−2sk
∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

s̄k,j + Ck

= Ik(A)(sk − µk)
2 + C ′

k,

where Ck and C ′
k are terms independent of sk, and µk := Ik(A)−1

∑
j
Nk,j

σ2
k,j
s̄k,j . Thus, p(s | HT ) ∝∏

k exp
(
−Ik(A)

2 (sk − µk)
2
)

, which is exactly the density of a Gaussian distribution with mean µ and a diagonal precision
matrix whose k-th diagonal entry is Ik(A).

G.3. Proof of Theorem F.8: Global In-Expectation Lower Bound for Gaussian Scores via van Trees Inequality

Our key technical tool is a generalization of van Trees inequality (Gill & Levit, 1995; van Trees, 1968) to Lp-norm due to
Chen & Özgür (2024) via Efroimovich’s inequality (Efroimovich, 1979):

Lemma G.2 (Scalar Version of Theorem 2.4 of Chen & Özgür (2024)). Let 1 ≤ p < ∞ and define CME(p) ≜

2e
1
pΓ(p−1)p

1
p−1 to be the partition function of the Lp max-entropy distribution. For a closed interval Θ ⊆ R, suppose

that we have a parametric family of distributions {Pθ}θ∈Θ with density f(x; θ), and let µ be a prior density over Θ
that is absolutely continuous, vanishes at the boundary, and has finite Fisher information.
Then, for any estimator θ̂ : X 7→ θ̂(X) ∈ R where X ∼ Pθ, the expected p-th moment risk is lower-bounded as
follows:

Eθ∼µEθ̂,X
[
(θ − θ̂(X))p

]
≥

( √
2πe

CME(p)

)p
(Eθ∼µ[I(θ)] + J (µ))

− p
2 ,

where the Fisher information terms are defined as

I(θ) := EX
[
− ∂2

∂θ2
log p(X | θ)

]
, J (µ) := Eθ∼µ

[
− ∂2

∂θ2
logµ(θ)

]
.

Especially note that when p = 2, CME(2) =
√
2πe, and the constant multiple becomes 1, as in the original van Trees
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inequality (Gill & Levit, 1995; van Trees, 1968).

And again, we begin By Yao’s Minimax Principle (Yao, 1977): for any decomposable prior µ =
⊗

k∈[K] µk over s,

inf
A

sup
s

EA
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥22

]
≥ inf

A
Es∼µ

[
EA
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥22

]]
= inf

A

∑
k

Esk∼µk

[
EA
sk

[
(ŝk − sk)

2
]]
,

where the algorithm A must satisfy the knapsack constraint: if A samples each (k, j) pairNk,j times, then
∑
j cj

∑
kNk,j ≤

B. Let us fix an arbitrary algorithm A, and the corresponding numbers of pulls Nk,j’s.

As first suggested in Borovkov (1998); Tsybakov (2009), we choose µk as the cosine-squared prior density, indexed by
r > 0:15

µ
(r)
k (s) =

1

r
cos2

(
π(s− sk)

2r

)
I[sk−r,sk+r](s).

Its prior Fisher information J (µ
(r)
k ) ≜ E

s∼µ(r)
k

[
− ∂2

∂s2 logµ
(r)
k (s)

]
is computed as:

J (µ
(r)
k ) =

∫ sk+r

sk−r
µ
(r)
k (s)

(
− ∂2

∂s2

[
log

(
1

r

)
+ 2 log cos

(
π(s− sk)

2r

)])
ds

=

∫ r

−r

1

r
cos2

(πs
2r

)( π2

2r2
sec2

(πs
2r

))
ds

=

∫ r

−r

π2

2r3
ds =

π2

r2
.

The Fisher information of the Gaussian observations and algorithm A is computed as follows: denoting p(·|s, σ2) as the
probability density of N (s, σ2),

E
sk∼µ(r)

k

[I(sk)] = EA
sk∼µ(r)

k

[
− ∂2

∂s2k

[
T∑
t=1

1[kt = k] log p(s̃t | sk, σ2
kt,jt)

]]

= EA
sk∼µ(r)

k

− ∂2

∂s2k

∑
j∈[J]

T∑
t=1

1[kt = k, jt = j]

(
− (s̃t − sk)

2

2σ2
k,j

+ C

)
= EA

∑
j∈[J]

T∑
t=1

1[kt = k, jt = j]
1

σ2
k,j


= EA

∑
j∈[J]

Nk,j
σ2
k,j

 =
∑
j∈[J]

EA[Nk,j ]

σ2
k,j

.

With this, we apply the Lp-van Trees inequality (Appendix G.3) for each k, which gives

∑
k

E
sk∼µ(r)

k

[
EA
sk

[(ŝk − sk)
p]
]
≥

( √
2πe

CME(p)

)p ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

EA[Nk,j ]

σ2
k,j

+
π2

r2

− p
2

.

Chaining everything, we then have that

sup
s

EA
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

]
≥

( √
2πe

CME(p)

)p ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

Bωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

+
π2

r2

− p
2

,

15One can verify using calculus of variation that this prior density is the “optimal” choice that minimizes J (µ) among all continuously
differentiable densities supported on [−r, r] that vanish at the boundaries.
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where as in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we define ωk,j =
EA[Nk,j ]cj

B .

As this holds for any r > 0, taking the limit on both sides as r → ∞ and 1/p-th power, we have

sup
s

EA
s

[
∥ŝ− s∥pp

] 1
p ≥

√
2πe

CME(p)

 ∑
k∈[K]

∑
j∈[J]

Bωk,j
cjσ2

k,j

− p
2


1
p

.

Taking the infimum over A (and thus over ω) and invoking Theorem 3.2, we are done.

47



2585
2586
2587
2588
2589
2590
2591
2592
2593
2594
2595
2596
2597
2598
2599
2600
2601
2602
2603
2604
2605
2606
2607
2608
2609
2610
2611
2612
2613
2614
2615
2616
2617
2618
2619
2620
2621
2622
2623
2624
2625
2626
2627
2628
2629
2630
2631
2632
2633
2634
2635
2636
2637
2638
2639

Instance-Optimal Estimation with Multiple LLM Judges on a Budget

H. Additional Experiments
This appendix provides additional experimental results that extend the analysis presented in Section 7. We provide further
empirical evidence regarding the optimality of our algorithms across different norms and datasets.

H.1. Details and Additional Results in Experiments on Synthetic Data

For each query k ∈ [K], the ground-truth score sk is sampled uniformly from the interval [0.1, 0.9]. We assume the noisy
scores follow a Beta distribution, where the true variance σ2

k,j for each judge j on query k is sampled uniformly from
[10−4, 0.9sk(1 − sk)]. The upper bound of this interval is set to 90% of the maximum possible variance for a bounded
distribution on [0, 1].

In Figure 2a, we present the ℓ1-error results for the synthetic experiments described in Section 7 (K = 1000, J = 10).
Consistent with the ℓ2 and ℓ∞ results shown in the main text, both Est-IVWE (Bounded) and Est-IVWE (Gaussian)
demonstrate a clear convergence toward the Oracle baseline. This confirms that our adaptive allocation strategy effectively
minimizes the mean absolute error across the query set, significantly outperforming the non-adaptive Uniform strategy.

1.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 9.0
Budget (B) [×107]

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

×100
L1 Error by Budget (Synthetic Data)

(K=1000, J=10, runs=50)
Uniform
Oracle
Est-IVWE (Bounded)
Est-IVWE (Gaussian)

(a) ℓ1-Error.

1.0 3.0 5.0 7.0 9.0
Budget (B) [×107]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6
×10−2

L∞ Error by Budget (Synthetic Data)
(K=1000, J=10, runs=50)

Uniform
Oracle
Est-IVWE (Bounded)
Est-IVWE (Gaussian)

(b) ℓ∞-Error.

Figure 2. Additional Experimental results on synthetic datasets. All results are averaged over 50 independent runs, with the 10% and 90%
quantiles (shaded regions)

H.2. Details and Additional Results in Experiments on Real-data

Our preprocessing pipeline establishes a reliable baseline by first performing consensus filtering, where we select only
those queries where all three judges provide an identical mode score via majority voting. This ensures that the established
sk serves as a credible proxy for the true score. Furthermore, we ensure statistical significance in variance estimation by
retaining only those query-judge pairs that have at least 25 evaluation samples. Following this filtering, we obtain a subset
of queries for four distinct categories: Complexity, Correctness, Helpfulness, and Verbosity. Heteroskedasticity is modeled
by empirically calculating the true variance σ2

k,j as the mean squared deviation from the consensus score sk.

We provide the complete experimental results for all four datasets (Complexity, Correctness, Helpfulness, and Verbosity)
preprocessed as described above. Figure 3 illustrates the ℓ1, ℓ2, and ℓ∞ errors for each dataset. Across all twelve scenarios,
the Est-IVWE variants consistently show the relative superiority over the Uniform baseline, performing as well as the
Oracle strategy.

H.3. Sensitivity Analysis on Cost-Quality Correlations

To evaluate the robustness of our framework beyond the uniform cost setting employed in Section 7, we investigate how
varying correlations between a judge’s cost and their evaluation accuracy (inverse variance) affect convergence behavior.
Theoretically, the selection of an optimal judge is governed by the cost-weighted variance, j∗(k) = argminj∈[J] cjσ

2
k,j ,

which balances the trade-off between per-sample information gain and budget consumption. We conducted a series of
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ablation studies using the Oracle and Est-IVWE for p ∈ {1, 2,∞} under three cost structures: (i) Bad is Expensive, where
variance and cost are positively correlated; (ii) Bad is Cheap, where low-quality judges are priced cheaper; and (iii) Uniform
Costs, where the costs are all the same.

As illustrated in Figure 4, our empirical findings suggest that while the specific cost structure influences the constant
factors of the convergence rate, it does not alter the fundamental asymptotic decay of the estimation error. The Bad is
Cheap scenario represents the most challenging regime for adaptive allocation; when a judge’s high variance is offset by a
significantly lower cost, the cost-weighted variances {cjσ2

k,j}Jj=1 across different judges become numerically similar. This
reduced "gap" between the optimal judge and noisier alternatives necessitates a more extensive initial exploration (N0) to
ensure correct identification. Nevertheless, the results confirm that the algorithm remains robust across these diverse cost
scenarios, consistently achieving error reduction without failing to identifying the optimal judges as the budget scales.
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