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Contextual Dynamic Pricing: Algorithms, Optimality,

and Local Differential Privacy Constraints
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Abstract

We study the contextual dynamic pricing problem where a firm sells products to T sequen-

tially arriving consumers that behave according to an unknown demand model. The firm aims to

maximize its revenue, i.e. minimize its regret over a clairvoyant that knows the model in advance.

The demand model is a generalized linear model (GLM), allowing for a stochastic feature vector

in R
d that encodes product and consumer information. We first show that the optimal regret

upper bound is of order
√
dT , up to a logarithmic factor, improving upon existing upper bounds

in the literature by a
√
d factor. This sharper rate is materialised by two algorithms: a confi-

dence bound-type (supCB) algorithm and an explore-then-commit (ETC) algorithm. A key insight

of our theoretical result is an intrinsic connection between dynamic pricing and the contextual

multi-armed bandit problem with many arms based on a careful discretization.

We further study contextual dynamic pricing under the local differential privacy (LDP) con-

straints. In particular, we propose a stochastic gradient descent based ETC algorithm that achieves

an optimal regret upper bound of order d
√
T/ǫ, up to a logarithmic factor, where ǫ > 0 is the pri-

vacy parameter. The regret upper bounds with and without LDP constraints are accompanied by

newly constructed minimax lower bounds, which further characterize the cost of privacy. Extensive

numerical experiments and a real data application on online lending are conducted to illustrate the

efficiency and practical value of the proposed algorithms in dynamic pricing.
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1 Introduction

With the technological advances and prevalence of online marketplaces, many firms can now dynam-

ically make pricing decisions while having access to an abundance of contextual information such as

consumer characteristics, product features and economic environment. On the other hand, in practice,

the demand model is unknown in advance and firms need to dynamically learn how the contextual

information impacts consumer demand. Thus, to maximize its revenue, the firm needs to implement

dynamic pricing, which aims to optimally balance the trade-off between learning the unknown demand

function and earning revenues by exploiting the estimated demand model. Due to its importance in

revenue management, dynamic pricing has been extensively studied across the fields of statistics, ma-

chine learning, and operations research under various settings. We refer the readers to Section 1.2 for

recent works and den Boer (2015) for a comprehensive review.

In this work, we consider the problem of contextual dynamic pricing, where the firm sells products

to T ∈ N+ sequentially arriving consumers and the unknown demand follows a generalized linear

model (GLM). In particular, at each time point t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, the seller is given a d-dimensional

feature vector zt ∈ R
d, which encodes the contextual information such as consumer and product

characteristics, and needs to set a price pt in a compact price interval [l, u]. Given (zt, pt), the demand

yt follows a GLM with an unknown parameter θ = (α, β) such that

E(yt|zt, pt; θ) = m
(
α⊤zt − (β⊤zt) · pt

)
,

wherem(·) is the inverse of the GLM link function. For example, we havem(x) = x for linear regression

and m(x) = 1/(1 + exp(−x)) for logistic regression. Here, the α⊤zt term models the intrinsic utility

of the product and β⊤zt captures the price elasticity. The revenue of the firm is defined as rt = pt · yt.

Due to its interpretability and flexibility, this GLM demand model and its linear counterpart (i.e.

m(x) ≡ x) have been widely studied in the dynamic pricing literature under various scenarios (e.g.

Ban and Keskin, 2021; Wang et al., 2021; Bastani et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2022c; Lei et al., 2023).

In the vanilla version of this problem, the firm aims to design a policy that utilizes the raw context

{zt} and maximizes its expected revenue E
(∑T

t=1 rt
)
over the T periods (i.e. minimizes its regret over
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a clairvoyant that knows θ in advance). In this paper, we first propose two newly designed algorithms

and show that the optimal upper bound of the regret under this setting is of order Õ(
√
dT ), an

improvement over the existing Õ(d
√
T ) upper bound in the literature (e.g. Ban and Keskin, 2021;

Wang et al., 2021). In other words, the regret is sublinear in the dimensionality of the context vector.

To build intuition, consider the special (and simplified) case of a linear demand model with

yt = α⊤zt − (β⊤zt) · pt + ǫt,

where {ǫt} is an i.i.d. mean zero error process. Denote e(i) as the ith standard basis of R
d for

i = 1, · · · , d. We further set the context vector zt = e(⌈td/T ⌉) for t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, assuming T is a

multiple of d. Under this simplified setting, we are essentially dealing with d independent dynamic

pricing problem. In particular, the ith sub-problem runs for time t ∈ {(i − 1) · T/d + 1, · · · , i · T/d}

with a total of T/d periods and assumes a linear demand model with no context (i.e. context-free)

yt = αi − βi · pt + ǫt,

where αi and βi denote the ith entry of α and β. The optimal regret upper bound of this context-

free sub-problem, due to Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012), is Õ(
√
T/d). Summing up over all d

sub-problems, intuitively, we can have a regret upper bound of order Õ(d
√
T/d) = Õ(

√
dT ).

In recent years, there has been a growing concern over data privacy (Lucas et al., 2021), as con-

sumers become increasingly aware of the data collected about them and its use in personalized pricing

and recommendation. Based on differential privacy (e.g. Dwork et al., 2006), industry-led initiatives

have emerged to address these concerns, such as the RAPPOR project (Google, 2014) and the in-

tegration of privacy safeguards into Siri (Apple, 2019). In this paper, we further study contextual

dynamic pricing under the local differential privacy (LDP) constraint, a privacy notion developed by

Evfimievski et al. (2003) and Duchi et al. (2018). Depending on a privacy parameter ǫ > 0, LDP

provides a strong notion of (decentralized) differential privacy in the sense that it ensures sensitive

personal information remains protected even if the data security of the focal firm is compromised.

Intuitively speaking, an ǫ-LDP algorithm masks the sensitive context zt at any time t by ensuring that

for any two possible outcomes of the raw data, the probability distributions of their privatized data
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differ by no more than a multiplicative constant exp(ǫ). Therefore, a smaller ǫ implies higher privacy.

Leveraging stochastic gradient descent, we devise the first dynamic pricing policy in the literature that

is provably ǫ-LDP and achieves an optimal regret upper bound of order Õ(d
√
T/ǫ) under the GLM

demand model, therefore characterize the cost of privacy in parametric contextual dynamic pricing.

1.1 Our contributions

First, we thoroughly study the contextual dynamic pricing problem with a parametric GLM demand

function and characterize its near-optimal regret upper bound. In particular, we propose two newly

designed pricing policies in Section 2, a confidence bound-type (supCB) algorithm and an explore-

then-commit (ETC) algorithm, and show that both achieve a regret of order Õ(
√
dT ), with d and T

being the dimension of feature vectors and total number of consumers. Thus, we improve the existing

upper bound Õ(d
√
T ) in the literature (e.g. Ban and Keskin, 2021; Wang et al., 2021) by a factor of

√
d, suggesting that the impact of dimension d to the regret can be controlled at a sublinear rate.

The supCB algorithm proposed in Section 2.2 is a more complex version of the widely used upper

confidence bound (UCB) algorithm and is inspired by algorithms designed for the classical contextual

multi-armed bandit (MAB) problem (e.g. Auer, 2002; Chu et al., 2011; Li et al., 2017). At a high-level,

the key basis of supCB is a novel discovery of an intrinsic connection between contextual dynamic

pricing and contextual MAB. In particular, by discretizing the one-dimensional continuous action

space [l, u] with K equally-spaced price points, we can approximately treat the contextual dynamic

pricing problem as a contextual MAB with K arms. Importantly, we show that regret due to the

approximation error of such discretization can be controlled at O(T/K). It is well-known that the

optimal regret upper bound for contextual MAB with K arms is Õ(
√
dT logK). Therefore, setting

K = O(
√
T/d) will intuitively provide the desired Õ(

√
dT ) upper bound for contextual dynamic

pricing. Furthermore, we remark that supCB achieves this optimal regret under assumptions weaker

than the ones required in the existing dynamic pricing literature.

Under the mild condition that the optimal price is unique and in the interior of [l, u], a commonly

used assumption in the dynamic pricing literature, we show in Section 2.3 that a simple tuning-free
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and computationally efficient ETC algorithm can also achieve the optimal regret upper bound and

improve the regret of supCB by a logarithmic term. This is different than the contextual MAB

literature where ETC is in general sub-optimal. At a high-level, the key insight is that due to the

structure of the reward function (i.e. the expected revenue), the regret incurred due to estimation error

(or more precisely, prediction error) in fact scales with the magnitude of ‖θ̂ − θ‖2 instead of ‖θ̂ − θ‖.

We refer to Proposition S.2.1 and its discussion for more details. We further examine the cause

of the sub-optimality of the existing upper bound based on the popular MLE-Cycle algorithm (e.g.

Broder and Rusmevichientong, 2012; Ban and Keskin, 2021) for contextual dynamic pricing, which is

due to under-exploration, and suggest a simple fix to make it optimal.

Second, we further consider in Section 3 the important and timely setting where the consumer

data is subject to local differential privacy (LDP) constraints. Building upon Duchi et al. (2018) and

Chen et al. (2022a), we rigorously extend the notion of LDP to the setting of parametric contextual

dynamic pricing. Based on stochastic gradient descent (SGD) in conjunction with the L2-ball mech-

anism in Duchi et al. (2018), we then design an efficient ETC-type algorithm that is provably ǫ-LDP

and achieves a near-optimal regret of order Õ(d
√
T/ǫ). To our knowledge, this is the first LDP upper

bound algorithm for contextual dynamic pricing under the GLM demand model and therefore pro-

vides the first characterization of the cost of LDP in the task of parametric dynamic pricing. As a

byproduct, we study the SGD estimator under ǫ-LDP and carefully analyze the bias-variance trade-off

due to an additional truncation step in the L2-ball mechanism for handling unbounded gradients.

Third, to demonstrate the optimality of the regret upper bounds with and without the LDP

constraints, we further establish the accompanying minimax lower bounds in Section 4. The proofs

of lower bounds are based on a novel construction of 2d indistinguishable demand models and the

results, i.e. the Ω(
√
dT ) lower bound under the non-private setting and the Ω(d

√
T/ǫ) lower bound

under the LDP setting, are first time seen in the literature. We note that compared to lower bound

construction for statistical estimation under the LDP setting (e.g. Duchi et al., 2018; Acharya et al.,

2024), where data is independent, our lower bound construction is much more involved as data is
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adaptively collected due to the pricing policy. Extensive numerical results including both simulations

and real data applications are conducted in Section 5 to support our theoretical findings and illustrate

the efficiency of the proposed algorithms over existing ones in the contextual dynamic pricing literature.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 1.2, we provide a detailed literature

review on related works. In Section 2, we formally introduce the problem setup and propose the

supCB and ETC algorithms. In Section 3, we further consider contextual dynamic pricing under

the additional LDP constraint. Minimax lower bounds are derived in Section 4. We conclude with

extensive numerical analysis in Section 5 and a departing discussion in Section 6.

1.2 Literature review

Three streams of literature are closely related to our paper: dynamic pricing with demand learning,

contextual multi-armed bandit, and differential privacy for online learning.

Dynamic pricing with demand learning. Due to the increasing popularity of online retailing,

dynamic pricing with demand learning has been extensively studied across statistics, machine learning,

and operations research. Early works in dynamic pricing mainly focus on the context-free setting, see

e.g. Besbes and Zeevi (2009), Farias and Van Roy (2010) and Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012).

In particular, Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012) show that there exist two regimes in context-free

dynamic pricing, the well-separated case where demand curves do not overlap at any price and the

general case where there exists an uninformative price. Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012) show

that the optimal regret for the well-separated case is O(log(T )) and for the general case is O(
√
T ).

For parametric contextual dynamic pricing, Qiang and Bayati (2016) consider the well-separated

case with a linear demand function and derive a regret upper bound of orderO(d log T ), which is further

corroborated by Javanmard and Nazerzadeh (2019), where results with high-dimensional covariates are

also available. For the general case, Ban and Keskin (2021) adapt the MLE-cycle algorithm proposed

in Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012) and achieve a regret of order Õ(d
√
T ) under the GLM demand

function. Allowing for adversarial contexts, Wang et al. (2021) propose an UCB algorithm and derive

the same Õ(d
√
T ) rate for the regret under the GLM demand function.
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Beyond parametric models, Chen and Gallego (2021) study contextual dynamic pricing under non-

parametric demand models, while Wang et al. (2023), Luo et al. (2024) and Fan et al. (2024) study the

semiparametric cases. In particular, Fan et al. (2024) show that under a linear valuation model and

an infinitely differentiable market noise function, the optimal regret upper bound is Õ(
√
dT ), which in

some sense complements our result under the parametric GLM model. Context dynamic pricing has

also been studied from a wide range of aspects, such as consumer strategic behavior (Liu et al., 2023),

non-stationarity (Zhao et al., 2023), fairness constraints (Chen et al., 2023), and differential privacy

constraints (see later for more detailed discussion).

Contextual multi-armed bandit. Most contextual MAB literature focuses on the linear contextual

bandit setting where the reward assumes a linear model with rt,a = x⊤t,aθ + ǫt, where xt,a ∈ X is the

context associated with arm a, and θ is the unknown parameter and ǫt is the error process. It is well-

known that the optimal regret is of order Õ(d
√
T ) when the arm space X is a compact (but otherwise

arbitrary) subset of Rd and can be achieved via UCB (Dani et al., 2008; Abbasi-Yadkori et al., 2011).

In contrast, for the setting where the number of available arms K in each round is finite, the regret

can be further lowered to Õ(
√
dT logK) (Auer, 2002; Chu et al., 2011). However, such a regret bound

can only be achieved via a more involved confidence bound-type algorithm. This type of algorithm is

first proposed by Auer (2002) under the name sup-LinRel and is extended to the generalized linear

bandit in Li et al. (2017), which inspires the design of the proposed supCB algorithm in our paper.

Note that contextual dynamic pricing can in some sense be viewed as a contextual MAB with infinite

number of arms, as the price can take any value in [l, u]. However, the key insight of our work is

that, despite being uncountable, this action space is of dimension one regardless of the contextual

dimensionality d, and thus can be well-approximated by a contextual MAB with reasonably many

arms via discretization and achieves an optimal regret of order Õ(
√
dT ).

Differential privacy for online learning. The most prevalent privacy concept used in both

academia and industry is the notion of differential privacy (DP) proposed by Dwork et al. (2006).

In the DP literature, there are two widely used privacy schemes known as central differential pri-
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vacy (CDP, Dwork et al., 2006) and local differential privacy (LDP, Evfimievski et al., 2003).

CDP assumes the existence of a trusted central handler (e.g. the firm) that can securely store and

process raw consumer information. This may raise concerns about data vulnerability, particularly the

risk of attacks on the central server, leading to unauthorized access to sensitive customer information.

In contrast, LDP offers a decentralized approach that prioritizes individual privacy. Instead of relying

on a central authority to store and process data, LDP allows each customer to locally randomize their

data before sharing it with the firm or any other party.

Due to the practical importance of privacy, there is a recent surge in designing online learning algo-

rithms with DP guarantees for contextual MAB and contextual dynamic pricing. Shariff and Sheffet

(2018) study linear contextual bandits under CDP, while Zheng et al. (2020) explore them under LDP.

Based on a covariate-diversity assumption, Han et al. (2021) propose an exploration-free algorithm for

generalized linear bandits under LDP. However, this assumption in general does not hold under dy-

namic pricing as the adaptively chosen price is part of the covariate.

Chen et al. (2022c) examine dynamic pricing under a GLM demand model with CDP constraints

and Chen et al. (2022a) further study nonparametric dynamic pricing under both LDP and CDP

constraints. Under the offline setting, where all historical data is accessible for learning, Lei et al.

(2023) study contextual dynamic pricing for a linear demand model under LDP, focusing primarily

on preserving the privacy of contexts. Leveraging the structure of the linear model, they propose

a perturbed OLS estimator, which cannot be used for GLM. In this paper, we consider contextual

dynamic pricing with a GLM demand function under the online setting and propose a stochastic

gradient descent based algorithm that offers LDP guarantees for both consumer responses and contexts.

1.3 Notations

For a vector a ∈ R
d, we denote its Euclidean norm as ‖a‖; for two square matrices A and B, we

write A � B and A ≻ B, if A−B is semi-positive definite and positive definite, respectively. Denote

⊗ as the Kronecker product. Let ‖ · ‖op, λmin(·) and λmax(·) be the L2-operator norm, the smallest

and largest eigenvalues of a matrix. For M ≻ 0 and any vector v of compatible dimension, let
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‖v‖M−1 =
√
v⊤M−1v. For any positive integer K, denote [K] = {1, . . . ,K}. For any vector v and set

S, let ΠS(v) be the L2-projection of v onto S. We let O(·), o(·), Θ(·) and Ω(·) denote Landau’s Big-O,

little-o, Big-Theta and Big-Omega, respectively. Õ(·) disregards poly-logarithmic factors for O(·).

2 An improved upper bound on the regret

In this section, we provide an improved upper bound on the regret for contextual dynamic pricing.

The detailed problem setup is introduced in Section 2.1, with two proposed algorithms, namely supCB

and ETC, presented and analyzed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively.

2.1 Problem setup

We consider a firm, hereafter referred to as the seller, that sells a product to T ∈ N+ sequentially

arriving consumers. In each time period t ∈ [T ], the seller observes contextual information featurized

as a vector zt ∈ R
d, which may include consumer personal information and product characteristics.

Upon observing zt, the seller offers a price pt from a compact price interval [l, u] ⊆ R
+ to the consumer

and observes a demand yt ∈ R. Note that we do not require the knowledge of T.

Model setup: Denote the covariate as xt = (z⊤t ,−pt · z⊤t )⊤ ∈ R
2d and denote the σ-field at time

t as Ft−1 = σ(xt, xt−1, . . . , x1, yt−1, . . . , y1). We assume the demand yt follows a generalized linear

model (GLM) with the probability distribution

f(yt = y|Ft−1; θ
∗) = f(yt = y|xt; θ∗) = f(yt = y|zt, pt; θ∗) = exp

{
yx⊤t θ

∗ − ψ(x⊤t θ∗)
a(φ)

+ h(y)

}
, (1)

where θ∗ = (α∗⊤, β∗⊤)⊤ ∈ R
2d is the unknown model parameter, ψ(·) : R 7→ R is a known function,

a(φ) is a fixed and known scale parameter and h(·) is a known normalizing function. This setting

covers important GLMs, including Gaussian, logistic and Poisson regression models.

Note that, conditioning on xt, following (1), it holds that

E(yt|xt; θ∗) = E(yt|zt, pt; θ∗) = ψ′(x⊤t θ
∗) = ψ′(z⊤t α

∗ − z⊤t β∗p), (2)

where the inverse function of ψ′(·) is commonly known as the link function of a GLM. In other words,

the consumer demand depends on (i) the intrinsic utility z⊤t α
∗ and (ii) the pricing effect (z⊤t β

∗) · pt,

where z⊤t β
∗ captures the price elasticity. Define εt := yt − ψ′(x⊤t θ

∗) as the error term. We can thus

rewrite (1) as yt = ψ′(x⊤t θ
∗) + εt and it holds that E(εt|xt) = 0. Throughout this paper, we impose
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the following assumptions on the GLM in (1), the covariate process {zt} and the model parameter θ∗.

Assumption 2.1. (a) The feature vector zt ∈ Z ⊆ {z ∈ R
d : ‖z‖ ≤ 1} is an i.i.d. random vector from

an unknown distribution supported on Z. (b) Letting Σz = E(ztz
⊤
t ), we have that λz := λmin(Σz) > 0.

(c) There exist absolute constants ua, ub > 0 such that |z⊤α∗| ≤ ua and |z⊤β∗| ≤ ub for any z ∈ Z.

(d) Define X :=
{
(z⊤,−pz⊤)⊤ : z ∈ Z and p ∈ [l, u]

}
. There exists an absolute constant σ > 0 such

that for any x ∈ X , we have E{exp(λεt)|xt = x} ≤ exp(λ2σ2/2) for any λ > 0. (e) The function ψ(·)

is triple continuously differentiable and its second order derivative ψ′′(a) > 0 for all a ∈ R.

Assumption 2.1 is standard in the dynamic pricing literature, see, e.g. Javanmard and Nazerzadeh

(2019); Ban and Keskin (2021); Chen et al. (2022b). Assumption 2.1(a), together with p ∈ [l, u],

implies that ‖x‖ ≤ ux :=
√
1 + u2 for all x ∈ X . Assumption 2.1(b) states that Σz is of full rank.

Note that Assumption 2.1(a) implies that λz ≤ 1/d. Assumption 2.1(c) assumes that the intrinsic

utility z⊤α∗ and the price sensitivity z⊤β∗ are upper bounded. Assumption 2.1(d) imposes sub-

Gaussianity on the error term εt. Assumption 2.1(e) holds for all commonly used GLMs and ensures

the log-likelihood function is convex. Note that unlike existing literature, we allow the parameter space

Θ = R
2d without imposing compactness conditions. We refer to discussions following Theorem 2.1 for

more details.

Based on Assumption 2.1, we define several absolute constants that will be used later in the paper:

Mψ1 = sup
x∈X
|ψ′(x⊤θ∗)| ∨ 1, Mψ2 = sup

{x∈X , ‖θ−θ∗‖≤1}
|ψ′′(x⊤θ)| ∨ 1,

Mψ3 = sup
{x∈X , ‖θ−θ∗‖≤1}

|ψ′′′(x⊤θ)| ∨ 1 and κ = inf
{x∈X , ‖θ−θ∗‖≤1}

ψ′′(x⊤θ) ∧ 1. (3)

Note that it is easy to see that κ > 0 and Mψ1,Mψ2,Mψ3 < ∞ and (κ,Mψ1,Mψ2,Mψ3) are absolute

constants that only depend on ψ(·), l, u and ua, ub in Assumption 2.1.

Pricing policies and performance metric: In dynamic pricing, the key objective is to design

an algorithm (i.e. pricing policy) that maximizes the seller’s expected revenue. Based on (1), the

expected revenue function at any given price p and context zt can be written as

r(p, zt, θ
∗) = E(p · yt|zt, p; θ∗) = pψ′(z⊤t α

∗ − z⊤t β∗p). (4)
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Denote p∗t as the optimal price that maximizes r(p, zt, θ
∗).

Denote by Π the family of all price processes {p1, . . . , pT } satisfying the condition that pt is F◦
t−1-

measurable for all t ∈ [T ], where F◦
t−1 = σ(y1, · · · , yt−1, p1, · · · , pt−1, z1, · · · , zt) is the natural filtration

generated by the demand, price and context history up to time t − 1, together with the context zt.

In other words, we require the pricing policy to be non-anticipating. Given a pricing policy π ∈ Π,

we evaluate its performance using the common notion of regret: the expected revenue loss compared

with a clairvoyant that has the perfect knowledge of the model parameter θ∗ (and thus sets the prices

at {p∗t }Tt=1). In particular, with r(·, ·, ·) defined in (4), let the regret be

RπT =

T∑

t=1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(pπt , zt, θ∗). (5)

We aim to design pricing policies that can minimize RπT in high probability and in expectation.

Non-asymptotic bounds for MLE: Given a sample {(yt, xt)}t∈[τ ], the log-likelihood of the

GLM takes the form L(θ) =
∑τ

t=1{ytx⊤t θ − ψ(x⊤t θ)}. Denote Vτ =
∑τ

t=1 xtx
⊤
t as the design matrix.

Note that by Assumption 2.1(e), L(θ) is a strictly convex function in R
2d and has a unique maximizer

θ̂τ (i.e. MLE) given that Vτ ≻ 0. Theorem 2.1 provides non-asymptotic performance guarantees for θ̂τ .

Theorem 2.1. Suppose Assumption 2.1(c)-(e) hold and {yt}t∈[τ ] are conditionally independent given

{xt}t∈[τ ] such that f(y1, · · · , yτ |x1, · · · , xτ ) =
∏τ
t=1 f(yt|xt; θ∗), where f(yt|xt; θ∗) is the true GLM

model in (1). We have that for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and ς ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ, it holds

(i). ‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖ ≤ ς, provided that λmin(Vτ ) ≥ 3σ2/(κ2ς2) · {d+ log(1/δ)};

(ii). (θ̂τ − θ∗)⊤Vτ (θ̂τ − θ∗) ≤ 12σ2/κ2 · {d+log(1/δ)} and λ1/2min(Vτ )‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖ ≤
√
3σ/κ ·

√
d+ log(1/δ),

provided that λmin(Vτ ) ≥ 3σ2/κ2 · {d+ log(1/δ)};

(iii).
∣∣x⊤(θ̂τ−θ∗)

∣∣ ≤ 3σ/κ·
√

log(1/δ)‖x‖V −1
τ

for any x ∈ R
d, if λmin(Vτ ) ≥ 512M2

ψ3σ
2/κ4·

{
d2 + log(1/δ)

}
.

Theorem 2.1 states that once the minimum eigenvalue of Vτ surpasses some mild thresholds that

scale with d and log(1/δ), the MLE θ̂τ will be consistent as stated in (i) and have controllable prediction

and estimation error as stated in (ii) and (iii). Theorem 2.1(i)-(ii) is derived in this work and serves

as the theoretical foundation for the ETC algorithm, and Theorem 2.1(iii) is adapted from Li et al.

(2017) and plays a key role in bounding the regret of supCB. Importantly, note that Theorem 2.1
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does not require a compact parameter space Θ and instead allows Θ = R
2d, which is due to a nice

geometric result for the log-likelihood function of GLM in Chen et al. (1999) (Lemma A).

2.2 A supCB algorithm

As discussed in the introduction, a key element of supCB is to approximate the contextual dynamic

pricing problem via contextual MAB based on discretization. In particular, we approximate the price

interval [l, u], which is a one-dimensional continuous action space, by a set of K equispaced discrete

price points PK = {p(a)}a∈[K], where p
(a) = l + (a − 1)(u − l)/(K − 1) for a ∈ [K]. We thus have a

generalized linear bandit (GLB) with K arms, where xt,a = (z⊤t ,−p(a) · z⊤t )⊤ is the context associated

with arm a ∈ [K] at time t. We name it revenue-GLB as unlike standard GLB (e.g. Filippi et al.,

2010; Li et al., 2017), where the reward is defined as the conditional mean E(yt|xt,a) = ψ′(x⊤t,aθ
∗), our

reward here is the more complicated revenue function r(p(a), zt, θ
∗) = p(a) · ψ′(x⊤t,aθ

∗). The optimal

arm at time t is therefore the arm associated with pot = argmaxp∈PK
r(p, zt, θ

∗).

Denote π as a policy for the revenue-GLB based on PK . By simple algebra, its regret for the

original contextual dynamic pricing problem as defined in (5) can be rewritten as

RπT =
T∑

t=1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(pπt , zt, θ∗) =

T∑

t=1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(pot , zt, θ∗)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
regret due to approximation error

+
T∑

t=1

r(pot , zt, θ
∗)− r(pπt , zt, θ∗)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
regret due to revenue-GLB

.

Importantly, Lemma S.2.2 in the supplement shows that the class of revenue functions {r(p, z, θ∗) :

z ∈ Z} is uniformly Lr-Lipschitz continuous with Lr := Mψ1 + uubMψ2, which indicates that the

approximation error is of order O(T/K) and thus can be easily controlled.

Therefore, the key to an optimal regret RπT is an algorithm that can efficiently bound the regret

of the revenue-GLB. To this end, we propose supCB in Algorithm 2, with a CB-GLM subroutine in

Algorithm 1. Similar to the standard upper confidence bound (UCB) algorithm in the bandit litera-

ture (Lai and Robbins, 1985), the essential idea of supCB is to balance exploration and exploitation

via confidence bounds. However, to achieve the optimal Õ(
√
dT logK) regret, supCB is substantially

more involved than the standard UCB in its algorithm design.

We first discuss the CB-GLM subroutine. In particular, based on an observed sample {yt, xt}t∈Ψ,

12



CB-GLM first estimates θ∗ via the MLE θ̂ and constructs the design matrix V =
∑

t∈Ψ xtx
⊤
t . It then

provides an estimation ra = p(a) · ψ′(x⊤a θ̂) and confidence bound wa = α‖xa‖V −1 for the expected

revenue r(p(a), z, θ∗) = p(a) ·ψ′(x⊤a θ
∗) of arm xa = (z⊤,−p(a)z⊤)⊤ at a new context z. Note that given

Theorem 2.1(iii), by the smoothness of ψ′(·) and boundedness of p(a), we have that wa can serve as a

valid high probability confidence bound for |ra − r(p(a), z, θ∗)| with an appropriately chosen α.

Algorithm 1 The CB-GLM subroutine

Input: A new context vector z ∈ R
d, price candidate set A ⊂ [K], and data index set Ψ ⊂ [T ],

confidence level parameter α > 0.

a. Let θ̂ be the MLE of L(θ) =
∑

i∈Ψ yix
⊤
i θ − ψ(x⊤i θ).

b. Set V =
∑

i∈Ψ xix
⊤
i .

c. For all a ∈ A, set xa = (z⊤,−p(a)z⊤)⊤ and set ra = p(a) · ψ′(x⊤a θ̂) and wa = α‖xa‖V −1 .
d. Return {ra, wa}a∈A.

However, Theorem 2.1 requires the crucial assumption that {yt}t∈Ψ are conditionally independent

given {xt}t∈Ψ. Such an assumption in general does not hold when the sample {yt, xt}t∈Ψ is adaptively

generated based on standard bandit algorithms such as UCB, as the outcome of yt will influence the

future arm choice xt′ for t
′ > t. This issue is solved via a decomposition technique developed in Auer

(2002), which is used in linear contextual bandits (e.g. Auer, 2002; Chu et al., 2011) and generalized

linear bandits (e.g. Li et al., 2017) to create conditionally independent samples.

In supCB (Algorithm 2), we adapt this technique to the revenue-GLB. In particular, at each round

t, supCB decomposes its decision process into S = ⌊log2 T ⌋ stages. At stage s ∈ [S], in step I, we first

call CB-GLM (based on samples in Fs ∪ Ψs) to compute the estimated revenue r
(s)
t,a and confidence

bound w
(s)
t,a for all remaining candidate arms. In step II, if w

(s)
t,a > 2−s for some a (i.e. uncertainty

is high), supCB will choose arm a for exploration, collect the result in Ψs and move to round t + 1.

Otherwise, step III checks whether all w
(s)
t,a ≤ 1/

√
T and if satisfied, we simply pick the arm with

highest r
(s)
t,a and move to round t+ 1 as no exploration is needed. If not, the arms are filtered in step

IV to ensure the price points passed to the next stage s+1 are close enough to the optimal one. Since

all w
(s)
t,a ≤ 2−s and w

(s)
t,a is a high probability bound on |r(s)t,a − r(p(a), zt, θ∗)|, we know that an arm a

cannot be optimal if r
(s)
t,a < maxj∈As r

(s)
t,j − 2 · 2−s. Note that this screening process is guaranteed to
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terminate in at most S stages since 1/
√
T > 2−S by design.

Denote Ψs(t) as the sample collected in stage s before round t and denote Ψo
s(t) = Ψs(t)∪Fs. The

key property of supCB is that due to the decomposition design, whether an arm xt,a is selected in stage

s depends on historical data ∪s′<s{yi, xi}i∈Ψo
s′
(t) in previous stages and w

(s)
t,a , which by definition, only

depends on historical covariates {xi}i∈Ψo
s(t)

in stage s. Intuitively, this provides the desired conditional

independence of {yi}i∈Ψo
s(t)

given {xi}i∈Ψo
s(t)

and we refer to Lemma S.2.3 for the formal proof.

Note that supCB starts with a pure exploration phase during which pt is drawn uniformly from

PK . Denote µp and σ2p as the mean and variance of the uniform distribution on PK and denote

Σp = [1,−µp;−µp, µ2p + σ2p] ∈ R
2×2. For all K, it holds that µp = (u + l)/2, σ2p ≥ (u − l)2/12 and

that Σp is a positive definite matrix with

λmin(Σp) ≥ Lp := (u− l)2/[4(u2 + l2 + ul + 3)]. (6)

Write Σx = Σp⊗Σz, which is the covariance matrix of the feature xt = (z⊤t ,−z⊤t pt)⊤ during the pure

exploration phase. By the property of Kronecker product and Assumption 2.1(b), it holds that

λmin(Σx) = λmin(Σp)λmin(Σz) ≥ Lpλmin(Σz) = Lpλz. (7)

The pure exploration phase creates an i.i.d. sample of size τ (collected into Fs) for each stage

s ∈ [S], which together with (7) ensures that the minimum eigenvalue of the design matrix based on

Ψo
s(t) = Ψs(t)∪Fs surpasses the threshold required in Theorem 2.1(iii). Theorem 2.2 establishes both

a high-probability and an expectation bound on the regret of supCB when T is known. The standard

doubling trick (Auer et al., 1995) is used later to extend supCB to the case of unknown T .

Theorem 2.2. Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), set K =
√
T/d/ log(T ), τ =

√
dT

and α = 3σuMψ2/κ ·
√

log(3TKS/δ). Provided that

T ≥
[
BS1 ·

d2 + (log T )2

dλ4z

]
∨
[
BS2 ·

d4 + (log(3TKS/δ))2

dλ2z

]
, (8)

we have that, with probability at least 1− δ − 2 log(T )/T , the regret of supCB is upper bounded by

RT ≤ BS3 ·
√
dT log(T ) log(T/δ) log(T/d),

where BS1, BS2, BS3 > 0 are absolute constants that only depend on quantities in Assumption 2.1. In
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Algorithm 2 The supCB algorithm for dynamic pricing

Input: Total rounds T , price interval [l, u],
discretization rate K, exploration length τ , confidence level parameter α.

Initialization: Discretize the price interval [l, u] into K equispaced points as in PK = {p(a)}a∈[K].
Set the number of stages S = ⌊log2 T ⌋ and set Ψ0 = Ψ1 = · · · = ΨS = ∅.

for s ∈ [S] do
Set the exploration set as Fs = {(s− 1)τ + 1, (s − 1)τ + 2, · · · , sτ}.
for t ∈ Fs do

Randomly choose pt ∈ PK , record yt and xt = (z⊤t ,−ptz⊤t )⊤.
end for

end for

for t = Sτ + 1, Sτ + 2, · · · , T do
Initialize A1 = [K], s = 1 and at = NULL.
while at = NULL do

I. Run CB-GLM with α and Ψs ∪ Fs to obtain {r(s)t,a , w
(s)
t,a}a∈As .

II. If w
(s)
t,a > 2−s for some a ∈ As,

set at = argmaxa∈As w
(s)
t,a , update Ψs = Ψs ∪ {t}.

III. Else if w
(s)
t,a ≤ 1/

√
T for all a ∈ As,

set at = argmaxa∈As r
(s)
t,a and update Ψ0 = Ψ0 ∪ {t}.

IV. Else if w
(s)
t,a ≤ 2−s for all a ∈ As,

update As+1 =
{
a ∈ As

∣∣r(s)t,a ≥ maxj∈As r
(s)
t,j − 2 · 2−s

}
and update s← s+ 1.

end while
Set pt = p(at), record yt and xt = (z⊤t ,−ptz⊤t )⊤.

end for

particular, setting δ = 1/
√
T , we have that E(RT ) . log3/2(T )

√
dT .

The details of BS1, BS2, BS3 can be found in the proof of Theorem 2.2 in the supplement. Theo-

rem 2.2 states that when the sample size T is sufficiently large, supCB can achieve a regret of order

O(
√
dT log3/2(T )). To our knowledge, this improves the best available regret in the contextual dynamic

pricing literature (e.g. Ban and Keskin, 2021; Wang et al., 2021) by a factor of
√
d.

As discussed in the introduction, there are two types of contextual MAB problems. For the

first type, its arm space X is a d-dimensional (uncountable) compact subset of R
d and the op-

timal regret Õ(d
√
T ) can be achieved via standard UCB (Dani et al., 2008; Abbasi-Yadkori et al.,

2011). The second type has a finite K number of arms in each round t, where the optimal regret

is Õ(
√
dT logK) (Auer, 2002; Chu et al., 2011). The key insight of Theorem 2.2 and supCB is that

the contextual dynamic pricing problem can be essentially viewed as a contextual MAB of the second
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type. The intuition is that, despite being uncountable, the action space [l, u] of dynamic pricing is

of dimension one regardless of the context dimension d. Moreover, thanks to the uniform Lipschitz

continuity of the revenue function, we can discretize the action space [l, u] into K arms and achieve a

controllable approximation error as long as K is of polynomial order in T (i.e. O(
√
T ), independent

of d).

Unknown T . When T is unknown, we run supCB with the doubling trick (e.g. Auer et al., 1995).

In particular, we partition [1,∞) into non-overlapping episodes k ∈ N+, where for the kth episode,

we set its length as Ek = 2k and run Algorithm 2 with T = Ek. The algorithm is then restarted at

the beginning of the next episode. To conserve space, we refer to Theorem S.2.1 for its theoretical

guarantee. See also Algorithm 4 later for a detailed implementation of ETC with the doubling trick.

2.3 An explore-then-commit (ETC) algorithm

The supCB algorithm achieves the optimal regret under a minimal set of assumptions. On the other

hand, due to the complex design, its computational efficiency may not be ideal and the confidence

level α involves unknown constants in Theorem 2.2. This motivates us to further propose an explore-

then-commit (ETC) algorithm in Algorithm 3, which is tuning-free and computationally efficient.

Algorithm 3 The ETC algorithm for dynamic pricing

Input: Total rounds T , price interval [l, u], exploration length τ .

a. (Exploration): For t ∈ [τ ], uniformly choose pt ∈ [l, u], record yt and xt = (z⊤t ,−ptz⊤t )⊤ into the
price experiment set Ψ.

b. (Estimation): Obtain MLE θ̂ based on observations in Ψ.

c. (Exploitation): For t = τ + 1, · · · , T , offer the greedy price at p̂∗t = p∗(θ̂, zt) based on θ̂.

ETC employs a simple two-stage structure: in the exploration stage, it conducts τ rounds of price

experiments where prices are randomly drawn from [l, u]; it then obtains an MLE θ̂ based on the sample

collected and switches to the exploitation stage, where it uses θ̂ to set prices for the rest T − τ rounds.

We remark that ETC is a standard algorithm in the bandit literature (e.g. Lattimore and Szepesvári,

2020) and is recently used in semi-parametric dynamic pricing in Fan et al. (2024).

Importantly, note that ETC only requires a single computation of MLE, while supCB requires

the computation of at least O(T ) many MLE, with the worst case scenario being O(T log2 T ). In
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Section 5, we conduct extensive numerical experiments to showcase the computational efficiency of

ETC compared to supCB. We proceed by introducing an additional Assumption 2.2.

Assumption 2.2. There exists an absolute constant ςo > 0 such that for any θ ∈ {θ : ‖θ− θ∗‖ ≤ ςo}

and any context vector z ∈ Z̄, with Z̄ being the closure of Z, it holds that the optimal price p∗ =

argmaxp∈[l,u] r(p, z, θ) is unique and is an interior point of the price range [l, u].

We remark that Assumption 2.2 is a mild assumption commonly used in the dynamic pricing lit-

erature under various settings (e.g. Broder and Rusmevichientong, 2012; Javanmard and Nazerzadeh,

2019; Ban and Keskin, 2021; Chen and Gallego, 2021; Lei et al., 2023; Fan et al., 2024). In particular,

it requires that the optimal price p∗ is unique for all context vector and all θ within an arbitrarily small

neighborhood of θ∗. To understand Assumption 2.2, consider a linear demand model. We have that

the optimal price is unique over R and is p∗ = z⊤α/(2z⊤β) for any z and θ = (α, β). Therefore, given

that the true price elasticity z⊤β∗ is lower bounded by an absolute constant cb such that z⊤β∗ ≥ cb > 0

for all z ∈ Z̄ (i.e. all consumers are sensitive to prices), one can always find a sufficiently large interval

[l, u] and sufficiently small ςo such that Assumption 2.2 holds. By simple algebra, the same holds

under a logistic demand model. In the following, without loss of generality, we assume ςo ∈ (0, 1].

An important implication of Assumption 2.2 is that the optimal price p∗ is a Lipschitz continuous

function of θ over ‖θ−θ∗‖ ≤ ςo uniformly for all z ∈ Z, as stated in Proposition S.2.1 of the supplement.

In other words, when the parameter estimation error ‖θ̂ − θ∗‖ is sufficiently small, its impact on the

estimation error of the optimal price is Lipschitz. Such a Lipschitz continuity property is explicitly

assumed in the literature (e.g. Broder and Rusmevichientong, 2012; Ban and Keskin, 2021), while we

give a formal proof under mild conditions. As will be discussed later, this Lipschitz continuity property

of the optimal price function plays a key role in the theoretical guarantees for ETC.

Theorem 2.3. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. For any δ ∈ (0, 1/3), set τ =
√
Td log(1/δ).

For any T satisfying

T ≥ BE1 ·
d2 + (log(1/δ))2

dλ8z
, (9)
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we have that, with probability at least 1− 3δ, the regret of ETC is upper bounded by

RT ≤ BE2 ·
√
dT log(1/δ),

where BE1, BE2 > 0 are absolute constants that only depend on quantities in Assumptions 2.1 and

2.2. In particular, setting δ = 1/T , we have that E(RT ) .
√
dT log(T ).

The details of BE1, BE2 can be found in the proof of Theorem 2.3 in the supplement. Remarkably,

despite its simplicity, ETC also achieves the optimal regret Õ(
√
dT ) for sufficiently large T and in fact

improves upon the regret of supCB by a logarithmic factor log T. The key intuition lies in a second-

order structure of the revenue function due to Assumption 2.2 and Proposition S.2.1. In particular,

for the regret incurred in the exploitation stage, we have that

T∑

t=τ+1

|r(p∗t , zt, θ∗)− r(p̂∗t , zt, θ∗)| =
T∑

t=τ+1

∣∣∣∣
∂2

∂p2
r(p+t , zt, θ

∗)(p∗t − p̂∗t )2
∣∣∣∣

≤ Cr · C2
ϕ ·

T∑

t=τ+1

{
‖z⊤t (α∗ − α̂)‖2 + ‖z⊤t (β∗ − β̂)‖2

}
, (10)

where the equality follows from a Taylor expansion and the fact that p∗t ∈ (l, u) is the maximizer

of the revenue function with p+t between p∗t and p̂∗t , and the inequality follows from the fact that

|∂2r(p, zt, θ∗)/∂p2| < Cr for an absolute constant Cr (Lemma S.2.2) and Proposition S.2.1. In the

proof of Theorem 2.3, we show that the last term in (10) is related to the squared prediction error of

θ̂, which can be well controlled using results in Theorem 2.1(ii) and matrix concentration inequality.

Intuitively, this indicates that the regret in (10) is of order Õ(dT/τ) when the exploration set is

of length τ , which is the key for the optimality of ETC. Without Assumption 2.2, the arguments in

(10) will not hold and we can only control the regret at the order of Õ(dT/
√
τ) using the Lipschitz

property of the revenue function, which leads to a sub-optimal regret and makes supCB necessary.

Note that the regret bound in Theorem 2.3 does not depend on the minimum eigenvalue λz of the

context vector, as our technical arguments show that the regret can be controlled by the prediction

error of the MLE θ̂. Under the additional assumption λz ≍ λ̄z := λmax(Σz), we further show in

Proposition S.2.2 of the supplement, using an estimation error based argument, that ETC can achieve

the same optimal regret as in Theorem 2.3 but with a relaxed requirement on T than the one in (9).
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Unknown T. When T is unknown, we couple ETC with the doubling trick (Auer et al., 1995).

We summarize the algorithm, named ETC-Doubling, in Algorithm 4. For a given dimension d, denote

T ∗
d as the minimum T such that condition (9) holds with δ = 1/T .

Algorithm 4 The ETC-Doubling algorithm for dynamic pricing

Input: Price interval [l, u], Ψ = ∅.

for k = 1, 2, · · · do
a. (New episode): Set the episode length as Ek = 2k.

b. (Exploration): For the first τk = min
{√

dEk log(Ek), Ek

}
rounds, randomly choose

pt ∈ [l, u], and record yt and xt = (z⊤t ,−ptz⊤t )⊤ into the price experiment set Ψ.

c. (Estimation): Obtain MLE θ̂ based on observations in Ψ.

d. (Exploitation): For the rest Ek − τk rounds, offer the greedy price at p∗(θ̂, zt) based on θ̂.
end for

Theorem 2.4. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. For any T satisfying T ≥ T ∗2
d /d, with proba-

bility at least 1− 6/
√
dT , the regret of ETC-Doubling is upper bounded by RT ≤ BE3 ·

√
dT log(T ),

where BE3 > 0 is an absolute constant that only depends on quantities in Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2.

Remark 2.1 (Comparison with MLE-Cycle). An important algorithm in the dynamic pricing litera-

ture that works under an unknown T is the MLE-Cycle algorithm (e.g. Broder and Rusmevichientong,

2012; Ban and Keskin, 2021), which achieves a regret of order Õ(d
√
T ). The key idea of MLE-Cycle

is to divide the horizon [1,∞) into cycles. In particular, the cth cycle is of length c+ k, where k is a

constant. Within each cycle, the first k rounds are used for price experiments and the next c rounds

are used for price exploitation. In Section S.2.4 of the supplement, we show the sub-optimality of

MLE-Cycle is due to that k is constant, i.e., it under-explores. Moreover, we show that via a simple

modification that boosts exploration, MLE-Cycle can achieve the optimal regret of orderO(
√
dT log T ).

On the other hand, due to its design, MLE-Cycle requires the computation of O(
√
T ) number of MLE

while ETC-Doubling only requires O(log2 T ). In Section 5, we show via extensive numerical experi-

ments that ETC-Doubling achieves better statistical and computational efficiency in finite sample.

3 Contextual dynamic pricing under LDP constraints

As discussed in the introduction, there is a growing trend for implementing privacy preserving prac-

tice in business operations where personal information is used. This motivates us to further study
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contextual dynamic pricing within the framework of local differential privacy (LDP).

We first introduce the notion of LDP for contextual dynamic pricing and then propose the ETC-

LDP algorithm in Section 3.1 and establish its regret upper bound in Section 3.2. For t ∈ [T ], let

st = (zt, yt, pt) be the raw data observed at time t. We follow the formulation of LDP in dynamic

pricing put forward by the seminal work of Chen et al. (2022a), where the privacy-preserving policy

assumes a two-part structure such that

pt ∼At(·|zt, w1, · · · , wt−1) = At(zt, w<t), (11)

wt ∼Qt(·|st, w1, · · · , wt−1) = Qt(st, w<t), (12)

with At being the pricing strategy andQt being the privacy mechanism. Here, wt denotes the privatized

statistic based on raw data st and we denote the past privatized statistics as w<t = (w1, · · · , wt−1).

The pricing strategy At(zt, w<t) utilizes the true context zt of the tth customer and the privatized

information w<t from previous time periods. Note that while the raw context zt is utilized for pricing

purposes, it is never retained or stored by the seller. In particular, the personalized price pt is computed

based on zt locally on the customer’s device and the only data passed to the seller is the privatized

wt. The privatization mechanism Qt(st, w<t) is used to transform the raw data of the tth customer,

st, into a privatized statistic wt. Note that Qt only utilizes the privatized statistics w<t and thus

maintains privacy for previously encountered consumers. We remark that the seller does not store raw

customer data st. Instead, only the privatized statistic wt is retained for future pricing.

Following Duchi et al. (2018) and Chen et al. (2022a), we give the formal definition of local differ-

ential privacy (LDP) in the context of dynamic pricing.

Definition 3.1 (LDP for dynamic pricing). For any ǫ ≥ 0, a pricing policy π = {Qt, At}Tt=1 satisfies

ǫ-LDP if for any t ∈ [T ], w<t, and st, s
′
t, it holds that for any measurable set W ,

Qt(W |st, w<t) ≤ eǫQt(W |s′t, w<t).

We remark that our theoretical results hold for any ǫ ∈ (0, b], where b is an absolute constant. For

simplicity, we assume in the following that ǫ ∈ (0, 1] in all of our theoretical results regarding LDP.
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3.1 The ETC-LDP algorithm

Algorithm 5 presents the proposed ETC-LDP algorithm for privacy-preserving contextual dynamic

pricing, with a L2-ball mechanism (Duchi et al., 2018) subroutine in Algorithm 6. The high-level

structure of ETC-LDP is the same as the ETC algorithm in Section 2.3 for non-private dynamic

pricing. In particular, it partitions the entire horizon into an exploration phase and an exploitation

phase. The exploration phase is used for private parameter estimation while in the exploitation phase,

the seller uses a greedy approach to set optimal prices based on the estimated model parameter.

Unlike ETC where the seller can simply conduct a single maximum likelihood estimation after

collecting all raw data {st}t∈[τ ] in the exploration phase, an alternative estimator is needed for ETC-

LDP to meet the LDP constraint. In particular, leveraging the sequential nature of the LDP notion and

dynamic pricing, we employ a stochastic gradient descent (SGD) based privacy-preserving estimation

procedure integrated into the exploration phase of ETC-LDP (i.e. step A1-A3 in Algorithm 5).

Algorithm 5 The ETC-LDP algorithm for privacy-preserving dynamic pricing

Input: Total rounds T , price interval [l, u], parameter space Θ, privacy parameter ǫ,
exploration length τ , learning rate of SGD ζl, gradient truncation parameter Cg

[A. Exploration]
Randomly sample an initial estimator θ̂0 from Θ.
for t ∈ [τ ] do

A1 (Experiment): uniformly choose pt from [l, u], observe raw data st = (zt, yt, pt).
A2 (Privatization): compute the truncated gradient

g
[C]
t = g

[C]
t (θ̂t−1; st) = ΠBCg

[g(θ̂t−1; st)], with g(θ̂t−1; st) = [yt − ψ′(x⊤t θ̂t−1)]xt. (13)

run the L2-ball subroutine on g
[C]
t with parameter Cg and ǫ, and obtain wt =W (g

[C]
t ).

A3 (SGD): update estimation via θ̂t = ΠΘ[θ̂t−1 + ηtwt] with step size ηt = (ζlt)
−1.

end for

[B. Exploitation]
for t = τ + 1, · · · , T do

offer the greedy price at pt = p∗(θ̂τ , zt) based on θ̂τ .
end for

We now give a detailed explanation of step A1-A3. Step A1 creates a new data point st = (zt, pt, yt)

based on price experiments. Define the log-likelihood function and its gradient based on {st} as

l(θ; st) = ytx
⊤
t θ − ψ(x⊤t θ) and g(θ; st) = [yt − ψ′(x⊤t θ)]xt,
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Algorithm 6 The L2-ball mechanism (Duchi et al., 2018). L2-ball (g,Cg , ǫ)

Input: Raw data g ∈ R
2d, upper bound Cg such that ‖g‖ ≤ Cg, privacy parameter ǫ.

1. Generate X̃ = (2b− 1)g where b is a Bernoulli random variable with success probability 1
2 +

‖g‖
2Cg

.

2. Generate random vector W(g) via

W(g) ∼





Unif
{
w ∈ R

d : w⊤X̃ > 0, ‖w‖ = Cgrǫ,d

}
with probability eǫ/ (1 + eǫ) ,

Unif
{
w ∈ R

d : w⊤X̃ ≤ 0, ‖w‖ = Cgrǫ,d

}
with probability 1/ (1 + eǫ) ,

where rǫ,d =
√
π
eǫ + 1

eǫ − 1

dΓ
(
d+ 1

2

)

Γ (d+ 1)
and Γ(·) is the Gamma function.

Output: w = W(g).

respectively. The update direction of the standard SGD will be g(θ̂t−1; st) given the current estimator

θ̂t−1. However, to preserve privacy, we need to privatize g(θ̂t−1; st), which is done in Step A2 via the

L2-ball mechanism (Duchi et al., 2018). In particular, Step A2 first computes a truncated gradient g
[C]
t

in (13) by projecting g(θ̂t−1; st) to the ball BCg in R
2d, as the L2-ball mechanism requires a bounded

input. It then runs the L2-ball subroutine and obtains the privatized gradient wt. Step A3 updates

the estimator via θ̂t = ΠΘ[θ̂t−1 + ηtwt] with a step size ηt = 1/(ζlt) that decays with 1/t.

After exploration, we obtain the SGD based privacy-preserving estimator θ̂τ , which is then used in

the exploitation phase. In Proposition S.3.1 of the supplement, we show ETC-LDP is indeed ǫ-LDP.

3.2 Regret upper bound of ETC-LDP

We start with a mild assumption on the parameter space and the eigenvalue of the context vector zt.

Assumption 3.1. (a) The parameter space Θ is compact and satisfies that θ∗ ∈ Θ ⊆ {θ : ‖θ− θ∗‖ ≤

cθ}, for some absolute constant cθ > 0. (b) There exist absolute constants cλ1, cλ2 > 0 such that

cλ1/d ≤ λz ≤ λ̄z ≤ cλ2/d, where recall λz = λmin(Σz) and λ̄z = λmax(Σz).

Assumptions 2.1(c) and 3.1(a) together ensure that {x⊤θ : x ∈ X and θ ∈ Θ} is bounded. Define

M∗
ψ1 = sup

(x,θ)∈X⊗Θ
|ψ′(x⊤θ)| ∨ 1 and κ∗ = inf

(x,θ)∈X⊗Θ
ψ′′(x⊤θ) ∧ 1. (14)

By simple algebra and (7), we have that the population log-likelihood function l(θ) := E[l(θ; st)] in

the exploration phase of ETC-LDP is φz-strongly concave over Θ with φz := Lpκ
∗λz. This serves as

the foundation for the theoretical analysis of the SGD estimator θ̂τ . Note that if we assume ‖θ∗‖ ≤ c
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for some absolute constant c, Assumption 3.1(a) then holds by setting Θ = {θ : ‖θ‖ ≤ c} and cθ = 2c.

Assumption 3.1(b) imposes the mild condition that λz ≍ λ̄z ≍ 1/d. This essentially requires zt to

have a balanced covariance matrix, which is a standard assumption in the statistical regression litera-

ture. Note that the 1/d factor is due to the fact that ‖zt‖ ≤ 1 as in Assumption 2.1(a). Theorem 3.1

gives the high probability estimation error bound for the private SGD estimator θ̂τ in the exploration

phase of ETC-LDP, which serves as the basis for bounding its regret.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1(a) hold. For any τ ≥ 4, set Cg = 2
√
1 + u2(M∗

ψ1 +

σ
√
log τ) and ζl = cl · φz with some cl ∈ (0, 1], where recall φz = Lpκ

∗λz. We have that, for any ǫ > 0

and 0 < δ < (e ∨ log τ)−1, with probability at least 1− δ log τ , it holds that

‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖2 ≤ BL1 ·
1

c2l
· d log(1/δ) log(τ)

λ2zǫ
2τ

,

where BL1 > 0 is an absolute constant that only depends on quantities in Assumptions 2.1 and 3.1(a).

We remark that our private SGD estimator for the GLM model is adapted from a similar procedure

in Duchi et al. (2018) without the truncation mechanism. Assuming the boundedness of the gradient,

Duchi et al. (2018) provide an asymptotic estimation error bound (in our notation) such that

E‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖2 .
d

λ2zǫ
2τ
,

and show its asymptotic minimax optimality. In contrast, we provide a non-asymptotic high probabil-

ity bound for the private SGD estimator via substantially different technical arguments adapted from

the standard SGD literature (Rakhlin et al., 2011). Moreover, as we allow an unbounded gradient,

our result requires a careful analysis of the additional bias-variance trade-off due to truncation. Note

that our results matches the one in Duchi et al. (2018), up to logarithmic terms, where log(1/δ) is due

to the high probability nature of our bound and log τ is due to the bias from truncation.

For the natural case where the minimum eigenvalue λz ≍ d−1, the MLE in Theorem 2.1(ii) and

the private SGD in Theorem 3.1 achieve high-probability upper bounds, up to logarithmic factors,

‖θ̂MLE
τ − θ∗‖2 . d2

τ
and ‖θ̂SGD

τ − θ∗‖2 . d3

ǫ2τ
.

This suggests that the LDP constraint shrinks the effective sample size from τ to τǫ2/d, a phenomenon

repeatedly observed in the LDP literature (e.g. Duchi et al., 2018; Li et al., 2023).
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Remark 3.1 (Learning rate ζl). A key tuning parameter of the private SGD estimator is the learning

rate ζl, which regulates the step size ηt = 1/(ζlt). Inline with the standard SGD literature (e.g.

Rakhlin et al., 2011), we require ζl = cl · φz for some cl ∈ (0, 1] to achieve the optimal error bound.

The term φz = Lpκ
∗λz is the strong-concavity parameter of the population log-likelihood function and

in general is unknown. However, if the order of λz is known, e.g. λz ≍ 1/d as in Assumption 3.1(b), one

can set cl = 1/ log log τ and replace φz by its order 1/d in ζl. It is easy to see that this ζl will be valid

for all sufficiently large τ and the estimation error of SGD will only be inflated by a poly-logarithmic

factor. Therefore, for simplicity, we set ζl = φz in the regret analysis of ETC-LDP in Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 3.1 hold. For any ǫ > 0 and 0 < δ < (e ∨ log T )−1,

set the learning rate ζl = φz, the exploration length τ = d
√

log(T ) log(1/δ)T /ǫ and the truncation

parameter Cg = 2
√
1 + u2(M∗

ψ1 + σ
√
log τ). For any T satisfying

T ≥ BL2 · λ−4
z [ǫ−2 log T log(1/δ) ∨ d], (15)

we have that, with probability at least 1− δ log(T ), the regret of ETC-LDP is upper bounded by

RT ≤ BL3 ·
d
√

log(T ) log(1/δ)T

ǫ
,

where BL2, BL3 > 0 are absolute constants that only depends on quantities in Assumptions 2.1, 2.2

and 3.1. In particular, setting δ = 1/T , we have that E(RT ) . ǫ−1d
√
T log(T ).

Theorem 3.2 suggests that ETC-LDP achieves the regret of order Õ(d
√
T/ǫ). Compared to ETC,

which achieves a regret of order Õ(
√
dT ), we see that the LDP constraint inflates the regret by

√
d/ǫ,

matching the phenomenon for the private SGD estimator when compared with MLE.

In Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, we require a diverging Cg to control the bias due to truncation of the

gradient. For GLMs where yt is bounded, Cg can be made tighter as a constant. For example, we

can set Cg =
√
1 + u2 for the logistic regression. This would improve the estimation error (and hence

regret) by a poly-logarithmic factor. Same as supCB and ETC, we can further extend ETC-LDP to

the case where T is unknown with the doubling trick. We omit the details to conserve space.
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4 Minimax lower bounds on the regret

In this section, we provide minimax lower bounds for both non-private and private contextual dynamic

pricing, which verify the optimality of our upper bound methods supCB, ETC and ETC-LDP.

Theorem 4.1 (Non-private lower bound). Let P be the collection of distributions satisfying the GLM

model in (1) and Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, and Π be the set of all non-anticipating policies. There

exists an absolute constant c̃ > 0 such that infπ∈Π sup
v∈P E

πRT ≥ c̃
√
dT , for all T ≥ 4d2 log(T ).

Theorem 4.1 shows that both supCB and ETC achieve the minimax optimal regret, up to logarith-

mic factors. The sub-linear dependence on the dimensionality d is the first time seen in the contextual

dynamic pricing literature and extends the Ω(
√
T ) lower bound for contextual-free dynamic pricing in

Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012). Unlike Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012), which connects

the regret with the error of a hypothesis testing problem between two highly indistinguishable demand

models and applies Le Cam’s lemma, our technical arguments are substantially different and more in-

volved. In particular, to capture the effect of the dimension d, we construct 2d number of demand

models that can be grouped into pairs, where each pair is highly indistinguishable along one dimen-

sion of the context vector. We connect the regret with the error of a multiple-classification problem

and establish the lower bound based on Assouad’s method. We remark that due to adaptivity of the

data (i.e. {yt, zt, pt} generated by the pricing policy is not i.i.d.), our arguments are more involved

than standard applications of Assouad’s method in lower bounds for statistical estimation problems.

Theorem 4.2 (Private lower bound). Let P be the collection of distributions satisfying the GLM

model in (1), Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 and 3.1, and Π(ǫ) be the set of all non-anticipating ǫ-LDP policies as

defined in Definition 3.1. There exists an absolute constant c̃ > 0 such that infπ∈Π(ǫ) supv∈P E
πRT ≥

c̃d
√
T/ǫ, for all T ≥ c̃′ · d4ǫ−2 log(T ), where c̃′ > 0 is an absolute constant.

Theorem 4.2 shows that ETC-LDP achieves the minimax optimal regret, up to logarithmic factors.

Compared with Theorem 4.1, the regret lower bound under LDP inflates by a factor of
√
d/ǫ, matching

the phenomenon seen in the upper bounds. The proof of Theorem 4.2 shares some similarity with that

of Theorem 4.1, with the Assouad’s method replaced by a private version tailored for LDP. While this
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strategy has been used in the LDP literature for establishing lower bounds for private estimation with

independent data (e.g. Duchi et al., 2018; Acharya et al., 2024), our setting is much more involved

and thus requires more delicate analysis. In particular, in our lower bound setting, we allow the data

(especially price) to be adaptively generated by any pricing policy π, making the data inherently

dependent. To tackle this difficulty, we exploit the two-part structure of the LDP pricing policy as

in (11) and (12), and devise a novel conditioning argument to track the intrinsic dependence of the

data. This allows us to generalize the information contraction bound in Acharya et al. (2024) to the

adaptive setting and can be of independent interest to other works in dynamic pricing under LDP.

5 Numerical analysis

In this section, we conduct extensive numerical experiments on both synthetic and real-world data, to

investigate the performance of the proposed algorithms and further validate our theoretical findings.

Section 5.1 discusses the general simulation settings. Section 5.2.1 examines supCB and ETC with

a known T . Section 5.2.2 compares ETC-Doubling with MLE-Cycle with an unknown T . Section 5.2.3

examines ETC-LDP under privacy. Section 5.3 presents a real data application on auto loan pricing.

5.1 General simulation settings

Data generating process in Section 5.2. We consider a logistic regression setting, where given

(zt, pt), the consumer demand yt is a Bernoulli random variable such that

E(yt|zt, pt) = ψ′
(
z⊤t α

∗ − (z⊤t β
∗)pt

)
, (16)

where ψ′(·) is the logistic function. The feature vector zt = (zt,1, · · · , zt,d) are i.i.d. random vectors

across time. We consider two simulation scenarios.

(S1). We set α∗ = 1.6 ·1d/
√
d and β∗ = 1d/

√
d. For each feature vector zt, we set {zt,i}di=1 as i.i.d.

uniform(1/
√
d, 2/
√
d) random variables. (S2). We set α∗ = 1d and β∗ = 1d. For each feature vector

zt, it is uniformly drawn from {e1, e2, · · · ed}, which consists of the d standard orthnormal basis in R
d.

For (S1), the optimal price is always between [0.91, 2.68] for all d, while for (S2), the optimal price is

always 1.57. Therefore, we set the price range [l, u] to be [0, 3] for all algorithms in Section 5.2.

Implementation details. For a known horizon T , the algorithms are implemented as follows.
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• For ETC, following Theorem 2.3, we set the length of price experiments as τ =
⌈√

dT log T
⌉
.

• For supCB, following Theorem 2.2, we set the number of stages as S = ⌊log2 T ⌋, the length of

price experiments as τ =
⌈√
dT

⌉
and the discretization rate as K =

⌈√
T/d/ log T

⌉
. We set

α = log log T ·
√

log(3T 1.5KS). Here, a log log T factor is included in α as in practice (σ,Mψ2, κ)

is unknown. It is easy to see this at most inflates the regret of supCB by log log T.

• For ETC-LDP, following Theorem 3.2, we set the length of price experiments as τ =
⌈
2d
√
T log T/ǫ

⌉

and the learning rate of SGD as ζl = Lp/d. For the L2-ball mechanism, it is easy to derive that

Cg = max ‖zt‖2 ·
√
1 + u2 under the logistic regression model in (16).

For the case where T is unknown, all algorithms are implemented with the standard doubling trick.

5.2 Experiments on Synthetic Data

5.2.1 ETC and supCB with a known horizon

In this section, we examine the statistical and computational efficiency of ETC and supCB when

the horizon T is known. We set the horizon T ∈ {(1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7)2 × 10000} and set the dimension

d ∈ {(1, 2, 3, 4, 5)2} = {1, 4, 9, 16, 25}. Given (T, d), for each algorithm, we conduct 500 independent

experiments and record the realized regrets {R(i)
T,d}500i=1.

Reported metrics: We report the sample mean regret RT,d =
∑500

i=1R
(i)
T,d/500. Denote ST,d as

the sample standard deviation of {R(i)
T,d}500i=1, we further construct IT,d = [RT,d − 3ST,d/

√
500, RT,d +

3ST,d/
√
500], which is the 99% confidence interval of the expected regret E(RT,d) based on normal

approximation. Based on
{
logRT,d

}
across all (d, T ), we further fit a linear regression

logRT,d = β0 + βd log d+ βT log T + offset, (17)

and examine the coefficients (βd, βT ). Here, the offset term is used to remove the impact of the poly-

logarithmic factor that appears in the expected regret E(RT,d).

Figure 1 reports the performance of ETC under (S1). Specifically, Figure 1(left) reports the mean

regret RT,d (and the confidence interval IT,d) of ETC at different (T, d) under (S1). As can be seen,

given a fixed dimension d, the regret scales sublinearly w.r.t. T , and given a fixed horizon T , the regret

increases with the dimension d. Figure 1(middle) plots logRT,d vs. log T for each fixed d, and further
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plots the estimated regression lines based on (17) with an offset term of 0.5 log log T . In particular, the

regression coefficients are estimated as βd = 0.48 and βT = 0.49, which provides numerical evidence

for Theorem 2.3. For illustration, Figure 1(right) further gives the boxplot of {R(i)
T,d}500i=1 for each

T ∈ {(1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7)2 × 10000} with a fixed d = 9.
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Figure 1: ETC under (S1). [Left]: Mean regret (with C.I.) under different (d, T ). [Middle]: Mean
regret (in log scale) with fitted regression lines. [Right]: Boxplot of regrets at different T (d = 9).

Similarly, Figure 2 reports the performance of supCB under (S1). The estimated linear regression

based on (17) with an offset term of 1.5 log log T gives (βd, βT ) = (0.50, 0.49), which provides numerical

evidence for Theorem 2.2. However, though its regret scales sublinearly with (d, T ), supCB records an

expected regret that is overall 3 to 4 times higher than ETC. To conserve space, the performance of

ETC and supCB under (S2) is reported in Figure S.1 and Figure S.2 in the supplement, where similar

phenomenon is observed. Therefore, in terms of statistical efficiency, ETC is preferred over supCB.
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Figure 2: supCB under (S1). [Left]: Mean regret (with C.I.) under different (d, T ). [Middle]: Mean
regret (in log scale) with fitted regression lines. [Right]: Boxplot of regrets at different T (d = 9).

Figure S.3 in the supplement reports the mean computation time of ETC and supCB at different
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(T, d) computed over 500 experiments under (S1). Overall, ETC is faster than supCB by around

10∼100 times (with an average of 54 times), where the improvement is larger under larger dimension

d. Therefore, to summarize, in practice, we recommend to use ETC as the default algorithm for

dynamic pricing, as it is simple and achieves better statistical and computational efficiency.

5.2.2 ETC-Doubling and MLE-Cycle with unknown T

In this section, we examine the performance of ETC-Doubling when T is unknown and further compare

with the modified MLE-Cycle algorithm discussed in Section S.2.4 of the supplement.

We set T = 72 × 10000 and d ∈ {1, 4, 9, 16, 25}. Note that T is unknown to the pricing algorithm

and it only means that we stop at T . Given (T, d), for each algorithm, we conduct 500 independent

experiments and record the realized sample paths of regrets {R(i)
t,d, t ∈ [1, T ]}500i=1. For each t ∈ [1, T ],

we compute the sample mean regret Rt,d =
∑500

i=1R
(i)
t,d/500 and the confidence interval It,d = [Rt,d −

3St,d/
√
500, Rt,d + 3St,d/

√
500], where St,d denotes the sample standard deviation of {R(i)

t,d}500i=1.

Here, for the qth episode in ETC-Doubling, which is of length Tq = 2q, we set the number of price

experiments as τq = min
{
Tq,

√
dTq log Tq · (

√
2− 1)

}
. The

√
2− 1 factor is introduced such that the

total price experiments conducted in ETD-Doubling is approximately
√
dT log T , which matches the

number of price experiments conducted by ETC when T is known. For a fair comparison, we also

design the exploration scheme of MLE-Cycle such that it conducts approximately
√
dT log T price

experiments. We refer to Section S.2.4 of the supplement for more details.

Figure 3(left) plots the mean regret path {Rt,d, t ∈ [1, T ]} and the pointwise confidence bound

{It,d, t ∈ [1, T ]} of ETC-Doubling across d ∈ {1, 4, 9, 16, 25} under (S1). The episodic nature of ETC-

Doubling can be clearly seen, as the regret accumulates sharply during the price experiment stage

of each episode and then switches to a mild increase during exploitation. Compare Figure 3(left)

to Figure 1(left), we can see that ETC-Doubling incurs larger regret without the knowledge of the

horizon T , which is indeed intuitive. Based on
{
logRt,d

}
across all d and t ∈ [1, T ], the estimated

linear regression in (17) with an offset term of 0.5 log log T gives (βd, βT ) = (0.45, 0.48).

Figure 3(middle) reports the performance of MLE-Cycle, which gives a smooth regret path due
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to its design. The estimated linear regression with an offset term of 0.5 log log T gives (βd, βT ) =

(0.44, 0.49). Figure 3(right) gives the boxplot of the final regret {R(i)
T,d}500i=1 incurred by ETC-Doubling

and MLE-Cycle. Overall, the two achieve similar performance with ETC-Doubling having a smaller

regret, especially for large d. The result under (S2) is reported in Figure S.4 of the supplement, where

similar findings are observed. Moreover, in Figures S.5-S.6 of the supplement, we provide the regret

path of the original MLE-Cycle algorithm under (S1) and (S2), which under-explores and thus gives

substantially higher regret compared to the modified MLE-Cycle considered in this section.
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Figure 3: Performance of ETC-Doubling and MLE-Cycle under (S1) with unknown T [Left]: Mean
regret (with C.I.) of ETC-Doubling. [Middle]: Mean regret (with C.I.) of MLE-Cycle. [Right]: Boxplot
of regrets (based on 500 experiments) at T = 490000.

Table 1 reports the sample mean RT,d and standard deviation ST,d of the final regret for ETC-

Doubling and MLE-Cycle. It matches the pattern seen in Figure 3(right), where ETC-Doubling

improves upon MLE-Cycle for around 6-9%. Table 1 further reports the sample mean and standard

deviation of computation time for ETC-Doubling and MLE-Cycle, where it is seen that ETC-Doubling

is more efficient than MLE-Cycle, especially when the dimension d is large.

Table 1: Mean and sample SD (in parentheses) of regrets and computational time (over 500 experi-
ments) by ETC-Doubling and MLE-Cycle under (S1) with unknown horizon T = 490000.

ETC-Doubling MLE-Cycle
d 1 4 9 16 25 1 4 9 16 25
Regret 1048.8 1982.4 2897.6 3790.2 4679.2 1148.8 2076.2 3060.3 4038.7 5004.4

(478.9) (436.4) (411.0) (399.9) (381.5) (451.6) (471.9) (436.1) (444.2) (425.8)
Time 58.2 59.1 61.9 66.5 85.5 59.3 84.3 144.9 282.3 545.9

(0.6) (1.0) (0.5) (1.6) (5.5) (2.5) (2.6) (6.9) (21.5) (71.7)
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5.2.3 ETC-LDP with known T

In this section, we examine ETC-LDP under differential privacy when the horizon T is known. We set

T ∈ {(1, 3, 5, 7, 9)×105} and set d ∈ {1, 2, 4, 6}. We focus on simulation settings with small dimension

d, as estimation and thus pricing are intrinsically much more challenging under the local differential

privacy setting. Following the LDP literature (e.g. Duchi et al., 2018), we set ǫ ∈ {1, 2, 4}, which are

the most commonly used LDP parameters in the industry (e.g. Han et al., 2021).

Recall under LDP, by Assumption 3.1(a), the parameter space Θ is required to be compact. Here,

we set Θ = {θ : ‖θ − θ∗‖ ≤
√
d}, i.e., we allow Θ to grow with the dimension d in the numerical

experiments, which is more realistic. For each (T, d, ǫ), we conduct 500 independent experiments and

record the realized regrets {R(i)
T,d,ǫ}500i=1 of ETC-LDP. We then compute the sample mean regret RT,d,ǫ

and the confidence interval IT,d,ǫ based on {R(i)
T,d,ǫ}500i=1 as described in Section 5.2.1.

Figure 4(left) reports the mean regret RT,d,ǫ (and confidence interval IT,d,ǫ) of ETC-LDP with

ǫ = 1 at different (T, d) under (S1). As can be seen, given a fixed d, the regret scales sublinearly

w.r.t. T , and given a fixed horizon T , the regret grows with the dimension d. Based on
{
logRt,d,ǫ

}

across all (T, d) with ǫ = 1, the estimated linear regression in (17) with an offset term of log log T gives

(βd, βT ) = (0.72, 0.54). Compared to ETC in Section 5.2.1, it is clear that to accommodate differential

privacy, ETC-LDP incurs a substantially higher regret (and larger variance). In particular, a careful

comparison between Figure 1(left) and Figure 4(left) shows that the mean regret of ETC-LDP is

around 7-8 times higher than the mean regret of ETC for comparable (T, d) under (S1). This is as

expected and indeed intuitive as the private SGD estimator is much less efficient than MLE. Such a

phenomenon is later observed in the real data analysis as well.

Figure 4(middle) reports the performance of ETC-LDP with ǫ = 4 and the estimated linear

regression gives (βd, βT ) = (0.75, 0.56). For illustration, Figure 4(right) further gives the boxplot of

{R(i)
T,d,ǫ}500i=1 for each T ∈ {(1, 3, 5, 7, 9) × 105} and ǫ ∈ {1, 4} with a fixed d = 6. Clearly, as the privacy

constraint eases, ETC-LDP achieves lower mean regret with smaller variance. To conserve space, the

performance of ETC-LDP under (S2) with ǫ ∈ {1, 4} is reported in Figure S.7 of the supplement,
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where similar phenomenon as the one in Figure 4 is observed.
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Figure 4: Performance of ETC-LDP under (S1). [Left]: Mean regret (with C.I.) under different (d, T )
and ǫ = 1. [Middle]: Mean regret (with C.I.) under different (d, T ) and ǫ = 4. [Right]: Boxplot of
regrets (based on 500 experiments) at different T (with d = 6) with ǫ ∈ {1, 4}.

5.3 Real data analysis

In this section, we explore practical utility of the proposed algorithms on a real-world auto loan dataset

provided by the Center for Pricing and Revenue Management at Columbia University.

The dataset records all auto loan applications received by a major online lender in the U.S. from

July 2002 to November 2004 with a total of 208,085 applications. For each application, we observe

information about the loan (e.g., term and amount), the prospective consumer (e.g., FICO score), and

the economic environment (e.g., prime rate). We also observe the monthly payment required for the

approved loan, which can be viewed as the pricing decision by the company, and whether the offer

was accepted – a binary purchasing decision by a consumer.

We follow the feature selection result in Luo et al. (2021) and Bastani et al. (2022) and use the

loan amount approved, term, prime rate, the competitor’s rate and FICO score as covariates. Thus,

d = 5. We refer to Table S.1 in the supplement for detailed description of the covariates. We further

standardize each covariate by its sample mean. The price p of a loan is computed as the net present

value of future payment minus the loan amount, i.e., p = Monthly Payment ×∑Term
i=1 (1 + Rate)−i −

Loan Amount.We set Rate as 0.12%, an average of the monthly London interbank offered rate for the

studied time period. For convenience, we use one thousand dollars as the basic unit for loan prices.

Note that it is impossible to obtain consumers’ real online responses to any pricing strategy unless
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it was used in the system when the data were collected. Therefore, following the literature, we first

estimate the demand model based on the entire observations and use it as the ground truth to generate

consumer responses. In particular, denote the tth consumer decision as yt, the covariates as zt ∈ R
5,

and loan price as pt, we fit the logistic regression model in (16) to {yt, zt, pt}208085t=1 . To conserve space,

the estimated θ∗ = (α∗, β∗) is reported in Table S.2 of the supplement.

Figure 5(left and middle) gives the histograms of covariates norm {‖zt‖2}208085t=1 and price sensitivity

{z⊤t β∗}208085t=1 computed via the fitted ground truth model. The 99% quantile of covariates norm (which

is 3.05) and 1% quantile of price sensitivity (which is 0.13) are further marked via red vertical lines.

To impose an upper bound of covariates norm and a lower bound of price sensitivity, we remove

covariates zt whose norm is larger than 3.05 or whose price sensitivity is smaller than 0.13. We

denote the remaining {zt} as Z, which consists of 204782 covariates. Figure 5(right) further gives the

histogram of the optimal prices (in thousands) of all covariates in Z based on the ground truth model,

where the maximum is 9.994 and the minimum is 0.632 (in thousands).
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Figure 5: Histograms of covariate norm, price sensitivity and optimal price.

We run all algorithms (i.e. ETC-Doubling, MLE-Cycle, ETC-LDP) based on the ground truth

model for T = 208085, where the covariate zt is i.i.d. random vector sampled from Z and yt follows

the ground truth model given (zt, pt). For each algorithm, we conduct 500 experiments and record

regret {R(i)
T }500i=1. Note that the horizon T is set as unknown for all algorithms. For ETC-Doubling and

MLE-Cycle, the implementation follows that in Section 5.2.2. The only difference is that we set the

price range [l, u] to be [0, 10] based on Figure 5(c). For ETC-LDP, the implementation follows that in
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Section 5.2.3, while to handle the unknown horizon T , we use doubling trick. To conserve space, we

refer to Section S.1.2 of the supplement for more implementation details of ETC-LDP.

Figure 6(left) gives the mean regret path {Rt, t ∈ [1, T ]} and the pointwise confidence bound

{It, t ∈ [1, T ]} of ETC-Doubling and MLE-Cycle, where similar phenomenon as that in Figure 3 is

seen. In particular, the two methods provide similar performance with ETC-Doubling having a better

regret (around 6%) than MLE-Cycle, where the final mean regrets of the two algorithms are 2336.43

and 2478.64, respectively. Based on
{
logRt

}
across t ∈ [1, T ], the estimated linear regression in (17)

with an offset term of 0.5 log log T gives βT = 0.49 for ETC-Doubling and βT = 0.48 for MLE-Cycle.

Figure 6(middle) gives the mean regret path {Rt, t ∈ [1, T ]} and the pointwise confidence bound of

ETC-LDP for ǫ ∈ {1, 2, 4}. The final mean regrets are 15591.76, 10057.41 and 7021.67, for ǫ = 1, 2, 4,

respectively. Not surprisingly, a more stringent privacy constraint gives a higher regret. The estimated

linear regression in (17) with an offset term of log log T gives βT = 0.57, 0.53, 0.57 for ǫ = 1, 2, 4,

respectively. For illustration, Figure 6(right) further gives the boxplot of {R(i)
T }500i=1 for all algorithms.

Note that compared to ETC-Doubling and MLE-Cycle, ETC-LDP incurs substantially higher regret.

With ǫ = 1, ETC-LDP incurs around 6 times higher regret than ETC-Doubling. By simple algebra,

this translates to 13.26 million dollars loss in revenue for T = 208085 customers, which highlights the

trade-off between privacy preservation and profitability of the firm.
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Figure 6: Performance of different algorithms for real data [Left]: Mean regret (with C.I.) of ETC-
Doubling and MLE-Cycle. [Middle]: Mean regret (with C.I.) of ETC-LDP with ǫ ∈ {1, 2, 4}. [Right]:
Boxplot of regrets of all algorithms (based on 500 experiments) at T = 208085.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we studied the contextual dynamic pricing problem with a GLM demand model and a

stochastic contextual vector of dimension d. For the non-private version, we propose two algorithms,

supCB and ETC, that can achieve the optimal regret of order Õ(
√
dT ), up to logarithmic factors.

Importantly, this improves upon the state-of-the-art in the literature by a factor of
√
d. In addition,

we consider the timely problem of dynamic pricing under LDP and propose a private SGD based ETC-

LDP algorithm, which achieves a regret of order Õ(d
√
T/ǫ), highlighting the cost of privacy. We further

illustrate the efficiency and utility of the proposed methods via extensive numerical experiments.

For future research, one direction is to allow temporal dependence among the context vector process

{zt}, which seems doable by leveraging concentration inequalities for weakly dependent data. Another

direction of interest is to further consider scenarios where there are slowly-varying or abrupt changes

in the context distribution or the regression coefficients of the demand model.
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Lattimore, T. and Szepesvári, C. (2020). Bandit algorithms. Cambridge University Press.

Lei, Y., Miao, S., and Momot, R. (2023). Privacy-preserving personalized revenue management.

Management Science.

Li, L., Lu, Y., and Zhou, D. (2017). Provably optimal algorithms for generalized linear contextual

bandits. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 2071–2080. PMLR.

Li, M., Berrett, T. B., and Yu, Y. (2023). On robustness and local differential privacy. The Annals of

Statistics, 51(2):717–737.

Liu, P., Yang, Z., Wang, Z., and Sun, W. W. (2023). Contextual dynamic pricing with strategic

buyers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.04055.

Lucas, O., Sokalski, M., and Fisher, R. (2021). Corporate data responsibility: Bridging the consumer

trust gap. KPMG Advisory.

Luo, Y., Sun, W. W., and Liu, Y. (2021). Distribution-free contextual dynamic pricing. arXiv preprint

arXiv:2109.07340.

Luo, Y., Sun, W. W., and Liu, Y. (2024). Distribution-free contextual dynamic pricing. Mathematics

of Operations Research, 49(1):599–618.

Qiang, S. and Bayati, M. (2016). Dynamic pricing with demand covariates. arXiv preprint

arXiv:1604.07463.

Rakhlin, A., Shamir, O., and Sridharan, K. (2011). Making gradient descent optimal for strongly

convex stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1109.5647.

Shariff, R. and Sheffet, O. (2018). Differentially private contextual linear bandits. Advances in Neural

Information Processing Systems, 31.

Wang, C.-H., Wang, Z., Sun, W. W., and Cheng, G. (2023). Online regularization toward always-valid

high-dimensional dynamic pricing. Journal of the American Statistical Association, pages 1–13.

37



Wang, H., Talluri, K., and Li, X. (2021). On dynamic pricing with covariates. arXiv preprint

arXiv:2112.13254.

Zhao, Z., Jiang, F., Yu, Y., and Chen, X. (2023). High-dimensional dynamic pricing under non-

stationarity: Learning and earning with change-point detection. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.07570.

Zheng, K., Cai, T., Huang, W., Li, Z., and Wang, L. (2020). Locally differentially private (contextual)

bandits learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:12300–12310.

38



ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

02
42

4v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 4

 J
un

 2
02

4

Supplementary Material – Contextual Dynamic Pricing: Algorithms,

Optimality, and Local Differential Privacy Constraints

Zifeng Zhao1, Feiyu Jiang2, Yi Yu3∗

The supplementary material is organized as follows. Section S.1 provides additional results for

simulation and real data application. Section S.2 provides technical details for theoretical guarantees

of the supCB and ETC algorithms in Section 2 of the main text. Section S.3 provides technical details

for theoretical guarantees of the ETC-LDP algorithm in Section 3 of the main text. Section S.4

provides technical details for the minimax lower bound results in Section 4 of the main text.

S.1 Additional numerical results

S.1.1 Synthetic data
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Figure S.1: Performance of ETC under (S2) [Left]: Mean regret (with C.I.) under different (d, T ).
[Middle]: Mean regret (in log scale) with fitted linear regression lines ((βd, βT ) = (0.51, 0.45)). [Right]:
Boxplot of regrets (based on 500 experiments) at different T (with d = 9).
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Figure S.2: Performance of supCB under (S2) [Left]: Mean regret (with C.I.) under different (d, T ).
[Middle]: Mean regret (in log scale) with fitted linear regression lines ((βd, βT ) = (0.47, 0.51)). [Right]:
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Figure S.3: Average computation time (with C.I.) of ETC and supCB under (S1).
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Mean regret (with C.I.) of (modified) MLE-Cycle. [Middle]: Mean regret (with C.I.) of the original
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Figure S.7: Performance of ETC-LDP under (S2). [Left]: Mean regret (with C.I.) under different
(d, T ) and ǫ = 1. The fitted linear regression gives (βd, βT ) = (0.95, 0.56). [Middle]: Mean regret
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S.1.2 Additional real data analysis

Table S.1: Summary of the auto loan dataset used in Section 5.3

Variable Type Description

apply Binary Indicator for eventual contract (dependent variable)
Price Continuous Price of the loan
Primary FICO Continuous FICO score
Competition rate Continuous Competitor’s rate
Amount Approved Continuous Loan amount approved
onemonth Continuous Prime rate
Term Continuous Approved term in months

Table S.2: Estimated logistic regression on the entire auto loan dataset.

FICO Competitor Rate Amount Prime Rate Term

α −1.434 0.288 −2.348 0.807 2.845
β 1.956 −1.542 −0.432 0.672 0.147

For ETC-LDP, the implementation follows that in Section 5.2.3, while to handle the unknown horizon

T , we use doubling trick. In particular, for the qth episode, which is of length Tq = 2q, we set the

number of price experiments as τq = min
{
Tq, d

√
2Tq log Tq/ǫ

}
, where recall ǫ is the privacy parameter.

To be more realistic, we set Θ = {θ : ‖θ − θ◦‖ ≤
√
d}, where for each experiment, θo is uniformly

sampled from the unit ball centered at θ∗. In other words, θo is a perturbed version of θ∗. Since ETC-

LDP requires more price experiments, we set the price range [l, u] to be [0, 3] for price experiments

and keep the price range to be [0, 10] for price exploitation, which improves its performance.

S.2 Technical details in Section 2

The results collected in the Appendix rely on notations defined in (3) of the main text. For convenience,

we copy them here:

Mψ1 = sup
x∈X

|ψ′(x⊤θ∗)| ∨ 1, Mψ2 = sup
{x∈X , ‖θ−θ∗‖≤1}

|ψ′′(x⊤θ)| ∨ 1,

Mψ3 = sup
{x∈X , ‖θ−θ∗‖≤1}

|ψ′′′(x⊤θ)| ∨ 1 and κ = inf
{x∈X , ‖θ−θ∗‖≤1}

ψ′′(x⊤θ) ∧ 1.

S.2.1 Key technical results

Lemma S.2.1 establishes a high-probability upper bound on the behavior of the sample design matrix

of the GLM. Lemma S.2.1 serves as the basis for later theoretical results.
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Lemma S.2.1. For τ ∈ N+, define Vτ =
∑τ

t=1 xtx
⊤
t , where {xt}t∈[τ ] are i.i.d. from an unknown

distribution with ‖x1‖ ≤ ux, with ux > 0. Denote Σx = E(x1x
⊤
1 ). There exist absolute constants

c1, c2 > 0 such that for any δ ∈ (0, 1/2), with probability at least 1− δ, we have that

(i) ‖Vτ/τ −Σx‖op ≤ max(ς, ς2), where

ς = [λmin(Σx)]
−1u4x

{
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ)

}
/
√
τ ; (S.1)

and

(ii) λmin(Vτ ) ≥ B for any B > 0 provided that

τ ≥ u4x

{
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ)

λmin(Σx)

}2

+
2B

λmin(Σx)
. (S.2)

Proof of Lemma S.2.1. For t ∈ [τ ], let at = Σ
−1/2
x xt. We therefore have that at is isometric, i.e.

E(ata
⊤
t ) = I and ‖at‖ ≤ {λmin(Σx)}−1/2ux. Denote X = [x1, x2, · · · , xτ ]⊤ and A = [a1, a2, · · · , aτ ]⊤,

satisfying that X = AΣ
1/2
x . The sub-Gaussian parameters of xt and at are upper bounded by ux and

{λmin(Σx)}−1/2ux respectively.

As for (i), by Lemma 1 in Li et al. (2017), there exist absolute constants c1, c2 > 0 such that for

any m > 0, with probability at least 1− 2 exp{−2(m/c2)
2}, we have that

∥∥∥∥
1

τ
A⊤A− I

∥∥∥∥
op

≤ max(ςA, ς
2
A), (S.3)

where ςA = {λmin(Σx)}−1u2x(c1
√
d+m)/

√
τ .

Since Vτ = X⊤X and X = AΣ
1/2
x , we further have that

∥∥∥∥
1

τ
Vτ − Σx

∥∥∥∥
op

=

∥∥∥∥
1

τ
X⊤X − Σx

∥∥∥∥
op

=

∥∥∥∥Σ
1/2
x

(
1

τ
A⊤A− I

)
Σ1/2
x

∥∥∥∥
op

≤ λmax(Σx)max(ςA, ς
2
A) ≤ u2xmax(ςA, ς

2
A).

Set m = c2
√

log(1/δ) where δ ∈ (0, 1/2). By the above result, with probability at least 1− δ, we have
∥∥∥∥
1

τ
Vτ − Σx

∥∥∥∥
op

≤ max(ς, ς2),

where ς = {λmin(Σx)}−1u4x(c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ))/

√
τ . This finishes the proof of (i).

As for (ii), first note that λmin(Vτ ) = λmin(Σ
1/2
x A⊤AΣ

1/2
x ) ≥ λmin(Σx)λmin(A

⊤A). It follows from
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(S.3) that, for any δ ∈ (0, 1/2), with probability at least 1− δ, we have

λmin(A
⊤A) ≥ τ − τ max(ςA′ , ς2A′),

where ςA′ = {λmin(Σx)}−1u2x(c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ))/

√
τ . Note that under (S.2), ςA′ < 1. We then have

that, with probability at least 1− δ,

λmin(Vτ ) ≥ τλmin(Σx)−
√
τu2x(c1

√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ)).

By simple algebra with the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality, (ii) is proved.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. For notational convenience, in the proof, we omit the index τ when no

confusion arises. Denoting L(θ) =
∑τ

t=1{ytx⊤t θ − ψ(x⊤t θ)}, let L′(θ) =
∑τ

t=1{yt − ψ′(x⊤t θ)}xt and

L′′(θ) = −∑τ
t=1 ψ

′′(x⊤t θ)xtx
⊤
t be the first and second order derivatives of L(θ). By the definitions

of θ∗ and θ̂, recalling that εt = yt − ψ′(x⊤t θ
∗), we have that L′(θ∗) =

∑τ
t=1 εtxt and L

′(θ̂) = 0. Define

G(θ) = L′(θ∗)− L′(θ). We have that G(θ∗) = 0 and G(θ̂) =
∑τ

t=1 εtxt.

Consistency: For any θ1, θ2 ∈ R
d, by the mean value theorem, we have that

G(θ1)−G(θ2) = G′(θ̄)(θ1 − θ2) =

{
τ∑

t=1

ψ′′(x⊤t θ̄)xtx
⊤
t

}
(θ1 − θ2),

for some θ̄ between θ1 and θ2. By the property of GLM detailed in Assumption 2.1(e), we have that

ψ′′(a) > 0 for all a ∈ R. In addition, since Vτ is positive definite, we have that (θ1 − θ2)
⊤(G(θ1) −

G(θ2)) > 0 for any θ1 6= θ2. In other words, G(θ) is an injection from R
d to R

d. Define H(θ) =

V
−1/2
τ G(θ), clearly H(θ) is also an injection from R

d to R
d. Moreover, we have H(θ∗) = 0.

Denote the ς-neighborhood of θ∗ as Bς := {θ : ‖θ − θ∗‖ ≤ ς}, where ς ∈ (0, 1). Define κς :=

inf{x∈X , ‖θ−θ∗‖≤ς} ψ
′′(x⊤θ). By definition, we have that κς ≥ κ1 ≥ κ. Therefore, for any θ ∈ Bς , we

have that

‖H(θ)‖2 = G(θ)⊤V −1
τ G(θ) = {G(θ)−G(θ∗)}⊤V −1

τ {G(θ)−G(θ∗)}

≥ κ2ς (θ − θ∗)⊤Vτ (θ − θ∗) ≥ κ2λmin(Vτ )‖θ − θ∗‖2.

In other words, denote ∂Bς := {θ : ‖θ − θ∗‖ = ς}, we have that infθ∈∂Bς
‖H(θ)‖ ≥ κς

√
λmin(Vτ ).
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Importantly, by Lemma A in Chen et al. (1999), this implies that
{
θ : ‖H(θ)‖ ≤ κς

√
λmin(Vτ )

}
⊂ Bς .

Therefore, we have that θ̂ ∈ Bς if we can show that ‖H(θ̂)‖ < κς
√
λmin(Vτ ). Note that ‖H(θ̂)‖2 =

ε
⊤X(X⊤X)−1X⊤

ε, where ε = (ε1, · · · , εn)⊤ and X = [x1, x2, · · · , xn]⊤. Denote Σ = X(X⊤X)−1X⊤.

We have tr(Σ) = tr(Σ2) = d and ‖Σ‖op = 1. By Theorem 2.1 in Hsu et al. (2012) and Assump-

tion 2.1(d), we have that for any δ ∈ (0, 1),

P

[
ε
⊤Σε > σ2

{
d+ 2

√
d log(1/δ) + 2 log(1/δ)

}]
≤ δ. (S.4)

In addition, by the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality, we have that d + 2
√
d log(1/δ) + 2 log(1/δ) ≤ 2d +

3 log(1/δ) ≤ 3{d + log(1/δ)}. Together, it implies that with probability at least 1 − δ, the event

EH :=
{
‖H(θ̂)‖ ≤

√
3σ
√
d+ log(1/δ)

}
holds.

Recall that we have λmin(Vτ ) ≥ 3σ2/(κ2ς2){d + log(1/δ)}. Combined with the above result, it

implies that with probability at least 1− δ, we have ‖H(θ̂)‖ < κς
√
λmin(Vτ ), and hence ‖θ̂− θ∗‖2 < ς.

Prediction error: By the definition of θ̂, we have that L(θ̂) ≥ L(θ∗). By Taylor’s expansion,

L(θ̂) = L(θ∗) + L′(θ∗)⊤(θ̂ − θ∗) +
1

2
(θ̂ − θ∗)⊤L′′(θ+)(θ̂ − θ∗),

for some θ+ between θ̂ and θ∗. By the above result, we know that with probability 1 − δ, we have

‖θ̂ − θ∗‖ ≤ 1. Together, this implies that

(θ̂ − θ∗)⊤Vτ (θ̂ − θ∗) ≤ 2/κ|L′(θ∗)⊤(θ̂ − θ∗)| ≤ 2/κ · ‖L′(θ∗)⊤V −1/2
τ ‖ · ‖(θ̂ − θ∗)⊤V 1/2

τ ‖,

where the second inequality follows from the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality. This further gives that

(θ̂ − θ∗)⊤Vτ (θ̂ − θ∗) ≤ 4

κ2
· L′(θ∗)⊤V −1

τ L′(θ∗) =
4

κ2
· ε⊤X(X⊤X)−1X⊤

ε

=
4

κ2
· ε⊤Σε ≤ 12σ2

κ2
{d+ log(1/δ)},

where ε = (ε1, · · · , εn)⊤ and the last inequality follows from (S.4). This completes the proof.

Estimation error: By the definition of θ̂, we have that

0 = L′(θ̂) = L′(θ∗) + L′′(θ+)(θ̂ − θ∗)

for some θ+ between θ̂ and θ∗. Recall that with probability at least 1 − δ, we have ‖θ̂ − θ∗‖ ≤ ς.
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Combined with the above result, with probability at least 1− δ, we have

‖θ̂ − θ∗‖ ≤ 1

κ
‖V −1

τ L′(θ∗)‖ =
1

κ
‖V −1

τ X⊤
ε‖ ≤ 1

κλ
1/2
min(Vτ )

‖V −1/2
τ X⊤

ε‖

=
1

κλ
1/2
min(Vτ )

‖H(θ̂)‖ ≤ 1

κλ
1/2
min(Vτ )

√
3σ
√
d+ log(1/δ)

where the last inequality follows from (S.4).

The last result in Theorem 2.1 is a direct adaptation of Theorem 1 in Li et al. (2017) and we thus

omit the proof.

S.2.2 Technical details in Section 2.2

Lemma S.2.2. Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds. For all z ∈ Z, the true revenue function r(p, z, θ∗)

defined in (4) is Lr-Lipschitz in p ∈ [l, u], with Lr = Mψ1 + uubMψ2. For all p ∈ [l, u] and z ∈ Z, it

holds that r(p, z, θ∗) ≤ uMψ1 and |∂2r(p, z, θ∗)/∂p2| ≤ Cr = 2Mψ2ub + uu2bMψ3.

Proof of Lemma S.2.2. Denote p 6= p̃ and p, p̃ ∈ [l, u], and denote x = (z,−pz) and x̃ = (z,−p̃z).

By definition, we have that

r(p, z, θ∗)− r(p̃, z, θ∗) =pψ′(x⊤θ∗)− p̃ψ′(x̃⊤θ∗)

=(p− p̃)ψ′(x⊤θ∗)− p̃{ψ′(x̃⊤θ∗)− ψ′(x⊤θ∗)}

=(p− p̃)ψ′(x⊤θ∗)− p̃ψ′′(ẋ⊤θ∗)(x̃⊤θ∗ − x⊤θ∗)

=(p− p̃)ψ′(x⊤θ∗) + p̃ψ′′(ẋ⊤θ∗)z⊤β∗(p̃ − p),

where the third equality follows from the mean value theorem with ẋ⊤θ∗ between x⊤θ∗ and x̃⊤θ∗.

Therefore, we have that

∣∣r(p, z, θ∗)− r(p̃, z, θ∗)
∣∣ ≤

∣∣(p− p̃)ψ′(x⊤θ∗)
∣∣+
∣∣p̃ψ′′(ẋ⊤θ∗)z⊤β∗(p̃− p)

∣∣

≤(Mψ1 + uubMψ2)|p− p̃|,

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 2.1 and the definition of Mψ1 and Mψ2. The

other results can be proved similarly.

Lemma S.2.3 is adapted from Lemma 4 in Li et al. (2017) and Lemma 14 in Auer (2002) with a

formal proof. Denote Ψo
s(t) = Ψs(t) ∪ Fs, where Fs is the sth pure price experiment set and Ψs(t) is
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the index set that collects all time periods in [Sτ + 1, t− 1] such that supCB stopped in stage s.

Lemma S.2.3. In Algorithm 2, for all s ∈ [S] and t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ], given the features {xi, i ∈ Ψo
s(t)},

the demands {yi, i ∈ Ψo
s(t)} are conditionally independent GLM random variables with parameter θ∗.

Proof of Lemma S.2.3. Note that we need to show

P({yi}, i ∈ Ψo
s(t)|{xi}, i ∈ Ψo

s(t)) =
∏

i∈Ψo
s(t)

P(yi|xi). (S.5)

For notational simplicity, denote Xs
≤t = {xi : i ∈ Ψo

s(t)} and Y s
≤t = {yi : i ∈ Ψo

s(t)}. For s ≥ 2,

define Φo<s(t) =
⋃
σ<s{Y σ

≤t,X
σ
≤t} as the results observed at stages [s − 1] up to time t (not including

t). Furthermore, for time points t1 < t2, define Φ
o
<s(t1, t2) = Φo<s(t2) \Φo<s(t1) as the results observed

at stages [s− 1] between time t1 to t2 − 1, inclusive.

In the following, we show that for all t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ] and s ∈ [S], we have that

P(Y s≤t|Xs
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t)) =

∏

i∈Ψo
s(t)

P(yi|xi). (S.6)

Note that by the property of conditional probability, (S.6) directly implies (S.5). We proceed by

mathematical induction. First, note that for t = Sτ +1, (S.6) clearly holds as Ψo
s(Sτ +1) = Fs, which

consists of only price experiments.

Now, suppose (S.6) holds for t. Denote t+ as the first time point such that Ψo
s(t

+) \ Ψo
s(t) 6= ∅.

Note that clearly t+ > t and in fact we have Ψo
s(t

+) \ Ψo
s(t) = t+ − 1. In other words, (yt∗ , xt∗) is

observed in stage s, where for notational simplicity, we define t∗ = t+−1. To finish the proof, we only

need to show that

P(Y s
≤t+ |Xs

≤t+ ,Φ
o
<s(t

+)) =
∏

i∈Ψo
s(t

+)

P(yi|xi).

In particular, by the property of conditional probability, we have

P{Y s
≤t+ ,X

s
≤t+ ,Φ

o
<s(t

+)} = P{yt∗ , Y s
≤t, xt∗ ,X

s
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t),Φ

o
<s(t, t

+)}

=P{yt∗ |Y s
≤t, xt∗ ,X

s
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t),Φ

o
<s(t, t

+)}P{xt∗ |Y s
≤t,X

s
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t),Φ

o
<s(t, t

+)}

×P{Φo<s(t, t+)|Y s
≤t,X

s
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t)}P{Y s

≤t|Xs
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t)}P{Xs

≤t,Φ
o
<s(t)}.

We now analyze the above terms one by one.
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• First, by (1), we have that P(yt∗ |Y s
≤t, xt∗ ,X

s
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t),Φ

o
<s(t, t

+)) = P(yt∗ |xt∗).

• Second, importantly, by design, t∗ can only be added to stage s in Step II of Algorithm 2. For

this to happen, it only depends on the results in the previous stages Φo<s(t
+) and w

(s)
t∗,a, and

moreover, w
(s)
t∗,a only depends on Xs

≤t but not Y s
≤t. Therefore, the possible values of xt∗ that

leads to t∗ being added in stage s is entirely determined by Xs
≤t and Φo<s(t

+), and is not affected

by the value of Y s
≤t. In other words, we have the conditional independence result

P{xt∗ |Y s
≤t,X

s
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t),Φ

o
<s(t, t

+)} = P{xt∗ |Xs
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t),Φ

o
<s(t, t

+)} = P{xt∗ |Xs
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t

+)}.

• Third, by the design of Algorithm 2, the observations Φo<s(t, t
+) at stages [s−1] does not depends

on Y s
≤t,X

s
≤t and therefore, we have P{Φo<s(t, t+)|Y s

≤t,X
s
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t)} = P{Φo<s(t, t+)|Φo<s(t)}.

Moreover, by the induction assumption, we have that P(Y s
≤t|Xs

≤t,Φ
o
<s(t)) =

∏
i∈Ψo

s(t)
P(yi|xi). There-

fore, we have

P{Y s
≤t+ ,X

s
≤t+ ,Φ

o
<s(t

+)}

=


P(yt∗ |xt∗)

∏

i∈Ψo
s(t)

P(yi|xi)


 [P{xt∗ |Xs

≤t,Φ
o
<s(t

+)}P{Φo<s(t, t+)|Φo<s(t)}P{Xs
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t)}

]
.

Thus, to finish the proof, we only need to show that

P{Xs
≤t+ ,Φ

o
<s(t

+)} = P{xt∗ |Xs
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t

+)}P{Φo<s(t, t+)|Φo<s(t)}P{Xs
≤t,Φ

o
<s(t)},

which can be shown based on the exact same arguments as above and thus is omitted.

Lemma S.2.4 establishes a high probability confidence bound for the true revenue function.

Lemma S.2.4. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), set the supCB algorithm with τ =
√
dT and α = 3σuMψ2/κ ·

√
log(3TKS/δ). Suppose T satisfies that

T ≥
{

4u8x
L4
pλ

4
z

(
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(T )

)4
/d

}
∨
{
2048M4

ψ3σ
4

κ8L2
pλ

2
z

(
d2 + log(3TKS/δ)

)2
/d

}
, (S.7)

The following event EX holds with probability at least 1− δ − S/T , where we define

EX :=
{∣∣∣r(s)t,a − r(p(a), zt, θ

∗)
∣∣∣ ≤ w

(s)
t,a , for all t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ], s ∈ [S], a ∈ [K]

}
. (S.8)
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Proof of Lemma S.2.4. Set B = τλmin(Σx)/4 and δ = 1/T , by simple algebra, we have (S.2) in

Lemma S.2.1 always holds for any τ such that

τ ≥ 2u4x

{
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(T )

λmin(Σx)

}2

. (S.9)

In Algorithm 2, we set τ =
√
dT . Therefore, under condition (S.7), by simple algebra and the fact

that λmin(Σx) ≥ Lpλz, with Lp defined in (6), we have that τ satisfies (S.9) and furthermore

B = τλmin(Σx)/4 ≥
512M2

ψ3σ
2

κ4

{
d2 + log

(
3TKS

δ

)}
.

Denote Vs,τ =
∑

i∈Fs
xix

⊤
i . Therefore, by Lemma S.2.1, under condition (S.7), for any s ∈ [S], we

have with probability at least 1− 1/T , it holds that

λmin(Vs,τ ) ≥ B ≥
512M2

ψ3σ
2

κ4

{
d2 + log

(
3TKS

δ

)}
.

Recall that for any t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ], Ψo
s(t) is the union of Fs and all periods before t that are

in Ψs. Denote Vs,t =
∑

i∈Ψo
s(t)

xix
⊤
i and denote θ̂st as the MLE based on {yi, xi}i∈Ψo

s(t)
. By design,

the index set Ψo
s(t) has Fs as a subset and thus λmin(Vs,t) ≥ λmin(Vs,τ ) for all t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ] and

s ∈ [S]. Moreover, by Lemma S.2.3, on each Ψo
s(t), s ∈ [S], the reward {yi}i∈Ψo

s(t)
are conditionally

independent given {xi}i∈Ψo
s(t)

. Therefore, by Theorem 2.1, for any fixed t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ] and s ∈ [S]

and a ∈ [K], with probability at least 1− δ/(TKS), we have that ‖θ̂st − θ∗‖ ≤ 1 and

∣∣x⊤t,a(θ̂st − θ∗)
∣∣ ≤ 3σ

κ

√
log(3TKS/δ)‖xt,a‖V −1

s,t
. (S.10)

By union bound, we know that (S.10) holds for all t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ] and s ∈ [S] and a ∈ [K] with

probability at least 1− δ. In the following, assume this good event holds.

In addition, by the smoothness of the revenue function, we have that

∣∣∣r(s)t,a − r(p(a), zt, θ
∗)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣r(s)t,a − p(a) · ψ′(x⊤t,aθ
∗)
∣∣ =

∣∣p(a) · ψ′(x⊤t,aθ̂
s
t )− p(a) · ψ′(x⊤t,aθ

∗)
∣∣

≤ p(a)Mψ2

∣∣x⊤t,a(θ̂st − θ∗)
∣∣ ≤ uMψ2

∣∣x⊤t,a(θ̂st − θ∗)
∣∣,

where the first inequality follows from Assumption 2.1, the mean value theorem and the fact that

‖θ̂st − θ∗‖ ≤ 1, and the second inequality follows from that p(a) ≤ u for all a ∈ [K].

Recall by definition, w
(s)
t,a = α‖xt,a‖V −1

s,t
. Since α = 3σuMψ2/κ ·

√
log(3TKS/δ), we have EX holds

with probability at least 1− δ − S/T . This completes the proof.
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Lemma S.2.5 establishes an upper bound on the regret for each round t ∈ [T ] given that the high

probability confidence bound (S.8) in Lemma S.2.4 covers the true revenue function.

Lemma S.2.5. Suppose that event EX defined in (S.8) holds, and that in round t, the action at is

chosen at stage st. Denote a∗t as the action of the optimal price given zt. Then a
∗
t ∈ As for all s ≤ st.

Furthermore, we have that

r(p(a
∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− r(p(at), zt, θ
∗) ≤





(4 ∨ Lru)2−(st−1) if at is chosen in step II,

2/
√
T if at is chosen in step III.

Proof of Lemma S.2.5. We prove by induction. For s = 1, we have A1 = [K] and thus a∗t ∈ A1.

Suppose a∗t ∈ As for some 1 ≤ s < st. Since the supCB algorithm does not stop at s, by Step IV in

Algorithm 2, we have that w
(s)
t,a ≤ 2−s for all a ∈ As. Given that EX holds, we have

r
(s)
t,a∗t

≥ r(p(a
∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− w
(s)
t,a∗t

≥ r(p(a), zt, θ
∗)− w

(s)
t,a∗t

≥ r
(s)
t,a − w

(s)
t,a − w

(s)
t,a∗t

≥ r
(s)
t,a − 21−s,

for all a ∈ As, where the first and third inequalities follow from the definition of EX , and the second

inequality holds by the definition of a∗t . Therefore, by the definition of As+1, we have that a∗t ∈ As+1.

This finishes the proof of the first part.

Now suppose at is chosen at Step II of Algorithm 2. If st = 1, by Lemma S.2.2, we have that

|r(p(at), zt, θ∗)− r(p(a
∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)| ≤ Lru. Suppose st > 1, then based on s = st − 1, we have that

r(p(at), zt, θ
∗) ≥ r

(st−1)
t,at −w

(st−1)
t,at

≥r(st−1)
t,a∗t

− 21−(st−1) − w
(st−1)
t,at ≥ r(p(a

∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− 21−(st−1) − w
(st−1)
t,a∗t

− w
(st−1)
t,at

≥r(p(a∗t ), zt, θ∗)− 22−(st−1),

where the first inequality follows from the definition of the event EX defined in (S.8), the second

inequality follows from the fact that both at and a
∗
t are in Ast−1, and the last from the design of the

supCB algorithm and the fact that the algorithm does not stop at the st− 1. Therefore, we have that

r(p(a
∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− r(p(at), zt, θ
∗) ≤ (4 ∨ Lru)2−(st−1) given that at is chosen at Step II.

Now suppose at is chosen at Step III, we have that

r(p(at), zt, θ
∗) ≥ rstt,at − 1/

√
T ≥ rstt,a∗t

− 1/
√
T ≥ r(p(a

∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− 2/
√
T .

12



This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. First, the sample size condition on T in (8) in Theorem 2.2 can be explicitly

written as

T ≥
{

4u8x
L4
pλ

4
z

(
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(T )

)4
/d

}
∨
[
2048M4

ψ3σ
4

κ8L2
pλ

2
z

{
d2 + log(3TKS/δ)

}2
/d

]
, (S.11)

where we denote ux =
√
1 + u2 and c1, c2 > 0 are absolute constants from the concentration inequalities

used in Lemma S.2.1.

By Lemma S.2.4, the good event EX defined in (S.8) holds with probability at least 1 − δ −

2 log(T )/T , with S = ⌊log2(T )⌋. Recall we set the number of arms K =
√
T/d/ log(T ).

Recall Ψs(T ) collects all rounds in [Sτ + 1, τ + 2, · · · T ] such that at is chosen in Step II at the

stage s. Denote Ψo
s(T ) = Fs ∪Ψs(T ). Define Vs,t =

∑
i∈Ψo

s(t)
xi,aix

⊤
i,ai

. By the proof of Lemma S.2.4,

for all T that satisfies (S.11), with probability at least 1 − 1/T , we have λmin(Vs,t) ≥ λmin(Vτ ) ≥ B,

where B = τλmin(Σx)/4 ≥ 1. Therefore, by Lemma 2 in Li et al. (2017), with probability at least

1− 2 log(T )/T , we have that

∑

t∈Ψs(T )

w
(s)
t,at =

∑

t∈Ψs(T )

α‖xt,at‖V −1
s,t

≤ α
√

2d log(T/d)|Ψs(T )|, (S.12)

for all s ∈ [S]. On the other hand, by Step II of Algorithm 2, we have that

∑

t∈Ψs(T )

w
(s)
t,at ≥ 2−s|Ψs(T )|. (S.13)

Combining (S.12) and (S.13), we have that

|Ψs(T )| ≤ 2sα
√

2d log(T/d)|Ψs(T )|. (S.14)

Denote Ψ0(T ) as the collection of rounds where at is chosen in Step III. Since S = ⌊log2 T ⌋, we

have that 2−S = 1/T < 1/
√
T . Therefore, each t ∈ [Sτ + 1, T ] must be in one of Ψs(T ). It holds that

{Sτ + 1, τ + 2, · · · , T} = Ψ0(T )∪
{
∪Ss=1 Ψs(T )

}
. Recall that τ =

√
dT . Together, with probability at

least 1− δ − 2 log(T )/T , we have that

RT =
T∑

t=1

{
r(p∗t , zt, θ

∗)− r(p(at), zt, θ
∗)
}

=

T∑

t=1

{
r(p∗t , zt, θ

∗)− r(p(a
∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)
}
+

T∑

t=1

{
r(p(a

∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− r(p(at), zt, θ
∗)
}
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≤TLr(u− l)/K +

Sτ∑

t=1

{
r(p(a

∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− r(p(at), zt, θ
∗)
}
+

T∑

t=Sτ+1

{
r(p(a

∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− r(p(at), zt, θ
∗)
}

≤uLr
√
dT log(T ) + SτuLr +

T∑

t=Sτ+1

{
r(p(a

∗
t ), zt, θ

∗)− r(p(at), zt, θ
∗)
}

≤{log(T ) + S}uLr
√
dT + 2|Ψ0(T )|/

√
T +

S∑

s=1

|Ψs(T )|(4 ∨ Lru)2−(s−1)

≤3uLr
√
dT log T + 2

√
T + 2α(4 ∨ Lru)

S∑

s=1

√
2d log(T/d)|Ψs(T )|

≤3uLr
√
dT log T + 2

√
T + 2α(4 ∨ Lru)

√
2STd log(T/d)

≤24σuMψ2/κ · (4 ∨ Lru)
√
dT log(T ) log(T/δ) log(T/d),

where the first inequality follows from the Lipschitz condition of the revenue function as demonstrated

in Lemma S.2.2 and that we partition [l, u] into K =
√
T/d/ log T equally spaced price points, the

second inequality follows from the Lipschitz condition of the revenue function, the third inequality

follows from Lemma S.2.5, the fourth inequality follows from (S.14), and the fifth inequality follows

from the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality.

Therefore, set δ = 1/
√
T , we further have that

E(RT ) ≤ 2/
√
T · TLru+ 24

√
1.5σuMψ2/κ · (4 ∨ Lru) ·

√
dT · {log(T )}3/2

≤ 30σuMψ2/κ · (4 ∨ Lru) ·
√
dT · {log(T )}3/2.

This completes the proof.

Theorem S.2.1 provides theoretical guarantees for the regret of supCB combined with the standard

doubling trick described at the end of Section 2.2. For a given dimension d, denote T ∗
d as the minimum

T such that condition (8) holds with δ = 1/T .

Theorem S.2.1. Suppose Assumption 2.1 holds. For any T satisfying T ≥ T ∗2
d /d, we have that with

probability at least 1 − 6 log(T )/
√
dT , the regret of supCB with the doubling trick described at the

end of Section 2.2 is upper bounded by

RT ≤ BS4 ·
√
dT{log(T )}3/2,

14



where BS4 > 0 is an absolute constant that only depend on quantities in Assumption 2.1.

Proof of Theorem S.2.1. It is easy to see that the total rounds up to the kth episode is 2k+1 − 2. For

any T , there exists a k ∈ N+ such that 2k+1 − 2 ≤ T < 2k+2 − 2. Denote T = 2k+2 − 2. Clearly,

RT ≤ RT . Therefore, in the following, we focus on the analysis of RT , which is the total regret till

the (k + 1)th episode. Define

j = min
i

{
i ∈ N+ : 2i ≥

√
dT
}
. (S.15)

Without loss of generality, we assume j ≥ 2 and k ≥ 3. To establish the high probability bound,

we decompose the regret RT into R(1), which accounts for regret from episode i ∈ [j − 1], and R(2),

which accounts for regret from episode i ∈ [k+1]\ [j]. Denote Ei = 2i as the length of the ith episode.

First, by Lemma S.2.2, we have

R(1) ≤ Lru

j−1∑

i=1

Ei = Lru

j−1∑

i=1

2i ≤ Lru2
j ≤ 2Lru

√
dT ,

where the last inequality follows from the definition of j in (S.15).

Second, by assumption, we know that Ej ≥
√
dT ≥ T ∗

d . In other words, Theorem 2.2 applies to all

episodes j, j + 1, . . . , k + 1. Note that
∑k+1

i=j

√
2i ≤ 2.5

√
2k+2. For R(2), by a union bound argument

and Theorem 2.2, we have that

R(2) ≤ 24σuMψ2/κ · (4 ∨ Lru)
k+1∑

i=j

√
dEi ·

√
2{log(Ei)}3/2

≤ 24σuMψ2/κ · (4 ∨ Lru) · 2.5
√
2
√
d2k+2{log(T )}3/2

≤ 120σuMψ2/κ · (4 ∨ Lru) ·
√
dT{log(T )}3/2,

with probability at least

1−
k+1∑

i=j

{1/Ei + 2 log(Ei)/Ei} ≥ 1− 3 log(T )

k+1∑

i=j

1/Ei ≥ 1− 3 log(T )/2j−1 ≥ 1− 6 log(T )/
√
dT ,

where the second inequality holds by definition of j in (S.15).

S.2.3 Technical details in Section 2.3

Proposition S.2.1. Define Rςo =
{
(α⊤z, β⊤z) : z ∈ Z̄, ‖(α⊤, β⊤)⊤− θ∗‖ ≤ ςo

}
. Under Assumptions

2.1(a), (c), (e) and 2.2, there exists a bivariate Lipschitz continuous function ϕ(·, ·) over Rςo with a

15



Lipschitz constant Cϕ > 0 such that

p∗ = argmax
p∈[l,u]

{
pψ′(α⊤z − β⊤zp)

}
= ϕ(α⊤z, β⊤z),

for all z ∈ Z̄ and θ ∈ {(α⊤, β⊤) : ‖θ − θ∗‖ ≤ ςo} ⊂ R
2d. Moreover, Cϕ is an absolute constant that

only depends on quantities in Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2,

Proof of Proposition S.2.1. By definition,

p∗ = arg max
p∈[l,u]

p · ψ′(α⊤z − β⊤zp).

Thus, p∗ depends on θ and z via α⊤z and β⊤z.

By Assumption 2.2, for all z ∈ Z̄ and θ = (α, β) where ‖θ − θ∗‖ ≤ ςo, the optimal price p∗ is

unique. Therefore, for all (α⊤z, β⊤z) ∈ Rςo , we have that p∗ is in fact a function of α⊤z and β⊤z and

can be written as p∗ = ϕ(α⊤z, β⊤z). Note it is clear that Rςo is a compact set in R
2 and furthermore

Rςo ⊆ {(w, v) : |w| ≤ ua + ςo, |v| ≤ ub + ςo} by Assumption 2.1(a) and (c).

We next prove that ϕ(w, v) is continuous over Rςo by Berge’s Maximum Theorem (Berge, 1957).

To apply Berge’s Maximum Theorem, we first define Γ(w, v) = [l, u] for any w, v. Note that Γ(w, v)

is a set-valued function and is continuous at any (w, v). By the definition of ϕ(w, v), we have that

ϕ(w, v) = arg max
p∈[l,u]

p · ψ′(w − vp) = arg max
p∈Γ(w,v)

p · ψ′(w − vp).

By Assumption 2.1(e), p · ψ′(w − vp) is a continuous function of (p,w, v). Together with the fact

that Γ(w, v) is continuous at any (w, v), by Berge’s Maximum Theorem, we have that ϕ(w, v) (as a

set-valued function) is upper hemicontinuous at any (w, v). Moreover, by the above discussion, we

know that ϕ(w, v) is indeed a function over Rςo. Thus, by the definition of upper hemicontinuity, we

have that ϕ(w, v) is continuous over Rςo .

We now further show that ϕ(w, v) is a continuously differentiable function over Rςo based on an

application of the implicit function theorem. For any fixed (wo, vo) ∈ Rςo , by Assumption 2.2, there is

a unique optimal price p∗ ∈ (l, u). Note that by Assumption 2.1(e), the revenue function r(p;wo, vo) =

p ·ψ′(wo−vop) is twice continuously differentiable. Define f(p;wo, vo) = ψ′(wo−vop)−pψ′(wo−vop)vo,

which is the derivative of r(p;wo, vo). Since p
∗ is the unique maximizer of r(p;wo, vo), we therefore have
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that f(p∗;wo, vo) = 0 and f ′(p∗;wo, vo) < 0. Therefore, viewing f(p;w, v) = ψ′(w−vp)−pψ′(w−vp)v

as a trivariate function of (w, v, p), by the implicit function theorem, we have that there exists a

continuously differentiable function g(w, v) (that may depend on (wo, vo)) such that for all points

(w, v) in a small neighborhood of (uo, vo), we have that f(g(w, v), w, v) = 0. By definition, this g(w, v)

is the optimal price p∗ at (w, v). On the other hand, by our above result, we know that p∗ = ϕ(w, v).

Therefore, we have that ϕ(w, v) = g(w, v) for all (w, v) in Rςo and thus ϕ(w, v) is continuously

differentiable over Rςo , which completes the proof.

Proposition S.2.2. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. For any δ ∈ (0, 1/3), set τ =
√
Td log(1/δ).

For any T satisfying

T ≥ BE4 ·
d2 + (log(1/δ))2

dλ4z
, (S.16)

we have that, with probability at least 1− 3δ, the regret of ETC is upper bounded by

RT ≤ BE5 ·
√
dT log(1/δ) · λ̄z/λz,

where BE4, BE5 > 0 are absolute constants that only depend on quantities in Assumptions 2.1 and

2.2. In particular, setting δ = 1/T , we have that E(RT ) .
√
dT log(T ) · λ̄z/λz.

The details of BE4, BE5 can be found in the proof of Proposition S.2.2. Recall that we denote

λ̄z = λmax(Σz). Proposition S.2.2 implies that if the largest and smallest eigenvalues of Σz are of

the same order, then without increasing regret, the sample size condition of T for ETC in (9) of

Theorem 2.3 can be relaxed to (S.16), similar to the one required by supCB as in Theorem 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.3 and Proposition S.2.2. We prove Theorem 2.3 and Proposition S.2.2 to-

gether here. First, the sample size condition on T in (9) in Theorem 2.3 can be explicitly written

as

T ≥
(
u16x
L8
pλ

8
z

∨ 4u8x
L4
pλ

4
z

∨ 144σ4

L2
pλ

2
zκ

4ς4o

)(
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ)

)4
/d. (S.17)

Furthermore, the sample size condition on T in (S.16) in Proposition S.2.2 can be explicitly written
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as

T ≥
(

4u8x
L4
pλ

4
z

∨ 144σ4

L2
pλ

2
zκ

4ς4o

)(
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ)

)4
/d. (S.18)

Recall that we denote ux =
√
1 + u2 and c1, c2 > 0 are absolute constants from the concentration

inequalities used in Lemma S.2.1.

We now give the proof in three steps.

(I). Bounds for estimation error and design matrix: Denote Ψ as the index set consisting

of price experiments. By design, τ = |Ψ|. Denote V =
∑

t∈Ψ xtx
⊤
t and denote θ̂ as the MLE based on

Ψ. By Assumption 2.1(b) and its follow-up discussion, we have that λmin(Σx) ≥ Lpλmin(Σz).

Set δ1 = δ2 = δ and define

B0 :=
3σ2

κ2ς2o
(d+ log(1/δ2)) and B1 :=

τλmin(Σx)

4
.

By simple algebra and Lemma S.2.1(ii), for any τ such that

τ > 2u4x

(
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ1)

λmin(Σx)

)2

, (S.19)

with probability at least 1 − δ1, we have that λmin(V ) ≥ B1. In the ETC algorithm, we set τ =

√
dT log(1/δ). Therefore, under condition (S.18), by simple algebra, we have τ =

√
dT log(1/δ)

satisfies (S.19) and furthermore B1 ≥ B0.

Therefore, by Theorem 2.1 and a union bound argument, with probability at least 1− δ1 − δ2, the

event A holds, where

A =

{
‖θ̂ − θ∗‖ ≤ ςo and (θ̂ − θ∗)⊤V (θ̂ − θ∗) ≤ 12σ2

κ2
{d+ log(1/δ2)}

and ‖θ̂ − θ∗‖ ≤ 2
√
3σ

κ
√
λmin(Σx)

√
d+ log(1/δ2)

τ

}
.

(II). High probability events: Denote Φ as the index set consisting of price explorations. By

design, we have that |Φ| = T − τ. Denote U =
∑

i∈Φ ziz
⊤
i . Set δ3 = δ. By Lemma S.2.1(i), we have

that with probability at least 1− δ3 the events B and C hold, where

B =
{
‖V/τ − Σx‖op ≤ max(ς1, ς

2
1 )
}
, with ς1 = [λmin(Σx)]

−1u4x{c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ3)}/

√
τ ,

C =
{
‖U/(T − τ)− Σz‖op ≤ max(ς2, ς

2
2 )
}
, with ς2 = [λmin(Σz)]

−1{c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ3)}/

√
T − τ .
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In the following, we assume that the good events A,B and C hold, which is of probability at

least 1 − δ1 − δ2 − δ3. For t ∈ Φ, denote the estimated optimal price based on θ̂ = (α̂, β̂) as p̂t =

argmaxp∈[l,u] p · ψ′(α̂⊤zt − β̂⊤ztp). By Proposition S.2.1, we have that there exists a continuous

function ϕ(u, v) such that

p̂t = ϕ(α̂⊤zt, β̂
⊤zt)

for all zt ∈ Z and ‖θ̂− θ∗‖ ≤ ςo. Moreover, ϕ(v1, v2) is Cϕ-Lipschitz continuous in u, v where Cϕ is an

absolute constant that only depends on ψ and the price range [l, u]. Therefore, we have that

∑

t∈Φ

{r(p∗t , zt, θ∗)− r(p̂t, zt, θ
∗)} (S.20)

=
∑

t∈Φ

∣∣∣∣
∂2

∂p2
r(p̃t, zt, θ

∗)

∣∣∣∣(p
∗
t − p̂t)

2

≤CrC2
ϕ

∑

t∈Φ

[
(α̂⊤zt − α∗⊤zt)

2 + (β̂⊤zt − β∗⊤zt)
2
]

=CrC
2
ϕ

[
(α̂− α∗)⊤U(α̂− α∗) + (β̂ − β∗)⊤U(β̂ − β∗)

]
,

where the first equality follows from a Taylor expansion with p̃t between p
∗
t and p̂t and the inequality

follows from the fact that the second order derivative of r(p, zt, θ
∗) is upper bounded by Cr := 2Mψ2ub+

uu2bMψ3 for p ∈ [l, u] due to the boundedness of z⊤t α
∗ and z⊤t β

∗ and the differentiability of ψ in in

Assumption 2.1. We now analyze the last term in more details. In particular, denote N = T − τ , we

consider two scenarios.

(III). Regret bounds: Under condition (S.18) on (d, T ): We have

(α̂− α∗)⊤U(α̂− α∗) + (β̂ − β∗)⊤U(β̂ − β∗)

=N(α̂− α∗)⊤Σz(α̂− α∗) +N(β̂ − β∗)⊤Σz(β̂ − β∗)

+ (α̂− α∗)⊤ (U −NΣz) (α̂− α∗) + (β̂ − β∗)⊤ (U −NΣz) (β̂ − β∗)

≤Nλmax(Σz)‖θ̂ − θ∗‖2 +N‖U/N − Σz‖op‖θ̂ − θ∗‖2

≤
{
Nλmax(Σz) +

√
N [λmin(Σz)]

−1(c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ3))

} 12σ2

κ2λmin(Σx)

d+ log(1/δ2)

τ

≤T
τ

12σ2{d+ log(1/δ2)}
Lpκ2

[
λmax(Σz)

λmin(Σz)
+
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ3)

λmin(Σz)2
√
T

]
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=
12σ2

Lpκ2
{
√
dT/ log(1/δ) +

√
T/d log(1/δ)}

[
λmax(Σz)

λmin(Σz)
+
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ)

λmin(Σz)2
√
T

]

≤ 24σ2

Lpκ2
λmax(Σz)

λmin(Σz)

√
dT log(1/δ), (S.21)

where the second inequality follows from the fact that events A and C hold and the last inequality

follows from the fact that λmax(Σz)/λmin(Σz) ≥ 1 and that under condition (S.18), we have (c1
√
d+

c2
√

log(1/δ))/{λmin(Σz)
2
√
T} < 1.

Under condition (S.17) on (d, T ): We have

(α̂− α∗)⊤U(α̂− α∗) + (β̂ − β∗)⊤U(β̂ − β∗)

=N(α̂− α∗)⊤Σz(α̂− α∗) +N(β̂ − β∗)⊤Σz(β̂ − β∗)

+ (α̂− α∗)⊤ (U −NΣz) (α̂− α∗) + (β̂ − β∗)⊤ (U −NΣz) (β̂ − β∗)

=N(θ̂ − θ∗)⊤(I2 ⊗ Σz)(θ̂ − θ∗) + (θ̂ − θ∗)⊤ (I2 ⊗ (U −NΣz)) (θ̂ − θ∗)

≤N

Lp
(θ̂ − θ∗)⊤(Σp ⊗ Σz)(θ̂ − θ∗) + ‖U −NΣz‖op‖θ̂ − θ∗‖2

=
N

Lpτ
· (θ̂ − θ∗)⊤V (θ̂ − θ∗) +

1

Lp
· (θ̂ − θ∗)⊤(NΣx −NV/τ)(θ̂ − θ∗) + ‖U −NΣz‖op‖θ̂ − θ∗‖2

≤ N

Lpτ
· (θ̂ − θ∗)⊤V (θ̂ − θ∗) +

N

Lp
‖V/τ − Σx‖op‖θ̂ − θ∗‖2 +N‖U/N − Σz‖op‖θ̂ − θ∗‖2

≤ T

Lpτ

12σ2

κ2
(d+ log(1/δ2)) +

T

Lpτ
max(ς1, ς

2
1 ) ·

12σ2(d+ log(1/δ2))

κ2λmin(Σx)
+
T

τ
· 12σ

2(d+ log(1/δ2))

Lpκ2

=
T

τ
· 12σ

2(d+ log(1/δ))

Lpκ2

{
2 +

max(ς1, ς
2
1 )

λmin(Σx)

}

≤T
τ
· 36σ

2(d+ log(1/δ))

Lpκ2
≤ 36σ2

Lpκ2

√
dT log(1/δ),

where the first inequality follows from fact that the minimum eigenvalue of Σp is lower bounded by

Lp, the third inequality follows from the fact that the events A and B hold and the proof of (S.21),

the fourth inequality follows from the fact that under condition (S.17), we have ς1/λmin(Σx) < 1.

By Lemma S.2.2, we have that r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗) ≤ uMψ1. Therefore, with probability at least 1 − 3δ,

under condition (S.18) we have that

RT =

τ∑

t=1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(pt, zt, θ

∗) +

T∑

t=τ+1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(p̂t, zt, θ

∗)
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≤
√
dT log(1/δ)uMψ1 + CrC

2
ϕ · 24σ

2

Lpκ2
· λmax(Σz)

λmin(Σz)
·
√
dT log(1/δ)

≤
(
uMψ1 +

24σ2CrC
2
ϕ

Lpκ2

)
λmax(Σz)

λmin(Σz)
·
√
dT log(1/δ),

and under condition (S.17) we have that

RT =
τ∑

t=1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(pt, zt, θ

∗) +
T∑

t=τ+1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(p̂t, zt, θ

∗)

≤
√
dT log(1/δ)uMψ1 + CrC

2
ϕ

36σ2

Lpκ2

√
dT log(1/δ) ≤

(
uMψ1 +

36σ2CrC
2
ϕ

Lpκ2

)
√
dT log(1/δ).

The expectation bound follows directly with δ = 1/T and thus completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. The proof is similar to that of Theorem S.2.1.

It is easy to see that the total rounds up to the kth episode is 2k+1 − 2. For any T , there exists a

k ∈ N+ such that 2k+1 − 2 ≤ T < 2k+2 − 2. Denote T = 2k+2 − 2. Clearly, RT ≤ RT . Therefore, in

the following, we focus on the analysis of RT , which is the total regret till the k+1th episode. Define

j = min
i

{
i ∈ N+ : 2i ≥

√
dT
}
.

To establish the high probability bound, we decompose the regret RT into R(1), which accounts

for regret from episode i = 1, · · · , j − 1, and R(2), which accounts for regret from episode i = j, j +

1, · · · , k + 1. Denote Ei = 2i as the length of the ith episode. First, by Lemma S.2.2, we have that

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗) ≤ uMψ1, hence

R(1) ≤ uMψ1

j−1∑

i=1

Ei = uMψ1

j−1∑

i=1

2i ≤ uMψ12
j ≤ 2uMψ1

√
dT .

where the last inequality follows from the definition of j.

Second, by assumption, we know that Ej ≥
√
dT ≥ T ∗

d . In other words, Theorem 2.3 applies

to all episodes j, j + 1, · · · , k + 1. Note that
∑k+1

i=j

√
2i ≤ 2.5

√
2k+2. For R(2), by union bound and

Theorem 2.3, we have that

R(2) ≤
[
uMψ1 + 36σ2CrC

2
ϕ/(Lpκ

2)
] k+1∑

i=j

√
Eid logEi

≤
[
uMψ1 + 36σ2CrC

2
ϕ/(Lpκ

2)
]
2.5
√

2k+2d log T

≤
[
4uMψ1 + 144σ2CrC

2
ϕ/(Lpκ

2)
]√

Td log T
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with probability at least

1−
k+1∑

i=j

3/Ei ≥ 1− 3/2j−1 ≥ 1− 6/
√
dT ,

where the second inequality holds by definition of j.

S.2.4 The MLE-cycle algorithm and a simple modification

The MLE-Cycle algorithm is first proposed in Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012) for dynamic pric-

ing under an unknown demand model with no covariates (i.e. context-free) and is shown to provide a

regret of order O(
√
T ). We summarize MLE-Cycle in Algorithm S.1. A (slight) variant of MLE-Cycle

is further introduced in Ban and Keskin (2021) for contextual dynamic pricing with a d-dimensional

covariate and is shown to provide a regret of order Õ(d
√
T ).

The key idea of the MLE-Cycle algorithm is to divide the horizon [1,∞) into cycles of increasing

lengths. In particular, the cth cycle is of length c + k, where k is a constant. Within each cycle, the

first k rounds are allocated for price experiments and the next c rounds are used for price exploitation.

By simple algebra, it is easy to see that for all sufficiently large T, the number of price experiments

conducted till the T th round is of order O(k
√
T ).

In the above mentioned literature, k is set as an absolute constant (typically 2) and MLE-Cycle

gives a regret of order O(d
√
T ), which is sub-optimal. The intuitive reason is that since k is a constant

that does not increase with the dimension d, the number of exploration is of order O(
√
T ) instead

of the desired O(
√
dT log T ). In other words, the (original) MLE-Cycle algorithm under-explores.

Therefore, a simple fix is to make k increase with the dimension d. In particular, in the modified

MLE-Cycle algorithm, we set the length of price experiments for the cth cycle as

k =
√
d log(2c).

By simple algebra, for all sufficiently large T, the number of price experiments conducted by the

modified MLE-Cycle till the T th round is of order O(
√
dT log T ). Using similar arguments as the

ones in our proof of Theorem 2.3, we can show that, under similar conditions as the ones used in

Theorem 2.4, the modified MLE-Cycle can achieve the near-optimal regret of order O(
√
dT log T ).
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Algorithm S.1 The MLE-Cycle algorithm for dynamic pricing

Input: Price interval [l, u], exploration length k and Ψ = ∅.

for cycles c = 1, 2, · · · do
a. (Exploration): For the first k rounds, randomly choose pt ∈ [l, u], and record yt

and xt = (z⊤t ,−ptz⊤t )⊤ into the price experiment set Ψ.

c. (Estimation): Obtain MLE θ̂ based on observations in Ψ.

d. (Exploitation): For the next c rounds, offer the greedy price at p∗(θ̂, zt) based on θ̂.
end for

S.3 Technical details in Section 3

S.3.1 LDP guarantees

Lemma S.3.1 is directly from Section I.2 in Duchi et al. (2018) and we omit its proof. It ensures the

LDP guarantees of Algorithm 6.

Lemma S.3.1. Let W(g) be the output of L2-ball(g,Cg , ǫ). Then, W(g) is an ǫ-LDP view of g, and

E [W(g)|g] = g and ‖W(g)‖ = Cgrǫ,d.

Proposition S.3.1. The LDP-ETC policy is ǫ-LDP.

Proof of Proposition S.3.1. Note that by design of ETC-LDP, for all θ ∈ Θ, ‖g[C]
t (θ; st)‖ ≤ Cg.

Define the truncation mechanism of gt as the mapping of T : gt 7→ g
[C]
t , and the L2-ball mechanism as

W : g
[C]
t 7→ wt, then our mechanism is a composition of truncation and L2-ball, i.e. W ◦ T : gt 7→ wt.

By definition, for all w<t, gt and g
′
t, we have for any measurable set S,

P(W(T(gt)) ∈ S|w<t) =P(W(g
[C]
t ) ∈ S|w<t)

≤ exp(ǫ)P(W(g
′[C]
t ) ∈ S|w<t) = exp(ǫ)P(W(T(g′t)) ∈ S|w<t),

where the inequality holds by Lemma S.3.1 and the definition of LDP. This implies that W ◦ T is an

ǫ-LDP mechanism. We note that no privacy issue is involved for t > τ .

S.3.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

This section collects the proof of Theorem 3.1 and auxiliary lemmas. Recall that

l(θ; st) = ytx
⊤
t θ − ψ(x⊤t θ) and g(θ; st) = [yt − ψ′(x⊤t θ)]xt,
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are the stochastic likelihood function and the stochastic gradient function, respectively, with their

population counterparts being

l(θ) = E[ytx
⊤
t θ − ψ(x⊤t θ)] and g(θ) = E{[yt − ψ′(x⊤t θ)]xt}. (S.22)

Proof of Theorem 3.1. By Taylor expansion, for any θ1, θ2 ∈ Θ, and some θ̃ in between, we have

l(θ1)− l(θ2) = g(θ2)
⊤(θ1 − θ2)−

1

2
(θ1 − θ2)

⊤
E[ψ′′(x⊤t θ̃)x

⊤
t xt](θ1 − θ2).

Therefore, under Assumption 3.1, we have that the negative likelihood function−ℓ(θ) is κ∗λmin(Σx)-

strongly convex i.e.

l(θ2)− l(θ1) + g(θ2)
⊤(θ1 − θ2) ≥

κ∗λmin(Σx)

2
‖θ1 − θ2‖2. (S.23)

Note that l(θ∗) ≥ l(θ) for any θ ∈ Θ, and g(θ∗) = 0, by setting θ2 = θ∗ and θ1 = θ, we thus have

l(θ∗)− l(θ) ≥ κ∗λmin(Σx)

2
‖θ∗ − θ‖2. (S.24)

Recall that λmin(Σx) ≥ Lpλz by (7), given that ζl ≤ κ∗λmin(Σx), for all 1 ≤ t ≤ τ , we have

‖θ̂t − θ∗‖2

=‖ΠΘ[θ̂t−1 + ηtwt]− θ∗‖2

(a)

≤‖θ̂t−1 + ηtwt − θ∗‖2

=‖θ̂t−1 − θ∗‖2 + 2ηtw
⊤
t (θ̂t−1 − θ∗) + η2t ‖wt‖2

(b)
=‖θ̂t−1 − θ∗‖2 + 2ηtg(θ̂t−1)

⊤(θ̂t−1 − θ∗) + 2ηt[wt − g(θ̂t−1)]
⊤(θ̂t−1 − θ∗) + η2tC

2
g r

2
ǫ,d

(c)

≤(1− 2ηtζl)‖θ̂t−1 − θ∗‖2 + 2ηt[wt − g(θ̂t−1)]
⊤(θ̂t−1 − θ∗) + η2tC

2
g r

2
ǫ,d,

(S.25)

where (a) holds by noting θ∗ ∈ Θ, (b) holds since ‖wt‖ = Cgrǫ,d due to Lemma S.3.1, and (c) holds

by (S.23), (S.24) and the fact that ζl ≤ κ∗λmin(Σx), such that

g(θ̂t−1)
⊤(θ̂t−1 − θ∗) ≤ −ζl

2
‖θ̂t−1 − θ∗‖2 + l(θ̂t−1)− l(θ∗) ≤ −ζl‖θ̂t−1 − θ∗‖2.

Hence, we have

‖θ̂t − θ∗‖2 ≤ (1− 2

t
)‖θ̂t−1 − θ∗‖2 + 2

ζlt
[wt − g(θ̂t−1)]

⊤(θ̂t−1 − θ∗) +
C2
g r

2
ǫ,d

ζ2l t
2
.
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Therefore, by iteration, with the convention
∏t
j=t+1 = 1, we have that for t ≥ 2,

‖θ̂t − θ∗‖2 ≤ 2

ζl

t∑

i=2

1

i

t∏

j=i+1

(1− 2

j
)[wi − g(θ̂i−1)]

⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗) +
C2
gr

2
ǫ,d

ζ2l

t∑

i=2

1

i2

t∏

j=i+1

(1− 2

j
).

Using the fact that
∏t
j=i+1(1− 2/j) = i(i− 1)/[t(t − 1)], we have that

t∑

i=2

1

i

t∏

j=i+1

(1− 2

j
)[wi − g(θ̂i−1)]

⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗) =
1

t(t− 1)

t∑

i=2

(i− 1)[wi − g(θ̂i−1)]
⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗),

t∑

i=2

1

i2

t∏

j=i+1

(1− 2

j
) ≤ 1

t
.

Therefore, we have for all 2 ≤ t ≤ τ ,

‖θ̂t − θ∗‖2 ≤ 2

ζl(t− 1)t

t∑

i=2

(i− 1)[wi − g(θ̂i−1)]
⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗) +

C2
gr

2
ǫ,d

ζ2l t
. (S.26)

Define Ft = σ(wt, st, wt−1, st−1, · · · ), and g̃
[C]
i = E[g

[C]
i |Fi−1]. To handle the bias due to the

truncation, in the following analysis, we decompose wi − g(θ̂i−1) into a bias term, ιbi = g̃
[C]
i − g(θ̂i−1),

and a variance term, ιvi = wi − g̃
[C]
i . Based on (S.26), we thus have that for t ≤ τ ,

‖θ̂t − θ∗‖2 ≤ 2

ζl(t− 1)t

t∑

i=2

(i− 1)[ιbi ]
⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗) +

2

ζl(t− 1)t

t∑

i=2

(i− 1)[ιvi ]
⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗) +

C2
gr

2
ǫ,d

ζ2l t

:=Rt1 +Rt2 +
C2
g r

2
ǫ,d

ζ2l t
.

[Bound for Rt1]: Note that g(θ̂i−1) = E[g(θ̂i−1; si)|Fi−1] since {st}τt=1 is i.i.d., we have ιbi = E[g
[C]
i −

gi|Fi−1]. By Jensen’s inequality and triangle inequality,

‖ιbi‖ = ‖E[g[C]
i − gi|Fi−1]‖ ≤ E[‖g[C]

i − gi‖|Fi−1] ≤ E[(‖gi‖ − Cg)I(‖gi‖ > Cg)|Fi−1].

Recall that gi = [yi − ψ′(x⊤i θ̂i−1)]xi. Hence, using ‖xi‖ ≤
√
1 + u2, |yi| ≤M∗

ψ1 + |εi| and |ψ′(x⊤i θ̂i)| ≤

M∗
ψ1, we have

‖ιbi‖ ≤
√
1 + u2E

[
(|yi − ψ′(x⊤i θ̂i)| − 2M∗

ψ1 − 2σ log1/2 τ)I(‖gi‖ > Cg)|Fi−1

]

=
√
1 + u2E

[
(|εi + ψ′(x⊤i θ

∗)− ψ′(x⊤i θ̂i)| − 2M∗
ψ1 − 2σ log1/2 τ)I(‖gi‖ > Cg)|Fi−1

]

≤
√
1 + u2E

[
(|εi| − 2σ log1/2 τ)I(‖gi‖ > Cg)|Fi−1

]

≤
√
1 + u2E

[
(|εi| − 2σ log1/2 τ)I(|εi| > 2σ log1/2 τ)

]

≤
√
1 + u2

[√
(Eε2i )P(|εi| > 2σ log1/2 τ)− 2σ log1/2 τP(|εi| > 2σ log1/2 τ)

]

≤4σ
√

1 + u2[τ−1 − τ−2 log1/2 τ ] ≤ 2
√

1 + u2στ−1,

(S.27)
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where the third inequality holds since {‖gi‖ > Cg} ⊂ {|εi| > 2σ log1/2 τ} and the independence

between εi and Fi−1, and the fourth holds by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the last by Assumption

2.1(d) and Chernoff bound with τ ≥ 4.

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, Assumption 3.1 (a), and (S.27), we have

Rt1 ≤ 2

ζl(t− 1)t

t∑

i=2

(i− 1)‖ιbi‖‖θ̂i−1 − θ∗‖ ≤ 2cθσ
√
1 + u2

ζlτ
. (S.28)

[Bound for Rt2]: Note that

E(wi|Fi−1) = E[E(W(g
[C]
i )|Fi−1, st)|Fi−1] = E(g

[C]
i |Fi−1),

where the first equality holds by the tower property of conditional expectation, and the second by the

fact that the L2-ball mechanism ensures E(W(g
[C]
i )|Fi−1, st) = g

[C]
i , due to Lemma S.3.1.

This further implies that

E{[wi − g̃
[C]
i ]⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗)|Fi−1} = [E(wi|Fi−1)− g̃

[C]
i ]⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗) = 0. (S.29)

Hence, {(ιvi )⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗)} forms a sequence of martingale differences.

By triangle inequality and Lemma S.3.1, ‖ιvi ‖ ≤ ‖wi‖+ ‖g̃[C]
i ‖ ≤ Cg(rǫ,d + 1) ≤ 2Cgrǫ,d, thus

t∑

i=2

Var
{
(i− 1)(ιvi )

⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗)|Fi−1

}
≤ 4C2

g r
2
ǫ,d

t∑

i=2

(i− 1)2‖θ̂i−1 − θ∗‖2.

In addition, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have for i ≤ t,

|(i− 1)(ιvi )
⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗)| ≤ 2(i − 1)Cgrǫ,dcθ ≤ 2(t− 1)Cgcθrǫ,d.

Therefore, by Lemma S.3.2 with Vt = 4C2
g r

2
ǫ,d

∑t
i=2(i − 1)2‖θ̂i−1 − θ∗‖2, b = 2(t − 1)Cgcθrǫ,d, we

have that with probability larger than 1− δ log τ , for all 2 ≤ t ≤ τ, and τ ≥ 4,
t∑

i=2

(i− 1)(ιvi )
⊤(θ̂i−1 − θ∗)

≤4Cgrǫ,dmax



2

√√√√
t∑

i=2

(i− 1)2‖θ̂i−1 − θ∗‖2, cθ(t− 1)
√

log(1/δ)




√

log(1/δ).

(S.30)

[Finish the proof ]: Combining (S.26), (S.28) and (S.30), thus with probability larger than 1−δ log τ ,

for all 2 ≤ t ≤ τ, we have

‖θ̂t − θ∗‖2 ≤ 8Cgrǫ,d
ζl(t− 1)t

max



2

√√√√
t∑

i=2

(i− 1)2‖θ̂i−1 − θ∗‖2, cθ(t− 1)
√

log(1/δ)




√

log(1/δ)
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+
2cθσ

√
1 + u2

ζlτ
+
C2
gr

2
ǫ,d

ζ2l t

≤16Cgrǫ,d
√

log(1/δ)

ζl(t− 1)t

√√√√
t∑

i=2

(i− 1)2‖θ̂i−1 − θ∗‖2

+
8Cgrǫ,dcθlog(1/δ)ζl + 2cθσ

√
1 + u2ζl + C2

g r
2
ǫ,d

ζ2l t

:=
̺2

(t− 1)t

√√√√
t∑

i=2

(i− 1)2‖θ̂i−1 − θ∗‖2 + ̺3
t
,

where ̺2 = ζ−1
l 16Cgrǫ,d

√
log(1/δ), and ̺3 = ζ−2

l 8Cgrǫ,dcθlog(1/δ)ζl + 2cθσ
√
1 + u2ζl + C2

gr
2
ǫ,d.

We now show that for some ̺1,

‖θ̂t − θ∗‖2 ≤ ̺1/(t+ 1).

By induction, it suffices to find a such that

̺1
t+ 1

≥ ̺2
(t− 1)t

√√√√
t∑

i=2

(i− 1)2
̺1
i
+
̺3
t
.

By elementary but tedious algebra, it is sufficient to let ̺1 ≥ 9̺22/4 + 3̺3, which gives

̺1 =
576C2

g r
2
ǫ,d log(1/δ) + 3

{
8Cgrǫ,dcθlog(1/δ)ζl + 2cθσ

√
1 + u2ζl + C2

g r
2
ǫ,d

}

ζ2l
.

Note that rǫ,d ≍
√
dǫ−1, we thus have

̺1 .
dC2

g log(1/δ)

ζ2l ǫ
2

∨
√
dCg log(1/δ)

ζlǫ
.
dC2

g log(1/δ)

ζ2l ǫ
2

,

where we hide the constant dependent on cθ, u and σ.

The following lemma gives a uniform concentration inequality for martingale difference sequences,

which is useful for bounding the variance component of the SGD estimator in Theorem 3.1.

Lemma S.3.2 (Lemma 3 in Rakhlin et al. (2011)). Suppose X1, · · · ,Xτ is a martingale difference se-

quence with natural filtration Ft = σ(X1, · · · ,Xt). Suppose |Xt| ≤ b, and let Vs =
∑s

t=1 Var(Xt|Ft−1),

then for any 0 < δ < e−1, and τ ≥ 4, we have

P

(
s∑

t=1

Xt > 2max
{
2
√
Vs, b

√
log(1/δ)

}√
log(1/δ), for some s ≤ τ

)
≤ log(τ)δ.

S.3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

This subsection collects the proof of Theorem 3.2.
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Proof of Theorem 3.2. First, the sample size condition on T in (15) in Theorem 3.2 can be explicitly

written as

T ≥ 2λ−4
z [B2

L1ς
−4
o ǫ−2 log T log(1/δ) ∨ d], (S.31)

where BL1 > 0 is the absolute constant in Theorem 3.1.

We now give the proof. We partition the horizon T into two parts, denoted by Ψ with |Ψ| = τ ,

and Φ with |Φ| = T − τ , corresponding to the sets of exploration and exploitation, respectively.

Let U =
∑

t∈Φ ztz
⊤
t , then by Lemma S.2.1(i), we have with probability at least 1 − δ such that

event C holds, where

C =
{
‖U/(T − τ)− Σz‖op ≤ max(ς2, ς

2
2 )
}
, with ς2 = λ−1

z (c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ))/

√
T − τ .

By similar arguments used in establishing (S.21) in the proof of Theorem 2.3, we have that

(α̂τ − α∗)⊤U(α̂τ − α∗) + (β̂τ − β∗)⊤U(β̂τ − β∗)

≤(T − τ)λ̄z‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖2 + (T − τ)‖U/(T − τ)− Σz‖op‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖2

≤
(
(T − τ)λ̄z +

√
(T − τ)λ−1

z (c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ))

)
‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖2.

≤T
τ

BL1d log τ log(1/δ)

ǫ2λz

[
λ̄z
λz

+
c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ)

λ2z
√
T

]

≤2
T

τ

BL1d log T log(1/δ)λ̄z
ǫ2λ2z

,

where the third inequality holds by noting Theorem 3.1 with cl = 1, and the last inequality holds by

the fact that (c1
√
d+ c2

√
log(1/δ))/(λ2z

√
T ) ≤ 1 ≤ λ̄z/λz under (S.31).

Note that under (S.31) and the setting of τ , we have that τ ≥ BL1d log T log(1/δ)/(λzǫςo)
2. Hence

by Theorem 3.1, ‖θ̂τ − θ∗‖ ≤ ςo. Then, by Lemma S.2.2, and equation (S.20) in the proof of Theo-

rem 2.3, we obtain that

RT =

τ∑

t=1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(pt, zt, θ

∗) +

T∑

t=τ+1

r(p∗t , zt, θ
∗)− r(p̂t, zt, θ

∗)

≤τuMψ1 + 2CrC
2
ϕBL1

T

τ

d log T log(1/δ)λ̄z
ǫ2λ2z

.

(S.32)

The high probability bound thus follows by letting τ = d
√

log T log(1/δ)T /ǫ and noting cλ1/d ≤ λz ≤

λ̄z ≤ cλ2/d under Assumption 3.1.
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If δ = T−1, RT is upper bounded by (S.32) with probability at least 1 − log T/T . Otherwise, RT

is always upper bounded by uMψ1T . Hence the expectation bound follows.

S.4 Technical details in Section 4

S.4.1 Lower bound construction

At a high level, we construct a set of 2d revenue functions, indexed by the hyper parameter v =

(v1, · · · , vd)⊤ ∈ {0, 1}d such that distinguishing vi = 0 from vi = 1 for each coordinate can only depend

on the information from the ith covariate. This implies that learning the parameters associated with

the ith covariate can only make use of the data sample of effective sample size of O(T/d). In addition,

by carefully crafting the model parameters, the revenue functions in the set are difficult to distinguish.

Therefore, it is very costly to differentiate these functions, which will inevitably incur large regret.

Lower bounded construction Let zt = (I(Mt = 1), · · · , I(Mt = d))⊤ ∈ {0, 1}d, where Mt

is a multinomial distribution on {1, · · · , d} with equal marginal probability. Consider the following

demand model indexed by the hyper parameter v = (v1, · · · , vd)⊤ ∈ {0, 1}d, such that

yt = Ev[yt|zt, pt] + εt, Ev[yt|zt, pt] := λv(zt, pt) = 2− pt +∆
d∑

i=1

vi(1− pt)I(Mt = i), (S.33)

where {εt}Tt=1 is a sequence of independent N (0, 1) random variables, and ∆ ∈ [0, 1/2] is a small

quantity to be defined later.

Therefore, the instant revenue function (conditional on zt, pt) is

r(pt, zt, θ
∗) = ptλv(zt, pt).

This further implies that conditional on {Mt = i} where i ∈ {1, · · · , d}, we have that the optimal price

takes the form

p∗(zt) =





1, if vi = 0;

2+∆
2+2∆ , if vi = 1.

(S.34)

For Mt = i, the instant regret associated with the policy π is given by

regretπt =





(pπt − 1)2, if vi = 0;

(1 + ∆)(pπt − 2+∆
2+2∆ )2 if vi = 1.

(S.35)
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Define Sp = {pt : |pt − 1| ≤ ∆/6}. For ∆ ≤ 1/2, it is clear that combined with (S.35), we have for

Mt = i, it holds that

regretπt ≥ ∆2

36
, if





pπt ∈ Scp and vi = 0;

pπt ∈ Sp and vi = 1.

(S.36)

The property in (S.36) plays an important role in the subsequent analysis.

Proposition S.4.1 states that our lower bound instances constructed later in the proof of Theo-

rem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 satisfy the corresponding assumptions in the upper bound results.

Proposition S.4.1. The lower bound construction in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 satisfies Assump-

tion 2.1 and 2.2. If T ≥ cǫ−2d4 for some constant c > 0, then the parameter space in Theorem 4.2

satisfies Assumption 3.1.

Proof. For Assumption 2.1: Clearly, we have ‖zt‖ = 1 and Σz = d−1Id, hence (a) and (b) are satisfied.

Since α∗ = 2 +∆v, β∗ = 1 +∆v, and ‖v‖∞ ≤ 1, we have |z⊤t β∗| ≤ |z⊤t α∗| ≤ 2 + ∆ ≤ 3. This implies

that (c) is satisfied. The verification for (d) and (e) is trivial for linear model with Gaussian error.

For Assumption 2.2: We next show that it holds for ςo = 1/16 and [l, u] = [1/3, 3/2]. Due to

the linearity of the demand function, we have that for any θ, r(p, zt, θ) is uniquely maximized at

p∗t (zt, θ) = z⊤t α/z
⊤
t β. It suffices to show that for ‖θ− θ∗‖ ≤ ςo, we have p

∗
t (zt, θ) ∈ [1/3, 3/2]. Without

loss of generality, we can assume Mt = i, and hence p∗t (zt, θ) = αi/βi. We thus have

|p∗t (zt, θ)− p∗t (zt, θ
∗)| ≤ β−1

i |α∗
i − αi|+ [(β∗i )

−1 − β−1
i ]α∗

i ≤ (β∗i − ςo)
−1ςo + α∗

i (β
∗
i − ςo)

−2ςo,

where the last inequality holds by |αi − α∗
i |, |βi − β∗i | ≤ ςo. Using α∗

i ≤ 3, and β∗i ≥ 1, we have

|p∗t (zt, θ) − p∗t (zt, θ
∗)| ≤ ςo/(1 − ςo) + 3ςo/(1 − ςo)

2 = (4ςo − 3ς2o )/(1 − ςo)
2 ≤ 61/225 < 1/2. Clearly,

in view of (S.34), for ∆ ≤ 1/2, we have p∗t (zt, θ
∗) ∈ [5/6, 1] ⊂ [1/3, 3/2]. This further implies that

p∗t (zt, θ) ∈ [1/3, 3/2].

For Assumption 3.1: Note that in the proof of Theorem 4.2, we let ∆2 =
√
14d/[672ǫ

√
T ]. Hence,

for any pairs of v1,v2 ∈ {0, 1}d, if T ≥ cǫ−2d4, we have ‖θv1
− θv2

‖2 ≤ 2d∆2 =
√
14/336ǫ−1d2T−1/2 ≤

√
14/c/336. Hence, letting c2θ =

√
14/c/336 is sufficient for (a). Part (b) is trivial.
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S.4.2 Proof of Theorem 4.1

We first provide a high probability concentration bounds on
∑T

t=1 I(Mt = i), which implies the effective

sample size for each coordinate of zt is larger than T/(2d). In particular, by Hoeffding’s inequality,

we have

P

(
T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i} ≥ T/d−
√
T log T

)
≥ 1− T−2. (S.37)

We define Ai as the above high probability event, i.e.

Ai =

{
T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i} ≥ T/d−
√
T log T

}
, (S.38)

such that P(Ai) ≥ 1 − T−2. The subsequent analysis is conducted on the event A = ∩di=1Ai, which,

by union bound, holds with probability larger than 1− dT−2.

Next, we lower bound the regret by the classification error, which is typically known as the As-

souad’s method. We construct a classifier using data st = {zt, pt, yt} such that ψ : (s1, · · · , sT ) →

{v̂i}di=1 ∈ {0, 1}d. In particular, given a policy π, let

γi =
T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i, pπt ∈ Sp} , ζi =
T∑

t=1

I
{
Mt = i, pπt ∈ Scp

}
. (S.39)

The classifier is given as

v̂i :=





1, if γi ≤ ζi;

0, if γi > ζi.

We then show that large classification error will lead to large regret.

Lemma S.4.1. For any non-anticipating policy π, with probability at least 1− dT−2, we have that

T∑

t=1

regretπt ≥ 1

144
T∆2d−1

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi).

Proof. Suppose vi = 0 and v̂i = 1. This means γi ≤ ζi, and hence

2ζi ≥ γi + ζi =
T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i} .

Therefore, given that
√
T/ log T ≥ 2d, on Ai we have

ζi ≥ T/(4d). (S.40)

Similarly, if vi = 1 and v̂i = 0, we have

γi ≥ T/(4d). (S.41)
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Hence, if v̂i 6= vi, we have either γi or ζi is at least T/(4d).

Recall we assume A = ∩di=1Ai holds, which holds with probability larger than 1− dT−2. Thus, we

have that,

T∑

t=1

regretπt
(a)
=

T∑

t=1

[
regretπt

d∑

i=1

I(Mt = i)

]

≥
T∑

t=1

[
regretπt

d∑

i=1

I(Mt = i, v̂i 6= vi)

]

=
T∑

t=1

d∑

i=1

regretπt I(Mt = i, vi = 0, v̂i = 1) +
T∑

t=1

d∑

i=1

regretπt I(Mt = i, vi = 1, v̂i = 0)

≥
T∑

t=1

d∑

i=1

regretπt I(Mt = i, pπt ∈ Scp, vi = 0, v̂i = 1)

+

T∑

t=1

d∑

i=1

regretπt I(Mt = i, pπt ∈ Sp, vi = 1, v̂i = 0)

(b)

≥
T∑

t=1

d∑

i=1

∆2

36
[I(Mt = i, pπt ∈ Scp, vi = 0, v̂i = 1) + I(Mt = i, pπt ∈ Sp, vi = 1, v̂i = 0)]

(c)

≥∆2

36

T

4d

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi),

where (a) holds by noting 1 =
∑d

i=1 I(Mt = i), and (b) by (S.36), and (c) by (S.40) and (S.41).

Lemma S.4.2. For any non-anticipating policy π and classifier ψ, we have

sup
v

E
π,ψ
v

[
d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi)

]
≥ d

2


1−

√√√√∆2

4d

T∑

t=1

Eπ
v̄
[pt − 1]2


 ,

where v̄ denotes the mixture among all possible v, i.e. P π
v̄
:=
∑

v
P π
v
/2d.

Proof. Define the symmetric Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between probability measure P and Q

as Dsy
KL(P,Q) = DKL(P |Q) +DKL(Q|P ). Define

P π+i :=
1

2d−1

∑

v:vi=1

P π
v
, P π−i :=

1

2d−1

∑

v:vi=0

P π
v
,

with P π
v
being the joint distribution of {s1, · · · , sT } under model v and policy π. Then, we have

sup
v

E
π,ψ
v

[
d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi)

]
≥ 1

2

d∑

i=1

(1− ‖P π+i − P π−i‖TV ) ≥
1

2

d∑

i=1

(
1−

√
1

4
Dsy
KL(P

π
+i, P

π
−i)

)

≥d
2


1−

√√√√ 1

4d

d∑

i=1

Dsy
KL(P

π
+i, P

π
−i)


 ,

(S.42)
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where the first inequality holds by Assouad’s Lemma, the second by Pinsker’s inequality, and the last

by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

We now explicitly compute
∑d

i=1D
sy
KL(P

π
+i, P

π
−i) =

∑d
i=1DKL(P

π
+i|P π−i) +DKL(P

π
−i|P π+i). We first

analyze the term DKL(P
π
+i|P π−i) in details. In particular, using the chain-rule of KL divergence, we

have that

DKL(P
π
+i|P π−i) =

T∑

t=1

E
π
+i

{
DKL(P

π
+i,t (· | s<t) |P π−i,t (· | s<t))

}
.

Furthermore, we have that

DKL(P
π
+i,t (· | s<t) |P π−i,t (· | s<t))

=E
π
+i

(
log

fπ+i(yt, pt, zt|s<t)
fπ−i(yt, pt, zt|s<t)

∣∣∣∣∣s<t

)
= E

π
+i

(
log

fπ+i(yt|pt, zt)
fπ−i(yt|pt, zt)

∣∣∣∣∣s<t

)

=
1

2
E
π
+i

{
(yt − λ−i(zt, pt))

2 − (yt − λ+i(zt, pt))
2
∣∣s<t

}

=
1

2
E
π
+i

{
(λ+i(zt, pt)− λ−i(zt, pt))

2
∣∣s<t

}
=

∆2

2
E
π
+i

{
(pt − 1)2 · I(Mt = i)

∣∣s<t
}
,

(S.43)

where the last equality follows by noting that λ+i(zt, pt) 6= λ−i(zt, pt) if and only if Mt = i. Therefore,

we have that

DKL(P
π
+i|P π−i) =

∆2

2

T∑

t=1

E
π
+i

{
(pt − 1)2 · I(Mt = i)

}
.

Similarly, we have that

DKL(P
π
−i|P π+i) =

∆2

2

T∑

t=1

E
π
−i

{
(pt − 1)2 · I(Mt = i)

}
.

Putting everything together, we have that

d∑

i=1

Dsy
KL(P

π
+i, P

π
−i) =

d∑

i=1

DKL(P
π
+i|P π−i) +DKL(P

π
−i|P π+i)

=
∆2

2

T∑

t=1

d∑

i=1

E
π
+i

{
(pt − 1)2 · I(Mt = i)

}
+ E

π
−i

{
(pt − 1)2 · I(Mt = i)

}

=
∆2

2d

T∑

t=1

d∑

i=1

∑

v:vi=1

E
π
v

{
(pt − 1)2 · I(Mt = i)

}
+
∑

v:vi=0

E
π
v

{
(pt − 1)2 · I(Mt = i)

}

=
∆2

2d

∑

v

T∑

t=1

E
π
v

{
(pt − 1)2

}
= ∆2

T∑

t=1

E
π
v̄

{
(pt − 1)2

}
,

which finishes the proof.

Lemma S.4.3. For any time t, denote p∗t as the optimal price and pπt as the policy price. For any t
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and pπt , we have that

(pπt − p∗t )
2 ≥ 1

2
(pπt − 1)2 · I(|pπt − 1| ≥

√
3∆).

Proof of Lemma S.4.3. By design, we know that p∗t can be 1 or (2 + ∆)/(2 + 2∆). The lemma holds

if p∗t = 1. Therefore, we only need to consider the case where p∗t = (2 + ∆)/(2 + 2∆). In particular,

we have

(pπt − p∗t )
2 =

(
pπt −

2 + ∆

2 + 2∆

)2

=

(
pπt − 1 +

∆

2 + 2∆

)2

≥3

4
(pπt − 1)2 − 3∆2

(2 + 2∆)2
≥ 3

4
(pπt − 1)2 − 3

4
∆2 ≥ 1

2
(pπt − 1)2 · I(|pπt − 1| ≥

√
3∆),

which finishes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Recall that A = ∩di=1Ai such that P(A) ≥ 1−dT−2. By Lemma S.4.1, we have

that,

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥ sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrettI(A)

≥ 1

144
T∆2d−1 sup

v

E
π,ψ
v

[

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi,A)]

≥ 1

144
T∆2d−1

{
sup
v

E
π,ψ
v

[

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi)]− d2T−2

}
,

where the last inequality holds by noting that
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6= vi,A) =
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6= vi) −
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6=

vi,Ac), and that
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6= vi,Ac) ≤ dI(Ac).

By Lemma S.4.2, we further have that

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥
T∆2

144





1

2


1−

√√√√∆2

4d

T∑

t=1

Eπ
v̄
[pt − 1]2


− dT−2



 . (S.44)

On the other hand, we have that

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥ sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

(pt − p∗t )
2

≥1

2
sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

(pt − 1)2 · I(|pt − 1| ≥
√
3∆)

≥1

2
E
π
v̄

T∑

t=1

(pt − 1)2 · I(|pt − 1| ≥
√
3∆) ≥ 1

2

T∑

t=1

E
π
v̄
[pt − 1]2 − 3

2
∆2T, (S.45)

where the first inequality follows from (S.35) and the second inequality follows from Lemma S.4.3.
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Now, set ∆2 = c
√
d/T , where c = 1/3. Denote η =

∑T
t=1 E

π
v̄
[pt − 1]2. Suppose η ≥ 6∆2T , by

(S.45), we have that

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥ 3/2∆2T = 3c/2
√
dT .

Suppose η < 6∆2T , by (S.44), we have that

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥
T∆2

144

{
1

2

(
1−

√
∆2

4d
6∆2T

)
− dT−2

}

=
c
√
dT

144

{
1

2

(
1−

√
3c2/2

)
− dT−2

}
≥ c

√
dT/576,

where the last inequality follows from that c = 1/3. This finishes the proof.

S.4.3 Proof of Theorem 4.2

The following lemma is a privatized version of Lemma S.4.1, which lower bounds the regret by a

classification error. In particular, it shows that the regret of any ǫ-LDP policy π can be lower bounded

by the classification error of an associated 2ǫ-LDP classifier.

Lemma S.4.4. Suppose
√
T ≥ 34dǫ−1

√
log T . For any non-anticipating ǫ-LDP policy π, there exists

a 2ǫ-LDP classifier ψ : (w1, · · · , wT ) → v̂ ∈ {0, 1}d, such that with probability at least 1− 5dT−2, we

have
T∑

t=1

regretπt ≥ 1

144
T∆2d−1

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi).

Proof. For clarity, we structure the proof into three components.

[A High probability event Aǫ]: For each i = 1, · · · , d, we construct i.i.d. Laplace random

variables {ηti}Tt=1 such that ηti
i.i.d.∼ Lap(2/ǫ). Let {η′ti}Tt=1 be an independent copy of {ηti}Tt=1. Then,

by concentration inequality for Laplace random variables, e.g. Corollary 2.9 in Chan et al. (2011), for

√
T >

√
2 log T , we have

P

(
max

{∣∣∣∣∣

T∑

t=1

ηti

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣

T∑

t=1

η′ti

∣∣∣∣∣

}
≤ 8ǫ−1

√
T log T

)
≥ 1− 4T−2. (S.46)

Furthermore, recall by Hoeffding’s inequality in (S.37), we have

P

(
T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i} ≥ T/d−
√
T log T

)
≥ 1− T−2.

35



We define Aǫ
i as the intersection of the above high probability events, i.e.

Aǫ
i =

{
max

{∣∣∣∣∣

T∑

t=1

ηti

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣∣∣

T∑

t=1

η′ti

∣∣∣∣∣

}
≤ 8ǫ−1

√
T log T

}
⋂
{

T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i} ≥ T/d −
√
T log T

}
. (S.47)

Therefore, we have that P(Aǫ
i) ≥ 1 − 5T−2. The following analysis is conducted on the event Aǫ =

⋂d
i=1Aǫ

i , which, by union bound, holds with probability larger than 1− 5dT−2.

[Design a 2ǫ-LDP classifier]: Note that we cannot directly use the classifier defined in the

non-private setting as it utilizes non-privatized personal information in (S.39). Instead, we adopt the

construction in Lemma 3 of Chen et al. (2022) and augment the ǫ-LDP policy π to construct a 2ǫ-LDP

policy π′. In particular, we have to additionally privatize the information used for classification, which

necessitates elevating the regret analysis from an ǫ-LDP policy to a 2ǫ-LDP policy. The resulting

lower bound is thus inflated by a multiplicative constant.

Recall that wt is the intermediate quantities produced by policy π, such that the distribution of

wt is measurable conditional on st and w1, · · · , wt−1. We construct augmented intermediate quantity

w′
t = (wt, {γti}di=1, {ζti}di=1) such that for i ∈ {1, · · · , d},

γti = I {Mt = i, pπt ∈ Sp}+ ηti, ηti
i.i.d.∼ Lap(2/ǫ),

ζti = I
{
Mt = i, pπt ∈ Scp

}
+ η′ti, η′ti

i.i.d.∼ Lap(2/ǫ).

Note that w′
t satisfies 2ǫ-LDP thanks to the Laplace mechanism and simple composition of two ǫ-LDP

procedures, see, e.g. Dwork et al. (2014). This indicates that π′ is a 2ǫ-LDP policy. Furthermore,

note that by construction, the policy π′ has the exact same regret as π.

Define γ̂i =
∑T

t=1 γti and ζ̂i =
∑T

t=1 ζti. It is clear that, γ̂i − γi =
∑T

t=1 ηti and ζ̂i − ζi =
∑T

t=1 η
′
ti,

where recall γi, ζi are defined in (S.39). Therefore, under Aǫ
i , we have

max
{
|γ̂i − γi| ,

∣∣∣ζ̂i − ζi

∣∣∣
}
≤ 8ǫ−1

√
T log T . (S.48)

We then construct the classifier ψ : (w′
1, · · · , w′

T ) → {v̂i}di=1 ∈ {0, 1}d such that

v̂i :=





1, if γ̂i ≤ ζ̂i;

0, if γ̂i > ζ̂i.

Note that by construction, ψ is a 2ǫ-LDP classifier.

[Regret lower bound by classification error]: We now analyze the consequence of mis-
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classification. Suppose vi = 0 and v̂i = 1. This means γ̂i ≤ ζ̂i, and hence

2ζi + (ζ̂i − ζi) + (γi − γ̂i) = 2ζ̂i + γi − γ̂i + ζi − ζ̂i ≥ γi + ζi =

T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i} .

This and (S.48) further imply that

ζi =
T∑

t=1

I
{
Mt = i, pt ∈ Scp

}
≥ 1

2

(
T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i}
)

− 8ǫ−1
√
T log T . (S.49)

Recall on Aǫ
i , we have

∑T
t=1 I {Mt = i} ≥ T/d − √

T log T . Hence, for ǫ ∈ (0, 1), and
√
T ≥

34dǫ−1
√
log T , by (S.49), we have

ζi =
T∑

t=1

I
{
Mt = i, pt ∈ Scp

}
≥ T/(4d). (S.50)

Similarly, if vi = 1 and v̂i = 0, we have

γi =

T∑

t=1

I {Mt = i, pt ∈ Sp} ≥ T/(4d). (S.51)

Hence, if v̂i 6= vi, we have either γi or ζi is at least T/(4d).

By similar arguments as the proof of Lemma S.4.1 (after equation (S.41)), we have that

T∑

t=1

regretπt ≥ ∆2

36

T

4d

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi).

Similar to Lemma S.4.2, we need to lower bound the classification error under LDP by the total

variation distance between distributions due to Assouad’s Lemma. However, it turns out that the

proof technique in Lemma S.4.2 using KL divergence to bound total variation distance will yield a less

sharp result in terms of the dimension d. Instead, we establish the sharp bound using the Hellinger

distance. In fact, for two arbitrary distributions P1 and P2, we have

‖P1 − P2‖2TV ≤ 2H2(P1, P2) ≤ KL(P1, P2),

where H2(P1, P2) = 1
2

∫
X [
√
P1(dx)− P2(dx)]

2 is the Hellinger distance between P1 and P2 on the

support X . The above inequality implies that using the Hellinger distance allows for more delicate

analysis than the KL divergence.

We first list notations. Define

Mπ
+i :=

1

2d−1

∑

v:vi=1

Mπ
v
, Mπ

−i :=
1

2d−1

∑

v:vi=0

Mπ
v
,
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with Mπ
v

being the distribution of {w1, · · · , wT } under model v and policy π (in fact, the 2ǫ-LDP

policy π′ to be precise). More specifically, we have

Mπ
v
(w1, · · · , wT ) =

T∏

t=1

Mπ
v
(wt|w<t),

where the marginal (conditional) distribution is

Mπ
v
(·|w<t) =

∫

st∈S
Qt(·|st, w<t)dP πv,t(st|w<t).

where S is the support of st, and P π
v,t(st|w<t) is the joint distribution of st given past privatized

information w<t under policy π and model parameter v. Let the density function of Mπ
v
(·|w<t) be

mπ
v
(·|w<t) =

∫

st∈S
qt(·|st, w<t)dP πv,t(st|w<t). (S.52)

For any v = (v1, · · · , vd)⊤ ∈ {0, 1}d, we define v⊕i = (v1, · · · , vi−1, 1−vi, vi+1, · · · , vd)⊤ by changing

the ith element in v. For a set A ⊂ [T ], we let

Mπ
v
⊕i,A(w1, · · · , wT ) =

T∏

t=1

[Mπ
v
(wt|w<t)I(t 6∈ A) +Mπ

v
⊕i(wt|w<t)I(t ∈ A)],

as the joint distribution function by substituting the t-th conditional distribution of Mπ
v
(wt|w<t) by

Mπ
v
⊕i(wt|w<t) for t ∈ A. Define its density function as mπ

v
⊕i,A

, and write Mπ
v
⊕i,{t}

=Mπ
v
⊕i,t

. It is also

clear that Mπ
v
⊕i,∅ =Mπ

v
.

Now, we present some fundamental properties of the Hellinger distance.

Lemma S.4.5. Let two mixture distributions F,G be

F = aF0 + (1− a)F1, G = aG0 + (1− a)G1,

where a ∈ (0, 1), and F0, F1, G0, G1 are distribution functions with common support X . Then,

H2(F,G) ≤ aH2(F0, G0) + (1− a)H2(F1, G1).

Proof. Let f0, f1, g0, g1 be associated probability density/mass functions for F0, F1, G0, G1. Similarly

we define f and g for F and G, respectively. Note H2(F,G) = 1−
∫
X

√
f(x)g(x)dx, and that

∂2

∂a2
H2(F,G) =

∫

X

(f1(x)g0(x)− f0(x)g1(x))
2

4(f(x)g(x))3/2
dx ≥ 0.

This implies that H2(F,G) is convex in a. The result follows.
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Lemma S.4.6. For any fixed v, and i ∈ [d], we have that

H2(Mπ
v
,Mπ

v
⊕i) ≤ 7

T∑

t=1

H2(Mπ
v
,Mπ

v
⊕i,t).

Proof. This is Lemma 4 in Jayram (2009).

Lemma S.4.7. For any fixed v,

d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
,Mπ

v
⊕i,t) ≤ E

π
v,<t

{
d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i(·|w<t))

}
.

Proof.

2

d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
,Mπ

v
⊕i,t)

=
d∑

i=1

∫

W⊗T

[
√
mπ

v
(w1, · · · , wT )−

√
mπ

v
⊕i,t

(w1, · · · , wT )]2
T∏

j=1

dwj

=
d∑

i=1

∫

W⊗T

[
∏

j 6=t

mπ
v
(wj |w<j)][

√
mπ

v
(wt|w<t)−

√
mπ

v
⊕i(wt|w<t)]2

T∏

j=1

dwj

=

d∑

i=1

∫

W⊗T

[
∏

j<t

mπ
v
(wj |w<j)][

√
mπ

v
(wt|w<t)−

√
mπ

v
⊕i(wt|w<t)]2[

∏

j>t

mπ
v
(wj |w<j)]

T∏

j=1

dwj

=

∫

W⊗t

[
∏

j<t

mπ
v
(wj |w<j)]

d∑

i=1

[
√
mπ

v
(wt|w<t)−

√
mπ

v
⊕i(wt|w<t)]2

t∏

j=1

dwj

=E
π
v,<t

{
d∑

i=1

∫

W
[
√
mπ

v
(wt|w<t)−

√
mπ

v
⊕i(wt|w<t)]2dwt

}

=2Eπ
v,<t

{∫

W

d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i(·|w<t))

}
,

where the third-to-last inequality holds since for any fixed w≤t,
∫

W⊗T−t

[
∏

j>t

mπ
v
(wj |w<j)]

T∏

j=t+1

dwj = 1.

Lemma S.4.8 is the privatized version of Lemma S.4.2. Note that due to the LDP constraint,

compared to Lemma S.4.2, we have an additional [exp(2ǫ)−1]2/d factor in the R.H.S. of the inequality

in Lemma S.4.8, which is the key for getting the additional
√
d/ǫ factor in the regret lower bound

under LDP in Theorem 4.2.
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Lemma S.4.8. For any ǫ-LDP policy π and the associated 2ǫ-LDP classifier ψ as in Lemma S.4.4,

suppose [(1− u)2 ∨ (1− l)2]∆2 ≤ 1, we have that

sup
v

E
π,ψ
v

[
d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi)

]
≥ d

2


1−

√√√√21∆2[exp(2ǫ)− 1]2

d2

T∑

t=1

Eπ
v̄
[(1− pt)2]


 ,

where v̄ denotes the mixture among all possible v, i.e. P π
v̄
:=
∑

v
P π
v
/2d.

Proof of Lemma S.4.8. By the standard Assouad’s Lemma, we have

sup
v

E
π,ψ
v

[
d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi)

]
≥ 1

2

d∑

i=1

(
1− ‖Mπ

+i −Mπ
−i‖TV )

)
. (S.53)

[Step I] Bound TV distance by sequential Hellinger distance.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the property of TV distance and Hellinger distance, we have

1

d
(
d∑

i=1

‖Mπ
+i −Mπ

−i‖TV )2 ≤
d∑

i=1

‖Mπ
+i −Mπ

−i‖2TV

≤2
d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
+i,M

π
−i)

(a)

≤2

d∑

i=1

1

2d−1

∑

v:vi=0

H2(Mπ
v
,Mπ

v
⊕i)

=
1

2d−1

∑

v∈{0,1}d

d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
,Mπ

v
⊕i)

(b)

≤ 14

2d

∑

v∈{0,1}d

T∑

t=1

[
d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
,Mπ

v
⊕i,t)

]

(c)

≤ 14

2d

∑

v∈{0,1}d

T∑

t=1

E
π
v,<t

[
d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i (·|w<t))

]
,

(S.54)

where the (a) holds by sequentially applying Lemma S.4.5, (b) by Lemma S.4.6, and (c) by Lemma S.4.7.

[Step II] Bound the summands on the RHS of (S.54) by instant regret.

In Step II, we work under any given w<t ∈ W⊗t−1, and any fixed model v.

Recall (S.52), we have that

mπ
v
(w|w<t) =

∫

st∈S
qt(w|st, w<t)dP πv,t(st|w<t) := E

π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t],

where the expectation is taken over st w.r.t. P
π
v,t(st|w<t) given w<t.
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Hence, for any i ∈ [d], we have

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i(·|w<t))

=
1

2

∫

w∈W

(√
Eπ
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]−

√
Eπ
v
⊕i,t

[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]
)2

dw

=
1

2

∫

w∈W




E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]− E

π
v
⊕i,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]√

E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t] +

√
E
π
v
⊕i,t

[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]




2

dw

≤1

2

∫

w∈W

(
E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]− E

π
v
⊕i,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]

)2

Eπ
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]

dw.

Define

ϕv,i(st|w<t) =
dP π

v
⊕i,t(st|w<t)

dP π
v,t(st|w<t)

− 1.

The following lemma lists the basic properties of ϕv,i(st|w<t).

Lemma S.4.9. Given w<t, and a fixed v, we have

(1) E
π
v,t[ϕv,i(st|w<t)|w<t] = 0.

(2) E
π
v,t[ϕ

2
v,i(st|w<t)|w<t] ≤ 3Eπ

v,t[I(Mt = i)∆2(1− pt)
2|w<t].

(3) For any i 6= j ∈ [d], ϕv,i(st|w<t)ϕv,j(st|w<t) = 0.

Proof. Recall that pt ∼ Aπt (zt, w<t), we have that

dP π
v,t(st|w<t)
dst

= fZ(zt)a
π
t (pt|w<t, zt)fv,Y (yt|pt, zt, w<t),

where we use the independence of zt and w<t. Recall (S.33), for any v, yt = λv(zt, pt) + εt where

εt ∼ N (0, 1) is independence of zt and pt. Under P
π
v,t(st|w<t), we thus have

ϕv,i(st|w<t) = exp{−[yt − λ
v
⊕i(zt, pt)]

2/2 + [yt − λv(zt, pt)]
2/2} − 1

= exp {[λ
v
⊕i(pt, zt)− λv(pt, zt)][2εt + λv(pt, zt)− λ

v
⊕i(pt, zt)]/2} − 1

= exp(−I(Mt = i)∆2(1− pt)
2/2) exp((−1)viI(Mt = i)εt∆(1− pt))) − 1.

Recall zt is deterministic on Mt, by design of (S.33), ϕv,i(st|w<t) = 0 if Mt 6= i. Therefore, claim (3)

follows easily.
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As for the claim (1) and (2), by law of iterated expectation, and moment generating function of εt

we have that,

E
π
v,t[ϕv,i(st|w<t)|w<t] = E

π
v,t{Eπv,t[ϕv,i(st|w<t)|pt, zt, w<t]|w<t} = 0. (S.55)

In addition, we have

E
π
v,t[ϕ

2
v,i(st|w<t)|w<t] =E

π
v,t[exp(I(Mt = i)∆2(1− pt)

2)|w<t]− 1

≤3Eπ
v,t[I(Mt = i)∆2(1− pt)

2|w<t],
(S.56)

where the inequality holds since exp(x)− 1 ≤ 3x for 0 < x ≤ 1.

Now we continue the proof in Step II. By Radon–Nikodym theorem, we have

E
π
v
⊕i,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t] =

∫

st∈S
qt(w|st, w<t)[ϕv,i(st|w<t) + 1]dP π

v,t(st|w<t).

Hence, given w<t, we have
d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i(·|w<t))

≤1

2

d∑

i=1

∫

w∈W

(
E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)ϕv,i(st|w<t)|w<t]

)2

Eπ
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]

dw

=
1

2

∫

w∈W

d∑

i=1

(
E
π
v,t

{(
q(w|st, w<t)− E

π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]

)
ϕv,i(st|w<t)|w<t

})2

Eπ
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]

dw

(S.57)

where the equality holds by Lemma S.4.9(1).

Note zt is a deterministic function of Mt, without loss of generality, we can write st = (Mt, pt, yt).

The following analysis works under a fixed v, w and w<t. To simplify the notation, we let st,i = (I(Mt =

i), pt, yt), o(s) = q(w|s,w<t)− E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t], and ϕv,i(s|w<t) = ϕi(s). The expectation E

π is

taken w.r.t. P π
v,t for st conditional on w<t.

Therefore, for the numerator in (S.57), we have

d∑

i=1

(
E
π
v,t

{(
q(w|st, w<t)− E

π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]

)
ϕv,i(st|w<t)|w<t

})2

=

d∑

i=1

(Eπ {o(st)ϕi(st)})2

(a)
=

d∑

i=1

(Eπ [Eπ {o(st)ϕi(st)|Mt}])2
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(b)
=

d∑

i=1


1

d

d∑

j=1

E
π {o(st)ϕi(st)|Mt = j}




2

=

d∑

i=1


1

d

d∑

j=1

E
π {o(st,j)ϕi(st,j)|Mt = j}




2

(c)
=

d∑

i=1

1

d2
(Eπ {o(st,i)ϕi(st,i)|Mt = i})2

(d)
=

1

d2

d∑

i=1


E

π



o(st,i)[

d∑

j=1

ϕj(st,i)]
∣∣∣Mt = i








2

(e)
=
1

d
E
π


E

π



o(st)[

d∑

j=1

ϕj(st)]
∣∣∣Mt








2

(f)

≤ 1

d
E
π



o(st)[

d∑

j=1

ϕj(st)]





2

(g)

≤ 1

d
Varπ[o(st)]E

π[

d∑

j=1

ϕj(st)]
2

(h)
=

1

d
Varπ[o(st)]

d∑

j=1

E
π[ϕj(st)]

2

(i)

≤ 3

d
Varπ[o(st)]

d∑

j=1

E
π[(1− pt)

2∆2
I(Mt = j)]

=
3

d
Varπ[o(st)]E

π[(1 − pt)
2∆2].

In above analysis, (a) holds by law of iterated expectation, (b) holds by noting P(Mt = j) = 1/d for

j ∈ [d], (c) and (d) both hold by noting that ϕi(st,j) = 0 if i 6= j, (e) holds by noting P(Mt = i) =

1/d, (f) holds by the Jensen’s inequality for conditional expectation and law of iterated expectation,

i.e. E(E2{X|F}) ≤ E(E[X2|F ]) ≤ E[X2], (g) holds by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (h) holds by the

orthogonality property in Lemma S.4.9(3), (i) holds by Lemma S.4.9(2), and the last equality holds

by noting
∑d

i=1 I(Mt = j) = 1.

Plugging the above inequality into (S.57), we thus obtain that

d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i (·|w<t))

≤ 3

2d

∫

w∈W
E
π
v,t[(1− pt)

2∆2|w<t]
Varπ

v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]
E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]

dw.

(S.58)
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[Step III] Bound the variance in (S.58) using LDP constraints.

Since q(·|st, w<t) is the density function of the privacy channel given st and w<t, we must have

that for any w ∈ W, and st1, st2 ∈ S,

q(w|st1, w<t)− q(w|st2, w<t) ≤ [exp(2ǫ)− 1]q(w|st2, w<t).

Therefore, for any policy π′ and model v, taking expectation w.r.t. Pπ
v,t first for st2, we have

q(w|st1, w<t)− E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t] ≤ [exp(2ǫ)− 1]Eπ

v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t].

Taking square and then taking expectation w.r.t. Pπ
v,t for st1, we have that

Varπ
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t] ≤ [exp(2ǫ) − 1]2{Eπ

v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]}2.

Therefore, plugging the above inequality into (S.58), we have that

d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i(·|w<t))

≤3[exp(2ǫ)− 1]2∆2

2d
E
π
v,t[(1− pt)

2|w<t]
∫

w∈W
E
π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]dw

=
3[exp(2ǫ)− 1]2∆2

2d
E
π
v,t[(1− pt)

2|w<t],

(S.59)

since
∫
w∈W E

π
v,t[q(w|st, w<t)|w<t]dw = 1.

[Step IV] Finish the proof.

Putting (S.54) and (S.59) together, we thus obtain that

1

d
(

d∑

i=1

‖Mπ
+i −Mπ

−i‖TV )2 ≤
14

2d

∑

v∈{0,1}d

T∑

t=1

E
π
v,<t

[
d∑

i=1

H2(Mπ
v
(·|w<t),Mπ

v
⊕i(·|w<t))

]

≤21∆2[exp(2ǫ) − 1]2

d

1

2d

∑

v∈{0,1}d

T∑

t=1

E
π
v,<t

[
E
π
v,t[(1− pt)

2|w<t]
]
.

(S.60)

The result follows by (S.53).

Proof of Theorem 4.2. The proof is built on the results in Lemma S.4.4 and Lemma S.4.8. Recall

that Aǫ =
⋂d
i=1 Aǫ

i such that P(Aǫ) ≥ 1− 5dT−2. By Lemma S.4.4, we have that,

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥ sup
v

E
π,ψ
v

T∑

t=1

regrettI(Aǫ)

≥ 1

144
T∆2d−1 sup

v

E
π,ψ
v

[

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi,Aǫ)]
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≥ 1

144
T∆2d−1 sup

v

[Eπ,ψ
v

[

d∑

i=1

I(v̂i 6= vi)]− 5d2T−2],

where the last inequality holds by noting that
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6= vi,Aǫ) =
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6= vi) −
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6=

vi, (Aǫ)c), and that
∑d

i=1 I(v̂i 6= vi, (Aǫ)c) ≤ dI((Aǫ)c).

Using Lemma S.4.8, we further have that

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥
T∆2

144





1

2


1−

√√√√21∆2[exp(2ǫ)− 1]2

d2

T∑

t=1

Eπ
v̄
[(1− pt)2]


− 5dT−2



 . (S.61)

On the other hand, by (S.45), we have

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥
1

2

T∑

t=1

E
π
v̄
[pt − 1]2 − 3

2
∆2T. (S.62)

Set ∆2 = cǫ−1
√
d2/T with c =

√
14/672 and denote η =

∑T
t=1 E

π
v̄
[pt− 1]2. Suppose η > 6∆2T , we

have by (S.62) that

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥ (3c)/2ǫ−1d
√
T =

√
14

448
ǫ−1d

√
T .

Suppose otherwise, i.e. η ≤ 6∆2T , then by (S.61), we have

sup
v

E
π
v

T∑

t=1

regrett ≥
T∆2

144

{
1

2

(
1−

√
126(e2ǫ − 1)2∆4T

d2

)
− 5dT−2

}

=
cǫ−1d

√
T

144

{
1

2

(
1−

√
126cǫ−1(e2ǫ − 1)

)
− 5dT−2

}

≥cǫ
−1d

√
T

144

{
1

2
(1− 1

2
)− 1

8

}
=

√
14ǫ−1d

√
T

774144
.

where the last inequality holds by noting ǫ−1(e2ǫ − 1) ≤ 8 for ǫ ∈ (0, 1) and dT−2 < 1/40.

Here note we require T ≥ [(1 − u)2 ∨ (1 − l)2]d2ǫ−2/(48 × 672) to ensure that the condition in

Lemma S.4.8.
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