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First-price auctions have recently gained significant traction in digital advertising markets, exemplified by
Google’s transition from second-price to first-price auctions. Unlike in second-price auctions, where bidding
one’s private valuation is a dominant strategy, determining an optimal bidding strategy in first-price auctions
is more complex. From a learning perspective, the learner (a specific bidder) can interact with the environment
(other bidders) sequentially to infer their behaviors. Existing research often assumes specific environmental
conditions and benchmarks performance against the best fixed policy (static benchmark). While this approach
ensures strong learning guarantees, the static benchmark can deviate significantly from the optimal strategy in
environments with even mild non-stationarity. To address such scenarios, a dynamic benchmark—representing
the sum of the best possible rewards at each time step—offers a more suitable objective. However, achieving
no-regret learning with respect to the dynamic benchmark requires additional constraints. By inspecting
reward functions in online first-price auctions, we introduce two metrics to quantify the regularity of the
bidding sequence, which serve as measures of non-stationarity. We provide a minimax-optimal characterization
of the dynamic regret when either of these metrics is sub-linear in the time horizon.
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1. Introduction

By 2029, the global digital advertising spending is projected to be $1126 billion (Statista 2023). With
the increasing significance of online ad display, it has become a key focus for operations research,
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information systems, and the machine learning community (see e.g., Wang et al. 2017, Choi et al. 2020).
In the online ad market (also known as ad exchanges), advertisers seek ad impressions from publishers’
websites through auctions to maximize the total reward, while publishers aim to manage their ad
inventory and decide how best to display ads to maximize customer impressions. More specifically, in
each round of an auction, the publisher displays an ad impression to potential advertisers (buyers),
who assess its value and submit corresponding bids. The allocation and price of an ad impression are
determined on an ad exchange using an online auction protocol.

Historically, second-price auctions, celebrated by the Nobel-prize-winning work of Vickrey (1961),
have been widely adopted in online ad markets (Edelman et al. 2007, Despotakis et al. 2021) due to
their incentive compatibility, which encourages truthful bidding. In this auction format, the highest
bidder wins the ad impression but pays the second-highest bid. While theoretically elegant, second-
price auctions have faced several practical criticisms. The most notable criticism is that the auctioneer
can manipulate the second-highest bid to inflate payments, a form of cheating that is undetectable by
the winner (Rothkopf et al. 1990, Lucking-Reiley 2000, Akbarpour and Li 2020). In online ad auctions,
this loophole allows ad exchanges to significantly boost their revenue. Due to these trust concerns
and the rise of publisher-initiated header bidding (Despotakis et al. 2021), major ad exchanges such
as Google AdSense (Wong 2021), Google Ad Manager (Bigler 2019), Yahoo Advertising (Alcobendas
and Zeithammer 2021), and Xandr (Microsoft Learn Challenge 2024) have transitioned to first-price
auctions. In first-price auctions, the highest bidder wins the ad impression and pays the amount
they bid, addressing trust issues between advertisers and ad exchanges. However, unlike second-price
auctions, first-price auctions are not incentive compatible, meaning that revealing a bidder’s true
valuation is no longer an optimal strategy. This shift raises a fundamental question: what bidding
strategies should a bidder adopt in online first-price auctions to maximize cumulative rewards?

There are two primary perspectives for addressing this problem: the game-theoretic perspective and
the online learning perspective. From the game-theoretic perspective, the problem dates back to the
foundational work of Vickrey (1961), Myerson (1981), which models each bidder as a rational agent.
In this framework, each bidder is assumed to have either partial or complete information about the
valuation distributions of their competitors. Based on this information, the optimal strategy and the
Bayesian Nash equilibrium can be derived. While there has been significant progress in understanding
the complexity of computing the Bayesian Nash equilibrium in online first-price auctions (Wang
et al. 2020, Filos-Ratsikas et al. 2021, Bichler et al. 2023, Chen and Peng 2023, Filos-Ratsikas et al.
2024), these methods rely heavily on the assumption that bidders have access to precise valuation
distributions. In physical auctions, such an assumption may be reasonable—for example, collectors in
the same industry often have insight into the valuations of their peers regarding a particular collectible.



4

However, in online auctions, bidders typically lack knowledge of their competitors’ identities, making
it far more difficult to accurately estimate their valuations of the advertisement.

An alternative is the online learning perspective, where a specific bidder is treated as the “learner”
and the remaining bidders are modeled as the “environment” (potentially with some assumptions
on the environment to ensure learnability). In this view, the problem of finding the optimal bidding
strategy can be cast as a sequential two-player game. At the start of the game, the learner is assumed
to have no knowledge of the environment. However, based on past decisions and the feedback received,
the learner can iteratively update her bidding strategies. A common performance metric in this
perspective is called (static) regret, which measures the difference between the cumulative reward
achieved by the best fixed policy and the cumulative reward of the learning algorithm. The goal of
online learning is to achieve sub-linear regret, which ensures that the time-averaged performance of
the learning algorithm asymptotically converges to that of the best fixed policy. This perspective has
inspired a body of seminal work (Han et al. 2020, Zhang et al. 2022, Badanidiyuru et al. 2023, Balseiro
et al. 2023, Han et al. 2024) focused on achieving sub-linear regret in both stochastic and adversarial
settings. In these contexts, the private value of the bidder and/or the highest bid from other bidders at
each time step are either independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) or adversarially generated.

While these approaches provide strong theoretical guarantees, real-world scenarios often fall outside
the assumptions of purely stochastic or adversarial environments. For instance, it is natural to consider
settings where the environment exhibits characteristics that are neither fully stochastic nor fully
adversarial, as demonstrated in the following examples:

Example 1. Advertisers’ valuations for ad impressions can slowly evolve over time, often exhibiting
time-dependent or even periodic trends. For example, a company selling down jackets may place a
higher value on an ad impression during the winter compared to the summer. Similarly, during holiday
seasons like Black Friday, when consumer demand surges, advertisers are more willing to increase
their valuations for ad impressions. Recognizing such shifts, platforms like Google Ads (Google Ads
Help 2024), Microsoft Ads (Microsoft Advertising Help 2024), and Yahoo! JAPAN Ads (Yahoo Ads
Help 2024) provide options for advertisers to manually adjust the behavior of the auction algorithm
during specific periods, such as holiday seasons.

Example 2. Advertisers’ valuations can also be influenced by unforeseen events with uncertain
durations. Rare but impactful events, such as the outbreak of COVID-19, can drastically shift demand
for household supplies (Becdach et al. 2020), leading to significant changes in the valuations of ad
impressions. One might wonder if similar mechanisms, like Google Ads’ seasonality adjustment, could
be employed to handle such events. For holiday seasons, advertisers often have a good sense of how
long the period will last, allowing them to plan accordingly. However, for events like COVID-19, which
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persisted as a public health emergency for over three years (Federal Register 2024), determining when
to start or stop a new algorithm instance requires a high degree of expertise and investigation, making
such adjustments more challenging.

Example 3. Even during off-seasons, when advertisers’ valuations may remain relatively stable, the
bidding environment can still evolve. This is because the dynamics of the environment are shaped not
only by fixed valuations but also by the behavior of other advertisers. The state of the environment
can be summarized by the highest bid from other advertisers, who are not passive participants but
active players in the bidding game. If these advertisers employ classical online learning algorithms
like UCB or EXP3 (Lattimore and Szepesvári 2020), their bidding strategies will adapt based on
the feedback they receive. As a result, the distribution of their bids will drift over time, causing the
distribution of the highest bids in the environment to evolve as well.

We view the above three examples as instances of online first-price auction scenarios in non-
stationary environments. This implies that classifying these scenarios strictly as either stochastic
or adversarial may not be appropriate. Previous research (Han et al. 2020, Zhang et al. 2022,
Badanidiyuru et al. 2023, Balseiro et al. 2023, Han et al. 2024) has primarily focused on competing
with the best fixed policy (static benchmark). However, it is not difficult to show that the static
benchmark can be suboptimal even in mildly non-stationary environments. In contrast, a dynamic
benchmark—representing the cumulative reward achieved by following the optimal policy at each time
step—is always optimal, even in non-stationary settings. Learning in non-stationary environments
poses a fundamental challenge in operations research (Besbes et al. 2015, 2019, Cheung et al. 2022,
2023), yet it remains under-explored in the context of online first-price auctions. This gap motivates
the core focus of this work, which investigates the following key questions:

For online first-price auctions in non-stationary ad markets, can we effectively compete with a
dynamic benchmark? What mathematical tools can help establish minimax-optimal dynamic regret
rates in such settings?

1.1. Our Contributions

Assume a learner is participating in a T -round online first-price auction game. In each round t, the
learner observes an ad impression, receives a private valuation vt, and then determines their bid bt.
The highest bid from other participants is denoted by mt. Our main contributions are summarized as
follows:

• We formulate the problem of online first-price auctions in non-stationary environments as
competing against a dynamic oracle. It is well known that achieving sub-linear dynamic regret
is impossible without additional assumptions on the problem instance (Besbes et al. 2015,
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Jadbabaie et al. 2015, Yang et al. 2016, Besbes et al. 2019). To address this, we propose using
VT :=

∑T
t=2 |mt −mt−1| and LT :=

∑T
t=2 1(mt ̸=mt−1) to quantify the temporal variation and

the frequency of volatility in the bidding sequence, respectively. Notably, these measures does
not depend on V v

T :=
∑T
t=2 |vt − vt−1|, the temporal variation of the learner’s private valuations.

• We establish Ω(
√
TVT ) and Ω(

√
LT ) minimax lower bounds for online first-price auction instances

regularized by either VT or LT , respectively. For sequential learning of convex and Lipschitz
functions with exact feedback, the dynamic regret lower bound in terms of VT is Ω(VT ) (Jadbabaie
et al. 2015, Yang et al. 2016). Our results, therefore, highlight a sharp separation between learning
one-sided Lipschitz functions and convex and Lipschitz functions. To prove the lower bounds,
we construct batches with small temporal variations. Within each batch, the optimal dynamic
regret of any non-anticipatory policy can be computed via dynamic programming. By suitably
concatenating these batches, we derive the desired lower bounds. This proof technique may also
be of independent interest.

• We propose policies that are efficiently implementable and achieve the minimax-optimal dynamic
regret guarantees of Õ

(√
TVT

)
and Õ (LT ), where Õ(·) hides poly-logarithmic factors. The

one-sided Lipschitzness of the reward function poses significant challenges in predicting the
optimal bid, as discussed further in Section 5.1.1. Fortunately, we find that the Optimistic
Mirror Descent (OMD) framework (Chiang et al. 2012, Rakhlin and Sridharan 2013) serves as a
powerful tool for our problem, as OMD is particularly well-suited for achieving improved rates
in environments that change gradually. By appropriately combining the restart scheme of Besbes
et al. (2015) with the adaptive regret guarantees of OMD, we successfully derive the desired
minimax-optimal upper bounds. Our technical foundings are summarized in Table 1. Specifically,
the lower bounds hold even with a priori knowledge of VT or LT , while the upper bounds hold
irrespective of such knowledge.

Regularity Lower Bound Upper Bound

VT Ω(
√
TVT ), Theorem 1 Õ(

√
TVT ), Theorem 3

LT Ω(LT ), Theorem 2 Õ(LT ), Theorem 4
Table 1 Dynamic regret rates lower bounds and upper bounds when the either VT or LT is constrained.

VT :=
∑T

t=2 |mt − mt−1| and LT :=
∑T

t=2 1(mt ̸= mt−1) are two ways to measure the regularity of the bidding
sequence. Here we use Õ(·) to omit polylogarithmic factors.

We extend our results to the settings of winning-bid feedback and binary feedback. In the winning-bid
feedback setting, each bidder observes the minimum bid required to win, while the winner observes
nothing beyond her own bid. The binary feedback setting is even more restrictive, revealing only the
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binary outcome of the bid (success or failure) to the bidder. The primary challenge in these settings

lies in configuring optimism, a parameter in the OMD framework, when the highest bid from other

participants is not always available. We discuss these challenges in detail in Section 6.

1.2. Key Challenges

The challenge in proving the lower bounds arises from the fact that the learner directly observes others’

highest bids, rather than receiving noisy feedback. Noisy feedback facilitates information-theoretic

arguments, such as Le Cam’s method, and has been a key component in deriving previous lower bounds

for non-stationary online learning (Besbes et al. 2015, 2019) and online first-price auctions (Han et al.

2020, 2024, Cesa-Bianchi et al. 2024). In the absence of noisy feedback, alternative approaches must

be considered. Our optimal lower bounds are inspired by the minimax lower bounds for learning with

a small number of experts (Cover 1966, Gravin et al. 2016, Harvey et al. 2023), which transform the

problem into an (approximately) solvable dynamic programming formulation. Specifically, based on

the one-sided Lipschitzness of the reward function, we construct batches where the optimal dynamic

regret of any non-anticipatory policy can be computed using dynamic programming, and carefully

concatenate these batches to derive the desired results.

The primary challenge in proving the upper bounds arises from the one-sided Lipschitzness of the

reward function in online first-price auctions. Intuitively, this property implies that if a bidder bids

slightly higher than necessary, the resulting revenue loss is small; however, if the bidder bids slightly

lower than needed, the revenue loss can be significantly larger. Classical approaches to learning in

non-stationary environments (Besbes et al. 2015, Jadbabaie et al. 2015, Yang et al. 2016, Zhang

et al. 2018) heavily rely on the standard Lipschitzness condition to translate temporal variations

in losses/rewards into temporal variations in the sequence of minimizers/maximizers, which is not

applicable in this setting.

We adopt the restart scheme proposed by Besbes et al. (2015), which decomposes dynamic regret

into two components: the static regret and the transition cost from static regret to dynamic regret.

Our key contribution lies in leveraging the Optimistic Mirror Descent (OMD) framework (Chiang et al.

2012, Rakhlin and Sridharan 2013, Wei and Luo 2018), a tool from the learning theory literature, as

the policy for minimizing static regret, ultimately establishing optimal dynamic regret rates. The OMD

framework is particularly well-suited here for two reasons: (i) it provides adaptive regret guarantees,

which can shrink when the bidding sequence exhibits slow variation; and (ii) the inclusion of the

optimism vector, a customizable variable in OMD, allows us to effectively “balance” the trade-off

between static regret and transition cost, leading to improved regret rates.
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1.3. Paper Organization

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review related work to place our contributions in
the context of existing research. Section 3 formally defines the problem setting, and introduces the
methodology and notations. Section 4 provides lower bounds through a minimax analysis. In Section
5, we present our upper bound results, deriving minimax-optimal dynamic regret rates under the
assumption that the regularity of the bidding sequence is sub-linear in the time horizon. Section 6
extends the methodology from Section 5 to partial feedback settings. This extension is challenging
due to the intricate nature of adaptive regret bounds in partial feedback scenarios. Finally, in Section
7, we summarize our findings and discuss potential directions for future research.

2. Related Work

In this section, we briefly review relevant work on first-price auctions and online learning in non-
stationary environments.

First-price Auctions. Although Vickrey is more commonly associated with the second-price auction,
Vickrey (1961) formalize and compare several auction formats, including the first-price auction. In
recent years, as certain online ad exchanges switch from second-price to first-price auctions, first-price
auctions gain increasing attention from researchers in economics, operations research, and machine
learning. From a game-theoretic perspective, researchers study aspects such as the Bayesian Nash
equilibrium, pacing equilibrium, and algorithmic collusion behaviors in first-price auctions (Wang
et al. 2020, Filos-Ratsikas et al. 2021, Conitzer et al. 2022, Banchio and Skrzypacz 2022, Banchio and
Mantegazza 2023, Chen and Peng 2023, Bichler et al. 2023, Jin and Lu 2023, Balseiro et al. 2023).

This work focuses on a learning perspective, where a learner sequentially interacts with the
environment to learn an optimal bidding strategy. Inspired by patterns in real-world auction data,
Zhang et al. (2021) introduce a non-parametric approach for bid updates, demonstrating its superiority
over traditional parametric methods. Balseiro et al. (2023) employ cross-learning to improve regret
rates for online first-price auctions with binary feedback. When vt is i.i.d. from a known distribution
and mt is chosen adversarially, they achieve a regret rate of Õ(T 2

3 ), improving upon the Õ(T 3
4 ) rate

achieved by standard contextual bandit techniques. Later, Schneider and Zimmert (2024) extend these
results to the setting where the distribution of vt is unknown, achieving the same Õ(T 2

3 ) regret through
novel techniques. Han et al. (2020) study online first-price auctions with full-information feedback
when both vt and mt are chosen adversarially. Using the tree-chaining technique (Cesa-Bianchi et al.
2017), they achieve a regret rate of Õ(

√
T ) against the set of 1-Lipschitz policies. When mt’s are i.i.d.

generated, Han et al. (2024) improve the analysis of Balseiro et al. (2023) to the winning-bid feedback
setting throught some novel observations, demonstrating Õ(

√
T ) regret. Additionally, Zhang et al.

(2022) explore improved regret guarantees by incorporating hints about bidding profiles. Badanidiyuru
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et al. (2023) consider online first-price auctions where mt is generated by a context vector with log-
concave noise. They establish Õ(

√
T ) regret guarantees under full-information feedback. Wang et al.

(2023) investigate first-price auctions with budget constraints, achieving sub-linear regret rates when
both vt and mt are i.i.d. From a strategic robustness perspective, Kumar et al. (2024) study settings
where vt is i.i.d. and mt is adversarially chosen, achieving Õ(

√
T ) regret that is both rate-optimal

and strategically robust. Finally, Cesa-Bianchi et al. (2024) characterize minimax rates for various
feedback settings, highlighting the role of auction format transparency. All the aforementioned works
focus on competing against the best fixed policy within a pre-determined policy set, whereas our work
aims to compete with the policy that achieves the maximum possible revenue.

Learning in Non-stationary Environments. Besbes et al. (2015) study stochastic optimization
in non-stationary environments, where the loss at each round may vary, and show that sub-linear
dynamic regret is achievable when the temporal variation—a measure of the total change in the loss
function over time—is sub-linear in the time horizon. Besbes et al. (2015) provide minimax-optimal
characterizations of dynamic regret for online convex optimization and bandit convex optimization.
Their work assumes that the temporal variation of the loss sequence is known in advance. Jadbabaie
et al. (2015) demonstrate how to remove this assumption in the online convex optimization setting.
Additionally, Jadbabaie et al. (2015), Yang et al. (2016), and Zhang et al. (2018) explore alternative
definitions of dynamic regret, such as the path-length of the minimizers of the loss functions, and
establish corresponding dynamic regret guarantees. Besbes et al. (2019) investigate multi-armed
bandit problems under non-stationary reward distributions, demonstrating that sub-linear regret
can be achieved if the total variation of these distributions is known and sub-linear in the time
horizon. To remove the need for prior knowledge of the variation budget, Cheung et al. (2022)
propose the bandit-over-bandit technique, which applies to various non-stationary stochastic bandit
problems. Building on this, Zhao et al. (2021) simplify the analysis in Cheung et al. (2022) and derive
sub-linear regret bounds for linear bandits with variable decision sets. In the context of reinforcement
learning (RL), Cheung et al. (2023) employ a similar bandit-over-RL approach to tackle non-stationary
settings, achieving nearly optimal regret bounds. Wei and Luo (2021) provide a general framework for
non-stationary online learning, covering both linear bandits and RL, and achieve optimal regret rates
under the assumption of fixed decision sets. Simchi-Levi et al. (2023) study experimental design under
non-stationary linear trends, while Chen et al. (2023) focus on non-stationary multi-armed bandits
with periodic mean rewards. Huang and Wang (2023) consider non-stationary online learning with
noisy realization of the losses, and achieve minimax-optimal regret guarantees when losses are strongly
convex or merely Lipschitz. Though Zhao and Chen (2020) study online second-price auctions in
non-stationary settings, their objective and methods differ significantly from ours.
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3. Problem Formulation and Main Results
In this section, we introduce the problem formulation for online first-price auctions in non-stationary
environments, outline the main algorithmic framework we will use, present the informal main results,
and define the notations that will be used throughout the paper.

3.1. Problem Formulation

In non-stationary environments, an advertiser’s valuation for an ad impression can vary over time,
requiring advertisers to account for this variability when participating in online first-price auctions. We
begin with a general description of the online first-price auction (Han et al. 2020, 2024, Cesa-Bianchi
et al. 2024), followed by a formal definition of the dynamic benchmark and a way to quantify the
degree of non-stationarity.

In this auction format, a set of bidders (advertisers) competes to purchase ad impressions from
a publisher. Each round, the publisher displays an ad impression along with relevant details, such
as user demographics, keywords, and the ad’s size and location. Each bidder estimates the value of
the ad impression and submits a bid. Under the first-price auction protocol, the bidder who offers
the highest bid wins the ad impression and pays the bid amount. Formally, the online first-price
auction is a game spanning T rounds. In each round t= 1, . . . , T , the bidder observes an ad impression,
generates a private value vt ∈ [0,1], and submits a bid bt ∈ [0,1]. Let mt ∈ [0,1] represent the highest
bid among other bidders. The bidder’s payoff is then given by

r(bt;vt,mt) := (vt − bt) ·1(bt ≥mt).

Here, 1(bt ≥mt) is the indicator function that equals 1 if the bidder wins the auction (i.e., bt ≥mt),
and 0 otherwise. For simplicity, we assume the time horizon T is known to the learner. If T is unknown,
the doubling trick (Auer et al. 2002, Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi 2006) can be used to eliminate this
requirement. Since this is a sequential decision-making problem, it is essential to formally define the
information received by the learner before submitting bt. We mainly consider the case where the
learner observes mt, the highest bid from other bidders 1, so the information up to time t− 1 can be
described by the following filtration: 2

Ht := σ((vs,ms)t−1
s=1, vt),

1 As quoted by Bigler (2019): “Buyers will receive the minimum bid price to win after the auction closes.” While it
may initially seem that Google Ad Manager provides only winning-bid feedback—where the winner observes nothing
but her own bid—the actual implementation, based on Google’s OpenRTB protocol (Google Developers 2024), reveals
the second-highest bid to the winner. This means each bidder receives others’ highest bid.
2 Conventionally, the filtration up to t − 1 should not include vt, as this represents information from the current round.
However, prior work (Han et al. 2020, Balseiro et al. 2023, Han et al. 2024) assumes that the bidder knows vt before
determining their bid bt. This assumption is reasonable because ad exchanges typically display the ad impression
and related contextual or demographic information to bidders, enabling them to estimate the value of the impression.
Therefore, we include vt in the filtration.
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where σ(·) is the σ-algebra generated by the observations. We will also consider the winning-bid
feedback setting and the binary feedback setting. For the winning-bid feedback setting, the learner
cannot observe mt as long as the learner is the winner. For the binary feedback setting, the learner
receives binary feedback 1(bt ≥mt), indicating whether or not their bid won the auction. The filtrations
under the winning-bid feedback and the binary feedback setting can be defined as:

Hw
t := σ((max{bt,mt})t−1

s=1, vt), Hb
t := σ((1(bt ≥mt))t−1

s=1, vt).

Previous work on online first-price auctions typically aims to achieve sub-linear regret over T rounds
against the best fixed policy in hindsight. Formally, this involves designing a policy to minimize the
regret:

RT (π) := sup
f∈F̃

T∑
t=1

(
r(f(vt);vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt)

)
,

where F̃ is a class of policies. Common choices for F̃ include the set of 1-Lipschitz policies (Han et al.
2020) or the set of policies that map C possible valuations to K discrete bids (Balseiro et al. 2023,
Schneider and Zimmert 2024).

Here, we refer to supf∈F̃
∑T
t=1 r(f(vt);vt,mt) as the static benchmark. In contrast, we define the

dynamic benchmark as:
T∑
t=1

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) =

T∑
t=1

max{vt −mt,0}, (1)

where b∗
t ∈ arg maxb∈[0,1] r(b;vt,mt) is the optimal bid for each round t. We note that b∗

t , the optimal
bid at round t, should be mt whenever vt ≥mt, and can be any value smaller than mt when vt <mt.
Without loss of generality, in this work, we set

b∗
t =

{
mt, vt ≥mt

vt, vt <mt.
(2)

It is immediate to see that the dynamic benchmark represents the maximum possible revenue that
the learner can achieve. Moreover, the dynamic benchmark can outperform the static benchmark by
Ω(T ), even in instances of online first-price auctions with mild regularity in the bidding sequence:

Example 4. Assume vt ≡ 1 for t∈ [T ] and

mt =
{

0, 1 ≤ t≤ T
2 ,

1
2 ,

T
2 + 1 ≤ t≤ T.

Then
T∑
t=1

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − sup

f∈F̃

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) (3)

=
T∑
t=1

max{vt −mt,0} − sup
f∈F̃

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) (4)

=3T
4 − T

2 = T

4 . (5)
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The main fact we rely on is that f(vt) ≡ f(1) can only take a single real value and, as such, cannot

be optimal on both segments.

Consequently, a no-regret online learning policy, while converging to the best fixed policy in the long

run, does not converge to the policy with the highest possible revenue. In this work, we investigate

which policies can facilitate the establishment of sub-linear dynamic regret guarantees when the

regularity of the bidding sequence is sub-linear in the time horizon. Two metrics on the regularity are

VT :=
T∑
t=2

|mt −mt−1| (6)

LT :=
T∑
t=2

1(mt ̸=mt−1), (7)

where VT measures the temporal variation of the bidding sequence, while LT measures abrupt switches

in the bidding sequence. For convenience in proofs, we also define V v
T :=

∑T
t=2 |vt − vt−1| as the

temporal variation of the learner’s valuations.

Next, we discuss scenarios in which VT = o(T ) or LT = o(T ) can hold. For instance, if the learner

participates in a sequential online first-price auction where the value of each ad impression follows a

slowly-varying trend, it is likely that VT is much smaller than T . In real online auctions, the learner

can simply signal “no-bid” and discard certain ad impressions when the value of the current impression

deviates significantly from previous ones. Notably, the “no-bid” signal is supported by the latest

OpenRTB protocol (IAB Technology Laboratory 2022).

Another scenario occurs when there exists a cartel (bidding ring) (Krishna 2009) in which bidders

act collusively to win online first-price auctions at a lower price. We assume the cartel operates a bid

submission mechanism (Marshall and Marx 2007), meaning the cartel controls the bids of its members.

For example, the cartel may select the member with the highest valuation to submit a serious bid

while instructing other members to submit bids below the serious bid. When the cartel is nearly

all-inclusive, both VT and LT can be small, as they are computed based on the bids of participants

outside the ring. In this case, the cartel might aim to maximize revenue when the number of bids

from non-cartel bidders is small. 3

While it may seem unlikely for bidders on ad exchanges to form a cartel, in practice, advertisers

often delegate their bidding campaigns to specialized intermediaries (Decarolis et al. 2020, 2023). The

number of these intermediaries is much smaller, and they might engage in pre-auction communications.

3 Bid rigging is unlawful and prohibited in many countries. In the United States, for example, bid rigging is a federal
felony and a criminal offense under Section 1 of the Sherman Act. We hope our research enhances the understanding
of bid rigging and aids in detecting such behavior.
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Remark 1. The regularity conditions on the bidding sequence (Equations (6) and (7)) are inspired
by Besbes et al. (2015), where the authors use the temporal variation of the reward/loss functions
as a measure of regularity. In our setting, their measure translates to

∑T
t=2 maxb |r(b;vt,mt) −

r(b;vt−1,mt−1)|. However, this regularity measure has two significant drawbacks: (i) By maximizing
over b, the quantity can become very large even when the temporal variation of (mt)Tt=1 is small due
to the one-sided Lipschitzness; (ii) This measure relies on the sequence (vt)Tt=1, which is undesirable.

In contrast, the notation defined in Equation (6) compactly captures the regularity of the bidding
sequence and avoids both disadvantages. Additionally, Besbes et al. (2015, Figure 1) emphasize two
types of temporal patterns: continuous change patterns and patterns dominated by discrete shocks.
These patterns directly correspond to our regularity conditions in Equations (6) and (7).

Before establishing dynamic regret rates, we first present a result that highlights the necessity of
assuming sub-linear regularity in the time horizon.

Proposition 1. Assume c1 ∈
[
0, 1

2

]
is a constant and let

V = {{(v1,m1), . . . , (vT ,mT )} :
T∑
t=2

|mt −mt−1| ≤ VT}

and

L = {{(v1,m1), . . . , (vT ,mT )} :
T∑
t=2

1(mt ̸=mt−1) ≤LT}.

Then
• VT ≥ c1T implies

sup
(vt,mt)T

t=1∈V
E [DRT (π)] ≥ c1T

holds for any admissible policy.
• LT ≥ c1T implies

sup
(vt,mt)T

t=1∈L
E [DRT (π)] ≥ c2

1T

holds for any admissible policy.

Proof of Proposition 1 Fix T ≥ 1 and we consider the case of VT ≥ c1T first. Let m= 0, m̂= c1,
and we define V ′ as

V ′ := {(vt,mt)Tt=1 : vt = 2m̂,mt ∈ {m,m̂} for t∈ [T ]}.

The total variation of any sequence in V ′ can be bounded by
T∑
t=2

|mt −mt−1| ≤
T∑
t=2

|m̂−m| ≤ c1T ≤ VT ,
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therefore we know V ′ ⊆ V. We further assume that for each (vt,mt), mt is uniformly chosen from
{m,m̂}. Any realization of (vt,mt)Tt=1 still comes from V ′. Now, we can bound the expected dynamic
regret from below:

sup
(vt,mt)T

t=1∈V
E [DRT (π)] ≥ sup

(vt,mt)T
t=1∈V′

E [DRT (π)]

≥
T∑
t=1

(1
2 (r(b∗

t (m); 2m̂,m) + r(b∗
t (m̂); 2m̂, m̂)) − 1

2 (r(bt; 2m̂,m) + r(bt; 2m̂, m̂))
)

=
T∑
t=1

(1
2 (r(b∗

t (0); 2c1,0) + r(b∗
t (c1); 2c1, c1)) − 1

2 (r(bt; 2c1,0) + r(bt; 2c1, c1))
)

=
T∑
t=1

(
c1 + c1

2 − c1

)
= c1T

2 ,

where the key idea we use is the bid at round t chosen by the dynamic benchmark can depend on mt.
For the case where LT ≥ c1T , we still choose m= 0, m̂= c1, and we define L′ as:

L′ := {(vt,mt)Tt=1 : vt = 2m̂ for t∈ [T ],mt ∈ {m,m̂} for t∈ [⌈c1T ⌉] and mt =m⌈c1T⌉ for ⌈c1T ⌉ ≤ t≤ T}.

The number of abrupt changes in L′ can be bounded by
T∑
t=2

1(mt ̸=mt−1) ≤ ⌈c1T ⌉ − 1 ≤ c1T ≤L1,

which confirms L′ ⊆ L. Now, we can bound E [DRT (π)] from below by

sup
(vt,mt)T

t=1∈L
E [DRT (π)] ≥ sup

(vt,mt)T
t=1∈L′

E [DRT (π)]

≥
T∑
t=1

(1
2 (r(b∗

t (m); 2m̂,m) + r(b∗
t (m̂); 2m̂, m̂)) − 1

2 (r(bt; 2m̂,m) + r(bt; 2m̂, m̂))
)

≥
⌈c1T⌉∑
t=1

(1
2 (r(b∗

t (m); 2m̂,m) + r(b∗
t (m̂); 2m̂, m̂)) − 1

2 (r(bt; 2m̂,m) + r(bt; 2m̂, m̂))
)

=c1⌈c1T ⌉
2 ≥ c2

1T

2 .

□

Based on Proposition 1, a reasonable objective is to achieve sub-linear dynamic regret guarantees
when either VT = o(T ) or LT = o(T ). We establish the corresponding lower bounds and upper bounds
in Sections 4 and 5, respectively.

3.2. The Optimistic Mirror Descent Framework

The Optimistic Mirror Descent (OMD) framework developed by Chiang et al. (2012), Rakhlin and
Sridharan (2013) provides a unifying analytical tool for policies studied in this work. Following the
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conventions of prior work on OMD (Chiang et al. 2012, Rakhlin and Sridharan 2013, Wei and Luo
2018, Bubeck et al. 2019), we describe the algorithms within the loss setting, converting back to the
reward setting using rt,i = 1 − ℓt,i when necessary, where rt,i and ℓt,i denotes the reward/loss at round
t for policy/action i. Algorithm 1 presents the OMD algorithm for the learning with expert advice
setting.

Input : P is the convex hull of {e1, . . . , eK}; ψ(p): a convex regularizer defined on the
probability simplex.

Set p′
1 = arg minp∈P ψ(p);

for t= 1, . . . , T do
Set

pt =
{

arg minp∈P {⟨p,λt · 1⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t)} (Option I)

arg minp∈P {⟨p, ot⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t)} (Option II)

Choose actions according to pt;

at,i =
{

4η(ℓt,i −λt)2, (Option I)
0, (Option II)

Update
p′
t+1 = arg min

p∈P
{⟨p, ℓt + at⟩ +Dψ(p, p′

t)}

end

Algorithm 1: Optimistic Mirror Descent
The following Lemma 1 provides the regret guarantee of OMD.

Lemma 1. (Chiang et al. 2012, Rakhlin and Sridharan 2013, Wei and Luo 2018) The regret of
Algorithm 1 satisfies:

• under Option I with η =O(1), ψ(p) = − 1
η

∑N
i=1 lnpi yields

T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩ ≤ lnN
η

+ 4η
T∑
t=1

(ℓt,i∗ −λt)2 + 3,

where i∗ corresponds to the expert with the smallest cumulative loss;
• under Option II with η =O(1), ψ(p) = 1

η

∑N
i=1 pi lnpi yields

T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩ ≤ lnN
η

+ η
T∑
t=2

∥ℓt − ot∥2
∞.

The vanilla form of OMD is presented as Option II in Algorithm 1. The key distinction between
OMD and standard online mirror descent lies in the incorporation of the optimism term, ot,i, for
each action/policy i. The optimism vector ot can depend on all past losses, i.e., ot = ot(ℓ1, ℓ2, . . . , ℓt−1).
This dependency is evident from Option II of Algorithm 1: when computing pt, the loss ℓt is not yet
available. For the case where LT = o(T ), we will use Option II of Algorithm 1.

The earliest instantiation of OMD sets ot = ℓt−1 (Chiang et al. 2012), which, by Lemma 1, implies
that if

∑T
t=2 ∥ℓt − ℓt−1∥2

∞ ≪ T , the regret guarantee of OMD improves upon the standard O(
√
T )
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bound. Our choice of optimism follows this idea but requires adjustments to account for the one-sided
Lipschitzness of the reward function and to ensure that the temporal variation of (vt)Tt=1 does not
degrade the regret performance.

Option I of Algorithm 1 is a variant of OMD inspired by Steinhardt and Liang (2014), Wei and
Luo (2018). This variant differs from the vanilla OMD (Option II) in two key aspects: (i) λt can
depend on ℓt, the loss vector at time t, and (ii) at,i can be non-zero, which enables specific regret
bounds. An observant reader might notice that λt · 1 appears to act as the role for ot, even though
ot = ot(ℓ1, ℓ2, . . . , ℓt−1) should not depend on ℓt. In general, ot cannot depend on ℓt, but a clever
observation by Wei and Luo (2018) resolves this issue:

pt = arg min
p∈P

{⟨p,λt · 1⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t)} = arg min

p∈P
Dψ(p, p′

t) = p′
t,

which shows that pt does not depend on λt. Thus, this update is indeed feasible. We shall use Option
I of Algorithm 1 for the case of VT = o(T ).

3.3. Main Results

Our main results are summarized as follows:
Theorem. (informal) For the set of online first-price auction sequences such that ∑T

t=2 |mt−mt−1| ≤

VT , any non-anticipatory policy suffers Ω(
√
TVT ) expected dynamic regret. Besides, one can combine

the restart scheme with Option I of Algorithm 1 to achieve Õ(
√
TVT ) expected dynamic regret.

Theorem. (informal) For the set of online first-price auction sequences such that ∑T
t=2 1(mt ̸=

mt−1) ≤ LT , any non-anticipatory policy suffers Ω(LT ) expected dynamic regret. Besides, one can
combine the restart scheme with Option II of Algorithm 1 to achieve Õ(LT ) expected dynamic regret.

The restart scheme is an algorithmic procedure introduced in Besbes et al. (2015). In non-stationary
environments, where the distribution of losses or rewards can change over time, the restart scheme
divides the time horizon into several batches. It restarts a specific algorithm at the beginning of each
batch and ends the batch when certain criteria are met. This method effectively discards old data,
aiming to adapt more efficiently to the evolving distribution of the new data.

3.4. Notations

Let vt and mt denote the learner’s private valuation and the highest bid from other bidders at round
t, respectively. We denote the learner’s bid at round t by bt. Following previous work (Han et al. 2020,
Balseiro et al. 2023, Han et al. 2024), we assume vt,mt, bt ∈ [0,1]. Based on the feedback received by
the learner, we discretize the decision space [0,1] and model the problem as either:

• A learning with expert advice problem, or
• A multi-armed bandit problem in the winning-bid or binary feedback setting.
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We denote the number of experts by N , the number of actions by K, and the discretization precision
by ϵ. Let rt,i denote the reward of the i-th expert (or action) at round t.

Additionally, 1(·) denotes the indicator function of an event. E[·] represents the expectation operator.
[s] := {1, . . . , s} denotes the set of integers from 1 to s. For a convex and differentiable function ψ

defined on a convex region P , Dψ(p, q) := ψ(p) −ψ(q) − ⟨p− q,∇ψ(q)⟩ is the Bregman divergence. 1

denotes an all-ones vector. We use standard asymptotic symbols O(·), Ω(·), and Õ(·) to simplify the
analysis: O(xn) = yn implies that there exist constants n0 ∈N+ and M ∈R+ such that for all n≥ n0,
xn ≤M · yn. Ω(xn) = yn is equivalent to yn =O(xn). Õ(·) is similar to O(·) but hides poly-logarithmic
factors.

4. Dynamic Regret Lower Bounds

In this section, we demonstrate how to establish minimax lower bounds when the bidding sequence is
constrained by either VT or LT .

4.1. Minimax Lower Bound under the Temporal Variation Constraint.

In this section, we establish an Ω(
√
TVT ) lower bound for online first-price auctions. Our approach

constructs a bidding sequence of length H with temporal variation bounded by 1/H, demonstrating
that any admissible policy incurs Ω(1) dynamic regret on this sequence. By concatenating Θ(T/H)
such sequences with H = Θ

(√
T/VT

)
, we create a total sequence with temporal variation bounded

by VT . The total dynamic regret is then lower bounded by the number of sequences multiplied by
Ω(1), resulting in Ω(T/H) = Ω(

√
TVT ), as desired.

Lemma 2 provides the construction of a single sequence and establishes the Ω(1) lower bound on
its dynamic regret. The proof of Lemma 2 is deferred to Appendix 8.1.1.

Lemma 2. Let T ≥ 2 be an integer, and consider a T -round online first-price auction game, assume
vt ≡ 1, and

mt =
{

0, t < τ,

δ, τ ≤ t≤ T.

where τ is uniformly drawn from {1,2, . . . , T}. Then any non-anticipatory policy suffers at least 1
2 − 1

2T

dynamic regret when δ = 1
T

.

Proof of Lemma 2 We provide a proof sketch for this technical lemma. While calculating the
expected reward of the dynamic benchmark is relatively straightforward, evaluating the maximum
revenue achievable by a non-anticipatory policy requires a more refined approach.

Our proof strategy focuses on analyzing specific cases of the highest bid from others at time t:
mt−1. We separately consider the scenarios where mt−1 = 0 and mt−1 = δ. For each case, we carefully
evaluate the optimal action that a non-anticipatory policy can take, aiming to determine the maximum
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T

mt

0

1
H

Batch 1 Batch 2 Batch 3 Batch 4 . . .

Figure 1 An illustration for the construction the lower bound. In odd batches, mt jumps from 0 to 1
H

, and in even
batches, mt jumps from 1

H
to 0. H is carefully chosen to ensure we can get the desired lower bound.

achievable reward. By bounding the reward in these specific instances, we derive a general upper

bound on the reward. Combining the expected reward of the dynamic benchmark with the maximum

reward of a non-anticipatory policy then yields the lower bound on the dynamic regret.

□

Lemma 2 shows that within a batch of length H, a variation budget of 1/H can induce Ω(1) dynamic

regret for any algorithm. With a total variation budget of VT , we can construct O(HVT ) such batches.

To achieve the desired lower bound, we set H =
√
T/VT . However, directly concatenating T/H batches

as described in Lemma 2 would result in mt reaching 1
H

· T
H

= VT at later stages, potentially violating

the assumption that mt ∈ [0,1].

To address this issue, we employ an alternating batch construction. We divide the time horizon

into batches of length H and indexed by j. For odd j, we use the batches constructed in Lemma 2.

For even j, we use batches defined as follows:

mt =
{
δ, t < τ,

0, τ ≤ t≤H.

where τ is drawn uniformly from 1,2, . . . ,H. This alternating construction ensures that mt ∈ [0,1], as

depicted in Figure 1. By alternating between these types of batches, we can fully utilize the variation

budget while respecting the constraints on mt.

We concatenate batches constructed in Lemma 2, and establish the minimax optimal lower bound

as follows, with proof deferred to Appendix 8.1.2.

Theorem 1. For the online first-price auction in the full information setting, for any VT ∈
[ 36
T
, T4
]
,

there exists (vt,mt)Tt=1 such that ∑T
t=2 |mt −mt−1| ≤ VT and the expected dynamic regret is at least

1
16

√
TVT .

Remark 2. Due to the construction of the lower bound, we can explicitly inform the learner about

the creation of each bidding sequence, the variation budget allocated to each sequence, and the total

number of sequences. The lower bound remains valid under this setting. This implies that our lower

bound holds even when the learner is aware of VT , whereas our upper bound does not rely on the

learner having prior knowledge of VT .



19

4.2. Minimax Lower Bound under the Discrete Switching Constraint.

We also establish a corresponding minimax lower bound for the case of LT = o(T ) by reducing it to

the proof of Theorem 1. The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Appendix 8.1.3.

Theorem 2. In online first-price auctions, for any LT ∈ [T ] and LT ≤ T
2 , there exists (vt,mt)Tt=1

such that ∑T
t=2 1(mt ̸=mt−1) ≤LT and the dynamic regret is at least 1

8LT for any admissible policies.

It is insightful to compare Theorems 1 and 2 with Proposition 1. Proposition 1 essentially establishes

an Ω(VT ) lower bound for a broad range of VT and an Ω(LT ) lower bound when LT = Θ(T ). In

contrast, the lower bounds in Theorems 1 and 2 are significantly stronger.

5. Dynamic Regret Upper Bounds

In this section, we explore how to achieve minimax-optimal dynamic regret guarantees under the

conditions VT = o(T ) or LT = o(T ). For the case VT = o(T ) (Section 5.1), we provide a step-by-

step illustration, beginning with the some intuitive approaches and progressing toward the final

minimax-optimal policy.

5.1. Dynamic Regret Rates under the Temporal Variation Constraint

5.1.1 Why Existing Works Do Not Directly Apply?

We first briefly review the setting of online convex optimization (OCO) since some of our ideas

are inspired by this topic. OCO models a sequential decision problem as a T round zero-sum game

between a learner and an adversary. At round t, the learner chooses xt from X , a convex decision set

and the adversary reveals ft, a convex loss function. An OCO algorithm A (possibly randomized)

maps the historical losses to the current decision: xt = A(f1, . . . , ft−1) ∈ X . The static regret of OCO

is defined as:

RT (π) =
T∑
t=1

ft(xt) − min
x∈X

T∑
t=1

ft(x).

We refer to minx∈X
∑T
t=1 ft(x) as the static benchmark of OCO. In the full-information feedback

setting, a classical OCO algorithm is Online Gradient Descent (OGD; Zinkevich 2003), which achieves

O
(√

T
)

minimax-optimal regret (Abernethy et al. 2008) against the static benchmark. Besbes et al.

(2015) observe that
∑T
t=1 minx∗

t ∈X ft(x∗
t ) (which they term the dynamic benchmark) forms a strictly

stronger benchmark and can be used to model non-stationary stochastic optimization. Then the

dynamic regret can be defined as:

DRT (π) =
T∑
t=1

ft(xt) −
T∑
t=1

min
x∗

t ∈X
ft(x∗

t ).
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It is well-known (Besbes et al. 2015, Jadbabaie et al. 2015, Yang et al. 2016) that the dynamic

regret cannot be sub-linear in T if the loss functions f1, f2, . . . , fT are chosen arbitrarily. A common

assumption, considered by Besbes et al. (2015), Jadbabaie et al. (2015), constrains the temporal

variation of the loss sequence to be sub-linear in T . More precisely, it is assumed that VT :=
∑T
t=2 ∥ft−

ft−1∥∞ = o(T ), where ∥ft − ft−1∥∞ := supx∈X |ft(x) − ft−1(x)|. In the case of exact gradient feedback,

an O(VT ) upper bound can be achieved (Jadbabaie et al. 2015) by submitting xt = arg minx∈X ft−1(x).

With noisy gradients, an O(T 2/3V
1/3
T ) bound is achievable by restarting the OGD algorithm with a

fixed batch size.

Here, we consider a one-sided Lipschitz reward function, which presents a significantly greater

challenge than convex loss functions. However, we operate in a noiseless setting where mt is revealed

exactly. This aligns more closely with the setting in Jadbabaie et al. (2015). Following this line of

reasoning, one might consider the bidding strategy

bt = arg max
b∈[0,1]

r(b;vt−1,mt−1).

However, the following example illustrates why this approach is insufficient.

Example 5. Suppose vt ≡ 1 and mt = t
T

for t∈ [T ]. Then, choosing bt = arg maxb∈[0,1] r(b;vt−1,mt−1)

leads to Ω(T ) dynamic regret. This occurs because, with monotonically increasing mt, the bidder

consistently underbids and receives zero revenue due to the one-sided Lipschitz condition, while a

dynamic benchmark bidding b∗
t =mt wins every auction.

This naturally raises the question: Does a policy exist that achieves sub-linear dynamic regret when

VT = o(T )?

A key challenge in non-stationary online learning is the potential for continuous or abrupt distribution

shifts, which diminish the reliability of older data. Consequently, many existing approaches incorporate

mechanisms to “forget” old data, either explicitly or implicitly. We focus on the restart scheme

proposed by Besbes et al. (2015), partitioning the time horizon T into n batches, denoted by Tj,

each of length ∆T,j. While Besbes et al. (2015) uses fixed batch lengths, we allow varying lengths

for greater flexibility. Adapting Besbes et al. (2015, Proposition 2) to our online first-price auction
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problem, the dynamic regret can be decomposed as follows:

DRT (π) = sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
n∑
j=1

max
f∈F̃

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f∈F̃

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt)


:=

n∑
j=1

SA(F̃ ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F̃ ,Tj)

:=
n∑
j=1

J1,j +
n∑
j=1

J2,j .

(8)

We decompose the dynamic regret over the time horizon T into a sum of dynamic regrets over
n batches. The dynamic regret within each batch Tj is further decomposed into the static regret
and a transition cost. Specifically, SA(F̃ ,Tj) denotes the static regret of algorithm A applied to
batch Tj against the best fixed policy in a policy class F̃ . This term depends on the algorithm A
and can be permutation-dependent. The term C(F̃ ,Tj) represents the transition cost from static to
dynamic regret for batch Tj and policy set F̃ . Crucially, C(F̃ ,Tj) is permutation-invariant, meaning
it does not depend on the order of the bidding sequence within Tj . When the algorithm A, the batch
decomposition T1, . . . ,Tn, and the policy set F̃ are clear from the context, we use J1,j and J2,j to
denote SA(F̃ ,Tj) and C(F̃ ,Tj), respectively.

To illustrate the decomposition in Equation (8), consider a restart scheme with the Hedge algorithm
as A. We partition the time horizon into batches of equal length ∆T , with the possible exception
of the last batch. Let F̃ be the set of constant policies, i.e., F̃ := {f(v; τ) = τ |τ ∈ [0,1]}. Then, the
following proposition holds:

Proposition 2. Assume VT = o(T ), V v
T = o(T ) and both are known, then the learner can restart the

Hedge policy every ∆T rounds, where ∆T =O

((
T

VT +V v
T

) 2
3
)

to achieve Õ
(
T

2
3 (VT +V v

T ) 1
3
)

dynamic
regret.

Proof of Proposition 2 We provide a proof sketch here. We first consider how to bound∑n
j=1 C(F̃ ,Tj). We establish a generalized one-sided Lipschitz property (Lemma 11 in Appendix):

r(b;v,m) ≤ r(b′;v,m) + (b′ − b) + max{b− v,0} (9)

holds for any b≤ b′. Based on Equation (9), we can discretize the bidding space [0,1] to a discrete set{
0, ϵ, . . . , ϵ ·

⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋}
, and then reach

SA(F̃ ,Tj) = Õ
(√

∆T + ϵ∆T + ∆TV
v
T,j

)
(10)

C(F̃ ,Tj) ≤ ∆T

(
VT,j +V v

T,j

)
(11)
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where VT,j =
∑
t∈Tj

|mt −mt−1| and V v
T,j =

∑
t∈Tj

|vt − vt−1|. Combining Equations (10) and (11), and

summing from j = 1 to n yields

DRT (π) =
n∑
j=1

SA(F̃ ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F̃ ,Tj)

=Õ
(

T√
∆T

+ ϵT + ∆T (VT +V v
T )
)

= Õ
(
T

2
3 (VT +V v

T ) 1
3
)

by choosing ∆T =O

((
T

VT +V v
T

) 2
3
)

and ϵ= 1
T

. □

Proposition 2 provides an Õ(T 2/3(VT +V v
T )1/3) upper bound on the dynamic regret, while the lower

bound presented in Theorem 1 is Ω(
√
TVT ). This discrepancy motivates a closer examination of the

gap between these bounds. We address this gap in the subsequent analysis.

5.1.2 Minimax Optimal Policy and Parameter-free Scheme.

In this section, we investigate how to improve the dynamic regret upper bound. Recall the proof in

Proposition 2 actually follows from the following argument

DRT (π) =
n∑
j=1

SA(F̃ ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F̃ ,Tj)

≤
⌈
T

∆T

⌉
· Õ
(√

∆T

)
+ ∆T (VT +V v

T )

= Õ

(
T√
∆T

+ ∆T (VT +V v
T )
)

= Õ
(
T

2
3 (VT +V v

T ) 1
3
)

(12)

with the optimal tuning of the batch size ∆T . The O(
√

∆T ) static regret achieved with the optimal

tuning of the batch size ∆T , while minimax-optimal for each batch j ∈ [n], is not tight when the

batch’s temporal variation, VT,j =
∑
t∈Tj

|mt −mt−1|, is significantly smaller than ∆T . For instance,

if mt is constant within batch T j, we expect O(1) static regret, rather than the minimax-optimal

O(
√

∆T ). This observation leads us to investigate the existence of online learning policies with static

regret bounds that scale with the temporal variation of the bidding sequence (mt)Tt=1. Furthermore,

we explore whether such policies can yield improved, or even minimax-optimal, dynamic regret rates.

This question aligns with the concept of adaptive online learning, which focuses on achieving static

regret guarantees that scale with the “complexity” of the input data. We investigate this connection

through the lens of adaptive online learning.
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Inspired by the above observation and the Ω(
√
TVT ) lower bound established in Section 4, we

conjecture that a minimax-optimal dynamic regret bound can be achieved by considering:

DRT (π) =
n∑
j=1

SA′(F ′,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F ′,Tj)

?
≤

⌈T/∆T ⌉∑
j=1

Õ (∆TVT,j + 1) + ∆TVT

= Õ

(
∆TVT + T

∆T

)
= Õ

(√
TVT

)
,

(13)

where we replace the minimax-optimal policy A and class F with a potentially different policy A′ and
class F ′, aiming for a regret guarantee that scales with the intra-batch temporal variation. While it
may initially seem surprising that such an adaptive policy could improve dynamic regret, given that
∆TVT,j can exceed

√
∆T for some j ∈ [n], the adaptive nature of A′ and the fact that

∑n
j=1 VT,j ≤ VT

allow for a more favorable balance between
∑n
j=1 SA′(F ′,Tj) and

∑n
j=1 C(F ′,Tj). This permits a more

aggressive choice of ∆T , leading to an improved dynamic regret rate. We refer to this phenomenon as
“adaptive balancing,” as it leverages adaptive online learning algorithms to balance the magnitudes of
the static regret and the transition cost.

To achieve an Õ(∆TVT,j + 1) static regret bound, we require an algorithm satisfying two conditions:
(i) its regret should scale with the temporal variation of the input data, and (ii) it should be
customizable to facilitate adaptive balancing. The OMD framework (Chiang et al. 2012, Rakhlin and
Sridharan 2013) fulfills both requirements. In our problem, this translates to a regret bound of the
form O(

√∑T
t=1(rt,i∗ −µt)2 lnN), readily achievable using Lemma 1 and the relationship rt = 1 − ℓt.

However, computing pt and p′
t+1 using Algorithm 1 Option I requires solving a convex optimization

problem, which can be computationally expensive. Therefore, we employ the Prod forecaster (Cesa-
Bianchi et al. 2007), which offers the same O(

√∑T
t=1(rt,i∗ −µt)2 lnN) regret guarantee with more

efficient updates:

p1 =
( 1
N
, . . . ,

1
N

)
, pt+1,i = (1 + η(rt,i −µt))pt,i∑N

j=1(1 + η(rt,j −µt))pt,j
, (14)

where pt,i denotes the probability of choosing expert i at time t. Setting µt = max{vt −mt,0} in the
Prod forecaster yields the desired Õ(∆TVT,j + 1) static regret guarantee. Notably, this choice of µt
coincides with r(b∗

t ;vt,mt) in Equation (1), a connection we will further explore.
Furthermore, the dynamic regret bound in Proposition 2 has an undesirable dependence on V v

T . We
aim to eliminate this dependence, which arises from the one-sided Lipschitz property of the reward
function:

Lemma 3. (Han et al. 2020) For any v,m∈ [0,1], b≤ min{v, b′},

r(b;v,m) − r(b′;v,m) ≤ b′ − b.
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Lemma 3 implies that the one-sided Lipschitzness of the reward function relies on the condition
b≤ v, meaning that the set of constant policies does not satisfy this property. Notably, Han et al.
(2020) encountered a similar difficulty, where they aimed to compete with the best fixed policy
within the set of 1-Lipschitz policies FLip. However, they found that restricting the policy set to
F0 := {f : [0,1] → [0,1] | f ∈ FLip, f(v) ≤ v} is without loss of generality and resolves the problem.
Inspired by this, we define F := {f(v; τ) | τ ∈ [0,1]}, where

f(v; τ) :=
{
v, v ≤ τ

τ, v > τ
= min{v, τ}.

This construction means that the set F consists of policies parameterized by a threshold variable
τ . For these policies, the output is constant τ when v ≥ τ , and the output is f(v; τ) = v when v ≤ τ ,
ensuring that f(v; τ) ≤ v always holds.

We further define Fϵ := {f(v; τ) | τ ∈ {0, ϵ,2ϵ, . . . , ϵ⌊1/ϵ⌋}}, which is a discretized version of F with
precision ϵ. Using this setup, we can establish Lemma 4 through a careful application of the one-sided
Lipschitzness property given in Lemma 3.

Lemma 4. For the online first-price auction, we have
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

≤ ∆TVT .

Lemma 4 demonstrates that by adjusting the policy set to F , we can effectively eliminate the
dependence on V v

T . With all the necessary tools in place, we now illustrate how to leverage the
concept of “adaptive balancing” to achieve an improved dynamic regret rate. The result is presented
in Theorem 3, and the detailed proof will be presented in Appendix 8.2.2.

Input : Time horizon T

j = 1, η = 1
2 , ϵ= 1

T
, c= 1

T
;

while t≤ T do
Observe the ad impression at t and generate the value vt;
Create Tj ;
+ + j;
pt =

( 1
N
, . . . , 1

N

)
where N = 1

ϵ
;

while ∆T,j <
√

T∑j

i=1 VT,i+c
do

Choose bt = min{vt, iϵ} with probability pt,i;
Submit bt and receive mt;
Update ∆T,j and VT,j ; // ∆T,j and VT,j means the length of Tj and the
temporal variation of mt in Tj up to round t

pt+1,i = (1+η(rt,i−µt))pt,i∑N

j=1(1+η(rt,j−µt))pt,j

; // µt = max{vt −mt,0}

++t;
Observe the ad impression at t and generate the value vt;

end
end

Algorithm 2: The Adaptive Restart Prod Policy for Online First-price Auctions with VT = o(T )
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Theorem 3. Assume VT is unknown, then we can adaptively restart the Prod policy, as illustrated
in Algorithm 2, to achieve Õ

(
max

{√
TVT ,1

})
dynamic regret.

Proof of Theorem 3 We sketch the proof as follows. We denote F := {f(v; τ) | τ ∈ [0,1]}
as the set of policies, where f(v; τ) = min{v, τ}. To faciliatate online learning, we use Fϵ :={
f(v; τ) | τ = kϵ, k ∈

[⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋]}
as the discretization of F . We first consider decomposing the time horizon

T into batches T1,T2, . . . ,Tn, then we can decompose and bound the dynamic regret as:

DRT (π) =
n∑
j=1

SA(F ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F ,Tj)

=
n∑
j=1

 max
f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)


=

n∑
j=1

 max
f(·;τ)∈Fϵ

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)

+ error1

+
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

 ,

(15)

where
error1 =

n∑
j=1

max
f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) −
n∑
j=1

max
f(·;τ)∈Fϵ

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

is the discretization error. Let f jϵ (vt) := arg maxf(·;τ)∈Fϵ

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt), so f jϵ denote the best
policy from Fϵ on batch Tj . Then we have

n∑
j=1

 max
f(·;τ)∈Fϵ

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)


≤

n∑
j=1

 lnN
η

+ η
∑
t∈Tj

(
r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt) −µt

)2


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

 ,

(16)

where the inequality is due to the regret guarantee of the Prod policy. Let µt = r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) =

max{vt −mt,0} in Equation (16), then we can show

η
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

(
r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt) −µt

)2

≤η
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

+ error2.

(17)
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Combining Equations (15), (16) and (17), and applying Lemma 4, we have

DRT (π)

≤
n∑
j=1

 lnN
η

+ (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

+ error1 + error2

≤ T

∆T

· lnN
η

+ (1 + η)∆TVT + error1 + error2

=Õ
(√

TVT
)

by choosing ∆T =
⌈
T
VT

⌉
and showing error1 + error2 =O(ϵT ) is small if we set ϵ= 1

T
.

Now suppose VT is unknown, then following the above argument, we can establish

DRT (π) = Õ

n+
n∑
j=1

∆T,jVT,j

 , (18)

where n denotes the number of batches, ∆T,j represents the length of batch j, and VT,j denotes

the temporal variation of mt within batch j. While these quantities (n, ∆T,j, and VT,j) are a priori

unknown, leveraging the restart condition in conjunction with the self-confident tuning technique

(cf. Auer et al. (2002)) allows us to effectively bound them. Specifically, these techniques yield

n= Õ(
√
TVT ) and

∑n
j=1 ∆T,jVT,j = Õ(

√
TVT ), where T is the total time horizon and VT denotes the

total temporal variation across all batches. Consequently, substituting these bounds into Equation

(18) yields the desired Õ(
√
TVT ) bound. A more detailed analysis of these bounding arguments will

be presented in Appendix 8.2.2. □

5.2. Dynamic Regret Rates under the Discrete Switching Constraint

We now consider establishing a sub-linear dynamic regret bound when the number of best-arm

switches, LT =
∑T
t=2 I(mt ≠mt−1), is o(T ). Our approach combines the OMD framework presented in

Algorithm 1 with the adaptive restart idea. The algorithm is presented in Algorithm 3. The algorithm

invokes OMD on each batch and restart a new batch whenever mt ̸=mt−1 is detected. Due to mt is

exactly revealed and the adaptive restart idea, each batch consists of at most one discrete jump. The

proof idea proceeds by proving the dynamic regret in each batch is Õ(1) and accumulating dynamic

regret on all batches gives the Õ(LT ) dynamic regret.
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Input : P is the convex hull of {e1, . . . , eK}; ψ(p) = 1
η

∑K
i=1 pi lnpi

j = 1,t= 1;
while t≤ T do

Create Tj ;
++ j;

pt = arg min
p∈P

{⟨p, ot⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t)}

Submit bids according to pt, and receive mt; // ℓt and ot are chosen in Theorem 4

p′
t+1 = arg min

p∈P
{⟨p, ℓt⟩ +Dψ(p, p′

t)}

while t is the first round in Tj or mt ==mt−1 do
+ + t;

pt = arg min
p∈P

{⟨p, ot⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t)}

Submit bids according to pt, and receive mt;

p′
t+1 = arg min

p∈P
{⟨p, ℓt⟩ +Dψ(p, p′

t)}

end
end

Algorithm 3: Optimistic Mirror Descent
The regret analysis of Algorithm 3 is presented in Theorem 4, and the proof is provided in Appendix

8.2.3.

Theorem 4. For the online first-price auction problem under the condition LT = o(T ), Algorithm 3
with appropriately chosen parameters, achieves a dynamic regret of Õ(LT ). The expert set is defined
as Fϵ = {f(v; τ) = min{v, τ} | τ ∈ {0, ϵ, . . . , ϵ⌊1/ϵ⌋}}. And we set ℓt = 1 − rt and ot = ℓt−1 + ct where

ct,i = r(f(vt−1; iϵ);vt−1,mt−1) − r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt−1).

Proof of Theorem 4 We sketch the proof here. We initiate a new batch whenever a switch occurs
(mt ≠mt−1). Due to mt is revealed to the learner after submitting bt, we can detect change in one
round. Consequently, each batch takes the form (v1,m), . . . , (vT ,m), (vT+1, m̂). We first bound the
dynamic regret within such a batch as Õ(1) under the help of Lemma 1. Then it suffices to notice the
number of batches is up bounded by LT + 1 and accumulate the dynamic regret of all batches. □

Remark 3. A simpler algorithm, inspired by the work of Jadbabaie et al. (2015), can be employed
here. Specifically, the bidding strategy at time t can be defined as:

bt =
{
vt, vt ≥mt−1

mt−1, vt <mt−1.
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This straightforward strategy achieves a dynamic regret of O(LT ). However, generalizing this approach

to the winning-bid or the binary feedback setting presents a challenge. The direct dependence on

mt−1 in the bidding strategy becomes problematic when others’ highest bid is not directly observable.

In contrast, the Optimistic Mirror Descent (OMD)-based algorithm offers a more natural extension to

the partial-information feedback scenario, as we can make full use of the partial feedback to configure

the optimism. This adaptability makes the OMD approach more suitable for handling the complexities

of limited feedback.

6. Extensions: Partial Feedback Settings

In this section, assuming that either VT or LT is sub-linear in T , we examine the achievement of

sub-linear dynamic regret in the setting of winning-bid or binary feedback. For simplicity, we assume

the adversary is oblivious. Recall that in Section 5, our algorithms require knowledge of others’ highest

bid mt for configuring either the translation term µt or the optimism term ot,i. However, this reliance

on mt presents a challenge in partial-information feedback scenarios.

Specifically, in the winning-bid feedback setting, observing mt in each round is not guaranteed.

Furthermore, in the binary feedback setting, the learner never directly observes mt. Therefore, a key

question arises: how can we achieve sub-linear dynamic regret guarantees under these limitations in

feedback? We will address this challenge by developing modified algorithms that rely solely on the

available feedback, while still achieving theoretical guarantees on the dynamic regret. The subsequent

analysis will delve into the specifics of these adaptations and their performance implications.

6.1. The BROAD-OMD Framework

Our primary tool is the BROAD-OMD algorithm (Wei and Luo 2018, Bubeck et al. 2019), effectively

a bandit version of OMD. The key distinction lies in the partial feedback setting, which necessitates

an unbiased loss estimator and a more refined analysis. Consequently, Wei and Luo (2018) advocate

for a log-barrier regularizer, ψ(p) = − 1
η

∑K
i=1 lnpi, instead of the entropy regularizer. Careful selection

of the optimism term within BROAD-OMD allows for different regret guarantees. Our main technical

contribution is adapting BROAD-OMD to the specific challenges of online first-price auctions. We

apply BROAD-OMD with three distinct options, each requiring a tailored optimism term based on the

available feedback and the regularity assumptions on the bidding sequence (VT = o(T ) or LT = o(T )).

Algorithm 4 presents BROAD-OMD with all three options, along with their respective regret guarantees.



29

Subsequently, we demonstrate how to achieve sub-linear dynamic regret in online first-price auctions.

Input : P is the convex hull of {e1, . . . , eK}; ψ(p) = − 1
η

∑K
i=1 lnpi

Set p′
1 = arg minp∈P ψ(p), λ1 = 1;

for t= 1, . . . , T do
Set

pt =


p′
t, (Option I)

arg minp∈P {⟨p, ot⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t)} (Option II)

(1 −αt)p′
t +αteit−1 , where αt = α(1−λt)

1+α(1−λt) (Option III)

Draw it ∼ pt; suffer ℓt,it ;
Construct ℓ̂t as an unbiased estimator of ℓt:

ℓ̂t,i =


(ℓt,i−λt)·1(it=i)

pt,i
+λt (Option I and III)

(ℓt,i−ot,i)·1(it=i)
pt,i

+ ot,i (Option II)

Let

at,i =

4ηpt,i
(
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2
, (Option I)

0, (Option II and III)
Update:

p′
t+1 = arg min

p∈P

{〈
p, ℓ̂t + at

〉
+Dψ(p, p′

t)
}

end

Algorithm 4: The BROAD-OMD Algorithm
In the following, we provide the regret analysis of BROAD-OMD, and we provide the proof of

Lemma 5 in Appendix 8.3.2.

Lemma 5. Consider a multi-armed bandit problem with K arms and the loss of playing the i-th arm
at round t is ℓt,i, and we use ℓt to represent the loss vector at round t. We assume each ℓt,i ∈ [−1,1]
and η ≤ λ≤ 1

41 , then for the BROAD-OMD algorithm with
• Option I,

E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

≤ K lnT
η

+ 4η
T∑
t=1

(ℓt,i∗ −λt)2 + 3,

• Option II,

E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

≤ K lnT
η

+ 2
(
1 +

√
λ
)2
η

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·1(it = i) + 2,

• Option III with α= 8η and λt = ℓt−1,it−1 ,

E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

≤ K lnT
η

+ 8η
T∑
t=2

∣∣∣ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1

∣∣∣+ 3,

where i∗ := arg mini∈[K]
∑T
t=1 ℓt,i and it means the index of the arm played by the algorithm at round t.

The proof of Lemma 5 largely follows the techniques in Wei and Luo (2018) and Bubeck et al. (2019).
Our refinement lies in extending the permissible range of the learning rate η to η ≤ 1

41 , relaxing the
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previous constraint of η ≤ 1
162 . However, the central challenge remains the judicious selection of the

optimism term ot,i under partial information feedback, which we address below. Our main results are
summarized in the following theorem:

Theorem 5. For online first-price auctions with partial information feedback, we have:
(i) Assume the learner receives the winning-bid feedback and VT = o(T ) and is known, then there

exists an algorithm which achieves Õ
(
T

2
3V

1
3
T

)
dynamic regret.

(ii) Assume the learner receives the binary feedback and VT = o(T ) and is known, then there exists
an algorithm which achieves Õ

(
T

3
4V

1
4
T

)
dynamic regret.

(iii) Assume the learner receives the winning-bid feedback and LT = o(T ) and is known, then there
exists an algorithm which achieves Õ

(√
TLT

)
dynamic regret.

(iv) Assume the learner receives the binary feedback and LT = o(T ) and is known, then there exists
an algorithm which achieves Õ

(
T

2
3L

1
3
T +V v

T

)
dynamic regret.

The proof of Theorem 5 is provided in Appendix 8.3.3. When neither VT or LT is known, we explore
how to eliminate the dependence on both parameters in Appendix 8.3.5 using the bandit-over-bandit
technique (Cheung et al. 2022, Zhao et al. 2021).

7. Conclusion

This work examines online first-price auctions within non-stationary environments. While prior
research typically focuses on competing against the best fixed policy in hindsight, such policies
can be suboptimal. We instead investigate conditions under which competition against a dynamic
benchmark, achieving the highest possible revenue, is feasible. We identify two measures of regularity
for the bidding profile and establish sub-linear dynamic regret when this regularity is sub-linear in the
time horizon. Future work should explore the tightness of the proposed dynamic regret rates under
partial feedback. From a technical perspective, our analysis considers the dynamic regret of a specific
one-sided Lipschitz function with a single discontinuity. Given the existence of important one-sided
Lipschitz functions with multiple discontinuities (Dütting et al. 2023), investigating the applicability
of our algorithms to these more general settings presents a compelling research direction.
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8. Appendix

8.1. Proof Details of Section 4

8.1.1 Proof of Lemma 2

In this part, we present the proof of Lemma 2, which is a critical lemma towards establishing our

minimax-optimal lower bounds.

Proof of Lemma 2 We first consider the maximum expected revenue achieved by a non-anticipatory

policy. In this game, τ is a random variable and its realization is revealed to the learner at round

τ + 1. Fix vt ≡ 1 for t∈ [T ]. For each round t∈ [T ], define filtration Ft = σ(m1, . . . ,mt−1). To describe

the learner’s strategy, we denote B = [0,1] to be the sample space and P(B) be the set of probability

measures supported on B. At round t, the learner chooses bt ∼ Pt(bt|Ft) ∈ P(B). By the linearity of

the expectation, we have

E
[
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

=
T∑
t=1

E [r(bt;vt,mt)] =
T∑
t=1

E[E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]]. (19)

For every t∈ [T ], we decompose

E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft] =E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]1(mt−1 = δ) +E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]1(mt−1 = 0).

We first try to bound E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]1(mt−1 = δ). Note that conditioning on mt−1 = δ, mt = δ with

probability 1. Then

E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]1(mt−1 = δ)

=Emt [
∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥mt)dPt(bt;Ft)|Ft]1(mt−1 = δ)

=
∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥ δ)dPt(bt;Ft)1(mt−1 = δ) ≤ (1 − δ)1(mt−1 = δ)

and the inequality holds if Pt(bt; Ft)1(mt−1 = δ) = 1δ(bt)1(mt−1 = δ), where 1δ(·) is the Dirac measure

at δ.

Now we consider how to bound E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]1(mt−1 = 0). When mt−1 = 0, this implies τ > t−1

with probability 1. By our construction, when τ = t then mt = δ, and when τ > t then mt = 0. We
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have
E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]1(mt−1 = 0)

=P[τ = t|Ft] ·E [r(bt;vt,mt)|τ = t,Ft]1(mt−1 = 0)

+P[τ > t|Ft] ·E [r(bt;vt,mt)|τ > t,Ft]1(mt−1 = 0)

=P[τ = t|Ft] ·Emt

[∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥mt)dPt(bt;Ft)|τ = t,Ft

]
1(mt−1 = 0)

+P[τ > t|Ft] ·Emt

[∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥mt)dPt(bt;Ft)|τ > t,Ft

]
1(mt−1 = 0)

=P[τ = t|Ft] ·
∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥ δ)dPt(bt;Ft)1(mt−1 = 0)

+P[τ > t|Ft−1] ·
∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥ 0)dPt(bt;Ft)1(mt−1 = 0)

≤ 1
T − t+ 1 ·

∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥ δ)dPt(bt;Ft)1(mt−1 = 0)

+ T − t

T − t+ 1 ·
∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥ 0)dPt(bt;Ft)1(mt−1 = 0).

The last inequality is because:

P[τ = t|Ft]1(mt−1 = 0) = P[τ = t|Ft−1] ·1(∃s∈ [t− 2] :ms = δ) ·1(mt−1 = 0)

+P[τ = t|Ft−1] ·1(∀s∈ [t− 2] :ms = 0)1(mt−1 = 0)

= P[τ = t|Ft−1] ·1(∀s∈ [t− 2] :ms = 0)1(mt−1 = 0)

= P[τ = t|m1 = · · · =mt−1 = 0]1(∀s∈ [t− 1] :ms = 0)

= P[τ = t,m1 = · · · =mt−1 = 0]
P[m1 = · · · =mt−1 = 0] 1(∀s∈ [t− 1] :ms = 0)

= P[m1 = · · · =mt−1 = 0|τ = t]P[τ = t]
P[τ ≥ t] 1(∀s∈ [t− 1] :ms = 0)

= 1/T
(T − t+ 1)/T 1(∀s∈ [t− 1] :ms = 0)

≤ 1
T − t+ 11(mt−1 = 0).

By a similar discussion,

P[τ > t|Ft]1(mt−1 = 0) ≤ T − t

T − t+ 11(mt−1 = 0).

Let f(b; t) := (1 − b)1(b≥ δ) + (T − t)(1 − b) · 1(b≥ 0), then it is easy to show that f(b; t) ≤ f(δ; t)
holds for any t≥ 1, b∈ [0,1] and δ = 1

T
. Therefore,

E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]1(mt−1 = 0)

≤ 1
T − t+ 1 ·

∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥ δ)dPt(bt;Ft)1(mt−1 = 0)

+ T − t

T − t+ 1 ·
∫ 1

0
(1 − bt) ·1(bt ≥ 0)dPt(bt;Ft)1(mt−1 = 0)

≤ (1 − δ)1(mt−1 = 0).
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Finally, putting everything together

E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft] ≤ (1 − δ)1(mt−1 = δ) + (1 − δ)1(mt−1 = 0) = 1 − δ

and hence

E [r(bt;vt,mt)] =E[E [r(bt;vt,mt)|Ft]] ≤ 1 − δ.

Adding everything up,

E
[
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤ T (1 − δ) = T − 1. (20)

We now compute the revenue achieved by a dynamic benchmark. At round t, the expected revenue of
the dynamic benchmark can be computed as:

E [r(b∗
t ;vt,mt)]

=E [r(b∗
t ;vt,mt)|τ > t] ·P[τ > t] +E [r(b∗

t ;vt,mt)|τ ≤ t] ·P[τ ≤ t]

=1 ·P[τ > t] + (1 − δ) ·P[τ ≤ t]

=1 · T − t

T
+ (1 − δ) · t

T
= 1 − δt

T

(21)

Summing both sides of Equation (21) from t= 1 to T yields

T∑
t=1

E [r(b∗
t ;vt,mt)]

=
T∑
t=1

(
1 − δt

T

)
=T

(
1 − δ

2

)
− δ

2

=T − 1
2 − 1

2T .

(22)

Now combining Equations (20) and (22) yields

T∑
t=1

E [r(b∗
t ;vt,mt)] −E

[
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≥ 1
2 − 1

2T

holds for any non-anticipatory policy. □

8.1.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1 We decompose the first cH rounds into c batches of the same length H, where

c :=

 T⌈√
T

VT

⌉
 and H :=

⌈√
T
VT

⌉
. We can easily verify that cH ≤ T . We set vt ≡ 1 for t ∈ [T ] and

mt =mcH for t > cH. For convenience, for each batch j = 1, . . . , c, we use mj,i to denote the other’s
highest bid at round i of batch j. There is a jump in each batch j and its location is denoted by a
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random variable τ(j) ∈ [H], where τ(j) is uniformly drawn from {1,2, . . . ,H}. We set mj,i according
to

mj,i =
{

0, i < τ(j)
1
H
, i≥ τ(j)

if j is odd, and

mj,i =
{

1
H
, i < τ(j)

0, i≥ τ(j)

if j is even. Since there is one jump of variation 1
H

in each batch, the overall variation in the horizon
T is bounded by

1
H

· c= 1⌈√
T
VT

⌉ ·

 T⌈√
T
VT

⌉
≤ T(⌈√

T
VT

⌉)2 ≤ T
T
VT

= VT .

This means our configuration of (vt,mt)Tt=1 satisfies
∑T
t=2 |mt −mt−1| ≤ VT . Also, given there are c

batches, the number of batches such that j is odd is
⌊
c+ 1

2

⌋
≥ 1

2

 T⌈√
T
VT

⌉ − 1

≥ 1
3

T√
T
VT

− 1
2 ≥ 1

4
√
TVT , (23)

where the first inequality can be shown by considering c can either be odd or even, the second
inequality is due to ⌈x⌉

x
≤ 3

2 holds for x≥ 2, and the last inequality is due to VT ≥ 36
T

. For any batch
such that j is odd, we can see mj,i jumps from 0 to 1

H
within the batch. By H =

⌈√
T
VT

⌉
≥
√

T
VT

≥ 2,
we can apply Lemma 2 to realize that the dynamic regret in any of such batches is lower bounded by
1
2

(
1 − 1

T

)
≥ 1

4 . Combining this fact with Equation (23), we know the dynamic regret throughout the
horizon is at least 1

16

√
TVT . □

8.1.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2 Let M =
⌊
T
LT

⌋
, then we can verify LTM ≤ T . We decompose the first LTM

rounds of the time horizon into LT batches of the same length M . We follow the same construction as
in Theorem 1, then the number of jumps is bounded by the number of batches LT . We refer to batches
with odd indexes (e.g., batch 1,3, . . . ,

⌊
LT +1

2

⌋
) as odd batches, then there are

⌊
LT +1

2

⌋
odd batches

and
⌊
LT +1

2

⌋
≥ LT

2 . By Lemma 2, the dynamic regret on each odd batch is at least 1
4 . Therefore, the

dynamic regret over the time horizon is lower bounded by LT
2 · 1

4 = LT
8 . □

8.2. Proof Details of Section 5

8.2.1 Proof of Proposition 2

Definition 1. Let Nϵ to be an ϵ-covering of [0,1], and let N = |Nϵ|.

We first present Lemma 6 as an auxillary lemma, then provide the proof of Proposition 2.
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Lemma 6. For the online first-price auction, we have
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

b∈[0,1]

∑
t∈Tj

r(b;vt,mt)

≤ ∆T (VT +V v
T ).

Proof of Lemma 6 Let bj := b∗
t̃ = maxt∈Tj

b∗
t , we have

n∑
j=1

J2,j =
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

b∈[0,1]

∑
t∈Tj

r(b;vt,mt)


≤

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(bj ;vt,mt)


≤

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

((
bj − b∗

t

)
+ max{b∗

t − vt,0}
)

≤
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

(
bj − b∗

t

)
,

(24)

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 11, and the third inequality follows from Equation
(2). Since bj = b∗

t̃ , by Equation (2), we indeed have

bj =
{
mt̃, vt̃ ≥mt̃,

vt̃, vt̃ <mt̃.

Let VT,j and V v
T,j be the total variation of the sequence (mt)Tt=1 and (vt)Tt=1 restricted to batch j.

Based on whether vt ≥mt and vt̃ ≥mt̃ hold or not, there are four possible cases:
• Case 1: vt ≥mt, vt̃ ≥mt̃, then

bj − b∗
t =mt̃ −mt ≤ VT,j .

• Case 2: vt ≥mt, vt̃ <mt̃, then

bj − b∗
t = vt̃ −mt ≤mt̃ −mt ≤ VT,j .

• Case 3: vt <mt, vt̃ ≥mt̃, then

bj − b∗
t =mt̃ − vt ≤ vt̃ − vt ≤ V v

T,j .

• Case 4: vt <mt, vt̃ <mt̃, then
bj − b∗

t = vt̃ − vt ≤ V v
T,j .

For any of those four cases, we have bj − b∗
t ≤

(
VT,j +V v

T,j

)
, so

n∑
j=1

J2,j ≤
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

(
bj − b∗

t

)
≤

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

(
VT,j +V v

T,j

)
=

n∑
j=1

∆T (VT,j +V v
T,j) = ∆T (VT +V v

T ).

□

Now we provide the proof of Proposition 2 as follows.
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Proof of Proposition 2 We choose F̃ = N , where N is defined in Definition 1, then the dynamic
regret admits the following decomposition:

DRT (π) = sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
n∑
j=1

max
b∈N

∑
t∈Tj

r(b;vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

b∈N

∑
t∈Tj

r(b;vt,mt)


:=

n∑
j=1

SA(N ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(N ,Tj).

(25)

We assume the time horizon T is decomposed into batches of the same length ∆T , except possibly
the last batch. Let VT,j and V v

T,j be the total variation of the sequence (mt)Tt=1 and (vt)Tt=1 restricted
to batch j. Then the cumulative static regret on all batch can be upper bounded by:

n∑
j=1

SA(N ,Tj) ≤
n∑
j=1

max
b∈N

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


≤

n∑
j=1

max
b∈N

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt) + ϵ∆T + ∆T · max
t,t′∈Tj

|vt − v′
t|


≤

n∑
j=1

√
∆T · lnN + ϵT + ∆TVT

=Õ
(

T√
∆T

)
+ ϵT + ∆TV

v
T

(26)

by Lemma 12. By Lemma 6, the transition cost from static regret to dynamic regret can be bounded
by:

n∑
j=1

C(N ,Tj) ≤
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

b∈N

∑
t∈Tj

r(b;vt,mt)

≤ ∆T (VT +V v
T ) (27)

Combining Equations (25), (26) and (27) yields

DRT (π) ≤ Õ

(
T√
∆T

)
+ ϵT + ∆T (VT + 2V v

T ) = Õ
(
T

2
3 (VT +V v

T ) 1
3
)
.

□

8.2.2 Proof of Theorem 3

Lemma 7. For the online first-price auction with F := {f(v; τ) | τ ∈ [0,1]}, where

f(v; τ) :=
{
v, v ≤ τ

τ, v > τ
= min{v, τ}.
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We have
n∑
j=1

J2,j =
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

≤ ∆TVT .

Proof of Lemma 4 We denote Sj = {t|t ∈ Tj , vt ≥ mt}. For the j-th batch, we let τ j = b∗
t̃ =

maxt∈Tj
b∗
t and f j be the policy in F with τ being τ j . Now, we can try to bound J2,j :

J2,j =
∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f∈F
r(f(vt);vt,mt)

≤
∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt)

=
∑
t∈Sj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Sj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt)

+
∑

t∈Tj\Sj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj\Sj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt)

=
∑
t∈Sj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Sj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt)

≤
∑
t∈Sj

(
f j(vt) − b∗

t

)
,

(28)

where the last equality is due to r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) = r(f j(vt);vt,mt) = 0 holds for any f ∈ F and vt <mt, and

the last inequality is due to f j(vt) = min{vt, τ j} ≥ b∗
t when vt ≥mt, and the one-sided Lipschitzness

of the reward function.

Since we only need to consider t∈ Sj , vt ≥mt is guaranteed. We can consider two cases based on if

vt̃ ≥mt̃ holds or not.

Case 1: vt̃ ≥mt̃. This implies τ j = b∗
t̃ =mt̃ and

f j(vt) − b∗
t = min{vt, τ j} −mt = min{vt,mt̃} −mt ≤mt̃ −mt.

Case 2: vt̃ <mt̃. This implies τ j = b∗
t̃ = vt̃ and

f j(vt) − b∗
t = min{vt, τ j} −mt = min{vt, vt̃} −mt ≤ vt̃ −mt <mt̃ −mt.

Based on these two cases, we have f j(vt) − b∗
t ≤mt̃ −mt, then we can combine with Equation (28) to

get

J2,j ≤
∑
t∈Sj

(
min{vt, τ j} −mt

)
≤
∑
t∈Sj

(mt̃ −mt) ≤ |Sj| ·VT,j ≤ ∆TVT,j .

Summing over j ∈ [n], we have
n∑
j=1

J2,j ≤ ∆TVT .

□
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Proof of Theorem 3 We use F := {f(v; τ) | τ ∈ [0,1]} as the set of policies, where f(v; τ) =

min{v, τ}. As before, we partition the time horizon into batches of length ∆T , denoting the indices

of the j-th batch by Tj. We denote f j(vt) := arg maxf(·;τ)∈F
∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) and f jϵ (vt) :=

arg maxf(·;τ)∈Fϵ

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt), so f j and f jϵ denote the best policies from F and Fϵ in batch

Tj , respectively. Then the dynamic regret can then be decomposed as follows:

DRT (π) = sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
n∑
j=1

 max
f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt)


=

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt)


:=

n∑
j=1

SA(Fϵ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

E(F ,Fϵ,Tj),

(29)

where SA(Fϵ,Tj) :=
∑
t∈Tj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt) is the static regret at batch j against

the set of policies in Fϵ, C(F ,Tj) is the transition cost from static regret to dynamic regret for

batch j, and E(F ,Fϵ,Tj) :=
∑
t∈Tj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt) is the discretization error

accumulated at batch j. Let |Fϵ| =N , then by the regret guarantee of the Prod forecaster, we have

n∑
j=1

SA(Fϵ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F ,Tj)

≤
n∑
j=1

 lnN
η

+ η
∑
t∈Tj

(
r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt) −µt

)2

+
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt)

 (30)

Let µt = r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) = max{vt −mt,0}, then

(
r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt) −µt

)2 =
(
r(b∗

t ;vt,mt) − r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt)
)2 ≤ r(b∗

t ;vt,mt) − r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt) (31)

due to r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) ≥ r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt).
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Combining Equations (30) and (31),

n∑
j=1

SA(Fϵ,Tj) +
n∑
j=1

C(F ,Tj)

≤
n∑
j=1

 lnN
η

+ η
∑
t∈Tj

(
r(b∗

t ;vt,mt) − r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt)
)+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(f j(vt);vt,mt)


=

n∑
j=1

 lnN
η

+ η
∑
t∈Tj

(
r(b∗

t ;vt,mt) − r(f j(vt);vt,mt) + r(f j(vt);vt,mt) − r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt)
)

+
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(f j(vt);vt,mt))

≤
n∑
j=1

lnN
η

+ (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

(
r(b∗

t ;vt,mt) − r(f j(vt);vt,mt)
)

+ η
(
r(f j(vt);vt,mt) − r(f jϵ (vt);vt,mt)

)
=

n∑
j=1

lnN
η

+ (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

C(F ,Tj) + η
n∑
j=1

E(F ,Fϵ,Tj).

(32)

Now we can combine Equations 29 and 32 to reach

DRT (π) ≤
n∑
j=1

lnN
η

+ (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

C(F ,Tj) + (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

E(F ,Fϵ,Tj). (33)

Suppose VT is known, then we can simply decompose the time horizon T into batches of the same

length ∆T , by
∑n
j=1 E(F ,Fϵ,Tj) ≤ ϵT and Lemma 4, we can show

DRT (π) ≤
n∑
j=1

lnN
η

+ (1 + η)ϵT + (1 + η)∆TVT = Õ
(√

TVT
)

by choosing η = 1
2 , ϵ= 1

T
and ∆T =

√
T
VT

.

Since we are considering the full-information feedback setting, we can receive mt at the end of

round t and check if the restart condition holds. This implies:√
T∑j

i=1 VT,i + c
+ 1 ≥ ∆T,j ≥

√
T∑j

i=1 VT,i + c
(34)

holds for any j ∈ [n], where n is the number of batches. But now n is unknown to us. We let ∆T,j and

VT,j denote the length and the temporal variation of batch j, respectively. By Equation (33):

DRT (π) ≤
n∑
j=1

lnN
η

+ (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

C(F ,Tj) + (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

E(F ,Fϵ,Tj)

≤n lnN
η

+ (1 + η)
n∑
j=1

∆T,jVT,j + (1 + η)ϵT = Õ

n+
n∑
j=1

∆T,jVT,j

 . (35)
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Then we just need to show that n = Õ
(√
TVT

)
and

∑n
j=1 ∆T,jVT,j = Õ(

√
TVT ). By ∆T,j ≥√

T∑j

i=1 VT,i+c

T =
n∑
j=1

∆T,j ≥
n∑
j=1

√
T∑j

i=1 VT,i + c
≥

n∑
j=1

√
T

VT + c
= n

√
T

VT + c
,

we know
n≤

√
T (VT + c). (36)

By ∆T,j ≤
√

T∑j

i=1 VT,i+c
+ 1,

n∑
j=1

∆T,jVT,j ≤
n∑
j=1

(√
T∑j

i=1 VT,i + c
+ 1
)
VT,j ≤ VT +

√
T ·

n∑
j=1

VT,j√∑j
i=1 VT,i + c

≤VT + 2
√
T

√√√√c+
n∑
j=1

VT,j −
√
c

≤ VT + 2
√
T (VT + c).

(37)

Combining Equations (35), (36) and (37), we have

DRT (π) = Õ

n+
n∑
j=1

∆T,jVT,j

= Õ

(√
T (VT + c) +VT + 2

√
T (VT + c)

)
= Õ

(
max

{√
TVT ,1

})
by c= 1

T
. □

8.2.3 Proof of Theorem 4

Before establishing the Õ (LT ) dynamic regret, we first establish the following technical lemma:

Lemma 8. In online first-price auctions, suppose the bidding profile is (v1,m), . . . , (vT ,m), (vT+1, m̂).
Then there exists an algorithm which achieves 1 + ϵT + ln 1

ϵ
η

+ η dynamic regret, where ϵ is the
discretization precision of the decision space [0,1].

Proof of Lemma 8 For the bidding profile

(v1,m), . . . , (vT ,m), (vT+1, m̂),

a dynamic benchmark achieves

max
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T +1

T∑
t=1

(vt−b∗
t )·1(b∗

t ≥m)+(vT+1 −b∗
T+1)·1(b∗

T+1 ≥ m̂) =
T∑
t=1

max{vt−m,0}+max{vT+1 −m̂,0}.

Now we consider static regret against the set of experts in Fϵ = {f(·; τ)|τ = ϵk, k = 1, . . . ,
⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋
} where

f(v; τ) =
{
v, v ≤ τ

τ, v > τ
= min{v, τ}.

We define rt,i := r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt) as the instantaneous reward of the i-th expert at round t and
rt be the vector (rt,i)Ni=1, where N =O

( 1
ϵ

)
is the number of experts in Fϵ. We let ℓt := 1 − rt and



46

ot := ℓt−1 + ct, where ct is a vector that will be chosen shortly, then the static regret of applying the

OMD algorithm on this bidding profile will be

max
i∗∈[N ]

T+1∑
t=1

rt,i∗ −
T+1∑
t=1

N∑
i=1

pt,irt,i

=
T+1∑
t=1

N∑
i=1

pt,iℓt,i − min
i∗∈[N ]

T+1∑
t=1

ℓt,i∗

≤ lnN
η

+ η
T∑
t=2

∥ℓt − ot∥2
∞

=lnN
η

+ η
T+1∑
t=2

∥rt−1 − rt − ct∥2
∞.

(38)

We intend to choose ct to ensure ∥rt−1 − rt − ct∥2
∞ ≤ (1(mt ̸=mt−1))2 = 1(mt ̸=mt−1), and we can

instead show that |rt−1,i − rt,i − ct,i| ≤ 1(mt ̸= mt−1) holds for i ∈ [N ], where ct should be com-

puted based on information up to round t: {(vs,ms)t−1
s=1, vt}. Note that by our definition, rt−1,i =

r(f(vt−1; iϵ);vt−1,mt−1), rt,i = r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt), and we denote r̂t,i = r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt−1) for conve-

nience. By the triangle inequality, we have

|rt−1,i − rt,i − ct,i| ≤ |rt−1,i − r̂t,i − ct,i| + |r̂t,i − rt,i|.

We also note that

|r̂t,i − rt,i| = |r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt−1) − r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt)| ≤ 1(mt ̸=mt−1).

Therefore, we can choose ct,i = rt−1,i − r̂t,i to ensure

|rt−1,i − rt,i − ct,i| ≤ |r̂t,i − rt,i| ≤ 1(mt ̸=mt−1).

Note that in the full-information setting, ct,i = rt−1,i − r̂t,i is computable using the information in

Hf
t := σ((vs,ms)t−1

s=1, vt), where σ denotes the σ-algebra generated by the observations. By choosing

ct,i = rt−1,i − r̂t,i, Equation (38) can be bounded as:

max
i∗∈[N ]

T+1∑
t=1

rt,i∗ −
T+1∑
t=1

N∑
i=1

pt,irt,i

=lnN
η

+ η
T+1∑
t=2

∥rt−1 − rt − ct∥2
∞

≤ lnN
η

+ η
T+1∑
t=2

(1(mt ̸=mt−1))2 ≤ lnN
η

+ η.

(39)
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It remains to show that the cost of converting static regret to dynamic regret is small. Let S to be
S := {t|t∈ [T ], vt ≥m}. Then the reward achieved by the dynamic oracle is:

max
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T +1

T∑
t=1

(vt − b∗
t ) ·1(b∗

t ≥m) + (vT+1 − b∗
T+1) ·1(b∗

T+1 ≥ m̂)

=
T∑
t=1

max{vt −m,0} + max{vT+1 − m̂,0}

=
∑
t∈S

(vt −m) + max{vT+1 − m̂,0}.

(40)

The reward achieved by the static benchmark is lower bounded by the reward of any expert in Fϵ,
which means

max
f(·;τ)∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt; τ);vt,m) + r(f(vT+1; τ);vT+1, m̂)

≥
T∑
t=1

r

(
f

(
vt; ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉))
+ r

(
f

(
vT+1; ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉)
;vT+1, m̂

)

≥
T∑
t=1

r

(
f

(
vt; ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉))
=
∑
t∈S

r

(
f

(
vt; ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉))
+

∑
t∈[T ]\S

r

(
f

(
vt; ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉))

≥
∑
t∈S

r

(
f

(
vt; ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉))
=
∑
t∈S

(
vt − min{vt, ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉
}
)

·1
(

min
{
vt, ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉}
≥m

)
=
∑
t∈S

(
vt − min{vt, ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉
}
)

≥
∑
t∈S

(
vt − ϵ

⌈
m

ϵ

⌉)
≥
∑
t∈S

(vt −m− ϵ) .

(41)

Combining Equations (40) and (41), we know the cost of converting static regret to dynamic regret
can be upper bounded as:∑

t∈S
(vt −m) + max{vT+1 − m̂,0} −

∑
t∈S

(vt −m− ϵ) ≤ 1 + ϵT. (42)

As a result of Equations (39) and (42), the dynamic regret is upper bounded by 1 + ϵT + lnN
η

+ η. □
Now, we present the proof of Theorem 4 as follows.

Proof of Theorem 4 The dynamic regret admits the following decomposition:

DRT (π) = sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

≤
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)

 .
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The policy we are considering simply begins from a new batch, and run the OMD algorithm. Whenever

mt ̸=mt−1 is detected, the policy creates a new batch and run the OMD algorithm from scratch. We

use n to denote the number of batches, and the bidding profile in each batch is of the form considered

in Lemma 8 since we can detect change in one round under the full-information feedback setting. We

also note that n≤LT + 1.

By Lemma 8, the dynamic regret is bounded as:

DRT (π) ≤
n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


≤

n∑
j=1

(
1 + ϵT + lnN

η
+ η

)
=O

(
LT

√
lnT

)
= Õ(LT )

by choosing ϵ= 1
T

and η =
√

lnT , where Õ(·) omits the polylogarithmic factor.

□

8.2.4 Auxiliary Lemmas of Section 5

Lemma 9. ∀z ≥ − 1
2 , ln(1 + z) ≥ z− z2.

Lemma 10. (Cesa-Bianchi et al. 2007) Suppose rt,i − µt ≥ −1 holds for i ∈ [N ], t ∈ [T ]. Then for
any η ≤ 1

2 and any i∈ [N ],
T∑
t=1

rt,i − r̂T ≤ lnN
η

+ η
T∑
t=1

(rt,i −µt)2,

where r̂T is the cumulative reward by using the Prod forecaster.

Proof of Lemma 10 For i∈ [N ], t∈ [T ], note that (rt,i−µt) ≥ −1 and η ≤ 1
2 imply η(rt,i−µt) ≥ − 1

2 .

Let wt+1,i := 1 + η(rt,i −µt)pt,i, Wt+1 :=
∑N
j=1(1 + η(rt,j −µt))pt,j . Then on the one hand,

ln WT+1

W1
≥ ln wT+1,i

W1
= − lnN + ln

T∏
t=1

(1 + η(rt,i −µt))

= − lnN +
T∑
t=1

ln(1 + η(rt,i −µt)) ≥ − lnN +
T∑
t=1

(
η(rt,i −µt) − η2(rt,i −µt)2) . (43)

On the other direction,

ln WT+1

W1
=

T∑
t=1

ln Wt+1

Wt

=
T∑
t=1

ln
(

N∑
i=1

pt,i(1 + η(rt,i −µt))
)

=
T∑
t=1

ln
(

1 + η
N∑
i=1

(rt,i −µt)pt,i
)

≤
T∑
t=1

N∑
i=1

η(rt,i −µt)pt,i

=η
T∑
t=1

N∑
i=1

rt,ipt,i − η
T∑
t=1

µt.

(44)
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Combining Equations (43) and (44), we have

T∑
t=1

rt,i − r̂T =
T∑
t=1

rt,i −
T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

rt,jpt,j ≤ lnN
η

+ η
T∑
t=1

(rt,i −µt)2
.

□

Lemma 11. For any b≤ b′,

r(b;v,m) ≤ r(b′;v,m) + (b′ − b) + max{b− v,0}.

Proof of Lemma 11 We have

r(b′;v,m) =(v− b′) ·1(b′ ≥m)

≥(v− b) ·1(b′ ≥m) − (b′ − b)

≥(v− b) ·1(b≥m) − (b′ − b) − max{b− v,0}

=r(b;v,m) − (b′ − b) − max{b− v,0},

where for the last inequality, we need to discriminate two cases:
• Case 1: b≥m,b′ ≥m or b <m, b′ <m, the inequality is equivalent to 0 ≤ max{b− v,0}.
• Case 2: b <m, b′ >m, the inequality is equivalent to 0 ≤ (v− b) + max{b− v,0}.

We note that b≥m and b′ <m is impossible since this contradicts to the assumption of b≤ b′. This
completes the proof. □

Lemma 12. Let b∗ := arg maxb∈[0,1]
∑T
t=1 r(b;vt,mt), and we break ties in favor of the smallest optimal

bid. Then we have

max
b∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

r(b;vt,mt) =
T∑
t=1

r(b∗;vt,mt) ≤max
b∈Nϵ

T∑
t=1

r(b;vt,mt) + ϵT +T · max
t,t′∈[T ]

|vt − vt′ |.

Proof of Lemma 12 The equality obviously holds due to the optimality of b∗. Let b′ = ϵ
⌈
b∗

ϵ

⌉
, then

by Lemma 11,
T∑
t=1

r(b∗;vt,mt) ≤
T∑
t=1

r(b′;vt,mt) +T (b′ − b∗) +
T∑
t=1

max{b∗ − vt,0}

≤max
b∈Nϵ

T∑
t=1

r(b;vt,mt) +Tϵ+
T∑
t=1

max{b∗ − vt,0},

where the second inequality is due to b′ ∈ Nϵ and b′ − b∗ ≤ ϵ. Let ṽ := max{vt|t∈ [T ]}, then it suffices
to show b∗ ≤ ṽ to finish the proof. Assume b∗ > ṽ holds, then there are two possible cases.

The first case is there exists t∈ [T ] such that b∗ ≥mt. Then we have

(vt − b∗) ·1(b∗ ≥mt) = vt − b∗ < 0
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and

(vt − ṽ) ·1(ṽ ≥mt) =
{
vt − ṽ, ṽ ≥mt

0, ṽ <mt.

If we replace b∗ with ṽ, then we can achieve a higher revenue on such rounds due to vt − b∗ <

min{vt − ṽ,0}. And for any t∈ [T ] such that b∗ <mt, bidding b∗ or ṽ both achieve 0 revenue. This

means when there exists t∈ [T ] such that b∗ ≥mt, b∗ cannot be the optimal bid.

An alternative case is when ṽ < b∗ <mt holds for any t∈ [T ]. In this case,

T∑
t=1

r(b∗;vt,mt) =
T∑
t=1

r(ṽ;vt,mt) = 0.

We would prefer ṽ than b∗ due to our tie-breaking rule, which implies a contradiction of the optimality

of b∗. Up to now, we understand that b∗ ≤ ṽ always holds, therefore

max
b∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

r(b;vt,mt) ≤ max
b∈Nϵ

T∑
t=1

r(b;vt,mt) +Tϵ+
T∑
t=1

max{b∗ − vt,0}

≤max
b∈Nϵ

T∑
t=1

r(b;vt,mt) +Tϵ+T · max
t,t′∈[T ]

|vt − vt′ |.

□

Lemma 13. Let F := {f(v; τ) | τ ∈ [0,1]}, where

f(v; τ) :=
{
v, v ≤ τ

τ, v > τ
= min{v, τ},

and Fϵ :=
{
f(v; τ) | τ = ϵ,2ϵ, . . . , ϵ

⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋}
. Then

max
f∈F

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) ≤ max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) + ϵT.

Proof of Lemma 13 Let f(vt; τ) := arg maxf(·;τ)∈F
∑T
t=1 r(f(vt);vt,mt), then

max
f∈F

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) =
T∑
t=1

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt)

≤
T∑
t=1

r

(
f

(
vt; ϵ

⌈
τ

ϵ

⌉)
;vt,mt

)
+ ϵT ≤ max

f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) + ϵT.

□

Lemma 14. (Auer et al. 2002, Lemma 3.5) Let a1, . . . , an ∈R+ and δ > 0, then

n∑
j=1

aj√∑j
i=1 ai + δ

≤ 2

√√√√δ+
n∑
j=1

aj − 2
√
δ.
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8.3. Proof of Section 6

8.3.1 Technical Lemmas of BROAD-OMD Framework

Lemma 15. Let A be convex and bounded, and ψ be a convex function defined on A. Suppose
a∗ = arg mina∈A ⟨a,x⟩ +Dψ(a, c), then for any d∈ A,

⟨a∗ − d,x⟩ ≤Dψ(d, c) −Dψ(d, a∗) −Dψ(a∗, c).

Proof of Lemma 15 By the definition of a∗ and the first-order optimality of convex functions, we
have ⟨x+ ∇ψ(a∗) − ∇ψ(c), d− a∗⟩ ≥ 0 holds for any d∈ A, which is equivalent to

⟨a∗ − d,x⟩ ≤ ⟨∇ψ(a∗) − ∇ψ(c), d− a∗⟩ =Dψ(d, c) −Dψ(d, a∗) −Dψ(a∗, c),

where the equation is due to three-point identity of the Bregman divergence. □

Lemma 16. For BROAD-OMD with Option I, suppose
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t + at
〉

≤ ⟨pt, at⟩, then for any
u∈ P, 〈

pt −u, ℓ̂t
〉

≤Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1) −Dψ(p′
t+1, p

′
t) + ⟨u,at⟩ .

For BROAD-OMD with Option II, for any u∈ P,〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤Dψ(u, p′

t) −Dψ(u, p′
t+1) −Dψ(p′

t+1, p
′
t) +

〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉
.

For BROAD-OMD with Option III, for any u∈ P,〈
p′
t −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤Dψ(u, p′

t) −Dψ(u, p′
t+1) −Dψ(p′

t+1, p
′
t) +

〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉
.

Proof of Lemma 16 We first consider Option I. By the update rule of pt+1 and Lemma 15, we
have 〈

pt+1 −u, ℓ̂t + at
〉

≤Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1) −Dψ(p′
t+1, p

′
t). (45)

Further, 〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t

〉
=
〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t + at

〉
− ⟨pt, at⟩ + ⟨u,at⟩

=
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t + at
〉

− ⟨pt, at⟩ +
〈
p′
t+1 −u, ℓ̂t + at

〉
+ ⟨u,at⟩

≤
〈
pt+1 −u, ℓ̂t + at

〉
+ ⟨u,at⟩

≤Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1) −Dψ(p′
t+1, p

′
t) + ⟨u,at⟩ ,

where the first inequality follows from
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t + at
〉

≤ ⟨pt, at⟩, and the second inequality is due
to Equation (45).
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Now, we consider Option II. By Lemma 15, we have〈
p′
t+1 −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤Dψ(u, p′

t) −Dψ(u, p′
t+1) −Dψ(p′

t+1, p
′
t)〈

pt − p′
t+1, ot

〉
≤Dψ(p′

t+1, p
′
t) −Dψ(p′

t+1, pt) −Dψ(pt, p′
t).

Combining both inequalities yields〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t

〉
=
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉

+
〈
p′
t+1 −u, ℓ̂t

〉
+
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ot
〉

≤
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉

+Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1) −Dψ(p′
t+1, pt) −Dψ(pt, p′

t)

≤
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉

+Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1).

Finally, we consider Option III. By Lemma 15,〈
p′
t+1 −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤Dψ(u, p′

t) −Dψ(u, p′
t+1) −Dψ(p′

t+1, p
′
t).

Then we have 〈
p′
t −u, ℓ̂t

〉
=
〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉

+
〈
p′
t+1 −u, ℓ̂t

〉
+
〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, λt · 1
〉

=
〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉

+
〈
p′
t+1 −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤
〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉

+Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1) −Dψ(p′
t+1, p

′
t),

where the first equality is due to ⟨p′
t,1⟩ =

〈
p′
t+1,1

〉
= 1. □

Definition 2. For some x∈RK , we define the local norm of x at p to be ∥x∥ψ,p =
√

⟨x,∇2ψ(p)x⟩ =√∑K
i=1

1
η

· x
2
i
p2

i
and the dual norm of x to be ∥x∥ψ,p =

√
⟨x,∇−2ψ(p)x⟩ =

√
η
∑K
i=1 p

2
ix

2
i . The Dikin

ellipsoid at p is defined as Eψ,p = {q ∈RK : ∥q− p∥ψ,p ≤ 1}. Throughout this work, we solely consider
the Dikin ellipsoid induced by ψ(p) = − 1

η

∑K
i=1 lnpi, so we often omit the subscript ψ and use ∥x∥p,

∥x∥∗
p and Ep to denote the local norm, the dual local norm and the Dikin ellipsoid at p induced by ψ,

respectively. ∂Ep means the boundary of the Dikin ellipsoid at p.

Lemma 17. If p′ ∈ Ep and η ≤ λ< 1, then p′
i ∈
[
(1 −

√
λ)pi, (1 +

√
λ)pi

]
holds for any i∈ [K], and

∥x∥p
1 +

√
λ

≤ ∥x∥p′ ≤ ∥x∥p
1 −

√
λ

holds for any x∈RK .

Proof of Lemma 17 We note that p′ ∈ Ep is equivalent to 1
η

∑K
i=1

(p′
i−pi)2

p2
i

≤ 1, which implies that
|p′

i−pi|
pi

≤ √
η ≤

√
λ. Thus, we know p′

i ∈
[
pi(1 −

√
λ), pi(1 +

√
λ)
]
. Also, p′

i ∈
[
pi(1 −

√
λ), pi(1 +

√
λ)
]

leads to ∇2ψ(p)/(1 +
√
λ)2 ⪯ ∇2ψ(p′) ⪯ ∇2ψ(p)/(1 −

√
λ)2, which guarantees

∥x∥p
1 +

√
λ

≤ ∥x∥p′ ≤ ∥x∥p
1 −

√
λ
.

□
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Lemma 18. Let

Ft(p) :=
{

⟨p, ot⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t), Option II

⟨p,λt · 1⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t), Option III,

and F ′
t+1(p) :=

〈
p, ℓ̂t + at

〉
+Dψ(p, p′

t). Then,

• Under Option I, ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗
pt

≤ 1
2 · 1

(1+
√
λ)2 implies p′

t+1 ∈ Ept .

• Under Option II, ∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗
pt

≤ 1
2 · 1

(1+
√
λ)2 implies p′

t+1 ∈ Ept .

• Under Option III, ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗
p′

t
≤ 1

2 · 1
(1+

√
λ)2 implies p′

t+1 ∈ Ep′
t
.

Proof of Lemma 18 We first consider the case of Option I. We argue that if for any u on ∂Ept , the

boundary of the Dikin ellipsoid centered at pt, F ′
t+1(u) ≥ F ′

t+1(pt), then p′
t+1 ∈ Ept . To see why this is

the case, we assume F ′
t+1(u) ≥ F ′

t+1(pt) holds for any u∈ ∂Ept but p′
t+1 /∈ Ept , then the segment ptp′

t+1

intersects Ept at some point, say ũ, such that ũ= c ·pt+(1−c)p′
t+1 and c∈ (0,1). By F ′

t+1(ũ) ≥ F ′
t+1(pt)

and F ′
t+1 is strictly convex,

F ′
t+1(pt) ≤ F ′

t+1(ũ)< c ·F ′
t+1(p′

t+1) + (1 − c)F ′
t+1(pt),

which leads to F ′
t+1(p′

t+1)>F ′
t+1(pt), and this is a contradiction to the optimality of p′

t+1, so we have

p′
t+1 ∈ Ept holds. Now we try to bound F ′

t+1(u) from below by F ′
t+1(pt):

F ′
t+1(u) =F ′

t+1(pt) +
〈
∇F ′

t+1(pt), u− pt
〉

+ 1
2
〈
u− pt,∇2F ′

t+1(ζ)(u− pt)
〉

=F ′
t+1(pt) +

〈
ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at, u− pt

〉
+ 1

2∥u− pt∥2
ζ

≥F ′
t+1(pt) +

〈
ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at, u− pt

〉
+ 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

∥u− pt∥2
pt

≥F ′
t+1(pt) − ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt
· ∥u− pt∥pt + 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

∥u− pt∥2
pt

=F ′
t+1(pt) − ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt
+ 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

≥F ′
t+1(pt),

where the first equality is due to Taylor’s formula, the first inequality is due to Lemma 17 and the

segment upt ⊂ Ept implies ζ ∈ Ept , and we also apply ∥u−pt∥pt = 1 and ∥ℓ̂t−λt ·1+at∥∗
p′

t
≤ 1

2 · 1
(1+

√
λ)2 .

Therefore, we know that F ′
t+1(u) ≥ F ′

t+1(pt) holds for any u on ∂Ept and thus p′
t+1 ∈ Ept .
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For Option II, we have at = 0 and we can use the following arguments to show F ′
t+1(u) ≥ F ′

t+1(pt)
holds for any u∈ P :

F ′
t+1(u) =F ′

t+1(pt) +
〈
∇F ′

t+1(pt), u− pt
〉

+ 1
2
〈
u− pt,∇2F ′

t+1(ζ)(u− pt)
〉

=F ′
t+1(pt) +

〈
ℓ̂t − ot, u− pt

〉
+ 1

2∥u− pt∥2
ζ

≥F ′
t+1(pt) +

〈
ℓ̂t − ot, u− pt

〉
+ 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

∥u− pt∥2
pt

≥F ′
t+1(pt) − ∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt
· ∥u− pt∥pt + 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

∥u− pt∥2
pt

=F ′
t+1(pt) − ∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt
+ 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

≥F ′
t+1(pt).

where the first inequality is due to the optimality condition of pt leads to
〈
∇F ′

t+1(pt), u− pt
〉

=
⟨∇Ft(pt), u− pt⟩ +

〈
ℓ̂t − ot, u− pt

〉
≥
〈
ℓ̂t − ot, u− pt

〉
, and the remaining proof is largely equivalent

to Option I. Then F ′
t+1(u) ≥ F ′

t+1(pt) holds for u∈ P implies p′
t+1 ∈ Ept .

Finally, we consider Option III, which is similar to the proof of Option II, and the main difference
is we have replaced ot with λt · 1 and replace pt with p′

t. For any u on ∂Ep′
t
,

F ′
t+1(u) =F ′

t+1(p′
t) +

〈
∇F ′

t+1(p′
t), u− p′

t

〉
+ 1

2
〈
u− p′

t,∇2F ′
t+1(ζ)(u− p′

t)
〉

=F ′
t+1(p′

t) +
〈
ℓ̂t −λt · 1, u− p′

t

〉
+ 1

2∥u− p′
t∥2
ζ

≥F ′
t+1(p′

t) +
〈
ℓ̂t −λt · 1, u− p′

t

〉
+ 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

∥u− p′
t∥2
p′

t

≥F ′
t+1(p′

t) − ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗
p′

t
· ∥u− p′

t∥p′
t
+ 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

∥u− p′
t∥2
p′

t

=F ′
t+1(p′

t) − ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗
p′

t
+ 1

2(1 +
√
λ)2

≥F ′
t+1(p′

t).

We note that F ′
t+1(u) ≥ F ′

t+1(p′
t) holds for any u∈ P implies p′

t+1 ∈ Ep′
t
. □

Lemma 19. Consider the BROAD-OMD algorithm. For Option I, suppose (i) η ≤ λ, (ii) pt,i|ℓ̂t,i −
λt| ≤ 2, (iii) ∑K

i=1 p
2
t,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2 ≤ 4, then with at,i = 4ηpt,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2, we have

∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗
pt

≤ 2
√
λ(1 + 8λ).

For Option II, assume (i) η ≤ λ, (ii) pt,i|ℓ̂t,i − ot,i| ≤ 2, (iii) ∑K
i=1 p

2
t,i(ℓ̂t,i − ot,i)2 ≤ 4, with at,i = 0, we

have
∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt
≤ 2

√
λ(1 + 8λ).

For Option III, assume (i) η ≤ λ, (ii) p′
t,i|ℓ̂t,i−ot,i| ≤ 2, (iii) ∑K

i=1

(
p′
t,i

)2
(ℓ̂t,i−ot,i)2 ≤ 4, with at,i = 0,

we have
∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗

p′
t
≤ 2

√
λ(1 + 8λ).
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Proof of Lemma 19 We first consider Option I. For at,i = 4ηpt,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2,

(
∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt

)2
= η

K∑
i=1

p2
t,i

(
ℓ̂t,i −λt + 4ηpt,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2

)2

=η
K∑
i=1

(
p2
t,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2 + 8ηp3

t,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2 + 16η2p4
t,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)4

)
≤η

K∑
i=1

p2
t,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2(1 + 16η+ 64η2)

≤λ(1 + 8λ)2
K∑
i=1

p2
t,i(ℓ̂t,i −λt)2

≤4λ(1 + 8λ)2,

where these three inequalities follows from conditions (ii), (i) and (iii), respectively.
The case of Options II and III are similar. For Option II,

(
∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt

)2
= η

K∑
i=1

p2
t,i

(
ℓ̂t,i − ot,i

)2
≤ 4η ≤ 4λ≤ 4λ(1 + 8λ)2.

And for Option III, we have
(
∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗

p′
t

)2
= η

K∑
i=1

(
p′
t,i

)2 (
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2
≤ 4η ≤ 4λ≤ 4λ(1 + 8λ)2.

□

Lemma 20. Denote that Ft(p) = ⟨p, ot⟩ +Dψ(p, p′
t) and F ′

t+1(p) =
〈
p, ℓ̂t + at

〉
+Dψ(p, p′

t) and assume
λ≤ 1

41 . According to the BROAD-OMD algorithm, we have

pt =
{
p′
t, (Option I)

arg minp∈P Ft(p) (Option II)

and p′
t+1 = arg minp∈P F

′
t+1(p). Then

• for Option I,
∥p′

t+1 − pt∥pt ≤ 2(1 +
√
λ)2∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt
;

• for Option II,
∥p′

t+1 − pt∥pt ≤ 2(1 +
√
λ)2∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt
;

• for Option III,
∥p′

t+1 − p′
t∥p′

t
≤ 2(1 +

√
λ)2∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗

p′
t
.

Proof of Lemma 20 We first consider Option I, and try to bound Ft+1(pt)−Ft+1(p′
t+1) from above

by the Cauchy-Scharwz inequality:

F ′
t+1(pt) −F ′

t+1(p′
t+1) =

〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at
〉

+Dψ(pt, p′
t) −Dψ(p′

t+1, p
′
t)

≤∥pt − p′
t+1∥pt · ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt
.

(46)
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where we use the fact that pt = p′
t holds for Option I and thus Dψ(pt, p′

t) = 0.
We can also bound Ft(pt)−Ft(pt+1) from below by Taylor’s expansion and the first-order optimality

condition of p′
t+1:

F ′
t+1(pt) −F ′

t+1(p′
t+1) =

〈
∇F ′

t+1(p′
t+1), pt − p′

t+1
〉

+ 1
2
〈
pt − pt+1,∇2Ft(ζ)(pt − p′

t+1)
〉

≥1
2∥pt − p′

t+1∥2
ζ

≥1
2

1
(1 +

√
λ)2

∥pt − p′
t+1∥2

pt
.

(47)

We note that λ≤ 1
41 implies ∥ℓ̂t−λt ·1+at∥∗

pt
≤ 2

√
λ(1+8λ) ≤ 1

2(1+
√
λ)2 by Lemma 19. By Lemma 18,

this implies p′
t+1 ∈ Ept . Therefore, we can apply Lemma 17 to get the second inequality in Equation

(47).
Combining Equations (46) and (47), we have

∥p′
t+1 − pt∥pt ≤ 2(1 +

√
λ)2∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt
.

For Option II, we have

F ′
t+1(pt) −F ′

t+1(p′
t+1) =

〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉

+Ft(pt) −Ft(p′
t+1)

≤
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉

≤∥pt − p′
t+1∥pt · ∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt
,

where the equality is due to at,i = 0 for Option II, and the first inequality follows from the optimality
of pt. F ′

t+1(pt) −F ′
t+1(p′

t+1) can be bounded from below similar to Option I:

F ′
t+1(pt) −F ′

t+1(p′
t+1) =

〈
∇F ′

t+1(p′
t+1), pt − p′

t+1
〉

+ 1
2
〈
pt − pt+1,∇2Ft(ζ)(pt − p′

t+1)
〉

≥1
2∥pt − p′

t+1∥2
ζ

≥1
2

1
(1 +

√
λ)2

∥pt − p′
t+1∥2

pt
.

(48)

We note that λ≤ 1
41 implies that ∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt
≤ 2

√
λ(1 + 8λ) ≤ 1

2(1+
√
λ)2 by Lemma 19, which leads to

p′
t+1 ∈ Ept by Lemma 18. Therefore, the second inequality of Equation (48) follows from Lemma 17.
Finally, we consider Option III. We have

F ′
t+1(p′

t) −F ′
t+1(p′

t+1) =
〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t
〉

+Dψ(p′
t, p

′
t) −Dψ(p′

t+1, p
′
t)

≤
〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t
〉

=
〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉

≤∥p′
t − p′

t+1∥p′
t
· ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗

p′
t
.

(49)

We also have

F ′
t+1(p′

t) −F ′
t+1(p′

t+1) =
〈
∇F ′

t+1(p′
t+1), p′

t − p′
t+1
〉

+ 1
2
〈
p′
t − pt+1,∇2Ft(ζ)(p′

t − p′
t+1)

〉
≥1

2∥p′
t − p′

t+1∥2
ζ

≥1
2

1
(1 +

√
λ)2

∥p′
t − p′

t+1∥2
p′

t
.

(50)
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Recall that Lemma 19 and λ≤ 1
41 implies ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗

p′
t
≤ 2

√
λ(1 + 8λ) ≤ 1

2(1+
√
λ)2 . By Lemma 18, we

know p′
t+1 ∈ Ep′

t
. Then the second inequality in Equation (50) can be shown by Lemma 17. □

8.3.2 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof of Lemma 5 For Option I, we first show that
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t + at
〉

≤ ⟨pt, at⟩ holds. We have〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t + at
〉

=
〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at
〉

≤∥pt − p′
t+1∥pt · ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt

≤2(1 +
√
λ)2

(
∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1 + at∥∗

pt

)2

≤2(1 +
√
λ)2(1 + 8λ)2

K∑
i=1

ηp2
t,i

(
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2

≤4η
K∑
i=1

p2
t,i

(
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2

≤⟨pt, at⟩ ,

where the second inequality is due to Lemma 20, the third inequality follows from the proof of
Lemma 19, and the last inequality is due to 2(1 +

√
λ)2(1 + 8λ)2 ≤ 4 holds for any λ∈

(
0, 1

41

]
. Now

the condition required by Lemma 16 has been satisfied, and by Lemma 16, we have
T∑
t=1

〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤

T∑
t=1

(
Dψ(u, p′

t) −Dψ(u, p′
t+1)

)
+

T∑
t=1

⟨u,at⟩

=Dψ(u, p′
1) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1) +
T∑
t=1

⟨u,at⟩
(51)

holds for any u∈ P . By the first-order optimality condition:

Dψ(u, p′
1) = ψ(u) −ψ(p′

1) − ⟨∇ψ(p′
1), u− p1⟩ ≤ ψ(u) −ψ(p′

1) =
K∑
i=1

1
η

ln
p′

1,i

ui
. (52)

Combining Equations (51) and (52), we have
T∑
t=1

〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤

K∑
i=1

1
η

ln
p′

1,i

ui
+

T∑
t=1

⟨u,at⟩

=
K∑
i=1

ln p′
1,i

ui

η
+ 4η

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

p2
t,i

(
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2
(53)

The problem is we cannot let u= ei∗ because ln p′
1,i

ui
will blow up for i ̸= i∗. A possible remedy (Foster

et al. 2016, Agarwal et al. 2017, Wei and Luo 2018) is to choose u=
(
1 − 1

T

)
ei∗ + p1

T
into Equation

(53):
T∑
t=1

〈
pt − ei∗ , ℓ̂t

〉
≤ K lnT

η
+

T∑
t=1

⟨ei∗ , at⟩ + 1
T

T∑
t=1

〈
p′

1 − ei∗ , ℓ̂t + at
〉
. (54)
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Since E[at,i] = 4η (ℓt,i −λt)2 ≤ 16η ≤ 16λ≤ 2
5 and

∣∣∣E[ℓ̂t,i]
∣∣∣= |ℓt,i| ≤ 1, we have

E
[

1
T

T∑
t=1

〈
p1 − ei∗ , ℓ̂t + at

〉]
= 1
T

T∑
t=1

〈
p1 − ei∗ ,E[ℓ̂t + at]

〉
= 1
T

T∑
t=1

∥p1 − ei∗∥1 ·
∥∥∥E [ℓ̂t + at

]∥∥∥
∞

≤2 ·
(

1 + 2
5

)
≤ 3.

(55)

We also need to verify that pt,i · (ℓ̂t,i −λt)2 is an unbiased estimator of (ℓt,i −λt)2:

Eit∼pt

[
pt,i · (ℓ̂t,i −λt)2

]
=Eit∼pt

[
pt,i ·

(ℓt,i −λt)2

p2
t,i

·1(it = i)
]

=
∑
it∈[K]

(ℓt,i −λt)2

pt,i
·1(it = i) · pt,it = (ℓt,i −λt)2.

(56)

When we take the expectation with respect to Equation (54) and apply Equations (55) and (56), we

have

E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

≤K lnT
η

+ 4η
T∑
t=1

Eit∼pt

[
pt,i∗ · (ℓ̂t,i∗ −λt)2

]
+ 3

=K lnT
η

+ 4η
T∑
t=1

(ℓt,i∗ −λt)2 + 3.

We then consider Option II. By Lemma 16,

T∑
t=1

〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤

T∑
t=1

(〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉

+Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1)
)

≤
K∑
i=1

ln p′
1,i

ui

η
+

T∑
t=1

〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉 (57)

For the second term on the RHS of Equation (57), by Lemma 20 we have〈
pt − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t − ot
〉

≤∥pt − p′
t+1∥pt · ∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt

≤2(1 +
√
λ)2

(
∥ℓ̂t − ot∥∗

pt

)2
= 2(1 +

√
λ)2η

K∑
i=1

p2
t,i

(
ℓ̂t,i − ot,i

)2
.

Therefore, Equation (57) can be further bounded as:

T∑
t=1

〈
pt −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤

K∑
i=1

ln p′
1,i

ui

η
+ 2(1 +

√
λ)2η

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(
ℓ̂t,i − ot,i

)2
. (58)
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We again let u=
(
1 − 1

T

)
ei∗ + p′

1
T

, and take expectation with respect to Equation (58), then

E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

≤K lnT
η

+ 2(1 +
√
λ)2ηE

[
T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

p2
t,i

(
ℓ̂t,i − ot,i

)2
]

+E
[

1
T

T∑
t=1

〈
p′

1 − ei∗ , ℓ̂t
〉]

≤K lnT
η

+ 2(1 +
√
λ)2η

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·1(it = i) + 2,

as claimed.
Finally we consider Option III. By Lemma 16,

T∑
t=1

〈
p′
t −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤

T∑
t=1

(〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉

+Dψ(u, p′
t) −Dψ(u, p′

t+1)
)

≤
K∑
i=1

ln p′
1,i

ui

η
+

T∑
t=1

〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉 (59)

For the second term on the RHS of Equation (59), we have〈
p′
t − p′

t+1, ℓ̂t −λt · 1
〉

≤∥p′
t − p′

t+1∥p′
t
· ∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗

p′
t

≤2(1 +
√
λ)2

(
∥ℓ̂t −λt · 1∥∗

p′
t

)2
= 2(1 +

√
λ)2η

K∑
i=1

(
p′
t,i

)2 (
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2
.

Therefore, Equation (59) can be further bounded by

T∑
t=1

〈
p′
t −u, ℓ̂t

〉
≤

K∑
i=1

ln p′
1,i

ui

η
+ 2(1 +

√
λ)2η

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(
p′
t,i

)2 (
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2
. (60)

We again let u=
(
1 − 1

T

)
ei∗ + p′

1
T

, and take expectation with respect to Equation (60), then

E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨p′
t − ei∗ , ℓt⟩

]

≤K lnT
η

+ 2(1 +
√
λ)2ηE

[
T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(
p′
t,i

)2 (
ℓ̂t,i −λt

)2
]

+E
[

1
T

T∑
t=1

〈
p′

1 − ei∗ , ℓ̂t
〉]

=K lnT
η

+ 2(1 +
√
λ)2ηE

 T∑
t=1

(
p′
t,i

)2

p2
t,i

(λt+1 −λt)2

+ 2

≤K lnT
η

+ 2(1 +
√
λ)2(1 +α)2ηE

[
T∑
t=1

(λt+1 −λt)2
]

+ 2,

(61)

where the last step is due to p′
t,i

pt,i
≤ 1

1−αt
≤ 1 + α. Next, we establish an upper bound on

E
[∑T

t=1 ⟨pt − p′
t, ℓt⟩

]
. Since p1 = p′

1 by λ1 = 1, we can simply neglect the term for t= 1. For any t > 1,

E [⟨pt − p′
t, ℓt⟩] =E

[
αt
〈
eit−1 − p′

t, ℓt
〉]

=E
[
αt
〈
eit−1 − pt, ℓt

〉]
+E [αt ⟨pt − p′

t, ℓt⟩] . (62)
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Rearranging Equation (62) gives

E [⟨pt − p′
t, ℓt⟩] =E

[
αt

1 −αt

〈
eit−1 − pt, ℓt

〉]
= αE

[
(1 −λt)

〈
eit−1 − pt, ℓt

〉]
=αE

[
(1 −λt)

(
ℓt,it−1 − ℓt,it

)]
= αE

[
(1 −λt)

(
ℓt,it−1 −λt+1

)]
= αE

[
(1 −λt)

(
ℓt,it−1 −λt +λt −λt+1

)]
≤αE

[
|ℓt,it−1 −λt| + (1 −λt)(λt −λt+1)

]
= αE

[
|ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1 | +λt −λt+1 −λ2

t +λtλt+1

]
.

(63)

Choosing α= 8η and summing Equation (63) from t= 1 to T and note that p1 = p′
1:

T∑
t=1

E [⟨pt − p′
t, ℓt⟩] ≤

T∑
t=2

8ηE
[
|ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1 | +λt −λt+1 −λ2

t +λtλt+1

]
. (64)

Since α= 8η,

2(1 +
√
λ)2(1 +α)2 = 2(1 +

√
λ)2(1 + 8η)2 ≤ 2(1 +

√
λ)2(1 + 8λ)2 ≤ 4

holds for λ≤ 1
41 . Besides, we note that

T∑
t=2

(λt −λt+1) ≤ 1

T∑
t=1

(λt+1 −λt)2 + 2
T∑
t=2

(
−λ2

t +λtλt+1
)

≤ (λ2 −λ1)2 +
T∑
t=2

(
λ2
t+1 −λ2

t

)
≤ 2.

Therefore, combining Equation (61) and (64) yields

E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

=E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨p′
t − ei∗ , ℓt⟩

]
+E

[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − p′
t, ℓt⟩

]

≤K lnT
η

+ 2 + 4ηE
[
T∑
t=1

(λt+1 −λt)2

]
+

T∑
t=2

8ηE
[
|ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1 | +λt −λt+1 −λ2

t +λtλt+1

]
≤K lnT

η
+ 2 + 16η+ 8η

T∑
t=2

E
[
|ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1 |

]
≤K lnT

η
+ 8η

T∑
t=2

E
[
|ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1 |

]
+ 3.

□

8.3.3 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof of Theorem 5 We first consider Option (i). The algorithm proceeds by restarting the policy

in Lemma 21 with a suitable batch size. To illustrate the optimal parameters, we split the time horizon
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T into batches of the same length ∆T , and perform the following decomposition on the dynamic
regret:

DRT (π) = sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
n∑
j=1

max
f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt)


=

n∑
j=1

J1,j +
n∑
j=1

J2,j ,

(65)

where F =
{
f(·, τ)

∣∣∣τ = ϵk, k= 1, . . . ,
⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋}
and K =

⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋
is the number of experts. By Lemmas 13, 4

and 21:
n∑
j=1

J1,j +
n∑
j=1

J2,j ≤ϵT +
n∑
j=1

(
K ln ∆T

η
+ 8η∆T ϵ+ 16η∆TVT,j + 4

)
+

n∑
j=1

∆TVT,j

= T

K
+ K ln ∆T

η
· T

∆T

+ 8ηϵT + 16η∆TVT + 4 T

∆T

+ ∆TVT

=Õ
(
T

2
3V

1
3
T

) (66)

by choosing ∆T =
⌈(

T
VT

) 2
3
⌉
, η = 1

41 and K =O

((
T
VT

) 1
3
)

.
Now we consider Option (ii). We divide the time horizon into batches of the same length ∆T , except

possibly the last batch. Assume there are n batches, then simply applying the EXP3 algorithm on
each batch gives:

DRT (π) ≤ T

K
+

n∑
j=1

√
K∆T lnK + ∆TVT = T

K
+T ·

√
K lnK

∆T

+ ∆TVT .

One can choose ∆T =O

((
T
VT

) 3
4
)

and K =O

(
∆

1
3
T

)
to achieve Õ

(
T

3
4V

1
4
T

)
dynamic regret.

Now we consider Option (iii). We still rely on the following decomposition on the dynamic regret:

DRT (π) = sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
n∑
j=1

max
f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt)


:=

n∑
j=1

J1,j +
n∑
j=1

J2,j .

(67)
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We invoke Algorithm 5 for this problem setting. Assume that there are n batches in total. Each batch
contains at least one change point except possibly the last batch, so we have n≤LT + 1. We label
these batches as T1,T2, . . . ,Tn and use kj to denote the number of change points in Tj , j = 1, . . . , n. We
also note that m̃j means the first mt in the j-th batch. Consider some batch j, there could be multiple
consecutive segments in Tj such that mt in any of these segments is not equal to m̃j. We assume
that there are lj such segments, and denote the set of indices in each segment as Sj,1,Sj,2, . . . ,Sj,lj ,
respectively. We first bound the static regret in batch j by Lemmas 13 and 22:

E

 n∑
j=1

max
f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


≤

n∑
j=1

(
(1 − γ)

(
K lnT
η

+ 3η(K +KE[kj ]) + 2
)

+ γE [|Tj|] +E
[ |Tj|
K

])
.

(68)

We also need to bound the cost of converting static regret to dynamic regret. Before that, it is useful
to establish an upper bound on E

[∑lj
i=1 |Sj,i|

]
. We first note that

P

(
|Sj,i| ≤ lnT

γ

)
≥ 1 − (1 − γ) ln T

γ ≥ 1 − 1
T

holds for i∈ [lj ] by ln(1 − γ) ≤ −γ. Therefore,

E [|Sj,i|] =E
[
|Sj,i|

∣∣∣|Sj,i| ≤ lnT
γ

]
·P
(

|Sj,i| ≤ lnT
γ

)
+E

[
|Sj,i|

∣∣∣|Sj,i|> lnT
γ

]
·P
(

|Sj,i|>
lnT
γ

)
≤ lnT

γ

(
1 − 1

T

)
+E

[
|Sj,i|

∣∣∣|Sj,i|> lnT
γ

]
· 1
T
.

(69)

Summing both sides of Equations (69) from i= 1 to lj , we have

E

 lj∑
i=1

|Sj,i|

≤E[lj ] · lnT
γ

(
1 − 1

T

)
+

lj∑
i=1

E
[
|Sj,i|

∣∣∣|Sj,i|> lnT
γ

]
· 1
T

≤E[lj ] · lnT
γ

+E [|Tj|] · 1
T
. (70)

Now, we can bound J2,j , the cost of converting static regret to dynamic regret in batch j:

E

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f(·;τ)∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt)


≤E

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt; m̃j);vt,mt)


=E

 ∑
t∈Sj,1∪Sj,2∪···∪Sj,lj

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(f(vt; m̃j);vt,mt))


≤E

 lj∑
i=1

|Si|


≤E[lj ] · lnT

γ
+E [|Tj|] · 1

T
,

(71)
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where the equality is due to r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) = r(f(vt; m̃j);vt,mt) when mt = m̃j, the second inequality

follows from the union bound, and the last inequality is a result of Equation (70).
Combining Equations (67), (68) and (71), and using the facts that

∑n
j=1 E[kj ] ≤LT ,

∑n
j=1 E [|Tj|] =

T and n≤LT + 1, we have

DRT (π) =E
[

sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

]

=
n∑
j=1

E

max
f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

E

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt)


≤

n∑
j=1

(
(1 − γ)

(
K lnT
η

+ 3η(K +KE[kj ]) + 2
)

+ γE [|Tj|] +E
[ |Tj|
K

])

+
n∑
j=1

(
E[lj ] · lnT

γ
+E [|Tj|] · 1

T

)

≤(LT + 1)K lnT
η

+ 3ηK(LT + 1) + 3ηKLT + 2(LT + 1) + γT + T

K
+ LT lnT

γ
+ 1

holds for any η ≤ 1
41 . We can then choose η = 1

41 , γ =
√

LT lnT
T

and K =
√

T
(LT +1) lnT to get

E
[
T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

]
= Õ

(√
LTT

)
.

Finally, we consider Option (iv). We first apply the following decomposition on the dynamic regret

DRT (π) = sup
b∗

1,...,b
∗
T

∈[0,1]

T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
n∑
j=1

max
f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
∑
t∈Tj

r(bt;vt,mt)


+

n∑
j=1

∑
t∈Tj

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − max

f∈F

∑
t∈Tj

r(f(vt);vt,mt)


:=

n∑
j=1

J1,j +
n∑
j=1

J2,j .

(72)

By Lemmas 4, 13 and 24,
∑n
j=1 J1,j and

∑n
j=1 J2,j can be respectively bounded by:

n∑
j=1

J1,j ≤
n∑
j=1

(
K lnT
η

+ 8η(V v
T,j +LT,j) + 3

)
+ ϵT

≤ T

∆T

· K lnT
η

+ 8ηV v
T + 8ηLT + 3 T

∆T

+ ϵT

and
n∑
j=1

J2,j ≤ ∆TVT ≤ ∆TLT .
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Therefore,

DRT (π) ≤ T

∆T

· K lnT
η

+ 8ηV v
T + 8ηLT + 3 T

∆T

+ ϵT + ∆TLT = Õ

(
T

2
3L

1
3
T +V v

T

)

by choosing η = 1
41 ,∆T =O

((
T
LT

) 2
3
)

and K =O

((
T
LT

) 1
3
)

. □

Input : Time horizon T , exploration rate γ
t= 1, j = 0;
while t≤ T do

+ + j;
Create a new batch Tj ;
Choose bt = 0 and receives m̃j :=mt;
while bt ̸= 0 or mt == m̃j do

+ + t;
Set

bt =
{

output of BROAD-OMD algorithm Option II, w.p. 1 − γ

0, w.p. γ.

end
end

Algorithm 5: Adaptive Restart Procedure for Online First-price Auctions with Winning-bid
Feedback

8.3.4 Technical Lemmas for Theorem 5

Lemma 21. Let Fϵ =
{
f(·; τ)

∣∣∣τ = ϵk, k= 1, . . . ,
⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋}
where f(v; τ) = min{v, τ} be the set of policies.

Assume the learner receives the winning-bid feedback, then there exists a policy which achieves

E
[

max
f(·;τ)∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤ K lnT
η

+ 16ηTϵ+ 24ηTVT + 4

for any η ≤ 1
41 . The policy proceeds as follows: the learner chooses b1 = 0 for the first round and apply

Option I in BROAD-OMD with ℓt = 1 − rt and λt = 1 − max{vt −m1,0} for any 2 ≤ t≤ T .

Proof of Lemma 21 After submitting b1 = 0, due to the feedback is max{bt,mt}, the learner
observes m1. We denote µt := max{vt −mt,0} and µ̃t := max{vt −m1,0} for t≥ 2, then

E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤1 +E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=2

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=2

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

=1 +E
[
T∑
t=2

⟨ei∗ − pt, rt⟩
]

= 1 +E
[
T∑
t=2

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

= 1 +E
[
T∑
t=2

〈
pt − ei∗ , ℓ̂t

〉]

≤K lnT
η

+ 4η
T∑
t=1

(ℓt,i∗ −λt)2 + 4 = K lnT
η

+ 4η
T∑
t=1

(rt,i∗ − µ̃t)2 + 4

≤K lnT
η

+ 8η
T∑
t=1

(rt,i∗ −µt)2 + 8η
T∑
t=1

(µt − µ̃t)2 + 4,

(73)
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where the first inequality is due to r(f(vt);vt,mt) ≤ 1 and r(bt;vt,mt) ≥ 0, the second inequality
follows from Lemma 5, and the third inequality is due to (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2. Now we inspect the
RHS of Equation (73). The second term on the RHS of Equation (73) can be bounded following the
proof of Theorem 3:

T∑
t=2

(rt,i∗ −µt)2 ≤
T∑
t=1

(rt,i∗ −µt)2 ≤ Tϵ+TVT . (74)

To bound the third term on the RHS of Equation (73), we note that (µt − µ̃t)2 =
(max{vt −mt,0} − max{vt −m1,0})2 and consider four different cases:

• vt ≥mt and vt ≥m1, then

(µt − µ̃t)2 = (mt −m1)2 ≤ |mt −m1| ≤ VT ;

• vt ≥mt and vt <m1, then

(µt − µ̃t)2 = (vt −mt)2 < (m1 −mt)2 ≤ |mt −m1| ≤ VT ;

• vt <mt and vt ≥m1, then

(µt − µ̃t)2 = (vt −m1)2 < (mt −m1)2 ≤ |mt −m1| ≤ VT ;

• vt <mt and vt <m1, then
(µt − µ̃t)2 = (0 − 0)2 = 0.

Based on the above four cases, we have
T∑
t=2

(µt − µ̃t)2 ≤
T∑
t=1

(µt − µ̃t)2 ≤ TVT . (75)

Combining Equations (73), (74) and (75), we have

E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤K lnT
η

+ 8η
T∑
t=1

(rt,i∗ −µt)2 + 8η
T∑
t=1

(µt − µ̃t)2 + 4

≤K lnT
η

+ 8η (Tϵ+TVT ) + 8ηTVT + 4

=K lnT
η

+ 8ηTϵ+ 16ηTVT + 4

holds for any η ≤ 1
41 . □

Lemma 22. Let Fϵ =
{
f(·; τ)

∣∣∣τ = ϵk, k= 1, . . . ,
⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋}
where f(v; τ) = min{v, τ} be the set of policies.

Assume the learner receives the winning-bid feedback. Let K :=
⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋
,

rt,i := r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt) = r(min{vt, iϵ};vt,mt)
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and αi(t) be the most recent time that policy i was played by the learner. If policy i has not been

played by round t, we set αi(t) = 0. Then there exists a policy which achieves

E
[

max
f(·;τ)∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt; τ);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤ K lnT
η

+ 3η(K +KLT ) + 2

for any η ≤ 1
41 . Specifically, the policy invokes BROAD-OMD Option II with ℓt = 1 − rt,

ot,i =
{

0, policy i has not been played before t
ℓαi(t),i + ct,i, otherwise,

and

ct,i =


iϵ− vt, if min{vt, iϵ} ≥mαi(t),min{vαi(t), iϵ} ≥ vαi(t),min{vt, iϵ} = iϵ

vαi(t) − iϵ, if min{vαi(t), iϵ} ≥mαi(t),min{vαi(t), iϵ} = iϵ,min{vt, iϵ} = vt
vαi(t) − vt, if min{vαi(t), iϵ} ≥mαi(t),min{vαi(t), iϵ} = iϵ,min{vt, iϵ} = iϵ

0, otherwise.

Proof of Lemma 22 Similar to the proof of Lemma 21, we first make some calculation to ensure

Lemma 5 can be applied to this problem:

E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

=E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨ei∗ − pt, rt⟩
]

=E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

=E
[
T∑
t=1

〈
pt − ei∗ , ℓ̂t

〉]

≤K lnT
η

+ 2
(
1 +

√
λ
)2
η

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·1(it = i) + 2,

(76)

where the last inequality is due to Lemma 5. Now the difficulty is to bound
∑T
t=1
∑K
i=1 (ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·

1(it = i). By the definition of ot,i, we have

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·1(it = i)

=
T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·1(it = i) ·1(αi(t) = 0)

+
T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·1(it = i) ·1(αi(t) ̸= 0)

≤K +
K∑
i=1

∑
t:it=i,αi(t)̸=0

(
ℓt,i − ℓαi(t),i − ct,i

)2

=K +
K∑
i=1

∑
t:it=i,αi(t)̸=0

(
rαi(t),i − rt,i − ct,i

)2
.

(77)
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Due to the definition of ct and Lemma 23,
K∑
i=1

∑
t:it=i,αi(t)̸=0

(
rαi(t),i − rt,i − ct,i

)2

≤
K∑
i=1

∑
t:it=i,αi(t)̸=0

(
1(mt ̸=mαi(t))

)2

≤
K∑
i=1

∑
t:it=i,αi(t)̸=0

1(mt ̸=mαi(t)) ≤KLT .

(78)

Combining Equations (76), (77) and (78), we have

E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤K lnT
η

+ 2
(
1 +

√
λ
)2
η

T∑
t=1

K∑
i=1

(ℓt,i − ot,i)2 ·1(it = i) + 2

≤K lnT
η

+ 2
(
1 +

√
λ
)2
η(K +KLT ) + 2 ≤ K lnT

η
+ 3η(K +KLT ) + 2,

as claimed. □

Lemma 23. Consider online first-price auctions against a set of policies in Fϵ = {f(·; τ)|τ =
kϵ, k = 1, . . . ,

⌈ 1
ϵ

⌉
}. Let rs,i′ := r(f(vs; i′ϵ);vs,ms) and rt,i′ := r(f(vt; i′ϵ);vt,mt), where f(·; i′ϵ) is

the policy played by the learner at round s. Then there exists ct ∈ [0,1] depending on Hw
t :=

σ((vs,max{bs,ms})t−1
s=1, vt) such that

|rs,i′ − rt,i′ − ct| ≤ 1(mt ̸=ms).

Proof of Lemma 23 We define r̂t,i′ = r(f(vt; i′ϵ);vt,ms) and τ := i′ϵ in this proof. By the triangle
inequality:

|rs,i′ − rt,i′ − ct| ≤ |rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ − ct| + |r̂t,i′ − rt,i|.

It is easy to show that |r̂t,i′ − rt,i′ | ≤ 1(mt ̸=ms) always holds and it suffices to show that there exists
ct depending on Hw

t such that |rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ − ct| = 0.
We do some basic computation to understand the value of rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ :

rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ = r(f(vs; i′ϵ);vs,ms) − r(f(vt; i′ϵ);vt,ms)

=(vs − f(vs; i′ϵ)) ·1(f(vs; i′ϵ) ≥ms) − (vt − f(vt; i′ϵ)) ·1(f(vt; i′ϵ) ≥ms)

=(vs − min{vs, τ}) ·1(min{vs, τ} ≥ms) − (vt − min{vt, τ}) ·1(min{vt, τ} ≥ms).

(79)

There are 16 possible cases depending on if any of the following conditions hold or not:

min{vs, τ} ≥ms, min{vt, τ} ≥ms, min{vs, τ} = vs, min{vt, τ} = vt.

But there are only five cases where rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ can be non-zero. We list all these five cases as follows
and show we can always compute ct based on Hw

t .



68

• min{vs, τ} ≥ms,min{vt, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = vs,min{vt, τ} = τ .

In this case, rs,i′ = 0, r̂t,i′ = vt−τ , so rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ = τ −vt and we can choose ct = τ −vt to ensure

|rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ − ct| = 0. The only problem is 1(min{vt, τ} ≥ms) is not included in Hw
t , but we note

that other three conditions can be easily verified by Hw
t . The condition 1(min{vs, τ} ≥ms) is

verifiable because the learner plays the policy f(·; i′ϵ) at round s, which means

bs = f(vs; i′ϵ) = min{vs, i′ϵ} = min{vs, τ}.

Then 1(min{vs, τ} ≥ms) = 1(bs ≥ms), which can exactly be computed using Hw
t . Other two

conditions min{vs, τ} = vs, min{vt, τ} = τ can be verified through direct calculation. Now we

can show 1(min{vt, τ} ≥ms) holds upon other three conditions hold by

min{vs, τ} ≥ms =⇒ τ ≥ms =⇒ min{vt, τ} = τ ≥ms.

• min{vs, τ}<ms,min{vt, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = vs,min{vt, τ} = τ .

For this case, we still have rs,i′ = 0, rt,i′ = vt − τ , so rs,i′ − rt,i′ = τ − vt and we can choose

ct = τ − vt. Again, we need to verify if 1(min{vt, τ} ≥ms) holds. Note that the remaining three

conditions are verifiable similar to the argument in case 1. We have

min{vs, τ}<ms =⇒ms is revealed =⇒ 1(min{vt, τ} ≥ms) is computable based on Hw
t ,

where the first implication is due to the winning-bid feedback: the learner fails the auction at

round s so ms is revealed.

• min{vs, τ} ≥ms,min{vt, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = vt.

In this case, we have rs,i′ = vs − τ and r̂t,i′ = 0, so we can set ct = vs − τ . Here we do not need

to verify if min{vt, τ} ≥ms holds based on Hw
t because regardless of this condition holds or not,

we can choose the same ct, as illustrated in case 4.

• min{vs, τ} ≥ms,min{vt, τ}<ms,min{vs, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = vt.

We again have rs,i′ = vs − τ and r̂t,i′ = 0, so we can use ct = vs − τ . Similar to case 3, we also

do not need to verify if min{vt, τ}<ms holds based on Hw
t .

• min{vs, τ} ≥ms,min{vt, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = τ .

For this case, rs,i′ = vs − τ and r̂t,i′ = vt − τ , so we choose ct = vs − vt. We need to verify

if min{vt, τ} ≥ ms holds based on other three conditions. This follows from the following

implications:

min{vs, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = τ =⇒
{
τ ≥ms

min{vt, τ} = τ
=⇒ min{vt, τ} ≥ms.
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Based on the above discussion, we can choose

ct =


τ − vt, min{vt, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = vs,min{vt, τ} = τ

vs − τ, min{vs, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = vt
vs − vt, min{vs, τ} ≥ms,min{vs, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = τ

0, otherwise.

to guarantee that |rs,i′ − r̂t,i′ − ct| = 0 always holds. Note that we have merged case 1 and case 2 into
one entry, and case 3 and case 4 into one entry. □

Lemma 24. Let Fϵ := {f(·; τ)|τ = ϵk, k= 1, . . . ,
⌊ 1
ϵ

⌋
} where f(v; τ) = min{v, τ}. Assume the learner

receives binary feedback, then applying the BROAD-OMD algorithm with Option III and ℓt = 1 − rt

achieves

E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤ K lnT
η

+ 8η(V v
T +LT ) + 3

where V v
T :=

∑T
t=2 |vt − vt−1|.

Proof of Lemma 24 Let rt,i := r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt) = r(min{vt, iϵ};vt,mt), then

E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

=E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨ei∗ − pt, rt⟩
]

=E
[
T∑
t=1

⟨pt − ei∗ , ℓt⟩
]

=E
[
T∑
t=1

〈
pt − ei∗ , ℓ̂t

〉]

≤K lnT
η

+ 8η
T∑
t=2

E
[
|ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1 |

]
+ 3,

(80)

where we let ℓt,i = 1 − rt,i and apply Lemma 5, Option III to derive the inequality. What we are going
to show is

ℓt,i − ℓt−1,i = rt−1,i − rt,i ≤ 1(mt ̸=mt−1) + |vt − vt−1|,

where

rt−1,i − rt,i = r(f(vt−1; iϵ);vt−1,mt−1) − r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt)

=(vt−1 − min{vt−1, iϵ}) ·1(min{vt−1, iϵ} ≥mt−1) − (vt − min{vt, iϵ}) ·1(min{vt, iϵ} ≥mt)

We let r̂t,i := r(f(vt; iϵ);vt,mt−1) and τ := iϵ, then

|ℓt,i − ℓt−1,i| = |rt−1,i − rt,i| ≤ |rt−1,i − r̂t,i| + |r̂t,i − rt,i|

by the triangle inequality. It is considerably easy to show that |r̂t,i − rt,i| ≤ 1(mt ̸=ms), and it suffices
to show that |rt−1,i − r̂t,i| ≤ |vt − vt−1|. Similar to the proof of Lemma 23, we can enumerate all the
16 possible cases to show the conclusion.

• min{vt−1, τ} ≥mt−1, min{vt, τ} ≥mt−1.
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— min{vt−1, τ} = vt−1,min{vt, τ} = vt, then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |0 − 0| = 0;

— min{vt−1, τ} = vt−1,min{vt, τ} = τ , then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |0 − (vt − τ)| = vt − τ ≤ vt − vt−1;

— min{vt−1, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = vt, then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |(vt−1 − τ) − 0| = |vt−1 − τ | = vt−1 − τ ≤ vt−1 − vt;

— min{vt−1, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = τ , then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |(vt−1 − τ) − (vt − τ)| = |vt−1 − vt|;

• min{vt−1, τ} ≥mt−1, min{vt, τ}<mt−1.
— min{vt−1, τ} = vt−1,min{vt, τ} = vt, then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |0 − 0| = 0;

— min{vt−1, τ} = vt−1,min{vt, τ} = τ , then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |0 − 0| = 0;

— min{vt−1, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = vt, then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |(vt−1 − τ) − 0| ≤ |vt−1 − vt|;

— min{vt−1, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = τ , this is impossible since it implies mt−1 ≤ τ <mt−1;
• min{vt−1, τ}<mt−1, min{vt, τ} ≥mt−1.

— min{vt−1, τ} = vt−1,min{vt, τ} = vt, then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |0 − 0| = 0;

— min{vt−1, τ} = vt−1,min{vt, τ} = τ , then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |0 − (vt − τ)| ≤ |vt − vt−1|;

— min{vt−1, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = vt, then

|rt−1,i − r̂t,i| = |0 − 0| = 0;

— min{vt−1, τ} = τ,min{vt, τ} = τ , this is impossible since it implies mt−1 ≤ τ <mt−1;
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• min{vt−1, τ}<mt−1, min{vt, τ}<mt−1. For this case, we have |rt−1,i− r̂t,i| ≡ 0 because rt−1,i ≡ 0
and r̂t,i ≡ 0.

Based on the above discussion, we find that

|ℓt,i − ℓt−1,i| = |rt−1,i − rt,i| ≤ |rt−1,i − r̂t,i| + |r̂t,i − rt,i| ≤ 1(mt ̸=mt−1) + |vt − vt−1|

holds for any i∈ [K] and 2 ≤ t≤ [T ], and thus

E
[
max
f∈Fϵ

T∑
t=1

r(f(vt);vt,mt) −
T∑
t=1

r(bt;vt,mt)
]

≤ K lnT
η

+ 8η
T∑
t=2

E
[
|ℓt,it−1 − ℓt−1,it−1 |

]
+ 3

≤K lnT
η

+ 8η
T∑
t=2

(1(mt ̸=mt−1) + |vt − vt−1|) + 3 ≤ K lnT
η

+ 8η(V v
T +LT ) + 3,

□

8.3.5 Unknown VT or LT

Theorem 5 suggests a bunch of dynamic regret rates can be achieved when either VT or LT is known.
However, in practice, usually neither VT nor LT is known. To address this issue and eliminate the
requirement of knowing VT or LT , we employ the bandit-over-bandit (BOB) technique developed
in Cheung et al. (2022), Zhao et al. (2021). Below, we provide an illustration of this technique: 4

Assume we have an algorithm A that uses a restart scheme, but the batch size depends on some
unknown parameter. The bandit-over-bandit (BOB) technique constructs a two-layer framework: the
time horizon T is divided into batches of equal length ∆, where ∆ does not depend on the unknown
parameter. Each batch is further divided into smaller sub-batches of equal length. The algorithm A
is applied to each batch, and the policy is restarted at the beginning of each sub-batch. The regret
of this technique heavily depends on the choice of sub-batch length, which is unknown a priori. To
address this, the sub-batch lengths are chosen from a geometric sequence, and an EXP3 algorithm is
used to ensure that the learned sub-batch size is close to the optimal value. We now demonstrate how
to apply the BOB technique to eliminate the dependence on knowing VT or LT .

Theorem 6. Assume the learner receives the winning-bid feedback and VT ≥ 1√
T

is unknown, then

there exists an algorithm which achieves Õ
(

max{T 2
3V

1
3
T , T

3
4 }
)

dynamic regret.

Proof of Theorem 6 The proof is an application of the BOB technique. We choose J ={⌈
4(lnT ) 2

3 · 2i−1|i= 1, . . . ,
⌊
log2 T

1
2
⌋

+ 1
⌉}

, so that we have |J | = 1 +
⌊
log2 T

1
2
⌋
. We also let ∆ :=⌈

4(lnT ) 2
3T

1
2
⌉
, so the minimum and maximum sub-batch sizes in J satisfies:

∆min =
⌈
4(lnT ) 2

3
⌉

∆max =
⌈

4(lnT ) 2
3 · 2

⌊
log2 T

1
2
⌋⌉

≤
⌈
4(lnT ) 2

3 ·T 1
2
⌉

= ∆.

4 The original description of this technique relies on a sliding-window approach. Here, we explain an alternative
construction from Zhao et al. (2021) for its simplicity.
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We decompose the dynamic regret as

DRT (π) =
T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
T∑
t=1

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

⌈ T
∆ ⌉∑
i=1

i∆∑
t=(i−1)∆+1

r(bt(∆;∆+
T ,K

+);vt,mt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
base-regret

+
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

i∆∑
t=(i−1)∆+1

(
r(bt(∆,∆+

T );vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
meta-regret

(81)

In Equation (81), we use bt(∆; ∆+
T ,K

+) to denote the prediction of the forecaster when treating ∆ as
the time horizon, restarting the policy in Theorem 5 Option (i) every ∆+

T rounds, and discretizing
the prediction space into K+ actions. Here, ∆+

T is the best sub-batch size in J , and we choose:

K+ =

1
3

√
∆+
T

lnT

.
It is important to note that the decomposition in Equation (81) is only used for regret analysis
purposes, and the algorithm does not need to compute K+ explicitly.

Based on the proof of Theorem 5 Option (i) and Equation (81), the optimal sub-batch size is
approximately:

∆∗
T =

⌈
4
(
T

VT

) 2
3

(lnT )
2
3

⌉
To analyze the regret, we separately bound the base-regret and meta-regret by considering whether
∆∗
T ∈ [∆min,∆max] holds.
• Case 1: VT ≥ T

1
4 , then we know ∆∗

T ≤ ∆ and there always exists a step-size ∆+
T in J such that

∆+
T ≤ ∆∗

T ≤ 2∆+
T , so we can bound the base-regret as

base-regret

≤
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

(3
2 · ∆

K+ + 41K+ ln ∆+
T · ∆

∆+
T

+ 4 ∆
∆+
T

+ 2∆+
T VT,i

)
≤3

2 · ∆
K+

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 41K+ ln ∆+
T · ∆

∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 4 ∆
∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 2∆+
T VT

≤9
2 ·
√

lnT
∆+
T

· ∆
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 41

1 + 1
3

√
∆+
T

lnT

 ln ∆+
T · ∆

∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 4 ∆
∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 2∆+
T VT

≤9
2 ·
√

2 lnT
∆∗
T

· ∆
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 41

1 + 1
3

√
∆∗
T

lnT

 ln ∆+
T · 2∆

∆∗
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 8 ∆
∆∗
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 2∆∗
TVT

=Õ
(
T

2
3V

1
3
T

)
.
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where VT,i is the variation of VT on the i-th batch and the first inequality is due to Theorem 5

Option (i).

When applying EXP3 to a game with T̄ rounds, K actions and the payoff at each round is in

[0,G], the resulting regret is Θ(G
√
T̄K lnK). For the game related to the meta-regret, we have

T̄ =O
(
T
∆

)
, G= ∆ and K = |J | =O (log2 T ). Thus, the meta-regret is bounded by

meta-regret =O

∆
√
T

∆ |J | ln |J |

=O(
√

∆T lnT · ln lnT ) = Õ
(
T

3
4
)
.

• Case 2: VT <T
1
4 , in this case, the optimal sub-batch size ∆∗

T does not belong to [∆min,∆max],

and ∆max will be the best sub-batch size in J , so

base-regret

≤
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

(3
2 · ∆

K+ + 41K+ ln ∆+
T · ∆

∆+
T

+ 4 ∆
∆+
T

+ 2∆+
T VT,i

)
≤3

2 · ∆
K+

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 41K+ ln ∆+
T · ∆

∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 4 ∆
∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 2∆+
T VT

≤9
2 ·
√

lnT
∆+
T

· ∆
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 41

1 + 1
3

√
∆+
T

lnT

 ln ∆+
T · ∆

∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 4 ∆
∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 2∆+
T VT

=Õ
(
T√
∆

+ ∆VT
)

= Õ
(
T

3
4 +T

1
2VT

)
= Õ(T 3

4 ),

where the last equality is due to VT <T
1
4 . The meta-regret will still be Õ

(
T

3
4
)
. Combining both

cases, we understand that the dynamic regret is always upper bounded by Õ
(

max{T 2
3V

1
3
T , T

3
4 }
)
□

Theorem 7. Assume the learner receives the binary feedback in online first-price auctions. When VT

is unknown, one can achieve Õ
(

max{T 3
4V

1
4
T , T

4
5 }
)

dynamic regret.

Proof of Theorem 7 Now we consider how to eliminate the requirement of VT . We choose J =

{2i−1|i= 1, . . . ,
⌊
log2 T

3
5
⌋

+ 1}, so |J | = 1 +
⌊
log2 T

3
5
⌋
. Then we have

∆min = 1

∆max =
⌈

2
⌊

log2 T
3
5
⌋⌉

≤ ∆ :=
⌈
T

3
5
⌉
.
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The dynamic regret can be decomposed as

DRT (π) =
T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
T∑
t=1

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

⌈ T
∆ ⌉∑
i=1

i∆∑
t=(i−1)∆+1

r(bt(∆;∆+
T ,K

+);vt,mt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
base-regret

+
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

i∆∑
t=(i−1)∆+1

(
r(bt(∆;∆+

T ,K
+);vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

meta-regret

(82)

In Equation (82), we use bt(∆;∆+
T ,K

+) to denote the prediction of the forecaster when treating

∆ as the time horizon, setting discretize the bidding space to K+ discrete bids, and restarting the

policy in Theorem 5 Option (ii) every ∆+
T rounds where ∆+

T is the best sub-batch size in J . We

choose K+ =
⌈(

∆+
T

) 1
3

⌉
and we note that the optimal batch size is roughly ∆∗

T =
⌈(

T
VT

) 3
4
⌉
. We bound

base-regret and meta-regret individually by considering whether ∆∗
T ∈ [∆min,∆max] holds or not.

• Case 1: VT ≥ T
1
5 , then we know ∆∗

T =
⌈(

T
VT

) 3
4
⌉

≤
⌈
T

3
5
⌉

= ∆ and there always exists a step-size

∆+
T in J such that ∆+

T ≤ ∆∗
T ≤ 2∆+

T , so we can bound the base-regret as

base-regret

≤
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

(
∆
K+ + ∆ ·

√
K+ lnK+

∆+
T

+ ∆+
T VT,i

)

≤ ∆
K+

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆ ·
√
K+ lnK+

∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
T VT

≤∆
(
T

∆ + 1
)

· 1(
∆+
T

) 1
3

+ ∆

√√√√((∆+
T ) 1

3 + 1
)

· ln
(
(∆+

T ) 1
3 + 1

)
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
T VT

≤∆
(
T

∆ + 1
)

·
( 2

∆∗
T

) 1
3

+ ∆ ·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

·

√√√√((∆∗
T/2) 1

3 + 1
)

· ln
(
(∆∗

T/2) 1
3 + 1

)
∆∗
T/2

+ ∆∗
TVT

=Õ
(
T

3
4V

1
4
T

)
,

where VT,i is the variation of VT on the i-th batch.

The meta-regret is the regret of a
⌈
T

∆T

⌉
round game with the payoff in [0,G] and K = |J |

arms, which can be bounded by

meta-regret =O

∆
√
T

∆ |J | ln |J |

=O(
√

∆T lnT · ln lnT ) = Õ
(
T

4
5
)
.
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• Case 2: VT <T
1
5 , in this case, the optimal sub-batch size ∆∗

T does not belong to [∆min,∆max],
and ∆max will be the best sub-batch size in J , so

base-regret

≤
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

(
∆
K+ + ∆ ·

√
K+ lnK+

∆+
T

+ ∆+
T VT,i

)

≤ ∆
K+

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆ ·
√
K+ lnK+

∆+
T

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
T VT

≤∆
(
T

∆ + 1
)

· 1(
∆+
T

) 1
3

+ ∆

√√√√((∆+
T ) 1

3 + 1
)

· ln
(
(∆+

T ) 1
3 + 1

)
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
T VT

=∆ 2
3

(
T

∆ + 1
)

· 1
∆ 1

3
+ ∆

√√√√√
(

∆
1
3
T + 1

)
· ln
(

∆
1
3
T + 1

)
∆T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆TVT

=Õ
(
T

4
5 +T

3
5VT

)
= Õ

(
T

4
5
)
,

where the last equality is due to VT <T
1
5 . The meta-regret will still be Õ

(
T

4
5
)
. Combining both

cases, we understand that the dynamic regret is always upper bounded by Õ
(

max{T 3
4L

1
4
T , T

4
5 }
)

.
□

Theorem 8. Assume the learner receives the binary feedback and LT ≥ 1√
T

is unknown, then there

exists an algorithm which achieves Õ
(

max{T 2
3L

1
3
T , T

3
4 } +V v

T

)
dynamic regret.

Proof of Theorem 8 The proof is an application of the BOB technique. We choose J ={⌈
5(lnT ) 1

3 · 2i−1|i= 1, . . . ,
⌊
log2 T

1
2
⌋

+ 1
⌉}

, so that we have |J | = 1 +
⌊
log2 T

1
2
⌋
. We also let ∆ :=⌈

5(lnT ) 1
3T

1
2
⌉
, so the minimum and maximum sub-batch sizes in J satisfies:

∆min =
⌈
5(lnT ) 1

3
⌉

∆max =
⌈

5(lnT ) 1
3 · 2

⌊
log2 T

1
2
⌋⌉

≤
⌈
5(lnT ) 1

3 ·T 1
2
⌉

= ∆.

The dynamic regret can be decomposed as

DRT (π) =
T∑
t=1

(r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt))

=
T∑
t=1

r(b∗
t ;vt,mt) −

⌈ T
∆ ⌉∑
i=1

i∆∑
t=(i−1)∆+1

r(bt(∆;∆+
T ,K

+);vt,mt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
base-regret

+
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

i∆∑
t=(i−1)∆+1

(
r(bt(∆;∆+

T ,K
+);vt,mt) − r(bt;vt,mt)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

meta-regret

(83)
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In Equation (83), we use bt(∆;∆+
T ,K

+) to denote the prediction of the forecaster when treating

∆ as the time horizon, setting discretize the bidding space to K+ discrete bids, and restarting the

policy in Theorem 5 Option (iv) every ∆+
T rounds where ∆+

T is the best sub-batch size in J . We

choose K+ =
⌈

1
6

√
∆+

T
lnT

⌉
. Based on the proof of Theorem 5 Option (iv) and Equation (83), the optimal

sub-batch size is approximately ∆∗
T =

⌈
5
(
T
LT

) 2
3 (lnT )

1
3

⌉
. We bound base-regret and meta-regret

individually by considering whether ∆∗
T ∈ [∆min,∆max] holds or not.

• Case 1: LT ≥ T
1
4 , then we know ∆∗

T ≤ ∆ and there always exists a step-size ∆+
T in J such that

∆+
T ≤ ∆∗

T ≤ 2∆+
T , so we can bound the base-regret as

base-regret

≤
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

(
41 · ∆

∆+
T

·K+ ln ∆ + 1
5V

v
T,i +

1
5LT,i + 3 ∆

∆+
T

+ ∆
K+ + ∆+

TLT,i

)
≤41 ∆

∆+
T

·K+ ln ∆ ·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 1
5V

v
T + 1

5LT + 3 ∆
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆
K+ ·

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
TLT

≤41 ∆
∆+
T

·

1
6

√
∆+
T

lnT + 1

 ln ∆ ·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 1
5(V v

T +LT )

+ 3 ∆
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 6∆
√

lnT
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
TLT

=Õ
(
T

2
3L

1
3
T +V v

T

)
.

where VT,i is the variation of VT on the i-th batch and the first equality is due to Theorem 5

Option (iv).

When applying EXP3 to a game with T̄ rounds, K actions and the payoff at each round is in

[0,G], the regret is Θ(G
√
T̄K lnK). For the game related to the meta-regret, we have T̄ =O

(
T
∆

)
,

G= ∆ and K = |J | =O (log2 T ). Thus, the meta-regret is bounded by

meta-regret =O

∆
√
T

∆ |J | ln |J |

=O(
√

∆T lnT · ln lnT ) = Õ
(
T

3
4
)
.
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• Case 2: VT <T
1
4 , in this case, the optimal sub-batch size ∆∗

T does not belong to [∆min,∆max],
and ∆max will be the best sub-batch size in J , so

base-regret

≤
⌈ T

∆ ⌉∑
i=1

(
41 · ∆

∆+
T

·K+ ln ∆ + 1
5V

v
T,i +

1
5LT,i + 3 ∆

∆+
T

+ ∆
K+ + ∆+

TLT,i

)
≤41 ∆

∆+
T

·K+ ln ∆ ·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 1
5V

v
T + 1

5LT + 3 ∆
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆
K+ ·

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
TLT

≤41 ∆
∆+
T

·

1
6

√
∆+
T

lnT + 1

 ln ∆ ·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 1
5(V v

T +LT )

+ 3 ∆
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 6∆
√

lnT
∆+
T

·
(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆+
TLT

=41 ·

1
6

√
∆

lnT + 1

(T
∆ + 1

)
+ 1

5 (V v
T +LT ) + 3

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ 6∆

√
lnT
∆ ·

(
T

∆ + 1
)

+ ∆ +LT

=Õ
(
T

3
4 +LTT

1
2 +V v

T

)
= Õ

(
T

3
4 +V v

T

)
.

where the last equality is due to LT < T
1
4 . The meta-regret will still be Õ

(
T

3
4
)
. Com-

bining both cases, we understand that the dynamic regret is always upper bounded by
Õ

(
max{T 2

3L
1
3
T , T

3
4 } +V v

T

)
.

□
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