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Abstract

We study the problem of interactive decision making in which the underlying environment
changes over time subject to given constraints. We propose a framework, which we call hybrid
Decision Making with Structured Observations (hybrid DMSO), that provides an interpolation
between the stochastic and adversarial settings of decision making. Within this framework, we
can analyze local differentially private (LDP) decision making, query-based learning (in partic-
ular, SQ learning), and robust and smooth decision making under the same umbrella, deriving
upper and lower bounds based on variants of the Decision-Estimation Coefficient (DEC). We
further establish strong connections between the DEC’s behavior, the SQ dimension, local mini-
max complexity, learnability, and joint differential privacy. To showcase the framework’s power,
we provide new results for contextual bandits under the LDP constraint.

1 Introduction

The Decision-Estimation Coefficient (DEC) [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b] has been recently shown to
capture the difficulty of exploration in a wide range of problems in which a learning agent interacts
with an unknown environment by making decisions and observing outcomes. Such problems include
structured bandits, contextual bandits, and reinforcement learning, among others. The interaction
protocol, termed Decision Making with Structured Observations (DMSO) in [Foster et al., 2021],
assumes that the unknown model is fixed over the length of the interaction, i.e. the learning agent
faces a stationary environment. This is often referred to as a stochastic setting, or stochastic DMSO.
In contrast, the adversarial DMSO, studied in [Foster et al., 2022b], is a more complex task where
the model may change arbitrarily between the rounds of the interaction.

In this paper, we study a setting that interpolates between the stochastic and adversarial DMSO.
This interpolation is achieved by placing constraints on the way the model may change over time.
Within the constraint set, the model is allowed to change arbitrarily, and we refer to the setting as
that of constrained adversaries, or hybrid DMSO. In parallel with such constraints on the adversary,
we additionally study constraints placed on the information received by the decision-maker, for in-
stance due to privacy requirements or a specific oracle model of computation. The specification of
constraints allows us to study—under the same umbrella—decision making with Statistical Queries
(SQ) [Kearns, 1998], local differential privacy (LDP) [Kasiviswanathan et al., 2011, Duchi et al.,
2013], robustness with respect to model corruption [Huber, 1965, Huber and Ronchetti, 2011], and
smooth decision making [Rakhlin et al., 2011]. For example, in SQ learning, the decision-maker
obtains information by issuing queries; since the response to these queries is only approximately
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correct, it is natural to model it as a response of an adversary that has limited power in provid-
ing misleading information. Similarly, for robust decision making, we can model corruption (for
instance, as in Huber’s contamination model [Huber, 1965]) or mis-specification (as in agnostic
learning) directly as a constraint on the environment to be close to a ground-truth model. In turn,
the local privacy constraint can be formulated as a restriction on the decision-maker to only observe
information through differentially private channels.

Our approach begins with the hybrid DEC formulation that yields both lower and upper bounds
for PAC learning and no-regret learning under hybrid DMSO. Then, by investigating the specific
information structures imposed by the constraints on the adversary and the decision-maker, we
derive the corresponding DECs and the statistical guarantees for the aforementioned (and seemingly
disparate) settings. As such, the unified viewpoint leads to a systematic “recipe” for analyzing new
problems under the hybrid DMSO setting; this is illustrated on numerous examples throughout
the paper. What is perhaps even more surprising, all the upper bounds are achieved by only two
algorithmic approaches: a generalization of the Exploration-by-Optimization Algorithm [Lattimore
and Szepesvári, 2020, Lattimore and Gyorgy, 2021, Foster et al., 2022b] and a variant of the
Estimation-to-Decision Algorithm [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b].

The fact that DMSO provides such a unified viewpoint on disparate problems is a testament to the
power of the framework, with DEC as the central notion of inherent problem complexity.

1.1 Contributions

We formulate decision making in the setting of hybrid DMSO, generalizing the Decision-Estimation
Coefficient framework [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b]. Our proposed notion of hybrid DEC allows us
to understand, under the same umbrella, minimax behavior of statistical estimation and interac-
tive decision making under such seemingly different settings as local differential privacy, query-
based learning (in particular, statistical queries), robust learning, and smoothness. In particular,
hybrid DECs for PAC learning and no-regret learning yield both lower and upper bounds for
the corresponding learning goals. Our upper bounds are achieved by the unified Exploration-by-
Optimization Algorithm (ExO+, cf. Lattimore and Szepesvári [2020], Lattimore and Gyorgy [2021],
Foster et al. [2022b]).

As instantiations of our framework, we derive the hybrid DECs and corresponding upper and lower
bounds for query-based learning (Section 2.2), locally private learning (Section 2.3), robust decision
making (Section 2.4), and decision making against smooth adversaries (Section 2.5.1). The problem
of contextual bandits with adversarial contexts also naturally falls under our hybrid formulation
(Section 5.5), and we provide novel results for this setting as well.

Our primary goal is to understand the complexity of learning problems at some level of gener-
ality, rather than specific examples. Still, as a concrete application, our framework provides a
near-optimal

√
T -regret for linear contextual bandits with local privacy (without well-conditioned

assumptions), settling the open problem of the optimal regret in this setting [Zheng et al., 2020,
Han et al., 2021, Li et al., 2024].

In addition, we make the following connections to other previously studied notions:

• SQ dimension. The SQ dimension proposed by Feldman [2017] provides both lower and
upper bounds for the optimal query complexity of SQ learning of distribution search problems.
Not surprisingly, we show that there is quantitative equivalence between the SQ dimension
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and our SQ DEC (Section 4.2). Therefore, our results extend the characterizations of Feldman
[2017] to general query-based learning problems.

• Local-minimax optimality under LDP. We show that our lower and upper bounds for
LDP learning can be specialized to provide a tight characterization of the local-minimax
complexity (Section 6.1). In particular, for functional estimation, our results recover (up to
logarithmic factors) the characterization of Duchi and Ruan [2024] through the modulus of
continuity.

• LDP learnability. We show that for any problem class, the fractional covering number [Chen
et al., 2024] characterizes the finite-time LDP learnability (Section 6.2). In Section 6.3, we
also relate fractional covering number to the learnability under joint differential privacy (JDP)
and the representation dimension [Beimel et al., 2013a].

1.2 Related work

Decision-Estimation Coefficient Framework. Towards a unifying framework for interactive
decision making, Foster et al. [2021] propose Decision-Estimation Coefficient (DEC), which provides
both lower and upper bounds for any decision making problem. An active line of research [Foster
et al., 2022b, Chen et al., 2022, Foster et al., 2023b,a, Glasgow and Rakhlin, 2023, Chen et al., 2024]
has extended the DEC framework to various more general learning goals, including adversarial
decision making [Foster et al., 2022b], PAC decision making [Chen et al., 2022, Foster et al.,
2023b], reward-free learning and preference-based learning [Chen et al., 2022], multi-agent decision
making and partial monitoring [Foster et al., 2023a], and interactive estimation [Chen et al., 2022,
2024]. The present work further extends the DEC framework to handle changing environments
and constraints on the decision maker, and our results heavily draw on the techniques developed
in these previous papers.

Exploration-by-Optimization. The Exploration-by-Optimization technique is powerful machin-
ery developed in Lattimore and Szepesvári [2020], Lattimore and Gyorgy [2021] for partial moni-
toring in adversarial environments and later extended by Foster et al. [2022b] to decision making
in adversarial environments, achieving upper bounds in terms of the generalized Information Ra-
tio [Russo and Van Roy, 2014, 2018, Lattimore and Gyorgy, 2021] or the DEC [Foster et al., 2021,
2022b]. In the present work, we further extend this technique by incorporating the notion of in-
formation sets, allowing a more granular quantification of the information and model equivalences
that the decision-maker can take advantage of. The idea of using information sets in the context of
posterior sampling was proposed by Dylan Foster back in 2022, and was considered by the authors
of [Foster et al., 2022a] as a way of improving DEC-based results for reinforcement learning.

Local differential privacy. The notion of local differential privacy (LDP) was formalized by
Kasiviswanathan et al. [2011], Duchi et al. [2013], with some earlier work on this subject dating
back to Warner [1965]. A line of research has been investigating the statistical complexity of
locally private learning for various statistical estimation problems [Duchi et al., 2013, 2018, Duchi
and Rogers, 2019], including mean estimation [Asi et al., 2022, 2024], functional estimation [Rohde
and Steinberger, 2020, Butucea and Issartel, 2021, Butucea et al., 2023, Duchi and Ruan, 2024],
hypothesis testing [Berrett and Butucea, 2020, Li et al., 2023] and selection [Gopi et al., 2020, Pour
et al., 2024], and regression [Wang and Xu, 2019, Berrett et al., 2021], to name a few. Beyond
the setting of statistical estimation, recent research studies the complexity of interactive decision
making with local privacy constraints, including contextual bandits [Zheng et al., 2020, Han et al.,
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2021, Li et al., 2024] and episodic RL [Garcelon et al., 2021, Liao et al., 2023]. Notably, these works
mainly focus on specific problems and adopt problem-tailored approaches.

The role of interaction in LDP learning. It has long been known that there is a statistical sep-
aration between non-interactive private channels and sequential private channels [Kasiviswanathan
et al., 2011]. As is surveyed by Butucea et al. [2023], the separation of sample complexity between
non-interactive and interactive channels is identified for certain problems of testing [Berrett and
Butucea, 2020] and functional estimation [Butucea and Issartel, 2021, Butucea et al., 2023]. There-
fore, even for statistical problems (where samples are being generated i.i.d), interactive learning
is generally necessary to achieve optimal sample complexity under LDP constraints. As the DEC
framework characterizes the complexity of exploration of interactive decision making, it is suitable
for quantifying the complexity of interactive LDP learning.

Statistical Queries. The Statistical Query (SQ) model was introduced by Kearns [1998] as a
restricted PAC learning model, and it turns out to be a powerful tool for understanding the com-
putational complexity of a wide range of algorithms and problems [Feldman et al., 2015, 2017, Di-
akonikolas et al., 2017, Brennan et al., 2020]. Variants of SQ model have also been studied [Bshouty
and Feldman, 2002, Feldman, 2017, Joshi et al., 2024]. The connection between local DP and SQ
learning has been identified by Kasiviswanathan et al. [2011]. For distributional search problems,
Feldman [2017] characterized the SQ query complexity in terms of the SQ dimension, which turns
out to be recovered by the SQ DEC (when specialized to this case).

Robust statistics. The robustness of a statistical procedure refers to the ability to adapt to
model mis-specification or perturbation. In robust statistics, the contamination model of Hu-
ber [1965] has been extensively studied, where the data are assumed to be sampled i.i.d from a
distribution that is β-contaminated from the ground-truth distribution. A recent line of work [Di-
akonikolas et al., 2019, Diakonikolas and Kane, 2019, Liu and Moitra, 2021, Diakonikolas and
Kane, 2023, Canonne et al., 2023], among others, studied stronger contamination models, where
the adversary is allowed to maliciously corrupt β-fraction of the whole dataset (detailed discussion
in Appendix A.3). The connection between robustness and differential privacy is also studied by
Georgiev and Hopkins [2022], Hopkins et al. [2023], Asi et al. [2023].

2 Overview of Results

We start this section by formulating the hybrid DMSO framework (Section 2.1), a generalization
of the Decision Making with Structured Observation (DMSO) framework proposed by Foster et al.
[2021]. We then show how this generalization encompasses query-based learning (Section 2.2),
locally differentially private learning (Section 2.3), and robust decision making (Section 2.4). For
each setting, we formulate a corresponding variant of DMSO, the corresponding DEC, and the
ensuing PAC guarantees. We also present regret guarantees for hybrid DMSO (Section 2.5), with
application to smooth learning (Section 2.5.1).

2.1 Hybrid DMSO

In the DMSO formulation, studied in [Foster et al., 2021], the learner (or, the decision maker)
interacts for T rounds with the environment described by an underlying model M⋆, unknown to
the learner (detailed discussion in Appendix A.1). While the DMSO formulation is general enough
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to capture various learning tasks and problem classes, it is restricted to the stochastic setting,
where the underlying environment is stationary (specified by the model M⋆). However, in many
applications, the environment is best described as non-stationary and changing according to the
previous history of interaction, while at the same time satisfying certain constraints. Inspired by
Foster et al. [2022b], who consider an arbitrarily changing environment, we propose the following
hybrid DMSO formulation. We will reserve the term “stochastic DMSO” for the original DMSO
setting of Foster et al. [2021].

In the hybrid DMSO setting studied here, the environment is allowed to be (adaptively) adversarial
with certain constraints, while the learner has to interact with the environment through a given
class Φ of measurements. Specifically, let Π = Π × Φ be the joint decision space, and let (Π →
∆(O)) be the set of all models, with each model being a conditional distribution of observation
given a (decision, measurement) pair. A constraint for the adversary will be modeled by a subset
P ⊆ (Π → ∆(O)), and a collection of constraints—as a set P of such subsets. We consider the
following T -round interaction protocol between the environment and the learner:

1. Before the interaction, the environment (or, the adversary) selects a constraint P⋆ ⊆ (Π →
∆(O)), without revealing it to the learner.

2. For each t = 1, · · · , T :

• The environment selects M t ∈ P⋆, and the learner selects a decision πt = (πt, φt) ∈ Π.

• The learner observes ot ∈ O, sampled according to ot ∼M t(πt, φt).

The set P⋆ restricts the power of the adversary, and we assume the learner has access to a collection
P of constraints that contains P⋆. In other words, P reflects prior knowledge of the possible
constraints on the adversary. We formalize this assumption as follows.

Assumption 1 (Constraint realizability). The given class P contains P⋆.
For some of the settings studied in this paper, the prior knowledge is additionally reflected in a
more succinct model class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(O)), and the constraint class P will reflect this choice.

The general formulation of constraints interpolates between

• stochastic DMSO framework [Foster et al., 2021], where the environment is stochastic, i.e.,
M1 = · · · = MT = M⋆ ∈ M, and it can be specified by constraint P⋆ = {M⋆} and
Psto = {{M⋆} : M⋆ ∈M}, and

• adversarial DMSO framework [Foster et al., 2022b] (detailed in Appendix A.2), where the
environment is fully adversarial, i.e., the constraint is P⋆ =M and Padv = {M}.

Further examples of hybrid DMSO include SQ DMSO (Section 2.2), where the environment is
allowed to respond to queries with values that are τ -correct with respect to a ground truth model
M⋆, and robust DMSO (Section 2.4), where the environment is allowed to perturb the observation
generated by a ground truth model M⋆ with a fixed probability β.

In addition to the constraints on the way the environment may change, the class Φ of measurements
encodes constraints on the learner, affecting the information the learner observes. For instance,
in the examples studied in this paper, the measurements will take the form of allowed queries
(Section 2.2) or differentially private channels (Section 2.3). Of course, the case of P⋆ ⊆ (Π →
∆(O)) may be regarded as the trivial choice Φ = {id} of identity measurement.
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Learning objective. In PAC learning, the goal of the learner is to select an output decision
πT+1 ∈ Π after T rounds of interaction, with the performance measured by

RiskDM(T ) := EπT+1∼p̂[L(P⋆, πT+1)], (1)

where πT+1 ∼ p̂ is the randomized decision of the learner, L : P ×Π→ R is a known loss function.

To simplify the presentation in this section, we mainly focus on the PAC formulation, deferring the
study of regret to Section 2.5. Further, we present all the results in terms of a metric-based loss
function, which is specified by a certain pseudo-metric structure over the decision space Π.

Definition 1 (Metric-based loss function). A loss function L : P ×Π→ R is induced by a metric
(or simply metric-based) if the decision space Π can be equipped with a pseudo-metric ρ such that
L(P, π) = ρ(πP , π), where P 7→ πP is a map from P to Π.

For many applications in statistics, the loss function is naturally metric-based, e.g., hypothesis
testing and estimation [Casella and Berger, 2002].

PAC hybrid DEC and guarantees. For any hybrid DMSO problem specified by the constraint
class P, we define the hybrid DEC of P with respect to a reference model ĎM as

p-decH

ε(P, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
P∈P

{
Eπ∼pL(P, π) | inf

M∈co(P)
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
, (2)

and p-decH

ε(P) = supĎM∈M+ p-decH

ε(P, ĎM ), where the supremum is taken over the class of reference
models M+ := co(∪P∈PP).

We now present the first result, which states that under the hybrid DMSO framework, hybrid
DEC provides both lower and upper bounds for the minimax risk. The minimax risk quantifies the
fundamental limit of learning, as it measures the best possible performance of an algorithm in the
face of a worst-case environment constrained by P (see Section 3 for details).

Theorem 1 (PAC lower and upper bounds; Informal). Let T ≥ 1, and L be metric-like. Under
mild growth assumption, the following holds:

p-decH

ε(T )(P) . inf
Alg

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] . p-decH

ε̄(T )(P),

where infAlg is taken over all T -round algorithms Alg, supEnv is taken over all environments Env

constrained by P, ε(T ) ≍ 1√
T

, ε̄(T ) ≍
√

log |P|
T , and we omit poly-logarithmic factors.

We note that the lower bound applies to the stationary adversaries, while the upper bound (achieved
by ExO+) applies to arbitrary (adaptive) adversarial environments.

Let us now discuss the qualitative behavior of p-decH

ε(P) with respect to the constraint class P.
To start, consider stochastic DMSO, where each constraint is given by a singleton P = {M}. In
this case, the infimum over M ∈ co(P) disappears, recovering the definition of the original PAC
DEC in Foster et al. [2023b] (see also Eq. (22)). As constraints become less stringent (informally,
P’s become larger), the value of the DEC increases as the Hellinger-based constraint becomes easier
to satisfy. Similarly, constraints on the learner are also reflected in the Hellinger term through the
amount of information the measurements provide, as will be evident in the forthcoming calculations.

In the rest of this section, we detail how both types of constraints result in the corresponding
measures of complexity and the guarantees for the settings of query-based learning (Section 2.2),
locally differentially private learning (Section 2.3), and robust decision making (Section 2.4).
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2.2 Query-based learning

In query-based learning, the environment responds to the learner’s measurements (or, queries) with
answers that are close to the answer under the ground-truth model M⋆ : Π×Φ→ V, and we recall
that we denote Π := Π× Φ.

We formulate the interaction protocol of (τ -correct) SQ DMSO as follows. For each t = 1, · · · , T :

• The learner selects a decision πt ∈ Π and a measurement φt ∈ Φ.

• The environment selects (possibly adversarially) vt ∈ V such that ‖vt −M⋆(πt, φt)‖ ≤ τ and
reveals vt to the learner, where V is a fixed normed vector space, and τ ≥ 0 is a known
tolerance parameter.

In SQ DMSO, the underlying model M⋆ is a deterministic map Π × Φ → V, and the learner is
assumed to have access to a known model class M ⊆ (Π × Φ → V) that contains M⋆.1 After T
rounds of interaction, the learner selects an output decision πT+1 ∼ p̂ and incurs the PAC risk

RiskDM(T ) := Ep̂[L(M⋆, πT+1)], (3)

where L :M×Π→ R is a given loss function. This formulation encompasses the commonly studied
Statistical Query (SQ) learning [Kearns, 1998] and its various variants [Bshouty and Feldman, 2002,
Feldman, 2017, etc.]. Further examples are detailed in Section 4.

The setting we just described combines constraints on both the learner and the adversary. Indeed,
the class Φ represents constraints on the decision maker, limiting the information it receives. Since
answers to the measurements may be imprecise (up to the tolerance level τ), the interaction can
be modeled as decision making with a constrained adversary. Before we discuss the details of
specializing the hybrid DMSO framework, we first present the definition of the DEC specific to
query-based learning and its main guarantees.

SQ DEC. For a given model classM⊆ (Π→ V) and a (randomized) reference model ĎM ∈M+,
we define the SQ DEC at ĎM as

p-decτ -SQ

ε (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | P

π∼q,v̄∼ ĎM(π)(‖M(π) − v̄‖ > τ) ≤ ε2
}
. (4)

We further define the SQ DEC of M as p-decτ -SQ

ε (M) = supĎM p-decτ -SQ

ε (M, ĎM ), where the supre-
mum is taken over all randomized reference models ĎM : Φ→ ∆(V).

For query-based learning, our main result is given by the following theorem:

Theorem 2 (SQ DEC lower and upper bounds; Informal). Let T ≥ 1, M be a given model class,
and the loss function L be metric-based. Then under certain growth conditions, it holds that

p-decτ -SQ

ε(T )(M) . inf
Alg

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] . p-decτ -SQ

ε̄(T )(M),

where supEnv is taken over all environments satisfying query correctness with tolerance τ for a

model M⋆ ∈M, ε(T ) ≍ 1√
T

, ε̄(T ) ≍
√

log |M|
T .

1The class of all stochastic models is given by (Π → ∆(V)), corresponding to noisy responses. We regard
M ⊂ (Π → ∆(V)).
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From hybrid DMSO to SQ DMSO. To frame the (τ -correct) SQ DMSO within hybrid DMSO,
we can consider the constraint PM⋆ specified by a model M⋆ ∈M:

PM⋆ := {M ∈M+ : ∀π ∈ Π,∀v ∈ supp(M(π)), ‖v −M⋆(π)‖ ≤ τ}, (5)

and the constraint class corresponding to M is given by Pτ -query = {PM⋆ : M⋆ ∈ M}, with loss
function L(PM⋆ , π) := L(M⋆, π).

While our characterization of query-based learning (Theorem 2) is derived by a direct proof (cf.
Appendix H), we can also obtain it by applying Theorem 1. Specifically, under the above choice (5),
for any model M ∈M, we have

inf
M ′∈co(PM )

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M ′(π), ĎM (π)

)
≍ P

π∼q,v∼ ĎM(π)(‖M(π)− v‖ > τ),

where ≍ here means lower and upper bounds up to constant factors (cf. Lemma E.4). Hence,

p-decτ -SQ

ε/2 (M) ≤ p-decH

ε(Pτ -query) ≤ p-decτ -SQ

ε (M).

Therefore, under SQ DMSO, the hybrid DEC is equivalent to the SQ DEC, and the general guar-
antees of Theorem 1 apply. Details are postponed to Appendix E.3.1.

2.3 Locally differentially private learning

The second example of hybrid DMSO is locally differentially private (LDP) learning. We first define
the differentially private (DP) channels as follows.

Definition 2 (Differentially private channels). For the latent observation space Z and the noisy
observation space O, a channel Q is a (measurable) map from Z → ∆(O). A channel Q is α-DP if
for z, z′ ∈ Z and any measurable set E ⊆ O,

Q(E|z) ≤ eαQ(E|z′).

For a fixed pair (Z,O) of spaces, we denote by Qα the class of all α-DP channels. To simplify the
presentation, we assume that α ≤ α0 for a pre-specified universal constant α0, and we will hide
dependence on α0. We also assume the observation space O is non-trivial, i.e., |O| ≥ 2.

DMSO with local privacy constraint (Private DMSO). We consider the following private
variant of the DMSO framework, with the local privacy constraint formalized by a class of private
channels Q. For each round t = 1, ..., T :

• The learner selects a decision πt ∈ Π and a private channel Qt ∈ Q, where Π is the decision
space.

• The environment generates zt ∈ Z sampled via zt ∼ M⋆(πt), where Z is the observation
space.

• The learner receives a noisy observation ot ∈ O sampled via ot ∼ Qt(·|zt).
In private DMSO, the environment is stationary and specified by an underlying model M⋆ : Π →
∆(Z), and the learner is assumed to have access to a known model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)) that
contains M⋆. As such, private DMSO is encompassed by the stochastic DMSO framework.

In this paper, we focus on Q = Qα, the class of α-DP channels. We call a T -round algorithm
as preserving α-LDP (or simply α-LDP) if it is a learner in the above sense. This formulation is
equivalent to the commonly studied model of sequential LDP channel [Duchi et al., 2018]. Detailed
discussion is deferred to Appendix B.1.
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Private PAC-DEC. Let L = (Z → [0, 1]) be the class of functions from Z to [0, 1]. For any
ℓ ∈ L, we define the ℓ-divergence between distributions P,Q ∈ ∆(Z) as

Dℓ(P,Q) := |Ez∼P [ℓ(z)] − Ez∼Q[ℓ(z)]| . (6)

For a model class M and a reference model ĎM ∈ co(M), the convex hull of M, we define private
PAC-DEC at ĎM as

p-decLDP

ε (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)

q∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | E(π,ℓ)∼qD

2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ ε2

}
, (7)

and the private PAC-DEC ofM as p-decLDP

ε (M) = supĎM∈co(M) p-decLDP

ε (M, ĎM ). The ℓ-divergenceis
a measure of closeness of two distributions that is weaker than the Hellinger distance from the DEC
framework for non-private learning (cf. Eq. (22)). This divergence is closely connected to the notion
of statistical queries (SQ), but we postpone this discussion until Section 4.3.

For learning with LDP constraints, the private PAC-DEC provides both lower and upper bounds
for the expected risk, as stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 3 (Private PAC-DEC lower and upper bounds; Informal). Let T ≥ 1. If the loss function
L is reward-based or metric-based, the following holds:

p-decLDP

ε(T )(M) . inf
Alg

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] . p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M),

where infAlg is taken over all T -round α-LDP algorithms, ε(T ) ≍ 1√
α2T

, ε̄(T ) ≍
√

log |M|
α2T

, and we

omit poly-logarithmic factors.

Applications. By further specializing the above result, we provide concrete guarantees for various
locally-private learning tasks, including regression (Section 5.2) and particularly linear regression
(Section 5.3). Our lower and upper bounds also provide a tight characterization of the local-
minimax complexity under LDP (Section 6.1), recovering the characterization in Duchi and Ruan
[2024]. We also provide regret guarantees under LDP constraint, with applications to contextual
bandits (Section 5.5), where the contexts can be chosen adversarially by the environment. In par-
ticular, we derive a near-optimal

√
T -regret for linear contextual bandits with local privacy through

the private DEC theory, settling the open problem of the optimal regret in this setting [Zheng et al.,
2020, Han et al., 2021, Li et al., 2024].

From hybrid DMSO to private DMSO. For each model M : Π → ∆(Z), M induces a
map M ♯ : Π × Q → ∆(O) given by M ♯(π,Q) = Q ◦M(π), where for any channel Q ∈ Q and
any distribution P ∈ ∆(Z), we denote Q ◦ P ∈ ∆(O) to be the marginal distribution of o under
z ∼ P, o ∼ Q(·|z). Therefore, the private DMSO is encompassed by the hybrid DMSO with
measurement class Φ = Q and constraint class PLDP = {{M ♯} : M ∈ M} induced by M. Using
the strong data-processing inequality (Proposition 20), for any distribution q ∈ ∆(Π × Q), there
exists a distribution q′ ∈ ∆(Π× L), such that

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M ♯(π), ĎM ♯(π)

)
≍ α2E(π,ℓ)∼q′D2

ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)),

where ≍ denotes equivalence up to constant factors. Therefore, it holds that

p-decLDP

c0αε(M) ≤ p-decH

ε(PLDP) ≤ p-decLDP

c1αε(M),

where c0, c1 > 0 are absolute constants. Details are deferred to Appendix E.3.2.
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2.4 Robust decision making

We now introduce the following formulation of decision making in the presence of adversarial con-
tamination (or, robust decision making). We mainly focus on Huber’s contamination model [Huber,
1965, Huber and Ronchetti, 2011], as the application to other types of contamination (e.g. model
mis-specifications) is analogous.

Robust DMSO. Let β ∈ [0, 1] be a fixed rate of contamination. In robust DMSO, the interaction
protocol is as follows. For each round t = 1, 2, · · · , T :

• The learner selects a decision πt ∈ Π from the joint decision space.

• The environment generates o⋆t ∈ O sampled via o⋆t ∼M⋆(πt).

• With probability 1 − β, the environment reveals ot = o⋆t to the learner. Otherwise, the
environment selects ot ∈ O arbitrarily (potentially depending on the interactions up to round
t).

Similar to private DMSO, we assume the ground truth model M⋆ belongs to a given model class
M ⊆ (Π → ∆(O)). In the formulation above, the environment is allowed to be adaptive, mak-
ing the learning task harder than the Huber contamination model [Huber, 1965, 1992], where the
environment is stationary, i.e., M1 = · · · = MT = (1−β)M⋆ +βM ′ for an arbitrary but fixed con-
tamination model M ′ (cf. Definition 4). Indeed, the environment under the Huber contamination
model falls within the purview of the stochastic DMSO framework. Further discussion is deferred
to Appendix A.3.

To frame the above setting within hybrid DMSO, we can consider the constraint specified by a
model M⋆ ∈M:

PM⋆ :=
{

(1− β)M⋆ + βM ′ : M ′ ∈ (Π→ ∆(O))
}
, (8)

and the constraint class (induced byM) as given by Pβ-Huber := {PM⋆ : M⋆ ∈M}, with loss func-
tion L(PM⋆ , π) = L(M⋆, π). Then, the robust DMSO described above is exactly hybrid DMSO with
constraint class Pβ-Huber. By instantiating the general theory in Section 2.1, we arrive at the fol-
lowing (simpler) DEC formulation for robust decision making.

Robust DEC. For β ∈ [0, 1] and distributions P,Q ∈ ∆(O), we consider the β-perturbed
Hellinger divergence

D2
β-Huber(P,Q) := inf

P ′∈∆(O)
D2

H

(
(1− β)P + βP ′, Q

)
. (9)

For a model class M and a reference model ĎM , we define robust DEC at ĎM as

p-decR

ε(M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | Eπ∼qD

2
β-Huber

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
, (10)

and the robust DEC of M is then defined as p-decR

ε(M) = supĎM∈M+ p-decR

ε(M, ĎM ).

In the definition of the robust DEC, we replace the Hellinger distance by the perturbed diver-
gence (9), reflecting the fact that for a ground truth model M , the environment can vary M by a
probability mass β. By definition, we know p-decR

ε(M) = p-decH

ε(Pβ-Huber) for ε ∈ [0, 1] (detailed
in Appendix A.3). Therefore, as a direct corollary of Theorem 1, the robust DEC provides both
lower and upper bounds for robust PAC learning.
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Theorem 4 (Robust risk bounds; Informal). Let T ≥ 1, M be a given model class, and the loss
function L be metric-based. Then under certain growth conditions, it holds that

p-decR

ε(T )(M) . inf
Alg

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] . p-decR

ε̄(T )(M),

where supEnv is taken over all environments that are β-contaminated from a model M⋆ ∈ M,

ε(T ) ≍ 1√
T

, ε̄(T ) ≍
√

log |M|
T .

The details and regret guarantees are presented in Appendix A.3.

2.5 Regret guarantees for hybrid DMSO

In this section, we study the no-regret learning goal under hybrid DMSO, and present the general
regret guarantees and its application to smooth environments.

In the no-regret learning task, the performance of the learner is measured by the following notion
of regret:

RegDM(T ) := max
π⋆∈Π

T∑

t=1

V Mt
(π⋆)− Eπt∼qtV

Mt
(πt), (11)

where for each model M , V M : Π → R is an associated value function. In words, RegDM(T )
measure the performance of the learner compared to the best decision in the hindsight. Note that
due to the adversarial nature of the environment, the PAC risk (1) cannot be directly reduced from
the regret (11) by the online-to-batch conversion.

We first extend the regret DEC [Foster et al., 2023b] to hybrid DMSO. For any model class M⊆
(Π→ ∆(O)), reference model ĎM , we define

r-decc
ε(M, ĎM ) := inf

p∈∆(Π)
sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[V

M(πM)− V M(π)] | Eπ∼pD
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
, (12)

where for each model M , πM := arg maxπ∈Π V
M(π) is an optimal decision under M . The regret

DEC of M is then defined as r-decc
ε(M) = supĎM∈co(M) r-decc

ε(M∪{ĎM}, ĎM ).

Next, to define the regret DEC of a constraint class P, we define

MP :=
⋃

P∈P

co(P), r-decH

ε(P) := r-decc
ε(MP ).

We show that the regret DEC of P provides both lower and upper bound for the minimax regret.

Theorem 5 (Regret lower and upper bounds; Informal). Let T ≥ 1. Under assumptions on the
value function and the growth of the DEC, the following holds:

T · r-decc
ε(T )(MP ) . inf

Alg
sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] . T · r-decc
ε̄(T )(MP),

where infAlg is taken over all T -round algorithms Alg, supEnv is taken over all environments Env

constrained by P, ε(T ) ≍ 1√
T

, ε̄(T ) ≍
√

log |P|+log |Π|
T , and we omit poly-logarithmic factors.

In particular, when the environment is fully adversarial, P = {M} is a singleton, MP = co(M),
and we recover the results of Foster et al. [2022b]. Furthermore, the log |Π| factor in our upper bound
can further be tightened by the fractional covering number [Chen et al., 2024] (cf. Section 3.2).

As an application, we consider no-regret learning against smooth adversaries. The results for robust
no-regret learning are deferred to Appendix A.3.
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2.5.1 Example: Smooth adversaries

Within the hybrid DMSO framework, we can also consider decision making with a smooth adver-
sary. In this setting, we focus on the case where Φ = {id}, i.e., only the identity measurement is
considered.

For any two distributions P,Q ∈ ∆(Z), we define the density ratio between P,Q as

D∞(P ‖ Q) := ess sup
dP

dQ
.

We say P is σsm-smooth with respect to Q if D∞(P ‖ Q) ≤ 1
σsm

.

For the setting of smooth adversary, we assume there is a known subclass Mbase ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)),
such that the adversary is constrained to fix a base model Mbase ahead of the interaction and
without revealing it to the learner, and then choose each M t that is σsm-smooth with respect to
Mbase. Specifically, for each base model Mbase ∈Mbase, the constraint specified by Mbase is

PMbase
:=

{
M ∈M : sup

π∈Π
D∞(M(π) ‖Mbase(π)) ≤ 1

σsm

}
, (13)

which is the class of all models that are σsm-smooth with respect to the base modelMbase. Specifying
the hybrid DMSO framework with P = {PMbase

: Mbase ∈ Mbase}, we generalize the standard
smooth online learning setting to interactive decision making.

Note that for each Mbase, the class PMbase
is convex, and hence we let

Msm :=MP =
⋃

Mbase∈Mbase

PMbase
.

It is a direct corollary of Theorem 5 that the regret DEC of Msm provides both lower and upper
bounds for no-regret learning against smooth adversaries.

Theorem 6 (Regret bounds against smooth adversaries; Informal). Let T ≥ 1. Under assumptions
on the value function and the growth of the DEC, the following holds:

T · r-decc
ε(T )(Msm) . inf

Alg
sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] . T · r-decc
ε̄(T )(Msm),

where supEnv is taken over all environments Env constrained to be σsm-smooth with respect to a base

model Mbase ∈Mbase, ε(T ) ≍ 1√
T

, ε̄(T ) ≍
√

log |Mbase|+log |Π|
T .

3 DEC Theory for Hybrid DMSO

In this section, we present the details of the DEC theory for hybrid DMSO. Before proceeding to
the main results, we rigorously formulate the notion of algorithms and environments.

A T -round algorithm Alg is specified by a sequence of mappings {qt}t∈[T ] ∪ {p̂}, where the t-
th mapping qt(· | Ht−1) specifies the distribution of πt = (πt, φt) based on the history Ht−1 =
(πs, os)s≤t−1, and the final map p̂(· | HT ) specifies the distribution of the output decision πT+1

based on HT . Similarly, a T -round adaptive environment Env is specified by a sequence of mappings
{µt}t∈[T ], where the t-th mapping µt(· | H′

t−1) specifies the distribution of the model M t based on
the full-information history H′

t−1 = (M s,πs, os)s≤t−1. An environment is constrained by P if

12



there exists P⋆ ∈ P such that µt(· | H′
t−1) is always supported on P⋆ for all t ∈ [T ]. As already

discussed, each model M ∈ (Π → ∆(O)) corresponds to a stationary environment, which chooses
M1 = · · · = MT = M deterministically.

For any algorithm Alg and environment Env, we let PEnv,Alg(·) to be the distribution of (HT , πT+1)
generated by the algorithm Alg under the environment Env, and let EEnv,Alg[·] to be the corresponding
expectation. In particular, for any model M , we let PM,Alg(·) to be the distribution of (HT , πT+1)
generated by the algorithm Alg under the stationary environment that chooses M t = M for t ∈ [T ],
and let EM,Alg[·] to be the corresponding expectation.

Miscellaneous notation. For a model class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(O)), a finite subset M0 ⊆ M is an
ε-covering of M if for any model M ∈ M, there exists M ′ ∈ M0 such that DH(M(π),M ′(π)) ≤
ε,∀π ∈ Π. We define N(M,M), the ε-covering number ofM, to be the minimal cardinality of the
ε-coverings of M.

For the upper bounds in this section, we assume the model classM =MP admits finite ε-covering
for any ε > 0, ensuring that the Minimax theorem can be applied.

Assumption 2 (Compactness of the model class). For any ∆ > 0, the covering number N(M,∆)
is finite.

Further, to simplify the presentation, we consider the following growth condition (following Foster
et al. [2023b], Chen et al. [2024]).

Definition 3 (Moderate decay). A function d : [0, 1] → R≥0 is of moderate decay if there exists

a constant c ≥ 1 such that cd(ε)
ε ≥

d(ε′)
ε′ for all ε′ ≥ ε.

For many problems of interest, the DECs grow as Cερ with ρ ≤ 1 and is automatically of moderate
decay (for details, see e.g. Foster et al. [2023b]).

3.1 Guarantees for PAC learning

PAC DEC lower bounds. To better illustrate the key observation for the hybrid DEC lower
bounds, we first introduce the notion of the stationary adversary.

Definition 4. For an environment Env constrained by P, Env is stationary if there exists P⋆ ∈P

and µ ∈ ∆(P⋆) such that for each step t ∈ [T ], the model M t is chosen as M t ∼ µ.

In other words, in an stationary environment, the model M t ∼ µ is chosen independently of prior
interactions. The key observation of Foster et al. [2022b] is that lower bounds for adversarial DMSO
can implied by the stochastic lower bounds [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b] by considering stationary
environments, as stationary environments can be described by stochastic DMSO. This argument
also applies to hybrid DMSO, implying the following lower bounds. The proof is deferred to
Appendix E.1.

Theorem 7 (Hybrid DEC lower bound for PAC risk). Suppose that L is metric-like. Then, for
any T -round algorithm,

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

8
p-decH

ε(T )(P), (14)

where ε(T ) = 1
20

√
T

and the supremum is taken over stationary environments.
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Furthermore, for general loss function L : P × Π → [0, 1], any T -round algorithm Alg, parameter
δ ∈ (0, 1], it holds that

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ p-decH

εδ(T )(P) − δ, (15)

where εδ(T ) := 1
13

√
δ
T .

We now briefly discuss the two lower bounds in Theorem 7. Eq. (14) is stated for metric-based
loss, and it nearly matches the upper bound provided in Theorem 8 (with a log |P|-gap). On the
other hand, Eq. (15) is stated for any general loss function (without requiring metric structure)
and it is looser. It can be further re-written as

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

2
p-decH

ε(T )(P), where Tε(T )2 ≍ p-decH

ε(T )(P). (16)

For a problem with p-decH

ε(P) ≍ ε, Eq. (16) gives a lower bound of Ω
(

1
T

)
. While this is worse

than the Ω
(

1√
T

)
lower bound provided by (14) under metric-based loss, such a worse lower bound

can be tight for certain problems (as shown in Foster et al. [2023a]). We also note that under
stochastic DMSO and reward-based loss function, a tighter lower bound similar to (14) can also be
derived [Foster et al., 2023b] (see also Appendix E.1).

PAC DEC upper bounds. Next, we present the upper bound provided by ExO+ (Algorithm 1)
as follows. The description of ExO+ is deferred to Appendix F. For the simplicity of presentation,
we still assume that the loss function is metric-like. While ExO+ is able to handle more general
problems (and in particular reward-based loss function), we defer these details to Appendix F.

Theorem 8 (Hybrid DEC upper bound for PAC risk). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), and P be given.
Suppose that L is metric-like, MP is compact (Assumption 2), and the hybrid DEC p-decH

ε(P)
is of moderate decay (Definition 3). Then ExO+ can be suitably instantiated (as detailed in Ap-
pendix F.4.1), such that in any environment constrained by P, ExO+ achieves with probability at
least 1− δ that

RiskDM(T ) . p-decH

ε̄(T )(P),

where ε̄(T ) =

√
log(|P|/δ)

T .

Furthermore, for any ∆ > 0, any general loss function L bounded in [0, 1], ExO+ can be suitably
instantiated so that in any environment constrained by P, ExO+ achieves with probability at least
1− δ that

RiskDM(T ) . p-decH

ε̄(∆T )(P) + ∆. (17)

3.2 Guarantees for no-regret learning

In this section, we consider no-regret learning in hybrid DMSO. To present the DEC theory in its
simplest form, we make the following assumption, which essentially requires that the value of any
decision can be estimated from observations.

Assumption 3 (Observability). For any decision π ∈ Π, the map M 7→ V M(π) ∈ [0, Vmax] is
linear over MP , and there exists a measurement φπ ∈ Φ, such that for π = (π, φπ) ∈ Π,

∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)
∣∣ ≤ CVDH

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
, ∀M ∈MP , ĎM ∈ co(MP). (18)
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Assumption 3 can also be regarded as a continuity assumption on the value function.

To better illustrate Assumption 3, we consider the example of identity measurement and reward-
based value function. This setting is extensively studied in Foster et al. [2021, 2022b, 2023b, etc.].

Example 1 (Reward-based learning). Suppose that P is induced by a model class M ⊆ (Π →
∆(Z)), where Z ⊆ O and the measurement class is Φ = {id}, i.e. we overload the notation and
write M(π, id) = M(π) for each model M ∈ M. In this setting, the value function V is reward-
based, if there is a known reward function R : Z ×Π→ [0, 1] such that V M(π) = EM,π[R(z, π)].

This formulation encompasses many learning settings of interest, including bandits and contextual
bandits, online control, reinforcement learning, etc. (for examples, see e.g. Foster et al. [2021]). In
this setting, Assumption 3 holds with CV =

√
2. We also note that for reward-based LDP learning,

Assumption 3 holds with CV = O
(

1
α

)
(as detailed in Appendix E.3.2).

Regret lower bound. With Assumption 3, we now present the main regret lower bound.

Theorem 9 (Hybrid DEC lower bound for regret). Let T ≥ 1, P be a given constraint class.
Suppose that Assumption 3 holds for the value function V . Then, for any T -round algorithm Alg,

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ sup
Env

sup
π⋆∈Π

EEnv,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

V Mt
(π⋆)− V Mt

(πt)

]
(19)

≥ T

8

(
r-decc

ε(T )(MP)− 6CV ε(T )− Vmax

T

)
(20)

where the supremum is taken over stationary environments Env constrained by P, and ε(T ) =
1

24
√
T

.

Similar to Theorem 7, the above regret lower bound is also proven through a reduction to the
stochastic setting by considering stationary environments (detailed in Appendix E.2).

Regret upper bound. Before presenting the upper bound, we first introduce the notion of the
fractional covering number [Chen et al., 2024], which captures the complexity of the decision space
Π with respect to the class of models M.

Definition 5 (Fractional covering number). For a learning problem (M,Π, L) and parameter ∆ ≥
0, we define the fractional covering number as

Nfrac(M,∆) := inf
p∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

1

p(π : L(M,π) ≤ ∆)
. (21)

We show that the regret of ExO+ can be upper bounded in terms of the regret DEC, the fractional
covering number, and log |P|.
Theorem 10 (Hybrid DEC upper bound for regret). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), and P be given.
Suppose that MP is compact, Assumption 3 holds for the value function V , and the regret DEC
r-decc

ε(MP) is of moderate decay. Then, in any environment constrained by P, ExO+ (instantiated
as detailed in Appendix F.4.2) achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decc

ε̄(T )(MP) + CV ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) =

√
log(|P|/δ)+logNfrac(MP ,∆)

T .

15



Finally, we remark that both our lower and upper bounds extend beyond Assumption 3, as detailed
in Appendix E.2 and Appendix F.

3.3 Implication: Tighter bounds for convex classes

Our results for hybrid DMSO also have interesting implications for stochastic DMSO. To begin
with, we recall that for a model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(O)) under stochastic DMSO, the PAC DEC
is defined as

p-decc
ε(M, ĎM ) := inf

p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
, (22)

and p-decc
ε(M) := supĎM∈co(M) p-decc

ε(M, ĎM ). DEC theory [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b] provides the
following characterization (omitting logarithmic factors):

p-decc
ε(T )(M) . inf

Alg
sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] . p-decc
ε̄(T )(M), (23)

under certain regularity assumptions on the loss function, where ε(T ) ≍ 1√
T

, ε̄(T ) ≍
√

log |M|
T .

Therefore, a log |M|-gap remains between the known DEC lower and upper bounds, correspond-
ing to the complexity of estimation, as noted by Chen et al. [2024]. The log |M| factor can be
undesirable for many applications beyond model-based learning.

Interestingly, it turns out the log |M| factor can be replaced by a smaller quantity, potentially at
the price of degradation in the DEC term. To illustrate this, we start with the hypothesis selection
problem, which is a generalization of the standard, non-interactive hypothesis testing problem. For
example, the setting below encompasses LDP hypothesis selection, where Φ = Q is the class of
α-DP channels, and M is induced by a class of distributions over ∆(Z).

Example 2 (Interactive hypothesis selection). Given a DMSO model class M ⊆ (Φ → ∆(O)), a
hypothesis selection problem is described by a partition

M =
m⊔

i=1

M(i),

whereM(1), · · · ,M(m) are disjoint subclasses. The decision space is Π = [m], and for each M ∈M,
π ∈ Π, the loss function is given by L(M,π) = 1 {π 6= πM}, where πM is the unique index i ∈ [m]
such that M ∈M(i).

While we can frame the hypothesis selection problem within stochastic DMSO (with Psto corre-
sponding to M), the upper bound provided by DEC theory scales with log |M|, the complexity of
model class, which is undesirable. On the other hand, when the subclassesM(1), · · · ,M(m) are con-
vex, we can alternative frame this problem within hybrid DMSO, with Pm =

{
M(1), · · · ,M(m)

}

and loss function L(M(i), π) = 1 {π 6= i}. With such specifications, we allow the environment to
be adaptive (within a fixed underlying model class M(i)), while

p-decH

ε(Pm) = p-decc
ε(M), ∀ε > 0.

Therefore, Theorem 8 implies the following tighter upper bound for hypothesis selection.
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Proposition 11 (ExO+ for convex hypothesis selection). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1). In Example 2,
suppose that M is compact, M(1), · · · ,M(m) are convex, and

p-decc
ε̄(T )(M) ≤ 1

3
, ε̄(T ) = 8

√
log(m/δ)

T
.

Then ExO+ can be suitably instantiated (on the constraint class Pm, as detailed in Appendix F.4.3),
so that under any model M⋆ ∈Mi⋆ , the algorithm returns πT+1 = i⋆ with probability at least 1− δ.
In the above example, Theorem 8 naturally provides a tighter bound by considering hybrid DMSO and
replacing the log |M|-factor by logm. In general, such conversion will result in a degradation in the
DEC term, if the model class is non-convex. In the following, we will make this trade-off precise.

Bounds for interactive estimation. In the interactive estimation task, the decision space Π is
equipped with a pseudo-metric ρ, and a map M 7→ πM is given such that L(M,π) = ρ(πM , π). To
apply the idea described above, we fix a parameter ∆ ≥ 0 and consider the constraint set specified
by a π ∈ Π:

Mπ := {M : ρ(πM , π) ≤ ∆},

and the corresponding constraint class is P = {Mπ : π ∈ Π∆}, with Π∆ being a ∆-covering of the
set ΠM := {πM : π ∈ Π}. Then,M =

⋃
P∈P

P, and hence we can apply Theorem 8. Furthermore,
assuming thatM is convex and M 7→ ρ(πM , π) quasi-convex for any π ∈ Π, then we can show that

p-decH

ε(P) ≤ ∆ + p-decc
ε(M).

Therefore, Theorem 8 implies the following guarantee for interactive estimation (for affine func-
tionals).

Proposition 12 (ExO+ for interactive estimation). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), ∆ ≥ 0. Suppose that
M is convex, Π is a subset of a normed vector space, and an affine map M 7→ πM is given such
that L(M,π) = ‖πM − π‖. Further assume that the DEC p-decc

ε(M) is of moderate decay. Then
ExO+ can be suitably instantiated so that with probability at least 1− δ, it returns πT+1 with

RiskDM(T ) = ρ(πM , πT+1) . ∆ + p-decc
ε̄(T )(M),

where ε̄(T ) =

√
logN‖·‖(Π,∆)+log(1/δ)

T , and N‖·‖(Π,∆) is the ∆-covering number of Π under the norm
‖·‖.
In particular, for bounded functional estimation, Π = [0, 1], we have logN|·|(Π,∆) = log(1/∆) +
O(1), and hence the minimax risk of interactive functional estimation is characterized by the DEC
up to logarithmic factors. This upper bound generalizes the results of Polyanskiy and Wu [2019]
for non-interactive linear functional estimation with a convex model class.

Bounds for reward-based learning. Generalizing the above idea, we consider the reward-
based no-regret learning task (as per Example 1) in stochastic DMSO and frame this task in hybrid
DMSO. Fix a parameter ∆ > 0 of sub-optimality, we can consider the following “relaxed” constraint
for each π ∈ Π:

Mπ := {M ∈M : V M(πM)− V M(π) ≤ ∆}, (24)

17



and the corresponding “relaxed” constraint class P := {Mπ : π ∈ Π}. For clarity, we write
MΠ :=

⋃
π∈Π co(Mπ). Then, Theorem 10 implies that ExO+ can achieve an upper bound in terms

of the regret DEC of MΠ. Following this idea and using a slightly more careful instantiation of
ExO+, we have the following upper bounds.

Proposition 13. Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), ∆ ≥ 0, and we consider the reward-based no-regret learning
task (Example 1) with a model classM. Suppose thatM is compact (Assumption 2), and the regret
DEC r-decc

ε(MΠ), as a function of ε, is of moderate decay. Then ExO+ can be suitably instantiated
(as detailed in Appendix F.4.4) to achieve with probability at least 1− δ that

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decc

ε̄(T )(MΠ) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) =
√

logNfrac(M,∆)+log(1/δ)
T .

We note that MΠ ⊆ co(M), and hence when the model class M is convex, the above upper
bound in fact scales with the regret-DEC and fractional covering number ofM. We also note that
Proposition 13 is not immediately implied by Theorem 10, because the latter also involves a term
log |P| = log |Π|, which can be much larger than logNfrac(M,∆). However, only slight adaptions
specific to stochastic DMSO are needed (as detailed in Appendix F).

While guarantees of this form were first obtained by Chen et al. [2024], their bounds are directly
reduced from Foster et al. [2022b] and scale with the DEC of co(M) (corresponding to the fully
adversarial setting). In contrast, our framework provides finer upper bounds and has broader ap-
plicability, including convex hypothesis selection (Proposition 11), interactive estimation (Proposi-
tion 12), and also private regression (Proposition 24).

4 Query-Based Learning

In this section, we employ our framework to provide characterization for any query-based learning
problem (Section 4.1). In particular, for learning under the Statistical Queries (SQ) [Kearns, 1998],
the corresponding DEC recovers the SQ dimension of Feldman [2017], which is shown to provide
both lower and upper bounds for the distributional search problems (Section 4.2). We also discuss
the connection between SQ learning and LDP learning through the lens of our DEC formulation.

Background on SQ learning. The commonly studied setting of SQ learning is the distributional
search problem (see e.g. Feldman [2017]), where a class Md ⊆ ∆(Z) of distributions is given, and
each M ∈ Md is associated with a set ΠM ⊆ Π of solutions, so that the loss function is specified
as L(M,π) = 1 {π 6∈ ΠM}. The goal of an SQ algorithm is to find a decision π ∈ ΠM through
adaptively querying the SQ oracle for any model M ∈Md (defined below).

Definition 6 (SQ oracle). For a model M ∈ ∆(Z), tolerance parameter τ > 0, an Statistical Query
(SQ) oracle STATτM is an oracle that, given any input φ : Z → [0, 1], returns a value v such that
|v − Ez∼Mφ(z)| ≤ τ .

To frame the problem of learning with SQ oracles, we consider the measurement class Φ = (Z →
[0, 1]), and we note that each distribution M ∈ Md induces a map Π → R given by M(π, φ) =
Ez∼M [φ(z)], i.e., the decision does not affect the response. Therefore, we may—with slight abuse
of notation—write Md ⊆ (Π → R), and for any M ∈ Md, an SQ oracle STATτM corresponds to
a constrained environment under the SQ DMSO. Conversely, under the specification above, any
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constrained environment under the SQ DMSO corresponds to an (adaptive) SQ oracle. Therefore,
our results for SQ DMSO naturally imply guarantees for SQ learning, as we discuss in Section 4.1
and Section 4.2.

4.1 General query oracles and DEC theory for query-based learning

Extending our discussion on SQ learning, we can formulate any SQ DMSO problem as a learning
problem under certain query oracles. Specifically, given a measurement class Φ and a model class
M⊆ (Π→ V), we define general query oracle as follows.

Definition 7 (General Query). For a model M ∈ M and tolerance parameter τ > 0, a General
Query (GQ) oracle GQτ

M is an oracle that, given any input decision π ∈ Π and measurement φ ∈ Φ,
returns a value v ∈ V such that ‖v −M(π, φ)‖ ≤ τ .

Clearly, there is an correspondence between the constrained environments under the SQ DMSO and
general query oracles. Further, the formulation allows us to consider variants of SQ oracles, and,
in particular, the standard SQ oracle and the VSTAT oracle. These are obtained below by suitably
choosing the form of interaction between query and model.

Example 3 (Symmetrized VSTAT oracle). For a distributional search problem, we can also con-
sider learning under the VSTAT oracles. For any distribution M ∈ ∆(Z), tolerance parameter
τ ≥ 0, a symmetrized VSTAT oracle VSTATτM is an oracle that, given any input φ : Z → [0, 1],

returns a value v such that
∣∣∣v −

√
Ez∼Mφ(z)

∣∣∣ ≤ τ . As shown in Feldman [2017], the symmetrized

VSTAT oracles are equivalent to the standard VSTAT oracles. Clearly, a symmetrized VSTAT
oracle is a GQ oracle with measurement class Φ = (Z → [0, 1]) and M(φ) =

√
Ez∼Mφ(z).

Example 4 (Interactive SQ learning). In interactive SQ learning, the measurement class is Φ =
(Z → [0, 1]), and each model M ∈ (Π → ∆(Z)) induces a map M : Π × Φ → R given by
M(π, φ) = Ez∼M(π)[φ(z)]. This is a natural generalization of SQ learning to interactive decision
making.

More generally, our formulation also allows us to consider other query-based learning settings, e.g.,
Correlation Statistical Queries [Bshouty and Feldman, 2002], Differentiable Learning Queries [Joshi
et al., 2024], and the batch SQ learning, where at each round the learner can select a batch of queries
φ = (φ1, · · · , φn) ∈ Ln.

SQ DEC lower and upper bounds. Now, we present the SQ DEC lower and upper bounds
implied by our framework. We begin with the lower bound for metric-based loss.

Theorem 14 (Query-based lower bound). Let T ≥ 1, model class M ⊆ (Π → V), and the loss
function L is metric-based. Suppose that Alg is a T -round query-based algorithm. Then there exists
a model M ∈ M and a GQ oracle GQτ

M such that under this oracle, the expected risk of Alg is
lower bounded as

EAlg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

8
p-decτ -SQ

ε(T )(M),

where ε(T ) = 1
2
√
T

.

Further, for general loss function L :M× Π → [0, 1] and δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a model M ∈ M
and a GQ oracle GQτ

M such that under this oracle, the expected risk of Alg is lower bounded as

EAlg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ p-decτ -SQ

εδ(T )(M)− δ,
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where εδ(T ) =
√

δ
T .

Though Theorem 14 is a direct corollary of Theorem 7, we provide a more direct and simpler proof
of Theorem 14 in Appendix H.1 as an illustration.

For upper bound, we propose SQ-E2D, an adaption of the E2D algorithm [Foster et al., 2023b] for
SQ DMSO, which achieves an upper bound in SQ DEC with minimal assumptions (Appendix G.2).
By instantiating Theorem 8, we also have the upper bound of ExO+.

Theorem 15 (Query-based upper bound). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), model class M ⊆ (Π → V).
Then, for any model M ∈ Md and given access to any (possibly adaptive) GQ oracle GQτ

M of M ,
the SQ-E2D (Algorithm 4) achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

RiskDM(T ) . p-dec2τ -SQ

ε̄(T ) (M),

where ε̄(T ) =

√
log(|M|/δ)

T .

Further, suppose that the loss function L is metric-based, and the SQ DEC p-decτ -SQ

ε (M) is of
moderate decay. Then, for any model M ∈ Md and given access to any (possibly adaptive) GQ
oracle GQτ

M of M , ExO+ (instantiated on Pτ -query, following Theorem 8) achieves with probability
at least 1− δ

RiskDM(T ) . p-decτ -SQ

ε̄(T )(M).

Note that the upper bound of SQ-E2D scales with the SQ DEC at the correctness level 2τ . In
contrast, the upper bound of ExO+ eliminates this factor of 2 under additional assumptions. We
note that for ExO+, the assumptions on the loss function and the regularity of the SQ DEC can
both be relaxed (similar to Eq. (17)).

4.2 Connection to the SQ dimension

For a distributional search problem, Feldman [2017] studies the optimal query complexity to ar-
bitrary SQ oracle with correctness τ . Recall that in the distributional search problem, a class
Md ⊆ ∆(Z) of distributions is given, and each M ∈ Md is associated with a set ΠM ⊆ Π of
solutions. Then, for success probability β and correctness τ ≥ 0, the optimal query complexity is
the minimum number of rounds required to return a solution π ∈ ΠM⋆ with success probability at
least β, given access to any SQ oracle STATτM⋆ for any M⋆ ∈Md.

More generally, for any query-based model classM⊆ (Π→ ∆(V)), we define the T -round minimax
risk as

Mτ -SQ

T (M) = inf
Alg

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )],

where the supremum is taken over all environments satisfying query correctness with tolerance τ
for a model M⋆ ∈M. Then, the minimax query complexity for achieving ∆-risk is defined as

Cτ -SQ

∆ (M) := inf
{
T : Mτ -SQ

T (M) ≤ ∆
}
.

For distributional search problems, achieving success probability β is equivalent to achieving (1−β)-
risk. Hence, in the following, we state the results of Feldman [2017] in terms of Cτ -SQ

1−β(Md).2

2Recall that we identify Md ⊆ (Π → R) by regarding each model M ∈ ∆(Z) as a map (π, φ) 7→ Ez∼Mφ(z).
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Characterization by SQ dimension. In the following, we first discuss the notion of SQ di-
mension and the results of Feldman [2017] in detail.

Definition 8 (SQ dimension). In distributional search problems, given a model class Md ⊆ ∆(Z),
parameter τ > 0, success probability β ∈ [0, 1], the SQ dimension with the reference model ĎM ∈
∆(Z) is defined as

SQDimτ
β(Md, ĎM ) = inf

p∈∆(Π)
sup

µ∈∆(Md
p,β)

inf
φ:Z→[0,1]

1

PM∼µ
(∣∣M(φ)− ĎM(φ)

∣∣ > τ
) ,

whereMd
p,β := {M ∈Md : p(ΠM ) < β}. The SQ dimension ofMd is then defined as SQDimτ

β(Md) :=

supĎM∈∆(Z) SQDimτ
β(Md, ĎM ).

In terms of the SQ dimension defined above, Feldman [2017] provides the following lower and upper
bounds on Cτ -SQ

∆ (Md) for any distribution search problem with a model class M⊆ ∆(Z).

Proposition 16 (SQ dimension characterization of the query complexity, Feldman [2017]). For
success probability β ∈ [0, 1], parameter δ ∈ (0, 1 − β], it holds that

δ · SQDimτ
β−δ(Md) ≤ Cτ -SQ

1−β(Md) ≤ Õ
(

SQDim3τ
β+δ(Md) · CKL(Md)

τ2
log(1/δ)

)
, (25)

where CKL(Md) := inf ĎM∈∆(Z) supM∈Md DKL(M ‖ ĎM) is the KL radius of Md.

Comparison to the SQ DEC characterization. To compare our results with the above char-
acterization, we first show that the SQ dimension is quantitatively equivalent to the SQ DEC of
M, as long as the Minimax theorem applies.

Proposition 17. Suppose that Z is finite, and Md ⊆ ∆(Z) is a distribution class. Then for any
success probability β ∈ [0, 1], reference model ĎM ∈ ∆(Z), we have

p-decτ -SQ

ε (Md, ĎM) > 1− β ⇔ ε−2 ≤ SQDimτ
β(Md, ĎM ).

Proof can be found in Appendix H.3. Therefore, SQ DEC can be viewed as a generalization of the
SQ dimension to general query-based learning.

To have a clearer comparison, for any model class M⊆ (Π→ V), we define the DEC-induced SQ
dimension as3

SQDimτ
β
(M) := min{ε−2 : p-decτ -SQ

ε (M) ≤ 1− β}.

Then, for any query-based learning problem with loss bounded in [0, 1], our results imply the
following characterization

δ · SQDimτ
β−δ(M) ≤ Cτ -SQ

1−β(M) . SQDim2τ
β+δ

(M) · log(|M|/δ), (26)

for any success probability β ∈ [0, 1] and any parameter δ ∈ (0, 1 − β]. We note that for metric-
based loss, the 2τ -factor in the upper bound can be improved to τ under the assumption that the
SQ DEC is of moderate decay (Theorem 15).

3This is slightly different from the original SQ dimension (cf. Definition 8), because in the definition (4) of SQ
DEC, the supremum is taken over all randomized reference models ĎM ∈ (Π → ∆(V)).
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Compared to Eq. (25), our characterization (when specialized to SQ learning in distributional
search problems) does not incur the τ−2-gap between lower and upper bounds, but its upper bound
scales with log |Md|, the complexity of the class Md. Although it can be replaced by the log-
covering number of Md, this dependence might still be much larger than the CKL-factor in Eq.
(25). While the dependence on log |M| can be unavoidable beyond this setting, the upper bound
of Algorithm 4 for such problems can also be improved to take advantage of bounded CKL (see our
discussion in Appendix G.2).

4.3 Relation between SQ learning and LDP learning

It is well known that for PAC learning, there is a (polynomial) equivalence between LDP algorithms
and SQ algorithms [Kasiviswanathan et al., 2011]. We show that such an equivalence also holds
between LDP DEC and SQ DEC. This is expected, since the DECs capture the complexity of
the corresponding learning task. In greater generality, we state this equivalence for interactive SQ
learning (Example 4), a generalization of SQ learning.

Lemma 18. Let M ⊆ (Π → ∆(O)). Then, for interactive SQ learning (Example 4), the SQ
DEC can be bounded as

p-decLDP

τ+ε(M, ĎM ) ≤ p-decτ -SQ

ε (M, ĎM ) ≤ p-decLDP

ε/τ (M, ĎM ), ∀ĎM. (27)

Proof is presented in Appendix H.4. From Eq. (27), it is clear that a comparison between the DECs
would typically lead to loose rates. This can be explained by the difference between SQ learning
(where the response can be perturbed adversarially) and LDP learning (where the observations are
stochastic).

In view of the relationship between LDP algorithms and SQ algorithms, Kasiviswanathan et al.
[2011] established a lower bound for LDP learning parity by reduction. In Appendix B.4, we
show that DEC theory provides a more direct LDP lower bound for learning parity through lower
bounding the private PAC-DEC.

5 Locally Private Learning

In this section, we employ the DEC formulation to analyze private DMSO and characterize the
complexity of LDP learning.

Problems encompassed by private DMSO. Before diving into details, we first discuss several
common settings of private learning that are encompassed by private DMSO (page 8). Recall that
in this setting, the learner selects, on round t, a decision πt ∈ Π and a private channel Qt ∈ Q, the
environment generates latent observation zt ∼M⋆(πt), and the learner observes ot ∼ Qt(·|zt). The
ground truth model M⋆ is known to belong to a given model class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(Z)).

In this section, one of our primary foci is the setting of reward-based learning [Foster et al., 2021,
2023b, Chen et al., 2024], where the goal of the learner is to maximize the expected reward of the
decision, or equivalently, minimize its sub-optimality.

Definition 9 (Reward-based value and loss function). Given a model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)),
we call the value function V reward-based, if there is a known reward function R : Z ×Π→ [0, 1]
such that V M(π) = EM,π[R(z, π)] is the expected cumulative reward of π under M . We also denote
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πM := arg maxπ∈Π V
M(π) to be the optimal decision for M (under the value function). A loss

function L :M×Π→ R is reward-based if it is specified by a reward-based value function V as

L(M,π) = V M(πM)− V M(π). (28)

Loss functions of the above form appear in many LDP learning problems of interest, including
classification and regression, online learning, bandits and contextual bandits, and Reinforcement
Learning (RL).

We also consider examples of statistical tasks, where z1, · · · , zT ∼ M⋆ are independent and iden-
tically distributed, i.e., the latent observation is independent of the decision. Nonetheless, here
the learner is actively choosing channels Qt, affecting the amount of information received, and the
performance is assessed by the final decision πT+1.

Definition 10 (Statistical task). We call the model class M a statistical model class if for each
model M ∈M, M(π) = M ∈ ∆(Z) is independent of π ∈ Π, i.e., we may regard M⊆ ∆(Z).

Examples of statistical tasks include hypothesis testing, hypothesis selection, classification and
regression, functional estimation, and density estimation, among others. For statistical tasks, our
definition of α-LDP algorithms agrees with the notion of sequential private channels [Duchi et al.,
2013, 2018] (as detailed in Appendix B.1).

5.1 DEC theory for private PAC learning

We start with the private PAC-DEC lower bounds for reward-based loss and metric-based loss.

Theorem 19 (Private PAC-DEC lower bound). Let T ≥ 1, Alg be a T -round α-LDP algorithm.

(1) Suppose that the loss function L is metric-based. Then it holds that

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

8
p-decLDP

ε(T )(M),

where ε(T ) = c√
α2T

, and c is a universal constant.

(2) Suppose that the loss function L is reward-based. Then

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

4

(
p-decLDP

ε(T )(M)− 6ε(T )
)
.

The proof of Theorem 19 is deferred to Appendix I.2 and is based on the strong data-processing
inequality stated below (Proposition 20). We note that Theorem 19 (1) can also be proven directly
by combining the hybrid DEC lower bound (Theorem 7) with Proposition 20. Finally, we also note
that fractional covering number also provides a lower bound (Theorem 34), which is complementary
to the private PAC-DEC lower bounds above.

Key ingredients for the lower bound. As we have discussed in Section 2.3, private PAC-
DEC can be viewed as a special case of the hybrid DEC, based on the following characterization of
the data-processing under DP channels. We recall that for any channel Q ∈ Q and any distribution
P ∈ ∆(Z), we denote Q◦P to be the marginal distribution of o under z ∼ P, o ∼ Q(·|z). The proof
of the following result is presented in Appendix I.1.

23



Proposition 20 (Strong data-processing inequality). Suppose that Q is an α-LDP channel. Then
there exists a distribution q := qQ ∈ ∆(L), such that for any two distributions P1, P2 ∈ ∆(Z) over
Z, it holds that

(eα − 1)2

8e2α
Eℓ∼qD

2
ℓ(P1, P2) ≤ D2

H (Q ◦ P1,Q ◦ P2) ≤ (eα − 1)2

8
Eℓ∼qD

2
ℓ(P1, P2). (29)

Furthermore,

DKL(Q ◦ P1 ‖ Q ◦ P2) ≤ Dχ2(Q ◦ P1 ‖ Q ◦ P2) ≤ (eα − 1)2Eℓ∼qD
2
ℓ(P1, P2). (30)

In particular, Eq. (30) recovers the strong data-processing inequality of Duchi et al. [2018], as the
ℓ-divergences are always upper bounded by TV distance.

An interpretation of the characterization in Proposition 20 is that, in terms of divergences, any
private channel can be expressed in terms of a distribution over the binary channels.

Example 5 (Binary channel). Perhaps the simplest nontrivial channel is the binary channel, de-
fined as follows. For any map ℓ : Z → [0, 1], the binary channel Qℓ associated with ℓ is given
by

Qℓ(+1|z) =
1 + cαℓ(z)

2
, Qℓ(−1|z) =

1− cαℓ(z)
2

,

where cα = 1−e−α and O = {−1, 1}. It can be verified that this channel is indeed α-DP. We define
Qα,bin to be the class of all binary channels described above, i.e., Qα,bin := {Qℓ : ℓ ∈ L}.
It is clear that for any map ℓ : Z → [0, 1], we have D2

H (Q ◦ P1,Q ◦ P2) ≍ α2D2
ℓ(P1, P2) (up to

absolute constants).

Private PAC-DEC upper bounds. We propose LDP-E2D, an extension of the E2D algorithm
of Foster et al. [2023b] to the LDP setting, providing the following upper bound for PAC learning
with any problem class M.

Theorem 21 (Private PAC-DEC upper bound via E2D). For any model class M, the LDP-

E2D algorithm (Algorithm 2) preserves α-LDP and achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

RiskDM(T ) ≤ p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M),

where ε̄(T ) = C
√

log(|M|/δ) log(1/δ)
α2T

.

We note that under certain assumptions, ExO+ can also be instantiated to achieve a similar upper
bound, and we call the obtained algorithm LDP-ExO (detailed in Appendix F.5). In the next result,
we derive an upper bound of LDP-ExO scaling with the fractional covering number ofM, following
Proposition 13.

Theorem 22. Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(O)), and the loss function L be
reward-based. Suppose thatM is compact (Assumption 2), and the private PAC-DEC p-decLDP

ε (MΠ),
as a function of ε, is of moderate decay. Then LDP-ExO (instantiated as in Appendix F.5.2) pre-
serves α-LDP and achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

RiskDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(1) ·
[
p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(co(M)) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) =
√

logNfrac(M,∆)+log(1/δ)
α2T .
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5.2 Application: private regression

In this section, we consider the task of proper regression under LDP.

Example 6 (Regression). In the regression task, X is a given covariate space, F ⊆ (X → [−1, 1])
is a given function class, and L(·, ·) : [−1, 1]2 → [0, 1] is a given loss. The observation space is
Z = X × [−1, 1], and the loss function L is then given by

L(M,f) = E(x,y)∼ML(y, f(x))− min
f⋆∈F

E(x,y)∼ML(y, f⋆(x)).

Regression is a statistical task, in the sense of Definition 10, as the model class M is a subset of
∆(Z). The loss function for this task is reward-based, in the sense of Definition 9, if we set the
reward function as R((x, y), f) = 1− L(y, f(x)).

The choices of loss function L of interest include (1) squared loss: Lsq(y, y′) = (y − y′)2, and (2)
absolute loss: Labs(y, y

′) = |y− y′|. We also note that the classification task is a special case of the
regression problem described above, by specializing F ⊆ (X → {0, 1}), M ⊆ ∆(X × {0, 1}) and
Lcl(y, y

′) = 1 {y 6= y′}.
In the literature, both agnostic regression and well-specified regression are studied, where the model
class M is specified as follows:

• Agnostic regression: the model class is Magnostic = ∆(Z), i.e., there is no prior knowledge of
the underlying environment.

• Well-specified regression: the model class MF consists of all models M ∈ ∆(Z) such that
there exists fM ∈ F , such that y|x ∼ Rad(fM(x)) under M .4

Notice that for agnostic regression, the model class Magnostic = ∆(Z) is convex, and hence Theo-
rem 22 applies immediately. In the following, we state the guarantees for agnostic regression and
realizable regression. To avoid measure-theoretic issues, we assume that X is finite.

Proposition 23 (Agnostic regression). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1),∆ > 0. Suppose that the private
PAC-DEC p-decLDP

ε (Magnostic) is of moderate decay as a function of ε. Then, LDP-ExO can be
instantiated (following Theorem 22) to achieve with probability at least 1− δ

RiskDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(1) ·
[
p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(Magnostic) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) =

√
logNfrac(Magnostic ,∆)+log(1/δ)

α2T
.

For well-specified regression, a similar guarantee also applies.

Proposition 24 (Well-specified regression). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1),∆ ≥ 0. Suppose that the pri-
vate PAC-DEC p-decLDP

ε (MF ) is of moderate decay as a function of ε. Then, LDP-ExO can be
instantiated (as detailed in Appendix F.5.3) to achieve with probability at least 1− δ

RiskDM(T ) . p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(MF ) + ε̄(T ),

where ε̄(T ) = ∆ +
√

logNfrac(F ,∆)+log(1/δ)
α2T

, and the fractional covering number of F is defined as

Nfrac(F ,∆) := inf
p∈∆(F)

sup
µ∈∆(X ),f⋆∈F

1

p(f : Ex∼µ|f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ ∆)
. (31)

4For simplicity, we assume that y ∈ {−1, 1} in this case without loss of generality.

25



A detailed discussion of the fractional covering number Nfrac(F ,∆) is deferred to Appendix C.2.
In Appendix B.3, we also consider the online regression task (where the (x, y) pair is chosen adver-
sarially by the environment).

5.3 Application: private linear regression

In this section, we investigate LDP regression in linear models.

Example 7 (Linear models). Suppose that X ⊆ Bd(1), the linear function class FLin is given by

FLin := {fθ(x) = 〈θ, x〉}θ∈Bd(1) ,

and let MLin be the induced class of well-specified models, i.e., each model M ∈ M is associated
with a covariate distribution νM and a parameter θM , such that (x, y) ∼ M is generated as x ∼
νM , y ∼ Rad(〈x, θM〉).
In linear models, we consider decision space Π = Bd(1) (the space of estimators). For an estimator
θ ∈ Bd(1), we consider the following loss functions that measure the L1(L2) estimation error:

L1(M,θ) = Ex∼M |〈x, θ − θM〉|, L2(M,θ) = Ex∼M〈x, θ − θ⋆〉2.

Note that the L2 error agrees with the squared loss of the function fθ(x) = 〈θ, x〉 considered in
Section 5.2. However, we note that the L1 loss here measures the error of the estimator θ with
respect to the ground-truth parameter θM , which is different from the absolute-loss regression
considered in Section 5.2.

Rates for L2 regression. For LDP linear regression, to achieve the standard T−1-rate under
L2 risk, it is necessary to require the covariance matrix to be well-conditioned [Duchi et al., 2018,
Duchi and Ruan, 2024]. Otherwise, the convergence rate can degrade to T−1/2 in the worst case,
as indicated by the following folklore lower bound [Duchi and Ruan, 2024, Li et al., 2024].

Lemma 25. Suppose that d = 1, and ν is a given distribution over [−1, 1]. Then for any T -round
α-LDP algorithm Alg with output estimator θ̂, there exists a model M⋆ with covariate distribution
ν and parameter θ⋆ ∈ [−1, 1], such that

EM
⋆,AlgL2(M⋆, θ̂) & Eν |x|2 ·min

{
1

α2T (Eν |x|)2
, 1

}
.

In particular, for any T ≥ 1, there exists a “worst-case” covariate distribution νT with νT (0) =

1− 1√
α2T

and νT (1) = 1√
α2T

, such that any α-LDP algorithm incurs an L2 loss of Ω
(

1√
α2T

)
.

Rates for L1 regression. In contrast, we show that a T−1/2-rate under ℓ1-loss can still be
achieved. Note that in the upper bound below, we do not assume the covariate distribution is
known. Details are deferred to Appendix I.4.

Theorem 26. Let the loss function L = L1 be given by the L1 error. Then it holds that

p-decLDP

ε (MLin) ≤ O
(√

dε
)
.
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Further, LDP-ExO can be instantiated to output θ̂ ∈ Bd(1) so that with probability at least 1− δ,

L1(M⋆, θ̂) ≤ Õ
(√

d2 log(1/δ)

α2T

)
,

which is minimax-optimal up to logarithmic factors (cf. the minimax lower bound in Corollary I.8).

To the best of our knowledge, such a assumption-free T−1/2-rate is new for LDP linear regression
under L1 error. More specifically, previous works mostly focus on L2 loss regression, and hence
when converted to L1 loss, the results either have a T−1/4-rate or need extra assumptions, e.g. a
bounded condition number of the covariance matrix Σ = E[xx⊤] [Duchi et al., 2018, Wang and Xu,
2019, etc.]. We note that L1 error, while less well-studied, can be of interest for a broad range of
applications, including offline policy evaluation with linear function approximation.

In Section 5.5.1, we apply a similar technique to provide a near-optimal regret for learning linear
contextual bandits.

5.4 DEC theory for private no-regret learning

In this section, we present the private regret-DEC and the guarantees for private no-regret learning.
We focus on the reward-based setting.

Private regret-DEC. For a model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)) and a value function V , we define
the private regret-DEC of M with respect to a reference model ĎM ∈ co(M) as

r-decLDP

ε (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[V

M(πM)− V M(π)] | E(π,ℓ)∼pD
2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ ε2

}
,

(32)

and we define the private regret-DEC of M as

r-decLDP

ε (M) := sup
ĎM∈co(M)

r-decLDP

ε (M∪ {ĎM}, ĎM ). (33)

Similar to the private PAC-DEC, the private regret-DEC can also be viewed as a specification of
the hybrid DEC. By instantiating Theorem 9 and Theorem 10, we have the following regret bounds.

Theorem 27 (Private regret-DEC lower bound). Let T ≥ 1. Suppose that the value function V is
reward-based (Definition 9). Then, for any T -round α-LDP algorithm Alg, it holds that

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ T

4

(
r-decLDP

ε(T )(M)− Cε(T )
)
− 1,

where ε(T ) = c√
α2T

, and c, C are universal constants.

Theorem 28 (Private regret-DEC upper bounds). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose that the model
class M is compact, the value function V is reward-based, and the private regret-DEC r-decLDP

ε (M)
is of moderate decay as a function of ε. Then, a suitable instantiation of LDP-ExO (as detailed in
Appendix F.5.1) achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M) + ε̄(T )
]
, (34)
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where ε̄(T ) =
√

log(|M|/δ)
α2T

.

Further, suppose that the private regret-DEC r-decLDP

ε (co(M)) is of moderate decay. Then an alter-
native instantiation of LDP-ExO (as detailed in Appendix F.5.2) achieves with probability at least
1− δ

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decLDP

ε̄′(T )(co(M)) + ε̄′(T )
]
, (35)

where ε̄′(T ) =
√

logNfrac(M,∆)+log(1/δ)
α2T .

We note that under reward-based value function, the algorithms of Foster et al. [2023b], Glasgow
and Rakhlin [2023] may also be adapted to achieve a regret bound similar to Eq. (34), under a
weaker regularity assumption on the private regret-DEC r-decLDP

ε (M). We state the upper bound
Eq. (34) with LDP-ExO as it is more flexible.

Applications. As a main application of the private regret-DEC theory, in Section 5.5, we present
the DEC theory for LDP learning in contextual bandits. We do not present the implications for
bandits (which our framework subsumes easily) because it is already encompassed by non-private
DEC framework for bandits [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b, Chen et al., 2024]: it is well-known that
LDP bandits learning can be directly reduced to the standard bandits learning by adding additive
noises (Laplace noise or Gaussian noise) to the random rewards.

5.5 Application: Contextual bandits

In this section, we focus on no-regret learning in contextual bandits, where the contexts can be
adversarially chosen. Specifically, we introduce the (private) contextual DMSO framework: For
each t = 1, · · · , T :

• The learner selects a decision πt : X → A and a private channel Qt ∈ Q.

• The environment selects context xt ∈ X and receives (πt,Qt).

• The environment selects the action at = πt(xt) according to πt, receives the reward rt ∼
Rad(f⋆(xt, at)),

5 generates a noisy observation ot ∈ O via ot ∼ Qt(·|xt, at, rt) and reveals it
to the learner.

Here, we go beyond the private DMSO in that we do not assume the context of each user is
stochastic; Instead, we allow xt to depend on the history prior to step t, i.e., the context xt can be
chosen in an adversarial manner. The underlying reward function f⋆ : X × A → [−1, 1] encodes
the mean reward value of the underlying environment, and we assume that the learner has access
to a known reward function class F ⊆ (X × A → [−1, 1]) containing f⋆. The decision space
Π = (X → A) consists of all maps (policies) from the context space to the action space.

In contextual bandits, the regret of the learner is measured by

RegDM(T ) =

T∑

t=1

f⋆(xt, π
⋆(xt))− Eπt∼qtf

⋆(xt, πt(xt)),

where π⋆ is an optimal policy under the reward function f⋆, i.e., π⋆(x) = arg maxa∈A f
⋆(x, a) for

x ∈ X , and the expectation is with respect to πt ∼ qt, the randomness of the choice of πt at the
t-th step.

5For simplicity, we assume the reward is a binary random variable without loss of any generality.
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Formulation in hybrid DMSO. We first briefly discuss how to frame this problem within
hybrid DMSO. For ν ∈ ∆(X ) and f ∈ F , we define the contextual bandit model Mν,f : Π→ ∆(O)
as

(x, a, r) ∼Mν,f (π) : x ∼ ν, a = π(x), r ∼ Rad(f(x, a)).

We then consider the model class MF ,CB = {Mν,f : ν ∈ ∆(X ), f ∈ F}, which is the model class
of contextual bandits with stochastic context and mean reward function in F . For each f ∈ F , f
specifies a constraint Pf as

Pf := {M ♯
ν,f : ν ∈ ∆(X )}, (36)

i.e., Pf consists of all private (that is, M ♯
ν,f includes the private channel choice) contextual bandit

instances with mean reward function f , and we let Pcxt := {Pf : f ∈ F}. Then, the contextual
bandits problem with function class F can be framed within hybrid DMSO with constraint class
Pcxt.

Regret guarantees. We show that LDP-ExO achieves a regret bound scaling with the private
regret-DEC of MF ,CB. Similar to Section 5.2, we assume that X and A are both finite throughout
this section, mainly to avoid measure theoretic issues (our results do not have any dependence on
|X |).
Proposition 29. Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose that X and A are finite, and the private regret-
DEC r-decLDP

ε (MF ,CB) is of moderate decay as a function of ε. Then, LDP-ExO (instantiated as in
Appendix F.5.4) achieves with probability at least 1− δ:

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decLDP

ε̄(T )(MF ,CB) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) = inf∆≥0

(
∆ +

√
logN∞(F ,∆)+log(1/δ)

α2T

)
, and N∞(F ,∆) is the ∆-covering number of F

under L∞-norm (cf. Definition 20).

Therefore, up to a gap of the log-covering number of F , the complexity of no-regret learning is
characterized by the private regret-DEC of MF ,CB. It is worth noting that our upper bound
scales with the DEC of the stochastic contextual bandits, while it applies to any environment
that generates contexts adversarially. Therefore, within the DEC framework, contextual decision
making with (potentially) adversarial contexts is no more difficult than stochastic contexts.

This result is somewhat surprising, because with the LDP constraint, the learner can never directly
observe the contexts. Indeed, this makes it challenging to estimate the ground truth mean reward
function f⋆, and previous works typically had to adopt problem-specific estimation methods. In
contrast, Proposition 29 allows us to derive regret bounds by directly studying the DEC.

In the following, we apply our frameworks to derive near-optimal regret guarantees for linear
contextual bandits and Lipschitz contextual bandits.

5.5.1 Linear contextual bandits

In the linear contextual bandits setting, we are given a bounded feature map φ : X × A → Bd(1).
The linear value function class FLin is given by

FLin = {fθ : fθ(x, a) = 〈θ, φ(x, a)〉}θ∈Bd(1),
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Let MLin-CB be the corresponding contextual bandits model class. In the following, we bound the
private regret-DEC ofMLin-CB and provide a near-optimal guarantee for learning linear contextual
bandits. Proof is presented in Appendix I.6.

Theorem 30 (Near-optimal regret for linear contextual bandits). For the model class MLin-CB, it
holds that

r-decLDP

ε (MLin-CB) . dε.

Therefore, LDP-ExO achieves the following regret bound in linear contextual bandits with probability
at least 1− δ:

RegDM(T ) ≤ O
(√

d3T log(T/δ)

α

)
.

The above regret bound of LDP-ExO is only a Õ(
√
d) factor larger than the regret lower bound of

Ω
(√

d2T/α
)

for linear contextual bandits (detailed in Appendix I.8).

Our upper bound nearly settles the optimal regret for linear contextual bandits with LDP con-
straints. Previous works either suffer a T 3/4 rate [Zheng et al., 2020], a logd(T ) ·

√
T rate [Li

et al., 2024], or require a strong assumption that the covariance matrix under any linear policy
is well-conditioned [Han et al., 2021]. The benefit of our DEC framework is that it provides a
systematic approach to obtain regret bounds, which reduces the problem to studying the private
regret-DEC. We expect our techniques can be applied to a broader setting, e.g., RL with linear
function approximation.

5.5.2 Lipschitz contextual bandits with finite arms

As the next example, we consider a standard non-parametric contextual bandit problem: Lipschitz
contextual bandits, with X equipped with a metric ρ. The reward function class is

FLip = {f : for any a ∈ A, f(·, a) is a 1-Lipschitz function w.r.t. ρ},

and letMLip-CB be the corresponding contextual bandits model class. In the following proposition,
we provide both upper and lower bounds for learning contextual bandits with FLip. We define
Nρ(X ,∆) to be the ∆-covering number of X under ρ. Details are deferred to Appendix I.7.

Proposition 31. For the model class MLip-CB, it holds that

r-decLDP

ε (MLip-CB) . inf
∆>0

(
∆ +

√
Nρ(X ,∆)|A|ε

)
.

For contextual bandits with mean reward function f⋆ ∈ FLip, LDP-ExO (suitably instantiated as in
Appendix I.7) achieves with probability at least 1− δ

RegDM(T ) . inf
∆>0

(
T∆ +Nρ(X ,∆)

√
α−2|A|T log(|A|/δ)

)
.

On the other hand, for any ∆ ∈ (0, 1], to learn an ∆-optimal policy for MLip-CB, and α-LDP algo-

rithm must require T -round of interactions with T &
Nρ(X ,8∆)2

α2∆2 (cf. Appendix I.8).

In particular, when Nρ(X ,∆) ≍ ∆−d (e.g. X is a bounded domain in Rd), the minimax-optimal

regret of privately learning FLip is Θ̃(α− 1
d+1T

2d+1
2d+2 ), up to a polynomial factor of |A|.
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5.5.3 Concave-Lipschitz contextual bandits

Our final example is a generalization of the Lipschitz contextual bandits to continuously many
arms. Assume that X is equipped with a metric ρ, A ⊂ RK is a bounded convex domain, and

FLC = (f : 1-Lipschitz function in (x, a) ∈ X ×A, concave in a ∈ A),

Let MLC-CB be the corresponding contextual bandits model class. Similar to the Lipschitz contex-
tual bandits, we have the following upper bound.

Proposition 32. For the model class MLC-CB, it holds that

r-decLDP

ε (MLC-CB) ≤ inf
∆>0

(
∆ + Õ(1)

√
Nρ(X ,∆)K4ε

)
,

where we hide poly-logarithmic factors of the diameter of A. For contextual bandits with mean
reward function f⋆ ∈ FLC, LDP-ExO (suitably instantiated as in Appendix I.7) achieves with prob-
ability at least 1− δ,

RegDM(T ) ≤ inf
∆>0

(
T∆ + Õ

(
Nρ(X ,∆)

√
α−2K5T

))
.

The upper bound above is derived by (1) reducing the contextual concave bandits to the concave
bandits (without contexts) by bounding the corresponding DECs, and then (2) applying the results
of Lattimore [2020]. This streamlined approach demonstrates again the advantage of the DEC
framework, without which the reduction may not be easy, and we may instead need to repeat the
analysis of Lattimore [2020].

Note that the lower bound of Proposition 31 also applies here (cf. Appendix I.8). Therefore, when

Nρ(X ,∆) ≍ ∆−d, the minimax-optimal regret of privately learning FLC is also Θ̃(α− 1
d+1T

2d+1
2d+2 ), up

to a polynomial factor of K.

6 Local Minimaxity, Learnability, and Joint Privacy

In this section, we still focus on locally private learning, and discuss how our framework relates var-
ious other notions, including local-minimax complexity, learnability, and joint differential privacy.

6.1 Local-minimax optimality

In this section, we demonstrate that the private PAC-DEC framework also applies to local-minimax
statistical estimation under LDP, recovering the existing results in Duchi and Ruan [2024] and also
providing new insights.

Local-minimax risk. For any learning problem given by M and a model M0 ∈ M, we define
the α-LDP local-minimax risk at M0 as

Mloc
T (M,M0) := sup

M1∈M
inf
Alg

sup
M∈{M0,M1}

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )], (37)

where the infAlg is taken over all possible T -round α-LDP algorithms. In words, the local minimax
risk measures the best performance the algorithm can achieve when it is given the knowledge two
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possible models. This risk is called local because it measures the difficulty of a particular model
M0 against a single worst-case alternative M1 ∈M.

Modulus of continuity is a commonly studied complexity measure in statistical estimation and is
shown to capture the complexity of various problem classes [Donoho and Liu, 1991, Juditsky and
Nemirovski, 2009, Polyanskiy and Wu, 2019]. Under local privacy constraints, Duchi and Ruan
[2024] show that the following TV modulus of continuity captures the difficulty of local minimax-
optimal statistical estimation: They show that, for functional estimation, the minimax risk is
characterized by the following TV variant of modulus of continuity:

wε(M,M0) := sup
M1∈M

{|πM1 − πM0 | | DTV (M1,M0) ≤ ε} . (38)

We note that under LDP, the TV modulus of continuity also characterizes the complexity of linear
functional estimation with a convex model class, as shown in Rohde and Steinberger [2020].

In the following, we study the local-minimax complexity of any LDP PAC learning problem (not
necessarily limited to statistical tasks as per Definition 10).

Local DEC theory. We show that the local-minimax risk of any LDP PAC learning problem is
tightly captured by the following local DEC:

p-decloc
ε (M,M0) = sup

M∈M

{
inf
π∈Π

L(M1, π) + L(M0, π)

∣∣∣∣ sup
π∈Π

DTV (M1(π),M0(π)) ≤ ε
}
. (39)

In particular, for functional estimation problems (where Π = R, and L(M,π) = |πM − π|), the
definition above exactly recovers the modulus of continuity (38). Moreover, for stochastic convex
optimization, local DEC also agrees with the modulus of continuity considered in Duchi et al. [2016].
Therefore, local DEC can be regarded as the natural generalization of the modulus of continuity
to any local-minimax PAC learning problem.

As an corollary of the private PAC-DEC lower and upper bounds (Appendix I.2 and Theorem 21),
local DEC provides the following nearly-optimal characterization of the local-minimax risk. Details
are presented in Appendix J.1.

Theorem 33. Let T ≥ 1, model class M be given. Suppose that the loss function L is bounded in
[0, Lmax], and for any model M ∈M, we have minπ L(M,π) = 0. Then, the local-minimax risk at
a model M0 ∈M is bounded as

1

8
p-decloc

ε(T )(M,M0) ≤Mloc
T (M,M0) ≤ inf

δ>0

(
p-decloc

ε̄δ(T )(M,M0) + δLmax

)
,

where ε(T ) = c0√
T

and ε̄δ(T ) = c1 log(1/δ)√
T

.

Therefore, the local-minimax risk of interactive learning under LDP is tightly captured by the local
DEC. For the particular case of functional estimation, local DEC is equivalent to the TV modulus
of continuity. Hence, up to logarithmic factors, we recover the characterization of the LDP local-
minimax risk of Duchi and Ruan [2024], assuming certain growth conditions. The fact that such
a characterization extends to statistical estimation tasks with interaction and general loss function
is a testament to the unifying power of the DEC framework.

Furthermore, from the definition of local DEC (39), we can gain some quantitative insights into how
locality reduces the difficulty of learning. More specifically, with locality, the algorithm only needs
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to distinguish between two models {M1,M0}, and hence avoids (1) the complexity of estimation,
e.g. the log-cardinality of the model class or the function class (cf. Theorem 21), and (2) the com-
plexity of exploration, because it suffices to pick the best distinguishing decision π that maximizes
DTV (M1(π),M0(π)). Hence, even though the local-minimax formulation avoids the undesirable
worst-case behavior of the global-minimax LDP learning, it may be too restrictive as it trivializes
the difficulty of both interaction (exploration) and estimation.

6.2 Finite-time learnability under LDP

In learning theory, a central task is to investigate complexity measures that characterize the finite-
time learnability of certain problem classes, e.g., VC dimension for binary classification, Littlestone
dimension [Littlestone, 1988] for online classification [Ben-David et al., 2009], and their real-valued
analogues for regression and online learning (see e.g. Rakhlin and Sridharan [2014]). Further, Bun
et al. [2020], Alon et al. [2022] show that jointly private classification is possible if and only if
the Littlestone dimension is finite. Recently, the notion of fractional covering number Definition 5
was proposed by Chen et al. [2024] and shown to characterize the non-private learnability of any
stochastic bandits problems.

Following this line of work, in this section, we characterize the LDP learnability of any learning
problem with reward-based loss through its fractional covering number, generalizing the results of
Chen et al. [2024]. To rigorously formulate the notion of learnability, we introduce the following
minimax sample complexity under LDP: For a model class M⊂ (Π→ ∆(Z)), risk level ∆ > 0, we
define6

CLDP

∆ (M) := min

{
T : ∃T -round α-LDP algorithm Alg s.t. sup

M∈M
EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≤ ∆

}
. (40)

A model class M is α-LDP learnable if for all risk levels ∆ > 0, CLDP

∆ (M) < +∞, i.e., there is an
α-LDP algorithm that achieves ∆-risk in finite number of rounds.

We first show that fractional covering number provides a lower bound for any LDP learning problem,
following the approach of Chen et al. [2024].

Theorem 34. Let T ≥ 1, M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)) be a model class. Suppose that there is a T -round
α-LDP algorithm Alg that achieves that for all M ∈ M, RiskDM(T ) ≤ ∆ with probability at least
1
2 under PM,Alg. Then it holds that

T ≥ logNfrac(M,∆)− 2

2(eα − 1)2
.

This result differs from the fractional covering number lower bound for non-private learning [Chen
et al., 2024], which additionally involves the KL radius of M:

CKL(M) = inf
ĎM

sup
M∈M,π∈Π

DKL(M(π) ‖ ĎM(π)).

In non-private learning, the dependence on C−1
KL in the lower bound can be unavoidable (e.g., for

binary classification, see also our discussion in Section 6.3.1). By contrast, Theorem 34 applies to
LDP learning for any problem class, even when CKL = +∞.

6We note that both the minimax sample complexity C
LDP

∆ (M) and the fractional covering number Nfrac(M, ∆)
depend on the loss function L implicitly.
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Fractional covering number upper bound. When the loss function is reward-based, we show
that fractional covering number also provides a “brute-force” upper bound.

Proposition 35. Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), and M be a model class. Suppose that the loss function
is reward-based, then there is a “brute-force” algorithm (Algorithm 5) such that with probability at
least 1− δ,

RiskDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(log(T/δ))

√
Nfrac(M,∆)

α2T
.

Combining the above upper bound with the lower bound of Nfrac(M,∆), we have shown that
Nfrac(M,∆) characterizes the sample complexity of LDP learning the model class, up to an expo-
nential gap:

logNfrac(M, 2∆)

α2
. CLDP

∆ (M) .
Nfrac(M,∆/2)

α2∆2
, (41)

where we omit poly-logarithmic factors. We remark that the gap between the lower and upper
bounds cannot be improved in terms of fractional covering number alone:

• For classification with the parity class Fparity, a lower bound scaling linearly withNfrac(Fparity,∆/2) =
|Fparity| can be obtained (Proposition B.6), meaning the upper bound can be tight even for
the statistical tasks (as per Definition 10).

• For the problem of Multi-Armed Bandits, we also have Nfrac(M, 1/2) = |A|, while Ω
(

|A|
α2ε2

)

samples are necessary to learn an ε-optimal policy.

• For linear bandits, logNfrac(M, 1/2) = Ω(d), and it is known that Õ
(

d2

α2ε2

)
samples are

sufficient to learn an ε-optimal policy, meaning that the lower bound can also be (nearly)
tight.

While the exponential gap in Eq. (41) is unavoidable solely with fractional covering number, we
have shown that the upper bound can be improved with DEC (at least for convex model classes,
cf. Theorem 22).

A direct implication of Eq. (41) is that the finiteness of fractional covering number characterizes
the finite-time learnability under LDP, as long as the loss function is reward-based.

Theorem 36 (LDP learnability). Under reward-based loss, the problem class is LDP learnable if
and only if Nfrac(M,∆) <∞ for all ∆ > 0.

The learnability characterization above is similar to the bandit learnability characterization in Chen
et al. [2024]. However, we do show that fractional covering number characterizes the learnability
under LDP for any model class M, while for non-private learning fractional covering number only
characterizes the learnability of model class with a bounded CKL.

As an application of Theorem 36, in Appendix C.2 we discuss how the fractional covering num-
ber provides insights into the LDP learnability of regression.
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6.3 Learnability under joint differential privacy

Parallel to the concept of local differential privacy (LDP), there is a notion of joint differential
privacy (JDP) [Dwork et al., 2006].7 For simplicity, in the following discussion, we focus on the
notion of pure JDP for statistical problems. Detailed discussion for interactive decision making is
deferred to Appendix C.1.

In this setting, the learner (algorithm) is given a dataset HT = (z1, · · · , zT ) consisting of i.i.d
observations, i.e., z1, · · · , zT ∼ M⋆ for a model M⋆ ∈ ∆(Z). As always, we assume the learner is
given a model class M⊆ ∆(Z) that contains M⋆.

For this setting, an algorithm (learner) is simply a map Alg : ZT → ∆(Π). In the following, we
define α-JDP algorithms.

Definition 11 (Pure JDP for statistical problems). For two sequence of observations HT =
(z1, · · · , zT ), H′

T = (z′
1, · · · , z′

T ) ∈ ZT , they are neighbored if there is at most one index t ∈ [T ]
such that zt 6= z′

t. An algorithmAlg preserves α-JDP if for any neighbored dataset HT ,H′
T and any

measurable set E ⊆ Π,

PAlg(πT+1 ∈ E|HT ) ≤ eα · PAlg(πT+1 ∈ E|H′
T ).

Similar to Theorem 34, we show that the fractional covering number also provides a lower bound
for JDP learning.

Proposition 37 (Fractional covering number lower bound for JDP learning). Let T ≥ 1, model
class M ⊆ ∆(Z) be given. Suppose that Alg is a T -round α-JDP algorithm, such that it achieves
RiskDM(T ) ≤ ∆ with probability at least 1

2 under PM,Alg for any M ∈M. Then it holds that

T ≥ logNfrac(M,∆)− log 2

α
.

For binary classification under pure JDP, Beimel et al. [2013a] provide both lower and upper bounds
of the sample complexity in terms of the representation dimension. As we discuss in Section 6.3.1,
for binary classification, fractional covering number is equivalent to the representation dimension
(up to an additive constant, Proposition 39).

Pure JDP learnability ≡ LDP learnability. It is clear that if an algorithm preserves α-LDP,
then it also preserves α-JDP. Therefore, when the loss function is reward-based, as the finiteness
of fractional covering number characterizes the LDP learnability, it also characterizes the JDP
learnability.8

Theorem 38. Let privacy parameter α > 0, model class M ⊆ ∆(Z), and the reward-based loss
function L be given. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(1) M is α-LDP learnable,

(2) M is α-JDP learnable, and

(3) Nfrac(M,∆) < +∞ for all ∆ > 0.

7This notion is often referred to simply as “differential privacy.” To distinguish it from local differential privacy,
we use the term “joint differential privacy,” as it preserves the privacy of the data points in a dataset jointly.

8We note that for JDP learning in statistical problems, the exponential mechanism achieves a better upper bound
scaling with log Nfrac(M, ∆) (see e.g. Beimel et al. [2013b]). However, for interactive learning (with or without JDP),
an upper bound scaling linearly with Nfrac(M, ∆) can be necessary in general [Chen et al., 2024].
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We note that a similar argument also applies to interactive decision making problems, as the
fractional covering number also provides a lower bound for interactive learning under JDP (Ap-
pendix C.1).

6.3.1 Connection to representation dimension and Littlestone dimension

In this section, we discuss the connection between fractional covering number and two well-studied
complexity measures for binary classification: representation dimension [Beimel et al., 2013a] and
Littlestone’s dimension [Littlestone, 1988].

Representation dimension. It has been known that for JDP binary classification with a func-
tion class F ⊆ (X → {0, 1}), the sample complexity of (proper or improper) learning is tightly
characterized by the following representation dimension [Beimel et al., 2013a]. For the simplicity
of presentation, we focus on proper learning.

Definition 12. A distribution H over finite subsets of F is an ε-probabilistic representation of F
if for any distribution ν ∈ ∆(X ) and f ∈ F , with probability at least 3

4 over H ∼ H , there exists
h ∈ H such that

Px∼ν(h(x) 6= f(x)) ≤ ε.

The size of H is defined as size(H ) = supH∈supp(H ) log |H|. The representation dimension of F
is then defined as

RDimε(F) := inf
H

size(H ),

where infH is taken over all ε-probabilistic representations of F .

We show that for binary classification, the fractional covering number is equivalent to the represen-
tation dimension. Recall that for binary classification, the loss function (implicit in the definition
of the fractional covering number, cf. Section 5.2) is given by

L(M,f) := P(x,y)∼M (f(x) 6= y)− inf
f⋆∈F

P(x,y)∼M (f⋆(x) 6= y).

Proposition 39. For any ε ∈ [0, 1], it holds that

|RDimε(F)− logNfrac(F ,∆)| ≤ 2.

The details are postponed to Appendix J.7. This equivalence also agrees with the fact that both
representation dimension and fractional covering number characterizes the JDP learnability of
classification.

Littlestone dimension. It is known that for binary class, RDim(F) ≥ Ω (LDim(F)) [Feldman
and Xiao, 2014], and there exists classes with LDim(F) = 2 while RDim(F) arbitrary large. Hence,
LDP learnability is a stronger notion of complexity of a class than online learnability.

It is also well-known that for binary classification, there is an equivalence between learnability under
approximate JDP and online learnability [Bun et al., 2020, Alon et al., 2022]. For regression, joint
DP learnability can be achieved under a certain growth condition on the sequential fat-shattering
dimension [Golowich, 2021]. However, to learn a binary class F under approximate JDP, it is only
known that log⋆(LDim(F)) samples are necessary [Bun et al., 2020].
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7 Conclusion

We presented a systematic approach to analyzing problems of decision making with a changing
environment and constraints on the amount of information received by the learner. While this ap-
proach yields upper and lower bounds on minimax performance, the question of efficient algorithms
is entirely open.
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A Additional Discussions and Results from Section 2

A.1 Stochastic DMSO

In this section, we briefly review the original DMSO formulation of [Foster et al., 2021], which we
call “stochastic DMSO” for clarity. In this setting, the learner (or, the decision maker) interacts
for T rounds with the environment described by an underlying model M⋆, unknown to the learner.
On each round t = 1, ..., T :

• The learner selects a decision πt ∈ Π, where Π is the decision space.

• The learner observes ot ∈ O sampled via ot ∼M⋆(πt), where O is the observation space.

Formally speaking, the underlying model M⋆ is a conditional distribution, and the learner is given
a model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(O)) that contains M⋆. To frame stochastic DMSO in our hybrid
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DMSO framework, we can consider the constraint P⋆ = {M⋆} and the constraint class Psto =
{{M⋆} : M⋆ ∈M}.
Stochastic DMSO captures a number of decision making tasks, including reward-based learn-
ing [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b], interactive estimation and preference-based learning [Chen et al.,
2022], multi-agent decision making and partial monitoring [Foster et al., 2023a].

Constrained DEC and hybrid DEC. Extending Foster et al. [2021], Foster et al. [2023b]
propose the constrained PAC-DEC (regret-DEC) and derive lower and upper bounds for reward-
based PAC learning (no-regret learning). Recall that constrained PAC-DEC is defined in Eq. (22)
and the constrained regret-DEC is defined in Eq. (12). For stochastic DMSO, (with the constraint
class being Psto = {{M} : M ∈M}), and clearly

p-decH

ε(Psto) = p-decc
ε(M), r-decH

ε(Psto) = r-decc
ε(M), ∀ε ≥ 0. (42)

Therefore, the hybrid DEC can be regarded as a generalization of the constrained DECs.

A.2 Adversarial DMSO

In this section, we consider decision making against an adaptive adversary and instantiate the
hybrid DEC theory developed in Section 2.5. For simplicity, we focus on the setting of Example 1,
where Φ = {id} and the value function is reward-based. In particular, our results tighten Foster
et al. [2022b].

Adversarial DMSO. In the adversarial DMSO framework [Foster et al., 2022b], we consider the
following protocol for T rounds. For each t = 1, · · · , T :

• The environment selects a model M t ∈ M (potentially depends on the interactions up to
step t), and the learner selects a decision πt ∈Π.

• The learner observes a noisy observation ot via ot ∼M t(πt).

In the protocol above, the model M t ∈M at step t can adaptively selected, i.e., it may depend on
the history Ht−1 prior to step t. The regret of the learner is measured against the best decision in
hindsight:

RegDM(T ) := max
π⋆∈Π

T∑

t=1

V Mt
(π⋆)− Eπt∼qtV

Mt
(πt), (43)

where the expectation of πt ∼ qt is taken over the randomness of the learner at step t, and
V M(π) = EM,πR(o, π) is specified by a known reward function R : O ×Π→ [0, 1].

It is clear that adversarial DMSO can be framed within hybrid DMSO framework with the constraint
class Padv = {M}, i.e., the constraint is always P⋆ = M. Therefore, we can directly apply
Theorem 10, as follows.

Theorem A.1 (No-regret learning against an adversary). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), model class M,
and a reward function R ∈ [0, 1] be given. Suppose that M is compact (Assumption 2), and the
regret DEC r-decc

ε(co(M)) is of moderate decay as a function of ε. Then, ExO+ (instantiated on
Padv, following Theorem 10) achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decc

ε̄(T )(co(M)) + ε̄(T )
]
,
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where ε̄(T ) =

√
logNfrac(co(M),∆)+log(1/δ)

T .

The above upper bound scales with the regret DEC of co(M) and the fractional covering number of
co(M), which is tighter than Foster et al. [2022b]: the latter involves a log |Π| factor, whereas it
always holds that logNfrac(co(M),∆) ≤ log |Π|.

Lower bounds. A direct instantiation of Theorem 9 recovers the lower bound of Foster et al.
[2022b].

Proposition A.2 (Regret lower bound with stationary adversary). Let T ≥ 1,M be a given model
class. Then, for any T -round algorithm Alg,

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ T

8

(
r-decc

ε(T )(co(M)) − 8ε(T )
)
− 1, (44)

where the supremum is taken over stationary environments Env specified by a distribution µ ∈
∆(M), and ε(T ) = 1

24
√
T

.

In addition to the regret DEC lower bound, we can show that fractional covering number of co(M)
also provides a lower bound. Proposition A.3 below is a direct corollary of the fractional covering
number lower bound of Chen et al. [2024] (see also Appendix J.2). Thus, we omit its proof for
succinctness.

Proposition A.3 (Fractional covering number lower bound). Let T ≥ 1,∆ ≥ 0. Suppose that M
is a given model class, and Alg is a T -round algorithm that achieves EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≤ T∆ for
any stationary environment Env specified by a distribution µ ∈ ∆(M). Then it holds that

T ≥ logNfrac(co(M),∆/2) − 2

2CKL(co(M))
.

A nearly “complete” characterization of the minimax regret. For no-regret learning in
hybrid DMSO, the minimax regret is defined as

MT (P) := inf
Alg

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )],

where the supremum is taken over all environments constrained by P.We also consider the following
notion of minimax regret and sample complexity:

C∆(P) := min {T : MT (P) ≤ T∆} ,
i.e., C∆(P) is the minimum of T such that an T -round algorithm may achieve T∆-regret.

Under the above notation, we can translate the lower and upper bounds in this section into the
following characterization of C∆(Padv) (with Padv = {M}):

max

{
C dec

∆ (co(M)),
logNfrac(co(M), 2∆)

CKL(co(M))

}
. C∆(Padv) . C dec

∆ (co(M)) · logNfrac(co(M),∆/∆),

(45)

where C dec
∆ (co(M)) := min

{
ε−2 : r-decc

ε(co(M)) ≤ ∆
}

, and we omit logarithmic factors and assume
suitable growth conditions on the regret DEC of co(M). Note that the lower and upper bounds
of Eq. (45) match up to squaring and a factor of CKL(co(M)). In particular, for a model class
M with CKL(co(M)) = O(1), the DEC and fractional covering number together characterize the
minimax sample complexity C∆(Padv) (polynomially).
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A.3 Robust DMSO

In this section, we discuss the relationship between our formulation of robust DMSO and other
contamination models, and present the PAC and no-regret guarantees for robust decision making.

Recall that in robust DMSO (Section 2.4), the constraint set is

PM⋆ :=
{

(1− β)M⋆ + βM ′ : M ′ ∈ (Π→ ∆(O))
}
,

and the constraint class (induced by M) as given by Pβ-Huber := {PM⋆ : M⋆ ∈ M}. To ease the
notational burden, we define

Mβ-Huber :=MPβ-Huber
= {(1 − β)M⋆ + βM ′ : M⋆ ∈M,M ′ ∈ (Π→ ∆(O))},

consisting of all stationary environments that are β-contaminated from a ground-truth model M⋆ ∈
M.

Contamination models in robust statistics. In Huber contamination model [Huber, 1965,
Huber and Ronchetti, 2011], the environment is stationary and specified by (1 − β)M⋆ + βM ′,
where M⋆ ∈M is the “true model”, and M ′ is an arbitrary contamination model. Clearly, Huber’s
contamination model is encompassed by stochastic DMSO (with model class Mβ-Huber). Recently,
for statistical estimation, the adaptive and oblivious contamination models were studied by [Di-
akonikolas et al., 2019, Diakonikolas and Kane, 2019, Liu and Moitra, 2021, Diakonikolas and
Kane, 2023, Canonne et al., 2023], among others. In these contamination models, after the i.i.d.
samples z1, · · · , zT ∼ M⋆ is generated, the adversary may arbitrarily corrupt βT many samples.
The adversary is adaptive if it can choose the βT corrupted samples based on the whole sequence.
Otherwise, the adversary is called oblivious. For statistical tasks, the adaptive adversary (in the
above sense) can be stronger than the constrained environment in hybrid DMSO, as it is allowed
to inspect the whole sequence of samples before contaminating it. On the other hand, the oblivious
adversary can be much weaker. Finally, we note that both definitions of the adaptive and oblivi-
ous adversary are specialized to the statistical estimation (where the samples z1, · · · , zT are i.i.d).
For general interactive decision making tasks, we believe the robust DMSO is a natural choice of
contamination model.

PAC lower and upper bounds. To apply the results of hybrid DMSO, we only need to show
that p-decH

ε(Pβ-Huber) = p-decR

ε(M). By definition, for any M⋆ ∈M, reference model ĎM , we have

inf
M∈co(PM⋆ )

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
= inf

M ′:Π→∆(O)
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
(1− β)M⋆(π) + βM ′(π), ĎM (π)

)

= Eπ∼q inf
P ′∈∆(O)

D2
H

(
(1− β)M⋆(π) + βP ′, ĎM(π)

)

= Eπ∼qD
2
β-Huber

(
M⋆(π), ĎM (π)

)
.

Therefore, for any reference model ĎM and ε ∈ [0, 1], it holds that

p-decH

ε(Pβ-Huber, ĎM) = inf
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
PM⋆∈Pβ-Huber

{
Eπ∼pL(PM⋆ , π) | inf

M∈co(PM⋆ )
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}

= inf
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
M⋆∈M

{
Eπ∼pL(M⋆, π) | Eπ∼qD

2
β-Huber

(
M⋆(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
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= p-decR

ε(M, ĎM ).

Therefore, we have proven p-decH

ε(Pβ-Huber) = p-decR

ε(M) for ε ∈ [0, 1]. By instantiating Theorem 7
and Theorem 8, we have the following bounds.

Theorem A.4 (PAC bounds for robust decision making). Let T ≥ 1, β ∈ [0, 1], model class
M⊆ (Π→ ∆(O)) be given, and the loss function L is metric-based.

(1) Lower bound: Let Alg be a T -round algorithm. Then there exists M⋆ ∈ M and a stationary
environment Env that is specified by M = (1 − β)M⋆ + βM ′, such that the expected risk of Alg

under Env is lower bounded as

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

8
p-decR

ε(T )(M),

where ε(T ) = 1
2
√
T

.

(2) Upper bound: Suppose the robust DEC p-decR

ε(M) is of moderate decay. Then ExO+ (instan-
tiated on Pβ-Huber, following Theorem 8) achieves, in any β-contaminated environment, that with
probability at least 1− δ

RiskDM(T ) . p-decR

ε̄(T )(M),

where ε̄(T ) =

√
log(|M|/δ)

T .

Regret lower and upper bounds. In robust DMSO, we may also consider the no-regret learning
goal (specified by Eq. (11)). For simplicity, we present the regret bounds in the setting of Example 1,
i.e., the measurement class Φ = {id} consists of the identity measurement, and the value function
is reward-based. Then, by instantiating Theorem 9 and Theorem 10, we have the following bounds
in terms of the regret DEC of Mβ-Huber =MPβ-Huber

.

Theorem A.5 (Regret bounds for robust decision making). Let T ≥ 1, β ∈ [0, 1], Φ = {id}, model
class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(O)), and the value function V is reward-based (Example 1).

(1) Lower bound: Let Alg be a T -round algorithm. Then there exists M⋆ ∈ M and a stationary
environment Env that is specified by M = (1 − β)M⋆ + βM ′ ∈ Mβ-Huber, such that the expected
regret of Alg under Env is lower bounded as

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ T

8

(
r-decc

ε(T )(Mβ-Huber)− 8ε(T )
)
− 1,

where ε(T ) = 1
10

√
T

.

(2) Upper bound: Suppose that Mβ-Huber is compact, and the robust DEC r-decc
ε(Mβ-Huber) is of

moderate decay. Then ExO+ (instantiated on Pβ-Huber, following Theorem 10) achieves, in any
β-contaminated environment, that with probability at least 1− δ

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decc

ε̄(T )(Mβ-Huber) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) =

√
log(|M|/δ)+logNfrac(Mβ-Huber,∆)

T .
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B Additional Discussions and Results from Section 5

B.1 Sequential private channel

The work of Duchi et al. [2013, 2018] formalizes the problem of sequential private channel selection
for statistical tasks (cf. Definition 10). We rephrase its definition as follows.

Definition 13. A sequential channel Q from the data space Z to the privatized data space O is
specified by a class of conditional distributions

{Q(ot = ·|zt = ·, o1 = ·, · · · , ot−1 = ·)}t∈[T ] .

A sequential channel Q is α-private if for any t ∈ [T ], any z̄t, z̃t ∈ Z, any ō1, · · · , ōt−1 ∈ O, we
have

Q(ot ∈ E|zt = z̄t, o1 = ō1, · · · , ot−1 = ōt−1)

Q(ot ∈ E|zt = z̃t, o1 = ō1, · · · , ot−1 = ōt−1)
≤ eα, ∀ measurable E ⊆ O.

Clearly, in statistical tasks, any α-private sequential channel Q induces an α-LDP algorithm, which
at each step t ∈ [T ] selects the α-LDP channel Qt given by

Qt(o|z) = Q(ot = o|zt = z, o1, · · · , ot−1),

based on the history H(t−1) = (o1, · · · , ot−1). Conversely, an α-LDP algorithm also induces a
sequential α-private channel. Therefore, sequential α-private channels are equivalent to the α-
LDP algorithms in private DMSO.

A similar argument also shows that for interactive decision making, our formulation in Appendix A.1
recovers the commonly studied interactive private channels (see e.g., Zheng et al. [2020], Garcelon
et al. [2021]).

B.2 Approximate DP channels

We first recall the definition of approximate DP channels.

Definition 14 (Approximate DP channels). A channel Q (from latent observation space Z to
observation space O) is (α, β)-DP if for z, z′ ∈ Z and any measurable set E ⊆ O,

Q(E|z) ≤ eαQ(E|z′) + β.

The equivalence between approximate DP and pure DP under local privacy model is known [Duchi
and Rogers, 2019, Duchi and Ruan, 2024]. In this section, we formalize such an equivalence in the
general context of interactive decision making.

In the following, we assume O is countable. The following lemma from Duchi and Rogers [2019,
Lemma 25] shows that any (α, β)-LDP channel is close to an α-LDP channel.

Lemma B.1. For any (α, β)-LDP channel Q, there exists an α-LDP channel Qpure such that

sup
z∈Z

DTV (Q(·|z),Qpure(·|z)) ≤ β

1 + eα − β .

As a corollary, we can show that any algorithm that preserves (α, β)-LDP is close to an algorithm
that preserves α-LDP. Proof is presented in Appendix I.11.
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Proposition B.2. Suppose that β ≤ 1
2 and Alg is a T -round algorithm that preserves (α, β)-LDP.

Then there is a T -round algorithm Algpure that preserves α-LDP, such that for any model M ,

DTV (PM,Alg(Hπ = ·),PM,Algpure(Hπ = ·)) ≤ 2Tβ,

where the TV distance is taken between the distribution of the trajectory of the decisions Hπ =
(π1, · · · , πT , πT+1). In particular, when the loss function is bounded in [0, 1], it holds that for any
model M ,

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ EM,Algpure [RiskDM(T )]− 2Tβ.

Hence, as long as β = 1
poly(T ) , there is essentially no gain of allowing the algorithms to be (α, β)-

LDP.

B.3 Additional examples

Recall that in Theorem 22, we show that LDP-ExO provides an upper bound scaling with the private
PAC-DEC of co(M) and the fractional covering number of M. To draw a clearer comparison
between this upper bound and the lower bounds, we re-state our lower and upper bounds in terms
of the minimax sample complexity (40). Define

C dec
∆ (M) := min{ε−2 : p-decLDP

ε (M) ≤ ∆}.

Then, under the assumption of Theorem 22, we have the following characterization of C∆(M):

max{C dec
∆ (M), logNfrac(M, 2∆)} . α2 · C∆(M) . C dec

∆ (co(M)) · logNfrac(M,∆/2). (46)

In particular, for a convex model class M, under mild assumption on the growth of the private
PAC-DEC and fractional covering number, the lower and upper bounds match up to squaring. We
note that Eq. (46) is analogous to the observations of Chen et al. [2024] for non-private learning.

In the following, we discuss similar characterizations for convex hypothesis selection and online
regression.

Convex hypothesis selection. As an application of Proposition 11, we consider the LDP hy-
pothesis selection problem, which is a statistical task (Definition 10).

Example 8. Given a model class M ⊆ ∆(Z), a hypothesis selection problem is described by a
partition

M =
m⊔

i=1

M(i),

whereM(1), · · · ,M(m) are disjoint subclasses. The decision space is Π = [m], and for each M ∈M,
π ∈ Π, the loss function is given by L(M,π) = 1 {π 6= πM}, where πM is the unique index i ∈ [m]
such that M ∈M(i).

Note that the LDP hypothesis selection problem can be regarded as a special case of Example 2
(with the measurement class Φ = Qα the class of all α-DP channels). Therefore, we summarize the
lower and upper bounds for this problem, as follows.
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Proposition B.3 (Private hypothesis selection). Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1).

(1) Lower bound: For any α-LDP algorithm Alg, it holds that

sup
M⋆∈M

PM
⋆,Alg
(
πT+1 6= πM

⋆) ≥ 1

8
p-decLDP

ε(T )(M),

where ε(T ) = c√
α2T

.

(2) Upper bound: Suppose that M is compact, M(1), · · · ,M(m) are convex, and

p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M) ≤ 1

3
, ε̄(T ) = C

√
log(m/δ)

α2T
.

Then LDP-ExO can be suitably instantiated to preserve α-LDP, so that under any model M⋆ ∈Mi⋆,
the algorithm returns πT+1 = i⋆ with probability at least 1− δ.
In terms of the sample complexity, assuming that M(1), · · · ,M(m) are convex, we have

C dec
1/3(M) . α2 · C∆(M) . C dec

1/3(M) · log(m/∆),

for all ∆ ∈ [0, 0.05]. Therefore, up to the factor of log(m/∆), the sample complexity of private
convex hypothesis selection is completely characterized by the private PAC-DEC.

Online regression. We consider the online variant of the regression task (Section 5.2). In the
setting of online regression, for every step t ∈ [T ], the environment selects a pair (xt, yt) (potentially
depends on the history prior to step t), and the learner has to pick a (randomized) prediction
function ft ∈ F . The regret of the learner is measured by

RegDM(T ) :=
T∑

t=1

L(yt, ft(xt))− inf
f⋆∈F

T∑

t=1

L(yt, f
⋆(xt)),

where L : [−1, 1]2 → [0, 1] is a given loss.

Clearly, online regression is encompassed by adversarial DMSO (Appendix A.2), with the constraint
being P⋆ = {Magnostic}. As a corollary of Theorem A.1, we have the following regret bound for
online regression.9

Proposition B.4. Let T ≥ 1, δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose that X is finite, and p-decLDP

ε (Magnostic) is of
moderate decay as a function of ε. For online regression, LDP-ExO achieves the following regret
bound with probability at least 1− δ:

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ +O(

√
log T ) · p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(Magnostic),

where ε̄(T ) =

√
logNfrac(Magnostic ,∆)+log(1/δ)

α2T .

This also recovers the risk bound of Proposition 23 when the data are drawn i.i.d from a M⋆ ∈
Magnostic. Therefore, in this sense, online private regression is no more difficult than the agnostic
private regression (with potential degradation of the rate of the regret), because the private PAC-
DEC p-decLDP

ε (Magnostic) and the fractional covering number Nfrac(Magnostic,∆) also provide lower
bounds (similar to Eq. (46)). This is in sharp contrast to the non-private setting, where there is a
separation between the complexity of regression and online regression.

9For regression (a statistical task), we have r-decLDP
ε (Magnostic) = p-decLDP

ε (Magnostic) because the decision f ∈ F
does not affect the distribution of the observation.
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B.4 LDP lower bounds via SQ lower bounds

For a more general demonstration of the power of private PAC-DEC, we consider the following
variant of the commonly used SQ lower bound methods [Blum et al., 1994, Feldman et al., 2017,
Brennan et al., 2020, etc.]. We focus on the statistical tasks (Definition 10, where M⊆ ∆(Z)).

Definition 15 (Minimum correlation). For distributions D1,D2,D ∈ ∆(Z), we define the pairwise
correlation as

ρD(D1,D2) = Ez∼D

(
dD1(z)

dD(z)
− 1

)(
dD2(z)

dD(z)
− 1

)
.

We say a set of m distributions {D1, · · · ,Dm} is ε-correlated relative to D if

∀i, j, |ρD(Di,Dj)| ≤
{
ε2, i 6= j,

mε2, i = j.

Suppose M⊆ ∆(Z). For any ∆, we define the minimum correlation cor(M,∆) to be the minimum
of ε such that there exists a reference model ĎM and a set of models {M1, · · · ,Mm} ⊆ M, such that
(1) {M1, · · · ,Mm} is ε-correlated relative to ĎM ; (2) for any π ∈ Π, there is at most m/2 indices
i ∈ [m] such that L(Mi, π) ≤ ∆.

In the following, we show that cor(M,∆) provides a lower bound of private PAC-DEC of M, and
hence it also provides a lower bound for learning M under LDP.

Proposition B.5. For any ∆ > 0, it holds that

p-decLDP

ε (M) ≥ ∆

4
, ∀ε ≤ cor(M,∆).

In terms of the sample complexity, any α-LDP algorithm requires Ω
(

1
α2·cor(M,4∆)2

)
samples to

learn a ∆-optimal decision in M.

Proof can be found in Appendix I.9.

Hardness of LDP learning parity. It has been shown that learning parity under LDP is
hard [Kasiviswanathan et al., 2011], in the sense that there is a 2Ω(d) lower bound on the sample
complexity (where d is the dimension). In the following, we apply Proposition B.5 to recover the
exponential lower bound and discuss its implication. Proof in Appendix I.10.

Proposition B.6 (Learning parity). Let d ≥ 2, ε ∈ [0, 1], and X = {0, 1}d, and Fparity = {fS}S⊆[d],
where for each subset S ⊆ [d], the function fS : X → {−1, 1} is defined as

fS(x) = (−1)
∑
i∈S xi , ∀x ∈ {0, 1}d.

Then, there exists a distribution µ ∈ ∆(X ), such that for Mparity the class of all realizable models
with the covariate distribution µ, it holds that

p-decLDP

ε (Mparity) ≥ Ω(
√

2dε).

This implies a lower bound of supM∈Mparity
EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ Ω

(√
2d

T

)
for any T -round algo-

rithm Alg.

Notice that for the parity function class, we have |Fparity| = 2d, and hence the lower bound above is

in sharp contrast to the non-private setting, where the ERM can achieve a risk bound of

√
log |Fparity|

T .
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C Additional Discussions and Results from Section 6

C.1 Joint DP in interactive learning

Generalizing the notion of JDP for non-interactive learning, Shariff and Sheffet [2018] propose
a definition of JDP for contextual bandits, which is later extended to reinforcement learning by
Vietri et al. [2020]. In the following, we formalize the notion of JDP for general interactive decision
problems.

Recall that a T -round algorithm Alg (without LDP constraints) is specified by a sequence of map-
pings {qt}t∈[T ] ∪ {p̂} , where the t-th mapping qt(· | Ht−1) specifies the distribution of πt based on
the history Ht−1 = (πs, zs)s≤t−1, and the final map p̂(· | HT ) specifies the distribution of the output
policy πT+1 based on HT .

Definition 16 (Interactive JDP). For sequences of observations Hz,T = (z1, · · · , zT ) and H′
z,T =

(z′
1, · · · , z′

T ), we say Hz,T and H′
z,T are neighbored if there is at most one index t ∈ [T ] such that

zt 6= z′
t.

The algorithm Alg preserves α-JDP if for any two neighbored sets of observations Hz,T = (z1, · · · , zT )
and H′

z,T = (z′
1, · · · , z′

T ), it holds that

PAlg((π1, · · · , πT , πT+1) ∈ E|Hz,T ) ≤ eαPAlg
(
(π1, · · · , πT , πT+1) ∈ E|H′

z,T

)
,

for any measurable set E ⊆ Π, where PAlg is taken over the randomness of the algorithm, i.e.,

PAlg((π1, · · · , πT , πT+1) = ·|z1, · · · , zT ) =

T+1∏

t=1

qt(πt = ·|π1:t−1, z1:t−1),

where we regard qT+1 := p̂.

For statistical estimation problems, the definition above clearly recovers Definition 11. It also
recovers the definition of interactive JDP considered by Shariff and Sheffet [2018], Vietri et al.
[2020], He et al. [2022].

Similar to Proposition 37, we show that fractional covering number provides a lower bound for
interactive learning under JDP.

Proposition C.1 (Fractional covering number lower bound for JDP learning). Let T ≥ 1, and Alg

is a weak α-JDP algorithm. Suppose that with T -round of interactions, Alg achieves RiskDM(T ) ≤
∆ with probability at least 1

2 under PM,Alg for any M ∈M. Then it holds that

T ≥ logNfrac(M,∆)− log 2

α
.

Note that any α-LDP algorithm preserves α-JDP. Hence, Theorem 38 naturally extends to inter-
active learning.

C.2 Learnability of regression

In this section, we consider the learnability of the regression task, continuing Section 6.2. Recall
that in Section 5.2, we study proper regression. More generally, in this section, we also consider
the problem of improper regression with a function class F+ not necessarily equal to F .
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In improper regression, the decision space is Π = F+, and the loss function is defined as

L(M,f) = E(x,y)∼ML(y, f(x))− min
f⋆∈F

E(x,y)∼ML(y, f⋆(x)), ∀f ∈ F+.

Define the fractional covering number of the pair (F ,F+) as

Nfrac(F ,F+,∆) := inf
p∈∆(F+)

sup
µ∈∆(X ),f⋆∈F

1

p(f : Ex∼µ|f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ ∆)
. (47)

When F+ = F , this definition recovers the definition (31) of the fractional covering number of F .

We first relate Nfrac(F ,F+,∆) to the fractional covering number of Magnostic under the absolute
loss Labs(y, y

′) = |y − y′|.
Lemma C.2. Recall that Magnostic = ∆(Z) is the class of all agnostic models. Then, under the
absolute loss Labs and decision space Π = F+, it holds that

Nfrac(Magnostic,∆) = Nfrac(F ,F+,∆), ∀∆ > 0.

More generally, for any 1-Lipschitz loss, we have Nfrac(Magnostic,∆) ≤ Nfrac(F ,F+,∆).

In particular, under absolute loss, the agnostic learnability with (F ,F+) is characterized by the
finiteness of the complexity measure Nfrac(F ,F+,∆).

Realizable regression. We consider the “easier” task of realizable regression. Given the function
class F , a model M ∈ ∆(Z) is realizable if there exists fM ∈ F such that for (x, y) ∼M , y = fM(x)
with probability 1. Let MF ,realizable be the class of all realizable models.

Lemma C.3. Under the absolute loss Labs, it holds that Nfrac(MF ,realizable,∆) = Nfrac(F ,F+,∆)
for ∆ > 0.

Therefore, under absolute loss, the learnability of realizable regression is also characterized by the
finiteness of the fractional covering number Nfrac(F ,F+,∆). In particular, the agnostic learnability
is equivalent to the realizable learnability. A similar argument also applies to the squared loss,
where we can show that Nfrac(F ,F+,∆) simultaneously characterizes the learnability of agnostic
regression, well-specified regression (Section 5.2), and realizable regression.

Separation between proper learning and improper learning. We show that, for high-
dimensional linear model, there is a separation between proper and improper learning under LDP.
More specifically, we consider X := {x ∈ Rd : ‖x‖ ≤ 1}, and the function class F given by

FLin := {fθ(x) = 〈θ, x〉}θ:‖θ‖≤1.

Proposition C.4. Let F+ := {fθ(x) = 〈θ, x〉}θ∈Rd be the class of unbounded linear functions.
Then it holds that

logNfrac(F ,∆) ≥ Ω (d) , logNfrac(F ,F+,∆) ≤ Õ
(

1

∆2

)
.

Therefore, d-dimensional proper linear regression is infeasible when d is unbounded, while improper
learning is still tractable as d→∞. Proof appears in Appendix J.6.
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D Technical Tools

The following lemma can be regarded as a “chain rule” of Hellinger distance [Jayram, 2009] (see
also Duchi [2023, Lemma 11.5.3] or Foster et al. [2024, Lemma D.2]).

Lemma D.1 (Sub-additivity for squared Hellinger distance). Let (X 1,F1), . . . , (X T ,FT ) be a se-
quence of measurable spaces, and let Xt =

∏t
i=1X i and Ft =

⊗t
i=1 F

i. For each t, let Pt(· | ·) and
Qt(· | ·) be probability kernels from (Xt−1,Ft−1) to (X t,Ft).
Let P and Q be the laws of X1, . . . ,XT under Xt ∼ Pt(· | X1:t−1) and Xt ∼ Qt(· | X1:t−1) respec-
tively. Then it holds that

D2
H(P,Q) ≤ 7 EP

[
T∑

t=1

D2
H(Pt(· | X1:t−1),Qt(· | X1:t−1))

]
.

We also invoke the Minimax theorem.

Theorem D.2 (Ky Fan’s minimax theorem, Fan [1953]). Let X be a compact Hausdorff space and
Y an arbitrary set (not topologized). Let f be a real-valued function on X × Y such that, for every
y ∈ Y , f(·, y) is continuous over X.

Then, if f is convex-like on X and concave-like on Y , then

min
x∈X

sup
y∈Y

f(x, y) = sup
y∈Y

min
x∈X

f(x, y).

Therefore, if f is instead concave-like on X and convex-like on Y , then we can apply Theorem D.2
to −f to obtain

max
x∈X

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) = inf
y∈Y

max
x∈X

f(x, y).

Theorem D.3 (Kakutani’s fixed point theorem, Osborne and Rubinstein [1994, Lemma 20.1]).
Let X be a compact convex subset of Rn, and let F : X →P(X) be a set-valued function for which

1. for all x ∈ X, the set F (x) is nonempty and convex, and

2. F is upper hemicontinuous (i.e. for all sequences xn and yn such that yn ∈ F (xn) for all n,
xn → x, yn → y, then we have y ∈ F (x)).

Then, there exists x ∈ X such that x ∈ F (x).

E Proofs for Lower Bounds

E.1 Proof of Theorem 7

In this section, we prove a more general version of Theorem 7 through the approach developed in
Chen et al. [2024], which applies to any loss function L.

Given model class M, for each ε > 0 and δ ∈ [0, 1], we define the quantile-based PAC DEC as

p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ) := inf

p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
P∈P

{
L̂δ(P, p)

∣∣∣ inf
M∈co(P)

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
, (48)
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where L̂δ(P, p) is the δ-quantile loss of p, defined as

L̂δ(P, p) = sup
∆≥0
{∆ : Pπ∼p(L(P, π) ≥ ∆) ≥ δ}.

We also denote p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P) := supĎM∈co(M) p-dec

q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ). By definition, the quantile-based PAC

DEC is always bounded by the original hybrid PAC DEC:

p-decH

ε(P, ĎM )− δ ≤ p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ) ≤ δ−1p-decH

ε(P, ĎM ), (49)

as long as the loss function is bounded in [0, 1]. However, such a conversion can be loose in general.

The advantage of considering the quantile private PAC-DECis that it provides the following unified
lower bound for PAC learning under hybrid DMSO. Proof is presented in Appendix E.4.

Proposition E.1 (Quantile-based hybrid DEC lower bound). For any T ≥ 1 and constant δ ∈
[0, 1), we denote εδ(T ) := 1

13

√
δ
T . Then, under hybrid DMSO, for any T -round algorithm Alg,

there exists P⋆ ∈P and a distribution µ⋆ ∈ ∆(P⋆), such that for the stationary environment Env

specified by µ⋆,

L(P⋆, πT+1) ≥ sup
ĎM

p-dec
q,H
εδ(T ),δ(P, ĎM ), with probability at least δ/2 under PEnv,Alg,

where the supremum supĎM is taken over all reference models ĎM ∈ (Π→ ∆(O)).

Subsequently, we specify the above lower bound to metric-based loss and any general loss function.

Application: metric-based loss function. When the loss function is metric-based (Defini-
tion 1), we can show that the quantile-based hybrid DEC can be lower bounded by the original
hybrid DEC. More specifically, we prove the following lemma.

Lemma E.2. Suppose that for some constant C1, C2, it holds that for any models P,P ′ ∈P, any
decision π ∈ Π,

L(P ′, π) ≤ C1L(P, π) + C2 inf
π′

(
L(P, π′) + L(P ′, π′)

)
. (50)

Then for any δ ∈ [0, 1
2) and any reference model ĎM , it holds that

p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ) ≥ 1

2C2
p-decH

ε(P, ĎM ).

For example, when L(P, π) = ρ(πP , π) for certain pseudo-metric ρ over Π, Eq. (50) holds with
C1 = C2 = 1. Therefore, Eq. (50) can be viewed as a generalized metric structure on the loss
function L. In particular, Eq. (14) of Theorem 7 follows immediately from Proposition E.1 and
Lemma E.2.

Proof of Theorem 7: Eq. (14). Suppose that the loss function L is metric-based. Then,
Lemma E.2 implies that p-dec

q,H
ε,δ (P) ≥ 1

2p-decH

ε(P) for any δ < 1
2 . Thus, applying Proposition E.1

yields

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ δ

2
sup

ĎM

p-dec
q,H
εδ(T ),δ(P) ≥ δ

4
sup

ĎM

p-decH

εδ(T )(P, ĎM ).
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Letting δ → 1
2 gives the desired lower bound:

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

8
sup

ĎM

p-decH

ε(T )(P, ĎM ) ≥ 1

8
p-decH

ε(T )(P). (51)

Similarly, we can apply Proposition E.1 to general loss function.

Proof of Theorem 7: Eq. (15). By Eq. (49), we have

p-decq,H
ε (P) ≥ p-decH

ε(P)− δ.
Hence, Eq. (15) is a direct corollary of Proposition E.1.

As a final remark, we note that under stochastic DMSO, if the loss function is reward-based
(Example 1), the quantile DEC can also be lower bounded by the constrained DEC (see Chen et al.
[2024] and also Appendix I.2).

E.2 Proof of Theorem 9

In this section, we prove Theorem 9 by first reducing to stochastic DMSO, and then apply the
lower bound for stochastic DMSO (Theorem E.3).

Reduction from hybrid DMSO to stochastic DMSO. We first argue that for any problem
under hybrid DMSO, the minimax regret can always be lower bounded by a corresponding stochastic
DMSO problem. The idea follows from the observation of Foster et al. [2022b].

For any stationary environment Env constrained by P, Env is specified by a constraint P ∈P and
µ ∈ ∆(P). Then, for each round t ∈ [T ], the model M t ∼ µ independently, and hence conditional
on (Ht−1,πt), the observation ot ∼ Mµ(πt), where Mµ = EM ′∼µ[M ′] ∈ co(P). Therefore, for any
T -round algorithm Alg, the marginal distribution of HT generated by Alg under Env agrees with
the distribution of HT generated by Alg under the model Mµ, i.e.,

PEnv,Alg(HT = ·) = PMµ,Alg(HT = ·).
In particular, using the linearity of the value function, we have

EEnv,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

V Mt
(πt)

]
= EMµ,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

V Mµ(πt)

]
,

and hence

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ max
π⋆∈Π

EEnv,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

V Mt
(π⋆)− V Mt

(πt)

]

= max
π⋆∈Π

EMµ,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

V Mµ(π⋆)− V Mµ(πt)

]
= EMµ,Alg[RegDM(T )].

Note that for any M ∈ MP , there exists P ∈ P and µ ∈ ∆(P) such that M = EM ′∼µ[M ′], and
hence there exists a corresponding stationary environment. Therefore, for any algorithm Alg, it
holds that

sup
stationary Env

EEnv,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ sup
M∈MP

EM,Alg[RegDM(T )], (52)

where supEnv is taken over all stationary environments Env constrained by P.

58



Reduction to the regret DEC lower bound. Then, we invoke the following lower bound,
which is strengthened from Foster et al. [2023b], Glasgow and Rakhlin [2023], Chen et al. [2024].
The proof is deferred to Appendix E.6.

Theorem E.3 (Constrained DEC lower bounds for stochastic DMSO). Let T ≥ 1, andM⊆ (Π→
∆(O)) be a given model class. Suppose that V is a value function such that V M(π) ∈ [0, Vmax], and
for any π ∈ Π, there exists φπ ∈ Φ, such that

∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)
∣∣ ≤ CVDH

(
M(π, φπ), ĎM(π, φπ)

)
, ∀M ∈M, ĎM ∈ co(M). (53)

Then for any T -round algorithm Alg, it holds that

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ T

8

(
r-decc

ε(T )(M)− 6CV ε(T )− Vmax

T

)

where ε(T ) = 1
24

√
T

.

Theorem 9 is then proven by combining Eq. (52) and Theorem E.3.

E.3 Instantiations

In the following, we extend the discussion in Section 2 and apply Theorem 7 and Theorem 9 to
prove the lower bounds for query-based learning and LDP learning.

E.3.1 Query-based learning: Proof of Theorem 14

In this section, we formalize the discussion in Section 2.2 and prove that the SQ DEC can be derived
from the hybrid DEC with P = Pτ -query. In particular, we derive Theorem 14 from Theorem 7.
Alternatively, a direct proof of Theorem 7 is presented in Appendix H.1.

From hybrid DEC to SQ DEC. The key observation is the following lemma, which relates the
squared Hellinger distance to the “error probability”-style quantity in the definition of SQ DEC (4).

Lemma E.4. Suppose that P ∈ ∆(O), and O0 ⊆ O is a measurable subset of O. Then it holds
that

1

2
P (Oc0) ≤ inf

P ′:supp(P ′)⊆O0

D2
H

(
P ′, P

)
≤ P (Oc0).

Note that PM consists of all models M ′ such that supp(M ′(π)) ⊆ {v : ‖M(π)− v‖ ≤ τ} for all
π ∈ Π, and particularly, PM is convex. Therefore, we can bound the quantity

inf
M ′∈PM

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M ′(π), ĎM (π)

)
= Eπ∼q inf

M ′∈PM
D2

H

(
M ′(π), ĎM (π)

)

using Lemma E.4:

1

2
P

π∼q,v∼ ĎM (π)(‖M(π) − v‖ > τ) ≤ inf
M ′∈PM

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M ′(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ P

π∼q,v∼ ĎM(π)(‖M(π)− v‖ > τ).

Therefore, we have proven the following lemma.
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Lemma E.5. Suppose that τ ≥ 0, Pτ -query is specified by the model class M ⊆ (Π → V). Then,
for any reference model ĎM : Π→ ∆(V), it holds that

p-decτ -SQ

ε/2 (M, ĎM ) ≤ p-decH

ε(Pτ -query, ĎM) ≤ p-decτ -SQ

ε (M, ĎM ), ∀ε ≥ 0.

In particular, we have p-decH

ε(Pτ -query) ≤ p-decτ -SQ

ε (M).10

Proof of Theorem 14. For metric-based loss L, we can apply Eq. (51) with Pτ -query:

sup
Env

EEnv,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

8
sup

ĎM

p-decH

ε(T )(P, ĎM ) ≥ 1

8
p-decτ -SQ

ε(T )/2(M),

where the supremum is taken over all environments specified by a GQ oracle GQτ
M with respect to

a model M ∈ M, and the second inequality follows from Lemma E.5. Similarly, for more general
loss L, a lower bound in terms of p-decτ -SQ

ε (M) also follows from Eq. (15) of Theorem 7.

Proof of Lemma E.4. We first consider the distribution P0 = P (·|o ∈ O0). Clearly, supp(P0) ⊆
O0, and

D2
H (P0, P ) =

1

2

[
P (Oc0) +

(
1−

√
P (O0)

)2
]
≤ DTV (P0, P ) = P (Oc0).

Hence, the upper bound is proven.

Next, we proceed to prove the lower bound. For any P ′ ∈ ∆(O) such that supp(P ′) ⊆ O0, we fix
a base measure µ, and then

D2
H (P0, P ) = 1−

∫

O

√
dP

dµ
· dP

′

dµ
µ(do)

= 1−
√
P (O0)

∫

O0

√
dP0

dµ
· dP

′

dµ
µ(do)

= 1−
√
P (O0) +

√
P (O0)D2

H

(
P ′, P0

)

≥ 1−
√
P (O0) ≥ 1

2
P (Oc0).

This gives the desired lower bound.

E.3.2 LDP learning: Proof of Theorem 19 (1) and Theorem 27

We first recall the discussion in Section 2.3: Given a model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)) and the class
Q = Qα of all α-DP channels (from Z toO), each modelM ∈M induces a map M ♯ : Π×Q→ ∆(O)
by M ♯(π,Q) = Q ◦M(π) for all π ∈ Π, Q ∈ Q. Therefore, M induces a model class M♯ under
hybrid DMSO:

M♯ :=
{
M ♯ : M ∈M

}
⊆ (Π×Q → ∆(O)) (54)

Then, a direct application of Proposition 20 yields the following lemma.

10The converse might not hold, because in our definition (4) of SQ DEC, the supremum is taken over all reference
models ĎM : Π → ∆(V).

60



Lemma E.6. Let the model class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)) be given. For the corresponding constraint
class PLDP = {M ♯ : M ∈M}, it holds that

p-decLDP

c0ε/α
(M) ≤ p-decH

ε(PLDP) = p-decc
ε(M♯) ≤ p-decLDP

c1ε/α
(M), ∀ε > 0,

where c0, c1 > 0 are universal constants. Similarly, we also have

r-decLDP

c0ε/α
(M) ≤ r-decH

ε(PLDP) = r-decc
ε(M♯) ≤ r-decLDP

c1ε/α
(M), ∀ε > 0.

Therefore, there is an equivalence between the hybrid DECs and the private DECs. Based on
such an equivalence, we apply the hybrid DEC lower bounds (Theorem 8 and Theorem 9) to prove
Theorem 19 (1) and Theorem 27. The proof of Theorem 19 (2) is deferred to Appendix I.2, as it
involves the specific properties of reward-based loss.

Proof of Theorem 19 (1). Fix a T -round α-LDP algorithm Alg. Then, by Theorem 7, it holds
that

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ 1

8
p-decH

ε(T )(PLDP) ≥ 1

8
p-decLDP

c0ε(T )/α(M),

where ε(T ) = 1
20

√
T

, and the second inequality follows from Lemma E.6.

Proof of Theorem 27. We only need to verify Assumption 3. For any decision π ∈ Π, we
consider the binary channel Qπ ∈ Qα given by

Qπ(+1|z) =
1 + cαR(z, π)

2
, Qπ(−1|z) =

1− cαR(z, π)

2
,

where cα = 1 − e−α ensures that Qπ is α-DP (cf. Example 5), and we assume without loss of
generality that {−1, 1} ⊆ O. Then, by definition, it holds that

cα
∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)

∣∣ ≤ DTV

(
M(π,Qπ), ĎM(π,Qπ)

)
≤
√

2DH

(
M(π,Qπ), ĎM(π,Qπ)

)
.

Therefore, Assumption 3 holds with CV =
√

2
cα

= O
(

1
α

)
. Hence, for any α-LDP algorithm Alg,

Theorem 9 yields

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ T

8

(
p-decH

ε(T )(PLDP)− 6CV ε(T )
)
− 1

≥ T

8

(
r-decLDP

c0ε(T )/α(M)− 6
√

2ε(T )

cα

)
− 1,

where ε(T ) = 1
24

√
T

, and the second inequality follows from Lemma E.6. This gives the desired

lower bound.

Proof of Lemma E.6. We begin with the first inequality for private PAC-DEC. By Proposi-
tion 20, for any α-DP channel Q ∈ Q, there exists a distribution q̃Q ∈ ∆(L), such that

D2
H

(
M ♯(π,Q), ĎM ♯(π,Q)

)
≤ (eα − 1)2

8
Eℓ∼q̃Q

D2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)), ∀π ∈ Π,M ∈M, ĎM ∈ co(M).
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Therefore, for any q ∈ ∆(Π×Q), there exists q̃ ∈ ∆(Π× L) such that

{
M ∈M : E(π,ℓ)∼q̃D

2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ (c0ε/α)2

}
⊆
{
M ∈M : Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M ♯(π), ĎM ♯(π)

)
≤ ε2

}
,

where c0 > 0 is a lower bound of 4α
eα−1 that only depends on α0. Then, by the definition of private

PAC-DEC, we know

p-decc
ε(M♯, ĎM ♯) ≥ p-decLDP

c0ε/α
(M, ĎM ), ∀ĎM ∈ co(M).

Note that co(M♯) = co(M)♯, and hence we have p-decc
ε(M♯) ≥ p-decLDP

c0ε/α
(M).

Next, we prove the second inequality for the private PAC-DEC. Recall that for any ℓ ∈ L, there is
a corresponding binary channel Qℓ, such that

D2
H (Qℓ ◦ P1,Qℓ ◦ P2) ≥ 1

2
DTV (Qℓ ◦ P1,Qℓ ◦ P2)2

=
1

2
DTV

(
Bern

(
1 + cαEP1ℓ(z)

2

)
,Bern

(
1 + cαEP2ℓ(z)

2

))2

=
c2
α

8
|EP1ℓ(z)− EP2ℓ(z)|2 ≥ (α/c1)2D2

ℓ(P1, P2),

where c1 > 0 is a upper bound of 4α
cα

that only depend on α0. Therefore, for any q ∈ ∆(Π × L),
there exists q′ ∈ ∆(Π×Q), such that

{
M ∈M : E

π∼q′D2
H

(
M ♯(π), ĎM ♯(π)

)
≤ ε2

}
⊆
{
M ∈M : E(π,ℓ)∼qD

2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ (c1ε/α)2

}
.

Then, by the definition of private PAC-DEC, we know

p-decc
ε(M♯, ĎM ♯) ≤ p-decLDP

c1ε/α
(M, ĎM ), ∀ĎM ∈ co(M),

and hence p-decc
ε(M♯) ≤ p-decLDP

c1ε/α
(M).

The bounds for private regret-DEC can be proven analogously, and we omit the proof for succinct-
ness.

E.4 Proof of Proposition E.1

Following Foster et al. [2021], we first introduce some notations.

Recall that an algorithm Alg = {qt}t∈[T ] ∪ {p} in hybrid DMSO is specified by a sequence of
mappings, where the t-th mapping qt(· | Ht−1) specifies the distribution of πt = (πt, φt) based
on the history Ht−1, and the final map p(· | HT ) specifies the distribution of πT+1 based on HT .
Therefore, for any model M : Π→ ∆(O), we define

qM,Alg = EM,Alg

[
1

T

T∑

t=1

qt(·|Ht−1)

]
∈ ∆(Π), pM,Alg = EM,Alg[p(HT )] ∈ ∆(Π), (55)

The distribution qM,Alg is the expected distribution of the average profile (π1, · · · ,πT ), and pM,Alg

is the expected distribution of the output decision πT+1.
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Using the sub-additivity of the squared Hellinger divergence (by Lemma D.1, see e.g., Chen et al.
[2024, Section 3.2]), for any model M, ĎM , it holds that

D2
H

(
PM,Alg,P

ĎM,Alg
)
≤ 7E

ĎM,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

D2
H

(
M(πt), ĎM (πt)

)
]

(56)

= 7T · Eπ∼qĎM,Alg
D2

H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
. (57)

With Eq. (56), we now present the proof of Proposition E.1 (which is essentially following the
analysis in Chen et al. [2024]).

Proof of Proposition E.1. We abbreviate ε = ε(T ). Fix a ∆ < supĎM p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ), and then

there exists ĎM such that ∆ < p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ). Hence, by the definition (48), we know that

∆ < sup
P∈P

{
L̂δ(P, pĎM,Alg)

∣∣∣ inf
M∈co(P)

Eπ∼qĎM,Alg
D2

H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
.

Therefore, there exists P⋆ ∈P and M⋆ ∈ co(P⋆) such that

Eπ∼qĎM,Alg
D2

H

(
M⋆(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2, pĎM,Alg(π : L(P⋆, π) ≥ ∆) ≥ δ.

By Eq. (56), we know

D2
H

(
PM

⋆,Alg,P
ĎM,Alg

)
≤ 7Tε2.

Because M⋆ ∈ co(P⋆), there exists a distribution µ⋆ ∈ ∆(P⋆) such that M⋆ = EM∼µ⋆ [M ]. Then,
for the stationary environment Env specified by µ⋆ (i.e., it selects M t ∼ µ⋆ independently), it holds
that PEnv,Alg(HT = ·) = PM

⋆,Alg(HT = ·). Therefore, by data-processing inequality, we have

1

2

(√
PEnv,Alg(L(P⋆, πT+1) ≥ ∆)−

√
PĎM,Alg(L(P⋆, πT+1) ≥ ∆)

)2
≤ D2

H

(
PEnv,Alg,P

ĎM,Alg
)
≤ 7Tε2.

Therefore, combining the inequalities above, we have

PEnv,Alg(L(P⋆, πT+1) ≥ ∆) ≥
(√

pĎM,Alg(π : L(P⋆, π) ≥ ∆)−
√

14Tε2
)2
≥ δ

2
,

where we use pĎM,Alg(π : L(P⋆, π) ≥ ∆) ≥ δ and
√

14Tε2 ≤ (1− 1√
2
)
√
δ.

Letting ∆→ p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P) completes the proof.

E.5 Proof of Lemma E.2

Fix a reference model ĎM and let ∆0 > 0 ∨ p-dec
q
ε,δ(P, ĎM ). Then there exists p ∈ ∆(Π), q ∈ ∆(Π)

such that

sup
P∈P

{
L̂δ(P, p)

∣∣∣ inf
M∈co(P)

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
< ∆0.

Therefore, we denote

Pq,ε(ĎM ) := {P ∈P : inf
M∈co(P)

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2},
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and it holds that

Pπ∼q(L(P, π) ≥ ∆0) < δ, ∀P ∈Pq,ε(ĎM).

If the constrained set Pq,ε(ĎM ) is empty, then we immediately have p-decc
ε(P, ĎM ) = −∞ < ∆0,

and the proof is completed. Therefore, in the following we may assume Pq,ε(ĎM ) is non-empty, and
fix a model P0 ∈Pq,ε(ĎM).

Notice that for any model P ∈Pq,ε(ĎM ), we have

Pπ∼q(L(P, π) < ∆0, L(P0, π) < ∆0) ≥ 1− 2δ > 0,

and hence

inf
π

(L(P, π) + L(P0, π)) ≤ 2∆0.

Therefore, Eq. (50) implies that

L(P, π) ≤ C1L(P0, π) + 2C2∆0, ∀P ∈Pq,ε(ĎM).

Hence, we can take any π⋆ such that L(P0, π
⋆) = 0, and let p ∈ ∆(Π) be supported on π⋆. Then,

(p, q) certifies that

p-decH

ε(P, ĎM ) ≤ sup
P∈P

{
L(P, π⋆) | inf

M∈co(P)
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

}
≤ 2C2∆0.

Letting ∆0 → p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ) yields p-decLDP

ε (P, ĎM ) ≤ 2C2 · p-dec
q,H
ε,δ (P, ĎM ), which is the desired

result.

E.6 Proof of Theorem E.3

Fix a T -round algorithm Alg and a reference model ĎM ∈ co(M). Denote ε := ε(T ) and ∆ :=
r-decc

ε(M∪{ĎM}, ĎM ). It remains to prove the following claim.

Claim. It holds that

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ T

8

(
∆− 6CV ε−

Vmax

T

)
. (58)

Proof of the claim. We set ∆0 := 1
2

(
∆−

√
2CV ε− Vmax

T

)
. If ∆0 ≤ 0, then the claim is vacuous.

In the following, we focus on the case ∆0 > 0.

Fix an arbitrary φ0 ∈ Φ. For each decision π ∈ Π, we let φπ ∈ Π be an associated measurement
such that Eq. (18) holds.

Consider a modified algorithm Alg′ : for t = 1, · · · , T , and history Ht−1, we set q′
t(·|Ht−1) =

qt(·|Ht−1) if the quantity Gt−1 :=
∑t−1

s=1

[
V ĎM(π ĎM)− Eπ∼qsV

ĎM(π)
]
< T∆0, and set q′

t(·|Ht−1) be
supported on (π ĎM , φ0) if otherwise. By our construction, it holds that under Alg′,

GT =

T∑

s=1

[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− Eπ∼qsV

ĎM(π)
]
< T∆0 + Vmax.
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Furthermore, we can define the stopping time

τ = max {t ∈ [T ] : Gt−1 < T∆0} .

If τ < T , then it holds that GT = Gτ ≥ T∆0.

Now, we consider p0 := E
ĎM,Alg′

[
1
T

∑T
t=1 qt(·|Ht−1)

]
∈ ∆(Π) (following Appendix E.4). We let

p′
0 ∈ ∆(Π) be the marginal distribution of π under (π, φ) ∼ p0, and p1 be the distribution of (π, φπ)

with π ∼ p′
0. We set p = 1

2(p0 + p1).

Note that p′
0 is the marginal distribution of π ∼ p. Thus,

Eπ∼p
[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V ĎM(π)

]
= Eπ∼p′

0

[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V ĎM(π)

]

=
1

T
E

ĎM,Alg′

[
T∑

t=1

V
ĎM(π

ĎM)− V ĎM(πt)

]

=
1

T
E

ĎM,Alg′
[GT ] < ∆0 +

Vmax

T
≤ ∆.

Therefore, by the definition of r-decc
ε(M∪ {ĎM}, ĎM ), there exists M ∈M such that

Eπ∼p[V
M(πM)− V M(π)] ≥ ∆, Eπ∼pD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2.

We also have

Eπ∼p′
0

∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)
∣∣2 ≤ C2

V Eπ∼p′
0
D2

H

(
M(π, φπ), ĎM (π, φπ)

)

= C2
V Eπ∼p1DH

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)

≤ 2C2
V ε

2.

Therefore, we have

V M(πM)− V ĎM(π
ĎM) = [V M(πM)− Eπ∼pV

M(π)] + Eπ∼p
[
V M(π)− V ĎM(π)

]
−
[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− Eπ∼pV

ĎM(π)
]

≥ ∆−
√

2CV ε−
(

∆0 +
Vmax

T

)
≥ ∆0.

In the following, we proceed to lower bound RegDM(τ) under modelM and algorithm Alg′. Consider
the random variable

X =

T∑

t=1

Eπ∼qt
∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)

∣∣ .

We then bound

RegDM(τ) =
τ∑

t=1

[V M(πM)− Eπ∼qtV
M(π)]

= τ(V M(πM)− V ĎM(π
ĎM)) +

τ∑

t=1

[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− Eπ∼qtV

ĎM(π)
]

+

τ∑

t=1

[
Eπ∼qtV

ĎM(π)− Eπ∼qtV
M(π)

]

≥ τ(V M(πM)− V ĎM(π
ĎM)) +Gτ −X,
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where the last line follows from the definition of Gτ and X. Note that if τ < T , we have Gτ ≥ T∆0.
Otherwise, we have τ = T and Gτ ≥ 0. Therefore, under model M , it holds that (almost surely)

RegDM(τ) ≥ min
{
T (V M(πM)− V ĎM(π

ĎM)), T∆0

}
−X ≥ T∆0 −X.

Consider the event E := {X > TCCV ε}. By Markov’s inequality,

P
ĎM,Alg′

(E) ≤ E
ĎM,Alg′

X2

(TCCV ε)2

≤ 1

T (CCV ε)2
E

ĎM,Alg′

[
T∑

t=1

Eπ∼qt
∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)

∣∣2
]

=
1

(CCV ε)2
Eπ∼p′

0

[∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)
∣∣2
]
≤ 2

C2
.

Further, by Eq. (56), we have

D2
H

(
PM,Alg′

,P
ĎM,Alg′

)
≤ 7T · Eπ∼p0D

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ 14Tε2.

Therefore, by data-processing inequality, it holds that
∣∣∣PM,Alg′

(E)− P
ĎM,Alg′

(E)
∣∣∣ ≤ DTV

(
PM,Alg′

,P
ĎM,Alg′

)
≤
√

28Tε2,

which gives PM,Alg′
(E) ≤ 2

C2 +
√

28Tε2.

Note that under the event Ec, we have X ≤ TCCV ε. Therefore, we can lower bound

EM,Alg′
[RegDM(τ)] ≥ EM,Alg′

[1 {Ec}RegDM(τ)]

≥ EM,Alg′
[1 {Ec} (T∆0 −X)]

≥ PM,Alg′
(Ec) · T (∆0 − CCV ε)

≥
(

1− 2

C2
−
√

28Tε2

)
· T (∆0 − CCV ε).

In particular, we can choose C = 2, and by the choice ε = 1
24

√
T

, we have EM,Alg′
[RegDM(τ)] ≥

T
4 (∆0 − 2CV ε). Then, we can conclude that

EM,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ EM,Alg[RegDM(τ)] = EM,Alg′
[RegDM(τ)] ≥ T

4
(∆0 − 2CV ε).

This gives the desired lower bound.

F Exploration-by-Optimization Algorithm and Guarantees

In this section, we present a generalization of the Exploration-by-Optimization Algorithm (ExO+)
developed by Foster et al. [2022b], which is built upon Lattimore and Szepesvári [2020], Lattimore
and Gyorgy [2021] and is later extended by Chen et al. [2024]. The ExO+ algorithm of Foster et al.
[2022b] has an adversarial regret guarantee for any model class M, scaling with the offset DEC
of the convexified model class co(M) and log |Π|. For our purpose, we adapt it by incorporating
certain measurement class Φ and information set structure Ψ, so that it (1) handles any hybrid
DMSO problem, and also (2) adapts to the structure of the decision space (e.g. capable of achieving
an upper bound that scales with fractional covering number, Appendix F.4.4).

We organize this section as follows:
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• In Appendix F.1, we introduce the notion of information set structure.

• In Appendix F.2, we present the detailed description of ExO+ algorithm based on a given
information set structure Ψ.

• In Appendix F.3, we bound the risk (regret) of ExO+ in terms of the offset DEC and the
fractional covering number associated with (P,Ψ).

• In Appendix F.4, we instantiate ExO+ to prove the upper bounds of Section 3.

• In Appendix F.5, we apply ExO+ to private DMSO to obtain the LDP-ExO algorithm the upper
bounds of Section 5. Specifically, we instantiate LDP-ExO with the following information set
structure:

– Model-based information sets (Appendix F.5.1), where we prove Theorem 28 (1).

– Policy-based information sets (Appendix F.5.2), where we prove Theorem 22 and The-
orem 28 (2).

– Value-based information sets (Appendix F.5.3), where we prove Proposition 24.

– Contextual bandits (Appendix F.5.4), where we prove Proposition 29.

• The remaining subsections contain the proofs of the results of this section.

Offset DECs. For a model class M ⊆ (Π × Φ → ∆(O)) under hybrid DMSO, we define the
offset DECs [Foster et al., 2021] for each γ > 0 as

p-deco
γ(M, ĎM ) := inf

p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] − γEπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)}
, (59)

r-deco
γ(M, ĎM ) := inf

p∈∆(Π)
sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[V

M(πM)− V M(π)] − γEπ∼pD
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)}
, (60)

and we let

p-deco
γ(M) = sup

ĎM∈co(M)

p-deco
γ(M, ĎM ), r-deco

γ(M) = sup
ĎM∈co(M)

r-deco
γ(M, ĎM ). (61)

More generally, for any constraint set P under hybrid DMSO, we define the offset hybrid DEC as

p-deco,H
γ (P, ĎM ) := inf

p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
P∈P

M∈co(P)

{
Eπ∼p[L(P, π)] − γEπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)}
, (62)

and let p-deco,H
γ (P) := supĎM∈co(M) p-deco,H

γ (P, ĎM ).

As a remark, we note that when the loss function is bounded in [0, 1], it holds that

p-deco
ε−2(M, ĎM ) ≤ p-decc

ε(M, ĎM ) ≤ p-deco
γ(M, ĎM ) + γε2, (63)

and analogous conversions also hold for the regret-DECs and the hybrid DECs. The first inequality
in Eq. (63) can be loose in general, and a tighter conversion is possible under reward-based loss
function (Proposition F.10).

67



F.1 Information set structure

Recall that in Section 2.1, we consider both PAC risk (1) (in terms of the loss function L) and the
regret (11) (in terms of the value function V ).

To present the ExO+ algorithm in a unified form, we first introduce the notion of information set
structure. We consider two types of information set structure: Type 1 information set structure is
introduced to handle “value-based” learning (cf. discussion below), generalizing Foster et al. [2022b];
Type 2 information set structure is for general PAC learning under hybrid DMSO.

Type 1 information set structure. We introduce the Type 1 information set structure pri-
marily for no-regret learning in hybrid DMSO.

Definition 17 (Type 1 information set structure). Given a constraint class P under hybrid
DMSO and a value function V , a Type 1 information set structure is a class Ψ, where each ψ ∈ Ψ
is associated with a model classMψ ⊆ (Π→ ∆(O)) and a decision πψ ∈ Π, such that the following
holds:

(1) For each P ∈P, there exists ψ ∈ Ψ such that P ⊆Mψ.

(2) The value M 7→ V M(π) is linear over MΨ :=
⋃
ψ∈Ψ co(Mψ) for any π ∈ Π. We also denote

Lψ(M,π) = V M(πψ)− V M(π) for each ψ ∈ Ψ,M ∈Mψ, π ∈ Π.

For no-regret learning in hybrid DMSO, the simplest Type 1 information set structure is given
by Ψ = P × Π, and for each ψ = (Pψ , πψ) ∈ Ψ, we assign Mψ = Pψ, πψ = πψ. Then, the
loss Lψ(M,π) measures the sub-optimality of a decision π compared to the decision πψ (for the
information set ψ) under the model M .

Another example of information set structure is the “policy-based” one (cf. Section 3.3): Ψ = Π,
where for each π ∈ Ψ, Mπ = {M : V M(πM) − V M(π) ≤ ∆}. In this example, π is a near-optimal
decision for models inMπ. With such an information set structure, we can derive an upper bound
scaling with the fractional covering number of M and the DEC of MΠ (see Appendix F.4.4).

The notion of Type 1 information set structure can be viewed as an abstraction of the ideas of
Foster et al. [2022b]. The idea of using information sets in the context of posterior sampling (and
then AIR) was conveyed to the authors by Dylan Foster back in 2022.

In addition to no-regret learning in hybrid DMSO, Type 1 information set structure can also be
applied to the “value-based” PAC learning under stochastic DMSO, as long as the loss function L is
specified by the value function V as L(M,π) = V M(πM)−V M(π), where πM = arg maxπ∈Π V

M(π).

Type 2 information set structure. For PAC learning under hybrid DMSO, we consider P

itself as an information set structure.

Definition 18 (Type 2 information set structure for PAC learning in hybrid DMSO). Given a prob-
lem class (M,P) under hybrid DMSO, we say that Ψ = P is a Type 2 information set structure.
To be consistent with Type 1 information set structure, we write Mψ = ψ and Lψ(M,π) := L(ψ, π)
(i.e., the loss of a decision π only depends on the information set ψ ∈P).

F.2 Exploration-by-Optimization algorithm

The algorithm, ExO+, is stated in Algorithm 1. It has two options: pac for PAC learning and
reg for no-regret learning. For these two tasks, we specify different spaces S of distributions for
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exploration-exploitation:

Spac := ∆(Π)×∆(Π), Sreg := {(q|Π, q) : q ∈ ∆(Π)} ⊂ ∆(Π)×∆(Π),

where we recall that Π := Π× Φ, and for any distribution q ∈ ∆(Π), q|Π ∈ ∆(Π) is the marginal
distribution of π under (π, φ) ∼ q. We note that for Type 2 information set structure, only the
option pac applies.

At each round t, the algorithm maintains a reference distribution wt ∈ ∆(Ψ), and uses it to obtain a
joint exploration-exploitation distribution (pt, qt) ∈ S and a weight function ξt ∈ Ξ := (Ψ×Π×O →
R),11 by solving a joint minimax optimization problem based on the exploration-by-optimization
objective: Defining

Γw,γ(p, q, ξ;M,ψ) = Eπ∼p[Lψ(M,π)]

− γEπ∼qEo∼M(π)Eψ′∼w
[
1− exp

(
ξ(ψ′; π, o) − ξ(ψ; π, o)

)]
,

(64)

and

Γw,γ(p, q, ξ) = sup
(M,ψ):M∈Mψ

Γw,γ(p, q, ξ;M,ψ), (65)

the algorithm solves

(pt, qt, ξt)← arg min
(p,q)∈S,ξ∈Ξ

Γwt,γ(p, q, ξ).

The algorithm then samples πt = (πt, φt) ∼ qt from the exploration distribution, executes πt and
observes ot from the environment. Finally, the algorithm updates the reference distribution by
performing the exponential weight update (67) with weight function ξt(·; πt, ot).

At the end of the interactions, the algorithm may also output p̂ = 1
T

∑T
t=1 pt ∈ ∆(Π) as the

distribution of πT+1, which is the mixture of the per-step exploitation distributions.

Algorithm 1 Exploration-by-Optimization with information set structure (ExO+)

Input: Decision space Π, measurement class Φ, information set structure Ψ, prior w1 ∈ ∆(Ψ),
parameter T ≥ 1, γ > 0.

1: For option pac, set S = Spac; for option reg, set S = Sreg.
2: for t = 1, · · · , T do
3: Solve the exploration-by-optimization objective:

(pt, qt, ξt)← arg min
(p,q)∈S,ξ∈Ξ

Γwt,γ(p, q, ξ) (66)

4: Sample πt = (πt, φt) ∼ qt and observe ot ∼M t(πt)
5: Perform exponential-weight update:

wt+1(ψ) ∝ψ wt(ψ) exp(ξt(ψ; πt, ot)) (67)

Output: p̂ = 1
T

∑T
t=1 pt ∈ ∆(Π)

11Formally, for infinite Π or O, Ξ is the class of measurable, uniformly bounded functions over Ψ × Π × O.
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Following Foster et al. [2022b], we define

exoγ(Ψ, w) := inf
(p,q)∈S,ξ∈Ξ

Γw,γ(p, q, ξ), (68)

and exoγ(Ψ) = supq∈∆(Ψ) exoγ(Ψ, w). Note that exoγ(Ψ) implicitly depends on the space S.

Now, we present the primary guarantees of ExO+.

Bounds for Type 1 information set structure. Suppose that the algorithm ExO+ is instan-
tiated with a Type 1 information set structure Ψ (with respect to the constraint class P), and the
environment is constrained by P⋆ ∈P. Define ĎM⋆ = 1

T

∑T
t=1 M

t ∈ co(P⋆) and consider the set

E⋆∆ := {ψ : P⋆ ⊆Mψ, V
ĎM⋆

(π
ĎM⋆

)− V ĎM⋆
(πψ) ≤ ∆}.

Note that E⋆∆ ⊆ Ψ depends on M1, · · · ,MT , i.e. E⋆∆ depends on the T -round interactions between
the environment and the ExO+ algorithm. We present an upper bound scaling with log(1/w1(E⋆∆)).

Theorem F.1 (ExO+ upper bound; Type 1). Let T ≥ 1, the constraint class P and the value
function V be given, and Ψ be a Type 1 information set structure. Suppose that the environment
is constrained by P. Then the algorithm ExO+ achieves that with probability at least 1− δ,

max
π∈Π

T∑

t=1

V Mt
(π)− Eπt∼pt

[
V Mt

(πt)
]
≤ T · [∆ + exoγ(Ψ)] + 2γ · [log(1/w1(E⋆∆)) + log(1/δ)].

The proof of Theorem F.1 is deferred to Appendix F.6. It is based on bounding the performance
of the exponential weight update (67), and then relating it to the performance of ExO+ using the
definition of exoγ(Ψ). Different from the analysis in Foster et al. [2022b], Chen et al. [2024], the
proof here has to carefully deal with E⋆∆, which is an event that depends on the T -round interactions.

Bounds for Type 2 information set structure. Similarly, for Type 2 information set struc-
ture Ψ = P, we have the following guarantee of ExO+.

Theorem F.2 (ExO+ upper bound for PAC learning; Type 2). For PAC learning under hybrid
DMSO, suppose that the algorithm ExO+ is instantiated with the Type 2 information set struc-
ture Ψ = P, and w1 = Unif(P). Then for any environment constrained by P, ExO+ achieves
with probability at least 1− δ

RiskDM(T ) = EπT+1∼p̂L(P⋆, πT+1) ≤ exoγ(Ψ) +
2γ

T
· [log |P|+ 2 log(1/δ)].

The proof is postponed to Appendix F.7.

F.3 Guarantees of the ExO
+ algorithm

In this section, we simplify the upper bound of Theorem F.1 and Theorem F.2. In the following,
we bound the term exoγ(Ψ) and log(1/w1(E⋆∆)) separately.
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Bounding ExO coefficient. We relate exoγ(Ψ) to the offset DECs, following Foster et al. [2022b,
Theorem 3.1 and 3.2].

Theorem F.3. Suppose that the model class MΨ is compact (Assumption 2). Then, the following
holds:

(1) Suppose Ψ is a Type 1 information set structure and the value function V is uniformly contin-
uous over MΨ. Then, for PAC learning (option pac, S = Spac), we have

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ p-deco
γ/4(MΨ), ∀γ > 0.

Analogously, for no-regret learning (option reg, S = Sreg), we have

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ r-deco
γ/4(MΨ), ∀γ > 0.

(2) If Ψ = P is a Type 2 information set structure, then

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ p-dec
o,H
γ/4(P), ∀γ > 0.

The proof of Theorem F.3 is a generalization of the analysis in Foster et al. [2022b] and is deferred
to Appendix F.8.

Bounding w1(E⋆∆). For Type 1 information set structure Ψ, we also need to provide a uniform
upper bound on the quantity w1(E⋆∆). Following Definition 5, we consider the fractional covering
number of P under an information set structure Ψ:

Nfrac(P,Ψ; ∆) := inf
w∈∆(Ψ)

sup
(P,ĎM)

1

Pψ∼w(ψ : P ⊆Mψ, V
ĎM(π ĎM)− V ĎM(πψ) ≤ ∆))

, (69)

where the supremum sup(P,ĎM) is taken over all possible pair (P, ĎM ) with P ∈P and ĎM ∈ co(P).
Then, the optimal w⋆1 is given by

w⋆1 := arg min
w∈∆(Ψ)

sup
(P,ĎM)

1

Pψ∼w(ψ : P ⊆Mψ, V
ĎM(π ĎM)− V ĎM(πψ) ≤ ∆))

. (70)

By definition, it holds that w⋆1(E⋆∆) ≥ 1
Nfrac(P,Ψ;∆) for any possible E⋆∆.

Putting these pieces together, we derive the following guarantees of ExO+ for PAC learning and
no-regret learning under hybrid DMSO.

Theorem F.4 (Guarantees of ExO+; Type 1). Let T ≥ 1, parameter γ,∆ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1), constraint
class P, value function V be given. Suppose that Ψ is a Type 1 information set structure, and MΨ

is compact (Assumption 2). We instantiate ExO+ on Ψ and choose w1 ∈ ∆(Ψ) according to Eq.
(70).

(1) With the option reg, ExO+ achieves with probability at least 1− δ

RegDM(T ) = max
π∈Π

T∑

t=1

V Mt
(π)− Eπt∼qt

[
V Mt

(πt)
]

≤ T ·
[
∆ + r-deco

γ/4(MΨ)
]

+ 2γ[logNfrac(P,Ψ; ∆) + log(1/δ)].
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(2) When P = Psto (stochastic DMSO), ExO+ with option pac achieves with probability at least
1− δ that

EπT+1∼p̂
[
V M⋆

(πM
⋆
)− V M⋆

(πT+1)
]
≤ ∆ + p-deco

γ/4(MΨ) +
2γ

T
[logNfrac(Psto,Ψ; ∆) + log(1/δ)].

Guarantees for Type 2 information set structure. Similarly, when ExO+ is instantiated with
Type 2 information set structure, we have a similar upper bound by simply choosing w1 = Unif(Ψ).

Theorem F.5 (Guarantees of ExO+; Type 2). Let T ≥ 1, γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1), constraint class P

be given. Suppose that M is compact (Assumption 2), and ExO+ is instantiated with the Type
2 information set structure Ψ = P, w1 = Unif(P), and option pac. Then with probability at least
1− δ,

EπT+1∼p̂L(P⋆, πT+1) ≤ p-dec
o,H
γ/4(P) +

2γ log(|P|/δ)
T

.

Remark F.6. We assume that M admits finite covering to ensure the Minimax theorem can be
applied in Theorem F.3. Alternatively, we can assume that (1) the decision space Π is finite, (2)
the latent observation space Z is a compact metric space under a certain metric ρ, and (3) the
value function is given by a reward function R (cf. Definition 9) with R(z, π) being Lipschitz with
respect to z. This is indeed the case for agnostic regression task (Section 5.2).

In these assumptions, we can consider a finite ε-covering Zε of Z, and take Mε ⊆ (Π→ ∆(Zε)) to
be the model class induced by M. Apply Theorem F.4 to the model class Mε with a sufficiently
small ε yields the same bound on RiskDM(T ) (or RegDM(T ), respectively).

F.4 Proofs for upper bounds in Section 3

In the following, we instantiate Theorem F.4 and Theorem F.5 to prove the upper bounds in
Section 3.

F.4.1 Proof of Theorem 8

For Theorem 8, we instantiate ExO+ as in Theorem F.5, taking the Type 2 information set struc-
ture Ψ = P. It remains to upper bound the offset hybrid DEC of P by the hybrid DEC, and
we invoke the following lemma. Its proof largely mimics Foster et al. [2023b] and is postponed to
Appendix F.9.

Lemma F.7. Suppose that the loss function L is metric-based. Then it holds that

inf
γ>0

(
p-deco,H

γ (P) + γε2
)
≤ 8ε · sup

ε′∈[ε,1]

p-decH

ε′(P)

ε′ .

In particular, under the assumption that the hybrid DEC of P is of moderate decay with constant
creg (Definition 3), we have

inf
γ>0

(
p-deco,H

γ (P) + γε2
)
≤ 10cregp-decH

ε(P).

Hence, with an optimally tune parameter γ, ExO+ (as instantiated in Theorem F.5) achieves

RiskDM(T ) ≤ ∆ + inf
γ>0

{
p-dec

o,H
γ/4(P) +

2γ log(|P|/δ)
T

}
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≤ ∆ + 80creg · p-decH

ε̄(T )(P),

where ε̄(T ) =
√

log(|P|/δ)
T .

F.4.2 Proof of Theorem 9

For no-regret learning, the most natural information set structure is given by Ψ := ΨP,Π = P×Π,
such that for each ψ = (P, π) ∈ Ψ, we may specify Mψ = P and πψ = π. With such a construction,
it is direct to verify that MΨ =MP and

Nfrac(P,Ψ; ∆) ≤ |P| ·Nfrac(MP ,∆).

Therefore, it remains to upper bound the offset DEC of MP with the constrained DEC of MP .
We invoke the following conversion result, which follows from Chen et al. [2024, Theorem G.5].

Proposition F.8. Suppose that Eq. (53) holds for the value function V M over the model class M.
Then it holds that

inf
γ>0

(
r-deco

γ(M) + γε2
)
≤ C

√
log(1/ε) ·

(
sup
ε′∈[ε,1]

r-decc
ε′(M)

ε′ + CV

)
· ε,

where C is a universal constant.

Similarly, for PAC learning with loss function L(M,π) = V M(πM)− V M(π), it holds that

inf
γ>0

(
p-deco

γ(M) + γε2
)
≤ C ′

(
sup

ε′∈[ε,1]

p-decc
ε′(M)

ε′ + CV

)
· ε,

where C ′ is a universal constant.

Note that when the value function is reward-based (Example 1), Eq. (53) holds with CV =
√

2.

Hence, under the assumptions of Theorem 10, if we instantiate ExO+ with the information set
structure Ψ = ΨP , option reg, and choose γ > 0 optimally, then ExO+ achieves with probability
at least 1− δ that

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ + inf

γ>0

{
r-deco

γ/4(MΨ) +
2γ

T
[logNfrac(P,Ψ; ∆) + log(1/δ)]

}

≤ ∆ +O
(√

log T
)
·
[
r-decc

ε̄(T )(MP ) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) = C

√
log(|P|/δ)+logNfrac(MP ,∆)

T . This gives Theorem 10 immediately.

F.4.3 Proof of Proposition 11

As we have discussed in Section 3.3, for the convex hypothesis selection problem, we can consider the
“relaxed” constraint class Pm = {M1, · · · ,Mm}. Then, by Theorem F.5, under any environment
specified by a model M⋆ ∈ M, ExO+ (when instantiated on Pm and γ = 4

ε̄(T )2 ) achieves with

probability at least 1− δ that

EπT+1∼p̂L(M⋆, πT+1) ≤ p-dec
o,H
γ/4(Pm) +

2γ log(m/δ)

T
.
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Because M1, · · · ,Mm are convex, we have

p-dec
o,H
γ/4(Pm) = p-deco

γ/4(M) ≤ p-decc
2/

√
γ(M) = p-decc

ε̄(T )(M),

where the inequality follows from Eq. (63). Thus, with probability at least 1− δ, we have

EπT+1∼p̂L(M⋆, πT+1) ≤ p-decc
ε̄(T )(M) +

8 log(m/δ)

ε̄(T )2T
≤ 1

3
+

1

8
<

1

2
.

Note that for M⋆ ∈Mi⋆ , we have L(M⋆, πT+1) = 1 {πT+1 6= i⋆}, and hence

EπT+1∼p̂L(M⋆, πT+1) = Pπ∼p̂(π 6= i⋆).

Therefore, we may modify ExO+ so that it outputs πT+1 = arg mini∈[m] Pπ∼p̂(π 6= i). Then, with
probability at least 1− δ, we have πT+1 = i⋆.

F.4.4 Proof of Proposition 13

Recall that the constraint class for stochastic DMSO is Psto. Therefore, fix the parameter ∆ ≥ 0,
we may consider the “policy-based” information set structure Ψ = Π (specified as in Eq. (24)):

Mψ = {M ∈M : V M(πM)− V M(π) ≤ ∆}, πψ = ψ, ∀ψ ∈ Ψ. (71)

With such an information set structure, it is clear that MΨ = ∪π co(Mπ) =MΠ, and

Nfrac(Psto,Ψ; ∆) = Nfrac(M,∆).

Therefore, under the assumptions of Proposition 13, if we instantiate ExO+ with the information
set structure Ψ = Π specified above, option reg, and choose γ > 0 optimally, then ExO+ achieves
with probability at least 1− δ that

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ + inf

γ>0

{
r-deco

γ/4(MΠ) +
2γ

T
[logNfrac(M,∆) + log(1/δ)]

}

≤ ∆ +O
(√

log T
)
·
[
r-decc

ε̄(T )(MΠ) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where ε̄(T ) =

√
logNfrac(M,∆)+log(1/δ)

T and the second inequality follows from Proposition F.8. This
gives the desired regret bound.

As a remark, for reward-based PAC learning, we can similarly obtain an upper bound scaling with
the PAC-DEC of MΠ and the fractional covering number.

F.5 Instantiations of ExO
+ to LDP learning

In this section, we turn our focus to private DMSO (Section 2.3), where the learner is given a model
class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(Z)).

Let observation space be O = {−1, 1} (i.e., only binary channels are considered), and let Φ = Qα be
the class of all α-DP channels from Z to {−1, 1}. When ExO+ is instantiated with the measurement
class Φ = Qα, we will call the obtained algorithm LDP-ExO, because it naturally preserves α-LDP.

Recall that in private DMSO, the corresponding constraint class is PLDP =
{
M♯ : M ∈M

}
, where

for each model M ∈ M, the model M ♯ : Π × Φ → ∆(O) is specified by M ♯(π,Q) = Q ◦M(π)
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and V M♯
(π) = V M(π) for all π ∈ Π, Q ∈ Φ. For simplicity, we focus on the setting of reward-

based learning (Definition 9), where there is a reward function R such that the value function
is given by V M(π) = EM,πR(z, π), and the loss function L(M,π) = V M(πM) − V M(π), where
πM = arg maxπ∈Π V

M(π).

For private DMSO with a model class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(Z)), we restate the definition of information
set structure structure as follows. Here, we focus on Type 1 information set structure, and (with
slight abuse of notation) we regard M as a subset of (Π × Φ → ∆(O)) by identifying each model
M ∈M with M ♯.

Definition 19 (Information set structure for private DMSO). Given a model class M ⊆ (Π →
∆(Z)), an information set structure is a class Ψ, where each ψ ∈ Ψ is associated with a model
class Mψ ⊆ (Π → ∆(O)) and a decision πψ ∈ Π, such that for each M ∈ M, there exists ψ ∈ Ψ
such that M ∈Mψ. We denote MΨ :=

⋃
ψ∈Ψ co(Mψ).

Private offset-DECs. To state the upper bounds of LDP-ExO with minimal assumptions, we
introduce the offset private PAC-DEC/private regret-DEC as follows. For any model class M ⊆
(Π→ ∆(Z)) and a reference model ĎM ∈ co(M), we let

p-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)

q∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] − γE(π,ℓ)∼qD

2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π))

}
, (72)

r-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[V

M(πM)− V M(π)]− γE(π,ℓ)∼qD
2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π))

}
, (73)

and we define

p-deco,LDP

γ (M) = sup
ĎM∈co(M)

p-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ), r-deco,LDP

γ (M) = sup
ĎM∈co(M)

r-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ). (74)

By the data-processing inequality (Proposition 20), we can relate the offset private PAC-DEC
(regret-DEC) of M to the offset PAC-DEC (regret-DEC) of the induced model class M♯:

p-dec
o,LDP

c0α2γ
(M) ≤ p-deco

γ(M♯) ≤ p-dec
o,LDP

c1α2γ
(M). (75)

r-dec
o,LDP

c0α2γ
(M) ≤ r-deco

γ(M♯) ≤ r-dec
o,LDP

c1α2γ
(M). (76)

The proof is essentially the same as Appendix E.3.2 and hence omitted.

Guarantees of LDP-ExO. For simplicity, we denote (cf. Eq. (69))

Nfrac(M,Ψ; ∆) := Nfrac(PLDP,Ψ; ∆) = inf
w∈∆(Ψ)

sup
M∈M

1

Pψ∼w(ψ : M ∈Mψ, V M(πM)− V M(πψ) ≤ ∆))
.

(77)

With above notation, we state the guarantee of LDP-ExO as follows.

Theorem F.9 (LDP-ExO for private DMSO). Let T ≥ 1, parameter γ,∆ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1), model
class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)) and value function V be given. Suppose that Ψ is an information set
structure with respect to the model class M, and MΨ is compact. We instantiate ExO+ on Ψ and
choose w1 ∈ ∆(Ψ) according to Eq. (70).

75



(1) With the option reg, ExO+ achieves with probability at least 1− δ

RegDM(T ) =

T∑

t=1

V M⋆
(πM

⋆
)− Eπt∼qt

[
V M⋆

(πt)
]

≤ T ·
[
∆ + r-dec

o,LDP

cα2γ
(MΨ)

]
+ 2γ[logNfrac(M,Ψ; ∆) + log(1/δ)].

(2) With the option pac, ExO+ achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

EπT+1∼p̂
[
V M⋆

(πM
⋆
)− V M⋆

(πT+1)
]
≤ ∆ + p-deco

cα2γ(MΨ) +
2γ

T
[logNfrac(M,Ψ; ∆) + log(1/δ)].

In the following, we provide detailed specifications of the information set structure and guarantees
for various settings. To obtain upper bounds in private PAC-DEC (regret-DEC), we will frequently
invoke the following conversion lemma.

Proposition F.10. Let M⊆ (Π→ ∆(Z)) be a given model class. Then the following holds.

(1) No-regret learning: If the value function V is reward-based (Definition 9), then

inf
γ>0

(
r-deco,LDP

γ (M) + γε2
)
≤ C

√
log(1/ε) ·

(
sup
ε′∈[ε,1]

r-decLDP

ε′ (M)

ε′ + 1

)
· ε,

where C is a universal constant.

(2) PAC learning: If the loss function is reward-based, then

inf
γ>0

(
p-deco,LDP

γ (M) + γε2
)
≤ C

(
sup
ε′∈[ε,1]

p-decLDP

ε′ (M)

ε′ + 1

)
· ε,

where C ′ is a universal constant.

Proposition F.10 follows immediately from Chen et al. [2024, Theorem E.7] (see also Foster et al.
[2023b, Proposition 4.2]).

F.5.1 Model-based learning

Perhaps the most natural information set structure is the model-based information set struc-
ture Ψmod, given by

Ψmod =M, Mψ = {ψ}, ∀ψ ∈ Ψmod, (78)

i.e., each information set ψ ∈ Ψmod corresponds to a model M ∈M.

By definition, we know that MΨmod
= M and logNfrac(M,Ψmod; 0) = log |M|, achieving at the

prior w1 = Unif(M).12 We instantiate LDP-ExO on Ψmod to obtain the upper bound Eq. (34) in
Theorem 28.

12When M is infinite, we may instead take Ψ to be a covering of M, and our results still hold with log |M| replace
by the logarithmic covering number.
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Proof of Theorem 28 (1). Let ∆ = 0 and LDP-ExO be instantiated on the information set
structure Ψmod. Then, by Theorem F.9, LDP-ExO with an optimally-chosen parameter γ > 0
achieves with probability at least 1− δ

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ inf

γ>0

(
r-dec

o,LDP

cα2γ
(M) +

2γ log(|M|/δ)
T

)
≤ O(

√
log T ) ·

[
r-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M) + ε̄(T )
]
,

where the second inequality uses Proposition F.10 and the assumption that r-decLDP

ε (M) is of
moderate decay.

As a remark, we note that for reward-based PAC learning, the upper bound of Theorem 21 can
also be obtained in this way.

F.5.2 Policy-based learning

Following Chen et al. [2024] (see also Section 3.3), we consider the decision-based (or, “policy-
based”) information set structure Ψ = Ψpol given by

Ψpol = Π, Mπ = {M : V M(πM)− V M(π) ≤ ∆}, ∀π ∈ Π. (79)

By definition,

MΨmod
=
⋃

π∈Π

co(Mπ) =MΠ, Nfrac(M,Ψpol; ∆) = Nfrac(M,∆).

Therefore, we may instantiate LDP-ExO with Ψpol to obtain the following upper bounds, which are
direct implied by Theorem F.9.

Proposition F.11 (Policy-based LDP-ExO for private PAC learning). Let T ≥ 1, γ > 0,∆ > 0,
model class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(Z)) be given. Suppose that M is compact, and LDP-ExO is instantiated
with the information set structure Ψpol. Then, the following holds.

(1) With option pac, it holds that with probability at least 1− δ

RiskDM(T ) = EπT+1∼p̂L(M⋆, πT+1) ≤ ∆ + p-dec
o,LDP

cα2γ
(MΠ) +

2γ

T
[logNfrac(M,∆) + log(1/δ)].

(2) With option reg, it holds that with probability at least 1− δ

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ ∆ + r-dec

o,LDP

cα2γ
(MΠ) +

2γ

T
[logNfrac(M,∆) + log(1/δ)].

Proof of Theorem 22. Note that MΠ ⊆ co(M). Thus, Theorem 22 follows immediately by
choosing the optimal parameter γ > 0 in the upper bound of Proposition F.11 (1) and then applying
Proposition F.10.

Proof of Theorem 28 (2). Similarly, Eq. (35) of Theorem 28 follows immediately from Propo-
sition F.11 (2) and Proposition F.10.
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F.5.3 Value-based learning

For the well-specified regression task with a function class F ⊆ (X → [−1, 1]) (Section 5.2), we can
employ the value-based information set structure Ψval = F (for a fixed parameter ∆ ≥ 0):

Mf = {M : Ex∼M |fM(x)− f(x)| ≤ ∆} , πf = f, ∀f ∈ Ψval. (80)

This clearly gives a valid information set structure Ψval, and we have

Nfrac(MF ,Ψval; ∆) = Nfrac(F ,∆).

Therefore, we may instantiate LDP-ExO with such an information set structure, and it remains to
upper bound the offset DEC of MΨ as follows.

Lemma F.12. Suppose that M = MF is the class of well-specified models, Ψ = Ψval. Then it
holds that

p-deco,LDP

γ (MΨ) ≤ p-dec
o,LDP

γ/2 (M) + γ∆2 + 2∆.

Proof of Proposition 24. Let LDP-ExO be instantiated on the information set structure Ψ =
Ψval. Then, by Theorem F.9, LDP-ExO with an optimally-chosen parameter γ > 0 achieves with
probability at least 1− δ

RiskDM(T ) ≤ inf
γ>0

(
∆ + p-dec

o,LDP

cα2γ
(MΨ) +

2γ(logNfrac(F ,∆) + log(1/δ))

T

)

≤ inf
γ>0

(
3∆ + p-dec

o,LDP

cα2γ/2
(M) + γ∆2 +

2γ(logNfrac(F ,∆) + log(1/δ))

T

)

≤ O(1) ·
(

p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M) + ε̄(T )
)
.

where the last inequality uses Proposition F.10 and the assumption that p-decLDP

ε (M) is of moderate
decay.

Proof of Lemma F.12. By definition,MΨ =
⋃
f∈F co(Mf ). We first prove the following claim.

Claim. For any f ∈ F and ĎM ∈ co(Mf ), there exists a model M ′ ∈ M with fM
′

= f and
DTV

(
M ′, ĎM

)
≤ ∆.

Suppose ĎM ∈ co(Mf ) is given by ĎM = EM∼µ[M ] with µ ∈ ∆(Mf ). For each M ∈ M, we denote
νM to be the distribution of x under M , and we denote ν = EM∼µνM to be the distribution of x
under ĎM . Further, we know that under (x, y) ∼ ĎM ,

y|x ∼ Rad
(
f̄(x)

)
, where f̄(x) = EM |xf

M(x),

where the conditional expectation is taken over M ∼ µ, x ∼ νM . Therefore, we have

Ex∼ν
∣∣f̄(x)− f(x)

∣∣ = Ex∼ν
∣∣EM |xf

M(x)− f(x)
∣∣

≤ Ex∼νEM |x |fM(x)− f(x)|
= EM∼µEx∼νM |fM(x)− f(x)| ≤ ∆.

Therefore, we can take M ′ to be the model with covariate distribution ν and fM
′

= f , and we have

DTV

(
M ′, ĎM

)
= Ex∼ν

∣∣f̄(x)− f(x)
∣∣ ≤ ∆.
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The proof of the claim is hence completed.

Now, with the above claim, for any reference model ĎM ∈ co(M), we can bound

p-deco,LDP

γ (MΨ, ĎM)

= inf
p∈∆(Π)

q∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈MΨ

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] − γEℓ∼qD2

ℓ(M, ĎM )
}

≤ inf
p∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈MΨ

inf
M ′∈M

Eπ∼p[L(M ′, π)] + 2DTV

(
M ′,M

)
− γEℓ∼q

[
1

2
D2
ℓ(M

′, ĎM )− D2
ℓ(M

′,M)

]

≤ inf
p∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M ′∈M

Eπ∼p[L(M ′, π)] + 2∆ − γ

2
Eℓ∼q

[
D2
ℓ(M

′, ĎM)
]

+ γ∆2

= p-dec
o,LDP

γ/2 (M) + 2∆ + γ∆2,

where the second line follows from the fact that |L(M,π) − L(M ′, π)| ≤ 2DTV (M ′,M) (because L
is reward-based) and

D2
ℓ(M

′, ĎM ) ≤ 2D2
ℓ (M, ĎM ) + 2D2

ℓ (M
′,M).

Taking supremum over ĎM ∈ co(M) gives the desired result.

F.5.4 Contextual Bandits

In this section, we work with contextual DMSO (introduced in Section 5.5). Note that contextual
DMSO is not encompassed by private DMSO, because the distribution of contexts can be changing
throughout T rounds of interactions. However, the idea of Appendix F.5.3 can still be applied, and
we frame it through the notation of Type 1 information set structure (with respect to the constraint
class Pcxt, defined in Eq. (36)).

We first recall the definition of the L∞-covering number.

Definition 20. For a function class F ⊆ (X ×A → [−1, 1]) and parameter ∆ ≥ 0, a ∆-covering of
F is a subset F ′ ⊆ F such that for any f ∈ F , there exists f ′ ∈ F ′ with supx,a |f(x, a)− f ′(x, a)| ≤
∆.

We define the ∆-covering number of F as N∞(F ,∆) := inf {|F ′| : F ′ is a ∆-covering of F}.
Now, we define an Type 1 information set structure Ψ = Ψcxt for the constraint class Pcxt by
taking a minimal ∆-covering F∆ of F , and let

Ψcxt = F∆, Mψ =

{
Mν,f : sup

x,a
|f(x, a)− ψ(x, a)| ≤ ∆

}
, ∀ψ ∈ Ψcxt, (81)

and we set πψ ∈ Π be πψ(x) = arg maxa∈A ψ(x, a). Then by definition, logNfrac(Pcxt,Ψcxt; 2∆) ≤
log |Ψcxt| = logN∞(F ,∆).

Proof of Proposition 29. Similar to Lemma F.12, we can show that with M = MF ,CB and
Ψ = Ψcxt,

r-deco,LDP

γ (MΨ) ≤ r-dec
o,LDP

γ/2 (M) + γ∆2 + 2∆.
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Therefore, when LDP-ExO is instantiated with Ψ = Ψcxt, with probability at least 1− δ,
1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ 4∆ + r-dec

o,LDP

cα2γ
(M) + 2γ

[
∆2 +

logN∞(F ,∆) + log(1/δ)

T

]
.

Taking a suitable ∆ ≥ 0 and γ > 0 according to Proposition F.10 completes the proof of Proposi-
tion 29.

F.6 Proof of Theorem F.1

We first invoke the following lemma, which requires careful analysis due to the adversarial nature
(in particular, E⋆∆ may depend on the full history). The proof of Lemma F.13 is deferred to the
end of this section.

Lemma F.13. Denote

Err(p, q, ξ;w,M⋆, ψ) := − logEπ∼qEo∼M⋆(π)Eψ′∼w
[
exp

(
ξ(ψ′; π, o) − ξ(ψ; π, o)

)]
.

Then with probability at least 1− δ, it holds that

min
ψ⋆∈E⋆

∆

T∑

t=1

Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ⋆) ≤ 2 log(1/w1(E⋆∆)) + 2 log(1/δ).

Under the success event of Lemma F.13, there exists a ψ⋆ ∈ E⋆∆ such that

T∑

t=1

Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ⋆) ≤ 2 log(1/w1(E⋆∆)) + 2 log(1/δ).

Notice that ψ⋆ ∈ E⋆∆ implies M1, · · · ,MT ∈ Mψ⋆ , and V
ĎM⋆

(πĎM⋆) − V
ĎM⋆

(πψ⋆) ≤ ∆, and in
particular,

max
π

1

T

T∑

t=1

(
V Mt

(π)− V Mt
(πψ⋆)

)
≤ ∆.

Hence,

max
π∈Π

T∑

t=1

V Mt
(π)− Eπt∼pt

[
V Mt

(πt)
]

≤ T∆ +

T∑

t=1

Eπt∼pt
[
V Mt

(πψ⋆)− V Mt
(πt)

]

= T∆ + γ
T∑

t=1

Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ⋆)

+

T∑

t=1

[
Eπt∼pt

[
V Mt

(πψ⋆)− V Mt
(πt)

]
− γErr(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M

t, ψ⋆)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤Γwt,γ(pt,qt,ξt;M t,ψ⋆)

≤ T∆ + 2γ[log(1/w1(E⋆∆)) + log(1/δ)] +

T∑

t=1

Γwt,γ(pt, qt, ξt)

≤ T (∆ + exoγ(Ψ)) + 2γ[log(1/w1(E⋆∆)) + log(1/δ)],

where the second inequality uses M t ∈Mψ⋆ . This is the desired upper bound.
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F.6.1 Proof of Lemma F.13

For simplicity of presentation, we only consider the case where Ψ is countable. By definition,

wt(ψ) =
w1(ψ) exp

(∑t
s=1 ξ

s(ψ; π
s, os)

)
∑

ψ′∈Ψw1(ψ′) exp
(∑t−1

s=1 ξ
s(ψ′; π

s, os)
) ,

and hence

logEψ∼wt[exp (ξt(ψ; πt, ot))] = logEψ∼w1 exp

(
t∑

s=1

ξs(ψ; π
s, os)

)

− logEψ∼w1 exp

(
t−1∑

s=1

ξs(ψ; π
s, os)

)
.

Therefore, taking summation over t = 1, · · · , T , we have

−
T∑

t=1

logEψ∼wt [exp (ξt(ψ; πt, ot))] = − logEψ∼w1

[
exp

(
T∑

t=1

ξt(ψ; πt, ot)

)]
. (82)

Thus, we define

Xt(ψ; πt, ot) := −ξt(ψ; πt, ot) + logEψ∼wt[exp (ξt(ψ; πt, ot))],

and Eq. (82) implies (deterministically)

Eψ∼w1 exp

(
−

T∑

t=1

Xt(ψ; πt, ot)

)
= 1.

Notice that for any ψ ∈ Ψ, we also have

EExO+

exp

(
T∑

t=1

Xt(ψ; πt, ot)− logEt−1[exp (Xt(ψ; πt, ot))]

)
= 1,

where the expectation EExO+
is taken over the randomness of the interaction between ExO+ algo-

rithm and the environment.

Further, by the definition of Xt and Err, it holds that for any fixed ψ,

− logEt−1[exp (Xt(ψ; πt, ot))] = Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ).

Combining the equations above and applying Cauchy inequality, we now have

Eψ∼w1E
ExO+

exp

(
1

2

T∑

t=1

Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ)

)
≤ 1.

Notice that ψ ∼ w1 is independent of the randomness of the T -round interactions under ExO+.
Therefore, we know

EExO+

[
w1(E⋆∆) exp

(
1

2
min
ψ⋆∈E⋆∆

T∑

t=1

Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ⋆)

)]
≤ 1.

Applying Markov’s inequality completes the proof.
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F.7 Proof of Theorem F.2

We follow the notations of Appendix F.6, and the proof is essentially analogous.

For Type 2 information set structure Ψ = P, there exists ψ⋆ ∈ Ψ such that P⋆ =Mψ⋆ . Then, a
direct adaption of Lemma F.13 yields

T∑

t=1

Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ⋆) ≤ 2 log |P|+ 2 log(1/δ),

as w1 = Unif(P).

Therefore,

RiskDM(T ) = EπT+1∼p̂L(P⋆, π)

=
1

T

T∑

t=1

Eπt∼pt[L(P⋆, πt)]

=
1

T

T∑

t=1

Eπt∼pt
[
Lψ⋆(M

t, πt)
]

=
γ

T

T∑

t=1

Err(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M
t, ψ⋆)

+
1

T

T∑

t=1

[
Eπt∼pt

[
Lψ⋆(M

t, πt)
]
− γErr(pt, qt, ξt;wt,M

t, ψ⋆)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤Γwt,γ(pt,qt,ξt;M t,ψ⋆)

≤ 2γ

T
[log |P|+ log(1/δ)] +

1

T

T∑

t=1

Γwt,γ(pt, qt, ξt)

≤ exoγ(Ψ) +
2γ

T
[log |P|+ log(1/δ)],

where the first inequality uses the fact that M t ∈ P⋆ =Mψ⋆ . This is the desired result.

F.8 Proof of Theorem F.3

The analysis below essentially follows the ideas of Foster et al. [2022b].

Let M0 :=
⋃
ψ∈ΨMψ. Below, we prove Theorem F.3 for finite M0 (and Ψ is then automatically

finite). The result for the general case then follows immediately by a covering argument (for details,
see Remark F.16).

To proceed, we fix γ ≥ 0, w ∈ ∆(Ψ) and denote

I := {(M,ψ) : ψ ∈ Ψ,M ∈Mψ}.

We also fix a parameter A > 0, and we define

ΞA := {ξ ∈ Ξ : ‖ξ‖∞ ≤ A}.

Then,

exoγ(Ψ, w) ≤ inf
(p,q)∈S,ξ∈ΞA

sup
(M,ψ)∈I

Γw,γ(p, q, ξ;M,ψ)
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= inf
(p,q)∈S,ξ∈ΞA

sup
µ∈∆(I)

E(M,ψ)∼µΓw,γ(p, q, ξ;M,ψ).

To proceed, we apply Ky Fan’s minimax theorem [Fan, 1953] (Theorem D.2). Note that ∆(I) is a
compact and convex subset of the Euclidean space RI (because I is finite), and Ξ is a vector space.
Thus, we consider the following function

Fp,q(ξ, µ) := E(M,ψ)∼µΓw,γ(p, q, ξ;M,ψ),

and by definition, Fp,q is a bilinear function, and for any fixed ξ ∈ ΞA, Fp,q(ξ, ·) is a concave,
continuous function of µ ∈ ∆(I) (the continuity follows from the fact that ξ is uniformly bounded
by A). Therefore, Ky Fan’s minimax theorem (Theorem D.2) gives

inf
ξ∈ΞA

max
µ∈∆(I)

Fp,q(ξ, µ) = max
µ∈∆(I)

inf
ξ∈ΞA

Fp,q(ξ, µ).

Next, we compute G(p, q;µ) := infξ∈ΞA Fp,q(ξ, µ). It is equivalent to compute

G0(p, q;µ) := inf
ξ∈ΞA

Eπ∼qEo∼M(π)Eψ′∼w
[
exp

(
ξ(ψ′; π, o) − ξ(ψ; π, o)

)]
. (83)

For any µ ∈ ∆(I) and π ∈ Π, we define Pµ,π to be the distribution of (π, o, ψ) generated by
(M,ψ) ∼ µ,π ∼ q, o ∼M(π). Then, by Lemma F.15,

G0(p, q;µ) = inf
ξ∈ΞA

Eπ∼q,o∼Pµ,π

{
Eψ∼Pµ,π(·|o)[exp (−ξ(ψ; π, o))] · Eψ′∼w

[
exp

(
ξ(ψ′; π, o)

)]}

≤ Eπ∼q,o∼Pµ,π

(
1−D2

H (Pµ,π(·|o), w)
)2

+ 3e−A,

and hence

G(p, q;µ) ≤ E(M,ψ)∼µ,π∼p[Lψ(M,π)] + γEπ∼q,o∼Pµ,π

(
1−D2

H (Pµ,π(·|o), w)
)2 − γ + 3e−A.

Notice that for any fixed (p, q) ∈ S, G(p, q;µ) is a convex, continuous function of µ (by definition).
For any fixed µ ∈ ∆(I), G(p, q;µ) is a linear function of (p, q) ∈ S and hence convex-like. Therefore,
applying Ky Fan’s minimax theorem (Theorem D.2) again gives

inf
(p,q)∈S

max
µ∈∆(I)

G(p, q;µ) = max
µ∈∆(I)

inf
(p,q)∈S

G(p, q;µ).

Finally, we proceed to bound G(p, q;µ). Using the fact that 1− (1− x)2 ≥ x for x ∈ [0, 1], we have

G(p, q;µ) ≤ E(M,ψ)∼µ,π∼p[Lψ(M,π)]− γEπ∼q,o∼Pµ,πD
2
H (Pµ,π(·|o), w) .

We then invoke the following lemma:

Lemma F.14. For any µ ∈ ∆(I) and ψ ∈ Ψ, we denote

Mψ|µ = EM∼µ(·|ψ)[M ] ∈ co(Mψ), ĎMµ = EM∼µ[M ] ∈ co(M0).

Then it holds that for any π ∈ Π, w ∈ ∆(Ψ),

4 · Eo∼Pµ,πD
2
H (Pµ,π(·|o), w) ≥ Eψ∼µD

2
H

(
Mψ|µ(π), ĎMµ(π)

)
.
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Therefore, using Lemma F.14 and the fact that Lψ(M,π) is affine over M , it holds that

G(p, q;µ) ≤ Eψ∼µ,π∼p
[
Lψ(Mψ|µ, π)

]
+ 3e−A − γ

4
Eψ∼µ,π∼qD

2
H

(
Mψ|µ(π), ĎMµ(π)

)
.

Hence, we have

max
µ∈∆(I)

inf
(p,q)∈S

G(p, q;µ)− 3e−A

≤ max
µ∈∆(I)

inf
(p,q)∈S

Eψ∼µ,π∼p
[
Lψ(Mψ|µ, π)

]
− γ

4
Eψ∼µ,π∼qD

2
H

(
Mψ|µ(π), ĎMµ(π)

)

≤ max
ĎM∈co(M0)

max
µ′∈∆(MΨ)

inf
(p,q)∈S

EM ′∼µ′,π∼p
[
Lψ(M ′, π)

]
− γ

4
EM ′∼µ′,π∼qD

2
H

(
M ′(π), ĎM (π)

)

≤ max
ĎM∈co(M0)

inf
(p,q)∈S

max
(M,ψ):M∈Mψ

Eπ∼p[Lψ(M,π)] − γ

4
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
,

where the last line follows again from the weak duality.

To finalize the proof, we notice that by the arbitrariness of w ∈ ∆(Ψ), we have already proven

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ 3e−A + max
ĎM∈co(M0)

inf
(p,q)∈S

max
(M,ψ):M∈Mψ

Eπ∼p[Lψ(M,π)] − γ

4
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
. (84)

Then, taking A→ +∞, we obtain the following results (note that co(M0) = co(MP ) =M+):

(1) If Ψ is Type 1 information set structure, we have Lψ(M,π) ≤ L(M,π). Hence, with option pac,
S = Spac = ∆(Π)×∆(Π), and hence in this case

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ p-deco
γ/4(MΨ).

Similarly, with option reg, S = Sreg = {(p|Π, p) : p ∈ ∆(Π)}, and hence

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ r-deco
γ/4(MΨ).

(2) If Ψ = P is the Type 2 information set structure, we have Lψ(M,π) = L(ψ, π), and hence

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ p-dec
o,H
γ/4(P).

Proof of Lemma F.14. Our proof essentially follows Foster et al. [2022b, Appendix C.2]. For
simplicity of presentation, we abbreviate P = Pµ,π. By the convexity of the squared Hellinger
distance, we have

Eo∼PD
2
H (P(ψ = ·|o), w) ≥ D2

H (P(ψ = ·), w) .

Therefore, using the triangle inequality,

4Eo∼PD
2
H (P(·|o), w) ≥ Eo∼P

[
2D2

H (P(ψ = ·|o), w) + 2D2
H (P(ψ = ·), w)

]

≥ Eo∼PD
2
H (P(ψ = ·|o),P(ψ = ·))

= Eψ∼PD
2
H (P(o = ·|ψ),P(o = ·)) ,

where the last equality is because squared Hellinger distance is a f -divergence.
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Recall that P = Pµ,π generated (ψ, o) as (M,ψ) ∼ µ, o ∼ M(π). Therefore, for any ψ, P(o = ·|ψ)
is the distribution of o generated as M ∼ µ(·|ψ), o ∼M(π), i.e., o ∼Mψ|µ(π). Hence,

D2
H (P(o = ·|ψ),P(o = ·)) = Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
Mψ|µ(π), ĎMµ(π)

)
.

Combining the equations above completes the proof.

Lemma F.15. For any distribution P,Q ∈ ∆(Ψ), we denote

IB(P,Q) = 1−D2
H (P,Q) =

∑

ψ∈Ψ

√
P(ψ)Q(ψ). (85)

Then for A > 0, it holds that

IB(P,Q)2 ≤ inf
f∈(Ψ→R):‖f‖∞≤A

EP[ef(x)]EQ[e−f(x)] ≤ IB(P,Q)2 + 3e−A.

Proof. The lower bound follows immediately from Cauchy inequality. In the following, we proceed
to prove the upper bound.

Consider the function f = fP;Q given by

fP;Q(ψ) =
1

2
clip[−A,A]

(
log

Q(ψ)

P(ψ)

)
.

Then, by definition,

EP[ef(x)] ≤ EP exp

(
1

2
log

Q(ψ)

P(ψ)

)
+ e−A =

∑

ψ∈Ψ

√
P(ψ)Q(ψ) + e−A,

and similarly,

EQ[ef(x)] ≤ EQ exp

(
1

2
log

P(ψ)

Q(ψ)

)
+ e−A =

∑

ψ∈Ψ

√
P(ψ)Q(ψ) + e−A.

Therefore, for such a choice of f ensures

EP[ef(x)]EQ[e−f(x)] ≤
(
IB(P,Q) + e−A)2 ≤ IB(P,Q)2 + 3e−A,

where the last inequality uses IB(P,Q) ≤ 1.

Remark F.16 (Covering argument). In the following, we briefly discuss how our analysis applies to
an infiniteM0 with a covering argument. It is easy to deal with Type 1 information set structure,
so we focus on Type 1 information set structure.

Fix a parameter ε ∈ (0, 1]. We take a finite subset M′ ⊆ M0, so that for any M ∈ M0, there
exists M ′ ∈M′, such that

sup
π

DTV

(
M(π),M ′(π)

)
≤ ε, sup

π

∣∣∣V M(π)− V M′
(π)
∣∣∣ ≤ ε.

Then, Ψ induces an information set structure over M′, given by

M′
ψ := {M ∈M′ : M ∈Mψ}, ∀ψ ∈ Ψ.
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Because M′ is finite, the set {M′
ψ : ψ ∈ Ψ} is also finite. Therefore, there exists a finite subset

Ψ′ ⊆ Ψ, such that for any ψ ∈ Ψ,M ∈Mψ, there exists [ψ] ∈ Ψ′,M ′ ∈M′
[ψ], so that

sup
π

DTV

(
M(π),M ′(π)

)
≤ ε, sup

π

∣∣∣V M(π)− V M′
(π)
∣∣∣ ≤ ε, V M(πψ) ≤ V M′

(π[ψ]) + 2ε.

Then, we can bound

exoγ(Ψ, w) ≤ inf
(p,q)∈S,ξ∈ΞA

sup
ψ∈Ψ,M∈Mψ

Γw,γ(p, q, ξ;M,ψ)

≤ inf
(p,q)∈S,ξ′∈Ξ′

A

sup
ψ∈Ψ′,M∈M′

ψ

Γw′,γ(p, q, ξ′;M,ψ) + (2 + 2γ + e2A)ε,

where we let w′ ∈ ∆(Ψ′) to be given by w′(ψ′) = w(ψ : [ψ] = ψ′) for all ψ′ ∈ Ψ′, and the second
inequality because for any map ξ′ ∈ Ξ′

A := (Ψ ×Π× O → [−A,A]), we can consider the induced
map ξ ∈ ΞA given by ξ(ψ; π, o) = ξ′([ψ]; π, o) for any ψ ∈ Ψ.

Using Eq. (84), we have for PAC learning,

exoγ(Ψ) ≤ p-deco
γ/4(M′

Ψ′) + 3e−A + (2 + 2γ + e2A)ε.

Note that p-deco
γ/4(M′

Ψ′) ≤ p-deco
γ/4(MΨ), and hence first letting ε → 0 and then letting A →∞

gives the desired result. A similar argument also applies to no-regret learning.

F.9 Proof of Lemma F.7

Denote D := supε′∈[ε,1]
p-decH

ε′ (P)

ε′ . We consider γ = 6D
ε .

We fix an arbitrary reference model ĎM . For each j ≥ 0, we define εj = 2−j , and let dj :=
p-decH

εj(P, ĎM ),

(pj, qj) := arg min
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
P∈P

{
Eπ∼pL(P, π) | inf

M∈co(P)
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

j

}
.

We define

Pj :=

{
P : inf

M∈co(P)
Eπ∼qjD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

j

}
.

We first claim that if for j < k, Pj ∩ Pk is empty, then Pk+1 is empty. This is because if

Pj ∩Pk = ∅, then for q =
qj+qk

2 , the set

{
P : inf

M∈co(P)
Eπ∼qD

2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
≤ ε2

k+1

}

must be empty, which certifies p-decH

εk+1
(P, ĎM ) = −∞, and hence by the optimality of (pk+1, qk+1),

Pk+1 must be empty.

Therefore, we define K0 be the minimum integer k such that p-decH

εk
(P, ĎM ) = −∞ (if such k does

not exist, we write K0 =∞). We further define K = min{⌊log2(1/ε)⌋,K0 − 2}.
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For every j ≤ K, by definition, for any P ∈ Pj , we have Eπ∼pjρ(πP , π) ≤ dj . Thus, we can
take πj = arg minπ′∈Π Eπ∼pjρ(π′, π), and then for any P ∈ Pj, we have ρ(πP , πj) ≤ 2dj . Further,
because PK+1 is not empty, Pj ∩PK is also not empty, and hence ρ(πj , πK) ≤ 2dj + 2dK .

In the following, we choose λj = 2j−K−1 for j = 1, 2, · · · ,K and λ0 = 2−K , and we set q =∑K
j=0 λjqj. For any P ∈P, we proceed to bound the quantity

F (P ) := ρ(πP , πK)− inf
M∈co(P)

Eπ∼qD
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)
.

We let j ≥ 0 to be the largest integer such that P ∈ Pj (note that P ∈ P0 always). If j = K,
then we have

F (P ) ≤ ρ(πP , πK) ≤ 2dK .

If j < K, then we have P 6∈Pj+1, and hence

F (P ) ≤ ρ(πP , πK)− γ · λj+1 inf
M∈co(P)

Eπ∼qj+1D
2
H

(
M(π), ĎM (π)

)

≤ ρ(πP , πj) + ρ(πj , πK)− γλj+1ε
2
j+1

≤ 3dj + 2dK − γλj+1ε
2
j+1 ≤ 2dK ,

where the last line uses the fact that dj ≤ Dεj and λj+1ε
2
j+1 = 2−K−1εj ≥ εεj

2 . Therefore, we can
conclude that

F (P) ≤ 2dK ≤ 2DεK ≤ 2Dε, ∀P ∈P.

This immediately implies p-deco,H
γ (P, ĎM ) ≤ 2Dε, and the desired upper bound follows by taking

supremum over all ĎM .

G Estimation-to-Decision Algorithm and Guarantees

In this section, we present the extensions of the PAC E2D algorithm [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b] to
LDP learning and query-based learning.

G.1 LDP-E2D Algorithm

In the following, we present LDP-E2D, the LDP extension of the Estimation-to-Decision algo-
rithm [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b], for PAC learning in private DMSO. In the following, we assume
without loss of generality that O = {−1, 1}.
The LDP-E2D algorithm is based on the binary channels (Example 5). Specifically, LDP-E2D adopts
the following protocol: For t = 1, · · · , T :

• The algorithm selects a distribution qt ∈ ∆(Π×L) (based on the history), sample (πt, ℓt) ∼ qt.
• The environment generates a noisy observation ot ∼ Qℓt ◦ M⋆(πt), and reveals ot to the

algorithm.

Note that this protocol automatically ensures the algorithm preserves α-LDP. Furthermore, condi-
tional on (Ht−1, πt, ℓt), the noisy observation is generated as

ot ∼ Rad
(
cα · Ez∼M⋆(πt)[ℓt(z)]

)
.

For simplicity of presentation, we denote M(π)[ℓ] := Ez∼M(π)[ℓ(z)] in the following.
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G.1.1 Online estimation oracle

The general DEC framework [Foster et al., 2021, 2023b] uses the primitive of an online estimation
oracle, denoted by AlgEst, which is an algorithm that produce estimates of the underlying model
M⋆ at each step based on the prior observations. For LDP-E2D, an estimation oracle at each round
t, given the history Ht−1 = (πi, ℓi, oi)

t−1
i=1, returns an estimator

M̂t = AlgEst(Ht−1)

for the true model M⋆. Here, the oracle’s estimation performance is measured by cumulative
squared error under each functional ℓt, which is different from the non-private setting [Foster et al.,
2021, 2023b] where the performance is measured in terms of the squared Hellinger error.

Assumption G.1 (Estimation oracle for M). At each time t ∈ [T ], an online estimation oracle
AlgEst for M returns, given

Ht−1 = (π1, ℓ1, o1), . . . , (πt−1, ℓt−1, ot−1)

with (πi, ℓi) ∼ pi and oi ∼ Rad(M⋆(πi)[ℓi]), an estimator M̂ t ∈ (Π → ∆(Z)) such that whenever
M⋆ ∈M,

Estsq :=

T∑

t=1

E(πt,ℓt)∼qtD
2
ℓt

(
M⋆(πt), M̂

t(πt)
)
≤ Estsq(T, δ), (86)

with probability at least 1 − δ, where Estsq(T, δ) is a known upper bound that we assumed to be a
non-decreasing function in (T, δ−1).

Oracles satisfying Assumption G.1 can be obtained via online linear regression algorithms, the esti-
mation rate Estsq(T, δ) will typically reflect the statistical complexity of the classM. Standard ex-
amples include Vovk’s Aggregation (Proposition G.1) and Online Mirror Descent (Proposition G.2).
For further background, see e.g. Foster et al. [2021, Section 4].

Proposition G.1 (Vovk’s Aggregation). Suppose that M is finite. Then the Vovk’s aggregation
algorithm achieves

Estsq(T, δ) .
1

α2
· log(|M|/δ).

Furthermore, for each round t ∈ [T ], M̂ t ∈ co(M).

Proposition G.2 (Online Mirror Descent). Suppose that M ⊆ ∆(Z). Then the Online Mirror
Descent (Algorithm 3) achieves

Estsq(T, δ) .
1

α

√
CKL(M) · T +

log(1/δ)

α2
,

where CKL(M) is defined in Proposition 16.

G.1.2 LDP-E2D Algorithm and its guarantees

With an online estimation oracle AlgEst, we present the LDP-E2D algorithm (Appendix G), which
generalizes the E2D algorithm of Foster et al. [2023b] to LDP learning. LDP-E2D algorithm consists
of two phases: the exploration phase and the refining phase.
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Algorithm 2 LDP Estimation-to-Decision Algorithm for PAC learning (LDP-E2D)

Input: Round T ≥ 1, error probability δ > 0, model class M, estimation oracle AlgEst.

1: Define K := ⌈log 2/δ⌉, N := T
K+1 , and Estsq := Estsq

(
N, δ

4K

)
.

2: Set ε̄(T ) := 8
√

1
N ·Estsq.

3: /* Exploration phase */

4: for t = 1, 2, · · · , N do

5: Compute estimator M̂t = AlgEst

(
(πi, ℓi, oi)

t−1
i=1

)
.

6: Compute

(pt, qt) := arg min
p∈∆(Π)

q∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | E(π,ℓ)∼qD

2
ℓ(M(π), M̂ t(π)) ≤ ε̄(T )2

}

7: Sample decision (πt, ℓt) ∼ qt.
8: Receive ot ∼ Qℓt ◦M⋆(πt) from the environment.

9: /* Refining phase */

10: Sample K indices t1, . . . , tK ∼ Unif([N ]) independently.

11: for k = 1, 2, · · · ,K do

12: Set q(k) := qtk .

13: for t = kN + 1, · · · , (k + 1)N do

14: Compute estimator M̂t = AlgEst

(
(πi, ℓi, oi)

t−1
i=kN+1

)
.

15: Sample (πt, ℓt) ∼ q(k), and receive ot ∼ Qℓt ◦M⋆(πt) from the environment.

16: Compute M (k) := 1
N

∑(k+1)N
t=kN+1 M̂

t.

17: Set k̂ := arg mink∈[K] E(π,ℓ)∼q(k)D2
ℓ

(
M̂ tk ,M (k)

)

Output: p̂ := p(k) and πT+1 ∼ p̂

Exploration phase. At each round t ∈ [N ] in this phase, the algorithm uses AlgEst to compute

an estimator M̂ t = AlgEst(Ht−1) based on the history Ht−1 = (πi, ℓi, oi)
t−1
i=1. Then, based on M̂ t,

the algorithm computes a joint exploration-exploitation distribution (pt, qt) by solving the following
Estimation-to-Decision objective:

(pt, qt) := arg min
p∈∆(Π)

q∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | E(π,ℓ)∼qD

2
ℓ(M(π), M̂ t(π)) ≤ ε̄(T )2

}
. (87)

Note that the value of this minimax optimization problem is always bounded by p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M, M̂ t).
The algorithm then samples (πt, ℓt) ∼ qt from the exploitation distribution, sends it to the t-th
user, and receives the noisy observation ot ∼ Rad(M⋆(πt)[ℓt]) according to the interaction protocol.
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After the exploration phase, the goal of the algorithm is to select an index t ∈ [N ] such that
the distribution pt achieves low risk. Note that in general, the risk of pt may not be estimated
from samples. However, if we can certify that E(π,ℓ)∼qtD

2
ℓ(M

⋆(π), M̂ t(π)) ≤ ε̄(T )2, then the risk
Eπ∼ptL(M⋆, π) ≤ p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M) is bounded automatically. Notice that by our assumption on AlgEst

(Assumption G.1), with probability at least 1− δ
4K ,

N∑

t=1

E(πt,ℓt)∼qtD
2
ℓt

(
M⋆(πt), M̂

t(πt)
)
≤ Estsq,

and hence there are at least N/2 indices t such that E(π,ℓ)∼qtD
2
ℓ(M

⋆(π), M̂ t(π)) ≤ 1
16 ε̄(T )2. There-

fore, in the refining phase, the algorithm proceeds as follows to identify an index t such that M̂ t

achieves a small estimation error.

Refining phase. At the start of this phase, the algorithm randomly samples t1, · · · , tK ∼
Unif([N ]). Then, with probability at least 1− 3

4δ,

there exists k ∈ [K] such that E(π,ℓ)∼qtkD2
ℓ(M

⋆(π), M̂ tk (π)) ≤ 1

16
ε̄(T )2, (88)

as we have argued above. Thus, for each batch k ∈ [K], the algorithm uses N rounds to obtain an
estimator M (k) of the ground-truth model M⋆ under the distribution q(k) := qtk :

For each round t ∈ [kN + 1, (k + 1)N ] in the k-th batch, the algorithm samples (πt, ℓt) ∼ q(k) and
sends the pair to the learner. By running an instance of AlgEst within the batch, it is guaranteed
that with probability at least 1− δ

4K

(k+1)N∑

t=kN+1

E(π,ℓ)∼q(k)D
2
ℓ

(
M⋆(π), M̂ t(π)

)
≤ Estsq.

Hence, by the convexity of the divergence D2
ℓ , we have

E(π,ℓ)∼q(k)D
2
ℓ

(
M⋆(π),M (k)(π)

)
≤ Estsq

N
=

1

16
ε̄(T )2. (89)

Therefore, taking the union bound, Eq. (88) and Eq. (89) (for each k ∈ [K]) hold simultaneously
with probability at least 1− δ. Therefore, under this success event, we know

min
k∈[K]

E(π,ℓ)∼q(k)D
2
ℓ

(
M̂ tk ,M (k)

)
≤ 1

4
ε̄(T )2,

and hence by triangle inequality,

E
(π,ℓ)∼q(k̂)D

2
ℓ

(
M⋆(π), M̂ t

k̂ (π)
)

≤ E
(π,ℓ)∼q(k̂)D

2
ℓ

(
M⋆(π),M (k̂)(π)

)
+ E

(π,ℓ)∼q(k̂)D
2
ℓ

(
M (k̂)(π), M̂ t

k̂ (π)
)
≤ ε̄(T )2.

Therefore, for p̂ = pt
k̂
, we have

EπT+1∼p̂L(M⋆, πT+1) ≤ p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M, M̂ t
k̂ ).

The argument above immediately yields the following guarantee of LDP-E2D (Algorithm 2).
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Theorem G.3. LDP-E2D (Algorithm 2) preserves α-LDP, and with probability at least 1 − δ, it
holds that

RiskDM(T ) = Ep̂L(M⋆, πT+1) ≤ max
t∈[T ]

p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M, M̂ t).

Theorem 21 is then a direct corollary by instantiating AlgEst with Vovk’s aggregation (Proposi-

tion G.1, where M̂ t ∈ co(M) for all t ∈ [T ]). For statistical problems, we may also instantiate
AlgEst with Online Mirror Descent (Proposition G.2) which gives with probability at least 1− δ,

RiskDM(T ) ≤ sup
ĎM∈∆(Z)

p-decLDP

ε̄(T )(M, ĎM ), where ε̄(T ) ≍
√
CKL(M)

α2T
+

log(1/δ)

α2T
.

G.1.3 Proof of Proposition G.2

We present the specifications of Online Mirror Descent for online estimation in Algorithm 3, which
is inspired by Feldman [2017].

Algorithm 3 Online Mirror Descent

Input: History Ht−1 = (ℓi, oi)
t−1
i=1, number of total rounds N

1: Parameters: Initial reference ĎM and stepsize η =
√

CKL
16N .

2: Compute

M̂ t[z] ∝z ĎM [z] · exp

(
−η

t−1∑

s=1

(
cα〈ℓs, M̂ s〉 − os

)
ℓs(z)

)

Output: Output M̂ t ∈ ∆(Z).

Proof of Proposition G.2. Consider the loss function sequence

Lt(M) =
1

2cα
(cα〈ℓt,M〉 − ot)2, t ∈ [N ].

Then, Algorithm 3 implements the online mirror descent with regularizer R(M) = DKL(M ‖ ĎM)
and stepsize η. Using the well-known guarantee of mirror descent (see e.g. Hazan et al. [2016]), we
have

N∑

t=1

〈∇Lt(M̂ t), M̂ t −M〉 ≤ η
N∑

t=1

‖∇Lt(M̂ t)‖2∞ +
DKL(M ‖ ĎM)

η
, ∀M ∈ ∆(Z).

Notice that ‖∇Lt(M)‖∞ ≤ 2 for anyM ∈ ∆(Z). Therefore, using the upper boundDKL(M⋆ ‖ ĎM) ≤
CKL and our choice of η, we know

N∑

t=1

〈∇Lt(M̂ t), M̂ t −M〉 ≤ 16ηN +
CKL

η
= 4
√
NCKL.

Notice that ∇Lt(M̂ t) =
(
cα〈ℓt, M̂ t〉 − ot

)
· ℓt, and hence

〈∇Lt(M̂ t), M̂ t −M〉 = (M⋆[ℓt]− ot) ·
(
M̂ t[ℓt]−M⋆[ℓt]

)
+ cα

(
M̂ t[ℓt]−M⋆[ℓt]

)2
.
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Therefore, we denote Xt := M̂ t[ℓt]−M⋆[ℓt] and Zt := ot −M⋆[ℓt], and it holds that

E[Zt|Ht−1, ℓt] = 0, E[X2
t |Ht−1] = Eℓ∼qtD

2
ℓ

(
M̂ t,M⋆

)
,

where we recall that ot ∼ Rad(M⋆[ℓt]). In particular, by Hoeffding’s inequality, for any fixed
parameter λ > 0, with probability at least 1− δ,

λ
N∑

t=1

ZtXt −
λ2

2

N∑

t=1

X2
t ≤ log(1/δ).

Further, by Freedman’s inequality and the fact that X2
t ∈ [0, 1], with probability at least 1− δ,

N∑

t=1

E[X2
t |Ht−1] ≤ 3

2

N∑

t=1

X2
t + 5 log(1/δ).

Therefore, we may choose λ = cα
2 , and then with probability at least 1− 2δ,

4
√
NCKL ≥

N∑

t=1

cαX
2
t −XtZt

≥ 3cα
4

N∑

t=1

X2
t −

2 log(1/δ)

cα

≥ cα
2

N∑

t=1

E[X2
t |Ht−1]− 3cα log(1/δ) − 2 log(1/δ)

cα
.

Using the fact E[X2
t |Ht−1] = Eℓ∼qtD

2
ℓ

(
M̂ t,M⋆

)
gives the desired upper bound.

G.2 Query-based E2D algorithm

In the following, we present the E2D algorithm (SQ-E2D, Algorithm 4) for SQ DMSO.
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Algorithm 4 Query-based Estimation-to-Decisions (SQ-E2D)

Input: Round T ≥ 1, error probability δ > 0, model class M⊆ (Π→ V), GQ oracle O.

1: Define K := ⌈log 2/δ⌉, T0 = T
2 , N := T

2K .

2: Set γ̄ := C0 max
{

log |M|
T , log(1/δ)

N

}
for a large absolute constant C0.

3: /* Exploration phase */

4: for t = 1, 2, · · · , T0 do

5: Compute µt = Unif(M̂t), where

M̂t := {M ∈M : ‖M(πs)− vs‖ ≤ τ,∀s < t}, (90)

6: Compute

(pt, qt) := arg min
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | P

π∼q,ĎM∼µt
(∥∥M(π) − ĎM(π)

∥∥ > 2τ
)
≤ γ̄

}
.

7: Sample πt ∼ qt, query πt, and receive vt from the oracle O.

8: /* Refining phase */

9: Sample K indices t1, . . . , tK ∼ Unif([T0]) independently.

10: Set k⋆ = 1.

11: for k = 1, 2, · · · ,K do

12: Set q(k) := qtk and batch Tk := {T0 + (k − 1)N + 1, · · · , T0 + kN}.
13: for t ∈ Tk do

14: Sample πt ∼ qt, query πt, and receive vt from the oracle O.

15: Compute ê(k) := 1
N

∑
t∈Tk PM∼µt(‖M(πt)− vt‖ > τ).

16: if ê(k) < γ̄ then

17: Set k⋆ = k and break.

Output: p̂ := p(k⋆) and πT+1 ∼ p̂

We state the following guarantee of SQ-E2D.

Theorem G.4. For any model class M, SQ-E2D (Algorithm 4) achieves that given access to any
GSQ oracle GQτ

M , with probability at least 1− δ,

RiskDM(T ) ≤ p-dec2τ -SQ

ε̄(T ) (M),
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where ε̄(T ) = C

√
log |M|+log2(1/δ)

T .

Remark G.5. We note that the log |M|-factor above can be necessary for more general setting
(e.g., interactive SQ learning). However, under SQ setting and distributional search problem (i.e.,
M ⊆ ∆(Z)), Feldman [2017] derives an upper bound (25) scaling with the SQ dimension (cf.
Section 4.2) and CKL. When specialized to this setting, our upper bound above does not involve
extra τ−1-factors, but the log |M|-factor can be much larger than CKL. However, if we replace the
model elimination subroutine (90) with the Online Mirror Descent subroutine (Algorithm 3), then
the obtained algorithm is essentially an analog of the one of Feldman [2017] and achieves an upper
bound scaling with SQ DEC and CKL.

G.2.1 Proof of Theorem 15

The proof is analogous to the analysis in Appendix G.1.2. We first invoke the following lemma.

Lemma G.6. It holds that

T0∑

t=1

PM∼µt(‖M(πt)− vt‖ > τ) ≤ log |M|.

Then, by Freedman’s inequality, with probability at least 1− δ
4 , it holds that

T0∑

t=1

P
π∼qt,M∼µt(‖M(π) −M⋆(π)‖ > 2τ) ≤ 2

T0∑

t=1

PM∼µt(‖M(πt)−M⋆(πt)‖ > 2τ) + 4 log(4/δ)

≤ 2

T0∑

t=1

PM∼µt(‖M(πt)− vt‖ > τ) + 4 log(4/δ)

≤ 2 log |M|+ 4 log(4/δ).

In the following, we denote

e(t) := P
π∼qt,M∼µt(‖M(π) −M⋆(π)‖ > 2τ).

Therefore, conditional on this success event, for at least T0
2 many t ∈ [T0], t belongs to the set

B :=

{
t ∈ [T0] : P

π∼qt,M∼µt(‖M(π) −M⋆(π)‖ > 2τ) ≤ 2(2 log |M|+ 4 log(2/δ))

T0
≤ γ̄

16

}
.

In particular, with probability at least 1− δ
2 , there exists k ∈ [K] such that tk ∈ B.

In the following, we denote e(k) := e(tk). Then, by Freedman’s inequality, with probability at least
1− δ

2 , the following holds for all k ∈ [K]:

ê(k) ≤ 2e(k) +
4 log(4K/δ)

N
, e(k) ≤ 2ê(k) +

4 log(4K/δ)

N
.

Therefore, conditional on the all the success events, we know that there exists k ∈ [K] such that
tk ∈ B, which implies ê(k) ≤ γ̄

4 . Hence, it is ensured that ê(k⋆) ≤ γ̄
4 , which in terms implies e(k⋆) ≤ γ̄.

Therefore, for t⋆ = tk⋆, it holds that

P
π∼qt⋆ ,ĎM∼µt⋆

(∥∥ĎM(π)−M⋆(π)
∥∥ > 2τ

)
≤ γ̄.
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Thus,

Eπ∼pt⋆L(M⋆, π) ≤ inf
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | P

π∼q,ĎM∼µt⋆
(∥∥M(π) − ĎM(π)

∥∥ > 2τ
)
≤ γ̄

}

≤ p-dec2τ -SQ

2γ̄ (M).

The proof of Theorem 15 is hence completed.

Proof of Lemma G.6. Let Ut = |M̂t|, and then

PM∼µt(‖M(πt)− vt‖ > τ) =
|M̂t\M̂t+1|
|M̂t|

=
Ut − Ut+1

Ut
≤ logUt − logUt+1.

Taking summation and using U1 = |M| completes the proof.

H Proofs from Section 4

H.1 Proof of Theorem 14

Fix T ≥ 1, τ ≥ 0, reference model ĎM . We first consider the case L is metric-based, i.e., it is given by
L(M,π) = ρ(πM , π) for a pseudo-metric ρ over Π. We denote ε := 1

2
√
T

and ∆ := p-decτ -SQ

ε (M, ĎM ).

We first describe any T -round query-based algorithm in the following way (cf. Section 3). A
T -round algorithm Alg = {qt}t∈[T ] ∪ {p} is specified by a sequence of mappings, where the t-th
mapping qt(· | Ht−1) specifies the distribution of πt based on the history Ht−1 = (πs, vs)s≤t−1, and
the final map p(· | HT ) specifies the distribution of the output policy πT+1 based on HT .

Next, we fix an arbitrary, randomized reference model ĎM : Π → ∆(V), and we construct a GQ
oracle for each model M ∈ M as follows. For M ∈ M, we let GQτ

M be an oracle that response to
any decision π as

GQτ
M (π) =

{
v, if ‖M(π)− v‖ ≤ τ,
M(π), otherwise.

where v ∼ ĎM(π).

For any model M , we let PM,Alg(·) to be the distribution of (HT , πT+1) generated by the algorithm
Alg under the oracle GQτ

M , and let EM,Alg[·] to be the corresponding expectation. We also define P̄

to be the distribution of (HT , πT+1) by the algorithm Alg under the oracle GQτ
ĎM that always return

v ∼ ĎM(π), and let Ē be the corresponding expectation.

Following Eq. (55), we define

q =
1

T

T∑

t=1

P̄(πt = ·) ∈ ∆(Π), (91)

and

Mq,ε(ĎM ) := {M ∈M : P
π∼q,v∼ ĎM(π)

(∥∥M(π) − ĎM(π)
∥∥ > τ

)
≤ ε2}. (92)

By definition, for any distribution p ∈ ∆(Π), there exists M ∈Mq,ε(ĎM) such that

Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] ≥ ∆.
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In particular, Mq,ε(ĎM ) is non-empty, and we fix a model M0 ∈Mq,ε(ĎM ) and let π0 := πM0 . Then
there exists M1 such that L(M1, π0) ≥ ∆, i.e., ρ(πM1 , π0) ≥ ∆. We denote π1 := πM1

Now, using the chain rule of TV distance, it holds that for any M ∈Mq,ε(ĎM)

DTV

(
PM,Alg, P̄

)
≤

T∑

t=1

Ē
[
DTV

(
PM,Alg(vt = ·|Ht−1,πt), P̄(vt = ·|Ht−1,πt)

)]

=
T∑

t=1

Ē
[
DTV

(
GQτ

M (πt),GQτ
ĎM (πt)

)]

=

T∑

t=1

Ē

[
Pv∼ ĎM(πt)(‖M(πt)− v‖ > τ)

]

= T · Eπ∼q
[
Pv∼ ĎM(π)(‖M(π)− v‖ > τ)

]

= T · P
π∼q,v∼ ĎM(π)(‖M(π)− v‖ > τ) ≤ Tε2,

where the third line follows from the definition of GQτ
M . Therefore, by triangle inequality, we have

DTV

(
PM0,Alg,PM1,Alg

)
≤ 2Tε2.

Hence, it holds that

EM0,Alg[ρ(πT+1, π0)] + EM1,Alg[ρ(πT+1, π1)]

≥ ∆

2

[
PM0,Alg

(
ρ(πT+1, π0) >

∆

2

)
+ PM1,Alg

(
ρ(πT+1, π1) >

∆

2

)]

≥ ∆

2

[
1−DTV

(
PM0,Alg,PM1,Alg

)]
≥ ∆

4
,

where the second inequality follows from ρ(π0, π1) ≥ ∆. Therefore,

max
M∈{M0,M1}

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ ∆

8
.

Taking the supremum over all reference models ĎM completes the proof for metric-based L.

For a general loss L, we may choose ε :=
√

δ
T , ∆ := p-decτ -SQ

ε (M, ĎM ), and we let q as in Eq. (91),

and p = P̄(πT+1 = ·) ∈ ∆(Π). Then, we can pick a model M ∈Mq,ε(ĎM ) such that Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] ≥
∆. Then, using the fact that DTV

(
PM,Alg, P̄

)
≤ Tε2 = δ, we can lower bound

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ Ē[RiskDM(T )]−DTV

(
PM,Alg, P̄

)
≥ ∆− δ.

H.2 Proof of Theorem 15

The first upper bound of Theorem 15 is proven in Appendix G.2 (cf. Theorem G.4), and the second
upper bound follows immediately from combining Theorem 8 and Lemma E.5.
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H.3 Proof of Proposition 17

We recall that for any model M ∈ ∆(Z), it induces a map φ 7→M(φ) = Ez∼M [φ(z)], and hence we
can regard M : Φ→ R.

By definition,

p-decτ -SQ

ε (Md, ĎM ) > 1− β
⇔ ∀p ∈ ∆(Π),∀q ∈ ∆(L),∃M ∈Md, such that 1− p(ΠM ) > 1− β,Pℓ∼q

(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

)
≤ ε2

⇔ ∀p ∈ ∆(Π),∀q ∈ ∆(L),∃M ∈Md
p,β, such that Pℓ∼q

(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

)
≤ ε2

⇔ ∀p ∈ ∆(Π), sup
q∈∆(L)

inf
M∈Md

p,β

Pℓ∼q
(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

)
≤ ε2.

Further, using the Minimax theorem, we know

sup
q∈∆(L)

inf
M∈Md

p,β

Pℓ∼q
(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

)
= inf

µ∈∆(Md
p,β)

sup
ℓ∈L

PM∼µ
(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

)
.

The Minimax theorem can be applied here because as long as τ > 0 and |Z| is finite, the function
class {ℓ 7→ 1

{
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

}
}M∈M admits finite eluder dimension13 and hence finite threshold

dimension [Li et al., 2022], and hence the Minimax theorem holds true [Hanneke et al., 2021].

Therefore, we have

p-decτ -SQ

ε (Md, ĎM ) > 1− β
⇔ ∀p ∈ ∆(Π), inf

µ∈∆(Md
p,β )

sup
ℓ∈L

PM∼µ
(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

)
≤ ε2

⇔ ∀p ∈ ∆(Π), sup
µ∈∆(Md

p,β )

inf
ℓ∈L

1

PM∼µ
(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

) ≥ ε−2

⇔ inf
p∈∆(Π)

sup
µ∈∆(Md

p,β)

inf
ℓ∈L

1

PM∼µ
(
Dℓ(M, ĎM ) > τ

) ≥ ε−2

⇔ SQDimτ
β(Md, ĎM ) ≥ ε−2.

This is the desired result.

H.4 Proof of Lemma 18

By definition, in interactive SQ learning, the measurement class is Φ = (Z → [0, 1]), and for model
class M ⊆ (Π → ∆(Z)), we regard M⊆ (Π × Φ → R) by M(π, φ) = Ez∼M(π)φ(z). Thus, the SQ
DEC can be written as

p-decτ -SQ

ε (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)

q∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L(M,π)] | P(π,ℓ)∼q

(
Dℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) > τ

)
≤ ε2

}
.

For any q ∈ ∆(Π× L), using Markov’s inequality, we have

P(π,ℓ)∼q
(
Dℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) > τ

)
≤ 1

τ2
E(π,ℓ)∼qD

2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)).

13By regarding L, M ⊆ RZ , we can write Dℓ(M, ĎM) =
∣

∣〈ℓ, M − ĎM〉
∣

∣ and apply the standard elliptical potential
argument.
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Conversely, we also have

E(π,ℓ)∼qD
2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ τ2 + P(π,ℓ)∼q

(
Dℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) > τ

)
.

Combining the inequalities above completes the proof of Eq. (27).

I Remaining Proofs from Section 5 and Appendix B

We note that we have presented the proof of the following results in the previous sections:

• Proof of Theorem 21: Appendix G.1, and see also Appendix F.5.1.

• Proof of Theorem 22 and Proposition 23: Appendix F.5.2.

• Proof of Proposition 24: Appendix F.5.3.

• Proof of Theorem 27: Appendix E.3.2, where we also provide a proof of Theorem 19 (1).

• Proof of Theorem 28: Appendix F.5.1 and Appendix F.5.2.

• Proof of Proposition 29: Appendix F.5.4.

In the subsequent subsections, we present the remaining proofs from Section 5.

I.1 Proof of Proposition 20

Fix an α-DP channel Q. By definition, the class of distributions {Q(·|z)} admits a common base
measure µ, and hence in the following we slightly abuse notations and write a distribution P and
its density dP/dµ interchangeably. We also denote P′ = Q ◦ P,Q′ = Q ◦Q.

Define p(o) = infz∈Z Q(o = ·|z) for any o ∈ O. Then, by definition, for any z ∈ Z,

p(o) ≤ Q(o|z) ≤ eαp(o).

Therefore, we define

ℓo(z) =
1

eα − 1

(
Q(o|z)
p(o)

− 1

)
∈ [0, 1].

Then, for each o ∈ O, it holds that

P′(o) = Ez∼PQ(o|z) = Ez∼P[(eα − 1)p(o)ℓo(z) + p(o)],

and hence we know P′(o) ∈ [p(o), eαp(o)], and similarly Q′(o) ∈ [p(o), eαp(o)]. Further, we also have
∣∣P′(o)−Q′(o)

∣∣ = (eα − 1)p(o) |P[ℓo]−Q[ℓo]| ,

Now, by definition,

D2
H

(
P′,Q′) =

1

2

∫ (√
P′(o)−

√
Q′(o)

)2
do =

1

2

∫ |P′(o)−Q′(o)|2
(√

P′(o) +
√

Q′(o)
)2do.

Hence, it holds that

(eα − 1)2

8eα

∫
|P[ℓo]−Q[ℓo]|2 p(o)do ≤ D2

H

(
P′,Q′) ≤ (eα − 1)2

8

∫
|P[ℓo]−Q[ℓo]|2 p(o)do
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Notice that
∫
p(o)do ∈ [e−α, 1], and hence we can normalize p to a distribution p̄ over O. The proof

of Eq. (29) is hence completed, and Eq. (30) follows similarly:

Dχ2(P′ ‖ Q′) =

∫ |P′(o)−Q′(o)|2
Q′(o)

do

≤ (eα − 1)2

∫
|P[ℓo]−Q[ℓo]|2 p(o)do

≤ (eα − 1)2Eo∼p̄ |P[ℓo]−Q[ℓo]|2 .

I.2 Proof of Theorem 19

In this section, we provide a self-contained proof of Theorem 19, following the approach of Chen
et al. [2024] (see also Appendix E.1). The proof is based on the following quantile-based private
PAC-DEC.

Quantile-based private PAC-DEC. Given model class M⊆ (Π→ ∆(Z)), for each ε > 0 and
δ ∈ [0, 1], we define the quantile-based private PAC-DEC as (slightly abusing the notation)

p-dec
q,LDP

ε,δ (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)

q∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M

{
L̂δ(M,p)

∣∣∣ E(π,ℓ)∼qD
2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ ε2

}
, (93)

where L̂δ(M,p) is the δ-quantile loss of p, defined as

L̂δ(M,p) = sup
∆≥0
{∆ : Pπ∼q(L(M,π) ≥ ∆) ≥ δ}.

We also denote p-dec
q,LDP

ε,δ (M) := supĎM∈co(M) p-dec
q,LDP

ε,δ (M, ĎM ). By definition, the quantile-based
private PAC-DEC is always bounded by the original private PAC-DEC:

p-decq,LDP

ε (M, ĎM )− δ ≤ p-dec
q,LDP

ε,δ (M, ĎM ) ≤ δ−1p-decq,LDP

ε (M, ĎM ). (94)

However, such a conversion can be loose in general.

Quantile lower bound. Similar to Appendix E.1, we show that the quantile-based private PAC-
DEC provides a lower bound regardless of the structure of the loss function.

Proposition I.1 (Quantile-based private PAC-DEC lower bound). For any T ≥ 1 and constant

δ ∈ [0, 1), we denote ε(T ) := 1
(eα−1)

√
δ

2T . Then, for any T -round α-LDP algorithm Alg, there exists

M⋆ ∈M such that under PM
⋆,Alg,

RiskDM(T ) ≥ p-dec
q,LDP

ε(T ),δ(M), with probability at least δ/2.

Further, for reward-based loss function L, we can relate quantile-based private PAC-DEC to the
original private PAC-DEC (following Chen et al. [2024, Proposition E.1]).

Lemma I.2. Suppose that the loss function L is reward-based. Then, for any parameter ε > 0, δ ∈
[0, 1), it holds that

p-dec
q,LDP√

2ε,δ
(M) ≥ p-decLDP

ε (M)− 2
√

2ε

1− δ .
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Similarly, for metric-based loss function, we have the following lemma (following Lemma E.2).

Lemma I.3. Suppose that the loss function L is metric-based. Then, for any parameter ε > 0, δ ∈
[0, 1

2), it holds that

p-dec
q,LDP

ε,δ (M) ≥ 1

2
p-decLDP

ε (M).

Therefore, the proof of Theorem 19 is completed by combining Proposition I.1 with Lemma I.2 /
Lemma I.3.

I.2.1 Proof of Proposition I.1

We follow the strategy of Appendix E.4.

Recall that an α-LDP algorithm Alg = {qt}t∈[T ]∪{p} is specified by a sequence of mappings, where
the t-th mapping qt(· | Ht−1) specifies the distribution of (πt,Qt) based on the history Ht−1, and
the final map p(· | HT ) specifies the distribution of the πT+1 based on HT . Therefore, for any model
M , we define

qM,Alg = EM,Alg

[
1

T

T∑

t=1

qt(·|Ht−1)

]
∈ ∆(Π×Q), pM,Alg = EM,Alg[p(HT )] ∈ ∆(Π), (95)

The distribution qM,Alg is the expected distribution of the average profile (π1,Q1, · · · , πT ,QT ), and
pM,Alg is the expected distribution of the output policy πT+1.

Using the chain rule of KL divergence, for any model M, ĎM ,

DKL(P
ĎM,Alg ‖ PM,Alg) = E

ĎM,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

DKL(Qt ◦M(πt) ‖ Qt ◦M(πt))

]

= T · E(π,Q)∼qĎM,Alg
DKL(Q ◦ ĎM(π) ‖ Q ◦M(π)).

Further, by Proposition 20, for any α-LDP channel Q, there exists a distribution q̃Q ∈ ∆(L) such
that

DKL(Q ◦ P1 ‖ Q ◦ P2) ≤ (eα − 1)2Eℓ∼q̃Q
D2
ℓ(P1,P2).

Therefore, for any model M ∈ M, we define q̃M,Alg ∈ ∆(Π × L) to be the distribution of (π, ℓ),
where (π,Q) ∼ qM,Alg, and ℓ ∼ q̃Q. Then, our argument above gives

DKL(P
ĎM,Alg ‖ PM,Alg) ≤ (eα − 1)2T · E(π,ℓ)∼q̃ĎM,Alg

D2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)). (96)

With this chain rule, we now present the proof of Proposition I.1 (which is essentially following the
analysis in Chen et al. [2024]).

Proof of Proposition I.1. We abbreviate ε = ε(T ). Fix a ∆ < p-dec
q,LDP

ε,δ (M), and then there

exists ĎM such that ∆ < p-dec
q
ε,δ(M, ĎM ). Hence, by the definition (93), we know that

∆ < sup
M∈M

{
L̂δ(M,pĎM,Alg)

∣∣∣ E(π,ℓ)∼q̃ĎM,Alg
D2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ ε2

}
.
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Therefore, there exists M ∈M such that

E(π,ℓ)∼q̃ĎM,Alg
D2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ ε2, Pπ∼pĎM,Alg

(L(M,π) > ∆) ≥ δ.

By (96), we know

DKL(P
ĎM,Alg ‖ PM,Alg) ≤ (eα − 1)2Tε2.

By data-processing inequality, we have

DTV

(
pĎM,Alg, pM,Alg

)
≤ DTV

(
P

ĎM,Alg,PM,Alg
)
≤
√

1

2
(eα − 1)2Tε2.

Therefore, combining the inequalities above, we have

pM,Alg(π : L(M,π) > ∆) ≥ pĎM,Alg(π : L(M,π) > ∆)−
√

1

2
(eα − 1)2Tε2 ≥ δ

2
.

By the definition of pM,Alg, this gives PM,Alg(L(M,πT+1) > ∆) ≥ δ
2 . Letting ∆ → p-dec

q
ε,δ(M)

completes the proof.

I.3 Proof of Lemma 25

For each θ ∈ [−1, 1], we denote Mθ ∈ ∆(Z) to be the model given by

(x, y) ∼Mθ : x ∼ ν, y ∼ Rad(θx).

Then it holds that

DTV (Mθ,M0) ≤ Ex∼ν |θx| = |θ|E|x|,

and

L(Mθ, π) = Ex∼p |x(θ − π)|2 = |θ − π|2 · E|x|2.

Therefore, for the model class M = {Mθ : θ ∈ [−1, 1]}, we can consider θ = min
{

ε
E|x| , 1

}
, which

gives

p-decLDP

ε (M,M0) ≥ p-decLDP

ε ({Mθ,M0},M0) ≥ E|x|2
4

min

{
ε2

(E|x|)2
, 1

}
.

Applying Theorem 19 gives the desired lower bound.

I.4 Proof of Theorem 26

Following Appendix F.5.3 (Lemma F.12), we consider the following information set structure Ψ =
Θ:

Mθ = {M ∈MLin : θM = θ} , πθ = θ, θ ∈ Ψ.

Then, Ψ is a information set structure with respect to the model class MLin and value function
V M(π) = −L1(M,θ). It is clear that MΨ = MLin, and hence we have the following guarantee of
LDP-ExO (by Theorem F.4).
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Proposition I.4. Let T ≥ 1, γ > 0. Then, for linear regression under L1 loss, LDP-ExO (instan-
tiated on Ψ defined above) achieves with probability at least 1− δ

Eθ̂∼p̂L1(M⋆, θ̂) ≤ p-dec
o,LDP

cα2γ
(MLin) +

2γ log(|Θ|/δ)
T

.

Note that for simplicity, we assume Θ is finite. By applying the argument on a covering of Θ ⊂
Bd(1), we can regard log |Θ| ≤ Õ(d).

In the following, we denote M := MLin, and it remains to upper bound p-deco,LDP

γ (M). For

simplicity of presentation, we assume that X ⊆ Bd(1)\{0} (without loss of generality).

Fix a reference model ĎM ∈ ∆(Z). Let ν ∈ ∆(X ) be the marginal distribution of x under (x, y) ∼ ĎM ,
and let f

ĎM(x) = E
ĎM [y|x] for x ∈ X . Note that f

ĎM is not necessarily a linear function. Further,
for any M ∈ M, we let θM ∈ Bd(1) be the associated parameter so that EM [y|x] = 〈θM , x〉. In the
following, we proceed to upper bound the offset private PAC-DEC (59) of M with respect to ĎM ,
which is defined as

p-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ) := inf
p∈∆(Π)
q∈∆(L)

sup
M∈M

{
Eπ∼p[L1(M,π)] − γEℓ∼qD2

ℓ(M, ĎM )
}
.

Construction of (p, q). The key observation is the following lemma.

Lemma I.5. Suppose that λ0 > 0 and ν ∈ ∆(X ) are given. Then there exists a PSD matrix
U ∈ Rd×d satisfies the following equation:

Ex∼ν
Uxx⊤U
‖Ux‖ + λ0U = Id. (97)

In particular, by taking trace, it holds that Ex∼ν ‖Ux‖ ≤ d.

We fix a λ0 > 0 and invoke Lemma I.5 to obtain a PSD matrix U satisfies (97). Based on the
matrix U , we define the normalization map n : Rd → Bd(1) as n(v) = Uv

‖Uv‖ for any vector v 6= 0.

Then, Eq. (97) ensures that

Ex∼νn(x)x⊤ + λ0I = U−1. (98)

To construct a distribution q ∈ ∆(L), we invoke the following lemma.

Lemma I.6. Suppose that v : Z → BD(1). Then there exists a distribution Q(v) over L = (Z →
[0, 1]), such that for any P,Q ∈ ∆(Z), it holds

Eℓ∼Q(v)D
2
ℓ(P,Q) ≥ ‖P[v]−Q[v]‖2 ,

where we denote P[v] := Ez∼Pv(z).

To apply Lemma I.6, we define maps

v1(z) = n(x) · y, v2(z) = vec(n(x)x⊤), v3(z) =
[
1 {‖Ux‖ < γ} γ−1 ‖Ux‖ ,1 {‖Ux‖ ≥ γ}

]
,

and then by Lemma I.6, there exists a distribution q ∈ ∆(L) such that for any model M ∈M,

Eℓ∼qD
2
ℓ(M, ĎM ) ≥ 1

3

3∑

i=1

‖Ez∼Mvi(z)− Ez∼ ĎMvi(z)‖2 .
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For notational simplicity, in the following, we denote ε2
M,i :=

∥∥M [vi]− ĎM [vi]
∥∥2

for each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}
and each M ∈M. Then, by definition, we know

∥∥Ex∼νn(x)
(
〈θM , x〉 − f ĎM(x)

)∥∥
≤ ‖Ex∼νMn(x)〈θM , x〉 − Ex∼νn(x)〈θM , x〉‖+

∥∥Ex∼νMn(x)〈θM , x〉 − Ex∼νn(x)f
ĎM(x)

∥∥

= ‖〈Ex∼νMn(x)x− Ex∼νn(x)x, θM〉‖+
∥∥∥E(x,y)∼Mn(x)y − E(x,y)∼ ĎMn(x)y

∥∥∥

≤ ‖Ex∼νMn(x)x− Ex∼νn(x)x‖F +
∥∥∥E(x,y)∼Mn(x)y − E(x,y)∼ ĎMn(x)y

∥∥∥
= εM,2 + εM,1.

Therefore, we define

θ̄ = arg min
θ∈Bd(1)

∥∥Ex∼νn(x)
(
〈θ, x〉 − f ĎM(x)

)∥∥2
.

Notice that the objective function above is a quadratic function of θ, we know that for any M ∈M,

∥∥Ex∼νn(x)〈θM − θ̄, x〉
∥∥ ≤

∥∥Ex∼νn(x)
(
〈θM , x〉 − f ĎM(x)

)∥∥ ≤ εM,1 + εM,2.

Using Eq. (98), we then have

∥∥U−1(θM − θ̄)
∥∥ =

∥∥Ex∼νn(x)〈θM − θ̄, x〉+ λ0(θM − θ̄)
∥∥ ≤ εM,1 + εM,2 + 2λ0.

We let p be supported on θ̄.

Bounding the offset DEC risk. Define X0 := {x : ‖Ux‖ < γ}. For any M ∈M, we bound

L1(M, θ̄) = Ex∼νM
∣∣〈x, θ̄ − θM〉

∣∣
≤ Ex∼νM

[
2 · 1 {x 6∈ X0}+ 1 {x ∈ X0}

∣∣〈x, θ̄ − θM〉
∣∣]

≤ 2Ex∼νM1 {x 6∈ X0}+ (Ex∼νM1 {x ∈ X0} ‖Ux‖)1/2

(
Ex∼νM

〈x, θ̄ − θM〉2
‖Ux‖

)1/2

First, notice that Ex∼ν1 {x 6∈ X0} ≤ 1
γEx∼ν ‖Ux‖, and hence

Ex∼νM1 {x 6∈ X0}

≤ |Ex∼νM1 {x 6∈ X0} − Ex∼ν1 {x 6∈ X0}|+ Ex∼ν1 {x 6∈ X0} ≤ εM,3 +
d

γ
.

Similarly,

Ex∼νM1 {x ∈ X0} ‖Ux‖
≤ |Ex∼νM1 {x ∈ X0} ‖Ux‖ − Ex∼ν1 {x ∈ X0} ‖Ux‖|+ Ex∼ν1 {x ∈ X0} ‖Ux‖ ≤ γεM,3 + d.

Next, we denote HM = Ex∼νM
xx⊤

‖Ux‖ , and we bound

Ex∼νM
〈x, θ̄ − θM〉2
‖Ux‖ =

∥∥θ̄ − θM
∥∥2

HM

=
∥∥θ̄ − θM

∥∥2

HM
−
∥∥θ̄ − θM

∥∥2

HĎM
+
∥∥θ̄ − θM

∥∥2

HĎM
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≤
∥∥(HM −HĎM)(θ̄ − θM)

∥∥+
∥∥U−1(θ̄ − θM)

∥∥2
,

where the second inequality uses HĎM = Ex∼ν
xx⊤

‖Ux‖ � U−2 (by Eq. (97)). Notice that

‖U(HM −HĎM )‖F = ‖Ex∼νMn(x)x− Ex∼νn(x)x‖F ≤ εM,2,

and hence
∥∥(HM −HĎM)(θ̄ − θM)

∥∥ ≤ ‖U(HM −HĎM )‖F
∥∥U−1(θ̄ − θM)

∥∥ .
Combining the inequalities above, we can conclude that

L1(M, θ̄) . εM,3 +
d

γ
+
√

(d+ γεM,3)(εM,1 + εM,2 + λ0).

Therefore, by applying the weighted AM-GM inequality, we have

L1(M, θ̄)− γ

3
(ε2
M,1 + ε2

M,2 + ε2
M,3) .

d

γ
+
√
d+ γλ0.

and hence p-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ) ≤ C
(
d
γ +
√
d+ γλ0

)
for some absolute constant C. Taking λ0 → 0

gives p-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ) ≤ Cd
γ .

Finalizing the proof. We have shown that p-deco,LDP

γ (M) ≤ C d
γ . In particular, this implies

p-decLDP

ε (M) ≤
√
Cdε for any ε ∈ [0, 1].

Further, by Proposition I.4, LDP-ExO achieves with probability at least 1− δ that

Eπ∼p̂L1(M⋆, π) ≤ O(1) ·
[
d

α2γ
+

2γ log(|Θ|/δ)
T

]
.

Note that L1(M⋆, π) is a convex function with respect to π ∈ Bd(1), and hence we can let LDP-

ExO output θ̂ = Eπ∼p̂[π] ∈ Bd(1). Then, by choosing γ > 0 suitably, it is guaranteed that with
probability at least 1− δ

L1(M⋆, θ̂) ≤ Õ
(√

d2 log(1/δ)

α2T

)
.

The proof of Theorem 26 is hence completed.

I.4.1 Proof of Lemma I.5

Consider the compact, convex region U ⊂ Rd×d given by

U = {U : (1 + λ0)−1/2Id � U � λ−1/2
0 Id}. (99)

Define function F : U → Rd×d as follows:

F (U) :=

(
Ex∼ν

U 1/2xx⊤U 1/2

‖Ux‖ + λ0Id

)−1

.

Note that by definition, for any U ∈ U , λ0Id � F (U)−1 � (λ0 + 1)Id. Therefore, F maps U to

itself. Further, the map (U, x) 7→ U1/2xx⊤U1/2

‖Ux‖ is uniformly continuous with respect to U ∈ U and

x 6= 0. Therefore, F (U) is continuous in U , and Brouwer fixed-point theorem implies that there
exists U ∈ U such that F (U) = U , i.e., U satisfies Eq. (97).
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I.4.2 Proof of Lemma I.6

Define s(t) = 1 if t ≥ 0, and s(t) = 0 otherwise.

Fix the map v : Z → BD(1). For each w ∈ RD, we define ℓw ∈ L as

ℓw(z) = ‖v(z)‖ s(〈v(z), w〉), ∀z ∈ Z.

Then, we define Q(v) ∈ ∆(L) to be the distribution of ℓ = ℓw with w ∼ N(0, ID).

Now, for any x ∈ RD with ‖x‖ = 1 and any fixed z ∈ Z, it holds

Ewℓw(z)〈w, x〉 = 〈v(z), x〉,

where Ew is taken over w ∼ N(0, ID) and the equality follows from the rotational invariance of the
Gaussian distribution.

Therefore, for the distribution Q(v) defined above, we have

〈P[v] −Q[v], x〉 = P[〈v(z), x〉] −Q[〈v(z), x〉]
= Ew〈x,w〉(P[ℓw]−Q[ℓw])

≤
(
Ew〈x,w〉2

) 1
2
(
EwD2

ℓw(P,Q)
) 1

2

=
(
Eℓ∼Q(v)D

2
ℓ(P,Q)

) 1
2 .

Hence, by the arbitrariness of x, we have

‖P[v]−Q[v]‖ = sup
x∈RD:‖x‖=1

〈P[v] −Q[v], x〉 ≤
(
Eℓ∼Q(v)D

2
ℓ(P,Q)

) 1
2 .

I.5 Lower bound for LDP learning linear models

Fix d ≥ 1 and ∆ ∈ [0, 1]. Let Θ = {−∆,∆}d and X = [d], and for each θ ∈ Θ, we define fθ as

fθ(i) = θi,

and let Mθ ∈ ∆(Z) given by

(x, y) ∼Mθ : x ∼ Unif(X ), y|x ∼ Rad(fθ(x)).

Then, we let F = {fθ : θ ∈ Θ} ⊆ (X → [−1, 1]), and Md := {Mθ : θ ∈ Θ} is the class of
well-specified models (with respect to F) with covariate distribution Unif(X ).

Recall that for such a problem class, the decision space is Π ⊆ (X → [−1, 1]), which can be naturally
identified as a subset of [−1, 1]d. Then, the loss function is given by

L(Mθ, π) = Ex∼Unif(X ) |π(x)− fθ(x)| = 1

d

d∑

i=1

|π(i) − θi| .

Proposition I.7. Let T ≥ 1, ∆ ∈ (0, 1]. Suppose that Alg is a T -round α-LDP algorithm, such

that EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≤ ∆
4 for all M ∈Md. Then it holds that T ≥ Ω

(
d2

α2∆2

)
.
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Proof. For each θ ∈ Θ, we consider

pθ := PMθ,Alg(πT+1 = ·) ∈ ∆(Π).

Recall the chain rule of KL divergence and Proposition 20: for any model M, ĎM ,

DKL(PM,Alg ‖ PĎM,Alg) = EM,Alg

[
T∑

t=1

DKL(Qt ◦M ‖ Qt ◦ ĎM)

]

≤ T (eα − 1)2DTV

(
M, ĎM

)2
.

Therefore, by data-processing inequality, we have

DTV (pθ, pθ′) ≤ (eα − 1)
√
TDTV (Mθ,Mθ′) = (eα − 1)

√
T · 1

d

∥∥θ − θ′∥∥
1
.

We further denote pθ,i = pθ(π(i) ≥ 0). Then it holds that

EMθ,Alg[RiskDM(T )] = Eπ∼pθL(Mθ, π)

=
1

d

d∑

i=1

Eπ∼pθ |π(i)− θi|

≥ ∆

d


 ∑

i:θi=−∆

pθ,i +
∑

i:θi=+∆

(1− pθ,i)


.

Thus,

∑

θ∈Θ

EMθ,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ ∆

d

d∑

i=1


 ∑

θ:θi=−∆

pθ,i +
∑

θ:θi=+∆

(1− pθ,i)




=
∆

d

d∑

i=1


2d−1 −

∑

(θ,θ′)∈Θi

(pθ,i − pθ′,i)


,

where Θi = {(θ, θ′) : θi = +∆, θ′
i = −∆, and ∀j 6= i, θj = θ′

j}. Notice that for any (θ, θ′) ∈ Θi, we
have

∣∣pθ,i − pθ′,i

∣∣ ≤ DTV (pθ, pθ′) ≤ 2∆(eα − 1)
√
T

d
.

Therefore, we have

∑

θ∈Θ

EMθ,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ ∆ · 2d−1

(
1− 2∆(eα − 1)

√
T

d

)
,

which immediately implies

max
M∈M

EMθ,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ ∆

2

(
1− 2∆(eα − 1)

√
T

d

)
.

Hence, we must have T ≥ d2

4∆2(eα−1)2 .
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Choosing ∆ = min
{

d
4(eα−1)

√
T
, 1√

d

}
in the proof above (which ensures Θ ⊂ Bd(1)), we have the

following corollary.

Corollary I.8. There exists a covariate distribution µ over Bd(1), such that for the model class M
consisting of the linear models with covariate distribution µ, any T -round α-LDP algorithm with
output θ̂, it holds that

sup
M⋆∈M

EM
⋆,AlgL1(M⋆, θ̂) & min

{
d

α
√
T
,

1√
d

}

This lower bounds implies that the upper bound of Theorem 26 is nearly minimax-optimal (up to
logarithmic factors).

I.6 Proof of Theorem 30

We claim that the private regret-DEC of M can be bounded as

r-decLDP

ε (M) = sup
ĎM∈co(M)

r-decLDP

ε (M∪ {ĎM}, ĎM ) ≤ (20d + 6)ε, ∀ε ∈ [0, 1]. (100)

With Eq. (100), we may directly apply Proposition 29, as logN∞(FLin,∆) ≤ O(d log(1/∆)).

In the following, it remains to prove Eq. (100). We only need to upper bound r-decLDP

ε (M∪{ĎM}, ĎM )
for any fixed reference model ĎM ∈ co(M). Following the proof of Theorem 26 (Appendix I.4), we
assume that φ(x, a) 6= 0 for all x ∈ X , a ∈ A without loss of generality.

Fix a reference model ĎM = EM∼µ[M ] ∈ co(M) and ε ∈ [0, 1]. Note that ĎM is also associated with
a mean reward function f

ĎM (not necessarily in FLin) and a context distribution ν ∈ ∆(X ). For any
M ∈M, we let θM ∈ Bd(1) be the associated parameter so that the mean reward function fM ∈ F
is given by fM(x, a) = 〈θM , φ(x, a)〉.
In the following, we proceed to upper bound the private regret-DEC :

r-decLDP

ε (M∪ {ĎM}, ĎM )

:= inf
p∈∆(Π×L)

sup
M∈M∪{ ĎM}

{
Eπ∼p[V

M(πM)− V M(π)] | E(π,ℓ)∼pD
2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ ε2

}
.

For notational simplicity, for any p ∈ ∆(Π× L), we denote

Mp,ε2(ĎM) :=
{
M ∈M : E(π,ℓ)∼pD

2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ ε2

}
.

Let 0 < λ0 < min
{
ε2

100 ,
ε

log |A|

}
be a sufficiently small, fixed parameter. Let λ = 5ε.

In the following, for notational simplicity, we denote φ(x, π) := φ(x, π(x)) ∈ Rd. We first invoke
the following corollary of Lemma I.5.

Lemma I.9. Suppose that λ0 > 0 and ν ∈ ∆(X ) are given. Then by Lemma I.5, for each π ∈ Π,
there exists a PSD matrix Uπ ∈ Rd×d satisfies the following equation:

Ex∼ν
Uπφ(x, π)φ(x, π)⊤Uπ
‖Uπφ(x, π)‖ + λ0Uπ = Id. (101)

We further define nπ(x) :=
[
1; Uπφ(x,π)

‖Uπφ(x,π)‖

]
.
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Fixed point argument. Our proof strategy is that, for any distribution P ∈ ∆(Π), we define a
“refinement” F (P ) ∈ ∆(Π) of P . Then, the fixed point of F is a distribution of good properties.

(1) Define the constrained set

Θ ĎM := {θ ∈ Bd(1) :
∣∣Ex∼ν〈θ, φ(x, π

ĎM)〉 − V ĎM(π
ĎM)
∣∣ ≤ 4ε}.

Then, for each P ∈ ∆(Π), we define

θ̂P := arg min
θ∈Θ ĎM

LP (θ) := Eπ∼P
∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)

(
〈θ, φ(x, π)〉 − f ĎM(x, π(x))

)∥∥2
+ λ2

0 ‖θ‖2 . (102)

By the strong convexity of LP , θ̂P is a continuous function of P ∈ ∆(Π).

(2) Define ΣP := Eπ∼PU−2
π and

f̂P (x, a) := 〈θ̂P , φ(x, a)〉 + 2 min{λ ‖φ(x, a)‖Σ−1
P
, 1}, ∀(x, a) ∈ X ×A. (103)

(3) For each x ∈ X , we define

QP (·|x) := arg max
q∈∆(A)

Ea∼qf̂P (x, a) + λ0H(q), (104)

where H(q) = −∑a∈A q(a) log q(a) is the entropy of q ∈ ∆(A). Notice that the objective function
is strongly concave with respect to q ∈ ∆(A), and hence QP is continuous with respect to P .

(4) Finally, define F (P ) =
⊗

x∈X QP (·|x) ∈ ∆(Π). Formally, we define F (P ) ∈ ∆(Π) as14

F (P )[π] :=
∏

x∈X
QP (π(x)|x).

By definition, F : ∆(Π)→ ∆(Π) is continuous, and hence by Theorem D.3, there exists P ∈ ∆(Π)
such that F (P ) = P . In the following, we work with such a fixed-point distribution P .

We start with the following lemmas.

Lemma I.10. (1) For any M ∈M with
∥∥∥θM − θ̂P

∥∥∥
ΣP
≤ λ, it holds that

V M(πM)− Eπ∼PV
M(π) ≤ 4Eπ∼PEx∼νM min{λ ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1

P
, 1} + ε.

(2) It holds that

Eπ∼PEx∼ν ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1
P
≤ d.

14Alternatively, we can also define F (P ) ∈ ∆(Π) as the distribution of π generated as π(x) ∼ QP (·|x) independently
for x ∈ X .
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Construction of p. First, we define a distribution p̄ ∈ ∆(Π× L) as follows. Consider the maps

v̄(z) = [r, φ(x, π
ĎM )],

and Lemma I.6 implies that there exists q̄ ∈ ∆(L) such that for any model M ∈M, π ∈ Π,

Eℓ∼q̄D
2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≥ 1

2

∥∥∥Ez∼M(π)v̄(z)− Ez∼ ĎM(π)v̄(z)
∥∥∥

2
.

We then choose p̄ ∈ ∆(Π× L) to be the distribution of (π
ĎM , ℓ) under ℓ ∼ q̄.

Lemma I.11. Suppose that M ∈Mp̄,2ε2(ĎM). Then θM ∈ Θ ĎM and
∣∣V M(π

ĎM)− V ĎM(π
ĎM)
∣∣ ≤ 2ε.

Next, we define p⋆ ∈ ∆(Π × L) as follows. For each policy π ∈ Π, we define a map vπ : Z →
R(d+1)2+1:

vπ(z) := [ nπ(x) · r; vec(nπ(x)φ(x, π)⊤); min{‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1
P
, 1}],

and Lemma I.6 implies that there exists qπ ∈ ∆(L) such that for any model M ∈M, π ∈ Π,

Eℓ∼qπD2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≥ 1

5

∥∥∥Ez∼M(π)vπ(z) − Ez∼ ĎM(π)vπ(z)
∥∥∥

2
. (105)

We then define p⋆ ∈ ∆(Π×L) to be the distribution of (π, ℓ) under π ∼ P , ℓ ∼ qπ. We summarize
the properties of p⋆ in the following lemma.

Lemma I.12. Suppose that M ∈Mp⋆,2ε2(ĎM). Then it holds that

Eπ∼P
∣∣V M(π)− V ĎM(π)

∣∣ ≤ 2ε, (106)

Eπ∼P
∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)

(
〈θ, φ(x, π)〉 − f ĎM(x, π(x))

)∥∥2 ≤ 20ε2, (107)

Eπ∼P
∣∣∣Ex∼νM min{λ ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1

P
, 1} − Ex∼νĎM

min{λ ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1
P
, 1}
∣∣∣ ≤ 4ε. (108)

In particular, when θM ∈ Θ ĎM , it holds that
∥∥∥θM − θ̂P

∥∥∥
ΣP
≤ 5ε = λ.

Now, we consider three cases. Define MP ∈ M be the model with context distribution ν and
parameter θ̂P , and let

εP := Eπ∼P
∣∣V MP (π)− V ĎM(π)

∣∣ .

Case 1: Θ ĎM = ∅. In this case, the set Mp̄,2ε2(ĎM) = ∅ by Lemma I.11. Therefore, we can set
p = p̄ and bound

r-decLDP

ε (M∪ {ĎM}, ĎM ) ≤ sup
M∈Mp̄,ε2 ( ĎM)∪{ ĎM}

Eπ∼p̄[V
M(πM)− V M(π)] = Eπ∼p̄

[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V ĎM(π)

]
= 0.

Case 2: Θ ĎM 6= ∅ and εP ≤ 5ε. In this case, we set p = p̄+p⋆

2 . We proceed to upper bound
V M(πM)− Eπ∼pV M(π) for any M ∈Mp,ε2(ĎM ) ∪ {ĎM}.

Case 2(a): M ∈ Mp,ε2(ĎM ). Then, we know that
∥∥∥θM − θ̂P

∥∥∥
ΣP
≤ 5ε = λ by Lemma I.12. Then,

invoking Lemma I.10 gives

V M(πM)− Eπ∼PV
M(π) ≤ 4Eπ∼PEx∼νM min{λ ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1

P
, 1} + ε
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≤ 4ε+ 5dλ,

where the second inequality uses Eq. (108) and Lemma I.10 (2).

Therefore, it remains to upper bound V M(πM)− V M(π
ĎM). Combining Eq. (106) and Lemma I.11

and the fact that V
ĎM(π) ≤ V ĎM(π

ĎM), we have

Eπ∼PV
M(π)− V M(π

ĎM) = Eπ∼P [V M(π)− V ĎM(π) + V
ĎM(π)− V ĎM(π

ĎM)] + V
ĎM(π

ĎM)− V M(π
ĎM) ≤ 5ε.

To conclude, we have

V M(πM)− Eπ∼pV
M(π) = V M(πM)− Eπ∼PV

M(π) +
1

2

[
Eπ∼PV

M(π)− V M(π
ĎM)
]

≤ (20d + 6)ε.

Case 2(b): M = ĎM . Consider the model MP ∈M. Then, Lemma I.10 implies that

V MP (πMP )− Eπ∼PV
MP (π) ≤ 4Eπ∼PEx∼νλ ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1

P
+ ε ≤ 4dλ+ ε.

Further, because θ̂P ∈ Θ ĎM , we also have
∣∣V MP (π

ĎM)− V ĎM(π
ĎM)
∣∣ ≤ 2ε, and hence V

ĎM(π
ĎM) ≤

2ε+ V MP (π
ĎM).

Therefore, combining the inequalities above, we have

V
ĎM(π

ĎM)− Eπ∼PV
ĎM(π) ≤ V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V MP (πMP ) + V MP (πMP )− Eπ∼PV

MP (π) + Eπ∼P [V
ĎM(π)− V MP (π)]

≤ 3ε+ 4dλ+ εP .

Hence, using εP ≤ 5ε,

Eπ∼p
[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V ĎM(π)

]
=

1

2

(
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− Eπ∼PV

ĎM(π)
)
≤ (10d + 5)ε.

Combining the case (a) and (b), we conclude that

r-decLDP

ε (M∪ {ĎM}, ĎM ) ≤ (20d + 6)ε.

Case 3: Θ ĎM 6= ∅ and εP > 5ε. In this case, we set b = 5ε
2εP

< 1
2 , and p = (1− b)p̄ + bp⋆.

We first show that Mp,ε2(ĎM) = ∅. Otherwise, there exists M ∈ Mp,ε2(ĎM ), and hence M ∈
Mp⋆,ε2/b(ĎM ) and M ∈ Mp̄,2ε2(ĎM ). The latter implies θM ∈ Θ ĎM (by Lemma I.11), and the former
implies (by Lemma I.12)

Eπ∼P
∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)

(
〈θM , φ(x, π)〉 − f ĎM(x, π(x))

)∥∥2 ≤ 10ε2

b
,

and hence by the definition Eq. (102),

Eπ∼P
∥∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)

(
〈θ̂P , φ(x, π)〉 − f ĎM(x, π(x))

)∥∥∥
2
≤ 10ε2

b
+ λ0.

Notice that the first coordinate of nπ(x) is always 1, and hence

Eπ∼P
∣∣V MP (π)− V ĎM(π)

∣∣2 ≤ 10ε2

b
+ λ2

0, ⇒ ε2
P ≤

10ε2

b
+ λ2

0.
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By our choice of b, this is a contradiction.

Therefore, it remains to bound Eπ∼p̄
[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V ĎM(π)

]
. Notice that

Eπ∼p
[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V ĎM(π)

]
= b ·

(
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− Eπ∼PV

ĎM(π)
)
,

and our argument in Case 2(b) also applies here:

V
ĎM(π

ĎM)− Eπ∼PV
ĎM(π) ≤ 3ε+ 4dλ+ εP .

Therefore, we also have

Eπ∼p
[
V

ĎM(π
ĎM)− V ĎM(π)

]
≤ (10d+ 4)ε.

The proof is completed by combining the three cases above.

I.6.1 Proof of Lemma I.10

We denote Px := QP (·|x) ∈ ∆(A) for each x ∈ X . Then, using the definition of P = F (P ), we have

Eπ∼PV
M(π) = Ex∼νMEa∼Pxf

M(x, a).

Next, for a fixed x ∈ X , by the definition of QP , it holds

∀a′ ∈ A, f̂P (x, a′) ≤ Ea∼Px f̂P (x, a) + λ0 log |A|.

Notice that
∥∥∥θM − θ̂P

∥∥∥
ΣP
≤ λ, and hence

∣∣∣〈θ̂P , φ(x, a)〉 − 〈θM , φ(x, a)〉
∣∣∣ ≤ λ ‖φ(x, a)‖Σ−1

P
,

which implies (using fM , f̂P ∈ [−1, 1])

fM(x, a) ≤ f̂P (x, a) ≤ fM(x, a) + 4 min{λ ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1
P
, 1}.

Therefore, we can now combine the inequalities above to obtain

fM(x, πM(x)) = max
a∈A

fM(x, a) ≤ max
a∈A

f̂P (x, a) ≤ Ea∼Px f̂P (x, a) + ε

≤ Ea∼Px
[
fM(x, a) + 4 min{λ ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1

P
, 1}
]

+ ε,

where we use λ0 log |A| ≤ ε. Taking expectation over x ∼ νM completes the proof of (1).

Now we proceed to prove (2). For any fixed π ∈ Π, by Cauchy inequality,

Ex∼ν ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1
P

= Ex∼ν

√√√√‖Uπφ(x, π)‖
‖φ(x, π)‖2

Σ−1
P

‖Uπφ(x, π)‖

≤

√√√√
Ex∼ν ‖Uπφ(x, π)‖ · Ex∼ν

‖φ(x, π)‖2
Σ−1
P

‖Uπφ(x, π)‖ .
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Notice that by the definition of Uπ (Lemma I.9), it holds that Ex∼ν ‖Uπφ(x, π)‖ ≤ d, and

Ex∼ν
φ(x, π)φ(x, π)⊤

‖Uπφ(x, π)‖ � U−2
π .

Hence,

Ex∼ν
‖φ(x, π)‖2

Σ−1
P

‖Uπφ(x, π)‖ = Ex∼ν

〈
Σ−1
P ,

φ(x, π)φ(x, π)⊤

‖Uπφ(x, π)‖

〉
=

〈
Σ−1
P ,Ex∼ν

φ(x, π)φ(x, π)⊤

‖Uπφ(x, π)‖

〉
≤
〈
Σ−1
P , U−2

π

〉
,

where we recall for matrix A,B ∈ Rd×d, the Frobenius inner product is defined as 〈A,B〉 = tr(A⊤B).

Therefore,

Eπ∼PEx∼ν ‖φ(x, π)‖Σ−1
P
≤ Eπ∼P

√
d ·
〈
Σ−1
P , U−2

π

〉

≤
√
d · Eπ∼P

〈
Σ−1
P , U−2

π

〉

=
√
d
〈
Σ−1
P ,Eπ∼PU

−2
π

〉
= d,

where the last line follows from Eπ∼PU−2
π = ΣP and tr(Id) = d.

I.6.2 Proof of Lemma I.11

Suppose M ∈Mp̄,2ε2(ĎM). Then by the definition of p̄, we have

∣∣∣Er∼M(πĎM )r − Er∼ ĎM(πĎM )r
∣∣∣
2

+
∥∥Ex∼νMφ(x, π

ĎM )− Ex∼νMφ(x, π
ĎM)
∥∥2 ≤ 4ε2.

Notice that V M (π ĎM) = Er∼M(πĎM )r, and hence
∣∣V M(π ĎM)− V ĎM(π ĎM)

∣∣ ≤ 2ε follows immediately.

Further, we also have

V M(π
ĎM) = Er∼M(πĎM )r =

〈
Ex∼νMφ(x, π

ĎM), θM
〉
,

and hence

∣∣Ex∼ν〈θ, φ(x, π
ĎM )〉 − V ĎM(π

ĎM)
∣∣

≤
∣∣V M(π

ĎM)− V ĎM(π
ĎM)
∣∣+
∣∣〈Ex∼νMφ(x, π

ĎM), θM
〉
−
〈
Ex∼νφ(x, π

ĎM), θM
〉∣∣

≤
∣∣V M(π

ĎM)− V ĎM(π
ĎM)
∣∣+
∥∥Ex∼νMφ(x, π

ĎM)− Ex∼νMφ(x, π
ĎM )
∥∥ ≤ 4ε.

This immediately implies θM ∈ Θ ĎM .

I.6.3 Proof of Lemma I.12

Fix any M ∈Mp⋆,2ε2(ĎM). Then by the definition of p⋆, we know

Eℓ∼qπD2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ 2ε2.

The inequality Eq. (106) and Eq. (108) follows immediately from Eq. (105) (notice that the first
coordinate of nπ(x) is 1).
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The inequality Eq. (107) follows similarly from the proof of Lemma I.11 (see Appendix I.6.2):

∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)
(
〈θM , φ(x, π)〉 − f ĎM(x, π(x))

)∥∥
≤ ‖Ex∼νnπ(x)〈θM , φ(x, π)〉 − Ex∼νMnπ(x)〈θM , φ(x, π)〉‖ +

∥∥Ex∼νMnπ(x)〈θM , φ(x, π)〉 − Ex∼νf
ĎM(x, π(x))

∥∥

≤
∥∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)φ(x, π)⊤ − Ex∼νMnπ(x)φ(x, π)⊤

∥∥∥
F

+
∥∥∥Ez∼M(π)r − Ez∼ ĎM(π)r

∥∥∥ ,

where the second inequality follows from ‖θM‖ ≤ 1 and the fact that EM(π)[r|x] = 〈θM , φ(x, π)〉
and E

ĎM(π)[r|x] = f ĎM(x, π(x)). Therefore,

∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)
(
〈θM , φ(x, π)〉 − f ĎM(x, π(x))

)∥∥2 ≤ 2
∥∥∥Ez∼M(π)vπ(z)− Ez∼ ĎM(π)vπ(z)

∥∥∥
2
,

and Eq. (107) follows immediately.

Finally, we bound
∥∥∥θM − θ̂P

∥∥∥
ΣP

assuming θM ∈ Θ ĎM . Using Eq. (107), we know LP (θM) ≤
20ε2 + λ2

0, where the quadratic loss function LP is defined in Eq. (102). Therefore, using θ̂P =
arg minθ∈Θ ĎM

LP (θ), we have

1

2

∥∥∥θM − θ̂P
∥∥∥

2

∇2LP
≤ LP (θM)− LP (θ̂P ) ≤ 20ε2 + λ2

0,

where using the definition of LP , we also have

1

2
‖θ‖2∇2LP

= Eπ∼P
∥∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)φ(x, π)⊤θ

∥∥∥
2
.

Notice that, for nπ defined as in Lemma I.9, we have

Ex∼νnπ(x)φ(x, π)⊤ = Ex∼νEx∼ν
Uπφ(x, π)φ(x, π)⊤

‖Uπφ(x, π)‖ = U−1
π − λ0Id.

Therefore, we know

1

2
‖θ‖2∇2LP

= Eπ∼P
∥∥∥Ex∼νnπ(x)φ(x, π)⊤θ

∥∥∥
2
≥ Eπ∼P

[
5

6

∥∥U−1
π θ

∥∥2 − 5λ2
0 ‖θ‖2

]
,

where we use a2 ≥ 5
6 (a + b)2 − 5b2 for scalar a, b ≥ 0. Plugging in θ = θM − θ̂P and re-arranging

yield

∥∥∥θM − θ̂P
∥∥∥

ΣP
= Eπ∼P

∥∥∥U−1
π (θM − θ̂P )

∥∥∥
2
≤ 24ε2 + 20λ2

0 ≤ 25ε2.

I.7 Proof of Proposition 31 and Proposition 32

In this section, we prove the results of Lipschitz contextual bandits (Proposition 31 and Proposi-
tion 32). We first state the general result for any Lipschitz contextual bandits under the following
conditions on the value function class F ⊆ (X ×A → [−1, 1]):

(1) X and A are both metric space, and for any f ∈ F , x ∈ X , a ∈ A, the function f(·, a) is
1-Lipschitz over X , and the function f(x, ·) is 1-Lipschitz over A.
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(2) There is a convex function class Fb ⊆ (A → [−1, 1]), such that for any f ∈ F , x ∈ X , we have
f(x, ·) ∈ Fb.

(3) The offset DEC of Fb is defined as

r-deco
γ(Fb, f̄) = inf

p∈∆(A)
sup
f∈Fb

Ea∼p

[
max
a′

f(a′)− f(a)− γx(f(a)− f̄(a))2

]
, (109)

and we define r-deco
γ(Fb) = supf̄∈Fb

r-deco
γ(Fb, f̄) following Foster et al. [2021]. We assume that

there is an increasing function d(γ) ≥ 1 such that

r-deco
γ(Mb) ≤ d(γ)

γ
, ∀γ > 0.

Under the above conditions, we prove that the offset DEC of M = MF ,CB can be bounded, and
ExO+ can be suitably instantiated to achieve the desired regret.

Specifications of LDP-ExO. To instantiate LDP-ExO, we consider an information set struc-
ture that is slightly different from the one considered in Appendix F.5.4.

Fix a parameter ∆ ≥ 0, we denote NX := N(X ,∆), NA := N(A,∆). Let X∆ ⊂ X be a minimal
∆-covering of X , and for each x ∈ X , we let [x] ∈ X∆ such that ρ(x, [x]) ≤ ∆. Similarly, we take
a minimal ∆-covering A∆ of A, and for each a ∈ A, we define [a] ∈ A∆ such that ρ(a, [a]) ≤ ∆.
We consider the space Π+ :=

∏
x∈X∆

A∆, i.e., for each π̄ ∈ Π+, π̄ is a A∆-valued vector indexed
by x ∈ X∆. We also identify Π+ ⊆ Π, by associating π̄(x) = π̄([x]) for all x ∈ X .

For π̄ ∈ Π+, we let Fπ̄ be class of all reward functions f such that π̄ is a near-optimal policy:

Fπ̄ :=

{
f ∈ F : ∀x ∈ X∆, f(x, π̄(x)) ≥ max

a∈A
f(x, a)−∆

}
.

By definition, F = ∪π̄∈Π+Fπ̄.

Then, we consider the (Type 1) information set structure Ψ = Π+, with

Mψ := {Mν,f : ν ∈ ∆(X ), f ∈ Fψ} , πψ = ψ, ψ ∈ Ψ = Π+.

Clearly, Ψ is a valid information set structure for the constraint set Pcxt introduced in Sec-
tion 5.5, and we have log |Ψ| = NX logNA. Therefore, it remains to upper bound the regret
DEC r-deco,LDP

γ (MΨ).

Theorem I.13 (Learning Lipschitz contextual bandits). It holds that

r-deco,LDP

γ (MF ,CB) ≤ r-deco,LDP

γ (MΨ) ≤ ∆ +
NX(10d(γ) + 5)

γ
(110)

Further, LDP-ExO (when instantiated on Ψ) achieve with probability at least 1− δ

1

T
RegDM(T ) . ∆ +NX

(
d(γ)

α2γ
+
γ log(NA/δ)

T

)
.

The proof of Theorem I.13 is deferred to Appendix I.7.1. Using Theorem I.13, we prove Proposi-
tion 31 and Proposition 32 as follows.
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Proof of Proposition 31 (upper bound). By Foster et al. [2021, Proposition 5.2], for any
function class Fb ⊆ (A → [−1, 1]), we have

r-deco
γ(Fb) ≤ |A|

γ
.

Therefore, we have

r-decLDP

ε (M) ≤ inf
γ>0

(
r-deco,LDP

γ (M) + γε2
)
. ∆ +

√
NX |A|ε.

Similarly, we can suitably choose the parameter γ > 0 such that ExO+ achieves

RegDM . T∆ +NX

√
|A|T log(|A|/δ).

Proof of Proposition 32. In this case, we have

Fb = {f : A→ [−1, 1] : f is concave and 1-Lipschitz over A ⊂ RK under ‖·‖2}.

Suppose that the diameter of A is bounded by R ≥ 1. Then, by Foster et al. [2021, Proposition
6.3], we have

r-deco
γ(Fb) ≤ K4

γ
· poly log(γ,R).

Therefore, we can bound

r-decLDP

ε (M) ≤ inf
γ>0

(
r-deco,LDP

γ (M) + γε2
)
. ∆ +

√
NXK4ε · poly log(ε−1, R).

Also note that logNA ≤ K log(R/∆). Therefore, we can suitably choose the parameter γ > 0 such
that ExO+ achieves with probability at least 1− δ

RegDM . T∆ +NX

√
K5T · poly log(T,R, δ−1,∆−1).

I.7.1 Proof of Theorem I.13

Let ExO+ be instantiated with the measurement class Φ = Qα and information set structure Ψ.
Then, by Theorem F.4 and our analysis in Appendix E.3.2, it holds that with probability at least
1− δ

1

T
RegDM(T ) ≤ 3∆ + r-dec

o,LDP

cα2γ
(MΨ) +

2γ

T
[logNfrac(Pcxt,Ψ, 3∆) + log(1/δ)].

Therefore, it remains to upper bound the fractional covering number logNfrac(Pcxt,Ψ, 3∆) and the
private regret-DEC.

We first prove that logNfrac(Pcxt,Ψ, 3∆) ≤ log |Ψ|. Consider the prior w = Unif(Ψ). Note that
for any f ∈ F , there exists π̄ ∈ Π+ such that f ∈ Fπ̄. Then, for any x ∈ X ,

max
a∈A

f(x, a) ≤ max
a∈A

f([x], a) + ∆
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≤ f([x], π̄([x])) + 2∆ ≤ f(x, π̄(x)) + 3∆,

where we use the Lipschitzness of f and π̄(x) = π̄([x]). Therefore, we know Pf ⊆Mπ̄ and for any
M ∈ Pf

V M(πM)− V M(π̄) = Ex∼M

[
max
a∈A

f(x, a)− f(x, π̄(x))

]
≤ 3∆.

This implies that Nfrac(Pcxt,Ψ, 3∆) ≤ |Ψ|.
Therefore, it remains to prove Eq. (110).

Proof of Eq. (110). To upper bound r-deco,LDP

γ (MΨ), we fix a reference model ĎM ∈ co(MΨ) =
co(MF ,CB) =:M+.

For any model M ∈M+, we consider the function

f̃M(xi, a) = EM [r|[x] = xi, a].

Then, because M ∈M+, we know f̃M(xi, ·) is a convex combination of elements in Fb, and hence
f̃M(xi, ·) ∈ Fb for all xi ∈ X∆. We also denote νM ∈ ∆(X∆) to be distribution of [x], x ∼M .

Construction of the distribution p ∈ ∆(Π× L): For each x ∈ X∆, we consider f̄x := f̃
ĎM(x, ·) ∈ Fb,

γx =
γνĎM (x)

5 , and

px = arg min
p∈∆(A)

sup
f∈Fb

Ea∼p

[
max
a′

f(a′)− f(a)− γx(f(a)− f̄x(a))2

]

Then we know

Ea∼px

[
max
a′

f(a′)− f(a)− γx(f(a)− f̄x(a))2

]
≤ d(γx)

γx
, ∀f ∈ Fb.

Next, we consider the following maps v0,v : Z → RNX :

v0(x, a, r) = e[x], v(x, a, r) = re[x],

where exi ∈ RNX is the vector with the i-th coordinate being 1 and other coordinates being 0.
Then, by Lemma I.6, there exists a distribution Q ∈ ∆(L) such that for all M ∈M+,

2Eℓ∼QDℓ(M(π), ĎM (π))2

≥
∥∥∥Ez∼M(π)[v0(z)]− Ez∼ ĎM(π)[v0(z)]

∥∥∥
2

+
∥∥∥Ez∼M(π)[v(z)] − Ez∼ ĎM(π)[v(z)]

∥∥∥
2
.

Then, we let p ∈ ∆(Π × L) be the distribution of (π, ℓ) under ℓ ∼ Q, π([x]) ∼ p[x] independently
for all [x] ∈ X∆, and π(x) = π([x]) for all x ∈ X .

Then, by definition

2E(π,ℓ)∼pDℓ(M(π), ĎM (π))2

= 2Eπ∼pEℓ∼QDℓ(M(π), ĎM (π))2

≥ Eπ∼p


 ∑

x∈X∆

|νM(x)− νĎM(x)|2 +
∣∣νM(x)f̃M(x, π(x)) − νĎM(x)f̃

ĎM(x, π(x))
∣∣2
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≥ Eπ∼p


1

2

∑

x∈X∆

νĎM(x)2
∣∣f̃M(x, π(x)) − f̃ ĎM(x, π(x))

∣∣2



=
1

2

∑

x∈X∆

νĎM(x)2Ea∼px
∣∣f̃M(x, a) − f̃ ĎM(x, a)

∣∣2 ,

where the last line follows from the definition of π ∼ p, as π([x]) ∼ p[x] independently.

Next, for any M ∈MΨ, there exists π̄ ∈ Π+ such that M ∈ co(Mπ̄), and by our argument above,
we know V M(πM)− V M(π̄) ≤ 3∆, and thus

Eπ∼p[V
M(πM)− V M(π)]

≤ 3∆ + Eπ∼p[V
M(π̄)− V M(π)]

= 3∆ + Eπ∼pEx∼νM
[
f̃M(x, π̄(x))− f̃M(x, π(x))

]

≤ 3∆ + Ex∼νMEa∼p[x]

[
max
a′∈A

f̃M(x, a′)− f̃M(x, a)

]

≤ 3∆ + Ex∼νĎM
Ea∼p[x]

[
max
a′∈A

f̃M(x, a′)− f̃M(x, a)

]
+ 2

∑

x∈X∆

|νM(x)− νĎM(x)| .

Combining the inequalities above with the AM-GM inequality 2a ≤ a2

5 + 5
γ , we know

Eπ∼p[V
M(πM)− V M(π)]− γE(π,ℓ)∼pDℓ(M(π), ĎM (π))2

≤ 3∆ +
∑

x∈X∆

(
νĎM(x)Ea∼p[x]

[
max
a′∈A

f̃M(x, a′)− f̃M(x, a)

]
+ 2 |νM(x)− νĎM(x)|

)

− γ
∑

x∈X∆

(
1

5
νĎM(x)2Ea∼px

∣∣f̃M(x, a)− f̃ ĎM(x, a)
∣∣2 +

1

10
|νM(x)− νĎM(x)|2

)

≤ 3∆ +
10

γ
+
∑

x∈X∆

νĎM(x)Ea∼p[x]

[
max
a′∈A

f̃M(x, a′)− f̃M(x, a) − νĎM(x)γ

5

∣∣f̃M(x, a)− f̃ ĎM(x, a)
∣∣2
]

≤ 3∆ +
10

γ
+
∑

x∈X∆

νĎM(x) · r-deco,LDP

γx (Fb, f̄x) ≤ 3∆ +
10

γ
+NX ·

5d(γ)

γ
,

where the last line follows from the choice of px. This gives the desired upper bound on the offset
DEC as

r-deco,LDP

γ (M, ĎM ) ≤ sup
M∈MΨ

E(π,ℓ)∼p
[
L(M,π)− γDℓ(M(π), ĎM (π))2

]
≤ NX(5d(γ) + 10)

γ
.

Therefore, by the arbitrariness of ĎM , the proof of Eq. (110) is completed.

I.8 Lower bounds for structured contextual bandits

The argument of Appendix I.5 also implies the following lower bound for contextual bandits.

Proposition I.14. Let d ≥ 1,∆ ∈ (0, 1]. Consider the contextual bandits problem with context
space X = [d], action space A = {0, 1}, reward function class

Fd := {fθ : ∀i ∈ [d], fθ(i, 0) = 0, fθ(i, 1) = θi∆}θ∈Θ,
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where Θ = {−1, 1}d. Let Md be the contextual bandits problem class with reward function in Fd
and context distribution µ = Unif(X ). Then, for any T -round α-LDP algorithm,

sup
M∈Md

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ ∆

4
, unless T &

d2

α2∆2
.

Note that when ∆ ≤ 1√
d
, Fd is a class of linear functions, and hence Proposition I.14 immediately

implies a regret lower bound for linear contextual bandits.

Corollary I.15. Let d ≥ 1, T ≥ 1. Then for any T -round α-LDP algorithm,

sup
M∈MLin-CB

EM,Alg[RegDM(T )] ≥ cmin

{
d
√
T

α
,
T√
d

}
.

Similarly, we can prove the lower bound of Proposition 31 as follows.

Proof of Proposition 31 (lower bound). Fix a ∆ > 0, and we set d = N(X , 2∆), A = {0, 1}.
By the duality of packing and covering, there exists x1, · · · , xd ∈ X such that ρ(xi, xj) ≥ 2∆,∀i 6= j.

Then, for each θ ∈ {−1, 1}d, we define fθ ∈ FLip as follows: for any x ∈ X , we set fθ(x, 0) = 0 and

fθ(x, 1) :=
d∑

i=1

θi max{∆ − ρ(x, xi), 0}.

By definition, fθ(·, 1) is clearly 1-Lipschitz, because for any x ∈ X , there is at most one i ∈ [d] such
that ρ(x, xi) ≤ ∆.

Therefore, we have an inclusion ι : Md → MLip-CB. Hence, Proposition I.14 implies that for any
T -round α-LDP algorithm Alg, we have

sup
M∈MLip-CB

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )] ≥ ∆

4
, unless T &

d2

α2∆2
.

This is the desired result.

I.9 Proof of Proposition B.5

Fix ∆ > 0 and let ε0 = cor(M,∆).

Then, there exists a reference model ĎM and a set of models {M1, · · · ,Mm} ⊆ M, such that (1)
{M1, · · · ,Mm} is ε-correlated relative to ĎM ; (2) for any π ∈ Π, there is at most m/2 indexes i ∈ [m]
such that L(Mi, π) ≤ ∆.

In the following, we proceed to lower bound the quantile-based private PAC-DEC (cf. Appendix I.2).

For any ℓ ∈ L, we have

m∑

i=1

Dℓ(Mi, ĎM )2 =

m∑

i=1

∣∣Mi[ℓ]− ĎM [ℓ]
∣∣2 = sup

w∈Rm:‖w‖≤1

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

wi
(
Mi[ℓ]− ĎM [ℓ]

)
∣∣∣∣∣

2

.
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For any fixed w ∈ Rm, we can consider the shifted ℓ̄(z) = ℓ(z)− 1
2 ∈ [−1

2 ,
1
2 ] and bound

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

wi
(
Mi[ℓ]− ĎM [ℓ]

)
∣∣∣∣∣

2

=

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

wi
(
Mi[ℓ̄]− ĎM [ℓ̄]

)
∣∣∣∣∣

2

=

∣∣∣∣∣Ez∼ ĎM

[(
m∑

i=1

wi

(
Mi[z]
ĎM [z]

− 1

))
ℓ̄(z)

]∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ Ez∼ ĎM

(
m∑

i=1

wi

(
Mi[z]
ĎM [z]

− 1

))2

· Ez∼ ĎM ℓ̄(z)
2

≤ 1

4

∑

i,j

ρĎM (Mi,Mj)wiwj ,

where the first inequality follows from the Cauchy inequality. Therefore,

m∑

i=1

Dℓ(Mi, ĎM )2 = sup
w∈Rm:‖w‖≤1

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

wi
(
Mi[ℓ]− ĎM [ℓ]

)
∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ 1

4
sup

w∈Rm:‖w‖≤1

∑

i,j

|ρĎM (Mi,Mj)| · |wiwj|

≤ 1

4

(
mε2

0 +
√
m(m− 1)ε2

0

)
≤ mε2

0

2
,

where the last inequality follows from the definition of ε-correlation.

Hence, we may consider µ = Unif({M1, · · · ,Mm}) ⊆ ∆(M). Then, for any p ∈ ∆(Π), q ∈ ∆(L),
we know that

PM∼µ,π∼p(L(M,π) ≥ ∆) ≥ inf
π

PM∼µ(L(M,π) ≥ ∆) ≥ 1

2
.

Therefore, there must exist M0 ⊂M such that µ(M0) ≥ 1
3 , and

Pπ∼p(L(M,π) ≥ ∆) ≥ 1

4
, ∀M ∈M0.

Then, we also know

µ(M0) min
M∈M0

Eℓ∼qDℓ(M, ĎM )2 ≤ EM∼µEℓ∼qDℓ(M, ĎM )2 ≤ 1

2
ε2

0,

and hence there exists M ∈M0 with Eℓ∼qDℓ(M, ĎM )2 ≤ 3
2ε

2
0. This gives

p-dec
q,LDP√

2ε0,1/4
(M, ĎM ) ≥ ∆,

which also implies p-decLDP√
2ε0

(M, ĎM ) ≥ ∆
4 . Hence, the desired lower bounds on p-decLDP

ε (M) follows
for all ε ≥ ε0.

Furthermore, applying Proposition I.1 with p-dec
q,LDP√

2ε0,1/4
(M, ĎM ) ≥ ∆, we also have the desired

lower bound on sample complexity.
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I.10 Proof of Proposition B.6

Fix a parameter λ ∈ [0, 1
2 ] and denote X+ = X\{0}, µ+ = Unif(X+).

Then, for each S ⊆ [n], we consider MS := MS,λ the model with covariate distribution being
µλ = (1 − λ)δ0 + λµ+, and y = fS(x) for (x, y) ∼ MS . We then consider the subclass Mλ =
{MS,λ}S⊆[n] ⊂M, and let ĎM = ĎMλ ∈ ∆(Z) be the reference model given by x ∼ µ, and y ∼ Rad(0)
if x 6= 0, and y = 0 otherwise.

By definition, the pairwise correlation is given by

ρĎM (MS ,MS′) = λEx∼µ+fS(x)fS′(x).

Further, we know fS(x) = (−1)
∑
i∈S xi , and hence

Ex∼Unif(Zd2)fS(x)fS′(x) = Ex∼Unif(Zd2)(−1)
∑
i∈S∆S′ xi =

{
0, S 6= S′,

1, S = S′.

Therefore, we have

ρĎM (MS ,MS′) =

{
− λ

2d−1
, S 6= S′,

λ, S = S′.

We also know that for any f ∈ (X → {−1, 1}),

L(MS , f) ≥ λPx∼µ+(f(x) 6= fS(x)) = λEx∼µ+

[
1− f(x)fS(x)

2

]
.

Therefore, for any S 6= S′,

L(MS , f) + L(MS′ , f) ≥ Px∼µ(fS(x) 6= fS′(x)) ≥ λ

2

(
1− Ex∼µ+fS(x)fS′(x)

)
=
λ

2

(
1− 1

2d − 1

)
.

Hence, for any f ∈ (X → {−1, 1}), there exists at most one model MS such that L(MS , f) ≤ λ
8 ,

and by definition of the minimum correlation (Definition 15), we know

cor(Mλ, λ/8) ≤ λ

2d − 1
. (111)

Note that for λ = Θ(1), Eq. (111) is enough for proving lower bound Ω(2d) for constant sub-
optimality: applying Proposition B.5 immediately yields the desired result (for sub-optimality level
ε = Θ(1)).

In the following, we use a slightly more careful argument to show the lower bound of private
PAC-DEC. Notice that Eq. (111) implies that for λ = 1

2 and ε0 = 1√
2d−1

,

p-decLDP

ε0
(M1/2, ĎM1/2) ≥ 1

16
.

Further, notice that for λ ≤ 1
2 , S ⊆ [n], we have

L(MS,λ, f) = 2λL(MS,1/2, f), Dℓ(MS,λ, ĎMλ) = 2λDℓ(MS,1/2, ĎM1/2).
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Therefore, by the definition of private PAC-DEC (7),

p-decLDP

2λε0
(Mλ, ĎMλ) = 2λ · p-decLDP

ε0
(M1/2, ĎM1/2) ≥ λ

8
,

and hence for any ε ≤ ε0, we con set λ(ε) = ε
2ε0

, and then

p-decLDP

ε (M) ≥ p-decLDP

ε (Mλ(ε), ĎMλ(ε)) ≥
λ(ε)

8
=

1

16

√
2d − 1ε.

Applying Theorem 19 completes the proof, as L is a metric-based loss.

I.11 Proof of Proposition B.2

Fix the T -round algorithm Alg with rules {qt} ∪ {p}, we define Algpure as follows: for each round
t ∈ [T ],

• Sample (πt, Q̃t) ∼ qt(·|π1, Q̃1, z1, · · · , πt−1, Q̃t−1, zt−1).

• Set πt = (πt, Q̃pure,t) and observe zt.

Now, we define P̃M,pr to be the joint distribution of H = {(πt, Q̃t, Q̃pure,t, zt)}t∈[T ] under Algpure and
model M ∈ (Π→ ∆(Z)).

As an intermediate step of proof, we also consider P̃M , the distribution ofH = {(πt,Qt,Qpure,t, zt)}t∈[T ]

under Alg and model M ∈M. By data-processing inequality, we have

DTV (PM,Alg(Hπ = ·),PM,Algpure(Hπ = ·)) ≤ DTV

(
P̃M,pr, P̃M

)
.

Then, we may apply the chain rule of TV distance, which gives

DTV

(
P̃M,pr, P̃M

)
≤

T∑

t=1

E
P̃M
DTV

(
P̃M,pr(zt = ·|π1:t,Q1:t,Qpure,1:t, z1:t−1), P̃M(zt = ·|π1:t,Q1:t,Qpure,1:t, z1:t−1)

)

=

T∑

t=1

E
P̃M
DTV

(
P̃M,pr(zt = ·|πt,Qpure,t), P̃

M(zt = ·|πt,Qt)
)

=
T∑

t=1

E
P̃M
DTV (Qpure,t ◦M(πt),Qt ◦M(πt))

≤ T · sup
Q

sup
z∈Z

DTV (Qpure(·|z),Q(·|z))

≤ Tβ

1 + eα − β ,

where the expectation E
P̃M

is taken over the trajectory H = {(πt,Qt,Qpure,t, zt)}t∈[T ] ∼ P̃M . Com-
bining the inequalities above completes the proof.

J Proofs from Section 6 and Appendix C

J.1 Proof of Theorem 33

For simplicity, for any model class M⊆ ∆(Z), we denote

MT (M) := inf
Alg

sup
M∈M

EM,Alg[RiskDM(T )],
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where the infAlg is taken over α-LDP algorithms. Then we know

Mloc
T (M,M0) := sup

M1∈M
MT ({M1,M0}).

Proof of the upper bound. We only need to bound Private PAC-DEC in terms of the local
DEC, as follows.

Lemma J.1. For any 2-point model class M0 = {M1,M0} ⊆ M, it holds that

p-decLDP

ε (M0) ≤
{

infπ∈Π (L(M1, π) + L(M0, π)), if supπDTV (M1(π),M0(π)) ≤ 2ε,

0, otherwise.

With Lemma J.1, we know that

sup
M1∈M

p-decLDP

ε ({M0,M1}) ≤ p-decloc
2ε (M).

Applying Theorem 21 gives

MT ({M1,M0}) ≤ p-decLDP

ε̄δ(T )({M0,M1}) + δ.

Therefore, we may combine the two inequalities above to obatin

Mloc
T (M,M0) = sup

M1∈M
MT ({M1,M0}) ≤ p-decloc

2ε̄δ(T )(M) + δ.

This is the desired upper bound.

Proof of the lower bound. Similar to the proof of upper bound, we can directly lower bound
supM1∈M p-decLDP

ε ({M1,M0}) by the local DEC p-decloc
ε (M). However, the private PAC-DEC lower

bound (Theorem 19) requires certain structural assumptions on the loss function L, which is in
fact artificial in this case. Therefore, in the following, we utilize the quantile DEC lower bound
(Appendix I.2) to obtain a better lower bound.

Lemma J.2. For any ε > 0, it holds

sup
M1∈M

p-dec
q,LDP

ε,1/2({M1,M0},M0) ≥ 1

2
p-decloc

ε (M,M0).

Now, applying Proposition I.1 gives

MT ({M1,M0}) ≥
1

4
p-dec

q,LDP

ε(T ),1/2({M1,M0}),

and hence Lemma J.2 yields

Mloc
T (M,M0) = sup

M1∈M
MT ({M1,M0}) ≥

1

4
sup

M1∈M
p-dec

q,LDP

ε(T ),1/2({M1,M0}) ≥
1

8
p-decloc

ε (M,M0).

This is the desired result.
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Proof of Lemma J.1. Define ε0 = supπDTV (M1(π),M0(π)) and

πexp = arg max
π∈Π

DTV (M1(π),M0(π)) .

Further, we choose ℓ ∈ L such that

Dℓ(M1(πexp),M0(πexp)) = DTV (M1(πexp),M0(πexp)) .

Then, we consider the distribution q ∈ ∆(Π× L) supported on (πexp, ℓ), and any reference model
ĎM ∈ co(M0) given by ĎM = λM0 + (1− λ)M1 (where λ ∈ [0, 1]). There are two cases:

(1) If ε0 ≤ 2ε, then, we choose

πout = arg min
π∈Π

(L(M1, π) + L(M0, π)),

and let p ∈ ∆(Π) be the distribution supported on πout. Then, p certifies that

p-decLDP

ε (M0, ĎM ) ≤ inf
π∈Π

(L(M1, π) + L(M0, π)).

(2) If ε0 > 2ε, then using the fact that

Dℓ

(
M0(πexp), ĎM (πexp)

)
= (1− λ)Dℓ(M1(πexp),M0(πexp)) = (1− λ)ε0,

Dℓ

(
M1(πexp), ĎM (πexp)

)
= λDℓ(M1(πexp),M0(πexp)) = λε0,

we know there is at most one index i ∈ {0, 1} such that Dℓ

(
Mi(π

exp), ĎM (πexp)
)
≤ ε. If such an

index does not exist, then we already have p-decLDP

ε (M0, ĎM) = 0. Otherwise, given such an index i,
we can take a decision πout such that L(Mi, π

out) = 0, which also certifies p-decLDP

ε (M0, ĎM) = 0.

Proof of Lemma J.2. We take 0 ≤ ∆ < p-decloc
ε (M,M0). Then by definition, there exists

M1 ∈M such that

sup
π
DTV (M1(π),M0(π)) ≤ ε, inf

π
(L(M1, π) + L(M0, π)) ≥ ∆.

Then, for any p ∈ ∆(Π) and q ∈ ∆(Π× L), we have

E(π,ℓ)∼qD
2
ℓ(M1(π),M0(π)) ≤ sup

π
DTV (M1(π),M0(π))2 ≤ ε2,

and we also know {π : L(M1, π) < ∆/2} and {π : L(M0, π) < ∆/2} are disjoint, which implies

p(π : L(M1, π) ≥ ∆/2) + p(π : L(M0, π) ≥ ∆/2) ≥ 1.

Therefore, the quantile-based private PAC-DEC can be lower bounded as

p-dec
q,LDP

ε,1/2({M1,M0},M0) ≥ ∆

2
.

This gives the desired result by letting ∆→ p-decloc
ε (M,M0).
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J.2 Proof of Theorem 34

We first recall the notations and results of Appendix I.2.1. Using Eq. (96), we know that for any
models M, ĎM ,

DKL(PM,Alg ‖ PĎM,Alg) ≤ (eα − 1)2T · E(π,ℓ)∼q̃M,Alg
D2
ℓ(M(π), ĎM (π)) ≤ (eα − 1)2T.

On the other hand, by the definition Definition 5 of Nfrac(M,∆), we have that

1

Nfrac(M,∆)
:= sup

p∈∆(Π)
inf

M∈M
p(π : L(M,π) ≤ ∆).

Therefore, we may fix a reference model ĎM ∈M, and it holds that

inf
M∈M

pĎM,Alg(π : L(M,π) ≤ ∆) ≤ 1

Nfrac(M,∆)
,

and hence there exists M ∈M such that

pĎM,Alg(π : L(M,π) ≤ ∆) ≤ 1

Nfrac(M,∆)
.

On the other hand, the condition of Theorem 34 gives pM,Alg(π : L(M,π) ≤ ∆) ≥ 1
2 . Therefore, by

data-processing inequality,

DKL(PM,Alg ‖ PĎM,Alg) ≥ DKL(pM,Alg ‖ pĎM,Alg) ≥ logNfrac(M,∆)

2
− 1.

Comparing the lower and upper bounds above complete the proof.

J.3 Proof of Proposition C.1 and Proposition 37

With the following lemma (which generalizes Beimel et al. [2013a]), the proof is essentially similar
to Appendix J.2.

Lemma J.3. Suppose that Alg is a T -round α-JDP algorithm. Then for any two models M, ĎM , it
holds that

PM,Alg(πT+1 ∈ E) ≤ eTα · PĎM,Alg(πT+1 ∈ E), ∀E. (112)

Notice that by definition, for any model M ∈M,

PM,Alg(L(M,πT+1) ≤ ∆) ≥ 1

2
,

and hence

P
ĎM,Alg(L(M,πT+1) ≤ ∆) ≥ e−TαPM,Alg(L(M,πT+1) ≤ ∆) ≥ 1

2
e−Tα, ∀M ∈M.

Then, by the definition of fractional covering number (Definition 5), we know for the distribution
p = P

ĎM,Alg(πT+1 = ·) ∈ ∆(Π), it holds that

2eTα ≥ sup
M∈M

1

p(L(M,π) ≤ ∆)
≥ Nfrac(M,∆).

This gives the desired lower bound αT ≥ logNfrac(M,∆)− log 2.
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Proof of Lemma J.3. We first consider the setting of statistical problems, which is easier
to analyze. In this case, by definition, for any sequence of observations Hz,T = (z1, · · · , zT ),
H′
z,T = (z′

1, · · · , z′
T ) ∈ ZT , α-JDP implies that

PAlg(πT+1 ∈ E|HT ) ≤ eTα · PAlg(πT+1 ∈ E|H′
T ), ∀E. (113)

Therefore, we may take expectation over Hz,T = (z1, · · · , zT ) ∼ M and H′
z,T = (z′

1, · · · , z′
T ) ∼ ĎM ,

which completes the proof of Lemma J.3.

More generally, for interactive learning, for any two sequences Hz,T = (z1, · · · , zT ) and H′
z,T =

(z′
1, · · · , z′

T ), it holds that

PAlg((π1, · · · , πT , πT+1) = ·|Hz,T ) ≤ eTαPAlg
(
(π1, · · · , πT , πT+1) = ·|H′

z,T

)
.

Therefore, for any fixed sequence (π1, · · · , πT , πT+1), we may take expectation over zt ∼M(πt), z
′
t ∼

ĎM(πt) independently (recursively for t = T, T − 1, · · · , 1), which gives

PM,Alg(π1, · · · , πT , πT+1) ≤ eTαPĎM,Alg(π1, · · · , πT , πT+1).

Hence, the proof of Lemma J.3 is completed.

J.4 Proof of Proposition 35

We consider the private analog of the algorithm of Chen et al. [2024]. For the simplicity of presen-
tation, we focus on PAC learning.

Algorithm 5 “Brute-Force” Algorithm

Input: Model class M, decision space Π, parameter ∆, δ > 0, T ≥ 1.
1: Set N = Nfrac(M,∆) log(1/δ), J = T

N , and

p⋆∆ = arg min
p∈∆(Π)

sup
M∈M

1

p(π : L(M,π) ≤ ∆)
. (114)

2: for k = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1 do
3: Sample π(k) ∼ p⋆∆.
4: Set ℓ(k) = R(·, π(k)) and Q(k) = Qℓ(k)

be the binary channel (Example 5).
5: for t = kJ + 1, · · · , (k + 1)J do
6: Select πt = π(k) and Qt = Q(k) and observes ot ∼ Qt ◦M⋆(πt).

7: Compute r̂(k) = 1
J

∑(k+1)J
t=kJ+1 ot.

8: Set k̂ = arg maxk∈[N ] r̂(k).
Output: πT+1 = π

(k̂)
.

Analysis of Algorithm 5. By definition,

π(1), · · · , π(N) ∼ p⋆∆ independently.

Hence,

P
(
∀k ∈ [N ], L(M⋆, π(k)) > ∆

)
= p⋆∆(π : L(M⋆, π) > ∆)N
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≤
(

1− 1

Nfrac(M,∆)

)N

≤ exp

(
− N

Nfrac(M,∆)

)
≤ δ.

Therefore, with probability at least 1− δ, there exists k ∈ [K] such that L(M⋆, π(k)) ≤ ∆.

Furthermore, by the definition of (π(k),Q(k)), we know that for t ∈ [kJ+1, (k+1)J ], the observation

ot ∼ Rad
(
cαV

M⋆
(π(k))

)
are generated independently. Therefore, with probability at least 1− δ

N , it
holds that

∣∣r̂(k) − cαV M⋆
(π(k))

∣∣ ≤
√

2 log(2N/δ)

J
=: εJ .

Hence, taking the union bound, we know that with probability at least 1− 2δ,

cαV
M⋆

(π
(k̂)

) ≥ cα max
k∈[N ]

V M⋆
(π

(k̂)
)− 2εJ ≥ cα

(
V M⋆

(πM
⋆
)−∆

)
− 2εJ .

Reorganizing yields

L(M⋆, πT+1) = V M⋆
(πM

⋆
)− V M⋆

(π
(k̂)

) ≤ ∆ +
2

cα

√
2N log(T/δ)

T

≤ ∆ +O

(
log(T/δ)

α

√
Nfrac(M,∆)

T

)
.

This is the desired result.

J.5 Proof of Lemma C.2 and Lemma C.3

We first show that Nfrac(Magnostic,∆) ≤ Nfrac(F ,F+,∆) for any 1-Lipschitz loss L. For any M ∈
Magnostic, we denote

fM = arg min
f∈F

E(x,y)∼ML(y, f(x)),

and then for any f ∈ F+,

L(M,f) = E(x,y)∼M [L(y, f(x))− L(y, fM(x))] ≤ Ex∼M |f(x)− fM(x)| .

Therefore, we have Nfrac(Magnostic,∆) ≤ Nfrac(F ,F+,∆) for any ∆ > 0.

We next consider the absolute loss Labs. By definition, for any M ∈MF ,realizable, we have L(M,f) =
Ex∼M |f(x)− fM(x)|, and hence it holds that Nfrac(MF ,realizable,∆) = Nfrac(F ,F+,∆). Notice that
MF ,realizable ⊆Magnostic, and hence we have

Nfrac(F ,F+,∆) = Nfrac(MF ,realizable,∆) ≤ Nfrac(Magnostic,∆) ≤ Nfrac(F ,F+,∆).

This gives the desired results.

Remark J.4. Similarly, under the squared loss Lsq, we can also show that

Nfrac(F ,F+,
√

2∆) ≤ Nfrac(MF ,realizable,∆) = Nfrac(MF ,∆) ≤ Nfrac(Magnostic,∆) ≤ Nfrac(F ,F+,∆).
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J.6 Proof of Proposition C.4

Proof of the lower bound. For any parameter C ≥ 1, we define

FLin,C := {fθ(x) = 〈θ, x〉}θ:‖θ‖≤C ,

We lower bound Nfrac(FLin,FLin,C ,∆) as follows. Denote F := FLin and FC := FLin,C .

Fix any p ∈ ∆(FC), and we bound

inf
µ∈∆(X ),f⋆∈F

Pf∼p

(
f : Ex∼µ|f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ 1

2

)
≤ Ex0∼Unif(Sd−1)Pf∼p

(
f : |f(x0)− 1| ≤ 1

2

)

= Ef∼pPx0∼Unif(Sd−1)

(
f : |f(x0)− 1| ≤ 1

2

)
.

Notice that for any fix θ ∈ Rd and x0 ∼ Unif(Sd−1), we have 〈θ, x0〉 = ‖θ‖ t, where the random
variable t ∈ [−1, 1] has density function

P (t) =
Γ(d/2)

Γ((d − 1)/2)
√
π

(1− t2)(d−3)/2,

see e.g. Bubeck et al. [2016, Section 2]. Therefore,

Px0∼Unif(Sd−1)

(
f : |f(x0)− 1| ≤ 1

2

)
= Pt∼P

(
t ∈

[
1

2 ‖θ‖ ,
3

2 ‖θ‖

])

≤ 1

‖θ‖ ·O
(√

d
)(

1− 4

‖θ‖2
)(d−3)/2

≤ O(1)

√
d

C
exp

(
−d− 3

2C2

)
,

Therefore, as long as C ≤ c0

√
d, we have

inf
µ∈∆(X ),f⋆∈F

Pf∼p

(
f : Ex∼µ|f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ 1

2

)
≤ exp

(
−c1

d

C2

)
, ∀p ∈ ∆(FC),

for some universal constants c1, c0 > 0. Therefore,

logNfrac(FLin,FLin,C ,∆) ≥ c1
d

C2
, ∀C ∈ [1, c0

√
d].

In particular, this gives the desired lower bound by letting C = 1.

Proof of the upper bound. As the above lemma indicates, to upper bound Nfrac(F ,F+,∆),
we must choose p ∈ ∆(Π) to be highly improper. We construct such a distribution of improper
functions as follows.

Fix a parameter λ ∈ [0, λ0] for some small enough universal constant λ0. We set p to be the
distribution of fθ with θ ∼ N

(
0, λ2Id

)
. We proceed to lower bound the probability

Pf∼p(f : Ex∼µ|f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ ∆)

for arbitrary fixed f⋆ = fθ⋆ ∈ F and distribution µ ∈ ∆(X ). Notice that for θ ∈ Rd, we have

(Ex∼µ|fθ(x)− f⋆(x)|)2 ≤ Ex∼µ|fθ(x)− f⋆(x)|2 = ‖θ − θ⋆‖2Σ ,
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where Σ = Ex∼µ[xx⊤]. By the rotational invariance, we may assume that Σ = diag(λ1, · · · , λd)
with λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λd ≥ 0. Notice that tr(Σ) ≤ 1, and hence we have

∑n
i=1 λi ≤ 1 and λk ≤ 1

k .
Therefore, we know

‖θ − θ⋆‖2Σ ≤ max
1≤i≤k

(θi − θ⋆i )2 +

d∑

i=k+1

λi(θi − θ⋆i )2.

Using the fact that θi ∼ N
(
0, λ2

)
, we know

Pθ

(
(θi − θ⋆i )2 ≤ λ2

)
≥ λ√

2π
exp

(
−(|θ⋆i |+ λ)2

2λ2

)
.

Therefore, using the independence between θ1, · · · , θk, we have

Pθ

(
∀i ∈ [k], (θi − θ⋆i )2 ≤ λ2

)
≥
(

λ√
2π

)k
exp

(
−

k∑

i=1

(|θ⋆i |+ λ)2

2λ2

)
≥
(

λ√
2πe

)k
exp

(
− 1

λ2

)
.

Further, using the fact that

Eθ

[
d∑

i=k+1

λi(θi − θ⋆i )2

]
=

d∑

i=k+1

λi

(
|θ⋆i |2 + λ2

)
≤ 1

k
+ λ2,

we know that

Pθ

(
d∑

i=k+1

λi(θi − θ⋆i )2 ≤ 2

k
+ 2λ2

)
≥ 1

2
.

Therefore, using the independence between θ1, · · · , θd, we have

Pθ

(
‖θ − θ⋆‖2

Σ ≤
2

k
+ 3λ2

)
≥ 1

2
exp

(
− 1

λ2
+ k log(

√
2πe/λ)

)
.

Setting k = ∆2

4 and λ2 = ∆2

6 gives

Pθ

(
‖θ − θ⋆‖2

Σ ≤ ∆2
)
≥ exp

(
−C0

∆2
log

(
1

∆

))
,

where C0 is a large universal constant. By the arbitrariness of µ and θ⋆, we have

− log Pf∼p(f : Ex∼µ|f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ ∆) ≤ C0

∆2
log

(
1

∆

)
, ∀µ ∈ ∆(X ), θ⋆ ∈ Bd(1).

Therefore, p certifies that logNfrac(F ,F+,∆) ≤ C0
∆2 log

(
1
∆

)
, and the proof is hence completed.

J.7 Proof of Proposition 39

Suppose that p ∈ ∆(F) is given by

p := arg min
p∈∆(F)

sup
ν∈∆(X ),f⋆∈F

1

p(f : Ex∼ν|f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ ∆)
.
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Then, for any given ν ∈ ∆(X ), f⋆ ∈ F , we have

Pf∼p(Px∼ν(f(x) 6= f⋆(x)) ≤ ∆) ≥ 1

Nfrac(F ,∆)
.

Therefore, for N ≥ 1, we consider the distribution pN over the subsets of Π given by

H ∼ pN : H = {f1, · · · , fN}, f1, · · · , fN ∼ p independently.

Then, we can bound

PH∼pN (∃f ∈ H,Px∼ν(f(x) 6= f⋆(x)) ≤ ∆) ≥ 1−
(

1− 1

Nfrac(F ,∆)

)N
.

Choosing N ≥ Nfrac(F ,∆) log(4) yields that pN is a ∆-probabilistic representation of F , and hence

RDim∆(F) ≤ logN ≤ logNfrac(F ,∆) + 2.

Conversely, suppose that H is an optimal ε-probabilistic representation of F , i.e. RDimε(F) =
size(H ). Then H induces a distribution pH ∈ ∆(Π) as

f ∼ pH : H ∼H , f ∼ Unif(H).

Then, for any ν ∈ ∆(X ), f⋆ ∈ F ,

Pf∼pH
(f : Ex∼ν |f(x)− f⋆(x)| ≤ ε) ≥ EH∼H

[
1

|H|1 {∃f ∈ H,Px∼ν(f(x) 6= f⋆(x)) ≤ ε}
]

≥ 3

4

1

supH∈supp(H ) |H|
.

Therefore, pH certifies that

logNfrac(F , ε) ≤ sup
H∈supp(H )

log |H|+ log(4/3) ≤ RDimε(F) + 1.

Combining the inequalities above completes the proof.
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