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Abstract
We study non-convex delayed-noise online optimization problems by evaluating dynamic regret in the

non-stationary setting when the loss functions are quasar-convex. In particular, we consider scenarios invol-
ving quasar-convex functions either with a Lipschitz gradient or weakly smooth and, for each case, we ensure
bounded dynamic regret in terms of cumulative path variation achieving sub-linear regret rates. Furthermore,
we illustrate the flexibility of our framework by applying it to both theoretical settings such as zeroth-order
(bandit) and also to practical applications with quadratic fractional functions. Moreover, we provide new
examples of non-convex functions that are quasar-convex by proving that the class of differentiable strongly
quasiconvex functions (Polyak 1966) are strongly quasar-convex on convex compact sets. Finally, several
numerical experiments validate our theoretical findings, illustrating the effectiveness of our approach.

Keywords: Non-convex online optimization; Delayed algorithms; Quasar-convexity; Bandit; Quadratic fractional program-
ming.

1 Introduction

Online optimization [16, 48, 40, 17] is an outstanding mathematical model for sequential decision-making
which involves continuous optimization, machine learning and data sciences among others. It is used to
provide automated decisions based on data, and its goal is to minimize the cumulative loss (or regret) of
those decisions. This model has attracted the attention of the scientific community from several research
fields in virtue of its applications in a variety of technological real-world problems, such as portfolio selection
[2, 6], dynamic pricing [9], decision trees [19], machine learning [5], shortest paths [26], network resource
allocation [45, 44] and generalized linear models [37] among others.

Each decision involves a loss determined by a function, which is revealed only after it is made. It can be viewed
as a structured, repeated game between a learner and an adversary. At each round t, a player selects a decision
xt from a convex feasible set X ⊂ Rp. Then, an adversary gives a loss or cost function ft : X → R, and the
player incurs a loss ft(xt). The aim is to minimize the (stationary) regret RT , defined as:

RT :=

T∑
t=1

ft(xt)−min
x∈X

T∑
t=1

ft(x),

which is the difference between the cumulative loss of the algorithm and the cumulative loss of the best fixed
decision in hindsight. Since the loss function is only revealed after the decision is made, we cannot expect to
beat the opponent. Significant regret is required to be sub-linear in T , ensuring that as T becomes sufficiently
large, the player performs as well to the best fixed decision.

A classical assumption in the literature is that the loss functions are assumed to be convex. This assumption
is not only in virtue of the several applications of convex functions but also because of theoretical limitations
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since when we are dealing with non-convex loss functions, several useful properties are no longer valid as,
for instance, local information is no longer global. In the very recent years, several efforts for dealing with
non-convex loss functions have been developed, mainly motivated by several real-world applications in which
classes of non-convex functions are more natural than convex ones. An interesting case occurs when dealing
with (strongly) quasar-convex functions introduced in [7, 13, 21, 15] (with different names). This class of
functions provides us several useful properties which are sufficient for ensuring good convergence rates for
the gradient method, even when quasar-convex functions may have several local minimizers which are not
necessarily global (see Example 3.7).

Another classical assumption is to assumed that the strategy is unchanged throughout the periods. How-
ever, in several real-world scenarios, regret is not adequate for evaluating performance. For instance, when
aiming to maximize profit after several trades, the profit depends on the best investment at each round, rather
than on the best investment for the sum of all loss functions at the final round. In such cases, the so-called
non-stationary regret [4], which compares the cumulative loss with the minimum of each loss, is more suitable:

RNS
T =

T∑
t=1

ft(xt)−
T∑

t=1

ft(x
∗
t ), (1.1)

where x∗
t represents the solution that minimizes ft(x) over X . Since ft(x

∗
t ) ≤ ft(x

∗), for every t ∈ {1, . . . , T},
it follows that non-stationary regret is always greater or equal to the stationary regret, i.e., RT ≤ RNS

T .
Moreover, dynamic regret has a theoretical advantage since the sum of non-convex functions may not have
an unique minimizer even when each individual function has its own unique minimizer, for instance, strongly
quasiconvex and strongly quasar-convex functions has unique global minimizers, but the sum of even two
of these functions may have more than one minimizer. This makes dynamic regret particularly useful for
addressing non-convexity.

Observe that the previous approach does not consider the potential delay between making a decision and
receiving feedback, supposing that the loss function ft is revealed immediately after the player makes their
decision xt. Delays like this have been extensively studied in [42, 38, 23, 43] and is common in real-world
applications such as in economic analysis or online advertising [18]. For example, when assessing the impact of
new economic or financial data, or political decisions with economic consequences, feedback is often delayed.
Similarly, in online advertising, the output of the loss function may depend on whether a user clicks an ad.
Users might take additional time before providing feedback, and non-feedback may only be inferred if the user
does not click the ad after a sufficiently long period, which can make this situation uncertain for some time
after the ad has been viewed.

Another classical extension of online optimization is the bandit setting, where the gradient of ft is approx-
imated by a zeroth-order approximation of it, making it suitable for problems [47] L. ZHANG, T. YANG, J.
YI, R. JIN, Z.H. ZHOU, Improved dynamic regret for non-degenerate functions. where the gradient is not di-
rectly available or is computationally expensive to compute, even when the function itself is known explicitly.
This extension proves useful in several applications in fields such as economics, robotics, statistics, machine
learning and its online version has been extensively studied in [10, 1, 30, 39].

In this paper, we study online optimization in a very general setting: First, we deal with the non-convex case
by assuming that the loss functions are not necessarily convex; in particular, we assume them to be quasar-
convex (see [7, 13, 21, 15]), a class of functions which includes convex functions but also several classes of
non-convex ones; second, we incorporate a delay between the decision and receiving feedback, which is a
very realistic assumption for applied models in which the data needs extra time for being analyzed/computed;
third, we assume a noise on the collecting data for obtaining more flexibility and applicability in our online
optimization model. Under this general setting, we ensure bounded dynamic regret with sub-linear rate.
Furthermore, we provide new examples of non-convex functions which belong to quasar-convexity as the class
of strongly quasiconvex functions (Polyak [35]), which has been proved to be useful in several applications
in mathematical models and algorithms (see [12, 22, 28, 29]). Finally, we apply our results in classes of
(non-convex) quasar-convex functions as generalized linear models (GLM henceforth) and quadratic fractional
functions, which are (strongly) quasiconvex. Several non-convex numerical experiments illustrate our findings.
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The structure of the paper is as follows:In Section 2, we analyze the state of the art of the proposed pro-
blem under convexity/nonconvexity assumptions and with and without delay. In Section 3, we introduce
the notation along with some preliminary concepts. Section 4 presents the main algorithm and provides a
regret bound. Additionally, we demonstrate the flexibility of our approach by extending the algorithm and
its theoretical guarantees to the bandit setting. In Section 5, we present new examples of quasar-convex
functions that will be used in the subsequent section. Section 6 evaluates the algorithm’s performance on
three numerical applications: highly non-convex functions, generalized linear models, and quadratic fractional
functions. Finally, Section 7 offers conclusions and future research directions.

2 State of the Art and Related Work

The standard algorithm for online optimization is the online gradient descent (OGD) algorithm. At each step,
the algorithm updates its decision based on the gradient of the loss function at the current decision:

xt+1 = PX (xt − ηt∇ft(xt)),

where PX denotes the projection onto the convex set X , and ηt is the step-size (learning rate). Several papers
have established sub-linear regret bounds for different classes of functions. For convex functions without delay,
[48] proved a stationary regret bound of O(T

1
2 ), while [16] improved this result to a regret rate of O(ln(T ))

for strongly convex functions. In [10] and [1] is extended for the bandit setting for convex and strongly
convex, respectively.

In [38] is proposed the delayed version of OGD (DOGD) algorithm, and it is proved that DOGD with a constant
learning rate ηt =

1

L(T+D)
1
2

attains a regret bound of O(D
1
2 ), where D is sum of the delay. The extension of

DOGD for the bandit setting was studied in [30]. Observe that, the constant learning rate used in DOGD does
not take advantage of the strong convexity of loss functions. In standard OGD, [16] established a ln(T ) regret
bound for β-strongly convex functions by setting ηt =

1
βt . This learning rate leverages the increasing nature of

the inverse of 1
ηt

by the modulus of strong convexity of ft, where 1
ηt
− 1

ηt−1
= β. Inspired by this, [42] proposes

an initialization where 1
η0

= 0. Otherwise, 1
ηt

− 1
ηt−1

= aβ, where a is the number of gradient that arrives at
round t. DOGD for strongly convex functions achieves a regret bound of O(d ln(T )), where d is the maximum
delay. The results for the stationary setting are summarized in Table 1.

In [4], it is shown that without any additional assumptions regarding how the loss functions evolve over time,
the non-stationary regret can grow linearly with time T . To achieve a sub-linear non-stationary regret, it is
essential to impose additional assumptions on the variation of the loss functions over time, often quantified
by the path variation. Specifically, [4] establishes non-stationary regret bounds of O(V̂

1
3

T T
2
3 ) for online gradi-

ent descent with noisy gradient feedback for convex functions, O(V̂
1
2

T T
1
2 ) for strongly convex functions, and

O(V̂
1
3

T T
2
3 ) for convex functions with noisy gradient feedback and strongly convex functions with noisy function

values. Where V̂T denotes the cumulative variation of the functions.

In [4] is achieved a bound of O(T
1
3V

2
3

T ) for convex functions and O(T
1
2V

1
2

T ) for strongly convex functions,
where VT is the cumulative path defined as follows:

VT =

T−1∑
t=1

∥x∗
t − x∗

t+1∥.

In the delayed setting, [38] obtained a stationary regret bound of O(T
1
2 ) for convex functions, while [42]

showed that strongly convex functions yield a logarithmic regret bound of O(ln(T )). In the context of non-

stationary regret, [4] achieved a bound of O(T
1
3V

2
3

T ) for convex functions and O(T
1
2V

1
2

T ) for strongly convex

functions, both without delay. In [31] the bound for strongly convex was improved to O(T
1
2V

1
2

T ). For the
delayed setting in [43] provided a non-stationary regret bound of O((dTVT )

1
2 ) for convex functions.
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In [27] is studied OGD for functions satisfying Polyak-Łojasiewicz condition, while in [47] is studied for func-
tions that have quadratic growth. In [46] composition of increasing functions with linear terms are studied. In
[11] weakly pseudo-convex functions are considered achieving a stationary regret bound of O(VT ) without de-
lay. Lastly, for quasar-convex functions, [37] provided several significant results: a stationary regret bound of
O(T

1
2V

1
2

T ) under delay, a bound of O(VT ) for weakly smooth and quasar-convex functions without delay, and
another bound of O(VT ) for strongly quasar-convex functions without delay. The results for the non-stationary
setting are summarized in Table 2.

Work Function Delay Regret Bound
[48] Convex No O(T

1
2 )

[16] Strongly Convex No O(ln(T ))

[38] Convex Yes O(D
1
2 )

[42] Strongly Convex Yes O(d ln(T ))

Table 1: Regret bounds for stationary regret

Work Function Delay Regret Bound

[4] Convex No O(T
1
3V

2
3

T )
[31] Strongly Convex No O(VT )
[43] Convex Yes O((dTVT ))

[37] Quasar-Convex No O(T
1
2V

1
2

T )
[37] Weakly Smooth & Quasar-Convex No O(VT )
[37] Strongly Quasar-Convex No O(VT )

Our work Quasar-Convex Yes O(dT
1
2V

1
2

T )
Our work Weakly Smooth & Quasar-Convex Yes O(dVT )

Table 2: Contribution and Comparison of non-stationary regret with related works

3 Preliminaries

Let f : Rp → R be a real-valued function. It is indicated by epi f := {(x, t) ∈ Rp × R : f(x) ≤ t} the epigraph
of f , by Sλ(f) := {x ∈ Rp | f(x) ≤ λ} the sub-level set of f at the height λ ∈ R and by argmin f the set of all
minimal points of f .
A function f is said to be:
(a) convex if, given any x, y ∈ Rp, then

f(λx+ (1− λ)y) ≤ λf(x) + (1− λ)f(y), ∀ λ ∈ [0, 1], (3.1)

(b) strongly convex with modulus γ ∈ ]0,+∞[ if for all x, y ∈ Rp and all λ ∈ [0, 1], we have

f(λy + (1− λ)x) ≤ λf(y) + (1− λ)f(x)− λ(1− λ)
γ

2
∥x− y∥2, (3.2)

(c) quasiconvex if, given any x, y ∈ Rp, then

f(λx+ (1− λ)y) ≤ max{f(x), f(y)}, ∀ λ ∈ [0, 1], (3.3)

(d) strongly quasiconvex [35] with modulus γ ∈ ]0,+∞[ if for all x, y ∈ Rp and all λ ∈ [0, 1], we have

f(λy + (1− λ)x) ≤ max{f(y), f(x)} − λ(1− λ)
γ

2
∥x− y∥2. (3.4)

It is said that f is strictly convex (resp. strictly quasiconvex) if the inequality in (3.1) (resp. (3.3)) is
strict whenever x ̸= y and λ ∈ ]0, 1[.

4



The relationship between all these notions is summarized below (we denote quasiconvex by qcx):

strongly convex =⇒ strictly convex =⇒ convex
⇓ ⇓ ⇓

strongly qcx =⇒ strictly qcx =⇒ qcx

All the reverse statements does not hold in general (see [8, 14, 28]). Note that lsc strongly quasiconvex
functions have an unique minimizer on closed convex sets, as we recall next.

Lemma 3.1. ([28, Corollary 3]) Let K ⊆ Rp be a closed and convex set and f : K → R be a lsc and strongly
quasiconvex function on K with modulus γ > 0. Then argmin

K
f is a singleton.

Furthermore, the unique minimizer x∗ ∈ K of the strongly quasiconvex function f satisfies a quadratic growth
condition (see [25]):

f(x∗) +
γ

8
∥x∗ − y∥2 ≤ f(y), ∀ y ∈ K. (3.5)

For differentiable strongly quasiconvex functions, we have the following characterization [41].

Lemma 3.2. ([41, Theorems 1 and 6]) Let K ⊆ Rp be a convex and open set and f : K → R be a differentiable
function. Then f is strongly quasiconvex with modulus γ ≥ 0 if and only if for every x, y ∈ K, we have

f(x) ≤ f(y) =⇒ ⟨∇f(y) | x− y⟩ ≤ −γ

2
∥x− y∥2.

The previous result extends the well-known characterization for differentiable quasiconvex functions given by
[3] (γ = 0).
Before continuing, we present some examples of strongly quasiconvex functions that are not (necessarily)
convex.

Remark 3.3. (i) Let f : Rp → R be given by f(x) = ∥x∥α, with α ∈ ]0, 2]. Clearly, f is non-convex, but it is
strongly quasiconvex on any B(0, r), r > 0, by [32, Corollary 3.9] (0 < α < 1), [24, Theorem 2] (α = 1)
and [41, page 27] (1 < α ≤ 2).

(ii) Let A,B ∈ Rp×p, a, b ∈ Rp, α, β ∈ R, and f : Rp → R be the functions given by:

f(x) =
g(x)

q(x)
=

1
2 ⟨Ax | x⟩+ ⟨a | x⟩+ α
1
2 ⟨Bx | x⟩+ ⟨b | x⟩+ β

. (3.6)

Take 0 < m < M and define:
K := {x ∈ Rp | m ≤ q(x) ≤ M}.

If A is a positive definite matrix and at least one of the following conditions holds:
(a) B = 0 (the null matrix),
(b) g is non-negative on K and B is negative semi-definite,
(c) g is non-positive on K and B is positive semi-definite,

then f is strongly quasiconvex on K with modulus γ = σmin(A)
M by [22, Proposition 4.1], where σmin(A)

is the minimum eigenvalue of A.
(iii) Let f1, f2 : Rp → R be two strongly quasiconvex functions with modulus γ1, γ2 > 0, respectively. Then

f := max{f1, f2} is strongly quasiconvex with modulus γ := min{γ1, γ2} > 0 (see [41]).
(iv) Let α > 0 and f : Rp → R be a strongly quasiconvex function with modulus γ > 0. Then αf is strongly

quasiconvex with modulus γα > 0 (straightforward).
(v) If A : Rp → Rp is a linear operator and f is a strongly quasiconvex function with modulus γ ≥ 0, then

g := f ◦ A is strongly quasiconvex with modulus γσmin(A) ≥ 0 [12] (where σmin(A) is the minimum
positive eigenvalue of A).
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Definition 3.4. (See, for instance,[21, Definition 1]) Let κ ∈ (0, 1] and f : Rp → R be a differentiable function.
Then f is said to be κ-quasar-convex with respect to x∗ ∈ argmin

Rp

f if

f(x∗) ≥ f(x) +
1

κ
⟨∇f(x) | x∗ − x⟩, ∀ x ∈ Rp.

Further, for γ ≥ 0, the function f is (κ, γ)-strongly quasar-convex if for all x ∈ Rp,

f(x∗) ≥ f(x) +
1

κ
⟨∇f(x) | x∗ − x⟩+ γ

2
∥x∗ − x∥2.

If κ = 1, then a function is 1-quasar-convex if and only if it is star-convex (see [34]). Similarly, a function is
(1, γ)-quasar-convex if and only if it is quasi-strongly convex (see [33]). These notions are variants of convexity
and strong convexity, respectively, where the conditions are required to hold only at a minimizer x∗, rather
than for all points in Rp. Furthermore, note that as κ decreases, the function becomes ”more non-convex,”
indicating that the term 1

κ ⟨∇f(x) | x∗ − x⟩ can become more negative. We now introduce a characterization
of quasar-convexity.

Lemma 3.5. [21, Lemma 11] Let f : X → R be differentiable with x∗ ∈ argmin
Rp

f , where the domain X ⊆ Rp is

open and convex. Then, f is quasar-convex with modulus κ ∈ (0, 1] if and only if

f(λx∗ + (1− λ)x) ≤ κλf(x∗) + (1− κλ)f(x), ∀ x ∈ X , ∀ λ ∈ [0, 1].

Proposition 3.6. Let f1 : R → R be κ-quasar-convex with respect to the point 0, such that minx∈R f1(0) =
f1(0) = 0, a C1 , and let f2 : Sd−1 → R be an arbitrary non-negative C1 function defined on the unit sphere of
Rp, satisfying f2 ≥ 0. We define the function f as f(x) = f1(∥x∥)f2

(
x

∥x∥

)
with f(0) = 0. Then, the function f is

non-negative, C1, and κ-quasar-convex on Rp with respect to x∗ = 0. Moreover, the gradient of f(x) is given by:

∇f(x) =
x

∥x∥
f ′
1(∥x∥)f2

(
x

∥x∥

)
+

1

∥x∥

(
Id − xx⊤

∥x∥2

)
f1(∥x∥)∇f2

(
x

∥x∥

)
.

Proof. Since both f1 and f2 are C1, it follows that f(x) is also C1. Applying the product rule component-wise,
we obtain:

∇f(x) =∇xf1(∥x∥)f2
(

x

∥x∥

)
+ f1(∥x∥)∇xf2

(
x

∥x∥

)
=

x

∥x∥
f ′
1(∥x∥)f2

(
x

∥x∥

)
+

1

∥x∥

(
Id − xx⊤

∥x∥2

)
f1(∥x∥)∇f2

(
x

∥x∥

)
.

The non-negativity of f1 and f2 implies that f is non-negative as well. To prove the quasar-convexity of f , we
show that for all x ∈ Rp and λ ∈ [0, 1], the following inequality holds:

f((1− λ)x) = f(λx∗ + (1− λ)x) ≤ (1− κλ)f(x) + λκf(x∗) = (1− κλ)f(x).

Using the quasar-convexity of f at x∗, we have:

f((1− λ)x) = f1((1− λ)∥x∥)f2
(

x

∥x∥

)
≤ (1− κλ)f1(∥x∥)f2

(
x

∥x∥

)
= (1− κλ)f(x).

This concludes the proof.

Example 3.7. Consider the function f : R2 → R, defined as:

f(x) = f1(∥x∥)f2
(

x

∥x∥

)
,

6



where f1(t) =
t2

1+t2 and

f2(x1, x2) =
1

4N

N∑
i=1

(
ai sin(bix1)

2 + ci cos(dix2)
2
)
,

with N = 10. Here, ai and ci are independently and uniformly distributed on [0, 20], while bi and di are
independently and uniformly distributed on [−25, 25]. The function is illustrated on the left side of Figure 3.7.

By Lemma 3.6, this function is 1
1+R2 -quasar-convex on the ball centered at the origin with radius R, since f1

is 1
1+R2 -quasar-convex on [−R,R], independent of the specific form of f2. Note that this function is similar

to the one introduced in [20], with the main difference being that our function f2 remains positive and not
lower-bounded by 1, whereas f1 is not strongly quasar-convex. Moreover, for any fixed direction, it behaves
like cf1(∥x∥), where c is a constant. However, since f2 is a linear combination of high-frequency trigonometric
functions, it can exhibit highly non-convex behavior. This is evident when examining the segment between
two arbitrary points u and v that does not contain the minimizer, as shown on the left side of Figure 3.7.

Figure 1: An illustration of the non-convex function f(x) described in Example 3.7. On the left-hand side,
a 3D plot of the function f(x) is displayed, while on the right-hand side, an arbitrary segment that does not
contain the minimizer is shown, highlighting the non-convexity of f .

A differentiable function f : Rp → R is said to be ([21, Definition 1]) Γ-weakly smooth with respect to x∗ ∈
argmin
x∈Rp

f(x), if for any x ∈ Rp, we have

∥∇f(x)∥2 ≤ Γ (f(x)− f(x∗)) .

The following lemma provides a method to interchange the limits of a double sum, and will be applied in the
proof of Theorem 4.2.

Lemma 3.8. Let {ak}Tk=1 be a positive sequence. Then, the following holds:

T−1∑
t=1

min(T,t+d−1)∑
k=t+1

ak =

T∑
k=2

k−1∑
t=max(2,k−d+1)

ak ≤ (d− 1)

T∑
k=1

ak. (3.7)

7



Proof. For each t, the index k ranges from t + 1 to min(T, t + d − 1), which can be rewritten as a sum over k.
For each k ∈ [2, T ], t ranges from max(2, k − d+ 1) to k − 1. Thus,

T−1∑
t=1

min(T,t+d−1)∑
k=t+1

ak =

T∑
k=2

k−1∑
t=max(2,k−d+1)

ak. ≤ (d− 1)

T∑
t=1)

ak.

where the last inequality is since the inner sum has at most d− 1 terms, giving the bound and completing the
proof.

4 Main Results

In this section, inspired by the techniques developed in [42], we derive non-stationary regret bounds for the
iterates generated by DOGD when applied to quasar-convex functions. In each round t, DOGD queries the
gradient ∇ft(xt), but due to the delay, this gradient is received at the end of round t′ = t+ dt − 1 and can be
utilized in round t+ dt, where dt ∈ Z+ represents a non-negative integer delay. DOGD updates the decision xt

with the sum of the gradients received by the end of round t. The set of rounds whose gradients are received
at each round t is denoted by Ft = {k ∈ [T ] | k + dk − 1 = t}, where [T ] := {1, . . . , T}. In the setting without
delays, for all t, D = T , d = dt = 1, t′ = t, and Ft = {t}. The detailed procedure for DOGD is summarized in
Algorithm 1. Specifically, we address cases where the functions are L-Lipschitz and Γ-weakly smooth. Unlike
previous works, we tackle the more challenging scenario where only a gradient estimate is available rather
than full access to the gradient. This will allow us to explore the bandit setting of this algorithm, where
only a zeroth-order gradient estimate is available, and analyze the convergence of the offline version of this
algorithm.

Algorithm 1 Delayed projected Online Gradient Descent for quasar-convex functions

1: Initialization: Choose an arbitrary vector x1 ∈ X and a sequence of step-sizes {ηt}Tt=1

2: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
3: Query rt ≈ ∇ft(xt).

4: xt+1 =

PX

(
xt − ηt

∑
k∈Ft

rk

)
if |Ft| > 0

xt otherwise
5: end for

4.1 Delayed Online Gradient Descent for Quasar-Convex Functions with Non-
Stationary Regret

In the quasar-convex case, the following assumptions will be needed:

Assumption 4.1.
(B1) The radius of the convex decision set X is bounded by R, i.e., ∥x∥ ≤ R for all x ∈ X .
(B2) Each loss function ft is κ-quasar-convex for some x∗

t ∈ argmin
x∈X

ft(x).

(B3) Each loss function ft : X → R is L-Lipschitz.
(B4) Each loss function ft : X → R is Γ-weakly smooth.
To simplify the notation, for every t ∈ [T ], we define rt = ∇ft(xt) + mt, where mt ∈ Rp represents the
deterministic gradient error. We assume that mt is bounded for some constant δt > 0. The cumulative gradient
error and the cumulative squared gradient over the horizon T are defined as:

∆T =

T∑
t=1

δt and ΛT =

T∑
t=1

δ2t ,

8



respectively. Additionally, we define

x′
t+1 =

xt − ηt
∑

k∈Ft

rk if |Ft| > 0

xt otherwise

which the term inside of the projection. Then, by definition, for every t ∈ [T + d− 1], it holds that

ηt
∑
k∈Ft

rk = (xt − x′
t+1). (4.1)

According to Algorithm 1, there could exist some feedback that arrives after the round T and is not used to
update the decision. However, it is useful for the analysis. Therefore, for t ∈ [T + 1, T + d− 1], we also define
Ft = {k ∈ [T ] | k + dk − 1 = t}, and the virtual update as:

xt+1 =

PX

(
xt − ηt

∑
k∈Ft

rk

)
if |Ft| > 0,

xt otherwise.

Analogously, for any t ∈ [T + 1, T + d− 1], we also define

x′
t+1 =

xt − ηt
∑

k∈Ft

rk if |Ft| > 0,

xt otherwise.

Let us also define s = min {t ∈ [T + d− 1] | |Ft| > 0} . Observe that

T+d−1⋃
t=s

Ft =

T+d−1⋃
t=1

Ft = [T ],

and Fi ∩ Fj = ∅ for any i ̸= j. Combining these results, we obtain that, for every finite sequence {ak}Tk=1 of
real numbers, we have that:

T∑
t=1

at =

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

ak. (4.2)

Our main result is given below.

Theorem 4.2. Under assumptions (B1)-(B2), the following assertions hold:
(i) If (B3) holds, the regret of Algorithm 1 with a constant step-size 0 < ηt = η, can be upper-bounded by:

RNS
T ≤2R2

ηκ
+

3R+ ηL(d− 1)

ηκ
VT +

L2d+ 4(d− 1)L2

2κ
ηT +

ηd

2κ
ΛT +

ηdL+ 2R+ 2η(d− 1)L

κ
∆T (4.3)

(ii) If (B4) holds, the regret of Algorithm 1 with a constant step-size 0 < ηt = η < 1
ᾱ = 2κ(

d+4d
1
2 (d−1)

)
Γ

, can be

upper-bounded by:

RNS
T ≤

b2 + 2ac+ b
(
b2 + 4ac

) 1
2

2a2
, (4.4)

where a = 1− αη > 0,

b =
(2R(d− 1)ΓVT )

1
2

κ
+

(2d)
1
2 (d− 1)η + ηd

κ
(ΓΛT )

1
2 and c =

2R2

κ
+

3RVT

κ
+

ηd

2κ
ΛT +

2R

κ
∆T .
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Proof. By assumption (B2), we have for every t ∈ [T ] that:

ft(xt)− ft(x
∗
t ) ≤

1

κ
⟨∇ft(xt) | xt − x∗

t ⟩ =
1

κ

(
⟨∇ft(xt) | xt − xt′⟩+

〈
∇ft(xt) | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉
+
〈
∇ft(xt) | x∗

t̄′ − x∗
t

〉)
=
1

κ
⟨∇ft(xt) | xt − xt′⟩+

1

κ

〈
rt | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉
− 1

κ

〈
mt | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉
+

1

κ

〈
∇ft(xt) | x∗

t̄′ − x∗
t

〉
. (4.5)

Summing (4.5) from 1 to T and multiplying by κ, we obtain:

κRNS
T ≤

T∑
t=1

〈
∇ft(xt) | x∗

t̄′ − x∗
t

〉
+

T∑
t=1

(〈
rt | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉
−
〈
mt | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉)
+

T∑
t=1

⟨∇ft(xt) | xt − xt′⟩

≤
T∑

t=1

〈
∇ft(xt) | x∗

t̄′ − x∗
t

〉
+

T∑
t=1

(〈
rt | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉
+ ∥mt|∥∥xt′ − x∗

t̄′∥
)
+

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

⟨∇fk(xk) | xk − xt⟩

≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇ft(xt) | xt − xt′⟩+
T∑

t=1

〈
rt | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉
+ 2R

p
1
2Gh

2
T +

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

∥∇fk(xk)∥∥x∗
t − x∗

k∥. (4.6)

where the second and third inequalities follow from the Cauchy-Schwarz.

Now, we now establish an upper bound for the second term on the right side of (4.6):

T∑
t=1

〈
rt | xt′ − x∗

t̄′

〉
=

T+d−1∑
t=s

〈∑
k∈Ft

rk | xt − x∗
t

〉
=

T+d−1∑
t=s

1

η

〈
xt − x′

t+1 | xt − x∗
t

〉
=

T+d−1∑
t=s

1

2η

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2 − ∥x′

t+1 − x∗
t ∥

2 + ∥xt − x′
t+1∥2

)
=

T+d−1∑
t=s

1

2η

∥xt − x∗
t ∥

2 − ∥x′
t+1 − x∗

t ∥
2 + η2

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈Ft

rk

∥∥∥∥∥
2


≤
T+d−1∑
t=s

1

2η

∥xt − x∗
t ∥

2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗
t ∥

2 + η2

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈Ft

rk

∥∥∥∥∥
2


≤
T+d−1∑
t=s

1

2η

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗

t ∥
2 + η2

∑
k∈Ft

|Ft|∥rk∥2
)

=
1

2η

T−1∑
t=s

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗

t ∥
2
)
+

1

2η

T+d−1∑
t=T

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥
2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗

t ∥
2
)
+

η

2

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

|Ft|∥rk∥2

=
1

2η

T−1∑
t=s

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗
t ∥2
)
+

1

2η

(
∥xT − x∗

T ∥2 − ∥xT+d − x∗
T ∥2
)
+

η

2

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

|Ft|∥rk∥2

≤ 1

2η

T−1∑
t=s

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗
t ∥2
)
+

1

2η

(
∥xT − x∗

T ∥2 − ∥xT+d − x∗
T ∥2
)
+

ηd

2

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

∥rk∥2, (4.7)

where the first equality follows from (4.2), the third and fifth equalities follow from (4.1). The first inequality is
due to the non-expansiveness of the projection operator, while the second inequality results from the convexity
of the norm. The final inequality holds because, for every k ∈ [T + d], |Fk| ≤ d.
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We now proceed to develop the last sum in 4.7. It follows from (4.2) and (4.1) that

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

∥rk∥2 =

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt) +mt∥2 ≤
T∑

t=1

(
∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2∥∇ft(xt)∥δt + δ2t

)
≤

T∑
t=1

(
∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2∥∇ft(xt)∥δt

)
+ ΛT , (4.8)

where the last inequality follows from the boundedness of mt. On the other hand, for every t ∈ [T − 1], we
have that:

−∥xt+1 − x∗
t ∥2 ≤− ∥xt+1 − x∗

t+1∥2 + (2∥xt+1 − x∗
t ∥+ ∥x∗

t+1 − x∗
t ∥)∥x∗

t+1 − x∗
t ∥

≤ − ∥xt+1 − x∗
t+1∥2 + 6R∥x∗

t+1 − x∗
t ∥. (4.9)

Plugging (4.8) and (4.9) in (4.7) yields:

T∑
t=1

⟨rk | xt′ − x∗
t′⟩ ≤

1

2η

T−1∑
t=s

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗
t ∥2
)
+

1

2η

(
∥xT − x∗

T ∥2 − ∥xT+d − x∗
T ∥2
)

+
ηd

2

T∑
t=1

(
∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2∥∇ft(xt)∥δt

)
+

ηd

2
ΛT

≤ 1

2η

T−1∑
t=s

(
∥xt − x∗

t ∥2 − ∥xt+1 − x∗
t+1∥2 + 6R∥x∗

t+1 − x∗
t ∥
)

+
1

2η

(
∥xT − x∗

T ∥2 − ∥xT+d − x∗
T ∥2
)
+

ηd

2

T∑
t=1

(
∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2∥∇ft(xt)∥δt

)
+

ηd

2
ΛT

≤ 1

2η
∥xs − x∗

s∥2 +
3R

η

T−1∑
t=s

∥x∗
t+1 − x∗

t ∥+
ηd

2

T∑
t=1

(
∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2∥∇ft(xt)∥δt

)
+

ηd

2
ΛT

≤2R2

η
+

3R

η
VT +

ηd

2

T∑
t=1

(
∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2∥∇ft(xt)∥δt

)
+

ηd

2
ΛT , (4.10)

where the last inequality follows from assumption (B1) and from the definition of VT .

(i) Case ft is L-Lipschitz: We now proceed to upper bound the last term in the right-hand side of (4.6):

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

∥∇fk(xk)∥∥x∗
t − x∗

k∥ ≤ L

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

∥x∗
t − x∗

k∥ = L

T∑
t=1

∥x∗
t′
− x∗

t ∥

≤L

T−1∑
t=1

t+dt−1∑
k=t+1

∥x∗
k
− x∗

k−1
∥ = L

T−1∑
t=1

t+dt−1∑
k=t+1

∥x∗
k − x∗

k−1∥ ≤ L

T−1∑
t=1

t+d−1∑
k=t+1

∥x∗
k − x∗

k−1∥

≤L(d− 1)

T−1∑
t=1

∥x∗
t+1 − x∗

t ∥ = L(d− 1)VT , (4.11)

where the first inequality follows from assumption (B3), the first equality is due to (4.2), and the second
inequality comes from the triangle inequality. The second equality holds because ∥x∗

k − x∗
k−1∥ = 0 when

k ≥ T + 1, the third inequality is given by d = max
t∈[T ]

dt, while the fourth follows from (3.7).
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Substituting (4.10) and (4.11) into (4.6) and rearranging terms, we obtain:

κRNS
T ≤2R2

η
+

3R

η
VT +

ηd

2

T∑
t=1

(
∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2∥∇ft(xt)∥δt

)
+

ηd

2
ΛT + L(d− 1)VT + 2R∆T

+

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥∥xt − xt′∥

≤2R2

η
+

3R

η
VT +

ηd

2

T∑
t=1

(
L2 + 2Lδt

)
+

ηd

2
ΛT + L(d− 1)VT + 2R∆T +

T∑
t=1

L∥xt − xt′∥

≤2R2

η
+

3R

η
VT +

ηdTL2

2
+ (ηdL+ 2R)∆T +

ηd

2
ΛT + L(d− 1)VT +

T∑
t=1

L∥xt − xt′∥ (4.12)

Then, it remains to bound
T∑

t=1
L∥xt − xt′∥. To do so, we use the triangle inequality to obtain:

∥xt′ − xt∥ ≤
t′−1∑
i=t

∥xi+1 − xi∥ ≤
t′−1∑
i=t

∥x′
i+1 − xi∥ =

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∥x′
i+1 − xi∥ = η

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈Fi

rk

∥∥∥∥∥
=η

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈Fi

(∇fk(xk) +mk)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ η

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈Fi

∇fk(xk)

∥∥∥∥∥+ η

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈Fi

mk

∥∥∥∥∥
≤η

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

|Fi|L+ η

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

∥mk∥ (4.13)

where the second inequality is due to the non-expansiveness of the projection, the second equality is due
to (4.1). Summing (4.13) from 1 to T we have that

T∑
t=1

∥xt′ − xt∥ ≤η

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

|Fi|L+ η

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

δk

≤η

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

|Fi|L+ η

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

δk (4.14)

To bound these terms, first note that s ≤ d. Indeed, if s > d, then for every k ∈ Fs, k + dk − 1 = s > d,
implying 1 /∈ Fs. By the definition of s, d1 = 1 + d1 − 1 > s > d, contradicting the maximality of d. We
then consider two cases:

(a) Case s > T : In this case, the algorithm does not update, and we have:

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

|Fi| =
T∑

t=1

t′−1∑
i=s

|Fi| =
T∑

t=1

t+dt−2∑
i=s

|Fi| ≤
T∑

t=1

T+d−2∑
i=s

|Fi| ≤ (d− 1)

T+d−1∑
t=s

|Fi| ≤ (d− 1)T,

where the first equality holds because s ≥ T , ensuring max(t, s) ≥ t for all t ∈ [T ]. The second
equality and first inequality follow from t′ = t + dt − 1 ≤ T + d − 1, while the second inequality
holds since d ≥ s > T . Similarly,

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

∥mk∥ =

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=s

∑
k∈Fi

∥mk∥ =

T∑
t=1

t+dt−2∑
i=s

∑
k∈Fi

∥mk∥ ≤
T∑

t=1

T+d−2∑
i=s

∑
k∈Fi

δk

≤ (d− 1)

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Fi

δk ≤ (d− 1)∆T ,
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(b) Case s ≤ T : In this case, we have:

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

|Fi| =
s−1∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=s

|Fi|+
T∑

t=s

t′−1∑
i=t

|Fi| ≤
s−1∑
t=1

T+d−2∑
i=s

|Fi|+
T∑

t=s

t+d−2∑
i=t

|Fi|

=

s−1∑
t=1

T+d−2∑
i=s

|Fi|+
T+d−2∑
t=s

t∑
i=max(s,t−d+2)

|Ft|

≤ (s− 1)

T+d−2∑
i=s

|Fi|+ (d− 1)

T+d−2∑
t=s

|Ft| ≤ 2(d− 1)

T+d−2∑
t=s

|Ft| ≤ 2(d− 1)T,

where the first inequality follows from t′ = t+ dt − 1 ≤ t+ d− 1 ≤ T + d− 1, the second equality
by reordering the sum, and the third inequality since d ≥ s. Similarly,

T∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

∥mk∥ =

s−1∑
t=1

t′−1∑
i=s

∑
k∈Fi

∥mk∥+
T∑

t=s

t′−1∑
i=t

∑
k∈Fi

∥mk∥

≤
s−1∑
t=1

T+d−2∑
i=s

∑
k∈Fi

δk +

T∑
t=s

t+d−2∑
i=t

∑
k∈Fi

δk

=

s−1∑
t=1

T+d−2∑
i=s

∑
k∈Fi

δk +

T+d−2∑
t=s

t∑
i=max(s,t−d+2)

∑
k∈Ft

δk

≤(s− 1)

T+d−2∑
i=s

∑
k∈Fi

δk + (d− 1)

T+d−2∑
t=s

|Ft|

≤2(d− 1)

T+d−2∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

δk ≤ 2(d− 1)∆T .

Then, combining the last inequality with (4.12) and (4.14), we get:

RNS
T ≤2R2

ηκ
+

3R+ ηL(d− 1)

ηκ
VT +

L2d+ 4(d− 1)L2

2κ
ηT +

ηd

2κ
ΛT +

ηdL+ 2R+ 2η(d− 1)L

κ
∆T .

and the proof of this bound is complete.
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(ii) Case ft is weakly smooth: We now proceed to upper bound the second term in (4.6):(
T∑

t=1

〈
∇ft(xt) | x∗

t′
− x∗

t

〉)2

≤

(
T∑

t=1

∥x∗
t′
− x∗

t ∥2
)(

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥2
)

≤2R

(
T∑

t=1

∥x∗
t′
− x∗

t ∥

)(
Γ

T∑
t=1

(ft(xt)− ft(x
∗
t ))

)

≤2RΓ

(
T∑

t=1

t+dt−1∑
k=t+1

∥x∗
k
− x∗

k−1
∥

)
RNS

T

=2RΓ

T−1∑
t=1

t+dt−1∑
k=t+1

∥x∗
k − x∗

k−1∥

RNS
T

≤2RΓ

T−1∑
t=1

t+d−1∑
k=t+1

∥x∗
k − x∗

k−1∥

RNS
T

≤2R(d− 1)Γ

(
T∑

t=2

∥x∗
k − x∗

k−1∥

)
RNS

T

=2R(d− 1)ΓVTR
NS
T , (4.15)

where the first inequality follows from applying Cauchy-Schwarz two times, the second from assumption
(B4), and the third from the triangle inequality and the definition of RNS

T . The first equality holds since
∥x∗

k − x∗
k−1∥ = 0 for k ≥ T + 1. The fourth inequality holds as d = max

t∈[T ]
dt and the last from Lemma 3.8.

Now, we control the term
T∑

t=1
∥∇ft(xt)∥δt. Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain:

(
T∑

t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥δt

)2

≤

(
T∑

t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥2
)
ΛT ≤

(
Γ

T∑
t=1

(ft(xt)− ft(x
∗
t ))

)
ΛT = ΓRNS

T ΛT . (4.16)

Plugging (4.15), (4.16), and (4.10) into (4.6) we get:

RNS
T ≤2R2

ηκ
+

3R

ηκ
VT +

ηd

2κ

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥2 +
ηd

2κ
ΛT +

(2R(d− 1)Γ)
1
2

κ

(
VTR

NS
T

) 1
2 +

ηd

κ

(
ΓRNS

T ΛT

) 1
2

+
2R

κ
∆T +

1

κ

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥∥xt − xt′∥

≤2R2

ηκ
+

3R

ηκ
VT +

ηdΓ

2κ
RNS

T +
ηd

2κ
ΛT +

(2R(d− 1)Γ)
1
2

κ

(
VTR

NS
T

) 1
2 +

ηd

κ

(
ΓRNS

T ΛT

) 1
2 +

2R

κ
∆T

+
1

κ

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥∥xt − xt′∥, (4.17)

where the second inequality follows from assumption (B4). To bound the regret, we must control the

term
T∑

t=1
∥∇ft(xt)∥∥xt − xt′∥. Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain:

(
T∑

t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥∥xt − xt′∥

)2

≤

(
T∑

t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥2
)(

T∑
t=1

∥xt − xt′∥2
)

≤ ΓRNS
T

(
T∑

t=1

∥xt − xt′∥2
)
. (4.18)
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Then, it remains to bound the second term on the right side of (4.18):

∥xt′ − xt∥2 ≤(d− 1)

t′−1∑
i=t

∥xi+1 − xi∥2 ≤ (d− 1)

t′−1∑
i=t

∥x′
i+1 − xi∥2 = (d− 1)

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∥x′
i+1 − xi∥2

=(d− 1)η2
t′−1∑

i=max(t,s)

∥∥∥∥∥∑
k∈Fi

rk

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 2(d− 1)η2
t′−1∑

i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

|Fi|
(
∥∇fk(xk)∥2 + ∥mk∥2

)
≤2d(d− 1)η2

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

(
∥∇fk(xk)∥2 + δ2k

)
, (4.19)

where the first and third inequalities are due to the convexity of the norm. The first equality holds as
∥xk+1 − xk∥ = 0 for k ∈ [s − 1], the second from (4.1), and the final inequality since |Fk| ≤ d for all
k ∈ [t].

Summing (4.19) from 1 to T we have that

T∑
t=1

∥xt′ − xt∥2 ≤2d(d− 1)η2
T∑

t=1

t′−1∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

(
∥∇fk(xk)∥2 + δ2k

)
=2d(d− 1)η2

T∑
t=1

t+dt−2∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

(
∥∇fk(xk)∥2 + δ2k

)
≤2d(d− 1)η2

T∑
t=1

t+d−2∑
i=max(t,s)

∑
k∈Fi

(
∥∇fk(xk)∥2 + δ2k

)
≤2d(d− 1)2η2

T+d−1∑
t=s

∑
k∈Ft

(
∥∇fk(xk)∥2 + δ2k

)
≤2d(d− 1)2η2

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥2 + 2d(d− 1)2η2ΛT

≤2Γd(d− 1)2η2RNS
T + 2d(d− 1)2η2ΛT (4.20)

where the second inequality follows from the definition of d, the third by Lemma 3.8, and the fourth by
(4.2). The fifth equality is due to assumption (B4). Combining (4.18) and (4.20), we obtain:

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥∥xt − xt′∥ ≤ (2d)
1
2 Γ(d− 1)ηRNS

T + (2dΓRNS
T )

1
2 (d− 1)η (ΛT )

1
2 . (4.21)

Substituting (4.21) into (4.17), we obtain

RNS
T ≤2R2

ηκ
+

3R

ηκ
VT +

2R

κ
∆T +

ηd

2κ
ΛT +

ηdΓ

2κ
RNS

T +
(2d)

1
2 Γ(d− 1)η

κ
RNS

T

+
(2R(d− 1)Γ)

1
2

κ

(
VTR

NS
T

) 1
2 +

(2dΓ)
1
2 (d− 1)η

κ

(
ΛTR

NS
T

) 1
2 +

ηd

κ

(
ΓRNS

T ΛT

) 1
2 .

Rearranging terms, we get that aRNS
T − b

(
RNS

T

) 1
2 ≤ c. Since RNS

T ≥ 0, by solving the second-order
inequality, we get,

RNS
T ≤

(
b+

√
b2 + 4ac

2a

)2

≤
b2 + 2ac+ b

(
b2 + 4ac

) 1
2

2a2
,
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which completes the proof.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.2, we obtain the following corollary when mk ≡ 0.

Corollary 4.3. Under assumptions (B1)-(B2) and considering that the full gradient is available, i.e., for all t ∈ [T ],
rt = ∇ft(xt), the following assertions hold:

(i) If (B3) holds, the regret of Algorithm 1 with a constant step-size 0 < ηt = η, can be upper-bounded by:

RNS
T ≤ 2R2

ηκ
+

3RVT

ηκ
+

ηL2Td

2κ
+

L(d− 1)VT

κ
+

2η(d− 1)L2T

κ

(ii) If (B4) holds, the regret of Algorithm 1 with a constant step-size 0 < ηt = η < 1
ᾱ = 2κ(

d+2d
1
2 (d−1)

)
Γ

, can be

upper-bounded by:

RNS
T ≤

b̄2 + 2āc̄+ b̄
(
b̄2 + 4āc̄

) 1
2

2ā2
,

where ā = 1− ᾱη > 0, b̄ = (2R(d−1)ΓVT )
1
2

κ , and c̄ = 2R2+3RVT

κ .
Proof. If mt = 0, then δt = 0, leading to ΛT = ∆T = 0. Moreover, in (4.19), it is unnecessary to impose an
upper bound of 2, which will impact the computation of α and subsequently affect the value of ā.

Remark 4.4. In this remark, we only focus on the implications of Corollary 4.3 under the condition that the
error is zero. In the next subsection, we will consider the case where the error is not necessarily zero.

(i) If ft is L-Lipschitz for every t ∈ [T ], then the regret bound (4.3) can be interpreted as follows: The term
2R2

ηκ represents the initialization error, which decreases as the step size η increases. The second term,
3RVT

ηκ , incorporates the cumulative path variation VT and also diminishes with a larger η. In contrast,

the terms ηL2Td
2κ and 2η(d−1)L2T

κ grow with η, suggesting a trade-off between these terms and the first
two. The term L(d−1)VT

κ highlights that, in the presence of delay (d > 1), there is an influence of both
the cumulative path variation and the delay, independent of the choice of the step size, which is different
with respect to [37].

(ii) If VT grows sub-linearly, i.e., VT = O(Tα) with α < 1, then selecting η = O(T
α−1
2 ) ensures a sub-linear

regret bound of O(dT
1+α
2 ), as stated in Theorem 4.2. Specifically, the optimal regret bound is obtained

by setting

η =

(
2R(2R+ 3VT )

TL2(5d− 4)

) 1
2

.

With this choice of η, Theorem 4.2 yields a regret bound of(
2RTL2(5d− 4)(2R+ 3VT )

) 1
2

κ
+

L(d− 1)VT

κ
.

However, this choice of η requires prior knowledge of VT , which may not always be available.
(iii) If d = 1, meaning that there is not delay, then (4.4) becomes,

RNS
T ≤ 2R2

ηκ
+

3RVT

ηκ
+

ηL2Td

2κ
,

which is the same regret obtained in [37, Theorem 1 (ii)]. When d ≥ 1 we extend the results for
quasar-convex functions.

(iv) If ft is Γ-weakly smooth for every t ∈ [T ], then the regret bound (4.3) can be viewed as the square of
the sum of two terms arising from solving a second-order inequality. The first term, b, represents the
square root of the cumulative path variation and is not null if there exists a delay (d > 1). The second
term, (b2 + 4ac)

1
2 , includes both b and the initialization error along with VT . Both terms are dominated
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by a factor of order V
1
2

T , making the overall regret grow as O(dVT ). Then, if VT grows sub-linearly, the
algorithm ensures a sub-linear regret bound. Since the feasible set is bounded VT is at most linear. Then,
similar to [37, Theorem 1], the order of the regret for Γ-weakly smooth function is better than the one
of L-Lipschitz. Furthermore, the choice of the step size η is crucial: a smaller a = 1− αη can impact the
regret bound significantly, as it appears in the denominator, thereby magnifying the overall regret. But,
in this setting, the choice of η does not require prior knowledge of VT .

(v) If d = 1, indicating no delay, then (4.4) simplifies to

RNS
T ≤ c

a
=

2R2 + 3RVT

(1− αη)κ
,

which matches the regret bound given in [37, Theorem 1 (i)]. Furthermore, the step size η must satisfy
the same condition, i.e., η ∈

]
0, 2κ

Γ

[
.

(vi) Note that for κ = 1 and under the assumption of differentiability, our results apply to star-convex func-
tions with delay. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work to establish a non-stationary regret
bound for this class of functions in the presence of delays. A similar result holds for convex functions;
however, in the case where d = 1, we do not recover the bounds proposed by [4], which are of the
order O

(
V

2
3

T T
1
3

)
. In the delayed setting, we extend the work of [43] by providing non-stationary regret

bounds for quasar-convex functions but assuming that ft is Γ-weakly smooth.
(vii) For both regret bounds, a decrease in the constant κ indicates that the functions become ”more non-

convex” resulting in larger regret bounds. This highlights the impact of the level of non-convexity on the
performance of the algorithm.

4.2 Extension to the Bandit Setting with Delays

In this section, we study the zeroth-order version of Algorithm 1, which allows the method to address more
complex scenarios where decision-making relies on partial gradient information and delayed feedback. To
handle the bandit setting, following previous studies [1, 39, 42], we introduce two changes to Algorithm 1.

First, instead of querying the full gradient ∇ft(xt), we estimate it by querying the function ft at (p+1) points:
xt and {xt + htei}pi=1 , where {ei}pi=1 represents the canonical basis and ht > 0 is the discretization parameter.
The gradient approximation is given by:

rt =

p∑
i=1

ft(xt + htei)− ft(xt)

ht
ei, (4.22)

and arrives at the end of round t′.

Second, we ensure the feasibility of these points, as xt is feasible, but {xt + htei}pi=1 may not be. To maintain
feasibility, we restrict the feasible set to a subset of the original decision set X , defined as:

Xh =

{(
1− h

R

)
x | x ∈ X

}
,

where h = max
t∈[T ]

ht ∈]0, R[. This ensures that for any xt ∈ Xh and for all i ∈ [p], the point xt + htei remains

feasible.

Theorem 4.5. Let assumptions (B1) and (B2) hold, and assume that each loss function ft : X → R is G-smooth.
Then, the regret of Algorithm 1, using a constant step-size 0 < ηt = η < 1

α1
= κ(

d+4d
1
2 (d−1)

)
G

, projecting over Xh,

and rt as in (4.22), can be upper-bounded by:

RNS
T ≤

b21 + 2a1c1 + b1
(
b21 + 4a1c1

) 1
2

2a21
,
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where a1 = 1− α1η > 0,

b1 =
(2R(d− 1)ΓVT )

1
2

κ
+

(2d)
1
2 (d− 1)η + ηd

κ

(
ΓΛ̄T

) 1
2 and c1 =

2R2

κ
+

3RVT

κ
+

ηd

2κ
Λ̄T +

2R

κ
∆̄T .

with Λ̄T = pG2

4

T∑
t=1

h2
t and ∆̄T = p

1
2 G
2

T∑
t=1

ht.

Proof. Since ∇ft is G-Lipschitz, it follows from [36, Subsection 1.1.2], that for every x ∈ Rp, t ∈ [T ], and
i ∈ [n]

|ft(xt + htei)− ft(xt)− ht⟨∇ft(xt) | ei⟩| ≤
Gh2

t

2
,

which implies that∥∥∥∥∥
p∑

i=1

[
ft(xt + htei)− ft(xt)

ht
ei

]
−∇ft(xt)

∥∥∥∥∥ =

√√√√ p∑
i=1

(
ft(xt + htei)− ft(xt)

ht
− ⟨∇ft(xt) | ei⟩

)2

≤ p
1
2Ght

2
.

Then, we can set δt ≡ p
1
2 Ght

2 , which gives that Λ̄T = pG2

4

T∑
t=1

h2
t and ∆̄T = p

1
2 G
2

T∑
t=1

ht. On the other hand, from

[37, Proposition 1] G-smooth implies 2G-weakly smooth. We conclude the proof applying Theorem 4.2 (ii).

Remark 4.6. In this remark, we explore the implications of our formulation.
(i) Since G-smooth implies 2G-weakly smooth, we used Theorem 4.2 (ii), which requires assumption (B3)

to hold, making Assumption (B1) unnecessary.
(ii) By Theorem 4.5, for every x ∈ Rp and sufficiently small ht > 0, we have:

p∑
i=1

[
ft(xt + htei)− ft(xt)

ht
ei

]
−∇f(x) = O(h2

t ).

Therefore, when ht > 0, the gradient approximation is biased, so our method is more flexible than the
stochastic methods that require unbiased estimators, such as [37].

(iii) Theorem 4.2 also applies to a 2p-point gradient estimator:

p∑
i=1

[
f(xt + htei)− ft(xt − htei)

2ht
ei

]
.

From [36, Subsection 1.1.2], for every x ∈ Rp and i ∈ [n]:

|f(x+ hei)− f(x− hei)− 2h⟨∇f(x) | ei⟩| ≤ Gh2.

This implies: ∥∥∥∥∥
p∑

i=1

[
f(x+ hei)− ft(xt − hei)

2h
ei

]
−∇f(x)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ p
1
2Gh

2
,

and we proceed analogously to Theorem 4.5. However, the main drawback is the increased number of
function queries required.

(iv) From the definitions of a1, b1, and c1, we deduce that a1 is constant, b1 scales with the maximum of Λ̄T

and V
1
2

T , and c1 scales with the maximum of ∆̄t, Λ̄T , and VT . Consequently, the overall regret grows as
O(max{VT , ∆̄T , Λ̄T }), making the choice of {ht}t∈[T ] crucial. If VT grows sub-linearly, i.e., VT = O(Tα)

with α < 1, selecting ht ≡ O(Tα−1) ensures a sub-linear regret of O(Tα) = O(VT ). However, this choice
of ht requires prior knowledge of VT , which may not always be available.
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(v) Since the sum of quasar-convex functions is not necessarily quasar-convex, we cannot directly apply the
techniques from [42, Theorem 2]. We extend the results presented in [43] for quasar-convex functions
in the bandit setting. We also extend the results of [42, Theorem 2] to quasar-convex functions with
dynamic regret, requiring weaker assumptions at the cost of losing the logarithmic regret rate. Observe
that, we do not assume the existence of a constant r such that B(0, r) ⊂ X .

Now, we study the convergence of the delayed zeroth-order method for strongly quasar-convex functions in an
offline setting, which will be applied to find the minimizer for applications in quadratic fractional functions.

Corollary 4.7. Let f : X → R be (κ, µ)-strongly quasar-convex with respect to x∗ ∈ argminx∈X f(x), and assume
that f is G-smooth. Let {rt}t∈N be defined as in (4.22) by the sequence {ht}t∈N, where ht is bounded by a constant
h. Let the convex decision set X be bounded with radius R. Consider the iterates {xt}t∈N generated by Algorithm
1 using a constant step-size 0 < ηt = η < 1

α1
= κ(

d+4d
1
2 (d−1)

)
G

, where ft ≡ f , with projection onto Xh. Assume

further that ∆̄t and Λ̄t are sub-linear terms. Then, Xt → x∗ as t → +∞, where XT = 1
T

T∑
k=1

xt for all T > 0.

Proof. By the convexity of the norm, the (κ, µ)-strong quasar-convexity of f with respect to x∗, and [37, Lemma
1 (ii)], for any T > 0, we obtain:

∥XT − x∗∥2 ≤

T∑
t=1

∥xt − x∗∥2

T
≤

8G
T∑

t=1
(f(xt)− f(x∗))

Tκ2µ2
≤ 8GRT

Tκ2µ2
. (4.23)

Since ft ≡ f we obtain that VT = 0. Moreover, since Λ̄T and ∆̄T are sub-linear terms, the the right-hand side
of (4.23) tends to zero, thereby ensuring the convergence of the average iterate.

Remark 4.8. As far as we know, this is the first theorem that proved the convergence of the iterates of a
delayed zeroth-order version of gradient descent for quasar-convex functions. However, the proof relies on
making the regret tends to zero over time, which does not fully exploit the advantages of (κ, µ)-strong quasar-
convexity. For example, in [37, Proposition 2], it is shown that under similar assumptions, an exponential
convergence rate can be achieved when the full gradient is available and there is no delay.

5 Examples and Applications

5.1 New Classes of Quasar-Convex Functions

In this section, we prove that strongly quasiconvex functions are (strongly) quasar-convex on convex and
compact sets. To do this, we first present the following result:

Proposition 5.1. Let f be a differentiable function such that there exists γ, κ > 0 such that

f(x) ≤ f(y) =⇒ ⟨∇f(y) | x− y⟩ ≤ −γ

2
∥x− y∥2, (5.1)

f(x) ≤ f(y) =⇒ ⟨∇f(y) | x− y⟩ ≤ κ(f(x)− f(y)). (5.2)

Then

f(x) ≤ f(y) =⇒ f(x) ≥ f(y) +
2

κ
⟨∇f(y) | x− y⟩+ γ

2κ
∥x− y∥2.

Proof. It follows from (5.1) and (5.2) that

κ(f(y)− f(x)) + 2⟨∇f(y) | x− y⟩+ γ

2
∥x− y∥2 ≤ 0, ∀ x ∈ Sf(y)(f),

and the result follows.

In the next theorem, we prove that differentiable strongly quasiconvex functions are quasar-convex:
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Theorem 5.2. Let K ⊆ Rp be a convex and compact set, f : Rp → R be a differentiable strongly quasiconvex with
modulus γ > 0 and argmin

K
f = {x∗}. Then there exists n1 ∈ N such that

⟨∇f(y) | x∗ − y⟩ ≤ 4

n
(f(x∗)− f(y)) , ∀ n ≥ n1.

As a consequence, f is quasar-convex with modulus κ = 4
n1+4 ∈ ]0, 1[ and γ > 0 on K.

Proof. By Lemma 3.1, argmin
K

f = {x∗}. Then, by equation (3.5), we have

f(x∗) +
γ

8
∥x∗ − y∥2 ≤ f(y) ⇐⇒ 0 <

γ

2
∥x∗ − y∥2 ≤ 4(f(y)− f(x∗)), ∀ y ∈ K.

Since K is compact and f is continuous, there exists M > 0 such that f(y) ≤ M for all y ∈ K, thus,

0 <
γ

2
∥x∗ − y∥2 ≤ 4(f(y)− f(x∗)) ≤ 4(M − f(x∗)), ∀ y ∈ K.

By Archimedean axiom, there exists n1 ∈ N such that,

0 <
4

n
(M − f(x∗)) ≤ γ

2
∥x∗ − y∥2, ∀ n ≥ n1.

Using now relation (5.1) (which holds in virtue of Lemma 3.2), we have

0 <
4

n
(M − f(x∗)) ≤ γ

2
∥x∗ − y∥2 ≤ ⟨∇f(y) | y − x∗⟩, ∀ n ≥ n1.

Finally, since f(y) ≤ M for all y ∈ K, we have for all n ≥ n1 that

⟨∇f(y) | x∗ − y⟩ ≤ 4

n
(f(x∗)−M) ≤ 4

n
(f(x∗)− f(y)), ∀ y ∈ K,

i.e., f is quasar-convex with modulus κ = 4
n1+4 ∈ ]0, 1[ on K.

As a consequence, we have the desired result.

Corollary 5.3. Let K ⊆ Rp be a convex and compact set, f : Rp → R be a differentiable strongly quasiconvex
with modulus γ > 0 and argmin

K
f = {x∗}. Then there exists n1 ∈ N such that f is strongly quasar-convex with

modulus κ = 2
n1+4 ∈ ]0, 1

2 [ and γ
κ > 0 on K.

Proof. Since f is a differentiable strongly quasiconvex function with modulus γ > 0, it satisfies relation (5.1)
by Lemma 3.2, while in virtue of Theorem 5.2, there exists n1 ∈ N for which f satisfies relation (5.2) when
x = x∗ with κ = 4

n1+4 ∈ ]0, 1[. Therefore, it follows from Proposition 5.1 (applied to x = x∗) that

f(x∗) ≥ f(y) +
2

κ
⟨∇f(y) | x∗ − y⟩+ γ

2κ
∥x∗ − y∥2, ∀ y ∈ K,

i.e., f is strongly quasar-convex with modulus γ
κ > 0 and κ = 2

n1+4 ∈ ]0, 1
2 [ on K.

Remark 5.4. (i) The reverse statement in the previous results does not hold in general. Indeed, the function
in Example 3.7 is strongly quasar-convex and it is not strongly quasiconvex (it is not even quasiconvex)
because there are sublevel sets that are not convex, while the function f(x) = (x2+ 1

8 )
1/6 is quasar-convex

on R with κ = 1/2, and it is not strongly quasiconvex as a consequence of [28, Theorem 1].
(ii) On the whole space Rp, a sufficient condition for differentiable strongly quasiconvex functions to be

quasar-convex is that their gradient should be Lipschitz continuous (see [29, page 15]). The extension
of Corollary 5.3 and/or Theorem 5.2 to the whole space remains as open problems.

As noted in Corollary 5.3, even when differentiable strongly quasiconvex functions are strongly quasar-convex,
it could be hard to determine the parameters κ ∈ ]0, 1] and γ > 0 of strong quasar-convexity. However, in the
next proposition, we show how to compute these parameters for the case of quadratic fractional functions.
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Proposition 5.5. Let A,B ∈ Rp×p, a, b ∈ Rp, α, β ∈ R, and f : Rp → R be the functions given by:

f(x) =
g(x)

q(x)
=

1
2 ⟨Ax | x⟩+ ⟨a | x⟩+ α
1
2 ⟨Bx | x⟩+ ⟨b | x⟩+ β

.

Take 0 < m < M and define:
K := {x ∈ Rp | m ≤ q(x) ≤ M}.

If A is a positive definite matrix and at least one of the following conditions holds:
(a) B = 0 (the null matrix),
(b) g is non-negative on K and B is negative semi-definite,
(c) g is non-positive on K and B is positive semi-definite,

then the function f is κ-quasar-convex on K with κ = m
M and is (κ2 , γ)-strongly quasar-convex on K, where

γ = σmin(A)
m . Moreover, for every λ ∈ (0, 1), f is (λκ, (λ−1 − 1)σmin(A)

4M )-strongly quasar-convex on K.
Proof. Since q(x) > 0 for all x ∈ dom(g) ∩ K, we have dom(f) = dom(g) ∩ K = K. By Remark 3.3, f is
strongly quasiconvex on K, ensuring a unique minimizer x∗ ∈ argminK f(x). For every λ ∈ [0, 1], it holds that

f(λx∗ + (1− λ)x) ≤ λg(x∗) + (1− λ)g(x)

λq(x∗) + (1− λ)q(x)

⇐⇒ f(λx∗ + (1− λ)x) ≤ f(x) +
λq(x∗)

λq(x∗) + (1− λ)q(x)
(f(x∗)− f(x)) .

Using that q(x∗) ≥ m and q(x) ≤ M , it follows that

f(λx∗ + (1− λ)x) ≤ f(x) + λ
m

M
(f(x∗)− f(x)) .

By Lemma 3.5, f is κ-quasar-convex on K with κ = m
M . Moreover, applying Lemma 3.2, we obtain

⟨∇f(x) | x∗ − x⟩ ≤ κ (f(x∗)− f(x)) .

Furthermore, using Lemma 3.5,

⟨∇f(x) | x∗ − x⟩ ≤ −σmin(A)

2M
∥x− x∗∥2.

Combining the above, we get

σmin(A)

2Mκ
∥x− x∗∥2 + 2

κ
⟨∇f(x) | x∗ − x⟩ ≤ λκ (f(x∗)− f(x))

which implies that f is (κ2 , γ)- strongly quasar-convex.

Finally, for fixed λ ∈ (0, 1), we have

⟨∇f(x) | x− x∗⟩ ≥ κ (f(x)− f(x∗)) = κλ (f(x)− f(x∗)) + (1− λ)κ (f(x)− f(x∗)) ,

where the last term satisfies

(1− λ)κ (f(x)− f(x∗)) ≥ (1− λ)κσmin(A)

8M
∥x− x∗∥2.

Thus, f is
(
λκ, (1−λ)κσmin(A)

4Mλ

)
-strongly quasar-convex on K.

Remark 5.6. The parameter λ introduces a trade-off between κ and γ. By setting λ = 1, we obtain the largest
constant for quasar-convexity, but losing strong quasar-convexity. In contrast, setting λ ≤ m

4M+m , we achieve
a larger constant for strong convexity, greater than γ, but this significantly reduces the constant for quasar-
convexity. By selecting the constants as (κ2 , γ), the quasar-convexity constant becomes larger than the previous
choice. However, the strong quasar-convexity parameter cannot be arbitrarily chosen or adjusted in this case.
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In the next example, we check that quadratic fractional functions satisfies the assumptions of our algorithm.

Example 5.7. Let A,B ∈ Rp×p, a, b ∈ Rp, α, β ∈ R, f : Rp → R, 0 < m < M and K defined as in Proposition
5.5. Then the gradient is given by:

∇f(x) =
q(x)(Ax+ a)− g(x)(Bx+ b)

(q(x))2
.

Additionally, if K is bounded by R, then f is L-smooth, where

L =
∥A∥2

m
+ 2

(∥B∥R+ ∥b∥)(∥A∥R+ ∥a∥)
m2

+

(
∥A∥R2 + 2∥a∥R+ 2α

)
(∥B∥R+ ∥b∥)2

m3

+

(
1
2∥A∥R2 + ∥a∥R+ α

)
∥B∥2

m2
.

Indeed, the Hessian f(x) is given by:

∇2f(x) =
A⊤A

q(x)
− (Bx+ b) (Ax+ a)⊤

(q(x))2
− (Ax+ a) (Bx+ b)

⊤

(q(x))2
− g(x)

B⊤B

(q(x))2
+ 2g(x)

(Bx+ b) (Bx+ b)
⊤

(q(x))3
.

We now proceed to bound the Hessian, assuming that K is bounded. Since q(x) ≥ m, we can bound the terms
as follows:

∥∇2f(x)∥ ≤∥A∥2

m
+ 2

(∥B∥∥x∥+ ∥b∥) (∥A∥∥x∥+ ∥a∥)
m2

+ 2

(
1
2∥A∥∥x∥2 + ∥a∥∥x∥+ α

)
(∥B∥∥x∥+ ∥b∥)2

m3

+

(
1
2∥A∥∥x∥2 + ∥a∥∥x∥+ α

)
∥B∥2

m2
≤ L.

Thus, f is L-smooth.

5.2 Other Non-Convex Examples

In this subsection, we check two non-convex examples of quasar-convex functions that satisfy the assumptions
of our algorithm.

Example 5.8. We set X = {x ∈ Rp | ∥x∥ ≤ R} and set the function f : X → R. The function is defined as:

f(x) = g(∥x∥)q
(

x

∥x∥

)
, (5.3)

where g(t) = t2

1+t2 and q(x) =
p∑

i=1

ai sin
2(bixi) with {ai}pi=1 ⊆ [0,m1]

p and {bi}pi=1 ⊆ [−m2,m2]
p. This function

is 2
R2+1 -quasar-convex on X with respect to x∗ = 0 (see Proposition 3.5), and VT = 0. The gradient of f is

given by:

∇f(x) =
x

∥x∥
g′(∥x∥)q

(
x

∥x∥

)
+

1

∥x∥

(
Id− xx⊤

∥x∥2

)
g(∥x∥)∇q

(
x

∥x∥

)
where, for every u ∈ Rp and α > 0, ∇q(u) and g′(α) are given by:

∇q(u) = (aibi sin(2biui))
p
i=1 and g′(α) =

2α

(α2 + 1)2
.

Hence, f is m1p+m1m2p
1
2 Lipchitz continuous. Indeed,

∥∇f(x)∥ ≤
∥∥∥∥ x

∥x∥

∥∥∥∥ ∥g′(∥x∥)∥ ∥∥∥∥q( x

∥x∥

)∥∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥∥g(∥x∥)∥x∥

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥Id− xx⊤

∥x∥2

∥∥∥∥ ∥∥∥∥∇q

(
x

∥x∥

)∥∥∥∥
≤
∥∥∥∥q( x

|x|

)∥∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥∥∇q

(
x

|x|

)∥∥∥∥ ≤ m1p+m1m2p
1
2 .
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Example 5.9. In this example, we focus on GLM using the logistic function, which is an example of a quasar-
convex and weakly-smooth function, and provides an instance where we can control the path variation VT .
We set the feasible set as X = {x ∈ Rp | ∥x∥ ≤ R}. The function f : X → R is defined as follows:

f(x) =
1

2m

m∑
i=1

(σ(⟨ai | x⟩)− bi)
2
, (5.4)

where, for every i ∈ [m], ai ∈ Rp and bi = σ(
〈
ait | x∗〉), with σ denoting the logistic function defined as follows

σ(α) = eα

1+eα . Note that

σ′(α) =
eα

(1 + eα)2
and σ′′(α) =

eα(1− eα)

(1 + eα)3
,

which implies that σ′ is bounded by 1
4 . The gradient of f is given by:

∇f(x) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

σ′(⟨ai | x⟩) (σ(⟨ai | x⟩)− bi) a
⊤
i ,

Hence f is Γ-weakly smooth with Γ =
max
i∈[m]

∥ai∥2

8 . Indeed, since 4σ′ ≤ 1, and f(x∗) = 0, we have, for every
x ∈ X , that

∥∇f(x)∥2 ≤ 1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥σ′(⟨ai | x⟩) (σ(⟨ai | x⟩)− bi) a
⊤
i

∥∥2 ≤ 1

m

m∑
i=1

σ′(⟨ai | x⟩)2 (σ(⟨ai | x⟩)− bi))
2
∥∥a⊤i ∥∥2

≤
max
i∈[m]

∥ai∥2

16m

m∑
i=1

(σ(⟨ai | x⟩)− bi))
2 =

max
i∈[m]

∥ai∥2

8
(f(x)− f(x∗)) ,

Since f(x∗) = 0 and the positiveness of f , for κ = min(1, 8σ′(R)), we have that

f(x∗) ≥
(
1− 8σ′(R)

κ

)
f(x)

≥− 2σ′(R)

κ

1

2m

m∑
i=1

(σ(⟨ai | x⟩)− σ(⟨ai | x∗⟩)) (⟨ai | x⟩ − ⟨ai | x∗⟩) + f(x)

≥− 1

κ

1

2m

m∑
i=1

2σ′(⟨ai | x⟩)) (σ(⟨ai | x⟩)− σ(⟨ai | x∗⟩)) (⟨ai | x⟩ − ⟨ai | x∗⟩) + f(x)

≥ 1

κ
⟨∇f(x) | x∗ − x⟩+ f(x),

which implies that f is κ-quasar-convex.

6 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of Delayed Online Gradient
Descent on quasar-convex functions. All numerical examples are implemented in Python on a laptop equipped
with an AMD Ryzen 5 3550Hz processor, Radeon Vega Mobile Gfx, and 32 GB of RAM. The correspond-
ing code can be downloaded at https://github.com/cristianvega1995/Delayed-Feedback-in-Online-Quasar-
Convex-Optimization-A-Non-Stationary-Approach.

We conduct experiments in three different settings: highly non-convex functions, generalized linear models,
and quadratic fractional functions. In all experiments, unless otherwise specified, we set T = 20000 and run
the algorithm for d ∈ {1, 5, 10, 20}. At each iteration, we set rt = ∇ft(xt) and the delay dt is drawn from a
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discrete uniform distribution over the range [d]. Each experiment is repeated 20 times with random realizations
of the sequence {ft}t∈[T ], and we report both the average performance and its standard deviation.

For the first experiment, we consider the Lipschitz continuous function presented in (5.3). We set R = 100,
p = 100. For every t ∈ [T ], {ati}

p
i=1 are independently and uniformly distributed on [0, 1]p, and {bTi }

p
i=1

are independently and uniformly distributed on [−2.5, 2.5]p. Since x∗
t = 0, we have ft(x

∗
t ) = 0 for every

t ∈ [T ], and VT = 0. The initialization is given such that x0 ∼ U(0.2, 0.4)p. The step-size is given by
η = 2R

L (T (5d− 4))
− 1

2 , which according to Remark 4.4(ii) is the optimal step-size for minimize the upper
bound of the regret.

Figure 2: Average regret of Algorithm 1 on the Lipschitz continuous function defined in (5.3) withh d ∈
{1, 5, 10, 20}.

Algorithm Iter std
d = 1 1476 67.18
d = 5 6707 315.02
d = 10 10015 540.10
d = 20 14469 749.89

Table 3: First iteration when the error is less than 0.1 (iter), along with the standard deviation of the final
iterate (std), as shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2 illustrates the performance of delayed online gradient descent on highly non-convex functions. As
observed, the regret curves grow sub-linearly with the number of iterations and stabilize and flat after a
certain number of iterations. Additionally, the regret increases with the delay, meaning that larger delays
result in higher regret and require more iterations to stabilize, as shown in Table 3. These results support our

Algorithm Iter std
d = 20 45694 2375.71
d = 50 71466 3746.63
d = 100 103445 6024.52
d = 150 127445 5842.88
d = 200 142963 5784.98

Table 4: First iteration when the error is less than 0.1 (iter), along with the standard deviation of the final
iterate (std), as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Average regret of Algorithm 1 on the Lipschitz continuous function defined in (5.3) in a high-delay
setting with d ∈ {20, 50, 100, 150, 200}.

theoretical predictions that larger delays lead to greater regret. A similar trend is observed for the standard
deviation, which also increases as the delay grows.

We also conduct experiments in a high-delay setting, where d ∈ {20, 50, 100, 150, 200} and T = 200000, while
keeping the other parameters as in the previous experiment. As seen in Figure 3 and Table 4, the regret
curves grow sub-linearly with the number of iterations and eventually stabilize. The delay causes the regret
to increase, and the number of iterations needed to stabilize the curve also grows, supporting our earlier
findings. However, in this case the standard deviation tend to stabilize around 6000 and is not increases with
delay. Note that although the same class of functions and parameters are used, this experiment is not directly
comparable to the previous one because the step-size decreases as T increases. For instance, when d = 20, the
regret curve stabilizes at iteration 45.203, compared to 14.469 in the previous experiment, due to the smaller
step-size (reduced by a factor of

√
10), highlighting the importance of the step-size choice.

For the second experiment, we consider the function presented in (5.4), which is weakly smooth. We set R = 1
and p = 100. The sequence of optimal solutions is initialized as x∗

1 ∼ N (0, Id p), and evolves over time steps
t ∈ [T − 1] according to the update rule:

x∗
t+1 = x∗

t +
0.1

t
1
2

vt,

where v1, . . . , vT−1 ∼ N (0, Id p) are independent and identically distributed standard Gaussian vectors. This
implies that ft(x∗

t ) = 0 for every t ∈ [T ], and that VT = O(T
1
2 ). The initial iterate is sampled as x0 ∼ N (0, Id p)

and subsequently normalized. At each round t, we collect m = 1000 i.i.d. samples {(ait, bit)}mi=1, where the
inputs ait ∼ N (0, Id p), and the outputs are defined as bit = σ(

〈
ait | x∗

t

〉
). The step-size is set as

ηt = 0.99
2κ

(d+ 2d
1
2 (d− 1))Γ

. (6.1)

Figure 4 illustrates the performance of delayed online gradient descent on GLM. As observed in the previous
experiment, the regret and the standard deviation increase with the delay, and all the regret curves grow sub-
linearly. Note that in this example, when there is no delay, the cumulative regret is significantly lower than
the other regret curves and stabilizes much faster. This highlights the substantial impact that delay has on
cumulative regret, as larger delays result in both higher regret and slower stabilization.
To explore the impact of path variation VT , we keep d, Γ, κ, θ, and R constant while varying VT . Consequently,
the upper bound on the regret will depend only on VT . To achieve this, we modify the equation for x∗

t by
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Figure 4: Average regret of Algorithm 1 on the weakly smooth function defined in (5.4).

Algorithm Iter std
d = 1 78 0.029
d = 5 1862 0.053
d = 10 5328 0.127
d = 20 15728 0.366

Table 5: First iteration when the error is less than 10−4 (iter), along with the standard deviation of the final
iterate (std), as shown in Figure 4.

introducing a parameter a as follows:

x∗
t+1 = x∗

t +
0.1

ta
vt,

where a ∈ {0.0625, 0.125, 0.25, 0.5, 1}, and {vt}t∈[T ] is sampled as in the previous experiment. This implies
that VT = O(T 1−a) for every t ∈ [T ]. The initial iterate x0 is sampled similarly, and for each time step t ∈ [T ],
ηt, bt, and At are sampled as in the previous example. Even though we are comparing different functions,
normalizing, At and bt we ensure that all parameters except VT remain the same, allowing us to study the
effect of VT on the upper bound of the regret.
As seen in Figure 5, the regret decreases as the value a increases. All regret curves, except for a = 0.0625,
exhibit sub-linear growth, indicating that the curves may require more iterations to flatten, rather than su-
ggesting linear growth. In Table 6, we observe that as a increases, the error decreases more quickly. However,
the standard deviation remains consistent across different values of a. These results reinforce our findings
regarding the impact of cumulative path variation on regret.

For the third experiment, we consider the function defined in (3.6). We set Bt ≡ 0, R = 10, and p = 50. The

Algorithm Iter std
a = 0.0625 2939 0.084
a = 0.125 2135 0.070
a = 0.25 2021 0.064
a = 0.5 1945 0.068
a = 1 1867 0.073

Table 6: First iteration when the error is less than 10−4 (iter), along with the standard deviation of the final
iterate (std), as shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Average regret of Algorithm 1 on the weakly smooth function defined in (5.4) for differents VT .

parameters of the function ft are initialized as follows: A0 is a positive definite matrix with norm 1, and a0
and b0 are independently sampled from a standard normal distribution, then normalized to have a norm of
0.1. For each t ∈ [T ], the parameters update according to the following recursions:

At =
At−1 + 0.01t−

1
2 v1t

∥At−1 + 0.01t−
1
2 v1t ∥

, at =
at−1 + 0.01t−

1
2 v2t

10∥at−1 + 0.01t−
1
2 v2t ∥

, and bt =
bt−1 + 0.01t−

1
2 v3t

10∥bt−1 + 0.01t−
1
2 v3t ∥

,

where v1t is a positive definite matrix and v2t , v3t are independent, identically distributed standard Gaussian
vectors. We also set βt ≡ ∥bt∥R + 100 and αt = 10, which ensures that for all x ∈ X , x ∈ K with m = 100
and M = ∥bt∥R+ β. We set the step-size η as in (6.1). Since the sequence of optimal solutions is not available
a priori (and consequently VT ), we implement a gradient descent subroutine at each iteration t ∈ [T ], which,
as guaranteed by Corollary 4.7, converges to the unique solution. The stopping criterion for this subroutine
is based on the relative error, with a tolerance level of 10−6. To improve execution time, we use a warm-start
strategy, initializing the subroutine at iteration t with the solution from iteration t− 1.

Figure 6: Average regret of Algorithm 1 on the weakly smooth function defined in (3.6) for differents VT .

Figure 6 illustrates the performance of delayed online gradient descent on quadratic fractional functions. As
observed in all the previous examples, the regret curves grow sub-linearly with the number of iterations and
stabilize and flat after a certain number of iterations. Observe that the regret increases with the delay. In this
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Algorithm Iter std
d = 1 162 3.1·10−4

d = 5 4126 5.9·10−3

d = 10 12069 1.2·10−2

d = 20 19985 1.7·10−2

Table 7: First iteration when the error is less than 10−5 (iter), along with the standard deviation of the final
iterate (std), as shown in Figure 6.

Algorithm Iter std Time [s]
Full gradient 5394 7.6 · 10−3 1.0
a = 1 5394 7.8 · 10−3 19.9
a = 0.8 5495 8.5 · 10−3 19.7
a = 0.6 6853 1.5 · 10−2 19.5
a = 0.4 - 5.4 · 10−2 19.6

Table 8: First iteration where the error falls below 10−5 (iter) and the standard deviation of the final iterate
(std), as illustrated in Figure 7. The average execution time for each experiment is also included.

example, the regret increases with the delay. In Table 7 shows that larger delays result in more iterations to
stabilize the curve. The same results are obtained for the standard deviation.

To investigate the impact of error when the full gradient is unavailable, and consequently how ΛT and ∆T

impact in the regret, we set the parameters as in the previous experiment, but fixing d = 5 since the curve
stabilizes faster than d = 10, which will allow a wider range to select the parameter a. However, in this
case, we define rk as in (4.22) with ht =

1
ta , where a ∈ {0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1}. As a result, the upper bound on the

regret depends only on ΛT and ∆T , allowing us to analyze their effects on the regret’s upper bound. We also
compare the results with the case when the full gradient is available (ht ≡ 0). This leads to ∆T ≥ O(T 1−a)
for a ∈ {0.4, 0.6, 0.8}, and ∆T ≥ O(ln(T )) when a = 1. As illustrated in Figure 7, the regret decreases

Figure 7: Average regret of Algorithm 1 with d = 5 on the weakly smooth function defined in (3.6) for
differents ∆T and ΛT .

as a increases. For a = 1 and a = 0.8, the regret curve closely follows the full gradient curve, indicating
a good approximation. A similar behaviour is seen when a = 0.6, though the gradient approximation is
less accurate compared to the previous cases. When a = 0.4, the regret increases, and the error does not
drop below 10−5 within 20.000 iterations. Table 8 shows that as a increases, fewer iterations are required to
reach the given tolerance level. A similar trend is observed with the standard deviation. Furthermore, the
standard deviation for the full gradient and for a = 1 are comparable, though the gradient computation in the
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bandit setting incurs significantly higher execution time. This raises the question of exploring cheaper gradient
approximations, such as the two-point estimator proposed in [1, 42].

7 Conclusions and Future Work

In this work, we introduced a projected gradient descent algorithm to address online quasar-convex optimiza-
tion in a delayed feedback setting for both weakly smooth and Lipschitz gradient functions. We established a
sub-linear dynamic regret rate for the proposed algorithm, which depends on the cumulative path variation,
the delay, the radius of the set, and the time horizon. Furthermore, we extend our algorithm to the (zeroth-
order) bandit setting and the convergence of the delayed zeroth-order projected gradient descent method for
strongly quasar-convex functions. We also provide new examples of quasar-convex functions that improve
the applicability of online optimization to quasar-convex functions, such as strongly quasiconvex functions.
Experimental results validated our theoretical findings, highlighting the influence of path variation and delay
on algorithmic behavior.

Future research will extend this work for more general settings such as mirror descent, inertial schemes,
second-order methods, and non-smooth functions. Another research direction is to investigate stochastic error
to include more complex zeroth-order schemes, especially a two point stimator as in [10, 42]. We also want
to study how to weaken conditions to consider unbounded feasible sets and thus consider linear constraints.
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