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Abstract

This paper proposes a simple yet highly accurate prediction-correction algorithm, SHARP,
for unconstrained time-varying optimization problems. Its prediction is based on an extrapolation
derived from the Lagrange interpolation of past solutions. Since this extrapolation can be computed
without Hessian matrices or even gradients, the computational cost is low. To ensure the stability
of the prediction, the algorithm includes an acceptance condition that rejects the prediction when
the update is excessively large. The proposed method achieves a tracking error of O(hp), where h
is the sampling period, assuming that the pth derivative of the target trajectory is bounded and
the convergence of the correction step is locally linear. We also prove that the method can track a
trajectory of stationary points even if the objective function is non-convex. Numerical experiments
demonstrate the high accuracy of the proposed algorithm.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the unconstrained time-varying optimization problem

min
x∈Rn

f(x; t), (1.1)

where f(·; t) : Rn → R is a differentiable function that depends on a continuous-time variable t ≥ 0.
In the real world, there are many situations in which decisions must be made while the objective
function is gradually changing due to environmental changes and other factors, making it necessary
to solve optimization problems that change with time. Time-varying optimization problems arise in
various applications such as robotics [Koppel et al., 2017], control [Hours and Jones, 2014], signal
processing [Jakubiec and Ribeiro, 2012], electronics [Dall’Anese and Simonetto, 2016], and machine
learning [Dixit et al., 2019].

Time-varying optimization methods aim to track a target trajectory x∗ : R≥0 → Rn with high
accuracy. The trajectory x∗(t) is assumed to be a smooth function of t and is a stationary point of
f(·; t) for each t. The problem (1.1) can be solved by recasting it as a sequence of time-invariant
problems

min
x∈Rn

f(x; tk) for k = 0, 1, . . . , (1.2)

where tk := kh is sampling time and h > 0 is a sampling period. Popkov [2005] proposed to apply
Gradient Descent (GD) to the problem (1.2) for each round k. We call this method Time-Varying
Gradient Descent (TVGD) to distinguish it from GD for time-invariant cases. The sequence {x̂k}k
generated by TVGD satisfies an asymptotic error bound, lim supk→∞ ∥x̂k−x∗(tk)∥ = O(h), assuming
that f(·; t) is strongly convex.

To improve this bound, Simonetto et al. [2016] proposed the Gradient Trajectory Tracking (GTT)
algorithm, which consists of prediction and correction steps. The prediction step computes a prediction
x̂k of the next target point x∗(tk) using the inverse Hessian of f(·; tk−1), and the correction step
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corrects the prediction to xk by applying GD to (1.2). GTT achieves an improved error bound,
lim supk→∞ ∥x̂k−x∗(tk)∥ = O(h2), under the assumption of strong convexity. Note that x̂k is the last
estimate before the actual function f(·; tk) reveals at t = tk; we focus on the error with respect to the
predicted solution x̂k, not the corrected solution xk as focused on previous studies (e.g., [Simonetto
et al., 2016]).

Since GTT requires the inverse Hessian of f in its prediction step, we can think of several chal-
lenges when applying it to real-world problems. The inverse Hessian is computationally expensive,
particularly for high-dimensional problems. Even for moderate dimensions, longer computation times
necessitate a larger sampling period h, leading to greater errors. Furthermore, achieving higher accu-
racy than O(h2) requires higher-order derivatives because the prediction step is based on the Taylor
expansion of f . In addition, GTT cannot be directly applied to non-strongly convex problems. In
such cases, the inverse Hessian may not exist. Even if it does exist at every round, the error bound of
O(h2) is not necessarily guaranteed.

1.1 Our Contributions

This paper proposes a Simple yet Highly AccuRate Prediction-correction algorithm, named SHARP,
for the problem (1.1). The key advantages of the proposed algorithm are as follows:

• Its prediction step is Hessian-free. It relies on extrapolating past solutions and can be computed
without Hessian matrices or even gradients.

• The algorithm can track x∗ with high accuracy. It guarantees an asymptotic tracking error of

lim sup
k→∞

∥x̂k − x∗(tk)∥ = O(hp)

under the assumption that the target trajectry has a bounded pth derivative and the correction
step converges locally linearly.

• The algorithm is applicable to non-convex functions. It guarantees small tracking errors for
Polyak– Lojasiewicz (P L) functions, defined in Definition 4.5, and even for general non-convex
functions.

Table 1 provides a comparison with other algorithms. To the best of our knowledge, SHARP
is the first algorithm that guarantees a tracking error smaller than O(h2). In contrast, the best
existing algorithms—whether limited to strongly convex functions or designed for general non-convex
functions—are not guaranteed to achieve such a small error.

To achieve these advantages, we leverage the Lagrange interpolation of past solutions. The La-
grange interpolation can be computed from a linear combination of past solutions, and the coefficients
are given by binomial coefficients in this setting. In the tracking error analysis, we derive a recursion of
the tracking error by leveraging the properties of the Lagrange interpolation and binomial coefficients.
This recursion-based analysis provides a clear understanding of the tracking error. Although the anal-
ysis does not directly extend to general non-convex functions, the proposed method still guarantees
an upper bound on the error in such cases. This is due to an acceptance condition in the algorithm
that rejects the prediction when the update is excessively large.

1.2 Related Work

Prediction-correction algorithms for strongly convex functions Since the introduction of the
prediction-correction framework by Simonetto et al. [2016], various algorithms have been developed
for a wide range of strongly convex time-varying optimization. Simonetto and Dall’Anese [2017]
proposed an algorithm for convex constrained problems by using the projection operator projX onto
the feasible region X . For linearly constrained problems, Simonetto [2018] proposed a dual-ascent-
type algorithm that solves a convex optimization problem at each round. Bastianello et al. [2019]
proposed a splitting-type algorithm for non-smooth problems. While the asymptotic tracking error
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Table 1: Comparison of time-varying optimization algorithms. A constant κ corresponds to the
condition number defined in Section 4. LCP stands for Linear Complementarity Problem. The errors
are the asymptotic bounds on ∥x̂k − x∗(tk)∥ other than the following exceptions: ∗1 f(x̂k; tk) −
minx f(x; tk), ∗2 1

K

∑K
k=1 ∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥.

Assumption Algorithm Constraint Oracles Error

Strongly convex TVGD [Popkov, 2005] ∇xf O(h)
SPC [Lin et al., 2019] ∇xf O(h2)

GTT [Simonetto et al., 2016] ∇xf , (∇xxf)−1 O(h2)
[Qi and Zhang, 2019] ∇xf , (∇xxf)−1 -

[Simonetto and Dall’Anese, 2017] X ∇xf , ∇xxf , projX O(h)
[Bastianello et al., 2019] X ∇xf , ∇xxf , projX O(h)

[Simonetto, 2018] Ax = b Convex opt. O(h)
[Bastianello et al., 2023] Ax = b Convex opt. O(h)
SHARP (Thm. 4.2) ∇xf O(hp)

Strongly convex [Zavala and Anitescu, 2010] g(x) ≤ 0 LCP O(h2)
(local) [Dontchev et al., 2013] X ∇xf , (∇xxf)−1, projX O(h2)

SHARP (Thm. 4.6) ∇xf O(hp)

P L TVGD [Iwakiri et al., 2024] ∇xf O(h)∗1

SHARP (Thm. 5.4) ∇xf O(h2)∗1

Non-convex [Massicot and Marecek, 2019] g(x) ≤ 0 ∇xf , ∇xxf , ∇xg -
[Ding et al., 2021] g(x) = 0 ∇xf , ∇xg -
[Tang et al., 2022] X , g(x) ≤ 0 ∇xf , ∇xg, projX -

TVGD [Iwakiri et al., 2024] ∇xf O(
√
h)∗2

SHARP (Thm. 5.5) ∇xf O(
√
h)∗2

of O(h2) for unconstrained problems has been proved by Simonetto et al. [2016], the tracking error
of the aforementioned three algorithms in [Bastianello et al., 2019, Simonetto, 2018, Simonetto and
Dall’Anese, 2017] is O(h). This paper aims at obtaining tracking error bounds better than O(h2) for
unconstrained problems.

Non-convex time-varying optimization Non-convex problems have also been investigated, but
most studies assume local strong convexity and focus on the behavior in the neighborhood of the
target trajectory. Zavala and Anitescu [2010] proposed an algorithm for constrained problems that
solves a linear complementarity problem (LCP) at each round. Dontchev et al. [2013] proposed the
Euler–Newton method for parametric variational inequalities. Non-convex problems have also been
analyzed from the perspective of their continuous-time limit [Ding et al., 2021, Massicot and Marecek,
2019, Tang et al., 2022]. For non-convex problems without local strong convexity, Iwakiri et al. [2024]
derived a tracking error bound of TVGD and proposed a prediction-correction algorithm. Unlike
previous studies, which focus on either local or global guarantees, our analysis provides both: the
proposed method achieves a significantly smaller error in local regions while ensuring that the global
error remains controlled even for non-convex functions.

Extrapolation-based prediction-correction algorithms A similar idea of our extrapolation
has been employed in strongly convex time-varying optimization problems. Lin et al. [2019] pro-
posed a prediction-correction method, the Simplified Prediction-Correction algorithm (SPC), which
corresponds to our algorithm under specific parameter settings (i.e., (P, v) = (2,∞)). The same ex-
trapolation as ours has been investigated in [Zhang et al., 2019] from the viewpoint of the Taylor
expansion and Vandermonde’s matrix. Based on their extrapolation, Qi and Zhang [2019] proposed a
prediction-correction method, but their method requires the inverse Hessian and they do not provide
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Algorithm 1 Simple yet Highly AccuRate Prediction-correction algorithm (SHARP)

Input: x0 ∈ Rn, P ≥ 1, 0 ≤ v ≤ ∞
1: x−P+1 = · · · = x−1 = x0

2: for k = 1, 2, . . . :
3: for p = P, P − 1, . . . , 1 : ▷ Prediction
4: x̂p

k =
∑p

i=1(−1)i−1
(
p
i

)
xk−i

5: if ∥x̂p
k − xk−1∥ ≤ vh : ▷ Acceptance condition

6: x̂k = x̂p
k

7: break
8: Set xk to be an approximate solution to minx f(x; tk) by e.g., (2.3)
9: ▷ Correction

a tracking error analysis. Bastianello et al. [2023] proposed a method that extrapolates the objective
function assuming the Hessian is time-invariant. Although our method uses a similar extrapolation to
the above methods, Hessian matrices are not required. Moreover, the method guarantees a tracking
error smaller than O(h2) for the first time.

1.3 Notation

Let R and R≥0 denote the set of real and nonnegative numbers, respectively. We denote the first,
second, and nth derivative of a function φ(t) by φ̇(t), φ̈(t), and φ(n)(t), respectively. For the partial
derivatives of f(x; t) with regard to x and t, we use ∇x and ∇t, respectively, and ∇xx, ∇xt, ∇tt and
so on for higher-order derivatives. We denote the binomial coefficient by

(
n
k

)
:= n!/(k!(n − k)!) for

k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, and
(
n
k

)
:= 0 for k /∈ {0, . . . , n}. The norm ∥ · ∥ denotes the Euclidean norm for vectors

and the induced operator norm for matrices and tensors. The distance between a vector x ∈ Rn and
a set X ⊂ Rn is defined by dist(x,X ) := infy∈X ∥x− y∥.

2 Proposed Method

This section introduces a Simple yet Highly AccuRate Prediction-correction algorithm (SHARP) to
solve the time-varying optimization problem (1.1). The algorithm is given in Algorithm 1, which
consists of a prediction step (Lines 3–7) and a correction step (Line 8). For each round k, we compute
x̂k as a prediction of the next target point x∗(tk) before f(·; tk) is revealed and correct the prediction
to xk using the revealed information of f(·; tk).

The prediction step computes

x̂p
k =

p∑
i=1

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)
xk−i, (2.1)

for p = P, P − 1, . . . , 1, where P ≥ 1 is a predetermined maximum order of prediction. The proposed
prediction scheme (2.1) is reduced to the non-prediction scheme when p = 1, and to the prediction
used in the SPC algorithm [Lin et al., 2019] when p = 2.

The prediction (2.1) is based on the following idea. Given the past target points x∗(tk−p), . . . ,
x∗(tk−1), the next target point x∗(tk) can be extrapolated by the Lagrange interpolation:

x∗(tk) ≈
p∑

i=1

 p∏
j=1
j ̸=i

tk − tk−j

tk−i − tk−j

x∗(tk−i) =

p∑
i=1

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)
x∗(tk−i).

Although x∗(tk−i) is unknown in reality, it is reasonable to assume that xk−i is close to the target point
x∗(tk−i) since xk−i is computed by the correction step. Under this assumption, the prediction (2.1)
is expected to approximate x∗(tk) well, as shown in Figure 1.
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x∗(tk−4)

x∗(tk−3)x
∗(tk−2)x∗(tk−1)

x∗(tk)

Prediction

xk−4

xk−3
xk−2 xk−1

x̂4
k

Figure 1: The prediction x̂4
k is computed from the Lagrange interpolation of xk−4, . . . ,xk−1, which

approximates x∗(tk) well.

An error bound for the Lagrange interpolation of scalar-valued functions can be found in standard
textbooks on numerical analysis (e.g., [Süli and Mayers, 2003, Theorem 6.2]). The following lemma
extends the error bound to the vector-valued function x∗, which is useful in our analysis.

Lemma 2.1. Let 0 ≤ k < k ≤ ∞ be constants. Suppose that x∗ : [tk, tk] → Rn is p-times differentiable
with 1 ≤ p ≤ k − k. Then, the following holds for all k + p ≤ k ≤ k:∥∥∥∥∥x∗(tk) −

p∑
i=1

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ hp sup
t∈[tk,tk]

∥∥(x∗)(p)(t)
∥∥.

This lemma can be proved by modifying the proof for scaler-valued functions by replacing Rolle’s
theorem with the fundamental theorem of calculus. To make this paper self-contained, we provide the
proof in Appendix A.

Since the prediction (2.1) is justified under the assumption xk−i ≈ x∗(tk−i), we have to detect the
case where this assumption is violated. Indeed, the prediction (2.1) can cause the sequence {x̂k}k to
diverge if xk−i is far from x∗(tk−i). In addition, the prediction (2.1) may not work well when there is
another stationary point near x∗(tk−i), as shown in Figure 2.

To detect these invalid cases, we propose checking the following acceptance condition:

∥x̂p
k − xk−1∥ ≤ vh, (2.2)

where v ≥ 0 is a predetermined threshold parameter, which will be discussed later in Remark 3.4.
Since the tracking error can be smaller for large p, we take the largest p satisfying the condition (2.2),
as stated on Lines 3–7 of Algorithm 1. This condition comes from the approximation

x∗(tk) − x∗(tk−1) ≈ ẋ∗(tk)h = O(h),

which is valid as long as x∗ has a bounded derivative. The condition (2.2) prevents the sequence
{xk}k from diverging, particularly when the objective function is non-strongly convex. If the objec-
tive function is strongly convex or satisfies the Polyak– Lojasiewicz condition, the condition becomes
unnecessary (i.e., we can set v = ∞, as stated in Theorem 4.2).

The correction step approximately minimizes f(x; tk) to correct the prediction x̂k to xk. For
example, we can use the Gradient Descent (GD) update

xc+1
k = xc

k − α∇xf(xc
k; tk) (c = 0, . . . , C − 1) (2.3)

from the initial point x0
k = x̂k, where α > 0 is a step-size parameter and C ≥ 1 is a predetermined

iteration number of the correction step.

3 General Tracking Error Analysis

This section shows that Algorithm 1 tracks a target trajectory with high accuracy under some general
assumptions. We will confirm that the assumptions are satisfied in some specific settings in Section 4
and will discuss cases where the assumptions do not hold in Section 5.
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xk−2

xk−1

x∗(tk−2)
x∗(tk−1)x∗(tk)

x̂2
k

(a) The prediction x̂2
k is close to the next target point

x∗(tk).

xk−1x̃∗(tk−2)
x̃∗(tk−1)

x̃∗(tk)

x̂2
k

xk−2
x∗(tk−2)

x∗(tk−1)x∗(tk)

(b) The prediction x̂2
k is far from both x∗(tk) and

x̃∗(tk).

Figure 2: The prediction x̂2
k = 2xk−1 − xk−2 does not work well when there is another stationary

point x̃∗(t) near x∗(t).

3.1 Assumptions

Assumptions in this section are summarized as follows. Note that P and v below are input parameters
of Algorithm 1.

Assumption 3.1. Let 0 ≤ k < k ≤ ∞ and 0 < r ≤ ∞ be constants. There exists x∗ : [tk, tk] → Rn

such that the following holds:

(a) ∇xf(x∗(t); t) = 0 for all tk ≤ t ≤ tk.

(b) x∗ is differentiable on [tk, tk], and the following holds:

σ1 := sup
t∈[tk,tk]

∥ẋ∗(t)∥ <


r

h
− v if r < ∞,

∞ if r = ∞.
(3.1)

(c) The constant r is ∞, or there exists k0 ∈ {k, . . . , k−P} such that ∥xk0 −x∗(tk0)∥ ≤ r− (v+σ1)h,
where xk0 is the corrected solution computed on Line 8 of Algorithm 1.

(d) If ∥x̂k − x∗(tk)∥ ≤ r holds at round k of Algorithm 1, then xk computed on Line 8 satisfies
∥xk − x∗(tk)∥ ≤ γ∥x̂k − x∗(tk)∥, where γ is a constant independent of k satisfying

γ <
1

2P − 1
and γ ≤

1 − v + σ1
r

h if r < ∞,

1 if r = ∞.
(3.2)

Assumptions 3.1(a) and 3.1(b) guarantee the existence of a stationary point x∗(t) that evolves
smoothly over time. These assumptions are essential for ensuring a small tracking error, as the
trajectory x∗ may otherwise become discontinuous. The condition (3.1) is not restrictive when h is
sufficiently small.

Assumptions 3.1(c) and 3.1(d) guarantee that the correction step sufficiently reduces the error.
Assumption 3.1(c) means that the sequence {xk}k of corrected solutions approaches sufficiently close
to the trajectory x∗(t). In existing local analyses [Dontchev et al., 2013, Zavala and Anitescu, 2010],
it is commonly assumed that the initial point is a local optimum at the initial time, in which case
Assumption 3.1(c) is naturally satisfied. Assumption 3.1(d) states that the correction step reduces
the distance to the target point by a factor γ. The condition (3.2) states that γ is sufficiently small,
and the second inequality in (3.2) is weaker than the first one when h is small enough. The constant
γ depends on the objective function and the algorithm used in the correction step. As confirmed in
Section 4, this assumption holds if the objective function is strongly convex or satisfies the Polyak–
 Lojasiewicz condition around x∗(t), and the correction step employs GD. We will also discuss how γ
can be estimated in specific settings.

For example, when f(·; t) is assumed to be strongly convex on Rn, Assumption 3.1 holds with
(k, k, r) = (0,∞,∞), as stated in Theorem 4.2.
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In the rest of this section, we restrict our discussion to a trajectory x∗ satisfying Assumption 3.1.
For this x∗, let

σi :=

 sup
t∈[tk,tk]

∥∥(x∗)(i)(t)
∥∥ if x∗ is i-times differentiable on [tk, tk],

∞ otherwise,

ek := ∥x̂k − x∗(tk)∥, (3.3)

where x̂k is the prediction defined on Line 6 of Algorithm 1.

3.2 Acceptance of Higher-Order Predictions

As explained in Section 2, the acceptance condition (2.2) rejects predictions with excessively large step
sizes. To ensure that most predictions are not rejected, this subsection provides sufficient conditions
for predictions to be accepted. In particular, we show that the prediction is always accepted after a
certain round, which will be formally stated in Proposition 3.3.

First, we derive an upper bound on ek of (3.3).

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Then, ek ≤ r for all k0 + 1 ≤ k ≤ k, and

ek ≤ v + σ1
1 − γ

h + ek0γ
k−k0

for all k0 ≤ k ≤ k.

Proof. We first prove

ek ≤ ∥xk−1 − x∗(tk−1)∥ + (v + σ1)h (3.4)

for all k + 1 ≤ k ≤ k. The triangle inequality gives

ek = ∥x̂k − x∗(tk)∥
≤ ∥x̂k − xk−1∥ + ∥xk−1 − x∗(tk−1)∥ + ∥x∗(tk−1) − x∗(tk)∥. (3.5)

By using the acceptance condition (2.2), the first term of (3.5) is upper bounded by vh. Lemma 2.1
with p = 1 implies that the last term of (3.5) is upper bounded by σ1h. Thus, (3.4) holds for all
k + 1 ≤ k ≤ k.

Next, we prove ek ≤ r for all k0 + 1 ≤ k ≤ k by induction. The case k = k0 + 1 follows from
Assumption 3.1(c) and (3.4). Assume (3.4) for some k ∈ {k0 + 1, . . . , k − 1}. Then, we have

ek+1 ≤ ∥xk − x∗(tk)∥ + (v + σ1)h ≤ γek + (v + σ1)h ≤ γr + (v + σ1)h ≤ r,

where the first inequality follows from (3.4); the second one, from Assumption 3.1(d) and the induction
hypothesis; the third one, from the induction hypothesis; the last one, from the second inequality of
(3.2). Thus, ek ≤ r for all k0 + 1 ≤ k ≤ k.

From (3.4) and Assumption 3.1(d), we have

ek ≤ γek−1 + (v + σ1)h

for all k0 + 1 ≤ k ≤ k. Solving this recursion gives

ek ≤ v + σ1
1 − γ

h +

(
ek0 −

v + σ1
1 − γ

h

)
γk−k0 ≤ v + σ1

1 − γ
h + ek0γ

k−k0

for all k0 ≤ k ≤ k.

Lemma 3.2 gives the following sufficient condition for predictions to be accepted.
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Proposition 3.3. Let P ≥ 1 be the maximum order of prediction in Algorithm 1. Suppose that
Assumption 3.1 holds. If

v = ∞, p = 1, or (2p − 2)γ

(
v + σ1
1 − γ

h + ek0γ
k−k0−p

)
+ σ1h + σph

p ≤ vh (3.6)

holds for some p ∈ {1, . . . , P} and k ∈ {k0 + p, . . . , k}, then the prediction x̂p
k satisfies the acceptance

condition (2.2).

Proof. For the case v = ∞ or p = 1, the condition (2.2) always holds. We consider the case v < ∞
and p ≥ 2 in the rest of the proof.

We give an upper bound on ∥x̂p
k − xk−1∥ to prove (2.2). Rewriting the prediction (2.1) yields

x̂p
k − xk−1 =

p∑
i=1

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)
xk−i − xk−1

=

p∑
i=2

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)(
xk−i − x∗(tk−i)

)
+ (p− 1)

(
xk−1 − x∗(tk−1)

)
+

p∑
i=0

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)
x∗(tk−i) + x∗(tk) − x∗(tk−1).

By taking the norm and using the triangle inequality, we have

∥x̂p
k − xk−1∥ ≤

p∑
i=2

(
p

i

)
∥xk−i − x∗(tk−i)∥ + (p− 1)∥xk−1 − x∗(tk−1)∥ (3.7)

+

∥∥∥∥∥
p∑

i=0

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥+ ∥x∗(tk) − x∗(tk−1)∥.

We will bound each term on the right-hand side. To bound the first and second terms, we use
Assumption 3.1(d) and Lemma 3.2:

∥xk−i − x∗(tk−i)∥ ≤ γek−i ≤ γ

(
v + σ1
1 − γ

h + ek0γ
k−i−k0

)
≤ γ

(
v + σ1
1 − γ

h + ek0γ
k−k0−p

)
(3.8)

for all k0 + p ≤ k ≤ k and 1 ≤ i ≤ p. The third term can be bounded by Lemma 2.1:∥∥∥∥∥
p∑

i=0

(−1)i
(
p

i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ σph
p. (3.9)

Similarly, the last term can be bounded by Lemma 2.1 with p = 1:

∥x∗(tk) − x∗(tk−1)∥ ≤ σ1h. (3.10)

By combining (3.7)–(3.10), we get

∥x̂p
k − xk−1∥ ≤

(
p∑

i=2

(
p

i

)
+ (p− 1)

)
γ

(
v + σ1
1 − γ

h + ek0γ
k−k0−p

)
+ σ1h + σph

p

= (2p − 2)γ

(
v + σ1
1 − γ

h + ek0γ
k−k0−p

)
+ σ1h + σph

p (3.11)

for all k0 + p ≤ k ≤ k. Combining (3.6) and (3.11) completes the proof.
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This proposition states that the prediction x̂p
k is always accepted after a specific round satisfying

the last inequality of (3.6), since the left-hand side is monotonically decreasing in k. Although v = ∞
is included in (3.6), this choice leads to a poor tracking performance when Assumption 3.1 is violated
(see Theorems 5.4 and 5.5).

Remark 3.4. The last inequality in (3.6) gives a lower bound on v. This is because the inequality is
equivalent to

v ≥ 1 + (2p − 3)γ

1 − (2p − 1)γ
σ1 +

(1 − γ)
(
(2p − 2)ek0γ

k−k0−p+1 + σph
p
)

h(1 − (2p − 1)γ)
(3.12)

under the condition (3.2) and p ≥ 2. Consider the case where (p, σp) = (6, 106), γ = 0.01, h = 0.01,
and (k0, k, ek0) = (0, 100, 1) as an example. The right-hand side of (3.12) is

1.61

0.37
σ1 +

0.99 · (62 · 0.0195 + 10−6)

0.01 · 0.63
≈ 4.4σ1.

This suggests that the lower bound on v is nearly proportional to σ1, which represents the maximum
velocity of the target trajectory.

3.3 General Tracking Error

In this subsection, we bound the tracking error of Algorithm 1 in a general form. The result in this
subsection will be used to analyze the tracking error for specific function classes in the next section.

The following lemma states that the tracking error can be bounded recursively. The first and second
terms on the right-hand side of (3.13) represent the correction and prediction errors, respectively.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Fix p ∈ {1, . . . , P} arbitrarily and let k1 be the
smallest k ≥ k satisfying (3.6). Then, the following holds for all k1 + P ≤ k ≤ k:

ek ≤ γ
P∑
i=1

(
P

i

)
ek−i + 2P−pσph

p. (3.13)

Proof. Since (3.13) is trivial when σp = ∞, we focus on the case σp < ∞. Let pk be the accepted
order of prediction at round k, i.e., pk is the largest q ∈ {1, . . . , P} such that ∥x̂q

k − xk−1∥ ≤ vh.
Proposition 3.3 implies pk ≥ p for all k1 ≤ k ≤ k.

Rewriting the prediction (2.1) yields

x̂k − x∗(tk) =

pk∑
i=1

(−1)i−1

(
pk
i

)
xk−i − x∗(tk)

=

pk∑
i=1

(−1)i−1

(
pk
i

)(
xk−i − x∗(tk−i)

)
+

pk∑
i=0

(−1)i−1

(
pk
i

)
x∗(tk−i).

By taking the norm and using the triangle inequality, we have

ek ≤
pk∑
i=1

(
pk
i

)
∥xk−i − x∗(tk−i)∥ +

∥∥∥∥∥
pk∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
pk
i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥ . (3.14)

The first term on the right-hand side can be bounded by Lemma 3.2 and Assumption 3.1(d):

pk∑
i=1

(
pk
i

)
∥xk−i − x∗(tk−i)∥ ≤ γ

pk∑
i=1

(
pk
i

)
ek−i ≤ γ

P∑
i=1

(
P

i

)
ek−i (3.15)

for all k1 + P ≤ k ≤ k. To complete the proof, we will prove∥∥∥∥∥
pk∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
pk
i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ 2P−pσph
p (3.16)
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for all k1 + P ≤ k ≤ k.
Vandermonde’s convolution formula

(
a+b
i

)
=
∑i

j=0

(
a

i−j

)(
b
j

)
gives

pk∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
pk
i

)
x∗(tk−i) =

pk∑
i=0

i∑
j=0

(−1)i
(
pk − p

i− j

)(
p

j

)
x∗(tk−i)

=
∑
d,j≥0

d+j≤pk

(−1)d+j

(
pk − p

d

)(
p

j

)
x∗(tk−d−j)

=

pk−p∑
d=0

p∑
j=0

(−1)d+j

(
pk − p

d

)(
p

j

)
x∗(tk−d−j)

=

pk−p∑
d=0

(−1)d
(
pk − p

d

) p∑
j=0

(−1)j
(
p

j

)
x∗(tk−d−j)

where we set d := i − j for the second equality and omit the terms with zero binomial coefficients
for the third equality. We evaluate the norm of the above summation using Lemma 2.1, where k is
replaced by k − d, as follows: ∥∥∥∥∥∥

p∑
j=0

(−1)j
(
p

j

)
x∗(t(k−d)−j)

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ σph
p. (3.17)

To apply the lemma, we verify that k+p ≤ k−d ≤ k. The upper bound follows directly as k−d ≤ k ≤ k,
and the lower bound is confirmed by

k − d ≥ (k1 + P ) − (pk − p) = k1 + p + (P − pk) ≥ k1 + p ≥ k + p.

We have thus obtained (3.17), and hence∥∥∥∥∥
pk∑
i=0

(−1)i
(
pk
i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
pk−p∑
d=0

(
pk − p

d

)
σph

p = 2pk−pσph
p ≤ 2P−pσph

p,

which proves (3.16).
Combining (3.14)–(3.16) completes the proof.

The proof of Lemma 3.5 depends on the inequality pk ≥ p, which is guaranteed by Proposition 3.3.
Note that pk = p is not necessary.

By Lemma 3.5, Algorithm 1 guarantees an O(hp) asymptotic tracking error.

Theorem 3.6 (Tracking Error of SHARP). Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Fix p ∈ {1, . . . , P}
arbitrarily and let k1 be the smallest k ≥ k satisfying (3.6). Then, there exists a constant M ≥ 0 which
is independent of k such that the following holds for all k1 + P ≤ k ≤ k:

ek ≤ 2P−pσp
1 − (2P − 1)γ

hp + M
(

(1 + γ−1)1/P − 1
)−k

. (3.18)

Furthermore, if k = ∞, the following holds:

lim sup
k→∞

ek ≤ 2P−pσp
1 − (2P − 1)γ

hp. (3.19)

Proof. Lemma 3.5 guarantees that the recursion (3.13) holds. Solving the recursion gives the theorem.
See Appendix B for the details.
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Table 2: Correspondence of constants in Algorithm 1 and Theorem 3.6. Constants θ1, θ2, and ρ
are deifined in Theorems 4.2 and 4.6. The column C shows a lower bound when α = 1/L2,0, where
κ := L2,0/µ. The column v shows whether we can take v = ∞ or not, and v should be set to satisfy
(3.12) when v < ∞.

Assumption γ C v

µ-strongly convex (Theorem 4.2) θC1 O(κ) ∞
µ-P L ρθ

C/2
2 O(κ log κ) ∞

Locally µ-strongly convex θC1 O(κ) < ∞
Locally µ-P L (Theorem 4.6) ρθ

C/2
2 O(κ log κ) < ∞

4 Specific Tracking Error Analysis

This section analyzes the tracking error of the proposed method for strongly convex functions and
Polyak– Lojasiewicz (P L) functions using Theorem 3.6. Recall that Theorem 3.6 provides error bounds
under Assumption 3.1. Section 4.1 does not assume Assumption 3.1 but instead derives it from strong
convexity, and Section 4.2 assume Assumptions 3.1(a)–3.1(c) and derives Assumption 3.1(d) from the
P L condition.

Throughout this section, the following conditions are assumed.

Assumption 4.1. Let L2,0 > 0 be a constant.

(a) ∥∇xf(x; t) −∇xf(y; t)∥ ≤ L2,0∥x− y∥ for all x,y ∈ Rn and t ≥ 0.

(b) Line 8 of Algorithm 1 computes xk by C iterations of GD (2.3) with step size α ∈ (0, 2/L2,0).

Assumption 4.1(a) is called L2,0-smoothness, which implies

|f(y; t) − f(x; t) − ⟨∇xf(x; t),y − x⟩ | ≤ L2,0

2
∥y − x∥2 (4.1)

for all x,y ∈ Rn and t ≥ 0 [Nesterov et al., 2018, Lemma 1.2.3]. By using (2.3) and (4.1), we can see
that Assumption 4.1 guarantees

f(xc+1
k ; tk) ≤ f(xc

k; tk) +
〈
∇xf(xc

k; tk),xc+1
k − xc

k

〉
+

L2,0

2
∥xc+1

k − xc
k∥2

= f(xc
k; tk) −

(
α− L2,0

2
α2

)
∥∇xf(xc

k; tk)∥2 (4.2)

for all 0 ≤ c ≤ C − 1.
Although this section only exemplifies two cases, globally strongly convex functions and locally

P L functions, we can also apply Theorem 3.6 to other settings (e.g., locally strongly convex functions
and globally P L functions). Since the results are similar, we omit the details. The correspondence of
constants in Algorithm 1 and Theorem 3.6 is shown in Table 2.

4.1 Case 1: Strongly Convex Functions

Under strong convexity and smoothness, it is known in time-invariant settings that GD converges
linearly to the optimum (e.g., [Ryu and Boyd, 2016, p. 15]). Using this fact, we can derive the
following tracking error result from Theorem 3.6.

Theorem 4.2 (Tracking Error of SHARP, Strongly Convex). Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds, f
is twice continuously differentiable, f(·; t) is µ-strongly convex (i.e., ∇xxf(x; t) ⪰ µI for all x ∈ Rn)
for all t ≥ 0, and there exists L1,1 ≥ 0 such that ∥∇xtf(x; t)∥ ≤ L1,1 for all x ∈ Rn and t ≥ 0. Set
the parameter v of Algorithm 1 as v = ∞ and the iteration number C of GD (2.3) as

C >
log
(
2P − 1

)
log
(
θ−1
1

) , where θ1 := max{|1 − αµ|, |1 − αL2,0|} < 1. (4.3)
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Then, Assumption 3.1 holds with (k, k, r, γ) = (0,∞,∞, θC1 ), and therefore the tracking error
bound (3.19) holds for all 1 ≤ p ≤ P satisfying σp < ∞.

Proof. First, we prove that Assumptions 3.1(a)–3.1(c) hold with (k, k, r) = (0,∞,∞). From the
strong convexity of f(·; t), there exists a unique optimum: {x∗(t)} = argminx∈Rn f(x; t). The first-
order optimality condition gives

∇xf(x∗(t); t) = 0 (4.4)

for all t ≥ 0, which implies that Assumption 3.1(a) holds with (k, k) = (0,∞). Since ∇xf is con-
tinuously differentiable and ∇xxf(x∗(t); t) is invertible for all t ≥ 0, the implicit function theorem
guarantees that x∗ is differentiable for all t ≥ 0. Differentiating (4.4) by t yields

∇xxf(x∗(t); t)ẋ∗(t) + ∇xtf(x∗(t); t) = 0. (4.5)

From ∇xxf(x; t) ⪰ µI and ∥∇xtf(x; t)∥ ≤ L1,1, we have

σ1 = sup
t≥0

∥ẋ∗(t)∥ = sup
t≥0

∥∥∇xxf(x∗(t); t)−1∇xtf(x∗(t); t)
∥∥ ≤ L1,1

µ
< ∞,

which implies that Assumption 3.1(b) holds with r = ∞. Since r = ∞, Assumption 3.1(c) is satisfied.
Next, we prove that Assumption 3.1(d) holds. The linear convergence of GD in the time-invariant

setting [Ryu and Boyd, 2016, p. 15] implies

∥xk − x∗(tk)∥ ≤ θC1 ek

for all k ≥ 1. The assumption (4.3) guarantees that the first inequality in (3.2) is satisfied with
γ = θC1 . The second inequality in (3.2) is trivial since r = ∞. Thus, Assumption 3.1(d) is satisfied
with (r, γ) = (∞, θC1 ).

Since v = ∞, the condition (3.6) is satisfied. Applying Theorem 3.6 completes the proof.

When the step size is α = 1/L2,0, the condition (4.3) is satisfied if C ≥ κ log
(
2P − 1

)
holds, where

κ := L2,0/µ ≥ 1 is the condition number. This lower bound is derived from log
(
θ−1
1

)
= − log θ1 ≥

1 − θ1 = κ−1. Thus, we can take C = ⌈κ log
(
2P − 1

)
⌉, and the computational cost per iteration

becomes O(κ), as shown in Table 2.
The inequality (3.19) guarantees an O(hp) error only when σp < ∞. The following proposition

gives a sufficient condition for σ2 < ∞. The proof is similar to that of σ1 < ∞ in Theorem 4.2.
Sufficient conditions for σp < ∞ for p > 2 can be derived in the same way.

Proposition 4.3. Let f be three-times continuously differentiable. Suppose that f(·; t) is µ-strongly
convex for all t ≥ 0 and there exist constants L1,1, L3,0, L2,1, L1,2 ≥ 0 such that

∥∇xtf(x; t)∥ ≤ L1,1, ∥∇xxxf(x; t)∥ ≤ L3,0,

∥∇xxtf(x; t)∥ ≤ L2,1, ∥∇xttf(x; t)∥ ≤ L1,2
(4.6)

for all x ∈ Rn and t ≥ 0. Then, σ2 < ∞ holds with (k, k) = (0,∞).

Proof. The equation (4.5) holds in the same way as in the proof of Theorem 4.2. Since ∇xf is twice
continuously differentiable and ∇xxf(x∗(t); t) is invertible for all t ≥ 0, the implicit function theorem
guarantees that x∗ is twice differentiable for all t ≥ 0. Differentiating (4.5) by t again gives

∇xxxf(x∗(t); t)[ẋ∗]2 + 2∇xxtf(x∗(t); t)ẋ∗(t) + ∇xxf(x∗(t); t)ẍ∗(t) + ∇xttf(x∗(t); t) = 0.

From the assumption (4.6) and ∇xxf(x; t) ⪰ µI, we have

σ2 = sup
t≥0

∥ẍ∗(t)∥ ≤
L3,0L

2
1,1

µ3
+

2L2,1L1,1

µ2
+

L1,2

µ
< ∞,

which completes the proof.
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Proposition 4.3 combined with Theorem 4.2 implies that the tracking error of the proposed method
is O(h2) for strongly convex functions under the assumption (4.6). These assumptions are standard
to guarantee an O(h2) tracking error for strongly convex functions [Lin et al., 2019, Simonetto et al.,
2016].

Remark 4.4. The prediction scheme x̂2
k = 2xk−1−xk−2 has already been proposed by Lin et al. [2019],

though a revision to their theoretical analyses might be necessary. We need to add an assumption on
the iteration number of the correction step to justify the identification between the computed point xk

and the solution of a dynamical system [Lin et al., 2019, eq. (7)] derived from the continuous-time limit
of the update. As a result of this revision, our theorem does not need the assumption ∥∇xf∥ ≤ L1,0,
which is assumed in the previous work, and we successfully obtained the sufficient condition (4.3) for
C.

4.2 Case 2: P L Functions

This subsection replaces the strong convexity in Theorem 4.2 with the P L condition around x∗(t).
Strongly convex functions satisfy the P L condition (see, e.g., [Karimi et al., 2016, Theorem 2]).

Definition 4.5 (Polyak– Lojasiewicz). Let X ⊂ Rn be a nonempty set. For µ > 0, a differentiable
function f(·; t) : Rn → R is said to be a µ-P L function on X if

1

2µ
∥∇xf(x; t)∥2 ≥ f(x; t) − inf

y∈X
f(y; t)

holds for all x ∈ X .

If the P L condition holds on Rn, GD converges linearly [Polyak, 1963, Theorem 4]. Under the
P L condition, the following tracking error result is derived by using Theorem 3.6.

Theorem 4.6 (Tracking Error of SHARP, Locally P L). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1(a)–3.1(c)
hold. Let r be the constant in Assumption 3.1. Assume that there exists µ > 0 such that f(·; t) is a
µ-P L function on {x ∈ Rn | ∥x− x∗(t)∥ ≤ (1 + ρ)r} for all t ≥ 0, where

ρ :=
1

1 −
√
θ2

√
αL2,0

2 − αL2,0
> 0 and θ2 := 1 − αµ(2 − αL2,0) < 1.

Set C sufficiently large to satisfy (3.2) with γ := ρθ
C/2
2 . Fix p ∈ {1, . . . , P} arbitrarily and let k1 be

the smallest k ≥ k satisfying (3.6). Then, there exists a constant M ≥ 0 which is independent of k
such that (3.18) holds with γ defined above for all k1 ≤ k ≤ k.

Proof. First, we prove that if ek ≤ r, the inequality ∥xc
k − x∗(tk)∥ ≤ (1 + ρ)r holds for all 0 ≤ c ≤ C

by induction. The case c = 0 follows from the assumption ek ≤ r. Assume ∥xi
k − x∗(tk)∥ ≤ (1 + ρ)r

for all i ≤ c. From the standard argument for GD under the P L condition [Polyak, 1963, p. 868], we
have

∥xi+1
k − xi

k∥2 ≤
2α

2 − αL2,0
θi2
(
f(x0

k; tk) − f(x∗
k; tk)

)
≤ αL2,0

2 − αL2,0
θi2e

2
k (4.7)

for all i ≤ c, where the second inequality follows from (4.1) with (x,y, t) = (x∗
k,x

0
k, tk). The triangle

inequality gives

∥xc+1
k − x∗(tk)∥ ≤ ek +

c∑
i=0

∥xi+1
k − xi

k∥ ≤ ek +
c∑

i=0

√
αL2,0

2 − αL2,0
θi2ek ≤ (1 + ρ)r,

where the second inequality follows from (4.7) and the last inequality from ek ≤ r. Thus, if ek ≤ r,
the inequality ∥xc

k − x∗(tk)∥ ≤ (1 + ρ)r holds for all 0 ≤ c ≤ C.
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The results established above allow us to follow an argument similar to that of [Polyak, 1963,
Theorem 4], thereby showing that xC

k converges to x∗(tk) as C → ∞. In addition, (4.7) holds for all
0 ≤ i ≤ C. Using these facts and the triangle inequality yields

∥xk − x∗(tk)∥ = lim
C′→∞

∥xC
k − xC′

k ∥ ≤
∞∑
i=C

∥xi+1
k − xi

k∥

≤
∞∑
i=C

√
αL2,0

2 − αL2,0
θi2ek = ρθ

C/2
2 ek = γek,

which implies that Assumption 3.1(d) holds.
Applying Theorem 3.6 completes the proof.

When the step size is α = 1/L2,0 and (3.2) is reduced to γ < (2P − 1)−1, the condition for C
becomes

C >
2 log 2P−1

1−
√
1−κ−1

− log(1 − κ−1)
,

where κ := L2,0/µ ≥ 1 is the condition number. Since − log
(
1 − κ−1

)
≥ κ−1 and 1 −

√
1 − κ−1 ≥

(2κ)−1 hold, we get a sufficient condition: C ≥ 2κ log
(
2κ(2P − 1)

)
. Thus, we can take C =

⌈2κ log
(
2κ(2P − 1)

)
⌉, and the computational cost per iteration becomes O(κ log κ), as shown in

Table 2.

5 Specific Tracking Error Analysis without Assumption 3.1

This section derives tracking error results for the case where Assumption 4.1 holds but the assumptions
in Theorem 3.6 does not necessarily hold. Note that theorems in this section also guarantee the
asymptotic tracking error of TVGD because Algorithm 1 with v = 0 or P = 1 corresponds to TVGD
under Assumption 4.1.

5.1 Case 3: P L Functions without Assumption 3.1

We consider the case where the P L condition holds on Rn but Assumption 3.1 does not hold. In this
setting, the definition of the tracking error needs to be modified to dist(x̂k,X ∗(tk)), where X ∗(t) :=
argminx∈Rn f(x; t), and we can no longer obtain an O(hp) tracking error. We also give an asymptotic
error bound on f(x̂k; tk) − f∗(tk) as a corollary, where f∗(t) := minx∈Rn f(x; t).

Main assumptions in this subsection are summarized as follows:

Assumption 5.1. Let µ > 0 and L1,1 > 0 be constants.

(a) The function f(·; t) is a µ-P L function on Rn for all t ≥ 0.

(b) X ∗(t) ̸= ∅ for all t ≥ 0.

(c) ∥∇xf(x; s) −∇xf(x; t)∥ ≤ L1,1|s− t| for all x ∈ Rn and s, t ≥ 0.

This assumption guarantees that the set of optima is Lipschitz continuous in the following sense.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that Assumptions 4.1 and 5.1 hold. Then the following holds for all s, t ≥ 0:

dH(X ∗(s),X ∗(t)) ≤ L1,1

µ
|s− t|, (5.1)

where dH(·, ·) is the Hausdorff distance, defined by

dH(X ,Y) := max

{
sup
x∈X

dist(x,Y), sup
y∈Y

dist(y,X )

}
.
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Proof. Note that µ-P L functions satisfy the error bound condition ∥∇xf(x; t)∥ ≥ µdist(x,X ∗(t)) [Karimi
et al., 2016, Theorem 2]. For any s, t ≥ 0, we have

sup
x∈X ∗(s)

dist(x,X ∗(t)) ≤ sup
x∈X ∗(s)

1

µ
∥∇xf(x; t)∥

≤ sup
x∈X ∗(s)

1

µ

(
∥∇xf(x; t) −∇xf(x; s)∥ + ∥∇xf(x; s)∥

)
≤ L1,1

µ
|s− t|,

where the first inequality follows from the error bound condition and the last from Assumption 5.1(c)
and ∇xf(x; s) = 0 for all x ∈ X ∗(s). In the same way, supy∈X ∗(t) dist(y,X ∗(s)) ≤ (L1,1/µ)|s − t|
follows. Therefore, we obtain (5.1).

Lemma 5.2 yields the following recursive relationship for the tracking error.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that Assumptions 4.1 and 5.1 hold. Then, the following holds for all k ≥ 2:

dist(x̂k,X ∗(tk)) ≤
√

κθC2 dist(x̂k−1,X ∗(tk−1)) +

(
v +

L1,1

µ

)
h, (5.2)

where κ := L2,0/µ and θ2 := 1 − αµ(2 − αL2,0) < 1.

Proof. The triangle inequality for dist and dH (see Appendix C) gives

dist(x̂k,X ∗(tk)) ≤ dist(x̂k,X ∗(tk−1)) + dH(X ∗(tk−1),X ∗(tk))

≤ ∥x̂k − xk−1∥ + dist(xk−1,X ∗(tk−1)) + dH(X ∗(tk−1),X ∗(tk)). (5.3)

We will bound each term of (5.3) in what follows. The first term can be bounded by vh from the
acceptance condition (2.2). The second term can be bounded as follows:

dist(xk−1,X ∗(tk−1))
2 ≤ 2

µ

(
f(xk−1; tk−1) − f∗(tk−1)

)
≤ 2

µ
θC2
(
f(x̂k−1; tk−1) − f∗(tk−1)

)
≤ L2,0

µ
θC2 dist(x̂k−1,X ∗(tk−1))

2. (5.4)

where the first inequality follows from the quadratic growth property of P L functions, i.e., f(x; t) −
f∗(t) ≥ (µ/2) dist(x,X ∗(t))2 for all x ∈ Rn and t ≥ 0 (see, e.g., [Karimi et al., 2016, Theorem
2] for details), the second follows from the linear convergence of GD, and the last follows from the
inequality (4.1). Lemma 5.2 yields the following upper bound on the third term of (5.3):

dH(X ∗(tk−1),X ∗(tk)) ≤ L1,1

µ
h. (5.5)

Combining the inequalities (5.3)–(5.5) completes the proof.

By using Lemma 5.3, we get a tracking error bound for general P L functions.

Theorem 5.4 (Tracking Error of SHARP, P L). Suppose that Assumptions 4.1 and 5.1 hold, and set

C >
log κ

log
(
θ−1
2

) , where κ :=
L2,0

µ
and θ2 := 1 − αµ(2 − αL2,0) < 1. (5.6)

Then the following holds:

lim sup
k→∞

dist(x̂k,X ∗(tk)) ≤
v +

L1,1

µ

1 −
√

κθC2

h = O(h) (5.7)
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and

lim sup
k→∞

(
f(x̂k; tk) − f∗(tk)

)
≤ L2,0

2

 v +
L1,1

µ

1 −
√
κθC2

2

h2 = O(h2). (5.8)

Proof. Lemma 5.3 guarantees the inequality (5.2) for all k ≥ 2. Solving (5.2) yields

dist(x̂k,X ∗(tk)) ≤
v +

L1,1

µ

1 −
√

κθC2

h +

dist(x̂1,X ∗(t1)) −
v +

L1,1

µ

1 −
√

κθC2

h

(√κθC2

)k−1

for all k ≥ 1. Since (5.6) implies
√
κθC2 < 1, taking the limit k → ∞ gives (5.7).

The inequalities (4.1) and (5.7) yield (5.8).

The derived tracking error bound is O(h2), which is better than the O(h) bound for TVGD obtained
by Iwakiri et al. [2024, Theorem 3.3].

5.2 Case 4: Non-convex Functions

Finally, we consider general non-convex functions. We give a bound on ∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥ as a tracking
error because it is hopeless to bound dist(x̂k,X ∗(tk)).

The following tracking error bound shows that Algorithm 1 can track stationary points thanks to
the acceptance condition, even if the objective function is not strongly convex or P L.

Theorem 5.5 (Tracking Error of SHARP, Non-convex). Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds,
inf(x,t)∈Rn×R≥0

f(x; t) > −∞, and there exist constants L1,0, L0,1 ≥ 0 such that

|f(x; t) − f(y; t)| ≤ L1,0∥x− y∥ and |f(x; s) − f(x; t)| ≤ L0,1|s− t| (5.9)

for all x,y ∈ Rn and s, t ≥ 0. Then, the following holds for all K ≥ 1:

1

K

K∑
k=1

∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥ ≤
√

L1,0v + L0,1

α− L2,0

2 α2
h + O

(
1√
K

)
.

and hence

lim sup
K→∞

1

K

K∑
k=1

∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥ ≤
√

L1,0v + L0,1

α− L2,0

2 α2
h = O(

√
h).

Proof. Summing up the inequality (4.2) for c = 0, . . . , C − 1 gives

f(xk; tk) ≤ f(x̂k; tk) −
(
α− L2,0

2
α2

) C−1∑
c=0

∥∇xf(xc
k; tk)∥2

≤ f(x̂k; tk) −
(
α− L2,0

2
α2

)
∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥2, (5.10)

where we neglected
∑C−1

c=1 ∥∇xf(xc
k; tk)∥2 ≥ 0 in the last inequality.

The assumption (5.9) yields

f(x̂k; tk) = f(xk−1; tk−1) +
(
f(x̂k; tk−1) − f(xk−1; tk−1)

)
+
(
f(x̂k; tk) − f(x̂k; tk−1)

)
≤ f(xk−1; tk−1) + L1,0∥x̂k − xk−1∥ + L0,1h

≤ f(xk−1; tk−1) + (L1,0v + L0,1)h, (5.11)

where the last inequality follows from the acceptance condition (2.2).
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By combining (5.10) and (5.11), we get

f(xk; tk) ≤ f(xk−1; tk−1) + (L1,0v + L0,1)h−
(
α− L2,0

2
α2

)
∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥2.

Summing up this inequality for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K gives

f(xK ; tK) ≤ f(x0; t0) + (L1,0v + L0,1)Kh−
(
α− L2,0

2
α2

) K∑
k=1

∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥2.

Thus, we obtain

1

K

K∑
k=1

∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥2 ≤ 1

α− L2,0

2 α2

(
(L1,0v + L0,1)h +

f(x0; t0) − f(xK ; tK)

K

)
=

L1,0v + L0,1

α− L2,0

2 α2
h + O

(
1

K

)
,

where we used inf(x,t)∈Rn×R≥0
f(x; t) > −∞ in the last equality. Using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality

completes the proof.

6 Numerical Experiments

This section evaluates the numerical performance of the proposed algorithm in three problem settings.
We used GD update (2.3) for Line 8 of Algorithm 1. All the experiments were conducted in Python
3.9.2 on a MacBook Air whose processor is 1.8 GHz dual-core Intel Core i5 and memory is 8GB.

6.1 Experiment 1: Toy Problem

To explore the relationship between parameters and accuracy, we consider the following one-
dimensional toy problem:

min
x∈R

f(x; t) := sin(x− t) +
1

10
x2.

This function is non-convex in x and has multiple isolated trajectories of local optima that disappear
at some time. We fixed the initial point to x0 = 0. Since ∇xxf(x; t) = − sin(x− t) + 1/5, the function
f(·; t) is 1.2-smooth and f(·; t) is locally 0.2-strongly convex around the local optimum satisfying
− sin(x− t) ≥ 0. Hence, we set α = 1/1.2 to satisfy Assumption 4.1(b). For the constants θ1, L1,1,
and σ1 in Theorem 4.2, we can derive θ1 = 5/6, L1,1 = 1, and σ1 ≤ L1,1/µ = 5 in this setting.

We investigate the behavior of the tracking error of the proposed algorithm when the four param-
eters h, P , C, and v are varied. We conducted two types of experiments: (i) fixing (C, v) = (30, 20)
while varying h ∈ {1, 0.1, 0.01} and P ∈ {1, 2, 4, 7}, and (ii) fixing (h, P ) = (0.1, 7) while varying
C ∈ {1, 5, 30} and v ∈ {0.1, 1, 20}. The values of C and v are derived from the following observations.
To satisfy the first inequality in (3.2) with (γ, P ) = (θC1 , 7), it suffices to take C ≥ 27. The condition
(3.12) with (p, C, γ, σ1) = (7, 30, θC1 , 5) can roughly be rewritten into v ≥ 16.4 when we neglect the
terms γk−k0−p+1 and σph

p as sufficiently small.
The results of (i) are shown in Figures 3(a)–3(c). We measured the tracking error by ∥∇xf(x̂k; tk)∥

instead of ∥x̂k − x∗(tk)∥ because the latter one is difficult to compute. Figure 3(a) (h = 1) shows
no significant difference in the tracking error with different P . This is because σph

p in (3.19) does
not decrease as p increases. Figure 3(b) (h = 0.1) shows that the error decreases as P increases, as
presented in (3.19) with p = P . Another noteworthy aspect is the behavior around t = 8. At this
time, the target trajectory disappears, and the error increases. Still, the proposed method did not
diverge and succeeded in tracking a new target trajectory thanks to the acceptance condition (2.2).
Figure 3(c) (h = 0.01) shows that the error gets much smaller than the case h = 0.1.
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Figure 3: Results of Experiment 1
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Figure 5: Results of Experiment 3

The results of (ii) are shown in Figures 3(d)–3(f). Figure 3(d) (v = 0.1) shows that the tracking
error was not improved by increasing C. This is because the threshold v is too small. Figure 3(e) (v =
1) shows that the error was lower for C = 5 and C = 30 than for C = 1. Notably, the observed values
in the case of (C, v) = (5, 1) are smaller than the theoretically expected values (C, v) = (27, 16.4). This
result suggests that the conditions (3.2) and (3.12) in the theoretical analysis are conservative in this
setting. Figure 3(f) (v = 20) shows that the error was similar to the case v = 1 in t ≥ 8. This result
suggests that small C cannot improve the error even when v is large. Another noteworthy observation
is that the error in the case (C, v) = (1, 20) is larger than those in the cases (C, v) = (1, 0.1) and
(C, v) = (1, 1). This is consistent with the theoretical result in Theorem 5.5 that the upper bound of
the error gets worse as v increases when the assumptions for the O(hp) error are not satisfied.

6.2 Experiment 2: Target Tracking

We consider the following two-dimensional strongly convex problem:

min
x∈R2

f(x; t) := ∥x− y(t)∥2,

where y(t) = (10 sin 0.5t, 23 cos 0.3t) is a target trajectory. This is the same setting as [Lin et al., 2019,
Section 5]. We compared the proposed method with Gradient Trajectory Tracking (GTT) [Simonetto
et al., 2016], a state-of-the-art algorithm for strongly convex problems. We fixed the sampling period
to h = 0.1 and the initial point to x0 = (0, 0). The constants µ, L2,0, and L1,1 in Theorem 4.2 can
be computed as µ = 2, L2,0 = 2, and L1,1 < 17.04. We set α = 1/2 and we can derive θ1 = 0 and
σ1 ≤ L1,1/µ = 8.52, where θ1 and σ1 are the constants in Theorem 4.2. To satisfy the first inequality
in (3.2) with (γ, P ) = (θC1 , 7), it suffices to take C ≥ 1. The condition (3.12) with (p, C, γ) = (7, 1, θC1 )
is reduced to v ≥ σ1 when we neglect the terms γk−k0−p+1 and σph

p as sufficiently small. For these
reasons, we set (C, v) = (1, 10).

Figure 4 shows the results. The proposed method outperformed GTT in terms of the tracking error.
It is also worth noting that our algorithm achieved high accuracy in tracking the target trajectory
after a certain number of rounds, as stated in Theorem 3.6.

6.3 Experiment 3: Non-convex Robust Regression

We consider the following non-convex problem:

min
x∈Rn

f(x; t) :=
1

m

m∑
i=1

ℓ
(
ai(t)

⊤x− bi(t)
)
,

where ℓ(·) is the Geman–McClure loss function [Geman and McClure, 1985] defined by ℓ(z) :=
z2/(1 + z2). For each t = tk (k = 0, 1, . . .), we sampled a1(t), . . . ,am(t) ∈ Rn from the uniform
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distribution on [−1, 1]n independently and computed bi(t) by bi(t) = ai(t)
⊤x∗(t), where x∗(t) =

(cos(t/n), cos(2t/n), . . . , cos t) is a smoothly changing true trajectory. Since the objective function is
non-convex in x and non-smooth in t, using (∇xxf(x; t))−1 or ∇xtf(x; t) is unstable in this setting.
We compare the proposed method with Time-Varying Gradient Descent (TVGD) because TVGD has
a theoretical guarantee without the assumption that the initial point is sufficiently close to the initial
optimum, even in non-convex optimization problems, as shown in [Iwakiri et al., 2024, Theorem 3.1]
and Theorem 5.5 in this paper. We fixed the sampling period to h = 0.1 and the initial point to
x0 = 0. We set the problem’s parameters as (n,m) = (10, 100) and the algorithm’s parameters as
(P,C, v) = (7, 30, 10). Since f(·; t) is 2-smooth, we set α = 1/2.

Figure 5 implies that the proposed method outperformed TVGD in terms of the tracking error.
This result also suggests that our algorithm can perform well even when f(x; t) is non-convex in x
and non-smooth in t as long as the target trajectory is sufficiently smooth. This is consistent with
the theoretical result in Theorem 3.6, which only assumes the smoothness of the target trajectory
(Assumption 3.1(b)) and local linear convergence of the correction step (Assumption 3.1(d)).

7 Conclusion

We proposed a prediciton-correction algorithm, SHARP, which tracks a target trajectory of time-
varying optimization problems. Its prediction scheme is based on the Lagrange interpolation of past
solutions and an acceptance condition, which can be computed without Hessian matrices or even
gradients. We proved that the proposed method achieves an O(hp) tracking error, assuming that
the target trajectory has a bounded pth derivative and the correction step converges locally linearly.
We also proved that the proposed method can track a trajectory of stationary points even if the
objective function is non-convex. Numerical experiments demonstrated that our algorithm tracks a
target trajectory with high accuracy.

In the future, we will investigate how the proposed method can be generalized to more complex
problems, such as constrained, non-smooth, or stochastic problems. Another possible direction is to
weaken the assumptions of the tracking error analysis.
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A Proof of Lemma 2.1

Proof. First, we prove ∫
[0,1]p

φ(p)

(
p∑

i=1

si

)
ds =

p∑
i=0

(−1)p−i

(
p

i

)
φ(i) (A.1)

for any p-times differentiable function φ : R → Rn by induction. For p = 1, the equation (A.1) is
equivalent to

∫ 1
0 φ′(s1)ds1 = φ(1) − φ(0), which holds from the fundamental theorem of calculus.

Assume (A.1) holds for some p. Then, we have∫
[0,1]p+1

φ(p+1)

(
p+1∑
i=1

si

)
ds =

∫
[0,1]p

φ(p)

(
1 +

p∑
i=1

si

)
ds−

∫
[0,1]p

φ(p)

(
p∑

i=1

si

)
ds

=

p∑
i=0

(−1)p−i

(
p

i

)
φ(1 + i) −

p∑
i=0

(−1)p−i

(
p

i

)
φ(i)

=

p+1∑
i=1

(−1)p−i+1

(
p

i− 1

)
φ(i) +

p∑
i=0

(−1)p−i+1

(
p

i

)
φ(i)

=

p+1∑
i=0

(−1)p−i+1

(
p + 1

i

)
φ(i),

where the first equality is the integration by sp+1, and the second equality follows from the induction
hypothesis. Thus, (A.1) holds for any p ≥ 1.

(A.1) with φ(s) = x∗((k − s)h) yields∥∥∥∥∥x∗(tk) −
p∑

i=1

(−1)i−1

(
p

i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥
p∑

i=0

(−1)m−i

(
p

i

)
x∗(tk−i)

∥∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥∥
∫
[0,1]p

(x∗)(p)

((
k −

p∑
i=1

si

)
h

)
hpds

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ hp sup

t∈[tk,tk]

∥∥(x∗)(p)(t)
∥∥,

which completes the proof.

B Proof of Theorem 3.6

Proof. Lemma 3.5 guarantees (3.13) for all k1 + P ≤ k ≤ k.
Let

ak :=


ek −

2P−pσp
1 − (2P − 1)γ

hp if k1 ≤ k ≤ k1 + P − 1,

γ

P∑
i=1

(
P

i

)
ak−i if k1 + P ≤ k ≤ k.

(B.1)
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We prove

ek ≤ ak +
2P−pσp

1 − (2P − 1)γ
hp (B.2)

for all k1 ≤ k ≤ k by induction. For k1 ≤ k ≤ k1 +P −1, the inequality (B.2) holds with equality from
(B.1). Assume that there exists k2 ∈ {k1 +P − 1, . . . , k− 1} such that (B.2) holds for all k1 ≤ k ≤ k2.
Then, we have

ek2+1 ≤ γ

P∑
i=1

(
P

i

)
ek2+1−i + 2P−pσph

p

≤ γ
P∑
i=1

(
P

i

)(
ak2+1−i +

2P−pσp
1 − (2P − 1)γ

hp
)

+ 2P−pσph
p

= ak2+1 +
2P−pσp

1 − (2P − 1)γ
hp,

where the first inequality follows from (3.13) and the second inequality from the induction hypothesis.
Note that the last equality is obtained from (B.1). This implies that (B.2) holds for k = k2 + 1.
Therefore, (B.2) holds for all k1 ≤ k ≤ k.

Next, we find an upper bound on ak. The roots of the polynomial

zP − γ
P∑
i=1

(
P

i

)
zP−i = (1 + γ)zP − γ(z + 1)P

are

z =

(
(1 + γ−1)1/P exp

(
2πi

√
−1

P

)
− 1

)−1

for i = 1, 2, . . . , P,

which are distinct from each other. The root with the largest absolute value is ((1 + γ−1)1/P − 1)−1.
Hence, there exists a constant M ≥ 0 which is independent of k such that the following holds for all
k1 ≤ k ≤ k:

ak ≤ M
(

(1 + γ−1)1/P − 1
)−k

.

By combining with (B.2), we get (3.18) for all k1 ≤ k ≤ k.
Since the first inequality of (3.2) guarantees ((1 + γ−1)1/P − 1)−1 < 1, the asymptotic tracking

error is directly obtained by taking the limit k → ∞.

C Triangle Inequalities between Point and Set

The following triangle inequalities hold for the distance between points and sets, which are used in
the proof of Lemma 5.3.

Lemma C.1. For any x,y ∈ Rn and X ,Y ⊂ Rn, the following inequalities hold:

dist(x,Y) ≤ ∥x− y∥ + dist(y,Y), (C.1)

dist(x,Y) ≤ dist(x,X ) + dH(X ,Y). (C.2)

Proof. The inequality (C.1) can be proved by the triangle inequality:

dist(x,Y) = inf
y′∈Y

∥x− y′∥ ≤ ∥x− y∥ + inf
y′∈Y

∥y − y′∥ = ∥x− y∥ + dist(y,Y).

The inequality (C.1) holds even when restricting y to X . In this case, the second term on the
right-hand side of (C.1) can be upper bounded by dH(X ,Y) by the definition of the Hausdorff distance.
Hence, we have

dist(x,Y) ≤ ∥x− y∥ + dH(X ,Y),

for all y ∈ X . Taking the infimum with regard to y ∈ X yields (C.2).
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