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Abstract
Online convex optimization (OCO) with arbitrary
delays, in which gradients or other information
of functions could be arbitrarily delayed, has re-
ceived increasing attention recently. Different
from previous studies that focus on stationary en-
vironments, this paper investigates the delayed
OCO in non-stationary environments, and aims to
minimize the dynamic regret with respect to any
sequence of comparators. To this end, we first pro-
pose a simple algorithm, namely DOGD, which
performs a gradient descent step for each delayed
gradient according to their arrival order. Despite
its simplicity, our novel analysis shows that the
dynamic regret of DOGD can be automatically
bounded by O(

√
d̄T (PT+1)) under mild assump-

tions, and O(
√
dT (PT + 1)) in the worst case,

where d̄ and d denote the average and maximum
delay respectively, T is the time horizon, and PT

is the path-length of comparators. Furthermore,
we develop an improved algorithm, which reduces
those dynamic regret bounds achieved by DOGD
to O(

√
d̄T (PT + 1)) and O(

√
dT (PT + 1)), re-

spectively. The key idea is to run multiple DOGD
with different learning rates, and utilize a meta-
algorithm to track the best one based on their de-
layed performance. Finally, we demonstrate that
our improved algorithm is optimal in the worst
case by deriving a matching lower bound.

1. Introduction
Online convex optimization (OCO) has become a popular
paradigm for solving sequential decision-making problems
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(Shalev-Shwartz, 2011; Hazan, 2016; Orabona, 2019). In
OCO, an online player acts as the decision maker, which
chooses a decision xt from a convex set K ⊆ Rn at each
round t ∈ [T ]. After the decision xt is committed, the
player suffers a loss ft(xt), where ft(x) : K 7→ R is a
convex function selected by an adversary. To improve the
performance in subsequent rounds, the player needs to up-
date the decision by exploiting information about loss func-
tions in previous rounds. Plenty of algorithms and theories
have been introduced to guide the player (Zinkevich, 2003;
Shalev-Shwartz & Singer, 2007; Hazan et al., 2007).

However, most of existing studies assume that the infor-
mation about each function ft(x) is revealed at the end of
round t, which is not necessarily satisfied in many real ap-
plications. For example, in online advertisement (McMahan
et al., 2013; He et al., 2014), each loss function depends
on whether a user clicks an ad or not, which may not be
decided even when the user has observed the ad for a long
period of time. To tackle this issue, there has been a surge of
research interest in OCO with arbitrary delays (Joulani et al.,
2013; McMahan & Streeter, 2014; Quanrud & Khashabi,
2015; Joulani et al., 2016; Flaspohler et al., 2021; Wan
et al., 2022a;b; 2023a), where the information about ft(x)
is revealed at the end of round t + dt − 1, and dt ≥ 1
denotes the delay. However, these studies focus on devel-
oping algorithms to minimize the static regret of the player,
i.e., R(T ) =

∑T
t=1 ft(xt)−minx∈K

∑T
t=1 ft(x), which is

only meaningful for stationary environments where at least
one fixed decision can minimize the cumulative loss well,
and thus cannot handle non-stationary environments where
the best decision is drifting over time.

To address this limitation, we investigate the delayed OCO
with a more suitable performance metric called dynamic
regret (Zinkevich, 2003):

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) =

T∑
t=1

ft(xt)−
T∑

t=1

ft(ut)

which compares the player against any sequence of changing
comparators u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K. It is well-known that in the
non-delayed setting, online gradient descent (OGD) can at-
tain a dynamic regret bound of O(

√
T (PT +1)) (Zinkevich,

2003), where PT =
∑T

t=2 ∥ut − ut−1∥2 is the path-length
of comparators, and multiple OGD with different learning
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rates can be combined to achieve an optimal dynamic re-
gret bound of O(

√
T (PT + 1)) by using a mete-algorithm

(Zhang et al., 2018a). Thus, it is natural to ask whether these
algorithms and dynamic regret bounds can be generalized
into the setting with arbitrary delays.

In this paper, we provide an affirmative answer to the above
question. Specifically, we first propose delayed online gra-
dient descent (DOGD), and provide a novel analysis on
its dynamic regret. In the literature, Quanrud & Khashabi
(2015) have developed a delayed variant of OGD for mini-
mizing the static regret, which performs a gradient descent
step by using the sum of gradients received in each round.
Different from their algorithm, our DOGD performs a gra-
dient descent step for each delayed gradient according to
their arrival order, which allows us to exploit an In-Order
property (i.e., delays do not change the arrival order of gra-
dients) to reduce the dynamic regret. Let d̄ =

∑T
t=1 dt/T

and d = max{d1, . . . , dT } denote the average and maxi-
mum delay, respectively. Our analysis shows that the dy-
namic regret of DOGD can be automatically bounded by
O(

√
d̄T (PT + 1)) under mild assumptions such as the In-

Order property, and O(
√
dT (PT + 1)) in the worst case.

Furthermore, inspired by Zhang et al. (2018a), we propose
an improved algorithm based on DOGD, namely multiple
delayed online gradient descent (Mild-OGD). The essen-
tial idea is to run multiple DOGD, each with a different
learning rate that enjoys small dynamic regret for a spe-
cific path-length, and combine them with a meta-algorithm.
Compared with Zhang et al. (2018a), the key challenge
is that the performance of each DOGD is required by the
meta-algorithm, but it is also arbitrarily delayed. To address
this difficulty, our meta-algorithm is built upon the delayed
Hedge—a technique for prediction with delayed expert ad-
vice (Korotin et al., 2020), which can track the best DOGD
based on their delayed performance. We prove that the dy-
namic regret of Mild-OGD can be automatically bounded
by O(

√
d̄T (PT + 1)) under mild assumptions such as the

In-Order property, and O(
√

dT (PT + 1)) in the worst case.
In the special case without delay, both bounds reduce to the
O(
√
T (PT + 1)) bound achieved by Zhang et al. (2018a).

Finally, we demonstrate that our Mild-OGD is optimal in
the worst case by deriving a matching lower bound.

2. Related Work
In this section, we briefly review related work on OCO with
arbitrary delays and the dynamic regret.

2.1. OCO with Arbitrary Delays

To deal with arbitrary delays, Joulani et al. (2013) first
propose a black-box technique, which can extend any non-
delayed OCO algorithm into the delayed setting. The main

idea is to pool multiple instances of the non-delayed algo-
rithm, each of which runs over a subsequence of rounds that
satisfies the non-delayed assumption. Moreover, Joulani
et al. (2013) show that if the non-delayed algorithm has a
static regret bound of R(T ), this technique can attain a static
regret bound of dR(T/d). Notice that in the non-delayed
setting, there exist plenty of algorithms with an O(

√
T )

static regret bound, such as OGD (Zinkevich, 2003). As a
result, combining with OGD, this technique can achieve a
static regret bound of O(

√
dT ). However, despite the gen-

erality of this technique, it needs to run multiple instances
of the non-delayed algorithm, which could be prohibitively
resource-intensive (Quanrud & Khashabi, 2015; Joulani
et al., 2016). For this reason, instead of adopting the tech-
nique of Joulani et al. (2013), subsequent studies extend
many specific non-delayed OCO algorithms into the de-
layed setting by only running a single instance of them with
the delayed information about all loss functions.

Specifically, Quanrud & Khashabi (2015) propose a delayed
variant of OGD, and reduce the static regret to O(

√
d̄T ),

which depends on the average delay d̄, instead of the maxi-
mum delay d. By additionally assuming that the In-Order
property holds, McMahan & Streeter (2014) develop a de-
layed variant of the adaptive gradient (AdaGrad) algorithm
(McMahan & Streeter, 2010; Duchi et al., 2011), and estab-
lish a data-dependent static regret bound, which could be
tighter than O(

√
dT ) for sparse data. Later, Joulani et al.

(2016) propose another delayed variant of AdaGrad, which
can attain a data-dependent static regret bound without the
In-Order property. Recently, Flaspohler et al. (2021) de-
velop delayed variants of optimistic algorithms (Rakhlin &
Sridharan, 2013; Joulani et al., 2017), which can make use of
“hints” about expected future loss functions to improve the
O(

√
dT ) static regret. Wan et al. (2022a) extend the delayed

variant of OGD (Quanrud & Khashabi, 2015) to further ex-
ploit the strong convexity of functions. Wan et al. (2022b;
2023a) develop a delayed variant of online Frank-Wolfe
(Hazan & Kale, 2012), and obtain a static regret bound of
O(T 3/4 + d̄T 1/4). Their algorithm is projection-free and
can be efficiently implemented over complex constraints.
We also notice that Korotin et al. (2020) consider the prob-
lem of prediction with expert advice—a special case of OCO
with linear functions and simplex decision sets, and propose
a delayed variant of Hedge (Freund & Schapire, 1997) to
achieve the O(

√
d̄T ) static regret.

2.2. Dynamic Regret

Dynamic regret of OCO is first introduced by Zinkevich
(2003), who demonstrates that OGD can attain a dynamic
regret bound of O(

√
T (PT + 1)) by simply utilizing a con-

stant learning rate. Later, Zhang et al. (2018a) establish
a lower bound of Ω(

√
T (PT + 1)) for the dynamic regret.

Moreover, to improve the upper bound, Zhang et al. (2018a)

2
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propose a novel algorithm that runs multiple instances of
OGD with different learning rates in parallel, and tracks the
best one via Hedge (Freund & Schapire, 1997). Although
the strategy of maintaining multiple learning rates is origi-
nally proposed to adaptively minimize the static regret for
multiple types of functions (van Erven & Koolen, 2016; van
Erven et al., 2021), Zhang et al. (2018a) extend it to achieve
an optimal dynamic regret bound of O(

√
T (PT + 1)). Sub-

sequent studies achieve tighter dynamic regret bounds for
special types of data (Cutkosky, 2020) and functions (Zhao
et al., 2020; Baby & Wang, 2021; 2022; 2023), and reduce
the computational complexity for handling complex con-
straints (Zhao et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024). Besides, there
also exist plenty of studies (Jadbabaie et al., 2015; Besbes
et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2016; Mokhtari et al., 2016; Zhang
et al., 2017; 2018b; Baby & Wang, 2019; Wan et al., 2021;
2023b; Zhao & Zhang, 2021; Wang et al., 2021; 2023) that
focus on a restricted form of the dynamic regret, in which
ut = x∗

t ∈ argminx∈K ft(x). However, as discussed by
Zhang et al. (2018a), the restricted dynamic regret is too
pessimistic and less flexible than the general one.

2.3. Discussions

Although both arbitrary delays and the dynamic regret have
attracted much research interest, it is still unclear how ar-
bitrary delays affect the dynamic regret. Recently, Wang
et al. (2021; 2023) have demonstrated under a fixed and
knowable delay d′, simply performing OGD with a de-
layed gradient ∇ft−d′+1(xt−d′+1) is able to achieve a re-
stricted dynamic regret bound of O(

√
d′T (P ∗

T + 1)) when
P ∗
T =

∑T
t=2 ∥x∗

t − x∗
t−1∥2 is also knowable.1 However,

their algorithm and theoretical results do not apply to the
general dynamic regret under arbitrary delays. Moreover,
one may try to extend existing algorithms with dynamic
regret bounds into the delayed setting via the black-box
technique of Joulani et al. (2013). However, we want to em-
phasize that they focus on the static regret, and their analysis
cannot directly yield a dynamic regret bound. In addition,
since their technique does not achieve the O(

√
d̄T ) static re-

gret, it seems also unable to achieve the O(
√

d̄T (PT + 1))
dynamic regret even under the In-Order assumption.

3. Main Results
In this section, we first introduce necessary assumptions, and
then present our DOGD and Mild-OGD. Finally, we provide
a matching lower bound to demonstrate the optimality of
our Mild-OGD in the worst case.

1Note that Wang et al. (2021; 2023) aim to handle a special
decision set with long-term constraints, and thus their algorithm is
more complicated than OGD with the delayed gradient. Here, we
omit other details of their algorithm because such a decision set is
beyond the scope of this paper.

3.1. Assumptions

Assumption 3.1. The gradients of all functions are bounded
by G, i.e., ∥∇ft(x)∥2 ≤ G for any x ∈ K and t ∈ [T ].

Assumption 3.2. The decision set K contains the origin 0,
and its diameter is bounded by D, i.e., ∥x− y∥2 ≤ D for
any x,y ∈ K.

Assumption 3.3. Delays do not change the arrival order of
gradients, i.e., the gradient ∇fi(xi) is received before the
gradient ∇fj(xj), for any 1 ≤ i < j ≤ T .

Remark: The first two assumptions have been commonly
utilized in previous studies on OCO (Shalev-Shwartz, 2011;
Hazan, 2016). To further justify the rationality of Assump-
tion 3.3, we notice that parallel and distributed optimization
(McMahan & Streeter, 2014; Zhou et al., 2018) is also a
representative application of delayed OCO. For parallel op-
timization with many threads, the delay is mainly caused
by the computing time of gradients. Thus, as in McMahan
& Streeter (2014), it is reasonable to assume that these de-
lays satisfy the In-Order assumption, because the gradient
computed first is more likely to be obtained first. Even for
general parallel and distributed optimization, polynomially
growing delays, which imply di ≤ dj for i < j and thus sat-
isfy the In-Order assumption, have received much attention
in recent years (Zhou et al., 2018; Ren et al., 2020; Zhou
et al., 2022). Moreover, we want to emphasize that Assump-
tion 3.3 is only utilized to achieve the dynamic regret bound
depending on the average delay d̄, and the case without this
assumption is also considered.

3.2. DOGD with Dynamic Regret

In the following, we first introduce detailed procedures of
DOGD, and then present its theoretical guarantees.

3.2.1. DETAILED PROCEDURES

Recall that in the non-delayed setting, the classical OGD
algorithm (Zinkevich, 2003) at each round t updates the
decision as

xt+1 = argmin
x∈K

∥x− (xt − η∇ft(xt))∥22 (1)

where η is a learning rate. To handle the setting with arbi-
trary delays, Quanrud & Khashabi (2015) have proposed a
delayed variant of OGD by replacing ∇ft(xt) with the sum
of gradients received in round t. However, it ignores the
arrival order of gradients, and thus cannot benefit from the
In-Order property when minimizing the dynamic regret.

To address this limitation, we propose a new delayed variant
of OGD, which performs a gradient descent step for each de-
layed gradient according to their arrival order. Specifically,
our algorithm is named as delayed online gradient descent
(DOGD) and outlined in Algorithm 1, where τ records the

3
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Algorithm 1 DOGD
1: Input: a learning rate η
2: Initialization: set y1 = 0 and τ = 1
3: for t = 1, . . . , T do
4: Play xt = yτ and query ∇ft(xt)
5: Receive {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft}
6: for k ∈ Ft (in the ascending order) do
7: Compute yτ+1 as in (2) and set τ = τ + 1
8: end for
9: end for

number of generated decisions and yτ denotes the τ -th gen-
erated decision. Initially, we set y1 = 0 and τ = 1. At each
round t ∈ [T ], we first play the latest decision xt = yτ and
query the gradient ∇ft(xt).

After that, due to the effect of arbitrary delays, we receive a
set of delayed gradients {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft}, where

Ft = {k ∈ [T ]|k + dk − 1 = t}.

For each k ∈ Ft, inspired by (1), we perform the following
update

yτ+1 = argmin
x∈K

∥x− (yτ − η∇fk(xk))∥22 (2)

and then set τ = τ + 1. Moreover, to utilize the In-Order
property, elements in the set Ft are sorted and traversed in
the ascending order.

3.2.2. THEORETICAL GUARANTEES

We notice that due to the effect of delays, there could exist
some gradients that arrive after round T . Although our
DOGD does not need to utilize these gradients, they are
useful to facilitate our analysis and discussion. Therefore,
in the analysis of DOGD, we virtually set xt = yτ and
perform steps 5 to 8 in Algorithm 1 at some additional
rounds t = T + 1, . . . , T + d− 1. In this way, all queried
gradients are utilized to generate decisions

y1, . . . ,yT+1.

Moreover, we denote the time-stamp of the τ -th utilized
gradient by cτ . To help understanding, one can imagine that
DOGD also sets cτ = k at the beginning of its step 7.

Then, we establish the following theorem with only As-
sumptions 3.1 and 3.2.
Theorem 3.4. Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, for any
comparator sequence u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K, Algorithm 1 ensures

R(u1, . . . ,uT )

≤D2 +DPT

η
+ ηG2

T∑
t=1

mt +

T∑
t=1

G∥ut − uct∥2
(3)

where mt = t−
∑t−1

i=1 |Fi|.

Remark: The value of mt − 1 actually counts the number
of gradients that have been queried, but still not received
at the end of round t− 1. Since the gradient ∇ft(xt) will
only be counted as an unreceived gradient in dt − 1 rounds,
it is easy to verify that

T∑
t=1

mt ≤
T∑

t=1

dt = d̄T. (4)

Therefore, the first two terms in the right side of (3) are
upper bounded by (2D + PT )G

√
d̄T so long as

η =
D

G
√∑T

t=1 mt

. (5)

However, we still need to bound the last term in the right
side of (3), which reflects the “comparator drift” caused by
arbitrary delays, and has never appeared in previous studies
on the delayed feedback and dynamic regret.

To this end, we establish the following lemma regarding the
comparator drift.

Lemma 3.5. Under Assumption 3.2, for any comparator
sequence u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K, Algorithm 1 ensures

T∑
t=1

∥ut − uct∥2 ≤ min {KD, 2dPT } ≤
√
2dKDPT

where K =
∑T

t=1 I(t ̸= ct) and I(·) denotes the indicator
function.

Remark: Since Algorithm 1 utilizes the received gradients
in the ascending order, the value of K counts the number
of delays that are not in order. Therefore, Lemma 3.5 im-
plies that the comparator drift can be upper bounded by
O(

√
dTPT ) in the worst case because of K ≤ T , and

vanishes if the In-Order property holds, i.e., K = 0. To fa-
cilitate discussions, we mainly focus on these two extremes,
though the comparator drift can be bounded by O(

√
d̄TPT )

in an intermediate case with K ≤ O(T d̄/d).

By further combining Theorem 3.4 with (4) and Lemma 3.5,
we derive the following corollary.

Corollary 3.6. Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, by setting
η as in (5), Algorithm 1 ensures

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) ≤(2D + PT )G
√

d̄T + C

for any comparator sequence u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K, where

C =

{
0, if Assumption 3.3 also holds;

min {TGD, 2dGPT } , otherwise.
(6)

Remark: From Corollary 3.6, our DOGD enjoys a dynamic
regret bound of O(

√
d̄T (PT + 1) + C), which is adaptive

4
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to the upper bound of comparator drift. First, because of
min {TGD, 2dGPT } ≤ G

√
2dTDPT and d̄ ≤ d, the dy-

namic regret of DOGD can be bounded by O(
√
dT (PT+1))

in the worst case, which magnifies the O(
√
T (PT + 1)) dy-

namic regret of OGD (Zinkevich, 2003) in the non-delayed
setting by a coefficient depending on the maximum delay
d. Second, in case C ≤ O(

√
d̄TPT ), the dynamic regret of

DOGD automatically reduces to O(
√
d̄T (PT + 1)), which

depends on the average delay. According to (6), this con-
dition can be simply satisfied for all possible PT when the
In-Order property holds or d ≤

√
d̄T . Third, by substituting

u1 = · · · = uT into Corollary 3.6, we find that DOGD
can attain a static regret bound of O(

√
d̄T ) for arbitrary

delays, which matches the best existing result (Quanrud &
Khashabi, 2015).

Remark: At first glance, Corollary 3.6 needs to set the learn-
ing rate as in (5), which may become a limitation of DOGD,
because the value of

∑T
t=1 mt is generally unknown in prac-

tice. However, we note that Quanrud & Khashabi (2015)
also face this issue when minimizing the static regret of
OCO with arbitrary delays, and have introduced a simple
solution by utilizing the standard “doubling trick” (Cesa-
Bianchi et al., 1997) to adaptively adjust the learning rate.
The main insight behind this solution is that the value of∑T

t=1 mt can be calculated on the fly. The details about
DOGD with the doubling trick are provided in the appendix.

3.3. Mild-OGD with Improved Dynamic Regret

One unsatisfactory point of DOGD is that the dynamic regret
linearly depends on the path-length. Notice that if only a
specific path-length PT is considered, from Theorem 3.4,
we can tune the learning rate as

η∗ =

√
D(D + PT )

G
√∑T

t=1 mt

and obtain the dynamic regret sublinear to PT . However,
our goal is to minimize the dynamic regret with respect
to any possible path-length PT . To address this dilemma,
inspired by Zhang et al. (2018a), we develop an algorithm
that runs multiple DOGD as experts, each with a different
learning rate for a specific path-length, and combines them
with a meta-algorithm.

It is worth noting that the meta-algorithm of Zhang et al.
(2018a) is incompatible to the delayed setting studied
here. To this end, we adopt the delayed Hedge (Korotin
et al., 2020), an expert-tracking method under arbitrary
delays, to design our meta-algorithm. Moreover, there ex-
ist two options for the meta-algorithm to maintain these
expert-algorithms: running them over the original functions
{ft(x)}t∈[T ] or the surrogate functions {ℓt(x)}t∈[T ], where

ℓt(x) = ⟨∇ft(xt),x− xt⟩ (7)

Algorithm 2 Mild-OGD: Meta-algorithm
1: Input: a parameter α and a set H containing learning

rates for experts
2: Activate a set of experts {Eη|η ∈ H} by invoking the

expert-algorithm for each learning rate η ∈ H
3: Sort learning rates in the ascending order, i.e., η1 ≤

· · · ≤ η|H|, and set wηi

1 = |H|+1
i(i+1)|H|

4: for t = 1, . . . , T do
5: Receive xη

t from each expert Eη

6: Play the decision xt =
∑

η∈H wη
t x

η
t

7: Query ∇ft(xt) and receive {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft}
8: Update the weight of each expert as in (8)
9: Send {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft} to each expert Eη

10: end for

and xt is the decision of the meta-algorithm. In this pa-
per, we choose the second option, because the surrogate
functions allow expert-algorithms to reuse the gradient of
the meta-algorithm, and thus can avoid inconsistent delays
between the meta-algorithm and expert-algorithms. Specif-
ically, our algorithm is named as multiple delayed online
gradient descent (Mild-OGD), and stated below.

Meta-algorithm Let H denote a set of learning rates for
experts. We first activate a set of experts {Eη|η ∈ H} by
invoking the expert-algorithm for each learning rate η ∈ H.
Let ηi be the i-th smallest learning rate in H. Following
Zhang et al. (2018a), the initial weight of each expert Eηi

is set as

wηi

1 =
|H|+ 1

i(i+ 1)|H|
.

In each round t ∈ [T ], our meta-algorithm receives a deci-
sion xη

t from each expert Eη, and then plays the weighted
decision as

xt =
∑
η∈H

wη
t x

η
t .

After that, it queries the gradient ∇ft(xt), but only receives
{∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft} due to the effect of arbitrary delays.
Then, according to the delayed Hedge (Korotin et al., 2020),
we update the weight of each expert as

wη
t+1 =

wη
t e

−α
∑

k∈Ft
ℓk(x

η
k)∑

µ∈H wµ
t e

−α
∑

k∈Ft
ℓk(x

µ
k )

(8)

where α is a parameter and ℓk(x) is defined in (7). This is
the critical difference between our meta-algorithm and that
in Zhang et al. (2018a), which updates the weight according
to the vanilla Hedge (Cesa-Bianchi et al., 1997).

Finally, we send gradients {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft} to each ex-
pert Eη so that they can update their own decisions without
querying additional gradients. The detailed procedures of
our meta-algorithm are summarized in Algorithm 2.

5
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Algorithm 3 Mild-OGD: Expert-algorithm
1: Input: a learning rate η
2: Initialization: set yη

1 = 0 and τ = 1
3: for t = 1, . . . , T do
4: Submit xη

t = yη
τ to the meta-algorithm

5: Receive gradients {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft} from the meta-
algorithm

6: for k ∈ Ft (in the ascending order) do
7: Compute yη

τ+1 as in (9) and set τ = τ + 1
8: end for
9: end for

Expert-algorithm The expert-algorithm is instantiated
by running DOGD over the surrogate loss function defined
in (7), instead of the real loss function. To emphasize this
difference, we present its procedures in Algorithm 3. The
input and initialization are the same as those in DOGD. At
each round t ∈ [T ], the expert-algorithm first submits the
decision xη

t = yη
τ to the meta-algorithm, and then receives

gradients {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft} from the meta-algorithm. For
each k ∈ Ft, it updates the decision as

yη
τ+1 = argmin

x∈K
∥x− (yη

τ − η∇fk(xk))∥22 (9)

and sets τ = τ + 1.

We have the following theoretical guarantee for the dynamic
regret of Mild-OGD.

Theorem 3.7. Let mt = t−
∑t−1

i=1 |Fi|. Under Assumptions
3.1 and 3.2, by setting

H =

{
ηi =

2i−1D

G
√
β

∣∣∣∣ i = 1, . . . , N

}
and α =

1

GD
√
β

where N =
⌈
1
2 log2(T + 1)

⌉
+ 1 and β =

∑T
t=1 mt, Algo-

rithm 2 ensures

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) ≤(3
√

D(D + PT ) +D)G
√

d̄T

+ C + 2GD
√
d̄T ln (k + 1)

=O

(√
d̄T (PT + 1) + C

)
for any comparator sequence u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K, where

k =
⌊
log2

√
(PT +D)/D

⌋
+ 1

and C is defined in (6).

Remark: Theorem 3.7 shows that Mild-OGD can attain
a dynamic regret bound of O(

√
d̄T (PT + 1) + C), which

is also adaptive to the upper bound of comparator drift. It
is easy to verify that this dynamic regret bound becomes
O(
√
dT (PT + 1)) in the worst case. Moreover, it reduces

to O(
√

d̄T (PT + 1)) in case C ≤ O(
√

d̄TPT ), which can
be satisfied for all possible PT when the In-order property
holds or for PT ≤ d̄T/d2. Compared with the dynamic
regret of DOGD, Mild-OGD reduces the linear dependence
on PT to be sublinear. Moreover, compared with the opti-
mal O(

√
T (PT + 1)) bound achieved in the non-delayed

setting (Zhang et al., 2018a), Mild-OGD magnifies it by
a coefficient depending on delays. We also notice that al-
though Theorem 3.7 requires the value of

∑T
t=1 mt to tune

parameters, as previously discussed, this requirement can
be removed by utilizing the doubling trick. The details
about Mild-OGD with the doubling trick are provided in the
appendix.

3.4. Lower Bound

Finally, we show that our Mild-OGD is optimal in the worst
case by establishing the following lower bound.
Theorem 3.8. Let L = ⌈TD/max{P,D}⌉. Suppose
K = [−D/(2

√
n), D/(2

√
n)]

n which satisfies Assumption
3.2. For any OCO algorithm, any P ∈ [0, TD], and any
positive integer d, there exists a sequence of comparators
u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K satisfying PT ≤ P , a sequence of func-
tions f1(x), . . . , fT (x) satisfying Assumption 3.1, and a
sequence of delays 1 ≤ d1, . . . , dT ≤ d such that

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) ≥


DGT

2
√
2
, if d > L;

G
√
dDmax{P,D}T

4
√
2

, otherwise.

Remark: From Theorem 3.8, if d > L = Ω(T/(PT + 1)),
there exists an Ω(T ) lower bound on the dynamic regret,
which can be trivially matched by any OCO algorithm in-
cluding our Algorithm 2. As a result, we mainly focus on the
case d ≤ L, and notice that Theorem 3.8 essentially estab-
lishes an Ω(

√
dT (PT + 1)) lower bound, which matches

the O(
√

dT (PT + 1)) dynamic regret of our Mild-OGD in
the worst case. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
lower bound for the dynamic regret of the delayed OCO.

4. Analysis
In this section, we prove Theorem 3.4, Lemma 3.5, Theorem
3.7, and Theorem 3.8 by introducing some lemmas. The
omitted proofs can be found in the appendix.

4.1. Proof of Theorem 3.4

It is easy to verify that

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) ≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇ft(xt),xt − ut⟩

where the inequality is due to the convexity of functions.
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Let τt = 1 +
∑t−1

i=1 |Fi|. Then, combining the above in-
equality with the fact that c1, . . . , cT is a permutation of
1, . . . , T , we have

R(u1, . . . ,uT )

≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇fct(xct),xct − uct⟩

=

T∑
t=1

〈
∇fct(xct),yτct

− uct

〉
=

T∑
t=1

〈
∇fct(xct),yt − ut + yτct

− yt

〉
+

T∑
t=1

⟨∇fct(xct),ut − uct⟩

≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇fct(xct),yt − ut⟩+
T∑

t=1

G
∥∥yτct

− yt

∥∥
2

+

T∑
t=1

G∥ut − uct∥2

(10)

where the first equality is due to xt = yτt in Algorithm 1,
and the last inequality is due to Assumption 3.1.

Let y′
t+1 = yt − η∇fct(xct). For the first term in the right

side of (10), we have
T∑

t=1

⟨∇fct(xct),yt − ut⟩ =
T∑

t=1

〈
yt − y′

t+1,yt − ut

〉
η

=

T∑
t=1

(
∥yt − ut∥22 − ∥y′

t+1 − ut∥22 + ∥yt − y′
t+1∥22

)
2η

=

T∑
t=1

(
∥yt − ut∥22 − ∥y′

t+1 − ut∥22 + ∥η∇fct(xct)∥22
)

2η

≤
T∑

t=1

1

2η

(
∥yt − ut∥22 − ∥yt+1 − ut∥22 + η2G2

)
=

T∑
t=1

((
∥yt∥22 − ∥yt+1∥22

)
2η

+
⟨yt+1 − yt,ut⟩

η
+

ηG2

2

)

≤1

η
⟨yT+1,uT ⟩+

T∑
t=2

1

η
⟨ut−1 − ut,yt⟩+

ηTG2

2

≤1

η
∥yT+1∥2∥uT ∥2 +

T∑
t=2

1

η
∥ut−1 − ut∥2∥yt∥2 +

ηTG2

2

≤D2 +DPT

η
+

ηTG2

2
(11)

where the first inequality is due to Assumption 3.1, the
second inequality is due to y1 = 0 and ∥yT+1∥22 ≥ 0, and
the last inequality is due to Assumption 3.2.

Then, we proceed to bound the second term in the right side
of (10). Note that before round ct, Algorithm 1 has received
τct−1 gradients, and thus has generated y1, . . . ,yτct

. More-
over, let q = ct + dct − 1. It is easy to verify that q ≥ ct,
and thus Algorithm 1 has also generated y1, . . . ,yτct

before
round q. Since the gradient ∇fct(xct) is used to update yt

in round q, we have
τct ≤ t. (12)

From (12), we have

T∑
t=1

∥∥yτct
− yt

∥∥
2
≤

T∑
t=1

t−1∑
k=τct

∥yk − yk+1∥2

≤
T∑

t=1

t−1∑
k=τct

∥∥yk − y′
k+1

∥∥
2

≤
T∑

t=1

t−1∑
k=τct

∥η∇fck(xck)∥2

≤ηG

T∑
t=1

(t− τct)

(13)

where the last inequality is due to Assumption 3.1.

Moreover, because of the definitions of τt and mt, we have

T∑
t=1

(t− τct) =

T∑
t=1

(t− 1)−
T∑

t=1

ct−1∑
i=1

|Fi|

=

T∑
t=1

(t− 1)−
T∑

t=1

t−1∑
i=1

|Fi|

=

T∑
t=1

(
t− 1−

t−1∑
i=1

|Fi|

)

=

T∑
t=1

(mt − 1)

(14)

where the second equality is due to the fact that c1, . . . , cT
is a permutation of 1, . . . , T .

Then, combining (13) with (14), we have

T∑
t=1

G
∥∥yτct

− yt

∥∥
2
≤ ηG2

T∑
t=1

(mt − 1) . (15)

Finally, combining (10) with (11) and (15), we have

T∑
t=1

(ft(xt)− ft(ut))

≤D2 +DPT

η
+ ηG2

T∑
t=1

mt +

T∑
t=1

G∥ut − uct∥2

which completes this proof.
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4.2. Proof of Lemma 3.5

Since ∇fct(xct) is the t-th used gradient and arrives at the
end of round ct + dct − 1, it is not hard to verify that

t ≤ ct + dct − 1 ≤ ct + d− 1 (16)

for any t ∈ [T ], and there are at most t− 1 arrived gradients
before round ct + dct − 1. Notice that gradients queried
at rounds 1, . . . , t must have arrived at the end of round
t+ d− 1. Therefore, we also have ct+ dct − 2 < t+ d− 1,
which implies that

ct ≤ t+ d− dct ≤ t+ d− 1. (17)

If t ∈ [T ] and ct ≤ t, according to (16), we have

∥ut − uct∥2 ≤
t−1∑
k=ct

∥uk+1 − uk∥2

≤
min{ct+d−2,T−1}∑

k=ct

∥uk+1 − uk∥2.

(18)

Otherwise, if t ∈ [T ] and ct > t, according to (17), we have

∥ut − uct∥2 ≤
ct−1∑
k=t

∥uk+1 − uk∥2

≤
min{t+d−2,T−1}∑

k=t

∥uk+1 − uk∥2.

(19)

Therefore, combining (18) and (19), we have
T∑

t=1

∥ut − uct∥2

≤
T∑

t=1

min{ct+d−2,T−1}∑
k=ct

∥uk+1 − uk∥2

+

T∑
t=1

min{t+d−2,T−1}∑
k=t

∥uk+1 − uk∥2

=2

T∑
t=1

min{t+d−2,T−1}∑
k=t

∥uk+1 − uk∥2

≤2

d∑
k=1

T−1∑
t=1

∥ut+1 − ut∥2 = 2dPT

where the equality is due to the fact that c1, . . . , cT is a
permutation of 1, . . . , T .

Then, we complete this proof by further noticing that As-
sumption 3.2 and the definition of K can ensure

T∑
t=1

∥ut − uct∥2 =

T∑
t=1

I(t ̸= ct)∥ut − uct∥2

≤
T∑

t=1

I(t ̸= ct)D = DK.

4.3. Proof of Theorem 3.7

Let η∗ =
√
D(D + PT )/(βG2), where β =

∑T
t=1 mt.

From Assumption 3.2, we have

0 ≤ PT =

T∑
t=2

∥ut − ut−1∥2 ≤ TD

which implies that

η1 =
D

G
√
β

≤ η∗ ≤ D
√
T + 1

G
√
β

≤ η|H|.

Therefore, for any possible value of PT , there must exist a
learning rate ηk ∈ H such that

ηk ≤ η∗ ≤ 2ηk (20)

where k = ⌊log2
√

(PT +D)/D⌋+ 1.

Then, the dynamic regret can be upper bounded as follows

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) ≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇ft(xt),xt − ut⟩

=

T∑
t=1

ℓt (xt)−
T∑

t=1

ℓt (x
ηk
t )

+

T∑
t=1

ℓt (x
ηk
t )−

T∑
t=1

ℓt (ut) .

(21)

To bound the first term in the right side of (21), we introduce
the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let mt = t−
∑t−1

i=1 |Fi|. Under Assumptions
3.1 and 3.2, for any η ∈ H, Algorithm 2 has

T∑
t=1

ℓt (xt)−
T∑

t=1

ℓt(x
η
t ) ≤

1

α
ln

1

wη
1

+ αG2D2
T∑

t=1

mt.

Combining Lemma 4.1 with (1/wηk

1 ) ≤ (k + 1)2 and α =
1

GD
√∑T

t=1 mt

, under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, we have

T∑
t=1

ℓt (xt)−
T∑

t=1

ℓt(x
ηk
t )

≤2GD

√√√√ T∑
t=1

mt ln(k + 1) +GD

√√√√ T∑
t=1

mt

≤2GD
√

d̄T ln (k + 1) +GD
√

d̄T

where the last inequality is due to (4).

Note that each expert Eη actually is equal to running
Algorithm 1 with ℓ1(x), . . . , ℓT (x), where each gradient
∇ℓt(x

η
t ) = ∇ft(xt) is delayed to the end of round t+dt−1.
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Therefore, combining Theorem 3.4 with Lemma 3.5 and the
definition of C in (6), under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, we
have

T∑
t=1

ℓt (x
ηk
t )−

T∑
t=1

ℓt (ut)

≤D2 +DPT

ηk
+ ηkG

2
T∑

t=1

mt + C

≤2(D2 +DPT )

η∗
+ η∗G

2
T∑

t=1

mt + C

≤3G
√
D(D + PT )

√
d̄T + C

where the second inequality is due to (20), and the last
inequality is due to the definition of η∗ and (4).

Finally, we complete this proof by combining (21) with the
above two inequalities.

4.4. Proof of Theorem 3.8

Inspired by the proof of the lower bound in the non-delayed
setting (Zhang et al., 2018a), we first need to establish a
lower bound of static regret in the delayed setting. Although
the seminal work of Weinberger & Ordentlich (2002) has
already provided such a lower bound, it only holds in the
special case that d divides T . To address this limitation,
we establish a lower bound of static regret for any d and T ,
which is presented in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose K = [−D/(2
√
n), D/(2

√
n)]

n

which satisfies Assumption 3.2. For any OCO algorithm and
any positive integer d, there exists a sequence of functions
f1(x), . . . , fT (x) satisfying Assumption 3.1 and a sequence
of delays 1 ≤ d1, . . . , dT ≤ d such that

R(T ) ≥ DGT

2
√
2 ⌈T/d⌉

.

Let Z = ⌈T/L⌉. We then divide the total T rounds into Z
blocks, where the length of the first Z − 1 blocks is L and
that of the last block is T − (Z − 1)L. In this way, we can
define the set of rounds in the block z as

Tz = {(z − 1)L+ 1, . . . ,min{zL, T}}.

Moreover, we define the feasible set of u1, . . . ,uT as

C(P ) =

{
u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K

∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

t=2

∥ut − ut−1∥2 ≤ P

}

and construct a subset of C(P ) as

C′(P ) = {u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K |ui = uj ,∀z ∈ [Z], i, j ∈ Tz } .

Notice that the connection C′(P ) ⊆ C(P ) is derived by the
fact that the comparator sequence in C′(P ) only changes
Z − 1 ≤ P/D times, and thus its path-length does not
exceed P .

Then, because of C′(P ) ⊆ C(P ) and Lemma 4.2, there
exists a sequence of functions f1(x), . . . , fT (x) satisfying
Assumption 3.1 and a sequence of delays 1 ≤ d1, . . . , dT ≤
d such that

T∑
t=1

ft(xt)− min
u1,...,uT∈C(P )

T∑
t=1

ft(ut)

≥
T∑

t=1

ft(xt)− min
u1,...,uT∈C′(P )

T∑
t=1

ft(ut)

=

Z∑
z=1

(∑
t∈Tz

ft(xt)−min
x∈K

∑
t∈Tz

ft(x)

)

≥
Z∑

z=1

DG|Tz|
2
√
2 ⌈|Tz|/d⌉

.

Finally, we can complete this proof by further noticing that
Z∑

z=1

DG|Tz|
2
√

2 ⌈|Tz|/d⌉
≥

Z∑
z=1

DG|Tz|
2
√

2 ⌈L/d⌉
=

DGT

2
√
2 ⌈L/d⌉

≥


DGT

2
√
2
, if d > L;

G
√
dDmax{P,D}T

4
√
2

, otherwise;

where the first inequality is due to |Tz| ≤ L for any z ∈ [Z],
and the last inequality is mainly due to

⌈L/d⌉ ≤2L/d = 2 ⌈TD/max{P,D}⌉ /d
≤4TD/(max{P,D}d)

for d ≤ L.

5. Conclusion and Future Work
In this paper, we study the dynamic regret of OCO with arbi-
trary delays. To this end, we first propose a simple algorithm
called DOGD, the dynamic regret of which can be automati-
cally bounded by O(

√
d̄T (PT +1)) under mild assumptions

such as the In-Order property, and O(
√
dT (PT + 1)) in the

worst case. Furthermore, based on DOGD, we develop an
improved algorithm called Mild-OGD, which can automat-
ically enjoy an O(

√
d̄T (PT + 1)) dynamic regret bound

under mild assumptions such as the In-Order property, and
an O(

√
dT (PT + 1)) dynamic regret bound in the worst

case. Finally, we provide a matching lower bound to show
the optimality of our Mild-OGD in the worst case.

It is worth noting that there still are several directions for
future research, which are discussed in the appendix due to
the limitation of space.
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A. Detailed Discussions on Future Work
First, we notice that the O(

√
d̄T ) static regret bound can be achieved under arbitrary delays (Quanrud & Khashabi, 2015).

Thus, it is natural to ask whether the O(
√
d̄T (PT + 1)) dynamic regret bound can also be achieved without additional

assumptions. However, from Theorem 3.4, compared with the static regret, it is more challenging to minimize the dynamic
regret in the delayed setting, because delays will further cause a comparator drift, i.e.,

∑T
t=1 ∥ut − uct∥2. It seems highly

non-trivial to reduce the comparator drift without additional assumptions, and we leave this question as a future work.

Second, we have utilized the doubling trick to avoid tuning the learning rate with the unknown cumulative delay. One
potential limitation of this technique is that it needs to repeatedly restart itself, while forgetting all the preceding information.
For minimizing the static regret with arbitrary delays, Joulani et al. (2016) have addressed this limitation by continuously
adjusting the learning rate according to the norm of received gradients. Thus, it is also appealing to extend this idea for
minimizing the dynamic regret with arbitrary delays.

Third, our proposed algorithms require the time-stamp of delayed feedback. It is interesting to investigate how to minimize
the dynamic regret with anonymous and arbitrary delays. A potential useful property is that under the In-Order assumption,
the arrival order of the delayed gradients already ensures the ascending order of their time-stamps. Since our DOGD in
Algorithm 1 only utilizes the time-stamp to sort the elements in Ft, it actually can be implemented by simply performing
the gradient descent step in (1) whenever a gradient arrives even without the time-stamp. However, in our Mild-OGD, the
time-stamp is further utilized to compute the delayed surrogate loss of experts, i.e., ℓk(x

η
k) in (8), which cannot be discarded.

B. Proof of Lemma 4.1
We first define

Lη
t =

t∑
i=1

∑
k∈Fi

ℓk(x
η
k), L̃

η
t =

t∑
i=1

ℓi(x
η
i ), and W̃t =

∑
η∈H

wη
1e

−αL̃η
t .

Moreover, we define

ct = (Lη
t )η∈H ∈ R|H|, c̃t = (L̃η

t )η∈H ∈ R|H|, and wt = (wη
t )η∈H ∈ R|H|.

According to Algorithm 2, for any t ≥ 1, it is easy to verify that

wη
t+1 =

wη
t e

−α
∑

k∈Ft
ℓk(x

η
k)∑

µ∈H wµ
t e

−α
∑

k∈Ft
ℓk(x

µ
k )

=
wη

1e
−αLη

t∑
µ∈H wµ

1 e
−αLµ

t

.

Combining with the above definitions, we have

wt+1 = argmin
w∈∆

〈
− 1

α
ln(w1) + ct,w

〉
+

1

α
R(w)

where ∆ = {w ⪰ 0|⟨w,1⟩ = 1} and R(w) =
∑

i wi lnwi.

Similarly, for any t ≥ 1, we define

w̃t+1 = argmin
w∈∆

〈
− 1

α
ln(w1) + c̃t,w

〉
+

1

α
R(w)

In this way, for any t ≥ 1, we also have w̃t+1 = (w̃η
t+1)η∈H, where

w̃η
t+1 =

wη
1e

−αL̃η
t∑

µ∈H wµ
1 e

−αL̃µ
t

.

Moreover, we define w̃1 = w1 and
x̃t =

∑
η∈H

w̃η
t x

η
t . (22)

Then, we will bound the distance between x̃t and xt based on the following lemma.
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Lemma B.1. (Lemma 5 in Duchi et al. (2011)) Let ΠK(u, α) = argminx∈K⟨u,x⟩+ 1
αR(x). If R(x) is 1-strongly convex

with respect to a norm ∥ · ∥, it holds that

∥ΠK(u, α)−ΠK(v, α)∥ ≤ α∥u− v∥∗

for any u and v, where ∥ · ∥∗ is the dual norm of ∥ · ∥.

Since R(w) =
∑

i wi lnwi is 1-strongly convex with respect to ∥ · ∥1, by applying Lemma B.1, for any t > 1, we have

∥x̃t − xt∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑
η∈H

(w̃η
t − wη

t )x
η
t

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∑
η∈H

|w̃η
t − wη

t | ∥x
η
t ∥2 ≤ D∥w̃t −wt∥1 ≤ αD∥c̃t−1 − ct−1∥∞.

Let Ut = [t] \ ∪i∈[t]Fi. Note that Ut actually records the time-stamp of gradients that are queried, but still not arrive at the
end of round t. Then, for t > 1, it is not hard to verify that

∥x̃t − xt∥2 ≤αD∥c̃t−1 − ct−1∥∞ ≤ αDmax
η∈H

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

k∈Ut−1

ℓk(x
η
k)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ α

(
t− 1−

t−1∑
i=1

|Fi|

)
GD2 = α (mt − 1)GD2 (23)

where the last inequality is due to the definition of Ut and the fact that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 ensure

|ℓk(xη
k)| = |⟨∇fk(xk),x

η
k − xk⟩| ≤ ∥∇fk(xk)∥2∥xη

k − xk∥2 ≤ GD (24)

for any k ∈ [T ] and η ∈ H.

The above inequality shows that x̃t is close to xt. In the following, we first focus on the analysis of x̃t, and then combine
with the distance between x̃t and xt. To this end, we notice that

ln W̃T = ln

∑
η∈H

wη
1e

−αL̃η
T

 ≥ ln

(
max
η∈H

wη
1e

−αL̃η
T

)
= −αmin

η∈H

(
L̃η
T +

1

α
ln

1

wη
1

)
. (25)

Next, for any t ≥ 2, we have

ln

(
W̃t

W̃t−1

)
= ln

( ∑
η∈H wη

1e
−αL̃η

t∑
η∈H wη

1e
−αL̃η

t−1

)
= ln

(∑
η∈H wη

1e
−αL̃η

t−1e−αℓt(x
η
t )∑

η∈H wη
1e

−αL̃η
t−1

)
= ln

∑
η∈H

w̃η
t e

−αℓt(x
η
t )

 . (26)

Combining (26) and w̃η
1 = wη

1 , we have

ln W̃T = ln W̃1 +

T∑
t=2

ln

(
W̃t

W̃t−1

)
=

T∑
t=1

ln

∑
η∈H

w̃η
t e

−αℓt(x
η
t )

 . (27)

To proceed, we introduce Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 1963).

Lemma B.2. Let X be a random variable with a ≤ X ≤ b. Then, for any s ∈ R, it holds that

lnE[esX ] ≤ sE[X] +
s2(b− a)2

8
.

From (24) and Lemma B.2, we have

ln

∑
η∈H

w̃η
t e

−αℓt(x
η
t )

 ≤− α
∑
η∈H

w̃η
t ℓt(x

η
t ) +

α2G2D2

2
≤ −αℓt (x̃t) +

α2G2D2

2
(28)

where the second inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality and (22).

14



Non-stationary Online Convex Optimization with Arbitrary Delays

Combining (27) with (28), we have

ln W̃T ≤ −α

T∑
t=1

ℓt (x̃t) +
α2G2D2T

2
.

Then, by further combining with (25), we have

T∑
t=1

ℓt (x̃t)−min
η∈H

(
T∑

t=1

ℓt(x
η
t ) +

1

α
ln

1

wη
1

)
≤ αG2D2T

2
.

Finally, combining with (23), for any η ∈ H, we have

T∑
t=1

ℓt (xt)−

(
T∑

t=1

ℓt(x
η
t ) +

1

α
ln

1

wη
1

)

=

T∑
t=1

ℓt (xt)−
T∑

t=1

ℓt (x̃t) +

T∑
t=1

ℓt (x̃t)−

(
T∑

t=1

ℓt(x
η
t ) +

1

α
ln

1

wη
1

)

≤
T∑

t=1

⟨∇ft(xt),xt − x̃t⟩+
αG2D2T

2
≤

T∑
t=1

∥∇ft(xt)∥2∥xt − x̃t∥2 +
αG2D2T

2

≤αG2D2
T∑

t=1

(mt − 1) +
αG2D2T

2
≤ αG2D2

T∑
t=1

mt

(29)

which completes this proof.

C. Proof of Lemma 4.2
Let Z = ⌈T/d⌉. We first divide the total T rounds into Z blocks, where the length of the first Z − 1 blocks is d and that of
the last block is T − (Z − 1)d. In this way, we can define the set of rounds in the block z as

Tz = {(z − 1)d+ 1, . . . ,min{zd, T}}.

For any z ∈ [Z] and t ∈ Tz , we construct the delay as

dt = min{zd, T} − t+ 1

which satisfies 1 ≤ dt ≤ d. These delays ensure that the information of any function in each block z is delayed to the end of
the block, which is critical for us to construct loss functions that maximize the impact of delays on the static regret.

Note that to establish the lower bound of the static regret in the non-delayed setting, one can utilize a randomized strategy to
select loss functions for each round (Abernethy et al., 2008). Here, to maximize the impact of delays, we only select one
loss function hz(x) for all rounds in the same block z, i.e., ft(x) = hz(x) for any t ∈ Tz . Specifically, we set

hz(x) =
G√
n
⟨wz,x⟩

where the i-th coordinate of wz is ±1 with probability 1/2 for any i ∈ [n] and will be denoted as wz,i. It is not hard to
verify that hz(x) satisfies Assumption 3.1.

From the above definitions, we have

Ew1,...,wZ
[R(T )] =Ew1,...,wZ

[
T∑

t=1

ft(xt)−min
x∈K

T∑
t=1

ft(x)

]

=Ew1,...,wZ

[
Z∑

z=1

∑
t∈Tz

G√
n
⟨wz,xt⟩ −min

x∈K

Z∑
z=1

∑
t∈Tz

G√
n
⟨wz,x⟩

]

=Ew1,...,wZ

[
−min

x∈K

Z∑
z=1

G|Tz|√
n

⟨wz,x⟩

]

15



Non-stationary Online Convex Optimization with Arbitrary Delays

where the third equality is due to Ew1,...,wZ
[⟨wz,xt⟩] = 0 for any t ∈ Tz , which can be derived by the fact that any decision

xt in the block z is made before receiving the information of wz , and thus is independent with wz .

Since a linear function is minimized at the vertices of the cube, we further have

Ew1,...,wZ
[R(T )] =− Ew1,...,wZ

[
min

x∈{−D/(2
√
n),D/(2

√
n)}n

Z∑
z=1

G|Tz|√
n

⟨wz,x⟩

]

=Ew1,...,wZ

[
n∑

i=1

D

2
√
n

∣∣∣∣∣
Z∑

z=1

wz,iG|Tz|√
n

∣∣∣∣∣
]

=
DG

2
Ew1,...,wZ

[∣∣∣∣∣
Z∑

z=1

wz,1|Tz|

∣∣∣∣∣
]
≥ DG

2
√
2

√√√√ Z∑
z=1

|Tz|2

≥DG

2
√
2

√
(
∑Z

z=1 |Tz|)2
Z

=
DGT

2
√

2 ⌈T/d⌉

(30)

where the first inequality is due to the Khintchine inequality and the second inequality is due to the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality.

The expected lower bound in (30) implies that for any OCO algorithm and any positive integer d, there exists a particular
choice of w1, . . . ,wZ such that

R(T ) ≥ DGT

2
√

2 ⌈T/d⌉
.

D. DOGD with the Doubling Trick
As discussed after Corollary 3.6, our DOGD needs a learning rate depending on the following value

T∑
t=1

mt =

T∑
t=1

(
t−

t−1∑
i=1

|Fi|

)
.

However, it may be not available beforehand. Fortunately, the doubling trick (Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi, 2006) provides a way
to adaptively estimate this value. Specifically, it will divide the total T rounds into several epochs, and run a new instance of
DOGD per epoch. Let sv and sv+1 − 1 respectively denote the start round and the end round of the v-th epoch. In this way,
to tune the learning rate for the v-th epoch, we only need to know the following value

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

(
t+ 1− sv −

t−1∑
i=sv

|Fsv
i |

)

where Fsv
i = {k ∈ [sv, i]|k + dk − 1 = i}.

According to the doubling trick, we can estimate this value to be 2v at the start round sv of the v-th epoch. Then, for any
t > sv , we first judge whether the estimate is still valid, i.e.,

t∑
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

j−1∑
i=sv

|Fsv
i |

)
≤ 2v

where the left side can be calculated at the beginning of round t. If the answer is positive, the round t is still assigned to
the v-th epoch, and the instance of DOGD keeps running. Otherwise, the round t is set as the start round of the (v + 1)-th
epoch, and a new instance of DOGD is activated. Notice that in the start round of the (v + 1)-th epoch, the new estimate
must be valid, since t = sv+1 and

t∑
j=sv+1

j + 1− sv+1 −
j−1∑

i=sv+1

|Fsv+1

i |

 = 1 ≤ 2v+1.
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Algorithm 4 DOGD with the Doubling Trick
1: Initialization: set y1 = 0, τ = 1, v = 1, and sv = 1
2: for t = 1, . . . , T do
3: if

∑t
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

∑j−1
i=sv

|Fsv
i |
)
> 2v then

4: Set y1 = 0, τ = 1, v = v + 1, and sv = t
5: end if
6: Play xt = yτ and query ∇ft(xt)
7: Receive {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Fsv

t }, where Fsv
t = {k ∈ [sv, t]|k + dk − 1 = t}

8: for k ∈ Fsv
t (in the ascending order) do

9: Compute yτ+1 = argminx∈K ∥x− (yτ − ηv∇fk(xk))∥22, where ηv = D
G2v/2

10: Set τ = τ + 1
11: end for
12: end for

Moreover, it is natural to set s1 = 1. Then, the detailed procedures of DOGD with the doubling trick are summarized in
Algorithm 4.

Remark: First, in Algorithm 4, the learning rate ηv is set by replacing
∑T

t=1 mt in the learning rate required by Corollary
3.6 with 2v. Second, in each epoch v, we do not need to utilize gradients queried before this epoch. For this reason, in
Algorithm 4, we only receive {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Fsv

t }, instead of {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Ft}.

We have the following theorem, which can recover the dynamic regret bound in Corollary 3.6 up to a constant factor.

Theorem D.1. Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, for any comparator sequence u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K, Algorithm 2 ensures

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) ≤
2G (2D + PT )

√
d̄T√

2− 1
+ C

where C is defined in (6).

Proof. For any sv and j ≥ sv, we first notice that the value of j − sv −
∑j−1

i=sv
|Fsv

i | counts the number of gradients that
have been queried over interval [sv, j − 1], but still not arrive at the end of round j − 1. Moreover, the gradient ∇fj(xj)
will only be counted as an unreceived gradient in dj − 1 rounds. Therefore, for any sv ≤ t ≤ T , it is easy to verify that

t∑
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

j−1∑
i=sv

|Fsv
i |

)
≤

t∑
j=sv

dj ≤
T∑

j=1

dj = d̄T.

For brevity, let V denote the final v of Algorithm 4, and let S = d̄T . It is easy to verify that

V ≤ 1 + log2 S. (31)

Then, let sV+1 = T +1. We notice that for v ∈ [V ], Algorithm 4 actually starts or restarts Algorithm 1 with the learning rate
of ηv at round sv , which ends at round sv+1 − 1. Therefore, combining Theorem 3.4 with Lemma 3.5, under Assumptions
3.1 and 3.2, we have

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(ut)

≤
D2 +D

∑sv+1−1
t=sv+1 ∥ut − ut−1∥2

ηv
+ ηvG

2

sv+1−1∑
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

j−1∑
i=sv

|Fsv
i |

)
+ Cv

(32)

where

Cv =


0, if Assumption 3.3 also holds;

min

{
(sv+1 − sv)GD, 2dG

sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2

}
, otherwise.

(33)
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Moreover, we notice that Algorithm 4 also ensures that

sv+1−1∑
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

j−1∑
i=sv

|Fsv
i |

)
≤ 2v. (34)

By substituting the above inequality into (32), we have

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(ut) ≤
D2 +D

∑sv+1−1
t=sv+1 ∥ut − ut−1∥2

ηv
+ ηvG

22v + Cv

=G2v/2

(
2D +

sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2

)
+ Cv

≤G2v/2 (2D + PT ) + Cv.

(35)

Then, because of (31), we have

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) =

V∑
v=1

(
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(ut)

)
≤

V∑
v=1

G2v/2 (2D + PT ) +
V∑

v=1

Cv

=G (2D + PT )

√
2(2V/2 − 1)√

2− 1
+

V∑
v=1

Cv ≤ 2G (2D + PT )
√
S√

2− 1
+

V∑
v=1

Cv.

(36)

Moreover, it is not hard to verify that

V∑
v=1

min

{
(sv+1 − sv)GD, 2dG

sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2

}

≤min

{
V∑

v=1

(sv+1 − sv)GD,

V∑
v=1

2dG

sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2

}
≤min {TGD, 2dGPT }

which implies that
V∑

v=1

Cv ≤ C. (37)

Finally, we complete this proof by substituting (37) and S = d̄T into (36).

E. Mild-OGD with the Doubling Trick

Similar to DOGD, Mild-OGD requires the value of
∑T

t=1 mt for setting

α =
1

GD
√∑T

t=1 mt

and ηi =
2i−1D

G
√∑T

t=1 mt

(38)

where α is the learning rate for updating the weight, and ηi is the learning rate for the i-th expert. To address this limitation,
we can utilize the doubling trick as described in the previous section. The only change is to replace DOGD with Mild-OGD.
The detailed procedures of Mild-OGD with the doubling trick are outlined in Algorithms 5 and 6.

Remark: We would like to emphasize that since multiple instances of the expert-algorithm run over the surrogate losses
defined by the meta-algorithm, these instances and the meta-algorithm will start a new epoch synchronously. Moreover, as
shown in step 6 of Algorithm 5, in the start of each epoch, we need to reinitialize the weight of each expert Eη . As shown
in step 11, in each epoch v, we update the weight by using the learning rate αv, which replaces

∑T
t=1 mt in (38) with 2v.
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Algorithm 5 Mild-OGD with the Doubling Trick: Meta-algorithm
1: Initialization: set v = 1 and sv = 1
2: Activate a set of experts {Eη|η ∈ H} by invoking the expert-algorithm for each constant η ∈ X , where

H =

{
ηi =

D2i−1

G

∣∣∣∣ i = 1, . . . ,
⌈
log2

√
T + 1

⌉
+ 1

}
3: Set wηi

t = |H|+1
i(i+1)|H|

4: for t = 1, . . . , T do
5: if

∑t
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

∑j−1
i=sv

|Fsv
i |
)
> 2v then

6: Set v = v + 1, sv = t, and wηi

t = |H|+1
i(i+1)|H|

7: end if
8: Receive xη

t from each expert Eη

9: Play the decision xt =
∑

η∈H wη
t x

η
t

10: Query ∇ft(xt) and receive {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Fsv
t }, where Fsv

t = {k ∈ [sv, t]|k + dk − 1 = t}
11: Update the weight of each expert by

wη
t+1 =

wη
t e

−αv
∑

k∈Fsv
t

ℓk(x
η
k)∑

µ∈H wµ
t e

−αv
∑

k∈Fsv
t

ℓk(x
µ
k )

where ℓk(x) = ⟨∇fk(xk),x− xk⟩ and αv = 1
GD2v/2

12: Send {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Fsv
t } to each expert Eη

13: end for

Algorithm 6 Mild-OGD with the Doubling Trick: Expert-algorithm
1: Input: a constant η
2: Initialization: set yη

1 = 0, τ = 1, v = 1, and sv = 1
3: for t = 1, . . . , T do
4: if

∑t
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

∑j−1
i=sv

|Fsv
i |
)
> 2v then

5: Set y1 = 0, τ = 1, v = v + 1, and sv = t
6: end if
7: Submit xη

t = yη
τ to the meta-algorithm

8: Receive gradients {∇fk(xk)|k ∈ Fsv
t } from the meta-algorithm

9: for k ∈ Ft (in the ascending order) do
10: Compute yη

τ+1 = argminx∈K
∥∥x−

(
yη
τ − η

2v/2∇fk(xk)
)∥∥2

2
11: Set τ = τ + 1
12: end for
13: end for

Additionally, to facilitate presentation, in step 2 of Algorithm 5, each ηi in H only contains the constant part that does not
depend on the value of

∑T
t=1 mt. Meanwhile, according to steps 1 and 10 of Algorithm 6, the i-th expert will receive ηi

from the meta-algorithm, and combine it with the estimation of
∑T

t=1 mt to compute the learning rate.

Furthermore, we have the following theorem, which can recover the dynamic regret bound in Theorem 3.7 up to a constant
factor.

Theorem E.1. Under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, for any comparator sequence u1, . . . ,uT ∈ K, Algorithm 2 ensures

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) ≤
2
((

2 ln
(⌊

log2
√
(D + PT ) /D

⌋
+ 2
)
+ 1
)
GD + 3G

√
D2 +DPT

)√
d̄T

√
2− 1

+ C

where C is defined in (6).
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Proof. Following the proof of Theorem D.1, we use V to denote the final v of Algorithms 5 and 6 and define sV+1 = T +1.
Moreover, let S = d̄T . It is easy to verify that (31) also holds.

Then, we consider the dynamic regret of Algorithm 5 over the interval [sv, sv+1 − 1] for each v ∈ [V ]. Let

ηv∗ =

√√√√ D

G2

(
D +

sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2

)
.

From Assumption 3.2, we have

0 ≤
sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2 ≤ (sv+1 − sv − 1)D ≤ TD

which implies that

η1 =
D

G
≤ ηv∗ ≤ D

√
T + 1

G
≤ η|H|.

Therefore, for any possible value of
∑sv+1−1

t=sv+1 ∥ut − ut−1∥2, there must exist a constant ηkv
∈ H such that

ηkv
≤ ηv∗ ≤ 2ηkv

(39)

where

kv =

log2
√√√√(D +

sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2

)
/D

+ 1 ≤
⌊
log2

√
(D + PT ) /D

⌋
+ 1.

Moreover, we notice that each expert Eη over the interval [sv, sv+1 − 1] actually runs Algorithm 1 with the learning rate
η

2v/2 to handle the surrogate losses ℓsv (x), . . . , ℓsv+1−1(x), where each gradient ∇ℓt(x
η
t ) = ∇ft(xt) is delayed to the end

of round t+ dt − 1 for t ∈ [sv, sv+1 − 1].

Therefore, by combining Theorem 3.4 with Lemma 3.5, under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, we have

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

(
ℓt(x

ηkv
t )− ℓt(ut)

)

≤
2v/2

(
D2 +D

∑sv+1−1
t=sv+1 ∥ut − ut−1∥2

)
ηkv

+
ηkvG

2

2v/2

sv+1−1∑
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

j−1∑
i=sv

|Fsv
i |

)
+ Cv

≤
2v/2

(
D2 +D

∑sv+1−1
t=sv+1 ∥ut − ut−1∥2

)
ηkv

+ ηkvG
22v/2 + Cv

≤3G

√√√√2v

(
D2 +D

sv+1−1∑
t=sv+1

∥ut − ut−1∥2

)
+ Cv

≤3G
√
2v (D2 +DPT ) + Cv

(40)

where Cv is defined in (33), the second inequality is due to the fact that Algorithm 6 also ensures (34), and the third
inequality is due to (39) and the definition of ηv∗ .

Moreover, it is also easy to verify that Algorithm 5 actually starts or restarts Algorithm 2 with the learning rate of αv at
round sv, which ends at round sv+1 − 1. Then, by using Lemma 4.1 with (1/w

ηkv
sv ) ≤ (kv + 1)2, under Assumptions 3.1

and 3.2, we have

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt (xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt(x
ηkv
t ) ≤ 2

αv
ln(kv + 1) + αvG

2D2

sv+1−1∑
j=sv

(
j + 1− sv −

j−1∑
i=sv

|Fsv
i |

)

≤
(
2 ln

(⌊
log2

√
(D + PT ) /D

⌋
+ 2
)
+ 1
)
2v/2GD

(41)
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where the second inequality is due to αv = 1
GD2v/2 , the definition of kv , and the fact that Algorithm 5 also ensures (34).

By combining (40) and (41), it is not hard to verify that

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(ut)

≤
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt(xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt(ut)

=

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt(xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt(x
ηkv
t ) +

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt(x
ηkv
t )−

sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ℓt(ut)

≤
(
2 ln

(⌊
log2

√
(D + PT ) /D

⌋
+ 2
)
+ 1
)
2v/2GD + 3G

√
2v (D2 +DPT ) + Cv

(42)

Then, we have

R(u1, . . . ,uT ) =

V∑
v=1

(
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(xt)−
sv+1−1∑
t=sv

ft(ut)

)

≤
((

2 ln
(⌊

log2
√

(D + PT ) /D
⌋
+ 2
)
+ 1
)
GD + 3G

√
D2 +DPT

) V∑
v=1

2v/2 +

V∑
v=1

Cv

=
((

2 ln
(⌊

log2
√
(D + PT ) /D

⌋
+ 2
)
+ 1
)
GD + 3G

√
D2 +DPT

) √
2(2V/2 − 1)√

2− 1
+

V∑
v=1

Cv

≤
2
((

2 ln
(⌊

log2
√
(D + PT ) /D

⌋
+ 2
)
+ 1
)
GD + 3G

√
D2 +DPT

)√
S

√
2− 1

+

V∑
v=1

Cv

where the first inequality is due to (42), and the last inequality is due to (31).

Finally, by substituting (37) and S = d̄T into the above inequality, we complete this proof.
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