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Abstract—In this paper, we consider an online distributed
composite optimization problem over a time-varying multi-agent
network that consists of multiple interacting nodes, where the
objective function of each node consists of two parts: a loss
function that changes over time and a regularization function.
This problem naturally arises in many real-world applications
ranging from wireless sensor networks to signal processing. We
propose a class of online distributed optimization algorithms
that are based on approximate mirror descent, which utilize
the Bregman divergence as distance-measuring function that
includes the Euclidean distances as a special case. We consider
two standard information feedback models when designing the
algorithms, that is, full-information feedback and bandit feed-
back. For the full-information feedback model, the first algorithm
attains an average regularized regret of order O(1//T) with
the total number of rounds 7'. The second algorithm, which only
requires the information of the values of the loss function at two
predicted points instead of the gradient information, achieves the
same average regularized regret as that of the first algorithm.
Simulation results of a distributed online regularized linear
regression problem are provided to illustrate the performance
of the proposed algorithms.

Index Terms—Online distributed optimization, composite ob-
jective, average regularized regret, approximate mirror descent,
bandit feedback.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there have been considerable research efforts
on distributed multi-agent optimization, due to its widespread
applications in machine learning, sensor networks, smart grids,
and distributed control systems. In distributed multi-agent op-
timization, each node is endowed with a local private objective
function, and the main task of the network is to collectively
minimize the sum of the objective functions of nodes by local
computations and communications [1]], [18]-[24].

There exist many efficient distributed optimization algo-
rithms in the literature. In the seminal work [1]], the authors
proposed the notable distributed projected subgradient algo-
rithm for solving distributed constrained multi-agent optimiza-
tion problem and provided its convergence analysis results.
To establish non-asymptotic convergence results, Duchi et
al. proposed a distributed optimization algorithm that
is based on dual averaging, and characterized its explicit
convergence rate. The works [27]-[29] developed a class of
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distributed optimization algorithms that are built on mirror
descent, which generalize the projection step by using the
Bregman divergence. Different from the aforementioned works
that deal only with non-composite objective functions, the
authors in [[16], [31] considered a decentralized composite
optimization problem where the local objective function of
every node is composed of a smooth function and a non-
smooth regularizer. This problem naturally arises in many
real applications including distributed estimation in sensor
networks [4], [10], distributed quadratic programming [31],
and distributed machine learning [30], [32], to name a few. It
is worth emphasizing that the objective functions considered
in the aforementioned works are time-invariant. However, in
many real applications the objective functions change over
time, due to the dynamically changing and uncertain nature
of the environment, taking the distributed estimation in sensor
networks as an example [10]. Online optimization is known as
a powerful tool that can deal with time-varying cost functions
that satisfy certain properties (see, e.g., [3]-[9]). The work
[3] considered online convex optimization where the objective
function varies over time, and introduced a notion of regret to
measure the performance of online optimization algorithms.
Based on [3]], a class of bandit online optimization algorithms
were proposed in [6]-[8] to remove the need for gradient
information of the objective functions.

Building on the distributed optimization model in [I], in this
paper we focus on solving distributed composite optimization
problem in online setting over a time-varying network. Specif-
ically, the problem is as the following:
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where ¢; ; : R¢ — R is the convex loss (or cost) function
associated with node ¢ at time ¢, r is the convex and possibly
nonsmooth regularization function, and /C C R? is the convex
constraint set (or decision space) known to all the nodes in
the network.

Recently, there have been increasing research interests in
solving distributed convex optimization in online setting [10]-
[13]. In the work [13], the authors developed a distributed
autonomous online learning algorithm that is based on com-
puting local subgradients, and they derived an O(InT/T)
average regret rate for strongly convex cost functions. On
the other hand, the work [10] extended the distributed dual
averaging algorithm in to online setting, and derived an
O(1/VT) average regret rate. The authors in further
applied the online distributed dual averaging algorithm to
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dynamic networks. The authors in proposed an online
distributed optimization that is based on mirror descent and
established its convergence analysis results.

Our goal in the paper is to design distributed algorithms
for solving problem () under full-information feedback and
bandit feedback that attain non-trivial performance, respec-
tively. For each feedback model, we devise a distributed
algorithm with sub-linear cumulative regularized regret. Our
algorithms are simple and naturally involve in each round a
local approximate mirror descent step and a communication
and averaging step where nodes aim at aligning their decisions
to those of their neighbors. The average regularized regret
analysis of our algorithms is however challenging as it requires
us to understand how these two steps interact. In particular, this
paper aims at establishing average regularized regrets that are
comparable to those of the centralized algorithms. Specifically,
the contributions of the paper can be summarized in three
directions.

e First, we have developed two mirror descent based
distributed online algorithms that generalize the stan-
dard gradient descent based algorithms. In particular,
we analyze approximate versions of distributed online
algorithms where the decisions at every round are not
the exact minimizer of the corresponding optimization
problem but approximate ones; this is commonly ob-
served in iterative optimization problems, since in general
they cannot be solved to infinite precision. We have also
highlighted the dependence of the average regret bound
on the optimization errors. Different from the work [11]],
our algorithms are non-Euclidean, in the sense that they
enable us to generate more efficient updates by carefully
choosing the Bregman divergence. Different from the
work [12], our optimization problem is composite and
the proposed algorithms are approximate.

e Second, in the case of full-information feedback, we
develop an online distributed composite mirror descent
(ODCMD) algorithm and show that the average regular-
ized regret of algorithm ODCMD scales as O(1/v/T).
Algorithm ODCMD extends the algorithm in [9] to
distributed multi-agent setting, and in particular, the
O(1/V/T) average regret scaling is identical to those
of centralized online optimization algorithms proposed
in [3], [9]. Moreover, this rate of convergence is the
same as that of [11l], where the objective function is
non-composite and the algorithm is gradient descent
based. Different from the works [3]], [16]], [31]], where the
objective functions are time-invariant and the algorithm
is gradient descent based, algorithm ODCMD is online
and based on mirror descent.

e Third, we further solve the online distributed composite
optimization under bandit feedback. New challenges arise
in the absence of gradient information when designing
the algorithm, however, we remedy this by introducing
a distributed gradient estimator that only needs two
point observations of the loss function. Specifically, we
propose a bandit online distributed composite mirror de-
scent (BanODCMD) algorithm and show that the average

regularized regret scales as O(p(d)d/v/T), where p(d)
is a constant that depends on the norm used. In the case
of Euclidean norm, we have p(d) = 1 and the average
regularized regret scales as O(d) with the dimension d,
which is identical to that of centralized online bandit
optimization [6]. In the case of ¢, norm with p > 1, we
have p(d) < v/d and algorithm BanODCMD achieves an
average regret scaling as O(dv/d/+/T), which is a factor
of /d better than that obtained for a centralized algorithm
in [7]. Different from existing algorithms [TT]|-[14], the
proposed algorithm BanODCMD removes the need for
gradient information of the loss functions. This makes
our algorithm applicable to cases where the gradient
information is unavailable or costly to access.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In
Section II, we give a description of the notations and assump-
tions used throughout the paper. In Section III, we propose
the ODCMD algorithm that solves the problem under full-
information feedback and derive its average regularized regret
rate. In Section IV, to solve the problem under bandit feed-
back, we propose the BanODCMD algorithm and establish its
average regularized regret rate. We numerically evaluate the
convergence performance of ODCMD and BanODCMD on
a distributed online regularized linear regression problem in
Section V. Finally, we conclude with Section VI.

Notation and Terminology: Let R? be the d-dimensional
vector space. Write (a, b) to denote the standard inner product
on RY, for any a, b € R%. Write ||z||2 to denote the Euclidean
norm of a vector € R%. Denote || - ||, the dual norm to || - ||,
defined by ||z||. = max), =1 (x,y). For a vector & € R,
let [x]; be the ith entry of @. Write [m] to denote the set of
integers {1,...,m}. Let A4 be the probability simplex in R,
ie, Ay = {x e R | S0 [#]; = 1,[x]; > 0,i € [d]}. For
a matrix P, use [P];; to denote the entry of ith row and jth
column. Use the notation V f(x) to refer to any (sub-)gradient
of f at point x. Given two positive sequences {a;}$°; and
{be}i2q, write a; = O(by) if limsup,_,,, 3+ < oco. Write
E[X] to denote the expected value of a random variable X.

II. PROBLEM SETTING
A. The Problem

In this paper we focus on solving problem (1)) over a time-
varying network G, = (W, &), where V = {1,...,m} is the
node set and & = {{7,j} | [P(¢)];; > 0,i,7 € V} is the set
of activated edges at time ¢ with P(¢t) = [P(t)];; € R™*™
defined to be the weight matrix that represents the communi-
cation pattern of the network at time .

The function 7 in problem (1) serves as a fixed regulariza-
tion function of each node and is typically used to promote
certain structure types in the solution of the problem or control
the complexity of the solution. Examples of the regularization
term r include: i) ¢;-regularization: r(x) = A||x||; for some
A > 0, which can be used to promote the sparsity of the
solution in distributed estimation in sensor networks [4]], [10];
and ii) mixed regularization: r(z) = %||x||34\||||, for some
o > 0 and A\ > 0, which is used in distributed elastic net
regression problem [29].



In general, the network of nodes interacts with the environ-
ment according to the following protocol. To be specific, at
round t =1,2,3,...,

e Node 7 € V makes a decision x;; € K;

e The environment selects the loss function ¢; ;, and node

i receives a signal about the loss function /; +;

e Node ¢ communicates the information with its instant

neighbors.

The objective of every node 7 € V in the network is to gen-
erate a sequence of estimates {x;;}7_, € K that minimizes
the average regularized regret over T' rounds, defined by:

1 T m
Z Z (Uje(®ie) + (i)
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where * = argming Zthl doiy (Ue(x) +7(x)) . The
average regularized regret measures the difference between
the average loss of every node i’s decisions {x;;}7_; and
the average loss of the best constant decision x* chosen in
hindsight.

Reg,(T) =

el

B. Feedback Models

This paper considers the following two different information
feedback models in solving problem (I):

o Full-information feedback: After each node ¢ has commit-
ted to the decision x; ;, a loss function ¢; ; along with
its entire information is revealed to node ¢; in particular,
each node 7 can use the gradient information of its loss
function ¢; ; to construct the next decision.

e Bandit feedback: Only the value of the loss function /; ;
at (or near) the committed decision is revealed to each
node ¢, no other information about ¢; ; is revealed to node
i.

C. Assumptions

Throughout, we make the following standard assumptions
on the network G; and the associated weight matrix P(t).

Assumption 1: The network G, = (V,&;) and the weight
matrix P(t) satisfy the following.

(a) P(t) is doubly stochastic for all ¢ > 1, that is,
Z;n:ﬂp(t)]ij = 1 and 37, [P(t)]l;; = 1, for all
1,7 € V.

(b) There exists a scalar ¢ > 0 such that [P(t)];; > ¢ for all
iand t > 1, and [P(t)];; > ¢ if {i,j} € &.

(c) There exists an integer B > 1 such that the graph
(V,Ekpr1U---U&py1yp) is strongly connected for all
k> 0.

The network model in Assumption [ is widely used in
distributed multi-agent optimization community (see, e.g., [,
[4], [T4]). It is easy to achieve in a distributed setting. For
example, when bidirectional communication between nodes is
allowed, Assumption 1(a) (i.e., doubly stochasticity) follows
by enforcing symmetry on the node interaction matrix. As-
sumption 1(b) requires that each node assigns a significant

weight to its own decision and those of its neighbors. As-
sumption 1(c) simply states that the network is frequently
connected, but need not be connected at every time instant.
Assumption 1 includes the fixed and connected network as a
special case, by taking B = 1.

We make the following assumptions on the constraint set
and functions in problem ().

Assumption 2: The decision space K has a finite diameter,
that is, Ve, y € K, ||z — y|| < Dx.

Assumption 3: Function ¢;; (i € [m] and ¢ € [T]) is G-
Lipschitz over I, that is,

[lir() = Lit(Y)] < Gelle —yl|,

This, in fact, implies that the (sub-)gradient of ¢; ; is uniformly
bounded by the same constant Gy, that is, ||V4; ()|« < Go,
for all € K. In addition, function () is G,-Lipschitz over
K.

Remark 1: It is worth noting that Assumption 2 is standard
in solving distributed or even centralized online convex opti-
mization problems (see, e.g., [7], [13], [14]). In Assumption
Bl 4;(x) and r(x) are guaranteed to be Lipschitz continuous
over IC, if we assume that the decision space K is compact.

In this paper, we aim at developing mirror descent based
algorithms for solving problem (IJ), which utilize the Bregman
divergence as the distance-measuring function. Bregman di-
vergences are a general class of distance-measuring functions,
which include the standard Euclidean distance and Kullback-
Leibler divergence as special cases. Moreover, mirror descent
can generate adaptive updates to better reflect the geometry
of the underlying constraint set, by carefully choosing the
Bregman divergence; taking the unit simplex constraint set
as an example, in this case the Bregman divergence is chosen
as the Kullback-Leibler divergence (see, e.g., [91, [27]).

Let w : R? — R be a distance-measuring function, and
define the Bregman divergence associated with function w as
follows:

Vo(z,y) == w(@) —w(y) — (Vw(y), z —y) . 3)

We make the following assumptions on the distance-
measuring function w and the associated Bregman divergence
V-

Assumption 4: Function w is o,,-strongly convex with re-
spect to a norm || - || on the set /C, that is,

Ve,y € K.

Ow
w@) > wy) + (Voy),z —y) + -z —yl*, Yoz,yek
and has G,-Lipschitz gradients on the set C,
[Vw(z) - Vw(y)ll. <

Gollz —yll, v,y ek

Assumption 5: The Bregman divergence V, is convex in its
second argument y for every fixed x, that is,

d d
Vi <%Z[a]iyi> < Z[a]ivw (x,yi), VYaeAq.
i=1 i=1

Remark 2: Assumptions 4 and 5 are standard in the lit-
erature on distributed mirror descent algorithms (see, e.g.,
[12], [27), [28). As a simple example, they are satisfied
when choosing the distance-measuring function as w(x) =



Lllz||%, and the associated Bregman divergence is V,, (x,y) =

%|m — y|/3. In addition, the Bregman divergence associ-
ated with the ¢, norm squared, ie., w(x) = 2||cr:||2 with
p € (1,2], satisﬁes the constraint in Assumption EI; an-
other examgle is the Kullback-Leibler divergence that utilizes
w(zx) =>;_;[x]; In([x];) as the distance-generating function

(see [33]).

III. FULL-INFORMATION FEEDBACK MODEL

This section focuses on solving online distributed composite
optimization under full-information feedback. We first propose
our algorithm and then establish its main convergence analysis
results.

A. Algorithm ODCMD

We now propose algorithm ODCMD, which utilizes the
Bregman divergence as distance-measuring functions, rather
than the standard Euclidean distance employed by most ap-
proaches. The pseudo-code of the algorithm is presented in
Algorithm [

Algorithm 1 ODCMD: Online Distributed Composite Mirror
Descent
Input: a step size 7, the optimization error sequence {p;}7_;
Initialize: ;1 = argmingex w(x),7 € [m]

1: fort =1to T do

2:  Node ¢ predicts x; , € K and receives V¢, ,(x; )

3:  Node i computes a p;-approximate solution y; ; € K to

the following optimization problem:

1
argmin (V, ¢, @) + r(x) + =V, (x, zi4)
xell n

where Vm = V&,t(wi,t)
4:  Node i updates x; ;41 by communicating with its
instant neighbors

m

Tispr = > POy

J=1

5: end for

In step 3 in Algorithm[I] a p;-approximate solution y; ; € K
is computed in the following sense:

1
Vi, yie) +r(yie) + EVW (Yits Tit)

1
< <Vz'.,t7 y;t> + T(yzt) + EVw (y;:tv xit) + Pt
where

. 1
y;, = argmin(V, s, x)+r(z) + EVM(:B, Tiy).

xzell

Note that the optimization problem arising at step 3 of
ODCMD is only required to be solved approximately (up to
an additive error p;). This is commonly observed in iterative
optimization problems, since in general they cannot be solved
to infinite precision. Moreover, the approximate computation
of the optimization problem induces a sequence of errors that
complicates the average regularized regret rate analysis of the
algorithm.

B. Main Convergence Results

We first establish a theorem characterizing the main con-
vergence results of Algorithm [1

Theorem 1: Let Assumptions 1-5 hold, and the vectors
{z;,}L_, be generated by Algorithm [Il Then, for all 7' > 1
and any j € [m],

S A
Reg,(T) < = +A1—T + Agy 4 23 Z\/_np
A4Z [Pt
Ti=Vn
where

A = 2 (Zmln)
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A = V(™ xi1)
i=1
Ay — ﬂ( GE+G(GE+G)+1ﬁ(G4+G))
As; = m\/7<Gg+—(Gg+G)>
A4 = 2m\/:GwD;<
Ow

with 9 = (1— =5) 2 and 5 = (1 — 2557

It can be seen from Theorem [I] that the average regularized
regret of Algorithm [ relies on the properties of the parameters
n and p;. In particular, we have the following corollary that
characterizes the average regularized regret for every node in
terms of the total number of rounds 7, under specific choices
of n and py.

Corollary 1: Under the conditions of Theorem [} and tak-
ing

1 1

we have that, for all 7" > 1 and any j € [m],

Reg,(T) = O (1/@).

Proof: The desired result follows by combining the results
in Theorem [l the specific choices of 1 and p;, and the
following inequality:

a 1
2\ pre
t=1

|
- 1+Z £3/4
=2

T
S 1 + ‘/u:1 Wdu
< 4Tt
Therefore, the proof is complete. |

Remark 3: 1t would be of interest to investigate the optimal
choice of the step size 7). To be specific, we consider the error-
free case, that is, p; = 0 for all ¢ € [T]. Suppose that

Cn

n= , ¢y >0

3



and combine this with the bound in Theorem[I] it is easy to

see that
Ay ) 1
+ [ — +Asc, | —=.

It follows from some simple algebra that the optimal choice
of ¢, is ¢ = /A1 /Az. Moreover, the upper bound on average
regularized regret in Theorem 1 depends on parameter B,
which represents the connectivity of the underlying network
topology. It is easy to see that the upper bound on average
regularized regret gets smaller for a network with better
connectivity, which corresponds to smaller B.

Remark 4: To the best of our knowledge, our proposed
algorithm ODCMD is the first algorithm that utilizes the
composite mirror descent to solve online distributed composite
optimization problem and establishes explicit average regret
rate results. In particular, Corollary [Tl shows that the average
regularized regret of ODCMD is O(1/+/T), matching that of
the previously known centralized algorithm [9]. Different from
the algorithms in [3]], [16], [31], ODCMD is an online mirror
descent based algorithm that utilizes the Bregman divergence
as the distance-measuring function, instead of the Euclidean
distances; moreover, we only require the loss function to
be Lipschitz continuous. Different from the work [12], the
objective function of our problem is composite that includes a
regularization function, and we only require the optimization
step to be solved approximately. Furthermore, our proposed
algorithm can be applied to a more generalized model of
(@ that allows different regularization functions at different
nodes. It is interesting to consider what happens if the error
sequence {p;}L_, is not summable. For instance, if the error
p¢ decreases as O (%), then the average regularized regret in
Corollary [l is O (1 JTY 4). In fact, we can achieve the same
average regularized regret scaling by choosing fixed optimiza-
tion error, provided that the error scales as O(1/7°/2).

_ Ao
Reg;(T) < T

C. Discussions

In this subsection, we illustrate the advantages of using
general distance-generating functions w(x) over the standard
Euclidean distance, by providing the following two case stud-
ies.

Online Distributed Entropic Descent: Let K = Ay (the
probability simplex in R?), p; = 0 for all ¢ € [T] and
r(x) = 0. The distance-generating function is chosen as
w(x) = E?Zl[:c]iln([w]i) and the associated Bregman di-
vergence is V,(x,y) = Z?Il[:c]iln (ml) In this case we
can write step 3 in ODCMD explicitly as follows:

[y* ] - [wi,t]s exp (_n[vi,t]s)
.t - d )
° > iz [®iljexp (—n[Viqls)
It is worth noting that choosing the standard Euclidean norm
as the distance-generating function in this case would yield
no explicit solutions, and in fact, it involves computing the
solution of d-dimensional nonlinear equation at step 3.
p-norm ODCMD with ¢;-regularization: Let r(x) = \||x||1
and p; = 0 for all ¢t € [T]. For the case of standard gradient de-
scent which utilizes Euclidean distance as distance-generating

s € [d].

function, we have w(x) = 1||z||3 and the associated Bregman
divergence is V,,(@,y) = 3|« — y||3. Based on the argument
in Remark 3 and «;; = 0 for all ¢ € V, it leads to the
following average regret bound:

Reg,(T) = %

J
where G2 is the uniform bound on V/;, with respect to
the Euclidean norm. For the case of mirror descent, we
consider distance-generating function w(x) which is the £,
norm squared, that is, w(x) = 3|2, p € (1,2]; the asso-
ciated Bregman divergence is V,,(z,y) = 3||z|2 + 3|yl —
(z,V3|yll2) (see, e.g., [33]). Based on V,,(x, y) and the fact
that £[|x||2 is (p — 1)-strongly convex with respect to the /-

norm, we find that

4)

O (7 Gealla"lln)
VT

where Gy 4 is the uniform bound on V/; ; with respect to the
¢4 norm with g satisfying % + % =1.

Following the intuition in [34], we transform the aver-
age regret bound (B) in terms of /., and ¢; norms. Let
q = In(d) with d > e? (ie, ¢ > 2) and assume that
Max; e [7) MaX;e ] MaXje(q) |[VEit]j| < Groo. Which gives
IVl < Ggﬁoodl/q = eGy o0, for any i € [m] and
t € [T]. In addition, we have ||z*|, < |x*||1 (because
g > 1). Combining the preceding bounds, p = 111181)71 (due to
g =In(d) and % + % =1) and (@), yields

Reg,(T) = 5)

O (In(d)Gr,coll®*]|1)
Nr :

For the case of Euclidean norm, using ||V¥¢; ]2 < \/EG&OO
we can replace Gy o in @) with \/EGLOO,

Reg; (T) =

(6)

@)

For distributed learning problems in which the features are
dense (i.e., Gy 2 is close to \/EGg)OO) and x* is very sparse
(i.e., «* has only & < d non-zero elements, due to ¢;-
regularization), the ratio between the bound in () and the
bound in (&) becomes

*
Vel | Vi
In(d)lz*[lx ~ In(d)vE
for large values of d, i.e., problems in high dimensions. This

means that using £, norm as the distance-generating function
in ODCMD can lead to better optimality for each 7.

D. Proof of Theorem [I]

This subsection focuses on the proof of Theorem [Il which
relies on the following two crucial lemmas, i.e., Lemmas[f]and
The first lemma establishes the basic convergence results of
Algorithm [T



Lemma 1: Let Assumptions 1-5 hold, and the vectors
{z;,}L_, and {y; .}~ , be generated by Algorithm [Il Then,
for all T > 1 and j € [m], we have

N 1 & G
Reg,(T) < — > Vi(@*.@i1)+ 2Ly

Proof: See Appendix [Al [ |

Remark 5: The error bound in Lemma [I] consists of five
terms: the first three terms are optimization error terms; the
fourth term is the penalty incurred for solving the optimization
problem in step 3 in Algorithm[Iwith an approximate solution;
and the last term is an additional penalty incurred due to
having different decisions of nodes in the network, which is
the cost of aligning each node’s decision with those of its
neighbors.

The following lemma aims at providing bounds on the last
three terms in Lemma [Il

Lemma 2: Let Assumptions [Il Bl and [ hold, and let the
vectors {z;+} and {y;.} be generated by Algorithm [l We
have that, for any i, j € [m],

@ [yie—yill </ %Uﬂt-
®) llyi —zidll < = (Ge+Gr)n

(c) The disagreement among nodes satisfies

T m 29 m
3 fow -zl < m(zuwi,n)
t=1 i=1 3

2mi 2ma)
o T2
+0w(1_ﬁ) (Ge+Gr)n +1 \/ Z\/np
Proof: See Appendix [

Therefore, it is straightforward to derive the convergence
results in Theorem [I] by combining the results in Lemmas [I]
and

IV. BANDIT FEEDBACK MODEL

In this section, we focus on the case of bandit feedback,
where at the end of each round, node only has access to
the information of function values. The pseudo-code of our
algorithm adapt to this feedback is provided in Algorithm

A. Algorithm BanODCMD

Under bandit feedback, each node 7 can only observe the
value of the loss function at (or near) point x;; at round ¢,
instead of the entire loss function /¢; .. Specifically, each node
does not know the gradient of ¢;; at ;.. To this end, we
propose BanODCMD, where at each round each node queries

the loss function at two randomized points around x; ¢, rather
than the gradient V/; ¢(x; ;).

In the bandit setting, we impose the following standard
assumption on the constraint set C (see, e.g., [6]], [7]), instead
of Assumption

Assumption 6: The constraint set /C contains the Euclidean
ball of radius R centered at the origin and is contained in the
Euclidean ball of radius R, that is, B r C K C Bg.

Algorithm 2 BanODCMD: Bandit Online Distributed Com-
posite Mirror Descent

Input: step size 7, the optimization error sequence {p;}7_,,
the exploration parameter d, and the shrinkage parameter
§
Initialize: ;) = argmingc_¢)c w(x),i € [m]
1: fort =1to T do
2:  Node i queries £; ¢(@;; + du; ) and £; (2, — du; ),
where w;; is a unit vector generated uniformly at
random (i.e.,

d
— (ip(xig 4+ 0wie) — Lig(Tie — OUiyg)) Uiy

git = 2%

3:  Node i computes a p;-approximate solution y; ¢ € (1 —
&)K to the following optimization problem:

1
argmin (g;, ) + r(x) + =V, (x, x; )
xe(1-6)K n

where (1 - ={1-8z |z € K}
4:  Node 7 updates x;;+1 by communicating with its
instant neighbors

m

Tivpr = O [Py

J=1

5: end for

As in the full-information feedback case, a p;-approximate
solution y; ; € (1—¢&)K in step 3 in Algorithm [2]is computed
in the following sense:

. 1
(Git>Yie) +7r(Yie) + ;Vw(yi,h Tit)

. 1 .
< <gi,ta y1t> + T(yi*,t) + ;Vw(yi,tv xit)+ pe
where

argmin (g; ., x) + r(x) + le (z, i)
xe(1-6)K n

Remark 6: In the bandit feedback model, new challenges
arise in the absence of gradient information when designing
the algorithm; we remedy this by introducing a distributed
gradient estimator that is based on two-point bandit feedback
from the loss function. Specifically, in Algorithm 2] only
two functional evaluations are utilized to construct a gradient
estimator g; ;, which is different from Algorithm [l where the
gradient information is required.

The following two lemmas characterize the basic properties
of the gradient estimator g; ;, which play a crucial role in the

*
Yit

)



average regularized regret analysis of Algorithm [2l Define a
smoothed function of the following form:

Ui i(x) = Eyep [li (@ + 0v))

where v is a vector selected uniformly at random from the
unit ball B in R%. Then we have the following lemma, whose
proof is quite straightforward (see, for example, [7], [8]).

Lemma 3: Let F; be the o-field generated by the entire
history of the random variables to round ¢, we have

lial@) = ia(y)| < Gulle — g,
(b) maxaex |lii(@) — £ia(@)| < G,
© Elgis | Fe] = Vlia(xiy).

Lemma 4: The gradient estimator g; ; satisfies the follow-
ing for all ¢ € [m] and t € [T]:

Va,y € K.

1giell« < PP.dGe

where P and p, are constants that satisfy the inequalities
lz]l < Dllx|l2 and |||« < P.||x||2 for any x, respectively.

Proof: It follows from the explicit expression for g; ; that

. d
Giell« = || 75 (Gie(@i e +0wie) =i (@i — O t)) Wiy
26
d
=95 it (@it +0wie) —Lit(Tie—O0wie)| - |lwiell,
< dGe||uw || wae | «
< Pp.dGe

where in the second inequality we used the Lipschitz continu-
ity of function ¢; ; (cf. Assumption[3), and in the last inequality
we used the fact that |lu;.|lc = 1 and the equivalence
of the norms on finite-dimensional real vector space, i.e.,
||lz|| < pllx||2 and ||z||. <P, ||z|2- The proof is complete. W

Remark 7: In step 3 the minimizer y;, as well as its
approximate solution y;; are required to belong to the set
(1—-¢)K, which is designed to guarantee that the query points
x;+ £ du,;, belong to the constraint set C (see Lemma
in the sequel). This is a common technique used widely in
online bandit convex optimization (see, e.g., [6], [7]). Note
also that the convergence analysis of Algorithm [2] is much
more involved than that of Algorithm [l since there exist two
new parameters ¢ and £ in Algorithm 2] due to the use of the
gradient estimator.

The following lemma is used to design the parameters in
Algorithm ] in order to guarantee that the decisions T =
du; ¢ belong to the constraint set K.

Lemma 5 ( [I6]l, Observation 2): For any « € (1—¢)K and
any unit vector u, it holds that x+du € K for any € [0, {R].

B. Main Convergence Results

We now establish a theorem that characterizes the average
regularized regret of Algorithm

Theorem 2: Let Assumptions 1, 3,4, 5, and 6 hold. Let the
decision sequences {z;:}7_, and {y;:}{_, be generated by

Algorithm 2] Set § < ¢R.
we have

Then, for all T > 1 and j € [m],

T

B
O+Bl +BQ’)7+ Z

£ [Reg,(T)] < -

By Pt
- — + B50 + Bg¢
T ; V' n

where
20
By = ——(Gi+G) <Z]Ea;“||>
Bl = ZE -'13 mll)]
m (1 __ 99 0 ——
20
—|—— (Gz-l—G )(pp*dGz-l-G ))
21
By = m,/ (pp*ng—l——(Gg—i—G))
By, = 4m —ﬁGwR
o
B5 = QmGg
B = mp(Gy+G.)R

Compared to the average regularized regret bound in The-
orem [1 there have two additional terms in the average
regularized regret bound in Theorem 2] which are introduced
by using the gradient estimator instead of the gradient in
the algorithm. In the sequel, we will see that the O(1/v/T)
average regularized regret can be recovered by choosing the
parameters § and & appropriately.

Note that term B; can be bounded by using the fact that
function w has G,,-gradient over the set /C, that is,

m Gw .
Bi < D (-9 — iy’

1=1
< WZ (10 = O 1> + eia]?)
< ZmﬁQGwR .

Similarly, we have the following corollary that characterizes
the average regularized regret for every node in terms of the
total number of rounds 7', by combining the results in Theorem
and the preceding inequality.

Corollary 2: Under the conditions of Theorem 2] and tak-

ing
1 1
= :O _—
n ﬁﬁ*d /—Ta Pt <t3/2)
1 )
6 = —, = —, te|T
VT ‘T & ]

we have that, for all 7 > 1 and any j € [m],

Reg,(T) = 0(73\1/_9%61).




Remark 8: In fact, we can construct a different gradient
estimator by using only one single functional evaluation [6] or
multiple functional evaluations [7]. However, building on our
convergence analysis results it is easy to prove that algorithm
with one-point bandit feedback would exhibit worse average
regret guarantees (e.g., scaling as 1/ T'/6) and algorithm with
multi-point bandit feedback would exhibit the same average
regret scaling as that of BanODCMD. Moreover, algorithm
BanODCMD has a natural connection with the distributed
zeroth-order algorithms in [23]], in the following sense: i)
Both algorithms rely on two functional evaluations at every
iteration; ii) BanODCMD can tackle distributed composite
optimization in online setting, while [23]] deals with off-line
distributed optimization where the objective functions of nodes
are fixed; and iii) The key difference is that in algorithm
BanODCMD the query points (i.e., x;; + du;,) must lie
in the decision space K, which is guaranteed by projecting
the estimates onto the shrunk set (1 — £)K and choosing
the exploration parameter 6 and the shrinkage parameter &
appropriately. In contrast, such a requirement is not needed in
distributed zeroth-order algorithms [23].

Remark 9: Compared to the algorithms [11]-[14] that are
under full-information feedback, algorithm BanODCMD is
the first online distributed algorithm under bandit feedback
that only requires the information of functional values at two
queried points. In addition, our BanODCMD algorithm can
deal with distributed optimization problem with composite
structure, while in [11]-[14] no regularization functions are
considered in their objective functions.

Remark 10: It is worth noting that the average regularized
regret of algorithm BanODCMD scales with the problem
dimension as pp,d, where p and p, depend on the norm used.
For example, in the case of Euclidean norm || - |2, we have
pp, = 1 and the average regularized regret scales with the
dimension as O(d). This dependence is identical to that of
[6], which considers centralized online bandit optimization.
In the case of ¢, norm || - |, with p > 1, it is easy to
show that pp, < v/d, which results in an average regularized
regret scaling of O(dv/d/+/T). This scaling is better than the
O(d?/\/T) average regret scaling in [[7], but worse than that of
[8l], where the average regret scales optimally with dimension
as v/d; however, it is worth noting that the problem considered
in (7], [8] is in centralized setting and without composite
structure.

C. Proof of Theorem

We establish the proof of Theorem 2] by using the results
in Lemmas 3] [ and Al We begin our proof by first showing
that the decisions x; ; £ du; + belong to the constraint set K. It
follows from step 3 in AlgorithmRlthat y; + € (1—&)K, which
implies that x; ;11 € (1—&)K. This, combined with Lemma[3]
gives the condition § < (R that ensures x; ; + du,;; € K. We
now prove the main results, by following an argument similar
to that of Lemma [0l and we immediately have that for any

€ (1-9K,

(Git +VrWl ) yrs — @) + (Gie, Tit — Yirt)
1
< " (Vo(x, i) — Voo (Yt i) — Vo (2, 9it))
45G R U
+ “—[lyi — ||3»'z t— yi,t||2+2—|‘gi,t”i
0w

where we used the new bound 2]‘9? on the diameter of /C,
because of [z —y|| < [|lz[| + [yl < P(=]2+ yl2) < 2pR.
By adding and subtracting y;, to the second term on the left-
hand side and then taking the conditional expectation, we have
for any x € (1 — &)K.,

E [(gie + Vr(y;,), uiy — ) |F]
+E [(Git, Tip — yr.) | Fi]
+E [(Git» vl — yi) | Fi
= E[(git, @it — ) | F]
E [<V7’(yi*,t)a y:t - cc> | ]:t]
+E [(Git-y5 e — Yir) | Tt

> zi,t(iBi,t) — zi,t(iv) +r(yr,) —r(x)
—E [l1gi¢lls - Ilyie — yiell | ]

> zi,t(iBi,t) — zi,t(iv) +r(yr,) —r(x)
—PP.AG|yie =yl ®)

where the first and second inequalities follow respectively
from Lemma [Blc) and Lemma @ Doing the same operation
on the right-hand side and then combining with inequality (8),
taking the total expectation, and summing over ¢ = 1,...,m,
yields

th(mzt) + T(y;t)]

(@) + ()]

Z (Volz,@it) —

IN

Vw(mv yi,t))

+ <pp*dGz+4pG R- >Z||ym

m(deQGa7

20,

+

(C))

where we used the same reasoning as that of 2I) (see
Appendix [A) and the bound on ||g; ¢||« (cf. Lemma @).

Following similar lines as that of 23), @4), 26) and @27)
(see Appendix [A]), we further have for any x € K,

iE [ it(@je) +r(x;e )}
1
DI CHL

1i=

u-

=1

.
Il

MH

>>+r«1—@wﬂ

2 32

20,

t

—

IN

E[Vo((1— &), zi0)] +

S| =
iMs



m

1\ <&
+ (PP dG, + 41‘9GWR5) S E(lyie — vl

t=1 1=1
+G >

t=

E [llyfe — iel]

-

—

1=1

m

H(Ge+G)Y Y By — x4

t=1 i=1

] (10)

because function fi,t is Gy-Lipschitz continuous. We now
relate the left-hand side and the expected average regularized
regret associated with the loss functions ¢; ;, by Lemma Blb),

-Gy <
-Gy <

io(®j) — Lig(zje)
lis(L=Ox) — L (1-&z). (D

We use the Lipschitz continuity of functions ¢;; and r to
further obtain that for any x € IC,

Cig (1= 8m) — iy () < Gefllz|| <PGRE
r(1-8z)—r(x) < G|zl <pG,RE (12)

Combining the results in inequalities (I0), (I1) and (12), and
setting * = x*, we have

E [Reg, (1)

niT SB[ -t i) + PRI ECE
i=1

IN

20,

T
1
+2mGo > 6+ mp(Ge+ Gy RE

t=1
—1\ 1 -
+ (ﬁﬁ*ng + 4prR5> T Z Z]E [y — yiell]
t=1 i=1
1 m
+Grm SN Elllyg, — widll]
t=1 i=1
1
+(Ge+Gy) TZZE[HQUM —zjql]. (13)

t=1 i=1

Hence, we are left to bound the last three terms on the right-
hand side of (I3). In fact, they can be respectively bounded by
using the results in Lemma 2l and we can derive the desired
bound in Theorem [ |

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we consider a distributed online regularized
linear regression problem:

min. >

s.t. x ek

(3 (Bias@) = i) + 3213 + Aol

(14)
where the data sequence {(b;,vi)}i_; is known only to
node 4, and every entry of the input vector b; ; was generated
uniformly from the interval (—1,1) and the response is given
by

Yit = (bit, o) +€

where [xo]; = 1 for 1 < i < L%J and 0 otherwise and the
noise € was generated independent and identically distributed
from the normal distribution N(0,1). We set K = {x €
R? | |lz|l2 < R}, and set the distance-measuring function
as w(z) = i||x||3. In this case the optimization problem
yi, = argmingcc (Vig, m>+r(w)+%Vw(m, x;.) in ODCMD
can be solved as follows:

Yir = Tit—nViy
[Wis, = sign([Gidl,) [|[Bie],| — 77)\2L7 s € [d]
. R -
Yir — mym

where V¢ = ((bit,@it) — yit) big + A1 . Similarly, the
optimization problem in BanODCMD (i.e., step 3) can be
solved as well by replacing V; ; and R with g; ; and (1—&)R
in the preceding equations, respectively.

Setd=10,R=1, A\ =1, Ay = 0.1, and = ﬁ and
we first implement the algorithms over a randomly generated
network of m = 30 nodes shown in Fig. 1. The network is
changing according to the following way: at round 2t —1 (¢t €
[1,[T/2]]), half of the edges in the network (see Fig. 1) are
activated randomly; at round 2¢ (¢ € [1, [1'/2]]), the other half
edges are activated. We solve the optimization problem in both
algorithms by adding noise to y;t, that is, vy, ; = y;t + p1,
where p; = ¢, - 777 with ¢, > 0 and 1 is the vector with all
its entries equal to one.

Fig. 1. A network of 30 nodes.

We first consider solving problem (I4) under full informa-
tion feedback using ODCMD. Let ¢, = 10. We show the
convergence performance of the algorithm by providing the
plots of the maximum and minimum average regrets, defined
respectively as max;e,) Reg;(T) and min;c[,,,) Reg;(T),
versus the total number of rounds 7'. As a comparison, we
also provide the convergence plots of a subgradient based




algorithm; the details of the algorithm are as follows:

[@ii)s —n([Vidls + A2 -sign ([xi4]s)) ,
[ih,ﬁs = if kBiJ]S 75 0
[mi,t]s -n ([vi,t]s + A2 -¢), otherwise
N R
Yire =

)

max ([0l 1) 2

where ¢ is an element of [—1,1]. The simulation results are
shown in Fig. 2, which shows that algorithm ODCMD achieves
better optimality than the subgradient based algorithm for each
T.

10° ‘ ‘
—©—0ODCMD (maximum)
-<>--ODCMD (minimum)
D —£—Subgradient (maximum)
. -4 Subgradient (minimum)
10

Average regret
=
o
2.

=

()]
o
T

10-1 I I I I
0 100 200 300 400

Total number of rounds T

500

Fig. 2. The maximum and minimum average regrets versus
the total number of rounds 7" of ODCMD and subgradient
based algorithm.

We now study the effects of the optimization error sequence
{p:}L_, on the convergence of algorithm ODCMD. Specifi-
cally, we first choose four different values of ¢, in p; in our
simulations, i.e., ¢, = 0 (error-free), ¢, = 10, ¢, = 20, and
cp, = 30. As a comparison, we also consider two types of fixed
optimization error sequences in simulations, namely, p; = 0.5
and p; = 7a7 for all ¢ € [T]. The simulation results are
shown in Fig. 3, which provides plots of the maximum average
regret versus the total number of rounds 7'. It can be observed
from Fig. 3 that: i) When the optimization error decreases as
pr = t;%, algorithm ODCMD achieves better optimality with
a smaller value of c,, and it is most obvious in the error-
free case (i.e., ¢, = 0); and ii) When the optimization error is
fixed, algorithm ODCMD converges for the case of p; = %,
but when p; = 0.5, algorithm ODCMD does not converge.
All those observations comply with the results established in
Theorem [11

We now make a comparison between algorithm ODCMD
running with w(x) = 1||x||3 and algorithm ODCMD running
with w(@) = §|z|2 Let K = RY, p = o2, & = 1,
A2 = 0.1, and ¢, = 10. For the case of p-norm, step 3 in

10

Maximum average regret

e SR
R = AR e ey

100 I I I I |

0 100 200 300 400 500
Total number of rounds T

Fig. 3. The maximum average regret versus the total number

of rounds T of ODCMD for different choices of p;.

Algorithm 1 can be written explicitly as follows:

sign ([@i.¢]) [[@ie]s[P"

Vw(xi)]s = —
(231 e
Yir = Vw(xir) —nVi
i), = sign([@idls) [|[@iels| — 0N,
. sign ([U;.4)s) [[Y; ]S|q_1
[yi,t}s ( - ) L , s € [d].

= —2
17,114

The simulation results are presented in Fig. 4, which provides
plots of the the maximum average regret versus 7" of ODCMD
using Euclidean distance and ODCMD using p-norm, for three
different values of d, namely, d = 10, d = 50, and d = 100.
From Fig. 4 we observe that p-norm ODCMD achieves better
optimality than ODCMD using Euclidean distance for each T,
and this phenomenon is more obvious for a large value of d.

We investigate the convergence performance of algorithm
BanODCMD. We use the same parameters as in the case of
running algorithm ODCMD with Euclidean distance. Further-
more, let 6 = & = L and ¢, = 10 in the simulations. First,
we show the convergence of BanODCMD by providing the
plots of the maximum and minimum average regrets of all the
nodes versus the total number of rounds 7'. The simulation re-
sults in Fig. 5 show that both the the maximum and minimum
average regrets of algorithm BanODCMD converges.

We next investigate the effect of the size of the network
(i.e., number of nodes m) on the convergence of algorithm
BanODCMD. Specifically, we provide plots of the maximum
average regrets versus the total number of rounds 7', for three
different number of nodes m in a ring network, namely, m =
10, m = 20, and m = 30, respectively. The simulation results
are shown in Fig. 6, which reveals that algorithm BanODCMD
achieves better optimality with a network of smaller size.

We finally investigate the effects of the problem dimension
d on the convergence of algorithm BanODCMD. Specifically,
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Fig. 4. The maximum average regret versus the total number  Fig. 6. The maximum average regret versus the total number
of rounds 7" of ODCMD using Euclidean distance and of rounds 7' of BanODCMD for three different number of
p-norm ODCMD for three different choices of d. nodes m in a ring network.

due to the Euclidean norm).
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Fig. 5. The maximum and minimum average regrets versus 107 20 20 60 80 100

the total number of rounds 7" of BanODCMD.

Total number of rounds T

Fig. 7. The maximum average regret versus the total number
of rounds 7" of BanODCMD for four different choices of the

we provide plots of the maximum average regrets versus the problem dimension d.
total number of rounds 7" for four different choices of the
problem dimension d, i.e., d = 10, d = 20, d = 30, and d =
40. The simulation results are provided in Fig. 7, which clearly
shows that algorithm BanODCMD achieves better optimality
with small problem dimension d. In addition, we have zoomed We have considered the problem of solving online dis-
in on T in the range [60,100] and displayed the maximum tributed composite optimization over a network that consists
average regret on a linear scale. It can be seen from Fig. 7 that  of multiple interacting nodes. We have proposed two efficient
the maximum average regret increases approximately linearly online distributed composite mirror descent algorithms. The
with increasing d. This is in compliance with the average regret first algorithm has solved the problem under full-information
scaling stated in Corollary 2, that is, O(d/v/T) (p = p, = 1, feedback, and our second algorithm has solved the problem

VI. CONCLUSION



under bandit feedback where the information of the gradient is
not available. For both algorithms, we have derived the average
regularized regret is of order O(1/+/T), which matches the
previously known rates of centralized setting. We have also
showed the effectiveness of our algorithms by implementing
them over a distributed online regularized linear regression
problem. This paper leaves several interesting questions. For
example, it would be interesting to establish order-optimal
upper and lower bounds for the proposed algorithms. For the
case of bandit feedback, it would be of interest to obtain
optimal dependence with the problem dimension d. Finally,
it would be interesting to apply the algorithms to distributed
optimization of different models.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA[T]

Applying the first-order optimality condition, that is,
(Vf(x*),z —x*) > 0, for all * € K, where x* =
argmingex f(x), to the optimization problem in step 3 in
Algorithm [Il we can obtain that for all z € K,

1
<vz—,t+w<y:t>+E(wazt)—w<wi,t>),m—yzt> >0(15)

since VV,,(z, x; ;) = Vw(x) — Vw(x, ;). By setting & = *
in inequality (I3) it follows that

1
<Vi7t+V7’(yi*7t)+5 (Vw(y;t) - Vw(:ciyt)) Uiy — w*> <0
or equivalently,

(Vie +Vr(yl,),ui, — z*)

1 * * *
< p (Vw(y;,) — Vw(mi), 2" —y,).  (16)

By adding and subtracting ¥; ; and using the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, it follows that

<Vw(yzt) —Vw(iy), " — y:t>
= <Vw(yf,t) —Vw(ziy), x* — yi,t>
+ <Vw(yzt) = Vo(xit), yir — y:t>
= <Vw(yi,t) - Vw(iﬂi,t), x* — yi,t>
+ <Vw(yf,t) — Vuw(yiy), " — yzt>
+ <Vw(yzt) —Vo(xit), yir — yz*t>
<Vw(yi,t) - Vw(iﬂi,t), x* — yi,t>
Fla* = yill - [[Vw(yiy) — Vw(yid)ll«
Hlyie — yiull - [IVw(yly) — Vw(@i)||«

IN

a7

which further yields the following bound, because w has G-
Lipschitz gradients (cf. Assumption [,

<Vw(yzt) - vw(wi,t)u x* — yz*t>

< <Vw(yi,t) - Vw(mi,t)7 x* — yzt>
+Go (l2* = yiill + lyfe — @iell) lyie — vill
< (Vw(yir) — VW(fBi,t)7 x* — Yit)

+2GuDic|lyie — yi4l (18)

12

where the last inequality follows from the fact that X has finite
diameter Dy.. Combining the inequalities in (I6) and (I8), we
get

(Via +Vryr), yle — @) + (Vie, iy — Yi)

< % (Veo(yi) — Veol@y), & — i)
4G Dillgin = yiall + (Vir, s = i)
< % (Vi@ @1.0) — Vo (Wi i) — Vo (@, 951))
+2Gu Dk llyie — il + g—gnwu —yll?
+ 50 Vil (19)
where  the last inequality follows  from  the

Pythagorean theorem for the Bregman divergence, i.e.,
(Vw(z) = Vw(z),y —z) = V,(y,2) + Vu(z,z) = Vi (y, )
and the Fenchel-Young inequality, ie., (x,y) <
al|lz|®>+ L||y||%. Using the convexity of functions ¢; () and
r(x), the left-hand side of (T9) is lower bounded by

(Viit +Vr(y; ), vie — x*) + (Vie, it — Yire)
= (Vie+Vr@i),yr, — ") + (Vie, @is — y7,)
+ (Vi Yit — Yy
Cig(®i) — Lin(x™) +7(yr,) —r(z”)
—lyie — il - [ Vi e« (20)

Y

Combining the inequalities in (I9) and 20) and using As-
sumption 3] we have

Ci(®ie) +7(y7,) — (big(2") +r(a"))
1

< ; (Vw (:I}*, wi,t) -V (yi,ta wi,t) -V (513*, yi,t))
2 % n 2
+{ Ge+ =GuDx | lyie — yiull + 5—G
U] ' 20,
0w o . 2
+ 2,'7 ||$1;t yZ;t”
1 *
< ;(Vw(fv i) = Vo (x*, yit))

2 <. G
+ | Ge+ =GuDx | lyie — vl + n 2
n ’ 20y,
due to the strong convexity of the Bregman divergence, i.e.,

o
Vo (Wi, @it) > 7w||wzt —yid*

Summing the inequalities in @I) over i = 1,..., m, gives

NE

[Cie(zie) + (i) — (Gie(a”) +r(x))]

.
Il

(Voo (@™, i) — Voo™, yin))

3

A
| —
'MS

=1

2 m
+ (Ge + EG”D’C> > llyie -yl +

=1

mG>2
5 £n. (22)
0w




We now relate the left-hand side of (22)) and the average reg-
ularized regret (2)). Using the Lipschitz continuity of function
; +(x) (cf. Assumption [3), we have

(i) = lig(xje)+ig(xiy)
> &_yt(ccjyt)—

—Lit(xj0)

Ge”mi,t - mj.,tH (23)

and similarly, it follows from the Lipschitz continuity of
function r(x) that

r(yr) = (@) +r(@ie) — (@)
+r(y;.) —r(@is)
> r(xje) — Grll@is — xj]
~Gyllyr, — (24)

Combining the preceding inequalities with [@2), using the
definition of the average regularized regret in (@), and then
summing the inequalities overall t =1---,T, we arrive at

m

Z it w], +T‘($77 ))

t=1 i=1
T m
DI CHMCIERCD)
t=1 1=1
1 T m
S - Z Z iL‘ y Ly t) Vw (iB*, yi,t))
n t=1 1=1
T m G
G D3y — wiall + S LT
t=1 i=1 Tuw
9 T m
+ (Gz + _GwDIC> Z Z lyi,e — yi.ll
n t=1 i=1
H(Ge+G) DD mie — - (25)
t=1 i=1

We now bound the term Y .-, V,,(*,x; ) as the following,
by using the doubly stochasticity of the weight matrix P(t—1)
and Assumption [ that is, for all ¢ > 2,

Z Vi (:B*, miyt) = Z Vo .’1}*, ZiP(t - 1)iijyj,t71
i=1 i=1 j=1
< D NP D)V yj-1)
i=1 j=1
= > V(@ Y1) (26)

<.
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-

Hence, the first term on the right-hand side of (23) leads to a
telescopic sum, that is,

— Vio(@*, yi))
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]
&
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Y (V@ @) = Vol yir)) @7
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which, combined with 23)), gives
1 & mG?
~m Vw *7 [ £
UT; (@ wi) + 20, |
1 T m
Grp SOy — midll
t=1 i=1
T m
SO llyie —will

2
77 t=1 i=1

1 T m
Z D s — @l

t:l i=1

Reg;(T) <

Nl =

Ge—{-G

with recalling the definition of the average regularized regret
and dropping the negative term — >, V,,(x*, y; 7). [ |

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 2]

(a) To facilitate the analysis, we introduce three auxiliary
variables for all i € [m] and ¢ € [T] as follows:

1 m
r, = — i 28
Ty - ; Ty (28)
€t = Yit— yft (29)
€t — y;t — Lt (30)

We first utilize the fact that function (V,, x) + r(x) +
%Vw(m, xit) is %-strongly convex to obtain

1
(Vit: Yie) +7(Yir) + va(yi,t, Tit)

N 1
> (Vinyl) +rwi) + EVw(y;ta xiy)

Ow * |12
Ny s — 31
o 1t — vl G
which, combined with step 3 in Algorithm [ yields
2
< /e (32)
0w
(b) We now turn our attention to the term ||y}, — x;([|. By

setting « = @, ¢ in the first-order optimality condition in (I3)
it follows that

(Vax + Vr(yl) s — vl
1
<5 (Vo) — Veolan)) oyt — w>

Y

Y
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because function w is o,,-strongly convex, and then applying
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the left-hand side, we have

il Vit + Vr(yl,)ll-

o
_w”y:t - wi,t”2 < Hy:t -
Ui

which gives

1
< —(Ge+Gr)n
o

w

(33)

leiell = llyie =



according to Assumption 3
(c) We first derive the general iteration relation of the states
Tit+1,

NE

Titp1 = [P(t)]ij Y.t

<.
Il
—

I
NE

[P(t)]ij (y): + eji)

<.
Il
-

I
NE

[P()lij (xj +eje+€).  (34)

<.
Il
-

Applying this inequality recursively, we find that for all ¢ > 1,

Tit+1 = Z[P(t Dl
j—l
+ZZ (t:7)]ij (e +€-) (35
T7=1j=1
where we write P(t: 7) = P(t)P(t —1)--- P(7 + 1) P(7)

and P(t : t) = P(t) for all ¢t > 7 > 1. We now characterize
the general iteration for the average states of the network, that
is,
x = — T,
t+1 m 1
1 m
—> N [P®)iyie

j=1

Yit
x

1 m
s
Z (it +eir+€r)
i=1
where the second-to-last equality follows from the double
stochasticity of P(t), and the last equality follows from
equation (34). Applying this inequality recursively, we find
that for all t > 1,

t m
1
T = T — 0T lT . 36
Tl +;lm§ e+ € (36)
Hence, for all ¢ > 1 and any ¢ € [m],
i1 — et
- 1
< [P - 2|l
= m
3P 5= | Qleslles ).
T7=1j=1
(37)

We now bound the norm of the differences of the estimates
among nodes in the network, by combining the inequalities
@D, (32) and @3) with Corollary 1 in on the convergence
properties of the matrix P(¢: 7) for all t > 7 > 1, that is,

1 —T
[P(f:T)]ij—E‘Sﬁlit .

14

Specifically, we have

m
> ll@iig1 — T
=1

IN

g (i |wi,1||> =

t
+m GE—F Z

+m19\/ Z KT Ty/mpe. (38)

On the other hand, one has
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S lwie— |
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1=1

I
NE

T-1
1

s
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i=1
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that x; ; are the
same for all 7. Combining (38) with the preceding inequality,
we get

T

iguwm—wtn < ﬂ(Dwm)z

t=11¢ 1

Ge +G
+mad

i
+m19\/; IR

- \TM%

Therefore, the desired estimate follows by applying the fol-
lowing inequalities, that is,

and

M=
MH
;Rkﬂ-

4

A

IN

to the preceding one, with the help of the triangle inequality
lei—x; |l < || —F ||+ |2, —F:]|. The proof is complete.
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