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A Survey on Distributed Online Optimization and
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Abstract—Distributed online optimization and game have been
increasingly researched in the last decade, mostly motivated by its
wide applications in sensor networks, robotics (e.g., distributed
target tracking and formation control), smart grids, deep learn-
ing, and so forth. In these problems, there is a network of agents
who may be cooperative (i.e., distributed online optimization)
or noncooperative (i.e., online game) through local information
exchanges. And the local cost function of each agent is often time-
varying in dynamic and even adversarial environments. At each
time, a decision must be made by each agent based on historical
information at hand without knowing future information on cost
functions. For these problems, a comprehensive survey is still
lacking. This paper aims to provide a thorough overview of
distributed online optimization and game from the perspective of
problem settings, communication, computation, algorithms, and
performances. In addition, some potential future directions are
also discussed.

Index Terms—Distributed algorithms, autonomous agents, on-
line optimization, online game, multi-agent networks, regret.

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimization (or mathematical programming) and game

theory have been extremely popular topics since the last

century due to their wide applications across many realms,

including computer science, systems and control, finance, biol-

ogy, medical service, mathematics, machine learning, artificial

intelligence, robotics, and so on [1]–[3]. Optimization and

game theory have a similar objective, that is, seeking optimal

decision vectors/variables. The difference lies in that for a

game, there are usually multiple agents (or players), each

aims at computing its own best decision in a noncooperative

fashion. It is worth noting that the environments in typical

optimization and game theory are often stationary, i.e., the

objective/cost/loss functions are time-invariant, which are of

limited use in a multitude of practical applications in dynamic

environments. For instance, in the target (e.g., robot) tracking

problem under either good or atrocious weather condition, the
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Fig. 1. Schematic illustration of a general framework for distributed online
optimization and game, where xi,t is the decision vector/variable made by
agent i ∈ [N ] at time step t. The environment is dynamic and even adversarial.
ft is given in a generic form, which can be separable or nonseparable as
studied in the literature. And all agents in the network can be cooperative or
noncooperative.

optimal variable can be viewed as the target’s position at each

time. And the target’s position is time-varying as time evolves

(note that the target is a part of the environment) [4].

In dynamic environments, online learning (OL) for opti-

mization and game (or online optimization/game), as a notable

tool for sequential decision making, has become an active

research field in recent two decades, mostly because it can

well handle a large number of realistic problems in portfolio

management, auctions, transportation, smart grids, robotics,

dictionary learning, online advertisement placement, online

web ranking, neural networks, to just mention a few [5]–

[7]. Online optimization and game usually have three main

features: 1) the decision maker does not have access to future

information on cost functions in general; 2) the variations

of cost functions generally do not obey any statistical dis-

tributions; 3) the environments may be even adversarial, i.e.,

intentionally preventing the decision maker from achieving

the best decision (cf. surveys of centralized online optimiza-

tion/learning [8]–[11]). With the above features, the decision

maker has to choose a decision at each time instant only

based on historical information at hand, and then the current

objective information is revealed. In this setup, it is well

known that no algorithms can be leveraged to exactly track

the trajectory of best decisions or optimal variables. Usually,

two metrics, i.e., regret and competitive ratio, are introduced to

measure the performance of proposed algorithms. The metrics

basically drive the incurred total cost over a finite horizon

to track the lowest cost achieved if knowing all the past and

future cost functions in hindsight [5], [12], [13].

With the rapid development of science and technology,

as well as the advent of large-scale network and big data

in modern life, some limitations of the aforementioned so-

called centralized online setup have emerged. For example,

http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.00473v2
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no one agent can possess all the information of an op-

timization/game problem at any time slot, but instead the

information is usually distributed over a group of agents who

may be geographically dispersed [14]. In this case, distributed

online optimization and game have been put forward. For

distributed online optimization (DOO), the global cost function

at each time step is unaccessible to any agent, while each

of a collection of agents holds partial information on the

global cost function and they cooperate to solve the global

online optimization by information propagation to their local

neighbors. For online game (OG), each agent is often unaware

of the cost functions and strategies of other agents at each time.

A schematic illustration of the generic framework is presented

in Fig. 1. Compared with centralized setting, DOO and OG

enjoy a plethora of prominent advantages, including privacy

preserving, robustness to channel failures, resiliency to cyber-

attacks, alleviation of computational burden, etc. [15].

Along this line, this paper aims to provide a compre-

hensive survey on DOO and OG over multi-agent networks

by reviewing over one hundred papers published in the

last decade, encapsulated primarily from five perspectives:

problem settings, communication issues, computation issues,

algorithms, and performances. They further include full state

information, communication delays, asynchronous algorithms,

privacy-preserving, security-guaranteeing, information quanti-

zation/compression, full gradient calculation, bandit feedback,

projection-free algorithms, etc. To our best knowledge, this

paper is the first to report an omnifaceted overview of dis-

tributed online optimization and game, which hopefully can

motivate and facilitate further study in this field.

Notations. Let [N ] := {1, 2, . . . , N} denote an integer set

for an integer N > 0 and ×Ni=1Xi be the Cartesian product

of set Xi’s. For simplicity, denote by 1 and 0 column vectors

of all entries being 1 and 0, respectively, having compatible

dimensions from the context. In denotes the identity matrix of

dimension n×n. Let ⊗ be the Kronecker product. Denote by

col(x1, . . . , xN ) the column vector by piling up vectors xi, i ∈
[N ] and x⊤ the transpose of x ∈ R

n. Denote by 〈·, ·〉 the stan-

dard inner product of two vectors. Bn := {u ∈ R
n|‖u‖ ≤ 1}

and Sn := {u ∈ R
n|‖u‖ = 1} denote the unit Euclidean ball

and sphere of dimension n > 0, respectively. Denote by PX(·)
the projection operator onto a closed convex set X ⊆ R

n and

[·]+ the projection operator onto the nonnegative orthant Rn+,

where R
n
+ := {x = col(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ R

n|xi ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ [n]}.

Let ‖ · ‖∗ denote the dual norm, i.e., ‖x‖∗ := sup‖y‖≤1〈x, y〉.
Denote by ‖ · ‖, ‖ · ‖1 and ‖ · ‖∞ the ℓ2-norm, ℓ1-norm and

ℓ∞-norm, respectively. ∇f (resp. ∂f ) represents the gradient

(resp. subdifferential) of a function f . Let E(·) and P(·) be

the mathematical expectation and probability, respectively. For

two functions f : R
n → R and g : R

n → R, f = O(g)
denotes that there exists a constant C > 0 such that |f(x)| ≤
Cg(x) for all x ∈ R

n, f = o(g) means limx→∞
f(x)
g(x) = 0,

and Õ(·) is the same as O(·) up to logarithmic factors.

II. PROBLEM SETTINGS

This section aims at encapsulating the studied DOO and

OG problems in the literature along with performance metrics

and applications. These problems involve a group of N
agents, who constitute a multi-agent network where each agent

can communicate with its local neighbors via information

exchanges. To facilitate the discussion, let us first introduce

some fundamentals in graph theory.

Graph Theory. The communication pattern among N
agents at each time t ≥ 0 is captured by a simple graph [16],

denoted by Gt = (V , Et), where V = [N ] and Et ⊆ V × V
are the node (vertex, or agent) and edge sets at time t,
respectively. The graph can be called communication graph for

all agents. An edge (i, j) ∈ Et means that agent i can broadcast

information to agent j at time t. In this case, agent i (resp. j) is

called an in-neighbor or simply neighbor (resp. out-neighbor)

of agent j (resp. i) at time t. Denote by N+
i,t := {j|(j, i) ∈

Et} ∪ {i} and N−
i,t := {j|(i, j) ∈ Et} ∪ {i} the in-neighbor

and out-neighbor sets of agent i at time t, respectively. Note

that agent i itself is contained in its in-neighbor and out-

neighbor sets here, although it may be not the case in graph

theory. A graph is called undirected at time t if and only if

(i, j) ∈ Et is equivalent to (j, i) ∈ Et (undirected if it holds

for all t ≥ 0), and directed otherwise. A directed path means a

sequence of adjacent edges (i1, i2), (i2, i3), . . . , (il−1, il). For

a stationary graph, i.e., Et is fixed, the graph is said to be

strongly connected if any node can be connected to any other

node via a directed path. For a time-varying graph Gt, it is

called Q-strongly connected for some integer Q ≥ 1 if any

union graph (V ,∪l=0,...,Q−1Et+l) is strongly connected for all

t ≥ 0. Moreover, an information mixing matrix (or adjacency

matrix, communication matrix) Wt = (wij,t) ∈ R
N×N can

be assigned to Gt such that wij,t > 0 when (j, i) ∈ Et and

wij,t = 0 otherwise. The graph Gt is called balanced at time

t if
∑

j∈N+

i,t
wij,t =

∑

l∈N−

i,t
wli,t for all i ∈ [N ] (called

balanced if it holds for all t ≥ 0), and unbalanced otherwise.

A schematic illustration is provided in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2. Schematic illustration of a directed graph at time t, where a directed
edge means the availability of information propagation along the directed edge
at time t.

To proceed, let us concentrate on explicating the main

ingredients of DOO and OG, which typically involves a series

of cost/objective/loss functions, including three main settings

in the literature, i.e., consensus based DOO, multi-agent coor-

dination based DOO, and OG, as briefly summarized in Table

I and introduced below.

1) Consensus based DOO. In this setting, the global cost

function ft is in the form

ft(x) =
N
∑

i=1

fi,t(x), ∀i, j ∈ [N ], (1)
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TABLE I
Three scenarios of cost functions. Note that other characteristics can generally emerge in all three scenarios. For example, both fixed and time-varying

communication graphs can be considered in all three scenarios, and both stationary or time-varying inequality constraints can appear in all three scenarios.
Even in a concrete application, such as distributed estimation in sensor networks, the communication graph can be either stationary or time-varying, which

depends upon the specific studied setup.

Scenario Characteristic Application examples

Consensus based DOO
Identical decision variable for all agents;

Cooperative agents

medical diagnosis [17]; localization in sensor networks [18];
power consumption adjustment for commercial buildings [19];

distributed estimation in sensor networks [20];
distributed target tracking in 2-D plane [21];

multi-class classification [22], [23];
robot formation control [24]

Multi-agent coordination based DOO

Agent i’s cost relies on its own variable
and other agents’ variables;

Cooperative agents

target surrounding problem for robots in the plane [25];
mobile edge computing [26];

distributed energy resources for distribution grids [7]

Online game

Agent i’s cost relies on its own variable
and other agents’ variables;

Noncooperative agents
online Nash-Cournot game [27]–[29]

where x ∈ Xi,t ⊆ R
n with Xi,t being closed and convex

in general, and each fi,t is the gradually revealed local

cost function of agent i at each time t ≥ 0. Local cost

function means that it is privately revealed to only one

agent, but unknown to all other agents.

2) Multi-Agent Coordination based DOO. In this sce-

nario, ft is of the form

ft(x1, . . . , xN ) =

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(x1, . . . , xN ), (2)

where xi ∈ Xi,t ⊆ R
ni is the decision variable of agent

i ∈ [N ]. For notational simplicity, Xi,t is still used

here although it may be of different dimension from

that in (1). And fi,t is the same as that in (1), except

for possibly depending on all agents’ variables. Note

that it is not necessary for all decision variables xi’s to

be identical. An example of this type can be found in

Example 2 of Section II-D later.

3) OG. In this setup, each agent only cares about its

own time-varying interest (i.e., time-varying local cost

functions). To be specific, different from the cooperation

among agents in (2), each agent i ∈ [N ] attempts to

minimize its own gradually revealed local cost function

fi,t(x1, . . . , xN ) subject to xi ∈ Xi,t ⊆ R
ni .

Problem Statement. At each time step t ≥ 0, each agent

i ∈ [N ] makes a decision xi,t ∈ Xi,t generally based on

historical information at hand, i.e., partial or full information

on fi,l,Xi,l and neighboring information xj,l, j ∈ N+
i,l for

l ≤ t − 1, as well as some current information (e.g., its

current position for a robot agent). Then, the environment

will reveal some partial or full information on fi,t and Xi,t
to agent i along with a suffered loss fi,t(xi,t) for consensus

based DOO and fi,t(x1,t, . . . , xN,t) for multi-agent coordi-

nation based DOO and OG. Note that partial information

on fi,l here usually means function values at one or several

points as studied in one-point or multi-point bandit feedback

scenarios [8]–[10], in contrast to complete information on fi,l
(e.g., gradients). Meanwhile, partial information sometimes

can also mean the neighboring information xj,l, j ∈ N+
i,l in

presence of noises, instead of true information. After that,

each agent interacts with its out-neighbors by sharing its

some information (e.g., its decision variable at time t), and

simultaneously receiving neighboring information from its in-

neighbors. Then, it continues the above similar process in next

time instant until a pre-specified horizon T > 0 is reached.

Finally, for the aforesaid three scenarios, their correspond-

ing objectives are usually to learn optimal decision strategies

for minimizing the following cumulative cost over the total

horizon T :

min
xl,t∈Xl,t,l∈[N ]

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(xi,t), (3)

min
xl,t∈Xl,t,l∈[N ]

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(x1,t, . . . , xN,t), (4)

min
xi,t∈Xi,t

T
∑

t=1

fi,t(xi,t, x−i,t), (5)

where, for brevity, x−i,t denotes the variables of all agents

except i, i.e., x−i,t := col(x1,t, . . . , xi−1,t, xi+1,t, . . . , xN,t).
Note that (5) for OG is made for individual agent i, instead

of the total cost as in the former two scenarios, since each

agent only cares about its own interest in OG. Along this line,

recent works [27]–[29] have studied online game with/without

constraints.

A. Further Discussion on Problem Settings

Although three main categories of problems have been

presented above, to summarize various studied problems in

more details, we further classify these problems from other

viewpoints, as discussed below.

Cost Functions. From the perspective of cost functions,

DOO problems can be classified as the conventional case, i.e.,

a single local cost fi,t for each agent i ∈ [N ] at time t, which

is the most widely investigated in the literature [17], [20], [30],

[31], and other cases, as follows.

• Composite Functions. In general, the cost function ft can

be smooth or nonsmooth. In order to exploit the fine

structure of ft when it is nonsmooth, the cost function can

be considered as a sum of two functions, one is smooth
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and the other is a nonsmooth regularizer, i.e., composite

optimization. Such problems can be naturally found in

realistic applications (e.g., linear regression) involving

low-rank, sparsity, monotonicity, and so forth [32], [33].

• Nonseparable Global Objectives. Some practical appli-

cations, such as resource allocation [34], [35], may

encounter the scenario where global ft(x1, . . . , xN ) is

nonseparable, but each agent i only maintains a part (or

a coordinate) xi of the whole variable col(x1, . . . , xN ).

Constraints. The constraint set Xi,t, i ∈ [N ] is in a general

form, meaning that Xi,t can be the entire Euclidean space, i.e.,

Xi,t = R
n (or Rni ), or can be of the following form:

Xi,t = {xi ∈ Xi| s.t. (in)equality constraints}, (6)

where Xi ⊆ R
n (or R

ni) is a closed convex set, standing

for the simple set constraint for agent i, on which it is often

relatively efficient to perform the projection operation. Note

that Xi may be also time-varying, but it has been considered to

be time-invariant in most of existing literature, thus written as

a fixed one here. More details are introduced in the following.

• Simple Set Constraints. In this case, the set Xi,t for each

i ∈ [N ] is simply Xi (or a common set X ), that is,

Xi,t = Xi (or Xi,t = X ) for all i ∈ [N ], t ∈ [T ], where

Xi or X is usually assumed to be compact, although

having some exceptions, e.g., [17], [36], [37]. This case

has been widely investigated in the literature [20], [30],

[31], [38]. It is noteworthy that the compactness of Xi
or X is frequently postulated even in centralized online

optimization [5]. However, this condition can be elimi-

nated in some cases, such as the unconstrained case with

central functions [17] or Lipschitz continuous gradients

[36], [37].

• Local Equality/Inequality Constraints. This case has been

specially studied, mostly due to the facts that constrained

sets sometimes consist of equality and/or inequality con-

straints either on which it is computationally prohibitive

to perform the projection operation or which have par-

ticular structures that can be elegantly exploited when

developing algorithms (e.g., equality constraints of the

form Ax +By = c for variables x ∈ R
n1 , y ∈ R

n2 with

A ∈ R
m×n1 , B ∈ R

m×n2 , c ∈ R
m, often handled by

the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM)

[39]) [40]–[43].

• Coupled Equality/Inequality Constraints. In this case,

constraints are coupled (or separable) across all the

agents. And each agent can only access partial informa-

tion on constraint functions at each time [44]–[47], that

is,

Xt = {x ∈ X|
N
∑

i=1

hi,t(xi) = 0l}, (7)

Xt = {x ∈ X|
N
∑

i=1

gi,t(xi) ≤ 0m}, (8)

where hi,t : R
ni → R

l and gi,t : R
ni → R

m, as

constraint functions at time t, are gradually revealed only

to agent i. And Xt simply denotes Xi,t for each i ∈ [N ],

representing a global set constraint, which constitutes

an identical constraint set imposed by all agents in this

case. Moreover, it is worthwhile to note that all agents’

variables are not required to be nonidentical in (7) and

(8), and the separable constraints in (7) and (8) can

simultaneously appear in a single problem.

• Control Systems. It is easy to observe that no system

dynamics is considered in the aforesaid problems. In

physical world, agents involved in real applications are

often subject to some physical dynamics, such as bicycle

dynamics for robots and Euler-Lagrange dynamics for

manipulators. Therefore, to better suit these applications,

control system dynamics has been integrated into DOO

recently [48], [49], which can be viewed as a sort of

constraint for DOO and OG.

Time-Varying Scenarios. According to distinct scenarios,

the models of time-varying cost and/or constraint functions

studied in the literature can be summarized as follows, for

which the oblivious model is the most widely studied one.

• Oblivious Model. In this case, all cost/constraint functions

are determined at the beginning by the environment or

adversary, which cannot be changed in the process of

learning.

• Stochastic Model. This model means the existence of

some stochastic components for local cost functions,

incurred by sampling data or other factors. Usually, the

local cost function fi,t is dependent on an additional

random variable ξi,t, which is subject to a generally

unknown distribution Di,t, i.e., fi,t(·; ξi,t) at time t [50].

Function Properties.

• Convex/Nonconvex Functions. In existing literature, the

convex case has been more frequently studied until now,

where cost functions and constraint functions (if avail-

able) are all convex [17], [20], [30], [44]. Meanwhile, the

nonconvex case has been less addressed, where either cost

or constraint functions are nonconvex, usually leading to

more complex problems than the convex ones. To date,

only a few papers considered the nonconvex case with

only simple set constraints [51]–[53].

• Strong Convexity and/or Smoothness. To derive better

performance, several elegant function properties can be

particularly leveraged, such as strong convexity and

smoothness, which are also realistic in many applications

(e.g., linear regression with a quadratic regularizer). For

example, strong convexity and smoothness have been

harnessed to improve the performance for DOO in [36].

B. Performance Metrics

With the above problem settings, how to evaluate whether a

developed algorithm is good or not is apparently an important

task for effective algorithm proposals. For online learning,

there are generally three classes of metrics which have been

leveraged in the literature, as summarized below. For simplic-

ity, the following metrics are introduced for the consensus

based DOO due to its most popularity, but similar metrics can

be also defined for (4) and (5).
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1) Dynamic Regret. Equipped with the objective in (3),

one direct metric is to compare the accumulated cost

against a sequence of any comparators {̺t}Tt=1, satisfy-

ing ̺t ∈ Xt := ∩Ni=1Xi,t. Then, the dynamic regret is

defined as [5]

D-Reg({̺t}) :=
T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(xi,t)−
T
∑

t=1

ft(̺t). (9)

For (9), there are two paramount special cases: 1)

the case by setting ̺t = x∗t := argminx∈Xt
ft(x),

sometimes also called restricted dynamic regret;

and 2) the case by setting ̺t = x∗ :=
argminx∈∩T

t=1
Xt

∑T
t=1 ft(x), which is usually called

static regret, denoted specially as S-Reg, i.e.,

S-Reg :=

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(xi,t)−
T
∑

t=1

ft(x
∗), (10)

where an underlying assumption is ∩Tt=1Xt 6= ∅. It is

easy to see that the static regret is to compare the total

cost with the minimal cost with respect to a decision

variable which is the same one (i.e., time-invariant)

all over the time horizon. It should be noted that the

dynamic regret is generally not sublinear with respect to

T in the worst case, hence requiring some regularities,

such as path variation/length and gradient variation, on

the comparator sequence or the cost function sequence

[54], [55].

Another metric related to dynamic regret is so-called in-

dividual dynamic regret (or local/agent dynamic regret)

for each j ∈ [N ] (e.g., [17], [19]), defined as

D-Regj({̺t}) :=
T
∑

t=1

ft(xj,t)−
T
∑

t=1

ft(̺t). (11)

That is, the compared cumulative cost is with respect to

the decision variables of agent j, instead of all agents’

variables, which can measure the special performance

for individual agent in some sense. Similarly, one can

define individual/local/agent static regret (or simply

individual/local/agent regret) (e.g., [31], [39]) as

S-Regj :=

T
∑

t=1

ft(xj,t)−
T
∑

t=1

ft(x
∗), ∀j ∈ [N ]. (12)

Note that associated with individual regrets in (11) and

(12), the regrets in (9) and (10) can be called network

regrets.

2) Adaptive Regret. The dynamic regret is defined over the

entire horizon t ∈ [T ], i.e., from a global perspective.

Another metric, called adaptive regret, is proposed from

a local perspective. That is, it aims at comparing the

cumulative cost over a subset of the entire horizon [T ],
which includes two versions, i.e., strongly and weakly

adaptive regrets. For strongly adaptive regret [56], the

purpose is to minimize the maximal static regret over a

fixed time interval, say τ > 0, which is defined as

SA-Reg(τ) := max
[r,r+τ−1]⊆[T ]

r+τ−1
∑

t=r

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(xi,t)

− min
x∈∩T

t=1
Xt

r+τ−1
∑

t=r

ft(x). (13)

Furthermore, the weakly adaptive regret [57] aims to

minimize the maximal static regret over any contiguous

time intervals, specifically defined by

WA-Reg := max
[r,s]⊆[T ]

s
∑

t=r

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(xi,t)

− min
x∈∩T

t=1
Xt

s
∑

t=r

ft(x). (14)

It is easy to observe that weakly adaptive regret is greater

than strongly adaptive regret, which is dependent on the

time interval τ and will incur different SA-Reg(τ ) values

for distinct τ ∈ [1, T ].
3) Competitive Ratio. Besides the above performance

metrics, another natural metric is competitive ratio (CR

for brevity) [58]. It is defined by the division between

the cumulative cost and the minimal overall cost over

time horizon T , i.e.,

CR :=

∑T
t=1

∑N
i=1 fi,t(xi,t)

∑T
t=1 ft(x

∗
t )

, (15)

where x∗t = argminx∈Xt
ft(x). In this case, it is

generally assumed that
∑T

t=1 ft(x
∗
t ) > 0.

Additionally, another type of metric related to compar-

ative ratio is also employed in some literature. That is,

an online algorithm is said to have a competitive ratio

cr ≥ 1 [59], [60] if there exists a constant c′r ≥ 0, which

is independent of T , such that

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(xi,t) ≤ cr

T
∑

t=1

ft(x
∗
t ) + c′r, (16)

which is only different from (15) by a constant c′r.

“Good” Performance: With the above performance mea-

sures, a proposed algorithm is usually declared “good” if dy-

namic regret or adaptive regret is bounded by a sublinear term

in T (i.e., o(T )) and other problem-dependent regularities, or

the competitive ratio is a constant, i.e., CR ≤ cr for some

constant cr > 0 or satisfying (16) with an additional constant

c′r > 0.

It is worth noting that all the above metrics are introduced in

the context of deterministic setting, which however can be eas-

ily accommodated to suit the stochastic scenario by replacing

the cumulative cost with one in mathematical expectation with

respect to any randomness in the context, e.g., stochastic cost

functions, stochastic gradients, sample datasets, and stochastic

algorithms, etc. Additionally, the aforesaid metrics can be also

applied to the nonconvex setup in the sense of local optimum,

and other special metrics for the nonconvex case were also
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proposed in the literature, such as the regret defined by first-

order optimality condition [52].

It is also noteworthy that besides the aforementioned met-

rics, another metric is to directly track the time-varying

optimal variables, i.e., analyzing ‖xi,t − x∗t ‖ with x∗t being

the optimal decision variable at time t. It is often bounded

by a constant that is determined by problem parameters (e.g.,

Lipschitz constant, gradient’s bound, etc.) and network factors

(e.g., agents’ number, network connectivity, etc.). This line of

problems is often called (centralized/distributed) time-varying

optimization [61]–[65]. Similarly, when the problem is to

consider the fixed point computing for a series of operators

in real Hilbert space, its goal is to track the sequence of

time-varying fixed points, often called time-varying operator

[66], [67]. This type of metric provides another perspective,

but is different from the aforementioned metrics in DOO and

OG, for which a recent survey can be found in [68]. Also

note that time-varying operator is now only addressed in the

centralized manner. Nonetheless, the time-invariant scenario

has been taken into account in the distributed fashion in recent

years [69]–[72], leaving the time-varying case as one of future

directions.

Among the aforementioned performance metrics, the most

widely exploited ones in online learning are static and dy-

namic regrets, followed by competitive ratio (more frequently

leveraged in metrical task system (MTS) [73], etc.) and then

adaptive regrets in the literature. In DOO and OG, static

and (restricted) dynamic regrets are mainly employed in the

literature, and actually, it does not have a clear rule to guide

which metrics to choose. Roughly speaking, both regrets can

be selected for DOO and OG, but a good performance on static

regret cannot imply a good performance on dynamic regret in

general. Therefore, dynamic regret can be generally considered

for DOO and OG, which is more general, including static

and restricted dynamic regret as two special cases. However,

dynamic regret is generally more difficult to analyze than

static regret. Generally speaking, they provide different metrics

for measuring designed online algorithms in online learning

from diverse perspectives, which have vague relationships as

discussed in the sequel. Up to date, quantitative relationship

between dynamic regret and adaptive regret remains unclear

and an attempt for simultaneously minimizing both dynamic

and adaptive regrets was made in recent work [74]. More-

over, static regret is usually incompatible with competitive

ratio, that is, they often cannot perform well simultaneously

[75]. However, in recent work [76] the authors proposed

a method for simultaneously ensuring a small static regret

and a guaranteed constant competitive ratio for a special N -

experts D-switching cost problem. Nonetheless, the problem

of concurrently achieving the best static/dynamic regret and

competitive ratio even in a general centralized convex setup

remains open.

C. Connection to Related Problems

Multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL) is for a family

of agents to learn to make their best decisions or actions by

interacting with an environment, in order to maximize their

own total expected discounted return [77]. MARL is usually

based on Markov decision processes which are employed to

describe the possible state transition under a previous state and

committed actions of all agents. Therefore, DOO and OG,

as formulated at the beginning of Section II, are essentially

different from MARL.

Concept drift means that the relationship between the input

data and the target variable (mainly in online supervised

learning, e.g., regression or classification tasks) changes over

time, in order to distinguish the conventional scenario where

the data are drawn from an unknown but fixed probability

distribution. In concept drift, both posterior and evidence

distributions can be time-varying, including real drift and

virtual drift, and its objective is to achieve high accuracy

for learning tasks [78], [79]. In contrast, DOO and OG are

differently formulated with substantial distinct performance

metrics, where no specific tasks are considered.

Online federated learning (OFL) is a popular paradigm for

resolving some challenges encountered in modern machine

learning, such as streaming data [80]. As in federated learning,

there are a family of edge nodes/devices with a central/global

server. At each round, the global server broadcasts its latest

global model (i.e., the parameter of a global function) to all

edge nodes, and each node then updates its local model by the

received global model and its local real-time streaming data.

Then, all nodes send their updated models to the global server

for some sort of dynamic aggregation. The main difference lies

in that OFL has a global server to aggregate the information

of all nodes, while no such global coordinator exists in DOO

and OG which are formulated in a distributed manner.

Distributed machine learning (DML) is a popular paradigm

for processing a substantial amount of data in machine learning

by distributing the workload across a collection of machines

[81], [82]. In DML, the studied topologies usually have special

structures, such as centralized, tree-like topology, parameter-

server topology, peer-to-peer network. However, the topology

in DOO can be arbitrary, although often assumed connected

or Q-strongly connected (cf. graph theory for the notions in

Section II). In DML, the methods for a model improvement in-

clude evolutionary algorithms (or genetic algorithms), stochas-

tic gradient descent based algorithms, rule-based machine

learning algorithms, etc. Some algorithms (e.g., stochastic

gradient descent) can aid in designing online algorithms in

DOO. However, DML basically studies stationary problems

(i.e., fixed dada distributions), while DOO and OG consider

time-varying problems where cost/constraint functions can

be arbitrarily changing, thus requiring different performance

metrics as well.

Distributed optimization, also called decentralized optimiza-

tion in some works, is aimed for a group of agents to

collaboratively tackle a global optimization problem, where

the global cost function is composed of a sum of local cost

functions [83]–[85]. And each local cost function is only

privately accessible to each individual agent. The kind of

problem can find numerous applications, such as robotics

and power systems [86], and is also closely related to signal

processing [87] (e.g., distributed learning in wireless sensor

networks [88]). Distributed optimization is similar to DOO,
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but the differences lie in that cost functions in DOO are

arbitrarily changing, instead of stationary as in distributed

optimization, and they have different performance metrics.

However, the methods of algorithm design in distributed

optimization provide significant insights and contributions to

the algorithm design for DOO, although the analysis of DOO

is intrinsically distinct from that in distributed optimization.

For instance, the distributed (sub)gradient descent algorithm

in distributed optimization is also employed to handle DOO,

e.g., distributed autonomous online learning (DAOL) [30] (cf.

Algorithm 1 later).

Game theory is a popular paradigm for decision making,

where each agent selfishly minimizes its own cost [77], [89].

It should be noted that cost functions involved in classical

game theory are often fixed, i.e., time-invariant. In contrast,

the main feature in OG is that cost functions of each agent

are time-varying and even adversarial.

In summary, as generic mathematical frameworks, DOO and

OG are not formulated for specific learning tasks. In DOO

and OG, cost functions can arbitrarily change in general in

dynamic and even adversarial environments, thus resulting in

that solution to past functions cannot help solve new ones.

Moreover, DOO and OG focus on developing mathematical

algorithms to minimize some performance metrics, such as

dynamic regret, as discussed in Section II-B.

D. Applications

Numerous applications of DOO and OG can be found in re-

ality, including the binary classification problem from medical

diagnosis [17], collaborative localization in sensor networks

[18], demand and response in commercial buildings [19],

distributed dynamic sparse recovery problem [32], distributed

estimation in sensor networks [20], distributed target tracking

in 2-D plane [21], target surrounding problem for robots

in the plane [25], mobile edge computing [26], multi-class

classification [22], [23], regularized linear regression [33],

robot formation control [24], support vector machines (SVM)

for binary classification [31], distributed energy resources

for distribution grids [7], and so on. As examples, three

applications in the literature are briefly introduced below.

Example 1 (Distributed Target Tracking [21]). Consider a

slowly moving (nearly constant velocity) target in a plane with

independently evolving horizontal and vertical components

of its position. The state of the target is composed of four

components at each time instant, i.e., horizontal position,

vertical position, horizontal velocity, and vertical velocity. As

a result, the state at each time t, denoted by x∗t ∈ R
4, obeys

the physical motion dynamics as follows:

x∗t+1 = Ax∗t + νt, (17)

where νt is the system noise, and

A =

(

1 δ
0 1

)

⊗ I2 (18)

with δ > 0 being the sampling interval. The objective is to

track x∗t of the target by a sensor network of N agents in a

collaborative manner.

The agents are located on an M ×M grid for some integer

M > 0, aiming at tracking the moving target cooperatively

(i.e., learning the target position and tracking it). At each time

step t, an observation zi,t ∈ R on partial information x∗t (i.e.,

one of its noisy coordinates) can be performed by each agent

i, satisfying

zi,t = e⊤kix
∗
t + ωi,t, (19)

where ek is the kth unit vector in R
4, i.e., all entries are zero

with the kth entry being 1, and ωi,t ∈ R is the observation

noise. ki can be randomly chosen or pre-specified for each

agent in order to ensure that every component of x∗t is

observed by at least one sensor. That is, agent i knows zi,t,
ki, and xj,l’s for j ∈ N+

i , l ≤ t−1 at time t. In this scenario,

each agent cannot observe the target on its own, but x∗t is

globally identifiable from the viewpoint of the entire network.

Then the local square cost function is of the form

fi,t(x) = (zi,t − e⊤kix)
2, (20)

and the global cost function is

ft(x) =

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(x), (21)

which boils down to the consensus based DOO. After making

an estimation xi,t by agent i at time t, an instantaneous cost

fi,t(xi,t) is incurred. And its goal can be written as Eq. (3).

Example 2 (Distributed Target Surrounding [25], [90]). Con-

sider a moving robot target in R
2 space, denoted by x0(t),

which tends to be attacked by a group of M > 0 intruders.

Meanwhile, there are a family of N robots, which aim at

protecting the target by surrounding it. And each defender

is only aware of its nearby intruders, that is, no single

defender can grab the information on all intruders. However,

by combining all defenders’ information, the attack from all

intruders can be avoided in general. For simplicity, let us

consider the case of M = N , and agent i ∈ [N ] is only

aware of the intruder i ∈ [N ]. Note that to better protect the

target, it is preferable to drive all defenders to some positions

such that the target is located at the center of all defenders.

Therefore, the loss should be proportional to the distance from

the average position of all defenders to the target. That is, the

local loss function is of the form

fi,t(xi,t, ν(xt)), ν(xt) :=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

xi,t, (22)

and the global loss function is

ft(x1, . . . , xN ) =

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(xi,t, ν(xt)), (23)

which is an instance of multi-agent coordination based DOO

(2). In this problem, at each time t > 0, each agent i ∈
[N ] makes a decision by deciding to move to a position xi,t
(possibly subject to a position constraint xi,t ∈ Xi,t) based

on known information of intruder i’s position at time t and

received in-neighboring positions xj,l, j ∈ N+
i,l, l ≤ t− 1, and

then a loss fi,t(xi,t) is revealed to agent i. As a result, its
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objective is exactly in the form of (4) but with fi,t being in

the specific form (22).

Example 3 (Online Nash-Cournot Game [27], [28]). The

online Nash-Cournot game is denoted by Γ([N ],X , ft), where

X = X1 × · · · × XN denotes the action set of N firms

(or players), representing production constraints and market

capacity constraints. And ft = (f1,t, . . . , fN,t) is the cost

function with fi,t being the local cost function of firm i at

time slot t. Note that the same production is produced by

all firms, which interact with each other via some underlying

communication graph. Denote by xi ∈ R the production

quantity of firm i. In view of some instable factors such as

the production cost, marginal costs and the demand price,

the firm i’s production cost and demand price are given as

pi,t(xi) = αi(t)xi and di,t(x) = βi(t) −
∑N

i=1 xi for some

αi(t), βi(t) > 0, respectively. As a result, the local cost

function of firm i is of the form

fi,t(xi, x−i) = pi,t(xi)− xidi,t(x), ∀t ∈ [0, T ] (24)

where x−i = col(x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xN ). At time t, firm

i knows pi,s (s ≤ t), xi,l and di,l (l ≤ t − 1), but without

the knowledge of di,t. The goal of firm i is to learn a good

strategy (i.e., its production quantity) xi,t to minimize its cost

fi,t at each time t. Once xi,t’s are made by all firms, the

incurred cost fi,t(xi,t, x−i,t) is revealed to firm i for i ∈ [N ].
In this case, its aim is to minimize its total cost over T rounds,

amounting to (5) in the setup of OG.

Example 4 (Distributed Kernel-based Online Regression [91]).

This problem is adapted from [91]. There are N agents and

N streaming data (xi,t, yi,t) with inputs xi,t ∈ Ω ⊆ R
d and

labels yi,t ∈ R. Each agent aims to collaboratively learn

a global model F (x) : Ω → R to predict the label of an

unknown incoming data x. The local estimator Fi,t of F by

agent i at time t is of the form

Fi,t(x) =

t
∑

s=1

ξi,sKeri(xi,s,x), x ∈ Ω, (25)

where ξi,s’s are real coefficients, related to the prediction error

ei,s := Fi,s−1(xi,s)− yi,s, and Keri is the kernel function of

agent i (e.g., Gaussian kernel exp(−κi‖xi,s−x‖2) with some

κi > 0). When new data sample xi,t arrives at time t, the label

prediction Fi,t−1(xi,t) can be made by agent i. Then, the true

label yi,t is revealed with an instantaneous incurred loss

fi,t(Fi,t−1) = ℓ(Fi,t−1(xi,t)− yi,t), (26)

where ℓ can be any loss functions, e.g., the quadratic loss

function and hinge loss [91]. The overall goal can be written

as (3), falling into the setup of consensus based DOO.

III. STATE-OF-THE-ART ALGORITHMS

This section aims to introduce existing efficient algorithms

for resolving DOO and OG. In view of vast algorithms in

the literature, only the algorithms with state-of-the-art perfor-

mances are presented, whose performances will be elaborated

in Section VI. For simplicity, let us denote by ∂f any

one subgradient in this section, although ∂f represents the

differential for a nondifferentiable function f , which amounts

to the gradient ∇f when f is differentiable.

To proceed, let us first introduce a few basic classical algo-

rithms for handling stationary optimization which are helpful

for understanding the state-of-the-art algorithms introduced

later.

Projected Gradient Descent. For solving the problem

min
x∈Ω

f(x) (27)

with Ω ⊆ R
n being closed and convex, the standard projected

gradient descent is given as

xt+1 = PΩ

(

xt − αt∇ft(xt)
)

, (28)

where αt > 0 is the stepsize or learning rate [3].

Mirror Descent. To introduce this algorithm, an important

notion is the Bregman divergence, which is defined, with

respect to a differentiable and strictly/strongly convex function

φ(x), as

Dφ(x, y) := φ(x) − φ(y)−∇〈φ(y), x − y〉. (29)

As a general distance-measuring function, the Bregman di-

vergence includes the traditional Euclidean norm and the

Kullback-Leibler divergence as two special cases [3]. Then,

the standard mirror descent algorithm for solving (27) is of

the form

xt+1 = argmin
x∈Ω

{αt〈x,∇f(xt)〉+Dφ(x, xt)}, (30)

where αt > 0 is the stepsize [3]. Note that projected gradient

descent can be regarded as a special case of the mirror descent

algorithm (30) by choosing φ(x) = ‖x‖2/2.

Primal-Dual Algorithm. Consider the following problem

min
x∈Ω

f(x), s.t. g(x) ≤ 0m, (31)

where f : Rn → R and g : Rn → R
m are cost and constraint

functions, respectively. Note that affine equality constraints can

be also considered in (31), which are omitted here. To compute

the optimal variable, the standard primal-dual algorithm [3] is

of the form

xt+1 = PΩ

(

xt − αt∇xL(xt, λt)
)

,

λt+1 =
[

λt + αt∇λL(xt, λt)
]

+
, (32)

where αt > 0 is the stepsize, λt ∈ R
m
+ is the dual variable,

∇xL(x, λ) and ∇λL(x, λ) denote gradients of L with respect

to x and λ, respectively, and L is the Lagrangian function (or

some augmented Lagrangian) defined as

L(x, λ) := f(x) + λ⊤g(x). (33)

It is worth noting that gradients in the above algorithms

can be replaced with subgradients when dealing with non-

differentiable functions. In addition, distributed extensions of

the above algorithms can be found in [83]–[85] for solving

distributed optimization. In what follows, different state-of-

the-art algorithms for tackling DOO and OG are introduced

according to distinct scenarios, ranging from the simple case

to intricate cases.
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A. Consensus based DOO with only Simple Set Constraint

In this case, the common set constraint x ∈ X ⊆ R
n is

imposed for consensus based DOO, for which three interesting

setups are considered in the following, i.e., full information

feedback, one-point bandit feedback, and projection-free al-

gorithms.

For the case with full information feedback (i.e., functions

are observed with full/true (sub)gradients), the typical algo-

rithms are based on either (sub)gradient descent or mirror

descent, as detailed in Algorithm 1 [30] (studying static

regret), Algorithm 2 [21] (studying dynamic regret for convex

cost functions), and Algorithm 3 [92] (studying dynamic

regret for strongly convex cost functions). Wherein, the term
∑

j∈N+

i
wijxj,t aims to mix the neighboring information in

order to eventually achieve a common variable for all agents.

And Kt round communications among neighboring agents are

required for decision variables and gradients at each time t in

Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 1 Distributed Autonomous Online Learning

(DAOL) (Full information feedback; Static regret) [30]

1: Input: Initial points xi,0, i ∈ [N ]; double stochastic

mixing matrix W = (wij) ∈ R
N×N ; and maximum

iterations T .

2: Iterations: Step t ≥ 0, update for each i ∈ [N ]:
Agent i receives information xj,t from its in-neighbors;

xi,t+1 = PX
(

∑

j∈N+

i

wijxj,t + αt∂fi,t(xi,t)
)

; (34)

Send xi,t+1 to its out-neighbors.

In (34), αt > 0 is the stepsize or learning rate, designed

as αt =
1

2
√
t

for convex fi,t’s and αt =
1

2µt for µ-strongly

convex fi,t’s.

Algorithm 2 Decentralized Online Mirror Descent (DOMD)

(Full information feedback; Dynamic regret) [21]

1: Input: Initial points xi,0, yi,0, i ∈ [N ]; double stochastic

mixing matrix W = (wij) ∈ R
N×N ; and maximum

iterations T .

2: Iterations: Step t ≥ 0, update for each i ∈ [N ]:

x̂i,t+1 = argmin
x∈X

{α〈x,∇fi,t(xi,t)〉+Dφ(x, yi,t)},

xi,t+1 = Ax̂i,t+1,

yi,t+1 =
∑

j∈N+

i

wijxj,t+1,

where α > 0 is the stepsize or learning rate, de-

signed as α =
√

(1 − σ2(W ))(CT + 2R2)/T , σ2(W )
denotes the second largest singular value of W , R2 :=
supx,y∈X Dφ(x, y), CT :=

∑T
t=1 ‖x∗t+1 − Ax∗t ‖ with

x∗t = argminx∈X ft(x). And A is a common knowledge

on the deviation of the minimizer sequence, i.e., x∗t+1 =
Ax∗t+et with et being an unknown and unstructured noise.

For the case with one-point bandit feedback, where the only

information revealed to each agent i ∈ [N ] is the function

Algorithm 3 DOMD-MADGC (Full information feedback;

Dynamic regret) [92]

1: Input: Initial points xi,0 ∈ X , i ∈ [N ]; stepsize α; double

stochastic mixing matrix Wt; time horizon T .

2: Iterations: Step t ≥ 0, update for each i ∈ [N ]:
Set Kt = ⌈ −2 log t

log σ2(Wt)
⌉

yi,t =

N
∑

j=1

((Wt)
Kt)ijxj,t

ĝi,t =
N
∑

j=1

((Wt)
Kt)ij∇fj,t(xj,t)

xi,t+1 = argmin
x∈X

{

〈x, ĝi,t〉+
1

α
Dφ(x, yi,t)

}

where ⌈·⌉ represents the ceiling function, ((Wt)
Kt)ij

means the (i, j)th entry of matrix (Wt)
Kt , and the stepsize

α satisfies
lφ−µφ

µ < α <
lφ
µ . Note that µ, µφ, lφ are the

constants of strong convexity of fi,t, φ and Lipschitzness

of ∇φ, respectively.

value at the committed decision, instead of full subgradients,

the state-of-the-art algorithm is a special case of Algorithm 6

provided later by removing inequality constraints, thus omitted

here.

Regarding projection-free algorithms, whose goal is to cope

with computationally heavy projections onto a complicated set

via locally light computations, the state-of-the-art algorithm is

listed in Algorithm 4. Wherein, when fi,t’s are convex, i.e.,

µ = 0, main parameters are chosen as

K =M =
√
T , β =

N1/4T 3/4L
√

1− σ2(W )R
, (35)

where σ2(W ) denotes the second largest singular value of W ,

L is the Lipschitz constant of fi,t, and R > 0 is a constant

such that X ⊆ RBn. Meanwhile, when fi,t’s are strongly

convex, i.e., µ > 0, main parameters are selected as

K =M = T 2/3(lnT )−2/3, β = µK. (36)

In Algorithm 4, a surrogate loss function Fi,m of
∑t

k=1 fi,k
is constructed for each agent i ∈ [N ] at time t, and the

variable ĝi,m accumulates the gradient ∇fi,t over K rounds to

reduce the gradient communication complexity. Meanwhile, by

making use of Fi,m and ĝi,m, the classical conditional gradient

algorithm (or Frank-Wolf algorithm) is leveraged by running

M rounds in each block m = 1, . . . , T/K .

Note that Algorithm 4 is also extended to handle the one-

point bandit feedback case in [93], where the static regret is

taken into consideration.

B. DOO with Inequality Constraints

In this case, the cost functions can be either consensus based

or multi-agent coordination based, and meanwhile, inequality

constraints can be either uncoupled or coupled across all the

agents in a network.
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Algorithm 4 Distributed Block Online Conditional Gradient

(D-BOCG) (Static regret) [93]

1: Input: Feasible set X , xin ∈ X , β,M,K , and the strong

convexity constant µ ≥ 0.

2: Initialization: Choose xi,0 = xin, zi,0 = 0n for i ∈ [N ].
3: for m = 1, . . . , T/K do

4: for each local agent i ∈ [N ] do

define Fi,m(x) = z⊤i,mx+
(m−1)µK

2 ‖x‖2+β‖x−xin‖2
ĝi,m = 0n

5: for t = (m− 1)K + 1, . . . ,mK do

play xi,m and observe ∇fi,t(xi,m)
ĝi,m = ĝi,m +∇fi,t(xi,m)

6: end for

xi,m+1 = CG(X ,M, Fi,m(x), xi,m)
//refer to Algorithm 5 for CG

zi,m+1 =
∑

j∈N+

i
wijzj,m + ĝi,m − µKxi,m

7: end for

8: end for

Algorithm 5 Conditional Gradient (CG, also known as Frank-

Wolf) [93]

1: Input: Feasible set X , M , F (x), and xin
2: c0 = xin
3: for τ = 0, 1, . . . ,M − 1 do

vτ ∈ argminx∈X ∇F (cτ )⊤x
sτ = argmins∈[0,1] F (cτ + s(vτ − cτ ))
cτ+1 = cτ + sτ (vτ − cτ )

4: end for

5: return xout = cM

As for the case with global time-invariant inequality con-

straints, i.e., the decision must satisfy cs(x) ≤ 0 for s =
1, . . . , p, where each cs : R

n → R is convex and differentiable

with bounded gradients. Note that bounded gradients can be

usually satisfied under the condition of constrained sets’ com-

pactness. The following only considers the one-point bandit

feedback case, which, however, can be easily accommodated to

deal with the full information feedback case by replacing true

gradients with gradient estimators. For the scenario with one-

point bandit feedback, one of important ideas is to leverage

the following one-point gradient estimator:

∇̃fi,t(xi,t) :=
n

ǫt
fi,t(xi,t + ǫtui,t)ui,t, (37)

where ui,t is randomly and uniformly selected on the unit

sphere and ǫt > 0 is sufficiently small. Then, an algorithm,

called DOCO-LTC (meaning distributed online convex opti-

mization with long-term constraints), is proposed in [43] as

given in Algorithm 6, where parameters are chosen as

αt =
1

apB2
gT

κ
, ηt =

1

T κ
, ǫt =

1

T b
, ϑ =

1

RXT b
. (38)

In (38), Bg > 0 is an upper bound on (sub)gradients of fi,t’s
and cs’s, a > 1 is a constant, κ ∈ (0, 1), b = κ/3, and RX > 0
is a constant such that ‖x‖ ≤ RX for all x ∈ X . Algorithm

6 is basically a variant of primal-dual algorithm, where an

augmented Lagrangian L̃i,t(x, λ) is employed for agent i

at time t. It is worth noting that the inequality constraint

cs(x) ≤ 0 is equivalently transformed to [cs(x)]+ ≤ 0 with

the purpose of studying a stricter performance on inequality

constraints, i.e.,
∑T

t=1

∑p
s=1[cs(xi,t)]+, instead of the con-

ventional
[
∑T

t=1

∑p
s=1 cs(xi,t)

]

+
.

Algorithm 6 DOCO-LTC (One-point bandit feedback; Static

regret) [43]

1: Input: Double stochastic mixing matrix Wt = (wij,t) ∈
R
N×N ; stepsize αt; regularization parameter ηt; explo-

ration parameter ǫt; and shrinkage parameter ϑ ∈ (0, 1).

2: Initialization: xi,0 = 0n and λi,0 = 0p for i ∈ [N ].
3: Iterations: Step t ∈ [0, T ], update for each i ∈ [N ]:

yi,t = xi,t − αt[∇̃fi,t(xi,t) +
p

∑

s=1

[λi,t]s∂[cs(xi,t)]+],

xi,t+1 = P(1−ϑ)B
(

N
∑

j=1

wij,tyj,t

)

,

λi,t+1 = argmax
λ∈R

p

+

L̃i,t(xi,t+1, λ),

where L̃i,t(x, λ) := f̃i,t(x; ǫ) +
∑p

s=1[λ]s[cs(x)]+ −
ηt
2 ‖λ‖2, f̃i,t(x; ǫ) := Ev[fi,t(x+ǫv)] is the smoothed loss

function, v is a vector uniformly distributed over the unit

ball, [λ]s denotes the ith component of the vector λ ∈ R
p,

and B := {x ∈ R
n|‖x‖ ≤ RX } is a ball containing X for

some RX > 0.

Consider the scenario with local time-varying inequality

constraints, that is, gi,t(x) ≤ 0 is the local inequality con-

straint for agent i at time t, where gi,t : X → R
mi is a

sequence of local constraint functions. For this case, a recent

efficient algorithm is given in Algorithm 7 [94], which is

also extended to handle the two-point bandit feedback case

in [94]. In Algorithm 7, similar to Algorithm 6, the inequality

constraint gi,t ≤ 0 is equivalently replaced with [gi,t]+ ≤ 0

for addressing a stricter constraint performance, where [·]+ is

performed componentwise. In the meantime, when updating

the dual variable λi,t, the function [gi,t(x)]+ is approximated

as [gi,t(xi,t)]+ + (∂[gi,t(xi,t)]+)
⊤(x− xi,t).

Regarding time-varying coupled inequality constraints, i.e.,

N
∑

i=1

gi,t(xi) ≤ 0 (39)

with xi ∈ R
ni being the local decision variable of agent i,

where gi,t : X → R
m is the constraint function and gradually

revealed only to agent i for all i ∈ [N ]. The state-of-the-art

algorithms are provided in Algorithm 8 [47] (studying static

regret for convex cost and constraint functions), Algorithm 9

[45] (studying static regret for strongly convex cost functions

and dynamic regret for convex cost and constraint functions),

and Algorithm 10 [46] (studying dynamic regret for convex

cost and constraint functions).

Algorithm 8 depends upon the primal-dual method, but with

three differences. 1) yi,t is introduced for each agent i to
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Algorithm 7 Distributed Online Algorithm (DOA) (Full in-

formation feedback; Static and dynamic regrets) [94]

1: Input: Non-increasing and positive αt, βt and γt; double

stochastic mixing matrix Wt = (wij,t) ∈ R
N×N .

2: Initialization: xi,0 ∈ X and λi,0 = 0mi
for i ∈ [N ].

3: Iterations: Step t ∈ [0, T ], update for each i ∈ [N ]:

zi,t+1 =

N
∑

j=1

wij,txj,t,

̟i,t+1 = ∂fi,t(xi,t) + ∂[gi,t(xi,t)]+λi,t,

xi,t+1 = PX (zi,t+1 − αt+1̟i,t+1),

λi,t+1 =
[

(1− βt+1γt+1)λi,t + γt+1([gi,t(xi,t)]+

+ (∂[gi,t(xi,t)]+)
⊤(xi,t+1 − xi,t))

]

+
,

where parameters are set as αt = α0/t
κ, βt = 1/tκ, and

γt = 1/t1−κ with α0 > 0 and κ ∈ (0, 1).

ultimately track the global information
∑N

i=1 gi,t which cannot

be directly known to any single agent. 2) λ̃i,t is employed

to ensure that λi,t’s can eventually achieve consensus for all

agents. 3) The term −σαλ̃i,t is added to the update of λi,t for

hindering the growth of λi,t.
In Algorithm 9, the update of x̃i,t+1 relies on the mirror

descent but with an additional regularization function ri,t. bi,t
is an approximation of gi,t(x̃i,t+1) at the point xi,t, and the

update of dual variable λi,t is based on gradient ascent with the

term −βt
∑N
j=1 wij,tλj,t being used to impede the growth of

λi,t. As before,
∑N
j=1 wij,tλj,t aims for all agents to achieve

an identical dual variable.

Algorithm 10 is modified from the primal-dual algorithm,

where
∑N

j=1 wij,tλj,t has the same information mixing func-

tionality as used in previous algorithms. The main point

is to leverage one-point gradient estimators to replace true

gradients in the one-point bandit feedback setting. Note that it

is standard to perform the projection on (1− ϑi,t)Xi, instead

of the usual Xi, in this setting, in order to guarantee that

xi,t always lies in Xi after adding δi,tui,t. In Algorithm 10,

parameters are set as

αi,t =
r2Xi

4mn2
iF

2
git

θ1
, βi,t =

2

tθ2
, γi,t =

1

t1−θ2
,

ϑi,t =
1

(t+ 1)θ3
, δi,t =

rXi

(t+ 1)θ3
,

where it is assumed Xi ⊇ rXi
Bni for some rXi

> 0, Fgi > 0
is a constant such that |[gi,t(x)]j | ≤ Fgi for all x ∈ Xi with

[·]j being the jth component for j ∈ [m], θ1 ∈ (0, 1), θ2 ∈
(0, θ1/3), and θ3 ∈ (θ2, (θ1 − θ2)/2].

C. Online Game

For online game, there are only a few works in recent

years [27]–[29]. Time-invariant coupled inequality constraint

is considered in [27], which is a special case of time-varying

coupled inequality constraints addressed in [28]. As such, the

algorithm proposed in [28] is provided in Algorithm 11, which

is based on primal-dual and mirror descent methods and also

Algorithm 8 Distributed Primal-Dual Online Learning (DisP-

DOL) (Full information feedback; Static regret) [47]

1: Initialization: xi,0 ∈ Xi, λi,0 = 0m, yi,0 = Ngi,0(xi,0).
2: Iterations: Step t ∈ [0, T ], update for each i ∈ [N ]:

xi,t+1 = PXi
[xi,t − αsi,t],

λi,t+1 =
[

λ̃i,t + α
(

N
∑

j=1

wij,tyj,t − σαλ̃i,t

)]

+
,

yi,t+1 =

N
∑

j=1

wij,tyj,t +N
(

gi,t(xi,t+1)− gi,t(xi,t)
)

,

where si,t := ∇fi,t(xi,t) + ∇gi,t(xi,t)⊤λ̃i,t, λ̃i,t :=
∑N

j=1 wij,tλj,t, and the stepsize is set as α = σ−1T−κ

with σ = 2N(NB2
g +1), κ ∈ (0, 1) and Bg > 0 being an

upper bound on gradients of fi,t and gi,t.

Algorithm 9 Distributed Online Primal-Dual Dynamic Mirror

Descent (DisOPDM) (Local cost fi,t + ri,t with a regularizer

ri,t; Static and dynamic regrets) [45]

1: Input: Non-increasing sequences αt, βt, γt ∈ (0, 1]; dif-

ferentiable and strongly convex functions φi, i ∈ [N ].
2: Initialization: xi,0 ∈ Xi and λi,0 = 0m for i ∈ [N ].
3: Iterations: Step t ∈ [0, T ], update for each i ∈ [N ]:

x̃i,t+1 = argmin
x∈Xi

{αt〈x, si,t〉+ αtri,t(x) +Dφi
(x, xi,t},

λi,t+1 =
[

λ̃i,t + γt
(

bi,t − βtλ̃i,t
)]

+
,

xi,t+1 = Φi,t+1(x̃i,t+1),

where bi,t := gi,t(xi,t) + ∇gi,t(xi,t)(x̃i,t+1 − xi,t), and

si,t, λ̃i,t are the same defined as in Algorithm 8. Φi,t is a

dynamic model and represents a prior knowledge of the

studied problem, which is simply set to be the identity

mapping if no any prior knowledge.

Algorithm 10 Distributed Bandit Online Descent with One-

Point Sampling Gradient Estimator (DBOD-OSGE) (Dynamic

regret) [46]

1: Input: Non-increasing sequences αi,t, βi,t, γi,t ∈ (0, 1];
shrinkage parameter ϑi,t ∈ (0, 1); δi,t ∈ (0, rXi

ϑi,t] for

i ∈ [N ], t ≥ 0.

2: Initialization: ui,0 ∈ Sni , zi,0 ∈ (1 − ϑi,0)Xi, xi,0 =
zi,0 + δi,0ui,0, and λi,0 = 0m for i ∈ [N ].

3: Iterations: Step t ∈ [0, T ], update for each i ∈ [N ]:
Select vector ui,t ∈ Sni independently and uniformly

at random.

zi,t+1 = P(1−ϑi,t)Xi
(zi,t − αi,ts

′
i,t),

xi,t = zi,t + δi,tui,t,

λi,t+1 =
[

(1− βi,tγi,t)
N
∑

j=1

wij,tλj,t + γi,tgi,t(xi,t)
]

+
,

where s′i,t := ∇̃fi,t(zi,t) + ∇̃gi,t(zi,t)⊤
∑N

j=1 wij,tλj,t,

and ∇̃ means the one-point gradient estimator for func-

tions as defined in (37).
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extended to the one-point bandit feedback case as well as the

case with feedback delays in [29]. In Algorithm 11, each

agent needs to maintain a vector variable xik,t ∈ R
nk to

estimate the variable xk,t of agent k ∈ [N ] at time t with

xii,t := xi,t, since in the partial decision information setting,

each agent cannot access other agents’ decision variables. The

term
∑N
j=1 wijxjk,t is designed to achieve consensus of xik,t’s

for all agents i ∈ [N ]. Moreover, the update of xi,t+1 is

a weighted average of the previous xi,t and new x̃i,t+1 in

order to utilize both last-step and new information. Similar to

previous algorithms, −βtλ̃i,t can be employed to hinder the

growth of dual variable λi,t.

Algorithm 11 Distributed Online Primal-Dual Dynamic Mir-

ror Descent for OG (DisOPDM-OG) [28]

1: Each agent i ∈ [N ] maintains a vector xik,t ∈ R
nk for

k ∈ [N ] and λi,t ∈ R
m at t.

2: Initialization: xi,0 ∈ Xi, xik,0 = 0nk
(k 6= i), λi,0 = 0m.

3: Iterations: Step t ∈ [0, T ], update for each i ∈ [N ]:

xik,t+1 =
N
∑

j=1

wijxjk,t, k 6= i,

x̃i,t+1 = argmin
x∈Xi

{

αt〈x,∇ifi,t(xi,t) + (∇gi,t(xi,t))
⊤
λ̃i,t〉

+Dφi
(x, xi,t)

}

,

xi,t+1 = (1− αt)xi,t + αtx̃i,t+1,

λi,t+1 =
[

λ̃i,t + γt

(

gi,t(xi,t)− βtλ̃i,t

)]

+

,

where xi,t := col(xi1,t, . . . , xiN,t) and ∇ifi,t(xi,t)
denotes the gradient of fi,t with respect to xi,t, λ̃i,t :=
∑N

j=1 wijλj,t. And parameters are set as αt = 1/ta1 ,

βt = 1/ta2 , γt = 1/t1−a2 with α0 = β0 = γ0 = 1
and constants 0 < a1 < 1/2, a1 > 2a2.

Finally, it is worth noting that there are many other algo-

rithms for all sorts of different scenarios in the literature, which

are too vast to introduce them all. However, all the algorithms

for these scenarios can be easily found in the references as

discussed in Sections IV and V below.

IV. COMMUNICATION PERSPECTIVE

This section is concerned with existing hot topics in DOO

and OG from the perspective of information exchanges among

agents in the network, which is known to be pivotal to

distributed algorithms over multi-agent networks. Without

agents’ interconnections, it is impossible to tackle the global

online learning problem in the distributed manner. In doing so,

according to a variety of communication patterns, this section

provides a comprehensive review on DOO and OG.

Communication Graphs. As an important aspect in DOO

and OG, the interactions among all the agents in the network

are quintessentially captured by graphs. According to different

scenarios, it can be mainly classified into four cases, i.e., undi-

rected graphs [30], [31], [36], [39], [41], balanced/unbalanced

fixed directed graphs [19], [20], [38], [95]–[97], balanced

time-varying/switching directed graphs [17], [25], [33], [45],

[46], [98]–[100], and unbalanced time-varying directed graphs

[35], [44], [101]–[104], and random switching graphs [100],

[105]. Generally speaking, undirected interaction graphs are

relatively simple due to the elegant symmetry property of

mixing matrix, while time-varying directed graphs, espe-

cially unbalanced ones, are more complicated when studying

DOO and OG. For example, the authors in [36] investigated

unconstrained DOO for strongly convex objectives, where

an improved dynamic regret is established under stationary

undirected interconnection graphs. However, it is nontrivial

to extend the result in [36] to the case with unbalanced

time-varying directed graphs, since the elegant fixedness and

symmetry of the information mixing matrix do not hold under

unbalanced time-varying directed graphs.

Full Information Communication. This is the earliest and

most frequently studied case in DOO, where the transmitted

information from each agent to its out-neighbors is the agent’s

full variables, i.e., exact information transmission (e.g., xj,t’s
in Algorithm 1). Relevant examples include [17], [20], [21],

[30]–[33], [36], [37], [40]–[46], and so on, where full informa-

tion on one or more variables are broadcast to out-neighboring

agents. For example, an online distributed dual averaging

algorithm was proposed using a sort of regularized projection

in [20], where an exact variable information is propagated

in each round. DOO with (strongly) convex functions was

addressed in the presence of time-invariant and time-varying

coupled inequality constraints in [44] and [45], respectively,

where three full variables and one full variable are transmitted,

respectively. In addition, a distributed online mirror descent

algorithm was developed for DOO with convex functions [21],

where the optimal trajectory consisting of minimizers at all

times is assumed to conform with a known linear dynamics

corrupted by unknown and unstructured noises.

Privacy-preserving Communication. Usually, each agent

broadcasts its full information to its out-neighboring agents,

which, however, is vulnerable to privacy disclosure. Provided

that different mass data are distributed over a collection of

agents, data privacy for each agent is paramount in a multitude

of realistic applications, such as patients’ diagnosis informa-

tion in hospital, personal daily data held on private mobile

phone/computer, and users’ private information on Facebook,

etc. Wherein, private data of each agent are undesirable to

be disclosed to other agents. Along this line, an intrinsic

privacy-preserving algorithm was proposed for DOO in [30],

where sufficient and necessary conditions were established for

privacy preservation, showing that other agents’ subgradients

(and sensitive raw data) cannot be reconstructed by a mali-

cious learner in networks with greater-than-one connectivity.

Furthermore, differential privacy, firstly proposed in [106],

has been taken into consideration in DOO [99], [104], [107],

[108], where an independent and identically distributed (iid)

noise drawn according to Laplace distribution is added to each

agent’s variable before information transmission. In doing so,

it ensures that each agent’s exact information cannot be dis-

closed by other agents due to information masking by Laplace

noises. Meanwhile, it is worth noting that except for injected

noises, noisy information may be naturally propagated due to

the noisy links/channels, or noisy measurements incurred by
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inexact sensing devices [109], [110].

Security. Similar to privacy preservation during communi-

cations in multi-agent networks, another critical issue is mali-

cious attacks or adversarial agents, including denial-of-service

(DoS) attacks, replay attacks, false data injection attacks, and

so on. These attacks can severely vandalize the proposed on-

line algorithms that perform well in benign environments, i.e.,

in the absence of any intentional attacks. It is well known that

designing robust algorithms to adversarial attacks is nontrivial

and challenging for multi-agent consensus, distributed learning

and distributed optimization, etc. (e.g., [111]–[113]). In this

respect, adversarial agents were considered recently for DOO

in [114], where Byzantine faulty agents can update its variable

arbitrarily, which is then transmitted to its neighbors, with

the purpose of preventing no-faulty agents from achieving the

optimal solution. And individual static regret is ensured by

establishing sufficient conditions on the graph topology, the

number and location of the adversarial agents.

Asynchronous Algorithms. Most of existing works have

focused on synchronous algorithms in DOO and OG, that is,

all the agents in a network can transmit their information,

perform their calculations, and carry out their updating at the

same time. As a matter of fact, synchronous algorithms depend

on underlying assumptions that a global clock is accessible to

all the agents and information transmissions along information

channels do not undergo any delayed feedback. Nevertheless,

this case may not be true in many practical applications.

For example, in wireless sensor networks [115], agents often

have different clocks and delayed feedback usually exists

during information collection, computation and propagations,

thereby incurring distinct time readings at the same global

time and different information processing time for each agent,

respectively. Along this line, asynchronous algorithms have

been extensively investigated for DOO in recent years [23],

[108], [116], [117]. Delayed feedback of only local cost

function’s gradients is addressed in [116]. Delayed information

transmission among agents is taken into account in [108].

Asymmetric gossiping communication is considered in [23].

And a more general case is studied in [117], where inherent

delays (the time needed to observe the effect of a decision),

computation delays for processing an action at each agent

(e.g., gradient computations), and communication delays for

information transmission among agents are considered.

Information Quantization or Compression. One of particular

important issues that appear in distributed problems over

multi-agent networks is the number of bits transmitted along

information links/channels among all the agents. It is because

the capacity of transmitted data cannot be arbitrarily large, but

subject to physical limitations on transmission channels [118].

Due to this reason, information quantization (or compression),

i.e., encoding information with a certain amount of bits, has

been extensively studied in multi-agent control (e.g., [119],

[120]) and centralized/distributed optimization (e.g., [121]–

[124]), etc. However, in contrast to the vast amount of litera-

ture in aforementioned fields, to our best knowledge, there are

only few existing works focusing on DOO with information

quantization [109], [125]. The proposed algorithms in [109]

leverage only the signs of neighbors’ relative variables (a

special one of quantization/compression strategies using only

one bit), in order to alleviate the sensing and communication

requirements for each agent. And random quantization is

investigated for distributed online bandit optimization in [125],

where each agent’s random quantized information, instead of

full information, is transmitted to its out-neighbors at each

time.

V. COMPUTATION PERSPECTIVE

In addition to communication aspects discussed in the last

section, another important facet for DOO and OG is the

computation and memory/storage issues at each agent. As a

consequence, this section aims at reviewing specific directions

from the perspective of computation, including full gradi-

ents/subgradients, stochastic gradients/subgradients, gradient-

free methods, projection-free methods, memory/storage re-

quirement, as shown in Fig. 3.

agent  

stochastic 
gradient

bandit 
feedback

gradient-
free

projection
-free

memory
/storage

full 
gradient

Fig. 3. Schematic illustration of computation issues for each agent i ∈ [N ]
in a network.

Full Gradients/Subgradients. With regard to this case, full

(sub)gradients of local cost functions need to be exactly com-

puted for each agent (e.g., in Algorithm 1), which is relatively

easy in some special problems, such as linear cost functions,

but usually computationally heavy for general convex and

nonconvex functions. Nevertheless, analyzing full gradient

case has elegant mathematical theories and can substantially

shed light on more complicated scenarios, thus attracting

numerous researchers (e.g., [17], [20], [30], [31], [36], [38],

[40], [41], [44], [45], to just name a few). Therefore, it has

been the most frequently studied case in the literature for DOO

and OG until now.

Stochastic Gradients/Subgradients. It is known that full

(sub)gradients are usually computationally prohibitive for

general cost and/or constraint functions. Hence, stochastic

(sub)gradient methods, i.e., efficiently approximating exact

gradients by some data samples, have been increasingly ad-

dressed for DOO and OG in recent years [21], [25], [102],

[104], [108]. In the literature, it is usually assumed that

stochastic (sub)gradients are unbiased, that is, the mathemat-

ical expectation of a stochastic gradient is equal to its true

gradient, and have bounded variances.

Gradient-free Methods. Note that the above stochastic

(sub)gradient works often do not provide any concrete ap-
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proaches on how to calculate stochastic (sub)gradients, in-

stead postulating their unbiasedness and variance bounded-

ness. As two specific instantiations, bandit feedback and sub-

optimization solver have been viewed as important gradient-

free approaches especially in large-scale learning. To be spe-

cific, bandit feedback means that only function values at a few

specified points are returned by a calculation oracle. It includes

one-point bandit feedback which returns function value at only

one point [43], [46], [105], [109], [126], and multi-point bandit

feedback which reveals function values at multiple points,

where two-point bandit feedback is more widely exploited

in the literature [33], [46], [47], [95], [97], [105], [116]. In

addition, the sub-optimization solver method connotes that an

optimal solution to a sub-optimization problem (often cheaper

to resolve than the original problem) can be directly derived,

which either has a closed-form solution or can be calculated

usually by appealing to sophisticated optimizers, such as

(stochastic) gradient descent and so forth. For instance, two

sub-optimization problems need to be efficiently solved for the

proposed distributed online ADMM algorithm in [39].

Projection-free Methods. Another frequently used yet prob-

ably computationally heavy operation is to perform projections

on feasible closed convex sets, which is only computationally

light for several special structured sets, e.g., hyper-box, sphere,

and so on. As such, projection-free methods have been consid-

ered in DOO with the purpose of alleviating the computational

burden for each agent usually by replacing projections with

linear optimization over feasible sets [22], [127]. In this case,

the Frank-Wolfe method (or conditional gradient method) is

borrowed to develop projection-free distributed online algo-

rithms.

Memory/Storage Requirement. As local computing is in-

dispensable for each agent, for example, at each updating

step, it is imperative for each agent to be capable of storing

computing data with a certain amount of data memory. Gen-

erally speaking, one common and essential feature in DOO

and OG, as in conventional distributed algorithms over multi-

agent networks (e.g., distributed optimization), is executing a

weighted aggregation or mixing of the received neighboring

information, including primal variables, dual variables, and

other variables. In order to perform their weighted aggregation

operations, one agent requires to store received neighboring

information in its buffer, which however can be eliminated

once completing this computation. In the meantime, another

most common trait is calculating local (sub)gradients, needing

to query a (sub)gradient oracle (e.g., full gradient oracle, one-

and multi-point bandit oracles) for each agent in each updating

round. It should be noted that in some scenarios with gradient-

free methods, like the sub-optimization solver methods, gradi-

ents’ calculation is unnecessary, instead replaced by efficient

solutions of sub-optimization problems, such as proximal point

algorithm (PPA). In a nutshell, the above mentioned storage

and memory are usually the minimal requirements in DOO

and OG (e.g., [21], [30], [32], [42]). On the other hand,

besides storing primal variables updated at last round, many

works may further require to store other variables, including

the widely employed dual variables [31], [39]. Especially

for inequality and/or inequality constraints [40], [41], [43],

[45], [46], it often demands multiple gradient queries, one for

local cost function and the others for local/global constrained

functions. For example, an additional variable of problem-

dimension different from dual variables was introduced and

stored for each agent at each round in the literature. It is lever-

aged to either track the gradients of global cost functions [25],

[36], or assist in mixing neighboring information in order to

align them for all agents [17], or carry out the averaging of all

its own historical decision variables for outputting a desirable

decision [20]. Moreover, when addressing unbalanced directed

graphs, one more scalar variable is generally necessary to be

introduced, stored and transmitted for each agent with the

aid of either the push-sum strategy [37], [44], [102], [103]

or the balancing weight approach [104]. Meanwhile, another

method for handling the network imbalance is to introduce

a network-dimensional variable for each agent to estimate

the left eigenvector of the unbalanced interaction matrix [96].

However, it is memory and computation prohibitive for large-

scale networks since the new variable has the same dimension

as the network.

VI. STATE-OF-THE-ART PERFORMANCE

This section is devoted to summarizing various cutting-

edge performance results on proposed distributed online algo-

rithms for DOO and OG in the literature, where, to our best

knowledge, almost all the existing works have adapted the

static and/or dynamic regrets as the performance measures. In

doing so, to make various best known results more clear, the

overview of state-of-the-art regret bounds is divided into two

parts. One is for the case with only simple set constraints and

the other is for the case with inequality constraints.

To this end, the best obtained regret performances for the

simple set constraint case are provided from three perspectives:

full information feedback, one-point bandit feedback, and

projection-free methods, as shown in Table II. And the best

results for the case with inequality constraints are given in

Table III, including uncoupled and coupled inequality con-

straints, where the uncoupled constraints represent local (or

global) inequality constraints gradually revealed to local agents

(or all agents) in the network. The employed notations are

summarized as follows:

CACVT :=
T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

m
∑

l=1

[gl(xi,t)]+, (40)

D-CCVT :=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

T
∑

t=1

‖[gt(xi,t)]+‖, (41)

CV +
T :=

∥

∥

∥

[

T
∑

t=1

gt(xt)
]

+

∥

∥

∥
, (42)

V pT :=

T
∑

t=2

‖̺t − ̺t−1‖, (43)

where gl represents the lth component of time-invariant con-

straint functions g, i.e., g = col(g1, . . . , gm) with gl : Rn →
R, {̺t}Tt=1 is the sequence of comparators, as introduced

when defining the dynamic regret in (9), and V pT denotes
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TABLE II
State-of-the-art performance results with only simple set constraint xi ∈ X , i ∈ [N ] in DOO. “OB” stands for optimal bounds, and “N.F.” means that the

case is not found in the literature.

Metric Objective Full information feedback One-point bandit feedback Projection-free algorithms

Static
regret

Convex

O(
√
T )

(OB)
[17], [20], [30], [31], [38]

[39], [102]

O(T
3
4 )

[43]

O(T
3
4 )

with O(
√
T ) communication complexity

[93], [127]

Strongly
convex

O(log T )
(OB)

[17], [30], [96]

T
2
3 log T
[43]

Õ(T
2
3 )

with O(T
1
3 ) communication complexity

(optimal up to logrithmic factors)
[93]

(Restricted)
Dynamic

regret

Convex
O(

√

T (1 + CT ))
(near OB) [21]a N.F. N.F.

Strongly
convex

O(1 + PT )
(smooth, near OB) [92]b N.F. N.F.

a CT =
∑T

t=1 ‖x∗
t+1 −Ax∗

t ‖ and more details can be found in Algorithm 2.
b PT :=

∑T
t=2 ‖x∗

t − x∗
t−1‖ (called path variation/length, a special case of V

p
T

in (43)) with x∗
t = argminx∈X ft(x).

the variation of the sequence of comparators, called path

variation/length.

It should be noted that the case with two-point bandit

feedback is not listed in Table II, since results in this case are

generally the same as the full information feedback case. For

example, the bounds on static regret, O(
√
T ) and O(log T ),

were established in [97] with two-point bandit feedback for

convex and strongly convex cost functions, respectively, which

are exactly the same as the full information feedback case.

They are even the optimal bounds as in centralized online

optimization. This fact can be also observed in Table III, where

a few two-point bandit feedback cases are given in [94]. Note

that techniques for analyzing the regret performances in Tables

II and III include some analytical methods in centralized

and distributed optimization, some mathematical tricks for

dealing with time-varying functions (e.g., the introduction of

path variation/length in (43), etc.), some technical tricks for

constructing special functions to obtain optimal lower bounds

on static and dynamic regrets, and so forth.

In what follows, to better discuss the up-to-date perfor-

mances in Tables II and III, let us summarize the state-

of-the-art performance results for online optimization in the

centralized setting in Table IV, where partial notations can be

found in the footnote of Table II and formulas (40)-(43), and

other notations that appear in Table IV are introduced below:

CCVT :=

T
∑

t=1

‖[g(xt)]+‖, (44)

CV lT :=

T
∑

t=1

gl(xt), ∀l ∈ [m] (45)

V ∗
T :=

T
∑

t=1

max
x∈X

‖∇ft(x)−∇ft−1(x)‖2∗, (46)

V βT :=
T
∑

t=2

tβ‖̺t − ̺t−1‖, β ∈ [0, 1) (47)

V gT :=
T
∑

t=2

sup
x∈X

‖gt(x)− gt−1(x)‖, (48)

P sT :=
T
∑

t=2

‖x∗t − x∗t−1‖2, (49)

V fT :=

T
∑

t=2

sup
x∈X

|ft(x)− ft−1(x)|. (50)

From Table II, it is easy to see that the static regret bounds

in full information feedback are O(
√
T ) and O(log T ) for

convex and strongly convex cost functions, respectively, which

are the same as the optimal/best ones in centralized online

optimization as shown in Table IV. That is, the results in full

information feedback are already the best ones. When gradi-

ents are not available in one-point bandit feedback, where the

one-point gradient estimator is employed by relying on only a

one-point function value, it can be found that the performance

on static regrets is worse than the full information case for

both convex and strongly convex cost functions. However, the

static regret bounds in this case are still worse than the near-

optimal result Õ(min{
√
nT , T

3
4 }) [128] in the centralized

setting. In this regard, it is still open how to further improve

the static regret bounds in the distributed setup. Similarly,

when reducing the computational complexity by leveraging

projection-free algorithms (e.g., Frank-Wolf) without projec-

tion operations, the static regret bounds are also inferior to

the full information feedback case since the projection-free

algorithm cannot accurately compute the gradient in general.

However, it is noteworthy that the current results are almost

the same as the best obtained results in the centralized scenario

(cf. Table IV), although it is still open if they are the optimal

ones. Moreover, the one-point bandit feedback and projection-

free cases generally perform worse than the full information

case, but it is hard to distinguish which one is better between

the one-point bandit feedback and projection-free scenarios.

Finally, from Table II, the dynamic regret results are near-

optimal for both convex and strongly convex cost functions,

while other two scenarios are still lacking in the literature.

For scenarios with inequality constraints in the distributed

setting, most of results in Table III for DOO are generally

inferior to the corresponding best-known results in central-

ized setting as summarized in Table IV, mainly due to the
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TABLE III
State-of-the-art performance results with inequality constraints in DOO. “IC” means inequality constraints, “A-OBF-C” represents that the result is also

Applicable to the case with One-point Bandit Feedback for only Cost functions (but still using gradients of constraint functions), “A-TBF-C2” signifies that
the result is also Applicable to the case with Two-point Bandit Feedback for both Cost and Constraint functions, “OBF-C” (resp. “OBF-C2”) means that the
result is derived under One-point Bandit Feedback for only Cost functions (resp. both Cost and Constraint functions), and “SC” denotes the result derived

under Slater’s condition.

Metric Objective
Local inequality constraints Coupled inequality constraints

Time-invariant Time-varying Time-invariant Time-varying

Static
regret

Convex

O(T
3
4 )

CACVT = O(T
5
8 )

(A-OBF-C) [43]1

O(
√
T )

D-CCVT = O(T
3
4 )

(A-TBF-C2) [94]1

N.B.2
O(

√
T )

CV +

T
= O(T

3
4 )

[47]

Strongly
convex

O(log T )
CACVT = O(

√
T log T ) [43]

and

O(T
2
3 log T )

CACVT = O(
√
T log T )

(OBF-C) [43]

O(Tκ)

D-CCVT = O(T 1−κ
2 )

κ ∈ (0, 1)
(A-TBF-C2) [94]

N.B.

O(Tκ)

CV +

T
= O(T 1−κ

2 ) or

CV +

T
= O(Tmax{κ,1−κ}) (SC)

κ ∈ (0, 1) [45]

(Restricted)
Dynamic

regret

Convex N.F.3

O(T 1−κ + Tκ(1 + V
p
T
))

D-CCVT = O(T 1−κ
2 )

κ ∈ (0, 1)
(A-TBF-C2) [94]

N.B.

O(max{Tmax{κ,1−κ}, TκPT })
CV +

T
= O(T 1−κ

2 ) or

CV +

T
= O(Tmax{κ,1−κ} (SC)
κ ∈ (0, 1) [45]

and

O(max{T θ , T θV
p
T
})

E(CV +

T
) = O(T

7
4
−θ)

θ ∈ ( 3
4
, 1) (OBF-C2) [46]

Strongly
convex

N.F. N.F. N.F. N.F.

1 Note that CACVT and D-CCVT are strictly tighter metrics than CV +

T
defined in (42) in general.

2 “N.B.” means no better results than the corresponding time-varying coupled inequality constraint case (note that time-invariant constraints are a
special case of time-varying constraints).

3 “N.F.” means that the case is not found in the literature.

complexity of local information communications among all

agents. From Table III, it is easy to observe that static

regret bounds for strongly convex cost functions are better

than corresponding scenarios for convex cost functions, which

is consistent with the intuition. Generally speaking, time-

varying constraints are more challenging than fixed constraints

under both local and coupled constraint settings, and coupled

constraints are more complicated than local constraints due to

the unavailability of some information on coupled constraints.

Note that local constraints mean that constraints are solely

for each individual agent, i.e., being irrelevant to all other

agents. Also, the results for time-varying constraints can be

also applied to handle fixed constraints which can be regarded

as a special case of time-varying ones, but not vice versa.

Note that the performance metrics CACVT and D-CCVT for

inequality constraints are more stringent than CV +
T , since the

projection operation [·]+ is directly performed on constraint

functions, instead of the sum of them over the time horizon

t ∈ [T ]. In summary, the scenarios with inequality constraints

have been less investigated than the simple set constraint case,

and further study is needed to improve the performances. Even

in the centralized setting with inequality constraints, as shown

in Table IV, it is still unclear for many best-known results if

they are optimal ones.

Accelerated and Adaptive Methods. Even though several

regret bounds are optimal in terms of T , as in central-

ized/distributed optimization, there are also some methods to

improve the regret performance or reduce the conditions while

maintaining the same performance. For instance, the near-

optimal bound O(1 + PT ) on dynamic regret is usually ob-

tained for strongly convex functions. However, it was derived

for convex functions in [19], but under a stronger assumption

on the communication graph, i.e., every agent is connected

to at least two other agents in the network. Moreover, some

accelerated and improved methods, such as Nesterov accel-

erated gradient method and adaptive gradient methods, have

been leveraged to further improve the performance. For ex-

ample, the momentum acceleration technique was exploited

to improve the performance under time-varying unbalanced

communication graphs in [129], where an improved static

regret bound O(
√
1 + logT +

√
T ) is established for convex

cost functions. Also, adaptive gradient methods have been

integrated into DOO in [130]–[132].

Note that all the above discussed works are in the setting of

cooperative agents. For noncooperative agents in online game,

the existing works are summarized in Table V. In this case,

individual/local dynamic regret for online game is defined as

D-Reggi :=

T
∑

t=1

fi,t(xi,t, x
∗
−i,t)−

T
∑

t=1

fi,t(x
∗
i,t, x

∗
−i,t), (51)

where x∗t = col(x∗i,t, x
∗
−i,t) is a (generalized) Nash equilib-

rium of online game at round t. Similarly, individual/local

static regret for online game can be defined as

S-Reggi :=
T
∑

t=1

fi,t(xi,t, x
∗
−i)−

T
∑

t=1

fi,t(x
∗
i , x

∗
−i), (52)



17

TABLE IV
State-of-the-art performance results in centralized online optimization. To save the space, the following abbreviations are made: “IC” is the abbreviation of
inequality constraints, “BCO” means bandit convex optimization, “SC” denotes the result derived under Slater’s condition, “OB” stands for optimal bounds,

“EBC” means the result obtained under error bound condition (weaker than SC [133]), and “N.F.” means that the case is not found in the literature.

Metric Objective Full information feedback One-point bandit Projection-free Fixed IC Time-varying IC

Static
regret

Convex
O(

√
T )

(OB) [134]
Õ(min{

√
nT , T

3
4 })

(pseudo-1d BCO)
(OB, up to

logarithmic factors)
[128]a

O(T
3
4 )

(nonsmooth)
[135];

O(T
2
3 )

(smooth)
[136]

O(
√
T )

CCVT = O(T
1
4 ) [13];

or

O(
√
T ), CV l

T
= O(1)

(SC, OB) [137], [138];
or

O(max{V ∗
T , Lf})b

(SC) [139]

O(
√
T )

CV l
T = O(

√
T )

(SC) [140]
or

O(
√
T )

E(CV +

T
) = O(

√
T )

(i.i.d. constraints,
unknown distribution)

(EBC) [133]

Strongly
convex

O(log T )
(OB) [141]

O(T
2
3 )

[93], [142]

O(log T )
CCVT = O(log T )

[13]
N.F.

Dynamic
regret

Convex

O(PT )
(smooth) [55]c;

O(
√
T +

√

T 1−βV
β
T
)

(OB) [143]

O(T
3
4 + T

1
4 PT )

[144]
N.F.

O(
√
T (1 + V

p
T
))

CCVT = O(T
1
4 ) [13];

or

O(
√

T (1 + V
p
T
))

CCVT = O(
√
T ) [13]

O(max{
√
T ,

√
TPT })

CV l
T

= O(
√
T ) (SC) or

CV l
T = O(T

3
4 ) [145]

or

O(max{
√
TPT , V

g
T
})

CV l
T =

O(max{
√
T , V

g
T
}) [146]

or

O(
√
TPT )

CV l
T =

O(max{T 3
4 , V

g
T
}) [146]

Strongly
convex

O(min{PT , P s
T
, V

f
T
})

(smooth, OB) [147]
N.F. N.F. N.F. N.F.

a This result improves a lower bound of O(n
√
T ) even for strongly convex and smooth cost functions in [148].

b Lf is the Lipschitz constant for ∇ft.
c An additional assumption is imposed in [55], that is, the optimal decision x∗

t ∈ X at each time t is global (i.e., ∇ft(x∗
t ) = 0).

where x∗ = col(x∗i , x
∗
−i) is a (generalized) Nash equilibrium

of an offline game with
∑T

t=1 fi,t(xi, x−i) being the cost

function of agent i for all i ∈ [N ].

It can be found from Table V that the results under fixed

inequality constraints [27] are better than those under time-

varying inequality constraints [28], [29], since time-varying

scenarios are more challenging. Moreover, the results in one-

point bandit feedback are worse than those in full information

feedback, which conforms with our intuition as discussed

before. Overall, it is unknown what the optimal results are for

these scenarios, especially for the performance metric CV +
T on

inequality constraints, and more efforts are required to derive

better or optimal results in future.

It is worth noticing that the benchmark used in (51) and

(52) is Nash equilibria. Other alternatives can be defined as

D-Rgi :=

T
∑

t=1

[

fi,t(xi,t, x−i,t)− min
yi,t∈Xi,t

fi,t(yi,t, x−i,t)
]

,

S-Rgi :=

T
∑

t=1

fi,t(xi,t, x−i,t)− min
yi∈Xi,t

T
∑

t=1

fi,t(yi, x−i,t),

among which the second one has been extensively studied for

no-regret learning of stationary games, i.e., games with time-

invariant cost functions. It is worth noting that the sublinearity

of regrets D-Rgi and S-Rgi , in general, cannot ensure the

convergence to a Nash equilibrium even for stationary games

[149], [150].

VII. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

This section provides some numerical examples to show

and compare the efficacy of Algorithms 1-11. To do so, let us

consider the distributed online (regularized) linear regression

problem over a network consisting of N = 50 agents [33],

[43], formulated as

ft(x) =

N
∑

i=1

fi,t(x) =

N
∑

i=1

1

2

(

o⊤i,tx− li,t
)2
, x ∈ X (53)

where the data (oi,t, li,t) ∈ R
n×R is revealed only to agent i at

time t. Note that the function in (53) is convex, which will be

added a regularizer θ‖x‖2 when considering strongly convex

functions for some algorithms, where θ > 0 is a regularization

parameter. In the simulations, let X = {x ∈ R
n|‖x‖ ≤ 1}, and

set θ = 0.1 and n = 3. To better compare different algorithms,

the same randomly generated undirected communication graph

in Fig. 4 is employed for all algorithms. And functions φ, φi in

Bregman divergence are all selected as ‖x‖2/2 for all relevant

algorithms. Moreover, each entry of oi,t is generated from the

interval (−1, 1) uniformly, and the response is given by

li,t = 〈oi,t, b〉+ ǫi,t, (54)

where the ith entry of b ∈ R
n equals 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ ⌊n2 ⌋ and

0 otherwise. In addition, the noise ǫi,t is generated from the

normal distribution N (0, 1) in an independent and identically

distributed manner. Then, with the same or similar parameters
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TABLE V
State-of-the-art performance results in online game.

Metric Objective

Coupled inequality constraints

Time-invariant
(Full information feedback)

Time-varying

Full information feedback One-point bandit feedback

Individual
dynamic regret

Strong monotonicity

O(
√

T (1 + PT ))

CV +

T
= O(

√

T (1 + PT ))
[27]c

O(T
5
6 + T

5
6

√
PT )

CV +

T
= O(T

5
6 + T

5
6
√
PT )

[28]

O(T
13
14 + T

13
14

√
PT )

E(CV +

T
) = O(T

13
14 + T

13
14

√
PT )

[29]

c PT is defined in the footnote of Table II. However, x∗
t , t ∈ [T ] used in PT is slightly different here, denoting the Nash equilibrium (instead of

a minimizer) at time instant t.

used in these algorithm design, the numerical results on Algo-

rithms 1-4 and 6 without inequality constraints (i.e., DOCO)

are shown in Fig. 5.

Fig. 4. The communication graph randomly generated among N = 50 agents.

Fig. 5. Numerical results on Algorithms 1-4 and 6, where DOCO means
Algorithm 6 without inequality constraints, and Reg denotes a generic regret
(either static or dynamic regret) depending on different metrics considered
in different algorithms. “Static” and “dynamic” represent which regret is
leveraged.

It can be observed from Fig. 5 that all algorithms are

efficient, and it is not surprising to see that the performance

for strongly convex cost functions is better than that of the

same algorithm for convex ones. Furthermore, it is shown

that Algorithm 1 with full information based on gradient

descent outperforms other algorithms, especially projection-

free Algorithm 4 and Algorithm 6 with one-point bandit

feedback. This is consistent with the pervasive intuition. In

addition, it is found that Algorithm 6 performs better than

Algorithm 4, although they have similar theoretical results,

indicating that it is promising to derive better performances

for the case with one-point bandit feedback.

For Algorithms 6 and 7 with local inequality constraints,

similar to [43], the local constraint functions are all given

as gi,t(x) = x − a for some a ∈ R
n. By setting a =

col(0.1, 0.1, 0.1), running Algorithms 6 and 7 gives rise to

the results on regrets and inequality constraints in Figs. 6 and

7, respectively. It can be observed that the performance with

full information feedback (Algorithm 7) is better than that with

one-point bandit feedback (Algorithm 6), thus supporting our

intuition and theoretical results.

Fig. 6. Numerical results on regrets for Algorithms 6 and 7.

Fig. 7. Numerical results on inequality constraint D-CCVT for Algorithms
6 and 7.

For Algorithms 8-10 with coupled inequality constraints,

consider the plug-in electric vehicle (PEV) charging problem

as in [44], [47] with local cost and constraint functions being
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of the form

fi,t(xi) =
āi,t
2

‖xi‖2 + b̄⊤i,txi, (55)

gi,t(xi) = xi + di,t, xi ∈ Xi ⊆ R
ni (56)

where āi,t > 0 and b̄i,t ∈ R
ni are time-varying, indicating

dynamic charging cost for charging PEV at different times.

Let ni = 1 for all i ∈ [N ], Φi be the identity mapping in

Algorithm 8, ri,t ≡ 0 in Algorithm 9, and āi,t, b̄i,t, di,t be

generated uniformly from intervals (0.5, 1.5), (0, 1), (0.2, 0.5),
respectively. The numerical results are given in Figs. 8 and 9.

Fig. 8. Numerical results on regrets for Algorithms 8-10.

Fig. 9. Numerical results on inequality constraint CV +

T
for Algorithms 8-10.

It is easy to see that Algorithm 10 has the worst performance

due to the least information it has in the one-point bandit

feedback scenario. From Fig. 8, one can observe that the

static regret performance is better than the dynamic one for

DisOPDM, since the dynamic regret is generally greater than

the static one as seen from their definitions. Finally, DisOPDM

is shown to be superior to DisPDOL, indicating that bi,t
in Algorithm 9 outperforms

∑N
j=1 wij,tyj,t in Algorithm 8

employed to update dual variables.

For online game, Algorithm 11 and its one-point bandit

variant (called DisOPDM-OBF) in [29] are tested by online

Nash-Cournot game as given by Example 3 in Subsection II-D.

As in [29], let us set xi,t ∈ Xi = [0, 30], the production

cost pi,t(xi,t) = xi,t(sin(t/12)+ 1), and the firm i’s demand

price di,t(xt) = 21 + i/9 − 0.5i ∗ sin(t/12) − ∑N
k=1 xk,t.

Moreover, as the time-varying market capacity constraint, the

coupled inequality constraint is
∑N

i=1 xi,t ≤ ∑N
i=1 li,t with

li,t = 10+ sin(t/12) being the local bound only accessible to

firm i. Then, Figs. 10 and 11 present the simulation results,

where only result on the first firm is displayed in order to

clearly observe the difference between the algorithms, but

other firms have similar results. Both figures show that the

full information feedback is better than the one-point bandit

feedback, being in accordance with the intuition as mentioned

earlier.
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Fig. 10. Numerical results on regret for Algorithm 11 and its one-point bandit
variant DisOPDM-OBF in [29].
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Fig. 11. Numerical results on inequality constraint CV +

T
for Algorithm 11

and its one-point bandit variant DisOPDM-OBF in [29].

VIII. FUTURE DIRECTIONS

With the above discussions on DOO and OG, it can be found

that the research on DOO and OG is still in its infancy. To

facilitate further studies in this domain for both beginners and

specialists, this section aims at pointing out possible future

research directions in DOO and OG.

Better Performance. By comparing existing performance

results on DOO in Tables II and III with the centralized best-

known or optimal results in Table IV, a multitude of gaps

still need to be bridged for both DOO and OG. For example,

the static regret bound in the distributed case with one-point

bandit feedback is worse than the optimal bound as obtained in

the centralized setup, and in the case with uncoupled/coupled

inequality constraints, lots of regret bounds are also inferior to

the best known results in the centralized setting. However, it is

unclear if all the gaps can be exactly bridged, although existing

results have shown that some gaps can be indeed bridged in

some scenarios (e.g., static regret bounds in full information

feedback). It is still open but promising for researchers to

bridge these gaps. Moreover, there are a number of open issues
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in DOO and OG to be addressed. As an example, the dynamic

regret bound for DOO with one-point bandit feedback is still

vacant.

Network Effect. One of important issues in distributed algo-

rithms is to consider the effect of network, such as the agent

number N and other network parameters, on the algorithms’

performances. In this respect, a dynamic regret bound for

convex cost functions is established in [21] as

O

(

√

NT (1 + CT )

1− λ2(W )

)

, (57)

where the parameters can be found in Algorithm 2. It is easy to

see that the regret bound is proportional to
√
N and inversely

proportional to
√

1− λ2(W ). In addition, a dynamic regret

bound, i.e.,

GPT +O

(

NG2

γ(1− γ1/ζ)
+

N2G2

1− wmax

)

, (58)

is derived in [19] for convex functions under a stronger

assumption on the communication graph. That is, every agent

is connected to at least two other agents in the network [19],

where γ ∈ [0, 1), ζ ≥ 1 are graph-related parameters,wmax :=
maxi,j∈N wij , and G is a constant such that ‖∇fi,t(·)‖∗ ≤ G.

One can observe that the bound is proportional to N2 and

inversely proportional to some graph parameters. The above

bounds are neat results in the literature. However, it is still

unclear whether the dependence on those graph parameters

are sharp or not.

Information Quantization/Compression. It is already known

that the transmission capacity along information channels

among neighboring agents is paramount for distributed al-

gorithms over multi-agent networks. Therefore, information

quantization/compression for both transmitted message and

local computations (e.g., gradient calculation) is imperative

in future research directions. The current relevant research

is still lacking in DOO and OG (two exceptions are [109],

[125]), although it has been extensively considered in multi-

agent control (e.g., [119], [120]) and centralized/distributed

optimization (e.g., [121]–[124]), etc.

DOO and OG with Control Systems. Most of existing

works have focused on distributed online learning in the

absence of system dynamics, that is, without considering

physical control systems, which can be viewed as information-

layer problems. Nevertheless, an agent often has its physical

operating dynamics (e.g., bicycle dynamics for robots), which

should be appropriately considered and controlled, thought of

as physical layer problems. Although recent research [48], [49]

has integrated the control system dynamics into DOO, the

related research is yet to be fully explored in order to smoothly

apply distributed online algorithms to real-world problems.

Continuous-time Algorithms. Most of proposed algorithms

in DOO and OG are discrete-time iterated mainly due to the

discrete-time computation fact of realistic implementations,

for example, by computers. Even so, many physical systems

or phenomena in practice are in continuous-time domain,

such as the continuous-time operating dynamics of electric

current flow and so forth. On the other hand, continuous-time

algorithms can also be a powerful tool for providing insight

into discrete-time algorithms (e.g., [151], [152]). Along this

line, the continuous-time setup has been addressed with local

inequality constraints [153] and coupled inequality constraints

[49]. However, this type of problems are still less addressed

in the literature, and thereby one of future directions is to pay

more attention to this scenario.

Nonconvex DOO and OG. Nonconvex cost/constraint func-

tions can be frequently encountered in applications (e.g., ma-

chine learning), although the current research mostly focuses

on the convex case for DOO and OG. In this respect, a

few works have studied the nonconvex case for centralized

online learning. For example, locally Lipschitz and nonconvex

cost functions were considered in [154] with O(1 + PT )
dynamic regret by proposing online Newton’s method. Non-

convex cost functions, but satisfying local proximal-PL in-

equality (a generalization of Polyak-Łjasiewicz (PL) condition

for unconstrained optimization), were studied in [155] with

O(1 + PT ) dynamic regret by developing online projected

gradient descent with desirable initialization. However, only a

few works have thus far investigated the nonconvex case in the

distributed setup [51]–[53]. Consequently, it is nonnegligible

to further take into account the nonconvex DOO and OG in

future research directions.

Adaptive Gradient Methods. It is well known that adaptive

methods are important in centralized optimization and deep

learning due to its easy implementation and superior perfor-

mance. The most popular adaptive gradient method is Adam

by estimating first- and second-order moments of gradients

[156]. As a result, one natural idea is to apply adaptive

methods to DOO and OG for improving the performance,

which is exactly done in [130]–[132]. However, the research

along this line is not far fully explored, leaving an enormous

possibility for future directions.

Second-order Methods. It is easy to observe that all devel-

oped algorithms for DOO and OG are at most first-order meth-

ods, that is, depending on first-order gradients or zeroth-order

function values. Nonetheless, it is well known that second-

order methods, such as the Newton method, can generally

improve the performance, usually outperforming first-order

methods. As such, second-order online methods have been

investigated in centralized online learning, e.g., [154], [157]–

[160]. In contrast, the distributed case is yet to be explored.

DOO on Riemannian Manifolds. Aside from the Euclidean

space studied for DOO in the literature, Riemannian mani-

folds, as a generalization of Euclidean spaces, have long been

an intriguing topic in deep learning and centralized/distributed

optimization. Riemannian manifolds possess a large num-

ber of applications such as in principal component analysis

(PCA), independent component analysis (ICA), radar signal

processing, dictionary learning, and mixture modeling [161].

However, the study of DOO on Riemannian manifolds is still

missing, only having a few works on the centralized setup

[162], [163], thereby posing the necessity of addressing this

case in future.

The Case with Switching Cost. It is worth noting that it may

incur a strategy changing cost when altering one’s decision

or action in practice, for example, the moving cost from the

current position to the next selected position when the decision
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vector is the position of a robot. In this scenario, the local cost

function of each agent i ∈ [N ] at time step t is of the form

fi,t(xi,t, x
−i
t ) + d(xi,t, xi,t−1), (59)

where xi,t is still the decision vector of agent i at time t,
and x−it (different from x−i,t) denotes a set of some other

decision vectors except xi,t. Note that x−it may be empty, or

neighboring agents’ decision vectors, or all other agents’ deci-

sion vectors, such as the case of distributed online aggregative

optimization [25], [90]. In (59), d(xi,t, xi,t−1) denotes a

generic distance from xi,t to xi,t−1, e.g., ‖xi,t − xi,t−1‖1,

‖xi,t − xi,t−1‖, 1
2‖xi,t − xi,t−1‖2, and Bregman divergence

Dψ(xi,t|xi,t−1) for a strictly/strongly convex function ψ. Gen-

erally speaking, fi,t(xi,t, x
−i
t ) is called hitting cost, operating

cost, or stage cost in the literature, and d(xi,t, xi,t−1) is called

switching cost, smoothing cost, or movement cost in the litera-

ture, which has been extensively studied in centralized online

learning (e.g., [164]–[168], to just name a few). However, it

has thus far not been considered in DOO and OG, hence being

regarded as one of interesting future research directions.

The Case with Predictions. In online learning, future in-

formation on cost functions is usually unaccessible and even

adversarial. One natural question is if the performance can

be improved when a few future information is available or

can be predicted in some sense, including the gradient of next

round at the current time and a lookahead window of future

cost functions, etc. The answer is intuitively positive, usually

leading to a lower constant improvement in big O term, as

confirmed in centralized online learning (e.g., [169]–[171]).

In comparison, there are still no works on this study for DOO

and OG until now, thereby motivating its possible investigation

in future.

Competitive Ratio. It can be found that all related works

in DOO and OG adapt the static and/or dynamic regrets as

the performance metric. However, as presented in Section

II-B, competitive ratio and adaptive regret are also considered

as performance measures in the centralized online learning,

although the relationships of all the metrics are yet to be

fully understood, as discussed in the last paragraph of Section

II-B. In this connection, it is interesting yet challenging to

further address all the metrics (especially competitive ratio

and adaptive regret) and their relationships in both centralized

and distributed online learning for optimization and game.

Online Game. In contrast with DOO, online game in dy-

namic environments has so far been less explored in the

literature, where local or private cost functions are time-

varying. Currently, only a few works have researched online

game with time-invariant and time-varying coupled inequality

constraints in [27]–[29]. Along this line, it is imperative

to make more efforts to investigate online game in future,

including improving regret bounds, studying individual static

regret S-Reggi and D-Rgi , S-Rgi as well as their relationships,

and so forth.

Multi-Agent Organization. The organization of a multi-agent

system usually means the collection of roles, relationships, and

authority structures that are capable of governing its behavior,

including hierarchies, holarchies, and teams organizations. The

adaptivity to unpredictable environment changes by reorga-

nizing towards the most appropriate organizations is also

important [172], [173]. In this respect, the agents’ cooperative

feature in DOO is similar to the team-based organization with

the goal of achieving the entire team’s mission [172]. And

each agent’s selfish behavior in OG is similar to the coalition-

based organization with only one member in every coalition.

However, to our best knowledge, the organizational design is

not yet considered in DOO and OG, where the interactions

among agents are simply described by stationary/time-varying

graphs. Along this line, it is interesting to take the multi-agent

organizational design into account in DOO and OG in future.

IX. CONCLUSION

This paper has presented a comprehensive survey on DOO

and OG, for which the overview has been performed from five

viewpoints, that is, problem settings, communication issues,

computation issues, algorithms, and up-to-date performances.

They further include full state information, communication

delays, asynchronous algorithms, privacy-preserving, security-

guaranteeing, information quantization/compression, full gra-

dient calculation, bandit feedback, projection-free algorithms,

etc. With regard to these aspects, state-of-the-art results have

been summarized and reported in this paper. Finally, possible

future research directions have also been elaborated, which,

hopefully, is conducive to further investigations on DOO and

OG in future.
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