No-regret distributed learning in subnetwork
Zero-sum games

Shijie Huang®®, Jinlong Lei¢, Yiguang Hong*, Uday V. Shanbhag?, and Jie Chen®

Abstract—In this paper, we consider a distributed learning
problem in a subnetwork zero-sum game, where agents are
competing in different subnetworks. These agents are connected
through time-varying graphs where each agent has its own cost
function and can receive information from its neighbors. We
propose a distributed mirror descent algorithm for computing
a Nash equilibrium and establish a sublinear regret bound on

<] the sequence of iterates when the graphs are uniformly strongly
(\J connected and the cost functions are convex-concave. Moreover,
( we prove its convergence with suitably selected diminishing step-
(\J sizes for a strictly convex-concave cost function. We also consider
a constant step-size variant of the algorithm and establish an
G)asymptotic error bound between the cost function values of
- running average actions and a Nash equilibrium. In addition, we
apply the algorithm to compute a mixed-strategy Nash equilib-
q_ rium in subnetwork zero-sum finite-strategy games, which have
merely convex-concave (to be specific, multilinear) cost functions,
and obtain a final-iteration convergence result and an ergodic
U convergence result, respectively, under different assumptions.

Index Terms—no-regret distributed learning, subnetwork zero-
. sum game, distributed mirror descent, constant step-size

I. INTRODUCTION

A non-cooperative game is a framework for studying the
interaction of agents whose decisions are affected by the actions
1 of others. Zero-sum games represent an important class of

non-cooperative games, and some complex decision-making

problems, such as power allocation in wireless communication
«—] [l], robust portfolio selection in finance [2], and robust matched
(\J filtering in signal processing [3] may be modeled by generalized
O zero-sum games, named as “’subnetwork zero-sum” [4], where
“5 two subnetworks of agents are engaged in a zero-sum game.
O A core equilibrium concept of non-cooperative games is the
<1 Nash equilibrium (NE) and the NE seeking problems have been
. extensively studied.
= Conventional NE seeking algorithms mainly deal with full-
'>2 decision information scenario, where each agent may observe

the actions of all of its rivals. However, in practice, agents
E may have to make decisions based only on limited information,
suggesting the design of distributed NE seeking algorithms.
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For example, in [5]], distributed synchronous and asynchronous
algorithms with diminishing step-sizes have been provided with
an error bound for a constant step-size for strictly aggregative
games, while in [0], a fully-distributed generalized NE seeking
algorithm for aggregative games has been further designed
based on an operator splitting scheme. Moreover, in [7] and
[8], a regularized distributed algorithm for merely monotone
aggregative games and a gradient-free distributed algorithm
for convex games with limited cost function knowledge have
been proposed, respectively. Distinct from these directions, a
linearly convergent distributed gradient-response scheme for
stochastic aggregative games has been introduced in [9]. In
addition, continuous-time distributed algorithms via consensus-
based approaches have also been analyzed in [10] and [11].
Much of the aforementioned work focuses on whether those
proposed algorithms guarantee the convergence to a NE. In
game-theoretic learning algorithms, there exists a class of
dynamics that focuses on the learning process, called no-regret
dynamics [12]]. A no-regret learning process is a natural choice
for the agents since no player wants to realize that the action
sequence he/she employed is strictly inferior to taking some
fixed action in hindsight. In [13], the authors used Nesterov’s
excessive gap technique to propose a near-optimal no-regret
algorithm which can ensure that the cost value converges to

the cost value of a NE with rate O(%) for two-player
zero-sum games with finite action sets. In [14]], this rate was
improved to O(2L) by introducing a modified optimistic
mirror descent algorithm. Similarly, [[15] further proposed an
optimal no-regret algorithm with a rate O(%) Moreover, no-
regret learning algorithms can only converge to a set of coarse
correlated equilibria in a general game, while [16] provided
sufficient conditions under which no-regret learning converges
to a NE of the underlying game. Additionally [17] developed
an asynchronous no-regret learning algorithm for games with
lossy feedback.

However, much of prior research only considers centralized
no-regret learning algorithms. Although there are many existing
distributed NE seeking algorithms, it is unclear if these algo-
rithms are no-regret schemes [17]. In fact, the only result on
distributed online game that we are aware of was provided in
[18]. Inspired by the distributed online optimization problem
({191, [20]), the authors in [18] designed an online distributed
algorithm to track the generalized NE in dynamic environments
and established a sublinear regret bound. Different from the no-
regret learning in games that we are considering, [18]] assumed
that the cost function is time-varying and the offline benchmark
of the regret is the cost value of a NE.

The motivation of this paper is to design effective no-
regret distributed algorithms for subnetwork zero-sum games
considered in [4] and [21]. In the multi-agent network with
two subnetworks, agents in the same subnetwork collaborate



for consensus, while playing antagonistic roles with the agents
in the other subnetwork. The contributions of this paper are
summarized as follows:

o« We propose a distributed learning algorithm based on
a mirror descent scheme and derive a regret bound of
the algorithm, which shows that the algorithm is no-
regret under suitable diminishing and constant step-sizes.
Moreover, we prove the convergence to the unique NE
when the cost function is strictly convex-concave. To the
best of our knowledge, there has been no theoretical result
on no-regret distributed algorithms for computing a NE of
subnetwork zero-sum games yet.

o Although the proposed algorithm cannot guarantee con-
vergence to a NE under constant step-sizes, we obtain an
error bound similar to that in [22]. This error bound shows
that the running average actions generated by the algorithm
provide approximate solutions to the NE seeking problem.

o We further apply the algorithm to compute a mixed-
strategy NE of subnetwork zero-sum finite-strategy games
and prove its final-iteration convergence under a restrictive
assumption. In addition, we also prove the ergodic conver-
gence of the algorithm different from [[16], which provides
an ergodic convergence result for finite two-person zero-
sum games.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, we formulate the no-regret distributed learning prob-
lem in subnetwork zero-sum games and propose a distributed
mirror descent algorithm, while in Section III, we establish
several useful lemmas and further give a regret bound analysis
of the proposed algorithm. In Section IV, we prove that the
algorithm converges to the NE under diminishing step-sizes.
We also consider the case of constant step-sizes and establish
an asymptotic error bound for the cost value of the averaged
iterates. Then, in Section V, we apply the proposed algorithm
to subnetwork zero-sum finite-strategy games and prove two
convergence results. In Section VI, we provide simulations
to verify our theoretical analysis. Finally, in Section VII, we
conclude the paper.

Notations. Denote by R™ the n-dimensional real Euclidean
space. For column vectors z,y € R™, (x,y) denotes the inner

product and | - ||, (p > 1) denotes the [, norm. For z € R,
B(x, ) denotes a ball with x the center and ¢ > 0 the radius.
For a norm | - [[Jon B, [ly[. £ sup{(y,z) : |lz] < 1}

denotes the dual norm. A;; denotes the element in the ith row
and jth column of matrix A. For a function f(xy,...,2n),
denote V[ as the gradient of f and 0, f as the subdifferential
of f with respect to x;. A function f(x1,xz2) is said to
be (strictly) convex-concave (concave-convex) if f(x1,x2) is
(strictly) convex (concave) in z; for any x and (strictly)
concave (convex) in o for any x;. A digraph (directed graph)
is characterized by G = (V,£), where V = {1,...,n} is the set
of nodes and £ C V x V is the set of edges, where (j,7) € &£ if
agent ¢ can obtain information from agent j. Associated with
graph G, there is an adjacency matrix W = [w;;] € R™™"
with nonnegative elements, which satisfy that w;; > 0 if and
only if (j,i) € £. A path from i; to i, is an alternating
sequence iieq - --ip_1€p—1%p such that e, = (ip,i741) € &
(r=1,...,p—1). A digraph is strongly connected if there is
a path between any pair of distinct nodes.

1Unless otherwise specified, we use || - || to represent any possible I, (p > 1)
norm in this paper.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND ALGORITHM

In this section, we formulate the no-regret distributed learn-
ing problem in a subnetwork zero-sum game and propose a
distributed mirror descent algorithm.

A. Problem Formulation

Consider a zero-sum game between two subnetworks 3;
and Y5, composed of agents V; = {v},...,v]"} and Vy &
{vd,... v5?}, respectively. Assume that the subnetworks ¥;
and Yo are time-varying and described by directed graph se-
quences Gy (k) = (V1,&1(k)) and Ga(k) = (Va2, E2(k)).The in-
teraction between ¥ and X9 is modeled by a bipartite network
312 (Fig. 1). Here X5 is described by a time-varying bipartite
graph sequence Gi2(k) = (V1 U Va2, £12(k)), which means that
Eia(k) C {(v}, v ) | v € Vi,vi , € Vs, 1 = 1,2}. For
I = 1,2, and each node v} € V, denote by Nj(k) £ {v] |
(v],v}) € &(k)} and Ny (k) = {vg_; | (v3_;,0}) € Enalk)}
the set of its neighbors in V; and Vs_; at time k, respectively.

Cooperate Cooperate

21 E_)
Fig. 1. A subnetwork zero-sum game

For each | € {1, 2}, the action set of ¥; is denoted by X} C
R™. Each subnetwork ¥;, [ € {1,2} aims to choose an action
x; € &) to minimize the following global cost

filz1,22) = %Zfl,i(xlax2)7 le{l1,2} (D
i=1

which is the average of its agents’ costs at each node v}, denoted
by fi;. The subnetworks are engaged in a zero-sum game,
namely, for any z; € X, | € {1,2},

fi(wy, 22) + fa(wr,22) = 0.
The following concept is well known [21].
Definition 1. An action profile v* = (xf,z3) is a Nash
equilibrium (NE) of the subnetwork zero-sum game if

x] € arg min U(z1,23),and x5 € arg max U(z],x2), (2)
T1E€X] T2E€X2

where U(z1,12) £ fi(z1, x2).

We make the following assumptions on the action sets and
the cost functions fj ;.

Assumption 1. (i) The action sets X1 and X5 are compact and
convex.

(ii) For each agent v} € V4, the cost f1 (-, ) is convex-concave
over X1 x X. Similarly, for each agent v§ € Vs, the cost
f2.i(-,+) is concave-convex over Xy x Xo.

(iii) For each v§ € V1, f1i(z1,x2) is Ly 1-Lipschitz continuous



in x1 € Xq for any xo € Xy and Ly o-Lipschitz continuous in
To € Xy for any 1 € Xy, e,

fr(2h, z2)| < — 21|, Vag € Aa,
Jri(z1,2h)| < Ly gllwg — 24|, Vo € Xy

\f1,i(5€17$2) -
‘fl,i(xlal'Q) -

Similarly, for each v € Vi, fai(x1,x2) is Lo 1-Lipschitz
continuous in xo € Xo for any x1 € Xy and Lgo-Lipschitz
continuous in x1 € X for any xo € X.

Assumption E] ensures the existence of a NE, see [21,
Theorem 2.5].

Lemma 1. Under Assumption there exists a NE for the
considered subnetwork zero-sum game.

In the two subnetworks, each agent only knows its own
cost function. Within each subnetwork, agents can exchange
information with their neighbors, i.e. , vj can pass information
to v} at time k if v] € N} (k). Moreover, each subnetwork can
also obtain information about the other subnetwork via G2 (k),
ie., U%il can pass the information of ¥3_; to Uf at time k
if véﬁz S /\/’le(k:) For brevity, we use ¢ € V; to represent
the agent v later when there is no confusion. We make the
following assumption on the communication networks.

Assumption 2. For | = 1,2, the graph sequence G;(k) is uni-
formly jointly strongly connected (i.e., there exists an positive
integer By such that | J,;_}, kBi-lg (t) is strongly connected for
k > 0) and every agent in X; has at least one neighbor in
Yi3_y for all k. Furthermore, the associated adjacency matrices
VVl(k) = [wlvij(k)] and ng(k) = [w1271j(k)] satisfy.'

(i) there exists a scalar n € (0, 1) such that w; ;;(k) > n when
je J\/l( ), and wy ;;(t) = 0 otherwise; the same for w2 ;;(k);
(ii) Z —1 wl (k) =200 wig (k) = 1;

(iii) Z] 1 wig,(k) =1 1€ V.

Remark 1. The weight rules (i), (ii) and (iii) have been widely
used in distrbuted optimization [23|], [24|] and distributed NE
seeking [5l], [4]. In addition, the assumption that every agent
in ¥ has at least one neighbor in ¥3_; for all k is required
to ensure that every agent in X can receive the information
about Y3_; at every time.

Suppose that at every time ¢, agent ¢ in 3; (I € {1,2})
maintains an estimate of its subnetwork’s action as x;(t)
and receives the information about its adversarial subnetwork.
For clarity, we mainly focus on subnetwork 3; in the sub-
sequent formulation. At time ¢, each agent i in X; receives
the information about ¥, from the agents j € Nllgyi(t) and
forms an estimation for X,’s action, which is denoted by
ug (1) = Z]eNl () W12,ij(t)72,5(t). Then agent i obtains a
cost f1i(z1,:(t), U 4(t)). After T time steps, the regret of X4
associated with agent 7 is defined as

zlEXlZfl z1,u2,:(t)),

T
= Z Ji(@1,i(t), ug4(
= 3)

i.e., the maximum gain ¥; could have achieved by playing
the single best fixed action in case the estimated sequence of
¥o’s actions {us;(t)}7_, and the cost functions were known
in hindsight. An algorithm is no-regret for ¥; if for all 7,
REZ)(T) /T — 0 as T — oo. It is desirable for the subnetworks
to adopt a no-regret learning algorithm since no agent wants to
realize that the action sequence employed is strictly inferior to

— min

taking a fixed action at all iterations. The goal of this paper is to
design a no-regret distributed learning algorithm that converges
to a NE.

Remark 2. The most relevant results in this context are
[23]] and [25)]. [23|] proposed a distributed Bregman-distance
algorithm for saddle-point problems while we consider a game
between two subnetworks. [25]] developed a team-based dual
averaging algorithm for a game (not necessarily zero-sum) be-
tween two teams over a network and proved the convergence of
cost values by introducing cross-monotonicity. In comparison,
we provide the regret bound of the algorithm and prove the
convergence of the action profiles to a NE.

B. Distributed Mirror Descent

For | = 1,2, let ¢; be a continuously differentiable o;-
strongly convex function on Xj, which means that,

Yi(y) > i) +(Viu(z), y — o)

Recall from [26] that the Bregman divergence associated with
iy is defined as

Dy, (x,y) = ¥i(z) —hi(y) — (Vi (y), z —y). 4

Then we design our algorithm based on the mirror descent
algorithm [27], [28]. At time ¢ + 1, each agent i € V, (I €
{1,2}) receives the estimates z; ;(t) from j € N} (t) and the
estimates x3_; ;(t) from j € Nf2’l(t). Let vy ;(t) and ug—_; ()
be the weighted average of the estimates from ¥; and »3_;,
respectively. Then for | € {1,2}, each agent ¢ € V; evaluates
the subgradients of the local costs f; ; at vy ;(¢)by

91,i(t) € 01 f1,i(v1,i(t), u2,i(1)),
92,i(t) € Oaf2,i(u1,i(t),v2,:(1)),

and updates its estimate by the mirror descent scheme (8). We
summarize the procedures in Algorithm

o
+ EHJU —y|I?, Va,y € X

S)

Algorithm 1 Distributed mirror descent algorithm
Initialize: For | € {1,2}: let z;;(0) € &) for each i € V.
Iterate until t > T':

Communication and distributed averaging: For [ € {1, 2},

vi(t) = Z wy,ij ()21,5(t),

JEN ()

>

JENT, 5 (1)

Update of x;;(t): For I € {1,2}, i €V,
receive the subgradients g; ;(t) based on (3]
update the estimates xz; ;(¢ + 1) by

— (1)

bez (:Clvvl,i(t))}v ®)

1€V (6)

’U,lﬂ;(t) = wlgyij (t)xl,j (t), Z € V3_l (7)

zy;(t+ 1) = arg min {(g;;(t), 2,
T EX]
L1

a(t)

where {a(t)}$2, is a positive non-increasing sequence.

By Assumption [I[(iii) and the definition of the dual norm, we
have

lg1,i(@®)]l« < L1, |lg2,i(t)]]« < Lo, &)



which was frequently used in the convergence analysis of
distributed algorithms [4], [24]. For the subsequent analysis,
we make the following assumption.

Assumption 3. Forl = 1,2, the Bregman divergence Dy, (x,y)
is convex in y and satisfies

zp —ax = Dy (zg,x) =0 (10)

Remark 3. Dy, (-,y) is always strictly convex and the as-
sumption about the convexity in y has been widely used in
distributed optimization (see e.g., [26)], [29]). The requirement
(T0) in Assumption 3] is called the reciprocity of the Bregman
divergence, which has also been used in [l16l], [30]. In par-
ticular, if 11 = Vo = 1|z||3, Algorithm I degenerates to the
projected subgradient dynamics in [4)] and Assumption [3] is
naturally satisfied.

ITI. REGRET ANALYSIS

We begin this section by establishing preliminary lemmas
and then provide an upper bound on each agent’s regret.

A. Preliminary Analysis

First, we state a basic result about the Bregman divergence.

Lemma 2. Let v be a continuously differentiable o-strongly
convex function on X. Then the Bregman divergence defined

by (@) satisfies

Dyfy,2) — Dyly,2) — Dy(2,2) = (VO() ~ Vola),y — 2),
1D
Dy(ay) > gl — I (12)

forall x,y,z € X.

Lemma [2] is widely used in the analysis of mirror descent
algorithms [26], [19] and can be easily obtained from (). We
next state a result from distributed optimization [24].

Lemma 3. Let @l(t,s) = Wl(t)Wl(t — ].) s WZ(S) (1=1,2)
be the transition matrices for ¥; (I = 1,2). Suppose that
Assumption |Z| holds. Then for all t,s with t > s > 0, we
have

1
‘[@l(t,s)]ij — ‘ < ].—‘19;575, [=1,2
ny

(1—mn/4n})~ (1—n/4ni)H/ B,

Based on (8), we can establish an error bound between the
weighted estimate v; ;(¢) and the new estimate x;;(t + 1).

where T') = 2 and 0, =

Lemma 4. Let Assumption (I| hold. Suppose that v ;(t) and
x1,(t + 1) are generated by Algorithm |I| Then for each | €
{1,2} and i € V), we have

a(t)

lowi(8) = @st + DI < ==l < Lo

@. (13)
gy
Lemma [ is a consequence of the optimality condi-
tion. See Appendix for its proof. Furthermore, let Z;(t) =
T}, >t a,i(t) be the average state of X; at time ¢, and then
we obtain the following error bounds based on Lemma [3] and
Lemma [l

Lemma 5. Let Assumptions hold. Suppose that x;;(t),
v, (t), and w ;(t) are generated by Algorithm |I| Then, for
each l € {1,2} and i € V), for any t,

|20,:(t) — 21 (D[] < Hi(t), (14)
lZ1(t) — v a(t)|| < Hy(t), (15)
[21(t) — w,i (V)] < Hi(t), (16)

where

2
Hi(t) = anlalt_lAl + ;Ll,la(t -1
l

t—1
1
+<TL1L1 1F129t 1=s (5—1))

s=1
and \; & max;cy, ||21,:(0)]-

In Lemma [5] (T4) is a fundamental result in the analysis of
distributed mirror descent algorithms [26], [29] and (T3)-(16)
can be easily established based on (T4). For completeness, we
give its proof in Appendix. Finally, we establish the following
result similar to that of [[19]], [29] for distributed optimization.

Lemma 6. Ler Assumptionshold. Suppose that x; ;(t) and
g1,:(t) are generated by Algorithm |I| Then, for | € {1,2},
i €V, for any ¥; € X, there exists T; = max{Dy, (1, ;)
Va, € X} such that

T2
EZZQM st 4+1) — &) < a(T)"

t=1 i=1

By the optimality condition and (LI)), we obtain (I7). The
detailed proof is provided in Appendix.

a7)

B. Regret Bound
Equipped with the above lemmas, we are ready to provide a
regret bound of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions [I}3] the regret defined by (3)
can be bounded as

, 4 (n L3,y T T2
ROy < = | 2ELL 4 op2 t—1 l
1( )0_1< 1_91 + 1,1 ;OL( )+04(T)
T
12 (noLy2La11s
— | ————F————+2L, 1L t—1
+02( 1—06, +ake 2’1);_;@( )
+4ZanI‘10t 1Al+z L%l (18)
t=1 1=1
Proof. Denote by 7(t) = n%zizlxl,i(t) and 2§ =

arg ming, c v, Zthl fi(z1,uz2,(t)). Recalling from Assump-
tion [1{iii) that fi;(w1,22) is Li1-Lipschitz continuous in
r1 € X for any x5 € X, we have

I
E

RY(T) (fr(@ri(t), uzi (1) — fu(@3, uz,i(1)))

~
Il
—

(11400, w2a(t) = Fu(@1 (1), w2 (1))

Il
-

+
~

1(@1(8), ua(0) = fi(aF, uza(1))

N

f1(Z1(t), uz,i(t)) —

Al,’l.(t)

fi(x7,uz,i(t))

o~
Il
-



T
_ Applying and to the triangle inequality of the norm
+L1,1Z||$17i(t) — (Bl 19 Jields @ and @3
|, (t) — vlyi(t)|| < 2H,(t). (25)
Similarly, by Assumption [I[(iii), o . .
Substituting (]ED (T6), (I7) and (23) into [24), we obtain
Api(t) = fr(@1(t), u,i(t)) — f1(Z1(t), 22(t)) R(z
+ [1(Z1(t), 22()) — f1(a7, 22(1)) 4
+ f1(27, 22(1)) — f1(27, u2,(t)) <= mL?,T, Zet sa(s — 1) + 2L ja(t — 1))
o1 ;
< 2L o|uz,q(t) — Z2(1)]] 1
T
+ f1(Z1(t),Z2(t)) — f1(x],Z2(t)) . 20 a(t)
f1(Z1(t), Z2(t)) — fi(2],Z2(t)) (20) +Z (t) 11+ L12L21Z (t—1)
Bi(t) =1 91 t=1
T t—1
As a result, 4 s
— Z <n2L1 2L2 1F2 Z 0t 1= (S — 1))
T t=1 s=1
RY(T) <37 (2L pfluzi(6) = Z2(0)l] + Lol i(t) — 22 (1)) r o -
=1 +4 Z Z L0 A + (%) ) (26)
T t=11=1 @
* t_zl Ba(t). @D By exchanging the order of summation, for [ € {1,2}
T t-1
Furthermore, according to the convexity of fi ;(-, z2) (Assump- 0150 (s — 1
tion [T[(ii)) and Assumption [I](iii), ; ; ! ( )
o1 T T-1 1 T
Bi(t) = - Z[fu( 1(t), Z2(t)) — fri(z1,i(t), T2(t)) SZZG?a(t—l) < -6, Za(t—U 27
i—1 t=1 s=0 t=1
+ fri(rei(t), T2(t)) — fri(vii(t), Z2(t)) This combined with (26) produces (T8). O
F f1,i(01i(1), Z2() = fri(vr,i(t), uz,i(1)) Theorem [T] provides an upper bound on the individual regret
+f1,i(90(1),U2,i( ) — f1,i($1,$2(t)) for each agent in subnetwork ¥, in the case of a general
+ fra(vri(t), ugi(t)) — fri(as, ugi(t))] step-size sequence {«(t)}7_,. Note that the impact of the
1o communication network is incorporated in the constants I'; and
< — [L171(||g;17i(t) —Z1(t)] + ||g;11(t) _yu(t)n) 0;. Moreover, a regret bound for each agent in X5 can be
(3 e similarly established. Next, we characterize the regret bound
+ 2L1’2||u2’i(t> _ «%2(t)|| 4 <gl,i(t)7vl,i(t) _ $<1)> i| ) under two spe(:1ﬁc step—s1ze sequences.
Cia(t) Corollary 1. Under the same conditions stated in Theorem [I

(22) Algorithm |l| with a constant step-size a(t) = 1/VT yields the
regret bound of order

RU(T) < O(VT).

41 o In addmon Algorlthm |Z| with a diminishing step-size sequence
{gri(), 2t +1) —a) a(t) = =19 (e € (0, 1)) vields the regret bound of order
<lgri@®llellori(t) = 21:(t + 1]
+(g1:(t), w1a(t +1) —a)
a(t
1

2
<Li,—
o

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

Cri(t) = (g1,i(t), v1,i(t) — 21,:(t + 1))

RY(T) < O(TH).

This corollary follows by S, a(t) < 1+ fthl t=(zte) <
Tz¢ and 1/o(T) = Tz"¢. Furthermore, Corollary [1| shows
that both constant and diminishing step-sizes can make Algo-
rithm [T] no-regret, and the regret rate has the same order as that

+{g1i(t), z1:(t+1) —27),  (23)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma [ and (9).

Consequently, =] i ToTe
of distributed online optimization [19].
B (T Z 2L1olJuz,i(t) = 22 ()| + Laallz(t) — 21 (D)) IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS
= n In this section, we study the convergence properties of
+ Z Z [ Ly (|z1(t) — 21(2)]] Algorithm [I] under both diminishing and constant step-sizes.

+ Hxl 1(t) — z(t)”) 7'(t) o i‘g(t)” A. Dlmlmshmg Step-Slze

In this subsection, we adopt a diminishing step-size sequence
Z Z gLit), Trs(t + 1) — 29) in Algorithm [T] and make the following assumption.

Assumption 4. >";° a(t) = o0 and Y ;2 a*(t) < oo.
T

Z Lf . (24) To facilitate the convergence analysis, we first state a well-
— known result about non-negative sequences [31].



Lemma 7. Let {a:}, {b:} and {c;} be non-negative sequences
with Ztoio by < 0. If ary1 < ar+by —¢; holds for any t, then
: T

ay converges to a finite number and Y, _, c¢; < oo.

Next, we provide a convergence result on the actual sequence
of actions; namely, each paired sequence {(x1;(t),z2;(t))}
converges to the NE.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions [I}4| hold and cost func-
tion U is strictly convex-concave. Then Algorithm [1| generates
a sequence that converges to the unique NE x* = (x7, 13), i.e.,
I () — . PRSI . .
Jim x1,(t) = a7, tlggo x2,;(t) = a3, Vie V1,5 € Vs
(28)
Proof. By the convexity of f; ; with respect to z; and recalling
that gl,i(t) S 31](‘1,1‘(1}171'@),11271‘(75)), for all z1 € X, we have

(91,i(t), 21 — v1i(t))
< fri(er,ug(t) — fra(v(t), uai(t))
= fri(w1,u2,4(t)) — fri(z1, 22(t))
+ fri(z1, Z2(t)) — f1,(21(t), 22(t))
+ fri(Z1(2), 22(t)) — fr,i(v1,i(2), Z2(t))
+ fri(vi(t), 22(1) — f1,i(v1,i(t), u2,4(1))
< L([lv1,i(8) = Za ()] + 2|uz,i () — 22(2)[])
+ fri(1, 22(t)) — f1,:(21(2), 22(2)),
where L = max{Lj1,L12,L21, L2} and the last inequality

follows from Assumption [I[iii). Moreover, Young’s inequality
(2(a,b) < cllal|? + L][]|?) and ||g1,;()||« < L together derive

(a(t)g1,i(t),v1,i(t)

(29)

— Zl,i(t —+ ].)>

< 0‘22(?1L2 + Donat) —mat + DI G0)

Then, with U(-,-) 2 f1(-,-), we obtain

i(a(t)gm(ﬂ, x1 — 1(t+ 1))
<a(t) i(fu(afl,xz(t)) — fri(Z1(t), 22(1)))

+a? "1L Z lora(t) — it + 1)|?

Oé(t)L;ﬁ,i(t)

= ma(t)(Ua1, 22(t)) — U1 (1), 22(1))) + a(t)L i; eri(t)

+a3(t ”1L Z i) —zs(t+ D2, G1)

where 61)i(t) = ||’Ul7i(f,) — T (t)” + 2||u2)i(t) — i‘g(t)” On the
other hand, from Lemma 2} we get
(Vi (21,4(t + 1)) = Vibi(v1,i(t)), 21 — 21:(t + 1))
= Dy, (21,v1,i(t)) — Dy, (z1,21,:(t + 1))

— Dy, (z1,i(t + 1), v1,4(2)), (32)

and

Dy, (z1i(t +1),v1:(t)) > %Hml,i(t +1) — o)) (33)

Meanwhile, using Assumption [3] and Jensen’s inequality,

ni

Dy, (x1,v1,4(t) = Dy, |21, > wiija1 ()

j=1
<D wii®)Dy (@, 25(0). G
J=1
Plugging (33) and (34) back in (32), we derive
Z le I z(t + 1)) — le(vl}i(t)),xl — LL’Li(t + 1)>
i=1
<> (Do (@1, 21,6(0) = Dy, (@1, 21,6+ 1))
i=1
g1 il 2
- ggﬂvl,i(ﬂ — 2t + DI, (35)

because Y ., wi;;(t) = 1. From (8) and the optimality
condition, for all z; € A7,

(Vo1(@r(t + 1) = Ve (014(0) + aB)gri(t),

w1 —xyi(t+ 1)> > 0. (36)
Summing up (31) and (B3)), with (36), we obtain
ni
0< 3 (D (21, 21,4(1)) — Dy, (wr, wr4(t + 1))
i=1
+ @)Uz, Z2(t) — U(@1(t), 22(1)))
2 n1L2 o
+a®(t) 5, (t)L;eu(t)
Rearranging the terms yields
ny
> Dy, (x1, 214t +1))
i=1
o e 2 TL1L2
< ; Dy, (z1,71,4(t)) + a(t) L Zl evat) +a*(t) 5 —
+ n1a(t)(U(z1,Z2(t)) — U(Z1(t), T2(t)))- (37)
Similarly, for subnetwork 3o, we get the relation
na
> Dy w2, w2,i(t 4 1))
i=1
no 2
ngL
S;Dwz(x27x2z +04 LZeQ’L 20_2
+ n2a(t)(U(Z1(t), Z2(t)) — U(xl(t),@)), (38)

whete e5,4(t) = [luna(t) — Ba(0)] + 2urs(t) — 21(1)]. Let
x* = (x7,23) be the NE. Consider the Lyapunov function

1 & i}
V(t,x7,x3) ZDw1 x], x1,(t +n—22D,j,(z2,x2,i(t)).
i=1

Obviously,

V(t+1,z7,23)
< V(a1 23) — at)(U(z1(t), 23) — U(z7, T2(t)))

2 ni
1
Oé(t)L E nil E e[7i(t) + a2
=1 i=1



Note by the definition of NE that
U(Z1(t),25) 2 Uz}, m3) 2 U(ay, Z2(t),  (40)

and Y2, a?(t) < occ. Therefore, in order to use Lemmal we
only need to show

ni ng
Z <Z eri(t) + > eg,i(t)> < 0 41
t=1 i=1
Applying the bounds in (T4)-(T6) gives
t—1 t—1
e1i(t) < C1 Zai_l_sa(s -1)+C, 295_1_501(3 —1)
s=1 s=1
2
+ Cga(t — ].) + Z 271[].—‘19;711\1.
1=1
where C; = "1L1F1 Cy = 2"2€F2 and C3 = % + %. Note
that
T
> a(t)erit)
t=1
t 2 T
< QZZ% (s = 1) 423 Dy (e
t=1 s=1 1=1 t=1
Z 0t1323—1 —|—C’;»,Za (t—1).
t=1 s=1

Similar to @) we have

ZZGt 1—s 28—1

t=1 s=1

Also, 27 a0t < a(0) L, 617t < %. Then

Ch
C (t—1)
;a et <1_91 1—92+ )Za
2
nlI‘la(O)Al

2 42

2> g (42)
=1

implying ~ >°,7, a(t)er(t) < co.  Similarly,

Yoo at)es;(t) < oo, ie., @I) holds. By Lemma
V(t,x3,25) converges to a finite number. Furthermore, by

(39) and @0),
0<> a(t)(U(z(t)
t=0

Therefore, Y, a(t) = oo yields liminf, ,. U(Z1(t),z3) —
U(z7,Z2(t)) = 0. Hence, there exists a subsequence {t, } such
that

yxy) — U(al, Z2(t))) < oo.

lim U(x],Z2(t,)) =

r—00

Ulai.3) = lim U@ (1), 23).
Let (Z1,Z2) be a limit point of the bounded sequence
{(z1(t,), z2(t,))}. Then there exists a subsequence {,, } such
that lim, o 7;(t,,) = &1, and hence, by the continuity of
U('a ')’

U(Z‘T,i‘g) =

U(Zy,x5) = U(x],x3).

By the strict convexity-concavity of U, the NE is unique, i.e.,
(#1,22) = («F, x3). Using (T4) and [4] Lemma 5.2], we obtain

thm 21,(tr,) :plggofl(tn.) = a7,

plgglc To4(ty,) = plgr;o To(ty,) = 5.
According to Assumption B| limy, oo V (¢, ,27,23) = 0.
Moreover, by the convergence of V (¢, z7, x35),
hm V(t,xy,25) = lim V(¢ ,27,25) =0,

jmde el

which is incorporated with (T2) to prove (28). O

Remark 4. Compared with [25]] which establishes the con-
vergence of the running average of action iterates under
the assumption of cross-monotonicity and strict monotonicity,
Theorem 2] shows that the agents’ estimates of the subnetwork
state can achieve consensus and converge to the NE.

Moreover, since the diminishing step-size sequence in Corol-
lary 1 satisfies Assumption [ the following conclusion is a
direct corollary of Theorem [2]

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions [I Algorlthm [1] with a
diminishing step-size sequence o(t) = t~(z+9 (¢ € (0 ,3))
is a no-regret distributed updating policy while converges to

the NE.

B. Constant Step-size

Here We consider a constant step-size version of Algorithm
I 1] (i.e., a(t) = «). By Corollary (I l we obtain a tighter regret
bound under constant step-size. However, since Assumption
[ does not hold in this situation, Theorem [2] is no longer
applicable. Inspired by [22], we consider the following running
average actions for each node 7 in X,

1 t—1
Zi(t) = 7 > wa(s),
s=0

Next we prove that these averages provide an approximation
of NE. Specifically, let (z7,z5) be a NE. Then the following
theorem establishes an asymptotic error bound between the cost
of the averages and the cost of NE.

fort >1,1=1,2.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions [I3] hold. Consider Algo-
rithm || with o(t) = «. Then for all t > 1, the averages
(21,i(t), 22,j(t)), i € V1,j € Vo satisfy

|U(21,i(t), 82,5(t)) — U(zy,25)|

2
L
< Z (tci + a) +4L(K; + Ko)a
=1

a1

1t71 2
+ 4L¥ ZanFlef_

s=0 =1

A, (43)

where K; & U% (le_Lglz + QL) forl=1,2.

Proof. By Assumptions [I[ii) and [I[iii), U is convex and
Lipschitz continuous in x; € &) for any x5. With the Jensen’s
inequality, we obtain

U(fl’i(i), 1'2)

% i U(:z:u(s) Zo
s=0
= LS (). ) -
s=0

IN

U(1(s), x2) + U(z1,:(s), 22)]



< IS W (s).a2) + Llir(5) — w14(9)]
s=0
lt—l 1 no )
= 1 2 [ 2 Uaaluns(o).20) = aslaa(s).an)
~ failuni(s),2)) + Lllar(s) = z14(5)]
t—1 no
<> [%Z( Faaluna(s),22) + Lllura(s) - 71()])
s=0 i=1

(44)

Moreover, from (3) and the convexity of f5,; with respect to
T2,
= f2,i(u1,i(s), z2)
= —f2,i(u1,i(s), 22) + fa,i(u1i(s), v2,i(s))
= f2,i(u1,i(s),v2,i(s))
< (g2,i(5),v2,i(s) — x2) —

Substituting @3) into @[) yields

X

fa,i(u1,i(s),v2,i(5))- (45)

no

U(.’Z’ll 1‘2 _tz 2921 UZz —$2>

~3 S - S Fasluna(s),v2a(s))
s=0 =1

I % Z_: [;2 > (Lfuri(s) - m(s)ll)]
s=0 =1
t—1

+ %Z[Lﬂa’cl(s) —z1i(s)l]- (46)
s=0

Similarly,
—Ul(x1,%2,5(t))

%z

_|_

l Z fua?l,wl(HLw,i(S)fz(S)II)]

-1

[L]|2Z2(s) — z2,5(s)]I],
s=0

w\»—l "

(47)

and

—fri(®1,u2,i(5)) < (g1,i(s),v1,i(s)

(48)
Consequently,

(49)

It follows by Assumption [Ifiii) that
= f2.i(u1,i(s),v2.4(s))

—x1)=f1,i(v1,i(8), u2,i(5)).

- fz,i(fl(s) :
- fz,i(fl(s),fz(s))
< Lf|z1(s) — u1,i(s)[| + Ll|Z2(s) — v2,i(s)|l
— f2,i(Z1(s), T2(s)), (50
and
= f1,i(v1,i(8), uz,i(s))
< L||Z2(s) — uz,i(s) || + LI|Z1(s) — va,i(s)]l
— fri(Z1(s), T2(s)) (51D
Then, since f1(Z1(s), Z2(s)) + f2(Z1(s), T2(s)) =0
_72]021 ulz U2z _72]011 vlz u2,i(5))
1 &
< - > (L2 (5) = uri(s)]| + LlIZ2(s) — va.i(s)])
i=1
J
to > (L) z2(s) = u2i(s)]| + Ll|z1(s) — vr,i(s)]))-
i—1
(52)
According to Lemma [5| and K; £ L ("1’%5’ + 2L>, for [ =
g l
1,2,
1Z0(s) = z14(s)|| < Kioo+ i Ay, (53)
1Z:(s) —vii(s)]| < Kja + anIQf_lAl, (54)
||531(3) — Ul,z(s)” < Kja+ anlef_lAl. (55
Applying (34) and (33) in (52)), we obtain
1 &
_;22f2,i(ul,i L2, (s —*Zflz v1,:(8), u2,:(s))
i=1
2
<2L(Ky + K)o+ 2L mli60; ' Ay (56)
=1
Adding @6), [@9) and using (33), (33), (36), we derive
U(21,i(t), x2) — U1, 22,5())
1 t—1 1 no
< fznj (g2,i(8),v2,i(8) — w2) + 4L(K1 + K2)a
s=0 2 =1
1 t—1 1 ni
+ % ; T g<gl z(s)a U1 1(3) - x1>
L=t 2
—1—4[15 anl“le (57)
s=0 I=1
By (17), for [ = 1,2, for all z; € X},
ng T2
72 Zglz xl13+1)_$l><7l (58)
nl ta

This together with (T3) yields

72 Zglz
*Z Zgu s01,i(8) — (s + 1))

L ui(s) — @)



T2 L2
<L+ —aq, (59)
ta o]
Since (x%,x3%) is a NE,
max U(#1,:(t),x2) > U(E1,:(t),x5) > U(z], x3),
T2E€X>
and
min U(z1, 82,i()) < U1, 82,5(t) < Ula1, 23).
1 1
Substituting (39) into (57), we obtain
U (&1,6(t), 22,5 (1)) — U7, 23)|
< max{U(21,(t), 22) — Ulz1, &2,i(¢))}
2
YZ L2
< 4 4+ = 4L(K; + K.
_§<ta+ala>+ (K1 + K)o
(12
s—1
+4L¥ZanFl6‘l Al,
s=0 |=1
which completes the proof. O

Remark 5. Theorem [3| shows that the cost value of the
averaged iterates U(xll(t) Z9.;(t)) converges to U(x],x3)
within error level (22 +4L(K1 + K3))a with rate O(§ + =),
which is comparable to the rate established in [22|] for the

centralized saddle point problems.

V. SUBNETWORK ZERO-SUM FINITE-STRATEGY GAMES

In this section, we consider a subnetwork zero-sum finite-
strategy game as a concrete application of Algorithm [} We
give the simplified algorithm in Section IV-A and then provide
convergence results in Section IV-B.

A. Simplified Algorithm

For each subnetwork ¥; (I € {1,2}), suppose that its (pure)
action set is A; = {al(l), cee al(Ml)} with M; being an integer.
To obtain a continuous cost function and apply Algorithm [I]
we consider its mixed strategy, which has also been studied in
[32]], [16]. The mixed strategy, denoted by x;, belongs to the

corresponding mixed strategy set

= A(A)
M,

= o=@V, |32 =10 < <13,
p=1

Let f; Z—(agp ),agq)) be the cost value of agent ¢ at the pure

action profile (ag , (q)), and then the expected cost value at

the mixed strategy profile (x1,z2) is a multilinear function
defined as follows.

1
Uz, 22) = n Zfl,i($1;x2)

ny M1 J\/IQ

EZZZ% 372 fri( agp)7aéq)).

i=1 p=1q=1

1>

Therefore, Assumption [I] holds. Similarly, a strategy profile
x* = (z7,23) is a mixed-strategy NE of a subnetwork zero-
sum finite-strategy game if (2)) holds.

Because 4] is a simplex, we consider the following negative
entropy regularizer

M,
1) = Zzl(p) logxl(p)
p=1

Then 1; is 1-strongly convex with respect to [ norm (when
there is no confusion, we use the norm || - || in Sections II and
IIT as /; norm), and the Bregman divergence is given by

Z xlp) log

Therefore, Assumption E] holds. Moreover, through some cal-
culations [30], the update rule can be simplified as (62).
The complete learning algorithm is summarized in Algorithm
[2l which can be viewed as a distributed version of the classic
multiplicative-weight (MW) algorithm [32].

Dy, (21, 1)

Algorithm 2 Distributed MW algorithm
Initialize: For | € {1,2}, let x;,;(0) = ]V%I(l, 1) e
Iterate until t > T':
Communication and distributed averaging: For [ € {1, 2},
compute the estimates v; ;(¢) based on (6)
compute the estimates u; ;(¢) based on (7)

Update of x;;(t): For I € {1,2}, i €V,

compute the gradients g; ;(t) € RM::
9" (1) = fra(@” usu(®), p=1,...M1  (60)
gép,)( t) = foi(uri(t),ay’), p=1,...,My (61
update the estimates x; ;(¢ + 1) by
® o (1) exp(~a()g”) ()
xlz(t+1): M, (k) (k) D = a"'le
K1 V1 (B) exp(—alt)g; (¢)) )

Remark 6. The update rule displays the advantage
of the distributed mirror descent algorithm compared to the
distributed projected subgradient descent algorithm [4)]. We
may avoid calculating the projection onto a simplex by choosing
a negative entropy regularizer in the mirror descent algorithm.

B. Convergence Results

Note that if U is not strictly convex-concave, then Theorem
[2) cannot be directly applied. [33]] showed that even if the cost
function U is bilinear and admits an interior NE, the iterates
of mirror descent are not convergent. Therefore, we need a
stronger assumption to establish a final-iteration convergence
of Algorithm [2| Through an analysis similar to [4], we obtain
the following convergence result.

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 2| and [ hold, if the set of
NE contains an interior point, then Algorithm [2| generates
a sequence that converges to a mixed-strategy NE for the
subnetwork zero-sum finite-strategy game.

Proof. Denote by X7 x X5 the mixed-strategy NE set, and
suppose that (27,23 ) is an interior point of X; x X;. Then

there exists ¢ > 0, such that

B((mf,mz) €) C A X Xy



Let (%1, Z2), (#1,22) be any two limit points of the sequence
{Z1(t),z2(t)}. By ([4), they are also the limit points of
{z1,i(t),z2,:(t)}, and we set the corresponding convergent
subsequences as {(x1;(t,), z2,i(tr)}, {(x1,:(ts), x2,4(ts)}. Re-
call from the proof of Theorem 1 that the strict convexity-
concavity of U is not used when proving that V(¢,z7,x3)
converges to a finite number. Thus, for all (z7, z5) € X x X,
V(t, z7,x5) still converges to a finite number. Therefore, for all
(w1,72) € B((x],23),€), by the definition of V (¢, x1, x2),

le (xlvjl) + D1/12 (.’Eg,i'g) = TILI& V(trvxla x2)

= lim V(t, x1, .IQ)
t—o0

= lim V(ts, 21, 22)
S§—00

= Ddil (Il,fl) + Dwz (xz,i‘g).
(63)
Set x5 = x4 in (63), and then for all 21 € B(z7,€),
Dwz(xérﬂi?) - Dwz(f@@z)

le (xhi.l) - Dll)l (1'1752'1) =

Taking the derivative with respect to x; on both sides, we obtain
Vb1 (1) — Vb1 (1) = Vipi (1) — Vipi(21).
Therefore, by the strong convexity of v,
0= (V1(Z1) = Vi (21), &1 — &1) 2 |21 — &1]f3.

Then z; = ;. Similarly, T2 = 29, ie., the limit of
{(Z1(t), Z2(t))} exists. This together with (I4) implies the ex-
istence of the limit of {(x1,(t), z2,(t))}, denoted by (&1, Z2).

Then we prove (i1,d2) € Xy x X5. By (37), and utilizing
Yo a?(t) < oo and > aft)eri(t) < oo, the following
holds for any z; € A},

Moreover, since Y-, «(t) = oo,

lim inf (U (2 (1), 7a(1)) — U1, T(1))) < 0.

The continuity of U yields

U(d,%2) < U(xy,d2), Va1 € X
Similarly, by (38),

U(d1,x2) S U(Z1,d2), Vo € Xo.

By the definition of mixed-strategy NE, (Z1,d2) € A} X X5
O

Moreover, motivated by Theorem [3| we can generalize the
definition of the running average actions &;;(t) to the case of
diminishing step-size, i.e.,

t—1

Za(s)xlvi(s), fort >1,1=1,2.

s=0

L
> omo als)

Then we obtain the following result for Algorithm 2]

214(t) =

Theorem S. Under Assumptions [2| and 4| Algorithm |2| gener-
ates an ergodic average sequence (&1 (t), %2 ;(t)) that con-
verges to the mixed-strategy NE set.

Proof. With analysis similar to that of Theorem [3] for any
(,Tl,l‘g) € X1 x Xy, we obtain

U(@l’i(t), 182)

10

t—1 1 no
< —_ $)g2.i(S),V2.i(S) — X2
Zs_éa(s)gn%:l(()g,() i(s) —x2)
1 t—1 1 no
- ZZ;B Oé(S) s n72 gt a(s)fQ,z(ul,z(S)77)2,1(8))
1 t—1 1 no
_ as) | — Llluy;(s) — z1(s
+ ST 25000 | 2 Ehuns(s) — 219l
1 t—1
a(s) | L||z1(s) — z1,:(s)l], 64
+ZZ;EO¢(S)SZO (s) [Lllz1(s) — z1,i(s)]] (64)
and
— U1, 82,(1))
LS LS a(s)gnss), nas) — )
B ZZLE afs) 5 ™M i P 1
1 t—1 1 ni
ST o Z% - ; a(s) fri(vri(s), uz,i(s))
1 t—1 1 ni
a(s) | — Lllus ;(s) — Ta(s
P o ()[nl > (Lhuas(s) = 224l
TR o(s) [LlE(s) — oyl (69)

Adding (64) and (63), and using (32) yield

U(@1,i(t), 22) = U2, &2,5(1))

1 )<Zn22 5)92.1(s), va,i(s) — wa)
(@(s)g1.1(s), v1,4(5) = 1)

+3" La(s) [ Z
l Zelz ) + (17 >—x2,j<s>||D,

(66)

)+ 1Z1(s) — xl,i(s)H}

with ¢; ;(s) defined in Theorem [2| l From Lemma 4| and Lemma
6l for any (z1,22) € X1 x Xa,

t—1 1 ny
Z — (a(s)gr,i(s), vii(s) — 1)
ny
s=0 i=1
t—1 1 ny
=2 2 {a(s)gui(s), vals) —@ii(s + 1))
s=0 ! i=1
t—1 1 ny
+ EZ( (8)g1,i(8), zui(s +1) — ay)
s=0 i=1
t—1
<RI +L*) a’(s) (67)
s=0
Furthermore, by @D there exists a constant C' such that
t—1 -
S als)er(s Z (68)
s=0 s=0



. -1 _ A t—1
Similarly, Zizoa(s)Hxl(s) — zi(9)] < CZ’;:OQQ(S).
Therefore, substituting (67) and (68) into (66), and using
Assumption [4] it follows

t — 00.

(69)

max U(Z1,(¢), z2) — melfé U(xi,22,;(t)) =0,

ToEXo
Consider the following gap function

€(&1,d9) =U" — Jnin U(zy,22) + nax U(iy,x9) — U,
where U™ is the cost value of NE points. Then e(&1,Z2) > 0,
and the equality holds if and only if (21, Z2) is a NE. By (69),

€(21,i(t), 2,5(t)) = 0,

which implies that (£1,(¢), 22 ,(¢)) converges to the mixed-
strategy NE set. O

Remark 7. A similar ergodic convergence of dual averaging
algorithm for finite two-person zero-sum games has been ob-
tained in [16l], and here we extend the result to subnetwork
zero-sum games by using a distributed mirror descent algo-
rithm.

VI. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we provide numerical examples to illustrate
the no-regret property and convergence of the proposed algo-
rithms.

A. Network Interdiction

Consider a network interdiction problem modeled by a two-
player zero-sum game in [34]. We generalize it to a zero-sum
game between two groups, called interdictors (I) and evaders
(E). Both groups are composed of N = 10 agents. Group E
attempts to traverse from node s to node ¢ through a network
G, without being detected by group I. Group I selects an arc
in the network and sets up an inspection site there. Denote by
I, and E; the agent ¢ in group I and group E, respectively. For
agent I, if E passes arc k, then he detects E with probability
p};. Similarly, for agent E;, if I selects arc k to detect, he is
detected with probability ¢;. Denote by P the set of all s — ¢
paths (i.e., the pure strategy set of E) and A the arc set of
network Gy. Let x,, be the probability that E selects path p
and y; be the probability that I selects arc k. The individual
interdiction probabilities of group I and group E are defined

as
Frae,y) =303 appidpryr = 2" Ay,
pEP kEA
f2 z(x y Z Z prk pkyk = Bzyv
pEP kEA

respectively, where A; = [A; ,x] = [phd,k] is the payoff matrix
of agent I, B; = [Biyk] = [qidyk] is the cost matrix of
agent E; and d,;, = 1 if path p includes arc k otherwise
dpr, = 0. The average probability of group I interdicting group
E, & Zil f1,i(z,y), is equal to the average probability of
E being interdicted by I, = S | fo(z,y). Let f(z,y) be
the common average interdiction probability. The goal of I
is to maximize f(-,y), while the goal of E is to minimize
f(z,-). For example, in the network of Fig. 2, there are 3
s—tpaths s — i3 — t, s = i — t, s — t and 5 arcs
(s,41), (i1,1), (8,%2), (i2,1), (s,t). The mixed strategy sets
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Fig. 2. Network interdiction problem

of Eand I are X £ {z € R3|ZP LTy =

VE{y e Ry =1y >0}

Agents in group E cooperate to choose a mixed strategy on
P while agents in group I cooperate to choose a mixed strategy
on A. Given a pool of connected graphs, two graphs G;(¢) and
G (t) are randomly selected from the pool at time ¢. Suppose
that each agent in groups E and I exchanges information with
their neighbors through graphs G, (¢) and G(t), respectively.
Furthermore, assume that agent E; only receives information
of group I from agent I,. Set |P| = 30, |A| = 60 and generate
10 random matrices as the payoff matrices of agents in group
I. We compare the regret bound and convergence metric of
Algorithm 2] under different step-sizes. In Fig. 3(a), we compare
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0.24
- —am =0
L 022 1) S
= \ e gy =
= AN
=020
s 0 .
+ S
I ~
£,0.18 1 ..
o .
& -
& 0.16 .
< ~.
- .~
[} |
% 014 | .~
0.12 ‘ | ‘
0 500 1000 1500 2000
Time ¢
(a)
0.6
== Cam=r'?
— =213
a(t)=t
0.55
(=

~o
~
-~
~
-~
-~
-~
~e
~

a, <
) ..
a0 S...
S 04y Tl
&
-
g
< 0.35 - - -
0 500 1000 1500 2000
Time ¢

(®)

Fig. 3. (a) Average regret of Algorlthm|Z|W1th different step-size sequences; (b)
average gap function value of Algorithm |Z| with different step-size sequences

the average regret of agent Eo denoted by R( )( T)/T with
diminishing step-sizes «(t) = t~2, t73, . Algorithm 2
produces smaller average regret when the decay rate of a(t)



is smaller, which supports the theoretical result in Corollary
Fig. 3(b) provides a plot of the average gap function

N
(2:(t))" Ajy — min > 2" A;g(t) |
=1 j=1

which illustrates the ergodic convergence of Algorithm
Moreover, Fig. 3(b) also shows faster convergence under a
slower diminishing step-size sequence.

B. Power Allocation with Adversaries

In this part, we use a strictly convex-concave game to verify
the convergence to the unique NE. Consider a power allocation
problem with adversaries over N = 6 Gaussian communication
channels [21]]. The communication rate of each channel depends
on its signal power and noise power. N agents connected by
network X; wish to suitably allocate the total signal power
among the channels so as to maximize the total communication
rate, while N adversaries connected by network 5 attempt to
minimize the total communication rate by selecting noise pow-
ers. To be specific, denote by {chq, chs, ..., chg} the channels.
%1 decides to allocate signal power 1 to {chi,chs}, signal
power x5 to {cha,chs}, and signal power z3 to {chs,chg}.
Similarly, 35 decides to allocate noise power y; to {chq,cha},
noise power ¥y to {chs, ch4}, and noise power ys to {chs, chg}.
Both signal and noise powers satisfy a budget constraint,
2x1 + 229 + 2x3 = 2 and 2y; + 2y + 2y3 = 2. Let
x = (x1,22,23), ¥ = (y1,¥y2,y3) and take the objective
function of agent 7 in ¥; as the communication rate of channel
ch;, which is defined by

fritw,y) =1 (1+ i >
Li(T,y) = log |
o (i) + yn(i)

where a = [1,2,3,1,2,3], ¢ = [1,2,3,4,5,6], b =
[1,1,2,2,3,3]. Fori € {1,2, 3,4, 5,6}, the individual objective
function of Yo is fa,;(z,y) = —f1,i(z,y). The goal of ¥ is
to select signal power x to maximize

8.%‘@(1) )

(@) + Yo (i)

Zlog (1+

which is a strictly concave-convex function. The goal of X5 is
to select noise power y to minimize f(z,y).

For simplicity, let ¥, 35 and X5 be fixed networks and
denote by ¢ = (2%, 2%, 2%) (y* = (yi,95,94)) the estimated
signal (noise) power of channel ¢ in ¥; (Xg). Take «(t) =
1/+/t and the entropy regularizer () = Zf):l xplogzy in
Algorithm [T] The trajectories of the average action error of X,
and the average action error of Yo are plotted in Fig. 4. Here
we use a centralized mirror descent method to compute the NE
(x*,y*). Fig. 4 shows that (2%, y7) converges to (z*,y*), and
thus, verifies Theorem

Let us consider the effect of the algebraic connectivity of
the communication network on the regret bound. Denote the
algebraic connectivity of 3 as Ao, which is defined as the
second smallest eigenvalue of its Laplacian matrix. With Yo
and Xqo unchanged, the trajectories of the average regret of
channel 1 for Ay € {0.4,0.8,1.2} are plotted in Fig. 5. Fig.
5 shows that Ao does not change the rate of average regret,
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while Algorithm (1| produces a smaller regret if 3; has a larger
algebraic connectivity.
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VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a distributed mirror descent
algorithm for NE seeking in a subnetwork zero-sum game.
First, we provide a regret analysis for the proposed algorithm
under both diminishing and constant step-sizes. We also prove
its convergence to the NE under diminishing step-sizes. Our
analysis demonstrates that the proposed algorithm satisfies a no-
regret property while converging to the NE. Moreover, we es-
tablish an asymptotic error bound on the cost value of averaged
iterates in the constant step-size case. Finally, we prove a final-
iteration convergence result and an ergodic convergence result,
respectively, under diverse assumptions on the cost functions
in subnetwork zero-sum finite-strategy games.

APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 4. Applying the optimality condition of (8]
and recalling @), we have that for each [ = 1,2, and any
T € A,

(Vi (i (t41)) = Vb (v1,(t))+u(t) g1, (1), 2
(70), we obtain
<V¢l($z7i(t + 1)) = Vi (v,i(t) + a(t)gii(t),

—x7,;(t+1)) > 0.
(70
By setting z; = v;;(¢) in



2t +1) = vi(t) ) < 0.
Therefore, from the strong convexity of v,
a(®)llgus(®) 1+ lons(t) — za(t + 1)
(a(t)gri(t),vii(t) — 4(t 4 1))

>
> (Vi (@it + 1)) = Vi (r,i(t)), 2 (t + 1)
> oyl|vri(t) =z (t+ 1)),

which together with (9) yields (T3).

—v,i(t))

Proof of Lemma 5. By (@) and defining p; ;(t — 1) = x;,;(¢) —

vy,;(t — 1), we obtain

xm(t) = 1}17i(t —-1)— (1}171'(75 —-1) - xl,i(t))

= > w(t =Dyt —1) 4 prat — 1)
AENL i(t—1)
= Z Py (t 0)}ij21,5(0)
t—1 ny
+ZZ q)l z]pl]( 1)+pl,i(t_1)'
s=1j=1

Since W;(t) is doubly stochastic,

1 &
= — {Ely't
m; ()
1 &
—szl,j(
Jj=1

Therefore, Lemma [3] and (T3) together yield
||~’Ul i) =z

ZZpl,] s—1).

51]1

[®;(t —1,0)] ||:clj(0)H
t—1 my 1
+ZZ e = 1,505 = oIy (s = D
s=1j=1 l
1 &
+ ||n7 > p(t—1) = pra(t—1)]|
j=1
<8 A
t—1
+ — <nlLl 11 Zet 1=s (S - 1) + 2Ll 104(t — 1))
s=1

Thus, (T4) holds. Furthermore, by Z?l=1 wyi(t) =1,
i (t) =z (@)l
ny
8 Zwm)xz,j(t)

<Zwllj

@ anlaf_lAl

t—1
1
+— (nlLl 1T0) 67 (s — 1) + 2L, 1o<(t—1)>

s=1

— (1)

(@) Jz1,5(t) — ()|

Thus, (T3) holds. Similarly, by Z L wi2,45(
we obtain (T6).

(71)

(t) = 1 and (T4),
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Proof of Lemma 6. By setting z; = &; in and rearranging

the terms, we obtain

(a(t)gri(t), z:(t +1) — Zp)
< (Vi (v,i(t)) — Vi (xi(t 4+ 1)), 2, (t 4+ 1) — &)
= Dy, (&1, v1,i(t)) — Dy, (21, 21,3 (t + 1))

— Dy, (z1:(t+ 1), v1,,(t))
< Dy, (Z1,v1,4(t)) — Dy, (21, 21,4(t + 1))

ng
< wii(6) Dy, (F1,20,5(8) — Dy, (£, 30,4(t + 1)),
Jj=1

where the equality follows from (TI) with = = v (%),
y = &1, z = x1,(t + 1), the second inequality holds since
Dy, (z1;(t + 1),v:(t)) > 0 by (I2), and the last inequal-
ity follows from Assumption [3] and Jensen’s inequality since

vit) = 350

fore,

IN

IN

1

[2

— =

(31
[4]

[5

—

(6]

[7

—

(8]

[9

—

1 Wi ()@ 5(t) and Z L wyi;(t) = 1. There-
from Assumptlon 1) and Y7 wii(t) =1,

1
- 1 z t 1) —
nl Z (g,i(t), x1i(t+1) — ;)

=1

=1
T ng  n

<> ﬁ [ sy (6) Dy G, 15 (1))

t=1 i=1 j=1

~ Dy (@, 1i(t +1)))]

1 n, T 1
_ ——|D i’,l'it — D ‘%7x7it—|—]_
" ;f; o [P 2i(1) = Do (B, 2t + 1)
1 1
il L pr (1
et |:Oé(1) o (T, 21,4(1))
T ' 1
D ) i (T :|
+ 2 Do) (aw alt - 1>>
1 ™ Tl2 T <Tl ’I‘ZZ > T2
g T4 \a < (72)
[t a(1) ; alt) at—1) (1)’
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