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Online Game with Time-Varying Coupled

Inequality Constraints
Min Meng, Xiuxian Li, Yiguang Hong, Jie Chen, and Long Wang

Abstract—In this paper, online game is studied, where at each
time, a group of players aim at selfishly minimizing their own
time-varying cost function simultaneously subject to time-varying
coupled constraints and local feasible set constraints. Only local
cost functions and local constraints are available to individual
players, who can share limited information with their neighbors
through a fixed and connected graph. In addition, players have
no prior knowledge of future cost functions and future local
constraint functions. In this setting, a novel decentralized online
learning algorithm is devised based on mirror descent and
a primal-dual strategy. The proposed algorithm can achieve
sublinearly bounded regrets and constraint violation by appropri-

ately choosing decaying stepsizes. Furthermore, it is shown that
the generated sequence of play by the designed algorithm can
converge to the variational GNE of a strongly monotone game,
to which the online game converges. Additionally, a payoff-based
case, i.e., in a bandit feedback setting, is also considered and a
new payoff-based learning policy is devised to generate sublinear
regrets and constraint violation. Finally, the obtained theoretical
results are corroborated by numerical simulations.

Index Terms—Decentralized online learning, generalized Nash
equilibrium, online game, bandit feedback.

I. INTRODUCTION

Game theory has received growing attention recently owing

to its wide applications in social networks [1], sensor networks

[2], smart grid [3], and so on. In noncooperative games,

the concept of Nash equilibrium (NE) plays a pivotal role

by providing a rigorous mathematical characterization of the

stable and desirable states, from which rational players have

no incentive to deviate [4].

A challenge is to design decentralized algorithms for seek-

ing NE in noncooperative games based on limited information

available to each player. Generally, it is assumed that a

coordinator exists to broadcast the data to players [5]–[7], that

is, bidirectional communication with all the agents is required,

which results in high communication loads and is impractical

for many applications. Therefore, decentralized algorithms on

computing NEs in noncooperative games without full action

information, that is, in a partial decision information setting,

have been getting more and more attention in recent years. To

deal with such kind of scenarios, numerous results on the NE

seeking problems have sprung up both in continuous-time [8],
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[9] and in discrete-time [10]–[12], where the algorithms were

designed based on gradient descent and consensus schemes.

All the references mentioned above assumed that all players

are rational, which, however, may not be practical particularly

in uncertain, unpredictable or adversarial environments. Usu-

ally, the players only know they are involved in a repeated

decision progress where a reward is returned after an action

is made, while they have no knowledge on how the game

generates the reward and they do not even know they are

playing a game. In this regard, a player must adapt other

players’ strategies in a dynamic manner by minimizing its

(static or dynamic) regret, i.e., the cumulative payoff difference

between a player’s actual policy and the best (fixed or time-

varying) action in hindsight, which is commonly regarded as a

concise and meaningful benchmark for quantifying the ability

of an online algorithm for decision-making in the presence

of uncertainties and unpredictabilities [13]. Along this line,

mirror descent-based learning algorithms can achieve an order-

optimal static regret bound, i.e., O(
√
T ), when cost functions

of players are convex [14].

It should be noted that the case where the game participated

in by players remains unchanged throughout the learning

process is most investigated. However, dynamic environments

appear frequently in a multitude of practical applications, such

as allocating radio resources and online auction, and then the

games or the cost functions of players in games often vary

with time due to exogenous variations. For example, in a

repeated online auction where resources are auctioned off for

several bidders, if the gain that each bidder gets for a unit

of resource changes over time, then the bidders’ utilities are

also time-varying. For this kind of online game, the authors

in [15] studied the equilibrium tracking problem and analyzed

convergence properties of mirror descent-based policies. Fur-

thermore, a no-regret algorithm based on projection strategies

and primal-dual methods was devised in [16] for online game

with time-invariant nonlinear constraints.

It is well known that no-regret learning may not imply

convergence to NEs even for the mixed-strategy learning in

finite games. In fact, the empirical frequency of play gener-

ated by no-regret learning in finite games converges to the

game’s set of coarse correlated equilibria, which may contain

inadmissible strategies, such as the ones that assign positive

weight only to dominated strategies [17]. The players’ learning

policy may cycle even in two-player zero-sum games [18] and

may also lead to an unpredictable and chaotic scenario. It has

been proven in [19] that the sequence of play under no-regret

learning for potential games converges, including the bandit

feedback case. Therefore, it is not explicit to establish the
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relationship between the no-regret learning and convergence

to NEs if no further assumptions or specialized techniques

especially for online game with coupled constraints.

On the other hand, this issue becomes considerably intricate

when at each round only the reward is revealed for an action

profile, instead of the gradients of cost functions or the entire

knowledge of cost functions. Bandit algorithms are suitable

to solve this kind of problems, including optimization [20],

[21] and NE seeking [22], [23]. As to repeated games, it is

usually assumed that actions are synchronized across players

and rewards are assumed to arrive instantaneously, and then

the players need to infer gradient information from a single

point observation at each round.

In this paper, we further investigate online game, where

players selfishly and simultaneously minimize their own time-

varying cost functions subject to local feasible set constraints

and time-varying coupled nonlinear constraints. In the setup

of full information feedback, i.e., both function values and

gradient information are available, a decentralized online al-

gorithm for the studied online game based on mirror descent

and primal-dual schemes is devised, and is rigorously proved

to ensure that the regrets and constraint violation grow sub-

linearly by appropriately choosing decaying stepsizes. Further

analysis on the convergence of the generated sequence of play

by the designed algorithm is provided. In addition, in view of

the difficulty to compute the gradients of cost functions and

constraint functions, a payoff-based online learning algorithm

relying on one-point stochastic approximation is proposed,

and the corresponding analysis is provided to show that the

algorithm can achieve sublinear expected regrets and constraint

violation. The main contributions of this paper are summarized

as follows.

1) A decentralized no-regret algorithm is proposed for on-

line game with time-varying shared nonlinear constraints,

while the authors in [5]–[12] only studied static games.

Existing no-regret algorithms for online game consider

either no constraints [15] or time-invariant constraints

[16].

2) A challenging issue is to analyze the convergence of the

generated sequence of strategies under no-regret learning

even for static games. In this paper, strict analysis is

provided to show that if the online game converges to a

strongly monotone game, then the generated sequence of

play by the designed algorithm can converge to the varia-

tional GNE of the game limit. Moreover, the convergence

rate of the averaged strategy sequence is derived.

3) A decentralized bandit online algorithm is further devised

for the studied online game when only the values of

local cost functions and nonlinear constraint functions are

available after all the players’ decisions are made.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Section

II, some preliminaries and the problem formulation are intro-

duced. Section III presents a decentralized learning algorithm

for the studied online game in the setup of full information

feedback, which is proved to be no-regret. The equilibrium

convergence property of the designed algorithm is presented in

Section IV. In Section V, a bandit feedback case is discussed.

A numerical example is presented to show the effectiveness

of the proposed algorithms in Section VI. Section VII makes

a brief conclusion.

Notations. The symbols R, R
m, and R

n×m represent the

sets of real numbers, m-dimensional real column vectors,

and n × m real matrices, respectively. Let R
m
+ be the set

of m-dimensional nonnegative vectors. The symbol 1m (resp.

0m) represents an m-dimensional vector, whose entries are

1 (resp. 0). For a vector or matrix A, the transpose of A is

denoted by A⊤. The identity matrix of dimension m is denoted

by Im. For an integer m > 0, let [m] := {1, 2, . . . ,m}.

Let col(y1, . . . , ym) := (y⊤1 , . . . , y
⊤
m)⊤. P ⊗ Q denotes the

Kronecker product of matrices P and Q. For a vector v ∈ R
m,

[v]+ is the projection of v onto R
m
+ . 〈x, y〉 is the standard inner

product of x ∈ R
m and y ∈ R

m. For two vectors x, y ∈ R
m,

the symbol x ≤ y means that each entry of x−y is nonpositive,

while for two real symmetric matrices W,P ∈ R
m×m,

W � P and W ≻ P mean that W − P is positive semi-

definite and positive definite, respectively. Given two functions

h1(·) and h2(·), the notations h1 = O(h2) and h1 = o(T )
mean that there exists a positive constant C > 0 such that

|h1(x)| ≤ Ch2(x) and lim
T→∞

h1

T = 0 for all x in the domain,

respectively. A mapping F : X → Y , where X,Y ⊆ R
n, is

µ-strongly monotone (µ > 0), if for any x1, x2 ∈ X , there

holds 〈F (x1) − F (x2), x1 − x2〉 ≥ µ‖x1 − x2‖2. E[·] is the

expectation operator.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Graph Theory

Let G = (V , E , A) be an undirected graph, where the vertex

set is V = [N ], the edge set is E ⊆ V × V and the weighted

adjacency matrix is A = (aij) ∈ R
N×N . For any i, j ∈ [N ]

and i 6= j, aij > 0 if (j, i) ∈ E and aij = 0 otherwise. In this

paper, it is assumed that aii > 0 for all i ∈ [N ]. j is called

a neighbor of i if (j, i) ∈ E . Denote Ni := {j : (j, i) ∈ E}.

A path from node i1 to node il is composed of a sequence

of edges (ih, ih+1), h = 1, 2, . . . , l − 1. It is said that an

undirected graph G is connected if there exists a path from

node i to node j for any two vertices i, j. For communication

graph G, the following standard assumptions are imposed in

this paper.

Assumption 1: The undirected graph G is connected and the

adjacency matrix A satisfies that A⊤ = A and A1N = 1N .

Denote σ := ‖A − 1N1
⊤
N/N‖. Then 0 < σ < 1 under

Assumption 1 [24].

B. Problem Formulation

This paper studies online game Γt := Γ(V ,Ωt, Jt) with

N players, where V := [N ] is the set of players, Ωt =
Ω0,t∩(Ω1×· · ·×ΩN ) represents the time-varying strategy set

of players with Ω0,t being the shared convex constraint Ω0,t :=
{x = col(x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ R

n | xi ∈ R
ni , i ∈ [N ], gt(x) :=

∑N
i=1 gi,t(xi) ≤ 0m} and Ωi being the private action set con-

straint of player i ∈ [N ], and Jt = (J1,t, . . . , JN,t) is the time-

varying cost function with Ji,t being the private cost function

of player i. Here, n :=
∑N

i=1 ni and gi,t : R
ni → R

m,
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i ∈ [N ]. Denote by xt = col(x1,t, . . . , xN,t) the joint action at

time t, where xi,t is the action of player i at time t, i ∈ [N ].
Denote by x−i,t := col(x1,t, . . . , xi−1,t, xi+1,t, . . . , xN,t) the

joint action at time t of all the players except i. For this time-

varying game, it is impossible for every player to pre-compute

a GNE (x∗
i,t, x

∗
−i,t) of Γt, satisfying

Ji,t(x
∗
i,t, x

∗
−i,t) ≤ Ji,t(xi, x

∗
−i,t), ∀xi ∈ Ωi,t(x

∗
−i,t), (1)

where Ωi,t(x
∗
−i,t) := {xi ∈ Ωi | (xi, x

∗
−i,t) ∈ Ωt}.

Thus, a new benchmark needs to be proposed to depict

the performance of decentralized learning algorithms, such

as regret, which is commonly regarded as a concise and

meaningful benchmark for quantifying the ability of an online

algorithm for decision-making in the presence of uncertainties

and unpredictabilities [13]. In general, the (static) regret for

player i is defined as follows:

Regi(T ) :=

T
∑

t=1

[Ji,t(xi,t, x−i,t)− Ji,t(x̃i, x−i,t)], (2)

where T is the learning time and

x̃i := arg min
xi∈∩T

t=1
Ωi,t(x−i,t)

T
∑

t=1

Ji,t(xi, x−i,t).

Intuitively, the regret captures the cumulative payoff differ-

ence between a player’s actual policy and the best action in

hindsight.

Since the strategies of players should satisfy a coupled

nonlinear constraint, a notion of regret associated with the

constraint is also required. Specifically, for a decision sequence

{x1, . . . , xT }, the constraint violation measure is given as

Rg(T ) :=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

T
∑

t=1

gt(xt)

]

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

. (3)

It is said that an online algorithm is no-regret if all the

regrets of players in (2) and the accumulation of constraint

violations in (3) increase sublinearly, i.e., Regi(T ) = o(T )
and Rg(T ) = o(T ).

In this paper, the objective is to devise no-regret algorithms

for the studied online game and to discuss the equilibrium

convergence properties of the designed algorithms.

To end this section, a blanket assumption on game Γt is

presented, which is also made in [16], [25]. For each player

i ∈ [N ], let gij,t denote the jth component of gi,t, i.e., gi,t =
col(gi1,t, . . . , gim,t).

Assumption 2: For each i ∈ [N ], the set Ωi is compact and

convex. Ji,t(·, x−i) : Ωi → R and gij,t(·) are convex. {Ji,t}
and {gi,t} are uniformly bounded. Then there exists L > 0
such that for any xi ∈ Ωi, i ∈ [N ],

‖xi‖ < L, ‖Ji,t(x)‖ ≤ L, ‖gi,t(xi)‖ ≤ L. (4)

{∇iJi,t} and {∇gij,t} exist and are uniformly bounded, that

is, there exists M > 0 such that for any xi ∈ Ωi, i ∈ [N ],

‖∇iJi,t(x)‖ ≤ M, ‖∇gi,t(xi)‖ ≤ M, (5)

where ∇gi,t(xi) := (∇gi1,t(xi), . . . ,∇gim,t(xi)) and

∇iJi,t(xi, x−i) :=
∂Ji,t(xi,x−i)

∂xi
. Moreover, the constraint

set Ωt is assumed to be non-empty and Slater’s constraint

qualification is satisfied.

C. Bregman Divergence

For each player i ∈ [N ], the Bregman divergence Dφi
(ξ, ζ)

of two points ξ, ζ ∈ Ωi ⊆ R
ni is defined as [26]

Dφi
(ξ, ζ) := φi(ξ)− φi(ζ) − 〈∇φi(ζ), ξ − ζ〉, (6)

where φi : Ωi → R is differentiable and µi-strongly convex for

some constant µi > 0, i.e., φi(ξ) ≥ φi(ζ)+ 〈∇φi(ζ), ξ− ζ〉+
µi

2 ‖ξ−ζ‖2. Thus, it can be easily derived that Dφi
(·, ζ) is µ0-

strongly convex for all i ∈ [N ] with µ0 := min{µ1, . . . , µN},

i.e.,

Dφi
(ξ, ζ) ≥ µ0

2
‖ξ − ζ‖2, (7)

and the generalized triangle inequality is satisfied, i.e.,

〈ξ − ζ,∇φi(ζ) −∇φi(θ)〉
= Dφi

(ξ, θ)−Dφi
(ξ, ζ) −Dφi

(ζ, θ). (8)

Bregman divergence is widely applied in machine learning

and game theory, generalizing the standard Euclidean distance

and the generalized Kullback-Leibler divergence. Specifically,

when φi(θ) = ‖θ‖2, Bregman divergence Dφi
(θ, ϑ) amounts

to Dφi
(θ, ϑ) = ‖θ − ϑ‖2. If φi(ξ) =

∑ni

j=1 ξj log ξj , then

the Bregman divergence becomes the generalized Kullback-

Leibler divergence Dφi
(ξ, ζ) =

∑ni

j=1 ξj log
ξj
ζj

−∑ni

j=1 ξj +
∑ni

j=1 ζj . A mild assumption on Bregman divergence is given

below.

Assumption 3: For any i ∈ [N ] and ξ, ζ ∈ Ωi, Dφi
(ξ, ζ)

is Lipschitz with respect to the first variable ξ ∈ Ωi, i.e., one

can find a positive number K such that for any ξ1, ξ2 ∈ Ωi,

|Dφi
(ξ1, ζ)−Dφi

(ξ2, ζ)| ≤ K‖ξ1 − ξ2‖. (9)

Assumption 3 can be satisfied when φi(ξ) is Lipschitz

on Ωi, which implies that for any ξ, ζ ∈ Ωi, Dφi
(ξ, ζ) =

|Dφi
(ξ, ζ)−Dφi

(ζ, ζ)| ≤ K‖ξ − ζ‖.

III. REGRET MINIMIZATION

At each time t, player i in the online game Γt only receives

the values of Ji,t(xi,t, x−i,t), gi,t(xi,t), ∇iJi,t(xi,t, x−i,t) and

∇gi(xi,t), denoted as Ri,t, Ci,t, Vi,t and Gi,t, respectively.

In the following, a decentralized online algorithm based on

mirror descent and primal-dual methods will be devised for

online game Γt.

For each i ∈ [N ], define an augmented Lagrangian func-

tion at time t as Li,t(xi,t, λt;x−i,t) := Ji,t(xi,t, x−i,t) +
λ⊤
t gt(xt) − βt

2 ‖λt‖2, where λt ∈ R
m
+ is the Lagrange multi-

plier or the dual variable, γt > 0 is a stepsize, and βt > 0 is

the regularization parameter. Inspired by the dynamic mirror

descent for online optimization [27], a semi-decentralized

primal-dual dynamic mirror descent can be designed as

xi,t+1 = arg min
x∈Ωi

{αt〈x, Vi,t +Gi,tλt〉

+Dφi
(x, xi,t)}, (10)

λt+1 = [λt + γt(gt(xt)− βtλt)]+ , (11)

where αt > 0 and γt ∈ (0, 1) are time-varying stepsizes

utilized in the primal and dual iterations. The main drawbacks

of this algorithm are that each player should know the common
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Lagrange multiplier λt and the global nonlinear constraint

function gt(xt), which require a central coordinator to bidi-

rectionally communicate with all the players. Motivated by

the algorithm proposed in [28], by modifying (10) and (11),

a decentralized online primal-dual dynamic mirror descent

algorithm is designed as in Algorithm 1 for online game Γt.

Algorithm 1 Decentralized Online Primal-Dual Dynamic Mir-

ror Descent

Each player i maintains vector variables xi,t ∈ R
ni and λi,t ∈

R
m at iteration t ∈ [T ].

Initialization: For any i ∈ [N ], initialize xi,1 ∈ Ωi arbitrarily

and λi,1 = 0m.

Iteration: For t ≥ 1, every player i processes the following

update:

xi,t+1 = arg min
x∈Ωi

{αt〈x, Vi,t +Gi,tλ̃i,t〉

+Dφi
(x, xi,t)}, (12)

λi,t+1 = [λ̃i,t + γt(Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t)]+, (13)

where λ̃i,t :=
∑N

j=1 aijλj,t, aij is the (i, j)th element of A,

and αt, βt, γt, satisfying α0 = β0 = γ0 = 1, are the stepsizes

to be determined.

In what follows, some necessary lemmas are presented.

Lemma 1: If Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, then for any i ∈ [N ]
and t ∈ [T ], λi,t and λ̃i,t generated by Algorithm 1 satisfy

‖λi,t‖ ≤ L

βt
, (14)

‖λ̃i,t‖ ≤ L

βt
, (15)

‖λ̃i,t − λt‖ ≤ 2
√
NL

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s, (16)

Ξt+1

2γt
≤ 2NL2γt + (λt − λ)⊤Ct +

Nβt

2
‖λ‖2

+ c(t), (17)

where λ ∈ R
m
+ , λt := 1

N

∑N
i=1 λi,t, Ct :=

∑N
i=1 Ci,t, c(t) := 2N

√
NL2

t−1
∑

s=0
σsγt−1−s, and Ξt+1 :=

∑N
i=1

[

‖λi,t+1 − λ‖2 − (1 − βtγt)‖λi,t − λ‖2
]

.

Proof: See Appendix A. �

Lemma 2: Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for any i ∈ [N ] and

t ∈ [T ], xi,t generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies

〈xi,t − xi, Vi,t〉 ≤
M2

µ0
αt + 4

√
NL2

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s

+
M2L2

µ0

αt

β2
t

+ λ
⊤

t (gi,t(xi)− gi,t(xi,t))

+
1

αt
[Dφi

(xi, xi,t)−Dφi
(xi, xi,t+1)] (18)

for any xi ∈ Ωi.

Proof: See Appendix B. �

Lemma 3: Under Assumptions 1–3, for any i ∈ [N ], the

regret (2) generated by Algorithm 1 is bounded by

Regi(T ) ≤ B1(T ) +B2(T ), (19)

and the accumulated constraint violation satisfies

Rg(T ) ≤
√

B1(T )B3(T ) +B3(T )B4(T ), (20)

where

B1(T ) :=
2LK

αT+1
+
(2(N + 2)

√
NL2

1− σ
+ 2NL2

)

T
∑

t=1

γt−1

+
M2

µ0

T
∑

t=1

αt +
L2M2

µ0

T
∑

t=1

αt

β2
t

,

B2(T ) :=
1

2

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

)

‖λi,t‖2,

B3(T ) := 2N

(

1 +

T
∑

t=1

βt

)

,

B4(T ) :=
1

2

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

)

‖λi,t − λc‖2,

and λc :=
2[
∑

T
t=1

gt(xt)]
+

B3(T ) .

Proof: See Appendix C. �

It is now ready to give the sublinear bounds on the regrets

and constraint violation for Algorithm 1.

Theorem 1: If Assumptions 1–3 hold, then for each i ∈ [N ]
and the sequence {xi,1, . . . , xi,T } generated by Algorithm 1

with

αt =
1

ta1
, βt =

1

ta2
, γt =

1

t1−a2
,

where α0 = β0 = γ0 = 1, 0 < a1 < 1 and a1 > 2a2 > 0,

there hold

Regi(T ) = O(Tmax{a1,1−a1+2a2}), (21)

Rg(T ) = O(Tmax{ 1
2
+

a1
2
−

a2
2
,1−

a1
2
+

a2
2
}). (22)

Proof: For the selected parameters βt and γt, it is easy to

verify that 1
γt

− 1
γt−1

− βt ≤ 0. In addition, for any constant

0 < a 6= 1 and positive integer T , it holds that

T
∑

t=1

1

ta
≤ 1 +

∫ T

1

1

ta
dt ≤ 1 +

T 1−a − 1

1− a
≤ T 1−a

1− a
. (23)

Then,

T
∑

t=1

αt ≤
T 1−a1

1− a1
. (24)

Thus,

B1(T ) = O(T a1 + T a2 + T 1−a1 + T 1−a1+2a2)

= O(T a1 + T 1−a1+2a2), (25)

B3(T ) = O(T 1−a2). (26)

Subsequently, one can obtain from Lemma 3 that

Regi(T ) = O(Tmax{a1,1−a1+2a2}),
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and

Rg(T ) = O(Tmax{ 1
2
+

a1
2
−

a2
2
,1−

a1
2
+

a2
2
}).

The result is thus proved. �

Corollary 1: Under Assumptions 1–3, Algorithm 1 achieves

sublinearly bounded regrets and constraint violation if 0 <
2a2 < a1 < 1.

Proof: By the selection of α1 and α2, one has that 1−a1+
2a2, 1

2 + a1

2 − a2

2 and 1 − a1

2 + a2

2 are in (0, 1). Therefore,

Regi(T ) = o(T ) and Rg(T ) = o(T ). �

Corollary 2: Under Assumptions 1–3, Algorithm 1 can

achieve sublinear bounds on the regrets and constraint vio-

lation as

Regi(T ) = O(T
1
2
+a2),

Rg(T ) = O(T
3
4 ),

where a2 ∈ (0, 0.5).
Proof: Let a1 = 1− a1 + 2a2, then it is derived that a1 =

1/2 + a2 and 1
2 + a1

2 − a2

2 = 1− a1

2 + a2

2 = 3/4. The result

is thus proved. �

Remark 1: The regret bound in this paper is almost the same

as the well-known order-optimal bound O(
√
T ) [14] when the

constant α2 is chosen small enough. In addition, the bound of

the accumulated constraint violation is also sublinear with the

bound O(T 3/4). To our best knowledge, the obtained results

here are the first ones for online game with time-varying

coupled inequality constraints.

Remark 2: The feedback signal after choosing an action,

such as the values Vi,t and Gi,t, is one of the most important

ingredients in designing the learning scheme. In general, the

exact gradients’ information is usually hard to grab because

of stochastic factors and unknown structures of the payoff

and constraint functions. Specifically, for an action profile

xt = col(x1,t, . . . , xN,t), assume that the feedback signal is

the noisy gradients, that is,

Vi,t = ∇iJi,t(xt) + vi,t,

Gi,t = ∇gi,t(xi,t) + wi,t,

where vi,t and wi,t are random observation noises capturing

all uncertainties and stochasticities. In this setting, the learning

policy in Algorithm 1 is still applicable to generate a sequence

of actions that ensures the sublinear bounds on the expected

regrets and constraint violation by properly selecting stepsizes

and under some mild conditions on the means and variances

of noise variables vi,t and wi,t.

IV. TRACKING NASH EQUILIBRIA

Another important issue is whether the learning policy,

Algorithm 1, ensures that the actions of players converge or

track the GNEs for the studied online game. As pointed out in

[15] that establishing a blanket casual link between no-regret

play and convergence to NEs is impossible because of uni-

lateral and coupled relationship among players, analyzing the

equilibrium convergence properties of the designed learning

algorithm is much more challenging and difficult especially

under nonlinear coupled constraints. In this section, it is as-

sumed that online game Γt stabilizes to a µ-strongly monotone

game Γ := Γ(V ,Ω, J), where Ω := Ω0 ∩ (Ω1 × · · · × ΩN )
with Ω0 := {x = col(x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ R

n | xi ∈ R
ni , i ∈

[N ], g(x) :=
∑N

i=1 gi(xi) ≤ 0m} and J = (J1, . . . , JN ) with

Ji(xi, x−i) being convex and differentiable with respect to xi.

Here, this stabilization is formally defined as

lim
t→∞

Hi,t = 0, ∀i ∈ [N ], (27)

lim
t→∞

Kt = 0, (28)

where Hi,t := max
x∈Ω1×···×ΩN

‖∇iJi,t(x)−∇iJi(x)‖ and Kt :=

max
x∈Ω1×···×ΩN

‖gt(x)− g(x)‖.

It should be noted that the convergence is defined in terms

of the payoff gradients rather than the payoff functions mainly

due to that a GNE is a solution to a variational inequality only

involving the payoff gradients of players.

For the µ-strongly monotone game limit Γ, one has for any

x, y ∈ Ω1 × · · · × ΩN ,

(F (x) − F (y))⊤(x− y) ≥ µ‖x− y‖2, (29)

where F (x) := col(∇1J1(x1, x−1), . . . ,∇NJN (xN , x−N )) is

called the pseudo-gradient mapping of game Γ. Note that the

cost functions are convex and differentiable. Then it can be

obtained from Theorem 3.9 in [29] that at any time t, a solution

to the following variational inequality:

F⊤(x∗)(x− x∗) ≥ 0, for all x ∈ Ω, (30)

is a GNE of Γ, and this GNE x∗ is also called a variational

GNE. In addition, the inequality (30) has a unique solution

under the strong monotonicity of F . Therefore, the existence

and uniqueness of the variational GNE can be guaranteed

under the convex payoff functions and strongly monotone

pseudo-gradient mapping. It is noticed that finding all GNEs

is very difficult even if the game is offline. Accordingly, we

will focus on tracking the unique variational GNE as done

in [30], [31] since the unique variational GNE enjoys good

stability and has no price discrimination from the perspective

of economics [32].

To proceed, a standard assumption is also needed.

Assumption 4: The constraint set Ω is assumed to be non-

empty and Slater’s constraint qualification is satisfied.

Under Assumption 4, the optimal dual variable λ∗ ∈ R
m
+

to the Lagrangian function Li(xi, λ;x−i) := Ji(xi, x−i) +
λ⊤g(x) associated to game Γ is bounded (cf. [33]), that is,

there exists a positive constant Λ > 0 such that

‖λ∗‖ ≤ Λ. (31)

Now, it is ready to present the result on the convergence of

the play sequence generated by Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2: Assume that online game Γt converges to a

strongly monotone game Γ. Under Assumptions 1–4, if αt, βt
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and γt are selected to satisfy

∞
∑

t=1

αt = ∞,

∞
∑

t=1

α2
t < ∞,

∞
∑

t=1

α2
t

β2
t

< ∞,

∞
∑

t=1

αtβt < ∞,

∞
∑

t=1

αtγt < ∞,

∞
∑

t=1

αtc(t) < ∞,

∞
∑

t=1

αtHi,t < ∞,

∞
∑

t=1

αt

βt
Kt < ∞,

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt ≤ 0, (32)

then the sequence {xt} generated by Algorithm 1 converges

to the variational GNE x∗ = col(x∗
1, . . . , x

∗
N ) of game Γ.

Proof: See Appendix D. �

Corollary 3: Assume that online game Γt converges to a

strongly monotone game Γ with Hi,t = O(1/tp) for all i ∈
[N ] and Kt = O(1/tq) for some p, q > 0. Under Assumptions

1–4, if αt, βt and γt are selected as

αt =
1

tb1
, βt =

1

tb2
, γt =

1

t1−b2
,

where α0 = β0 = γ0 = 1, 0 < b2 < 0.5, 0.5 + b2 < b1 ≤ 1,

b1+b2 > 1, b1+p > 1 and b1−b2+q > 1, then the sequence

{xt} generated by Algorithm 1 converges to the variational

GNE x∗ = col(x∗
1, . . . , x

∗
N ) of game Γ.

Remark 3: The selection of stepsizes αt, βt and γt depends

on the convergence orders of Hi,t and Kt, which need to

satisfy the conditions in (32). For example, if the specific

convergence orders of Hi,t and Gt are known as in Corollary

3, then b2 only needs to satisfy b2 < min{0.5, q} when

choosing b1 = 1.

In Theorem 2 and Corollary 3, only the convergence of the

generated play sequence is acquired, while the convergence

rate is difficult to establish. Instead, the convergence rate of

the averaged strategy sequence is derived in what follows.

Theorem 3: Assume that online game Γt converges to a

strongly monotone game Γ with Hi,t = O(1/tp) for all i ∈
[N ] and Kt = O(1/tq) for some p, q > 0. Under Assumptions

1–4, if αt, βt and γt are selected as

αt =
1

tb1
, βt =

1

tb2
, γt =

1

t1−b2
,

where α0 = β0 = γ0 = 1, 0 < 2b2 < b1 < 1 and b2 < q, then

the sequence {xt} generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies

∥

∥

∥
xT − x∗

∥

∥

∥

2

= O(T−min{1−b1,b1−2b2,b2,p,q−b2}), (33)

where xT := 1
T

∑T
t=1 xt.

Proof: See Appendix E. �

Remark 4: From Theorem 3, it can be seen that the

convergence speed of the game sequence Γt has an impact

on the convergence rate of the generated averaged strategy

xT . If p, q are larger, then the convergence of xT to x∗ is

faster. However, when p and q are large enough, that is, game

Γt converges to the strongly monotone game Γ fast enough,

or in other words, min{p, q−b2} > min{1−b1, b1−2b2, b2},

then ‖xT −x∗‖2 = O(T−min{1−b1,b1−2b2,b2}), which implies

that the convergence rate of xT is independent of p, q.

V. PAYOFF-BASED LEARNING

In this section, a payoff-based learning scheme, i.e., an

online algorithm that only depends on payoff values after

decisions are made, is devised, which is also called bandit

feedback. First, the gradient estimator based on one-point

bandit feedback is introduced. Then, by the analysis of the

previous section, the convergence result for the payoff-based

algorithm is presented.

The idea to estimate the payoff gradients relies on the so-

called one-point stochastic approximation. Let f : X → R

be a function, where X ⊆ R
d is a convex set. To estimate the

gradient f(x) for some x ∈ X, it suffices to sample f at x+δw,

where δ > 0 is a constant and w ∈ R
d is a vector taking values

uniformly at random from {±e1,±e2, . . . ,±ed}. Here, for

each i ∈ [N ], ei ∈ R
d is a vector with its ith element being

1 and others 0. Then the estimate of ∇f(x) is

∇f(x) ≈ d

δ
f(x+ δw)w.

Due to the constraint set X, a problem that may arise is that

the perturbation or the query point x+ δw may not remain in

the feasible set X. To avoid this, one can first transfer x to an

interior of X by a transformation of the form

x 7→ x− δ

r
(x − p),

where p ∈ X is an interior point of X and r > δ is selected

such that the ball Br(p) centered at p with radius r is entirely

contained in X. With this transformation, it can ensure that

the query point

x̂ : = x− δ

r
(x − p) + δw

= (1− δ/r)x+ (δ/r)(p + rw)

is in the convex set X since p+ rw ∈ Br(p) ⊆ X.

Based on the above introduced one-point gradient estimator,

the process for estimating the payoff gradient of each player

at time t is given as follows:

1) Each player i ∈ [N ] chooses a point xi,t ∈ Ωi and selects

a perturbation direction wi,t from {±e1,±e2, . . . ,±eni
}

uniformly at random. Subsequently, player i adopts a

strategy

x̂i,t = xi,t + δi,twi,t + (δi,t/ri)(pi − xi,t), (34)

and then receives the corresponding reward or payoff

value Ĵi,t := Ji,t(x̂1,t, . . . , x̂N,t) and the local con-

straint function value ĝij,t := gij,t(x̂i,t). Denote ĝi,t :=

col(ĝi1,t, . . . , ĝim,t) and ĝt :=
∑N

i=1 ĝi,t.
2) Each player i ∈ [N ] makes an estimate of its payoff

gradient and local constraint function gradient:

∇̂iJi,t :=
ni

δi,t
Ĵi,twi,t, (35)

∇̂gij,t :=
ni

δi,t
ĝij,twi,t. (36)

Denote ∇̂gi,t := (∇̂gi1,t, . . . , ∇̂gim,t).

Next, relying on Algorithm 1, a payoff-based learning

algorithm is devised, see Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2 Payoff-based Online Primal-Dual Dynamic Mir-

ror Descent

Each player i maintains vector variables xi,t ∈ R
ni and λi,t ∈

R
m at iteration t ∈ [T ]. Fix an interior point pi of Ωi, and

choose ri > 0 such that Bri(pi) ⊆ Ωi. Let δi,1 < ri.
Initialization: For any i ∈ [N ], initialize xi,1 ∈ Ωi arbitrarily

and λi,1 = 0m.

Iteration: For t ≥ 1, every player i performs the following

update:

xi,t+1 = arg min
x∈Ωi

{αt〈x, ∇̂iJi,t + ∇̂gi,tλ̃i,t〉

+Dφi
(x, xi,t)}, (37)

x̂i,t+1 = xi,t+1 + δi,twi,t+1 + (δi,t+1/ri)(pi − xi,t+1),
(38)

λi,t+1 = [λ̃i,t + γt(ĝi,t − βtλ̃i,t)]+, (39)

where λ̃i,t :=
∑N

j=1 aijλj,t, aij is the (i, j)th element of A,

and αt, βt, γt, satisfying α0 = β0 = γ0 = 1, are the stepsizes

to be determined.

In Algorithm 2, each player i ∈ [N ] chooses the sampling

radius δi,t, pi and ri independently, only guaranteeing that

Bri(pi) ⊆ Ωi and ri > δi,t, which indeed can be ensured by

ri > δi,1, the particular selection of ri, and the decrease of δi,t.
For example, if the convex set Ωi contains a ball Bh(0), then

pi can be selected as the original point and ri can be chosen as

h. wi,t is uniformly randomly chosen from {±e1, . . . ,±eN}.

Let Ft be the σ-algebra generated by (w1,t, . . . , wN,t) and

Ft :=
⋃t

s=1 Fs.

Lemma 4 ( [15]): The estimators in (35) and (36) satisfy

‖E[∇̂iJi,t −∇iJi,t(xt)]‖ = O(δ̄2t /δi,t), (40)

‖E[∇̂gi,t −∇gi,t(xi,t)]‖ = O(δi,t), (41)

E[‖∇̂iJi,t‖2] = O(1/δ2i,t), (42)

E[‖∇̂gi,t‖2] = O(1/δ2i,t), (43)

where δ̄t := maxi∈[N ] δi,t.
In what follows, by leveraging the analysis on establishing

the regret bounds in Section III, we derive the corresponding

result on Algorithm 2.

Theorem 4: If Assumptions 1–3 hold, then for each i ∈ [N ]
and the sequence {xi,1, . . . , xi,T } generated by Algorithm 2

with

αt =
1

td1
, βt =

1

td2
, γt =

1

t1−d2
, δi,t = O(

1

td3
)

where α0 = β0 = γ0 = 1, 0 < d1 < 1, d1 > 2d2 > 0 and

d2 < d3 < d1, there hold

E[Regi(T )]

= O(Tmax{d1,1−d1+d3,1−d1+2d2,1+d2−d3}), (44)

E[Rg(T )]

= O(Tmax{ 1
2
+

d1
2
−

d2
2
,1−

d1
2
−

d2
2
+

d3
2
,1−

d1
2
+

d2
2
,1−

d3
2
}). (45)

Proof: See Appendix F. �

Corollary 4: Under Assumptions 1–3, Algorithm 2 achieves

sublinearly bounded regrets and constraint violation, i.e.,

Regi(T ) = o(T ) and Rg(T ) = o(T ), if 0 < 2d2 < d1 < 1
and d1 > d3 > d2 > 0.

Corollary 5: Under Assumptions 1–3, Algorithm 2 can

achieve the bounds on the regrets and constraint violation as

Regi(T ) = O(T
3
4 ),

Rg(T ) = O(T
3
4 ).

Proof: By letting d1 = 1 − d1 + d3 = 1 − d1 + 2d2, it is

obtained that d1 = 1/2 + d2 and d3 = 2d2. Then, the bound

of Regi(T ) is derived as Regi(T ) = O(Tmax{1/2+d2,1−d2}).
Making 1/2 + d2 = 1 − d2 yields that d2 = 1/4. Via

a simple computation, one has Regi(T ) = O(T
3
4 ) and

Rg(T ) = O(T
3
4 ). �

Remark 5: In Algorithm 2, only payoff information and

local constraint function values are used, which is usually easy

to implement, but at the expense of a little bit worse bounds

on the regrets and constraint violation compared with the full

information case as shown in Corollary 2. Moreover, in the

one-point bandit feedback case, the convergence in expectation

of the play sequence generated by Algorithm 2 can be obtained

similar to that in Section IV, whose details are omitted here.

VI. A NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section, a time-varying Nash-Cournot game

Γ(V ,Ωt, Jt) with production constraints and market capacity

constraints is considered to illustrate the feasibility of the ob-

tained algorithm. Similar to [16], we consider a Nash-Cournot

game, in which there are N = 20 firms communicating with

each other via a connected graph G. Denote by xi,t ∈ R

the quality produced by firm i at time t. In view of some

uncertain and changeable factors such as marginal costs and

demand for orders, the demand cost and the production cost

may be time-varying. Assume that the production cost and the

demand price of firm i are pi,t(xi,t) = xi,t(sin(t/12) + 1)

and di,t(xt) = 22 + i/9 − 0.5i sin(t/12) − ∑N
j=1 xj,t,

respectively. Then, the overall cost function of firm i is

Ji,t(xi,t, x−i,t) = pi,t(xi,t) − xi,tdi,t(xt) for i ∈ [N ] and

t ∈ [T ]. In addition, the production quality constraint of

firm i is xi,t ∈ Ωi := [0, 30], while the market capac-

ity constraint is modeled as a coupled inequality constraint
∑N

i=1 xi,t ≤ ∑N
i=1 bi,t, where bi,t = 2 + sin(t/12) is the

local bound available to firm i. In the offline and centralized

setting, the GNE can be calculated as x∗
i,t = PΩi

(ξi,t), where

ξi,t := 1
9 (i − 1) + (5 − 1/21 − i/2) sin t

12 . In the online

and decentralized setting, for Algorithm 1, set initial states

xi,0 ∈ Ωi randomly, λi,1 = 0m, and choose a1 = 0.8 and

a2 = 0.3. Regi(T )/T , i ∈ [N ] and Rg(T )/T are shown

in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, respectively. From these figures, one

can see that the average regret Regi(T )/T and the average

violation Rg(T )/T decay to zero as iteration goes on. That is,

the regrets Regi(T ), i ∈ [N ], and the violation Rg(T ) increase

sublinearly, which are consistent with theoretical results in

Section III.

When players can only receive the rewards or payoff rather

than the information on gradients of payoff and constraint

functions after decisions are made, by the payoff-based learn-

ing algorithm (Algorithm 2), the simulations on Regi(T )/T



8

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

 T

0

50

100

150

200

 R
eg

i(T
)/

T

Fig. 1. The trajectories of Regi(T )/T , i ∈ [N ] by Algorithm 1.
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Fig. 2. The trajectories of Rg(T )/T , i ∈ [N ] by Algorithm 1.

and Rg(T ) are shown in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, respectively. Here,

the interior point pi of Ωi is selected as 3, the radius ri is 1.5
and the query radius δt is O(1/t0.4). From the simulations,

one can see that the regrets and constraint violation increase

sublinearly, which is consistent with theoretical results in

Section V. Moreover, one also can see that the bounds of

regrets and constraint violation are a little larger than those of

the case of gradient accuracy feedback.
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Fig. 3. The trajectory of Regi(T )/T , i ∈ [N ] by Algorithm 2.
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Fig. 4. The trajectories of Rg(T )/T , i ∈ [N ] by Algorithm 2.

If the term sin(t/12) is replaced by sin(12/t), then online

game Γt converges to a strongly monotone game Γ with

payoff function Ji(xi, x−i) = xi − xi(22 + i/9 −∑N
j=1 xj)

for i ∈ [N ] and the coupled constraint
∑N

i=1 xi,t ≤ 2N .

In this case, the errors ‖xt − x∗‖ and ‖∑T
t=1 xt/T − x∗‖2

are shown in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, respectively, where x∗ is the

unique variational GNE of Γ. These simulations demonstrate

the theoretical results in Section IV.
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Fig. 5. The convergence of ‖xt − x∗‖ by Algorithm 1.
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Fig. 6. The convergence of ‖xT − x∗‖2 by Algorithm 1.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, decentralized learning for online game with

time-varying cost functions and time-varying general convex

constraints was investigated. A novel decentralized online

algorithm was devised based on the mirror descent and primal-

dual strategy. It was rigorously proved that the proposed

algorithm could achieve sublinearly bounded regrets and con-

straint violation by appropriately choosing decaying stepsizes.

The convergence property of the no-regret learning was also

analyzed. Furthermore, the one-point bandit feedback case was

also studied. And all theoretical results have been validated by

a numerical example.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

It can be easily proved that (14) and (15) hold by mathe-

matical induction [34]. Therefore, it suffices to prove (16) and

(17). From the iteration (13), one has

λi,t+1 =

N
∑

j=1

aijλj,t + ǫi,t, (46)
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where ǫi,t := [λ̃i,t+γt(Ci,t−βtλ̃i,t)]+− λ̃i,t, i ∈ [N ]. Denote

λt := col(λ1,t, . . . , λN,t) and ǫt := col(ǫ1,t, . . . , ǫN,t). Then

λt+1 − 1N ⊗ λt+1 = ((A− 1

N
1N1

⊤
N)⊗ Im)(λt − 1N ⊗ λt)

+ ((I − 1

N
1N1

⊤
N )⊗ Im)ǫt. (47)

Under Assumption 1, one has 0 < σ < 1, where σ = ‖A −
1
N 1N1

⊤
N‖. Consequently, taking norm on both sides of (47)

yields

‖λt+1 − 1N ⊗ λt+1‖ ≤ σ‖λt − 1N ⊗ λt‖+ ‖ǫt‖. (48)

Note that

‖ǫi,t‖ =
∥

∥

∥

[

λ̃i,t + γt(Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t)
]

+
− λ̃i,t

∥

∥

∥

≤ γt‖Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t‖
≤ γt‖Ci,t‖+ γtβt‖λ̃i,t‖
≤ 2Lγt, (49)

where the first inequality is derived based on ‖[a]+− [b]+‖ ≤
‖a−b‖ for any two vectors a, b with the same dimension, and

the third inequality is obtained based on (4) in Assumption 2

and (15). Then,

‖λt+1 − 1N ⊗ λt+1‖ ≤ σ‖λt − 1N ⊗ λt‖+ 2
√
NLγt.

Combined with λ1 − 1N ⊗ λ1 = 0Nm, (16) is thus proved.

For (17), it can be obtained from (13) that for any λ ∈ R
m
+ ,

‖λi,t+1 − λ‖2 =

∥

∥

∥

∥

[

λ̃i,t + γt(Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t)
]

+
− λ

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
∥

∥

∥
λ̃i,t + γt(Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t)− λ

∥

∥

∥

2

= ‖λ̃i,t − λ‖2 + γ2
t ‖Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t‖2

+ 2γt(λ̃i,t − λ)⊤(Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t)

≤ ‖λ̃i,t − λ‖2 + 4L2γ2
t

+ 2γt(λ̃i,t − λ)⊤(Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t), (50)

where the last inequality is based on (4) in Assumption 2 and

(15).

For the last term in (50),

2γt(λ̃i,t − λ)⊤(Ci,t − βtλ̃i,t)

= 2γt(λ̃i,t − λt)
⊤Ci,t + 2γt(λt − λ)⊤Ci,t

− 2βtγt(λ̃i,t − λ)⊤λ̃i,t

≤ 2γt‖λ̃i,t − λt‖‖Ci,t‖+ 2γt(λt − λ)⊤Ci,t

+ βtγt(‖λ‖2 − ‖λ̃i,t − λ‖2)

≤ 4
√
NL2γt

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s + 2γt(λt − λ)⊤Ci,t

+ βtγt(‖λ‖2 − ‖λ̃i,t − λ‖2). (51)

Substituting (51) into (50) and summing over t = 1, 2, . . . , T ,

one can obtain (17). �

B. Proof of Lemma 2

For any i ∈ [N ], based on the optimality of xi,t+1 in (12),

one can obtain that for any xi ∈ Ωi,
〈

xi,t+1 − xi, αt(Vi,t +Gi,tλ̃i,t)
〉

+ 〈xi,t+1 − xi,∇φi(xi,t+1)−∇φi(xi,t)〉 ≤ 0, (52)

where
∂Dφi

(x,xi,t)

∂x = ∇φi(x)−∇φi(xi,t) for x ∈ Ωi is used.

Then, it can be derived from (52) that

αt

〈

xi,t+1 − xi, Vi,t +Gi,tλ̃i,t

〉

≤ 〈xi − xi,t+1,∇φi(xi,t+1)−∇φi(xi,t)〉
= Dφi

(xi, xi,t)−Dφi
(xi, xi,t+1)−Dφi

(xi,t+1, xi,t)

≤ Dφi
(xi, xi,t)−Dφi

(xi, xi,t+1)

− µ0

2
‖xi,t+1 − xi,t‖2, (53)

where the equality is derived based on (8) and the last

inequality is based on (7). Then, rearranging (53) yields

αt 〈xi,t − xi, Vi,t〉 ≤ αt 〈xi,t − xi,t+1, Vi,t〉
+ αt〈xi − xi,t+1, Gi,tλ̃i,t〉
+Dφi

(xi, xi,t)−Dφi
(xi, xi,t+1)

− µ0

2
‖xi,t+1 − xi,t‖2. (54)

As to the first term on the right hand side of (54), we have

αt 〈xi,t − xi,t+1, Vi,t〉 ≤
M2α2

t

µ0
+

µ0

4
‖xi,t − xi,t+1‖2, (55)

where the inequality is obtained by the Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality and (5) in Assumption 2.

For the second term on the right hand side of (54), one has

αt

〈

xi − xi,t+1, Gi,tλ̃i,t

〉

= αt(xi − xi,t)
⊤∇gi,t(xi,t)λ̃i,t

+ αt(xi,t − xi,t+1)
⊤∇gi,t(xi,t)λ̃i,t

≤ αtλ̃
⊤
i,t(gi,t(xi)− gi,t(xi,t))

+ αt(xi,t − xi,t+1)
⊤∇gi,t(xi,t)λ̃i,t

= αt(λ̃i,t − λt)
⊤(gi,t(xi)− gi,t(xi,t))

+ αtλ
⊤

t (gi,t(xi)− gi,t(xi,t))

+ αt(xi,t − xi,t+1)
⊤∇gi,t(xi,t)λ̃i,t

≤ 2Lαt‖λ̃i,t − λt‖+ αtλ
⊤

t (gi,t(xi)− gi,t(xi,t))

+
α2
t‖λ̃i,t‖2‖∇gi,t(xi,t)‖2

µ0
+

µ0

4
‖xi,t − xi,t+1‖2

≤ 4
√
NL2αt

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s + αtλ
⊤

t (gi,t(xi)− gi,t(xi,t))

+
L2M2

µ0

α2
t

β2
t

+
µ0

4
‖xi,t − xi,t+1‖2, (56)

where the first inequality is derived relying on the convexity of

gij,t and λ̃i,t ≥ 0, the second inequality is obtained by (4) in

Assumption 2, and the last inequality applies (16) in Lemma

1 and (4) in Assumption 2.

Substituting (55) and (56) into (54) yields (18). �
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C. Proof of Lemma 3

For (18) in Lemma 2, setting xi = x̃i, where x̃i is defined

below (2), one has

〈xi,t − x̃i, Vi,t〉 ≤
M2

µ0
αt + 4

√
NL2

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s

+
M2L2

µ0

αt

β2
t

+ λ
⊤

t (gi,t(x̃i)− gi,t(xi,t))

+
1

αt
[Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t)−Dφi
(x̃i, xi,t+1)]. (57)

Since x̃i ∈ Ωi,t(x−i,t), i.e., gi,t(x̃i) +
∑

j 6=i gj,t(xj,t), it is

obtained that

λ
⊤

t (gi,t(x̃i)− gi,t(xi,t))

= λ
⊤

t (gi,t(x̃i) +
∑

j 6=i

gj,t(xj,t)− gt(xt))

≤ −λ
⊤

t gt(xt). (58)

Substituting (58) into (57) yields

〈xi,t − x̃i, Vi,t〉 ≤
M2

µ0
αt + 4

√
NL2

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s

+
1

αt
[Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t)−Dφi
(x̃i, xi,t+1)]

+
M2L2

µ0

αt

β2
t

− λ
⊤

t gt(xt). (59)

On the other hand, by Ξt+1 defined in Lemma 1, one obtains

−Ξt+1

2γt
= −1

2

N
∑

i=1

[

1

γt
‖λi,t+1 − λ‖2 − 1

γt−1
‖λi,t − λ‖2

]

+
1

2

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

) N
∑

i=1

‖λi,t − λ‖2. (60)

Summing over t ∈ [T ] gives that

−
T
∑

t=1

Ξt+1

2γt

= −1

2

N
∑

i=1

[

1

γT
‖λi,T+1 − λ‖2 − 1

γ0
‖λi,1 − λ‖2

]

+
1

2

T
∑

t=1

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

) N
∑

i=1

‖λi,t − λ‖2

≤ N

2
‖λ‖2 + 1

2

T
∑

t=1

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

) N
∑

i=1

‖λi,t − λ‖2,

(61)

where the inequality is derived based on λi,1 = 0m.

By (17) in Lemma 1, summing over t ∈ [T ] on both sides

of (59) and (17), combining with (61), one has

T
∑

t=1

〈xi,t − x̃i, Vi,t〉

≤
T
∑

t=1

1

αt
[Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t)−Dφi
(x̃i, xi,t+1)]

+ 2(N + 2)
√
NL2

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s +
M2

µ0

T
∑

t=1

αt

+ 2NL2
T
∑

t=1

γt +
L2M2

µ0

T
∑

t=1

αt

β2
t

− λ⊤
T
∑

t=1

gt(xt)

+
N

2
(1 +

T
∑

t=1

βt)‖λ‖2

+
1

2

T
∑

t=1

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

) N
∑

i=1

‖λi,t − λ‖2. (62)

For the first term on the right hand side of (62), one has

T
∑

t=1

1

αt
[Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t)−Dφi
(x̃i, xi,t+1)]

=

T
∑

t=1

[

1

αt
Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t)−
1

αt+1
Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t+1)

]

+

T
∑

t=1

[

1

αt+1
− 1

αt

]

Dφi
(x̃i, xi,t+1)

≤ 1

α1
Dφi

(x̃i, xi,1) +

T
∑

t=1

[

1

αt+1
− 1

αt

]

2LK

≤ 2LK

αT+1
, (63)

where Assumption 3 and (4) have been used to get the first

inequality.

Note that

T
∑

t=1

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−s−1 =

T
∑

t=1

γt−1

T−t
∑

s=0

σs

≤ 1

1− σ

T
∑

t=1

γt−1, (64)

Regi(T ) ≤
T
∑

t=1

〈xi,t − x̃i, Vi,t〉, (65)

then (19) can be derived by making λ = 0m in (62).

Let λ = λc =
2[
∑T

t=1
gt(xt)]

+

B3(T ) , then one has from (62), (63)

and (64) that

T
∑

t=1

〈xi,t − x̃i, Vi,t〉 ≤ B1(T ) +B4(T )−
1

B3(T )
R2

g, (66)

from which, it can be derived that

R2
g(T ) ≤ B1(T )B3(T ) +B3(T )B4(T ), (67)

where 〈xi,t − x̂i, Vi,t〉 ≥ 0 is used. Lemma 3 is proved. �
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D. Proof of Theorem 2

This theorem is proved by splitting two steps: first prove that
∑N

i=1 Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t) converges to some finite value; and then

prove that xt converges to x∗ by the mathematical induction

method.

First, for any i ∈ [N ], let xi = x∗
i in (18) of Lemma 2. One

has

〈xi,t − x∗
i , Vi,t〉 ≤

M2

µ0
αt + 4

√
NL2

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s

+
M2L2

µ0

αt

β2
t

+ λ
⊤

t (gi,t(x
∗
i )− gi,t(xi,t))

+
1

αt
[Dφi

(x∗
i , xi,t)−Dφi

(x∗
i , xi,t+1)], (68)

that is,

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t+1) ≤ Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t) + αt〈x∗
i − xi,t, Vi,t〉

+
M2

µ0
α2
t + 4

√
NL2αt

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s

+ αtλ
⊤

t (gi,t(x
∗
i )− gi,t(xi,t))

+
M2L2

µ0

α2
t

β2
t

. (69)

Summing over i ∈ [N ] yields

N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t+1)

≤
N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t) + αt

N
∑

i=1

〈x∗
i − xi,t, Vi,t〉

+
NM2

µ0
α2
t + 4N

√
NL2αt

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s

+ αtλ
⊤

t (gt(x
∗)− gt(xt)) +

NM2L2

µ0

α2
t

β2
t

. (70)

Note that

N
∑

i=1

〈x∗
i − xi,t, Vi,t〉

= 〈x∗ − xt, F (xt)− F (x∗)〉+ 〈x∗ − xt, Ft(xt)− F (xt)〉
+ 〈x∗ − xt, F (x∗)〉

≤ −µ‖xt − x∗‖2 + 〈x∗ − xt, Ft(xt)− F (xt)〉
+ 〈x∗ − xt, F (x∗) +∇g(x∗)λ∗〉+ 〈xt − x∗,∇g(x∗)λ∗〉

≤ −µ‖xt − x∗‖2 + ‖x∗ − xt‖‖Ft(xt)− F (xt)‖
+ (λ∗)⊤(g(xt)− g(x∗))

≤ −µ‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2L

N
∑

i=1

Hi,t + (λ∗)⊤(g(xt)− gt(xt))

+ (λ∗)⊤gt(xt)

≤ −µ‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2L

N
∑

i=1

Hi,t + ΛKt

+ (λ∗)⊤gt(xt), (71)

where the first inequality is obtained based on the µ-strong

monotonicity of F , the second inequality is derived by the

fact that (x∗
i , λ

∗) is a saddle point of the Lagrangian function

Li(xi, λ;x−i), the convexity of gij and nonnegativity of

λ∗, the third inequality is got following the KKT condition

〈λ∗, g(x∗)〉 = 0 and (4) in Assumption 2, and the last

inequality is deduced by (31).

In addition, by g(x∗) ≤ 0 and λt ≥ 0, one has

λ
⊤

t gt(x
∗) = λ

⊤

t (gt(x
∗)− g(x∗)) + λ

⊤

t g(x
∗)

≤ λ
⊤

t (gt(x
∗)− g(x∗))

≤ L

βt
Kt, (72)

where Lemma 1 and the notation Kt have been used to derive

the last inequality.

Substituting (71) and (72) into (70) yields

N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t+1)

≤
N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t)− µαt‖xt − x∗‖2 + 2Lαt

N
∑

i=1

Hi,t

+ ΛαtKt + αt(λ
∗ − λt)

⊤gt(xt) +
NM2

µ0
α2
t + 2αtc(t)

+
NM2L2

µ0

α2
t

β2
t

+
Lαt

βt
Kt. (73)

Combining with (17) in Lemma 1, by making λ = λ∗, one

has from (73) that

N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t+1) ≤
N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t)− µαt‖xt − x∗‖2

+ Et, (74)

where Et := 2Lαt

∑N
i=1 Hi,t+ΛαtKt+

NM2

µ0
α2
t +3αtc(t)+

NM2L2

µ0

α2
t

β2
t

+ Lαt

βt
Kt + 2NL2αtγt +

NΛ
2 αtβt − Ξt+1αt

2γt
.

Similar to (60) and (61), one can derive that

−
T
∑

t=1

Ξt+1αt

2γt

≤ −1

2

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

[

αt

γt
‖λi,t+1 − λ∗‖2 − αt−1

γt−1
‖λi,t − λ∗‖2

]

+
1

2

T
∑

t=1

αt

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

) N
∑

i=1

‖λi,t − λ∗‖2

≤ N

2
‖λ∗‖2 + 1

2

T
∑

t=1

αt

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

) N
∑

i=1

‖λi,t − λ∗‖2.

Then combining with the conditions in (32), it can be verified

that
∑∞

t=1 Et < ∞.

By defining an auxiliary variable Θt :=
∑N

i=1 Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t+1) +
∑∞

s=t+1 Es, it holds

Θt ≤ Θt−1 ≤ Θ1. (75)

By Doob’s submartingale convergence theorem, it con-

cludes that Θt converges to some finite value Θ∞ and

limt→∞

∑N
i=1 Dφi

(x∗
i , xi,t) = Θ∞.



12

Then, it suffices to prove the convergence of xt by the

mathematical induction method. Assume that xt does not

converge to x∗, then there is a subsequence of {xt}, {xtk},

such that for some ε > 0, ‖xtk − x∗‖ ≥ ε. By (74), one has

N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,tk+1
)

≤
N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,1)− µ

k
∑

s=1

αts‖xts − x∗‖2 +
tk+1−1
∑

t=1

Et

≤
N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,1)− µε

k
∑

s=1

αts +

tk+1−1
∑

t=1

Et. (76)

Let k → ∞, then tk → ∞. In view of
∑∞

t=1 Et < ∞ and
∑∞

s=1 αts = ∞, it can be derived from (76) that

lim
k→∞

N
∑

i=1

Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,tk+1
) ≤ −∞, (77)

which contradicts the finite limit of
∑N

i=1 Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t+1).
Therefore, the hypothesis does not hold and hence xt con-

verges to x∗. �

E. Proof of Theorem 3

Summing over t ∈ [T ] on both sides of (74), it can be

derived that

µ

T
∑

t=1

‖xt − x∗‖2

≤
T
∑

t=1

1

αt

N
∑

i=1

[Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t)−Dφi
(x∗

i , xi,t+1)]

+

T
∑

t=1

Et
αt

. (78)

Replacing λ and x̃i in (61) and (63) by λ∗ and x∗
i , respectively,

one has from (78) that

µ
T
∑

t=1

‖xt − x∗‖2

≤ 2LK

αT+1
+

NM2

µ0

T
∑

t=1

αt + 3
T
∑

t=1

c(t) +
NM2L2

µ0

T
∑

t=1

αt

β2
t

+ 2NL2
T
∑

t=1

γt +
NΛ

2

T
∑

t=1

βt + 2L
T
∑

t=1

N
∑

i=1

Hi,t

+
T
∑

t=1

(Λ +
L

βt
)Kt +

NΛ

2

+
1

2

T
∑

t=1

(

1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

) N
∑

i=1

‖λi,t − λ∗‖2

= O(Tmax{b1,1−b1+2b2,1−b2,1−p,1−q+b2} + 1). (79)

By the convexity of ‖ · ‖2, one has

∥

∥

∥

1

T

T
∑

t=1

xt − x∗
∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 1

T

T
∑

t=1

‖xt − x∗‖2. (80)

Therefore, combining (79) and (80) yields (33). �

F. Proof of Theorem 4

The results in Lemma 1 still hold for Algorithm 2 by only

replacing Ci,t in (17) with ĝi,t. Then, based on the optimality

of xi,t+1 in (37), for any xi ∈ Ωi, one has

〈

xi,t+1 − xi, αt∇̂iJi,t + ∇̂gi,tλ̃i,t

〉

+ 〈xi,t+1 − xi,∇φi(xi,t+1)−∇φi(xi,t)〉 ≤ 0, (81)

which implies

αt〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉
≤ αt〈x̃i − xi,t, ∇̂iJi,t −∇iJi,t(xt)〉
+ αt〈xi,t − xi,t+1, ∇̂iJi,t〉+ αt〈x̃i − xi,t+1, ∇̂gi,tλ̃i,t〉
+Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t)−Dφi
(x̃i, xi,t+1)−

µ0

2
‖xi,t+1 − xi,t‖2

by taking xi = x̃i, where (7) and (8) have been used to derive

this inequality.

Taking expectation on both sides of the above inequality

over Ft yields that

αt〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉
≤ αt〈x̃i − xi,t,EFt

[∇̂iJi,t −∇iJi,t(xt)]〉
+ αtEFt

[〈xi,t − xi,t+1, ∇̂iJi,t〉]
+ αtEFt

[〈x̃i − xi,t+1, ∇̂gi,tλ̃i,t〉]
+Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t)−EFt
[Dφi

(x̃i, xi,t+1)]

− µ0

2
EFt

[‖xi,t+1 − xi,t‖2], (82)

where the fact that xi,t is independent of Ft is applied.

For the first term on the right hand side of (82), one has

αt〈x̃i − xi,t,EFt
[∇̂iJi,t −∇iJi,t(xt)]〉

≤ αt‖x̃i − xi,t‖‖EFt
[∇̂iJi,t −∇iJi,t(xt)]‖

= O(αtδ̄
2
t /δi,t). (83)

For the second term on the right hand side of (82), it can be

obtained that

αtEFt
[〈xi,t − xi,t+1, ∇̂iJi,t〉]

≤ µ0

4
E[‖xi,t+1 − xi,t‖2] +

α2
t

µ0
E[‖∇̂iJi,t‖2]. (84)

For the third term on the right hand side of (82), similar to

(56), one can derive that

αtEFt
[〈x̃i − xi,t+1, ∇̂gi,tλ̃i,t〉]

= αtEFt
[〈x̃i − xi,t+1,∇gi,t(xi,t)λ̃i,t〉]

+ αtEFt
[〈x̃i − xi,t+1, (∇̂gi,t −∇gi,t(xi,t))λ̃i,t〉]

≤ 4
√
NL2αt

t−1
∑

s=0

σsγt−1−s + αtλ
⊤

t (gi,t(x̃i)− gi,t(xi,t))

+
L2M2

µ0

α2
t

β2
t

+
µ0

4
EFt

[‖xi,t − xi,t+1‖2]

+ 2L2αtEFt
[‖∇̂gi,t −∇gi,t(xi,t)‖]/βt. (85)
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By Lemma 4, combining with the proofs of Lemma 3 and

Theorem 1, one has from (82)–(85) that

T
∑

t=1

E[〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉]

= O
(

T
∑

t=1

(δi,t + γt +
αt

δi,t
+

αt

β2
t

+
δt
βt

) +
1

αT

)

+

T
∑

t=1

E[λ
⊤

t (ĝt − gt(xt))]− λ⊤
E[

T
∑

t=1

ĝt]

+
N

2
(1 +

T
∑

t=1

βt)‖λ‖2

+
1

2

T
∑

t=1

( 1

γt
− 1

γt−1
− βt

)

N
∑

i=1

E[‖λi,t − λ‖2]. (86)

Note that

T
∑

t=1

λ
⊤

t

(

ĝt − gt(xt)
)

≤
T
∑

t=1

‖λt‖
∥

∥

∥
ĝt − gt(xt)

∥

∥

∥

= O(

T
∑

t=1

δt/βt). (87)

By setting λ = 0m, one has

T
∑

t=1

E[〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉]

= O
(

T
∑

t=1

(δi,t + γt +
αt

δi,t
+

αt

β2
t

+
δt
βt

) +
1

αT

)

. (88)

Since

E[Regi(T )]

≤ E

[

T
∑

t=1

〈x̂i,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(x̂t)〉
]

= E

[

T
∑

t=1

〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉
]

+E

[

T
∑

t=1

〈x̂i,t − xi,t,∇iJi,t(xt)〉
]

+E

[

T
∑

t=1

〈x̂i,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(x̂t)−∇iJi,t(xt)〉
]

= E

[

T
∑

t=1

〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉
]

+O(
T
∑

t=1

δi,t), (89)

it can be concluded that (44) holds based on the selection of

the stepsizes.

Let λ =
2E

[

[
∑T

t=1
ĝt]

+

]

B3(T ) , where B3(T ) is defined in Lemma

3. Then, it can be derived from (86) that

T
∑

t=1

E[〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉]

= O
(

T
∑

t=1

(δi,t + γt +
αt

δi,t
+

αt

β2
t

+
δt
βt

) +
1

αT

)

− (E[Rg(T )])
2

B3(T )
. (90)

By (26) and 〈xi,t − x̃i,∇iJi,t(xt)〉 ≥ 0, it can be obtained

that

(E[Rg(T )])
2

= O
(

B3(T )

T
∑

t=1

(δi,t + γt +
αt

δi,t
+

αt

β2
t

+
δt
βt

) +
B3(T )

αT

)

.

Via a simple computation, the bound on E[Rg(T )] can be

derived as in (45). �
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