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Abstract

This paper considers the distributed bandit convex optimization problem with time-varying in-
equality constraints over a network of agents, where the goal is to minimize network regret and
cumulative constraint violation. Existing distributed online algorithms require that each agent broadcasts
its decision to its neighbors at each iteration. To better utilize the limited communication resources,
we propose a distributed event-triggered online primal-dual algorithm with two-point bandit feedback.
Under several classes of appropriately chosen decreasing parameter sequences and non-increasing event-
triggered threshold sequences, we establish dynamic network regret and network cumulative constraint
violation bounds. These bounds are comparable to the results achieved by distributed event-triggered
online algorithms with full-information feedback. Finally, a numerical example is provided to verify the

theoretical results.
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[. INTRODUCTION

Bandit convex optimization has drawn a growing attention due to its broad applications such as
online routing in data networks and online advertisement placement in web search [1I]. Different
from online convex optimization, where the decision maker receives full-information feedback for
the loss function at each iteration [2]]-[8]], i.e., the loss function is revealed to the decision maker
at each iteration, in bandit convex optimization the decision maker receives bandit feedback for
the loss function at each iteration, i.e., only the values of the loss function at some points are
revealed to the decision maker at each iteration. In general, regret is a common performance
metric [9], which measures the difference of the cumulative loss between the decision sequence
selected by the decision maker and a comparator sequence. When each element of the comparator
sequence is the offline optimal static decision, this metric is called static regret [10], [11]. When
the comparator sequence is the offline optimal dynamic decision sequence, this metric is called
dynamic regret.

Bandit convex optimization with time-invariant constraints is well studied. For example, the
authors of propose a projection-based online gradient descent algorithm with one-point
bandit feedback, and establish an O(T®/*) static regret bound for convex loss functions. The
authors of propose a projection-based online gradient descent algorithm by introducing the
notable two-point bandit feedback, and establish an O(+/T) static regret bound for convex loss
functions. The authors of [14] consider the scenarios where constraints are characterized by
static inequalities, and introduce the idea of long-term constraints (i.e., inequality constraints
are permitted to be violated but are fulfilled in the long run) to avoid projection operations
onto the inequality constrained set due to the high computational complexity. In contrast, bandit
convex optimization with time-varying constraints are studied in [13]], [16]], where constraints are
characterized by time-varying inequalities. Different from the time-invariant constraint setting,
where the decision maker knows the constrained set in advance when she makes a decision, in
the time-varying constraint setting considered in [13], [16] the decision maker has no a priori
knowledge of the current inequality constrained set, and the information of inequality constraint
functions is revealed along with the values of the loss function after she makes a decision.

The aforementioned studies concentrate on centralized online algorithms with bandit feedback,

which suffer a plethora of limitations, e.g., single point of failure, heavy communication and



computation overhead [17], [I8]. To deal with these limitations, distributed online algorithms
with bandit feedback are developed in [19]-[23]]. Along the line of the time-invariant constraint
setting, the authors of [19], [20] propose the projection-based distributed online algorithms with
two-point and one-point bandit feedback. In the presence of feedback delays, the authors of
[22]] propose a projection-based distributed online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback,
and analyze the impact of delay size on the algorithm performance. In addition, the authors of
(210, (230, consider static inequality constraints, and use the idea of long-term constraints
to reduce computational burden of projection operations. For the time-varying constraint setting,
the authors of propose a distributed online primal-dual algorithm with two-point bandit
feedback by using two-point stochastic subgradient approximations for both loss and constraint
functions at each iteration.

Note that in the above studies on distributed online algorithms with bandit feedback, all
the decision makers require to collaboratively make decisions through local information ex-
change with their neighbors at each iteration. However, communication resources are limited
that frequent communication among the decision makers may cause network congestion. To
better utilize communication resources, the authors of [26] propose a distributed event-triggered
online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback, where each agent broadcasts the current local
decision to its neighbors only if the norm of the difference between the current decision and
its last broadcasted decision is not less than the current event-triggering threshold. Moreover,
sublinear static regret is achieved when the event-triggering threshold sequence is non-increasing
and converges to zero. By using one-point and two-point stochastic subgradient estimators, two
distributed event-triggered online algorithms with delayed bandit feedback are developed in [27]],
and static regret bounds are established.

The existing studies on distributed event-triggered online algorithms with bandit feedback
do not consider inequality constraints. In this context, this paper studies the distributed bandit
convex optimization problem with time-varying constraints, where the decision makers receive
bandit feedback for both loss and constraint functions at each iteration. The contributions are
summarized as follows.

e This paper proposes a distributed event-triggered online primal-dual algorithm with two-

point bandit feedback by integrating event-triggered communication with the distributed

online algorithm in [24]]. Note that the introduction of event-triggered communication causes



nontrivial challenges for performance analysis, which will be explained in detail in Re-
mark 2. The proposed algorithm can be viewed as a bandit version of the distributed
event-triggered online algorithm with full-information feedback in [8]. Their proofs are
significantly different, which will be also explained in detail in Remark 2. Note that the
authors in [26]], do not consider inequality constraints and analyze static regret, and
we consider time-varying inequality constraints and analyze dynamic regret. Moreover, the
proposed algorithm only uses bandit feedback for constraint functions.

When the step-size sequence of local primal variables is appropriately designed based
on the event-triggering threshold sequence, this paper establishes dynamic network regret
and network cumulative constraint violation bounds for the proposed algorithm under a
non-increasing event-triggered threshold sequence (see Theorem 1). The bounds would be
sublinear if the path-length of the comparator sequence (i.e., the accumulated dynamic
variation of the comparator sequence) grows sublinearly and the event-triggering threshold
sequence converges to zero. In addition, this paper also establishes dynamic network regret
and network cumulative constraint violation bounds under the event-triggering threshold
sequence produced by {1/t} with § > 0 (see Corollary 1) and the event-triggering threshold
sequence produced by {1/c'} with ¢ > 1 (see Corollary 2). These bounds are the same as
the results achieved by the distributed event-triggered online algorithm with full-information
feedback in [8]. When event-triggered communication is not considered, these bounds re-
cover the results achieved by the centralized online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback
in [16]. When inequality constraints are not considered, these dynamic network regret
bounds recover the results achieved by the distributed event-triggered online algorithms
with two-point bandit feedback in [26]], [27]. When both event-triggered communication
and inequality constraints are not considered, these dynamic network regret bounds recover
the results achieved by the centralized online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in
and the distributed online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [19].

When the step-size sequence of local primal variables is independently designed, this paper
establishes dynamic network regret and network cumulative constraint violation bounds (see
Theorem 2). These bounds are the same as the results achieved by the distributed event-
triggered online algorithm with full-information feedback in [8]. When event-triggered com-

munication is not considered, these bounds recover the results achieved by the distributed



TABLE I: Comparison of this paper to related works on bandit convex optimization.

Reference | Problem type Constraint type Information feedback Event-triggering Regret type
Centralized gt(z) = 0 Two-point bandit feedback for f; No Static regret
. 9:(z) < Om ) _ .
(T3] Centralized » Two-point bandit feedback for f;, and Vg, No Dynamic regret
and Slater’s condition
[16] Centralized gi(z) < 0y Two-point bandit feedback for f; and g: No Dynamic regret
119 Distributed gt(z) = O, Two-point bandit feedback for f; No Static regret
24] Distributed gt(z) < 0, Two-point bandit feedback for f; and g: No Dynamic regret
[26]] Distributed gi(z) = 0, Two-point bandit feedback for f; Yes Static regret
Distributed ge(x) = O Two-point bandit feedback for f; Yes Static regret
This paper Distributed gt(z) < O Two-point bandit feedback for f; and g, Yes Dynamic regret

online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [24]]. Note that this paper is among
the first to establish dynamic network regret bounds (and network cumulative constraint
violation bounds) for distributed event-triggered bandit convex optimization (with time-

varying constraints).

The detailed comparison of this paper to related studies is summarized in TABLE 1.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Section II presents the problem for-
mulation and motivation. Section III proposes the distributed event-triggered online primal—dual
algorithm with two-point bandit feedback, and analyzes its performance. Section IV demonstrates
a numerical simulation to verify the theoretical results. Finally, Section V concludes this paper.
All proofs are given in Appendix.

Notations: N, R, R? and Rﬂ denote the sets of all positive integers, real numbers, p-
dimensional and nonnegative vectors, respectively. Given m € N, [m] denotes the set {1, - - -, m}.
Given vectors z and y, 7 denotes the transpose of the vector z, and {x,y) and z ®y denote the
standard inner and Kronecker product of the vectors x and y, respectively. 0,, denotes the m-

dimensional column vector whose components are all 0. col(qi, - -, g,) denotes the concatenated



column vector of ¢; € R™ for ¢ € [n]. B? and S” denote the unit ball and sphere centered
around the origin in RP under Euclidean norm, respectively. E. denotes the expectation. For a
set K € R? and a vector x € RP, Pk(x) denotes the projection of the vector x onto the set K,
i.e., Pr(r) = argminyeg|lz — y[|*, and [z], denotes Pgs (). For a function f and a vector z,

Of (z) denotes the subgradient of f at x.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND MOTIVATION

Consider the distributed bandit convex optimization problem with time-varying constraints.
At iteration ¢, a network of n agents is modeled by a time-varying directed graph G, = (V, &)
with the agent set )V = [n] and the edge set & C V x V. (j,i) € & indicates that agent
1 can receive information from agent j. The sets of in- and out-neighbors of agent ¢ are
NG = {j € [n]|(4,7) € &} and NP"(Gy) = {j € [n]|(i,J) € &}, respectively. An adversary
first erratically selects n local convex loss functions { f;; : X — R} and n local convex constraint
functions {g;; : X — R™} for i € [n], where X C R” is a known set, and both m; and p are
positive integers. Then, the agents collaborate to select their local decisions {z;; € X} without
prior access to {f;;} and {g;,}. At the same time, the values of f;; and g;, at the point z;, as
well as at other potential points are privately revealed to agent . The goal of the network is to

choose the decision sequence {z;.} for i € [n] and ¢ € [T] such that both network regret

T
Net- Reg({xzt} y[T Zth xzt th(yt)a (1)
t=1

i=1 t=1

and network cumulative constraint violation
n T

1

Net-CCV ({w;4}) : [ge(ie)] ], (2)

i=1 t=1 |
increase sublinearly, where yir) = (y1, - - -, yr) is a comparator sequence, f,(z) = - Z;;l fid(x)
and g;(z) = col(g1 (), -, gne(z)) € R™ are the global loss and constraint functions of the
network at iteration ¢, respectively, and m =Y ., m;.

Note that network regret (I) measures the difference of the network-wide cumulative loss
between the decision sequence {;;} and the comparator sequence yrj, which is also used
in [8]], [24]]. This regret is different with the used regrets in [19], [26], that measure the
difference of the cumulative loss between the decision sequence {z;:} of a single agent and the

comparator sequence y7|. Because the established bounds of the used regrets in [19], [26]],



are uniform bounds for all the agents, we can compare the established bounds of network regret
in this paper with those in [19], [26], [27].

In the literature, there are two commonly used comparator sequences. One is the offline optimal
dynamic decision sequence &, = (i7,-- -, &7}), where &} € X is the minimizer of f;(x) subject
to g;(x) < 0,,. To guarantee that the offline optimal dynamic decision sequence Ty always

exists, we assume that for any 7' € N, the set of all the feasible decision sequences

XT - {(xlv T ',I'T) 1Ty € ngt(xt) S 0m7Vt € [T]}7 (3)

is non-empty. In this case, Net-Reg({z;.}, ¥[;) is called the dynamic network regret. Another
comparator sequence is the offline optimal static decision sequence i’{T] = (z*,---,2%), where
z* € X is the minimizer of Zle fi(z) subject to g;(x) < 0,, for all ¢t € [T]. To guarantee that
the offline optimal static decision sequence always exists, we assume that for any 7' € N, the

set of all the feasible static decision sequences
XT:{(SL’,~~-,SL’) I$€X,gt(l’) <0,,Vte [T]}, “4)

is non-empty. In this case, Net-Reg({zi.}, Z{;) is called the static network regret.
In this paper, the following assumptions are made, which are commonly adopted in distributed
online convex optimization, see [24], [26]-[29]], and recent survey paper and references

therein.

Assumption 1. (i) The set X is convex and closed. Moreover, the convex set X contains the ball

of radius r(X) and is contained in the ball of radius R(X), i.e.,
r(X)B? C X C R(X)BP. )

(ii) For all i € [n], t € Ny, the local loss functions f;; and constraint functions g;; are convex,

and there exists a constant Fy such that
| fir(z) = fir(y)| < F1, (6a)
[gis(2)]| < Fi, 2,y € X (6b)

(iii) For all i € [n], t € Ny, the subgradients Of;;(x) and 0g;,(x) exist, and there exists a

constant Fy such that

10 fi(2)]| < Fy, (7a)



10gi(2)|| < Fo,z € X. (7b)

Assumption 2. For t € N, the time-varying directed graph G, satisfies that

(i) There exists a constant w € (0, 1) such that [Wy);; > w if (§,1) € & or i = j, and [Wy];; =0
otherwise.

(ii) The mixing matrix W, is doubly stochastic, i.e., Y i [Wi],; = >0 [Wil,; = 1, Vi, j € [n].
(iii) There exists an integer B > 0 such that the time-varying directed graph (V, UlB: _015t+l) is

strongly connected.

Assumption 1 implies that the local loss functions f;; and constraint functions g; ; are convex
and Lipschitz continuous on X. Assumption 2 implies that the time-varying directed graph G,
need not be connected at each iteration.

The considered problem is studied in [24]], where the authors propose a distributed online
primal—dual algorithm with two-point bandit feedback. Note that the algorithm requires that
each agent broadcasts the current decision to its neighbors through the communication network
at each iteration. However, communication resources are limited that frequent communication
between the agents may cause network congestion in many practical applications, e.g., sensor
networks comprised of cheap sensors with small battery capacity [26]]. To better utilize the limited
communication resources, this paper proposes a distributed event-triggered online primal—dual
algorithm with two-point bandit feedback by integrating event-triggered communication with
the algorithm in [24]], and establishes network regret and cumulative constraint violation bounds
for the proposed algorithm. Based on these bounds, this paper also discusses the impact of

event-triggered threshold on the algorithm performance.

III. DISTRIBUTED EVENT-TRIGGERED ONLINE PRIMAL-DUAL ALGORITHM
WITH TWO-POINT BANDIT FEEDBACK

This section proposes the distributed event-triggered online primal—-dual algorithm with two-
point bandit feedback. The proposed algorithm can be viewed as an event-triggered version of
the distributed online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [24]], or a bandit version of the
distributed event-triggered online algorithm with full-information feedback in [8]. This section
also establishes network regret and cumulative constraint violation bounds for the proposed

algorithm.



A. Algorithm Description

This proposed algorithm is presented in pseudo-code as Algorithm 1, and its architecture is
shown in Fig. 1. For ¢ € [T] with ¢ > 2 and ¢ € [n], same as the distributed online algorithm
with two-point bandit feedback in [24], Algorithm 1 uses the distributed consensus protocol
@) to compute z;; € X for agent i via the time-varying directed graph G;, which estimates
the average value of the local decisions of all agents %Z?:l x;¢. Then, Algorithm 1 uses the
primal—dual protocol (Qa)—-(Oc) to update the local primal variable z;; € X and dual variable
¢;r € R, where &, ; is the updating direction of the local primal variable x;;, a; and 3, are the
step-sizes of the local primal variable x;; and the local dual variable g; ;, respectively, and ~; is
the regularization parameter used to influence the structure of the local decisions. Different from
the distributed online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [24], Algorithm 1 uses the
event-triggering check such that agent 7 broadcasts its current local decision z;; to its neighbors
only if the norm of the difference between the current decision and its last broadcasted decision
x;—1 1s not less than the current event-triggering threshold 7.

Note that different from the distributed event-triggered online algorithm with full-information
feedback in [8]], Algorithm 1 uses the values of the local loss function f;; at x;, and x;; + 0;u;
to estimate the subgradient Jf; ,(z;.), and uses the values of the local constraint function g;; at
x;¢ and x;; + 6,u; ¢ to estimate the subgradient 0[g; ¢(x;¢)]+ as the subgradients are unavailable
in bandit setting. The subgradient approximations follow the two-point stochastic subgradient

estimator proposed in [[13]], which are given by

3fzt($zt) = (%(fm(%t + Oyu;) — fzt(xzt))uzt e R”,

~

0lgis(wir)|+ = %([Qi,t(%,t + 5tuz',t)]+ - [9i,t($z’,t>]+)T ® iy € RP™,

where 0; € (0,7(X)&] is an exploration parameter, r(X) is a constant given in Assumption 1,

& € (0,1) is a shrinkage coefficient, and u;; € SP is a uniformly distributed random vector.

B. Performance Analysis

We first appropriately design the parameter sequences for Algorithm 1, and establish dynamic

network regret and network cumulative constraint violation bounds in the following theorem.
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Algorithm 1 Distributed Event-Triggered Online Primal-Dual Algorithm with Two-Point Bandit

Feedback
Input: constant (X), non-increasing sequences {a;} C (0,+0o0), {#:} C (0,+00), {1t} C

(0,+00), {7} € (0, +00), {&} € (0,1), and {d;} C (0, 7(X)&].

Initialize: z,, € (1 — &)X, 2;; = 2,1 and ¢;; = 0,,,.

Broadcast #;; to N"(G1) and receive Z;; from j € N/*(G;) for i € [n].
fort=1,---.T—1do
for : =1,---,n in parallel do
Select vector u;; € S independently and uniformly at random.
Observe fi(is)s fir(@ie + twin), [9ia(in)] s and [gie(@ie + druir)]
Distributed consensus protocol:

n

Zit+l = Z [Wt]ij‘%jvt‘ ®)
Jj=1
Primal-dual protocol:
Qi1 = Ofis(wig) + Olgie(@ie)]+ g, (9a)
Tigy1 = Pa—g)x(Zit41 — 0e1@it41), (9b)

Qijt+1 = [(1 = Brr1ve+1) it + Ve ([gi,t(%‘,t)h

+ (3[gi,t(zz‘,t)]+)T($i,t+1 - Iz‘,t))L- (%)

Event-triggering check:
if ||z;041 — Zit]| > 7141 then
Set Z; 441 = @411, and broadcast &; ;11 to N"(Gp1).
else
Set Z; 41 = Z;4, and do not broadcast.
end if
end for
end for

Output: {z;.}.
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1
i Observe £, (x,): /. (x,+3u,): [ 2. ()], [ (v, +6u,) ]

Subgradient estimators |

AN N
Receive

Broadcast

Information integration Local update

Distributed consensus protocol Primal-dual protocol Event-triggering check

Fig. 1: Architecture of the distributed event-triggered online primal—dual algorithm with

two-point bandit feedback.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let {x;;} be the sequences generated by
Algorithm 1 with

1 1 1 r(X)

Wy
Qp = T’Bt_t_“’%_tl‘“’&_t—l—l’ L

V¢ € N,, (10)

where W, = Zzzlfk, k € (0,1) are constants. Then, for any T € N, and any comparator

sequence yir) € Xr,

E[Net-Reg({zi+}, yim)] = O(T" + V¥7T + V/ Uy 'TPp), (11
E[Net-CCV ({z;,})] = O(T'" 4 W13/, (12)

where Pr = Zf:_ll Y41 — yel| is the path-length of the comparator sequence yr).
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B. [ ]

Remark 1. Sublinear dynamic network regret bound (1) and network cumulative constraint
violation bound (12)) would be established if the path-length of the comparator sequence grows
sublinearly and the event-triggering threshold T, converges to zero, i.e., 22:1 T, grows sublin-
early. The bounds provided in (1) and (12)) characterize the impact of event-triggered threshold
T on dynamic network regret and network cumulative constraint violation through V. The larger
the event-triggering threshold 7., the larger the static part of the bound () (i.e., T" +/U1T)
and the bound (2), and the smaller the dynamic part (i.e., \/\IITTT Pr) of the bound (IIJ).

The dynamic network regret bound (1)) and network cumulative constraint violation bound (12)
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are the same as the results achieved by the distributed event-triggered online algorithm with
full-information feedback in [8]. When event-triggered communication is not considered, i.e.,
n=1m =0 fort € [2,T) these bounds recover the results achieved by the centralized
online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [16|]. When inequality constraints are not
considered, i.e., given any v € X, g;1(x) = O, for i € [n] and t € [T, the dynamic network
regret bound (1) would recover the results achieved by the distributed event-triggered online
algorithms with two-point bandit feedback in [26], [27] if the path-length of the comparator
sequence is zero for any T, i.e., Pr = 0 for any T. When both event-triggered communication
and inequality constraints are not considered, the dynamic network regret bound (1)) would
recover the results achieved by the centralized online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback
in [[13|] and the distributed online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [19] if the path-
length of the comparator sequence is zero for any T. Note that we analyze dynamic regret,
while the authors of [13)], [19], [26]], [27] analyze static regret. However, When event-triggered
communication is not considered, the network cumulative constraint violation bound ({12)) is
larger than that achieved by the centralized online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback
in [[15)]. This is reasonable since the authors of [15] consider Slater’s condition for constraint
functions (i.e., there is a point that strictly satisfies inequality constraints), which is a sufficient
condition for strong duality to hold [30], moreover, the algorithm in [15] uses full-information
feedback for constraint functions. In addition, the dynamic network regret bound (L)) and network
cumulative constraint violation bound (I2)) do not recover the results achieved by the distributed
online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [24] since the step-size o of the local primal
variable is only a special case of that in [24)]. If choosing o, = 1/+/t for the algorithm in [24)],

these bounds would recover the results achieved by the algorithm in [24].

Remark 2. The proof of Theorem 1 has substantial differences compared to that of Theorem 3
in [24)]. More specifically, in our Algorithm 1, the agents would not broadcast the current local
decisions if the event-triggering condition is not satisfied. The resulting local decision sequences
are different with those produced by the distributed online algorithm without event-triggered
communication in [24] although the updating rules are similar. This critical difference leads to
challenges in theoretical proof because we need to reanalyse the local decisions at each iteration.

To tackle these challenges, we analyse the difference between the produced local decision x;,
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and the stored local decision ; for running distributed consensus protocol at each iteration for
agent i, i € [n] in the proof of Lemma 4. The analysis shows that the norm of the difference can
be bounded by the current event-triggering threshold regardless of whether the event-triggering
condition is satisfied or not. The dynamic network regret bound (11) and network cumulative
constraint violation bound (12) are established in this way, and are thus subject to event-
triggering threshold. In addition, the proof of Theorem 1 has significant differences compared to
that of Theorem 1 in [I8]. Note that the subgradients of local loss and constraint functions are
unavailable in bandit setting. Our Algorithm 1 uses two-point stochastic subgradient estimators
for the subgradients. However, there exist gaps between the estimators and the real subgradients
as the estimators are unbiased subgradients of the uniformly smoothed versions of local loss
and constraint functions. By utilizing the property of local loss and constraint functions, e.g.,
boundedness, convexity and Lipschitz continuity, the relationship between the smooth functions
and their original functions can be established, see Lemma 1. Based on Lemma I, we reanalyse

dynamic network regret and network cumulative constraint violation bounds.

Then, we consider two classes of explicit expressions for the event-triggering threshold 7.
Firstly, we select the event-triggering threshold sequence produced by 7; = 1/, which is also
adopted by the distributed online algorithms in [26]-[29]. We establish dynamic network regret

and network cumulative constraint violation bounds in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Under the same conditions as in Theorem I with 7, = 1/t and 6 > 0, for any

T € Ny and any comparator sequence yir) € Xr, it holds that

([ O(mastsa-6/2y 4 or2p), if0<6<1,
E[Net-Reg({zi}, yi)] = { O(T* + /Tlog(T) + %Pﬁ,if =1, (13)
| O3 4 TPy, if 0 >1,
( O(Tmaxti=r/21=0/4}), if0<6<1,
E[Net-CCV({z;:})] = ¢ O(T'=%/2 4 T3/ *1og (T)'/*), if =1, (14)
O(Tmax{1=r/23/4}) if > 1.

\

Remark 3. The dynamic network regret bound (13) and network cumulative constraint violation
bound (I4) would be sublinear if the path-length Pr grows sublinearly. Moreover, the larger 0,
the smaller the static part of the bound (13) and the bound (I4), and the larger the dynamic
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part of the bound (13). When 6 > 1, these bounds recover the results achieved by the centralized
online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [16)]. In addition, when inequality constraints
are not considered, the dynamic network regret bound (13)) would recover the results achieved by
the centralized online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [13], the distributed online
algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [19], and the distributed event-triggered online
algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [26l], [27] if the path-length of the comparator
sequence is zero for any T'. In addition, we consider time-varying inequality constraints, while

the authors of [I3], [26]], [27] do not consider inequality constraints.

Secondly, we choose the event-triggering threshold sequence produced by 7, = 1/¢!, which is
also adopted in distributed optimization with event-triggered communication, see, e.g., [31]-[33].
We establish dynamic network regret and network cumulative constraint violation bounds in the

following corollary.

Corollary 2. Under the same conditions as in Theorem 1 with 7, = 1/c" and ¢ > 1, for any

T € Ny and any comparator sequence yir) € Xr, it holds that

E[Net-Reg({z:}, ypry)] = O(T™>1/2 4 TPy, (15)

E[Net-CCV ({z;,})] = O(Tmaxti=r/23/4}), (16)

Remark 4. The dynamic network regret bound (13)) and network cumulative constraint violation
bound (d6) recover the results in Corollary 1 with 8§ > 1 and achieved by the centralized
online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [16]. Moreover, when inequality constraints
are not considered, the dynamic network regret bound (13) recovers the results achieved by
the centralized online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [[I3], the distributed online
algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [19], and the distributed event-triggered online
algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [26l], [27] if the path-length of the comparator

sequence is zero for any T.

Note that the event-triggering threshold 7, in (I0Q) affects the step-size «; of the local primal

variable. To avoid that, we next show how to independently design «; in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let {x;;} be the sequences generated by
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Qo
Q¢ = t71>5t = o Nt = tl_gzagt

t
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tHU e

— Vt e N,
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7)

where ap, 01 € (0,1), 62 € (0,1), and 03 are positive constants, and Ty is a non-negative

constant. Then, for any T' € N and any comparator sequence yir) € Xr,

E[Net-Reg({zi+}, yir))] =

E[Net-CCV({z;,})] =

\

( O (T =0 + T 005
ap

+T91(1+PT) )’

@Q

O(aoT* % +T% + =2 log(T)

TNy i g =1 44,
OfagT' ™" +T% + 2

TP i gy > 14 ),
O(\/CTOT1_91/2 + T1-62/2

+/TT0%/2), if ) < 05 < 1,

O(\/OTOT1—61/2 4 T1—02/2
+\/70T10g(T)), if 93 = 1,
O(\/(TOT1—61/2 + T1—02/2

+v7oT), if 05 > 1.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C.

if91<93<1+91,

(18)

(19)

Remark 5. The dynamic network regret bound (18) and network cumulative constraint viola-

tion bound (19) are the same as the results achieved by the distributed event-triggered online

algorithm with full-information feedback in [8|], that is, in an average sense, our Algorithm 1

is as efficient as its full-information feedback version. When event-triggered communication is

not considered, i.e., 1o = 0, these bounds would recover the results achieved by the distributed

online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [24)] if 6, = 0.

Remark 6. By replacing the comparator sequence yir) with the offline optimal static decision

sequence :i"’[kT}, we have Pr = 0 for any T, and then the static network regret and cumulative

constraint violation bounds for Algorithm 1 with corresponding parameter and event-triggered

threshold sequences can be easily established based on the results in Theorems 1, 2, Corollaries 1

and 2, respectively. These bounds are the same as (L)-{6), (A8), and A9) with Pr = 0,
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respectively. When inequality constraints are not considered, these static network regret bounds
recover the results achieved by the distributed event-triggered online algorithms with two-
point bandit feedback in [26], [27]. When both event-triggered communication and inequality
constraints are not considered, these static network regret bounds recover the results achieved
by the centralized online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [13|] and the distributed

online algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in [19].

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

To evaluate the performance of Algorithm 1, we consider a distributed online linear regression
problem with time-varying linear inequality constraints over a network of n agents. At iteration ¢,
the local loss and constraint functions are f;,(x) = %(A,-J:)s — ;)% and g;4(x) = By — by,
respectively, where each component of A;; € R%*? is randomly generated from the uniform
distribution in the interval [—1,1], ¥;;, = A;,1, + (;;, with ¥;;, € R% and (;, being a standard
normal random vector, and each component of B;; € R™*? and b;; € R™ is randomly
generated from the uniform distribution in the interval [0,2] and [0, 1], respectively. We set
n =100, ¢; = 4, p = 10, m; = 2, X = [-5,5]P. We use a time-varying undirected graph to
model the communication topology. Specifically, at each iteration ¢, the graph is first randomly
generated where the probability of any two agents being connected is 0.1. Then, to make sure
that Assumption 2 is satisfied, we add edges (i,7+ 1) for i = 1,---,24 when ¢t € {4c+ 1},
edges (i,i+ 1) for i = 25, - -,49 when t € {4c + 2}, edges (i,i+ 1) for i = 50, - -, 74 when
t € {4c+ 3}, edges (i,i+ 1) for i = 75,---,99 when ¢ € {4c+ 4} with ¢ being a nonnegative
integer. Moreover, let [W,];; = 1 if (j,1) € & and [Wi]; =1 =" [Wi],..

Note that there are no other distributed event-triggered online algorithms with bandit feedback
to solve the considered problem due to the time-varying constraints. We compare our Algorithm 1
with the distributed event-triggered online algorithm with full-information in [8].

Set ay = 1/Vt, B = 1/Vt, v = 1/+/t, and 7, = 7¢/t for our Algorithm 1 and the
distributed event-triggered online algorithm in [8]]. To explore the impact of different event-
triggering threshold sequences on network regret and cumulative constraint violation, we select
790 = 0, 79 = 400, and 79 = 800, respectively. With different values of 7y, Figs. 2—4 illustrate
the evolutions of the average cumulative loss = "7 | ST fi(ziy)/T, the average cumulative

constraint violation £ 7" | S ()] I/T and total number of triggers, respectively. The
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Fig. 2: Evolutions of £ ™" S filzi)/T.
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Fig. 3: Evolutions of 1 37 ' S™7 |l[ge(zi0)] ||/ T

results show that as 7, increases, the average cumulative loss and the average cumulative
constraint violation increase, while the total number of triggers decreases, which are consistent
with Theorem 2. In addition, Figs. 2 and 3 also show that our proposed algorithm has larger
average cumulative loss and constraint violation than the algorithm in [8] under the same 7.
However, the disadvantages gradually weaken as 7y increases, and our Algorithm 1 has smaller

average cumulative loss when 75 = 800.
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Fig. 4: Evolutions of total number of triggers.

V. CONCLUSIONS

This paper considered the distributed bandit convex optimization problem with time-varying
inequality constraints. To better utilize communication resources, we proposed the distributed
event-triggered online primal—dual algorithm with two-point bandit feedback. We analyzed the
network regret and cumulative constraint violation for the proposed algorithm under several
classes of appropriately chosen decreasing parameter sequences and non-increasing event-triggered
threshold sequences. Our theoretical results were comparable to the results achieved by dis-
tributed event-triggered online algorithms with full-information feedback. In brief, this paper
broadened the applicability of distributed event-triggered online convex optimization to the
regime with time-varying constraints.

The future direction is to investigate new distributed online algorithms with two-point bandit
feedback such that the network regret bound can be reduced under the strongly convex con-
dition and the network cumulative constraint violation bound can be reduced when the global
constraint function satisfies Slater’s condition. Moreover, we will also investigate compressed

communication to reduce communication overhead at each iteration.

APPENDIX

A. Useful Lemmas

Some preliminary results are given in this section.
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Lemma 1. (Lemma 8 in [24]) If Assumption 1 holds. Then, f,t(:)s) and [§; +(x)]+ are convex on
(1—-¢)X, and for any i € [n], t e N, x € (1 =&)X g € R,

Ofi1(z) = By, [0fi4(2)), (20a)
fir (x) < fia (2) < fig (2) + F2d, (20b)
10f;4(x)|| < pF, (20¢)
9[gis(2))s = By, [0]gis(2)], ], (20d)
q"gis(@)]y < q"[Gin(@)] < ¢ lgie()]y + Fadillall, (20e)
10]g:4(2)], || < pF, (200)
19i.(2)] || < F7, (202)

where f,t(x) = E,cpe[fit(z+ 0v)] and [§;1(x)]+ = Eyepe [[gi,t(x + 5tv)]+] with v being chosen
uniformly at random, and $l; is the o-algebra induced by the independent and identically

distributed variables uy ¢, - - -, Uy, 4.

Lemma 2. (Lemma 4 in [24]]) If Assumption 2 holds. For all i € [n] and t € N, &;; generated
by Algorithm 1 satisfy

A - t—2 - ~ 1 - 2 A - t—s—2 - AT
|25 = 2ol < TATEY (1250 +EZ 15 emall + €Tl 7Y N2 gl @D
J=1 Jj=1 s=1 j=1

o 1 n . AT — A — .
where T; = - ijl Tjrand €7, | = Tip — Zip.

Lemma 3. (Lemma 9 in [24]) Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and v3; < 1, t € N,. For

all i € [n] and t € N, the sequences q;, generated by Algorithm 2 satisfy

1 Beqit|| < o1, (22)

R A 1
Nii(ps) < 200 + qfy 1biy — 1 [gia-1(zia—1)]4 + 5ﬁt“ﬂz‘||2 + phallpillllziy — @il (23)
. > A T
where @y = Fy + 2pF3R(X), and by = [gis—1(xi1—1)]+ + (9gia—1(ip—1)],) " (@ig — Tig—1)-

Next, we present network regret bound at one iteration.
Note that since there exists the event-triggering check in our Algorithm 1, the local decisions

and corresponding losses of the agents may be different with those of the distributed online
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algorithm with two-point bandit feedback in although the updating rules are similar. We
give a new bound for the average of network-wide loss at one iteration based on the behavior of
Algorithm 1 under event-triggering check in the proof of the following lemma, which is critical

to re-derive network regret bound at one iteration.

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. For all i € [n], let {z;;} be the sequences

generated by Algorithm 2 and {y,} be an arbitrary sequence in X, then

_th ll'zt = fi yt)

. ] — X -
. Z a4t ([9:6(y0)] . — By [biin1]) + - Z Fy (2|25 — %ol + pEa, [[l2is — @i [l])
=1 i—1

1

5 ZEm 19 — Zzt—i—l” - ||yt+1_zzt+2|| +|Ge+1 — fl?zt+1|| — 19t — @i e | }
nag4q ©
1o~ Ey[llef, )]
+ = ZF2 st+6t)(||qi,t||+1)+2an—52;@7¢, (24)
t+1

i=1

where U, is the o-algebra induced by the independent and identically distributed variables

Uty * "y Unte

Proof. We first analyze the behavior of Algorithm 1 under event-triggering check.

In Algorithm 1, for any ¢t € Ny, if ||z;,01 — Zi¢l| > 7et1, then ||T01 — @ipa || < 7gq. If
| Tit41 — Tiel| < Teg1, then ;441 = & and we still have ||Z; 441 — @ 411]| < 711 Therefore, we
always have ||Z;; — x;¢|| < 7 for any ¢ > 2, i € [n]. Recall that Z;; = 2, 1. Thus, ||Z;; — z;4]| <
7, for any t > 1, i € [n].

Next, we give the bound for the average of network-wide loss at one iteration.

From Assumption 1, for i € [n], t € N, z,y € X, we have

|fir() = fur(y)l < Ballz =y, (252)

19:.4(x) = gin (W)l < F2llz —yl. (25b)

From (20b), 23d) and ||&;; — x| < 7, we have

% Z fi(wir)
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= % Z fi,t(i(fi,t) + % Z Z (fj,t(xi,t) - fj,t(xj,t))

i=1 j=1
< - Z fir(wis) + e} Z Z i — 24|
i=1 i=1 j=1
1 & 2F
< EZfzt(%t =2 Z |Zir — Tt || + 2F5m
i=1 i=1
1~ 2F
< i Z fir(zig) + =2 Z |Zir — Zt|| + 2F5m. (26)
i=1 i=1
It then follows from the proof of Lemma 10 of [24] that (24]) holds. [ ]

Lemma 5. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and v; < 1, t € N. For all i € [n), let {z;,}

be the sequences generated by Algorithm 2. Then, for any comparator sequence yir) € Xr,

E[Net-Reg({zi+}, yim)]

T T T
-
< 2(p + 1) Fyws + 262 Z Yo+ 1083 > o + Fy(dos +2 Z T+ 2R(X) Y Of“
=1 =1 t=1 tt1
QR(X) & — §i1
+ X e+ 3 By 460 1) 2R S S S
-~ Z H(R(X)E; + 6:)( 5, ) (X)? ; ot
T n
1 1 1
5 — — — + B )Elaiel?]. @7)
M E Tt T
1 n T
T
i=1 t=1
T T
< A(p+ V)nF FywoT + 2nFy Fy(co + 2) TZ T + 2 + Z (B¢ + 40@30y) ) (R4 T
=1 t=1
r T
+2(p + V)nFyw, + 2ndos Z Ve + 20ntos Z oy + nlh (g + 2 ZTt + 2nR(X) Z O;H
=1 =1 =1 =1 ttl
2nR(X) X)? d § — &1
it A nF +0)(— +1
o ; o~ Z L (REG +8) (2 5ty
1 !
- = Z —— — Bt-l—l)”qlt /"LZJH ) (28)
2 t=1 i=1 V41

S g (i),
i (Bt d0@sar)”

where @y = 2wy + 2pwy + p, w3 = 2Fyws + p*ws, and [i; =
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Proof. From (@) and ¢, = (1 — &) v, we have

G11 — Zip | = 190 — zi e
= ||Jt41 — Tigr + 9 — Tigr ||| D1 — Ut + i1 — Tippa ||
S ARX)[[Ge+1 — Ge + @ipr1 — Big |
< ARX)[|Ger1 — Gell + ARX) i1 — Tig |
S AR Gr1 — Gell + AR(X) Ty
ARX)(1 = &er)yers — (1 = &)uell + AR(X) T
ARX)[I(L = &)y — (1 = Gn)ye + (1 = &e)ye — (1 = E)uel| + AR(X) e
ARX(X = &e1) (W1 — ye) + (& — Syl + AR(X) Ti
<ARX)||yesr — yell + 4R(X)* (& — Eeir) + AR(X) 71 (29)

From @23), @4) and 29), we have

- Z it41 ) +Mz [gzt(xlt)] ﬁt+1||ﬂz|| th Izt — fi(ye)
R 1 o= & SN )
< 287y + 26T + - Z: A (i) + o ; (19 = zieeaI” = 1 Ges1 — 2iagal”)
2R(X)T 2R 2R(X)*(& —
+ ( ) t+1 + ( )Hyt L — ytH + ( ) (gt €t+1)
at+1 Q41 Q41
+= ZFQ X)& + 00) (lgill + 1), (30)

where

~ . - 1 .
Aigrr(ps) = pEa(lill + Dllzie = wigll + 28| 2i0 — Tl = 5—— ez l1%.
Qe

From (@) and {a;} is non-increasing, we have

Z

2 N 2
— Zig1ll” = (|41 — Zigs2||”)

t=1
T
1 1 1 1.,.

= Z — 19t — zigall* = ——Ges1 — zigsall® + (—— = =) — 20001 ]1%)

— M Q41 Qupr oy

11 AR(X)?
g— — Zio|]P — —— — 2 + — —)JAR(X)* < . (3D
I = 2l = s — el 4 3 (- Lyangee < 48

t=1
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From 3I) and {a;} is non-increasing, setting yr41 = yr and u; = 0,,,, summing (30) over

t € [T] gives
1 T n
Net-Reg({xi+}, yim) + - Z Z Aii11(0m,)
t=1 i=1
T 2
IR(X)T1  2R(X)?  2R(X)
< 267 +) 2Fm + - Airi1(0,) + + + P
1 Z%H Z 2Tt ;; it ( ; Qe ATt ar T
§ — &1

+2R(X + Y F +6)(— +1 32
z - 22 K)o +5) (5" +1). 62

We then establish a lower bound for network regret.

For any T' € N, we have

1 G741 — Nz‘“z ||Mz“2
Az 7 . - + 6 QZ 7 + : - . (33)
Z 1 () =3 ; ot )G — pa || v 2
Substituting ; = 0,,, into (33)) yields
d - U
ZAz +1(0 5 Z — = 7— + 5t+1)||%t|| (34)
=1 t=1
We have
T t—2 T—-2 n T—t—2 T-2 n
DY N QZIIé EDIMEA Z X < A [EA (35)
t=1 s=1 t=1 j=1 t=1 j=1
and
€51l = | %ie — mie + wip — 20|l < Ml€Fall + 72, (36)

where Eit—1 = Tit — Zig-

From 1), (33) and (36), we have
Zuxn—xtn cmt 1SS 1||+Zr|a” 1||+2th

t=1 j=1

- -2 n T—-2

— ZZ el + =5 D e (37)
t=1 j=1 t:l

For any j; € R™ and a > 0, it follows from (37) that

T n
DO lmilllldse — |

t=1 i=1
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n n

n T
1 . 2 2
SONZESI R N (Gl + Pl

t=2 1=1 j=1
T n

303 (G et + apFaaull)

t=2 =1

T n n

aongT oy
F3 (mmarletil + GE l)
T n

t=2 1=1 j=1
T n
302l + 5 2o D wll

t=1 i=1 t=2 i=1

T n T n
T 2
le?, 111 + Z Zapw?)atH,UiH + @y Z ZTt||Mz'||~ (38)

t=2 i=1 t=1 i=1

n T n
< wy Z [ 2
i=1 t=2 i=

For any p; € R™ and a > 0, we have

il i = i ]

< H/MH Hxi,t - Zi,t+1|| + ||Mz'“ HZi,t+1 - xi,t+1||

apFooqq

1
< Wz — = e P R |12 39
< ol = seeall + e+ L 3)
From @) and > 77", [W],; = >0, [Wi];; = 1, we have
n
Z ||$Czt - Zz',t+1“
i=1
n
< Z (zie = Zell + (|2 — 23 p41])
i=1
n n
< Z (i = Zig + Zig — Zef| + (|7 — Z [Walis54)
i=1 j=1
n n
< Z 250 — @ipll + (|20 — Ze]]) +ZZ (Wil llze — 5l
=1 j=1

< 2Z||:?:i,t — +Z¢t. (40)
i=1 i=1

From (38)-#@Q), for any p; € R™ and a > 0, we have
T

Z ZPF2||M|| @i — 5 014]|

t=1 =1

< ZZ%FzHMzHH% — 7| +szzZTt||m I+ ZZ —|| Fll”

t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1 i=1
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T n 2 112
ap”F5oy 2
+ 2T,
> 5 Al

1=1

< 2pF2WzZ ]l + (24 + 1) szZZTth |+ Zzap @50 | il
t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1
+ZZ

t=1 i=1

Choosing ||| =1 in (B8] and @) yields

!I€§t||2- (41)

T n
> 2Bl — @]
t=1 i=1
T n
< 2nF2wQ+2nF2w4ZTt+ZZ 2aF2w304t+—H5zt 1|| ), (42)
t=1 t=2 i=1

and

n

T
Z pF2||SCi,t - SL’i,t+1H
t=1

i=1

< 27’LpFQWQ+(QW4—|—1 onQZTt—l-anp w5Zat+1+ZZ 5 5;0715“2

=1 =1 i=1 +1

From @I)-#@3), and choosing a = 10 yields

Z Z Ai,t—l—l (Omz>

t=1 1=1

(43)

T T T =
< 2npFywy + (204 + 1)npFsy ZTt + 10np*ws; Z Qg1 + Z Z 0

t=1 t=1 t=1 =1

+ 2nF2w4Z7‘t + 20nF2wgzOét + ZZ 10 &7 it— 1||

t=2 1=1

3
’|5;'E,t||2 + 2n ko,
+1

IIEZ”,tII2

<2(p + )nkFyws + nkyw, Z 7 + 10no3 Z Q. (44)
=1 t=1

Combining (32), (34) and @4)) yields @27).

(ii) We first provide a loose bound for network cumulative constraint violation.

We have

/MT [9i.4(Ti0)]+ = MiT[gi,t(Ij,t)]Jr + MiT[gi,t(xi,t)]Jr - /%'T 934 (5.0)]+

> M?[Qz’,t(i’fj,t)h — [l ||[9i,t(93i,t)]+ - [gi,t(l"j,t)LH
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> MiT[gi,t(xj,t)h — llkillllgie(@iz) — gie(zi)l
> 13 [9ia(xj)] 5 — Fallpallllzie — 254
> 1 19i0(y )l = Ballwillll 2o — zoall = Eallpallll 20 — |
— Bollpallll 25 — @jell = Follpill| 250 — Zell, (45)

where the second inequality holds since projection operator is non-expansive, and the third
inequality holds due to (23h)).
Combining (30) and (@3)), setting y; = y, and summing over j € [n] yields

n 1 n
Z (A () Z/"Lz gia(Tie)] | — §ﬁt+1“/~bi||2) + th(xi,t) —nfi(y)
=1 i=1
B A X 2nR(X 2nR(X)? (& —
< 208y + Z Aipyr () + —At + 2nkym; + nEX)7i il (X)” (& = &)
i=1 n | Qi1
1 n
> (= sl = I — 20l + S RBREE 8l £ 1. @6
izt i=1

where

~

At () = Ay () + Bollpall |00 — Zel| + Fori| ],

A= ZZF2||Mz||||%t — Il + Z”Fﬂt“ﬂzn

=1 j=1

Similar to the way to (38), we have

T n
SN Bollulllldi -

t=1 =1

<sz22||m||+zz —lfo I 3 S el + Py > 3 il

t=2 i=1 t=2 i=1 t=1 i=1

“47)
Combining (38), @1)-@3), @), and choosing a = 20 yields

Z Z Ai,t+1(,ui)

t=1 =1

T T n
< 2p+ )nFyws + 200t Y oy +nFad 7+ (2p+ D) Faws > |l
t=1 t=1 =1
T

T n n
+20(p"ws + Faws) D Y oullpll* + Fa(@pwoa +p+wa+1) D> 7wl
t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1
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T n
=22 gra Nt (48)

t=1 i=1
From (@7)), we have
T

SN sl — @l

t=1 i=1 j=1

T n n n

T
< mz il 230 3 S et sl + 2 333 fef

=2 i=1 j=1 t=2 i=1 j=1

+ nwy Z Z 7el |5 |

t=1 j=1

n n

T
< nwzz Il + 3233 (el + 2P 1)

t=2 i=1 j=1

T

15 9) D) i Fo o “’ZFQT)‘“H )+ ez S S il

t=2 i=1 j=1 t=1 j=1

—anZHqu+Zzanwwt||m|| +ZZ—|| eall?

t=2 i=1 i=1

+nw4ZZTtH,ui||. (49)

t=1 i=1

Choosing a = 20 in @9) yields
T
B
< Fz@zz il + ZZQUFWzatIIMzH + ZZ 00, lefesl® + FstZZTtlluzll

t=1 i=1 =2 i=1 t=1 i=1
(50)

Let h;j : R} — R be a function defined as
zy ,uz — Z gzt x]t ||,uz|| + Z 515 +40’W30&t)) (51)

From (Iﬁl) G3), @), (IEII) and (31)), summing (EB]) over t € [T] gives
—ZZ — +5t+1)’|€ht pill” + = Zzhzy 1:) + nNet-Reg({@; ¢}, yir)

t=1 i=1 ’lljl
T T T

< 2(p+ 1)nFywmy + 2neo? Z% + 20no3 Z ay + nky(cop + 2) Z

t=1 t=1 t=1
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n T

T 2
T, 2nR(X
+2(P+1F2w2§ Il + Fo(@n +2) 32 mllll +20R(X) Y THE 4 (X)

i=1 =1 i=1 =1 Qi+ aT+1

N Z 2nR(X)*(& — &in) n Zan X)&, + 5t)(_ +1). (52)

«
1 t+1 =1 B

Substituting y; = 4 into (51D yields

IST giezil, |
hij (ud) = + : 53
J (:u j) 2(7_11 + ZZ“ZI (ﬁt +4Oﬁ3at)) ( )

From g,(z) = COI(QLt(l')» i 'agn,t(x)), we have

n n

T
ST gz 2 = ZIIZ DN (54)
i=1 j=1

t=1

From (6a), we have
—Net—Reg({xi,t}, y[T]) < HT. (55)

From (6D), we have
T
] < ——— — (56)
el Yoy (B + 4030)

Substituting ; = ,u?j into (32)), combining (33)-(36) yields 28).
B. Proof of Theorem 1

Based on Lemma 5, we are now ready to prove Theorem 1.

(i) For any constant a € [0,1) and 7" € N, it holds that
T

T

1 1 T\ =% —q Tl

— <1 —d < . 57
ga_ /t“ l—a ~—1—a 7

1

~
I

Form (®7)), we have

T v T 1
> Ttgx/\pTZ—gzx/T\pT. (58)

T T T
P~ SNV SNV RV 78 (59)

> 0. (60)
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For any T' € N, there exists a constant /7 > 0 such that

G 1 +1
;(t+1_t+2) \Ifm H\/ ‘ 61

Combining (IQ), 27), (D—(&I) yields

E[Net-Reg({zi+}, yim)]

262 T
< 2p+ 1) Fymy + %T“ + 2005/ TWr + Fy(az +2)Ur + 2R(X)V/TUr +2V2R(X)* || £
T

+ B (R(X) + (X)) (%T“ +log(T)) + 21&1’1%(3@2\/\1]I +2R(X) \/\?PT, (62)

which gives (LI).
(ii) Combining (I0Q), @28), G-I yields

B DI oL P

11—k

1
< A(p+ DnFyFymonT + 208 Fy(ay + 2) Ty +2(- + 80855/TU7) <nF1T
1

oIne 2
+2(p+ )nFyms + LT L 40ncos/TUr + nFy(d9 + 2)Ug + 2nR(X)/T U7
K

+ 2\/§nR(X)2\/§T + zmarR(Xf\/\I]T2 + nFy (R(X) + (X)) (%T“ + 1og(T))). (63)

From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

n T

CSI el 1) < - SIS o], (64)

i=1 t=1 i=1  t=1

We have
T T T T
> g I <> Mge(win)], Z ge(zi)l e < vml o), | (65)
=1 =1 =1 =1

Combining (63)—(63) yields (12). [ |

C. Proof of Theorem 2
Based on Lemma 5, we are now ready to prove Theorem 2.

For any 7" > 3, it holds that

H—l}—t

T
1

/;dt <1+ log(T) < 2log(T). (66)

1
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For any constant b > 1 and 7" € N, there exists a constant M/ > 0 such that
T

1
Z 5 < M. 67)
t=1

(i) Combining (I7) with 03 € (01,1), @7, @0) and @27) yields

E[Net-Reg({i}, yr))]
2@%T€2 4 10’@30&0T1_01 2R(X)T0Tl+91_93 F2 (@2 + 2)7’0T1_93

<
<2Apt Dhwe + = -6, 016t 16,
AR(X)*T?  2R(X)T"Pr  2R(X)*(2 - 6,) & T
+ + + + F(R(X) +r(X +log(T)).
Qg I ao(1 —6)) 2( (X) ( ))( 0, g( ))
(68)

Combining (I7) with 63 = 1, (37), ©0), 6) and 7)) yields

E[Net-Reg({xi+}, yim)]
23T 10@300T " 2R(X)7T"

< ; T
<2(p+1)Fywy + 7 - + B0 + 2F5(cg + 2)10 log(T')
AR(X)* T 2R(X)T"Pr  2R(X)*(2—6,) & T
+ + + + F(R(X) 4+ r(X +log(T)).
Qg I ao(1 —6)) 2( (X) ( ))( ) g( ))
(69)

Combining (I7) with 1 < 03 < 1+ 6, &), (60), (67) and @27) yields

E[Net-Reg({z;.}, y[T})]

26270 108,70 2R(X)rT1+01—0:
< 2p + 1) Fywmy + 2217~ 4 T30 (X)mo

‘l‘ Fg(@Q + 2)’7‘0M

05 1—06; (1+6; — 63
4R(X)2T91 2R(X)T€1 Pr QR(X)2(2 . 91) @1T92
T T T ey Fy(R(X) + r(X)) (5 — + log(T).
(70)

Combining (I7) with 63 = 1 + 6, &), (©0), (66), (67) and @27) yields

E[Net-Reg ({1}, yr))]
2@%T€2 10’@30&0T1_01 + 4R(X)Tg lOg(T)

S 2(p+1)Fg@g—|— —I—Fg(@Q—FQ)’TQM

62 1— 91 Qp
AR(X)*T  2R(X)T*Pr 2R(X)*(2— 40 o T
ARGITR 2RETPr | 2RE)@ =00 | b ey 4 o(x)) (P21 4 10g(T)).
ap Qp ap(1 —61) 2

(71)
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Combining (Djb with 93 > 1+ 919 m)a (m)a (m) and (IZI) ylelds

E[Net-Reg({i.+}, yim)]

2652702 10 Ti-0 2R(X )t M
<2(p+ 1)Fyws + “1 “s%0 + (X)mo

+ Fg(@g + 2)7’0M

92 1 - 91 Qy
AR(X)’T"  2R(X)T"Pr  2R(X)*(2—6,) G T
F(R(X X log(T)).
+ o + o + 10 + F(R(X) + (X)) ( % +log(T))
(72)
From (68)—(72), we have (18).
(i) Combining (I7) with 63 € (6,,1), (&7), (€0) and @28) yields
1 n T
IR AN
n i=1 t=1
2’)1F1F2(@2 + 2)’7‘0T2_93 1 719 40@30&07—‘1_61
<4 nF Fyw,T 2n(— nT
<A(p+ 1)nF Fyw,T + T4, +n(71+1_92+ 10, )(1
26T 20G300T " ARX)’T"  2R(X)*(2 — 6))
2(p + 1)F. :
+ (p_l— ) 2wz + 92 1-— 91 * (7)) * Oéo(l — 91)
2R(X)’7‘0T1+€1_63 FQ(?ADQ + 2)’7‘0T1_€3 @1T€2
F(R(X X log(T)) ). 73
ap(l+0; — 03) 1—06s + 2( (X) +7( ))( 0, + log( ))> (73)
Combining (I7) with 63 = 1, (37), (©0), (@6) and 28} yields
1 n T
E[ SO lgria)] 7]
=1 t=1
1 TY% 4050010
< 4(p + 1)nFy FymosT + 4nFy Fy (s + 2)7T log(T) + 2n(— + 4 Hsa )(FlT
7o 1—=0; 1—-06,
262T%  0d300T " ARX)’T® 2R(X)*(2—6))
2(p + 1)F. L
+ (p_'_ ) 2@+ 92 1— 91 * Qp * 060(1 — 91)
2R(X) 1T 1T
+ (a% + 2F5(cog + 2)19 log(T') + F (R(X) + T(X)) (wle + log(T))). (74)
(%! 2

Combining (I7) with 1 < 03 < 1+ 6, &), (60Q), (€7) and @28) yields

BL SIS (e, I

i=1  t=1
7102 40@30&0T1_01
— + +
Al 1 —0, 1—-0;
26277 N 208750070 N AR(X)*T" N 2R(X)*(2 - 6,)
92 1— 91 (%)) Oé(](l — 91)

< A(p+ 1)nFyFywyT + 4nFy Fy (g + 2) 1o MT + 2n( )<F1T

+ 2(]) + 1)F2w2 +
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2R(X)7’0T1+91_93
Oéo(l + 91 — 93)

+ Fy(cs + 2)1oM + F>(R(X) + r(X)) (@19—?92 + log(T))>. (75)

Combining (I7) with 03 = 1 + 6, &2, (€Q), (66), (67) and 28) yields

B SIS (o), I

i=1 t=1
1 TY%  40Gs00T "
< A(p + 1)nFy FymoT + AnFy Fy(crs + 2)70MT + 2n(— + 4 % )(FlT
Y1 1-— 92 1-— 91
26T 2063007 " 4ARX)’T"  2R(X)*(2 — 6))
2(p+ 1) F. L
+2(p+ 1) Fowy + 0 + = + o + ool 00)
AR(X) 7 log(T VAL
il )Z) al) | Fy(@y + 2)10M + F3(R(X) + 7(X)) (% + log(T))>. (76)
0 2

Combining (I7) with 63 > 1 + 6, &2, ©Q), (67) and @28)) yields

B SIS (i), I

i=1  t=1
1 T=02  40&~cT1—0
< Ap + V)nFy Fyw,T + 4nFy Fy(doy + 2)1oMT + 2n(— + , 409300 )< BT
v 1—6, 1—6,
258" 20T " AR(X)T" | 2R(X)(2 - 6))
+2(p+ 1) Fymog + —2 + + n
LA 0> 1—6 Qg ap(l —6y)
2R(X) 1o M &, T2
0 2

Combining (64), (63) and (Z3)—(72) yields (19).
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