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real-time optimization problem by employing the Lyapunov optimization framework. Then, to solve the real-time optimization problem,
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1 INTRODUCTION

W ITH the proliferation of the Internet of Things (IoT)
devices and the development of the sixth generation

(6G) technology, various new applications emerging, such
as the online game, virtual reality (VR), augmented reality
(AR), mixed reality (MR), and healthcare monitoring. These
applications are typically delay-sensitive and computation-
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hungry, imposing strict requirements on computing capa-
bilities. However, due to the physical constraints of the
user devices (UDs), they are typically equipped with lim-
ited computing and energy resources, making it difficult
to meet the demanding requirements of applications. To
overcome these challenges, multi-access edge computing
(MEC) is considered a promising technology by migrating
cloud computing capabilities in close proximate to UDs. By
offloading tasks to MEC servers, the delay-sensitive and
computation-hungry tasks can be processed in an energy-
efficient and cost-effective way. Accordingly, the computing
capability and battery life of the UDs can be extended.

Despite the abovementioned benefits, several significant
challenges should be addressed to fully exploit the po-
tential of MEC for efficient task offloading. Different from
traditional cloud computing system, a MEC system is con-
strained by limited resources. Specifically, the UDs such as
the wearable, handheld, and VR/AR/MR equipment, are
typically equipped with limited battery capacity to enhance
portability. However, once the battery is depleted, the de-
vices are unable to complete their tasks. This is particularly
critical for healthcare applications that require constant op-
eration to monitor physiological data. Moreover, due to the
physical and spectrum limitations in wireless communica-
tions, MEC servers have limited communication resources.
Additionally, unlike centralized cloud, MEC servers are also
equipped with limited computational capabilities. However,
the explosive growth of computation-intensive and delay-
sensitive tasks puts stringent requirements on MEC servers.
As a result, the strict requirements of UDs and the limited
resources of MEC servers present challenges in designing ef-
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ficient task offloading and resource management strategies.
An MEC system also exhibits greater complex features

compared to conventional wireless systems. Specifically,
the MEC system is dynamic, due to fluctuating network
conditions, varying UD mobility patterns, unpredictable
task arrivals, and continuous task processing. Addition-
ally, UDs have limited energy, MEC servers have con-
strained resources, and most tasks are delay-sensitive and
computation-intensive. Thus, incorporating these complex
features into an optimization model is challenging, as it
requires accurately capturing the complexity and variability
of the MEC system.

The complexity of the optimization model introduces ad-
ditional challenges in solving the corresponding optimiza-
tion problem. First, the dynamic nature of MEC systems
results in time-coupled optimization problems. In particular,
the delay sensitivity of tasks necessities real-time decision
making, which requires complete information about the
system. However, the dynamics of MEC systems makes it
difficult to predict the UD demands and resource avail-
ability. Moreover, different decisions in MEC systems are
interdependent. For example, the task offloading decisions
of UDs and the resource allocation decisions of MEC servers
are coupled and jointly affect both immediate performance
and the future system states. Consequently, this complex-
ity and interdependence complicate the design of efficient
approaches for solving the optimization problem.

Addressing the aforementioned challenges requires effi-
cient optimization of resource allocation and task offloading.
To this end, the work presents an online collaborative task
offloading and resource allocation approach for the MEC
system. Our main contributions are outlined as follows.

• System Architecture. We employ a hierarchical edge-
cloud collaborative MEC architecture, composed of a
UDs layer, an MEC layer, and a cloud layer. Specifically,
tasks generated at the UD layer can be executed locally,
or offloaded to the MEC servers. Then, at the MEC
layer, the MEC servers can select to process the tasks
or offload them to the cloud layer. The cloud server
provides support by collaboratively managing excess
workloads from the MEC servers.

• Problem Formulation. Given the energy constraints of
the UDs and the delay sensitivity of tasks, we formu-
late an energy-efficient and delay-aware optimization
problem (EEDAOP). A goal of EEDAOP is to minimize
the average UD energy consumption while meeting the
task deadlines of UDs and long-term queuing delay
constraints at the edge. However, EEDAOP is proved to
be an NP-hard mixed integer nonlinear programming
(MINLP) problem.

• Algorithm Design. To solve the formulated EEDAOP,
we propose an online communication resource alloca-
tion and task offloading approach (OJCTA). First, to
deal with the dependence of the problem, we trans-
form EEDAOP into a real-time optimization problem
by applying the Lyapunov optimization framework.
Then, to solve the real-time optimization problem, we
propose a communication resource allocation and task
offloading optimization method that employs the Tam-
mer decomposition mechanism, convex optimization

method, bilateral matching mechanism, and dependent
rounding method.

• Validation. The performance of the proposed OJCTA is
analyzed and demonstrated through theoretical analy-
sis and simulation. Specifically, we theoretically prove
that the proposed OJCTA has a polynomial worst-case
computational complexity. Moreover, the simulation
results demonstrate OJCTA outperforms other compar-
ative approaches.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section
2 provides an overview of the related work. Section 3
describes the relevant models. In Section 4, we outline the
problem formulation along with a detailed analysis. Section
5 details the proposed OJCTA approach. Section 6 gives
the simulation results and the analysis. Finally, Section 7
presents the conclusion of this work.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 MEC Architecture
MEC is emerging as a promising architecture to extend the
computing capabilities of UDs, and has attracted increasing
research attention. From the perspective of network archi-
tecture, the existing studies can be primarily categorized
into single-MEC-server architectures and multiple-MEC-
server architectures.

For single MEC architectures, Tao et al. [1] considered a
multi-user scenario with a single MEC server, allowing users
to offload some of their computational tasks to the edge
server while processing the rest locally. Xiao et al. [2] studied
a device to device-aided MEC system, in which a remote
cloud and an edge server are deployed to offer computing
capabilities for the mobile users. Moreover, Wang et al. [3]
explored the resource management in a non-orthogonal
multiple access (NOMA)-MEC system, where users offload
the tasks to the MEC server by using the NOMA scheme.
However, the single MEC server architecture is constrained
by the limited coverage and resources, making it less suit-
able for the large-scale or dense-populated scenarios.

To address the limitations of the single-MEC-server-
architecture, researchers explored multiple-MEC-server ar-
chitecture. For example, Ndikumana et al. [4] presented
a collaborative MEC architecture, where multiple MEC
servers are grouped into a cluster to collaboratively process
the computation tasks of users. Yi et al. [5] proposed a
workload re-allocation approach by stimulating different
MEC servers to participate in server collaboration for work-
load exchange. However, compared to cloud computing, the
resources of MEC servers are inherently constrained, mak-
ing it challenging to meet the computational intensive and
latency sensitive requirements of users in densely populated
scenarios, especially during peak usage periods or when
multiple users simultaneously offload tasks.

The existing architectures are inadequate in scenarios
characterized by high user density and significant com-
putational resource demands. To address this, we present
a hierarchical edge-cloud collaborative MEC architecture,
where the cloud server assists MEC servers in task pro-
cessing. This architecture effectively combines the powerful
computational capability of the cloud server with the low-
latency benefit of edge servers.
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2.2 Optimization Metrics of MEC System
Recent studies have explored various aspects of metric
optimization for MEC systems, with the primary focuses
on task offloading and resource allocation.

Task offloading is a critical technique in MEC systems
and has been extensively investigated by recent studies. For
example, Chen et al. [6] focused on minimizing the max-
imum delay by optimizing the multi-hop task offloading
for MEC-assisted vehicular system. To minimize the wire-
less energy transmission consumption, Bolourian et al. [7]
proposed a harvest-then-offload approach for the wireless-
powered MEC system. Moreover, Gao et al. [8] aimed to
minimize the maximum total task delay by optimizing the
task offloading decisions in wireless powered MEC system.

Some studies further investigated joint resource allo-
cation and task offloading to fully leverage the advan-
tages of MEC. For example, Hoang et al. [9] formulated
an utility maximization problem that integrates completion
delay, energy consumption, and achievable rate via jointly
optimizing the radio resource allocation and task offload-
ing in stochastic MEC systems. Diamanti et al. [10] aimed
to minimize the maximum experienced delay of users by
optimizing both task assignment ratios and the allocated
computing resources. Mei et al. [11] presented a joint opti-
mization problem of task offloading and resource allocation
to maximize the throughput of the MEC system. Moreover,
Liu et al. [12] aimed to achieve latency reduction through the
optimization of access point selection, task offloading, and
resource allocation in a heterogeneous MEC environment.

The abovementioned works mainly optimize the per-
formance metrics of delay or energy consumption for the
MEC system. However, extensive task offloading could re-
sult in workload accumulation at the MEC servers, which
in turn causes queuing delays at the edge. The queuing
delay could significantly degrade the system performance,
especially during peak usage periods or in high-demand
scenarios. In contrast to the previous studies, our work
addresses an energy-efficient and delay-aware optimization
problem to minimize UD energy consumption under the
delay constraints. The delay constraints include task dead-
lines for UDs and long-term queuing delay limits at the
edge, which ensure task processing timeliness and stability
at MEC servers, respectively. The constraints are essential
for applications such as the telemedicine and online gaming
where both instantaneous response and sustained perfor-
mance stability should be guaranteed [13].

2.3 Optimization Approach
Various approaches have been employed to solve the com-
plex optimization problems, such as heuristic algorithm,
game theory, and deep reinforcement learning (DRL). For
example, Mei et al. [14] presented a joint resource allocation
and task offloading optimization approach by using the
heuristic algorithm. Moreover, Fan et al. [15] employed po-
tential game to deal with the edge competition in vehicular
MEC networks. Chu et al. [16] adopted the game theory
to optimize the task offloading strategies for multi-user
MEC system. Besides, Fang et al. [17] designed a DRL-based
resource allocation and task offloading scheme to minimize
the energy consumption for MEC systems. In addition, Yang

Fig. 1: The proposed three-layer collaborative MEC system
architecture.

et al. [18] introduced a cooperative task offloading method
by utilizing the multi-agent DRL algorithm, allowing each
server to make independent offloading decisions.

However, heuristic algorithms typically could not guar-
antee optimal solutions and often require numerous iter-
ations for dynamic and large-scale scenarios, resulting in
high computational overhead, extended processing delays,
and inflexibility to adapt to dynamic environments. More-
over, game theory-based approaches can be mathematically
complex and may struggle with scalability, particularly in
scenarios with a high number of users and servers, where
interactions become increasingly intricate. Besides, although
DRL is powerful for learning optimal policies, it requires
a substantial amount of sample data to obtain the optimal
decisions, which can be problematic for real-time scenar-
ios with limited data availability. Additionally, DRL-based
methods often lack the theoretical performance guarantees,
making them less reliable in ensuring long-term system
stability for dynamic scenarios. In contrast, the Lyapunov-
based optimization framework is able to make real-time de-
cisions and provide stable performance guarantees. There-
fore, we propose an online joint optimization approach that
leverages the Lyapunov optimization framework to ensure
long-term UD energy efficiency and system stability in the
dynamic and resource-constrained MEC system.

3 SYSTEM MODEL

As depicted in Fig. 1, we consider a three-layer collabo-
rative MEC architecture, which consists of the UD layer
with a set of energy-constrained UDs, denoted as U =
{1, . . . , u, . . . U}, the MEC layer with a set of MEC servers,
denoted as M = {1, . . . ,m, . . . ,M}, and the cloud layer
with a cloud server c. Specifically, at the UD layer, a set of
energy-constrained devices such as wearable devices, hand-
held devices, and AR/VR equipment periodically generate
tasks. At the MEC layer, base stations (BSs) are equipped
with MEC servers, providing both radio access and com-
putation services to execute the tasks generated by energy-
limited UDs1. At the cloud layer, the cloud server offers ad-
ditional computational resources to assist the MEC servers

1. We use the terms MEC server and BS interchangeably.
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for processing the tasks that cannot be handled at the MEC
layer. Moreover, we consider that the system time is divided
into T time slots T = {1, . . . , t, . . . , T} with equal slot
duration δ. In each time slot t, each UD u ∈ U generates
a task [19] characterized by κu(t) = (su(t), ρ), where su(t)
represents the task data size, and ρ denotes the computation
intensity (in cycles/bit).

3.1 Mobility Model
Considering the temporal-dependent mobility model, we
adopt the Gauss-Markovmodel [20] to capture the mobility
of UDs. In specific, the velocity of each UD follows [21]:

vu(t+ 1) = ωvu(t) + (1− ω)v̄u +
√

1− ω2wu(t),

∀u ∈ U , t ∈ T ,
(1)

where vu(t) represents the velocity of UD u at time slot
t. ω ∈ [0, 1] denotes the memory degree, which indicates
the temporal-dependent level of the velocity. Additionally,
wu(t) means the uncorrelated random Gaussian process,
i.e., wu(t) ∼ fGua

(
0, σ2

)
, where σ means the asymptotic

standard deviation of velocity. Besides, v̄u indicates the
asymptotic mean of velocity. Therefore, the position of each
UD evolves as

qu(t+ 1) = qu(t) + vu(t)δ, ∀u ∈ U , t ∈ T . (2)

3.2 Communication Model
To mitigate interference among different MEC servers,
we consider that the MEC servers use distinct frequency
band. The orthogonal frequency-division multiple access
(OFDMA) scheme is employed for each MEC server to
simultaneously serve multiple UDs. Therefore, in time slot
t, the transmission rate between UD u and MEC server m is
given as

rmu (t) = am
u (t)Bm log2

(
1 +

ptra
u (t)gmu (t)

N0

)
, (3)

where amu (t)(0 ≤ amu (t) ≤ 1) indicates the decision of
communication resource allocation, which represents the
fraction of bandwidth allocated to UD u by MEC server
m. Moreover, Bm denotes the total bandwidth of the MEC
server m, ptra

u (t) represents the transmit power of UD u, and
N0 means the Gaussian noise power. gmu (t) represents the
instantaneous channel power gain between UD u and MEC
server m, which is given as [22]

gmu (t) = |hm
u (t))|2(Lm

u (t))−1, (4)
where hm

u (t) and Lm
u (t) represent the parameters of small-

scale fading and large-scale fading, respectively. Specifically,
the large-scale fading is given as

Lm
u (t) = (4πd0fc/C)2 (dmu (t)/d0)

β 10χ/10, (5)
where fc means the carrier frequency, C denotes the speed
of light, d0 represents the reference distance, dmu (t) indicates
the distance between UD u and MEC server m in time
slot t, β represents the path loss exponent, and χ (in dB)
is the shadowing due to blocking loss [22], which follows
a zero-mean Gaussian distributed random variable, i.e.,
χ ∼ fGua(0, σ2). Moreover, the Rayleigh fading [23] is
employed to model the small-scale fading, which is given
as

fRay (hm
u (t), α) = hm

u (t)e(−hm
u (t))2/(2α2)/α2, (6)

where α denotes the Rayleigh fading coefficient, and fRay

represents the Rayleigh distribution.

3.3 UD Energy Consumption Model

A task of UD u can be processed locally or offloaded to
an MEC server, which is determined by the task offloading
decision. Specifically, we define xm

u (t) ∈ {0, 1} as the vari-
able of task offloading decision, where xm

u (t) = 0 indicates
that the task is processed locally on UD u in time slot t,
and xm

u (t) = 1 represents that the task is offloaded to
MEC server m in time slot t. Both local computing and
task offloading incur energy consumption for the energy-
constrained UDs, which are elaborated in the following
subsections.

For local computing, the energy consumption of each UD
is primarily determined by the task computation. Hence, the
energy consumption of UD u is given as

Eloc
u (t) = (1− xm

u (t))ζuf
2
usu(t)ρ, (7)

where fu (in cycles/s) represents the computation resources
of UD u, and ζk denotes the effective switched capacitance
coefficient of UD u, which depends on the CPU architecture
of UD u [24].

For edge computing, the energy consumption of each
UD is mainly incurred by task uploading. Accordingly,
the energy consumption of UD u to upload task κu(t) is
calculated as

Eoff
u (t) = xm

u (t)ptra
u (t)

su(t)

rmu (t)
. (8)

Remark 1. Note that there is a greater probability that the
Rayleigh fading channel can cause channel gain to approach
zero, resulting in an infinite energy consumption. However, the
Rayleigh channel is more suitable to capture the multipath prop-
agation characteristics in the considered scenario, where signals
often experience varying interference due to reflections, diffrac-
tions, and scattering from surrounding buildings, trees, and other
obstacles [25]. Moreover, other channel models may also lead to
infinite energy consumption with a relatively small probability.
In this case, we consider local computing as a potential task
offloading decision to meet the energy constraints of UDs, which
will be detailed in Section 5.

3.4 MEC Server Queue Model

At the MEC server, the task processing has several key
characteristics. First, task arrivals from UDs are dynamic
and unpredictable. Moreover, in practical MEC systems,
task processing on edge servers is a continuous process,
and the accumulation of multiple tasks can result in task
backlogs and queuing delays due to the limited computing
resources of the MEC servers. Therefore, we adopt a queu-
ing model to capture the dynamic nature of task arrivals
and the associated queuing delays at the MEC servers [26].
Specifically, in time slot t, we consider that tasks from a set
of UDs Um(t) = {1, . . . , Um(t)} and can be processed at
MEC server m or uploaded from the MEC server to cloud c
for collaborative execution. Consequently, the tasks are split
into two parts, i.e., one part is processed at the MEC server
m, and the other part is offloaded to cloud c. We denote the
offloading decision from MEC server m to cloud c for the
task of UD u as xm→c

u (t) ∈ {0, 1}, and the task splitting at
MEC server m in time slot t is given as{

AE
m(t) +AC

m(t) =
∑Um(t)

u=1 xm
u (t)su(t),

AC
m(t) =

∑Um(t)
u=1 xm→c

u (t)su(t),
(9)
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where AE
m(t) denotes the amount of data processed at MEC

server m, and AC
m(t) represents the amount of data that is

offloaded from MEC server m to cloud c.
To store the split tasks, each MEC server m maintains

two task queues, i.e., edge computing queue and cloud
offloading queue for the tasks processed at MEC server m
and the tasks offloaded from MEC server m to cloud c,
receptively. Specifically, the length of the edge computing
queue QE

m(t) evolves as
QE

m(t+ 1) = max
{
QE

m(t)− fmδ/ρ, 0
}
+AE

m(t), (10)
where fmδ/ρ denotes the amount of data leaving the task
queue. Similarly, the length of the cloud offloading queue
QC

m(t) evolves as
QC

m(t+ 1) = max
{
QC

m(t)− rcmδ, 0
}
+AC

m(t), (11)
where rcm denotes the transmission rate from MEC server m
to cloud c.

To guarantee that tasks arrived at the MEC server can
be processed within the tolerable delay, the queuing delay
must be constrained. Based on Little’s law [27], the queuing
delay of the edge computing queue can be constrained as

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

QE
m(t)/ÃE

m(t) ≤ D̄E
m,∀m ∈ M, (12)

where D̄E
m(t) represents the maximum tolerable queu-

ing delay of the edge computing queue, and ÃE
m(t) =

1
t

∑t
i=1 A

E
m(i) is the time-averaged data arrival rate of the

edge computing queue. Similarly, the queuing delay of the
cloud offloading queue can be constrained as

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

QC
m(t)/ÃC

m(t) ≤ DC
m,max,∀m ∈ M, (13)

where D̄C
m denotes the maximum tolerable queuing delay

of the cloud offloading queue, and ÃC
m(t) = 1

t

∑t
i=1 A

C
m(i)

is the time-averaged data arrival rate for this queue.

4 PROBLEM FORMULATION AND ANALYSIS

The problem formulation and problem analysis are pre-
sented in this section.

4.1 Problem Formulation

The objective of this work to minimize the average
energy consumption of UDs over time by jointly op-
timizing the communication resource allocation A =
{A(t)|A(t) = {amu (t)}u∈U,m∈M}t∈T and task offloading
X = {X(t)|X(t) = {xm

u (t), xm→c
u (t)}u∈U,m∈M}t∈T . There-

fore, the optimization problem is formulated as

P :min
X,A

1

T

T∑
t=1

M∑
m=1

Um(t)∑
u=1

E
{
Eloc

u (t) + Eoff
u (t)

}
(14)

s.t. xm
u (t), xm→c

u (t) ∈ {0, 1}, ∀m ∈ M, u ∈ Um(t), t ∈ T ,
(14a)

xm→c
u (t) ≤ xm

u (t), ∀m ∈ M, u ∈ Um(t), t ∈ T , (14b)∑
u∈Um(t)

xm
u (t) ≤ Cm, ∀m ∈ M, t ∈ T , (14c)

am
u (t) ∈ [0, 1] , ∀m ∈ M, u ∈ Um(t), t ∈ T , (14d)

am
u (t) ≤ xm

u (t),∀m ∈ M, u ∈ Um(t), t ∈ T , (14e)∑
u∈Um(t)

xm
u (t)am

u (t) ≤ 1, ∀m ∈ M, t ∈ T , (14f)

(1), (2), (12) and (13),

where constraint (14a) indicates that the decision of task
offloading is binary and (14b) is the constraint on task
offloading decisions at the MEC server side. Moreover,
(14c) limits the maximum number of connections of MEC
server m, where Cm represents the connection capacity of
MEC server m. Furthermore, (14d) to (14f) constrain the
communication resource allocation. Additionally, (1) and (2)
represent the mobility of UDs. Besides, (12) and (13) limit
the queuing delay at the MEC server side.

4.2 Problem Analysis

We analyze the issues of solving the formulated problem
and the motivation of the proposed approach.

4.2.1 Challenges
Solving problem P directly presents several challenges.

• Future-dependent nature in a dynamic environment. Solv-
ing problem P requires complete knowledge of future
information, such as the offloading demands of UDs
and the workload of MEC servers. However, in our
considered MEC system, the mobility of UDs, wireless
channel conditions, task arrivals, and available MEC
server resources fluctuate unpredictably over time,
making it difficult to predict future states accurately.
Therefore, without the knowledge of future conditions,
it is complicated to make optimal decisions in advance.

• MINLP problem and coupled decision variables. First, prob-
lem P involves both binary decision variables (i.e.,
task offloading X) and continuous decision variables
(i.e., communication resource allocation A). This clas-
sifies problem P an NP-hard and non-convex MINLP
problem [28] due to the combinatorial complexity in-
troduced by the binary variables and the non-linear
relationships associated with the continuous variables.
Furthermore, the coupling of decision variables signifi-
cantly complicate the problem optimization process.

4.2.2 Motivation
The challenges mentioned above necessitate the design of
an efficient approach to solve problem P, driven by the
following key motivations.

i) Overcoming future-dependence with online decision-
making. The future-dependent nature of problem P neces-
sitates an online approach that can make real-time decisions
without complete knowledge of future system information.
Although machine learning algorithms such as DRL have
shown effectiveness in decision-making, the mixed integral
and coupled decision variables of problem P could lead to
complex action spaces. As a result, DRL approaches require
extensive environmental interactions and long convergence
times to learn optimal policies, which is costly in the
resource-constrained MEC system. Moreover, DRL struggles
with the dynamic state space caused by user mobility. In
comparison, the Lyapunov optimization framework offers
several advantages in addressing these challenges.

• No need for future information. The Lyapunov opti-
mization framework transforms a long-term optimiza-
tion problem into a sequence of real-time subproblems,
enabling decisions without future knowledge [29]. This
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makes it well-suited for the dynamic MEC environment
where future conditions are uncertain.

• Low complexity and stability. Compared to DRL, the
Lyapunov optimization framework has lower compu-
tational overhead by continuously adjusting the de-
cisions, as it continuously adjusts decisions based on
current observations, making it more appropriate for
real-time decision-making in dynamic MEC systems
[30]. Additionally, the Lyapunov optimization frame-
work guarantees stability, ensuring convergence and
boundedness of system dynamics.

• Handling long-term queuing constraints. The Lya-
punov optimization framework can effectively manage
the long-term queuing constraints at the MEC server
by ensuring that a decision of each time slot leads to an
optimal or near-optimal solution in the long term.

ii) Decoupling interdependent decision variables. The in-
terdependency of communication resource allocation and
task offloading motivates the decoupling of problem P
into simpler subproblems. Specifically, we use the Tammer
decomposition mechanism to decouple the original problem
into a task offloading subproblem with binary decision
variables and a communication resource allocation subprob-
lem with continuous variables. The Tammer decomposition
mechanism brings several advantages in the problem de-
coupling [31].

• Solving of subproblems in parallel. The resulting sub-
problems of the Tammer decomposition mechanism
can often be solved in parallel. This parallelization
is important in the considered resource-constrained
and dynamic MEC system, where real-time decision-
making is essential.

• Optimal or near-optimal solutions. While the Tammer
decomposition mechanism simplifies the problem, it
ensures that the resulting subproblems still achieve
optimal or near-optimal solutions for the original prob-
lem [31]. As a result, solving the subproblems of task
offloading and resource allocation independently sim-
plifies the decision-making process, enabling more effi-
cient optimization while satisfying the task offloading
requirements of UDs and the resource constraints of
MEC servers.

5 THE PROPOSED OJCTA
In this section, we propose OJCTA to solve the EEDAOP,
and the framework of OJCTA is shown in Fig. 2. Specifically,
we first transform problem P into a per-time-slot real-time
optimization problem by leveraging the Lyapunov opti-
mization framework. Then, we propose a communication
resource allocation and task offloading for the real-time
optimization problem.

5.1 Problem Transformation
To deal with the future-dependence of problem P, we
decouple P into a per-time-slot real-time optimization prob-
lem using the Lyapunov optimization framework.

First, we transform the long-term constraints (12) and
(13) into queue stability constraints by using the virtual
queue. Specifically, we introduce the virtual queues ZE

m(t)
and ZC

m(t) for (12) and (13), respectively. Then the dynamic
of virtual queues is updated as

ZE
m(t+ 1) = max

{
ZE

m(t) +
QE

m(t)

ÃE
m(t)

− D̄E
m, 0

}
,∀m ∈ M, t ∈ T ,

(15a)

ZC
m(t+ 1) = max

{
ZC

m(t) +
QC

m(t)

ÃC
m(t)

− D̄C
m, 0

}
,∀m ∈ M, t ∈ T .

(15b)
Based on Eqs. (15a) and (15b), constraints (12) and (13)

can be converted into the stability constraints for queues ZE
m

and ZC
m, receptively. Therefore, problem P is transformed as

P′ :min
X,A

1

T

T∑
t=1

M∑
m=1

Um(t)∑
u=1

E
{
Eloc

u (t) + Eoff
u (t)

}
(16)

s.t. (1), (2), (14a) ∼ (14f), (15a), and (15b).
Second, to achieve a scalar measure of the queue back-

logs, we define the Lyapunov function L(Θ(t)) as

L(Θ(t)) =
1

2

M∑
m=1

(
(QE

m(t))2 + (QC
m(t))2 + (ZE

m(t))2 + (ZC
m(t))2

)
,

(17)
where Θ(t) = {QE

m(t), QC
m(t), ZE

m(t), ZC
m(t)} represents the

vector of current queue backlogs.
Third, ensuring task queue stability is essential to pre-

vent excessive queuing delays and task backlogs. Therefore,
to maintain the stability of the task queues (i.e., QE

m(t)
and QC

m(t)) and virtual queues (i.e., ZO
m(t) and ZO

m(t)), the
conditional Lyapunov drift is defined as [32]:

∆(Θ(t)) = E[L(Θ(t+ 1))− L(Θ(t)) | Θ(t)], (18)
which captures the expected change of the Lyapunov func-
tion across consecutive time slots.

Fourth, to minimize the average energy consumption of
UDs under the queue stability constraints, we define the
Lyapunov drift-plus-penalty function as follows [32]:

Λ(Θ(t)) = ∆(Θ(t)) + V

M∑
m=1

Um(t)∑
u=1

E
{
Eloc

u (t) + Eoff
u (t) | Θ(t)

}
,

(19)
where V ≥ 0 is a nonnegative control parameter to balance
the UD energy consumption and the queue stability. Next,
we derive an upper bound of Λ(Θ(t)) in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. For all all possible queue backlogs Θ(t), t, and V ≥
0, the Lyapunov drift-plus-penalty function is upper bounded by

Λ(Θ(t)) ≤ B +

M∑
m=1

(
V

Um(t)∑
u=1

E
{
Eloc

u (t) + E
off
k (t) | Θ(t)

}
+QE

m(t)E
{
AE

m(t)−−fmδ

ρ
| Θ(t)

}
+QC

m(t)E
{
AC

m(t)− rcmδ | Θ(t)
}

+ ZE
m(t)E

{QE
m(t)

ÃL
m(t)

− D̄E
m | Θ(t)

}
+ ZC

m(t)E
{QC

m(t)

ÃL
m(t)

− D̄C
m | Θ(t)

})
,

(20)

where B is a finite positive constant which is lower bounded by:

B ≥ 1

2

M∑
m=1

(
E
{
[AE

m(t)]2 + [
fmδ

ρ
]2 | Θ(t)

}
+ E

{[
AC

m(t)
]2

+ [rcmδ]2 | Θ(t)
}

+ E
{[QE

m(t)

ÃE
m(t)

]2
+ [D̄E

m]2 | Θ(t)
}

+ E
{[QC

m(t)

ÃC
m(t)

]2
+ [D̄C

m]2 | Θ(t)
})

.

(21)
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Fig. 2: The framework of OJCTA. The EEDAOP is first transformed to a per-time-slot real-time optimization problem, and
then solved by a communication resource allocation and task offloading optimization method.

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

Finally, according to the Lyapunov optimization frame-
work, problem P′ can be solved by minimizing the right-
hand side of (20). Therefore, problem P′, which depends
on the future information, is transformed into a real-time
optimization problem that can be solved by using current
information, as follows:

P′′ : min
X(t),A(t)

M∑
m=1

{
V

Um(t)∑
k=1

[
ptra
u

xm
u (t)su(t)

rmu (t)

+ ζuf
3
u
(1− xm

u (t)) su(t)ρ

fu

]
+QE

m(t)
[ Um(t)∑

u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)−
fmδ

ρ

]
+QC

m(t)
[ Um(t)∑

u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)− rcmδ

]
+ ZE

m(t)
QE

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AE
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)
]

+ ZC
m(t)

QC
m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AC
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

]
}

(22)

s.t. (1), (2), (14a) ∼ (14f) .
However, problem P′′ is still an MINLP problem, with

coupled decision variables of task offloading x(t) and com-
munication resource allocation a(t) at time slot t. Conse-
quently, the mutual dependence of decision variables could
complicate the process of finding the optimal solution of
P′′. To address this challenge, we propose a communication
resource allocation and task offloading optimization method
that decouples the decision variables, allowing us to achieve
a sub-optimal solution with polynomial time complexity.

5.2 Communication Resource Allocation and Task Of-
floading Optimization Method

This section presents a communication resource alloca-
tion and task offloading optimization method is presented.
Specifically, to deal with the decoupled decision variables

in problem P′′, we first decouple problem P′′ into the
subproblems of communication resource allocation and
task offloading by adopting the Tammer decomposition
mechanism. Then, we present a convex optimization-based
method for the subproblem of communication resource
allocation. Finally, we propose a two-stage alternating op-
timization method for the subproblem of task offloading.

5.2.1 Problem Decoupling
We know from (22) that problem P′′ involves the binary de-
cision variable of task offloading X and continuous decision
variable of communication resource allocation A. There-
fore, we employ the Tammer decomposition mechanism
to decouple problem P′′ into a communication resource
allocation subproblem and a task offloading subproblem,
which is detailed as follows.

First, by considering that each MEC server operates inde-
pendently with its own resources and workloads, problem
P′′ can be decomposed into parallel subproblems for each
individual MEC server. Specifically, the individual problem
at MEC server m is given as

P′′′ : min
X(t),A(t)

V

Um(t)∑
u=1

[
xm
u (t)ptra

u (t)
su(t)

rmu (t)

+ (1− xm
u (t))ζuf

2
usu(t)ρ

]
+QE

m(t)
[ Um(t)∑

u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)−
fmδ

ρ

]
+QC

m(t)
[ Um(t)∑

u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)− rcmδ

]
+ ZE

m(t)
QE

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AE
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)
]

+ ZC
m(t)

QC
m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AC
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

] (23)

s.t. (1), (2), (14a) ∼ (14f).
Then, for given communication resource allocation de-

cision A and task offloading decision X , we denote the
objective function of problem P′′′ as J(X ,A). Therefore,
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problem P′′′ is transformed into a minimum optimization
problem as:

P̄′′′ :min
X

(
min
A

J(X ,A)
)

s.t. (1), (2), (14a) ∼ (14f).
Moreover, given any task offloading decision X̂ ,

we define the following partitions of UDs. We de-
note the set of UDs that offload tasks to MEC
server m as UO

m = {u ∈ Um(t) | xm
u (t) = 1}, and de-

note the UDs that execute tasks locally as UL
m =

{u ∈ Um(t) | xm
u (t) = 0} (UO

m ∪ UL
m = Um(t)). We denote

the set UO
m(t) is further divided into two subsets, i.e.,

US
m = {u ∈ Um(t) | xm

u (t) = 1 ∧ xm→c
u = 0} consists of UDs

whose tasks are executed directly by MEC server m, and
UC
m = {u ∈ Um(t) | xm

k (t) = 1 ∧ xm→c
k (t) = 1} consists of

UDs whose tasks are offloaded from MEC server m to the
cloud (US

m ∪ UC
m = UO

m). Therefore, by removing the con-
straints that are irrelevant with the communication resource
allocation decision, the subproblem of communication re-
source allocation is given as

P̄′′′.1 :min
A

J(X̂ ,A) (24)

s.t. am
u (t) > 0, ∀u ∈ UO

m, ∀t ∈ T , (24a)∑
u∈UO

m

am
u (t) ≤ 1, ∀t ∈ T . (24b)

Denote the optimal communication resource allocation
A∗ for problem P̄′′′.1. Based on the solution A∗, and elimi-
nating the constraints , the subproblem of task offloading is
represented as

P̄′′′.2 : min
X

J(X ,A∗) (25)

s.t. xm
u (t) ∈ {0, 1}, ∀u ∈ Um(t), ∀t ∈ T (25a)

xm→c
u (t) ∈ {0, 1},∀u ∈ Um(t), ∀t ∈ T (25b)

xm→c
u (t) ≤ xm

u (t), ∀u ∈ Um(t),∀t ∈ T . (25c)
Note that decomposing problem P′′′ into subproblems

P̄′′′.1 and P̄′′′.2 preserves the optimality of the solu-
tion [31]. This is because the decision variables are consid-
ered together throughout the decoupling. More specific, the
optimization of one decision variable is performed based on
the optimal outcome of the other decision variable.

5.2.2 Communication Resource Allocation
In this subsection, we optimize the decision of communi-
cation resource allocation by solving subproblem P̄′′′.1. In
specific, by substituting (23) into (24), the subproblem of
communication resource allocation is rewritten as

P̄′′′.1 : min
A

J(X̂ ,A) = min
A

∑
u∈UO

m

V βu(t)

am
u (t)Bm

+ ϕ, (26)

s.t. (24a) and (24b),
where ϕ is a term independent of A, which is given as

ϕ =
∑

u∈UL
m(t)

V (1− xm
u (t)) ζuf

2
usu(t)ρ

+QE
m(t)

(∑
u∈US

m(t)
su(t)−

fmδ

ρ

)
+QC

m(t)

(∑
u∈UC

m(t)
su(t)− rcmδ

)
+ ZE

m(t)
QE

m(t)

1
t

[∑t−1
i=1 A

E
m(i) +

∑
u∈US

m(t) su(t)
]

+ ZC
m(t)

QC
m(t)

1
t

[∑t−1
i=1 A

C
m(i) +

∑
u∈UC

m
(t)su(t)

] (27)

s.t. (1), (2), (14a) ∼ (14f).
Additionally, βu(t) depends solely on the parameters of UD
u, which is given as

βu(t) =
ptra
u (t)su(t)

log2
(
1 +

ptra
u (t)gmu (t)

N0

) . (28)

P̄′′′.1 is a convex optimization problem, which is proved
in Theorem 2. Therefore, we solve problem P̄′′′.1 by em-
ploying the convex optimization method [28], and the op-
timal communication resource allocation is presented in
Theorem 3.

Theorem 2. Problem P̄′′′.1 is a convex optimization problem.

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

Theorem 3. The optimal communication resource allocation for
problem P̄′′′.1 is given as

am
u (t)∗ =


√

βu(t)∑
u∈UO

m

√
βu(t)

, If u ∈ UO
m,

0, If u /∈ UO
m.

(29)

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

5.2.3 Task Offloading
We optimize the task offloading decisions from UD to
MEC server and from MEC server to cloud by proposing a
two-stage alternating optimization method. Specifically, we
divide the subproblem P̄′′′.2 into an energy consumption
minimization problem and a queue stability subproblem.
In the first stage, we optimize energy consumption using
a many-to-one matching method. In the second stage, we
address the queue stability subproblem through the convex
optimization method. By iteratively applying these two
methods, we achieve an optimized solution for the task
offloading subproblem. We elaborate the main process of
task offloading optimization as follows.

By combing (23) with (25), the subproblem of task of-
floading is given as

P̄′′′.2 : min
X

J(X ,A∗) = min
X

V

Um(t)∑
u=1

[
xm
u (t)ptra

u (t)
su(t)

rmu (t)∗

+ (1− xm
u (t))ζuf

2
usu(t)ρ

]
+QE

m(t)
[ Um(t)∑

u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)−
fmδ

ρ

]
+QC

m(t)
[ Um(t)∑

u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)− rcmδ

]
+ ZE

m(t)
QE

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AE
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)
]

+ ZC
m(t)

QC
m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AC
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

] (30)

s.t. (25a) and (25b),
where rmu (t)

∗ is the outcome of transmission rate with the
optimal communication resource allocation amu (t)

∗. How-
ever, it is challenging to solve subproblem P̄′′′.2 directly
since it is an INLP problem, as proved in Theorem 4.



9

Theorem 4. Problem P̄′′′.2 is an integer nonlinear programming
(INLP) problem.

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

From (30), the objective of problem P̄′′′.2 is to mini-
mize UD energy consumption and Lyapunov drift function
simultaneously. Therefore, we further decompose the task
offloading problem into two subproblems, i.e., the energy
consumption minimization problem for UDs and the queue
stability subproblem for MEC servers, which is detailed as
follows.

We first divide the task offloading decision as X =
Xm ∪ X c, where Xm = {xm

u (t)|∀u ∈ Um(t)} and X c =
{xm→c

u (t)|∀u ∈ Um(t)} represent the offloading decisions
at the UD side and MEC server side, respectively. More
specific, Xm denotes the task offloading decision of each
UD to MEC server m, and X c represents the task offloading
decision of each MEC server m to the cloud. Then, the
objective function of problem P̄′′′.2 is re-expressed as

P̄′′′.2 : min
X

J(X ,A∗) = V E(Xm,A∗) +Q(Xm,X c) (31)

s.t. (25a) ∼ (25c),
where E(Xm,A∗) is given as

E(Xm,A∗) = min
X

V

Um(t)∑
u=1

[
xm
u (t)ptra

u (t)
su(t)

rmu (t)∗

+ (1− xm
u (t)) ζuf

2
usu(t)ρ

]
.

(32)

Moreover, Q(Xm,X c) is given as

Q(Xm,X c) = QE
m(t)

[ Um(t)∑
u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)−
fmδ

ρ

]
+QC

m(t)
[ Um(t)∑

u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)− rcmδ

]
+ ZE

m(t)
QE

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AE
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

(xm
u (t)− xm→c

u (t))su(t)
]

+ ZC
m(t)

QC
m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AC
m(i) +

Um(t)∑
u=1

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

] . (33)

Correspondingly, the energy consumption minimization
problem for UDs can be expressed as

P̄′′′.2.1 : min
Xm

E(Xm,A∗) (34)

s.t. (25a).
Similarly, the queue stability subproblem for MEC server
can be given as

P̄′′′.2.2 : min
Xm,Xc

Q(Xm,X c) (35)

s.t. (25b) and (25c).
In following, we design a two-stage alternating opti-

mization method for task offloading subproblem.
Energy Minimization Subproblem. We first focus on

solving the energy minimization subproblem P̄′′′.2.1. How-
ever, solving this subproblem directly remains difficult since
it is an ILP problem, as proved in Theorem 5.

Theorem 5. Problem P̄′′′.2.1 is an NP-hard integer linear
programming (ILP) problem.

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

This subproblem has the following features. First, from
the perspective of UDs, each UD focuses on minimizing its
own energy consumption. However, from the perspective
of MEC servers, each MEC server manages the energy
consumption of its task queue with a set of tasks that
are offloaded from different UDs. Accordingly, the UDs
and MEC servers have heterogeneous preferences for the
energy minimization subproblem. Moreover, in the consid-
ered MEC system, different UDs have diverse processing
requirements for various tasks, while different MEC servers
have varying computing capabilities. This results in each
UD having heterogeneous preferences on different MEC
servers when offloading tasks, and each MEC server having
heterogeneous preferences on different UDs when provid-
ing services. Therefore, the efficient task offloading decision
of each UD should guarantee the UD is associated with a
suitable MEC server.

Considering that the bilateral matching mechanism pro-
vides an effective tool for establishing mutually beneficial
relationship between two sets of entities with heterogeneous
preferences, we employ this mechanism to facilitate the task
offloading between UDs and MEC servers [33]. First, the
bilateral matching allows for more efficient task offloading
by considering the preferences and capabilities of both
UDs and MEC servers [34]. This guarantees that tasks are
offloaded to the most suitable destinations. Moreover, by
incorporating preferences of both UDs and MEC servers, the
matching process can achieve a more balanced distribution
of tasks at the edge. This prevents the task overloading or
resource idle at certain MEC servers, thereby enhancing the
load balance and system stability.

Based on the abovementioned analysis, we employ the
bilateral matching mechanism to solve the energy minimiza-
tion subproblem.

First, the bilateral matching is defined in Definition 1.

Definition 1. The bilateral matching is defined as (A, η), where

• A = (Um(t), I) comprises two distinct sets of agents, i.e.,
UDs Um(t) and servers I .Specifically, since each UD can
select to execute the task locally, the UD can be regarded as
a special local server for task processing. Therefore, the set of
servers is denoted as I = {i0, i1}, where i0 and i1 represent
the local server and MEC server, respectively.

• η ⊆ Um(t) × I represents the matching between the UDs
and the servers. Since we consider a binary offloading scheme,
the matching η is defined as a many-to-one mapping between
the UDs Um(t) and servers I . Specifically, each UD u ∈
Um(t) can be matched with at most one server, i.e., η(u) ∈ I ,
while each server i ∈ I can be matched with multiple UDs,
i.e., η(i) ⊆ Ui(t). Moreover, the matching must meet the
constraints as follows:

η(u) ∈ I, |η(u)| = 1, ∀u ∈ Um(t), (36a)
η(i) ⊆ Um(t), |η(i)| ≤ qi, ∀i ∈ I, (36b)
η(u) = i ⇐⇒ u ∈ η(i), ∀u ∈ Um(t), i ∈ I, (36c)

where (36a) indicates that each UD u ∈ Um(t) can be
matched with at most one server. Furthermore, (36b) means
that each server i can be matched with multiple UDs, which
is constrained by the matching capacity qi. Here, the match-
ing capacity of the local server is defined as the number
of UDs connected to MEC server m, i.e., qi0 = |Um(t)|.
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Additionally, (36c) implies that if UD u is matched with
server i, server i provides computing service for UD u, and
vice versa.

Second, as discussed before, the UDs and servers have
heterogeneous preferences on each other, which should be
measured mathematically. To this end, the utility function
is defined to estimate the preferences of UDs and servers.
Specifically, since the goal of subproblem P̄′′′.2.1 is to
minimize the UD energy consumption, we model the utility
functions of each UD u and server i as the negative of the
UD energy consumption and the negative of the total UD
energy consumption, respectively, as follows:

φu(η) = −
(
Eloc

u (t) + Eoff
u (t)

)
, ∀u ∈ Um(t), (37a)

φi(η) =
∑
u∈U

−I{i=i0}E
loc
u (t) +

∑
u∈U

−I{i̸=i0}E
off
u (t), ∀i ∈ I,

(37b)
where the matching preferences of UDs and servers are based
on the utility functions in a descending order.

Finally, we introduce the main steps of the bilateral
matching, which mainly consists of the steps of matching
initialization, stable matching, and result mapping.

Matching Initialization. First, a matching η is initialized
randomly. Then, the utility functions are calculated based
on Eqs. (37a) and (37b) to quantify the matching preferences
of UDs and servers.

Matching Process. Effective bilateral matching enables a
stable result across all pairs of agents. However, the com-
munication resource allocation for a UD is affected by the
matching results of the other UDs, which in turn impacts
the estimation of the utility functions. This interdependence,
referred to as externality [35], implies that the preference re-
lationships among UDs and servers may change during the
matching process, which potentially influence the stability
of the matching result. To address the externality, we adopt
the swap matching, which is defined as follows.

Definition 2. Swap Matching: For a pair of UD (i, i′) and a
pair of server (u, u′) in matching η, where UD u and server i is
matched, i.e., i = η(u), i′ = η(u′), and ∀i ̸= i′, ∀u ̸= u′, a swap
matching ηu

′i′

ui can be given as
ηu′i′
ui =

{
η\

{
(u, i),

(
u′, i′

)}}
∪
{(

u, i′
)
,
(
u′, i

)}
, (38)

where i′ = η(u) and i = η(u′), and the matching state in ηu
′i′

ui

for the other UDs and servers remain unchanged.

Based on Definition 2, we can known that a swap
matching can be performed to change the interdependent
relationships in the current matching. Therefore, we present
the criteria of operating the swap matching by introducing
the concept of a blocking pair as follows.

Definition 3. Blocking Pair: For a pair of UD (i, i′) and a pair of
server (u, u′) in matching η, where UD u and server i is matched,
i.e., i = η(u), i′ = η(u′), and ∀i ̸= i′, the UD pair (i, i′) is a
blocking pair if it satisfies the conditions as follows:

∀s ∈
{
u, u′, i, i′

}
, φs(η

u′i′
ui ) ≥ φs(η), (39a)

∃s ∈
{
u, u′, i, i′

}
, φs(η

u′i′
ui ) > φs(η), (39b)

where (39a) means that the UDs u, u′ exchange their currently
matched servers i, i′ if their utility functions do not deteriorate,
and (39b) indicates that the utility function for one UD improves
as a result of the swap.

By applying the swap matching action according to
Definition 2, a stable matching result is achieved when it
satisfies the condition in Definition 4.

Definition 4. Stable Matching: A matching η is considered as
stable if there are no blocking pairs within it.

Result Mapping. Based on the matching result η, the
offloading decisions at the UD side can be determined as

xm
u =

{
0, if η(u) = i0, ∀u ∈ Um(t),
1, if η(u) = i1.∀u ∈ Um(t).

(40)

Result Refinement. To further reduce the energy consump-
tion, we introduce a remove action strategy to refine the initial
matching results by removing the elements from (Xm)∗,
which is defined in Definition 5 as follows:

Definition 5. Remove Action: For the given task offloading
decision at the UD side X ∗ and an element x ∈ X ∗, a new
offloading decision X ′ is obtained by removing the element x, i.e.,
X ′ = X ∗ \ {x}, where E(X ′) ≤ E(X ∗).

The solution process of energy minimization subproblem
is presented in Algorithm 1. In the matching initialization
phase, a matching η is randomly initialized, and the utility
functions for UDs and servers are calculated (lines 1 to
2). Then, in the stable matching phase, the swap matching
action is performed, and the utility functions are updated
each time a blocking pair is identified (lines 3 to 7). The swap
matching is terminated until there are no blocking pairs
exist in the current matching, resulting in a stable matching
result. Additionally, the matching result is mapped into the
offloading decisions at the UD side based on Eq. (40) (line
9). Finally, the matching result is refined by employing the
remove action (lines 10 to 14).

Algorithm 1: Energy Minimization Subproblem
Input: qi1
Output: (Xm)∗

// Matching Initialization
1 Randomly initialize a matching η;
2 Obtain the utility functions based on Eqs. (37a) and

(37b);
// Matching Process

3 repeat
4 Select a pair of UDs (u, u′), where η(u) = i and

η(u′) = i′;
5 if (u, u′) is a blocking pair of the current matching η

then
6 η = ηu

′i′

ui ;
7 Update utility functions based on Eqs. (37a)

and (37b);
8 until

There are no blocking pairs in the current matching.η;
// Result Mapping

9 Map the matching result η into the offloading
decisions at UD side based on Eq. (40);
// Result Refinement

10 repeat
11 Select an element x ∈ (Xm)∗;
12 if E (X ∗ \ {x}) ≤ E((Xm)∗) then
13 (Xm)∗ = (X ∗ \ {x});
14 until There is no remove action can be executed;
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Queue Stability Subproblem. By fixing the offloading
decisions at the UD side (Xm)∗, we can obtain the UDs
who offload their tasks to the MEC server m, denoted by
UO
m = {u ∈ Um(t) | xm

u (t) = 1}. Then, the queue stability
subproblem in (35) is transformed as follows:

P̄′′′.2.2′ : min
{xm→c

u }
QE

m(t)
( ∑
u∈UO

m

(1− xm→c
u (t))su(t)

)
+QC

m(t)
( ∑
k∈UO

m

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

)
+ ZE

m(t)
QE

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AE
m(i) +

∑
k∈UO

m

(1− xm→c
u (t))su(t)

]
+ ZC

m(t)
QC

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AC
m(i) +

∑
u∈UO

m

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

] (41)

s.t. xm→c
u (t) ∈ {0, 1}, ∀u ∈ UO

m, (41a)

xm→c
u (t) ≤ (xm

u (t))∗, ∀u ∈ UO
m. (41b)

Problem P̄′′′.2.2′ is an INLP problem due to the binary
variable of xm→c

k . To simplify the problem solving process,
we convert the binary constraint (41a) into a continuous
constraint. Specifically, by relaxing the binary decision vari-
ables xm→c

k to be fractional, problem P̄′′′.2.2′ is converted
as follows:

P̄′′′.2.2′′ : min
{xm→c

u }
QE

m(t)
( ∑
u∈UO

m

(1− xm→c
u (t))su(t)

)
+QC

m(t)
( ∑
u∈UO

m

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

)
+ ZE

m(t)
QE

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AE
m(i) +

∑
u∈UO

m

(1− xm→c
u (t))su(t)

]
+ ZC

m(t)
QC

m(t)

1
t

[ t−1∑
i=1

AC
m(i) +

∑
u∈UO

m

xm→c
u (t)su(t)

] (42)

s.t. xm→c
u (t) ∈ [0, 1], ∀u ∈ UO

m (42a)
(41a) and (41b).

Given that the objective function and constraint (42) are
convex, we can apply existing optimization tools such as
CVX to derive the fractional solution for P̄′′′.2.2′′.

Next, we transform the fractional solution of problem
P̄′′′.2.2′′ into an integral solution by employing the depen-
dent rounding method as a straightforward solution since
it can effectively convert continuous solutions into feasible
binary solutions while achieving near-optimal performance
with lower computational overhead [36]. The rounding op-
eration of the dependent rounding method is presented as
follows.

First, given the fractional solution X c of problem (42),
the fractional solutions of two arbitrary UDs u1, u2 ∈ UO

m are
selected, i.e., xm→c

u1 , xm→c
u2 ∈ X c. Then, for these fractional

solutions, we introduce the associated weight coefficients
ϖm→c

u1 and ϖm→c
u2 , which are initialized as the task size

of UDs u1 and u2, respectively, i.e., ϖm→c
u1 = su1(t) and

ϖm→c
u2 = su2(t).

Additionally, we define two parameters ι1 and ι2 as

ι1 = min{1− xm→c
u1 ,

ϖm→c
u2

ϖm→c
u1

xm→c
u2 }, (43a)

ι2 = min{xm→c
u1 ,

ϖm→c
u2

ϖm→c
u1

(1− xm→c
u2 )}. (43b)

Moreover, based on the parameters in Eq. (43), the prob-
ability values ϱ1 and ϱ2 are defined as follows:

ϱ1 =
ι1

ι1 + ι2
, (44a)

ϱ2 =
ι2

ι1 + ι2
. (44b)

Finally, based on the probability values in Eq. (44), the
fractional solutions xm→c

u1 and xm→c
u2 are transformed into

binary solutions based on the following rules. Specifically,
when ϱ1 ≥ ϱ2, xm→c

u1 and xm→c
u2 are updated as

(xm→c
u1 )′ = xm→c

u1 − ι2, (45a)

(xm→c
u2 )′ = xm→c

u2 +
ϖm→c

u1

ϖm→c
u2

ι2. (45b)

When ϱ1 ≤ ϱ2, xm→c
u1 and xm→c

u2 are updated as
(xm→c

u1 )′ = xm→c
u1 + ι1, (46a)

(xm→c
u2 )′ = xm→c

u2 − ϖm→c
u1

ϖm→c
u2

ι1. (46b)

The abovementioned process of dependent rounding
method ensures that the rounded solutions satisfy the bi-
nary constraints, while maintaining the same size of tasks
uploaded to the cloud before and after the rounding process,
as proved in Theorems 6 and 7.

Theorem 6. In a rounding operation, at least one of the two
fractional solutions are rounded to 0 or 1.

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

Theorem 7. In a rounding operation, whether updating the
fractional solutions according to Eq. (45) or Eq. (46), it can be
ensured that xm→c

u1 ϖm→c
u1 + xm→c

u2 ϖm→c
u2 = (xm→c

u1 )′ϖm→c
u1 +

(xm→c
u2 )′ϖm→c

u2 .

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

Therefore, based on Lemmas 6 and 7, by iteratively
applying the rounding operation to the fractional solutions
of problem (42), a near-optimal integer solution for problem
(41) can be obtained. We provide the process of solving
problem P̄′′′.2.2′ in Algorithm 2.

In the initial phase, the fractional solution X c is obtained
by solving problem (42) using CVX (line 1). Following
this, the rounding process begins, where the UD set with
fractional offloading decisions Uc

m, the UD set with integral
offloading decisions Ûc

m, and integral offloading decision
set X̂ c are initialized as empty (line 2). The UDs are then
categorized based on the values of xm→c

u into two groups,
i.e., UDs with binary solutions and UDs with fractional
solutions (lines 3 to 7). Next, the rounding process iterates
over the UDs with fractional offloading decisions in Uc

m

(lines 8 to 18). In each iteration, two UDs u1 and u2 are
randomly selected, and a rounding operation is performed
to update their offloading decisions (lines 9 to 10). If either
updated decision becomes binary (0 or 1), the corresponding
UDs are moved from Uc

m to Ûc
m, and their decisions are

added to X̂ c (lines 11 to 16). The rounding process continues
until all fractional solutions are converted to binary, yielding
the near-optimal integer solution (X c)∗ (lines 17 to 18).

Two Stage Alternative Task Offloading Method. To
effectively address both the energy minimization and queue
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Algorithm 2: Queue Stabilization

Input: (Xm)∗

Output: (X c)∗

// Fractional Solution
1 Obtain the fractional solution X c of problem (42)

using CVX;
// Rounding Process

2 Set Uc
m = {}, Ûc

m = {}, X̂ c={};
3 for each xm→c

u ∈ X c do
4 if xm→c

u ∈ {0, 1} then
5 Ûc

m = Ûc
m ∪ {u};

6 else
7 Uc

m = Uc
m ∪ {u};

8 repeat
9 Select a pair of UDs {u1, u2} ⊆ Uc

m randomly;
10 Update {xm→c

u1 , xm→c
u2 } to {(xm→c

u1 )′, (xm→c
u2 )′}

by executing rounding operation;
11 if (xm→c

u1 )′ ∈ {0, 1} then
12 Ûc

m = Ûc
m ∪ {u1},Uc

m = Uc
m \ {u1};

13 X c = X c ∪ {(xm→c
u1 )′};

14 if (xm→c
u2 )′ ∈ {0, 1} then

15 Ûc
m = Ûc

m ∪ {u2},Uc
m = Uc

m \ {u2};
16 X̂ c = X̂ c ∪ {(xm→c

u2 )};
17 until No element exists in Uc

m;
18 return (X c)∗ = X̂ c;

stability subproblems, it is crucial to integrate these two
objectives and manage the trade-offs between minimizing
energy consumption and ensuring queue stability. To this
end, the connection capacity of the MEC server is utilized
to connect the two objectives for the following reasons.
Specifically, more tasks can be offloaded to MEC server
m as its connection capacity increases, resulting in lower
energy consumption for the UDs. However, this increase
also results in a rise in the queue backlog of the MEC m,
making the system more prone to instability. Conversely,
if fewer tasks are offloaded to MEC m, more tasks are
processed locally, which increases the UD energy consump-
tion while reducing the queue backlog of MEC server m.
Therefore, the connection capacity of the MEC server is
used to balance the queue stability for MEC servers and
the energy consumption for UDs.

The two-stage alternating task offloading method is
elaborated in Algorithm 3. Initially, the temporary variable
n is initialized as the connection capacity of MEC server
m, and the optimal value of task offloading problem Popt

is initialized to infinity (line 1). Next, in each iteration,
the connection capacity of MEC server m is set as n, i.e.,
qi1 = n (line 3). Moreover, the offloading decisions at the
UD side are obtained by solving the energy minimization
subproblem via Algorithm 1 (line 4). Then, the objective
function value En for energy minimization subproblem is
updated (line 5). Similarly, the offloading decisions at the
MEC server are determined by solving the queue stability
subproblem through Algorithm 2, and the objective function
valueQn of the queue stability subproblem is updated (lines
6 to 7). Subsequently, the objective function value for task
offloading problem is updated by comparing it with V opt

(lines 8 to 11). After each iteration, the temporary variable

n is decremented by 1, and this process continues until n
reaches 0 (lines 12-13). Finally, the integral values of the
task offloading variables are obtained using the dependent
rounding algorithm (line 14).

Algorithm 3: Two-Stage Alternative Optimization
Algorithm at Time Slot t

Input: Cm

Output: X opt(t)
1 initialization: n = Cm,Popt = inf ;
2 repeat
3 Set the maximum number of matching as

qi1 = n;
// Energy minimization subproblem

4 Obtain (Xm)
∗
(t) by calling Algorithm 1 for

given qi1;
5 Calculate En = sE((Xm)∗);

// Queue stability subproblem
6 Obtain (X c)∗ by calling Algorithm 2 for the

given (Xm)∗;
7 Calculate Qn = Q((Xm)∗, (X c)∗);
8 if V ∗ En +Qn < Popt then
9 Popt = V ∗ En +Qn;

10 (Xm)opt(t) = (Xm)∗(t);
11 (X c)opt(t) = (X c)∗(t);
12 n← n− 1;
13 until n = 0;
14 return X opt(t) = {(Xm)opt(t), (X c)opt(t)};

5.3 Main Steps of OJCTA and Performance Analysis
In this section, we present the main steps and performance
analyses of OJCTA.

5.3.1 Main Steps of OJCTA
Algorithm 4 presents the main steps of OJCTA. Specifically,
the task queues (QE

m(t) and QC
m(t)) and virtual queues

(ZE
m(t) and ZC

m(t)) are first initialized (line 1). Moreover, in
each time slot, the task arrival information is acquired (line
3). Furthermore, the task offloading decision is obtained
by calling Algorithm 3 (line 4), and the communication
resource allocation decision is obtained according to Eq. (29)
(line 5). Finally, the task queues and virtual queues are
updated (line 6).

5.3.2 Performance Analysis
The computational complexity and optimality gap of OJCTA
are presented in Theorems 8 and 9, respectively.

Theorem 8. The proposed OJCTA has a polynomial worst-case
computational complexity, i.e., O(LU3), where L denotes the
number of outer iterations in Algorithm 3.

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

Theorem 9. Assume that the optimal value of time-average UD
energy consumption, achieved under the assumption of complete
knowledge of future information, is denoted as Copt. Then, for any
parameter V , the time-average UD energy consumption obtained
by the OJCTA is bounded by

1

T

T∑
t=1

M∑
m=1

Um(t)∑
u=1

E{Eloc
u (t) + E

off
u (t)} ≤ Copt +

B

V
, (47)
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Algorithm 4: OJCTA
Input: V
Output: Aopt, Xopt

1 Initialization: Initialize the queues as
QE

m(1) = 0, QC
m(1) = 0, ZE

m(1) = 0, ZC
m(1) = 0;

2 for Each time slot t do
3 Observe task arrival I(t);
4 Obtain optimal task offloading decision X opt(t)

by calling Algorithm 3;
5 For given X opt(t), calculate the optimal resource

allocation Aopt(t) according to Eq. (29);
6 Update

QE
m(t+ 1), QC

m(t+ 1), ZE
m(t+ 1), ZC

m(t+ 1) by
(10), (11), (15a), (15b);

7 Set t← t+ 1;
8 return Aopt = {Aopt(t)}t∈T , Xopt = {X opt(t)}t∈T ;

where B is defined in Theorem 1.

Proof. The details can be found in Appendix ?? of the
supplemental material. ■

6 SIMULATION RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

6.1 Simulation Setup
We first describe the settings related to the simulation exper-
iments, including the parameters, evaluation metrics, and
comparison baselines.

6.1.1 Parameters
We consider a three-layer collaborative MEC system MEC
system, where 4 MEC servers and a cloud are deployed in
an area of 500×500 m2 to provide computation services for
UDs. Furthermore, the UDs that are covered by each MEC
server is set as 50, and the connection capacity of each MEC
server is set as 30. Moreover, the UDs within the coverage
area of each MEC server are distributed at distances ranging
from 50 m to 500 m. Additionally, the system operates over a
total timeline of 200 s, with each time slot of δ = 1 s. Table 1
gives the other parameters.

6.1.2 Evaluation Metrics
We evaluate the overall performance of OJCTA by adopting
the following indicators. i) Average UD energy consump-
tion, i.e., 1

T

∑T
t=1

∑M
m=1

∑Um(t)
u=1 (Eloc

u (t) + Eoff
u (t)), which

indicates the average cumulative energy consumption of
UDs per unit time. ii) Average queuing delay of the edge
computing queue, i.e., 1

T

∑T
t=1 Q

E
m(t)/ÃE

m(t), which repre-
sents the average delay experienced by tasks in the edge
computing queue QE

m. iii) Average queuing delay of the
cloud offloading queue, i.e., 1

T

∑T
t=1 Q

C
m(t)/ÃC

m(t), which
indicates the average delay experienced by tasks in the
cloud offloading queue QC

m.

6.1.3 Comparison Approaches
We evaluate the proposed OJCTA in comparison with the
following baselines.

• Local computing (LC): All UDs process their tasks locally.
• Random offloading (RO): The task offloading deci-

sions are made randomly, without considering energy-
minimization or queuing delay constraints.

TABLE 1: Simulation parameters

Symbol Meaning Default value
ptra
u Transmit power of UD u [0.1, 0.5] W

fu Computing resources of UD u [1, 2] GHz
Iu Task size of UD u [104, 106] bits
d Distance between MEC servers

and UDs
[50, 500] m

Z Computation intensity of tasks 1000 cycles/bit [40]
fm Computing resources of MEC

server m
5 GHz

Bm Bandwidth between UD u and
MEC server m

20 MHz

rcm Transmission data rate between
MEC server m and cloud c

8 Mbps

ζu The effective switched capaci-
tance coefficient of UD u

10−28

σ2 Noise power -98 dBm
V Lyapunov penalty factor [5, 40]

• Energy considered first (ECF): The ECF approach focuses
solely on minimizing the energy consumption of UDs,
disregarding the long-term queuing delay constraints.

• Single slot constraint approach (SSC) [37]: Instead of fol-
lowing long-term queuing delay constraints, the SSC
approach poses hard queuing delay constraints in each
time slot.

• No cloud collaboration (NCC) [38]: The NCC approach
focuses on a two-tier system which consists of MEC
servers and UDs, without incorporating edge-cloud
collaboration.

• Genetic algorithm-based joint task offloading and resource
allocation (GJTORA) [39]: The task offloading is de-
termined by using the genetic algorithm, while the
communication resource allocation is decided by the
proposed OJCTA.

6.2 Evaluation Results
In this section, we first assess the online offloading perfor-
mance of OJCTA with default parameters. Subsequently,
we compare the impacts of different parameters on the
performance of OJCTA.

6.2.1 Online Offloading Performance Evaluation
Figs. 3(a), 3(b), and 3(c) evaluate the performances of av-
erage UD energy consumption, average queuing delay for
edge computing queue, and average queuing delay for
cloud offloading queue, respectively with time slots.

From Fig. 3(a), we can see that OJCTA consistently
outperforms the LC, RO, SCC, NCC, and GJTORA while
underperforms the ECF with respect to the UD energy con-
sumption over time. Several factors contribute to this out-
come. First, the LC approach, where all tasks are processed
locally, could lead to higher energy consumption due to the
limited processing capability and battery capacity of UDs.
Similarly, the random offloading of the RO approach does
not prioritize energy consumption minimization, leading
to suboptimal performance of the UD energy efficiency.
Moreover, the SSC approach enforces strict queuing delay
constraints in each time slot, which could cause work-
load backlogs in the long term. In this case, more tasks
will be processed locally, leading to increased UD energy
consumption. Furthermore, the NCC method, which omits
cloud collaboration, restricts task offloading options to MEC
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Fig. 3: System performance with time slots.

servers alone, limiting its energy-saving potential. Besides,
the genetic algorithm adopted by GJTORA often faces slow
convergence and high computational demands, which can
lead to suboptimal offloading decisions, especially in real-
time scenarios. In addition, while the ECF approach natu-
rally achieves lower energy consumption than the proposed
OJCTA by prioritizing energy efficiency, this comes at the
expense of significant queuing delays and instability, as
evidenced in Figs. 3(b) and 3(c).

We can observe from Figs. 3(b) and 3(c) that the pro-
posed OJCTA exhibits moderate and stable average queuing
delay among the seven approaches. This is mainly because
the proposed OJCTA can effectively balance the trade-off
between the queuing delay and the UD energy consump-
tion by leveraging the Lyapunov optimization framework.
Specifically, in Fig. 3(b), it is evident that OJCTA maintains
a lower queuing delay compared to the approaches such
as LC and RO, which either overload local UDs or ineffi-
ciently manage task offloading. This demonstrates that the
proposed OJCTA not only reduces UD energy consumption
but also controls the backlog at the MEC server, ensuring
smoother and more stable task processing. Additionally,
in Fig. 3(c), OJCTA demonstrates competitive queuing de-
lays for cloud offloading queue, which benefits from the
edge-cloud collaboration mechanism in our approach. By
offloading tasks dynamically from the MEC servers to the
cloud, OJCTA avoids overloads at the edge, thus reducing
the queuing delays compared to the approaches like NCC
that do not leverage cloud collaboration.

In conclusion, the simulation results in Fig. 3 demon-
strate that the proposed OJCTA can effectively reduces UD
energy consumption while constraining the queuing delays
and ensuring queuing stability at the edge.

6.2.2 Impact of Parameters
We compare the impacts of different system parameters on
the performance of the proposed OJCTA and the benchmark
approaches in this section.

Impact of Bandwidth. Figs. 4(a), 4(b) and 4(c) show the
impact of bandwidth on the average energy consumption,
average queuing delay for edge computing queue, and aver-
age queuing delay for cloud offloading queue, respectively.

Fig. 4(a) shows that as bandwidth increases, the average
UD energy consumption decreases for most approaches.

This is because as the communication resources become
abundant, more tasks can be offloaded to the MEC servers,
thereby reducing the UD energy consumption. However,
it is noteworthy that the energy consumption of LC and
NCC remains nearly constant, even as bandwidth increases.
The reason is that LC processes all tasks locally, and thus
its energy consumption is primarily determined by the
limited battery capacity and computational capabilities of
UDs. Similarly, NCC restricts task offloading to only MEC
servers without utilizing cloud resources, thus the energy-
saving potential is constrained, leading to minimal variation
in energy consumption as bandwidth increases. Moreover,
we can also observed that the proposed OJCTA consistently
ex superior performance compared to LC, RO, SSC, NCC,
and GJTORA with respect to average energy consumption.
The reason is that OJCTA can dynamically decide effi-
cient offloading decisions, taking advantage of the avail-
able bandwidth according to the dynamic communication
links. Furthermore, the ECF approach, which focuses solely
on minimizing energy consumption, slightly outperforms
OJCTA with respect to the UD energy consumption. How-
ever, this leads to significant queuing delay and instability
since ECF does not account for queuing constraints.

From Figs. 4(b) and 4(c), we can observe that the queu-
ing delays for the seven approaches generally exhibit an
upward trend as bandwidth increases. This is because as
the communication resources increase, more tasks could be
offloaded to MEC servers, leading to heavier workloads and
longer queuing delays. Moreover, compared to the bench-
mark approaches, the proposed OJCTA maintains moderate
and relatively controlled queuing delays across different
bandwidth levels. The reasons are as follows. First, the edge-
cloud-collaborative architecture ensures that the queuing
delays do not significantly escalate, even more tasks are
offloaded with increasing bandwidth. Moreover, the Lya-
punov optimization framework has the ability to guaran-
tee the long-term queuing stability. Additionally, the close-
form decision of the communication resource allocation can
dynamically achieve the near-optimal result based on the
available bandwidth. Besides, the two-stage alternating task
offloading method effectively balances both UD energy min-
imization and queue stability. In contrast, approaches such
as RO and ECF experience considerable queuing delays, as
they fail to account for queuing delay constraints effectively.
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Fig. 4: System performance with bandwidth.

In conclusion, the simulation results indicate that the
proposed OJCTA successfully manages the trade-off be-
tween queuing delay and energy consumption. It achieves
a balanced performance by using a dynamic task offloading
strategy that adapts to varying bandwidth conditions while
maintaining queuing stability.

Impact of MEC Server Connection Capacity. Figs. 5(a),
5(b), and 5(c) depict the impact of the MEC server con-
nection capacity on the average UD energy consumption,
average queuing delay for edge computing queue, and
average queuing delay, respectively.

Fig. 5(a) indicates that as the MEC connection capacity of
MEC servers increases, the average UD energy consumption
decreases across all approaches. This reduction occurs be-
cause more tasks are offloaded to the MEC server, reducing
the UD energy consumption required for local processing.
Moreover, the proposed OJCTA outperforms the LC, RO,
ECF, SSC, NCC, and GJTORA, consistently achieving lower
energy consumption. This is because the task offloading and
resource allocation in the Lyapunov optimization frame-
work can dynamically adjusts decisions based on the con-
nection condition. Notably, the UD energy consumption of
ECF remains lower than the other approaches, as its primary
goal is to minimize energy consumption. However, as we
can see in Figs. 5(b) and 5(c), this comes at the cost of higher
queuing delays.

In Figs. 5(b) and 5(c), the average queuing delays of RO
and ECF for both edge computing queues and the cloud of-
floading queues show an initial rise followed by a significant
decline. This can be attributed to the absence of long-term
queuing delay constraints in these approaches. Therefore, as
the number of connected UDs increases, the system initially
experiences congestion due to the increased task offloading,
resulting in longer queuing delays. However, once a certain
threshold is reached, fewer tasks are offloaded, leading to
a reduction in queuing delays. In contrast, the proposed
OJCTA maintains stable and relatively low queuing delays
as the connection capacity increases. This is because as
more UDs are connected, OJCTA can adjust the decisions of
resource allocation and task offloading, avoiding excessive
queuing delays from escalating while meeting the long-term
queuing constraint. Besides, the edge-cloud collaboration of
OJCTA enables balanced task distribution, ensuring that nei-
ther the edge nor the cloud resources become overwhelmed,

thus leading to stable queuing performance for both the
cloud offloading queues and the edge computing queues.

In summary, the simulation results highlight the effec-
tiveness of OJCTA in managing both energy consumption
and queuing delays as the MEC server connection capacity
increases. Furthermore, while the benchmark approaches
suffer from high queuing delays due to congestion or task
rejection, the dynamic and adaptive strategy of the pro-
posed OJCTA ensures efficient resource utilization and task
offloading, leading to lower energy consumption and stable
queuing performance.

Impact of User Number. Figs. 6(a), 6(b) and 6(c) show
the impact of UD number on the average UD energy
consumption, average queuing delay for edge computing
queue, and average queuing delay, respectively.

Fig. 6(a) reveals that the average UD energy consump-
tion rises across all approaches as the number of UDs
grows. This is expected since a greater number of UDs
results in more tasks to be processed. Moreover, with an
increasing number of MDs, the OJCTA obtains lower UD
energy consumption compared to LC, RO, SSC, NCC, and
GJTORA, respectively reducing the average UD energy con-
sumption by 36.94%, 6.45%, 5.17%, 25.13%, and 5.69% in
the relative dense scenario (U ≥ 50). This can be attributed
to the following reasons. First, the edge-cloud collaborative
MEC architecture makes the OJCTA more adaptive to the
dense scenarios since the workload at the edge can be flex-
ibly relived. Moreover, the proposed OJCTA can effectively
minimize UD energy consumption by making online task
offloading and resource allocation decisions based on the
situated scenario. Besides, the bilateral matching-based task
offloading method can effectively associate the different
UDs with diverse processing requirements to the suitable
MEC servers with different computing capabilities. Note
that although ECF achieves the lowest UD energy consump-
tion since it aims to minimize the energy consumption, it has
the inferior performance in queuing delays.

Figs. 6(b) and 6(c) show that the average queuing delays
of the seven approaches also increase as the number of
UDs grows. It is expected that a larger number of UDs
introduces higher task offloading demands, which can lead
to congestion at the MEC servers. Specifically, it can be
observed that the approaches such as RO and ECF expe-
rience significant queuing delays due to their lack of long-
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Fig. 5: System performance with the MEC server connection capacity.
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Fig. 6: System performance with the number of UDs.

term queuing delay constraints. In contrast, as the number
of UDs increases, OJCTA maintains relatively stable and
lower queuing delays. The reason is that the proposed
OJCTA can effectively minimize the UD energy consump-
tion under the constraints of long-term queuing delay by
performing real-time decisions based on varying UD densi-
ties. Additionally, as we mentioned earlier, the edge-cloud
collaboration of the OJCTA helps distribute the workload
efficiently, OJCTA leverages edge-cloud collaboration to effi-
ciently distribute the workload, preventing bottlenecks and
maintaining queuing stability as the number of UDs grows.

In conclusion, the proposed OJCTA exhibit superior scal-
ability to adapt to the environment with varying densities.
Moreover, OJCTA can efficiently accomplish the tasks with
lower UD energy consumption while maintaining lower
queuing delays and stable queuing performance.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we have studied an online collaborative com-
munication resource allocation and task offloading for MEC
system. First, we have designed an edge-cloud collaborative
MEC architecture, where the MEC servers and the cloud
server collaboratively provide offloading services for UDs.
Moreover, we have formulated the EEDAOP to minimize
the UD energy consumption under the constraints of task
deadlines and long-term queuing delays. Furthermore, we

have proposed an OJCTA to solve the formulated optimiza-
tion problem. Specifically, the future-dependent EEDAOP
has been first transformed into an online problem. Then, a
two-stage alternating optimization method was presented
for online task offloading and resource allocation. The sim-
ulation results have indicated that the proposed OJCTA
achieves superior performance with respect to UD en-
ergy consumption, while maintaining moderate and stable
queuing delays for both cloud computing queue and edge
computing queue. This indicates that OJCTA can effec-
tively reduce UD energy consumption while constraining
the queuing delays and ensuring queuing stability. More-
over, the proposed OJCTA can effectively adapt to vary-
ing bandwidth conditions and MEC connection capacities
by dynamically adjusting the decisions of task offloading
and resource allocation. Besides, OJCTA have demonstrated
superior scalability and stable queuing performance as the
number of UDs increases.
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