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Decentralized Learning Strategies for Estimation
Error Minimization with Graph Neural Networks

Xingran Chen, Navid NaderiAlizadeh, Alejandro Ribeiro, Shirin Saeedi Bidokhti

Abstract—We address the challenge of sampling and remote
estimation for autoregressive Markovian processes in a multi-
hop wireless network with statistically-identical agents. Agents
cache the most recent samples from others and communicate
over wireless collision channels governed by an underlying graph
topology. Our goal is to minimize time-average estimation error
and/or age of information with decentralized scalable sampling
and transmission policies, considering both oblivious (where
decision-making is independent of the physical processes) and
non-oblivious policies (where decision-making depends on physi-
cal processes). We prove that in oblivious policies, minimizing es-
timation error is equivalent to minimizing the age of information.
The complexity of the problem, especially the multi-dimensional
action spaces and arbitrary network topologies, makes theoretical
methods for finding optimal transmission policies intractable. We
optimize the policies using a graphical multi-agent reinforcement
learning framework, where each agent employs a permutation-
equivariant graph neural network architecture. Theoretically, we
prove that our proposed framework exhibits desirable transfer-
ability properties, allowing transmission policies trained on small-
or moderate-size networks to be executed effectively on large-
scale topologies. Numerical experiments demonstrate that (i) Our
proposed framework outperforms state-of-the-art baselines; (ii)
The trained policies are transferable to larger networks, and
their performance gains increase with the number of agents; (iii)
The training procedure withstands non-stationarity even if we
utilize independent learning techniques; and, (iv) Recurrence is
pivotal in both independent learning and centralized training
and decentralized execution, and improves the resilience to non-
stationarity in independent learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Remote sensing and estimation of physical processes
have garnered considerable interest in the realm of wireless
networks. Timely estimation of processes and maintaining
current knowledge of the system state are critical in numerous
applications such as robot swarm control, autonomous vehi-
cle communication, and environmental monitoring [2], [23].
Having fresh and up-to-date information regarding the system
state is essential for ensuring effective monitoring and control
performance. Additionally, in such applications, it is no longer
realistic to assume that information bits are processed and
stored at the sources, waiting to be reliably transmitted and
replicated at the receiver(s) with a high rate and low latency.
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This is because information is collected and communicated in
real time.

In this paper, we address the issue of real-time sampling
and estimation in multi-hop wireless networks comprising
multiple agents. Each agent observes a physical process,
modeled by a Gauss-Markov source [1], [2], and the objective
is for all agents to obtain timely estimates of all other sources.
This is particularly pertinent in robotic applications, where
each agent (robot) requires up-to-date information about all
other agents (including their status, location, etc.) for planning
and collaboration. Solving this problem involves two steps:
(i) sampling and transmission, and (ii) estimation. Sampling
and transmission entail each sensor determining its sampling
timestamp, transmission probability, transmission destination,
and transmitted packets in each time slot. Estimation involves
each sensor reconstructing estimates for the physical processes
of all other sensors based on all previously received status
updates.

We concentrate on the transmission step and its optimiza-
tion, as suggested by [2]–[4], emphasizing the optimality of the
Kalman-like estimator. Two primary challenges stand out: (i)
achieving timely packet transmission in channels with limited
capacity, and (ii) facilitating decentralized packet transmission.
To capture timeliness, we employ the Age of Information
(AoI) metric [5], widely acknowledged in the literature. It is
worth noting, as highlighted in [1], [6], that the time-average
AoI is intimately linked with the time-average estimation
error. Consequently, both metrics play pivotal roles in crafting
real-time sampling and transmission policies. Prior research
approaches to this problem are mostly built on centralized
scheduling policies [7]. However, it is not practical to centrally
schedule transmissions, especially when (i) the number of
agents is very high, (ii) the network topology is complex,
and (iii) the policy space is high-dimensional. Therefore,
our objective is to devise efficient decentralized policies that
minimize both AoI and/or estimation error, while ensuring
scalability.

This problem has recently been studied for random access
collision channels where all the agents communicate with
a central fusion [1], [8]–[12]. The authors in [8], [9] have
proposed decentralized age-based sampling and transmission
policies, with performance guarantees. [10] has developed
update strategies requiring only one-bit of information per
update that employ a local cancellation strategy. Moreover,
the work in [1] has generalized those results by going beyond
AoI and has provided (asymptotically) near-optimal policies
that minimize the estimation error. The above analytical works
heavily build on the topology of the random access channel
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(which is a one-hop many-to-one network) and do not extend
to more general wireless networks. In [11], [12], the network
topologies are considered for decision-making, but both papers
investigate centralized policies. It has remained open to obtain
near-optimal decentralized mechanisms in ad-hoc networks.

The analysis conducted in the aforementioned papers
falls short in our setting, primarily due to the intractabil-
ity of analytical solutions, especially when confronted with
complex and large-scale network topologies. This limitation
serves as a compelling motivation for adopting learning-based
approaches. In particular, multi-agent reinforcement learning
(MARL) algorithms have achieved massive success in many
applications that use reinforcement learning (RL) techniques
to co-train a set of agents in a multi-agent system [13]. In
the real-time sampling and estimation problem, every agent
is trained to find its optimal sampling and transmission poli-
cies through MARL techniques. However, classical MARL
methods, parameterized by multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs),
are inappropriate due to the lack of permutation-equivariance
and scalability. Consider a classical MARL framework. Note
that the input of this framework is the collection of features
of nodes in a graph. Since the classical MARL framework is
not permutation-equivariant, the output of the framework may
change once we permute the ordering of the nodes, even if
the environment remains the same. To remedy this issue, we
utilize techniques from graph neural networks (GNNs) [14],
[15], which are permutation-equivariant by construction, hence
leading to a graphical MARL framework.

A. Related Work

1) Decentralized Age-based Transmission Policies in
Multi-hop Networks: The concept of the Age of Information
(AoI), as introduced in [16], serves as a metric for assess-
ing the freshness of information on the receiver side. Early
work on AoI considered point-to-point channels [5]. Later,
its applicability was extended to single-hop networks featur-
ing multiple sources, with investigations spanning centralized
scheduling [17], [18] as well as decentralized transmission
policies [8], [19]. In the realm of multi-hop networks, the ma-
jority of prior research has focused on centralized transmission
policies, exemplified by studies such as [20], [21]. However,
there have been some notable efforts toward exploring de-
centralized transmission policies. For instance, [22] delineated
three classes of policies, among which only one falls under
the category of simple decentralized policies, specifically,
stationary randomized policy; the remaining two are central-
ized scheduling policies. In scenarios characterized by harsh
environments with no existing communication infrastructure
[23], such as those encountered by robots forming ad-hoc
networks, the necessity for decentralized operation becomes
imperative. Addressing this, [23] proposed a task-agnostic,
decentralized, low-latency method for data distribution within
ad-hoc networks. While [23] treats all packets as identical, it
overlooks the information (apart from freshness) included in
them.

2) Timely Estimation Error and AoI: The relationship
between timely estimation error and AoI is pivotal. In remote

estimation applications, the estimation of a physical process
relies on received updates (packets). When estimation occurs
using a packet with a small AoI, the instantaneous estimation
error tends to be small. Conversely, estimation based on a
packet with a large AoI typically results in a large instanta-
neous estimation error, as discussed in [1]. While numerous
papers have delved into problems concerning estimation errors,
seeking to minimize estimation errors from the vantage point
of AoI presents a promising avenue for research.

In point-to-point channels, [3], [24] represent the pio-
neering work in studying the minimization of estimation error
through age. The authors introduced the optimal stopping time
to minimize estimation error for Gauss-Markov processes.
Various extensions were explored in follow-up studies, such as
[4], [25]. The work in [26] unified the AoI minimization prob-
lem and the remote estimation error minimization problem.
In addition to AoI, two other pertinent metrics investigated
in relation to estimation error are effective age [27] and age
of incorrect information [28]. In [27], zero-wait policies and
sample-at-change policies were analyzed, while [28] proposed
an optimal transmission policy based on constrained Markov
decision processes.

In the context of random access channels, [10] developed
an optimal update strategy requiring only one bit of infor-
mation per update, whereas [29] provided approximations of
estimation error using the age of incorrect information under
slotted ALOHA schemes. The model setting in [10] represents
an extreme case compared to that in [29]. Our previous work
[1] can be viewed as an extension of [10] and [29], wherein we
established the equivalence between AoI and estimation error
and proposed sub-optimal threshold transmission policies.

3) Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning: Given our fo-
cus on minimizing estimation error in multi-hop networks,
traditional theoretical methods like those in [1], [10], [29]
become impractical due to the complexity introduced by
network topologies and multi-hop transmission, which under-
mines scalability. In this context, MARL algorithms emerge
as a promising alternative. These algorithms train a set of
agents within a multi-agent system simultaneously to achieve
cooperative or competitive goals. Recent years have witnessed
the emergence of numerous MARL algorithms integrating
deep learning techniques [13], [30]. Broadly speaking, MARL
algorithms can be categorized into three classes [13]: (i)
Independent learning: Each agent is trained independently by
RL algorithms, without considering the multi-agent structure
[31]. (ii) Centralized multi-agent policy gradient: Algorithms
such as [32] fall into this category, where centralized training
and decentralized execution (CTDE) paradigms are utilized.
(iii) Value decomposition algorithms: This category includes
algorithms like [33], also employing CTDE paradigms. MARL
algorithms have demonstrated their effectiveness in solving
sequential decision-making problems across various wireless
applications [34], including resource management [35], power
allocation [36], edge computing [37], fault-tolerant tracking
control [38], and edge caching [39]. To date, there is only
one weakly related prior study that formulates the problem of
age/estimation error minimization using MARL as an event-
driven decision process [40]. However, our framework differs
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in that decision-making is not event-driven. In our approach,
we employ both independent learning and CTDE techniques
to address the complexities of the problem.

4) Graph Neural Networks: Graph neural networks
(GNNs) have become a popular architecture for informa-
tion processing in graph signal processing [41], thanks to
their theoretical properties inherited from graph convolutional
filters. These properties include invariance to permutations,
stability to deformations, and scalability to large network
sizes [14]. Notably, graph processes inherently encapsulate a
temporal dimension, and recurrent neural networks (RNNs)
serve as a suitable tool for capturing time dependencies within
graph processes. The utilization of RNNs becomes particularly
significant when the data elements are both Euclidean and
time-dependent [42], [43]. Several implementations of graph
recurrent architectures can be found in literature [44]–[46].
In [15], Graph Recurrent Neural Networks (GRNNs) were
systematically proven to be permutation-equivariant and stable
to perturbations in the underlying graph support. Simulations
conducted therein demonstrated that GRNNs outperform both
GNNs and RNNs. This underscores the importance of con-
sidering both spatial and temporal dependencies of a graph
process for effective decision-making. Furthermore, the class
of GNNs constructed on graph filters exhibits transferability,
a property established through the utilization of graphons.
Graphons represent the limit of a sequence of dense undirected
graphs [47]. In our context, where the information from all
agents forms a graph signal in each time slot, employing a
GNN or GRNN formulation becomes essential.

B. Contributions

In this paper, we investigate sampling and remote es-
timation of M independent Gauss-Markov processes over
wireless collision channels within multi-hop wireless networks
(e.g., ad-hoc networks). At each time slot, every agent makes
decisions based on its own information regarding (i) when to
sample, determining whether to transmit a packet; (ii) who
to communicate with, selecting a neighbor as the receiver of
the transmitted packet; and (iii) what to transmit, choosing
which packet to send to the receiver. Our goal is to minimize
the time-average estimation error and/or time-average age of
information by proposing decentralized synchronous sampling
and transmission policies. We explore two classes of policies:
(i) oblivious policies, where decision-making is independent of
the physical processes, and (ii) non-oblivious policies, where
decision-making depends on physical processes [1].

Initially, we formulate the age of information and esti-
mation error for all agents within multi-hop networks in a
discrete-time setting. Utilizing the derived expressions for the
age of information and estimation error, we prove that in
oblivious policies, minimizing estimation error is equivalent
to minimizing the AoI. Consequently, we unify the problems
of error minimization and age minimization and propose a
general solution framework.

Within our solution framework, we encounter two sig-
nificant challenges: (i) a sharp increase in the learning cost
with network size, and (ii) the disorder stemming from the

node permutations in graphs. To address these challenges,
we propose a scalable graphical MARL framework, which
is an extension of the classical actor-critic framework [48],
[49]. Here, we augment the actor and critic with graphical
network layers, transforming the actor into a GRNN instead
of a recurrent neural network (RNN), and the critic into a
GNN rather than a neural network. These modifications ensure
that our framework is agnostic to the permutations of agent
indices, given the fact that GNNs and GRNNs are permutation-
equivariant. Moreover, we introduce an action distribution
operator that leverages the output node embeddings of the
actor GRNN to generate action distributions for all afore-
mentioned decisions. Notably, the parameter counts in both
the actor and critic models are independent of the number
of agents in the network due to this formulation. Furthermore,
we demonstrate that our framework exhibits the transferability
property, facilitated by the characteristics of graphons. This
implies that policies trained on small or moderate networks
can be effectively applied to large-scale networks, significantly
reducing the learning cost.

In our implementations, we employ two widely-used
reinforcement learning training methods for the critic: (i) inde-
pendent learning (e.g., IPPO), wherein each agent possesses a
distinct critic trained in a decentralized manner, and (ii) CTDE
(e.g., MAPPO), where a centralized critic learns a joint state
value function. Numerical experiments unveil key insights:
(i) the graphical MARL framework surpasses the classical
MARL one, with graphical MARL employing CTDE outper-
forming independent learning by leveraging global network
information. (ii) As anticipated, classical MARL with inde-
pendent learning succumbs to non-stationarity, whereas graph-
ical MARL with independent learning converges, suggesting
its potential to mitigate non-stationarity. (iii) Transferability
is affirmed by heightened performance gains in large-scale
networks, indicating the superiority of the proposed graphical
MARL framework. (iv) Recurrence plays a vital role in both
independent learning and CTDE and improves the resilience
to non-stationarity in independent learning.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Consider M statistically identical agents communicating
over a connected undirected graph. We denote the graph as
GM = (VM , EM ), where VM = {1, 2, · · · ,M} denotes the
set of agents and EM denotes the set of edges among agents.
The ith agent and the jth agent are directly connected with
each other by an edge if and only if (i, j) ∈ EM . Denote ∂i
as the set of neighbors of the ith agent, i.e., ∂i = {j|(i, j) ∈
EM}. Letting time be slotted, every agent i ∈ VM observes a
physical process {Xi,k}k≥0,

Xi,k+1 = Xi,k + Λi,k, (1)

where Λi,k ∼ N (0, σ2) are i.i.d for all i, k [1], [2]. The
processes {Xi,k}∞k=0 are assumed to be mutually independent
across i. By convention, Xi,0 = 0 for all i ∈ VM .

All agents can communicate with their neighbors, with
each agent communicating with at most one neighbor in a
given time slot. Specifically, the ith agent can transmit a packet
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to the jth agent in a time slot only if (i, j) ∈ EM . If there
is no edge between the ith and the jth agents, then they can
not communicate with each other directly. The communication
medium in every hop is modeled by a collision channel: if two
or more agents in proximity simultaneously transmit packets in
a time slot, then the packets will interfere with each other and
cause a communication failure. We assume a delay of one-time
unit in delivery for packets. Let cji,k = 1 represent the event
that collisions happen in the edge (i, j) with the direction from
the ith agent to the jth agent in time k, otherwise cji,k = 0. The
collision feedback is only available to the senders. It is worth
noting that random access protocols can be broadly divided
into two classes: synchronous protocols (e.g., slotted ALOHA)
and asynchronous protocols (e.g., CSMA). In this paper, we
specifically focus on the class of synchronous protocols.

Each agent is assumed to have M virtual queues1, and the
queue with index j ∈ VM , denoted by Qi,j , is utilized to cache
the packets from the jth agent at the ith agent. We further
assume that the buffer size of Qi,j is one and that an incoming
packet from the jth agent can either replace undelivered (old)
packets or be discarded. This assumption relies on the fact that
the underlying processes that are monitored are Markovian.
In other words, the old packets become obsolete if the most
recently received packet is known. The indicator qji,k = 1
implies that Qi,j is occupied by a packet in time k; otherwise
qji,k = 0. In every time slot, the ith agent can sample its source
(to which we refer to as as a packet in Qi,i) or transmit packets
in {Qi,j}{j ̸=i} to one of its neighbors. Denote dj,ℓi,k = 1 as the
indicator such that the ith agent transmits a packet from the
ℓth agent (in Qi,ℓ) to the jth agent successfully at time k,
otherwise dj,ℓi,k = 0. Note that dj,ℓi,k = 0 for all k, ℓ if j /∈ ∂i.

Now, we summarize the process of transmission in every
time slot k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K}: (i) Every agent i ∈ VM observes
its process Xi,k defined in (1) and updates the packet in Qi,i.
(ii) The ith agent decides whether to transmit a packet or
remain silent in the current time slot. (iii) If the ith agent
chooses to transmit a packet, it selects a specific packet from
{Qi,l}l∈VM

and a specific neighbor j ∈ ∂i to transmit it
to. (iv) Once all agents determine their actions, transmissions
start synchronously. (v) Suppose the receiver of the ith agent
is the jth agent, and the transmitted packet is chosen from
Qi,ℓ. If the packet cannot be delivered to the jth agent (e.g.,
due to a collision), then dj,ℓi,k = 0, and collision feedback
cji,k = 1 is given back to the ith agent. Otherwise, if the
packet is delivered successfully, then dj,ℓi,k = 1. The collision
feedback is only available to the senders. (vi) Finally, if Qj,ℓ is
empty, the jth agent caches the received packet. If Qj,ℓ is non-
empty but the current packet in Qj,ℓ is older (we will define
“old” and “new” later) than the received one, the jth agent
replaces the current packet with the received one. Otherwise,
the transmitted packet (from Qi,ℓ) will be discarded.

A. Optimization Objectives and Policies
Based on the collection of received samples, each agent

can estimate the processes for others. Let X̂j
i,k denote the

1Since the graph is connected, every agent can receive packets from every
other agent.

estimate of Xj,k in time slot k from the perspective of the
ith agent. By convention, X̂i

i,k = Xi
i,k for all i and k, and

X̂j
i,0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ VM . We define the average sum of

estimation errors (ASEE) as our performance metric:

Lπ(M) = lim
K→∞

E[Lπ
K ]

Lπ
K(M) =

1

M2K

K∑
k=1

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

(
X̂j

i,k −Xj,k

)2
,

(2)

where π ∈ Π refers to a decentralized sampling and trans-
mission policy in place, and Π is the set of all decentralized
sampling and transmission policies. Thus, we need to solve
the following optimization problem

L(M) := min
π∈Π

Lπ(M). (3)

Let us refine the definition of the policy appearing in (2) and
(3) with the following definition.

Definition 1. A sampling and transmission policy com-
prises a sequence of decisions

{
{(µi,k, νi,k)}i∈VM

}
k≥0

, with
(µi,k, νi,k) denoting the decision pair of the ith agent at time
slot k, where

(i) If µi,k ̸= i, then the ith agent transmits the packet in
Qi,νi,k

to the agent µi,k ∈ ∂i.
(ii) If µi,k = i, then the ith agent stays silent, and we
artificially set νi,k = i.

Definition 1 (ii) implies when to sample. In Defini-
tion 1 (i), µi,k represents the decision who to communicate
with, and νi,k specifies the decision what to transmit. It is
worth noting that policies defined in (1) are different from
routing policies. In the former, every agent is able to transmit
and cache packets, whereas the latter dictates how routers
should make decisions about forwarding data packets.

Our objective is to design decentralized sampling and
transmission mechanisms to achieve the minimum attainable
ASEE L(M) in (3). In time k, every agent chooses its
action in a decentralized manner based on its current and past
local observations, as well as its past actions. We consider
two general classes of policies: oblivious policies and non-
oblivious policies. In the former class, decision-making is
independent of the processes being monitored, and we will
see that the AoI is key in decision-making in this class. In the
latter class, decision-making depends on the processes, and
AoI is no longer sufficient for decision-making.

B. Age of Information

In this subsection, we establish the age of information in
multi-hop networks and relate it to the estimation error.

Let τi,j be the generation time of the packet in Qi,j . Note
that the buffer size of Qi,j is 1, so the current packet is the
latest one. The age of information (AoI) [8] with respect to
Qi,j , denoted by hj

i,k, is defined as

hj
i,k = k − τi,j . (4)

Without loss of generality, let hj
i,0 = 0. Now suppose another

packet from the jth agent is delivered to the ith agent. It



5

Fig. 1: An example of trajectory of hj
i,k.

may be cached in Qi,j . Suppose that the delivered packet has
generation time τ ′ and τ ′ < τi,j , i.e., the delivered packet
is generated before the current packet in Qi,j . If the packet
is cached by the ith agent, then the AoI of Qi,j becomes
k − τ ′ > k − τi,j , which implies that the delivered packet
cannot decrease the AoI of Qi,j . In this case, we say that the
delivered packet is older than the current packet in Qi,j , and
the ith agent discards the delivered (older) packet and keeps
the newer one.

Based on (4), the AoI with respect to the jth agent at
the ith agent (hj

i,k) increases with time, and it jumps down
to a certain value when a new packet containing information
about the jth agent is received from the uth agent at time slot
k (di,ju,k = 1). More precisely, the recursions of hj

i,k are given
by

hj
i,k+1 =

{
hj
u,k + 1 di,ju,k = 1, hj

u,k < hj
i,k

hj
i,k + 1 otherwise.

(5)

As an example, in Figure 1, hj
i,k jumps down at time slots 4

and 12, indicating the reception of packets from the jth1 and
jth3 agents, respectively. Conversely, hj

i,k increases at time slot
7 and time slot 17, suggesting that the packets received from
the jth2 and jth4 agents are stale.

At the beginning of time slot k, the ith agent knows the
information of the packet cached in Qi,j before time k, i.e.,
Xj,τi,j , and reconstructs X̂j

i,k by the Kalman estimatorr due
to its optimality [2]:

X̂j
i,k =E

[
Xj,k|Xj,τi,j

]
. (6)

In particular, from (1) and (4), we have

Xj,k = Xj,τi,j +

hj
i,k∑

τ=1

Λi,k−τ . (7)

Since E[Λi,k] = 0 for all i, k, the Kalman estimator in (6) is:

X̂j
i,k = E

[
Xj,k|Xj,τi,j

]
= Xj,τi,j . (8)

Based on (8), the recursion of estimates is given by

X̂j
i,k+1 =

{
X̂j

u,k di,ju,k = 1, hj
u,k < hj

i,k

X̂j
i,k otherwise.

(9)

Recalling that our goal to find an optimal decentralized
sampling and transmission policy as formulated in (3), we
begin by considering oblivious policies. In this setup, the
action of node i at time k solely depends on the history
of feedback and actions as well as causal observations of
the process. Essentially, oblivious policies are independent
of the observed processes, making them simpler and less
costly to implement. In the following subsection, we show
that minimizing ASEE in the class of oblivious policies is
equivalent to minimizing the average sum of AoI.

Lemma 1. In oblivious policies, the expected estimation error
associated with process i has the following relationship with
the expected age function:

E[
(
Xj,k − X̂j

i,k

)2
] = E[hj

i,k]σ
2. (10)

Proof. At the beginning of time slot k, the estimation error is

Xj,k − X̂j
i,k = Xj,k −Xj,τi,j =

hj
i,k∑

τ=1

Λi,k−τ .

It is important to note that under oblivious policies, hj
i,k

is independent of {Λi,k}i,k. Therefore, employing Wald’s
equality, we obtain

E[Xj,k − X̂j
i,k] = 0

E[
(
Xj,k − X̂j

i,k

)2
] = E[hj

i,k]σ
2.

Note that Lemma 1 does not hold for non-oblivious
policies. Finding E[

(
Xj,k − X̂j

i,k

)2
] in closed-form is non-

trivial and its numerical computation can be intractable when
M is large. The challenge arises because even though the
estimation error is the sum of hj

i,k Gaussian noise variables,
once we condition on hj

i,k, their distributions change because
hj
i,k can be dependent on the process being monitored. From

Lemma 1, in the class of oblivious policies, minimizing the
ASEE defined in (11) is equivalent to

min
π∈Π′

Jπ(M), (11)

where
Jπ(M) = lim

K→∞
E[Jπ

K ]

Jπ
K(M) =

1

M2K

K∑
k=1

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

hj
i,k,

(12)

and Π′ is a set of all possible oblivious policies. Later, we
will develop a unified approach to address both (3) and (11),
as outlined in Section IV onwards.

III. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce the preliminary concepts
that will be utilized later. We will leverage the Dec-POMDP
framework (see Section III-A) to formulate the problem,
employ GNNs and GRNNs (see Section III-B) to construct
the graphical actor and critic components, utilize IPPO and
MAPPO algorithms (see Section III-D) to train the policy,
and demonstrate the transferability of our algorithm using
graphons (see Section III-C).
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A. Dec-POMDP and Reinforcement Learning

We begin by defining a Decentralized Partially Observ-
able Markov Decision Process (Dec-POMDP) [34]. A Dec-
POMDP combines a standard Markov Decision Process to
model system dynamics with a hidden Markov model that
probabilistically connects the unobservable system states to
observations.

Definition 2. A Dec-POMDP can be described by a tuple of
key elements ⟨M,S, {Ai}i, Ps, R, {Oi}i, Po, γ⟩.
• M : the number of agents.
• S: the set of global environmental states, which are shared

by all agents.
• Ai: the action space of the ith agent.
• Ps: S ×

∏
i∈VM

Ai × S → [0, 1] denote the transition
probability from a state s ∈ S to a state s′ ∈ S after
executing a (joint) action.

• R: S ×
∏

i∈VM
Ai → R is a global reward function shared

by all agents.
• Oi: the observation space of the ith agent.
• Po: S ×

∏
i∈VM

Oi → [0, 1] is the observation function,
which provides the probability of a joint observation in a
given global environment state.

• γ ∈ [0, 1]: the discount factor.

In each time slot k, the environment’s state sk ∈ S
remains unknown to all agents, while each agent i receives
its own observations oi ∈ Oi without access to other agents’
observations. Each agent then selects an action ai,k ∈ Ai (re-
sulting in a joint action ak = (a1,k, . . . , aM,k) ∈

∏
i∈VM

Ai),
which prompts the environment to transition to a new state
s′k ∼ Ps(·|sk, ak). Additionally, the agents collectively receive
a global reward rk = R(sk, ak). The entire goal is to devise
a policy that maximizes the cumulative discounted reward.

B. Graph Recurrent Neural Networks

We consider a class of RNNs, whose input-output rela-
tionship is formulated by equations [50],

zt = ρ1(Bxt + Czt−1), 1 ≤ t ≤ T, (13)
ŷ = ρ2(DzT ). (14)

In (13), {xt}1≤t≤T with xt ∈ Rn represents a sequence of n-
dimensional data points, zt ∈ Rn is the hidden state extracted
from the sequence {xτ}1≤τ≤t, B ∈ Rn×n, C ∈ Rn×n are
linear operators, and ρ1 is a pointwise nonlinearity. In (14),
ŷ ∈ Rn′

represnts an estimate of y ∈ Rn′
, which serves as the

target representation of {xt}1≤t≤T . Here, D ∈ Rn×n′
is the

linear output map, and ρ2 is another pointwise nonlinearity.
Given a training set {{xt}1≤t≤T , y}, the optimal linear maps
B, C and D are obtained by minimizing some loss function
L(ρ2(DzT ), y) over the training set.

We extend x to a graph signal and let Ξ be a graph shift
operator (GSO), where x ∈ RM×1, Ξ ∈ RM×M , and M is
the number of nodes in a graph [15]. Then, we define graph
convolutions [15], [51], [52] as follows:

B(Ξ)x =

K−1∑
k=0

bkΞ
kx, (15)

where Ξkx = Ξ(Ξk−1x) and bk ∈ R for all 0 ≤ k ≤ K − 1.
In (15), K is the order of the graph filter, which is a positive
integer hyperparameter, and Ξkx represents the information
contained in the k-hop neighborhood of each node. For
0 ≤ k ≤ K − 1, [b0, b1, · · · , bK−1] is called filter taps.
Combining (13), (14), and (15), the graph recurrent neural
network (GRNN) architecture with {xt}1≤t≤T is given by

zt = ρ1(B(Ξ)xt + C(Ξ)zt−1), (16)
ŷ = ρ2(D(Ξ)zT ), (17)

where xt and zt in (16) and (17) are graph signals.
Suppose each node possesses a vector of features. All

feature vectors constitute a graph signal tensor, denoted by
X ∈ RM×F , where F represents the dimension of feature
vectors. Each column Xf ∈ RM is a graph signal correspond-
ing to the values of feature f across all nodes. Extending the
linear transformation in (15) to an operator, denoted by B(Ξ),
yields

B(Ξ)V =

K−1∑
τ=0

ΞτXBτ , (18)

where Bτ ∈ RF×G with τ = 0, 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1 represent the
filter taps, and G denotes the dimension of the output features.

Finally, suppose the hidden state Zt has dimension M ×
H . Considering the graph signal sequences {Xt}0≤t≤T , (16)
and (17) can be extended to

Zt = ρ1(B(Ξ)Xt + C(Ξ)Zt−1), (19)

Ŷ = ρ2(D(Ξ)ZT ), (20)

where the filter taps are Bτ ∈ RF×H , Cτ ∈ RH×H , and
Dτ ∈ RG×H , τ = 0, 1, 2, · · · ,K − 1. We can represent (19)
and (20) more compactly as follows:

Ŷ = Φ(B, C,D; Ξ, {Xt}Tt=1). (21)

C. Graphons

We borrow the description of graphons from [47]. A
graphon is the limit of a sequence of dense undirected graphs,
defined as W : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1], where W is bounded,
measurable and symmetric. The graphon signal is defined as
a function X ∈ L2([0, 1]). An important interpretation of
graphons (W ) and graphon signals (X) are generative models
for graphs and graph signals. A pair (Ξn, xn) can be obtained
from the pair (W,X) as follows: a point ui ∈ [0, 1] is chosen
to be the label of the ith node with i ∈ Vn. For 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n,

[Ξn]ij = Bernoulli
(
W (ui, uj)

)
(22)

[xn]i = X(ui). (23)

For example, stochastic graphs can be constructed using the
following rule: Let {ui}ni=1 be n points sampled independently
and uniformly at random from [0, 1]. The n-node stochastic
graph Gn, with GSO Ξn, is obtained from W by (22).
Conversely, graphons and graphon signals can be induced by
graphs and graph signals, respectively. Suppose Gn is a graph
with GSO Ξn and node labels {ui}ni=1, where ui ∈ [0, 1], and
xn is a graph signal. Define Ii = [ui, ui+1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1



7

and In = [un, 1] ∪ [0, u1). Then (WΞn
, Xn) induced by

(Ξn, xn) is given by

WΞn(u, v) =

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[Ξn]ij1u∈Ii1v∈Ij (24)

Xn(u) =

n∑
i=1

[xn]i1u∈Ii . (25)

The diffusion operator for graphon signals, denoted by TW , is
defined as

(TWX)(v) =

∫ 1

0

W (u, v)X(u)du. (26)

A graphon filter is an operator TB,W : L2([0, 1]) → L2([0, 1]),
defined as follows:

(TB,WX)(v) = (

K−1∑
k=0

bkT
(k)
W X)(v)

(T
(k)
W X)(v) =

∫ 1

0

W (u, v)(T
(k−1)
W X)(u)du,

(27)

where T
(0)
W = I and [b0, b1, · · · , bK−1] are the filter coeffi-

cients.
A graphon neural network (WNN) is given as follows.

At layer ℓ, the incoming Fℓ−1 features from layer ℓ − 1 are
mapped into Fℓ features. Denote the features in layer ℓ− 1 as
Xg

ℓ−1
2, 1 ≤ g ≤ Fℓ−1 and the features in layer ℓ as Xf

ℓ with
1 ≤ f ≤ Fℓ. Then Xf

ℓ = ρ
(∑Fℓ−1

g=1 TBfg
ℓ ,WXg

ℓ−1

)
, where ρ(·)

is a pointwise nonlinearity and Bfg
ℓ = [bfgℓ,0, b

fg
ℓ,1, · · · , b

fg
ℓ,K−1].

Let B ≜ {Bfg
ℓ }ℓ,f,g be a tensor grouping the coefficient sets

Bfg
ℓ for ℓ, f, g. With a slight abuse of notation, we denote X =

{Xg
0}

F0
g=1 and Y = {Xf

L}
FL

f=1. A WNN can be represented
more compactly as the map

Y = TB,WX. (28)

D. A2C Algorithms

We introduce some commonly used reinforcement learn-
ing algorithms which will be used in Section VI, namely, IPPO
and MAPPO [13], which are variants of the advantage actor-
critic (A2C) algorithm [48], [49].

IPPO represents independent learning, where each agent
has an actor and a critic trained in a decentralized manner,
conditioned on the history of location observations, actions,
and rewards, to minimize the loss function. Unlike IPPO,
in MAPPO, the critic learns a joint state value function. It
extends the existing on-policy actor-critic algorithm A2C [48]
by applying centralized critics conditioned on the state of the
environment rather than the individual history of observations.

IV. PROPOSED GRAPHICAL REINFORCEMENT LEARNING
FRAMEWORK

In this section, we outline the framework of our graphical
reinforcement learning algorithm, as depicted in Fig. 2. We
start with a general overview and then dive into the details

2All features are graphon signals.

Fig. 2: The proposed graphical reinforcement learning frame-
work.

of two key components: (i) graphical actors and critics and
(ii) the action distribution. We will discuss these details in
Sections IV-A and IV-B, respectively.

1) State and Observations: We begin by detailing the
environment state and the observations made by the agents
(illustrated by the green arrows in Fig. 2). Denote the adja-
cency matrix of the network GM by ΞM . In time slot k, we
define the environment state, denoted by sk, as

sk =
{
{Xi,k}i∈VM

, {X̂j
i,k}i,j∈VM

, {hj
i,k}i,j∈VM

,

{cji,k}i,j∈VM
, {qji,k}i,j∈VM

, {dj,ℓi,k}i,j,ℓ∈VM
,ΞM

}
,

(29)

which implies that the state sk includes the physical processes
{Xi,k}i, {X̂i

j,k}i,j , the age of information {hi
j,k}i,j , the col-

lision feedback {cji,k}i,j , the indicator of occupation {qji,k}i,j ,
the indicator of delivery {dj,ℓi,k}i,j,ℓ, and the adjacency ma-
trix ΞM . Each node can only observe its local information.
Therefore, in time slot k, the observations of the ith agent are
denoted as

oi,k =
{
Xi,k, {X̂j

i,k}j∈VM
, {hj

i,k}j∈VM
, {cji,k}j∈VM

,

{qji,k}j∈VM
, {dj,ℓi,k}j,ℓ∈VM

,Ξ
(i)
M

}
.

(30)

Since each agent only knows the adjacent agents, we can
explicitly express [Ξ

(i)
M ]x,y as follows

[Ξ
(i)
M ]x,y =

{
1 if x = i, y ∈ ∂i or y = i, x ∈ ∂i,

0 otherwise.

2) Agents’ Actions: We then outline the actions taken
by the agents (the red arrows in Fig. 2). After obtaining the
observations, the ith agent makes a decision based on these
observations via a policy network (referred to as an actor, to
be defined in Section IV-A) and an action distribution (to be
defined in Section IV-B). Let the policy network of the ith

agent be denoted by π(·|oi,k; θi). Since all agents are homo-
geneous, following prior work in the MARL literature [53], we
employ parameter sharing, where π(·|oi,k; θi) is simplified to
π(·|oi,k; θ), where θ1 = θ2 = · · · = θM = θ. By plugging the
output of π(·|oi,k; θ) into the action distribution, we obtain
the selected action ai,k = (µi,k, νi,k), where (µi,k, νi,k) is
defined in Definition 1 and ai,k is defined in Definition 2.
The joint actions ak = {ai,k}i∈VM

and the state sk cause the
environment transition into the next state sk+1 ∼ Ps(·|sk, ak),
where Ps(·) is defined in Definition 2.
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3) Rewards: Next, we delineate the rewards incurred by
the selected actions (the blue arrow in Fig. 2). At the end
of every time slot k, the environment returns a reward rk, as
defined by

rk = −
∑

i,j∈VM

(
Xj,k − X̂j

i,k

)2
M2

. (31)

The reward is construed as the equal-weighted average es-
timation error and information from all agents, owing to
two primary reasons: (i) agents are statistically identical, and
(ii) they cooperatively minimize the ASEE

(
in (3)

)
. For

oblivious policies, as per Lemma 1, the reward simplifies to

rk = −
∑

i,j∈VM
hj
i,k

M2K . The return
∑∞

τ=0 γ
τrk+τ embodies the

total accumulated return from time step k, with a discount
factor γ.

4) Updating Process: Lastly, we explain how the learning
model improves itself when receiving rewards (the purple
arrow in Fig. 2). To evaluate the effectiveness of different
actions, we introduce a value network (referred to as a critic,
which will be detailed in Section IV-A). Agents rely on this
value network to guide their action choices, favoring those
with higher values. Once actions are chosen, they produce a
specific reward, which is then fed back into the value network.
This prompts the value network to update its parameters
based on the received reward. During the training process,
we utilize two well-known variants of A2C algorithms: IPPO
and MAPPO [48].

A. Graphical Actor and Critic
Now we focus on the construction of the actor and critic.

We argue that a graphical structure is necessary. Since agents
are located in a wireless network, there exists an inherent
network topology among them. Assume that the actor and
critic are constructed by deep neural networks. The inputs are
a collection of features of nodes in the graph. The outputs of
the actor and critic may change if the permutation of nodes
changes, even if the environment keeps the same. Therefore,
it is crucial for the actor and critic to mitigate the impact
of node permutation. To achieve this, we propose utilizing
GNNs, as GNNs inherently exhibit permutation invariance
[47]. Consequently, we suggest constructing the actor using
graph recurrent neural networks (GRNNs), as detailed in
Section III-B. GRNNs offer the advantage of fully leveraging
the information embedded within the graph structure. Moving
forward, we will first outline the actor’s construction, followed
by a description of the critic.

For the actor, we generate graph signals (as defined in
Section III-B) as the inputs, derived from its observations

(
see

(30)
)
. Let us focus on the ith agent and describe the graph

signal associated with this agent as follows.
(i) The graph is constructed using the matrix Ξ

(i)
M

(
defined

in (30)
)
, denoted by Gi. It is important to note that Gi shares

the same set of vertices as G, but with a distinct edge set,
determined by the adjacent agents of agent i.
(ii) In this graph, each node j is assigned a node feature,
defined as

vji,k = [
(
Xj,k −Xj

i,k

)2
, hj

i,k, c
j
i,k, [Ξ

(i)
M ]j,i, e

j
i,k]. (32)

In (32), eji,k = 1 indicates that the ith agent sends a new
packet to the jth agent during time slot k, while eji,k = 0

indicates otherwise. Put simply, when
∑

ℓ d
j,ℓ
i,k = 1 and∑

ℓ h
ℓ
j,k <

∑
ℓ(h

ℓ
j,k−1 + 1), it follows that eji,k = 1.

For oblivious policies, as per Lemma 1, the node feature
vji,k can be reduced to vji,k = [hj

i,k, c
j
i,k, [Ξ

(i)
M ]j,i, e

j
i,k].

It is noteworthy that edge features are omitted since the
information pertaining to edges is encapsulated within the
element Ξ(i)

M .
(iii) We denote the dimension of node features as F0. In non-
oblivious policies, F0 = 5, while in oblivious policies, F0 =
4. We then convert the collection of node features {vi,k}j to
a graph signal tensor, denoted as Vi,0, where Vi,0 ∈ RM×F0 .

Upon constructing the graph signals, we introduce L graph
recurrent neural network layers. For the ℓth layer, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤
L. The input is represented by the output of the (ℓ − 1)th

layer, Vi,ℓ−1 ∈ RM×Fℓ−1 , and the output is denoted as Vi,ℓ ∈
RM×Fℓ . Similar to (21), we have

Vi,ℓ = Φ(Bℓ, Cℓ,Dℓ; Ξ
(i)
M , {Vi,ℓ−1}Tt=1), (33)

where Bℓ, Cℓ,Dℓ are corresponding parameters, T denotes
the number of recurrent rounds. In (33), the input Vi,ℓ−1 is
utilized repeatedly for T rounds. The parameter θ in the policy
network π(·|oi,k; θ) comprises the collection of parameters in
the GRNN, i.e., θ = {Bℓ, Cℓ,Dℓ}Lℓ=1.

Recalling that we consider two types of RL training,
namely, independent learning (IPPO) and centralized training
and decentralized execution (MAPPO). The critics in these two
training regimes are different since every agent has a distinct
critic in the former case, while all agents share a common
critic in the latter case.

(i) For the critic in IPPO, the structure is similar to that of
the actor. The difference is that we remove the recurrence
from the graphical architecture and set T = 1.
(ii) For the critic in MAPPO, the state sk can be known since
the critic collects information from all agents. We define
the node and edge features as follows. The node feature for
the ith agent is defined as

∑M
j=1[ΞM ]ij , i.e., the degree of

the ith agent; and the edge feature between ith agent and
the jth agent is defined as (32). It is worth noting that we
consider “general edges”: any pair of agents have an edge
to connect each other. If j ∈ ∂i, then a real edge exists
between agent i and agent j; otherwise the edge is a virtual
one. Subsequently, the critic is constructed by substituting
node and edge features into (33) and setting T = 1.

B. Action Distribution

Consider the ith agent. The output of the actor is com-
puted via (33) and is denoted by Vi,L ∈ RM×FL . Vi,L is
referred to as a node embedding. To select a specific action, we
need to feed the node embedding into another operator, which
we call an action distribution. We denote this operator as ϕ,
and it converts a node embedding to an action distribution.
In particular, let ϕ : RM×FL → RM×M , with the following
specific form:

ϕ(Vi,L) :≜ Vi,L∆V T
i,L, (34)
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where ∆ ∈ RFL×FL is a learnable parameter matrix. Action
ai,k is sampled as follows:

ai,k ∼ Fsoftmax
(
ϕ(Vi,L)

)
. (35)

In (34), the number of parameters in ϕ is independent of the
number of agents M . Since all agents are homogeneous, they
share a common ϕ.

V. FUNDAMENTAL ANALYSIS: TRANSFERABILITY

In this section, we analyze the graphical reinforcement
learning framework, starting with the permutation invariance
property. It is worth noting that GNNs exhibit the permu-
tation invariance property [54]. Additionally. since a GRNN
is a straightforward extension of a GNN combined with an
RNN architecture, GRNNs inherit the permutation invariance
property [47, Proposition 1].

In practice, learning GNNs for large networks is chal-
lenging due to several reasons: (i) acquiring full knowledge
of the graph is difficult, especially for large networks, and
(ii) matrix multiplication operations become computationally
complex as the network size increases. However, the filter taps
in a GNN remain independent of the network size. Therefore,
models trained on small or moderate graphs can be transferred
to large graphs [47].

Suppose yn1
and yn2

are outputs of a GRNN with
network sizes n1 and n2, respectively. Transferability implies
that the distortion between yn1

and yn2
is small when n1 and

n2 are large. Since yn1 and yn2 have different dimensions,
direct comparison is challenging. Instead, a tractable approach
is to compare yn1

or yn2
with their limits. Before delving

into transferability, we first introduce some useful notations,
definitions and assumptions.

Let W be a graphon, X be a graphon signal, and Gn

be n-node generic graph with node labels {ui}ni=1. Suppose
that (Ξn, xn) is induced from (W,X)

(
see (22) and (23)

)
,

and (WΞn
, Xn) is induced by (Ξn, xn)

(
see (24) and (25)

)
.

Denote by TBi,WΞn
, i ≥ 1, (generic) graphon filters

(
see

(27)
)
. Denote by TBi,WΞn

, i ≥ 1 a (generic) WNN
(
see (28)

)
with L layers, F0 = 1 input feature, FL = 1 output feature,
and Fℓ = F features per layer for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ L−1. In particular,
we call that B(Ξn) is a graph filter (see (15)) instantiated from
TB,W on the graph Ξn, ane B(Ξn) is a linear transformation
(see (18)) instantiated from TB,W on the graph Ξn.

Definition 3. Similar to (19), (20), a graphon recurrent neural
network (WRNN) is defined as follows,

Zt = ρ1
(
TB1,WXt + TB2,WZt−1

)
, 1 ≤ t ≤ T, (36)

Y = ρ2
(
TB3,WZT

)
. (37)

To write (36) and (37) compactly,

Y = Ψ(B1,B2,B3;W, {Xt}Tt=1). (38)

Definition 4. ( [47, Definition 4]) The ϵ-band cardinality of
a graphon W , denoted by κϵ

W , is the number of eigenvalues
λi of TW with absolute value larger or equal to ϵ, i.e.,

κϵ
W = #{λi : |λi| ≥ ϵ}.

Definition 5. ( [47, Definition 5]) For two graphons W and
W ′, the ϵ-eigenvalue margin, denoted by δϵWW ′ , is given by

δϵWW ′ = min
i,j ̸=i

{|λi(TW ′)− λj(TW )| : |λi(TW ′)| ≥ ϵ},

where λi(TW ′) and λi(TW ) denote the eigenvalues of TW ′

and TW , respectively.

Assumption 1. ( [47, Assumption 1]) The spectral response
of the convolutional filter of TB,W , defined as b(λ) =∑K−1

k=0 bkλ
k, is Ω-Lipschitz in [−1,−ϵ]∪[ϵ, 1] and ω-Lipschitz

in (−ϵ, ϵ), with ω < Ω. Moreover, |b(λ)| < 1.

Under Assumption 1, we can show that if a (large) graph
filter is sampled from a graphon, then it can approximate the
graphon filter. From Definition 4 and Definition 5, define

Θ(Ω, ω) = (Ω +
πκϵ

WΞn

δϵWWΞn

)∥W −WΞn∥+ 2ωϵ. (39)

Assumption 2. ( [47, Assumption 5]) The activation functions
are normalized Lipschitz, i.e., |ρ(x) − ρ(y)| ≤ |x − y|, and
ρ(0) = 0.

Lemma 2. Let TBi,WΞn
, i ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,m} satisfy Assump-

tion 1, and ρ1, ρ2, · · · , ρm−1 satisfy Assumption 2. Define
Yn = Zm, Y = Um,

Zi+1 = TBi+1,WΞn
Z ′
i, Z ′

i = ρi(Zi), 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1

Ui+1 = TBi+1,WU ′
i , U ′

i = ρi(Ui), , 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1

Z1 = TB1,WΞn
Xn, U1 = TB1,WX

For any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1, it holds that

∥Y − Yn∥ ≤
m∑
i=1

Θ(Ωi, ωi)∥X∥+ (Ωmϵ+ 2)∥X −Xn∥,

and {Ωi, ωi} are Lipschitz constants associated with TBi,WΞn

for 1 ≤ i ≤ m.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix A.

Lemma 3. Let TBi,WΞn
, i ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,m} satisfy Assump-

tion 1, and ρ1, ρ2, · · · , ρm−1 satisfy Assumption 2. Define
Yn = Zm, Y = Um

Zi+1 = TBi+1,WΞn
Z ′
i, Z ′

i = ρi(Zi), 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1

Ui+1 = TBi+1,WU ′
i , U ′

i = ρi(Ui), 1 ≤ i ≤ m− 1

Z1 = TB1,WΞn
Xn, U1 = TB1,WX

For any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1, it holds that

∥Y −Yn∥ ≤
m∑
i=1

LFL−1Θ(Ωi, ωi)∥X∥+(Ωmϵ+2)∥X−Xn∥,

and {Ωi, ωi} are Lipschitz constants associated with TBi,WΞn

for 1 ≤ i ≤ m.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B.

Theorem 1. (transferability in GRNNs) Let the convolutional
filters that makeup of the layers of TB1,W , TB2,W , and TB3,W

satisfy Assumption 1, and ρ1 and ρ2 satisfy Assumption 2.
Based on (38), define Y = Ψ(B1,B2,B3;W, {X}Tt=1) and
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Y = Ψ(B1,B2,B3;W, {Xn}Tt=1)
3. For any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1, it

holds that

∥Y − Yn∥ ≤LFL−1
3∑

i=1

NiΘ(Ωi, ωi)∥X∥

+(Ω3ϵ+ 2)∥X −Xn∥, (40)

where {Ωi, ωi} are Lipschitz constants associated with TBi,W

in Assumption 1, and N1, N2, N3 are fixed constants only
depends on T .

Proof. From the definition of WRNN in (36) and (37), to
prove Theorem 1, we only need to apply Lemma 3 repeatedly.
The number of repetitions only depends on T , i.e., the number
of recurrences. So, the coefficients N1, N2, and N3 are fixed
and only depend on T . This completes the proof.

In the rest of this section, we demonstrate the transferabil-
ity of action distributions (see (35)). It is important to note that
action distributions are discrete. To illustrate transferability,
we will compare the action distributions with their continuous
action distribution (which will be defined later).

In every learning step, we obtain a matrix ∆
(
see (34)

)
.

Although ∆ is updated in the learning process, it remains fixed
within each learning step. Define a set of labels

fi =
i− 1

FL
, 1 ≤ i ≤ FL. (41)

Let Ii = [fi, fi+1)] for i = 1, 2, · · · , FL − 1 and IFL
=

[fFL
, 1]∪ [0, f1). From (24), we can construct a graphon with

respect to ∆ as follows,

W∆(u, v) =

FL∑
i=1

FL∑
j=1

[∆]ij1u∈Ii1v∈Ij . (42)

Substituting (42) into (26) in Section III-C, we obtain the
diffusion operator associated with W∆, denoted by TW∆

. Let
X1 and X2 be any two graphon signals. Subsituting {Xj}2j=1

into (38), we obtain {Yj}2j=1, respectively, denote

X (Y1, Y2) ≜ ⟨Y1, TW∆Y2⟩, (43)

where ⟨·⟩ is the inner product.
The continous version of softmax function Fsoftmax

(
see

(35)
)
, denoted by F̃softmax, is defined as follows,

(F̃softmaxX)(v) =
eX(v)∫ 1

0
eX(u)du

. (44)

Similar to (44), we define a continuous action distribution as

A ∼ F̃softmaxX , (45)

and X is defined in (43).
Let (Ξn, {xn,j}2j=1) be induced from (W, {Xj}2j=1), and

(WΞn
, {Xn,j}2j=1) be induced by (Ξn, {xn,j}2j=1). Substi-

tuting {Xn,j}2j=1 into (38), we obtain {Yn,j}2j=1, respec-
tively. Denote Xn(Yn,1, Yn,2) = ⟨Yn,1, TW∆

Yn,2⟩ and An ∼
F̃softmaxXn.

3The inputs X and Xn are utilized repeatedly for T rounds.

Lemma 4. Let the convolutional filters that makeup of the
layers of TB1,W , TB2,W , and TB3,W satisfy Assumption 1, and
ρ1 and ρ2 satisfy Assumption 2. For any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1, it holds
that

∥X (Y1, Y2)−Xn(Yn,1, Yn,2)∥

≤ ∥TW∆
∥
(
C2

N∥X1∥ · ∥X2∥

+ CN (Ω3 + 2)
(
∥X1∥∥X2 −Xn,2∥+ ∥X2∥∥X1 −Xn,1∥

)
+ (Ω3 + 2)2∥X1 −Xn,1∥∥X1 −Xn,2∥

)
, (46)

where CN = LFL−1
∑3

i=1 NiΘ(Ωi, ωi), and N1, N2, N3 are
given in Theorem 1.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix C.

From the definitions of WΞn
, Xn,1 and Xn,2, for η > 0,

we can choose large n and small ϵ, such that Θ(Ωi, ωi) < η
for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, ∥X1 − Xn,1∥ < η, and ∥X2 − Xn,2∥ <
η. Lemma 4 implies that ∥X (Y1, Y2) − Xn(Yn,1, Yn,2)∥ is
bounded by a small scalar for any Y1, Y2, and graph Gn.

Theorem 2. (transferability in action distributions) Let the
convolutional filters that makeup of the layers of TB1,W ,
TB2,W , and TB3,W satisfy Assumption 1, and ρ1 and ρ2 satisfy
Assumption 2. For any small η > 0, there exists a 0 < ϵ ≤ 1
and a large n, such that

∥A−An∥ ≤ Γ · η (47)

where Γ is a constant independent of the WRNN defined in
(38).

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix D.

From Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, we have established
the transferability of both GRNNs and action distributions.
Therefore, the transferability holds in the proposed framework.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We confirm our analysis through numerical simulations.
The experimental setup and parameters are detailed in Sec-
tion VI-A, baselines are defined in Section VI-B, and numer-
ical results and discussions are presented in Section VI-C.

A. Experimental Setup

We conduct simulations of the proposed algorithms in
both synthetic networks and a real network. For synthetic
networks, we utilize Watts–Strogatz graphs with a rewiring
probability of 0.5 and M = 10 nodes4. Other synthetic
graphs, such as random geometric graphs, can also be used
to model multi-hop wireless networks. For the real network,
we select the aus simple network from [55], which consists
of 7 connected nodes. In both synthetic and real networks, we
set the time horizon of one learning episode to be 1024.

4Experiments fail if M ≥ 12 due to limited computational (GPU)
resources.
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For the synthetic networks, at the start of each learning
episode, we generate a specific type of network graph. Essen-
tially, the models are trained on a sequence of statistically-
similar graphs. To assess the performance of the learning-
based models during training, we interrupt the training process
every 10th episode to evaluate the trained model on a set of
30 test episodes/graphs. As for the real network, all training
and testing are conducted on the fixed network in each learn-
ing episode. In consideration of space limitations, we have
relocated the detailed (hyper)parameters of the experiments to
Appendix E.

B. Baselines

To compare our proposed framework, we consider three
baselines: (i) classical RL policies, (ii) uniform transmitting
policies, and (iii) adaptive age-based policies.

Classical MARL policies: The classical reinforcement
learning algorithms used as baselines are described in [13],
namely, IPPO and MAPPO. The main distinction between
classical reinforcement learning and graphical reinforcement
learning (see Section IV) lies in the architecture: in the former
case, the actor and critic consist of fully connected neural
networks, whereas in the latter case, they comprise graph
convolutional layers.

Uniform transmitting policies: In the uniform transmitting
policies, each agent decides to transmit to its adjacent agents
with equal probability if it caches a packet. The number of
packets cached at the side of the ith agent in time slot k
is

∑M
ℓ=1 q

ℓ
i,k, and the number of receivers is

∑M
j=1[ΞM ]ij .

Then, the total number of actions for the ith agent in time
k is 1 + (

∑M
j=1 q

j
i,k) · (

∑M
j=1[ΞM ]ij) (the scalar 1 represents

the action of being silent). Consequently, the probability of
being silent is given by 1

1+(
∑M

ℓ=1 qℓi,k)·(
∑M

j=1[ΞM ]ij)
, and the

probability of transmitting the packet in Qℓ
i,k to the jth agent

is
1{qℓ

i,k
=1}·1{[ΞM ]ij=1}

1+(
∑M

ℓ=1 qℓi,k)·(
∑M

j=1[ΞM ]ij)
.

Adaptive age-based policies: In the adaptive age-based
policies, the goal of the agents is to transmit packets from
the cache with small age. Given a fixed scalar ϵ > 0.
In time slot k, the ith agent chooses to keep silent with
probability eϵ

eϵ+
∑M

ℓ=1 1{qℓ
i,k

=1}·e
1/(hℓ

i,k
+1)

5, and transmits the

packet in Qi,ℓ to the jth agent with probability 1∑M
j=1[ΞM ]ij

·

1{qℓ
i,k

=1}·1{[ΞM ]ij=1}·e
1/(hℓ

i,k+1)

eϵ+
∑M

ℓ=1 1{qℓ
i,k

=1}·e
1/(hℓ

i,k
+1)

.

C. Numerical Results

We now proceed to discuss the simulation results. First,
we present the performance of our proposed algorithms along-
side baseline methods on both synthetic and real networks.
Subsequently, we delve into insights regarding transferability.
Lastly, we offer a sensitivity analysis of the number of
recurrent rounds.

1) Performance Comparison in Synthetic and Real Net-
works:

5We use hℓ
i,k + 1 instead of hℓ

i,k to avoid the case when hℓ
i,k = 0.
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Fig. 3: Performance comparison between the proposed poli-
cies and baselines in Watts–Strogatz and the (aus simple)
networks.

The ASEE of our proposed policies and baselines in
Watts–Strogatz and the real networks are presented in Fig. 3.
The ASEE in Watts–Strogatz networks are given in the upper
one, from which we derive the following insights: (i) Graphical
IPPO policies outperform the classical IPPO policies, and the
graphical MAPPO policies outperform the classical MAPPO
policies, indicating the superiority of graphical MARL policies
over classical MARL policies in our scenario. (ii) Graphical
MAPPO policies outperform the adaptive age-based policies,
while the adaptive age-based policies outperform graphical
IPPO policies. This suggests that CTDE leads to better per-
formance compared to independent learning in our setting.
(iii) For classical IPPO policies, the estimation error escalates
with learning episodes due to the inherent non-stationarity
of independent learning techniques, exacerbated by increasing
information. Comparing graphical IPPO policies with classical
IPPO policies, we observe that graphical reinforcement learn-
ing exhibits greater resilience to non-stationarity.

The ASEE on the real network is detailed in the bottom
plot in Fig. 3, showing trends similar to those in the upper
one, except for classical and graphical MAPPO policies. Clas-
sical MAPPO policies outperform graphical MAPPO policies,
which is reasonable in the context of the real network. This
difference can be attributed to the fact that the training model
in the critic of graphical MAPPO policies is a GNN, while in
classical MAPPO policies, it is a neural network, making the
former a subset of the latter. Therefore, if the network topology
is fixed, the training model in classical MAPPO policies is
superior. However, despite their superior performance with a
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Fig. 4: Transferability of proposed policies in Watts–Strogatz
graphs, trained on 10-node networks and tested on networks
with M ∈ [10, 50] nodes.

fixed topology, classical MAPPO policies are less practical
than graphical MAPPO policies due to scalability issues and
the unbearable learning cost in large-scale networks.

2) Transferability: The transferability of our proposed
frameworks is illustrated in Figure 4. We apply the mod-
els trained on 10-node Watts-Strogatz networks to larger-
size networks. The gaps between our proposed policies and
baselines increase with the number of sources, indicating that
the superiority of our proposed policies in small networks
persists in larger networks, and the increased gaps demonstrate
the amplified superiority.

Furthermore, the graphical IPPO policies exhibit better
transferability than graphical MAPPO policies after reaching
a certain network size (M ≈ 45). This is attributed to the fact
that the transferability property holds only within the class
of GNN architectures built on graph filters [47]. In contrast,
in MAPPO, the critic GNN architectures are not built on
graph filters. Therefore, this phenomenon occurs because the
critic GNN architecture violates transferability. We believe that
selecting critic GNN architectures built on graph filters would
lead to graphical MAPPO policies outperforming graphical
IPPO policies across all numbers of agents.

3) Sensitivity Analysis: We are interested in the ASEEs
of proposed policies with (L = 2) and without (L = 1)
recurrence. In Fig. 5, we observe that in both graphical IPPO
and graphical MAPPO policies, the ASEEs in policies with
recurrence outperform those in policies without recurrence,
indicating that recurrence is beneficial in our proposed poli-
cies. Furthermore, focusing on the graphical IPPO policies,
the ASEEs of those without recurrence initially decrease
before increasing, whereas the ASEEs of those with recur-
rence consistently decrease. Therefore, recurrence can improve
resilience to non-stationarity.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we investigate decentralized sampling and
transmission policies to minimize the time-average estimation
error and/or time-average age of information in multi-hop
wireless networks, considering both oblivious policies and
non-oblivious policies. We formulate the age of information
and estimation error for all agents within multi-hop networks
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Fig. 5: Performances of proposed policies in the real network
under different L.

in a discrete-time setting, and prove that in oblivious policies,
minimizing estimation error is equivalent to minimizing the
age. Thus, we unify the problems of error and age mini-
mization. To address two key challenges of (i) substantial
learning cost associated with scalability, and (ii) the disorder
stemming from node permutations in graphs, we propose a
scalable graphical reinforcement learning framework. Notably,
our proposed framework exhibits the permutation-equivariance
property, ensuring consistency in output across different per-
mutations of inputs. Moreover, we prove the transferability of
our framework, demonstrating that models trained on small
or moderate networks can be applied to large-scale networks
directly, thus substantially reducing the learning overhead.
Through simulations conducted on both synthetic and real-
world networks, we showcase the superiority of our proposed
policies over existing state-of-the-art methods, while also
validating the transferability of our trained policies.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

It suffices to prove m = 2. The proof of the case when
m = 2 can be extended straightforwardly to the case with any
integer m.

First, we utilize the term TB1,WΞn
ρ1(TB2,WX) to modify

||Yn − Y ||. By the triangle inequality, we have:

||Yn − Y ||
=||TB1(WΞn)ρ1

(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≤||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− TB1,WΞn

ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
||

+||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≜D1 +D2.

We compute D1. Note that TB1,WΞn
satisfy Assump-

tion 1, the norm of the operator TB1,WΞn
is bounded by 1,

hence

D1 =||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− TB1,WΞn

ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
||

=||TB1,WΞn

(
ρ1(TB2,WΞn

Xn)− ρ1(TB2,WX)
)
||

≤||ρ1(TB2,WΞn
Xn)− ρ1(TB2,WX)||

≤||TB2,WΞn
Xn − TB2,WX|| .

The last inequality holds due to Assumption 2. From [47,
Theorem 1], for any 0 < ϵ ≤ 1, it holds that

∥TB,WX − TB,WΞnXn
|| ≤

Θ(Ω, ω)∥X∥+ (Ωϵ+ 2)∥X −Xn∥. (48)

Therefore, by (48),

||TB2,WΞn
Xn − TB2,WX||

≤ Θ(Ω2, ω2)||X||+ (Ω2ϵ+ 2)||X −Xn||.
(49)

Note that the activation function ρ1 is pointwise non-
linear. Then, for D2, again, by (48), we have:

D2 =||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≤ Θ(Ω1, ω1)||ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
||.

Note that TB2,W satisfies Assumption 1 and ρ satisfies As-
sumption 2, so ||ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
|| ≤ ||TB2,WX|| ≤ ||X||. Thus,

||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≤ Θ(Ω1, ω1)||X||
(50)

From (49) and (50), we obtain the desired results.
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It suffices to prove m = 2. The proof of the case when
m = 2 can be extended straightforwardly to the case with any
integer m.

First, we utilize the term TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
to modify

||Yn − Y ||. By the triangle inequality, we have

||Yn − Y ||
=||TB1,WΞn

ρ1
(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≤||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− TB1,WΞn

ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
||

+||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≜D1 +D2.

For the first term D1, note that the convolutional filters
that make up its layers all satisfy Assumption 1, hence

||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− TB1,WΞn

ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
||

=||TB1,WΞn

(
ρ1
(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− ρ1

(
TB2,WX

))
||

≤||ρ1
(
TB2,WΞn

Xn

)
− ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≤||TB2,WΞn
Xn − TB2,WX||.

The last inequality holds because of Assumption 2. From [15,
Theorem 2],

∥TB,WX − TB,WΞn
X∥ ≤

LFL−1Θ(Ω, ω)∥X∥+ (Ωϵ+ 2)∥X −Xn∥. (51)

Therefore, by (51),

||TB2,WΞn
Xn − TB2,WX|| ≤ LFL−1Θ(Ω2, ω2)||X||

+ (Ω2ϵ+ 2)||X −Xn||.
(52)

For the second term D2, again, by (51),

||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≤ LFL−1Θ(Ω1, ω1)||ρ1
(
TB2

(W )X
)
||

Note that TB2,W satisfies Assumption 1 and ρ satisfies As-
sumption 2, so ||ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
|| ≤ ||TB2,WX|| ≤ ||X||. Thus,

||TB1,WΞn
ρ1
(
TB2,WX

)
− TB1,W ρ1

(
TB2,WX

)
||

≤ LFL−1Θ(Ω1, ω1)||X||.
(53)

From (52) and (53), we obtain the desired results.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA 4

For any given ∆, from the construction of W∆, we know
that TW∆

is continous. Therefore, TW∆
is bounded [57], i.e.,

for any x ∈ L2([0, 1]), we have ∥TW∆x∥ ≤ ∥TW∆∥∥x∥. Then,
by Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

∥X (Y1, Y2)−Xn(Yn,1, Yn,2)∥
= ∥⟨Y1 − Yn,1, TW∆

(Y2 − Yn,2)⟩∥
≤ ∥Y1 − Yn,1∥ · ∥TW∆

(Y2 − Yn,2)∥
≤ ∥TW∆

∥∥Y1 − Yn,1∥∥Y2 − Yn,2∥.

Note that ∥Y1 − Yn,1∥ and ∥Y2 − Yn,2∥ have been bounded
by (40). Substituting (40) into the above equation, we get the
desired results.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Note that ∥A − An∥ = ∥F̃softmaxX − F̃softmaxXn∥. The
softmax function Fsoftmax is Lipschit [58], and F̃softmax is the
continous version of Fsoftmax. Since F̃softmax is in Besov class
and is Lipschit [59], there exists a constant Γ, which is
independent of the WRNN Ψ(B1,B2,B3;W, {Xt}Tt=1), such
that

∥A−An∥ = Γ∥X − Xn∥. (54)

The remaining task is to find the upper bound of ∥X − Xn∥.
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Since X1, X2 ∈ L2([0, 1]), then ∥X1∥, ∥X2∥ ≤ N , where
N is a constant. As n → ∞, we have Xn,1 → X1, Xn,2 →
X2, and WΞn → W . For any small η > 0, we can choose n
and ϵ, such that C2

N∥X1∥∥X2∥ < η
3∥TW∆

∥ , (Ω3 + 2)2∥X1 −
Xn,1∥∥X2 −Xn,2∥ < η

3∥TW∆
∥ , and CN (Ω3 +2)(∥X1∥∥X1 −

Xn,1∥ + ∥X2∥∥X2 − Xn,2∥) < η
3∥TW∆

∥ , where CN , Ω3 are
given in Lemma 4. This implies

∥X (Y1, Y2)−Xn(Yn,1, Yn,2)∥ ≤ η

for any Y1, Y2, and Gn. Given given Y1, Y2, and Gn, Yn,1 and
Yn,2 are fixed, so

∥X − Xn∥

≤
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

∥X (Y1, Y2)−Xn(Yn,1, Yn,2)∥dY1dY2

≤ η,

which gives the desired results.

APPENDIX E
DETAILS OF PARAMETERS IN SECTION VI-C

In the graphical actors and critics, we employ GRNN
and GNN architectures, respectively. For our experiments, we
configure the networks with 2 layers, each layer having a
width of 64. Additionally, we set the number of recurrent
rounds to L = 2. It is worth noting that there are various
GNN modules available [56], and we select suitable GNN
modules for the actors and critics in our experiments. These
GNN modules serve as hyperparameters in our experiments,
and researchers can opt for other GNN modules based on their
specific experimental setups. The parameters of the GRNN and
GNN architectures are detailed in Table I, while other model
and RL framework parameters are summarized in Table II.

Parameters of the GRNN and GNN architectures Values
Number of layers 2

Width of each layer 64
Number of recurrent rounds 2

GNN module for actors GCNConv
GNN module for the critic in IPPO TAGConv

GNN module for the critic in MAPPO GINEConv

TABLE I: Parameters of the GRNN and GNN architecture.

Other Parameters Values
The variance of Λi,k , σ2 1

The rewiring probability in synthetic networks 0.5
Number of nodes in synthetic networks 10
Number of nodes in the real network 7

Number of testing graphs in synthetic networks 30
Learning rate 0.0003

Learning steps in an episode 1024
Batch size 10

Discount factor 0.99

TABLE II: Model parameters and RL framework parameters.


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Decentralized Age-based Transmission Policies in Multi-hop Networks
	Timely Estimation Error and AoI
	Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning
	Graph Neural Networks

	Contributions

	System Model
	Optimization Objectives and Policies
	Age of Information

	Preliminaries
	Dec-POMDP and Reinforcement Learning
	Graph Recurrent Neural Networks
	Graphons
	A2C Algorithms

	Proposed Graphical Reinforcement Learning Framework
	Graphical Actor and Critic
	Action Distribution

	Fundamental Analysis: Transferability
	Experimental Results
	Experimental Setup
	Baselines
	Numerical Results

	Conclusion
	References
	Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 2
	Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 3
	Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 4
	Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 2
	Appendix E: Details of Parameters in Section VI-C

