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Università degli Studi di Milano
and Politecnico di Milano

Milan, Italy
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Abstract

Motivated by practical federated learning set-
tings where clients may not be always avail-
able, we investigate a variant of distributed
online optimization where agents are active
with a known probability p at each time
step, and communication between neighbor-
ing agents can only take place if they are
both active. We introduce a distributed vari-
ant of the FTRL algorithm and analyze its
network regret, defined through the aver-
age of the instantaneous regret of the active
agents. Our analysis shows that, for any
connected communication graph G over N
agents, the expected network regret of our
FTRL variant after T steps is at most of or-
der (κ/p2)min

{√
N,N1/4/

√
p
}√

T , where κ
is the condition number of the Laplacian of
G. We then show that similar regret bounds
also hold with high probability. Moreover,
we show that our notion of regret (average-
case over the agents) is essentially equivalent
to the standard notion of regret (worst-case
over agents), implying that our bounds are
not significantly improvable when p = 1. Our
theoretical results are supported by experi-
ments on synthetic datasets.

1 INTRODUCTION

Distributed convex optimization (Nedic and Ozdaglar,
2009; Duchi et al., 2011) is an algorithmic framework
widely used in federated learning settings—see, e.g.,
Yang et al. (2019) for a survey of applications. In dis-
tributed convex optimization the goal is to optimize
a global convex objective by means of a decentralized
algorithm run by multiple agents who can exchange
messages only with their neighbors in a given commu-
nication network. The global objective is expressed as

a sum of local functions associated with the agents,
where each agent has only oracle access to its local
function (typically, via a first-order oracle).

In this work we focus on distributed online optimiza-
tion (DOO), an online learning variant of distributed
convex optimization in which each agent is facing an
adversarial sequence of convex loss functions (Hosseini
et al., 2013). The goal of an agent is to minimize its
regret with respect to a sequence of global loss func-
tions, each obtained by summing the corresponding
local losses for each agent. In both batch and on-
line distributed optimization settings, the presence of
the communication network, which limits the exchange
of information to adjacent nodes, implies that agents
must use some information-propagation technique to
collect information about the global loss function.

Our main contribution in this work is the analysis of a
variant of DOO in which agents may not be available in
every time step. When inactive, an agent neither con-
tributes to the regret nor can it communicate with its
neighbors. In practice, this scenario may arise due to
machine failures, disconnections, or devices (e.g., mo-
bile phones) being turned off. While the problem of
intermittent agents availability has been investigated
before in distributed convex optimization (Gu et al.,
2021; Wang and Ji, 2022; Yan et al., 2024), we are
not aware of any such study in the DOO framework.
More specifically, we consider random agent activa-
tions where, in each round, each agent v becomes in-
dependently active with some unknown probability pv.
As a consequence, the active communication network
at time t becomes stochastic, as it is induced by the
random subset of active agents at time t. Because the
number of active agents is a random variable, to en-
sure a uniform scaling of losses across times steps we
define the global loss function as an average (as op-
posed to a sum) over the active agents. Likewise, we
define the instantaneous regret as an average over the
active agents. We call network regret the sum of these
instantaneous regrets. Although network regret may
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seem weaker than the notion of regret commonly used
in DOO settings where agents are always active, we
show that the two notions are essentially equivalent,
see Remark 1.

Hosseini et al. (2016); Lei et al. (2020) investigated
DOO on random communication networks. However,
these previous studies only consider stochastic edge
availability. Our analysis of networks with random
node availability provides a set of results that can be
applied to both edge and node availability. In particu-
lar, we recover the bounds of (Lei et al., 2020) for the
full information setting as a special case of ours.

To propagate information, we use standard gossiping
techniques (Xiao and Boyd, 2004; Boyd et al., 2006),
that average gradient information from neighboring
agents. Alternatively, one can propagate information
about local losses by message passing. This approach
has two main drawbacks. When the network is dense
or the activation probabilities are high, the number of
messages becomes too big. Conversely, when the net-
work is sparse or the activation probabilities are small,
the time it takes for an agent to collect all gradient
information for a given round becomes too long.

Main contributions. The main contributions of
this work can be summarized as follows.

• We design and analyze Gossip-FTRL, a distributed
variant of the FTRL algorithm for online convex opti-
mization, and prove a general network regret bound for
arbitrary connected communication networks G and
arbitrary activation probabilities.

• In the p-uniform case (activation probabilities equal
to some known p ≥ 1/N), the expected regret of our al-

gorithm is bounded by 1
1−ρ min

(√
N, N

1/4
√
p

)√
T , where

T is the known time horizon, N is the known number
of agents, and 1 − ρ is the unknown spectral gap of
the gossip matrix supported on G. For the same algo-
rithm, we also prove a regret bound of order N

1−ρ2

√
T

that holds with high probability for any arbitrary ac-
tivation probabilities.

• For a standard choice of the gossip matrix, we show
that 1

1−ρ is of order κ/p2 in the p-uniform case, where κ
is the condition number of the Laplacian matrix of G.
If the spectral radius of G is known, then the network

regret is bounded by κ(G)
p min

(√
N, N

1/4
√
p

)√
T .

• For p = 1 (all agents are always active), we prove
a lower bound showing that any distributed online al-
gorithm must suffer, on some G, a network regret at

least of order
(

ρ
1−ρ

)α/4
N (1−α)/2

√
T for any 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.

By comparison, when tuned for ρ, our regret bound is

of order
(

1
1−ρ

)1/2
N1/4

√
T .

• Finally, we run experiments on synthetic data com-

paring Gossip-FTRL with DOGD by Lei et al. (2020) for
different choices of the relevant parameters.

Our most general bounds (Theorem 1) hold when
agents only know p, N and T . In particular, agents
need not know the structure of G and Gossip-FTRL

is run with the same initialization for all agents. The
more refined bounds in Corollary 1 and Corollary 2
need also the preliminary knowledge of the spectral
radius of G (or of a suitable bound on it).

Technical challenges. The fact that our global loss
at time t is averaged over the random subset of active
agents requires some substantial modifications to pre-
vious analyses of DOO. Unlike previous works, which
use Online Gradient Descent and Dual Averaging as
base algorithms, we prove our results using the general
FTRL algorithm with arbitrary regularizers.

To prove our main result (Theorem 1), we introduce
an omniscient agent, who runs FTRL knowing the past
loss gradients of all active agents. We then decompose
the regret in two terms: one measuring the regret of
the omniscient agent, which we can bound using single-
agent FTRL analysis, and one accounting for the devi-
ations between the predictions of the omniscient agent
and of the individual agents. To analyze the latter
term, we first apply convex analysis to bound the norm
of the difference between the prediction xt of the omni-
scient agent and the prediction xt(v) of each individual
agent v in terms of the dual norm of the cumulative
gradients of the corresponding global losses, zt and
zt(v), where zt(v) is the gossiping-based local estimate
of zt. We then relate the expected value of these dual
norms, averaged over the random set of active agents,

with terms of the form E
∥∥∏

sWs − 11⊤

N

∥∥
2
, which ap-

pear in the analysis of gossip algorithms. Here Ws are
doubly stochastic gossip matrices and 1 = (1, . . . , 1).
A technical hurdle, missing in previous analyses, is to
account for the random number of active agents when
relating the two quantities above and also when bound-
ing the regret of the omniscient agent. This is due to
the fact that a direct application of single-agent FTRL
analysis only bounds the sum of active agents’ losses
rather than their average.

2 SETTING AND NOTATION

In multi-agent online convex optimization, agents are
nodes of a communication network represented by
a connected and an undirected graph G = (V,E),
where V = {1, . . . , N} = [N ] indexes the agents and
the edge set E defines the communication structure
among agents. We use Nv = {u ∈ V : (u, v) ∈ E} to
denote the neighborhood of v ∈ V . Let X ⊂ Rd be the
agents’ common decision space, which we assume to be
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convex and closed. A arbitrary and unknown sequence
ℓ1(v, ·), ℓ2(v, ·), . . . of local losses ℓt(v, ·) : X → R is
associated with each agent v ∈ V . For all t ≥ 1
we assume ℓt(v, ·) is convex and L-Lipschitz with
respect to an arbitrary norm ∥ · ∥. At every round
t = 1, 2, . . ., each agent v ∈ V becomes independently
active with fixed probability pv. Without loss of
generality, we assume pmin = minv pv > 0 and, for
simplicity,

∑
v pv ≥ 1 (otherwise less than one active

agent would be active per round on average). Note
that this implies pmax = maxv pv ≥ 1

N . We call
p-uniform the special case when pv = p for all v ∈ V .
We assume that active agents v know which of their
neighbors in Nv are active. Let St be the set of active
agents at time t and Et = E ∩ {(u, v) : u, v ∈ St} be
the set of active edges at time t, i.e., edges in E whose
both endpoints are active in that round. We say that
a doubly stochastic matrix Wt is a gossip matrix for
the set St of active agents at time t if Wt(v, v

′) = 0
for all distinct v, v′ ∈ V such that (v, v′) ̸∈ Et. Let W
be a random gossip matrix (with respect to a graph G
and activation probabilities pv for v ∈ V ) and define
ρ =

√
λ2(E[WW⊤]), for i.i.d gossip matrices Wt,

where we denote by λi(·) the i-th highest eigenvalue
of a matrix (keeping track of multiplicity). Clearly,
0 < ρ < 1. In what follows, we often write ρ leaving G
and {pv}v∈V implicitly understood from the context.

Next, we define the distributed online optimization
protocol used in this work.
At each round t = 1, 2, . . . , T ,

1. Each active agent v ∈ St chooses an action x =
xt(v) ∈ X and observes the gradient ∇ℓt(v, x) of
the local loss ℓt(v, ·).

2. Each active agent v ∈ St sends a message zt(v)
to their active neighbors and uses the messages
received from the active neighbors to compute a
new message zt+1(v).

Note that this protocol implicitly defines an active
communication graph Gt = (St, Et) for round t. As
the number of agents that incur loss in a step is a ran-
dom variable, we define the network loss at step t as
the average over the active agents of the local losses in
that round,

ℓnett (St, ·) =
1

|St|
∑
v∈St

ℓt(v, ·)

and let ℓnett (∅, ·) = 0. Hence, unlike the standard DOO
model where ℓnett scales linearly with N , in our model
ℓnett is independent of N .

The agents’ performance is measured by the network
regret Rnet

T defined by

T∑
t=1

1

|St|
∑
v∈St

ℓnett

(
St, xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

ℓnett (St, x)

where the steps t when St = ∅ are omitted from the
sum. In this work, we provide bounds in high proba-
bility and in expectation for the network regret.

Remark 1. When p = 1, we recover the standard
DOO setting and our network regret Rnet

T becomes

1

N

∑
v∈V

T∑
t=1

ℓnett

(
V, xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

ℓnett (V, x) . (1)

In standard DOO, ℓnett is a sum over the N local losses,
and 1

N

∑
v∈V is replaced by maxv∈V . The resulting

regret RT is then defined by

max
v∈V

T∑
t=1

∑
v′∈V

ℓt
(
v′, xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

∑
v′∈V

ℓt(v
′, x) . (2)

Hence, when p = 1, Rnet
T ≤ RT /N . Recently, Wan

et al. (2024) proved that RT = Θ̃
(
N(1 − ρ)−1/4

√
T
)

where the upper bound relies on accelerated gossiping
and Θ̃ hides factors logarithmic in N . Hence, using
the same algorithm, we get Rnet

T = Õ
(
(1−ρ)−1/4

√
T
)
.

In Theorem 3 we prove that Rnet
T = Ω

(
(1−ρ)−1/4

√
T
)

for any distributed online algorithm, thus proving that
Rnet

T = Θ̃(RT )/N in the special case p = 1.

Remark 2. In the multi-agent single-task setting of
Cesa-Bianchi et al. (2020), local losses are the same
for each agent, ℓt(v, ·) = ℓt(·) for all v ∈ V . The
network regret then takes the form

Rnet
t =

T∑
t=1

1

|St|
∑
v∈St

ℓt
(
xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

ℓt(x) .

This setting is not comparable with DOO. Indeed, in
the single-task setting agents can achieve an expected
network regret of order O(

√
T ) even without commu-

nicating. In DOO, instead, ignoring communication
leads to a linear expected network regret.

3 THE Gossip-FTRL ALGORITHM

We assume each agent runs an instance of
Gossip-FTRL (Algorithm 1), a gossiping variant of
FTRL with a regularizer ψ : X 7→ R that is µ-strongly
convex with respect to the same norm ∥·∥ with respect
to which the Lipschitzness of the losses is defined. Our
analysis depends on the choice of ψ only through µ and
the diameter D2 = maxx∈X ψ(x)−minx′∈X ψ(x

′). At
any time step t, the instance of Gossip-FTRL run by
an active agent v computes a weight vector Wt(v, ·)
over the set Nv ∩ St of active neighbors. In Section 6,
we introduce a simple way of choosing these weights so
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Input: Learning rate η > 0
Initialization: z1(v) = 0
for t = 1, 2, . . . do

if v ∈ St then
Predict

xt(v) = argmin
x∈X

{
⟨zt(v), x⟩+

1

η
ψ(x)

}
Observe gt(v) = ∇ℓt

(
v, xt(v)

)
Send zt(v) to Nv ∩ St

Receive and store zt(j) from j ∈ Nv ∩ St

Compute Wt(v, j) > 0 for j ∈ Nv ∩ St

Compute

zt+1(v) =
∑

j∈Nv∩St

Wt(v, j)zt(j) + gt(v)

else
zt+1(v) = zt(v)

Algorithm 1: Gossip-FTRL. An instance of this
algorithm is run by each agent v ∈ V

that the gossip matrix Wt(·, ·) is a doubly stochastic
matrix, which is a requirement for our analysis.

The instance of Gossip-FTRL run by agent v has two
local variables: gt(v), corresponding to the local loss
gradient for the prediction xt(v) of v at time t, and
zt(v), corresponding to the estimate of the network
loss gradient computed by agent v.

Let Γt ∈ RN×d be the matrix whose v-th row is

gt(v) =

{
0 if v /∈ St,

∇ℓt
(
v, xt(v)

)
if v ∈ St.

(3)

Correspondingly, we define Zt, the matrix whose v-th
row is zt(v) for all v ∈ V . Let ev be the canonical
basis vector for coordinate v ∈ [N ]. Let the weights
Wt(v, ·) computed by the instance of Algorithm 1 run
by each v ∈ St form a N × N gossip matrix Wt for
St such that Wt(v, ·) = ev for all v ∈ V \ St. We
may write the updates performed by the instance as
Zt+1 =WtZt+Γt. Note that the definitions ofWt and
Γt imply that zt+1(v) = zt(v) for all agents v ∈ V \ St

that are inactive at time t. Moreover, any active agent
v ∈ St can compute zt+1(v) using the most recent
value zs(j) (for some s < t) received by agents j ∈
Nv \ St (i.e., neighbors inactive at time t).

The algorithm considered here is a natural extension
to arbitrary regularizers and random activations of the
algorithms traditionally used for DOO, e.g., (Hosseini
et al., 2013; Lei et al., 2020). The optimal choice for
the learning rate is however different, as it depends on
the activation probabilities.

4 UPPER BOUNDS

Recall that at each round t, each agent v ∈ V is inde-
pendently active with probability pv > 0. Let p the av-
erage of these probabilities and σ2

p = 1
N

∑
v∈V p

2
v − p2

their variance.

The next result establishes an upper bound on the
expected network regret of Algorithm 1 (all missing
proofs are in the supplementary material).

Theorem 1. Assume each agent runs an instance of
Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η > 0 and i.i.d gossip
matrices Wt. Then, the expected network regret can be
bounded by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ ND2

η
+
L2

µ
η

(
p̄N + p̄(1− p̄)− σ2

p

+ 6 + 3min
(
p̄N,

√
N
) ρ

1− ρ

)
T , (4)

where ρ =
√
λ2(E[W1W⊤

1 ]). In the p-uniform case,
we have

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ D2

pη
+
L2

µ
η

(
8 + 3min

(
pN,

√
N
) ρ

1− ρ

)
T . (5)

If, in addition, η =
(D/L)

√
µ

2
√

2pmin(pN,
√
N)T

, then

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 2

√
2
DL
√
µ

1

1− ρ

√
T

×

{√
N if p ∈ [1/N, 1/

√
N ]

N1/4/
√
p otherwise

(6)

Bound (6) reveals two different regimes based on the
value of p in the p-uniform case. Regardless of the
regime, the factor inside the brackets in bound (6) is
less than

√
N and becomes at most N1/4 when p→ 1.

Note also that, lacking any knowledge on p, one can
can set η = (D/L)N1/4

√
µ/T and get the suboptimal

bound E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 8DLN

3
4

1
1−ρ

√
T .

The bounds of Theorem 1 capture the structure of G
through the reciprocal of the spectral gap, 1

1−ρ . In

Section 6, we give upper bounds on 1
1−ρ for an appro-

priately chosen gossip matrix W1. Specifically, com-
bining (4) with Theorem 4 and choosing an appropri-
ate η which only requires knowing pmin, N , and the
spectral radius of G we get, under mild conditions on
{pv}v∈V (see the appendix),

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 12DL

κ(G)

pmin
N3/4

√
T

µ
. (7)
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Concerning the dependence of the network regret on
N , there is a discrepancy between bound (7) for ar-
bitrary activation probabilities and bound (6) for the
p-uniform case. In the appendix, we show that the fac-
tor N3/4 in (7) can be brought down to

√
N provided

active agents know |St| in each round t.

Comparison with previous bounds. As men-
tioned in Section 1, lower bounds on the standard no-
tion of regret in DOO apply (up to constant factors)
to our network regret. Hence, it is fair to compare our
bound in Theorem 1 to the bounds previously shown
in the DOO literature. To compare with previous re-
sults, we restrict our analysis to the special case when
pv = 1 for all v ∈ V . In this case, our bound (6)
is of order of N1/4 ρ

1−ρ

√
T . This matches the upper

bounds of (Hosseini et al., 2013; Yan et al., 2013)—
recall that our global loss is divided by the number
of active agents, so the upper bounds for the stan-
dard DO setting must be divided by N . If the active
graphGt is an Erdős-Rényi random graph with param-
eter q, our setting reduces to that of Lei et al. (2020)
for convex losses and full feedback. As shown in Sec-
tion 7, our analysis recovers the upper bound of order
N1/4

q
ρ

1−ρ

√
T in (Lei et al., 2020, Theorem 1) when η

is tuned based on N . In Corollary 2, we also prove a
general bound that holds for all p and q and where ρ
is expressed in terms of simple graph-theoretic quanti-
ties. When p = 1 and q = 1, Wan et al. (2024) recently
show that using accelerated gossip one can achieve a

bound of order
√

ρ
1−ρT lnN when η is tuned based on

both N and ρ. Under the same tuning assumptions,

our bound (6) is instead of order N1/4
√

ρ
1−ρT .

Lower bound on activation probabilities. Our
analysis assumes

∑
v pv ≥ 1 ensuring that the fraction

of rounds with zero active agents is vanishingly small
with high probability. If this assumption is dropped,
the time horizon T in our bounds is replaced by the
expected number T̃ =

(
1 − Πv∈V (1− pv)

)
T of time

steps when there is at least one active agent (if no
agents are active in a give step, then that step does
not contribute to the regret). However, optimizing the

learning rate with respect to T̃ is problematic because
this quantity depends on the activation probabilities.
On the other hand, note that T̃ ≤

(
1−(1−pmax)

N
)
T ≤

pmaxNT . Hence, when pmax is known and smaller than
1
N (which, in turn, implies that

∑
v pv < 1), we can

tune the learning rate using pmaxNT < T .

Non stationary activation distributions. If the
activation probabilities change over time within known
bounds pmin and pmax, we can still recover the main
bound as long as the activations events are inde-

pendent. In particular, by tuning η as a func-
tion of T, pmin, pmax, the expected network regret of
Gossip-FTRL is bounded by (7).

We complement the result of Theorem 1 with a high
probability bound on the network regret.

Theorem 2. Assume each agent runs an instance of
Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η > 0. Then, with
probability 1− δ, the network regret is bounded by

Rnet
T ≤ N

(
D2

η
+
L2

µ
ηT

)
+ 3ηTN

L2

µ

(
3

1− ρ2
log

NT 2

δ
+ 3

)
.

There are two notable differences between the bound
in expectation provided by Theorem 1 and this one.
First, the high-probability bound has a 1/(1−ρ2) fac-
tor instead of ρ/(1 − ρ), where the former is smaller
than the latter when ρ <

(√
5 − 1)/2. This differ-

ence in the dependence on ρ is caused by Markov’s
inequality, which is used here to bound the deviation
probabilities between

∏
Ws and 11T /N in the gossip-

ing analysis. Second, the dependence on N is worse
by a factor of

√
N (however, when |St| is known, this

extra
√
N factor disappears).

5 LOWER BOUND

Although our notion of network regret is weaker than
the one considered in DOO settings with a constant
number of agents, the next result shows that when all
agents are active with probability 1, then instances
that are hard for any given agent are also hard for
most agents.

Theorem 3. Pick any X with diameter D with respect
to the Euclidean norm. Pick any N ≥ 4 multiple of
4, and let pv = 1 for all v ∈ V = [N ]. For any
DOO algorithm and for any horizon T , there exists a
connected graph G = (V,E) and L-Lipschitz, convex
local losses ℓt(v, ·) for v ∈ V and t ∈ [T ] such that

Rnet
T ≥ 3DL

16

(
8ρ

1− ρ

)α
4

N
1−α
2

√
T ,

for all 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, where ρ =
√
λ2(E[W 2]) and W =

IN − Lap(G)
λ1(G) .

For α = 1, the lower bound of Theorem 3 becomes of

order
(

ρ
1−ρ

)1/4√
T , showing Rnet

T = Ω̃(RT )/N because

of (Wan et al., 2024, Theorem 3).

6 THE GOSSIP MATRIX

Following the literature on gossip algorithms, we set

Wt = IN − bLap(Gt) , (8)
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where Gt = (V,Et) and b > 0 is a parameter set so
that b ≤ 1/λ1(Gt). One can easily verify that this
a gossip matrix for St. Indeed, it is a symmetric
and doubly-stochastic matrix, whose off-diagonal el-
ements Wt(i, j) are zero whenever either i or j are
not in St. In particular, Wt is nonnegative because
λ1(Gt) ≤ λ1(G), since Gt is obtained by removing
edges from G. Note also that by knowing b and its ac-
tive neighborhood, an agent v can compute Wt(v, ·),
as required by Gossip-FTRL. Finally, since the sets
S1, S2, . . . of active agents are drawn i.i.d., the matri-
ces W1,W2, . . . are also i.i.d.

A general bound on ρ. The following result pro-
vides a general upper bound that, when applied to the
bounds of Theorem 1, characterizes the dependence
of the regret both on the probabilities pv and on the
graph structure (through the Fiedler value λN−1(G)
or the condition number κ(G)).

Theorem 4. If W1 is set according to (8), then

ρ2 ≤ 1− bp2minλN−1(G) . (9)

Moreover, for b = 1/λ1(G) we have

ρ2 ≤ 1− p2min

κ(G)
. (10)

Proof. Recall ρ2 = λ2(E[W1W
⊤
1 ]). We have

λ2(E[W1W
⊤
1 ]) ≤ λ2(E[W1]) (11)

≤ λ2

(
I − bE

[
Lap(G1)

])
≤ λ2

(
I − b PLap(G)P

)
≤ λ2

(
I − b p2minLap(G)

)
(12)

≤ 1− b p2minλN−1(G) , (13)

where P is the diagonal matrix such that P (v, v) =
pv. Now, (11) holds because W1 is symmetric and
W 2

1 ⪯ W1. Moreover, PLap(G)P is also symmetric
and, clearly, PLap(G)P ⪰ p2minLap(G), implying (12).
Finally, (13) holds because λN−1(G) is the smallest
non-zero eigenvalue of Lap(G).

This choice of b, which is the best possible under the
constraint that the gossip matrix is nonnegative, re-
veals that the regret is naturally controlled by the con-
dition number of Lap(G).

The p-uniform case. We now derive a closed-form
expression for ρ in the p-uniform case.

Theorem 5. If Wt is set according to (8), b =
1/λ1(G), then in the p-uniform case we have

ρ2 = 1− 2p2

κ(G)

(
1− 1− p

λ1(G)
− p

2κ(G)

)
.

From Theorem 1, we know that the expected network
regret scales with ρ

1−ρ . Using Theorem 5 and some

simple calculations (see appendix), we get

ρ

1− ρ
≤ 2κ(G)

p2
.

Combining this with (5), we immediately get the fol-
lowing result.

Corollary 1. Assume each agent runs an instance of
Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η > 0. If the gossip
matrix Wt is chosen as in (8) with b = 1/λ1(G) and η
is tuned with respect to p and N , the expected network
regret can be bounded by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
= O

(
κ(G)

p
min

(√
N,

N1/4

√
p

)√
T

)
(14)

for all p ≤ 1.

This bound captures the intuition that bottlenecks in
G (causing a small Fiedler value or a high condition
number) negatively impact the regret due to a slower
propagation of the information in the network.

To better visualize the dependence on the graph struc-
ture, we study specific graphs of particular practical
importance. Specifically, we give results in the p-
uniform case for cliques, strongly regular graphs, and
grids (see Figure 1).

Clique. We have λ1(G) = λN−1(G) = N and

ρ2 = 1− 2p2 + p2
(
2(1− p)

N
+ p

)
.

Strongly regular. Let G be strongly regular with pa-
rameters k (the degree of any node), m (the number of
common neighbors for any two adjacent nodes), and n
(the number of common neighbors for any two nonad-
jacent nodes). Then λ1(G) = k− s, λN−1(G) = k− r,
and

ρ2 ≤ 1− k − r

k − s
p2 ,

where

r =
m−n+

√
(m−n)2+4(k−n)

2 ,

s =
m−n−

√
(m−n)2+4(k−n)

2 .

In particular, when G is the lattice graph, i.e. the
graph with vertices [M ]2 and an edge between any
two vertices in the same rows or columns (yielding k =
2M − 2, m =M − 2 and n = 2), ρ ≤ 1− 1

2p
2.

2-dim grid. We have λ1(G) = 4−4 cos(π(M−1)/M)
and λN−1(G) = 2 − 2 cos(π/M), where M =

√
N is

the grid side length. Then

ρ2 ≤ 1− 1− cos(π/M)

2− 2 cos(π(M − 1)/M)
p2 .
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(a) 36-node clique
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(b) 6× 6 lattice
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

ρ̂2

ρ2

ρ2
up

(c) 6× 6 grid
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Figure 1: Empirical estimate ρ̂ compared to ρ and the
upper bound ρ̂up (10) for b = 1/λ1(G) plotted as a
function of p ∈ [0, 1].

Note that 1−cos(π/M)
2−2 cos(π(M−1)/M) ∼ π2

4M2 , which goes to

zero when M → ∞.

Figure 1 shows the empirical behavior of ρ2 for b =
1/λ1(G). The quantity ρ̂2 is the second eigenvalue
of W 2

1 averaged over 1000 different draws of active
agents, where each agent is activated with probabil-
ity p ranging from 0 to 1. We also plot the exact value
ρ2 (Theorem 5) and its upper bound ρ2up (10).

Figure 1 reveals that for dense graphs (e.g., clique and
lattice), ρ2 decreases quickly as p→ 1, implying a bet-
ter regret rate. For the clique we have ρ = 0, implying
an expected regret rate of order

√
T , which is inde-

pendent of N—see (5). On the other hand, in sparse
graphs ρ may remain high. For example, in the grid
ρ > 0.9 for all p. Note also that ρ2up approximates ρ2

well, especially when p is small.

7 RANDOM EDGES

We now study a setting where, after agents are acti-
vated, edges between pairs of active agents are inde-
pendently deleted with probability 1− q. More specif-

ically, given a graph G = (V,E), the active graph
Gt = (St, Et) at time t is defined by P

(
(i, j) ∈ Et

)
=

q P(i, j ∈ St)I
{
(i, j) ∈ E

}
. When P(i, j ∈ St) = 1

for all distinct i, j ∈ V we recover the model of
Lei et al. (2020). In the p-uniform case, we write
Gt ∼ G(G, p, q). Note that G1, G2, . . . is i.i.d. because
S1, S2, . . . is i.i.d.; moreover, if Wt is chosen as in (8),
then W1,W2, . . . is also an i.i.d. sequence. Using (5),
we can prove the following result.

Corollary 2. Assume each agent runs an instance of
Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η > 0. If the gossip
matrix Wt is chosen as in (8) with b = 1/λ1(G), then

ρ2 = 1− 2p2q

κ(G)

(
1− 1− pq

λ1(G)
− pq

2κ(G)

)
.

By tuning η with respect to p and N , the expected net-
work regret on G1, G2, . . . drawn i.i.d. from G(G, p, q)
can be bounded by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
= O

(
κ(G)

pq
min

(√
N,

N1/4

√
p

)√
T

)
. (15)

8 EXPERIMENTS

We empirically evaluate Gossip-FTRL on synthetic
data and compare it with DOGD (Lei et al., 2020).
While Gossip-FTRL can deal with arbitrary values of p
and q, DOGD is designed for settings with p = 1 (agents
are always active) and 0 < q ≤ 1 (edges of G are active
with probability q). To run DOGD when p < 1 we feed
a zero gradient vector to instances run by agents that
are inactive on that round.

Our synthetic data are generated based on the dis-
tributed linear regression setting of Yuan et al. (2020).
In particular, the agents’ decision space X is the 10-
dimensional Euclidean ball of radius 2 centered in
the origin. The local loss functions are ℓt(v,x) =
1
2

(
⟨wt(v),x⟩ − yt(v)

)2
for all v ∈ V and x ∈ X . The

feature vectors wt(v) are generated independently, by
picking each coordinate independently and uniformly
at random in [−1, 1]. The labels yt(v) are generated
according to yt(v) = εt(v) for 1 ≤ v < ⌈N/2⌉ and
yt(v) = ⟨wt(v),1⟩ + εt(v) for the remaining agents,
where εt(v) is independent Gaussian noise (zero mean
and unit variance). Hence, the local losses of half of
the agents are random noise.

Each of the following experiments is run with |V | =
N = 36 and T = 1000. Plots are averages over
20 repetitions, where repetitions use the same la-
bels and feature vectors and only agent (and possi-
bly edge) activations are drawn afresh in each repe-
tition. Both algorithms are tuned according to the
theoretical specifications (ignoring constant factors):
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(a) Clique p = 0.5, q = 1.
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(b) Grid p = 0.5, q = 1.
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(c) Clique p = 0.5, q = 0.05.
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(d) Grid p = 0.5, q = 0.5.

Figure 2: Growth over T = 1000 steps of the network
regret of Gossip-FTRL and DOGD on a clique and on a
grid for N = 36 and for different choices of p, q.

we set η =
(
pmin(pN,

√
N)T

)−1/2
for Gossip-FTRL

(see Theorem 1) and η = N−1/4T−1/2 for DOGD.

Our experiments show that Gossip-FTRL performs
consistently better than DOGD, although the difference
is not huge. Both algorithms are surprisingly robust
to sparsity induced by low values of q when G is dense
(Figure 2a and Figure 2c). When G is sparse though,
the regret goes up much quickly as q becomes smaller
(Figure 2b and Figure 2d). Figure 3 shows the be-
havior of Gossip-FTRL and DOGD on a grid for pairs
(p, q) in the set {0.4, 0.6, 0.8}2. Figure 4 shows that,
for Gossip-FTRL, Rnet

T scales approximately with 1
p2

as predicted by (6)—at least for sufficiently small val-
ues of p—and DOGD exhibits a similar behavior. Fi-
nally, Figure 5 shows the impact of λN−1(G) on the
network regret of Gossip-FTRL. The regret decreases
as λN−1(G) is increased by adding more edges to the
bottleneck between the two cliques.

9 OPEN PROBLEMS

There is a gap between our upper bounds and the lower
bound of Theorem 3. When p = 1, a distributed algo-
rithm using accelerated gossiping techniques matches
the lower bound (Wan et al., 2024). It is unclear if the
same techniques could be applied in our more general
setting, where 1/N < p ≤ 1, to improve on our results.
Finally, our bounds require tuning based on prelimi-
nary knowledge of p in the p-uniform case, or pmin, p
in the general case. It is unclear whether we could get
similar results when this information is unavailable.
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Figure 3: Network regret of Gossip-FTRL and DOGD

after T = 1000 steps on a grid with N = 36.
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Figure 4: Plot of
(
Rnet
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)−1/2
for Gossip-FTRL on a

clique for p ∈ [0, 1] and T = 1000.
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Figure 5: Network regret of Gossip-FTRL after T =
1000 steps when p = 0.5, q = 1, and G is made up
by two cliques joined by a varying number of random
edges.
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Nedić, A. and Olshevsky, A. (2014). Distributed op-
timization over time-varying directed graphs. IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control, 60(3):601–615.

Nedic, A. and Ozdaglar, A. (2009). Distributed
subgradient methods for multi-agent optimization.
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 54(1):48–
61.

Nedic, A., Ozdaglar, A., and Parrilo, P. A. (2010).
Constrained consensus and optimization in multi-
agent networks. IEEE Transactions on Automatic
Control, 55(4):922–938.

Orabona, F. (2019). A modern introduction to online
learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.13213.

Raginsky, M., Kiarashi, N., and Willett, R. (2011).
Decentralized online convex programming with local
information. In Proceedings of the 2011 American
Control Conference, pages 5363–5369. IEEE.

Shi, C. and Shen, C. (2021). Federated multi-armed
bandits. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on
Artificial Intelligence, volume 35, pages 9603–9611.

Spielman, D. (2019). Spectral and algebraic graph the-
ory. Yale lecture notes, draft of December, 4:47.

Wan, Y., Wei, T., Song, M., and Zhang, L. (2024).
Nearly optimal regret for decentralized online con-
vex optimization. In Proceedings of Thirty Seventh
Conference on Learning Theory, volume 247 of Pro-
ceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 4862–
4888. PMLR.

Wang, S. and Ji, M. (2022). A unified analysis of
federated learning with arbitrary client participa-
tion. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 35:19124–19137.

Xiao, L. and Boyd, S. P. (2004). Fast linear itera-
tions for distributed averaging. Syst. Control. Lett.,
53(1):65–78.



Distributed Online Optimization with Stochastic Agent Availability

Yan, F., Sundaram, S., Vishwanathan, S., and Qi,
Y. (2013). Distributed autonomous online learning:
Regrets and intrinsic privacy-preserving properties.
IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engi-
neering, 25(11):2483–2493.

Yan, Y., Niu, C., Ding, Y., Zheng, Z., Tang, S.,
Li, Q., Wu, F., Lyu, C., Feng, Y., and Chen, G.
(2024). Federated optimization under intermittent
client availability. INFORMS Journal on Comput-
ing, 36(1):185–202.

Yang, T., Yi, X., Wu, J., Yuan, Y., Wu, D., Meng,
Z., Hong, Y., Wang, H., Lin, Z., and Johansson,
K. H. (2019). A survey of distributed optimization.
Annual Reviews in Control, 47:278–305.

Yuan, D., Proutiere, A., and Shi, G. (2020). Dis-
tributed online linear regressions. IEEE Transac-
tions on Information Theory, 67(1):616–639.

Yuan, D., Proutiere, A., and Shi, G. (2021). Dis-
tributed online optimization with long-term con-
straints. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control,
67(3):1089–1104.



Juliette Achddou, Nicolò Cesa-Bianchi, Hao Qiu

A Additional related works

Distributed optimization (DO), now central to federated learning, dates back to the work of Bertsekas and
Tsitsiklis (1991), originally applied to parallel computation. Much of the research in DO focuses on gossip
algorithms, introduced by Boyd et al. (2005, 2006) to address the distributed averaging problem, especially
in scenarios where communication is expensive. These algorithms involve randomly selecting a neighbor for
information exchange, or gossiping. The concept later expanded to include weighted averaging of information
from all neighbors using weights collected in a gossip matrix. Nedic et al. (2010) extended gossip methods to
distributed optimization, combining projected gradient descent with gossip-based averaging of iterates. Typically,
the convergence rate of gossip algorithms is inversely related to the spectral gap of the gossip matrix.

A key constraint frequently considered in distributed optimization is that the algorithm should be robust to
random network topologies. This can arise not only from unstable communication channels (Nedić and Olshevsky,
2014), but randomization can also be leveraged to reduce communication costs while preserving performance (Lei
et al., 2020). Other constraints, considered in the literature but less relevant to this work, include event-related
communication and time delays (Yang et al., 2019). Recent advances in DO also concern accelerated gossip
algorithms that allow for accelerated rates with respect to the number of agents (Wan et al., 2024).

In the online DOO setting, Yan et al. (2013) proposed a (sub)gradient descent algorithm with regret bounds of
O(

√
T ) for the convex and O(log T ) for the strongly convex case. Hosseini et al. (2013) later introduced an online

dual-averaging algorithm, also achieving O(
√
T ) regret for convex losses. Yuan et al. (2021) extended this to

long-term constraints. Time varying graph networks were considered by Hosseini et al. (2016); Mateos-Núnez and
Cortés (2014), who proved regret rates under the assumption that the union of communication networks over any
m time steps is strongly connected. Lei et al. (2020) studied the special case where communication networks are
Erdös-Rényi graphs, in which each edge has a probability q of existing at each round. They proposed a gradient
descent algorithm and proved regret upper bounds for the convex and strongly convex case, also extending their
result to the bandit feedback framework—see also (Shi and Shen, 2021).

In this work, we address the problem of device unavailability, a topic explored in federated learning from various
angles. For example, availability patterns, such as diurnal cycles, can violate the assumption of data inde-
pendence, as active agents may disproportionately represent certain populations (e.g., by geographic location)
(Eichner et al., 2019; Amiri et al., 2021). Device unavailability has not been addressed in the context of DOO,
except indirectly in (Hosseini et al., 2016), which focuses on time-varying graphs, thus tackling the case in which
isolated devices are unavailable for communication. Our approach differs in that inactive agents do not have an
associated loss function and do not contribute to the global loss. Raginsky et al. (2011) consider a notion of
information structure replacing the communication network. However, their results are based on a specific linear
structure and a horizon-dependent communication radius within which agents can freely exchange information.

B Preliminary results

Lemma 1 (Regret decomposition). The network regret

Rnet
T =

T∑
t=1

1

|St|
∑
v∈St

ℓnett

(
St, xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

ℓnett (St, x)

can be decomposed in the following way

Rnet
T ≤ 3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− yt∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(A)

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), yt − x∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(B)

,

for any yt ∈ X , with the convention that 0/0 = 0 when |St| = 0.

This will be particularly useful when setting yt as the prediction of a omniscient agent knowing the gradients of
all incurred losses up to time t− 1. In this case, Term (B) is the part of the regret related to the loss incurred
by the prediction of the omniscient agent, and Term (A) is the part of the regret related to the deviations with
respect to these predictions.
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Proof. By definition of the regret,

Rnet
T =

T∑
t

∑
u∈V

∑
v∈V

1

|St|2
(ℓt(xt(u), v)− ℓt(x

∗, v)) I
{
u ∈ St

}
I
{
v ∈ St

}
=

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

∑
v∈V

1

|St|2
(ℓt(xt(u), v)− ℓt(yt, v) + ℓt(yt, v)− ℓt(x

∗, v))× I
{
u ∈ St

}
I
{
v ∈ St

}
≤

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

∑
v∈V

1

|St|2
(L ∥xt(u)− yt∥+ ℓt(yt, v)− ℓt(x

∗, v))× I
{
u ∈ St

}
I
{
v ∈ St

}
,

because ℓt(·, v) is L-Lipschitz over the set X w.r.t the norm ∥ · ∥, i.e. |ℓt(x, v)− ℓt(y, v)| ≤ L∥x− y∥,∀ x, y ∈ X.
Next, because we need to introduce individual gradients, we add and remove each ℓt(xt, v):

Rnet
T ≤

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

∑
v∈V

(L ∥xt(u)− yt∥+ ℓt(yt, v)− ℓt(xt(v), v) + ℓt(xt(v), v)− ℓt(x
∗, v))× 1

|St|2
I
{
u ∈ St

}
I
{
v ∈ St

}
≤

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

∑
v∈V

(L ∥xt(u)− yt∥+ L ∥xt(v)− yt∥+ ℓt(xt(v), v)− ℓt(x
∗, v))× 1

|St|2
I
{
u ∈ St

}
I
{
v ∈ St

}
,

where we used again the Lipschitzness of the loss functions. Then by convexity of ℓt(·, v),

Rnet
T ≤

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

∑
v∈V

1

|St|2
(L ∥xt(u)− yt∥+ L ∥xt(v)− yt∥+ ⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), xt(v)− x∗⟩)× I

{
u ∈ St

}
I
{
v ∈ St

}
,

which can be rewritten as

Rnet
T ≤

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− yt∥+
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(v)− yt∥

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), xt(v)− x∗⟩

= 2

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− yt∥+
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), xt(v)− yt + yt − x∗⟩

≤ 2

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− yt∥+
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(v)− yt∥

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), yt − x∗⟩ ,

again by the Lipschitzness of the losses. Finally,

Rnet
T ≤ 3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− yt∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(A)

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), yt − x∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(B)

(16)

concluding the proof.

ce

Lemma 2. Assuming that for k = 1 . . . T , Wk are doubly stochastic matrices and i.i.d., we have, ∀v ∈ V ,
∀s, t ∈ [T ] such that t > s,

E

[(
Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N

)T (
Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N

)]
≤ eTv ev

∥∥∥∥E[W1W
⊤
1 ]− 1

N
11⊤

∥∥∥∥t−s

op

≤ λ2(E[W1W
⊤
1 ])t−s . (17)
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This can be derived exactly as in the proof of (Lei et al., 2020, Lemma 2). For completeness, we provide a quick
justification.

Proof. Let W̃k =Wk − 1
N 11⊤ and assume

E

[∥∥∥∥Wk−1 · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N

∥∥∥∥2
2

]
≤ eTv ev

∥∥∥∥E[W1W
⊤
1 ]− 1

N
11⊤

∥∥∥∥k−s−1

op

for some k − 1 > s.

Let Fk−1 be the σ-algebra generated by all random events up to time k − 1. We have that

E

[∥∥∥∥W⊤
k · · ·W⊤

s+1ev −
1

N

∥∥∥∥2
2

]
= E

[
eTv W̃

⊤
s+1 · · · W̃⊤

k−1W̃
⊤
k W̃kW̃k−1 · · · W̃s+1ev

]
= E

[
eTv W̃

⊤
s+1 · · · W̃⊤

k−1E[W̃⊤
k W̃k | Fk−1]W̃k−1 · · · W̃s+1ev

]
= E

[
eTv W̃

⊤
s+1 · · · W̃⊤

k−1E[W̃⊤
1 W̃1]W̃k−1 · · · W̃s+1ev

]
(by independence of Wk)

≤
∥∥∥∥E[W1W

⊤
1 ]− 1

N
11⊤

∥∥∥∥
op

eTv ev

∥∥∥∥E[W1W
⊤
1 ]− 1

N
11⊤

∥∥∥∥k−s−1

op

≤ λ2(E[W1W
⊤
1 ])eTv ev

∥∥∥∥E[W1W
⊤
1 ]− 1

N
11⊤

∥∥∥∥k−s−1

op

which by induction, suffices to prove Equation (17).

C Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1. Assume each agent runs an instance of Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η > 0 and i.i.d gossip
matrices Wt. Then, the expected network regret can be bounded by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ ND2

η
+
L2

µ
η

(
p̄N + p̄(1− p̄)− σ2

p

+ 6 + 3min
(
p̄N,

√
N
) ρ

1− ρ

)
T , (4)

where ρ =
√
λ2(E[W1W⊤

1 ]). In the p-uniform case, we have

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ D2

pη
+
L2

µ
η

(
8 + 3min

(
pN,

√
N
) ρ

1− ρ

)
T . (5)

If, in addition, η =
(D/L)

√
µ

2
√
2pmin(pN,

√
N)T

, then

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 2

√
2
DL
√
µ

1

1− ρ

√
T

×

{√
N if p ∈ [1/N, 1/

√
N ]

N1/4/
√
p otherwise

(6)

Proof. The proof relies on the use of an omniscient agent knowing the gradients of all incurred losses up to time
t− 1.

Let us define the quantities z̄t and ḡt

ḡt =
1

N

∑
v∈V

gt(xt(v), v) =
∑
v∈V

1(v ∈ St)

N
∇ℓt(xt(v), v)

z̄t =
1

N

∑
v∈V

zt(v).
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Then the decision of the omniscient agent is defined as

x̄t = argminx∈X

{
⟨z̄t, x⟩+

1

η
ψ(x)

}
.

Note that
z̄t+1 = z̄t + ḡt. (18)

The proof of the theorem relies on Lemma 1, where yt is set to x̄t.

Rnet
T ≤ 3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− x̄t∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(A)

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(B)

. (19)

We start by analyzing the general case. Let us focus on Term (B) first.

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]
=

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

E

(
I
{
v ∈ St

}
1 +

∑
u∈V\v I

{
u ∈ St

})E [⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩]

=

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

pvcvE [⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩]

≤ max
v∈V

cv

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

pvE [⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩] ,

where cv = E
(

1

1+
∑

u∈V\v I
{
u∈St

}) ≤ 1. Recall that T̃ =
(
1−Πv∈V (1− pv)

)
T denotes the expected number of

time steps when there is at least one active agent.

In the p-uniform case for example, cv = T̃
TpN ≤ 1. This holds because, on the one hand,

∑
v∈V

E

[
I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

]
=
∑
v∈V

pcv = Npcv

due to all cv being equal. On the other hand,∑
v∈V

E

[
I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

]
= P (St ̸= ∅) = T̃

T
.

Since x̄t are the predictions of FTRL on linear losses ⟨ḡt, ·⟩, we know from standard FTRL analysis (Orabona,
2019, Corollary 7.9),

1

N

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩ I
{
v ∈ St

}
≤ ψ(x∗)

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η
|St|2

N2
(20)

which by taking expectation and using the independence of St and xt(v) leads to

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

pv ⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]
≤ ψ(x∗)N

η
+
L2

µ
η

T∑
t=1

(
Np̄+ p̄(1− p̄)− σ2

p

)
,

where p̄ = 1
N

∑
v∈V pv and σ2

p = 1
N

∑
v∈V p

2
v − p̄2.

This holds because E[|St|2] = E[|St|]2 +Var(|St|), and |St| is the sum of independent Bernoulli of parameter pv,
so that Var(|St|) =

∑
v∈V pv(1− pv), which can also be written as Np̄(1− p̄)−Nσ2

p. Hence

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]
≤ max cv

(
ψ(x∗)N

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η(Np̄+ p̄(1− p̄)− σ2
p)

)

≤

(
ψ(x∗)N

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η(Np̄+ p̄(1− p̄)− σ2
p)

)
.
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Regarding Term (A), since

x̄t = argminx∈X

{
⟨z̄t, x⟩+

1

η
ψ(x)

}
and

xt(v) = argminx∈X

{
⟨zt(v), x⟩+

1

η
ψ(x)

}
,

we have

∥xt(v)− x̄t∥ ≤ η/µ ∥zt(v)− z̄t∥∗ , (21)

thanks to the duality between strong convexity and smoothness (Orabona, 2019, Theorem 6.11). For any t ∈ [T ]
and any v ∈ [N ], we have

Zt+1 =WtZt + Γt =WtWt−1Zt−1 +WtΓt−1 + Γt =

t−1∑
s=1

Wt · · ·Ws+1Γs + Γt .

Simultaneously, we have

z̄t+1 =
1

N

t∑
s=1

1⊤Γs,

so that

Zt+1 − 1z̄t+1 =

t∑
s=1

Wt · · ·Ws+1Γs + Γt −
1

N
11⊤Γs

=

t−1∑
s=1

[
Wt · · ·Ws+1 −

1

N
11⊤

]
Γs + Γt −

1

N
11⊤Γt .

In turn,

zt+1(v)− z̄t+1 = (Zt+1 − 1z̄t+1)
T ev

=

t−1∑
s=1

ΓT
s

[
Wt · · ·Ws+1 −

1

N
11⊤

]T
ev + Γ⊤

t (I −
1

N
11⊤)ev,

so that we can compute :

∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ =

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

(
N∑

u=1

(
[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −

1

N

)
gs(xs(u), u)

)
+ gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt

∥∥∥∥∥
∗

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

(
N∑

u=1

(
[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −

1

N

)
gs(xs(u), u)

)∥∥∥∥∥
∗

+ ∥gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt∥∗

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

(
N∑

u=1

(
[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −

1

N

)
gs(xs(u), u)

)∥∥∥∥∥
∗

+ ∥gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt∥∗

≤
t−1∑
s=0

N∑
u=1

∣∣∣∣[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −
1

N

∣∣∣∣ ∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ + ∥gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt∥∗

≤
t−1∑
s=0

N∑
u=1

max
u∈V

∣∣∣∣[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −
1

N

∣∣∣∣ ∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ + ∥gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt∥∗
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which yields

∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ ≤
t−1∑
s=0

|Ss|L
∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
∞

+ 2L (22)

Because ∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ ≤ I
{
u ∈ St

}
L and

∑N
u∈V I

{
u ∈ St

}
= |St|. By taking the expectation on each side,

E[∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗] ≤
t−1∑
s=0

p̄NLE
[∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
∞

]
+ 2L

≤
t−1∑
s=0

p̄NLE
[∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

]
+ 2L .

At the same time, we also have

E[∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗] ≤
t−1∑
s=1

√
NLE

[∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

]
+ 2L ,

because

∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

N∑
u=1

(
[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −

1

N

)
gs(xs(u), u)

∥∥∥∥∥
∗

+ ∥gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt∥∗

≤
t−1∑
s=0

N∑
u=1

∣∣∣∣[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −
1

N

∣∣∣∣max
u∈V

∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ + 2L

=

t−1∑
s=0

∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
1

max
u∈V

∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ + 2L

≤
t−1∑
s=0

√
N

∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

max
u∈V

∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ + 2L (23)

Hence, combing the above two inequalities on ∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ with Equation (21),

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
u∈V

1

|St|
1(u ∈ St)L∥xt(u)− x̄t∥

]
≤ η

L2

µ

(
2 + min(p̄N,

√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T̃ . (24)

In turn,

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ D2N

η
+
L2

µ
η

T∑
t=1

(
6 + (Np̄+ p̄(1− p̄) + σ2

p)T/T̃ + 3min(p̄N,
√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T̃ .

Consequently

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ D2N

η
+
L2

µ
η

T∑
t=1

(
6 +

p̄N + p̄(1− p̄)− σ2
p

pmin
+ 3min(p̄N,

√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T̃ .

We also have

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ D2N

η
+
L2

µ
η

T∑
t=1

(
6 + (Np̄+ p̄(1− p̄) + σ2

p) + 3min(p̄N,
√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T ,

which is less tight in general but sufficient with the assumption that
∑

v∈V pv ≥ 1. This directly yields Equa-
tion (4)
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We now turn to the p-uniform case. The refinement in this case is due to the fact that we can compute cv. This
makes it possible to refine our bound of Term (B). Specifically, we are interested in the expectation of Term
(B),

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]
=

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

E

[
I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

]
E [⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩]

=

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

1− (1− p)N

N
E [⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩]

=
1− (1− p)N

N
E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]

≤ T̃

TN
E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]
,

where the second inequality comes from the independence of St and x̄t (whose update only depends on the
history) and xt(v).

Since x̄t are the predictions of FTRL on linear losses ⟨ḡt, ·⟩, we know

1

N

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩ I
{
v ∈ St

}
≤ ψ(x∗)

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η|St|2/N2

which by similar arguments yields

pE

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]
≤ ψ(x∗)N

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

ηNp+ p(1− p) .

Hence

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩

]
≤ T̃

T

(
ψ(x∗)

ηp
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η(1 + (1− p)/N)

)
, (25)

which concludes our bound of the expectation of Term (B).

The analysis of Term (A) is unchanged for the case of uniform pv, and yields:

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
u∈V

1

|St|
1(u ∈ St)L∥xt(u)− x̄t∥

]
≤ η

L2

µ
min(Np,

√
N)

ρ

1− ρ
T̃ . (26)

Combining with Equation (25), we have

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ T̃

T

(
ψ(x∗)

ηp

)
+
L2

µ
η

(
6 + 1 + (1− p)/N + 3min(Np,

√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T̃

≤
(
1− (1− p)N

)(ψ(x∗)
ηp

)
+
L2

µ
η

(
8 + 3min(Np,

√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T̃

≤ D2 min(1, Np)

ηp
+
L2

µ
η

(
8 + 3min(Np,

√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T̃ .

With the assumption that
∑

v∈V pv ≥ 1, this easily yields Equation (5):

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ D2

ηp
+
L2

µ
η

(
8 + 3min(Np,

√
N)

ρ

1− ρ

)
T .

Finally, Equation (6) follows from simple computations.
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D Proof of Theorem 2

D.1 Preliminary result

The main difference between the proof of the bound in expectation and that of the high probability bound is the
use of the following Lemma to bound the deviation between Wt · · ·Ws+1 and 1

N 11⊤.

Lemma 3. Assuming that for k = 1 . . . T , Wk are doubly stochastic matrices and i.i.d., we have, ∀v ∈ V ,
∀s, t ∈ [T ] such that t > s,

P
(∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ϵ

)
≤ λ2(E[W 2])t−s

ϵ2
.

When t− s ≥ 3 log ϵ−1

log λ2[W 2]−1 = t∗, we have

P
(∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ϵ

)
≤ ϵ

This lemma is from Boyd et al. (2006). We provide a proof for completeness.

Proof. By applying Markov’s inequality we have

P
(∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

≥ ϵ

)
≤

E
(∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev − 1

N 1
∥∥2
2

)
ϵ2

.

Denoting by W̃k =Wk− 1
N 11⊤, we need to prove that E

(∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev − 1
N 1
∥∥2
2

)
is bounded by λ2(E[W 2])t−s.

This is done by using Lemma 2.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2. Assume each agent runs an instance of Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η > 0. Then, with
probability 1− δ, the network regret is bounded by

Rnet
T ≤ N

(
D2

η
+
L2

µ
ηT

)
+ 3ηTN

L2

µ

(
3

1− ρ2
log

NT 2

δ
+ 3

)
.

Proof. We have

Rnet
T ≤ 3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− x̄t∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(A)

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(B)

,

thanks to Lemma 1. Let us start by bounding Term (B).

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩ ≤ N

(
1

N

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩P (St ̸= ∅)

)
.

≤ N

(
ψ(x∗)

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η

)
We then proceed by bounding Term (A), by observing

3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− x̄t∥ ≤ 3η

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

max
u∈V

L ∥zt(u)− z̄t∥
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Now, we focus on ∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ . Starting from Equation (23) and applying Lemma 3, we obtain

∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ ≤
t−1∑
s=1

√
NL

∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

+ 2L

≤
√
NL(t− t∗)ϵ+

√
NLt∗ + 2NL

≤
√
NLTϵ+

√
NLt∗ + 2NL (27)

with probability at least 1− ϵT . Hence,

Rnet
T ≤ 3η

√
N
L2

µ
T (t∗ + ϵT + 2) +N

(
D2

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η

)
≤ N

D2

η
+ ηN

L2

µ
T (3t∗ + ϵT + 3)

with probability at least 1− ϵNT 2. Setting ϵ = δ
NT 2 and t∗ =

3 log (NT2

δ )

1−ρ2 , we have

Rnet
T ≤ N

D2

η
+ 3ηTN

L2

µ

(
3 log (NT 2

δ )

1− ρ2
+ 3 +

δ

NT

)
≤ N

D2

η
+ 3ηTN

L2

µ

(
3 log (NT 2

δ )

1− ρ2
+ 4

)
(28)

with probability at least 1− δ.

E Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem 3. Pick any X with diameter D with respect to the Euclidean norm. Pick any N ≥ 4 multiple of 4,
and let pv = 1 for all v ∈ V = [N ]. For any DOO algorithm and for any horizon T , there exists a connected
graph G = (V,E) and L-Lipschitz, convex local losses ℓt(v, ·) for v ∈ V and t ∈ [T ] such that

Rnet
T ≥ 3DL

16

(
8ρ

1− ρ

)α
4

N
1−α
2

√
T ,

for all 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, where ρ =
√
λ2(E[W 2]) and W = IN − Lap(G)

λ1(G) .

Proof. The proof is an adaptation of (Wang and Ji, 2022, Theorem 3). Let G be the cycle with N = 4M nodes.
Suppose that for 3M nodes, the local loss functions are set to 0 for all t ∈ [T ],

ℓt(1, ·) = · · · = ℓt(3M, ·) = 0 .

The local loss functions of the remaining nodes are reset every M steps, in such a way that for each k =
0, . . . , ⌈T/M⌉ − 1,

ℓt(3M + 1, ·) = · · · = ℓt(4M, ·) = (N −M + 1)Hk(·) t ∈
[
Mk + 1,M(k + 1)

]
where H0, . . . ,H⌈T/M⌉−1 are random functions such that Hk(x) = εkL⟨w, x⟩ and εk are independent Rademacher
random variables (equal to 1 with probability 1/2 and to −1 with probability 1/2). The value w is chosen as
follows: pick x1, x2 ∈ X such that ∥x1 − x2∥2 = D and let w = (x1 − x2)/∥x1 − x2∥2. The network loss at time
t is thus

ℓnett (V, x) =
(N −M + 1)M

N
H⌈t/M⌉(x) .

Observe that there is a delay introduced by communication over a cycle, such that agents M + 1 . . . 2M have
no access to information about the loss of any agent in {3M + 1, . . . , 4M} before at least M time steps have
elapsed. Specifically, for any v ∈ {M + 1, . . . , 2M}, predictions xkt+1(v), . . . , xkt+M (v) are computed without v
knowing Hk. Hence, using the standard lower bound for online learning (Orabona, 2019, Theorem 5.1), we have



Distributed Online Optimization with Stochastic Agent Availability

that in expectation with respect to ε0, . . . , ε⌈T/M⌉−1, for all v ∈ {M + 1, . . . , 2M},

E

[
T∑

t=1

ℓnett

(
V, xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

ℓnett (V, x)

]

= E

⌈T/M⌉−1∑
k=0

(k+1)M∑
t=kM+1

(N −M + 1)

N
Hk(xt(v))−min

x∈X

⌈T/M⌉−1∑
k=0

(k+1)M∑
t=kM+1

(N −M + 1)

N
Hk(x)


=

(N −M + 1)

N
E

⌈T/M⌉−1∑
k=0

(k+1)M∑
t=kM+1

Hk(xt(v))−min
x∈X

M

⌈T/M⌉−1∑
k=0

Hk(x)


=

(N −M + 1)M

N
E

−min
x∈X

⌈T/M⌉−1∑
k=0

Hk(x)


=

(N −M + 1)ML

N
E

max
x∈X

⌈T/M⌉−1∑
k=0

εk⟨w, x⟩


≥ (N −M + 1)ML

N
E

 max
x∈{x1,x2}

⌈T/M⌉−1∑
k=0

εk⟨w, x⟩


=

(N −M + 1)ML

2N
E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⌈T/M⌉−1∑

k=0

εk⟨w, x1 − x2⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 (using max{a, b} = 1

2 (a+ b) + |a− b|)

=
(N −M + 1)MLD

2N
E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⌈T/M⌉−1∑

k=0

εk

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 (using w = (x1 − x2)/∥x1 − x2∥2)

≥ (N −M + 1)MLD

2N

√
T

M
(Khintchine inequality)

=
(N −M + 1)LD

2N

√
MT .

Now, let U = {M + 1, . . . , 2M} ⊂ V . We have

E[Rnet
T ] =

1

N

∑
v∈V

(
T∑

t=1

ℓnett

(
V, xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

ℓnett (V, x)

)

≥ 1

N

∑
v∈U

(
T∑

t=1

ℓnett

(
V, xt(v)

)
−min

x∈X

T∑
t=1

ℓnett (V, x)

)

≥ (N −M + 1)DL

2N

√
MT

Hence there exists a choice of ε1, . . . , ε⌈T/M⌉−1 such that

Rnet
T ≥ (N −M + 1)DL

2N

√
MT .

Note that, on the N -cycle, the highest and smallest non-zero eigenvalues of the Laplacian are, respectively,
λ1(G) = 1 and λN−1(G) = 2 − 2 cos(2π/N) (Spielman, 2019, Chapter 6.5). Using the inequality 1 − cos(x) ≥
x2/5, ∀x ∈ [0, π] (recall that N ≥ 4 implying 2π/N ≤ π), we have λN−1(G) ≥ 8π2

5N2 and so κ(G) ≤ 5N2

8π2 ≤ N2

8 .

Then, using Theorem 5, we have that ρ/(1 − ρ) = κ(G) − 1 ≤ N2

8 − 1 ≤ N2

8 . This in turn implies that, for all
0 ≤ α ≤ 1,

Rnet
T ≥ (N −M + 1)DL

2N

√
MT ≥ 3DL

16

√
N
√
T ≥ 3DL

16

(
8ρ

1− ρ

)α
4

N
1−α
2

√
T

concluding the proof.
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F Spectral properties of the gossip matrix in the p-uniform case

F.1 Arbitrary graph.

Theorem 5. If Wt is set according to (8), b = 1/λ1(G), then in the p-uniform case we have

ρ2 = 1− 2p2

κ(G)

(
1− 1− p

λ1(G)
− p

2κ(G)

)
.

Proof. Denoting by L1 = Lap(G1), one has:

E[W 2
1 ] = E[I − 2bL1 + b2L2

1] = I − 2bE[L1] + b2E(L2
1)

E[L1] = p2DG − p2AG = p2LG

We compute:
E[L2

1] = E[D2
1 − 2D1A1 +A2

1]

where D1 and A1 denote the diagonal matrix of degrees and the adjacency matrix of G1.

E[(D2
1)ii] = E


∑

j∈Ni

1(j ∈ S1)

2

1(i ∈ S1)


= pE

∑
j∈Ni

1(j ∈ S1)
∑
k∈Ni

1(k ∈ S1)


= pE

∑
j∈Ni

1(j ∈ S1)

 ∑
k∈Ni,k ̸=j

1(k ∈ S1) + 1(j ∈ S1)


= p

(
p2DG(DG − I) +DGp

)
i
,

where DG denotes the matrix of degrees of the graph G.

Finally,
E[(D2

1)] = p2(pDG(DG − I) +DG) .

where AG denotes the adjacency matrix of the graph G. Regarding A2
1

E[(A2
1)ij ] = E

 ∑
k∈Ni,k∈Nj

1(k ∈ S1)1(i ∈ S1)1(j ∈ S1)


=

{
p3
∣∣∣Ni ∩Nj

∣∣∣ = p3(A2
G)ij if i ̸= j

E
[∑

k∈Ni
1(k ∈ S1)1(i ∈ S1)

]
= p2(DG)i if i = j

Hence, finally,
E[A2

1] = p3A2
G − p3DG + p2DG .

Now, regarding D1A1,

E[(D1A1)ij ] = E [(D1)ii(A1)ij ]

= E

[
1(i ∈ S1)1(j ∈ S1)1((i, j) ∈ E)

∑
k∈Ni

1(k ∈ S1)

]

=

{
p3(DGAG)ij − p3[AG]ij + p2(AG)ij if i ̸= j

0 if i = j

Finally,
E[D1A1] = p3(DG − I)AG + p2AG .
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Putting everything together,

E[L2
1] = p2(pDG(DG − I) +DG) + p3A2

G − p3DG + p2DG − 2p3(DG − I)AG − 2p2AG

= p3D2
G − 2p3DG + 2p2DG − 2p3DGAG + 2p3AG − 2p2AG + p3A2

G .

So in the end we have

E[W 2
1 ] = I − 2bp2(DG −AG) + b2

(
p3(D2

G − 2DG − 2DGAG + 2AG) + p3A2
G + p2(2DG − 2AG)

)
= I − 2bp2(DG −AG) + b2[p3((DG −AG)

2 + 2(AG −DG)) + 2p2(DG −AG) .]

E[W 2
1 ] = I − 2bp2LG + b2[p3(L2

G − 2LG) + 2p2LG] .

So if x is an eigenvector of LG with eigenvalue λi(LG), then

E[W 2
1 ]x = x− 2bp2λi(LG)x+ b2[p3(λi(LG)

2 − 2λi(LG)) + 2p2λi(LG)]x

=
(
1− 2bp2λi(LG) + b2[p3(λi(LG)

2 − 2λi(LG)) + 2p2λi(LG)]
)
x

=
(
1 + (−2bp2 + 2b2p2 − 2p3b2)λi(LG) + b2p3(λi(LG)

2
)
x

So that the eigenvalues of E[W 2
1 ] can easily be expressed as eigenvalues of LG. It is easy to check that fb,p : x 7→

1 + (−2bp2 + 2b2p2 − 2p3b2)x+ b2p3x2 is a quadratic function decreasing on ]−∞, 1 + (1− b)/(bp)].

It is clear that
1 + (1− b)/(bp) = 1 + (1/b− 1)/p ≥ 1/bp ≥ 1/b ≥ 2∆(G) ≥ λ1(LG) .

So that fb,p is decreasing on an interval containing all eigenvalues of the Laplacian LG and that

λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) = fb,p(λN−1(LG)) .

Hence

λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) = 1 + (−2bp2 + 2b2p2 − 2p3b2)λN−1(LG) + b2p3(λN−1(LG))

2 .

Setting b = 1/λ1(G) and rewriting yields

ρ2 = λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) = 1− 2p2

κ(G)

(
1− 1− p

λ1(G)
− p

2κ(G)

)
.

F.2 Special cases

Clique. When G is the clique, and b = 1/(N), since λN−1(G) = N

λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) = 1− p2 − 1

N
((N − 2)p3 + 2p2) ,

using Theorem 5.

Strongly Regular graphs. Strongly Regular graphs are such that

• they are k-regular, for some integer k

• there exists an integer m such that for every pair of vertices u and v that are neighbors in G, there are m
vertices that are neighbors of both u and v

• there exists an integer n such that for every pair of vertices u and v that are not neighbors in G, there are
n vertices that are neighbors of both u and v.



Juliette Achddou, Nicolò Cesa-Bianchi, Hao Qiu

Such graphs’ adjacency matrices have eigenvalues k with multiplicity 1 and r and s defined as follows:

r =
m−n+

√
(m−n)2+4(k−n)

2 and

s =
m−n−

√
(m−n)2+4(k−n)

2 .

Hence, their Laplacian have eigenvalues 0 with multiplicity 1 and and k− r and k− s. This yields λ1(Lap(G)) =
k − s and λN−1(G) = k − r.

Using Theorem 4, we have that if b = 1/λ1(Lap(G)), then

ρ2 = λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) ≤ 1− p2

k − r

k − s

In particular, when G is the lattice graph, with N =M2 vertices

ρ2 = λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) ≤ 1− 1

2
p2 .

replacing k by 2M − 2, m by M − 2 and n by 2.

Grid. Consider G a grid of dimension 2, with N = M2. G is the product of two paths graphs of length
M . Then if µ1 . . . µM are the eigenvalues of the path graph of length M , then all eigenvalues of Lap(G)
can be rewritten as µi + µj for some i and j—see (Barik et al., 2015, Theorem 3). Furthermore we know
that µi = 2(1 − cos(π(M − i)/M))—see, e.g., (Spielman, 2019, Theorem 6.6)—so that λ1(Lap(G)) = 2µ1 =
4− 4 cos(π(M − 1)/M and λN−1(G) = µN + µN−1 = 2− 2 cos(π/M).

Hence setting b = 1/λ1(Lap(G))

ρ2 = λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) ≤1− p2

2− 2 cos(π/M)

4− 4 cos(π(M − 1)/M)

by using Theorem 4.

G Proof of Corollary 2

Corollary 2. Assume each agent runs an instance of Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η > 0. If the gossip matrix
Wt is chosen as in (8) with b = 1/λ1(G), then

ρ2 = 1− 2p2q

κ(G)

(
1− 1− pq

λ1(G)
− pq

2κ(G)

)
.

By tuning η with respect to p and N , the expected network regret on G1, G2, . . . drawn i.i.d. from G(G, p, q) can
be bounded by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
= O

(
κ(G)

pq
min

(√
N,

N1/4

√
p

)√
T

)
. (15)

Proof. As bound (5) in Theorem 1 applies, we just have to compute the spectral gap.

Regarding the expression of ρ2 = λ2(E[W 2
1 ]), we take the same steps as for the proof of Theorem 5.

We observe that

E[W 2
1 ] = E[I − 2bL1 + b2L2

1] = I − 2bE[L1] + b2E(L2
1) .

We compute

E[L1] = p2DG − p2AG = p2LG

and

E[L2
1] = E[D2

1 − 2D1A1 +A2
1] .
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Mutatis mutandis in the computations of the proof of Theorem 5, we get the following equalities for the first
term,

E[(D2
1)ii] = E


∑

j∈Ni

1((i, j) ∈ E1)

2


= E

∑
j∈Ni

1((i, j) ∈ E1)

 ∑
k∈Ni,k ̸=j

1((i, k) ∈ E1) + 1((i, j) ∈ E1)


= E

E
∑
j∈Ni

1((i, j) ∈ E1)

 ∑
k∈Ni,k ̸=j

E
[
1((i, k) ∈ E1) + 1((i, j) ∈ E1)

∣∣∣(i, k) ∈ S1

] ∣∣∣(i, j) ∈ S1


= p2q (pqDG(DG − I) +DG)i ,

the second term,

E[(A2
1)ij ] = E

 ∑
k∈Ni,k∈Nj

1((k, i) ∈ E1)1((k, j) ∈ E1)


=

{
p3 |Ni ∩Nj | = p3q2(A2

G)ij if i ̸= j

p2
∑

k∈Ni
E
[
1((i, k) ∈ E1)

∣∣∣1((i, k) ∈ S1)
]
= p2q(DG)i if i = j

and the third term.

E[(D1A1)ij ] = E [(D1)ii(A1)ij ]

= E

[
1((i, j) ∈ Et)

∑
k∈Ni

1((i, k) ∈ E1)

]

=

{
p3q2(DGAG)ij − p3q2[AG]ij + p2q(AG)ij if i ̸= j

0 if i = j

Finally, by adding these three inequalities and rearranging,

E[W 2
1 ] = I − 2bp2qLG + b2

(
p3q2(L2

G − 2LG) + 2p2qLG

)
.

It is easy to check that fb,p,q : x 7→ 1+(−2bp2q+2b2p2q−2p3b2q2)x+b2p3q2x2 is a quadratic function decreasing
on (−∞, 1 + (1− b)/(bpq)].

Again,
1 + (1− b)/(bpq) = 1 + (1/b− 1)/pq ≥ 1/bpq ≥ 1/b ≥ 2∆(G) ≥ λ1(LG) .

so that fb,p,q is decreasing on an interval containing all eigenvalues of the Laplacian LG and that

ρ2 = λ2(E[W 2
1 ]) = fb,p,q(λN−1(LG))

concluding the proof.

H Some results mentioned in the discussions

H.1 Tuning the learning rate in the general case (Proof of Equation (7))

Corollary 3. Assume N ≥ 2. Assume each agent runs an instance of Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η =
D
√
µpmin

L
√
T

and gossip matrices set according to (8). Then, the expected network regret can be bounded by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 12DL

κ(G)

pmin
N

√
T

µ
. (29)
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If p2minp ≤ 1√
N
, and each agent runs an instance of Gossip-FTRL with learning rate η =

D
√
µpmin

L
√
T

, which only

requires knowing pmin, and gossip matrices set according to (8) then

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 12DL

κ(G)

pmin
N

√
T

µ
. (30)

Proof. Thanks to Theorem 1 , we have

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ ND2

η
+
L2

µ
η

(
p̄N + p̄(1− p̄)− σ2

p + 6 + 3p̄N
ρ

1− ρ

)
T .

We note that p̄N + p̄(1− p̄)− σ2
p ≤ 2̄pN and

ρ

1− ρ
≤ 1

1− ρ
≤ 1

1−
√
1− p2

min

κ

≤ 2
κ

p2min

,

where the second inequality follows from Theorem 4, and the last one follows from the concavity of
√
·.

Consequently, we can prove

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ ND2

η
+

(
6 + 8p̄N

κ

p2min

)
T ≤ ND2

η
+

(
11p̄N

κ

p2min

)
T .

Setting η =
D
√
µpmin

L
√
T

, which only requires knowing pmin, suffices to obtain the bound

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 12DL

κ(G)

pmin
N

√
T

µ
. (31)

If additionally p2minp ≤ 1√
N
, we have p̄N ≤

√
N κ

p2
min

, so that using Theorem 1 along with ρ
1−ρ ≤ 2 κ

p2
min

yields

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ ND2

η
+ 2

√
N

κ

p2min

+ 6 + 3
√
N

κ

p2min

≤ ND2

η
+ 11

√
N

κ

p2min

.

In turn, setting η =
N1/4D

√
µpmin

L
√
T

yields

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 12DL

κ(G)

pmin
N3/4

√
T

µ
.

H.2 Regret bounds with known |St|

We study the variant of the algorithm where ∇ℓt(v) in Equation (3) is replaced by N
|St|∇ℓt(v). Using this variant

of the algorithm yields the bound given by the following theorem.

Theorem 6. With any η > 0, the network regret can be bounded by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ D2

η
+
L2

µ
Tη + 3ηN

L2

µ

1

1− ρ
T ,

Setting η = D
√
µ/(L

√
N
√
T ),

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ 4

LD
√
µ

√
N

1

1− ρ

√
T .
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Proof. Like for Theorem 1, the proof relies on the use of an omniscient agent knowing the gradients of all losses
incurred up to time t− 1.

Let us define these quantities z̄t and ḡt

ḡt =
1

N

∑
v∈V

gt(xt(v), v) =
∑
v∈V

1(v ∈ St)

|St|
∇ℓt(xt(v), v)

z̄t =
1

N

∑
v∈V

zt(v).

The decision of the omniscient agent is defined as

x̄t = argminx∈X

{
⟨z̄t, x⟩+

1

η
ψ(x)

}
,

as in the proof of Theorem 1. We still have

z̄t+1 = z̄t + ḡt.

Still like for Theorem 1, the proof of the theorem relies on the use of Lemma 1, where yt is set to x̄t.

Rnet
T ≤ 3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− x̄t∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(A)

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(B)

. (32)

Let us focus on Term (B) first. According to the usual analysis of FTRL, we have

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩ ≤ ψ(x∗)

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η1 (St ̸= ∅) . (33)

since the omniscient agent’s updates correspond to FTRL on linear losses equal to ⟨L̃1, x⟩ where l̃t =∑
v ∇ℓ1(xt(v), v)

1(v∈St)
|St| .

Regarding Term (A), s we still have (like in Equation (21))

∥xt(v)− x̄t∥ ≤ η/µ ∥zt(v)− z̄t∥∗ . (34)

For any t ∈ [T ] and any v ∈ [N ], it also still holds that

Zt+1 =

t−1∑
s=1

Wt · · ·Ws+1Γs + Γt

and that

z̄t+1 =
1

N

t∑
s=1

1⊤Γs.

Consequently, we can still prove

zt+1(v)− z̄t+1 =

t−1∑
s=1

ΓT
s

[
Wt · · ·Ws+1 −

1

N
11⊤

]T
ev + Γ⊤

t (I −
1

N
11⊤)ev,
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and compute :

∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

(
N∑

u=1

(
[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −

1

N

)
gs(xs(u), u)

)∥∥∥∥∥
∗

+ ∥gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt∥∗

≤
t−1∑
s=0

N∑
u=1

∣∣∣∣[Wt · · ·Ws+1]u,v −
1

N

∣∣∣∣ ∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ + ∥gt(xt(v), v)− ḡt∥∗

≤
t−1∑
s=0

N∑
u=1

∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N

∥∥∥∥
∞

∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗ +
N∑

u=1

∥∥∥∥Iev − 1

N

∥∥∥∥
∞

∥gs(xs(u), u)∥∗

Since ∥∇ℓ1(·, v)∥∗ ≤ L for all v,

∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ ≤
t−1∑
s=1

|Ss|
(
N

|Ss|
L

)∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
∞

+NL

≤
t−1∑
s=1

NL

∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
∞

+NL

≤
t−1∑
s=1

NL

∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

+NL , (35)

considering ∥ · ∥∞ ≤ ∥ · ∥2. By using Jensen’s inequality,

E
[∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N

∥∥∥∥
2

]
≤

√
E
[
(Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
)T (Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N
)

]
By using Lemma 2, we obtain

E[∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗] ≤
t∑

s=1

NLλ2(E[W1W
⊤
1 ])

t−s
2

≤ NL
1

1− ρ

Hence, coming back to the expression of Term (A), and following Equation (21)

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

1

|St|
1(u ∈ St)L∥xt(u)− x̄t∥ ≤

∑
u∈V

T∑
t=1

1

|St|
η/µL∥zt(u)− z̄t∥1(u ∈ St)

and combining with the following,

E

[∑
u∈V

T∑
t=1

1

|St|
∥zt(u)− z̄t∥∗1(u ∈ St)

]

=
∑
u∈V

T∑
t=1

E
[
1(u ∈ St

|St|

]
E [∥zt(u)− z̄t∥∗)]

≤
∑
u∈V

T∑
t=1

E
[
1(u ∈ St)

|St|

]
×NL

1

1− ρ

≤
T∑

t=1

(1−Πv∈V (1− pv))NL
1

1− ρ
,

we have

E

[
T∑

t=1

∑
u∈V

1

|St|
1(u ∈ St)L∥xt(u)− x̄t∥

]
≤ η

L2

µ
N

1

1− ρ
T̃ (36)
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where T̃ = (1−Πv∈V (1− pv))T is the expected number of times where there is at least one active agent.

Recalling Equation (32) and combining Equation (36) and Equation (33), we obtain

E(Rnet
T ) ≤ D2

η
+
L2

µ
T̃η + 3ηN

L2

µ

1

1− ρ
T̃ .

This directly yields

E(Rnet
T ) ≤ D2

η
+
L2

µ
Tη + 3ηN

L2

µ

1

1− ρ
T ,

and the computation with the appropriate η follows.

Theorem 7. (Known |St|) For any η > 0, with probability 1− δ, the network regret can be bounded by

Rnet
T ≤ D2

η
+
L2

µ
Tη + 3ηTN

L2

µ

(
9 log NT 2

δ

1− λ2(E[W1W⊤
1 ])

+ 2 +
1

T 2

)
.

We have

Rnet
T ≤ 3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− x̄t∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
(A)

+

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
(B)

,

thanks to Lemma 1. Thanks to Equation (35) , we can bound Term (B) in the following way

∑
v∈V

I
{
v ∈ St

}
|St|

⟨∇ℓt(xt(v), v), x̄t − x∗⟩ ψ(x
∗)

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η

We then proceed by bounding Term (A), by observing

3

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

I
{
u ∈ St

}
|St|

L ∥xt(u)− x̄t∥ ≤ 3η

T∑
t=1

∑
u∈V

max
u∈V

L ∥zt(u)− z̄t∥

Now, we focus on ∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ . Starting from Equation (35) and applying Lemma 3, we obtain

∥zt+1(v)− z̄t+1∥∗ ≤
t−1∑
s=1

NL

∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N
1

∥∥∥∥
2

+ 2NL

≤ NL(t− t∗)ϵ+NLt∗ + 2NL

≤ NLTϵ+NLt∗ + 2NL (37)

with probability at least 1− ϵT . Hence,

Rnet
T ≤ 3ηN

L2

µ
T (t∗ + ϵT + 2) +

ψ(x∗)

η
+
L2

µ

T∑
t=1

η

with probability at least 1− ϵNT 2. Set ϵ = δ
NT 2 and t∗ =

3 log (NT2

δ )

1−λ2(E[W⊤W ])
, we have

Rnet
T ≤ D2

η
+
L2

µ
Tη + 3ηTN

L2

µ

(
3 log (NT 2

δ )

1− λ2(E[W⊤W ])
+ 2 +

δ

NT

)
,

with probability at least 1− δ.
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H.3 Nonstationary case

Corollary 4. Suppose that the activation probabilities change over time within known bounds pmin and pmax,
and the activations events are independent. Assume each agent runs an instance of Gossip-FTRL with learning
rate η > 0 and gossip matrices set according to Equation (8). Then, the expected network regret can be bounded
by

E
[
Rnet

T

]
≤ ND2

η
+
L2

µ
η

(
p̄N + p̄(1− p̄)− σ2

p + 6 + 3min
(
p̄N,

√
N
) √

Bλ

1−
√
Bλ

)
T

where we denote by Bλ = 1− (pmin)2

κ .

Proof. The proof works exactly like that of Theorem 1, with the difference that Equation (17) does not hold
anymore. Instead, we replace it by

E
[∥∥∥∥Wt · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N

∥∥∥∥
2

]
≤ B

t−s
2

λ .

In fact, thanks to Theorem 4, we know that λ2(E[W 2
k ]) ≤ Bλ for all k ∈ [T ]. To prove the above, we then proceed

by induction.

E

[∥∥∥∥Wk · · ·Ws+1ev −
1

N

∥∥∥∥2
2

]
= E

[
eTv W̃s+1 · · · W̃k−1W̃

2
k W̃k−1 · · · W̃s+1ev

]
= E

[
eTv W̃s+1 · · · W̃k−1E[W̃ 2

k |Fk−1]W̃k−1 · · · W̃s+1ev

]
≤
∥∥∥∥E[W 2

k ]−
1

N
11⊤

∥∥∥∥
op

Bk−1−s
λ

≤
√
λ2(E[W 2

k ])B
k−1−s
λ

≤ Bk−s
λ ,

where W̃s is Ws − 1
N 11T .

Hence,

E
[∥∥∥∥Wk · · ·Ws+1ev −

1

N

∥∥∥∥
2

]
≤ B

k−s
2

λ .

The rest of the proof is identical to that of Theorem 1.

H.4 Bound on ρ/(1− ρ)

Lemma 4. In the p-uniform case, if the gossip matrices are set according to Equation (8), then

ρ

1− ρ
≤ 2κ(G)

p2

for all 0 ≤ p ≤ 1.

Proof. We have
ρ

1− ρ
≤ 1

1− ρ
≤ 1

1−
√
1− p2

κ(G)

thanks to Theorem 4. We also have 1−
√
1− y ≥ 1

2y for all y ≤ 1 by concavity of
√
·. Hence,

ρ

1− ρ
≤ 2κ(G)

p2
.

Since λ1(G)
λ1(G)−1 ≥ 1, this also yields ρ

1−ρ ≤ 2κ(G)
p2

λ1(G)
λ1(G)−1 .
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I Experimental details

The code is available at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/DistOLR-6085/.
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