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Abstract— We analyze Decentralized Online Optimization algo-
rithms using the Performance Estimation Problem approach
which allows, to automatically compute exact worst-case per-
formance of optimization algorithms. Our analysis shows that
several available performance guarantees are very conservative,
sometimes by multiple orders of magnitude, and can lead to
misguided choices of algorithm. Moreover, at least in terms of
worst-case performance, some algorithms appear not to benefit
from inter-agent communications for a significant period of
time. We show how to improve classical methods by tuning
their step-sizes, and find that we can save up to 20% on their
actual worst-case performance regret.
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Worst-case analysis, Performance estimation problem, Regret,
Methods design.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Decentralized Online Optimization

In recent years, there has been considerable research in

online distributed multi-agent optimization and its online

counterpart, the Decentralized (a.k.a Distributed) Online

multi-agent Optimization (DOO) framework. As surveyed

in [1], the DOO setting has proven its usefulness in many

applications such as medical diagnosis, distributed target

tracking in 2-D plane, multi-class classification or again

robot formation control.

In decentralized multi-agent optimization, each agent i ∈
V = [n] holds a private objective function fi : K ⊆ R

d → R

and is aimed at cooperating with other agents so as to

minimize the total cost incurred in the network. That is,

computing

min
x∈K

n
∑

i=1

fi(x). (1)

For instance, the cooperation between agents occurs when an

agent i communicates its estimate xi,t to its neighbors N (i),
receives in its turn estimates xj,t, ∀j ∈ N (i) and averages

them w.r.t. weights given by a communication matrix P :

xi,t+1 =
∑

j∈N (i)

Pijxj,t. (2)

This update is an example of a consensus step, usually com-

ing along with an optimization step, which can take the form

of a well-known descent step xi,t+1 = xi,t − ηt∇fi,t(xi,t).
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There exist many alternatives to this scheme, as in Algo-

rithm 2, where instead of averaging the information from

the primal space as in Equation (2), we can consider the

dual space, e.g. averaging gradients ∇fi,t(xi,t) to use more

advanced algorithms.

The Decentralized Optimization framework has been ex-

tended to the Online Optimization Setting [2], leading to the

DOO framework. In this respect, each agent receives a new

loss function fi,t at each time-step t thus making it able to

capture a broader variety of applications, where the problem

cannot be fully known in hindsight.

The most widely used performance measure for DOO meth-

ods is the so-called Individual Static Regret (ISR) metric

which for a given agent j compares the total incurred cost

of choosing estimates xt (including by other agents) to the

total offline cost if the decision is the minimizer x∗, i.e. the

price paid if functions are known in advance after receiving

T functions

Regj(T ) =

T
∑

t=1

n
∑

i=1

fi,t(xj,t)− min
x∗∈K

T
∑

t=1

n
∑

i=1

fi,t(x
∗).

(ISR)

An online algorithm (centralized or not) is said to be efficient

if it incurs a sub-linear regret, that is limt→∞ Regj(T )/T =
0. Other performance metrics such as the Adaptative Regret,

Dynamic Regret and Competitive Ratio are alternatives to the

ISR. Here, we retain ISR as the main performance metric as

it is the most common [1], [3].

While performance guarantees (or worst-case bounds) have

been derived for many classes of algorithms, the difference

between these bounds and numerical experiments suggest

they could be very conservative. Moreover, an important

degree of conservatism was also observed for many bounds

and performance metrics in classical decentralized optimiza-

tion [4]. High degrees of conservatism make comparing

algorithms based on their efficiency hazardous, potentially

hindering progress, and prevent using the bounds for opti-

mizing an algorithm with respect to its parameters such as

step-sizes.

B. Performance Estimation Problem

The recent Performance Estimation Problem (PEP) frame-

work [5] initially designed for automatically computing

worst-case performance of continuous optimization algo-

rithms in the offline centralized case is the key-enabler of

this paper and has proven very useful on a wide range of

algorithms and settings (e.g. [6], [7]). Recently, Computer-

Aided methods for analyzing Online Optimization Algo-
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rithms have seen a growing interest whether by using PEP on

Online Frank-Wolfe [8] or the Integral Quadratic Constraints

framework on Online Gradient Descent [9].

In practice, suppose one wants to know the worst-case

performance of the so-called Gradient Descent (GD) for

functions lying in the set of convex and L-Lipschitz func-

tions, denoted FL. This boils down to finding the function

h ∈ FL maximizing P(h, x1, x
∗) := h(xT ) − h(x∗) where

the sequence of estimates x1, . . . , xT are obtained from GD:

xt+1 = xt − α∇h(xt), ∀t ∈ [T − 1] (3)

with the (classical) initial condition ‖x1 − x∗‖ ≤ D where

x∗ = argminh . The PEP framework tackles this challenge

by formulating a PEP-Model through the following three

steps:

Step 1: Discretizing the function h and its gradient in

all estimates so as to obtain a set of decision variables

D := {xt, ht, gt}t∈[T ]∪{∗} where ht represents h(xt) and

gt is ∇h(xt). At this step, the vectors xt, ht and gt are

independent from each other and not a priori consistent with

an actual function.

Step 2: Imposing the so-called interpolation constraints

which are necessary and sufficient conditions bending de-

cision variables in D, to be consistent with an interpolating

function h lying in a given class (e.g Lipschitz, Smooth,

Strongly-Convex, etc) w.r.t. some specified parameters. In

our case, h is imposed to be in FL via the following

constraints (cf. Theorem 3.4 of [5]) on D;

hi ≥ hj + 〈gj , xi − xj〉
‖gj‖ ≤ L

, ∀i, j ∈ [T ] ∪ {∗} , (4)

which allows keeping the equivalence with the initial prob-

lem of maximizing P(h, x1, x
∗) := h(xT )− h(x∗).

Step 3: In addition to interpolation constraints, we further

constrain estimates so as to encode; the performance metric

to be maximized

sup
{xt,ht,gt}t∈[T ]∪{∗}

hT − h∗, (5)

update steps representing Equation (3)

xt+1 = x1 − α

t
∑

k=1

gk, ∀t ∈ [T − 1] (6)

as well as initial and optimality conditions:

‖x1 − x∗‖ ≤ D and g∗ = 0. (7)

Finally, the PEP-model is obtained by wrapping up Equa-

tions (4) to (7).

It is worth mentioning that, under common assumptions (e.g.

α being fixed), PEP-model can be reformulated into a

Semidefinite Program (SDP).

In [4] PEP has been extended to the Decentralized Offline

Multi-agent Optimization setting, which shown dramatic

improvements regarding the bounds, sometimes by orders of

magnitude, especially with respect to the network topology.

Furthermore, [10] showed that, up to a rescaling by the

number of agents, many worst-case performance metrics

for standard algorithms were independent of the number of

agents. Taking a step back, PEP is often used to choose the

best method w.r.t. best (near)-tight worst-case bounds and to

improve / design the most promising method by acting on

its parameters (e.g. step-sizes).

C. Contributions

In light of the recent developments regarding both DOO

algorithms and the PEP framework our contributions unfold

in 5 points:

a) Formulating DOO algorithms in PEP, which is directly

allowed by the current decentralized PEP framework.

b) Providing (near)-tight worst-case bounds for DOO algo-

rithms within the PEP framework. Notably, we show that

several analytical bounds are very conservative and can

mislead a user into picking the “best method”.

c) Demonstrating that, in some cases, a projection-free

algorithm derives little benefit from communication among

agents in the worst-case and for several steps.

d) Showing how we can select methods in the light of b).

e) Improving DOO methods by finding better step-sizes

using a black-box optimization algorithm. Regarding c), we

find step-sizes making projection-free algorithms benefiting

more from the communication.

II. PROBLEM SETTING

A. Problem and notations

1) Distributed Online Optimization: In this article, we fo-

cus on finding a set of initial points and a sequence of

functions maximizing the performance of DOO algorithms

aimed at minimizing (ISR) over a static network G =
(V,E), where V = {1, . . . , n} is the set of agents and

E = {(i, j) | Pij 6= 0, i, j ∈ V } is the set of activated edges,

where P ∈ R
n×n is the weights matrix that represents the

weighted “belief” between agents.

The goal of every node i ∈ V in the network is to generate

a sequence of estimates {xi,t}Tt=1 ∈ K, from an algorithm

A, aimed at minimizing (ISR) where T ∈ N
∗ is the number

of functions received at the end of the day (also the number

of iterations for DOO methods) and fi,t are defined over

a shared closed convex set K. We denote by ∇fi,t(x) the

(sub)gradient of fi,t evaluated in x ∈ K, and as a shorthand

notation gi,t := ∇fi,t(xi,t).
2) PEP: Due to some limitations over the representability of

non-negative matrices within PEP discussed in [4], a slightly

more general class of matrices is introduced.

Definition 1 (Generalized doubly stochastic matrix [11]):

A matrix P ∈ R
N×N is generalized doubly stochastic if its

rows and columns sum to one, i.e., if

n
∑

i=1

Pij = 1,

n
∑

i=1

Pji = 1, ∀j ∈ V.

The resulting worst matrix of the PEP may thus have negative

elements. However, the provided worst-case guarantees hold

for non-negative matrices. More, eigenvalues of P are sorted

as follows −1 ≤ λp ≤ . . . ≤ λ2 ≤ λ1 = 1, where λ2 is the



second largest eigenvalue of P and 1 ≤ p ≤ n. λ2 can be

interpreted as the “network disconnectedness”.

We denote by W(λ−, λ+) the set of real, symmetric and

generalized doubly stochastic n × n matrices having their

eigenvalues between λ− and λ+ except for λ1 = 1; λ− ≤
λN ≤ · · · ≤ λ2 ≤ λ+ where λ−, λ+ ∈ (−1, 1).
In what follows, by abuse of notation ‖ · ‖ denotes the ℓ2-

norm. F is an arbitrary class of functions and A is an arbi-

trary DOO algorithm compatible with previous assumptions.

B. Shared Assumptions

We now detail the assumptions shared among algorithms

in this paper, which are very common among works in

DOO [1]. Assumptions specific to each algorithm are de-

tailed in dedicated sections.

Assumption 1 (Network topology): The network G and the

weight matrix P satisfy the following.

a) G is a strongly connected graph, meaning that there

exists a path between every pair of agents.

b) P is a generalized doubly stochastic as in Definition 1.

Assumption 2 (Bounded set): The decision space K has a

bounded diameter; that is, ∀x, y ∈ K, ‖x− y‖ ≤ D.

Assumption 3 (Lipschitz continuous functions): Function

fi,t is L-Lipschitz over K, i.e., |fi,t(x)− fi,t(y)| ≤ L‖x−y‖
for all x, y ∈ K, i ∈ V, t ∈ [T ].

III. ANALYZED DOO ALGORITHMS

We introduce the so-called Distributed Autonomous Online

Learning (DAOL) [12], Distributed Online Conditional Gra-

dient (DOCG) [13] and Distributed Online Mirror Descent

(DOMD) [14]. Despite not analyzed in the present, we note

the existence of [15] which is a specific case of DOMD,

i.e., our analysis for DOMD can be used to directly assess

performances of [15]. The scale-invariance property w.r.t. L
and D is discussed in Section III-.4, which notably allows

to compare algorithms on a fair basis.

1) Distributed Autonomous Online Learning: Distributed

Autonomous Online Learning (DAOL), also known as Dis-

tributed Online Gradient Descent is a natural extension of the

so-called Online Gradient Descent (OGD) and Decentral-

ized Gradient Descent (DGD). This algorithm is the basis

for more advanced algorithms and takes advantages of its

simplicity to be understood and implemented. It comes with

very few assumptions on fi,t.
Assumption 4 (Identical initialization for estimates):

Initialize identically the first estimates xi,1 ∈ K, ∀i ∈ V .

A description of DAOL is given in Algorithm 1 and comes

along with an upper-bound over ISR in Theorem 1.

Algorithm 1 DAOL

1: for t ∈ [T ] and each learner i ∈ V do

2: zi,t+1 ←
∑

j∈N (i)

Pijxj,t − ηtgi,t (Consensus step)

3: xi,t+1 ← arg min
w∈K
‖w − zi,t+1‖ (Projection step)

4: end for

Theorem 1 (Bound over ISR for DAOL [12]): Pick parame-

ters ηt =
D

2L
√
t
, then

Regj(T ) ≤
(

5 +
16

1− λ2

)

nLD
√
T .

Remark: We note that [12] propose parameters which enable

DAOL to handle the strongly-convex case, we however

decide to focus on the non-smooth setting.
2) Distributed Online Conditional Gradient Descent: As

in the centralized offline setting, the projection step can

sometimes be costly to compute 1. Whence using Frank-

Wolfe conditional steps can help if the feasible set has some

good properties. DOCG leverages this idea in the context of

DOO at the cost of a worse dependence on time.

Assumption 5 (Network topology for DOCG): The commu-

nication matrix P used in DOCG is symmetric.

Assumption 6 (Initial conditions for DOCG): Fix xi,1 ∈ K
and zi,1 = 0, for all i ∈ V .

DOCG is depicted in Algorithm 2 and an upper-bound on

its ISR is given in Theorem 2.

Algorithm 2 DOCG

1: for t ∈ [T ] and each learner i ∈ V do

2: Define Fi,t(x) := ηi〈zi(t), x〉+ ‖x− x1,1‖2
3: vi,t = arg min

w∈K
{〈∇Fi,t(xi,t), w〉} (Lin. Opt. Step)

4: xi,t+1 = xi,t + γt,i(vi,t − xi,t) (Conv. Combination)

5: zi,t+1 =
∑

j∈N (i)

Pijzj,t + gi,t (Dual Consensus Step)

6: end for

Theorem 2 (Bound over ISR for DOCG [13]): The DOCG

algorithm with parameters ηi =
(1−λ2)D

2(
√
n+1+(

√
n−1)λ2)LT 3/4 and

γt,i =
1√
t

for all i ∈ V and any t ∈ [T ] attains the following

regret bound:

Regj(T ) ≤
(

8n+ 2

(

1 + λ2

1− λ2

)√
n

)

LDT 3/4 + βLDT 1/4

(8)

where β ∈
[

1
2 ,

3
2 + 1

8
√
n

]

⊆
[

1
2 ,

13
8

]

is a constant becoming

negligible with respect to the leading term in O
(

T 3/4
)

.

Remark: We notice that regularization term used in line 2

of Algorithm 2 bias the towards agent 1’s first estimate.

However authors of [13] do not assume that all initial

estimates are the same. In our opinion, the regularization

term could be replaced by ‖x−xi,1‖2 which does not require

any previous communication of agent 1’s first estimates

among the network. It is further discussed in Section V-B.2.
3) Distributed Online Mirror Descent: Here we study a

special case2 of the more general algorithm Distributed Mir-

ror Descent for Online Composite Optimization introduced

in [14] under the name of Distributed Online Mirror Descent

(DOMD), akin to [3]. DOMD generalizes DAOL by using

the Bregman Divergence Vω which is defined as

Vω(x, y) := ω(x)− ω(y)− 〈∇ω(y), x− y〉
1For example, sparse optimization over the ℓ1-Ball.
2Contrary to [14], the network is considered static and there is no

approximation errors.



with respect to the Kernel function ω : Rd −→ R complying

to the following assumptions:

Assumption 7: The kernel ω is σω-strongly convex i.e.

ω(x)− σω

2 ‖x‖2 is convex.

Assumption 8: The kernel ω is G-smooth i.e. ‖∇ω(x) −
∇ω(y)‖ ≤ G‖x− y‖.
For the rest, we do not ask for more assumptions on Vω.

Note, that the work by [7] enables us to analyze such

operators in PEP.

Assumption 9: ∃ε > 0 such that Pij ≥ ε for all (i, j) ∈ E.

Assumption 10 (Initial conditions for DOMD): Fix the ini-

tial estimates to be xi,1 = argminx∈K ω(x) for all i ∈ V .

DOMD is given in Algorithm 3 and the bound over the

incurred ISR is given by Theorem 4.

Remark: We note that, authors of [14] do not assume that

the communication matrix P is symmetric for DOMD. Our

results, based on PEP are thus not as general as the one

given in Theorem 4 but will still hold for a wide-variety

of communication networks. Also, Assumption 9 makes

DOMD not directly translatable in PEP, we discuss and

overcome this limitation in Lemma 3. The latter allows us to

compare algorithms on a common ground for N = 2 agents

by varying λ2.

Lemma 3 (Upper-bound for the second largest eigenvalue):

If P is of size 2 and Pij ≥ ε, ∀i, j ∈ V if and only if

λ2 ≤ 1− 2ε.

Proof: P is a doubly stochastic matrix, then it as the

form, P =
(

a 1−a
1−a a

)

whose eigenvalues are λ1 = 1 and

λ2 = 1 − a. Then, using the lower bound over entries we

have a ∈ [ε, 1− ε] from which λ2 ∈ [2ε, 1− 2ε].

Algorithm 3 DOMD

1: for t ∈ [T ] and each learner i ∈ V do

2: zi,t = arg min
w∈K
{〈gi,t, w〉+ 1

ηVω(w, xi,t)} (Mir. Step)

3: xi,t+1 =
∑

j∈N (i)

Pijzj,t (Consensus Step)

4: end for

Theorem 4 (Bound over ISR for DOMD [14]): Pick

parameter η > 0. Then for all T ≥ 1 and any j ∈ V , there

holds

Regj(T ) ≤ A0 +
A1

η
+ A2Tη where (9)

A0 = 2Lφ

n
∑

i=1

‖xi,1‖, A1 =

n
∑

i=1

Vω(x
∗, xi,1),

A2 =
nL2(1 + 2φ)

2σω
, φ =

64n6

ε3 + 16εn4 − 8(εn)2
.

Later on, we use xi,1 and x∗ returned by PEP to compute the

bound presented in Theorem 4. When n > 2, ε is computed

by taking the largest non-null value of the estimated worst-

case communication matrix returned by P . A simpler bound

can also be obtained by bounding ‖xi,1‖.
Corollary 5 ([14]): If η = D

L
√
T

, then the ISR of DOMD is

bounded as follows:

Regj(T ) ≤ A0 +

(

L

D
A1 +

D

L
A2

)√
T . (10)

4) Scale-invariant Algorithms: We note that both DAOL

and DOMD as described in their respective seminal papers

are not scale-invariant. For instance, notice that running

Algorithm 1 or Algorithm 3, on f̃(x) := 2f(x) and L̃ := 2L
does change the trajectory taken by the algorithm. That is

why Theorems 1 and 4 as depicted in the present paper

have been slightly re-written (both papers give a worst-

case bound w.r.t. the step-sizes) to take the scaling into

consideration. In practice, in both cases we have multiplied

their respective step-sizes strategy by D
L . For DOMD, we

directly obtain the scaled version of their bound by plugging

η = D
L
√
T

into Theorem 4 and verifying that Equation (10)

is proportional to LD. For DAOL, one can remark that

instantiating their main bound for D = L = 1 in [12]

and then multiplying again by L̃D̃ yields a linear scaled

expression. We refer to [10] for an in-depth discussion about

the scale-invariance.

IV. PEP MODEL FOR DOO ALGORITHMS

Following the same approach as in our example where we

apply the PEP framework to GD (see Equations (4) to (7)),

we define the decision variables of the PEP formulation for

representing iterations of DOO algorithms. In this respect,

we define X :=
{

xi,t ∈ R
d | i ∈ V, t ∈ [T ]

}

∪
{

x∗ ∈ R
d
}

the set of all estimates, Φ :=
{

f j
i,t ∈ R

}

∪
{

f∗
i,t ∈ R

}

the

set of functions values evaluated in all estimates, and by the

same token, their respective gradients Γ :=
{

gji,t ∈ R
d
}

∪
{

g∗i,t ∈ R
d
}

where d is the dimension of the worst-case

instance3. More, denote D = X ∪ Φ ∪ Γ the set of all PEP

decision variables, for the sake of compactness.

The high-level PEP formulation for DOO algorithms whose

performance metric is the individual regret (ISR), is given

by PEP-DOO.

sup
D

T
∑

t=1

n
∑

i=1

f j
i,t − f∗

i,t

xi,t estimates obtained from A applied on fi,t

Consensus steps w.r.t. A using P,

Interpolation constraints on D,
Initial conditions on D,

x∗ ∈ argmin
K

T
∑

t=1

n
∑

i=1

fi,t.

(PEP-DOO)

We refer to [16] for a detailed way of reformulating

PEP-DOO into an SDP.

In addition, representing the consensus step and assumptions

over P in PEP can be found in [4]. About the latter point,

P can be either specified explicitly (i.e. all entries are given)

or implicitly, by constraining the range of the second largest

eigenvalues, i.e. assuming that λ2 ∈ W(λ−, λ+). If the exact

communication matrix is provided, the resulting PEP worst-

case bound is tight, otherwise when considering a range of

3Formulating a PEP into a SDP removes the dependency of the worst-case
instance on d (c.f. Chapter 4.2 of [5]).



λ2 for P , the result will be near tight, since [4] used a

relaxation so to represent the range of eigenvalues. However,

if the matrix range is used, [4] showed how to recover the

worst-case communication matrix up to a small-error in most

cases, thus indicating that the worst-case bound is guaranteed

to be tight or not.

V. PEP APPLIED TO DOO ALGORITHMS

Our results were obtained by using the PESTO toolbox [17]

which is a MATLAB package aimed at automatically gen-

erating SDP formulations for PEP problems (e.g. PEP-DOO

in our case).

Without loss of generality, since the analyzed algorithms are

scale-invariant, a normalized version of ISR is defined as

follows:

Regj(T ) = Regj(T )/TnLD, (N-ISR)

and called the Normalized Individual Static Regret (N-ISR)

so to make performances comparable. Observe that the

worst-possible case is to have an algorithm showing a regret

amounting to TnLD, whence Regj(T ) ∈ [0, 1].

A. Set-up

In Fig 1, we represent on top, the N-ISR bounds coming

from the Literature and the bottom figure depicts the near

tight PEP bounds, against λ2 ∈ [0, 1]. Fig 2 plots the bounds

for N-ISR, with respect to T on the left-hand side, and with

respect to N on the right-hand side. As in Fig 1, since the

Literature bounds are always greater than PEP bounds by at

least 1 order of magnitude, we plot the Literature bounds on

the top and the PEP bound on the bottom.

For all figures, if not picked as a variable for the x-axis

we fix: n = 2, D = 1, L = 1, G = 2, σω = 1, λ2 = 0.9
(resp. Number of agents, Diameter, Lipschitz constant,

Smoothness constant for the Kernel function, Strong-

convexity constant for the Kernel function used in DOMD,

Second largest eigenvalue of the communication matrix). T
and n are kept relatively moderate in size to ensure that

numerical computations are performed within a reasonable

amount of time (few minutes). Also, by abuse of notation

in this section, fixing λ2 means that we consider P ∈
W(− |λ2| , |λ2|). Furthermore, since the regret is dependent

on the choice of an agent, results for n = 2 agents cannot

be extended in the same fashion as in [10]. However, in

the later we will show that informative tendencies can be

observed and even leveraged for improving performances.

B. Comparison of PEP and Analytical bounds

First, we notice that near tight bounds returned by PEP

are significantly lower – by up to 2 orders of magnitude

– than those from the Literature for all studied algorithms

and parameters taken into account (λ2 in Fig. 1, T and n in

Fig. 2). In Fig. 1, we see that the N-ISR given by analytical

bounds for all algorithms increase and even diverge as the

connectivity of the network decreases (i.e. λ2 goes to 1). In

other words, analytical bounds do not predict accurately the
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iterations T on the left, and the number of agents n on the

right (with T = 5).

performance of algorithms on poorly connected networks4.

For instance, analytical bounds coming from the Literature

suggest that, on our class of problems, the DOCG method is

the most advisable.

Moreover, [13] claim the superiority of DOCG over DAOL

w.r.t. network topology. We see, in fact, that despite analyti-

cal upper-bounds support their claim; near-tight PEP bounds

indicate that using DAOL or even more DOMD turns to be

a more reasonable choice for tested parameters and w.r.t. N ,

T or again λ2.

1) DAOL: In Figure 2, the regret seems to evolve sub-

linearly with T . However, we observe on better connected

graphs a decrease happening for small T . We suspect that

Regj(T ) stabilizes and decreases after a reasonable number

of iterations for poorly connected graphs.

4The sequence of second largest eigenvalues λ2(n) of a n × n grid
graph (each node is connected to itself and its 4 surrounding neighbors
with weight 0.2) for N = 2 to 6 are; λ2(n) ≃ 0, 0.4, 0.56, 0.68, 0.77.
Poorly connected graph are thus typical.



2) DOCG:

a) Impact of the communication network: Surprisingly, in

Fig. 1 we see that the worst-case bound returned by PEP

for DOCG indicates that the (N)-ISR, (which is very close

to 1) barely depends on λ2. In other words, in the worst-

case scenario and in the range of tested parameters, DOCG

does not appear to benefit from communication among agents

towards reaching a better consensus. On this specific issue,

we have performed numerous computations of PEP bounds

in various settings. Our results were validated in an ad-

hoc way by checking that estimates, gradients and function

values returned by PEP (i) verify assumptions (w.r.t. L and

D) as well as (ii) follow DOCG. This was verified for

T ∈ [50], though it may only hold within the tested range

of parameters. This does not invalidate Theorem 2, as PEP

bounds remain below it, and the algorithm may produce

significant results only after many iterations. In practice, for

T ≪ 3.45 ·104, eq. (11) is less than or equal to eq. (8), since

the latter contains large constants5. Although Theorem 2 via

eq. (8) guarantees that DOCG runs in at most O(T 3/4),
while eq. (11) scales as O(T ), this is not contradictory.

We hypothesize two regimes: one where our bound holds

for moderate T , and an asymptotic regime governed by

Theorem 2. Furthermore, for DOCG, the regret appears to

grow linearly with both the number of agents n and the

number of iterations T . Our numerical experiments suggest

that, for λ2 & 0.6, the ISR for DOCG satisfies

Regj(T ) ∝ TnLD, (11)

with step-sizes chosen as in Theorem 4. We do not observe

similar behaviour for the other two methods analyzed, which

both benefit from inter-agent communication.

b) On the regularization: Moreover, in the continuation

of our remark about line 2 of Algorithm 2, changing the

regularization from ‖x− x1,1‖2 to what we think would be

a better choice (since it requires weaker and more realistic

assumptions), i.e., ‖x−xi,1‖2 for i ∈ V has left PEP bounds

unchanged.

3) DOMD: DOMD and DAOL show similar PEP bounds

w.r.t. N , while Equation (10) is in O(n2). In Fig. 3,

we observe that the condition number κ = G
σω

of the

kernel substantially influences the extent to which agents

benefit from communication within the network. For well-

conditioned kernels, the regret is reduced by more than half,

underscoring the importance of carefully selecting kernel

functions in decentralized settings. Notably, this effect sur-

passes the improvements obtained by optimizing step-sizes,

as discussed in Section VI.

VI. IMPROVEMENT AND DESIGN OF METHODS

As a proof-of-concept, we now show how PEP allows

for choosing better parameters for DOO methods i.e. to

minimize the worst-case bound, by choosing step-sizes. For

this purpose, we optimize DAOL and DOCG since they leave

5Even with λ2 = 0.6, L = D = 1, and n = 2, which minimize these
constants.
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Fig. 3: N-ISR against the network topology for various

conditions numbers for the Kernel (with T = 5).

more latitude over the choice of step-sizes. Similar parame-

ters optimization strategies can also be used on DOMD.

A. Set-up

We use the same parameters as in Section V-A. Considering

the following scheme for the step-sizes ηt(a, b, c) := a
tc+b

which encompasses the step-sizes strategy from the literature

for both DAOL and DOCG, we want to find parameters

a ∈ [0, D] , b ∈ [0, L] , c ∈ [0, 1] so as to minimize the

worst-case bound given by PEP. To do so, we use PEP as an

oracle P∗
T (a, b, c) := worst-case(ηt(a, b, c))/TnLD and

(a, b, c) 7→ P∗
T (a, b, c) is then minimized thanks to a black-

box surrogate optimization algorithm (surrogateopt in

MATLAB). The solver is warm-started for each T ∈ [10] by

the previous improved step-size strategy for T −1 iterations.

For T = 1, our initial guess if to use the step-sizes from

the literature. For each T , we allow 50 PEP evaluations

by surrogateopt and we call (a∗T , b
∗
T , c

∗
T ) the triplet of

improved parameters returned by the black-box solver after

the number of allowed iterations. Our approach is tested on

various network topologies λ2 ∈ {0.1, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75} and

results are shown in Fig. 4 in which the following quantity

is plotted on the y-axis

Improvement(T ) = 100 (1− PEP Opt(T )/PEP Lit(T ))

where PEP Opt(T ) := P∗
T (a

∗
T , b

∗
T , c

∗
T ) is the near tight

N-ISR returned by PEP for optimized step-sizes while

PEP Lit(T ) is the near tight N-ISR returned by PEP for

steps-sizes coming from the literature.

B. Outcomes

For all topologies, DAOL with improved step-sizes con-

sistently outperforms DAOL using the step-size strategy

proposed in the literature. In addition, for T = 10, one can

expect to save up to 22% over the regret. Since the improve-

ment is increasing with T , we suspect that the we could even

do better for larger T or by allowing ηt to be independent

from any constant. Interestingly, we can see that there is more

room for improvement when the communication network is

poorly connected (e.g. λ2 = 0.75), which is again typical,

than for well connected graphs (e.g. λ2 = 0.1).



Akin to DAOL, DOCG is successfully improved by up to

12% for T = 10. Unlike DAOL, DOCG tends to see a

slightly better improvement for well-connected networks.

Furthermore, if we consider the discussion in Section VI,

DOCG equipped with improved step-sizes will then benefit

from the communication network in the worst-case. Again,

this call for further and much more extensive investigations.
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Fig. 4: Improvement of DAOL and DOCG for various

network classes.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have shown how the PEP framework allows to get

near-tight worst-case bounds for DOO algorithms. Then, we

have demonstrated that picking the “best-method” by using

analytical bounds, which turn out to be conservative, can

lead to choosing a sub-optimal method. In fact, in the chosen

range of parameters, analytical bounds would have suggested

to use DOCG instead of DAOL and DOMD. It turns out that

PEP bounds tend to show it would be more reasonable to use

DAOL or DOMD over DOCG. In addition, surprising results

concerning the performance of DOCG w.r.t. the network

topology were observed and call for future investigations.

Furthermore, DAOL and DOCG have been improved by

choosing the step-sizes so as to minimize the near-tight

worst-case Regret. Our approach can be repeated on other

DOO methods. In our case, it is worth noticing that tight

bounds have been improved by up to about 20%.

We emphasize that these results are numerical and were

obtained for a specific range / choice of parameters. They

suggest the potential for very significant improvements in

the general analysis. As future work, an in-depth study must

be performed with wider ranges of parameters as well as

deriving analytical formulas for the worst-case bounds.

APPENDIX

PEP models for DOO algorithms can be found in

github.com/ErwanMeunier/PEP-for-Decentralized-Online-
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