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Abstract

This paper studies decentralized online convex optimization in a networked multi-agent system and proposes a
novel algorithm, Learning-Augmented Decentralized Online optimization (LADO), for individual agents to select
actions only based on local online information. LADO leverages a baseline policy to safeguard online actions for
worst-case robustness guarantees, while staying close to the machine learning (ML) policy for average performance
improvement. In stark contrast with the existing learning-augmented online algorithms that focus on centralized
settings, LADO achieves strong robustness guarantees in a decentralized setting. We also prove the average cost
bound for LADO, revealing the tradeoff between average performance and worst-case robustness and demonstrating
the advantage of training the ML policy by explicitly considering the robustness requirement.

1 Introduction
This paper studies the problem of decentralized online convex optimization in networks, where inter-connected
agents must individually select actions with sequentially-revealed local online information and delayed feedback
from their neighboring agents. We consider a setting where, at each step, agents must decide on an action using
local information while collectively seeking to minimize a global cost consisting of the sum of (i) the agents’ node
costs, which capture the local instantaneous effects of the individual actions; (ii) temporal costs, which capture the
(inertia) effects of local temporal action changes; and (iii) spatial costs, which characterize the loss due to unaligned
actions of two connected neighboring agents in the network. This problem models a wide variety of networked
systems with numerous applications, such as decentralized control in power systems [1, 2, 3], capacity allocation in
multi-rack data centers [4], spectrum management in multi-user wireless networks [5, 6, 7], multi-product pricing
in revenue management [8, 9], among many others.

While a centralized algorithm can better minimize the global cost, decentralized optimization offers a number
of important benefits such as avoiding a single point of failure and lower computational complexities [10, 11].
Nonetheless, the decentralized setting is significantly more challenging than its centralized counterpart and, despite
recent progress (e.g., [12, 13]), many problems still remain open. The key challenges come from information
inefficiency and uncertainties, both temporally and spatially. Concretely, an agent’s actions are coupled over time
due to the temporal cost that captures the need of avoiding abruptly large changes, and meanwhile, agents are
spatially coupled in the network. As a result, to minimize the global cost, agents must know all the future cost
functions as well as their neighboring agents’ actions. But, neither perfect knowledge of all the future cost functions
nor all the agents’ actions are available to individual agents in a decentralized online setting.

To address these challenges, decentralized online convex optimization has been studied under various settings.
For example, online algorithms for the special single-agent case [14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20] and more recently for
the multi-agent case [10, 12, 13, 21, 11, 22] have been proposed to minimize the worst-case regret or competitive
ratio. However, because these algorithms must make conservative decisions to mitigate potentially adversarial
uncertainties, they often do not perform well in terms of the average cost. In contrast, online optimizers based
on machine learning (ML) can improve the average performance by exploiting the distributional information
for various problems, e.g., [23, 24, 25, 26], including multi-agent networked systems [27, 28, 29]. But, ML-based
optimizers typically lack robustness guarantees and can result in a very high cost in the worst case (due to, e.g.,
out-of-distribution inputs), which makes them unsuitable for mission-critical applications.

The field of learning-augmented algorithms has emerged in recent years with the goal of providing “best of both
worlds” guarantees, i.e., algorithms that ensure near-optimal performance (when ML predictions are perfect) while
still achieving adversarial robustness guarantees (when ML predictions are of a low quality). Learning-augmented
algorithms have achieved that goal in a variety of online problems, e.g., [30, 31, 32, 33, 32, 34, 35]. However, existing
algorithms all focus on centralized settings. Further, they predominantly focus on worst-case performance bounds
and do not provide guarantees on average cost performance.
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Contributions. We introduce and analyze a novel learning-augmented algorithm for decentralized online opti-
mization. Our algorithm, LADO (Learning-Augmented Decentralized Online optimization), exploits ML predictions
to improve average-case cost performance while still providing the adversarial robustness guarantees with respect
to any given baseline/expert policy. The key idea behind LADO is to leverage a baseline policy to safeguard online
actions to avoid too greedily following ML predictions that may not be robust. Unlike in a centralized setting, the
key design challenge for our decentralized setting is determining how to manage the spatial information inefficiency
(i.e., not knowing the neighboring agents’ actions in advance). To address this, we propose a novel spatial cost
decomposition to split the shared spatial cost in an adaptive manner between connected agents so that each agent
can safeguard its own actions based on local information. We also introduce temporal reservation costs to address
the worst-case future uncertainties.

Our main results provide worst-case and average cost bounds for LADO (see Theorems 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3). Im-
portantly, our results also provide bounds for two approaches to ML training in LADO: training that is aware of the
robustness step performed by LADO and training that is unaware of how the ML policy will be used. Most of the
prior work on learning-augmented algorithms considers ML models unaware of how they will be used. Our results
quantify the improvement obtained by explicitly accounting for the robustness step in ML training.

To summarize, the main contributions of our work are as follows. First, LADO significantly differs from the existing
learning-augmented algorithms by studying a more challenging setting — decentralized optimization where an
agent chooses online actions with only delayed information about the other neighboring agents’ actions. Second, to
guarantee worst-case robustness of LADO against a given policy in our decentralized setting, our design of robust
action sets includes novel adaptive spatial cost splitting, which is a novel technique and differs from the design in a
centralized setting. Last but not least, we rigorously demonstrate the benefit of training the ML policy by explicitly
accounting for the robustness constraint in terms of the average cost bound.

2 Related Work
Decentralized online convex optimization. Online convex optimization in a centralized single-agent setting
is a classic problem for which many algorithms have been designed to bound the worst-case performance, e.g.,
[15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20]. Recently, a growing literature has begun to study online convex optimization in a decentralized
networked system [36, 13, 37, 10]. Compared to the centralized setting, the decentralized setting is significantly more
challenging, since an agent has no access to the information of other agents before making its action at each step.
In this context, a recent work [37] proposes an online algorithm with a bounded competitive ratio and shows the
dependency of the competitive ratio on cost predictions. Several other studies [10, 13, 21, 11, 22] propose algorithms
with bounded regrets. In all cases, these studies focus on the worst-case performance, which leads to conservative
algorithms that may not achieve a low average global cost.

ML-based optimizers. ML policies have been used for exploiting the statistical information and improve the
average performance of various (online) optimization problems, including scheduling, resource management, and
secretary problems [23, 24, 25, 26]. There also exist ML-based optimizers, such as multi-agent learning [27, 28, 29],
in the context of decentralized optimization. However, a crucial drawback of pure ML-based optimizers is that
they may have very high or even unbounded costs in the worst case, making them unsuitable for mission-critical
applications. We provide an approach to empowering such ML-based algorithms with worst-case robustness
guarantees.

Learning-augmented algorithms. Learning-augmented algorithms have been proposed as a way to add worst-
case robustness guarantees on top of ML policies [30, 31, 32, 33, 32, 34, 35]. However, to this point, learning-
augmented algorithms have not been designed for decentralized settings. Thus, LADO bridges the gap and designs a
novel learning-augmented algorithm with guaranteed worst-case robustness in a decentralized setting. Our work
differs from the standard constrained online optimization (e.g., [14]) in that LADO is essentially a meta algorithm
leveraging one robust policy to safeguard another policy which can perform better on average. Additionally, LADO
considers worst-case robustness and hence substantially differs from conservative bandits/reinforcement learning
that focus on average or high-probability performance constraints [38, 39, 40].

3 Problem Formulation
We study the setting introduced in [37] (where there is no ML policy augmentation) and consider decentralized
online convex optimization in a networked system with V = |V| agents/nodes belonging to the set V . If two agents
have interactions with each other, there exists an edge between them. Thus, the networked system can be represented
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by an undirected graph (V, E), with E being the set of edges. Each problem instance (a.k.a. episode) consists of T
sequential time steps.

At step t = 1, · · · , T , each agent v selects an irrevocable action xvt ∈ Rn. We denote xt = [x1t , · · · , xVt ] as the
action vector for all agents at step t, where the superscript v represents the agent index whenever applicable. After
xt is selected for step t, the network generates a global cost gt(xt)which consists of the following three parts.

• Node cost fvt (xvt ): Each individual agent incurs a node cost denoted as fvt (xvt ), which only relies on the action
of a single agent v at step t and measures the effect of the agent’s decision on itself.

• Temporal cost cvt (xvt , xvt−1): It couples the two temporal-adjacent actions of a single agent v and represents the
effect of temporal interactions to smooth actions over time.

• Spatial cost s(v,u)t (xvt , x
u
t ): It is incurred if an edge exists between two agents v and u, capturing the loss due to

unaligned actions of two connected agents.
This formulation applies directly to many real-world applications [37]. For example, in geo-distributed cloud

resource management, each data center is an agent whose server provisioning decision (i.e., the number of on/off
servers) incurs a node cost that captures its local operational cost [41]. The temporal cost penalizes frequent servers
on/off to avoid excessive wear-and-tear (a.k.a., switching costs) [41]. Meanwhile, each data center’s decision results
in an environmental footprint (e.g., carbon emission and water consumption) [42]. Thus, the added spatial cost
mitigates inequitable environmental impacts in different locations to achieve environmental justice, which is a crucial
consideration in many corporates’ Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) strategies [43]. We provide more
details about the modeling of this application in the appendix, where we also describe and experiment with another
application to decentralized battery management for sustainable computing.

Next, we make the following assumptions commonly adopted for online optimization, e.g., [44, 37].
Assumption 3.1. The node cost fvt : Rn → R≥0 is convex and ℓf -smooth.

Assumption 3.2. The temporal interaction cost cvt : Rn × Rn → R≥0 is convex and ℓT -smooth.

Assumption 3.3. The spatial interaction cost sv,ut : Rn × Rn → R≥0 is convex and ℓS-smooth.

The convexity assumption is standard and needed for analysis, while smoothness (i.e., Lipschitz-continuous
gradients) ensures that the costs will not vary unboundedly when the actions change.

The networked agents collaboratively minimize the total global cost over T time steps defined as:

cost(x1:T ) =

T∑
t=1

gt(xt) =

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

fvt (x
v
t ) +

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

cvt (x
v
t , x

v
t−1) +

T∑
t=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

s
(v,u)
t (xvt , x

u
t ),

where gt(xt) =
∑

v∈V f
v
t (x

v
t ) +

∑
v∈V c

v
t (x

v
t , x

v
t−1) +

∑
(v,u)∈E s

(v,u)
t (xvt , x

u
t ) is the total cost at time t. With a slight

abuse of notation, we also denote gt = {fvt , cvt , s
(u,v)
t , v ∈ V, (u, v) ∈ E} as the cost function information for step t,

and g1:T = [g1, · · · , gT ] ∈ G as all the information for the entire problem instance where G is the set of all possible
g1:T .

Our goal is to find a decentralized learning-augmented online policy πv for each agent v that maps the local
available information (to be specified in Section 4.1) to its action xvt at time t.

For notational convenience, we also denote π = [π1, · · · , πV ] as the combined policy for the entire networks.

3.1 Performance Metrics
We consider the following two performance metrics — average cost and λ-robustness.
Definition 3.4 (Average cost). Given a decentralized online policy π = [π1, · · · , πV ], the average cost is AV G(π) =
Eg1:T [cost(π, g1:T )], where the information g1:T follows a distribution Pg1:T .

Definition 3.5 (λ-robust to π†). For λ > 0, a decentralized online policy π = [π1, · · · , πV ] is λ-robust against a baseline
policy π† if cost(π, g1:T ) ≤ (1 + λ)cost(π†, g1:T )) holds for any g1:T ∈ G.

The average cost measures the decision quality of the decentralized policy π in typical cases, whereas the λ-
robustness shows theworst-case competitiveness in terms of the cost ratio of the global cost π to a given baseline policy
π† (which is also referred to as an expert policy). Our definition ofλ-robustness against π† is both general and common
in the literature on learning-augmented online algorithms as well as online control [31, 45, 46], where robustness is
defined against a given baseline policy π† [31]. Importantly, for our problem, there exist various expert policies π†
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Algorithm 1 Online Algorithm for Agent v ∈ V
Require: Expert policy π†

v , and ML policy π̃v
1: for t = 1, · · · , T do
2: Collect local online information Ivt .
3: Obtain ML prediction x̃vt and expert action xv,†t based on Ivt , respectively.
4: Choose action xt = ψλ(x̃

v
t ) by (2).

5: end for

(e.g., localized prediction control [37]) with bounded cost ratios against the oracle policy OPT that minimizes the
global cost with all the offline information. As a result, by considering an expert policy with a competitive ratio of
ρπ† , our policy π is also competitive against the optimal oracle, i.e., cost(π, g1:T ) ≤ ρπ†(1 + λ)cost(OPT, g1:T )) for
any g1:T ∈ G. Alternatively, the expert policy π† can be viewed as a policy prior currently in use [47], while the new
learning-augmented policy π must no worse than (1 + λ)-times the policy prior in terms of the cost for any problem
instance.

The average cost and worst-case robustness metrics are different and complementary to each other [48, 31]. Here,
we take a robustness-constrained approach. Specifically, given both an ML-based optimizer and an expert algorithm
as advice, we aim to find a learning-augmented policy π = [π1, · · · , πV ] to minimize the average cost subject to the
λ-robustness constraint:

min
π

Eg1:T [cost(π, g1:T )] , s.t., cost(π, g1:T ) ≤ (1 + λ)cost(π†, g1:T ), ∀g1:T ∈ G. (1)

4 Robust Decentralized Online Optimization
We now present LADO, a learning-augmented decentralized online optimization algorithm that exploits the benefits
of ML while guaranteeing λ-robustness against any given expert policy π† in a network.

4.1 A Learning-Augmented Decentralized Algorithm
At time t = 1, · · · , T , each agent v ∈ V has access to a decentralized online ML policy π̃v and a decentralized online
expert policy π†

v , which produce actions x̃vt and xv,†t , respectively, based on local online information. Then, given x̃vt
and xv,†t , the agent v chooses its actual action xvt using LADO.

4.1.1 Local Information Availability

We consider a decentralized setting where only local online information is available to the agents. In particular, the
following online information is revealed to each agent v at step t: node cost function fvt , temporal cost function cvt ,
spatial cost function s(v,u)t−1 , connected agents’ actions xut−1 and their corresponding expert actions xu,†t−1 for (v, u) ∈ E .
That is, at the beginning of step t, each agent v receives its own node cost and temporal cost functions for time t, and
also the spatial cost along with the actual/expert actions from the neighboring agents connected to agent v for time
t− 1. Thus, before choosing an action at time t, all the local information available to agent v can be summarized as
Ivt = {fv1:t, cv1:t, s

(v,u)
1:t−1, x

u
1:t−1, x

u,†
1:t−1, Z

v
t , (v, u) ∈ E}, where Zv

t captures the other applicable information (e.g., agent
v’s own actual/ML/expert actions in the past). Moreover, knowledge of cost functions over the next k temporal
steps and/or r-hop agents in the network can further improve the competitiveness of expert policies [37] and, if
available, be included in Zv

t . Without loss of generality, we use Ivt as the locally available information for agent v at
time t. Additionally, the smoothness parameters ℓf , ℓc, and ℓs and robustness parameter λ are known to the agents
as shared information.

Most importantly, unlike in a centralized setting, an agent v must individually choose its (irrevocable) action xvt
on its own — it cannot communicate its action xvt or its expert action xv,†t to its connected agent u until the next
time step t+ 1. The one-step delayed feedback of the spatial costs and the actual/expert actions from the connected
agents is commonly studied in decentralized online convex optimization [37] and crucially differentiates our work
from the prior centralized learning-augmented algorithms, adding challenges for ensuring the satisfaction of the
λ-robustness requirement.
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4.1.2 Algorithm Design

We present our learning-augmented decentralized online algorithm, LADO, in Algorithm 1, where an ML policy
is trained offline and deployed online by each agent v. The assumption of an offline-trained predictor (i.e., ML
policy in our case) is standard in learning-augmented algorithms [49, 50, 32, 30] as well as general learning-based
optimizers [23, 51, 26]. For our problem, approaches such as multi-agent reinforcement learning [27, 28, 29] can be
used to train ML policies for each agent.

At time t, each agent v feeds its locally available information Ivt as input into its ML policy π̃v and expert policy
π†
v to receive x̃vt and xv,†t , respectively, based on which it chooses xvt as the actual action. When the context is clear,

we also use ML prediction to refer to the ML action. Note that, in Algorithm 1, we run the expert policy (e.g., the
localized policy proposed in [37]) independently as if it is applied alone. Thus, the expert policy π†

v does not need
to use all the information in Ivt .

The crux of LADO is to carefully leverage ML predictions while being close enough to expert actions. To achieve
this, we design a novel robust action set that addresses the key challenge that only local online information Ivt is
available to each agent v in our decentralized setting. By choosing an action that falls into the robust action set
while staying close to the ML prediction, LADO guarantees λ-robustness and exploits the benefits of ML predictions,
achieving the best of both worlds. Concretely, we project the ML prediction x̃vt into the robust action set denoted by
X v

λ,t as follows
xvt = arg min

x∈Xv
λ,t

∥x− x̃vt ∥2, (2)

where the robust action set X v
λ,t is convex and will be specified in Section 4.2. Thus, the projection in (2) can be

efficiently performed by solving convex optimization at each individual agent v.

4.2 Designing a Robust Action Set
The core of LADO is an action set that “robustifies” ML predictions for λ-robustness. This is challenging due to the
temporal and spatial information inefficiency — the λ-robustness requirement in (1) is imposed over the total global
cost over T steps, whereas each agent must choose its action based on local and online information Ivt . To address
this challenge, we propose novel adaptive spatial cost decomposition and introduce reservation costs to safeguard the
online actions for λ-robustness.

4.2.1 Spatial Cost Decomposition

Due to the decentralized setting, we first decompose the global cost gt(xt) at time t into locally computable costs for
individual agents v ∈ V expressed as

gvt (x
v
t ) =f

v
t (x

v
t ) + cvt (x

v
t , x

v
t−1) +

∑
(u,v)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t s

(u,v)
t (xvt , x

u
t ), (3)

where we use the weights κ(v,u)t ≥ 0 and κ(v,u)t ≥ 0, such that κ(v,u)t + κ
(u,v)
t = 1 for (v, u) ∈ E , to adaptively split the

shared spatial cost s(u,v)t (xvt , x
u
t ) between the two connected agents (i.e., κ(u,v) for agent v and κ(v,u) for agent u).

We specify the choice of the weight κ(v,u)t in (6) later.
Due to the cost decomposition in (3), the global λ-robustness constraint in (1) can be guaranteed if the action of

each node v satisfies the following local constraint:
t∑

i=1

gvi (x
v
i ) ≤ (1 + λ)

t∑
i=1

gvi (x
v,†
i ). (4)

At step t, however, agent v cannot evaluate its local cost gvt (xvt ), because it has no access to the actions xut and expert
actions xu,†t of its connected neighbors u and hence cannot calculate the actual or expert’s spatial costs for (v, u) ∈ E .
Additionally, even if agent v has the knowledge of gvt (xvt ), simply satisfying (4) at time step t cannot guarantee that
a feasible action exists to satisfy the local constraints for future steps t+ 1, · · · , T due to the temporal cost. To see
this, consider a toy example with T = 2 and cvt = ∥xvt − xvt−1∥2. Assume that xv1 is selected such that the first-step
local constraint is satisfied by equality, i.e., gv1(xv1) = (1 + λ)gvi (x

v,†
1 ). Then, at the second step t = 2, it can happen

that the node costs satisfy fv2 (xv,†1 ) = 0 and fv2 (xv1) > 0, while the spatial costs are all zero. Then, with the expert
action xv,†2 = xv,†1 , it follows that gv2(xv2) > (1 + λ)gv2(x

v,†
2 ) = 0 for any xv2 ∈ X , thus violating the local constraint (4)

for agent v. By the same reasoning, the λ-robustness constraint can be violated for the whole network.
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t∑
τ=1

fvτ (x
v
τ ) +

t∑
τ=1

cvτ (x
v
τ , x

v
τ−1) +

t−1∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (xvτ , x
u
τ ) +R(xvt , x

v,†
t )

≤(1 + λ)
( t∑
τ=1

fvτ (x
v,†
τ ) +

t∑
τ=1

cvτ (x
v,†
τ , xv,†τ−1) +

t−1∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (xv,†τ , xu,†τ )
) (5)

4.2.2 Robust Action Sets via Reservation Costs

To ensure non-empty sets of feasible actions satisfying the local constraints (5) for each time step t, we propose a
reservation cost that safeguards each agent v’s action against any possible uncertainties (e.g., connected agent u’s
current actions and future cost functions). With only local online information Ivt available to agent v, the key insight
of our added reservation cost at each time step t is to bound the maximum possible cost difference between agent v’s
cost∑t

i=1 g
v
i (x

v
i ) and its corresponding cost constraint (1 + λ)

∑t
i=1 g

v
i (x

v,†
i ) for future time steps. More concretely,

we use a new constraint in (5) to define the robust action set for agent v at step t. In (5), the weight κ(v,u)t (attributed
to agent v) for adaptively splitting the spatial cost s(v,u)t between agent v and agent u is

κ
(v,u)
t =

∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2

∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 + ∥xut − xu,†t ∥2
, (6)

and the reservation cost is
R(xvt , x

v,†
t ) =

ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ0
)∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2, (7)

where ℓT and ℓS are smoothness parameters for the temporal and spatial cost functions, Dv is the degree of agent v
(i.e., the number of agents connected to agent v), and 0 < λ0 ≤ λ is a hyperparameter to adjust the size of the robust
action set (and will be optimally chosen as λ0 =

√
1 + λ− 1 in Theorems 5.2 and 5.3). In the special case when both

xvt = xv,†t and xut = xu,†t , we set κ(v,u)t = 1
2 in (6).

Importantly, the new constraint (5) for agent v can be calculated purely based on local online information Ivt ;
it only depends on the cumulative node and temporal costs up to time t, as well as the spatial costs (including
the feedback of the connected neighboring agents’ actions and their expert actions) up to time t − 1. Moreover,
the reservation cost R(xvt , xv,†t ) safeguards agent v’s action not only against uncertainties in future temporal cost
functions in online optimization, but also against delayed spatial costs resulting from decentralized optimization,
which we further explain as follows.

• Temporal uncertainties. The temporal cost couples each agent’s actions over time, but the online action needs
to be chosen without knowing all the future costs. Consequently, as shown in the example in Section 4.2.1, simply
satisfying the λ-robustness in terms of the cumulative cost up to t does not necessarily ensure λ-robustness in the
future. To hedge against temporal uncertainties, our reservation cost R(xvt , xv,†t ) in (7) includes the term ℓT

2 (1 +
1
λ0
)∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2, which bounds the maximum cost disadvantage for agent v: cvt (xvt , xvt+1)− (1 + λ)cvt (x

v,†
t , xv,†t+1) ≤

ℓT
2 (1 + 1

λ0
)∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2. Thus, xvt+1 = xv,†t+1 is always a feasible robust action for agent v at time t+ 1.

• Spatial uncertainties. In our decentralized setting, agent v chooses its action based on the local online
information Ivt , which creates spatial uncertainties regarding its connected neighboring agents’ actions and spatial
costs. In our design, with the splitting weight κ(v,u)t in (6) and the term ℓS ·Dv

2 (1 + 1
λ0
)∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 added to the

reservation cost (7), we ensure that our constraint in (5), if satisfied, can always guarantee the local constraint in (4)
and hence also the λ-robustness constraint, due to the following inequality:∑

(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t

(
s
(v,u)
t (xvt , x

u
t )− (1 + λ)s

(v,u)
t (xv,†t , xu,†t )

)
≤

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t

ℓS
2
(1 +

1

λ0
)
(
∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 + ∥xut − xu,†t ∥2

)
=
ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ0
)∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2.

Note that, as the degreeDv of node v increases, more agents are connected to agent v and hence spatial uncertainties
also naturally increase, resulting in an increased reservation cost in (7).

In summary, our novel robust action set for agent v at time step t is designed as
X v

λ,t = {xvt | xvt satisfies (5) for step t}, (8)
which, by convexity of cost functions, is convex and leads to computationally-efficient projection (2).
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5 Performance Bounds
We now analyze LADO in terms of its robustness and average cost, proving that LADO is λ-robust against any given
expert policy in the worst case and can simultaneously improve the average performance over the expert policy (if
the ML policy is properly trained in Theorem 5.3).

5.1 Robustness
We formally state the robustness guarantee of LADO as follows. A proof is provided in Appendix C.
Theorem 5.1. (λ-robustness) Given any ML policy π̃ and expert policy π†, for any λ > 0 and λ0 ∈ (0, λ] in the robust action
set in (8), the cost of LADO satisfies cost(LADO, g1:T ) ≤ (1 + λ) · cost(π†, g1:T ) for any problem instance g1:T ∈ G.

Theorem 5.1 guarantees that, for any problem instance g1:T ∈ G, the total global cost of LADO is always upper
bounded by (1 + λ) times the global cost of the expert policy π†, regardless of the quality of ML predictions. This
robustness guarantee is the first in the context of decentralized learning-augmented algorithms and attributed to
our novel design of locally computable robust action sets in (8), based on which each agent individually safeguards
its own online actions. Moreover, for our setting, there exist online policies (e.g., localized policy for multi-agent
networks [37]) that have bounded competitive ratios against the offline oracle and hence can be readily applied
as expert policies in LADO. Thus, their competitive ratios immediately translate with a scaling factor of (1 + λ) into
competitiveness of LADO against the offline oracle.

5.2 Average Cost
The prior literature on learning-augmented algorithms consider consistency (i.e., the worst-case competitive ratio
with respect to the ML policy) as a measure to study how well the ML policy’s performance is retained [52, 53, 31].
Nonetheless, in practice, the key benefit of utilizing anML policy is to improve the average performance. Additionally,
given our λ-robustness guarantee, it is impossible to simultaneously achieve 1-consistency (or any consistency
better than the pure expert) even for the single-agent setting due to the fundamental challenge of online convex
optimization with temporal costs [52].

Thus, we turn to the average performance of LADO and consider two cases: an ML policy trained as a standalone
optimizer without being aware of the projection in LADO (Line 4 in Algorithm 1), and the optimal ML policy trained
with explicit awareness of the projection operator.

5.2.1 A Projection-Unaware ML Policy

It is a common assumption in learning-augmented algorithms (e.g., [31]) that the ML policy is trained offline as a
standalone optimizer in a projection-unaware manner and provided to the downstream algorithm as a black box.
Consequently, we should run the ML policy π̃ as if it is applied independently (i.e., not using the actual action xvt−1

as the input to the ML policy π̃). By doing so, the only modification applied to the ML policy π̃ is the projection
operation in LADO; otherwise, using the actual action xvt−1 as input to the ML policy also modifies the input to the
ML policy and can introduce additional perturbation, resulting in potential cost increases [54].

Given a projection-unaware ML policy π̃, we denote LADO as LADO(π̃) to highlight its dependency on π̃ when
applicable. Next, we bound the average cost of LADO(π̃).
Theorem 5.2. (Average Cost of LADO(π̃)) Given a projection-unaware ML policy π̃, for any λ > 0, by optimally setting
λ0 =

√
1 + λ− 1, the average cost of LADO(π̃) is upper bounded by

AV G(LADO(π̃)) ≤ min

{
(1 + λ)AV G(π†),

(√
AVG(π̃) +

√
ℓf + 2ℓT + ℓSDv

2
Ω(λ, π̃, π†)

)2
}
,

where AV G(π†) and AV G(π̃) are the average costs of the expert policy and the ML policy, respectively, and Ω(λ, π̃, π†) =∑
v∈V

∑T
t=1 Eg1:T

{[
∥x̃vt − xv,†t ∥2 − 2(

√
1+λ−1)2

ℓf+2·ℓT+ℓS ·Dv
· cost†v,t

]+}
in which cost†v,t is the expert’s cost for node v at time t.

Theorem 5.2 quantifies the tradeoff between exploiting a projection-unaware ML policy for average cost perfor-
mance and following an expert policy for worst-case robustness in a decentralized setting. Specifically, the average
cost bound of LADO(π̃) is a minimum of two terms. The first term holds due to the guaranteed λ-robustness against
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the expert policy. The second term shows that, due to the robustness requirement, LADO(π̃) can deviate from the
ML policy and hence have a higher average cost than AV G(π̃). The cost difference mainly depends on an auxiliary
term Ω(λ, π̃, π†) that measures how well LADO follows the ML policy (i.e., the expected distance between actions
made by LADO and actions made by the pure ML policy). The proof relies on our novel spatial cost decomposition
(Section 4.2.1) and is deferred to the appendix.

More concretely, Ω(λ, π̃, π†) decreases and LADO can better exploit the benefits of ML when λ increases (i.e., the
robustness requirement is less stringent), the network degree decreases (i.e., agents are less spatially connected and
hence there is less spatial uncertainty), and/or ∥x̃vt − xv,†t ∥2 is smaller (i.e., the ML policy itself is closer to the expert
policy with a smaller distance). In these cases, Ω(λ, π̃, π†) is smaller, making LADO(π̃) follow the ML policy more
closely and hence have an average cost bound closer to AV G(π̃)while still guaranteeing the worst-case λ-robustness.
Another insight is that Ω(λ, π̃, π†) decreases when the expert policy has a higher cost, which naturally provides
more freedom to LADO to follow ML while still being able to satisfy the λ-robustness requirement.

Theorem 5.2 applies to any ML policies, including:

π̃∗ = argmin
π

Eg1:T [cost(π, g1:T )] , (9)

which is optimal in terms of the average cost but disregards the λ-robustness constraint. Thus, there is a mismatch
between the training objective of π̃∗ in (9) and the actual online inference in LADO.

5.2.2 Optimal Projection-Aware ML Policy

To further improve the average cost performance, we consider the following ML policy π̃◦
λ that is optimally trained

with explicit consideration of the downstream projection:

π̃◦
λ = argmin

π
Eg1:T [cost(LADO(π), g1:T )] , (10)

where the projected ML prediction by LADO is explicitly used as the action in the cost. The policy π̃◦
λ can be trained

offline using implicit differentiation (i.e., the added projection in Line 4 of Algorithm 1 can be implicitly differentiated
based on KKT conditions) [55]. Like in other learning-augmented algorithms [31], we consider that π̃◦

λ is already
available for online inference by individual agents. Next, we use LADO(π̃◦

λ) to emphasize the usage of π̃◦
λ in LADO,

and show the average its cost bound. The proof is deferred to Appendix D.2.
Corollary 5.3 (Average cost of LADO(π̃◦

λ)). Given the optimal projection-aware ML policy π̃◦
λ, for any λ > 0, by optimally

setting λ0 =
√
1 + λ− 1, the average cost of LADO(π̃◦

λ) is upper bounded by

AV G(LADO(π̃◦
λ)) ≤ min

{
(1− αλ)AV G(π

†) + αλAV G(π̃
∗),(√

AVG(π̃∗) +

√
ℓf + 2ℓT + ℓSDv

2
Ω(λ, π̃∗, π†)

)2} (11)

where AV G(π†) and AV G(π̃∗) are the average costs of the expert policy and the optimal projection-unaware ML policy (9), re-
spectively, the weightαλ = min

{
(
√
1 + λ− 1)

√
2

ℓT+ℓf+D·ℓS · Ĉ, 1
}
with Ĉ = ming1:T∈G minv∈V,t∈[1,T ]

costv(xv,†
1:t )∑t

i=1 ∥xv,†
i −x̃v,∗

i ∥2

being the expert’s minimum single-node cumulative cost normalized by the cumulative expert-ML action distance, and

Ω(λ, π̃∗, π†) =
∑

v∈V
∑T

t=1 Eg1:T

{[
∥x̃v,∗t − xv,†t ∥2 − 2(

√
1+λ−1)2

ℓf+2·ℓT+ℓS ·Dv
· cost†v,t

]+}
in which cost†v,t is the expert’s cost for

node v at time t.

Corollary 5.3 formally demonstrates the benefits of using the optimal projection-aware ML policy (10) compared
to the optimal projection-unaware ML policy (9). Specifically, by the optimality of AV G(π̃∗) in (9) without λ-
robustness, we naturally have AV G(π̃∗) ≤ AV G(π†). Thus, the first term in (11) shows that, LADO(π̃◦

λ) can achieve a
smaller average cost than the expert by using the projection-aware ML policy π̃◦

λ. This is because the expert policy is
intuitively a feasible solution in our λ-robustness ML policy space, while the policy π̃◦

λ in (10) is the optimal one
that specifically minimizes the average cost of LADO(π̃◦

λ). By contrast, even by using the optimal projection-unaware
ML policy π̃∗, the average cost of LADO(π̃∗) is bounded by (1 + λ)AV G(π†) in the first term of Theorem 5.2, since the
added projection during actual inference can void the optimality of π̃∗ and result in a higher average cost up to
(1 + λ times of the expert’s cost. The root reason for the advantage of the optimal projection-aware ML policy (10) in
terms of the average cost is that its ML prediction is specifically customized to LADO. On the other hand, even though
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π̃∗ in (9) is the optimal-unconstrained ML policy on its own, its optimality can no longer hold when modified by
LADO for λ-robustness during actual online inference.

Finally, the second term inside min in Corollary 5.3 shows that the average cost of LADO(π̃◦
λ) with the optimal

projection-aware ML policy π̃◦
λ in (10) is upper bounded by that of LADO(π̃∗

λ), since LADO(π̃∗
λ) is a feasible policy

satisfying λ-robustness by our design. Like in Theorem 5.2, it reinforces the insight that LADO can better exploit the
potential of ML predictions when λ > 0 increases.

6 Concluding Remarks
This paper proposes LADO, a learning-augmented online algorithm that improves the average performance while
guaranteeing worst-case robustness in a decentralized setting. LADO addresses the key challenges of temporal and
spatial information inefficiency, and constructs novel robust action sets that allow agents to choose individual actions
based on local online information. We prove bounds on the average performance for LADO under different ML
policy training methods, demonstrating the advantage of training the ML policy with awareness of the robustness
requirement.

Limitations. We conclude our study by discussing key limitations of LADO. First, LADO relies on a few assumptions
on cost functions (e.g., smoothness) that might limit the applicability of LADO, although these assumptions are
common in the literature to facilitate theoretical analysis. Second, LADO focuses on a specific type of online networked
optimization that has both temporal and spatial costs. LADO also opens up new interesting problems, including
how to train the ML policy in an online manner given downstream projection? How to handle further delayed or
even missing spatial information about neighbors’ actions? And, how to incorporate predictions from multiple ML
policies?
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Appendix

A Application Examples
To make our model concrete, we present application examples from geographic server provisioning with environ-
mental justice and decentralized battery management for sustainable computing. Readers are also referred to [37]
for a discussion of other application examples such as multi-product pricing in revenue management.

Geographic server provisioning with environmental justice. Online service providers commonly rely on
geographically-distributed data centers in the proximity of end users to minimize service latency. Nonetheless, data
centers are notoriously energy-intensive. Thus, given time-varying workload demands, the data center capacity
(i.e., the number of active servers) needs to be dynamically adjusted to achieve energy-proportional computing
and minimize the operational cost [41]. More specifically, each data center dynamically provisions its servers in a
decentralized manner, based on which the incoming workloads are scheduled [56]. Naturally, turning on more
servers in a data center can provide better service quality in general, but it also consumes more energy and hence
negatively results in a higher environmental footprint (e.g., carbon and water, which both roughly increase with
the energy consumption proportionally [43, 42]). While it is important to reduce the total environmental footprint
across geo-distributed data centers, addressing environmental justice — mitigating locational disparity in terms
of negative environmental consequences caused by data center operation [57] — is also crucial as injustice can
create significant business risks and unintended societal impacts [43]. To address environmental justice, we view
each data center as a node v in our model. The data center v makes its own dynamic server provisioning decision
xvt (i.e., the number of active servers, which can be treated as a continuous variable due to tens of thousands of
servers in data centers), and incurs a node cost fvt (xvt ) that captures the local energy cost, environmental footprint,
and service quality [41]. The temporal cost cvt (xvt , xvt−1) = ∥xvt − xvt−1∥2 captures the negative impact of switching
servers on and off (e.g., wear-and-tear), which is also referred to as the switching cost in the data center literature
[41]. Additionally, the spatial cost s(v,u)t (xvt , x

u
t ) can be written as s(v,u)t (xvt , x

u
t ) = ∥evt xvt − eut x

v
t ∥2 where evt is the

weighted environmental “price” (e.g., water usage efficiency scaled by the average per-server energy) in data center
v. Thus, the spatial cost addresses environmental justice concerns by penalizing difference between data center v
and data center u in terms of their environmental footprint. As a result, by considering weighted sums of the node
costs, temporal costs, and spatial costs, our model applies to the problem of geographic server provisioning with
environmental justice, which is emerging as a critical concern in the wake of increasingly hyperscale data centers
that may leave certain local communities to disproportionately bear the negative environmental consequences.

Decentralized battery management for sustainable computing. Traditionally, data centers rely on fossil fuels
such as coal or natural gas to power their operation. Thus, with the proliferating demand for cloud computing
and artificial intelligence services, there have been increasing environmental concerns with data centers’ growing
carbon emissions. As such, it is important to find ways to reduce data centers’ carbon footprint and mitigate
their environmental impact. While renewable energy sources, such as solar and wind, are natural alternatives for
sustainable data centers, their availability can be highly fluctuating subject to weather conditions, thus imposing
significant challenges to meet data centers’ energy demands. Consequently, large energy storage consisting of
multiple battery units has become essential to leverage intermittent renewable energy to power data centers for
sustainable computing. Nonetheless, it is challenging to manage a large energy storage system to achieve optimal
efficiency. Specifically, while each battery unit is responsible for its own charging/discharging decisions to keep
the energy level within a desired range (e.g., 20-80%) in decentralized battery management, the state-of-charge
(SoC) levels across different battery units should also be maintained as uniform as possible to extend the overall
battery lifespan and energy efficiency [58]. This problem can be well captured by converting a canonical form
into our model: each battery unit decides its SoC level by charging/discharging and incurs a node cost (i.e., SoC
level deviating from the desired range) and a temporal cost (i.e., SoC changes due to charging/discharging), and
meanwhile there is a spatial cost due to SoC differences across different battery units.

More concretely, we consider an energy storage system that includes a set of battery units V interconnected
through physical connections E . For a battery unit v ∈ V , the goal is to minimize the difference between the
current SoC and a nominal value x̄v plus a power grid’s usage cost, which can be defined as a local objective:
minuv,1:T

∑T
t=1 ∥xv,t − x̄v∥2 +

∑T
t=1 b∥ξv,t∥2, where ξv,t is the charging/discharging schedule from the power grid

(i.e., ξv,t > 0 means drawing energy from the grid and ξv,t < 0 means returning energy to the grid) and b is
the power grid’s usage penalty cost. The time index for the first term starts at t = 2 as we assume a given initial
state xv,1 (i.e., the SoC cost at t = 1 is already given). The canonical form of the battery SoC dynamics follows
by xv,t = Avxv,t−1 + Bvξv,t + wv,t, where Av denotes the self-degradation coefficient, Bv denotes the charging
efficiency, wv,t is the data center’s net energy demand from battery unit v (i.e., wv,t > 0 means the data center’s
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energy demand exceeds the available renewables and wv,t < 0 otherwise).
Based on the physical connection (u, v) ∈ E , the SoC difference between battery units u and v can lead to

reduced performance and lifespan. For instance, the battery voltage difference caused by different SoCs may cause
overheating problems or even battery damage [58]. Thus, to penalize the SoC difference between two internnected
battery units, we add a spatial cost∑(v,u)∈E c · ∥xvt − xut ∥2, where c is the SoC difference penalty coefficient. Thus,
the total control cost is

min
{uv,1:T ,∀v∈V}

T∑
t=1

∑
v∈V

∥xv,t − x̄v∥2 +
T∑

t=1

∑
v∈V

b∥ξv,t∥2 +
T∑

t=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

c∥xvt − xut ∥2. (12)

Next, we convert (12) into our formulation decentralized online convex optimization. At time t, we define
yv,t = x̄v −At

vxv,1−
∑t

i=1A
t−i
v wv,i as the context parameter determined by all the previous states and online inputs,

and av,t =
∑t

i=1A
t−i
v Bvξv,i as the corresponding node v’s online action in our model. Then, we define the node cost

for v as fvt (av,t) = ∥av,t − yv,t∥2 = ∥xv,t − x̄v∥2, the temporal cost for v as cvt (av,t, av,t−1) =
b
B2

v
∥av,t −Avav,t−1∥2 =

b∥ξv,t∥2, and the spatial cost for edge (v, u) as s(v,u)t = c∥(av,t − au,t)− (yv,t − yu,t) + x̄v − x̄u∥2 = c∥xvt − xut ∥2. By
combining these three costs together, the total global cost becomes

min
{av,1:T ,∀v∈V}

T∑
t=1

(∑
v∈V

∥av,t − yv,t∥2 +
∑
v∈V

b

B2
v

∥av,t −Avav,t−1∥2+

∑
(v,u)∈E

c∥(av,t − au,t)− (yv,t − yu,t) + x̄v − x̄u∥2
)
,

(13)

which has the same form as our formulation (1) if we view av,t as node v’s online action at time t.

B Experiments
To demonstrate the empirical benefits of LADO over existing baseline algorithms, we conduct experiments with the
application of decentralized battery management for sustainable computing.

B.1 Settings
Following the literature on sustainable data centers [41], we use a trace-based simulation in our experiments. The
data center workload trace is taken from Microsoft Azure [59], which contains the CPU utilization of 2,695,548
virtual machines (VM) for each 5-minute window. We estimate the energy consumption Pd,t by summing up the
CPU utilization of all VMs. The weather-related parameters, i.e., wind speed, solar radiation and temperature
data, are all collected from the National Solar Radiation Database [60]. Based on the weather information, we use
empirical equations to model the wind and solar renewables generated at time step t. Specifically, the amount
of solar energy generated at step t is given based on [61] by Psolar,t =

1
2κsolarAarrayIrad,t(1− 0.05 ∗ (Tempt − 25)),

where Aarray is the solar array area (m2), Irad,t is the solar radiation (kW/m2), and Tempt is the temperature (◦C)
at time t, and κsolar is the conversion efficiency (%) of the solar panel. The amount of wind energy is modeled based
on [62] as Pwind,t =

1
2κwindϱAsweptV

3
wind,t, where ϱ is the air density (kg/m3), Aswept is the swept area of the turbine

(m2), κwind is the conversion efficiency (%) of wind energy, and Vwind,t is the wind speed (kW/m2) at time t. Thus,
at time t, the total energy generated by the solar and wind renewables is Pr,t = Pwind,t + Psolar,t. By subtracting the
renewables Pr,t from the data center’s energy demand Pd,t, we obtain the net demand as Pn,t = Pd,t − Pr,t, which is
then normalized to [−1, 1]. Then, we use a sliding window to generate 24-hour net demand sequences as the datasets,
where each sequence has 25 successive normalized net demands (from hour 0 to hour 24). In our experiment, we
consider three fully-connected battery units, each being a node in our model. The initial SoC states xv0 and nominal
SoC values x̄v are set as the same for all the three nodes. Each battery unit has its own self-degradation coefficient
Av , which are set as 0.9, 0.93, 0.95, respectively, and the charging efficiency is set as Bv = 1 for v = 1, 2, 3.

We compare LADOwith the following baselines.
• Offline optimal (OPT): OPT obtains the offline optimal solution to (13) with the complete information for

each problem instance.
• Expert: The state-of-the-art online algorithm for our problem is the localized prediction policy [37]. Here, we set
the prediction window as 1 and refer to it as Expert.
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Expert ML HitOnly Greedy LADO LADO-OPT
λ=0.2 λ=0.5 λ=1 λ=2 λ=0.2 λ=0.5 λ=1 λ=2

AVG 134.61 108.09 139.07 200.61 115.17 109.59 108.11 107.92 113.76 106.96 105.33 105.06
CR 1.738 5.294 8.993 3.264 1.843 2.174 2.535 3.617 1.812 1.972 2.451 3.032

Table 1: Average cost (AVG) and cost ratio (CR) comparison of different algorithms. The cost ratio is with respect to
the offline optimal cost (OPT). The average cost of OPT in the testing dataset is 88.10. The best AVG and CR values
are marked in bold font.
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Figure 1: Comparison among different algorithms. The value x in LADO-x and LADO-OPT-x refers to the parameter
λ = x. The values in Fig. 1(b) is capped at 4.0 for better visualization.

• ML optimizer (ML): ML uses the same recursive neural network (RNN) model used by LADO, but is trained as a
standalone policy without considering LADO.
• Hitting cost optimizer (HitOnly): HitOnly solely optimizes the node cost for each node, which aims at tracking
the nominal SoC value exactly.
• Single-step cost optimizer (Greedy): Greedy myopically minimizes the node cost and temporal cost at each time
for each node.

We also consider LADO-OPT by considering the optimal projection-aware ML policy (Section 5.2.2).
For the ML model architecture, we choose a RNN with 2 recurrent layers, each with 8 hidden features. In all

our experiments, each problem instance spans 24 hours, and each time step represents one hour. For the training
processes, we use the net energy demand trace from the first two months of 2015, which contains 1440 hourly data
samples and produces a total of 1416 24-hour sequences. The ML model is optimized by Adam with a learning
rate of 10−3 for 60 epochs in total. After training, the weights of ML model are shared between all the nodes with
different coefficients Av . On average, the training process takes 3 minutes on a 2020 MacBook Air with 8GB memory.
For testing, we use the net demand traces from April to March.

B.2 Results
We first show the empirical average (AVG) and competitive ratio (CR) values in Table 1. The CR values are the
empirically worst cost ratio of an algorithm’s cost to OPT’s cost in our testing dataset. We see from the table that
Expert achieves the best empirical CR, but its average performance is not as good as ML due to its conservativeness.
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Although the pureML-based optimizer achieves better average cost by leveraging historical data, its CR is significantly
higher than Expert and even higher than Greedy.

By projecting the ML actions into carefully designed robust action sets, LADO can significantly reduce the CR
compared to ML, while improving the average cost performance compared to Expert. Our analysis in Theorem 5.2
proves that, with a larger λ, the average cost of LADO is closer to that of ML. This point is also reflected by our
experiments. Interestingly, by setting λ = 2, LADO can even achieve a lower average cost than ML, while still having a
lower CR. The reason is that Expert performs much better than ML for some problem instances. Thus, the inclusion
of Expert in LADO avoids those instances that would otherwise have a high cost if ML were used, and meanwhile a
large λ = 2 also provides enough flexibility for LADO to exploit the benefits of ML in most other cases. Moreover,
by training an ML policy that is explicitly aware of the projection, LADO-OPT can further reduce the average cost
compared to LADOwhile having the same robustness guarantees.

Finally, we show the boxplots of total costs and cost ratios of different algorithms in Fig. 1. Here, the cost ratio is
with respect to OPT. Note that the worst-case cost and cost ratio are different: a higher worst-case cost ratio of an
algorithm ti OPT does not necessarily mean a higher worst-case cost. Our results complement Table 1 and show
that LADO can achieve a lower cost than Expert in most problem instances while still having a significantly lower cost
ratio than ML.

C Proof of Robustness in Theorem 5.1
We first prove the following lemma.
Lemma C.1. If the spatial cost is non-negative, convex and ℓS-smooth w,r,t the vector (xv, xu), then for any λ > 0, it holds
that

s
(v,u)
t (xvt , x

u
t )− (1 + λ)s

(v,u)
t (xv,†t , xu,†t ) ≤ ℓS

2
(1 +

1

λ
)
(
∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 + ∥xut − xu,†t ∥2

)
. (14)

Proof. By the definition of smoothness, we have

s
(v,u)
t (xvt , x

u
t )

≤s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t )+ < ∇s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t ), (xvt − xv,†t , xut − xu,†t ) > +
ℓS
2
∥(xvt , xut )− (xv,†t , xu,†t )∥2

≤s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t ) + ∥∇s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t )∥ · ∥(xvt − xv,†t , xut − xu,†t )∥+ ℓS
2
∥(xvt , xut )− (xv,†t , xu,†t )∥2

≤s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t ) +
λ

2ℓS
∥∇s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t )∥2 + (1 +

1

λ
)
ℓS
2
∥(xvt , xut )− (xv,†t , xu,†t )∥2

(15)

The second inequality comes from the property of inner product. The third inequality is based on AM-QM
inequality. Besides, if (x̂vt , x̂ut ) is a minimizer of the spatial cost, by Lemma 2.9 in [63], we have

s
(v,u)
t (xv,†t , xu,†t ) ≥ s

(v,u)
t (x̂vt , x̂

u
t ) + 0 +

1

2ℓS
∥∇s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t )∥2 ≥ 1

2ℓS
∥∇s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t )∥2 (16)

By substituting Eqn (16) back to Eqn (15), we have

s
(v,u)
t (xvt , x

u
t ) ≤ (1 + λ) · s(v,u)t (xv,†t , xu,†t ) + (1 +

1

λ
)
ℓS
2
(∥(xvt − xv,†t ∥2 + ∥xut − xu,†t ∥2). (17)

Proof of Theorem 5.1.
Proof. To prove Theorem 5.1, the key point is to guarantee the robust action set (8) is non-empty. We will prove this
through induction. For t = 1, it is obvious that xv1 = xv,†1 satisfies the constraint. We assume that the robustness
constraint is satisfied up to time step t− 1, which is

t−1∑
τ=1

fvτ (x
v
τ ) +

t−2∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (xvτ , x
u
τ ) +

ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ0
) · ∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2

+

t−1∑
τ=1

cvτ (x
v
τ , x

v
τ−1) ≤ (1 + λ)

(t−1∑
τ=1

fvτ (x
v,†
τ ) +

t−1∑
τ=1

cvτ (x
v,†
τ , xv,†τ−1) +

t−2∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (xv,†τ , xu,†τ )
) (18)
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Based on Lemma C.1 and κ(v,u)t−1 =
∥xv

t−1−xv,†
t−1∥

2

∥xv
t−1−xv,†

t−1∥2+∥xu
t−1−xu,†

t−1∥2
, we have

κ
(v,u)
t−1 ·

(
s
(v,u)
t−1 (xvt−1, x

u
t−1)− (1 + λ)s

(v,u)
t−1 (xv,†t−1, x

u,†
t−1)

)
≤ ℓS

2
(1 +

1

λ
)∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2 (19)

For time step t, if we choose xvt = xv,†t , by the smoothness assumption, we have

cvt (x
v,†
t , xvt−1)− (1 + λ)cvt (x

v,†
t , xv,†t−1) ≤

ℓT
2
(1 +

1

λ
)∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2 (20)

Since the node cost is non-negative, by (19) and (20), we have

fvt (x
v,†
t ) +

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t−1 · s(v,u)t−1 (xvt−1, x

u
t−1) + cvt (x

v,†
t , xvt−1)−

ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ0
)∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2

− (1 + λ)
(
fvt (x

v,†
t ) + cvt (x

v,†
t , xv,†t−1) +

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t−1 · s(v,u)t−1 (xv,†t−1, x

u,†
t−1)

)
≤ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ
)∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2 −

ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ0
)∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2

≤0,

(21)

where the last inequality holds by λ ≥ λ0. By adding Eqn (21) back to Eqn (18) and moving items, we recover the
robustness constraint for time step t if xvt = xv,†t ,

t∑
τ=1

fvτ (x
v
τ ) +

t−1∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (xvτ , x
u
τ ) +

t∑
τ=1

cvτ (x
v
τ , x

v
τ−1) +

ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ0
)∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2

≤ (1 + λ)
( t∑
τ=1

fvτ (x
v,†
τ ) +

t∑
τ=1

cvτ (x
v,†
τ , xv,†τ−1) +

t−1∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (xv,†τ , xu,†τ )
) (22)

In other words, the expert’s action xv,†t is always an action in the corresponding robust action set (8). Thus the
robust action set is non-empty.

Since κ(v,u)t + κ
(u,v)
t = 1 holds for (v, u) ∈ E , if all the nodes select actions from the robust action set (8) at each

step, we can guarantee that cost(LADO, g1:T ) ≤ (1 + λ) · cost(π†, g1:T ) is satisfied.

D Proof of Average Cost Bounds
D.1 Proof of Theorem 5.2
Lemma D.1. We denote the actual actions from LADO as xv1:T = (xv1, · · · , xvT ), the squared distance between actual action and
ML advice is bounded by

T∑
t=1

∥xvt − x̃vt ∥2 ≤
T∑

t=1

[
∥x̃vt − xv,†t ∥2 − λ− λ0

1 + 1
λ0

· 2

ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv
· cost†v,t

]+
where λ, λ0, D, and ρ are defined in Theorem 5.2.

Proof. To prove this lemma, we first construct a sufficient condition to satisfy the original constraint in Eqn (5). Then
we prove a distance bound in this sufficient condition, where the bound still holds for the original problem.

At time step t, we know the constraint in time step t− 1 is already satisfied, so we obtain the following sufficient
condition of the satisfaction of (5) as

fvt (x
v
t ) +

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t−1 · s(v,u)t−1 (xvt−1, x

u
t−1) +

ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
(1 +

1

λ0
)
(
∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 − ∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2

)
+cvt (x

v
t , x

v
t−1) ≤ (1 + λ)

(
fvt (x

v,†
t ) + cvt (x

v,†
t , xv,†t−1) +

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t−1 · s(v,u)t−1 (xv,†t−1, x

u,†
t−1)

) (23)
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With the convexity and smoothness assumptions, we have

cvt (x
v,†
t , xvt−1)− (1 + λ0)c

v
t (x

v,†
t , xv,†t−1) ≤

ℓT
2
(1 +

1

λ0
)
(
∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 + ∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2

)
fvt (x

v
t )− (1 + λ0)f

v
t (x

v,†
t ) ≤ ℓf

2
(1 +

1

λ0
)∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2

(24)

Then a sufficient condition that (23) holds becomes∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t−1 · s(v,u)t−1 (xvt−1, x

u
t−1) + (1 +

1

λ0
)

(
ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 − ℓS ·Dv

2
∥xvt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2

)
≤ (λ− λ0)

(
fvt (x

v,†
t ) + cvt (x

v,†
t , xv,†t−1)

)
+ (1 + λ)

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t−1 · s(v,u)t−1 (xv,†t−1, x

u,†
t−1)

(25)

From Eqn (19), we can further cancel out the spatial costs and get the sufficient condition as

(1 +
1

λ0
)

(
ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2

)
≤ (λ− λ0)

(
fvt (x

v,†
t ) + cvt (x

v,†
t , xv,†t−1) +

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ
(v,u)
t−1 · s(v,u)t−1 (xv,†t−1, x

u,†
t−1)

) (26)

Therefore, for time step t, constraint (5) is satisfied if the action xvt satisfies

∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2 ≤ λ− λ0

1 + 1
λ0

· 2

ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv
· cost†v,t (27)

where cost†v,t denotes the cost of node v at time t. Since actions that satisfy (27) must satisfy the original constraint
(5) and xvt is obtained by the projection from x̃vt into the original constraint (5), we have

∥xvt − x̃vt ∥ ≤

[
∥x̃vt − xv,†t ∥ −

√
λ− λ0

1 + 1
λ0

· 2

ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv
· cost†v,t

]+
(28)

Besides, it’s obvious that [∥x̃vt − xv,†t ∥ −
√
λ− λ0

1 + 1
λ0

· 2

ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv
· cost†v,t

]+2

≤

[
∥x̃vt − xv,†t ∥

2
− λ− λ0

1 + 1
λ0

· 2

ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv
· cost†v,t

]+ (29)

By summing up the inequalities over time, we complete the proof.
Proof of Theorem 5.2

Proof. Based on the smoothness constraint, for any λ2 > 0 we have(
T∑

τ=1

fvτ (x
v
τ ) +

T∑
τ=1

cvτ (x
v
τ , x

v
τ−1)

)
− (1 + λ2)

(
T∑

τ=1

fvτ (x̃
v
τ ) +

T∑
τ=1

cvτ (x̃
v
τ , x̃

v
τ−1)

)

≤(1 +
1

λ2
)

(
ℓf
2

T∑
τ=1

∥xvτ − x̃vτ∥2 +
ℓT
2

T∑
τ=1

∥xvτ − x̃vτ∥2 +
ℓT
2

T−1∑
τ=0

∥xvτ − x̃vτ∥2
)

≤(1 +
1

λ2
)
ℓf + 2 · ℓT

2

T∑
τ=1

∥xvτ − x̃vτ∥2

(30)
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Similarly, according to Eqn (19), by summing up the inequalities over time, we have∑
(v,u)∈E

T∑
τ=1

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (xvτ , x
u
τ )− (1 + λ2)

∑
(v,u)∈E

T∑
τ=1

κ(v,u)τ · s(v,u)τ (x̃vτ , x̃
u
τ )

≤(1 +
1

λ2
)
ℓS
2

∑
(v,u)∈E

T∑
τ=1

∥xvτ − x̃vτ∥2 = (1 +
1

λ2
)
Dv · ℓS

2

T∑
τ=1

∥xvτ − x̃vτ∥2
(31)

By adding Eqn (30) and Eqn (31), we can bound the cost error of node v as

costv(xv1:T )− (1 + λ2)costv(x̃v1:T ) ≤ (1 +
1

λ2
)
ℓf + 2 · ℓT +Dv · ℓS

2

T∑
τ=1

∥xvτ − x̃vτ∥2 (32)

By substituting Lemma D.1 into Eqn (32), we have

costv(xv1:T )− (1 + λ2)costv(x̃v1:T ) ≤ (1 +
1

λ2
)
ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
ωv(λ) (33)

we denote ωv(λ) =
∑T

t=1

[
∥x̃vt − xv,†t ∥2 − 2

ℓf+2·ℓT+ℓS ·Dv
· λ−λ0

1+ 1
λ0

· cost†v,t
]+

as the auxiliary cost brought by the robus-
tification process. By summing up the cost all nodes v ∈ V and taking the expectation over g1:T ∈ G over the data
distribution, the average cost of our algorithm is bounded by

AV G(LADO(π̃))− (1 + λ2)AV G(π̃) ≤ (1 +
1

λ2
)
ℓf + 2 · ℓT + ℓS ·Dv

2
· Ω(λ, π̃, π†) (34)

where Ω(λ, π̃, π†) = Eg1:T [
∑

v∈V ωv(λ)]. By optimally setting λ2 =
√

ℓf+2ℓT+ℓSDv

2 · Ω(λ,π̃,π†)
AVG(π̃) , we finish the proof for

the second term in the min operator

AV G(LADO(π̃)) ≤
(√

AV G(π̃) +

√
ℓf + 2ℓT + ℓSDv

2
· Ω(λ, π̃, π†)

)2

(35)

The first term in the min operator can be directly obtained by Theorem 5.1.

D.2 Proof of Corollary 5.3
Proof. In Corollary 5.3, we assume that π◦

λ in Eqn. (10) is used in LADO. To bound the average cost of LADO(π̃◦
λ), we

construct a policy that satisfies the constraint (5) for each step in each sequence. Then the average cost bound of
the constructed policy is also the average cost upper bound of LADO(π̃◦

λ) since LADO(π̃◦
λ) is the policy that minimizes

average cost while satisfying the constraint (5) for each step in each sequence if we assume that the ML model
can represent any policy. The feasible policy is constructed as π̂ = (1 − α)π† + απ̃∗ which gives action x̂vt =

(1 − α)xv,†t + αx̃vt , α ∈ [0, 1], where x†t , x̃t denotes expert action and the prediction from projection-unaware ML
model π̃∗, respectively. We need to find the α that guarantees the satisfaction of the constraint (3). To do that, we
rewrite the constraint as

t∑
τ=1

(
fvτ (x̂

v
τ )− (1 + λ0)f

v
τ (x

†
τ )
)
+

t∑
τ=1

(
cv(x̂vτ , x̂

v
τ−1)− (1 + λ0)c

v(xv,†τ , xv,†τ−1)
)
+

t−1∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ ·

(
s(v,u)τ (x̂vτ , x̂

u
τ )− (1 + λ0)s

(v,u)
τ (xv,†τ , xu,†τ )

)
+ (1 +

1

λ0
)
ℓT +Dv · ℓS

2
∥xvt − xv,†t ∥2

≤(λ− λ0)
( t∑
τ=1

fvτ (x
v,†
τ ) +

t∑
τ=1

cv(xv,†τ , xv,†τ−1) +

t−1∑
τ=1

∑
(v,u)∈E

κ(v,u)τ s(v,u)τ (xv,†τ , xu,†τ )
)
,∀t ∈ [1, T ]

(36)

Based on the smoothness assumption, we have

fvt (x̂
v
t )− (1 + λ0)f

v
t (x

v,†
t ) ≤(1 +

1

λ0
)
ℓf
2
∥x̂vt − xv,†t ∥2

cv(x̂vt , x̂
v
t−1)− (1 + λ0)c

v(xv,†t , xv,†t−1) ≤(1 +
1

λ0
)
ℓT
2
(∥x̂vt − xv,†t ∥2 + ∥x̂vt−1 − xv,†t−1∥2)

κ
(v,u)
t

(
s
(v,u)
t (x̂vt , x̂

u
t )− (1 + λ0)s

(v,u)
t (xv,†t , xu,†t )

)
≤(1 +

1

λ0
)
ℓS
2
(∥x̂vt − xv,†t ∥2)

(37)
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Then, a sufficient condition of Eqn (36) is

(1 +
1

λ0
)
ℓf + 2ℓT +DvℓS

2

t∑
τ=1

∥x̂vτ − xv,†τ ∥2 ≤ (λ− λ0)costv(xv,†1:t ),∀t ∈ [1, T ] (38)

Since D = maxv∈V Dv is the maximum node degree in the whole graph, then

α2
t∑

τ=1

∥x̃vτ − xv,†τ ∥2 ≤ 2

ℓf + 2ℓT +D · ℓS
· λ− λ0

1 + 1
λ0

costv(xv,†1:t ),∀t ∈ [1, T ] (39)

We define Ĉ = minv∈V,t∈[1,T ]
costv(xv,†

1:t )∑t
i=1 ∥xv,†

i −x̃v
i ∥2

as the minimum normalized baseline cost, then we can have

α ≤ min

{
1,

√
2

ℓf + 2ℓT +D · ℓS
· λ− λ0

1 + 1
λ0

· Ĉ

}
= αλ (40)

In other words, as long as α ∈ [0, αλ], the robustness constraint is always satisfied. Based on the convex assumption
on hitting cost, temporal cost and spatial cost, we have

costv(x̂v1:t) = costv((1− α)xv,†1:t + αx̃v,†1:t ) ≤ (1− α)costv(xv,†1:t ) + α · costv(x̃v1:t). (41)

By setting α = αλ and taking expectation of both side over the data distribution, we finish the proof of the first term
in Theorem 5.3.
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