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Abstract

Distribution shifts have long been regarded as troublesome external forces that a decision-maker
should either counteract or conform to. An intriguing feedback phenomenon termed decision depen-
dence arises when the deployed decision affects the environment and alters the data-generating distribu-
tion. In the realm of performative prediction, this is encoded by distribution maps parameterized by deci-
sions due to strategic behaviors. In contrast, we formalize an endogenous distribution shift as a feedback
process featuring nonlinear dynamics that couple the evolving distribution with the decision. Stochastic
optimization in this dynamic regime provides a fertile ground to examine the various roles played by
dynamics in the composite problem structure. To this end, we develop an online algorithm that achieves
optimal decision-making by both adapting to and shaping the dynamic distribution. Throughout the
paper, we adopt a distributional perspective and demonstrate how this view facilitates characterizations
of distribution dynamics and the optimality and generalization performance of the proposed algorithm.
We showcase the theoretical results in an opinion dynamics context, where an opportunistic party max-
imizes the affinity of a dynamic polarized population, and in a recommender system scenario, featuring
performance optimization with discrete distributions in the probability simplex.

Keywords: Stochastic optimization, distribution shift, dynamics, gradient method, feedback loop.

1 Introduction

Modern decision-making problems in machine learning, operations research, and control often feature in-
trinsic randomness, streaming data, and large scales. At the heart of such decision-making pipelines is
stochastic optimization, which incorporates random objective functions, constraints, and algorithms with
random iterative updates [Shapiro et al., 2021]. Stochastic optimization often leverages knowledge, esti-
mates, or samples of data distributions to disentangle the complex coupling between randomness and deci-
sions, achieve fast processing and adaptation, and navigate vast search spaces to arrive at optimal solutions.

Classical stochastic optimization assumes that the random variables in a problem obey some fixed distri-
butions. In practice, however, distribution shifts are inevitable and can be both exogenous and endogenous.
Exogenous distribution shifts are largely due to changing environmental conditions, e.g., parameter shifts in
online estimation or an arbitrary new distribution selected by an adversary. In this regard, online stochastic
optimization emphasizes adaptation by sequentially drawing new samples and adjusting decisions [Jiang
et al., 2020, Cao et al., 2021].

Endogenous distribution shifts acknowledge the influence of a decision-maker on the data-generating
distribution. This influence, i.e., decision dependence, contributes to a closed loop, whereby the decision
and the data distribution interrelate in a repeated decision-making scenario. Various issues cause endogenous
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Figure 1: Stochastic optimization with decision dependence features a closed loop, involving endogenous
distribution shifts from µk to µk+1 due to the decision u and dynamics. Here Φ is an objective function of
the decision u and the random variable p, see problem (6) in Section 2.3 for a formal account.

shifts and lead to different problem formulations, such as a reinforcement learning agent interacting with its
environment, a dominant decision-maker being a price maker in a market, or a content recommender shaping
user preferences, among others. In two-stage stochastic programming, models of how first-stage decisions
alter distributions of random quantities in the second stage are discussed in Hellemo et al. [2018]. Perfor-
mative prediction [Perdomo et al., 2020, Hardt and Mendler-Dünner, 2023] tackles optimization involving
distributions in the form of a general map parameterized by decisions. These parameterized distributions
are inspired by strategic behaviors, where individuals intentionally modify features as a response to the de-
ployed predictive model. A predominant and a priori assumption is on Lipschitz distribution shifts, namely,
a bounded change of decisions brings about a bounded change of the resulting distributions.

The aforementioned works largely capture decision dependence through (static) parameterized maps. In
contrast, we address decision-making under endogenous distribution shifts represented by a broad class of
nonlinear dynamics. This explicit formulation of distribution dynamics is motivated by the interactive feed-
back loop between a decision-maker and an evolving distribution, exemplified by problems in recommender
systems [Dean et al., 2024, Lanzetti et al., 2023, Chandrasekaran et al., 2024] and opinion dynamics [Pro-
skurnikov and Tempo, 2017]. Each individual random variable (representing feature, preference, or intrinsic
uncertainty) follows latent dynamics coupling the historical value with the current decision. Through distri-
bution dynamics, the decision affects the individual variable and, thus, the overall distribution. This type of
decision dependence features a nonlinear mixture of sequential decisions and non-stationary distributions,
which render the associated stochastic optimization problem challenging and fundamentally different from
performative prediction. Our formulation is also closely aligned with the mean-field setting [Laurière et al.,
2022]. However, major differences exist in terms of the performance measure, the structure of decisions,
and the specifications of dynamics and distributions, see Section 1.3 for more accounts.

By exploiting the structure of distribution dynamics, we will provide fine-grained analysis of distribution
shifts, design iterative stochastic algorithms tailored to this dynamic setting, and establish guarantees of op-
timality and generalization in terms of this decision-dependent stochastic problem. Our design and analysis
benefit from a distributional perspective, building connections between stochastic optimization, nonlinear
control, and metric probability spaces.

1.1 Motivations

We investigate optimal decision-making under endogenous distribution shifts with latent dynamics. These
shifts arise from the dynamic interaction of a decision-maker and an evolving distribution. We present a
motivating example in the domains of opinion dynamics.
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Example 1 (Ideology tailored to a polarized population). Consider the interaction between a political party
(or a candidate) and a large population. The party is opportunistic with the aim of gaining power by picking
an ideology that aligns with the majority and grants it the most votes.

Let the adopted ideology of the party and the position (or the preference state) of a random individual
in the population at time k be denoted by qk ∈ Rm and pk ∈ Rm, respectively. Each coordinate of qk or
pk indicates a liberal or conservative opinion on an agenda, e.g., taxes, health care, or immigration. The
evolution of pk driven by qk is

pk+1 = g(pk, qk, p0), p0 ∼ µd, k ∈ N, (1)

where g : Rm × Rm × Rm → R specifies the dynamics, and µd is the distribution of the initial state. For
instance, the classical Friedkin-Johnsen model [Proskurnikov and Tempo, 2017] reads pk+1 = Λ1Wpk +
Λ2qk + (I − Λ1 − Λ2)p0, where I ∈ Rm×m is the identity matrix, and Λ1,Λ2,W ∈ Rm×m are weight
matrices. The nonlinear polarized model [Hązła et al., 2024, Gaitonde et al., 2021] is pk+1 ∝ λpk + (1−
λ)p0 + σ(p⊤k qk)qk, and pk is always normalized, i.e., ∀k, ∥pk∥ = 1. At every time k, the party collects
samples from the population and opportunistically adjusts the ideology qk. To maximize the votes at an
upcoming election, the steady-state population-wide affinity that the party intends to maximize is Epss [p

⊤
ssq],

where pss satisfies the fixed-point equation pss = g(pss, q, p0) [Yang et al., 2020, Dean and Morgenstern,
2022]. Since pss is hardly available, the party uses the current opinion distribution of pk, estimated by polls
(i.e., sampling), for decision-making.

Due to the dynamics (1) and the picked ideology qk−1, the distribution followed by pk changes constantly.
The latter in turn affects the decision-making based on pk and causes a feedback loop, see Fig. 1. The
classical paradigm of repeated sampling and retraining helps to adapt to this distribution shift. Nonetheless,
this paradigm can suffer from sub-optimality because the dependence of the steady-state position pss on
the decision q is ignored. In Section 5, we will review this motivating example and provide a detailed
formulation, analysis, and numerical results.

Aligned with this motivating example, here we explore general stochastic optimization with endoge-
nous distribution shifts arising from the interaction between a decision-maker and a dynamic distribution,
see Fig. 1 for an illustration. This setup involves several major challenges. First, the largely unknown dis-
tribution dynamics exclude an offline strategy based on the exact (re)formulation of the decision-making
problem. Second, while the paradigm of repeated sampling and retraining in performative prediction facil-
itates adaptation (see Section 1.3), achieving optimality beyond performative stability requires anticipating
how the decision affects the distribution and applying proactive adjustments. Finally, the dynamic setup
restricts us from sampling from the steady-state distribution corresponding to the decision, which is the very
distribution we care about while evaluating the overall performance. In this paper, we will address these
challenges by developing and analyzing an online stochastic algorithm tailored to this dynamic setting.

1.2 Contributions

We are motivated by applications where a decision-maker drives a constantly evolving distribution and
aims to optimize the distribution-level performance. We formulate a decision-dependent stochastic problem
featuring endogenous distribution shifts with latent dynamics. For this general and dynamic setting, we
adopt a distributional perspective at the intersection of stochastic optimization, nonlinear control, and metric
probability spaces and present the following contributions.

• We characterize the distribution shift via the contracting coefficient of distribution dynamics and the
change of decisions. To this end, we use as the main metric the Wasserstein distance [Villani, 2009]
between the current distribution and its steady-state distribution induced by the decision. This metric
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plays a similar (albeit not necessarily the same) role as a Lyapunov function in control theory [Khalil,
2002]. Although the exact value of such a Wasserstein distance can be elusive, the recursive inequality
related to this metric sheds light on the dynamic evolution of the distribution.

• We propose an online stochastic algorithm that leverages samples from the current distribution and
takes into account the composite structure of the problem due to dynamics. The iterative update
direction consists of two terms. One term focuses on adaptation, and the most recent samples are
exploited to adjust decisions. The other term actively shapes future distributions by anticipating the
sensitivity of the distribution with respect to the decision, thereby informing optimal decision-making.
Notably, our algorithm does not resort to a world model of the dynamic distribution; instead, the only
adopted information is the so-called sensitivity, which is easily learnable in many scenarios.

• We establish optimality guarantees of the proposed algorithm in a nonconvex setting. In the face of
dynamics and the composite structure, the convergence measure (i.e., the expected second moment of
gradients) enjoys a favorable O(1/

√
T ) rate, where T is the total number of iterations. This rate is

as sharp as that of stochastic gradient descent for static nonconvex problems without decision depen-
dence. Further, we provide high-probability convergence guarantees for a single run of the proposed
algorithm. The key insight is to synthesize the coupled evolution of the aforementioned Wasserstein
metric and the convergence measure, which correspond to the dynamic distribution and the iterative
algorithm, respectively.

• We quantify the finite-sample generalization performance. We explore how the decisions obtained
based on an empirical distribution with finite samples will generalize to the original distribution-level
problem. We demonstrate that the generalization measure scales polynomially with the number of
samples and the number of iterations, as well as polylogarithmically with the inverse of the failure
probability. These results are built on the measure concentration argument and the characterization of
the distribution shift, illustrating the benefits of our distributional perspective.

• We illustrate the aforementioned results with practical examples, where an opportunistic party max-
imizes the affinity of a polarized dynamic population, and a recommender optimizes performance
by interacting with a user. In the first setup, the population is modeled as a continuous distribu-
tion, whereas in the second example, the user is represented by a discrete distribution evolving in the
probability simplex. We demonstrate that respecting the composite problem structure due to decision
dependence is crucial for achieving fast convergence and improved optimality.

1.3 Related work

A multitude of works investigate the roles of distribution shifts and decision dependence in machine learning,
optimization, and control. We provide a concise review of their setups and foci.

In applications, data-generating distributions can change because of various factors, e.g., non-stationary
environment, unknown covariate shifts, and adversarial effects. There are two predominant strategies for
addressing distribution shifts. One strategy pursues robustness against potential perturbations to distribu-
tions. This falls under the umbrella of distributionally robust optimization [Duchi and Namkoong, 2021,
Kuhn et al., 2024] and is achieved by optimizing the worst-case cost over a so-called ambiguity set, i.e.,
the family of distributions that are close to the true distribution under certain metrics. Further, in two-stage
stochastic programming, the first-stage decision may change the uncertain distribution in the second stage,
thereby producing a decision-dependent ambiguity set [Hellemo et al., 2018]. Tractable reformulations are
derived in Luo and Mehrotra [2020], Basciftci et al. [2021] to disentangle this dependence and obtain robust
solutions.
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In the face of constantly evolving distributions, a less conservative and more active strategy is to seek
adaptation. Specifically, online stochastic optimization investigates an iterative loop whereby a decision-
maker commits a decision, receives samples from a dynamic distribution as feedback [Jiang et al., 2020,
Cao et al., 2021], and then generates a new decision. Such an online framework is versatile and partic-
ularly suitable to tackle exogenous distribution shifts, which are out of the influence of a decision-maker.
Nonetheless, in terms of optimization subject to endogenous distribution shifts caused by decisions (see also
the beginning of Section 1), unique phenomena (e.g., the existence of equilibria and stability issues) arise,
requiring tailored methods for this closed-loop setting. We delineate some representative works as follows.

Performative prediction studies optimization under decision-dependent distributions [Perdomo et al.,
2020, Hardt and Mendler-Dünner, 2023]. A canonical example is strategic classification, where an individ-
ual deliberately modifies her feature in reaction to the deployed classifier, thereby gaining a more favorable
classification result. Such endogenous distribution shifts are usually formalized as static distribution maps
parameterized by decisions. This setup leads to a novel equilibrium notion termed performative stability,
meaning the decision optimizes the objective given the specific distribution it induces. Through repeated
sampling and retraining, various stochastic algorithms converge to performatively stable points [Mendler-
Dünner et al., 2020, Drusvyatskiy and Xiao, 2023]. A stronger solution concept is performative optimality,
requiring that the decision and the induced distribution together lead to an optimal objective value. Conver-
gence to performatively optimal points is achieved with additional structural assumptions on the distribution
map, e.g., it belongs to a linear location-scale family [Miller et al., 2021, Jagadeesan et al., 2022, Narang
et al., 2023, Yan and Cao, 2023] or an exponential family [Izzo et al., 2021]. As a general, elegant, and
tractable framework, performative prediction admits numerous extensions, including network scenarios with
cooperative [Li et al., 2022] or competing agents [Narang et al., 2023, Piliouras and Yu, 2023], time-varying
objectives [Cutler et al., 2023, Wood et al., 2022], saddle point minimax problems [Wood and Dall’Anese,
2023], and coupling constraints [Yan and Cao, 2023].

Our work is closely related to stateful performative prediction, which captures historical dependence
and considers an evolving distribution that gradually settles at the stationary distribution map. Models of
historical dependence include geometrically ergodic Markov chains [Li and Wai, 2022] and geometric decay
responses in the form of linear mixture [Brown et al., 2022, Ray et al., 2022]. With Lipschitz distribution
shifts assumed in the first place, the algorithms therein converge to performatively stable (albeit not necessar-
ily optimal) points. In contrast, we formalize a decision-dependent distribution shift featuring a broad class
of nonlinear dynamics mixing continuous decisions and state distributions. Moreover, we explicitly charac-
terize the distribution shift through the Wasserstein metric [Villani, 2009] and link this shift with dynamics
parameters and the change of decisions. We further establish convergence to locally optimal solutions given
a nonconvex objective function involving the decision-dependent structure.

Along the line of performative decision-making, some recent works study the role of dynamics in the
decision-dependent problem setup. Performative reinforcement learning [Mandal et al., 2023] handles tran-
sition probability and reward functions relying on the deployed policy and finds a stable policy given cumu-
lative rewards. Performative control in Cai et al. [2024] addresses linear dynamics with policy-dependent
state transition matrices and seeks a performatively stable control solution as a linear combination of states
and disturbances. The framework of Conger et al. [2023] represents the dynamics of a strategic popula-
tion via a gradient flow in the Wasserstein space. The interconnection of this strategic population and a
decision-maker results in coupled partial differential equations, which admit asymptotic convergence to op-
timal solutions for convex (or concave) energy functionals. In contrast, we characterize the distribution shift
represented by general nonlinear dynamics. Furthermore, we offer insights into anticipating the sensitiv-
ity of the distribution shift, taking into account the composite structure due to dynamics in the algorithmic
design, and achieving (locally) optimal decision-making in the context of nonconvex objectives. The in-
corporation of anticipating sensitivity to actively shape distributions is the distinguishing feature of our
algorithm compared to the aforementioned performative methods.
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Mean-field formulation abstracts the mutual influence in a vast homogeneous population by the inter-
action between a representative individual and an average density, i.e., the mean field [Caines, 2021]. This
abstraction facilitates approximately solving an otherwise intractable multi-agent problem, wherein the joint
states and actions may grow exponentially with the number of agents. The solutions to mean-field games or
control are characterized by two coupled equations, namely, a forward equation for the evolving mean-field
distribution and a backward equation associated with the individual value function. Classical approaches
rely on the full knowledge of population dynamics and work under restrictive assumptions [Laurière et al.,
2022]. A recent trend is to apply reinforcement learning to learn models of dynamics [Huang et al., 2024],
value functions, or policy functions [Cui and Koeppl, 2021], thereby obtaining Nash equilibrium or socially
optimal policies. Different from the mean-field formulation, we examine a simplified case where individu-
als do not interact with one another. Nevertheless, we provide the following new insights. First, we require
less information or learning effort related to distribution dynamics. Rather than constructing well-calibrated
models, we only access steady-state sensitivity matrices corresponding to dynamics, which are easily learn-
able, see Section 2.2. Second, we explicitly characterize the distribution shift via dynamics parameters and
the change of decisions. Finally, instead of analyzing a cumulative cost and a state-feedback policy, we seek
optimal steady-state performance and a general decision vector. For the generic setting with nonconvex
objectives and nonlinear dynamics, we quantify the local optimality of the obtained solutions.

Control in probability spaces addresses the formulation where the state of a system is a probability
measure instead of a Euclidean vector [Chen et al., 2021]. This formulation facilitates the characterization
of the evolving uncertainties in a system or the collective behavior of a population, both of which are
intrinsically modeled via probability distributions [Terpin et al., 2024, Lanzetti et al., 2023]. A typical
example is distribution steering, i.e., driving the state distribution from an initial density to a target density
in finite time with minimum energy control [Chen et al., 2021]. In this regard, tractable control strategies
cross-fertilize insights from control theory (e.g., linear state-feedback structures) and optimal transport [e.g.,
transport map calculations, Villani, 2009]. In contrast, we search for an optimal decision vector rather than
a state feedback control policy. Further, we do not aim for a specific final distribution. Instead, we hope
the decision, together with the distribution induced through the nonlinear dynamics, will lead to an optimal
steady-state behavior.

In a broader context, our work aligns with feedback optimization [Simonetto et al., 2020, Hauswirth
et al., 2024], which implements optimization iterations as a feedback controller, thereby regulating the
steady-state behavior of a dynamical system. Nonetheless, in this paper we are concerned with distribution-
level characterizations in a metric space of probability measures, which is drastically different from the
system-theoretic analysis of feedback optimization in Euclidean space.

In summary, we capture the distribution shift arising from the dynamic evolution of a distribution driven
by a decision-maker. Such dynamics are represented by a broad class of nonlinear equations encompassing
continuous states and decisions. We propose and characterize an online stochastic algorithm that respects
the composite problem structure due to dynamics, regulates the distribution flow, and yields locally optimal
solutions to the overall nonconvex problem featuring decision dependence.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces preliminaries of the metric
probability space and formulates the stochastic optimization problem involving dynamic decision-dependent
distributions. Section 3 presents the intuitions and design of our online stochastic algorithm. In Section 4,
we characterize the distribution dynamics and establish guarantees on the optimality and generalization
performance of the proposed algorithm. Section 5 showcases an application in affinity maximization with a
polarized population following Example 1, as well as another case study in a recommender system context
involving discrete distributions. Finally, Section 6 concludes this paper and discusses future directions. All
proofs are provided in the appendix.
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2 Preliminaries and Problem Formulation

2.1 Metric space of probability measures

We review the background of a metric probability space and refer the readers to Villani [2009] for more
details. Let P(Rm) be the space of Borel probability distributions on Rm. Let P1(Rm) ≜

{
µ ∈ P(Rm) :∫

Rm ∥x∥dµ(x) < ∞
}

be the space of distributions with finite absolute moments. The Dirac mass at point
x ∈ Rm is denoted by δx, i.e., for any Borel set A ⊆ Rm, δx(A) = 1 if x ∈ A and δx(A) = 0 otherwise.
We use X ∼ µ to indicate that a random variable X is distributed according to µ. The convolution of
two distributions µ, ν ∈ P1(Rm) is denoted by µ ∗ ν. Specifically, if two random variables X and Y are
independent and distributed according to µ and ν, respectively, then X + Y ∼ µ ∗ ν. The pushforward of
a distribution µ via a Borel map f : Rr → Rm is represented by f#µ, where (f#µ)[A] ≜ µ[f−1(A)] for
every Borel set A ⊆ Rm. In fact, if X ∼ µ, then f(X) ∼ f#µ. The identity map is Id.

Let ∥z∥P =
√
z⊤Pz denote the weighted norm of a vector z ∈ Rm, where P ∈ Rm×m is positive

definite. Consider a metric space (Rm, c) endowed with a continuous metric c : Rm × Rm → R≥0.
Typical examples of c include the Euclidean distance c(x, y) = ∥x − y∥, the weighted distance c(x, y) =
∥x − y∥P , and other distances defined by composite norms, where x, y ∈ Rm. The type-1 Wasserstein
distance W1(µ, ν) between two distributions µ, ν ∼ P1(Rm) on (Rm, c) is

W1(µ, ν) = inf
γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

∫
Rm×Rm

c(x, y) dγ(x, y), (2)

where Γ(µ, ν) is the set of all joint distributions (i.e., couplings) with marginals µ and ν, see Villani [2009,
Definition 6.1]. Intuitively, the Wasserstein distance is the minimum cost of transporting µ onto ν, where
the cost of moving a unit mass from x to y is c(x, y), and the available transport plan is represented by γ.
The Wasserstein distance is a flexible and quantitative measure of the discrepancy between distributions,
particularly when they have disjoint supports, such as when one distribution is continuous and the other is
discrete.

2.2 Distribution dynamics

We generalize the motivating case study in Example 1 and consider the following distribution dynamics
with continuous states

pk = f(pk−1, uk, d), p0 ∼ µ0, d ∼ µd, (p0, d) ∼ α, k ∈ N+. (3)

In (3), pk ∈ Rm is a random state at time k distributed according to µk, i.e., pk ∼ µk. The initial state
p0 satisfies the distribution µ0 ∈ P1(Rm). Further, u ∈ Rn is a decision (or an input) that influences
each random state, and d ∈ Rr following the distribution µd ∈ P1(Rr) is an exogenous input that remains
constant during iterations. For instance, d can be a bias term (similar to the initial position in Example 1), a
disturbance, or a random parameter in a model of f . Each pair (p0, d) is independently drawn from the joint
distribution α, and the first and the second marginals of α are µ0 and µd, respectively. For instance, if p0
and d as well as µ0 and µd are the same (c.f. Example 1), then α = (Id, Id)#µ0; if p0 and d are independent,
then α is the product measure µ0 × µd.

The distribution dynamics (3) feature decision dependence, in that the evolution of the distribution µk

is driven by the decision uk. The status of this distribution will in turn determine the optimal decision for
an optimal distribution-level behavior. Before we present the formal problem description, we specify some
properties related to the dynamics (3). All these properties serve the purpose of characterization and analysis.
Our online algorithm does not resort to the model f of the distribution dynamics; rather, it leverages samples
and certain learnable sensitivities related to (3).
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Assumption 1. The function f(p, u, d) is continuously differentiable, Lp
f -Lipschitz continuous in p with

respect to the weighted norm ∥ · ∥P , where P ∈ Rm×m is positive definite, Lu
f -Lipschitz continuous in u

with respect to ∥ · ∥, and Ld
f -Lipschitz continuous in d with respect to ∥ · ∥. Here, Lp

f ∈ (0, 1), Lu
f > 0,

and Ld
f > 0. There exists a continuously differentiable steady-state map h : Rn × Rr → Rm such that

h(u, d) = f(h(u, d), u, d). Furthermore, ∇uh(u, d) is Md
h -Lipschitz in d with respect to ∥ · ∥.

Assumption 1 implies that the dynamics (3) are contracting in p with respect to the weighted norm ∥·∥P .
The existence and conditioning of P (i.e., the so-called contraction metric) are known for incrementally
exponentially stable nonlinear dynamics [Tsukamoto et al., 2021]. Based on the Lipschitz conditions of
f , the Banach contraction theorem ensures that for a fixed input u (i.e., uk = u,∀k ∈ N+) and a specific
exogenous input d, the dynamics (3) admit a unique steady state pss = h(u, d) satisfying pss = f(pss, u, d).
We can further establish that h is Lu

h-Lipschitz in u and Ld
h-Lipschitz in d with respect to ∥ · ∥, where

Lu
h = Lu

f

√
λmax(P )/λmin(P )/(1− Lp

f ) and Ld
h = Ld

f

√
λmax(P )/λmin(P )/(1− Lp

f ), see the parametric
contraction mapping principle [Dontchev and Rockafellar, 2009, Theorem 1A.4] and also Lemma 13 in
Appendix A. The Lipschitz continuity of ∇uh(u, d) (i.e., the so-called sensitivity matrix) can be satisfied
when f has bounded Hessians. As we will see in Example 2 below, stable linear dynamics naturally satisfy
Assumption 1.

From a distribution-level perspective, all the steady-state samples pss satisfy the following distribution
µss(u) that depends on u and µd

µss(u) = h(u, ·)#µd, (4)

where h(u, ·)#µd denotes the pushforward of the distribution µd via a Borel map h(u, ·) : Rr → Rm param-
eterized by the decision u. Let ∇uh(u, d) ∈ Rn×m be the steady-state sensitivity matrix of pss = h(u, d)
with respect to the decision u. It follows from the implicit function theorem [Dontchev and Rockafellar,
2009, Theorem 1B.1] that

∇uh(u, d) = −∇uf(pss, u, d) [∇pf(pss, u, d)− I]−1 , (5)

which holds in an open neighborhood of (u, d). The sensitivity ∇uh(u, d) quantifies the rate of change of
the steady-state sample pss with respect to the decision u. While (5) may seem daunting at first glance,
the sensitivity can be simplified in various scenarios. For instance, when the dynamics (3) are linear, the
corresponding sensitivity becomes a constant matrix, see Example 2 below. If the exogenous input d is
additive in (3), then the detailed form of (5) no longer involves d. More broadly, apart from invoking
(5) based on the related knowledge of dynamics and parameters, we can exploit recursive estimation or
identification techniques to construct (approximate) sensitivities, see Hauswirth et al. [2024, Sec. 3.3.1] in
the context of widely adopted feedback optimization methods. Such a learnable sensitivity is the only model
information on (3) used in our online algorithm. All the characterizations in Assumption 1 are for the sake
of analysis, and the full world model (i.e., f ) of the distribution dynamics is not required.

In the following example, we review an important special case of (3), where the dynamics function is
linear. We will see how Assumption 1 is justified and provide explicit expressions of the distribution µk at
time k and the steady-state distribution µss(u).

Example 2 (Linear distribution dynamics). Suppose that each sample evolves by a linear dynamics equation
pk = f(pk−1, uk, d) = Apk−1+Buk +Ed, where A ∈ Rm×m, B ∈ Rm×n, E ∈ Rm×r, and p0 ∼ µ0, d ∼
µd. Then, Assumption 1 is satisfied if A is Schur stable, i.e., ρ(A) < 1. Given a Schur stable matrix A
and a positive definite Q ∈ Rm×m, there exists a unique positive definite matrix P ∈ Rm×m satisfying the
Lyapunov equation A⊤PA − P + Q = 0 [Khalil, 2002]. Let λmin(Q) > 0 and λmax(P ) > 0 denote the
minimum eigenvalue of Q and the maximum eigenvalue of P , respectively. With the metric ∥ · ∥P , for any
p, p ∈ Rm, u ∈ Rn, and d ∈ Rr,

∥f(p, u, d)− f(p, u, d)∥P = ∥A(p− p)∥P
(a.1)
=
√

(p− p)⊤(P −Q)(p− p)
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(a.2)
≤

√
1− λmin(Q)

λmax(P )︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈(0,1)

∥p− p∥P ,

where (a.1) follows from the aforementioned Lyapunov equation. In (a.2), we use

∥x∥Q ≥
√
λmin(Q)∥x∥ ≥

√
λmin(Q)

λmax(P )
∥x∥P , ∀x ∈ Rm,

see also Lemma 13 in Appendix A. Moreover, since Q − P = −A⊤PA is negative definite, we know
λmin(Q)I ≺ Q ≺ P ≺ λmax(P )I , and therefore λmin(Q)/λmax(P ) ∈ (0, 1). Further, for any p ∈ Rm,
u, u ∈ Rn, and d ∈ Rr,

∥f(p, u, d)− f(p, u, d)∥ = ∥B(u− u)∥ ≤ ∥B∥ ∥u− u∥.

When the decision u is fixed (i.e., uk = u,∀k ∈ N+), the steady-state sample pss is pss = h(u, d) =
(I − A)−1(Bu + Ed), and the map h is continuously differentiable. The steady-state sensitivity matrix is
∇uh(u, d) = [(I−A)−1B]⊤, which is constant and independent of u and d. In applications, this sensitivity
(in engineering lingo called the zero-frequency gain) can be learned from data of decisions and samples
[Hauswirth et al., 2024, Sec. 3.3.1]. Hence, Assumption 1 is satisfied.

Similar to Aolaritei et al. [2022, Proposition 18], the transient distribution µk of (3) is

µk =
(
Akx

)
#
µ0 ∗

(∑k−1
i=0 AiBuk−i +

∑k−1
i=0 AiEx

)
#
µd,

where (Akx)#µ0 denotes the pushforward of µ0 via the map f(x) = Akx, and a similar definition holds
for the other term after convolution. The steady-state distribution µss for a fixed decision u is

µss(u) =
(
(I −A)−1Ex+ (I −A)−1Bu

)
#
µd.

2.3 Problem formulation

We aim to find a decision u that optimizes the steady-state behavior of the dynamic distribution (3):

min
u∈Rn

Ep∼µss(u)[Φ(u, p)]

s.t. µss(u) = h(u, ·)#µd,
(6)

where µss(u) is the steady-state distribution of (3) induced by u, see also (4). Let the reduced objective
function of problem (6) be denoted by

Φ̃(u) ≜ Ep∼µss(u)[Φ(u, p)] = Ed∼µd
[Φ(u, h(u, d))]. (7)

The decision-dependent problem (6) formalizes the steady state of the closed loop illustrated by Fig. 1 in
Section 1.1. This problem is relevant in many scenarios with a vast population or intrinsic uncertainties,
e.g., voting and recommender systems.

Problem (6) involves several major challenges in terms of the nonconvex objective and the unknown
dynamics underlying the decision-dependent distribution.

• First, the distribution dynamics (3) induce the steady-state distribution µss(u) and further bring about
a composite structure in problem (6). Even for a convex function Φ, since the steady-state map h(u, d)
is nonlinear, the overall objective Φ̃(u) can be nonconvex.

9



• Another challenge originates from the unknown distribution dynamics, which render the structure of
decision dependence elusive and preclude an offline numerical scheme based on the exact (re)formulation
of problem (6).

• Finally, we cannot directly sample from the steady state distribution µss(u) unless we wait suffi-
ciently long, because the distribution µk is constantly changing with time k and eventually approaches
µss(uk).

To overcome the above challenges, we will propose an online stochastic algorithm in Section 3 that samples
from the current distribution µk and regulates the distribution shift by anticipating its sensitivity with respect
to the decision.

We focus on steady-state performance due to relevance, generality, and tractability. First, in many prob-
lems an optimal steady state matters more than transients, with the latter often not even being modeled, see
for instance in many case studies where feedback optimization or performative prediction is applied. This
setup will also allow us to circumvent the need for model knowledge by exploiting distribution sensitivity,
which is easier to learn. Second, if we analyze the behavior of a stable and dynamic distribution over a suf-
ficiently long horizon, then the average performance metric (i.e., the cumulative objective values divided by
the number of iterations) essentially converges to the steady-state objective. Finally, in this context we can
go beyond the assumptions and policy classes considered in the mean-field literature [Laurière et al., 2022]
and establish provable guarantees for continuous decision vectors given a broad class of nonlinear dynamics
and nonconvex objective functions. Specifically, we make the following assumptions on the objective.

Assumption 2. The objective Φ̃(u) is well defined (i.e., Ed∼µd
[Φ(u, h(u, d))]<∞), LΦ̃-smooth (with LΦ̃-

Lipschitz gradients), and bounded below. The function Φ(u, p) is Lp
Φ-Lipschitz in p. The partial gradients

∇uΦ(u, p) and ∇pΦ(u, p) are Mu
Φ-Lipschitz and Mp

Φ-Lipschitz in p, respectively.

Assumption 2 requires a well-defined expectation function, which is common in stochastic optimization
[see Shapiro et al., 2021, Section 9.2.5] and can be satisfied, e.g., when for each u, Φ(u, h(u, d)) is dom-
inated by an integrable function of d. The smoothness condition is also standard [see Bottou et al., 2018]
and holds, e.g., when for every stochastic sample pss = h(u, d), the objective Φ(u, pss) = Φ(u, h(u, d))
is LΦ̃-smooth and the second moment of LΦ̃ is bounded. The requirement that the partial gradients are
Lipschitz in the random variable p is related to (though not the same as) the joint smoothness property used
in performative prediction [Perdomo et al., 2020, Mendler-Dünner et al., 2020]. Moreover, the condition
that Φ̃(u) is bounded below implies that problem (6) admits a finite optimal value Φ̃∗ ∈ R.

Assumption 3. There exists a positive random variable L(d) such that Ed∼µd
[L(d)] < ∞, and that for all

u1, u2 ∈ Rn, |Φ(u1, h(u1, d))− Φ(u2, h(u2, d))| ≤ L(d)∥u1 − u2∥.

Assumption 3 is similar to Shapiro et al. [2021, Eq. (9.130)]. It is a sufficient condition for the inter-
changeability of the expectation and gradient operators, see Shapiro et al. [2021, Theorem 9.56] and also (8)
in Section 3.1 below. If the function Φ(u, h(u, d)) is Lipschitz continuous in u, then Assumption 3 holds
naturally.

3 Online Stochastic Decision-Making

We present our online stochastic algorithm for solving the decision-dependent problem (6). The main chal-
lenges stem from the non-stationary and largely unknown distribution due to the dynamics (3) and the de-
cisions (uk)k∈N+ . To disentangle the complexity associated with distributions, we leverage samples drawn
from the current transient distribution as informative characterizations and feedback. Motivated by the com-
posite structure of the objective, we further enhance the algorithmic update with a term that proactively
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anticipates and shapes the dynamic distribution based on its sensitivity. Thus, we ensure local optimality of
solutions even for nonconvex problems.

3.1 Intuition of the stochastic gradient

We provide the intuition of constructing appropriate stochastic gradients for online decision-making as per
(6). Ideally, we aim to obtain the gradient of the objective Φ̃ at uk, i.e.,

∇Φ̃(uk) =∇Ep∼µss(uk)[Φ(uk, p)]

=∇Ed∼µd
[Φ(uk, h(uk, d))]

(a.1)
= Ed∼µd

[∇Φ(uk, h(uk, d))]

(a.2)
= Ed∼µd

[
∇uΦ(uk, h(uk, d)) +∇uh(uk, d)∇pΦ(uk, p)|p=h(uk,d)

]
(a.3)
= E(p,d)∼γss(uk)[∇uΦ(uk, p) +∇uh(uk, d)∇pΦ(uk, p)], (8)

where (a.1) leverages interchangeability of the expectation and gradient operators thanks to Assumption 3,
see also Shapiro et al. [2021, Theorem 9.56]; (a.2) uses the law of the total derivative; (a.3) involves ex-
pectation with respect to the joint distribution γss(uk) ≜ (h(uk, ·), Id)#µd of the steady-state variable
p ∼ µss(uk) = h(uk, ·)#µd and the exogenous input d ∼ µd.

However, the exact gradient ∇Φ̃(uk) can be difficult to calculate for two reasons. First, it involves the
expectation with respect to the random variable p, although in practice we can only access finite samples of
the distribution. Second, since each sample needs a few iterations to approach its steady state, the steady-
state distribution µss(uk) of p corresponding to the decision uk is unavailable at the current time k.

To address these issues, we use samples drawn from the current distribution γk to construct a mini-
batch stochastic gradient, thereby informing decision-making. The intuition is that γk, as reflected by these
samples, serves as a reasonable proxy for the steady-state distribution γss(uk), provided that neighboring
decisions (i.e., uk−1 and uk) are close and the iteration counter k is large. Consequently, the expected
gradient involving γk also becomes a close approximation of the exact gradient ∇Φ̃(uk) entailing γss(uk).
We will formalize this intuition in Section 4.1.

3.2 Algorithmic design

Guided by the aforementioned intuition, our online stochastic algorithm for solving problem (6) is

uk+1 = uk − η∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk), k ∈ N, (9)

where η > 0 is a constant step size, k is the iteration counter, and ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) is a stochastic gradient based

on mini-batches, i.e.,

∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) ≜

1

nmb

nmb∑
i=1

(
∇uΦ(uk, p

i
k)︸ ︷︷ ︸

1

+∇uh(uk, d
i)∇pΦ(uk, p

i
k)︸ ︷︷ ︸

2

)
. (10)

In (10), nmb ∈ N+ is the size of the mini-batch, and ∇uh(uk, d
i) is the steady-state sensitivity of piss

with respect to the decision uk. Such a sensitivity admits various simplifications and can often be learned
from data in practice, see the discussion in Section 2.2. For instance, the sensitivity is a constant matrix
given linear dynamics and does not involve di if the exogenous input is additive. Further, p1k, . . . , p

nmb
k are

samples drawn from the transient distribution µk at time k. These samples rely on the decisions owing to
the dynamics (3), thereby causing a composite structure in the objective Φ(u, p).
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In essence, the mini-batch stochastic gradient (10) is a finite-sample approximation of

∇̂kΦ̃(uk) = E(p,d)∼γk [∇uΦ(uk, p) +∇uh(uk, d)∇pΦ(uk, p)], (11)

i.e., the approximate expected gradient at uk when p and d satisfy the joint distribution γk. Specifically,
γk = (f (k)(x, y), y)#α(x, y) denotes the pushforward of α in (3). Further, f (k)(p0, d) is the value of pk
given a pair of the initial state p0 and the exogenous input d sampled from the joint distribution α, a sequence
of decisions (ui)i=1,...,k, and the dynamics (3). That is, f (k) : Rm × Rr → Rm is a map parameterized
by u1, . . . , uk. We define the special case f (0)(p0, d) as p0. We will show in Section 4 that with suitable
algorithmic parameters, ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk) and ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) are close to ∇Φ̃(uk), enabling the stochastic algorithm
(9) to yield (locally) optimal solutions.

The mini-batch stochastic gradient ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) involves two terms. Term 1 in (10) leverages the current

sample pik to construct a partial gradient with respect to u. Term 2 in (10) anticipates how the decision
uk will influence the sample p (and in turn the objective) and uses this link for achieving optimality. As
explained in Section 3.1, these two terms result from the aforementioned composite structure of Φ(u, p) and
the law of the total derivative. While the update rule (9) seems obvious from our presentation, most related
online methods do not use an anticipating term as 2 in (10), as discussed in Section 1.3.

3.3 Properties of the stochastic gradient

Let Fk be the σ-algebra generated by the random variables ∇̂0
mbΦ̃(u0), . . . , ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk). Hence, the decision
uk is measurable with respect to Fk−1. We make the following assumption on the variance of the stochastic
gradient constructed from an individual sample. For a stochastic vector ξ ∈ Rn, we define its variance as
Var[ξ] ≜ E

[
∥ξ − E[ξ]∥2

]
= E[∥ξ∥2]− ∥E[ξ]∥2.

Assumption 4. The stochastic gradient satisfies

Var
[
∇uΦ(uk, p

i
k)+∇uh(uk, d

i)∇pΦ(uk, p
i
k)
∣∣Fk−1

]
≤ M+MV ∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2, ∀i = 1, . . . , nmb,

where M,MV ≥ 0 are constants.

Assumption 4 is a standard and relatively weak statement that the variance of the stochastic gradient is
restricted [Bottou et al., 2018]. It implies that this variance can be nonzero at the point where ∇̂kΦ̃(uk)
equals zero and grows at most quadratically in the norm of ∇̂kΦ̃(uk).

Given the dynamics (3) and independent pairs (p10, d
1), . . . , (pnmb

0 , dnmb) of initial states and exogenous
inputs, when conditioned on Fk−1, the samples p1k, . . . , p

nmb
k collected at time k are still independent. Build-

ing on this observation, we specify some key properties of the mini-batch gradient ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) in the lemma

below.

Lemma 1. Given the dynamics (3) and independent sample pairs (p10, d
1), . . . , (pnmb

0 , dnmb) of initial states
and exogenous inputs, ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk) in (10) is an unbiased estimate of ∇̂kΦ̃(uk), i.e.,

E
[
∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)
∣∣Fk−1

]
= ∇̂kΦ̃(uk). (12)

Moreover, if Assumption 4 holds, then the expected second moment of ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) is bounded, i.e.,

E
[
∥∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)∥2
∣∣Fk−1

]
≤ M

nmb
+

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2. (13)
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4 Performance Analysis

We analyze the interplay between the distribution dynamics (3) and the proposed online stochastic algo-
rithm (9). In Section 4.1, we characterize the distribution shift driven by the decision-maker through the
Wasserstein metric. We then establish the optimality guarantees of the algorithm (9) when applied to the
distribution dynamics (3). These guarantees hold in expectation and with high probability and are given in
Section 4.2 and Section 4.3, respectively, thereby covering a broad spectrum of the overall performance.
Finally, we consider a finite-sample regime and provide generalization certificates in Section 4.4.

4.1 Distribution shifts

The distribution dynamics (3) bring about constant shifts of the joint distribution γk. We characterize such
distribution shifts through the lens of the Wasserstein distance. Specifically, we focus on the behavior of
W1(γk, γss(uk)), i.e., the Wasserstein distance between the joint distribution γk at time k and the joint
steady-state distribution γss(uk) induced by the decision uk.

Throughout this section, we consider the space (Rm+r, c) endowed with the metric

c
(
(p, d), (p′, d′)

)
≜ ∥p− p′∥P + ∥d− d′∥, (14)

where p, p′ ∈ Rm, d, d′ ∈ Rr, and ∥ · ∥P is the weighted norm. Then, W1(γk, γss(uk)) is defined by

W1(γk, γss(uk)) = inf
γ∈Γ(γk,γss(uk))

∫
Rm+r×Rm+r

c
(
(p, d), (p′, d′)

)
dγ
(
(p, d), (p′, d′)

)
,

where (p, d) and (p′, d′) are distributed according to γk and γss(uk), respectively.
The following lemma gives an upper bound on the Wasserstein distance W1(γk, γss(uk)) and establishes

a related recursive inequality. It is built on the properties of the pushforward operation induced by Borel
maps, see Aolaritei et al. [2022, Proposition 3]. Recall that Lp

f is the Lipschitz constant of the dynamics
function f with respect to p under ∥ · ∥P , and that Lu

h is the Lipschitz constant of the steady-state map h of
(3) with respect to u under ∥ · ∥, see Assumption 1 and the discussion below. Further, λmax(P ) > 0 is the
maximum eigenvalue of the positive definite matrix P , and f (k)(p0, d) denotes the value of pk given a pair
(p0, d) ∼ α and past decisions, see the paragraph below (11) in Section 3.1.

Lemma 2. Let Assumption 1 hold. With (3), the joint distributions (γk)k∈N satisfy

W1(γk, γss(uk)) ≤
∫
Rm×Rr

∥∥∥f (k)(p0, d)− h(uk, d)
∥∥∥
P
dα(p0, d) ≜ Vk, ∀k ∈ N, (15a)

Vk ≤ Lp
fVk−1 + Lp

fL
u
h

√
λmax(P )∥uk − uk−1∥, ∀k ∈ N+. (15b)

Moreover, for any u0 ∈ Rn, V0 ≜
∫
Rm×Rr ∥f (0)(p0, d)− h(u0, d)∥P dα(p0, d) is finite.

Lemma 2 characterizes the behavior of W1(γk, γss(uk)) through the evolution of the upper bound Vk.
Specifically, this upper bound exhibits perturbed contraction (15b), where the contraction coefficient is
Lu
f ∈ (0, 1), and the perturbation term is proportional to the difference of consecutive inputs. If the inputs

are kept fixed (i.e., uk = u,∀k ∈ N), then Vk and hence W1(γk, γss(u)) converge to 0 as k increases. The
implication is that γk converges weakly in P1(Rm) to the steady-state distribution γss(u), see [Villani, 2009,
Theorem 6.9].

We quantify the cumulative sum of squared Wasserstein distances in the theorem below by building on
Lemma 2. As explained in Section 3.1, the difference between γk and γss(uk) causes a bias in the gradient at
time k. Such a cumulative sum reflects how those biases accumulate when we deploy our online algorithm
(9) and will be useful for quantifying the convergence measure of the nonconvex problem, see Theorem 5
in Section 4.2 and Theorem 8 in Section 4.3.
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Theorem 3. Given Assumption 1 and the distribution dynamics (3), the joint distributions (γk)k∈N satisfy

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2 ≤ V0

1− ρ1
+

ρ2
1− ρ1

T∑
k=1

∥uk − uk−1∥2, (16)

where the coefficients are ρ1 =
1+(Lp

f )
2

2 ∈ (0, 1) and ρ2 =
1+(Lp

f )
2

1−(Lp
f )

2 (L
p
fL

u
h)

2λmax(P ). Furthermore, the

online stochastic algorithm (9) applied to (3) ensures that

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2 ≤ V 2

0

1− ρ1
+

η2ρ2
1− ρ1

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk)∥2. (17)

Analogous to (15b), the upper bound on the sum of squared Wasserstein distances depends on the cumu-
lative variation in decisions. After invoking the gradient-based update rule (9), we know that this cumulative
variation is proportional to the step size η and the squared norm of the mini-batch gradient ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk), where
k = 0, . . . , T−2. In the following subsections, we will exploit (17) and the connection between ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)
and ∇Φ̃(uk) to establish convergence guarantees.

An important implication of the distribution shift due to the dynamics (3) is that the mini-batch stochastic
gradient (10), albeit unbiased with respect to the approximate gradient ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) (see (11)), is a biased
estimate of the true gradient ∇Φ̃(uk). The reason is that we draw samples from the current distribution γk
instead of the steady-state distribution γss(uk) to construct (10). Let ek denote the difference of expected
gradients due to the discrepancy between γk and γss(uk), that is,

ek ≜∇̂kΦ̃(uk)−∇Φ̃(uk)

=E(p,d)∼γk [∇uΦ(uk, p) +∇uh(uk, d)∇pΦ(uk, p)]

− E(p,d)∼γss(uk)[∇uΦ(uk, p) +∇uh(uk, d)∇pΦ(uk, p)]. (18)

The following lemma provides an upper bound on ∥ek∥ through W1(γk, γss(uk)), i.e., the Wasserstein dis-
tance between two joint distributions γk and γss(uk).

Lemma 4. If Assumptions 1 to 3 are satisfied, then

∥ek∥ = ∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)−∇Φ̃(uk)∥ ≤ LW1(γk, γss(uk)), (19)

where L = max

(
Lp
ΦM

d
h ,

Mu
Φ+Lu

hM
p
Φ√

λmin(P )

)
.

Lemma 4 indicates that the difference ek between the approximate gradient ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) involving γk and
the true gradient ∇Φ̃(uk) involving γss(uk) is proportional to the Wasserstein distance W1(γk, γss(uk)). By
referring to Lemma 2 on the evolution of W1(γk, γss(uk)), we know that when neighboring decisions (i.e.,
uk and uk−1) are close and the iteration counter is large, ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) is a close approximation of ∇Φ̃(uk).
This aligns with the intuition stated at the end of Section 3.1.

4.2 Optimality in expectation

We present the optimality guarantee of our stochastic algorithm (9) when applied to the distribution dynam-
ics (3). The major challenge is that the evolution of the distribution and the iterates of the algorithm are
coupled. To disentangle this coupling, we leverage the characterizations of the distribution shift in Theo-
rem 3 and the descent-type iterate (9) and then quantify the overall convergence measure, i.e., the average
expected second moment of gradients.
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Recall that Φ̃(u) = Ep∼µss(u)[Φ(u, p)] is the objective, Φ̃∗ is the optimal value of problem (6), ∇Φ̃(u) is
given by (8), η is the step size, T ∈ N+ is the number of iterations, nmb ∈ N+ is the size of the mini-batch,
L is the constant specified in Lemma 4, M is the constant in the variance bound in Assumption 4, and ρ1
and ρ2 are constants given in Theorem 3. In the following theorem, we provide the first main convergence
result of our stochastic algorithm (9).

Theorem 5. Suppose that Assumptions 1 to 4 hold. Let η be chosen such that

0 < η ≤ 1√
T

·min

 1

4L
(
MV
nmb

+ 1
) ,√√√√ 1− ρ1

14ρ2L2
(
MV
nmb

+ 1
)
 . (20)

The stochastic algorithm (9) applied to the distribution dynamics (3) guarantees that

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
≤ 8(Φ̃(u0)− Φ̃∗)

ηT
+

4LMη

nmb
+O

(
1

T

)
. (21)

By choosing η as the upper bound in (20), the order of the right-hand side of (21) is

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
= O

(
1√
T

)
. (22)

The convergence measure analyzed in Theorem 5 is the average of the expected second moments of
∇Φ̃(uk). The expectation is taken with respect to the randomness of the proposed algorithm, i.e., the ran-
domness in selecting mini-batch samples. This measure is typical in nonconvex optimization to characterize
(local) optimality of solutions [Bottou et al., 2018]. The upper bound (21) on this measure involves the
number of iterations T , the step size η, and other constants related to the problem and the algorithm. With a
step size attaining the upper bound in (20), our stochastic algorithm (9) yields an O(1/

√
T ) rate of conver-

gence, matching stochastic gradient descent for static nonconvex problems. It is common in the stochastic
optimization literature [Ghadimi and Lan, 2013, Bottou et al., 2018] to let the bound on the step size be a
function of the number of iterations, facilitating the analysis of the convergence rate.

The rate (22), nonetheless, is nontrivial given the presence of unknown dynamics and the composite
structure of the decision-dependent problem. Online stochastic algorithms reviewed in Section 1.3 that lack
an anticipation term as (10) can incur persistent biases in gradients, causing sub-optimality (namely, the
average expected second moment of gradients does not vanish). Although dynamics inhibit us from directly
accessing steady-state samples and cause biases in gradients, we demonstrate that the accumulation of these
biases does not deteriorate the overall convergence rate. This is largely due to the contracting distribution
dynamics and a relatively slow algorithm (with a bounded step size), à la time-scale separation [Khalil,
2002] as quantified by (20). Finally, we remark that variance reduction techniques offer a promising means
of improving the convergence rate [Bottou et al., 2018].

The expected gradient ∇Φ̃(uk), as part of the convergence measure in (21), involves the steady-state
distribution γss(uk). In practice, however, we can only sample from the current distribution γk to gain an
understanding of the quality of solutions. In the following corollary, we analyze the average expected second
moment of ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) involving γk, see (11).

Corollary 6. Let the conditions of Theorem 5 hold. The stochastic algorithm (9) acting on the distribution
dynamics (3) ensures that

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2

]
≤ 7

3T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+O

(
1

T

)
= O

(
1√
T

)
. (23)
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Corollary 6 implies that the average expected second moments of ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) related to the current distri-
bution γk are still of the order of O(1/

√
T ). The reason is that the convergence measures in (22) and (23) can

be connected via the average expected squared Wasserstein distance, i.e.,
(∑T−1

k=0 E
[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
] )

/T ,
whose order is the same as both measures, see also (54) in Appendix D.1.

Apart from the above optimality guarantees, we are also interested in the convergence of the distribution
dynamics (3) while interacting with the decision-maker as per (9). We provide the convergence guarantee
in the following theorem.

Theorem 7. Let the conditions of Theorem 5 hold. Then,

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E [W1(γk, γss(uk))] ≤

√√√√ 1

6L2

(
8(Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗)

ηT
+
4LMη

nmb

)
+O

(
1√
T

)
=O

(
1

T
1
4

)
. (24)

In Theorem 7, we characterize the convergence of the distribution dynamics (3) via the average expected
Wasserstein distance between the current distribution γk and the corresponding steady-state distribution
γss(uk). Similar to (21), the upper bound in (24) also depends on the number of iterations, the step size, and
other problem and algorithm specific constants. As the number of iterations grows, the average expected
Wasserstein distance becomes closer to zero, implying that the dynamic distribution approaches the steady-
state distribution in the long run. This convergence plays an important role in optimality certificates that
couple the distribution dynamics (3) and the algorithm (9), see the discussions below Theorems 3 and 5.

We remark that the Wasserstein metric for the distribution dynamics (3) in Theorem 7 is of the same order
as the average expected gradient norm

∑T−1
k=0 E[∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥]/T rather than the average expected second

moment of gradients in Theorem 5. Given the analogy between optimization and sampling, readers may
wonder why the convergence rate (24) does not match the O(1/

√
T ) rate of Langevin dynamics for sampling

from a target distribution [see, e.g., Chau et al., 2021]. Apart from the distinction in problem setups, another
major reason for this difference in convergence rates lies in the coupling of the distribution dynamics (3)
and the algorithm (9). As characterized by (17), the incurred cumulative Wasserstein distance is related to
the second moments of gradients. Since the nonconvex objective of problem (6) limits the achievable order
of the average second moment (namely, O(1/

√
T ), see Theorem 5), the order of the average Wasserstein

distance between distributions is also restricted.

4.3 Optimality with high probability

The convergence guarantee in Theorem 5 holds in expectation. It reflects the average performance pertain-
ing to the interplay between the stochastic algorithm (9) and the distribution dynamics (3). However, some
cases (e.g., with constraints on computational resources or time) allow only a single trial or a few trials
of the stochastic algorithm, rendering the occurrence of an extreme outcome a key concern, particularly in
high-stakes scenarios, such as elections motivated in Example 1. In this regard, another angle for character-
izing algorithmic and distributional behaviors is convergence with high probability. Our goal is to quantify
the confidence level that a stochastic algorithm yields satisfactory solutions when applied to distribution
dynamics after a single trial involving many iterations.

To establish high-probability guarantees, we need an assumption that differs from Assumption 4 and is
instead related to the distribution of the gradient noise. Recall from (12) in Lemma 1 that the mini-batch
gradient ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk) is an unbiased estimate of the approximate gradient ∇̂kΦ̃(uk). Let

ξk = ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk)− ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) (25)

be the noise in ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) relative to ∇̂kΦ̃(uk). Hence, E [ξk|Fk−1] = 0, where Fk−1 is the σ-algebra

generated by ∇̂0
mbΦ̃(u0), . . . , ∇̂

k−1
mb Φ̃(uk−1). Specifically, we assume that ξk is sub-Gaussian, i.e., with
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a tail dominated by the tail of a Gaussian distribution. This specification is formalized by the following
assumption.

Assumption 5. When conditioned on Fk−1, the noise ξk (25) is sub-Gaussian, i.e., there exists σmb > 0
such that for any uk ∈ Rn,

E
[
exp

(
∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

) ∣∣∣∣Fk−1

]
≤ exp(1). (26)

Compared to Assumption 4 on the variance, Assumption 5 specifies that the gradient noise ξk is light-
tailed. Building on Jensen’s inequality (i.e., ∀X ∈ R, exp(E[X]) ≤ E[exp(X)]), Assumption 5 implies that
the variance of ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk) admits a constant upper bound σ2
mb, which is a bit stronger than Assumption 4.

In practice, Assumption 5 can be satisfied when the noise in the sample gradient corresponding to each
individual is sub-Gaussian, or when the mini-batch size nmb is large enough so that the central limit theorem
ensures that ξk is close to Gaussian. Such light-tailed sub-Gaussian noises are considered in Harvey et al.
[2019], Li and Orabona [2020] to analyze the behaviors of stochastic gradient descent for static problems.
Further, self-normalized concentration inequalities provide a promising avenue for handling heavy-tailed
(e.g., sub-Weibull) noises, see Madden et al. [2024], Li and Liu [2022].

We establish the high-probability guarantee of our stochastic algorithm (9) when applied to the distribu-
tion dynamics (3). The involved variables, parameters, and constants are the same as those in Theorem 5.
The proof leverages the characterization of the cumulative squared Wasserstein distances in Theorem 3 and
some high-probability bounds on terms involving ξk.

Theorem 8. Suppose that Assumptions 1 to 3 and 5 hold. Let η be chosen such that

0 < η ≤ 1√
T

·min

(
1

6L
,

√
1− ρ1
21ρ2L2

)
. (27)

The stochastic algorithm (9) applied to the distribution dynamics (3) guarantees that for any fixed τ ∈ (0, 1),
with probability at least 1− τ ,

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 ≤
16(Φ̃(u0)− Φ̃∗)

ηT
+ 24ηLσ2

mb

(
1 + ln

2

τ

)
+O

(
1

T

(
1 + ln

1

τ

))
. (28)

By selecting η as the upper bound in (27), the order of the right-hand side of (28) is

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 = O
(

1√
T

(
1 + ln

1

τ

))
.

The upper bound on the step size in (27) is of the same order as that of (20) in Theorem 5, although
constant coefficients differ. In the stochastic optimization literature [Ghadimi and Lan, 2013, Bottou et al.,
2018], this bound is typically set as a function of the number of iterations to characterize the convergence
rate. The convergence measure in Theorem 8 is still the average second moment of gradients. In contrast to
Theorem 5, however, the measure here does not involve expectation anymore. The upper bound (28) scales
inversely with the square root of the number of iterations T . Moreover, it features a logarithmic dependence
on the inverse of the failure probability τ . This dependence is favorable particularly when the desired
confidence level is high, i.e., when τ is small. For example, τ = 10−4 leads to ln 1

τ = 4, which translates to
a moderate increase in magnitude. Hence, under the appropriate Assumption 5, similar convergence results
as Theorem 5 also hold with high probability.

Analogous to Theorem 7, we offer a high-probability characterization of the convergence of the distri-
bution dynamics (3) when driven by a decision-maker as per (9).
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Theorem 9. Let the conditions of Theorem 8 hold. For any fixed τ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− τ ,

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk)) ≤
√

1
6L2

(
16(Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗)

ηT +24ηLσ2
mb

(
1+ln 2

τ

))
+O

(
1

T
1
2

√
1+ln 1

τ

)
. (29)

By choosing η as the upper bound in (27), the order of the right-hand side of (29) is

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk)) = O

(
1

T
1
4

√
1 + ln

1

τ

)
.

Theorem 9 ensures that with high probability, the average Wasserstein distance between the current
distribution and the associated steady-state distribution approaches zero at a rate of O(1/T

1
4 ) as the number

of iterations T increases. Moreover, the upper bound on this average distance exhibits a polylogarithmic
dependence on the inverse of the failure probability τ . Overall, the distributions γk and γss(uk) are close on
average with high probability.

4.4 Generalization in a finite-sample regime

In this subsection, we examine a finite-sample regime, where access is limited to a specific set of samples
rather than allowing unrestricted sampling from the full distribution as in problem (6). When applied in
this context, the stochastic algorithm (9) yields decisions that essentially optimize an empirical objective
associated with these samples. We are interested in the generalization guarantees on how such decisions
perform in the problem involving the overall distribution.

This setup is of interest from an application perspective. Various reasons, e.g., the strategy of seeding
trials or the restricted sampling due to privacy concerns, may cause us to only work with specific samples
from the distribution. Yet, we hope the decisions obtained from analyzing these finite samples can gener-
alize to the distribution-level problem. We will show how our distributional perspective allows seamless
integration of the measure concentration argument [Fournier and Guillin, 2015] into performance analysis,
thus facilitating generalization guarantees.

The distributions of the initial state and the exogenous input are µ0 and µd, respectively. Moreover,
let p10, . . . , p

N
0 ∼ µ0 and d1, . . . , dN ∼ µd be independent and identically distributed samples drawn from

these distributions, where N ∈ N+ is the total number of samples. The empirical distributions of the
initial state and the exogenous input are µN

0 = 1
N

∑N
i=1 δpi0

and µN
d = 1

N

∑N
i=1 δdi , respectively. At

every time k, the decision affects the overall distribution µk as per (3) and in turn influences the resulting
empirical distribution µN

k . In a finite-sample regime, the empirical distribution µN
k rather than the full

distribution µk is accessible for sampling. For this setting, the online stochastic algorithm (9) generates
decisions {uN0 , . . . , uNT−1} that solve the following finite-sample empirical problem

min
u∈Rn

1

N

N∑
i=1

Φ(u, piss) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Φ(u, h(u, di)) ≜ Φ̃N (u). (30)

Our focus is on establishing generalization guarantees on the performance of the decisions {uN0 , . . . , uNT−1}
in the distribution-level problem (6).

Theorem 5 allows us to characterize the stationarity of decisions concerned with the empirical objective
Φ̃N in (30). In terms of the distribution-level performance, however, we center on the stationarity in the sense
of Φ̃ in (7), i.e., the reduced objective of problem (6). To this end, we leverage the following decomposition

∥∇Φ̃(uNk )∥2 ≤ 2 ∥∇Φ̃(uNk )−∇Φ̃N (uNk )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

+2 ∥∇Φ̃N (uNk )∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

. (31)
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The left-hand side of (31) is the squared norm of the gradient ∇Φ̃(uNk ), which reflects the quality of deci-
sions for the distribution-level problem (6). Term 1 in (31) is the squared norm of the difference between
the empirical gradient ∇Φ̃N and the gradient ∇Φ̃, and it represents the generalization error [Li and Liu,
2022]. Term 2 in (31) is the squared norm of the empirical gradient, constituting the optimization error for
the empirical problem (30).

The following lemma gives a high-probability bound on the generalization error averaged over iterations.
It is built on the measure concentration result derived in Wasserstein distances, see Fournier and Guillin
[2015, Theorem 2]. Recall that r is the size of the exogenous input d.

Lemma 10. Let Assumptions 1 to 3 hold. Suppose that there exist θ > 1 and κ > 0 such that Eθ,κ(µd) ≜∫
Rr e

κ|x|θ dµd(x) is finite. For any fixed τ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− τ
2 , the decisions {uN0 , . . . , uNT−1}

satisfy

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uNk )−∇Φ̃N (uNk )∥2 ≤L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P )+1

)2 (
1

c2N
ln
(
2c1
τ

)) 2
r
, if N ≥ 1

c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
,

L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P )+1

)2 (
1

c2N
ln
(
2c1
τ

)) 2
θ
, if 1 ≤ N < 1

c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
,

where c1 and c2 are positive constants that only depend on r, θ, κ, and Eθ,κ(µd).

The finite moment condition (namely, on Eθ,κ(µd)) in Lemma 10 specifies the degree to which the
distribution µd is light-tailed. This condition is common in the literature [Fournier and Guillin, 2015, Kuhn
et al., 2024]. Lemma 10 encompass both the low-data and high-data regimes.

We now characterize the generalization performance of our stochastic algorithm (9). We focus on the
decisions {uN0 , . . . , uNT−1} obtained by the algorithm (9) in solving the finite-sample problem (30), with the
mini-batch size nmb satisfying 1 ≤ nmb ≤ N . The quality of these decisions is evaluated by the average
second moment of gradients of the objective Φ̃, which involves the distributions µ0 and µd and is associated
with problem (6). Note that r is the size of d, θ > 1 is a constant present in Eθ,κ(µd), and c1 and c2 are
constants specified in Lemma 10.

Theorem 11. Let Assumptions 1 to 4 and the conditions of Lemma 10 hold. Consider the use of the stochas-
tic algorithm (9) to solve the finite-sample problem (30), with the step size chosen by (27). Let τ ∈ (0, 1) be
fixed. When N ≥ 1

c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
, with probability at least 1− τ ,

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uNk )∥2 ≤2L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P )+1

)2( 1

c2N
ln

(
2c1
τ

)) 2
r

+
32(Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗)

ηT
+ 48ηLσ2

mb

(
1 + ln

4

τ

)
+O

(
1

T

(
1 + ln

1

τ

))
,

and the overall order is

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uNk )∥2 = O

(
1

N
2
r

(
ln

1

τ

) 2
r

)
+O

(
1√
T

(
1 + ln

1

τ

))
.

When 1 ≤ N < 1
c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
, with probability at least 1− τ ,

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uNk )∥2 ≤2L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P )+1

)2( 1

c2N
ln

(
2c1
τ

)) 2
θ
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+
32(Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗)

ηT
+ 48ηLσ2

mb

(
1 + ln

4

τ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼O((1+ln(1/τ))/
√
T)

+O
(
1

T

(
1 + ln

1

τ

))
.

Theorem 11 quantifies how the performance measure (i.e., the average second moment of the gradient
∇Φ̃(uNk )) scales polynomially with the number of samples N and the number of iterations T , as well
as polylogarithmically with the inverse of the specified failure probability τ . As N and T increase, this
performance measure approaches zero. It implies that the decisions {uN0 , . . . , uNT−1} arising from the finite-
sample problem (30) generalize to the distribution-level problem (6).

5 Case Studies

We present two case studies to demonstrate how decision dependence in stochastic optimization can be
effectively addressed with our algorithm. The first case study delineates Example 1 in opinion dynamics and
involves continuous population distributions. The second example originates from a recommender system
context and focuses on discrete distributions over the probability simplex. Our code is publicly available1.

5.1 Affinity maximization in a polarized population

We revisit Example 1 and consider the interaction of an opportunistic party and a polarized dynamic popu-
lation. While the case study is streamlined, a relevant real-world example is the U.S. presidential election
[Yang et al., 2020]. The ideological position of a party causes a shift in the position of each individual in
the population. This party focuses on picking an ideology to gain the most votes. A tractable proxy for this
goal is to maximize the steady-state population-wide affinities.

The shift of the individual position is described by the following polarized dynamics model adapted
from Hązła et al. [2024], Gaitonde et al. [2021]

p̃k+1 = λpk + (1− λ)p0 + σ · (p⊤k q)q, pk+1 =
p̃k+1

∥p̃k+1∥
, p0 ∼ µ0, ∥p0∥ = 1, k ∈ N, (32)

where pk ∈ Rm is the position of an individual at time k, q ∈ Rm is the ideological position of the party,
λ ∈ [0, 1] is a coefficient for blending the current and initial positions, σ > 0 regulates the position evolution,
and µ0 is the distribution of initial positions. In (32), the term (1 − λ)p0 captures the persistent influence
of the initial position p0, which is also present in the classical linear Friedkin-Johnsen model [Proskurnikov
and Tempo, 2017]. The closer λ is to 1, the more an individual sticks to her initial position. Thanks to the
normalization step, the position pk is of unit norm. The coefficients λ and σ are the same for each individual,
and therefore the overall population is homogeneous.

The polarized dynamics (32) feature biased assimilation [Dean and Morgenstern, 2022]. If a specific
individual prefers an ideology q (i.e., p⊤k q > 0), then her position will move closer to q. Conversely,
if the ideology is disliked (i.e., p⊤k q < 0), then her position will instead move away from q, or more
specifically, closer to −q. As illustrated in Fig. 2, the polarized dynamics (32) admit a steady-state position
pss = h(q, p0), and the location of pss relative to q depends on the angle between p0 and q and the coefficients
λ and σ. The affinity of an individual towards an ideology q at time k is given by the inner product p⊤k q. We
formalize the properties of the polarized dynamics (32) in the following theorem.

Theorem 12. For a fixed ideology q, the dynamics (32) admit a unique steady state pss such that p̃ss =
λpss + (1 − λ)p0 + σ · (p⊤ssq)q, pss = p̃ss/∥p̃ss∥. As λ ∈ [0, 1] and σ > 0 increase, pss becomes closer to

1https://github.com/zyhe/distribution-dynamics-opt
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pss p0

q

(a) Not influenced (p⊤0 q = 0)

pssp0

q

(b) Acute angle remains
(p⊤0 q > 0)

pss
p0

q
(c) Obtuse angle remains

(p⊤0 q < 0)

Figure 2: The polarized dynamics (32) admit a unique steady state depending on the sign of p⊤0 q.

q (meaning p⊤ssq > p⊤0 q) when p⊤0 q > 0, and to −q (meaning p⊤ssq < p⊤0 q) when p⊤0 q < 0, indicating a
stronger steering ability. The steady-state sensitivity ∇qh(q, p0) is

∇qh(q, p0) = −σ
(
p⊤ssqI + pssq

⊤
)
(I − pssp

⊤
ss)
[
(λI + σqq⊤)(I − pssp

⊤
ss)− ∥p̃ss∥I

]−1
. (33)

To align with the majority and gain the most votes, the party aims to find an ideology q that optimizes
the steady-state population-wide affinities:

max
q∈Rm

Ep∼µss(q)[p
⊤q]

s.t. µss(q) = h(q, ·)#µ0,

∥q∥ ≤ 1,

(34)

where µss(q) is the steady-state distribution induced by q, and the randomness is due to the persistent influ-
ence of the stochastic initial position acting as an exogenous input d in (3). In (34), the norm constraint on
q represents restrictions (e.g., of resources or social norms) and ensures that the optimal solution to (34) is
bounded.

As established in Dean and Morgenstern [2022, Proposition 1], when λ = 1 (i.e., the initial position
disappears from (32)), then for a constant ideology q, pss = q if p⊤0 q > 0, and pss = −q if p⊤0 q < 0. In this
case, the goal of individual affinity maximization is trivial: the key is to identify the hemisphere of p0 and
then stick to some q that ensures p⊤0 q > 0 [Dean and Morgenstern, 2022]. Then, the maximum achievable
affinity equals 1. However, for the general case that involves λ ∈ [0, 1) and unknown p0 and extends from
the individual to the population, affinity maximization is not straightforward anymore, and a systematic
means of searching for q is required.

Problem (34) entails the underlying distribution dynamics (32). In practice, the difficulty of accessing
an accurate dynamics model and the need for real-time decision-making can render the steady-state distri-
bution µss(q) elusive, thereby inhibiting offline numerical pipelines that rely on the formula or samples of
µss(q). One online strategy to solve problem (34) is applying a stochastic algorithm in the style of perfor-
mative prediction [Hardt and Mendler-Dünner, 2023], see the discussions in Section 1.3. This algorithm
exploits repeated sampling and retraining but is unaware of the composite structure wherein the steady-state
distribution of positions depends on the ideology. The update rule of such a vanilla online algorithm is

qk+1 = Proj∥q∥≤1

(
qk +

η

nmb

nmb∑
i=1

pik

)
, (35)

where Proj∥q∥≤1(·) denotes the projection onto the norm ball {q ∈ Rm | ∥q∥ ≤ 1}. This form of projected
gradient ascent is due to maximization in (34). For comparison, we leverage the proposed online stochastic
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Figure 3: This figure illustrates the convergence behaviors of our online stochastic algorithm (37) (termed
“composite”) and the vanilla algorithm (35) (termed “vanilla”) oblivious of the composite structure due to
decision dependence. The solid lines represent the average values of convergence measures, whereas the
shaded areas indicate the ranges of change in various independent trials.

algorithm (9) interacting with the distribution dynamics (32) with the following adjustments. First, we add
a projection step within iterations to satisfy the norm constraint ∥q∥ ≤ 1. Second, we use real-time samples
to construct in an online manner the sensitivity Ĥ(qk, pk) of the dynamics (32), namely,

Ĥ(qk, pk) = −σ
(
p⊤k qkI + pkq

⊤
k

)
(I − pkp

⊤
k )
[
(λI + σqkq

⊤
k )(I − pkp

⊤
k )− ∥p̃k∥I

]−1
, (36)

where p̃k = λpk+(1−λ)p0+σ · (p⊤k qk)qk. The difference of (36) compared to (33) lies in the replacement
of pss with the current position pk. Overall, our online stochastic algorithm (9) tailored to (34) reads

qk+1 = Proj∥q∥≤1

(
qk +

η

nmb

nmb∑
i=1

(
pik + Ĥ(qk, p

i
k)qk

))
. (37)

Here the ascent-based update corresponds to maximization in (34).
In experiments, we set pk and q to be 20-dimensional vectors, i.e., m = 20. We generate a population

of 1000 individuals and sample their initial positions from a unit hemisphere in the 20-dimensional space,
i.e., the set of unit vectors that form an angle not more than 90◦ with a randomly generated reference vector.
Regarding the parameters in the distribution dynamics (32) and the stochastic algorithms (35) and (37), we
set the coefficients λ = 0.4, σ = 0.5, the step size η = 5 × 10−3, and the mini-batch size nmb = 50.
As a benchmark, we use the optimizer IPOPT [Wächter and Biegler, 2006] to calculate a (locally) optimal
solution q∗ and the corresponding optimal value related to problem (34). This optimizer starts from a random
initial guess and accesses all the parameters and data across the population. In practice, however, such full
access can be prohibitive, and our online algorithm (37) is more desirable. We run 20 independent trials of
the online stochastic algorithms (35) and (37).

Fig. 3 illustrates the evolution of average affinities across the population when different algorithms
interact with the dynamics (32) and solve problem (34). While using the same step size, our algorithm
(37) exhibits a faster convergence rate, achieves a lower optimality gap, and attains a smaller distance to
the optimal solution compared to the vanilla algorithm (35). The key reason stems from the algorithmic
structure. The vanilla algorithm (35) is oblivious to the composite characteristic of problem (34) and solely
focuses on adaptation. In contrast, our algorithm (37) takes into account the composite problem structure
and actively regulates the shift of distribution dynamics (32), thereby attaining more favorable optimality
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(c) Histogram induced by the optimal solu-
tion q∗ obtained via IPOPT

Figure 4: This figure illustrates the histograms of the angles between the position and the decision across
the population. Initially, the angles are largely concentrated in [80◦, 100◦], implying the average population-
wide affinity is close to zero. In the end (i.e., when the population reaches the steady state), these angles
mostly fall into [40◦, 80◦], which indicates that the average affinity becomes positive.

guarantees. We remark that the non-vanishing errors in Fig. 3 are due to the variance of the stochastic sample
collected during iterations. Further experiments confirm that a larger mini-batch size nmb and a smaller (or
diminishing) step size η contribute to a lower asymptotic value of the convergence measure.

The above convergence behaviors are also linked with the histograms of the angles between the position
and the decision across the population, see Fig. 4. Since the objective function of (34) is an inner product
of the position p and the decision q, the angle between p and q is a useful indicator of the sign and the
value of the inner product p⊤q. As shown in Fig. 4, the initial angles are largely distributed in [80◦, 100◦],
rendering the average population-wide affinity close to zero. The optimal solution returned by IPOPT and
the solutions obtained by the vanilla algorithm (35) and our algorithm (37) all result in a final configuration
wherein most angles fall into [40◦, 80◦]. Hence, the final average affinity is positive. Since the vanilla
algorithm (35) focuses less on steering the distribution, in Fig. 4a, there are relatively more final angles in
[90◦, 115◦], which accounts for a smaller affinity and a larger optimality gap as shown in Fig. 3. In contrast,
the solution found by our algorithm (37) induces a nearly identical population-wide behavior as the ground
truth.

5.2 Performance optimization given discrete choice distributions

Section 5.1 is concerned with affinity maximization involving continuous population distributions. In
contrast, we now consider decision-making given discrete distributions lying in the probability simplex
∆m = {p ∈ Rm|1⊤p = 1, 0 ≤ pi ≤ 1, i = 1, . . . ,m}, where m ∈ N+. This setting is motivated by a
recommender system scenario, where a user selects a specific item (e.g., product, movie, or plan) from a set
of candidates, and the choice model is characterized by a discrete distribution in ∆m. The recommender
aims to optimize certain performance measures (e.g., of gain and diversity) by interacting with this user and
adjusting its decision. This setting is also related to the multi-armed bandit problem, in that the user action
described by a choice distribution p ∈ ∆m incurs performance feedback determined by the decision-maker.

We consider the following distribution dynamics

pk+1 = λ1pk + λ2 softmax(−ϵq) + (1− λ1 − λ2)p0, k ∈ N, (38)

where pk ∈ ∆m denotes the choice distribution at time k, q ∈ Rm is a decision vector whose element
represents, e.g., the price or loss of each item in a set, λ1, λ2 ∈ [0, 1) are combination coefficients, and the
i-th element of softmax(−ϵq) is given by exp(−ϵqi)/

∑m
i=1 exp(−ϵqi), where ϵ > 0 is a coefficient, and

i = 1, . . . ,m. The term softmax(−ϵq) gives a distribution consisting of probabilities proportional to the
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exponentials of −ϵq. One interpretation of this softmax operation is that an item i entailing a low price qi is
selected with a high probability. Similar to (32), the last term of (38) captures the persistent influence of the
initial choice distribution. The steady-state distribution of (38) given a fixed decision q is

pss =
λ2

1− λ1
softmax(−ϵq) +

1− λ1 − λ2

1− λ1
p0 ≜ h(q, p0). (39)

The recommender pursues maximizing its expected gain while preserving diversity, subject to certain
budget requirements. This is formalized by the following problem

max
q∈Rm

p⊤q + ρ

m∑
i=1

pi log pi ≜ Φ(q, p)

s.t. p = h(q, p0),

1⊤q = b,

0 ≤ qi ≤ q.

(40)

In problem (40), the first term p⊤q of the objective function represents the expected value given the steady-
state discrete distribution p = h(q, p0), see also (39). This term indicates the expected price paid by the
user, or conversely, the expected gain of the recommender. The second term of the objective is an entropy
regularization with the coefficient ρ > 0, and its purpose is to promote diversity by favoring the distribution p
with a high entropy. The remaining constraints of problem (40) specify budget requirements of the decision
q, where b, q > 0 are constants.

Problem (40) involves the underlying distribution dynamics (38). An offline numerical solver hinges on
an explicit and accurate model of (38) and requires sufficient waiting time for pk to converge to its steady
state pss, which can be restrictive in practice. To solve problem (40) in an online fashion, the vanilla algo-
rithm, which is of the style of performative prediction [Hardt and Mendler-Dünner, 2023] and is oblivious
to the composite problem structure, reads as follows

qk+1 = ProjC(qk + ηpk), (41)

where ProjC(·) denotes the projection to the simplex C = {q ∈ Rm|1⊤q = b, 0 ≤ qi ≤ q}, and η > 0 is the
step size. Another choice is the following derivative-free algorithm [Zhang et al., 2022]

qk+1 = ProjC

(
qk + η

m

δ
(Φ(qk + δvk, pk)− Φ(qk−1 + δvk−1, pk−1))vk

)
, (42)

where η > 0 is the step size, m is the dimension of qk, δ > 0 is the smoothing parameter, vk, vk−1 are
independent random vectors uniformly sampled from the unit sphere in Rm, and Φ(qk + δvk, pk) is the
objective value evaluated at time k. Algorithm (42) exploits bandit feedback of the objective, and a similar
version of (42) is adopted in Miller et al. [2021], Ray et al. [2022]. In contrast, our algorithm taking into
account the composite structure due to decision dependence is

qk+1 = ProjC

(
qk + η

(
pk +Hk(qk + ρ(1 + log pk)

))
. (43)

In (43), η > 0 is the step size, and the distribution sensitivity Hk (independent of pk and p0) is

Hk = ∇qh(qk, p0) = − ϵλ2

1− λ1
·
(1⊤zk) diag(zk)− zkz

⊤
k

(1⊤zk)2
,

where the vector zk ∈ Rm is given by exp(−ϵqk), and diag(zk) denotes a diagonal matrix with zk as its
diagonal elements. The ascent-based updates in (41), (42), and (43) are due to maximization in (40). Since
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(b) Relative distance to the optimal solution q∗

Figure 5: This figure illustrates the convergence behaviors of the algorithm (41) (labeled “vanilla”) unaware
of the composite problem structure, the derivative-free algorithm (42) (labeled “derivative-free”), and our
online stochastic algorithm (43) (labeled “composite”).

the recommender interacts directly with a single user and does not require multiple samples, the update (43)
differs slightly from (9), although both are grounded in the same principle.

In experiments, the vectors p for the choice distribution and the decision q are 100-dimensional vectors,
i.e., m = 100. In terms of the distribution dynamics (38), we set λ1 = 0.2, λ2 = 0.5, and ϵ = 0.5. In
problem (40), we set the regularization coefficient ρ = 0.1, the budget b = 250, and the upper bound
q = 5. For both algorithms (41) and (43), we select the step size η = 0.5. For the algorithm (42), we set
η = 0.1, δ = 2 and run 20 independent trials. We use IPOPT [Wächter and Biegler, 2006] to calculate
the optimal value and the optimal point of problem (40) in an offline manner as benchmarks. However, as
discussed earlier, numerical solvers can be restrictive in practice when the dynamics model (38) is inaccurate
and real-time decision-making is necessary.

Fig. 5 shows the convergence results of online algorithms (41), (42), and (43) while interacting with the
dynamics (38) to solve problem (40). The vanilla algorithm (41) is online in nature, and therefore it adapts
to the changing distribution (38), eventually reaching a fixed-point solution. However, this algorithm suffers
from significant sub-optimality, because it neglects the composite problem structure where the steady-state
distribution is a function of the decision. The derivative-free algorithm (42) converges slowly due to the
stochasticity of gradient estimates. In contrast, our algorithm (43) respects the composite structure by lever-
aging distribution sensitivities and regulating the shift of the choice distribution. Consequently, it attains a
significantly higher solution accuracy. We remark that compared to Fig. 3 in Section 5.1, the curves of algo-
rithms (41) and (43) in Fig. 5 do not exhibit stochastic oscillations, because we no longer resort to samples
of a population distribution for mini-batch gradients.

The aforementioned difference in solution quality also causes the discrepancy in the evolution of the
Wasserstein distances W1(pk, pss(q

∗)) between the dynamic choice distribution pk and the steady-state dis-
tribution pss(q

∗) induced by the optimal decision q∗ via IPOPT. Fig. 6 illustrates such a difference in
W1(pk, pss(q

∗)). Overall, these distances converge, thanks to the stable distribution dynamics (38) and the
convergence of the algorithms to fixed decisions. We note that the vanilla algorithm (41) and the derivative-
free algorithm (42) bring about biased final choice distributions, whereas our algorithm (43) drives the
distribution to asymptotically converge to pss(q

∗) corresponding to the optimal decision. As pointed out
earlier, this major difference is due to our algorithmic structure, which explicitly addresses the composite
problem characteristic resulting from decision dependence.

25



0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000
Number of iterations

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

100

W
1
(p
k
,p

ss
(q
∗ )

)

vanilla
derivative-free
composite

Figure 6: This figure demonstrates the evolution of the Wasserstein distances W1(pk, pss(q
∗)) between the

choice distributions pk and pss(q
∗). The legends “vanilla”, “derivative-free”, and “composite” correspond to

algorithms (41), (42), and (43), respectively.

6 Conclusion

We formulated a decision-dependent stochastic optimization problem, where the dependence originates from
the closed-loop interaction between a decision-maker and a dynamically evolving distribution. We presented
an online stochastic algorithm that leverages samples from the dynamic distribution, takes into account
the composite structure of the problem by anticipating the sensitivity of the distribution with respect to
the decision, and shapes the overall distribution to inform optimal decision-making. We established the
optimality guarantees of the proposed algorithm both in expectation and with high probability. Furthermore,
we quantified the generalization performance in a finite-sample regime with an empirical distribution.

Future directions include but are not limited to i) addressing constraints related to the decision and
the distribution (represented by, e.g., bounds on risk measures), ii) analyzing a game-theoretic scenario
where multiple decision-makers interact with a dynamic distribution, and iii) developing model-free meth-
ods (through, e.g., derivative-free optimization) that bypass the need for sensitivity matrices of distribution
dynamics. We hope this work sparks further advances at the intersection of machine learning, stochastic
optimization, and nonlinear control.
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A Useful Lemmas

First, we present a lemma that establishes the upper and lower bounds of the weighted norm.

Lemma 13. Let x ∈ Rm and P ∈ Rm×m be positive definite. Then,√
λmin(P )∥x∥ ≤ ∥x∥P ≤

√
λmax(P )∥x∥. (44)

26



Proof. For a positive definite matrix P , both λmax(P )I − P and P − λmin(P )I are positive semidefinite.
Hence, for any x ∈ Rm, λmax(P )x⊤x− x⊤Px ≥ 0 and x⊤Px− λmin(P )x⊤x ≥ 0. By rearranging terms
and taking the square root, we know that (44) holds.

Some implications of Lemma 13 are as follows. If a function Ψ : Rm → R is LΨ-Lipschitz with respect
to ∥ · ∥P , then it is LΨ

√
λmax(P )-Lipschitz with respect to ∥ · ∥. Conversely, if Ψ is L′

Ψ-Lipschitz with
respect to ∥ · ∥, then it is L′

Ψ/
√

λmin(P )-Lipschitz with respect to ∥ · ∥P .
The following lemma provides upper bounds related to the square of a nonnegative sequence.

Lemma 14. Suppose that a nonnegative sequence (ak)k∈N satisfies ak+1 ≤ cak + bk, ∀k ∈ N, where
c ∈ (0, 1), ak, bk ∈ R. Then,

a2k+1 ≤
1 + c2

2
a2k +

1 + c2

1− c2
b2k, (45a)

T−1∑
k=0

a2k ≤ 2

1− c2

(
a20 +

1 + c2

1− c2

T−1∑
k=0

b2k

)
. (45b)

Proof. We establish a recursive inequality of (a2k)k∈N as follows

a2k+1 ≤ c2a2k + 2cakbk + b2k ≤ c2a2k +
1− c2

2
a2k +

2c2

1− c2
b2k + b2k,

where the last inequality holds because 2ab ≤ t2a2 + b2

t2
,∀a, b ∈ R, t > 0. Hence, (45a) is proved. We sum

up both sides of (45a) for k = 0, . . . , T − 1 and obtain

T∑
k=1

a2k ≤ 1 + c2

2

T−1∑
k=0

a2k +
1 + c2

1− c2

T−1∑
k=0

b2k.

It follows that

1− c2

2

T−1∑
k=0

a2k ≤ a20 − a2T +
1 + c2

1− c2

T−1∑
k=0

b2k ≤ a20 +
1 + c2

1− c2

T−1∑
k=0

b2k.

We multiply both sides of the above inequality by 2/(1− c2) and arrive at (45b).

We present a useful inequality relating the arithmetic and quadratic means. It can be proved by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality or Jensen’s inequality.

Lemma 15. Consider K ∈ N+ real numbers X1, . . . , XK ∈ R. Then, 1
K

∑K
i=1Xi ≤

√∑K
i=1 X

2
i

K .

The following lemma uses the Wasserstein distance between distributions to give an upper bound on the
difference between the expectations of a Lipschitz function under these distributions. It is a corollary of the
Kantorovich–Rubinstein theorem [Villani, 2009, Particular case 5.16].

Lemma 16 (Perdomo et al. [2020, Lemma D.4]). Consider a metric space (Rm, c). Let µ, ν ∈ P1(Rm),
and let Ψ : Rm → Rn be LΨ-Lipschitz, i.e., ∀x, y ∈ Rm, ∥Ψ(x) − Ψ(y)∥ ≤ LΨc(x, y). With W1(µ, ν)
defined by (2), we have

∥Ep∼µ[Ψ(p)]− Ep∼ν [Ψ(p)]∥ ≤ LΨW1(µ, ν). (46)

Next, we present Hölder’s inequality for probability measures. It enables us to bound the expectation of
the product of random variables.
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Lemma 17 (Hölder’s inequality). Consider K ∈ N+ random variables X1, . . . , XK ∈ R. Let constants

p1, . . . , pK > 0 satisfy
∑K

i=1 1/pi = 1. Then, E
[∣∣∣∏N

i=1Xi

∣∣∣] ≤∏N
i=1 (E [|Xi|pi ])

1
pi .

For a set of random variables endowed with tail bounds, we can quantify the probability that their sums
do not exceed a certain threshold, as discussed in the following lemma.

Lemma 18. Suppose that K ∈ N+ random variables Xi ∈ R satisfy Pr (Xi ≤ ai) ≥ 1 − τi, where
i ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, with constants ai ∈ R and τi ∈ (0, 1) such that

∑K
i=1 τi ∈ (0, 1). Then, we obtain

Pr
(∑K

i=1Xi ≤
∑K

i=1 ai

)
≥ 1−

∑K
i=1 τi.

Proof. Let Ai denote the event that Xi ≤ ai. Its complementary event Ac
i is Xi > ai. The condition of the

lemma implies that ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,K},Pr (Ac
i ) ≤ τi. Then,

Pr

(
K⋃
i=1

Ac
i

)
(a.1)
≤

K∑
i=1

Pr (Ac
i ) ≤

K∑
i=1

τi,

where (a.1) follows from Boole’s inequality. Consequently,

Pr

(
K∑
i=1

Xi ≤
K∑
i=1

ai

)
(a.1)
≥ Pr

(
K⋂
i=1

Ai

)
= 1− Pr

(
K⋃
i=1

Ac
i

)
≥ 1−

K∑
i=1

τi,

where (a.1) holds because the event Xi ≤ ai,∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,K} implies that
∑K

i=1Xi ≤
∑K

i=1 ai, but not
vice versa.

B Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Thanks to independent p10, . . . , p
nmb
0 , independent d1, . . . , dnmb , and the dynamics (3), the samples

p1k, . . . , p
nmb
k collected at time k are independent when conditioned on Fk−1. Hence, the mini-batch stochas-

tic gradient ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) given in (10) satisfies

E
[
∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)
∣∣Fk−1

]
=

1

nmb

nmb∑
i=1

E(pik,d
i)∼γk

[
∇uΦ(uk, p

i
k) +∇uh(uk, d

i)∇pΦ(uk, p
i
k)
∣∣Fk−1

]
= ∇̂kΦ̃(uk), (47)

where the last equality is due to (8). Furthermore, if Assumption 4 is satisfied,

Var
[
∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)
∣∣Fk−1

]
(a.1)
=

1

n2
mb

nmb∑
i=1

Var
[
∇uΦ(uk, p

i
k) +∇uh(uk, d

i)∇pΦ(uk, p
i
k)
∣∣Fk−1

]
(a.2)
=

M

nmb
+

MV

nmb
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2, (48)

where (a.1) holds because p1k, . . . , p
nmb
k are independent when conditioned on Fk−1, and for any random

variable ξ ∈ Rn and real number a ∈ R, Var[aξ] = E
[
∥aξ∥2

]
− ∥E[aξ]∥2 = a2Var[ξ]; (a.2) follows from

Assumption 4. Therefore,

E
[
∥∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)∥2
∣∣Fk−1

]
= Var

[
∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)
∣∣Fk−1

]
+
∥∥E[∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)
∣∣Fk−1]

∥∥2
≤ M

nmb
+

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2,

where the last inequality uses (47) and (48). Consequently, Lemma 1 is proved.
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C Proofs for Section 4.1

C.1 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. The joint distributions γk and γss(uk) lie in the metric space (Rm+r, c) with the metric c given by
(14). Hence,

W1(γk, γss(uk))
(a.1)
= inf

β∈Γ(α(p0,d),µd(d′))

∫
Rm×Rr×Rr

c
(
(f (k)(p0, d), d), (h(uk, d

′), d′)
)
dβ(p0, d, d

′)

(a.2)
≤
∫
Rm×Rr×Rr

c
(
(f (k)(p0, d), d

′), (h(uk, d), d
′)
)
d
(
(π1, π2, π2)#β̃

)
(p0, d, d

′)

(a.3)
=

∫
Rm×Rr×Rr

c
(
(f (k)(p0, d), d), (h(uk, d), d)

)
dβ̃(p0, d, d

′)

(a.4)
=

∫
Rm×Rr

c
(
(f (k)(p0, d), d), (h(uk, d), d)

)
dα(p0, d)

(a.5)
=

∫
Rm×Rr

∥∥∥f (k)(p0, d)− h(uk, d)
∥∥∥
P
dα(p0, d). (49)

In (49), (a.1) holds because f (k) and h are continuous and hence Borel maps, allowing us to use the property
of the pushforward operation, see Aolaritei et al. [2022, Proposition 3]. In (a.2), β̃ is a specific coupling
in Γ(α(p0, d), µd(d

′)), and π1 and π2 denote the projections on the first and second variables, respectively,
i.e., π1 : (p0, d, d

′) 7→ p0 and π2 : (p0, d, d
′) 7→ d. Consequently, the joint distribution of the first two

variables of
(
(π1, π2, π2)#β̃

)
(p0, d, d

′), namely (π1, π2)#β, is α, and the marginal distribution of the last
variable is µd. Since

(
(π1, π2, π2)#β̃

)
(p0, d) is also a coupling in Γ(α(p0, d), µd(d

′)), (a.2) is true. Further,
(a.3) invokes the change of variable formula for pushforward measures. Moreover, (a.4) follows from the
fact that the integrand is independent of d′, allowing the integration to be performed with respect to the joint
distribution α of p0 and d. Finally, (a.5) leverages the metric c in (14), where the distance related to the
second component is zero for the same d. Therefore, (15a) is proved.

We proceed to establish a recursive inequality of Vk. For any k ∈ N+,

Vk =

∫
Rm×Rr

∥∥∥f (k)(p0, d)− h(uk, d)
∥∥∥
P
dα(p0, d)

(a.1)
=

∫
Rm×Rr

∥∥∥f(f (k−1)(p0, d), uk, d
)
− f(h(uk, d), uk, d)

∥∥∥
P
dα(p0, d)

(a.2)
≤ Lp

f

∫
Rm×Rr

∥∥∥f (k−1)(p0, d)− h(uk, d)
∥∥∥
P
dα(p0, d)

(a.3)
≤ Lp

f

∫
Rm×Rr

∥f (k−1)(p0, d)−h(uk−1, d)∥P dα(p0, d)︸ ︷︷ ︸
1 =Vk−1

+ Lp
f

∫
Rm×Rr

∥h(uk−1, d)−h(uk, d)∥P dα(p0, d)︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

, (50)

where (a.1) is due to the distribution dynamics (3) and the steady state h(uk, d) satisfying the fixed-point
equation f(h(uk, d), uk, d) = h(uk, d); (a.2) leverages the property that f is Lp

f -Lipschitz in p, see Assump-
tion 1; (a.3) uses the triangle inequality. In (50), term 1 corresponds to Vk, and term 2 can be bounded
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from above by

2
(a.1)
≤
√
λmax(P )

∫
Rm×Rr

∥h(uk−1, d)− h(uk, d)∥ dα(p0, d)

(a.2)
≤ Lu

h

√
λmax(P )

∫
Rm×Rr

∥uk−1 − uk∥ dα(p0, d)

(a.3)
≤ Lu

h

√
λmax(P )∥uk − uk−1∥,

where (a.1) uses Lemma 13 in Appendix A; (a.2) follows from the fact that h is Lu
h-Lipschitz in u, see the

discussion below Assumption 1; (a.3) is due to
∫
1 dα(p0, d) = 1. We incorporate this upper bound into

(50) and prove (15b).
Finally, we demonstrate that the initial upper bound V0 on W1(γ0, γss(u0)) is finite. Note that

V0
(a.1)
=

∫
Rm×Rr

∥p0 − h(u0, d)∥P dα(p0, d)

(a.2)
≤
√
λmax(P )

∫
Rm×Rr

∥p0 − h(ud, d)∥ dα(p0, d)

(a.3)
≤
√
λmax(P )

(∫
Rm×Rr

∥p0∥ dα(p0, d) +
∫
Rm×Rr

∥h(u0, d)∥dα(p0, d)
)

(a.4)
≤
√
λmax(P )

(∫
Rm

∥p0∥dµ0(p0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

+

∫
Rr

∥h(u0, d)∥ dµd(d)︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

)
(51)

where (a.1) follows from the definition f (0)(p0, d) = p0; (a.2) uses Lemma 13 in Appendix A; (a.3) is
due to the triangle inequality; (a.4) holds because the integrands only depend on the corresponding random
variables and not on their joint distribution. In (51), term 1 is finite thanks to µ0 ∈ P1(Rm), implying that
µ0 admits a finite absolute moment. We now show that term 2 in (51) is finite. In fact,∫

Rr

∥h(u0, d)∥dµd(d)
(a.1)
≤
∫
Rr

∥h(u0, d)− h(u0, 0)∥dµd(d) +

∫
Rr

∥h(u0, 0)∥ dµd(d)

(a.2)
≤ Ld

h

∫
Rr

∥d∥ dµd(d) + ∥h(u0, 0)∥ < ∞,

where (a.1) invokes the triangle inequality, and (a.2) holds because h(u0, d) is Ld
h-Lipschitz in d and∫

Rr 1 dµd(d) = 1. We know that
∫
Rr ∥d∥dµd(d) is finite due to µd ∈ P1(Rr). Since both terms 1

and 2 in (51) are finite, the initial bound V0 is also finite.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. For any k ∈ N, the Wasserstein distance W1(γk, γss(uk)) is always nonnegative, because the metric c
given in (14) will not be negative. Therefore, the corresponding upper bound Vk is also nonnegative. Hence,
we start from (15b) in Lemma 2, apply (45b) in Lemma 14, and obtain

T−1∑
k=0

V 2
k ≤ V 2

0

1− ρ1
+

ρ2
1− ρ1

T∑
k=1

∥uk − uk−1∥2,
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where ρ1 and ρ2 are given in Theorem 3. The upper bound (15a) and the non-negativity of the Wasserstein
distance imply that 0 ≤ W1(γk, γss(uk)) ≤ Vk, which leads to

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2 ≤

T−1∑
k=0

V 2
k . (52)

Therefore, (16) holds. The update rule (9) indicates that uk − uk−1 = −η∇̂k−1
mb (uk−1). We incorporate this

expression into (16) and arrive at (17).

C.3 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. Let uk ∈ Rn be given. Consider the following function Ψ : Rm × Rr → Rn representing the full
gradient inside the expectations in (8) and (11)

Ψ(p, d) = ∇uΦ(uk, p) +∇uh(uk, d)∇pΦ(uk, p).

We now demonstrate that Ψ(p, d) is Lipschitz continuous in (p, d) with respect to the metric c defined in
(14). For any p1, p2 ∈ Rm and d1, d2 ∈ Rr,

∥Ψ(p1, d1)−Ψ(p2, d2)∥
(a.1)
≤ ∥Ψ(p1, d1)−Ψ(p1, d2)∥+ ∥Ψ(p1, d2)−Ψ(p2, d2)∥

(a.2)
≤ ∥∇uh(uk, d1)−∇uh(uk, d2)∥ ∥∇pΦ(uk, p1)∥

+ ∥∇uΦ(uk, p1)−∇uΦ(uk, p2)∥+ ∥∇uh(uk, d2)∥ ∥∇pΦ(uk, p1)−∇pΦ(uk, p2)∥
(a.3)
≤ Lp

ΦM
d
h∥d1 − d2∥+

(
Mu

Φ + Lu
hM

p
Φ

)
∥p1 − p2∥

(a.4)
≤ L(∥p1 − p2∥P + ∥d1 − d2∥),

where (a.1) follows from the triangle inequality; (a.2) uses the fact that norms are sub-multiplicative and
the triangle inequality; (a.3) invokes the Lipschitz continuity of ∇uh(uk, d), ∇uΦ(uk, p), ∇pΦ(uk, p),
Φ(uk, p), and h(uk, d) thanks to Assumptions 1 and 2, indicating ∥∇pΦ(uk, p2)∥ ≤ Lp

Φ and ∥∇uh(uk, d2)∥ ≤
Lu
h; (a.4) uses (44) in Lemma 13 to link with the weighted norm ∥ · ∥P . Afterward, we leverage Lemma 16

in Appendix A to obtain (19).

D Proofs for Section 4.2

D.1 Proof of Theorem 5

The overarching idea is to analyze the coupled evolution of the distribution dynamics (3) and the algo-
rithm (9). To this end, we first quantify the cumulative Wasserstein metric related to the distribution (3).
Afterward, we focus on the iterative update of the algorithm (9) and synthesize the overall convergence
measure, i.e., the average expected second moment of gradients.

We start with the following lemma that characterizes the cumulative sum of the squared Wasserstein
distances between the distribution at each time and the corresponding steady-state distribution. It is built
on Lemma 2 and further uses the condition (20) of the step size in Theorem 5, thereby exposing the true
gradient ∇Φ̃(uk) in the upper bound on this cumulative sum.

Lemma 19. Under the conditions of Theorem 5, we have

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
]
≤ 1

6L2

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+

7V 2
0

6(1− ρ1)
+

M

12L2(MV +nmb)
. (53)
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Proof. We first prove the following intermediate inequality

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
]
≤ V 2

0

1− ρ1
+

η2ρ2MT

(1− ρ1)nmb
+

η2ρ2
1− ρ1

·
(
MV

nmb
+1

) T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2

]
, (54)

where the coefficients ρ1 and ρ2 are specified in Theorem 3. We know from the update rule (9) that uk −
uk−1 = −η∇̂k−1

mb Φ̃(uk−1). We plug this expression into (15b), invoke (45a) in Lemma 14, Appendix A
(note that (Vk)k∈N is a nonnegative sequence, see Appendix C.2), and obtain

V 2
k ≤ ρ1V

2
k−1 + η2ρ2∥∇̂k−1

mb Φ̃(uk−1)∥2. (55)

Recall that Fk is the σ-algebra generated by ∇̂0
mbΦ̃(u0), . . . , ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk). It follows that

E
[
V 2
k

∣∣Fk−2
]
≤ ρ1 E

[
V 2
k−1

∣∣Fk−2
]
+ η2ρ2 E

[
∥∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk−1)∥2
∣∣Fk−2

]
(a.1)
≤ ρ1 E

[
V 2
k−1

∣∣Fk−2

]
+

η2ρ2M

nmb
+ η2ρ2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)
∥∇̂k−1Φ̃(uk−1)∥2,

where (a.1) is due to (13) in Lemma 1. We further take the total expectation of both sides of the above
inequality, use the tower rule, and arrive at

E
[
V 2
k

]
≤ ρ1 E

[
V 2
k−1

]
+

η2ρ2M

nmb
+ η2ρ2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)
E
[
∥∇̂k−1Φ̃(uk−1)∥2

]
Moreover, we leverage (45b) in Lemma 14, Appendix A and (52) to obtain the inequality (54).

We now focus on the last term of (54). Recall from (8) and (11) in Section 3.1 that ∇Φ̃(uk) and ∇̂kΦ̃(uk)
are the true gradient and the approximate gradient at uk, respectively. Moreover, ek is the difference of
∇̂kΦ̃(uk) and ∇Φ̃(uk), see (18). Therefore,

E
[
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2

] (a.1)
≤ 2E

[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+ 2E

[
∥ek∥2

]
(a.2)
≤ 2E

[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+ 2L2 E

[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
]
, (56)

where (a.1) uses the inequality ∥a+ b∥2 ≤ 2∥a∥2 + 2∥b∥2,∀a, b ∈ Rn, and (a.2) applies (19) in Lemma 4.
We plug this upper bound into (54), rearrange terms, and obtain(

1− 2η2ρ2L
2

1− ρ1

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)) T−1∑
k=0

E
[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
]

≤ 2η2ρ2
1− ρ1

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

) T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+

V 2
0

1− ρ1
+

η2ρ2MT

(1− ρ1)nmb
. (57)

The parametric condition (20) of Theorem 5 leads to 2η2ρ2L2

1−ρ1

(
MV
nmb

+ 1
)
≤ 1

7T ≤ 1
7 . It follows that

1

1− 2η2ρ2L2

1−ρ1

(
MV
nmb

+1
) · 2η

2ρ2
1−ρ1

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)
≤ 1

1− 1
7

· 1

7L2
≤ 1

6L2
,

1

1− 2η2ρ2L2

1−ρ1

(
MV
nmb

+1
) · η2ρ2MT

(1− ρ1)nmb
≤ 1

1− 1
7

· M

14L2(MV +nmb)
≤ M

12L2(MV +nmb)
.

We divide both sides of (57) by 1 − 2η2ρ2L2

1−ρ1

(
MV
nmb

+1
)

, use the above upper bounds on coefficients, and
obtain (53).
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With Lemma 19 in hand, we are ready to prove Theorem 5.

Proof. Since Φ̃(u) is L-smooth, we have

Φ̃(uk+1) ≤Φ̃(uk) +∇Φ̃(uk)
⊤(uk+1 − uk) +

L

2
∥uk+1 − uk∥2

(a.1)
= Φ̃(uk)− η∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) +

Lη2

2
∥∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)∥2, (58)

where (a.1) follows from the update uk+1 − uk = −η∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk), see (9). Hence,

E
[
Φ̃(uk+1)

∣∣Fk−1

] (a.1)
≤ Φ̃(uk)− η∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤∇̂kΦ̃(uk) +
Lη2

2
E
[
∥∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)∥2
∣∣Fk−1

]
(a.2)
≤ Φ̃(uk)− η∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 − η∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤ek

+
Lη2

2

(
M

nmb
+

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2

)
(a.3)
≤ Φ̃(uk)−

(
η

2
− Lη2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

))
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

+

(
η

2
+ Lη2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

))
∥ek∥2 +

LMη2

2nmb
, (59)

where (a.1) uses E[∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk)

∣∣Fk−1] = ∇̂kΦ̃(uk), see (12); (a.2) uses the equality ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) = ∇Φ̃(uk) +
ek (see (18)) and the upper bound (13); (a.3) follows from the inequalities

−∇Φ̃(uk)
⊤ek ≤ 1

2
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 +

1

2
∥ek∥2, ∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2 ≤ 2∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 + 2∥ek∥2.

We take expectation of both sides of (59), use the tower rule, and obtain

E
[
Φ̃(uk+1)

]
≤E

[
Φ̃(uk)

]
−
(
η

2
− Lη2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

))
E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+

(
η

2
+ Lη2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

))
E
[
∥ek∥2

]
+

LMη2

2nmb
.

We sum up both sides of the above inequality for k = 0, . . . , T − 1, reorganize terms, and obtain(
η

2
− Lη2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)) T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
≤ Φ̃(u0)− E

[
Φ̃(uT )

]
+

(
η

2
+ Lη2

(
MV

nmb
+ 1

)) T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥ek∥2

]
+

LMη2T

2nmb
.

(60)

The parametric condition (20) of Theorem 5 ensures that η
2−Lη2

(
MV
nmb

+ 1
)
≥ η

4 and η
2+Lη2

(
MV
nmb

+ 1
)
≤

3
4η. We leverage (19) and obtain

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥ek∥2

]
≤ L2

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
]
. (61)
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Furthermore, we invoke (53) in Lemma 19. Hence, we establish the following upper bound

η

8

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
≤ Φ̃(u0)− E

[
Φ̃(uT )

]
+

7ηL2V 2
0

8(1− ρ1)
+

ηM

16(MV + nmb)
+

LMη2T

2nmb
.

We multiply both sides of the above inequality by 8/(ηT ) and arrive at

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
≤ 8(Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗)

ηT︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(1/

√
T)

+
4LMη

nmb︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(1/

√
T)

+
7L2V 2

0

(1− ρ1)T︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(1/T )

+
M

2T (MV +nmb)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(1/T )

,

where we additionally use the fact that E[Φ̃(uT )] ≥ Φ̃∗, because Φ̃∗ is the optimal value of problem (6).
Therefore, (21) and (22) are proved.

D.2 Proof of Corollary 6

Proof. We know from (56) in Appendix D.1 that

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2

]
≤ 2

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+

2L2

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
]
.

Furthermore, we leverage Lemma 19 in Appendix D.1 to obtain

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇̂kΦ̃(uk)∥2

]
≤ 7

3T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+

1

T

(
7L2V 2

0

3(1−ρ1)
+

M

6(MV +nmb)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼O(1/T )

.

By invoking (21) and (22), we prove (23).

D.3 Proof of Theorem 7

Proof. We first derive the following upper bound

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
W1(γk, γss(uk))

2
] (a.1)
≤ 1

6L2T

T−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2

]
+

1

T

(
7V 2

0

6(1−ρ1)
+

M

12L2(MV +nmb)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼O(1/T )

(a.2)
≤ 1

6L2

(
8(Φ̃(u0)− Φ̃∗)

ηT
+

4LMη

nmb

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼O(1/
√
T)

+O
(
1

T

)
,

where (a.1) follows from Lemma 19 in Appendix D.1, and (a.2) invokes the upper bound (21) in Theorem 5.
Furthermore, Lemma 15 in Appendix A implies that

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E [W1(γk, γss(uk))] ≤

√√√√ 1

T

T−1∑
k=0

E [W1(γk, γss(uk))2].

We combine the above inequalities and prove Theorem 7.
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E Proofs for Section 4.3

E.1 Proof of Theorem 8

The proof resembles what we have presented in Appendix D.1. The key idea is to quantify the coupled
evolution of optimization iterations and dynamic distributions. However, to establish convergence with high
probability rather than in expectation, we will derive and exploit some tail bounds related to stochastic errors
of gradients.

Throughout this subsection, we rely on the following decomposition

∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) = ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) + ξk = ∇Φ̃(uk) + ek + ξk, (62)

where ek and ξk are given in (18) and (25), respectively. Specifically, ek denotes the difference of expected
gradients (i.e., ∇̂kΦ̃(uk) and ∇Φ̃(uk)) arising from the discrepancy between γk and γss(uk), and ξk indicates
the stochastic noise in the mini-batch gradient ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk) relative to its expectation ∇̂kΦ̃(uk).
Along with the iteration (9), the stochastic noise ξk (25) exerts a cumulative influence on the accuracy

of solutions. In the following lemma, we provide high-probability bounds on some cumulative quantities
that involve ξk and are relevant to the overall convergence measure.

Lemma 20. Let Assumption 5 hold. For any τ1, τ2 ∈ (0, 1) and λ > 0, the iteration (9) ensures

T−1∑
k=0

−∇Φ̃(uk)
⊤ξk ≤ 3

4
λσ2

mb

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 +
1

λ
ln

1

τ1
, (63a)

T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2 ≤ Tσ2
mb

(
1 + ln

1

τ2

)
, (63b)

with probabilities at least 1− τ1 and 1− τ2, respectively.

Proof. Recall that Fk is the σ-algebra generated by ∇̂0
mbΦ̃(u0), . . . , ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk). Hence, as a function of
∇̂0

mbΦ̃(u0), . . . , ∇̂
k−1
mb Φ̃(uk−1) determined by the update (9), uk is measurable with respect to Fk−1. More-

over, when conditioned on Fk−1, ∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk) is an unbiased estimate of ∇̂kΦ̃(uk), see (12). Therefore,

E
[
−∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤ξk
∣∣Fk−1

]
= −∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤ E
[
∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk)− ∇̂kΦ̃(uk)
∣∣Fk−1

]
= 0.

Hence,
(
−∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤ξk
)
k∈N is a martingale difference sequence. Furthermore, σmb∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥ is measurable

with respect to Fk−1, and

E

[
exp

(
(−∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤ξk)
2

(σmb∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥)2

)∣∣∣∣Fk−1

]
(a.1)
≤ E

[
exp

(
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2∥ξk∥2

(σmb∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥)2

)∣∣∣∣Fk−1

]

= E
[
exp

(
∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

) ∣∣∣∣Fk−1

]
(a.2)
≤ exp(1),

where (a.1) uses the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (a.2) is due to (26). Then, we apply the martingale
concentration inequality [see Li and Orabona, 2020, Lemma 1] and obtain (63a).

We proceed to prove (63b). Let σmb ≜
√
Tσmb > 0. We note that

E

[
exp

(∑T−1
k=0 ∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

)∣∣∣∣FT−2

]
= E

[
T−1∏
k=0

exp

(
∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

) ∣∣∣∣FT−2

]
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(a.1)
≤

T−1∏
k=0

E

[
exp

(
∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

)T ∣∣∣∣FT−2

] 1
T

=

T−1∏
k=0

E
[
exp

(
T∥ξk∥2

Tσ2
mb

) ∣∣∣∣FT−2

] 1
T

(a.2)
≤

T−1∏
k=0

[exp(1)]
1
T = exp(1), (64)

where (a.1) follows from Hölder’s inequality, see Lemma 17 in Appendix A, and (a.2) uses (26). We know
from the law of total expectation that

E

[
exp

(∑T−1
k=0 ∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

)]
= E

[
E

[
exp

(∑T−1
k=0 ∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

)∣∣∣∣FT−2

]]
≤ exp(1).

Therefore, for any constant a > 0,

Pr

(
T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2 > a

)
= Pr

(
exp

(∑T−1
k=0 ∥ξk∥2

σ2
mb

)
> exp

(
a

σ2
mb

))

(a.1)
≤

E
[
exp

(∑T−1
k=0 ∥ξk∥2/σ2

mb

)]
exp(a/σ2

mb)

(a.2)
≤ exp(1)

exp(a/σ2
mb)

,

where (a.1) holds because of Markov’s inequality, and (a.2) uses (64). For any fixed τ2 ∈ (0, 1), we set
a = Tσ2

mb

(
1 + ln 1

τ2

)
. It follows that (63b) holds.

Similar to Lemma 19, the following lemma provides an upper bound on the cumulative squared Wasser-
stein distances. This cumulative sum quantifies the evolution of the distribution driven by the decision-
maker. Due to the coupling between the distribution dynamics and the decision, the upper bound involves
quantities related to gradients, which originate from optimization iterations.

Lemma 21. Under the conditions of Theorem 8, we have

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2 ≤ 1

6L2

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 +
7V 2

0

6(1− ρ1)
+

1

6L2T

T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2. (65)

Proof. We rely on (17) in Theorem 3, Section 4.1 and proceed by deriving an upper bound on the cumulative
squared norm of ∇̂k

mbΦ̃(uk). Based on (62), we know

∥∇̂k
mbΦ̃(uk)∥2 = ∥∇Φ̃(uk) + ek + ξk∥2

(a.1)
≤ 3∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 + 3∥ek∥2 + 3∥ξk∥2

(a.2)
≤ 3∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 + 3∥ξk∥2 + 3L2W1(γk, γss(uk))

2, (66)

where (a.1) uses the inequality ∀a, b, c ∈ Rn, ∥a+ b+ c∥2 ≤ 3(∥a∥2+∥b∥2+∥c∥2), which is a vector-form
extension of Lemma 15 in Appendix A, and (a.2) follows from (19). We plug (66) into the right-hand side
of (17), rearrange terms, and obtain(

1− 3η2ρ2L
2

1− ρ1

) T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2 ≤ V 2

0

1− ρ1
+

3η2ρ2
1− ρ1

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 +
3η2ρ2
1− ρ1

T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2. (67)
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The parametric condition (27) of Theorem 8 ensures that 3η2ρ2L2

1−ρ1
≤ 1

7T ≤ 1
7 , which leads to

1

1− 3η2ρ2L2

1−ρ1

· 3η
2ρ2

1− ρ1
≤ 1

1− 1
7

· 1

7L2T
≤ 1

6L2T
≤ 1

6L2
.

We divide both sides of (67) by 1− 3η2ρ2L2

1−ρ1
, use the above bounds on coefficients, and obtain (65).

We give the complete proof of Theorem 8. The key idea is to synthesize the convergence measure (i.e.,
the average second moment of gradients) from optimization iterations and the characterization of distribution
dynamics in Lemma 21. We also leverage the high-probability bounds in Lemma 20.

Proof. We incorporate (62) into (58) and have

Φ̃(uk+1) ≤Φ̃(uk)− η∇Φ̃(uk)
⊤(∇Φ̃(uk) + ek + ξk) +

Lη2

2
∥∇Φ̃(uk) + ek + ξk∥2

(a.1)
≤ Φ̃(uk)−

(
η

2
− 3

2
Lη2

)
∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 − η∇Φ̃(uk)

⊤ξk +
3

2
Lη2∥ξk∥2

+

(
η

2
+

3

2
Lη2

)
L2W1(γk, γss(uk))

2,

where (a.1) follows from the inequality −∇Φ̃(uk)
⊤ek ≤ 1

2∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 + 1
2∥ek∥

2, (66), and (19). We sum
up both sides of the above inequality for k = 0, . . . , T − 1, reorganize terms, and obtain(

η

2
− 3

2
Lη2

) T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 ≤Φ̃(u0)− Φ̃(uT )− η
T−1∑
k=0

∇Φ̃(uk)
⊤ξk +

3

2
Lη2

T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2

+

(
η

2
+

3

2
Lη2

)
L2

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2.

The parametric condition (27) of Theorem 8 guarantees that η
2 − 3

2Lη
2 ≥ η

4 and η
2 + 3

2Lη
2 ≤ 3

4η. Further-
more, we use the fact that Φ̃(uT ) is not less than the optimal value Φ̃∗ of problem (6), incorporate the upper
bound (65), rearrange terms, and arrive at

η

8

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 ≤ Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗−η

T−1∑
k=0

∇Φ̃(uk)
⊤ξk︸ ︷︷ ︸

1

+

(
3

2
Lη2+

η

8T

) T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

+
7

8
ηL2 V 2

0

1− ρ1
. (68)

For terms 1 and 2 in (68), we exploit the high-probability bounds in Lemma 20. Specifically, we select
τ1 = τ2 = τ/2 and apply both Lemmas 18 and 20. Then, with probability at least 1− τ ,

1 + 2 ≤ 3

4
ηλσ2

mb

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 +
η

λ
ln

2

τ
+

(
3

2
Lη2 +

η

8T

)
Tσ2

mb

(
1 + ln

2

τ

)
. (69)

Since λ can be any positive constant, we select λ = 1
12σ2

mb
. We then plug (69) into (68) and know that with

probability at least 1− τ ,

η

16

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 ≤Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗+
7

8
ηL2 V 2

0

1−ρ1
+12ησ2

mb ln
2

τ
+

(
3

2
Lη2+

η

8T

)
Tσ2

mb

(
1+ln

2

τ

)
.
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We multiply both sides of the above inequality by 16/(ηT ) and arrive at

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 ≤
16(Φ̃(u0)− Φ̃∗)

ηT︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(1/

√
T)

+

(
24ηL+

2

T

)
σ2

mb︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(1/

√
T)

+ 24ηLσ2
mb ln

2

τ︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(ln(1/τ)/

√
T)

+
194

T
σ2

mb ln
2

τ︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(ln(1/τ)/T )

+
14L2V 2

0

(1− ρ1)T︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼O(1/T )

,

which holds with probability at least 1− τ . Hence, Theorem 8 is proved.

E.2 Proof of Theorem 9

Proof. Starting from Lemma 21 in Appendix E.1, we know that

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2 ≤ 1

6L2
· 1
T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 +
1

6L2T 2

T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2 +O
(
1

T

)
. (70)

Theorem 8 in Section 4.3 indicates that with probability at least 1− τ
2 ,

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 ≤
16(Φ̃(u0)− Φ̃∗)

ηT
+ 24ηLσ2

mb

(
1 + ln

4

τ

)
+O

(
1

T

(
1 + ln

1

τ

))
. (71)

Moreover, Lemma 20 in Appendix E.1 implies that with probability at least 1− τ
2 ,

T−1∑
k=0

∥ξk∥2 ≤ Tσ2
mb

(
1 + ln

2

τ

)
. (72)

By incorporating the high-probability bounds (71) and (72) into (70) and using Lemma 18 in Appendix A,
we know that with probability at least 1− τ ,

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))
2 ≤ 1

6L2

(
16(Φ̃(u0)−Φ̃∗)

ηT
+24ηLσ2

mb

(
1+ln

4

τ

))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼O((1+ln(1/τ))/
√
T)

+O
(
1

T

(
1+ln

1

τ

))
.

To link with the non-squared Wasserstein distance, we apply Lemma 15 in Appendix A and obtain

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk)) ≤

√√√√ 1

T

T−1∑
k=0

W1(γk, γss(uk))2.
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F Proofs for Section 4.4

F.1 Proof of Lemma 10

We rely on the concentration of the empirical measure evaluated by Wasserstein distances [Fournier and
Guillin, 2015]. Such a concentration is concerned with the closeness between µd and µN

d with high proba-
bility. Since µd, µ

N
d ∈ P(Rr), we define W1(µd, µ

N
d ) as

W1(µd, µ
N
d ) = inf

β∈Γ(µd,µ
N
d )

∫
Rr×Rr

∥d− d′∥ dβ(d, d′). (73)

The measure concentration argument is delineated in the following lemma.

Lemma 22 (from Fournier and Guillin [2015, Theorem 2]). Let the conditions of Lemma 10 hold. Then, for
any N ≥ 1,

Pr
(
W1(µd, µ

N
d ) ≤ ϵ

)
≥

{
1− c1e

−c2Nϵr if ϵ ∈ (0, 1],

1− c1e
−c2Nϵθ if ϵ ∈ (1,∞),

where c1 and c2 are positive constants that only depend on r, θ, κ, and Eθ,κ(µd).

The proof of Lemma 10 is as follows.

Proof. The empirical objective Φ̃N (u) can be equivalently written as Φ̃N (u) = Ep∼µN
ss (u)

[Φ(u, p)]. Ac-
cordingly, the gradient ∇Φ̃N (u) involves the empirical distribution γNss (u). For any u ∈ Rn, in terms of
the difference between the gradients given the distribution γss(u) and the empirical distribution γNss (u) ≜
(h(u, ·), Id)#µN

d , we have∥∥∥∇Φ̃(u)−∇Φ̃N (u)
∥∥∥ (a.1)

≤ LW1(γss(u), γ
N
ss (u))

(a.2)
≤ L

(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P ) + 1

)
W1(µd, µ

N
d ), (74)

where (a.1) is similar to (19) in Lemma 4, Section 4.1. We derive (a.2) in (74) as follows. Let β∗ be an
optimal coupling of (µd, µ

N
d ) in the sense of (73), i.e.,

∫
∥d − d′∥ dβ∗(d, d′) = W1(µd, µ

N
d ). Such an

optimal coupling exists, see Villani [2009, Theorem 4.1] for a formal proof. Then,

W1(γss(u), γ
N
ss (u)) = W1

(
(h(u, ·), Id)#µd, (h(u, ·), Id)#µN

d

)
(a.1)
= inf

β(d,d′)∈Γ(µd,µ
N
d )

∫
Rr×Rr

c
(
(h(u, d), d), (h(u, d′), d′)

)
dβ(d, d′)

(a.2)
≤
∫
Rr×Rr

c
(
(h(u, d), d), (h(u, d′), d′)

)
dβ∗(d, d′)

(a.3)
≤
∫
Rr×Rr

(
∥h(u, d)− h(u, d′)∥P + ∥d− d′∥

)
dβ∗(d, d′)

(a.4)
≤
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P ) + 1

)∫
Rr×Rr

∥d− d′∥ dβ∗(d, d′)

(a.5)
=
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P ) + 1

)
W1(µd, µ

N
d ),

where (a.1) follows from the property of the pushforward operation [Aolaritei et al., 2022, Proposition 3],
and the metric c is given by (14); (a.2) holds because β∗ is a specific coupling of (µd, µ

N
d ), i.e., β∗ ∈

Γ(µd, µ
N
d ); (a.3) uses the expression (14); (a.4) leverages the property that h(u, d) is Ld

h-Lipschitz in d and
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(44) in Lemma 13, Appendix A; (a.5) is true because β∗ is an optimal coupling of (µd, µ
N
d ). Since (74)

holds for any u ∈ Rn, we plug in {uN0 , . . . , uNT−1} and know that

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uNk )−∇Φ̃N (uNk )∥2 ≤ 1

T

T−1∑
k=0

L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P ) + 1

)2
W1(µd, µ

N
d )2

= L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P ) + 1

)2
W1(µd, µ

N
d )2. (75)

Furthermore, Lemma 22 ensures that with probability at least 1− τ
2 ,

W1(µd, µ
N
d ) ≤


(

1
c2N

ln
(
2c1
τ

)) 1
r
, if N ≥ 1

c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
,(

1
c2N

ln
(
2c1
τ

)) 1
θ
, if 1 ≤ N < 1

c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
.

(76)

We combine (76) with (75) and prove Lemma 10.

F.2 Proof of Theorem 11

Proof. The key idea is to start from the decomposition (31) and then leverage the high-probability bounds
on the generalization error (see Lemma 10) and the optimization error (see Theorem 8).

We exploit (31) in Section 4.4 to obtain

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)∥2 ≤
2

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃(uk)−∇Φ̃N (uk)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

+
2

T

T−1∑
k=0

∥∇Φ̃N (uk)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

. (77)

Lemma 10 provides the following upper bounds on term 1 in (77):

1 ≤

2L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P ) + 1

)2 (
1

c2N
ln
(
2c1
τ

)) 2
r
, if N ≥ 1

c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
,

2L2
(
Ld
h

√
λmax(P ) + 1

)2 (
1

c2N
ln
(
2c1
τ

)) 2
θ
, if 1 ≤ N < 1

c2
ln
(
2c1
τ

)
,

(78)

which hold with probability at least 1− τ/2. For term 2 in (77), we invoke Theorem 8 and know that with
probability at least 1− τ/2,

2 ≤ 32(Φ̃(u0)− Φ̃∗)

ηT
+ 48ηLσ2

mb

(
1 + ln

4

τ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼O((1+ln(1/τ))/
√
T)

+O
(
1

T

(
1 +

1

τ

))
. (79)

Supported by Lemma 18, we combine the upper bounds (78) and (79) and prove Theorem 11.

G Proof for Section 5

G.1 Proof of Theorem 12

We first present a lemma of the angles between vectors involving conic combinations.
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Lemma 23. Consider any nonzero vectors v1, v2 ∈ Rm that form an acute angle θ12 ∈ (0, π2 ). Let v3 =
λ1v1 + λ2v2 be a conic combination of v1 and v2, where λ1, λ2 ≥ 0. Then, the angle θ23 between v3 and v2
is not more than θ12. Moreover, if λ1, λ2 > 0, then θ23 is smaller than θ12.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we consider v1 and v2 of unit norm. If not, we can normalize these vectors
and perform a similar analysis. Let v3 = λ1v1+λ2v2 be the normalized vector of v3, where λ1 = λ1/∥v3∥,
and λ2 = λ2/∥v3∥. It follows that

∥v3∥2 = λ2
1 + λ2

2 + 2λ1λ2v
⊤
1 v2 = 1. (80)

Since unit vectors v1 and v2 form an acute angle, we know 0 < v⊤1 v2 < 1. Therefore,

λ2
1 + λ2

2 ≤ λ2
1 + λ2

2 + 2λ1λ2v
⊤
1 v2 ≤

(
λ1 + λ2

)2
,

which leads to λ1 + λ2 ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ λ1, λ2 ≤ 1. Then,

cos(θ23)− cos(θ12)
(a.1)
=
(
λ1v1 + λ2v2

)⊤
v2 − v⊤1 v2

(a.2)
= λ2 + (λ1 − 1)v⊤1 v2

(a.3)
= λ2 + (λ1 − 1)

1− λ2
1 − λ2

2

2λ1λ2

=
(λ1 + 1)(λ1 + λ2 − 1)(λ2 + 1− λ1)

2λ1λ2

(a.4)
≥ 0,

where (a.1) and (a.2) hold because v1, v2, and v3 are unit vectors; (a.3) leverages (80) to rewrite v⊤1 v2; (a.4)
uses the fact that λ1, λ1+λ2−1, and λ2+1−λ1 are nonnegative, because λ2+1−λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ 0. It follows
from the monotonicity of the cosine function on [0, π] that θ23 ≤ θ12. If λ1 and λ2 are strictly positive, then
λ1 and λ2 lie in (0, 1), and λ1 + λ2 > 1. In this case, cos(θ23) − cos(θ12) becomes positive, and therefore
θ23 < θ12.

Lemma 23 formalizes the geometric intuition that if a vector lies in a conic region bounded by two
vectors forming an acute angle, then this vector is closer to one of the boundary vectors than two boundary
vectors are to each other. We provide the proof of Theorem 12 as follows.

Proof. We divide the proof into three parts. First, we prove the existence and uniqueness of the steady state
pss of the polarized dynamics (32). We then derive the steady-state sensitivity of (32). Finally, we quantify
how the coefficients λ and σ in (32) influence the closeness between pss and q (or −q), an indicator of the
steering ability of the decision-maker.

Existence and uniqueness of pss: Note that the initial state p0 is nonzero, because ∥p0∥ = 1. We first
address the special case in Fig. 2a, i.e., p⊤0 q = 0. The dynamics (32) indicate that pk = p0 ̸= 0, ∀k ∈ N.
Therefore, the steady state exists and is unique: it equals p0. In another special case where p0 and q are
parallel, the unique steady state is either q or −q, depending on σ, ∥q∥, and if p0 and q are of the same or
opposite direction.

We proceed to analyze the case in Fig. 2b, i.e., p⊤0 q > 0 and p0 and q are not parallel. Let sgn(·) denote
the sign function, i.e., sgn(x) equals −1, 0, or 1 if x < 0, x = 0, or x > 0, respectively. The initial
condition satisfies sgn(p⊤0 q) = 1. Suppose that for a particular k ∈ N, p⊤k q > 0 holds. It follows from the
dynamics (32) that

sgn(p⊤k+1q) = sgn(p̃⊤k+1q) = sgn
(
(λ+ σ∥q∥2)p⊤k q + (1− λ)p⊤0 q

)
(a.1)
= 1, (81)

where (a.1) uses the base case p⊤0 q > 0 and the induction hypothesis p⊤k q > 0. The above derivation is
similar to Dean and Morgenstern [2022, Proof of Propostion 1]. Hence, p⊤k+1q > 0 also holds. Therefore,
for any k ∈ N, p⊤k q > 0, implying pk is nonzero and that pk and q always form an acute angle. Let
p+k ≜ (1 − λ)p0 + σ · (p⊤k q)q be an intermediate vector. We now prove the following proposition on the
angles related to pk, pk+1, and p+k illustrated by Fig. 7.
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q

p0 pk
pk+1

p+k p+k+1

pk+2

Figure 7: This figure illustrates the relative positions of pk, pk+1, and p+k and the trend that pk becomes
closer to q as k increases, given p⊤0 q > 0.

Proposition 24. If p⊤0 q > 0 and p0 and q are not parallel, then the dynamics (32) ensure that for k ∈ N, the
angle between p+k and q is smaller than that between pk+1 and q, which in turn is smaller than that between
pk and q.

In the base case when k = 0, p+0 is a conic combination of p0 and q, and p1 is a conic combination of
p0 and p+0 . Therefore, Lemma 23 ensures that Proposition 24 holds. Suppose that Proposition 24 is true for
a particular k ∈ N. Because pk and pk+1 are of unit norm and the angle between pk+1 and q is smaller than
that between pk and q, we know that 0 < p⊤k q < p⊤k+1q. Hence,

p+k+1 = (1− λ)p0 + σ · (p⊤k+1q)q
(a.1)
= p+k + σ · (p⊤k+1q − p⊤k q)︸ ︷︷ ︸

>0

q,

where (a.1) uses the expression of p+k . Since p+k+1 is a conic combination of p+k and q and the combination
coefficients are positive, we know from Lemma 23 that the angle between p+k+1 and q is smaller than that
between p+k and q, which is further smaller than that between pk+1 and q (c.f. the induction hypothesis).
Finally, pk+2 lies in the convex cone formed by pk+1 and p+k+1. Hence, Proposition 24 also holds true for
k + 1. Therefore, Proposition 24 is proved.

A consequence of Proposition 24 is that the angle between pk and q is monotonically decreasing as k
increases. Additionally, this angle is bounded from below by zero, because pk always lies in the convex
cone formed by p0 and q. The monotone convergence theorem ensures that there exists a unique steady state
pss, i.e., the limiting point of pk.

The analysis for the case in Fig. 2c (i.e., p⊤0 q < 0) is similar to the above analysis for Fig. 2b (i.e.,
p⊤0 q > 0) by considering the convex cone formed by p0 and −q, or put differently, the angle between pk and
−q for different k.

Derivation of the steady-state sensitivity: The steady state of the dynamics (32) satisfies

p̃ss = λpss + (1− λ)p0 + σ · (p⊤ssq)q ≜ f̃(pss, q, p0), (82a)

pss =
p̃ss

∥p̃ss∥
=

f̃(pss, q, p0)

∥f̃(pss, q, p0)∥
≜ f(pss, q, p0). (82b)

We have proved that pss (and also p̃ss) are nonzero, see the reasoning about (81). Hence,

∇qf(pss, q, p0) = σ
[
(p⊤ssq)I+pssq

⊤
]( 1

∥p̃ss∥
I− p̃ssp̃

⊤
ss

∥p̃ss∥3

)
=

σ

∥p̃ss∥

[
(p⊤ssq)I+pssq

⊤
] (

I−pssp
⊤
ss

)
,

∇pf(pss, q, p0) = (λI + σqq⊤)
I − pssp

⊤
ss

∥p̃ss∥
.
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q

p0

pss

σ∥q∥2 cos(θ)

1− λ

θ
ϕ

θ

Figure 8: This figure demonstrates the relative positions of p0, pss, and q and shows that (1−λ)p0+σ·(p⊤ssq)q
is collinear with pss.

We further apply (5) and obtain the steady-state sensitivity as follows

∇qh(q, p0) = −∇qf(pss, q, p0) [∇pf(pss, q, p0)− I]−1

= −σ
(
p⊤ssqI + pssq

⊤
)
(I − pssp

⊤
ss)
[
(λI + σqq⊤)(I − pssp

⊤
ss)− ∥p̃ss∥I

]−1
.

The influence of coefficients: We quantify how the coefficients λ and σ in (32) determine the steering
ability of the decision-maker, which is reflected by the angle θ between pss and q (or −q). We consider the
case where p⊤0 q > 0 and p0 and q are not parallel, and a similar reasoning applies to the case of p⊤0 q < 0.
Let ϕ ∈ (0, 90◦) denote the angle between p0 and q. Note that p0 and pss are of unit norm. Since pss
satisfies the fixed-point equation (82), the vector (1− λ)p0 + σ · (p⊤ssq)q (i.e., (1− λ)p0 + σ∥q∥2 cos(θ)q)
is collinear with pss, see Fig. 8. While this illustration and the following analysis are for two-dimensional
vectors, extensions can be derived for high-dimensional scenarios. We analyze the triangle in Fig. 8 and use
the law of sines to obtain

σ∥q∥2 cos(θ)
sin(ϕ− θ)

=
1− λ

sin(θ)

(a.1)
=⇒ sin(2θ)

sin(ϕ− θ)
=

2(1− λ)

σ∥q∥2
,

where (a.1) invokes the double angle formula sin(2θ) = 2 sin(θ) cos(θ). Note that sin(2θ)/ sin(ϕ − θ) is
an increasing function of θ. The increase of λ ∈ [0, 1] and σ > 0 result in the decrease of θ, implying a
stronger steering ability of the decision-maker.
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