
FEKETE’S LEMMA IN BANACH SPACES

ALEKSEI KULIKOV AND FENG SHAO

Abstract. For a sequence of vectors {vn}n∈N in the uniformly convex Banach space X

which for all n,m ∈ N satisfy ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ we show the existence of the limit
limn→∞

vn
n . This extends the classical Fekete’s subadditivite lemma to Banach space-

valued sequences.

1. Introduction

The classical Fekete’s subadditivite lemma [3] says that for a sequence {an}n∈N ⊂ R
such that an+m ≤ an + am for all n,m ∈ N there exists a limit limn→∞

an
n

∈ [−∞,∞) and
moreover that this limit is equal to the infimum infn∈N

an
n

(in this paper, N = Z∩ [1,+∞)).
This is a beautiful result which has applications in a wide range of mathematical areas
such as combinatorics [5, 8] and functional analysis, in particular giving a very simple
proof for the existence of the spectral radius limn→∞ ∥An∥1/n for a bounded operator A,
see [1, Excercise 6.23].

There are also quite a few generalizations of the Fekete’s lemma, such as relaxing the
subadditivity condition [2, Theorem 22 and Theorem 23], see also [9, Theorem 1.9.1 and
Theorem 1.9.2] and [6] for some recent discussions; or changing the domain of the sequence
from N to R+ or R or even RN , see [4, Section 7.6 and Section 7.13]. However, in all those
cases the range of values was still R. In this paper, instead, we will study what happens if
the range is in some Banach space X. We begin by recalling the definitions of convex and
uniformly convex Banach spaces.

Definition 1. A Banach space (X, ∥ · ∥) is said to be convex if for all u, v ∈ X, u ̸= v with
∥u∥ = ∥v∥ = 1 we have ∥u+ v∥ < 2.

Definition 2. A Banach space (X, ∥ · ∥) is said to be uniformly convex if for any ε > 0

there exists δ > 0 such that for all u, v ∈ X with ∥u∥ = ∥v∥ = 1, ∥u − v∥ ≥ ε we have
∥u+ v∥ ≤ 2− δ.

For finite-dimensional Banach spaces these two notions are equivalent by compactness,
but there are infinite-dimensional convex Banach spaces which are not uniformly convex.

The main result of this paper is the following theorem.
1
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Theorem 1.1. Let {vn}n∈N be a sequence of vectors in a uniformly convex Banach space
(X, ∥ · ∥). Assume that for all n,m ∈ N we have ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥. Then there exists a
limit limn→∞

vn
n

.

This was asked by the second author on MathOverflow [7] (for the case of the finite-
dimensional Hilbert space), and in this paper we present a cleaned up and streamlined
proof that was presented on MathOverflow by the first author.

It is worth mentioning that Fekete’s subadditive lemma applied to the sequence {−an}
gives that if the sequence satisfies an+m ≥ an + am then the limit limn→∞

an
n

= supn∈N
an
n

still exists. However, due to the presence of the norm, in the Theorem 1.1 we clearly can
not change the direction of the inequality – for example any sequence of vectors vn such
that ∥vn∥

n
is constant clearly satisfies ∥vn+m∥ ≥ ∥vn + vm∥ by the triangle inequality but

there is no reason for the limit limn→∞
vn
n

to exist.
We also mention an extension of the classical Fekete’s subadditive lemma by N. G. de

Bruijn and P. Erdős [2, Theorem 22], stating that if {an}n∈N ⊂ R is a sequence satisfying
an+m ≤ an + am for all 1

2
n ≤ m ≤ 2n then limn→∞

an
n

= infn∈N
an
n

. In Section 3, we will
show that it only holds in one-dimensional Hilbert spaces, but can fail in the general setup
of Theorem 1.1.

If the Banach space X is not convex, that is if there are distinct vectors u, v ∈ X with
∥u∥ = ∥v∥ = 1, ∥u + v∥ = 2 then it is easy to see that Theorem 1.1 fails for X. Indeed,
if we take v2n = 2nv, v2n+1 = (2n + 1)u then this sequence will satisfy even the equality
∥vn+m∥ = ∥vn + vm∥, but the limit limn→∞

vn
n

clearly does not exist. In particular, since
finite-dimensional space is convex if and only if it is uniformly convex, we get the following
simple corollary.

Corollary 1.2. Let (X, ∥ · ∥) be a finite-dimensional Banach space. Then X is convex if
and only if for all sequences {vn}n∈N of vectors in X such that ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ holds
for all n,m ∈ N, the limit limn→∞

vn
n

exists.

If the Banach space is infinite-dimensional, the situation becomes less clear. In Section
4 we will present an example of a convex Banach space for which Theorem 1.1 fails, as
well as an example of a non-uniformly convex Banach space for which Theorem 1.1 holds.
So, for a Banach space, the assumption that the Fekete’s lemma holds is strictly between
convexity and uniform convexity.

Although we do not know a necessary and sufficient condition on the Banach space X for
the Fekete’s lemma to hold in X, in Section 5 we present a criterion on the convex Banach
space X together with a subadditive sequence {vn}n∈N ⊂ X\{0} for the existence of the
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limit limn→∞
vn
n

, which is similar to Theorem 1.1 in that it requires a uniform convexity
assumption: the limit limn→∞

vn
n

exists if and only if either limn→∞
∥vn∥
n

= 0 or the sequence
of vectors { vn

∥vn∥}n∈N is a uniformly convex subset of X.

2. Proof of Theorem 1.1

We begin by noting that from the usual Fekete’s lemma and the triangle inequality we
get that L = limn→∞

∥vn∥
n

= infn∈N
∥vn∥
n

< ∞ exists. Clearly, L ≥ 0 since it is a limit of
non-negative quantities. If L = 0 then vn

n
tends to 0 and there is nothing to prove. So,

without loss of generality we can assume that 0 < L < ∞. By replacing vn with vn
L

we
can also assume that L = 1. At the heart of our proof is the following purely geometric
lemma.

Lemma 2.1. Let X be a uniformly convex Banach space and let u, v ∈ X be non-zero
vectors such that

∥∥∥ u
∥u∥ −

v
∥v∥

∥∥∥ ≥ ε and such that ∥v∥ ≤ 2∥u∥. There exists constant γ =

γ(ε) < 1 such that

(2.1) ∥u+ v∥ ≤ ∥u∥+ γ∥v∥.

This lemma was initially proved by us only for the case when X is a Hilbert space by
a direct computation with the law of cosines. We thank Fedor Petrov for suggesting us a
simple proof of this lemma for all uniformly convex Banach spaces, and for allowing us to
include it in our text.

Proof. Put u1 =
∥v∥
2∥u∥u, u2 = u−u1 =

(
1− ∥v∥

2∥u∥

)
u. We have ∥u1∥ = ∥v∥

2
, ∥u2∥ = ∥u∥−∥u1∥

since ∥v∥ ≤ 2∥u∥. We have u + v = u1 + u2 +
v
2
+ v

2
= u2 +

v
2
+ (u1 +

v
2
). For the sum in

brackets we have ∥u1+
v
2
∥ = ∥v∥

2

∥∥∥ u
∥u∥ +

v
∥v∥

∥∥∥. By the uniform convexity and our assumption

on u and v this is at most ∥v∥
2
(2− δ) for some δ > 0. Using the triangle inequality we get

∥u+ v∥ ≤ ∥u2∥+
∥∥∥v
2

∥∥∥+∥∥∥u1 +
v

2

∥∥∥ ≤ ∥u∥− ∥v∥
2

+
∥v∥
2

+
∥v∥
2

(2− δ) = ∥u∥+ ∥v∥
(
1− δ

2

)
,

so γ = 1− δ
2

works. □

Remark 2.2. The constant 2 in the inequality ∥v∥ ≤ 2∥u∥ is not important, for any
constant in its place we would get a similar bound (γ would of course depend on this
constant). For our proof of Theorem 1.1 any positive constant bigger than 1 would work.

Remark 2.3. By taking u and v with ∥u∥ = ∥v∥ = 1 it is easy to see that Lemma 2.1
implies that X is uniformly convex. Thus, X is uniformly convex if and only if Lemma
2.1 holds for X.
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Our goal is to prove that the sequence wn = vn
n

is Cauchy. Since ∥wn∥ → 1, this is the
same as saying that the sequence wn

∥wn∥ = vn
∥vn∥ is Cauchy. We will do this in two steps.

First, we will show that
∥∥∥ vn
∥vn∥ −

vm
∥vm∥

∥∥∥ is small if the ratio between n and m is not too big.

Proposition 2.4. For all ε > 0 there exists N such that for all N ≤ n ≤ m ≤ 4n we have∥∥∥ vn
∥vn∥ −

vm
∥vm∥

∥∥∥ < ε.

Proof. Since ∥vk∥
k

tends to 1, for any δ > 0 there exists Nδ such that ∥vk∥ ≤ (1 + δ)k for
k > Nδ. On the other hand, from the Fekete’s lemma we know that ∥vk∥ ≥ k for all k ∈ N.

First, we choose N > N1 so that ∥vn∥ ≤ 2n ≤ 2m ≤ 2∥vm∥. Hence, we can apply
Lemma 2.1 to vm and vn. If ∥ vn

∥vn∥ −
vm

∥vm∥∥ ≥ ε then

∥vm + vn∥ ≤ ∥vm∥+ γ∥vn∥.

By choosing N > Nδ this is at most (1+ δ)m+ γ(1+ δ)n = (1+ δ)(m+ γn). On the other
hand, this is at least ∥vn+m∥ which in itself is at least n+m. Combining this we get

(1 + δ)(m+ γn) ≥ n+m.

Rearranging, we get δm ≥ n(1 − (1 + δ)γ). On the other hand, since m ≤ 4n we have
4δn ≥ (1− (1 + δ)γ)n. Dividing by n we get 4δ ≥ (1− (1 + δ)γ), but this is false for small
enough δ since as δ → 0 the left-hand side tends to 0 while the right-hand side tends to
1− γ > 0. So, for small enough δ if N > Nδ then

∥∥∥ vn
∥vn∥ −

vm
∥vm∥

∥∥∥ < ε. □

It remains to show that if the ratio between n and m is big the distance between vn
∥vn∥

and vm
∥vm∥ must nevertheless go to 0. For this, one application of the inequality ∥vn+m∥ ≤

∥vn+vm∥ is not enough, we have to use it multiple times. So, assume that m > 4n > n > N

for a big number N and that ∥ vn
∥vn∥ −

vm
∥vm∥∥ ≥ 2ε for some fixed ε > 0. Then we look for a

contradiction.
Applying Lemma 2.1 to vm and vn we get that ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vm∥+ γ∥vn∥ (note that here,

just as in the proof of Proposition 2.4, we can assume that ∥vn∥ ≤ 2∥vm∥ if N is big
enough). On the other hand, n +m ≤ m +m = 2m, therefore we can apply Proposition
2.4 to the vectors vm and vn+m and get

∥∥∥ vm
∥vm∥ −

vn+m

∥vn+m∥

∥∥∥ < ε if N is big enough. Hence, by

the triangle inequality we have
∥∥∥ vn
∥vn∥ −

vn+m

∥vn+m∥

∥∥∥ ≥ ε. Thus, we can apply Lemma 2.1 to vn

and vn+m, then

∥v2n+m∥ ≤ ∥vn+m + vn∥ ≤ ∥vn+m∥+ γ∥vn∥ ≤ ∥vm∥+ 2γ∥vn∥.
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We will continue doing this up to the vector vkn+m, where k is the smallest integer such
that kn ≥ m. More precisely, we will show by induction that

(2.2) ∥vrn+m∥ ≤ ∥vm∥+ rγ∥vn∥

holds for all r ≤ k. For r = 1, 2 we already obtained it. Assume that it holds for some r < k.
Then N ≤ m ≤ rn +m ≤ m +m = 2m, hence we can apply Proposition 2.4 to vm and
vrn+m which tells us that

∥∥∥ vm
∥vm∥ −

vrn+m

∥vrn+m∥

∥∥∥ < ε. Since
∥∥∥ vn
∥vn∥ −

vm
∥vm∥

∥∥∥ ≥ 2ε, by the triangle

inequality we get
∥∥∥ vn
∥vn∥ −

vrn+m

∥vrn+m∥

∥∥∥ ≥ ε. Note that ∥vn∥ ≤ 2n ≤ 2(rn + m) ≤ 2∥vrn+m∥,
therefore Lemma 2.1 implies that

∥v(r+1)n+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vrn+m∥ ≤ ∥vrn+m∥+ γ∥vn∥ ≤ ∥vm∥+ (r + 1)γ∥vn∥,

so (2.2) holds for r + 1. Taking r = k we get

∥vkn+m∥ ≤ ∥vm∥+ kγ∥vn∥.

If N is big enough we can assume that ∥vm∥ ≤ (1+ δ)m, ∥vn∥ ≤ (1+ δ)n. On the other
hand, ∥vkn+m∥ ≥ kn+m. Thus,

kn+m ≤ (1 + δ)(m+ knγ).

Rearranging this we get kn(1− (1+ δ)γ) ≤ δm. On the other hand, kn ≥ m, so we deduce
that (1− (1 + δ)γ) ≤ δ. And now, just like in the proof of Proposition 2.4, this is false for
small enough δ. Hence, for N > Nδ we have

∥∥∥ vm
∥vm∥ −

vn
∥vn∥

∥∥∥ < 2ε. This completes the proof
of Theorem 1.1.

3. Extension of the de Bruijn–Erdős subadditive lemma

In this section, we will try to extend the de Bruijn–Erdős subadditive lemma to the
Banach space-valued sequences. We start with one-dimensional spaces.

Proposition 3.1. Let {an}n∈N ⊂ R be a sequence satisfying

(3.1) |an+m| ≤ |an + am|, for all
1

2
n ≤ m ≤ 2n.

Then the limit limn→∞
an
n
∈ R exists.

Proof. By (3.1), the triangle inequality and [2, Theorem 22], there exists L ∈ [0,+∞) such
that

lim
n→∞

|an|
n

= L = inf
n∈N

|an|
n

.
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If L = 0, then limn→∞
an
n

= 0. Hence we assume L > 0. For any ε ∈ (0, L/4), there exists
N > 2 such that ∣∣∣∣ |an|n

− L

∣∣∣∣ < ε for all n ≥ N.

Hence,

(3.2) n(L− ε) < |an| < n(L+ ε) for all n ≥ N.

We claim that if ε is small then for all n ≥ N we have anan+1 > 0. Indeed, suppose not,
then there exists some n ≥ N such that anan+1 < 0 (by (3.2) we know that an ̸= 0 for
n ≥ N), thus by (3.1) and (3.2) we have

(2n+ 1)(L− ε) ≤ |a2n+1| ≤ |an + an+1| ≤ L+ (2n+ 1)ε.

In particular, we have (2n + 1)(L − 2ε) ≤ L for some n ≥ N . Taking ε = L
8

and N > 2

gives a contradiction. This proves our claim.
Hence, an has the same sign for all sufficiently large n. Therefore, the limit limn→∞

an
n

exists and equals to L or −L. □

Now we will show that even if in Proposition 3.1 we replace R by R2 with the Euclidean
norm, the conclusion fails. Consider the sequence rn = n + n

ln(n+1)1/2
, it clearly satisfies

limn→∞
rn
n
= 1 > 0. We claim that

(3.3) r2n+m ≤ r2n + r2m + 2

(
1− 1

100 ln(n+ 1)3/2

)
rnrm for all n ≤ m ≤ 2n, n ∈ N.

This can be rewritten as

(rn + rm − rn+m)(rn + rm + rn+m) ≥
2rnrm

100 ln(n+ 1)3/2
.

We have

rn + rm − rn+m ≥ n

ln(n+ 1)1/2
− n

ln(n+m+ 1)1/2
≥ n

(
1

ln(n+ 1)1/2
− 1

ln(2n+ 1)1/2

)
,

and rn + rm + rn+m ≥ rm, while

2rnrm
100 ln(n+ 1)3/2

≤ nrm
20 ln(n+ 1)3/2

.

Thus, it remains to show that

1

ln(n+ 1)1/2
− 1

ln(2n+ 1)1/2
≥ 1

20 ln(n+ 1)3/2
.
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The left-hand side is equal to

ln(2− 1
n+1

)

ln(n+ 1)1/2 ln(2n+ 1)1/2(ln(n+ 1)1/2 + ln(2n+ 1)1/2)
,

which is at least ln(3/2)

2 ln(2n+1)3/2
. It remains to note that

ln(2n+ 1) ≤ ln((n+ 1)2) = 2 ln(n+ 1),

so the inequality holds even with the constant 25/2

ln(3/2)
< 14 in place of 20.

Now, we take θn = (lnn)1/4

100
for all n ∈ N. We claim that

(3.4) 0 ≤ θ2n − θn =
ln(2n)1/4 − ln(n)1/4

50
≤ ln(n+ 1)−3/4

50
,

where the left inequality is obvious and the right inequality is true for n = 1, while for
n > 1 we have ln(2n)1/4 ≤ (ln(n) + 1)1/4 ≤ ln(n)1/4 + 1

4 ln(n)3/4
since the function x → x1/4

is concave, so ln(2n)1/4 − ln(n)1/4 ≤ 1
4 ln(n)3/4

, and ln(n+1)
ln(n)

≤ ln(n2)
ln(n)

= 2, thus

θ2n − θn ≤ 23/4

200
ln(n+ 1)−3/4 ≤ ln(n+ 1)−3/4

50
.

Consider the sequence of vectors vn = (rn cos(θn), rn sin(θn)) ∈ R2. The length of vn
n

converges to 1, but since θn tends to +∞ while θn+1− θn tends to 0, the limit of the vector
vn
n

does not exist. It remains to show that for 1
2
n ≤ m ≤ 2n we have ∥vn + vm|| ≥ ∥vn+m||.

Without loss of generality we can assume that n ≤ m, otherwise we can simply swap n

and m. We have

∥vn + vm∥2 = r2n + r2m + 2rnrm cos(θm − θn);

it follows from the monotonicity of {θn} and (3.4) that

cos(θm − θn) ≥ 1− 1

2
(θm − θn)

2 ≥ 1− 1

2
(θ2n − θn)

2 ≥ 1− 1

100
(lnn+ 1)−3/2,

hence (3.3) implies that

∥vn + vm∥2 ≥ r2n + r2m + 2

(
1− 1

100(lnn+ 1)3/2

)
rnrm ≥ r2n+m = ∥vn+m∥2,

as required.
Moreover, by taking rn = n + nsn with sn = (lnn)−δ and θn = (lnn)δ for big enough

n, where δ is a small positive number, by the same method we can check the inequality
∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ for an even wider range of pairs (n,m), specifically for n ≤ m ≤
n exp((lnn)1−ε) where ε = ε(δ) tends to 0 as δ tends to 0. We do not know whether there
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exist functions f(n) such that the Banach space-valued version of the Fekete’s subadditivity
lemma is true if we only assume it for n ≤ m ≤ f(n).

Question 3.2. Let X be a uniformly convex Banach space. Does there exist a function
f : N → N such that for all sequences vn ∈ X with ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ for n ≤ m ≤ f(n)

the limit lim vn
n

exists?

By the Proposition 3.1 if X is one-dimensional then f(n) = 2n is enough, but already
for the two-dimensional Hilbert spaces X we need a superlinear function f .

4. Banach space case

As we said in the introduction, if the Banach space is not convex then Fekete’s lemma
fails in it. Here, we will construct a convex Banach space in which Fekete’s lemma is still
false.

Consider the Banach space X of sequences (a1, a2, . . .) for which the norm

∥(a1, a2, . . .)∥ =
∞∑
n=1

|an|+

√√√√ ∞∑
n=1

|an|2
16n

is finite. This is clearly a norm (in fact, X is nothing but ℓ1(N), just with a slightly different
norm), and due to the presence of the quadratic term the space X with this norm is strictly
convex. However, if we take vn = nen, where en is the vector (0, . . . 0, 1, 0, . . .), where 1 is
only on n’th place, then this sequence satisfies our assumption:

∥vn + vm∥ = n+m+

√
n2

16n
+

m2

16m
≥ n+m+

n

4n
≥ n+m+

n+m

4n+m
= ∥vn+m∥,

where the second inequality is true because the function x
4x

is decreasing on [1,∞). On
the other hand, the limit limn→∞

vn
n

clearly does not exist.
This example is a slight perturbation of a non-convex Banach space ℓ1(N). Yet, since

it is convex it shows that convexity is not a sufficient condition for the Fekete’s lemma
to hold. Now, we will show an example which demonstrates that uniform convexity is
not necessary for it to hold either, hence the condition that the Fekete’s lemma holds is
strictly between convexity and uniform convexity. This example was communicated to us
by Dongyi Wei and we thank him for allowing us to include it in our text.

Consider the Banach space X of sequences x = (x1, x2, . . .) for which the norm

∥x∥ =

(
∞∑
k=1

(
|x2k−1|k+1 + |x2k|k+1

)2/(k+1)

)1/2

= ∥ (∥(x2k−1, x2k)∥ℓk+1) ∥ℓ2(k∈N).
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As a set X is equal to ℓ2(N) but unlike ℓ2(N) it is not uniformly convex: for the sequence of
vectors vn = e2n−1+e2n

21/(n+1) , wn = e2n−1−e2n
21/(n+1) , where ek is a vector with 1 at the k’th position and

zero everywhere else, we have ∥vn∥ = ∥wn∥ = 1, ∥vn − wn∥= 2
n

n+1 ≥ 1 and ∥vn + wn∥ =

21−1/(n+1) → 2 as n → ∞. Yet, as we will now show, the Fekete’s lemma holds for X.
Let vn be a sequence of vectors in X such that ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ for all n,m ∈ N.

Consider the vectors wn ∈ ℓ2(N) defined by

wn,k =
(
|vn,2k−1|k+1 + |vn,2k|k+1

)1/(k+1)
.

We have ∥wn∥ℓ2 = ∥vn∥X and ∥wn + wm∥ℓ2 ≥ ∥wn+m∥ℓ2 , where the first equality is
obvious and the second inequality holds because of the subadditivity assumption on vn
and the triangle inequality in ℓk+1 for each k. By Theorem 1.1 and the uniform convexity
of ℓ2(N) we get the existence of the limit W = limn→∞

wn

n
.

Our next step is to show that for each k the limit of the vector un,k

n
= (

vn,2k−1

n
,
vn,2k

n
)

exists. If Wk = 0 then ∥un,k∥ℓk+1

n
tends to 0, therefore un,k

n
tends to 0. So, from now on we

assume that Wk > 0. The idea now is to write the inequality ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ and to
ignore all but 2k − 1 and 2k’th coordinates by the triangle inequality. We get

∥vn+m∥ ≤

((
|vn,2k−1 + vm,2k−1|k+1 + |vn,2k + vm,2k|k+1

)2/(k+1)
+
∑
l ̸=k

(wn,l + wm,l)
2

)1/2

.

Now, we can essentially repeat the proof of Theorem 1.1. If n and m are close, meaning
n ≤ m ≤ 4n then the vectors un,k

n
and um,k

m
must be close otherwise we will lose a positive

portion of the norm which is not allowed, and then if 4n < m we apply the above inequality
many times to again get that if the vectors are not close then eventually we will lose a
positive portion of the norm. Both of these parts crucially rely on the fact that, for fixed
k, ℓk+1 is a uniformly convex Banach space. We leave the details of the computations to
the interested reader.

It remains to show that the limit of vn
n

exists as a vector. For each k we showed the
existence of the limits vn,2k−1

n
and vn,2k

n
, so let us collect all of these limits into a single vector

V . Our goal is to show that limn→∞
vn
n

= V . Computing the norm of vn
n
− V , for each of

the first K coordinates we know that their contributions tend to 0 for any K, in particular
can be made less than arbitrary δ > 0. On the other hand, since we already have a limit
vector w, we can for any ε > 0 finds K such that

∑
k>K W 2

k < ε2. Since wn

n
→ W we get

that for big enough n we have
∑

k>K w2
n,k < 2n2ε2. Then by Fatou’s lemma for big enough

n we get ∥vn
n
− V ∥ ≤ (Kδ2 + 4ε2)1/2 which can be made less than 3ε if δ is small enough

depending on K and ε. Since ε is arbitrary we get that limn→∞
vn
n
= V as required.



10 ALEKSEI KULIKOV AND FENG SHAO

The key idea of this example is that we took a sequence of uniformly convex Banach
spaces which is not uniformly uniformly convex, and put them into an ℓ2-series. Then, the
proof consisted of essentially two applications of the main result, first on the encompassing
ℓ2 space, and then on each uniformly convex Banach space individually, where we did not
care anymore if the triangle inequality is uniform across our Banach spaces. Of course,
this procedure can be iterated, so we can produce even more examples by taking nested
uniformly convex Banach spaces. Note also that the fact that ℓk+1 that we considered
were finite-dimensional played no role, the proof would have worked even if they were
infinite-dimensional, we made them two-dimensional only for the typographical reasons.

We end this section by briefly describing an example showing that the fact that X is
Banach is also necessary, that is if X is uniformly convex but not complete the Fekete’s
lemma may not hold in X. Take X to be the set of sequences (a1, a2, . . .) which are
eventually 0 and equip it with an ℓ2-norm. Define the sequence vn ∈ X by

vn,m =

 cn
22m

, m ≤ n,

0, m > n,

where cn = n(1 + 10
log log(10n)

). We leave the verification of the inequality ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn +

vm∥ for all n,m ∈ N to the interested reader, so that the sequence {vn}n∈N satisfies the
assumption of the Fekete’s lemma. On the other hand, the limit V = limn→∞

vn
n

must
satisfy Vm = 1

22m
, so V /∈ X.

5. A necessary and sufficient condition

The previous discussions show that, given a Banach space X, we have not found an effi-
cient way to determine whether Fekete’s lemma holds for X or not. Convexity is necessary
but not sufficient, and uniform convexity is sufficient but not necessary. In this section, we
give a criterion to determine, in a general convex Banach space, given a sequence satisfying
the hypothesis of Fekete’s lemma, whether the conclusion of Fekete’s lemma holds or not.

We start with the following definition.

Definition 3. Let (X, ∥ · ∥) be a normed space and let S ⊂ X. The subset S is called
uniformly convex if for all ε > 0 there exists δ ∈ (0, 1) such that for all u, v ∈ S satisfying
∥u∥ = ∥v∥ = 1 and ∥u− v∥ ≥ ε, there holds ∥u+ v∥ ≤ 2− δ.

Remark 5.1. If S ∩ {x ∈ X : ∥x∥ = 1} = ∅, then S is uniformly convex by default.

The following result follows directly from the proof of our main theorem.
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Corollary 5.2. Let (X, ∥ · ∥) be a Banach space and let {vn}n∈N ⊂ X be a sequence such
that

(5.1) ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ for all n,m ∈ N.

Assume that either

• there exists i ∈ N such that vi = 0, or
• vn ̸= 0 for all n ∈ N and { vn

∥vn∥}n∈N ⊂ X is a uniformly convex subset.

Then the limit limn→∞
vn
n

exists.

Proof. Observe that if vi = 0 for some i ∈ N, then by (5.1) vki = 0 for all k ∈ N. Since the
limit limn→∞

∥vn∥
n

exists by the classical Fekete’s lemma, we know that limn→∞
∥vn∥
n

= 0,
thus limn→∞

vn
n
= 0 in X.

If vn ̸= 0 for all n ∈ N, then we can show that { vn
∥vn∥}n∈N is Cauchy, using the same proof

as our Theorem 1.1. □

The opposite direction is based on the following proposition.

Proposition 5.3. Let (X, ∥ · ∥) be a convex normed space and let S ⊂ X be a subset in
which any sequence has a convergent subsequence in X. Then S is uniformly convex.

Proof. Let ε > 0. Assume on the contrary that there exist two sequences {un}n∈N ⊂ S and
{vn}n∈N ⊂ S such that ∥un∥ = 1 = ∥vn∥, ∥un − vn∥ ≥ ε for all n ∈ N and ∥un + vn∥ → 2

as n → ∞. By passing to the subsequences, we can assume without loss of generality that
un → u ∈ X and vn → v ∈ X as n → ∞. Hence ∥u∥ = 1 = ∥v∥, ∥u − v∥ ≥ ε and
∥u+ v∥ = 2. This contradicts the convexity of X. □

Immediately from this, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 5.4. Let (X, ∥ · ∥) be a convex normed space. Assume that {vn}n∈N ⊂ X is a
sequence satisfying

lim
n→∞

vn
n

∈ X \ {0},

then there exists N0 such that { vn
∥vn∥}n>N0 is a uniformly convex subset. Moreover, if vn ̸= 0

for all n ∈ N, then { vn
∥vn∥}n∈N is a uniformly convex subset.

We conclude this section with the following criterion.

Theorem 5.5. Let (X, ∥ · ∥) be a convex Banach space and let {vn}n∈N ⊂ X be a sequence
such that ∥vn+m∥ ≤ ∥vn + vm∥ for all n,m ∈ N and limn→∞

∥vn∥
n

> 0. Then the limit
limn→∞

vn
n

exists in X if and only if { vn
∥vn∥}n∈N is a uniformly convex subset.
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