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Abstract

We study the problem of solving fixed-point equations for seminorm-contractive

operators and establish foundational results on the non-asymptotic behavior of iterative

algorithms in both deterministic and stochastic settings. Specifically, in the determinis-

tic setting, we prove a fixed-point theorem for seminorm-contractiveoperators, showing

that iterates converge geometrically to the kernel of the seminorm. In the stochastic

setting, we analyze the corresponding stochastic approximation (SA) algorithm un-

der seminorm-contractive operators and Markovian noise, providing a finite-sample

analysis for various stepsize choices.

A benchmark for equation solving is linear systems of equations, where the conver-

gence behavior of fixed-point iteration is closely tied to the stability of linear dynamical

systems. In this special case, our results provide a complete characterization of system

stability with respect to a seminorm, linking it to the solution of a Lyapunov equa-

tion in terms of positive semi-definite matrices. In the stochastic setting, we establish

a finite-sample analysis for linear Markovian SA without requiring the Hurwitzness

assumption.

Our theoretical results offer a unified framework for deriving finite-sample bounds

for various reinforcement learning algorithms in the average reward setting, including

TD(λ) for policy evaluation (which is a special case of solving a Poisson equation) and

Q-learning for control.

1 Introduction

Fixed-point equations are fundamental in diverse fields such as optimization [15], game theory [26], dy-

namical systems [34], and reinforcement learning (RL) [61], where solving the Bellman equation often

lies at the core of the problem. When the operator defining the fixed-point equation is a norm-contractive

mapping, the development of algorithms and the analysis of their convergence are relatively well under-

stood. This understanding extends to both deterministic settings—leveraging the Banach fixed-point theo-

rem [4]—and stochastic settings, through stochastic approximation methods designed for norm-contractive

operators [9, 11, 57].

While norm-contractive operators provide a well-established framework for analyzing fixed-point equa-

tions, many real-world problems involve operators that are only seminorm-contractive. A representative

example is RL in the average reward setting [45, 55], where the absence of a discount factor makes the

associated Bellman operator contractive only with respect to a seminorm. Another common example is

solving least squares problems involving positive semi-definite but not positive definite matrices, which

arise in applications such as over-parameterized models [42] and low-rank matrix completion [59]. Even in

cases where the operator is norm-contractive, solving for the exact fixed point may not always be necessary;

instead, it may suffice to find an approximate fixed point with an error confined to a suitable subspace.
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For instance, in solving RL problems in the discounted setting, the Bellman operator is a norm-contractive

mapping. However, by leveraging its seminorm-contractive property, one can achieve significantly better

sample complexity guarantees [23]. Therefore, developing provably efficient algorithms for solving semi-

norm fixed-point equations, in both deterministic and stochastic settings, is of significant theoretical and

practical importance.

In this paper, we consider solving seminorm fixed-point equations of the form p(F̄ (x)− x) = 0, where

p(·) is an arbitrary seminorm (see Section 2.1 for the formal definition) and F̄ : Rd → R
d is an operator

that is contractive with respect to p(·). In the special case where p(·) is a norm, this equation reduces to

the standard fixed-point equation F̄ (x) = x. A natural approach to solve p(F̄ (x) − x) = 0 is through the

fixed-point iteration

xk+1 = F̄ (xk). (1)

However, unlike the norm-contractive setting [4], the convergence properties of such fixed-point iterations

are, to the best of our knowledge, not completely understood in the literature. To make matters worse, we

often lack sufficient information and/or computational power to perform the desired fixed-point iteration and

must instead work with its noisy variant:

xk+1 = xk + αk(F (xk, Yk)− xk + wk), (2)

where F (·, ·) is another operator, αk is the stepsize, and {Yk} and {ωk} are two stochastic processes

representing noise. Here, F (·, Yk)+wk is understood as a noisy estimate of F̄ (·). Motivated by applications

in average reward RL, the stochastic process {Yk} is a Markov chain, and the stochastic process {wk} is

a martingale difference sequence. See Section 4 for more details. Algorithms of the form (2) are known

as Markovian stochastic approximation (SA) algorithms, which are central to modern large-scale machine

learning. As we will see in Section 5, the update equation (2) captures a variety of average reward RL

algorithms, such as TD(λ) for policy evaluation and Q-learning for policy optimization.

In this work, we present a unified theory for solving fixed-point equations with seminorm-contractive

operators, starting with a fixed-point theorem that characterizes the convergence behavior of the fixed-point

iteration (1) and eventually leading to the finite-sample analysis of the SA algorithm (2). Moreover, in

the special case where the target equation is linear, we extend the classical Lyapunov stability theorem

to characterize the stability of the fixed-point iteration (which can also be viewed as a linear dynamical

system) with respect to seminorms. This result is later used to analyze Markovian linear SA without

requiring the Hurwitzness assumption. The non-asymptotic results in this paper are essential for evaluating

algorithmic efficiency under real-world computational and time constraints. Unlike asymptotic analysis,

which guarantees convergence only in the limit, non-asymptotic analysis provides explicit performance

bounds that guide algorithm design and implementation.

1.1 Main Contributions

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized in three key points.

• Seminorm Fixed-Point Theorem. We start by analyzing the convergence behavior of fixed-point iterations

for operators that are contractive with respect to seminorms. By establishing fundamental properties

of seminorms, we demonstrate that the quotient space induced by a seminorm is a Banach space and

that a seminorm-contractive operator becomes norm-contractive when restricted to this quotient space.

Leveraging these insights and the Banach fixed-point theorem, we prove that the fixed-point iteration for a

seminorm-contractive operator converges geometrically to the kernel of the seminorm.

A notable application of our results is the iteration scheme xk+1 = Axk, where the matrix A may have

a spectral radius greater than one. Understanding the convergence behavior of xk in such discrete linear
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dynamical systems is crucial due to the widespread applications of linear system theory. Building on the

seminorm fixed-point theorem, we establish a Lyapunov stability theorem for these linear systems, linking

their stability (defined with respect to an appropriate seminorm) to the solutions of associated Lyapunov

equations. For completeness, we also provide a characterization of the stability of the continuous-time

linear dynamical system ẋ(t) = Ax(t) by the solution to its corresponding Lyapunov equation.

• Markovian Stochastic Approximation. The most notable contribution of this work is the establishment

of finite-sample bounds for the Markovian SA algorithm presented in Eq. (2), measured by the expectation

of the square of the seminorm. Specifically, we show that the expected squared error decays at a rate of

Õ(1/k) with properly chosen diminishing stepsizes, and converges geometrically fast to an asymptotic

error of Õ(α) when constant stepsizes αk ≡ α are used.

A significant consequence of these results is the application to Markovian linear SA algorithms of the form

xk+1 = xk + αk(A(Yk)xk + b(Yk)), where A(·) and b(·) are matrix-valued and vector-valued functions,

respectively, and {Yk} is a Markov chain. Crucially, our framework does not require the expectation

of A(Yk) to be Hurwitz, a common assumption in the existing literature. Despite this relaxation, the

Markovian linear SA algorithm still converges, albeit in a properly defined seminorm.

Methodologically, our analysis of Markovian SA under seminorm-contractive mappings is built on a

Lyapunov-based approach. Inspired by [18], which studied the norm-contractive setting of the SA algorithm

in Eq. (2), we develop a novel Lyapunov function tailored for seminorm-contractive operators. This

function is constructed using the infimal convolution of an indicator function with the generalized Moreau

envelope. Further details on the proof techniques can be found in Section 4.4.

• Average Reward Reinforcement Learning. We model popular average reward RL algorithms, such

as TD(λ) with linear function approximation and Q-learning, in the form of Eq. (2) and provide their

finite-sample guarantees. These results imply a sample complexity of Õ(ǫ−2) for both algorithms. The

average reward setting is notably more challenging than the discounted setting due to the Bellman operator

being non-contractive with respect to any norm. Our analysis of SA with seminorm-contractive operators

plays a key role in establishing these guarantees.

As a side note, the Bellman equation for policy evaluation in average reward RL takes the form of a Poisson

equation. Therefore, our results can potentially be applied to finding solutions to general Poisson equations

(which have wide applications) in both deterministic and stochastic settings.

1.2 Related Literature

In this section, we discuss related work on seminorm contractive operators, Lyapunov stability of dynamical

systems, SA, and average reward RL (focusing on value-based algorithms).

Seminorm Contractive Operators. Norm-contractive operators have been extensively studied in the

literature since the introduction of the contraction principle in [4]. They have found numerous applications,

including the study of dynamical systems [44], control system design [43], and robotics [46]. These

applications have motivated a series of works examining contractive operators in various settings [21, 54, 64].

Seminorms have been a key area of study in functional analysis [20] and topological vector spaces [14].

However, to the best of our knowledge, the literature lacks a comprehensive theory of seminorm-contractive

operators. Notable exceptions that focus on special cases within this paradigm include the study of span

seminorm contraction for the average reward Bellman operator in MDPs [55], the ergodic coefficient of

Markov chains [22], and network systems analysis as a seminorm contraction [33]. The objective of this

paper is to establish a unifying framework for the study of seminorm-contractive operators in full generality.

Lyapunov Stability. Lyapunov stability has long been a central focus in the control theory of dynamical

systems [34, 35]. One especially well-studied area within this field is the stability analysis of linear systems,
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which finds applications in a variety of settings and often serves as an effective approximation for more

complex nonlinear systems. Specifically, the stability of linear systems has been shown to be closely linked

to the existence of a unique solution to the associated Lyapunov equation [5, 53]. In discrete- and continuous-

time settings, this translates respectively to Schur stability and Hurwitz stability of the corresponding linear

operators [32]. However, to the best of our knowledge, the study of linear system stability within the context

of seminorms, along with the corresponding formulation of Lyapunov equations, has not yet been addressed

in the existing literature.

Stochastic Approximation. SA has been a powerful tool for solving root-finding problems under noisy

observations. The early literature on SA focused on establishing its asymptotic convergence [7, 11, 36, 57],

while the more recent ones have shared the interest in providing the finite-sample guarantees. Specifically,

for linear SA, finite-sample analysis has been performed in [37, 50, 60]. For nonlinear SA, finite-sample

bounds were provided when there is a contractive operator [18, 19, 49, 56], or when the algorithm is an

SGD variant for minimizing some objective function [6, 13, 38]. Most existing studies on finite-time bounds

assume that the algorithm converges to a unique point. However, a broader perspective includes situations

in which the SA algorithm can converge to any point in a subspace or even wander within that subspace

without exhibiting clear convergence behavior. In this work, we focus on two such scenarios—namely, SA

for seminorm contractive operators and SA for linear operators—and provide non-asymptotic results.

Value-Based Methods in Average Reward RL. In the next few paragraphs, we discuss related work

on average reward RL, focusing on last-iterate convergence guarantees of value-based algorithms such as

TD-learning for policy evaluation and Q-learning for policy optimization.

The policy evaluation problem in RL is usually solved using TD-learning variants, such as least-squares

policy evaluation (LSPE),n-step TD, and TD(λ). The asymptotic convergence of TD(λ) (with linear function

approximation) was established in [63]. The asymptotic convergence and the rate of convergence of LSPE

were provided in [66]. However, both results require that the all-ones vector does not belong to the span of the

basis vectors used for linear function approximation, which is relatively restrictive (as it is not even satisfied

in the tabular setting) and is not required in this work. Moreover, we focus on finite-sample guarantees rather

than asymptotic convergence, thereby offering a more refined characterization of the algorithm’s convergence

behavior.

Q-learning is one of the most well-known model-free algorithms for policy optimization. The first

provably convergent algorithms include relative value iteration (RVI) Q-learning, stochastic shortest path

(SSP) Q-learning [1], and their variants [28]. More recently, the authors of [65] introduced a variant

of Q-learning that does not require a reference function (which is needed in RVI Q-learning). However,

most existing results focus on establishing asymptotic convergence, whereas we provide non-asymptotic

guarantees.

A conference version of this paper [68] specifically focused on average reward RL. However, in this

work, we develop a general theory for seminorm contraction SA (and linear SA without the Hurwitzness

assumption) and obtain results for average reward TD-learning and Q-learning as special cases.

Solving the Poisson Equation. The Poisson equation characterizes the long-term behavior of functionals

of a Markov chain [47]. In the context of the policy evaluation problem in RL, since the policy is fixed, the

Poisson equation naturally arises as the average reward Bellman equation. It has been extensively studied in

Markov chain theory, where estimating its solutions serves as a subroutine in various problems, including

asymptotic variance estimation [3] and the construction of variance-reduced unbiased estimators for the

stationary expectation of a function of the Markov chain [24, 31, 48]. In [3], the authors establish finite-

time mean square error bounds for the value function estimate, while [24, 31, 48] focus on the asymptotic

optimality of the proposed unbiased estimators of the stationary expectation. The results presented in this

work can be leveraged to obtain finite-time bounds for iterative methods used to solve the Poisson equation.
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2 Preliminary Results on the Seminorm Fixed-Point Theorem

Seminorms, as generalizations of the concept of norms, have been utilized in various areas of research,

including Lasso regression in convex optimization [15] and average reward RL [55]. In this section, we

develop preliminary results for seminorm-contractive operators, starting with several useful properties of

seminorms and ultimately leading to a seminorm fixed-point theorem.

2.1 Seminorms

Recall that a function ‖ · ‖ : Rd → R is a norm if it satisfies the following three properties:

(1) Triangle Inequality: ‖x+ y‖ ≤ ‖x‖+ ‖y‖ for any x, y ∈ R
d;

(2) Absolute Homogeneity: ‖αx‖ = |α|‖x‖ for all x ∈ R
d and α ∈ R;

(3) Positive Definiteness: ‖x‖ ≥ 0 for all x ∈ R, with ‖x‖ = 0 only if x = 0.

Although norms are useful metrics to measure the size of vectors, sometimes we care only about certain

components of a vector instead of the whole vector, which motivates the definition of seminorms.

Definition 2.1. A non-negative real-valued function p : Rd → R is called a seminorm if

(1) p(αx) = |α|p(x) for all x ∈ R
d and α ∈ R,

(2) p(x+ y) ≤ p(x) + p(y) for all x, y ∈ R
d.

A seminorm can be viewed as a relaxation of a norm because the seminorm does not require the positive

definiteness property, i.e., p(x) = 0 does not imply x = 0. A representative example of seminorms is the

span seminorm

pspan(x) = max
1≤i≤d

xi − min
1≤j≤d

xj , ∀x ∈ R
d,

which is used in studying average reward MDPs [55]. As another example, the seminorm p(x) = (x⊤Px)1/2

defined by a positively semi-definite matrix P ∈ R
d×d often appears as the objective function in linear

regression problems.

Properties of Seminorms. The following proposition summarizes several fundamental properties of semi-

norms, all of which will be frequently used in our study. See Appendix A.1 for the proof.

Proposition 2.1. Let p(·) be a seminorm on R
d.

(1) The kernel of p(·), defined as ker(p) = {x ∈ R
d | p(x) = 0}, is a linear subspace of Rd.

(2) There exists a norm ‖ · ‖ on R
d such that p(x) = miny∈ker(p) ‖x− y‖ for all x ∈ R

d.

(3) Let q(·) be another seminorm on R
d such that ker(p) = ker(q). Then, there exist constants C1, C2 > 0

such that C1q(x) ≤ p(x) ≤ C2q(x) for all x ∈ R
d.

Several remarks are in order. First, given a seminorm p(·), the set {x ∈ R
d | p(x) = 0} is, in general,

not a singleton. For example, consider the seminorm p(x) = (x⊤Px)1/2, where P ∈ R
d×d is a positive

semi-definite matrix. Then, it is easy to see that the kernel space of p(·) is the kernel space of the matrix

P , which is a linear subspace of Rd. Proposition 2.1 (1) states that this is true for any seminorm. Second,

there is a close connection between a seminorm and a norm on R
d. Suppose that we are given a norm ‖ · ‖
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and a linear subspace E, then p(x) := miny∈E ‖x − y‖ is, by Definition 2.1, a seminorm. Proposition 2.1

(2) states that the converse is also true, i.e., any seminorm p(·) can be equivalently written as the distance to

its kernel with respect to some norm ‖ · ‖. Finally, given two arbitrary norms, denoted as ‖ · ‖a and ‖ · ‖b,
defined in a finite-dimensional Euclidean space, it is well known that they are equivalent in the sense that

there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that c1‖x‖a ≤ ‖x‖b ≤ c2‖x‖a for any x ∈ R
d. This is, in general, not true for two

arbitrary seminorms. However, Proposition 2.1 (3) states that we still have equivalence between seminorms

as long as their kernels coincide.

To further understand Proposition 2.1, let us use the span seminorm as an illustrative example, which is

of particular interest to us due to its relevance in average reward RL. Recall that the span seminorm pspan(·)
is defined as pspan(x) = max1≤i≤d xi −min1≤j≤d xj for all x ∈ R

d. In this case, it is easy to see that the

kernel of pspan(·) is {ced | c ∈ R}, where ed is the all-ones vector in R
d. In addition, we have pspan(x) =

miny∈{ced|c∈R} 2‖x− y‖∞ for all x ∈ R
d, which follows by observing that argminy∈{c·ed|c∈R} ‖x− y‖∞ =

(max1≤i≤d xi +min1≤j≤d xj)ed/2.

The Quotient Space Defined by a Seminorm. Next, we introduce the quotient space associated with

a seminorm and show that seminorms are actually norms when restricted to their corresponding quotient

spaces. This result will be particularly useful in establishing the seminorm fixed-point theorem.

For any x, y ∈ R
d with x − y ∈ ker(p), we have p(x) = p(y). This motivates the definition of the

following equivalence relation ∼ on R
d: x ∼ y if and only if x−y ∈ ker(p). Given x ∈ R

d, the equivalence

class of x under ∼, denoted [x], is defined as [x] = x + ker(p). With this notation, we define the quotient

of Rd by ker(p) as Rd/ker(p) = {[x] | x ∈ R
d}, which is the set of all equivalence classes induced by ∼

on R
d. Alternatively, the quotient space R

d/ker(p) can be interpreted as the set of all affine subspaces of

R
d that are parallel to ker(p). Scalar multiplication and addition are defined on the equivalence classes by

α[x] = [αx] and [x] + [y] = [x + y] for all α ∈ R and x, y ∈ R
d. These operations are well-defined (i.e.,

they do not depend on the choice of representatives), making the quotient space R
d/ker(p) a vector space

with ker(p) being its zero vector.

We conclude this section with the following result, which states that the vector space Rd/ker(p) equipped

with p(·) is actually a Banach space. See Appendix A.2 for the proof.

Lemma 2.1. Let p(·) be a seminorm onRd. Then, p(·) is a norm onRd/ker(p). Furthermore, (Rd/ker(p), p)
forms a Banach space.

2.2 A Seminorm Fixed-Point Theorem

In this section, we present a fixed-point theorem that extends the Banach fixed-point theorem for norm-

contractive operators to the seminorm setting. The results in this section are fundamental for establishing

finite-sample guarantees for SA algorithms, as will be discussed in Section 4.

The following definition formalizes the concept of seminorm-contractive operators.

Definition 2.2. An operator T : Rd → R
d is a contraction mapping with respect to a seminorm p(·) if there

exists γ ∈ [0, 1) such that

p(T (x)− T (y)) ≤ γp(x− y), ∀x, y ∈ R
d.

Moreover, we call x∗ ∈ R
d a fixed point of T : Rd → R

d with respect to p(·) if p(T (x∗)− x∗) = 0.

Note that unlike in the norm-contractive setting, p(T (x∗) − x∗) = 0, in general, does not imply

T (x∗) = x∗. Next, we present a natural generalization of the Banach fixed-point theorem to the seminorm

setting.
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Theorem 2.1. Let T : Rd → R
d be a γ-contraction mapping with respect to a seminorm p(·). Then, there

exists x∗ ∈ R
d such that p(T (x∗)− x∗) = 0. In addition, for any x0 ∈ R

d, the sequence {xk} generated by

xk+1 = T (xk) satisfies

p(xk − x∗) ≤ γkp(x0 − x∗), ∀ k ≥ 0.

The complete proof of Theorem 2.1 is presented in Appendix A.3. The high-level idea is to show that

p(·) is a norm-contractive mapping in the Banach space (Rd/ker(p), p) (cf. Lemma 2.1), which enables us

to leverage the Banach fixed-point theorem.

The above theorem guarantees the existence of a unique affine subspace of fixed points [x∗] = x∗+ker(p).
Moreover, since p(xk − x∗) can be viewed as the distance from xk to the set [x∗] with respect to some norm

‖·‖ (cf. Proposition 2.1), fixed-point iteration guarantees the geometric convergence of the sequence {xk} to

the affine subspace [x∗]. One should be careful in interpreting the convergence results in Theorem 2.1. Unlike

the classical definition of convergence, even if xk converges to x∗ in some seminorm, certain components

of xk may still diverge to infinity. As a clear example, consider T : R2 → R
2 defined as T (x(1), x(2)) =

(x(1)/2, 2x(2)), which is a contraction mapping with respect to the seminorm p̂(x(1), x(2)) = |x(1)|,
with a contraction factor of 1/2. In addition, the set of solutions to the seminorm fixed-point equation

p̂(T (x(1), x(2)) − (x(1), x(2))) = 0 is given by E = {(x(1), x(2)) ∈ R
2 | x(1) = 0, x(2) ∈ R}. As a

result of Theorem 2.1, the sequence {xk} generated by xk+1 = T (xk) converges to E geometrically fast.

This implies that xk(1) converges to zero. However, the results do not imply any kind of convergence for

xk(2). In fact, since xk(2) = 2kx0(2), unless x0(2) = 0, we have limk→∞ |xk(2)| = ∞.

To further illustrate the use of Theorem 2.1, we have provided two more examples of using Theorem 2.1

to study the convergence behavior of optimization algorithms in Appendix A.4.

3 Seminorm Lyapunov Stability Theorems

A notable special case of fixed-point equations is the class of linear systems of equations, which serves as a

representative example in the analytical study of root-finding problems and has wide-ranging applications.

In this context, fixed-point iteration can be interpreted as a discrete linear dynamical system, and Theorem

2.1 provides the foundation for establishing a seminorm Lyapunov stability theorem. Given the significance

of linear systems, we devote this section to exploring their properties and implications. Furthermore, for

completeness, we present Lyapunov stability theorems for both discrete-time and continuous-time linear

dynamical systems.

3.1 Discrete-Time Linear Dynamical Systems

When T (·) is a linear operator, the fixed-point iteration (1) takes the form

xk+1 = Axk, ∀ k ≥ 0, (3)

where A ∈ R
d×d is a real-valued matrix. Understanding the convergence behavior of {xk} generated by

Eq. (3) has been a central topic in control theory. Specifically, the classical Lyapunov stability theorem [34]

states that the linear dynamical system (3) is globally geometrically stable (equivalently, the spectral radius

of A is strictly less than one) if and only if, for any positive definite matrix Q ∈ R
d×d, there exists a unique

positive definite matrix P ∈ R
d×d that solves the Lyapunov equation

A⊤PA− P +Q = 0. (4)

The Lyapunov equation is of significant importance because it provides an explicit way to verify the stability

of the linear system (3).
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The next theorem can be viewed as a generalization of the classical Lyapunov stability theorem to the

case where A may have eigenvalues with modulus greater than one. In this case, the stability (in terms of a

properly defined seminorm) of {xk} is also characterized by the same Lyapunov equation.

Theorem 3.1. Consider the sequence {xk} generated by Eq. (3), and let E be a linear subspace of Rd.

Then, the following statements are equivalent:

(1) The subspace E is invariant under A, i.e., x ∈ E implies Ax ∈ E. Furthermore, E contains EA,≥1,

where EA,≥1 denotes the subspace spanned by all generalized eigenvectors of A corresponding to

eigenvalues with moduli greater than or equal to one.

(2) There exists a seminorm p(·) with ker(p) = E and constants α, β > 0 such that p(xk) ≤ αp(x0)e
−βk

for all x0 ∈ R
d.

(3) For any seminorm p(·) with ker(p) = E, there exist constants α, β > 0 such that p(xk) ≤ αp(x0)e
−βk

for all x0 ∈ R
d.

(4) There exist matrices P,Q ∈ Sd
+,E satisfying Eq. (4), where Sd

+,E = {B � 0 | ker(B) = E} denotes

the set of positive semi-definite matrices with kernel E.

(5) For any Q ∈ Sd
+,E , there exists a unique P ∈ Sd

+,E satisfying Eq. (4).

Consequently, the smallest subspace E for which any of these statements hold is E = EA,≥1.

To understand Theorem 3.1, consider the special case where E = {0}. In this case, for Statement (1) in

Theorem 3.1 to hold, we must have EA,≥1 = {0}, which implies that the spectral radius of A is strictly less

than one. Then, statements (2)–(5) of Theorem 3.1 reduce to the classical Lyapunov stability theorem [34].

Note that, even when EA,≥1 = {0}, one has the flexibility to choose the linear subspace E to apply Theorem

3.1, which is not captured by the classical Lyapunov stability theorem. More generally, Theorem 3.1 states

that as long as the kernel space of a seminorm p(·) contains the “unstable region” of A, i.e., EA,≥1, the

discrete linear dynamical system converges geometrically in p(·). Moreover, this condition can be verified

by finding a solution to the Lyapunov equation (4).

The complete proof of Theorem 3.1 is provided in Appendix B.1. Here, we provide a proof sketch.

Our plan to prove Theorem 3.1 is to first prove the equivalence among Statements (2) – (5) and then prove

the equivalence between Statements (1) and (2). The equivalence among (2) – (5) extends the proof of the

classical Lyapunov stability theory to the seminorm setting. Specifically, the implication (2) ⇒ (3) follows

from the equivalence of seminorms that share the same kernel space (cf. Proposition 2.1). The implication

(3) ⇒ (5) is established by constructing P =
∑∞

k=0(A
⊤)kQAk and verifying that it is the unique solution

to the Lyapunov equation (4). The implication (5) ⇒ (4) is trivial, and (4) ⇒ (2) follows by defining

p(x) =
√
x⊤Px and using the Lyapunov equation to verify that the discrete linear system (3) is contracting

with respect to p(·). The most challenging part is proving (1) ⇔ (2). Specifically, to show (1) ⇒ (2), we use

the Jordan normal form of A to explicitly construct a seminorm p(·) with ker(p) = E such that the discrete

linear system (3) is contracting with respect to p(·). To prove (2) ⇒ (1), we use an induction argument to

show that all generalized eigenvectors associated with eigenvalues of A with moduli greater than or equal to

one are contained in E. Importantly, although the proof of Theorem 3.1 utilizes the properties of seminorms

stated in Proposition 2.1, it does not follow from the general seminorm fixed-point theorem (cf. Theorem

2.1). For more details, refer to Appendix B.1.

As a side note, the globally exponential stability with respect to seminorms for discrete-time linear

dynamical systems (3) has been studied in [22, Lemma 28]. However, Theorem 3.1 is different from their

results in that it further provides a Lyapunov equation that can be used in the stability analysis of discrete

linear dynamical systems.
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3.2 Continuous-Time Linear Dynamical Systems

Although the primary focus of this work is on the convergence behavior of discrete iterative algorithms, our

results for seminorms can also be used to extend the classical Lyapunov stability theorem for continuous-time

linear dynamical systems beyond the traditional Hurwitz setting. We include the result here for completeness.

Consider the ordinary differential equation (ODE):

ẋ(t) = Ax(t), x(0) ∈ R
d, (5)

where A ∈ R
d×d is a real-valued matrix. A key question for ODE (5) is regarding the stability of its

equilibrium points, i.e., solutions to Ax = 0. The classical Lyapunov stability theorem states that the origin

is a globally exponentially stable equilibrium point of ODE (5) (equivalently, the matrix A is Hurwitz) if and

only if, for any positive definite matrix Q ∈ R
d×d, there exists a unique positive definite matrix P ∈ R

d×d

that satisfies the Lyapunov equation:

A⊤P + PA+Q = 0. (6)

See [29, 34] for further details.

In the following theorem, we extend this result to the case where A is not necessarily Hurwitz. However,

in this case, the stability is defined in terms of convergence in seminorms. Specifically, we say that ODE

(5) is globally exponentially stable with respect to some seminorm p(·) if and only if there exist constants

α, β > 0 such that p(x(t)) ≤ αp(x(0))e−βt for all t ≥ 0 and any initialization x(0) ∈ R
d.

Theorem 3.2. Let A ∈ R
d×d be a real-valued matrix, and let E be a linear subspace of Rd. Then, the

following statements are equivalent.

(1) The linear subspace E is invariant under A, i.e., x ∈ E ⇒ Ax ∈ E. Moreover, E ⊇ EA,≥0,

where EA,≥0 denotes the linear subspace spanned by all generalized eigenvectors associated with the

eigenvalues of A whose real parts are greater than or equal to zero.

(2) There exists a seminorm p(·) with Ker(p) = E such that the ODE (5) is globally exponentially stable

with respect to p(·).

(3) For any seminorm p(·) with Ker(p) = E, the ODE (5) is globally exponentially stable with respect to

p(·).

(4) There exists a pair of P,Q ∈ Sd
+,E satisfying Eq. (6).

(5) For any Q ∈ Sd
+,E , there exists a unique P ∈ Sd

+,E satisfying Eq. (6).

Consequently, the smallest subspace E for which any of these statements hold is E = EA,≥0.

To connect Theorem 3.2 with the classical Lyapunov theorem, consider again the special case where

E = {0}. In this case, Statement (1) of Theorem 3.2 holds only if EA,≥0 = {0}, which implies that the

matrix A is Hurwitz. Under this condition, Theorem 3.2 recovers the classical Lyapunov stability theory for

continuous-time linear dynamical systems. More generally, Theorem 3.2 allows for matrices A that are not

Hurwitz. In this case, as long as the unstable region, i.e., EA,≥0, is contained within the kernel space of the

seminorm, the system remains stable with respect to the seminorm. Moreover, the same Lyapunov equation

can be used to verify this property.

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is presented in Appendix B.2. The high-level idea behind the proof is similar

to that of Theorem 3.1, except that we work with matrix exponentials.
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4 Markovian Stochastic Approximation under Seminorm Contraction

Although fixed-point iteration provides a promising approach for finding a fixed point of a seminorm-

contractive operator, its practical application is often constrained by computational limitations or incomplete

knowledge of the operator itself. These challenges motivate the use of SA, a data-driven small-stepsize

variant of the fixed-point iteration. In this section, we develop a finite-sample analysis of SA under a

seminorm contraction setting with Markovian noise.

4.1 Problem Setting

Let F̄ : Rd → R
d be an operator defined as F̄ (x) := EY∼µ[F (x, Y )], whereY ∈ Y is a random variable with

distribution µ, and F : Rd × Y → R
d is another operator. We assume that F̄ (·) is a seminorm-contractive

operator, as stated in the following.

Assumption 4.1. There exists a seminorm pc,E(·) on R
d with kernel denoted by E such that

pc,E(F̄ (x1)− F̄ (x2)) ≤ γpc,E(x1 − x2), ∀x1, x2 ∈ R
d,

where γ ∈ [0, 1) is the contraction factor.

Our goal is to find a fixed point x∗ ∈ R
d of F̄ (·) in the seminorm sense:

pc,E
(
F̄ (x∗)− x∗

)
= 0. (7)

Under Assumption 4.1, a solution to Eq. (7) must exist, as guaranteed by Theorem 2.1.

In SA, starting with an arbitrary initialization x0 ∈ R
d, we iteratively update xk as follows:

xk+1 = xk + αk (F (xk, Yk)− xk + ωk) , (8)

where {αk} is a sequence of stepsizes, and {Yk} and {ωk} are two stochastic processes. The algorithm

described in Eq. (8) extends the SA algorithms studied in [17, 18] to the seminorm-contractive setting.

To analyze this algorithm, we introduce the following assumption regarding the operator F (·, ·) and the

stochastic processes {Yk} and {ωk}.

Assumption 4.2. The following properties hold:

(1) There exist A1, B1 > 0 such that pc,E(F (x1, y) − F (x2, y)) ≤ A1pc,E(x1 − x2) for any x1, x2 ∈ R
d

and y ∈ Y and pc,E(F (0, y)) ≤ B1 for any y ∈ Y .

(2) The stochastic process {Yk} is a uniformly ergodic Markov chain with unique stationary distribution µ.

(3) The stochastic process {ωk} satisfies E[ωk | Fk] = 0 and pc,E(ωk) ≤ A2pc,E(xk) + B2 almost surely

for all k ≥ 0, where Fk is the σ-algebra generated by {(xi, Yi, ωi)}0≤i≤k−1 ∪ {xk} and A2, B2 > 0 are

constants.

Assumption 4.2 (1) is a natural generalization of the standard Lipschitz continuity assumption for

studying SA under norm-contractive operators. Assumption 4.2 (2) is motivated by applications in RL,

where the environment is modeled as an MDP. Under uniform ergodicity, there exist C > 0 and ρ ∈ (0, 1)
such that supy∈Y dTV (P (Yk|Y0 = y) , µ) ≤ Cρk for all k ≥ 0, where dTV (ν1, ν2) stands for the total

variation distance between probability measures ν1 and ν2 [39]. For a Markov chain with a finite state space,

Assumption 4.2 (2) is satisfied when the Markov chain is irreducible and aperiodic [39]. Assumption 4.2 (3)

states that the additive noise is a martingale difference sequence, which is also standard in the SA literature

[12].

Next, we introduce the mixing time of a Markov chain, which is a useful quantity for our analysis.
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Definition 4.1. Given a Markov chain MY = {Yk} with unique stationary distribution µY , for any δ > 0,

the mixing time tδ(MY ) of the Markov chain MY with accuracy δ is defined as

tδ(MY ) = min

{

k ≥ 0

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
sup
y∈Y

dTV (P (Yk|Y0 = y) , µY ) ≤ δ

}

. (9)

Throughout this section, for simplicity of notation, we will use tδ for the mixing time of the Markov

chain {Yk} with accuracy δ. In addition, when δ = αk, where αk is the stepsize in Eq. (8), we denote

tk = tαk
. Under Assumption 4.2 (2), the Markov chain {Yk} mixes at a geometric rate. Therefore, we

have tδ = O(log (1/δ)), which implies that limδ→0 δtδ = 0. This property is critical in our analysis for

controlling the Markovian noise.

4.2 Finite-Sample Analysis

In this section, we present the finite-sample bounds for the SA algorithm described in Eq. (8). To state

the result, we first specify the requirements for selecting the stepsize sequence {αk}. For simplicity, let

A = A1+A2+1 and B = B1+B2, where the constants A1, A2, B1, and B2 are defined in Assumption 4.2.

Additionally, the theorem depends on three problem-specific constants: ϕ1 > 0, ϕ2 ∈ (0, 1), and ϕ3 > 0.

The explicit expressions for these constants will be provided in the proof section (see Section 4.4, Eq. (14)).

Condition 4.1. The stepsize sequence {αk} is positive, non-increasing, and satisfies αk−tk,k−1 ≤
min{ϕ2/

(
ϕ3A

2
)
, 1/ (4A)} for all k ≥ tk, where αi,j :=

∑j
k=i αk.

Now, we are ready to state our main theorem, the proof of which will be discussed in detail in Section

4.4.

Theorem 4.1. Consider {xk} generated by the SA algorithm presented in Eq. (8). Suppose that Assumptions

4.1 and 4.2 are satisfied and the stepsize sequence {αk} verifies Condition 4.1. Then, we have for all

k ≥ K := min{k ≥ 0 | k ≥ tk} (which is finite under Assumption 4.2 (2)) that

E
[
pc,E(xk − x∗)2

]
≤ ϕ1c1

k−1∏

j=K

(1− ϕ2αj) + ϕ3c2

k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(1− ϕ2αj), (10)

where c1 = (pc,E(x0 − x∗) + pc,E(x0) +B/A)2 and c2 = (Apc,E(x
∗) +B)2. In particular, we have the

following convergence bounds for three common choices of stepsizes (as long as they satisfy Condition 4.1):

(1) When αk ≡ α ∈ (0, 1), we have for all k ≥ tα:

E[pc,E(xk − x∗)2] ≤ ϕ1c1(1− ϕ2α)
k−K +

ϕ3c2
ϕ2

αtα.

(2) When αk = α/(k + h), where α > 1/ϕ2 and h > 0, we have for all k ≥ K:

E[pc,E(xk − x∗)2] ≤ ϕ1c1

(
K + h

k + h

)αϕ2

+
8eα2ϕ3c2
ϕ2α− 1

tk
k + h

.

(3) When αk = α/(k + h)ξ , where ξ ∈ (0, 1) and α, h > 0, we have for all k ≥ K:

E[pc,E(xk − x∗)2] ≤ ϕ1c1e
−

ϕ2α
1−ξ [(k+h)1−ξ−(K+h)1−ξ] +

4ϕ3c2α

ϕ2

tk
(k + h)ξ

.
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In each case of Theorem 4.1, the right-hand side of the bound is a combination of the “bias” term

and the “variance” term. Using constant stepsizes is very efficient in driving the bias to zero, but cannot

eliminate the variance. When using the O(1/k) stepsizes, the convergence rate is roughly Õ (1/k) because

tk = O(log(k)), which is orderwise optimal. When using the O(1/kξ) stepsizes, the resulting convergence

rate is Õ
(
1/kξ

)
, which is sub-optimal but more robust with respect to α. To compute the sample complexity,

we use Theorem 4.1 Part (2). Given ǫ > 0, to make E[pc,E(xk −x∗)] ≤ ǫ, the sample complexity is Õ(ǫ−2).
These results are qualitatively similar to those for SA under norm-contractive operators [18]. In fact, when

E = {0} (in which case pc,E(·) becomes a norm), Theorem 4.1 recovers existing results for norm-contractive

SA algorithms as its special case.

As a final remark, although Theorem 4.1 establishes mean-square convergence of the seminorm pc,E(·),
it is important to note that convergence in a seminorm does not guarantee convergence (or even boundedness)

of all components of xk. Certain components may still diverge to infinity. To ensure the empirical stability of

the algorithm, one can incorporate a projection step into the algorithm. Specifically, according to Proposition

2.1, there exists a norm ‖ · ‖c such that pc,E(x) = miny∈E=ker(p) ‖x− y‖c for all x ∈ R
d. Therefore, instead

of directly implementing the SA algorithm as presented in Eq. (8), we can modify it as follows:

xk+1 = argmin
x∈E

‖xk + αk (F (xk, Yk)− xk + ωk)− x‖c, ∀ k ≥ 0.

Solving for the argmin is not always straightforward, depending on the seminorm and the kernel space. In

the context of Q-learning in average reward RL, since the corresponding seminorm is the span seminorm,

the optimization problem admits a closed-form solution. See the paragraph after Definition 2.1 for more

details.

4.3 Linear Stochastic Approximation

A special case of SA is linear SA, which deserves particular attention due to its wide applicability in RL and

control. A linear SA takes the form

xk+1 = xk + αk (A(Yk)xk + b(Yk)) , (11)

where A : Y → R
d×d is a matrix-valued function, b : Y → R

d is a vector-valued function, and {Yk}
is a Markov chain with a unique stationary distribution µ. Let Ā ∈ R

d×d and b̄ ∈ R
d be defined as

Ā = EY∼µ[A(Y )] and b̄ = EY∼µ[b(Y )], respectively.

We impose the following assumptions to study the linear SA described in Eq. (11). Let E be a linear

subspace of Rd.

Assumption 4.3. There exists a pair of matrices P,Q ∈ Sd
+,E such that Ā⊤P + PĀ+Q = 0.

In the special case where E = {0}, Assumption 4.3 is equivalent to stating that the matrix Ā is

Hurwitz, i.e., all eigenvalues have strictly negative real parts [29, 34]. The Hurwitzness property has been a

standard assumption in the literature for studying the convergence behavior of linear SA algorithms [9, 60].

Assumption 4.3 is weaker, as it allows flexibility in choosing the subspace E. In fact, as long as E is

invariant under A and contains EA,≥0, which is the linear subspace spanned by the generalized eigenvectors

of Ā corresponding to eigenvalues with non-negative real parts, Assumption 4.3 holds automatically (cf.

Theorem 3.2).

Let p : Rd → R be defined as p(x) =
√
x⊤Px, where the matrix P is given in Assumption 4.3. It is

clear that p(·) is a seminorm with its kernel space being E. Moreover, according to Proposition 2.1, there

exists a norm, denoted by ‖ · ‖c, such that p(x) = minx′∈E ‖x− x′‖c.

Assumption 4.4. The following properties hold.
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(1) For any y ∈ Y , x ∈ E implies A(y)x ∈ E.

(2) There exist L1, L2 > 0 such that supy∈Y ‖A(y)‖c ≤ L1 and supy∈Y ‖b(y)‖c ≤ L2.

(3) There exists C ≥ 1 such that tδ ≤ C log(1/δ), where

tδ := min
{
k ≥ 0

∣
∣ ‖Ā− E[A(Yk) | Y0 = y]‖c ≤ L1δ, ‖b̄ − E[b(Yk) | Y0 = y]‖c ≤ L2δ, ∀ y ∈ Y

}
.

Remark. The specific norm used to state Assumption 4.4 (2) and (3) is not important because all norms are

equivalent in finite-dimensional vector spaces. We choose to state the assumption using ‖ · ‖c for simplicity

of presentation.

Assumption 4.4 (1) states that E is an invariant subspace under A(y) for any y ∈ Y . Assumption 4.4 (2)

is similar to the Lipschitz continuity assumption for general seminom-contractive SA (cf. Assumption 4.2

(1)). Assumption 4.4 (3) is comparable to, yet slightly weaker than, requiring that the Markov chain {Yk}
be uniformly ergodic.

To state the finite-sample bounds of the linear SA algorithm described in Eq. (11), we need the following

notation. Let c′1 = (p(x0) + p(x0 − x∗) + L2/L1)
2, c′2 > 0 be such that Q ≥ c′2P (such a c′2 is guaranteed

to exist because P and Q are both positive semi-definite matrices sharing the same kernel space), and

c′3 = 114(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2. The proof of the following theorem is presented in Appendix C.4.

Theorem 4.2. Consider {xk} generated by the linear SA algorithm presented in Eq. (11). Suppose

that Assumptions 4.3 and 4.4 are satisfied and the stepsize sequence {αk} is positive, non-increasing,

and satisfies αk−tk,k−1 ≤ min{1/(4L1), c
′
2/(228L

2
1)} for all k ≥ tk := tαk

. Then, we have for all

k ≥ K := min{k ≥ 0 | k ≥ tk} that

E[p2(xk − x∗)] ≤ c′1

k−1∏

j=K

(
1− c′2αj/2

)
+ c′3

k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(
1− c′2αj/2

)
.

In particular, we have the following convergence bounds for three common choices of stepsizes:

(1) When αk ≡ α, we have for all k ≥ K:

E[p(xk − x∗)2] ≤ c′1
(
1− c′2α/2

)k−tα +
2c′3
c′2

αtα.

(2) When αk = α/(k + h), where α > 2/c′2, we have for all k ≥ K:

E[p(xk − x∗)2] ≤ c′1

(
K + h

k + h

)αc′2/2

+
16eα2c′3
c′2α− 2

tk
k + h

.

(3) When αk = α/(k + h)ξ , where ξ ∈ (0, 1), we have for all k ≥ K:

E[p(xk − x∗)2] ≤ c′1e
−

c′2α

2(1−ξ) [(k+h)1−ξ−(K+h)1−ξ] +
8c′3α

c′2

tk
(k + h)ξ

.

Theorem 4.2 is qualitatively similar to Theorem 4.1 for general seminorm-contractive SA. Moreover,

when Ā is Hurwitz, i.e., Assumption 4.3 is satisfied with E = {0}, we recover existing finite-sample bounds

of linear SA in [60].

As a final remark, suppose that the expected operator F̄ (·) is not linear but satisfies (F̄ (x)− x)⊤P (x−
x∗) ≤ −c0(x − x∗)⊤P (x − x∗) (where c0 > 0) for some positive semi-definite matrix P , where x∗ is a

particular solution to (F̄ (x)− x)⊤P (F̄ (x)− x) = 0. Then, our results can be easily reproduced to provide

the finite-sample bounds of the corresponding SA algorithm. This case can be viewed as an extension of SA

with a dissipative operator [19].
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4.4 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Our approach for proving Theorem 4.1 is a Lyapunov-based approach. Specifically, we construct a suitable

Lyapunov function ME(·) that is a smooth approximation of the seminorm-square function p2c,E(·)/2. Then,

we use the Lyapunov function to derive the following one-step recursive bound:

E [ME(xk+1 − x∗)] ≤ (1−O(αk))E [ME(xk − x∗)] + o(αk), (12)

which will then be repeatedly used to obtain the desired finite-sample bound.

To begin with the construction of the Lyapunov function, the following definition is needed.

Definition 4.2. Let f1, f2 : D → (−∞,∞] be two proper functions, where D is a subset of Rd. The infimal

convolution of f1(·) and f2(·) is defined as

(f1�f2)(x) = inf
x∈D

{f1(u) + f2(x− u)}.

The infimal convolution is an important concept in optimization [6]. Many popular algorithms, such as

the proximal point method [52], were developed based on the infimal convolution.

Let ‖ · ‖s be a properly chosen norm such that the function ‖x‖2s/2 is L-smooth with respect to ‖ · ‖s for

some L > 0. Our Lyapunov function is defined as

ME(x) :=

(
1

2
p2c,E �

1

2θ
‖ · ‖2s

)

(x) = min
y∈Rd

{
1

2
p2c,E(y) +

1

2θ
‖x− y‖2s

}

,

where θ > 0 is a tunable parameter.

Before moving forward, we make the following observation regarding the connection between the

seminorm and infimal convolution. Recall that by Proposition 2.1 (2), there exists a norm, denoted by

‖ · ‖c, such that pc,E(x) = miny∈E ‖x − y‖c for all x ∈ R
d. Therefore, using the definition of the infimal

convolution, we can write the seminorm pc,E(·) equivalently as

pc,E(x) = (‖ · ‖c � δE) (x) = min
y∈Rd

{‖y‖c + δE(x− y)} , (13)

where δE(x) = 0 if x ∈ E and δE(x) = +∞ otherwise. Similarly, the function ps,E : Rd → R defined as

ps,E(x) = (‖ · ‖s � δE) (x) = miny∈E ‖x − y‖s is also a seminorm. A sequence of properties regarding

infimal convolutions and indicator functions are summarized in the following lemma, the proof of which is

presented in Appendix C.1.

Lemma 4.1. Let f, g, h : Rd → R be three functions, and let E be a linear subspace of Rd. Then the

following properties hold:

(1) Monotonicity: If f(·) ≥ g(·), then (f � δE) ≥ (g� δE).

(2) Scaling Invariance: βf � δE = β(f � δE) for any β ≥ 0.

(3) Commutativity: f � g = g � f .

(4) Associativity: (f � g) � h = f � (g � h).

(5) δE � δE = δE

(6) If f(·) is convex and L-smooth with respect to some norm ‖ ·‖, then f � δE is also convex and L-smooth

with respect to ‖ · ‖.
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Next, we present in the following proposition several important properties of our Lyapunov function

ME(·). See Appendix C.2 for the proof.

Proposition 4.1. The function ME(·) has the following properties.

(1) ME(·) is convex and satisfies

ME(y) ≤ ME(x) + 〈∇ME(x), y − x〉+ L

2θ
p2s,E(y − x), ∀x, y ∈ R

d.

(2) Let ℓcs, ucs be such that ℓcs‖ · ‖s ≤ ‖ · ‖c ≤ ucs‖ · ‖s, and let ℓcm =
√

1 + θℓ2cs and ucm =
√

1 + θu2cs.
Then, we have

ℓ2cmME(x) ≤
1

2
p2c,E(x) ≤ u2cmME(x), ∀x ∈ R

d.

(3) It holds for all x, y ∈ R
d that

‖∇ME(x)−∇ME(y)‖s,∗ ≤
L

θ
ps,E(x− y),

where ‖ · ‖s,∗ is the dual norm of ‖ · ‖s.
Note that the first two properties together imply that ME(·) is a smooth approximation of the function

p2c,E(·)/2, and the last property is a stronger version of the smoothness property in convex optimization

because ps,E(x− y) ≤ ‖x− y‖s for all x, y ∈ R
d.

The smooth approximation property ofME (·) enables us to establish a one-step negative drift inequality of

xk with respect toME(·). To present the result, we need the following notation. Let θ > 0 be chosen such that

γ2 < (1+θℓ2cs)/(1+θu2cs), which is always possible since γ ∈ [0, 1) and limθ→0(1+θℓ2cs)/(1+θu2cs) = 1.

Furthermore, we define constants

ϕ1 :=
1 + θu2cs
1 + θℓ2cs

, ϕ2 :=
1

2

(
1− γ2ϕ1

)
, and ϕ3 :=

82L(1 + θu2cs)

θℓ2cs
, (14)

which were used in stating Theorem 4.1. Next, we present the one-step drift inequality.

Proposition 4.2. It holds for all k ≥ K that

E [ME(xk+1 − x∗)] ≤ (1− ϕ2αk)E[ME(xk − x∗)] +
ϕ3αkαk−tk,k−1

2u2cm
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 , (15)

where we recall that tk is the mixing time of the Markov chain {Yk} with accuracy αk.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Open the recursion in Eq. (15), and we obtain an outright bound on norm-square

error (cf. Eq. (10)), which in turn gives us the convergence bounds when using different stepsizes. The

details are presented in Appendix C.3.

5 Applications in Average Reward Reinforcement Learning

In this section, we showcase the applicability of our SA results in the context of average reward RL. Average

reward RL is crucial for optimizing long-term performance in continuing environments where episodic

resets are impractical or artificial. Unlike the more commonly studied discounted setting, which prioritizes

short-term gains, the average reward framework focuses on steady-state behavior, making it well-suited

for problems in operations research, control, and multi-agent systems. Due to the absence of discounting,

theoretical guarantees on the finite-sample convergence of popular algorithms such as Q-learning and TD-

learning are much more limited. As we will see soon, our results on seminorm-contractive SA with Markovian

noise provide a universal framework to study these algorithms.
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5.1 Background

Consider an infinite-horizon average reward MDP described by (S,A,R, p), where S is a finite state space,

A is a finite action space, R : S × A → [0, 1] is a reward function, and p is the transition kernel, i.e.,

p(s′ | s, a) is the transition probability of going to state s′ from state s under action a. Throughout, we use

|S| (respectively, |A|) to denote the cardinality of the state (respectively, action) space.

An agent interacts with the environment according to the following protocol: at each time step k =
0, 1, 2, · · · , the agent is in a state Sk ∈ S and selects an action Ak ∈ A, then receives from the environment

an immediate reward R(Sk, Ak) and the next state Sk+1 ∼ p(· | Sk, Ak). Given a stationary deterministic

policy π : S → A, the long-term average reward with initial state s ∈ S is defined as

rπ(s) = Eπ

[

lim inf
K→∞

1

K

K−1∑

k=0

R(Sk, π(Sk))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
S0 = s

]

. (16)

Let Π be the set of deterministic stationary policies. A policy π∗ ∈ Π is said to be optimal if it satisfies

rπ
∗

(s) ≥ rπ(s) for all s ∈ S and π ∈ Π. Note that restricting ourselves to deterministic policies is actually

without loss of generality because there always exists a deterministic optimal policy [55].

In average reward RL, there are two main problems: the policy evaluation problem and the policy

optimization problem. The policy evaluation problem involves estimating the quality of a given policy

π ∈ Π, which is often used as a subroutine in the search for an optimal policy in the actor-critic framework

[27, 41]. A widely used method for solving this problem is average reward TD-learning [63]. Alternatively,

one can directly find an optimal policy using Q-learning [45]. In the following, we show that our SA

results can be applied to establish finite-sample bounds for average reward TD-learning with linear function

approximation and for average reward Q-learning in the synchronous setting.

5.2 TD-Learning for Policy Evaluation

Consider the problem of evaluating a given policy π ∈ Π using a sample trajectory generated by applying this

policy to the MDP. Since the underlying model is an induced Markov reward process (MRP), for simplicity,

we employ the notation Rπ(s) = R(s, π(s)) for all s, and P π(s, s′) := p(s′|s, π(s)) for all (s, s′). We make

the following standard assumption on the induced MRP.

Assumption 5.1. The Markov chain {Sk} associated with P π is irreducible and aperiodic.

Assumption 5.1 is standard in studying the policy evaluation problem [10, 62, 63] and guarantees that

all states can be visited infinitely often in the sample trajectory. In fact, under Assumption 5.1, the induced

Markov chain {Sk} with transition matrix P π has a unique stationary distribution µπ ∈ ∆(S) (where ∆(S)
denotes the set of probability distributions supported on S), and enjoys the geometric mixing property [39].

The Bellman Equation. Under Assumption 5.1, the average reward rπ ∈ R
|S| defined in Eq. (16) is

independent of the initial state s. Specifically, we have rπ(s) = r(π) := (µπ)⊤Rπ for all s ∈ S [55]. Let

V π ∈ R
|S| be the differential value function of policy π defined as V π =

∑∞
k=0 (P

π)k (Rπ − r(π)e), where

e ∈ R
|S| is the all-ones vector. Then, it is known that V π satisfies the Bellman equation [55], which is given

as

v = Rπ + P πv − r(π)e (17)

Define the Bellman operator T π(v) = Rπ − r(π)e+ P πv for all v ∈ R
|S|. Then, unlike in the discounted

setting, the solution to the Bellman equation T π(v) = v is, in general, not unique. In fact, one can easily

observe that any element from the set {V π + ce | c ∈ R} is a solution of the Bellman equation.
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As a side note, the average reward Bellman equation (17) is identical to the Poisson equation in Markov

chain theory [25, 47]. Therefore, our results on Markovian SA with a seminorm-contractive operator offer a

direct pathway to solving a broader class of problems that involve solving the Poisson equation as a subroutine

[3, 24, 31, 48].

Variants of the Bellman Operator. Using the one-step Bellman operator T π(·), we define the multi-step

Bellman operator and the λ-averaged Bellman operator in the following. The latter is important to introduce

the TD(λ) algorithm for policy evaluation. For any m = 0, 1, 2, · · · , let T m(·) be the m-step Bellman

operator defined as

T m(v) := T ◦ T ◦ · · · ◦ T
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m times

(v) =
m−1∑

k=0

(P π)k(Rπ − r(π)e) + (P π)mv, ∀ v ∈ R
|S|.

For any λ ∈ [0, 1), let T λ(·) be the λ-averaged version of the m-step Bellman operator defined as

T (λ)(v) := (1− λ)
∞∑

m=0

λmT m+1(v), ∀ v ∈ R
|S|. (18)

Note that the regular Bellman operator T (·) corresponds to T m(·) with m = 1 and T (λ)(·) with λ = 0. It

is easy to check that the set of fixed points of T m(·) (for any m ≥ 0) and T λ(·) (for any λ ∈ [0, 1)) is also

{V π + ce | c ∈ R}.

Linear Function Approximation. Observe that V π lives in the |S|-dimensional Euclidean space. In most

modern applications of RL, the size of the state space can be prohibitively large, making exact value function

learning intractable [61]. To overcome this challenge, we consider employing linear function approximation,

where the main idea is to approximate V π from a linear subspace of R|S|. Specifically, let Φ ∈ R
|S|×d

(where d ≤ |S|) be a chosen feature matrix, where the columns (denoted by {φi ∈ R
|S|}1≤i≤d) are called

basis vectors, and the rows (denoted by {φ(s) ∈ R
d}s∈S ) are called features associated with the states. Our

goal is to approximate V π from the linear subspace WΦ := {Vθ = Φθ | θ ∈ R
d}, where θ ∈ R

d is the

weight vector. We assume that the matrix Φ has full column rank, which is without loss of generality because

if some basis vector φi is a linear combination of the others, it can be disregarded without changing the

approximation power of the function class. Additionally, we assume that ‖φ(s)‖2 ≤ 1 for all s ∈ S , which

can be ensured through feature normalization.

5.2.1 TD(λ) with Linear Function Approximation

We consider the average reward TD(λ) algorithm proposed in [63], which is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Average Reward TD(λ) with Linear Function Approximation

1: Input: Integer K ≥ 0, λ ∈ [0, 1), initializations z−1 = 0d, r0 ∈ R, and θ0 ∈ R
d, and stepsizes {αk}

and {βk}.

2: for k = 0, 1, · · · ,K − 1 do

3: Observe the tuple Ok = (Sk,Rπ(Sk), Sk+1)
4: Update the eligibility trace: zk = λzk−1 + φ(Sk)
5: Update the average reward estimate: rk+1 = rk + αk(Rπ(Sk)− rk)
6: Update the weight vector: θk+1 = θk + βkzk(Rπ(Sk)− rk + φ(Sk+1)

⊤θk − φ(Sk)
⊤θk)

7: end for

8: Output: θK and rK .
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Note that Algorithm 1 is implemented based on a single trajectory of samples {Ok}k≥0. Consequently,

there is no need to repeatedly reset the system. Line 4 of Algorithm 1 updates the eligibility traces, which

is, in fact, a recursive method for computing zk =
∑k

t=0 λ
k−tφ(St) (this expression coincides with [63,

Eq. (4)]) to facilitate implementation. In our analysis, we can disregard this recursive update equation and

instead directly use zk =
∑k

t=0 λ
k−tφ(St). The update equations for the reward estimate and the weight

vector are standard for TD-learning in the average reward setting. Finally, while Algorithm 1 involves two

sequences of stepsizes {αk} and {βk}, we will choose αk = cαβk for some fixed cα > 0 to ensure that it is

a single-timescale algorithm.

5.2.2 Finite-Sample Analysis

To study Algorithm 1, we first reformulate it as a Markovian linear SA in the form of Eq. (11), then identify

the appropriate seminorm and verify the corresponding assumptions, and finally apply Theorem 4.2.

Markovian Linear SA Reformulation. Let Yk = (Sk, Sk+1, zk) for all k ≥ 0. It is easily seen that {Yk}
is a Markov chain, whose state space is denoted by Y . Under Assumption 5.1, the Markov chain {Yk} has a

unique stationary distribution µ, as shown in [9, Section 6.3.3]. Define the functions A : Y → R
(d+1)×(d+1)

and b : Y → R
d+1 as

A(y) = A(s, s′, z) =

[
−cα 01×d

−z z
(
φ(s′)⊤ − φ(s)⊤

)

]

, and b(y) = b(s, s′, z) = Rπ(s)

[
cα
z⊤

]

,

for all y = (s, s′, z) ∈ Y . Let Θk = [rk, θ
⊤
k ]

⊤ ∈ R
d+1. The update equations for rk and θk (cf. Algorithm

1 Lines 5 and 6) can be jointly written as

Θk+1 = Θk + βk (A(Yk)Θk + b(Yk)) . (19)

The update equation above can be viewed as a Markovian linear SA algorithm for solving the equation

ĀΘ+ b̄ = 0, where

Ā :=EY∼µ[A(Y )] =

[ −cα 01×d

− 1
1−λΦ

⊤De Φ⊤D
(
P (λ) − I

)
Φ

]

,

b̄ :=EY∼µ[b(Y )] =

[
cαr(π)

Φ⊤D
∑∞

m=0(λP
π)mRπ

]

.

In the definition of Ā, we denoted P (λ) = (1− λ)
∑∞

m=0 λ
mPm+1 for simplicity of notation. See [63] for

more details on computing the explicit expressions of Ā and b̄.

Characterizing the Solution Set. In view of Ā, b̄, and the definition of T (λ)(·) from Eq. (18), a solution

Θ∗ = [r∞, θ⊤∞]⊤ ∈ R
d+1 to the equation ĀΘ+ b̄ = 0 must satisfy r∞ = r(π) and

Φ⊤D
(

T (λ) (Φθ∞)− Φθ∞

)

= 0,

which can be equivalently written in the form of a projected Bellman equation

Φθ∞ = ΠD,WΦ
T (λ) (Φθ∞) . (20)

Here in Eq. (20), ΠD,WΦ
= Φ

(
Φ⊤DΦ

)−1
Φ⊤D denotes the projection operator onto the linear subspace

WΦ = {Vθ = Φθ | θ ∈ R
d}with respect to the weighted ℓ2-norm ‖x‖D =

√
x⊤Dx, whereD = diag(µπ) ∈

R
|S|×|S|.
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To characterize the solution set of Eq. (20), we begin by noting that if the all-ones vector e belongs to the

linear subspace WΦ, then the fixed point of ΠD,WΦ
T (λ)(·) is not unique. This follows directly from the fact

that the set of fixed points of T (λ)(·) is {V π + ce | c ∈ R}. The above observation motivates us to define

the linear subspace

SΦ,e := span({θ ∈ R
d | Φθ = e}) =

{

{c · θe | c ∈ R}, ∃ θe ∈ R
d such that Φθe = e,

{0}, otherwise.
(21)

Define EΦ,e as the orthogonal complement of SΦ,e and let ΠD,WEΦ,e
(·) be the projection operator onto the

linear subspace WEΦ,e
:= {Φθ | θ ∈ EΦ,e} ⊆ WΦ with respect to the norm ‖·‖D . Using the above notation,

we characterize the set of solutions to the projected Bellman equation (20) in the following lemma. See

Appendix D.1 for the proof.

Lemma 5.1. Under Assumption 5.1, the solution set of the projected Bellman equation (20) is LΦ,e :=
θ∗ + SΦ,e, where θ∗ ∈ EΦ,e is the unique solution to the equation Φθ = ΠD,WEΦ,e

T (λ) (Φθ).

Remark. Lemma 5.1 shows that the projected Bellman equation (20) has a unique fixed point θ∗ when

e 6∈ WΦ. In prior work [63, 67], it was assumed that the columns of Φ are independent of the all-ones vector

e. While this assumption guarantees e 6∈ WΦ, it is relatively restrictive and does not hold even in the tabular

setting. In this paper, by working with seminorms, we eliminate the need for such a restrictive assumption.

With the solution set SΦ,e to the projected Bellman equation (20) specified, the overall solution set to the

linear system of equations ĀΘ+ b̄ = 0 can be represented as [r(π), θ∗⊤]⊤ +E, where E = {0} × SΦ,e :=
{[0, θ⊤] ∈ R

d+1 | θ ∈ SΦ,e} is the kernel space of Ā.

Verifying the Assumptions. Our next step is to verify Assumptions 4.3 and 4.4 needed to apply Theorem 4.2.

We start with Assumption 4.3. Let P ∈ R
(d+1)×(d+1) be the projection matrix onto the linear subspace E⊥

(which is the orthogonal complement ofE) with respect to the ℓ2 -norm, i.e., argminΘ′∈E⊥ ‖Θ−Θ′‖2 = PΘ.

It is clear that the matrix P is symmetric, idempotent, and positive semi-definite, with its kernel space being

E. In addition, we have the following result.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that Assumption 5.1 is satisfied. Then, we have

Ā⊤P + PĀ+∆P ≤ 0,

where ∆ := min‖θ‖2=1,θ∈EΦ,e
θ⊤Φ⊤D(I − P (λ))Φθ > 0.

Remark. Although Lemma 5.2 is stated as a Lyapunov inequality, it is sufficient for our analysis of linear SA

in Section 4.3 to go through.

Let p(Θ) =
√
Θ⊤PΘ, which is a seminorm with ker(p) = E. Since P is a projection matrix, we have

p(Θ) =
√
Θ⊤PΘ =

√
Θ⊤P⊤PΘ = ‖PΘ‖2 = minΘ′∈E ‖Θ − Θ′‖2. Therefore, the standard ℓ2-norm

satisfies p(Θ) = minΘ′∈E ‖Θ−Θ′‖2.
Next, we verify Assumption 4.4 of linear SA in the following lemma. The proof is presented in Appendix

D.2.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that Assumption 5.1 is satisfied and cα ≥ ∆ + 1/(∆(1 − λ)2). Then, we have the

following results.

(1) For any y ∈ Y , we have Θ ∈ E ⇒ A(y)Θ ∈ E.

(2) For y ∈ Y , we have ‖A(y)‖ ≤ 2cα and ‖b(y)‖2 ≤ 2cα.
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(3) There exists C ≥ 1 such that tδ ≤ C log(1/δ), where

tδ := min

{

k ≥ 0

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
sup
y∈Y

‖Ā− E[A(Yk) | Y0 = y]‖2 ≤ 2cαδ, sup
y∈Y

‖b̄− E[b(Yk) | Y0 = y]‖2 ≤ 2cαδ

}

.

Now that all assumptions are verified, we are ready state the finite-sample bounds of the average reward

TD(λ) algorithm. The proof of the following theorem is omitted, as it follows directly by applying Theorem

4.2 to Algorithm 1.

Theorem 5.1. Consider {Θk} generated by Algorithm 1. Suppose that Assumption 5.1 is satisfied and

cα ≥ ∆+1/(∆(1− λ)2). Then, we have the following convergence bounds for all k ≥ K := min{k : k ≥
tk := tβk

}.

(1) When βk ≡ β with properly chosen β, we have

E[p(Θk −Θ∗)2] ≤ ̺1(1−∆β/2)k−tβ +
2̺2
∆

βtβ ,

where ̺1 = (p(Θ0) + p(Θ0 −Θ∗) + 1)2 and ̺2 = 456c2α(p(Θ
∗) + 1)2.

(1) When βk = β/(k + h) with β > 2/∆ and properly chosen h, we have

E[p(Θk −Θ∗)2] ≤ ̺1

(
K + h

k + h

)β∆/2

+
16eβ2̺2
∆β − 2

tk
k + h

.

Theorem 5.1 (1) analyzes Algorithm 1 with properly chosen constant stepsizes. In this case, the iterates

Θk do not converge to any solution of Eq. (20) due to the presence of noise variance. However, the

convergence bound shows that the expected distance of Θk to the solution set LΦ,e decreases exponentially

fast until it reaches a level that depends on the chosen stepsize. Theorem 5.1 (2) studies Algorithm 1 with

a carefully selected decaying stepsize sequence. Under this setting, the iterates Θk achieve an Õ (1/k)
convergence rate to the solution set LΦ,e.

5.3 Q-Learning for Policy Optimization

We now consider finding an optimal policy for the average reward RL problem through Q-learning. The

following assumption is standard in this setting [55, Section 8.4].

Assumption 5.2. For any deterministic policy π, the induced Markov chain {Sk} is a unichain, i.e., it

consists of a single recurrent class plus a set of transient states.

Under this assumption, all stationary policies have constant average reward function [8, 55]. As a result,

the optimal value r∗ ∈ R
|S| is also a constant function. Let Q∗ ∈ R

|S||A| be the optimal differential

Q-function defined as

Q∗(s, a) = E

[
∞∑

k=0

R(Sk, π
∗(Sk))− r∗e

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
S0 = s,A0 = a

]

.

Then, it is known that Q∗ solves the Bellman optimality equation:

H(Q)− r∗e = Q, (22)
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where H : R|S||A| → R
|S||A| is defined as

[H(Q)](s, a) = R(s, a) +
∑

s′∈S

p(s′|s, a)max
a′∈A

Q(s′, a′), ∀ (s, a) ∈ S ×A. (23)

In addition, any policy π satisfies π(s) ∈ argmaxa∈AQ∗(s, a) for all s ∈ S is an optimal policy. Therefore,

the problem reduces to solving the Bellman optimality equation (22) to find the optimal differential Q-function

Q∗. However, unlike in the discounted setting, since the operator H(·) is, in general, not a norm-contraction

mapping, the solution to Eq. (22) is not unique. In fact, any point from {Q∗ + ce| c ∈ R} is a solution to

Eq. (22) [55]. Fortunately, since argmaxa∈A Q∗(s, a) = argmaxa∈A{Q∗(s, a) + c} for any c ∈ R, to find

an optimal policy, it is enough to find Q∗ up to an additive constant.

Without additional assumptions, the operator defined in Eq. (23) is, in general, not even a seminorm

contraction mapping. However, a multi-step variant of H(·) is shown to be a span-seminorm contraction

mapping [55]. Specifically, for any J ≥ 1, let H(J) : R|S||A| → R
|S||A| be defined as

[H(J)(Q)](s, a) := E

[

R(S0, A0) +

J−1∑

k=1

R(Sk, µQ(Sk)) +Q(SJ , µQ(SJ))

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
S0 = s,A0 = a

]

(24)

for all Q ∈ R
|S||A|, where µQ(s) ∈ argmaxa∈A Q(s, a) for all s ∈ S . Note that the J-step operator HJ(·)

is not equal to the operator H(·) being repeatedly applied for J times because the actions are always chosen

according to µQ(·). Observe that any solution for Eq. (22) is also a solution for the fixed-point equation:

H(J)(Q)− r∗e = Q, (25)

and vice versa.

5.3.1 Average Reward Q-Learning

In this section, we present the J-step synchronous Q-learning algorithm in Algorithm 2, which is developed

as an SA algorithm for solving the fixed-point equation (25).

Algorithm 2 J-Step Synchronous Q-Learning

1: Input: Integer K ≥ 0, initialization Q0 ∈ R
|S||A|, and stepsizes {αk}.

2: for k = 0, 1, · · · ,K − 1 do

3: Compute µk(s) ∈ argmaxa∈AQk(s, a) for all s ∈ S .

4: for (s, a) ∈ S ×A do

5: Sample S1 ∼ p(·|s, a), S2 ∼ p(·|S1, µk(S
1)), . . . , SJ ∼ p(·|SJ−1, µk(S

J−1)).

6: Qk+1(s, a) = Qk(s, a) + αk

(

R(s, a) +
∑J−1

j=1 R(Sj , µk(S
j)) +Qk(S

J , µk(S
J))−Qk(s, a)

)

.

7: end for

8: end for

9: Output: QK .

One can also implement Q-learning asynchronously using samples from a single trajectory of the Markov

chain generated by applying a behavior policy to the MDP. However, due to the nonlinear nature of the Bellman

optimality equation and the lack of norm-contractive mapping, theoretically characterizing the convergence

behavior of asynchronous Q-learning in the average reward setting is significantly more challenging, and

remains a direction for future research.

In many other variants of Q-learning, such as RVI Q-Learning [1], the update involves subtracting a

Lipschitz function, f(Qk), from the temporal difference in all components of Qk. This ensures the almost
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sure convergence of the iterates to a special point satisfying f(Q∗) = r∗. In our proposed Algorithm 2,

we demonstrate convergence in the seminorm sense to a fixed point in the kernel space. However, a similar

subtraction of f(Qk) can also be incorporated into Algorithm 2 to guarantee convergence to the special point

within the kernel space.

5.3.2 Finite-Sample Analysis

To formulate Algorithm 2 Line 6 in the form of the SA algorithm presented in Eq. (8), for any state-action

pair (s, a) and k ≥ 0, let wk(s, a) be defined as

ωk(s, a) = [HJ(Qk)](s, a)−R(s, a)−
J−1∑

i=1

R(Si, µQk
(Si))−Qk(S

J , µQk
(SJ)).

Then, the update equation for Qk+1 can be written compactly as

Qk+1 = Qk + αk(H(J)(Qk)−Qk + ωk), ∀ k ≥ 0. (26)

Note that there is no Markovian noise in the previous equation as we are performing synchronous updates.

To apply our results on seminorm-contractive SA to Algorithm 2, we next verify in the following lemma that

Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are satisfied in the context of Q-learning.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose that Assumption 5.2 is satisfied. Then, the following statements hold.

(1) There exist J ≥ 1 and a constant γ ∈ [0, 1) such that

pspan(H(J)(Q1)−H(J)(Q2)) ≤ γpspan(Q1 −Q2), ∀Q1, Q2 ∈ R
|S||A|.

(2) The operator H(J)(·) satisfies pspan(H(J)(0)) ≤ Jpspan(R).

(3) The stochastic process {ωk} satisfies E[ωk|Fk] = 0 and pspan(ωk) ≤ 2pspan(Qk) + 2Jpspan(R) for all

k ≥ 0, where Fk is the σ-algebra generated by {Q0, . . . , Qk, ω0, . . . , ωk−1}.

Lemma 5.4 (1) is restated from [55, Section 8.5.4]. The proof of Lemma 5.4 (2) and (3) trivially

follows from the definitions of HJ(·) and wk, and the triangle inequality, hence is omitted. Now that all

the assumptions needed to apply Theorem 4.1 are verified, we have the following finite-sample bounds for

J-step synchronous Q-learning.

Theorem 5.2. Consider {Qk} generated by Algorithm 2.

(1) When αk ≡ α ≤ (1−γ)2

640e log(|S||A|) , we have for all k ≥ 0 that

E[pspan(Qk −Q∗)2] ≤ cQ,1

(

1− 1− γ

2
α

)k

+ cQ,2
log (|S||A|)
(1− γ)2

α,

where cQ,1 = 3(pspan(Q0 −Q∗) + pspan(Q0) + 1)2 and cQ,2 = 912e(pspan(Q
∗) + J)2.

(2) When αk = α/(k + h) with α = 4/(1 − γ) and h = 640e log (|S||A|) /(1− γ)3, we have

E[pspan(Qk −Q∗)2] ≤ 8192e2
(
pspan(Q0 −Q∗) + 2pspan(Q0) + J2

) log (|S||A|)
(1− γ)3k

.
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As observed in Theorem 4.1, when constant stepsizes are used, the error converges exponentially fast to a

ball (measured by the span seminorm) centered at Q∗ with radius proportional to the stepsize α. When using

O(1/k) diminishing stepsizes, the error converges at a rate of O(1/k). Recently, the authors of [16] studied

synchronous RVI Q-learning as a stochastically perturbed version of the Krasnoselski–Mann iteration for

solving fixed points of non-expansive operators. They achieved a polynomial rate of convergence under a

different error metric. While their convergence rate seems to be worse compared to that in Theorem 5.2,

since the algorithm and the convergence metric are different, it is hard to conduct a quantitative comparison.

There is also another line of work establishing regret bounds for variants of average-reward Q-learning (see

[2] and the references therein), which differs in focus from our work on providing last-iterate convergence

rates.

We remark that our results can be applied to Q-learning for discounted MDPs to obtain sample complexity

guarantees that remain uniformly bounded for any discount factor [23]. To illustrate, in the discounted setting,

it has been shown in the literature that the sample complexity depends polynomially on the effective horizon

1/(1 − γ′), where γ′ is the discount factor [18, 40]. Therefore, as γ′ approaches 1, the sample complexity

goes to infinity. However, note that the motivation for Q-learning (in both the average-reward and discounted

settings) is that, once we find Q∗, we can compute an optimal policy via π∗(s) ∈ argmaxa∈AQ∗(s, a) for

all s ∈ S . From this formula, to obtain an optimal policy, it is not necessary to find the exact Q∗. Indeed,

any Q that differs from Q∗ by a constant multiple of the all-ones vector induces the same optimal policy.

Hence, instead of aiming to make ‖Q − Q∗‖∞ (the ℓ∞-norm is a standard metric for Q-learning) small,

it suffices to make pspan(Q − Q∗) small (recall that the kernel of the span seminorm is exactly the space

spanned by the all-ones vector). By leveraging its seminorm-contractive property in conjunction with the

discount factor, we can obtain sample complexity guarantees that are uniformly bounded for any discount

factor. This finding is consistent with the recent result in [23].

6 Conclusion

In this work, we focus on solving seminorm fixed-point equations. Assuming that the operator is seminorm-

contractive, we first establish a fixed-point theorem and then present the finite-sample analysis of the

associated Markovian SA algorithm. An extensive case study is provided when the operator is linear,

which leads to seminorm Lyapunov stability theorems (in the deterministic setting) and Markovian linear SA

without the Hurwitzness assumption (in the stochastic setting). We demonstrate our theoretical findings in

the context of average reward RL—a more challenging setting than the discounted setting due to the absence

of a discount factor—and provide finite-sample guarantees for TD(λ) with linear function approximation

and synchronous Q-learning.
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Appendices

A Supplementary Results for Section 2

A.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

(1) It is clear that 0 ∈ ker(p). In addition, for any x, y ∈ ker(p) and α ∈ R, we have p(x + y) ≤
p(x) + p(y) = 0 and p(αx) = ‖α‖p(x) = 0. As a result, we have x + y ∈ ker(p) and αx ∈ ker(p).
Therefore, ker(p) is a linear subspace of Rd.

(2) Let Up := {x ∈ R
d | p(x) < 1} be the open unit ball in R

d with respect to the seminorm p(·). The

Minkowski functional of Up is defined as

qUp(x) := inf{r > 0 | x ∈ rUp} ∀x ∈ R
d.

It is well known that Up is an absorbing absolutely convex set and p ≡ qUp [51, 58]. Suppose that there

exists a bounded absorbing absolutely convex set V such that V + ker(p) = Up. Then, the function ‖ · ‖
defined as

‖x‖ := inf{r > 0 | x ∈ rV } ∀x ∈ R
d, (27)

is a norm onRd [58]. Next, we present one way to construct such a setV . Note that the bounded absorbing

absolutely convex set V might not be unique, which is the reason why the norm ‖ · ‖ associated with p(·)
need not be unique.

Let ker(p)⊥ be the orthogonal complement of ker(p), and let Uker(p) = {x ∈ ker(p) | ‖x‖′ < 1} be the

bounded open unit ball within ker(p) with respect to some norm ‖ · ‖′ on R
d. We define V := Up ∩M ,

where M := ker(p)⊥ + Uker(p) = {x + y | x ∈ ker(p)⊥, y ∈ Uker(p)}. Next, we show that V is a

bounded absorbing absolutely convex set.

• Boundedness of V : Suppose that V is not bounded. Then, there must exist an x ∈ V with unique

orthogonal decomposition x = xker(p) + xker(p)⊥ such that xker(p) or xker(p)⊥ is unbounded. Since

x ∈ M , we have xker(p) ∈ Uker(p), which implies that xker(p) is bounded. So, xker(p)⊥ must be

unbounded. However, as x ∈ Up, this is impossible. Therefore, V is a bounded set.

• V Being Absorbing: Since Up and M are absorbing, for any x ∈ R
d, we know that there exist positive

scalars cUp and cM such that x/max(cUp , cM ) ∈ Up and x/max(cUp , cM ) ∈ M , which implies that

x/max(cUp , cM ) ∈ Up ∩M = V . Hence, V is absorbing.

• V Being Absolutely Convex: Since Up and M are absolutely convex, and the intersection of two

absolutely convex sets is absolutely convex, V is absolutely convex [51].

Finally, we show that V + ker(p) = Up. Let x ∈ V and y ∈ ker(p). Since x ∈ Up, we have

p(x + y) = p(x) < 1, which implies that x + y ∈ Up. For the other direction, let x ∈ Up, then,

there exist y ∈ ker(p) and z ∈ ker(p)⊥ such that x = y + z. It follows that z ∈ M . In addition, as

p(z) = p(y + z) = p(x) < 1, we have z ∈ Up. Thus, x ∈ V + ker(p).

Now that we have shown that ‖ · ‖ defined in Eq. (27) is a norm, it remains to show that p(x) =
miny∈ker(p) ‖x− y‖ for all x ∈ R

d. We first note that

min
y∈ker(p)

‖x− y‖ = min
y∈ker(p)

inf{r > 0 | x− y ∈ rV } = inf{r > 0 | ∃ y ∈ ker(p) : x− y ∈ rV }.
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Suppose that x = 0. Then it is clear that qU (0) = inf{r > 0 | ∃ y ∈ ker(p) : −y ∈ rV } = 0. Suppose

that x 6= 0. Then, there exist r > 0 and u ∈ U such that x = ru. As V +ker(p) = Up, there exist v ∈ V
and z ∈ ker(p) such that u = v + z, and thus x = rv + y, where y := rz ∈ ker(p), which implies that

x− y ∈ rV . Conversely, suppose that x 6= 0. Then, there exist r > 0, v ∈ V and y ∈ ker(p) such that

x − y = rv. It follows that x = ru, where u := v + y/r ∈ U , which implies that x ∈ rU . Therefore,

we have

p(x) = qU(x) = inf{r > 0 | ∃y ∈ ker(p) : x− y ∈ rV } = min
y∈ker(p)

‖x− y‖.

(3) By the second part of this proposition, there exist two norms ‖ · ‖p and ‖ · ‖q on R
d such that

p(x) = min
y∈V

‖x− y‖p and q(x) = min
z∈V

‖x− z‖q, ∀x ∈ R
d.

Let y∗(x) ∈ argminy∈V ‖x − y‖p and z∗(x) ∈ argminz∈V ‖x − z‖q for all x ∈ R
d. Since any two

norms on a finite-dimensional space are equivalent [30], there exist C1, C2 > 0 such that C1‖x‖q ≤
‖x‖p ≤ C2‖x‖q for all x ∈ R

d. Therefore, for all x ∈ R
d, we have

p(x) = ‖x− y∗(x)‖p ≤ ‖x− z∗(x)‖p ≤ C2‖x− z∗(x)‖q = C2q(x),

and

p(x) = ‖x− y∗(x)‖p ≥ C1‖x− y∗(x)‖q ≥ C1‖x− z∗(x)‖q = C1q(x).

It follows that C1q(x) ≤ p(x) ≤ C2q(x) for all x ∈ R
d.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2.1

We first prove that p(·) is a norm on R
d/ker(p) by verifying the definition of norms.

(1) Triangle inequality: for any [x], [y] ∈ R
d/ker(p), we have

p([x] + [y]) = p([x+ y]) = p(x+ y) ≤ p(x) + p(y) = p([x]) + p([y]).

(2) Absolute homogeneity: for any [x] ∈ R
d/ker(p) and α ∈ R, we have

p(α[x]) = p([αx]) = p(αx) = |α|p(x) = |α|p([x]).

(3) Positive definiteness: for all [x] ∈ R
d, if p([x]) = 0, then [x] = ker(p) = [0].

To further verify that
(
R
d/ker(p), p

)
is a Banach space, we only need to show the completeness of

(
R
d/ker(p), p

)
. Let {[xn]}n≥1 be an arbitrary Cauchy sequence in the quotient space R

d/ker(p). Then,

there must exist a subsequence {[xnk
]}k≥1 such that

p([xnk+1
− xnk

]) = p([xnk+1
]− [xnk

]) <
1

2k
for all k ≥ 1.

Let y1 = 0 ∈ ker(p), then by Proposition 2.1, there exists y2 ∈ ker(p) such that

‖(xn2 − y2)− (xn1 − y1)‖ = p([xn2 − xn1 ]) <
1

2
.
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Suppose that for any given k ≥ 2, there exist yk, yk−1 ∈ ker(p) such that

‖(xnk
− yk)− (xnk−1

− yk−1)‖ <
1

2k−1
.

Then, again by Proposition 2.1, there exists yk+1 ∈ ker(p) such that

‖(xnk+1
− yk+1)− (xnk

− yk)‖ = p([xnk+1
− xnk

]) <
1

2k
.

Therefore, by induction, there exists a sequence {yk} ∈ ker(p) such that

‖(xnk+1
− yk+1)− (xnk

− yk)‖ <
1

2k
for all k ≥ 1.

Fix an arbitrary ǫ > 0. Since
∑∞

k=1 1/2
k is convergent, there exists an integerK > 0 such that

∑∞
k=K 1/2k <

ǫ. Thus, for any integers k1, k2 ≥ K , we have

‖(xnk1
− yk1)− (xnk2

− yk2)‖ ≤
∞∑

k=K

‖(xnk+1
− yk+1)− (xnk

− yk)‖ <

∞∑

k=K

1

2k
< ǫ.

Therefore, the sequence {xnk
− yk} is a Cauchy sequence in R

d. Since Rd is complete, there must exists an

x∗ ∈ R
d such that the sequence {xnk

− yk} converges to x∗. So, there exists an integer N > 0, such that

‖(xnk
− yk)− x∗‖ < ǫ for all k ≥ N , and thus

p([xnk
]− [x∗]) = p([xnk

− x∗]) = p([xnk
− yk − x∗]) ≤ ‖(xnk

− yk)− x∗‖ < ǫ for all k ≥ N.

Therefore, the subsequence {[xnk
]} converges to [x∗], which implies that the Cauchy sequence {[xn]}n≥1

converges to [x∗] ∈ R
d/ker(p).

A.3 Proof of Theorem 2.1

We start by showing that the operator H : Rd/ker(p) → R
d/ker(p) defined as H([x]) := [T (x)] for all

x ∈ R
d is also a γ-contraction with respect to p(·). The first step is to verify that the mapping H(·) is

well-defined. For any x, y ∈ R
d with x − y ∈ ker(p), we have p(T (x) − T (y)) ≤ γp(x − y) = 0, which

implies that H([x]) = [T (x)] = [T (y)] = H([y]). Thus, it does not matter which representative element of

[x] we pick for computing H([x]). Next, for any [x], [y] ∈ R
d/ker(p), we have

p(H([x])−H([y])) = p([T (x)]− [T (y)])

= p([T (x)− T (y)])

= p(T (x)− T (y))

≤ γp(x− y)

= γp([x− y])

= γp([x]− [y]).

As a result, together with Lemma 2.1, H(·) is a γ-contraction mapping with respect to p(·).
Now, we are ready to prove the theorem.

(1) Existence of x∗: By Lemma 2.1, we know that
(
R
d/ker(p), p

)
is a Banach space, and the mapping

H(·) defined by H([x]) := [T (x)] is a γ-contraction with respect to p(·). Therefore, the Banach

fixed-point theorem implies that there exists a unique x∗ ∈ R
d up to equivalence class for which

H([x∗]) := [T (x∗)] = [x∗] and thus p(T (x∗)− x∗) = 0.
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(2) Geometric Convergence: Since the sequence {[xk]}k≥1 satisfies

[xk] = [T (xk−1)] =: H([xk−1]) for all k ≥ 1,

again, by the Banach fixed-point theorem, we have

p(xk − x∗) = p([xk − x∗]) = p([xk]− [x∗])

= p (H([xk−1])−H([x∗]))

≤ γp ([xk−1]− [x∗])

...

≤ γkp([x0]− [x∗]) = γkp([x0 − x∗]) = γkp(x0 − x∗).

A.4 Illustrative Examples of Seminorm Fixed-Point Theorem

A.4.1 Strongly Convex and Smooth Function with respect to a Seminorm

Consider an optimization problem minx∈Rd f(x). Classical results have shown that when the objective

function f(·) is smooth and strongly convex, using gradient descent xk+1 = xk − α∇f(xk) to solve

the optimization problem leads to geometric convergence [6, 38]. The gradient descent update can be

equivalently written as a fixed-point iteration

xk+1 = T (xk), ∀ k ≥ 0, (28)

where T : Rd → R
d is defined as T (x) = x − α∇f(x) for all x ∈ R

d. In this section, we generalize the

concepts of smoothness and strong convexity to the seminorm case and provide the convergence analysis of

the update in Eq. (28).

Suppose that the function f(·) is convex and the set of global minimizers X ∗ of f(·) is an affine subspace

of Rd, i.e., X ∗ = {x∗ + y | y ∈ V }, where x∗ is a particular global minimizer of f(·) and V is a linear

subspace of Rd. Let p(·) be a seminorm defined as p(x) = miny∈V ‖x − y‖2. Then, the function f(·) is

said to be µ-strong convex with respect to p(·) if

(∇f(x)−∇f(y))⊤ (x− y) ≥ µp (x− y)2 , ∀x, y ∈ R
d,

and is said to be L-smooth with respect to p(·) if

p∗ (∇f(x)−∇f(y)) ≤ Lp (x− y) , ∀x, y ∈ R
d,

where p∗(x) := supy∈Rd:p(y)≤1 x
⊤y. In general, p∗(x) can be infinity because p(y) ≤ 1 is not necessarily

a compact set. However, we will show in the following lemma that all level sets of f(·) are parallel to the

subspace. This result ensures that ∇f(x) ∈ V ⊥ for all x ∈ R
d, which guarantees that p∗ (∇f(x)−∇f(y))

is well-defined and finite for any x, y ∈ R
d.

Lemma A.1. For any x, y ∈ R
d such that x− y ∈ V , we have f(x) = f(y).

Proof of Lemma A.1. We can construct two sequences {zn ∈ X ∗ | n ≥ 1} and {λn ∈ [0, 1] | n ≥ 1} such

that ‖zn‖2 → ∞, λn → 1, and yn := λnx+ (1 − λn)zn → y as n → ∞. Using the convexity of f(·), we

have

f(yn) ≤ λnf(x) + (1− λn)f(zn), for all n ≥ 1.

By the continuity of f(·) and noting that f(zn) = minx∈Rd f(x) for all n ≥ 1, we can conclude that

f(y) ≤ f(x). Similarly, we also have f(x) ≤ f(y). Therefore, f(x) = f(y).
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As a result, the operator T (·) from Eq. (28) is a contraction mapping with respect to p(·), which, in

turn, guarantees the geometric convergence of the update in Eq. (28). This is summarized in the following

proposition.

Proposition A.1. When α ∈ (0, 2µ/L2), the operator T (·) is a contraction mapping with respect to the

seminorm p(·), with contraction factor γ :=
√

1− 2αµ+ α2L2. As a result, the sequence {xt} generated

by Eq. (28) satisfies p(xk − x∗) ≤ γkp(x0 − x∗) for all k ≥ 0.

Proof of Proposition A.1. For any x, y ∈ R
d, we have

p (T (x)− T (y))2

= p (x− y − α (∇f(x)−∇f(y)))2

= ‖Π2,V ⊥ (x− y − α (∇f(x)−∇f(y))) ‖22
= ‖Π2,V ⊥ (x− y)− α (∇f(x)−∇f(y)) ‖22
= ‖Π2,V ⊥ (x− y) ‖22 + α2‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖22 − 2α (∇f(x)−∇f(y))⊤Π2,V ⊥ (x− y)

= ‖Π2,V ⊥ (x− y) ‖22 + α2‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖22 − 2α (∇f(x)−∇f(y))⊤ (x− y) .

By the smoothness assumption, we have

‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖22 = p∗ (∇f(x)−∇f(y))2 ≤ L2p (x− y)2 .

By the strong convexity assumption, we have

(∇f(x)−∇f(y))⊤ (x− y) ≥ µp(x− y)2.

Noting that ‖Π2,V ⊥ (x− y) ‖22 = p(x− y)2, we have

p (T (x)− T (y))2 ≤
(
1− 2αµ + α2L2

)
p(x− y)2.

Thus, when α ∈
(
0, 2µ/L2

)
, T is a

√

1− 2αµ+ α2L2-contraction mapping with respect to p(·).

A.4.2 Smooth Convex Function with the Quadratic Growth Property

Consider the unconstrained minimization problem minx∈Rd f(x). We impose the following assumption on

the objective function f(·).

Assumption A.1. The function f(·) is convex and L-smooth. The set of global minimizers of f(·), denoted

by X ∗, is an affine subspace of Rd. In addition, there exists µ > 0 such that

f(x)− f∗ ≥ µ

2
‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22,

where f∗ := minx∈Rd f(x) and Π2,X ∗ is the orthogonal projection onto the linear subspace X ∗.

By defining T : Rd → R
d as T (x) = x − α∇f(x) for all x ∈ R

d, the gradient descent method for

minimizing f(·) can be written as

xk+1 = T (xk), ∀ k ≥ 0. (29)

Let p(·) be a seminorm defined as p(x) = miny∈X ∗ ‖x − y‖2 for all x ∈ R
d. Then, we have the following

result.
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Lemma A.2. The operator T (·) is a contraction mapping with respect to the seminorm p(·).

Proof of Lemma A.2. Under Assumption A.1, we have

p(x− x∗) = min
y∈V

‖x− (x∗ + y)‖2 = min
z∈X ∗

‖x− z‖2 = ‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖2.

We now show that T (·) is a contraction mapping with respect to p(·). For any x ∈ R
d, we have

p (T (x)− x∗)2 = ‖x− α∇f(x)−Π2,X ∗ (x− α∇f(x)) ‖22
= ‖x− α∇f(x)−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22
= ‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22 + α2‖∇f(x)‖22 − 2α∇f(x)⊤ (x−Π2,X ∗(x))

≤ ‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22 + α2L2‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22 − 2α (f(x)− f∗)

≤ ‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22 + α2L2‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22 − αµ‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22
=
(
1− αµ+ α2L2

)
‖x−Π2,X ∗(x)‖22

=
(
1− αµ+ α2L2

)
p(x− x∗)2.

As a result, when the stepsize α is properly chosen such that 1−αµ+α2L2 ∈ [0, 1), then T (·) is a contraction

mapping with respect to p(·).

Applying Theorem 2.1, the iterate xk generated by the algorithm in Eq. (29) converges to x∗ at a

geometric rate in p(·), where x∗ is a global minimizer of f(·).

B Supplementary Results for Section 3

B.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

It is clear that (3) ⇔ (2) (due to the equivalence between seminorms who share the same kernel spaces)

and (5) ⇒ (4). Therefore, to establish the equivalence among the five statements, it is enough to show

(1) ⇔ (2), (2) ⇒ (5), and (4) ⇒ (3).

• (1) Implies (2): Let the Jordan normal form of A be given by J = P−1AP , where

J =

[
J<1 0
0 J≥1

]

, P =
[
P<1 P≥1

]
and P−1 =

[
P−1
<1

P−1
≥1

]

. (30)

Here, J<1 and J≥1 denote the Jordan blocks corresponding to eigenvalues with moduli strictly less than one

and greater than or equal to one, respectively. Similarly, the columns of P<1 and P≥1 are the generalized

eigenvectors associated with J<1 and J≥1, respectively. Let k denote the number of columns of P<1. In

our expression for P−1, the submatrix P−1
<1 consists of the first k rows of P−1, while the submatrix P−1

≥1

consists of the last n− k rows. Note that, since

Id = P−1P =

[
P−1
<1 P<1 P−1

<1P≥1

P−1
≥1 P<1 P−1

≥1P≥1

]

, (31)

we have P−1
<1P<1 = Ik, P−1

≥1P≥1 = Id−k, P−1
<1P≥1 = 0, and P−1

≥1P<1 = 0. As a result, we also have

P−1
≥1 x = 0 ⇔ x ∈ EA,<1, P−1

<1 x = 0 ⇔ x ∈ EA,≥1 (32)
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Let D,D′ ∈ R
d×d be diagonal matrices defined as

D =

[
D̃ 0k×(d−k)

0(d−k)×k 0(d−k)×(d−k)

]

, D′ =

[
D̃−1 0k×(d−k)

0(d−k)×k 0(d−k)×(d−k)

]

,

where D̃ ∈ R
k×k is also a diagonal matrix with entries δ0, δ1, · · · , δk−1 along diagonal positions for some

δ > 0.

Define a seminorm p(·) as

p(x) = ‖D′P−1x‖2, ∀x ∈ R
d. (33)

Since p(x) = 0⇔ P−1
<1 x = 0⇔ x ∈ EA,≥1 (cf. Eq. (32)), we have ker(p) = EA,≥1. Next, we show that,

with appropriately chosen δ, we have p(Ax) ≤ γp(x) for some γ ∈ [0, 1). We begin by observing that

p(Ax) = p(PJP−1x) = ‖D′JP−1x‖2, ∀x ∈ R
d, (34)

Using the definitions of D and D′, we have

D′JP−1x = D′JDD′P−1x =

[
D̃−1J<1D̃ 0

0 0

]

D′P−1x =

[
J̃<1 + δUk 0

0 0

]

D′P−1x,

where J̃<1 is a diagonal matrix with diagonal components identical to that of J<1 and Uk is the k-

dimensional upper shift matrix (which is a binary matrix with ones only on the superdiagonal and zeros

elsewhere else). Combining the previous equation with Eq. (34), we have

p(Ax) = ‖D′JP−1x‖2 ≤ (ρ(J<1) + δ)‖D′P−1x‖2 = (ρ(J<1) + δ)p(x),

where ρ(J<1) denotes the spectral radius of J<1. By choosing δ = (1 − ρ(J<1))/2 and defining

γ = (1 + ρ(J<1))/2, we have

p(Ax) ≤ γp(x), ∀x ∈ R
d.

It follows that

p(xk) = p(Akx0) ≤ γkp(x0) = e− log(1/γ)kp(x0), ∀ k ≥ 0. (35)

Note that ker(p) = EA,≥1 ⊆ E, but our goal is to find a seminorm pE(·) with ker(pE) = E such that xk
converges geometrically with respect to pE(·).
To fix this issue, Let pE(x) = minx′∈E p(x−x′). It is clear that pE(x) ≤ p(x) for all x ∈ R

d. In addition,

we have ker(pE) = E. To see this, let x ∈ E be arbitrary. Then, we have pE(x) = minx′∈E p(x− x′) ≤
p(0) = 0, which implies x ∈ ker(pE). Hence, E ⊆ ker(pE). To show that ker(pE) ⊆ E, let x ∈ ker(pE)
and let ‖ · ‖ be a norm satisfying p(x) = minx′∈EA,≥1

‖x− x′‖ (cf. Proposition 2.1). Then, we have

0 = pE(x) = min
x′∈E

min
x′′∈EA,≥1

‖x− x′ − x′′‖ ≥ min
x′∈E

min
x′′∈E

‖x− x′ − x′′‖ = min
z∈E

‖x− z‖,

which implies x ∈ E. Hence, ker(pE) ⊆ E.

Next, we will use Eq. (35) and the properties of pE(·) to show that xk converges geometically with respect

to pE(·). For any x0 ∈ R
d, there exists a unique pair xE0 ∈ E and xE

⊥

0 ∈ E⊥ such that x0 = xE0 + xE
⊥

0 .

Since E is invariant under A, we must have AkxE0 ∈ E. Therefore, we have

pE(xk) = pE(A
kx0)
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= pE(A
kxE0 +AkxE

⊥

0 )

= pE(A
kxE

⊥

0 )

≤ p(AkxE
⊥

0 )

≤ p(xE
⊥

0 )e− log(1/γ)k (Eq. (35))

≤
(

sup
x∈E⊥,‖x‖2=1

p(x)

pE(x)

)

pE(x
E⊥

0 )e− log(1/γ)k. (36)

For simplicity of notation, denote X = {x ∈ E⊥ | ‖x‖2 = 1} ⊆ E⊥ and C = supx∈X p(x)/pE(x).
Next, we show that C is finite. Observe that p(·) and pE(·) are continuous functions andX is a compact set.

Moreover, since E∩X = ∅ and EA,≥1∩X = ∅ (which follows from EA,≥1 ⊆ E), both p(·) and pE(·) are

strictly positive on X . Therefore, by the Weierstrass extreme value theorem, we have supx∈X p(x) < ∞
and infx∈X pE(x) > 0. As a result,

C = sup
x∈X

p(x)

pE(x)
≤ supx∈X p(x)

infx′∈X pE(x′)
< ∞.

Finally, using the finiteness of C in Eq. (36), we have

pE(xk) ≤
(

sup
x∈E⊥,‖x‖2=1

p(x)

pE(x)

)

pE(x
E⊥

0 )e− log(1/γ)k

≤CpE(x
E⊥

0 )e− log(1/γ)k

=CpE(x0)e
− log(1/γ)k .

The proof is complete.

• (2) Implies (1): For any x ∈ E, since p(Ax) ≤ αp(x)e−β = 0, we must have Ax ∈ E. Therefore, E is

invariant under A. To show that EA,≥1 ⊆ E, let λ be an eigenvalue of A such that |λ| ≥ 1. We will show

by induction that all generalized eigenvectors s1, s2, · · · , sm (suppose there are m of them) associated with

λ are contained in E, where s1 satisfies As1 = λs1 and sj = (A− λI)sj+1 for all j = 1, 2, · · · ,m− 1.

This is sufficient to conclude that EA,≥1 ⊆ E.

The Base Case: Since As1 = λs1, we have p(Aks1) = |λ|kp(s1) for all k ≥ 0. However, we know that

limk→∞ p(Aks1) = 0. Therefore, since |λ| ≥ 1, we must have p(s1) = 0, i.e., s1 ∈ E.

The Induction Step: Suppose that sj ∈ E for some j ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,m−1}. Sincep(Aksj) ≤ αp(sj)e
−βk =

0 for all k ≥ 1, we must have Aksj ∈ E. As a result, we have Ak(A−λI)sj+1 = Ak+1sj+1−λAksj+1 =
Aksj ∈ E, which implies p(Ak+1sj+1) = |λ|p(Aksj+1). Since k is arbitrary, we have by telescoping

that p(Aksj+1) = |λ|kp(sj+1) for all k ≥ 0. However, we know that p(Aksj+1) ≤ αp(sj+1)e
−βk → 0.

Combining both the relations implies p(sj+1) = 0, i.e., sj+1 ∈ E, because |λ| ≥ 1.

• (2) Implies (5): Let P =
∑∞

k=0(A
k)⊤QAk. We will verify that P is the unique solution to the Lyapunov

equation (4).

– Finiteness of P : We first show that P is finite. Let pQ : R
d → R be a seminorm defined as

pQ(x) =
√

x⊤Qx. It is clear that ker(pQ) = E. Therefore, we have by Proposition 2.1 (2) that there

exists C > 0 such that pQ(x) ≤ Cp(x) for all x ∈ R
d. Now, for any x ∈ R

d, we have

x⊤Px =
∞∑

k=0

x⊤
(

Ak
)⊤

QAkx
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=
∞∑

k=0

p2Q(A
kx)

≤C2
∞∑

k=0

p2(Akx)

≤C2α2p2(x)

∞∑

k=0

e−2βk

≤∞.

Since x is arbitrary, P must be finite.

– P Solves Eq. (4): Observe that

A⊤PA− P =A⊤

[
∞∑

k=0

(

Ak
)⊤

QAk

]

A−
∞∑

k=0

(

Ak
)⊤

QAk

=

∞∑

j=1

(
Aj
)⊤

QAj −
∞∑

k=0

(

Ak
)⊤

QAk

= −Q.

Therefore, the matrix P is a solution to Eq. (4).

– P is Positive Semi-definite with ker(P ) = E: To show that P ∈ Sd
+,E , we first note that P is

symmetric and positive semi-definite because for any x ∈ R
d, we have

x⊤Px =
∞∑

k=0

(

Akx
)⊤

Q
(

Akx
)

≥ 0. (37)

It remains to show that ker(P ) = E. On the one hand, if x ∈ ker(P ), we must have Akx ∈ ker(Q) = E
for any k ≥ 0. Setting k = 0 implies x ∈ E. On the other hand, if x ∈ E, since p(Akx) ≤ αp(x)e−βk =
0 for all k ≥ 0, we must have Akx ∈ E = ker(Q) for all k ≥ 0, which implies x ∈ ker(P ) via Eq. (37).

– Uniqueness of P : Suppose that there exists P1 ∈ Sd
+,E (different from P ) satisfying Eq. (4). Then, we

must have

P =

∞∑

k=0

(

Ak
)⊤

QAk

=

∞∑

k=0

(

Ak
)⊤ (

P1 −A⊤P1A
)

Ak

=

∞∑

k=0

(

Ak
)⊤

P1A
k −

∞∑

k=0

(

Ak+1
)⊤

P1A
k+1

= P1,

which is a contradiction.

• (4) Implies (3): Consider the seminorm p(·) defined as p(x) :=
√
x⊤Px. It is clear that ker(p) =

ker(P ) = E. Moreover, for any k ≥ 0, we have

p2(xk+1)− p2(xk) = (Axk)
⊤ P (Axk)− x⊤k Pxk
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=x⊤k

(

A⊤PA− P
)

xk

= − x⊤k Qxk

= − p2Q(xk),

where pQ(x) =
√

x⊤Qx is also a seminorm with kernel space E. Since all seminorms sharing the same

kernel space are equivalent (cf. Proposition 2.1 (2)), there exist C1 ∈ (0, 1) and C2 ∈ (1,∞) such that

C1pQ(x) ≤ p(x) ≤ C2pQ(x) for all x ∈ R
d. Therefore, we have

p2(xk+1)− p2(xk) ≤ −p2Q(xk) ≤ − 1

C2
2

p2(xk).

Rearranging terms, we haves p(xk+1) ≤ γp(xk) for all k ≥ 0, where γ =
√

1− 1/C2
2 . Repeatedly using

the previous inequality, we have

p(xk) ≤ γkp(x0) = e−k log(1/γ)p(x0), ∀ k ≥ 0.

Finally, again using the fact that all seminorms sharing the same kernel space are equivalent, for any

seminorm p′(·) with ker(p′) = E, we have

p′(xk) ≤ Ce−k log(1/γ)p′(x0), ∀ k ≥ 0,

for some constant C > 0.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.1, since (2) ⇔ (3) and (5) ⇒ (4) are straightforward, we only need to

show (1) ⇔ (2), (4) ⇒ (2), and (2) ⇒ (5).

• (1) Implies (2): Since E is invariant under A, it is also invariant under eAt for any t ≥ 0, which follows

from the definition of matrix exponential. To proceed, we list the following facts from linear algebra, the

proofs of which can be found in standard linear algebra textbooks.

Fact B.1. The following statements hold:

(1) λ is an eigenvalue of A if and only if eλ is an eigenvalue of eA.

(2) For each eigenvalue λ of A, the algebraic and geometric multiplicities of λ coincide with those of eλ

for eA.

(3) An x ∈ R
d is a generalized eigenvector of order k for A (associated with λ) if and only if x is a

generalized eigenvector of order k for eA (associated with eλ).

SinceE is an invariant subspace of eA andEA,≥0 = EeA,≥1 ⊆ E, by Theorem 3.1, there exists a seminorm

p(·) (defined in terms of a positive semi-definite matrix) with ker(p) = E and a constant γ ∈ [0, 1) such

that

p(eAx) ≤ γp(x), ∀x ∈ R
d.

Therefore, for any t ≥ 0, let nt be the largest integer smaller than t and let ‖ · ‖ be a norm such that

p(x) = minx′∈E ‖x− x′‖. Then, we have

p(eAtx) = p(eAnt · eA(t−nt)x)
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≤ γntp(eA(t−nt)x)

≤ γnt‖eA(t−nt)‖p(x) (Lemma C.9)

≤ γnt sup
s∈[0,1]

‖eAs‖p(x)

≤ e− log(1/γ)t
sups∈[0,1] ‖eAs‖

γ
p(x)

for all t ≥ 0. Since ‖eAs‖ as a function s is continuous and [0, 1] is a compact set, by Weierstrass extreme

value theorem, we have sups∈[0,1] ‖eAs‖ < ∞. Therefore, the ODE (5) is globally exponentially stable

with respect to p(·).

• (2) Implies (1): Since there exists p(·) with ker(p) = E such that p(x(t)) ≤ αp(x(0))e−βt for some

α, β > 0, we must have eAtx ∈ E for any t ≥ 0. This also implies deAte/dt = AeAtx ∈ E for all t ≥ 0.

Setting t = 0 implies that E is invariant under A.

Again since there exists p(·) with ker(p) = E such that p(x(t)) ≤ αp(x(0))e−βt for some α, β > 0, for

any non-negative integer k, we must have p(x(k)) ≤ αp(x(0))e−βk . The result then follows from Fact

B.1 and Theorem 3.1 (2) ⇒ (1).

• (4) Implies (2) Let p(x) =
√
x⊤Px, which is clearly a seminorm with ker(p) = E. Moreover, we have

d

dt
p(x(t)) =

d

dt
x(t)⊤Px(t)

= ẋ(t)⊤Px+ x⊤Pẋ(t)

=x(t)⊤(A⊤P + PA)x(t)

= − x(t)⊤Qx(t)

= − p2Q(x(t))

≤ − C2p2(x(t)),

where C > 0 satisfies PQ(·) ≥ Cp(·) (cf. Proposition 2.1 (3)). By Grönwall’s inequality, we have

p(x(t)) ≤ p(x(0)) exp
(
−C2t

)
, ∀ t ≥ 0.

• (2) Implies (5): To begin with, note that the solution to ODE (5) is explicitly given by x(t) = eAtx(0).
We will show that the unique solution to the Lyapunov equation is given by

P =

∫ ∞

0
eA

⊤tQeAtdt. (38)

– Finiteness of P : Let pQ(x) :=
√

x⊤Qx for all x ∈ R
d. It is clear that pQ(·) is a seminorm with

ker(pQ) = E. In addition, since seminorms who share the same kernel space are equivalent, there exists

C > 0 such that pQ(·) ≤ Cp(·). As a result, for any x ∈ R
d, we have

∫ ∞

0
x⊤eA

⊤tQeAtxdt =

∫ ∞

0
p2Q(e

Atx)dt

≤C2

∫ ∞

0
p2(eAtx)dt

≤C2α2p2(x)

∫ ∞

0
e−2βtdt
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<∞.

Therefore, P is finite.

– P is Positive Semi-definite with ker(P ) = E: It is clear that P is a positive semi-definite matrix.

Therefore, we only need to show that ker(P ) = E. On the one hand, let x ∈ E. Then, we have

p(x) = 0. It follows that

x⊤Px ≤ C2α2p2(x)

∫ ∞

0
e−2βtdt = 0,

implying x ∈ ker(P ). On the other hand, let x ∈ ker(P ). Then, by Eq. (38), we have

0 = x⊤Px =

∫ ∞

0
x⊤eA

⊤tQeAtxdt.

Since x⊤eA
⊤tQeAtx ≥ 0 and is a continuous function of t, we must have x⊤eA

⊤tQeAtx = 0 for all

t ≥ 0. Setting t = 0 gives us x⊤Qx = 0, implying x ∈ E.

– P Solves Eq. (6): To verify that P is a solution to the Lyapunov equation, observe that

A⊤P + PA =

∫ ∞

0

[

A⊤eA
⊤tQeAt + eA

⊤tQeAtA
]

dt

=

∫ ∞

0

d

dt

[

eA
⊤tQeAt

]

dt

= eA
⊤tQeAt

∣
∣∞

0

=Q,

where the last line follows from

0 ≤ lim
t→∞

x⊤eA
⊤tQeAtx = lim

t→∞
p2Q(e

Atx) = 0.

Therefore, we have A⊤P + PA+Q = 0.

– Uniqueness ofP : Suppose that there exists P1 ∈ Sd
+,E (different fromP ) satisfying A⊤P1+P1A+Q =

0. Then, we have

P =

∫ ∞

0
eA

⊤tQeAtdt

= −
∫ ∞

0
eA

⊤t(A⊤P1 + P1A)e
Atdt

= −
∫ ∞

0

[

A⊤eA
⊤tP1e

At + eA
⊤tP1e

AtA
]

dt (A and eAt commute)

= −
∫ ∞

0

d

dt

[

eA
⊤tP1e

At
]

dt

= − eA
⊤tP1e

At
∣
∣∞

0
.

To proceed, we need to evaluate the limit limt→∞ eA
⊤tP1e

At. For any x ∈ R
d, we have

0 ≤ lim
t→∞

xeA
⊤tP1e

Atx
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≤C lim
t→∞

x⊤eA
⊤tQeAtx (Proposition 2.1 (3))

=C lim
t→∞

pQ(e
Atx)2

=0.

It follows that limt→∞ eA
⊤tP1e

At = 0. As a result, we have

P = −eA
⊤tP1e

At
∣
∣∞

0
= P1,

which contradicts to P1 6= P .

C Supplementary Results for Section 4

C.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

(1) Since f ≥ g, we have for any x ∈ R
d :

(f � δE)(x) = inf
y∈Rd

{f(y) + δE(x− y)} ≥ inf
y∈Rd

{g(y) + δE(x− y)} = (g � δE)(x).

(2) If β = 0, the property holds automatically. For any scalar β > 0, we have for any x ∈ R
d:

(βf � δE)(x) = inf
y∈Rd

{βf(y) + δE(x− y)}

= inf
y∈Rd

{βf(y) + βδE(x− y)} (δE = βδE)

= β inf
y∈Rd

{f(y) + δE(x− y)}

= β(f � δE)(x).

(3) For any x ∈ R
d, we have

(f � g)(x) = inf
y∈Rd

{f(y) + g(x− y)}

= inf
z∈Rd

{f(x− z) + g(z)} (Change of variable: z = x− y)

= (g � f)(x).

(4) For any x ∈ R
d, we have

[(f � g) � h] (x) = inf
y∈Rd

{

inf
z∈Rd

{f(z) + g(y − z)}+ h(x− y)

}

= inf
z∈Rd

{

f(z) + inf
y∈Rd

{g(y − z) + h(x− y)}
}

= inf
z∈Rd

{

f(z) + inf
y∈Rd

{g(y − z) + h((x − z)− (y − z))}
}

= inf
z∈Rd

{

f(z) + inf
u∈Rd

{g(u) + h((x− z)− u)}
}

(Change of variable: u = y − z)

= [f � (g � h)] (x).
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(5) For any x ∈ R
d, we have

(δE � δE)(x) = inf
y∈Rd

{δE(y) + δE(x− y)} =

{

0 x ∈ E,

+∞ x /∈ E.

(6) Since E is a convex set, δE is a proper convex function. Thus, by Theorem 2.19 of [6], f � δE is convex.

Moreover, if f is also L-smooth, then by Theorem 5.30 of [6], we have f � δE is L-smooth.

C.2 Proof of Proposition 4.1

(1) First, note that for any x ∈ R
d, we have

1

2
p2c,E(x) = min

y∈E

1

2
‖x− y‖2c

= min
y∈Rd

{
1

2
‖x− y‖2c + δE(y)

}

= min
z∈Rd

{
1

2
‖z‖2c + δE(x− z)

}

(Change of variable: z = x− y)

=

(
1

2
‖ · ‖2c � δE

)

(x).

Using Lemma 4.1 (3) and (4), we have

ME(x) =

[
1

2
p2c,E(·) �

1

2θ
‖ · ‖2s

]

(x)

=

[(
1

2
‖ · ‖2c � δE

)

�
1

2θ
‖ · ‖2s

]

(x)

=

[
1

2
‖ · ‖2c �

(
1

2θ
‖ · ‖2s � δE

)]

(x).

Since ‖ · ‖2s/ is convex and (L/θ)-smooth with respect to ‖ · ‖s, by Lemma 4.1 (6), the function

‖ · ‖2s/(2θ) � δE is also convex and (L/θ)-smooth with respect to ‖ · ‖s. Using [6, Theorem 2.19 and

Theorem 5.30], we know that ME(·) is also convex and (L/θ)-smooth with respect to ‖·‖s. This implies

for any x, y ∈ R
d:

ME(y) ≤ ME(x) + 〈∇ME(x), y − x〉+ L

2θ
‖y − x‖2s.

To finish the proof, we next argue that the ‖ · ‖2s on the right-hand side of the previous inequality can be

replaced by ps,E(·)2.
For any x ∈ R

d and z ∈ E, we have

ME(x+ z) = min
u∈Rd

{
1

2
p2c,E(x+ z − u) +

1

2θ
‖u‖2s

}

= min
u∈Rd

{
1

2
p2c,E(x− u) +

1

2θ
‖u‖2s

}

=ME(x).
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By convexity of ME(·), we have

〈∇ME(x), z〉 ≤ME(x+ z)−ME(x) = 0

〈∇ME(x),−z〉 = 〈∇ME(x+ z),−z〉 ≤ ME(x)−ME(x+ z) = 0.

Therefore, we must have 〈∇ME(x), z〉 = 0 for all x ∈ R
d and z ∈ E. Using the above result together

with the smoothness of ME(·), we have for any x, y ∈ R
d that

ME(y) = ME(y − z∗) (z∗ := argminz∈E ‖(y − x)− z‖s ∈ E)

≤ ME(x) + 〈∇ME(x), y − z∗ − x〉+ L

2θ
‖y + z∗ − x‖2s

= ME(x) + 〈∇ME(x), y − x〉+ L

2θ
p2s,E(y − x),

where the last line follows from ‖y − x− z∗‖s = ps,E(y − x).

(2) By Lemma 4.1 (3) and (4), we can rewrite ME(·) equivalently as follows:

ME(x) =

(
1

2
p2c,E(·) �

1

2θ
‖ · ‖2s

)

(x)

=

((
1

2
‖ · ‖2c � δE

)

�
1

2θ
‖ · ‖2s

)

(x)

=

((
1

2
‖ · ‖2c �

1

2θ
‖ · ‖2s

)

� δE

)

(x)

= (M(·) � δE) (x),

where M : Rd → R is defined as M(x) =
(
1
2‖ · ‖2c � 1

2θ‖ · ‖2s
)
(x). It was shown in [18] that

ℓ2cmM(x) ≤ 1

2
‖x‖2c ≤ u2cmM(x), ∀x ∈ R

d.

Therefore, using Lemma 4.1 (1) and (2), we have

ℓ2cmME(x) ≤
1

2
p2c,E(x) ≤ u2cmME(x), ∀x ∈ R

d.

(3) We have shown in Part (1) of this proposition that ME(·) is (L/θ)-smooth with respect to ‖ · ‖s. Given

x, y ∈ R
d, let v∗ = argminv∈E ‖(x − y) − v‖s ∈ E, which implies ‖(x − y) − v∗‖s = ps,E(x − y).

Since 〈∇ME(x), z〉 = 0 for any x ∈ R
d and z ∈ E, we have by an equivalent definition of smoothness

that

θ

L
‖∇ME(x)−∇ME(y)‖2s,∗ ≤ 〈∇ME(x)−∇ME(y), x− y〉

= 〈∇ME(x)−∇ME(y), x− y − v∗〉
≤ ‖∇ME(x)−∇ME(y)‖s,∗‖x− y − v∗‖s
= ‖∇ME(x)−∇ME(y)‖s,∗ps,E(x− y). (39)

Rearranging terms, we obtain

‖∇ME(x)−∇ME(y)‖s,∗ ≤
L

θ
ps,E(x− y), ∀x, y ∈ R

d,
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which is the claimed inequality. As a corollary of the above inequality, for any x, y, z ∈ R
d, we have

〈∇ME(x)−∇ME(y), z〉 = 〈∇ME(x)−∇ME(y), z − z∗〉 (z∗ := argminz′∈E ‖z − z′‖s)
≤‖∇ME(x)−∇ME(y)‖s,∗‖z − z∗‖s

≤ L

θ
ps,E(x− y)ps,E(z), (40)

which will also be used in our analysis.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Using the smoothness of ME(·) (cf. Proposition 4.1) and the update equation (8), we have for any k ≥ 0 that

E[ME(xk+1 − x∗)]

≤ E [ME(xk − x∗)] + E [〈∇ME(xk − x∗), xk+1 − xk〉] +
L

2θ
E
[
ps,E(xk+1 − xk)

2
]

= E [ME(xk − x∗)] + αkE [〈∇ME(xk − x∗), F (xk, Yk)− xk + ωk〉]

+
Lα2

k

2θ
E[ps,E(F (xk, Yk)− xk + ωk)

2]

= E [ME(xk − x∗)] + αkE
[
〈∇ME(xk − x∗), F̄ (xk)− xk〉

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

T1

+ αkE
[
〈∇ME(xk − x∗), F (xk, Yk)− F̄ (xk)〉

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

T2

+αkE [〈∇ME(xk − x∗), ωk〉]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

T3

+
Lα2

k

2θ
E
[
ps,E(F (xk, Yk)− xk + ωk)

2
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

T4

. (41)

Now, we bound terms T1 – T4 in the following sequence of lemmas. We begin with the term T1.

Lemma C.1. It holds for any k ≥ 0 that

T1 ≤ −
(

1− γ2
u2cm
ℓ2cm

)

αkE[ME(xk − x∗)].

Proof of Lemma C.1. For any k ≥ 0, we have

〈∇ME(xk − x∗), F̄ (xk)− xk〉 = 〈∇ME(xk − x∗), F̄ (xk)− x∗ + x∗ − xk〉
≤ ME(F̄ (xk)− x∗)−ME(xk − x∗) (Convexity of ME(·))

≤ 1

2ℓ2cm
p2c,E(F̄ (xk)− x∗)−ME(xk − x∗) (Proposition 4.1)

=
1

2ℓ2cm
p2c,E(F̄ (xk)− F̄ (x∗))−ME(xk − x∗) (F̄ (x∗)− x∗ ∈ E)

≤ γ2

2ℓ2cm
p2c,E(xk − x∗)−ME(xk − x∗) (Assumption 4.1)

≤ γ2u2cm
ℓ2cm

ME(xk − x∗)−ME(xk − x∗) (Proposition 4.1)

= −
(

1− γ2u2cm
ℓ2cm

)

ME(xk − x∗).

43



To bound the error term T2, we need the following two lemmas.

Lemma C.2. The following two inequalities hold:

(1) pc,E(F (x, y)) ≤ A1pc,E(x) +B1 for all x ∈ R
d and y ∈ Y .

(2) pc,E(F̄ (x)) ≤ A1pc,E(x) +B1 for all x ∈ R
d.

Proof of Lemma C.2. For any x ∈ R
d and y ∈ Y , using Assumption 4.2, we have

pc,E(F (x, y)) ≤ pc,E(F (x, y)− F (0, y)) + pc,E(F (0, y)) ≤ A1pc,E(x) +B1.

Since pc,E(·) is convex, using Jensen’s inequality, we have for all x ∈ R
d:

pc,E(F̄ (x)) = pc,E(EY∼µ[F (x, Y )]) ≤ EY∼µ[pc,E(F (x, Y ))] ≤ A1pc,E(x) +B1.

Lemma C.3. Let non-negative integers k1 ≤ k2 be such that αk1,k2−1 ≤ 1/(4A). Then, we have for all

k ∈ [k1, k2] that

pc,E(xk − xk1) ≤ 2αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk1) +B) ≤ 1

2
(pc,E(xk1) +B/A),

pc,E(xk − xk1) ≤ 4αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk2) +B) ≤ pc,E(xk2) +B/A.

Proof of Lemma C.3. Using the update equation (8), we have for any k ≥ 0:

pc,E(xk+1)− pc,E(xk) ≤ pc,E(xk+1 − xk)

= αkpc,E(F (xk, Yk)− xk + wk)

≤ αk (pc,E(F (xk, Yk)) + pc,E(xk) + pc,E(wk))

≤ αk (A1pc,E(xk) +B1 + pc,E(xk) +A2pc,E(xk) +B2)
(Lemma C.2 and Assumption 4.2 (3))

≤ αk(Apc,E(xk) +B),

where we recall that A = A1 +A2 + 1 and B = B1 +B2. Rearranging terms, we obtain

pc,E(xk+1) +
B

A
≤ (1 + αkA)

(

pc,E(xk) +
B

A

)

.

Therefore, we have for all k ∈ [k1, k2]:

pc,E(xk) ≤
k−1∏

j=k1

(1 + αjA)

(

pc,E(xk1) +
B

A

)

− B

A

≤
k−1∏

j=k1

eαjA

(

pc,E(xk1) +
B

A

)

− B

A

= eαk1,k−1A

(

pc,E(xk1) +
B

A

)

− B

A

≤ (1 + 2αk1,k−1A)

(

pc,E(xk1) +
B

A

)

− B

A
(∗)
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= (1 + 2αk1,k−1A) pc,E(xk1) + 2αk1,k−1B,

where Inequality (∗) follows from the numerical inequality ez ≤ 1 + 2z for all z ∈ [0, 1/2] and our

assumption that αk1,k2−1 ≤ 1/(4A). Therefore, we have for any k ∈ [k1, k2 − 1] that

pc,E(xk+1 − xk) ≤ αk(Apc,E(xk) +B)

≤ αk [A (1 + 2αk1,k−1A) pc,E(xk1) + 2αk1,k−1AB +B]

≤ 2αk(Apc,E(xk1) +B),

where the last inequality follows from αk1,k−1 ≤ αk1,k2−1 ≤ 1/(4A). Now that we have a bound for the

incremental error, using telescoping and triangle inequality, we have for any k ∈ [k1, k2] that

pc,E(xk − xk1) ≤
k−1∑

i=k1

pc,E(xi+1 − xi)

≤
k−1∑

i=k1

2αi(Apc,E(xk1) +B)

= 2αk1,k−1(Apc,E(xk1) +B)

≤ 2αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk1) +B).

To establish the second claimed inequality, note that the previous inequality implies

pc,E(xk2 − xk1) ≤ 2αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk1) +B)

≤ 2αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk1 − xk2) +Apc,E(xk2) +B)

≤ 1

2
pc,E(xk2 − xk1) + 2αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk2) +B),

where in the last inequality we again used αk1,k2−1 ≤ 1/(4A). Rearranging terms, we obtain pc,E(xk2 −
xk1) ≤ 4αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk2) +B). Therefore, we have for any k ∈ [k1, k2] that

pc,E(xk − xk1) ≤ 2αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk1) +B)

≤ 2αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk1 − xk2) +Apc,E(xk2) +B)

≤ 2αk1,k2−1(4Aαk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk2) +B) +Apc,E(xk2) +B)

≤ 4αk1,k2−1(Apc,E(xk2) +B).

Using the previous two lemmas, we next bound the term T2 in the following lemma.

Lemma C.4. It holds for any k ≥ tk that

T2 ≤
80LA2u2cmαkαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
E [ME(xk − x∗)] +

40Lαkαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 .

Proof of Lemma C.4. We begin by decomposing T2 as follows:

T2 =αk E
[
〈∇ME(xk − x∗)−∇ME(xk−tk − x∗), F (xk, Yk)− F̄ (xk)〉

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

T21
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+ αk E
[
〈∇ME(xk−tk − x∗), F (xk, Yk)− F (xk−tk , Yk) + F̄ (xk−tk)− F̄ (xk)〉

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

T22

+ αk E
[
〈∇ME(xk−tk − x∗), F (xk−tk , Yk)− F̄ (xk−tk)〉

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

T23

. (42)

Next, we bound terms T21 – T23.

For the term T21, we have

T21 =E[〈∇ME(xk − x∗)−∇ME(xk−tk − x∗), F (xk, Yk)− F̄ (xk)〉]

≤ L

θ
E
[
ps,E (xk − xk−tk) ps,E

(
F (xk, Yk)− F̄ (xk)

)]
(This follows from Eq. (40))

≤ L

θℓ2cs
E
[
pc,E (xk − xk−tk) pc,E

(
F (xk, Yk)− F̄ (xk)

)]
.

Since αk−tk,k−1 ≤ 1/(4A), using Lemma C.3, we have

pc,E (xk − xk−tk) ≤ 4αk−tk ,k−1 (Apc,E(xk) +B)

≤ 4αk−tk ,k−1 (Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B) .

Using Assumption 4.1, Lemma C.2 and the fact that F̄ (x∗)x∗ ∈ E, we have

pc,E
(
F (xk, Yk)− F̄ (xk)

)
= pc,E

(
F (xk, Yk)− F̄ (xk) + F̄ (x∗)− x∗

)

≤ pc,E (F (xk, Yk)) + pc,E
(
F̄ (xk)− F̄ (x∗)

)
+ pc,E (x∗)

≤ A1pc,E(xk) +B1 + γpc,E (xk − x∗) + pc,E (x∗)

≤ (A1 + γ)pc,E(xk − x∗) + (A1 + 1)pc,E(x
∗) +B1

≤ Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B.

Combining the previous three inequalities together, we obtain

T21 ≤
4Lαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
E

[

(Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B)2

]

≤ 8LA2αk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
E
[
p2c,E(xk − x∗)

]
+

8Lαk−tk ,k−1

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2

≤ 16LA2u2cmαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
E [ME(xk − x∗)] +

8Lαk−tk ,k−1

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 , (43)

where the last line follows from Proposition 4.1 (2).

Next, we consider the term T22 from Eq. (42). Using Proposition 4.1, ∇ME(0) = 0 (since 0 ∈
argminx∈Rd ME(x)), we have

T22 =E
[
〈∇ME(xk−tk − x∗), F (xk, Yk)− F (xk−tk , Yk) + F̄ (xk−tk)− F̄ (xk)〉

]

≤L

θ
E
[
ps,E (xk−tk − x∗) ps,E

(
F (xk, Yk)− F (xk−tk , Yk) + F̄ (xk−tk)− F̄ (xk)

)]
(Eq. (40))

≤ L

θℓ2cs
E
[
pc,E (xk−tk − x∗) pc,E

(
F (xk, Yk)− F (xk−tk , Yk) + F̄ (xk−tk)− F̄ (xk)

)]
.

Using Lemma C.3, we have

pc,E (xk−tk − x∗) ≤ pc,E (xk − xk−tk) + pc,E (xk − x∗)
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≤ pc,E(xk) +
B

A
+ pc,E (xk − x∗)

≤ 2pc,E(xk − x∗) + pc,E(x
∗) +

B

A

≤ 2

(

pc,E(xk − x∗) + pc,E(x
∗) +

B

A

)

.

Using Assumption 4.1, Lemma C.2, and Lemma C.3, we have

pc,E
(
F (xk, Yk)− F (xk−tk , Yk) + F̄ (xk−tk)− F̄ (xk)

)

≤pc,E (F (xk, Yk)− F (xk−tk , Yk)) + pc,E
(
F̄ (xk)− F̄ (xk−tk)

)

≤(A1 + γ)pc,E(xk − xk−tk)

≤Apc,E(xk − xk−tk)

≤4Aαk−tk ,k−1 (Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B)

Combining the previous three inequalities together, we obtain

T22 ≤
8Lαk−tk ,k−1

θℓ2cs
E

[

(Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B)2

]

≤ 16LA2αk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
E
[
p2c,E(xk − x∗)

]
+

16Lαk−tk ,k−1

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2

≤ 32LA2u2cmαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
E [ME(xk − x∗)] +

16Lαk−tk ,k−1

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 . (44)

Next, we consider the term T23 from Eq. (42). Using Proposition 4.1 and ∇ME(0) = 0, we have

T23 =E
[
〈∇ME(xk−tk − x∗),E [F (xk−tk , Yk) | Fk−tk ]− F̄ (xk−tk)〉

]

≤L

θ
E
[
ps,E (xk−tk − x∗) ps,E

(
E [F (xk−tk , Yk) | Fk−tk ]− F̄ (xk−tk)

)]

≤ L

θℓ2cs
E
[
pc,E (xk−tk − x∗) pc,E

(
E [F (xk−tk , Yk) | Fk−tk ]− F̄ (xk−tk)

)]
.

Using Lemma C.3, we have

pc,E(xk−tk − x∗) = pc,E(xk − xk−tk) + pc,E(xk − x∗)

≤ pc,E(xk) +
B

A
+ pc,E(xk − x∗)

≤ 2pc,E(xk − x∗) + pc,E(x
∗) +

B

A

≤ 2

(

pc,E(xk − x∗) + pc,E(x
∗) +

B

A

)

≤ 2 (Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B) ,

where the last line follows from A ≥ 1.

Using Assumption 4.2, Lemma C.2, and Lemma C.3, we have

pc,E
(
E [F (xk−tk , Yk) | Fk−tk ]− F̄ (xk−tk)

)

= pc,E




∑

y∈Y

(P (Yk = y | Yk−tk)− µ(y))F (xk−tk , y)





47



≤
∑

y∈Y

|P (Yk = y|Yk−tk)− µ(y)| pc,E (F (xk−tk , y))

≤ 2 sup
y∈Y

{dTV (P (Ytk = ·|Y0 = y) , µ(·))} (A1pc,E(xk−tk) +B1)

≤ 2αk (A1pc,E(xk − xk−tk) +A1pc,E(xk) +B1)

≤ 2αk (A1(pc,E(xk) +B/A) +A1pc,E(xk) +B1)

≤ 4αk (Apc,E(xk) +B)

≤ 4αk (Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B) .

Combining the previous three inequalities together, we have

T23 ≤
8Lαk

θℓ2cs
E

[

(Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x
∗) +B)2

]

≤ 16LA2αk

θℓ2cs
E
[
p2c,E(xk − x∗)

]
+

16Lαk

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2

≤ 32LA2u2cmαk

θℓ2cs
E [ME(xk − x∗)] +

16Lαk

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 . (45)

Finally, using Eqs. (43), (44) and (45) in Eq. (42), we have

T2 ≤
80LA2u2cmαkαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
E [ME(xk − x∗)] +

40Lαkαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 .

Next, we bound the error term T3 in the following lemma.

Lemma C.5. It holds for any k ≥ 0 that T3 = 0.

Proof of Lemma C.5. Since xk is measurable with respect to the σ-algebra Fk and {ωk} is a martingale

difference sequence with respect to Fk, we have by the tower property of conditional expectations that

T3 = αkE [〈∇M(xk − x∗), wk〉]
= αkE [E[〈∇ME(xk − x∗), wk〉 | Fk]]

= αkE [〈∇ME(xk − x∗),E[wk | Fk]〉]
= 0.

Next, we bound the error term T4 in the following lemma.

Lemma C.6. It holds for any k ≥ 0 that

T4 ≤
2LA2u2cmα2

k

θℓ2cs
E [ME(xk − x∗)] +

Lα2
k

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 .

Proof of Lemma C.6. For any k ≥ 0, we have

ps,E (F (xk, Yk)− xk + wk)

≤ 1

ℓcs
pc,E(F (xk, Yk)− xk + wk)
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≤ 1

ℓcs
[pc,E(F (xk, Yk)) + pc,E(xk) + pc,E(wk)]

≤ 1

ℓcs
[A1pc,E(xk) +B1 + pc,E(xk) +A2pc,E(xk) +B2] (Assumption 4.2 and Lemma C.2)

=
1

ℓcs
[Apc,E(xk) +B]

≤ 1

ℓcs
[Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x

∗) +B].

It follows that

T4 =
Lα2

k

2θ
E
[
ps,E(F (xk, Yk)− xk + wk)

2
]

≤ Lα2
k

2θℓ2cs
E
[
(Apc,E(xk − x∗) +Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2
]

≤ LA2α2
k

θℓ2cs
E
[
p2c,E(xk − x∗)

]
+

Lα2
k

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2

≤ 2LA2u2cmα2
k

θℓ2cs
E [ME(xk − x∗)] +

Lα2
k

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 ,

where the last line follows from Proposition 4.1 (2).

Now that we have controlled the terms T1−T4 on the right-hand side of Eq. (41), using them altogether,

we have the desired one-step recursive inequality stated in the following lemma.

Lemma C.7. It holds for all k ≥ tk that

E [ME(xk+1 − x∗)] ≤ (1− ϕ2αk)E[ME(xk − x∗)] +
ϕ3αkαk−tk,k−1

2u2cm
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 .

Proof of Lemma C.7. Using the bounds for the terms T1 − T4 in Eq. (41), we have for all k ≥ tk that

E[ME(xk+1 − x∗)] ≤
(

1−
(

1− γ2
u2cm
ℓ2cm

)

αk +
82LA2u2cmαkαk−tk ,k−1

θℓ2cs

)

E[ME(xk − x∗)]

+
41Lαkαk−tk,k−1

θℓ2cs
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2

≤
(
1− 2ϕ2αk + ϕ3A

2αkαk−tk,k−1

)
E[ME(xk − x∗)]

+
ϕ3αkαk−tk,k−1

2u2cm
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 ,

where we recall the definition of the constants {ϕi}3i=1 in Eq. (14). Since αk−tk ,k−1 ≤ ϕ2/(ϕ3A
2) for all

k ≥ tk (cf. Condition 4.1), we have

E [ME(xk+1 − x∗)] ≤ (1− ϕ2αk)E[ME(xk − x∗)] +
ϕ3αkαk−tk,k−1

2u2cm
(Apc,E(x

∗) +B)2 , ∀ k ≥ tk.

Next, we repeatedly apply the previous lemma to obtain:

E[pc,E(xk − x∗)2]

≤ 2u2cmE[ME(xk − x∗)]
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≤ 2u2cmE[ME(xK − x∗)]

k−1∏

j=K

(1− ϕ2αj)

+ ϕ3(Apc,E(x
∗) +B)2

k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(1− ϕ2αj)

≤ u2cm
ℓ2cm

E[pc,E(xK − x∗)]

k−1∏

j=K

(1− ϕ2αj)

+ ϕ3(Apc,E(x
∗) +B)2

k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(1− ϕ2αj)

=ϕ1E[pc,E(xK − x∗)]
k−1∏

j=K

(1− ϕ2αj) + ϕ3c2

k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(1− ϕ2αj). (46)

According to Condition 4.1, we have α0,K−1 ≤ 1/(4A). Therefore, by Lemma C.3, we have

E[pc,E(xK − x∗)2] ≤ E

[

(pc,E(xK − x0) + pc,E(x0 − x∗))2
]

≤
(

pc,E(x0) + pc,E(x0 − x∗) +
B

A

)2

= c1. (47)

Finally, by combining the previous two inequalities together, we obtain

E[pc,E(xk − x∗)2] ≤ ϕ1c1

k−1∏

j=K

(1− ϕ2αj) + ϕ3c2

k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(1− ϕ2αj), ∀ k ≥ K.

Upon obtaining the general finite-sample bound, we can derive the finite-sample convergence bounds for

three common choices of stepsizes. The proof is identical to that of [18, Theorem 2.1], and therefore is

omitted.

C.4 Proof of Theorem 4.2

There are two approaches to prove this theorem: one is to reformulate it as a seminorm-contractive SA,

verify the required assumptions, and then apply Theorem 4.1; the other is to directly prove it using the

continuous-time Lyapunov equation (cf. Theorem 3.2). We present the second approach here and defer the

first approach to Appendix C.4.1.

For simplicity of notation, denote G(x, y) = A(y)x+b(y) for any x ∈ R
d and y ∈ Y and Ḡ(x) = Āx+ b̄

for any x ∈ R
d. Then, the linear SA algorithm described in Eq. (11) can be equivalently written as

xk+1 = xk + αkG(xk, Yk), ∀ k ≥ 0. (48)

Let p(·) be a seminorm defined as p(x) =
√
x⊤Px, where P is defined in Assumption 4.3. Since p(·)

is defined in terms of a positive semi-definite matrix, the norm-square function p2(x)/2 is 1-smooth with

respect to p(x). Therefore, we can directly use ME(x) = p2(x)/2 as the Lyapunov function.

For any k ≥ 0, using the definition of ME(·) and Eq. (48), we have for all k ≥ 0 that

E[ME(xk+1 − x∗)] =E[ME(xk − x∗)] + αkE[∇ME(xk − x∗)⊤Ḡ(xk)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=T1
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+ αkE[∇ME(xk − x∗)⊤(G(xk, Yk)− Ḡ(xk))]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=T2

+
α2
k

2
E[p2(G(xk, Yk)]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=T3

. (49)

Next, we bound the terms T1, T2, and T3 in the following three lemmas.

Lemma C.8. It holds for all k ≥ 0 that

T1 ≤ −c′2αkE[ME(xk − x∗)].

Proof of Lemma C.8. For any k ≥ 0, we have

∇ME(xk − x∗)⊤Ḡ(xk) = (xk − x∗)⊤P (Āxk + b̄)

= (xk − x∗)⊤PĀ(xk − x∗) (Āx∗ + b̄ ∈ E = ker(P ))

=(xk − x∗)⊤
(
Ā⊤P + PA

2

)

(xk − x∗)

= − 1

2
(xk − x∗)⊤Q(xk − x∗)

≤ − c′2
2
(xk − x∗)⊤P (xk − x∗) (Q ≥ c′2P )

= − c′2ME(xk − x∗).

It follows that

T1 = αkE[∇ME(xk − x∗)⊤Ḡ(xk)] ≤ −αkc
′
2E[ME(xk − x∗)].

The following lemma will be useful in controlling the terms T2 and T3.

Lemma C.9. For any real-valued matrix A ∈ R
d×d such that E is an invariant subspace of A, i.e.,

x ∈ E ⇒ Ax ∈ E, we have p(Ax) ≤ ‖A‖cp(x) for all x ∈ R
d, where ‖A‖c := maxx:‖x‖c=1 ‖Ax‖c. As a

result, the following two statements hold.

(1) For any x ∈ R
d and y ∈ Y , we have p(A(y)x) ≤ L1p(x) for all x ∈ R

d, which also implies

p(G(x, y)) ≤ L1p(x) + L2.

(2) For any x ∈ R
d, we have p(Āx) ≤ L1p(x), which also implies p(Ḡ(x)) ≤ L1p(x) + L2.

Proof of Lemma C.9. For any x ∈ R
d, we have

p(Ax) = min
y∈E

‖Ax− y‖c

≤ min
z∈E

‖Ax−Az‖c (This follows from z ∈ E ⇒ Az ∈ E)

≤‖A‖c min
z∈E

‖x− z‖c
= ‖A‖cp(x).

Statements (1) and (2) follow from the above result and the definitions of G(x, y) and Ḡ(x).

Next, we bound the term T2 in the following lemma.
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Lemma C.10. It holds for all k ≥ tk that

T2 ≤ 112αkαk−tk,k−1L
2
1E[ME(xk − x∗)] + 56αkαk−tk ,k−1(L1p(x

∗) + L2)
2.

Proof of Lemma C.10. For any k ≥ 0, we have

E[∇ME(xk − x∗)⊤(G(xk, Yk)− Ḡ(xk))]

=E[(xk − x∗)⊤P (G(xk, Yk)− Ḡ(xk))]

= E[(xk−tk − x∗)⊤P (G(xk−tk , Yk)− Ḡ(xk−tk))]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=T2,1

+ E[(xk−tk − x∗)⊤P (G(xk, Yk)−G(xk−tk , Yk) + Ḡ(xk−tk)− Ḡ(xk))]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

T2,2

+ E[(xk − xk−tk)
⊤P (G(xk, Yk)− Ḡ(xk))]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

T2,3

. (50)

To control the terms T2,1, T2,2, and T2,3, we require the following two lemmas.

Lemma C.11. Let k1, k2 be non-negative integers satisfying k1 < k2 and αk1,k2−1 ≤ 1/(4L1). Then, we

have for all k ∈ [k1, k2] that

p(xk − xk1) ≤ 2αk1,k2−1(L1p(xk1) + L2) ≤
1

2
(p(xk1) + L2/L1),

p(xk − xk1) ≤ 4αk1,k2−1(L1p(xk2) + L2) ≤ p(xk2) + L2/L1.

The proof of Lemma C.11 is identical to that of Lemma C.3, and is therefore omitted.

Now, we proceed to control the terms T2,1, T2,2, and T2,3 from Eq. (50) in the following. For the term

T2,1, we have

T2,1 =E[(xk−tk − x∗)⊤P (G(xk−tk , Yk)− Ḡ(xk−tk))]

=E[(xk−tk − x∗)⊤P (E[G(xk−tk , Yk) | Fk−tk ]− Ḡ(xk−tk))]

≤E[p(xk−tk − x∗)p(E[G(xk−tk , Yk) | Fk−tk ]− Ḡ(xk−tk))] (Cauchy–Schwarz inequality)

=E[p(xk−tk − x∗)p(
(
E[A(Yk) | Fk−tk ]− Ā

)
xk−tk + E[b(Yk) | Fk−tk ]− b̄)]

≤E[p(xk−tk − x∗)(‖E[A(Yk) | Fk−tk ]− Ā‖cp(xk−tk) + ‖E[b(Yk) | Fk−tk ]− b̄‖c)] (Lemma C.9)

≤αkE[p(xk−tk − x∗)(L1p(xk−tk) + L2)] (Assumption 4.4 (4))

≤αkE[(p(xk−tk − xk) + p(xk − x∗))(L1p(xk−tk − xk) + L1p(xk) + L2)]

≤ 2αkE[(p(xk) + L2/L1 + p(xk − x∗))(L1p(xk) + L2)] (Lemma C.11)

≤ 2αkE[(L1p(xk) + L2 + L1p(xk − x∗))(L1p(xk) + L2)] (L1 ≥ 1)

≤ 2αkE[(2L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x
∗) + L2)(L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x

∗) + L2)]

≤ 4αkE[(L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2]

≤ 8αkL
2
1E[p

2(xk − x∗)] + 8αk(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2 ((a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2))

≤ 16αkL
2
1E[ME(xk − x∗)] + 8αk(L1p(x

∗) + L2)
2,

where the last line follows from ME(x) = p2(x)/2.

For the term T2,2, we have

T2,2 =E[(xk−tk − x∗)⊤P (G(xk, Yk)−G(xk−tk , Yk) + Ḡ(xk−tk)− Ḡ(xk))]
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≤E[(xk−tk − x∗)⊤P (A(Yk)− Ā)(xk − xk−tk)]

≤E[p(xk−tk − x∗)p((A(Yk)− Ā)(xk − xk−tk))] (Cauchy–Schwarz inequality)

≤ 2L1E[p(xk−tk − x∗)p(xk − xk−tk)] (Lemma C.9)

≤ 2L1E[(p(xk − xk−tk) + p(xk − x∗))p(xk − xk−tk)] (Triangle inequality)

≤ 8αk−tk ,k−1L1E[(p(xk) + L2/L1 + p(xk − x∗))(L1p(xk) + L2)] (Lemma C.11)

≤ 8αk−tk ,k−1E[(2L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x
∗) + L2)(L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x

∗) + L2)]

≤ 16αk−tk ,k−1E[(L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2]

≤ 64αk−tk ,k−1L
2
1E[ME(xk − x∗)] + 32αk−tk ,k−1(L1p(x

∗) + L2)
2.

For the term T2,3, we have

T2,3 =E[(xk − xk−tk)
⊤P (G(xk, Yk)− Ḡ(xk))]

≤E[p(xk − xk−tk)p(G(xk, Yk)− Ḡ(xk))] (Cauchy–Schwarz inequality)

≤E[p(xk − xk−tk)(p(G(xk, Yk)) + p(Ḡ(xk)))] (Triangle inequality)

≤ 4αk−tk,k−1E[(L1p(xk) + L2)(p(G(xk, Yk)) + p(Ḡ(xk)))] (Lemma C.11)

≤ 8αk−tk,k−1E[(L1p(xk) + L2)
2] (Lemma C.9)

≤ 8αk−tk,k−1E[(L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2]

≤ 32αk−tk ,k−1L
2
1E[ME(xk − x∗)] + 16αk−tk ,k−1(L1p(x

∗) + L2)
2.

Combining the previous three inequalities together, we obtain

T2 =αkE[∇ME(xk − x∗)⊤(G(xk, Yk)− Ḡ(xk))]

=αk(T2,1 + T2,2 + T2,3)

≤ 112αkαk−tk,k−1L
2
1E[ME(xk − x∗)] + 56αkαk−tk ,k−1(L1p(x

∗) + L2)
2.

Next, we bound the term T3 in the following lemma.

Lemma C.12. It holds for all k ≥ 0 that

T3 ≤ 2α2
kL

2
1E[ME(xk − x∗)] + α2

k(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2.

Proof of Lemma C.12. For any k ≥ 0, we have

p2 (G(xk, Yk)) ≤ (p(A(Yk)xk) + p(b(Yk)))
2

≤ (‖A(Yk)‖cp(xk) + ‖b(Yk)‖c)2 (Lemma C.9)

≤ (L1p(xk) + L2)
2

(Assumption 4.4 (2))

≤ (L1p(xk − x∗) + L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2

≤ 2L2
1p

2(xk − x∗) + 2(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2 (2(a2 + b2) ≥ (a+ b)2)

≤ 4L2
1ME(xk − x∗) + 2(L1p(x

∗) + L2)
2. (ME(x) =

1
2p

2(x))

It follows that

T3 =
α2
k

2
E[p2(G(xk, Yk)] ≤ 2α2

kL
2
1E[ME(xk − x∗)] + α2

k(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2.
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Now that we have control for all the terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (49), combining the bounds

altogether, we obtain for all k ≥ tk that

E[ME(xk+1 − x∗)] ≤
(
1− c′2αk + 114αkαk−tk,k−1L

2
1

)
E[ME(xk − x∗)]

+ 57αkαk−tk,k−1(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2

≤
(

1− c′2αk

2

)

E[ME(xk − x∗)] + 57αkαk−tk,k−1(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2.

(αk−tk ,k−1 ≤ c′2
228L2

1
)

Repeatedly using the previous inequality, we have for all k ≥ K that

E[p2(xk − x∗)] ≤
k−1∏

j=K

(

1− c′2αk

2

)

p2(xK − x∗)

+ 114(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2
k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(

1− αjλmin(Q)

2λmax(P )

)

≤ c′1

k−1∏

j=K

(
1− c′2αj

)
+ c′3

k−1∑

i=K

αiαi−ti,i−1

k−1∏

j=i+1

(
1− c′2αj

)
,

where the last inequality follows from

p2(xK − x∗) ≤ (p(xK − x0) + p(x0 − x∗))2 ≤ (p(x0) + L2/L1 + p(x0 − x∗))2 = c′1,

and c′3 = 114(L1p(x
∗) + L2)

2.

C.4.1 A Alternative Approach to Prove Theorem 4.2

Another way to prove Theorem 4.2 is to reformulate its update equation as a seminorm-contractive SA

algorithm described in Eq. (8), and then verify the assumptions needed to apply Theorem 4.1. Specifically,

for any η > 0, Eq. (11) is equivalent to

xk+1 = xk + βk
(
F (xk, Yk)− xk

)
, (51)

where F (x, y) = (ηA(y) + I)x + ηb(y) for any x ∈ R
d, y ∈ Y , and βk = αk/η. All the assumptions of

Theorem 4.1 can be easily verified, except for the requirement that F̄ (·) be a seminorm contraction mapping,

which we focus on next.

Let spec−(Ā) denote the set of eigenvalues of Ā with strictly negative real parts, and let spec+(Ā) =
spec(Ā) \ spec−(Ā). Let E be the linear subspace of Rd spanned by all the generalized eigenvectors of

Ā corresponding to eigenvalues in spec+(Ā). The following lemma leverages Theorem 3.1 to explicitly

construct a seminorm pc,E(·) with kernel space E, such that F̄ (·) is a contraction mapping with respect to

pc,E(·).

Lemma C.13. Let η be chosen such that |ηλ+1| < 1 for any λ ∈ spec−(Ā) and let Q ∈ R
d×d be such that

x⊤Qx = miny∈E ‖x− y‖22. Then, there exists a unique P ∈ Sd
+,E such that

(ηĀ+ I)⊤P (ηĀ+ I)− P +Q = 0, (52)
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where we recall that Sd
+,E denotes the set of positive semi-definite matrices whose null space is precisely E.

Moreover, letting pc,E : Rd → R be a seminorm defined as pc,E(x) =
√
x⊤Px, we have

pc,E(F̄ (x1)− F̄ (x2)) ≤
√

1− 1/λ2
max(P )pc,E(x1 − x2), ∀x1, x2 ∈ R

d,

where λmax(P ) denotes the maximum eigenvalue of P .

Proof of Lemma C.13. The Lyapunov equation is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.1. For the second part

of the lemma, for any x1, x2 ∈ R
d, we have

pc,E(F̄ (x1)− F̄ (x2))
2 =(x1 − x2)

⊤(ηĀ+ I)⊤P (ηĀ+ I)(x1 − x2)

= (x1 − x2)
⊤(P −Q)(x1 − x2) (Eq. (52))

= pc,E(x1 − x2)
2 − p2,E(x1 − x2)

2,

where p2,E(x) = miny∈E ‖x − y‖22 =
√

x⊤Qx. Since all seminorms sharing the same kernel space are

equivalent (cf. Proposition 2.1 (3)), there exists C1 ∈ (0, 1) and C2 ∈ (1,+∞) such that C1p2,E(·) ≤
pc,E(·) ≤ C2p2,E(·). In our case, since pc,E(·) and p2,E(·) are both defined in terms of positive semi-definite

matrices, i.e., P and Q, respectively, the constant C1 is the minimum non-zero eigenvalue of P and C2 is

the maximum eigenvalue of P . Therefore, we have

pc,E(F̄ (x1)− F̄ (x2))
2 ≤ p2c,E(x1 − x2)− p2,E(x1 − x2)

2

=

(

1− 1

λmax(P )2

)

pc,E(x1 − x2)
2.

With Lemma C.13 at hand, we can apply Theorem 4.1 to obtain the finite-sample bounds of the linear

SA in Eq. (11). The results will be identical to the ones we proved in the previous section, modulo constants.

D Supplementary Results for Section 5

D.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1

We consider two cases: e 6∈ WΦ and e 6/∈ WΦ. Case 1. Suppose that e 6∈ WΦ = {Φθ | θ ∈ R
d}. Then, we

have SΦ,e = {0} (cf. Eq. (21)), and EΦ,e, as the orthogonal complement of SΦ,e, is Rd. This implies that

WEΦ,e
= {Φθ | θ ∈ EΦ,e} = WΦ. By Theorem 1 in [63], we know that the projected Bellman equation

(20) has a unique fixed point θ∗. Thus, L = {θ∗}.

Case 2. Suppose that e ∈ WΦ = {Φθ | θ ∈ R
d}. In this case, we have denoted θe as the unique solution

to Φθe = e, where the uniqueness follows from Φ being full column rank. Observe that, using the explicit

definition of T (λ)(·), the projected Bellman equation (20) is equivalent to

0 =Φ⊤D

(

− r(π)

1− λ
e+R(λ) + P (λ)Φθ − Φθ

)

=Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ +Φ⊤DR(λ) − r(π)

1− λ
Φ⊤µ, (53)

where R(λ) :=
∑∞

m=0(λP
π)mRπ. Next, we characterize the kernel space and the image space of the matrix

Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ.
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• The Kernel Space of Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ: On the one hand, for any θ ∈ SΦ,e, there exists some constant

c ∈ R such that θ = cθe (cf. Eq. (21)). Therefore, we have

Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ = cΦ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθe

= cΦ⊤D(P (λ) − I)e

=0,

which implies that SΦ,e is a subset of the kernel space of Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ. On the other hand, since

P (λ) is irreducible and aperiodic (which trivially follows from the definition of P (λ) and Assumption 5.1),

we have θ⊤Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ < 0 for any θ /∈ SΦ,e [63, Lemma 7]. Therefore, the kernel space of

Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ is exactly SΦ,e.

• The Image Space of Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ: Since SΦ,e (which is the kernel space of Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ) is

a one-dimensional linear subspace of Rd, by the Rank–nullity theorem, the dimension of the image space

of Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ must be d− 1. Since for any θ ∈ R
d, we have

〈θe,Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ〉 = θ⊤e Φ
⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ

= e⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ

=µ⊤(P (λ) − I)Φθ

=(µ⊤ − µ⊤)Φθ (µ⊤P λ = µ⊤)

=0,

the image space ofΦ⊤D(P (λ)−I)Φ is orthogonal toSΦ,e. Therefore, the image space ofΦ⊤D(P (λ)−I)Φ
must be the orthogonal complement of SΦ,e, i.e, EΦ,e.

To show that Eq. (53) has a solution, it is enough to show that the vector Φ⊤DR(λ) − r̄Φ⊤µ/(1 − λ)
belongs to the image space of Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ, or equivalently, the vector Φ⊤DR(λ) − r̄Φ⊤µ/(1− λ) is

orthogonal to θe, which spans SΦ,e. This follows by observing that
〈

θe,Φ
⊤DR(λ) − r̄

1− λ
Φ⊤µ

〉

= µ⊤R(λ) − r(π)

1− λ
= 0.

To this end, we have shown that the set of solutions to Eq. (53) must be LΦ,e = θ̃ + SΦ,e, where θ̃ is a

particular solution to Eq. (53) and SΦ,e is the kernel space of Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φ. It remains to show that the

equation

Φθ = ΠD,WEΦ,e
T (λ) (Φθ) (54)

has a unique solution θ∗ and θ∗ ∈ LΦ,e, where ΠD,WEΦ,e
denotes the projection operator onto the linear

subspace WEΦ,e
= {Φθ | θ ∈ EΦ,e = S⊥

Φ,e} with respect to the weighted ℓ2-norm ‖ · ‖D .

• Existence: Let θ̃ = θ∗ + (θ∗)⊥, where θ∗ ∈ EΦ,e = S⊥
Φ,e and (θ∗)⊥ ∈ SΦ,e. It is clear that θ∗ solves Eq.

(53) because θ̃ − θ∗ ∈ SΦ,e. Moreover, since θ∗ ∈ EΦ,e, we have Φθ∗ ∈ WEΦ,e
. Combining these two

observations with the fact that WEΦ,e
⊆ WΦ,e, we have

ΠD,WEΦ,e
T (λ) (Φθ∗) =ΠD,WEΦ,e

ΠD,WΦ
T (λ) (Φθ∗)

=ΠD,WEΦ,e
Φθ∗

=Φθ∗,

which implies that θ∗ is a solution to Eq. (54).
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• Uniqueness: Since a solution to Eq. (54) must be in WEΦ,e
= {Φθ | θ ∈ EΦ,e = S⊥

Φ,e} = {ΦΠ̃θ | θ ∈
R
d}, where Π̃ denotes the projection matrix onto EΦ,e with respect to the ℓ2-norm ‖ · ‖2, Eq. (54) can be

equivalently written as

Π̃⊤Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)ΦΠ̃θ + Π̃⊤Φ⊤DR(λ) − r(π)

1− λ
Π̃⊤Φ⊤µ = 0. (55)

We have shown that Eq. (55) (or Eq. (54)) has a solution θ∗. Therefore, to verify that θ∗ is indeed the

unique solution, it is enough to show that the kernel space of Π̃⊤Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)ΦΠ̃ is contained in SΦ,e.

Suppose that this is not true, i.e., there exists θ /∈ SΦ,e such that

θ⊤Π̃⊤Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)ΦΠ̃θ = 0.

Since P (λ) is irreducible and aperiodic, we have θ⊤Π̃⊤Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)ΦΠ̃θ = 0 only if Π̃θ ∈ SΦ,e [63,

Lemma 7]. However, we know that Π̃θ ∈ EΦ,e = S⊥
Φ,e, which implies Π̃θ = 0, i.e., θ ∈ SΦ,e. This is a

contradiction. Therefore, θ∗ is the unique solution to Eq. (54).

D.2 Proof of Lemma 5.3

(1) For any Θ = [r, θ⊤]⊤ ∈ E = {0}×SΦ,e, we have r = 0 and φ(s)⊤θ = φ(s′)⊤θ for all s, s′ ∈ S (cf. Eq.

(21)). Therefore, using the explicit expression of A(y), we have

A(y)Θ =

[
0

z(φ(s′)⊤ − φ(s)⊤)θ

]

= 0 ∈ E.

(2) Since (Φθ)⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ < 0 [63, Lemma 7] for any θ /∈ SΦ,e, we have by Weierstrass extreme value

theorem that

∆ = min
‖θ‖2=1,θ∈EΦ,e

θ⊤Φ⊤D(I − P (λ))Φθ > 0.

Therefore, for any Θ = [r, θ⊤]⊤ ∈ E⊥, we have

Θ⊤ĀΘ = − cαr
2 − r

1− λ
θ⊤Φ⊤De+ θ⊤Φ⊤D(P (λ) − I)Φθ

≤ − cαr
2 −∆‖θ‖22 +

r

1− λ
θ⊤Φ⊤De.

Observe that
∣
∣
∣
∣

r

1− λ
θ⊤Φ⊤De

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ |r|

1− λ
‖Φθ‖∞‖µ‖1

=
|r|

1− λ
‖Φθ‖∞

≤ |r|
1− λ

max
s∈S

‖φ(s)‖2‖θ‖2

≤ |r|
1− λ

‖θ‖2,

where the last inequality follows from feature normalization maxs∈S ‖φ(s)‖2 ≤ 1. It follows that

Θ⊤ĀΘ ≤ − cαr
2 −∆‖θ‖22 +

|r|
1− λ

‖θ‖2
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≤ − cαr
2 −∆‖θ‖22 +

r2

2∆(1− λ)2
+

∆

2
‖θ‖22 (a2 + b2 ≥ 2ab for any a, b ∈ R)

= −
(

cα − 1

2∆(1 − λ)2

)

r2 − ∆

2
‖θ‖22 (Choosing cα ≥ ∆

2 + 1
2∆(1−λ)2

)

≤ − ∆

2
(r2 + ‖θ‖22)

= − ∆

2
‖Θ‖22 (56)

for all Θ = [r, θ⊤]⊤ ∈ E⊥.

Recall that P is the projection matrix onto E⊥ = R× EΦ,e with respect to ‖ · ‖2, i.e., minΘ′∈E⊥ ‖Θ −
Θ′‖22 = ‖Θ − PΘ‖22. Moreover, the matrix P is symmetric, idempotent, and positive semi-definite. For

any Θ ∈ R
d+1, there exists a unique pair Θ1 ∈ E and Θ2 ∈ E⊥ such that Θ = Θ1 +Θ2. Therefore, we

have

Θ⊤(Ā⊤P + PĀ)Θ = (Θ1 +Θ2)
⊤(Ā⊤P + PĀ)(Θ1 +Θ2)

=Θ⊤
2 (Ā

⊤P + PĀ)Θ2 (Θ1 ∈ E ⇒ PΘ1 = 0 and ĀΘ1 = 0)

=2Θ⊤
2 ĀΘ2 (Θ2 ∈ E⊥ ⇒ PΘ2 = Θ2)

=2Θ⊤P⊤ĀPΘ (Θ2 = PΘ)

≤ −∆‖PΘ‖22 (Eq. (56))

= −∆Θ⊤PΘ. (P is idempotent)

It follows that

Ā⊤P + PĀ+∆P ≤ 0.

(3) Observe that Θ⊤PΘ = Θ⊤P 2Θ = ‖PΘ‖22 = minΘ′∈E ‖Θ − Θ′‖22. Recall the definitions of A(y) and

b(y) from Section 5.2.1. For any y = (s, s′, z) ∈ Y , we have

‖A(y)Θ‖22 = c2αr
2 + ‖ − zr + z

(

φ(s′)⊤ − φ(s)⊤
)

θ‖22
≤ c2αr

2 + 2r2‖z‖22 + 2‖z
(

φ(s′)⊤ − φ(s)⊤
)

θ‖22 ((a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2))

= c2αr
2 + 2

(

r2 + |(φ(s′)⊤ − φ(s)⊤)θ|2
)

‖z‖22.

Since ‖z‖2 ≤∑∞
k=0 λ

k‖φ(sk)‖2 ≤ 1/(1− λ), we have

‖z‖22 ≤ 1

(1− λ)2
.

Moreover, using Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have

|(φ(s′)⊤ − φ(s)⊤)θ| ≤ |φ(s′)⊤θ|+ φ(s)⊤θ|
≤ (‖φ(s′)‖2 + ‖φ(s)‖2)‖θ‖2
≤ 2‖θ‖2.

It follows that

‖A(y)Θ‖22 ≤ c2αr
2 + 2

(
r2 + 4‖θ‖22

) 1

(1− λ)2
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=

(

c2α +
2

(1− λ)2

)

r2 +
4

(1− λ)2
‖θ‖22

≤ 4c2α‖Θ‖22,

where the last inequality follows from cα ≥ ∆/2+1/(2∆(1−λ)2) ≥ 1/(1−λ) and ‖Θ‖22 = r2+‖θ‖22.
The previous inequality implies ‖A(y)Θ‖2 ≤ 2cα. Similarly, we have

‖b(y)‖22 =(Rπ(s))2(c2α + ‖z‖22)

≤ c2α +
1

(1− λ)2

≤ 2c2α,

which implies ‖b(y)‖2 ≤ 2cα.

(4) The proof essentially follows from Lemma 6.7 in [9] and therefore is omitted.
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