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Abstract. We present improved approximation bounds for the Moore-Penrose inverses of
banded matrices, where the bandedness is induced by an arbitrary metric space. We show that
the pseudoinverse of a banded matrix can be approximated by another banded matrix, and the er-
ror of approximation is exponentially small in the bandwidth of the approximation. An intuitive
corollary can be obtained: the off-diagonal blocks of the pseudoinverse decay exponentially with the
distance between the node sets associated with row and column indices, on the given metric space.
Our bounds are expressed in terms of the bound of singular values of the system. For saddle point
systems, commonly encountered in optimization, we provide the bounds of singular values associated
with standard regularity conditions (linear independence constraint qualifications and second-order
sufficiency conditions). Our bounds improve previously reported ones [7, 4, 19]. Remarkably, our
bounds allow us to establish a perturbation bound for continuous-domain optimal control problems
by analyzing the asymptotic limit of their finite difference discretization, which has been challenging
with previously reported bounds.

1. Introduction. We study an approximation of the Moore-Penrose inverse of
a matrix A ∈ Rm×n such that:

A[Ii, Jj ] = 0, ∀i, j ∈ V such that d(i, j) > κ,(1.1)

where (V ⊆ Z>0, d : V × V → R) is a finite metric space; I := {Ii}i∈V and J :=
{Ji}i∈V are partitions of Z[1,n] and Z[1,m], respectively; and κ ∈ Z≥0. Here, R and
Z denote the set of real numbers and the set of integers, respectively; Z[a,b] := Z ∩
[a, b]; Z≥0 := Z[0,∞); Z>0 := Z(0,∞); and A[Ii, Jj ] := {A[i′, j′]}i′∈Ii,j′∈Jj , where
A[i′, j′] is the (i′, j′)-th component of A. The constant κ in (1.1), which represents
the bandwidth of matrix A associated with the index set partitions (I,J ) and metric
space (V ⊆ Z>0, d : V × V → R), will be simply referred to as the bandwidth of A.

In the main theorem, we show that for all κ ∈ Z>0, if the nonzero singular values
σ>0(A) of A are within [a, b] ⊆ R>0, the Moore-Penrose inverse A+ ∈ Rn×m—a unique
matrix satisfying AA+A = A, A+AA+ = A+, (AA+)⊤ = AA+, and (A+A)⊤ =

A+A—admits an exponentially accurate κ-banded approximation Ã ∈ Rn×m:

Ã[Ji, Ij ] = 0 ∀i, j ∈ V such that d(i, j) > κ

and

∥∥∥A+ − Ã
∥∥∥
2
≤ 4 (b+ a)

3/2

ab(b− a)1/2

(
b− a

b+ a

)⌈κ/κ−1
2 ⌉

.(1.2)
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Here, κ is the user-specified upper bound of the bandwidth of Ã, and ⌈·⌉ is the ceiling
operator. That is, by increasing the bandwidth upper bound of the approximation
Ã, the approximation becomes exponentially accurate. A tighter bound is provided
for the symmetric positive semi-definite case A ⪰ 0. An important corollary can be
drawn from the above result: the off-diagonal blocks of A+ exponentially decay with
the distance between the node sets associated with row and column indices on (V, d).

The exponentially accurate banded approximation finds applications in diverse areas.
It can be used as a banded preconditioner [10, 24]. Furthermore, the bounds have
been used to analyze the convergence rate of decomposition algorithms for large-scale
optimization problems [15]. Recently, these bounds are applied to show the near-
optimalitty of distributed control [20] and stochastic predictive control [21]. Lastly,
these bounds can be used to compute approximations of dense inverses or Schur
complements, which often have significance in uncertainty quantification [5].

The existing literature [19, 7] suggests that for square, non-singular cases, the off-
diagonal blocks of the inverse exhibit an exponentially decaying bound relative to
the distance between the blocks over the given metric space. In [19], the concept
of a graph-induced banded system is introduced and an exponential perturbation
bound is established. In [7], the decay of the inverse of positive definite, banded
matrices was studied. In [4], the approximation bound of the inverse of banded
linear operators has been studied, and the results are applied to analyze the mixing
property of the covariance matrix of Gaussian processes. The related works [19, 7, 4]
are all based on polynomial approximation strategy [17], and thus, with a slight
modification, these results can be extended to indefinite banded systems indexed by
metric spaces, as outlined in Propositions 2.9 and 2.10. The bounds derived from the
existing approaches (after suitable modifications) are shown below:

∥∥∥A+ − Ã
∥∥∥
2
≤ (a+ b)2

2a2b

(
b− a

b+ a

)⌈κ/κ−1
2 ⌉

(Proposition 2.9; based on [7])

∥∥∥A+ − Ã
∥∥∥
2
≤ b

a2

(
b2 − a2

b2 + a2

)⌈κ/κ−1
2 ⌉

,(Proposition 2.10; based on [19, 4])

where the same bandwidth upper bound is imposed to the approximation Ã. By
comparing (1.2) with the above equation, one can see that, in the case where b → ∞,
indeed our bound is tighter than the existing results.

The proof technique used in our work is similar to previous results [7, 19, 4], in that
they all utilize a certain polynomial approximation of 1/x to derive an error bound of
A+ − p(A) for a matrix A. However, this approach only applies to positive definite A
and cannot handle indefinite, rank-deficient A. To address this limitation, we utilize
an odd polynomial (i.e., p(x) = p(−x)) along with the singular value decomposition of
A. This approach enables approximating A+ with a polynomial-like expression of A
and A⊤. This approach allows us to find a tighter approximation bound for indefinite,
or even rectangular systems.

One of the practical limitations of the existing results [7, 19] is that they do not provide
tight bounds for systems obtained by the finite-difference discretization of continuous-
domain problems, like optimal control. With the existing results, the error bounds
diverge as the discretization mesh size decreases. Our results overcome this limitation
by establishing error bounds that can remain uniformly bounded as the discretization
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mesh size tends to zero. We demonstrate this by analyzing the solution mapping for
a discretized optimal control problem and showing that the perturbation bounds are
uniform in the mesh size. This further allows us to characterize the solution mapping
in the continuous domain using the asymptotic limit of the solution mapping for the
discretized problem.

Contributions. This paper has three main contributions. First, we generalize
the concept of the bandedness to arbitrary metric spaces, allowing for more versa-
tile applications of our main approximation result. Second, we provide an improved
approximation bound for the Moore-Penrose inverse of banded matrices, which im-
proves the results of [19, 7]. The tighter bound allows analyzing the discretization of
infinite-dimensional linear systems. For the third contribution, we apply our result to
analyze the perturbation bound of continuous-time linear-quadratic optimal control
problems, arguably one of the most studied linear system problems. We show that
the solution mappings of this problem exhibit uniform exponential decay. This result
establishes the connection between the exponential decay in discrete spaces with the
counterparts in continuous-domain analysis [9, 8]

Organization. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we present our main results, namely the exponential bound for the banded approxi-
mations. In Section 3, we demonstrate that the saddle point systems, derived from
optimization problems, have a uniformly bounded singular values when satisfying
standard regularity conditions, such as linear independence constraint qualifications
and second-order sufficiency conditions in a uniform sense. Lastly, in Section 4, we
apply our results to analyze the optimal control problems. Finally, Section 5 presents
the conclusions and future outlook. Numerical verification of the main results are pro-
vided in Appendix A. Proofs that are not critical for understanding the main point
of the paper are separately provided in Appendix B.

2. Main Results. In this section, we present our main results, which are the ex-
ponential bounds for the banded approximations discussed in Section 1. We state the
main theorem and provide a proof using polynomial or odd polynomial approxima-
tions of 1/x. The main challenge lies in obtaining tight bounds for these polynomial
approximations, which we achieve by using Chebyshev polynomials. Finally, we com-
pare our findings with existing bounds in the literature.

2.1. Banded Matrices Indexed by Finite Metric Spaces. In this section,
we formally define the metric space and banded systems indexed by metric spaces.

Definition 2.1. A metric space is a pair (V, d) consisting of a set V and a function
d : V × V → R that satisfies the following properties:

(a) d(i, j) ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ V .

(b) d(i, j) = 0 if and only if i = j.

(c) d(i, j) = d(j, i) for all i, j ∈ V .

(d) d(i, j) ≤ d(i, k) + d(k, j) for all i, j, k ∈ V .

Furthermore, if |V | < ∞, the metric space (V, d) is called a finite metric space.

Remark 2.2. One example of a finite-dimensional metric space is (V, dG), where G =
(V,E) is a graph, V is the node set, E ⊆ {{i, j} : i, j ∈ V } is the edge set, and
dG(i, j) is the geodesic distance induced by the graph G. Here, dG(i, j) is defined as
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the length of the shortest path from i to j, where a path from i ∈ V to j ∈ V is a
sequence of edges {{ik, ik+1}}m−1k=0 such that i0 = i and im = j. One can confirm that
the conditions in Definition 2.1 are satisfied (see [19] for the complete proof).

We now formally define the banded matrices indexed by finite metric spaces.

Definition 2.3. Consider A ∈ Rm×n, a finite metric space (V, d), partitions I :=
{Ii}i∈V and J := {Jj}j∈V of Z[1,n] and Z[1,m], and κ ∈ Z>0. We say A is (κ, V, d, I,J )-
banded if (1.1) is satisfied.

When the corresponding metric space (V, d) and partitions I and J are clear from
the context, we abuse the notation and say A is κ-banded. Moreover, we say κ is the
bandwidth of A if κ is the smallest integer such that A is κ-banded.

Note that the same matrix A can be indexed by different metric spaces. One may
employ metric space that arise from particular context, or may construct the metric
space purely based on the sparsity pattern of the system (e.g., see [19, Remark 2.2]).

Now we study the basic properties of the banded matrices indexed by metric spaces.

Proposition 2.4. Suppose that A ∈ Rm×n, B ∈ Rm×n, C ∈ Rn×ℓ, are (κA, V, d, I,J ),
(κB , V, d, I,J ), and (κC , V, d,J ,K)-banded, respectively. Then,

(a) A⊤ is (κ, V, d,J , I)-banded

(b) A+B is (max(κA, κB), V, d, I,J )-banded

(c) AC is (κA + κC , V, d, I,K)-banded.

Proof. Proof is given in Appendix B.1.

Proposition 2.4 shows that the bandedness property is preserved under transposition,
addition, and multiplication. Thus, applying polynomial operations allows for the ma-
trix bandwidth to be bounded above. This rationale justifies the use of a polynomial
approximation strategy for the pseudoinverse.

2.2. Main Theorem. We are now ready to state our main theorem.

Theorem 2.5. Consider A ∈ Rm×n, a finite metric space (V, d), partitions I :=
{Ii}i∈V and J := {Jj}j∈V of Z[1,n] and Z[1,m], and κ ∈ Z>0. Suppose that A is
(κ, V, d, I,J )-banded, and σ>0(A) ⊆ [a, b] ⊆ R>0. For all κ ∈ Z>0, there exists

(κ, V, d,J , I)-banded Ã ∈ Rn×m such that:∥∥∥A+ − Ã
∥∥∥
2
≤ fA(κ/κ, a, b)(2.1)

where

fA(ω, a, b) :=


f1(ω, a, b) :=

(
√
b+

√
a)2

2ab

(√
b−

√
a√

b+
√
a

)⌈ω⌉
, if A ⪰ 0.

f2(ω, a, b) :=
4 (b+ a)

3/2

ab(b− a)1/2

(
b− a

b+ a

)⌈ω−1
2 ⌉

otherwise.

(2.2)

We have implicitly assumed that m = n when A ⪰ 0. The proof will be given
later in this section. The theorem states that banded systems have exponentially
accurate banded approximations, with the error bound decaying exponentially as the
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bandwidth upper bound of the approximation increases. The bounds depend only on
the singular value bounds and the bandwidth upper bounds of the original matrix
and the approximate Moore-Penrose inverse. As long as the singular value bounds
and the bandwidth upper bounds are uniformly bounded, the bounds will remain
uniform even as the system dimension increases. For both the general and positive
semi-definite case, the constant factors (

√
b+

√
a)2/2ab and 4(b+a)3/2/ab(b−a)1/2 are

O(1/a), which is reasonable since ∥A+∥2 is always smaller than the smallest singular
value of A. One can also observe that the bounds that can be applied to A ⪰ 0 case
are tighter than the general one.

Theorem 2.5 is established by leveraging polynomial approximations of 1/x over
[a, b] ⊆ R>0. The following lemma provides the connection between polynomial ap-
proximations and the banded approximation bounds. Here, we denote by Pn the set
of n-th order polynomials.

Lemma 2.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, suppose that there exist a se-
quence {p2n+1(·) ∈ P2n+1}∞n=0 of odd polynomials and g(·) such that

|1/x− p2n+1(x)| ≤ g(n), ∀n ∈ Z≥0, x ∈ [a, b].(2.3)

Then, for all κ ∈ Z>0, there exists a (κ, V, d,J , I)-banded Ã such that∥∥∥A+ − Ã
∥∥∥
2
≤ g

(⌈
κ/κ− 3

2

⌉)
.(2.4)

Furthermore, suppose that A ⪰ 0, and there exist a sequence {qn(·) ∈ Pn}∞n=0 of
polynomials and h(·) such that

|1/x− qn(x)| ≤ h(n), ∀n ∈ Z≥0, x ∈ [a, b].(2.5)

Then, for all κ ∈ Z>0, there exists a (κ, V, d,J , I)-banded Ã such that∥∥∥A+ − Ã
∥∥∥
2
≤ h (⌈κ/κ− 1⌉) .(2.6)

Proof. We first prove the A ⪰ 0 case. Let {qn(·)}∞n=0 be

qn(x) =
n∑

j=0

bjx
j(2.7)

for all n ∈ Z≥0 and Ã := q⌈κ/κ−1⌉(A). We observe that due to Proposition 2.4, the

bandwidth of Ã is not greater than κ ⌈κ/κ− 1⌉. By using the fact that ⌈x⌉ < x+ 1,
we have

κ ⌈κ/κ− 1⌉ < κ.

Thus, Ã satisfies the bandwidth constraint.

We now recall that A admits an SVD of the following form:

A = ΦΛΦ⊤,
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where Λ := diag(λ1, · · · , λrank(A)), σ>0(A) = {λ1, · · · , λrank(A)}, and Φ is a matrix
with orthonormal columns. Now, we observe that

q⌈κ/κ−1⌉(A)
(2.7)
=

⌈κ/κ−1⌉∑
j=0

bj(ΦΛΦ
⊤)j

= Φ

⌈κ/κ−1⌉∑
j=0

b2Λ
j

Φ⊤

(2.7)
= Φq⌈κ/κ−1⌉(Λ)Φ

⊤,

(2.8)

where the second equality follows from the orthonormality of the columns of Φ. We
now recall that the unique Moore-Penrose inverse can be expressed by A+ = ΦΛ−1Φ⊤,
and observe the following.

∥A+ − q⌈κ/κ−1⌉(A)∥2
(2.8)

≤ ∥Φ(Λ−1 − q⌈κ/κ−1⌉(Λ))Φ
⊤∥2

≤ ∥Λ−1 − q⌈κ/κ−1⌉(Λ)∥2

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

(1/λ1)−

∑⌈κ/κ−1⌉
j=0 bjλ

j
1

. . .

(1/λrank(A))−
∑⌈κ/κ−1⌉

j=0 bjλ
j
rank(A)


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(2.7)

≤ max
λ∈σ>0(A)

|1/λ− q⌈κ/κ−1⌉(λ)|

(2.5)

≤ h(⌈κ/κ− 1⌉),

where the second inequality follows from the orthonormality of the columns of Φ, and
the third inequality follows from the diagonality of Λ−1 and qκ(Λ).

Now we prove the general case. Let

p2n+1(x) =

n∑
j=0

a2j+1x
2j+1, P2n+1(A) :=

n∑
j=0

a2j+1A(A⊤A)j(2.9)

for all n ∈ Z≥0, and we choose Ã := P2n0+1(A), where n0 :=
⌈
κ/κ−3

2

⌉
. First, let

us check if Ã satisfies the bandwidth constraint. Proposition 2.4 implies that the
bandwidth of P2n0+1(A) is not greater than (2n0 + 1)κ. By using the fact that
⌈x⌉ < x+ 1, we have

(2n0 + 1)κ < κ,

which implies that the desired bandwidth condition is satisfied.

Now we let UΣV ⊤ be the SVD of A. That is, Σ := diag(σ1, · · · , σrank(A)), σ>0(A) =
{σ1, · · · , σrank(A)}, and U, V are matrices with orthonormal columns. We now observe
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that:

P2n0+1(A)
(2.9)
=

n0∑
j=0

a2j+1UΣV ⊤(V Σ2V ⊤)j

= U

 n0∑
j=0

a2j+1Σ
2j+1

V ⊤

(2.9)
= Up2n0+1(Σ)V

⊤,

(2.10)

where the second equality follows from the orthonormality of the columns of V . We
now recall that the unique Moore-Penrose inverse can be expressed by A+ = UΣ−1V ⊤,
and observe the following.

∥A+ − P2n+1(A)∥2
(2.10)

≤ ∥U(Σ−1 − p2n0+1(Σ))V
⊤∥2

≤ ∥Σ−1 − p2n0+1(Σ)∥2

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

(1/σ1)−

∑n0

j=0 a2j+1σ
2j+1
1

. . .

(1/σrank(A))−
∑n0

j=0 a2j+1σ
2j+1
rank(A)


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(2.9)

≤ max
σ∈σ>0(A)

|1/σ − p2n0+1(σ)|

(2.3)

≤ g(n0),

where the second inequality follows from the orthonormality of the columns of U and
V , and the third inequality follows from the diagonality of Σ−1 and p2n0+1(Σ).

Lemma 2.6 suggests that if we have a polynomial approximation of 1/x and the asso-
ciated error-bounding function, one can use that result to establish the error bound
of the banded approximations of A+. Now it remains to construct the odd (for the
general system) or general (for positive semi-definite case) polynomial approximations
of 1/x over [a, b]. Note that deriving a naive approximation is not difficult, but ensur-
ing that the approximation is optimal or sufficiently tight, at least in an asymptotic
regime, is more challenging. For the positive semi-definite case, one can apply the
standard results in the approximation theory, which utilize polynomials, to obtain an
optimal approximation. For the general case, we use a custom odd polynomial that
is constructed by using Chebyshev polynomial. This polynomial is not necessarily
optimal, but we will show in Section 4 that this bound provides a sufficiently tight
bound for analyzing discretized optimal control problem, where the mesh size tends
to zero. The next lemma constructs {p2n+1(·) ∈ P2n+1}∞n=0, {qn(·) ∈ Pn}∞n=0, g(·),
and h(·) such that (2.3) and (2.5) hold.

Lemma 2.7. There exists a sequence {p2n+1(·) ∈ P2n+1}∞n=0 of odd polynomials such
that (2.3) holds with

g(n) =
4 (b+ a)

3/2

ab(b− a)1/2

(
b− a

b+ a

)n+1

(2.11)
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Further, there exists a sequence {qn(·) ∈ Pn}∞n=0 of polynomials such that (2.5) holds
with

h(n) =
(
√
b+

√
a)2

2ab

(√
b−

√
a√

b+
√
a

)n+1

.(2.12)

Proof. Equation (2.5) with {qn(·)}∞n=0 and h(·) in (2.12) follows from [7, Proposition
2.1]. Thus, in what follows, we focus on proving (2.3) with {p2n+1(·)}∞n=0 and g(·) in
(2.11).

First, we review the definition and key properties of Chebyshev polynomials (see [17]
for more detailed introduction). The Chebyshev polynomial of the first kind Tn(·) is
defined as the polynomial satisfying

Tn(cos θ) = cos(nθ),(2.13)

and can be computed using the following recursive formula:

T0(y) = 1; T1(y) = y; Tn+1(y) = 2yTn(y)− Tn−1(y), n = 1, 2, · · · .(2.14)

We now fix y ∈ [−1, 1], t ∈ (0, 1) and observe that the following equation holds:

∞∑
j=0

tjTj(y) =
1− ty

1− 2ty + t2
,(2.15)

which can be confirmed by setting θ = cos−1 y and:

∞∑
j=0

tjTj(cos θ) = ℜ

 ∞∑
j=0

(te
√
−1θ)j


= ℜ

[
1

1− te
√
−1θ

]
=

1− t cos θ

1− 2t cos θ + t2
,

where the first equality follows from Euler’s formula, the second equality is obtained
by applying the summation of geometric series and the fact that |te

√
−1θ| < 1, and

the third equality can be obtained through simplification. We now set

c :=
1 + t2

2t
,(2.16)

and with the arithmetic-geometric mean argument, one can observe that c > 1. We
now can further simplify (2.15) using c as follows:

∞∑
j=0

tjTj(y)
(2.16)
=

1− ty

2t(c− y)

=
1

2
+

1− tc

2t(c− y)

(2.16)
=

1

2
+

1− t2

4t(c− y)
.
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By multiplying both sides by 4t/(1− t2) and rearranging, we obtain the following:

1

c− y
= − 2t

1− t2
+

4t

1− t2

∞∑
j=0

tjTj(y).(2.17)

We now claim that:

∞∑
j=n+1

tjTj(y) = tn
Tn+1(y)− tTn(y)

2(c− y)
, n = 0, 1, · · · .(2.18)

We prove this by induction. If n = 0,

∞∑
j=1

tjTj(y)−
T1(y)− tT0(y)

2(c− y)

(2.14)
=

∞∑
j=0

tjTj(y)− 1− y − t

2(c− y)

(2.17)
=

1

2
+

1− t2

4t(c− y)
− 1− y − t

2(c− y)

=
1− t2 − 2t(c− y)− 2t(y − t)

4t(c− y)

=
1 + t2 − 2tc

4t(c− y)

(2.16)
= 0.

We now assume that the claim holds for n− 1 and observe that

∞∑
j=n+1

tjTj(y) =

∞∑
j=n

tjTj(y)− tnTn(y)

(2.18)
= tn−1

Tn(y)− tTn−1(y)

2(c− y)
− tnTn(y)

(2.14)
= tn−1

Tn(y)− t(2yTn(y)− Tn+1(y))− 2t(c− y)Tn(y)

2(c− y)

= tn−1
tTn+1(y)− (2ct− 1)Tn(y)

2(c− y)

(2.16)
= tn

Tn+1(y)− tTn(y)

2(c− y)
.

This completes the induction. By multiplying (2.17) by
√
c− y and rearranging, we

obtain

1√
c− y

+
2t
√
c− y

1− t2
− 4t

√
c− y

1− t2

n∑
j=0

tjTj(y) =
4t
√
c− y

1− t2

∞∑
j=n+1

tjTj(y).(2.19)

By (2.18), we have

√
c− y

∞∑
j=n+1

tjTj(y) = tn
Tn+1(y)− tTn(y)√

c− y
(2.20a)

= tn
Tn+1(y)− Tn(y)√

c− y
+ tn

(1− t)Tn(y)√
c− y

.(2.20b)

9



The first term in (2.20b) satisfies: (i) when y = 1 = cos 0, we observe that∣∣∣∣Tn+1(y)− Tn(y)√
c− y

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣Tn+1(cos 0)− Tn(cos 0)√
c− 1

∣∣∣∣
(2.13)
= 0

(2.21a)

(ii) when y = −1 = cos(π), we observe that∣∣∣∣Tn+1(y)− Tn(y)√
c− y

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣Tn+1(cosπ)− Tn(cosπ)√
c+ 1

∣∣∣∣
(2.13), c>1

≤
√
2.

(2.21b)

(iii) when y ∈ (−1, 1), we let θ = cos−1 y and observe that∣∣∣∣Tn+1(y)− Tn(y)√
c− y

∣∣∣∣c>1
≤

∣∣∣∣∣cos((n+ 1)θ)− cos(nθ)√
1− cos(θ)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 sin((n+ 1/2)θ) sin(θ/2)√
2 sin2(θ/2)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

√
2,

(2.21c)

where the second inequality follows from trigonometric formulas, and the last inequal-
ity can be obtained by simplification.

For the second term in (2.20b), we have∣∣∣∣ (1− t)Tn(y)√
c− y

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1− t√
c− 1

(2.22)

(2.16)

≤
√
2t

≤
√
2,

where the first inequality follows from the fact that y ∈ [−1, 1] and |Tn(y)| ≤ 1 for
y ∈ [−1, 1] (by the definition in (2.13)), and the last inequality follows from t ∈ (0, 1).

Compiling (2.19), (2.20), (2.21), and (2.22) yields∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
c− y

+
2t

1− t2
√
c− y − 4t

1− t2
√
c− y

n∑
j=0

tjTj(y)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 8
√
2tn+1

1− t2
.(2.23)

Now, we fix 0 < a < b and x ∈ [a, b], and let

y = − 2x2

b2 − a2
+

b2 + a2

b2 − a2
, t =

b− a

b+ a
.(2.24)

One can confirm that y ∈ [−1, 1] and t ∈ (0, 1). Also, this implies

c =
b2 + a2

b2 − a2
,

√
c− y =

(
2

b2 − a2

)1/2

x.
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Then, we substitute y and c to (2.23) and multiply both sides by (2/(b2 − a2))1/2 to
yield ∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1x − 2

b2 − a2

− 2t

1− t2
x+

4t

1− t2
x

n∑
j=0

tjTj

(
− 2x2

b2 − a2
+

b2 + a2

b2 − a2

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 16tn+1

(b2 − a2)1/2(1− t2)

(2.24)

≤ 4 (b+ a)
3/2

ab(b− a)1/2

(
b− a

b+ a

)n+1

.

We observe that the right-hand side is g(n). Finally, we set

p2n+1(x) :=
2

b2 − a2

− 2t

1− t2
x+

4t

1− t2
x
∞∑
j=0

tjTj

(
− 2x2

b2 − a2
+

b2 + a2

b2 − a2

)
and confirm that the order of p2n+1(·) is not greater than 2n + 1 and p2n+1(·) is an
odd polynomial. Therefore, (2.3) holds with {p2n+1(·)}∞n=0 and g(·).

Lemma 2.7 establishes the desired polynomial approximation results. The proof for
the odd polynomial in Lemma 2.7 is inspired by the proof for the general case, which
is provided in [11].

By combining Lemma 2.7 with Lemma 2.6, one can obtain the exponential bound for
the banded approximations established in Theorem 2.5. We write the proof below for
completeness.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Follows from Lemmas 2.6 and 2.7.

Now we derive an important corollary of Theorem 2.5: the exponential decay of the
off-diagonal elements of A+. Specifically, with the results in Theorem 2.5, one can
straightforwardly show that the off-diagonal block (A+)V1,V2

for V1, V2 ⊆ V decays
exponentially with respect to the distance d(V1, V2) between V1 and V2 on the metric
space (V, d), where

d(V1, V2) := min
i∈V1,j∈V2

d(i, j), ∀V1, V2 ⊆ V.

The following corollary establishes such an exponentially decaying bound for the off-
diagonal blocks.

Corollary 2.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5 with I := {Ii}i∈V and J :=
{Ji}i∈V , the following holds for all V1, V2 ⊆ V :∥∥∥∥∥A+

[ ⋃
i∈V1

Ii,
⋃
i∈V2

Ji

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ fA

(
d(V1, V2)− 1

κ
, a, b

)
,

where fA(·) is defined in (2.2).

Proof. Proof is given in Appendix B.2.
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2.3. Comparison with the Existing Results. The exponentially decaying
structure in the pseudoinverse of banded systems has been studied in the literature
[7, 4, 19]. We now compare our results with the existing bounds in the literature. We
focus on the general (indefinite) case, as our main contribution lies in the bound for
the general cases. We wrap the proof of the existing results based on the framework
of Lemma 2.6 to ensure consistency and fair comparison. Two propositions in this
section establish the bound discussed in Section 1.

We first discuss the result of [7] in the following proposition.

Proposition 2.9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, there exists κ-banded ap-
proximation Ã ∈ Rn×m such that:∥∥∥A+ − Ã

∥∥∥
2
≤ (a+ b)2

2a2b

(
b− a

b+ a

)⌈κ/κ−1
2 ⌉

.

Proof. Proof is given in Appendix B.3.

Note that in the original paper [7], the authors provide a bound for the off-diagonal
entries of A−1 for positive definite A. The result is more general in the sense that it
can handle infinite-dimensional linear systems. However, the paper primarily focuses
on positive definite systems, and only a loose bound is obtained for general systems by
using A−1 = A∗(AA∗)−1. For example, the bound in [7, Proposition 2.3] is worse than
the bound in Proposition 2.9 in that it contains additional factors regarding κ. Several
ideas employed in this work, e.g., a generalized notion of bandedness and the analysis
of Moore-Penrose inverses, are discussed in [7, Proposition 4.5 and Proposition 5.1].

We now discuss the bound established in [19, 4]. We note that the same polynomial
approximation has been used in both papers.

Proposition 2.10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, there exists κ-banded
approximation Ã ∈ Rn×m such that:∥∥∥A+ − Ã

∥∥∥
2
≤ b

a2

(
b2 − a2

b2 + a2

)⌈κ/κ−1
2 ⌉

.

Proof. Proof is given in Appendix B.4.

The proof is simple in the sense that it does not involve the use of Chebyshev poly-
nomial. However, the bound is worse than the bound in Proposition 2.9 in that its
decay rate is slower. In [19], the inverse of graph-induced banded systems has been
analyzed. This is more general than [7], but is still more specific than the bandedness
considered in this paper, which is based on a more general metric space. In [4, Section
4.1], the generalization of the results to systems induced by metric spaces is discussed.

Now, one can observe that the bound in Theorem 2.5 is tighter than the bounds
in Propositions 2.9 and 2.10 when b → ∞. First, the bound in Theorem 2.5 has a
faster decay rate than Proposition 2.10 and the same decay rate as Proposition 2.9.
Second, the constant factor in Theorem 2.5 is smaller than the constant factor in
Propositions 2.9 and 2.10. In particular, both the constant factors in Propositions 2.9
and 2.10 are O(b/a2), while the constant factor in Theorem 2.5 is O(1/a). This is
important, as this tighter bound allows for the decay bound to be uniform to the
discretization mesh size. In Section 4, we will see that this improvement enables the
analysis of the discretization of infinite-dimensional linear systems.
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3. Singular Value Bounds of Saddle Point Systems. The exponential per-
turbation bounds in Theorem 2.5 are expressed in terms of the singular value bounds
of A. Thus, investigating the bounds of the singular values is of interest. In this
section, we consider a special case where A is obtained as the optimality condition
of an equality-constrained quadratic program and derive their singular value bounds.
This system is often called a saddle point system.

In particular, we consider the following matrix:

A :=

[
G F⊤

F

]
; G is symmetric.(3.1)

Note that systems involving the matrix in (3.1) arise from linear equality-constrained
quadratic optimization problems of the following form:

min
x

x⊤(Gx− g) s.t. Fx = f.(3.2)

Such a problem is often considered within nonlinear optimization algorithms to com-
pute Newton’s step direction [16] or within the sensitivity analysis of nonlinear pro-
gramming solution mappings [18].

The following theorem establishes the bound of singular values of the system in (3.1).

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that the following holds for θ1 ≥ 0, and θ2, θ3, θ4 > 0:

G ⪯ θ1I, θ2I ⪯ FF⊤ ⪯ θ3I, G+ F⊤F ⪰ θ4I.(3.3)

Then, the singular values of A satisfy the following:

σ(A) ∈

((1 + θ1/θ2
θ4

)1/2

+max

(
1

θ4
,
θ1
θ2

))−1
, θ1 + θ

1/2
3

 .

Proof. The upper bound can be obtained by∥∥∥∥[G F⊤

F

]∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥∥[G 0

0

]∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥[0 F⊤

F

]∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥G∥2 + ∥F∥2
(3.3)

≤ θ1 + θ
1/2
3 .

We now focus on the lower bound. First, we observe that:

A−1 =

[
T − TF⊤(FTF⊤)−1FT TF⊤(FTF⊤)−1

(FTF⊤)−1FT I − (FTF⊤)−1

]
(3.4)

where T := (G+F⊤F )−1. This can be simply verified by left-multiplying A to (3.4).
Now, let USV ⊤ be the SVD of FT 1/2. Then, we have that

(FTF⊤)−1 = (USV ⊤V SU⊤)−1 = US−2U⊤,

where the second equality follows from that F has full row-rank due to (3.3). Fur-
thermore, from (3.4), we have:

A−1 =

[
T − T 1/2V SU⊤(US−2U⊤)USV ⊤T 1/2 T 1/2V SU⊤(US−2U⊤)

(US−2U⊤)USV ⊤T 1/2 I − (US−2U⊤)

]
(3.5)
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=

[
T 1/2(I − V V ⊤)T 1/2 T 1/2V S−1U⊤

US−1V ⊤T 1/2 U(I − S−2)U⊤

]
We now observe from (3.3) that

T ⪯ (1/θ4)I.(3.6)

Also, we observe

S−2 = U⊤(FTF⊤)−1U(3.7)

= U⊤(F (G+ F⊤F )−1F⊤)−1U

(3.3)

⪯ U⊤
(
F
(
θ1I + F⊤F

)−1
F⊤
)−1

U

⪯ U

(
1

θ1
F

(
I +

1

θ1
F⊤F

)−1
F⊤

)−1
U⊤

[3, Fact 2.13.18]

⪯ U

(
I −

(
I +

1

θ1
FF⊤

)−1)−1
U⊤

(3.3)

⪯ U

(
I −

(
I +

θ2
θ1

I

)−1)−1
U⊤

⪯ (1 + θ1/θ2)I.

Therefore,

∥A−1∥2
(3.5)

≤
∥∥∥∥[ T 1/2V S−1U⊤

US−1V ⊤T 1/2

]∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥[T 1/2(I − V V ⊤)T 1/2

U(I − S−2)U⊤

]∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥US−1V ⊤T 1/2∥2 +max
(
∥T 1/2(I − V V ⊤)T 1/2∥2, ∥U(I − S−2)U⊤∥2

)
≤ ∥S−1∥2∥T 1/2∥2 +max(∥T∥2, ∥S−2 − I∥2)

(3.6),(3.7)

≤
(
1 + θ1/θ2

θ4

)1/2

+max

(
1

θ4
,
θ1
θ2

)
.

The conditions in (3.3) are related to the regularity conditions for the optimization
problem in (3.2). These conditions assume the boundedness of G and F , the lin-
ear independence constraint qualification (which assumes a full low-rank constraint
Jacobian), and the second-order sufficiency condition (which assumes a positive def-
inite reduced Hessian), all satisfied uniformly. Specifically, the operator norm of G
and F , the smallest singular value of F , and the smallest eigenvalue of the reduced
Hessian are uniformly bounded above or below. A necessary condition for the third
condition—reduced Hessian being positive definite—is G+ δF⊤F being positive def-
inite for sufficiently large δ [16, Lemma 16.1]. We are assuming δ = 1 without loss of
generality of Theorem 3.1, as the theorem can be applied after rescaling G and F .

Theorem 3.1 improves the bound established in our previous work [19] in that the lower
bound in Theorem 3.1 does not directly depend on the upper bound of ∥A∥; rather, it
is only dependent on ∥G∥. This is advantageous when analyzing the discretization of
infinite-dimensional linear systems, as the upper bound of F often diverges as mesh
refines. The efficacy of Theorem 3.1 will be demonstrated in the next section.
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4. Application to Optimal Control. Optimal control problems, either discrete-
time or discretized continuous-time, exhibit banded structure when expressed as sad-
dle point systems due to their dynamic constraints [22]. Also, the optimal control
problems over network systems often embed the network structure and exhibit banded
structure when they are indexed by metric spaces over spatial domains [20]. As such,
strategies to exploit such exponential decay behaviors have been a long-standing topic
in the control literature [20, 13, 22, 12].

In this section, we demonstrate the relevance of Theorem 2.5 to optimal control prob-
lems, in particular, for classical continuous-domain linear-quadratic optimal control
problems. The exponential bound established in Theorem 2.5 and the bound of the
singular values of saddle point systems established in Theorem 3.1 allow us to show
that the solution mapping exhibits the exponentially decaying structure in a uniform
sense. Specifically, we will see that the bound established in Theorem 2.5 is uniform
in the discretization mesh size, and thus, we can establish the continuous-domain
exponential decay results using the discrete-domain result.

4.1. Settings. We first introduce notation for function spaces.

C([a, b];Rn) := {f : [a, b] → Rn | f(·) is continuous in (Rn, ∥ · ∥2)}
L([a, b];Rn) := {f : [a, b] → Rn | ⟨z, f(·)⟩ is measurable for all z ∈ Rn}

L2([a, b];Rn) :=

f(·) ∈ L([a, b];Rn)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∥f(·)∥2 :=

(∫ b

a

∥f(t)∥22dt

)1/2

< ∞


One can easily see that the above spaces form vector spaces. Additionally, L2([a, b]);Rn)
is known to be a Banach space. We refer the readers to [6, Appendix A] for more
details and properties of these function spaces.

We study the following linear-quadratic optimal control problem:

min
s(·),u(·)

∫ T

0

[
s(t)
u(t)

]⊤(
(1/2)

[
C⊤C

I

] [
s(t)
u(t)

]
−
[
q(t)
r(t)

])
dt− λ

⊤
s(T )(4.1a)

s.t. s(0) = s(4.1b)

ẋ = Λs(t) +Bu(t) + d(t), t ∈ [0, T ],(4.1c)

where s : [0, T ] → Rns is the state variable, u : [0, T ] → Rnu is the control variable,
C ∈ Rny×ns is the state-output mapping, Λ ∈ Rns×ns is the dynamic mapping, B ∈
Rns×nu is the control-state mapping, s, λ ∈ Rns , q : [0, T ] → Rns , r : [0, T ] → Rnu ,
and d : [0, T ] → Rns are data.

The stationarity condition of (4.1), which is often referred to as Pontryagin’s maxi-
mum principle, can be stated as follows:

C⊤C − d
dt − Λ⊤

ET

I −B⊤

E0
d
dt − Λ −B


︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=H

s(·)u(·)
λ(·)

 =


q(·)
λ
r(·)
d(·)
s

 ,(4.2)

where E0s(·) = s(0) and ETλ(·) = λ(T ). We will denote nz = ns + nu + ns, z(·) =
(s(·), u(·), λ(·)), and p(·) = (q(·), r(·), d(·)).
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We seek solutions z⋆(·) = H−1(p(·), s, λ) in the following mild sense:

λ⋆(t) =

∫ T

t

eΛ
⊤(τ−t)(C⊤Cs⋆(τ)− q(τ))dτ + eΛ

⊤(T−t)λ, t ∈ [0, T ](4.3a)

0 = r(t)− u⋆(t) +Bλ⋆(t), t ∈ [0, T ](4.3b)

s⋆(t) = eΛts+

∫ t

0

eΛ(t−τ)(Bu⋆(τ) + d(τ))dτ, t ∈ [0, T ].(4.3c)

Throughout this section, we will assume that there exists a bounded solution mapping
for (4.2):

Assumption 4.1. There exists

H−1 : L2([0, T ];Rnz )× Rns × Rns → L2([0, T ];Rnz )

with ∥H−1∥2 < ∞ such that for all p(·) ∈ L2([0, T ];Rnz ) and s, λ ∈ Rns , there exists
z⋆(·) := H−1(p(·), s, λ) ∈ L2([0, T ];Rnz ) satisfying (4.3).

We now define the key concepts used in our assumptions. These concepts are standard
notions of regularity used in control theory literature [2].

Definition 4.2. Given Φ,Λ ∈ Rns×ns , B ∈ Rns×nu , C ∈ Rny×ns , L ≥ 1, and α > 0,
we define the following.

(a) Φ is (L,α)-stable if ∥eΦt∥ ≤ Le−αt for all t ≥ 0.

(b) (Λ, B) is (L,α)-stabilizable if there exists K ∈ Rnu×ns such that ∥K∥ ≤ L,
and Λ−BK is (L,α)-stable.

(c) (Λ, C) is (L,α)-detectable if there exists K ∈ Rnu×ns such that ∥K∥ ≤ L,
and Λ−KC is (L,α)-stable.

We now assume that the control system considered in (4.1) is bounded, stabilizable,
and detectable, with explicitly given bounds and convergence rates.

Assumption 4.3. We assume the following conditions for given Λ ∈ Rns×ns , B ∈
Rns×nu , C ∈ Rny×ns , L ≥ 1, and α > 0.

(a) ∥Λ∥, ∥B∥, ∥C∥,≤ L.

(b) (Λ, B) is (L,α)-stabilizable.

(c) (Λ, C) is (L,α)-detectable.

4.2. Analytical Results. We now state the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 4.4. Under Assumptions 4.1 and 4.3, for any given intervals I1, I2 ⊆ [0, T ],
p(·) ∈ L2([0, T ];Rnz ), and s, λ ∈ Rns , the following holds:[∫

I1

∥z⋆(t)∥22dt
]1/2

≤ 8d̃

{
e

−d(I1,0)

4d̃ ∥s∥2 + e
−d(I1,T )

4d̃ ∥λ∥2

+ e
−d(I1,I2)

4d̃

[∫
I2

∥p(t)∥22dt
]1/2

+ e
−d(I1,[0,T ]\I2)

4d̃

[∫
[0,T ]\I2

∥p(t)∥22dt

]1/2}
,

(4.4)
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where d(·, ·) is the Euclidean distance on [0, T ], and

d̃ :=
L(1 + 2L)

(
α2 + L4(1 + L)2

)1/2
α2

+
L2(1 + 2L)2

α2
max

(
1,

L2(1 + L)2

(1 + 2L)2

)
.(4.5)

Theorem 4.4 has recently gained interest in the control literature [9, 22, 14]. This
property has been used to establish the convergence of overlapping decomposition
algorithms [14] and to develop efficient non-uniform discretization methods [23, 9].

We aim to show this by analyzing the discretization of the original problem. In
particular, we apply a discretization scheme to (4.2):

λk − λk+1

h
− Λ⊤λk+1 + C⊤Csk = qk, k ∈ Z[0,N−1](4.6a)

λN = λ(4.6b)

uk −B⊤λk, = rk, k ∈ Z[0,N−1](4.6c)

s0 = s(4.6d)

sk − sk−1
h

− Λsk−1 −Buk−1 = dk, k ∈ Z[1,N ].(4.6e)

where h := T/N , tk := hk, qk := q(tk), rk := r(tk), and dk := d(tk). We rewrite (4.6)
in a matrix form as follows:



C⊤C 1
h I − 1

h I − Λ⊤

C⊤C 1
h I

. . .
. . .

C⊤C 1
h I − 1

h I − Λ⊤

0 I

I −B⊤

. . .
. . .

. . .

I −B⊤

I
− 1

h I − Λ0
1
h I −B

. . .
. . .

1
h I

. . .

− 1
h − Λ 1

h I −B





s0
s1
.
.
.

sN−1

sN
u0

.

.

.
uN−1

λ0

λ1

.

.

.
λN−1

λN


=



q0
q1
.
.
.

qN−1

λ
r0
.
.
.

rN−1

s
d1

.

.

.
dN−1

dN


.

(4.7)

Here, one can observe that the matrix in (4.7) is h-banded, where the metric space
is given by the discrete time horizon. In a block form, after the rescaling of the rows
associated with s and λ, we can rewrite (4.7) as:C⊤hCh Λ⊤h

I B⊤h
Λh Bh


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Hh

shuh

λh


︸ ︷︷ ︸

zh

=

qh

rh
dh


︸ ︷︷ ︸

ph

,(4.8)

where we let

Ch :=

C . . .

C 0

 ; Λh :=


1
hI

− 1
hI − Λ 1

hI
. . .

. . .

− 1
hI − Λ 1

hI

 ; Bh :=


0
B

. . .

B

 ,
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qh := [q0; · · · ; qN−1;λ/h]; rh := [r0; r1; · · · ; rN−1]; and dh := [s/h; d1; · · · ; dN ].

We will denote

∥ · ∥h := h1/2∥ · ∥2.(4.9)

For x(·) ∈ C([0, T ];Rnx) and xh := [x(t0); · · · ;x(tN )], we have

∥xh∥h =

(
N∑
i=0

1

h
∥x(ti)∥2

)1/2

→
∫ T

0

∥x(t)∥2dt,

as h → 0, since ∥x(·)∥ is continuous on [0, T ], and the Riemann sum of a continuous
function converges to its integral.

In the following three lemmas, we will show that the discretized solution converges to
the continuous solution, by showing consistency, numerical stability, and convergence.
With this, later we will be able to apply the exponential decay result in Corollary 2.8
to the discretized solution to obtain the exponential decay result for the continuous
solution.

Lemma 4.5 (Consistency). The following holds for all p(·) ∈ C([0, T ];Rnz ) and
s, λ ∈ Rns :

lim
h→0

∥Hhz
⋆
h − ph∥h = 0,

where z⋆
h := [s⋆h;u

⋆
h;λ

⋆
h], s⋆h := [s⋆(t0); · · · ; s⋆(tN )], u⋆

h := [u⋆(t0); · · · ;u⋆(tN−1)],
λ⋆
h := [λ⋆(t0); · · · ;λ⋆(tN )], z⋆(·) := (s⋆(·), u⋆(·), λ⋆(·)) = H−1(p(·), s, λ).

Proof. Proof is given in Appendix B.5.

Lemma 4.6 (Numerical Stability). Under Assumption 4.3, the following holds:

lim
h→0

∥H−1h ∥2 ≤ d̃,

where d̃ is defined in (4.5).

Proof. Proof is given in Appendix B.6

Lemma 4.7 (Convergence). Under Assumptions 4.1 and 4.3 and p(·) ∈ C([0, T ];Rnz ),
the following holds:

lim
h→0

∥z⋆
h −H−1h ph∥h = 0.

Proof. Proof is given in Appendix B.7.

From Lemma 4.6 and the structure of Hh in (4.8), one can verify that the exponential
decay bound in Corollary 2.8 for the discretized problem in (4.6) is uniformly bounded.

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 4.4. We apply the exponential decay result in
Corollary 2.8 to the discretized solution z⋆ to show the exponential decay in the dis-
crete regime, and we use the asymptotic convergence result in Lemma 4.7 to map this
result to continuous time domain. We generalize the result for p(·) ∈ C([0, T ];Rnz )
into p(·) ∈ L2([0, T ];Rnz ) by using the boundedness of H−1 (recall Assumption 4.3)
and the density of C([0, T ];Znz ) within the Banach space L2([0, T ];Rnz ). Here, we
will see that our tight bound in Theorem 2.5 is essential to prove Theorem 4.4; if the
loose bounds in Propositions 2.9 and 2.10 are used, the bound diverges upon mesh
refinement and one cannot establish the asymptotic bound.
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Proof of Theorem 4.4. First, we consider a special case, where p(·) ∈ C([0, T ];Rnz ).
From the triangle inequality and the submultiplicativity of matrix norms, we have the
following: [∫

I1

∥z⋆(t)∥2dt
]1/2

≤

([∫
I1

∥z⋆(t)∥2dt
]1/2

− ∥(z⋆
h)I1∥h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

term 1

+ ∥z⋆
h −H−1h ph∥h︸ ︷︷ ︸

term 2

+ ∥(H−1h )I1,I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥h←h∥(ph)I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥h︸ ︷︷ ︸
term 3

+ ∥(H−1h )I1,[0,T ]\I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥h←h∥(ph)[0,T ]\I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥h︸ ︷︷ ︸
term 4

+ ∥(H−1h )I1,Is̄∥h←h∥(ph)Is̄∥h︸ ︷︷ ︸
term 5

+ ∥(H−1h )I1,Iλ̄∥h←h∥(ph)Iλ̄∥h.︸ ︷︷ ︸
term 6

(4.10)

where (·)I denotes the restriction of a vector (·) to the space whose time index is
within I ⊆ [0, T ], and (·)I,J denotes the restriction of a matrix (·) to the row and
column spaces whose time indexes are within I ⊆ [0, T ] and J ⊆ [0, T ], respectively.
We denote by (·)Is and (·)Iλ the restriction of the argument to the indexes associated

with s and λ, respectively. Furthermore, we let (·)I\Is\Iλ denote the vector whose time

index is within I ⊆ [0, T ], but excluding the indexes associated with s, λ. A similar
convention is used for the for matrix arguments involving Is, Iλ, and I \ Is \ Iλ.

Since z⋆(·) is continuous, the Riemann sum of ∥z⋆(·)∥ over I1 converges to its integral,
and thus, we have that term 1 → 0 as h → 0. Further, by Lemma 4.7, we have that
term 2 → 0 as h → 0.

Now we aim to analyze term 3-term 6. First, observe that

∥(ph)Is̄∥h = ∥s∥
∥(ph)Iλ̄∥h = ∥λ∥

lim
h→0

∥(ph)I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥h =

[∫
I2

∥p(t)∥2dt
]1/2

lim
h→0

∥(ph)[0,T ]\I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥h =

[∫
[0,T ]\I2

∥p(t)∥2dt

]1/2
.

Here, the last two equalities follow from the convergence or Riemann sum to its
integral for continuous functions. Now, due to Lemma 4.6, for sufficiently small h, we
have that ∥H−1h ∥ ≤ 2d̃. Further, by inspecting the structure of Hh in (4.8), one can
see that

∥Hh∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥
C⊤hCh Λ⊤h

I B⊤h
Λh Bh

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥
C⊤hCh

B⊤h
Bh

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥∥∥
 Λ⊤h

I
Λh

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max(L2, L) + max(L+
2

h
, 1)
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≤ L(L+ 1) + 2/h

Therefore, we have that σ>0(Hh) ∈ [a, b], where a = 1/2d̃ and b = L(L + 1) + 2/h.
Now we aim to analyze

f2(d/h; a, b) ≤
4(b+ a)3/2

ab(b− a)1/2

(
b/a− 1

b/a+ 1

) d/h−1
2

.

We observe that

lim
h→0

4(b+ a)3/2

ab(b− a)1/2
= 8d̄(4.11)

and

lim
h→0

(
b/a− 1

b/a+ 1

) d/h−1
2

= lim
h→0

(
2d̃L(L+ 1) + 4d̃/h− 1

2d̃L(L+ 1) + 4d̃/h+ 1

) d/h−1
2

= lim
h→0

(
1 + (L(L+ 1)/2− 1/4d̃)h

1 + (L(L+ 1)/2 + 1/4d̃)h

) d/h−1
2

=

(
eL(L+1)/2−1/4d̃

eL(L+1)/2+1/4d̃

)d/2

= e−d/4d̃.

Therefore, for sufficiently small h > 0,

f2(d/h; a, b) ≤ 8d̃e−d/4d̃.(4.12)

We observe that by (4.12), Corollary 2.8, and the fact that Hh is h-banded (can be
confirmed from the structure of Hh in (4.7)),

lim
h→0

∥(H−1h )I1,Is̄∥ ≤ e−d(I1,0)/4d̃

lim
h→0

∥(H−1h )I1,Iλ̄∥ ≤ e−d(I1,T )/4d̃

lim
h→0

∥(H−1h )I1,I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥ ≤ e−d(I1,I2)/4d̃

lim
h→0

∥(H−1h )I1,[0,T ]\I2\Is̄\Iλ̄∥ ≤ e−d(I1,[0,T ]\I2)/4d̃.

Thus, by taking a limit h → 0 in (4.10), we obtain the desired result for p(·) ∈
C([0, T ];Rnz ) case.

Now, we consider p(·) ∈ L2([0, T ];Rnz ) case. We observe that there exists a sequence
of continuous functions {pk(·)}∞k=0 such that pk(·) → p(·) in L2([0, T ];Rnz ) since
C([0, T ];Rn) is dense in L2([0, T ];Rnz ) due to [6, Lemma A.5.19]. Since H−1 is
bounded, and bounded linear operators are continuous, we have that

zk(·) := H−1(pk(·), s, λ) → z⋆(·) = H−1(p(·), s, λ), as k → ∞.

Since we have (4.4) for each {pk(·)}∞k=0, we can obtain the desired result by taking
k → ∞.
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Note that if the bounds in Propositions 2.9 and 2.10 are used, the limit in (4.11)
becomes unbounded. Therefore, with the existing bounds, one cannot obtain the
asymptotic bound in Theorem 4.4. We also see that the bounds in Theorem 3.1 play
a crucial role in that the lower bound of the singular values a is independent of h.
This allows the decay bounds not to diverge as h → 0.

5. Conclusions and Future Work. We have presented an improved approxi-
mation bound for the Moore-Penrose inverse of banded systems. Our improved bounds
are particularly useful for analyzing indefinite systems resulting from the discretiza-
tion of continuous domain problems. Specifically, our bound does not diverge as the
mesh size is refined; we have demonstrated this by showing that solution mappings
for optimal control problems exhibit the exponentially decaying structure, given mild
assumptions. We anticipate that our findings can be extended to various problem
domains, including optimization problems constrained by partial differential equa-
tions. In the future, we are interested in analyzing the banded approximation of
linear operators on a suitable class of Banach spaces.
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Appendix A. Numerical Results. We now aim to numerically validate Theo-
rem 2.5. Consider the problem in (4.1) with ns = 1, nu = 1, T = 10, and Λ = 1.1.
We analyze two cases: (i) regular case with C = 1 and B = 1, and (ii) near-singular
case with C = 10−3 and B = 10−6. We also consider two cases of perturbations: (i)
boundary perturbation with s = 1, λ = 1, and q(t) = r(t) = d(t) ≡ 0, and (ii) middle
perturbation with q(t) = r(t) = d(t) = 1[4,6] and s = λ = 0. We solved the discretized
problems (4.6) with different mesh sizes and visualized the solutions s(·) and s(·) over
[0, 1] in Figure 1. In the regular cases, perturbation effects decay exponentially, but
this decay is not observed in the near-singular cases. The decay rate converges to a
common rate as the mesh size is refined, validating our theoretical development. The
source code to reproduce these results is available online [1].

Appendix B. Proofs.

B.1. Proof of Proposition 2.4. Throughout the proof, we will let I := {Ii}i∈V ,
J := {Ji}i∈V , and K := {Ki}i∈V .

We first prove (a). We first observe that for all i, j ∈ V with d(i, j) > κA, we have
d(j, i) > κA due to Definition 2.1(c), and thus, we have

(A⊤)[Ji, Ij ] = A[Ij , Ji]
⊤ = 0.

Thus, A⊤ is κ-banded.

Next, we prove (b). We observe that if d(i, j) > max(κA, κB), we have that both
A[Ii, Jj ] and B[Ii, Jj ] are both zero. Thus,

(A+B)[Ii, Jj ] = 0

as well. Therefore, A+B is κ-banded.

Lastly, we prove (c). We have that For each i, j, k ∈ V with d(i, j) > κA + κC , due to
Definition 2.1(a) and (d), we either have d(i, k) > κA or d(k, j) > κC . This implies
that

(AC)[Ii, Jj ] =
∑
k∈V

A[Ii,Kk]C[Kk, Jj ] = 0, ∀i, j ∈ V such that d(i, j) > κA + κC .

Therefore, AC is (κA + κC)-banded.
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Fig. 1. Numerical validation of Theorem 2.5. Top: regular, boundary perturbation. Second
from the top: regular, middle perturbation. Third from the top: near-singular, boundary perturba-
tion. Bottom: near-singular, middle perturbation.

B.2. Proof of Corollary 2.8. We choose κ := d(V1, V2) − 1 and let Ã be a
(d(V1, V2)− 1)-banded approximation. This yields

Ã

[ ⋃
i∈V1

Ii,
⋃
i∈V2

Ji

]
= 0.(B.1)

The claim follows from∥∥∥∥∥A+

[ ⋃
i∈V1

Ii,
⋃
i∈V2

Ji

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

(B.1)
=

∥∥∥∥∥(A+ − Ã)

[ ⋃
i∈V1

Ii,
⋃
i∈V2

Ji

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥A+ − Ã

∥∥∥
2

≤ fA

(
d(V1, V2)− 1

κ
, a, b

)
,
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where the first inequality follows from that the norm of a submatrix is not greater
than the original matrix, and the last inequality follows from Theorem 2.5.

B.3. Proof of Proposition 2.9. From [7, Proposition 2.1], there exists {qn ∈
Pn}∞n=0 such that

|1/x2 − qn(x
2)| ≤ (a+ b)2

2a2b2

(
b− a

b+ a

)n+1

, ∀x ∈ [a, b].(B.2)

By triangle inequality,

|1/x− xqn(x
2)| ≤ |x||1/x2 − qn(x

2)|(B.3)

(B.2)

≤ (a+ b)2

2a2b

(
b− a

b+ a

)n+1

.

Here, xqn(x
2) is a degree-(2n+1) odd polynomial and satisfies (2.3). From Lemma 2.6

and (B.3), we obtain the desired result.

B.4. Proof of Proposition 2.10. One can easily observe that for x ∈ [a, b],

1/x =
2x

b2 + a2
1

1− (1− 2x2

b2+a2 )

=

∞∑
j=0

2x

b2 + a2

(
1− 2x2

b2 + a2

)j

,

where the second equality follows from the observation that |1 − 2x2/(b2 + a2)| < 1
for x ∈ [a, b]. By rearranging, we obtain

1

x
−

n∑
j=0

2x

b2 + a2

(
1− 2x2

b2 + a2

)j

=

∞∑
j=n+1

2x

b2 + a2

(
1− 2x2

b2 + a2

)j

≤ 2b

b2 + a2

(
b2 − a2

b2 + a2

)n+1
b2 + a2

2a2

≤ b

a2

(
b2 − a2

b2 + a2

)n+1

.

B.5. Proof of Lemma 4.5. From (4.3), one can see that

u⋆(tk)−B⊤λ⋆(tk)− r(tk) = 0, ∀k = 0, · · · , N − 1(B.4a)

1

h
s⋆(t0)−

1

h
s = 0(B.4b)

1

h
λ⋆(tN )− 1

h
λ = 0.(B.4c)

Furthermore, since p(·) is continuous, we can observe from (4.3) that z⋆(·) is also
continuously differentiable. Accordingly, each entry of z⋆(·) is continuously differ-
entiable. Since each entry of z⋆(·) is continuously differentiable on a compact set,
one can choose h = h(ϵ) > 0 for a given ϵ > 0 such that the following holds for all
t, t′ ∈ [0, T ] such that |t− t′| ≤ h:

|ṡ⋆[i](t)− ṡ⋆[i](t′)| ≤ ϵ, |λ̇⋆[i](t)− λ̇⋆[i](t′)| ≤ ϵ.
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Furthermore, by Taylor’s theorem, each entry of ṡ⋆[i](·) and λ̇⋆[i](·) for i = 1, · · · , ns

satisfies the following:

∃t′k,i ∈ [tk, tk+1] :
s⋆[i](tk+1)− s⋆[i](tk)

h
− ṡ⋆(t′k,i) = 0(B.5a)

∃t′′k,i ∈ [tk, tk+1] :
λ⋆[i](tk+1)− λ⋆[i](tk)

h
− λ̇⋆(t′′k,i) = 0(B.5b)

Thus, we have the following for k = 0, · · · , N − 1.∥∥∥∥s⋆(tk+1)− s⋆(tk)

h
− Λs⋆(tk)−Bu⋆(tk)− d(tk)

∥∥∥∥
2

=

(
ns∑
i=1

|ṡ⋆[i](t′k)− ṡ⋆[i](tk)|
2

)1/2

(4.2),(B.5)

≤
√
nsϵ,∥∥∥∥−λ⋆(tk+1)− λ⋆(tk)

h
− Λ⊤λ⋆(tk+1) + C⊤Cs⋆(tk)− q(tk)

∥∥∥∥
2

=

(
ns∑
i=1

∣∣∣λ̇⋆[i](t′′k)− λ̇⋆[i](tk)
∣∣∣2)1/2

(4.2),(B.5)

≤
√
nsϵ.

(B.6)

Here, note that (4.2) holds due to the continuity of p(·). By (B.4) and (B.6),

∥Hhz
⋆
h − ph∥h ≤

[
h

N−1∑
k=0

(
√
nsϵ)

2
+ (

√
nsϵ)

2

]1/2
≤

√
nsTϵ.

Thus, we have that ∥Hhz
⋆
h − ph∥h → 0 as h → 0.

B.6. Proof of Lemma 4.6. We let Gh :=

[
C⊤hCh

I

]
and F h :=

[
Λh Bh

]
.

We now aim to show in order to apply Theorem 3.1 later:

Gh ⪯ L2I,(B.7a)

lim
h→0

F hF
⊤
h ⪰ α2

L2(1 + L)2
I(B.7b)

lim
h→0

G+ F⊤h F h ⪰ α2

L2(1 + 2L)2
I.(B.7c)

We first show (B.7a). The upper bound directly follows from the block-diagonal
structure of Gh and that ∥C∥ is bounded above by L ≥ 1 due to Assumption 4.3.

We now aim to show (B.7b). Observe that:

F h =
[
Λh −BhKh Bh

] [ I
Kh I

]
, where Kh :=

K . . .

K 0

 .
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Here, K derives from (L,α)-stabilizability of (Λ, B). Now one can see that:

F hF
⊤
h ⪰

∥∥∥(Λh −BhKh)
−1
∥∥∥−2
2

∥∥∥∥[I −Kh

I

]∥∥∥∥−2
2

I.(B.8)

From the (L,α)-stabilizability of (Λ, B),

∥∥∥∥[I −Kh

I

]∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1 + L.(B.9)

Further, one can observe that

Λh −BhKh =
1

h


I

−I − hΦ I
. . .

−I − hΦ I

 ,

where Φ := Λ−BK, and

(Λh −BhKh)
−1 = h


I

I + hΦ I
(I + hΦ)2 I + hΦ I

...
...

. . .
. . .

(I + hΦ)N−1 (I + hΦ)N−2 · · · I + hΦ I

 .

Thus,

∥∥(Λh −BhKh)
−1∥∥

2

≤ h


∥I∥2 +

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


0

I + hΦ 0
I + hΦ 0

. . .
. . .

I + hΦ 0



∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ · · ·+

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


(I + hΦ)N−1


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2


≤ h

N−1∑
k=0

∥∥(I + hΦ)k
∥∥
2
.

(B.10)

We observe that eΦt is twice continuously differentiable and has uniformly bounded
second-order derivatives on [0, T ]. Thus, by Taylor’s theorem, we have that there
exists M > 0 such that

∥eΦh − I − hΦ∥2 ≤ Mh2.(B.11)
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We observe for sufficiently small h,∥∥(I + hΦ)k
∥∥
2

≤
∥∥eΦhk

∥∥
2
+
∥∥eΦhk − (I + hΦ)k

∥∥
2

Assumption 4.3

≤ Le−αhk +
∥∥(I + hΦ+ (eΦh − I − hΦ))k − (I + hΦ)k

∥∥
2

≤ Le−αhk +

k∑
i=1

(
k

i

)
∥I + hΦ∥k−i2 (Mh2)i

≤ Le−αhk +

k∑
i=1

(1 + ∥Φ∥2h)N (kMh2)i

≤ Le−αhk + 2(1 + ∥Φ∥2h)N (kMh2).

(B.12)

Here, the third inequality follows from the binomial theorem and (B.11); the fourth
inequality follows from k − i ≤ N , and

(
k
i

)
≤ ki; and the last inequality follows from

kMh2 < 1/2 for sufficiently small h. Therefore, by combining (B.10) and (B.12), we
obtain

∥∥(Λh −BhKh)
−1∥∥

2
≤ h

N−1∑
k=0

(
Le−αhk + 2(1 + ∥Φ∥2h)N (kMh2)

)(B.13)

≤ Lh

1− e−αh
+M(1 + ∥Φ∥2h)N (N2 −N)h3 → L

α
+M · e∥Φ∥2T · 0(B.14)

as h → 0. Therefore, by (B.8), (B.9), and (B.13), we obtain (B.7b).

Now we aim to show (B.7c). We observe that:

Gh + F⊤h F h =

[
C⊤h Λ⊤h

I B⊤h

] [
C⊤h Λ⊤h

I B⊤h

]⊤
,

and

[
C⊤h Λ⊤h

I B⊤h

]
=

[
C⊤h Λ⊤h −C⊤hK

⊤
h

I

]I K⊤h
I B⊤h

I

 , where Kh :=


0
K

. . .

K

 ,

(B.15)

where K is derived from (L,α)-detectability of (Λ, C). We can derive the following:

Gh + F⊤h F h ⪰ min

(∥∥∥(Λh −KhCh)
−1
∥∥∥−2
2

, 1

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
 I

I
−Kh −Bh I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
−2

2

I.

From the (L,α)-detectability of (Λ, C), one can easily see that∥∥∥∥∥∥
 I

I
−Kh −Bh I

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1 + 2L.(B.16)
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Similarly, to Λh −BhKh case, one can show that

lim
h→0

∥∥(Λh −KhCh)
−1∥∥

2
≤ L

α
.(B.17)

Therefore, by (B.15), (B.16), and (B.17), we can obtain (B.7c). Finally, due to
Theorem 3.1 and (B.7), we have that

∥H−1h ∥2 ≤

1 + L2/( α2

L2(1+L)2 )

α2

L2(1+2L)2

1/2

+max

(
1
α2

L2(1+2L)2

,
L2

α2

L2(1+L)2

)

≤
L(1 + 2L)

(
α2 + L4(1 + L)2

)1/2
α2

+
L2(1 + 2L)2

α2
max

(
1,

L2(1 + L)2

(1 + 2L)2

)
.

B.7. Proof of Lemma 4.7. Observe:

∥z⋆
h −H−1h ph∥ ≤ ∥H−1h ∥h→h∥Hhz

⋆
h − ph∥h.

We observe that as an operator norm, ∥ · ∥h→h = ∥ · ∥2. By taking h → 0, and from
the consistency (Lemma 4.5) and stability (Lemma 4.6), we obtain the desired result.

28


	Introduction
	Main Results
	Banded Matrices Indexed by Finite Metric Spaces
	Main Theorem
	Comparison with the Existing Results

	Singular Value Bounds of Saddle Point Systems
	Application to Optimal Control
	Settings
	Analytical Results

	Conclusions and Future Work
	References
	Appendix A. Numerical Results
	Appendix B. Proofs
	Proof of prop:basic
	Proof of cor:main
	Proof of prop:demko
	Proof of prop:shin
	Proof of lem:cons
	Proof of lem:stab
	Proof of lem:conv


