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Abstract. We consider the problem of minimizing a differentiable function with locally Lipschitz
continuous gradient on the real determinantal variety, and present a first-order algorithm designed
to find stationary points of that problem. This algorithm applies steps of steepest descent with back-
tracking line search on the variety, as proposed by Schneider and Uschmajew (2015), but by taking
the numerical rank into account to perform suitable rank reductions. We prove that this algorithm
produces sequences of iterates the accumulation points of which are stationary, and therefore does
not follow the so-called apocalypses described by Levin, Kileel, and Boumal (2021).
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1. Introduction. We consider the problem

(1) min - f(X)
XeRZX"

of minimizing a differentiable function f : R™*"™ — R with locally Lipschitz continu-
ous gradient on the determinantal variety [6, Lecture 9]

(2) RZX™ = {X e R™" | rank X <7},

m, n, and r being positive integers such that » < min{m,n}. This problem has been
shown to appear in several applications such as matrix equations, model reduction,
matrix sensing, and matrix completion; see, e.g., [15, 5] and the references therein.
As problem (1) is in general intractable [3], our goal is just to find a stationary point
of this problem, i.e., a zero of the stationarity measure

(3) sp R - R: X ||PTRmxn(X)(_vf(X))“

<r

that returns the norm of any projection of —V f(X) onto the tangent cone to RZ*"
at X; the notation is introduced in Section 2. -
To the best of our knowledge, no first-order algorithm in the literature (see Propo-
sition A.2) has been proved to produce, when given an arbitrary initial iterate, a fea-
sible sequence (X;);en such that sy goes to zero along every convergent subsequence.
Furthermore, this property would not be sufficient to guarantee that every accumu-
lation point of (X;);en is a stationary point. Indeed, even if (X;);cn is convergent
and lim; o sf(X;) = 0, because of the discontinuity of TR?M(J [12, Theorem 4.1],

sy may fail to be lower semicontinuous at the limit X of (X;)ien, i.e., it may happen
that s;(X) > 0, the triplet (X, (X;)en, f) being then called an apocalypse according
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to [10, Definition 2.7]. As a matter of fact, in [10, §2.2] is presented an example
of a polynomial function f : R¥? — R and of an initial iterate Xo € R¥%* such
that the sequence (X;);en produced by [15, Algorithm 3]—dubbed P2GD—converges
to X, and (X, (X;)ien, f) is an apocalypse. In [10, §3], a second-order algorithm is
proposed that, under some assumptions on f, produces sequences the accumulation
points of which are stationary. In [10, §4], the following question is raised: “Is there
an algorithm running directly on R” ™ that only uses first-order information about
the cost function and which is guaranteed to converge to a stationary point?”

In this paper, we introduce a first-order algorithm on R” " (Algorithm 2) that is
apocalypse-free, in the sense that every accumulation point of the generated sequence
is a stationary point (Theorem 5.2), which also implies that s; goes to zero along
every convergent subsequence (Corollary 5.3). This algorithm applies the main step
of P2GD but by taking the numerical rank into account to perform suitable rank
reductions. As mentioned in [10, Remark 2.11], low-rank optimization algorithms
using rank reductions can already be found in the literature; see, e.g., [17, Algorithm 3]
and [9, §3.3]. However, the proposed algorithm uses rank reductions to exploit the
continuity of both the singular values and the restriction of sy to the smooth manifold
[7, Proposition 4.1]

4) Ry ™ = {X e R™*" [ rank X =r}

for every r € {1,...,r}; see Corollary 2.11 for the latter. This allows us to prove
Theorem 5.2. An overview of Algorithm 2’s design and analysis strategy can be
found in Section 4.

This paper is organized as follows. After preliminaries in Section 2, we analyze
P2GD in Section 3 under the assumption of local Lipschitz continuity of Vf. Then,
we introduce the proposed algorithm in Section 4, and conduct a convergence analysis
in Section 5 based on the results collected in the preceding sections. Finally, Section 6
gathers concluding remarks, and Appendix A complementary results.

2. Preliminaries. This section gathers notation and preliminary results that
will be used throughout the paper. Section 2.1 recalls basic facts about the projection
onto closed cones in R™*™ and Section 2.2 focuses in particular on the projection onto
R’g;" for every nonnegative integer r < min{m,n}, with the convention Rgoxn =
RG™ := {Omxn}. Based on Section 2.1, we review in Section 2.3 the notion of
tangent cone and the stationarity measure sy defined in (3). Then, in Section 2.4, we
derive an upper bound on the distance to RZ " from any of its tangent lines. Next,
in Section 2.5, we prove based on [12, Theorem 4.1] that, for every r € {1,...,r}, the
restriction of sy to the smooth manifold R”**" defined in (4) is continuous. Finally,
in Section 2.6, we prove that R” ™ has no serendipitous point in the sense of [10,
Definition 2.8]. -

2.1. Projection onto closed cones. In this paper, R™*" is endowed with
the Frobenius inner product (-,-), || - || denotes the Frobenius norm, and, for every
X € R™*™ and every p € (0,00), B[X,p] := {Y € R™*" | | X = Y| < p} is the
closed ball of center X and radius p in R™*". For every nonempty subset S of R™*"
and every X € R™*" d(X,S) := infyes || X — Y| is the distance from X to S, and
Ps(X) := argminy 5 || X — Y| is the projection of X onto S; Ps(X) can be empty in
general but not if S is closed, as formulated in the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 2.1 ([14, Example 1.20]). For every nonempty closed subset S of
R™*™ and every X € R™*" Ps(X) is nonempty and compact.
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A nonempty subset C of R™*™ is said to be a cone if, for every X € C and every
A € [0,00), AX € C. In this paper, we will mostly project onto closed cones and, in
that case, the preceding proposition can be completed as follows.

PROPOSITION 2.2 ([10, Proposition A.6]). Let C C R™*™ be a closed cone. For
every X € R™*" and every Y € Pe(X),

Y] = || X]* - d(X,C)*.

2.2. Numerical rank and rank reduction. The goal of this section is to prove
Proposition 2.5 on which the proposed algorithm crucially relies. To this end, we first
need to review basic facts about singular values, numerical rank, and rank reduction.

In what follows, the singular values of X € R™*" are denoted by o1(X) >

© > Omin{mn}(X) > 0, as in [4, §2.4.1]. Moreover, if X # Opxn, then o1(X)
and oyank x (X) are respectively denoted by omax(X) and omin(X). The following
proposition shows that the singular values are Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz
constant 1, a property that will be used in the proof of Proposition 2.5 and in the
convergence analysis in Section 5.

PROPOSITION 2.3 ([4, Corollary 8.6.2]).  For every X,Y € R™*™ and every
jeA{l,...,min{m,n}},

|05(X) =03 (Y)[ <o (X = Y) < [ X =Y.

The numerical rank can be defined as follows.

DEFINITION 2.4 ([4, p. 276]). Given A € [0,00) and X € R™*"  the A-rank of
X is

0 le — Omxnu

ranka X = { max{j € {1,...,rank X} | 0;(X) > A} otherwise.

By reducing the rank of X € R™*", we mean computing an element of Pgmxn (X)
<r

for some nonnegative integer r < rank X. According to the Eckart—Young theorem [1],
this can be achieved by truncating the SVD of X. In particular, for every nonnegative
integer r < min{m,n} and every X € R™*"™:

1. if rank X <r, then PRZLTM(X) ={X}

. mXn mXn I"I]kX
2. if rank X > 7, then d(X,RZ)") = d(X,R™") = /X707 02(X) and

We can now introduce Proposition 2.5; it will be invoked in the convergence
analysis conducted in Section 5. For convenience, we introduce the notation R”" :=

RZX™\ R™™ and RT™ := R™*™ \ RZX" for every positive integer r < min{m,n}.

PROPOSITION 2.5. Let v € {1,...,min{m,n}} and X € R"*". For every ¢ €
(0,00) and everyY € B[X,¢], PRZLM(Y) C B[X,2¢]. Moreover, for every A € (0, 00),

every € € (0,0,(X)) N (0,A], and every Y € B[X, €], it holds that ranka Y < r <
rankY.

Proof. The inclusion holds because, for every Y € Ppmxn(Y),
<r

[X =Y <X =Y[[+[Y =Y = [|X =Y +d(Y,R]") < | X =Y[|+ | X = V]| < 2e.
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The second inequality holds because B[X,e] C RZ" since € < 0,(X) = d(X,RZ").
Besides, the first inequality is trivial if the second one is an equality. Let us therefore
consider Y € B[X,¢] such that r < rankY". Then, the first inequality holds because

or1(Y) = lor1(Y) —ora (X)) < [ X - Y| <e <A,

where the first inequality follows from Proposition 2.3. a

2.3. Tangent cone and stationarity measure on the determinantal vari-
ety. The concept of tangent cone plays a fundamental role in constrained optimiza-
tion.

PROPOSITION 2.6. For every nonempty subset S of R™*™ and every X € S, the
set

(t:)ien in (0,00) converging to 0

o mXxXn
Ts(X) = {V ER |3 (Vi)ien in R™X™ converging to V

;X+tme$weN}

is a closed cone, not necessarily conver however, called the tangent cone to S at X.

Proof. We refer to [12, §2.3] and the references therein for a more complete review
of the concept of tangent cone. 0

We review in the forthcoming Proposition 2.7 formulas describing TR"‘X" (X) and
<r

Pr x)(G) for every X € RZ™ and every G € R™*" based on the SVD of X.

RMXN (

<r
Before that, we can already observe that Propositions 2.2 and 2.6 together imply that

the stationarity measure sy introduced in (3) is well defined with, for every X € R” ",

() sp(X) = \/I\Vf(X)||2 = d(=VF(X), Tymn (X))
The formulas given in the following proposition can be obtained from the definition
in Proposition 2.6.

PROPOSITION 2.7 ([15, Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.3]). Let r € {1,...,r},
X e R™*", and

x=wug|® , v
o

be an SVD. Then,

Tpnn (X) = [U UL

<r

Moreover, for every G € R™*™,

A B

G=[UUL][O b

} aal

with A=UTGV, B=U"GV,, C=U[GV, and D =U]GV., and

P, G UuU 4 b
T]RZL;TL(X)( ) - [ l] C PRQ’:EIanI (D)

Vv
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Finally,

r—r

(6) IVA(X)] = sp(X) = IVFX)I-

min{m,n} —r

We are now going to review a fundamental result concerning sy. To this end,
we need to recall a basic definition from set-valued analysis. A correspondence, or a
set-valued mapping, is a triple F := (A, B,G) where A and B are sets respectively
called the set of departure and the set of destination of F', and G is a subset of A x B
called the graph of F. If F := (A, B,G) is a correspondence, written F' : A — B,
then the image of x € A by F is F(x) := {y € B| (z,y) € G}, and the domain of F
isdomF :={x € A| F(z) # 0}.

PROPOSITION 2.8. For every differentiable function ¢ : R™*"™ — R:
1. the correspondence

RZX" — R™*" . X PTRM"(X)(—W%’(X))
<r

depends on ¢ only through its restriction ¢|gmxn;
<r
2. if X e RZ™ is a local minimizer of ¢|gmxn, then sg(X) = 0.
< ke

Proof. The first part corresponds to [10, Theorem A.9(a)], and the second follows
from [14, Theorem 6.12] and [10, Proposition A.6]. O

2.4. An upper bound on the distance to the determinantal variety from
a tangent line. In this section, we look for an upper bound on d(X + G,R” ")

holding for every X € RZ ™\ {Opxn} and every G € T, (X). A trivial bound is
- <r

IG|l, and [15, Proposition 3.6] tightens it to %HGH However, we will need an upper

bound proportional to ||G|? in the proof of Proposition 3.1; such a bound is given in
Proposition 2.9 and shown to be tight in Proposition A.1.

PROPOSITION 2.9. For every X € RZ "\ {Opxn} and every G € Tomxn (X)),
< >

mxn Vrank X

d(X + G, RZ™) < o———||G||.
20 min(X)
Proof. Let r :=rank X. Let
%
X:[UUJ_]|: OX}[VVJ-]T

be an SVD. By Proposition 2.7, there are A € RE*Z, B € RE**~ L ' € R™ XL and
D e Rg;rrxnff such that

A B

G=[UUL1[C b

} Vv,
Let us define 7 : [0,00) — RZ X" by

Y(t) = (U +tULC + 3UAS SV + (V. BT +vAT)s )" 4w, DV,

where the first term is inspired from [17, (13)]; v is well defined since the ranks of the
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two terms are respectively upper bounded by r and r — r. For every t € [0, 00),

A

+2
v(t) = X +1G + (U UL {20

} A 2B][vvy]T

thus

t2
d(X +1G,RZ™) < (X +1G) =yl = 7

A¥X1A 24¥°'B

2057 1A 4CE B ||

Observe that

2

20x"1A 4CxX'B
= ||[AS T A|? + 4|AS T B|? + 4|CE A2 + 16[|CE B2
<=M (1A + 4l AIPIBIZ + 4l AlIPICI? + 6] BIZ(IC]1%)
< I=7H1216* max_ at + 4z?y? + 4222 + 163222

x,Y,z2€

H [AZlA 2AElB]

m2+y2+22:1
=4[=7H2llG)*

Furthermore,

5

-1 < —

Therefore, for every t € [0, 00),

mxny - 2 \/E 2'
AX +1G R < 5 X6

Choosing t = 1 yields the result.

2.5. Continuity of the restriction of the stationarity measure to any
fixed-rank manifold. In this section, we prove that, for every r € {1,...,r}, the
restriction of sy to R™**™ is continuous; this will play a fundamental role in the
convergence analysis conducted in Section 5. We refer to [12, §2.2] and the references
therein for the definition of continuity of correspondences between metric spaces that

appears in this paper only in the two following results.

PROPOSITION 2.10. Let G : R™*™ — R™*" pe continuous, T : R™*" — RMX"
be closed-valued, and S be a nonempty subset of domT . If T is continuous at X € S

relative to S, then the function
dom7 = R:Y —d(G(Y), T(Y))

is continuous at X relative to S.

Proof. Let X € S. For every Y € S,

[d(G(X), T(X)) = d(G(Y), T(Y))| < [d(G(X), T(X)) — d(G(X), T(Y))|
+d(G(X), T(Y)) = d(G(Y), T(Y))]
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and, by [16, Proposition 1.3.17],
[d(G(X), T(Y)) = d(G(Y), T(Y))] < |[G(X) = GY)].
Let € € (0,00). First, by [14, Proposition 5.11(c)], the function
dom7 = R:Y — d(G(X), T(Y))

is continuous at X relative to S. Thus, there exists §; € (0,00) such that, for every
Y e B[X, 51] NS,

|[d(G(X), T(X)) — d(G(X), T(Y))|

IN
l\D.I m

Second, since G is continuous at X, there exists d2 € (0,00) such that, for every
Y e B[X, 52],

1G(X) = G(Y)[| <

SSEESTRY

Therefore, if § := min{dy, d2}, then, for every Y € B[X, ] NS,

[d(G(X), T(X)) —d(G(Y), T(Y))| <e,

which completes the proof. a

COROLLARY 2.11. For every r € {1,...,7} and every continuously differentiable
function ¢ : R™*™ — R, the restriction s¢|R;an 18 continuous.

Proof. Let X € R"*™. We have to prove that s, is continuous at X relative
to R"*". By Proposition 2.6 and [12, Theorem 4.1], T, () is closed-valued and
T >

continuous at X relative to R;**". Thus, by the preceding proposition, the function

R = R:Y = d(=Vo(Y), Tymxn (Y))
> <r

is continuous at X relative to R7**™. The result then follows from (5). O

2.6. The determinantal variety has no serendipitous point. According to
[10, Definition 2.8], X € RZX" is said to be serendipitous if there exist a sequence
(Xi)ien in RZX™ converging to X, a continuously differentiable function ¢ : R™*™ —
R, and ¢ € (0,00) such that s4(X;) > ¢ for every i € N, yet s4(X) = 0. The next
result will be invoked in the proof of Corollary 5.3.

mXn

PROPOSITION 2.12. No point of RZ"™ is serendipitous.

Proof. Let X € RZ"™. Let us prove that X is not serendipitous using [10,
Theorem 2.17]. To this end, we need to recall two definitions for which we refer to
[12, §2] and the references therein:

e for every nonempty subset S of R™*",

S ={Y eR™" | (Y,Z) <0VZ € S}

is a closed convex cone called the (negative) polar of S;
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e for every sequence (S;);en of nonempty subsets of R™*™
Lim S; := {Y € R™*" | liminf d(Y,S;) = 0}
1—00 1—00

is a closed set called the outer limit of (S;);en-
mXn

Let (X;);en be a sequence in RZ,""converging to X. If rank X = r, then [12, Proposi-
tion 4.3] yieds Lim; o T, (X;) =T, (X), and thus (Lim; oo T (X3)) =

]RTS"TX" Rgf" Rgf"
(T, (X)) . If rank X < r, then

mXn
RZ;

(T (X)) = {0} € (T Ty (X))

<r 1—00 R;n;(n
where the equality follows from [12, (25)]. O

3. Projected steepest descent with backtracking line search on RZ".
In this section, we analyze Algorithm 1—that corresponds to the main step of P2GD
[15, Algorithm 3] except that the initial step size for the backtracking procedure is
chosen in a given bounded interval—under the assumption that f is differentiable with
V f locally Lipschitz continuous. This will serve as a basis for the convergence analysis
conducted in Section 5 since Algorithm 1 is used as a subroutine in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 1 One step of P2GD (projected steepest descent with backtracking line
search on RZ ™)

Require: (f, X, a,a,f,c) where f : R™*™ — R is differentiable with locally Lipschitz
continuous gradient, X € RZ " is such that sf(X) > 0, 0 < a < & < 00, and
B,c € (0,1). B

1: Choose G € PTRan(X)(—Vf(X)), a€la,al,and Y € PRZLTM(X + aG);

<r
2: while f(Y) > f(X) — casf(X)? do
3: a4 afs;
4: Choose Y € PRZLXTL(X + aG);
5: end while B
6: Return Y.

Following [10], the set of all possible outputs of Algorithm 1 is denoted by
P2GD(f, X, a, @, B3, c) in the rest of the paper.

Let us recall that, since V f is locally Lipschitz continuous, for every closed ball
B C R™*",

o) -
eV = s kv~

X#£Y
which implies, by [11, Lemma 1.2.3], that, for every X, Y € B,

Lips(V /)
2

(7) IfY) = f(X) = (VF(X),Y = X)| < v — x|

PROPOSITION 3.1. Let X € RZ*™ and & € (0,00). Let B C R™*" be a closed ball

such that, for every G € Pr x)(=V[(X)) and every a € [0, a], Pgrmxn (X+aG) C
R <r
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B; an evample of such a ball is B[X, p(X)] with

) @Sf(X) ZfX = Omxn,
/_’(X) = { (1+ %)@sf(X) otherwise.

Then, for every G € Pr (x)(=Vf(X)) and every a € [0,a],
(8)  supf(Paen (X +aG)) < F(X) + 57(X)% (~1 + rs(f. X.8)a).

where

%Lligp(vf) if X = Omxcn,

I{B(‘f’ X’ &) = Vran . Vran ~ 2 .
Tnlgg) IVA(X)| + 3 Lép(Vf) (Q%inlz;(() asp(X) + 1) otherwise.

Proof. The example B[X, p(X)] is correct by [15, Proposition 3.6]. The proof
of (8) is based on (7) and the equality (Vf(X),G) = —s¢(X)? given in the proof
of [15, Proposition 2.6]. The result follows readily from (7) if X = 0, since

TRmxn(Oan) = R7X". Let us therefore consider the case where X # 0,,x,. Let
<r -

L := Lipg(Vf). For every Y € PR?TM(X + aG),

fY) = f(X)

< (VH(X),Y = X) + LY~ X?

=(Vf(X),Y — (X +aG) + aG) + §|\Y— (X + aG) + aG|?

=—as;(X)*+ (Vf(X),Y — (X +aG)) + gHY — (X +aG) + aG|?

L 2
< —asp(X)? + |[VF(X)[d(X +aG.RZ™) + T (d(X +aG RE™) + as;(X))
2
vrank X L [ vVrank X
< _ 2 vrank A o 2, L[ vrankA o 2
< —osy (X0 + [ V1 (0| 52y (X + 5 S s () + asy ()
2

vrank X L [ vrank X
_ 2| _ - =
< asp(X)? (-1 + akp(f, X, @),
where the third inequality follows from Proposition 2.9. |

COROLLARY 3.2. Fach pointY produced by Algorithm 1 satisfies the Armijo con-
dition
FIY) < f(X) = casy(X)?
for some a € [min{g, ﬂ%}, 6[} , where B is any closed ball as in Proposition 3.1.
Proof. For all a € (0, 0),

1—c¢

fX) +5p(XPa( =1+ ms(f, X,0)0) < f(X) —esp(X)a = a < ooy



10 G. OLIKIER, K. A. GALLIVAN, AND P.-A. ABSIL

Since the left-hand side is an upper bound on f(PR?Xn (X +a@)) for every o € (0,4,

the Armijo condition is necessarily satisfied if o € (0, min{a, ﬁ ]. Therefore,
either the initial step size chosen in [a, @] satisfies the Armijo condition or the while

. 1=
loop ends with « such that % > m a

4. The proposed algorithm. We now introduce a first-order algorithm for
low-rank optimization as Algorithm 2. At each iteration, this algorithm applies Algo-
rithm 1 (i.e., one step of P2GD) to the current iterate Y but also, if ranka Y < rank Y,
to Y7 € Pgmxn (V) for every j € {1,...,rankY — ranka Y}. Then, it forms the

rank Y —j
next iterate by choosing the result that decreases f the most; in particular, it produces

sequences along which f is strictly decreasing. This will allow us to prove in the next
section that it is apocalypse-free based on the following idea: whenever the current

iterate Y is sufficiently close to a non-stationary point X € RZ ", Algorithm 2 will

apply Algorithm 1 in particular to a projection of ¥ onto R (", which, by continuity

of s¢|gmxn_ and orank x, Will produce a sufficient decrease in the cost function f in

rank X

view of Corollary 3.2.

Algorithm 2 P?2GD with rank reduction

Require: (f, Xo,a,@,B,¢,A) where f : R™*" — R is differentiable with locally
Lipschitz continuous gradient, Xo € RZX", 0 < o < @ < 00, f,¢ € (0,1), and

A € (0,00).
1: 14 0;
2: while s¢(X;) > 0 do
3: for j € {0,...,rank X; — ranka X;} do > See Definition 2.4.
4: Choose X} € Pymxn  (Xi);

. rank X;—j

5: Choose X! € P2GD(f, X/, a, a, B, ¢); > See Algorithm 1.
6: end for
7 Choose Xi+1 S argmin{Xglje{owﬂmnk X, —ranka X;}} f;
8: 141+ 1;
9: end while

5. Convergence analysis. The purpose of this section is to prove Theorem 5.2.
To this end, we will use the abstract framework proposed in [13, §1.3]. Indeed, the
problem considered in this paper can be formulated as follows: find X € RZ ™ such
that s¢(X) = 0. It is thus a particular instance of [13, Abstract Problem 1] where the
Banach space is R™*", its closed subset is R”' ™ and “desirable” means “stationary”.
Moreover, Algorithm 2 is a particular instance of [13, Algorithm Model 9] where the

stop rule is f and the search function is Algorithm 3.



AN APOCALYPSE-FREE FIRST-ORDER LOW-RANK OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM 11

Algorithm 3 Search function of Algorithm 2
Require: (f,X,a,a,f,c,A) where f: R™*"™ — R is differentiable with locally Lip-
schitz continuous gradient, X € RZ ™ is such that s¢(X) > 0,0 < a < & < oo,
B,c € (0,1), and A € (0, 00). B
1: for j € {0,...,rank X —ranka X} do
2: Choose XJ € Pgmxn_ (X);

rank X —j
3: Choose X7 € P2GD(f, X7, a,a, B3, ¢);
4: end for
5. Return Y € argmin{XjIje{()’...)rankx_wnkAX}} f-

Thus, to prove Theorem 5.2, it suffices to verify that Algorithm 2 satisfies the
two assumptions of [13, Theorem 10], which we do below.

The first assumption is that the objective function f is continuous at each nonde-
sirable point or bounded from below on RZ' ™. It is thus satisfied since f is continuous.
The following proposition exactly states that the second assumption is satisfied.

PROPOSITION 5.1. For every X € RZX"™ such that sy(X) > 0, there exist real

numbers £(X),8(X) > 0 such that, for every Y € B[X,e(X)] N RZ*" and every Z
produced by Algorithm 3 applied to (f,Y,a, &, B,¢,A), -

F(Z) = f(Y) < =6(X).

Proof. Let X € R”X™ be such that s¢(X) > 0. Let us first consider the case where
X = Opxn. Let a(Oan) := A. Then, for every Y € Bl0mxn:&(0mxn)] NREX™,
ranka Y = 0 since o1(Y) < ||V < E(Oan) = A. Therefore, Algorithm 3 will
consider YrankY — . and yrankY ¢ P2GD(f,0mxn, @, @, 3,¢). Thus, by Corol-
lary 3.2, 6(Opyxn) == csy (0 xn)? min{a S—c)

’ K/B[Oan,B(Oan)](f)07n><7176‘)}
Let us now consider the case where X # 0,,xn. Let r := rank X. By Corol-
lary 2.11, sf[gmxn is continuous at X and thus there exists p(X) € (0, 00) such that

sy (BIX, p(X)] N Ry™") C [3s5(X), $s7(X)]. Let e(X) = min{A, $o,.(X), 2p(X)}.

By Proposition 2.5, for every Y € B[X,e(X)] N R?TX”, ranka Y < r < rankY
and PRan(Y) C B[X,2¢(X)]. Thus, 0 < rankY —r < rankY — ranka Y and
Algorithm 3 will therefore consider Y™kY -1 ¢ PRann( ) C B[X,2e(X)] N R
and Y™kY -1 e P2GD(f, Y'Y T o @, B, ¢c). Since 26(X) < p(X), 1sp(X) <
sp(YrankY-r) < 35#(X). Let p(X) := 3p(X) +2e(X). For every a € [0,

GEPp  (gramrs(= Vf(YrankY-ry) p Xn(YwﬂkY—rJraG) C B[X,

is a valid choice.

0, @] and every

p(X)] since,

for every Z € Pamxn (V™Y " 4aG), [|Z-X|| < || Z —yrankY =1 g || yrankY —r_ x| <
/_)(}A/rankyff) + 2_E(X) and /_)(}A/ranky’f) < 2p(X). Thus, by Corollary 3.2, yrankY—r
B(l—c) }

T KBIX,5(X))] (f,yrankY—r g)J*

satisfies the Armijo condition with a step size at least min{«
Let L := Lipg(x ;x)(Vf). Observe that

IV £ (kY =2) || < |V F(X)]| + L] X — PronkY =z
< IVF(X)| + 2Le(X)
< |VF(X)] + Lo, (X),
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and that, by Proposition 2.3,

Ur(?wnky_r) > UI(X) - ”X - YrankY—[” > UZ(X) —2e(X) > UI(X)'

Thus,
KQB[X,[)(X)] (f7 f/rankY—a d) S R(fv X7 d)

4UI(X)

It follows that

Bl —c¢) }Sf(X>2
R(f, X, @) 4

is a valid choice. 0

§(X) := cmin {a,

We have thus proved the following.

THEOREM 5.2. Consider the sequence constructed by Algorithm 2. If this se-
quence is finite, then its last element is stationary. If it is infinite, then each of its
accumulation points is stationary, i.e., is a zero of the stationarity measure s¢ defined

COROLLARY 5.3. Assume that Algorithm 2 produces a sequence (X;)ien. The
sequence has at least one accumulation point if and only if liminf;_, o || X;|| < co. For
every convergent subsequence (X;, Jren, Iimg oo 87(Xi,) = 0. If (X;)ien is bounded,
which is the case notably if the sublevel set {X € RZX"™ | f(X) < f(Xo)} is bounded,
then lim; 00 s¢(X;) = 0, and all accumulation points have the same image by f.

Proof. The “if and only if” statement is a classical result. The two limits follow
from Proposition 2.12. The final claim follows from the argument given in the proof
of [13, Theorem 65]. 0

6. Conclusion. We close this work with four concluding remarks.

1. As in [10], everything said in this paper remains true if f is only defined on
an open subset of R™*" containing RZ ",

2. It is possible to prove Proposition 5.1 without relying on Corollary 2.11.
Indeed, using the same notation, if rank X = r, then sy is continuous at
X since R” ™ is identical to the smooth manifold R”*™ around X, and
s¢ therefore coincides with the norm of the Riemannian gradient of f g xny
which is continuous. If rank X < r, then, in view of (6) and the continuity
of Vf, sy is bounded away from zero on the intersection of RZ " and a
sufficiently small ball centered at X. However, we chose to keep the proof
of Proposition 5.1 as it stands because it allows us to treat the cases where
rank X = r and rank X < r together.

3. In many practical situations, when A is chosen reasonably small, all the
iterates of Algorithm 2 satisfy ranka X; = rank X;. In this case, the range
of values of j in the for-loop of Algorithm 2 always reduces to {0}, and
Algorithm 2 generates the same sequence (X;);en as P2GD. In this scenario,
the only computational overhead in Algorithm 2 is the computation of rank X;
and ranka X;. However, for all 4 > 1, in view of line 4 of Algorithm 1, it is
reasonable to assume that X; has been obtained by a truncated SVD, in which
case rank X; and ranka X; are immediately available, making the overhead
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insignificant. In summary, Algorithm 2 offers stronger convergence properties
than P2GD, and while incurring an insignificant overhead in many practical

situations.
4. However, the range of values of j in the for-loop of Algorithm 2 can also be
as large as {0,...,7}, and there are situations where this occurs each time

the for-loop is reached (e.g., in the case of a bounded sublevel set, when A is
chosen so large that ranka X = 0 for all X in the sublevel set). One can thus
wonder if is possible to restrict (conditionally or not) the range of values of j
while preserving the apocalypse-free property of Algorithm 2. This is an open
question. We can just recall that the bound given in Proposition 2.9 is tight

(Proposition A.1), and observe that, in the neighborhood of any X € R”*",
o; can be arbitrarily small for every j € {rank X +1,...,7}. Hence it seems

unlikely that Algorithm 2 with a restricted for-loop can be analyzed along
the lines of Section 5. On the other hand, should the answer of the open
question be negative, another counterexample as the one of [10, §2.2] would
be required in view of [10, Remark 2.11].

Appendix A. Complementary results. The following proposition shows
that the UL factor cannot be removed in the upper bound of Proposition 2.9.

PROPOSITION A.1. For alle € (0,00), there exist X € RI"™ and G € T, (X)
<r
such that

d(X + G, RZ™) > (ﬁ - a) G,

2o'min

Proof. Let € € (0,00), 0 := -,

X = Udiag(ﬂrfl, [1 0] 7Om77“71><n7r71);
G:= Udiag(or—lxr—lu [1 1] uOm—r—lxn—r—l)-

Then, omin(X) = o and
X+G= Udi&g(2[rfl, [} (]j] 7Om77"71><n7r71)-

The nonzero singular values of X 4+ G are the absolute values of the eigenvalues
of odiag(2l,_1,[1}]), ie., 20, with multiplicity r — 1, @a, and @a. Thus,
d(X + G, RZX") = Y515 |G| = v/20, and

dX +GRZ") 51 Vo 1
IG|1? 4o 4o 20
which completes the proof. ad

As an aside, we point out that Proposition A.1 can be deduced from geometric
principles. Let v be a curve on the submanifold R7**™ of R™*". In view of the Gauss
formula along a curve [8, Corollary 8.3], the normal part of the acceleration of v is
given by I(y',7’), where I denotes the second fundamental form. In view of [2, §4],
the largest principal curvature of R™*™ at X is 1/0,(X); hence ||I(v'(¢),7'(1))]] <
IV (t)]|?/or(v(t)), and the bound is attained when +/(t) is along the corresponding
principal direction.
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PROPOSITION A.2. There exists no rank-related retraction [17, Definition 2] such
that [17, Assumption 6] holds for every analytic cost function f: R™*™ — R.

Proof. Let R : R?*2xR?*2 — R?*2 he a rank-related retraction [17, Definition 2],
where we have identified the tangent bundle of R?*? with R2*2 x R?*2, Let us prove
that, for the determinantal variety R2SX12 and the cost function f : R?*2 5 R: X —

Xs,2, the lifted function f o R does not satisfy [17, Assumption 6]. For X, := Oax2,
let dx, and U, be respectively the positive real number and the neighborhood of X,
in R2<X12 that correspond to X, in [17, Definition 2]. Let frr, € (0,00), drr, € (0,0x, ),
and U C U, be a nelghborhood of X, in RQXQ. Let &,& € (0,1) be such that

€ +26 =1. Let o € (0, 36 ) be such that X := diag(c,0) € U. Let Ry : R**? —
R2%2 : € — R(X,€). Then, ¢ := [ & 502} € TR’iﬁz(X)’ l€]l = 1, the update-rank [17

Definition 1] of ¢ is 1, and the following properties hold: Rx (0ax2) = X, the function
0,0x.) — R2*2 : t — Rx(t€) is continuously differentiable, its image is contained
in R2<X12, and dtRX(t§)|t o = & Since the function [0,dx,) — R2*2 : t — Rx(t€)
is continuous and (Rx(tf))1.1 = o, there exists 6 € (0,drr] such that, for every

t€ 0,0, (Rx(t&))1 € [0, 30]. Therefore, for every t € [0, 4], since det Rx (t£) = 0,
Rx (t€) = [ZEB y(li)?)zt) }, where z : [0,0] = R, y : [0,0] = R, and z : [0,4] — R are
continuously differentiable, and such that z(0) = o, y(0) = 2(0) = 0, ©(0) = —&;,

§(0) = £(0) = &, and ([0, 6]) [30,50]. Let f:[0,0] = R :t = f(Rx(tS)).
Then, f = %% and f = yz + 4 - zyj. By continuity, there exists 4 € (0,4] such that

x

([0, 6]), 2([0,9]) < [552, 552]= and —i([0,4]) C [2&, 3¢;]. Thus, since f(0) = 0, for
every ¢ € (0, 4],

7f(t) ; f(0)| @ > ?% + f;ié t> §—2 > (R,

which completes the proof. ad
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