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Abstract

We consider the problem of minimizing a differentiable function with locally Lipschitz continuous
gradient on a stratified set and present a first-order algorithm designed to find a stationary point
of that problem. Our assumptions on the stratified set are satisfied notably by the determinantal
variety (i.e., matrices of bounded rank), its intersection with the cone of positive-semidefinite
matrices, and the set of nonnegative sparse vectors. The iteration map of the proposed algorithm
applies a step of projected-projected gradient descent with backtracking line search, as proposed by
Schneider and Uschmajew (2015), to its input but also to a projection of the input onto each of the
lower strata to which it is considered close, and outputs a point among those thereby produced that
maximally reduces the cost function. Under our assumptions on the stratified set, we prove that
this algorithm produces a sequence whose accumulation points are stationary, and therefore does
not follow the so-called apocalypses described by Levin, Kileel, and Boumal (2022). We illustrate
the apocalypse-free property of our method through a numerical experiment on the determinantal
variety.

Keywords: Stationarity · Tangent cones · Steepest descent · Stratified set · Determinantal variety
· Positive-semidefinite matrices.
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1 Introduction

Given a Euclidean vector space E with inner product and induced norm respectively denoted by 〈·, ·〉
and ‖·‖, a differentiable function f : E → R with locally Lipschitz continuous gradient, and a nonempty
closed subset C of E , we consider the problem

min
x∈C

f(x) (1)

of minimizing f on C. In general, problem (1) is intractable and one is thus content with finding
a stationary point of that problem, i.e., a point satisfying a first-order necessary condition to be a
local minimizer of f |C . Every definition of stationarity is based on a tangent or normal cone. Classic
notions of tangent or normal cone include the tangent cone, the regular normal cone, the normal cone,
and the Clarke normal cone; they are reviewed in Section 4.3 based on [46, Chapter 6]. Each of these
notions of normal cone yields a definition of stationarity. We review them briefly here and refer to
[36, 27] for more details.

A point x ∈ C is said to be stationary for (1) if it satisfies one of the following equivalent conditions:

1. 〈∇f(x), v〉 ≥ 0 for all v ∈ TC(x), where TC(x) denotes the tangent cone to C at x;

2. −∇f(x) ∈ N̂C(x), where N̂C(x) denotes the regular normal cone to C at x;
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3. s(x; f, C) = 0, where the function

s(·; f, C) : C → R : x 7→ ‖PT
C

(x)(−∇f(x))‖, (2)

called the stationarity measure of (1), returns the norm of any projection of −∇f(x) onto TC(x).

The point x is said to be Mordukhovich stationary for (1) if −∇f(x) ∈ NC(x), where NC(x) denotes
the normal cone to C at x. The inclusion N̂C(x) ⊆ NC(x) always holds, and C is said to be Clarke
regular at x if N̂C(x) = NC(x). Thus, the stationarity of x implies the Mordukhovich stationarity of
x, and the two conditions are equivalent if and only if C is Clarke regular at x. The point x is said to
be Clarke stationary for (1) if −∇f(x) ∈ NC(x), where NC(x) denotes the Clarke normal cone to C
at x defined as the closure of the convex hull of NC(x). If x ∈ C is a local minimizer of f |C , then x is
stationary for (1), hence Mordukhovich stationary for (1), and hence Clarke stationary for (1). The
stationarity of a point depends only on f |C since, by [35, Lemmas A.7 and A.8], the correspondence

C ⊸ E : x 7→ PT
C

(x)(−∇f(x))

depends on f only through f |C . In contrast, the Mordukhovich stationarity depends on the values
taken by f outside C.

To the best of our knowledge, without further assumptions, the algorithm in the literature with
the strongest convergence guarantee for problem (1) is the projected gradient descent proposed in [30,
Algorithm 3.1] and dubbed PGD in [35, §1]. Given x ∈ C as input, the iteration map of PGD performs
a projected line search along the direction of −∇f(x), i.e., computes a point in PC(x − α∇f(x)) for
decreasing values of α ∈ (0,∞) until an Armijo condition is satisfied. By [30, Theorem 3.4], PGD
produces a sequence whose accumulation points are Mordukhovich stationary; it is an open question
whether these accumulation points can fail to be stationary. Furthermore, as pointed out in [35, §1],
a sequence produced by PGD generally depends on the values taken by f on E \ C which is, at least
conceptually, unsatisfying.

A frequently encountered obstacle against guaranteeing convergence to stationary points of (1)
is the possible presence in C of so-called apocalyptic points. By [35, Definition 2.7], a point x ∈ C
is said to be apocalyptic if there exist a sequence (xi)i∈N in C converging to x and a continuously
differentiable function φ : E → R such that limi→∞ s(xi; φ, C) = 0 whereas s(x; φ, C) > 0. Such a
triplet (x, (xi)i∈N, φ) is called an apocalypse. By [35, Corollary 2.15], if x ∈ C is apocalyptic, then C
is not Clarke regular at x. Apocalyptic sets, i.e., sets that have at least one apocalyptic point, include:

1. the determinantal variety [24, Lecture 9]

Rm×n
≤r := {X ∈ Rm×n | rank X ≤ r}, (3)

m, n, and r being positive integers such that r < min{m, n};

2. the closed cone
S+

≤r(n) := {X ∈ Rn×n
≤r | X⊤ = X, X � 0}, (4)

n and r being positive integers such that r < n, of order-n real symmetric positive-semidefinite
matrices of rank at most r ;

3. the closed cone of nonnegative sparse vectors, specifically Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+, n and s being positive
integers such that s < n, where Rn

≤s is the set of s-sparse vectors of Rn, i.e., those having at
most s nonzero components, and Rn

+ is the nonnegative orthant of Rn.

Problem (1) with C one of these three sets appears in numerous applications; see Section 6.
In this paper, we propose a first-order optimization algorithm (Algorithm 5.3), called P2GDR,

that produces a sequence whose accumulation points are stationary for (1) (see Theorem 5.5) under
assumptions on C (Assumption 2.2) that apply to the three apocalyptic sets listed (see Section 6). For
a high-level description of the algorithmic strategy underlying the P2GDR algorithm, see Section 2.2.

When C = Rm×n
≤r , the proposed P2GDR algorithm competes against two algorithms known to

accumulate at stationary points of (1): the second-order method given in [35, Algorithm 1] and the
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first-order method given in [40, Algorithm 3] and dubbed RFDR, which are reviewed in Sections 3.2
and 3.3, respectively. These three algorithms and others are compared based on the computational
cost per iteration and the convergence guarantees in Section 6.2.6, and numerically on the instance
of (1) from [35, §2.2] in Section 6.2.7. A concise overview of the algorithms on C = Rm×n

≤r and their

properties can be found in Tables 6.2–6.4. Numerical experiments indicate that P2GDR converges
faster than [35, Algorithm 1] (see Section 6.2.7) and RFDR (see Section 3.3).

When C = S+
≤r(n), [35, Algorithm 1] is the only algorithm known to accumulate at stationary

points of (1) (provided that one can find a suitable hook which, to our knowledge, has not been
done yet explicitly in the literature). Indeed, RFDR does not seem to easily extend to S+

≤r(n), hence

P2GDR (and his variant using Algorithm 6.5 instead of Algorithm 5.2 in line 3) has no competitor in
the realm of first-order optimization methods on S+

≤r(n) that accumulate at stationary points.

When C = Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ and f(x) = ‖Ax − b‖2 with A ∈ Rq×n and b ∈ Rq, problem (1) is known as
the s-sparse nonnegative least squares problem and can be solved exactly; see [38] and the references
therein. However, we are not aware of algorithms designed to address other cost functions on that set.

This paper gathers, expands, and generalizes results of the technical reports [42] and [43]. P2GDR
on Rm×n

≤r (Algorithm 5.3 using Algorithm 6.3 in line 3) was proposed in [42] in response to a question

raised in [33, §4]: “Is there an algorithm running directly on Rm×n
≤r that only uses first-order information

about the cost function and which is guaranteed to converge to a stationary point?” The proposed
P2GDR algorithm (Algorithm 5.3) answers positively an open question raised in [35, §4]: “Is there
an algorithm running directly on a general class of nonsmooth sets including Rm×n

≤r that only uses
first-order information about the cost function, and which is guaranteed to converge to a stationary
point?”

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we specify the assumptions on C (Assumption 2.2)
and give an overview of the proposed P2GDR algorithm. In Section 3, we review prior work on
problem (1). In Section 4, we introduce the background material needed to analyze the behavior
of the algorithms. In Section 5, we define P2GDR and analyze its convergence properties under
Assumption 2.2. In Section 6, we study the three apocalyptic sets listed and prove that they satisfy
Assumption 2.2 (see Theorem 6.1). In Section 7, we propose complementary results that are not needed
for the proofs of the main theorems (Theorems 5.5 and 6.1) but are of interest in the context of this
work, notably because some of them relate Assumption 2.2 to known concepts of variational analysis
or stratification theory. Section 8 contains concluding remarks, and Appendix A basic material on the
gradient and the Hessian of a real-valued function on a Hilbert space.

2 Assumptions on the feasible set C and overview of the proposed

algorithm

In this section, we introduce Assumption 2.2 and give an overview of the P2GDR algorithm (Algo-
rithm 5.3). Based on Assumption 2.2, we prove that P2GDR produces a sequence whose accumulation
points are stationary for (1) (see Theorem 5.5).

2.1 Assumptions on the feasible set C

The closure and the boundary of a subset S of E are respectively denoted by S and ∂S. The distance
from x ∈ E to a nonempty subset S of E is d(x, S) := infy∈S ‖x − y‖. For every x ∈ E and every
ρ ∈ (0,∞), B(x, ρ) := {y ∈ E | ‖x− y‖ < ρ} and B[x, ρ] := {y ∈ E | ‖x− y‖ ≤ ρ} are respectively the
open and closed balls of center x and radius ρ in E .

Assumption 2.1. For all x ∈ C,

u(x) := sup
v∈T

C
(x)\{0}

d(x + v, C)

‖v‖2 <∞.

We relate Assumption 2.1 to the concept of parabolic derivability in Proposition 7.2. The concept
of continuity for a correspondence which appears in Assumption 2.2 is reviewed in Section 4.2.
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Assumption 2.2. The set C satisfies the following conditions:

1. there exist a positive integer p and nonempty smooth submanifolds S0, . . . , Sp of E contained in
C such that:

(a) for all i, j ∈ {0, . . . , p}, i 6= j implies Si ∩ Sj = ∅;
(b) Sp = C and, for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, Si =

⋃i
j=0 Sj;

(c) if p ≥ 2, then, for all i ∈ {2, . . . , p}, all x ∈ Si, and all j ∈ {1, . . . , i − 1}, d(x, Sj) <
d(x, Sj−1);

2. Assumption 2.1 holds and, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, u|Si
is locally bounded;

3. for every i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, TC(·) is continuous on Si relative to Si (see the definition in Section 4.2).

Assumption 2.2 is related to several important observations. First, every real algebraic variety
in E can be partitioned into finitely many smooth submanifolds of E [51] and therefore satisfies con-
dition 1(a). Second, we require p ≥ 1 because, if p = 0, then C is a closed smooth submanifold of
E and is thus Clarke regular by [46, Example 6.8], and P2GDR reduces to the Riemannian gradi-
ent descent (a particular case of [1, Algorithm 1]) which accumulates at stationary points of (1) as
proven in [1, §4.3.3]. Third, condition 1(b) implies that, for every x ∈ Sp, d(x, Sp−1) > 0. Therefore,
C ∩ B(x, d(x, Sp−1)) = Sp ∩ B(x, d(x, Sp−1)). Thus, C is locally a smooth submanifold of E around
x ∈ Sp. Therefore, by [46, Example 6.8], the tangent cone TC(x) equals the tangent space TSp

(x), and

the normal cones N̂C(x), NC(x), and NC(x) equal the normal space NSp
(x). In particular, C is Clarke

regular at x ∈ Sp and hence, by [35, Corollary 2.15], x is not apocalyptic. Fourth, by Proposition 7.5,
conditions 1(a) and 1(b) imply that {S0, . . . , Sp} is a stratification of C satisfying the condition of the
frontier [37, §5]; therefore, S0, . . . , Sp are called the strata of {S0, . . . , Sp}, and C is called a stratified
set. Fifth, condition 1(c) is added to condition 1(b) only to ensure that, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , p− 1},
every point in C \Si has a projection onto Si (Proposition 5.3). Sixth, by Proposition 4.8, if C satisfies
Assumption 2.2 and (xi)i∈N is a sequence in Sp such that limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0, then every accumu-
lation point of (xi)i∈N is Mordukhovich stationary for (1). Seventh, by Corollary 4.10, condition 3
implies that, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, s(·; f, C)|Si

is continuous. Eighth, by Theorem 6.1, if C is one
of the three apocalyptic sets listed in Section 1, then:

1. Assumption 2.2 is satisfied;

2. there exists a ∈ (0, 1) such that, for all x ∈ C,

u(x) = sup
v∈T

C
(x)\{0}

d(x + v, C)

‖v‖2 ∈ [aũ(x), ũ(x)],

where ũ(x) := 0 if x ∈ S0 and ũ(x) := 1
d(x,Si−1) if x ∈ Si with i ∈ {1, . . . , p};

3. u is not locally bounded at any point of C \ Sp;

4. the set of apocalyptic points of C is C \ Sp;

5. for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p} and all x ∈ Si, NC(x) = NSi
(x).

The fourth and fifth statements respectively imply that, if C is one of the three sets, then s(·; f, C) is
not necessarily lower semicontinuous at a point of C \ Sp, and a point x ∈ Si with i ∈ {0, . . . , p} is
Clarke stationary for (1) if and only if x is stationary for the problem of minimizing f on

⋃i
j=0 Sj.

2.2 Overview of the proposed algorithm

In this section, we give an overview of the P2GDR algorithm (Algorithm 5.3) which we introduce in
Section 5. The iteration map of P2GDR (Algorithm 5.2), called the P2GDR map, uses the P2GD
map (Algorithm 5.1) as a subroutine. The P2GD map essentially corresponds to the iteration map
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of [47, Algorithm 3], dubbed P2GD in [35, §1], except that it is defined on any set C satisfying
Assumption 2.1, and not only on Rm×n

≤r . The name P2GD comes from the fact that each iteration

involves two projections: given x ∈ C as input, the P2GD map performs a projected line search
along a direction g ∈ PT

C
(x)(−∇f(x)), i.e., computes a point in PC(x + αg) for decreasing values of

α ∈ (0,∞) until an Armijo condition is satisfied. P2GD has at least three desirable properties that
PGD does not have. First, each sequence produced by P2GD depends on f only through f |C by [35,
Lemmas A.7 and A.8]. Second, as shown in Section 5.2, if Assumption 2.2 holds, then P2GD reduces
to the Riemannian gradient descent on the upper stratum Sp of C. Third, for certain sets C, the fact
that the search direction is in the tangent cone to C makes the projection onto C easier to compute;
this is the case if C = Rm×n

≤r as shown in [50, §3] and recalled in Section 6.2.2.

Unfortunately, P2GD can converge to a point that is Mordukhovich stationary for (1) but not
stationary. Indeed, for some instances of problem (1), P2GD follows an apocalypse, i.e., produces
a sequence (xi)i∈N in C converging to a point x ∈ C such that (x, (xi)i∈N, f) is an apocalypse; an
example is given in [35, §2.2] for the case where C = Rm×n

≤r . If C satisfies Assumption 2.2, then,
by condition 3 and Corollary 4.10, an apocalypse can occur only if the sequence (xi)i∈N has finitely
many elements in the stratum containing its limit. The P2GDR map is designed based on that fact.
Given x ∈ C as input, it applies the P2GD map to x but also to a projection of x onto each of the
lower strata to which it is considered close, and outputs a point among those thereby produced that
maximally decreases f . The R in P2GDR comes from the fact that, on Rm×n

≤r , a projection onto a
lower stratum is a rank reduction.

3 Prior work

In this section, we review related work. In Section 3.1, we list several papers using the concept of
stratified set in optimization. Then, in Section 3.2, we review [35, Algorithm 1] and, more generally,
the main results of [34] which concern optimization through a smooth lift. Finally, in Section 3.3, we
review the RFDR algorithm.

3.1 Stratified sets in optimization

The concept of stratification has been used in optimization but, to the best of our knowledge, only in
nonsmooth optimization with the goal of finding a Clarke stationary point.

First, several works including [10, 29, 15, 5] concern the problem of minimizing a function whose
graph admits a Whitney stratification. They consider Clarke stationarity: see [10, Definition 2] for the
unconstrained case and [15, (6.2)] for the constrained case. For example, [15, Theorem 6.2] ensures,
under suitable assumptions, that, almost surely, the proximal stochastic subgradient method produces
a sequence whose accumulation points are Clarke stationary. It is an open question whether those
points may fail to be stationary.

Second, the authors of [28] consider the problem of minimizing a locally Lipschitz continuous
function on a real algebraic variety for which they propose a gradient sampling method. Being an
algebraic variety, the feasible set admits a Whitney stratification [52]. By [28, Theorem 3.3], [28,
Algorithm 1] accumulates at Clarke stationary points. Again, it is not known whether those points
can fail to be stationary.

3.2 Optimization through a smooth lift

In [34], the authors study problem (1) under the assumption that there exist a smooth manifold M
and a smooth map ϕ :M→ E such that ϕ(M) = C; they call ϕ a smooth lift of C. Specifically, they
investigate how desirable points of the problem

min
y∈M

(f ◦ ϕ)(y) (5)

map to desirable points of (1):
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• [34, Theorem 2.8] gives a necessary and sufficient condition on ϕ for the property “for all con-
tinuous f , if y ∈M is a local minimum of (5), then ϕ(y) is a local minimum of (1)” to hold;

• [34, Theorem 2.10] implies that, for every y ∈M, if TC(ϕ(y)) is not a linear subspace of E , then
there exists a differentiable f such that y is a stationary point of (5) and ϕ(y) is not a stationary
point of (1);

• [34, Theorem 2.12] gives two sufficient conditions and one necessary condition on ϕ for the
property “for all twice differentiable f , if y ∈M is a second-order stationary point of (5), then
ϕ(y) is a stationary point of (1)” to hold.

As can be seen in [34, Table 1], for many feasible sets C of interest, there exist smooth lifts ϕ mapping
each second-order stationary point of (5) to a stationary point of (1). For example, [34, Table 1] gives
such lifts for two of the three apocalyptic sets listed in Section 1:

• the map
ϕ : Rm×r × Rn×r → Rm×n : (L, R) 7→ LR⊤

is a smooth lift of Rm×n
≤r called the rank factorization lift;

• the map
ϕ : Rn×r → Rn×n : Y 7→ Y Y ⊤

is a smooth lift of S+
≤r(n) called the Burer–Monteiro lift.

For such feasible sets, one can find a stationary point of (1) by running on (5) an algorithm guaranteed
to accumulate at second-order stationary points; the trust-region method given in [35, Algorithm 1]
is an example of such an algorithm. This approach was successfully implemented in [35] for Rm×n

≤r .

3.3 The RFDR algorithm

In this section, we review the RFDR algorithm [40, Algorithm 3]. RFDR is defined on Rm×n
≤r in [40,

§5] and its convergence properties are analyzed in [40, §6]. More generally, it can be defined on the
set C while preserving the convergence properties under Assumption 3.1, as proven in Section 7.3.

Assumption 3.1. The set C satisfies the following conditions:

1. conditions 1(a) and 1(b) of Assumption 2.2 hold and, if p ≥ 2, then, for all x ∈ Sp, d(x, Sp−1) <
d(x, Sp−2);

2. infx∈C\Sp,z∈E\{0}
‖PT

C
(x)(z)‖

‖z‖ > 0;

3. C admits a restricted tangent cone, i.e., a correspondence C ⊸ E : x 7→ (

T C(x) such that:

(a) for every x ∈ C,

(

T C(x) is a closed cone contained in TC(x);

(b) for all x ∈ C and all z ∈ (

T C(x), x + z ∈ C;

(c) there exists µ ∈ (0, 1] such that, for all x ∈ C and all z ∈ E , ‖P (

T C(x)
(z)‖ ≥ µ‖PT

C
(x)(z)‖.

Observe that condition 1 of Assumption 3.1 is weaker than condition 1 of Assumption 2.2. The
paper [40] is based on the fact that Rm×n

≤r satisfies Assumption 3.1:

• we prove in Section 6.2.1 that condition 1 of Assumption 3.1 holds;

• by (31), condition 2 of Assumption 3.1 holds and the infimum equals (min{m, n} − r + 1)− 1
2 ;

• by [40, Proposition 3.2], which is based on [47, §3], condition 3 of Assumption 3.1 holds with

µ := 2− 1
2 for the restricted tangent cone from [40, Definition 3.1].
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We prove in Section 7.4 that Rn
≤s satisfies Assumption 3.1, its tangent cone being itself a restricted

tangent cone. However, to the best of our knowledge, Rm×n
≤r and Rn

≤s are the only known examples of
a set C that satisfies Assumption 3.1. In the rest of this section, we discuss the RFDR algorithm on
a set C satisfying Assumption 3.1.

The iteration map of RFDR [40, Algorithm 2], called the RFDR map, uses the RFD map [40,
Algorithm 1] as a subroutine. The RFD map essentially corresponds to the iteration map of [47,
Algorithm 4], dubbed RFD in [40, §1]. The name RFD comes from the fact that it is a retraction-free
descent method, i.e., it performs each update along a straight line: given x ∈ C as input, the RFD
map performs a line search along a direction selected in P (

T C(x)
(−∇f(x)), which does not involve any

projection onto C. This retraction-free property has two advantages. First, it is fundamental to define
and analyze RFDR. Second, it saves the cost of computing a retraction, which, as pointed out in [47,
§3.4], does not confer to RFD a significant advantage over P2GD if C = Rm×n

≤r and r ≪ min{m, n}
since every point produced by the P2GD map is in Rm×n

≤2r (see Section 6.2.2) and reducing the rank
from 2r to r is typically much less expensive than evaluating the cost function or its gradient.

By [47, Theorem 3.10], if C = Rm×n
≤r and f is real-analytic and bounded from below, then RFD

either produces a convergent sequence along which the stationarity measure s(·; f,Rm×n
≤r ) goes to zero

or produces a sequence diverging to infinity. We do not have such a guarantee for P2GD; see [47,
Theorem 3.9]. However, as P2GD, RFD can converge to a point that is Mordukhovich stationary
for (1) but not stationary. For example, by [40, (19)], RFD produces the same sequence as P2GD on
the instance of (1) from [35, §2.2].

Given x ∈ C as input, the RFDR map applies the RFD map to x but also, if x ∈ Sp and
x is considered close to Sp−1, to a projection of x onto Sp−1, and outputs a point among those
thereby produced that maximally decreases f . Based on Assumption 3.1, [40, Theorem 6.2] (see also
Theorem 7.9) states that RFDR produces a sequence whose accumulation points are stationary for (1).

Both P2GDR and RFDR provably accumulate at stationary points of (1). The main advantage
of RFDR over P2GDR is that it does so by projecting its input onto at most one lower stratum
while P2GDR can project its input onto each of the p lower strata in the worst case. On the other
hand, P2GDR has two advantages over RFDR. First, as Assumption 2.2 is less restrictive than
Assumption 3.1, P2GDR can be defined on a broader class of feasible sets. For example, no restricted
tangent cone to Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+ or S+

≤r(n) is known to us. Second, the directions in PT
C

(x)(−∇f(x)) are

more closely related to −∇f(x) than those in P (

T C(x)
(−∇f(x)); while this does not imply that P2GD

converges faster than RFD, such an observation was made experimentally in [47, §3.4] for C = Rm×n
≤r .

4 Preliminaries

This section, mostly based on [46] and [35], introduces the background material needed in Sections 5,
6, and 7. In Section 4.1, we recall basic properties of the projection onto closed cones. In Section 4.2,
we review the concepts of inner and outer limits and continuity of correspondences, and prove Propo-
sition 4.4 on which Corollary 4.10 is based. In Section 4.3, we review the concepts of tangent and
normal cones mentioned in Section 1 and related notions such as geometric derivability. In Section 4.4,
we review basic properties of the stationarity measure s(·; f, C) defined in (2), and prove that it is
continuous if the tangent cone TC(·) is continuous (Corollary 4.10), a result which we use in Section 6
to prove that Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+, Rm×n

≤r , and S+
≤r(n) satisfy condition 3 of Assumption 2.2.

4.1 Projection onto closed cones

A set S ⊆ E is said to be locally closed at x ∈ E if there exists δ ∈ (0,∞) such that S ∩ B[x, δ] is
closed; S is closed if and only if it is locally closed at every x ∈ E . For every nonempty subset S of
E and every x ∈ E , PS(x) := argminy∈S ‖x − y‖ is the projection of x onto S. The set PS(x) can be
empty in general but not if S is closed, as formulated in Proposition 4.1. If PS(x) is a singleton, we
also use PS(x) to denote the element of the singleton.

7



Proposition 4.1 ([46, Example 1.20]). For every nonempty closed subset S of E and every x ∈ E,
PS(x) is nonempty and compact.

A nonempty subset S of E is said to be a cone if, for all x ∈ S and all λ ∈ [0,∞), λx ∈ S. In
this paper, we mostly project onto closed cones and, in that case, Proposition 4.1 can be completed
as follows.

Proposition 4.2 ([35, Proposition A.6]). Let S ⊆ E be a closed cone. For all x ∈ E and all y ∈ PS(x),

〈x, y〉 = ‖y‖2

and, in particular,
‖y‖2 = ‖x‖2 − d(x, S)2.

For every nonempty subset S of E ,

S∗ := {y ∈ E | 〈y, x〉 ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ S}

is a closed convex cone called the (negative) polar of S. If S is a linear subspace of E , then S∗

equals the orthogonal complement S⊥ of S. If ∅ 6= S1 ⊆ S2 ⊆ E , then S∗
1 ⊇ S∗

2 . Moreover, we have
Proposition 4.3 which we use to prove Propositions 4.5 and 6.27.

Proposition 4.3. If S is contained in a linear subspace V of E, then

S∗ = (S∗ ∩ V ) + V ⊥.

Proof. Observe that

S∗ = {y ∈ E | 〈y, x〉 ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ S}
= {y‖ + y⊥ | y‖ ∈ V, y⊥ ∈ V ⊥, 〈y‖ + y⊥, x〉 ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ S}
= {y‖ + y⊥ | y‖ ∈ V, y⊥ ∈ V ⊥, 〈y‖, x〉 ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ S}
= {y‖ ∈ V | 〈y‖, x〉 ≤ 0 ∀x ∈ S}+ V ⊥

= (S∗ ∩ V ) + V ⊥.

4.2 Inner and outer limits, continuity of correspondences

This section is based on [46, Chapters 4 and 5]. For every sequence (Si)i∈N of sets in a metric space
(M, dM), the two sets

Lim
i→∞

Si :=
{
x ∈M | lim

i→∞
dM(x, Si) = 0

}
, Lim

i→∞
Si :=

{
x ∈M | lim inf

i→∞
dM(x, Si) = 0

}

are closed and respectively called the inner and outer limits of (Si)i∈N [46, Definition 4.1, Exer-
cise 4.2(a), and Proposition 4.4]. If Si 6= ∅ for all i ∈ N, then Limi→∞ Si and Limi→∞ Si are respec-
tively the sets of all possible limits and of all possible accumulation points of sequences (xi)i∈N such
that xi ∈ Si for all i ∈ N. It is always true that Limi→∞ Si ⊆ Limi→∞ Si; if the inclusion is an equality,
then (Si)i∈N is said to converge in the sense of Painlevé and Limi→∞ Si := Limi→∞ Si = Limi→∞ Si

is called the limit of (Si)i∈N.
A correspondence, or a set-valued mapping, is a triplet 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 × 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 | (x, y) ∈ G} and the domain of F is dom F := {x ∈ A | F (x) 6= ∅}.

We now review a notion of continuity for correspondences F : M1 ⊸M2 where (M1, dM1) and
(M2, dM2) are two metric spaces. Let S be a nonempty subset of dom F and x be in S. The two sets

Lim
S∋z→x

F (z) :=
⋂

S∋xi→x

Lim
i→∞

F (xi) =
{
y ∈M2 | lim

S∋z→x
dM2(y, F (z)) = 0

}
, (6)

Lim
S∋z→x

F (z) :=
⋃

S∋xi→x

Lim
i→∞

F (xi) =
{
y ∈M2 | lim inf

S∋z→x
dM2(y, F (z)) = 0

}
(7)
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are closed and respectively called the inner and outer limits of F at x relative to S [46, 5(1)].
Clearly, LimS∋z→x F (z) ⊆ LimS∋z→x F (z); if the inclusion is an equality, then LimS∋z→x F (z) :=
LimS∋z→x F (z) = LimS∋z→x F (z) is called the limit of F at x relative to S. By [46, Definition 5.4], F
is said to be inner semicontinuous at x relative to S if LimS∋z→x F (z) ⊇ F (x), outer semicontinuous at
x relative to S if LimS∋z→x F (z) ⊆ F (x), and continuous at x relative to S if F is both inner and outer
semicontinuous at x relative to S, i.e., LimS∋z→x F (z) = F (x). Thus, F is continuous at x relative to
S if and only if, for every sequence (xi)i∈N in S converging to x, it holds that Limi→∞ F (xi) = F (x),
i.e., Limi→∞ F (xi) ⊆ F (x) ⊆ Limi→∞ F (xi).

We close this section by proving Proposition 4.4 on which Corollary 4.10 is based.

Proposition 4.4. Let g : E → E be continuous, F : E ⊸ E be closed-valued, and S be a nonempty
subset of dom F . If F is continuous at x ∈ S relative to S, then the function

dom F → R : y 7→ d(g(y), F (y))

is continuous at x relative to S.

Proof. Let x ∈ S. For all y ∈ S,

|d(g(x), F (x)) − d(g(y), F (y))| ≤ |d(g(x), F (x)) − d(g(x), F (y))|
+ |d(g(x), F (y)) − d(g(y), F (y))|

and, by [53, Proposition 1.3.17],

|d(g(x), F (y)) − d(g(y), F (y))| ≤ ‖g(x) − g(y)‖.

Let ε ∈ (0,∞). First, by [46, Proposition 5.11(c)], the function

dom F → R : y 7→ d(g(x), F (y))

is continuous at x relative to S. Thus, there exists δ1 ∈ (0,∞) such that, for all y ∈ B[x, δ1] ∩ S,

|d(g(x), F (x)) − d(g(x), F (y))| ≤ ε

2
.

Second, since g is continuous at x, there exists δ2 ∈ (0,∞) such that, for all y ∈ B[x, δ2],

‖g(x) − g(y)‖ ≤ ε

2
.

Therefore, if δ := min{δ1, δ2}, then, for all y ∈ B[x, δ] ∩ S,

|d(g(x), F (x)) − d(g(y), F (y))| ≤ ε,

which completes the proof.

4.3 Tangent and normal cones and geometric derivability

In this section, based on [46, Chapters 6 and 13], we review the concepts of tangent cone, geometric
derivability, regular normal cone, normal cone, Clarke normal cone, second-order tangent set, and
parabolic derivability. Tangent and normal cones play a fundamental role in constrained optimization
to describe admissible search directions and, in particular, to formulate optimality conditions. They
notably appear in Section 4.4, in the description of the stationarity measure and in the character-
ization of apocalyptic points (Proposition 4.9). The concept of parabolic derivability is related to
Assumption 2.1, as shown in Section 7.1.

In the rest of this section, x is a point in a subset S of E . The tangent cone to S, the regular
normal cone to S, the normal cone to S, and the Clarke normal cone to S are correspondences with
sets of departure and of destination both equal to E , and domain equal to S.
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The set

TS(x) := Lim
tց0

S − x

t
(8)

=

{
v ∈ E | lim inf

tց0

d(x + tv, S)

t
= 0

}
(9)

=

{
v ∈ E | ∃ (ti)i∈N in (0,∞) converging to 0

(xi)i∈N in S converging to x
: lim

i→∞
xi − x

ti
= v

}
(10)

is a closed cone called the tangent cone to S at x [46, Definition 6.1 and Proposition 6.2]. The equality
between (8) and (10) follows from the first equality in (7) while the equality between (8) and (9)
follows from the second equality in (7) and the identity

d(x + tv, S)

t
= d

(
v,

S − x

t

)
(11)

holding for all t ∈ (0,∞) and all v ∈ E . The closedness of TS(x) follows from the fact that it is an
outer limit. The fact that TS(x) is a cone is clear from (9).

By [46, Definition 6.1], v ∈ TS(x) is said to be derivable if there exists γ : [0, τ ] → E with
τ ∈ (0,∞), γ([0, τ ]) ⊆ S, γ(0) = x, and γ′(0) = v, and S is said to be geometrically derivable at x if
every v ∈ TS(x) is derivable. By [46, Proposition 6.2], the set of all v ∈ TS(x) that are derivable is

Lim
tց0

S − x

t
=

{
v ∈ E | lim

tց0

d(x + tv, S)

t
= 0

}
,

and, in particular, S is geometrically derivable at x if and only if

Lim
tց0

S − x

t
= Lim

tց0

S − x

t
.

By [46, Definition 6.3 and Proposition 6.5],

N̂S(x) := TS(x)∗ (12)

is called the regular normal cone to S at x,

NS(x) := Lim
S∋z→x

N̂S(z) (13)

is a closed cone called the normal cone to S at x, the inclusion

N̂S(x) ⊆ NS(x)

holds, and S is said to be Clarke regular at x if it is locally closed at x and N̂S(x) = NS(x). By [46,
6(19)], the closure of the convex hull of NS(x) is denoted by NS(x) and called the convexified normal
cone to S at x. By [46, Exercise 6.38], if S is closed, then NS(x) is also called the Clarke normal cone
to S at x.

By [46, Example 6.8], if S is a smooth manifold in E around x, then TS(x) equals the tangent space
to S at x, and N̂S(x), NS(x), and NS(x) equal the normal space to S at x which is the orthogonal
complement of TS(x).

Proposition 4.5 studies the influence of the ambient space on the tangent and normal cones, and
is used in Section 6.3.3.

Proposition 4.5. If S is contained in a linear subspace V of E, then, for all x ∈ S,

TS(x) ⊆ V, N̂S(x) = (N̂S(x) ∩ V ) + V ⊥, NS(x) = (NS(x) ∩ V ) + V ⊥.
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Proof. The inclusion is clear from (10). The first equality follows from the inclusion and Proposi-
tion 4.3. Let us establish the second equality. By (13), (7), and the first equality, we have

NS(x) = Lim
S∋z→x

N̂S(z)

=

{
w ∈ E | lim inf

S∋z→x
d

(
w, N̂S(z)

)
= 0

}

=

{
w‖ + w⊥ | w‖ ∈ V, w⊥ ∈ V ⊥, lim inf

S∋z→x
d

(
w‖ + w⊥,

(
N̂S(z) ∩ V

)
+ V ⊥

)
= 0

}

=

{
w‖ + w⊥ | w‖ ∈ V, w⊥ ∈ V ⊥, lim inf

S∋z→x
d

(
w‖, N̂S(z) ∩ V

)
= 0

}

=

{
w‖ ∈ V | lim inf

S∋z→x
d

(
w‖, N̂S(z) ∩ V

)
= 0

}
+ V ⊥

=

(
Lim

S∋z→x

(
N̂S(z) ∩ V

))
+ V ⊥

= (NS(x) ∩ V ) + V ⊥,

where the fourth equality follows from the fact that, for all w‖ ∈ V , all w⊥ ∈ V ⊥, and all z ∈ S,

d
(
w‖ + w⊥,

(
N̂S(z) ∩ V

)
+ V ⊥

)2
= inf

v‖∈N̂
S

(z)∩V

v⊥∈V ⊥

‖(w‖ + w⊥)− (v‖ + v⊥)‖2

= inf
v‖∈N̂

S
(z)∩V

v⊥∈V ⊥

‖(w‖ − v‖) + (w⊥ − v⊥)‖2

= inf
v‖∈N̂

S
(z)∩V

v⊥∈V ⊥

(
‖w‖ − v‖‖2 + ‖w⊥ − v⊥‖2

)

= inf
v‖∈N̂

S
(z)∩V

‖w‖ − v‖‖2 + inf
v⊥∈V ⊥

‖w⊥ − v⊥‖2

= d
(
w‖, N̂S(z) ∩ V

)2
.

Given v ∈ TS(x), the set

T 2
S(x|v) := Lim

tց0

S − x− tv
t2

2

(14)

=

{
w ∈ E | lim inf

tց0

d(x + tv + t2

2 w, S)
t2

2

= 0

}
(15)

=

{
w ∈ E | ∃ (ti)i∈N in (0,∞) converging to 0

(wi)i∈N in E converging to w
: x + tiv +

t2
i

2
wi ∈ S ∀i ∈ N

}
(16)

is closed and called the second-order tangent set to S at x for v [46, Definition 13.11]. The equality
between (14) and (16) follows from the first equality in (7) while the equality between (14) and (15)
follows from the second equality in (7) and the identity

d(x + tv + t2

2 w, S)
t2

2

= d

(
w,

S − x− tv
t2

2

)
(17)

holding for all t ∈ (0,∞) and all w ∈ E . The closedness of T 2
S(x|v) follows from the fact that it is an

outer limit.
We say that w ∈ T 2

S(x|v) is derivable for v ∈ TS(x) if there exists γ : [0, τ ] → E with τ ∈ (0,∞),
γ([0, τ ]) ⊆ S, γ(0) = x, γ′(0) = v, and γ′′(0) = w. By [46, Definition 13.11], S is said to be parabolically
derivable at x for v ∈ TS(x) if T 2

S(x|v) 6= ∅ and every w ∈ T 2
S(x|v) is derivable for v. The set of all
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w ∈ T 2
S(x|v) that are derivable for v is

Lim
tց0

S − x− tv
t2

2

=

{
w ∈ E | lim

tց0

d(x + tv + t2

2 w, S)
t2

2

= 0

}
,

and, in particular, S is parabolically derivable at x if and only if

∅ 6= Lim
tց0

S − x− tv
t2

2

= Lim
tց0

S − x− tv
t2

2

.

4.4 Stationarity measure

In this section, after recalling basic properties of the stationarity measure s(·; f, C) defined in (2), we
review the complementary notions of apocalyptic and serendipitous points introduced in [35]. Finally,
we prove that the continuity of the correspondence TC(·) implies the continuity of the function s(·; f, C)
(Corollary 4.10), a property that we use in Section 6 to prove that Rn

≤s∩Rn
+, Rm×n

≤r , and S+
≤r(n) satisfy

condition 3 of Assumption 2.2.
By Proposition 4.2, s(·; f, C) is well defined and, for all x ∈ C,

s(x; f, C) =
√
‖∇f(x)‖2 − d(−∇f(x), TC(x))2. (18)

The following result is stated in Section 1.

Proposition 4.6. For every differentiable function φ : E → R:

1. the correspondence
C ⊸ E : x 7→ PT

C
(x)(−∇φ(x))

depends on φ only through its restriction φ|C ;

2. the following conditions are equivalent and are satisfied if x ∈ C is a local minimizer of φ|C :

(a) 〈∇φ(x), v〉 ≥ 0 for all v ∈ TC(x);

(b) −∇φ(x) ∈ N̂C(x);

(c) s(x; φ, C) = 0.

Proof. The first statement follows from [35, Lemmas A.7 and A.8], and the second from [46, Theo-
rem 6.12] and [35, Proposition 2.5].

The notion of apocalyptic point is defined in Section 1. By [35, Definition 2.8], x ∈ C is said to
be serendipitous if there exist a sequence (xi)i∈N in C converging to x, a continuously differentiable
function φ : E → R, and ε ∈ (0,∞) such that s(xi; φ, C) > ε for all i ∈ N, yet s(x; φ, C) = 0.

Proposition 4.7 illustrates the complementarity between the notions of apocalyptic point and
serendipitous point. It states that, for every sequence (xi)i∈N in C converging to a point x ∈ C, for x
to be a stationary point of (1), the condition limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0 is necessary if x is not serendipitous
and sufficient if x is not apocalyptic. We use this result in Section 5.3 to deduce Corollary 5.6 from
Theorem 5.5.

Proposition 4.7. Let (xi)i∈N be a sequence in C converging to a point x ∈ C.

• If x is not apocalyptic, then limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0 implies s(x; f, C) = 0.

• If x is not serendipitous, then s(x; f, C) = 0 implies limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0.

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the definitions of apocalyptic point and serendipitous point.
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Proposition 4.7 has a practical interest. An iterative algorithm designed to find a stationary point
of (1) produces a sequence (xi)i∈N in C. However, in practice, the algorithm is stopped after a finite
number of iterations based on a stopping criterion. By Proposition 4.7, if C has no serendipitous point
and (xi)i∈N has an accumulation point that is stationary for (1), then, for every ε ∈ (0,∞), the set
{i ∈ N | s(xi; f, C) ≤ ε} is infinite, which provides us with a stopping criterion: given ε ∈ (0,∞), stop
the algorithm at iteration

iε := min{i ∈ N | s(xi; f, C) ≤ ε}. (19)

Nevertheless, as pointed out in [35, §1], this stopping criterion must be treated with circumspection
if C has apocalyptic points since the condition limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0 is not sufficient for x to be a
stationary point of (1) if x is apocalyptic. Corollary 5.6 shows that, if C has no serendipitous point and
the generated sequence does not diverge to infinity, then this stopping criterion is always eventually
satisfied by the proposed P2GDR algorithm.

Proposition 4.8 states that, if C satisfies condition 1 of Assumption 2.2 and (xi)i∈N is a sequence
in Sp, then the condition limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0 is sufficient for the accumulation points of (xi)i∈N to
be Mordukhovich stationary for (1).

Proposition 4.8. If C satisfies condition 1 of Assumption 2.2, (xi)i∈N is a sequence in Sp, and
limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0, then every accumulation point of (xi)i∈N is Mordukhovich stationary for (1).

Proof. We follow the argument from [27, §3.4]. Assume that C satisfies condition 1 of Assump-
tion 2.2 and let (xi)i∈N be a sequence in Sp having x ∈ C as accumulation point and such that
limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0. For every i ∈ N,

−∇f(xi) = PT
Sp

(xi)(−∇f(xi)) + PN
Sp

(xi)(−∇f(xi)).

Let (xik
)k∈N be a subsequence converging to x. Since limk→∞ s(xik

; f, C) = 0, it holds that

lim
k→∞

PN
Sp

(xik
)(−∇f(xik

)) = −∇f(x).

Thus, −∇f(x) ∈ Limi→∞ NSp
(xi) = Limi→∞ N̂C(xi) ⊆ NC(x).

The characterization of apocalyptic and serendipitous points given in Proposition 4.9 allows us to
prove Propositions 6.10, 6.14, 6.31, and 7.19.

Proposition 4.9 ([35, Theorems 2.13 and 2.17]). A point x ∈ C is:

• apocalyptic if and only if there exists a sequence (xi)i∈N in C converging to x such that
(

Limi→∞ TC(xi)
)∗

is not a subset of N̂C(x);

• serendipitous if and only if there exists a sequence (xi)i∈N in C converging to x such that N̂C(x)
is not a subset of

(
Limi→∞ TC(xi)

)∗
.

We close this section by proving Corollary 4.10 which states that the function s(·; f, C) is continuous
if the correspondence TC(·) is continuous.

Corollary 4.10. For every nonempty subset S of C and every continuously differentiable function
φ : E → R, if the tangent cone TC(·) is continuous on S relative to S, then the restriction s(·; φ, C)|S
is continuous.

Proof. Let x ∈ S. We have to prove that s(·; φ, C) is continuous at x relative to S. By assumption,
TC(·) is continuous at x relative to S. Thus, by Proposition 4.4, the function

C → R : y 7→ d(−∇φ(y), TC(y))

is continuous at x relative to S. The result then follows from (18).
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5 The proposed algorithm and its convergence analysis

In this section, under Assumption 2.2, we define P2GDR (Algorithm 5.3) and prove that it produces
a sequence whose accumulation points are stationary for (1) (Theorem 5.5). The organization of the
section is described hereafter and summarized in Table 5.1. In Section 5.1, under Assumption 2.1, we
prove that the P2GD map (Algorithm 5.1) produces a point satisfying an Armijo condition (Corol-
lary 5.2). In Section 5.2, under Assumption 2.2, we introduce the P2GDR map (Algorithm 5.2), which
uses the P2GD map as a subroutine, and, based on Corollary 5.2, prove Proposition 5.4. Finally, in
Section 5.3, we introduce the P2GDR algorithm and prove Theorem 5.5 based on Proposition 5.4.
Using the concept of serendipitous point (see Section 4.4), we also deduce Corollary 5.6 from Theo-
rem 5.5.

Section Assumption Algorithm Main result

Section 5.1 Assumption 2.1 P2GD map (Algorithm 5.1) Corollary 5.2

Section 5.2
Assumption 2.2

P2GDR map (Algorithm 5.2) Proposition 5.4
Section 5.3 P2GDR (Algorithm 5.3) Theorem 5.5

Table 5.1: Assumptions, algorithms, and main results of Section 5.

5.1 The P2GD map

In this section, under Assumption 2.1, we prove that the P2GD map (Algorithm 5.1) is well defined
and produces a point satisfying an Armijo condition (Corollary 5.2). For convenience, we recall that
Assumption 2.1 states that, for all x ∈ C,

u(x) := sup
v∈T

C
(x)\{0}

d(x + v, C)

‖v‖2 <∞.

Note that, by Proposition 7.2, if C is parabolically derivable at x ∈ C for v ∈ TC(x), then

sup
t∈(0,∞)

d(x + tv, S)

t2
<∞.

If C = Rm×n
≤r , the P2GD map corresponds to the iteration map of [47, Algorithm 3] except that

the initial step size for the backtracking procedure is chosen in a given bounded interval.

Algorithm 5.1 P2GD map

Require: (E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c) where E is a Euclidean vector space, C is a nonempty closed subset of
E satisfying Assumption 2.1, f : E → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz continuous,
0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, and β, c ∈ (0, 1).

Input: x ∈ C such that s(x; f, C) > 0.
Output: y ∈ P2GD(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c).

1: Choose g ∈ PT
C

(x)(−∇f(x)), α ∈ [α, ᾱ], and y ∈ PC(x + αg);

2: while f(y) > f(x)− c α s(x; f, C)2 do
3: α← αβ;
4: Choose y ∈ PC(x + αg);
5: end while
6: Return y.

Let us recall that, since ∇f is locally Lipschitz continuous, for every closed ball B ( E ,

Lip
B

(∇f) := sup
x,y∈B
x 6=y

‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖
‖x− y‖ <∞,
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which implies, by [39, Lemma 1.2.3], that, for all x, y ∈ B,

|f(y)− f(x)− 〈∇f(x), y − x〉| ≤ LipB(∇f)

2
‖y − x‖2. (20)

Proposition 5.1. Let x ∈ C and ᾱ ∈ (0,∞). Let B ( E be a closed ball such that, for all g ∈
PT

C
(x)(−∇f(x)) and all α ∈ [0, ᾱ], PC(x + αg) ⊆ B; an example of such a ball is B[x, 2ᾱ s(x; f, C)].

If C satisfies Assumption 2.1, then, for all g ∈ PT
C

(x)(−∇f(x)) and all α ∈ [0, ᾱ],

sup f(PC(x + αg)) ≤ f(x) + s(x; f, C)2α (−1 + κB(x; f, ᾱ)α) , (21)

where

κB(x; f, ᾱ) := u(x)‖∇f(x)‖ +
1

2
Lip

B
(∇f) (ᾱu(x) s(x; f, C) + 1)2 .

Proof. The example B[x, 2ᾱ s(x; f, C)] is correct because, for all v ∈ TC(x) and all y ∈ PC(x + v),

‖y − x‖ = ‖y − (x + v) + v‖ ≤ ‖y − (x + v)‖+ ‖v‖ = d(x + v, C) + ‖v‖ ≤ ‖(x + v)− x‖+ ‖v‖ = 2‖v‖.

Let g ∈ PT
C

(x)(−∇f(x)). The proof of (21) is based on (20) and the equality 〈∇f(x), g〉 = − s(x; f, C)2

which holds by Proposition 4.2 since TC(x) is a closed cone. Let L := LipB(∇f). For all α ∈ [0, ᾱ]
and all y ∈ PC(x + αg),

f(y)− f(x)

≤ 〈∇f(x), y − x〉+
L

2
‖y − x‖2

= 〈∇f(x), y − (x + αg) + αg〉+
L

2
‖y − (x + αg) + αg‖2

= − α s(x; f, C)2 + 〈∇f(x), y − (x + αg)〉 +
L

2
‖y − (x + αg) + αg‖2

≤ − α s(x; f, C)2 + ‖∇f(x)‖d(x + αg, C) +
L

2
(d(x + αg, C) + α s(x; f, C))2

≤ − α s(x; f, C)2 + ‖∇f(x)‖u(x)α2 s(x; f, C)2 +
L

2

(
u(x)α2 s(x; f, C)2 + α s(x; f, C)

)2

= α s(x; f, C)2
(
−1 + α

(
‖∇f(x)‖u(x) +

L

2
(u(x)α s(x; f, C) + 1)2

))

≤ α s(x; f, C)2 (−1 + ακB(x; f, ᾱ)) ,

where the third inequality follows from Assumption 2.1.

In Proposition 5.1, the existence of a ball B crucially relies on the upper bound ᾱ required by
Algorithm 5.1. Corollary 5.2 states that the while loop in Algorithm 5.1 terminates and produces a
point satisfying an Armijo condition. It plays an instrumental role in the proof of Proposition 5.4.

Corollary 5.2. The while loop in Algorithm 5.1 terminates and every y ∈ P2GD(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c)
satisfies the Armijo condition

f(y) ≤ f(x)− c α s(x; f, C)2

for some α ∈
[
min

{
α, β 1−c

κB(x;f,ᾱ)

}
, ᾱ

]
, where B is any closed ball as in Proposition 5.1.

Proof. For all α ∈ (0,∞),

f(x) + s(x; f, C)2α
(− 1 + κB(x; f, ᾱ)α

) ≤ f(x)− c s(x; f, C)2α iff α ≤ 1− c

κB(x; f, ᾱ)
.

Since the left-hand side of the first inequality is an upper bound on f(PC(x + αg)) for all α ∈ (0, ᾱ],
the Armijo condition is necessarily satisfied if α ∈ (0, min{ᾱ, 1−c

κB(x;f,ᾱ)}]. Therefore, either the initial

step size chosen in [α, ᾱ] satisfies the Armijo condition or the while loop ends with α such that
α
β

> 1−c
κB(x;f,ᾱ) .
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5.2 The P2GDR map

In this section, under Assumption 2.2, we introduce the P2GDR map (Algorithm 5.2) and prove
Proposition 5.4 from which we deduce Theorem 5.5 in Section 5.3. For convenience, we recall that
Assumption 2.2 states that C satisfies the following conditions:

1. there exist a positive integer p and nonempty smooth submanifolds S0, . . . , Sp of E contained in
C such that:

(a) for all i, j ∈ {0, . . . , p}, i 6= j implies Si ∩ Sj = ∅;
(b) Sp = C and, for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, Si =

⋃i
j=0 Sj;

(c) if p ≥ 2, then, for all i ∈ {2, . . . , p}, all x ∈ Si, and all j ∈ {1, . . . , i − 1}, d(x, Sj) <
d(x, Sj−1);

2. Assumption 2.1 holds and, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, u|Si
is locally bounded;

3. for every i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, TC(·) is continuous on Si relative to Si.

Note that, under Assumption 2.2, if its input x is in the stratum Sp, then the P2GD map (Algo-
rithm 5.1) performs an iteration of the Riemannian gradient descent on Sp. Indeed, as explained in
Section 2.1, for every x ∈ Sp, the tangent cone TC(x) equals the tangent space TSp

(x).

The P2GDR map involves the P2GD map and projections of a point onto its lower strata; the
projection of a point onto each of its lower strata exists by the second statement of Proposition 5.3.

Proposition 5.3. Assume that conditions 1(a) and 1(b) of Assumption 2.2 hold.

1. For all i ∈ {1, . . . , p} and all x ∈ Si, d(x, Si−1) > 0 and, for all j ∈ {1, . . . , i}, d(x, Sj) ≤
d(x, Sj−1).

2. Condition 1(c) is equivalent to the following property: for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p−1} and all x ∈ C \Si,
PSi

(x) = PSi
(x).

Proof. The first statement follows directly from condition 1(b). To prove the second, we assume that
condition 1(c) holds and show that, for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p − 1} and all x ∈ C \ Si, P

Si
(x) ⊆ Si; this

implies PSi
(x) = P

Si
(x). If i = 0, this is because, by condition 1(b), S0 = S0. If i ∈ {1, . . . , p − 1},

this is because, by conditions 1(b) and 1(c), d(x, Si \ Si) = d(x, Si−1) = d(x, Si−1) > d(x, Si).
Conversely, assume that the property holds and that p ≥ 2. Let i ∈ {2, . . . , p}, x ∈ Si, and

j ∈ {1, . . . , i − 1}. By the first statement, d(x, Sj) ≤ d(x, Sj−1). If d(x, Sj) = d(x, Sj−1), then
Sj−1 ∩ PSj

(x) 6= ∅, in contradiction with the property. Thus, d(x, Sj) < d(x, Sj−1).

The first statement of Proposition 5.3 shows that adding condition 1(c) to condition 1(b) en-
sures that the second inequality of the first statement is strict. The second statement shows that
condition 1(c) ensures that the projection of a point onto each of its lower strata exists. In gen-
eral, condition 1(c) cannot be removed. For example, if E := R2, C := R2 \ (0,∞)2, S0 := {(0, 0)},
S1 := ((0,∞)×{0})∪({0}×(0,∞)), and S2 := R2\ [0,∞)2, then conditions 1(a) and 1(b) are satisfied
but no point of (−∞, 0]2 has a projection onto S1.

The P2GDR map is defined as Algorithm 5.2. Given x ∈ C as input, it proceeds as follows: (i)
it finds i ∈ {0, . . . , p} such that x ∈ Si and computes i∗ as the smallest j ∈ {0, . . . , i} such that
d(x, Sj) ≤ ∆ for some threshold ∆ ∈ (0,∞), (ii) for every j ∈ {i∗, . . . , i}, it applies the P2GD map
(Algorithm 5.1) to a projection x̂j of x onto Sj , thereby producing a point x̃j , and (iv) it outputs a
point among x̃i∗ , . . . , x̃i that maximally decreases f .
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Algorithm 5.2 P2GDR map

Require: (E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆) where E is a Euclidean vector space, C is a nonempty closed subset
of E satisfying Assumption 2.2, f : E → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz continuous,
0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, β, c ∈ (0, 1), and ∆ ∈ (0,∞).

Input: x ∈ C such that s(x; f, C) > 0.
Output: y ∈ P2GDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆).

1: Let i ∈ {0, . . . , p} be such that x ∈ Si;
2: i∗ ← min{j ∈ {0, . . . , i} | d(x, Sj) ≤ ∆};
3: for j ∈ {i∗, . . . , i} do
4: Choose x̂j ∈ PSj

(x);
5: Choose x̃j ∈ P2GD(x̂j ; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c);
6: end for
7: Return y ∈ argmin{x̃j |j∈{i∗,...,i}} f .

Proposition 5.4 states that, given x ∈ C such that s(x; f, C) > 0, the minimum decrease of the
cost function obtained by applying the P2GDR map to any x sufficiently close to x is bounded away
from zero. This fundamental property, on which Theorem 5.5 is based, is not shared by the P2GD
map. Indeed, the minimum decrease of the cost function obtained by applying the P2GD map to
x that is guaranteed by the Armijo condition given in Corollary 5.2 can be arbitrarily small in any
neighborhood of x: if s(·; f, C) is not lower semicontinuous at x, which is the case if x is apocalyptic
for f , or u is not locally bounded at x, then, even for arbitrarily small ρ ∈ (0,∞), it may happen that

inf
x∈B[x,ρ]

c min

{
α, β

1− c

κB(x; f, ᾱ)

}
s(x; f, C)2 = 0.

In contrast, if x is sufficiently close to x, by exploring potentially several strata, the P2GDR map
applies the P2GD map notably to a projection of x onto the stratum containing x which, by the
standing assumptions and Corollary 5.2, produces a sufficient decrease of f .

Proposition 5.4. For every x ∈ C such that s(x; f, C) > 0, there exist ε(x), δ(x) ∈ (0,∞) such that,
for all x ∈ B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C and all y ∈ P2GDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆),

f(y)− f(x) ≤ −δ(x). (22)

Proof. Let x ∈ C be such that s(x; f, C) > 0. Let i ∈ {0, . . . , p} be such that x ∈ Si. The proof is di-
vided into six steps. First, using the positivity of d(x, Si−1) if i ≥ 1 (condition 1(b) of Assumption 2.2),
the local boundedness of u|Si

at x (condition 2 of Assumption 2.2), the continuity of s(·; f, C)|Si
at

x (which holds by condition 3 of Assumption 2.2 and Corollary 4.10), the continuity of f at x, and
the local Lipschitz continuity of ∇f , we define ρ̄(x), κ̄(x; f, ᾱ), δ(x), and ε(x) respectively as in (23),
(24), (25), and (26). These definitions notably ensure that f(B[x, 2ε(x)]) ⊆ [f(x)− δ(x), f(x) + δ(x)]
and s(B[x, 2ε(x)] ∩ Si; f, C) ⊆ [1

2 s(x; f, C), 3
2 s(x; f, C)]. Second, we deduce from the preceding step

that, for all x̂ ∈ B[x, 2ε(x)] ∩ Si, κB[x,ρ̄(x)](x̂; f, ᾱ) ≤ κ̄(x; f, ᾱ). Third, we establish the inclusion
B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C ⊆ ⋃p

i=i Si. Fourth, we prove that, given x ∈ B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C as input, the P2GDR map

considers x̂i ∈ PSi
(x) ⊆ B[x, 2ε(x)] and x̃i ∈ P2GD(x̂i; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c). Fifth, we prove that Corol-

lary 5.2 applies to x̃i with the ball B[x, ρ̄(x)]. Sixth, we deduce the inequality (22) from the upper
bound κ̄(x; f, ᾱ) and the Armijo condition respectively obtained in the second and fifth steps.

Step 1: definition of ρ̄(x), κ̄(x; f, ᾱ), δ(x), and ε(x). By condition 2 of Assumption 2.2, u|Si
is

locally bounded at x and thus there exist ρu(x), ū(x) ∈ (0,∞) such that u(B[x, ρu(x)]∩Si) ⊆ [0, ū(x)].
Define

ρ̄(x) := 3ᾱ s(x; f, C) + ∆, (23)

κ̄(x; f, ᾱ) :=
3

2
ū(x)‖∇f(x)‖+

1

2
Lip

B[x,ρ̄(x)]
(∇f)

(
3

2
ᾱū(x) s(x; f, C) + 1

)2

, (24)

δ(x) :=
c

12
min

{
α, β

1− c

κ̄(x; f, ᾱ)

}
s(x; f, C)2. (25)
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Since f is continuous at x, there exists ρf (x) ∈ (0,∞) such that f(B[x, ρf (x)]) ⊆ [f(x)− δ(x), f(x) +
δ(x)]. By condition 3 of Assumption 2.2 and Corollary 4.10, s(·; f, C)|Si

is continuous at x and

thus there exists ρ(x) ∈ (0,∞) such that s(B[x, ρ(x)] ∩ Si; f, C) ⊆ [1
2 s(x; f, C), 3

2 s(x; f, C)]. By
Proposition 5.3, if i ≥ 1, then d(x, Si−1) > 0. Define

ε(x) :=





1
2 min

{
ρu(x), ρf (x), ρ(x), ∆, ‖∇f(x)‖

2 Lip
B[x,∆]

(∇f) , d(x, Si−1)

}
if i ≥ 1,

1
2 min

{
ρu(x), ρf (x), ρ(x), ∆, ‖∇f(x)‖

2 Lip
B[x,∆]

(∇f)

}
if i = 0.

(26)

Step 2: for all x̂ ∈ B[x, 2ε(x)] ∩ Si, κB[x,ρ̄(x)](x̂; f, ᾱ) ≤ κ̄(x; f, ᾱ). Let x̂ ∈ B[x, 2ε(x)] ∩ Si. Since
2ε(x) ≤ ρu(x), we have u(x̂) ≤ ū(x). Since 2ε(x) ≤ ∆, it holds that x, x̂ ∈ B[x, ∆] and thus

‖∇f(x̂)−∇f(x)‖ ≤ Lip
B[x,∆]

(∇f)‖x̂− x‖ ≤ Lip
B[x,∆]

(∇f)2ε(x) ≤ 1

2
‖∇f(x)‖,

where the last inequality follows from the inequality 2ε(x) ≤ ‖∇f(x)‖
2 LipB[x,∆](∇f) . Thus, since |‖∇f(x̂)‖ −

‖∇f(x)‖| ≤ ‖∇f(x̂)−∇f(x)‖, we have ‖∇f(x̂)‖ ∈ [1
2‖∇f(x)‖, 3

2‖∇f(x)‖]. Therefore, by (24),

κB[x,ρ̄(x)](x̂; f, ᾱ) = u(x̂)‖∇f(x̂)‖+
1

2
Lip

B[x,ρ̄(x)]
(∇f) (ᾱu(x̂) s(x̂; f, C) + 1)2

≤ 3

2
ū(x)‖∇f(x)‖+

1

2
Lip

B[x,ρ̄(x)]
(∇f)

(
3

2
ᾱū(x) s(x; f, C) + 1

)2

= κ̄(x; f, ᾱ).

Step 3: B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C ⊆ ⋃p
i=i Si. Let x ∈ B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C. Let i ∈ {0, . . . , p} be such that x ∈ Si.

Then, i ∈ {i, . . . , p}. This is obvious if i = 0. If i ≥ 1, this is because

d(x, Si−1) ≥ d(x, Si−1)− ‖x− x‖ ≥ d(x, Si−1)− ε(x) ≥ 1

2
d(x, Si−1) > 0,

where the first inequality follows from [53, Proposition 1.3.17].
Step 4: given x ∈ B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C as input, the P2GDR map considers x̂i ∈ PSi

(x) ⊆ B[x, 2ε(x)]

and x̃i ∈ P2GD(x̂i; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c). Since

d(x, Si) ≤ ‖x− x‖ ≤ ε(x) ≤ ∆,

it holds that i∗ ≤ i ≤ i and thus, given x as input, the P2GDR map considers x̂i ∈ PSi
(x) and

x̃i ∈ P2GD(x̂i; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c). Moreover,

‖x̂i − x‖ ≤ ‖x̂i − x‖+ ‖x− x‖ ≤ d(x, Si) + ε(x) ≤ 2ε(x).

Step 5: Corollary 5.2 applies to x̃i with the ball B[x, ρ̄(x)]. By the preceding step, x̂i ∈ B[x, 2ε(x)]∩
Si. Therefore, since 2ε(x) ≤ ρ(x), s(x̂i; f, C) ∈ [1

2 s(x; f, C), 3
2 s(x; f, C)]. Thus, B[x̂i, 2ᾱ s(x̂i; f, C)] ⊆

B[x, ρ̄(x)]; indeed, by (23), for all y ∈ B[x̂i, 2ᾱ s(x̂i; f, C)],

‖y − x‖ ≤ ‖y − x̂i‖+ ‖x̂i − x‖ ≤ 2ᾱ s(x̂i; f, C) + 2ε(x) ≤ 3ᾱ s(x; f, C) + ∆ = ρ̄(x).

Step 6: conclusion. Since x̂i ∈ B[x, 2ε(x)] ∩ Si, it holds that f(x̂i) ≤ f(x) + 2δ(x) (because
|f(x) − f(x)| ≤ δ(x) and |f(x̂i) − f(x)| ≤ δ(x)) and κB[x,ρ̄(x)](x̂

i; f, ᾱ) ≤ κ̄(x; f, ᾱ). Therefore, by
applying Corollary 5.2 to x̃i with the ball B[x, ρ̄(x)], we successively obtain

f(x̃i) ≤ f(x̂i)− c min

{
α, β

1− c

κB[x,ρ̄(x)](x̂i; f, ᾱ)

}
s(x̂i; f, C)2

≤ f(x) + 2δ(x)− c

4
min

{
α, β

1− c

κ̄(x; f, ᾱ)

}
s(x; f, C)2

= f(x)− δ(x).

18



Thus, for all y ∈ P2GDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆),

f(y) ≤ f(x̃i) ≤ f(x)− δ(x),

which completes the proof.

5.3 The P2GDR algorithm

The P2GDR algorithm is defined as Algorithm 5.3. It produces a sequence along which f is strictly
decreasing.

Algorithm 5.3 P2GDR

Require: (E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆) where E is a Euclidean vector space, C is a nonempty closed subset
of E satisfying Assumption 2.2, f : E → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz continuous,
0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, β, c ∈ (0, 1), and ∆ ∈ (0,∞).

Input: x0 ∈ C.
Output: a sequence in C.

1: i← 0;
2: while s(xi; f, C) > 0 do
3: Choose xi+1 ∈ P2GDR(xi; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆);
4: i← i + 1;
5: end while

Theorem 5.5 states that P2GDR accumulates at stationary points of (1) and is thus apocalypse-
free. However, it does not state that an accumulation point necessarily exists.

Theorem 5.5. Consider a sequence constructed by P2GDR (Algorithm 5.3). If this sequence is finite,
then its last element is stationary for (1), i.e., is a zero of the stationarity measure s(·; f, C) defined
in (2). If it is infinite, then all of its accumulation points are stationary for (1).

Proof. We use the framework proposed in [45, §1.3]. Clearly, if P2GDR produces a finite sequence,
then its last element is stationary. Let us therefore assume that P2GDR produces an infinite sequence
(xi)i∈N and that a subsequence (xik

)k∈N converges to x ∈ C. For the sake of contradiction, assume
that x is not stationary for (1) and let ε(x) and δ(x) be given by Proposition 5.4. There exists K ∈ N

such that, for all integers k ≥ K, xik
∈ B[x, ε(x)] and thus f(xik+1) − f(xik

) ≤ −δ(x). Thus, since
(f(xi))i∈N is decreasing, for all integers k ≥ K,

f(xik+1
)− f(xik

) ≤ −δ(x). (27)

Since f is continuous, (f(xik
))k∈N converges to f(x). Therefore, letting k tend to infinity in (27) yields

a contradiction.

Corollary 5.6 considers a sequence (xi)i∈N produced by P2GDR. It guarantees that, if C has
no serendipitous point, which is notably the case of Rm×n

≤r (Proposition 6.14), and the sublevel set
{x ∈ C | f(x) ≤ f(x0)} is bounded, then limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0, and all accumulation points, of which
there exists at least one, have the same image by f .

Corollary 5.6. Let (xi)i∈N be a sequence produced by P2GDR (Algorithm 5.3). The sequence has
at least one accumulation point if and only if lim infi→∞ ‖xi‖ < ∞. If C has no serendipitous point,
then, for every convergent subsequence (xik

)k∈N, limk→∞ s(xik
; f, C) = 0. If, moreover, (xi)i∈N is

bounded, which is the case notably if the sublevel set {x ∈ C | f(x) ≤ f(x0)} is bounded, then
limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0, and all accumulation points have the same image by f .

Proof. The “if and only if” statement is a classical result. Assume that C has no serendipitous
point. Then, Proposition 4.7 implies that s(·; f, C) goes to zero along every convergent subsequence of
(xi)i∈N. Assume further that (xi)i∈N is bounded and let us prove that limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0. Observe
that (s(xi; f, C))i∈N is bounded and let s ∈ [0,∞) be an accumulation point. It suffices to prove
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that s = 0. There exists a subsequence (xik
)k∈N such that s = limk→∞ s(xik

; f, C). Since (xik
)k∈N is

bounded, it contains a convergent subsequence (xikl
)l∈N and, by Proposition 4.7, liml→∞ s(xikl

; f, C) =
0, which establishes the result. The final claim follows from the argument given in the proof of [45,
Theorem 65]. Specifically, if (xi)i∈N is bounded, then it contains at least one convergent subsequence.
Assume that (xik

)k∈N and (xjk
)k∈N converge respectively to x and x. The sequence (f(xi))i∈N is

decreasing and, since (xi)i∈N is bounded and f is continuous, it converges to infi∈N f(xi). Therefore,
f(x) = limk→∞ f(xik

) = limi→∞ f(xi) = limk→∞ f(xjk
) = f(x).

Corollary 5.6 shows that the stopping criterion defined by (19) is always eventually satisfied by
P2GDR if C has no serendipitous point and the generated sequence has an accumulation point. Indeed,
if C has no serendipitous point and P2GDR produces a sequence (xi)i∈N that has an accumulation
point, i.e., that does not diverge to infinity, then, for every ε ∈ (0,∞), the set {i ∈ N | s(xi; f, C) ≤ ε}
is nonempty and thus its minimum iε exists. We further discuss this stopping criterion in Section 6.2.6
and use it in Section 6.2.7.

6 Examples of stratified sets satisfying Assumption 2.2

In this section, we prove Theorem 6.1.

Theorem 6.1. If C is Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+, Rm×n
≤r , or S+

≤r(n), then:

1. Assumption 2.2 is satisfied;

2. there exists a ∈ (0, 1) such that, for all x ∈ C,

u(x) = sup
v∈T

C
(x)\{0}

d(x + v, C)

‖v‖2 ∈ [aũ(x), ũ(x)],

where ũ(x) := 0 if x ∈ S0 and ũ(x) := 1
d(x,Si−1) if x ∈ Si with i ∈ {1, . . . , p};

3. u is not locally bounded at any point of C \ Sp;

4. the set of apocalyptic points of C is C \ Sp;

5. for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p} and all x ∈ Si, NC(x) = NSi
(x).

Moreover, Rm×n
≤r has no serendipitous point while, if C is Rn

≤s∩Rn
+ or S+

≤r(n), then the set of serendip-
itous points of C is C \ Sp.

Proof. The sets Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+, Rm×n
≤r , and S+

≤r(n) are studied in Sections 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, respectively.
As shown in Table 6.1, most of the statements of the theorem are proven in those three sections. We
complete the proof here. First, we establish the second statement for x ∈ S0. If C is one of the three
sets, then C is a closed cone, which implies TC(0) = C, and S0 = {0}. The result follows. Second, we
prove that condition 2 of Assumption 2.2 is satisfied. For every i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, ũ|Si

is locally bounded.
This is clear if i = 0 since ũ|S0 = 0. If i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, then ũ|Si

is continuous (as the inverse of
d(·, Si−1)|Si

which is continuous by [53, Proposition 1.3.17] and positive by Proposition 5.3) and thus
locally bounded. The result then follows from the second statement. Third, we prove that u is not
locally bounded at x ∈ Si if i ∈ {0, . . . , p−1}. Let M, δ ∈ (0,∞). By condition 1(b) of Assumption 2.2,
x ∈ Si+1 and thus there exists x ∈ B[x, min{δ, a

M
}]∩Si+1. It follows that u(x) ≥ a

d(x,Si)
≥ a

‖x−x‖ ≥M .

Applications of problem (1) with C being Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+, Rm×n
≤r , or S+

≤r(n) abound; we give some

examples here and refer to [30, §5], [38], and the references therein. If C = Rm×n
≤r , applications

include matrix equations, model reduction, matrix sensing, and matrix completion; see, e.g., [47, 23]
and the references therein. Problem (1) with C = S+

≤r(n) appears as the relaxation of combinatorial

optimization problems. Motivated by that application, the feasible set S+
≤r(n) is studied in [13, 14] with

a linear cost function and in [31] with a smooth cost function. Problem (1) with C = Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ includes
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Result C = Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ C = Rm×n
≤r C = S+

≤r(n)

Condition 1 of Assumption 2.2 Proposition 6.3 Section 6.2.1 Section 6.3.1

Second statement for x ∈ C \ S0 Proposition 6.5 Proposition 6.12 Proposition 6.23

Condition 3 of Assumption 2.2 Proposition 6.6 [41, Theorem 4.1] Proposition 6.26

Fourth and “Moreover”
Proposition 6.10

[35, Proposition 2.10]
Proposition 6.31

statements Proposition 6.14

Fifth statement Corollary 6.9 Proposition 6.13 Corollary 6.30

Table 6.1: Proof of Theorem 6.1.

the sparse nonnegative least squares problem as a particular instance; see [38] and the references
therein.

In what follows, for all integers i and j, we write δi,j := 1 if i = j and δi,j := 0 if i 6= j.

6.1 The set of nonnegative sparse vectors

In this section, E := Rn and C := Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ for some positive integers n and s < n, and Rn is endowed
with the dot product 〈x, y〉 :=

∑n
i=1 xiyi. We use the following notation throughout the section. If

x ∈ Rn, then, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, xi denotes the ith component of x, and we also write x as
(xi)i∈{1,...,n}. Thus,

Rn
+ = {x ∈ Rn | xi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n}}, Rn

− = {x ∈ Rn | xi ≤ 0 ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n}}.

A sequence in Rn is denoted by (xi)i∈N. By [21, Definition 2.1], the support of x ∈ Rn is defined as

supp(x) := {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} | xi 6= 0}.

Then,
Rn

≤s = {x ∈ Rn | | supp(x)| ≤ s}.
We also write

Rn
<s := {x ∈ Rn | | supp(x)| < s}

and, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , s},
Rn

i := {x ∈ Rn | | supp(x)| = i}.
For all x, y ∈ Rn, it holds that

supp(x + y) ⊆ supp(x) ∪ supp(y). (28)

In Section 6.1.1, projection onto Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ is constructed (Proposition 6.2) and it is proven that
Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+ admits a stratification satisfying condition 1 of Assumption 2.2 (Proposition 6.3). In Sec-

tion 6.1.2, we determine the tangent cone to Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ (Proposition 6.4) and deduce that Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+

satisfies the second statement of Theorem 6.1 (Proposition 6.5) and condition 3 of Assumption 2.2
(Proposition 6.6). In Section 6.1.3, we deduce the regular normal cone, the normal cone, and the
Clarke normal cone to Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+, and prove that the sets of apocalyptic and serendipitous points of

Rn
≤s ∩Rn

+ both equal Rn
<s ∩Rn

+ (Proposition 6.10). Finally, in Section 6.1.4, we present an example of
P2GD following an apocalypse on Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+.

6.1.1 Stratification of the set of nonnegative sparse vectors

In this section, we prove that Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ admits a stratification satisfying condition 1 of Assumption 2.2.
The number of nonzero components stratifies Rn

≤s ∩Rn
+:

Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ =
s⋃

i=0

Rn
i ∩ Rn

+.
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Proposition 6.2 shows how to project onto Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ and is used in the proof that Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ satisfies
condition 1(c) of Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 6.2 (projection onto the set of nonnegative sparse vectors [48, Proposition 3.2]). For
every x ∈ Rn, PRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x) is the set of all possible outputs of Algorithm 6.1, and d(x,Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+) is

the sum of the absolute values of the components of x that have been set to zero by the projection.

Algorithm 6.1 Projection onto the set of nonnegative sparse vectors

Require: (n, s) where n and s are positive integers such that s < n.
Input: x ∈ Rn.
Output: y ∈ PRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x).

1: y ← x;
2: for i ∈ supp(x) do
3: if xi < 0 then
4: yi ← 0;
5: end if
6: end for
7: while | supp(y)| > s do
8: Choose i ∈ argminj∈supp(y) |yj|;
9: yi ← 0;

10: end while
11: Return y.

Based on Proposition 6.2, we now prove that Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ satisfies condition 1 of Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 6.3 (stratification of the set of nonnegative sparse vectors). The stratification {Rn
0 ∩

Rn
+, . . . ,Rn

s ∩ Rn
+} of Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+ satisfies condition 1 of Assumption 2.2.

Proof. Using the submanifold property [1, Proposition 3.3.2], we first prove that, for every i ∈
{0, . . . , s}, Rn

i ∩ Rn
+ is an i-dimensional embedded submanifold of Rn. For Rn

0 ∩ Rn
+ = {0}n, we

take U := Rn and ϕ : Rn → Rn : x 7→ x, and we have

{x ∈ U | ϕ(x) ∈ {0}n} = {0}n = (Rn
0 ∩ Rn

+) ∩ U.

Let x ∈ Rn
i ∩ Rn

+ with i ∈ {1, . . . , s}. For U := B(x, d(x,Rn
i−1 ∩ Rn

+)) and

ϕ : U → Rn : x 7→ ((xj)j∈supp(x), (xj)j∈{1,...,n}\supp(x)),

we have

{x ∈ U | ϕ(x) ∈ Ri × {0}n−i} = {x ∈ U | xj = 0∀j ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)} = (Rn
i ∩ Rn

+) ∩ U.

Thus, condition 1(a) is satisfied. By Proposition 6.2, condition 1(c) is satisfied too. To establish
condition 1(b), it suffices to prove that, for all i, j ∈ {0, . . . , s}, (Rn

j ∩ Rn
+) ∩ Rn

i ∩ Rn
+ = ∅ if j > i

and Rn
j ∩ Rn

+ ⊆ Rn
i ∩Rn

+ if j ≤ i. Let i, j ∈ {0, . . . , s}. If j > i, then, by Proposition 6.2, for all

x ∈ Rn
j ∩ Rn

+, B(x, d(x,Rn
j−1 ∩ Rn

+)) ∩ (Rn
i ∩ Rn

+) = ∅ and thus x 6∈ Rn
i ∩ Rn

+. If j ≤ i, then, for all
x ∈ Rn

j ∩Rn
+ and all ε ∈ (0,∞), B[x, ε]∩(Rn

i ∩Rn
+) 6= ∅. This is clear if j = i. Let us prove it in the case

where j < i. Let x ∈ Rn
j ∩Rn

+ and ε ∈ (0,∞). Let I(x) ⊆ {1, . . . , n}\ supp(x) such that |I(x)| = i− j.
Define y ∈ Rn by yk := ε√

n
if k ∈ I(x) and yk := 0 otherwise. Then, x + y ∈ B[x, ε] ∩ (Rn

i ∩ Rn
+).

6.1.2 Tangent cone to the set of nonnegative sparse vectors

In this section, we give an explicit description of the tangent cone to Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ and show how to
project onto it (Proposition 6.4). Then, we prove that Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+ satisfies the second statement of

Theorem 6.1 (Proposition 6.5) and condition 3 of Assumption 2.2 (Proposition 6.6).
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Proposition 6.4 (tangent cone to the set of nonnegative sparse vectors). For every x ∈ Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+,

TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) = {v ∈ Rn | | supp(x) ∪ supp(v)| ≤ s, vi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)} ,

Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ is geometrically derivable at x, and, for every v ∈ Rn, PT
Rn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x)(v) is the set of all possible

outputs of Algorithm 6.2.

Proof. We establish the equation for the tangent cone; the projection onto it follows. Since Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ is
a closed cone, TRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(0) = Rn

≤s∩Rn
+, in agreement with the equation, and Rn

≤s∩Rn
+ is geometrically

derivable at 0. Let x ∈ Rn
j ∩ Rn

+ with j ∈ {1, . . . , s} and v ∈ Rn \ {0}. Then, d(x,Rn
j−1 ∩ Rn

+) =

mini∈supp(x) xi and for all t ∈
(
0,

d(x,Rn
j−1∩Rn

+)

2‖v‖∞

)
:

• for all i ∈ supp(x) \ supp(v), xi + tvi = xi ≥ d(x,Rn
j−1 ∩ Rn

+);

• for all i ∈ supp(v) \ supp(x), |xi + tvi| = t|vi| ∈ (0, 1
2d(x,Rn

j−1 ∩ Rn
+));

• for all i ∈ supp(x) ∩ supp(v), xi + tvi ≥ xi − t|vi| > 1
2d(x,Rn

j−1 ∩ Rn
+);

• for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ (supp(x) ∪ supp(v)), xi + tvi = 0.

Thus, for all t ∈
(
0,

d(x,Rn
j−1∩Rn

+)

2‖v‖∞

)
, supp(x + tv) = supp(x) ∪ supp(v).

We establish the inclusion ⊇. Assume that | supp(x)∪supp(v)| ≤ s and vi ≥ 0 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}\
supp(x). Then, for all t ∈

(
0,

d(x,Rn
j−1∩Rn

+)

2‖v‖∞

)
, x + tv ∈ Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+ and thus d(x + tv,Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+)/t = 0.

Therefore, limtց0 d(x + tv,Rn
≤s ∩Rn

+)/t = 0 and it follows that v ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) and v is geometrically

derivable.
We now establish the inclusion ⊆. Assume that v is not in the right-hand side. We first consider

the case where there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , n}\supp(x) such that vi < 0. Then, for all t ∈
(
0,

d(x,Rn
j−1∩Rn

+)

2‖v‖∞

)
,

x+ tv 6∈ Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ and d(x+ tv,Rn
≤s∩Rn

+)/t ≥ −vi. Therefore, limtց0 d(x+ tv,Rn
≤s∩Rn

+)/t = −vi > 0
and it follows that v 6∈ TRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x). We now consider the case where | supp(x) ∪ supp(v)| > s. Then,

supp(v)\ supp(x) 6= ∅ and, for all t ∈
(
0,

d(x,Rn
j−1∩Rn

+)

2‖v‖∞

)
, x+ tv 6∈ Rn

≤s∩Rn
+ and d(x+ tv,Rn

≤s∩Rn
+)/t ≥

mini∈supp(v)\supp(x) |vi|. Therefore, limtց0 d(x + tv,Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+)/t ≥ mini∈supp(v)\supp(x) |vi| > 0, which
shows that v 6∈ TRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x).

Algorithm 6.2 Projection onto the tangent cone to the set of nonnegative sparse vectors

Require: (n, s, x) where n and s are positive integers such that s < n, and x ∈ Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+.
Input: v ∈ Rn.
Output: w ∈ PT

R
n
≤s

∩R
n
+

(x)(v).

1: w ← v;
2: for i ∈ supp(v) \ supp(x) do
3: if vi < 0 then
4: wi ← 0;
5: end if
6: end for
7: while | supp(x) ∪ supp(w)| > s do
8: Choose i ∈ argminj∈supp(w)\supp(x) |wj |;
9: wi ← 0;

10: end while
11: Return w.

Proposition 6.5 shows that Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ satisfies the second statement of Theorem 6.1.
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Proposition 6.5. For all x ∈ Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ \ {0}n,

sup
v∈T

Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x)\{0}n

d(x + v,Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+)

‖v‖2 ∈
[

1

4
ũ(x), ũ(x)

]
,

where ũ(x) := 1
d(x,Rn

i−1∩Rn
+) if x ∈ Rn

i ∩ Rn
+ with i ∈ {1, . . . , s}.

Proof. Let x ∈ Rn
j ∩ Rn

+ with j ∈ {1, . . . , s}. We first establish the upper bound. If ‖v‖ < 1
ũ(x) , then

x + v ∈ Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+. Indeed:

• for all i ∈ supp(x) \ supp(v), xi + vi = xi ≥ d(x,Rn
j−1 ∩ Rn

+);

• for all i ∈ supp(v) \ supp(x), xi + vi = vi ∈ (0, d(x,Rn
j−1 ∩ Rn

+));

• for all i ∈ supp(x) ∩ supp(v), xi + vi ≥ xi − |vi| > 0;

• for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ (supp(x) ∪ supp(v)), xi + vi = 0.

Thus, if ‖v‖ < 1
ũ(x) , then d(x+v,Rn

≤s∩Rn
+) = 0 and d(x+v,Rn

≤s∩Rn
+)/‖v‖2 = 0 ≤ 1

ũ(x) . If ‖v‖ ≥ 1
ũ(x) ,

then
d(x + v,Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+)

‖v‖2 ≤ ‖(x + v)− x‖
‖v‖2 =

1

‖v‖ ≤ ũ(x).

The lower bound follows from the fact that, if i ∈ supp(x), xi = d(x,Rn
j−1 ∩ Rn

+), and v :=
(−2xiδi,k)k∈{1,...,n} ∈ TRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x) \ {0}n, then d(x + v,Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+)/‖v‖2 = ũ(x)/4.

Proposition 6.6 states that Rn
≤s ∩Rn

+ satisfies condition 3 of Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 6.6. For every i ∈ {0, . . . , s}, the correspondence TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(·) is continuous at every

x ∈ Rn
i ∩ Rn

+ relative to Rn
i ∩ Rn

+.

Proof. The result is clear if i = 0 since Rn
0 ∩ Rn

+ = {0}n. Let us therefore consider i ∈ {1, . . . , s}. We
have to prove that, for every sequence (xj)j∈N in Rn

i ∩Rn
+ converging to x ∈ Rn

i ∩Rn
+, it holds that

Lim
j→∞

TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xj) ⊆ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) ⊆ Lim
j→∞

TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xj).

Let x ∈ Rn
i ∩ Rn

+. Then, for all y ∈ B(x, d(x,Rn
i−1 ∩ Rn

+)) ∩ (Rn
i ∩ Rn

+), supp(y) = supp(x) and thus,
by Proposition 6.4, TRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(y) = TRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x). Thus, the result follows from the fact that a sequence

(xj)j∈N in Rn
i ∩Rn

+ converging to x contains finitely many elements in Rn
i ∩Rn

+\B(x, d(x,Rn
i−1∩Rn

+)).

6.1.3 Normal cones to the set of nonnegative sparse vectors

In this section, we determine the regular normal cone to Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ (Proposition 6.7). Based on that, we
deduce the normal cone and the Clarke normal cone to Rn

≤s ∩Rn
+ (Proposition 6.8 and Corollary 6.9),

and we prove that the sets of apocalyptic and serendipitous points of Rn
≤s ∩Rn

+ both equal Rn
<s ∩Rn

+

(Proposition 6.10).

Proposition 6.7 (regular normal cone to the set of nonnegative sparse vectors). For all x ∈ Rn
≤s∩Rn

+,

N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) =

{
{w ∈ Rn | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)} if x ∈ Rn

s ∩ Rn
+,

{w ∈ Rn
− | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)} if x ∈ Rn

<s ∩ Rn
+.

Proof. The proof is based on Proposition 6.4. Let x ∈ Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+. By (12),

N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) =
{

w ∈ Rn | 〈w, v〉 ≤ 0 ∀v ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x)
}

.

Assume that x ∈ Rn
<s ∩ Rn

+. Then, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, v := (δi,j)j∈{1,...,n} ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) and, for

all w ∈ Rn, 〈w, v〉 = wi. Moreover, for all i ∈ supp(x), v := (−δi,j)j∈{1,...,n} ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) and,
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for all w ∈ Rn, 〈w, v〉 = −wi. Thus, N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) = {w ∈ Rn
− | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}.

Assume now that x ∈ Rn
s ∩Rn

+. Then, for all v ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) and all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x), vi = 0.

Thus, for all w ∈ Rn and all v ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x), 〈w, v〉 =
∑

i∈supp(x) wivi. Since, for all i ∈ supp(x),

v := (δi,j)j∈{1,...,n} ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x), −v ∈ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x), and, for all w ∈ Rn, 〈w, v〉 = wi, we have

N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) ⊆ {w ∈ Rn | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}. The converse inclusion also holds, and the

result follows.

Proposition 6.8 (normal cone to the set of nonnegative sparse vectors [48, Theorem 3.4]). For all
x ∈ Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+,

NRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) = N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) ∪ {w ∈ Rn
≤n−s | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}.

In particular, Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ is not Clarke regular on Rn
<s ∩ Rn

+.

Proof. We provide an alternative proof to the one of [48, Theorem 3.4]. This argument is based on
the definition (13) of the normal cone and is used again in the proof of Proposition 6.10.

By [46, Example 6.8], the result follows from Proposition 6.7 if x ∈ Rn
s ∩ Rn

+. Let x ∈ Rn
<s ∩ Rn

+.
We first establish the inclusion ⊆. Let (xk)k∈N be a sequence in Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+ converging to x. We have

to prove that

Lim
k→∞

N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xk) ⊆ N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) ∪ {w ∈ Rn
≤n−s | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}.

Let w ∈ Limk→∞ N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xk). Then, w is an accumulation point of a sequence (wk)k∈N such that, for

all k ∈ N, wk ∈ N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xk). If (xk)k∈N contains finitely many elements in Rn
s , then w ∈ N̂Rn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(x).

Indeed, in that case, there exists a strictly increasing sequence (kl)l∈N in N such that (wkl)l∈N converges
to w and, for all l ∈ N, xkl ∈ Rn

<s, supp(x) ⊆ supp(xkl), and supp(w) ⊆ supp(wkl). Thus, for all

l ∈ N, since wkl ∈ N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xkl), it holds that wkl ∈ Rn
− and supp(wkl) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(xkl).

Therefore, w ∈ Rn
− and supp(w) ⊆ supp(wk0) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(xk0) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x), which

shows that w ∈ N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x). If (xk)k∈N contains infinitely many elements in Rn
s , then w ∈ Rn

≤n−s

and supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x). Indeed, in that case, there exists a strictly increasing sequence
(kl)l∈N in N such that (wkl)l∈N converges to w and, for all l ∈ N, xkl ∈ Rn

s , supp(x) ⊆ supp(xkl),
and supp(w) ⊆ supp(wkl). Thus, for all l ∈ N, since wkl ∈ N̂Rn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(xkl), it holds that supp(wkl) ⊆

{1, . . . , n}\supp(xkl). Therefore, supp(w) ⊆ supp(wk0) ⊆ {1, . . . , n}\supp(xk0) ⊆ {1, . . . , n}\supp(x)
and | supp(w)| ≤ n− s.

We now establish the inclusion ⊇. The inclusion NRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) ⊇ N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) holds by definition of

the normal cone. Let w ∈ Rn
≤n−s such that supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x). Let I(x) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \

(supp(w) ∪ supp(x)) such that |I(x)| = s − | supp(x)|; this is possible since |{1, . . . , n} \ (supp(w) ∪
supp(x))| = n− | supp(w)| − | supp(x)| ≥ s− | supp(x)|. For all k ∈ N and all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let

xk
i :=

{
1

k+1 if i ∈ I(x),

xi otherwise.

Then, for all k ∈ N, supp(xk) = supp(x) ∪ I(x), thus supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(xk), and therefore
w ∈ N̂Rn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(xk). It follows that w ∈ Limk→∞ N̂Rn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(xk).

Corollary 6.9 (Clarke normal cone to the set of nonnegative sparse vectors). For all x ∈ Rn
≤s ∩Rn

+,

NRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) = {w ∈ Rn | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}.

By Proposition 6.8, Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ is not Clarke regular on Rn
<s ∩ Rn

+. Proposition 6.10 states that
every point of Rn

<s ∩ Rn
+ is apocalyptic, which is a stronger result by [35, Corollary 2.15].

25



Proposition 6.10. The set of apocalyptic points of Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ and the set of serendipitous points of
Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+ both equal Rn

<s ∩ Rn
+.

Proof. We use Proposition 4.9. Let x ∈ Rn
s ∩ Rn

+ and (xk)k∈N be a sequence in Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+ converging

to x. Since (xk)k∈N contains finitely many elements not in B(x, d(x,Rn
s−1 ∩ Rn

+)) ⊆ Rn
s ∩ Rn

+, we
can assume that (xk)k∈N is in Rn

s ∩ Rn
+. Therefore, by Proposition 6.6, Limk→∞ TRn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(xk) =

TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x), and thus
(

Limk→∞ TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xk)
)∗

= N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x). It follows that x is neither apocalyptic

nor serendipitous.
Let x ∈ Rn

j ∩Rn
+ with j ∈ {0, . . . , s− 1}. Let I(x) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x) such that |I(x)| = s− j.

For all k ∈ N, define

xk
i :=

{
xi if i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ I(x),

1
k+1 if i ∈ I(x).

Then, (xk)k∈N converges to x. Moreover, for all k ∈ N, since supp(xk) = supp(x) ∪ I(x), it holds that
xk ∈ Rn

s ∩ Rn
+ and

TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xk) = TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x0).

Thus,
Lim
k→∞

TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xk) = TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x0).

Therefore, (
Lim
k→∞

TRn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(xk)
)∗

= N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x0).

The result follows from Proposition 4.9 since, by Proposition 6.7, neither of N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x) and N̂Rn
≤s

∩Rn
+

(x0)

is a subset of the other.

6.1.4 P2GD following an apocalypse on Rn
≤s ∩ Rn

+

On Rn
≤s∩Rn

+, P2GD follows the same apocalypse as the one on Rn
≤s described in Proposition 7.20. This

is because, for all k ∈ N and all j ∈ {1, . . . , s}, it holds that xk,j ∈ Rn
≤s∩Rn

+ and PT
R

n
≤s

(xk,j)(−∇f(xk,j)) =

PT
Rn

≤s
∩Rn

+
(xk,j)(−∇f(xk,j)).

6.2 The real determinantal variety

In this section, E := Rm×n and C := Rm×n
≤r for some positive integers m, n, and r < min{m, n}, Rm×n

is endowed with the Frobenius inner product 〈X, Y 〉 := tr Y ⊤X, and ‖ · ‖ denotes the Frobenius norm.
The spectral norm is denoted by ‖ · ‖2.

In Section 6.2.1, we review the stratification of Rm×n
≤r by the rank, which satisfies conditions 1(a)

and 1(b) of Assumption 2.2. We also recall basic facts about singular values showing that the strat-
ification satisfies condition 1(c) and providing a formula to project onto Rm×n

≤r and its strata. In

Section 6.2.2, we review an explicit description of the tangent cone to Rm×n
≤r and a formula to project

onto it (Proposition 6.11). Based on this description, we prove that the second statement of Theo-
rem 6.1 holds (Proposition 6.12). In Section 6.2.3, we review the regular normal cone, the normal cone,
and the Clarke normal cone to Rm×n

≤r (Proposition 6.13) and prove that Rm×n
≤r has no serendipitous

point (Proposition 6.14). In Section 6.2.4, we present an alternative version of the P2GDR map on
Rm×n

≤r (Algorithm 6.3) and show that the general theory developed in Section 5 also applies to that
version (Proposition 6.16). We notably deduce Corollary 6.17. In Section 6.2.5, we discuss the prac-
tical implementation of [35, Algorithm 1]. In Section 6.2.6, we compare PGD, P2GD, RFD, P2GDR,
RFDR, and [35, Algorithm 1] based on the computational cost per iteration (Table 6.3) and the con-
vergence guarantees (Table 6.4). In Section 6.2.7, we numerically compare PGD, P2GD, P2GDR, and
[35, Algorithm 1] on the example of apocalypse presented in [35, §2.2]. Finally, in Section 6.2.8, we
give an example of P2GD following an apocalypse on R2×2

≤1 .
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6.2.1 Stratification of the determinantal variety

The rank stratifies the determinantal variety Rm×n
≤r :

Rm×n
≤r =

r⋃

i=0

Rm×n
i

where, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , r},

Rm×n
i := {X ∈ Rm×n | rank X = i} (29)

is the smooth manifold of real m × n rank-i matrices [25, Proposition 4.1]. Observe that Rm×n
≤0 =

Rm×n
0 = {0m×n}. Thus, Rm×n

≤r satisfies condition 1(a) of Assumption 2.2. By [41, Proposition 2.1],
condition 1(b) is satisfied too. To establish condition 1(c), we first review basic facts about singular
values and rank reduction.

In what follows, the singular values of X ∈ Rm×n are denoted by σ1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σmin{m,n}(X) ≥ 0,
as in [22, §2.4.1]. Moreover, if X 6= 0m×n, then σ1(X) and σrank X(X) are respectively denoted by
σmax(X) and σmin(X). By reducing the rank of X ∈ Rm×n \ {0m×n}, we mean computing an element
of PRm×n

≤r
(X) for some nonnegative integer r < rank X. According to the Eckart–Young theorem

[18], this can be achieved by truncating an SVD of X. In particular, for every nonnegative integer
r < min{m, n} and every X ∈ Rm×n:

1. if rank X ≤ r, then P
Rm×n

≤r
(X) = X;

2. if rank X > r, then d(X,Rm×n
≤r ) = d(X,Rm×n

r ) =
√∑rank X

j=r+1 σ2
j (X) and PRm×n

≤r
(X) = PRm×n

r
(X).

In particular, condition 1(c) of Assumption 2.2 is satisfied.

6.2.2 Tangent cone to the determinantal variety

We review in Proposition 6.11 formulas describing T
Rm×n

≤r

(X) and PT
R

m×n
≤r

(X)(Z) for every X ∈ Rm×n
≤r

and every Z ∈ Rm×n based on orthonormal bases of im X, im X⊤, and their orthogonal complements.
Those formulas can be obtained from (10). For every i, q ∈ N such that i ≤ q,

St(i, q) := {U ∈ Rq×i | U⊤U = Ii} (30)

is a Stiefel manifold [1, §3.3.2]. For every q ∈ N, O(q) := St(q, q) is an orthogonal group.

Proposition 6.11 (tangent cone to Rm×n
≤r [47, Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.3]). Let r ∈ {0, . . . , r},

X ∈ Rm×n
r , U ∈ St(r, m), U⊥ ∈ St(m − r, m), V ∈ St(r, n), V⊥ ∈ St(n − r, n), im U = im X,

im U⊥ = (im X)⊥, im V = im X⊤, and im V⊥ = (im X⊤)⊥. Then,

T
Rm×n

≤r

(X) = [U U⊥]

[
Rr×r Rr×n−r

Rm−r×r R
m−r×n−r
≤r−r

]
[V V⊥]⊤.

Moreover, if Z ∈ Rm×n is written as

Z = [U U⊥]

[
A B
D E

]
[V V⊥]⊤

with A = U⊤ZV , B = U⊤ZV⊥, D = U⊤
⊥ ZV , and E = U⊤

⊥ ZV⊥, then

PT
R

m×n
≤r

(X)(Z) = [U U⊥]

[
A B
D P

R
m−r×n−r

≤r−r

(E)

]
[V V⊥]⊤

and

‖Z‖ ≥ ‖PT
R

m×n
≤r

(X)(Z)‖ ≥
√

r − r

min{m, n} − r
‖Z‖. (31)
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For efficiency note the following.

1. In practice, the projection onto T
Rm×n

≤r

(X) can be computed by [47, Algorithm 2]. This does not

rely on U⊥ and V⊥, which are huge in the frequently encountered case where r ≪ min{m, n}.

2. For all X ∈ Rm×n
≤r and all Z ∈ T

Rm×n
≤r

(X), X + Z ∈ Rm×n
≤2r . Indeed, if

X = [U U⊥] diag(Σ, 0m−r×n−r)[V V⊥]⊤

is an SVD and Z ∈ T
Rm×n

≤r

(X) is written as

Z = [U U⊥]

[
A B
D E

]
[V V⊥]⊤

with A ∈ Rr×r, B ∈ Rr×n−r, D ∈ Rm−r×r, and E ∈ R
m−r×n−r
≤r−r , then, by [41, Proposition 3.1],

X + Z = [U U⊥]

[
Σ + A B

D E

]
[V V⊥]⊤ ∈ Rm×n

≤r+r ⊆ Rm×n
≤2r .

Proposition 6.12 shows that Rm×n
≤r satisfies the second statement of Theorem 6.1.

Proposition 6.12. For all X ∈ Rm×n
≤r \ {0m×n},

√
5− 1

r + 1

1

2σmin(X)
≤ sup

Z∈T
R

m×n
≤r

(X)\{0m×n}

d(X + Z,Rm×n
≤r )

‖Z‖2 ≤ 1

2σmin(X)
.

Proof. Let r := rank X. We first establish the upper bound. Let

X = [U U⊥]

[
Σ

0m−r×n−r

]
[V V⊥]⊤

be an SVD, and Z ∈ T
Rm×n

≤r

(X) \ {0m×n}. By Proposition 6.11, there are A ∈ Rr×r, B ∈ Rr×n−r,

D ∈ Rm−r×r, and E ∈ R
m−r×n−r
≤r−r such that

Z = [U U⊥]

[
A B
D E

]
[V V⊥]⊤.

Define the function

γ : [0,∞)→ Rm×n
≤r : t 7→ (

U + t(U⊥D + 1
2UA)Σ−1)

Σ
(
V + t(V⊥B⊤ + 1

2V A⊤)Σ−1)⊤
+ tU⊥EV ⊤

⊥ ,

where the first term is inspired from [54, (13)]; γ is well defined since the ranks of the two terms are
respectively upper bounded by r and r − r. For all t ∈ [0,∞),

γ(t) = X + tZ +
t2

4
[U U⊥]

[
A

2D

]
Σ−1

[
A 2B

]
[V V⊥]⊤

thus

d(X + tZ,Rm×n
≤r ) ≤ ‖(X + tZ)− γ(t)‖ =

t2

4

∥∥∥∥∥

[
AΣ−1A 2AΣ−1B

2DΣ−1A 4DΣ−1B

]∥∥∥∥∥ .
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Observe that
∥∥∥∥∥

[
AΣ−1A 2AΣ−1B

2DΣ−1A 4DΣ−1B

]∥∥∥∥∥

2

= ‖AΣ−1A‖2 + 4‖AΣ−1B‖2 + 4‖DΣ−1A‖2 + 16‖DΣ−1B‖2

≤ ‖Σ−1‖22
(
‖A‖4 + 4‖A‖2‖B‖2 + 4‖A‖2‖D‖2 + 16‖B‖2‖D‖2

)

≤ ‖Σ−1‖22‖Z‖4 max
x,y,z∈R

x2+y2+z2=1

x4 + 4x2y2 + 4x2z2 + 16y2z2

= 4‖Σ−1‖22‖Z‖4

=
4

σ2
r (X)

‖Z‖4.

Therefore, for all t ∈ [0,∞),

d(X + tZ,Rm×n
≤r ) ≤ t2 1

2σr(X)
‖Z‖2.

Choosing t = 1 yields the upper bound.
We now establish the lower bound. Let

X = [U U⊥] diag(σ1, . . . , σr, 0m−r×n−r)[V V⊥]⊤

be an SVD, and observe that

Z := [U U⊥]σr diag(0r−1, [ 0 1
1 0 ] , Ir−r, 0m−r−1×n−r−1)[V V⊥]⊤ ∈ T

Rm×n
≤r

(X).

The nonzero singular values of

X + Z = [U U⊥] diag(σ1, . . . , σr−1, σr [ 1 1
1 0 ] , σrIr−r, 0m−r−1×n−r−1)[V V⊥]⊤

are σ1, . . . , σr and the absolute values of the eigenvalues of [ 1 1
1 0 ] multiplied by σr, i.e.,

√
5+1
2 σr and√

5−1
2 σr. Thus, d(X + Z,Rm×n

≤r ) =
√

5−1
2 σr, ‖Z‖2 = (r − r + 2)σ2

r ≤ (r + 1)σ2
r , and the lower bound

follows.

Proposition 6.12 can be related to geometric principles. Let γ be a curve on the submanifold
Rm×n

r of Rm×n. In view of the Gauss formula along a curve [32, Corollary 8.3], the normal part of the
acceleration of γ is given by II(γ′, γ′), where II denotes the second fundamental form. In view of [19, §4],
the largest principal curvature of Rm×n

r at X is 1/σr(X); hence ‖II(γ′(t), γ′(t))‖ ≤ ‖γ′(t)‖2/σr(γ(t)),
and the bound is attained when γ′(t) is along the corresponding principal direction.

6.2.3 Normal cones to the determinantal variety

In Proposition 6.13, we review formulas describing N̂
Rm×n

≤r

(X), N
Rm×n

≤r

(X), and NRm×n
≤r

(X) for every

X ∈ Rm×n
≤r based on orthonormal bases of (im X)⊥ and (im X⊤)⊥. Then, in Proposition 6.14, we

deduce that Rm×n
≤r has no serendipitous point.

Proposition 6.13 shows that a point X ∈ Rm×n
r with r ∈ {0, . . . , r} is Mordukhovich stationary if

and only if it is stationary for the problem of minimizing f on Rm×n
≤r and rank∇f(X) ≤ min{m, n}−r.

Proposition 6.13 (normal cones to Rm×n
≤r ). Let r ∈ {0, . . . , r}, X ∈ Rm×n

r , U⊥ ∈ St(m − r, m),

V⊥ ∈ St(n − r, n), im U⊥ = (im X)⊥, and im V⊥ = (im X⊤)⊥. If r = r, then

N̂
Rm×n

≤r

(X) = N
Rm×n

≤r

(X) = NRm×n
≤r

(X) = N
Rm×n

r
(X) = U⊥R

m−r×n−rV ⊤
⊥ .

If r < r, then

N̂
Rm×n

≤r

(X) = {0m×n}, (32)

N
Rm×n

≤r

(X) = N
Rm×n

r
(X) ∩ Rm×n

≤min{m,n}−r
,

NRm×n
≤r

(X) = N
Rm×n

r
(X).
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Proof. The tangent space to Rr is given in [25, Proposition 4.1] and the normal space to Rr is its
orthogonal complement. The regular normal cone, the normal cone, and the Clarke normal cone to
Rm×n

≤r are described respectively in [27, Corollary 2.3], [27, Theorem 3.1], and [27, Corollary 3.2].

Proposition 6.14. No point of Rm×n
≤r is serendipitous.

Proof. We use Proposition 4.9. Let X ∈ Rm×n
≤r . Let us prove that X is not serendipitous. Let

(Xi)i∈N be a sequence in Rm×n
≤r converging to X. If rank X = r, then, by [41, Proposition 4.3],

Limi→∞ T
Rm×n

≤r

(Xi) = T
Rm×n

≤r

(X), and thus
(

Limi→∞ T
Rm×n

≤r

(Xi)
)∗

= N̂
Rm×n

≤r

(X). If rank X < r, then

N̂
Rm×n

≤r

(X) = {0m×n} ⊆
(

Lim
i→∞

T
Rm×n

≤r

(Xi)
)∗

,

where the equality follows from (32).

6.2.4 A variant of the P2GDR map on the determinantal variety

In this section, we propose as Algorithm 6.3 the variant of the P2GDR map on Rm×n
≤r obtained by

measuring the distance from the input to the lower strata using the the spectral norm instead of
the Frobenius norm. To this end, we recall from [22, (5.4.5)] that, given ∆ ∈ [0,∞), the ∆-rank of
X ∈ Rm×n, denoted rank∆ X, is defined as the number of singular values of X that are larger than
∆:

rank∆ X := |{i ∈ {1, . . . , min{m, n}} | σi(X) > ∆}|.
Proposition 6.15 states that the minimum computed in line 2 of Algorithm 5.2 equals the ∆-rank if
the distance is measured with respect to the spectral norm. For every nonempty subset S of Rm×n

and every X ∈ Rm×n, let d2(X,S) := infY ∈S ‖X − Y ‖2.

Proposition 6.15. For all ∆ ∈ [0,∞) and all X ∈ Rm×n,

min{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X} | d2(X,Rm×n
j ) ≤ ∆} = rank∆ X.

Proof. Let ∆ ∈ [0,∞) and X ∈ Rm×n. By the Eckart–Young theorem [18], for all j ∈ {0, . . . , min{m, n}},

d2(X,Rm×n
j ) =

{
0 if rank X ≤ j,
σj+1(X) if rank X > j.

Thus, the result is clear if rank∆ X = rank X. If rank∆ X < rank X, then

rank∆ X = |{j ∈ {1, . . . , rank X} | σj(X) > ∆}|
= rank X − |{j ∈ {1, . . . , rank X} | σj(X) ≤ ∆}|
= rank X − |{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X − 1} | σj+1(X) ≤ ∆}|
= min{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X − 1} | σj+1(X) ≤ ∆}
= min{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X − 1} | d2(X,Rm×n

j ) ≤ ∆}
= min{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X} | d2(X,Rm×n

j ) ≤ ∆}.

Given X ∈ Rm×n
≤r as input, Algorithm 6.3 proceeds as follows: (i) it applies the P2GD map

to X, thereby producing a point X̃0, (ii) if rank∆ X < rank X, it applies the P2GD map to X̂j ∈
PRm×n

rank X−j
(X) for every j ∈ {1, . . . , rank X−rank∆ X}, then producing points X̃1, . . . , X̃rank X−rank∆ X ,

and (iii) it outputs a point among X̃0, . . . , X̃rank X−rank∆ X that maximally decreases f .
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Algorithm 6.3 Variant of the P2GDR map on Rm×n
≤r

Require: (f, r, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆) where f : Rm×n → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz continu-
ous, r < min{m, n} is a positive integer, 0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, β, c ∈ (0, 1), and ∆ ∈ (0,∞).

Input: X ∈ Rm×n
≤r such that s(X; f,Rm×n

≤r ) > 0.
Output: Y ∈ Algorithm 6.3(X; f, r, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆).

1: for j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X − rank∆ X} do
2: Choose X̂j ∈ PRm×n

rank X−j
(X);

3: Choose X̃j ∈ P2GD(X̂j ;Rm×n,Rm×n
≤r , f, α, ᾱ, β, c);

4: end for
5: Return Y ∈ argmin{X̃j |j∈{0,...,rank X−rank∆ X}} f .

Proposition 6.16 states that this variant satisfies the same decrease guarantee as the original
version.

Proposition 6.16. Proposition 5.4 holds for Algorithm 6.3.

Proof. For all X ∈ Rm×n, since ‖X‖2 ≤ ‖X‖, it holds that

{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X} | d2(X,Rm×n
j ) ≤ ∆} ⊇ {j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X} | d(X,Rm×n

j ) ≤ ∆}

and thus

min{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X} | d2(X,Rm×n
j ) ≤ ∆} ≤ min{j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X} | d(X,Rm×n

j ) ≤ ∆}.

Therefore, given X ∈ Rm×n
≤r as input, Algorithm 6.3 explores the strata explored by Algorithm 5.2, and

hence produces a point of cost not larger than the cost of the point produced by Algorithm 5.2.

It is possible to prove Proposition 6.16 without relying on condition 3 of Assumption 2.2 and
Corollary 4.10. Indeed, using the same notation as in the proof of Proposition 5.4, if rank X = r,
then s(·; f,Rm×n

≤r ) is continuous at X since Rm×n
≤r is identical to the smooth manifold Rm×n

r around

X, i.e., Rm×n
≤r ∩ B(X, σr(X)) = Rm×n

r ∩ B(X, σr(X)), and, on Rm×n
r ∩ B(X, σr(X)), s(·; f,Rm×n

≤r )
therefore coincides with the norm of the Riemannian gradient of f |Rm×n

r
, which is continuous. If

rank X < r, then, in view of (31) and the continuity of ∇f , s(·; f,Rm×n
≤r ) is bounded away from zero

on the intersection of Rm×n
<r and a sufficiently small ball centered at X . However, we chose to keep the

proof of Proposition 6.16 as it stands to highlight that it follows from Proposition 5.4 in our abstract
setting.

We can now state the main result of this section.

Corollary 6.17. Consider P2GDR on Rm×n
≤r , i.e., Algorithm 5.3 using either Algorithm 5.2 or Algo-

rithm 6.3 in line 3. Then, Theorem 5.5 holds. Let (Xi)i∈N be a sequence produced by P2GDR. The
sequence has at least one accumulation point if and only if lim infi→∞ ‖Xi‖ <∞. For every convergent
subsequence (Xik

)k∈N, limk→∞ s(Xik
; f,Rm×n

≤r ) = 0. If (Xi)i∈N is bounded, which is the case notably

if the sublevel set {X ∈ Rm×n
≤r | f(X) ≤ f(X0)} is bounded, then limi→∞ s(Xi; f,Rm×n

≤r ) = 0, and all
accumulation points have the same image by f .

Proof. The first claim follows from Proposition 6.16. The rest follows from Corollary 5.6 and Propo-
sition 6.14 since Rm×n

≤r satisfies Assumption 2.2.

6.2.5 Practical implementation of [35, Algorithm 1] on the determinantal variety

In this section, we detail the implementation of [35, Algorithm 1] with the rank factorization lift

ϕ : Rm×r × Rn×r → Rm×n : (L, R) 7→ LR⊤

given in [35, (1.1)] and the hook of [35, Example 3.11].
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We consider the lifted cost function g := f ◦ϕ. We assume that∇f : Rm×n → Rm×n is continuously
differentiable and let ∇2f denote the Hessian of f , defined as the derivative of ∇f , i.e., ∇2f : Rm×n →
L(Rm×n) : X 7→ (∇f)′(X), where L(Rm×n) denotes the Banach space of all continuous linear operators
on Rm×n (see Appendix A).

Proposition 6.18. For all (L, R), (L̇, Ṙ) ∈ Rm×r × Rn×r,

∇g(L, R) = (∇f(LR⊤)R,∇f(LR⊤)⊤L),

∇2g(L, R)(L̇, Ṙ) = (∇2f(LR⊤)(L̇R⊤ + LṘ⊤)R +∇f(LR⊤)Ṙ,

∇2f(LR⊤)(L̇R⊤ + LṘ⊤)⊤L +∇f(LR⊤)⊤L̇).

Proof. We have
ϕ′(L, R)(L̇, Ṙ) = L̇R⊤ + LṘ⊤.

By the chain rule,
g′(L, R) = f ′(ϕ(L, R)) ◦ ϕ′(L, R).

Thus,

g′(L, R)(L̇, Ṙ) = f ′(ϕ(L, R))(ϕ′(L, R)(L̇, Ṙ))

= 〈∇f(ϕ(L, R)), ϕ′(L, R)(L̇, Ṙ)〉
= 〈∇f(ϕ(L, R)), L̇R⊤〉+ 〈∇f(ϕ(L, R)), LṘ⊤〉
= 〈∇f(ϕ(L, R))R, L̇〉+ 〈∇f(ϕ(L, R))⊤L, Ṙ〉
= 〈(((∇f) ◦ ϕ)(L, R)R, ((∇f) ◦ ϕ)(L, R)⊤L), (L̇, Ṙ)〉

and we deduce that

∇g(L, R) = (((∇f) ◦ ϕ)(L, R)R, ((∇f) ◦ ϕ)(L, R)⊤L).

The formula for ∇2g(L, R)(L̇, Ṙ) follows from the product rule and the chain rule.

Given (L, R) ∈ Rm×r ×Rn×r, the eigenvalues of ∇2g(L, R), which is a self-adjoint linear operator
on Rm×r ×Rn×r, are the eigenvalues of the matrix representing it in any basis of Rm×r ×Rn×r. Here,
we use the orthonormal basis formed by the concatenation of the sequences ((δp,l)

m,r
i,k=1, 0n×r)m,r

p,l=1 and

(0m×r , (δq,l)
n,r
j,k=1)n,r

q,l=1. The matrix H(L, R) representing ∇2g(L, R) in that basis can be formed as fol-
lows. For every (i, k) ∈ {1, . . . , m}×{1, . . . , r}, the (i−1)r+kth column of H(L, R) is the vector formed
by concatenating the rows of ∇2f(LR⊤)((δi,k)m,r

p,l=1R⊤)R and those of ∇2f(LR⊤)((δi,k)m,r
p,l=1R⊤)⊤L +

∇f(LR⊤)⊤(δi,k)m,r
p,l=1. Then, for every (j, k) ∈ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , r}, the mr + (j − 1)r + kth col-

umn of H(L, R) is the vector formed by concatenating the rows of ∇2f(LR⊤)(L(δj,k)n,r
q,l=1

⊤
)R +

∇f(LR⊤)(δj,k)n,r
q,l=1 and those of ∇2f(LR⊤)(L(δj,k)n,r

q,l=1
⊤

)⊤L.

6.2.6 Comparison of six optimization algorithms on the determinantal variety

In this section, we compare the six algorithms listed in Table 6.2 based on the computational cost per
iteration (Table 6.3) and the convergence guarantees (Table 6.4). As in Section 6.2.5, we consider [35,
Algorithm 1] with the rank factorization lift and the hook of [35, Example 3.11].

The respective computational costs per iteration of P2GD, RFD, P2GDR, and RFDR are compared
in [40, §7] based on detailed implementations of these algorithms involving only evaluations of f and
∇f and some operations from linear algebra:

1. matrix multiplication;

2. thin QR factorization with column pivoting (see, e.g., [22, Algorithm 5.4.1]);

3. small scale (truncated) SVD, i.e., the smallest dimension of the matrix to decompose is at most
2r;
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Algorithm Original paper Citations in this paper

PGD [30, Algorithm 3.1] Section 1

P2GD [47, Algorithm 3] Sections 2.2 and 5.1

RFD [47, Algorithm 4] Sections 3.3 and 7.3.1

P2GDR Algorithm 5.3 Sections 2.2, 5.2, and 5.3

RFDR [40, Algorithm 3] Sections 3.3, 7.3.2, and 7.3.3

[35, Algorithm 1] [35, §3] Sections 3.2 and 6.2.5

Table 6.2: Index of algorithms aiming to solve problem (1) with C = Rm×n
≤r .

4. large scale truncated SVD, i.e., truncated SVD that is not small scale.

In this list, only the (truncated) SVD cannot be executed within a finite number of arithmetic op-
erations. Before including PGD and [35, Algorithm 1] in the comparison, we recall available upper
bounds on the number of iterations in the backtracking procedures of P2GD, RFD, P2GDR, and
RFDR. By [40, (17)], given X ∈ Rm×n

≤r as input and using α ∈ (0,∞) as initial step size for the

backtracking procedure, the P2GD map evaluates f from 1 to

1 + max



0,




ln


 1− c

ακB[X,α s(X;f,Rm×n
≤r

)](X; f, α)


 / ln β






 (33)

times, where the second term is the maximum number of iterations in the backtracking loop. By
[40, (18)], given X ∈ Rm×n

≤r as input and using α ∈ (0,∞) as initial step size for the backtracking
procedure, the RFD map evaluates f from 1 to

1 + max



0,




ln


 2(1 − c)

α LipB[X,α s(X;f,Rm×n
≤r

)](∇f)


 / ln β






 (34)

times, where the second term is the maximum number of iterations in the backtracking loop.
We now analyze the computational cost per iteration of PGD and [35, Algorithm 1]. The paper

[30] gives no explicit bound on the number of inner iterations performed by PGD. Nevertheless, every
(outer) iteration of PGD requires projecting X − α∇f(X) onto Rm×n

≤r , X ∈ Rm×n
≤r and α ∈ (0,∞)

being respectively the current iterate and the step size, which, in general, involves the computation of
a large scale truncated SVD.

From the analysis conducted in Section 6.2.5, we know that every iteration of [35, Algorithm 1]
requires the computation of a smallest eigenvalue of the order-(m+n)r matrix representing ∇2g(L, R)
in a given basis of Rm×r × Rn×r, (L, R) being the current iterate, which involves the computation of
a large scale truncated SVD. Moreover, each iteration updating the current iterate requires a hook.
The hook of [35, Example 3.11] involves the computation of a thin QR factorization of LR⊤ and of
an SVD of the R factor, which is a small scale SVD.

The convergence guarantees offered by the six algorithms are compared in Table 6.4. We make
three remarks.

First, we recall from Proposition 6.13 that Mordukhovich stationarity is weaker than stationarity
at every X ∈ Rm×n

r with r ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1}. Indeed, while the latter amounts to ∇f(X) = 0m×n, the

former only amounts to the stationarity of X on Rm×n
≤r together with the inequality rank∇f(X) ≤

min{m, n} − r.
Second, we recall from Section 3.3 that the property “s(·; f,Rm×n

≤r ) → 0” holds for RFD if f is
real-analytic and bounded from below. By Proposition 4.8, if, moreover, the sequence generated by
RFD is contained in Rm×n

r , then the property “Mordukhovich” also holds.
Third, Table 6.4 does not give any information on the performance of the algorithms after a finite

number of iterations, which depends on the stopping criterion. In the rest of this section, we discuss
this for the three apocalypse-free algorithms, namely P2GDR, RFDR, and [35, Algorithm 1].
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Algorithm f ∇f ∇2f QR small SVD large SVD

PGD 1 + i∗ 1 0 0 0 1 + i∗

P2GD
1

1 0
2 1 0

(33) 4 (33) 1

RFD
1

1 0 1 0
0

(34) 1

P2GDR
1 1

0
2 1 0

(34) + r · (33) r + 1 4r − 2 r · (33) r

RFDR
1 1

0 0
1 0

2 · (34) 2 2 1

[35, Algorithm 1] 1 1 1
0 0

1
1 1

Table 6.3: Operations required by six algorithms aiming to solve problem (1) with C = Rm×n
≤r to

perform one iteration, matrix multiplication excluded. The fields “f”, “∇f”, “∇2f”, “QR”, “small
SVD”, and “large SVD” respectively correspond to “evaluation of f”, “evaluation of ∇f”, “evaluation
of ∇2f”, “QR factorization with column pivoting”, “small scale (truncated) SVD”, and “large scale
truncated SVD”. When two subrows appear in a row, the upper entry corresponds the the best case
and the lower one to the worst case. In the “PGD” line, i∗ denotes the number of inner iteration(s)
performed. An iteration of [35, Algorithm 1] performs no QR and no small SVD if and only if it does
not change the iterate, i.e., the algorithm does not progress.

Since Rm×n
≤r has no serendipitous point (Proposition 6.14), if (Xi)i∈N is a sequence generated by

any of the three algorithms and does not diverge to infinity, then, for every ε ∈ (0,∞), the set
{i ∈ N | s(Xi; f,Rm×n

≤r ) ≤ ε} is nonempty and thus the stopping criterion defined by (19) is eventually
satisfied: stop the algorithm at iteration

iε := min{i ∈ N | s(Xi; f,Rm×n
≤r ) ≤ ε}.

Two facts should be pointed out, however. First, no a priori upper bound on iε is known, as explained
in the next paragraph. Second, since the set of apocalyptic points of Rm×n

≤r is Rm×n
<r , Xiε can be close

either to an apocalyptic point or a stationary point, as explained after Proposition 4.7, and none of
the two cases can be excluded a priori, which makes the choice of the parameter ∆ ∈ (0,∞) of P2GDR
significant, as illustrated in Sections 6.2.7 and 6.2.8.

No a priori upper bound on iε is known for P2GDR and RFDR. In contrast, [35, Algorithm 1]
enjoys the guarantees given in [35, Theorems 3.4 and 3.16]. However, those guarantees do not yield
the upper bound sought, as explained next. Given ε1, ε2 ∈ (0,∞), [35, Theorem 3.4] provides, under
reasonable conditions, an upper bound on the number of iterations required by [35, Algorithm 1]
to produce a point (L, R) ∈ Rm×r × Rn×r that is (ε1, ε2)-approximate second-order stationary for
minRm×r×Rn×r g, i.e., ‖∇g(L, R)‖Rm×r×Rn×r ≤ ε1 and λmin(∇2g(L, R)) ≥ −ε2. Moreover, by [35,
Theorem 3.16], if such a point (L, R) is obtained by [35, Algorithm 1] and X = LR⊤, then

s(X; f,Rm×n
≤r ) ≤ min

{√
2

σr(X)
ε1,

√
rank∇f(X)

(
ε2 + 2 Lip

Rm×n

(∇f)σr(X)

)}
. (35)

Unfortunately, this does not give us an upper bound on iε since Xiε is unknown. Indeed, based on (35),
if nothing is known on σr(X), in particular whether it is zero or not, then the only way to ensure that
s(X; f,Rm×n

≤r ) ≤ ε is to take ε1 ≤ ε
√

σr(X)/2 and ε2 ≤ ε/
√

min{m, n}. The upper bound on ε2 is
exploitable but not the one on ε1 since σr(X) is unknown, even in a bounded sublevel set.
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Algorithm Order s(·; f,Rm×n
≤r )→ 0 Mordukhovich Stationary

PGD 1 ? ✓ ?

P2GD 1 ? ? ✗

RFD 1 ✓ ? ✗

P2GDR 1 ✓ ✓ ✓

RFDR 1 ✓ ✓ ✓

[35, Algorithm 1] 2 ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 6.4: Comparison of the convergence guarantees of six algorithms aiming to solve problem (1)
with C = Rm×n

≤r . The property “s(·; f,Rm×n
≤r )→ 0” means that s(·; f,Rm×n

≤r ) goes to zero along every
convergent subsequence of the generated sequence. The properties “Mordukhovich” and “Station-
ary” mean that the algorithm accumulates at Mordukhovich stationary points and stationary points,
respectively. The symbols “✓”, “✗”, and “?” respectively mean “yes”, “no”, and “open question”.

6.2.7 Numerical comparison of four algorithms on the instance of [35, §2.2]

In this section, we compare numerically PGD, P2GD, P2GDR (Algorithm 5.3 using Algorithm 6.3 in
line 3), and [35, Algorithm 1] on the problem presented in [35, §2.2]. We recall from Section 3.3 that,
on this problem, RFD produces the same sequence as P2GD.

In [35, §2.2], the following instance of (1) with C = R3×3
≤2 is considered: minimizing

f : R3×3 → R : X 7→ Q(X(1:2, 1:2)) + φ(X(3, 3))

on R3×3
≤2 , where X(1:2, 1:2) is the upper-left 2 × 2 submatrix of X, X(3, 3) its bottom-right entry,

φ : R → R : x 7→ x4

4 −
(x+1)2

2 , Q : R2×2 → R : Y 7→ 1
2‖D(Y − Y ∗)‖2, D := diag(1, 1

2), and
Y ∗ := diag(1, 0). First, it is observed that argmin φ = x0 ≈ 1.32471795724475,

argmin f =








1 0 a1

0 0 a2

a3 a4 x0


 | a1, a2, a3, a4 ∈ R





,

argmin
R3×3

≤2

f =








1 0 a1

0 0 a2

a3 a4 x0


 | a1, a2, a3, a4 ∈ R, a2a4 = 0





,

and f∗ := min f = min
R3×3

≤2
f = φ(x0) ≈ −1.932257884495233. Second, it is proven analytically that

P2GD follows the apocalypse (diag(1, 0, 0), (diag(1+(−3
5 )i, (3

5 )i, 0))i∈N, f) if used on this problem with
X0 := diag(2, 1, 0), α := ᾱ := 8

5 , any β ∈ (0, 1), and c := 1
5 .

In this section, we compare numerically PGD, P2GD, P2GDR, and [35, Algorithm 1] on that
instance, based on our Matlab implementations of these algorithms.1 We use the parameters described
in Table 6.5. Furthermore, we use [35, Algorithm 1] with the rank factorization lift, i.e., ϕ : Rm×r ×
Rn×r → Rm×n : (L, R) 7→ LR⊤, the hook of [35, Example 3.11], and the Cauchy point at each
iteration. Thus, we apply [35, Algorithm 1] to g := f ◦ ϕ. For PGD, P2GD, and P2GDR, we use
the stopping criterion defined by (19); specifically, we stop them as soon as the stationarity measure
s(·; f,R3×3

≤2 ) becomes smaller than or equal to 3 · 10−9. In contrast, we let [35, Algorithm 1] run

for 5.5 · 105 iterations. We obtain the plots in Figure 6.1a where we observe that [35, Algorithm 1]
stagnates after less than 5.5 · 105 iterations.

We observe that P2GD behaves as predicted in [35, §2.2] and is the only algorithm among the four to
follow an apocalypse. In particular, P2GDR behaves in agreement with Theorem 5.5 and Corollary 5.6,
and [35, Algorithm 1] in agreement with [35, Theorem 1.1]; these results hold since all sublevel sets of
f are bounded. We also observe that [35, Algorithm 1] converges much more slowly than PGD and

1Those implementations are available at https://github.com/golikier/ApocalypseFreeLowRankOptimization/blob/main/README.md.
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PGD [30, Algorithm 3.1] X0 := diag(2, 1, 0), γmin := γmax := 5
8 , τ := 2, σ := 1

5 , m := 0

P2GD and P2GDR X0 := diag(2, 1, 0), α := ᾱ := 8
5 , β := 1

2 , c := 1
5 , ∆ := 1

10

[35, Algorithm 1] L0 := R0 :=

( √
2 0

0 1
0 0

)
, γ := γ := 1, γc := 1

2 , η := 1
10

Table 6.5: Parameters of the algorithms for the numerical comparison of Section 6.2.7.

P2GDR. The slow convergence of [35, Algorithm 1] is in agreement with [35, Theorem 3.4]. Indeed,
for the parameters of Table 6.5, k(ε1, ε2) := ⌊160 max{ε−2

1 , ε−3
2 }⌋ is a lower bound on the upper bound

on the number of iterations required by [35, Algorithm 1] to produce an (ε1, ε2)-approximate second-
order stationary point given in [35, (3.11)], and we observe in Figure 6.1b that every iteration number
i satisfies i ≤ ki := k(‖∇g(Li, Ri)‖,−λi), where λi denotes a smallest eigenvalue of ∇2g(Li, Ri), which
implies that the upper bound given in [35, (3.11)] is respected. Figure 6.1b also shows that the upper
bound given in [35, (3.11)] is very pessimistic in this experiment.

The only iteration of P2GDR that differs from a P2GD iteration is the fifth one, where rank∆ X5 =
1, X̂1

5 = diag(1, 0, 0), and X6 is selected in P2GD(X̂1
5 ;R3×3,R3×3

≤2 , f, α, ᾱ, β, c). This unique interven-

tion of the rank reduction mechanism prevents P2GDR from following the apocalypse.
If the behavior of P2GDR on this example seems satisfying, it should however be noted that,

if ∆ < (3
5 )38, then P2GDR produces the exact same (finite) sequence of iterates as P2GD because

rank∆ X38 = 2 and s(X39; f,R3×3
≤2 ) ≤ 3 · 10−9. This shows that, in a practical implementation of

P2GDR where the stopping criterion defined by (19) is used, i.e., the algorithm is stopped as soon as
the stationarity measure becomes smaller than or equal to some threshold ε ∈ (0,∞), it is important
to choose ∆ in such a way that the algorithm does not stop while it is heading towards an apocalyptic
point, which is diag(1, 0, 0) in this case, in the sense that, if we had continued with ε := ∆ := 0, an
apocalypse would have occurred.

6.2.8 P2GD following an apocalypse on R2×2
≤1

In this section, we present an example of P2GD following an apocalypse on R2×2
≤1 . For the function

f : R2×2 → R : X 7→ X(1, 1)2 + (X(2, 2) − 1)2 + (X(1, 2) −X(2, 1))2

2
,

we have min
R2×2

≤1
f = 0 and argmin

R2×2
≤1

f = diag(0, 1). Proposition 6.19 states that P2GD used with

an initial step size for the backtracking procedure smaller than 1 can follow an apocalypse by trying
to minimize f on R2×2

≤1 . Before introducing that proposition, we give an intuitive explanation of the

result. Given any point diag(x0, 0) with x0 ∈ (0,∞), P2GD produces a sequence converging to 02×2,
thereby minimizing the first term of f . However, no iteration affects the second term because the
search direction diag(0, 1), which would enable the minimization of the second term, is not available
until 02×2 is reached, which never happens. The third term of f makes its global minimizer on R2×2

≤1

unique without affecting the iterations.

Proposition 6.19. Let x0 ∈ (0,∞) and α ∈ (0, 1). With f on R2×2
≤1 as defined above, starting from

X0 := diag(x0, 0), and using α := ᾱ := α, β ∈ (0, 1), and c ∈ (0, 1
2 ], P2GD produces the sequence

(Xi)i∈N defined by
Xi := diag((1 − α)ix0, 0) (36)

for all i ∈ N. Moreover, s(Xi; f,R2×2
≤1 ) = (1−α)ix0 for all i ∈ N. In particular, since s(02×2; f,R2×2

≤1 ) =
‖∇f(02×2)‖ = 1, (02×2, (Xi)i∈N, f) is an apocalypse.
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(a) Evolutions of the stationarity measure, the cost function, and the distance to a global minimizer along the sequences
produced by PGD, P2GD, P2GDR, and [35, Algorithm 1].
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(b) Evolutions of the smallest eigenvalue of the Hessian and the lower bound on the right-hand side of [35, (3.11)] along
the sequence produced by [35, Algorithm 1].

Figure 6.1: Numerical comparison of PGD, P2GD, P2GDR, and [35, Algorithm 1] on the problem of
Section 6.2.7 with the parameters of Table 6.5.
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Proof. The formula (36) holds for i = 0. Furthermore, for all X ∈ R2×2,

∇f(X) = X −
[

0 X(2, 1)
X(1, 2) 1

]
.

Therefore, for every i ∈ N,

−∇f(Xi) = diag(−(1− α)ix0, 1), PT
R

2×2
≤1

(Xi)(−∇f(Xi)) = diag(−(1− α)ix0, 0),

and the formula for s(Xi; f,R2×2
≤1 ) is valid. Thus, for every i ∈ N,

Xi+1 = Xi + αPT
R

2×2
≤1

(Xi)(−∇f(Xi)),

f(Xi+1) ≤ f(Xi)− c α s(Xi; f,R2×2
≤1 )2,

which shows that the sequence defined by (36) is indeed the one produced by P2GD. The expression
for s(02×2; f,R2×2

≤1 ) follows from the fact that −∇f(02×2) = diag(0, 1) ∈ R2×2
≤1 = T

R2×2
≤1

(02×2).

Proposition 6.20 shows that P2GDR (Algorithm 5.3 using Algorithm 6.3 in line 3) escapes the
apocalypse due to its rank reduction mechanism. During the first iterations, P2GDR produces the
same iterates as P2GD. However, when the numerical rank of the iterate becomes smaller than its
rank, i.e., when its smallest singular value becomes smaller than or equal to ∆, P2GDR realizes that a
stronger decrease of f is obtained by first reducing the rank and then applying an iteration of P2GD.
As a result, the first term of f is minimized within a finite number of iterations, after which the
minimization of the second term can start.

Proposition 6.20. Consider the same problem as in Proposition 6.19 with the same parameters and
∆ ∈ (0,∞). Then, P2GDR produces the sequence (Xi)i∈N defined by

Xi :=

{
diag((1− α)ix0, 0) if i ≤ i∆

diag(0, 1 − (1− α)i−i∆) if i > i∆
(37)

where i∆ := max

{⌈
ln( ∆

x0
)

ln(1−α)

⌉
, 0

}
. In particular, (Xi)i∈N converges to diag(0, 1) and limi→∞ s(Xi; f,R2×2

≤1 ) =

0.

Proof. The formula (37) is correct for i = 0. If i∆ > 0, then (1−α)ix0 > ∆ for every i ∈ {0, . . . , i∆−1},
and (37) thus holds for every i ∈ {1, . . . , i∆} in view of Proposition 6.19. It remains to prove (37) for
every integer i > i∆. Let us look at iteration i∆. Since X̂1

i∆
= 02×2, −∇f(02×2) = diag(0, 1) ∈ R2×2

≤1 =

T
R2×2

≤1

(02×2), s(02×2; f,R2×2
≤1 ) = 1, X̂1

i∆
− α∇f(X̂1

i∆
) = diag(0, α), and

f(X̂1
i∆

)− f(diag(0, α)) ≥ c α s(X̂1
i∆

; f,R2×2
≤1 )2,

we have X̃1
i∆

= diag(0, α). As X̂0
i∆

= Xi∆
, Proposition 6.19 yields X̃0

i∆
= diag((1−α)i∆+1x0, 0). Since

f(X̃1
i∆

) =
(1− α)2

2
<

(1− α)2(i∆+1)x2
0 + 1

2
= f(X̃0

i∆
),

we have Xi∆+1 = X̃1
i∆

, in agreement with (37). Let us now assume that (37) holds for some integer

i > i∆ and prove that it also holds for i + 1. As X̂0
i = Xi, −∇f(Xi) = diag(0, (1 − α)i−i∆) ∈

T
R2×2

≤1

(Xi), s(Xi; f,R2×2
≤1 ) = (1 − α)i−i∆ , Xi − α∇f(Xi) = diag(0, 1 − (1 − α)i+1−i∆) ∈ R2×2

≤1 , and

f(Xi)− f(diag(0, 1 − (1− α)i+1−i∆)) ≥ c α s(Xi; f,R2×2
≤1 )2, we have X̃0

i = diag(0, 1 − (1− α)i+1−i∆).

If rank∆ Xi = 0, then P2GDR also considers X̂1
i = 02×2 and, from what precedes, X̃1

i = diag(0, α).
Since f(X̃0

i ) < f(X̃1
i ), we have Xi+1 = X̃0

i , as wished. The other two claims follow.
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x

y

···

·

·
·

Figure 6.2: Iterates Xi produced by P2GDR for the problem of Section 6.2.8 with x0 := 1, α := 3
5 , and

∆ := 1
5 in the xy-plane of diag(x, y) matrices. The arrows represent −α∇f(Xi). The circles represent

sublevel sets of f .

The iterates of P2GDR computed in Proposition 6.20 are represented in Figure 6.2, which illustrates
how the apocalypse is avoided. As explained, P2GD follows an apocalypse because, at any point
diag(x, 0) with x ∈ (0,∞), the projection of −∇f onto the tangent cone to R2×2

≤1 is parallel to the
x-axis, and can thus minimize only the first term of f . The descent direction diag(0, 1), which enables
the minimization of the second term of f , becomes accessible only at diag(0, 0).

Although P2GDR avoids the apocalypse for every ∆ ∈ (0,∞), it should be noted that, if ∆ ≥ α,
then its rank reduction mechanism makes it apply the P2GD map to 02×2 in at least one iteration from
iteration i∆+1, thereby constructing points that are not used, as shown in the proof of Proposition 6.20.
For those iterations, P2GDR therefore produces the same iterates as P2GD at a higher computational
cost.

We close this section by discussing how P2GDR behaves on this problem if it is used with the
stopping criterion defined by (19), i.e., if it is stopped when the stationarity measure s(·; f,R2×2

≤1 )

becomes smaller than or equal to some threshold ε ∈ (0,∞). If ∆ := 0, it returns the sequence (Xi)
i=iε

i=0

defined by (36), where iε := max

{⌈
ln( ε

x0
)

ln(1−α)

⌉
, 0

}
. Thus, in view of (37), for P2GDR to avoid stopping

while it is heading towards the apocalyptic point, we must have i∆ < iε, i.e., ∆ ≥ (1− α)iε−1x0.

6.3 The cone of symmetric positive-semidefinite matrices of bounded rank

In this section, E := Rn×n and

C := S+
≤r(n) := {X ∈ Rn×n

≤r | X⊤ = X, X � 0}

for some positive integers n and r < n, Rn×n is endowed with the Frobenius inner product, and ‖ · ‖
denotes the Frobenius norm. For every q ∈ N, we let S(q) := {X ∈ Rq×q | X⊤ = X} denote the linear
subspace of Rq×q consisting of all real q × q symmetric matrices, S+(q) := {X ∈ S(q) | X � 0} the
closed convex cone of real q × q symmetric positive-semidefinite matrices, and S−(q) := {X ∈ S(q) |
X � 0} the closed convex cone of real q × q symmetric negative-semidefinite matrices. We also write
Rn×r

∗ := Rn×r
r and S+

<r(n) := S+(n) ∩ Rn×n
<r .

In Section 6.3.1, we review the stratification of S+
≤r(n) by the rank, which satisfies conditions 1(a)

and 1(b) of Assumption 2.2. We also recall basic facts about real symmetric positive-semidefinite
matrices showing that condition 1(c) is satisfied and providing a formula to project onto S+

≤r(n) and

its strata. In Section 6.3.2, we review an explicit description of the tangent cone to S+
≤r(n) and derive

a formula to project onto it (Proposition 6.22). Based on this description, we prove that S+
≤r(n)

satisfies the second statement of Theorem 6.1 (Proposition 6.23) and condition 3 of Assumption 2.2
(Proposition 6.26). In Section 6.3.3, we deduce the regular normal cone, the normal cone, and the
Clarke normal cone to S+

≤r(n) and show that the sets of apocalyptic and serendipitous points of S+
≤r(n)

both equal S+
<r(n) (Proposition 6.31). Finally, in Section 6.3.4, we present an alternative version of

the P2GDR map on S+
≤r(n) (Algorithm 6.5) and show that the general theory developed in Section 5

also applies to this version (Proposition 6.32). We notably deduce Corollary 6.33.
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6.3.1 Stratification of the cone of positive-semidefinite matrices of bounded rank

The rank stratifies S+
≤r(n):

S+
≤r(n) =

r⋃

i=0

S+
i (n)

where, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , r},
S+

i (n) := S+(n) ∩ Rn×n
i

is the smooth manifold of n× n rank-i symmetric positive-semidefinite matrices [25, Proposition 2.1].
Observe that S+

≤0(n) = S+
0 (n) = {0n×n}. The stratification of S+(n) by the rank follows from the fact

that S+(n) is in bijection with the orbit space Rn×n/O(n), as shown in [49, §3.1] based on [2].
It follows that S+

≤r(n) satisfies condition 1(a) of Assumption 2.2. By [25, Proposition 2.1], condi-
tion 1(b) is satisfied too. To establish condition 1(c), we first review basic facts about the eigenvalues
of a real symmetric matrix.

In what follows, the eigenvalues of X ∈ S(n), which are real [26, Theorem 4.1.3], are denoted
by λ1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(X), as in [22, 2.1.7]; moreover, λ1(X) and λn(X) are respectively denoted by
λmax(X) and λmin(X). By the spectral theorem for real symmetric matrices [22, Theorem 8.1.1], for
every X ∈ S(n), there exists U ∈ O(n) such that

X = U diag(λ1(X), . . . , λn(X))U⊤. (38)

Moreover, if X � 0, then λmin(X) ≥ 0 [26, Theorem 4.1.8], thus the eigendecomposition (38) is an
SVD, and the singular values of X are its eigenvalues.

Proposition 6.21 shows how to project onto S+
≤r(n) and implies that S+

≤r(n) satisfies condition 1(c)
of Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 6.21 (projection onto S+
≤r(n) [16, Corollary 17]). For every X ∈ Rn×n, PS+

≤r
(n)(X) is

the set of all possible outputs of Algorithm 6.4; in particular, if Xsym := 1
2(X + X⊤) and

i :=

{
max{j ∈ {1, . . . , r} | λj(Xsym) > 0} if λ1(Xsym) > 0,
0 otherwise,

then

d(X, S+
≤r(n)) =

√√√√‖X‖2 −
i∑

j=1

λ2
j(Xsym).

Algorithm 6.4 Projection onto S+
≤r(n)

Require: (n, r) where n, r ∈ N \ {0} and r < n.
Input: X ∈ Rn×n.
Output: Y ∈ PS+

≤r
(n)(X).

1: Xsym ← 1
2(X + X⊤);

2: Choose U ∈ O(n) such that Xsym = U diag(λ1(Xsym), . . . , λn(Xsym))U⊤;
3: if λ1(Xsym) > 0 then
4: i← max{j ∈ {1, . . . , r} | λj(Xsym) > 0};
5: Y ← U(:, 1:i) diag(λ1(Xsym), . . . , λi(Xsym))U(:, 1:i)⊤;
6: else
7: Y ← 0n×n;
8: end if
9: Return Y .
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6.3.2 Tangent cone to the cone of positive-semidefinite matrices of bounded rank

In Proposition 6.22, we review a formula describing T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) for every X ∈ S+
≤r(n) based on or-

thonormal bases of im X and (im X)⊥, and we deduce a formula to project onto T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X).

Proposition 6.22 (tangent cone to S+
≤r(n)). Let r ∈ {0, . . . , r}, X ∈ S+

r (n), U ∈ St(r, n), U⊥ ∈
St(n− r, n), im U = im X, and im U⊥ = (im X)⊥. Then,

T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) =

{
[U U⊥]

[
A B

B⊤ E

]
[U U⊥]⊤ | A ∈ S(r), B ∈ Rr×n−r, E ∈ S+

≤r−r(n− r)

}
.

Moreover, if Z ∈ Rn×n is written as

Z = [U U⊥]

[
A B
D E

]
[U U⊥]⊤

with A = U⊤ZU , B = U⊤ZU⊥, D = U⊤
⊥ ZU , and E = U⊤

⊥ ZU⊥, then

PT
S+

≤r
(n)

(X)(Z) = [U U⊥]




1
2(A + A⊤) 1

2(B + D⊤)
1
2 (B⊤ + D) PS+

≤r−r
(n−r)(E)


 [U U⊥]⊤.

Proof. The description of T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) is given in [34, Proposition 3.4]. All Z̃ ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) can be

written as

Z̃ = [U U⊥]

[
Ã B̃

B̃⊤ Ẽ

]
[U U⊥]⊤

with Ã ∈ S(r), B̃ ∈ Rr×n−r, and Ẽ ∈ S+
≤r−r(n− r), and

‖Z − Z̃‖2 = ‖A− Ã‖2 + ‖B − B̃‖2 + ‖D − B̃⊤‖2 + ‖E − Ẽ‖2

is minimized if and only if Ã ∈ PS(r)(A) = 1
2 (A + A⊤), B̃ = 1

2 (B + D⊤), and Ẽ ∈ PS+
≤r−r

(n−r)(E).

Proposition 6.23 shows that S+
≤r(n) satisfies the second statement of Theorem 6.1.

Proposition 6.23. For all X ∈ S+
r (n) with r ∈ {1, . . . , r},

√
5− 1

r + 1

1

2λr(X)
≤ sup

Z∈T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X)\{0n×n}

d(X + Z, S+
≤r(n))

‖Z‖2 ≤ 1

2λr(X)
.

Proof. We prove only the upper bound; the lower bound can be obtained as the one in Proposition 6.12.
Let

X = [U U⊥] diag(Λ, 0n−r×n−r)[U U⊥]⊤

be an eigendecomposition, and Z ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) \ {0n×n}. By Proposition 6.22, there are A ∈ S(r),

B ∈ Rr×n−r, and E ∈ S+
≤r−r(n− r) such that

Z = [U U⊥]

[
A B

B⊤ E

]
[U U⊥]⊤.

Define the function

γ : [0,∞)→ S+
≤r(n) : t 7→ (

U + t(U⊥B⊤ + 1
2UA)Λ−1)

Λ
(
U + t(U⊥B⊤ + 1

2UA⊤)Λ−1)⊤
+ tU⊥EU⊤

⊥ ;
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γ is well defined since the ranks of the two terms are respectively upper bounded by r and r− r, and
the sum of two positive-semidefinite matrices is positive-semidefinite. For all t ∈ [0,∞),

γ(t) = X + tZ +
t2

4
[U U⊥]

[
A

2B⊤

]
Λ−1

[
A 2B

]
[U U⊥]⊤

thus

d(X + tZ, S+
≤r(n)) ≤ ‖(X + tZ)− γ(t)‖ =

t2

4

∥∥∥∥∥

[
AΛ−1A 2AΛ−1B

2B⊤Λ−1A 4B⊤Λ−1B

]∥∥∥∥∥ .

Observe that
∥∥∥∥∥

[
AΛ−1A 2AΛ−1B

2B⊤Λ−1A 4B⊤Λ−1B

]∥∥∥∥∥ =
√
‖AΛ−1A‖2 + 4‖AΛ−1B‖2 + 4‖B⊤Λ−1A‖2 + 16‖B⊤Λ−1B‖2

=
√
‖AΛ−1A‖2 + 8‖AΛ−1B‖2 + 16‖B⊤Λ−1B‖2

≤ ‖Λ−1‖2
(
‖A‖2 + 4‖B‖2

)

≤ ‖Λ−1‖2‖Z‖2 max
x,y∈R

x2+2y2=1

x2 + 4y2

= 2‖Λ−1‖2‖Z‖2

=
2

λr(X)
‖Z‖2.

Therefore, for all t ∈ [0,∞),

d(X + tZ, S+
≤r(n)) ≤ t2 1

2λr(X)
‖Z‖2.

Choosing t = 1 yields the result.

We now prove Proposition 6.26 which states that S+
≤r(n) satisfies condition 3 of Assumption 2.2.

To this end, we need some preliminary results. Proposition 6.24 allows us to deduce Lemma 6.25 from
[41, Lemma 4.1].

Proposition 6.24. For every W ∈ Rn×r
∗ , PSt(r,n)(W ) = U and im U = im W . Moreover, the function

PSt(r,n)(·) : Rn×r
∗ → St(r, n)

is continuous.

Proof. The first part follows from [4, Theorem 10.2]. The second part then follows from [20, Theo-
rem 2.26] since St(r, n) is compact.

Lemma 6.25. Let r ∈ {0, . . . , n}, (Xi)i∈N be a sequence in S+
r (n) converging to X ∈ S+

r (n), U ∈
St(r, n), im U = im X, U⊥ ∈ St(n − r, n), and im U⊥ = (im X)⊥. Then, there exist sequences (Ui)i∈N

in St(r, n) and (Ui⊥)i∈N in St(n − r, n) respectively converging to U and U⊥, and such that, for all
i ∈ N, im Ui = im Xi and im Ui⊥ = (im Xi)

⊥.

Proof. By [41, Lemma 4.1], there exist sequences (Ũi)i∈N in R
n×r
∗ and (Ũi⊥)i∈N in R

n×n−r
∗ respectively

converging to U and U⊥, and such that, for all i ∈ N, im Ũi = im Xi and im Ũi⊥ = (im Xi)
⊥. By

Proposition 6.24, we can take Ui := PSt(r,n)(Ũi) and Ui⊥ := PSt(n−r,n)(Ũi⊥) for all i ∈ N.

Lemma 6.25 allows us to prove Proposition 6.26 which states that S+
≤r(n) satisfies condition 3 of

Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 6.26. For every r ∈ {0, . . . , r}, the correspondence T
S+

≤r
(n)

(·) is continuous at every

X ∈ S+
r (n) relative to S+

≤r(n).
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Proof. The result is clear if r = 0 since S+
≤0(n) = S+

0 (n) = {0n×n}. Let us therefore consider r ∈
{1, . . . , r} and X ∈ S+

r (n). We must prove that, for every sequence (Xi)i∈N in S+
≤r(n) converging to

X ∈ S+
r (n), it holds that

Lim
i→∞

T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi) ⊆ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) ⊆ Lim
i→∞

T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi).

We recall that the concepts of inner and outer limits of a sequence of sets have been reviewed in
Section 4.2. By Proposition 6.21, every sequence in S+

≤r(n) converging to a point in S+
r (n) contains

finitely many elements in S+
<r(n). Thus, it suffices to consider a sequence (Xi)i∈N in S+

r (n) converging

to X ∈ S+
r (n). Let U ∈ St(r, n), im U = im X, U⊥ ∈ St(n − r, n), and im U⊥ = (im X)⊥. We apply

Lemma 6.25 to (Xi)i∈N and X.
Let us establish the first inclusion. Let Z ∈ Limi→∞ T

S+
≤r

(n)
(Xi), i.e., Z is an accumulation point of

a sequence (Zi)i∈N such that, for all i ∈ N, Zi ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi). We need to prove that Z ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X).

By Proposition 6.22, for all i ∈ N, Zi = [Ui Ui⊥]
[

Ai Bi

B⊤
i Ei

]
[Ui Ui⊥]⊤ with Ai = U⊤

i ZiUi ∈ S(r),

Bi = U⊤
i ZiUi⊥ ∈ Rr×n−r, and Ei = U⊤

i⊥ZiUi⊥ ∈ S+
≤r−r(n − r). Let (Zik

)k∈N be a subsequence of

(Zi)i∈N converging to Z. Then, for all k ∈ N, Zik
= [Uik

Uik⊥]

[
Aik

Bik

B⊤
ik

Eik

]
[Uik

Uik⊥]⊤, and, since

the subsequences (Aik
)k∈N, (Bik

)k∈N, and (Eik
)k∈N respectively converge to A := U⊤ZU ∈ S(r),

B := U⊤ZU⊥, and E := U⊤
⊥ ZU⊥ ∈ S+

≤r−r(n− r), we have Z = [U U⊥]
[

A B
B⊤ E

]
[U U⊥]⊤, which shows

that Z ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) by Proposition 6.22.

Let us establish the second inclusion. Let Z ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X). We have to prove that there exists a

sequence (Zi)i∈N converging to Z and such that Zi ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi) for all i ∈ N. By Proposition 6.22,

there exist A ∈ S(r), B ∈ Rr×n−r, and E ∈ S+
≤r−r(n − r) such that Z = [U U⊥]

[
A B

B⊤ E

]
[U U⊥]⊤. By

Proposition 6.22, for all i ∈ N, Zi := [Ui Ui⊥]
[

A B
B⊤ E

]
[Ui Ui⊥]⊤ ∈ T

S+
≤r

(n)
(Xi). Since (Zi)i∈N converges

to Z, the proof is complete.

6.3.3 Normal cones to the cone of positive-semidefinite matrices of bounded rank

In this section, we compute the polar of S+
≤r(n) (Proposition 6.27), the regular normal cone to S+

≤r(n)

(Proposition 6.28), the normal cone to S+
≤r(n) (Proposition 6.29), and the Clarke normal cone to

S+
≤r(n) (Corollary 6.30). To this end, we use Proposition 4.5 and the fact that

S(n)⊥ = {X ∈ Rn×n | X⊤ = −X}.

Finally, using Proposition 4.9, we prove that the sets of apocalyptic points and of serendipitous points
of S+

≤r(n) both equal S+
<r(n) (Proposition 6.31).

Proposition 6.27 (polar of S+
≤r(n)). For all r ∈ {1, . . . , n},

S+
≤r(n)∗ = S−(n) + S(n)⊥.

Proof. By Proposition 4.3, it suffices to prove that S+
≤r(n)∗∩S(n) = S−(n). The inclusion ⊇ holds since,

for all X, Y ∈ S+(n), 〈X, Y 〉 ≥ 0. Let us establish the inclusion ⊆. Let X ∈ S+
≤r(n)∗ ∩ S(n). Then,

there exists U ∈ O(n) such that X = U diag(λ1(X), . . . , λn(X))U⊤. Moreover, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n},
Y := U diag(δ1,i, . . . , δn,i)U

⊤ ∈ S+
≤r(n) and thus 0 ≥ 〈X, Y 〉 = λi(X). Therefore, X � 0.

Proposition 6.28 (regular normal cone to S+
≤r(n)). For all X ∈ S+

≤r(n),

N̂
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) = S(n)⊥ +

{
{Z ∈ S−(n) | XZ = 0n×n} if rank X < r,
{Z ∈ S(n) | XZ = 0n×n} if rank X = r.
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Proof. By (12) and Propositions 6.22 and 6.27, we have

N̂
S+

≤r
(n)

(0n×n) = T
S+

≤r
(n)

(0n×n)∗ = S+
≤r(n)∗ = S−(n) + S(n)⊥.

Let r ∈ {1, . . . , r}, X ∈ S+
r (n), U ∈ St(r, n), U⊥ ∈ St(n − r, n), im U = im X, and im U⊥ = (im X)⊥.

By Proposition 4.5, it suffices to prove that

N̂
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) ∩ S(n) =

{
{Z ∈ S−(n) | XZ = 0n×n} if r < r,
{Z ∈ S(n) | XZ = 0n×n} if r = r.

Let Z ∈ S(n) be written as

Z = [U U⊥]

[
Ã B̃

B̃⊤ D̃

]
[U U⊥]⊤

with Ã = U⊤ZU , B̃ = U⊤ZU⊥, and D̃ = U⊤
⊥ ZU⊥. Then, Z ∈ N̂

S+
≤r

(n)
(X) ∩ S(n) if and only if

〈Z, Y 〉 ≤ 0 for all Y ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X). By Proposition 6.22, all Y ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) can be written as

Y = [U U⊥]

[
A B

B⊤ D

]
[U U⊥]⊤,

with A ∈ S(r), B ∈ Rr×n−r, and D ∈ S+
≤r−r(n− r), and

〈Z, Y 〉 = tr AÃ + 2 tr BB̃⊤ + tr DD̃.

Thus, 〈Z, Y 〉 ≤ 0 for all Y ∈ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) if and only if Ã = 0r×r, B̃ = 0r×n−r, and D̃ ∈ S+
≤r−r(n −

r)∗ ∩ S(n− r). Therefore, Z ∈ U⊥S−(n− r)U⊤
⊥ if r < r (by Proposition 6.27) and Z ∈ U⊥S(n− r)U⊤

⊥
if r = r (because {0n−r×n−r}∗ = Rn−r×n−r). The result follows.

The normal cone to S+
≤r(n) in S(n) is given in [48, Theorem 3.12]. In Proposition 6.29, we deduce

the normal to S+
≤r(n) in Rn×n thanks to Proposition 4.5.

Proposition 6.29 (normal cone to S+
≤r(n)). For all X ∈ S+

≤r(n),

N
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) =
{
Z ∈ S−(n) ∪ S≤n−r(n) | XZ = 0n×n

}
+ S(n)⊥.

In particular, S+
≤r(n) is not Clarke regular on S+

<r(n).

Proof. This follows from Proposition 4.5 and [48, Theorem 3.12].

Corollary 6.30 (Clarke normal cone to S+
≤r(n)). For all X ∈ S+

≤r(n),

NS+
≤r

(n)(X) = {Z ∈ S(n) | XZ = 0n×n}+ S(n)⊥.

By Proposition 6.29, S+
≤r(n) is not Clarke regular on S+

<r(n). Proposition 6.31 states that every

point of S+
<r(n) is apocalyptic, which is a stronger result by [35, Corollary 2.15].

Proposition 6.31. The set of apocalyptic points of S+
≤r(n) and the set of serendipitous points of

S+
≤r(n) both equal S+

<r(n).

Proof. We use Proposition 4.9. Let X ∈ S+
r (n) and (Xi)i∈N be a sequence in S+

≤r(n) converging to

X. By Proposition 6.21, (Xi)i∈N contains finitely many elements in S+
<r(n). Therefore, by Proposi-

tion 6.26, Limi→∞ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi) = T
S+

≤r
(n)

(X), and thus
(

Limi→∞ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi)
)∗

= N̂
S+

≤r
(n)

(X). Thus,

X is neither apocalyptic nor serendipitous.
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Let X ∈ S+
r (n) with r ∈ {1, . . . , r− 1}. Let Λ := diag(λ1(X), . . . , λr(X)) and U ∈ St(r, n) be such

that X = UΛU⊤. Let Ū⊥ ∈ St(r − r, n) and U⊥ ∈ St(n − r, n) be such that [U Ū⊥ U⊥] ∈ O(n). For

all i ∈ N, let Xi := [U Ū⊥] diag(Λ,
λr(X)

i+1 Ir−r)[U Ū⊥]⊤. Thus, for all i ∈ N,

T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi) =





[U Ū⊥ U⊥]




A B F
B⊤ D G
F ⊤ G⊤ 0n−r×n−r


 [U Ū⊥ U⊥]⊤

∣∣∣∣
A ∈ S(r), B ∈ Rr×r−r,
D ∈ S(r − r),
F ∈ Rr×n−r, G ∈ Rr−r×n−r





.

Therefore,

Lim
i→∞

T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi) =





[U Ū⊥ U⊥]




A B F
B⊤ D G
F ⊤ G⊤ 0n−r×n−r


 [U Ū⊥ U⊥]⊤

∣∣∣∣
A ∈ S(r), B ∈ Rr×r−r,
D ∈ S(r − r),
F ∈ Rr×n−r, G ∈ Rr−r×n−r





and, by Proposition 4.3,

(
Lim
i→∞

T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi)
)∗

= S(n)⊥ + U⊥R
n−r×n−rU⊤

⊥ .

Furthermore, by Proposition 6.27,

N̂
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) = S(n)⊥ + [Ū⊥ U⊥]S−(n − r)[Ū⊥ U⊥]⊤.

Thus, since neither of N̂
S+

≤r
(n)

(X) and
(

Limi→∞ T
S+

≤r
(n)

(Xi)
)∗

is a subset of the other, X is apocalyptic

and serendipitous. The argument is the same if X = 0n×n.

6.3.4 A variant of the P2GDR map on the cone of positive-semidefinite matrices of
bounded rank

The variant of the P2GDR map on Rm×n
≤r given in Algorithm 6.3 can also be defined on S+

≤r(n),
yielding Algorithm 6.5.

Algorithm 6.5 Variant of the P2GDR map on S+
≤r(n)

Require: (f, r, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆) where f : Rn×n → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz continu-
ous, r ≤ n is a positive integer, 0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, β, c ∈ (0, 1), and ∆ ∈ (0,∞).

Input: X ∈ S+
≤r(n) such that s(X; f, S+

≤r(n)) > 0.
Output: Y ∈ Algorithm 6.5(X; f, r, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆).

1: for j ∈ {0, . . . , rank X − rank∆ X} do
2: Choose X̂j ∈ PS+

rank X−j
(n)(X);

3: Choose X̃j ∈ P2GD(X̂j ;Rn×n, S+
≤r(n), f, α, ᾱ, β, c);

4: end for
5: Return Y ∈ argmin{X̃j |j∈{0,...,rank X−rank∆ X}} f .

Proposition 6.32 states that this variant satisfies the same decrease guarantee as the original
version.

Proposition 6.32. Proposition 5.4 holds for Algorithm 6.5.

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Proposition 6.16.

The main result of this section is the following.

Corollary 6.33. On S+
≤r(n), Theorem 5.5 holds if Algorithm 5.2 is replaced by Algorithm 6.5 in line 3

of Algorithm 5.3.
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Proof. The result follows from Proposition 6.32 and Theorem 5.5 since S+
≤r(n) satisfies Assumption 2.2.

By Proposition 6.31, unlike on Rm×n
≤r , it is an open question whether P2GDR on S+

≤r(n) (Algo-
rithm 5.3 using either Algorithm 5.2 or Algorithm 6.5 in line 3) can follow a serendipity, i.e., produce
a convergent sequence whose limit is stationary (by Corollary 6.33) but along which the stationarity
measure s(·; f, S+

≤r(n)) does not go to zero.

7 Complementary results

In this section, we prove complementary results to those presented in Sections 5 and 6. In Section 7.1,
we show that Assumption 2.1 is related to the concept of parabolic derivability (Proposition 7.2).
In Section 7.2, we prove that conditions 1(a) and 1(b) of Assumption 2.2 imply that {S0, . . . , Sp}
is a stratification of C satisfying the condition of the frontier (Proposition 7.5). In Section 7.3,
under Assumption 3.1, we define RFDR (Algorithm 7.3) and prove that it produces a sequence whose
accumulation points are stationary for (1) (Theorem 7.9). In Section 7.4, we prove that Rn

≤s satisfies
Assumption 3.1. Finally, in Section 7.5, we show that the convergence analysis of the Riemannian
rank-adaptive method given in [54, Algorithm 3] does not apply to all cost functions considered in
[54].

7.1 Geometric and parabolic derivability of a set and distance from a tangent line

In this section, given a point x in a subset S of E , we investigate the links between:

1. the derivability of v ∈ TS(x) and the existence of an upper bound on d(x+tv,S)
t

holding for all
t ∈ (0,∞) sufficiently small (Proposition 7.1);

2. the parabolic derivability of S at x ∈ S for v ∈ TS(x) and the existence of an upper bound on
d(x+tv,S)

t2 holding for all t ∈ (0,∞) (Proposition 7.2).

We recall that the concepts of geometric and parabolic derivability are reviewed in Section 4.3.
For all x ∈ S, all v ∈ TS(x), and all t ∈ (0,∞),

d(x + tv, S) ≤ ‖(x + tv)− x‖ = t‖v‖.

Proposition 7.1 shows that, if S is geometrically derivable at x, then the factor in front of t can be
made arbitrarily small if t is sufficiently small.

Proposition 7.1. If S is geometrically derivable at x ∈ S, then, for every v ∈ TS(x) and every
ε ∈ (0,∞), there exists δ ∈ (0,∞) such that, for all t ∈ [0, δ],

d(x + tv, S) ≤ εt.

Proof. Let v ∈ TS(x) \ {0}. By assumption, there exists γ : [0, τ ] → E with τ ∈ (0,∞), γ([0, τ ]) ⊆ S,
γ(0) = x, and γ′(0) = v. Thus, for all t ∈ (0, τ ],

d(x + tv, S)

t
≤ ‖γ(t)− (x + tv)‖

t
.

Therefore, since

0 = lim
tց0

‖γ(t)− (γ(0) + tγ′(0))‖
t

= lim
tց0

‖γ(t) − (x + tv)‖
t

,

it holds that

lim
tց0

d(x + tv, S)

t
= 0.

Thus, for every ε ∈ (0,∞), there exists δ ∈ (0,∞) such that, for all t ∈ (0, δ],

d(x + tv, S) ≤ εt,

which completes the proof.
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Proposition 7.2 shows that, if S is parabolically derivable at x ∈ S for v ∈ TS(x), then, for all

t ∈ (0,∞), d(x+tv,S)
t2 is bounded from above.

Proposition 7.2. If S is parabolically derivable at x ∈ S for v ∈ TS(x), then

sup
t∈(0,∞)

d(x + tv, S)

t2
<∞.

Proof. Let w ∈ T 2
S(x|v). By assumption, there exists γ : [0, τ ] → E with τ ∈ (0,∞), γ([0, τ ]) ⊆ S,

γ(0) = x, γ′(0) = v, and γ′′(0) = w. Thus, for all t ∈ (0, τ ],

d(x + tv + t2

2 w, S)
t2

2

≤ ‖γ(t)− (x + tv + t2

2 w)‖
t2

2

.

Therefore, since

0 = lim
tց0

‖γ(t) − (γ(0) + tγ′(0) + t2

2 γ′′(0))‖
t2

2

= lim
tց0

‖γ(t)− (x + tv + t2

2 w)‖
t2

2

,

it holds that

lim
tց0

d(x + tv + t2

2 w, S)
t2

2

= 0.

By [53, Proposition 1.3.17], for all t ∈ (0, τ ],

|d(x + tv + t2

2 w, S) − d(x + tv, S)|
t2

2

≤ ‖w‖.

Thus,

L0 := lim sup
tց0

d(x + tv, S)
t2

2

≤ ‖w‖.

Let ε ∈ (0,∞) and L1 := L0+ε
2 . There exists δ ∈ (0,∞) such that

∣∣∣∣∣ sup
t∈(0,δ]

d(x + tv, S)
t2

2

− L0

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε.

Therefore, for all t ∈ [0, δ], d(x + tv, S) ≤ L1t2. Let L := max{L1, ‖v‖
δ
}. On the one hand, for all

t ∈ [0, ‖v‖
L

], d(x+tv, S) ≤ L1t2 ≤ Lt2. On the other hand, for all t ∈ (‖v‖
L

,∞), d(x+tv, S) ≤ t‖v‖ < Lt2.
Hence, for all t ∈ [0,∞), d(x + tv, S) ≤ Lt2.

7.2 Finite stratifications satisfying the condition of the frontier

In this section, we prove that conditions 1(a) and 1(b) of Assumption 2.2 imply that {S0, . . . , Sp} is
a stratification of C satisfying the condition of the frontier (Proposition 7.5).

Let Z be a topological space. By [11, définition 2 & proposition 5], a subset of Z is locally closed
if and only if it is the intersection of an open set and a closed set.

Proposition 7.3. If A1 and A2 are two nonempty locally closed subsets of Z, then A1 ∩ A2 = ∅
implies A1 6= A2.

Proof. For every i ∈ {1, 2}, since Ai is nonempty and locally closed, there exist a nonempty open set
Oi and a nonempty closed set Ci such that Ai = Oi ∩ Ci. Then, either A1 ∩ O2 = ∅ or A1 ∩ O2 6= ∅.
If A1 ∩ O2 = ∅, then A2 ⊆ A2 \ A1. Indeed, if x ∈ A2, then, x ∈ A2 and x ∈ O2. Thus, O2 is a
neighborhood of x that does not meet A1. Therefore, x 6∈ A1. If A1∩O2 6= ∅, then A1∩O2 ⊆ A1 \A2.
Indeed, let x ∈ A1 ∩O2. Then, x ∈ A1. Furthermore, since A1 ∩A2 = ∅, x 6∈ C2. Since Z \C2 is open,
there exists a neighborhood of x contained in Z \ C2 and thus in Z \ A2. Therefore, x 6∈ A2.
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Proposition 7.4. Let S be a partition of Z the blocks of which are locally closed. If, for every S ∈ S,
S \ S is a union of elements of S, then:

1. the relation < defined as follows is a strict partial order on S:

S < S′ iff S 6= S′ and S ⊆ S′ \ S′;

2. if there exists S ∈ S such that S < S′ for all S′ ∈ S, then S is closed.

Proof. 1. We have to prove that < is irreflexive and transitive. The irreflexivity is clear. Let us
prove the transitivity. Let S, S′, S′′ ∈ S be such that S < S′ and S′ < S′′. Then, S ⊆ S′′.
Moreover, S 6= S′′; if not, then S = S′ which is impossible in view of Proposition 7.3 since
S 6= S′. Thus, S ⊆ S′′ \ S′′. Therefore, S < S′′.

2. Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that S \ S 6= ∅. Then, since S \ S is a union of elements
of S, there exists S′ ∈ S \ {S} such that S′ ⊆ S \ S, i.e., S′ < S, a contradiction.

Proposition 7.5. Let E be a Euclidean vector space and C be a nonempty closed subset of E. The
following statements are equivalent:

1. C admits a finite stratification satisfying the condition of the frontier [37, §5] and for which the
partial order defined in Proposition 7.4 is total;

2. conditions 1(a) and 1(b) of Assumption 2.2 are satisfied.

Proof. Clearly, the second statement implies the first. Let us prove the converse. In view of the
definition given in [37, §5], if C admits a finite stratification, then C can be partitioned into finitely
many smooth submanifolds of E contained in C; thus, condition 1(a) holds. Since any submanifold
of E is locally closed [37, §1], if the stratification satisfies the condition of the frontier as formulated
in [37, §5], then Proposition 7.4 defines a strict partial order <. If, moreover, < is total, then the
stratification can be written as {S0, . . . , Sp} for some nonnegative integer p with, if p ≥ 1, Si < Si+1

for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p − 1}. Let us prove that condition 1(b) holds. By Proposition 7.4, S0 = S0. If
p ≥ 1, let i ∈ {1, . . . , p}. Then,

⋃
j<i Sj ⊆ Si \ Si. Let us prove that this inclusion is an equality.

Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that Si \ Si is not a subset of
⋃

j<i Sj. Then, by the condition

of the frontier, there exists k ∈ {i + 1, . . . , p} such that Sk ⊆ Si \ Si, i.e., k < i, a contradiction.

7.3 Convergence analysis of RFDR under Assumption 3.1

In this section, under Assumption 3.1, we define RFDR (Algorithm 7.3) and prove that it produces
a sequence whose accumulation points are stationary for (1) (Theorem 7.9). The organization of
the section is described hereafter and summarized in Table 7.1. In Section 7.3.1, under condition 3
of Assumption 3.1, we prove that the RFD map (Algorithm 7.1) produces a point satisfying an
Armijo condition (Corollary 7.7). In Section 7.3.2, under Assumption 3.1, we introduce the RFDR
map (Algorithm 7.2), which uses the RFD map as a subroutine, and, based on Corollary 7.7, prove
Proposition 7.8. Finally, in Section 7.3.3, we introduce the RFDR algorithm and prove Theorem 7.9
based on Proposition 7.8. Using the concept of serendipitous point (see Section 4.4), we also deduce
Corollary 7.10 from Theorem 7.9.

Section Assumption Algorithm Main result

Section 7.3.1 condition 3 of Assumption 3.1 RFD map (Algorithm 7.1) Corollary 7.7

Section 7.3.2
Assumption 3.1

RFDR map (Algorithm 7.2) Proposition 7.8
Section 7.3.3 RFDR (Algorithm 7.3) Theorem 7.9

Table 7.1: Assumptions, algorithms, and main results of Section 7.3.
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7.3.1 The RFD map

In this section, under condition 3 of Assumption 3.1, we prove that the RFD map (Algorithm 7.1)
is well defined and produces a point satisfying an Armijo condition (Corollary 7.7). For convenience,
we recall that condition 3 of Assumption 3.1 states that C admits a restricted tangent cone, i.e., a

correspondence C ⊸ E : x 7→ (

T C(x) such that:

1. for every x ∈ C,

(

T C(x) is a closed cone contained in TC(x);

2. for all x ∈ C and all z ∈ (

T C(x), x + z ∈ C;

3. there exists µ ∈ (0, 1] such that, for all x ∈ C and all z ∈ E , ‖P (

T C(x)
(z)‖ ≥ µ‖PT

C
(x)(z)‖.

If C = Rm×n
≤r , the RFD map corresponds to the iteration map of [47, Algorithm 4] except that the

initial step size for the backtracking procedure is chosen in a given bounded interval.

Algorithm 7.1 RFD map

Require: (E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c) where E is a Euclidean vector space, C is a nonempty closed subset of
E satisfying condition 3 of Assumption 3.1, f : E → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz
continuous, 0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, and β, c ∈ (0, 1).

Input: x ∈ C such that s(x; f, C) > 0.
Output: a point in RFD(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c).

1: Choose g ∈ P (

T C(x)
(−∇f(x)) and α ∈ [α, ᾱ];

2: while f(x + αg) > f(x)− c α‖g‖2 do
3: α← αβ;
4: end while
5: Return x + αg.

Proposition 7.6. Let x ∈ C and ᾱ ∈ (0,∞). Assume that C satisfies condition 3 of Assumption 3.1.
Let B ( E be a closed ball such that, for all g ∈ P (

T C(x)
(−∇f(x)) and all α ∈ [0, ᾱ], x + αg ∈ B; an

example of such a ball is B[x, ᾱ s(x; f, C)]. Then, for all g ∈ P (

T C(x)
(−∇f(x)) and all α ∈ [0, ᾱ],

f(x + αg) ≤ f(x) + ‖g‖2α

(
−1 +

LipB(∇f)

2
α

)
. (39)

Proof. The example B[x, ᾱ s(x; f, C)] is correct because, for all g ∈ P (

T C(x)
(−∇f(x)) and all α ∈ [0, ᾱ],

‖(x + αg) − x‖ = α‖g‖ ≤ ᾱ s(x; f, C).

Let g ∈ P (

T C(x)
(−∇f(x)). The proof of (39) is based on (20) and the equality 〈∇f(x), g〉 = −‖g‖2

which holds by Proposition 4.2 since

(

T C(x) is a closed cone. For all α ∈ [0, ᾱ],

f(x + αg)− f(x) ≤ 〈∇f(x), (x + αg) − x〉+
LipB(∇f)

2
‖(x + αg) − x‖2

= −α‖g‖2 +
LipB(∇f)

2
α2‖g‖2.

Two remarks on Proposition 7.6 can be made. First, the existence of a ball B crucially relies on
the upper bound ᾱ required by Algorithm 7.1. Second, in contrast with (21), the upper bound (39)
does not depend on the function u defined in Assumption 2.1. This fundamental difference is the
reason why RFDR accumulates at stationary points of (1) while requiring at most one projection onto
Sp−1 per iteration, whereas P2GDR can require a projection onto Si for every i ∈ {0, . . . , p − 1} per
iteration.

Corollary 7.7 states that the while loop in Algorithm 7.1 terminates and produces a point satisfying
an Armijo condition. It plays an instrumental role in the proof of Proposition 7.8. Observe that the µ2

factor, which comes from condition 3(c) of Assumption 3.1, does not appear in the Armijo condition
given in Corollary 5.2.
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Corollary 7.7. The while loop in Algorithm 7.1 terminates and every x̃ ∈ RFD(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c)
satisfies the Armijo condition

f(x̃) ≤ f(x)− µ2c α s(x; f, C)2

for some α ∈
[
min

{
α, 2β 1−c

LipB(∇f)

}
, ᾱ

]
, where B is any closed ball as in Proposition 7.6.

Proof. For all α ∈ (0,∞),

f(x) + ‖g‖2α

(
−1 +

LipB(∇f)

2
α

)
≤ f(x)− c‖g‖2α iff α ≤ 2

1− c

LipB(∇f)
.

Since the left-hand side of the first inequality is an upper bound on f(x + αg) for all α ∈ (0, ᾱ], the
Armijo condition is necessarily satisfied if α ∈ (0, min{ᾱ, 2 1−c

LipB(∇f)}]. Therefore, either the initial

step size chosen in [α, ᾱ] satisfies the Armijo condition or the while loop ends with α such that
α
β

> 2 1−c
LipB(∇f) . The result then follows from condition 3(c) of Assumption 3.1.

7.3.2 The RFDR map

In this section, under Assumption 3.1, we introduce the RFDR map (Algorithm 7.2) and prove Propo-
sition 7.8 from which we deduce Theorem 7.9 in Section 7.3.3. For convenience, we recall that As-
sumption 3.1 states that C satisfies the following conditions:

1. there exist a positive integer p and nonempty smooth submanifolds S0, . . . , Sp of E contained in
C such that:

(a) for all i, j ∈ {0, . . . , p}, i 6= j implies Si ∩ Sj = ∅;
(b) Sp = C and, for all i ∈ {0, . . . , p}, Si =

⋃i
j=0 Sj;

(c) if p ≥ 2, then, for all x ∈ Sp, d(x, Sp−1) < d(x, Sp−2);

2. infx∈C\Sp,z∈E\{0}
‖PT

C
(x)(z)‖

‖z‖ > 0;

3. C admits a restricted tangent cone, i.e., a correspondence C ⊸ E : x 7→ (

T C(x) such that:

(a) for every x ∈ C,

(

T C(x) is a closed cone contained in TC(x);

(b) for all x ∈ C and all z ∈ (

T C(x), x + z ∈ C;

(c) there exists µ ∈ (0, 1] such that, for all x ∈ C and all z ∈ E , ‖P (

T C(x)
(z)‖ ≥ µ‖PT

C
(x)(z)‖.

The RFDR map involves the projection of a point of Sp onto Sp−1 which exists by condition 1(c)
above.

The RFDR map is defined as Algorithm 7.2. Given x ∈ C as input, it proceeds as follows: it applies
the RFD map (Algorithm 7.1) to x, thereby producing a point x̃, (ii) if x ∈ Sp and d(x, Sp−1) ≤ ∆ for
some threshold ∆ ∈ (0,∞), it applies the RFD map to a projection x̂ of x onto Sp−1, then producing
a point x̃R, and (iii) it outputs a point among x̃ and x̃R that maximally decreases f .
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Algorithm 7.2 RFDR map

Require: (E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆) where E is a Euclidean vector space, C is a nonempty closed subset
of E satisfying Assumption 3.1, f : E → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz continuous,
0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, β, c ∈ (0, 1), and ∆ ∈ (0,∞).

Input: x ∈ C such that s(x; f, C) > 0.
Output: a point in RFDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆).

1: Choose x̃ ∈ RFD(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c);
2: if d(x, Sp−1) ∈ (0, ∆] then
3: Choose x̂ ∈ PSp−1(X);
4: Choose x̃R ∈ RFD(x̂; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c);
5: Return y ∈ argmin{x̃,x̃R} f .
6: else
7: Return x̃.
8: end if

Proposition 7.8 is to the RFDR map as Proposition 5.4 is to the P2GDR map.

Proposition 7.8. For every x ∈ C such that s(x; f, C) > 0, there exist ε(x), δ(x) ∈ (0,∞) such that,
for all x ∈ B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C and all y ∈ RFDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆),

f(y)− f(x) ≤ −δ(x). (40)

Proof. Let x ∈ C be such that s(x; f, C) > 0. This proof constructs ε(x) and δ(x) based on the Armijo
condition given in Corollary 7.7. This requires to derive local lower and upper bounds on s(·; f, C)
around x. It first considers the case where x ∈ Sp, in which the construction essentially relies on the
continuity of s(·; f, C) on B(x, d(x, Sp−1))∩C. Then, it focuses on the case where x ∈ C \Sp, in which
the bounds on s(·; f, C) follow from the bounds (42) on ∇f thanks to condition 2 of Assumption 3.1.
If x ∈ C \ Sp, then condition 2 of Assumption 3.1 readily gives a lower bound on s(x; f, C). This is
not the case if x ∈ Sp, however. This is where the projection mechanism comes into play. It considers
a projection x̂ of x onto Sp−1, and condition 2 of Assumption 3.1 gives a lower bound on s(x̂; f, C).
The inequality (40) is then obtained from (43) which follows from the continuity of f at x.

Let us first consider the case where x ∈ Sp. On B(x, d(x, Sp−1))∩C = B(x, d(x, Sp−1))∩Sp, s(·; f, C)
coincides with the norm of the Riemannian gradient of the restriction of f to the smooth manifold Sp,
which is continuous. In particular, there exists ρ(x) ∈ (0, d(x, Sp−1)) such that s(B[x, ρ(x)]∩Sp; f, C) ⊆
[1
2 s(x; f, C), 3

2 s(x; f, C)]. Let ρ̄(x) := ρ(x) + 3
2 ᾱ s(x; f, C), ε(x) := ρ(x), and

δ(x) :=
1

4
cµ2 s(x; f, C)2 min

{
α, 2β

1− c

LipB[x,ρ̄(x)](∇f)

}
.

Let x ∈ B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C. Then, B[x, ᾱ s(x; f, C)] ⊆ B[x, ρ̄(x)]. Indeed, for all z ∈ B[x, ᾱ s(x; f, C)],

‖z − x‖ ≤ ‖z − x‖+ ‖x− x‖ ≤ ᾱ s(x; f, C) + ρ(x) ≤ ρ̄(x).

Therefore, Corollary 7.7 applies and, for all x̃ ∈ RFD(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c),

f(x̃) ≤ f(x)− cµ2 s(x; f, C)2 min

{
α, 2β

1− c

LipB[x,ρ̄(x)](∇f)

}
≤ f(x)− δ(x),

and thus, for all y ∈ RFDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆),

f(y) ≤ f(x̃) ≤ f(x)− δ(x).

This completes the proof for the case where x ∈ Sp.
Let us now consider the case where x ∈ C \ Sp. It holds that ‖∇f(x)‖ ≥ s(x; f, C). Let ρ̄(x) :=

∆ + 3
2 ᾱ‖∇f(x)‖ and

δ(x) :=
1

12
cµ2


 inf

x̌∈C\Sp

z∈E\{0}

‖PT
C

(x̌)(z)‖
‖z‖




2

‖∇f(x)‖2 min

{
α, 2β

1− c

LipB[x,ρ̄(x)](∇f)

}
. (41)
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Since f is continuous at x, there exists ρf (x) ∈ (0,∞) such that f(B[x, ρf (x)]) ⊆ [f(x)− δ(x), f(x) +

δ(x)]. Let ε(x) := 1
2 min

{
∆, ρf (x), ‖∇f(x)‖

2 LipB[x,∆](∇f)

}
. Then, for all z ∈ B[x, 2ε(x)], since

|‖∇f(z)‖ − ‖∇f(x)‖| ≤ ‖∇f(z)−∇f(x)‖ ≤ Lip
B[x,∆]

(∇f)‖z − x‖ ≤ Lip
B[x,∆]

(∇f)2ε(x) ≤ ‖∇f(x)‖
2

,

it holds that
1

2
‖∇f(x)‖ ≤ ‖∇f(z)‖ ≤ 3

2
‖∇f(x)‖. (42)

Let x ∈ B[x, ε(x)] ∩ C. Let us first consider the case where x ∈ Sp. Then,

0 < d(x, Sp−1) ≤ ‖x− x‖ ≤ ε(x) ≤ ∆.

Thus, given x as input, the RFDR map considers x̂ ∈ PSp−1(x) ⊆ B[x, 2ε(x)] ∩ Sp−1 and x̃R ∈
RFD(x̂; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c), where the inclusion holds because

‖x̂− x‖ ≤ ‖x̂− x‖+ ‖x− x‖ ≤ d(x, Sp−1) + ε(x) ≤ 2ε(x).

As x, x̂ ∈ B[x, ρf (x)], we have
f(x̂) ≤ f(x) + 2δ(x). (43)

Since B[x̂, ᾱ s(x̂, f, C)] ⊆ B[x, ρ̄(x)], Corollary 7.7 applies to x̃R with B[x, ρ̄(x)]. The inclusion holds
because, for all z ∈ B[x̂, ᾱ s(x̂, f, C)],

‖z − x‖ ≤ ‖z − x̂‖+ ‖x̂− x‖ ≤ ᾱ s(x̂, f, C) + 2ε(x) ≤ ᾱ‖∇f(x̂)‖+ ∆ ≤ ρ̄(x),

where the last inequality follows from (42). Therefore, for all y ∈ RFDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆),

f(y) ≤ f(x̃R)

≤ f(x̂)− cµ2 s(x̂; f, C)2 min

{
α, 2β

1− c

LipB[x,ρ̄(x)](∇f)

}

≤ f(x̂)− cµ2


 inf

x̌∈C\Sp

z∈E\{0}

‖PT
C

(x̌)(z)‖
‖z‖




2

‖∇f(x̂)‖2 min

{
α, 2β

1− c

LipB[x,ρ̄(x)](∇f)

}

≤ f(x̂)− 3δ(x)

≤ f(x)− δ(x),

where the second inequality follows from Corollary 7.7, the third from condition 2 of Assumption 3.1,
the fourth from (42) and (41), and the fifth from (43). Let us now consider the case where x ∈ C \Sp.
Let x̃ ∈ RFD(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c). Since B[x, ᾱ s(x, f, C)] ⊆ B[x, ρ̄(x)], Corollary 7.7 applies to x̃ with
B[x, ρ̄(x)]. The inclusion holds because, for all z ∈ B[x, ᾱ s(x; f, C)],

‖z − x‖ ≤ ‖z − x‖+ ‖x− x‖ ≤ ᾱ s(x, f, C) + ε(x) < ᾱ‖∇f(x)‖+ ∆ ≤ ρ̄(x),

where the last inequality follows from (42). Therefore, for all y ∈ RFDR(x; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆),

f(y) ≤ f(x̃)

≤ f(x)− cµ2 s(x; f, C)2 min

{
α, 2β

1− c

LipB[x,ρ̄(x)](∇f)

}

≤ f(x)− cµ2


 inf

x̌∈C\Sp

z∈E\{0}

‖PT
C

(x̌)(z)‖
‖z‖




2

‖∇f(x)‖2 min

{
α, 2β

1− c

LipB[x,ρ̄(x)](∇f)

}

≤ f(x)− 3δ(x)

≤ f(x)− δ(x),

where the second inequality follows from Corollary 7.7, the third from condition 2 of Assumption 3.1,
and the fourth from (42) and (41).

52



7.3.3 The RFDR algorithm

The RFDR algorithm is defined as Algorithm 7.3. It produces a sequence along which f is strictly
decreasing.

Algorithm 7.3 RFDR

Require: (E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆) where E is a Euclidean vector space, C is a nonempty closed subset
of E satisfying Assumption 3.1, f : E → R is differentiable with ∇f locally Lipschitz continuous,
0 < α ≤ ᾱ <∞, β, c ∈ (0, 1), and ∆ ∈ (0,∞).

Input: x0 ∈ C.
Output: a sequence in C.

1: i← 0;
2: while s(xi; f, C) > 0 do
3: Choose xi+1 ∈ RFDR(xi; E , C, f, α, ᾱ, β, c, ∆);
4: i← i + 1;
5: end while

Theorem 7.9 states that RFDR accumulates at stationary points of (1) and is thus apocalypse-free.
However, it does not state that an accumulation point necessarily exists.

Theorem 7.9. Consider a sequence constructed by RFDR (Algorithm 7.3). If this sequence is finite,
then its last element is stationary for (1), i.e., is a zero of the stationarity measure s(·; f, C) defined
in (2). If it is infinite, then all of its accumulation points are stationary for (1).

Proof. The proof is the same as the one of Theorem 5.5 except that Proposition 7.8 replaces Propo-
sition 5.4.

Corollary 7.10 considers a sequence (xi)i∈N produced by RFDR. It guarantees that, if C has
no serendipitous point, which is notably the case of Rm×n

≤r (Proposition 6.14), and the sublevel set
{x ∈ C | f(x) ≤ f(x0)} is bounded, then limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0, and all accumulation points, of which
there exists at least one, have the same image by f .

Corollary 7.10. Let (xi)i∈N be a sequence produced by RFDR (Algorithm 7.3). The sequence has
at least one accumulation point if and only if lim infi→∞ ‖xi‖ < ∞. If C has no serendipitous point,
then, for every convergent subsequence (xik

)k∈N, limk→∞ s(xik
; f, C) = 0. If, moreover, (xi)i∈N is

bounded, which is the case notably if the sublevel set {x ∈ C | f(x) ≤ f(x0)} is bounded, then
limi→∞ s(xi; f, C) = 0, and all accumulation points have the same image by f .

Proof. The proof is the same as the one of Corollary 5.6.

Corollary 7.10 shows that the stopping criterion defined by (19) is always eventually satisfied by
RFDR if C has no serendipitous point and the generated sequence has an accumulation point. Indeed,
if C has no serendipitous point and RFDR produces a sequence (xi)i∈N that has an accumulation point,
i.e., that does not diverge to infinity, then, for every ε ∈ (0,∞), the set {i ∈ N | s(xi; f, C) ≤ ε} is
nonempty and thus its minimum iε exists.

7.4 The set of sparse vectors satisfies Assumption 3.1

In this section, we prove that Rn
≤s satisfies Assumption 3.1. Problem (1) with C = Rn

≤s appears in
sparse signal approximation which has several applications in signal processing such as compressed
sensing [7, 8, 9, 6].

In Section 7.4.1, we show how to project onto Rn
≤s (Proposition 7.11) and prove that Rn

≤s admits a
stratification satisfying condition 1 of Assumption 2.2 (Proposition 7.12). In Section 7.4.2, we review
the tangent cone to Rn

≤s (Proposition 7.13) and prove that Rn
≤s satisfies Assumption 3.1 (Proposi-

tion 7.14). In Section 7.4.3, we deduce the regular normal cone, the normal cone, and the Clarke
normal cone to Rn

≤s, and prove that the set of apocalyptic points of Rn
≤s is Rn

<s and that Rn
≤s has

no serendipitous point (Proposition 7.19). Finally, in Section 7.4.4, we present an example of P2GD
following an apocalypse on Rn

≤s.
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7.4.1 Stratification of the set of sparse vectors

In this section, we prove that Rn
≤s admits a stratification satisfying Assumption 3.1. The number of

nonzero components stratifies Rn
≤s:

Rn
≤s =

s⋃

i=0

Rn
i

where, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , s},
Rn

i = {x ∈ Rn | | supp(x)| = i}
is the subset of Rn containing the points having exactly i nonzero component(s).

Proposition 7.11 shows how to project onto Rn
≤s and is used in the proof that Rn

≤s satisfies condi-
tion 1(c) of Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 7.11 (projection onto the set of sparse vectors [3, Proposition 3.6]). For every x ∈
Rn \ Rn

≤s, PRn
≤s

(x) is the set of all possible outputs of Algorithm 7.4, and d(x,Rn
≤s) is the sum of the

smallest | supp(x)| − s absolute values of components of x.

Algorithm 7.4 Projection onto the set of sparse vectors

Require: (n, s) where n and s are positive integers such that s < n.
Input: x ∈ Rn.
Output: y ∈ PRn

≤s
(x).

1: y ← x;
2: while | supp(y)| > s do
3: Choose i ∈ argminj∈supp(y) |yj|;
4: yi ← 0;
5: end while
6: Return y.

Based on Proposition 7.11, we now prove that Rn
≤s satisfies condition 1 of Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 7.12 (stratification of the set of sparse vectors). The stratification {Rn
0 , . . . ,Rn

s } of Rn
≤s

satisfies condition 1 of Assumption 2.2.

Proof. Using the submanifold property [1, Proposition 3.3.2], we first prove that, for every i ∈
{0, . . . , s}, Rn

i is an i-dimensional embedded submanifold of Rn. For Rn
0 = {0}n, we take U := Rn and

ϕ : Rn → Rn : x 7→ x, and we have

{x ∈ U | ϕ(x) ∈ {0}n} = {0}n = Rn
0 ∩ U.

Let x ∈ Rn
i with i ∈ {1, . . . , s}. For U := B(x, d(x,Rn

i−1)) and

ϕ : U → Rn : x 7→ ((xj)j∈supp(x), (xj)j∈{1,...,n}\supp(x)),

we have

{x ∈ U | ϕ(x) ∈ Ri × {0}n−i} = {x ∈ U | xj = 0∀j ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)} = Rn
i ∩ U.

Thus, condition 1(a) is satisfied. By Proposition 7.11, condition 1(c) is satisfied too. To establish
condition 1(b), it suffices to prove that, for all i, j ∈ {0, . . . , s}, Rn

j ∩ Rn
i = ∅ if j > i and Rn

j ⊆ Rn
i if

j ≤ i. Let i, j ∈ {0, . . . , s}. If j > i, then, by Proposition 7.11, for all x ∈ Rn
j , B(x, d(x,Rn

j−1))∩Rn
i = ∅

and thus x 6∈ Rn
i . If j ≤ i, then, for all x ∈ Rn

j and all ε ∈ (0,∞), B[x, ε]∩Rn
i 6= ∅. This is clear if j = i.

Let us prove it in the case where j < i. Let x ∈ Rn
j and ε ∈ (0,∞). Let I(x) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)

such that |I(x)| = i − j. Define y ∈ Rn by yk := ε√
n

if k ∈ I(x) and yk := 0 otherwise. Then,

x + y ∈ B[x, ε] ∩ Rn
i .
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7.4.2 Tangent cone to the set of sparse vectors

Proposition 7.13 gives an explicit description of the tangent cone to Rn
≤s and show how to project onto

it.

Proposition 7.13 (tangent cone to the set of sparse vectors). For every x ∈ Rn
≤s,

TRn
≤s

(x) = {v ∈ Rn | | supp(x) ∪ supp(v)| ≤ s} ,

Rn
≤s is geometrically derivable at x, and, for every v ∈ Rn, PT

Rn
≤s

(x)(v) is the set of all possible outputs

of Algorithm 7.5.

Proof. The description of TRn
≤s

(x) is given in [3, Theorem 3.15] and the projection onto TRn
≤s

(x)

follows. Thus, we only prove that Rn
≤s is geometrically derivable. Let x ∈ Rn

≤s and v ∈ Rn such that
| supp(x)∪supp(v)| ≤ s. Then, for all t ∈ (0,∞), since supp(tv) = supp(v) and, by (28), supp(x+tv) ⊆
supp(x)∪ supp(tv), it holds that | supp(x+ tv)| ≤ s, i.e., x+ tv ∈ Rn

≤s, and hence d(x+ tv,Rn
≤s)/t = 0.

Thus, limtց0 d(x + tv,Rn
≤s)/t = 0 and it follows that v is geometrically derivable.

Algorithm 7.5 Projection onto the tangent cone to the set of sparse vectors

Require: (n, s, x) where n and s are positive integers such that s < n, and x ∈ Rn
≤s.

Input: v ∈ Rn.
Output: w ∈ PT

Rn
≤s

(x)(v).

1: w ← v;
2: while | supp(x) ∪ supp(w)| > s do
3: Choose i ∈ argminj∈supp(w)\supp(x) |wj |;
4: wi ← 0;
5: end while
6: Return w.

Proposition 7.14 shows that Rn
≤s satisfies Assumption 3.1.

Proposition 7.14. The set Rn
≤s satisfies Assumption 3.1:

1. for all x ∈ Rn
≤s and all v ∈ TRn

≤s
(x), x + v ∈ Rn

≤s;

2. for all x ∈ Rn
<s and all v ∈ Rn, ‖PT

R
n
≤s

(x)(v)‖ ≥ ‖v‖∞ ≥ 1√
n
‖v‖.

Proof. The first property follows from (28) and Proposition 7.13. Let x ∈ Rn
<s and v ∈ Rn \ TRn

≤s
(x).

Then, Algorithm 7.5 produces w ∈ PT
Rn

≤s

(x)(v) such that maxi∈supp(w)\supp(x) |wi| = maxi∈supp(v)\supp(x) |vi|
and, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ (supp(v) \ supp(x)), wi = vi. Hence, ‖w‖∞ = ‖v‖∞, and the result fol-
lows.

Proposition 7.15 states that Rn
≤s satisfies condition 3 of Assumption 2.2.

Proposition 7.15. For every i ∈ {0, . . . , s}, the correspondence TRn
≤s

(·) is continuous at every x ∈ Rn
i

relative to Rn
i .

Proof. The result is clear if i = 0 since Rn
0 = {0}n. Let us therefore consider i ∈ {1, . . . , s}. We have

to prove that, for every sequence (xj)j∈N in Rn
i converging to x ∈ Rn

i , it holds that

Lim
j→∞

TRn
≤s

(xj) ⊆ TRn
≤s

(x) ⊆ Lim
j→∞

TRn
≤s

(xj).

Let x ∈ Rn
i . Then, for all y ∈ B(x, d(x,Rn

i−1))∩Rn
i , supp(y) = supp(x) and thus, by Proposition 7.13,

TRn
≤s

(y) = TRn
≤s

(x). Thus, the result follows from the fact that a sequence (xj)j∈N in Rn
i converging

to x contains finitely many elements in Rn
i \ B(x, d(x,Rn

i−1)).
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7.4.3 Normal cone to the set of sparse vectors

In Proposition 7.16, we deduce the regular normal cone to Rn
≤s from the description of the tangent

cone to Rn
≤s given in Proposition 7.13.

Proposition 7.16 (regular normal cone to the set of sparse vectors). For all x ∈ Rn
≤s,

N̂Rn
≤s

(x) =

{
{w ∈ Rn | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)} if x ∈ Rn

s ,
{0}n if x ∈ Rn

<s.

Proof. The proof is based on Proposition 7.13. Let x ∈ Rn
≤s. By (12) and because supp(−x) = supp(x),

we have

N̂Rn
≤s

(x) =
{

w ∈ Rn | 〈w, v〉 ≤ 0 ∀v ∈ TRn
≤s

(x)
}

=
{

w ∈ Rn | 〈w, v〉 = 0 ∀v ∈ TRn
≤s

(x)
}

.

Assume that x ∈ Rn
<s. Then, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, v := (δi,j)j∈{1,...,n} ∈ TRn

≤s
(x) and, for all w ∈ Rn,

〈w, v〉 = wi. Thus, N̂Rn
≤s

(x) = {0}n. Assume now that x ∈ Rn
s . Then, for all v ∈ TRn

≤s
(x) and all

i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x), vi = 0. Thus, for all w ∈ Rn and all v ∈ TRn
≤s

(x), 〈w, v〉 =
∑

i∈supp(x) wivi.

Since, for all i ∈ supp(x), v := (δi,j)j∈{1,...,n} ∈ TRn
≤s

(x) and, for all w ∈ Rn, 〈w, v〉 = wi, we have

N̂Rn
≤s

(x) ⊆ {w ∈ Rn | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}. The converse inclusion also holds, and the

result follows.

Proposition 7.17 (normal cone to the set of sparse vectors [3, Theorem 3.9]). For all x ∈ Rn
≤s,

NRn
≤s

(x) = {w ∈ Rn
≤n−s | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}.

In particular, Rn
≤s is not Clarke regular on Rn

<s.

Proof. We provide an alternative proof to the one of [3, Theorem 3.9]. This argument is based on the
definition (13) of the normal cone and is used again in the proof of Proposition 7.19.

By [46, Example 6.8], the result follows from Proposition 7.16 if x ∈ Rn
s . Let x ∈ Rn

<s. We first
establish the inclusion ⊆. Let (xk)k∈N be a sequence in Rn

≤s converging to x. We have to prove that

Lim
k→∞

N̂Rn
≤s

(xk) ⊆ {w ∈ Rn
≤n−s | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}.

If (xk)k∈N contains finitely many elements in Rn
s , then Limk→∞ N̂Rn

≤s
(xk) = {0}n. Indeed, for all k ∈ N

sufficiently large, xk ∈ Rn
<s and thus, by Proposition 7.16, N̂Rn

≤s
(xk) = {0}n. Assume that (xk)k∈N

contains infinitely many elements in Rn
s and let w ∈ Limk→∞ N̂Rn

≤s
(xk). Then, w is an accumulation

point of a sequence (wk)k∈N such that, for all k ∈ N, wk ∈ N̂Rn
≤s

(xk). Moreover, there exists a strictly

increasing sequence (kl)l∈N in N such that (wkl)l∈N converges to w and, for all l ∈ N, xkl ∈ Rn
s ,

supp(x) ⊆ supp(xkl), and supp(w) ⊆ supp(wkl). Thus, for all l ∈ N, since wkl ∈ N̂Rn
≤s

(xkl), it holds

that supp(wkl) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(xkl). Therefore, supp(w) ⊆ supp(wk0) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(xk0) ⊆
{1, . . . , n} \ supp(x) and | supp(w)| ≤ n− s.

We now establish the inclusion ⊇. Let w ∈ Rn
≤n−s such that supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x).

Let I(x) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ (supp(w) ∪ supp(x)) such that |I(x)| = s − | supp(x)|; this is possible since
|{1, . . . , n} \ (supp(w) ∪ supp(x))| = n− | supp(w)| − | supp(x)| ≥ s− | supp(x)|. For all k ∈ N and all
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let

xk
i :=

{
1

k+1 if i ∈ I(x),

xi otherwise.

Then, for all k ∈ N, supp(xk) = supp(x) ∪ I(x), thus supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(xk), and therefore
w ∈ N̂Rn

≤s
(xk). It follows that w ∈ Limk→∞ N̂Rn

≤s
(xk).
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Corollary 7.18 (Clarke normal cone to the set of sparse vectors ). For all x ∈ Rn
≤s,

NRn
≤s

(x) = {w ∈ Rn | supp(w) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x)}.

By Proposition 7.17, Rn
≤s is not Clarke regular on Rn

<s. Proposition 7.19 states that every point
of Rn

<s is apocalyptic, which is a stronger result by [35, Corollary 2.15].

Proposition 7.19. The set of apocalyptic points of Rn
≤s is Rn

<s, and Rn
≤s has no serendipitous point.

Proof. We use Proposition 4.9. Let x ∈ Rn
s and (xk)k∈N be a sequence in Rn

≤s converging to x. Since

(xk)k∈N contains finitely many elements not in B(x, d(x,Rn
s−1)) ⊆ Rn

s , we can assume that (xk)k∈N is
in Rn

s . Therefore, by Proposition 7.15, Limk→∞ TRn
≤s

(xk) = TRn
≤s

(x) and thus
(

Limk→∞ TRn
≤s

(xk)
)∗

=

N̂Rn
≤s

(x). It follows that x is neither apocalyptic nor serendipitous.

Let x ∈ Rn
i with i ∈ {0, . . . , s − 1}. By Proposition 7.16, N̂Rn

≤s
(x) = {0}n and thus x is not

serendipitous. Let us prove that x is apocalyptic. Let I(x) ⊆ {1, . . . , n} \ supp(x) such that |I(x)| =
s− | supp(x)|. For all k ∈ N, define

xk
j :=

{
1

k+1 if j ∈ I(x),

xj if j ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ I(x).

Then, (xk)k∈N is in Rn
s and converges to x. Define ε := 1 if i = 0 and ε := d(x, Si−1) otherwise. There

exists K ∈ N such that, for every integer k ≥ K, xk ∈ B(x, ε), thus supp(xk) = supp(x0) and

TRn
≤s

(xk) = TRn
≤s

(x0).

Thus,
Lim
k→∞

TRn
≤s

(xk) = TRn
≤s

(x0).

Therefore, (
Lim
k→∞

TRn
≤s

(xk)
)∗

= N̂Rn
≤s

(x0) 6= ∅ = N̂Rn
≤s

(x).

It follows that x is apocalyptic.

7.4.4 P2GD following an apocalypse on Rn
≤s

Proposition 7.20 presents an example of P2GD following an apocalypse on Rn
≤s.

Proposition 7.20.

1. Define:

• x∗ ∈ Rn
s by x∗

i := 1 if i ∈ {1, . . . , s} and x∗
i := 0 if i ∈ {s + 1, . . . , n};

• x0 := (δi,n)i∈{1,...,n};

• for all j ∈ {1, . . . , s}, xj := x∗ − (δi,j)i∈{1,...,n};

• for all k ∈ N and all j ∈ {1, . . . , s}, xk,j := (1− 2−k)xj + 2−kx0.

Then, for every j ∈ {1, . . . , s}, (xk,j)k∈N\{0} is in Rn
s and converges to xj .

2. For f : Rn → R : x 7→ 1
4‖x − x∗‖2, x0, ᾱ := α := 1, any β ∈ (0, 1), and any c ∈ (0, 3

4 ], the
set of sequences that P2GD can produce is {(xk,j)k∈N | j ∈ {1, . . . , s}}. Moreover, for all k ∈ N

and all j ∈ {1, . . . , s}, s(xk,j; f,Rn
≤s) = 2−k−1√s and thus, since limk→∞ s(xk,j; f,Rn

≤s) = 0 and

s(xj; f,Rn
≤s) = 1

2 , it follows that (xj , (xk,j)k∈N, f) is an apocalypse.
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Proof. The first part is clear. We therefore prove the second part. For all x ∈ Rn, ∇f(x) = 1
2(x−x∗).

Thus, by Proposition 7.13,

PT
Rn

≤s

(x0)(−∇f(x0)) =

{
1

2
(xj − x0) | j ∈ {1, . . . , s}

}

and, for all k ∈ N \ {0} and all j ∈ {1, . . . , s},

PT
Rn

≤s

(xk,j)(−∇f(xk,j)) = 2−k−1(xj − x0).

Furthermore, simple computations show that, for all k ∈ N and all j ∈ {1, . . . , s},

xk+1,j = xk,j + 2−k−1(xj − x0), f(xk+1,j) ≤ f(xk,j)− c s(xk,j; f,Rn
≤s)

2.

It follows that, at the first iteration, the only choice to make is to choose one of the s elements of
PT

R
n
≤s

(x0)(−∇f(x0)) as a search direction. This choice defines j ∈ {1, . . . , s}. For all subsequent

iterations, the P2GD map produces a singleton.

7.5 On the convergence analysis of a Riemannian rank-adaptive method

Proposition 7.21 shows that the convergence analysis of the Riemannian rank-adaptive method given
in [54, Algorithm 3] does not apply to all cost functions considered in [54]. As the lower bounds in
Propositions 6.12 and 6.23, this result is related to the curvature of the fixed-rank manifold (29).

Proposition 7.21. There exists no rank-related retraction [54, Definition 2] such that [54, Assump-
tion 6] holds for every analytic cost function f : Rm×n → R.

Proof. Let R̃ : R2×2 × R2×2 → R2×2 be a rank-related retraction [54, Definition 2], where we have
identified the tangent bundle of R2×2 with R2×2 × R2×2. Let us prove that, for the determinantal
variety R2×2

≤1 and the cost function f : R2×2 → R : X 7→ X2,2, the lifted function f ◦ R̃ does not
satisfy [54, Assumption 6]. For X∗ := 02×2, let δX∗ and U∗ be respectively the positive real number
and the neighborhood of X∗ in R2×2

≤1 that correspond to X∗ in [54, Definition 2]. Let βRL ∈ (0,∞),

δRL ∈ (0, δX∗ ), and U ⊆ U∗ be a neighborhood of X∗ in R2×2
≤1 . Let ξ1, ξ2 ∈ (0, 1) be such that

ξ2
1 + 2ξ2

2 = 1. Let σ ∈ (0,
ξ2

2
3βRL

) be such that X := diag(σ, 0) ∈ U . Let R̃X : R2×2 → R2×2 : ξ 7→
R̃(X, ξ). Then, ξ :=

[
−ξ1 ξ2

ξ2 0

]
∈ T

R2×2
≤1

(X), ‖ξ‖ = 1, the update-rank [54, Definition 1] of ξ is 1,

and the following properties hold: R̃X(02×2) = X, the function [0, δX∗ ) → R2×2 : t 7→ R̃X(tξ) is
continuously differentiable, its image is contained in R2×2

≤1 , and d
dt

R̃X(tξ)|t=0 = ξ. Since the function

[0, δX∗ ) → R2×2 : t 7→ R̃X(tξ) is continuous and (R̃X(tξ))1,1 = σ, there exists δ̃ ∈ (0, δRL] such that,
for all t ∈ [0, δ̃], (R̃X(tξ))1,1 ∈ [1

2σ, 3
2σ]. Therefore, for all t ∈ [0, δ̃], since det R̃X(tξ) = 0, R̃X(tξ) =[

x(t) y(t)

z(t)
y(t)z(t)

x(t)

]
, where x : [0, δ̃] → R, y : [0, δ̃] → R, and z : [0, δ̃] → R are continuously differentiable,

and such that x(0) = σ, y(0) = z(0) = 0, ẋ(0) = −ξ1, ẏ(0) = ż(0) = ξ2, and x([0, δ̃]) ⊆ [1
2σ, 3

2σ]. Let

f̂ : [0, δ̃] → R : t 7→ f(R̃X(tξ)). Then, f̂ = yz
x

and
˙̂

f = yż
x

+ ẏz
x
− ẋyz

x2 . By continuity, there exists

δ ∈ (0, δ̃] such that ẏ([0, δ]), ż([0, δ]) ⊆ [1
2ξ2, 3

2ξ2], and −ẋ([0, δ]) ⊆ [1
2ξ1, 3

2ξ1]. Thus, since
˙̂

f(0) = 0, for
all t ∈ (0, δ],

∣∣ ˙̂
f(t)− ˙̂

f(0)
∣∣

t
=

˙̂
f(t)

t
≥ ξ2

2

3σ
+

ξ1ξ2
2

18σ2
t >

ξ2
2

3σ
> βRL,

which completes the proof.

8 Conclusion

We close this work with five concluding remarks.
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1. As in [35], the analysis conducted in Sections 5 and 7.3 remains true if f is only defined on an
open subset of E containing C.

2. To the best of our knowledge, Assumption 2.2 is new in the numerical optimization literature.
We have drawn some links between this assumption and known concepts of variational analysis
and stratification theory in Section 7. It is desirable to pursue this investigation, notably by
focusing on the possible links between Assumption 2.2 and concepts of algebraic geometry or
stratification theory such as the Whitney conditions [52]. If successful, this investigation may
offer necessary or sufficient conditions for Assumption 2.2 to be satisfied or answer open questions
such as the following. In Assumption 2.2, does condition 1 imply condition 3? Are the second,
fourth, and fifth statements of Theorem 6.1 general facts for sets C satisfying Assumption 2.2?

3. The range of values of j in the for-loop of the P2GDR map (Algorithm 5.2) can be as large
as {0, . . . , p}, 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 ∆ is chosen so large that d(x, S0) ≤ ∆ for all x
in the sublevel set). One can thus wonder whether it is possible to restrict (conditionally or
not) the range of values of j while still accumulating at stationary points. This is an open
question. It seems unlikely that P2GDR with a restricted for-loop can be analyzed along the
lines of Section 5. Indeed, as pointed out in Section 2.1, if C is Rn

≤s∩Rn
+, Rm×n

≤r , or S+
≤r(n), then

the function u defined in Assumption 2.1 is not locally bounded at any point of C \ Sp and the
function s(·; f, C) defined in (2) is not necessarily lower semicontinuous on C \Sp. Two remarks
on the case where C = Rm×n

≤r should be added. First, (31) can compensate for the discontinuity

of s(·; f,Rm×n
≤r ), as explained after the proof of Proposition 6.16. Second, should the answer

to the open question be negative, a counterexample other than the one of [35, §2.2] would be
required in view of [35, Remark 2.11].

4. The preceding remark should be tempered by the following observation. In many practical
situations, when ∆ is chosen reasonably small, the distance between almost every iterate and
its lower stratum is larger than ∆. For such an iterate, the range of values of j in the for-
loop of the P2GDR map reduces to {0}, and the P2GDR map generates the same point as the
P2GD map. In this scenario, the only computational overhead in P2GDR is the computation
of the distance to the lower stratum. If C is one of the three sets studied in Theorem 6.1,
then, in view of line 4 of Algorithm 5.1, it is reasonable to assume that every iterate has been
obtained by a truncated SVD if C is Rm×n

≤r or S+
≤r(n) and by Algorithm 6.1 if C = Rn

≤s ∩ Rn
+,

in which case the distance to the lower stratum is immediately available, making the overhead
insignificant. In summary, if C is one of the three sets studied in Theorem 6.1, then P2GDR
offers stronger convergence properties than P2GD, and while incurring an insignificant overhead
in many practical situations.

However, if P2GD follows an apocalypse, then there is at least one iterate for which the range
of values of j in the for-loop of the P2GDR map does not reduce to {0}. It seems that this is
the price to pay for this first-order algorithm to accumulate at stationary points of (1).

5. The comparison of the six algorithms listed in Table 6.2 conducted in Section 6.2.6 for C = Rm×n
≤r

can be summarized as follows. PGD requires a large scale truncated SVD at each iteration where
∇f does not have low-rank, and it is not known whether it can converge to a Mordukhovich
stationary point of (1) that is not stationary. P2GD and RFD are not apocalypse-free. P2GDR
and RFDR are compared in the last paragraph of Section 3.3. Thus, it remains to compare
P2GDR and [35, Algorithm 1]. First, P2GDR requires only first-order information about f
while [35, Algorithm 1] requires second-order information. Second, Table 6.3 shows that every
iteration of [35, Algorithm 1] requires one large scale truncated SVD while, in the worst case,
an iteration of P2GDR requires r large scale truncated SVDs. However, as pointed out in the
fourth remark, in many practical situations, a typical iteration of P2GDR requires no large
scale (truncated) SVD. Third, as explained in Section 6.2.6, no upper bound on the number
of iterations needed to satisfy the stopping criterion defined by (19), i.e., to bring s(·; f,Rm×n

≤r )

below some threshold ε ∈ (0,∞), is available for P2GDR or [35, Algorithm 1], although the
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latter enjoys the guarantees given in [35, Theorems 3.4 and 3.16]. Fourth, on the numerical
experiment described in Section 6.2.7, P2GDR converges much faster than [35, Algorithm 1].
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A The gradient and Hessian of a real-valued function on a Hilbert

space

Surprisingly, we did not find in the literature a proper introduction of the concept of Hessian for a
real-valued function defined on some nonempty open subset of a real Hilbert space. As the Hessian
and, in particular, its eigenvalues are needed in second-order optimization, notably in Section 6.2.5,
this section provides such an introduction. Although the finite-dimensional case suffices for this work,
we make no assumption on the dimension.

Multilinear mappings and, in particular, multilinear forms are defined, e.g., in [17, (A.6.1)]. Let
X1, . . . , Xn, and Y be real normed spaces. A necessary and sufficient condition for a multilinear
mapping of X1 × · · · ×Xn into Y to be continuous is given in [17, (5.5.1)]. The real normed space of
all continuous multilinear mappings of X1× · · ·×Xn into Y is denoted by L(X1, . . . , Xn; Y ) [17, §5.7]
and simply by Ln(X, Y ) if Xi = X for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}; it is complete if Y is complete [17, (5.7.3)].
If X is a real normed space, then the Banach space L(X,R) is called the dual space of X and denoted
by X∗ [12, §1.1]; an element of X∗ is called a continuous linear form [17, §5.8] or a continuous linear
functional [12, §1.1] on X. The Riesz–Fréchet representation theorem (see, e.g., [17, (6.3.2)] or [12,
Theorem 5.5]) enables to identify X∗ with X. Moreover, a consequence of this theorem (see, e.g., [44,
Theorem 7.19]) enables to identify the Banach space L2(X,R) of all continuous bilinear forms on X
with L(X) := L(X, X). The elements of L(X) are called continuous linear operators on X.

Let X be a real normed space, U be a nonempty open subset of X, and f be a real-valued function
defined on U . For each p ∈ N \ {0}, if f is p times differentiable in U , then the pth derivative of f is
f (p) : U → Lp(X,R) and, by [17, (8.12.4)], for each x ∈ U , the p-linear form f (p)(x) is symmetric.

Assume now that X is a Hilbert space and that f is two times differentiable. By the Riesz–Fréchet
representation theorem, for each x ∈ U , there exists a unique gx ∈ X such that, for all z ∈ X,
f ′(x)(z) = 〈gx, z〉; gx is called the gradient of f at x and denoted by ∇f(x). The gradient of f is
∇f : U → X : x 7→ ∇f(x). By [44, Theorem 7.19], for each x ∈ U , there exists a unique Hx ∈ L(X)
such that, for all u, v ∈ X, f ′′(x)(u, v) = 〈Hx(u), v〉; Hx is called the Hessian of f at x and denoted by
∇2f(x). The Hessian of f is ∇2f : U → L(X) : x 7→ ∇2f(x). For each x ∈ U , since the bilinear form
f ′′(x) is symmetric, the linear operator ∇2f(x) is self-adjoint, i.e., 〈∇2f(x)(u), v〉 = 〈u,∇2f(x)(v)〉
for all u, v ∈ X (see [17, §11.5] or [12, §6.4] for the definition).

Proposition A.1. Let f : U → R be differentiable. For each x ∈ U , f ′ : U → X∗ is differentiable at
x if and only if ∇f : U → X is differentiable at x, in which case (∇f)′(x) = ∇2f(x).

Proof. Let L ∈ L(X) be associated with b ∈ L2(X,R). For all u ∈ X such that x + u ∈ U ,

‖∇f(x + u)−∇f(x)− L(u)‖X = sup
v∈BX [0,1]

|〈∇f(x + u)−∇f(x)− L(u), v〉|

= sup
v∈BX [0,1]

|〈∇f(x + u), v〉 − 〈∇f(x), v〉 − 〈L(u), v〉|

= sup
v∈BX [0,1]

∣∣f ′(x + u)(v)− f ′(x)(v) − b(u, v)
∣∣

= sup
v∈BX [0,1]

∣∣(f ′(x + u)− f ′(x)− b(u, ·))(v)
∣∣

= ‖f ′(x + u)− f ′(x)− b(u, ·)‖L(X),

where the first equality follows from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. If f ′ is differentiable at x, then,
by taking b := f ′′(x) and ∇2f(x) := L, we have (∇f)′(x) = ∇2f(x). Conversely, if ∇f is differentiable
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at x, then, by choosing L := ∇2f(x) := (∇f)′(x), we have f ′′(x) = b. In both cases, since f ′′(x) is
symmetric, ∇2f(x) is self-adjoint.

If X is finite-dimensional, then the eigenvalues of ∇2f(x) ∈ L(X) are the eigenvalues of the
dim X × dim X matrix representing ∇2f(x) with respect to any basis of X; this matrix is symmetric
since ∇2f(x) is self-adjoint, and its eigenvalues are therefore real.
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