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Abstract

Optimization algorithms can see their local convergence rates deteriorate when the Hessian at
the optimum is singular. These singularities are inescapable when the optima are non-isolated.
Yet, under the right circumstances, several algorithms preserve their favorable rates even when
optima form a continuum (e.g., due to over-parameterization). This has been explained under
various structural assumptions, including the Polyak—Lojasiewicz inequality, Quadratic Growth
and the Error Bound. We show that, for cost functions which are twice continuously differen-
tiable (C?), those three (local) properties are equivalent. Moreover, we show they are equivalent
to the Morse-Bott property, that is, local minima form differentiable submanifolds, and the
Hessian of the cost function is positive definite along its normal directions. We leverage this
insight to improve local convergence guarantees for safe-guarded Newton-type methods under
any (hence all) of the above assumptions. First, for adaptive cubic regularization, we secure
quadratic convergence even with inexact subproblem solvers. Second, for trust-region methods,
we argue convergence can fail with an exact subproblem solver, then proceed to show linear
convergence with an inexact one (Cauchy steps).

Introduction

We consider local convergence of algorithms for unconstrained optimization problems of the form

min f(z),
where M is a Riemannian manifold! and f: M — R is at least C! (continuously differentiable).

When f is C? (twice continuously differentiable), the most classical local convergence results
ensure favorable rates for standard algorithms provided they converge to a non-singular local min-
imum Z, that is, one such that the Hessian V2f(Z) is positive definite. And indeed, those rates
can degrade if the Hessian is merely positive semidefinite. For example, with f(z) = 2%, gradient
descent (with an appropriate step-size) converges only sublinearly to the minimum, and Newton’s
method converges only linearly.

This is problematic if the minimizers of f are not isolated, because in that case the Hessian cannot
be positive definite there. This situation arises commonly in applications for structural reasons such
as over-parameterization, redundant parameterizations and symmetry—see Section 1.2.

Notwithstanding, algorithms often exhibit good local behavior near non-isolated minimizers. As
early as the 1960s, this has prompted investigations into properties that such cost functions may
satisfy and which lead to fast local rates despite singular Hessians. We study four such properties.
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IThe contributions are relevant for M = R™ too. We treat the more general manifold case as it involves only mild
overhead in notation, summarized in Table 2.



In all that follows, we are concerned with the behavior of algorithms in the vicinity of its local
minima. Since we do not assume that they are isolated, rather than selecting one local minimum Zz,
we select all local minima of the same value. Formally, given a local minimum Z, let

S ={x € M :zis alocal minimum of f and f(z) = fs} (1)

denote the set of all local minima with a given value fs = f(Z).

For f of class C2, it is particularly favorable if S is a differentiable submanifold of M around Z.
In that case the set S has a tangent space TzS at T. It is easy to see that each vector v € TS must
be in the kernel of the Hessian V2f at # because the gradient Vf is constant (zero) on S. Thus,
TzS C ker V2f(z). Since 7 is a local minimum, we also know that V2 f(Z) is positive semidefinite.
Then, in the spirit of asking the Hessian to be “as positive definite as possible”, the best we can
hope for is that the kernel of V2 f(z) is exactly TzS, in which case the restriction of V2 f(Z) to the
normal space NzS, that is, the orthogonal complement of T3S in Tz M, is positive definite.

We call this the Morse—Bott property (MB), and we write u-MB to indicate that the positive
eigenvalues are at least g > 0. The definition requires f to be twice differentiable.

Definition 1.1. Let T be a local minimum of f with associated set S (1). We say f satisfies the
Morse-Bott property at T if

S is a C' submanifold around ¥ and ker V2 f(z) = TzS. (MB)

If also (v, V2 f(Z)[v]) > pljv||* for some > 0 and all v € NzS then we say f satisfies u-MB at Z.

At first, a reasonable objection to the above is that one may not want to assume that S is a
submanifold. Perhaps for that reason, it is far more common to encounter other assumptions in
the optimization literature. We focus on three: Polyak—Lojasiewicz (PL), error bound (EB) and
quadratic growth (QG). The first goes back to the 1960s [Polyak, 1963]. The latter two go back at
least to the 1990s [Luo and Tseng, 1993, Bonnans and Ioffe, 1995].

Below, the first two definitions (as stated) require f to be differentiable. The distance to a set is
defined as usual: dist(z,S) = inf,cs dist(x,y) where dist(z, y) is the Riemannian distance on M.

Definition 1.2. Let T be a local minimum of f with associated set S (1). We say [ satisfies

e the Polyak—Lojasiewicz inequality with constant p > 0 (u-PL) around T if
1
fl@) = fs < ﬂHVf(a:)HQ; (PL)

e the error bound with constant > 0 (u-EB) around T if

pdist(z, ) < |Vf()]; (EB)
e quadratic growth with constant p >0 (u-QG) around z if

F(@) = fs > & dist(a, 8): Q@)

all understood to hold for all  in some neighborhood of T.

Note that all the definitions are local around a point . Two observations are immediate: (i) QG
implies that Z is a strict minimum relatively to S (1), meaning that f(z) > fs for all x ¢ S close
enough to Z, and (i) both EB and PL imply that critical points and S coincide around Z. Thus,
both EB and PL rule out existence of saddle points near Z. By extension, we say that f satisfies
any of these four properties around a set of local minima if it holds around each point of that set.
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Statement | f is CP | Constants | Global? Comments
PL = QG | Prop. 2.2 p>1 W= p Yes Bolte et al. [2010]
MB = QG | Prop.23 | p>2 w < p n/a Taylor expansion
EB = PL Prop. 2.4 p>2 w < No

Rmrk 2.5 | p>1 w = “Tz Yes Karimi et al. [2016]
QG = EB | Prop. 2.8 p>2 w<p No Fails for p =1, Rmrk 2.9
PL=EB | Rmrk210 | p>1 w=p Yes Karimi et al. [2016]
PL=MB | Cor. 217 | p>2 p=u n/a Fails for p = 1, Rmrk 2.19

Table 1: Summary of implications. For a row A = B, we mean that A with constant y implies B (in
a possibly different neighborhood) with constant p’. The condition ¢/ < p means ' can be taken
arbitrarily close to p by shrinking the neighborhood. For EB = PL with p = 1, we let L denote the
Lipschitz constant of V f. If B holds globally when A holds globally, we write “Yes” in the column
“Global?” Implications we found in the literature are marked with a reference.

Contributions

A number of relationships between PL, EB and QG are well known already for f of class C!: see
Table 1 and Section 1.3. Our first main contribution in this paper is to show that:

If f is of class C?, then PL, EB, QG and MB are essentially equivalent.

Here, “essentially” means that the constant y may degrade (arbitrarily little) and the neighborhoods
where properties hold may shrink. Notably, we show that if f is C? with p > 2, then PL, EB and
QG all imply that S is locally smooth (at least CP~1). We also give counter-examples when f is
only C'. Explicitly, in Section 2 we summarize known results for f of class C' and we contribute
the following;:

e Theorem 2.16 shows PL at z implies S is a CP~! submanifold around z if f is C? with p > 2.
Remark 2.19 provides counter-examples if f is only C!. If f is analytic, so is S, as already
shown by Feehan [2020].

e Corollary 2.17 deduces that u-PL implies u-MB if f is C2.

e Proposition 2.8 shows u-QG implies 1/-EB with u/ < p arbitrarily close if f is C2. Remark 2.9
provides a counter-example if f is only C*.

e Proposition 2.4 shows p-EB implies p/-PL with p/ < p arbitrarily close if f is C2. If f is only
C! with L-Lipschitz continuous V f, Karimi et al. [2016] showed the same with p/ = p?/L.

We then proceed to study local convergence rates of optimization algorithms when minimizers
are not isolated but the C2 cost function f satisfies any (hence all) of the above conditions. We aim
for super-linear convergence, since linear convergence is well understood. To this end, in Section 4,
we first illustrate how Newton’s method can fail even if initialized arbitrarily close to the manifold
of solutions. Accordingly, we turn to the usual safe-guarded versions of Newton’s method:

e Cubic regularization enjoys super-linear convergence under PL, as shown by Nesterov and
Polyak [2006]. Yue et al. [2019] further showed quadratic convergence under EB. (This il-
lustrates how the observation that PL and EB are equivalent can help algorithm analysis.)
Both references assume an exact subproblem solver. We contribute by showing quadratic
convergence still holds with inexact subproblem solvers (Theorem 4.1).

e For the trust-region method with exact subproblem solver, we were surprised to find that even
basic capture-type convergence properties can fail in the presence of non-isolated local minima
(Section 4.2). Notwithstanding, common implementations of the trust-region method use a
truncated conjugate gradients (tCG) subproblem solver, and those do, empirically, exhibit
super-linear convergence under the favorable conditions discussed above. We discuss this
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further in Remark 4.14, and we show a partial result in Theorem 4.9, namely, that using the
Cauchy step (i.e., the first iterate of tCG) yields linear convergence.

As is classical, to prove the latter results, we rely on capture theorems and Lyapunov stability.
Those hold under assumptions of vanishing step-sizes and bounded path length. In Section 3, we
state those building blocks succinctly, adapted to accommodate non-isolated local minima.

Non-isolated minima in applications

We now illustrate how optimization problems with continuous sets of minima occur in applications.
In all three scenarios below, we can cast the cost function f: M — R as a composition of some other

M

f=goyp
©
N g R

Figure 1: Optimization through the map .

function g: N' — R through a map ¢: M — N, where N is a smooth manifold (see Figure 1 and
[Levin et al., 2022b]). If g and ¢ are twice differentiable, then the Morse-Bott property (MB) for
f = go can come about as follows. Consider a local minimum % for g. The set X = ¢~ !(%) consists
of local minima for f. Pick a point Z € X. Assume z — rank Dy(x) is constant in a neighborhood
of Z. Then, the set X is an embedded submanifold of M around Z with tangent space ker Dp(Z).
Moreover, the Hessians of f and g at  are related by

V2f(z) = Dp(z)" 0 V2g(¢(%)) 0 Dp(). (2)

Therefore, if V2g(¢(Z)) is positive definite, then ker V2 f(z) = TzX and V2 f(Z) is positive definite
along the orthogonal complement. In other words: f satisfies the Morse-Bott property (MB) at Z.
We present below a few concrete examples of optimization problems where this can happen.

Over-parameterization and non-linear regression. Consider minimizing f(z) = 3| F(z)—b]?
with F: R™ — R"™ a C? function. We cast this as above with g(y) = 3|y — b||* and ¢ = F. Suppose
X = ¢ 1(b) = {x: F(z) = b} is non-empty (interpolation regime), which is typical in deep learning.
This is the set of global minimizers of f. If rank DF(z) is equal to a constant r in a neighborhood
of X, then X is a smooth submanifold of R of dimension m — r. If additionally the problem is over-
parameterized, that is, m > n > r, then X has positive dimension (see Figure 2 for an illustration).
The discussion above immediately implies that f satisfies MB on X. See also Nesterov and Polyak

[2006, §4.2] who argue that PL holds in this setting.

Redundant_parameterizations and submersions. Say we want to minimize g: /' = R con-
strained to N C ./\L If N is complicated, and if we have access to a parameterization ¢ for that set
(so that (M) = N), it may be advantageous to minimize f = go instead. If the parameterization
is redundant, this can cause f to have non-isolated minima, even if the minima of g are isolated.

As an example, consider minimizing g: R™*"™ — R over the bounded-rank matrices N’ = {Y €
R™*™ :rankY < r}. A popular approach consists in lifting the search space to M = R™*" x R"*"
and minimizing f = g o ¢, where p: M — N is defined as ¢(L, R) = LRT. The parameterization
is redundant because ¢(LJ~!, RJT) = ¢(L, R) for all invertible J. In particular, given a local
minimum Y € A of g, the fiber (Y is unbounded, which hinders convergence analyses (see [Levin
et al., 2022a]). However, if Y is of mazimal rank r then Dy has constant rank in a neighborhood of
@ 1(Y). From the discussion above, it follows that f satisfies MB on ¢~ 1(Y) if the (Riemannian)
Hessian of g (restricted to the manifold of rank-r matrices) is positive definite.
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Figure 2: (Left) Submanifold of minima where MB holds. (Middle) A C' function that satisfies QG
but not PL. (Right) A C! function that satisfies PL and whose solution set is a cross.

Similarly, Burer and Monteiro [2003, 2005] introduced a popular approach to minimize a function
g over the set of positive semidefinite matrices of bounded rank through the map ¢: Y + YYT.
The resulting function f = g o ¢ can have non-isolated minima. However, we can ensure that MB
holds on the maximal rank fiber with the same arguments as above, for example if g is strongly
convex [Zhang, 2022]. This further extends to tensors [Li and Li, 2022].

Symmetries and quotients. Some optimization problems have intrinsic symmetries. For exam-
ple, in estimation problems, if the measurements are invariant under particular transformations of
the signal, then the signal can only be retrieved up to those transformations. The likelihood function
then has symmetries, and possibly a continuous set of optima as a result. Sometimes, factoring these
symmetries out (that is, passing to the quotient) yields a quotient manifold, and we can investigate
optimization on that manifold [Absil et al., 2008]. In the notation of our general framework above,
© is then the quotient map. In particular, ¢ is a submersion, so that if § € N is a non-singular
minimum of g then f satisfies MB on ¢~ 1(7) (which is a submanifold of dimension dim M —dim A).
See also [Boumal, 2023, §9.9] for the case where A is a Riemannian quotient of M.

Related work

Historical note. Discussions about convergence to singular minima appear in the literature at
least as early as [Polyak, 1987, §6.1]. Luo and Tseng [1993] introduced the EB inequality explicitly to
study gradient methods around singular minima. The QG property is arguably as old as optimiza-
tion, though the earliest work we could locate is by Bonnans and Ioffe [1995]. They employed QG to
understand complicated landscapes with non-isolated minima. Lojasiewicz [1963, 1982] introduced
his inequalities and used them subsequently to analyze gradient flow trajectories. Specifically, he
proved that for analytic functions the trajectories either converge to a point or diverge. Concur-
rently, Polyak [1963] introduced what became known as the Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) variant (also
“oradient dominance”) to study both gradient flows and discrete gradient methods. Later, Kurdyka
[1998] developed generalizations now known as Kurdyka—Lojasiewicz (KL) inequalities. They are
satisfied by most functions encountered in practice, as discussed in [Attouch et al., 2010, §4]. In
contrast, the Morse—Bott property has received little attention in the optimization literature. Early
work by Shapiro [1988] analyzes perturbations of optimization problems assuming a property similar
to MB. There is also a mention of gradient flow under MB in [Helmke and Moore, 1996, Prop. 12.3].

Relationships between properties. Several articles have explored the interplay between MB,
PL, EB and QG in the last decades. The implication PL. = QG has a complex history. It can be



obtained as a corollary from [Ioffe, 2000, Basic lemma] (based on Ekeland’s variational principle;
see also [Drusvyatskiy et al., 2015, Lem. 2.5]). It also follows from Lojasiewicz-type arguments that
consist in bounding the length of gradient flow trajectories. For example, Bolte et al. [2010] study
growth under KL inequalities, with PL = QG as a special case. Assuming that the function is only
lower-semicontinuous, Drusvyatskiy et al. [2013, Cor. 3.2] show that y-EB = 1/-QG with arbitrary
' < p. They also show p-QG = p/-EB but without control of u/. The equivalence between EB
and QG was also explored in [Drusvyatskiy and Lewis, 2018] for composite non-smooth convex
functions. More recently, Karimi et al. [2016] established implications between several properties
encountered in the optimization literature. In particular, they show that PL and EB are equivalent,
and that they both imply QG. Bolte et al. [2017] proved a similar result for convex and potentially
non-smooth functions (see also [Zhang, 2017]). Implications between PL and EB are also reported
in [Drusvyatskiy et al., 2021, Thm. 3.7, Prop. 3.8] for non-smooth functions and under general
conditions. In the context of functional analysis, Feehan [2020] proved that MB and PL are equivalent
for analytic functions defined on Banach spaces. The work of [Wojtowytsch, 2021a, Ex. 2.9] also
mentions that MB implies PL for C? functions. A more general implication is given by Arbel and
Mairal [2022, Prop. 1] for parameterized optimization problems. Previously, Bonnans and Ioffe [1995]
had exhibited sufficient conditions (similar to MB) for QG to hold. As a side note, Marteau-Ferey
et al. [2022] proved that MB is a sufficient condition to ensure that a function is locally decomposable
as a sum of squares of smooth functions.

Convergence guarantees. The error bound approach of Luo and Tseng [1993] has proven to
be fruitful as multiple analyses based on this condition followed. Notably, Tseng [2000] proved lo-
cal super-linear convergence rates for some Newton-type methods applied to systems of non-linear
equations. They relied specifically on EB and did not assume isolated solutions. Later, Yamashita
and Fukushima [2001] employed EB to establish capture theorems and quadratic convergence rates
for the Levenberg-Marquardt method, and Fan and Yuan [2005] generalized their results. More
recently, Bellavia and Morini [2015] found that two adaptive regularized methods converge quadrat-
ically for non-linear least-squares problems (assuming that EB holds).

An early work of Anitescu [2000] combines the QG property with other conditions to ensure
isolated minima in constrained optimization, then deducing convergence results. Later, QG has
found applications mainly in the context of convex optimization: see [Liu and Wright, 2015] for
coordinate descent, [Necoara et al., 2019] for various gradient methods, and [Drusvyatskiy and
Lewis, 2018] for the proximal gradient method. It is also worth mentioning that the definition of
QG does not require differentiability of the function. For this reason, QG is valuable to study
algorithms in non-smooth optimization too [Davis and Jiang, 2022, Lewis and Tian, 2022].

The literature about convergence results based on Lojasiewicz inequalities is vast and we touch
here on some particularly relevant references. Absil et al. [2005] discretized the arguments from
[Lojasiewicz, 1982] and obtained capture results for a broad class of optimization algorithms. Later,
such arguments have been used in many contexts to prove algorithmic convergence guarantees,
among which [Attouch et al., 2010, Bolte et al., 2014] are particularly influential works. More-
over, Attouch et al. [2013] proposed a general abstract framework based on KL to derive capture
results and convergence rates, and Frankel et al. [2015] extended their statements. See also [Necoara
and Lupu, 2020] for a framework that encompasses higher-order methods. Li and Pong [2018] stud-
ied the preservation of Lojasiewicz inequalities under function transformations (such as sums and
compositions). See also [Bassily et al., 2018, Terjék and Gonzalez-Sénchez, 2022] for the preservation
of PL through function compositions. Interestingly, the PL inequality is known to be a necessary
condition for gradient descent to converge linearly [Abbaszadehpeivasti et al., 2022, Thm. 5]. Re-
cently, Yue et al. [2022] proved that acceleration is impossible to minimize globally PL functions:
gradient descent is optimal absent further structure. Assuming PL, Polyak et al. [2022] formulated
stopping criteria for gradient methods when the gradient is corrupted with noise. Using KL inequal-
ities, Noll and Rondepierre [2013] and Khanh et al. [2022] analyzed the convergence of line-search
gradient descent and trust-region methods. Lojasiewicz inequalities have also proved relevant for the
study of second-order algorithms and super-linear convergence rates. A prominent example is the
regularized Newton algorithm that converges super-linearly when PL holds, as shown in [Nesterov
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Exp,(s) | Log,(y) | T%, T, | dist(z,y) | inj(z)
M=R"| z+s y—a | identity | ||z — y]] +o0

Table 2: Simplifications in the case where M is a Euclidean space. Here, I'Y denotes parallel
transport along the minimizing geodesic between z and y (assuming they are close enough).

and Polyak, 2006]. More recently, Zhou et al. [2018], Yue et al. [2019] provided finer analyses of this
algorithm, respectively assuming Lojasiewicz inequalities and EB. Qian and Pan [2022] extended
the abstract framework of Attouch et al. [2013] to establish super-linear convergence rates.

Stochastic algorithms have also been extensively studied through Lojasiewicz inequalities and we
briefly mention a few references here. Dereich and Kassing [2019, 2021] analyzed stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) in the presence of non-isolated minima, using Lojasiewicz inequalities among other
things. Local analyses of SGD using PL inequalities are given by Li et al. [2021] and Wojtowytsch
[2021a]. Ko and Li [2022] studied the local stability and convergence of SGD in the presence of a com-
pact set of minima with a condition that is weaker than PL. As for second-order algorithms, Masiha
et al. [2022] proved that a stochastic version of regularized Newton has fast convergence under PL.

Lojasiewicz inequalities are also particularly suited to analyze the convergence of flows. No-
tably, Lojasiewicz [1982] bounded the path length of gradient flow trajectories and Polyak [1963]
derived linear convergence of flows assuming PL. Related results for flows but under MB are claimed
in [Helmke and Moore, 1996, Prop. 12.3]. More recently, Apidopoulos et al. [2021] considered the
Heavy-Ball differential equation and deduced convergence guarantees from PL. Wojtowytsch [2021D)
studied a continuous model for SGD and the impact of the noise on the trajectory.

Finally, we found only few convergence results based on MB in the optimization literature.
Fehrman et al. [2020] derive capture theorems and asymptotic sub-linear convergence rates for gra-
dient descent assuming that MB holds on the solution set. They also provide probabilistic bounds
for stochastic variants. In order to solve systems of non-linear equations, Zeng [2021] proposes a
Newton-type method that is robust to non-isolated solutions. This leads to local quadratic con-
vergence assuming that the solution set satisfies an MB-type property. The algorithm requires the
knowledge of the dimension of the solution set.

Applications. Non-isolated minima arise in all sorts of optimization problems. It is common for
non-convex inverse problems to have continuous symmetries, hence non-isolated minima (see [Zhang
et al., 2020]). In the context of deep learning, Cooper [2018] proved that the set of global minima
of a sufficiently over-parameterized neural network is a smooth manifold. In the last decade, there
has been a renewed interest in Lojasiewicz inequalities because they are compatible with these com-
plicated non-convex landscapes. In particular, a whole line of research exploits them to understand
deep learning problems specifically. As an example, Oymak and Soltanolkotabi [2019] employed PL
to analyze the path taken by (stochastic) gradient descent in the vicinity of minimizers. Several
other works suggested that non-convex machine learning loss landscapes can be understood in over-
parameterized regimes through the lens of Lojasiewicz inequalities [Bassily et al., 2018, Belkin, 2021,
Liu et al., 2022, Terjék and Gonzdlez-Sanchez, 2022]. Specifically, they argue that PL holds on a
significant part of the search space and analyze (stochastic) gradient methods. Chatterjee [2022]
also establishes local convergence results for a large class of neural networks with PL inequalities.

Notation and geometric preliminaries

This section anchors notation and some basic geometric facts. In the important case where M = R",
several objects reduce as summarized in Table 2.

We let {-,-) denote the inner product on T, M—it may depend on z € M, but the base point is
always clear from context. The associated norm is ||v|| = /(v,v). The map dist: M x M — R,
is the Riemannian distance on M. We let B(x,d) denote the open ball of radius ¢ around z € M.
The tangent bundle is TM = {(z,v) : € M and v € T, M}.

Moving away from x € M along the geodesic with (sufficiently small) initial velocity v € T, M
for unit time produces the point Exp,(v) € M (Riemannian exponential). The injectivity radius



at ¢ is inj(z) > 0. It is defined such that, given y € B(z,inj(z)), there exists a unique smallest
vector v € T, M for which Exp,(v) = y. We denote this v by Log,(y) (Riemannian logarithm).
Additionally, given z € M and y € B(z, inj(x)), we let T'¥: T, M — T, M denote parallel transport
along the unique minimizing geodesic between x and y. If v = Log,(y), we also let I, = T'Y.

Let X be a subset of M. We need the notions of tangent and normal cones to X, defined below.

Definition 1.3. The tangent cone to a set X at x € X is the closed set

1
T,X = { lim —Log,(x) |xk € X, tx > 0 for all k,xp — x,t — 0} .
k—+oo T

We also let N, X = {w € ToM : {w,v) <0 for allv € Tx.'f} denote the normal cone to X at x.

When X is a submanifold of M around xz, the cones T, X and N, X reduce to the tangent and
normal spaces of X at z. (By “submanifold”, we always mean embedded submanifold.)

Given z € M, we let dist(x,X) = infycx dist(z,y) denote the distance of = to X. We further
let projy(z) denote the set of solutions of the optimization problem minyex dist(x,y). If this set is
non-empty (which is the case in particular if X is closed), then we have:

VZ € X,y € projx (), dist(y, z) < 2dist(x, Z). (3)
<

Indeed, the triangle inequality yields dist(y, z) < dist(z, y) + dist(z, Z), and dist(x, y) = dist(z, X)
dist(x, Z). Moreover, if y € projy(z) with dist(z,y) < inj(y) then Log,(z) € N X.

The set of local minima S defined in (1) may not be closed: consider for example the function
f(x) = sgn(z)exp(—-5)(1 + sin(55)) with fs = 0. It follows that the projection onto & may be
empty. Notwithstanding, the following holds:

Lemma 1.4. Around each T € S there exists a neighborhood in which projg is non-empty.

Proof. Let U be an open neighborhood of Z such that f(z) > fs for all z € U. Let V1,V C U be
two closed balls around Z of radii § > 0 and ié respectively. Then SNV, = f~1(fs) NV, showing
that SNV is closed and the projection onto this set is non-empty. Let « € V2 and y € projsny, ().
Then dist(z,y) < +8. Moreover, for all ¥ € S\ Vi we have dist(z,y') > 36. It follows that
projs(x) = projsny, (), and this is non-empty. O

From these considerations we deduce that the projection onto S is always locally well behaved.

Lemma 1.5. Let T € S. There exists a neighborhood U of T such that for all x € U the set projg(x)
is non-empty, and for all y € projg(x) we have dist(x,y) < inj(y). In particular, v = Log,(x) is
well defined and v € N,S.

Proof. Let U be a neighborhood of  where projg is non-empty (given by Lemma 1.4). Given § <
inj(z), the ball B(Z, §) is compact for all § < 6. Define h(J) = inf,cp(z,26) inj(z) on the interval [0, 2.
The function h is continuous with h(0) = inj(Z) > 0 so we can pick > 0 such that § < h(J). Let
x € B(Z,0)NU and y € projs(z). By definition of the projection we have dist(x,y) < dist(z,Z) < ¢.
Moreover, inequality (3) yields dist(y,z) < 2dist(z,Z) < 2§ so h(d) < inj(y). It follows that
dist(x,y) < < h(§) <inj(y) and v = Log, (z) is well defined. The fact that v is in the normal cone
follows from optimality conditions of projections. O

Given a self-adjoint linear map H, we let A;(H) denote the ith largest eigenvalue of H, and
Amin(H) and Apax(H) denote the minimum and maximum eigenvalues respectively.

Four equivalent properties

In this section, we establish that MB, PL, EB and QG (see Definitions 1.1 and 1.2) are equivalent
around a local minimum z when f is C2. Specifically, we show the implication graph in Figure 3.
It is well known that PL implies QG around minima: see references in Section 1.3. Perhaps the
most popular argument relies on the bounded length of gradient flow trajectories under the more
general Lojasiewicz inequality [Lojasiewicz, 1963, 1982, Absil et al., 2005, Bolte et al., 2010].
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Figure 3: Implication graph when f is C2.

Definition 2.1. Let T be a local minimum of f with associated set S (1). We say f satisfies the
Lojasiewicz inequality with constants 6 € [0,1) and u > 0 around Z if

uw—ﬁﬁsiWﬂmF (Loja)

for all x in some neighborhood of T.

Notice that if f is Lojasiewicz with exponent € then it is Lojasiewicz with exponent 6’ for all
0 < 0’ < 1 (though possibly in a different neighborhood). The case § = 3 is exactly the (PL)

property.
Proposition 2.2 (PL = QG). Suppose that f satisfies (Loja) around T € S. Then f satisfies

J(@) = fs = ((1— 6)y/20) 77 dist(x, )77
for all x sufficiently close to &. In particular, if @ = 3, this shows p-(PL) = u-(QG).

We include a classical proof in Appendix A for completeness, with care regarding neighborhoods.

Two straightforward implications

In this section we show that MB = QG and EB = PL. These implications are known and direct.
We give succinct proofs for completeness. The first one follows immediately from a Taylor expansion.

Proposition 2.3 (MB = QG). Suppose that f is C? and satisfies u-(MB) at # € S. Then f
satisfies p'-(QG) around T for all p' < p.

Proof. Let U be a neighborhood of Z as in Lemma 1.5. Let d be the codimension of S (around ).

Given p' < p, pick € € (0,0 — p') and shrink U so that for all z € U and y € projg(z) we have
Xi(V2f(y)) > i/ +¢e. Given z € U and y € projg(z), a Taylor expansion around y gives

1 w+e

f@) = fs = 50, V2 FW)D) +o(|lvo]*) = ——

where v = Log, (x) is normal to §. We get the desired inequality for all x sufficiently close to Z. O

dist(x, S)* + o(dist(x, S)?),

Proposition 2.4 (EB = PL). Suppose that f is C? and satisfies u-(EB) around £ € S. Then f
satisfies p'-(PL) around Z for all i’ < p.

Proof. Let U be the intersection of two neighborhoods of Z: one where pu-(EB) holds, and the other
provided by Lemma 1.5. Given « € Y and y € projg(x), a Taylor expansion around y yields

1
f@) = fs = 5. V2 F@)]) + o([l0]*) and V() =T,V f(y)lo] + o(|[ol),
where v = Log, (7). Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the triangle inequality, it follows that
1 1
(@) = fs < SI0lIV2F@)RI+ odllvl®) < Sl V@) + o(llv]®).

Finally, EB gives that ||v|]| < ||V f(z)| so f(z) — fs < iHVf(x)HQ +o(||[V£(2)]|?). We get the

desired inequality for all x s;fffciently close to . O



2.2

Remark 2.5. Suppose that f is only C' and Vf is locally L-Lipschitz continuous around z. If
w-EB holds around T then f satisfies PL with constant “—; around T, as shown by Karimi et al.
[2016] (notice that this constant is not as sharp as the one in Proposition 2.4). To see this, let
V be a geodesic ball centered on T and where Vf is L-Lipschitz continuous. Let U C V be a
neighborhood of T as in Lemma 1.5 and shrink it so that for all x € U we have projg(z) C V (this
is possible using the bound (3)). Given x € U and y € projg(x), the local Lipschitz continuity
of Vf implies that f(Exp,(v)) — fs < %|v|[%, where v = Log,(x) [Boumal, 2023, Prop. 10.55].
Written differently, we find that f(x) — fs < édist(a:,é‘)2 for all x € U. Combining with (EB)
yields f(x) — fs < o= |V ().

In the context of non-smooth optimization, Li and Pong [2018] also showed that EB implies PL
under an additional level set separation assumption, though with no control on the PL constant.

Quadratic growth implies error bound

In this section, we show that QG implies EB for C? functions. Other works proving this implication
either assume that f is convex (see [Karimi et al., 2016] and [Drusvyatskiy and Lewis, 2018, Cor. 3.6])
or do not provide control on the constants (see [Drusvyatskiy et al., 2013, Cor. 3.2]). For this, we first
characterize a distance growth rate when we move from S in a normal direction (see Definition 1.3).

Lemma 2.6. Let Z € S and v € N;zS unitary. Then dist(Exp;(tv),S) =t +o(t) ast — 0, t > 0.

Proof. Let U be a neighborhood of Z as in Lemma 1.5. Shrink U/ so that for all x € U and
y € projs(x) we have dist(y, Z) < inj(Z). Given a small parameter ¢ > 0, define z(t) = Exp;(tv) and
let y(t) € projg(x(t)). From (3) we have dist(y(t),Z) < 2¢ and it follows that y(t) — T as t — 0.
Define u(t) = Log,«(z(t)) and w(t) = Log;(y(t)). Then

dist(z(t),S)? = |lu@®)||* = |[tv — w(t) + Ty u(t) —tv + w(t)]|? = |[tv — w(t)||* + o(t?)

as t — 0 because ||F§(t)u(t) —tv+w(t)| = o(t) as t = 0 [Sun et al., 2019, Eq. (6)]. In particular,
for all ¢ sufficiently small we have
dist(z(t),S)? = t* — 2t{w(t),v) + [|w(®)||* 4+ o(t?) > t* — 2t(w(t), v) + o(t?).

Let I C Rsg be the times where y(t) # Z. If inf I > 0 then the final claim holds because y(t) = Z
for small enough t. Suppose now that inf I = 0. Define r(t) = ”“1;78” on I, and let A be the set of

accumulation points of r(t) as t — 0, ¢ € I. Then A is included in the unit sphere and A C TzS by
definition. Given a € A and ¢ € I, we can use (a,v) < 0 to find that

dist(z(t), S)? > 2 — 2t||w(t)||(r(t) — a + a,v) + o(t?) > t* — 4?||r(t) — a|| + o(t?).

It follows that dist(z(t),S)? > 2 — 4t dist(r(¢), A) + o(t?) = t> + o(t*) because dist(r(t), A) — 0 as
t—0. O

Using this rate, we now find that QG implies the following bounds for V2 f in the normal cones
of §. Note that the following proposition does not yet show QG = MB, because to establish MB
we still need to argue that S is a smooth set.

Proposition 2.7. Suppose f is C* and satisfies (QG) with constant p around ¥ € S. Then for all
y € S sufficiently close to & and all v € N, S we have

(. V2 f()ll]) = plo)? and IV2f )]l = wlvll.

Proof. Let U be an open neighborhood of  where u-QG holds. Let y € SN and v € N, S. For all
small enough t > 0, we obtain from a Taylor expansion that

2
FExp, (t0)) = fs = 5 (0, V£ @)lo]) +0(t) = & dist(Bxp, (10), 8)2 = E2lju]® + o(¢2),

where the inequality comes from QG and the following equality comes from Lemma 2.6. Take t — 0
to get the first inequality. The other inequality follows by Cauchy—Schwarz. O
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2.3

We deduce from this that, under QG, the gradient norm is locally bounded from below and from
above by the distance to S, up to some constant factors. This notably secures EB.

Proposition 2.8 (QG = EB). Suppose f is C? and satisfies ju-(QG) around z € S. For all ii° < p
and N > Mpax (V2f(Z)) there exists a neighborhood U of T such that for all x € U we have

(@ dist(z,8) < |V f(z)]| < M dist(z, S).

Proof. Let U be aneighborhood of T as in Lemma 1.5. Shrink U so that for all z € U and y € projg(x)
the inequalities of Proposition 2.7 hold. Now let » € U and y € projg(x). Define v = Log, (x) and
v(t) = Exp, (tv), so that y = v(0) and z = y(1). Then a Taylor expansion of V f around y yields

IV f(z) = V2f(y)l] +r(z)  where r(z) = /0 (P70 o V2f(y(7)) o Ty = V2 (y)) [u]dr.

The Hessian is continuous so r(z) = o(]|v||) as @ — Z. Moreover, Proposition 2.7 provides that
V2 £(y)[v]|| > pllv]| so using the triangle inequality and the reverse triangle inequality we get

[vll(k = 0(1)) < [VF(@)] < [[ol(Amax (V2 () + 0(1))
as x — T. We get the result if we choose x close enough to Z. O

The first inequality in the previous proposition is exactly EB. In Proposition 2.4 we showed that
EB implies PL when f is C2. Thus, it also holds that QG implies PL.

Remark 2.9. When f is only C! it is not true that QG implies EB or PL. To see this, consider the
function f(x) = 222 +x?sin(1/+/|z]) (see Figure 2). It is C* and satisfies QG around the minimum
7 = 0 because f(x) > x2. However, there are other local minima arbitrarily close to zero. Those
are critical points with function value strictly larger than f(Z), which disqualifies EB and PL around
z=0.

Remark 2.10. Combining Propositions 2.2 and 2.8 (u-PL = p-QG and u-QG = p'-EB), we find

that p-PL implies ' -EB for C? functions. In fact, Karimi et al. [2016] show that u-PL implies

u-EB for Ct functions, globally so if PL holds globally. Indeed, for x sufficiently close to Z, we have
1

gdist(x,8)2 < flx)—fs < ZHVf(a?)HQ,

where the second inequality is PL, and the first inequality is QG (implied by PL).
Combining all previous implications, we obtain that MB implies PL.

Corollary 2.11 (MB = PL). Suppose that f is C? and satisfies u-(MB) at 7 € S. Let 0 < u’ < p.
Then f satisfies p'-(PL) around Z.

As a consequence, if f is u-MB on S then for all p/ < p there exists a neighborhood of S where
f is u’-PL (and this does not require S to be compact). When f is C? the size of the neighborhood
where PL holds can be controlled (to some extent) with the third derivative. A version of this
corollary appears in [Wojtowytsch, 2021a, Ex. 2.9] with a different trade-off between control of the
neighborhood and the constant p'. Feehan [2020, Thm. 6] shows a similar result in Banach spaces
assuming that the function is C3.

PL implies a smooth solution set and MB

The MB property is particularly strong because it presupposes a smooth solution set and it implies
PL, EB, and QG. It raises a natural question: are these properties also enforcing some structure to
the solution set? In this section we show that the answer is yes for C? functions: if PL (or EB or
QG) holds around T € S then S must be a submanifold around z. To get a sense of why this is true,
suppose that M = R? and that around Z the solution set S is the union of two orthogonal lines (a

11



cross) that intersect at . Then it must be that V2 f(Z) = 0 because the gradient is zero along both
lines. However, if we assume PL then the spectrum of V2f(z) must contain at least one positive
eigenvalue bigger than p for all points € S\ {Z} close to Z, owing to the quadratic growth property.
We obtain a contradiction because the eigenvalues of V2f are continuous. To make this intuition
precise, we first show that the PL inequality induces a lower-bound on the positive eigenvalues of

V2 f.

Proposition 2.12. Suppose f is C? and p-(PL) around £ € S. If X\ is a non-zero eigenvalue of
V2f(z) then A > p.

Proof. Let A > 0 be an eigenvalue of V2 f(Z) with associated unit eigenvector v. Then

A
f(Expz(tv)) — fs = 5152 + o(t?) and V f(Expz(tv)) = Aty v + o(?).
The PL inequality implies %t2 +o(t?) < ﬁ)\th + o(t?), which gives the result as t — 0. O

The latter argument is inconclusive when A = 0. Still, we do get control of the Hessian’s rank.

Corollary 2.13. Suppose f is C? and p-(PL) around Z € S. Then rank(V2f(z)) = rank(V2f(Z))
for all x € § close enough to .

Proof. Since f is C? the eigenvalues of V2 f are continuous and the map x — rank(V?f(z)) is lower
semi-continuous, that is, if z € M is close enough to Z then rank V2 f(z) > d, where d = rank V2 f(z).
Furthermore, if y € S is sufficiently close to Z then A\gy1(V2f(y)) < p by continuity of eigenvalues,
and Proposition 2.12 then implies A\g41(V2f(y)) = 0. O

This allows us to show that Vf aligns locally in a particular way with the eigenspaces of V2f.

Lemma 2.14. Suppose f is C? and satisfies (PL) around € S. Let d = rank(V?f(z)). Then the
orthogonal projector P(x) onto the top d eigenspace of V2 f(x) is well defined when x is sufficiently
close to T, and (with I denoting identity)

I(I = P(2))V f(2)|| = o(dist(z, S)) = o([[V f(x)]])

as x — &. Additionally, if V2 f is locally Lipschitz continuous around Z then ||(I — P(z))V f(z)|| =
O(dist(x,S)?) = O(||[Vf(2)|]?) as x — Z.

Proof. Given a point x € M, let P(z): T,M — T, M denote the orthogonal projector onto the
top d eigenspace of V2 f(z). This is well defined provided A\y(V2f(z)) > Aas+1(V2f(z)). Let U be a
neighborhood of Z as in Lemma 1.5. By continuity of the eigenvalues of V2f, we can shrink U so
that for all x € U and y € projg(z) the projectors P(z) and P(y) are well defined. Given z € U, we
let y € projg(x) and v = Log, (). Now define v(¢) = Exp, (tv). A Taylor expansion of the gradient
around y gives that

Vi) =T, (V*f(y)lv] + r(z)) where r(zx)= /0 (Pry o V2f(y()) o Try = V2 £ (y)) [v)dT.

By Corollary 2.13, the rank of V2f is locally constant on S (equal to d) so V2f(y) = P(y)V2f(y)
whenever z is sufficiently close to Z (using the bound dist(y,z) < 2dist(z, z) from (3)). It follows
that

(I = P(x))Vf(x) = (I - P(2))0, (P(y)V*f(y)[v] + r(x)).

Notice that ', = I as ¢ — = and P(y) — P(Z) asz —» T so (I — P(z))T,Ply) > 0asz — Z. It
follows that (I — P(x))Vf(z) = o(]|v]|) as ¢ — Z. The claim follows by noting that |v|| = dist(x, S)
and the fact that dist(z,S) is commensurate |V f(z)|| (as shown in Proposition 2.8).

Suppose now that V2 is locally Lipschitz continuous around Z. Then P is also locally Lipschitz
continuous around Z [Vannieuwenhoven, 2022, Cor. 1] and (I — P(x))T',P(y) = (I — P(z))T,(P(y) —
I;tP(x)) = O(||v]]). Moreover, we have r(z) = O(||v]|?) so it follows that (I — P(x))Vf(z) =
O(||v]|?) as & — Z. We conclude again with Proposition 2.8. O
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The lemma below exhibits a submanifold Z that contains Z. It need not coincide with the
solution set S. However, they do coincide if we assume that PL holds. This is the main argument
to show that S is locally a submanifold whenever f is PL and sufficiently regular.

Lemma 2.15. Suppose f is CP withp > 2. Let T € S and defined = {x € M : dist(x, Z) < inj(Z)}.
Let P(Z) denote the orthogonal projector onto the image of V2 f(Z). Then the set

Z={zxelU:P@IIVf(z) =0}
is a CP~1 embedded submanifold locally around Z. If f is analytic then Z is also analytic.

Proof. We build a local defining function for Z. Let d be the rank of V2f(Z) and uy,...,uq be a
set of orthonormal eigenvectors of V2 f(Z) with associated eigenvalues Aj,...,A\g > 0. We define
h:U — R4 as hi(z) = (u;, T2V f(z)). Clearly, h(z) = 0 if and only if z € Z. The function h is CP~!
if fis CP, and analytic if f is analytic. For all & € Tz M we have

Dhi(z)[#] = (ui, V2 f(2)[2]) = (V2 f(2)[wil, &) = Xi(us, @)
It follows that DA(Z) has full rank. Thus, Z is a submanifold around Z with the stated regularity. O

A result similar to Lemma 2.15 is presented in [Chill, 2006, Lem. 1] for Banach spaces. We are
now ready for one of our main theorems, regarding the regularity of the set of local minimizers S (1).

Theorem 2.16. Suppose f is CP with p > 2 and satisfies (PL) around z € S. Then S is a CP~1
submanifold of M locally around T. If f is analytic then S is also analytic.

Proof. We let d denote the rank of V2f(z). By Corollary 2.13, rank V2f(y) = d for all y € S
sufficiently close to Z. We let U C B(Z,inj(Z)) be a neighborhood of Z such that for all z € U the
orthogonal projector P(z): T, M — T,M onto the top d eigenspace of V2f(z) is well defined (it
exists because eigenvalues of V2f are continuous). Lemma 2.15 ensures that

Z={zel: P(&)IVf(z)=0}

is a submanifold around Z. Clearly, SNU C Z holds. We now show the other inclusion to obtain
that § and Z coincide around Z. From Lemma 2.14 we have ||V f(2)|| < ||P(z)V f(x)||+o(||Vf(z)])
as © — &. Moreover, the triangle inequality gives |P(z)V f(z)| < |[(P(z) — T2P(z)TE)V f(z)|| +
|P(Z)TZV f(z)|. By continuity of P we have P(z) — 2P (Z)I'Z = o(1) as x — T so it follows that

IVf@)] < IP@TIV ()] + o[V f()])

as x — Z. We conclude that P(Z)I'2V f(x) = 0 implies V f(z) = 0 for all = sufficiently close to Z.
This confirms that Z C S NU around T because all critical points near T are in S by PL. O

The codimension of S is equal to the rank of V2f on S, as expected. A similar result holds
for Banach spaces when the function is assumed analytic [Feehan, 2020, Thm. 1]. Around Z, the
set of all minima of f and S coincide when PL holds. Hence Theorem 2.16 implies that the set of
minima of f is a submanifold around . Using the quadratic growth property we now deduce that
PL implies MB.

Corollary 2.17. Suppose f is C? and u-(PL) around & € S. Then f satisfies u-(MB) at .

Proof. We apply Theorem 2.16 to get that S is locally a C! submanifold around Z. Then we apply
Proposition 2.2 to get the (QG) property around Z. We finally apply Proposition 2.7 to normal
eigenvectors of V2 f(z). This yields that the normal eigenvalues are at least p. O

Note that this result also holds if we assume EB or QG instead of PL since these conditions are
equivalent when f is C2.
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3.1

Remark 2.18 (Connections to the distance function). Given a closed set X C M, the function
f(z) = 3distx(x)? clearly satisfies the quadratic growth property. If f is CP with p > 2 in a
neighborhood of X then Theorem 2.16 applies, telling us that X is a CP~' submanifold. This question
is of independent interested, see for example [Bellettini et al., 2007] for a proof when assuming p > 3.

Remark 2.19 (Structure when f is only C!). To apply Theorem 2.16 we need f to be at least C?.
And indeed, if f is only C! the solution set may not be a submanifold. As an example, the function
flz,y) = % (see Figure 2) is C' and locally PL around the origin, yet its set of minima is a
cross.? More generally, let X C M be a closed set and suppose that the distance function disty is C!
around X (such a set is called prozimally smooth [Clarke et al., 1995]). We define f(z) = £ distx(z)?
and find that V f(x) = x — projy(x), meaning that f is PL around X with constant u = 1. This
holds in particular for all closed convex sets, yet many such sets fail to be C° submanifolds (e.g.,
consider a closed square in M = R?). This provides further examples of C* functions satisfying PL
yet for which the solution set is not C°.

Remark 2.20 (Restricted secant inequality). It is possible to show equivalences with even more
properties. For example, as in [Zhang and Yin, 2013], we say f satisfies the restricted secant in-
equality (RSI) with constant p around T € S if (V f(x),v) > pdist(z,S)? for all x in a neighborhood
of , where v = Log,(x) and y € projg(z). From simple Taylor expansion arguments, we find that
w-MB implies 1/ -RSI for all ' < p. By Cauchy-Schwarz, we also find that p-RSI implies u-EB for
C! functions (see [Karimi et al., 2016]). It follows that for C? functions RSI is also equivalent to
the four properties that we consider.

Remark 2.21 (Other Lojasiewicz exponents). The PL inequality is exactly (Loja) with exponent
0= % We comment here about other values of 0. First, suppose f is C' and Vf locally Lipschitz
continuous. If f is non-constant around T € S then it cannot satisfy (Loja) with an exponent
0 < % around T. This is because these assumptions are incompatible with the growth property from
Proposition 2.2. See also [Abbaszadehpeivasti et al., 2022, Thm. 4] for an algorithmic perspective on
this. Now suppose f is C? and satisfies (Loja) with ezponent 0 around & € S. If V2f is Lipschitz
continuous around T and 0 € [5,2) then PL holds around T. Furthermore, if f is C* and 6 € [%, 2]
then PL holds around . We include a proof of these observations in Appendix B.

Stability of minima and linear rates

In this section, we consider two types of algorithmic questions: the stability of minima and local con-
vergence rates. We review some classical arguments, taking this opportunity to generalize and adapt
some of them to accommodate non-isolated minima. This will serve us well to analyze algorithms
in Section 4.

Capture result for non-isolated minima

Typically, global convergence analyses of optimization algorithms merely guarantee that iterates
accumulate only at critical points. The set of accumulation points may be empty (when the iterates
diverge). Worse, it may even be infinite when minima are not isolated. See [Absil et al., 2005, §3.2.1]
and [Bolte and Pauwels, 2021, §5.3] for examples of pathological functions for which reasonable
algorithms (such as gradient descent) produce iterates with continuous sets of accumulation points.
The latter issue cannot occur when minima are isolated.

What kind of stability results still hold when minima are not isolated? Consider an algo-
rithm generating iterates as xxy1 = Fr(zk,...,x0), where Fj is a descent mapping: it satisfies
f(Fr(z,...,20)) < f(zg) for all z,...,x0 € M. Many deterministic algorithms fall in this cate-
gory, including gradient descent and trust-region methods under suitable hypotheses. The standard
capture theorem asserts that if the iterates generated by such descent mappings get sufficiently close

2We thank Christopher Criscitiello who found this function.
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to an isolated local minimum then the sequence eventually converges to it (under a few weak as-
sumptions) [Bertsekas, 1995, Prop. 1.2.5], [Absil et al., 2008, Thm. 4.4.2]. The result can be easily
extended to a compact set of non-isolated local minima that satisfies several properties that we
define now.

Definition 3.1. We say X C M is isolated from critical points if there exists a neighborhood U of
X such that x €U and V f(x) =0 imply © € X.

Note that the points in X do not need to be isolated: the set X may be a continuum of critical
points. It is clear that if X C S (1) is isolated from critical points then there exists a neighborhood
U of X such that f(z) > fs for all z € U \ X, where fs is the value of f on X. The capture result
below, based on [Absil et al., 2008], states that if the set of minima ¥ C S is both compact and
isolated from critical points then it traps the iterates generated by all reasonable descent algorithms.
A key hypothesis is that the steps have to be small around local minima: that is typically the case.

Definition 3.2. An algorithm which generates sequences on M has the vanishing steps property on
a set X if there exists a neighborhood U of X and a continuous function n: M — Ry with n(X) =0
such that, if xy is an iterate in U, then the next iterate xyy1 satisfies

dist(zg, Tgp41) < n(xg). (VS)
We say that the algorithm has the (VS) property at a point T € S if it holds on the set {T}.

Proposition 3.3 (Capture of iterates). Let X be a compact subset of S isolated from critical points.
Consider an algorithm that produces iterates as xgy1 = Fi(zk, ..., x0), where Fy is a descent map-
ping. Assume that it satisfies the (VS) property on X. Also suppose that the sequences generated by
this algorithm accumulate only at critical points of f. There exists a neighborhood U of X such that
if a sequence enters U then all subsequent iterates are in U and dist(xg, X) — 0.

Proof. There exists a compact neighborhood V of X such that V \ X does not contain any critical
point and f(z) > fs for all x € V\ X. The (VS) property implies that there exists an open
neighborhood W of X included in V such that for all £k € N, z;, € W and zx_1,...,29 € M we
have Fy(xg,...,2z9) € V. The set YV \ W is compact and we let o > fs denote the minimum of
f on this set. We define Y = {& € V : f(x) < «}, which is included in W by minimality of
a. Now let K € N, 2z € U and zg_1,...,20 € M. Then we have Fg(zk,...,z9) € V by
definition of W. Moreover, Fi is a descent mapping so f(Fk(xk,...,20)) < « and it implies that
Fr(xk,...,z0) € U. Tt follows that k7 is in U and all subsequent iterates are also in U. Now
we show that {zy} converges to X. The sequence {zy} eventually stays in a compact set (because
xp €U CV for all k > K) so it has a non-empty and compact set of accumulation points that
we denote by A. Then A C X because A C V and the only critical points in V are in X. The
set of accumulation points of {dist(xg,.4)} is {0} (because {x} is bounded). So we deduce that
limg_ 4 oo dist(zg, X) < limg_, 4 o0 dist(zg, A) = 0. O

This statement does not guarantee that the iterates converge to a specific point, but merely
that dist(zg, X) — 0. Notice that we do not require any particular structure for X nor any form
of function growth. The assumptions on the mappings Fj are also mild. However, we need X
to be compact and this cannot be relaxed. Indeed, consider the function f: R?2 — R defined by
f(x,y) = exp(x)y?. Then X = {(x,y) € R? : y = 0} is a submanifold of global minima and it
contains all the critical points of f. Consider the update rule (jt1,yr+1) = (Tr — Y3, yk). It
satisfies the descent condition because f(zi1,yr+1) = exp(—y2)f(zk,yx) for all k. The distance
assumption (VS) also holds because dist((xx+1,Yk+1)s (Tk, yk)) = dist((zx — y2, yk), (Tr, yx)) = 3.
However, the sequence {dist((zx,yx), X)} is constant (and not converging to zero) even if we initialize
the algorithm arbitrarily close to X (but not exactly in X).

The vanishing steps property is a reasonable assumption. When M = R", many optimization
algorithms have an update rule of the form xx41 = x) + s and the vector sy is small if xj, is close to
a local minimum (e.g., sy = —a;V f(x) with bounded ay). For a general manifold M, algorithms
produce iterates as xzx41 = Ry, (si), where R: TM — M: (z,s) — R,(s) is a retraction [Boumal,
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3.2

2023, Def. 3.47]. Specifically, for all (z,s) € TM the curve ¢(t) = Ry(ts) satisfies ¢(0) = « and
¢’ (0) = s. To help ensure vanishing steps, we assume there is a constant ¢, > 0 such that

dist(Rq(s), ) < ¢ [|s] (4)

for all (z,s) € TM. This clearly holds with ¢, = 1 when R = Exp.

Lyapunov stability and convergence to a single point

Pathological behavior such as a continuous set of accumulation points can be ruled out assuming
Lojasiewicz inequalities. In this case, local minima are stable for a variety of algorithms, even without
compactness hypothesis (in contrast to Proposition 3.3). This in turn ensures that the iterates
converge to a single point of the solution set. In this section, we review arguments from [Polyak,
1963, Thm. 4], [Absil et al., 2005], [Attouch et al., 2013, Lem. 2.6], and [Bolte et al., 2017, Thm. 14].
The stability results in [Absil et al., 2005] and [Attouch et al., 2013] assume a sufficient decrease
condition. Here, we abstract out the main arguments of their proofs and show stability results
without assuming this decrease condition.

A central property to obtain convergence to a single point is a bound on the path length of the
iterates. We make this precise in the following definition.

Definition 3.4. An algorithm which generates sequences on M has the bounded path length prop-
erty on a set X € M if the following is true. There exist a neighborhood U of X and a continuous
function v: M — Ry with v(X) = 0 such that, if xp,...,xx € M are consecutive points generated
by the algorithm and which are all in U, then

K-1

> dist(zg, Tryr) < v(2L). (BPL)
=L

We say that the algorithm has the (BPL) property at a point & € S if it does so on the set {T}.

Here we think of the algorithm as an optimization method with some fixed hyper-parameters.
The definition is given for a generic set X but the bounded path length property is usually only
satisfied around local minima. Combined with the vanishing steps property, bounded path length
ensures stability of local minima.

Proposition 3.5 (Lyapunov stability). Suppose that an algorithm satisfies the (VS) and (BPL)
properties at T € M. Given a neighborhood U of T, there exists a neighborhood V of T such that if
a sequence generated by this algorithm enters V then all subsequent iterates stay in U.

Proof. The set U contains an open ball of radius d,, > 0 around Z in which the (BPL) and (VS)
properties are satisfied with some functions v and 7. By continuity of n there exists an open ball
W centered on Z of radius 4, that satisfies 6, + n(z) < §, for all x € W. Likewise, by continuity
of 7, there exists an open ball V C W of radius §, > 0 around T such that for all z € V we have
0y + v(x) < 0. Suppose that x;, € V. For contradiction, let K > L be the first index such that
T +1 ¢ B(Z,0,). We deduce from the triangle inequality and the (BPL) property that

K—1
dist(z g, z) < dist(zp,T) + Z dist(xg, Tgp+1) < 0y +Y(2L) < dpp-
k=L

It follows that zx € W. Using again the triangle inequality we find dist(zxy1,Z) < dist(zx,Z) +
dist(z g, xx11) < 6w + n(zK) < &y. This implies that x4 is in B(Z,d,): a contradiction. O

In particular, this excludes that the iterates diverge. We can also guarantee that accumulation
points are actually limit points.

Corollary 3.6. Suppose that an algorithm satisfies the (VS) and (BPL) properties at & € M. If it
generates a sequence that accumulates at T then the sequence converges to T.
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3.3

Proof. Let U be a neighborhood of Z. From Proposition 3.5 there is a neighborhood V such that if
an iterate is in V then all subsequent iterates are in I/. Since T is an accumulation point we know
that such an iterate exists. Repeat with a sequence of smaller and smaller neighborhoods of z. [

Many optimization algorithms generate sequences that accumulate only at critical points. In
that scenario, we can deduce that the sequence converges to a point, provided that it gets close
enough to a set where (VS) and (BPL) hold.

Corollary 3.7. Let X be a set of critical points and & € X. Let U be a neighborhood of T such that
if © € U is a critical point then x € X. Consider an algorithm that satisfies the (VS) and (BPL)
properties on X. Also suppose that the sequences generated by this algorithm accumulate only at
critical points of f. There exists a neighborhood V of T such that if a sequence enters V then it
converges to some Too € U N X.

Proof. The set U contains a compact neighborhood B of Z such that (i) if x € B is a critical point
then x € X and (%) the (VS) and (BPL) properties hold on BN X. From Proposition 3.5 there exists
a neighborhood V of Z such that if {x}} enters V then it stays in B. The set B is compact so {z}
has at least one accumulation point 2., € B. Since accumulation points of {z} are critical we have
Too € X. We conclude with Corollary 3.6. O

The conclusions of Corollary 3.7 are similar to the ones in [Absil et al., 2005, Prop 3.3] and [At-
touch et al., 2013, Thm. 2.10].3

We describe below the argument that Absil et al. [2005] used to show that many gradient descent
algorithms satisfy (BPL) around points where f is Lojasiewicz. We say that the sequence {xy}
satisfies the strong decrease property around T € M if there exists o > 0 such that

flxr) = f(xrer) > 0|V f ()| dist(zr, 2r41) and €S = xppi=xr  (5)
whenever zy, is sufficiently close to Z, as introduced by Absil et al. [2005].

Lemma 3.8. Suppose that f satisfies (Loja) around T € S with constants 0 and p. If an algorithm
generates sequences {xy} that satisfy (5) around T then it satisfies the (BPL) property at T with

1 1-6
V(z) = WV(%) —fsI 7
We include a proof of this statement in Appendix C for completeness. In fact, the algorithm would
still satisfy the (BPL) property under the more general Kurdyka—Lojasiewicz assumption (see [Absil
et al., 2005, §3.2.3]). In practice, many first-order algorithms (including gradient descent with
constant step-sizes or with line-search) generate sequences with the strong decrease condition (5),
as shown in [Absil et al., 2005, §4].

Asymptotic convergence rate

To conclude this section, we briefly review classical linear convergence results for gradient methods
under the PL assumption, as needed for Section 4. Proofs are in Appendix D for completeness. It is
well known that gradient descent with appropriate step-sizes converges linearly to a minimum when
f satisfies PL globally and has a Lipschitz continuous gradient [Polyak, 1963]. The same arguments
lead to an asymptotic linear convergence rate when PL holds only locally. We say that the sequence
{z}} satisfies the sufficient decrease property with constant w > 0 if

Flar) = f@re) = wl[Vf ()] (6)

for all large enough k. The classical result below follows from that inequality [Polyak, 1963].

3Notice that Absil et al. [2005] do not assume vanishing steps, but in that case the property can fail when Z is not
a global minimum. The statement of Corollary 3.7 accounts for this technical point.
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Proposition 3.9. Let {x}} be a sequence of iterates satisfying (6) and converging to some T € S.
Suppose f satisfies (PL) around T with constant u > 0. Then the sequence {f(xy)} converges linearly
to fs with rate 1 —2wp. Moreover, {||V f(xr)||} and {dist(zx,S)} converge linearly to zero with rate

V1I—-2wp <1 —wp.

In the case where M is a Euclidean space and R, (s) = z + s, it is well known that the sufficient
decrease condition (6) holds for many first-order algorithms when V f is Lipschitz continuous. This
is also true for a general manifold M and retraction R as we briefly describe now. We say that f
and the retraction R locally satisfy a Lipschitz-type property around Z € S if there exists L > 0
such that

FRA(5)) < F@) + (T F (), )+ 5 5] (7

for all x close enough to z and s small enough. Note that if f o R is C? then the inequality (7)
is always (locally) satisfied. It is a classical result that (7) implies sufficient decrease for gradient
descent with constant step-sizes. This yields the following statement.

Proposition 3.10. Suppose [ satisfies pu-(PL) around T € S. Also assume that (7) holds around .
Let {z1} be a sequence of iterates generated by gradient descent with constant step-size v € (0, %),
that is, xp+1 = Ra, (—yV f(xr)). Given a neighborhood U of T, there exists a neighborhood V of T
such that if an iterate enters V then the sequence converges linearly to some xo, € U NS with rate

V12l — £92).

Aiming for super-linear convergence

Under fairly general assumptions, the PL inequality (which is compatible with non-isolated minima)
ensures stability of minima and linear convergence for first-order methods, as recalled in the previous
section. We now assume f is C? and investigate super-linear convergence to non-isolated minima.

A natural starting point is Newton’s method which, in spite of terrible global behavior [Jarre
and Toint, 2016], enjoys quadratic convergence to a non-singular minimum, provided the method is
initialized sufficiently close. Unfortunately, this does not extend to non-isolated minima.

We exhibit here an example showing that the MB property is in general not sufficient to ensure
such a strong convergence behavior. The update rule is zx11 = 2 — V2f(2x) L[V f(2r)] (we may
use the pseudo-inverse instead). Consider the cost function f(z,y) = %(2? + 1)y?, whose set of
minima is the line S = {(z,y) € R? : y = 0}. The gradient and Hessian of f are given by

2

2
Vf(x,y) = |:(:C2x_|2{ 1)y:| and VQf(x7y) = [2yl,y Izl_"_y1:| .

One can check that f satisfies (MB). To see how Newton’s method behaves on f, notice that

1 3+
V2 f(2,9)'V f(z,y) = 321 [(xQ - l)y]

whenever 322 # 1. Let z(t) = /5% and y(t) = vt. We can choose t € (0,1) as small as desired

to make the point (x(t),y(t)) arbitrarily close to S. Yet computing the Newton step at (x(t), y(t))
results in a new point at a distance %1—\; from the optimal set S: that is arbitrarily far away. The
failure of Newton’s method stems from a misalignment between the gradient and some eigenspaces
of the Hessian.

The usual fix for Newton’s method is to regularize it. This yields two classes of algorithms
in particular: regularized Newton with cubics and trust-region methods. We will show that cubic
regularization enjoys satisfying local convergence properties, even in the presence of non-isolated
minima. In contrast, the picture is less clear for trust-region methods.

Throughout, given a point T € S, we manipulate two local assumptions as stated below. For the
retraction R = Exp they are equivalent (with the same constant). This is true in particular when
M is a Euclidean space and R;(s) = x + s.
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4.1

A1l. The Hessian V2 f is locally Ly -Lipschitz continuous around T for some Ly > 0.

A2. There exists a constant Ly > 0 such that the Lipschitz-type inequality

1 /
F(Ra(s)) = f(@) = (s, V(@) = 5 (s, V2f(@)[s]) < ?HIISH3 (8)
holds for all x close enough to  and all s small enough.

These assumptions typically hold locally. We further assume that the retraction satisfies the
bound (4).

Adaptive regularized Newton

The regularized Newton method using cubics was introduced by Griewank [1981] and later revis-
ited by Nesterov and Polyak [2006]. An adaptive version of this algorithm was proposed by Car-
tis et al. [2011a,b], with versions on manifolds proposed by Qi [2011], Zhang and Zhang [2018]
and Agarwal et al. [2021]. The adaptive variants update the penalty weight automatically: they
are called ARC. We consider those variants, and more specifically an algorithm that generates se-
quences {(xg, Sk, Sk)}, where ¢ is the cubic penalty weight, and si is the step at iteration k, such
that 211 = Ry, (sg). At each iteration k, we define a linear operator Hy: T, M — T, M and the
step sy is chosen to approximately minimize the regularized second-order model

mi(s) = f(x) + {5, V1) + g s Hils]) + sl )

in a way that we make precise below. We require the map Hy to be close to V2 f(x}): given a point
T € S, we assume that there is a constant S5 > 0 such that

[Hy, — V2 f (@) | < BullV f ()| (10)

whenever the iterate xj, is close enough to .

In the literature, there are a number of super-linear (but non-quadratic) convergence results for
such algorithms. Assuming a PL inequality, Nesterov and Polyak [2006] showed that regularized
Newton generates sequences that converge super-linearly, with exponent 4/3. Later, assuming a
Lojasiewicz inequality with exponent § € [0,1), Zhou et al. [2018] characterized the convergence
speed of regularized Newton depending on 6. In particular they also show that the PL inequality
implies super-linear convergence.* More recently, Qian and Pan [2022] developed an abstract frame-
work that encompasses these super-linear convergence results, and Cartis et al. [2022, §5.3] reviewed
super-linear convergence rates of ARC under Lojasiewicz inequalities.

There is also a quadratic convergence result: Yue et al. [2019] employed a local error bound
assumption to show quadratic convergence for the regularized Newton method. As discussed in
Section 2, this assumption is equivalent to local PL, making their result an improvement over
the super-linear rates from the aforementioned references. This underlines one of the benefits of
recognizing the equivalence of the four conditions MB, PL, EB and QG, as some may more readily
lead to a sharp analysis than others.

Note that the results in [Yue et al., 2019] assume that the subproblem is solved exactly, meaning
that s, € argmingmy(s). Several authors proposed weaker conditions on s (only requiring an
approximate solution to the subproblem) to ensure convergence guarantees: this is important because
we cannot find an exact solution in practice. Agarwal et al. [2021] for example, following Birgin
et al. [2017], establish global convergence guarantees assuming only that my(s;) < my(0) and
[V (si)|| < ||sk]|? for some x > 0. For their results to hold, they require Hy, = V2 f;,(0), where
fk = foR, is the pullback of f at . This choice of Hy, is compatible with (10) for retractions with
bounded initial acceleration (which is typical).

4In fact, Zhou et al. [2018] show a super-linear convergence rate only assuming that 6 € (0, %) and that V2f is
Lipschitz continuous. However, these assumptions imply PL as noted in Remark 2.21.
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We revisit the results of Yue et al. [2019] to obtain an asymptotic quadratic convergence rate for
ARC under the PL assumption, even with approximate solutions to the subproblem. Specifically,
throughout this section we suppose that the steps s; satisfy

my(sk) < my(0) and Ve (si)ll < &llsellllVf(ze)l (11)
for some k > 0. At each iteration k, we define the ratio

f(-rk) — f(ka (Sk))

my(0) — my(sk) + skl

(12)

(as do Birgin et al. [2017]), which measures the adequacy of the local model. Iteration k is said
to be successful when gy is larger than some fixed parameter g. € (0,1). In this case, we set
Zp+1 = Ry, (sk) and decrease the penalty weight so that ;11 < ¢x. The update mechanism ensures
that ¢x > ¢min for all k, where ¢nin > 0 is a fixed parameter. Conversely, the step is unsuccessful
when g < o.: we set 1 = x and increase the penalty so that ¢x4+1 > <. The explicit updates
for ¢x41 are stated in [Agarwal et al., 2021]. We prove the following result for this algorithm.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose A1, A2 and (PL) hold around T € S. We run ARC with inexact subproblem
solver satisfying (10) and (11). Given any neighborhood U of T, there exists a neighborhood V of &
such that if an iterate enters ) then the sequence converges quadratically to some roo € UNS.

Ok =

We first adapt an argument from [Agarwal et al., 2021, Lem. 6] to show that ARC satisfies the
vanishing steps property (VS) defined in Section 3.1.

Lemma 4.2. The step-sizes have norms bounded as ||sg| < N(xk, k) < 7@k, Smin), where

1w = O S a) and A = max(0, 5197 - Auin(T5@).

In particular, ARC has the (VS) property around second-order critical points with n(x) = ¢;7(x, Smin),
where ¢, controls possible retraction distortion as in (4).

Proof. The model decrease in (11) and the model accuracy (10) ensure
1 1
Sillsel|® < *3<3k, V(@) + 5V @) lsk] + 5 (Hy — V2f($k))[5k]>

1
< 3llsell (195 ()l + 5AG@e) sl)-
Divide by ||sg| and solve the quadratic inequality for ||sg|| to get the result, recalling ¢x > ¢min. O

The function 7 is indeed continuous with value zero on S, as required in (VS). To obtain the
vanishing steps property we only relied on the decrease requirement my(sx) < my(0). Assuming
a PL inequality and a locally Lipschitz continuous Hessian, we now derive sharper bounds for the
steps. We rely on the fact that that gradient of the model my (9)

Vmy(sk) =V f(zr) + Hi[sk] + skllskll sk (13)

is small. We will exploit the particular alignment of Vf given in Lemma 2.14. In the following
statements, given a point Z € S and d = rank(V2f(z)), we let P(x): T,M — T,M denote
the orthogonal projector onto the top d eigenspace of V2f(x). This is always well defined in a
neighborhood of Z by continuity of eigenvalues. Additionally, we let Q(z) = I — P(z) be the
projector onto the orthogonal complement.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that f is u-(PL) and satisfies Al around & € S. Given e > 0, ° < p and
N> Anax (V2£(Z)), there exists a neighborhood U of T and a constant Ly > 0 such that if zy, is an
iterate in U and sy is a step satisfying (11) then

IVIEIL y pra)sill < (142)

IV f(zx)|l
A+ G| sk

1—¢
(1-¢) 2 s

and (14)
Qs < = (-4 B IV Faw)]| + (Lir + Lo/@) dist(s. S)). (15)
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Proof. Let U be a neighborhood of Z where the orthogonal projector P(z) is well defined for all z € U.
Let x;, € U and sj, be a step that satisfies (11). We first bound the term P(zy)s;. Multiply (13) by
P(x},) and use commutativity of P(x;) and V2f(zy) to get

(V2 (k) + sellsul DP(e)si = Plag) (= T (2) + Timilse) = (i = V2F (@) s]) -

If we apply (10) and (11), we find that ||[Vmg(sk) — (Hx — V2 f(zx))[s6]l] < (5 + Be) |V f (@x) |||k
when z, is close enough to Z (shrink U as needed). Consequently, the previous equality yields

[P (zi)V f(n) | = (5 + Be) IV f () || skl 1P (k) V f (@)l + (5 + Bea) IV f (@n) ||| sl
M (V2 f(zk)) + skllskll Aa(V2f () + skl skl '

Lemma 2.14 gives that |[P(x)Vf(z)| = [V f(x)| + o(|[Vf(z)|]) as * — Z. Moreover, the steps sy
vanish (as shown in Lemma 4.2), so we obtain the bound (14) when zy, is sufficiently close to Z. We
now let Q(x) =1 — P(x) and consider the term Q(zy)si. Multiply (13) by Q(zx) to obtain

Q1) Vi (sk) = Qzx)V f (xk) + V2 f(21)Q(zx) s, + Q) (Hy, — V2 f(wr)) [sk] + <kllsel|Q(zr) s

Taking the inner product of this expression with Q(xy)sk, applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,
dividing by ||sk]|, and using (10) yields

< N1P(z)skll <

llQa)sell? < Q) VS @l + (RIVF (@)l + Alwr) ) 1Q(n)sil

where A is as in Lemma 4.2. Solving the quadratic inequality gives

Qx)sl < = (Val@EnVF@] + KV f(an)] + Aew)).

Local Lipschitz continuity of V2 f provides A(zx) < Bu ||V f(xr)| + Ly dist(zx, S) when zy, is close to
Z. Via Lemma 2.14, it also provides a constant L, > 0 such that \/||Q(zx)V f(zk)|| < Ly dist(zg, S)
when xy, is sufficiently close to . This is enough to secure (15). O

Using these bounds, we now show that || P(zx)sk|| cannot be too small compared to ||sg| when
xy, is close to a minimum where PL holds.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that f is u-(PL) and satisfies Al around T € S. Given € > 0 and \* >
Amax (V2 f(Z)), there exists a neighborhood U of T and a constant L, > 0 such that if xy, is an iterate
inU and sy is a step satisfying (11) then ||P(xg)sk|| > r||sk|| where r > 0 is a constant given by

r=4/1- ! with F= (1 — €)Smin
1472 (M+s(1+m))(,€+51{+w)

Proof. Assume zy, is sufficiently close to Z for the projectors P(xy) and Q(xy) to be well defined.
Define v, = [|P(xg)sk, vq = |Q(zk)sk| and & = 2= (consider v, # 0 as otherwise the claim is

clear). We compute that v2 = (1 — ﬁ) ||sk]|?> and find a lower-bound for £&. Remark 2.10 gives

that dist(zy,S) < %HVf(xk)H when zy, is sufficiently close to Z. Together with the bound on v, in
Lemma 4.3, this gives

< Vsl

Ly + L,\/<
q ("ﬁ‘i‘ﬁH‘i‘iH 1 k)
Sk w

Combining this with the lower-bound on v, in Lemma 4.3, we find

S (1—6)§k
T Ot allsel) (o By + LSy

With Lemma 4.2 we can upper-bound || si || < /3¢[[V f(zx)[[+2A(z), and consequently, g ||sy|| <
e(1 4 /<k) whenever xy, is sufficiently close to . We finally notice that the resulting lower-bound
on £ is an increasing function of ¢;. Therefore, we get the desired inequality by using ¢x > Guin. O
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From this we deduce a lower-bound on the quadratic term of the model.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that f is u-(PL) and satisfies A1 around & € S. Given u’ < p, there exists
a constant r > 0 (provided by Lemma 4.4) and a neighborhood U of T such that if x;, € U then the
step satisfies

(s, V2F (i) swl) = 107 sul|?.

Proof. Let r > 0 be a constant and U a neighborhood of Z as in Lemma 4.4. Shrink U for the
projectors P and @ to be well defined in U. If x is in U we compute

P(xi) sk, V2 fap) [P(xr)sk]) + (Qzk) sk, V2 (2r) [Q (k) sk])

(s, V2 f () [sx]) = (
> (V2 F (@r))r? skl + Amin (V2 f () 1Q ) sk

where we used ||P(xx)sk|| > rllskl|. We obtain the result by noticing that the second term is
lower-bounded by max (0, —Amin (V2 f (1)) ||k |2 O

We now show that the ratio o is large when x is close to a local minimum where PL holds.
The upshot is that iterations near S are successful.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that f is u-(PL) and satisfies A1, A2 around T € S. For all € > 0 there
exists a neighborhood U of T such that if v, € U then o, > 1 — €.

Proof. Let 7x(s) = f(xx) + (s, Vf(z)) + 5(s, Hx[s]) be the second-order component of the model
myg. Then,

Liyllsell® + 38ullsel*IV f (1)
7,(0) — 7k (s1) ’

f(Ray (s1)) — Tr(s%)

Tk’ZO) - Tk(sk-)

1
1—or= Sg

where the bound on the numerator comes from A2 and (10). The denominator is given by

7(0) = k(o) = sk, V(@) — 565t Hilsul)

= (st Vma(se)) + 5 {5 (B — V2 (@i sul) + 3 (5t V2 F )l + sullnl

where we used identity (13) for the second equality. With the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, (10)
and (11), we bound the two first terms as

(s, Vi (si))| < 6V f(ze)lsell®  and  [(sg, (Hr — V2 f(2e))[se])] < BulV f (@) lllsell?.

If we combine these bounds with Lemma 4.5, we find that given p” < j, there exists 7 > 0 and a
neighborhood U of the local minimum Z such that

€U = 1,(0) — Tr(sK) > Hb7’2||5k||2v

and therefore 1 — g5, < L}{‘ls’“”z‘iﬁb’:glvf(“)ll. Owing to Lemma 4.2 the steps s, vanish around

second-order critical points so we can guarantee 1 — g5 becomes as small as desired. O

We can now show that the iterates produced by ARC satisfy the strong decrease property (5)
around minima where PL holds.

Proposition 4.7. Suppose f is u-(PL) and satisfies A1, A2 around & € S. Given p° < pu and \* >
Amax(V2f(Z)), there exists a neighborhood of T where ARC satisfies the strong decrease property (5)

with constant o = %, where ¢, is defined in (4) and r > 0 is provided by Lemma 4.4.
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Proof. From Lemma 4.6, there exists a neighborhood U of Z in which all the steps are successful.
Given an iterate xy, in U, success implies x;11 = Ry, (sx) and therefore, by definition of g (12),

S 1
flar) = feren) = ok (mk(o) — my(sk) + ngSng) = —Qk(<8kv VI (@e)) + 5 (s Hk[SkD)-
Also, taking the inner product of (13) with s, and using (11) yields

(i, Hi[sk]) < —(s, Vf(xx)) + 6]V f () l]se]l.

Multiply the latter by —< and plug into the former to deduce

Fon) = Flansn) = =5 (or, VA @) + £V F @) o). (16)

We now bound the inner product (sg, Vf(xr)). Let d = rank V2 f(Z) and restrict the neighborhood
U if need be to ensure A\g(V2f(z)) > 0 and \g(V2f(zr)) > Aat1(V2f(zx)). In particular, the
orthogonal projector P(z) onto the top d eigenspace of V2f(xy) is well defined. Let Q(xy) =
I — P(xy). Decompose s, = P(xg)sk + Q(zk)sx and apply the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to obtain

(88, Vf(wr)) < (P(zr)sk, V(ar)) + [|Q(xr)V f (zr)l||skl]- (17)

The second term is small owing to Lemma 2.14. Let us focus on the first term. To this end,
multiply (13) by P(xy) to verify the following (recall that V2 f(z) and P(z) commute):

P(x)Vf(wr) = =V2f(xx) P(ar)sk + Par) Vimg(sk) — Pla) (Hy — V2 f(@r))sk — ellswl| P(zx) sk
On the one hand, we can use it with (10) and (11) to lower-bound the norm of P(xy)ss, through:
[P (zx)V f (k)] < (Al(V2f($k)) + <k||8k||) 1P (zx)skll + (5 + Ba )V f (zi) || sell-

On the other hand, we can use it to upper-bound (s, P(zx)V f(xr)), also with (10) and (11) and
using the fact that P(zy)sy lives in the top-d eigenspace of V2 f(zy), like so:

(sk, P(x)V f(2r)) < — (Ad(sz(wk)) + CkHSkII) 1P @r)sill® + (5 + BV f @) llsell P (xx) sl

Combine the two inequalities above as follows: use the former to upper-bound one of the first factors

. . Aa(V2f(x Aa(V2f(z o |ls s
|P(zk)sk|| in the latter. Also using AfévQ;Engg < /\TEVJ;E:E;}Z;;E:\'I‘S);\'I‘ < 1, this yields:

Aa(V? f(xy))
Ty

(o Pln) VI @) < =307 7 0.0)

[P (k) V f (@) ||| P(zr) skl
+2(k + B )|V f(@r) skl P(xr) skl (18)

We now plug this back into (17). Using Lemma 2.14 for its second term and also Lemma 4.2
which asserts ||si|| is arbitrarily small for z; near Z, we find that for all € > 0 we can restrict the
neighborhood U in order to secure

(VA ()
M (V2 f (1))
Lemma 4.4 provides a (possibly smaller) neighborhood and a positive r such that ||P(zx)sk|| > 7| sk]|-

Also, for any § > 0, Lemma 2.14 ensures ||P(zx)V f(xg)|| > (1 — §)[|Vf(zk)| upon appropriate
neighborhood restriction. Thus,

(sk, Vf(x1)) < 1P (@r) V f (z) [1P(er)skll + el VI (r) [l skl]- (19)

Aa(V2 f (1))

(s, Vfzn)) < = <>\1(V2f($k))

(1—5)7“—6) IVf (@)l sell- (20)
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Now plugging back into (16) and possibly restricting the neighborhood again,

ok [ Aa(V2f(xr))
M (V2 f(zr))

The result now follows since we can arrange to make £,d and |ls;|| arbitrarily small; to make
Ai(V2f(zr)) and A\; (V2 f(x},)) arbitrarily close to u and Apax(V2£(Z)) (respectively); and to make
o larger than a number arbitrarily close to 1 (Lemma 4.6). The final step is to account for potential
distortion due to a retraction (4): this adds the factor c,. O

f(wg) = f(Tre1) >

25 (1—5)7"—E—f€||8k||> IV £ (@)l llswll- (21)

If we combine this result with Lemma 3.8 we obtain that ARC satisfies the bounded path length
property (BPL). In Lemma 4.2 we found that it also satisfies the vanishing steps property (VS). As
a result, Corollary 3.7 applies to ARC: if an iterate gets close enough to a point where PL holds then
the sequence has a limit. We conclude this section with the quadratic convergence rate of ARC.

Proposition 4.8. Suppose that {x} converges to some T € S and that f is (PL) around T. Also
assume that A1 and A2 hold around T. Then dist(zy,S) converges quadratically to zero.

Proof. From Lemma 4.6 all the steps are eventually successful. In particular, the penalty weights
eventually stop increasing: there exists ¢max > 0 such that ¢ < ¢uax for all k. Let ub < p (where
w is the PL constant) and A* > A\, (V2f(Z)). We first apply the Pythagorean theorem with the
upper-bounds from Lemma 4.3. Together with the upper-bound in Proposition 2.8, it implies for all
large enough k that

2
N 1 2
skl < cidist(zp,S)?  where ¢ = <Mb> o (("i + Be)N + Ly + Lq\/§min) - (22)

We now let vy = s, —Log, (2r41), which is always well defined for large enough k. Using EB (given
by Remark 2.10), we obtain that for all large enough k we have

. 1
dist(a111,5) < 2|V (nn)|

iurizﬂwkm Y f(ax) — V2 f(ax) Logy, (k)

= V2 f(ax)low] = (Hix = V2 f(wr)) [se] = sxllsellsk + Vm(si) |,
where we used identity (13) for Vmy. Now the triangle inequality, (10) and (11) give

. 1/Ly ..
dist(ris1, 8) < (55" dist(on, wuan)? + Wl + el + (s -+ ) IV F)llsnl) - (23)

Notice that dist(z, zx+1) < ¢r||sk|| using (4). We now bound the quantity ||vg||. For all z € M, since
DR, (0) = I, the inverse function theorem implies that R, is locally invertible and DR, !(z) = I. It
follows that there exists a neighborhood U C B(Z,inj(Z)) of Z such that for all z,y € U the quantity
R, (y) is well defined and satisfies

R;'(y) = Ry () + DR (2)[Log, (y)] + O(dist(z, y)*) = Log,(y) + O(dist(z, y)*).
In particular, using the identity s; = R;kl (zk+1), we find that there exists a constant ¢y such that
llvk || < co dist(xg, x141)? holds for large enough k. Combining this with (23), we obtain

. 1//L
dist(zp41,S) < m ((;cr + Meger + §k> llskll® + (x + ﬁH)Vf(a:k)||||sk|>.

Finally, using (22) and the upper-bound from Proposition 2.8, we conclude that

2L N
dist(zg+1,S) < ¢q dist(zy, S)?  where Cq = a (THCT + Nege, + §max) + —(k+By)ar. O
[ [

The quadratic convergence rates of the sequences {f(zx)} and {||V f(zx)|} follow immediately
by QG and EB. Theorem 4.1 is a direct consequence of Corollary 3.7 and Proposition 4.8.
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4.2

Trust-region algorithms

In this section we analyze Riemannian trust-region algorithms (RTR), which embed Newton iter-
ations in safeguards to ensure global convergence guarantees [Absil et al., 2007]. They produce
sequences {(xg, Ag, sk)} where z is the current iterate and Ay is known as the trust-region radius.
At iteration k, we define the trust-region model as

1
mi(s) = flax) + (s, VF(@r)) + 5(s, V2 (@)[s])- (24)
The step sj, is chosen by (usually approximately) solving the trust-region subproblem

i bject t < Ayp. TRS
skeqlfgi/\/lmk(sk) subject to [[sk| < Ay (TRS)

The point z; and radius A are then updated depending on how good the model is, as measured
by the ratio

flaw) = f(Ra, (1)

k= my(0) — mg(sk)

(If the denominator is zero, we let pr = 1.) Specifically, given parameters p’ € (0, i) and A > 0, the
update rules for the state are

IA if p, < 1
Ro, (s1) if pr > 0/, a7k _ 4
Tpt1 = e (5k) i o .'0 Apy1 = min(2Ag, A) if pp > 2 and [|si] = Ay,
Tk otherwise, A therwi
k otherwise.

Shortcomings of trust-region with exact subproblem solver. There exist algorithms to
efficiently solve the subproblem exactly (up to some accuracy). Can we provide strong guarantees
in the presence of non-isolated minima using an exact subproblem solver? We recall [Nocedal and
Wright, 2006, Thm. 4.1] that a vector s € T,, M is a global solution of the subproblem (TRS) if
and only if ||s|| < Ay and there exists a scalar A > 0 such that

(V2f(xg) + N)s = =V f(x), AAg —|Is]) =0 and V2f(xg) + M = 0. (25)

As mentioned in [Wojtowytsch, 2021a,b, Liu et al., 2022], if f is convex in a neighborhood of Z then
S is locally convex, hence affine. Assuming that S is not flat around Z, it follows that V2f must
have a negative eigenvalue in any neighborhood of Z. Consequently, we can arrange for an iterate xy,
to be arbitrarily close to Z and for V2 f(z;) to have a negative eigenvalue. From (25), this implies
A > 0 and hence ||s|| = Aj, meaning that s is at the border of the trust region. Consequently, we
cannot hope to show a capture result in the same vein as Corollary 3.7 for this algorithm. Indeed,
given an initial radius Ag > 0, we can design a cost function with a non-isolated minimum z such
that, even if xg is arbitrarily close to Z, the next iterate is far away.

As an example, consider f: R? — R defined by f(z,y) = (22 + y? — 1)2. The set of solutions is
the unit circle and f satisfies MB. Given ¢ > 0, define x(¢) = 0 and y(¢) = 1 — ¢. For small enough

t, there are two solutions to (TRS) at [x(t) y(t)]T with parameter A:

t2(t—2)2
/A% - 4(t—1)2

t(t—2)
2(t-1)

S

To check optimality, we can use criterion (25) with A = 4¢(2 — t). We find that s — [£A O]T as
t — 0: the tentative step is far even when ¢ is small. We could arrange for that step to be accepted
by adjusting the function value at the tentative iterate. That rules out even basic capture-type
theorems. This type of behavior does not happen with an isolated minimum and positive definite
Hessian.
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Trust-region with Cauchy steps. As just discussed, RTR with an exact subproblem solver can
fail in the face of non-isolated minima. However, practical implementations of RTR typically solve
the subproblem only approximately. We set out to investigate the robustness of such mechanisms
to non-isolated minima.

Our investigation is prompted by the empirical observation that RTR with a popular approximate
subproblem solver known as truncated conjugate gradients (tCG, see [Conn et al., 2000, Absil et al.,
2007]) seems to enjoy super-linear convergence under PL, even with non-isolated minima. We are
actively investigating this, but it appears to require significant additional machinery.

As a stepping stone, we show the following theorem, regarding RTR with a crude subprob-
lem solver that computes Cauchy steps (see (28) below). It is relevant in particular because tCG
generates a sequence of increasingly good tentative steps, the first of which is the Cauchy step.

Theorem 4.9. Suppose f satisfies u-(PL) and A2 around T € S, and let U be a neighborhood of .
There exists a neighborhood V of T such that if a sequence of iterates generated by RTR with Cauchy

steps enters V then the sequence converges linearly to some xoc € U NS with rate /1 — ﬁ, where
)\max = )\max(vzf(xoo))'

Note that a local convergence analysis of RTR with Cauchy steps is given in [Muoi and Yen,
2017] for non-singular local minima. Here, we prove that the favorable convergence properties also
hold if we only assume PL.

To prove Theorem 4.9, we first establish a number of intermediate results only assuming the
subproblem solver satisfies the properties (26) and (27) defined below. Then we conclude using
more specific properties which we could only secure for Cauchy steps at this time. First, given a
local minimum z € S, we assume that the step s; satisfies the sufficient decrease condition

IV f(n)]? >
(Vf(ar), V2 f () [V f(zx)])|

whenever the iterate xy is sufficiently close to Z. (If the denominator is zero, consider the rightmost
expression to be infinite.) This condition holds for many practical subproblem solvers and ensures

global convergence guarantees in particular (see [Absil et al., 2008, §7.4] and [Boumal, 2023, §6.4]).
Second, given a local minimum Z € S, we assume that there exists a constant c; > 0 such that

skl < eslIV £ (p)l (27)

me(0) = mx(51) > 6|19 ) min A, | (26)

when z, is sufficiently close to Z.

We find that the ratios {p;} are large around minima where these two conditions hold. This is
because they imply that the trust-region model is an accurate approximation of the local behavior
of f. It follows that the steps {s;} decrease f nearly as much as predicted by the model.

Proposition 4.10. Suppose that A2 holds around T € S. Also assume that the steps sy satisfy (26)
and (27) around T. For all € > 0 there exists a neighborhood U of T such that if an iterate xy, is in
U then p, > 1 —¢.

Proof. We follow and adapt some arguments from [Absil et al., 2008, Thm. 7.4.11], which is stated
there assuming V2 f(z) = 0. We can dismiss the case where V f(x)) = 0 because it implies py = 1.
Using the definitions of my and py we have

f(Ray, (sk)) — muy(sk)
mk(O) — mk(sk) ’

17[)]6:

o . L 2
We bound the numerator as f(Ra, (sx)) — mr(sk) < = |[sp]|® < =25

inequality (27). Combining this with the sufficient decrease (26) gives

Ly cZllsell V(@)

- IV foll )
6c, min (Ak, m)

se|||V f(2r)]|? using A2 and

1*Pk<
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Ly 2|V f(zk

If Ay is active in the denominator then we obtain 1 — pgp < 6o M because [[sell < Ag.

’ 3 2
Otherwise, we obtain 1 — p;, < HCsHVf(wgC)IIIIV Szl
P

. In both cases this yields the result. O

This result notably implies that the trust-region radius does not decrease in the vicinity of the
minimum Z. It means that the trust region eventually becomes inactive when the iterates converge to
Z. We now employ the particular alignment between the gradient and the top eigenspace of the Hes-
sian induced by PL (see Lemma 2.14) to derive bounds on the inner products (V f(z), V2 f(z)[V f(x)]).

Proposition 4.11. Suppose that f is u-(PL) around & € S. Let p’ < p and N > Anax (V2 £(Z)).
Then there exists a neighborhood U of T such that for all x € U we have

IV F@)IP <V (@), V2 f(@)[Vf(@)]) < NV f ()]

Proof. By continuity of eigenvalues, there exists a neighborhood U of Z such that for all x € U
we have Apnax(V2f(z)) < M. The upper-bound (Vf(z), V2f(z)[Vf(z)]) < M|V f(z)|? follows
immediately. We now prove the lower-bound. Let d be the rank of V2f(z). Given z sufficiently
close to z, we let P(z): T, M — T, M denote the orthogonal projector onto the top d eigenspace
of V2f(z). From Lemma 2.14 we have ||(I — P(z))Vf(2)||?> = o(|[Vf(z)|?) as z — Z. If we write
Q(z) = I — P(z), we obtain

(Vf(2), V2 f(@)[Vf(2)]) = (P(2)V f(x), V2 [ (@) P(2)V f(2)) + (Q(2)Vf(2), Vf(2)Q(2)V f (2))

=

> Xa(V2 (@) V(@) + o([V f(2)]%)

as r — T. O
Combining these results guarantees a linear rate of convergence.

Proposition 4.12. Suppose f satisfies u-(PL) and A2 around T € S. Let {x}} be a sequence of
iterates produced by RTR converging to T. Assume that the steps sy satisfy (26) and (27) around T.

Then the iterates converge at least linearly with rate /1 — ic"_ , where Amax = Amax(V2f(Z)).

Proof. We can assume that V f(zy) is non-zero for all k (otherwise the sequence converges in a finite
number of steps). We show that the sequence satisfies the sufficient decrease property (6). Given
1’ < pand A > Aoy (V2 (), Proposition 4.11 ensures that

1 19 ()2

ATV f(aw), V2 f () [V f (k]
for all large enough k. We let 0 < ¢ < % and Proposition 4.10 implies that py > 1 — ¢ for all
large enough k. In particular, the radii {Ax} are bounded away from zero (because the update
mechanism does not decrease the radius when p, > i) Combining the definition of p; and the
sufficient decrease (26) gives

<1

T

for all large enough k. We can now conclude with Proposition 3.9. O

fr) = f(@rp1) = pe(me(0) — ma(sy)) >

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 4.9. The Cauchy step at iteration xy, is defined as the
minimum of (TRS) with the additional constraint that si € span(V f(xx)). We can find an explicit
expression for it: when V f(zy) # 0, the Cauchy step is s¢ = —t.V f(zx), where

: 1V £ ()1 A , 2
£ = mm(<Vf(xk>,v2f(fk>[w<zk>]>’ HVf(Zk)\l) i (V) VA (@) [V )l) > 0, (28)

A .
W&)H otherwise.

Cauchy steps notably satisfy the sufficient decrease property (26) globally with ¢, = % (see [Conn

et al., 2000, Thm. 6.3.1]). We now prove that they also satisfy (27) around minima where PL holds.
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Proposition 4.13. Suppose that f satisfies u-(PL) around z € S. Given 0 < p’ < u, there exists
a neighborhood U of T such that if an iterate zy is in U then the Cauchy step satisfies ||s¢] <

LV £l

Proof. Given y’ < u, Proposition 4.11 yields that (Vf(zy), V2f(21)[Vf(xp)]) > 12|V f(xg)|? if
xy, is sufficiently close to z. It implies that the step-sizes are bounded as ¢ < ﬁ, which gives the
result. O

In particular, this proposition shows that the RTR algorithm with Cauchy steps satisfies the (VS)
property at & with n(x) = % |V f(2)||, where ¢, is as in (4). Furthermore, Cauchy steps satisfy the
model decrease

m(0) — mi(s) 2 19 £l

as shown in [Absil et al., 2005, Lem. 4.3]. It implies that RTR with Cauchy steps generates sequences
that satisfy the strong decrease property (5) with o = 2%, where ¢, is as in (4), and p’ is defined in
the algorithm description in Section 4.2. See [Absil et al., 2005, Thm. 4.4] for details on this. As a
direct consequence, Lemma 3.8 applies: the RTR algorithm with Cauchy steps satisfies the bounded
path length property (BPL) at points where a Lojasiewicz inequality holds. We can finally combine
the statements from Corollary 3.7 and Proposition 4.12 to obtain Theorem 4.9.

Remark 4.14. The model decrease (26) is not a sufficient condition for the strong decrease prop-
erty (5) to hold. As a result, it is not straightforward to determine whether the bounded path length
property (BPL) holds for a given subproblem solver: see [Absil et al., 2005, §4.2] for a discussion of
this.
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Lojasiewicz and function growth

We review here the classical arguments at the basis of Proposition 2.2. Given an initial point
xg € M, we let x: I — M denote a solution of the negative gradient flow

2'(t) ==V f(z(t)) with  z(0) == (GF)

on the maximum interval I. The following is classical [Lojasiewicz, 1982], restated succinctly to
highlight neighborhood assumptions.

Lemma A.1. Suppose | satisfies (Loja) with constants 8 € [0,1) and p > 0 in a neighborhood U
of T € §. Also suppose that f(x) > fs for allz € U\ S. Let x be a solution to (GF) for some
xo € U\S. Suppose that for allt € (0,T) we have z(t) € U and V f(z(t)) # 0. Then the path length

1s bounded as
T 1
2A|dt < ———
| 1o < c—p—is

Proof. Define h(t) = m |f(z(t))—fs|* Y. Forallt € [0,T), the Lojasiewicz inequality provides:

o) — fs|' 0.

Il — _ IV f@E@)? NZICI0)]
O = VTN = g ramr = vangeo) -7 - "0
It follows that (0) > h(0) — h(T) = [; R/ (t)dt > [ |/ (t)]|dt. O

As shown below, this bound implies that the trajectories are trapped and have a limit point if
xo is close enough to S.
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Proposition A.2 (Lyapunov stability). Suppose that f satisfies (Loja) around T € S and let U be
a neighborhood of . There exists a neighborhood V of T such that if xo € V then the solution x
to (GF) is defined on [0,4+00) and x(t) € U for all t > 0.

Proof. The set U contains a ball B centered on Z of radius 01 such that (4) f satisfies (Loja) with
constants 6 and p in B, and (i) f(y) > fs for all y € B\ S. By continuity of f there exists an open
ball V C B of radius §2 around Z such that for all y € V we have

1 1-6
(1_0)m|f(y) f3| + 02 < 01.
Given zg € V, let z: I — M be the maximal solution to (GF). Suppose that {t € I : ¢ >
0 and z(t) ¢ B} is non-empty and let T' be the infimum of this set. Then for all 0 < ¢ < T we have
x(t) € B. Suppose first that there exists ¢ € [0,T") such that Vf(x(¢)) = 0. Then for all ¢ > ¢ we
have x(t') = x(t) which is impossible. So for all ¢t € [0,T") we have V f(x(¢)) # 0. It follows that the
assumptions of Lemma A.1 are satisfied and the path length is bounded as

’ ! 1 1—
/0 o/ O € g o) = ol

This implies that
T
dist(z(T),z) < / |’ (t)||dt + dist(zo, T) < 61,
0

and hence that x(T) € B. This is a contradiction and it follows that for all t € I we have x(¢t) € B.
Therefore, the total path length of x is bounded, and the escape lemma [Lee, 2018, Lem. A.43]
implies that z is defined for all ¢ > 0. O

Corollary A.3. Suppose that f satisfies (Loja) around T € S. There exists a neighborhood U of T
such that for all xg € U the solution to (GF) is defined on [0,+00) and has a limit lim;_, 4 2(t) € S.

Proof. Let U be a compact neighborhood of Z in which f satisfies (Loja) and f(x) > fs for all
x €U\S. Let V be a neighborhood of Z as in Proposition A.2 and x: [0, +00) — M be a solution
to (GF) with zp € V. Then for all t > 0 we have z(t) € U. The set U is compact so x has an
accumulation point zs, € U. This point must satisfy V f(2s) = 050 2o € S.

Let W be a neighborhood of x,, and V' be a neighborhood as in Proposition A.2. Since xs
is an accumulation point of z there exists a time ¢ such that z(t) € V'. So for all ¢’ > ¢ we have
x(t') € W. This holds for all W, and hence lim z(t) = Zo. O

From this we can deduce that the Lojasiewicz inequality implies the local growth of f announced
in Proposition 2.2.

Proof of Proposition 2.2. Let U be a neighborhood of Z where (Loja) holds with constants p and 6.
By Corollary A.3 we can find a neighborhood V of Z such that for all g € V the solution to (GF)
is defined on [0, 00), with 2(t) = 2 € S. Then, Lemma A.1 provides the first inequality in

mmﬂfo) s> / "'t > dist(zo, 70c) > dist (a0, S),

which concludes the proof. O

Other Lojasiewicz exponents

We prove the statements of Remark 2.21. From Proposition 2.2, there exists a neighborhood U of Z
and ¢ > 0 such that f satisfies the growth

fz) — fs > cdist(z, S)T7 (29)
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for all z € U. Assume first that f is C! and Vf L-Lipschitz continuous around Z. By [Boumal, 2023,
Cor. 10.54], we find that f(z) — fs < £ dist(z,S)? for all z sufficiently close to . This inequality
is incompatible with (29) if # < 3 if f is non-constant around z.

Now assume that f is C? and that V2 f is L-Lipschitz continuous around # € S. Let h: (y,v) —
(v, V2 f(y)[v]). Lipschitz continuity of V2 f gives that [Boumal, 2023, Cor. 10.56]

2

f(Exp, (tv) — fs — =

L
2 h’(yﬂv) S 7t3

6

for all y € S close enough to z, all unitary v € NyS and ¢ > 0 small enough. Using Lemma 2.6, we
see that h(y,v) must be positive for this inequality to be compatible with the function growth (29)
when 6 € [3,2). We conclude that there is a compact neighborhood V of Z such that h(y,v) > 0
for all y € VNS and v € NS unitary. The function h is continuous and the set D = {(y,v) :
y € VNS,v € NS unitary} is compact so p = inf(, ,)ep h(y,v) is positive. Now let W be a
neighborhood of Z as in Lemma 1.5 such that for all € W the projection projg(z) is included in
Y NS. Then for all z € W we have

f(@) = fs = h(y,v) + o(||v]*) = pdist(z,S)* + o(dist(z, S)?),

where y € projg(z) and v = Log, (z). We conclude that QG holds around #, which implies PL, as
shown in Section 2.2. Now assume that f is C3. The argument is similar in this case. Let y € S
and v € NS unitary and assume that h(y,v) = 0. Then a Taylor expansion gives

f(Exp,(tv)) — fs = o(t’)

because the third-order term vanishes. This is incompatible with the function growth (29) when y
is close to Z and 6 € [3, 2]. So h(y,v) must be positive and we conclude with the same arguments
as above.

Lojasiewicz and bounded path length

Proof of Lemma 3.8. Let U be an open neighborhood of Z such that (i) f satisfies (Loja) with
constants 6 € [0,1) and x> 0 in U, (ii) f(x) > fs for all x € U and (74) condition (5) holds in U.
For all x € U we have

0 < |f(z) — fs** < illvf(:lf)\\2 so V(@) = v2ulf(z) - fsI”.

Let K > 0 and suppose that for all 0 < k < K we have 2, € U. Given k € N, either Vf(zx) =0
and dist(zg, zx+1) = 0, or Vf(xg) # 0 and f(zr) > fs. In this case combining the inequality
IV £(x)| > 2ulf(z) — fs|? above with the strong decrease condition in (5) we find that

U flok) = flore) 1

1-6 1-6
T e - fel S iy )~ 19 = () - £,

dist(zg, xp41) <

where we used

fzr) = f(zr41) _ F(m) 1
|flzn) = fsl? /f(ka) |f(zr) — fs|‘9dt

/f(zk) 1
< ———dt
f(@r41) It — fsl’

1

= =5 (@) = 1) = (Flansn) — f5)' ).

We get the result as we sum this inequality over O,..., K — 1. O
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Lojasiewicz and convergence rate

Proof of Proposition 3.9. Let U be a neighborhood where PL is satisfied: for all large enough k we
have

fargr) = flan) < —w|VF(@@e)l? < —2pw(f(z) — fs)

where the first inequality is the sufficient decrease 6 and the second one is local PL. By adding
f(xr) — fs we get

f(@ri1) = fs < (1 —2wp)(f(zk) — fs).

We now prove the rate for {||Vf(z)||} and {dist(x,S)}. For all large enough k we have

WIVF@o)l® < flew) = flaren) < flan) = fs so [Vl <4/ %(f(xk) — fs).

From Proposition 3.9 we get that {||V f(xr)||} converges linearly to zero with rate /1 — 2wp. We now
prove the convergence rate for {dist(xy,S)} using the local quadratic growth. From Proposition 2.2
there exists a neighborhood U of Z such that for all € U we have

f(z)ffgzgdist(x,s)z so  dist(zy,S) < %(f(xk)ffg).

We conclude that dist(zy,S) converges linearly to zero with rate /1 — 2wp. O

Proof of Proposition 3.10. When zy, is sufficiently close to Z the bound (7) implies

Flaw) = Fonnn) = Flan) — FRalse)) = (7, 58) + 5 Isell?). (30)

By plugging sy = —yV f(xr) we obtain f(zx) — f(zr+1) = (1 — £4) [V f(@k)|l|[sk]. The constraint
~v € (0, %) implies that 1— %7 > 0 so this algorithm satisfies the strong decrease property (5) around
z with constant 0 = 2 (1—£+). Lemma 3.8 implies that it also satisfies the (BPL). By Corollary 3.7
we find that there exists a neighborhood V of T such that if an iterate enters V then the sequence
converges to some T, € U NS.

Now assume that this is the case and that y-(PL) and (6) hold around z., (we can always ensure
this by shrinking V). Equation (30) gives f(zx) — f(zrt+1) > (v — £9%)||Vf(zx)||>. The number

y— %72 is positive because v € (0, %) Tt follows that the sequence satisfies the sufficient decrease (6)
with w = v — £42. We conclude with Proposition 3.9. O

Using performance estimation, it is possible to derive sharper convergence rates for gradient
descent with constant step-sizes under the PL assumption [Abbaszadehpeivasti et al., 2022, Thm. 3].
The Lipschitz-type property (7) also implies the sufficient decrease (6) for gradient descent with
backtracking line-search: see [Boumal, 2023, Lem. 4.12] for the Riemannian case.

Proposition D.1. Suppose that f and R satisfy (7) around T € S. Let {xx} be a sequence of
iterates gemerated by gradient descent with Armijo backtracking line-search converging to T. Then
{z1} satisfies (6) with

_ 2»6’(1—0)).

w = o min (a,
L

Proof. See [Boumal, 2023, Lem. 4.12]. O

See also [Khanh et al., 2022] for more exhaustive results on line-search.
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