
Solution uniqueness of convex optimization problems via
the radial cone

Jalal Fadili*, Tran T. A. Nghia†, and Duy Nhat Phan‡

Abstract. In this paper, we mainly study solution uniqueness of some convex optimization problems.
Our characterizations of solution uniqueness are in terms of the radial cone. This approach allows us to
know when a unique solution is a strong solution or even a tilt-stable one without checking second-order
information. Consequently, we apply our theory to low-rank optimization problems. The radial cone is
fully calculated in this case and numerical experiments show that our characterizations are sharp.

1 Introduction

In many disciplines of science and engineering, solving the following linear inverse problem is
essential:

Φx = y0, (1.1)

where Φ : X→ Y is a linear operator between two finite dimensional vector spaces and y0 = Φx0
is an element of Y. Particularly, in signal/image processing, y0 is a known observation of an
unknown signal x0 ∈ X through the forward linear operator Φ. In regression in statistical learning,
y0 is the response vector, x0 ∈ X is the unknown parameter vector, and Φ is the design matrix.
Recovering exactly the signal x0 by solving the linear system (1.1) through least-squares raises
non-uniqueness issues, as usually the dimension of Y is much smaller than the dimension of X,
which makes (1.1) underdetermined and thus has infinitely many solutions. On the other hand,
the vector x0 usually possesses some special features (in the form of some low complexity) that
cannot be captured by naive least-squares. Thus, a form complexity regularization is necessary in
which the recovery of x0 is cast as the regularized optimization problem:

min
x∈X

g(x) subject to Φx = y0, (1.2)

where g : X → R is some particular function/regularizer, which is chosen to promote the low
complexity, i.e. the expected features, of the original vector x0. Solving this optimization prob-
lems narrows down the possible candidate solutions for x0. And if we want the solution of (1.2) to
be exactly x0, it should hopefully be the unique solution. That is one of the main reasons why so-
lution uniqueness of problem (1.2) has drawn much attention from different authors and research
groups; see, e.g., [3, 9, 11, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 24, 26, 36, 42, 45, 46, 50] for an incomplete list.
Although the regularizer g can be nonconvex in many problems [3, 18], in this paper we focus on
the case when it is a continuous convex function. Unlike system (1.1), problem (1.2) likely has a
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unique solution provided that the number of observations, i.e., the dimension of Y is large enough
compared to some intrinsic dimension of x0 (but still much smaller than that of X) [9, 11, 12].

Another optimization problem relative to (1.2) studied in our paper is

min
x∈X

f (Φx) + g(x), (1.3)

where f : Y → R is a proper lower semicontinuous (l.s.c.) convex function that is twice differ-
entiable with positive definite Hessian in the interior of its domain. This problem is often used
when there is noise in the observation y0 and the loss function f measures the error between Φx
and the noisy observation. An important class of problems (1.2) and (1.3) in signal processing and
machine learning is when g is the ℓ1-norm in X = Rn, which is employed to promote sparsity
features of their optimal solutions. Solution uniqueness of ℓ1-optimization is characterized by the
so-called Nondegenerate Source Condition and Restricted Injectivity of operator Φ [13, 19, 24, 46] or
the Null Space Property and its variants [17, 18]; see also [45, 50, 51, 22, 4] for different approaches
and characterizations.

When g is the ℓ1/ℓ2 norm in X = Rn (also known as the group Lasso regularizer), a popular
regularizer in image processing and statistics when the sparsity is structured in groups, sufficient
conditions for solution uniqueness of problem (1.2) were obtained in [23, 41, 33, 42]. Full charac-
terizations of this property for ℓ1/ℓ2 optimization problems were recently established in [20] via
second-order variational analysis and the exact computation of the descent cone of ℓ1/ℓ2 norm intro-
duced in [9]. Another important class of functions g popular in matrix optimization is the nuclear
norm ∥ · ∥∗ in the space of matrices X = Rn1×n2 . Problem (1.2) in this case is known as the nuclear
norm minimization problem:

min
X∈Rn1×n2

∥X∥∗ subject to ΦX = Y0, (1.4)

where Φ : Rn1×n2 → Rm is a linear operator and Y0 is a vector in Rm. Employing the nuclear norm
enforces the low-rank property of optimal solutions that is required in many matrix optimization
problems; see, e.g., [10, 11, 12]. Sufficient conditions for solution uniqueness of problem (1.4) play
important roles in obtaining a small bound on the number of measurements m such that solving
problem (1.4) recovers exactly the solution X0 [9, 11, 12]. Solution uniqueness of this problem can
be characterized via the descent cone in [9], whose calculation is not known yet. Recently, [26]
obtained a new characterization for this property. Their condition is verifiable in low dimensional
spaces, but looks very complicated in higher dimensions. A different characterization is derived
in [32, Lemma 3.1] via the so-called radial cone [6] of the nuclear norm; see also [27, Theorem 3.1]
for a more general class of gauge functions. However, this radial cone is not fully calculated there
and, according to the authors of [32], it is not easy to check the corresponding characterization
(possibly due to non-closedness of the radial cone). Alternatively, those authors use the closure
of the radial cone, which is known as the tangent cone to check solution uniqueness. In the recent
paper [21], it is shown that using the tangent cone instead of the radial cone can characterize strong
minima [6] of problem (1.4).

Among three different ways of characterizing solution uniqueness of problem (1.4) in [9, 32,
26] mentioned above, we argue that using the radial cone is the simplest one. In this paper, we
push this direction forward for general problems (1.2) and (1.3) by providing more analysis, exact
calculations of the radial cone, numerical methods, and making interconnections with some other
advanced results for characterizing sharp minima [14, 38, 20], strong minima [6, 21], as well as tilt
stability [40, 37, 31].
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Contributions In Theorem 3.1, we show that x̄ is the unique optimal solution of problem (1.3) if
and only if ȳ = −Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄) ∈ ∂g(x̄) and

Ker Φ ∩R(∂g)−1(ȳ)(x̄) = {0}, (1.5)

whereR(∂g)−1(ȳ) is the radial cone at x̄ to the set (∂g)−1(ȳ) defined in Section 2. For problem (1.2),
we also have a similar result that x0 is the unique solution if and only if there exists a dual certificate
y ∈ ∂g(x0) ∩ Im Φ∗ such that

Ker Φ ∩R(∂g)−1(y)(x0) = {0}. (1.6)

This characterization was constructed in [32, Lemma 3.1] for the case of nuclear norm minimiza-
tion (1.4) and recently in [27, Theorem 3.1] for convex gauge functions with some additional as-
sumptions. Our results work for any continuous convex functions g. Most importantly, we ad-
vance this approach in the following ways:

• We establish the connection between solution uniqueness and strong minima [6, 44] for prob-
lems (1.2) and (1.3). Obviously, a strong solution is a unique solution for convex optimiza-
tion problems. The opposite implication is not true in general. But when g is the ℓ1/ℓ2
norm, [20] recently shows that unique solutions of problems (1.2) and (1.3) are also strong
ones via second-order analysis. It is not well-understood the reason why the structure of
ℓ1/ℓ2 norm can give such an equivalence. In this paper, we have a clearer answer for this
phenomenon. Closedness of the radial cone plays an important role there. Indeed, we prove
this equivalence in Corollary 3.2 in the case when the function g satisfies the quadratic growth
condition [6, 21] and the radial cone in (1.5) and (1.6) is closed; see also Remark 4.7 for similar
analysis on problem (1.2). This is quite a surprise because usually one has to check second-
order information for strong minima, while our conditions (1.5) and (1.6) only use first-order
information.

• We unify the two approaches of using radial cones and descent cones for solution unique-
ness. As discussed above, solution uniqueness is also characterized by descent cones intro-
duced in [9]. In the recent paper [20, Theorem 5.1], the descent cone of ℓ1/ℓ2 norm (and thus
ℓ1 norm) has an exact computation via its first-order information. We generalize that result
in this paper for any continuous convex function g. Exact formulae of the descent cone via
the radial cone and the critical cone are provided in Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.4. These
calculations allow us to link up the two aforementioned approaches for solution uniqueness
in Theorem 4.5. Consequently, the descent cone of the nuclear norm is also computed exactly
in this paper.

• We are able to apply our general theory to the nuclear norm minimization problem (1.4). Al-
though solution uniqueness of problem (1.2) was already characterized in [32, Lemma 3.1]
via the radial cone, it was not fully calculated there. In Lemma 3.5, we provide a complete
computation of this radial cone via initial data. This leads us to a full characterization of solu-
tion uniqueness for problem (1.4) in Corollary 4.8. Other interesting connections of solution
uniqueness with sharp minima [14, 38, 12, 20] and tilt stability [40, 37, 31, 16] for nuclear
norm minimization problems are also obtained in Sections 3 and 4. One of our most exciting
results is to show the equivalence between solution uniqueness and tilt stability for problem
(1.3) in Corollary 3.10 under Nondegenerate Condition (a.k.a. Strict Complementary Condition
[6]) when g is the nuclear norm. This implicitly indicates that solution uniqueness makes
problem (1.3) stable to be solved. Numerical experiments on the nuclear norm minimiza-
tion problem (4.12) in Section 5 confirm that our characterizations of solution uniqueness
are sharp and computationally friendly.
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2 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, let X be an Euclidean space and X∗ be its dual space endowed with the
inner product ⟨v, u⟩ for v ∈ X∗ and u ∈ X. Suppose that ∥ · ∥ is the norm in X induced by the
latter inner product. We denote Br(x̄) by the open ball with center x̄ ∈ X and radius r > 0. We
first recall some notions and classical results from convex analysis that will be important to our
exposition; see e.g. [43] for a comprehensive account.

Let Ω be a closed convex set in X and x̄ ∈ Ω. We write cone Ω for the conic hull of Ω and aff Ω
for the affine hull of Ω. The relative interior of Ω is denoted by

ri Ω = {x ∈ Ω| ∃ε > 0, Bε(x) ∩ aff Ω ̸= ∅};

The radial cone (known also the cone of feasible directions) and the tangent cone to Ω at x̄ are defined,
respectively, by

RΩ(x̄) = cone (Ω− x̄) = R+(Ω− x̄) and TΩ(x̄) = RΩ(x̄), (2.1)

which means that TΩ(x̄) is the topological closure of the radial cone RΩ(x̄); see, e.g., [6, Def-
inition 2.54 and Proposition 2.55]. When Ω is a polyhedral set, i.e., it can be represented as the
intersection of finitely many closed half spaces, the radial cone is closed and thus is exactly the
tangent cone at the same point x̄ ∈ Ω. But in general, the radial cone is not closed and strictly
smaller than the tangent cone.

Now let φ : X → R
def
= R ∪ {∞} be a proper lower semi-continuous (l.s.c.) convex function

with nonempty domain dom φ
def
= {x ∈ X| φ(x) < ∞}. For x̄ ∈ dom φ, the subdifferential of φ at x̄

is defined by
∂φ(x̄) def

= {v ∈ X∗| φ(x)− φ(x̄) ≥ ⟨v, x− x̄⟩, ∀x ∈ X}.

The Legendre-Fenchel conjugate of φ is the l.s.c. convex function φ∗ : X∗ → R defined by

φ∗(v) def
= sup{⟨v, x⟩ − φ(x)| x ∈ X} for v ∈ X∗.

Note that v ∈ ∂φ(x) if and only if x ∈ ∂φ∗(v), i.e., ∂φ∗(v) = (∂φ)−1(v) = {x ∈ X| v ∈ ∂φ(x)},
which plays an important role in our study later in the paper. The directional derivative of φ at x̄
in some direction w ∈ X is

dφ(x̄)(w)
def
= lim

t↓0

φ(x̄ + tw)− φ(x̄)
t

.

If φ is continuous around x̄, it is well-known that

dφ(x̄)(w) = sup
v∈∂φ(x̄)

⟨v, w⟩. (2.2)

The point x̄ is called a minimizer or an optimal solution of the following problem

min
x∈X

φ(x), (2.3)

if φ(x) ≥ φ(x̄) for all x ∈ X, i.e., 0 ∈ ∂φ(x̄) or x̄ ∈ ∂φ∗(0). We say x̄ is a unique (or strict) solution
problem (2.3) if φ(x) > φ(x̄) for all x ∈ X \ {x̄}, which means that {x̄} = ∂φ∗(0). Moreover, x̄ is
said to be a sharp solution if there exists some modulus c > 0 such that

φ(x)− φ(x̄) ≥ c∥x− x̄∥ for all x ∈ X.
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The notion of sharp minima was introduced independently by Polyak [38] and Crome [14] under
the name strong uniqueness. On the other hand, x̄ is a strong solution if there exist ε > 0 and modulus
κ > 0 such that

φ(x)− φ(x̄) ≥ κ

2
∥x− x̄∥2 for all x ∈ Bε(x̄).

The notion of strong minima is weaker than that of sharp minima. For instance, the former is only
a local property. We refer the readers to [6, 39, 44] for different ways to characterize sharp/strong
minima and their roles in optimization.

Finally in this section, we recall the quadratic growth condition for functions.

Definition 2.1 (Quadratic growth condition). The convex function φ is said to satisfy the quadratic
growth condition at x̄ ∈ dom φ for v̄ ∈ ∂φ(x̄) if there exist ε > 0 and modulus κ > 0 such that

φ(x)− φ(x̄)− ⟨v̄, x− x̄⟩ ≥ κ

2
dist (x; ∂φ∗(v̄))2 for all x ∈ Bε(x̄). (2.4)

When the function φ is convex, the quadratic growth condition is equivalent to the Łojasiewicz
inequality with exponent 1

2 [5] and the metric subregularity of the subdifferential [2, 16, 49]. There
are broad classes of convex functions satisfying the quadratic growth condition such as piece-wise
linear quadratic convex functions [44, Definition 10.20] and many convex spectral functions [8]; see
also [48] for some other ones.

3 Solution uniqueness of convex composite optimization problems

3.1 General regularizer

In this section we study the solution uniqueness of the following convex composite optimization
problem

min
x∈X

φ(x) def
= f (Φx) + g(x), (3.1)

where Φ : X → Y is a linear operator between two Euclidean spaces, f : Y → R is a proper l.s.c.
convex function that is differentiable in the interior of its domain, and g : X→ R is a proper l.s.c.
convex function with

Φ−1 (int (dom f )) ∩ dom g ̸= ∅. (3.2)

Throughout this section, we have two additional standing assumptions on the loss function f :

(a) f is twice continuously differentiable in int (dom f ).

(b) The Hessian∇2 f (y) is positive definite for all y ∈ int (dom f ), which implies that f is strictly
convex in the interior of its domain.

The class of loss functions satisfying the above standing assumptions includes strongly convex
and twice continuously differentiable functions [48] together with the discrete Kullback-Leiber di-
vergence (known also as relative entropy) [15] that have been used widely in statistical/machine
learning and signal processing.

Our first result establishes the characterization for solution uniqueness of problem (3.1) via the
radial cone.
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Theorem 3.1 (Solution uniqueness via the radial cone). Let x̄ ∈ Φ−1 (int (dom f )) ∩ dom g be an
optimal solution of problem (3.1) and ȳ def

= −Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄) ∈ ∂g(x̄). Then x̄ is the unique solution if and
only if

Ker Φ ∩R∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄) = {0}. (3.3)

Proof. Suppose that x̄ is a unique solution of problem (3.1). Pick any w ∈ Ker Φ ∩ R∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄),
we find some t > 0 such that x̄ + tw ∈ ∂g∗(ȳ). As ∂g∗(ȳ) is a convex set and x̄ ∈ ∂g∗(ȳ), we
have x̄ + αtw ∈ ∂g∗(ȳ) for any α ∈ (0, 1). Since Φ−1 (int (dom f )) is an open set containing x̄,
x̄ + αtw ∈ Φ−1(int (dom f )) for sufficiently small α > 0. It follows that

∂φ(x̄ + αtw) = Φ∗∇ f (Φ(x̄ + αtw)) + ∂g(x̄ + αtw) = Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄) + ∂g(x̄ + αtw) ∋ 0.

Hence x̄ + αtw is an optimal solution of problem (3.1). Since x̄ is the unique solution of (3.1), we
have x̄ = x̄ + αtw, i.e., w = 0. This implies condition (3.3).

Conversely, suppose that condition (3.3) holds. Let x̃ be any optimal solution of problem (3.1).
It follows that the whole segment [x̄, x̃] belong to the solution set of (3.1). Setting w = x̃− x̄, there
exists t0 > 0 sufficiently small such that x̄ + t0w ∈ Φ−1 (int (dom f )). Moreover,

−Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄) ∈ ∂g(x̄) and −Φ∗∇ f (Φ(x̄ + t0w)) ∈ ∂g(x̄ + t0w). (3.4)

Due to the monotonicity of ∂g, we have

0 ≤ ⟨−Φ∗∇ f (Φ(x̄ + t0w)) + Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄), t0w⟩ = t0⟨−∇ f (Φ(x̄ + t0w)) +∇ f (Φx̄), Φw⟩. (3.5)

As f is twice continuously differentiable in int (dom f ), we obtain from the mean-value theorem
that

⟨∇ f (Φ(x̄ + t0w))−∇ f (Φx̄), Φw⟩ = t0

∫ 1

0
⟨∇2 f (Φ(x̄ + tt0w))Φw, Φw⟩dt. (3.6)

Since the Hessian mapping ∇2 f is positive definite and continuous on int (dom f ), there exists
some µ > 0 such that

⟨∇2 f (Φ(x̄ + tt0w))Φw, Φw⟩ ≥ µ∥Φw∥2

for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Combining this with (3.6) and (3.5) gives us that Φw = 0, i.e., w ∈ Ker Φ. Observe
from the inclusion (3.4) that

ȳ = −Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄) = −Φ∗∇ f (Φ(x̄ + t0w)) ∈ ∂g(x̄ + t0w),

which implies that x̄ + t0w ∈ ∂g∗(ȳ), i.e., w ∈ R∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄). As condition (3.3) is satisfied, we have
w = 0. Thus x̃ = x̄ which entails uniqueness of x̄. □

When the function g additionally satisfies the quadratic growth condition in Definition 2.1 at
x̄ for ȳ = −Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄), the recent paper [21, Corollary 3.4] shows that the following condition

Ker Φ ∩ T∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄) = {0} (3.7)

characterizes strong minima at the optimal solution x̄, where T∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄) is the tangent cone (2.1) to
∂g∗(ȳ) at x̄. As the tangent cone is the closure of the radical cone. Condition (3.7) coincides with
condition (3.3) when the radial cone R∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄) is closed. This observation allows us to establish
the equivalence between solution uniqueness and strong minima for problem (3.1) in the following
result.
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Corollary 3.2 (Strong minima and solution uniqueness). Suppose that x̄ ∈ Φ−1 (int (dom f )) ∩
dom g is an optimal solution of problem (3.1) and the function g satisfies the quadratic growth condition
at x̄ for ȳ = −Φ∗∇ f (Φx̄). Suppose further that the radial cone R∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄) is closed. Then x̄ is a strong
solution of problem (3.1) if and only if it is a unique solution.

Remark 3.3 (Closedness of the radial cone). The radial coneR∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄) is closed if and only if

cone (∂g∗(ȳ)− x̄) is closed. (3.8)

This condition is automatic when ∂g∗(ȳ) is a polyhedral set. A particular example of functions sat-
isfying both (3.8) and the quadratic growth condition in Corollary 3.2 is the class of convex piecewise
linear-quadratic functions [44, Definition 10.20], i.e., dom g is a union of finitely many polyhedral
sets, relative to each of which the function g(x) has a convex quadratic expression; see also [44,
Proposition 10.21 and Theorem 11.24]. This class of functions covers some important regularizers
such as ℓ1 (sparsity) norm, the anisotropic total variation, and the elastic net regularizer widely used
in optimization, statistical/machine learning, and signal processing. The equivalence between so-
lution uniqueness and strong minima for this class was observed in [4]. That allows [4] to obtain
some new characterizations of solution uniqueness for ℓ1 optimization problems (Lasso in partic-
ular) by using second-order analysis for strong minima, different from those in [19, 45, 50, 51, 22].

Another important regularizer that is not convex piecewise linear-quadratic is the ℓ1/ℓ2 norm
(a.k.a. group Lasso regularizer) defined by

g(x) = ∥x∥1,2
def
= ∑

J∈J
∥xJ∥ for x ∈ X = Rn, (3.9)

where J is a partition of {1, 2, . . . , n} with p distinct groups. It is shown in [48] that ∂g∗(ȳ) is
a polyhedral set. Thus the radial cone R∂g∗(ȳ)(x̄) is also closed. It is also known that the ℓ1/ℓ2
norm satisfies the quadratic growth condition at x̄ for ȳ; see also [48]. By Corollary 3.2 again, x̄ is a
strong solution of group Lasso problem (3.1) if and only if it is a unique solution. This observation
was obtained recently in [20, Theorem 5.3] by a different approach via second-order analysis and
the computation of the descent cone of the ℓ1/ℓ2 norm.

Another situation where condition (3.8) holds is when the dual nondegeneracy condition is satis-
fied in the sense that

x̄ ∈ ri ∂g∗(ȳ). (3.10)

Indeed, this condition means that cone (∂g∗(ȳ)− x̄) is the subspace in X parallel to ∂g∗(ȳ), which
is closed in finite dimension. △

3.2 Nuclear norm case

We now study a major class of problem (3.1), the nuclear norm optimization problem for low-rank
matrix recovery:

min
X∈Rn1×n2

f (ΦX) + ∥X∥∗, (3.11)

where Φ : Rn1×n2 → Rm is a linear operator (n2 ≥ n1), the function f : Rm → R is a proper
l.s.c. convex function satisfying the standing assumptions (a)-(b), and g(X) = ∥X∥∗ is the nuclear
norm of X ∈ Rn1×n2 , which is the sum of all singular values of X. The dual norm of nuclear norm
is known as the spectral norm ∥X∥, the largest singular value of X.

We work under the Forbenius inner product in Rn1×n2

⟨X, Y⟩ = Tr (XTY) for all X, Y ∈ Rn1×n2 ,

7



where Tr (·) is the trace operator in Rn1×n2 . This induces the Frobenius norm in Rn1×n2 as follows

∥X∥F
def
=
√
⟨X, X⟩ =

√
Tr (XTX) for all X ∈ Rn1×n2 .

We recall that for X ∈ Rn1×n2 , the singular valued decomposition (SVD, in brief) of X reads

X = U
(

Σr 0
0 0

)
n1×n2

VT with Σr =

σ1(X) . . . 0
...

. . .
...

0 . . . σr(X)

 , (3.12)

where r = rank (X), U ∈ Rn1×n1 and V ∈ Rn2×n2 are orthogonal matrices, and σi(X) are the
ordered positive singular values of X, i.e. σ1(X) ≥ σ2(X) ≥ . . . ≥ σr(X) > 0. Denote O(X) by the
set of all such pairs (U, V) satisfying (3.12). We write U =

(
UI UJ

)
and V =

(
VI VK

)
, where UI

and VI are the submatrices of the first r columns of U and V, respectively. It follows from (3.12)
that X = UIΣrVT

I , which is known as a compact or reduced SVD of X.
The subdifferential of the nuclear norm was computed in [47, Example 2]. The subdifferential

of its Legendre-Fenchel conjugate (i.e. the normal cone to the spectral ball) was formalized in [48,
Proposition 10], which can be obtained from [47, Example 1] via classical convex analysis calculus,
i.e. the formula of the normal cone to a level set [43, Corollary 23.7.1]. We summarize these results
in the following lemma which plays an important role in our paper.

Lemma 3.4 (Subdifferentials of the nuclear norm and its conjugate). The subdifferential of the nuclear
norm at X ∈ Rn1×n2 is computed by

∂∥X∥∗ =
{

U
(

Ir 0
0 W

)
VT| ∥W∥ ≤ 1

}
for any (U, V) ∈ O(X). (3.13)

Moreover, Y ∈ ∂∥X∥∗ if and only if ∥Y∥ ≤ 1 and

∥X∥∗ = ⟨Y, X⟩. (3.14)

Furthermore, for any Y ∈ B
def
= {Z ∈ Rn1×n2 | ∥Z∥ ≤ 1}, we have

∂g∗(Y) = U

(
S

p(Y)
+ 0
0 0

)
VT for any (U, V) ∈ O(Y), (3.15)

where S
p
+ is the set of all p× p symmetric positive semidefinite matrices and p(Y) is defined by

p(Y) def
= #{i| σi(Y) = 1}. (3.16)

Let Y ∈ ∂∥X∥∗ and (U, V) ∈ O(X). Note from (3.13) that Y can be written as

Y = U
(

Ir 0
0 W

)
VT (3.17)

with some W ∈ R(n1−r)×(n2−r) satisfying ∥W∥ ≤ 1. Let (Û, V̂) ∈ O(W) and ÛΣV̂T be a full SVD
of W. We get from (3.17) that

Y = U
(

Ir 0
0 Σ

)
VT with U def

= (UI UJÛ) and V def
= (VI VKV̂). (3.18)

8



Observe that UTU = In1 and VTV = In2 . It follows that (U, V) ∈ O(X) ∩O(Y), which means X
and Y have simultaneous ordered SVD [29, 30] with orthogonal pair (U, V) in the sense that

X = U(Diag σ(X))VT and Y = U(Diag σ(Y))VT, (3.19)

where σ(X)
def
=
(
σ1(X), . . . , σn1(X)

)T containing all the singular values of X in decreasing order
and

Diag σ(X)
def
=

σ1(X) . . . 0 0 . . . 0

0
. . . 0 0 . . . 0

0 . . . σn1(X) 0 . . . 0


n1×n2

.

In the spirit of Theorem 3.1, to study the solution uniqueness of problem (3.11) we have to
compute the radial cone of the nuclear norm. Its explicit formula below is helpful for further
studies in this paper and also for the numerical experiments when checking solution uniqueness
in Section 5.

Lemma 3.5. Let Y ∈ ∂∥X∥∗. Suppose that X and Y have the simultaneous ordered SVD with an orthog-
onal matrix pair (U, V) ∈ O(X) ∩O(Y). Then we have

R∂g∗(Y)(X) =

U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT ∈ Rn1×n2 | A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+

 , (3.20)

where Sr is the set of r× r symmetric matrices, r = rank (X) and p = p(Y) is defined in (3.16).

Proof. To verify the inclusion “⊂” in (3.20), pick any W ∈ R∂g∗(Y)(X) \ {0}. Thus, there exists

ν > 0 such that X + νW ∈ ∂g∗(Y). By formulae (3.12) and (3.15), there exist A ∈ Sr, D ∈ Rr×(p−r),

and C ∈ S
p−r
+ such that W = U

 A D 0
DT C 0
0 0 0

VT. As ∂g∗(Y) is a convex set and X ∈ ∂g∗(Y), we

have X + tW ∈ ∂g∗(Y) for any t ∈ (0, ν). If follows from (3.15) that(
Σr + tA tD

tDT tC

)
∈ S

p
+. (3.21)

Let λmin : Sr → R be the smallest eigenvalue function. It is well-known that this function is
1-Lipschitz continuous with respect to the Frobenius norm. As λmin(Σr) = σr(X) > 0, we have
λmin(Σr + tA) > 0 for all t ∈ [0, λmin(Σr)/∥A∥F), i.e., the matrix Σr + tA is positive definite or
Σr + tA ≻ 0 for all such t. We then get by the Schur complement that(

Σr + tA tD
tDT tC

)
⪰ 0 iff C− tDT(Σr + tA)−1D ⪰ 0; (3.22)

see also [25, Theorem 7.7.6 and its proof]. For any x ∈ Ker C, we derive from (3.21) and (3.22) that

0 ≤ xT
(

C− tDT(Σr + tA)−1D
)

x = −txTDT(Σr + tA)−1Dx,

which implies Dx = 0 as Σr + tA ≻ 0; i.e. Ker C ⊂ Ker D. Define X def
= {GC| G ∈ Rr×(p−r)}, a

subspace of Rr×(p−r). We show next that D ∈ X . Indeed, by contradiction suppose that D /∈ X , it
follows from the separation theorem that there exists a matrix H ∈ Rr×(p−r) such that

Tr (DHT) = ⟨D, H⟩ < 0 = min
G∈Rr×(p−r)

⟨GC, H⟩ = min
G∈Rr×(p−r)

Tr (CTGT H) = min
G∈Rr×(p−r)

Tr (GT HCT),

(3.23)
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which implies that HCT = 0, i.e., CHT = 0. Thus each row of H is a vector in Ker C, which implies
that DHT = 0 since we have shown just before that Ker C ⊂ Ker D. But this contradicts (3.23).
Thus D ∈ X , i.e., there exists B ∈ Rr×(p−r) such that D = BC. This verifies the inclusion “⊂” in
(3.20).

To justify the converse inclusion “⊃” in (3.20), pick any W = U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT ∈ Rn1×n2

with A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), and C ∈ S
p−r
+ . Again, arguing as above, we have λmin(Σr + tA) > 0 for

all t > 0 small enough, meaning that Σr + tA is nonsingular. According to the Schur complement
(3.22) and formula (3.15) again, X + tW ∈ ∂g∗(Y) if and only if

C− tCTBT(Σr + tA)−1BC ⪰ 0.

As C ∈ S
p
+, it is diagonalizable. Hence we may write C = Z

(
Λ 0
0 0

)
ZT with Λ ∈ Rs×s being a

diagonal matrix of positive eigenvalues of C for some s ≤ p − r and Z ∈ R(p−r)×(p−r) being an
orthogonal matrix. It follows that C− tCTBT(Σr + tA)−1BC ⪰ 0 if and only if

0 ⪯
(

Λ 0
0 0

)
− t
(

Λ 0
0 0

)
ZTBT(Σr + tA)−1BZ

(
Λ 0
0 0

)
=

(
Λ− tΛMtΛ 0

0 0

)
, (3.24)

where Mt ∈ Rs×s is the submatrix of the positive semidefinite matrix ZTBT(Σr + tA)−1BZ with the

same position as Λ in
(

Λ 0
0 0

)
. As Σr ≻ 0, ZTBT(Σ0 + tA)−1BZ and Mt are continuous mappings

with respect to t around 0. Since Mt is symmetric, we can choose t > 0 small enough such that
Λ − tΛMtΛ ⪰ 0. Thus condition (3.24) is valid, which implies C − tCTBT(Σr + tA)−1BC ⪰ 0.
This together with the Schur complement (3.22) and formula (3.15) tells us that X0 + tW ∈ ∂g∗(Y),
which implies W ∈ R∂g∗(Y)(X). The proof is complete. □

The following result is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.1 and formula (3.20) of the radial
cone.

Corollary 3.6 (Solution uniqueness of low-rank optimization problems). Suppose that X is an opti-
mal solution of problem (3.11) with X ∈ Φ−1(int (dom f )) and Y def

= −Φ∗∇ f (ΦX) ∈ ∂∥X∥∗. Then X is
the unique solution of problem (3.11) if and only if

Φ

U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT

 = 0 with A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+ =⇒ A = C = 0,

(3.25)
where the pair (U, V) ∈ O(X) ∩O(Y) is from (3.19), r = rank (X), and p = p(Y) from (3.16).

Remark 3.7 (Closedness of the radial cone for the nuclear norm). As the nuclear norm satisfies
the quadratic growth condition [8, 48], Corollary 3.2 tells us that X is a unique solution of prob-
lem (3.11) if and only if it is a strong solution provided that the radial cone R∂g∗(Y)(X) is closed.
Note that its closure is the tangent cone (2.1) computed in [21, Corollary 4.2]

T∂g∗(Y)(X) =

U

 A B 0
BT C 0
0 0 0

VT ∈ Rn1×n2 | A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+

 ; (3.26)
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see also [32, Lemma 2.3 and Proposition 2.1] for a different computation and approach. If p = r, it
is obvious that

R∂g∗(Y)(X) = T∂g∗(Y)(X) = U
(

Sr 0
0 0

)
VT,

which implies that the radial coneR∂g∗(Y)(X) is closed in this case.
If p > r, we show next that the radial coneR∂g∗(Y)(X) is not closed. Indeed, pick

Wk = U

 0 E 0
ET 1

k Ip−r 0
0 0 0

VT →W = U

 0 E 0
ET 0 0
0 0 0

VT

as k→ ∞, where E ∈ Rr×(p−r) is the matrix of all entries 1 and Ip−r is the (p− r)× (p− r) identity
matrix. Note that Wk ∈ R∂g∗(Y)(X), but W /∈ R∂g∗(Y)(X). Hence the radial cone R∂g∗(Y)(X) is not
closed. This situation is very different from the case when the regularizer g is ℓ1/ℓ2 norm when
the corresponding radial cone is always closed; see Remark 3.3.

Thus the radial cone R∂g∗(Y)(X) is closed if and only if p = r. This is the case of dual nonde-
generacy condition (3.10) discussed in Remark 3.3. Indeed, note from (3.15) that

ri (∂g∗(Y)) = U
(

S
p
++ 0
0 0

)
VT, (3.27)

where S
p
++ is the set of all symmetric and positive definite p× p matrices. As X = U

(
Σr 0
0 0

)
VT,

p = r if and only if X ∈ ri (∂g∗(Y)). Note further from (3.13) that

ri (∂∥X∥∗) =
{

U
(

Ir 0
0 W

)
VT| ∥W∥ < 1

}
.

Thus, the case p = r is also equivalent to the nondegeneracy condition

Y ∈ ri (∂∥X∥∗). (3.28)

Consequently, the radial cone R∂g∗(Y)(X) is closed if and only if the nondegeneracy condition
(3.28) is satisfied. △
Remark 3.8 (Checking condition (3.25) via optimization). Condition (3.25) means that the follow-
ing optimization problem

max
1
2
∥A∥2

F +
1
2
∥C∥2

F s.t. Φ

U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT

 = 0, A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+

has global maximum value 0 and global maximizers (0, B, 0) ∈ Sr ×Rr×(p−r) × S
p−r
+ for any B.

This is a nonlinear concave optimization problem. Unfortunately, most of available solvers will
provide local maximizers. However, if (0, B, 0) ∈ Sr ×Rr×(p−r) × S

p−r
+ are local maximizers for

any B, then 0 is the global maximum value. Indeed, suppose that (A, B, C) ∈ Sr ×Rr×(p−r) × S
p−r
+

satisfies the first equality in (3.25), hence is a feasible point of the above optimization problem.
We observe that (tA, B, tC) is also feasible for any t ̸= 0. By choosing sufficiently small |t| > 0,
(tA, B, tC) is in a small neighborhood of (0, B, 0). If (0, B, 0) is a local maximizer of the above
optimization problem, we have

t2∥A∥2
F + t2∥C∥2

F ≤ 0,

which implies A = 0 and C = 0. Hence 0 is the global maximum value. △
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Corollary 3.9 (Strong minima vs solution uniqueness). Let X ∈ Φ−1(int (dom f )) be an optimal
solution of problem (3.11). Suppose that Nondegeneracy Condition (3.28) is satisfied. Then X is a unique
solution of problem (3.11) if and only if it is a strong solution.

Proof. Suppose that Nondegeneracy Condition (3.28) is satisfied. As discussed at the end of Re-
mark 3.7, the radial cone R∂g∗(Y)(X) is closed. Note also that the nuclear norm satisfies the
quadratic growth condition (2.4) by [48, 8]. By Corollary 3.2, X is a unique solution of prob-
lem (3.11) if and only if it is a strong solution. □

When Nondegeneracy Condition (3.28) is satisfied, it follows from [31, Theorem 6.3] that X is
a strong solution of problem (3.11) if and only if it is a tilt stable solution of in the sense that the
optimal solution set

S(V)
def
= argmin { f (ΦX) + ∥X∥∗ − ⟨V, X⟩| X ∈ Rn1×n2} for V ∈ Rn1×n2

is single-valued and Lipschitz continuous around 0 with S(0) = {X}; see also the recent result [28,
Corollary 3.10] for similar equivalence. Tilt stability was introduced by Poliquin and Rockafellar
[40] for general optimization frameworks. This important stability is characterized in [40] via
the generalized Hessian/second-order limiting subdifferential introduced by Mordukhovich [34]; see
also [2, 16] for different characterizations for tilt stability. Although the second-order limiting
subdifferential has rich calculus [35, 37], its computation is nontrivial in many situations including
the nuclear norm function in (3.11). By combining Corollary 3.9 with the aforementioned [31,
Theorem 6.3] we obtain below the equivalence between solution uniqueness and tilt stability for
problem (3.11) under Nondegeneracy Condition (3.28). This equivalence is interesting, as we see
that the assumption of solution uniqueness is already included in the definition of tilt stability
(S(0) = {X}). Somewhat Nondegeracy Condition (3.28) makes the problem stable.

Corollary 3.10 (Solution uniqueness and tilt stability). Suppose that X ∈ Φ−1(int (dom f )) is an
optimal solution of problem (3.11) and that Nondegeneracy Condition (3.28) holds. Then X is a tilt-stable
solution if and only if it is the unique solution.

4 Solution uniqueness of convex optimization problems with linear
constraints

4.1 General regularizer

In this section, we study solution uniqueness of the optimization problem (1.2)

min
x∈X

g(x) subject to Φx = y0, (4.1)

where g : X→ R is a continuous convex function, Φ : X→ Y is still a linear operator between two
Euclidean spaces, and y0 is a vector in Y. Suppose that x0 is a feasible solution of problem (4.1), i.e.,
Φx0 = y0. Solution uniqueness of this problem can be characterized via the so-called descent cone
[9, Proposition 2.1] recalled below.

Definition 4.1 (Descent cone [9]). The descent cone at x0 is defined by

Dg(x0)
def
= cone {x− x0| g(x) ≤ g(x0)}. (4.2)
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When g is a polyhedral convex function, the set {x− x0| g(x) ≤ g(x0)} is polyhedral and thus
Dg(x0) is a closed convex cone. But it is not closed in general; see, e.g., [20, Example 4.3] for the
case of ℓ1/ℓ2 norm. Note that the closure of the descent cone lies in the critical cone defined by

C(x0) = {w ∈ X| dg(x0)(w) ≤ 0} (4.3)

and the interior of the critical cone is a subset of the descent cone; see, e.g., [20, Lemma 3.6]. Hence
the differences between them are on the boundary of C(x0) denoted by bd C(x0). In the recent
paper [20, Theorem 5.1], the descent cone of the ℓ1/ℓ2 norm is computed exactly via the critical
cone and first-order information. Here, we extend that result to the case of general continuous
convex function by involving the radical cone.

Proposition 4.2 (Descent cone via radial cone). Suppose that g : X → R is a continuous convex
function. The descent cone Dg(x0) in (4.2) is computed by

Dg(x0) =
⋃

y∈∂g(x0)

[
R∂g∗(y)(x0) ∩ bd C(x0)

]
∪ (int C(x0)). (4.4)

Proof. Let us start to prove the inclusion “⊂” in (4.4). Pick any w ∈ Dg(x0), there exists some τ > 0
such that g(x0 + τw) ≤ g(x0). As the function g is convex and continuous, we derive from (2.2)
that

0 ≥ g(x0 + τw)− g(x0) ≥ τ max
y∈∂g(x0)

⟨y, w⟩ = τdg(x0)(w), (4.5)

which implies that dg(x0)(w) ≤ 0. Note further that dg(x0)(·) is also a proper convex and contin-
uous function. It follows that

int C(x0) = {u ∈ X| dg(x0)(u) < 0}.

If dg(x0)(w) < 0, we have w ∈ int C(x0). If dg(x0)(w) = 0, i.e., w ∈ bd C(x0) (the boundary
of C(x0)), note from (4.5) that g(x0 + τw) = g(x0) and there exists some y ∈ ∂g(x0) such that
⟨y, w⟩ = 0. Hence we have

g(x0 + τw) = g(x0) = ⟨y, x0⟩ − g∗(y) = ⟨y, x0 + τw⟩ − g∗(y),

which implies that y ∈ ∂g(x0 + τw), i.e., x0 + τw ∈ ∂g∗(y). It follows that w ∈ R∂g∗(y)(x0). The
inclusion “⊂” in (4.4) is verified.

To justify the converse inclusion “⊃” in (4.4), we pick any w in the right-hand side. If w ∈
int C(x0), i.e., dg(x0)(w) < 0, there exists some τ > 0 sufficiently small so that

g(x0 + τw)− g(x0) ≤ 0,

which means w ∈ Dg(x0). If w ∈ bd C(x0), i.e., dg(x0)(w) = 0, there exists some y ∈ ∂g(x0) such
that w ∈ R∂g∗(y)(x0). We find some t > 0 such that x0 + tw ∈ ∂g∗(y). It follows that

g(x0 + tw) = ⟨y, x0 + tw⟩ − g∗(y) = g(x0) + t⟨y, w⟩ ≤ g(x0) + tdg(x0)(w) = g(x0),

which also implies that w ∈ Dg(x̄). This verifies the inclusion “⊃” in (4.4). □

The following result taken from [9, Proposition 2.1] is the well-known characterization of
solution uniqueness via the descent cone.
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Proposition 4.3 (Descent cone for solution uniqueness [9]). A feasible point x0 of problem (4.1) is the
unique solution if and only if

Ker Φ ∩Dg(x0) = {0}.

The exact computation of the descent cone (4.4) gives the impression that it is a big and com-
plicated set. But its intersection with Ker Φ seems to be small and simple as in the above result.
We enhance this observation by providing next the calculation of this intersection when x0 is an
optimal solution, which means 0 ∈ ∂g(x0) + Im Φ∗, i.e.,

∆(x0)
def
= ∂g(x0) ∩ Im Φ∗ ̸= ∅. (4.6)

This is known as the Source Condition [24]. An element of ∆(x0) is called a dual certificate.

Proposition 4.4. Let x0 be an optimal solution of problem (4.1). Then we have

Ker Φ ∩Dg(x0) = Ker Φ ∩R∂g∗(y)(x0) for any y ∈ ∆(x0). (4.7)

Proof. As x0 is an optimal solution of problem (4.1), ∆(x0) ̸= ∅. Pick any dual certificate y ∈ ∆(x0).
To justify the “⊂” inclusion in (4.7), take any w ∈ Ker Φ ∩ Dg(x0), we find some τ > 0 such that
g(x0 + τw) ≤ g(x0). Since Φ(x0 + τw) = Φx0 = y0, we have g(x0 + τw) = g(x0). Note also that
⟨y, w⟩ = 0 as y ∈ Im Φ∗ and w ∈ Ker Φ. It follows that

g(x0 + τw) = g(x0) = ⟨y, x0⟩ − g∗(y) = ⟨y, x0 + τw⟩ − g∗(y),

which implies that x0 + τw ∈ ∂g∗(y), i.e., w ∈ R∂g∗(y)(x0). This verifies inclusion “⊂” in (4.7).
Conversely, pick any w ∈ Ker Φ ∩ R∂g∗(y)(x0). We find t > 0 such that x0 + tw ∈ ∂g∗(y). It

follows that
g(x0 + tw) = ⟨y, x0 + tw⟩ − g∗(y) = ⟨y, x0⟩ − g∗(y) = g(x0),

which implies w ∈ Dg(x0) and verifies the converse inclusion “⊃” in (4.7). □

Combining this result with Proposition 4.3, we obtain a characterization of solution uniqueness
for problem (4.1) via the radical cone, which is similar to Theorem 3.1 in Section 3.

Theorem 4.5 (Characterizations for solution uniqueness via radial cones). The following are equiv-
alent:

(i) x0 is a unique optimal solution of problem (4.1).

(ii) Source Condition (4.6) holds and for any dual certificate y ∈ ∆(x0), one has

Ker Φ ∩R∂g∗(y)(x0) = {0}. (4.8)

(iii) Source Condition (4.6) holds and there exists a dual certificate ȳ ∈ ∆(x0) such that

Ker Φ ∩R∂g∗(ȳ)(x0) = {0}. (4.9)

Proof. Let us start by proving the implication [(i)=⇒(ii)] by supposing that x0 is a unique opti-
mal solution of problem (4.1). Hence Source Condition (4.6) holds. Moreover, (4.8) comes from
Proposition 4.3 and Proposition 4.4. This verifies (ii).

The implication [(ii)=⇒(iii)] is trivial. Let us justify [(iii)=⇒(i)] by supposing that there exists
some ȳ ∈ ∆(x0) ̸= ∅ such that condition (4.9) holds. As Source Condition holds, x0 is an optimal
solution of problem (4.1). By Proposition 4.3 and Proposition 4.4 again, x0 is the unique solution.
□
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Remark 4.6. The equivalence between (i) and (iii) in Theorem 4.5 was established recently in [32,
Lemma 3.1] when g is the nuclear norm; see our Corollary 4.8 for further details about this case.
This equivalence is also obtained in [27, Theorem 3.1] when g is a gauge function. The appearance
of (ii) in the above result is crucial. It tells us that when condition (4.9) holds at some ȳ ∈ ∆(x0),
it is also satisfied at any other dual certificate. Hence, the choice of ȳ in condition (4.9) is not
important. If we know one dual certificate of problem (4.1), we only need to check condition (4.9)
at this dual certificate for solution uniqueness. Such a dual certificate can be found via solving
a “gauge” convex optimization problem; see [20, Section 4] for more details. It is possible to
prove Theorem 4.5 directly without using Proposition 4.3, but our approach here highlights the
connection between the descent cone and the radial cone for solution uniquessness. △

Remark 4.7 (Strong Minima vs Solution Uniqueness). When the function g satisfies the quadratic
growth condition at x0 for any y ∈ ∂g(x0) and it is second-order regular at x0 in the sense of [6,
Definition 3.85], it is shown recently in [21, Theorem 3.5] that x0 is a strong solution if and only if ⋂

y∈∆(x0)

T∂g∗(y)(x0)

 ∩Ker Φ ∩ C(x0) = {0}. (4.10)

If x0 is a strong solution of problem (4.1), it is certainly a unique solution. Conversely, if x0 is a
unique solution of problem (4.1) and the radial cone R∂g∗(y)(x0) is closed at some dual certificate
y ∈ ∆(x0), Theorem 4.5 tells us that

0 = Ker Φ ∩R∂g∗(y)(x0) = Ker Φ ∩ T∂g∗(y)(x0),

which clearly verifies (4.10). Thus x0 is a strong solution of problem (4.1) if and only if it is the
unique solution provided that the function g satisfies the quadratic growth condition at x0 for any
y ∈ ∂g(x0) and the second-order regularity at x0, and that the radial cone R∂g∗(y)(x0) is closed at
some dual certificate y ∈ ∆(x0).

The ℓ1/ℓ2 norm satisfies all the three latter conditions; see also Remark 3.3. Hence, x0 is a
strong solution of problem (4.1) if and only if it is the unique solution in this case. This fact was
established recently in [20, Thereom 5.1] by a different approach.

It is also known that the nuclear norm g(·) = ∥ · ∥∗ satisfies the quadratic growth condition
at X0 ∈ Rn1×n2 for any Y ∈ ∂∥X0∥∗ and second-order regularity at X0; see [8, 48], but the radical
coneR∂g∗(Y)(X0) is not always closed. As discussed in Remark 3.7, this radial cone is closed if and
only if Y ∈ ri ∂∥X0∥∗. The existence of such dual certificate Y means

Im Φ∗ ∩ ri ∂∥X0∥∗ ̸= ∅, (4.11)

which is known as the Nondegeneracy Source Condition introduced in [11, 12] for nuclear norm
minimization problems. We will add some details about this case in Corollary 4.10. △

4.2 Nuclear norm case

Next let us consider the nuclear norm optimization problem:

min
X∈Rn1×n2

∥X∥∗ subject to ΦX = M0, (4.12)

where Φ : Rn1×n2 → Rm is a linear operator (n2 ≥ n1) and M0 ∈ Rm is some known vector. The
following characterizations of solution uniqueness for nuclear norm minimization problem (4.12)
come directly from Theorem 4.5 and the calculation of the radial cone in (3.20).
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Corollary 4.8 (Solution uniqueness of nuclear norm minimization problem). Let X0 be an optimal
solution of problem (4.12). The following are equivalent

(i) X0 is a unique solution of problem (4.12).

(ii) For any dual certificate Y ∈ ∆(X0), the system

Φ

U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT

 = 0 with A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+ (4.13)

gives A = 0 and C = 0, where the pair (U, V) ∈ O(X0) ∩ O(Y) comes from the simultaneous
ordered singular value decomposition of X0 and Y, r = rank (X0), and p = p(Y) from (3.16).

(iii) Condition (ii) holds at some dual certificate Y ∈ ∆(X0).

Remark 4.9. As discussed in Remark 4.6, solution uniqueness for nuclear norm minimization
problem (4.12) is characterized via the radical cone in [32, Lemma 3.1]. The above result advances
[32, Lemma 3.1] in some ways. The most important thing is that the radical cone is fully calculated,
i.e., the general condition (4.9) is explicitly expressed by condition (4.13) at some dual certificate.
This condition can be written and solved as a nonlinear optimization problem; see our previous
Remark 3.8. Moreover, we can pick any dual certificate Y ∈ ∆(X0) and check (4.13) at Y for
solution uniqueness at X0. A particular dual certificate of problem (4.12) can be found by solving
a spectral norm minimization problem [20, Remark 5.5]. Specifically, suppose that the compact SVD
of X0 is

X0 = U0Σ0VT
0 , (4.14)

where Σ0 is the diagonal matrix including all the positive singular values of X0 with decreasing
order and rank (Σ0) = r, and U0 ∈ Rn1×r and V0 ∈ Rn2×r are orthogonal matrices. Recall the model
tangent space [12] at X0:

T
def
= {U0YT + XVT

0 | X ∈ Rn1×r, Y ∈ Rn2×r}. (4.15)

Consider the following spectral norm minimization problem

min
Z∈T⊥

∥Z∥ subject to NZ = −N E0 with E0 = U0VT
0 , (4.16)

where N is a linear operator satisfying KerN = Im Φ∗. When X0 is an optimal solution of prob-
lem (4.12), [20, Remark 5.5] shows that the optimal value of problem (4.16) denoted by ρ(X0) is
smaller than or equal to 1. Moreover, if Z0 is an optimal solution of problem (4.16), Z0 + E0 is a
dual certificate of problem (4.12); see our Section 5 for further details on Numerical Experiment.
△

The following result is similar to Corollary 3.9, at which we provide the equivalence between
solution uniqueness and strong minima under Nondegenerate Source Condition (4.11). It is al-
ready discussed in Remark 4.7.

Corollary 4.10. Suppose that X0 is an optimal solution of problem (4.12) and Nondegenerate Source Con-
dition (4.11) is satisfied. Then X0 is a strong solution of problem (4.12) if and only if it is the unique
solution.
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Proof. As discussed in Remark 4.7, Nondegenerate Source Condition (4.11) guarantees closedness
of the radial coneR∂g∗(Y)(X0) for some dual certificate Y ∈ ∆(X0). It follows that

R∂g∗(Y)(X0) = T∂g∗(Y)(X0).

Hence we have
Ker Φ ∩R∂g∗(Y)(X0) = Ker Φ ∩ T∂g∗(Y)(X0).

By Theorem 4.5 and [21, Theorem 5.2], X0 is a strong solution of problem (4.12) if and only if it is
the unique solution. □

The following result gives a necessary condition for solution uniqueness.

Corollary 4.11. Let X0 be an optimal solution of problem (4.12). If X0 is a unique solution, then the
following Strict Restricted Injectivity holds

Ker Φ ∩U0SrVT
0 = {0}. (4.17)

If additionally Nondegeneracy Source Condition (4.11) holds, then Strict Restricted Injectivity is also suf-
ficient for solution uniqueness at X0.

Proof. Note from the formula of radial cone (3.20) that

U0SrVT
0 ⊂ R∂g∗(Y)(X0) for any Y ∈ ∆(X0).

If X0 a unique solution of problem (4.12), we get from Theorem 4.5 that Strict Restricted Injectiv-
ity (4.17) is satisfied.

Conversely, if Nondegeneracy Source Condition (4.11) holds, there exists Y ∈ ∆(X0) such that
Y ∈ ri ∂∥X0∥, which means that p(Y) = r. By the formula of radial cone (3.20) again, we have

R∂g∗(Y)(X0) = U0SrVT
0 .

It follows from Theorem 4.5 that Strict Restricted Injectivity (4.17) is also sufficient for solution
uniqueness at X0. □

Strict Restricted Injectivity is introduced recently in [21, Corollary 5.7] for nuclear norm min-
imization problem (4.12), as a necessary condition for strong minima at X0. The above result is
quite similar, but slightly stronger as a unique solution of problem (4.12) may be not a strong one.
The following example taken from [21, Example 5.11] shows such difference.

Example 4.12 (Difference between unique solution and strong solution in problem (4.12)). Con-
sider the following optimization problem

min
X∈R2×2

∥X∥∗ subject to ΦX def
=

(
X11 + X22

X12 − X21 + X22

)
=

(
1
0

)
. (4.18)

Note that X0 =

(
1 0
0 0

)
is an optimal solution of problem (4.18). Indeed, it is easy to see that

Im Φ∗ = span
{(

1 0
0 1

)
,
(

0 1
−1 1

)}
and ∂∥X0∥∗ =

(
1 0
0 [−1, 1]

)
.

It follows that

∆(X0) = Im Φ∗ ∩ ∂∥X0∥∗ =
(

1 0
0 1

)
and Im Φ∗ ∩ ri ∂∥X0∥∗ = ∅.
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Thus X0 is a solution, but Nondegeneracy Source Condition (4.11) is not satisfied. In the view of
Remark 4.7, the latter is well-expected, as we want X0 to be a unique solution, but not a strong
solution in this example.

For Y0 = I2 ∈ ∆(X0), we obtain the radial cone from (3.20) and the tangent cone from (3.26)
respectively

R∂g∗(Y0)(X0) =

{(
a bc
bc c

)
| a, b ∈ R, c ≥ 0

}
and T∂g∗(Y0)(X0) =

{(
a b
b c

)
| a, b ∈ R, c ≥ 0

}
.(4.19)

To check condition (4.13) or (4.8), due to (4.19) we solve the system Φ
(

a bc
bc c

)
= 0 with c ≥ 0,

which means
a + c = 0 and bc− bc + c = 0.

This clearly gives us a = c = 0, i.e., condition (4.13) is satisfied. Thus, X0 is a unique solution of
problem (4.18).

To check whether X0 is a strong solution, we have to verify the condition

Ker Φ ∩ T∂g∗(Y0)(X0) = {0}

according to [21, Theorem 5.2]. By (4.19), we solve the system Φ
(

a b
b c

)
= 0 with c ≥ 0:

a + c = 0 and b− b + c = 0 for a, b ∈ R, c ≥ 0,

which gives us a = c = 0 and b ∈ R. Hence the above condition for strong minima at X0 fails, i.e.,
X0 is not a strong solution of problem (4.18). △

Remark 4.13 (Comparisons with [28]). The main advantages of using the descent cone in Propo-
sition 4.3 over the radial cone in Theorem 4.5 for solution uniqueness are that we do not need to
know if X0 is an optimal solution of problem 4.12 initially and do not need to find a dual certifi-
cate. But the descent cone seems to be bigger and more complicate than the radial cone due to(4.4).
In the recent paper [26], Hoheisel and Paquette introduced the following set

W(X0) =

UM
(

Ir 0
0 R

)
VT

∣∣∣∣∣∣
M ∈ S

n1
+ −F n1,r, Tr (M) = 0,

R ∈ Vn1−r,n2−r, M
(

Ir 0
0 RRT

)
= M

 , (4.20)

where (U, V) ∈ O(X0), the set F n1,r is defined by

F n1,r def
=

{(
A 0
0 0

)
∈ S

n1
+ | A ∈ Sr

++

}
,

and Vn1−r,n2−r is the Stiefel manifold:

Vn1−r,n2−r
def
= {R ∈ R(n1−r)×(n2−r)| RTR = I}.

In particular [26, Corollary 4.1] shows that X0 is a unique solution of problem (4.12) if and only if
X0 is an optimal solution and

Ker Φ ∩W(X0) = {0}. (4.21)
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The (possibly nonconvex) set W(X0) seems to be more complicated than our radial set (3.20).
Computing W(X0) seems to be complicated in high dimensions, but its span [26, Proposition 3.2]
is rather simple

span W(X0) =

{
U
(

A B
C D

)
VT| A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(n2−r), C ∈ R(n1−r)×r, D ∈ R(n1−r)×(n2−r)

}
.(4.22)

Thus a sufficient condition for solution uniqueness at X0 is

Ker Φ ∩ span W(X0) = {0}; (4.23)

see [26, Corollary 4.2]. This fact can be obtained directly from Theorem 4.5 as

R∂g∗(Y)(X0) ⊂ span W(X0)

for any Y ∈ ∆(X0). The condition (4.23) also shows that X0 is a strong solution of problem (4.12)
according to [21, Theorem 5.2]. In our Example 4.12 later, condition (4.23) fails, but X0 is still a
unique solution.

When X0 is an optimal solution of problem (4.12) as assumed in [26, Corollary 4.1], observe
from the proof of [26, Theorem 3.2] that

Ker Φ ∩W(X0) = Ker Φ ∩ cone {X− X0| ∥X∥∗ = ∥X0∥∗} = Ker Φ ∩D(X0), (4.24)

where D(X0) is the descent cone of nuclear norm at X0. This together Proposition 4.3 explains
why condition (4.21) ensures the solution uniqueness at X0.

Although our condition (4.13) depends on the existence of a dual certificate when X0 is an
optimal solution, it is more computable and verifiable than (4.21); see also our Section 5. In the
framework of Example 4.12, the set W(X0) in (4.20) is computed by

W(X0) =

{
M
(

1 0
0 r

)
| M ∈ S2

+ −F 2,1, Tr (M) = 0, r ∈ {−1, 1}
}

.

For any M ∈ S2
+ −F 2,1 with Tr (M) = 0, we write

M =

(
a b
b c

)
−
(

d 0
0 0

)
=

(
a− d b

b c

)
with

(
a b
b c

)
∈ S2

+ and d > 0.

As Tr (M) = 0, we have d = a + c > 0. Thus

M =

(
−c b
b c

)
Since

(
a b
b c

)
∈ S2 and a + c > 0, if c = 0 then a > 0 and b = 0. If c > 0, b is arbitrary, as a can be

chosen sufficiently large. Hence the set of all matrices M is(
0 0
0 0

)
∪
{(
−c b
b c

)
| c > 0, b ∈ R

}
.

It follows that

W(X0) =

(
0 0
0 0

)
∪
{(
−c b
b c

)
| c > 0, b ∈ R

}
∪
{(
−c −b
b −c

)
| c > 0, b ∈ R

}
This set is nonconvex and completely different from the radial coneR∂g∗(Y0)(X0) obtained in (4.19).
Moreover, R∂g∗(Y0)(X0) is not a subset of W(X0) and vice versa. This observation highlights our
distinct approach for solution uniqueness from [26]. Nonconvexity of the set W(X0) may be a
challenge when checking condition (4.21) in problems with higher dimension. △
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Remark 4.14 (Solution Uniqueness and Sharp Minima). In [12] Candès and Retch shown that X0
is a unique solution of problem (4.12) if the following Restricted Injectivity

Ker Φ ∩T = {0} (4.25)

together with Nondegeneracy Source Condition (4.11) holds. In the spirit of Theorem 4.5, this
fact is explained as follows. When Restricted Injectivity (4.25) and Nondegeneracy Source Condi-
tion (4.11) are satisfied, Strict Restricted Injectivity (4.17) holds as U0SrVT

0 ⊂ T. By Corollary 4.11,
X0 is the unique solution of problem (4.12). In [26], Hoheisel and Paquette also use the dual ver-
sion of Restricted Injectivity:

Im Φ∗ + T⊥ = Rn1×n2

together with Nondegeneracy Source Condition (4.11) as sufficient conditions of solution unique-
ness.

It is shown in [20, Theorem 4.6] that the combination of Restricted Injectivity (4.25) and Non-
degeneracy Source Condition (4.11) indeed characterizes the stronger property, sharp minima at X0
[14, 38], which means that there exists some c > 0 such that

∥X∥∗ − ∥X0∥∗ ≥ c∥X− X0∥F for any X ∈ Rn1×n2 satisfying ΦX = M0.

In Example 4.12, we show that a unique solution is not a strong solution, thus not a sharp solu-
tion too. Even if Nondegeneracy Source Condition (4.11) holds, solution uniqueness and sharp
minima of nuclear norm minimization are different; see, e.g., [21, Example 5.10]. △

The next corollary gives the minimum bound for exact recovery. It slightly enhances the recent
[21, Corollary 5.8] by replacing the requirement of strong minima there by solution uniqueness.
Its proof based on Strict Restricted Injectivity (4.17) is completely the same; so we omit the detail.

Corollary 4.15 (Minimum bound for exact recovery). Suppose that X0 is an n1× n2 matrix with rank
r. Then one needs at least 1

2 r(r + 1) measurements m of M0 so that solving the nuclear norm minimization
problem (4.12) recovers exactly the unique solution X0.

Moreover, there exist infinitely many linear operators Φ : Rn1×n2 → R
1
2 r(r+1) such that X0 is the

unique solution of problem (4.12).

The rest of the section is devoted to the computation of the descent cone of the nuclear norm via
its first-order information, as it is an important notion used in [9, 1] to find statistical dimensions
in the theory of exact recovery. According to formula (4.4), we also need to know the critical cone
(4.3) of the nuclear norm:

C(X0) = {W ∈ Rn1×n2 | dg(X0)(W) ≤ 0}. (4.26)

For any (U, V) ∈ O(X0) and W ∈ Rn1×n2 , we write

W = U
(

A B
C D

)
VT

with some A ∈ Rr×r, B ∈ Rr×(n2−r), C ∈ Rn1×r, and D ∈ R(n1−r)×(n2−r). By formula (3.13) and
(2.2), we have

dg(X0)(W) = max
Y∈∂∥X0∥∗

⟨Y, W⟩ = Tr A + ∥D∥∗.
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Combining this with (4.26) gives us that

bd C(X0) =
{

U
(

A B
C D

)
VT| A ∈ Rr×r, B ∈ Rr×(n2−r), C ∈ Rn1×r, D ∈ R(n1−r)×(n2−r),

Tr A + ∥D∥∗ = 0
}

.
(4.27)

Moreover, we have

int C(X0) =
{

U
(

A B
C D

)
VT| A ∈ Rr×r, B ∈ Rr×(n2−r), C ∈ Rn1×r, D ∈ R(n1−r)×(n2−r),

Tr A + ∥D∥∗ < 0
}

.

The following result gives an exact computation of the descent cone for the nuclear norm,
which is similar with its formula for ℓ1/ℓ2 norm established in [20, Theorem 5.1].

Proposition 4.16 (Descent cone of nuclear norm). Let UIΣVT
I be the SVD of X0. The descent cone at

X0 is calculated by
D(X0) = E ∪ (int C(X0)), (4.28)

where

E =
{

W ∈ Rn1×n2 | W = U
(

A BC 0
CTBT C 0

)
VT, A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(n1−r), C ∈ S

n1−r
+ ,

Tr (A + C) = 0, (U, V) ∈ O(X0)
}

.
(4.29)

Moreover, if X0 is an optimal solution of problem (4.12), we have

Ker Φ∩D(X0) = Ker Φ∩

U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT| A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+ , Tr (A + C) = 0


for any dual certificate Y ∈ ∆(X0) with p = p(Y) from (3.16) and any pair (U, V) ∈ O(X0) ∩O(Y0).

Proof. Let us verify the inclusion “⊂” in (4.28). Pick any W ∈ D(X0) \ int C(X0), by formulae (4.3)
and (3.20) there exist Y ∈ ∂∥X0∥∗ and a pair (U, V) ∈ O(X0) ∩O(Y0) such that

W = U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT ∈ bd C(X0)

with some A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+ , p = p(Y) defined in (3.16). Define

C =

(
C 0
0 0

)
∈ S

n1−r
+ and B =

(
B 0

)
∈ Rr×(n1−r).

We obtain that W = U

(
A B C 0

CTBT C 0

)
VT ∈ bd C(X0). Note from (4.27) that

0 = Tr A + ∥C∥∗ = Tr A + Tr C.

This tells us that W ∈ E defined in (4.29) and verifies the inclusion “⊂” in (4.28).
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To justifies the converse inclusion in (4.28). Pick any W ∈ E with representation

W = U
(

A BC 0
CTBT C 0

)
VT

with some A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(n1−r), and C ∈ S
n1−r
+ such that Tr (A + C) = 0. By (4.27), W ∈

bd C(X0). Moreover, define Y = U
(
In1 0

)
VT ∈ ∂∥X0∥∗ by (3.13). Note from formula (3.20),

W ∈ R∂g∗(Y)(X0). It follows that E ⊂ R∂g∗(Y)(X0) ∩ bd C(X0). By (4.4), we have the inclusion “⊃”
in (4.28). The equality in (4.28) is verified.

The second part of this proposition follows directly from Proposition 4.4 and the formula (4.27)
for the boundary of the critical cone. □

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to illustrate the solution uniqueness for the
nuclear norm minimization problem (4.12). These experiments are performed for different matrix
ranks r and numbers of measurements m.

In the experiment, we generate X0, an n × n matrix of rank r, by sampling two factors W ∈
Rn×r and H ∈ Rn×r with independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random entries and
setting X0 = WH∗. We vectorize problem (4.12) in the following form:

min
X∈Rn×n

∥X∥∗ subject to Φ vec(X) = Φ vec(X0), (5.1)

where Φ is an m× n2 matrix drawn from the standard Gaussian ensemble. The point X0 is said
to be recovered if solving problem (5.1) gives us an optimal solution X that is relatively close to X0,
in particularly, ∥X− X0∥F/∥X0∥F < 10−3 as proposed in [11]. We use cvxpy package to solve this
problem to find X.

In order to check whether X0 is a unique solution of problem (5.1), by Corollary 4.8 and Re-
mark 3.8, we have to verify that the following nonconvex optimization problem has global maxi-
mum value 0:

max
1
2
∥A∥2

F +
1
2
∥C∥2

F

subject to Φ

U

 A BC 0
CTBT C 0

0 0 0

VT

 = 0, A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+ ,

(5.2)

where (U, V) ∈ O(X0) ∩ O(Y) is from (3.19) with Y ∈ ∆(X0) being a particular dual certificate
computed as in Remark 4.9, r = rank (X0), and p = p(Y) from (3.16). Indeed, let ÛΣV̂T be an SVD

of Φ, V̂G be the matrix whose columns are the last n2 − r columns of V, and U0

(
Σ0 0
0 0

)
VT

0 be a

full SVD of X0. To find a particular certificate of (5.1), we solve the following problem by using
the cvxpy package:

min
Z∈T⊥0

∥Z∥ subject to Nvec(Z) = −Nvec(E0),

where N = VT
G , E0 = U0

(
Ir 0
0 0

)
VT

0 , and T⊥0 is known by

T⊥0 =

{
U0

(
0 0
0 D

)
VT

0 | D ∈ R(n−r)×(n−r)
}

.
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Let ρ(X0) be the optimal value of this problem and Z0 be an optimal solution. Note also from [20,
Proposition 4.4 and Remark 4.5], X0 is an optimal solution of problem (5.1) if and only if ρ(X0) ≤ 1.
Due to possible errors in numerical computation, we increase this bound to ρ(X0) < 1.001 for
optimal solutions. It is also known from [20, Section 4] that Y = Z0 + E0 is a particular dual
certificate of (5.1).

Back to the maximum problem above, we rewrite it as follows

max
1
2
∥A∥2

F +
1
2
∥C∥2

F

s.t. Φ

U

 A D 0
DT C 0
0 0 0

VT

 = 0, D = E, E = BC, A ∈ Sr, B ∈ Rr×(p−r), C ∈ S
p−r
+ .

(5.3)

It is worth noting that this problem takes the format of the one considered in [7], for which a
multiblock version of ALBUM (Adaptive Lagrangian-Based mUltiplier Method) [7], named mAL-
BUM, is investigated. The algorithm mALBUM for solving (5.3) iteratively generates a sequence
{Ak, Ck, Bk, Dk, Ek, Fk, Gk)} by

(Ak+1, Ck+1, Dk+1) ∈ arg min−⟨Ak, A⟩ − ⟨Ck, C⟩ − ⟨Fk, D⟩ − ⟨Gk, BkC⟩+ βk

2
∥Ek − D∥2

+
βk

2
∥Ek − BkC∥2

s.t. Φ

U

 A D 0
DT C 0
0 0 0

VT

 = 0, A ∈ Sr, C ∈ S
p−r
+ ,

Bk+1 ∈ arg min−⟨Gk, BCk+1⟩+ βk

2
∥Ek − BCk+1∥2,

Ek+1 =
(
−Fk − Gk

)
/(2βk) + (Dk+1 + Bk+1Ck+1)/2,

Fk+1 =Fk + βk(Ek+1 − Dk+1),

Gk+1 =Gk + βk(Ek+1 − Bk+1Ck+1).

Here, the parameter β is updated adaptively by using the following rule: if

∥Ek+1 − Dk+1∥+ ∥Ek+1 − Bk+1Ck+1∥ > M for some large constant M,

then βk+1 ← νβk with some constant ν > 0; otherwise, βk+1 ← βk. In our experiment, we set
ν = 1.2, M = 105, and β0 = 1. We use the cvxpy package to solve sub-problems.

To start the algorithm, the initial values of (A0, C0, B0, D0, E0, F0, G0) are chosen as follows:
A0 = (V1 + VT

1 ), where V1 ∈ Rr×r is drawn from the standard Gaussian ensemble, B0 is drawn
from the standard Gaussian ensemble, C0 = V2VT

2 , where V2 ∈ R(p−r)×(p−r) is drawn from the
standard Gaussian ensemble, D0 = E0 = B0C0, F0 = 0, and G0 = 0.

We classify solution uniqueness at X0 if ∥A∥+ ∥C∥ < 10−5 and ρ(X0) < 1.001, where A and C
are outputs of mALBUM. To demonstrate the occurrence of solution uniqueness for problem (5.1),
we create graphs that show the proportion of solution uniqueness with respect to the number
of measurements in Figures 1. For each fixed value of n = 40 and 2 ≤ r ≤ 7, we conduct a
simulation study on 100 random instances at each number of measurements m. At each m, the
proportion of cases (among 100) of X0 that are recovered by solving problem (5.1) are depicted as
the red curve [11]. The percentage of cases of X0 that are unique solutions of problem (5.1) based
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on the above classification is displayed as the blue curve. It is natural to see that all solutions
X0 that can be recovered by solving problem (5.1) using the cvxpy package are unique solutions.
But the most important observation from Figure 1 is the minimal difference between the red and
blue curves. This suggests that our method in this paper sharply predicts solution uniqueness
for nuclear norm minimization problems (4.12). Actually, the curve blue is slightly above the
red one. The maximum gap between them is around 3-4% at different ranks, but for most of m
(number of observations) it is unnoticeable. In our opinion this small difference occurs because
the method mALBUM above solves problem (5.3) with only critical solutions, which may be not
global solutions (see discussion in Remark 3.8). It is possible that some of the solutions of problem
(5.2) are still in the form (0, B, 0) ∈ Sr ×Rr×(p−r) × S

p−r
+ , but the global optimal value is not 0. In

this case the corresponding X0 is not a unique solution, but this situation seems to be rare from
our experiments described in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Proportions of cases for which X0 is the unique solution with respect to the number of
measurements.
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