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Tilt stability of Ky-Fan κ-norm composite optimization
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Abstract

This paper concerns the tilt stability for the minimization of the sum of a twice

continuously differentiable matrix-valued function and the Ky-Fan κ-norm. By using

the expression of second subderivative of the Ky-Fan κ-norm, we derive a verifiable

criterion to identify the tilt stability of a local minimum for this class of nonconvex

and nonsmooth problems. As a byproduct, a practical criterion is achieved for the

tilt stable solution of the nuclear-norm regularized minimization.
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1 Introduction

Let R
n×m (n≤m) represent the space of all n×m real matrices endowed with the trace

inner product 〈·, ·〉 and its induced Frobenius norm ‖ · ‖F . For an integer 1≤κ≤n, let
Ψκ(X) :=

∑κ
i=1 σi(X) denote the Ky-Fan κ-norm, where σi(X) means the ith largest

singular value of X ∈R
n×m. We are interested in the following composite optimization

problem
min

X∈Rn×m
Θν,κ(X) := νf(X) + Ψκ(X), (1)

where f : Rn×m → R is a twice continuously differentiable function, and ν > 0 is a
regularization parameter. Such a problem has an extensive application in many fields
such as matrix norm approximation [3], matrix completion and sensing [2, 24], control
and system identification [10], signal and image processing [13], and so on.

1.1 Related works

Tilt stability of a local minimum of an extended real-valued function, first introduced
by Poliquin and Rockafellar [22], is a kind of single-valued Lipschitzian behavior of local
minimizers with respect to one-parametric linear or tilt perturbation. Until now, many
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different characterizations have been delved for it. In the original paper [22], the limiting
coderivative of the subdifferential mapping/generalized Hessian of the objective function
is used to characterize tilt stability, and a quantitative version of this characterization was
also given by Mordukhovich and Nghia [19]. Drusvyatskiy et al. [8, 9] established that
tilt stability, uniform second-order growth, and strong metric regularity of subdifferential
mapping are equivalent for any lower semicontinuous (lsc) extended real-valued function.
Chieu et al. [4] characterized tilt stability by the positive definiteness of the subgradient
graphical derivative. Recently, for the minimization of the sum of a twice continuously
differentiable convex function and a proper lsc convex function g, Nghia [20] presented
a novel characterization for tilt stability by leveraging the second-order growth of g
with respect to a certain set containing a subgradient of the reference point and the
subdifferential mapping ∂g having a relative approximations onto the same set, and
obtained the verifiable criterion for three classes of specific g. For the applications of the
equivalent characterization of tilt stability from [22] in different setting, see [15, 11, 18,
19].

1.2 Main contribution

Inspired by [20], this work aims to provide a verifiable characterization for the tilt-stability
of the Ky-Fan κ-norm composite problem (1). Let Φκ(Z) :=

∑κ
i=1 λi(Z) denote the sum

function of the first κ largest eigenvalues of matrices from S
p, where λi(Z) is the ith

largest eigenvalue of Z. Note that Ψκ(X) = Φκ(B(X)) is the composition of Φκ and the
linear mapping B, where B : Rn×m → S

m+n is defined by

B(X) :=

(
0 X

X⊤ 0

)
for X ∈ R

n×m. (2)

We first characterize the expression of the second subderivative of Ψκ by the chain rule
developed in [17], and then follow the same line as in [20] to establish a sufficient and
necessary criterion for identifying the tilt stability of a local minimum of problem (1); see
Theorem 4.1. This criterion is point-based and checkable. As a byproduct, we recover the
practical criterion obtained in [20] for the nuclear norm regularized problem. Different
from [20], our work establishes the equivalent characterization of tilt stability for (1) by
operating directly the expression of the second subderivative of Ky-Fan κ-norm, without
using the relative approximation of the subdifferential mapping ∂Ψκ.

1.3 Notation

Throughout this paper, Sp represents the space of all p× p real symmetric matrices, Sp+
denotes the set of all positive semidefinite matrices in S

p, and O
p×k denotes the set of

all p × k real matrices with orthonormal columns and write O
p :=O

p×p. The notation
Ip means a p × p identity matrix, and I↑p denotes the p × p anti-diagonal matrix whose
anti-diagonal entries are all ones and others are zeros. For an integer k ≥ 1, write
[k] := {1, 2, . . . , k}. For a matrix Z ∈ S

p, λi(Z) means the ith largest eigenvalue of Z,
and O

p(Z) := {P ∈ O
p |Z = PDiag(λ(Z))P⊤} with λ(Z) := (λ1(Z), . . . , λp(Z))⊤. For
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a matrix X ∈ R
n×m, σi(Z) means the ith largest singular value of Z, and O

n,m(X) :=
{(U, V ) ∈ O

n ×O
m | X = U [Diag(σ(X) 0]V ⊤} with σ(X) = (σ1(X), . . . , σn(X))⊤. For

a matrix X ∈ R
n×m, ‖X‖2 and ‖X‖∗ denote the spectral norm and nuclear norm of X,

respectively, X† means the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of X, XIJ ∈ R
|I|×|J | for index

sets I ⊆ [n] and J ⊆ [m] denotes the submatrix obtained by removing all rows not in I
and all columns not in J , and write XJ := XIJ for I = [n]. Write

S(X) := (X +X⊤)/2 and T (X) := (X −X⊤)/2 for X ∈ R
n×m.

2 Preliminaries

Let X be a finite dimensional real vector space equipped with the inner product 〈·, ·〉 and
its induced norm ‖ · ‖. An extended real-valued function h : X → R := R ∪ {+∞} is said
to be proper if its domain domh := {x ∈ X |h(x) < ∞} is nonempty. We first recall from
the monograph [23] the regular and basic subdifferentials of h at a point x ∈ domh.

Definition 2.1 Consider a function h : X → R and a point x with h(x) finite. The
regular subdifferential of h at x, denoted by ∂̂h(x), is defined as

∂̂h(x) :=

{
v ∈ X

∣∣ lim inf
x 6=x′→x

h(x′)− h(x)− 〈v, x′ − x〉
‖x′ − x‖ ≥ 0

}
,

and the basic (known as limiting or Morduhovich) subdifferential of h at x is defined as

∂h(x) :=
{
v ∈ X | ∃xk → x with h(xk) → h(x) and vk → v with vk ∈ ∂̂h(xk)

}
.

By Definition 2.1, ∂̂h(x) ⊂ ∂h(x), ∂̂h(x) is a closed convex set, and ∂h(x) is closed
but generally nonconvex. When h is convex, ∂̂h(x) = ∂h(x), and they reduce to the
subdifferential in the sense of convex analysis. Next we recall the subderivative of h.

Definition 2.2 (see [23, Definition 7.20]) Consider a function h : X → R and a point
x ∈ domh. The subderivative function dh(x) : X → [−∞,∞] of h at x is defined as

dh(x)(w) := lim inf
τ↓0,w′→w

=
h(x+ τw′)− h(x)

τ
for w ∈ X,

and h is said to be (properly) epi-differentiable at x if the first-order quotient function

∆τh(x)(·) := h(x+τ ·)−h(x)
τ epi-converges to the (proper) function dh(x) as τ ↓ 0.

When h : X → R is directionally differentiable, dh(x) ≤ h′(x; ·), and the inequality
becomes an equality if h is strictly continuous at x. With the subderivative function, we
introduce the critical cone to h at a point (x, v) with v ∈ ∂h(x):

Ch(x, v) :=
{
w ∈ X | dh(x)(w) = 〈v,w〉

}
.

Next we recall the second subderivative of an extended real-valued function.
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Definition 2.3 (see [23, Definition 13.3]) Given a function h : X → R, a point x ∈
domh and a vector v ∈ X. The second subderivative of h at x for v and w is defined as

d2h(x|v)(w) := lim inf
τ↓0

w′→w

h(x+τw′)− h(x)− τ〈v,w′〉
τ2/2

,

and h is said to be (properly) twice epi-differentiable at x for v if the second-order quotient

∆2
τh(x|v)(·) := h(x+τ ·)−h(x)−τ〈v,·〉

τ2/2 epi-converges to the (proper) function d2h(x|v) as τ ↓ 0.

From [23, Proposition 13.5], d2h(x|v) is lsc and positively homogeneous of degree 2,
and dom d2h(x|v) ⊂ {w ∈ X | dh(x) ≤ 〈v,w〉}, and moreover, the properness of d2h(x|v)
implies that v ∈ ∂̂h(x) and dom d2h(x|v) ⊂ Ch(x, v).

2.1 Tilt stability of a class of composite problems

We first recall the formal definition of tilt-stable local minimum from the work [22].

Definition 2.4 For a proper lsc h : X → R, a point x ∈ domh is called a tilt-stable local
minimum of problem minx∈X h(x) if there exists δ > 0 such that the solution mapping

Mδ(v) := argmin
x∈B(x,δ)

{
h(x)− h(x)− 〈v, x− x〉

}

is single-valued and Lipschitz continuous on some neighborhood of v=0 with Mδ(0)={x}.

As mentioned in the introduction, Nghia [20] recently used the second subderivative
to provide a characterization for the tilt stability of the minimizer of a proper lsc convex
h. Here, we extend the characterization of [20] to a class of composite optimization

min
x∈X

h(x) := ϑ(x) + g(x) (3)

where ϑ : X → R is a twice continuously differentiable function, and g : X → R is a
proper lsc convex function. Obviously, h is prox-regular and subdifferential continuous,
and model (3) covers the case that g is weakly convex. From the twice continuous
differentiablity of ϑ and [23, Exercise 13.18], the second subderivative of h at x for v and
w has the following form

d2h(x|v)(w) = 〈∇2ϑ(x)(w), w〉 + d2g(x| v−∇ϑ(x))(w),∀ w ∈ X. (4)

Proposition 2.1 Suppose that x is a local minimizer of h with ∇2ϑ(x) � 0 on an open
neighborhood N of x. Then, x is a tilt-stable solution of (3) iff there exist ℓ > 0 and an
open neighborhood U × V of (x, 0) such that for all (x, v) ∈ gph ∂h ∩ [U × V] and w ∈ X

d2h(x|v)(w) ≥ ℓ‖w‖2. (5)
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Proof: ⇐=. Suppose that (5) holds for some ℓ > 0 and neighborhood U × V of (x, 0).
Fix any w ∈ X. Pick any z ∈ D∂h(x|v)(w) with (x, v) ∈ gph ∂h ∩ [(U ∩ N )× V], where
D∂h(x|v)(·) is known as the subgradient graphical derivative, see [23, Definition 8.33].
Clearly, z−∇2ϑ(x)(w)∈D∂g(x| v−∇ϑ(x))(w). By invoking [20, Lemma 2.4], it follows

〈z −∇2ϑ(x)(w), w〉 ≥ 1

2
d2g(x| v−∇ϑ(x))(w),

which along with the positive semidefinitness of ∇2ϑ(x) and (4) implies that

〈z, w〉 ≥ 〈∇2ϑ(x)(w), w〉 + 1

2
d2g(x| v−∇ϑ(x))(w)

≥ 1

2

[
〈∇2ϑ(x)(w), w〉 + d2g(x| v−∇ϑ(x))(w)

]

=
1

2
d2h(x|v)(w) ≥ 1

2
ℓ‖w‖2.

That is, 〈z, w〉 ≥ 1
2ℓ‖w‖2 when z ∈ D∂h(x|v)(w) with (x, v) ∈ gph ∂h ∩ [(U ∩ N ) × V].

By invoking [4, Theorem 3.3], x is a tilt-stable solution of problem (3).
=⇒. Suppose that x is a tilt-stable solution of (3). By [8, Theorem 3.3], there exist ℓ′ > 0
and an open neighborhood U × V of (x, 0) such that for any (z, v) ∈ gph ∂h ∩ [U × V]
and any x ∈ U ,

h(x)− h(z)− 〈v, x − z〉 ≥ (ℓ′/2)‖x − z‖2.
This means that any z with (z, v) ∈ gph ∂h ∩ [U × V] is a strong local minimizer of
h(·) − 〈v, ·〉 by [8, Definition 1.1]. So, by Definition 2.3, inequality (5) holds for all
(x, v)∈gph ∂h ∩ [U × V] and w ∈ X. ✷

Proposition 2.2 Let x is a local minimizer of h with ∇2ϑ(x) � 0 on an open neighbor-
hood N of x. Then, x is a tilt-stable solution of (3) iff Ker∇2ϑ(x) ∩W = {0} where

W =
{
w ∈ X | ∃(xk, yk) ∈ gph∂g and wk ∈ X with lim

k→∞
d2g(xk|yk)(wk) = 0

and (xk, yk, wk) → (x,−∇ϑ(x), w)
}
.

Proof: ⇐=. Suppose on the contrary that x is not a tilt-stable solution (3). By Propo-
sition 2.1, there exist sequences (xk, vk)∈gph∂h with xk ∈N and wk ∈X with ‖wk‖=1
such that (xk, vk) → (x, 0) and d2h(xk|vk)(wk) < 1

k‖wk‖2. So, from (4), it follows

〈wk,∇2ϑ2(xk)wk〉+ d2g(xk|yk)(wk) <
1

k
‖wk‖2, with yk := vk −∇ϑ(xk). (6)

Obviously, yk → −∇ϑ(x). Since ‖wk‖ = 1, if necessary by taking a subsequence, we
assume that lim

k→∞
wk = w. Note that d2g(xk|yk)(wk) ≥ 0 by the convexity of g, the

inequality (6) implies that 〈wk,∇2ϑ2(xk)wk〉 < 1
k‖wk‖2. Taking the limit k → ∞ leads

to 〈w,∇2ϑ(x)w〉 ≤ 0. This along with ∇2ϑ(x) � 0 implies that w ∈ Ker∇2ϑ(x). On
the other hand, notice ∇2ϑ(xk) � 0 since xk ∈ N , so the inequality (6) implies that
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d2g(xk|yk)(wk) < 1
k‖wk‖2. Taking the limit k → ∞ leads to lim

k→∞
d2g(xk|yk)(wk) ≤ 0.

This along with d2g(xk|yk)(wk) ≥ 0 imples that lim
k→∞

d2g(xk|yk)(wk) = 0. Notice that

(xk, yk) ∈ gph∂g since (xk, vk) ∈ gph∂h and (xk, yk, wk) → (x,−∇ϑ(x), w), we know
w∈W, which together with w ∈ Ker∇2ϑ(x) and the assumption Ker∇2ϑ(x) ∩W = {0}
yields a contradiction to ‖w‖ = 1, then x is a tilt-stable solution of (3).

⇐=. Let x is a tilt-stable solution of (3). Pick any w ∈ Ker∇2ϑ(x) ∩ W. Since
w∈W, there exist sequences (xk, yk)∈gph∂g with xk∈N and wk∈X such that

lim
k→∞

d2g(xk|yk)(wk) = 0 and (xk, yk, wk) → (x,−∇ϑ(x), w). (7)

Denote vk := yk +∇ϑ(xk). Then vk → 0 and (xk, vk) ∈ gph∂h. By the tilt-stability of
x, Proposition 2.1 and (4), there is ℓ > 0 such that for all k large enough,

ℓ‖wk‖2 ≤ d2g(xk|yk)(wk) + 〈wk,∇kϑ(xk)wk).

Together with (7) and the fact w ∈ Ker∇2ϑ(x), passing the limit k → ∞ leads to
ℓ‖w‖2 ≤ 〈w,∇2ϑ(x)w〉 = 0 which implies that w = 0. The desired result is obtained. ✷

2.2 Twice epi-differentiability of Φκ

For a given Z ∈S
p, let µ1(Z) > · · · > µς(Z) denote the distinct eigenvalues of Z and

θl(Z) :=
{
i ∈ [p] | λi(Z) = µl(Z)

}
for each l ∈ [ς], (8)

where li(Z) denotes the number of eigenvalues that rank before λi(Z) and are equal to
λi(Z) (including λi(Z)), i.e., the eigenvalues of Z take the following form

λ1(Z) ≥ · · · ≥ λi−li(Z)(Z) > λi−li(Z)+1(Z) = · · · = λi(Z) ≥ · · · ≥ λp(Z).

The following lemma characterizes the subdifferential of Φκ and its second subderivative,
whose proofs can be found in [21, Theorem 3.5] and [25, Theorem 2.5], respectively.

Lemma 2.1 Fix any Z ∈ S
p with ς distinct eigenvalues. Pick any Q ∈ O

p(Z). For each
l ∈ [ς], let θl = θl(Z) with θl(Z) defined by (8). Let r ∈ [ς] be such that κ ∈ θr. Then,

(i) the subdifferential of Φκ at Z takes the following form

∂Φκ(Z) =
r−1∑

l=1

QθlQ
⊤
θl
+
{
QθrDiag(ξ)Q⊤

θr | ξ ∈ Ωr

}
,

where Ωr :=
{
z ∈ R

|θr| | 0 ≤ zi ≤ 1 for each i ∈ [|θr|] and
∑|θr|

i=1 zi = lκ(Z)
}
.

(ii) The function Φκ is semi-differentiable at Z, and for any H ∈ S
p,

dΦk(Z)(H) = Φ′
κ(Z;H) =

r−1∑

l=1

tr(Q⊤
θl
HQθl) + Φlκ(Z)(Q

⊤
θrHQθr).
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(iii) Φκ is properly twice epi-differentiable at Z, and for any S ∈ ∂Φκ(Z), if a matrix
H ∈ S

p is such that Φlκ(Z)(Q
⊤
θr
HQθr) = 〈S̃,H〉 with S̃ := S −∑r−1

l=1 QθlQ
⊤
θl
, then

d2Φκ(Z|S)(H) = 2

r−1∑

l=1

tr(Q⊤
θl
H(µl(Z)Ip − Z)†HQθl) + 2〈S̃,H(µr(Z)Ip−Z)†H〉.

3 Characterization of second subderivative of Ψκ

Recall that Ψκ is the composition of Φκ and the mapping B in (2). We use the chain rule
in [17, Theorem 5.4] to characterize the second subderivative of Ψκ. Before doing this,
we introduce some notation for the subsequent analysis. For any X ∈ R

n×m, define

a(X) :=
{
i ∈ [n] | σi(X) > 0

}
, b(X) :=

{
i ∈ [n] | σi(X)= 0

}
and c :={n+1, . . . ,m}. (9)

Let ν1(X) > · · · > νs(X)(X) be the nonzero distinct singular values of X, and write

al(X) := {i ∈ [n] | σi(X) = νl(X)} ∀ l ∈ [s(X)] and as(X)+1(X) := b(X). (10)

For any (U, V ) ∈ O
n,m(X), with a = a(X), b = b(X), let U↑

a := UaI
↑
|a|, V

↑
a := VaI

↑
|a|,

P :=
1√
2

[
Ua Ub 0 Ub U↑

a

Va Vb

√
2Vc −Vb −V ↑

a

]
and P0 :=

1√
2

[
Ub 0 Ub

Vb

√
2Vc −Vb

]
. (11)

It is easy to check that P ∈ O
n+m. Also, from [12, Theorem 7.3.7], it follows that

P⊤B(X)P =



Diag(σ(X)) 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 −Diag(I↑nσ(X))


 .

Note that Ψκ(X) = hκ(σ(X)) with hκ(x) =
∑κ

i=1 |x|
↓
i for x ∈ R

n. Clearly, hκ is
absolutely symmetric, i.e., hκ(Qx) = hκ(x) for any n× n signed permutation matrix Q.
By invoking [14, Corollary 2.5], Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X) if and only if σ(Γ) ∈ ∂hκ(σ(X)) and there
exists (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X) ∩O
n,m(Γ), i.e., a simulatenous ordered SVD of the form

X= U
[
Diag(σ(X)) 0

]
V ⊤ and Γ= U

[
Diag(σ(Γ)) 0

]
V ⊤. (12)

Together with [26, Lemma 2.3], we have the following characterization for the subdiffer-
ential of Ψκ at a point X ∈ R

n×m, which was also given in [7, Lemma 3].

Lemma 3.1 Consider any X∈ R
n×m. Let al = al(X) for each l ∈ [s(X)+1] with al(X)

defined by (10), and let r ∈ [s(X)+1] be the integer such that κ ∈ ar. Then, Γ∈ ∂Ψκ(X)
if and only if the following assertions hold:
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(i) when r ∈ [s(X)], there exist integers 0 ≤ κ0 ≤ κ− 1 and κ ≤ κ1 ≤ n such that

σ1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σκ0(X) > σκ0+1(X) = · · · = σκ(X) = · · · = σκ1(X)

> σκ1+1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σn(X) ≥ 0,

σα(Γ) = eα,
∑

i∈βσi(Γ) = κ− κ0 with 0 ≤ σβ(Γ) ≤ eβ , σγ(Γ) = 0,

where α :=[κ0], β :={κ0+1, . . . , κ1} = ar, γ := {κ1+1, . . . , n} =
⋃s(X)+1

l=r+1 al;

(ii) when r = s(X)+1, there exists an integer κ0 with 0 ≤ κ0 ≤ κ− 1 such that

σ1(X) ≥ . . . ≥ σκ0(X) > σκ0+1(X) = · · · = σκ(X) = · · · = σn(X) = 0,

σα(Γ) = eα and
∑

i∈βσi(Γ) ≤ κ− κ0 with 0 ≤ σβ(Γ) ≤ eβ ,

where α := [κ0] =
⋃r

l=1 al and β := {κ0+ 1, . . . , n} = b(X).

Now we introduce the Lagrange multiplier set associated with (X,Γ) for Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X):

Λ(X,Γ) :=
{
M ∈ ∂Φκ(B(X)) | B∗(M) = Γ

}
,

where B∗ : R(m+n)×(m+n) → R
n×m denotes the ajoint of the linear operator B. The

following lemma provides a specific characterization for such a multiplier set.

Lemma 3.2 Fix any X ∈ R
n×m and Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X). Pick any (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X), and
let P and P0 be defined by (11) with such (U, V ) and the index sets a = a(X), b = b(X)
and c from (9). Let al = al(X) for each l ∈ [s(X) + 1] with al(X) defined by (10), and
let r ∈ [s(X)+1] be the integer such that κ ∈ ar. Then, M ∈ Λ(X,Γ) if and only if

M =

(
M11 Γ/2
Γ⊤/2 M22

)
for M11 ∈ S

n and M22 ∈ S
m and there exists ξ ∈ Ωr such that

M −∑r−1
l=1PalP

⊤
al

=

{
ParDiag(ξ)P⊤

ar if r ∈ [s(X)],
P0Diag(ξ)P⊤

0 if r = s(X)+1,
(13)

where Ωr is the same as in Lemma 2.1. When r ∈ [s(X)], equality (13) is equivalent to





UarDiag(ξ)U⊤
ar = 2M11 −

∑r−1
l=1 UalU

⊤
al
,

VarDiag(ξ)V ⊤
ar = 2M22 −

∑r−1
l=1 ValV

⊤
al

,

UarDiag(ξ)V ⊤
ar = Γ−∑r−1

l=1 UalV
⊤
al

;

when r = s(X)+1, by writing ξ := (ξ1; ξ2; ξ3) with ξ1, ξ3 ∈ R
|b| and ξ2 ∈ R

|c|, the above
equality (13) can equivalently be written as





UbDiag(ξ1 + ξ3)U
⊤
b = 2M11 −

∑r−1
l=1 UalU

⊤
al
,

VbDiag(ξ1 + ξ3)V
⊤
b + 2VcDiag(ξ2)V

⊤
c = 2M22 −

∑r−1
l=1 ValV

⊤
al

,

UbDiag(ξ1 − ξ3)V
⊤
b = Γ−∑r−1

l=1 UalV
⊤
al

.
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Proof: By the definition of the linear mapping B, its adjoint B∗ : Sn+m → R
n×m has the

form B∗(M) = 2M12 for M =

(
M11 M12

M⊤
12 M22

)
with M11 ∈ S

n,M22 ∈ S
m and M12 ∈ R

n×m.

Together with the defintion of Λ(X,Γ), M ∈ Λ(X,Γ) if and only if M ∈ ∂Φκ(B(X)) with

M =

(
M11 Γ/2

(Γ/2)⊤ M22

)
for M11∈S

n and M22 ∈ S
m. By Lemma 2.1 (i), M ∈ ∂Φκ(B(X))

iff there exists ξ ∈ Ωr such that (13) holds. The first part then follows. The second part
is immediate by using equality (13) and the expressions of P and P0 in (11). ✷

We are ready to provide a compact expression of the second subderivative of Ψκ.

Proposition 3.1 Fix any X ∈ R
n×m and Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X). Pick any (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X),
and let P be defined by (11) with such (U, V ) and the index sets a = a(X), b = b(X)
and c from (9). Let al = al(X) for each l ∈ [s(X) + 1] with al(X) defined by (10),
and let r ∈ [s(X)+1] be the integer such that κ ∈ ar. Then, Ψκ is properly twice
epi-differentiable at X for Γ with domd2Ψκ(X|Γ) = CΨκ(X,Γ), and moreover, for any
G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ), when r ∈ [s(X)],

d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) =
r−1∑

l=1

tr
(
Ξal(X,G)

)
+
〈
U⊤
ar

(
Γ−

r−1∑

l=1

UalV
⊤
al

)
Var ,Ξar(X,G)

〉
,

and when r = s(X) + 1,

d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) =

r−1∑

l=1

tr
(
Ξal(X,G)

)
− 2
〈
Γ−

r−1∑

l=1

UalV
⊤
al

, GVaΣ
−1
a U⊤

a G
〉
,

where, for each l ∈ [s(X)], Ξal(X,G) := 2P⊤
al
B(G)(νl(X)In+m−B(X))†B(G)Pal .

Proof: From [17, Example 4.7(b)], the function Φκ is parabolically regular at any Z ∈
S
m+n for each W ∈ ∂Φκ(Z) and is parabolically epi-differentiable at Z for any H ∈ S

m+n.
Since Φk is a Lipschitz continous and convex function, domΦk = S

m+n, the assumption
of the metric subregularity constraint qualification is satisfied automatically. From [17,
Theorem 5.4] with g = Φκ and F (·) = B(·), the twice epi-differentiable at X for Γ can be
deduced. Moreover, domd2Ψκ(X|Γ) = CΨκ(X,Γ). Thus, the rest only needs to establish
the expression of d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) for G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ). Pick any G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ). Again,
using [17, Theorem 5.4] with g = Φκ, F (·) = B(·) leads to

d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G)= max
M ′∈Λ(X,Γ)

d2Φκ(Z|M ′)(B(G)) with Z = B(X). (16)

Let M ∈ Λ(X,Γ) be an optimal solution of the maximum problem in (16). Then,

d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) = d2Φκ(Z|M)(B(G)). (17)

Case 1: r ∈ [s(X)]. As M ∈ Λ(X|Γ), by Lemma 3.2, there exists ξ ∈ Ωr such that

ParDiag(ξ)P⊤
ar = M −

r−1∑

l=1

PalP
⊤
al

and Γ−
r−1∑

l=1

UalV
⊤
al

= UarDiag(ξ)V ⊤
ar . (18)
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From 〈Γ, G〉 = dΨκ(X)(G) and the second equality in (18), it follows that

〈 r−1∑

l=1

UalV
⊤
al

+ UarDiag(ξ)V ⊤
ar , G

〉
=〈Γ, G〉=dΨκ(X)(G)=dΦκ(B(X))(B(G))

=

r−1∑

l=1

tr(P⊤
al
B(G)Pal)+Φlκ(Z)(P

⊤
ar B(G)Par ), (19)

where the third equality is obtained by using [17, Proposition 4.3] and the last one is due
to Lemma 2.1 (ii). By the expression of P in (11), 〈∑r−1

l=1 UalV
⊤
al

, G〉 =∑r−1
l=1 tr(P⊤

al
B(G)Pal)

and 〈UarDiag(ξ)V ⊤
ar , G〉 = 〈ParDiag(ξ)P⊤

ar ,B(G)〉. Then equation (19) is equivalent to

Φlk(Z)(P
⊤
ar B(G)Par ) = 〈ParDiag(ξ)P⊤

ar ,B(G)〉.

By the first equality of (18), using Lemma 2.1 (iii) with H = B(G), Q = P and S̃ =
ParDiag(ξ)P⊤

ar and noting that µl(Z) for each l ∈ [s(X)] is precisely νl(X) leads to

d2Φκ(Z|M)(B(G)) =

r−1∑

l=1

tr(2P⊤
al
B(G)(νl(X)In+m−B(X))†B(G)Pal)

+ 〈Diag(ξ), 2P⊤
ar B(G)(νr(X)In+m−B(X))†B(G)Par 〉.

Note that Diag(ξ) = U⊤
ar (Γ −∑r−1

l=1 UalV
⊤
al

)Var by the second equality of (18). Together
with the above equality and equation (17) yields the desired result.
Case 2: r = s(X) +1. As M ∈ Λ(X,Γ), by invoking Lemma 3.2, there exists a vector
ξ = (ξ1; ξ2; ξ3) ∈ Ωr with ξ1, ξ3 ∈ R

|b| and ξ2 ∈ R
|c| such that

P0Diag(ξ)P⊤
0 = M −

r−1∑

l=1

PalP
⊤
al

and UbDiag(ξ1−ξ3)V
⊤
b = Γ−

r−1∑

l=1

UalV
⊤
al

. (20)

By using the second equality in (20) and the similar arguments as above, we have

〈 r−1∑

l=1

UalV
⊤
al

+ UbDiag(ξ1−ξ3)V
⊤
b , G

〉
=

r−1∑

l=1

tr(P⊤
al
B(G)Pal)+ Φlκ(Z)(P

⊤
ar B(G)Par ). (21)

By the expressions of P and P0 in equation (11), 〈∑r−1
l=1 UalV

⊤
al

, G〉 =∑r−1
l=1 tr(P⊤

al
B(G)Pal)

and 〈UbDiag(ξ1−ξ3)V ⊤
b , G〉 = 〈P0Diag(ξ)P⊤

0 ,B(G)〉. Then equation (21) is equivalent to

Φlκ(Z)(P
⊤
ar B(G)Par ) = 〈P0Diag(ξ)P⊤

0 ,B(G)〉.

By the first equality in (20), using Lemma 2.1 (iii) with H = B(G), Q = P and S̃ =
P0Diag(ξ)P⊤

0 and noting that µl(Z) for each l ∈ [s(X)+ 1] is precisely νl(X) leads to

d2Φκ(Z|M)(B(G))=

r−1∑

l=1

tr(2P⊤
al
B(G)(νl(X)In+m − B(X))†B(G)Pal)

− 〈Diag(ξ), P⊤
0 B(G)(B(X))†B(G)P0〉.
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Substituting the expression of P0 into the second term on the right hand side, we have

〈Diag(ξ), P⊤
0 B(G)(B(X))†B(G)P0〉

= 〈Diag(ξ1 − ξ3), U
⊤
b GVaΣ

−1
a U⊤

a GVb + V ⊤
b G⊤UaΣ

−1
a V ⊤

a G⊤Ub〉

= 2〈UbDiag(ξ1 − ξ3)V
⊤
b , GVaΣ

−1
a U⊤

a G〉 = 2
〈
Γ−

r−1∑

l=1

UalV
⊤
al

, GVaΣ
−1
a U⊤

a G
〉

where the last equality is due to the second equality in (20). Combining the above two
equations with (17) yields the desired result. The proof is completed. ✷

When X and Γ in Proposition 3.1 have the simultaneous ordered SVD as in (12), i.e.,
(U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X)∩O
n,m(Γ), we have the specific expression of the second subderivative

of Ψκ as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2 Fix any X ∈ R
n×m and Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X). Pick any (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X) ∩
O

n,m(Γ) with V = [V1 Vc] for V1 ∈ O
m×n. Let P be the matrix defined by (11) with such

(U, V ) and a = a(X), b = b(X) and c from (9), let al = al(X) for each l ∈ [s(X) + 1]
with al(X) defined by (10), and let r ∈ [s(X)+1] be the integer such that κ ∈ ar. Let
ζ1(Γ) > · · · > ζq(Γ) be the nonzero distinct entries of the set

{
σi(Γ) | i ∈ ar

}
, and write

βl(Γ):=
{
i ∈ ar |σi(Γ) = ζl(Γ)

}
for l ∈ [q] and β0(Γ):=

{
i ∈ ar |σi(Γ) = 0

}
. (22)

Then, for any G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ), when r ∈ [s(X)], d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) is equal to

r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)−νl′(X)

+

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ))

νl(X)−νr(X)
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F

+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤
GV 1)]βjal′

‖2F
νr(X)−νl′(X)

+

r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)+νl′(X)

+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[T (U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νr(X) + νl′(X)
+

q∑

j=1

ζj(Γ)

νr(X)
‖U⊤

βj
GVc‖2F

+

r−1∑

l=1

‖U⊤
al
GVc‖2F

νl(X)
+

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβ0‖2F
νl(X)−νr(X)

;

when r = s(X)+1, d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) is equal to the following sum

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ))

νl(X)
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F +

r−1∑

l=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)+νl′(X)

+

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβ0‖2F
νl(X)

+

r−1∑

l=1

‖U⊤
al
GVc‖2F

νl(X)
+

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=0

2(1+ζj(Γ))

νl(X)
‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F .
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Proof: Fix any G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ). By the definition of Ξal in Proposition 3.1 and the
expression of P in (11), for each l ∈ [s(X)], we calculate that

Ξal(X,G) = 2[S(U⊤GV1)]
⊤
al
(νl(X)In+m −Diag(σ(X)))†[S(U⊤GV1)]al

+ 2[T (U⊤GV1)]
⊤
al
(νl(X)In+m +Diag(σ(X)))†[T (U⊤GV1)]al

+
1

νl(X)
U⊤
al
GVcV

⊤
c G⊤U⊤

al
,

which implies that

r∑

l=1

tr
(
Ξal(X,G)

)
=

r∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l 6=l′=1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)− νl′(X)

+

r∑

l=1

1

νl(X)
‖U⊤

al
GVc‖2F

+

r∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X) + νl′(X)

. (23)

As (U, V ) ∈ O
n,m(X)∩O

n,m(Γ), we have U⊤
ar

(
Γ−∑r−1

l=1 UalV
⊤
al

)
Var = Diag(σar (Γ)). Then

〈
U⊤
ar

(
Γ−∑r−1

l=1UalV
⊤
al

)
Var ,Ξar(X,G)〉

= 2〈Diag(σar (Γ)), P
⊤
ar B(G)(νr(X)I − B(X))†B(G)Par 〉

=

q∑

j=1

ζj(Γ)tr(2P
⊤
βj
B(G)(νr(X)I − B(X))†B(G)Pβj

)

=

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

r 6=l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νr(X)− νl′(X)
+

q∑

j=1

ζj(Γ)

νr(X)
‖U⊤

βj
GVc‖2F

+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[T (U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νr(X) + νl′(X)
. (24)

By combining (23)-(24) with the equality in Proposition 3.1 for r ∈ [s(X)], we obtain

d2Ψk(X|Γ)(G) =
r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l 6=l′=1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)−νl′(X)

+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

r 6=l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νr(X)−νl′(X)

+
r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X) + νl′(X)

+

q∑

j=1

ζj(Γ)

νr(X)
‖U⊤

βj
GVc‖2F

+

r−1∑

l=1

1

νl(X)
‖U⊤

al
GVc‖2F +

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[T (U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νr(X) + νl′(X)
. (25)
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Observe that the sum of the first two terms on the right hand side is equal to

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alar‖2F
νl(X)− νr(X)

+

r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)− νl′(X)

−
q∑

j=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′‖2F
νl′(X) − νr(X)

+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′‖2F
νr(X)− νl′(X)

=

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=0

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj
‖2F

νl(X) − νr(X)
+

r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X) − νl′(X)

−
q∑

j=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νl′(X)− νr(X)
+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νr(X)− νl′(X)

=

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1− ζj(Γ))‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj
‖2F

νl(X)− νr(X)
+

r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X) − νl′(X)

+

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβ0‖2F
νl(X)− νr(X)

+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

νr(X)− νl′(X)
.

Along with the last four terms on the right hand side of (25), the result for the case
r ∈ [s(X)] holds. Next we focus on the case that r = s(X)+1. From (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X)∩
O

n,m(Γ) and the definition of ζ(Γ), Γ−∑r−1
l=1 UalV

⊤
al

= UbDiag(ζ(Γ))V ⊤
b . Then,

2
〈
Γ−∑r−1

l=1UalV
⊤
al

, GVaΣ
−1
a U⊤

a G
〉
= 2〈UbDiag(ζ(Γ))V ⊤

b , GVaΣ
−1
a U⊤

a G〉
= 〈Diag(ζ(Γ)), U⊤

b GVaΣ
−1
a U⊤

a GVb + V ⊤
b G⊤UaΣ

−1
a V ⊤

a G⊤Ub〉.

Note that in this case β0, . . . , βq is a partition of the index set b, so Ub = [Uβ1 · · · Uβq
Uβ0 ]

and Vb = [Vβ1 · · · Vβq
Vβ0 ]. Then, an elementary calculation yields that

2
〈
Γ−∑r−1

l=1UalV
⊤
al

, GVaΣ
−1
a U⊤

a G
〉

=

q∑

j=0

ζj(Γ)tr(U
⊤
βj
GVaΣ

−1
a U⊤

a GVβj
+ V ⊤

βj
G⊤UaΣ

−1
a V ⊤

a G⊤Uβj
)

=

q∑

j=1

r−1∑

l=1

2ζj(Γ)

νl(X)

〈
[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

, [S(V ⊤
1 G⊤U)]βjal

〉

=

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2ζl′(Γ)

νl(X)

(
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F − ‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alβj
‖2F
)
.
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Together with (23) and the equality of Proposition 3.1 for r=s(X)+1, it holds that

d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) =
r−1∑

l=1

r∑

l 6=l′=1

2‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)−νl′(X)

+
r−1∑

l=1

r∑

l′=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)+νl′(X)

−
r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2ζj(Γ)

νl(X)

(
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F − ‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alβj
‖2F
)

+
r−1∑

l=1

1

νl(X)
‖U⊤

al
GVc‖2F .

For the sum of the first three terms on the right hand side, we calculate that

r−1∑

l=1

2

νl(X)
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alb‖2F +

r−1∑

l=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2

νl(X)+νl′(X)
‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F

+

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alb‖2F
νl(X)

−
r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2ζj(Γ)

νl(X)

(
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F −‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alβj
‖2F
)

=
r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ))

νl(X)
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F +
r−1∑

l=1

2

νl(X)
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβ0‖2F

+
r−1∑

l=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′‖2F
νl(X)+νl′(X)

+
r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=0

2(1+ζj(Γ))

νl(X)
‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F .

Thus, we obtain the desired result. The proof is completed. ✷

As a consequence of Proposition 3.2, we obtain the second subderivatives of the
spectral norm ‖ · ‖ and the nuclear norm ‖ · ‖∗, stated as in Corollaries 3.2 and 3.1.

Corollary 3.1 Fix any X ∈ R
n×m and Γ ∈ ∂‖X‖∗. Pick (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X) ∩O
n,m(Γ)

with V = [V1 Vc] for V1 ∈ O
m×n. Let al = al(X) for each l ∈ [s(X) + 1] with al(X)

defined by (10). Let ζ1(Γ) > . . . > ζq(Γ) be the nonzero distinct entries of the set{
σi(Γ) | i ∈ as(X)+1

}
, and write β0(Γ) :=

{
i ∈ as(X)+1 |σi(Γ) = 0

}
and βl(Γ) :=

{
i ∈

as(X)+1 |σi(Γ) = ζl(Γ)
}

for l ∈ [q]. Then, for any G ∈ C‖·‖∗(X,Γ), when rank(X) = n,

d2‖ · ‖∗(X|Γ)(G) =

s(X)∑

l=1

s(X)∑

l′=1

2[T (U⊤GV1)]alal′ ‖2F
νl(X)+νl′(X)

‖+
s(X)∑

l=1

1

νl(X)
‖U⊤

al
GVc‖2F ;

when rank(X) < n,

d2‖ · ‖∗(X|Γ)(G) =

s(X)∑

l=1

s(X)∑

l′=1

2‖[T (U⊤GV1)]‖2F
νl(X)+νl′(X)

+

s(X)∑

l=1

1

νl(X)
‖U⊤

al
GVc‖2F

+

s(X)∑

l=1

q∑

j=0

[2(1− ζj(Γ))

νl(X)
‖[S(U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F+
2(1+ ζj(Γ))

νl(X)
‖[T (U⊤GV1)]alβj

‖2F
]
.
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Corollary 3.2 Fix any X ∈ R
n×m and Γ ∈ ∂‖X‖. Pick (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X) ∩ O
n,m(Γ)

with V = [V1 Vc] for V1 ∈O
m×n. Let al = al(X) for each l ∈ [s(X)+1] with al(X) defined

by (10). Let ζ1(Γ) > · · · > ζq(Γ) be the nonzero distinct entries of the set
{
σi(Γ) | i ∈ a1

}
,

and write β0(Γ) :=
{
i ∈ a1 |σi(Γ) = 0

}
and βl(Γ) :=

{
i ∈ a1 |σi(Γ) = ζl(Γ)

}
for l ∈ [q].

Then, for any G ∈ C‖·‖(X,Γ),

d2‖ · ‖(X|Γ)(G) =

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=2

2ζj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

ν1(X) − νl′(X)
+

q∑

j=1

ζj(Γ)

ν1(X)
‖U⊤

βj
GVc‖2F

+

q∑

j=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ)‖[T (U⊤GV1)]βjal′
‖2F

ν1(X) + νl′(X)
.

Note that d2Ψκ(X|Γ) is always nonnegative by the convexity of Ψk. Together with
its expression in Proposition 3.2, we have the following conclusion.

Corollary 3.3 Fix any X ∈ R
n×m and Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X). Pick (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X)∩O
n,m(Γ)

with V = [V1 Vc] for V1 ∈ O
m×n. For each l ∈ [s(X)], let al = al(X) with al(X) defined

by (10), and let r ∈ [s(X)+1] be the integer such that κ ∈ ar. Write α :=
⋃r−1

l=1 al, β :=

ar, γ :=
⋃s(X)+1

l=r+1 al and β+ := β\(β1 ∪ β0) with β1 := β1(Γ) and β0 := β0(Γ). Then, for
any G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ), when r ∈ [s(X)], d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) = 0 if and only if





(U⊤GV1)(α∪β1∪β+)(α∪β1∪β+) ∈ S
|α|+|β1|+|β+|, (26a)

(U⊤GV1)β1β0 = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
β0β1

, (U⊤GV1)β+β0 = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
β0β+

, (26b)

(U⊤GV1)αβ+ = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
β+α = 0, (U⊤GV1)αβ0 = (U⊤GV1)

⊤
β0α = 0,

(U⊤GV1)αγ = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
γα = 0, (26c)

(U⊤GV1)β1γ = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
γβ1

= 0, (U⊤GV1)β+γ = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
γβ+

= 0,

(U⊤GV1)αc = 0, (U⊤GV1)β1c = 0, (U⊤GV1)β+c = 0; (26d)

and when r = s(X) + 1, d2Ψκ(X|Γ)(G) = 0 if and only if




(U⊤GV1)αα ∈ S
|α|, (U⊤GV1)αβ1 = (U⊤GV1)

⊤
β1α, (27a)

(U⊤GV1)αc = 0, (U⊤GV1)αβ+ = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
β+α = 0, (27b)

(U⊤GV1)αβ0 = (U⊤GV1)
⊤
β0α = 0. (27c)

4 Characterization of tilt stability for problem (1)

To provide a specific characterization of tilt stability for problem (1), we need the fol-
lowing technical lemma to present the critical cone of Ψκ at any point (X,Γ) ∈ gph ∂Ψκ.

Lemma 4.1 (see [7, Propositon 10]) Consider any X ∈ R
n×m and Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X). Pick

(U, V ) ∈ O
n,m(X)∩On,m(Γ). Let al = al(X) for each l ∈ [s(X)+1] with al(X) defined by

(10), let r ∈ [s(X)+1] be the integer such that κ ∈ ar, and let βl = βl(Γ) for l = 0, 1, . . . , q
with βl(Γ) defined by (22) and β+ :=

⋃q
j=2 βj(Γ). Then the following assertions hold.
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(i) When r ∈ [s(X)], G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ) if and only if there exists ̟ ∈ R such that

λ1

(
S(U⊤

β0
GVβ0)

)
≤ ̟ ≤ λ|β1|

(
S(U⊤

β1
GVβ1)

)
,

S(U⊤
arGVar ) =



S(U⊤

β1
GVβ1) 0 0

0 ̟I|β+| 0

0 0 S(U⊤
β0
GVβ0)


 .

(ii) When r =s(X) + 1 and ‖Γ‖∗< κ, G ∈CΨκ(X,Γ) iff S(U⊤
β1
GVβ1) ∈ S

|β1|
+ and

[U⊤
arGVar U⊤

arGVc] =



S(U⊤

β1
GVβ1) 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


 .

(iii) When r =s(X) + 1 and ‖Γ‖∗= κ, G ∈ CΨκ(X,Γ) iff there is ̟ ∈ R such that

σ1
(
[U⊤

β0
GVβ0 U⊤

β0
GVc]

)
≤ ̟ ≤ λ|β1|

(
S(U⊤

β1
GVβ1)

)
,

[U⊤
arGVar U⊤

arGVc] =



S(U⊤

β1
GVβ1) 0 0 0

0 ̟I|β+| 0 0

0 0 U⊤
β0
GVβ0 U⊤

β0
GVc


 .

Theorem 4.1 Let X be a local optimal solution of problem (1) with Γ := −ν∇f(X).
Suppose that there is a neighborhood N of X such that ∇2f(X) is a positive semidefinite
linear mapping on N . For each l ∈ [s(X)], let al = al(X) with al(X) defined by (10) for
X = X, and let r ∈ [s(X)+1] be the integer such that κ ∈ ar. Write

α :=
⋃r−1

l=1 al, β := ar, γ :=
⋃s(X)+1

l=r+1 al and β+ := β\(β1 ∪ β0)

with β1 :=
{
i ∈ β |σi(Γ) = 1} and β0 :=

{
i ∈ β |σi(Γ) = 0

}
. Then X is a tilt-stable

solution of problem (1) if and only if Ker∇2f(X) ∩Υ = {0} where, if r ∈ [s(X)],

Υ =

{
G∈ R

n×m

∣∣∣∣∃(U, V )∈ O
n,m(X) ∩O

n,m(Γ),D ∈ R
|β0|×|β0|,

(
A B
B⊤ C

)
∈ S

|α|+|β1|,

λ1(S(D)) ≤ ̟ ≤ λ|β1|(S(C)),

(
E11 E12

E21 E22

)
∈ R

(|β0|+|γ|)×(|γ|+|c|),

such that U
⊤
GV =




A B 0 0 0 0
B⊤ C 0 0 0 0
0 0 ̟I|β+| 0 0 0

0 0 0 D E11 E12

0 0 0 0 E21 E22








;
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if r = s(X) + 1 and ‖Γ‖∗ < κ,

Υ =

{
G∈ R

n×m

∣∣∣∣∃(U, V )∈ O
n,m(X) ∩O

n,m(Γ), A ∈ S
|α|, B ∈ R

|α|×|β1|,

C ∈ S
|β1| such that U

⊤
GV =




A B 0 0 0
B⊤ C 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0








;

and if r = s(X) + 1 and ‖Γ‖∗ = κ,

Υ =

{
G∈ R

n×m

∣∣∣∣∃(U, V )∈ O
n,m(X) ∩O

n,m(Γ), A ∈ S
|α|, B ∈ R

|α|×|β1|, C ∈ S
|β1|,

D ∈ R
|β0|×|β0|, σ1([D E]) ≤ ̟ ≤ λ|β1|(S(C)), E ∈ R

|β0|×|c|,

such that U
⊤
GV =




A B 0 0 0
B⊤ C 0 0 0
0 0 ̟I|β+| 0 0

0 0 0 D E








.

Proof: From Proposition 2.2 with taking ϑ = νf , g = Ψκ and X = R
n×m, X is a

tilt-stable solution of (1) if and only if Ker∇2f(X) ∩ G = {0}, where

G =
{
G ∈ R

n×m | ∃(Xk,Γk) ∈ gph∂Ψκ andG
k ∈ R

n×mwith lim
k→∞

d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0

and (Xk,Γk, Gk) → (X,Γ, G)
}
.

Hence, it is sufficient to argue that G = Υ.
Now, take any matrix G ∈ G. Then there exist sequences (Xk,Γk) ∈ gph∂Ψκ and

Gk ∈ R
n×m such that

lim
k→∞

d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0, and (Xk,Γk, Gk) → (X,Γ, G). (28)

From Γk ∈ ∂Ψκ(X
k), the convexity of Ψk and [14, Corollary 2.5], Xk and Γk have

a simultaneous ordered SVD, i.e., there exists (Uk, V k) ∈ O
n,m(Xk) ∩ O

n,m(Γk). Note
that {(Uk, V k)} is bounded, and the multifunction R

n×m ∋ Z ⇒ O
n,m(Z) is outer

semicontinuous in [5, Lemma 2.1]. Then there exist an infinite index set K ⊆ N such
that limK∋k→∞(Uk, V k) = (U, V )∈O

n,m(X) ∩O
n,m(Γ). Then

X = U
[
Diag(σ(X)) 0

]
V

⊤
and Γ = U

[
Diag(σ(Γ)) 0

]
V

⊤

with V = [V 1 Vc] for V 1 ∈ O
m×n. In the following, we argue that G ∈ Υ by three cases.

Case 1: r ∈ [s(X)]. Note that Γ ∈ ∂Ψκ(X). By invoking Lemma 3.1 (i) with (X,Γ) =
(X,Γ), there exist integers κ0 and κ1 with 0 ≤ κ0 ≤ κ− 1 and κ ≤ κ1 ≤ n such that

σ1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σκ0(X) > σκ0+1(X) = · · · = σκ(X) = · · · = σκ1(X)

> σκ1+1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σn(X) ≥ 0,

σα(Γ) = eα,
∑

i∈β σi(Γ) = κ− κ0 with 0 ≤ σβ(Γ) ≤ e|β|, and σγ(Γ) = 0,
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where [κ0] = α, {κ0+1, . . . , κ1} = β and {κ1+1, . . . , n} = γ. Since limK∋k→∞ σ(Xk) =
σ(X), there must exist integers κ0 and κ1 with κ0 ≤ κ0 ≤ κ−1 and κ ≤ κ1 ≤ κ1 and an
infinite index set K̂ ⊂ K such that for all k ∈ K̂,

σ1(X
k) ≥ · · · ≥ σκ0(X

k) > σκ0+1(X
k) = · · ·=σκ(X

k) = · · · = σκ1(X
k)

> σκ1+1(X
k) ≥ · · · ≥ σn(X

k) ≥ 0. (29)

Together with Γk ∈ ∂Ψκ(X
k) and Lemma 3.1 for (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk), for each k ∈ K̂,

σα̂(Γ
k) = e|α̂|,

∑
i∈β̂

σi(Γ
k) = κ− κ0 with 0 ≤ σ

β̂
(Γk) ≤ e

|β̂|
, and σγ̂(Γ

k) = 0 (30)

where α̂ := {1, . . . , κ0}, β̂ :=
{
κ0+1, . . . , κ1

}
and γ̂ := {κ1+1, . . . , n}. Clearly, for all k ∈ K̂,{

i ∈ β |σi(Xk) > σκ(X
k)
}
= {κ0+1, . . . , κ0} := η1,

{
i ∈ β |σi(Xk) = σκ(X

k)
}
= β̂ and{

i ∈ β |σi(Xk) < σκ(X
k)
}
=
{
κ1+1, . . . , κ1

}
:= η3. If necessary by taking an infinite

subset of K̂, for all k ∈ K̂, the sets {i ∈ β̂ |σi(Γk) = 1}, {i ∈ β̂ | 0 < σi(Γ
k) < 1} and

{i ∈ β̂ |σi(Γk) = 0} keep unchanged, and for convenience we always write

β̂1 := {i ∈ β̂ |σi(Γk) = 1}, β̂+ := {i ∈ β̂ | 0 < σi(Γ
k) < 1}, β̂0 := {i ∈ β̂ |σi(Γk) = 0}.

Let β̂1
+ := {i ∈ β̂+ |σi(Γ) = 1}, β̂0

+ := {i ∈ β̂+ |σi(Γ) = 0}, β+ := {i ∈ β̂+ |σi(Γ) ∈ (0, 1)}.
From the definitions of the above index sets, it is not difficult to see that

α̂ = α ∪ η1, γ̂ = γ ∪ η3, β = β1 ∪ β0 ∪ β+ = η1 ∪ β̂ ∪ η3, β̂ = β̂1 ∪ β̂+ ∪ β̂0, (31)

β̂+ = β̂1
+ ∪ β+ ∪ β̂0

+, β1 = η1 ∪ β̂1 ∪ β̂1
+, β0 = β̂0

+ ∪ β̂0 ∪ η3. (32)

By (29), s(Xk) is independent of k ∈ K̂ and so is al(X
k) for each l ∈ [s(Xk)], where

al(X
k) is the index set defined by (10) with X = Xk. Then we write âl = al(X

k) for
each l ∈ [s(Xk)]. Let r ∈ [s(Xk)] be the integer such that κ ∈ âr, and let ζ1(Γ

k) >
· · · > ζq(Γ

k) be the nonzero distinct entries in {σi(Γk) | i ∈ âr}. For each l ∈ {2, . . . , q},
let β̂q := βq(Γ

k) with βq(Γ
k) defined by (22) for Γ = Γk. Clearly, β̂ =

⋃q
j=0 β̂j. From

Proposition 3.2 with (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk), for every k ∈ K̂, d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) equals

r−1∑

l=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′‖2F

νl(Xk)−νl′(Xk)
+

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)−νr(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âl β̂j
‖2F

+

q∑

j=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=r+1

2ζj(Γ
k)‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]β̂j âl′
‖2F

νr(Xk)−νl′(Xk)
+

r−1∑

l=1

‖(Uk
âl
)⊤GkV k

c ‖2F
νl(Xk)

+

q∑

j=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ
k)‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]β̂j âl′
‖2F

νr(Xk) + νl′(Xk)
+

q∑

j=1

ζj(Γ
k)

νr(Xk)
‖(Uk

β̂j
)⊤GkV k

c ‖2F

+

r−1∑

l=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)
+

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlβ̂0

‖2F
νl(Xk)−νr(Xk)

. (33)

18



Together with lim
K̂∋k→∞

d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 by (28), we have the following relations





(U
⊤
GV 1)(α̂∪β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+)(α̂∪β̂1∪β̂1
+∪β+)

∈ S
|α̂|+|β̂1|+|β̂1

+|+|β+|, (34a)

(U
⊤
GV 1)(β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+)(β̂0
+∪β̂0)

= (U
⊤
GV1)

⊤
(β̂0

+∪β̂0)(β̂1∪β̂1
+∪β+)

, (34b)

(U
⊤
GV 1)α̂(β+∪β̂0

+)
= (U

⊤
GV 1)

⊤
(β+∪β̂0

+)α̂
= 0, (34c)

(U
⊤
GV 1)α̂β̂0

= (U
⊤
GV 1)

⊤
β̂0α̂

= 0, (34d)

(U
⊤
GV 1)α̂γ̂ = (U

⊤
GV 1)

⊤
γ̂α̂ = 0, (34e)

(U
⊤
GV 1)(β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+)γ̂
= (U

⊤
GV 1)

⊤
γ̂(β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+)
= 0, (34f)

(U
⊤
GV1)α̂c = 0, (U

⊤
GV1)β̂1c

= 0, (U
⊤
GV1)(β̂1

+∪β+)c
= 0, (34g)

and the detailed arguments are included in Appendix A. In addition, as Gk ∈ CΨκ(X
k,Γk),

according to Lemma 4.1 (i), for each k ∈ K̂ there exists ̟k ∈ R such that

λ1

[
S
(
(Uk

β̂0
)⊤GkV k

β̂0

)]
≤ ̟k ≤ λ

|β̂1|

[
S
(
(Uk

β̂1
)⊤GkV k

β̂1

)]

and

S
(
(Uk

β̂
)⊤GkV k

β̂

)
=



S
(
(Uk

β̂1
)⊤GkV k

β̂1

)
0 0

0 ̟kI|β̂+|
0

0 0 S
(
(Uk

β̂0
)⊤GkV k

β̂0

)


 .

We assume limK̂∋k→∞̟k = ̟ if necessary by taking a subsequence. From the above

equations, it holds that λ1

(
[S(U⊤

GV1)]β̂0β̂0

)
≤ ̟ ≤ λ

|β̂1|

(
[S(U⊤

GV1)]β̂1β̂1

)
and

lim
K̂∋k→∞

S
(
(Uk

β̂
)⊤GkV k

β̂

)
=




[S(U⊤
GV1)]β̂1β̂1

0 0

0 ̟I
|β̂1

+∪β+∪β̂0
+|

0

0 0 [S(U⊤
GV1)]β̂0β̂0


 . (35)

Take A = (U
⊤
GV1)αα, B = (U

⊤
GV1)α(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)
, C = (U

⊤
GV1)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1
+)

, D =
(
̟I

|β̂0
+|

0

0 (U
⊤
GV1)(β̂0∪η3)(β̂0η3)

)
, [E11 E12] =

(
0
|β̂0

+|
0

(U
⊤
GV1)(β̂0∪η3)γ

(U
⊤
GV1)(β̂0∪η3)c

)

and [E21 E22] = [(U
⊤
GV1)γγ (U

⊤
GV1)γc]. Along with (34a)-(34g) and (35), and the

relations α̂ = α ∪ η1, β1 = η1 ∪ β̂1 ∪ β̂1
+, β0 = β̂0

+ ∪ β̂0 ∪ η3 in (31)-(32), we have G ∈ Υ.
Case 2: r = s(X)+1 and ‖Γ‖∗ < κ. By invoking Lemma 3.1 (ii) with (X,Γ) = (X,Γ),
there exist an integer κ0 with 0 ≤ κ0 ≤ κ− 1 such that

σ1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σκ0(X) > σκ0+1(X) = · · · = σκ(X) = · · · = σn(X) = 0, (36)

σα(Γ) = eα and
∑

i∈β σi(Γ) ≤ κ− κ0 with 0 ≤ σβ(Γ) ≤ e|β|. (37)
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where [κ0] = α and {κ0+1, . . . , n} = β. Now there must exist an infinite index set K̃ ⊂ K
such that σκ(X

k) = 0 for each k ∈ K̃. If not, there will exist k ∈ N such that σκ(X
k) > 0

for all K ∋ k > k. By Lemma 3.1 (i) with (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk) for each k ∈ K, we have
‖Γk‖∗ = κ for all K ∋ k > k. On the other hand, from limK∋k→∞ ‖Γk‖∗ = ‖Γ‖∗ < κ,
there exists k̂ ∈ N such that ‖Γk‖∗ < κ for all K ∋ k > k̂. Then, κ = ‖Γk‖∗ < κ for all
K ∋ k > max{k, k̂}, which is impossible. Since limK̃∋k→∞ σ(Xk) = σ(X), there is an

integer κ0 with κ0 ≤ κ0 ≤ κ−1 and an infinite index set K̂ ⊆ K̃ such that for all k ∈ K̂,

σ1(X
k) ≥ · · · ≥ σκ0(X

k) > σκ0+1(X
k) = · · · = σκ(X

k) = · · · = σn(X
k) = 0, (38)

σα̂(Γ
k) = e|α̂| and

∑
i∈β̂

σi(Γ
k) ≤ κ− κ0 with 0 ≤ σ

β̂
(Γk) ≤ e

|β̂|
, (39)

where α̂ := [κ0] and β̂ := {κ0+ 1, . . . , n}. Then, following the same arguments as those
for Case 1, the relations in (31)-(32) still hold with γ̂ = ∅, i.e.,

α̂ = α ∪ η1, β = β1 ∪ β0 ∪ β+ = η1 ∪ β̂, β̂ = β̂1 ∪ β̂+ ∪ β̂0, (40)

β̂+ = β̂1
+ ∪ β+ ∪ β̂0

+, β1 = η1 ∪ β̂1 ∪ β̂1
+, β0 = β̂0

+ ∪ β̂0. (41)

By (38), s(Xk) is independent of k ∈ K̂ and so is al(X
k) for each l ∈ [s(Xk)], where

al(X
k) is the index set defined by (10) with X = Xk. Hence, for each l ∈ [s(Xk)], we

write âl := al(X
k). By (38), κ ∈ âs(Xk)+1, and we let r := s(Xk)+1. Let ζ1(Γ

k) > · · · >
ζq(Γ

k) be the nonzero distinct entries of the set {σi(Γk) | i ∈ âr}. For each l ∈ {2, . . . , q},
let β̂q := βq(Γ

k) with βq(Γ
k) defined by (22) for Γ = Γk.

Now passing the limit K̂ ∋ k → ∞, we have lim
K̂∋k→∞

d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 by

(28). By using Proposition 3.2 with (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk), for every k ∈ K̂, d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk)

equals

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F +

r−1∑

l=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)

+

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl β̂0

‖2F
νl(Xk)

+

r−1∑

l=1

‖(Uk)⊤âlG
kV k

c ‖2F
νl(Xk)

(42)

+

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=0

2(1+ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)
‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F .

Together with the limit lim
K̂∋k→∞

d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0, we have the following relations





(U
⊤
GV 1)α̂α̂ ∈ S

|α|, (U
⊤
GV 1)α̂(β̂1∪β̂1

+)
= (U

⊤
GV 1)

⊤
(β̂1∪β̂1

+)α̂
, (43a)

(U
⊤
GV1)α̂c = 0, (U

⊤
GV1)α̂(β+∪β̂0

+)
= (U

⊤
GV1)

⊤
(β+∪β̂0

+)α̂
= 0, (43b)

(U
⊤
GV1)α̂β̂0

= (U
⊤
GV1)

⊤
β̂0α̂

= 0, (43c)
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whose proof is included in Appendix B. In addition, as ‖Γk‖∗ < κ and Gk ∈ C‖·‖(k)(Xk,Γk),

according to Lemma 4.1 (ii), for each k ∈ K̂, we have S((Uk
β̂1
)⊤GkV k

β̂1
) ∈ S

|β̂1|
+ and

[(Uk
β̂
)⊤GkV k

β̂
(Uk

β̂
)⊤GkV k

c ] =



S((Uk

β̂1
)⊤GkV k

β̂1
) 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


 .

Passing the limit K̂ ∋ k → ∞ yields that S(U⊤
β̂1
GV

β̂1
) ∈ S

|β̂1|
+ and

lim
K̂∋k→∞

[(Uk
β̂
)⊤GkV k

β̂
(Uk

β̂
)⊤GkV k

c ] =



[S(U⊤

GV1)]β̂1β̂1
0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


 . (44)

Take A = (U
⊤
GV1)αα, B = (U

⊤
GV1)α(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)
, C = (U

⊤
GV1)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1
+)

. To-

gether with equations (43a)-(43c) and (44), and the relations α̂ = α∪η1, β1 = η1∪ β̂∪ β̂1
+

and β0 = β̂0
+ ∪ β̂0 in (40)-(41), we conclude that G ∈ Υ.

Case 3: r = s(X)+1 and ‖Γ‖∗= κ. By Lemma 3.1 (ii) with (X,Γ) = (X,Γ), there exist
an integer κ0 with 0 ≤ κ0 ≤ κ−1 such that (36)-(37) hold. We consider two subcases.
Subcase 3.1: there is an infinite index set K1 such that σκ(X

k) > 0 for all k ∈
K1. Note that equations (29)-(30) and the discussions after them with γ = ∅ are applica-
ble to this case. By combining equation (33) with limK̂∋k→∞ d2Ψκ(X

k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 leads

to equations (34a)-(34g) and (35). Construct A = (U
⊤
GV1)αα, B = (U

⊤
GV1)α(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)
,

C = (U
⊤
GV1)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1
+)

, D =

(
̟I

|β̂0
+|

0

0 (U
⊤
GV1)(β̂0∪η3)(β̂0∪η3)

)
, and E =

(
0

(U
⊤
GV1)(β̂0∪η3)c

)
. Together with equations (34a)-(34g) and (35), and the relations

α̂ = α ∪ η1, β1 = η1 ∪ β̂1 ∪ β̂1
+, β0 = β̂0

+ ∪ β̂0 ∪ η3 in (31)-(32), we have G ∈ Υ.

Subcase 3.2: there is an infinite index set K̂ ⊂ K such that σκ(X
k) = 0 for all

k ∈ K̂. Note that equations (38)-(39) and the analysis after them are applicable to this
case. By combining equation (42) with lim

K̂∋k→∞
d2Ψκ(X

k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 leads to





(U
⊤
GV 1)α̂α̂ ∈ S

|α|, (U
⊤
GV 1)α̂(β̂1∪β̂1

+)
= (U

⊤
GV 1)

⊤
(β̂1∪β̂1

+)α̂
, (45a)

(U
⊤
GV1)α̂c = 0, (U

⊤
GV1)α̂(β+∪β̂0

+)
= (U

⊤
GV1)

⊤
(β+∪β̂0

+)α̂
= 0, (45b)

(U
⊤
GV1)α̂β̂0

= (U
⊤
GV1)

⊤
β̂0α̂

= 0. (45c)

Take A = (U
⊤
GV1)αα, B = (U

⊤
GV1)α(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)
, C = (U

⊤
GV1)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)(η1∪β̂1∪β̂1
+)

, D =

0 and E = 0, Along with equations (43a)-(43c) and (44), and the relations α̂ = α ∪ η1,
β1 = η1 ∪ β̂ ∪ β̂1

+ and β0 = β̂0
+ ∪ β̂0 in (40)-(41), we conclude that G ∈ Υ.

21



In the following we argue Υ ⊆ G. Pick any G ∈ Υ. We shall prove that G ∈ G by
the following three cases.
Case 1: r ∈ [s(X)]. From G ∈ Υ, there exist (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X)∩O
n,m(Γ), A ∈ S

|α|, B ∈
R
|α|×|β1|, C ∈ S

|β1|,D ∈ R
|β0|×|β0|,

(
E11 E12

E21 E22

)
∈ R

(|β0|+|γ|)×(|γ|+|c|) and ̟ ∈ R such that

λ1(S(D)) ≤ ̟ ≤ λ|β1|(S(C)) and U⊤GV =




A B 0 0 0 0
B⊤ C 0 0 0 0
0 0 ̟I|β+| 0 0 0

0 0 0 D E11 E12

0 0 0 0 E21 E22




. (46)

We construct the sequence {(Xk,Γk, Gk)}k∈N with Γk := Γ, Gk := G and

Xk = X + U



0α 0 0
0 1

k I|β1| 0

0 0 0


V ⊤ ∀k ∈ N.

Since the set
{
i ∈ β |σi(Xk) = σκ(X

k)} is independent of k, we denote it by β̂. Write

β̂1 := {i ∈ β̂ |σi(Γk) = 1}, β̂+ := {i ∈ β̂ | 0 < σi(Γ
k) < 1} and β̂0 := {i ∈ β̂ |σi(Γk) = 0}.

By Lemma 3.1, for all sufficiently large k, Γk ∈ ∂Ψκ(X
k), i.e, (Xk,Γk) ∈ gph∂Ψκ.

Let r be the integer such that κ ∈ âr := ar(X
k). We claim that for all sufficiently

large k, Gk ∈ CΨκ(X
k,Γk). Indeed, when κ /∈ β1, we have β̂1 = ∅, β̂+ = β+ and

β̂0 = β0, which along with Gk = G and (46) implies that S(U⊤
âr
GkV̂ar ) =

[
̟I|β+| 0

0 D

]
.

Thus, by Lemma 4.1 (i) with (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk), the claimed inclusion holds. When
κ ∈ β1, we have β̂+ = ∅ = β̂0, which along with β̂ = β̂1 = β1 and (46) implies that
S(U⊤

âr
GkV̂ar ) = C ∈ S

|β1|. Then, by Lemma 4.1 (i) with (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk), the claimed
inclusion also holds. By comparing (46) with Corollary 3.3, it is not hard to obtain that
d2Ψκ(X

k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 for all sufficiently large k. So, along with (Xk,Γk, Gk) → (X,Γ, G)
and (Xk,Γk) ∈ gph∂Ψκ, we can deduce that G ∈ G.
Case 2: r = s(X) + 1 and ‖Γ‖∗ < κ. From G ∈ Υ, there exist (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X) ∩
O

n,m(Γ), A ∈ S
|α|, B ∈ R

|α|×|β1|, C ∈ S
|β1| such that

U⊤GV =




A B 0 0 0
B⊤ C 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0


 . (47)

Let {(Xk,Γk, Gk)}k∈N be the sequence constructed in the same way as in Case 1, and
let β̂1, β̂+ and β̂0 be the index sets defined as in Case 1. Let r be the integer such that
κ ∈ âr := ar(X

k). We claim that for all sufficiently large k, Gk ∈ CΨκ(X
k,Γk). Indeed,

when κ /∈ β1, we have β̂1 = ∅, β̂+ = β+ and β̂0 = β0, which along with Gk = G and (47)
implies that S(U⊤

âr
GkV̂ar ) = 0; when κ ∈ β1, we have β̂+ = ∅ = β̂0, which along with
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β̂ = β̂1 = β1 and (47) implies that S(U⊤
âr
GkV̂ar) = C ∈ S

|β1|. Thus, by Lemma 4.1 (i)

with (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk), the claimed inclusion holds. By comparing (47) with Corollary
3.3, it is easy to obtain that d2Ψκ(X

k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 for all sufficiently large k. Then,
following the same arguments as those for Case 1 leads to G ∈ G.
Case 3: r = s(X)+1 and ‖Γ‖∗ = κ. From G ∈ Υ, there exist (U, V ) ∈ O

n,m(X) ∩
O

n,m(Γ), A ∈ S
|α|, B∈R

|α|×|β1|, C ∈ S
|β1|,D ∈R

|β0|×|β0|, E ∈R
|β0|×|c|,̟ ∈ R such that

̟ ≥ σ1([D E]) and U⊤GV =




A B 0 0 0
B⊤ C 0 0 0
0 0 ̟I|β+| 0 0

0 0 0 D E


 . (48)

Let {(Xk,Γk, Gk)}k∈N be the sequence constructed in the same way as in Case 1, and
let β̂1, β̂+ and β̂0 be the index sets defined as in Case 1. Let r be the integer such that
κ ∈ âr := ar(X

k). We claim that for all sufficiently large k, Gk ∈ CΨκ(X
k,Γk). Indeed,

when κ /∈ β1, we have β̂1 = ∅, β̂+ = β+ and β̂0 = β0, which along with Gk = G and

(48) implies that S(U⊤
âr
GkV̂ar) =

[
̟I|β+| 0

0 D

]
; when κ ∈ β1, we have β̂+ = ∅ = β̂0,

which along with β̂ = β̂1 = β1 and (48) implies that S(U⊤
âr
GkV̂ar) = C ∈ S

|β1|. Thus,

by Lemma 4.1 (i) with (X,Γ) = (Xk,Γk), the claimed inclusion holds. By comparing
(48) with Corollary 3.3, it is easy to obtain that d2Ψκ(X

k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 for all sufficiently
large k. Then, following the same arguments as those for Case 1 results in G ∈ G. ✷

As a byproduct of Theorem 4.1, we get the sufficient and necessary condition for the
tilt-stability of the nuclear norm regularized problem established in [20, Theorem 4.6].

Corollary 4.1 Let X be a local optimal solution of problem (1) with κ = n, and write
Γ:= −ν∇f(X). If there is a neighborhood N of X such that ∇2f(X) is positive semidef-
inite on N , then X is a tilt-stable solution of (1) if and only if

Ker∇2f(X) ∩Υ = {0},

where Υ :=

{
U

(
Z 0
0 0

)
V

⊤ | (U, V ) ∈ O
n,m(X) ∩O

n,m(Γ), Z ∈ S
|α∪β1|

}
.

Proof: If σn(X) > 0, then ‖Γ‖∗ = n, so that α = [n] and β1 = β, β+ = β0 = γ = ∅. The
desired result follows by the first part of Theorem 4.1. If σn(X) = 0 and ‖Γ‖∗ < n, then
γ = ∅. Consequently, the desired result follows from the second part of Theorem 4.1. If
σn(X) = 0 and ‖Γ‖∗ = n, then β+ = β0 = ∅ since Γ ∈ ∂‖X‖∗. Hence, α ∪ β1 = [n],
Consequently, the desired result follows from the last part of Theorem 4.1. ✷

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we obtain necessary and sufficient conditions of tilt stability for the model
(3). In contrast to [20], our work establishes the equivalent characterization of tilt sta-
bility by using the second subderivative of g, without the second-order growth of g with
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respect to a certain set and a relative approximations of ∂g onto the same set. In par-
ticular, by characterization of second subderivative of the Ky-Fan κ-norm, we derive a
verifiable criterion to identify the tilt stability of a local minimum for the model (1). A
useful criterion for the tilt stable solution of the nuclear-norm regularized minimization
is consequently presented.
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Appendix A: Proof of equations (34a)-(34g). Recall that lim
K̂∋k→∞

σ(Xk) =

σ(X). By the definition of âl and equation (29), if necessary by taking an infinite subset
of K̂, there must exist integer r0 and r1 with 1 ≤ r0 < r < r1 ≤ s(Xk) + 1 such that

r−1⋃

l′=1

al′ =α=

r0⋃

l=1

âl, η
1=

r−1⋃

l=r0+1

âl, η
3=

r1⋃

l=r+1

âl,

s(X)+1⋃

l′=r+1

al′ = γ =

s(Xk)+1⋃

l=r1+1

âl. (49)

By using the relations in (49) and limK̂∋k→∞ d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0, we have

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl âl′‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

i∈α∪η1

∑

j∈[n]

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]ij‖2F

σi(Xk)+σj(Xk)
=

∑

i∈α∪η1

∑

j∈[n]

2‖[T (U
⊤
GV1)]ij‖2F

σi(X)+σj(X)

and

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

q∑

j=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=1

2ζj(Γ
k)‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]β̂j âl′
‖2F

νr(Xk) + νl′(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

j∈β̂\β̂0

∑

i∈[n]

2ζj(Γ
k)‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]ji‖2F
νr(Xk) + σi(Xk)

=
∑

j∈β̂\β̂0

∑

i∈[n]

2ζj(Γ)‖[T (U
⊤
GV1)]ji‖2F

νr(X) + σi(X)
.

Along with β̂ \ β̂0= β̂1 ∪ (β̂1
+ ∪ β+ ∪ β̂0

+) and [n] = α̂ ∪ β̂ ∪ γ̂, we get (34a)-(34b), and

[T (U
⊤
GV1)]α̂(β̂0

+∪β̂0∪γ̂)
= 0 and [T (U

⊤
GV1)](β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+)γ̂
= 0. (50)

By using the relations in (49) and the limit limK̂∋k→∞ d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 and noting
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that lim
K̂∋k→∞

σl(X
k) = lim

K̂∋k→∞
σl′(X

k) = σr(X) for any l, l′ ∈ η1 ∪ η3, we have

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′‖2F

νl(Xk)−νl′(Xk)

= 2 lim
K̂∋k→∞

[ r0∑

l=1

r1∑

l′=r+1

‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl âl′‖2F

νl(Xk)−νl′(Xk)
+

r0∑

l=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=r1+1

‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′ ‖2F

νl(Xk)−νl′(Xk)

]

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=r0+1

r1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl âl′‖2F

νl(Xk)−νl′(Xk)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=r0+1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=r1+1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl âl′‖2F

νl(Xk)−νl′(Xk)

=

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S(U⊤
GV1)]alη3‖2F

νl(X)−νr(X)
+

r−1∑

l=1

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S(U⊤
GV 1)]alal′‖2F

νl(X)−νl′(X)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

âl⊆η1

∑

âl′⊆η3

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl âl′‖2F

νl(Xk)−νl′(Xk)
+

s(X)+1∑

l′=r+1

2‖[S(U⊤
GV1)]η1al′‖

2
F

νr(X)−νl′(X)
,

which implies that [S(U⊤
GV1)]αη3 = 0, [S(U⊤

GV1)]αγ = 0, [S(U⊤
GV1)]η1γ = 0 and

lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑
âl⊆η1

∑
âl′⊆η3 ‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlâl′‖2F = 0. Clearly, the limit implies that

[S(UGV 1)]η1η3 = 0. Then, [S(U⊤
GV1)]α̂γ̂ = 0, which along with the first equality of

(50) leads to (34e). Similarly, using by using (49) and limK̂∋k→∞ d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0,

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=0

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)−νr(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âl β̂j
‖2F

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

r0∑

l=1

q∑

j=0

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)−νr(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âl β̂j
‖2F

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=r0+1

q∑

j=0

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)−νr(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F

=
∑

i∈α

∑

j∈β̂

2(1−σj(Γ))

σi(X)−νr(X)
‖[S(U⊤

GV1)]ij‖2F

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

i∈η1

∑

j∈β̂\β̂1

2(1−σj(Γ
k))

σi(Xk)−νr(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]ij‖2F ,

which means that [S(U⊤
GV1)]α[β̂\(β̂1∪β̂

+
1 )]

= 0 and [S(U⊤
GV1)]η1[β̂\(β̂1∪β̂

+
1 )]

= 0, i.e.,
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[S(U⊤
GV1)]α̂(β+∪β̂0

+∪β̂0)
=0, which by the first equality of (50) results in (34c)-(34d); and

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

q∑

j=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=r+1

2ζj(Γ
k)‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]β̂jâl′
‖2F

νr(Xk)−νl′(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

q∑

j=1

r1∑

l′=r+1

2ζj(Γ
k)‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]β̂jâl′
‖2F

νr(Xk)−νl′(Xk)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

q∑

j=1

s(Xk)+1∑

l′=r1+1

2ζj(Γ
k)‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]β̂jâl′
‖2F

νr(Xk)−νl′(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

j∈β̂\β̂0

∑

i∈η3

2σj(Γ
k)‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]ji‖2F
νr(Xk)−σi(Xk)

+
∑

j∈β̂\β̂0

∑

i∈γ

2σj(Γ)‖[S(U⊤
GV1)]ji‖2F

νr(X)−σi(X)

which implies that [S(U⊤
GV 1)][β̂\(β̂0∪β̂

+
0 )][η3∪γ]

= 0, i.e., [S(U⊤
GV 1)][β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+]γ̂
= 0.

Together with the second equality in (50), we obtain (34f). In addition, we also have

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

‖(Uk)⊤âlG
kV k

c ‖2F
νl(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

i∈α∪η1

‖(Uk)⊤i G
kV k

c ‖2F
σi(Xk)

=
∑

i∈α∪η1

‖U⊤
i GVc‖2F
σi(X)

,

0= lim
K̂∋k→∞

q∑

j=1

ζj(Γ
k)‖U⊤

β̂j

GV k
c ‖2F

νr(Xk)
= lim

K̂∋k→∞

∑

j∈β̂

σj(Γ
k)‖U⊤

j GV k
c ‖2F

νr(Xk)
=
∑

j∈β̂

σj(Γ)‖U⊤
j GV c‖2F

νr(X)
,

which implies that [U⊤GV ]
[β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+]c
= 0 and [U

⊤
GV1]α̂c = 0, i.e., (34g) holds.

Appendix B: Proof of equations (43a)-(43c). Recall that lim
K̂∋k→∞

σ(Xk) =

σ(X). By the definition of âl and equation (38), if necessary by taking an infinite subset
of K̂, there must exist integer r0 with 1 ≤ r0 < r ≤ s(Xk) + 1 such that

⋃r−1
l′=1al′ = α =

⋃r0
l=1âl, η1 =

⋃r−1
l=r0+1âl. (51)

By using (51) and lim
K̂∋k→∞

d2Ψκ(X
k|Γk)(Gk) = 0 and noting that lim

K̂∋k→∞
σi(X

k) =

σκ(X) = 0 for any i ∈ η1, we have

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑r−1
l=1

∑q
j=0

2(1+ζj (Γk))

νl(Xk)
‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑r0
l=1

∑q
j=0

2(1+ζj (Γ
k))

νl(Xk)
‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑r−1
l=r0+1

∑q
j=0

2(1+ζj (Γk))

νl(Xk)
‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F

=
∑

i∈α

∑
j∈β̂

2(1+ζj (Γ))

σi(X)
‖[T (U

⊤
GV 1)]ij‖2F

+ 2 lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑
i∈η1

∑
j∈β̂

(1+ζj(Γ))
‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]
âlβ̂j

‖2F

νl(Xk)
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which implies that [T (U
⊤
GV 1)]α∪η1,β̂ = 0. Along with α̂ = α ∪ η1 and β̂ = β̂1 ∪ β̂+ ∪ β̂0

and β̂+ = β̂1
+ ∪ β+ ∪ β̂0

+, we get that

[T (U
⊤
GV 1)]α̂(β̂1∪β̂1

+∪β+∪β̂0
+∪β̂0)

= 0, (52)

which implies that the second equation holds in (43a). Similarly, by using (51) and
lim

K̂∋k→∞
d2Ψκ(X

k|Γk)(Gk) = 0,

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′ ‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

[ r0∑

l=1

r−1∑

l′=1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′ ‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)
+

r−1∑

l=r0+1

r0∑

l′=1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′ ‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)

]

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=r0+1

r−1∑

l′=r0+1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlâl′ ‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)

=
∑

i∈α

∑

j∈α∪η1

2‖[T (U
⊤
GV 1)]ij‖2F

σi(X)+σj(X)
+
∑

i∈η1

∑

j∈α

2‖[T (U
⊤
GV 1)]ij‖2F

σj(X)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

i∈η1

∑

j∈η1

2‖[T ((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl âl′‖2F

νl(Xk)+νl′(Xk)
,

which implies that the first equation in (43a) holds. Hence, the equations (43a) holds.
Again by using (51) and lim

K̂∋k→∞
d2Ψκ(X

k|Γk)(Gk) = 0, one has

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

r0∑

l=1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=r0+1

q∑

j=1

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

νl(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]âlβ̂j
‖2F

=
∑

i∈α

∑

j∈β̂\β̂0

2(1−ζj(Γ))

σi(X)
‖[S(U⊤

GV 1)]ij‖2F

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

i∈η1

∑

j∈β̂\β̂0

2(1−ζj(Γ
k))

σi(Xk)
‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k

1 )]ij‖2F

which implies [S(U⊤
GV 1)]α∪η1,β̂\(β̂0∪β̂1∪β̂1

+)
=0. Along with β̂ \ (β̂0∪ β̂1∪ β̂1

+) = β+∪ β̂0
+,

α ∪ η1 = α̂, we have that [S(U⊤
GV 1)]α̂,β+∪β̂0

+
=0 and then the second equation holds in
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(43b) with (52). In addition,

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

‖(Uk)⊤âlG
kV k

c ‖2F
νl(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

r0∑

l=1

‖(Uk)⊤âlG
kV k

c ‖2F
νl(Xk)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=r0+1

‖(Uk)⊤âlG
kV k

c ‖2F
νl(Xk)

=
∑

i∈α

‖U⊤
i GV c‖2F
σi(X)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

i∈η1

‖(Uk)⊤i G
kV k

c ‖2F
σi(Xk)

,

which implies that U
⊤
α∪η1GV c = 0, i.e., the first equation holds in (43b), and

0 = lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl β̂0

‖2F
νl(Xk)

= lim
K̂∋k→∞

r0∑

l=1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âl β̂0

‖2F
νl(Xk)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

r−1∑

l=r0+1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]âlβ̂0

‖2F
νl(Xk)

=
∑

i∈α

2‖[S(U⊤
GV 1)]iβ̂0

‖2F
σi(X)

+ lim
K̂∋k→∞

∑

i∈η1

2‖[S((Uk)⊤GkV k
1 )]iβ̂0

‖2F
σi(Xk)

,

which implies that [S(U⊤
GV 1)]α∪η1,β̂0

= 0 and then (43c) holds with (52).
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