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Abstract

This paper studies the nonsmooth optimization landscape of the ℓ1-norm rank-one symmetric
matrix factorization problem using tools from second-order variational analysis. Specifically, as
the main finding of this paper, we show that any second-order stationary point (and thus local
minimizer) of the problem is actually globally optimal. Besides, some other results concerning
the landscape of the problem, such as a complete characterization of the set of stationary points,
are also developed, which should be interesting in their own rights. Furthermore, with the above
theories, we revisit existing results on the generic minimizing behavior of simple algorithms for
nonsmooth optimization and showcase the potential risk of their applications to our problem
through several examples. Our techniques can potentially be applied to analyze the optimization
landscapes of a variety of other more sophisticated nonsmooth learning problems, such as robust
low-rank matrix recovery.

Keywords: nonconvex optimization, nonsmooth analysis, second-order theory, robust matrix
factorization, landscape analysis, low-rank optimization, stationary points, negative curvature
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1 Introduction

Matrix factorization is a fundamental technique for a variety of modern data analytics tasks, such
as recommender systems [1], network analysis [2], dimensionality reduction [3], and signal process-
ing [4]. Despite their nonconvexity, it has long been understood that the ℓ2-norm (a.k.a. Frobenius
norm) matrix factorization problem as well as its various generalizations (e.g., matrix recovery
and completion) enjoy benign landscapes in the following sense: Under certain conditions, their
objective functions satisfy the so-called strict saddle property (i.e., each stationary point either cor-
responds to a local minimizer or the Hessian matrix evaluated there admits a negative eigenvalue;
cf., e.g., [5, Definitions 2-3]), and they do not have any spurious local minimum (i.e., all of their
local minima are globally optimal); see, e.g., [6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 5]. As an important consequence of these
benign properties, many simple optimization algorithms (such as the gradient descent method) are
guaranteed to converge to a global optimal solution of the problems almost surely with random
initializations; see, e.g., [11, 12].
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Besides the vanilla ℓ2-norm matrix factorization discussed above, in the literature, there are also
many other robust formulations of matrix factorization for enhancing its noise/outlier tolerance of
corrupted data. Originated from the well-known fact that the ℓ1-norm is more robust than ℓ2-
norm [13, 14], the ℓ1-norm matrix factorization adopts the sum of elementwise absolute deviations
to measure the discrepancy between the factorization and the target matrix. Such an approach has
achieved remarkable practical performance in many real-world applications; see, e.g., [15, 16, 17].
However, despite its tremendous success from a practical point of view, to date, we are not aware of
any theoretical results on the optimization landscape of the ℓ1-norm formulation that parallels those
for its ℓ2-norm counterpart mentioned earlier. This can be attributed in part to the nonsmoothness
of the formulation introduced by the ℓ1-norm, preventing the applications of existing analysis
techniques used in the smooth case, and raises the very natural question of whether it is still
possible to analyze the landscapes of such problems.

In this paper, as a first step towards a thorough understanding of the optimization landscape
of ℓ1-norm matrix factorization and beyond, we answer, with the help of second-order variational
analysis, the above question in the affirmative for the special case of ℓ1-norm rank-one symmetric
matrix factorization. Specifically, as the main result of this paper, we show that all second-order
stationary points of the problem are actually global minimizers by exhibiting a negative second
subderivative at every spurious stationary point (i.e., a stationary point that fails to be globally
optimal) along some direction; see Section 2.2 for the formal definitions of these concepts. This
provides a nonsmooth analog of the results established for the ℓ2-norm counterpart and confirms
a benign landscape of the problem. Underpinning the main finding is a complete characterization
of the set of stationary points of the problem, which is new to the best of our knowledge and also
delivers interesting insights. Besides, some other properties regarding the optimization landscape of
the problem are also examined, which should be interesting in their own rights. With the landscape
of the problem well understood, we then turn to revisit existing results on the generic minimizing
behavior of simple algorithms for nonsmooth optimization and showcase the potential risk of their
applications to our problem.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We first review and discuss two works that
are closely related to ours in Section 1.1. Then, we introduce the notation and preliminaries in
Section 2. With the above preparations, we move on to study the optimization landscape of the
ℓ1-norm rank-one symmetric matrix factorization problem in Section 3. Afterwards, we revisit
existing results on nonsmooth global optimization in Section 4 with the developments in Section 3.
Finally, we conclude this paper in Section 5 with several future research directions.

1.1 Related works

We are aware of two previous works that have a close connection to ours. The first one is due to
Davis et al. [18], which provides a complete characterization of the set of stationary points of the
population loss of the robust phase retrieval problem [19]; cf. [18, Theorem 5.2]. However, beyond
the characterization, no further classifications on the stationary points are given. By contrast, in
this work we not only characterize the set of stationary points of the ℓ1-norm rank-one symmetric
matrix factorization problem but also rule out the existence of spurious second-order stationary
points (and thus local minimizers) via the tools from second-order variational analysis. Besides,
although in [18] an even stronger result characterizing the set of stationary points of an arbitrary
convex spectral function of the difference between two rank-one matrices is developed (cf. [18,
Corollary 5.12]), we remark that it is not applicable to characterize the set of stationary points
of our problem. This is because even for symmetric matrices, the ℓ1-norm fails to be a spectral
function, since the spectrum of a symmetric matrix is always invariant under the action of the
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orthogonal group by conjugation, while the ℓ1-norm may not be. (As an aside, we would also
like to remark that the ℓ1-norm of a matrix (or even a tensor) is actually equal to its nuclear
1-norm; see [20, Proposition 2.6]). As we shall soon see, the analysis presented here admits a clear
distinction from [18] and is almost from first principles.

The second work that is closely related to ours is due to Fattahi and Sojoudi [21], which studies
the landscape of the nonnegativity-constrained version of our problem. However, the analysis
therein is totally first-order and the main tool used is the directional derivative. As we shall soon
see, for the general version of the problem, there do exist some spurious stationary points with
nonnegative directional derivatives along every direction, which suggests that a first-order analysis
will be insufficient for obtaining an in-depth understanding of the landscape therearound. Besides,
an additional technical assumption on the absence of zero coordinates of the planted ground-truth
vector is also made there; see the statement of [21, Theorem 8]. Despite the genericity of such an
assumption, it restricts the generality and generalizability of the theory. In this work, we overcome
the above limitations and obtain a more general theory through second-order variational analysis.

2 Notation and preliminaries

2.1 Notation

Throughout this paper, unless stated otherwise, we adopt lowercase letters (e.g., x), boldface
lowercase letters (e.g., x = (xi)), and boldface capital letters (e.g., X = (xij)), to denote scalars,
vectors, and matrices, respectively. Denote Z and R to be the set of integers and real numbers,
respectively, and we fix some m, n ∈ Z ∩ [1, ∞) in subsequent introductions. We define [n] :=
[1, n] ∩ Z and R+ := {x ∈ R : x ≥ 0}, and similar applies to R−. For any vector x ∈ Rn, we use

∥x∥ :=

√√√√ n∑
i=1

x2
i and ∥x∥1 :=

n∑
i=1

|xi|

to denote its ℓ2-norm and ℓ1-norm, respectively. The notation for ℓ1-norm also applies for matrices,
i.e.,

∥X∥1 =
m∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

|xij |, for any matrix X ∈ Rm×n.

For any matrix X ∈ Rm×n and index sets I ⊆ [m] and J ⊆ [n], we use (xij : i ∈ I, j ∈ J) to denote
the |I| × |J| submatrix of X with rows and columns indexed by I and J respectively, and we also
use vec(X) to denote the canonical vectorization of X, i.e., the concatenation of its columns in
order. Besides, we also use Rn×n

sym to denote the set of n×n symmetric matrices. The n-dimensional
all-zero vector is denoted by 0n. Besides, for i ∈ [n], we use en

i to denote the i-th standard basis
vector in Rn. Moreover, the n×n identity matrix is denoted by In. The subscripts and superscripts
of these special vectors and matrices indicating the ambient dimensions are often omitted as long
as there is no ambiguity. We use ⊠ to denote the Kronecker product, e.g.,

x ⊠ y = (x1yT, x2yT, . . . , xmyT)T ∈ Rmn, for any x ∈ Rm and y ∈ Rn.

We use∑j>i and∑n−1
i=1

∑n
j=i+1 interchangeably whenever n is clear from the contexts, and the same

convention applies to other operations besides summation. For any x, y ∈ Rn, we use ⟨x, y⟩ :=∑n
i=1 xiyi to denote the (Frobenius) inner product of x and y. The same notation applies to
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matrices as well, i.e.,

⟨X, Y ⟩ =
m∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

xijyij , for any X, Y ∈ Rm×n.

Besides, we define for any x ∈ Rn its support supp(x) := {i ∈ [n] : xi ̸= 0}, and for any J ⊆ [n],
we use xJ ∈ R|J| to denote the subvector of x obtained by throwing all its coordinates outside J
while keeping the orders of the remaining coordinates intact. We define the set-valued mapping
Sign : R ⇒ R as

Sign(x) :=
{

{x/|x|}, x ̸= 0,

[−1, 1], x = 0.

For convenience, we also generalize the above notation for vectors and matrices with an elementwise
application; e.g., Sign(X) = (Sign(xij)) for any X ∈ Rm×n. For any set X ⊆ Rn, we use int(X)
to denote its interior, dim(X) its dimension, conv(X) its convex hull, ext(X) its extreme points,
dist(y,X) := inf{∥y − x∥ : x ∈ X} the distance from y ∈ Rn to X, and |X| its cardinality if it is
finite. When X is a singleton set, we also identify it with its only element. Suppose that X is in
addition convex, then we use

NX(x) := {v : ⟨v, y − x⟩ ≤ 0, ∀ y ∈ X}

to represent its normal cone at x ∈ X; cf. [22, Theorem 6.9]. We also use ∅ to represent the empty
set. For a random variable X, we use E(X) to denote its expectation. For any function f : Rn → R
that is directionally differentiable, we use

df(x)(w) := lim
t↘0

f(x + tw) − f(x)
t

to denote its directional derivative at x ∈ Rn along w ∈ Rn. Besides, for any function f : Rn → R,
we say it is Cp-smooth for some p ∈ (Z ∩ [1, ∞)) ∪ {∞} if it is p-times differentiable with all partial
derivatives till p-th order continuous, and we say it is ρ-weakly-convex for some ρ ≥ 0 if the function
f + ρ

2∥ · ∥2 is convex. In this paper, some concepts on smooth manifolds will also be used, but
we prefer not to introduce them in detail to avoid introducing new notation and terminologies.
Instead, we refer the readers to the recent book [23] for a comprehensive introduction.

2.2 Generalized differentiation theory

In this part, we first introduce three different notions of subdifferentials for locally Lipschitz func-
tions that will be used throughout the paper. We remark that the first two definitions below are
still valid even in absence of the local Lipschitz continuity.

Definition 2.1 Given a locally Lipschitz function f : Rn → R and a point x ∈ Rn:

• The Fréchet subdifferential [22, Definition 8.3(a)] of f at x is defined as

∂̂f(x) :=
{

s ∈ Rn : lim inf
y→x, y ̸=x

f(y) − f(x) − ⟨s, y − x⟩
∥y − x∥

≥ 0
}

.

• The limiting subdifferential [22, Definition 8.3(b)] of f at x is defined as

∂f(x) := lim sup
y→x, f(y)→f(x)

∂̂f(y),

where the lim sup is taken in the sense of Painlevé-Kuratowski [22, Section 5.B].
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• The Clarke subdifferential [24, Theorem 2.5.1], [22, Theorem 9.61] of f at x is defined as

∂Cf(x) := conv
(

lim sup
y→x, y∈D

{∇f(y)}
)

,

where D ⊆ Rn is the set on which f is differentiable.

It is well-known that

∂̂f(x) ⊆ ∂f(x) ⊆ ∂Cf(x), for any locally Lipschitz function f : Rn → R and x ∈ Rn;

see, e.g., [25, Proposition 4.3.2(a)]. By [22, Corollary 8.11] as well as the discussions right after [22,
Theorem 8.49], we know that for any subdifferentially regular locally Lipschitz function, the above
hierarchy actually collapses to the lowest level. Since in this paper we will only be dealing with
subdifferentially regular locally Lipschitz functions, in what follows, without being explicitly men-
tioned, we will simply use the terminology “subdifferential” with notation “∂” to indicate either of
the above three constructions. For more properties and relationships of the above three subdiffer-
entials (and beyond), we refer interested readers to [22, Section 8], [24, Section 2], [25, Section 4.3],
and [26]. In addition, we would like to recommend the following references [27, 28, 29, 30, 31] that
are helpful for strengthening the understanding of these concepts.

We next introduce the main second-order tool we adopted for nonsmooth landscape analysis.

Definition 2.2 Given a function f : Rn → R, a point x ∈ Rn, and two arbitrary vectors v, w ∈ Rn,
the second subderivative [22, Definition 13.3] of f at x for v and w is defined as

d2f(x; v)(w) := lim inf
t↘0, w′→w

f(x + tw′) − f(x) − t · vTw′

1
2 t2 .

Although Definition 2.2 may look quite strange and unintuitive at a first glance, we remark
that it is actually a very natural generalization of the Hessian matrix of a smooth function if it is
viewed as a linear operator. Indeed, suppose that f is in addition C2-smooth (or even something
weaker as defined in [22, Definition 13.1]). Then, we have from [22, Example 13.8] that

d2f(x; ∇f(x))(w) = wT∇2f(x)w, for every w ∈ Rn.

Besides, it is also known that the second subderivative is positively homogeneous of degree two [22,
Proposition 13.5], which is the same as a quadratic form. As an aside, we remark that although in
Definition 2.2 the designation of v can be quite versatile, in this paper, we will only focus on the
quantity d2f(x; 0)(w) at those x with 0 ∈ ∂f(x), as this is the only quantity that has something
to do with the second-order optimality condition [22, Theorem 13.24(a)].

It is worth noting that in this paper some other constructions of second subderivatives will also
be (briefly) invoked somewhere, namely:

• d2f(x)(w), the second subderivative of f at x for w (no mention of v) [22, Definition 13.3].

• d2f(x)(w; z), the parabolic subderivative of f at x for w w.r.t. z ∈ Rn [22, Definition 13.59].

• f ′′(x; w), the (one-sided) second directional derivative of f at x along w [22, Equation 13.3].

However, as their roles in this paper are not as important as that of the one defined in Definition 2.2,
and for keeping the material succinct and clean and avoiding an overwhelm of consecutive technical
definitions, we prefer not to introduce them in further detail. Interested readers may refer to the
above pointers for their formal definitions.

Finally, following [22, Theorem 13.24(a)], we make precise what do we mean by stationarity.
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Definition 2.3 Given a function f : Rn → R and a point x ∈ Rn, we say:

• x is a stationary point of f if 0 ∈ ∂f(x).

• x is a second-order stationary point if it is stationary and d2f(x; 0)(w) ≥ 0 for all w ∈ Rn.

3 Landscape of ℓ1-norm rank-one symmetric matrix factorization

In this section, we analyze the landscape of the following optimization problem

min
{

f(u) := 1
2∥uuT − u⋆u⋆T∥1 : u ∈ Rn

}
, (1)

where u⋆ ∈ Rn is some planted ground-truth vector to be recovered by solving the above nonconvex
nonsmooth program. We remark that as f is fully amenable (cf. [22, Definition 10.23]), we know
from [22, Theorem 10.25(a)] that f is subdifferentially regular everywhere. Since we are interested
in the stationary points of f , we first derive an explicit expression for its subdifferential. Indeed, it
is easy to compute that

∂f(u) =
{(

S + ST

2

)
· u : S ∈ Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T)

}
=
(
Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n

sym

)
· u,

where we have used [22, Theorem 10.6] and the subdifferential regularity of the ℓ1-norm implied
by its convexity [22, Example 7.27].

3.1 A complete characterization of the set of stationary points

As a first but critically important step towards the ultimate goal in this section, we completely
characterize the set of stationary points of f .

Theorem 3.1 Suppose that u⋆ ∈ Rn \ {0}. Then, we have

{u : 0 ∈ ∂f(u)} = {u : |ui| ≤ |u⋆
i |, i ∈ [n], (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0} ∪ {±u⋆}.

We remark that although the equation (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0 may seem ambiguous at a first glance
since Sign(u⋆

i ) = [−1, 1] if u⋆
i = 0, we know from the constraint |ui| ≤ |u⋆

i | that such ui must be zero
as well. As a result, (Sign(u⋆))Tu is actually a singleton set, which by our notation (cf. Section 2.1)
is identified with its only element, showing the equation is still well-defined. Before presenting the
proof, we mention a useful property

Sign(x · y) = Sign(x) · Sign(y), for every x, y ∈ R, (2)

whose verification is routine and thus omitted. It is worth noting that even if some of x and y is
zero, such a property is still valid, which is quite interesting. The property (2) will be repeatedly
used throughout the proof.
Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that u⋆

i ̸= 0 for every i ∈ [n]. This is because
suppose that there is some i ∈ [n] for which u⋆

i = 0. Then, whenever ui ̸= 0, for any g ∈ ∂f(u), we
know

gi = (Sign(ui · u))T u = Sign(ui) · ∥u∥1 ̸= 0,

and thus such u can never be stationary. However, whenever ui = 0, we can then equivalently
study the dimension-reduced version of the problem where the i-th coordinates of u and u⋆ are
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both removed. This is feasible because in this case the i-th coordinate of ∂f(u) must contain zero,
and the other coordinates totally have nothing to do with ui and u⋆

i . Besides, we may repeat the
above procedure until the problem has been reduced such that all coordinates of u⋆ are nonzero,
which is right the setting as assumed.

Before starting the formal proof, we make the following definitions

J>(u) := {i ∈ [n] : |ui| > |u⋆
i |}, J=(u) := {i ∈ [n] : |ui| = |u⋆

i |}, J<(u) := {i ∈ [n] : |ui| < |u⋆
i |}.

It is clear from the definitions that [n] = J>(u) ∪ J=(u) ∪ J<(u). Besides, the above indices can be
further partitioned into finer granularity as

J>(u) = J>,∼(u) ∪ J>,̸∼(u), J=(u) = J=,∼(u) ∪ J=, ̸∼(u), J<(u) = J<,∼(u) ∪ J<,0(u) ∪ J<, ̸∼(u),

where

J>,∼(u) := {i ∈ J> : Sign(ui) = Sign(u⋆
i )}, J>, ̸∼(u) := {i ∈ J> : Sign(ui) = − Sign(u⋆

i )},

J=,∼(u) := {i ∈ J= : Sign(ui) = Sign(u⋆
i )}, J=,̸∼(u) := {i ∈ J= : Sign(ui) = − Sign(u⋆

i )},

J<,∼(u) := {i ∈ J< : Sign(ui) = Sign(u⋆
i )}, J<, ̸∼(u) := {i ∈ J< : Sign(ui) = − Sign(u⋆

i )},

and
J<,0(u) := {i ∈ J< : ui = 0}.

With the above indices defined, we next make another assumption that for any given u, its coordi-
nates together with the ones of u⋆ have already been simultaneously permuted1 such that J>,∼(u),
J>, ̸∼(u), J=,∼(u), J=, ̸∼(u), J<,∼(u), J<,0(u), and J<, ̸∼(u) form an ordered partition of [n]. This
assumption is also without loss of generality (and is only to simplify notation and ease under-
standing and presentation), because as we shall soon see, all of the subsequent characterizations
and their deductions are invariant under simultaneous permutations of u and u⋆. With the above
preparations, we next embark on the main proof, which is divided into the following seven cases. In
each case, we will either refute the possibility or find an equivalent condition for u to be stationary.

• [n] = J>(u): In this case, we know Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) = Sign(uuT) = Sign(u) · (Sign(u))T,
where the second equality directly follows from (2). This, together with (1), further implies that
for any (and actually the only) Z ∈ ∂f(u) = Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n

sym , we have

Zu = Sign(u) · (Sign(u))Tu = ∥u∥1 · Sign(u) ̸= 0,

which implies u can never be stationary.

• [n] = J=(u): In this case, suppose that J=(u) equals either J=,∼(u) or J=,̸∼(u). Then, we know
u must be either of the ground-truths ±u⋆. Conversely, since ±u⋆ are clearly global minimizers
of f , by the generalized Fermat’s rule [22, Theorem 10.1] we know they are stationary points of
f as well. Otherwise, since

Sign(uiuj − u⋆
i u⋆

j ) = − Sign(u⋆
i u⋆

j ), for any i ∈ J=,∼(u) and j ∈ J=,̸∼(u),

we know the following partition holds for Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) [−1, 1]|J=,∼(u)|×|J=,∼(u)|
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=,∼(u), j ∈ J=, ̸∼(u)

)(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J=,∼(u)

)
[−1, 1]|J=,≁(u)|×|J=,≁(u)|

 .

1There could be multiple possible permutations for our purposes, but anyone is fine.
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As a result, suppose that u is stationary, then we must have the following system

∑
j∈J=,∼(u)

|uj | ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈J=,≁(u)

(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j )
)

· uj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∑

j∈J=,≁(u)
|uj |, i ∈ J=,∼(u),

∑
j∈J=,≁(u)

|uj | ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈J=,∼(u)

(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j )
)

· uj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∑

j∈J=,∼(u)
|uj |, i ∈ J=,̸∼(u),

which together imply ∑
j∈J=,∼(u)

|uj | =
∑

j∈J=,≁(u)
|uj | ⇐⇒ (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0.

Conversely, suppose that we have (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0. Then, by letting Z = − Sign(u⋆u⋆T) ∈
Rn×n

sym , we know Z ∈ Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n
sym with Zu = 0, and u is thus stationary.

• [n] = J<(u): In this case, we know Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) = − Sign(u⋆u⋆T) ∈ Rn×n
sym . As a result,

suppose that u is stationary, then we must have

Sign(u⋆u⋆T) · u = 0 ⇐⇒ (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0.

The converse is also true, as can be easily seen.

• [n] = J>(u) ∪ J=(u) with |J>(u)|, |J=(u)| ≠ 0: In this case, we observe Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) has
the following structure

(
Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J>(u)

) (
Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J=(u)

)
(

Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J>(u)
)

T ⊆ [−1, 1]|J=(u)|×|J=(u)|

 ,

where T is something that is not of interest. As a result, we have for any g ∈ ∂f(u) that

gi = Sign(ui) ·
n∑

j=1
Sign(uj) · uj = Sign(ui) · ∥u∥1 ̸= 0, for any i ∈ J>(u),

and u can therefore never be stationary.

• [n] = J=(u) ∪ J<(u) with |J=(u)|, |J<(u)| ≠ 0: In this case, we observe Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) has
the following structure(Sign(uiuj − u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J=(u)

) (
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J=(u)

) (
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J<(u)

) .

Suppose that u is stationary, then we must have

− Sign(u⋆
i ) · (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0 ⇐⇒ (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0, for all i ∈ J<(u).

We next claim the following set inclusion(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J=(u)

)
∈
(
Sign(uiuj − u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J=(u)

)
,

which will validate the converse direction, as desired. This is done in the following discussions:
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– Suppose that J=,∼(u) = J=(u). Then(
Sign(uiuj − u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J=(u)

)
= [−1, 1]|J=(u)|×|J=(u)|,

which covers the desired element vacuously.
– Suppose that J=, ̸∼(u) = J=(u). Then(

Sign(uiuj − u⋆
i u⋆

j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J=(u)
)

=
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J=(u)

)
,

which is exactly the interested element, and the desired claim thus holds true.
– Suppose that neither of them happens. Then, the interested set has the following structure [−1, 1]|J=,∼(u)|×|J=,∼(u)|

(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=,∼(u), j ∈ J=,̸∼(u)

)(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J=,∼(u)

)
[−1, 1]|J=,≁(u)|×|J=,≁(u)|

 ,

which, serving as an interpolation between the above two cases, is also desirable.

• [n] = J>(u)∪J<(u) with |J>(u)|, |J<(u)| ≠ 0: In this case, the situation becomes even more com-
plicated. Therefore, we shall first exempt J<,0(u) from the analysis and assume that |J<,0(u)| = 0
in what follows; this will be revisited later. Let us divide the analysis into the following points:

– Suppose that |J>,∼(u)|, |J>, ̸∼(u)|, |J<,∼(u)|, |J<, ̸∼(u)| ̸= 0. Then, we observe Sign(uuT −
u⋆u⋆T) has the following structure( Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J>(u)

)
T ⊆ [−1, 1]|J>(u)|×|J<(u)|

H ⊆ [−1, 1]|J<(u)|×|J>(u)|
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)
 ,

where T and H further have the following structures, respectively T11 ⊆ [−1, 1]|J>,∼(u)|×|J<,∼(u)|
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J>,∼(u), j ∈ J<, ̸∼(u)

)(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J>, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J<,∼(u)

)
T22 ⊆ [−1, 1]|J>,≁(u)|×|J<,≁(u)|

 ,

and H11 ⊆ [−1, 1]|J<,∼(u)|×|J>,∼(u)|
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<,∼(u), j ∈ J>, ̸∼(u)

)(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J>,∼(u)

)
H22 ⊆ [−1, 1]|J<,≁(u)|×|J>,≁(u)|

 .

Suppose that u is stationary. Then, we must have the following system

∑
j∈J<,∼(u)

|uj | ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣Sign(u⋆
i ) ·

 ∑
j∈J>,∼(u)

|uj | +
∑

j∈J>,≁(u)
|uj | +

∑
j∈J<,≁(u)

|uj |

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , i ∈ J>,∼(u),

∑
j∈J<,≁(u)

|uj | ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣− Sign(u⋆
i ) ·

 ∑
j∈J>,∼(u)

|uj | +
∑

j∈J>,≁(u)
|uj | +

∑
j∈J<,∼(u)

|uj |

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , i ∈ J>, ̸∼(u),

which together imply ∑
j∈J>,∼(u)

|uj | +
∑

j∈J>,≁(u)
|uj | = 0,

and thus ui = 0 for every i ∈ J>(u), a contradiction. Therefore, u can never be stationary.
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– Suppose that |J>,∼(u)|, |J>, ̸∼(u)| ̸= 0 but J<(u) = J<,∼(u). Then, we observe Sign(uuT −
u⋆u⋆T) has the following structure

T ⊆ [−1, 1]|J>,∼(u)|×n(
Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J>(u)

) (
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J>, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)
H ⊆ [−1, 1]|J<(u)|×n

 ,

where T and H are something unimportant. Therefore, for u to be stationary, we must require

0 = Sign(ui) ·
∑

j∈J>(u)
|uj | + Sign(ui) ·

∑
j∈J<(u)

|uj | = Sign(ui) · ∥u∥1, for any i ∈ J>, ̸∼(u),

which is impossible. Therefore, u can never be stationary. As the analysis for the case where
|J>,∼(u)|, |J>, ̸∼(u)| ≠ 0 but J<(u) = J<, ̸∼(u) is totally symmetric to this one, it is omited in
the sequel for succinctness.

– Suppose that |J<,∼(u)|, |J<, ̸∼(u)| ̸= 0 but J>(u) = J>,∼(u). Then, we observe Sign(uuT −
u⋆u⋆T) has the following structure( Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J>(u)

)
T ⊆ [−1, 1]|J>(u)|×|J<(u)|

H ⊆ [−1, 1]|J<(u)|×|J>(u)|
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)
 ,

where T and H further have the following structures, respectively(
T1 ⊆ [−1, 1]|J>(u)|×|J<,∼(u)|

(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J<, ̸∼(u)

))
,

and (
H1 ⊆ [−1, 1]|J<,∼(u)|×|J>(u)|(

− Sign(u⋆
i u⋆

j ) : i ∈ J<, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J>(u)
)) .

Suppose that u is stationary. Then, it must hold that

− Sign(u⋆
i ) · (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0 ⇐⇒ (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0, for any i ∈ J<, ̸∼(u).

Besides, the following system must also hold true

∑
j∈J<,∼(u)

|uj | ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣Sign(ui) ·

 ∑
j∈J>(u)

|uj | +
∑

j∈J<,≁(u)
|uj |

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , i ∈ J>(u),

∑
j∈J>(u)

|uj | ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣− Sign(u⋆
i ) ·

 ∑
j∈J<,∼(u)

|uj | −
∑

j∈J<,≁(u)
|uj |

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , i ∈ J<,∼(u).

It is clear that the second equation holds true vacuously, as we already know

0 = (Sign(u⋆))Tu =
∑

j∈J>(u)
|uj | +

∑
j∈J<,∼(u)

|uj | −
∑

j∈J<,≁(u)
|uj |.

However, the first equation together with the above identity further implies

−
∑

j∈J>(u)
|uj | =

∑
j∈J<,∼(u)

|uj | −
∑

j∈J<,≁(u)
|uj | ≥

∑
j∈J>(u)

|uj | =⇒
∑

j∈J>(u)
|uj | ≤ 0,

and therefore ui = 0 for every i ∈ J>(u), a contradiction. Thus, u can never be stationary.
Due to the same reason, the symmetric case is also waived from our discussions.
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– Suppose that J>(u) = J>,∼(u) and J<(u) = J<,∼(u) simultaneously. Then, it is easy to
observe that Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) has the following structure( Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J>(u)

)
T ⊆ [−1, 1]|J>(u)|×|J<(u)|

H ⊆ [−1, 1]|J<(u)|×|J>(u)|
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)
 ,

where T and H are something not of interest. Suppose that u is stationary. Then, we must
have the following system

∑
j∈J<(u)

|uj | ≥
∑

j∈J>(u)
|uj |, i ∈ J>(u),

∑
j∈J>(u)

|uj | ≥
∑

j∈J<(u)
|uj |, i ∈ J<(u),

=⇒
∑

j∈J>(u)
|uj | =

∑
j∈J<(u)

|uj |.

Therefore, the only possible element Z ∈ Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ⊇ Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n
sym

that satisfies Zu = 0 has to be the following matrix(Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J>(u)
) (

− Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J<(u)
)

(
Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J>(u)

) (
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)
 /∈ Rn×n

sym .

Since Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩Rn×n
sym contains only symmetric matrices, this leads to a contradic-

tion. As a result, u can never be stationary. We can apply the above analysis symmetrically
to study the case where J>(u) = J>, ̸∼(u) and J<(u) = J<, ̸∼(u) simultaneously, and it is thus
omitted to avoid redundancy.

– Suppose that J>(u) = J>,∼(u) and J<(u) = J<, ̸∼(u) simultaneously. Then, it can be easily
checked that Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) equals the following matrix (

Sign(uiuj) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J>(u)
) (

− Sign(u⋆
i u⋆

j ) : i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J<(u)
)

(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J>(u)

) (
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)
 .

Since we know − Sign(u⋆
i u⋆

j ) = Sign(uiuj) for any i ∈ J>(u), j ∈ J<(u), it follows that u can
never be stationary due to the same reason as discussed in the case where [n] = J>(u)∪J=(u)
with |J>(u)|, |J=(u)| ≠ 0. The symmetric case should be clear as well.

As the above discussions cover all possible cases where [n] = J>(u)∪J<(u) with |J>(u)|, |J<(u)|
̸= 0 and |J<,0(u)| = 0, all it remains is to discuss how to handle the situation where |J<,0(u)| > 0.
Suppose this happens. Since ui = 0 for every i ∈ J<,0(u), as a necessary condition for u to be
stationary, we must require that there exists some Z ∈ Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩Rn×n

sym , which, after
removing its rows and columns corresponding to J<,0(u), has the dimension-reduced version of
u with all zeros removed, namely u[n]\J<,0(u), inside its kernel. This has reduced the situation
to the one where |J<,0(u)| = 0, which we have just studied before. (It is worth noting that when
J<(u) = J<,0(u) the problem will be reduced to the one where [n] = J>(u).) Therefore, we can
conclude u can never be stationary in this case as well.

• [n] = J>(u)∪J=(u)∪J<(u) with |J>(u)|, |J=(u)|, |J<(u)| ≠ 0: Actually, the situation in this case
is very similar to that of the previous one where [n] = J>(u) ∪ J<(u) with |J>(u)|, |J<(u)| ≠ 0,
but it unfortunately becomes too complicated and tedious to be presentable. Hence, we directly
conclude u can never be stationary in this case as well and leave the details to interested readers;
with the machinery developed so far, this should be as easy as a routine exercise.
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Combining the above discussions reveals that the only possibility for u to be stationary is to either
have u = ±u⋆ or simultaneously satisfy |ui| ≤ |u⋆

i | for every i ∈ [n] and (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0, both
of which are invariant under simultaneous permutations of u and u⋆. Besides, the corresponding
converse implications of the above conditions have also been verified. These, together with the
remarks made at the beginning of the proof, complete the whole proof as desired. □

It is worth noting that besides for our purposes, Theorem 3.1 can also facilitate the analysis
of f from many other perspectives, such as characterizing the Kurdyka- Lojasiewicz exponent at
each of its stationary points, which has not been covered by a standard application of existing
calculi [32, 33]. In the sequel, we call u ∈ Rn a spurious stationary point if it is stationary but
different from any of the ground-truths ±u⋆. We remark that the set of stationary points of f as
revealed in Theorem 3.1 is clearly much more intricate than its ℓ2-norm counterpart, which has
only three (and thus finitely many) elements, namely ±u⋆ and 0 (see, e.g., [34, Theorem 2] and [9,
Theorem 3]). Despite this, it is worth noting that the separation between the spurious stationary
points and ground-truths of f can still be rather larger, at least when u⋆ is standard Gaussian.

Remark 3.2 Suppose that u⋆ is standard Gaussian. Then, standard computation shows

E
(
dist(±u⋆, {u : (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0})

)
= E

(
(Sign(u⋆))Tu⋆

∥ Sign(u⋆)∥

)
= E

(∥u⋆∥1√
n

)
=
√

2n

π
.

2

-6

-4

2

!
f
(u

1
;u

2
)

-2

u2 u1

0

0

0
-2 -2

Figure 1: The function plot of −f(u).

Besides the above observation, at this place, we would
like to exhibit another interesting distinction between f
and its ℓ2-norm counterpart: It is well understood that
the Hessian matrix of the ℓ2-norm counterpart of f is
negative semidefinite at the origin (see, e.g., [34, Theo-
rem 2], [9, Theorem 3], and also [10, Section 3.3]), but as
the following example shows, this fact is no longer true in
the ℓ1-norm case. (For a better and intuitive understand-
ing of this phenomenon, we have visualized the function
considered in the following example in the right panel. We
remark that this visualization can also be used to verify
the correctness of Theorem 3.1 in this special case.)

Example 3.3 Suppose that u⋆ = (1, 0)T and w = (0, 1)T. Then, by the reasoning and computa-
tions to be carried out in Theorem 3.8 later, we know

d2f(0; 0)(w) = max
{

q22 : Q ∈ R2×2, q11 = −1, q12, q22 ∈ [−1, 1], q21 = q12
}

= 1 > 0.

3.2 The local functional behavior around the ground-truths

With the set of stationary points of f well understood, our next step is to analyze the local behavior
of f around each stationary point, with the start being the ground-truths. Before we proceed, we
first remark that as f is strictly continuous and subdifferentially regular everywhere, we know
from [22, Theorem 9.16] that f is directionally differentiable, and we are thus legitimate to discuss
its directional derivative. Due to symmetry, we only consider one of the ground-truths, namely u⋆.

Proposition 3.4 Suppose that u⋆ ∈ Rn \ {0}. Then, it holds for any w ∈ Rn that

df(u⋆)(w) ≥ min
{

α(u⋆), 1
2α(u⋆) · | supp(u⋆)|

}
· ∥w∥1,
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where α(u⋆) := min{|u⋆
i | : i ∈ supp(u⋆)} > 0.

As a direct but powerful consequence of Proposition 3.4, we observe through [35, Lemma 3.24]
that the following first-order growth condition holds for f at u⋆: There exists some universal
constant β > 0 (which depends on u⋆ only) such that

f(u) ≥ f(u⋆) + β · ∥u − u⋆∥1, for every u around u⋆. (3)

This shows a very rapid growth rate (and in particular implies u⋆ is the minimum) therearound.
Besides, (3) can be viewed as a stronger local version of the sharpness condition used in existing
literature such as [36, 37, 38] that is crucial for the local convergence rate of the subgradient method.
From another perspective, (3) can also be viewed as a stronger version of the well-known quadratic
growth condition, which has equivalences to many interesting functional properties [39, Section 2]
such as the Morse-Bott property [39, Definition 1], the Polyak- Lojasiewicz inequality [40, 41] (from
which the Kurdyka- Lojasiewicz inequality [42, 43] having even more equivalences to other functional
properties [44, Theorem 18] generalizes), and the error bound property [45], and has led to a variety
of remarkable algorithmic consequences (see, e.g., [46, 47, 48, 49, 50]). Owing to the above facts,
we believe Proposition 3.4 should be interesting in its own rights.
Proof. Because for u = u⋆ we have Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) = [−1, 1]n×n, it follows from (1) that

∂f(u⋆) = {Zu⋆ : Z ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym }.

As a result, we know from [22, Theorem 9.16] that

df(u⋆)(w) = max
{

⟨Z, u⋆wT⟩ : Z ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym

}
, for any w ∈ Rn,

which is a linear program. This motivates us to study the following general linear program

max
{

⟨Z, Y ⟩ : Z ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym

}
,

where Y ∈ Rn×n is arbitrary. To begin with, we expand the above problem as

max


n∑

i=1
ziiyii +

∑
j>i

(zijyij + zjiyji) : Z ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym

 .

Then, we analyze different subproblems respectively since they are independent of each other. It is
easy to see that the optimal objective of the subproblem max{ziiyii : zii ∈ [−1, 1]} is |yii|. On the
other hand, the other subproblem has the following equivalent reformulation

max{zijyij + zjiyji : zij = zji, zij , zji ∈ [−1, 1]} = max{zij(yij + yji) : zij ∈ [−1, 1]},

and thus the optimal objective is clearly |yij + yji|. Summarizing the above discussions shows

max
{

⟨Z, Y ⟩ : Z ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym

}
=

n∑
i=1

|yii| + 1
2
∑
j ̸=i

|yij + yji|,

13



which in particular implies

df(u⋆)(w) =
n∑

i=1
|u⋆

i wi| + 1
2
∑
j ̸=i

|u⋆
i wj + u⋆

jwi|

≥ α(u⋆) ·

 ∑
i∈supp(u⋆)

|wi|

+ 1
2

∑
i∈supp(u⋆)

∑
j /∈supp(u⋆)

|u⋆
i wj + u⋆

jwi|

≥ α(u⋆) ·

 ∑
i∈supp(u⋆)

|wi|

+ 1
2α(u⋆) · | supp(u⋆)| ·

 ∑
j /∈supp(u⋆)

|wj |


≥ min

{
α(u⋆), 1

2α(u⋆) · | supp(u⋆)|
}

· ∥w∥1,

as desired. □

3.3 An explicit characterization of the critical cone at spurious stationarities

Before we proceed any further, as preparations for the subsequent analysis, we need to first present
a technical lemma, and then derive a closed-form expression for the critical cone of f at any spurious
stationary point u, namely {w : df(u)(w) = 0}, where the lemma will be useful.

Lemma 3.5 It holds for any s ̸= 0 that{(
s · p1 + q − r
s · p2 − q + r

)
: p1, p2, q, r ≥ 0

}
=
{(

x
y

)
: s · (x + y) ≥ 0

}
. (4)

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that s > 0. (The negative case can be handled
in a symmetric way.) The “⊆” direction should be clear, since we must have for any p1, p2 ≥ 0 that

(s · p1 + q − r) + (s · p2 − q + r) = s · (p1 + p2) ≥ 0.

Conversely, suppose that we have some (x, y)T with x+y ≥ 0. Then, we manage to construct some
p1, p2, q, r ≥ 0 to represent (x, y)T as in the left-hand-side set of (4). Indeed, it is straightforward
to check that the following parameterization

p1 = 0 ≥ 0, p2 = x + y

s
≥ 0, q = |x| + x

2 ≥ 0, r = |x| − x

2 ≥ 0,

suffices for the representation. This completes the proof. □

With Lemma 3.5 at hand, we next present the promised characterization of the critical cone.

Proposition 3.6 Suppose that u⋆ ∈ Rn \ {0}. Then, we have the following characterization of the
critical cone of f at any spurious stationary point u that is nonzero

{w : df(u)(w) = 0} =
n∏

j=1


Sign(uj) · R−, j ∈ supp(u⋆) ∩ J=(u),
R, j ∈ supp(u⋆) ∩ J<(u),
{0}, j /∈ supp(u⋆),

and we simply have {w : df(0)(w) = 0} = Rn.
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Proof. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.1, we shall first be dealing with the problem under the
assumption that u⋆

i ̸= 0 for every i ∈ [n]; the remaining case will be handled afterwards. Due
to the same reason as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we further assume that u and u⋆ have been
simultaneously permuted such that J=,∼(u), J=, ̸∼(u), and J<(u) form an ordered partition of [n].
Let us begin with the most general case where |J=,∼(u)|, |J=, ̸∼(u)| ≠ 0 and revisit the boundary
cases in the last; they will be rather clear after the general case has been fully understood. It can
be easily observed that Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) has the following structure in this case T ⊆ [−1, 1]|J=(u)|×|J=(u)|

(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=(u), j ∈ J<(u)

)(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J=(u)

) (
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J<(u), j ∈ J<(u)

) ,

where T further admits the following structure [−1, 1]|J=,∼(u)|×|J=,∼(u)|
(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=,∼(u), j ∈ J=, ̸∼(u)

)(
− Sign(u⋆

i u⋆
j ) : i ∈ J=, ̸∼(u), j ∈ J=,∼(u)

)
[−1, 1]|J=,≁(u)|×|J=,≁(u)|

 .

With the above observation, it is routine to compute for any spurious stationary point u that

∂f(u) =


F1(Z1)

F2(Z2)
0

 :
Z1 ∈ [−1, 1]|J=,∼(u)|×|J=,∼(u)| ∩ R|J=,∼(u)|×|J=,∼(u)|

sym

Z2 ∈ [−1, 1]|J=,≁(u)|×|J=,≁(u)| ∩ R|J=,≁(u)|×|J=,≁(u)|
sym

 , (5)

where we have used Theorem 3.1 in computing each of the three blocks, and

F1(Z1) := Z1u⋆
J=,∼(u) +

∥∥∥u⋆
J=,∼(u)

∥∥∥
1

· Sign
(
u⋆
J=,∼(u)

)
,

F2(Z2) := −Z2u⋆
J=,≁(u) −

∥∥∥u⋆
J=,≁(u)

∥∥∥
1

· Sign
(
u⋆
J=,≁(u)

)
.

Due to the fact that {w : df(u)(w) = 0} = N∂f(u)(0), which follows from the very definition,
we next manage to characterize the normal cone of ∂f(u) at the origin. It should be noted that
by the representation (5), ∂f(u) is the Cartesian product of three polyhedrons (where we have
used the fact that the image of a polytope under a linear transformation is polyhedral [51, Theo-
rem 19.3]). As a result, by the product rule for computing normal cones [22, Proposition 6.41] and
the closedness of polyhedrons [51, Theorem 19.1], it suffices to consider the three components in
(5) respectively. Since N{0}(0) = R|J<(u)| by convexity [22, Theorem 6.9], it remains to analyze the
first two components. Careful readers may have already identified that they only differ a sign, and
therefore let us abstract them out and analyze the normal cone of the following set at the origin

H(v) :=
{

Zv + ∥v∥1 · Sign(v) : Z ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym

}
,

where v ∈ Rn is arbitrary but supp(v) = [n]. Let us also make the following definition

H′(v) :=
{

Zv : Z ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym

}
,

which removes the intercept in H(v) for simplicity. Then, because Zv = (I ⊠ vT) vec(Z), we have
by [22, Theorem 6.43] that

NH(v)(0) = NH′(v)(−∥v∥1 · Sign(v)) =
{

y : (I ⊠ v)y ∈ Nvec([−1,1]n×n∩Rn×n
sym )

(
vec(− Sign(vvT))

)}
,
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where we have used the following facts that are easy to verify

− Sign(vvT) · v = −∥v∥1 · Sign(v) and − Sign(vvT) ∈ [−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym .

Because Rn×n is isometrically isomorphic to Rn2 , we next turn to study the representation for

N[−1,1]n×n∩Rn×n
sym

(
− Sign(vvT)

)
⊆ Rn×n.

Notice that we can have a more explicit representation for the set

[−1, 1]n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym =

{
Z :

⟨eie
T
j , Z⟩ ≤ 1, ⟨−eie

T
j , Z⟩ ≤ 1, ∀ i, j ∈ [n]

⟨eie
T
j , Z⟩ − ⟨ejeT

i , Z⟩ ≤ 0, ⟨ejeT
i , Z⟩ − ⟨eie

T
j , Z⟩ ≤ 0, ∀ j > i

}
.

This, together with [22, Theorem 6.46], further implies N[−1,1]n×n∩Rn×n
sym

(
− Sign(vvT)

)
equals

T :=

−
n∑

i,j=1
pij Sign(vivj)eie

T
j +

∑
j>i

(
(qij − rij) · (eie

T
j − ejeT

i )
)

: pij , qij , rij ≥ 0, ∀ i, j ∈ [n]

 .

We next give a more explicit representation for T. It is easy to observe that T also admits some
product structure. Indeed, the diagonal components of T are clearly independent of each other,
and for each i ∈ [n], we have

{tii : T ∈ T} = {−pii Sign(v2
i ) : pii ≥ 0} = R−.

On the other hand, it is clear that the off-diagonal component pairs of T are independent of each
other as well, and for each j > i, we have{(

tij

tji

)
: T ∈ T

}
=
{(

(− Sign(vivj)) · pij + qij − rij

(− Sign(vjvi)) · pji − qij + rij

)
: pij , pji, qij , rij ≥ 0

}

=
{(

x
y

)
: Sign(vivj) · (x + y) ≤ 0

}
,

where in the last equality we have used Lemma 3.5. Combining the above discussions leads to the
following characterization

N[−1,1]n×n∩Rn×n
sym

(
− Sign(vvT)

)
=
{
T ∈ Rn×n : tii ≤ 0, ∀ i ∈ [n], Sign(vivj) · (tij + tji) ≤ 0, ∀ j > i

}
.

The above representation, together the fact that (I ⊠ v)y = vec(vyT), further implies

NH(v)(0) =
{

y : vyT ∈ N[−1,1]n×n∩Rn×n
sym

(
− Sign(vvT)

)}
= {y : viyi ≤ 0, ∀ i ∈ [n], Sign(vivj) · (viyj + vjyi) ≤ 0, ∀ j > i}
= {y : Sign(vi) · yi ≤ 0, ∀ i ∈ [n], |vi| · Sign(vj) · yj + |vj | · Sign(vi) · yi ≤ 0, ∀ j > i}

= {y : Sign(vi) · yi ≤ 0, ∀ i ∈ [n]} =
n∏

i=1
(Sign(vi) · R−),

which also admits a nice product structure. This general result, together with the scaling rule
(which is a special case of [22, Theorem 6.43]) and the product rule [22, Proposition 6.41] for
computing normal cones, further implies

N∂f(u)(0) =

 ∏
j∈J=,∼(u)

Sign(u⋆
j ) · R−

×

 ∏
j∈J=,≁(u)

Sign(u⋆
j ) · R+

× R|J<(u)|,
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as desired. Now it is time to revisit the boundary cases where either J=(u) = J=,∼(u) or J=(u) =
J=, ̸∼(u). Actually, suppose that J=(u) = J=,∼(u). Then, we know the F2(Z2) term in (5) vanishes
but the F1(Z1) term survived there with the same pattern. By applying the general result again, we
see the above characterization of N∂f(u)(0) remains true for this case since ∏j∈J=,≁(u) Sign(u⋆

j ) ·R+
now becomes nothing as J=, ̸∼(u) = ∅. A symmetric argument shows this applies to the other case
as well. With these materials established, all it remains is to simultaneously permute back u, u⋆,
and N∂f(u)(0), and discuss the relationships between Sign(u⋆

i ) and Sign(ui) for different i ∈ [n],
which exactly delivers the stated result specialized to this particular setting, as desired.

As promised, we finally discuss how to handle the problem without the assumption made at the
very beginning. Suppose that u⋆ has some zero coordinates. Because we know from Theorem 3.1
that u⋆

i = 0 implies ui = 0, standard computation shows each zero coordinate of u⋆ will contribute
an independent dummy coordinate with value {⟨z, u⟩ : z ∈ [−1, 1]n} to ∂f(u). By convexity [22,
Theorem 6.9], it should be rather clear that

N{⟨z,u⟩:z∈[−1,1]n}(0) =
{
R, u = 0,

{0}, u ̸= 0,

which, combined with the closedness of the set in (5) and the product rule for computing normal
cones [22, Proposition 6.41], further implies the computation of the whole critical cone can be
simply reduced to inserting the normal cones of these dummy coordinates as computed above after
the remaining coordinates of the critical cone have all been computed, the latter of which has
already been settled in the previous discussions. This completes the whole proof. □

3.4 Putting everything together

With the above preparations, we are now at a right place to accomplish the ultimate goal of this
section by exhibiting “negative curvatures” at each of the spurious stationary points of f . Very
naturally, for any such point u of f , one may expect the directions pointing from u to the ground-
truths, namely w := ±u⋆ − u, to be good candidates to fulfill the desired property. But to perform
second-order analysis therealong, we must ensure that these directions are indeed within the critical
cone of f , as otherwise the second subderivative d2f(u; 0)(w) would explode to infinity; see [22,
Proposition 13.5]. The following lemma, which is a direct consequence of Proposition 3.6, points
out this is indeed the case, desirably.

Lemma 3.7 It holds for any spurious stationarity u of f that df(u)(w) = 0, where w = ±u⋆ −u.

Proof. By virtue of Proposition 3.6 and the fact that ±u⋆
j − uj = 0 for all j /∈ supp(u⋆), which

again follows from Theorem 3.1, it suffices to verify ±u⋆
j − uj ∈ Sign(uj) · R− for every j ∈

supp(u⋆) ∩ J=(u). (We remark that by stating the above argument we have implicitly assumed
that | supp(u⋆) ∩ J=(u)| = 0. But this is without loss of generality, as otherwise the nonzero part
of the critical cone would become the whole space, which contains everything, and the result thus
holds vacuously.) We only need to discuss the following two cases:

• Suppose that j ∈ supp(u⋆) ∩ J=,∼(u), then we know u⋆
j − uj = 0 and −u⋆

j − uj = −2uj , both
of which are within Sign(uj) · R−.

• Suppose that j ∈ supp(u⋆) ∩ J=, ̸∼(u), then we know u⋆
j − uj = −2uj and −u⋆

j − uj = 0, both
of which are within Sign(uj) · R−.
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Summarizing the above two cases leads to the desired claim. □

Equipped with Lemma 3.7, we are now ready to present the final results in this section.

Theorem 3.8 Suppose that u⋆ ∈ Rn \ {0}. Then, for any spurious stationary point u of f , we
have for w = ±u⋆ − u that

d2f(u; 0)(w) = −∥u⋆∥2
1 < 0.

Proof. Once again, we make the assumption that u⋆
i ̸= 0 for every i ∈ [n], whose reason will be

explained after the proof under this assumption has been completed. By virtue of Lemma 3.7, [22,
Theorem 13.14], [22, Example 8.26] (or more directly [22, Example 13.16], but we will not use the
representation of the critical cone there), and the equivalent max-of-smooth representation

f(u) = max
{1

2⟨uuT − u⋆u⋆T, P ⟩ : P ∈ {±1}n×n ∩ Rn×n
sym

}
,

all it remains is to bound
max

{
wTQw : Q ∈ Q(u)

}
away from zero from the above, where

Q(u) :=

 ∑
P ∈I(u)

yP · P : yP ≥ 0, ∀ P ∈ I(u),
∑

P ∈I(u)
yP = 1,

 ∑
P ∈I(u)

yP · P

u = 0

 ,

and
I(u) := ext

(
Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n

sym

)
.

Due to the Krein-Milman theorem [52, Theorem 3.23], the compactness and convexity of Sign(uuT−
u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n

sym , and the well-known fact that the convex hull of any compact set is compact [53,
Corollary 2.4], we know

Q(u) = conv(I(u)) ∩ {Q ∈ Rn×n : Qu = 0}

=
(
Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n

sym

)
∩ {Q ∈ Rn×n : Qu = 0}.

However, due to the fact that (Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩ Rn×n
sym ) · u = ∂f(u) and the representation of

∂f(u) established in (5), we know the only possible Z ∈ Sign(uuT − u⋆u⋆T) ∩Rn×n
sym with u inside

its kernel is Z = − Sign(u⋆u⋆T). As a result, we have the following characterization

Q(u) = − Sign(u⋆u⋆T).

With this characterization at hand, we are ready to perform the final computation. We first consider
the case where w = u⋆ − u. In this case, it holds that

max{wTQw : Q ∈ Q(u)} = ⟨− Sign(u⋆u⋆T), (u⋆ − u) · (u⋆ − u)T⟩
= ⟨− Sign(u⋆u⋆T), u⋆u⋆T⟩ = −∥u⋆∥2

1 < 0,

as desired, where in the second equality we have used the fact that (Sign(u⋆))Tu = 0 (cf. Theo-
rem 3.1) and the symmetry of − Sign(u⋆u⋆T). With the above computation, the symmetric case
where w = −u⋆ − u can be carried out almost identically, and is thus omitted.
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We next revisit the assumption that u⋆
i ̸= 0 for every i ∈ [n]. Indeed, since ±u⋆

j −uj = 0 for every
j /∈ supp(u⋆) (cf. Theorem 3.1), it follows that the columns and rows of Q(u) corresponding to the
zero coordinates of u⋆ totally have nothing to do with the computation of max{wTQw : Q ∈ Q(u)}.
As a result, we may simply ignore all of these coordinates, and then apply the above analysis on
the remaining coordinates to conclude the desired result. This completes the proof. □

Although Theorem 3.8 only states for the specific second subderivative d2f(u; 0)(w), actually,
it is possible to translate Theorem 3.8 into statements about the other constructions of second
subderivatives introduced in Section 2.2. This is detailed in the following corollary.

Corollary 3.9 Suppose that u⋆ ∈ Rn \ {0}. Then, for any spurious stationary point u of f , we
have for w = ±u⋆ − u that:

• d2f(u)(w) = −∥u⋆∥2
1 < 0.

• d2f(u)(w; z) ≈ −∥u⋆∥2
1 < 0, for some z ∈ Rn.

• f ′′(u; w) = −∥u⋆∥2
1 < 0.

Proof. We prove the corollary in a point-to-point manner:

• We first deal with the first point. From [22, Theorem 9.7] and [22, Exercise 9.8(c)], we know
f is strictly continuous everywhere. This, combined with [22, Exercise 9.15], further implies
df(u) is Lipschitz continuous. Hence, we know from [22, Definition 13.3] and Lemma 3.7 that

d2f(u)(w) = d2f(u; 0)(w), for w = ±u⋆ − u,

and the desired result thus follows.

• We next proceed to the second point. Because f is fully amenable as mentioned at the
beginning of Section 3, we know from [22, Theorem 13.67] that f is also parabolically regular
in the sense of [22, Definition 13.65]. This, together with Lemma 3.7 and the discussions
between [22, Definition 13.65] and [22, Theorem 13.66], further implies

inf{d2f(u)(w; z) : z ∈ Rn} = d2f(u; 0)(w), for w = ±u⋆ − u,

and the second result thus holds true, as desired. (We remark that as it is not known if the
infimum above can indeed be attained, we have to use an approximation in the statement.)

• We finally work towards the last one. By [54, Proposition 8], we know f is twice directionally
differentiable, and f ′′(u; w) thus exists for every w ∈ Rn. This, together with Lemma 3.7
and the definition of (one-sided) second directional derivative in [22, Equation 13.3], further
implies

f ′′(u; w) = d2f(u; 0)(w), for w = ±u⋆ − u,

and hence the stated result, as desired.

Summarizing the above three pieces completes the whole proof. □

With Corollary 3.9 at hand, we next provide some further explanations on the main finding.
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Remark 3.10 Although f may not be twice semidifferentiable as per [22, Definition 13.6(a)], and
we therefore usually do not have a second-order expansion of f as in the smooth case (i.e., the Taylor
expansion) as evidenced by [22, Exercise 13.7], we can still combine the last point in Corollary 3.9
with [22, Equation 13.3] and Lemma 3.7 to see that, at any spurious stationary point u of f , there
exists some universal constants β, δ > 0, such that

f(u + tw) ≤ f(u) − β · t2

2 , for every t ∈ (0, δ).

In plain words, locally along the direction of w, the value of f is upper dominated by a univariate
strongly concave quadratic function with global maximum f(u) achieved at t = 0. This gives rise
the possibility to further decrease the function value of f at u along w at least as fast as decreasing
some strongly concave quadratic function.

By combining Theorem 3.8 with the second-order optimality condition in [22, Theorem 13.24(a)],
we are finally led to the main conclusion of this section. (We remark that in the following corollary
we have implicitly subsumed the case where u⋆ = 0, but it should be rather clear that the statement
is still valid for this trivial case.)

Corollary 3.11 All second-order stationary points of f are globally optimal.

As a direct implication of Corollary 3.11, any algorithm for optimizing nonsmooth functions with
convergence to second-order stationarity will avoid all spurious stationary points of f and converge
to its global optimality. Unfortunately, we are not aware of any algorithm with such a guarantee
deterministically, even for fully amenable functions. (We remark that for smooth functions the
existence of such algorithms is well known, e.g., the cubic Newton method [55].) Nevertheless,
for weakly-convex functions, there do exist some well-known results playing a similar role as [11],
which shows that for smooth functions the gradient descent method almost surely converges to local
minimizers. We will revisit these results with negative observations in the forthcoming section. As
another side remark, from a high-level algorithmic perspective, Corollary 3.11 also implies that the
study of any algorithm for the ℓ1-norm rank-one symmetric matrix factorization problem without
convergence to its global optimality is actually meaningless, since it has been recently understood
that for all this type of problems, computing a stationary point is trivial [56, Remark 3.5].
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4 Revisiting prior arts on nonsmooth global optimization

With Theorem 3.8, Corollary 3.9, and Corollary 3.11 established, as a very natural advance, one
may be tempted to apply existing results on the generic minimizing behavior of simple algorithms
(e.g., the subgradient method) such as [57, 58, 59] that play a similar role as [11] under a nonsmooth
setting to our problem. Unfortunately, we will show in the subsequent subsections that this may
not be as successful as expected.

4.1 The absence of active manifolds

All of the aforementioned convergence results require at least the existence of a C2-active manifold
at each of the spurious stationary points of f ; see, e.g., [58, Definitions 2.6-2.7]. However, the
following result shows that such an object can be absent even for a very simple instance of f .

Proposition 4.1 Suppose that u⋆ = (1, 1)T. Then, there does not exist a Cp-active manifold
around u0 := (−1, 1)T, which is a spurious stationary point of f , of any order p ≥ 1.

Proof. For any set M ⊆ R2 containing u0 and ε > 0 such that M ∩ (u0 + ε int(B)) is a Cp-smooth
manifold for some p ≥ 1 (as defined in [58, Definition 2.2]) with the sharpness condition in [58,
Definition 2.6] fulfilled, we must have

(u0 + ε int(B)) ∩ {(x, y)T : x + y = 0} ∩ {(x, y)T : |x|, |y| ≤ 1} ⊆ M ∩ (u0 + ε int(B)), (6)

as otherwise there will be some point u ∈ (u0 + ε int(B)) \ M with 0 ∈ ∂f(u) due to Theorem 3.1,
which is a contradiction to the sharpness condition. We remark that because of (6), it should be
rather clear that dim(M ∩ (u0 + ε int(B))) > 0.

As M ∩ (u0 + ε int(B)) is more precisely a Cp-smooth submanifold embedded in R2 by [58,
Definition 2.2], we know from2 [23, Theorem 3.12] that there exists another ε′ > 0, an open subset
V ⊆ R2, and a Cp-diffeomorphism F : (u0 + ε′ int(B)) → V such that

F(M ∩ (u0 + min{ε, ε′} int(B))) = E ∩ V =: V′, (7)

where
E := Rdim(M∩(u0+ε int(B))) × {0}2−dim(M∩(u0+ε int(B)))

is a subspace of R2. By (6), we know there must exist some δ > 0 such that the line segment

{(x, y)T : x + y = 0} ∩ {(x, y)T : 1 − δ ≤ |x|, |y| ≤ 1} ⊆ M ∩ (u0 + min{ε, ε′} int(B)).

Next, we simply parameterize such a line segment through a curve

{c(t) : t ∈ [0, 1]} ⊆ M ∩ (u0 + min{ε, ε′} int(B)),

where c : [0, 1] → R2 with
c(t) := (−(1 − δ + δt), 1 − δ + δt)T ,

and is thus C∞-smooth on (0, 1). By (7), we further know

{F(c(t)) : t ∈ [0, 1]} ⊆ V′.

2Although this theorem only states for C∞-smooth manifolds, it can be easily adapted to the Cp-smooth case.
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As a result, by the openness of V′ in the subspace topology induced by E, we can further extend
{F(c(t)) : t ∈ [0, 1]} towards both sides slightly while keeping the resulting curve remain in V′

and C1-smooth. (This can be done by, e.g., slightly extending the curve at the two endpoints
along the tangent directions.) We may override the above notation and simply use {F(c(t)) : t ∈
(−ρ, 1+ρ)} ⊆ V′ to denote the extended C1-smooth curve (with endpoints removed for simplicity),
where ρ > 0 is some small constant. By pulling such a curve back using F−1, which is Cp-smooth,
and recall p ≥ 1 and (7), we obtain another C1-smooth curve (where we have abused our notation
again)

{c(t) : t ∈ (−ρ, 1 + ρ)} ⊆ M ∩ (u0 + min{ε, ε′} int(B)),
which is an extension of the original one. We next study the function behavior of f when restricted
to this curve at t = 1 ∈ (−ρ, 1 + ρ). Actually, because the extended curve is C1-smooth and thus
c′(1) = (−δ, δ)T, it is easy to see that there further exists some small constant κ > 0 such that

f(u) =


1
2
(
4 − u2

1 − u2
2 − 2u1u2

)
, u ∈ {c(t) : 1 − κ < t < 1},

1
2
(
u2

1 + u2
2 − 2u1u2

)
, u ∈ {c(t) : 1 < t < 1 + κ},

each piece of which is clearly differentiable. This representation, together with the chain rule for
differentiable functions and the continuous differentiability of c, further implies for g(t) := f(c(t))
that

lim
t↗1

g′(t) = 0 < 4δ = lim
t↘1

g′(t),

and thus g can not even be continuously differentiable, i.e., C1-smooth, showing the smoothness
condition in [58, Definition 2.6] can never be met even for p = 1. This completes the proof. □

As a consequence, the aforementioned convergence results are all not applicable even to such a
simple instance of f that is well-structured and enjoys many benign properties.

4.2 The potential risk of tilting a function

As a remedy, one may also be tempted to, as a preprocessing procedure, linearly tilt the previous
function slightly beforehand (i.e., superpose a small linear perturbation on the function), which
can generically endow the function with the necessary properties [58, Theorem 2.9], and then apply
the aforementioned results to the tilted function. However, in what follows, we will showcase
the potential risk regarding such a procedure by exhibiting three examples. For a better and
intuitive understanding of the insights delivered by these examples, we will accompany each of
them a visualization after their discussions. The first example confirms the possibility of drifting
the global minimizer of a function arbitrarily far away by tilting it, even if the perturbation is tiny.

Example 4.2 Consider the following function from R to R, together with its gradient

g(x) :=



0.5, x ≤ −2,

−(x + 2)2

2 + 0.5, −2 < x ≤ −1,

x2

2 − 0.5, −1 < x ≤ 1,

−(x − 2)2

2 + 0.5, 1 < x ≤ 2,

0.5, x > 2,

g′(x) =



0, x ≤ −2,

−x − 2, −2 < x ≤ −1,

x, −1 < x ≤ 1,

−x + 2, 1 < x ≤ 2,

0, x > 2.
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It is clear that arg min{g(x) : x ∈ R} = {0} and g′ is Lipschitz continuous with modulus 1. Thus,
by [60, Proposition 4.12], we know g is 1-weakly-convex. However, it is also easy to see that, for
any a ∈ R \ {0}, whose complement has a zero Lebesgue measure, we have

arg min{g(x) − a · x : x ∈ R} = {Sign(a) · ∞},

which arbitrarily deviates from the original minimizer.
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(a) The function plot of g(x).
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(b) The function plot of g(x) + 0.01 · x.

Figure 2: The functions plots of g(x) and g(x) + 0.01 · x for g defined in Example 4.2.

The next example witnesses the fact that introducing a countable number of additional local
minima is also possible, even under a tiny perturbation.

Example 4.3 Consider the following function from R to R with its Fréchet subdifferential3

g(x) :=


−(x + ⌊−x⌋ + 1)2

2 + 1
2 + ⌊−x⌋

2 , x ≤ 0,

−(x − ⌊x⌋ − 1)2

2 + 1
2 + ⌊x⌋

2 , x > 0,

∂g(x) =



{−(x − ⌊x⌋)}, x < 0, x /∈ Z,

[−1, 0], x < 0, x ∈ Z,

[−1, 1], x = 0,

{−(x − ⌊x⌋) + 1}, x > 0, x /∈ Z,

[0, 1], x > 0, x ∈ Z,

the latter of which can be easily computed by combining the directional differentiability of g (which
is obvious from the definition) and [22, Exercise 8.4]. It can be directly verified that

(v − w) · (x − y) ≥ −(x − y)2, for every x, y ∈ R and (v, w) ∈ ∂g(x) × ∂g(y),

and thus g is 1-weakly-convex by [61, Lemma 2.1(4)]. Besides, it is also obvious that there is
only one local (and thus global) minimizer of g, namely x = 0. However, it actually holds, for
ha(x) := g(x) − a · x and any a ∈ (−1, 1) \ {0}, which has a Lebesgue measure of 2, that

∂ha(x) = ∂g(x) − a = conv({−a, Sign(a) − a}), for every x with Sign(a) · x > 0 and x ∈ Z,

where in the first equality we have used [22, Exercise 8.8(c)]. Therefore, it holds for every x with
Sign(a) · x > 0 and x ∈ Z that

dha(x)(d) = max{−a · d, (Sign(a) − a) · d} ≥ min{|a|, | Sign(a) − a|} · |d|, for every d ∈ R,

3We still use the notation ∂g here to denote the Fréchet subdifferential as g will soon turn out to be weakly-convex,
and thus subdifferentially regular due to [60, Proposition 4.3], [22, Example 7.27], and [22, Exercise 8.20(b)].
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where we have used [22, Theorem 8.30] and the subdifferential regularity of g as mentioned earlier.
This, together with the positivity of min{|a|, | Sign(a) − a|} and [35, Lemma 3.24], further implies
every x with Sign(a) · x > 0 and x ∈ Z is a local minimizer of ha, all of which together has a
cardinality of ℵ0. We would like to remark that, since {x : 0 ∈ g(x)} = Z, for any a ∈ (−1, 1) \ {0},
any algorithm converging to any local minimizer of the perturbed function ha other than the origin
is essentially stuck at a spurious stationary point of g.

Although in the above example the undesired perturbations only occupy a small region namely
(−1, 1)\{0}, we believe it still suffices to explain the potential risk of tilting, since in most scenarios
introducing a large modification to the interested function is unfavorable.
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(a) The function plot of g(x).
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(b) The function plot of g(x) + 0.45 · x.

Figure 3: The functions plots of g(x) and g(x) + 0.45 · x for g defined in Example 4.3.

The final example revisits the function designed and investigated in Proposition 4.1 and demon-
strates that the undesirable phenomenon of transforming a spurious stationary point of the original
function to a local minimizer of the tilted function can also take place in ℓ1-norm symmetric matrix
factorization. Because its reasoning is similar to that of Example 4.3, the references corresponding
to the underpinning variational analysis theories will be hidden in what follows.

Example 4.4 Suppose that u⋆ = (1, 1)T and let u0 := (−1, 1)T, which is a spurious stationary
point of f (cf. Theorem 3.1). Through the very definition, it can be easily computed that

∂f(u0) =
((

Sign(0) Sign(−2)
Sign(−2) Sign(0)

)
∩ R2×2

sym

)
·
(

−1
1

)
=
(

[−1, 1] −1
−1 [−1, 1]

)
·
(

−1
1

)
=
(

[−2, 0]
[0, 2]

)
.

However, it actually holds, for ha(u) := f(u) − aTu and any a ∈ (−2, 0) × (0, 2), which has a
Lebesgue measure of 4, that

∂ha(u0) = ∂f(u0) − a = [−2 − a1, −a1] × [−a2, 2 − a2].

As a result, we have
dha(u0)(d) = max{(−2 − a1) · d1, −a1 · d1} + max{−a2 · d2, (2 − a2) · d2}

≥ min{|2 + a1|, |a1|, |a2|, |2 − a2|} · ∥d∥1, for every d ∈ R2,

which, together with the positivity of min{|2 + a1|, |a1|, |a2|, |2 − a2|}, further implies u0 is a local
minimizer of ha. Thus, similar to Example 4.3, any algorithm running on ha for a ∈ (−2, 0)×(0, 2)
with convergence to its local minimizer u0 is actually trapped by this spurious stationary point. By
applying a completely symmetric argument, one can also easily discover the same dilemma at −u0,
which is a spurious stationary point of f as well.

In summary, the above examples deliver a message that tilting a function can potentially lead
to some negative consequences.
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Figure 4: The functions plots of (negated) f(u) and f(u) − uT
0 u around u0 when u⋆ = (1, 1)T.

4.3 Prospects

Figure 5: The (negative) subgradi-
ent flow on a specific instance of f .

Despite the above negative sides, we highlight that the sit-
uation on the global optimization of f might be much more
benign than our expectation. This is motivated by the follow-
ing observation: We have visualized the (negative) subgradi-
ent flow on the specific instance of f investigated in Proposi-
tion 4.1 and Example 4.4, which is shown in the right panel,
where the thick line segment stands for the set of spurious sta-
tionary points and the two dots the ground-truths. The visu-
alization clearly suggests that with generic initializations (or
more specifically, without being initialized right on the one-
dimensional subspace {(x, y)T : x + y = 0}), the (negative)
subgradient flow will eventually lead to the global optimality
of this function. Owing to this observation, we would like to
make the following conjecture.

Conjecture 4.5 For the ℓ1-norm rank-one symmetric matrix factorization problem, the subgradi-
ent method with random initialization (with distribution absolutely continuous w.r.t. the Lebesgue
measure) and sufficiently small step sizes that are also diminishing (i.e., positive, not summable,
and having a limit of zero) converges to its global optimality almost surely.

5 Concluding remarks and future works

In this paper, we have investigated the nonsmooth optimization landscape of the ℓ1-norm rank-one
symmetric matrix factorization problem. Specifically, we have completely characterized the set
of stationary points of the problem. Based on the characterization, we have shown that at each
spurious stationary point of the problem, there always exists some direction, along which the second
subderivatives are negative, thus proving all second-order stationary points are actually globally
optimal. With the above developments, we have revisited existing results on the generic minimizing
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behavior of simple algorithms for nonsmooth optimization and showcased the potential risk of their
applications to our problem.

This paper also opens up several interesting (but can be rather challenging) directions for fu-
ture studies. As the most natural direction, since the main purpose of introducing the ℓ1-norm for
rank-one symmetric matrix factorization is to enhance its robustness to outliers, investigating the
outlier conditions under which the inexistence of spurious second-order stationary points still holds
true is a necessity. Besides, since this paper only considers the rank-one symmetric case of the ℓ1-
norm matrix factorization problem, it is also interesting and meaningful to study the optimization
landscapes of its asymmetric and higher-rank counterparts via second-order variational analysis.
Moreover, as we have already discussed, investigating the algorithm design for either determinis-
tically or generically converging to some second-order stationary point of a nonsmooth function is
also promising and significant. Finally, with the machinery developed in this paper, it becomes
more possible to perform landscape analysis for a variety of other more sophisticated nonsmooth
learning problems, such as robust phase retrieval [19, 18], robust low-rank matrix recovery [37, 62],
neural collapse with robust losses (see, e.g., [63, 64, 65, 66, 67] for its smooth counterparts), robust
principal component analysis [68, 69] (see also the references therein), robust feature extraction [70],
and robust rotation group synchronization [71] (as well as the robust counterparts of many other
synchronization problems such as [72, 73, 74]).

Acknowledgments

The authors would like express their sincere gratitude to Lai Tian at the Chinese University of Hong
Kong for reminding them that tilting a function can be dangerous and many helpful discussions at
the early stage of the project, as well as Jinxin Wang at the Chinese University of Hong Kong for
his reading and comments, which in particular renew their attention to the paper [18].

References

[1] Y. Koren, R. Bell, and C. Volinsky, “Matrix factorization techniques for recommender sys-
tems,” Computer, vol. 42, no. 8, pp. 30–37, 2009.

[2] X. Luo, Z. Liu, L. Jin, Y. Zhou, and M. Zhou, “Symmetric nonnegative matrix factorization-
based community detection models and their convergence analysis,” IEEE Transactions on
Neural Networks and Learning Systems, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 1203–1215, 2021.

[3] M. Qian and C. Zhai, “Robust unsupervised feature selection,” in Proceedings of the 23rd
International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pp. 1621–1627, 2013.

[4] R. Wu, H.-T. Wai, and W.-K. Ma, “Hybrid inexact BCD for coupled structured matrix factor-
ization in hyperspectral super-resolution,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 68,
pp. 1728–1743, 2020.

[5] Z. Zhu, Q. Li, G. Tang, and M. B. Wakin, “The global optimization geometry of low-rank
matrix optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 67, no. 2, pp. 1308–
1331, 2021.

[6] S. Bhojanapalli, B. Neyshabur, and N. Srebro, “Global optimality of local search for low rank
matrix recovery,” in Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems, pp. 3880–3888, 2016.

26

https://www1.se.cuhk.edu.hk/~tianlai/
https://wangjinxin-terry.github.io/


[7] R. Ge, J. D. Lee, and T. Ma, “Matrix completion has no spurious local minimum,” in Proceed-
ings of the 30th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, pp. 2981–
2989, 2016.

[8] R. Ge, C. Jin, and Y. Zheng, “No spurious local minima in nonconvex low rank problems: A
unified geometric analysis,” in Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine
Learning, pp. 1233–1242, 2017.

[9] X. Li, J. Lu, R. Arora, J. Haupt, H. Liu, Z. Wang, and T. Zhao, “Symmetry, saddle points,
and global optimization landscape of nonconvex matrix factorization,” IEEE Transactions on
Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 6, pp. 3489–3514, 2019.

[10] Q. Li, Z. Zhu, and G. Tang, “The non-convex geometry of low-rank matrix optimization,”
Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 51–96, 2019.

[11] J. D. Lee, M. Simchowitz, M. I. Jordan, and B. Recht, “Gradient descent only converges to
minimizers,” in Proceedings of the 29th Annual Conference on Learning Theory, pp. 1246–1257,
2016.

[12] C. Jin, R. Ge, P. Netrapalli, S. M. Kakade, and M. I. Jordan, “How to escape saddle points ef-
ficiently,” in Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 1724–
1732, 2017.

[13] J. R. Rice and J. S. White, “Norms for smoothing and estimation,” SIAM Review, vol. 6, no. 3,
pp. 243–256, 1964.

[14] R. Tibshirani, “Regression shrinkage and selection via the LASSO,” Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 267–288, 1996.

[15] Q. Ke and T. Kanade, “Robust L1 norm factorization in the presence of outliers and missing
data by alternative convex programming,” in Proceedings of the 2005 IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 739–746, 2005.

[16] A. Eriksson and A. Van Den Hengel, “Efficient computation of robust low-rank matrix ap-
proximations in the presence of missing data using the L1 norm,” in Proceedings of the 2010
IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 771–778, 2010.

[17] Y. Zheng, G. Liu, S. Sugimoto, S. Yan, and M. Okutomi, “Practical low-rank matrix approx-
imation under robust L1-norm,” in Proceedings of the 2012 IEEE Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 1410–1417, 2012.

[18] D. Davis, D. Drusvyatskiy, and C. Paquette, “The nonsmooth landscape of phase retrieval,”
IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, vol. 40, no. 4, pp. 2652–2695, 2020.

[19] J. C. Duchi and F. Ruan, “Solving (most) of a set of quadratic equalities: Composite opti-
mization for robust phase retrieval,” Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, vol. 8,
no. 3, pp. 471–529, 2019.

[20] B. Chen and Z. Li, “On the tensor spectral p-norm and its dual norm via partitions,” Compu-
tational Optimization and Applications, vol. 75, no. 3, pp. 609–628, 2020.

[21] S. Fattahi and S. Sojoudi, “Exact guarantees on the absence of spurious local minima for non-
negative rank-1 robust principal component analysis,” Journal of Machine Learning Research,
vol. 21, no. 59, pp. 1–51, 2020.

27



[22] R. T. Rockafellar and R. J.-B. Wets, Variational Analysis, vol. 317 of Grundlehren der Math-
ematischen Wissenschaften, A Series of Comprehensive Studies in Mathematics. Springer
Berlin, Heidelberg, 2009.

[23] N. Boumal, An Introduction to Optimization on Smooth Manifolds. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 2023.

[24] F. H. Clarke, Optimization and Nonsmooth Analysis. Classics in Applied Mathematics, Society
for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, Philadelphia, 1990.

[25] Y. Cui and J.-S. Pang, Modern Nonconvex Nondifferentiable Optimization. MOS-SIAM Series
on Optimization, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, Philadelphia, 2021.

[26] J. Li, A. M.-C. So, and W.-K. Ma, “Understanding notions of stationarity in nonsmooth opti-
mization: A guided tour of various constructions of subdifferential for nonsmooth functions,”
IEEE Signal Processing Magazine, vol. 37, no. 5, pp. 18–31, 2020.

[27] L. Tian and A. M.-C. So, “On the hardness of computing near-approximate stationary points of
Clarke regular nonsmooth nonconvex problems and certain DC programs,” in ICML Workshop
on Beyond First-Order Methods in ML Systems, 2021.

[28] L. Tian and A. M.-C. So, “Computing D-stationary points of ρ-margin loss SVM,” in Proceed-
ings of the 25th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pp. 3772–
3793, 2022.

[29] L. Tian, K. Zhou, and A. M.-C. So, “On the finite-time complexity and practical computa-
tion of approximate stationarity concepts of Lipschitz functions,” in Proceedings of the 39th
International Conference on Machine Learning, pp. 21360–21379, 2022.

[30] L. Tian and A. M.-C. So, “Testing stationarity concepts for ReLU networks: Hardness, regu-
larity, and robust algorithms,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.12261, 2023.

[31] L. Tian and A. M.-C. So, “No dimension-free deterministic algorithm computes approximate
stationarities of Lipschitzians,” Mathematical Programming, 2024. To appear.

[32] G. Li and T. K. Pong, “Calculus of the exponent of Kurdyka- Lojasiewicz inequality and
its applications to linear convergence of first-order methods,” Foundations of Computational
Mathematics, vol. 18, no. 5, pp. 1199–1232, 2018.

[33] P. Yu, G. Li, and T. K. Pong, “Kurdyka- Lojasiewicz exponent via inf-projection,” Foundations
of Computational Mathematics, vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 1171–1217, 2022.

[34] Y. Chi, Y. M. Lu, and Y. Chen, “Nonconvex optimization meets low-rank matrix factorization:
An overview,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 67, no. 20, pp. 5239–5269, 2019.

[35] J. F. Bonnans and A. Shapiro, Perturbation Analysis of Optimization Problems. Springer
Series in Operations Research and Financial Engineering, Springer Science & Business Media,
New York, 2013.

[36] D. Davis, D. Drusvyatskiy, K. J. MacPhee, and C. Paquette, “Subgradient methods for sharp
weakly convex functions,” Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications, vol. 179, no. 3,
pp. 962–982, 2018.

28



[37] X. Li, Z. Zhu, A. M.-C. So, and R. Vidal, “Nonconvex robust low-rank matrix recovery,” SIAM
Journal on Optimization, vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 660–686, 2020.

[38] D. Davis, D. Drusvyatskiy, and V. Charisopoulos, “Stochastic algorithms with geometric step
decay converge linearly on sharp functions,” Mathematical Programming, vol. 207, pp. 145–190,
2024.

[39] Q. Rebjock and N. Boumal, “Fast convergence to non-isolated minima: Four equivalent con-
ditions for C2 functions,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.00096, 2023.

[40] S.  Lojasiewicz, “Une propriété topologique des sous-ensembles analytiques réels,” Les
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