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Abstract

Stability of first-order methods in tame optimization

Lexiao Lai

Modern data science applications demand solving large-scale optimization problems. The
prevalent approaches are first-order methods, valued for their scalability. These methods are im-
plemented to tackle highly irregular problems where assumptions of convexity and smoothness are
untenable.

Seeking to deepen the understanding of these methods, we study first-order methods with con-
stant step size for minimizing locally Lipschitz tame functions. To do so, we propose notions of
discrete Lyapunov stability for optimization methods. Concerning common first-order methods,
we provide necessary and sufficient conditions for stability. We also show that certain local min-
ima can be unstable, without additional noise in the method. Our analysis relies on the connection
between the iterates of the first-order methods and continuous-time dynamics.
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Introduction

The last decade has witnessed the fast growth of data science, with successful applications in-
cluding image recognition [1, 2], natural language processing [3, 4], and image/language synthesis
[5, 6]. Central in this success is the effective training of large-scale models, which requires solving
optimization problems with suitable algorithms. The prevailing algorithms are the first-order meth-
ods [7, 8, 9], namely the optimization algorithms that require only first-order derivatives. These
algorithms have low per-iteration costs and can be easily distributed among GPUs [10]. However,
their application typically lacks guarantees, raising concerns regarding robustness and explainabil-
ity. This issue arises because the objectives are poorly structured, which renders them outside the
scope of classical optimization theory.

In this thesis, we seek to provide guarantees for minimizing a general class of locally Lipschitz
functions with first-order methods. We focus on the methods with constant step sizes, while most
of the results continue to hold with variable step sizes that are nonsummable, except for those
in Chapter 5. In order to analyze the iterates of these methods, we propose notions of discrete
Lyapunov stability (Definitions 3.1 and 4.1), akin to the Lyapunov stability in dynamical systems
[11] [12, Equation (5.6)]. Informally, a point is (locally) stable if the iterates generated by first-
order methods stay close to it, given close enough initialization and small enough step size; A set is
globally stable if the iterates eventually stay close to it for arbitrary initialization and small enough
step size. These notions are suitable for the study of first-order methods with non-diminishing step
sizes, as (subsequential) convergence to critical points can be unrealistic.

The results presented in this thesis rely on the premise that the objective function is tame (in
an o-minimal structure on the real field) [13, 14]. This assumption is crucial, as without it, the
function may exhibit erratic behavior despite its local Lipschitz continuity [15]. Examples of such
functions are can be found in Chapter 3. The class of tame functions is both well suited for the
study of first-order methods and wide enough to capture most applications. On one hand, they
enjoy desirable properties, which we recall in Section 1.2. On the other hand, seemingly all locally
Lipschitz objective functions of interest nowadays are tame, including all those appearing in the
statistical learning textbook [16] by Friedman, Hastie, and Tibshirani.

This thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 1 contains the preliminaries, where we recall the
Clarke subdifferential, o-minimal structures, implementation of first-order methods, and review the
existing literature. In Chapter 2, we show that iterates of certain first-order methods are approxi-
mated by subgradient trajectories, enabling a unified analysis for these methods in later chapters.
In Chapter 3, we study the stability of local minima with respect to those first-order methods. We
show that for a point to be stable, it is necessary for it to be a local minimum (Theorem 3.5) and
it suffices for it to be a strict local minimum (Theorem 3.6). In Chapter 4, we prove that the set of
critical points is globally stable (Theorem 4.2), if the objective is additionally coercive. In Chap-
ter 5, we study the subgradient method and propose sufficient conditions for local minima to be
unstable (Theorem 5.10). These conditions can be verified in data science applications.
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Chapter 1: Preliminaries

We begin by recalling some standard notations. Let N := {0, 1, . . .} be the natural numbers.
Let ∥ · ∥ be the induced norm of an inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ on R𝑛. Let 𝐵(𝑎, 𝑟) and �̊�(𝑎, 𝑟) respectively
denote the closed ball and the open ball of center 𝑎 ∈ R𝑛 and radius 𝑟 > 0. Let 𝐵(𝑆, 𝑟) :=
𝑆 + 𝐵(0, 𝑟) where 𝑆 ⊂ R𝑛. Given 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 and 𝑆 ⊂ R𝑛, let 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑆) := inf{∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥ : 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆} and
𝑃𝑆 (𝑥) := argmin{𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 : ∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥}.

1.1 Clarke subdifferential

Recall that a function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R𝑚 is locally Lipschitz if for all 𝑎 ∈ R𝑛, there exist 𝑟 > 0 and
𝐿 > 0 such that ∥ 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑦)∥ ⩽ 𝐿∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥ for all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐵(𝑎, 𝑟). Since locally Lipschitz functions
might not be differentiable everywhere, we consider the following notion of generalized gradients
due to Clarke [17].

Definition 1.1. [17] [18, Chapter 2] Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz function. The Clarke
subdifferential is the set-valued mapping 𝜕 𝑓 : R𝑛 ⇒ R𝑛 defined for all 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 by 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) := {𝑠 ∈
R𝑛 : 𝑓 ◦(𝑥, 𝑑) ⩾ ⟨𝑠, 𝑑⟩,∀𝑑 ∈ R𝑛} where

𝑓 ◦(𝑥, 𝑑) := lim sup
𝑦 → 𝑥
𝑡 ↘ 0

𝑓 (𝑦 + 𝑡𝑑) − 𝑓 (𝑦)
𝑡

. (1.1)

The Clarke subdifferential agrees with the convex subdifferential if 𝑓 is convex [17, (1.2)
Proposition], and agrees with the gradient if 𝑓 is continuously differentiable [17, (1.13) Proposi-
tion]. By Fermat’s rule [18, 2.3.2 Proposition], 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 is a local minimum of 𝑓 only if 0 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥).
We say that 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 is a critical point of 𝑓 if 0 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥), and that 𝑣 ∈ R is a critical value of 𝑓 if
there exists 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 such that 0 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) and 𝑣 = 𝑓 (𝑥).

A set-valued mapping 𝐹 : R𝑛 ⇒ R𝑛 is upper semicontinuous if for all 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 and 𝜖 > 0,
there exists 𝛿 > 0 such that 𝐹 (𝐵(𝑥, 𝛿)) ⊂ 𝐵(𝐹 (𝑥), 𝜖) [18, p. 29]. We next recall some topological
properties of the Clarke subdifferential.

Proposition 1.2. [18, Chapter 2] Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz function and let 𝜕 𝑓 :
R𝑛 ⇒ R𝑛 be the Clarke subdifferential of 𝑓 . Then it holds that

(a) 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) is a nonempty, convex, and compact subset of R𝑛 for any 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛,

(b) 𝜕 𝑓 is upper semicontinuous.

In the remainder of this section, we define subgradient trajectories governed by the Clarke
subdifferential. They play an important role for the analysis in this thesis (see Chapter 2). In order
to do so, we recall the definition of absolutely continuous functions.

Definition 1.3. [19, Definition 1 p. 12] Given 𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ R such that 𝑎 < 𝑏, a function 𝑥 : [𝑎, 𝑏] → R𝑛
is absolutely continuous if for all 𝜖 > 0, there exists 𝛿 > 0 such that, for any finite collection of
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disjoint intervals [𝑎1, 𝑏1], . . . , [𝑎𝑚, 𝑏𝑚] of [𝑎, 𝑏] such that
∑𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑏𝑖 −𝑎𝑖 ⩽ 𝛿, we have

∑𝑚
𝑖=1 ∥𝑥(𝑏𝑖) −

𝑥(𝑎𝑖)∥ ⩽ 𝜖 .

By virtue of [20, Theorem 20.8], a function 𝑥 : [𝑎, 𝑏] → R𝑛 is absolutely continuous if and
only if it is differentiable almost everywhere on (𝑎, 𝑏), its derivative 𝑥′(·) is Lebesgue integrable,
and ∀𝑡 ∈ [𝑎, 𝑏], 𝑥(𝑡) − 𝑥(𝑎) =

∫ 𝑡

𝑎
𝑥′(𝑡)𝑑𝑡. Let 𝐼 be an interval in R, we say that 𝑥 : 𝐼 → R𝑛 is

absolutely continuous if it is absolutely continuous on any compact interval of 𝐼. We next define
subgradient trajectories of locally Lipschitz functions.

Definition 1.4. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz function and 𝐼 be an interval of [0,∞).
We say that 𝑥 : 𝐼 → R𝑛 is a subgradient trajectory of 𝑓 if 𝑥(·) is absolutely continuous and
𝑥′(𝑡) ∈ −𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) for almost every 𝑡 ∈ 𝐼.

We defer a chain rule for subgradient trajectories of tame functions to the next section.

1.2 O-minimal structures

O-minimal structures (short for order-minimal) were originally considered by van den Dries,
Pillay and Steinhorn [21, 22]. They are founded on the observation that many properties of
semialgebraic sets can be deduced from a few simple axioms [13]. Recall that a subset 𝐴 of
R𝑛 is semialgebraic [23] if it is a finite union of basic semialgebraic sets, which are of the form
{𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 : 𝑝𝑖 (𝑥) = 0, 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑘; 𝑝𝑖 (𝑥) > 0, 𝑖 = 𝑘+1, . . . , 𝑚} where 𝑝1, . . . , 𝑝𝑚 ∈ R[𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋𝑛]
(i.e., polynomials with real coefficients).

Definition 1.5. [24, Definition p. 503-506] An o-minimal structure on the real field is a sequence
𝑆 = (𝑆𝑘 )𝑘∈N such that for all 𝑘 ∈ N:

1. 𝑆𝑘 is a boolean algebra of subsets of R𝑘 , with R𝑘 ∈ 𝑆𝑘 ;

2. 𝑆𝑘 contains the diagonal {(𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑘 ) ∈ R𝑘 : 𝑥𝑖 = 𝑥 𝑗 } for 1 ⩽ 𝑖 < 𝑗 ⩽ 𝑘;

3. If 𝐴 ∈ 𝑆𝑘 , then 𝐴 × R and R × 𝐴 belong to 𝑆𝑘+1;

4. If 𝐴 ∈ 𝑆𝑘+1 and 𝜋 : R𝑘+1 → R𝑘 is the projection onto the first 𝑘 coordinates, then 𝜋(𝐴) ∈ 𝑆𝑘 ;

5. 𝑆3 contains the graphs of addition and multiplication;

6. 𝑆1 consists exactly of the finite unions of open intervals and singletons.

Note that 𝑆1 are the semialgebraic subsets of R and by [24, 2.5 Examples (3)], 𝑆𝑘 contains the
semialgebraic subsets of R𝑘 . A subset 𝐴 of R𝑛 is definable in an o-minimal structure (𝑆𝑘 )𝑘∈N if
𝐴 ∈ 𝑆𝑛. Let 𝐴 ⊂ R𝑛 and 𝐵 ⊂ R𝑚, a function 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 is definable in an o-minimal structure if
its graph, that is to say {(𝑥, 𝑡) ∈ 𝐴 × 𝐵 : 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑡}, is definable in that structure. A set 𝐶 ⊂ R𝑛 is
tame [14] in an o-minimal structure (𝑆𝑘 )𝑘∈N if

∀𝑥 ∈ R𝑛, ∀𝑟 > 0, 𝐶 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ∈ 𝑆𝑛,

and a function 𝑓 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 is tame if its graph is tame. Throughout this thesis, we fix an arbitrary
o-minimal structure on the real field, and say that the sets or functions are tame (resp. definable) if
they are tame (resp. definable) in this structure.
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Tame functions enjoy nice properties that enable the analysis in this thesis. In the remainder of
this section, we recall several such results. We first state the Łojasiewicz inequality for continuous
tame functions, generalized from the inequality for semialgebraic functions [25, §2] (see also [26,
§17], [27, (2.1)]).

Theorem 1.6. [28, Theorem 0] Let 𝐴 be a compact subset of R𝑛. Let 𝑓 , 𝑔 : 𝐴 → R be continuous
tame functions. If 𝑓 −1(0) ⊂ 𝑔−1(0), then there exists a strictly increasing definable function
𝜎 : [0,∞) → [0,∞) that is continuously differentiable on (0,∞) with 𝜎(0) = 0 such that for any
𝑥 ∈ 𝐴, we have | 𝑓 (𝑥) | ⩾ 𝜎( |𝑔(𝑥) |).

Recall that the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality [28, Theorem 1] lower bounds the gradient
norm of continuously differentiable definable functions, after precomposing a desingularizing
function. We next state a version of Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality for locally Lipschitz tame
functions, which is a consequence of the projection formula of Clarke subdifferentials of definable
functions [29, Corollary 9].

Theorem 1.7. [29, Theorem 14] Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz tame function. Then for
any 𝑟 > 0, there exist 𝜌 > 0 and a strictly increasing definable function 𝜓 : [0, 𝜌) → [0,∞) that
is continuously differentiable on (0, 𝜌) with 𝜓(0) = 0 such that 𝜓 is concave and

𝑑 (0, 𝜕 (𝜓 ◦ | 𝑓 |) (𝑥)) ⩾ 1

for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑟) such that 0 < | 𝑓 (𝑥) | < 𝜌.

The fact that 𝜓 can be taken to be concave is due to the monotonicity theorem [13, (1.2) p.
43] and was observed in [30]. A uniform version of the inequality was proposed recently in [31]
for proving the global convergence of the gradient method. Theorem 1.7 implies that a locally
Lipschitz tame function has finitely many critical values over any bounded set. The definable
Morse-Sard theorem shows that in fact definable functions admit finitely many critical values over
their domains [29, Corollary 9].

Finally, we recall a chain rule for the subgradient trajectories of locally Lipschitz tame func-
tions. The same property was studied for semialgebraic functions in [32].

Proposition 1.8. [33, Lemma 5.2] Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz tame function and 𝐼 be
an interval of [0,∞). If 𝑥 : 𝐼 → R is a subgradient trajectory of 𝑓 , then 𝑓 ◦ 𝑥 is differentiable
almost everywhere on 𝐼 with

( 𝑓 ◦ 𝑥)′ (𝑡) = −∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥2 and ∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥ = 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡))) .

An immediate consequence of the chain rule is that the function value decreases along any
subgradient trajectory, until a critical point is reached.

1.3 First-order methods

In this thesis, we consider unconstrained optimization problems with possible composite struc-
tures, namely

4



inf
𝑥∈R𝑛

𝑓 (𝑥) :=
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑖 (𝑥) (1.2)

where 𝑓𝑖 : R𝑛 → R is locally Lipschitz for 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 . Such problems are central in machine
learning applications such as empirical risk minimization [34], low-rank matrix recovery [35, 36,
37], and the training of deep neural networks [38]. As mentioned in the introduction, we study
first-order methods with constant step sizes for solving (1.2). While Chapter 5 focuses on the
subgradient method, other parts of this thesis consider a general class of first-order methods that
satisfy Definition 2.1. We outline several examples of such methods here.

The subgradient method (Algorithm 1) is one of the most classical first-order methods, which
is a nonsmooth adaptation of the steepest descent due to Cauchy [39]. The subgradient method
with momentum (Algorithm 2) is a generalization of the framework proposed in the work of Ko-
vachki and Stuart [40, (7)] from differentiable functions to locally Lipschitz functions. Algorithm 2
reduces to the heavy ball method [41] when 𝛾 = 0 and to Nesterov’s momentum method [42, equa-
tion (2.2.22)] when 𝛽 = 𝛾. It also includes the vanilla subgradient method as a special case when
𝛽 = 𝛾 = 0. The random reshuffling with momentum (Algorithm 3) is an extension of Algorithm 2
which exploits the composite nature of the objective function (1.2). Its update is the same as Algo-
rithm 2 except that each step concerns only one component 𝑓𝑖, which is chosen at a random order
at every iteration (epoch). This is exactly how stochastic subgradient method with momentum
is implemented in practice (see for e.g., documentations from TensorFlow1, PyTorch2 and scikit-
learn3). Last, Algorithm 4 is the random-permutations cyclic coordinate descent method, where
∇𝑖 𝑓 (𝑥) := [∇ 𝑓 (𝑥)]𝑖𝑒𝑖, [∇ 𝑓 (𝑥)]𝑖 is the 𝑖th entry of ∇ 𝑓 (𝑥), and 𝑒𝑖 is the 𝑖th vector in the canonical
basis of R𝑛. Similar to Algorithm 3, Algorithm 4 chooses a permutation of all the coordinates at
every iteration and cycles through them.

Algorithm 1 Subgradient method
choose step size 𝛼 > 0 and 𝑥0 ∈ R𝑛
for 𝑘 = 0, 1, . . . do
𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 )

end for

Algorithm 2 Subgradient method with momentum
choose step size 𝛼 > 0, momentum parameters 𝛽 ∈ (−1, 1), 𝛾 ∈ R, constant 𝛿 > 0, 𝑥−1, 𝑥0 ∈ R𝑛
with ∥𝑥−1 − 𝑥0∥ ⩽ 𝛿𝛼
for 𝑘 = 0, 1, . . . do
𝑦𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 + 𝛾(𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘−1)
𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ 𝑥𝑘 + 𝛽(𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘−1) − 𝛼𝜕 𝑓 (𝑦𝑘 )

end for

1https://www.tensorflow.org/api_docs/python/tf/keras/optimizers/SGD
2https://pytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.optim.SGD.html
3https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/sgd.html
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Algorithm 3 Random reshuffling with momentum
choose step size 𝛼 > 0, momentum parameters 𝛽 ∈ (−1, 1), 𝛾 ∈ R, constant 𝛿 > 0, 𝑥−1,𝑁−1, 𝑥0 ∈
R𝑛 with ∥𝑥−1,𝑁−1 − 𝑥0∥ ⩽ 𝛿𝛼
for 𝑘 = 0, 1, . . . do
𝑥𝑘,0 = 𝑥𝑘
𝑥𝑘,−1 = 𝑥𝑘−1,𝑁−1
choose a permutation 𝜎𝑘 of {1, 2, . . . , 𝑁}
for 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 do
𝑦𝑘,𝑖 = 𝑥𝑘,𝑖−1 + 𝛾(𝑥𝑘,𝑖−1 − 𝑥𝑘,𝑖−2)
𝑥𝑘,𝑖 ∈ 𝑥𝑘,𝑖−1 + 𝛽(𝑥𝑘,𝑖−1 − 𝑥𝑘,𝑖−2) − 𝛼𝜕 𝑓𝜎𝑘

𝑖
(𝑦𝑘,𝑖)

end for
𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘,𝑁

end for

Algorithm 4 Random-permutations cyclic coordinate descent method
choose 𝑥0 ∈ R𝑛, step size 𝛼 > 0
for 𝑘 = 0, 1, . . . do

choose a permutation 𝜎𝑘 of {1, 2, . . . , 𝑛}
𝑥𝑘,0 = 𝑥𝑘
for 𝑖 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑛 do
𝑥𝑘,𝑖 = 𝑥𝑘,𝑖−1 − 𝛼∇𝜎𝑘

𝑖
𝑓 (𝑥𝑘,𝑖−1)

end for
𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘,𝑛

end for

1.4 Literature review

We next review the existing analysis of Algorithms 1–4. The subgradient method was pro-
posed by Shor in 1961 for minimizing piecewise linear convex functions that arise when taking
the dual of network transportation problems [43, 44]. If 𝑓 is convex and the Euclidean norm of its
subgradients is bounded above by a constant 𝑐, then lim inf 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) − inf 𝑓 ⩽ 𝑐2𝛼/2 provided that
the infimum is reached [45, Proposition 3.2.3]. In order to get within 𝜖 accuracy of that bound,
⌊𝑑 (𝑥0, 𝑋)2/(𝛼𝜖)⌋ iterations suffice where ⌊·⌋ denotes the floor of a real number and 𝑑 (𝑥0, 𝑋) is the
distance between the initial iterate 𝑥0 and the set of minimizers 𝑋 ⊂ R𝑛 [45, Proposition 3.2.4]. If
the objective function grows quadratically (at least as fast as 𝑡 ∈ R ↦→ 𝛽𝑡2 for some 𝛽 > 0) around
the set of minimizers, then the iterates asymptotically get within 𝑐

√
𝛼/

√︁
2𝛽 distance to the set of

minimizers if 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1/(2𝛽)] [45, Proposition 3.2.5]. If we relax the boundedness assumption on
the subgradients to ∥𝑠∥ ⩽ 𝑐

√︁
1 + 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑋)2 for all (𝑥, 𝑠) in the graph of 𝜕 𝑓 , then we get the slightly

weaker bound lim inf 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) − inf 𝑓 ⩽ 𝑐2𝛼/2(1 + 𝑑 (𝑥0, 𝑋)) [45, Exercise 3.6].
The gradient method with momentum with 𝛾 = 0 was introduced by Polyak [41]. It admits a

nearly optimal local convergence rate for twice continuously differentiable strongly convex func-
tions [41, Theorem 9]. Nesterov showed that it admits a globally optimal convergence rate [42,
Theorem 2.1.13] if one chooses 𝛽 = 𝛾 in an appropriate manner. With variable momentum param-
eters, it also has an optimal rate for convex functions with Lipschitz gradients whose infimum is
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attained [46]. If one relaxes the convexity assumption, then with a suitable choice of parameters
𝛼, 𝛽, and 𝛾, the gradients ∇ 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) converge to zero [47, Lemmas 1, 2, 3] for any initial points
𝑥−1, 𝑥0 ∈ R𝑛. If in addition 𝑓 is coercive and satisfies the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality [28] at
every point and 𝑥−1 = 𝑥0, then the iterates have finite length [48, Theorem 4.9]. In the nonsmooth
setting that we consider in this thesis, there seems to be no results to the best of our knowledge.

The incremental subgradient method is a special case of the stochastic subgradient method with
random reshuffling where the components are visited in a fixed order. It can be traced back to the
Widrow-Hoff least mean squares method [49] for minimizing a finite sum of convex quadratics in
1960. It was pointed out later by Kohonen that with sufficiently small constant step sizes, the limit
points of the iterates of the least mean squares method are close to a minimum of the objective func-
tion [50]. With diminishing step sizes that are not summable but square summable, the least mean
squares method converges to a minimum of the problem [51]. For convex objectives, the incremen-
tal subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 > 0 satisfies lim inf𝑘→∞ 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ infR𝑛 𝑓 + 𝐶𝛼
for some 𝐶 > 0 [52, Proposition 2.1], provided that infR𝑛 𝑓 > −∞ and the subgradients of the
components 𝑓𝑖 are uniformly bounded. We refer the readers to the survey paper [53], the textbook
[45], and references therein for a more detailed discussion on the subject.

The stochastic subgradient method with random reshuffling is a stochastic version of the in-
cremental subgradient method. It was shown recently that the stochastic gradient method with
random reshuffling outperforms the incremental gradient method in expectation on strongly con-
vex functions with quadratic components [54, Theorem 2], under certain choices of diminishing
step sizes. If the objective function is strongly convex and differentiable with Lipschitz gradients
among other assumptions, then the iterates and the corresponding function values of the stochastic
gradient method with random reshuffling and constant step size eventually lie in a neighborhood
of the minimizer [55, Theorem 1] and a neighborhood of the minimum [56, Theorem 1] respec-
tively, both in expectation. By relaxing the strong convexity assumption to mere convexity, the
function values evaluated at the average iterates 𝑥𝑘 := (∑𝑘

𝑙=0 𝑥𝑙)/𝑘 eventually lie in a neighborhood
of the minimum in expectation [55, Theorem 3] [56, Remark 1]. By further removing the convex-
ity assumption, the minimum norm of the gradients eventually lies in a neighborhood of zero in
expectation [55, Theorem 4] [57, Corollary 1, Corollary 3] (see also [56, Theorem 4] for a sim-
ilar result). If in addition assuming a certain Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz property, bounded iterates of
random reshuffling with certain diminishing step sizes converge to critical points [58]. The long-
term behavior of the iterates for nonconvex and nonsmooth objective functions has so far remained
elusive.

Despite the empirical success of incorporating momentum into random reshuffling [59], the
theoretical understanding of such methods is limited. So far, the only guarantees available are for
modified versions [60, 61]. The work of Tran et al. [60] in 2021 studied a modified version of
stochastic gradient method with random reshuffling and heavy ball. The momentum is constant
within every iteration (epoch) and is equal to the average of the gradients evaluated in the previous
epoch. With the modification, the norm of gradients of the average iterates 𝑥𝑘 eventually lie in a
neighborhood of zero in expectation [60, Corollary 1], under various assumptions [60, Assumption
1]. A modified stochastic gradient method with random reshuffling and Nesterov’s momentum was
studied recently [61]. The momentum is only applied at the level of the outer loop, at the end of
each iteration (epoch). In this setting, the function values eventually lie a neighborhood of the
minimum when the component functions are convex [61, Theorem 1], among other assumptions.

Coordinate descent methods are the object of the survey paper [62] by Wright in 2015. The

7



idea of coordinate descent methods is to optimize with respect to one variable at a time. It was first
studied under the framework of univariate relaxation [63, Section 14.6]. With exact line search and
almost cyclic rule or Gauss-Southwell rule for cycling over the coordinates, the coordinate descent
method converges linearly to a minimizer of a strongly convex objective that is twice differentiable
[64, Theorem 2.1]. More recently, global convergence of random coordinate descent method was
established for convex objectives with Lipschitz continuous partial derivatives [65]. In contrast
to cyclic coordinate descent methods, random coordinate descent methods choose a coordinate
randomly at each iteration instead of following a cycling rule. Similar to the stochastic subgradi-
ent method with random reshuffling, the random-permutations cyclic coordinate descent method
(Algorithm 4) considered in this thesis is easier to implement than the random coordinate descent
method as it requires only sequential access of the data [66]. Using [67, Lemma 3.3, remark 3.2],
the convergence of the random-permutations cyclic coordinate descent method can be deduced
for coercive functions with locally Lipschitz gradients. The superior performance of the random-
permutations cyclic coordinate descent method was observed in numerical experiments, and was
supported by analysis for convex quadratic objectives [68, 66]. For objective functions without a
locally Lipschitz gradient, the study of the method appears to be absent from the literature.
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Chapter 2: Approximation of first-order methods by subgradient
trajectories

In this chapter, we study the connection between the iterates of first-order methods and the
subgradient trajectories. In order to do so, we propose a notion of approximation that can be
shown to hold for many first-order methods, under method-dependent regularity assumptions. This
approximation is central for characterizing local and global stability in the subsequent chapters.
The material of this chapter is based on the following articles:

Cédric Josz, Lexiao Lai, Global stability of first-order methods for coercive tame functions, Math-
ematical Programming, 2023 [preprint] [journal doi]

Cédric Josz, Lexiao Lai, Xiaopeng Li, Proximal random reshuffling under local Lipschitz continu-
ity, arXiv preprint, 2024 [preprint]

We refer to an iterative method with constant step size as a set-valued mapping M : R(R𝑛) ×
(0,∞) × 2(R𝑛) × N ⇒ (R𝑛)N which, to an objective function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R, a constant step size
𝛼 ∈ (0,∞), a set 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛, and a natural number 𝑘0 associates a set of sequences in R𝑛 whose 𝑘0

th

term is contained in 𝑋0. Many optimization algorithms can be viewed as such set-valued mappings,
including Algorithms 1–4.

We define the precise meaning of approximation in Definition 2.1. This definition is inspired by
a series of works that resort to continuous-time dynamics to analyze discrete-time dynamics. The
idea that discrete dynamics resemble their continuous counterpart dates back to Euler [69, 70]. He
proposed discretizing ordinary differential equations to find approximate solutions. This technique
is also used to prove the existence of solutions via the Cauchy-Peano theorem [71, Theorem 1.2].
Ljung [72] and Kushner [73, 74] established a connection between the asymptotic behavior of dis-
crete and continuous dynamics with noise, which is particularly useful when they are governed by
conservative fields. Benaïm et al. [75, 76, 77] strengthened this connection by relaxing some as-
sumptions and incorporating set-valued dynamics. Due to its importance in analyzing optimization
algorithms in recent years [78, 79, 33, 80, 81, 57, 82], we elaborate on their contribution.

Benaïm, Hofbauer, and Sorin consider a closed set-valued mapping 𝐹 : R𝑛 ⇒ R𝑛 with
nonempty convex compact values for which there exists 𝐶 > 0 such that sup{∥𝑠∥ : 𝑠 ∈ 𝐹 (𝑥)} ⩽
𝐶 (1 + ∥𝑥∥) for all 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛. They show that discrete trajectories of 𝐹 can be approximated by
its continuous trajectories in the following sense. Let (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N be a bounded sequence such that
𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ 𝑥𝑘 + 𝛼𝑘𝐹 (𝑥𝑘 ) for all 𝑘 ∈ N where 𝛼𝑘 > 0,

∑∞
𝑘=0 𝛼𝑘 = ∞, and

∑∞
𝑘=0 𝛼

2
𝑘
< ∞ (Ljung and

Kushner also assume this, following Robbins and Monro [7]). Let 𝑡0 := 0 and 𝑡𝑘 := 𝛼0 + . . . + 𝛼𝑘−1
for 𝑘 ⩾ 1. Consider the linear interpolation defined by

𝑥(𝑡) := 𝑥𝑘 +
𝑡 − 𝑡𝑘
𝑡𝑘+1 − 𝑡𝑘

(𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑘 ), ∀𝑡 ∈ [𝑡𝑘 , 𝑡𝑘+1)

as well as the time shifted interpolations 𝑥𝜏 (·) := 𝑥(𝜏 + ·) where 𝜏 ⩾ 0. The key insight is that
for any sequence 𝜏𝑘 → ∞, the shifted interpolations 𝑥𝜏𝑘 (·) subsequentially converge to a solution
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to the differential inclusion 𝑥′(𝑡) ∈ 𝐹 (𝑥(𝑡)) for almost every 𝑡 > 0 in the topology of uniform
convergence on compact intervals [75, Theorem 4.2]. When one specifies that 𝐹 := −𝜕 𝑓 where
𝑓 : R𝑛 → R is a locally Lipschitz function, this can be used to derive asymptotic properties of
some important algorithms in optimization.

We are interested in the constant step size regime for which it is hopeless to try to establish
uniform convergence over compact intervals (for a fixed discrete trajectory, as above). We thus ask
for something weaker from the algorithms we analyze, namely, that the continuous and discrete
time dynamics are close in uniform norm up to any given time. We ask that this holds for a set of
time shifted trajectories to account for multistep methods. We next give a precise meaning to this
notion. We will use ⌊𝑡⌋ to denote the floor of a real number 𝑡 which is the unique integer such that
⌊𝑡⌋ ⩽ 𝑡 < ⌊𝑡⌋ + 1.

Definition 2.1. An iterative method M is approximated by subgradient trajectories of a locally
Lipschitz function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R (up to a positive multiplicative constant) if there exists 𝑐 > 0 such
that for any compact sets 𝑋0, 𝑋1 ⊂ R𝑛 and for any 𝜖, 𝑇 > 0, there exists �̄� > 0 such that for all
𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�], 𝑘0 ∈ N, and (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, 𝑋0, 𝑘0) for which 𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥𝑘0 ∈ 𝑋1, there exists an
absolutely continuous function 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 such that

𝑥′(𝑡) ∈ −𝑐𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)), for almost every 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇], 𝑥(0) ∈ 𝑋0, (2.1)

and ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥((𝑘 − 𝑘0)𝛼)∥ ⩽ 𝜖 for 𝑘 = 𝑘0, . . . , 𝑘0 + ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋.

Table 2.1: Algorithms that satisfy Definition 2.1 with the corresponding scalings. The standing
assumption is that 𝑓 is both tame and lower bounded.

Algorithm Assumption Scaling

Subgradient method with
momentum

𝑓 locally Lipschitz 𝑐 = 1/(1 − 𝛽)

Random reshuffling with
momentum

𝑓𝑖 locally Lipschitz and
subdifferentially regular1 𝑐 = 𝑁/(1 − 𝛽)

Random-permutations cyclic
coordinate descent method

𝑓 continuously differentiable 𝑐 = 1

Definition 2.1 is different from [83, Definition 3] as it asks the approximation to hold over any
given time interval, instead of over a certain one. While this was unnecessary in the context of
[83] (see also Chapter 4) for establishing global stability guarantees for coercive tame functions,
it becomes handy in studying local stability (see Chapter 3). Despite the fact that we need the
approximation to hold in a stronger sense, Definition 2.1 continues to be satisfied by the algo-
rithms considered in [83], with the additional assumption that the objective function is tame and

1A locally Lipschitz function is subdifferentially regular [18, 2.3.4 Definition] if its generalized directional deriva-
tive (1.1) [18, p. 25] agrees with the classical directional derivative.
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lower bounded. In the remainder of this chapter, we prove the subgradient method (Algorithm 1)
satisfies Definition 2.1. Using the techniques in [83], the same proof can be adapted to show
that Algorithms 2–4 are also approximated by subgradient trajectories under method-dependent
regularity assumptions. We summarize them in Table 2.1.

We next state the main theorem of this chapter.

Theorem 2.2. The subgradient method is approximated by subgradient trajectories of any locally
Lipschitz tame function that is lower bounded.

In order to prove Theorem 2.2, we need to first show the uniform boundedness of iterates for
any given 𝑇 > 0, which is the object of the following proposition.

Proposition 2.3. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz tame that is lower bounded. Then for
any bounded set 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛 and 𝑇 > 0, there exist �̄�, 𝑟 > 0 such that for all iterates (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N
generated by the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�] and 𝑥0 ∈ 𝑋0, we have that
𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋+1 ∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑟)

Proof. We assume without loss of generality that 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛 is nonempty and compact. Fix 𝑇 > 0.
There exists 𝑄 > 0 such that for any subgradient trajectory 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 of 𝑓 with 𝑥0 ∈ 𝑋0, it

holds that 𝑑 (𝑥(𝑇), 𝑋0) ⩽ ∥𝑥(𝑇) − 𝑥(0)∥ ⩽
∫ 𝑇

0 ∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥ 𝑑𝑡 ⩽
∫ 𝑇

0 ∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥ 𝑑𝑡 ⩽ 𝑄 for all 𝑇 ∈ [0, 𝑇].
Indeed, we have ∫ 𝑇

0
∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥ 𝑑𝑡 ⩽

√
𝑇

√︄∫ 𝑇

0
∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥2 𝑑𝑡 (2.2a)

=
√
𝑇

√︄∫ 𝑇

0
−( 𝑓 ◦ 𝑥)′(𝑡) 𝑑𝑡 (2.2b)

=
√
𝑇
√︁
𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑇)) (2.2c)

⩽
√
𝑇
√︂

sup
𝑥0∈𝑋0

𝑓 (𝑥0) − inf
𝑦∈R𝑛

𝑓 (𝑦) =: 𝑄. (2.2d)

Above, (2.2a) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (2.2b) follows from the chain rule
of subgradient trajectories (Proposition 1.8).

We next reason by contradiction and assume that for any 𝑟 > 0, there exist a positive sequence
𝛼𝑚 → 0 and sequences of iterates (𝑥𝑚

𝑘
)𝑘∈N generated by the subgradient method with constant step

size 𝛼𝑚 and 𝑥𝑚0 ∈ 𝑋0 such that max{∥𝑥𝑚
𝑘
∥ : 𝑘 = 0, . . . , ⌊𝑇/𝛼𝑚⌋ + 1} > 𝑟 for any 𝑚 ∈ N. Let 𝑅 > 0

such that 𝑋0 ⊂ 𝐵(0, 𝑅). Recall that by Proposition 1.2, 𝜕 𝑓 is upper semicontinuous with nonempty,
compact and convex values. Thus, there exists 𝐿 > 0 such that 𝜕 𝑓 (𝐵(0, 𝑅 + 𝑄 + 1)) ⊂ 𝐵(0, 𝐿)
by [19, Proposition 3 p. 42]. Take 𝑟 = 𝑅 + 𝑄 + 1 and we may assume that �̄�𝑚 ⩽ min{𝑇, 1/(2𝐿)}
without loss of generality. For each 𝑚 ∈ N, let 𝑘𝑚 := min{𝑘 ∈ N : 𝑥𝑚

𝑘
∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑟), 𝑥𝑚

𝑘+1 ∉ 𝐵(0, 𝑟)},
we have that 𝑘𝑚 ⩽ ⌊𝑇/𝛼𝑚⌋ following our assumption. Thus 𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚 ∈ [0, 𝑇] for any 𝑚 ∈ N
and 𝑇 := lim inf𝑚→∞ 𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚 ∈ [0, 𝑇]. By taking a subsequence if necessary, we assume that
lim𝑚→∞ 𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚 = 𝑇 .

For each sequence 𝑥𝑚0 , 𝑥
𝑚
1 , . . . , 𝑥

𝑚
𝑘𝑚

, consider the (extended) linear interpolation 𝑥𝑚 (·) defined
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from [0,max{𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚, 𝑇}] to R𝑛 by

𝑥𝑚 (𝑡) = 𝑥𝑚𝑘 + (𝑡 − 𝑘𝛼𝑚)
𝑥𝑚
𝑘+1 − 𝑥

𝑚
𝑘

𝛼𝑚

for any 𝑡 ∈ [𝑘𝛼𝑚, 𝛼𝑚 (𝑘 + 1)] and 𝑘 ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 𝑘𝑚 − 1}. Also, 𝑥𝑚 (𝑡) = 𝑥𝑚
𝑘𝑚

for 𝑡 ∈ [𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚, 𝑇]
if 𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚 < 𝑇 . As 𝑥𝑚

𝑘
∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑟) for 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝑘𝑚, we know that 𝑥𝑚 (𝑡) ∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑟) for all

𝑡 ∈ [0,max{𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚, 𝑇}] by the convexity of 𝐵(0, 𝑟). For any 𝑡 ∈ (𝑘𝛼𝑚, 𝛼𝑚 (𝑘 + 1)) and 𝑘 ∈
{0, 1, . . . 𝑘𝑚 − 1}, it holds that (𝑥𝑚)′(𝑡) = (𝑥𝑚

𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑚
𝑘
)/𝛼𝑚 ∈ −𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑚

𝑘
) ⊂ −𝜕 𝑓 (𝐵(0, 𝑟)) ⊂

𝐵(0, 𝐿). Also, (𝑥𝑚)′(𝑡) = 0 for any 𝑡 ∈ (𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚, 𝑇) if 𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚 < 𝑇 . By successively applying
the Arzelà-Ascoli and the Banach-Alaoglu theorems (see [19, Theorem 4 p. 13]), there exists
a subsequence of (𝑥𝑚 (·))𝑚∈N (again denoted (𝑥𝑚 (·))𝑚∈N) and an absolutely continuous function
𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 such that 𝑥𝑚| [0,𝑇] (·) converges uniformly to 𝑥(·) and (𝑥𝑚| [0,𝑇])

′(·) converges weakly

to 𝑥′(·) in 𝐿1( [0, 𝑇],R𝑛). In addition, for almost every 𝑡 ∈ (0, 𝑇), since 𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚 → 𝑇 , it holds that
𝑡 ∈ (𝑘𝛼𝑚, (𝑘 + 1)𝛼𝑚) for any sufficiently large 𝑚 and some 𝑘 ∈ {0, 1, . . . 𝑘𝑚 − 1}. Fix any such 𝑡,
for all sufficiently large 𝑚, it holds that

(𝑥𝑚 (𝑡), (𝑥𝑚)′(𝑡)) =
(
𝑥𝑚𝑘 + (𝑡 − 𝑘𝛼𝑚)

𝑥𝑚
𝑘+1 − 𝑥

𝑚
𝑘

𝛼𝑚
,
𝑥𝑚
𝑘+1 − 𝑥

𝑚
𝑘

𝛼𝑚

)
∈

(
{𝑥𝑚𝑘 } − (𝑡 − 𝑘𝛼𝑚)𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑚𝑘 )

)
×

(
−𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑚𝑘 )

)
= {𝑥𝑚𝑘 } ×

(
−𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑚𝑘 )

)
+ (𝑘𝛼𝑚 − 𝑡)𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑚𝑘 ) × {0}

⊂ graph(−𝜕 𝑓 ) + 𝐵(0, 𝐿𝛼𝑚) × {0}.

According to [19, Convergence Theorem p. 60], it follows that 𝑥′(𝑡) ∈ −𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) for almost every
𝑡 ∈ (0, 𝑇). Thus, 𝑥(·) is a subgradient trajectory of 𝑓 . The sequence of initial points (𝑥𝑚 (0))𝑚∈N
lies in the compact set 𝑋0, hence its limit 𝑥(0) lies in 𝑋0 as well. Therefore,

∫ 𝑇
0 ∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥ 𝑑𝑡 ⩽ 𝑄,

and thus 𝑥(𝑇) ∈ 𝐵(𝑋0, 𝑄) ⊂ 𝐵(0, 𝑅 +𝑄). Also, it holds that lim𝑚→∞ 𝑥𝑚 (𝑇) = 𝑥(𝑇) ∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑅 +𝑄)
and ∥𝑥𝑚 (𝑇) − 𝑥𝑚

𝑘𝑚
∥ = ∥𝑥𝑚 (𝑇) − 𝑥𝑚 (𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚)∥ ⩽ 𝐿 |𝑇 − 𝑘𝑚𝛼𝑚 | → 0 as 𝑚 → ∞. Thus, 𝑥𝑚

𝑘𝑚
∈

𝐵(0, 𝑅+𝑄+0.5) for all sufficiently large 𝑚. Meanwhile, we have that ∥𝑥𝑚
𝑘𝑚+1−𝑥

𝑚
𝑘𝑚
∥ ⩽ 𝛼𝑚𝐿 ⩽ 0.5,

contradicting the assumption that 𝑥𝑚
𝑘𝑚+1 ∉ 𝐵(0, 𝑅 +𝑄 + 1).

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Since for any iterates (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N generated by the subgradient method and
𝑘0 ⩾ 1, (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘⩾𝑘0 is unrelated to 𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥𝑘0−1 if given 𝑥𝑘0 , it suffices to show that the subgradient
method satisfies Definition 2.1 with 𝑘0 := 0 and 𝑋1 := 𝑋0.

Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz tame function that is lower bounded. Without loss
of generality, let 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛 be nonempty and compact and 𝑇 > 0. Invoking Proposition 2.3,
there exist �̄�, 𝑟 > 0 such that for all iterates (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N generated by the subgradient method with
constant step size 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�] and 𝑥0 ∈ 𝑋0, we have that 𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋+1 ∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑟). Let (𝛼𝑚)𝑚∈N
denote a sequence of positive numbers that converges to zero. Without loss of generality, we may
assume that the sequence is bounded above by �̄�. To each term in the sequence, we attribute a
sequence (𝑥𝑚

𝑘
)𝑘∈N generated by the subgradient method with step size 𝛼𝑚 and initialized in 𝑋0.

Thus, 𝑥𝑚0 , . . . , 𝑥
𝑚
⌊𝑇/𝛼𝑚⌋+1 ∈ 𝐵(0, 𝑟). Consider the linear interpolation of those iterates, that is to

say, the function 𝑥𝑚 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 defined by 𝑥𝑚 (𝑡) := 𝑥𝑚
𝑘
+ (𝑡 − 𝑘𝛼𝑚) (𝑥𝑚𝑘+1 − 𝑥𝑚

𝑘
)/𝛼𝑚 for
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all 𝑡 ∈ [𝑘𝛼𝑚,min{(𝑘 + 1)𝛼𝑚, 𝑇}] and 𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , ⌊𝑇/𝛼𝑚⌋}. Following similar arguments as in
the proof of Proposition 2.3, a subsequence of (𝑥𝑚 (·))𝑚∈N converges uniformly to a subgradient
trajectory of 𝑓 that initialized in 𝑋0.

The conclusion of the theorem now follows. To see why, one can reason by contradiction and
assume that there exists 𝜖 > 0 such that for all �̂� ∈ (0, �̄�], there exist 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̂�] and a sequence
(𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N generated by the subgradient method with step size 𝛼 and initialized in 𝑋0 such that, for
any subgradient trajectory 𝑥(·) of 𝑓 initialized in 𝑋0, it holds that ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑘𝛼)∥ > 𝜖 for some
𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , ⌊0, 𝑇/𝛼⌋}. We can then generate a sequence (𝛼𝑚)𝑚∈N of positive numbers converging
to zero with attributed sequences (𝑥𝑚

𝑘
)𝑘∈N generated by the subgradient method with step size 𝛼𝑚

such that, for any subgradient trajectory 𝑥(·) of 𝑓 initialized in 𝑋0, it holds that ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑘𝛼)∥ > 𝜖
for some 𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , ⌊0, 𝑇/𝛼⌋}. We obtain a contradiction with the conclusion of the previous
paragraph.

Remark 2.4. When proving both Proposition 2.3 and Theorem 2.2, we use the same strategy which
consists in taking sequences generated by the subgradient method with smaller and smaller con-
stant step size, and show that a subsequence of their linear interpolations converges uniformly to a
subgradient trajectory up to a finite time. The same strategy can be used to show the approximation
of other first-order methods [83, Section 4].

Several discretization methods of initial value problems with differential inclusions were stud-
ied in [84, 19, 18, 85] (see also a survey on the subject by Dontchev and Lempio [86]). Assume
that the set-valued mapping underlying the differential inclusion is upper semicontinuous with
nonempty compact convex values, such that the norm of their elements are upper bounded by a
linear function of the norm of the argument. Then over any finite time horizon, a subsequence of
linear interpolations of the Euler method with smaller and smaller step sizes converges uniformly
to a solution to the initial value problem [86, Theorem 2.2]. If in addition the set-valued mapping
is bounded, then a class of linear multistep methods has the same convergence property as above
[84, p. 127, Theorem] (see also [86, Convergence Theorem 3.2]). We build on the techniques de-
veloped in the above works when checking Definition 2.1. We adapt them so that they can handle
the case where the set of initial points is a compact set and the case where 𝜕 𝑓 is not accessible (as
in Algorithms 3 and 4).
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Chapter 3: Local stability of first-order methods

In this chapter, we introduce a notion of discrete Lyapunov stability and propose necessary
and sufficient conditions for stability, in order to analyze the behavior of first-order methods in the
vicinity of a local minimum. The material of this chapter is based on the following article:

Cédric Josz, Lexiao Lai, Lyapunov stability of the subgradient method with constant step size,
Mathematical Programming, 2023 [preprint] [journal doi]

We consider the first-order methods with constant step size for minimizing a locally Lipschitz
function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R. While these methods are often used in practice to solve nonconvex and
nonsmooth problems, there is little theoretical understanding of the behavior of the iterates, as
reviewed in Section 1.4. Given the absence of theoretical results, in this chapter we take a first
step by investigating the behavior of first-order methods in the vicinity of a local minimum of 𝑓 .
In order to do so, we propose a notion of stability akin to Lyapunov stability in dynamical systems
[11] [12, Equation (5.6)]. Recall from Chapter 2 that we may denote an iterative method by a
set-valued mapping M. For notational convenience, let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R, 𝛼 ∈ (0,∞), and 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛,
we denote by M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, 𝑋0) := M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, 𝑋0, 0) the set of sequences generated by the method with
constant step size 𝛼 and initialized in 𝑋0.

Definition 3.1. We say that 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 is an M-stable point of a locally Lipschitz function 𝑓 : R𝑛 →
R if for all 𝜖 > 0, there exist 𝛿 > 0 and �̄� > 0 such that

(𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M ( 𝑓 , (0, �̄�], 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿)) =⇒ {𝑥𝑘 }𝑘∈N ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖).

Informally, a point is M-stable if all of the iterates of the iterative method M remain in any
neighborhood of it, provided that the initial point is close enough to it and that the step size is small
enough. Denote the subgradient method (Algorithm 1) by M𝑆, we illustrate the notion of stability
in the following example.

Example 3.2 (Local minima of sharp and weakly convex functions are stable). Consider 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛
and a locally Lipschitz function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R such that, for all 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 and 𝑠 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥), we have

𝜇∥𝑥 − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) ⩽ ⟨𝑥 − 𝑥∗, 𝑠⟩ + 𝜌
2
∥𝑥 − 𝑥∗∥2 (3.1)

for some positive constants 𝜇 and 𝜌. In the literature [87, 88, 89], the first inequality in (3.1) is
referred to as sharpness [87, Assumption A 2], while the second inequality in (3.1) is referred to
as weak convexity [87, Assumption A 1]. For example, the absolute value function is sharp and
weakly convex.

In order to prove that 𝑥∗ is M𝑆-stable, it suffices to prove the statement in Definition 3.1 for all
𝜖 > 0 sufficiently small. We may thus restrict ourselves to the case where 0 < 𝜖 < 2𝜇/𝜌. Given
such a fixed 𝜖 , let us choose 𝛿 := 𝜖 and �̄� := min{𝛿/𝐿, 𝛿(2𝜇 − 𝜌𝛿)/𝐿2} where 𝐿 is a Lipschitz
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constant of 𝑓 on 𝐵(0, 2𝜖). If 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�] and 𝑥0 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿), then

∥𝑥1 − 𝑥∗∥2 = ∥𝑥0 − 𝛼𝑠0 − 𝑥∗∥2 (where 𝑠0 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥0)) (3.2a)

= ∥𝑥0 − 𝑥∗∥2 − 2𝛼⟨𝑥0 − 𝑥∗, 𝑠0⟩ + 𝛼2∥𝑠0∥2 (3.2b)

⩽ ∥𝑥0 − 𝑥∗∥2 − 2𝛼
(
𝜇∥𝑥0 − 𝑥∗∥ −

𝜌

2
∥𝑥0 − 𝑥∗∥2

)
+ 𝛼2𝐿2 (3.2c)

= (1 + 𝛼𝜌)∥𝑥0 − 𝑥∗∥2 − 2𝛼𝜇∥𝑥0 − 𝑥∗∥ + 𝛼2𝐿2 (3.2d)

⩽ 𝛿2. (3.2e)

The last inequality holds because the expression in (3.2d) is a convex function of ∥𝑥0 − 𝑥∗∥ and
𝛼. It is thus bounded above by its evaluations at (0, 0), (0, �̄�), (𝛿, 0) and (𝛿, �̄�). By induction, it
follows that all the iterates lie in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿) = 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖), which completes the proof of stability.

We remark that the inequalities (3.1) may not hold in practice [33, p. 121] [18, 2.3.6 Proposi-
tion], and can be difficult to check [89, Conjecture 8.7]. While we attempt to characterize stability
for locally Lipschitz functions, Examples 3.3 and 3.4 below show that stability and local optimality
are actually decorrelated at such generality. This is perhaps not surprising since it is also the case
for the gradient trajectories of infinitely differentiable functions [90, Proposition 2].

Example 3.3 (Stability ≠⇒ local optimality). Let ⟨·, ·⟩ be the Euclidean inner product on R. 0 is
an M𝑆-stable point of 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R defined by

𝑓 (𝑥) :=
{
𝑥2 sin(1/𝑥) if 𝑥 ≠ 0,
0 else. (3.3)

However, 0 is not a local minimum of 𝑓 . In Figure 3.1, we apply the subgradient method with
constant step size 𝛼 = 0.01 and initialized at 𝑥 = −0.01. One can see that that first 100 iterates
remain in a neighborhood of the origin. For a proof of stability, see Section 3.1.

Recall that a point 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 is a strict local minimum of a function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R if there exists a
positive constant 𝜖 such that 𝑓 (𝑥∗) < 𝑓 (𝑥) for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) \ {𝑥∗}.
Example 3.4 (Local optimality ≠⇒ stability). Consider the function 𝑓 : R→ R due to Rockafel-
lar [91] (see also [92, Proposition (1.9)]) defined by

𝑓 (𝑥) :=
∫ 𝑥

0
𝑔(𝑡)𝑑𝑡 where 𝑔(𝑡) :=

{
1 if 𝑡 ∈ 𝐴,

−1 if 𝑡 ∉ 𝐴. (3.4)

Above, 𝐴 is a measurable subset of R such that the measure of 𝐴 ∩ 𝐼 and 𝐴 \ 𝐼 are positive for all
non-empty open interval 𝐼. See Fig. 3.2 for illustration of such a function. Since the function is
nowhere monotonic, the set of local minima is dense in the real line [15, Lemma 3.3]. Also, the
function is Lipschitz on the real line and 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) = [−1, 1] for all 𝑥 ∈ R according to [91, Equation
(1.12)]. Any local minimum is not M𝑆-stable since the update rule of the subgradient method
with constant step size 𝛼 > 0 is given by 𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ 𝑥𝑘 + [−𝛼, 𝛼] for 𝑘 = 0, 1, 2, . . . Furthermore,
given a local minimum 𝑥∗ of 𝑓 , consider 𝑓 : R → R defined by 𝑓 (𝑥) := 𝑓 (𝑥) + |𝑥 − 𝑥∗ |/2.
Clearly, 𝑥∗ is a strict local minimum of 𝑓 . Also, we have that 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) = [−3/2, 1/2] for all 𝑥 < 𝑥∗,
𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) = [−1/2, 3/2] for all 𝑥 > 𝑥∗ due to [18, p. 39, Corollary 1]. The strict local minimum 𝑥∗ is
thus not M𝑆-stable.
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Figure 3.1: Iterates of the subgradient method with constant step size.

Figure 3.2: Illustration of a Rockafellar function.

The two examples above call for additional structures on the objective function in order to
characterize stability of local minima. We thus confine our investigation to locally Lipschitz tame
functions. When 𝑓 is locally Lipschitz and tame, the set of stable points and local minima coincide
in two cases. The first is when 𝑓 is continuously differentiable with a locally Lipschitz gradient.
The fact that local minima are M𝑆-stable in this regime can be deduced using arguments from [93,
Proposition 3.3]. The converse is a consequence of one of our results (Theorem 3.5). The sec-
ond case is that of subgradient trajectories (Definition 1.4), where instead of iterates one considers
absolutely continuous solutions to the differential inclusion 𝑥′ ∈ −𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥). This is a simple gener-
alization of [90, Theorem 3] which holds for real analytic functions. Much of modern numerical
optimization however falls outside the scope of these two cases, namely that of smooth objective
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functions and continuous-time dynamics. It is thus important to determine in the discrete case and
when 𝑓 is merely locally Lipschitz and tame, whether local minima are stable, and conversely,
whether stable points are local minima.

As discussed in Chapter 2, many first-order methods satisfy Definition 2.1, namely they are
approximated by subgradient trajectories of 𝑓 under mild assumptions. In the remainder of this
chapter, we aim to characterize stability for these methods. We say that a point 𝑥∗ is a stable
point of a locally Lipschitz function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R if it is an M-stable point of 𝑓 , for any iterative
method M approximated by subgradient trajectories of 𝑓 . We show that for a point to be stable,
it is necessary for it to be a local minimum (Theorem 3.5) and it suffices for it to be a strict local
minimum (Theorem 3.6).

Theorem 3.5. Stable points of locally Lipschitz tame functions are local minima.

Proof. Let M be an iterative method approximated by subgradient trajectories of 𝑓 (Definition 2.1)
with 𝑐 > 0. We in fact show that if 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 is M-stable point of a locally Lipschitz tame function
𝑓 : R𝑛 → R, then it is a local minimum of 𝑓 . We reason by contradiction and assume that 𝑥∗ is not
a local minimum of 𝑓 . According to the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality (Theorem 1.7), there exist
𝑟, 𝜌 > 0 and a strictly increasing concave continuous definable function 𝜓 : [0, 𝜌) → [0,∞) that is
continuously differentiable on (0, 𝜌) with 𝜓(0) = 0 such that 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥)) ⩾ 1/𝜓′( | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) |)
for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟) whenever 0 < | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) | < 𝜌. After possibly reducing 𝑟, the inequality
holds for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟) such that 𝑓 (𝑥) ≠ 𝑓 (𝑥∗).

Let 𝜖 ∈ (0, 𝑟/2) and 𝐿 > 0 be a Lipschitz constant of 𝑓 on 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝑟). By the definition of
stability (Definition 3.1), there exist 𝛿 > 0 and �̄� ∈ (0,min{1, 𝑟/(4𝑐𝐿)}] such that {𝑥𝑘 }𝑘∈N ⊂
𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) for any (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , (0, �̄�], 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿)). Since 𝑥∗ is not a local minimum, there exists
𝑥0 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿) such that 𝑓 (𝑥0) < 𝑓 (𝑥∗). Let 𝑇0 := ( 𝑓 (𝑥0) −min𝐵(𝑥∗,2𝜖) 𝑓 )𝜓′( 𝑓 (𝑥∗) − 𝑓 (𝑥0))2/𝑐 ⩾ 0
and 𝑇 := 𝑇0 + 1. Let (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , (0, �̄�], 𝑥0). By Definition 2.1, there exists an absolutely
continuous function 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 such that

𝑥′(𝑡) ∈ −𝑐𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)), for almost every 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇], 𝑥(0) = 𝑥0,

and ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑘𝛼)∥ ⩽ 𝜖/2 for 𝑘 = 0, . . . , ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋, after possibly reducing �̄�. It follows that ∥𝑥(𝑘𝛼) −
𝑥∗∥ ⩽ ∥𝑥(𝑘𝛼) − 𝑥𝑘 ∥ + ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽ 𝜖/2+ 𝜖 = 3𝜖/2 < 3𝑟/4 for 𝑘 = 0, . . . , ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋. Thus, 𝑥( [0, 𝑇]) ⊂
𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟). Indeed, assume the contrary that 𝑥(𝑡) ∉ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟) for some 𝑡 ∈ (𝑘𝛼,min{(𝑘 + 1)𝛼,𝑇})
and 𝑘 . Then by the continuity of 𝑥(·), there exists 𝑡′ ∈ (𝑘𝛼, 𝑡) such that 𝑥( [𝑘𝛼, 𝑡′]) ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟) and
∥𝑥(𝑡′) − 𝑥∗∥ = 𝑟. Therefore, 𝑟/4 = 𝑟 − 3𝑟/4 < ∥𝑥(𝑡′) − 𝑥∗∥ − ∥𝑥(𝑘𝛼) − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽ ∥𝑥(𝑡′) − 𝑥(𝑘𝛼)∥ ⩽∫ 𝑡′

𝑘𝛼
∥𝑥′(𝑡)∥𝑑𝑡 ⩽ 𝑐𝐿 (𝑡′ − 𝑘𝛼) ⩽ 𝑐𝐿𝛼 ⩽ 𝑟/4, where the last inequality follows from the fact that

𝛼 ⩽ �̄� ⩽ 𝑟/(4𝑐𝐿). Contradiction occurs.
Since 𝑓 is locally Lipschitz and tame, by the chain rule of subgradient trajectories (Proposi-

tion 1.8), it holds that

𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) − 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) = −
∫ 𝑡

0
𝑐𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝜏)))2𝑑𝜏, ∀𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇] . (3.5)

Therefore, 𝑓 (𝑥(𝛼⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋)) − 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) = −
∫ 𝛼⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋

0 𝑐𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝜏)))2𝑑𝜏 ⩽ −
∫ 𝛼⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋

0 𝑐/𝜓′( 𝑓 (𝑥∗) −
𝑓 (𝑥(𝜏)))2𝑑𝜏 ⩽ −𝛼⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋𝑐/𝜓′( 𝑓 (𝑥∗) − 𝑓 (𝑥(0)))2 < −𝑇0𝑐/𝜓′( 𝑓 (𝑥∗) − 𝑓 (𝑥(0)))2 = min𝐵(𝑥∗,2𝜖) 𝑓 −
𝑓 (𝑥(0)). Above, the first inequality is due to the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality, and the second
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inequality follows from (3.5) and the concavity of 𝜓. Thus, 𝑥(𝛼⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋) ∉ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖) and ∥𝑥⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋ −
𝑥∗∥ ⩾ ∥𝑥(𝛼⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋) − 𝑥∗∥ − ∥𝑥(𝛼⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋) − 𝑥⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋ ∥ > 2𝜖 − 𝜖/2 > 𝜖 , which contradicts with the
stability of 𝑥∗.

We also obtain the following sufficient condition for stability.

Theorem 3.6. Strict local minima of locally Lipschitz tame functions are stable.

Proof. Let M be an iterative method approximated by subgradient trajectories of a locally Lip-
schitz tame function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R (Definition 2.1) with 𝑐 > 0. Let 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 be a strict local
minimum of 𝑓 . By the Łojasiewicz inequality (Theorem 1.6) and the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz in-
equality (Theorem 1.7), there exist 𝑟, 𝜌 > 0 and strictly increasing continuous definable functions
𝜎, 𝜓 : [0, 𝜌) → [0,∞) that are continuously differentiable on (0, 𝜌) with 𝜎(0) = 𝜓(0) = 0 such
that 𝜓 is concave, 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) ⩾ 𝜎(∥𝑥 − 𝑥∗∥), and 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥)) ⩾ 1/𝜓′( 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗)) for all
𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟) whenever 0 < 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) < 𝜌. After possibly reducing 𝑟, the two inequalities
above hold for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟) \ {𝑥∗}. In order to prove stability, it suffices to prove the statement
in Definition 3.1 for all 𝜖 > 0 sufficiently small. We may thus restrict ourselves to the case where
0 < 𝜖 < 𝑟 . Given such a fixed 𝜖 , we next describe a possible choice for 𝛿.

Given Δ ⩾ 𝑓 (𝑥∗), let [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ]𝑥∗ denote the connected component of the sublevel set [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] :=
{𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 : 𝑓 (𝑥) ⩽ Δ} containing 𝑥∗. By taking Δ𝜖 := 𝑓 (𝑥∗) + 𝜎(𝜖/2), we find that [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗
is contained in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖/2). Indeed, one can reason by contradiction and assume that there exists
𝑥 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ \ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖/2). Then 𝑥 ∉ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟), otherwise 𝜎(∥𝑥 − 𝑥∗∥) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) ⩽ 𝜎(𝜖/2)
and thus ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽ 𝜖/2. Therefore [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ is the disjoint union of [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ ∩ �̊�(𝑥∗, 𝑟) and
[ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ \ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝑟), both of which are nonempty and open in [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ . This contradicts the
connectedness of [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ , which yields that [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖/2). By continuity of 𝑓 we
may choose 𝛿 > 0 such that

𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿) ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖/2). (3.6)

We next describe a possible choice for �̄�. Let 𝐿 > sup{∥𝑠∥ : 𝑠 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖)} be
a Lipschitz constant of 𝑓 on 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) and let 𝑇 := 𝜖/(3𝐿), where the supremum is finite due to
Proposition 1.2 and [19, Proposition 3 p. 42]. Since 𝑓 is continuous, the set of initial values
[ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ is closed. By virtue of the second inclusion in (3.6), [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ is in fact a compact
set. Let 𝜖′ := min{𝜖𝐿, 𝜎(𝜖/2), 𝑐𝜉2𝑇}/(2𝐿) > 0 where 𝜉 := 1/𝜓′(𝜎(𝜖/2)/2) > 0. Applying
Definition 2.1, there exists �̄� ∈ (0, 𝑇/2] such that, for any (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , (0, �̄�], [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗),
there exists a solution to

𝑥′(𝑡) ∈ −𝑐𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)), for a.e. 𝑡 ∈ (0, 𝑇), 𝑥(0) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ . (3.7)

for which it holds that
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑘𝛼)∥ ⩽ 𝜖′, 𝑘 = 0, . . . , ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋ . (3.8)

Having chosen 𝛿 and �̄�, let us fix some 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�] from now on. Consider a sequence (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N
generated by the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 and initialized in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿). Our goal
is to show that all the iterates lie in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖). We first show that 𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥𝐾 lie in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) where
𝐾 := ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋. Since 𝑓 is locally Lipschitz and tame, by the chain rule of subgradient trajectories
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(Proposition 1.8), it holds that

𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) − 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) = −
∫ 𝑡

0
𝑐𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝜏)))2𝑑𝜏, ∀𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇] . (3.9)

As a result, 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) ⩽ Δ𝜖 for all 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇]. We thus have that 𝑥(0) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ ∩
𝑥( [0, 𝑇]), both of which are connected subsets of the sublevel set [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]. By maximality
of [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ , it follows that 𝑥( [0, 𝑇]) ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖/2). Therefore, ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑘𝛼)∥ + ∥𝑥(𝑘𝛼) − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ + 𝜖/2 ⩽ 𝜖 for 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 .

In order to show that the ensuing iterates also lie in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖), we will show that 𝑥𝐾 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽
Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ . The same argument used previously then yields that 𝑥𝐾+1, . . . , 𝑥2𝐾 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖). Since 𝐾 =

⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋ ⩾ ⌊𝑇/�̄�⌋ ⩾ 2, we may conclude by induction that all the iterates belong to 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖). This
is illustrated in Figure 3.3.

𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿)

[ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗

𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖/2)

𝑥∗
𝑥𝐾

𝑥2𝐾

Figure 3.3: Induction step

For the remainder of the proof, we seek to show that 𝑥𝐾 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ . In order to do so, we
prove that 𝐵(𝑥(𝐾𝛼), 𝜖′) is a connected subset of [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ] that has nonempty intersection with
[ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ . Since [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ is a connected component of [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ], by maximality and (3.8) we
then have 𝑥𝐾 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥(𝐾𝛼), 𝜖′) ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ . For all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥(𝐾𝛼), 𝜖′), we have

𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) = 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) + 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) (3.10a)

⩽ 𝐿∥𝑥 − 𝑥(𝐾𝛼)∥ + max{𝜎(𝜖/2)/2, 𝜎(𝜖/2) − 𝑐𝜉2𝑇/2} (3.10b)

⩽ 𝐿𝜖′ + 𝜎(𝜖/2) − min{𝜎(𝜖/2)/2, 𝑐𝜉2𝑇/2} (3.10c)
⩽ 𝜎(𝜖/2). (3.10d)

Indeed, 𝑥 and 𝑥(𝐾𝛼) belong to 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) so we may invoke the Lipschitz constant 𝐿 of 𝑓 on 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖)
in order to bound the first term in (3.10a). Recall that 𝑥(𝐾𝛼) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖/2) and, since
𝜖′ ⩽ 𝜖/2, we have 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥(𝐾𝛼), 𝜖′) ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖). As for the second term in (3.10a), if it is greater
than or equal to 𝜎(𝜖/2)/2, then for all 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝐾𝛼], we have 𝜎(𝜖/2)/2 ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) ⩽
𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) and thus 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡))) ⩾ 1/𝜓′( 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗)) ⩾ 1/𝜓′(𝜎(𝜖/2)/2) = 𝜉. By
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Figure 3.4: Continuous and discrete subgradient trajectories in magenta and yellow respectively.

(3.9), it follows that 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) −
∫ 𝐾𝛼

0 𝑐𝜉2𝑑𝜏 ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓 (𝑥∗) −
𝐾𝛼𝑐𝜉2 ⩽ 𝜎(𝜖/2) − 𝑐𝜉2𝑇/2. The last inequality is due to the fact that 𝑥(0) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ𝜖 ]𝑥∗ and
𝐾𝛼 = ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋𝛼 ⩾ 𝑇−𝛼 ⩾ 𝑇−�̄� ⩾ 𝑇/2. In (3.10c), we use the fact that 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥(𝐾𝛼), 𝜖′) and rewrite
the maximum into a minimum. Finally, (3.10d) holds because 𝜖′ ⩽ min{𝜎(𝜖/2), 𝑐𝜉2𝑇}/(2𝐿).

We next illustrate Theorem 3.6 with the following example.

Example 3.7 (A strict local minimum). Consider the locally Lipschitz tame function defined from
R2 to R by

𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) := max{−18𝑥2
1 + 12|𝑥2 |, 6𝑥2

1 + 3|𝑥2 |}. (3.11)

(0, 0) is a strict local minimum of 𝑓 because 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) ⩾ 6𝑥2
1 + 3|𝑥2 | ⩾ 0, with equality if and only

if 𝑥1 = 𝑥2 = 0. Thus, Theorem 3.6 can be applied and it guarantees the stability of (0, 0). See
Fig. 3.4 for a realization of the subgradient method. Note that 𝑓 is not sharp around (0, 0), and a
slight modification (see Section 3.2) of it yields a locally Lipschitz tame function with a strict local
minimum that is neither sharp nor weakly convex. Recall that in order to show M𝑆-stability for
sharp and weakly convex functions in Example 3.2, it suffices to choose 𝛿 = 𝜖 in Definition 3.1.
In contrast, one must choose 𝛿 < 𝜖 in order to show stability in the current example. Indeed, no
matter how small the step size is, there does not exist a ball centered at the origin that contain all
iterates of the subgradient method that are initialized in the ball (see Fig. 3.5 for an illustration and
Section 3.3 for a proof).

3.1 Proof of stability in Example 3.3

The Clarke subdifferential of 𝑓 (𝑥) := 𝑥2 sin(1/𝑥) is equal to

𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) :=
{
{2𝑥 sin(1/𝑥) − cos(1/𝑥)} if 𝑥 ≠ 0,
[−1, 1] else.

(3.12)
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Figure 3.5: Subgradient method randomly initialized in the unit ball (100 trials with different step
sizes).

Observe that if 𝑥 ≠ 0 is critical, then cos(1/𝑥) ≠ 0, otherwise | 𝑓 ′(𝑥) | = |2𝑥 sin(1/𝑥) − cos(1/𝑥) | =
2|𝑥 | | sin(1/𝑥) | = 2|𝑥 | ≠ 0. Apart from the origin, the critical points are thus the solutions to
sin(1/𝑥)/cos(1/𝑥) = 1/(2𝑥), that is to say, tan(1/𝑥) = 1/(2𝑥). Consider the function 𝜑 defined
from R \ {𝜋/2 + 𝑘𝜋 | 𝑘 ∈ Z} to R by 𝜑(𝑡) := tan(𝑡) − 𝑡/2. It is increasing on each interval
(𝜋/2 + 𝑘𝜋, 𝜋/2 + (𝑘 + 1)𝜋) where 𝑘 ∈ Z since 𝜑′(𝑡) = 1/cos2(𝑡) − 1/2 > 0. In addition, its limits
on either end of the interval are −∞ and +∞ respectively. As a result, 𝜑 has exactly one root on
each interval, say 𝑡𝑘 . The positive roots of 𝜑 are 𝑡0, 𝑡1, 𝑡2, . . ., hence the positive critical points of 𝑓
are 1/𝑡0, 1/𝑡1, 1/𝑡2, . . . Since 𝑓 is odd, its negative critical points are −1/𝑡0,−1/𝑡1,−1/𝑡2, . . . This
is illustrated in Figure 3.6. As the figure suggests, the critical points of 𝑓 are alternatively local
minima and local maxima. Indeed, when 𝑘 ∈ N, it holds that 𝑓 ′′(1/𝑡𝑘 ) = 2 sin(𝑡𝑘 ) − 2𝑡𝑘 cos(𝑡𝑘 ) −
𝑡2
𝑘

sin(𝑡𝑘 ) = cos(𝑡𝑘 ) [2 tan(𝑡𝑘 )−2𝑡𝑘−𝑡2𝑘 tan(𝑡𝑘 )] = cos(𝑡𝑘 ) [2(𝑡𝑘/2)−2𝑡𝑘−𝑡2𝑘 (𝑡𝑘/2)] = cos(𝑡𝑘 ) (−𝑡𝑘−
𝑡3
𝑘
/2). The expression obtained is positive if 𝑘 is even, and negative if 𝑘 is odd.

In order to prove M𝑆-stability, it suffices to prove the statement in Definition 3.1 for all 𝜖 > 0
sufficiently small. We may thus restrict ourselves to the case where 0 < 𝜖 < 1/2. Let 1/𝑡𝑁 denote
the greatest critical point of 𝑓 in the interval [−𝜖, 𝜖], for some 𝑁 ∈ N. Let 𝛿 denote the second
largest local minimum of 𝑓 less than or equal to 1/𝑡𝑁 . Naturally, 𝛿 = 1/𝑡𝑁+2 if 𝑁 is even, and
𝛿 = 1/𝑡𝑁+3 if 𝑁 is odd. Without loss of generality, after possibly reducing 𝜖 , we can assume that
𝑁 is even and thus define 𝛿 := 1/𝑡𝑁+2. We also define

�̄� :=
1
2

min
{

1
𝑡𝑁

− 1
𝑡𝑁+1

,
1
𝑡𝑁+1

− 1
𝑡𝑁+2

,
1
𝑡𝑁+2

− 1
𝑡𝑁+3

}
. (3.13)
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𝑥

𝑥2 sin(1/𝑥)

1
𝑡0

− 1
𝑡0

1
𝑡1

− 1
𝑡1

1
𝑡2

− 1
𝑡2

Figure 3.6: Visualization of the critical points.

Having chosen 𝛿 and �̄�, let us fix some 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�] from now on. Consider a sequence
𝑥0, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . generated by the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 and initialized in
[−𝛿, 𝛿]. Our goal is to show that all the iterates lie in [−𝜖, 𝜖]. If 𝑥0, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . ∈ [−𝛿, 𝛿], then there
is nothing to prove since 𝛿 ⩽ 𝜖 . Otherwise, consider the smallest nonnegative integer 𝑝 for which
𝑥𝑝+1 ∉ [−𝛿, 𝛿]. We next show that if 𝑥𝑝+1 > 𝛿, then 𝑥𝑝+1, 𝑥𝑝+2, 𝑥𝑝+3, . . . ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+3, 1/𝑡𝑁+1] ⊂
[0, 𝜖]. Similarly, if 𝑥𝑝+1 < −𝛿, then 𝑥𝑝+1, 𝑥𝑝+2, 𝑥𝑝+3, . . . ∈ [−1/𝑡𝑁 ,−1/𝑡𝑁+2] ⊂ [−𝜖, 0]. Putting
these facts together, we obtain that 𝑥0, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . ∈ [−𝜖, 𝜖].

Assume that 𝑥𝑝+1 > 𝛿. We begin by checking that 𝑥𝑝+1 ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+3, 1/𝑡𝑁+1], and then reason by
induction. The lower bound follows from 𝛿 = 1/𝑡𝑁+2 ⩾ 1/𝑡𝑁+3. In order to derive the upper bound,
recall that 0 < 𝜖 < 1/2. Hence, for all 𝑥 ∈ [−𝜖, 𝜖] and for all 𝑠 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥), it holds that |𝑠 | ⩽ 2.
Indeed, when 𝑥 = 0, we have 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) = [−1, 1] and when 𝑥 ≠ 0, we have | 𝑓 ′(𝑥) | ⩽ |2𝑥 sin(1/𝑥) −
cos(1/𝑥) | ⩽ 2|𝑥 | | sin(1/𝑥) | + | cos(1/𝑥) | ⩽ 2|𝑥 | + 1 ⩽ 2. Thus, for some 𝑠𝑝 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑝), we have
𝑥𝑝+1 = 𝑥𝑝−𝛼𝑠𝑝 ⩽ 𝑥𝑝+2𝛼 ⩽ 𝛿+2𝛼 ⩽ 𝛿+2�̄� = 1/𝑡𝑁+2+2�̄� ⩽ 1/𝑡𝑁+2+2(1/𝑡𝑁+1−1/𝑡𝑁+2)/2 = 1/𝑡𝑁+1.
Now, assume that 𝑥𝑘 ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+3, 1/𝑡𝑁+1] for some 𝑘 ⩾ 𝑝 + 1. On the corresponding open interval,
𝑓 admits a unique critical point, 1/𝑡𝑁+2, which is a local minimum. Hence 𝑓 ′(𝑥) ⩽ 0 when
𝑥 ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+3, 1/𝑡𝑁+2] and 𝑓 ′(𝑥) ⩾ 0 when 𝑥 ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+2, 1/𝑡𝑁+1]. If 𝑥𝑘 belongs to the first interval,
then 1/𝑡𝑁+3 ⩽ 𝑥𝑘 ⩽ 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼 𝑓 ′(𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑥𝑘 + 2𝛼 ⩽ 𝑥𝑘 + 2�̄� ⩽ 1/𝑡𝑁+2 + 2(1/𝑡𝑁+1 − 1/𝑡𝑁+2)/2 = 1/𝑡𝑁+1,
that is to say, 𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+3, 1/𝑡𝑁+1]. If 𝑥𝑘 belongs to the second interval, then 1/𝑡𝑁+3 ⩾ 𝑥𝑘 ⩾ 𝑥𝑘−
𝛼 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩾ 𝑥𝑘−2𝛼 ⩾ 1/𝑡𝑁+2−2(1/𝑡𝑁+1−1/𝑡𝑁+2)/2 = 1/𝑡𝑁+1, that is to say, 𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+3, 1/𝑡𝑁+1].
As a result, 𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ [1/𝑡𝑁+3, 1/𝑡𝑁+1], proving the induction. The case when 𝑥𝑝+1 < −𝛿 can be
treated with similar arguments so is omitted.

3.2 Modification of Example 3.7

Consider the function 𝑓 defined fromR2 toR by 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) := max{−18|𝑥1 |3/2+12|𝑥2 |, 6|𝑥1 |3/2+
3|𝑥2 |}. The origin is a strict local minimum because 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) ⩾ 6|𝑥1 |3/2 + 3|𝑥2 | ⩾ 0, with equal-
ity if and only if 𝑥1 = 𝑥2 = 0. The function is not sharp because 𝑓 (𝑥1, 0) = 6|𝑥1 |3/2 for all
𝑥1 ∈ R, violating the first inequality in (3.1). The function is not weakly convex because the
second inequality in (3.1) is violated by (𝑥1𝜌, 𝑥2𝜌) := (32/3/𝜌2, 8/𝜌3) for 𝜌 sufficiently large.
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Indeed, 8|𝑥1𝜌 |3/2 = 3|𝑥2𝜌 | and hence 𝑓 (𝑥1𝜌, 𝑥2𝜌) = −18|𝑥1𝜌 |3/2 + 12|𝑥2𝜌 | = 6|𝑥1𝜌 |3/2 + 3|𝑥2𝜌 |.
Without loss of generality, let ⟨·, ·⟩ be the Euclidean inner product on R2. It follows that 𝑠𝜌 :=
(−27sign(𝑥1𝜌) |𝑥1𝜌 |1/2, 12sign(𝑥2𝜌))𝑇 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥1𝜌, 𝑥2𝜌). As a result, for 𝜌 sufficiently large, we have
that 𝑓 (𝑥1𝜌, 𝑥2𝜌) −

〈
(𝑥1𝜌, 𝑥2𝜌)𝑇 , 𝑠𝜌

〉
− 𝜌(𝑥2

1𝜌 + 𝑥
2
2𝜌)/2 = . . .

= −18|𝑥1𝜌 |3/2 + 12|𝑥2𝜌 | − (−27|𝑥1𝜌 |3/2 + 12|𝑥2𝜌 |) −
𝜌

2
(𝑥2

1𝜌 + 𝑥
2
2𝜌) (3.14a)

= 9|𝑥1𝜌 |3/2 − 𝜌

2
(𝑥2

1𝜌 + 𝑥
2
2𝜌) (3.14b)

= 9(32/3/𝜌2)3/2 − 𝜌

2
((32/3/𝜌2)2 + (8/𝜌3)2) (3.14c)

= (27 − 34/3/2 − 32/𝜌2)/𝜌3 > 0. (3.14d)

3.3 Proof of 𝛿 < 𝜖 in Example 3.7

Let ⟨·, ·⟩ be the Euclidean inner product on R2. Recall that the objective function in Example
3.7 is given by 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) := max{−18𝑥2

1 + 12|𝑥2 |, 6𝑥2
1 + 3|𝑥2 |}. We reason by contradiction and

assume that there exists 𝜖 > 0 and �̄� > 0 such that, for all 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�], the subgradient method with
constant step size 𝛼 initialized in 𝐵(0, 𝜖) has all its iterates in 𝐵(0, 𝜖). The ball 𝐵(0, 𝜖) contains
the following segment parametrized by 𝑡 ∈ [0, 1]:(

𝑥1(𝑡)
𝑥2(𝑡)

)
= 𝑡

(√︃
−9/128 +

√︁
81/16384 + 9/64𝜖2

−3/16 +
√︁

9/256 + 𝜖2

)
. (3.15)

Indeed, ∥(𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡))∥2 = 𝑡2(−9/128+
√︁

81/16384 + 9/64𝜖2+9/256−3/8
√︁

9/256 + 𝜖2+9/256+
𝜖2) = 𝑡2𝜖2. Inside the segment, i.e. for 𝑡 ∈ (0, 1), it holds that 𝑓 (𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡)) = −18𝑥1(𝑡)2 +
12|𝑥2(𝑡) | > 6𝑥1(𝑡)2+3|𝑥2(𝑡) |. Indeed, this is equivalent to saying that 3|𝑥2(𝑡) | > 8𝑥1(𝑡)2. If we can
show that 3|𝑥2(1) | = 8𝑥2

1, then 3|𝑥2(𝑡) | −8𝑥1(𝑡)2 = 3|𝑡𝑥2(1) | −8(𝑡𝑥1)2 = 𝑡 (3|𝑥2(1) | −8𝑡𝑥2
1) = 𝑡 (1−

𝑡)3|𝑥2(1) | > 0. The assumption 3|𝑥2(1) | = 8𝑥1(1)2 is valid because 3|𝑥2(1) | − 8𝑥1(1)2 = −9/16 +√︁
81/256 + 9𝜖2+8×9/128−8

√︁
81/16384 + 9/64𝜖2 = 0. As a result, the function 𝑓 is differentiable

inside the segment and its gradient is equal to ∇ 𝑓 (𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡)) = (−36𝑥1(𝑡), 12sign(𝑥2(𝑡)))𝑇 . Let
us apply one iteration of the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�] to (𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡))
and compute the resulting norm:(𝑥1(𝑡)

𝑥2(𝑡)

)
− 𝛼∇ 𝑓 (𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡))

2
=

(𝑥1(𝑡)
𝑥2(𝑡)

)2
− 2𝛼

〈(
𝑥1(𝑡)
𝑥2(𝑡)

)
,∇ 𝑓 (𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡))

〉
+ (3.16a)

𝛼2 ∥∇ 𝑓 (𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡))∥2 (3.16b)

= 𝑡2𝜖2 − 2𝛼(−36𝑥1(𝑡)2 + 12|𝑥2(𝑡) |) + 𝛼2(1296𝑥1(𝑡)2 + 144)
(3.16c)

𝑡→1−−−→ 𝜖2 − 2𝛼(−36𝑥1(1)2 + 12|𝑥2(1) |) + 𝛼2(1296𝑥1(1)2 + 144)
(3.16d)

= 𝜖2 + 72𝛼(1 + 18𝛼)𝑥1(1)2 − 24𝛼 |𝑥2(1) | + 144𝛼2 (3.16e)

= 𝜖2 + 72𝛼(1 + 18𝛼)3|𝑥2(1) |/8 − 24𝛼 |𝑥2(1) | + 144𝛼2 (3.16f)
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= 𝜖2 + 𝛼(3 + 486𝛼) |𝑥2(1) | + 144𝛼2 (3.16g)

> 𝜖2. (3.16h)

Hence, for all 𝑡 < 1 sufficiently close to one, the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼
initialized at (𝑥1(𝑡), 𝑥2(𝑡)), which belongs to 𝐵(0, 𝜖), exits 𝐵(0, 𝜖) after one iteration. This yields
a contradiction.
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Chapter 4: Global stability of first-order methods for coercive functions

In this chapter, we consider first-order methods with constant step size for minimizing locally
Lipschitz coercive tame functions. We prove that if the method is approximated by subgradient
trajectories, then the iterates eventually remain in a neighborhood of the set of critical points. The
material of this chapter is based on the following article:

Cédric Josz, Lexiao Lai, Global stability of first-order methods for coercive tame functions, Math-
ematical Programming, 2023 [preprint] [journal doi]

In Chapter 3, we studied the local behavior of first-order methods around local minima of lo-
cally Lipschitz tame functions, rooted in the notion of (local) stability (Definition 3.1). In this
chapter, we turn our attention to their global behavior, namely the behavior when the initialization
is not necessarily close to a local minimum. While the first-order methods (for e.g., Algorithms 1–
4) are implemented by machine learning practitioners [59, 94, 95], the analysis of their global
behavior seems to be absent from the literature when the objective is neither convex nor differen-
tiable with a locally Lipschitz gradient. We will review the existing analysis in Section 1.4.

In order to analyze their global behavior, we next propose a notion of global stability. Recall
from Chapters 2 and 3 that we refer to an iterative method with constant step size as a set-valued
mapping M : R(R𝑛) × (0,∞) × 2(R𝑛) × N⇒ (R𝑛)N which, to an objective function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R, a
constant step size 𝛼 ∈ (0,∞), a set 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛, and a natural number 𝑘0 associates a set of sequences
in R𝑛 whose 𝑘0

th term is contained in 𝑋0. Also, we denote by M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, 𝑋0) := M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, 𝑋0, 0) the
set of sequences generated by the method with constant step size 𝛼 and initialized in 𝑋0.

Definition 4.1. We say that 𝑋∗ ⊂ R𝑛 is a globally M-stable set of a locally Lipschitz function
𝑓 : R𝑛 → R if for all 𝜖 > 0 and for all bounded 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛, there exists �̄� > 0 such that

(𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , (0, �̄�], 𝑋0) =⇒ ∃�̄� : {𝑥𝑘 }𝑘⩾ �̄� ⊂ 𝐵(𝑋∗, 𝜖).

Informally, a set is globally stable if iterates eventually remain in any neighborhood of it, given
that the constant step size is sufficiently small. In contrast to local stability (Definition 3.1), the
initial iterate is not required to be close to the set. We say that 𝑋∗ ⊂ R𝑛 is a globally stable set of
a locally Lipschitz function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R if it is a globally M-stable set of the function, for any M
approximated by subgradient trajectories of 𝑓 (Definition 2.1).

We are now ready to state the main result of this chapter, whose object is the set of critical
points of a locally Lipschitz coercive tame function. Recall that a function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R is coercive
if lim∥𝑥∥→∞ 𝑓 (𝑥) = ∞. Many objective functions arising in data science are coercive due to the
use of regularizers [96, 97]. Some objectives are naturally coercive, such as in symmetric low-rank
matrix recovery problems [98, 35].

Theorem 4.2. The set of critical points of any locally Lipschitz coercive tame function is globally
stable.
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Remark 4.3. The assumption of coercivity in Theorem 4.2 can be replaced by requiring the iterates
to be uniformly bounded for all sufficiently small step sizes when initialized in 𝑋0. In other words,
we can ask that for any iterative method M that satisfies Definition 2.1 and for any bounded 𝑋0 ⊂
R𝑛, there exist �̄�, 𝑟 > 0 such that M( 𝑓 , (0, �̄�], 𝑋0) ⊂ 𝐵(0, 𝑟)N. Indeed, one can then apply Theo-
rem 4.2 to a coercive function 𝑓𝑟 : R𝑛 → R which coincides with a (possibly noncoercive) locally
Lipschitz tame function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R in 𝐵(0, 2𝑟), namely 𝑓𝑟 (𝑥) := 𝑓 (𝑃𝐵(0,2𝑟) (𝑥)) + 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝐵(0, 2𝑟))
for all 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 where 𝑃𝐵(0,2𝑟) is the projection on 𝐵(0, 2𝑟). It is clear that 𝑓𝑟 is definable and coer-
cive. In order to show that 𝑓𝑟 is Lipschitz continuous, it suffices to prove 𝑔𝑟 (𝑥) := 𝑓 (𝑃𝐵(0,2𝑟) (𝑥))
is Lipschitz continuous. Let 𝐿 > 0 denote a Lipschitz constant of 𝑓 in 𝐵(0, 2𝑟). For all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ R𝑛,
we have ∥𝑔𝑟 (𝑥) − 𝑔𝑟 (𝑦)∥ = ∥ 𝑓 (𝑃𝐵(0,2𝑟) (𝑥)) − 𝑓 (𝑃𝐵(0,2𝑟) (𝑦))∥ ⩽ 𝐿∥𝑃𝐵(0,2𝑟) (𝑥) − 𝑃𝐵(0,2𝑟) (𝑦)∥ ⩽
𝐿∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥.

The proof of Theorem 4.2 can be found in Section 4.1. We illustrate Theorem 4.2 with two
examples. Recall that Algorithms 2–4 are approximated by subgradient trajectories under method-
dependent regularity assumptions (Table 2.1). The first (Figure 4.1a) is nonsmooth and the second
(Figure 4.1b) is continuously differentiable. One can see that the iterates indeed track a subgradient
trajectory up to a certain time, then go on to track another subgradient trajectory, after which they
stabilize around a critical point.

(a) 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) = |𝑥2
1 − 1| + 2|𝑥1𝑥2 + 1| + |𝑥2

2 − 1|. (b) 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) = |𝑥2
1−1|3/2+2|𝑥1𝑥2+1|3/2+ |𝑥2

2−1|3/2.

Figure 4.1: The subgradient method with momentum, random reshuffling with momentum, and
random-permutations cyclic coordinate descent method are in yellow, green, and white respec-
tively. Subgradient trajectories are in magenta.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 4.2

We begin by stating two technical lemmas. The first relates a uniform neighborhood of a
sublevel set with another sublevel set. The second is analogous to the descent lemma for smooth
functions [42, Lemma 1.2.3] [99, Lemma 5.7]. We use [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] := {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 : 𝑓 (𝑥) ⩽ Δ} to denote
a sublevel set of a function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R where Δ ∈ R.

Lemma 4.4. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz function. Let Δ ∈ R and let 𝐿 > 0 be a
Lipschitz constant of 𝑓 in [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ]. For any 𝜖 ′ > 0, 𝐵( [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ − 𝜖′𝐿], 𝜖′) ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ].
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Proof. We show that 𝐵(𝑎, 𝜖′) ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] for all 𝑎 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ − 𝜖 ′𝐿]. Indeed, if 𝑏 ∈ 𝐵(𝑎, 𝜖′) \ [ 𝑓 ⩽
Δ], then there exists 𝑐 in the segment [𝑎, 𝑏) such that 𝑓 (𝑐) = Δ and 𝜖′𝐿 = Δ − (Δ − 𝜖′𝐿) ⩽
𝑓 (𝑐) − 𝑓 (𝑎) ⩽ 𝐿∥𝑐 − 𝑎∥ < 𝜖′𝐿.

Lemma 4.5. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz tame function. Let 𝑋 ⊂ R𝑛 and 𝐿 be a Lipschitz
constant of 𝑓 on 𝑋 . For all 𝑇, 𝜖′, 𝛼, 𝑐 > 0, 𝑘0 ∈ N, (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ (R𝑛)N, and for any subgradient
trajectory 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 of 𝑐 𝑓 such that 𝑥( [0, 𝑇]) ⊂ 𝑋 , 𝑥𝑘 ∈ 𝑋 , and ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝛼(𝑘 − 𝑘0))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′
for 𝑘 = 𝑘0, . . . , 𝑘0 + ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋, we have

𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥((𝑘 − 𝑘0)𝛼)) + 𝜖 ′𝐿 ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘0) − 𝑐
∫ (𝑘−𝑘0)𝛼

0
𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 + 2𝜖′𝐿

for 𝑘 = 𝑘0, . . . , 𝑘0 + ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋.

Proof. For 𝑘 = 𝑘0, . . . , 𝑘0 + ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋, we have

𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥((𝑘 − 𝑘0)𝛼)) + 𝜖′𝐿 (4.1a)

= 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − ( 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓 (𝑥((𝑘 − 𝑘0)𝛼))) + 𝜖′𝐿 (4.1b)

⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥0) − ( 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓 (𝑥((𝑘 − 𝑘0)𝛼))) + 2𝜖′𝐿 (4.1c)

= 𝑓 (𝑥0) − 𝑐
∫ (𝑘−𝑘0)𝛼

0
𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 + 2𝜖′𝐿. (4.1d)

In (4.1a) and (4.1c), we invoke the Lipschitz constant 𝐿 of 𝑓 on 𝑋 ∋ 𝑥((𝑘 − 𝑘0)𝛼), 𝑥𝑘 . (4.1d) is
due to the chain rule of subgradient trajectories (Proposition 1.8).

We next prove the final result needed for the proof of Theorem 4.2. We show that the function
values evaluated at the iterates eventually stabilize around some critical value.

Proposition 4.6 (Stability of function values). Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz coercive
tame function and let M be an iterative method with constant step size that is approximated by
subgradient trajectories of 𝑓 . For any bounded set 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛 and 𝜖 > 0, there exist �̄�,Δ > 0 such
that for all (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , (0, �̄�], 𝑋0, 0), we have 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ Δ for all 𝑘 ∈ N and there exist a
critical value 𝑓 ∗ of 𝑓 and �̄� ∈ N such that | 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝑓 ∗ | ⩽ 𝜖 for all 𝑘 ⩾ �̄� .

Proof. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz coercive tame function. Since 𝑓 is tame and coercive,
there exists Δ > 0 such that 𝑋0 ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2] and Δ is not a critical value of 𝑓 . By the definable
Morse-Sard theorem [29, Corollary 9], 𝑓 has finitely many critical values 𝑓1 > · · · > 𝑓𝑝 in [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ]
(and it has at least one since 𝑓 is coercive and continuous). Since 𝑓 is coercive and continuous,
the compact sublevel sets [| 𝑓 − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩽ 𝜖], 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑝, are pairwise disjoint after possibly reducing
𝜖 , which we may do without loss of generality. We may also assume that 𝑓1 + 2𝜖 ⩽ Δ. According
to the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality (Theorem 1.7), there exist 𝜌 > 0 and a strictly increasing
concave continuous definable function 𝜓 : [0, 𝜌) → [0,∞) that is continuously differentiable
on (0, 𝜌) with 𝜓(0) = 0 such that 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥)) ⩾ 1/𝜓′( | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝑖 |) for all 𝑥 ∈ [| 𝑓 − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩽ 𝜖]
whenever 0 < | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝑖 | < 𝜌 for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑝. Without loss of generality, we assume 𝜖 < 𝜌 so
that 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥)) ⩾ 1/𝜓′( | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝑖 |) for all 𝑥 ∈ [| 𝑓 − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩽ 𝜖] such that 𝑓 (𝑥) ≠ 𝑓𝑖.
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Consider a Lipschitz constant 𝐿 ⩾ 1 of 𝑓 in [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] and the quantity

𝑀 := inf{𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥)) : | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩾ 𝜖/2, 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑝, 𝑓 (𝑥) ⩽ Δ} > 0. (4.2)

Fix 𝑇 > 0. Since M is approximated by subgradient trajectories of 𝑓 , by Definition 2.1, there exist
𝑐 > 0 and �̄� ∈ (0, 𝑇/2) such that such that for all 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�], 𝑘0 ∈ N, and (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, [ 𝑓 ⩽
Δ/2], 𝑘0) for which 𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥𝑘0 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ], there exists a subgradient trajectory 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 of
𝑐 𝑓 for which 𝑥(0) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2] and ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝛼(𝑘 − 𝑘0))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ for 𝑘 = 𝑘0, . . . , 𝑘0 + ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋ where

𝜖′ := min
{
Δ

4𝐿
,
𝑐𝑀2𝑇

24𝐿
,
𝜖

8𝐿
,

𝑐𝑇

2𝐿𝜓′(𝜖/2)2

}
> 0.

Since [| 𝑓 − 𝑓1 | ⩽ 𝜖], . . . , [| 𝑓 − 𝑓𝑝 | ⩽ 𝜖] are compact, after possibly reducing �̄�, the statement
still holds if one replaces the initial set [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2] by [| 𝑓 − 𝑓1 | ⩽ 𝜖], [| 𝑓 − 𝑓2 | ⩽ 𝜖], . . . , or
[| 𝑓 − 𝑓𝑝 | ⩽ 𝜖].

From now on, we fix a constant step size 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�]. Consider a sequence (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, 𝑋0, 0) ⊂
M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2], 0) along with an associated subgradient trajectory 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 of 𝑐 𝑓 for
which 𝑥(0) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2] ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ − 𝜖′𝐿] and ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝛼(𝑘 − 𝑘0))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ for 𝑘 = 𝑘0, . . . , 𝑘0 + 𝐾
where 𝑘0 = 0 and 𝐾 := ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋. By Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5, for 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 , we have 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽
𝑓 (𝑥(𝑘𝛼)) + 𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) + 𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ Δ/2 + 𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ Δ and

𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥0) − 𝑐
∫ 𝑘𝛼

0
𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 + 2𝜖′𝐿. (4.3)

If 𝑐
∫ 𝐾𝛼

0 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 ⩾ 3𝜖′𝐿, then we have 𝑓 (𝑥𝐾) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥0) − 3𝜖′𝐿 + 2𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ Δ/2 so that we
may apply Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5 again with 𝑘0 = 𝐾 . Since the continuous function 𝑓 is bounded
below on the compact set [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2], this process with constant decrease can only be repeated
finitely many times. Thus there exist 𝑣 ∈ N and an absolutely continuous function (again denoted
𝑥(·)) such that 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥𝑣𝐾)−𝑐

∫ (𝑘−𝑣𝐾)𝛼
0 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠+2𝜖 ′𝐿 and ∥𝑥𝑘−𝑥(𝛼(𝑘−𝑣𝐾))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′

for 𝑘 = 𝑣𝐾, . . . , (𝑣 +1)𝐾 where 𝑐
∫ 𝐾𝛼

0 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 < 3𝜖′𝐿. Hence there exists 𝑡′ ∈ [0, 𝐾𝛼]
such that 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)))2 ⩽ 3𝜖′𝐿/(𝑐𝐾𝛼) ⩽ 3𝜖′𝐿/(𝑐𝑇/2) ⩽ 𝑀2/4, where we use the fact that
𝜖′ ⩽ 𝑐𝑀2𝑇/(24𝐿). Since 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′))) ⩽ 𝑀/2 and 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)) ⩽ Δ, by definition of 𝑀 in (4.2)
there exists 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑝} such that | 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)) − 𝑓𝑖 | < 𝜖/2. We also have that 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) ⩽
𝑓 (𝑥𝑣𝐾) + 𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ Δ/2 + 𝜖′𝐿. Thus 𝑓𝑖 < 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)) + 𝜖/2 ⩽ Δ/2 + 𝜖′𝐿 + 𝜖/2 ⩽ Δ/2 + 3𝜖/8. For
𝑘′ = 𝑣𝐾, . . . , (𝑣 + 1)𝐾 , we have

| 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ′) − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩽ | 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ′) − 𝑓 (𝑥(𝛼(𝑘′ − 𝑣𝐾))) | + | 𝑓 (𝑥(𝛼(𝑘′ − 𝑣𝐾))) − 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)) |+ (4.4a)

| 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)) − 𝑓𝑖 | (4.4b)

⩽𝐿∥𝑥𝑘 ′ − 𝑥(𝛼(𝑘′ − 𝑣𝐾))∥ + | 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) | + 𝜖/4 (4.4c)

⩽𝐿𝜖′ + 3𝜖′𝐿 + 𝜖/2 (4.4d)

⩽𝜖/8 + 3𝜖/8 + 𝜖/2 (4.4e)

=𝜖 . (4.4f)
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Indeed, (4.4a) is due to the triangular inequality. We invoke the Lipschitz constant 𝐿 of 𝑓 on
[ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] in order to bound the first term in (4.4a). In order to bound the second term in (4.4a), we
use the fact that the composition 𝑓 ◦ 𝑥 is decreasing and 0 ⩽ 𝛼(𝑘′ − 𝑣𝐾) ⩽ 𝑡′ ⩽ 𝐾𝛼. (4.4d) holds
because ∥𝑥𝑘 ′−𝑥(𝛼(𝑘′−𝑣𝐾))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ and | 𝑓 (𝑥(0))− 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) | = 𝑐

∫ 𝐾𝛼

0 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 < 3𝜖′𝐿.
(4.4e) is due to 𝜖′ ⩽ 𝜖/(8𝐿).

We next show that 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖 for all 𝑘 ⩾ 𝑘′ := 𝑣𝐾 . Without loss of generality, we
assume that 𝑘′ = 0 so that by (4.4) we have 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖 for 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝐾 . We prove that
𝑓 (𝑥𝐾+1) ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖 , hence 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖 for all 𝑘 ⩾ 𝑘′ by induction. We distinguish two cases. If
𝑓 (𝑥1) < 𝑓𝑖 − 𝜖 , then 𝑓 (𝑥𝐾+1) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥1) + 2𝜖′𝐿 < 𝑓𝑖 − 𝜖 + 𝜖/4 ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖 , where the first inequality
follows from 𝑥1 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 − 𝜖] ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2 + 3𝜖/8 − 𝜖] ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ/2] and Lemmas 4.4 and
4.5. If 𝑥1 ∈ [| 𝑓 − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩽ 𝜖], then let 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 be an associated subgradient trajectory of
𝑐 𝑓 such that ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝛼(𝑘 − 1))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ for 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 + 1 and 𝑥(0) ∈ [| 𝑓 − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩽ 𝜖]. Note
that for any 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝐾𝛼], 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖 ⩽ Δ − 𝜖 ⩽ Δ − 𝜖′𝐿. By
Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5, 𝑥𝐾+1 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] and 𝑓 (𝑥𝐾+1) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) + 𝜖 ′𝐿. If 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖/2,
we have that 𝑓 (𝑥𝐾+1) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) + 𝜖′𝐿 < 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖/2 + 𝜖/8 ⩽ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖 , as desired. Otherwise, we have
𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) ∈ [ 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖/2, 𝑓𝑖 + 𝜖] for all 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝐾𝛼]. By the Kurdyka-Łojasiewicz inequality, we have
𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡))) ⩾ 1/𝜓′( 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡)) − 𝑓𝑖) ⩾ 1/𝜓′(𝜖/2) > 0. According to the chain rule of subgradient
trajectories (Proposition 1.8), it holds that

𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) − 𝑓𝑖 = 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓𝑖 − 𝑐
∫ 𝐾𝛼

0
𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 (4.5a)

⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓𝑖 − 𝑐𝐾𝛼/𝜓′(𝜖/2)2 (4.5b)

⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) − 𝑓𝑖 − 𝑐𝑇/(2𝜓′(𝜖/2)2) (4.5c)

⩽ 𝜖 − 𝑐𝑇/(2𝜓′(𝜖/2)2). (4.5d)

Thus 𝑓 (𝑥𝐾+1) − 𝑓𝑖 ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) − 𝑓𝑖 + 𝑓 (𝑥𝐾+1) − 𝑓 (𝑥(𝐾𝛼)) ⩽ 𝜖 − 𝑐𝑇/(2𝜓′(𝜖/2)2) + 𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ 𝜖 ,
where we used the fact that 𝜖′ ⩽ (𝑐𝑇)/(2𝐿𝜓′(𝜖/2)2). If | 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝑓𝑖 | ⩽ 𝜖 for all 𝑘 ⩾ 𝑘′, then
the conclusion of the theorem follows. Otherwise, there exists �̂� ⩾ 𝑘′ such that 𝑓 (𝑥 �̂� ) < 𝑓𝑖 −
𝜖 ⩽ Δ/2 + 3𝜖/8 − 𝜖 ⩽ Δ/2. Following the same argument as in the paragraph below (4.3),
there exists 𝑣′ ∈ N and an absolutely continuous function (again denoted 𝑥(·)) such that 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽
𝑓 (𝑥 �̂�+𝑣′𝐾) − 𝑐

∫ (𝑘−( �̂�+𝑣′𝐾))𝛼
0 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 + 2𝜖′𝐿 and ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝛼(𝑘 − ( �̂� + 𝑣′𝐾)))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ for

𝑘 = �̂� + 𝑣′𝐾, . . . , �̂� + (𝑣′ + 1)𝐾 where 𝑐
∫ 𝐾𝛼

0 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 < 3𝜖′𝐿. As before, it follows that
there exist 𝑡′′ ∈ [0, 𝑇] and 𝑗 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 𝑝} such that | 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′′)) − 𝑓 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜖/2. Since 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′′)) ⩽
𝑓 (𝑥(0)) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥 �̂�+𝑣′𝐾) + 𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥 �̂� ) + 3𝜖′𝐿 < 𝑓𝑖 − 𝜖 + 3𝜖/8 = 𝑓𝑖 − 5𝜖/8, it holds that 𝑓 𝑗 < 𝑓𝑖.
Replicating (4.4a)-(4.4e), we get | 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ′′) − 𝑓 𝑗 | ⩽ 𝜖 for 𝑘′′ = �̂� +𝑣′𝐾, . . . , �̂� + (𝑣′+1)𝐾 . By the same
argument as in the previous paragraph, we have 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ 𝑓 𝑗 + 𝜖 for all 𝑘 ⩾ 𝑘′′ := �̂� + (𝑣′ + 1)𝐾 .
Since 𝑓 only has finitely many critical values that are below Δ, the conclusion of the theorem
follows.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz coercive tame function and let M
be an iterative method with constant step size that is approximated by subgradient trajectories of 𝑓
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(Definition 2.1). Let 𝜖 > 0 and let 𝑋0 ⊂ R𝑛 be bounded. By Proposition 4.6, there exist 𝛼1,Δ > 0
such that for all (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , (0, 𝛼1], 𝑋0, 0), 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩽ Δ for all 𝑘 ∈ N. Let 𝐿 denote a Lipschitz
constant of 𝑓 on the compact set [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] and consider the quantity

𝑀 := inf{𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥)) : 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑋∗) ⩾ 𝜖/2, 𝑓 (𝑥) ⩽ Δ} > 0, (4.6)

where 𝑋∗ is the set of critical points of 𝑓 . Fix 𝑇 > 0. Since M is approximated by subgradient
trajectories of 𝑓 , by Definition 2.1 there exist 𝑐 > 0 and 𝛼2 ∈ (0, 𝛼1] such that for all 𝛼 ∈
(0, 𝛼2], 𝑘0 ∈ N and (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ], 𝑘0) for which 𝑥0, . . . , 𝑥𝑘0 ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ], there exists
a subgradient trajectory 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 of 𝑐 𝑓 for which 𝑥(0) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] and ∥𝑥𝑘−𝑥((𝑘−𝑘0)𝛼)∥ ⩽
𝜖′ for 𝑘 = 𝑘0, . . . , 𝑘0 + ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋ where 𝜖′ := min{𝜖/4, 𝑐𝑀2𝑇/(16(1+ 𝐿)), 𝜖2/(32(1+ 𝐿)𝑐𝑇)}. Again
by Proposition 4.6 there exists 𝛼3 ∈ (0, 𝛼2] such that for all (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , (0, 𝛼3], 𝑋0, 0),
there exist a critical value 𝑓 ∗ of 𝑓 and �̄� ∈ N such that | 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝑓 ∗ | ⩽ 𝜖′ for all 𝑘 ⩾ �̄� . Let
�̄� := min{𝛼3, 𝜖

′/(2𝑐(1 + 𝐿)), 𝑇/2}.
Let 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�], (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, 𝑋0, 0), and fix a corresponding 𝑓 ∗ and �̄� . We fix some

𝑘 ⩾ �̄� from now on and show that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑋∗) ⩽ 𝜖 . Since (𝑥𝑘 ′)𝑘 ′∈N ∈ M( 𝑓 , 𝛼, [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ], 𝑘) and
{𝑥𝑘 ′}𝑘 ′∈N ⊂ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ], there exists a subgradient trajectory 𝑥 : [0, 𝑇] → R𝑛 of 𝑐 𝑓 for which
𝑥(0) ∈ [ 𝑓 ⩽ Δ] and ∥𝑥𝑘 ′ − 𝑥(𝛼(𝑘′ − 𝑘))∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ for 𝑘′ = 𝑘, . . . , 𝑘 + 𝐾 where 𝐾 := ⌊𝑇/𝛼⌋. By
Lemma 4.5, we have

𝑐

∫ 𝐾𝛼

0
𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘+𝐾) + 2𝜖′𝐿 ⩽ 2𝜖′(1 + 𝐿). (4.7)

Thus there exists 𝑡′ ∈ [0, 𝐾𝛼] such that 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)))2 ⩽ 2𝜖′(1+𝐿)/(𝑐𝐾𝛼) ⩽ 2𝜖′(1+𝐿)/(𝑐𝑇/2) ⩽
𝑀2/4, where we use the fact that 𝜖′ ⩽ 𝑐𝑀2𝑇/(16(1 + 𝐿)). As 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑡′)) ⩽ 𝑓 (𝑥(0)) ⩽ Δ,
we have 𝑑 (𝑥(𝑡′), 𝑋∗) ⩽ 𝜖/2. It now suffices to show that ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑡′)∥ ⩽ 𝜖/2. Notice that
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(0)∥ ⩽ 𝜖′ ⩽ 𝜖/4 and

∥𝑥(0) − 𝑥(𝑡′)∥ ⩽
∫ 𝑡′

0
∥𝑥′(𝑠)∥ 𝑑𝑠 (4.8a)

=

∫ 𝑡′

0
𝑐 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠))) 𝑑𝑠 (4.8b)

⩽

√︄∫ 𝑡′

0
𝑐 𝑑𝑠

√︄∫ 𝑡′

0
𝑐 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 (4.8c)

⩽

√︄∫ 𝑇

0
𝑐 𝑑𝑠

√︄∫ 𝐾𝛼

0
𝑐 𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥(𝑠)))2 𝑑𝑠 (4.8d)

⩽
√
𝑐𝑇

√︁
2𝜖′(1 + 𝐿) (4.8e)

⩽ 𝜖/4. (4.8f)

Indeed, (4.8a) is due to triangular inequality. (4.8b) is a consequence of the chain rule of sub-
gradient trajectories (Proposition 1.8). (4.8c) is due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. (4.8f) is
due 𝜖′ ⩽ 𝜖2/(32(1 + 𝐿)𝑐𝑇). Summing up, we have |𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑋∗) − 𝑑 (𝑥(𝑡′), 𝑋∗) | ⩽ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(𝑡′)∥ ⩽
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∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥(0)∥ + ∥𝑥(0) − 𝑥(𝑡′)∥ ⩽ 𝜖/2 and thus 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑋∗) ⩽ 𝜖 .
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Chapter 5: Sufficient conditions for instability of the subgradient method

In this chapter, we provide sufficient conditions for instability of the subgradient method with
constant step size around a local minimum of a locally Lipschitz tame function. They are satis-
fied by several spurious local minima arising in robust principal component analysis and neural
networks. The material of this chapter is based on the following article:

Cédric Josz, Lexiao Lai, Sufficient conditions for instability of the subgradient method with con-
stant step size, SIAM Journal on Optimization, 2024 [preprint] [journal doi]

In Chapter 3, we proposed and studied a notion of discrete Lyapunov stability for first-order
methods that are approximated by subgradient trajectories (Definition 2.1). Those results apply in
particular to the subgradient method with constant step size (Algorithm 1), which satisfies Defini-
tion 2.1 by Theorem 2.2. Throughout this chapter, we say that a point is stable (resp. unstable) if
it is stable (resp. not stable) in the sense of Definition 3.1 where the iterative method M is taken
to be the subgradient method (see Definition 5.1).

Let us summarize what do we know so far regarding the (local) stability of the subgradient
method. Assume that the objective function is locally Lipschitz and tame. In order for a point to
be stable, it is necessary for it to be a local minimum (Theorem 3.5) and it suffices for it to be a
strict local minimum (Theorem 3.6). If the function is additionally differentiable with a locally
Lipschitz gradient, then it suffices to be a local minimum [93, Proposition 3.3].

In this chapter, we show that the existence of a Chetaev function [100] in a neighborhood of
a non-strict local minimum satisfying certain geometric properties guarantees instability. Chetaev
functions are similar to Lyapunov functions, except that they increase along the dynamics rather
than decrease. We check that the geometric properties, which involve higher-order metric subreg-
ularity [101, 102, 103] and the Verdier condition [104], hold in several applications of interest and
exhibit corresponding Chetaev functions.

The Verdier condition was recently introduced to the field of optimization by Bianchi et al.
[105] and Davis et al. [106]. Those works extend to the nonsmooth setting the pioneering work
by Pemantle [107] on the nonconvergence to strict saddle points of the perturbed gradient method
with diminishing step size. Precisely, they consider the update rule 𝑥𝑘+1 ∈ 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑘 (𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) + 𝜖𝑘 )
for all 𝑘 ∈ N, where there exist 0 < 𝑐1 < 𝑐2 and 𝛾 ∈ (1/2, 1] such that 𝑐1/𝑘𝛾 ⩽ 𝛼𝑘 ⩽ 𝑐2/𝑘𝛾 for
all 𝑘 ∈ N∗ := {1, 2, 3, . . .}. Also, the random variable 𝜖𝑘 is drawn uniformly from a ball of radius
𝑟 > 0 centered at the origin. They prove nonconvergence to active strict saddles [106, Definition
2.3] satisfying the Verdier condition and an angle/proximal aiming condition [105, Theorem 3]
[106, Theorem 6.2].

As shown by Lee et al. [108, Theorem 4] (see also [109]), in the smooth setting and with
constant step size, adding random noise is actually not necessary to prevent convergence to strict
saddle points almost surely. More recently, it was observed [110, Figure 3] that the gradient method
with constant step size can escape spurious local minima after adding uniform random noise. A
similar observation on the benefits of noise was made in [111] when training neural networks:
large batch sizes tend to converge to sharp local minima [111, Metric 2.1], while small batch sizes
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tend to converge to flat local minima. We show that critical points can be inherently unstable due
to the local geometry of the objective function, without adding any noise.

Let us restate the notion of stability (Definition 3.1) in the setting of the subgradient method.

Definition 5.1. We say that 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 is a stable point of a locally Lipschitz function 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R if
for all 𝜖 > 0, there exist 𝛿 > 0 and �̄� > 0 such that for all 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�], the subgradient method with
constant step size 𝛼 initialized in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿) has all its iterates in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖).

According to the above definition, a point 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 is unstable if there exists 𝜖 > 0 such that
for all 𝛿 > 0 and �̄� > 0, there exists 𝛼 ∈ (0, �̄�] and an initial point 𝑥0 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝛿) such that at least
one of the iterates of the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 does not belong to 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖).
The sufficient conditions proposed in this chapter actually imply instability in a stronger sense.

Definition 5.2. We say that 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 is a strongly unstable point of a locally Lipschitz function
𝑓 : R𝑛 → R if there exists 𝜖 > 0 such that for all but finitely many constant step sizes 𝛼 > 0 and
for almost every initial point in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖), at least one of the iterates of the subgradient method does
not belong to 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖).

In order to describe the nature of the set of critical points around a non-strict local minimum,
we recall the definition of a smooth manifold.

Definition 5.3. A subset 𝑆 of R𝑛 is a 𝐶 𝑝 manifold with positive 𝑝 ∈ N of dimension 𝑚 ∈ N
at 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆 if there exists a Euclidean space 𝐸 of dimension 𝑛 − 𝑚 such that there exists an open
neighborhood 𝑈 of 𝑥 in R𝑛 and a 𝑝 times continuously differentiable function 𝜑 : 𝑈 → 𝐸 such
that 𝑆 ∩𝑈 = 𝜑−1(0) and whose Jacobian is surjective.

We will use the following notions related to a 𝐶 𝑝 manifold 𝑆 at a point 𝑥. According to [112,
Example 6.8], the tangent cone 𝑇𝑆 (𝑥) [112, 6.1 Definition] and the normal cone 𝑁𝑆 (𝑥) [112, 6.3
Definition] at a point 𝑥 in 𝑆 are respectively the kernel of 𝜑′(𝑥) and the range of 𝜑′(𝑥)∗ where 𝜑′(𝑥)
is the Jacobian of the function 𝜑 in Definition 5.3 at 𝑥 and 𝜑′(𝑥)∗ is its adjoint.

In order to describe the variation of the objective function around a non-strict local minimum,
we borrow the notion of metric 𝜃-subregularity of a set-valued mapping [101, 102, 103]. It is a
generalization of metric subregularity [113, Equation (4)] [114, Definition 2.3] [115, Definition
3.1] that has been used to study the Mordukhovich subdifferential [102, Theorem 3.4]. Given a
set-valued mapping 𝐹 : R𝑛 ⇒ R𝑚, let graph 𝐹 := {(𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑛 × R𝑚 : 𝐹 (𝑥) ∋ 𝑦}.

Definition 5.4. [101, Definition 3.1] A mapping 𝐹 : R𝑛 ⇒ R𝑚 is metrically 𝜃-subregular at (𝑥, �̄�) ∈
graph 𝐹 with 𝜃 ∈ R if there exist 𝑐 > 0 and a neighborhood 𝑈 of 𝑥 such that 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝐹−1( �̄�)) ⩽
𝑐𝑑 ( �̄�, 𝐹 (𝑥))𝜃 for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝑈.

We introduce two final definitions in order to further describe the variation of the objective
function around a nonstrict local minimum.

Definition 5.5. [116, Definition 3.30] Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz function and 𝑆 ⊂ R𝑛
be a 𝐶 𝑝 manifold at 𝑥. We say that 𝑓 is 𝐶 𝑝 on 𝑆 at 𝑥 if there exists a neighborhood 𝑈 of 𝑥 and a 𝑝
times continuously differentiable function 𝑓 : 𝑈 → R such that 𝑓 (𝑦) = 𝑓 (𝑦) for all 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 ∩𝑈.

According to [116, Definition 3.58, Proposition 3.61], the Riemannian gradient ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑥) of 𝑓
on 𝑆 at 𝑥 is given by ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑥) := 𝑃𝑇𝑆 (𝑥) (∇ 𝑓 (𝑥)).
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Definition 5.6. [105, Definition 5 iii)] Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz function and let
𝑆 ⊂ R𝑛 be a 𝐶1 manifold at a point 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛. Assume that 𝑓 is 𝐶1 on 𝑆 at 𝑥∗. We say that 𝑓 satisfies
the Verdier condition at 𝑥∗ along 𝑆 if there exist a neighborhood𝑈 of 𝑥∗ and 𝑐 > 0 such that for all
𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 ∩𝑈, 𝑥 ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆 and 𝑣 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥), we have

𝑃𝑇𝑆 (𝑦) (𝑣) − ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑦)
 ⩽ 𝑐∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥.

The Verdier condition [104, Equation (1.4)] was introduced in 1976 to study the relationship
between submanifolds arising in the Whitney stratification [117]. It was later shown that a finite
family of definable sets always admits a Verdier stratification [118, 1.3 Theorem], that is, for
which the Verdier condition holds at every point on each stratum. Bianchi et al. [105] and Davis
et al. [106] recently used this condition to guarantee that a perturbed subgradient method on tilted
functions with diminishing step size does not converge to active saddle points almost surely.

In the context of optimization, the Verdier condition poses a Lipschitz-like condition on the
projection of the subgradients and the Riemannian gradient of the objective function along a 𝐶1

manifold. Such a condition is reasonable since the domain of a continuous definable function
always admits a Verdier stratification such that the function satisfies the Verdier condition at every
point along each stratum [105, Theorem 1] [106, Theorem 3.29]. However, the manifold induced
by the critical points around a non-strict local minimum may not be contained in any strata, in
which case the Verdier condition need not hold. It is for this reason that the Verdier condition
appears as an assumption in Theorem 5.10 below. We illustrate the Verdier condition with the
following two examples, where ∥ · ∥ is induced by the Euclidean inner product. They are illustrated
in Figures 5.1a and 5.1b respectively.

Example 5.7. Let 𝑓 : R2 → R be the function defined by 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) := |𝑥1𝑥2 − 1|. It satisfies
the Verdier condition at 𝑥∗ := (1, 1) along its set of critical points 𝑆 := {(𝑥1, 𝑥2) ∈ R2 : 𝑥1𝑥2 =

1} ∪ {(0, 0)}. Consider the neighborhood 𝑈 := 𝐵(𝑥∗, 0.5) of 𝑥∗. For all (𝑦1, 𝑦2) ∈ 𝑆 ∪ 𝑈,
we have that 𝑇𝑆 (𝑦1, 𝑦2) = {(𝑥1, 𝑥2) ∈ R2 : 𝑦2𝑥1 + 𝑦1𝑥2 = 0} and ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑦1, 𝑦2) = (0, 0). For
all (𝑥1, 𝑥2) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆, we have that 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) = {(sign(𝑥1𝑥2 − 1)𝑥2, sign(𝑥1𝑥2 − 1)𝑥1)}, where
sign(𝑡) = 1 if 𝑡 > 0 and sign(𝑡) = −1 if 𝑡 < 0. Thus, for all (𝑦1, 𝑦2) ∈ 𝑆 ∩𝑈, (𝑥1, 𝑥2) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆 and
𝑣 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2), we have

∥𝑃𝑇𝑆 (𝑦1,𝑦2) (𝑣) − ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑦1, 𝑦2)∥ =
|𝑥1𝑦2 − 𝑥2𝑦1 |√︃

𝑦2
1 + 𝑦

2
2

=
| (𝑥1 − 𝑦1)𝑦2 − (𝑥2 − 𝑦2)𝑦1 |√︃

𝑦2
1 + 𝑦

2
2

⩽
√︃
(𝑥1 − 𝑦1)2 + (𝑥2 − 𝑦2)2

= ∥(𝑥1, 𝑥2) − (𝑦1, 𝑦2)∥

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Example 5.8. Let 𝑓 : R2 → R be the function defined by 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2) := max{−𝑥2
1 + 2𝑥2, |𝑥2 |},

which is a slight modification of [106, Example 3.1]. It does not satisfy the Verdier condition
at 𝑥∗ := (0, 0) along its set of critical points 𝑆 := R × {0}. Indeed, consider the sequences
𝑦𝑘 := (1/𝑘, 0) ∈ 𝑆, 𝑥𝑘 := (1/𝑘, 1/𝑘2) ∉ 𝑆 and 𝑣𝑘 := (−2/𝑘, 2) defined for all 𝑘 ∈ N∗. They satisfy

34



𝑦𝑘 → 𝑥∗, 𝑥𝑘 → 𝑥∗, and 𝑣𝑘 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ), yet

∥𝑃𝑇𝑆 (𝑦𝑘) (𝑣𝑘 ) − ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑦𝑘 )∥
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑦𝑘 ∥

=
∥(−2/𝑘, 0) − (0, 0)∥

∥(1/𝑘, 1/𝑘2) − (1/𝑘, 0)∥
=

2/𝑘
1/𝑘2 → ∞.

(a) Verdier condition verified at (1, 1) along manifold
of critical points.

(b) Verdier condition violated at (0, 0) along mani-
fold of critical points.

Figure 5.1: Verdier stratification of the domain of two continuous semi-algebraic functions.

Before we state the main result of this chapter, we show that the subgradient method can avoid
any null set, building on the arguments in [119].

Lemma 5.9. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz definable function. There exist 𝛼1, . . . , 𝛼𝑚 > 0
such that for any constant step size 𝛼 ∈ (0,∞) \ {𝛼1, . . . , 𝑎𝑚} and for any null set 𝑆 ⊂ R𝑛, there
exists a null subset 𝐼𝛼 ⊂ R𝑛 such that, for every initial point 𝑥0 ∈ R𝑛 \ 𝐼𝛼, none of the iterates
𝑥0, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . of the subgradient method belong to 𝑆.

Proof. Consider the set-valued mapping 𝐺𝛼 : R𝑛 ⇒ R𝑛 defined by 𝐺𝛼 (𝑥) := 𝑥 −𝛼𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) for some
𝛼 > 0, as well as its preimage 𝐺−1

𝛼 (𝑆) := {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 : 𝐺𝛼 (𝑥) ∩ 𝑆 ≠ ∅}. We may then view 𝐼𝛼 as
the union of 𝐺−𝑘

𝛼 (𝑆) over all 𝑘 ∈ N, where 𝐺−𝑘
𝛼 (𝑆) := 𝐺−1

𝛼 (. . . 𝐺−1
𝛼 (𝑆) . . .) is obtained by taking

𝑘 times the preimage of 𝑆. The Lebesgue measure of 𝐼𝛼 is thus bounded above by the sum of the
Lebesgue measures of 𝐺−𝑘

𝛼 (𝑆). Below, we will show that they simultaneously have zero Lebesgue
measure for all but finitely many 𝛼.

By the cell decomposition theorem [13, (2.11) p. 52], there exists a definable open dense subset
Ω of R𝑛 such that 𝑓 is twice continuously differentiable on Ω. Denote by 𝜆𝑖 : Ω → R the function
that maps any 𝑥 ∈ Ω to the 𝑖th largest eigenvalue of ∇2 𝑓 (𝑥) for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛. Since 𝜆1, . . . , 𝜆𝑛
are definable, again by the cell decomposition theorem, they are continuously differentiable on a
definable open dense subset of Ω (again denoted by Ω).

Let 𝑔𝛼 : Ω → R𝑛 be the restriction of 𝐺𝛼 on Ω (it is single-valued by continuous differ-
entiability of 𝑓 on Ω). We next show that for all but finitely many step size 𝛼, it holds that if
𝑆 ⊂ R𝑛 is a null set, then so is 𝑔−1

𝛼 (𝑆), following arguments similar to [119, Claim 3]. Indeed,
by the definable Morse-Sard theorem [29, Corollary 9], 𝜆𝑖 has finitely many critical values. Thus,
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𝐹 := {𝛼 > 0 : 1/𝛼 is a critical value of 𝜆𝑖 for some 𝑖} is finite. Let 𝛼1, . . . , 𝛼𝑚 be the elements of
𝐹. Fix any 𝛼 ∈ (0,∞) \ {𝛼1, . . . , 𝛼𝑚} and any null subset 𝑆 of R𝑛. We next show that 𝑔−1

𝛼 (𝑆) is
null. Consider

𝐾𝛼 : =
{
𝑥 ∈ Ω : 𝑔′𝛼 (𝑥) is not invertible

}
=

{
𝑥 ∈ Ω : det

(
𝐼 − 𝛼∇2 𝑓 (𝑥)

)
= 0

}
=

𝑛⋃
𝑖=1

{𝑥 ∈ Ω : 1 − 𝛼𝜆𝑖 (𝑥) = 0} ,

where 𝐼 is the identity matrix of order 𝑛 and the last equality follows from the diagonalization
of 𝑔′𝛼 (𝑥). As 1/𝛼 is not a critical value of 𝜆𝑖, {𝑥 ∈ Ω : 1 − 𝛼𝜆𝑖 (𝑥) = 0} is null for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛,
according to the regular level set theorem [120, Corollary 5.14]. Thus, 𝐾𝛼 is a null subset of Ω.
Note that Ω \ 𝐾𝛼 is open in Ω (and thus in R𝑛) by continuity of 𝑔′𝛼. Therefore, 𝑔−1

𝛼 (𝑆) ∩ (Ω \ 𝐾𝛼)
is null, as 𝑔𝛼 is a diffeomorphism when restricted to Ω \ 𝐾𝛼. It follows that 𝑔−1

𝛼 (𝑆) = (𝑔−1
𝛼 (𝑆) ∩

𝐾𝛼) ∪ (𝑔−1
𝛼 (𝑆) ∩ (Ω \ 𝐾𝛼)) ⊂ 𝐾𝛼 ∪ (𝑔−1

𝛼 (𝑆) ∩ (Ω \ 𝐾𝛼)) is null.
This property continues to hold without restricting the domain of 𝐺𝛼 on Ω. Indeed, for any

null set 𝑆 ⊂ R𝑛, 𝐺−1
𝛼 (𝑆) = (𝐺−1

𝛼 (𝑆) ∩ Ω) ∪ (𝐺−1
𝛼 (𝑆) ∩ (R𝑛 \ Ω)) ⊂ 𝑔−1

𝛼 (𝑆) ∪ (R𝑛 \ Ω) is null. By
induction, so are 𝐺−1

𝛼 (𝑆), 𝐺−2
𝛼 (𝑆), . . . This concludes the proof.

We are now ready to state the main theorem of this chapter, which provides sufficient conditions
for strong instability.

Theorem 5.10. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a locally Lipschitz tame function whose set of critical points
we denote by 𝑆. Assume that 𝑆 is a 𝐶2 manifold at some 𝑥∗ ∈ 𝑆 of dimension less than 𝑛. Assume
that there exist 𝜃1 ⩾ 0, a neighborhood 𝑈 of 𝑥∗, and a continuous function 𝐶 : R𝑛 → R such
that for all 𝛼 > 0, there exist 𝑐1 > 0 such that for any sequence 𝑥0, 𝑥1, . . . ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆 generated by
the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼, we have 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘+1) − 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩾ 𝑐1𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)𝜃1 for all
𝑘 ∈ N. The point 𝑥∗ is strongly unstable if 1) 𝜃1 = 0 or 2) 𝜕 𝑓 is metrically 𝜃2-subregular at (𝑥∗, 0)
with 𝜃2 > 1 and 𝑓 satisfies the Verdier condition at 𝑥∗ along 𝑆.

Proof. We begin with an outline of the proof. In order to establish instability, we reason by contra-
diction and assume that the iterates of the subgradient method remain in a neighborhood of a fixed
critical point. We show that this implies that the function 𝐶 becomes unbounded along the iterates,
which is impossible since this function is continuous. The key to showing unboundedness is to
prove divergence of a series whose terms depend on the distance of the iterates to the manifold of
critical points. For the proof to work, this distance should be positive for all iterates. We hence
begin the proof by ensuring that this holds almost surely, using Lemma 5.9. After treating an easy
case, the majority of the proof is devoted to showing that the distance to the set of critical points
does not converge to zero.

We seek to show that there exists 𝜖 > 0 such that for all but finitely many constant step sizes
𝛼 > 0, there exists a null subset 𝐼𝛼 ⊂ R𝑛 such that for every initial point 𝑥0 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) \ 𝐼𝛼, at
least one of the iterates of the subgradient method does not belong to 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖). Since 𝑆 is a 𝐶2

manifold at 𝑥∗ of dimension less than 𝑛, we have that 𝑆 ∩𝑈 is a null set after possibly reducing𝑈.
As we assume the iterates remain in 𝑈, we may assume that 𝑓 is definable (by replacing 𝑓 with a
definable extension of 𝑓|𝑈). By Lemma 5.9, there exist 𝛼1, . . . , 𝛼𝑚 > 0 such that for any constant
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step size 𝛼 ∈ (0,∞) \ {𝛼1, . . . , 𝑎𝑚}, there exists a null subset 𝐼𝛼 ⊂ R𝑛 such that, for every initial
point 𝑥0 ∈ R𝑛 \ 𝐼𝛼, none of the iterates 𝑥0, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . of the subgradient method belong to the null
set 𝑆 ∩𝑈.

Case 1: Assume that 𝜃1 = 0. Let 𝜖 > 0 such that 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) ⊂ 𝑈. Let 𝛼 ∈ (0,∞) \ {𝛼1, . . . , 𝑎𝑚}
and consider a sequence of iterates 𝑥0, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . ∈ R𝑛 of the subgradient method with constant
step size 𝛼 such that 𝑥0 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) \ 𝐼𝛼. We reason by contradiction and assume that 𝑥𝑘 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖)
for all 𝑘 ∈ N. Thus 𝑥𝑘 ∉ 𝑆 for all 𝑘 ∈ N. We have 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘+1) − 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩾ 𝑐1𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)𝜃1 and

𝐶 (𝑥𝐾) − 𝐶 (𝑥0) =
𝐾−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝐶 (𝑥𝑘+1) − 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩾
𝐾−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝑐1𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)𝜃1 =

𝐾−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝑐1, (5.2)

which converges to +∞ as 𝐾 converges to +∞. Since𝐶 is continuous and 𝑥𝐾 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖), this yields
a contradiction.

Case 2: Assume that 𝜃1 > 0. We proceed in four steps. We begin by choosing 𝜖 > 0 sufficiently
small so that the objective function admits favorable geometric properties in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖) (step 1).
We then use these properties, including metric 𝜃2-subregularity, to show that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘+1, 𝑆) ⩾ 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)
whenever 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) is small enough (step 2). This prevents 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) from converging to zero. Sim-
ilar to (5.2), this leads to a divergent series

∑∞
𝑘=0 𝑐1𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)𝜃1 and hence to a contradiction. A

computation reveals that proving the inequality on the distances reduces to showing that a certain
ratio is bounded (step 3), at which point we invoke the Verdier condition. This in turn requires
showing that the projection is preserved when taking a step of a slight modification of the subgra-
dient method (step 4).

Step 1 We begin by choosing 𝜖 > 0 such that the projection 𝑃𝑆 onto 𝑆 is Lipschitz continuous
and identifies on 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖) with the preimage of a mapping related to the normal cone 𝑁𝑆 (𝑥),
among other properties.

Since 𝑆 is a 𝐶2 manifold at 𝑥∗, 𝑆 ∩ 𝑈 is strongly amenable [112, 10.23 Definition (b)] after
possibly reducing𝑈. It follows that 𝑆∩𝑈 is prox-regular [112, 13.31 Exercise, 13.32 Proposition]
and locally closed [112, p. 28]. Therefore, there exists a closed neighborhood 𝑉 ⊂ 𝑈 of 𝑥∗ such
that 𝑆 ∩ 𝑉 is closed and prox-regular at 𝑥∗. By [121, Theorem 1.3 (j)], there exists 𝜖 > 0 such
that the projection 𝑃𝑆∩𝑉 onto 𝑆 ∩ 𝑉 is single-valued and Lipschitz continuous with some constant
𝐿 > 0 on 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖). After possibly reducing 𝜖 > 0, we have 𝑃𝑆∩𝑉 (𝑥) = 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥) for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖).
(Indeed, if 𝐵(𝑥∗, 5𝜖) ⊂ 𝑉 , then ∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥ ⩾ 3𝜖 for all 𝑦 ∈ 𝑆 \ 𝑉 while ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽ 2𝜖 .) Again by
[121, Theorem 1.3 (j)], there exists 𝑐 > 0 such that 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥) = (𝐼 + 𝑁𝑐

𝑆
)−1(𝑥) for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖),

where 𝑁𝑐
𝑆

is a set-valued mapping defined from R𝑛 to the subsets of R𝑛 by

𝑁𝑐𝑆 (𝑥) :=
{
𝑁𝑆 (𝑥) ∩ �̊�(0, 𝑐) if 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆,
∅ else.

(5.3)

After possibly reducing 𝜖 , we may assume that (2 + 𝐿)𝜖 < 𝑐.
In the following, we further reduce 𝜖 whenever necessary. Since 𝜕 𝑓 is metrically 𝜃2-subregular

at (𝑥∗, 0), there exists 𝑐2 > 0 such that 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑆) ⩽ 𝑐2𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥))𝜃2 for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖). Since 𝑓

satisfies the Verdier condition at 𝑥∗ along 𝑆, there exists 𝑐3 > 0 such that for all 𝑦 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖) ∩ 𝑆,
𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖) \ 𝑆 and 𝑣 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥), we have

𝑃𝑇𝑆 (𝑦) (𝑣) ⩽ 𝑐3∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥. Indeed, ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑦) = 0 for all
𝑦 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖) ∩ 𝑆 because 𝑓 agrees with a constant function along 𝑆 around 𝑥∗ by the definable
Morse-Sard theorem [29, Corollary 9].
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Step 2 Having chosen 𝜖 > 0, let 𝛼 ∈ (0,∞) \ {𝛼1, . . . , 𝑎𝑚}. Consider a sequence of iterates
𝑥0, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . of the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 such that 𝑥0 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) \ 𝐼𝛼. As
in the case when 𝜃1 = 0, we reason by contradiction and assume that 𝑥𝑘 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) for all 𝑘 ∈ N.
Thus 𝑥𝑘 ∉ 𝑆 for all 𝑘 ∈ N. Also, for all 𝐾 ∈ N, we have 𝐶 (𝑥𝐾) − 𝐶 (𝑥0) ⩾

∑𝐾−1
𝑘=0 𝑐1𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)𝜃1 . In

order to show that
∑𝐾−1
𝑘=0 𝑐1𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)𝜃1 diverges, it suffices to show that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) does not converge

to zero. To this end, we next show that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘+1, 𝑆) ⩾ 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) whenever 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) > 0 is sufficiently
small (it is non-zero because 𝑥𝑘 ∉ 𝑆 and 𝑆 is locally closed).

𝑆

𝑆 ∩𝑈

𝑈

𝑥∗

𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)

𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘)

𝑁𝑘 + 𝑥𝑘

𝑇𝑘 + 𝑥𝑘

𝒗𝒌𝑥𝑘

𝑥𝑘+1

Figure 5.2: Illustration of 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘+1, 𝑆) ⩾ 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) for 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) sufficiently small.

Since (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N is generated by the subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼, for all 𝑘 ∈ N
there exists 𝑣𝑘 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ) such that 𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑘 . As illustrated in Figure 5.2, we have

𝑑 (𝑥𝑘+1, 𝑆) = ∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥ (5.4a)
= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1) − 𝛼𝑣𝑘 ∥ (5.4b)
⩾ 𝛼∥𝑣𝑘 ∥ − ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥ (5.4c)

⩾ 𝛼𝑐−1/𝜃2
2 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)1/𝜃2 − ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥ (5.4d)

= 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)
(
𝛼𝑐

−1/𝜃2
2 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)1/𝜃2−1 − ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥

𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)

)
(5.4e)

⩾ 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) (5.4f)

provided that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) sufficiently small and that ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥/𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) is upper bounded on
𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) \ 𝑆 if 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) sufficiently small. Indeed, in (5.4a) 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1) is a singleton because 𝑥𝑘+1 ∈
𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖). (5.4b)-(5.4c) are deduced from the update rule and the triangular inequality. (5.4d)
follows from the metric 𝜃2-subregularity of 𝜕 𝑓 at 𝑥∗ for 0. In the second factor of (5.4e), the first
term 𝑐

−1/𝜃2
2 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)1/𝜃2−1 diverges as 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) nears zero because 1/𝜃2 − 1 < 0. Hence, if the

second term ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥/𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) is bounded, then the lower bound (5.4f) holds.
Step 3 We next focus on proving that ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥/𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) is bounded. Since 𝑥𝑘 ∈

𝐵(𝑥∗, 𝜖) \ 𝑆, 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖) ∩ 𝑆, and 𝑣𝑘 ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ), by the Verdier condition we have
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∥𝑃𝑇𝑆 (𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘)) (𝑣𝑘 )∥ ⩽ 𝑐3∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥ for all 𝑘 ∈ N. For notational convenience, let 𝑇𝑘 :=
𝑇𝑆 (𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )) and 𝑁𝑘 := 𝑁𝑆 (𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )) respectively be the tangent and normal cones of 𝑆 at 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ).
Also, let 𝑣𝑇

𝑘
:= 𝑃𝑇𝑘 (𝑣𝑘 ) and 𝑣𝑁

𝑘
:= 𝑃𝑁𝑘

(𝑣𝑘 ) respectively be the projections of 𝑣𝑘 on 𝑇𝑘 and 𝑁𝑘 .
With these notations, we have ∥𝑣𝑇

𝑘
∥ ⩽ 𝑐3∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥ for all 𝑘 ∈ N. Observe that

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥
𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)

⩽
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥ + ∥𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥

𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)
(5.5a)

= 1 + ∥𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘+1)∥
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥

(5.5b)

= 1 +
∥𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ) − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑘 )∥

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥
(5.5c)

⩽ 1 + 𝐿𝛼
∥𝑣𝑁
𝑘
− 𝑣𝑘 ∥

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥
(5.5d)

⩽ 1 + 𝐿𝛼𝑐3 (5.5e)

provided that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) sufficiently small. Indeed, (5.5a) follows from the triangular inequality.
(5.5b) holds because 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) = ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥. (5.5c) holds because of the update rule 𝑥𝑘+1 =

𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑘 and the fact that 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) = 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ), which is the object of the next step. (5.5d)
holds because 𝑃𝑆 is 𝐿-Lipschitz continuous in 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖). Finally, (5.5e) follows from the Verdier
condition and the fact that 𝑣𝑘 = 𝑣𝑇𝑘 + 𝑣

𝑁
𝑘

.
Step 4 It remains to prove that 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) = 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ) when 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) is sufficiently small. We

may thus assume that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) ⩽ 𝜖/(𝛼𝑐3), which guarantees that 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖). Indeed,

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 − 𝑥∗∥ ⩽ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑘 − 𝑥∗∥ + 𝛼∥𝑣𝑇𝑘 ∥ (5.6a)
⩽ 𝜖 + 𝛼𝑐3∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥ (5.6b)
⩽ 𝜖 + 𝛼𝑐3𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆) (5.6c)
⩽ 2𝜖 . (5.6d)

Recall that 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥) = (𝐼 + 𝑁𝑐
𝑆
)−1(𝑥) for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝐵(𝑥∗, 2𝜖). We have

𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ) = (𝐼 + 𝑁𝑐𝑆)
−1(𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ) (5.7a)

= (𝐼 + 𝑁𝑐𝑆)
−1(𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) + 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ) (5.7b)

= 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ). (5.7c)

Indeed, (5.7c) is equivalent to 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) + 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ∈ (𝐼 + 𝑁𝑐
𝑆
) (𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )), that is to say,

𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ∈ 𝑁𝑐
𝑆
(𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )). Since 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) ∈ 𝑆, by definition of 𝑁𝑐

𝑆
in (5.3), 𝑁𝑐

𝑆
(𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )) =

𝑁𝑘∩ �̊�(0, 𝑐). To see why 𝑥𝑘 −𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )−𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ∈ 𝑁𝑘 , observe that 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) = 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 −𝑃(𝑥𝑘 ) +𝑃(𝑥𝑘 )) =
(𝐼+𝑁𝑐

𝑆
)−1(𝑥𝑘−𝑃(𝑥𝑘 )+𝑃(𝑥𝑘 )). Thus 𝑥𝑘−𝑃(𝑥𝑘 )+𝑃(𝑥𝑘 ) ∈ (𝐼+𝑁𝑐

𝑆
) (𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )) = 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )+𝑁𝑐𝑆 (𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )),

that is to say, 𝑥𝑘−𝑃(𝑥𝑘 ) ∈ 𝑁𝑘 . Since 𝑁𝑘 is a linear subspace, it follows that 𝑥𝑘−𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )−𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ∈ 𝑁𝑘 .
Finally,

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 ) − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 ∥ ⩽ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝛼𝑣𝑁𝑘 − 𝑥∗∥ + ∥𝑥∗ − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥
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⩽ 2𝜖 + ∥𝑃𝑆 (𝑥∗) − 𝑃𝑆 (𝑥𝑘 )∥
⩽ 2𝜖 + 𝐿∥𝑥∗ − 𝑥𝑘 ∥
⩽ (2 + 𝐿)𝜖 < 𝑐.

Recall that a local minimum 𝑥∗ ∈ R𝑛 of 𝑓 is spurious if 𝑓 (𝑥∗) > inf{ 𝑓 (𝑥) : 𝑥 ∈ R𝑛}. In
Section 5.1, Theorem 5.10 will be used to prove instability of spurious local minima in two prac-
tical problems; see Propositions 5.11 and 5.12. Recall that Lyapunov functions are used in the
theory of ordinary differential equations (or inclusions) to prove the stability of an equilibrium
point [11]. For example, a locally Lipschitz tame objective function 𝑓 is a Lyapunov function
for the continuous-time subgradient dynamics 𝑥′ ∈ −𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) around a strict local minimum 𝑥∗ [12,
Theorem 5.16 1.]. Indeed, 𝑓 is positive around 𝑥∗ and 𝑓 ◦ 𝑥 is decreasing along any trajectory 𝑥.
The objective function is however not monotonic along discrete-time dynamics, in which case it
ceases to be a Lyapunov function.

In contrast to Lyapunov functions, Chetaev functions are used to prove instability [100]. By
[122, Theorem 2.14], an equilibrium point of ordinary differential equation is unstable if there
exists a continuous function with positive values in any neighborhood of the equilibrium where it
is equal to zero, and it is increasing along any trajectory (see also [12, Theorems 5.29 and 5.30]).
Chetaev functions have gained renewed interest recently in the context of obstacle avoidance in
control, where one seeks to render the obstacles unstable by feedback [123, Section III. B.] [124,
Section IV. B.]. The function 𝐶 : R𝑛 → R in Theorem 5.10 plays the role of a Chetaev function in
a neighborhood of the point 𝑥∗. So long as the iterates 𝑥𝑘 stay near 𝑥∗ and avoid the critical points,
the Chetaev function values 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) increase. If the increase is lower bounded by a positive constant
at every iteration (i.e., when 𝜃1 = 0), then we may readily conclude. Otherwise, the local geometry
of the objective function comes into play.

The fact that the exponent in the metric subregularity of the subdifferential is greater than one
prevents the objective function from having a locally Lipschitz gradient if it is differentiable. The
Verdier condition characterizes how fast subgradients become normal to the set of critical points
in the vicinity of 𝑥∗. Together, these two conditions ensure that the iterates of the subgradient
method do not converge to the set of critical points around 𝑥∗. Then the values 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) converge to
plus infinity if the iterates remain near 𝑥∗, resulting in instability. In contrast, Bianchi et al. [105,
Proposition 4] and Davis et al. [106, Proposition 5.2] use the Verdier condition to ensure that the
projection of the iterates on an active manifold containing a saddle point correspond to an inexact
Riemannian gradient method with an implicit retraction. This technique is thus not suitable for
proving instability of local minima.

In order to avoid assuming that the inequality 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘+1) −𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩾ 𝑐1𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑆)𝜃1 holds for all 𝑘 ∈
N in Theorem 5.10, one may require the Chetaev function to be convex and ⟨𝑠, 𝑠′⟩ ⩽ −𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑆)𝜃1 for
all 𝑥 ∈ 𝑈 \𝑆, 𝑠 ∈ 𝜕𝐶 (𝑥), and 𝑠′ ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥). Indeed, we then have𝐶 (𝑥𝑘+1)−𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) ⩾ ⟨𝑠𝑘 , 𝑥𝑘+1−𝑥𝑘⟩ =
⟨𝑠𝑘 ,−𝛼𝑠′𝑘⟩ ⩾ 𝛼𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑆)

𝜃1 where 𝑠𝑘 ∈ 𝜕𝐶 (𝑥𝑘 ) and 𝑠′
𝑘
∈ 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥𝑘 ). These slightly stronger conditions

hold in the first example in the next section.

5.1 Applications

In this section, we apply Theorem 5.10 to two examples using the Euclidean inner product.
We first show that instability occurs in an example of ReLU neural network with ℓ1 loss, namely
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(𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) ∈ R3 ↦→ |𝑥3 max{𝑥2, 0} − 1| + |𝑥3 max{𝑥1 + 𝑥2, 0}|. Indeed, it is the loss function when
one seeks to fit the ReLU neural network (𝑎1, 𝑎2) ∈ R2 ↦→ 𝑥3 max{𝑥1𝑎1 + 𝑥2𝑎2, 0} over two data
points (0, 1) and (1, 1) with corresponding labels 1 and 0. Figure 5.3a reveals that the iterates of
the subgradient method move away from a fixed spurious local minimum despite being initialized
nearby. Five trials are displayed, each corresponding to a uniform choice of constant step size in
[0.05, 0.15] and a random initial point within 10−3 relative distance of the local minimum. Figure
5.3b shows the corresponding values of an associated Chetaev function 𝐶 : R3 → R defined by
𝐶 (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) := 1 − 𝑥1. The fact that this function must increase indefinitely if the iterates remain
near the local minimum is at the root of the instability (see Proposition 5.11). Figure 5.3c shows
that the objective function values eventually stabilize around the global minimum value.

(a) (b)

(c)

Figure 5.3: Subgradient method randomly initialized near a spurious local minimum of a ReLU
neural network with ℓ1 loss (5 trials with different step sizes).

Proposition 5.11. The point (1, 1, 0) is a strongly unstable spurious local minimum of the function
defined from R3 to R by 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) := |𝑥3 max{𝑥2, 0} − 1| + |𝑥3 max{𝑥1 + 𝑥2, 0}|.

Proof. There exists a neighborhood 𝑈 of (1, 1, 0) such that for all (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) ∈ 𝑈, we have 𝑥1 ⩾
1/2, 𝑥2 ⩾ 1/2 and 𝑥2𝑥3 < 1. Thus inside 𝑈 we have 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) = |𝑥3𝑥2 − 1| + |𝑥3(𝑥1 + 𝑥2) | =
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1 − 𝑥3𝑥2 + |𝑥3 | (𝑥1 + 𝑥2) = 1 + 𝑥2( |𝑥3 | − 𝑥3) + 𝑥1 |𝑥3 | ⩾ 𝑓 (1, 1, 0) > 𝑓 (−1, 1, 1), with equality in the
inequality if and only if 𝑥3 = 0. It follows that (1, 1, 0) is a spurious local minimum. We next show
that it is strongly unstable using Theorem 5.10. The function 𝑓 is locally Lipschitz and tame. Let
𝑆 denote the set of critical points of 𝑓 . By the definable Morse-Sard theorem [29, Corollary 9] and
by shrinking the neighborhood𝑈 if necessary, 𝑆∩𝑈 = {(𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) ∈ 𝑈 : 𝑥3 = 0} is a 𝐶2 manifold
of dimension 2 at (1, 1, 0). Let 𝜃1 := 1 and 𝐶 : R3 → R be the continuous function defined
by 𝐶 (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) := 1 − 𝑥1. Let 𝛼 > 0 and consider a sequence (𝑥𝑘1 , 𝑥

𝑘
2 , 𝑥

𝑘
3 )𝑘∈N generated by the

subgradient method with constant step size 𝛼 such that (𝑥𝑘1 , 𝑥
𝑘
2 , 𝑥

𝑘
3 ) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆 for all 𝑘 ∈ N. Letting

𝑐1 := 𝛼, we have 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘+1
1 , 𝑥𝑘+1

2 , 𝑥𝑘+1
3 ) − 𝐶 (𝑥𝑘1 , 𝑥

𝑘
2 , 𝑥

𝑘
3 ) = 𝑥

𝑘
1 − 𝑥𝑘+1

1 = 𝛼 |𝑥𝑘3 | = 𝑐1𝑑 ((𝑥𝑘1 , 𝑥
𝑘
2 , 𝑥

𝑘
3 ), 𝑆)

𝜃1

for all 𝑘 ∈ N. Letting 𝜃2 := 1, and 𝑐2 := 1, we have 𝑑 ((𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3), 𝑆) ⩽ 𝑐2𝑑 (0, 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3))𝜃2

for all (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) ∈ 𝑈, so 𝜕 𝑓 is metrically 𝜃2-subregular at ((1, 1, 0), (0, 0, 0)). Finally, letting
𝑐3 :=

√
5, for all (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆, (𝑦1, 𝑦2, 𝑦3) ∈ 𝑆 ∩𝑈, and (𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3) ∈ 𝜕 𝑓 ((𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3)), we

have ∥𝑃𝑇𝑆 (𝑦1,𝑦2,𝑦3) (𝑣1, 𝑣2, 𝑣3) − ∇𝑆 𝑓 (𝑦1, 𝑦2, 𝑦3)∥2 = ∥(𝑣1, 𝑣2, 0)∥2 = |𝑥3 |2 + (|𝑥3 | − 𝑥3)2 ⩽ 5𝑥2
3 ⩽

𝑐2
3∥(𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3) − (𝑦1, 𝑦2, 0)∥2. Thus 𝑓 satisfies the Verdier condition at (1, 1, 0) along 𝑆.

Second, we show that instability occurs in an example of robust principal component analysis
with real-world data. The objective function 𝑓 : R𝑚×𝑟 × R𝑛×𝑟 → R is defined by 𝑓 (𝑋,𝑌 ) :=
∥𝑋𝑌𝑇 − 𝑀 ∥1 [125, Equation (4)] where ∥ · ∥1 is the entrywise ℓ1-norm of a matrix and 𝑀 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛
is a data matrix. The goal is to decompose 𝑀 as a low rank matrix plus a sparse matrix. Figure
5.4a reveals that the iterates of the subgradient method move away from a fixed spurious local
minimum (𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗) ∈ R𝑚×𝑟 × R𝑛×𝑟 despite being initialized nearby ((𝑚, 𝑛, 𝑟) = (62400, 3417, 10)
in the experiment). Five trials are displayed, each corresponding to a uniform choice of constant
step size in [0.0000025, 0.0000075] and a random initial point within 10−3 relative distance of the
local minimum. Figure 5.4b shows the corresponding values of an associated Chetaev function
𝐶 : R𝑚×𝑟 × R𝑛×𝑟 → R defined by 𝐶 (𝑋,𝑌 ) := ∥𝑋∗∥2

𝐹
− ∥𝑌 ∗∥2

𝐹
+ ∥𝑌 ∥2

𝐹
− ∥𝑋 ∥2

𝐹
where ∥ · ∥𝐹 is

the Frobenius norm. The function increases as long as the iterates remain near the local minimum,
but ceases to do so once the iterates are far enough. This is sufficient to prove instability (see
Proposition 5.12). Figure 5.4c shows that the objective function values eventually drop below the
spurious critical value and stabilize around a new value.

The data used in Figure 5.4 is used in [126, Figure 3] to illustrate Non-convex Alternating
Projections based Robust PCA [126, Algorithm 1] and comes from the same dataset as the one
used to illustrate Principal Component Pursuit [127, Equation (1.1)]. The application in those
works consists of detecting moving objects in a surveillance video. Spurious local minima exist
because the data matrix has zero rows, which corresponds to pixels that are composed of at most
two of the three primary colors (red, green, and blue) throughout the video. It is crucial that
the iterates of the subgradient method do not remain near a spurious local minimum like the one
in Figure 5.4. Otherwise, no moving object would be detected. In contrast, at the lower value
obtained in Figure 5.4c, all moving objects are detected. This can be seen in Figure 5.5 and at the
link [video].

Proposition 5.12. The function 𝑓 defined from R𝑚×𝑟×R𝑛×𝑟 to R by 𝑓 (𝑋,𝑌 ) := ∥𝑋𝑌𝑇−𝑀 ∥1 admits
strongly unstable spurious local minima if 𝑀 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 \ {0} and 𝑀 contains at least 𝑟 zero rows or
𝑟 zero columns.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that the first 𝑟 rows of 𝑀 are equal to zero. Let �̃� be
the matrix containing the 𝑚 − 𝑟 remaining rows, one of which is non-zero. We seek to show that
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(a) (b)

(c)

Figure 5.4: Subgradient method randomly initialized near a spurious local minimum of robust
principal component analysis (5 trials with different step sizes).

(a) Original frame. (b) Moving objects. (c) Background.

Figure 5.5: Output after 500 iterations of the subgradient method with step size 𝛼 = 0.000005
when initialized within 10−3 of a spurious local minimum in relative distance.

(𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗) ∈ R𝑚×𝑟 ×R𝑛×𝑟 is a strongly unstable spurious local minimum of 𝑓 (𝑋,𝑌 ) := ∥𝑋𝑌𝑇 −𝑀 ∥1,
where the first 𝑟 rows of 𝑋∗ form an invertible matrix �̂�∗ ∈ R𝑟×𝑟 , the remaining rows are zero, and
𝑌 ∗ = 0. Given (𝐻, 𝐾) ∈ R𝑚×𝑟 × R𝑛×𝑟 , let �̂� be the first 𝑟 rows of 𝐻 and let �̃� be the remaining
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𝑚 − 𝑟 rows. For all (𝐻, 𝐾) sufficiently small, we have

𝑓 (𝑋∗ + 𝐻,𝑌 ∗ + 𝐾) = ∥(𝑋∗ + 𝐻)𝐾𝑇 − 𝑀 ∥1 (5.8a)

= ∥( �̂�∗ + �̂�)𝐾𝑇 ∥1 + ∥�̃�𝐾𝑇 − �̃� ∥1 (5.8b)

⩾ ∥ �̂�∗𝐾𝑇 ∥1 − ∥�̂�𝐾𝑇 ∥1 + ∥�̃� ∥1 − ∥�̃�𝐾𝑇 ∥1 (5.8c)

= ∥ �̂�∗𝐾𝑇 ∥1 − ∥𝐻𝐾𝑇 ∥1 + ∥𝑀 ∥1 (5.8d)

⩾ 𝑐∥𝐾 ∥1 − ∥𝐻𝐾𝑇 ∥1 + ∥𝑀 ∥1 (5.8e)
⩾ 𝑐/2∥𝐾 ∥1 + ∥𝑀 ∥1 (5.8f)
⩾ ∥𝑀 ∥1 = 𝑓 (𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗) > 𝑓 ( �̄�, 𝑌 ). (5.8g)

Above, the first term in (5.8b) is the ℓ1-norm of the first 𝑟 rows of (𝑋∗+𝐻)𝐾𝑇−𝑀 , while the second
term in (5.8b) is the ℓ1-norm of the remaining rows. (5.8c) follows from the triangular inequality.
(5.8d) holds because the first 𝑟 rows of 𝐻𝐾𝑇 are �̂�𝐾𝑇 , while the remaining rows are �̃�𝐾𝑇 . The
existence of a positive constant 𝑐 in (5.8e) is due to the equivalence of norms (𝐾 ↦→ ∥ �̂�∗𝐾𝑇 ∥1
is a norm because �̂�∗ is invertible). (5.8f) holds because we may take ∥𝐻∥∞ ⩽ 𝑐/(2𝑚) where
∥ · ∥∞ is the dual norm of ∥ · ∥1. Then ∥𝐻𝐾𝑇 ∥1 =

∑𝑚
𝑖=1

∑𝑛
𝑗=1 |⟨ℎ𝑖, 𝑘 𝑗 ⟩| ⩽

∑𝑚
𝑖=1

∑𝑛
𝑗=1 ∥ℎ𝑖∥∞∥𝑘 𝑗 ∥1 ⩽∑𝑚

𝑖=1
∑𝑛
𝑗=1 ∥𝐻∥∞∥𝑘 𝑗 ∥1 ⩽ 𝑐/2

∑𝑛
𝑗=1 ∥𝑘 𝑗 ∥1 = 𝑐/2∥𝐾 ∥1 where ℎ𝑇

𝑖
and 𝑘𝑇

𝑗
respectively denote the

rows of 𝐻 and 𝐾 . Finally, we may choose ( �̄�, 𝑌 ) in (5.8g) to be factors of a rank-one matrix
�̄� ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 which has all zero entries, apart from one where �̄�𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑀𝑖 𝑗 ≠ 0. Then 𝑓 ( �̄�, 𝑌 ) =

∥ �̄�𝑌𝑇 − 𝑀 ∥1 = ∥�̄� − 𝑀 ∥1 = ∥𝑀 ∥1 − |𝑀𝑖 𝑗 | < ∥𝑀 ∥1.
We next show that (𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗) is strongly unstable using Theorem 5.10. The function 𝑓 is locally

Lipschitz and tame. Let 𝑆 denote the set of critical points of 𝑓 . By the definable Morse-Sard
theorem [29, Corollary 9], there exists a bounded neighborhood 𝑈 of the local minimum (𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗)
such that 𝑆∩𝑈 = {(𝑋,𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑈 : 𝑓 (𝑋,𝑌 ) = 𝑓 (𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗)} = {(𝑋,𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑈 : 𝑌 = 𝑌 ∗}, where the second
setwise equality is due to (5.8f). As a result, 𝑆 is a 𝐶2 manifold at (𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗). Let 𝜃1 := 0 and 𝐶 :
R𝑚×𝑟×R𝑛×𝑟 → R be the continuous function defined by𝐶 (𝑋,𝑌 ) := ∥𝑋∗∥2

𝐹
−∥𝑌 ∗∥2

𝐹
+∥𝑌 ∥2

𝐹
−∥𝑋 ∥2

𝐹
.

Let 𝛼 > 0 and consider a sequence (𝑋𝑘 , 𝑌𝑘 )𝑘∈N generated by the subgradient method with constant
step size 𝛼 such that (𝑋𝑘 , 𝑌𝑘 ) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆 for all 𝑘 ∈ N. Let sign(·) be the function defined by
sign(𝑡) = 1 if 𝑡 > 0, sign(𝑡) = −1 if 𝑡 < 0, and sign(𝑡) = [−1, 1] if 𝑡 = 0. When the input is a
matrix, it is applied entrywise. Letting

𝑐1 := 𝛼2 inf{∥Λ𝑇𝑋 ∥2
𝐹 − ∥Λ𝑌 ∥2

𝐹 : (𝑋,𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆, Λ ∈ sign(𝑋𝑌𝑇 − 𝑀)},

we have 𝐶 (𝑋𝑘+1, 𝑌𝑘+1) − 𝐶 (𝑋𝑘 , 𝑌𝑘 ) = . . .

= ∥𝑌𝑘+1∥2
𝐹 − ∥𝑋𝑘+1∥2

𝐹 − ∥𝑌𝑘 ∥2
𝐹 + ∥𝑋𝑘 ∥2

𝐹 (5.9a)

= trace(𝑌𝑇𝑘+1𝑌𝑘+1 − 𝑋𝑇𝑘+1𝑋𝑘+1 − 𝑌𝑇𝑘 𝑌𝑘 + 𝑋
𝑇
𝑘 𝑋𝑘 ) (5.9b)

= 𝛼2trace(𝑋𝑇𝑘 Λ𝑘Λ
𝑇
𝑘 𝑋𝑘 − 𝑌

𝑇
𝑘 Λ

𝑇
𝑘Λ𝑘𝑌𝑘 ) (5.9c)

= 𝛼2(∥Λ𝑇𝑘 𝑋 ∥
2
𝐹 − ∥Λ𝑘𝑌𝑘 ∥2

𝐹) ⩾ 𝑐1𝑑 ((𝑋𝑘 , 𝑌𝑘 ), 𝑆)𝜃1 , (5.9d)

where Λ𝑘 ∈ sign(𝑋𝑘𝑌𝑇𝑘 − 𝑀). It remains to show that 𝑐1 > 0. Given (Λ, 𝑋, 𝑀) ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 × R𝑚×𝑟 ×
R𝑚×𝑛, let (Λ̂, �̂�, �̂�) be the first 𝑟 rows of (Λ, 𝑋, 𝑀) and let (Λ̃, �̃�, �̃�) be the remaining 𝑚−𝑟 rows.
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It suffices to show that

inf{∥Λ̂𝑇 �̂� ∥𝐹 : (𝑋,𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆, Λ̂ ∈ sign( �̂�𝑌𝑇 − �̂�)} > 0

after possibly reducing the neighborhood 𝑈 of (𝑋∗, 𝑌 ∗). Indeed, for all (𝑋,𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆 and Λ ∈
sign(𝑋𝑌𝑇 − 𝑀), we then have ∥Λ𝑇𝑋 ∥2

𝐹
− ∥Λ𝑌 ∥2

𝐹
= ∥Λ̂𝑇 �̂� + Λ̃𝑇 �̃� ∥2

𝐹
− ∥Λ𝑌 ∥2

𝐹
⩾ (∥Λ̂𝑇 �̂� ∥𝐹 −

∥Λ̃𝑇 �̃� ∥𝐹)2 − ∥Λ𝑌 ∥2
𝐹
⩾ ∥Λ̂𝑇 �̂� ∥2

𝐹
/2 since �̃�∗ = 𝑌 ∗ = 0. We next reason by contradiction and

assume that the infimum in (5.1) is equal to zero. Let (𝑋𝑖, 𝑌𝑖,Λ𝑖)𝑖∈N be a minimizing sequence.
Since it is contained in the bounded set𝑈 × [−1, 1]𝑚×𝑛, there exists a subsequence (again denoted
(𝑋𝑖, 𝑌𝑖,Λ𝑖)𝑖∈N) that converges to some (𝑋◦, 𝑌◦,Λ◦). Naturally we have (Λ̂◦)𝑇 �̂�◦ = 0. On the
one hand, since �̂�∗ ∈ R𝑟×𝑟 is invertible, so is any matrix in its neighborhood �̄�, in particular
�̂�◦, �̂�0, �̂�1, . . . after possibly reducing𝑈. Hence Λ̂◦ = 0. On the other hand, since (𝑋𝑖, 𝑌𝑖) ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆,
𝑆 ∩ 𝑈 = {(𝑋,𝑌 ) ∈ 𝑈 : 𝑌 = 𝑌 ∗ = 0}, and �̂� = 0, we have 𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0 and �̂�𝑖𝑌𝑇𝑖 − �̂� ≠ 0 for all
𝑖 ∈ N. Hence the matrix Λ̂𝑖 ∈ sign( �̂�𝑌𝑇 − �̂�) has at least one entry equal to either 1 or −1. Thus
∥Λ̂𝑖∥∞ ⩾ 1 for all 𝑖 ∈ N. Passing to the limit, we obtain the contradiction 0 = ∥Λ̂◦∥∞ ⩾ 1.
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