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Abstract

We consider the problem of minimizing a smooth and convex function over
the n-dimensional spectrahedron — the set of real symmetric n× n positive
semidefinite matrices with unit trace, which underlies numerous applications
in statistics, machine learning and additional domains. Standard first-order
methods often require high-rank matrix computations which are prohibitive
when the dimension n is large. The well-known Frank-Wolfe method on the
other hand, only requires efficient rank-one matrix computations, however
suffers from worst-case slow convergence, even under conditions that enable
linear convergence rates for standard methods. In this work we present the
first Frank-Wolfe-based algorithm that only applies efficient rank-one matrix
computations and, assuming quadratic growth and strict complementarity
conditions, is guaranteed, after a finite number of iterations, to converges
linearly, in expectation, and independently of the ambient dimension.

1 Introduction

This paper is concerned with efficient first-order optimization methods (suitable for
high dimensional settings) for minimizing a smooth (Lipschitz continuous gradient)
and convex objective function f : Rn×n → R over the n-dimensional spectrahedron
— the set of all n×n real symmetric positive semidefinite matrices with unit trace
Sn := {X ∈ Sn | X ⪰ 0,Tr(X) = 1}, where Sn denotes the space of real symmetric
n×n matrices, and X ⪰ 0 denotes that X is positive semidefinite. This problem un-
derlies numerous applications of interest in diverse fields of science and engineering
such as statistics, machine learning, and discrete optimization, including for in-
stance convex relaxations to low-rank matrix recovery problems [5, 26, 3, 4, 20, 28],
covariance matrix estimation problems [29, 27, 6], convex relaxations to hard combi-
natorial problems [30, 15, 25], and many more . More specifically, we are interested
in methods inspired by the well known Frank-Wolfe method (FW), aka the condi-
tional gradient method [9, 22, 19]. These type of methods, while applicable more
broadly to smooth convex minimization over arbitrary convex and compact subsets

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

01
44

1v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 3

 M
ar

 2
02

5



of an inner product space, are in particular interesting in case the feasible set is the
spectrahedron, see for instance [17, 20, 11, 31, 10] 1, on a number of accounts. First,
while orthogonal projections onto the spectrahderon, that are applied in stanadard
projection-based gradient methods, require in worst case a full eigen-decomposition
of a symmetric n×n matrix, which in practical implementations runs in O(n3) time,
a linear optimization step over the spectrahedron as required by FW, amounts only
to an efficient rank-one matrix computation: a single leading eigenvector computa-
tion of a symmetric n× n matrix, which often runs in nearly linear time in the size
of the matrix using fast iterative eigenvector methods. Second, since FW only ap-
plies a rank-one update, in many cases of interest both the objective function value
and gradient direction could be updated from one iteration to the next much more
efficiently than when the update is of high rank. This is for instance the case when
the objective f includes terms such as g(AX) (e.g., in matrix sensing problems [31])
or g(AX−1) (e.g., in covariance estimation problems [6]), where A : Rn×n → Rn is
a linear map composed of rank-one matrices: AX = (a⊤

1 Xb1, . . . , a
⊤
mXbm)⊤ ∈ Rm

with {(ai,bi)}mi=1 ⊂ Rn×Rn, and g : Rm → R is coordinate-wise separable. Another
example, is when the objective function includes a log det(X) component. Third,
another consequence of the low-rank updates of FW is that when initialized with a
low-rank matrix, and provided that the number of iterations is substantially lower
than the dimension n, the iterates produced by the method are low-rank and can
be stored in factorized form to further reduce memory and runtime requirements.
Finally, FW-based methods are often parameter-free and do not require tuning of
any parameters (such as the smoothness or strong convexity parameters), and can
often be implemented using simple and efficient line-search.

The major drawback of Frank-Wolfe however is worst-case slow convergence
rates. For minimizing a β-smooth convex objective over the spectrahedron, the
worst-case number of iterations to guarantee an ϵ-approximated solution in function
value is O(β/ϵ) [17, 20, 19]. This does not improve even under standard curvature
assumptions such quadratic growth (see for instance lower bound in [18]), which are
well known to facilitate linear convergence rates (i.e., convergence rates that scale
only with log(1/ϵ)) for standard projection-based methods [8, 24].

In recent years, several Frank-Wolfe-inspired methods for optimization over the
spectrahedron have been developed that, under conditions such as quadratic growth
and/or strict complementarity, enjoy a linear convergence rate. [14] established that
in case there exists a rank-one optimal solution which satisfies the strict comple-
mentarity condition, the standard FW with line-search, after a finite number of
iteration, begins to converge linearly. This result however does not extend to the
general case in which there is an optimal solution with rank greater than one. The
works [1, 7] proposed methods, which we refer to as block-Frank-Wolfe methods,
that converge linearly without restriction on the rank of optimal solutions, however
these diverge significantly from the classical FW template: while standard FW only
applies rank-one leading eigenvector computations, [1, 7] require on each iteration
to compute the r leading components in the singular value decomposition (SVD)
of a n× n matrix, where the rank parameter r is required to be at least as large as

1some papers, e.g., [20, 10], consider the closely related problem of optimization over the matrix
nuclear norm ball, see [20] for a discussion of the connection between these setups
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the highest rank of any optimal solution. As a result, these methods have several
inherent and substantial limitations. First, they require knowledge of the rank of
optimal solutions which is often unknown and overestimating this quantity results
in needlessly expensive SVD computations. Second, these methods are only efficient
when optimal solutions are of low-rank, since otherwise the partial SVD computa-
tions required are not significantly more efficient than those in projection-based
methods. Similarly, in this case also the important FW feature of fast update times
of objective function and gradient information is lost. Finally, while FW can often
be implemented with simple line-search, the method in [1], aside of the smoothness
constant β, requires the quadratic growth constant α in order to set the step-size,
which is often very difficult to estimate. The method in [7] does not require these
constants and instead performs a sophisticated multi-variate “step-size” optimiza-
tion on each iteration, by minimizing the original objective function f over an
r-dimensional spectrahedron (where r is the upper-bound on the rank of optimal
solutions), for instance by running a nested first-order method. However, this is
again may only be efficient for small values of r.

We mention in passing that aside of linear convergence results, the work [11] pre-
sented a FW variant for the spectrahedron that also uses only rank-one matrix com-
putations (leading eigenvector) and, under strong convexity of the objective func-

tion, is guaranteed to converge with a fast rate of the form min{ rank(X
∗)2/3

t4/3
, 1
λmin(X∗)2t2

},
where t is the iteration counter and λmin(X∗) denotes the smallest non-zero eigen-
value of the unique optimal solution X∗. While this result does not limit the rank
of the optimal solution and clearly improves upon the standard FW rate of O(1/t),
it is not a linear convergence rate.

The dichotomy in linear convergence rates between the case of a rank-one op-
timal solution that can be solved via the standard FW method using only efficient
rank-one matrix computations (under strict complementarity condition), and the
case of a higher rank optimal solution which currently can only be handled via
block-Frank-Wolfe methods that require higher rank matrix computations (with all
of the accompanying limitations discussed above) leads us to the following concep-
tual question:

Are SVD computations of rank greater than one mandatory (in Frank-Wolfe-based
methods) in order to guarantee a linear convergence rate (without restricting the

rank of optimal solutions)?

We answer this question in the negative, under the assumption that quadratic
growth and strict complementarity conditions hold (see formal definitions in Section
1.2). We propose a novel Frank-Wolfe-based method that is guaranteed, after a fi-
nite number of iterations (“burn-in” phase), to converge linearly, in expectation (the
expectation is due to the use of randomization in one of the steps of the algorithm).
In particular, both the finite number of initial steps and the linear convergence
rate are independent of the ambient dimension. Importantly, our method admits
an implementation, which aside of three efficient leading eigenvector computations
(the same type of rank-one computations applied in the standard FW method and
can be executed in parallel), requires only O(n2) runtime per iteration. In terms of
parameter tuning, our method requires only knowledge of the smoothness constant
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Algorithm SVD
rank

req. parameters burn-in
phase?

convergence rate (after
burn-in phase)

Frank-Wolfe [19] 1 - NO 1/t
Regularized-FW [11] 1 β NO 1/t2 (in expectation)
Block-FW [1] r r ≥ rank(X∗), α/β NO linear
Spectral-FW [7] r r ≥ rank(X∗) YES linear
This paper 1 β YES linear (in expectation)

Table 1: Comparison of Frank-Wolfe-based methods for the spectrahedron.

of the objective function β (which as opposed to the rank of optimal solutions or
the quadratic growth constant, is often relatively easy to bound).

Before moving on, we pause to discuss the strict complementarity assumption in
some more detail. While such a condition does not typically appear in linear con-
vergence results for projection-based methods, it was in fact highly instrumental to
obtaining linear convergence rates for FW-based methods in a broader context: It
was introduced in the classical text [22] for optimization over strongly convex sets,
in [16, 12] for obtaining dimension-independent linear rates for polytopes, and in
[14, 7] for the spectrahedron setting. Moreover, [7] proved that in our spectrahe-
dron setting with an objective function which admits the highly popular structure
f(X) = g(AX), where A is a linear map and g is smooth and strongly convex,
strict complementarity further implies that f satisfies quadratic growth over the
spectrahderon. [32] further provided numerical evidence for a closely related set-
ting (though not completely identical to ours), that for an objective function with
the above structure, linear convergence may be unattainable when strict comple-
mentarity does not hold.

1.1 Inspiration from the polytope setting

Aside from our matrix spectrahedron setting, the Frank-Wolfe method has gained
significant interest in the past decades also for optimization over convex and com-
pact polytopes. While in this setting also the worst-case convergence of the standard
method (with line-search or without) scales with 1/ϵ, even under favorable condi-
tions such as quadratic growth or strong convexity of the objective function, it was
established in a series of works that simple modifications of the method, all of which
rely in some way or the other on the concept of incorporating away steps into the
algorithm, linear convergence can be established, and in particular that a linear
rate independent of the ambient dimension could be established when strict com-
plementarity also holds. In the celebrated work [16], which was the first to obtain
a linear convergence result for polytopes (under strong convexity and strict com-
plementarity), the authors proved that after a finite number of steps, all iterates of
the method must lie inside the optimal face of the polytope, and there it acts as if
performing unconstrained minimization and thus, once inside the optimal face, the
strong convexity assumption implies linear convergence.

Our method and analysis are highly inspired by [16], but with some considerable
differences. The main difficulty is that while polytopes have a finite number of
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faces which indeed allows to argue that under strict complementarity, from some
iteration, all iterates will lie inside the optimal face, such an argument is not sensible
for the spectraehedron which has infinitely many faces2. To bypass this difficulty,
we apply our arguments w.r.t. to a time-changing face of the spectrahedron, one
that is defined according to a principle subspace of the current gradient direction.
Once close enough to an optimal solution (which takes a finite number of steps), we
can distinguish between two main cases: if our current iterate is sufficiently aligned
with this face, we can apply similar arguments to those in [16] (i.e., essentially
unconstrained minimization) and argue that either a standard Frank-Wolfe step
or a specialized away-step (designed specifically for our spectrahedron setting) will
reduce the approximation error by a constant fraction. Otherwise (in case the
current iterate is not sufficiently aligned with the current face), we establish that
a specialized randomized pairwise step, i.e., a step that replaces a random rank-
one component supported by the current iterate with a new rank-one component,
reduces the error by a constant fraction, in expectation. Thus, an overall linear
convergence rate (in expectation) is obtained.

1.2 Notation and Assumptions

We denote matrices by uppercase boldface letters, e.g., X, column vectors by lower-
case lightface letters, e.g., v, and scalars are denoted by lightface letters, e.g., r, α, C.
For matrices we let ∥·∥ denote the spectral norm (largest singular value) and for col-
umn vectors we let it denote the Euclidean norm. We let ∥·∥F denote the Frobenius
(Euclidean) norm for matrices. For a matrix A ∈ Sn we let λ1(A), . . . , λn(A) de-
note its (real) eigenvalues in non-ascending order. We denote by Im(A) and Ker(A)
its image and kernel, respectively, and by A† its Moore-Penrose pseudo inverse. We
let I denote the identity matrix whose dimension will be clear from context. We let
Sn
+ denote the positive semidefinite cone in Sn. We let ⟨A,B⟩ = Tr(A⊤B) denote

the standard matrix inner-product.

We let X ∗ ⊆ Sn denote the set of minimizers of the objective function f over
the spectrahedron Sn, and we let f ∗ denote the minimal value of f over Sn.

Recall we assume that f is convex, and we also assume it is β-smooth over Sn,
i.e., there exists β ≥ 0 such that for any X,Y ∈ Sn we have that ∥∇f(X)−∇f(Y)∥F ≤
β∥X−Y∥F . Recall this further implies the well known inequality (see for instance
Lemma 5.7 in [2]):

∀(X,Y) ∈ Sn × Sn : f(Y) ≤ f(X) + ⟨Y −X,∇f(X)⟩+
β

2
∥Y −X∥2F ,

which we will use extensively.
We now formally present our two main assumptions that will be assumed to

hold throughout this work.
Quadratic growth is a standard assumption in the literature on linear conver-

gence rates for first-order methods [8, 24].

2a face of Sn is given by the set {VSV⊤ | S ∈ Sr} for some integer r ∈ {1, . . . , n} and matrix
V ∈ Rn×r such that V⊤V = I
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Assumption 1 (quadratic growth). There exists a scalar α > 0 such that for any
X ∈ Sn,

min
Y∈X ∗

∥X−Y∥2F ≤
2

α
(f(X)− f ∗) . (1)

Our second assumption is strict complementarity, which as discussed in the
Introduction, has played a central role in proving linear convergence rates for Frank-
Wolfe-type methods in diverse settings. In case of the spectrahedron it takes the
form of a positive eigengap in the gradient direction at optimal points (see also
[7, 14, 13]).

Assumption 2 (strict complementarity). There exists an integer r∗ ∈ {1, . . . , n}
such that for all X∗ ∈ X ∗ it holds that rank(X∗) = r∗, and if r∗ < n, then there
exists a scalar δ > 0 such that

min
X∗∈X ∗

(λn−r∗(∇f(X∗))− λn−r∗+1(∇f(X∗))) = δ. (2)

Following Assumption 2 we denote the minimal value of the smallest non-zero
eigenvalue over the optimal set:

λr∗ := min
X∗∈X ∗

λr∗(X∗), (3)

which is guaranteed to be strictly positive.
Note that Assumption 2 implies that there exists V∗ ∈ Rn×r∗ such that V∗⊤V∗ =

I and X ∗ ⊆ {V∗SV∗⊤ | S ∈ Sr∗}, that is, X ∗ lies on a r∗-dimensional face of Sn.

1.3 Organization of this paper

Section 2 presents our algorithm and its efficient implementation. Section 3 then
formally presents and proves the convergence rates of our proposed algorithm. Sec-
tion 4 presents some numerical experiments. Finally, Section 5 outlines some open
questions for future research.

2 The Algorithm

Our algorithm is given below as Algorithm 1. As discussed in Section 1.1, our
algorithm is inspired by the Away-steps Frank-Wolfe algorithm for optimization
over polytopes [16, 21, 12]. Our algorithm applies three different type of steps: I.
Standard Frank-Wolfe steps, II. Away/Drop steps, and III. Pairwise steps, all of
which are detailed below. In Section 2.1 we discuss in greater detail the efficient
implementation of these steps. In particular we show how each step corresponds to a
simple leading eigenvector computation. We also describe an implementation that,
aside from these eigenvector computations (which can be computed in parallel),
only requires O(n2) time per iteration.
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Frank-Wolfe steps: These are based on moving from the current feasible point
towards an extreme point of the feasible set that minimizes the inner-product with
the current gradient direction. In case of the spectrahedron, these correspond to
a rank-one update of the form Xt+1 ← (1 − ηt)Xt + ηtvt,+v

⊤
t,+, where vt,+ is a

unit-length eigenvector corresponding to the leading eigenvalue of −∇f(Xt) (see
also [17, 20, 19]). We set the step size ηt ∈ [0, 1] using line-search.

Away and Drop steps: Away steps perform rank-one updates in which the
weight of some rank-one component supported by the current iterate, is lowered in
favor of other components. This takes the from: Xt+1 ← 1

1−ηt

(
Xt − ηtvt,−v

⊤
t,−
)
,

where vt,− is a unit vector in Im(Xt) that maximizes the quadratic product with
the current gradient direction. The step size ηt is set via line search and satisfies
ηt ∈ [0, (v⊤

t,−X
†
txt,−)−1] in order to maintain the feasibility of Xt+1 w.r.t. Sn (see

Lemma 2 in the sequel). In particular, when ηt = (v⊤
t,−X

†
txt,−)−1 (i.e., the maximal

step size allowed), we have that rank(Xt+1) < rank(Xt), and then we refer to this
as a drop step. It should be mentioned that this type of away steps closely resembles
the ones proposed in [10] for optimization over the matrix nuclear norm ball.

Pairwise steps: Pairwise steps correspond to rank-two updates, in which a rank-
one component in the support of the current iterate is replaced with a new rank-one
component. The rank-one component to be removed is chosen uniformly at random,
and the new rank-one component is chosen according to a proximal gradient style
rule. Formally, the update takes the form: Xt+1 ← Xt + γt(ut,+u

⊤
t,+ − ut,−u

⊤
t,−),

where ut,− (the component to be removed) is chosen uniformly at random from the

unit sphere in Im(Xt), the step-size is set to γt =
(
u⊤
t,−X

†
tut,−

)−1

(so that feasibility

of Xt+1 is guaranteed, see Lemma 2), and ut,+ is a unit vector chosen according to
the rule:

ut,+ ← argmin∥u∥=1u
⊤∇f(Xt)u +

βγt
2
∥uu⊤ − ut,−u

⊤
t,−∥2F . (4)

Note that since u in the RHS is constrained to have unit norm, the above simplifies
to

ut,+ ← argmin∥u∥=1u
⊤ (∇f(Xt)− βγtut,−u

⊤
t,−
)
u,

which in turn implies that ut,+ is simply a unit-length leading eigenvector of the
matrix βγtut,−u

⊤
t,− − ∇f(Xt). Note that as opposed to previous steps, this step

involves both the knowledge of the smoothness parameter β and the use of random-
ization. Note furthermore that in this step we always take the maximal step-size γt
that is guaranteed to maintain feasibility (see Lemma 2). In some sense, one can
think about the computation of ut,+ in Eq. (4) as already incorporating the choice
of step-size within the choice of ut,+ (the interested reader can formally see this in
the proof of Lemma 4, which analyzes the benefit of applying these steps).

Choice of step: On each iteration, our algorithm first attempts to perform a
drop step (i.e., an away step with maximal step-size) in order to quickly adapt the
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rank of the iterates to that of the optimal face. If this results in a non-increasing
objective value, then the algorithm continues to the next iteration. Otherwise, it
computes all three possibilities (can be done in parallel): Frank-Wolfe step, Away
step, and a Pairwise step. The algorithm then follows the step which reduces the
objective value the most.

Algorithm 1 Spectrahedron Frank-Wolfe with Away and Pairwise steps

X1 ← arbitrary matrix in Sn

for t = 1, 2, . . . do
vt,− ← argmaxv∈Im(Xt):∥v∥=1v

⊤∇f(Xt)v

λt ←
(
v⊤
t,−X

†
tvt,−

)−1

if λt < 1 then
Xdrop

t+1 ← 1
1−λt

(
Xt − λtvt,−v

⊤
t,−
)

if f(Xdrop
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt) then

Xt+1 ← Xdrop
t+1 {take a drop step}

end if
end if
if drop step was not taken then
vt,+ ← leading eigenvector of −∇f(Xt)
ηFWt ← argminη∈[0,1]f((1− η)Xt + ηvt,+v

⊤
t,+)

XFW
t+1 ← (1− ηFWt )Xt + ηFWt vt,+v

⊤
t,+

ηAFW
t ← argminη∈[0,λt]f

(
1

1−η

(
Xt − ηvt,−v

⊤
t,−
))

XAFW
t+1 ← 1

1−ηAFW
t

(
Xt − ηAFW

t vt,−v
⊤
t,−
)

ut,− ← uniformly dist. random vector in {z ∈ Im(Xt) | ∥z∥ = 1}
γt ←

(
u⊤
t,−X

†
tut,−

)−1

ut,+ ← leading eigenvector of βγtut,−u
⊤
t,− −∇f(Xt)

XPFW
t+1 ← Xt + γt

(
ut,+u

⊤
t,+ − ut,−u

⊤
t,−
)

Xt+1 ← argminX∈{XFW
t+1 ,X

AFW
t+1 ,XPFW

t+1 }f(X)

end if
end for

Lemma 1 (feasibility of Algorithm 1). The sequence (Xt)t≥1 produced by Algorithm
1 is always feasible w.r.t. Sn.

The correctness of this lemma could be easily verified using the following lemma,
whose proof is given in the appendix.

Lemma 2. Let X ∈ Sn
+ and v ∈ Im(X). Consider the matrix Y = X − λvv⊤ for

some λ ≥ 0. If λ ≤ (v⊤X†v)−1, then Y ⪰ 0. Moreover, if λ = (v⊤X†v)−1, then
rank(Y) < rank(X) and in particular X†v ∈ Ker(Y).

2.1 Implementation details

We now discuss in more detail the efficient implementation of Algorithm 1. Let us
fix some iteration t of the algorithm and denote by Πt ∈ Sn

+ the projection matrix

8



onto the subspace Im(Xt). Note that Πt = XtX
†
t . Let us assume for now that both

matrices X†
t ,Πt are explicitly given (we shall discuss their efficient maintenance

throughout the run of the algorithm in the sequel).

Computing the vector vt,−: vt,− could be computed by a standard leading
eigenvector computation w.r.t. the matrix M = Πt∇f(Xt)Πt +(1+ζ)∥∇f(Xt)∥Πt,
for some arbitrary positive constant ζ > 0. Observe that by construction, M is
positive semidefinite and its leading eigenvectors, which correspond to a strictly
positive leading eigenvalue, indeed must lie in Im(Xt). In particular, M need not
be computed explicitly: standard fast iterative leading eigenvector methods (such
as Lanczos-type algorithms) rely only on computing matrix-vector products w.r.t.
to the matrix M, and thus, given Πt (or X†

t), these could be implemented efficiently
in O(n2) time per such matrix-vector product without explicitly computing M.

Computing the vector ut,−: ut,− is a random vector distributed uniformly over
the unit sphere in the space Im(Xt). Using the rotation invariance of the multi-
variate standard Gaussain distributionN (0, In), we have that given a random Gaus-
sian vector z ∼ N (0, In), the vector ut,− = Πtz

∥Πtz∥ is distributed uniformly over the

unit sphere in Im(Xt).

Computing the vector ut,+: As already explained above (see discussion follow-
ing Eq. (4)), ut,+ can be computed using a standard leading eigenvector computa-
tion w.r.t. the matrix βγtut,−u

⊤
t,− −∇f(Xt).

All computations discussed above require maintaining the projection matrix Πt.
Additionally, the computations of the scalars λt, γt in Algorithm 1 require also access
to the pseudo inverse matrix X†

t . We now discuss how it is possible to efficiently
update either Πt of X†

t (or both) throughout the run of the algorithm.

Maintaining only the pseudo inverse matrix X†
t : Similarly to the well known

Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula for the fast update of the matrix inverse
after a rank-one update, [23] established a formula for updating the pseudo inverse
matrix after a rank-one update. While the update in case of the pseudo inverse is
substantially more involved, the computational complexity is similar. In particular,
on each iteration t of Algorithm 1, given X†

t and the quantities vt,−, λt, vt,+, ut,−,

ut,+, ηFWt , ηAFW
t , ηPFWt , γt, the pseudo inverse matrix of the next iterate, X†

t+1,
can be computed in O(n2) time 3. For more concrete details see Lemma 9 in the
appendix. Since we have that Πt+1 = Xt+1X

†
t+1, it is not required to also maintain

Πt+1 explicitly. This leads to the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Algorithm 1 admits an implementation such that on each iteration t,
aside of the computation of the eigenvectors vt,−,vt,+,ut,+, all other computations
can be carried out in O(n2) time.

3while [23] considers the general case of complex non-square matrices which leads to 6 different
types of updates for the pseudo inverse, here since we consider symmetric matrices, only 3 of the
6 possibilities need to be considered
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Maintaining only the projection matrix Πt: A different possibility is not to
maintain the pseudo inverse X†

t explicitly, but only the projection matrix Πt. Let us
consider the four possible cases. I. In case a drop step is performed, then according
to Lemma 2 we have that the unit vector z = X†

tvt,− satisfies z ∈ Im(Xt) and
z ∈ Ker(Xt+1). This implies that Πt+1 = Πt − 1

∥z∥2zz
⊤. The vector z could be

approximated to arbitrary accuracy by solving the simple least squares problem:
miny∈Rn ∥Xty − vt,−∥2. II. In case a standard Frank-Wolfe step is preformed and
ηFWt < 1, defining z := vt,+ − Πtvt,+, we have that Πt+1 = Πt + 1

∥z∥2zz
⊤. In case

ηFWt = 1, we set Πt+1 = vt,+v
⊤
t,+. III. In case an away step is taken (which is

not a drop step), we have that Im(Xt+1) = Im(Xt), and so Πt+1 = Πt. IV. If a
pairwise step is taken, then we update Πt using two steps: a drop step (as in step
I above) w.r.t. the direction ut,−, and then adding the direction ut,+ (as in step

II above). That is, denoting w := X†
tut,−, Πt+1/2 := Πt − 1

∥w∥2ww⊤, and then

denoting z := ut,+ − Πt+1/2ut,+, we have that Πt+1 = Πt+1/2 + 1
∥z∥2zz

⊤. Finally, as

with the computation of the product X†
tvt,− in step I, computing the scalars λt, γt,

which requires to compute a matrix-vector product with the pseudo inverse matrix
X†

t , can be done by solving a simple least squares problem.

3 Convergence Rate Analysis

We turn to formally state and prove our main result — the linear convergence
rate of Algorithm 1. Throughout this section we let ht := f(Xt) − f ∗ denote the
approximation error of Algorithm 1 on any iteration t ≥ 1.

Theorem 2 (convergence of Algorithm 1). The sequence of iterates (Xt)t≥1 pro-
duced by Algorithm 1 satisfies:

∀t ≥ 1 : ht+1 ≤ ht. (5)

∀t ≥ rank(X1) + 2 : ht ≤
8β

t− rank(X1) + 4
. (6)

Moreover, there exists scalars E = O
(

min
{

αδ2

β2 ,
δ2

β
, δ, αλ2

r∗ ,
δ3

β2

})
, E1 = O

(
αδ2

β2

)
,

E2 = O(αλ2
r∗) such that on each iteration t in which a drop step is not taken: If

r∗ = 1 and ht < E1 then

ht+1 ≤ ht

(
1−min{ δ

12β
,
1

2
}
)
. (7)

If r∗ = n and ht < E2 then

ht+1 ≤ ht

(
1− α

512βn

)
. (8)

If n > r∗ ≥ 2 and ht < E then,

E[ht+1|Xt] ≤ ht

(
1− 1

r∗
min

{
δ

48G
min{ δ

3β
, λr∗},

α

512β

})
, (9)

10



where the expectation is w.r.t. the random choice of ut,−, and G := supX∈Sn ∥∇f(X)∥.
Finally, up to any iteration t, the overall number of drop steps cannot exceed

(t + rank(X1)− 2)/2.

Before proving the theorem let us make a few comments. Result (5) follows
in a straightforward manner from the design of the algorithm. Results (6), (7)
follow essentially from already known analyses of the Frank-Wolfe method [19] and
[14]. The main novel result is the (expected) linear convergence rate in the case
n > r∗ ≥ 2 given in Eq. (9). Note that the rate in (9) depends explicitly on the
rank of optimal solutions r∗, which is well known to by unavoidable in worst case,
see for instance [18]. Also note that the α

β
term inside the min in the RHS of (9)

corresponds (up to a universal constant) to the standard linear convergence rate
of (unaccelerated) gradient methods, such as the block Frank-Wolfe method [1].
Finally, Result (8) for the case r∗ = n, i.e., the optimal solutions lie in the relative
interior of Sn, follows as a simplified case of Result (9).

3.1 Proof of Theorem 2

Additional notation for the proof of Theorem 2
∇t ∇f(Xt)
δt λn−r∗(∇f(Xt))− λn−r∗+1(∇f(Xt)) (when r∗ < n)
δt,r∗ λn−r∗+1(∇f(Xt))− λn(∇f(Xt))
rt rank(Xt)
Pt ∈ Sn

+ projection matrix onto span of r∗ eigenvectors of ∇t corresponding
to smallest eigenvalues of ∇t

P⊥
t ∈ Sn

+ projection matrix onto span of n−r∗ eigenvectors of∇t correspond-
ing to largest eigenvalues of ∇t. If r∗ = n set P⊥

t = 0n×n

Et[·] Eut,− [·|Xt] — the expectation w.r.t. ut,− conditioned on Xt

The proof of Theorem 2 is constructed from several lemmas that analyze the
benefit of each one of the steps employed by Algorithm 1. It is then established
how their combination yields the theorem.

The following lemma establishes conditions under-which a drop step will be
taken.

Lemma 3 (drop step). Fix an iteration t of Algorithm 1 for which ht < min{ δ2t
18β

, δt
6
}.

If rank(Xt) > r∗, then f(Xdrop
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt).

Proof. Recall that Xdrop
t+1 = 1

1−c
(Xt−cvv⊤) for c = (v⊤X†

tv)−1 and v ∈ argmax{v⊤∇tv | v ∈
Im(Xt), ∥v∥ = 1}. Using the smoothness of f we have that,

f(Xdrop
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt) + ⟨ 1

1− c
(Xt − cvv⊤)−Xt,∇t⟩+

β

2
∥ 1

1− c
(Xt − cvv⊤)−Xt∥2F

= f(Xt) +
c

1− c
⟨Xt − vv⊤,∇t⟩+

βc2

(1− c)2
. (10)

Since dim Im(Xt) ≥ r∗ + 1, it follows from the Poincaré separation theorem that
v⊤∇tv ≥ λn−r∗(∇t) = λn−r∗+1 + δt. On the other-hand, we argue that ⟨Xt,∇t⟩ ≤

11



λn−r∗+1 + δt/2. To see why the latter is true, let us assume by way of contradiction
that it is not, and let us denote the matrix Yη = (1 − η)Xt + ηvt,+v

⊤
t,+ for some

η ∈ [0, 1] to be specified later, and vt,+ as defined in Algorithm 1. Using the
smoothness of f again we have that,

f(Yη)− f ∗ ≤ f(Xt) + η⟨vt,+v
⊤
t,+ −Xt,∇t⟩+

βη2

2
∥vt,+v

⊤
t,+ −Xt∥2F

≤ f(Xt)− f ∗ − η

(
δt
2
− ηβ

)
.

Setting η = min{ δt
3β
, 1} yields then

f(Yη)− f ∗ ≤ f(Xt)− f ∗ −min{ δt
3β

, 1}δt
6
.

Now we see that if ht < min{ δ2t
18β

, δt
6
}, as the lemma assumes, we indeed get a

contradiction.
Going back to (10), we can now write

f(Xdrop
t+1 )− f ∗ ≤ f(Xt)− f ∗ − δtc

2(1− c)
+

βc2

(1− c)2
. (11)

Observe that if c
1−c
≤ δt

2β
, then indeed f(Xdrop

t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt). Note furthermore that it

must be the case that c
1−c
≤ δt

3β
: the function g(c) = c

1−c
is monotone increasing on

the interval [0, 1), and thus we can in principle replace the scalar c with some c′ ≤ c
such that c′

1−c′
< δt

3β
. Denoting the resulting matrix by X′

t+1 = 1
1−c′

(Xt − c′vv⊤)

and replacing c with c′ in (11) will then yield,

f(X′
t+1)− f ∗ ≤ f(Xt)− f ∗ − δ2t

18β
.

However, using the assumption of the lemma that ht <
δ2t
18β

, this would lead to a

contradiction. Thus, we can conclude that indeed f(Xdrop
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt).

Since drop steps, as analyzed in the previous lemma, do not necessarily lower
the objective value by a bounded amount, we have the following simple observation
that upper-bounds the number of such steps possible until any iteration t ≥ 1.

Observation 1. The overall number of drop steps up to the beginning of any iter-
ation t of Algorithm 1 cannot be larger than (t + rank(X1)− 2)/2.

Proof. According to Lemma 2, each drop step reduces the rank of the resulting
matrix. On the other-hand, all other steps increase the rank by at most one. Thus,
denoting the number of drop steps up to the beginning of some iteration t by tdrop,
it must hold that

1 ≤ rank(Xt) ≤ rank(X1)− tdrop + (t− 1− tdrop),

which yields the desired bound.

12



The following lemma (deterministically) bounds the reduction in function value
due to a pairwise step. It is complemented by Lemma 5 which further lower-bounds
the expectation of the random variable ∥P⊥

t ut,−∥2.

Lemma 4 (pairwise step). Fix some iteration t of Algorithm 1 for which it holds

that ht ≤ min{ δ3t
24β2 ,

δ2t
12β
}. Then,

f(XPFW
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt)−min{ δ

2
t

9β
,
γtδt
3
}∥P⊥

t ut,−∥2.

Proof. Write ut,− = τz +
√

1− τ 2w, where z =
P⊥

t ut,−
∥P⊥

t ut,−∥ , τ = ∥P⊥
t ut,−∥, and

w = Ptut,−
∥Ptut,−∥ . Consider now some unit vector u = τ ′z+

√
1− τ ′2w with 0 ≤ τ ′ ≤ τ .

Fix some step-size η ∈ [0, 1] and denote Yη = Xt + η(uu⊤ − ut,−u
⊤
t,−). Using the

smoothness of f it holds that,

f(Yη) ≤ f(Xt) + η⟨uu⊤ − ut,−u
⊤
t,−,∇t⟩+

η2β

2
∥uu⊤ − ut,−u

⊤
t,−∥

2

F

= f(Xt) + η
(
(τ ′2 − τ 2)z⊤∇tz− (τ ′2 − τ 2)w⊤∇tw

)
+ η2β

(
1− (u⊤ut,−)2

)
≤ f(Xt)− η(τ 2 − τ ′2)δt + η2β

(
1− (ττ ′ +

√
1− τ 2

√
1− τ ′2)2

)
= f(Xt)− η(τ 2 − τ ′2)δt

+ η2β
(

1−
(
τ 2τ ′2 + (1− τ 2 − τ ′2 + τ 2τ ′2) + 2ττ ′

√
1− τ 2

√
1− τ ′2

))
= f(Xt)− η(τ 2 − τ ′2)δt + η2β

(
τ 2 + τ ′2 − 2τ 2τ ′2 − 2ττ ′

√
1− τ 2

√
1− τ ′2

)
≤
(a)

f(Xt)− η(τ 2 − τ ′2)δt + η2β
(
τ 2 + τ ′2 − 2τ 2τ ′2 − 2ττ ′(1− τ 2)

)
= f(Xt)− η(τ 2 − τ ′2)δt + η2β(τ − τ ′)2 + 2η2βτ 2τ ′(τ − τ ′)

= f(Xt)− η(τ − τ ′)
(
(τ + τ ′)δt − ηβ

(
(τ − τ ′) + 2τ 2τ ′

))
, (12)

where (a) follows from the assumption τ ′ ≤ τ .
First note that setting τ ′ = 0 in (12) yields

f(Yη) ≤ f(Xt)− ητ 2 (δt − ηβ) .

Using the feasible step-size η∗ = min{ δt
2β
, γt} then gives,

f(Yη∗)− f ∗ ≤ ht −
min{ δt

2β
, γt}δtτ 2

2
,

which implies that

τ 2 ≤ 2ht

min{ δt
2β
, γt}δt

. (13)

Consider now the case τ ′ = (1− c)τ for some scalar c ∈ [0, 1] to be specified in
the sequel. Using the smoothness of f again, the definition of ut,+ in Algorithm 1

13



(see also Eq. (4)), and applying (12) with η = γt we have that,

f(XPFW
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt) + γt⟨ut,+u

⊤
t,+ − ut,−u

⊤
t,−,∇t⟩+

γ2
t β

2
∥ut,+u

⊤
t,+ − ut,−u

⊤
t,−∥

2

F

≤ f(Xt)− γtcτ
2
(
δt − γtβ(c + 2τ 2)

)
.

Let us now set c = min{ δt
3γtβ

, 1} to obtain

f(XPFW
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt)− γt min{ δt

3γtβ
, 1}τ 2

(
2δt
3
− 2γtβτ

2

)
≤ f(Xt)− γt min{ δt

3γtβ
, 1}τ 2

(
2δt
3
− 4γtβht

min{ δt
2β
, γt}δt

)
,

where the last inequality follows from plugging-in (13).
Thus, recalling that τ 2 = ∥P⊥

t ut,−∥2 and that γt ∈ (0, 1], we have that if ht ≤
δ2t min{ δt

2β
,1}

12β
≤ δ2t min{ δt

2β
,γt}

12γtβ
, then we indeed have that

f(XPFW
t+1 ) ≤ f(Xt)−

γtδt
3

min{ δt
3γtβ

, 1}∥P⊥
t ut,−∥2.

Lemma 5. Fix some iteration t of Algorithm 1. It holds that Et[∥P⊥
t ut,−∥2] ≥

1
rt
Tr(P⊥

t Xt).

Proof. Write the eigen-decomposition of Xt as Xt = UtΛtU
⊤
t , where Λt is rt × rt

and Ut is n× rt. It holds that,

Tr(P⊥
t Xt) = Tr(P⊥

t UtΛtU
⊤
t ) = Tr(U⊤

t P
⊥
t UtΛt) ≤ λ1(Xt)Tr(U⊤

t P
⊥
t Ut)

≤ Tr(P⊥
t UtU

⊤
t ) = Tr

(
P⊥

t Et[rtut,−u
⊤
t,−)]

)
= Et[rtTr

(
P⊥

t ut,−u
⊤
t,−)
]

= rtEt[∥P⊥
t ut,−∥2].

The following lemma is central to the analysis of the benefit of both standard
Frank-Wolfe steps and away steps in Algorithm 1. It lower-bounds the eigengap
between the extreme eigenvalues associated with the principal r∗-dimensional sub-
space (corresponding to the r∗ lowest eigenvalues) of the current gradient direction
∇t. This is essentially a type of a Polyak- Lojasiewicz (PL) inequality w.r.t. to the
face of Sn corresponding to the this principal subspace of ∇t.

Lemma 6 (in-face eigengap). Assume r∗ ≥ 2. Fix some iteration t of Algorithm 1
and suppose that Tr(P⊥

t Xt) ≤ ht

4∥∇t∥ . Then,

λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t) ≥
√

αht

8r∗
.
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Proof. Denote X∗ = arg minY∈X ∗ ∥Y −Xt∥F . Denote W = Pt(Xt−X∗)Pt, W
⊥ =

P⊥
t (Xt −X∗)P⊥

t , and note that since rank(Pt) = r∗ it follows that rank(W) ≤ r∗.
Using the convexity of f we have that,

ht ≤ ⟨Xt −X∗,∇t⟩ = ⟨W,∇t⟩+ ⟨W⊥,∇t⟩. (14)

It holds that,

⟨W,∇t⟩ ≤

 ∑
i∈[n]:λi(W)>0

λi(W)

λn−r∗+1(∇t)

+

Tr(W)−
∑

i∈[n]:λi(W)>0

λi(W)

λn(∇t)

≤
(a)

√
r∗∥W∥F (λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t)) + Tr(W)λn(∇t)

≤
(b)

√
r∗∥Xt −X∗∥F (λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t)) + Tr(W)λn(∇t)

=
(c)

√
r∗∥Xt −X∗∥F (λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t))− Tr(W⊥)λn(∇t)

=
√
r∗∥Xt −X∗∥F (λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t))

+
(
Tr(P⊥

t X
∗)− Tr(P⊥

t Xt)
)
λn(∇t), (15)

where (a) holds since∑
i∈[n]:λi(W)>0

λi(W) ≤
∑
i∈[n]

|λi(W)| ≤
√

rank(W)

√∑
i∈[n]

λi(W)2

≤
√
r∗∥W∥F ,

(b) holds since ∥W∥F ≤ ∥Xt −X∗∥F which is due to the inequality ∥AB∥F ≤
∥A∥ · ∥B∥F for any two matrices A,B ∈ Sn, and (c) holds since

Tr(W) = Tr(Pt(Xt −X∗)) = Tr((I−P⊥
t )(Xt −X∗))

= Tr(Xt −X∗)− Tr(P⊥
t (Xt −X∗)) = −Tr(P⊥

t (Xt −X∗)) = −Tr(W⊥).

It also holds that,

⟨W⊥,∇t⟩ = ⟨P⊥
t (Xt −X∗)P⊥

t ,∇t⟩
≤ Tr(P⊥

t Xt)λ1(∇t)− Tr(P⊥
t X

∗)λn−r∗(∇t). (16)

Combining (14), (15) and (16) gives,

ht ≤
√
r∗∥Xt −X∗∥F (λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t)) + 2Tr(P⊥

t Xt)∥∇t∥
+ Tr(P⊥

t X
∗) (λn(∇t)− λn−r∗(∇t))

≤
√
r∗∥Xt −X∗∥F (λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t)) + 2Tr(P⊥

t Xt)∥∇t∥.

Rearraning the inequality, using the assumption on Tr(P⊥
t Xt), and the quadratic

growth bound ∥Xt −X∗∥F ≤
√

2ht

α
, yields the lemma.
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The following Lemma, which builds on the result of the previous Lemma 6,
establishes the reduction in objective function value for FW / away steps, under a
positive in-face eigengap.

Lemma 7 (FW/away steps under in-face eignegap). Assume r∗ ≥ 2. Fix some

iteration t of Algorithm 1 and suppose that rt ≥ r∗ and λrt(Xt) ≥
δt,r∗

16β
. Then,

min{f(XFW
t+1), f(XAFW

t+1 )} ≤ f(Xt)−
δ2t,r∗

64β
. (17)

Proof. Since rank(Xt) ≥ r∗, according to the Poincaré separation theorem, we
have that there exists a unit vector v ∈ Im(Xt) such that v⊤∇tv ≥ λn−r∗+1(∇t),
which in turn implies that v⊤

t,−∇tvt,− ≥ λn−r∗+1(∇t). Also, we clearly have that
v⊤
t,+∇tvt,+ = λn(∇t). This gives,

max{⟨Xt − vt,+v
⊤
t,+,∇t⟩, ⟨vt,−v

⊤
t,− −Xt,∇t⟩} ≥

1

2
⟨vt,−v

⊤
t,− − vt,+v

⊤
t,+,∇t⟩

≥ δt,r∗

2
. (18)

Using the smoothness of f we have that for any step-size η ∈ [0, 1],

f
(
(Xt + η(vt,+v

⊤
t,+ −Xt)

)
≤ f(Xt) + η⟨vt,+v

⊤
t,+ −Xt,∇t⟩

+
η2β

2
∥vt,+v

⊤
t,+ −Xt∥2F

≤ f(Xt) + η⟨vt,+v
⊤
t,+ −Xt,∇t⟩+ η2β. (19)

Similarly, we have that for any step-size η ∈ [0, λrt(Xt)] ⊆ [0, (v⊤
t,−X

†
tvt,−)−1] it

holds that,

f

(
1

1− η

(
Xt − ηvt,−v

⊤
t,−
))

= f

(
Xt +

η

1− η

(
Xt − vt,−v

⊤
t,−
))

≤ f(Xt) +
η

1− η
⟨Xt − vt,−v

⊤
t,−,∇t⟩+

η2β

(1− η)2

≤ f(Xt) + η⟨Xt − vt,−v
⊤
t,−,∇t⟩+

η2β

(1− η)2
, (20)

where in the last inequality we have used the fact that η ∈ [0, 1) and ⟨Xt − vt,−v
⊤
t,−,∇t⟩ ≥

0.
Combining Eq. (19) and Eq. (20) with Eq. (18), and the fact that the step

sizes ηFWt , ηAFW
t in Algorithm 1 are set via line-search, we have that

∀η ∈ [0, λrt(Xt)] : min{f(XFW
t+1), f(XAFW

t+1 )} ≤ f(Xt)−
ηδt,r∗

2
+

η2β

(1− η)2
. (21)

In particular, under the assumptions of the lemma that λrt(Xt) ≥
δt,r∗

16β
and rt ≥

r∗ ≥ 2, which implies that λrt(Xt) ≤ 1/2, setting η =
δt,r∗

16β
in (21) we have that,

min{f(XFW
t+1), f(XAFW

t+1 )} ≤ f(Xt)−
δ2t,r∗

32β
+

δ2t,r∗

64β
= f(Xt)−

δ2t,r∗

64β
,
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which proves the lemma.

We are now finally positioned to complete the proof of Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. First note that Result (5) (monotonicity of the sequence (ht)t≥1)
follows in a straightforward manner from the design of Algorithm 1: on each itera-
tion t a drop step is taken only if it does not increase the objective function value,
and if a drop step is not taken then, due to the update rule for the next iterate
Xt+1 which suggests that f(Xt+1) ≤ f(XFW

t+1) and due to the use of line-search in
the computation of f(XFW

t+1), we have that f(Xt+1) ≤ f(XFW
t+1) ≤ f(Xt).

We turn to prove Result (6). We use again the observation that on each iteration
t which is not a drop step Algorithm 1 reduces the objective function value at
least by the amount that a standard Frank-Wolfe step with line-search will reduce
(f(Xt+1) ≤ f(XFW

t+1)). Combining this observation with Result (5), we have that
on each iteration t of Algorithm 1, denoting by tdrop the overall number of drop
steps performed up to iteration t, the approximation error ht is upper-bounded
by hFW

t−tdrop
— the approximation error of the standard FW with line search at the

beginning of its (t − tdrop) iteration. Result (6) now follows from using the well-
known convergence result for the standard Frank-Wolfe with line-search over the
spectrahedron Sn (i.e., hFW

t ≤ 4β
t+1

for all t ≥ 2, see for instance [19]) and the
upper-bound on tdrop in Observation 1.

We now turn to prove Result (7) which deals with the specific case r∗ = 1, i.e.,
a rank-one optimal solution. In this case, under Assumption 2 there exists a unique
optimal solution X∗, see [14]. [14] proved (see proof of Theorem 2 in [14]) that on
each iteration t for which we have ∥∇t −∇f(X∗)∥F ≤ δ

3
, it holds that

f(XFW
t+1)− f ∗ ≤ (f(Xt)− f ∗)

(
1−min{ δ

12β
,
1

2
}
)
. (22)

Using the quadratic growth assumption and the smoothness of f we have that,

∥∇t −∇f(X∗)∥F ≤ β∥Xt −X∗∥F ≤
√
αβ√
2

√
ht.

Thus, whenever ht ≤ αδ2

18β2 , we indeed have that ∥∇t −∇f(X∗)∥F ≤ δ
3
. Combining

this with Eq. (22) and the fact that in case a drop step is not taken we have that
f(Xt+1) ≤ f(XFW

t+1), we obtain Result (7).

We now move on to prove the main result of the theorem — Result (9). Recall
in this case we assume n > r∗ ≥ 2. Let us fix some iteration t of Algorithm 1 and
denote X∗ = arg minY∈X ∗ ∥Y −Xt∥F . It holds that,

∀i ∈ [n] : |λi(∇t)− λi(∇f(X∗))| ≤ ∥∇t −∇f(X∗)∥ ≤
(a)

β∥Xt −X∗∥F

≤
(b)

√
2β√
α

√
ht, (23)
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where (a) is due the the smoothness of f , and (b) is due to the quadratic growth
assumption.

Thus, if ht ≤ ϵ1 := αδ2

32β2 , we have that

δt := λn−r∗(∇t)− λn−r∗+1(∇t) ≥ δ − 2

√
2β√
α

√
ϵ1 =

δ

2
. (24)

Denote ϵ2 = min{ (δ/2)
2

18β
, δ/2

6
}. Using Lemma 3 we have that if ht < min{ϵ1, ϵ2}

and rank(Xt) > r∗, then a drop step will be preformed. Note also that if ht <
min{ϵ1, ϵ2} and a drop step is not taken, then it must hold that rank(Xt) ≤ r∗.

Note also that if ht < ϵ3 :=
αλ2

r∗
8

, using the quadratic growth assumption we have
that,

|λr∗(Xt)− λr∗(X∗)| ≤ ∥Xt −X∗∥F ≤
√

2ht

α
,

which implies that

λr∗(Xt) ≥
λr∗

2
, (25)

which further implies that rank(Xt) ≥ r∗.
Thus, if ht < min{ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3} and a drop step is not performed, it must hold that

rank(Xt) = r∗. Furthermore, it holds that γt ≥ λr∗(Xt) ≥ λr∗/2.

Define also ϵ4 := (δ/2)3

24β2 and throughout the sequel suppose that indeed ht <

min{ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3, ϵ4} and a drop step is not taken. We consider two cases. First, if
Tr(P⊥

t Xt) >
ht

4G
, then it follows from Lemma 4 that

Et[f(XPFW
t+1 )] ≤ f(Xt)− Et

[
min{ δ

2
t

9β
,
γtδt
3
}∥P⊥

t ut,−∥2
]

≤
(a)

f(Xt)−min{ δ2

36β
,
λr∗δ

12
}Et

[
∥P⊥

t ut,−∥2
]

≤
(b)

f(Xt)−
δ

48Gr∗
min{ δ

3β
, λr∗}ht,

where (a) follows from plugging-in (24), and since γt ≥ λr∗/2, and (b) follows from
Lemma 5.

This implies that

Et[f(Xt+1)]− f ∗ = Et

[
min{f(XFW

t+1), f(XAFW
t+1 ), f(XPFW

t+1 )}
]
− f ∗

≤ min{f(XFW
t+1), f(XAFW

t+1 ),Et

[
f(XPFW

t+1 )
]
} − f ∗

≤ ht

(
1− δ

48Gr∗
min{ δ

3β
, λr∗}

)
. (26)

In the complementing case that Tr(P⊥
t ⊥Xt) ≤ ht

4G
, it follows from Lemma 6 that

λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t) ≥
√

αht

8r∗
. (27)
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Additionally, using Eq. (23) again we have that,

λn−r∗+1(∇t)− λn(∇t) ≤ λn−r∗+1(∇f(X∗))− λn(∇f(X∗)) +
2
√

2β√
α

√
ht

=
(a)

2
√

2β√
α

√
ht ≤

2
√

2β√
α

√
ϵ3 = βλr∗ ≤

(b)
2βλr∗(Xt), (28)

where (a) follows since due to the optimality of X∗ it holds that λn(∇f(X∗)) =
λn−r∗+1(∇f(X∗)) (see also Lemma 5.2 in [13]), and (b) follows from Eq. (25).

Thus, combining Lemma 7 with Eq. (27), we have that

f(Xt+1)− f ∗ ≤ min{f(XFW
t+1), f(XAFW

t+1 )} − f ∗ ≤ ht

(
1− α

512βr∗

)
. (29)

Combining (26) and (29) yields Result (7).

Finally, it remains to prove Result (8) for the case r∗ = n, which follows as a
simplified case of Result (7). If ht < ϵ3, then we have that Eq. (25) and Eq. (28)
hold, and as a conceuqnce the assumptions of Lemma 6 and Lemma 7 hold. Thus,
if follows that Eq. (29) also holds.

4 Numerical Experiments

We conduct numerical experiments with synthetic data for the problem of recovering
a ground truth matrix in Sn from random linear measurements. We use a smilier
setup and methodology to the one considered in previous works [14, 7]. Concretely,
we consider the following optimization problem:

min
X∈Sn
{f(X) :=

1

2

m∑
i=1

(
a⊤
i (τX)ai − bi

)2}. (30)

We let X♯ = U♯U
⊤
♯ ∈ Sn denote the ground truth matrix, where U♯ ∈ Rn×r∗ is first

set to a random matrix with standard Gaussian entries and then normalized to have
unit Frobenius norm. Each ai ∈ Rn is a random vector with standard Gaussian
entries. We set b = b♯ + z, where b♯(i) = a⊤

i X♯ai, and z =
∥b♯∥
2

v for a random unit
vector v.

In order to avoid over-fitting the noise we set the scaling parameter τ in (30) to
τ = 0.5 (as also been done in [14, 7]).

We solve Problem (30) to accuracy of the order 10−11 or lower and denote our

estimate for the optimal solution by X̂∗ 4. We set the smoothness parameter β to
β = n2/2 5.

4this is verified by computing the dual gap for the candidate solution X̂∗, which is given by

⟨X̂∗,∇f(X̂∗)⟩−λn(∇f(X̂∗)) and is always an upper-bound on the approximation error f(X̂∗)−f∗

due the convexity of f
5while this might seem conservative, note that a simple calculation shows that β ≤

∑m
i=1 ∥ai∥4

and thus we should roughly take β ≈ mn2, however this turns out to be an overly pessimistic
estimate (see also experiments in [7])
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Each one of the figures presented below is the average of 10 i.i.d. runs. In
particular, we verify that in each of our randomized experiments the strict comple-
mentarity condition indeed holds with substantial positive values (see also Section
2.2.1 in [14] for a detailed discussion about verifying the strict complementarity
assumption). An exception is Figure 4 which examines a setting in which the strict
complementarity condition intentionally does not hold.

4.1 Comparison to standard Frank-Wolfe

We begin by comparing our Algorithm 1 (ALG 1 in the figures below) to the stan-
dard Frank-Wolfe with line-search method (FW in the figures below). Recall that
FW has a worst case convergence rate of O(1/t) [20]. In [14] it was established
that under strict complementarity and in the special case r∗ = 1, it enjoys a linear
convergence rate, while it remained unknown if this is also the case for r∗ ≥ 2.
Figure 1, which plots for each method the value log(f(Xt)− f(X̂∗)) vs the number
of iteration t, shows that indeed in case r∗ = 1 both FW and our Algorithm 1
clearly exhibit a linear convergence rate. However, once we increase r∗, we see that
while our Algorithm 1 maintains a linear convergence rate, FW converges with a
sub-linear rate. This suggests that, similarly to the state-of-affairs in the case of op-
timization over polytopes [12], the standard FW does not exhibit linear convergence
once the optimal solution is not an extreme point of the feasible set.

(a) r∗ = 1 (b) r∗ = 2 (c) r∗ = 5

Figure 1: Comparison of Frank-Wolfe with line-search and our Algorithm 1. We
set n = 100 and m = 15nr∗.

4.2 Comparison of variants of Algorithm 1

We turn to provide empirical motivation for the design choices in our Algorithm 1.
In particular, Algorithm 1 prioritises drop steps over other steps (even if these will
reduce the objective value slower) and in addition to away steps (which are a classi-
cal concept in Frank-Wolfe-based methods [16, 21]), uses also randomized proximal
pairwise steps (which also require an estimate for the smoothness parameter β).

Figure 2 demonstrates how each one of the above mentioned design choices
contributes significantly to the fast convergence our Algorithm 1. In particular, we
see that the ALG 1 - away variant, which is the natural extension of the Frank-
Wolfe with away steps method and is known to converge linearly for polytopes
[16, 21, 12], converges only with a sub-linear rate in our experiments.
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algorithm description

ALG 1 Algorithm 1 without modifications

ALG 1 - away Algorithm 1 without drop steps and pairwise steps

ALG 1 - nodrop Algorithm 1 without drop steps

ALG 1 - det Deterministic version of Algorithm 1: instead of using the randomized
vector ut,− in the pairwise step on iteration t, it is replaced with the
deterministic vector vt,− (used for the drop and away steps)

Table 2: Description of variants of Algorithm 1 used in the numerical comparison.

Figure 2: Comparison of different variants of our Algorithm 1. We set n = 100,
r∗ = 5, and m = 15nr∗.

4.3 Comparison to the Block Frank-Wolfe method

We also compare our method to Block Frank-Wolfe methods, that is, methods that
on each iteration perform an update using a rank-r matrix, for some r ≥ r∗, rather
than a rank-one update as in the standard Frank-Wolfe [1, 7]. We compare with
the method from [1] (Block-FW in Figure 3) which performs updates of the form
Xt+1 ← (1 − η)Xt + ηVt, where Vt ∈ Sn is a rank-r matrix that is obtained by
projecting onto Sn the best rank-r approximation (in Frobenius norm) to the matrix
Mt := Xt − 1

ηβ
∇f(Xt), and can be computed using only the top r components

in the eigen-decomposition of Mt. While this method converges linearly (under
quadratic growth), it requires a tight estimation of r∗ (otherwise it suffers from
computationally-expensive high-rank eigen-decompositions), and it requires a good
estimate of both α, β to set the step size to η = O(α/β), which is difficult to properly
tune in practice. Here we consider a somewhat ideal implementation of this method:
I. we set r = r∗ (i.e., assume exact knowledge of r∗), and II. we manually tune the
step-size parameter η for best performance and set η = 0.3.

We can see in Figure 3 (left panel) that when comparing the (log) approximation
error vs. number of iterations, as expected, the Block-FW method converges faster
than our Algorithm 1 which only uses rank-one matrix computations. However,
when we examine the approximation error vs. the number of rank-one updates
(recall our implementation of the Block-FW method does a rank-r∗ update on each
iteration, while our Algorithm 1 does at most a rank-two update), see right panel
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in Figure 3, we see that our Algorithm 1 is in fact faster.

Figure 3: Comparison of the Block-FW method and our Algorithm 1 for r∗ = 10.
We set n = 150 and m = 20nr∗.

4.4 What if strict complementarity does not hold?

Finally, we examine what happens when we solve Problem (30) when setting τ =
Tr(X♯) = 1 and without measurement noise, i.e., b = b♯. In this case, the ground
truth matrix X♯ is an optimal solution of Problem (30) and in particular ∇f(X♯) =
0, meaning the strict complementarity condition does not hold. We see in Figure
4 that in this case, our Algorithm 1 maintains its linear convergence, while the
standard Frank-Wolfe with line-search method converges with a sub-linear rate. It
remains an open question if the quadratic growth condition alone suffices to prove
linear convergence for our method, see also Section 5.

Figure 4: Comparison of Frank-Wolfe with line-search and our Algorithm 1 in case
strict complementarity does not hold. We set n = 100, r∗ = 3, and m = 10nr∗.

5 Future Directions

It is interesting to study whether there exists a first-order method similar to our Al-
gorithm 1, which only relies on a constant number of efficient rank-one matrix com-
putations per iteration, that enjoys any of the following features: I. Converges lin-
early (in particular without explicit dependence on the ambient dimension) without
the strict complementarity assumption (though still assuming quadratic growth),
II. Completely deterministic, and III. Independent of the choice of norm and in
particular does not require the knowledge of the smoothness parameter β.
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A Proof of Lemma 2

We first restate the lemma and then prove it.

Lemma 8. Let X ∈ Sn
+ and v ∈ Im(X). Consider the matrix Y = X − λvv⊤ for

some λ ≥ 0. If λ ≤ (v⊤X†v)−1, then Y ⪰ 0. Moreover, if λ = (v⊤X†v)−1, then
rank(Y) < rank(X) and X†v ∈ Ker(Y).

Proof. It holds that,

1− λv⊤X†v ≥ 0 =⇒ 1− λ1

(
λX†1/2vv⊤X†1/2

)
≥ 0

=⇒ λn

(
I− λX†1/2vv⊤X†1/2

)
≥ 0

=⇒ I− λX†1/2vv⊤X†1/2 ⪰ 0

=⇒ X1/2
(
I− λX†1/2vv⊤X†1/2

)
X1/2 ⪰ 0

=⇒
(a)

X− λvv⊤ ⪰ 0,

where (a) relies on the assumption that v ∈ Im(X) and so X1/2X†1/2v = v.
We continue to prove the second part of the lemma. Suppose now that λ =

(v⊤X†v)−1. Note that since v ∈ Im(X), we have that Im(Y) ⊆ Im(X). Consider
now the vector u = X†v ∈ Im(X). It holds that,

Yu =

(
X− 1

v⊤X†v
vv⊤

)
X†v = XX†v − v = 0,

implying that u /∈ Im(Y) and so, rank(Y) < rank(X).
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B Fast Update of the Pseudo Inverse Matrix

The following lemma is based on [23]. While [23] considers a more general case of
non-square complex matrices, the result for symmetric real matrices can be signifi-
cantly simplified.

Lemma 9. Let A ∈ Sn and let c,d be linearly dependent vectors in Rn. Define
the following: k = A†c (column vector), h = d⊤A† (row vector), u = (I −AA†)c
(column vector), v = d⊤(I − A†A) (row vector), and ζ = 1 + d⊤A†c (scalar).

Additionally, if ζ ̸= 0, define: p = −∥k∥22
ζ

v⊤−k (column vector), q =
∥v∥22
ζ

A†k−h⊤

(column vector), and σ = ∥k∥22∥v∥22 + ζ2. Then, it holds that

B† =


A† − ku† − v†h + ζv†u† if c /∈ Im(A);

A† + 1
ζ
v⊤k⊤A† − ζ

σ
pq⊤ if c ∈ Im(A) and ζ ̸= 0;

A† − kk†A† −A†h†h + (k†A†h†)kh if c ∈ Im(A) and ζ = 0.

In particular, given A†, one can compute B† in O(n2) time.
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