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Abstract

Tucker decomposition is a popular technique for many data analysis and machine learning applications.
Finding a Tucker decomposition is a nonconvex optimization problem. As the scale of the problems
increases, local search algorithms such as stochastic gradient descent have become popular in practice.
In this paper, we characterize the optimization landscape of the Tucker decomposition problem. In
particular, we show that if the tensor has an exact Tucker decomposition, for a standard nonconvex
objective of Tucker decomposition, all local minima are also globally optimal. We also give a local search
algorithm that can find an approximate local (and global) optimal solution in polynomial time.

1 Introduction

Tensor decompositions have been widely applied in data analysis and machine learning. In this paper we
focus on Tucker decomposition [Hitchcock, 1927, Tucker, ll%ﬁ] Tucker decomposition has been applied
to TensorFaces [Vasilescu and Terzopoulos, 12 IJM] data compression ﬂWanE and Ahuja, [2004], handwritten
digits E@@me, 2007] and more recently to word embeddings IIMMLE, [M]

Unlike CP/PARAFAC |Carroll and Chang, 1970, [Harshman et all, 11970] decomposition, Tucker decom-
position can be computed efficiently if the original tensor has low rank. For example, this can be done
by high-order SVD ﬂM_L_a,Lh_a,umr_eL_aﬂ, IZDDD_H] Many other algorithms have also been proposed for ten-
sor Tucker decomposition, see for example ﬂD_e_La,Lha,umrﬂjl] 120004, [Eldén and Savas, m Im,
2014).

In modern applications, the dimension of the tensor and the amount of data available are often quite
large. In practice, simple local search algorithms such as stochastic gradient descent are often used. Even for
matrix problems where exact solutions can be computed, local search algorithms are often applied directly

to a nonconvex objective [Korer, 12009, [Recht and Rd, [2013]. Recently, a line of work M m
memwmwmwmhhmd
that although these problems have nonconvex objectives, they can still be solved by local search algorithms,
because they have a simple optimization landscape. In particular, for matrix problems such as matrix

sensing ﬂBhQ;ampaJll_eL_aJJ 12016, [Park et all, IZQl_d] and matrix completion |Ge et all, 12016, [20_1_’2]] it was

shown that all local minima are globally optimal. Similar results were also known for special cases of tensor
CP decomposition ,

In this paper, we prove similar results for Tucker decomposition. Given a tensor T~ € R¥*¥*d with
multilinear rank (r,r,7), the Tucker decomposition of the tensor 7 has the form

T: S*(A*)B*7C*))

where 8* € R"™ "7 is a core tensor, A*, B*,C* € R"™*? are three components (factor matrices). The
notation 8*(A*, B*,C*) is a multilinear form defined in Section 211
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To find a Tucker decomposition by local search, the most straight-forward idea is to directly optimize
the following nonconvex objective:

L(S,A,B,C) = ||T - S8(A,B,O)||;.

Clearly, (8*, A*, B*,C*) is a global minimizer. However, since the optimization problem is nonconvex,
it is unclear whether any local search algorithm can efficiently find a globally optimal solution. Our first
result (Theorem [II) shows that with an appropriate regularizer (designed in Section 22]), all local minima of
Tucker decomposition are globally optimal.

The main difficulty of analyzing the optimization landscape of Tucker decomposition comes from the
existence of high order saddle points. For example, when S, A, B, C are all equal to 0, any local movement
of norm e will only change the objective by at most O(e*). Characterizing the possible locations of such
high order saddle points, and showing that they cannot become local minima is one of the major technical
contributions of this paper.

In general, even if all local minima are globally optimal, a local search algorithm may still fail to find a
global optimal solution due to high order saddle points. In the worst case it is known that 3rd order saddle
points can be handled efficiently, while 4th order saddle point are hard to escape from [Anandkumar and G,
M] The objective L has 4th order saddle points. However, our next result (Theorem 2] shows that there
is a specifically designed local search algorithm that can find an approximate global optimal solution in
polynomial time.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Tensor Notation and Basic Facts

We use bold lower-case letters like u to denote vectors, bold upper-case letters like A to denote matrices, and
bold caligraphic upper-case letters like T~ to denote tensors. We reserve the symbol I to denote the identity
matrix; its particular dimension will be clear from context. Given a third order tensor & € R"*"2*"s and
matrices A € R ¥4 B ¢ R™2*% C ¢ R™*% we define S(A, B,C) € Ri1xd2xds by

[S(A7 Bu C)]ijk = Z SmyzAmiBijzk-

Yz

In the special case where one or more of 71,79, 73 equals 1, we view S(A, B, C) appropriately as a matrix,
column vector, or scalar. We equip R4 *92%ds with the Frobenius inner product (-,-) and associated norm

||l # given by
dy,da,ds
(XY= Y Xipdi [X]|F = V{(X,X)
ijk=1
We also define the operator 2-norm || - ||2 (i-e. the spectral norm) by

Xl = sup {X (u, v, w) : [lulls = [[v]ls = [|wl]ls =1}
These two norms are related as follows [Wang et all, 2017]:

max(d1 y d2, d2)
dydods

1/2
) 1Xlr < 1% < | X5

In the special case of dj = dy = d3 = d, we have | X|r < d||X|2. Another important fact is that for

o = || X||2, there exist unit vectors u € R, v € R% and w € R% such that the following hold ﬂm, m:

X(u,v,w)=0 X(I,v,w)=0cu X(u,I,w)=ocv X(u,v,I)=ocw



Let X(; € R4 %145 denote the factor-i flattening of X (for i = 1,2,3). We say X has multilinear rank
(r1,79,73) if there exists a tensor & € R™*72%"3 and matrices A € R™*% B € R™X9 and C € R™*% of
minimal dimension such that X = S(A, B,C). The tuple (S, A, B,C) gives a Tucker decomposition of X.
Note that X(;) has rank r; and X(A, B,C)) = ATX(l)(B ® C') where ® denotes the Kronecker product
of matrices.

The space of parameters for our objective function is R™X72X73 x RT1Xd1 » Rr2xdz x RrsXds e write
a point in this space as (S, A, B,C), and equip it with inner product ((S, A, B,C), (S, A’,B',C")) =
(8,8 + (A, A" + (B, B') + (C,C") and associated norm

I(S.A,B,C)|lr = \/IISII% + 1A% + 1Bl + IC1%-

2.2 Optimization Problem

For simplicity, in this paper we assume 11 = ro =r3 =r, and d; = do = d3 = d. It is easy to generalize the
result to the case with different r;’s and d;’s. Let T~ € R4*@%d he g fixed third order tensor with multilinear
rank (r,r,r) for r < d. A simple objective for tensor decomposition can be defined as:

L(S,A,B,C) =||S(A,B,C) — Tz (1)

Suppose T = 8*(A*, B*,C*), then Equation () has a global minimum at (8%, A*, B*, C*) with the
minimum possible L value 0. In fact, due to symmetry, we know there are many more global minimizers of L:
for any invertible matrices Qa,Qp,Qc € R™*", let S = 8*(Qa,QB,Qc), and A = Q' A*, B = Q5'B*
and C = QE;C’*, then we also have T = S(A, B,C). Therefore, the loss L has infinitely many global
optimal solutions.

The existence of many equivalent global optimal solutions causes problems for local search algorithms,
especially simpler ones like gradient descent. The reason is that if we scale A, B, C with a large constant
¢, and scale S with 1/¢3, the tensor S(A, B, C) does not change. However, after this scaling the partial
gradient of 8 is multiplied by ¢*, while the partial gradients of A, B, C are multiplied by 1/c. When c is
large one has to choose a very small step size for gradient descent, and this results in very slow convergence.

We address the problem of scaling by introducing a regularizer I(S, A, B, C) given by

|AAT — S )HF"’HBBT S(2 (2)”1}«“‘*‘”00—r S (3)||F (2)

Intuitively, the three terms in the regularizer ensure that A and 8 (similarly, B, C and &) have simi-
lar norms. Similar regularizers were used for analyzing the optimization landscape of asymmetric matrix
problems|Park et all, M], where the same scaling problem exists. However, to the best of our knowledge
we have not seen this regularizer used for Tucker decomposition.

For technical reasons that will become clear in Section B (especially in Lemma M), we actually use
R(S,A,B,C) =1(S,A, B,C)? as the regularizer with weight A > 0, so the final optimization problem we
consider is:

S§1n L(S,A,B,C)+ A\R(S,A,B,C). (3)

Note that even for Equation (B]), there are still infinitely many global minimizers. In particular, one can

rotate A and 8 (similarly, B, C and 8) simultaneously to get equivalent solutions. A priori it is unclear

whether there always exists a global minimizer that achieves 0 loss for Equation (B). Our proof in Section
implicitly shows that such a solution must exist.

3 Characterization of Optimization Landscape

In this section, we analyze the optimization landscape for the objective ([B) for Tucker decomposition. In
particular, we establish the following result.



Theorem 1. For any fized XA > 0, all local minima of the objective function f = L + AR as in Equation (3
have loss 0.

Note that the theorem would not hold for A = 0 (when there is no regularizer). A counter-example is
when 7 = a* ® b* ® ¢* for some unit vectors a*,b*,c*, and S =0,A=a',B=b",C = c" where a,b,c
are unit vectors that are orthogonal to a*, b*, ¢* respectively. A local change will have no effect if the new
S is still 0, and will make the objective function larger if the new S is nonzero.

In order to prove this theorem, we demonstrate a direction of improvement for all points (S, A, B,C)
that don’t achieve the global optimum. A direction of improvement is a tuple (AS, AA, AB, AC') such that

F(S+€eAS, A+ eAA B+ eAB,C +eAC) < f(S,A,B,C)

for all sufficiently small e > 0. Clearly, if a point (S, A, B, C) has a direction of improvement, then it cannot
be a local minimum.

Throughout the section, let Py (Py, P3) be the projection onto the column span of T (1) (7T (2), T (3))- Let
A; = AP, and Ay = A(I — Py) (similarly for B, C). The proof works in the following 4 steps:

Bounding the regularizer First we show that when V f = 0, the regularizer R must be equal to 0 (Lemm/I]
in Section [BI]). At a high level, this is because the gradient of regularizer R is always orthogonal to the
gradient of main term L. Therefore if the gradient of the entire objective is 0, the gradient of R must also
be 0. We complete the proof by showing that VR = 0 implies R = 0.

Removing extraneous directions Next, we show that when V f = 0, the projection in the wrong subspaces
As, By, C5 are all equal to 0. This is because the direction of directly removing the projection in the wrong
subspace A, is a direction of improvement (see Lemma [l).

Adding missing directions After the previous steps, we know that the rows of A are in the column span
of T (1). However, the row span of A might be smaller. In this case, there exist directions a, b, ¢ such that
T(a,b,c) > 0, and Aa = 0. We will show that in this case we can always add the missing directions into
A and 8. This is the most technical part of our proof, and high order stationary points may appear when
Bb or Cc are also 0. See Sections B3]

Fixing S Finally, we know that the components A, B, C must span the correct subspaces. Our final step
shows that in this case, if L > 0 then it is easy to find a direction of improvement, see Section 3.4

3.1 Direction of Improvement for Points with Nonzero Regularizer

We show any point with nonzero regularizer must also have a nonzero gradient, therefore the (negative)
gradient itself is a direction of improvement.

Lemma 1. For any S,A,B,C, if R(S,A,B,C) > 0 then |Vf|| > 0.
To prove this, we first show that if the regularizer is nonzero, then its gradient is nonzero.
Lemma 2. The function | satisfies
4(8,A,B,C) = (Val,A)+(VBl,B)+ (Vcl,C) + (Vsl, S)

Proof. Note the following calculations:

(Val,A) = (4(AAT - 81)8(;))A, A)

=4(AAT - 81)8(}), AAT)
(AS(S1)8 (1) — AAT I.1),8) = —4{AAT - 81)8 (). 818 (1))

The left-hand side above is one of the terms in Vgl. Doing the same calculation for the other modes and
then adding everything together yields the result. O



We next show that the gradient of the regularizer is always orthogonal to the gradient of the main term
(i.e. the tensor loss L).

Lemma 3. For any S,A,B,C, (VL(S,A,B,C),VR(S,A,B,C)) =
Proof. We start by calculating the partial gradients for L and r. We have

Val =281 (B®C)(S(A,B,C)=T)), Val=4(AAT -818(,))A

VBL =283 (A®C)(S(A,B,C)-T), Vpl=4BB' -838),)B

Vol =283(A® B)(8(A,B,C)—T)j Vel =4(CCT —838,)C

VsL=2(S(A,B,C)-T)(A",B",C")

Vsl =48(81)S(y) — AAT I1.1) + 481,858,y — BBT 1)
+48(I,1,8(38() —CCT)

We now compute the following:
(VaL,Val)=8(81)(B®C)(S(A,B,C) - T)/,), (AAT —81)8[}))A)
8<(S(A7 B, C) - T)(ATv BTu CT)? S(AAT - 8(1)82—1)7I7 I)>

From here it is easy to see that (VsL,Vgl) = —(VaL,Val) — (VBL,Vpl) — (VcL,Vcl), therefore
(VL,V1) =0. Since VR = 2[VI, the result follows. O

Now we are ready to prove Lemma [

Proof. By Lemma B, we know |Vf||% = |[VL|% + [[VR||%. On the other hand, by Lemma 2 and an
application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we see that

IVIrll(S,A, B, C)|r = 4(S, A, B, C),

which means that ||VI||r > 0 whenever R = [?> > 0. But VR = 2IVI, so we have that |VR||r > 0, whence
Vf+0. O

To facilitate later proofs, we will also show a fact that if one perturbs a solution with 0 regularizer, then
the regularizer remains very small.

Lemma 4. If R=0, and |[AA|r+ |AB|r+ |AC| r + |AS|r < O(1), then R(S + cAS, A+ eAA, B +
eAB,C + eAC) = O(e*) for sufficiently small e.

Proof. 1t suffices to check that the term [|[(A + eAA)(A + eAA)T — (8 +eAS8)1)(S + eAS)(Tl)HF = O(e),
as other terms are symmetric, and the final R is degree 4 over these terms. This is clear as we know
|AAT — S(l)S(Tl) |lF = 0 because R = 0, and all the remaining terms are bounded by O(e). O

3.2 Removing Extraneous Directions

In this section, we show that if A (respectively B, C) has a direction in its row-space that is perpendicular to
the column-space of 7T (1) (respectively T (2), T (3)), then we have a direction of improvement. In particular,
our goal is to show Ay = 0 for all local minima (symmetric arguments will then show By = Cy = 0). We
first show that S(As, B,C) = 0.

Lemma 5. Assume that R(S,A,B,C) = 0. If S(A3,B,C) # 0, then AA = —As is a direction of
improvement.



Proof. Set AA = —A,. Then for € > 0

L(S,A+¢AA,B,C)=|S(A,B,C)—T +¢S(AA,B,C)|%
= L(S8,A,B,C) - 2¢[|8(Az2, B, C)||% + O(¢),

since (S(A,B,C) — T,8(A2,B,C)) = (S(A,,B,C),S(A3,B,C)). Hence, for all sufficiently small e,
L(S,A+¢AA B,C) < L(S,A,B,C). By Lemma [l we know R(S, A+ ¢AA, B,C) = O(e*). Hence, for
sufficiently small €, the decrease in L will exceed any increase in R. This shows that AA is a direction of
improvement. |

We next establish that R(S, A, B,C) = 0 and §(A2, B, C) = 0 together imply that A, = 0.
Lemma 6. If R(S,A,B,C) =0 and S(A3,B,C) =0, then As = 0.

Proof. Since R(8,A,B,C) =0, we have BBT = 838,y and CC" = 838 ). This means the column
span of 83y (S(3)) is the same as column span of B (C). Let Bt and C* denote the pseudoinverses of B

and C. Note that the orthogonal projections onto the column-space of B and C are given by Pg := BB
and Po := CC™, respectively. Using these facts along with S(As, B, C) = 0, we have

0=38(A2,B,C)(I,BT,C")=8(As, Pg,Pc) = S(Ay,I,1).
Using the fact that S(l)SErl) =AAT = AjA] + A3 A], we have
HAQA;”% < <A2A;78(1)82r1)> = HS(A27LI)||2F =0,

which, in particular, means that Ay = 0. O

3.3 Adding Missing Directions

We now consider the case where the row-spans of A, B, and C are not equal to the column-spans of
T (1),T (2), and T (3, respectively. Again by symmetry, we focus on the case when row-span of A is not equal
to column-span of T (y).

Lemma 7. If the row-span of A is a strict subset of the column-span of T 1y and R = 0, then there is a
direction of improvement.

Proof. If the row-span of A is a strict subset of column-span of 7 (), we must have a vector a that is in
the column-span of T (1), but Aa = 0. For this vector we know T (a, I, I) # 0, therefore there must exist
vectors b, ¢ such that T (a,b,c) > 0. This is true even if we restrict b to be either in the row span of B
or to satisfy Bb = 0 (and similarly for ¢), as we can partition the matrix into 4 subspaces based on the
projections of its columns to row span of B (and its rows to row span of C). In particular, if we let by be
the projection of b onto the row-span of B and ¢; be the projection of ¢ onto the row-span of C, and set
by = b—b; and ¢3 = ¢ — ¢, then we have T (a,b,c) = Zi,je{l,Z} T (a,b;,c;). Hence, T (a,b;,c;) > 0 for
some choice of i,j € {1,2}.

One missing direction In this case b and c are in row span of B, C respectively. Choose unit vectors
w,v,w € R" such that ATu =0, B"v = a;b, and CTw = ase, where o and as are positive real numbers.
Consider the directions AA = ua', AS = u®@v®@w. Observe that AS(A,B,C) = A"u@B v C w =
0 and S(AA,B,C) = 0 since the column-space of S(;) is equal to the column-space of A. Moreover,
AS(AA,B,C)=a®B"v®C"w = ajaa ® b® c. Hence, for ¢ > 0, we have

L(S +eAS,A+¢AA,B,C)=||S(A,B,C)~ T +AS(AA, B, C)||%
=L(S8,A,B,C) — 2¢?a102T (a, b, c) + O(e*).



On the other hand, by Lemmaldl R(S + ¢AS, A+ ¢AA, B,C) = O(¢*) since R(S, A, B,C) = 0. Hence, for
small enough ¢, the improvement in the tensor loss dominates all other perturbations, so we have a direction
of improvement.

Two missing directions Now assume that Aa = Bb = 0, and c is in the row span of C. Choose unit
vectors u,v,w € R” such that ATu = BTv = 0 and CTw = ac where a > 0. Consider the directions
AA=ua", AB=vb", AS = u® v ®w. Through a very similar calculation as in the previous case,

L(S+eAS, A+ e¢AA B +¢AB,C)=L(S, A, B,C) - 23aT (a,b, c) + ®a?.

As before, by Lemmall R(S + ¢AS, A +eAA, B+e¢AB,C) = O(¢*). Hence, the decrease in the tensor loss
dominates all other perturbations for sufficiently small €, and so this is a direction of improvement. Note
that in this case the amount of improvement is ©(e?), so the point is a 3rd order saddle point.

The case where Cc = 0 and b is in the row-span of B is similar, and likewise yields a direction of
improvement.

Three missing directions Now assume that Aa = Bb = Cc¢ = 0, and choose unit vectors u,v,w € R"
such that ATa = BTv = CTw = 0. Counsider the directions AA = ua', AB = vb', AC = we', and
AS = u ® v ® w. Once again, most perturbations in the tensor loss vanish, and we have

L(S+eAS,A+¢AA,B +eAB,C +¢AC) = L(S,A,B,C) — 2¢'T (a,b,c) + €.

In this case, the regularizer doesn’t change at all, since AS(Z-)SE) =0fori=123 AAAT = ABB' =
ACCT =0, and AAAAT — AS(l)AS(Tl) =wuu' —uu' =0 (and the two other analogous terms likewise
vanish). Hence, for sufficiently small €, the objective function decreases, so this is a direction of improvement.

This point is a 4th order saddle point.
O

3.4 Improving the core tensor

We finally consider the case where the matrices A, B, C have the correct row-spaces but S(A, B,C) # T.
In this situation, we can make progress by changing only S.

Lemma 8. If R = 0, row spans of A, B,C are equal to column span of T 1y, T (2), T (3) respectively, but
L > 0, then there exists a direction of improvement.

Proof. Since the spans of A, B,C are already correct, let AT be the pseudoinverse of A, then if we let
S =T(A*t,B*,CY), we have S'(A, B,C) = T. Consider the direction AS = S’ — S.
L(S+¢eAS,A,B,C)=||(1-€S8(A,B,C) - (1-¢T|%
=(1-¢)>%L(S,A,B,C).

For the regularizer R, again by Lemma[ we have R(S+¢AS, A, B,C) = O(¢*). Hence, this is a direction
of improvement. O

3.5 Proof of Main Theorem

Now with all the lemmas we are ready to prove the main theorem:

Proof of Theorem [l The Theorem follows immediately from the sequence of lemmas.

First, by Lemma [I] we know any local minima must satisfy R = 0. Next, by Lemma [6] and Lemma [5]
we know the row spans of A, B, C must be subsets of column spans of T (1, T (2), T (3) respectively. In the
third step, by Lemma [1, we further show that the row spans of A, B, C must be exactly equal to column
spans of T (1), T (2), T (3) respectively. Finally, by Lemma [ we know the loss function must be equal to
0. O



4 Escaping from High Order Saddle Points for Tucker Decompo-
sition

As we discussed before, since our objective f = L+ AR as in (@) may have high order saddle points, standard
local search algorithms may not be able to find a local minimum. However, in this section we show that the
high order saddle points of f are benign: there is a polynomial time local search algorithm that can find an
approximate local and global minimum of f.

We will first review the guarantees of standard local search algorithms, and then describe how to escape
from high order saddle points.

4.1 Local search algorithms for second order stationary points

For a general function f(x) whose first two derivatives exist, we say a point @ is a (71, 72)-second order
stationary point if
V@) <71, Amin(V2f (@) > —72.

If the function f(x) satisfies the gradient and Hessian Lipschitz conditions

Vae,y [IVf(x) = VIl <oz —yle,
ve,y ||[Vif(x) = V(1Y) < p2lle — yl2,

there are many local search algorithms that can find (71, 72)-second order stationary points in polynomial
time. This includes traditional second order algorithms such as cubic regularization [Nester nd Polyak,
M], and more recently first order algorithms such as perturbed gradient descent , m]

Of course, these guarantees are not enough for our objective f, as it has higher order saddle points. The
main theorem in this section shows that there is an efficient local search algorithm that can optimize f.

Theorem 2. Let A = 1/16r%, assume wlog. that |T|r = 1 and the initial point satisfies f = L + AR =
O(l. Then there is a local search algorithm that in poly(d,r,1/¢) time finds a point (S, A, B, C) such that
f(8, A B,C)<e.

The algorithm that we will design is just a proof of concept: although its running time is polynomial, it is
far from practical. We have not attempted to improve the dependencies on d, 7, 1/¢. Local search algorithms
seem to perform much better for Tucker decomposition in practice, and understanding that is an interesting
open problem.

To prove Theorem [ we will first show that sublevel sets of f are all bounded (Section [£2)). This allows
us to bound the gradient and Hessian Lipschitz constants p; and p2, so we can use any of the previous local
search algorithm to find a (71, 72)-second order stationary point.

Next, we follow the steps of Theorem [Il but we do it much more carefully to show that as long as the
objective is larger than €, then either the point has a large gradient or a negative eigenvalue in Hessian, or
there is a way to construct a direction of improvement. This is captured in our main Lemma

Finally we give a sketch of the algorithm and show that these local improvements are enough to guarantee
the convergence in Section

Throughout the section, we use O*(-), 2*(-) and ©*(-) to hide polynomial factors of r and d. We will
introduce several numerical quantities in the remainder of this section; we list the most important ones in

Table 1]

4.2 Bounded Sublevel Sets

We first establish the boundedness of sublevel sets of the objective function. Our local search algorithm will
guarantee the function value decreases in every iteration, so the trajectory of the algorithm will remain in
a sublevel set. As a result, we know that the parameters remain bounded in norm at each step by some
constant, say K.

IThis can be achieved by initializing at 0, or any point with norm O(1).



Symbol  Definition Note

ot weight for regularizer

A
K 0*(1) universal bound for norms of S, A, B,C, T
-
Y
o

<1 bound on R(S, A, B,C)
©*(7'/48) " bound on the norm of Az, Bz, C3, introduced in Lemma [I4]
VY singular value threshold for A;, By, C

Ko VY max error in 71 1,1, introduced in Lemma [I7]
K1 2K o3/4 max error in T o1 1, introduced in Lemma [I§]
Ko 2Ko'/®  max error in Ta9,1, introduced in Lemma 20
K3 2Ko'/2  max error in T a9, introduced in Lemma ZT]

Table 1: Notation and definitions used in Section @
Lemma9. For allT > 0, the set of points (S, A, B,C) with (S, A, B,C) < T satisfy that ||S||r, || Al r, | Bllr, |C|lr <
K where K = O*((T' 4 1)V/8).
To prove this lemma, we will first state some tools that we need.

Lemma 10. For any parameter tuple (S, A, B,C), we have
I8(A, B, C)|lr < [S]|r||All2]| Bll2[[C]]2-

Proof. This follows from the fact that || - || is invariant to matricization, and the fact that |PQ|r <
IP]|2||Q]|r- Observe that

”S(Av B, C)HF = HATS(L B, C)(l) ”F < ”A”?”S(Iv B, C)HFv
and then repeat the argument for the other modes. O

Lemma 11. For any 8 € R"*"*" it holds that
1
1580y, 82, Sw)lr = 1Sk

Proof. Let u,v,w € R" be unit vectors such that S(u, v, w) = ||S||2. Then

Sgyvec(u @ v) = S(u,v,I) = ||S| 2w,
Syvec(u @ w) = S(u, I, w) = ||S]|2v,
Smyvec(v @ w) = S(I,v,w) = [|S||2u.

Then
IS(Sy. S2), S@)ll2 = SISz, [S]2v, [|S]2w) = [|S[58 (u, v, w) = [|S]3
The result then follows from the norm inequality ||S||r < 7||S]|2. O

Now we are ready to prove Lemma

Proof of Lemma[d Assume that ' > f(S, A, B,C). From L, we have

VT > |8(A,B,C) - T]r
> [|8(A, B, C)llr = I TllF,



so that [|S(A, B,C)||r < VT +||T||r. Next, define the following for i = 1,2,3: d;(X,8) = XXT—S(l-)SZ;).
Note that d;(A,S),d2(B,S),d3(C,S) are each bounded above in norm by T''/4. We have
IS(A, B,C)|% = (S(A,B,C),S(A, B,C))
(AAT, BB",cC"),S)
(81)8(1), 82)8() S S(y), ) +9(S, A, B,C)
= HS(S(1)55(2)58(3))H% +g(57Aanc)a

where ¢(8, A, B,C) is a sum of the seven remainder terms of the form

(S(d1(A,S8),82)8 (), 83)S (%), S) (4)
(8(di(A,8),d2(B,S),88(3)),S) (5)
<S(d1(A,S),dg(B,S),d3(C,S)),S> (6)

There are three terms of type ([@), and each can be bounded below using Cauchy-Schwarz and Lemma [I{ as
follows:
(S(d1(A,8),82)8(). 8585, S) = —IS||%/ld1 (A, S)||[r > T4 S]|5.

Similarly, we have

(S(d1(A,S),d2(B,S),S58(),S) = T2 S]|%,
(8(d1(A,S),d2(B,S),ds5(C. 8)),S) > —I*/*||S||3..

Putting this together and applying Lemma [[T], we have that
1
el ] Vo BVAS|% = 3028 — TS| < (VI + | Tr)?,

which means that ||S||r must be bounded by O*((T' +1)/8). From R, we have

/4
(5) +1SI3 2 1447 = 50,8 + IS ST e = [AAT e
50 ||A||r is bounded by O*((I' 4 1)'/8). We bound B and C similarly. O

4.3 Main step: making local improvements
In order to prove Theorem 2l we rely on the following main lemma:

Lemma 12. In the same setting as Theorem [, there exist positive constants qi,qz,71 = O*(e1), o =
©*(e®), such that for any point S, A, B,C where ¢ < f(S, A, B,C) < O(1), one of the following is true:

1. va(87A7Buc)|| 2 71,
2. )\mzn(v2f(suA7Bu C)) S —T2,

3. With constant probability, Algorithm[ constructs a direction of improvement that improves the function
value by poly(e).

Algorithm [T] uses notation that we specify in the paragraphs below. The proof of this lemma has similar
steps to the proof of Theorem [II However, it is more complicated because we are not looking at exact
local minima. We give the details of these steps in the following subsections. A key parameter that we will
use is a bound 7 on the regularizer. We will consider different cases when R(S, A, B,C) > 7 and when
R(S8,A,B,C) < 7. All of our other parameters (including 71, 72, €) will be polynomials in 7.
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Algorithm 1 Sampling algorithm for adding missing directions

Require: matrices A, B, C, threshold o, subspace indicator (4, j, k) € {1,2}3
Compute the subspaces U ;,Us j,Us i, Va,i, Va5, Va i
Sample unit vectors a, b, ¢ uniformly from U, ;,Us ;, Us 1
ifi =1 then v’ = (A )"a; else Randomly sample nonzero u’ € V; »
if j = 1 then v’ = (B )*b; else Randomly sample nonzero v’ € V4 5
if k = 1 then w' = (C| )*¢; else Randomly sample nonzero w' € V3 o
Return @, b, ¢, '/ [u]|2, o'/ [[0']2, '/ |

For the analysis, it is useful to consider S(A, B, C) and T projected onto various subspaces of interest. To
this end, we introduce the following notation. Let ¢ > 0 be a threshold that we will specify later. For matrix
A, welet V11 and Uy 1 denote the spaces spanned by the left/right singular vectors of A with singular value
greater than o, and let Vj o = Vlﬁ, Uiz = Uﬁl. We can then write A = A; + Ay, where A; = ProjVLlA
contains the larger singular vectors and Ay = Projy, ,A contains the smaller singular vectors. Let P; be the
orthogonal projection onto the column-space of 7 (;) and define Az = A(I — Py), the projection of A onto
directions that are unrelated to the true tensor. Similarly, we define Uz 1,Usz 2, Va1, V2,2, P>, By, By, B3 for
matrix B and Us 1,Us 2, V3.1, V3,2, P53, C1, C5, Cs for matrix C'. Define S; ; ;, = S(Projvlﬂi,Projvzﬂj , Projvs,k)
and T j, = T (Projy, ., Projy, ,,Projy, ). We can decompose the tensor loss as

IS(A,B,C) =TIz =Y. |I8i;x(Ai,B;,Ci) = Tijll3-
i,5,k€{1,2}

Our analysis shows how to decrease the objective function if the regularizer or any one of the terms in the
right-hand sum is sufficiently large. In particular, after finding a second-order stationary point, the only
terms in this sum that may be large are when at least two of ¢, j, k are equal to 2. In this case, Algorithm [l
can be used to make further progress toward a local minimum.

4.4 Decreasing the Regularizer

We first show if the regularizer is large, then the gradient is large. This is very similar to Lemma [T
Lemma 13. If R(S,A,B,C) > 1, then |[Vf(S,A,B,C)||r > 4\7/K.

Proof. By assumption, I(S, A, B,C) > 7/2 and we have|VR||r = ||2IVI|r > 27'/2||VI||r. By Lemma [
and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have that

1 1 21
lFr>=——=|VI A B > _—(VI,(S,A,B =
IVillF 2 5= IVUIFI(S, A, B,C)|r 2 555(V1, (5, A, B,C)) = +

Then ||VR||F > 47/K. Since [|[Vf|% = ||\VR||% + || VL|%, we are done. O

4.5 Removing Extraneous Directions

We show that if the projection Ag in the incorrect subspace is large, the gradient must be large so the point
cannot be a local minimum.

Lemma 14. Let v = ©*(1'/*®). If R(S, A, B,C) < 7 and | As|r > 7, then
IVf(S, A, B.C)|r =" (r"/°).
Proof. Set v = C7'/48 where we choose C' to be a constant such that

72 2 max (r(r/2 4 7V, P ARSI 4 KR
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This particular definition allows us to simplify inequality (I0) below. Consider the direction AA = —As;.
When we step in this direction, the first-order perturbation of L(S, A+¢AA, B, C) is —2¢|S(As, B, C)||% (a
simple calculation). For the regularizer, observe that since Az = A(I—P3), we have (A+eAA)(A+eAA)T =
AAT — (2¢ — €2)A3AJ . Hence the first-order perturbation of R is

8eMN(S,A,B,C)(AAT — s(l)sg), A3A]) < 8?4 As|%.

Intuitively, we will show that the first-order decrease in L is greater than the first-order increase in R, so
that AA is aligned negatively with V4 f.
First, through very similar arguments to those found in the proof of Lemmas [ and {1l we have that

IS(As, B,C)|7 > |8(As3,8(2), 83))||7 — 27/ K® — /2 K* (7)

and if we set w to be the top left singular vector of Ag,

1
1S(As, 8(2), S 3))llr > 5118w, L D3] Asll» (8)
IS(u LI} = u'S1)S hyu
—u'AATu + UT(S(l)S(l) - AAT)U
1
> Ayl -7 0

Combining inequalities (@), (), and (@), we have
2 o 1 2 (1 2 1/4 ’ 1/4 76 _ _1/27-4
3,y = 1 3 - 3 - - -
15(As, B, O)llr = 7| Aslz | ~llAslE — 7 21 KT =T K (10)

Using the assumption || A3 || > 7 and the choice of 7y, we can simplify inequality (I0) to ||S(A3, B, C)||% >
%HA?,”% Now using the fact that A = 1/16r* and 71/% > 73/4, we have "21—T/fHA3||2F > 8AT3/4|| A3]|%. Thus,
we see that the first-order decrease in L is greater than the first-order increase in R, and the overall first-order
decrease in f is Q*(71/8|| A3]|2./2r*). The Taylor expansion of f implies that [(AA,V af)| > T;—jHAg”QF, 0
that

IVFlIr > (AA,VaD/IAA|F = Q7 (71/5y) = Q*(71/°),
which provides the desired bound on |V f|| . O

From this point forward, set o = /7. An important consequence of the fact that A3z is small is that if
T 2,11 is large enough, then A; must be rank deficient. This rank deficiency allows us to readily contruct a
direction of improvement when we are near a saddle point corresponding to a single missing direction. This
is also true when we are near saddle points corresponding to two or three missing directions; see section 7
To prove the rank deficiency, we use subspace perturbation bounds. The technical tool we use here is

Wedin’s Theorem [Wedirl, 1972, Stewart, [1998].

Theorem (Wedin’s Theorem, adapted from [Stewart [1998]). Let A, A, E € R4*" withd > r and A = A+E.
Write the singular value decompositions

A= (U, U) <§) Vi A= (U, U <§> al

Let ©® and ® denote the matrices of principal angles between the column spans of Uy, U, and V,V, respec-

tively. If there exists some 0 > 0 such that mino(X) > 6, then

2| E
(@l + [sin [z < Y2Er
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Lemma 15. Let M € R"™? and let M = M, + M, where rank(M) = rank(M,) = r. Let P, P, € R4
be the orthogonal projections onto the row spans of M and My, respectively. Let o be the smallest nontrivial
singular value of M. Then

2|| M-
1P By < MEIr,

Proof. This is a corollary of Wedin’s Theorem. Set A = M, A=M", and E = M, . Note that A and
A have full row rank, so we have the SVDs

A= (U, Uy) (?) Vi A= (U, U (§> 'l

where V, Varerxr orthogonal matrices, X, > are r X r, Uy, U, are d x r, and U, U, are d x (d—r). Since
V and V have the same column spans, we have that sin ® = 0. Further, it is a fact that |[P — Py||p =
V2| sin ®||p. By assumption, mino(X) = 0. Then Wedin’s Theorem states that

V2||El|r
o )

VIsin®|% + || sin @[3 <
and our result follows immediately. O

Lemma 16. Let P be the orthogonal projection onto the row-span of Ay. If rank(A1) =1 and ||As||r <7,
then | T(I—P,I,I)||r <2K./y. In particular, if any of the T1 ;1 (j, k = 1,2) is large, the rank of Ay must
be less than r.

Proof. Recall we set 0 = /7. Let P be the orthogonal projection onto the column-span of 7 ;). Write
Al,l = A1P1, Al)g = Al(I - Pl) Observe that ||A172||F S ||A3HF S v <o. Note that HAI - A1)1||F =
||[A;2]|F < o, which means that rank(A; 1) = r, since A; has distance at least o to the closest lower-rank
matrix.

Since A1 1 has rank r, its rows form a basis for the column-span of 7 (1), and so P is also the orthogonal
projection onto the row-span of A; ;. Then

||T(I_P7I71)HF = ”T(Pl _PvIvI)HF
<|TlrlIP: - Pl
§K2HA1,2||F

ag
< 2K.\/v,

where the penultimate line follows from Lemma [THl O

4.6 Improving S

Unlike the proof of Theorem [, we will first focus on the simple case of improving the core tensor 8. Note
that here we only try to make sure we get close to 71,11 as the components A, B, C may still be missing
directions.

Lemma 17. Set rg = /7. Assume R(S,A,B,C) < 1. Then
[T111 = S(A1,B1,C)|F > ko = [[VF(S,A,B,C)|lr = Q(*?).

Proof. Define 8* = T(Af, Bf,Cy), so that 8*(A1, B1,C1) = T1.1.1. We consider the direction AS =
8" —81.1,1. Observe that AS(A,B,C) =T111 — S(A1,B1,C1). We can write

S(A,B,C)-T= Y  8(Ai,B;,Cy)~Tijn

i,5,k€{1,2}
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and this is a sum of mutually orthogonal tensors. Hence, the the first-order perturbation of L(S+eAS, A, B, C)
is

2(S(A,B,C) —T,AS8(A,B,C)) = —2||AS(A, B, C)|[3.

The first-order perturbation in the regularizer (VsR,AS) is bounded by O(7%/%673) = o(c), since
|S*|lF = O(673). Therefore, the decrease in the tensor loss dominates all other first-order perturbations,
so we have a viable direction of improvement. In particular, by moving in direction eAS, we decrease the

objective function by
e Q| T11,1 — S(A1, B2, C)||F) = Q(erp).

The direction of movement has norm bounded by
1T vl e ATl B 2ICF |l < Ko™

By Cauchy-Schwarz, the gradient has norm at least Q(x2) x o = Q(7°/?). O

4.7 Adding missing directions

Finally, we try to add missing directions to A, B, C. As before we separate the cases into missing 1, 2 and 3
directions. This first case (missing one direction) is easy as it is a normal saddle point with negative Hessian.

Lemma 18. Set ; = 2Ko%/*. Assume R(S,A,B,C) < 7 and | As||r, | Bs||r, and |Cs||r are all less
than . If | Ta1all2 > k1, then V2f has a negative eigenvalue of at most —Q(a*9/%).

Proof. Since k1 > 2K /7, by Lemma [I6 we have rank(A;) < r.

By assumption, there exist unit vectors a € Uy 2, b € Uz 1, and ¢ € Us 1 such that T (a, b, ¢) > kq. Take
unit vectors u, v, w € R” such that A{u =0, B{ v = a;b, Bj v = 0, C] w = asc, and C, w = 0, where
«; > o for i = 1,2. In this situation, we are near a second-order saddle point, so we seek to demonstrate a
direction with sufficient negative curvature in the objective function. To this end, define

AA =ocua’ AS=u®vQw.

For a step size € > 0, our source of improvement in the tensor loss comes from the second-order perturbation
of L in this direction. We aim to compare the second-order decrease in L against the second-order increases
in L and R. The second-order perturbation in the tensor loss V2L applied to (AS,AA,0,0) is

2(S(A,B,C) - T,AS8(AA,B,C)) + |AS(A,B,C) + S(AA,B,C)|?
The magnitude of decrease in this perturbation is given by

(T,AS8(AA,B.C)) =oT(a,a1b, azc)
=ocaraxT (a,b,c)

> oa109K].
To bound the magnitude of the increase, observe that
IBB 0| r = |a1Bib||r < a1K; ||CCTwl|r < asK
Then we have

(8(A,B,C),AS(AA,B,C)) = (S(A,B,C),0a®B'veo C w)
=08(Aa, BB"v,CC"w)
< 02a1a2K3 (11)
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Additionally,
IAS(A, B,C)||} = A7 u ® a1b® azel|%

< o?aias
”SEFI)UH%‘ = UT(S(l)S(Tl) ~AAN Y u+u'AATu
<7Vt 4o

IS(AA, B,C)||3 = o*|lau'S1)(B @ C)|%
< o?|ISyulFIBIRIC|%
< 02K4(T1/4+0'2)

Putting this together, we bound ||AS(A, B,C) + S(AA, B, C)||% above by

2
(0&1042 + oK%/ 11/4 4+ 02) (12)

In light of the definition of 1 and inequalities (I]) and (I2), the second-order perturbation in L is —Q(caj aaky),
i.e. L decreases to second-order in this direction.

Now we turn our attention to the regularizer. We need to show that the second-order increase in the
regularizer doesn’t overwhelm the decrease in L. Note that the regularizer is degree 4 with respect to
|AAT — 8(1)82—1) |7 (and same terms for B and C'), so the second order derivatives have a quadratic term
in ||[AAT — S(l)Sa)HF, which is O(71/%) = o(oa;azk:); higher-order terms are negligible in comparison.

We've shown that the loss function decreases by at least Q(caiasry) - €2. Since our direction of im-

provement has constant norm, this implies that V2 f has an eigenvalue that is smaller than —Q(ocajagki) =
—Q(a/). O

Next, we need to deal with the high order saddle points. Here our main observation is that if we choose
directions randomly in the correct subspace, then the perturbation is going to have a reasonable correlation
with the residual tensor with constant probability. This is captured by the following anti-concentration
property:

Lemma 19. Let X € R4 x%xds gnd let a € R, b € R%, ¢ € R% be independent, uniformly distributed
unit vectors. There exist positive numbers C1 = Q(1/y/didads) = Q*(1),Co = Q(1) such that

Pr{|X(a,b,c)| > C1||X||r] > Ca.

Proof. Although our Algorithm [ for sampling missing directions only requires uniform unit vectors (from
appropriate subspaces), we construct these vectors as normalized Gaussian vectors for this lemma in order
to apply a Gaussian polynomial anti-concentration result (Theorem 8 in (Carbery and Wright [2001]). As
such, let a’,b’, ¢ be independent standard Gaussian random vectors (of appropriate dimension) and set
a = d/|alz, b = b/||t|2, and ¢ = ¢/||c'||2. Note that there exists some constant p > 0 such that
lla’ll2 < 2V/dq, ||b||2 < 2v/dz, and ||¢/|| < 2+/d3 with probability at least p. Next, note that EX (a’,b',¢’) = 0
and

Var[X(a',b', )] = E(X(a, b, c)?)
_ E(X(a’a’T, blb/T,CICIT),X>
=(X(I,I1,I),x)
= [ X[

Now X(a’,b',c')/||X||F is a degree three polynomial function with unit variance, so the anti-concentration
inequality implies that for any € > 0,

Pr(|X(a', b, ¢)/|| X]||r| < €] < O(1)e'/”.

Simply choosing a constant € and re-arranging terms completes the proof. O
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Using this idea, when 7221 is large, we show how to get a direction of improvement.

Lemma 20. Set ry = 2Ko'/%. Assume R(S,A,B,C) < 7 and | As||r, | Bs|lr, and |Cs||r are all less
than . Further assume that | T 21,12, | T 1,212, and || T11,2|l2 are each less than k1. Let a,b, c,u,v, w be
the output of Algorithm [ given the input A, B,C,0,(2,2,1). Define the directions AA =ua', AB = vb',
AS =u@v@w. If |T22.1ll2 > K2, then with constant probability, a step in these directions decreases the
objective function by Q* (a'%/%).

Proof. First, observe that ky > 2K /7, which implies that rank(A;) < r and rank(B;) < r by Lemma[I6 Set
a such that ac = C] w, and note that a > ¢. Per lemma [0 with constant probability we have |7 (a, b, ¢)|
is with some constant factor of || T2,2.1]]2. Therefore, with constant probability, |T (a,b, ¢)| > Cka for some
positive constant C.
Observe that p(d) := f(S+06AS, A+5AA, B+3AB, C) defines a degree 8 polynomial in §. Set § = o'/%,

For convenience, define the following expressions related to the perturbations of L:

Ly=8(A,B,C)-T

L =AS(A,B,C)+S(AA,B,C)+S(A,AB,C)

Ly =AS(AA,B,C)+ AS(A,AB,C)+ S(AA,AB,C)

L; = AS(AA,AB,C)

We can upper bound each of these terms in norm, e.g.
|L1]|Fr =|[ATu® BTov® CTw+S(ua’, B,C) + S(A,vb",C)| r
< o?a+ 2K/ 111 + o2
= O(ao? + o).
Through similar calculations, we have ||La||p = O(ao + o) and ||Ls||p = O(«). The perturbation in the

tensor loss is then
63(Lo, L) + 6(Lo, L1) + 6%(Lo, Ly) + ||6L1 + 6°Ly + 63 Ls||%. (13)

Here the first term is responsible for the decrease in tensor loss:
§3(Lo, L3) = °a(S(A,B,C) - T,a®@b®c)
< 8%a(K?0* — T(a,b,c))
= —5%aQ (k).

For the other terms, we show that they are small enough so they will not cancel this improvement. Observe
that

(Lo, L1) = (Lo, AS(A, B,C)) + (Lo, S(ua’, B,C) + S(A,vb",C))
= O(ao?) + O(k10).

The O(k10) term appears because ||S21,1(A, B,C) — T211llr = O(k1), [|8121(A4,B,C) — T1,21]|
O(Iil).

For the next term, we note that (Lo, Lo) is a sum of three inner products, any two of which we can
make nonpositive by flipping the sign of AS and one of AA, AB (doing so doesn’t change the amount by
which the tensor loss decreases). Hence, by design of Algorithm [Il with constant probability we know that
(Lo, L2) < 0. As a result, we know ([3) is at most —3%af)(kz2).

We now consider the perturbations of the regularizer. Define the following terms:

log=AA"T =818y, l2=BB' - 81580y, ls=CC" —838(
1 =AAAT + AAAT - S1)(AS) ) — (AS)1)S |y
lip=BAB' + ABB" — 8(3)(AS);, — (AS) )8y

s =—8@(A8)f5 — (As)(3)5(T3), los = —(AS8)(3)(A8) 5

F =
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We bound these terms in norm as follows:

llallr = |Aau’ +ua' AT —uS(I,v,w)" — S(I,v,w)u'|r
< 2[|Az[[r + 2|8, v, w)|[r
<20+ 2V 71l4 4 o2
= O(o).
Likewise, ||l1.2]|r = O(0), ||l1.3llr = O(c), and ||l23]| = O(1). Also note that ||lg||r < 7%/* for i = 1,2,3.
Using this, we have
llo1 + 6l1allr < O(Y/*) + O(60)
10,2 + 61 2|lF < O(7'/*) + O(60)
llo.3 + 0l1.3 + 8la 5] F < O(r*/*) + O(30) + O(82).
All of these terms are dominated by O(6?), and so the perturbed regularizer is bounded by O(6%) = O(¢?) =

o(c'%/8). Hence, we see that the decrease in the tensor loss dominates the increase in the regularizer, as
desired. O

We next address the case where T 229 is large, which corresponds to A;, By, C; being rank deficient.

Lemma 21. Set k3 = 2Ko'/2. Assume R(S,A,B,C) < 7 and | As||r, |Bs|lr, and |Cs||r are all less
than ~y. Further assume that || T211l2, |T1,2.1ll2, and || T11.2]2 and each less than k1, while | T2.2.1] 2,
1T 21,2ll2, and ||T1,2,2]|2 are each less than ka. Let a,b,c,u,v,w be the output of Algorithm [0 with input
A,B,C,0,(2,2,2). Define the directions AA = ua’, AB = vb", AC = we', AS =uvw. If
H7'272,/2H2 > kg3, then with constant probability, a step in these directions decreases the objective function by
Q*(O'B 4).

Proof. First observe that k3 > 2K /7, which by Lemma [I€ means that rank(A;), rank(B;), and rank(C1)
are all strictly less than r. Then A;, By, and C; are all missing directions from the relevant subspaces of
T, and we are near a fourth-order saddle point. By lemma[I9] with constant probability, |T (a, b, ¢)| > Cks
for some positive constant C'.

Again let p(6) = f(S+0AS, A+5AA, B+JAB,C+5AC), and set § = 0'/%. As in the proof of lemma
BQ let for : =0,...,4, let L; denote the i-th order perturbation term in

(S+AS)(A+AA,B+AB,C+AC)-T.
We can upper bound each of these terms in norm, e.g.
L1l = [|[ATu®@ BTo® C w4+ S(ua',B,C) + S(A,vb",C)
+8(A, B,we')|r
< 80° + K2(HS(U,I, I)HF + HS(Ivva)”F + HS(IvIv'w)HF)
< 803 + 3K/ 71/4 + 252
= O(o).

Through similar calculations, we have ||La|| = O(o) and ||Ls|| = O(c). On the other hand, ||L4]] < 1 and
|[Lo|] < 2K. The perturbation in the tensor loss is then

4

> (Li, Lj)s (14)

i,j=0
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The decrease in the tensor loss is due to the following term:
6*(Lo, Ly) = 6*(S(A,B,C) — T, a®@b® c)
< 04Ko® —T(a,b,c))
= —649(,%3)
—Q(03/%).
By a simple Cauchy-Schwarz bound, the other perturbation terms in (I4) are all bounded by O(c + §%) =
O(o) = o(c%/%).

Now we analyze the perturbations of the regularizer. As before, define the terms
log=AAT =818y, l2=BB' —=8158(y, ls=CCT —838(
hi=AAAT + AAAT - 81)(AS) ) — (A8) 1Sy
iz =BAB"T + ABB' — 83 (AS)], — (A8)(2)8 (5
lis=CACT + ACCT — 85)(AS) () — (AS) (S (3

We bound these terms in norm as follows:
lliallr = |Aau’ +ua’ AT —uS(I,v,w)" — S(I,v,w)u’|r
< 2[[Az|lr + 2SI, v, w)|F

<20 + 2V 714 4 o2

= O(o).
Likewise, ||l1 ]|z = O(0) for i = 2,3, and of course ||lg||r < 7'/ for i = 1,2,3. Again,
ll0,i + 0lillF < O(7Y/*) + O(60)

and using this, we can bound the perturbed regularizer as O(6%*0*) = o(c®/*). Hence, the decrease in the
tensor loss dominates all other perturbations, and we improve the objective function by 9(03/ 4. O

4.8 Algorithm Description and Proof of Main Theorem

Before sketching the algorithm we will first prove Lemma and explain some of the parameter choices.
Refer to Table [ for a list of the numerical quantities that were introduced.

Proof of LemmalIZ. Set T small enough so that kg, dk1 + K30, dka+ K202, drg + Ko® < \/e/4 and T < €/2.
We then set 7 = ©*(7) from Lemma [ and 75 = ©(c'%/4) from Lemma I8

Now assume that conditions (1), (2), and (3) from the statement of the Lemma fail to hold. We seek to
show that f(S, A, B,C) < e. By Lemma [[3 and our choice of 71, we have that R(S,A,B,C) < 7 < ¢/2.
By Lemma[I4] we have that | A3, || Bs| r, ||Cs]| r are all less than 7. By Lemmal[I7, we have that || 7111 —
S(A,B.C)|r < ko. By Lemma [I8 we have that |7 ;|2 < k1 for (i,5,k) € {(2,1,1),(1,2,1),(1,1,2)}.
By Lemma 20] we have that |77 x|l < k2 for (i,7,k) € {(2,2,1),(2,1,2),(1,2,2)}. By Lemma [21] we have
that HT272,2H2 < K3.

Combining all of these bounds, we have

f(8.A,B,C) = R(8,A,B,C) + Y _ |Si;x(Ai, B;,Cr) — Tijulp
N
< €/2+ kg +3(K30 + dr1)? + 3(K?0? + dra)? + (Ko® + dr3)?
<€/24¢€/2,

as desired.
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We now sketch our algorithm in Algorithm [l The algorithm basically tries to follow the main Lemma [T2]
If the point has large gradient or negative eigenvalue in Hessian, we can just use any standard local search
algorithm. When the point is a higher order saddle point, we use Algorithm [ as in Lemma 20 or Lemma 2T]
to generate directions of improvements.

Algorithm 2 Local search algorithm for Tucker decomposition
Require: tensor 7T, error threshold e
Choose thresholds 77, 75 according to Lemma 12
repeat
Run a local search algorithm to find (71, 72)-second order stationary point.
Call Algorithm [l for 4, j, k = 1,2 to generate improvement directions, repeat for O(log1/¢) times.
if any of the generated directions improve the function value by at least Q*(c'°/%) then
Move in the direction.
Break.
end if

until no direction of improvement can be found

Now we are ready to prove Theorem

Proof of Theorem[2 By Lemma [I2] for any (71, 72)-second order stationary point, if f > e Lemma 20 and
Lemma 2] will be able to generate a direction of improvement that improves the function value by at least
Q*(0'°/8) with constant probability. Since the initial point has constant loss, if a direction of improvement
is found for more than O*(1/0'%/8) iterations, then the function value must already be smaller than e.
After the repetition, the probability that we find a direction of improvement is at least 1 —o(c). By union
bound, we know that with high probability for all the iterations we can find a direction of improvement. [

5 Conclusion

In this paper we showed that the standard nonconvex objective for Tucker decomposition with appropriate
regularization does not have any spurious local minima. We further gave a local search algorithm that can
optimize a regularized version of the objective in polynomial time. There are still many open problems for
the optimization of the Tucker decomposition objective. For example, in many applications, the low rank
tensor 7T is not known exactly. We either have significant additive noise 7 + &, or observe only a subset
of entries of T (tensor completion). Local search algorithms on the nonconvex objective are able to handle
similar settings for matrices , ] We hope our techniques in this paper can be extended to give
stronger guarantees for noisy Tucker decomposition and tensor completion.
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