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Abstract

The generalized orthogonal Procrustes problem (GOPP) plays a fundamental role in sev-
eral scientific disciplines including statistics, imaging science and computer vision. Despite
its tremendous practical importance, it is generally an NP-hard problem to find the least
squares estimator. We study the semidefinite relaxation (SDR) and an iterative method
named generalized power method (GPM) to find the least squares estimator, and inves-
tigate the performance under a signal-plus-noise model. We show that the SDR recovers
the least squares estimator exactly and moreover the generalized power method with a
proper initialization converges linearly to the global minimizer to the SDR, provided that
the signal-to-noise ratio is large. The main technique follows from showing the nonlinear
mapping involved in the GPM is essentially a local contraction mapping and then apply-
ing the well-known Banach fixed-point theorem finishes the proof. In addition, we analyze
the low-rank factorization algorithm and show the corresponding optimization landscape is
free of spurious local minimizers under nearly identical conditions that enables the success
of SDR approach. The highlight of our work is that the theoretical guarantees are purely
algebraic and do not assume any statistical priors of the additive adversaries, and thus it
applies to various interesting settings.
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1 Introduction

Given a set of multiple point clouds, how to find a rotation for each point cloud such that
all the transformed point clouds are well aligned? This problem, known as rigid point clouds
registration and also generalized orthogonal Procrustes problem (GOPP), has found numerous
applications in computer vision [42] (multi-view point clouds registration), statistics [24] 25| 45],
shape analysis [49], cryo-electron microscopy [17, [43] [47, [46], and robotics [44]. In particular, it
is also an important subproblem of the Procrustes matching problem [8], 20, 28] [38].

In this work, we consider each point cloud A; is a noisy copy of a common point cloud
A € R transformed by an unknown d x d orthogonal matrix O;:

A, =0,A+A;, 1<i<n, (1.1)
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where {A;}!' ;| is any arbitrary additive noise. Our goal is to recover (A, O;) from {A;}? ;. In
matrix form, we define

Ay O, AN
D:=|:|=0A+A where O:= | : | €0d)*", A:=|:|cR"m (1.2
A, O, AN

where O(d) denotes the set of all d x d orthogonal matrices.

1.1 Least squares estimation

One approach is to find the least squares estimator by minimizing f(S, A) :

F(S,A) =" [SiA — Al = nl|AI” —2) (A, 8] A)+ ) || A%

i=1 =1 i=1

where ST = [S],---,8,] is an element in O(d)®". For any fixed S € O(d)®", the global
minimizer for A is A = n~! Yoy SZT A;. Therefore, the least squares estimation is equivalent
to find the global minimizer to the following program:

min — > (4:4], 58[) = min —(C,88T) (P)

5;€0(d - Se0(d)®n

where Cj; = AiAjT and C = DD is the data matrix:
C=(0A+A)OA+A) =0AATO" + AATOT + OAAT + AAT. (1.3)

For n = 2, (D)) can be easily solved by performing singular value decomposition [45]. How-
ever, it becomes much more challenging for large n to find the global minimizer to ([P) [24} 4T [48].
In fact, (P)) is a well-known NP-hard problem even if d = 1. Therefore, one would seek for al-
ternative methods to approximate the global solution to this nonconvex program.

1.2 Convex relaxation and its tightness

Among many existing approaches, semidefinite relaxation (SDR) is one of the most powerful
methods. One common SDR uses the fact that X = SST is positive semidefinite and also its
diagonal block is I;. Using these two observations gives a convex program:

min — <C,X> st. X >0, Xy =1, (SDR)
XeRndxnd
Despite that this SDR is solvable with a polynomial-time algorithm, the main question is
whether this SDR produces a solution close to the least squares estimator. In [7], Bandeira,
Khoo, and Singer conjectured that a threshold exists such that if the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
is above this threshold, the SDR succeeds in recovering the least squares estimator. Roughly
speaking, if the noise strength ||A|| is weaker than the signal || A||, the SDR can find the global
minimizer to a highly nonconvex problem. In this work, we will try to investigate the following
question
When does the SDR recover the least squares estimator?

This is known as the tightness of the SDR: the global minimizer to (SDRI) is rank-d.

Convex relaxation has proven to be one powerful approach to solve the generalized orthog-
onal Procrustes problem [9] 6 17, 40, [41), 47, 48]. The (SDR)) is a convex relaxation of ([P
and it generalizes the famous Goemans-Williamson relaxation [23] of the graph Max-Cut. After
solving the SDR, one needs to round the solution to orthogonal matrices. This relaxation plus
rounding strategy has enjoyed remarkable successes and can produce satisfactory approximate
solutions [0 40]. On the other hand, as pointed out in [7], the SDR is tight, i.e., it directly pro-
duces the globally optimal solution to (P]) and the rounding procedure is not necessary. Similar



phenomena have been observed in a series of applications arising from signal processing and
machine learning such as matrix completion [16], blind deconvolution [3], phase retrieval [14],
multi-reference alignment [5], and community detection [I] in which the optimal solution to
the SDR is exactly the ground truth solution. However, unlike these aforementioned examples,
the least squares estimator usually do not match the ground truth signal in the generalized
orthogonal Procrustes problem. The similar issue also arises in angular synchronization [4} [61],
orthogonal group synchronization [34] 30, [47, [56], and orthogonal trace-sum maximization [60].
This has created many difficulties in analyzing the tightness of convex relaxation which requires
significantly different techniques from the previous examples [I], B, [5], [14] [16].

1.3 Generalized power method (GPM)

As the SDR is expensive to solve, we also consider an iterative method named generalized
power method to efficiently find the least squares estimator. The algorithm follows a two-step
procedure: (a) start with an initialization O via spectral method; (b) update the iterate O! by

o't =p,(COoY) (1.4)

where CO* € R">? and P, (-) : R">*¢ — O(d)®" maps each d x d block to a d x d orthogonal
matrix by

P(X) = argmingeo) [1Q — X |17 (1.5)

whose global minimizer is @ = UV " where U and V are the left and right singular vectors of
X € R™9 respectively.

Algorithm 1 Generalized power methods for the GOPP

. Compute the top d left singular vectors U € R"*? of D in ([2) with U'U = I,.
: Compute P(U;) for all 1 < i < n where U; is the ith d x d block of U.

. Initialize O° = P, (U) € R"¥*4,

. Ol =P, (COY, t=0,1,--

: Stop when the iteration stabilizes.

T = W N =

Generalized power method is much more efficient than the convex relaxation. However, this
two-step approach is essentially nonconvex and has the risk of getting stuck at stationary points
or local minimizer. On the other hand, the output of the GPM is usually quite satisfactory and
is even equal to the solution to (SDR]). Therefore, we would like to theoretically justify why
this efficient nonconvex approach is successful, especially in the regime of high signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR). In particular, we are interested in answering this question:

When does the generalized power method to recover the least squares estimator exactly?

In practice, the first-order optimization methods [2, [9] 211 [39} 59] are quite popular in solving
medium/large-scale convex programs. The main idea is first to find a proper initialization and
show that global convergence of the algorithm is guaranteed with this carefully-chosen initial-
ization [I5], I8, 27, B7]. For the generalized orthogonal Procrustes problem, we will focus on the
generalized power method (GPM) since it has been successfully applied to the group synchro-
nization problem. The GPM was first proposed and analyzed in joint alignment problem [18],
angular synchronization [10, 35l [61], and was later extended to orthogonal group synchroniza-
tion [36, B0] and community detection under the stochastic block model [57]. The work [6I] by
Zhong and Boumal analyzed the global convergence of the GPM to the least squares estimator
in angular synchronization. Later on, [36] studied the convergence of the GPM in the orthogonal
group (and its subgroup) synchronization and provided a unified analysis on the error bound for
the iterates. The analysis of the GPM algorithm combined with spectral initialization in [61]
has also been extended to the orthogonal group synchronization and the generalized orthogonal
Procrustes problem with additive Gaussian noise in [31 [30] and [33] respectively. However, it
remains unclear whether the GPM works for the orthogonal Procrustes problem under arbitrary
adversaries, which is the focus of this work.



1.4 Optimization landscape of low-rank factorization

The generalized power method works well empirically to solve the generalized Procrustes prob-
lem if the noise is small compared with the signal. More surprisingly, even without spectral
initialization, the power method still recovers a tight solution. To partially explain this phe-
nomenon, we investigate the performance of the Burer-Monteiro approach. The Burer-Monteiro
approach [12] T3] @] replaces the orthogonality constraints of each O; in ([P]) by an element on
the Stiefel manifold St(d, p) := {S; € R¥>?: 8,81 = I,;} [2, 1],

i — C;:,S;S] BM
guin ZJ} 7,887 (BM)

This family of optimization programs (BM]) with different p is an “interpolation” between ([P])
and (SDR): if p = d, (BM)) equals (P)) and if p = nd, (BM]) is exactly the (SDRI]). Despite
the nonconvexity of (BM), it has been observed that even if the rank is quite small, the algo-
rithm still does not often get stuck at spurious local minima even with random initialization.
Therefore, we are interested in the following question:

Are there no other local minima in (BM) besides the global minima?

It has been shown that no spurious local minima exist for a class of the SDPs, i.e., the
optimization landscape is benign, if the rank of the factorization p is sufficiently large, namely
greater than the square root of the number of the constraints [11l 55]. Many works have
shown that the landscape of the nonconvex objective function is benign under nearly identical
conditions that enable the success of the SDR. Examples include phase retrieval [51], phase
synchronization and community detection [32], orthogonal group synchronization [34], matrix
completion [22] and dictionary learning [50]. Therefore, we aim to provide a bound on the rank
of the factorization that theoretically guarantees a benign optimization landscape for the GOPP
under arbitrary noise.

2 Main results

We denote vectors and matrices by boldface letters & and X respectively. For a given matrix
X, X is the transpose of X and X = 0 means X is symmetric and positive semidefinite. Let
I, be the identity matrix of size n x n, and J,, and 1,, be the n x n matrix and n x 1 vector
with all entries equal to 1. For two matrices X and Y of the same size, their inner product is
(X,)Y)=Tr(X'Y) = >ij XijYij. Let [| X|| be the operator norm and || X || be the Frobenius
norm. We denote the ith largest and the smallest singular value of X by 0;(X) and omin(X)
respectively. For a non-negative function f(x), we write f(z) < g(x) and f(z) = O(g(x)) if
there exists a positive constant Cy such that f(x) < Cpg(z) for all z.

2.1 Main theorems

Define the SNR (signal-to-noise ratio) as
(2.1)

Let & be the condition number of A, i.e., kK = opax(A)/omin(A). Now we present our first main
result on the tightness of the SDR.

Theorem 2.1 (Tightness of the SDR). Suppose
SNR > 30x°Vd,

the (SDRI) is tight and recovers the unique global minimizer to (D)), i.e., the global minimizer
to the SDR is unique and exactly rank-d.



Theorem 2.1] does not assume any statistical models on A. The sufficient condition for the
tightness is completely algebraic and works for any type of additive adversaries. In other words,
solving (SDR)) yields the least squares estimator to the generalized Procrustes problem in the
high SNR regime. We proceed to present the convergence of the GPM.

Theorem 2.2 (Convergence of the GPM). Suppose
SNR > 35+*Vd,

the generalized power method with spectral initialization recovers the globally optimal solution
to the SDR with linear convergence

dp(0',0) < p'dp(0°,0), p<1,

where O and OOT are the unique globally optimal solution to (D) and SDR) respectively.
Moreover,

min |0 — OQ||r < 7k* SNR™' Vnd.
Qe0(d)

Theorem gives an efficient algorithm to produce the globally optimal solution to (P
and (SDR]). Moreover, the sufficient conditions in Theorem [Z] and 2.2 are almost the same.

Finally, we will discuss the optimization landscape of (BMI), whose proof is characterized via
Theorem 2.8 in [32].

Theorem 2.3 (Optimization landscape of the Burer-Monteiro factorization). Suppose

that

T2V d(p + 2K%d + d — 2)
p—2k2d+d—2

then any second order critical point S € St(d,p)®" is global and SS' is equal to the unique

global minimizer to (SDR). In particular, p > 2x%d + 2 along with SNR > 35x*\/d suffices to

ensure a benign optimization landscape.

SNR >

and SNR > 35k*Vd,

Theorem justifies why gradient-based approach do not suffer from getting stuck at any
local minimizers in (BM]) as every local minimizer in (BM]) is a global minimizer to (SDRI)
provided that p is slightly larger than d in the high SNR regime.

2.2 Applications in two statistical models

Example: Gaussian noise model. Consider

A, =0,A+cW,;,, 1<i<n, (2.2)
where W; € R¥™™ ig a Gaussian random matrix. In this case, it suffices to have
Umin(A) > Umin(A)
max [|A;l| T o(v/d+ /m + +/27y]logn)
where max |[W;|| < Vd + /m + v/2vIogn holds with probability at least 1 — 2n =71, following
from [54, Theorem 2.26] and [53, Theorem 7.3.1].
Corollary 2.4. Consider the model [2.2]) and assume

1 Umin(A)
o< .
35k4Vd  Vd + /m + /2yTogn

the GPM with spectral initialization converges linearly to the global minimizer to (SDRI]) with
probability at least 1 — 2n~7+1,

Under the same setting, [33] Theorem 3.2] proves that
o < 1 Umin(A)
~ rAd VA4 /m/n+2yTogn

is needed for the global convergence of the GPM and the tightness of SDR. Our bound (2.3])
is sub-optimal particularly if m is very large, in which increasing n does not help improve the

bound in (23] unlike (24]).

SNR := > 35x4/d

(2.3)

(2.4)



Example: uniform corruption model Consider A = [ay,- - ,a,,] consists of m points on
S?1. Each point cloud A; is constructed as follows:

i.1.d. . _
a;; = pi;a; + (1 — <p,~j)z,~j, Pij SRS Ber(&), Zij ~ Unlf(Sd 1) (2.5)

where a;; denotes the j-th point in the i-th point cloud. The matrix form of the i-th point
cloud equals

A; =0A + A(diag(p;) — 011,) + Zi (I, — diag(e;))

where @; = [pi1, - ,gpl-m]—r. The noisy part of A; can be written into:
m
A; = Z Aij, Aij = ((QDZ] — H)aj + (1 — QDZ']')ZZ']') e;-r.
j=1

To apply Theorem 2] and [2.2] it suffices to estimate ||A;|| and the singular values of A, which
is quite standard via the matrix Bernstein inequality [52], Theorem 1.4]. We leave the proof to
Section

Corollary 2.5. Consider the model ([Z35]) and assume

(2.6)

4
1292max{400“ dlogn(m + d) 1 }

vm T (1404 \/12dlog n(m + d))?

and
m 2 K8d log? n(m + d),

the GPM with spectral initialization converges linearly to the global minimizer to (SDRI]) with
probability at least 1 — 2(n(m + d)) ™.

We proceed to perform some experiments to see if Corollary is tight empirically, and
then we will discuss more on the optimality and sub-optimality of our result.

For the experiments, we will run the generalized power method with random initialization
O". Once the iterates {O!} stabilize, we verify its global optimality via convex analysis. More
precisely, the algorithm stops if

||Ot+1(0t+1)'l' _ Ot(Ot)THF < 10—6

or reaches the maximum number of iterations. We consider O as an approximate global
minimizer if

[(A* —C)O!| <107¢, N1 (A'=C) >0
where A! is a symmetric block-diagonal matrix whose ith block equals A%, = ([CO'];[CO|)'/?
and A\gy1(A" — C) denotes the (d + 1)th smallest eigenvalue of A' — C.

For the additive Gaussian model, we do not repeat the experiments here: the simulations
in [33] indicate that if o, (OA) > 1.89||W || where [|W|| < Vnd + v/m + 2y/nlogn, i.c., then
the GPM converges to the global minimizer of the SDR with high probability. For the uniform
corruption model, we set different (d, n,m) in the experiment, and 6 varies from 0 to 1. For each
set of (d,n,m,0), we run 20 experiments and calculate the proportion of the global convergence
of the (I4]), as shown in Figure [l We can see that the phase transition boundary between the
black region (failure) and the white one (success) is quite sharp. To see how the signal-to-noise
affects the convergence, we plot ||OA|/||A]| v.s. the frequency of success in the right column.
The empirical experiments show that ||OA|/||A|l > 2, the tightness holds.

Here we provide a brief discussion on how optimal our result is. Given D = OA + A, we
define another notion of the signa-to-noise ratio as:

_ loA]

N = .
SNRs = T1a]

(2.7)
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Figure 1: Phase transition for the tightness/global convergence of the GPM. Left column: black
region: the tightness of the (L4l fails; white region: the tightness holds; Right column: the
frequency of success v.s. ||OA|/|A|l

This notion of the SNR arises naturally in bounding the estimator of O via spectral method,
i.e., extracting the top d left singular values U of D with U U = nly, and then it holds from



Davis-Kahan theorem that

2[|Al 2
— min |[U -0Q)| < = .
\/_ n QeO(d) | | Vnomin(A) — |A]| £"'SNRg—1
This implies that the spectral method provides a non-trivial error bound if SNRg is at least
greater than a constant. In our numerical experiments indicate that if SNRg > 2 for both two
models, then the global convergence of the GPM holds. Now we proceed to compare SNR, and
SNRg whose difference is mainly on the measure of noise. Let

Vvnmax || Al V|l A|
=~+—————>1 andthen SNRg kESNR.
A T Ve Tmax A

Based on SNRg > 2 from our numerical experiments, we have a bound in terms of the SNR:

SNRg 2
> 2
kE TR

which differs from our bound in Theorem (2.1]) and (22 by a factor that involves &, x and d.
The main difference comes from £ as it may vary significantly in specific cases. In particular, if
¢ is large, then our bound is far away from the phase transition boundary in the simulations.
Now we roughly approximate £ in the two applications: in both models, if m > d, then our
bound is sub-optimal; while m/d = O(1), the theoretical bound provides a tight bound.

SNR =

Gaussian noise model For A = oW, then we have |[W{ < vnd + y/m + 2y/nlogn, and
max ||W;|| < Vd+ /m + 2y/Togn. Then

\/ d++/n +2\/nlogn <0 m + logn
vnd+ /m+ 2y/nlogn d

for some constant C' > 0 where m > d + 1. In other words, & only depends on m/d: if m > d,
then our bound is not tight.

Uniform corruption model For the uniform corruption model (2.3)), it holds that

Al < \/(1 —0)max{m/d,n}logn(m+d), |A; < \/(1 — 6)md—1logn(m + d)

from the Bernstein inequality. Therefore, we have

_y/nmax || A nm/d ) m
§="ma = \/ max {m/d, n} S/ min {”’E}'

This implies that if m/d and n are both large, then £ > 1 and our theorem is sub-optimal.

3 Proofs

Before we proceed to the proof, we first introduce a few notations and two useful theorems that
will be used later. Note that the value of (P]) remains the same if we multiply S € O(d)®" by
another orthogonal matrix from the right side. We resolve this ambiguity by using the following
distance for two elements X and Y € R"¥*4 by

dp(X,Y):= min | X -Y 3.1
P(X.Y) = min X - Y Q| (3.1)
where the minimizer @ = P(Y " X) is given in (LH). One can verify (B is indeed a distance
and satisfies triangle inequality. The distance dp(-,-) can be computed exactly by using

dp(X,Y) = | X[|F + [Y[F - 2| X Y.



where || - ||« denotes the matrix nuclear norm, i.e., the sum of singular values. In particular, if
X and Y are both in O(d)®", then

d%(X,Y) =2nd - 2| X Y. (3.2)

To measure how close a given element S € O(d)®" is to the ground truth state, i.e., OQ €
O(d)®" for some Q € O(d, p), we define an e-neighborhood around O in O(d)®" c R¥*¢4;

N.:=<S8€0(d)®: mi S-0 = mi S, —0,Q|% < dp. 3.3
{ (@°": guin, IS - 0Qlr = guin, 5°/l1Si - OQIE < Vad . (3

For any S € N, we have
e’d T T
1-— 7 n § Umin(S O) § O'max(s O) S n (34)

which follows from 2nd — 2||STO||s < €?nd and oy (STO) < n.
One important supporting theorem is the optimality condition of (SDRI). This result pro-
vides a simple sufficient condition to certify whether a candidate solution is a global minimizer

to ([P) and (SDR).

Theorem 3.1 (Characterization of global optimality). The matriv X = SST with
S € O(d)®" is a global minimizer to (SDR) if there exists a block-diagonal matriz A =
blkdiag(A11, -+ , Apy) € R with Ay € R such that

CS=AS, A-Cx=0. (3.5)

Moreover, if A— C is of rank (n—1)d, then X is the unique global minimizer, and S is rank-d
and equals the global minimizer to (D).

This optimality condition can be found in several places including [0 Theorem 3.4], [34],
Proposition 5.1] and [44] Theorem 7], whose proof follows from the standard routine of duality
theory in convex optimization. The other supporting result is the very well-known contraction
principle, which will be used to analyze the convergence of the generalized power method.

Theorem 3.2. Banach contraction principle, [26, Theorem 1.1] Let (X, d) be a complete
metric space and T : X — X be a contraction map, i.e.,

d(T(2),T(y)) < pd(z,y), Vr,yeX

for an absolute positive constant p < 1. Then there is a unique fived point u and T'(x) converges
towu ast — oo for each x € X with

d(T"(x),u) < p"d(x,u).

3.1 An overview of the proof

Define the operator 7 on R"¢*4:

T(X) = Po(CX), (3.6)

for any X € O(d)®" and Algorithm [l becomes O'*! = T(O"). Under certain conditions on e
and SNR, we will first prove T is a contraction mapping on N; moreover, for any X € N,
T(X) still stays in N and T(X) converges to a unique fixed point and the limiting point
corresponds to the global minimizer to the SDR.

For the tightness of SDR and the convergence of generalized power method, we consider two
sets of conditions on € and SNR.

e Condition (a) for the tightness of SDR:

eVd=0.19x"2, SNR > 30x*Vd. (3.7)



e Condition (b) for the convergence of GPM with spectral initialization:

eVd = 7>VdSNR™!, SNR > 35x*V/d. (3.8)

Proposition 3.3. T is a contraction mapping from N. to N, under both B1) and (B3).
The proof of Proposition is a direct consequence of Proposition B.4] and

Proposition 3.4 (Lipschitz continuity of 7 on N.). For X and Y € N, it holds that

dp(T(X), T(Y)) < pdr(X,Y)

where
22 <2e¢3 +(2+SNR™Y) SNR*l)
_SNR) := . 3.9
ple,SNR) := 17— (2d/2+ (2 + SNR1)SNR 1) (3:9)
Proposition 3.5 (7 maps N, to itself). Suppose
4r? (e2d/2 + K 1Vd(2 + SNRY) SNR*)
n(e, SNR) := <eVd (3.10)

2— (e2d/2+k(2+SNR™)SNR™!)  —
then we have T (X) € N for any X € N..

Proof of Proposition Proposition [3.4] and imply that 7 is a contraction mapping on
N if p(e,SNR) < 1 and 7(e, SNR) < ev'nd. We will now verify them under (B7) and (B.8)).
For Condition (a) in B7), we have ev/d = 0.19x~2 and SNR > 30x%v/d > 30. It holds that

257 (038572 + (24301, 73)30 1k %)

= <1,
P = 1201926 4/2 — k(24 30 1k 3)30 153
4572 (019°/2 + 3071 (2 + 30~ 'n 7))
= <0.18x7 2 < eVd
= 2 — (0192I{/—4/2 + 30_11{_2(2 + 30-1[{_3)) = K ~ 6\/_’

where k > 1 and d > 1. Then T is a contraction mapping under ([B.7)).
For Condition (b) in B8], we have ev/d = 7Tk*>v/dSNR ™!, SNR > 35x%/d, and thus ¢2d <
1.4/ dSNR™". Then

9212 (1452\/8 Lo+ SNR*) SNR™!
<

p= <1,
1 (O.NE +r(2+ SNR—1)> SNR™!

_ 4k*V/d (0.7 + k124 SNR™!)) SNR ™!

n < < 6k>VASNR™! < eV,
2 (o.NE +oR(2 4 SNR*I)) SNR™L

for SNR > 35k4V/d. O

The following proposition guarantees that the spectral initialization in Algorithm [ will
produce an initial guess O in N..

Proposition 3.6 (Spectral initialization). If the SNR in (Z1)) satisfies SNR > 1, then

, 612 (SNR +1)? _
dr(0°,0) = 0_ < —" " SNR'Vnd.
r(0",0) Qrenér(ld)HO oQ||r < SNR_1)? SNR™' vn

In addition, if SNR > 35k%/d and ¢ = Tk? SNR™!, i.e., Condition (b) in B8] holds, then
dr(0°,0) < 7k*SNR™!

the spectral initialization produces O° € N.

10



3.2 7T is a contraction mapping on N,

We start with providing a few supporting lemmas that will be used to prove Proposition [3.4]
and Recall that

C=0AA"O" + A, A:=AATO" +OAAT + AAT. (3.11)
Lemma 3.7. The operator norm of A is bounded by
JA[| < n(2+SNR™)|| A max || A;]| = n||Allomin(A)(2 + SNR™H) SNR™!. (3.12)
For any X € N, it holds for 1 <i <mn,
max |A] X|| < nl|Alomin(A)(2 +SNR™')SNR ™,
Omax([CX;) < n||AII? (1 4+ £ 12+ SNR™H)SNR ™),
omin([CX];) > n||A|*k ™2 (1 — €d/2 — k(2 + SNR™) SNR™)
where A; = A(O;A+ A) T + OAAZT is the i-th block column of A.

Proof: The operator norm of A satisfies

_ A _
A1 < 2vALANAL+ AT = VALATIA] (2+ B ) < oz + SNR) 4l max )

where ||A|| < v/nmax ||A;|| = v/nomin(A) SNR™! < /n||A||SNR™L.
We consider an upper bound of [CX]; = O,AATOT X + A X:
IA]X|| = |A;AT0TX + (0;A + A)ATX]|
< nf|All[[ Al + n(lA]l + [[Al]) max [[A]
< n||Al|omin(A)(2 + SNR™H) SNR™? (3.13)

where [OT X || <n and [|[ATX| < /n||A| < nmax ||A;]].
For the lower bound of omin([CX];), it holds that

omin([CXJi) > omin(0;AATOT X) — |A] X|| > 07,5, (A)omin (0T X) — | A] X||
e2d

> o2, (A) (1 - 7) — n||Allomin(A)(2 + SNR™!) SNR !

> n||A|*s? (1 — €2d/2 — k(2 + SNR™) SNR™)
where the singular values of O" X satisfy ([34]). Similarly, we have

Tmax([CX i) < [|AATOT X || + |A] X || < ]| A|> + n||A]|omin(A)(2 + SNR™') SNR™
<nl|A|* (1+x*(2+SNR)SNR ).

Lemma 3.8. For any X and Y in N C O(d)®", we have
dr(CX,CY) < n|| Al (26\/3 + (24 SNR™Y) SNR*) dr(X,Y).

Proof: Let Q be the orthogonal matrix which makes dp(X,Y) = [|X — YQ||F, ie., Q =
P(Y ' X).
IC(X -YQ)|r <|OAATOT (X ~YQ)|r + |AX ~YQ)|F
< Va|AP|0T(X - YQ)|F + |AlIX - Y Q| F
< VallAP|OT (X = Y Q)|lr +n(2 + SNR™H)|[ Al max [| A || X — Y Q|

1
< nl|A? (—

=107 (X Y Q)+ 2+ SNR) SNR X - YQHF)

11



where ||A]| < n(2 + SNR™Y)||A| max ||A;|| in BIZ). The first term is bounded by

0T (X -YQ)lr <Y ~0Qyv) (X - YQ)llr + Y (X ~YQ)|F

Use Qy = P(O'Y) <evnd - dp(X,Y)+ Y X —nQ||r
1
Use @14 < evnd - dp(X,Y) + 5| X - YQIIE

<2eVnd-dp(X,Y)
where dp(X,Y) = mingeo) | X — YQ|lr < dr(X,0) +dp(Y,0) < 2¢v/nd and
IYTX —nQllr < 5IX - Y QI (3.14)
for any X and Y € O(d)®" where Q := P(Y ' X). Thus
dpr(CX,CY) < ||C(X - YQ)||r < n| Al (2&8 + (24 SNR™) SNR“) dr(X,Y).

The inequality (3.14]) follows from

i=1

d d 2
YTX —nQlz =D (n—ai(YX))* < <Z(n - Jz(YTX))>
1
2

2
ve @ = (nd- ¥ xIL) = (51X - val )

where o;(Y ' X) < n. O
Lemma 3.9. For two invertible matrices X and Y in R¥¥4,

21X —Y|
Umin(X) + O'min(Y),

IP(X) — P¥)|p < —AX =Y

IP(X) —P(Y)| < = omin(X) + onmin(Y)

The proof uses Davis-Kahan theorem for eigenvector perturbation [I9]. This perturbation
bound can be found in [29, Theorem 1] and [30, Lemma 4.7]. It seems that to prove 7 is a
contraction, we only need to combine Lemma [B.8 with Lemma 3.9l The proof of Proposition B.4]
follows from combining all the results above.

Proof of Proposition [3.4l For any X and Y in N, Lemma 3.7 implies a lower bound of
omin([CX];) and omin([CY];). Let Q be the orthogonal matrix which minimizes ||CX —
CY Q)| r. We have

dp(Pn(CX),Pn(CY)) < J > IIP(ex)) - P(CY )@l
1=1

n I[CX]; - [CY QI3
Lemmam : 4J Z; (Jmin([CX]i) + Jmin([c;]i)y

1 2K?
L 37 < : dp(CX,CY
E— = nl[AJ2 11— ¢2d/2 — k(2 + SNR 1) SNR ! r(CX,CY)

22 <2e¢8 +(2+SNR™) SNR*)
= 1—€2d/2 — k(2 +SNR™H)SNR™!

-dp(X,Y)

which gives the expression of p. U
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Proof of Proposition Suppose X € N, then we want to show that P, (CX) € N.. Let
Q = P(O" X) be the minimizer to mingeo(q) || X — OQ||p-

dp(T(X),0) = dp(P,(CX),P,(ROAAT))

IN

>_IP(CX]:) - P(nO;AAT)Q]:

1 41
< .
~ nllA|?2 2— (2d/2 + k(2 +SNR™!)SNR™!

) -HCX —nOAATQHF (3.15)

where o0 (nO; AAT) > n||A|?x~2. Note that

H (CX); — OZ-AATQHF - H(OZAATOTX TATX) - nOiAATQHF
<|0:AAT (0T X —nQ)|lF + |A] X || r
Use (3.13) < JJAIPIOTX — nQ|r + nVd||Al|omin(A)(2 + SNR™!) SNR ™!

Al?|X - 0Q|?

2d
Use X € N, <n|A|? (67 + k1Vd(2 + SNR7Y) SNR—1> .

+n||A|?s"1Vd(2 + SNRT1) SNR™!

By combining it with (BI5]), we have

NG <62d/2 + & 1Vd(2 + SNRY) SNPH)
<evnd

dr(T(X),0) < 2 — (€2d/2 + k(2 + SNR™1) SNR ™) B

provided that (B.10) holds. O

3.3 Proof of Theorem [2.1], 2.2], and

Step 1-3 are devoted to proving Theorem 1] and 22} and Step 4 justifies Theorem

Step 1: Existence of the fixed point and linear convergence. Let N, = {X € O(d)®" :
drp(X,0) < evnd} and we equip it with the distance function dg(-,-) in (3I)). Apparently,
this is a complete and compact metric space since N, is a bounded and closed subset in R?4*4,

For the operator T defined in (B.6]), Proposition ensures that 7 is a contraction mapping
on N, and it maps N, to itself under (3.7) and (B.8).

For the proof of Theorem 2] and 2.2], we use different initializations.
e To prove the tightness of the SDR in Theorem 2], we simply set O = O € N/;

e To prove the global convergence of the GPM via spectral initialization in Theorem 2.2]
Proposition .6 along with Condition (b) in (3.8 implies that the initial guess O° satisfies
dr(0°,0) < ev/nd with € = 7Tk SNR™! and SNR > 35x*V/d.

Theorem guarantees that the generalized power method with an initial value O° € N,
will finally converge to a unique fixed point O in N, satisfying

dp(T(0),0)=0 < T(0)="P,(CO)=0Q

for some @ € O(d). Moreover, the convergence rate satisfies dF(Ot,a) < ptdF(OO,a) where
p < 1 holds under (1) and (B8] according to Proposition

13
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Step 2: Proof of T(@) = O. Next, we will show that Q is in fact equal to I. Note that
Lemma 5.7 implies omin([COJ;) > 0 for O € N, with € satisfying [B.7) or ([B.8). For each block
of CO, we get

P(ICO)) = ([COL[CO)[)*[CO]; = 0:Q, 1 <i<n.

Define
A;i = ([COL[CO]))Y?, A = blkdiag(Ai1, -, Ann) (3.16)

which is a strictly positive semidefinite block-diagonal matrix, and then
[CO|; = A;O:Q, 1<i<n <= CO=AO0Q. (3.17)
Now multiplying both sides of (BIT) by O gives
O0'CO=0"0AAT0"O+0"TAO=0"A0Q, (3.18)

where C satisfies (ZII). The smallest eigenvalue of O CO is lower bounded by

Amin(07CO) > 073, (A) - Auin(0700T0) — || A
Use B.12) > mm(A) Oin(OT0) = 3n”|| A max || A
Use B32) > 02:.(A) (1 — €d/2)* n? — 3n?|| A max | A, ||
> no2,(A) (1 —€2d/2)* =3 SNR™!) > 0

under both (B1) and (B8). Note O7CO is positive definite and so is OT AO. Therefore,
Q must be I; according to (BIR]) since the only positive semidefinite orthogonal matrix is

I. Therefore, O is the only fixed point to the nonlinear mapping 7, i.e., 7'(6) = O and
(A — C)O = 0 where A is defined in ([B.16]).

Step 3: Global optimality of OO—r in (SDRJ). Define L = A — C where A;; is defined
in (3I6) and Q := argmingco(q) 10 — OQ||r., and we have LO = 0. To prove the global

optimality of OOT7 it suffices to show Agy1(L) > 0, i.e., the (d 4 1)th smallest eigenvalue of
L is strictly positive since LO = 0 implies d eigenvalues are equal to 0. Besides the (d + 1)-th
smallest eigenvalue, we will also consider the top eigenvalue of L as it will be used in analyzing
the optimization landscape. Note that

L= (Ind - n*166T> (A —C) ( d — 70 1ooT)
The (d + 1)-th smallest and top eigenvalues of L are

Amax(L) < Amax(A) + ||[(Ing — n 'O0")C (I,g — n 00|,
Aa1(L) > Ain(A) = |[(Ing = 7' OOT)C(I,,a = n OO

IN

Note that C = OAATOT + A and

|(Ing — n OO0 )C(I,g — n'OO0T)||
< |[(Ina —n OO0 )OA|% + | A|| < | AP|[(La — n OO0 T)O|f% + |A|
< |AI?|0 — 0Q|% + | Al < nd||A[|* + n||A|owmin(A)(2 + SNR™!) SNR ™
< n|A|? (#d + (2 + SNR™')SNR 1)

where [|A|| is bounded in (I2]) and

|(Ing — n 00O = ||(Ing — n OO0 ) (O — OQ")||r < |O — OQ||p < evnd. (3.19)
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Note that A;; is symmetric and positive semidefinite, and thus its eigenvalues match the
singular values of [CO];, i.e., [CO]; = O;AATOTO+ A] O where A, is the i-th block column
of A. Thus Lemma 3.7 gives

Amax(A) = max 0uax((COL) < nl|AIP(1+ #71(2 + SNR™!) SNR™Y),

Amin(A) = min oin([COJ) > no2y, (A) (1 — €2d/2 — k(2 + SNR™H SNR™Y) .

1<i<n
Then we have
Amax(L) < n||Al* + n||A|* (€d +2(2 + SNR™')SNR ™).
For Agy1(L), it holds that

Aa+1(L) > ok (A) (1 — €d/2 — k(2 +SNRT)SNR™) — n||A||? (€d + (2+ SNR™') SNR ™)
> noain(A) (1 — 3k%¢*d/2 — 26*(2+ SNR™)SNR™) > 0

min

under both (37 and (38). Theorem B implies that OO is the unique global minimizer to
the SDR, which finishes the proof of Theorem 2] and

Step 4: Optimization landscape of the Burer-Monteiro factorization. Under condi-
tion (b) in ([BX), we have 2d < 1.4v/dSNR™! for SNR > 35x*V/d and € = 7k> SNR™!. The

eigenvalues of L satisfy

Amax(L) < nl|A]* (1 + €*d +2(2 + SNR™Y)SNR™!) < n|A[*(1 +6VdSNR™Y),
Aar1(L) > nolin(A) (1 - 3k%€%d/2 — 26(2 + SNR™H SNR™Y) > no2 (A)(1 — 7Tk*VdASNR ™).

min (

As a result, we have

Amax(L) _ o 14 7k?v/d SNR ™!

Aa1(L) = 1-7k2VASNRTH
Theorem 2.8 in [32] implies that if p > (2Amax(L)/Aar1(L) — 1)d + 2, i.e.,

2 /7. p+262d+d—2
p—2k2d+d—2’

o (250 7k*VdSNR ™)
P=\ "1 72/dsnr?

—1>d—|—2 <= SNR > 7k

then the optimization landscape of (BM]) is benign, i.e., every local minimizer is global and the
local minimizer S € St(d, p)®" satisfies SS' = 00". ThlS finishes the proof of Theorem 2.3

3.4 Proof of Proposition (Initialization)
The proof of Proposition relies on the Davis-Kahan theorem for singular vectors [19, [58].

Theorem 3.10 (Davis-Kahan theorem). Let B and B be two matrices of size RN*M with
min{N, M} > d. Suppose

Ud(B) > a+ 57 Ud+1(B) < Q,

where o4(-) denotes the dth largest singular value, then

1
= min |V - VBQH<H (Ix — VBV3)V; H<
2 QeO(d)

1B - B
0

where Vg and Vg € RN gre the top d normalized left singular vectors of B and B respectively.
A similar bound also holds for the right singular vectors.

Now we present the proof of Proposition
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Proof of Proposition B.6. Consider the data matrix D := OA + A € R">™. Denote
(3,U, V) as the top d singular values and left /right singular vectors of D where ¥ € R™? is a
diagonal matrix, U € R"*? with U U = I;, and V € R™*? with V'V = I;. It simply holds

U=Dvx

Let A =UXV' € R™™ be the SVD of A and V € R™*? consists of top d right singular
vectors of A. We will approximate U by using “one-step power method”:

U-DVQEX'=DV -vQ)x!

where @ is an orthogonal matrix to be decided. Next, we will show that each block U; of U
is well approximated by that of DV QX ~!. We start with estimating |V — V Q|| using the
Davis-Kahan theorem.

Using Weyl’s inequality, we have

ID—-O0A| <[lA]l = |oi(D) - Vnoi(A)| < [A], 1<i<d (3.20)
By denoting ¥ = diag(o1(D), -+ ,04(D)), it holds that
VallA|(1 4 SNR™H > Apnax(2) > Ain(E) > vVomin(A)(1 — SNR™H).

and ||A;]| < SNR™ opin(A) < SNR™1|A].
Applying the Davis-Kahan theorem to D and O A implies that

i _ 2| Al 2max || A 2
V-V < < = . 3.21
Qe0() | Qll < Vromn(A) — 1A = omm(A) — max [|Ag]  SNR 1 (3.21)

As a result, the ith block U; of U is approximated by [DV QX ~!]; with error bounded by
Ui — [DVQEi|| < [(0:A+A)(V - V)=

2 1
Us d < ||AJ|(1 + SNR™Y). :
se (320) and ([B.21)) <[|A[(1 + ) SNR -1 \/nomin(A)(1 — SNR™)
2k(SNR +1)

= JR(SNR 1)

Therefore,
|U; — O;AVQE" < ||U; — (0;A+ A)VQE M + |A,VQE|
2k(SNR +1) max || A,|]
SNR—1)2  \/nomin(A)(1 — SNR™1)
SNR +1) N SNR —1 3k(SNR +1)
Vn(SNR -1)2 © /n(SNR—-1)2 = /n(SNR —1)2"
Now applying Lemma [3.9] gives:

2

A AV -1
[PW) = POAVQD™)| < o

U — 0;AV QT

1. 3k(SNR+1)  6k*(SNR+1)? .
< 2ky/n(1+ SNR )'ﬁ(SNR—UZ: GNR _1)? SNR

where oyin(2) = omin(A) and

Jmin(OiAVQz_l) = Umin(ﬁEQE_l) > Jmin(i)amin(z_l)
Omin(A) 1

Use @20 = o TV SNR D mvi(1 SNRT)'

Finally we arrive at

= _ 6k2(SNR +1)2 _
dr(0°,0) < J Z§1j\|p(Ul) P(O;AVQRE-1)|2 < GNR 12 SNR™! Vnd

16



3.5 Proof of Corollary

Define 6 := m~'dlog(n(m+d)), as we assume § < 1/16 which is guaranteed if m > 16dlog n(m-+
d). We start with the estimation of singular values of A. Note that AAT = Y7 =15 a;r and
EAAT =md 'I;. Then by [54, Example 6.21], we have

<290 + /276
with probability 1 — 2d(n(m + d))~7. Setting v = 2 gives

ﬁ<m(1—2\/3—45)
4d — d

H —AAT -1,
m

m(1+2v0 +45) _ Tm
d = 4d’

< Amin(AAT) < Anax(AAT) <

It is straightforward to control ||A;|| via the Bernstein inequality ([52, Theorem 1.4]): con-
ditioned on A, it holds

m m m
ZIEAZ-]»AZ-TJ» - 29(1 —0)aja] +(1—0)Ezyz) = (1-06) <9AAT + EId) ,

ZEA —2(1—92) J=01-0)I,

J=1

and then with # < 1, we have

= = 3(1—-0)m
max{ [EY EA;ALLIEYS EATA | ¢ < (1_e)max{(9HAH? ) 1+e} s
j=1 j=1

Note that ||A;;|| <146 < 2 and thus applying Bernstein inequality in [52] Theorem 1.4] gives

max || A < +/67(1 — B)md—logn(m + d)

4vlogn(m + d)
3

< (g +2./3(1 = 9)5—1> log n(m + d)

with probability at least 1—2(n(m+d))~!. Then the sufficient condition in Theorem 2 becomes

g,/% > 70/-@4\/Emax{§,2 3(1—9)51}10g”(m+d)

which is guaranteed by

4
400x*dlogn(m + d) and 0> 1— 1
vm (2804 \/3dlog n(m + d))?

0>
where dlogn(m + d) = mo.
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