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Abstract

In this paper we study the landscape of a general matrix optimization problem with a fixed-
rank positive semidefinite (PSD) constraint. We perform the Burer-Monteiro factorization, i.e.,
factorize a PSD matrix X as YY ', and consider a particular Riemannian quotient geometry
in a search space that has a total space equipped with the Euclidean metric. When the orig-
inal objective f satisfies standard restricted strong convexity and smoothness properties, we
characterize the global landscape of the factorized objective under the Riemannian quotient
geometry. In particular, we show that the entire search space can be divided into three regions:
(R1) the region near the target parameter of interest, where the factorized objective is geodesi-
cally strongly convex and smooth; (R3) the region containing neighborhoods of all strict saddle
points; (R3) the remaining regions, where the factorized objective has a large gradient. Our
results cover both noisy and noiseless settings in applications of interest. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first global landscape analysis of the Burer-Monteiro factorized objective
under the Riemannian quotient geometry. Our results provide a fully geometric explanation for
the superior performance of vanilla gradient descent under the Burer-Monteiro factorization.
When f satisfies a weaker restricted strict convexity property, we show there exists a neighbor-
hood near local minimizers such that the factorized objective is geodesically convex. To prove
our main results we provide a comprehensive landscape analysis of a matrix factorization prob-
lem with a least squares objective, which serves as a critical bridge in establishing the results in
the general setting. Our conclusions are also based on a result of independent interest stating
that the geodesic ball centered at Y with a radius one-third of the least singular value of Y is
a geodesically convex set under the Riemannian quotient geometry, a result that, as a corollary,
also implies a quantitative bound of the convexity radius in the Bures-Wasserstein space. The
convexity radius obtained in this paper is sharp up to constants.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following optimization problem

min f(X), 0<r<p. (1)

XeSPxP=0,rank(X)=r
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Without loss of generality, we assume f is symmetric in X € RP*P, i.e., f(X) = f(X); otherwise,
we can set f(X) = F(f(X)+ f(XT)) and have f(X) = f(X) for all X 3= 0 [BKS16]. In addition, we
assume f is twice continuously differentiable (in the usual sense) with respect to X. To accelerate
the computation of (1) while coping with the rank constraint, a line of research has studied the
following nonconvex factorization formulation (also dubbed as Burer-Monteiro factorization in the
literature [BMO05)):

min h(Y):= f(YY"), (2)
YeRL*"

i.e. X gets factorized as YY T for a rectangular matrix Y. Here, RY*" denotes the set of p-by-r
matrices with full column rank.

The nonconvex factorization formulation (2) has been shown to be effective in many settings. For
example, when f is convex and smooth, [BKS16] showed vanilla gradient descent (GD) on Y in (2)
converges locally to the global minimizer at the classic sublinear convergence rate. When f is well-
conditioned, e.g., it satisfies certain restricted strong convexity and smoothness properties (see the
forthcoming Definition 1), a number of works have demonstrated that GD in (2) or in its asymmetric
version, i.e., when X = LRT (L e RP*" R e RP2*") | achieves linear convergence provided the
scheme 1is initialized closely enough to the global minimizer [BKS16, CW15, CLS15, LLSW19,
MWCC19, SL15, TBS*16, WZG17, ZWL15, ZL15, DC20, TMC20]. More surprisingly, perturbed
GD or GD with random initialization has also been observed to have fast global convergence
performance when carrying out the Burer-Monteiro factorization [CCFM19, YD21, BZL22].

The fact that the objective in (2) is nonconvex has led researchers to investigate the reasons
behind the observed superior performance of vanilla GD. A body of works, for example, have shown
that the factorization in (2) actually does not introduce spurious local minima when the objective f
is well-conditioned [BNS16, CL19, GJZ17, LZT19, PKCS17, ZBL21, ZSL19, ZWYG18, ZLTW18].
Similar benign landscape results have been proved for the Burer-Monteiro factorization in solving
semidefinite programs [BVB20, JBAS10, MMMO17, LXB19, WW20]. These works take a big
step in demystifying the observed performance of the Burer-Monteiro factorization, but they are
also restrictive in the sense that they mainly focus on the landscape analysis of the objective
near the global minimum or at stationary points. Such a partial characterization is limited as it
does not yield, in general, explicit guarantees on the rate of convergence to the global minimizer
[GHJY15, LPPT19, DJL*17].

There have been a few attempts to study the global geometry of related optimization problems
by characterizing their landscapes in the whole search space, rather than solely in regions near
the global minimizer or near stationary points. For example, [GHJY15], [SQW18, CHLW22] and
[SQW16] studied the global landscape geometries of tensor decomposition, phase retrieval and
complete dictionary recovery problems, respectively. The global Euclidean geometries of (2) and
their asymmetric versions were studied in [LLAT19] and [ZLTW21], respectively. In particular,
[ZLTW21] considered a general well-conditioned objective f and showed that the landscape of
h(Y) is benign and that the whole search space can be characterized as follows: when Y is far
from the global optimal, then either the magnitude of the gradient of h(Y) is large, or the Hessian
evaluated at Y has a negative eigenvalue; when Y is close to the global minimizer, then h(Y)
satisfies certain regularity condition which can facilitate local linear convergence of GD. [LLA119]
considered a more restricted setting and assumed f is a least squares objective, but they obtained
a stronger local geometric result: h(Y) is strongly convex in certain directions near the global
minimizer. These results are encouraging and provide some evidence on why vanilla GD enjoys fast
convergence performance when f is well-conditioned. However, the description of local geometry
near the global minimizer provided in [LLAT19, ZLTW21] is not quite intuitive for two reasons: first,



it is unclear how to generalize the regularity condition proved in [ZLTW21] to other settings beyond
the Burer-Monteiro factorization; second, it is not obvious how to interpret the restricted directions
that make the Hessian positive in [LLAT19]. Based on the existing results in the literature, we ask
the central question that we explore in this paper:

Can we provide a more intuitive and geometric explanation for why the Burer-Monteiro factor-
ization works?

In addition, except for the landscape analysis for the special noisy matrix trace regression with a
least squares objective in [LLAT19, Section IV.B], the analyses in [LLA*19, ZLTW21] mainly focus
on the noiseless setting. Specifically, [LLAT19, ZLTW21] assume there exists a rank r parameter
matrix of interest X* which is the global minimizer of (1) and satisfies V f(X*) = 0. We note these
assumptions often hold in applications in noiseless settings, while do not hold in the noisy case;
see the upcoming application in Example 1. Moreover, the guarantee in [LLA'19, Section IV.B]
is customized to the noisy matrix trace regression problem and does not apply in more generality.
Thus, it is natural to ask:

‘ Can we analyze the global optimization landscape of (2) in the general noisy setting? ‘

Finally, the previous results for landscape analysis in the literature are restricted to the setting
where f is well-conditioned, and thus we wonder:

‘ Can we study the landscape of (2) under a weaker assumption on f?¢ ‘

In this work, we provide affirmative answers to the above three questions. First, we note
that, under the Euclidean formulation, if Y is a stationary point/local minimizer of (2), then
YO is also a stationary point/local minimizer for any O € Q,. This ambiguity makes h(Y)
unavoidably nonconvex in any neighborhood of a stationary point [LLAT19, Proposition 2] and
it becomes a fundamental hurdle in [LLA*19, ZLTW21]| for providing a more intuitive landscape
analysis. To tackle this difficulty, we resort to tools from Riemannian optimization [AMS09, Bou20]
and consider a particular Riemannian quotient geometry on (2) [JBAS10]; see Section 1.4 for a
brief introduction of Riemannian optimization on quotient manifolds. Specifically, we encode the
invariance mapping, i.e., Y — YO, in an abstract search space by defining the equivalence classes
[Y] ={YO: O € Q0,}. Since the invariance mapping is performed via the Lie group @, smoothly,
freely and properly, we have M7, := M! n /O, is a quotient manifold of M} IR RE*" [Leel3,
Theorem 21.10]. Moreover, we equip Ty M, with the metric gy (7y,fy) = tr(ny,0y) for any
ny,0y € Ty MI,, where Ty M?, = RP*" is the tangent space of M, at Y. Since h(Y) is
invariant along the equivalence classes of MY +» (2) induces the following optimization problem on
the quotient manifold MY :

pin, B(IYD) = A(Y) (3)

Our main contribution is on providing a purely geometric and intuitive explanation of the
success of vanilla GD in the Burer-Monteiro factorization via performing landscape analysis of (3)
under the Riemannian quotient geometry. Our results cover various scenarios of f and allow noise
as well. An informal statement of our main results (Theorems 2-6 and Corollary 1) is provided in
the following Theorem 1.

Theorem 1 (Informal Results). (a) When f satisfies restricted strong convezity and smoothness
properties (see Definition 1), and the noise level at the rank r matriz parameter of interest
X* is controlled, then the global landscape of (3) is benign in the following sense: given any
Y € RE*", one of the following three properties holds:

(i) the magnitude of Riemannian gradient of h([Y]) is large;



(i) the Riemannian Hessian of h([Y]) has a large negative eigenvalue and there is an explicit
escaping direction;

(iii) when YY1 is close to X*, h([Y]) is geodesically strongly convex and smooth. Moreover,
the distance between the global minimizer and X* is bounded by a quantity that depends on
the noise level of the problem or equivalently on the magnitude of V f(X*).

(b) When f satisfies a weaker restricted strict convezity property (see Definition 2), there exists
a neighborhood around a local minimizer such that h([Y]) is geodesically conver.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first landscape analysis for the Burer-Monteiro fac-
torization under the Riemannian quotient geometry. Thanks to this Riemannian formulation, in
either setting of f we have that there exists a local region in which the factorized objective is either
geodesically strongly convex or geodesically convex. Such results are novel and can not be obtained
under the frameworks of [LLA*19, ZLTW21] as h(Y) is in essence nonconvex under the Euclidean
geometry. Moreover, we also provide the global landscape analysis of (3) when f is well-conditioned.
The set of three properties described in Theorem 1(a) is known as the robust strict saddle property
in the literature [GHJY15, JGN'17, SQW15] and many algorithms are guaranteed to achieve fast
global convergence when these properties hold [SFF19, CB19, GHJY15, JGN*17, SQW18]. Finally,
since the horizontal lift of the Riemannian gradient of A([Y]) is the same as the Euclidean gradient
(see the forthcoming Lemma 3) of h(Y), the gradient descent algorithms under the Riemannian
quotient geometry and the Euclidean geometry are exactly the same from a computational point
of view. Thus, our geometric landscape results give a fully geometric and intuitive explanation for
the superior performance of vanilla gradient descent under the Burer-Monteiro factorization.

To prove our main results, we first show a novel geodesic convexity property of the Riemannian
quotient manifold M}, which is also of independent interest. Specifically, we show the geodesic
convexity radius of M, at [Y]e M is of order at least 0,.(Y)/3; this radius is sharp up to the
constant 1/3. In addition, we base our global landscape analysis of (3) when f is well-conditioned
on the global landscape analysis of the following optimization problem:

1
in H([Y]):= =YY" - X*|? 4
[Y%EL ([Y]) 2H I% (4)

where X* is the rank r parameter matrix of interest mentioned before. We show that the landscape
of (4) is benign in the same sense as in Theorem 1(a). Moreover, the optimization landscape of
(4) is preserved for the general low-rank matrix optimization (3) when f satisfies the restricted
strong convexity and smoothness properties. When f satisfies a weaker restricted strict convexity
property, we show that the Riemannian Hessian of h([Y]) is positive definite at a local minimizer,
and there exists a neighborhood around the local minimizer such that h([Y]) is geodesically convex.

1.1 Additional Related Literature

Riemannian manifold optimization methods are powerful tools when solving optimization problems
with geometric constraints [AMS09, Bou20]. A lot of progress in this topic was made for studying
the convergence of Riemannian optimization algorithms when solving low-rank matrix estimation
problems, including matrix completion [KOMO09, BA11, Van13, DGHG22|, robust PCA [ZY18§],
matrix trace regression [WCCL16, MBS11, LHLZ20], blind deconvolution/phase retrieval [HH18,
LHLZ20] and general fixed-rank matrix optimization [MMBS14].

There are some precedents for the study of geometric landscape of an optimization problem
under the Riemannian formulation. For example, [MZL19] and [AV22] provided landscape analyses



for robust subspace recovery and block Rayleigh quotient of symmetric or PSD matrices over
the Grassmannian manifold. [Linar| studied the landscape of orthogonal group synchronization
over the Stiefel manifold after performing the Burer-Monteiro factorization. Geometric landscape
analysis of a quartic-quadratic optimization problem under a spherical constraint was examined in
[ZMWY21]. The landscape analyses in these works were mainly performed at stationary points.
Under the embedded geometry for the set of fixed-rank matrices, [UV20] proved that the landscape
of (1) when f is quadratic and satisfies the restricted strong convexity and smoothness properties
is benign. There again their focus is on the landscape at stationary points.

1.2 Organization of the Paper

The rest of this article is organized as follows. After a brief introduction of notation, we introduce
Riemannian optimization and Riemannian optimization under the quotient geometry in Section
1.4. Geometric properties of MY, are provided in Section 2. The global landscape analysis of
Rh([Y]) when f is well-conditioned is given in Section 3. The local geometry of h([Y]) when f
satisfies restricted strict convexity property is given in Section 4. In Section 5, we present the
global landscape analysis for H([Y]). Proofs for the main results are provided in Sections 6 and 7.
Conclusion and future work are given in Section 8. Additional proofs and lemmas are presented in
Appendices A-D.

1.3 Notation and Preliminaries

The following notation will be used throughout this article. We use RP**P2 SP*P and RE*" to denote
the spaces of pi-by-ps real matrices, p-by-p real symmetric matrices, and p-by-r real full column rank
matrices, respectively. Let O, be the set of p-by-r column orthogonal matrices and O, := O,.,.
Uppercase and lowercase letters (e.g., A, a), lowercase boldface letters (e.g., u), uppercase boldface
letters (e.g., U) are often used to denote scalars, column vectors, and matrices, respectively. For
any a,b € R, let a A b := min{a,b},a v b := max{a,b}. For any matrix X € RP**P2 with singular
value decomposition (SVD) Y1172 0 (X)u; v, , where 01(X) = 02(X) = -+ = 0p, ap,(X), denote
its Frobenius norm and spectral norm as | X|r = 4/, 02(X) and | X]| = 01(X), respectively. Let
Xmax(r) = Qi1 o;(X)u; v, be the best rank-r approximation of X in the Frobenius norm. Also,
denote tr(X) and X! as the trace and inverse of X, respectively. For any X € SP*P having
eigendecomposition UX U with non-increasing eigenvalues on the diagonal of X, let \;(X) be the
i-th largest eigenvalue of X, Apin(X) be the least eigenvalue of X, and X2 = Uxn'2uT. We
write X >= 0 if X is a symmetric positive semidefinite (PSD) matrix. Throughout the paper, the
SVD (or eigendecomposition) of a rank r matrix X (or symmetric matrix X) refers to its economic
or reduced version. For any p-by-r column orthonormal matrix U, let Py = UUT represents the
orthogonal projector onto the column space of U; we also note U; € RP *(P=7) as an orthonormal
complement of U. Finally, suppose f : RP**P2 — R is a differentiable scalar function, let V f(X)
and V2f(X) be its Euclidean gradient and Hessian, respectively. We define the bilinear form of
the Euclidean Hessian of f as V2f(X)[Z1, Z2] := (V?f(X)Z1,Zz) for any Z1,Zy € RP**P2 where
(-, -y is the standard Euclidean inner product.

1.4 Riemannian Optimization Under Quotient Geometries

In this section, we first give a brief introduction to Riemannian optimization and then discuss how
to perform Riemannian optimization under quotient geometries.



Riemannian optimization concerns optimizing a real-valued function f defined on a Riemannian
manifold M. The calculations of Riemannian gradients and Riemannian Hessians are key ingredi-
ents to perform continuous optimization over the Riemannian manifold. Suppose X € M, gx(,-) is
the Riemannian metric, and Tx M is the tangent space of M at X. Then the Riemannian gradient
of a smooth function f: M — R at X is defined as the unique tangent vector, grad f(X) € Tx M,
such that gx(grad f(X),¢x) = D f(X)[¢x], VEx € Tx M, where D f(X)[¢x] is the differential of f
at point X along the direction {x. The Riemannian Hessian of f at X € M is a linear mapping
Hess f(X) : Tx M — Tx M defined as

Hess f(X)[éx] = Veggrad f € Tx M, Véx € Tx M, (5)

where V is the Riemannian connection on M, which is a generalization of the directional derivative
along a vector field to Riemannian manifolds [AMS09, Section 5.3]. We say X € M is a Riemannian
first-order stationary point (FOSP) of f if grad f(X) = 0 and call a Riemannian FOSP a strict saddle
if the Riemannian Hessian evaluated at this point has a strict negative eigenvalue. Given a subset
S of M, we call f:S — R geodesically convex if S is geodesically convex (i.e. any two points in S
can be connected by a geodesic that is completely contained in §) and Hessf(X) 3= 0 for all X € S;
we call f: S — R p-geodesically strongly conver if S is geodesically convex and Hessf(X) = uld
for all X € S.

Next, we provide more details on how to perform Riemannian optimization on quotient man-
ifolds. Quotient manifolds are often defined via an equivalence relation “~” that satisfies sym-
metric, reflexive and transitive properties [AMS09, Section 3.4.1]. To be specific, suppose M is
an embedded submanifold equipped with an equivalence relation ~. The equivalence class (or
fiber) of M at a given point X is defined by the set [X] = {Xy € M Xy ~ X}. The set
M = M/ ~= {[X] : X € M} is called a quotient of M by ~. The mapping 7 : M — M/ ~,
X — [X] is called the quotient map or canonical projection and the set M is called the total
space of the quotient M/ ~. If M further admits a smooth manifold structure and 7 is a smooth
submersion, then we call M a quotient manifold of M.

Due to the abstractness of equivalence classes, the tangent space Tjx;M of M at [X] calls for
a representation in the tangent space Tx M of the total space M. By the equivalence relation ~,
the representation of elements in 7Tjx;M should be restricted to the directions in TxM without
inducing displacement along the equivalence class [ ]. This can be achieved by decomposing Tx M
into complementary spaces Tx M = Vx M @ Hx M, where “@” is the direct sum. Here, Vx M is
called the wvertical space, which contains that leave the equivalence class [X] unchanged. HxM
is called the horizontal space of Tx M, which is complementary to VxM and provides a proper
representation of the abstract tangent space Tjx)M [AMS09, Section 3.5.8]. Once M is endowed
with Hx M, a given tangent vector nx; € Tjx)M at [X] is uniquely represented by a horizontal
tangent vector nx € Hx .M that satisfies D (X)[nx] = nx) [AMS09, Section 3.5.8]. The tangent
vector nx € Hx M is also called the horizontal lift of nx) at X. B

Next, we introduce the notion of Riemannian quotient manifolds. Suppose the total space M
is endowed with a Riemannian metric gx, and for every [X] € M and every nx],0x] € Tix]M,
the expression gx(nx,6x), i.e., the inner product of the horizontal lifts of nx1, 9x) at X, does
not depend on the choice of the representative X. Then the metric gx in the total space induces
a metric gjx) on the quotient space, i.e., gix](nx]:fx]) := gx(nx,0x). The quotient manifold
M endowed with gjx is called a Riemannian quotient manifold of M [AMS09, Section 3.6.2].
Optimization on Riemannian quotient manifolds is particularly convenient because computation of
representatives of Riemannian gradients and Hessians in the abstract quotient space can be directly
performed by means of their analogues in the total space. To be specific, suppose f : M — R is an



objective function in the total space that is invariant along the fibers of M, i.e., f(X;) = f(X3)
whenever X; ~ X,. Then f induces a function f : M — R on the quotient space. Furthermore,
if the horizontal space is canonically chosen (as we do in this paper), i.e., Hx M is the orthogonal
complement of Vx M in Tx M with respect to gx, then the horizontal lift of the Riemannian gradient
of fis gradf([X]) = gradf(X) [AMS09, Section 3.6.2], where gradf(X) denotes the Riemannian
gradient of f at X in the total space.

Finally, the Riemannian connection on the Riemannian quotient manifold M can also be
uniquely represented by the Riemannian connection in the total space M. Suppose 7,0 are two
vector fields on M and nx and fx are the horizontal lifts of nx) and fx) in Hx M. Then the

horizontal lift of ?g[x]n on the quotient manifold is given by ?g[x]n = P;({(?gxﬁ), where 77 denotes
the horizontal lift of the vector field 7 and Vg, 7 is the Riemannian connection in the total space
[AMS09, Proposition 5.3.3]. We also define the bilinear form of the horizontal lift of the Rieman-

nian Hessian as Hessf([X])[0x,nx] := gx (Hessf([X])[H[X]],nX) for any 6x,nx € HxM. Then,
by recalling the definition of the Riemannian metric gjxj in the quotient space, we have

Hess f(IXD0x. nx] = gx (Hess (XD Fyx]. nx )
= grx) (Hess f([X])[0rx1], mixq) = Hess f ([X])[01x7, -

So Hessf([X]) is completely characterized by Hessf([X]) in the lifted horizontal space.

2 Geometric Properties and Geodesic Convexity of Balls in M7,

Recall the quotient manifold we are working with is M{, := M, /O, and we equip the tangent
space Ty M7, with the metric gy (ny,fy) = tr(ngﬁy). The following Lemma 1 provides the

corresponding vertical and horizontal spaces of Ty M}, , and shows M7, is a Riemannian quotient
manifold endowed with the Riemannian metric gry) induced from gy.

Lemma 1 ([JBAS10, MA20]). Given U € St(r,p) that spans the top r eigenspace of YY', the
vertical and horizontal spaces of Ty M}, are given as follows:

VWMI, ={0y 0y =YQ,Q=-Q" eR"™"},
HyML = {0y :0y = Y(Y'Y) 'S+ U,D,SeS™ DeRP ¥}

The dimensions of Vy M1, and Hy M are (r> —1)/2 and (pr — (r* —r)/2), respectively and
Vy ML, is orthogonal to Hy M}, with respect to gy. Finally, M}, is a Riemannian quotient
manifold endowed with the metric gpy| induced from gy .

Next, we provide geodesics on MY, . which have been studied in [MA20].

Lemma 2. Let Y1,Y2 € REY", and QuXQy, be the SVD of Y| Yo. Denote Q* = QyQJ,. Then

e YoQf — Yy € Hy, M!,, Q* is one of the best orthogonal matrices aligning Y1 and Ya,
i.e., Q% € argmingeq, [[Y2Q — Yi[r and the geodesic distance between [Y1] and [Ya] is
d([Y1], [Y2]) = [Y2Q" — Yy r:

e if Y] Y is nonsingular, then Q* is unique and the Riemannian logarithm Log[Yl][Yg] i

uniquely defined and its horizontal lift at Y1 is given by Log[Yl][Yg] =Y-2Q*—Y; moreover,
the unique minimizing geodesic from [Y1] to [Ya] is [Y1 + t(Y2Q* —Y1)] for t € [0,1].



Proof. First, by Lemma 1, to guarantee YoQ* — Y € HY1J\72+, it is enough to show YlT(YgQ* —
Y1) € S™*". This holds as Y{ (Y2Q*—Y)) = QuEQ| QvQ/ - Y] Y, = QuEQ/, - Y] Y, e ST™*".
The rest of the results in the lemma can be found in [MA20, Proposition 5.1, Theorem 4.7 and
Proposition 4.4]. O

Given any Y € RE*" and z > 0, let B,([Y]) := {[Y1] : d([Y1],[Y]) < =} be the geodesic ball
centered at [Y] with radius . It is known that for any Riemannian manifold there exists a convex
geodesic ball at every point [DCFF92, Chapter 3.4]. However, it is often unclear how large this
convex geodesic ball can be in different examples. In the next result, we quantify the convexity
radius around a point [Y] in the manifold MY .

Theorem 2. Given any Y € RY*", the geodesic ball centered at [Y] with radius x < ry = 0,.(Y)/3
is geodesically convez. In fact, for any two points [Y1],[Yz] € B.([Y]), there is a unique shortest
geodesic joining them, which is entirely contained in B,([Y]).

It has been shown in [MA20, Theorem 6.3] that the injectivity radius of M7, at [Y] is o,(Y),
and since the convexity radius is smaller than the injectivity radius, the geodesic convexity radius
we proved in Theorem 2 is optimal up to a universal constant. Moreover, when r = p, the geometry
we considered for Mg 4 is also known as the Bures- Wasserstein geometry on the set of symmetric
positive definite matrices, i.e., SEF 1= {X : X € SP*? > 0,rank(X) = p} [MMP18, BJL19, vO20].
Distinct from the common Log-Euclidean metric [AFPAOQ7] or the affine invariant metric [Moa05]
on S‘Tf , the set S‘Tf under the Bures-Wasserstein geometry is not complete. So, to the best of our
knowledge, Theorem 2 also provides the first explicit geodesic convexity radius for S5 ¥ under the
Bures-Wasserstein geometry.

3 Global Landscape Analysis of (3) When f satisfies Restricted
Strong Convexity and Smoothness Properties

In this section, we consider f satisfies the following (2r,4r)-restricted strong convexity (RSC) and

smoothness (RSM) properties:

Definition 1. We say f : RP*P — R satisfies the (2r, 4r)-restricted strong convezity and smoothness
properties with parameter 0 < § < 1 if for any X, G € RP*P with rank(X) < 2r and rank(G) < 4r,
the Euclidean Hessian of f satisfies

(1-9)|GI§ < V2 (X)[G,G] < (1 +)|G. (6)

The RSC and RSM properties are satisfied in a number of examples and have been studied in
[WZG17, ZLTW18, ZLTW21, LZT19]. Next, we provide the stylized PSD matrix trace regression
for an illustration.

Example 1 (Matrix Trace Regression). In PSD matriz trace regression, the goal is to recovery a
rank r p-by-p PSD matrix X* from the observation y = A(X*) + €, where A € RP*P — R" is a
known linear map and € € R™ is the observational noise. The objective is

. 1 )
X) = - JAX) -yl
XGSPXP,XI;l(I)I,}rank(X)zrf< ) 2 [ AX) yH2

So the Buclidean gradient of f(X) is Vf(X) = AT(A(X) —y), and the quadratic form of the
Euclidean Hessian satisfies

VZf(X)[D,D] = |A(D)|3, VD eRMP.



Here we use the notation AT to denote the adjoint of the linear map A. Note, the evaluation of
the Euclidean gradient at X* is V f(X*) = — A" (€), which is in general non-zero when € # 0.

If the linear map A satisfies the 4r-restricted isometry property (4r-RIP) [CP11], i.e., (1 —
Ry)|Z|3 < |A(Z)|3 < (14 Ray)|Z|2 holds for all Z of rank at most 4r with parameter 0 < Ry < 1,
then the RSC and RSM in Definition 1 hold for f with § = Ry,.

Next, we provide expressions of Riemannian gradient and Hessian of (3) under the Riemannian
quotient geometry.

Lemma 3. (Riemannian Gradient and Hessian of (3) [LLZ21b, Proposition 1]) Suppose Y € RY™"
and Oy € Hy M}, . Then, recalling that f has been assumed to be symmetric, we have

grad A([Y]) = 2VF(YY )Y,
Hess h([Y]) [0y, 0v] = VEF(YY )[Y0y + 0y Y YO0y + 0y Y]+ 2AVF(YYT), Oy 6y).

Suppose the rank 7 matrix of interest X* has eigendecomposition U*E*U*T. Let Y* =
U*S*2 ¢ RE*" and k* = 01(Y*)/o,(Y*) be the condition number of Y*. We are ready to
present our main results, where we describe the global landscape of (3) when f satisfies the RSC
and RSM properties. We will split the landscape of h([Y]) into the following five regions (not
necessarily non-overlapping): for p,«, 8, = 0, define

Ry = {Y e RUd([Y], [Y*]) < por (Y¥)/k*}

d([Y], [Y*]) > por (Y*)/k*, |grad H([Y])r < apuo? (Y*)/(457) }
Y] <BIY* XYY T p < y[Y*Y*T|p ’

Ry = {Y € RY||grad H([Y])[p > ano; (Y*)/(46%), Y| < BIY*[,[YY "p < [V YT},
Ry = {Y e RP||Y] > BIY*), [YY T [r <A|Y*Y*T|r},
RY = {Y e RY|IYY |p > 4| YY" [p},

Rg = {Y € RQXT

(7)

where H([Y]) is given in (4). As we will see later, the use of |[Y*|, [Y*Y*T|r in the definitions of
R, RS, R4 and RY is motivated by the connection between the gradients and Hessians of (3) and
(4) provided in Proposition 1.

Since R1|JR2 URS 2 {Y e RE*||Y] < B|Y*, [YY T|r < 7|Y*Y*T|r}, we can easily check
the following lemma holds.
Lemma 4. R |JR: JRUREURY = RE*".

In the following Theorem 3, we show A([Y]) is geodesically strongly convex and smooth in R4
for proper choices of p and 6.

Theorem 3 (Local Geodesic Strong Convexity of (3)). Suppose 0 < u < 1/3. For any Y € Ry,
we have

Amin (Hess A([YT)) = (2(1 — p/s*)* = 14p/3)07 (Y*)
— (40(01 (Y*) + po (Y*)/6*)? + 146007 (Y *) /3 + 2| (V (X)) max(r) IF) »
Amax(Hess h([Y])) < 4 (01 (Y*) 4 po (Y*)/6*)? + 14p02(Y™*)/3
+ (46(01 (Y*) + pon (Y*) /6%)? + 146007 (Y *) /3 + 2| (V £ (X*))max(r) IF) »

where k* := 01(Y™*)/0,.(Y™) is the condition number of Y*.



In particular, if v is further chosen such that (1 — ,u//i”‘)2 —7u/3 >0 and

(1= p/k*)* = T/3
0 < 4 (2(k* 4+ pu/K*)% + Tu/3) and

[(VF (X)) max(ry IF < (1= p/6%)? = Ti/3) 02 (Y*) /4,
then
N (Tems B(TYT)) > ((1— po/o*)? — Ta/3) 2(Y*) > 0.

Recall (V f(X*))max(r) denotes the best rank r approzimation of V f(X*). Thus h([Y]) is geodesi-
cally strongly convexr and smooth in R;. R

Moreover, if there is a Riemannian FOSP [Y] in Ry, then it is the unique local minima in R4
and it satisfies:

d([Y],[Y"]) < (1= /K2 = Tp/3) 02(Y*)
21Y*|
S((1 = /w2 =T 3) o2 (Y)

Remark 1. Similar to the recent work [ZZ20] studying the threshold of § guaranteeing the absence
of spurious local minimizers in a local region around X*, here we also provide an explicit dependence
of the radius of R1 on 6. Recall that here R1 is the region where we can guarantee the geodesic
strong convexity of h([Y]). We notice the upper bound for § decreases as i increases. This suggests
that a stronger requirement on 0 is needed if we desire a larger radius for the region where we can
guarantee geodesic strong conveity.

IVAY* Y)Y
(8)

” (vf(X*))max(r) HF

Next, we show Hess h([Y]) has at least one negative eigenvalue for any [Y] € Ro under proper
assumptions. Moreover, we can explicitly find a direction for escaping the strict saddle points.

Theorem 4 (Region with Negative Eigenvalue in Riemannian Hessian of (3)). Given any Y € Ra,
let 0y =Y —Y*Q, where Q € O, is the best orthogonal matriz aligning Y* and Y. Then we have

Hoss h([Y]) [0y, Oy ] < (<a —2(vV2 — 1))o2(Y*)
+20 (28%)Y* > + (1 + [ YY) + 2] (vf(X*))max(T’)HF> |6y [
In particular, if a < 2(v/2 — 1),

so R2-1)—a)l(Y)
S SEPIYE ()Y YT

2(\/§ B 1) B a0,2<Y*)
8 " ’

and (VX)) max(r) [F <

then we have

a—2(v2-1)
2

Hess A([Y]) [0y, O] < o (Y*)|0y|f < 0.

So Hess h([Y]) has at least one negative eigenvalue and 6y =Y — Y*Q is an escaping direction.

We note the escaping direction 6y has already been identified in [GJZ17] when studying the
landscape of (2) under the Euclidean geometry. Here we show that this is still an escaping direction
under the Riemannian quotient geometry.

Finally, we show the Riemannian gradient of h([Y]) has large magnitude in all three regions

/ R// and R///
30 /%3 3

10



Theorem 5 (Regions with Large Riemannian Gradient of (3)). (i) Given any Y € R%, we have

lgrad A([YT)[F = auol(Y*)/(4%) — (2681 + NIY*[IY*Y* [ + 28] Y*[|(VF (X*) max(r) IF)
(i1) given any Y € Rf, we have
lgrad R(IY ] [r > 28 = B)IY** = (261 + NIV IIY Y 5 + 2 Y [[(VF (X)) max(r) IF) ;

n

(iii) given any Y € RS, we have

lgrad R(IY D) & > (2(y — 1) — 28(y + 1) 42| Y*Y*T [ /v/r
_ 2,}/1/2 HY*Y*TH;/zH(Vf<X*))max(r) HF/\/F,

In particular, if B> 1, v >1, § < 6min and [(Vf(X*))max(r)[r < ¥, where

s an  oAYY) Pl Y g-d o
3262 B(1+ ) [YEY e 41+ ) [Y¥Y*T [ 4(y + 1)
and 62
ap " %2 *T
Y Y Y*Y 1
~ 5ot (V) A S Y A T Y YT, (10)

we have the gradient norm |grad h([Y])|r in regions R ,Rg and RY are lower bounded by strict
positive quantities given as follows

Ry |grad A([Y])lp > apol(Y*)/(85%),
Ry lgrad i(IYDr > (8° = B)IY*|?, (11)
Ry |eradh([YD|e > (v = Dy 2 [Y*Y*T /v,

A direct corollary from Theorems 2, 3, 4 and 5 is given below.

Corollary 1 (Benign Landscape of (3) When f Satisfies RSC and RSM). Suppose p, o, 8,y = 0 in
the definitions of R1,Ra, R%, RS and RY satisfy p < 1/3, (1 — w/k*) —Tu/3>0, a < 2(+v/2—-1),
B6>1and~ > 1. Then if

o Q—wwP-Tws  ((/2-1)-a)ed(Y")
S A0+ w13 SR + (L)Y Y )

A Omin (12)

and

2(v2—1) —«a

3 Uf(Y*) AT, (13)

[V £ (XD maxr I < (1= p/6*)? = T/3) 07 (Y*) /4 A

where din and VU are defined in (9) and (10), respectively, we have the global geometric landscape
of (3) is benign in the following sense:

e in Rq, which is a geodesically convex set by Theorem 2, h([Y]) is geodesically strongly convex
and smooth;

e in Ry, Hessh([Y]) has a negative eigenvalue and there exists an explicit escaping direction;

e in Ry :=RsJUREURY, h([Y]) has large gradient.

11



In addition, if there exists a Riemannian FOSP [\?l in Ry, then [Y] is the unique global
minimizer of (3) and the bound of the distance between [Y] and [Y™*] is provided in (8).

Remark 2. Corollary 1 provides the first global landscape analysis for Burer-Monteiro factorized
matrix optimization objective under the Riemannian quotient geometry. Different from the pre-
vious global landscape analysis for matriz factorization under the Euclidean geometry [LLA™ 19,
ZLTW21], we are able to show h([Y]) is actually geodesically strongly convex and smooth in Ry
while h(Y) is nowhere convex in Ry under the Euclidean geometry. Since the gradient descents
under the Riemannian quotient geometry and the Euclidean geometry are exactly the same given the
same stepsize, our geometric landscape analysis results give a fully geometric and intuitive explana-
tion of the success of vanilla gradient descent under the Burer-Monteiro factorization. Moreover,
our results cover the setting V f(X*) is non-zero but with a relatively small magnitude as well.
Under the embedded geometry of the set of fized-rank matrices, [UV20] analyzed the landscape of
(1) at stationary points when f is quadratic and satisfies restricted strong convezity and smoothness
properties. Comparing to their results, we provide a global geometric landscape analysis of (3) under
the Riemannian quotient geometry and our results hold for a general f satisfying RSC and RSM.

Remark 3 (Conditions). Suppose k* = O(1) and r = O(1), the conditions in (12) and (13) for ¢
and [(V f(X*))max(r)llF can be summarized as 6 < c1 and ||(V f(X*))max(r) [F < c20(X*) for some
small universal positive constants ci,co. The condition for § is not sharp compared to the recent
attempts on establishing a sharp threshold of § to guarantee the absence of spurious local minimizers
under the factorization formulation [ZSL19, ZBL21, MS22]. On the other hand, our geometric
landscape results are much stronger and finer than theirs. In the meanwhile, we also note the
condition for |(V f(X*))max(r)|F s weak. This is because in typical statistical applications, e.g., the
matriz trace regression in Example 1, [(V f(X*))max(r)|F often matches the information-theoretic
lower bound for estimating X* and O(o0,.(X*)) is the initialization requirement for common local
algorithms to converge [CW15, LHLZ20], so we often have |[(Vf(X*))max(r)lr <€ 0n(X*) in the
standard low-rank matriz recovery literature. Moreover, this condition automatically holds when
Vf(X*) = 0, which appears in typical noiseless applications. Finally, we note the error bound
between the local minimizer in R1 and Y* provided in (8) also matches the information-theoretic
lower bound in common applications [CW15, Section 4].

The landscape results in Corollary 1 imply that perturbed gradient descent is guaranteed to
converge to the global minima in polynomial time under some weak assumptions for f [SFF19,
CB19, GHJY15, JGN*17]. Moreover, the local geodesic strong convexity and smoothness immedi-
ately suggest that if there exists a Riemannian FOSP [3?] in R1, then vanilla GD initialized in R4
will stay in Ry and converge linearly to [Y] following the proof of [Bou20, Theorem 11.29].

4 Local Landscape Analysis of (3) When [ Satisfies Restricted
Strict Convexity Property

In this section we describe the landscape of (3) under a weaker assumption on f. In particular, we
assume f satisfies the following restricted strict convexity property.

Definition 2. We say f : RP*P — R satisfies the (r,2r)-restricted strict convexity property if
for any X, G € RP*P with rank(X) < r and rank(G) < 2r, the Euclidean Hessian of f satisfies
V2f(X)[G,G] > 0.

12



It is clear that if f satisfies (2r,4r)-restricted strong convexity and smoothness property (for
some 0 € [0,1)), then it satisfies (r,2r)-restricted strict convexity property. Under this weaker
assumption on f, we prove the following local geometric landscape results for h([Y]).

Theorem 6. (Local Landscape of h([Y])) Suppose f satisfies the (r,2r)-restricted strict converity
property. Consider Y € RPX" such that YY" is a local minimizer of MiNxespxp 0 rank(X)<2r Jf (X)

A~

with rank r. Then there exists a neighborhood around [Y] on which h([Y]) is geodesically convez.

We note that compared to the results in Section 3, the landscape analysis in Theorem 6 is local
and it is challenging to work out the explicit local geodesic convexity radius in this setting.

5 Global Landscape Analysis of H([Y]) in (4)

In this section, we provide the global landscape analysis of (4) under the Riemannian quotient

geometry. This result is critical in establishing the global landscape analysis of (3) when f satisfies
RSC and RSM.

Recall X* is of rank r, X* = Y*Y*T and x* = 01(Y*)/o,(Y*) is the condition number of
Y*. First, it is clear [Y*] is the unique global minimizer of (4). Next, by Lemma 3, we have the
following expressions of Riemannian gradient and Hessian of H([Y]):

grad H([Y]) = 2(YY ' — X*)Y, 14
Hess H([Y])[0y.0v] = [Y0y + O Y " [§ + 2YY " — X*, 0y0y).

Next, we show for the special objective (4), there is only one stationary point, which is [Y*].
Theorem 7. [Y*] is the unique Riemannian FOSP of (4).

The proof of Theorem 7 is presented in Appendix B.
Next, we show that the optimization problem (4) is geodesically strongly convex and smooth
in a neighborhood of Y*.

Theorem 8 (Local Geodesic Strong Convexity of (4)). Suppose 0 < p < 1/3. Then, for any
Y € Rl,

(2(1 = p/K*)* = (14/3) )0 (Y*),
A(o1(Y*) + poy (Y*)/6%)? + 14pc?(Y*) /3.

Amin(Hess H([Y]))

=
Amax(Hess H([Y])) <

In particular, if ju is further chosen such that 2 (1 — pu/s*)? — (14/3)p > 0, we have H([Y]) is
geodesically strongly conver and smooth in Rq.

In the next two theorems, we show that, for Y ¢ R, either the Riemannian Hessian evaluated
at Y has a large negative eigenvalue, or the norm of the Riemannian gradient is large.

Theorem 9 (Region with Negative Eigenvalue in the Riemannian Hessian of (4)). Given any
Y € Ro, let by =Y —Y*Q, where Q € O, is the best orthogonal matriz aligning Y* and Y. Then
Hess H([Y])[0y,0v] < (o — 2(v/2 — 1))e2(Y*) |0y |3. In particular, if o < 2(v/2 — 1), we have
Hess H([Y]) has at least one negative eigenvalue and Oy is an escaping direction.
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Theorem 10 (Regions with Large Riemannian Gradient of (4)).

() lerad HIYD e > apoy(Y*)/(4r%), VY € Rj;
(@) lerad HLYDr = 201 Y[ = [Y[IY*?) > 2(8° = B)[Y*|?, VY e RE;
(i1i) (grad H([Y]),Y)>2(1—-1/9)|YY"|}, VYeRY.

In particular, if f > 1 and vy > 1, we have the Riemannian gradient of H([Y]) has large magnitude
in all regions Ry, R5 and RY.

Remark 4 (Comparison of Radii for the Positive Definiteness of Riemannian Hessians of (4)
under Other Geometries). We note (4) can also be formulated as an optimization problem under
the embedded geometry,
~ 1
in H(X):= =X - X*|3 15

g HX) =5l [ (15)
where M¢, = {X € SP*P : rank(X) = r,X = 0} is an embedded submanifold in SP*P [VAV0I]. In
Lemma 5 below, whose proof is presented in Appendix B.5, we quantify the radius for the positive
definiteness of the Riemannian Hessian under the embedded geometry.

Lemma 5. (Radius for Positive Definiteness of Hess ]?I(X) under the Embedded Geometry) Define
Ry = {Xe MS||X —X*|p < (/o (X*)}, then for any X € R, we have
24!

Hess ﬁ(X)[ﬁX,EX] > (1- 1_—//

éxlE,  Véx € TxME,.

Suppose X and X* have decompositions YY | and Y*Y* T, respectively. The condition |X —
X*|p < o (X*) in Lemma 5 implies d([Y],[Y*]) < 4 /m,u’ar(Y*) by Lemma 12 Eq. (38).
So, compared with the radius of R1, the radius for the positive definiteness of Riemannian Hessian
under the embedded geometry is in general bigger by a factor of the condition number of Y*.

More generally, since the spectra of Riemannian Hessians of an optimization problem under
two different geometries are sandwiched by each other at Riemannian FOSPs [LLZ21b], the positive
definiteness of the Riemannian Hessian at X* under one geometry implies the positive definiteness
of the Riemannian Hessian under any another geometry. Moreover, because there always exists a
convez geodesic ball at every point for any Riemannian manifold [DCFF92, Chapter 3.4], we have
that under any geometry for fixed-rank PSD matrices, there exists a neighborhood around X* such
that the optimization problem (15) is geodesically strongly convex. In Theorem 8, we provide the
geodesic strong convezity radius under MY, , it is interesting to figure out the radius under other
common geometries, such as the embedded one, and explore under which geometry, the geodesic
strong convezity radius of (15) achieves its maximum.

6 Proofs in Section 3

We first present a result where we compare the Riemannian gradients and Hessians of H([Y]) in
(4) and h([Y]) in (3) when f satisfies RSC and RSM properties.

Proposition 1. Suppose f satisfies the (2r, 4r)-restricted strong convezity and smoothness proper-
ties with parameter § given in Definition 1. For any Y € RY*", we have

lgrad H([Y]) - grad h([Y])[r < 20| Y |IYY " = X*| + 2| Y| (VF (X)max(r [P~ (16)

14



Moreover, for any Oy € Hy./Wng, we have

Hess H([Y])[0y,0v] — Hess h([Y])[0v, Oy ]

T T2 T T T (17)
<OYOy +0vY 5 +20[YY " — X*|p|0vOy|r + 2[(Vf (X)) max(r) [F [0y Oy 7.
Proof. First,
lgrad H([Y]) — grad h([Y])|r
Lemma 3.(14) o 2(VFYYT) = (YYT — X*)Y, A
AslAfp=1
= max XAVFYYT) — (YY" —X*), AY'
AR (VI( ) —( ) )
= max_ 2((VAYYT) = VFX*) = (YY = X*),AY ") + (VF(X*),AY "))
H F=
Lemmas 14,15 T T " T *
< A.mﬁzlw\AY IP[YY " —X*[r +2[AY [r[(V (X)) max(r) P

<W[Y|[YY" = X* 5 + 2| Y[ (Vf(X*))maxr) I7

Second,
’HessH([Y])[Hy, Oy] — Hess h([Y]) [0y, HY]‘
Lemma 3,(14)
< IV2F(YY )[YOy +0v Y, YOy +0vY '] — [YOy + 0v Y T[]
HIAVAYYT) = (YY" = X*), 0y 0y)|
(a)
<YL + 0y YT [5 + [XVA(YYT) = V(X)) = (YY = X*),0v0y)|
+ [V f(X¥), 0y by)]
Lemmas 14,1

< 55Y¢9T OvY |2 +25]YY " — X*||p|0v O+ 21(V f(X* O+ 0,
< YOy +0vY [|§ + 24| IEll0y Oy [F + 2[1(V £ (X)) max(r) [ 7|0y Oy |F,

here (a) is because f satisfies the (2r,4r)-restricted strong convexity and smoothness properties

with parameter § and rank(YY ") = r, rank(Y6y + 0y Y ") < 2r. This finishes the proof of this

proposition. O

Next, we present the proofs for Theorems 3, 4 and 5.

6.1 Proof of Theorem 3
Suppose the best orthogonal matrix that aligns Y and Y* is Q. Then by definition, Y € R implies
IY =Y*Q[p = d([Y],[Y"]) < por(YF)/s". (18)

Thus

(18)
or(Y) =0r(Y =Y'Q+Y*Q) > 0,(Y") - [Y - YQ] > (1 = p/s%)or (YF), (19)

(18)
o1(Y) =oi(Y = Y'Q+Y*Q) <o (Y") + [Y - Y*Q < o1(Y*) + por (Y*)/K".
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By Proposition 1, for any 0y € Hy./Wng, we have

Hess H([Y])[0v,0y] — Hess h([Y])[0y, 0v]
<O[YOy + 0y Y |7 + 25| YY T — X*[p[ 0y by |r + 2[(Vf(X*))maxr) 6 [0v 0y |F

(a)
<40|Y P 0y [E + 1481 Y |d([Y], [Y* DOy IF/3 + 2/(V £ (X*))max(r) [F 0¥ 17 (20)

(19)
<48(01(Y*) + por (Y*)/6*)?|0x [f + 146007 (Y ) |0y [7/3 + 2 (V F (X*))max(r [ 0x [ 7

= (46(01(Y™") + pow (Y*) /%) + 146007 (Y*) /3 + 2| (V (X max(r) I¥) 16¥[E,
here (a) is by Lemma 13 and Lemma 12 Eq. (40). Thus,
Hess h([Y])[0y, Ov]
>Hess H([Y])[0v,0y] — [Hess H([Y])[0v,0y] — Hess h([Y])[0v, 9y]‘

T (21— /) — 14302 (Y)

— (46(01(Y") + oy (Y¥)/6%)2 + 14602 (Y ) /3 + 2 (7 (X s ) ) 0512,

and
Hess h([Y])[0y, 6v]
<Hoss H([Y]) [0y, O] + [Hoss H([Y]) [0y, v ] — Hoss h([Y]) [0y ey]]

Theorem & " " 412 9 "
72 (400 (Y") + oy (Y9)/57)? + 14p02(Y*)/3

+ (40(01(Y*) + poy (Y*)/67)? + 146007 (Y*)/3 + 2 (V F (X*))max(r) ) ) 16 [

If 11 is chosen such that (1 — u/k*)* — 7u/3 > 0 and

5o (L= p/r")? =73

= 4 (2(/{* + Iu//{*)2 + 7/‘/3) and H(vf<X*))max(r) HF < ((1 — /L//i*)2 — 7;“/3) U?(Y*)/él,

then
Nusin (Fess I(TYT)) > (1= po/w*)” — T/3) o2(Y*).

Therefore, h([Y]) is geodesically strongly convex in R since R4 is geodesically convex by Theorem
2.

Let 7:= ((1— p/k*)? — 7u/3) 02(Y*). Suppose Y is a Riemannian FOSP in R1, then we have
Y is the unique Riemannian FOSP in Ri. This is because if Y’ is another FOSP in R; and Q' is
the best orthogonal matrix that aligns Y and Y’. Then by the geodesic strong convexity, we have
[Bou20, Chapter 11]:

WY = AV + Grad h([Y)), ¥'Q = V) + ZIV'Q - V3,

R([Y]) = h([Y']) + (grad A([Y']), YQ'T - Y') + %H?’Q’ - Y3
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Notice grad h([Y]) = grad h([Y’]) = 0 by assumption and sum over the above two equations yields,
TIY'Q - Y|} <o.

Since 7 > 0, we have Y/Q' = Y and [?] = [{f’ ]. Moreover, Y is a local minimizer as for any other
Y e Rl:

W(IY]) = h([Y]) + (grad n([Y]), YQ" = Y) + S| YQ" — Y7 = h([Y]) + SIYQ" - Y|,
where Q" is the best orthogonal matrix that aligns Y and Y.

Now, let Q be the best orthogonal matrix that aligns Y and Y*. By a similar argument as
above we have

A(IY*)) = h((Y]) + (grad h([¥]), Y*Q = ¥) + 5 Y*Q - Y},
A(Y]) = WY + Grad (YD), YQT - Y*) + Z|Y*Q - Y2

Notice graT(D?]) = 0 by assumption and sum over the above two equations yields
7[Y*Q ~ Y[ < (grad A([Y*]). Y* - YQT)
= VY Y*)YH Y - YQT) (21)
<2V Y)Y p|Y* - YQT[r.
So (21) yields

IVAYY )Y p < max  Z(VFYYTIYHA)

Y*Q - Y|p <
Y Q e < A:|Alp<t T

N 3o

_Z v Y*Y*T AY*T
- Azmggﬁ f( ), )

Lemma 15 2
< ZJAY (V£ (X*)) max(r
A:m&ﬁg”\\ e[ (V £(X*)) max(r) |7

2
< ZIYFICV £ (X)) maxr -

6.2 Proof of Theorem 4

First, we know 6y € HyM?, by Lemma 2. By Theorem 9, we have Hess H([Y])[0y,0y] <
(@ = 2(v2 = 1)o7 (Y*)|ox [
In addition, Proposition 1 implies

‘HessH([Y])[Hy, Oy] — Hess h([Y]) [0y, HY]‘
<O Y03 + 0y YT [5 + 20 YY T — X5 0y by v + 20(V f(X*))max(r) [P 0¥ v |7

<48 YOy |E + 25 YY" = X*[p|0y [ + 2| (V£ (X*))max(r) [6 |0y [

(a)
<26 (268%1Y* 2 + (L + NIY*Y* T 5) [0x [F + 20 (Vf (X*)max(r [F 10v [F

where (a) is because Y € Ry. Thus,
Hess H(IYD) [0, 0] < Hess H(IY [0, 0x] + [Hess H{Y ][0y, by ] — Hess ATV ) [0y 0v]
< (0 —2(v2 - 1)o2 (Y*) 6y |2
+26 (2820 * 1% + (L 4+ DIY*Y*T[2) 105 ]2 + 20(V (X)) masiry [ |5 |2
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So if

o (0/2-1)—a)(Y?)
S SR+ (1 + )Y Y]

2(\/§ B 1) B ao_2(Y*)
] r )

and [[(Vf(X*))max(r) IF <

then

V221 2@y gy 2.

Hoss H([Y]) [0y, v ] — Hess h([Y]) [0y ey]\ < .

Thus,

Hess h([Y])[0v,0y] < Hess H([Y])[0v,0v] + ‘Hess H([Y))[0y,0v] — Hess h([Y])[0v, Ov]

a—2(v2-1
< 220220 oy oy .

6.3 Proof of Theorem 5

We prove the results for the three regions separately.
When Y € Rf. By Proposition 1,

lgrad H([Y]) — grad A([Y])[r < 20[Y||YY " — X*[p + 2[ Y| (Vf(X*))max(r) [F
< 2081+ )Y IY*Y* T p + 280 Y (Y (X*))max(r) | -

Thus, combining the above result with Theorem 10, we have

lgrad h([Y])[r =[grad H([Y])|r — |grad H([Y]) — grad h([Y])]r
>apoy (Y*)/(46%) = (20801 + NIYFIIY*Y* 5 + 28 Y* [ (VF (X)) max(r [¥) -

. . 2 Y ¥
In particular, if § < gyl H;;;*QHF and (V£ (X*))max(r) [P < 35502(Y*), we have

lgrad A(IY])[r > auo(Y*)/(8x*). (22)

When Y € Rf. By Proposition 1,

lgrad H([Y]) — grad A(IY])[r < 26| Y[|YY " = X*|lp + 2[ Y| (VF(X*))max(rIE

<2
< 261+ NIYIY Y * e + 2 Y[ [(Vf(X*)) mas(r) -

Thus

lgrad h([Y])|r =[grad H([Y])[r — [lgrad H([Y]) — grad h([Y])[r

Theorem 10
> 20X = YY) = 61+ NIYIIY*Y* e + 2l Y |[(V f(X*)) maxeIF) ;

: : Br-1 _IY*|? 1Yy B2-1 2
In particular, if § < AT YT p < I+ [Y*Y* [p and H(vf<X*))max(r) Il < 1 Y= <
”Y”274”Y*”2

, we have

lgrad A(TY D = Y] = YY) > (8° = B)IY). (23)
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When Y € RE. We have

[(erad H(IYT) - grad A([Y]), Y

Lomma3 14)
< 2y<Vf YY) = VAX*) = (YY" = X*), YY)+ 2[(VF(X*), YY)

Lemmas 14,1 T T I T "
< 2YY [p[YY' =YY p + 2[YY 5| (VX)) max(rlF

(a)
<20(1+ UNIYYTE + 21 YY TR (VF (X)) max(r s

here (a) is because Y € RY.
Thus

(grad h([Y]), Y) = (grad H([Y]),Y) — |(grad H([Y]) — grad h([Y]),Y>’

Theorem 10
>

201 - 1/)YYTE
= (2001 + IIYY T + 2YY e (VF (X)) max(r ¥ -

Moreover, since
(erad h([Y]),Y) < |lgrad 2([Y])[r[ Y] < [grad 2([Y]) e[ Y]]
< Vrlgrad h(IY T e [YY T2,

where (a) is because | Y| < HYYTHII:/z, we have

lgrad A(TY]) & = (grad (1Y ]), YOI YY |52 /v/r

2201 = 1/7) - 2601+ 1/7) VY T2 = 2 YT |21 (X)) o /4
2 2y — 1) = 260y + D)2/ — 2 2 YT (V£ (X)) e /T

Here (a) is because Y € RY.
In particular, if § < 4('1;11) and [[(V f(X*))maxr [F < $(v = D[ Y*Y*T ||, we have

lgrad R(IYD)[e > (v — Dy 2V Y*T 22/ /. (25)

Finally, (11) is a combination of the results in (22), (23) and (25).

7 Proof of Theorem 2

We first present two preliminary results for proving Theorem 2 and then present the proof of
Theorem 2 at the end of this section. The first result is about the totally normal neighborhood of
M, at [Y].

Lemma 6. (Totally Normal Neighborhood at [Y]) For any Y € RE" and 0 < x < 20,(Y), B.([Y])
is a totally normal neighborhood of [Y] with parameter ¢ = 0,(Y)—x, i.e., for any [ 'l € B.([Y]),
we have the injectivity radius at [Y'] is greater or equal to ¢ and BC([Y’]) D B,([Y]).

Proof. See Appendix C.1. O
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Next, we present a key proposition in proving Theorem 2 which is based on [DCFF92, Chapter
3.4, Lemma 4.1 and Proposition 4.2]. The result in [DCFF92], which is a classic result in Rie-
mannian geometry, holds for generic Riemannian manifolds, but it is only when revisiting its proof
that we can provide an explicit quantitative estimate for the radius of geodesic convexity around
an arbitrary point in the manifold M,

We introduce the following notation. Given any Y € RY*" and z > 0 we use S, ([Y]) := {[Y1] :
d([Y1],[Y]) = z} to denote the geodesic sphere of radius = centered at [Y].

Proposition 2. Given Y € RY*", any geodesic in MY, that is tangent at [Y'] to the geodesic
sphere S,([Y]) of radius p with p < cy := 0,(Y) stays out of the geodesic ball B,([Y]) for some
neighborhood of [Y'].

Proof. Denote T1.5,([Y]) as the unit tangent bundle restricted to geodesic sphere S,([Y]), that is:

TS, ([Y]) = {([Y'],&v) : [Y'T € S,([YD, &y € Ty qfMey s 9w (v ) = 1}

Let v : I x T1S,([Y]) > M}, , I = (—¢,¢) for some small enough € > 0, be a differentiable
map such that ¢ — ~(t,[Y'],{y/) is the geodesic that at the instant ¢ = 0 passes through [Y’]
with velocity £y, and [€y/|r = 1. Since [Y'] € S,([Y]) and p < 0,(Y), by Lemma 9, Y'Y
is nonsingular, so we can define u(t, [Y'],{ryr)) = Logpy)(v(#,[Y'],§y1)). In addition, let F' :
I xT1S,([Y]) = R be

F<t7 [Yl]a S[Y’]) = 9[Y] (u(t7 [Y/]7 g[Y’])a u<t7 [Yl]a S[Y’]))
=gy <L0g[Y] (v [Y'],€v))s Logpyy (v (&, [Y'], §pyry )))
Lomma 2 _ ((Y/ + th’)Qt (Y/ + th’)Qt _ Y) (26)

= I(Y + t&v)Qt - Y[
=2 4 2t<Y/7§Y’> —2tr(%,) + HY/H% + HYH%‘7

where YT (Y’ + t&y/) has SVD QUtZtQ‘T,t and Q; = QVtQEt. Geometrically, F' measures the
square distance from [Y] to points along the geodesic v. We now discuss how the function F'
behaves around ¢ = 0.

We have both u and F' are differentiable and %f = ((3’u/ ot,u). If a geodesic ~ is tangent
to the geodesic sphere S,([Y]) at the point [Y'] = ~(0, [ ] v7]), then from the Gauss Lemma
[DCFF92, Chapter 3, Lemma 3.5], we have

oF 2 , ,
E(Ov [Yl]vé[Y’]) = 2g[Y] (a_,;b(()’ [Y ]7£[Y’])7u(07 [Y ]7£[Y’])> = 0.

This means (0,[Y'],{y+)) is a stationary point of F' at ¢t = 0 for fixed [Y'] on S.([Y]) and fixed

&y with unit norm. If we can show that we have a;Tf(O, [Y'],&y) > 0, then we would be able
to conclude that ¢ = 0 is a local minimizer of F'(-,[Y'],{[y.). Given the geometric interpretation
of the function F, this would further imply that there exists a neighborhood of [Y’] such that the
geodesic v stays out of the geodesic ball B,([Y]). We thus focus on proving the positivity of the
second derivative.

Let Que = [dy,---,d% ], Qve = [dy,-..,d,, ], ¢ = diag(oy,...,0,). From (26), for any
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([Y'],€pyr) € TiS,([Y]) we have

62F / d2tr(§]t)
NPT
: d20'i(t)
2_2; dt? L—O o
N 27
T t tT
Lemma 8 2_9 <YT£Y', % 0>
t=
d T
—re <YT§Y/7 (Q[jittQVt) ‘t—0> )

d(QUt Q;t) e
dt

Since QUtQ‘T/t forms a smooth path in the space of O, we must have that

T, Qqu%@T' From the known expression for the tangent spaces of the Lie group of orthogonal

-
matrices (e.g., see [EAS98]), we deduce that %

matrix €, ie., Q@ = —Q". Therefore,

o QUOQ‘T/OQ for some skew-symmetric

KYQ AQuQy,)| >‘ YTy, QuoQTo®)|
= (QvoQf Y Ty, )|
(QroQLY" = Y ey, @)
(QuoQleY " — Y ey [r[
1(QvoQLeY ™ =Y 1)|r| 2

= p|Qr = p|QuoQyr

Lemga 10 \/EpHSY’ HF
S R+ e, ()P

N

NS

—
~

here (a) is because &yr € Hy' MY, , and by Lemma 1 we know Y'T¢y is a symmetric matrix,
denoted by S, and thus (S, Q) = 0 given that @ = —QT; (b) is because ||(QVOQEOYT—YIT)£Y/ Ir <
(QvoQl Y =Y Nr|éy|r and |&y/|r = 1; and (c) is because Y’ € S,([Y]) and QyoQy, is the
optimal alignment between Y and Y. ,

Combining (27) and (28), we have shown %TE(O, [Y'],&yn) > 0 forany ([Y'],&pyn) € T1S,([Y])-
This finishes the proof of this proposition as was discussed before. O

In Appendix C, we present a series of technical lemmas that we have used in the proof of
Proposition 2. For example, in Lemma 8 we provide a simple formula for the second derivatives of
singular values of a smoothly varying one-parameter family of matrices. Moreover, in Lemma 10 we
give a sharp bound on the condition number of the orthogonal Procrustes problem, complementing
in this way some results in the literature, e.g. [S6d93, Dor05].

We are now ready to present the proof of Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. First, by Lemma 6, B, ([Y]) is a totally normal neighborhood of [Y], so
for any [Y1],[Y2] € B, ([Y]), there exists a unique minimizing geodesic ~ joining them, and its
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length is less than 2ry. Let us now consider [Y1],[Y2] € B+([Y]) € B,y ([Y]). We show that v is
contained in B, ([Y]).
Notice that for any point [Y'] on v, min(d([Y'],[Y1]),d([Y'],[Y2])) < ry. Then we have

d([Y'], [Y]) < min(d([Y'], [Y1]) + d([Y1], [YD), d([Y'], [Y2]) + d([Y2], [Y]))

<2ry =dy :=20,.(Y)/3. (29)

~

Let [Y] be the point in 7y such that the maximum distance from [Y] to v is attained, and denote
this distance by p. If [Y] is either [Y1] or [Y2], then we are done. If not, we have that the points
of v in any neighborhood of [Y] remain in the closure of B,([Y]) while v is tangential to S,([Y])

~

at [Y]. Since p < cy := 0,(Y) by (29), this contradicts Proposition 2. This finishes the proof. [

8 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we have studied the optimization landscape of the Burer-Monteiro factorized objective
for a general fixed-rank PSD matrix optimization problem under the Riemannian quotient geometry.
When f satisfies the restricted strong convexity and smoothness properties, we show the landscape
of the factorized objective is benign by characterizing its geometry in the entire domain. When
f satisfies a weaker restricted strict convexity property, we show there exists a neighborhood near
the local minimizer such that the factorized objective is geodesically convex.

There are many interesting extensions to the results in this paper to be explored in the future.
First, the current requirement on 0 to guarantee the benign global landscape of (3) in Corollary 1
may not be sharp and it would be interesting to explore whether we can establish similar landscape
results with a sharper dependence on §. Second, it is well known that geometry plays a central
role in Riemannian optimization. Picking a proper metric that maximizes the geodesic convexity
radius of the objective is favorable. As we have mentioned in Remark 4, it would be interesting to
explore under what geometries the geodesic strong convexity radii of (3) and (4) are maximized.
Third, the landscape of the Burer-Monteiro factorized objective can be more complicated when f
does not satisfy RSC and RSM, see [YZLS22]. An interesting future research direction is to explore
under what assumptions on f will the Burer-Monteiro factorization continue to work for efficient
optimization. Finally, in this work we have mainly focused on the exact-parameterization setting,
i.e., the number of columns of Y is equal to the rank of the parameter of interest X*. It would be
very interesting to try to characterize the landscape of (3) in the over-parameterized setting, i.e.,
when the number of columns of Y is greater than the rank of X*. In that case, the optimality
conditions for X* need to be carefully developed as X* is merely a boundary point of the working
manifold.
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A Proofs in Section 4

A.1 Proof of Theorem 6

First, given any non-zero 0y € 7-[?./\73 4, we have 9?95 +YYT is a tangent vector of the set
(X e SP*P = 0,rank(X) < 2r} [RW09, Chapter 6]. since YY T is a rank r local minimizer
of Minxegpxry0rank(X)<2r f(X), the first-order optimality condition implies that (V f (YYT),C -
YY) > 0 holds for any tangent vector C. Thus, we have (Vf (\??T),H?Qg> > 0 by setting
C=0g6L +YYT.

Thus, by Lemma 3, we have

Hess h([Y])[0g. 0] = V2F(YY )[Y0, +05Y T, Y0, +05Y ]+ 2VA(YYT), 050,
> VAF(YY ) [Y0, +0YT, Y0, +0Y"] >0,

where the last inequality is because f satisfies the (r, 2r)-restricted strict convexity property and
because YQXIK + H?YT is nonzero by virtue of Lemma 13. This implies that there is a neighborhood

~

N around [Y] such that Hessh([Y]) 3= 0 for any [Y] € N. The result follows by combining the
above with Theorem 2.

B Proofs in Section 5

B.1 Proof of Theorem 7

Recall X* has eigendecomposition U*3*U*T | where recall by this we mean the economic/reduced
version of the eigendecomposition. For any FOSP Y e R let B=U*TY and W =Y — Py«Y.
Then Y = U*B + W. So

(YY" —-X*)Y = (U*B + W)(U*B + W) — X*) (U*B + W)
= (U*B+W)(U*B+W)' —X*)U*B + (U*B + W)(U*B+ W) — X*) W

WIU'=0 (U*B + W)BTB — U*S*B + (U*B + W)W W.

(30)

Since Y is a FOSP, we have (YY" — X*)Y = 0. We split the analysis into the following three
cases.

Case 1: B = 0. In this case, (YY" —X*)Y = 0 and (30) imply WW W = 0, which further
implies WIWWTW = 0. Since a PSD matrix has a unique principal square root [JORO01], we
have WTW = 0. Thus W = 0. This shows Y = U*B + W = 0, and thus Y can not belong to
R2*". Tt follows that B = 0 can not occur at FOSPs.

Case 2: W = 0. In this case, Y = U*B € RZ™", so B is invertible and Y lies in the column
span of U*. The fact that (YY ' — X*)Y = 0 and (30) imply

U*(BB' —X*)B=0— BB' —X* = 0.
Thus, YY ' = U*BB'U*" = U*S*U*T = X*, which implies [Y] = [Y*] by Lemma 11.
Case 3: B # 0,W = 0. Since W lies in the column space of U*, (YY" — X*)Y = 0 and

(30) imply
Py (YYT —=X*)Y =0—= W(B'B+W'W) =0.
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Since Y'Y = BB+ W'W, we have WYY = 0. As Y e RY*", Y'Y is positive definite, this
implies W = 0 and contradicts with the assumption. So B # 0, W # 0 can not happen at FOSPs.

From the above, we deduce that only Case 2 can happen at FOSPs and thus [Y*] is the unique
FOSP in (4).

B.2 Proof of Theorem 8

Denote by Q the best orthogonal matrix that aligns Y and Y*. Then by the assumption on Y we

have
Y - Y*Q| < [Y - Y*Q[r = d([Y],[Y*]) < po,(Y*)/r". (31)

Thus
(31)
or(Y) =0r(Y =Y'Q+Y"Q) 2 0,(Y") - [Y = Y*Q| = (1 —p/r%)or(Y"), (32)
(1)
01(Y) =o1(Y = Y'Q+Y'Q) < on(Y") + [Y = Y*Q| < 01(Y") + por (Y¥) /s,
where the first inequality in each line follows from Weyl’s theorem [Ste98, Theorem 4.29].

To provide bounds for the spectrum of Hess H QY]), we just need to compute lower and upper
bounds for Hess H([Y])[fy,0y] for any 6y € Hy M?, . First,

Hoss H([YD [0y, 0v] "2 Y6% + 0y YT |2 + 20YY T — X*,6v6)

Lemma 13
>

207 (Y) [0y [F + 2YY T — X*, 0y0y,)
>207(Y) 0y F — 2YY " — X*|p|bv |

(32),Lemma 12 Eq. (40)
> 2(1— u/k*)? o (Y*) 0y [ — 2 % 7/3]Y* | po, (Y*) |6y [[7/5*

>(2(1 = p/r*)* = (14/3))a7 (Y*)| Oy [}
Likewise,

Hess H([Y]) [0y, 0v] 2 Y6] + 6y Y T2 + 20YY T — X*,0v63%)

Lemma 13
< (40f(Y) +2[YYT — X*|p) 0y

(32),Lemma 12 Eq. (40)
< (4(01(Y*) + po(Y*)/6%)” + 1402 (Y*)/3) |0y .

From the above we conclude that when  is chosen such that 2 (1 — p/k*)? — (14/3)p > 0, we
have H([Y]) in (4) is geodesically strongly convex and smooth in R; as Ry is a geodesically convex
set by Theorem 2.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 9

First, notice 6y € Hy MY, and |0y |r = d([Y],[Y*]) by Lemma 2. In addition, a simple calculation
yields
YY' - X* +0y0y = Y0y +0vY . (33)

Then (14) implies
(grad H([Y]),0v) = 2A(YY' = X*)Y,0y)

(34)
—YYT X5 0y YT Y00 B oyyT - X oved + YYT - X,
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and

Hess H([Y]) [0y, 0v] =|YOy + O0x YT |2 + 7YY T — X* vy
DyyT - X* 4 0y0L 2 + 2YYT — X*,0v63)
=[0v 0% [E + YY" = X*[f + 4YYT - X*, 0v0y)

=6y Oy |2 =3 YYT = X*|2 + YY" —X* YYT — X* + 6y63)

34 —
Dlow o317 31YYT = X[} + 4grad H(Y]). 0x)
Lemma 12 Eq. (39) T 9 N
< —IYY = X[ + 4(grad H([Y]), Oy)
Lemma 12 Eq. (38) E—
< —2(v2 = D)o (Y*) |y |§ + 4grad H(Y])[r[6v v

o - 2(v/2 — 1) (Y oy |2,

here (a) is because ||grad H([Y])|r < apo?(Y*)/(4k*) implies
lgrad H([Y])[r < ad([Y],[Y*])o7 (Y")/4 = alby |po7 (Y*)/4.

This finishes the proof of this theorem.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 10
First, if Y € R, the fact that ||grad H([Y])|r is large holds by definition. Next, we show that the

norm of the gradient is large when Y € R and when Y € RY.
(When Y € R%): Suppose UXV' and U*Z*V*T are the SVDs of Y and Y*, respectively.
Then
Jerad (YD [r Z2|(YYT —Y*Y* )Y |p
=2|UEVI — U*s*?U*'US V' |k
=2|UX? - U*S*?U* U |p
>|Py(UX? — U*S*?U*TUS) |p
=2|2? - UTUrE?UrTUD|p
>2|(2° - UTU*S2U*TUR) | = 2||Y P — (UTU*S*?U*TUD) 4|
22(|Y[? - [(UTU*S*U*TU) 41))
>2(|Y[? - [uTU*=*?UrTUy|)

(a)
=2(Y 1P = IYIIY*)?) > 2(8° - B)IY*°,
here (a) is because Y € RY, and the subscript [1,1] indicates the entry in the first row and first
column of the corresponding matrix.
(When Y € RY): In this case, we have

(arad HTYD,Y) PyYT - XY, Y)
=2(YYT —X*), YY"
22|YY T3 — 2)(X* YY D 2 2|YY T3 — 2 YY T [p[Y*Y*T g
>2(1—1/7)[YYT|3.
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B.5 Proof of Lemma 5

S DT

Suppose X € M¢, has eigendecomposition USU', éx = [U U] {D 0

Then by [LLZ21a, Proposition 2], we have
Hess H(X)[¢x,¢x] = [€x |3 + 22X — X*, U, DE'DTU]).

] [U UJ_]T € TxM$+

Moreover,
AX - X* U, DE'D'U])
=X -X*, U,DU'Ux'UTUD'U])
=2(X - X*, Py, é&x PuX ' Puéx Py, )-
Thus

22X - X*, U, DE"'D'U])|
<2|X — X*|p| Py, éx Polfon(X ™) = 2[X — X*|r[éx|§/or (X).
Finally, [X — X*|p < ¢/ (X*) implies 0,(X) = 0,(X*) — [|X — X*|| = (1 — p/)o(X*). Thus

Hess H (X)[x, éx] > [éx|f — 21X — X*|r[éx[#/0r(X)

2 /
> [éx|® — 21X — X*[pléx|B/((1 — @)on (X*)) > (1 — —=

1_—#,)”5)(”12«“-

C Auxiliary Lemmas for Theorem 2

Lemma 7. ([MA20, Theorem 6.3]) For any Y € REY™", the injectivity radius of M, at [Y] is
or(Y).

Lemma 8. Suppose A(t) € RP1*P2 depends smoothly on a time variable t, so that the singular value
oi(t) = 0;(A(t)) and left (right) singular vectors u;(t) = w;(A(t)) (vi(t) = vi(A(t))) also depend
smoothly on t. Then for everyi=1,...,p1 A pa:

. e
Git) = (wi(t), A()vi(t)y  and  &i(t) = Cui(t), A(t)vi(t >+<A %>

Here for a smooth function ¢ of t, ¢(t) := ili—(f, h(t) = 227?.

Proof. First notice (u;(t), A(t)v;(t)) = 0;(t). Differentiating with respect to ¢ on both sides yields

Gi(t) = (1), A(t)vi(t)) + Cwi(t), A(t)vi(t)) + (wi(t), A(t)vi(t))
= 6i(t) = o(t)(i (), wi (1)) + Cwi(t), A(D)vi(t)) + o3()(vilt), Vilt)) (35)
L i) = i), A(t)vi(t).
Here (a) is because (u;(t),u;(t)) = 1, so {u;(t),u;(t)y = 0. Similarly we have {v;(t),v;(t)) = 0.

Differentiating with respect to t on both sides of &;(t) = (u;(t), A(t)vi(t)), we get

Gi(t) = Cwi(t), A(t)vi(t)) + C@it), A(t)vi(t)) + (wi(t), A(t)Vi(t))

Wt (BT
— 51(t) = u(t), A + (V) 4y,
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Lemma 9. Given any Y,Y' € RE" such that d([Y'],[Y]) < 0,(Y). Let O' = argmingeg, [Y'O—
Y|r. Then YT (Y +t(Y'O'~Y)) is nonsingular and det(Y ' (Y +t(Y'O'=Y))) > 0 for allt € [0,1].

Proof. Suppose U spans the top 7 eigenspace of YY '. By Lemma 2, we know Y/O'—Y € Hyﬂ;ﬂr,
so we can represent Y/O' =Y by Y(YTY) 'S+ U,D for some S € %" D € RP~")*" by Lemma
1.

For the sake of contradiction, suppose there exists a t* € [0, 1] such that YT (Y +*(Y'O’ ~Y))
is singular. We show next that this implies d([Y'],[Y]) = [Y'O'=Y ¢ = 0,(Y), thus contradicting
our assumption.

Since YT (Y + t*(Y'O’ — Y)) is singular, the matrix Y(Y'Y)" 'Y (Y + t*(Y'O' - Y)) =
Y +t*Y(YTY)"!S is singular also. It follows that

YO ~ Y& = [Y(YTY)'S|2 + [UDE > [#Y (YY) 'S[2 > min |V - Y[r < o (Y).
YeRpxr\REX"
Here (a) is by the Schmidt-Mirsky theorem, see [Ste98, Chapter 1, Theorem 4.32]. We thus conclude
that YT (Y +¢(Y'O’ —Y)) is nonsingular for all € [0, 1].
Using now the continuity of det(Y (Y +¢(Y'O’ —Y))) with respect to ¢, the fact that Y ' (Y +
t(Y'O’' —Y)) is nonsingular for all ¢ € [0,1], and the fact that at ¢ = 0 we have det(Y Y) > 0, we
deduce that det(Y (Y + t(Y’O’ —Y))) > 0 for all ¢ € [0,1]. This completes the proof. O

The fact that the matrix Y (Y +#(Y'O’ —Y)) is nonsingular for all ¢ € [0, 1] has been proved
in [MA20, Proposition 6.2]. Here we have presented the proof again for completeness, emphasizing
the fact that the determinant does not change sign. This fact will be needed in the next lemma.

Lemma 10 (Condition Number for the Perturbation of Orthogonal Procrustes Problem). Let
Y,Y' € RE*" such that d([Y'],[Y]) < 0.(Y), and let Ay and Ay be two RP*" matrices. Let
O, = argmingcg, [(Y' + tAy)O — (Y + tAy)|r fort = 0. Then

|Ay|r |Ay |r
= <(0r(Y)2 +az,(Y))1? i (0 (Y)2 + a2, (Y)V2 = d([Y'], [Y])> '

=
dt 1t=0

F

Proof. Let us introduce another alignment matrix O}:

O; = arg min H(Y/ + tAy)000 — (Y + tAy)|p.
0c0,

It is easy to see that OgO; = O; and O = I,. By Lemma 9, we know that when d([Y'],[Y]) <
0.(Y), then det(YTY'Oq) > 0, and thus det((Y +tAy) T (Y’ +tAy:)Op) > 0 for all small enough

t. By Lemma 2, we have O} = V, U/, where (Y +tAy)" (Y’ +tAy/)Og has SVD U, %,V so for
small enough ¢ we have sign(det(O})) = sign(det((Y + tAy) " (Y’ + tAy/)Op)).

By the continuity of the determinant, we have det(O}) > 0 for small enough ¢ because sign(det(Oy)) =

sign(det(YTY’Qg)) > 0. This implies that the best alignment matrix between Y + tAy and

(Y’ + tAy+)Oyg is a rotation matrix, i.e., it has determinant 1, for small enough ¢. Then by [S6d93,
Corollary 2.1], we have

/ / HAY’OOHF HAYHF
O Ol = ((arm? o (O T (0 (Y + o2 (V)2 —d(Y T, [YD) o

. Ay s Ay Iy
o <<UT<Y>2 S () (o (Y 0T, (V)12 — (YT [YD) o

(36)
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Finally, we have

dOy . 0, -0 . 000} — 0p0y
—’ = (lim ———| = |lim —————~
dt lt=o|p t—0 P t—0 t P
e eY
= |lim Lt O = lim 7Ot O
t—0 t F t—0 t F

Ayl |Ays
= <<UT<Y>2 P2 (Y)2 T (o (Y)2 1 o2, (Y)V2 — (Y], [YD) ’

where the last inequality follows from (36). O

Remark 5. Lemma 10 provides a generalization of Corollary 2.1 in [S6d93]. There, Oy is defined
as a minimizer among rotation matrices, i.e. elements in Q, with determinant one, whereas here
we are interested in arbitrary orthogonal matrices. In our proof, however, we show that we can
reduce our setting to that in [S6d93].

C.1 Proof of Lemma 6

For given [Y'] € B,([Y]), let Q be defined as in Lemma 2, i.e. Q is the best matrix in O, aligning
Y and Y’. Then

oY) =0,YQ) =0,YQ-Y+Y)20.(Y)— |[YQ-Y]| = 0,(Y) — |[YQ-Y|F

> 0,.(Y) — z, (37)

where the first inequality follows from Weyl’s theorem [Ste98, Theorem 4.29]. Combining with
Lemma 7, (37) implies that the injectivity radius at [Y’] is no smaller than o,(Y) — z.
Moreover, for any other [Y”] € B,([Y]), we have

AY") [Y']) < (Y] [Y) + dY'LY]) < 200 (Y) < 0y(¥) — 2.

This implies By, (v)—»([Y']) © B([Y]) and finishes the proof of this lemma.

D Additional Lemmas

The next lemma establishes a one-to-one correspondence between PSD matrices with rank r and
the space MY _ .

Lemma 11. (/[MA20, Proposition A.1]) Let Y1,Y2 € RY*". Then Y1Y| = Y2Y4 if and only if
Y2 = Y0 for some O € Q,. Moreover, {X : X € SP*P &= 0,rtank(X) =7} = {YY ' : Y e RL*"}.

The next lemma states that this correspondence is a locally bi-Lipschitz map and quantifies the
corresponding local Lipschitz constants.

Lemma 12. For any Y1,Ys e RY*", we have

1
2(v2 = 1) (Y2)

d*([Y1],[Y2]) < Y1 Y] - Y2Y] |3, (38)
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and
(Y1 = Y2Q) (Y1 —Y2Q) ' [§ <2Y1Y] — YoY5|F, (39)

where Q = argmingg, [Y1 — Y20|F.
In addition, for any Y1,Y2 € RE*" obeying d([Y1],[Y2]) < 20,(Y2), we have

7
1YY — YY) |r < §HY2Hd([Y1]7 [Ya]). (40)

Proof. The first statement is from [TBS*16, Lemma 5.4], the second statement is from [GJZ17,
Lemma 6] and the third statement is a slight modification of [TBS*16, Lemma 5.3]. O

Lemma 13. ([LLZ21b, Proposition 2]) Let Y € RY™", and let X = YY . Then 202(Y)|0y |3 <
Y065 + v Y 1|2 < 403(Y)|0y |2 holds for all by € Hy MY, .

Remark 6. The previous result can be interpreted as a quantitative bound for the metric distortion
of the differential of the correspondence between X and [Y]. Indeed, the tangent plane of {X :
X € SP*P = 0,rank(X) = r} at X = YY | consists of matrices of the form (Y0y + 6yY ") for
Oy € HyM?,, as has been discussed in [LLZ21b]. ~We observe that from Lemma 12 one could
directly obtain the bound 2(v/2 — 1)o2(Y)|0y |3 < | Y0y + OxY |2, while Lemma 13 provides a
better constant for this inequality. The upper bound Y0y + 0y Y |2 < 403(Y)|0y |3 follows from
straightforward linear algebra considerations.

Lemma 14. ([ZLTW21, Lemma 10]) Suppose f satisfies (2r,4r)-restricted strong converity and
smoothness properties with parameter 0 < § < 1 as in Definition 1. Then for any p-by-p real-valued
matrices C,D, H with rank(C),rank(D) < r and rank(H) < 2r, we have

KVF(C) = Vf(D) - (C-D),H)| <4|C - D[r|H]r.

Lemma 15. ([LHZ21, Lemma 3]) Let X be a p1-by-ps real-valued matriz. For any non-negative
integer r < p1 A P2, we have

HXmax(r)HF = sup (B, X) (41)
[Blrp<1,rank(B)<r
If rank(X) < r, then

IX|lp = sup (B,X). (42)
|B|r<1,rank(B)<r
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