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Nonconvex Matrix Factorization is Geodesically Convex: Global

Landscape Analysis for Fixed-rank Matrix Optimization From a

Riemannian Perspective

Yuetian Luo1 and Nicolás Garćıa Trillos2

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 YYJ, 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; (R2) 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.

Keywords: Matrix factorization, global landscape analysis, Riemannian optimization, quotient
geometry

MSC subject classification: 58C05,90C06,90C22

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following optimization problem

min
XPSpˆp<0,rankpXq“r

fpXq, 0 ă r ď p. (1)
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Without loss of generality, we assume f is symmetric in X P Rpˆp, i.e., fpXq “ fpXJq; otherwise,
we can set f̃pXq “ 1

2pfpXq`fpXJqq and have f̃pXq “ fpXq for all X < 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 [BM05]):

min
YPRpˆr

˚

h̄pYq :“ fpYYJq, (2)

i.e. X gets factorized as YYJ for a rectangular matrix Y. Here, Rpˆr
˚ 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 “ LRJ (L P R

p1ˆr, R P R
p2ˆr), achieves linear convergence provided the

scheme is 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, LPP`19, 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 [LLA`19] and [ZLTW21], respectively. In particular,
[ZLTW21] considered a general well-conditioned objective f and showed that the landscape of
h̄pYq 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 h̄pYq is large, or the Hessian
evaluated at Y has a negative eigenvalue; when Y is close to the global minimizer, then h̄pYq
satisfies certain regularity condition which can facilitate local linear convergence of GD. [LLA`19]
considered a more restricted setting and assumed f is a least squares objective, but they obtained
a stronger local geometric result: h̄pYq 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 [LLA`19, ZLTW21] is not quite intuitive for two reasons: first,
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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 [LLA`19]. 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 [LLA`19, Section IV.B], the analyses in [LLA`19, ZLTW21] mainly focus
on the noiseless setting. Specifically, [LLA`19, ZLTW21] assume there exists a rank r parameter
matrix of interest X˚ which is the global minimizer of (1) and satisfies ∇fpX˚q “ 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 P Or. This ambiguity makes h̄pYq
unavoidably nonconvex in any neighborhood of a stationary point [LLA`19, 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 ÞÑ YO, in an abstract search space by defining the equivalence classes
rYs “ tYO : O P Oru. Since the invariance mapping is performed via the Lie group Or smoothly,
freely and properly, we have M

q
r` :“ ĎMq

r`{Or is a quotient manifold of ĎMq
r` :“ R

pˆr
˚ [Lee13,

Theorem 21.10]. Moreover, we equip TY
ĎMq

r` with the metric ḡYpηY, θYq “ trpηJ
YθYq for any

ηY, θY P TY
ĎMq

r`, where TY
ĎMq

r` “ R
pˆr is the tangent space of ĎMq

r` at Y. Since h̄pYq is
invariant along the equivalence classes of ĎMq

r`, (2) induces the following optimization problem on
the quotient manifold M

q
r`:

min
rYsPMq

r`

hprYsq :“ h̄pYq (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 convexity and smoothness
properties (see Definition 1), and the noise level at the rank r matrix parameter of interest
X˚ is controlled, then the global landscape of (3) is benign in the following sense: given any
Y P R

pˆr
˚ , one of the following three properties holds:

(i) the magnitude of Riemannian gradient of hprYsq is large;

3



(ii) the Riemannian Hessian of hprYsq has a large negative eigenvalue and there is an explicit
escaping direction;

(iii) when YYJ is close to X˚, hprYsq 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 ∇fpX˚q.

(b) When f satisfies a weaker restricted strict convexity property (see Definition 2), there exists
a neighborhood around a local minimizer such that hprYsq is geodesically convex.

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 h̄pYq 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 hprYsq is the same as the Euclidean gradient
(see the forthcoming Lemma 3) of h̄pYq, 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

q
r` which is also of independent interest. Specifically, we show the geodesic

convexity radius of Mq
r` at rYs P M

q
r` is of order at least σrpYq{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:

min
rYsPMq

r`

HprYsq :“ 1

2
}YYJ ´ X˚}2F, (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 hprYsq is positive definite at a local minimizer,
and there exists a neighborhood around the local minimizer such that hprYsq 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 [KOM09, 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
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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 Mq

r` are provided in Section 2. The global landscape analysis of
hprYsq when f is well-conditioned is given in Section 3. The local geometry of hprYsq when f

satisfies restricted strict convexity property is given in Section 4. In Section 5, we present the
global landscape analysis for HprYsq. 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 useRp1ˆp2 , Spˆp, and R
pˆr
˚ to denote

the spaces of p1-by-p2 real matrices, p-by-p real symmetric matrices, and p-by-r real full column rank
matrices, respectively. Let Op,r be the set of p-by-r column orthogonal matrices and Or :“ Or,r.
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 P R, let a ^ b :“ minta, bu, a _ b :“ maxta, bu. For any matrix X P R

p1ˆp2 with singular
value decomposition (SVD)

řp1^p2
i“1 σipXquiv

J
i , where σ1pXq ě σ2pXq ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě σp1^p2pXq, denote

its Frobenius norm and spectral norm as }X}F “
bř

i σ
2
i pXq and }X} “ σ1pXq, respectively. Let

Xmaxprq “ řr
i“1 σipXquiv

J
i be the best rank-r approximation of X in the Frobenius norm. Also,

denote trpXq and X´1 as the trace and inverse of X, respectively. For any X P S
pˆp having

eigendecomposition UΣUJ with non-increasing eigenvalues on the diagonal of Σ, let λipXq be the
i-th largest eigenvalue of X, λminpXq be the least eigenvalue of X, and X1{2 “ UΣ1{2UJ. 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 PU “ UUJ represents the
orthogonal projector onto the column space of U; we also note UK P R

pˆpp´rq as an orthonormal
complement of U. Finally, suppose f : Rp1ˆp2 Ñ R is a differentiable scalar function, let ∇fpXq
and ∇2fpXq be its Euclidean gradient and Hessian, respectively. We define the bilinear form of
the Euclidean Hessian of f as ∇2fpXqrZ1,Z2s :“ x∇2fpXqZ1,Z2y for any Z1,Z2 P R

p1ˆp2 , where
x¨, ¨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.
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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. SupposeX P M, gXp¨, ¨q is
the Riemannian metric, and TXM is the tangent space of M at X. Then the Riemannian gradient
of a smooth function f : M Ñ R at X is defined as the unique tangent vector, grad fpXq P TXM,
such that gXpgrad fpXq, ξXq “ D fpXqrξXs,@ ξX P TXM, where DfpXqrξXs is the differential of f
at point X along the direction ξX. The Riemannian Hessian of f at X P M is a linear mapping
Hess fpXq : TXM Ñ TXM defined as

Hess fpXqrξXs “ s∇ξXgrad f P TXM, @ξX P TXM, (5)

where s∇ 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 P M is a Riemannian
first-order stationary point (FOSP) of f if gradfpXq “ 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 Ñ 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 S) and HessfpXq < 0 for all X P S;
we call f : S Ñ R µ-geodesically strongly convex if S is geodesically convex and HessfpXq < µId
for all X P 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 ĎM is
an embedded submanifold equipped with an equivalence relation „. The equivalence class (or
fiber) of ĎM at a given point X is defined by the set rXs “ tX1 P ĎM : X1 „ Xu. The set
M :“ ĎM{ „“ trXs : X P ĎMu is called a quotient of ĎM by „. The mapping π : ĎM Ñ ĎM{ „,
X ÞÑ rXs is called the quotient map or canonical projection and the set ĎM is called the total
space of the quotient ĎM{ „. If M further admits a smooth manifold structure and π is a smooth
submersion, then we call M a quotient manifold of ĎM.

Due to the abstractness of equivalence classes, the tangent space TrXsM of M at rXs calls for
a representation in the tangent space TX

ĎM of the total space ĎM. By the equivalence relation „,
the representation of elements in TrXsM should be restricted to the directions in TX

ĎM without
inducing displacement along the equivalence class rXs. This can be achieved by decomposing TX

ĎM
into complementary spaces TX

ĎM “ VX
ĎM ‘ HX

ĎM, where “‘” is the direct sum. Here, VX
ĎM is

called the vertical space, which contains that leave the equivalence class rXs unchanged. HX
ĎM

is called the horizontal space of TX
ĎM, which is complementary to VX

ĎM and provides a proper
representation of the abstract tangent space TrXsM [AMS09, Section 3.5.8]. Once ĎM is endowed
with HX

ĎM, a given tangent vector ηrXs P TrXsM at rXs is uniquely represented by a horizontal
tangent vector ηX P HX

ĎM that satisfies DπpXqrηXs “ ηrXs [AMS09, Section 3.5.8]. The tangent
vector ηX P HX

ĎM is also called the horizontal lift of ηrXs at X.
Next, we introduce the notion of Riemannian quotient manifolds. Suppose the total space ĎM

is endowed with a Riemannian metric ḡX, and for every rXs P M and every ηrXs, θrXs P TrXsM,
the expression ḡXpηX, θXq, i.e., the inner product of the horizontal lifts of ηrXs, θrXs at X, does
not depend on the choice of the representative X. Then the metric ḡX in the total space induces
a metric grXs on the quotient space, i.e., grXspηrXs, θrXsq :“ ḡXpηX, θXq. The quotient manifold
M endowed with grXs is called a Riemannian quotient manifold of ĎM [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 f̄ : ĎM Ñ R is an
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objective function in the total space that is invariant along the fibers of ĎM, i.e., f̄pX1q “ f̄pX2q
whenever X1 „ X2. Then f̄ induces a function f : M Ñ R on the quotient space. Furthermore,
if the horizontal space is canonically chosen (as we do in this paper), i.e., HX

ĎM is the orthogonal
complement of VX

ĎM in TX
ĎM with respect to ḡX, then the horizontal lift of the Riemannian gradient

of f is gradfprXsq “ gradf̄pXq [AMS09, Section 3.6.2], where gradf̄pXq denotes the Riemannian
gradient of f̄ 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 ĎM. Suppose η, θ are two
vector fields on M and ηX and θX are the horizontal lifts of ηrXs and θrXs in HX

ĎM. Then the

horizontal lift of s∇θrXs
η on the quotient manifold is given by s∇θrXs

η “ PH
X ps∇θX η̄q, where η̄ denotes

the horizontal lift of the vector field η and s∇θX η̄ 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 HessfprXsqrθX, ηXs :“ ḡX

´
HessfprXsqrθrXss, ηX

¯
for any θX, ηX P HX

ĎM. Then,

by recalling the definition of the Riemannian metric grXs in the quotient space, we have

HessfprXsqrθX, ηXs “ ḡX

´
HessfprXsqrθrXss, ηX

¯

“ grXs
`
HessfprXsqrθrXss, ηrXs

˘
“ HessfprXsqrθrXs, ηrXss.

So HessfprXsq is completely characterized by HessfprXsq in the lifted horizontal space.

2 Geometric Properties and Geodesic Convexity of Balls in M
q
r`

Recall the quotient manifold we are working with is M
q
r` :“ ĎMq

r`{Or and we equip the tangent
space TY

ĎMq
r` with the metric ḡYpηY, θYq “ trpηJ

YθYq. The following Lemma 1 provides the
corresponding vertical and horizontal spaces of TY

ĎMq
r`, and shows Mq

r` is a Riemannian quotient
manifold endowed with the Riemannian metric grYs induced from ḡY.

Lemma 1 ([JBAS10, MA20]). Given U P Stpr, pq that spans the top r eigenspace of YYJ, the
vertical and horizontal spaces of TY

ĎMq
r` are given as follows:

VY
ĎMq

r` “ tθY : θY “ YΩ,Ω “ ´ΩJ P R
rˆru,

HY
ĎMq

r` “ tθY : θY “ YpYJYq´1S ` UKD,S P S
rˆr,D P R

pp´rqˆru.

The dimensions of VY
ĎMq

r` and HY
ĎMq

r` are pr2 ´ rq{2 and ppr ´ pr2 ´ rq{2q, respectively and
VY

ĎMq
r` is orthogonal to HY

ĎMq
r` with respect to ḡY. Finally, M

q
r` is a Riemannian quotient

manifold endowed with the metric grYs induced from ḡY.

Next, we provide geodesics on M
q
r`, which have been studied in [MA20].

Lemma 2. Let Y1,Y2 P R
pˆr
˚ , and QUΣQJ

V be the SVD of YJ
1 Y2. Denote Q˚ “ QVQ

J
U . Then

• Y2Q
˚ ´ Y1 P HY1

ĎMq
r`, Q˚ is one of the best orthogonal matrices aligning Y1 and Y2,

i.e., Q˚ P argminQPOr
}Y2Q ´ Y1}F and the geodesic distance between rY1s and rY2s is

dprY1s, rY2sq “ }Y2Q
˚ ´ Y1}F;

• if YJ
1 Y2 is nonsingular, then Q˚ is unique and the Riemannian logarithm LogrY1srY2s is

uniquely defined and its horizontal lift at Y1 is given by LogrY1srY2s “ Y2Q
˚ ´Y1; moreover,

the unique minimizing geodesic from rY1s to rY2s is rY1 ` tpY2Q
˚ ´ Y1qs for t P r0, 1s.
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Proof. First, by Lemma 1, to guarantee Y2Q
˚ ´Y1 P HY1

ĎMq
r`, it is enough to show YJ

1 pY2Q
˚ ´

Y1q P S
rˆr. This holds as YJ

1 pY2Q
˚ ´Y1q “ QUΣQJ

V QVQ
J
U ´YJ

1 Y1 “ QUΣQJ
U ´YJ

1 Y1 P S
rˆr.

The rest of the results in the lemma can be found in [MA20, Proposition 5.1, Theorem 4.7 and
Proposition 4.4].

Given any Y P R
pˆr
˚ and x ą 0, let BxprYsq :“ trY1s : dprY1s, rYsq ă xu be the geodesic ball

centered at rYs with radius x. 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 rYs in the manifold M

q
r`.

Theorem 2. Given any Y P R
pˆr
˚ , the geodesic ball centered at rYs with radius x ď rY :“ σrpYq{3

is geodesically convex. In fact, for any two points rY1s, rY2s P BxprYsq, there is a unique shortest
geodesic joining them, which is entirely contained in BxprYsq.

It has been shown in [MA20, Theorem 6.3] that the injectivity radius of Mq
r` at rYs is σrpYq,

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 Mq

p` is also known as the Bures-Wasserstein geometry on the set of symmetric

positive definite matrices, i.e., Spˆp
`` :“ tX : X P S

pˆp
ą 0, rankpXq “ pu [MMP18, BJL19, vO20].

Distinct from the common Log-Euclidean metric [AFPA07] or the affine invariant metric [Moa05]
on S

pˆp
`` , the set Spˆp

`` 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 Spˆp
`` 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 p2r, 4rq-restricted strong convexity (RSC) and
smoothness (RSM) properties:

Definition 1. We say f : Rpˆp Ñ R satisfies the p2r, 4rq-restricted strong convexity and smoothness
properties with parameter 0 ď δ ă 1 if for any X,G P R

pˆp with rankpXq ď 2r and rankpGq ď 4r,
the Euclidean Hessian of f satisfies

p1 ´ δq}G}2F ď ∇2fpXqrG,Gs ď p1 ` δq}G}2F. (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 matrix trace regression, the goal is to recovery a
rank r p-by-p PSD matrix X˚ from the observation y “ ApX˚q ` ǫ, where A P R

pˆp Ñ R
n is a

known linear map and ǫ P R
n is the observational noise. The objective is

min
XPSpˆp,X<0,rankpXq“r

fpXq :“ 1

2
}ApXq ´ y}22 .

So the Euclidean gradient of fpXq is ∇fpXq “ AJpApXq ´ yq, and the quadratic form of the
Euclidean Hessian satisfies

∇
2fpXqrD,Ds “ }ApDq}22, @D P R

pˆp.
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Here we use the notation AJ to denote the adjoint of the linear map A. Note, the evaluation of
the Euclidean gradient at X˚ is ∇fpX˚q “ ´AJpǫq, which is in general non-zero when ǫ ‰ 0.

If the linear map A satisfies the 4r-restricted isometry property (4r-RIP) [CP11], i.e., p1 ´
R4rq}Z}2F ď }ApZq}22 ď p1`R4rq}Z}2F holds for all Z of rank at most 4r with parameter 0 ď R4r ă 1,
then the RSC and RSM in Definition 1 hold for f with δ “ R4r.

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 P R
pˆr
˚

and θY P HY
ĎMq

r`. Then, recalling that f has been assumed to be symmetric, we have

gradhprYsq “ 2∇fpYYJqY,

Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs “ ∇
2fpYYJqrYθJ

Y ` θYYJ,YθJ
Y ` θYYJs ` 2x∇fpYYJq, θYθJ

Yy.

Suppose the rank r matrix of interest X˚ has eigendecomposition U˚Σ˚U˚J. Let Y˚ “
U˚Σ˚1{2 P R

pˆr
˚ and κ˚ “ σ1pY˚q{σrpY˚q 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 hprYsq into the following five regions (not
necessarily non-overlapping): for µ, α, β, γ ě 0, define

R1 :“ tY P R
pˆr
˚ |dprYs, rY˚sq ď µσrpY˚q{κ˚u

R2 :“
"
Y P R

pˆr
˚

ˇ̌
ˇ dprYs, rY˚sq ą µσrpY˚q{κ˚, }gradHprYsq}F ď αµσ3

r pY˚q{p4κ˚q
}Y} ď β}Y˚}, }YYJ}F ď γ}Y˚Y˚J}F

*
,

R
1
3 :“ tY P R

pˆr
˚ |}gradHprYsq}F ą αµσ3

r pY˚q{p4κ˚q, }Y} ď β}Y˚}, }YYJ}F ď γ}Y˚Y˚J}Fu,
R2

3 :“ tY P R
pˆr
˚ |}Y} ą β}Y˚}, }YYJ}F ď γ}Y˚Y˚J}Fu,

R
3
3 :“ tY P R

pˆr
˚ |}YYJ}F ą γ}Y˚Y˚J}Fu,

(7)

where HprYsq is given in (4). As we will see later, the use of }Y˚}, }Y˚Y˚J}F in the definitions of
R2,R

1
3,R

2
3 and R3

3 is motivated by the connection between the gradients and Hessians of (3) and
(4) provided in Proposition 1.

Since R1
Ť

R2
Ť

R1
3 Ě tY P R

pˆr
˚ |}Y} ď β}Y˚}, }YYJ}F ď γ}Y˚Y˚J}Fu, we can easily check

the following lemma holds.

Lemma 4. R1
Ť

R2
Ť

R1
3

Ť
R2

3

Ť
R3

3 “ R
pˆr
˚ .

In the following Theorem 3, we show hprYsq is geodesically strongly convex and smooth in R1

for proper choices of µ and δ.

Theorem 3 (Local Geodesic Strong Convexity of (3)). Suppose 0 ď µ ď 1{3. For any Y P R1,
we have

λminpHess hprYsqq ě p2 p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 14µ{3qσ2
r pY˚q

´
`
4δpσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14δµσ2

r pY˚q{3 ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F
˘
,

λmaxpHess hprYsqq ď 4 pσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14µσ2
r pY˚q{3

`
`
4δpσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14δµσ2

r pY˚q{3 ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F
˘
,

where κ˚ :“ σ1pY˚q{σrpY˚q is the condition number of Y˚.
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In particular, if µ is further chosen such that p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3 ą 0 and

δ ď p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3
4 p2pκ˚ ` µ{κ˚q2 ` 7µ{3q and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď

`
p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3

˘
σ2
r pY˚q{4,

then

λminpHess hprYsqq ě
`
p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3

˘
σ2
rpY˚q ą 0.

Recall p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq denotes the best rank r approximation of ∇fpX˚q. Thus hprYsq is geodesi-
cally strongly convex and smooth in R1.

Moreover, if there is a Riemannian FOSP r pYs in R1, then it is the unique local minima in R1

and it satisfies:

dpr pYs, rY˚sq ď 2

pp1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3q σ2
r pY˚q}∇fpY˚Y˚JqY˚}F

ď 2}Y˚}
pp1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3q σ2

r pY˚q}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F.
(8)

Remark 1. Similar to the recent work [ZZ20] studying the threshold of δ 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 δ. Recall that here R1 is the region where we can guarantee the geodesic
strong convexity of hprYsq. We notice the upper bound for δ decreases as µ increases. This suggests
that a stronger requirement on δ is needed if we desire a larger radius for the region where we can
guarantee geodesic strong convexity.

Next, we show HesshprYsq has at least one negative eigenvalue for any rYs P R2 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 P R2,
let θY “ Y ´Y˚Q, where Q P Or is the best orthogonal matrix aligning Y˚ and Y. Then we have

HesshprYsqrθY, θYs ď
´

pα ´ 2p
?
2 ´ 1qqσ2

r pY˚q

` 2δ
`
2β2}Y˚}2 ` p1 ` γq}Y˚Y˚J}F

˘
` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

¯
}θY}2F.

In particular, if α ă 2p
?
2 ´ 1q,

δ ď p2p
?
2 ´ 1q ´ αqσ2

r pY˚q
8 p2β2}Y˚}2 ` p1 ` γq}Y˚Y˚J}Fq and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď 2p

?
2 ´ 1q ´ α

8
σ2
r pY˚q,

then we have

Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs ď α ´ 2p
?
2 ´ 1q

2
σ2
rpY˚q}θY}2F ă 0.

So Hess hprYsq has at least one negative eigenvalue and θY “ Y ´ Y˚Q is an escaping direction.

We note the escaping direction θY 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 hprYsq has large magnitude in all three regions
R1

3,R
2
3 and R3

3 .
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Theorem 5 (Regions with Large Riemannian Gradient of (3)). (i) Given any Y P R1
3, we have

}gradhprYsq}F ě αµσ3
r pY˚q{p4κ˚q ´

`
2δβp1 ` γq}Y˚}}Y˚Y˚J}F ` 2β}Y˚}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

˘
;

(ii) given any Y P R2
3, we have

}gradhprYsq}F ą 2pβ3 ´ βq}Y˚}3 ´
`
2δp1 ` γq}Y}}Y˚Y˚J}F ` 2}Y}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

˘
;

(iii) given any Y P R3
3 , we have

}gradhprYsq}F ą p2pγ ´ 1q ´ 2δpγ ` 1qq γ1{2}Y˚Y˚J}3{2
F {

?
r

´ 2γ1{2}Y˚Y˚J}1{2
F }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F{

?
r;

In particular, if β ą 1, γ ą 1, δ ď δmin and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď Ψ, where

δmin “ αµ

32κ˚2βp1 ` γq
σ2
r pY˚q

}Y˚Y˚J}F
^ β2 ´ 1

4p1 ` γq
}Y˚}2

}Y˚Y˚J}F
^ γ ´ 1

4pγ ` 1q , (9)

and

Ψ “ αµ

32κ˚2β
σ2
r pY˚q ^ β2 ´ 1

4
}Y˚}2 ^ γ ´ 1

4
}Y˚Y˚J}F, (10)

we have the gradient norm }gradhprYsq}F in regions R1
3,R

2
3 and R3

3 are lower bounded by strict
positive quantities given as follows

R1
3 : }gradhprYsq}F ą αµσ3

r pY˚q{p8κ˚q,
R

2
3 : }gradhprYsq}F ą pβ3 ´ βq}Y˚}3,

R
3
3 : }gradhprYsq}F ą pγ ´ 1qγ1{2}Y˚Y˚J}3{2

F {
?
r.

(11)

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 µ, α, β, γ ě 0 in
the definitions of R1,R2,R

1
3,R

2
3 and R3

3 satisfy µ ď 1{3, p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3 ą 0, α ă 2p
?
2 ´ 1q,

β ą 1 and γ ą 1. Then if

δ ď p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3
4 p2pκ˚ ` µ{κ˚q2 ` 7µ{3q ^ p2p

?
2 ´ 1q ´ αqσ2

r pY˚q
8 p2β2}Y˚}2 ` p1 ` γq}Y˚Y˚J}Fq ^ δmin (12)

and

}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď
`
p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3

˘
σ2
rpY˚q{4 ^ 2p

?
2 ´ 1q ´ α

8
σ2
rpY˚q ^ Ψ, (13)

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

• in R1, which is a geodesically convex set by Theorem 2, hprYsq is geodesically strongly convex
and smooth;

• in R2, HesshprYsq has a negative eigenvalue and there exists an explicit escaping direction;

• in R3 :“ R1
3

Ť
R2

3

Ť
R3

3 , hprYsq has large gradient.
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In addition, if there exists a Riemannian FOSP r pYs in R1, then r pYs is the unique global
minimizer of (3) and the bound of the distance between r pYs and rY˚s 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 matrix factorization under the Euclidean geometry [LLA`19,
ZLTW21], we are able to show hprYsq is actually geodesically strongly convex and smooth in R1

while h̄pYq is nowhere convex in R1 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 ∇fpX˚q is non-zero but with a relatively small magnitude as well.

Under the embedded geometry of the set of fixed-rank matrices, [UV20] analyzed the landscape of
(1) at stationary points when f is quadratic and satisfies restricted strong convexity 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 κ˚ “ Op1q and r “ Op1q, the conditions in (12) and (13) for δ

and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F can be summarized as δ ď c1 and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď c2σrpX˚q for some
small universal positive constants c1, c2. The condition for δ is not sharp compared to the recent
attempts on establishing a sharp threshold of δ 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 }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F is weak. This is because in typical statistical applications, e.g., the
matrix trace regression in Example 1, }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F often matches the information-theoretic
lower bound for estimating X˚ and OpσrpX˚qq is the initialization requirement for common local
algorithms to converge [CW15, LHLZ20], so we often have }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ! σrpX˚q in the
standard low-rank matrix recovery literature. Moreover, this condition automatically holds when
∇fpX˚q “ 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 r pYs in R1, then vanilla GD initialized in R1

will stay in R1 and converge linearly to r pYs following the proof of [Bou20, Theorem 11.29].

4 Local Landscape Analysis of (3) When f 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 : R
pˆp Ñ R satisfies the (r, 2r)-restricted strict convexity property if

for any X,G P R
pˆp with rankpXq ď r and rankpGq ď 2r, the Euclidean Hessian of f satisfies

∇2fpXqrG,Gs ą 0.
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It is clear that if f satisfies p2r, 4rq-restricted strong convexity and smoothness property (for
some δ P r0, 1q), then it satisfies pr, 2rq-restricted strict convexity property. Under this weaker
assumption on f , we prove the following local geometric landscape results for hprYsq.

Theorem 6. (Local Landscape of hprYsq) Suppose f satisfies the pr, 2rq-restricted strict convexity
property. Consider pY P R

pˆr such that pY pYJ is a local minimizer of minXPSpˆp<0,rankpXqď2r fpXq
with rank r. Then there exists a neighborhood around r pYs on which hprYsq is geodesically convex.

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 HprYsq 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˚J and κ˚ “ σ1pY˚q{σrpY˚q is the condition number of
Y˚. First, it is clear rY˚s is the unique global minimizer of (4). Next, by Lemma 3, we have the
following expressions of Riemannian gradient and Hessian of HprYsq:

gradHprYsq “ 2pYYJ ´ X˚qY,

HessHprYsqrθY, θYs “ }YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ

Yy.
(14)

Next, we show for the special objective (4), there is only one stationary point, which is rY˚s.

Theorem 7. rY˚s 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 ď µ ď 1{3. Then, for any
Y P R1,

λminpHessHprYsqq ě p2 p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ p14{3qµqσ2
r pY˚q,

λmaxpHessHprYsqq ď 4 pσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14µσ2
r pY˚q{3.

In particular, if µ is further chosen such that 2 p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ p14{3qµ ą 0, we have HprYsq is
geodesically strongly convex and smooth in R1.

In the next two theorems, we show that, for Y R R1, 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 P R2, let θY “ Y´Y˚Q, where Q P Or is the best orthogonal matrix aligning Y˚ and Y. Then
HessHprYsqrθY, θYs ď pα ´ 2p

?
2 ´ 1qqσ2

r pY˚q}θY}2F. In particular, if α ă 2p
?
2 ´ 1q, we have

HessHprYsq has at least one negative eigenvalue and θY is an escaping direction.
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Theorem 10 (Regions with Large Riemannian Gradient of (4)).

piq }gradHprYsq}F ą αµσ3
r pY˚q{p4κ˚q, @Y P R

1
3;

piiq }gradHprYsq}F ě 2p}Y}3 ´ }Y}}Y˚}2q ą 2pβ3 ´ βq}Y˚}3, @Y P R2
3;

piiiq xgradHprYsq,Yy ą 2p1 ´ 1{γq}YYJ}2F, @Y P R
3
3 .

In particular, if β ą 1 and γ ą 1, we have the Riemannian gradient of HprYsq has large magnitude
in all regions R1

3,R
2
3 and R3

3 .

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,

min
XPMe

r`

rHpXq :“ 1

2
}X ´ X˚}2F, (15)

where Me
r` “ tX P S

pˆp : rankpXq “ r,X < 0u is an embedded submanifold in S
pˆp [VAV09]. 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 rHpXq under the Embedded Geometry) Define
R1

1 :“ tX P Me
r`|}X ´ X˚}F ď µ1σrpX˚qu, then for any X P R1

1, we have

Hess rHpXqrξX, ξXs ě p1 ´ 2µ1

1 ´ µ1 q}ξX}2F, @ξX P TXMe
r`.

Suppose X and X˚ have decompositions YYJ and Y˚Y˚J, respectively. The condition }X ´
X˚}F ď µ1σrpX˚q in Lemma 5 implies dprYs, rY˚sq ď

b
1

2p
?
2´1qµ

1σrpY˚q 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
convex 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 convexity radius under M

q
r`, 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 convexity 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 HprYsq in
(4) and hprYsq in (3) when f satisfies RSC and RSM properties.

Proposition 1. Suppose f satisfies the p2r, 4rq-restricted strong convexity and smoothness proper-
ties with parameter δ given in Definition 1. For any Y P R

pˆr
˚ , we have

}gradHprYsq ´ grad hprYsq}F ď 2δ}Y}}YYJ ´ X˚} ` 2}Y}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F. (16)
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Moreover, for any θY P HY
ĎMq

r`, we have

ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

ďδ}YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2δ}YYJ ´ X˚}F}θYθJ

Y}F ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θYθJ
Y}F.

(17)

Proof. First,

}gradHprYsq ´ gradhprYsq}F
Lemma 3,(14)“ max

∆:}∆}F“1
2xp∇fpYYJq ´ pYYJ ´ X˚qqY,∆y

“ max
∆:}∆}F“1

2x∇fpYYJq ´ pYYJ ´ X˚q,∆YJy

“ max
∆:}∆}F“1

2
`
x∇fpYYJq ´ ∇fpX˚q ´ pYYJ ´ X˚q,∆YJy ` x∇fpX˚q,∆YJy

˘

Lemmas 14,15
ď max

∆:}∆}F“1
2δ}∆YJ}F}YYJ ´ X˚}F ` 2}∆YJ}F}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

ď2δ}Y}}YYJ ´ X˚}F ` 2}Y}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

Second,

ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

Lemma 3,(14)
ď

ˇ̌
∇

2fpYYJqrYθJ
Y ` θYYJ,YθJ

Y ` θYYJs ´ }YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F

ˇ̌

`
ˇ̌
2x∇fpYYJq ´ pYYJ ´ X˚q, θYθJ

Yy
ˇ̌

paq
ďδ}YθJ

Y ` θYYJ}2F `
ˇ̌
2x∇fpYYJq ´ ∇fpX˚q ´ pYYJ ´ X˚q, θYθJ

Yy
ˇ̌

`
ˇ̌
x2∇fpX˚q, θYθJ

Yy
ˇ̌

Lemmas 14,15
ď δ}YθJ

Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2δ}YYJ ´ X˚}F}θYθJ
Y}F ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θYθJ

Y}F,

here (a) is because f satisfies the p2r, 4rq-restricted strong convexity and smoothness properties
with parameter δ and rankpYYJq “ r, rankpYθJ

Y ` θYYJq ď 2r. This finishes the proof of this
proposition.

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 P R1 implies

}Y ´ Y˚Q}F “ dprYs, rY˚sq ď µσrpY˚q{κ˚. (18)

Thus

σrpYq “ σrpY ´ Y˚Q ` Y˚Qq ě σrpY˚q ´ }Y ´ Y˚Q}
(18)
ě p1 ´ µ{κ˚qσrpY˚q,

σ1pYq “ σ1pY ´ Y˚Q ` Y˚Qq ď σ1pY˚q ` }Y ´ Y˚Q}
(18)
ď σ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚.

(19)
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By Proposition 1, for any θY P HY
ĎMq

r`, we have

ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ HesshprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

ďδ}YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2δ}YYJ ´ X˚}F}θYθJ

Y}F ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θYθJ
Y}F

paq
ď4δ}Y}2}θY}2F ` 14δ}Y˚}dprYs, rY˚sq}θY}2F{3 ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θY}2F

(19)
ď 4δpσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2}θY}2F ` 14δµσ2

r pY˚q}θY}2F{3 ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θY}2F
“
`
4δpσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14δµσ2

r pY˚q{3 ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F
˘

}θY}2F,

(20)

here (a) is by Lemma 13 and Lemma 12 Eq. (40). Thus,

Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs

ěHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´
ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ HesshprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

Theorem 8
ě

´
p2 p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 14µ{3qσ2

r pY˚q

´
`
4δpσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14δµσ2

r pY˚q{3 ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F
˘ ¯

}θY}2F,

and

HesshprYsqrθY, θYs
ďHessHprYsqrθY, θYs `

ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

Theorem 8
ď

´
4 pσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14µσ2

r pY˚q{3

`
`
4δpσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14δµσ2

r pY˚q{3 ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F
˘ ¯

}θY}2F.

If µ is chosen such that p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3 ą 0 and

δ ď p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3
4 p2pκ˚ ` µ{κ˚q2 ` 7µ{3q and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď

`
p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3

˘
σ2
r pY˚q{4,

then

λminpHess hprYsqq ě
`
p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3

˘
σ2
r pY˚q.

Therefore, hprYsq is geodesically strongly convex in R1 since R1 is geodesically convex by Theorem
2.

Let τ :“
`
p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ 7µ{3

˘
σ2
r pY˚q. Suppose pY is a Riemannian FOSP in R1, then we have

pY is the unique Riemannian FOSP in R1. This is because if pY1 is another FOSP in R1 and Q1 is
the best orthogonal matrix that aligns pY and pY1. Then by the geodesic strong convexity, we have
[Bou20, Chapter 11]:

hpr pY1sq ě hpr pYsq ` xgradhpr pYsq, pY1Q1 ´ pYy ` τ

2
}pY1Q1 ´ pY}2F,

hpr pYsq ě hpr pY1sq ` xgradhpr pY1sq, pYQ1J ´ pY1y ` τ

2
} pY1Q1 ´ pY}2F.
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Notice gradhpr pYsq “ gradhpr pY1sq “ 0 by assumption and sum over the above two equations yields,

τ} pY1Q1 ´ pY}2F ď 0.

Since τ ą 0, we have pY1Q1 “ pY and r pYs “ r pY1s. Moreover, pY is a local minimizer as for any other
Y P R1:

hprYsq ě hpr pYsq ` xgradhpr pYsq,YQ2 ´ pYy ` τ

2
}YQ2 ´ pY}2F “ hpr pYsq ` τ

2
}YQ2 ´ pY}2F,

where Q2 is the best orthogonal matrix that aligns pY and Y.
Now, let Q be the best orthogonal matrix that aligns pY and Y˚. By a similar argument as

above we have

hprY˚sq ě hpr pYsq ` xgradhpr pYsq,Y˚Q ´ pYy ` τ

2
}Y˚Q ´ pY}2F,

hpr pYsq ě hprY˚sq ` xgradhprY˚sq, pYQJ ´ Y˚y ` τ

2
}Y˚Q ´ pY}2F.

Notice grad hpr pYsq “ 0 by assumption and sum over the above two equations yields

τ}Y˚Q ´ pY}2F ď xgradhprY˚sq,Y˚ ´ pYQJy
“ x2∇fpY˚Y˚JqY˚,Y˚ ´ pYQJy
ď 2}∇fpY˚Y˚JqY˚}F}Y˚ ´ pYQJ}F.

(21)

So (21) yields

}Y˚Q ´ pY}F ď 2

τ
}∇fpY˚Y˚JqY˚}F ď max

∆:}∆}Fď1

2

τ
x∇fpY˚Y˚JqY˚,∆y

“ 2

τ
max

∆:}∆}Fď1
x∇fpY˚Y˚Jq,∆Y˚Jy

Lemma 15
ď max

∆:}∆}Fď1

2

τ
}∆Y˚J}F}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

ď 2

τ
}Y˚}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F.

6.2 Proof of Theorem 4

First, we know θY P HY
ĎMq

r` by Lemma 2. By Theorem 9, we have HessHprYsqrθY, θYs ď
pα ´ 2p

?
2 ´ 1qqσ2

r pY˚q}θY}2F.
In addition, Proposition 1 implies

ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ HesshprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

ďδ}YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2δ}YYJ ´ X˚}F}θYθJ

Y}F ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θYθJ
Y}F

ď4δ}YθJ
Y}2F ` 2δ}YYJ ´ X˚}F}θY}2F ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θY}2F

paq
ď2δ

`
2β2}Y˚}2 ` p1 ` γq}Y˚Y˚J}F

˘
}θY}2F ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θY}2F,

where (a) is because Y P R2. Thus,

Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs ď HessHprYsqrθY, θYs `
ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ HesshprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

ď pα ´ 2p
?
2 ´ 1qqσ2

r pY˚q}θY}2F
` 2δ

`
2β2}Y˚}2 ` p1 ` γq}Y˚Y˚J}F

˘
}θY}2F ` 2}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F}θY}2F.
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So if

δ ď p2p
?
2 ´ 1q ´ αqσ2

r pY˚q
8 p2β2}Y˚}2 ` p1 ` γq}Y˚Y˚J}Fq and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď 2p

?
2 ´ 1q ´ α

8
σ2
r pY˚q,

then ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ ď 2p

?
2 ´ 1q ´ α

2
σ2
r pY˚q}θY}2F.

Thus,

Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs ď HessHprYsqrθY, θYs `
ˇ̌
ˇHessHprYsqrθY, θYs ´ Hess hprYsqrθY, θYs

ˇ̌
ˇ

ď α ´ 2p
?
2 ´ 1q

2
σ2
r pY˚q}θY}2F.

6.3 Proof of Theorem 5

We prove the results for the three regions separately.
When Y P R1

3. By Proposition 1,

}gradHprYsq ´ gradhprYsq}F ď 2δ}Y}}YYJ ´ X˚}F ` 2}Y}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F
ď 2δβp1 ` γq}Y˚}}Y˚Y˚J}F ` 2β}Y˚}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F.

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

}gradhprYsq}F ě}gradHprYsq}F ´ }gradHprYsq ´ gradhprYsq}F
ąαµσ3

rpY˚q{p4κ˚q ´
`
2δβp1 ` γq}Y˚}}Y˚Y˚J}F ` 2β}Y˚}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

˘
.

In particular, if δ ď αµ
32κ˚2βp1`γq

σ2
rpY˚q

}Y˚Y˚J}F and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď αµ
32κ˚2β

σ2
r pY˚q, we have

}gradhprYsq}F ą αµσ3
rpY˚q{p8κ˚q. (22)

When Y P R2
3. By Proposition 1,

}gradHprYsq ´ grad hprYsq}F ď 2δ}Y}}YYJ ´ X˚}F ` 2}Y}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F
ď 2δp1 ` γq}Y}}Y˚Y˚J}F ` 2}Y}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F.

Thus

}grad hprYsq}F ě}gradHprYsq}F ´ }gradHprYsq ´ gradhprYsq}F
Theorem 10

ě 2p}Y}3 ´ }Y}}Y˚}2q ´
`
2δp1 ` γq}Y}}Y˚Y˚J}F ` 2}Y}}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

˘
;

In particular, if δ ď β2´1
4p1`γq

}Y˚}2
}Y˚Y˚J}F ă 1

4p1`γq
}Y}2´}Y˚}2
}Y˚Y˚J}F and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď β2´1

4 }Y˚}2 ă
}Y}2´}Y˚}2

4 , we have

}gradhprYsq}F ě }Y}3 ´ }Y}}Y˚}2 ą pβ3 ´ βq}Y˚}3. (23)
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When Y P R3
3 . We have

ˇ̌
ˇxgradHprYsq ´ gradhprYsq,Yy

ˇ̌
ˇ

Lemma 3,(14)
ď 2

ˇ̌
x∇fpYYJq ´ ∇fpX˚q ´ pYYJ ´ X˚q,YYJy

ˇ̌
` 2

ˇ̌
x∇fpX˚q,YYJy

ˇ̌

Lemmas 14,15
ď 2δ}YYJ}F}YYJ ´ Y˚Y˚J}F ` 2}YYJ}F}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

paq
ă2δp1 ` 1{γq}YYJ}2F ` 2}YYJ}F}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F,

here (a) is because Y P R3
3 .

Thus

xgradhprYsq,Yy ě xgradHprYsq,Yy ´
ˇ̌
ˇxgradHprYsq ´ gradhprYsq,Yy

ˇ̌
ˇ

Theorem 10ą 2p1 ´ 1{γq}YYJ}2F
´
`
2δp1 ` 1{γq}YYJ}2F ` 2}YYJ}F}p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F

˘
.

(24)

Moreover, since

xgradhprYsq,Yy ď }gradhprYsq}F}Y}F ď }gradhprYsq}F
?
r}Y}

paq
ď

?
r}gradhprYsq}F}YYJ}1{2

F ,

where (a) is because }Y} ď }YYJ}1{2
F , we have

}gradhprYsq}F ě xgradhprYsq,Yy}YYJ}´1{2
F {

?
r

(24)
ą p2p1 ´ 1{γq ´ 2δp1 ` 1{γqq }YYJ}3{2

F {
?
r ´ 2}YYJ}1{2

F }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F{
?
r

paq
ą p2pγ ´ 1q ´ 2δpγ ` 1qq γ1{2}Y˚Y˚J}3{2

F {
?
r ´ 2γ1{2}Y˚Y˚J}1{2

F }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F{
?
r.

Here (a) is because Y P R3
3 .

In particular, if δ ď γ´1
4pγ`1q and }p∇fpX˚qqmaxprq}F ď 1

4pγ ´ 1q}Y˚Y˚J}F, we have

}gradhprYsq}F ą pγ ´ 1qγ1{2}Y˚Y˚J}3{2
F {

?
r. (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

q
r` at rYs.

Lemma 6. (Totally Normal Neighborhood at rYs) For any Y P R
pˆr
˚ and 0 ă x ď 1

3σrpYq, BxprYsq
is a totally normal neighborhood of rYs with parameter ζ “ σrpYq´x, i.e., for any rY1s P BxprYsq,
we have the injectivity radius at rY1s is greater or equal to ζ and BζprY1sq Ą BxprYsq.

Proof. See Appendix C.1.
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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

q
r`.

We introduce the following notation. Given any Y P R
pˆr
˚ and x ą 0 we use SxprYsq :“ trY1s :

dprY1s, rYsq “ xu to denote the geodesic sphere of radius x centered at rYs.

Proposition 2. Given Y P R
pˆr
˚ , any geodesic in M

q
r` that is tangent at rY1s to the geodesic

sphere SρprYsq of radius ρ with ρ ă cY :“ σrpYq stays out of the geodesic ball BρprYsq for some
neighborhood of rY1s.

Proof. Denote T1SρprYsq as the unit tangent bundle restricted to geodesic sphere SρprYsq, that is:

T1SρprYsq “
 

prY1s, ξrY1sq : rY1s P SρprYsq, ξrY1s P TrY1sM
q
r`, grY1spξrY1s, ξrY1sq “ 1

(
.

Let γ : I ˆ T1SρprYsq Ñ M
q
r`, I “ p´ǫ, ǫq for some small enough ǫ ą 0, be a differentiable

map such that t ÞÑ γpt, rY1s, ξrY1sq is the geodesic that at the instant t “ 0 passes through rY1s
with velocity ξrY1s, and }ξY1 }F “ 1. Since rY1s P SρprYsq and ρ ă σrpYq, by Lemma 9, Y

1JY
is nonsingular, so we can define upt, rY1s, ξrY1sq “ LogrYspγpt, rY1s, ξrY1sqq. In addition, let F :
I ˆ T1SρprYsq Ñ R be

F pt, rY1s, ξrY1sq “ grYspupt, rY1s, ξrY1sq, upt, rY1s, ξrY1sqq

“ ḡY

´
LogrYspγpt, rY1s, ξrY1sqq,LogrYspγpt, rY1s, ξrY1sqq

¯

Lemma 2“ ḡY
`
pY1 ` tξY1qQt ´ Y, pY1 ` tξY1 qQt ´ Y

˘

“ }pY1 ` tξY1qQt ´ Y}2F
“ t2 ` 2txY1, ξY1 y ´ 2trpΣtq ` }Y1}2F ` }Y}2F,

(26)

where YJpY1 ` tξY1q has SVD QUtΣtQ
J
V t and Qt “ QV tQ

J
Ut. Geometrically, F measures the

square distance from rYs to points along the geodesic γ. We now discuss how the function F

behaves around t “ 0.
We have both u and F are differentiable and BF

Bt “ 2grYs pBu{Bt, uq. If a geodesic γ is tangent
to the geodesic sphere SρprYsq at the point rY1s “ γp0, rY1s, ξrY1sq, then from the Gauss Lemma
[DCFF92, Chapter 3, Lemma 3.5], we have

BF
Bt p0, rY1s, ξrY1sq “ 2grYs

ˆBu
Bt p0, rY1s, ξrY1sq, up0, rY1s, ξrY1sq

˙
“ 0.

This means p0, rY1s, ξrY1sq is a stationary point of F at t “ 0 for fixed rY1s on SrprYsq and fixed

ξrY1s with unit norm. If we can show that we have B2F
Bt2 p0, rY1s, ξrY1sq ą 0, then we would be able

to conclude that t “ 0 is a local minimizer of F p¨, rY1s, ξrY1sq. Given the geometric interpretation
of the function F , this would further imply that there exists a neighborhood of rY1s such that the
geodesic γ stays out of the geodesic ball BρprYsq. We thus focus on proving the positivity of the
second derivative.

Let QUt “ rqt
u1, . . . ,q

t
urs, QV t “ rqt

v1, . . . ,q
t
vrs, Σt “ diagpσ1, . . . , σrq. From (26), for any
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prY1s, ξrY1sq P T1SρprYsq we have

B2F
Bt2 p0, rY1s, ξrY1sq “ 2 ´ 2

d2trpΣtq
dt2

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

“ 2 ´ 2
rÿ

i“1

d2σiptq
dt2

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

Lemma 8“ 2 ´ 2

B
YJξY1 ,

dpřr
i“1 q

t
uiq

tJ
vi q

dt

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

F

“ 2 ´ 2

B
YJξY1 ,

dpQUt
QJ

V tq
dt

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

F
.

(27)

Since QUtQ
J
V t forms a smooth path in the space of Or, we must have that

dpQUt
QJ

V t
q

dt

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

P
TQU0Q

J
V 0

Or. From the known expression for the tangent spaces of the Lie group of orthogonal

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

QJ
V t

q
dt

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

“ QU0Q
J
V 0Ω for some skew-symmetric

matrix Ω, i.e., Ω “ ´ΩJ. Therefore,
ˇ̌
ˇ̌
B
YJξY1 ,

dpQUt
QJ

V tq
dt

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

Fˇ̌
ˇ̌ “

ˇ̌
xYJξY1 ,QU0Q

J
V 0Ωy

ˇ̌

“
ˇ̌
xQV 0Q

J
U0Y

JξY1 ,Ωy
ˇ̌

paq“
ˇ̌
ˇxpQV 0Q

J
U0Y

J ´ Y
1JqξY1 ,Ωy

ˇ̌
ˇ

ď }pQV 0Q
J
U0Y

J ´ Y
1JqξY1}F}Ω}F

pbq
ď }pQV 0Q

J
U0Y

J ´ Y
1Jq}F}Ω}F

pcq“ ρ}Ω}F “ ρ}QU0Q
J
V 0Ω}F

Lemma 10
ď

?
2ρ}ξY1}F

pσ2
r pYq ` σ2

r´1pYqq1{2

ď ρ

σrpYq ă 1,

(28)

here (a) is because ξY1 P HY1 ĎMq
r`, and by Lemma 1 we know Y

1JξY1 is a symmetric matrix,

denoted by S, and thus xS,Ωy “ 0 given thatΩ “ ´ΩJ; (b) is because }pQV 0Q
J
U0Y

J´Y
1JqξY1 }F ď

}pQV 0Q
J
U0Y

J ´Y
1Jq}F}ξY1}F and }ξY1 }F “ 1; and (c) is because Y1 P SρprYsq and QV 0Q

J
U0 is the

optimal alignment between Y and Y1.
Combining (27) and (28), we have shown B2F

Bt2 p0, rY1s, ξrY1sq ą 0 for any prY1s, ξrY1sq P T1SρprYsq.
This finishes the proof of this proposition as was discussed before.

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. [Söd93, Dor05].

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

Proof of Theorem 2. First, by Lemma 6, BrYprYsq is a totally normal neighborhood of rYs, so
for any rY1s, rY2s P BrYprYsq, there exists a unique minimizing geodesic γ joining them, and its
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length is less than 2rY. Let us now consider rY1s, rY2s P BxprYsq Ď BrYprYsq. We show that γ is
contained in BxprYsq.

Notice that for any point rY1s on γ, minpdprY1s, rY1sq, dprY1s, rY2sqq ă rY. Then we have

dprY1s, rYsq ď minpdprY1s, rY1sq ` dprY1s, rYsq, dprY1s, rY2sq ` dprY2s, rYsqq
ă 2rY “ c1

Y :“ 2σrpYq{3. (29)

Let r rYs be the point in γ such that the maximum distance from rYs to γ is attained, and denote
this distance by ρ. If rrYs is either rY1s or rY2s, then we are done. If not, we have that the points
of γ in any neighborhood of r rYs remain in the closure of BρprYsq while γ is tangential to SρprYsq
at r rYs. Since ρ ă cY :“ σrpYq 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 δ 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 δ. 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 θ pY P H pY
ĎMq

r`, we have θ pYθJ
pY ` pY pYJ is a tangent vector of the set

tX P S
pˆp < 0, rankpXq ď 2ru [RW09, Chapter 6]. since pY pYJ is a rank r local minimizer

of minXPSpˆp<0,rankpXqď2r fpXq, the first-order optimality condition implies that x∇fppY pYJq,C ´
pY pYJy ě 0 holds for any tangent vector C. Thus, we have x∇fppY pYJq, θ pYθJ

pYy ě 0 by setting

C “ θ pYθJ
pY ` pY pYJ.

Thus, by Lemma 3, we have

Hess hpr pYsqrθ pY, θ pYs “ ∇2fppY pYJqr pYθJ
pY ` θ pY

pYJ, pYθJ
pY ` θ pY

pYJs ` 2x∇fppY pYJq, θ pYθJ
pYy

ě ∇2fppY pYJqr pYθJ
pY ` θ pY

pYJ, pYθJ
pY ` θ pY

pYJs ą 0,

where the last inequality is because f satisfies the pr, 2rq-restricted strict convexity property and
because pYθJ

pY `θ pY
pYJ is nonzero by virtue of Lemma 13. This implies that there is a neighborhood

N around rpYs such that HesshprYsq < 0 for any rYs P 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˚Σ˚U˚J, where recall by this we mean the economic/reduced
version of the eigendecomposition. For any FOSP Y P R

pˆr
˚ , let B “ U˚JY and W “ Y ´PU˚Y.

Then Y “ U˚B ` W. So

pYYJ ´ X˚qY “
`
pU˚B ` WqpU˚B ` WqJ ´ X˚˘ pU˚B ` Wq

“
`
pU˚B ` WqpU˚B ` WqJ ´ X˚˘U˚B `

`
pU˚B ` WqpU˚B ` WqJ ´ X˚˘W

WJU˚“0“ pU˚B ` WqBJB ´ U˚Σ˚B ` pU˚B ` WqWJW.

(30)

Since Y is a FOSP, we have pYYJ ´ X˚qY “ 0. We split the analysis into the following three
cases.

Case 1: B “ 0. In this case, pYYJ ´X˚qY “ 0 and (30) imply WWJW “ 0, which further
implies WJWWJW “ 0. Since a PSD matrix has a unique principal square root [JOR01], we
have WJW “ 0. Thus W “ 0. This shows Y “ U˚B ` W “ 0, and thus Y can not belong to
R
pˆr
˚ . It follows that B “ 0 can not occur at FOSPs.
Case 2: W “ 0. In this case, Y “ U˚B P R

pˆr
˚ , so B is invertible and Y lies in the column

span of U˚. The fact that pYYJ ´ X˚qY “ 0 and (30) imply

U˚pBBJ ´ Σ˚qB “ 0 ùñ BBJ ´ Σ˚ “ 0.

Thus, YYJ “ U˚BBJU˚J “ U˚Σ˚U˚J “ X˚, which implies rYs “ rY˚s by Lemma 11.
Case 3: B ‰ 0,W ‰ 0. Since W lies in the column space of U˚

K, pYYJ ´ X˚qY “ 0 and
(30) imply

PU˚
K

pYYJ ´ X˚qY “ 0 ùñ WpBJB ` WJWq “ 0.
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Since YJY “ BJB ` WJW, we have WYJY “ 0. As Y P R
pˆr
˚ , YJY 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 rY˚s 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} ď }Y ´ Y˚Q}F “ dprYs, rY˚sq ď µσrpY˚q{κ˚. (31)

Thus

σrpYq “ σrpY ´ Y˚Q ` Y˚Qq ě σrpY˚q ´ }Y ´ Y˚Q}
(31)
ě p1 ´ µ{κ˚qσrpY˚q,

σ1pYq “ σ1pY ´ Y˚Q ` Y˚Qq ď σ1pY˚q ` }Y ´ Y˚Q}
(31)
ď σ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚,

(32)

where the first inequality in each line follows from Weyl’s theorem [Ste98, Theorem 4.29].
To provide bounds for the spectrum of HessHprYsq, we just need to compute lower and upper

bounds for HessHprYsqrθY, θYs for any θY P HY
ĎMq

r`. First,

HessHprYsqrθY, θYs (14)“ }YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ

Yy
Lemma 13

ě 2σ2
r pYq}θY}2F ` 2xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ

Yy
ě2σ2

r pYq}θY}2F ´ 2}YYJ ´ X˚}F}θY}2F
(32),Lemma 12 Eq. (40)

ě 2 p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 σ2
r pY˚q}θY}2F ´ 2 ˚ 7{3}Y˚}µσrpY˚q}θY}2F{κ˚

ěp2 p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ p14{3qµqσ2
r pY˚q}θY}2F.

Likewise,

HessHprYsqrθY, θYs (14)“ }YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ

Yy
Lemma 13

ď p4σ2
1pYq ` 2}YYJ ´ X˚}Fq}θY}2F

(32),Lemma 12 Eq. (40)
ď

´
4 pσ1pY˚q ` µσrpY˚q{κ˚q2 ` 14µσ2

r pY˚q{3
¯

}θY}2F.

From the above we conclude that when µ is chosen such that 2 p1 ´ µ{κ˚q2 ´ p14{3qµ ą 0, we
have HprYsq in (4) is geodesically strongly convex and smooth in R1 as R1 is a geodesically convex
set by Theorem 2.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 9

First, notice θY P HY
ĎMq

r` and }θY}F “ dprYs, rY˚sq by Lemma 2. In addition, a simple calculation
yields

YYJ ´ X˚ ` θYθJ
Y “ YθJ

Y ` θYYJ. (33)

Then (14) implies

xgradHprYsq, θYy “ x2pYYJ ´ X˚qY, θYy

“ xYYJ ´ X˚, θYYJ ` YθJ
Yy (33)“ xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ

Y ` YYJ ´ X˚y,
(34)
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and

HessHprYsqrθY, θYs “}YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ` 2xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ

Yy
(33)“ }YYJ ´ X˚ ` θYθJ

Y}2F ` 2xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ
Yy

“}θYθJ
Y}2F ` }YYJ ´ X˚}2F ` 4xYYJ ´ X˚, θYθJ

Yy
“}θYθJ

Y}2F ´ 3}YYJ ´ X˚}2F ` 4xYYJ ´ X˚,YYJ ´ X˚ ` θYθJ
Yy

(34)“ }θYθJ
Y}2F ´ 3}YYJ ´ X˚}2F ` 4xgradHprYsq, θYy

Lemma 12 Eq. (39)
ď ´ }YYJ ´ X˚}2F ` 4xgradHprYsq, θYy

Lemma 12 Eq. (38)
ď ´ 2p

?
2 ´ 1qσ2

r pY˚q}θY}2F ` 4}gradHprYsq}F}θY}F
paq
ďpα ´ 2p

?
2 ´ 1qqσ2

r pY˚q}θY}2F,

here (a) is because }gradHprYsq}F ď αµσ3
r pY˚q{p4κ˚q implies

}gradHprYsq}F ď αdprYs, rY˚sqσ2
r pY˚q{4 “ α}θY}Fσ2

rpY˚q{4.

This finishes the proof of this theorem.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 10

First, if Y P R1
3, the fact that }gradHprYsq}F is large holds by definition. Next, we show that the

norm of the gradient is large when Y P R2
3 and when Y P R3

3 .
(When Y P R2

3): Suppose UΣVJ and U˚Σ˚V˚J are the SVDs of Y and Y˚, respectively.
Then

}gradHprYsq}F
(14)“ 2}pYYJ ´ Y˚Y˚JqY}F

“2}UΣ3VJ ´ U˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣVJ}F
“2}UΣ3 ´ U˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣ}F
ě}PUpUΣ3 ´ U˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣq}F
“2}Σ3 ´ UJU˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣ}F
ě2

ˇ̌
pΣ3 ´ UJU˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣqr1,1s

ˇ̌
“ 2

ˇ̌
}Y}3 ´ pUJU˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣqr1,1s

ˇ̌

ě2p}Y}3 ´
ˇ̌
pUJU˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣqr1,1s

ˇ̌
q

ě2p}Y}3 ´ }UJU˚Σ˚2U˚JUΣ}q

ě2p}Y}3 ´ }Y}}Y˚}2q
paq
ą 2pβ3 ´ βq}Y˚}3,

here (a) is because Y P R2
3, and the subscript r1, 1s indicates the entry in the first row and first

column of the corresponding matrix.
(When Y P R3

3 ): In this case, we have

xgradHprYsq,Yy (14)“ x2pYYJ ´ X˚qY,Yy
“x2pYYJ ´ X˚q,YYJy
ě2}YYJ}2F ´ 2|xX˚,YYJy| ě 2}YYJ}2F ´ 2}YYJ}F}Y˚Y˚J}F
ą2p1 ´ 1{γq}YYJ}2F.
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B.5 Proof of Lemma 5

SupposeX P Me
r` has eigendecompositionUΣUJ, ξX “ rU UKs

„
S DJ

D 0


rU UKsJ P TXM

e
r`.

Then by [LLZ21a, Proposition 2], we have

Hess rHpXqrξX, ξXs “ }ξX}2F ` 2xX ´ X˚,UKDΣ´1DJUJ
Ky.

Moreover,

2xX ´ X˚,UKDΣ´1DJUJ
Ky

“2xX ´ X˚,UKDUJUΣ´1UJUDJUJ
Ky

“2xX ´ X˚, PUK
ξXPUX´1PUξXPUK

y.
Thus

ˇ̌
2xX ´ X˚,UKDΣ´1DJUJ

Ky
ˇ̌

ď2}X ´ X˚}F}PUK
ξXPU}2Fσ1pX´1q “ 2}X ´ X˚}F}ξX}2F{σrpXq.

Finally, }X ´ X˚}F ď µ1σrpX˚q implies σrpXq ě σrpX˚q ´ }X ´ X˚} ě p1 ´ µ1qσrpX˚q. Thus

Hess rHpXqrξX, ξXs ě }ξX}2F ´ 2}X ´ X˚}F}ξX}2F{σrpXq

ě }ξX}2F ´ 2}X ´ X˚}F}ξX}2F{pp1 ´ µ1qσrpX˚qq ě p1 ´ 2µ1

1 ´ µ1 q}ξX}2F.

C Auxiliary Lemmas for Theorem 2

Lemma 7. ([MA20, Theorem 6.3]) For any Y P R
pˆr
˚ , the injectivity radius of Mq

r` at rYs is
σrpYq.
Lemma 8. Suppose Aptq P R

p1ˆp2 depends smoothly on a time variable t, so that the singular value
σiptq “ σipAptqq and left (right) singular vectors uiptq “ uipAptqq (viptq “ vipAptqq) also depend
smoothly on t. Then for every i “ 1, . . . , p1 ^ p2:

9σiptq “ xuiptq, 9Aptqviptqy and :σiptq “ xuiptq, :Aptqviptqy `
B

9Aptq, dpuiptqviptqJq
dt

F
.

Here for a smooth function φ of t, 9φptq :“ dφ
dt
, :φptq :“ d2φ

dt2
.

Proof. First notice xuiptq,Aptqviptqy “ σiptq. Differentiating with respect to t on both sides yields

9σiptq “ x 9uiptq,Aptqviptqy ` xuiptq, 9Aptqviptqy ` xuiptq,Aptq 9viptqy
ùñ 9σiptq “ σiptqx 9uiptq,uiptqy ` xuiptq, 9Aptqviptqy ` σiptqxviptq, 9viptqy
paqùñ 9σiptq “ xuiptq, 9Aptqviptqy.

(35)

Here (a) is because xuiptq,uiptqy “ 1, so x 9uiptq,uiptqy “ 0. Similarly we have xviptq, 9viptqy “ 0.
Differentiating with respect to t on both sides of 9σiptq “ xuiptq, 9Aptqviptqy, we get

:σiptq “ xuiptq, :Aptqviptqy ` x 9uiptq, 9Aptqviptqy ` xuiptq, 9Aptq 9viptqy

ùñ :σiptq “ xuiptq, :Aptqviptqy ` xdpuiptqviptqJq
dt

, 9Aptqy.

26



Lemma 9. Given any Y,Y1 P R
pˆr
˚ such that dprY1s, rYsq ă σrpYq. Let O1 “ argminOPOr

}Y1O´
Y}F. Then YJpY`tpY1O1´Yqq is nonsingular and detpYJpY`tpY1O1´Yqqq ą 0 for all t P r0, 1s.
Proof. SupposeU spans the top r eigenspace of YYJ. By Lemma 2, we knowY1O1´Y P HY

ĎMq
r`,

so we can represent Y1O1 ´Y by YpYJYq´1S`UKD for some S P S
rˆr,D P R

pp´rqˆr by Lemma
1.

For the sake of contradiction, suppose there exists a t˚ P r0, 1s such that YJpY` t˚pY1O1 ´Yqq
is singular. We show next that this implies dprY1s, rYsq “ }Y1O1´Y}F ě σrpYq, thus contradicting
our assumption.

Since YJpY ` t˚pY1O1 ´ Yqq is singular, the matrix YpYJYq´1YJpY ` t˚pY1O1 ´ Yqq “
Y ` t˚YpYJYq´1S is singular also. It follows that

}Y1O1 ´ Y}2F “ }YpYJYq´1S}2F ` }UKD}2F ě }t˚YpYJYq´1S}2F ě min
rYPRpˆrzRpˆr

˚

} rY ´ Y}F
paq“ σrpYq.

Here (a) is by the Schmidt-Mirsky theorem, see [Ste98, Chapter 1, Theorem 4.32]. We thus conclude
that YJpY ` tpY1O1 ´ Yqq is nonsingular for all t P r0, 1s.

Using now the continuity of detpYJpY` tpY1O1 ´Yqqq with respect to t, the fact that YJpY`
tpY1O1 ´Yqq is nonsingular for all t P r0, 1s, and the fact that at t “ 0 we have detpYJYq ą 0, we
deduce that detpYJpY ` tpY1O1 ´ Yqqq ą 0 for all t P r0, 1s. This completes the proof.

The fact that the matrix YJpY ` tpY1O1 ´Yqq is nonsingular for all t P r0, 1s 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,Y1 P R

pˆr
˚ such that dprY1s, rYsq ă σrpYq, and let ∆Y and ∆Y1 be two R

pˆr matrices. Let
Ot “ argminOPOr

}pY1 ` t∆Y1qO ´ pY ` t∆Yq}F for t ě 0. Then

››››
dOt

dt

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

››››
F

ď
?
2

˜
}∆Y1}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ` }∆Y}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ´ dprY1s, rYsq

¸
.

Proof. Let us introduce another alignment matrix O1
t:

O1
t “ argmin

OPOr

}pY1 ` t∆Y1qO0O ´ pY ` t∆Yq}F.

It is easy to see that O0O
1
t “ Ot and O1

0 “ Ir. By Lemma 9, we know that when dprY1s, rYsq ă
σrpYq, then detpYJY1O0q ą 0, and thus detppY ` t∆YqJpY1 ` t∆Y1 qO0q ą 0 for all small enough
t. By Lemma 2, we have O1

t “ VtU
J
t , where pY ` t∆YqJpY1 ` t∆Y1qO0 has SVD UtΣtV

J
t , so for

small enough t we have signpdetpO1
tqq “ signpdetppY ` t∆YqJpY1 ` t∆Y1qO0qq.

By the continuity of the determinant, we have detpO1
tq ą 0 for small enough t because signpdetpO1

0qq “
signpdetpYJY1O0qq ą 0. This implies that the best alignment matrix between Y ` t∆Y and
pY1 ` t∆Y1qO0 is a rotation matrix, i.e., it has determinant 1, for small enough t. Then by [Söd93,
Corollary 2.1], we have

}O1
t ´ O1

0}F ď
?
2t

˜
}∆Y1O0}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ` }∆Y}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ´ dprY1s, rYsq

¸
` Opt3q

“
?
2t

˜
}∆Y1}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ` }∆Y}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ´ dprY1s, rYsq

¸
` Opt3q.

(36)
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Finally, we have

››››
dOt

dt

ˇ̌
ˇ
t“0

››››
F

“
››››limtÑ0

Ot ´ O0

t

››››
F

“
››››limtÑ0

O0O
1
t ´ O0O

1
0

t

››››
F

“
››››limtÑ0

O1
t ´ O1

0

t

››››
F

“ lim
tÑ0

››››
O1

t ´ O1
0

t

››››
F

ď
?
2

˜
}∆Y1}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ` }∆Y}F

pσrpYq2 ` σ2
r´1pYqq1{2 ´ dprY1s, rYsq

¸
,

where the last inequality follows from (36).

Remark 5. Lemma 10 provides a generalization of Corollary 2.1 in [Söd93]. There, Ot is defined
as a minimizer among rotation matrices, i.e. elements in Or 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 [Söd93].

C.1 Proof of Lemma 6

For given rY1s P BxprYsq, let Q be defined as in Lemma 2, i.e. Q is the best matrix in Or aligning
Y and Y1. Then

σrpY1q “ σrpY1Qq “ σrpY1Q ´ Y ` Yq ě σrpYq ´ }Y1Q ´ Y} ě σrpYq ´ }Y1Q ´ Y}F
ą σrpYq ´ x,

(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 rY1s is no smaller than σrpYq ´ x.

Moreover, for any other rY2s P BxprYsq, we have

dprY2s, rY1sq ď dprY2s, rYsq ` dprY1s, rYsq ă 2

3
σrpYq ď σrpYq ´ x.

This implies BσrpYq´xprY1sq Ą BxprYsq 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 M

q
r`.

Lemma 11. ([MA20, Proposition A.1]) Let Y1,Y2 P R
pˆr
˚ . Then Y1Y

J
1 “ Y2Y

J
2 if and only if

Y2 “ Y1O for some O P Or. Moreover, tX : X P S
pˆp < 0, rankpXq “ ru “ tYYJ : Y P R

pˆr
˚ u.

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,Y2 P R
pˆr
˚ , we have

d2prY1s, rY2sq ď 1

2p
?
2 ´ 1qσ2

r pY2q
}Y1Y

J
1 ´ Y2Y

J
2 }2F, (38)

28



and
}pY1 ´ Y2QqpY1 ´ Y2QqJ}2F ď 2}Y1Y

J
1 ´ Y2Y

J
2 }2F, (39)

where Q “ argminOPOr
}Y1 ´ Y2O}F.

In addition, for any Y1,Y2 P R
pˆr
˚ obeying dprY1s, rY2sq ď 1

3σrpY2q, we have

}Y1Y
J
1 ´ Y2Y

J
2 }F ď 7

3
}Y2}dprY1s, rY2sq. (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].

Lemma 13. ([LLZ21b, Proposition 2]) Let Y P R
pˆr
˚ , and let X “ YYJ. Then 2σ2

r pYq}θY}2F ď
}YθJ

Y ` θYYJ}2F ď 4σ2
1pYq}θY}2F holds for all θY P HY

ĎMq
r`.

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 rYs. Indeed, the tangent plane of tX :
X P S

pˆp < 0, rankpXq “ ru at X “ YYJ consists of matrices of the form pYθJ
Y ` θYYJq for

θY P HY
ĎMq

r`, as has been discussed in [LLZ21b]. We observe that from Lemma 12 one could
directly obtain the bound 2p

?
2 ´ 1qσ2

r pYq}θY}2F ď }YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F, while Lemma 13 provides a

better constant for this inequality. The upper bound }YθJ
Y ` θYYJ}2F ď 4σ2

1pYq}θY}2F follows from
straightforward linear algebra considerations.

Lemma 14. ([ZLTW21, Lemma 10]) Suppose f satisfies p2r, 4rq-restricted strong convexity and
smoothness properties with parameter 0 ď δ ă 1 as in Definition 1. Then for any p-by-p real-valued
matrices C,D,H with rankpCq, rankpDq ď r and rankpHq ď 2r, we have

|x∇fpCq ´ ∇fpDq ´ pC ´ Dq,Hy| ď δ}C ´ D}F}H}F.

Lemma 15. ([LHZ21, Lemma 3]) Let X be a p1-by-p2 real-valued matrix. For any non-negative
integer r ď p1 ^ p2, we have

}Xmaxprq}F “ sup
}B}Fď1,rankpBqďr

xB,Xy (41)

If rankpXq ď r, then
}X}F “ sup

}B}Fď1,rankpBqďr

xB,Xy. (42)
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[Söd93] Inge Söderkvist. Perturbation analysis of the orthogonal Procrustes problem. BIT
Numerical Mathematics, 33(4):687–694, 1993.

[SQW15] Ju Sun, Qing Qu, and John Wright. When are nonconvex problems not scary? arXiv
preprint arXiv:1510.06096, 2015.

[SQW16] Ju Sun, Qing Qu, and John Wright. Complete dictionary recovery over the sphere
i: Overview and the geometric picture. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory,
63(2):853–884, 2016.

[SQW18] Ju Sun, Qing Qu, and John Wright. A geometric analysis of phase retrieval. Founda-
tions of Computational Mathematics, 18(5):1131–1198, 2018.

33



[Ste98] Gilbert W Stewart. Matrix algorithms: volume 1: basic decompositions. SIAM, 1998.

[TBS`16] Stephen Tu, Ross Boczar, Max Simchowitz, Mahdi Soltanolkotabi, and Benjamin
Recht. Low-rank solutions of linear matrix equations via Procrustes flow. In In-
ternational Conference on Machine Learning, pages 964–973, 2016.

[TMC20] Tian Tong, Cong Ma, and Yuejie Chi. Accelerating ill-conditioned low-rank matrix
estimation via scaled gradient descent. Journal of Machine Learning Research, to
appear, 2020.
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