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Nonconvex Factorization and Manifold Formulations are Almost
Equivalent in Low-rank Matrix Optimization

Yuetian Luo!, Xudong Li?, and Anru R. Zhang®

Abstract

In this paper, we consider the geometric landscape connection of the widely studied mani-
fold and factorization formulations in low-rank positive semidefinite (PSD) and general matrix
optimization. We establish a sandwich relation on the spectrum of Riemannian and Euclidean
Hessians at first-order stationary points (FOSPs). As a result of that, we obtain an equivalence
on the set of FOSPs, second-order stationary points (SOSPs), and strict saddles between the
manifold and the factorization formulations. In addition, we show the sandwich relation can be
used to transfer more quantitative geometric properties from one formulation to another. Simi-
larities and differences in the landscape connection under the PSD case and the general case are
discussed. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first geometric landscape connection between
the manifold and the factorization formulations for handling rank constraints, and it provides
a geometric explanation for the similar empirical performance of factorization and manifold
approaches in low-rank matrix optimization observed in the literature. In the general low-rank
matrix optimization, the landscape connection of two factorization formulations (unregularized
and regularized ones) is also provided. By applying these geometric landscape connections,
in particular, the sandwich relation, we are able to solve unanswered questions in literature
and establish stronger results in the applications on geometric analysis of phase retrieval, well-
conditioned low-rank matrix optimization, and the role of regularization in factorization arising
from machine learning and signal processing.

1 Introduction

Low-rank optimization problems are ubiquitous in a variety of fields, such as optimization, machine
learning, signal processing, scientific computation, and statistics. One popular formulation is the
following rank constrained optimization:

PSD case : min X), O0<r<p, 1
XeSPxP=0,rank(X)=r f( ) b ( )

general case : min f(X), 0<r<min{p,pa}. (2)
XeRP1*P2 rank(X)=r

In the positive semi-definite (PSD) case, without loss of generality, we assume f is symmetric in
X, ie., f(X) = f(XT); otherwise, we can set f(X) = 1(f(X) + f(XT)) and have f(X) = f(X)
for all X > 0 (Bhojanapalli et al. 2016a). In both cases, we assume f is twice continuously
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differentiable with respect to X and the Euclidean metric. Viewed as optimization problems over
low-rank matrix manifolds under the embedded geometry (Absil et al., 2009; Boumal, 2020)),
and can be solved via various manifold optimization methods. On the other hand, to accelerate
the computation and to better cope with the rank constraint, a line of research studied the following
nonconvex factorization formulation (Burer and Monteiro, 2005):

PSD case : min g¢(Y):= f(YY"), (3)
YeRpxT
general case : min g(L,R) := f(LR"). (4)

LeRP1 X" ReRP2*"

In the general asymmetric case, to promote balance between two factors L and R in , the
following regularized optimization problem has also been widely studied (Tu et al.l [2016):

i Hoye T T2
ree(LLR) := fF(LRN) + ZIL'L - RTR|3, 5
Lenggllgengeg( )= fLR) + 3] I& (5)

where p > 0 is some properly chosen regularization parameter. Note that , , and are
unconstrained, and thus can be tackled by running unconstrained optimization algorithms. Indeed,
under proper assumptions, a number of algorithms with theoretical guarantees have been proposed
for both the manifold and the factorization formulations (Chi et al., [2019; |Cai and Wei, 2018a).
See Section for a review of existing results.

On the other hand, the manifold and the factorization formulations are more or less treated as
two different approaches for low-rank matrix optimization in the literature and they are not obvi-
ously related. Similar algorithmic guarantees under these two formulations, including convergence
rate and sample complexity for successful recovery, were observed in a number of matrix inverse
problems (Wei et al., 2016; [Luo et al., [2020; |Cai and Wei, [2018b} Zhang and Yang, 2018; Keshavan
et al.| 2009, Ma et al., |2019; |Cai and Zhang), 2015} |Chen and Wainwright|, |2015; [Hardt|, 2014} |Zhao
et al., [2015; Zheng and Lafferty, 2015; |Wang et al.l 2017b; Tong et al., |2020a), while there are
little studies on the reason behind. Moreover, most of the existing geometric analyses in low-rank
matrix optimization are performed under the factorization formulation (Bhojanapalli et al., [2016bf
Ge et al.l 2017; Zhang et al.l |2019; Zhu et al. |2018] [2021; Li et al., 2019a; |[Park et al., 2017)). It
has been asked by (Cai and Wei (2018b); |Li et al.| (2019d)) whether it is possible to investigate the
geometric landscape directly on the low-rank matrix manifolds as the manifold formulation avoids
unidentifiable parameterizations of low-rank matrices and explicit regularizations to cope with the
unbalanced factorization in . In this work, we make the first attempt to answer these questions
by investigating the geometric landscape connections between the manifold and the factorization
formulations in low-rank matrix optimization.

1.1 Owur Contributions

First, we establish a sandwich relation on the spectrum between Riemannian and Euclidean Hes-
sians at FOSPs under the manifold and the factorization formulations. In particular, sandwich
inequalities between Riemannian and Euclidean Hessians are established for , and , ;
a partial sandwich inequality is built between and . As an immediate corollary, we obtain
an equivalence on the set of first-order stationary points (FOSPs), second-order stationary points
(SOSPs) and strict saddles between the manifold formulation under the embedded geometry and
the factorization formulation in both the PSD and the general low-rank matrix optimization. In
addition, we demonstrate the sandwich relation is useful in transferring more geometric landscape
properties, such as the strict saddle property, from one formulation to another. To the best of



our knowledge, this is the first equivalence geometric landscape connection between the manifold
and the factorization formulations for low-rank matrix optimization. Key technical ingredients to
establish these results include a characterization of the zero eigenspace of the Hessian of the fac-
torization objective and a bijection between its orthogonal complement and the tangent space of
the fixed-rank r manifold at the reference point. In addition, a few similarities and key differences
in the landscape connection under the PSD case and the general case are identified.

We also provide a geometric landscape connection between the unregularized and the regularized
factorization formulations ( and ) and give a sandwich inequality on the spectrum of Euclidean
Hessians of two factorization formulations at rank r FOSPs.

Furthermore, we apply our main results in three applications from machine learning and signal
processing. By our geometric landscape connections between the manifold and the factorization
formulations, we provide the first global optimality result for phase retrieval with a rate-optimal
sample complexity under the manifold formulation and specifically show there is a unique Rie-
mannian SOSP that is the global optima and all other Riemannian FOSPs are strict saddles with
an explicit upper bound on the negative eigenvalue. We also prove the global optimality result
for generic well-conditioned low-rank matrix optimization under the manifold formulation in both
exact-parameterization and over-parameterization settings. Finally, we provide a geometric analy-
sis on the role of regularization in the factorization formulation for a general f; when f is further
well-conditioned, we give a global optimality result under the formulation . All of these results
rely critically on the sandwich inequalities we establish between the Riemannian and Euclidean
Hessians under the manifold and the factorization formulations.

In a broad sense, manifold and factorization can be treated as two different approaches in
handling the rank constraint in optimization problems. This paper bridges them from a geometric
point of view and demonstrates that the manifold and the factorization approaches are indeed
strongly connected in solving low-rank matrix optimization problems.

1.2 Related Literature

This work is related to a range of literature on low-rank matrix optimization, manifold /nonconvex
optimization, and geometric landscape analysis arising from a number of communities, such as
optimization, machine learning and signal processing.

First, from an algorithmic perspective, a number of algorithms, including the penalty ap-
proaches, gradient descent, alternating minimization, and Gauss-Newton, have been developed
either for solving the manifold formulation (Bi et al., 2020; /Gao and Sun) 2010; Boumal and Absil,
2011; Mishra et al.l, [2014; Meyer et al.l 2011} [Mishra et al., 2014; [Vandereyckenl, |2013; Huang and
Hand, 2018} |Luo et al. [2020) or the factorization formulation (Candes et al., 2015} |Jain et al., [2013;
Sun and Luo, [2015; Tran-Dinh| 2021} 'Tu et al.,[2016; Wen et al. [2012; Bauch et al., 2021)). We refer
readers to (Chi et al. (2019); Cai and Wei| (2018a)) for the recent algorithmic development under
two formulations. Many algorithms developed under the manifold formulation involve Riemannian
optimization techniques and can be more complex than the ones developed under the factorization
formulation. On the other hand, similar guarantees were observed for both lines of algorithms
under two formulations in various matrix inverse problems (Miao et al., 2016; [Wei et al., 2016} |Luo
et al., 2020} [Hou et al., 2020} [(Cai and Weil, [2018b}; [Zhang and Yang| [2018; [Keshavan et al.| [2009;
Bhojanapalli et al.| |2016a; [Park et al. 2018} |Li et al., [2019b; [Ma et al., [2019; [Sanghavi et al., 2017}
Chen and Wainwright|, 2015 Hardt| [2014; [Zhao et al.| [2015; [Zheng and Lafferty, [2015; [Wang et al.|
2017b; ' Tong et al., 2020al). Our results on the geometric connection between two formulations shed
light on this phenomenon by showing that these two approaches are in essence closely related.

Second, from a geometric landscape perspective, a body of work showed that factorization



will not introduce spurious local minima compared to the original rank constrained optimization
problem when the objective f is well-conditioned (Bhojanapalli et al) 2016b; |Ge et al., [2017;
Zhang et al., 2019; |Zhu et al. |2018; (Chen and Li, 2019; |Park et al., [2017; Zhang et al., 2018}, 2021)).
Similar benign landscape results were proved for factorization in solving semidefinite programs and
convex programs on PSD matrices or with a nuclear norm regularization (Boumal et al., 2020;
Journée et al.| [2010; [Yamakawa et al., 2021; |Li et al., 2019al). On the other hand, it is much less
explored for the geometric analysis under the manifold formulation. [Maunu et al.| (2019); |Ahn and
Suarez| (2021) provided landscape analyses for robust subspace recovery and matrix factorization
over the Grassmannian manifold. Under the embedded manifold, [Uschmajew and Vandereycken
(2020) showed the benign landscape of when f is quadratic and satisfies certain restricted
spectral bounds properties. Different from both lines of work focusing on the landscape under
either the factorization or the manifold formulation when f is well-conditioned, i.e., f satisfies the
restricted strong convexity and smoothness or restricted spectral bounds properties, here we study
the geometric landscape connection between the factorization and the manifold formulations in
low-rank matrix optimization for a general f.

The closest work in the literature related to ours is [Ha et al.| (2020), where they study the
relationship between Euclidean FOSPs and SOSPs under the factorization formulation and fixed
points of the projected gradient descent (PGD) in the general low-rank matrix optimization. They
show while the sets of FOSPs of and can be larger, the sets of SOSPs of these two fac-
torization formulations are contained in the set of fixed points of the PGD with a small stepsize.
Complementary to their results, here we consider the geometric landscape connection between the
manifold and the factorization formulations under both the PSD and the general low-rank matrix
optimization and establish a stronger equivalence on sets of FOSPs as well as SOSPs of manifold
and factorization formulations.

1.3 Organization of the Paper

The rest of this article is organized as follows. After a brief introduction of notation, we introduce
Riemannian optimization and some preliminary results on the Riemannian geometry of low-rank
matrices in Section Our main results on the geometric landscape connection between the
manifold and the factorization formulations in low-rank PSD and general matrix optimization are
presented in Sections [3] and [4] respectively. In Section [5] we present three applications of our main
results in machine learning and signal processing. Conclusion and future work are given in Section
[6l We present the proofs of the main results in the main text and additional proofs and lemmas
are presented in Appendices [A] and [B] respectively.

2 Notation and Preliminaries

The following notation will be used throughout this article. RP1*P2 and SP*P denote the spaces of
p1-by-po real matrices and p-by-p real symmetric matrices, respectively. Uppercase and lowercase
letters (e.g., A, B, a,b), lowercase boldface letters (e.g. u,v), uppercase boldface letters (e.g., U, V)
are used to denote scalars, vectors, matrices, respectively. We denote [pg| as the set {1,...,pg}.
For any a,b € R, let a A b := min{a,b},a v b := max{a,b}. For any vector v, denote its ¢; and ¢y
norms as |v|; and ||v|2, respectively. For any matrix X € RP**P2 with singular value decomposition

(SVD) Y rir2 o;(X)w;v,, where 01(X) = 02(X) = -+ = 0, apy(X), denote | X|r = > 03(X)

(2
and |X| = 01(X) as its Frobenius norm and spectral norm, respectively. Also, we use X!, X~ T
and X' to denote the inverse, transpose inverse, and Moore-Penrose inverse of X, respectively.



For any real symmetric matrix X € SP*P having eigendecomposition UXUT with non-increasing
eigenvalues on the diagonal of X, let \;(X) be the ith largest eigenvalue of X, Apin (X) be the least
eigenvalue of X and X1/2 = Us2uT. We say a symmetric matrix X is positive semidefinite (PSD)
and denote X 3= 0 if and only if (iff) for any vector y € R?, y "Xy > 0. For two symmetric matrices
X,Y, wesay X = Y iff X =Y 3= 0. Throughout the paper, the SVD or eigendecomposition of a
rank r matrix X refers to its economic version. We use bracket subscripts to denote sub-matrices.
For example, X[;, ;,1 is the entry of X on the i1-th row and iz-th column; X[ 11y, .} contains
the (r + 1)-th to the p;-th rows of X. In addition, I, is the r-by-r identity matrix and Z denotes
an identity operator. Let Q,, = {U € RP*" : UTU = I} be the set of all p-by-r matrices with
orthonormal columns and O, := O,,. For any U € O,,, Py = uu’ represents the orthogonal
projector onto the column space of U; we also note U; € O, ;,_, as the orthonormal complement
of U. For any linear operator £, we denote L* as its adjoint operator. Finally, for a linear space V,
we denote its dimension as dim()). For two linear spaces V;, Vs, the sum of V; and Vs is denoted
by V1 4+ Vs := {vi + va|vy € Vi, va € Vu}. If every vector in V; + V, can be uniquely decomposed
into vi + vo, where vi € Vi, vy € Vs, then we call the sum of V; and Vs as the direct sum, denoted
by Vi @ Vs, and have dim(V; @ Vs) = dim(V;) + dim(V2). For two Euclidean spaces V; and V,, we
say V) is orthogonal to Vs and denote it by Vi L Vs iff (v, ve) = 0 for any vy € Vi, va € Vs.
Given differentiable scalar and matrix-valued functions f : RP1*P2 — R and ¢ : RP1*P2 —
R%*%_ The Euclidean gradient of f at X is denoted as Vf(X) and (Vf(X))[; ;] g)];([i)] for
i € [p1],7 € [p2]. The Euclidean gradient of ¢ is a linear operator from RP1*P2 to R71*% defined

a X rL 5 . . . .
25 (VOX)ZDjig) = Sheipilicips) ol Zyy ) for any Z € BP0 € [q1], 5 € [g5). Using this

notation, given a twice continuously differentiable scalar function f : RP1*P2 — R, we denote its
Euclidean Hessian by V2f(X)[-], which is the gradient of Vf(X) and can be viewed as a linear

operator from RP1*P2 to RP1*P2 gatisfying

a(vf(X))[i,j]Zkl _ Z 2% f(X) Zi .
OX (1) el OX 1o)X .5 11

(VX2 = D,

ke[p1].le[p2]

We also define the bilinear form for the Hessian of f as V2f(X)[Z1,Z2] := (V2f(X)[Z1], Z2) for
any Zi,Zo € RP**P2. Apart from the matrix representation of V2f(X) above, we can also view
V2f(X) as a (p1p2)-by-(p1p2) symmetric matrix and define its spectrum in the classic way. We
say X is a Euclidean first-order stationary point (FOSP) of f iff Vf(X) = 0 and a Euclidean
second-order stationary point (SOSP) of f iff Vf(X) = 0 and V2f(X) = 0. Finally, we say a pair
of matrices (L, R) € RP1X" x RP2*7 is of rank r if LR has rank r.

kelp1].ie[pz]

2.1 Riemannian Optimization and Riemannian Geometry of Low-rank PSD and
General Matrices

In this section, we first give a brief introduction to Riemannian optimization and then present the
necessary preliminaries to perform Riemannian optimization on and . Finally, we provide
the Euclidean/Riemannian gradient and Hessian expressions for the optimization problems —
considered in this paper.

Riemannian optimization concerns optimizing a real-valued function f defined on a Riemannian
manifold M, for which the readers are referred to |Absil et al. (2009); Boumal (2020)); [Hu et al.
(2020)) for more details. Algorithms for continuous optimization over the Riemannian manifold
often require calculations of Riemannian gradients and Riemannian Hessians. Suppose X € M and
the Riemannian metric and tangent space of M at X are (-, -)x and Tx.M, respectively. 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 {(grad f(X),Z)x = D f(X)[Z],VZ € Tx M, where D f(X)[Z] denotes
the directional derivative of f at point X along the direction Z. The Riemannian Hessian of f at
X € M is the linear map Hess f(X) of Tx .M onto itself defined as

Hess f(X)[Z] = Vzgrad f, VZe TxM, (6)

where V is the Riemannian connection on M and can be viewed as the generalization of the direc-
tional derivative on the manifold (Absil et al., 2009, Section 5.3). The bilinear form of Riemannian
Hessian is defined as Hessf(X)[Z1,Z2] := (Hessf(X)[Z1],Z2)x for any Z;,Zs € Tx M. We say
X € M is a Riemannian FOSP of f iff grad f(X) = 0 and a Riemannian SOSP of f iff grad f(X) = 0
and Hessf(X) = 0. Moreover, we call a Riemannian or Euclidean FOSP a strict saddle if and only
if the Riemannian or Euclidean Hessian evaluated at this point has a strict negative eigenvalue.

For optimization problems in and , two manifolds of particular interests are the set of
rank r PSD matrices M, := {X € SP*P | rank(X) = r,X = 0} and the set of rank r matrices
M, = {X e RP*P2 | rank(X) = r}. |Lee (2013); Helmke and Moore| (2012)); Vandereycken and
Vandewalle (2010) showed that M, and M, are smooth embedded submanifolds of RP*P and
RP1*P2 | regpectively and established their Riemannian geometry as follows.

Lemma 1. ((Helmke and Moore, 2012, Chapter 5), (Vandereycken and Vandewalle), 2010, Propo-
sition 5.2), (Leel 2013, Example 8.14)) M, , M, are smooth embedded submanifolds of RP*P and
RP1XP2 qith dimensions (pr—r(r—1)/2) and (p1+p2 —1)r, respectively. The tangent space Tx M,
at X € M, with the eigendecomposition X = UXUT is given by

S DT

- {0 w52

][U U] SeS”’",De]R(p_T)”}. (7)

The tangent space Tx M, at X € M, with SVD X = UXV' is given by

S DJ

TXMT—{[U U] [Dl .

] [V V] :SeR™ D e RO Dye R@”)”} . (8)

Throughout the paper, we equip the Riemannian manifolds M, and M, with the metric
induced by the Euclidean inner product, i.e., (U, V) = trace(U'V). Given X € M, with
eigendecomposition UXUT or X € M, with SVD UZV' the orthogonal projectors Pry g, ()
and Pry um, (+), which project any matrix onto Tx M, 4 and Tx M, are given as follows

PTXMTJr(Z) :PUZPU-i-PUJ_ZPU—i-PUZPUJ_7 VZESpo,

9
Prym,(Z) = PyZPy + Py, ZPy + PyZPy,, VZeRP*P2, (9)

Next, we collectively give the expressions for gradients and Hessians under both manifold for-
mulations and and factorization formulations , and in Propositions (1| and
respectively. The proof is postponed to Appendix.

Proposition 1 (Riemannian and Euclidean Gradients). The Riemannian and Fuclidean gradients
under the manifold and the factorization formulations are:

e PSD case:
gradf(X) = PuVf(X)Py + Pu, Vf(X)Pu + PuVf(X)Pu,,
Vg(Y) =2Vf(YY)Y.

Here U € Oy, is formed by the top r eigenvectors of X.



o General case:

gradf(X) = PuVf(X)Py + Py, Vf(X)Py + PuV f(X) Py,
Vig(L, R)] _ [ Vf(LRTR ]

Vry(L,R) (VF(LRT))TL]’

Vigreg(L,R)] [ VLg(L,R) + 2uL(L'L — R'R)
VRGreg(L, R)] N [VRQ(La R) - 2uR(L'L — RTR)] '

Vyg(L,R) = [

Vreg(L,R) = [

Here U and V are the top r left and right singular vectors of X.

Proposition 2 (Riemannian and Euclidean Hessians). The Riemannian and Euclidean Hessians
under the manifold and the factorization formulations are:

S D'

e PSD case: Suppose X € M,y has eigendecomposition UXU", ¢ = [U U] {D 0

TxM,. and A € RP*", Then

}[U U,]|"e

Hessf(X)[¢,£] = VZf(X)[¢,€] + ¢V f(X), U, DE'D'U]),

Vig(Y)[A,A] = V2 F(YYD)[YAT + AY", YAT + AYT] + 2AVf(YYT),AAT). (10)

S DJ

e General case: Suppose X € M, has SVD UXV'T ¢ =[U U] [D 0
1

and A = [A] AL]T with A, € RP*" A € RP2XT. Then

] [V VJ_]T e TxM,

Hess f(X)[¢,€] = V2F(X)[E,€] + AV f(X), U D= 'D; V),
Vi(L,R)[A,A] = V2 f(LRT)[LAL + ALZRT,LAL + A;RT] + 2AVf(LR"),ALA}),
Vreg(L, R)[A, A] = V2g(L,R)[A,A] + y|L"AL + AJL —R"Ar — ALR[}
+2uL'L-R'R,A]A; — ALAR).

(11)

In Proposition [2] we give the quadratic expressions of the Hessians as we use them exclusively
throughout the paper. It is relatively easy to obtain the general bilinear expressions by noting
that V2g(Y)[A,B] = (VZg(Y)[A + B,A + B] — VZg(Y)[A — B, A — B])/4 and similarly for the
Riemannian Hessian.

3 Geometric Connection of Manifold and Factorization Formula-
tions: PSD Case

In this section, we present the geometric landscape connections between the manifold formulation
and the factorization formulation in low-rank PSD matrix optimization. Here we single out
the PSD case from the general case and give it a detailed discussion for a few reasons: first, the
low-rank PSD matrix manifold is different from the low-rank matrix manifold; second, low-rank
PSD optimization appears in many real applications such as phase retrieval (Fienup, 1982), rank-1
covariance sensing (Chen et al., 2015; (Cai and Zhang, 2015) and is interesting on its own; third,
the results in PSD case are easier to follow and also convey most of the essential messages in the
general setting.



We begin with a few more definitions. Suppose Y € RP*" is of rank 7, X = YY | has eigende-
composition USU', and P = U'TY. For any A € RP*", define

PATU+UTAPT PATU,

T T _

][U U T eTxM,. (12
S DT

For any £ = [U U] [D 0

] [U U] e TxM,, with S e S, define

dy = {A:YAT + AY =¢}. (13)
In the following Lemma |2, we quickly check ;zfé is nonempty and forms an (72

subspace.

—r)/2 dimensional

Lemma 2. Suppose Y € RP*" is of rank r, X = YY | has eigendecomposition USU", and P =
UTY. Given any & € Tx M, it holds 7y := {A : A = (US; + U, D)P~T e R?*",S; + 8] = S}.

The motivation behind the constructions of 5{} and szfé is to find a correspondence between RP*"
and Tx M., .. Later, this correspondence will be used to establish the connections of Riemannian
and Fuclidean Hessians in Theorem

From Lemma [2| we can see there is no one-to-one correspondence between RP*" and Tx M,
due to their mismatched dimensions, and in particular given Y, A and &, §¢ is a single matrix
while there exists an (r? — r)/2 dimensional subspace ﬂé such that YA'T + A’YT = ¢ for any

Ae 4275 To handle the mismatch, we introduce the following decomposition of RP*":

Lemma 3. Suppose the conditions in Lemma@ hold. Then RP*" = @ ssz for

null

Ay ={A:A=USP ",S+S" =0eR"™"},
s {A A - (Us+ULD)P*T,DeR(P*’“>”,SE*1eSW}.

null

Moreover, dim (<Y,
A Sy &

null null”

) = (r2 —1)/2, dim(&fﬁ) =pr — (r> —1)/2, and &Y, is orthogonal to %ﬁ,

By decomposing RP*" into sz w and 42% o it is easy to check f{‘} — 0 if and only if A € &Y,

null”
In the following Proposition (3| we show .o/ 5 can be decomposed as the direct sum of 42% o and a
singleton from Mﬁ In addition, there is a bijective linear map, Ly, between m/ﬁ and Tx M,y

and .szfggu is the null space of Ly. A pictorial illustration of the relationship of these subspaces is
given in Figure [I]
Proposition 3 (Decomposition of dé and Bijection Between szf
S DT
D
AE &) szuu, where A3, (US+ U, D)P T ¢ ;zi% and S is the unique solution of the linear
equation system SX~ 1 =X ST and S+ST =8.

Moreover, there is a bijective linear map Ly between 427% and Tx M, given as follows

o and TxM,+). Suppose the

conditions in LemmaB hold and ¢ = [U U] [ ] [U U.|" € TxM,,. Then ﬂé =

Ly AedXi— g eTxMyy and Ly':&eTxM, — Aj € X,

null”

Finally, recall X = YY T, we have the following spectrum bounds for Ly :
20, (X)|A[f < [Lx(A)[f < 401 (X)|A[f, VA e £ (14)



RP*" @ c/"’131(1111 @ aflf,

othgonaI l

bijection Ly
TxMyy — "ﬂnull = A‘i

Figure 1: Relationship of RPX" Tx M, , &Y, , o X_ AE , and ﬂé

null >

Proof of Proposition 3] We divide the proof into two steps: in Step 1, we prove the decomposition
for szfé, in Step 2, we show Ly is a bijection and prove the spectrum bounds.

Step 1. Noting that 3 = {{X; ;}i_;} is a diagonal matrix, the linear equation system Syt =
»7!ST, S+ ST = S is equivalent to

o e ~
S35 = Sty Shigl + S = Sp

3] 0,51 I<ijsm

Here, we use the fact that S is symmetric, i.e., Sp; j) = S;. By calculations, we know the equation
system above is further equivalent to

Stig1 = St Zua/Ca + 2, Spa = SpaZua/Cua + Bpg), 1<i<jis<r (15

Namely, SE~! = ¥7!ST, S + ST = S has the unique solution as presented in . Therefore, A%
is well-defined for any £ € Tx M,

At the same time, given A = (US; + U;D)P~ T ¢ %5, we can check A — Ag e ZY,. In
addition, AE + A€y ¢ for any A € AgY - This shows 4275 = Af (@) szn‘gu
Step 2. Notlce both g/nu and Tx M, are of dimension (pr — (r? —1)/2). Suppose Ly : £ €

S D'

TxM;y —> A%, € 42/% For any £ = [U U,] {D 0

] [U U,]" € Tx M., we have

PA{ U+ UTA{PT PA{ U,

Lx(£y(€) = Lx(AY) = [U U]\ e 0

] [U U] =¢  (16)
Since Ly and LY, are linear maps, implies Ly is a bijection and Ly, = ﬁ}l.
Next, we provide the spectrum bounds for Ly . Suppose A = (US+ U, D)P~ " ¢ dﬁ Then,

N <||S||F+\|DHF> 2P~ 1) PPI7E (I8J2 + |DI3) /o (X);

(sT,8)y W msyl sy = (n128x-1/2 £1285-1/2) > 0,

(17)

Here (a) is because SX~! = X7IST by the definition of .Q%Y So

ley (A2 = (6413 @ [PATU + UTAPT[Z + 2|UTAPT I}
= HST +S[f + 2HDHF

s 21812 + DIR) = 20, (X) A,



and

@

Iev(A) = 683 © [PATU + UTAPT} + 2/UTAPT
<4|UTAP'[; + 2|ULAPT[E
=2|UTAP'|E + 2[AP |}
< 40i(P)|A[F = 401(X)|AE.

This finishes the proof of this proposition. M
Next, we present our first main result on the geometric landscape connection between formula-

tions and .

Theorem 1. (Geometric Landscape Connection Between Manifold and Factorization
Formulations (PSD Case)) Suppose Y € RP*" is of rank r and X = YY'. Then

gradf(X) = (Vg(Y)YT + (Vg(Y)Y) (I, - YY") /2 and Vg(Y) = 2gradf(X)Y. (18)
Furthermore, if Y is a Euclidean FOSP of (3)), we have:

V?9(Y)[A, A] = Hess f(X)[¢9,€¢], VA e RP*";

2 —1 —1 (19)
Hessf(X)[&,€] = V2(Y)[£'(6), £51(€)], V€ € Tx M.

More precisely,

Vig(Y)[A] =0, VAe oy

o2 B v (20)
g(Y)[A,A] = Hessf(X)[Ly(A), Ly(A)], VA€o

Finally, Hessf(X) has (pr — (r? —r)/2) eigenvalues and V2g(Y) has pr eigenvalues. V?g(Y)
has at least (r? —r)/2 zero eigenvalues which correspond to the zero eigenspace lenzu. Denote the
rest of the (pr — (r? —1r)/2) possibly non-zero eigenvalues of V2g(Y) from the largest to the smallest
as M(V29(Y)), ... Apr—(r2—r)2(V2g(Y)). Then fori=1,...,pr— (r* —r)/2:

i(V2g(Y)) is sandwiched between 20, (X)\;(Hessf(X)) and 401 (X)\;(Hessf(X)).

Proof of Theorem First, suppose YY ! has eigendecomposition USU'. Then Y lies in the
column space spanned by U and YYT = Py. So is by direct calculation from the gradient

expressions in Proposition [I The rest of the proof is divided into two steps: in Step 1, we prove
and ; in Step 2, we prove the individual eigenvalue connection between Hessf(X) and

V29(Y).

Step 1. We begin by proving the first equality in . Since Y is a Euclidean FOSP of ,
by we have X = YY ' is a Riemannian FOSP of and Vf(X) = Py, Vf(X)Py,. Let
P =U'Y. Given A € RP*" we have

(Vf(X),Py, APTS'PATPy ) =(Vf(X),AAT), (21)

where the equality is because P is nonsingular, PPT = ¥ and Vf(X) = Py, Vf(X)Py, -
Then by Proposition

Vi(Y)[A,A] = V2FA(YY ) [YAT + AYT ) YAT + AY' |+ 2AVF(YYT),AAT)
L2 B8 2 (x)[6, €8] + AVF(X), Py, APTE'PATRy,)  (22)
= Hessf(X) [6%7 f{‘?]a
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where the last equality follows from the expressions of Hessf(X) and &% in and (12)), respec-
tively. This finishes the proof of the first equality in (19).
Moreover, for any A € o/ Y, B € RP*":

null’
V?9(Y)[A,B] = (V?g(Y)[A + B,A + B] - V*(Y)[A - B,A —B]) /4
© (Hess f OIS, 64 B] — Hess(X)IEd 2,64 7P]) /4
= (Hessf(X)[¢8 + &3.6¢ + &%) — Hessf(X)[63 — 68,68 — 1) /4
— Hessf(X)[¢4,¢8] Yo,

where (a) is because ¢ = 0 for A € szfr?gn. This implies the first equality in . The second
equality in follows directly from the first equality in and the definition of Ly. Finally,
since Ly is a bijection, the second equality in follows from the second equality in .

Step 2. Hessf(X) and V2¢(Y) are by definition linear maps from Tx M, and RP*" to
Tx M, and RP*" respectively. Because Tx .M, is of dimension (pr — (r? —r)/2), the number of
eigenvalues of Hess f(X) and V2¢(Y) are (pr — (r? —r)/2) and pr, respectively. By the first equality
in (20)), we have <Y is the eigenspace of (r* —r)/2 zero eigenvalues of V?g(Y) and the rest of the
(pr — (r? — r)/2) possibly non-zero eigenvalues of V2g(Y) span the eigenspace Mﬁ Restricting
to .Q%Ll and Tx M, and using (20), (T4) and Lemma [7|in the Appendix, we have X\;(VZg(Y)) is
sandwiched between 20, (X)\;(Hessf(X )) and 401 (X)\;(Hessf(X)). N

Remark 1. (Necessity of First-order Property in Connecting Riemannian and Eu-
clidean Hessians) The following example shows that the assumption on the first-order stationary
property is necessary for establishing the connection of the Riemannian and the Euclidean Hessians
in Theorem[l. Consider a special case that p = r = 1, the objective functions are f(x) (x > 0) and
g(y) = f(y?), where both parameters x,y are scalars. In such a scenario, when x = y* we have

2
g =2y W); 'y = aaygf(yQ) =2f"(y*) + 4> f"(y*);  Hessf(z) = f"(x) = f"(y*),

where f' and f” denote the first and second derivatives of f. If y is not a first-order stationary
point of g (namely f'(y?) can be non-zero without any constraint), 2f'(y?) + 4y>f"(y?) and f"(y?)
do not necessarily share the same sign or hold any sandwich inequality.

Remark 2 (Connection of /Y, and Rotational Invariance of g(Y)). We note oY), is also called
the vertical space in studying the Riemannian quotient geometry of RE*" /Q,., where RY*" is the set
of p-by-r full column rank matrices (Massart and Absil, |2020). It has also appeared in (Li et al.,
2019d, Theorem 2, Example 4) in analyzing the landscape of low-rank PSD matriz factorization.
By assuming f is convex, Li et al. (2019d) showed via invariance theory that szfngn has the prop-
erty V2g(Y)[A] = 0,VA € %‘Su at FOSP Y. Here, by establishing the connection between the
Riemannian and the Fuclidean Hessians, we can establish the same result without assuming f is
convex. Moreover, in the later Theorems[q and[3 we extend our result to the general case and pro-
vide explicit expressions for the eigenspace corresponding to the zero eigenvalues there. Interested
readers are also referred to the recent survey|Zhang et al. (2020) for the discussion on the effect of

invariance in geometry of nonconvex problems.

Theorem [1] immediately shows the following equivalence of FOSPs and SOSPs between the
manifold and the factorization formulations in low-rank PSD matrix optimization.

11



Corollary 1. (Equivalence on FOSPs, SOSPs and Strict Saddles of Manifold and Fac-
torization Formulations (PSD Case)) (a) If Y is a rank r Fuclidean FOSP or SOSP or strict
saddle of , then X = YY is a Riemannian FOSP or SOSP or strict saddle of ; (b) if X
18 a Riemannian FOSP or SOSP or strict saddle of , then any Y such that YY ' = X is a
Euclidean FOSP or SOSP or strict saddle of (3).

Remark 3. (Geometric Landscape Connection Between Manifold and Factorization
Formulations on FOSPs, SOSPs and Strict Saddles) We show in Corollary [1] that when
constraining the Euclidean FOSPs/SOSPs/strict saddles of g(Y) to be rank r, the sets of matrices
YY" are evactly the same as the sets of Riemannian FOSPs/SOSPs/strict saddles under the
manifold formulation. On the other hand, we note the factorization formulation can have many
rank degenerate FOSPs: one canonical example is Y = 0.

In addition, we would like to mention that C’omllary can also be obtained via (Boumal, 2020,
Proposition 9.6). But to our knowledge, that result is included recently after the first preprint of our
manuscript. Having said that, our sandwich inequalities established in Theorem (1| are novel and
not covered by theirs. Our sandwich inequalities reveal a finer connection on the spectrum of the
Riemannian and the Euclidean Hessians at FOSPs: (1) Vg*(Y) has (r?—7)/2 zero eigenvalues with
zero eigenspace 42@511; (2) each of the other eigenvalues of Vg*(Y) is sandwiched by the correspond-
ing eigenvalues of Hessf(YY ") with explicit sandwich constants. In Section @ we will illustrate
the power of these sandwich inequalities in transferring the strict saddle property (Ge et al., |2015;
Lee et al., 2019) quantitatively from the factorization formulation to the manifold formulation.

Remark 4. (Implication on Connection of Different Approaches for Rank Constrained
Optimization) Broadly speaking, manifold and factorization are two different ways to handle the
rank constraint in matriz optimization problems (see also discussion in the Introduction of paper
Absil et al.| (2007) on the relationship between manifold optimization and constrained optimization
in the Euclidean space). Manifold formulation deals with the rank constraint explicitly via running
Riemannian optimization algorithms on the manifold, while the factorization formulation treats
the constraint implicitly via factorizing X into YY T and running the unconstrained optimization
algorithms in the Euclidean space. Theorem []] establishes a strong geometric landscape connection
between two formulations and this provides an example under which the two different approaches
are indeed connected in treating the rank constraint.

Remark 5. Currently, the problem we considered only has the PSD and rank constraints. Stan-
dard SDP problems may have additional linear constraints such as (A;,;X) = b; fori =1,...,m.
An interesting research direction is to extend current results to such settings. One strategy to handle
these linear constraints is adding a quadratic penalty to the objective and considering solving

: X A, X)—b; 2’ 24
XeSPXP;éI’lrl;nk(X):r f( ) + u;(< > ) ( )

where > 0 is a penalty parameter. The landscape of under the factorization formulation has
been considered in|Bhojanapalli et al.| (2018). Using our results, one can also transfer the landscape
characterization to the corresponding manifold formulation.

4 Geometric Connection of Manifold and Factorization Formula-
tions: General Case

In this section, we present the geometric landscape connection of the manifold formulation and
factorization formulations without regularization or with regularization . Given L € RP1X7

12



R € RP2X" suppose that X = LR is of rank r and has SVD X = UXV'. Let P; = U'L and
P, = V'R. Given any A = [A] AL]" with A; € RP'*" Ap € RP2X" define

PiALV+UTA,P] P1A}V,

(gr=LAL+ART=[U U] [ ] [V V] eTxM,; (25)

UTAP] 0
: : S DJ T
at the same time, given any £ = [U U] D: 0o [V Vi]' eTxM,, define
1
Hp={A=[A] AJT:LAj+ART=¢) (26)

Note that and are generalizations of and , respectively and are used to connect the
landscape geometry of the manifold formulation and the unregularized factorization formulation
(4). To further incorporate the geometry of the regularized formulation , we introduce:

Ayn={A=[A] AL]":LAL+A/R"=¢and L'A, + AJL-R"Ap— AR =0}.

Compared to MER, there is one additional constraint in the definition of ﬂ?{gR corresponding to
V2greg(L, R) and it is useful in connecting V2gyeq (L, R) with V2 (L R) and Hessf(X) as we will
see in Theorem The following lemma shows the affine space ;ziL R IS nonempty and establishes

~

the dimension and some properties of MLR, 'Q{IER'

Lemma 4. Given L € RP'*" R e RP2*" suppose that X = LR is of rank r and has SVD
UXV'. Let Py = U'L and P, = V'R. Given any & € TxM,, we have dim(MéR) = 72,
dim (e g) = (r2 —r)/2,

€ _ A — A ) A = (USH—ULDl) T e Rpixr _ 9
An { [AR]. AR =(VS; +VLD2)P T e Rp2xr and S1+82 =5, (27)

and
N A Ar=(US; +U,Dy)P, eRplw
g =1 A= {AL] : Ap=(VS] +V Dy)P; eRP2*" S, +8S,=8, . (28)
flopls ;T + P;ISTPy — P;sgplT PSPy =0
Similar to the PSD case discussed in Section (3| we construct fﬁmﬂf,}{ and JZ?ER to find a

correspondence between R(P1+P2)X7 and Tx M,. On the other hand, we note given (L,R), A €
RP1H+P2)XT and € € Tx M., A is a single matrix while &7 , forms a subspace of RP17P2)X" with
LR LR

dimension 2 and QQER c “Q%IiR forms a subspace of R(P1+P2)X7 with dimension (2 —7)/2. To deal
with this ambiguity, we introduce the following two decompositions for R(P1+P2)%" tajlored to %E,R
and EQ?ER, respectively.

Lemma 5. Under the conditions in Lemmal{}, it holds that:

o B0 g it () — 1, din(of8) = (prtpa—r)r and s L oS

where

Usp; '
,;zfnﬁ’R—{A:A—[ 2],3eRW};
1 —vsTP;T

USP,P; + U, D;)P; '
JZ{L’R —JA:A = ( 2479 2 D RP1—m)xr D Rp2—r)xr RrRrxr
null { |:(VSTP1PI + VJ_DQ)PIT ) 1€ , Do € S e

13



REB nuu‘_ @ RP1PXT ) — dqnull ‘—GBcﬂ

T
l orthogonal orthcl)'gonal l

Figure 2: Relationship of subsiaces involved in two decompositions in Lemma, [5] ! Left hand 31de
5

e R LR
first decomposition in Lemma I on relationship between RP1+P2)X7T Ty M, of L fsszll , AL R

and JZ{E r; Right hand side: second decomposition in Lemmaon relationship between R(plﬂ’?)”,

R~ ~
TxM,, i, /=8 AS b and 2.

e Define

SR = {s eR™" PSP, T + (P{SP; )T + P;!SP, + (P{'SPy)T = 0} . (29)

Then dim(#4R) = (r2 —r)/2. Moverover, RP1+p2)xr — o LR (—DQZ}’R with dim(le{;L

null

(r2 —r)/2, dim(sz?n’jﬁR) (p1 +p2)r — (r? —r)/2 and o, HR 1 sz%vL R where

UsP; '
%’IR = {A DA = |:—VST]2.31_T:| 7S € yLyR} ”Q{n%ﬂf{’

~LR_ . _ |(USiPoP] +U D)P; | D;eRE—xr
% = A : A. = T T —T 1> — :
(VSJP1P{ + V,Dy)P; Dy e RP277)X7 (S) — S5) | AR

null

As we will see in Theorems I and l LE{ and ,52/ i correspond to the eigenspace of zero
eigenvalues of V2g(L,R) and VZg,e(L, R), respectwely By the decompomtlons in Lemma |5 l we

derive the following three results in Proposmon first, we show %ER and %L R Can be further

JLE

"l with the same single matrix from s second

. LR
decomposed as the direct sum of <7 ;" and i

r; third, we construct a pseudobljectlon

we find there exists a bijection between sznll‘l’f

between %’IR and Tx M, since a bijection between them is impossible due to the mismatch of

their dimensions. A pictorial illustration of the relationship of subspaces in Lemma [5]is given in
Figure [2|

Proposition 4 (Decompositions of .o ¢ LR and szf LR and Maps Between dYR 7 BR and TxM.,).

null > “null
S DJ
D; O

Under the conditions in Lemma let {=[U U] { ] [V V.]T eTxM,. Then

Mf r = A} R ® A B [ (USPyPJ + U, Dy)P; '
IR

nullR f07‘ A§ i T
dL R~ A% RO LR VS'P,P| +V,D,)Py
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where S is the unique solution of the following Sylvester equation PQP;gT + gTPlPI =ST.
Moreover, there is a bijective linear map L1, r between dnll'l’lf{

. LR
EL,R A€ Mnull

and Ly €€ TxM, — Aj g eait. (31)

In addition, there is a surjective linear map IELR between %R and Tx M, given as follows

LLr:Ace JZ?HE‘]’IR — fﬁR € Tx M., (32)

and it satisfies ZL,R(EEIR(@) = ¢ for any & € Tx M,
Finally, we have the following spectrum bounds for L1, R, L’EIR and ZLR, respectively:

(0+(L) A 0r(R))’[ A} <[Lrr(A)F <2(01(L) v o1(R)* AR, VA € /T,
(01(L) v o1(R)) 2 [€]7/2 <ILL R OIF < (00(L) A 0r(R) €N, VE € Tx My, (33)

IZLr(A)} < 2(01(L) v o1 (R)?|AJ2, VA € LR,

Proof of Pr0p051t10n 4} We divide the proof into two steps: in Step 1, we prove the decomposition
results for 42% tr and & p; in Step 2, we show L, g is a bijection, Ly, RrR(LL R(f)) = ¢, and prove
their spectrum bounds.
Step 1. First, the uniqueness of S is guaranteed by the fact P1P1T and —PQPT have disjoint
spectra and (Bhatia) [2013, Theorem VII.2.1). Next, we prove ;z/fiR = Ai’R @ Jz%n[l‘ﬂ?. Recall
(USP,P; + U, D)P; ' (US; + U, D)P; '

AS = | A A )
LR |:(VSTP1PI + VJ_DQ)PIT:| € JZ{ H ) glVen |:(VS;— T VJ_Dz)PlT:| € 'Q{L,R7 we have

€ AR (34)

null

A_AE . — [ U(S, — SP,P])P; ' ] (@) [U( S, + P1P]S)P; ]
LR — =

V(S; —-STP, PP " V(S -STP PT)P

where ( ) is because SPoPJ + P1P{S =S and S; + Sy = S. Moreover, Ai rRTAE€E MéR for any
A e ™R This proves %éR:AiRG-)dLR.

null null
~L
o LR

Next, we prove the second decomposition result @ZSR = AiR @ A -

(USP,P] + U, D;)P; " [0Sy +U,Dy)P
ST T 1| and A =
(VS P1P1 + VLDQ)PI

Given ALR =

_T —

(VS] + VLDQ)PQI_T] € Jz/IfR, we have
P; (P,P{S—Sy)P, " + (P](P1P]S—Sy)P; )T
+ P HPP{S —S9)Py + (P (P1P{S — S5)Py) "

WpT(s - sp,p] P, + P;1(ST - P,P]ST)P, + P]SP, + P]S P,
— PSP, — (P{SoP; )T — P !SyPy — (P71SoPy) "

=P/SP, " +P;!STP; — PSP, " — (P/SoP; ") — P['SyPy — (P !SyPy) T

b _ _ _ _ _ _
OpTsp;T 4+ P;1STP, — PT(S — S1)P; T — (P](S—S1)P;T)T — P{1S,P, — (P71S,Py)T

=P[S/P; " + (PSP} )T —P1S:P; — (P18,Ps) " 0
(35)
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Here (a) is because SPoPJ +P;P{S =S, (b) is because S; + Sz = S and (c) is by the constraints
of S1,S, given in deR. So shows PlPng — Sy € Y1 r and we have

A_Af B U(-S; +P,P[S)P; | B3 LR
LR |V(S; —STPP])P; T null -

-T
Moreover, for Ai gr and any A = [ USP, ] o LR

VSTP-T i with S € .71, r, we have

- 1

(SP.P] +S)+ (STP,P] —sT)T Y

P (SPyP; +S)P, ' + P, (P,P,ST +ST) P, —PJ(S'P,P{ —ST)P;" — P(P,P/S - S)P;

—P/SP,  + (P{SP, )T + PSP, + (P;1sP,)T Yo

(36)
Here (a) is because SPoPJ + P1P{S =S and (b) is because S € .71, r. Thus,

A p+A= [( (U(SP,P] +S) + U, Dy)P; | ] B ~¢

V(STP,P] —ST) + V. Dy)P; ' LR
This finishes the proof for JZZ:?R = A LR @ o b

null .

Step 2. We begin by proving Ly, r is a bijection. Note that both %L’R

dimension (p; + p2 — r)r. Suppose L LR € e IxM, — A LR € &%L R. Then for any 5

S DJ
[U U] [D1 0

] [V V] e TxM,, we have

Ln(hnl©) = Lunlafp) = [0 U [SFPEEES B v viroe
Since L1, r and DL,R are linear maps, implies L1, r is bijection and EIL,R = EEIR Following a
similar proof of (37)), we can also show EL,R('CE,IR(@) = ¢ holds for any £ € Tx M, and this implies
ZL,R is surjective.

Next, we provide the spectrum bounds for L1, r. Suppose A = [Az AE]T € Jafnll'l’lf{, where
A; = (USPyPJ + U, D))P; ", Ar = (VS'P,P] + V,Dy)P;". Then

|AlE < (ISP2P; & + [DafF)oi Py ) + (IP1P{ S| + [Daff)of (P ) 8)

—
S
=

< (ISP2P; [t + [P1P{S[F + D1 + [Da|E)/(or (L) A on(R))*;

where in (a), we use the fact L = UP;, R = VP; and L, R share the same spectrum as Py, Py. In
addition,

(P1P]S,SPyP)) = (P,P])28(PoPJ) V2, (P P])/28(PyP) )2y > 0. (39)
So
|LLr(A)[E = &5 RHF = |P1ALV + UTALP]|2 + [UTALP] |3 + [P1ATV |2

= HP PS + SPyPJ § + D1 + |D2|?

=" |SPoP] 3 + [PPTSI2 + Dy 3 + Dol = (00(L) A o0 (R)ZIAR,

X
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and

ILLr(A)E = [E8RIF = IP1ARV + UTALPS [§ + [UTALP; [f + [P1ARV L[
<2(|P1ARV[} + [UTALP; [3) + [ULALP; & + [P1ALV L[}
= [P1ALV[§ + [UTALPS [} + |ALP; |7 + [P1AR[F
< 2(01(L) v o1 (R))?|A %

By the relationship of the spectrum of an operator and its inverse, the spectrum bounds for EE}R
follow from the ones of Ly, r. Finally, since £~L7R is surjective and the “pseudoinverse” of EE}R, its
spectrum upper bound follows from the spectrum lower bound of Ei}lR. This finishes the proof of
this proposition. M

Now, we are ready to present our main results on the geometric landscape connection of the
manifold and the factorization formulations in the general low-rank matrix optimization.

Theorem 2 (Geometric Landscape Connection of Formulations and (). Suppose L € RP1*",
R e RP2*" gnd X = LR are of rank r. Then

gradf(X) = VLg(L, R)R' + (Vrg(L,R)LNT(1,, - RRY) and Vg(L,R)z{ grad f(X)R }

(gradf (X)) 'L
(40)
Furthermore, if (L,R) is a Buclidean FOSP (), then we have
V2g(L,R)[A, A] = Hessf(X)[(0 R SEor]. YA € RPVHP2T,
Hessf (X)[€.€] = V29(L, R)[Li 5 () Lk (€)], V6 € TxM.. ()
More precisely,
VZ(L,R)[A] =0, VAe o )

V2g(L,R)[A, A] = Hessf(X)[LLr(A), LLr(A)], VA e/t

Finally, Hessf(X) has (p1 + p2 — r)r eigenvalues and V2g(L,R) has (p1 + p2)r eigenvalues.
V2g(L,R) has at least 2 zero eigenvalues with the corresponding zero eigenspace lenI;’lft. Denote the
rest of the (py + pa —r)r possibly non-zero eigenvalues of V2g(L,R) from the largest to the smallest
as \1(V2g(L,R)),.. .,X(pﬁm_r)r(VZg(L,R)). Then fori = 1,...,(p1 + p2 — r)r: N(V2g(L,R))
is sandwiched between (o,.(L) A 0.(R))?X\;(Hessf(X)) and 2(o1(L) v o1(R))?\;(Hessf(X)).

Proof of Theorem [2. First, suppose X = LR" has SVD UXV'. Then LL' = Py, RR = Py
and L and R lie in the column spaces of U and V, respectively. So is by direct calculation
from the expressions of Riemannian and Euclidean gradients given in Proposition [1 The rest of
the proof is divided into two steps: in Step 1, we prove and ; in Step 2, we prove the
individual eigenvalue connection between Hessf(X) and V2g(L,R).

Step 1. We begin by showing the first equality in . Let Py = U'L,P, = V'R, it is easy
to verify P1P} = UTLR'V = X. Since (L, R) is a Euclidean FOSP of ({]), by we have X is
a Riemannian FOSP of (). So Vf(X) = Py, Vf(X)Py,. Given A = [A] A}]" e Rbrtp2)xr

we have
(VF(X), U ULAP]S ' PIALV VDY @ (vr(X), ALAD. (43)
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Here (a) is because Vf(X) = Py, Vf(X)Py, and P1P] = X.
Then by Proposition

VZg(L,R)[A,A] = AVf(LR"),A;AL + V2f(LRT)[LAL + A;RT, LA, + A;RT]
Lemma [4} (43| _
B8 o9 £(X), UL UTALPISPIALV VD) + V2F(X)[R g, 0]

= Hessf(X)[¢f R, & R):
(44)

where the last equality follows from the expressions of Hessf(X) and fﬁR in and , respec-
tively. This finishes the proof for the first equality in . Meanwhile, by a similar argument as

, we have
V?g(L,R)[A,B] = Hessf(X)[{ﬁR{ER] =0, VAe «anll'l’lft,VB e RPrHp2)xr,

This implies the first equality in (42)).

The second equality in follows directly from the first equality in and the definition
of L1, r. Finally, by the bijectivity of Lg, r, the second equality in follows from the second
equality in .

Step 2. Hessf(X) and V2g(L,R) are by definition linear maps from Tx M, and R®1+p2)xr
to Tx M, and RP1Hp2)xr respectively. Because Tx M, is of dimension (p; + p2 — r)r, the number
of eigenvalues of Hessf(X) and V2g(L,R) are (p1 + p2 — r)r and (p1 + p2)r, respectively. By the

first equality in , we have %I;’lf{ is the eigenspace of r? zero eigenvalues and the rest of the
(p1 + p2 — r)r possibly non-zero eigenvalues of V2g(L, R) span the eigenspace 42%n Il‘ﬂf{

to dnll‘l’lf{ and Tx M, and using , and Lemma [7|in the Appendix, we have )\;(V2g(L,R))
is sandwiched between (o,.(L) A 0,(R))2\;(Hessf(X)) and 2(o1(L) v o1(R))?)\;(Hessf(X)). This
finishes the proof. W

. Restricting

Theorem 3 (Geometric Landscape Connection of Formulations ([2)) and ) Suppose L e RP1*" R €
RP2X" gnd X = LR are of rank r and (L,R) is a Euclidean FOSP of . First, we have

L'L=R'R  and Vigg(L,R)=Vg(L,R), (45)
and for any A = [A] AL]T e Ritp2)xr
V20ies(L, R)[A, A] = VZg(L,R)[A,A] + u|[LTA, + AJL—RTAr — A[R|E.  (46)
Second,

vzgreg(Lv R) [Aa A] = Hessf(X) [gﬁRa gﬁR]
+u|LTA, +AJL—RTAR — ALR|3, VA e RPrHp2)xr, (47)
Hess f(X)[£,€] = VZreg (L, R)[LL R (), LR (E)], V€ € TXM,,

where EilR is the bijective map given in . More precisely,

V20ee(L, R)[A] =0, VA € o =R,

null

V2greg (L, R)[A, A] =Hessf(X)[Lr.r(A), LLr(A)] (48)
+u|LTAL + AJL-RTAR — ALR|%2, VAe ZLR

null
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Finally, V2greg(L, R) has (p1+p2)r eigenvalues and at least (1> —7)/2 of them are zero spanning

the eigenspace ,Qf 11 . Denote the rest of the ((p1 +p2) (7“2—7“)/2) possibly non-zero eigenvalues of
V2greg(L, R) from the largest to the smallest as A\ (V2 greg(L, R)), . )\(p1+p2) (TQ,T)/z(V greg(L, R)).
Then

o the following lower bounds for \i(VZgreg(L, R)) hold:

Ai(Vgreg (L, R)) = (on(X)Ni(Hessf (X)) A (201(X)Ni(Hessf(X))), for 1 <i < (p1+p2—1)r,
A > 201 (X) Amin(Hess (X)) A 0, for (p1 +p2 —7)r +1<i < (p1 +p2)r — (r* —1)/2;
(49)

o the following upper bounds for X\i(V2gree(L, R)) hold:
g

(Vgreg (L, R)) < 201(X)((A1(Hessf (X)) v 0) +4p), for 1 <i< (® +71)/2,
(V2 0reg (L, R)) < (201 (X)A(i— (212) /2 (Hess (X)) v (00 (X)X (i (r242)/2)(Hess f (X)), (50)
for (P +7)/2+1<i < (pr+p2)r—(r*—r)/2.

Proof of Theorem [3| Since (L,R) is a FOSP of (B)), the first result in is by Theorem 3 of
Zhu et al. (2018]). The second result in is by LTL RTR and Pr0p051t10n l In addition, for
any A =[A] AJ]]T e Rrtp2)xr  ([4g) follows from and Proposition I

The rest of the proof is d1v1ded into two steps. In Step 1, we prove the second part of Theorem
i.e., and ; in Step 2, we prove the final part of the theorem, i.e., the spectrum bounds
in and .

Step 1. First, by the first equality in and , we obtain the first equality in . Since
(L,R) is a FOSP of (f]), from ([45]), we see that (L, R) is also a Euclidean FOSP of (). Recalling
the definition of £y} in (BI), given £ € TxM,, we see that LLR(§) = Ajr = [A] AY]T
satisfies

i
A

LTAS + AS'L - RTAS — AR = P{SP, + (P{SP,)" — P{SP, — (P{SP,)" =0
So the second equality in follows from and the second equality in .
The second equality in directly follows from the first equality in and the definition

of EL,R. Next, we prove the first equality in . For any A = [Az A;]T € JZ?{H\EHR,B =
[B] BRI Ko,

v2greg(La R)[A7 B] = (VQ.ql“eg(La R) [A + B7 A+ B] - vzgreg(L7 R)[A - B? A - B]) /4
@ (Hess f(X)[6058, 6248] + u|LTB. + BJL - R'Bg — BLR?
— Hess f(X)[¢0 R R ,f Bl—u|L'Br + B[L—R'Br — BiR|})/4

= (Hessf(X)[é1m + §L,Ra thm +&Er) — Hessf(X) [ R — &R Shr — EDR]) /4
(b)

= HeSSf(X)[ff‘f,R»ﬁER] =0,
where (a) is because of and LTAL +AJL-R"TARr -~ A R =0 for any A € %’IR and (b) is
because §ﬁR = 0 for any A € Jzinull This implies the first equality in and finishes the proof
of this part.

Step 2. It is easy to check the number of eigenvalues of Hessf(X) and VZges(L,R) are

(p1 + p2 — r)r and (p1 + p2)r, respectively. By the first equality in (48], we have o BB s the

null
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eigenspace of (12 —7)/2 zero eigenvalues and the rest of the ((p; +p2)r— (12 —r)/2) possibly non-zero

eigenvalues of V2g,ee(L, R) span the eigenspace %iR’ Restricting Hessf(X) and V?gree (L, R) to
Tx M, and JZZJ;’IR, respectively, next we prove the inequalities in and sequentially.
Proof of the first inequality in (49). Define the linear map P : Tx M, — "Q/{;’;’lR

P& = AiR. By the definition of EE}R and second equality in ([47), we have

as

Hess [ (X)[€, €] = V2reg (L, R)[L R (€), L R (E)] = Vireg (L R)[P(€), P(E)], V€ € TXM,,

ie.,

Hessf(X) = P*V?gree(L, R)P. (51)
Moreover, by the construction of P and , we have for any £ € Tx M.,

(201 (X)) 712 2 (04(L) v 01 (R)2[]2/2 < P2 < (00 (L) & on(R))2[E]E L 0 (X) 7€,

(52)
In (a) and (b), we use the fact that when holds, we have
o1(L) = 01(R) = 012(X), 0,(L) = 0,(R) = 0}/*(X). (53)

Finally, by , and Lemma (1) in the Appendix, we have obtained the first inequality in
[@).

Proof of the second inequality in (49)). By the second equality in , we have V2gyeq (L, R) =
Ly gHessf (X)L r. Then by , and Lemma (iii) in the Appendix, we have for (p; + p2 —
Mr+1<i<(p1+p2)r—(r2—r)/2,

:\i(VQQreg(L,R)) = S\(pl+p2)r—(r2—r)/2(v29reg(L)R)) = 207 (X)Amin(H€SSf(X)) A 0.

Proof of the first inequality in (50). By the second equality in , we have for any
Ae o LR,

null

V20reg(L, R)[A, A] = Hessf(X)[LLr(A), LLr(A)] + L AL + AL - RTAg — ALR}

Lemma ~ ~
< Hessf(X)[LLr(A), LLr(A)] + 8uo1(X)| Al

So we have (VZgreg(L,R) — 8uo1(X)Z) < Zf‘,RHessf(X)/jL,R where Z denotes an identity
operator. Then by (33)), and Lemma (iv) in the Appendix, we have for 1 <i < (r?2 +r)/2:

Ai(Vgreg (L, R)) — 8101 (X) < M (Voreg(L, R)) — 8101 (X) < 207 (X) A (Hess (X)) v 0.

Proof of the second inequality in (50). The desired inequality can be obtained by ,
(52) and Lemma [§fii) in the Appendix. This finishes the proof. W

Remark 6 (Comparison of Regularized and Unregularized Factorization Formulations). Compared
to Theorem[3, the gap of the sandwich inequality in Theorem[3 depends explicitly on the spectrum
of L and R and can be arbitrarily large for ill-conditioned (L, R) pairs. Such an issue makes the
geometry analysis for the unregqularized factorization hard (Zhang et al., |2020). On the other
hand, any Fuclidean FOSP of the reqularized formulation is always balanced (Zhu et al., |2018),
i.e., satisfying LTL = RTR, and the gap of the sandwich inequality in Theorem@ only depends on
X = LR", not individual L or R.
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In addition, comparing two factorization formulations and , V2greg(L,R) has (r? +
r)/2 less zero eigenvalues than V2g(L,R) as the regularization reduces the ambiguity set from
invertible transforms to rotational transforms. On the other hand, it is difficult to control these
potentially non-zero (r? +1)/2 eigenvalues in V2greg(L, R) due to the complex interaction between
the regularization and the original objective function. So that is why in Theorem [, we can only
get a partial sandwich inequality between \i(V2greg(L, R)) and \;(Hessf(X)) while in Theorems
and [ we have full sandwich inequalities.

Remark 7 (Comparison of PSD and General Cases). There are a few similarities and key differ-
ences in the landscape connection under the PSD case and the general case. First, in both cases,
we tackle the problem via finding a connection between Riemannian and Fuclidean Hessians on
some carefully constructed points. However, exact Riemannian and Fuclidean Hessian connections
between and as well as and are avatlable, while the Hessian connection between
and is weaker. Second, although sandwich inequalities between the spectrum of Riemannian
and Euclidean Hessians can be established in both the PSD case ( and ) and the general case
( and ), the gap of the sandwich inequality in the general case depends on the balancing of
two factors L, R as we mentioned in Remark [0 while there is no such an issue in the PSD case.
Finally, compared to the PSD one, there are two factorization formulations in the gemeral case
(unregularized and regularized ones) and it is nontrivial to extend the results from the PSD case
to the gemeral case. In particular, the reqularized factorization formulation can potentially have a
distinct landscape geometry from the unreqularized one and establishing the landscape connection

between and is much harder than and or and .

By Theorems [2] and [3], we have the following Corollary [2] on the equivalence of FOSPs, SOSPs
and strict saddles between the manifold and the factorization formulations in the general low-rank
matrix optimization.

Corollary 2. (Equivalence on FOSPs, SOSPs and Strict Saddles of Manifold and Fac-
torization Formulations (General Case)) (a) If (L,R) is a rank r Euclidean FOSP or SOSP
or strict saddle of or , then X = LR is a Riemannian FOSP or SOSP or strict saddle
of @); (b) if X is a Riemannian FOSP or SOSP or strict saddle of (2)), then any (L,R) such
that LR = X is a Euclidean FOSP or SOSP or strict saddle of and any (L,R) such that
LR"T = X,L'L = R"R is a Euclidean FOSP or SOSP or strict saddle of .

In Theorems [2] and [3] we present the geometric landscape connection between the manifold
and the two factorization formulations in the general low-rank matrix optimization. There is
also a simple landscape connection between the two factorization formulations and . This
connection will be used to analyze the role of regularization in Section [5.3

Theorem 4. (Geometric Landscape Connection of Unregularized Formulation (4)) and
Regularized Formulation (5))) Suppose (L,R) and (Lyeg, Rrcg) are rank r Euclidean FOSPs of
g(L,R) and greg(L, R), respectively and LRT = LregRrTeg. Let A = LTLreg. Then A is nonsingular
and we can find a linear bijection J on RP1Hp2)x7.

ALAil
ARAT

Ap

(p1+p2)xr
Ap } eR ,

J A= [ ] c Re1+p2)xr A7 _ {

such that

V2 greg (Lireg, Rrcg)[A, A] = [ Ly AL + A Licg — Ry AR — ApRucg | = Vo* (L, R)[T(A), T (A)]
(54)
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holds for any A = [A] AFL]T e RPr+p2)xr,
Moreover, we have the following spectrum bounds for J :

0A|A|Z < |T(A)|2 < O4| A%, VA e RPrFP)xr (55)

where O := 01(A) v (1/0,(A)) and Oa :=1/0a = (1/01(A)) A 0, (A).
Finally, for 1 < i < (p1 + p2)r, the following connections on individual eigenvalues between

V2greg (Lregs Reeg) and V2g(L,R) hold:

)‘i(v29(L7R)) < (GQA)‘i(VQQreg(LregaRreg))) (GQA)"(VZQreg( reg7Rreg))) )
)\i(v29(L7R)) = (®2A (/\i(VQQreg(Lrega Rieg)) — 8/~L‘71(LregRreg))) (56)
v (QQA ()‘i(VQQreg(Lrengreg)) 8M01(LregRreg)))

5 Applications

In this section, we apply our main results to three specific problems from machine learning and
signal processing.

5.1 Global Optimality for Phase Retrieval Under Manifold Formulation

We first consider the following real-valued quadratic equation system
yi = {a;,x*)? for 1<i<n, (57)

where y € R™ and covariates {a;}_; € RP are known whereas x* € R? is unknown. The goal is
to recover x* based on {y;,a;}!" ;. One important application is known as phase retrieval arising
from physical science due to the nature of optical sensors (Fienup| 1982). A common formulation
to solve is the following least squares formulation:

x) = 5 D Yy - @)’ (55)

In the literature, both convex relaxation (Candes et al., [2013; Waldspurger et al., 2015 and non-
convex approaches (Candes et al., 2015; |Chen and Candes, |2017; Ma et al., [2019; Netrapalli et al.,
2013; Sanghavi et al., [2017; |Wang et al., [2017a; |(Cai and Wei, 2018b)) have been proposed to solve
with provable recovery guarantees. In terms of the geometric landscape analysis, |Sun et al.
(2018)) showed that under the Gaussian design, i.e., a;s are drawn from i.i.d. Gaussian distribution,
G(x) does not have any spurious local minima if n > Cplog® p for some positive constant C. Later,
the sample complexity requirement for the global optimality in phase retrieval under Gaussian
design was improved to n = Cp for a slightly modified loss function (Li et al., [2019d):

I S 11 N

Iz Iyl

where for two predetermined universal parameters 1 < 8 < -y, the twice continuously differential
activation function h(a) satisfies:
h(a) =1 if0<a<p,

h(a) € [0,1] ifa€(B,7), (60)
h(a) =0 ifaz>=ry
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and |/ (a)|, |h"(a)] exist and are bounded.

Comparing objectives in and , g(x) incorporates a smooth activation function h to
handle the heavy-tailedness of the fourth moment of Gaussian random variables in §(x). On the
other hand, for both and , the geometric landscape analyses performed in Sun et al.| (2018);
Li et al. (2019d) are carried out in terms of x in the vector space. However, it is known that by
lifting x to X = xx ', both and can be recast as a rank-1 PSD matrix recovery problem,
e.g., mingere g(x) has the following equivalent PSD manifold formulation:

min : 212 — (A, X)) (<A“X>> h ( nyi ) , (61)

XESPXP:rank(X):l,X>O HXHF HyHl

where A; = aial-T fori=1,...,n. Since h is twice continuously differentiable, the objective function
in is also twice continuously differentiable over rank-1 PSD matrices.Cai and Wei (2018b)); [Li
et al.| (2019d)) asked whether it is possible to investigate the geometric landscape of the phase
retrieval problem directly on the rank-1 PSD matrix manifold. By our Theorem [1| and Corollary
we provide an affirmative answer to their question and give the first global optimality result for
phase retrieval under the manifold formulation with a rate-optimal sample complexity.

Theorem 5 (Global Optimality for Phase Retrieval under Manifold Formulation). In , suppose

; “~d N(0,I,), v > B > 1 are sufficiently large in the smooth activation functzon h, and n = Cp

f07’ large enough positive constant C. Then with probability at least 1 — exp(—C'n) for C" > 0,
X* = x*x*T is the unique Riemannian SOSP of and any other Riemannian FOSP X is a

strict saddle with Amin (Hessf(X)) < —32;1(()%).

Remark 8 (Transferring the Strict Saddle Property). The key reason we can establish the global
optimality and strict saddle results for phase retrieval under the manifold formulation is attributed
to the spectrum connection of the Riemannian and the Euclidean Hessians given in Theorem[] As
a result of that, we can transfer the strict saddle property (Ge et al.,|2015; Lee et al.,|2019), which
states that the function has a strict negative curvature at all stationary points but local minima,
from the factorization formulation of phase retrieval to the manifold one. This is fundamentally
different from the results in|Ha et al. (2020) where only the connection between FEuclidean SOSPs
and fixed points of PGD was established without giving the estimation on the curvature of the
Hessian. With this strict saddle property, various gradient descent and trust region methods are
guaranteed to escape all strict saddles and converge to a SOSP (O’Neill and Wright, 2020; Ge
et all, (2015; |Lee et all, 12019; |Jin et all, (2017; [Paternain et all, [2019; |Sun et all, (2018, 2019;
Criscitiello and Boumal, |2019; |Boumal et al.l, 12019; \[Han and Gao, 2020). Finally, we note here
an explicit upper bound on the negative eigenvalue of the strict saddle in Theorem [ can be helpful
in determining the convergence rate of perturbed GD to the global minima (Jin et al., |2017; |Sun
et al., |2019; |Criscitiello and Boumal, |2019).

5.2 Global Optimality of General Well-Conditioned Low-rank Matrix Opti-
mization Under Manifold Formulation

In the existing literature on low-rank matrix optimization, most of the geometric landscape anal-
yses focused on the factorization formulation. They showed that doing factorization for a rank
constrained objective will not introduce spurious local minima when the objective f satisfies the
restricted strong convexity and smoothness property (see the upcoming Definition |1} (Bhojanapalli
et al., [2016b; Ge et all 2017; Zhang et al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2018} 2021; |Park et al., [2017). On the
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other hand, the geometric analysis performed directly under the rank constrained manifold formu-
lation is scarce. |[Uschmajew and Vandereycken (2020) showed the benign landscape of under
the embedded manifold geometry and exact-parameterization setting, i.e., r = rank(X*), where
X* is a low-rank parameter matrix of interest, when f is quadratic and satisfies certain restricted
spectral bounds property.

Definition 1. We say f : RP1*P2 — R satisfies the (2r, 4r)-restricted strong convexity and smooth-
ness property if for any X, G € RP1*P2 with rank(X) < 2r and rank(G) < 4r, the Euclidean Hessian
of f satisfies

a1|Glf < V2 f(X)[G, G] < a2| G} (62)

for some as = ay > 0.

By Theorem and Corollary we can leverage the existing results in Zhu et al.| (2018)) to provide
the first global optimality result of under the manifold formulation for a generic objective f
satisfying the restricted strong convexity and smoothness property. Moreover, our results cover
both over-parameterization (r > rank(X*)) and exact-parameterization (r = rank(X*)) settings
compared with [Uschmajew and Vandereycken| (2020).

Theorem 6. (Global Optimality of Well-Conditioned Low-rank Matrix Optimization
under Manifold Formulation) Consider the optimization problem . Suppose there exists a
rank r* (r* <r) matric X* s.t. Vf(X*) =0 and f satisfies the (2r, 4r)-restricted strong convezity
and smoothness property with positive constants oy and ag satisfying as/aq < 1.5. Then,

e if r =1r*, X* is the unique Riemannian SOSP of and any other Riemannian FOSP X 1is
a strict saddle with Amin(Hessf(X)) < —0.04a10,(X*) /01 (X);

e if r > r* there is no Riemannian SOSP of and any Riemannian FOSP X is a strict
saddle with Amin(Hessf(X)) < —0.05a1 (0,(X) A 0,6 (X*)) /o1(X).

Remark 9. As guaranteed by Proposition 1 of |Zhu et al. (2018), the (2r,4r)-restricted strong
convezity and smoothness property of f ensures X* in Theorem [f] is the unique global minimizer
of minx yank(x)<r f(X). So Theorem@ shows that if the input rank r is equal to the true rank r*,
i.e., under exact-parameterization, then has no spurious local minimizer other than the global
minima X* and any other Riemannian FOSP is a strict saddle. These two facts together ensure the
recovery of X* by many iterative algorithms (Lee et al., |2019; Sun et al., |2018, |2019; |Criscitiello
and Boumal, |2019).

On the other hand, when the input rank r is greater than the true rank r*, i.e., under over-
parameterization, Theorem@ shows that there is no Riemannian SOSP for and all Riemannian
FOSPs are strictly saddles. In addition, the upper bound on the negative curvature of the strict
saddle implies that when running algorithms with guaranteed strict-saddle escaping property, the
least singular value, i.e., 0.(X), of the iterates will converge to zero. This suggests that the iterates
tend to enter a lower rank matriz manifold and we can adopt some rank-adaptive Riemannian
optimization methods to accommodate this (Zhou et al., |2016; Gao and Absil, |2021). We note
this observation is only possible due to an explicit upper bound on the negative eigenvalue at strict
saddles powered by the sandwich inequalities Theorem[3

5.3 Role of Regularization in Nonconvex Factorization for Low-rank Matrix
Optimization
As we have discussed in the introduction, for nonconvex factorization of the general low-rank matrix

optimization, the regularized formulation is often considered. The regularization is introduced
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to balance the scale of two factors L, R and it facilitates both algorithmic and geometric analyses in
the nonconvex factorization formulation (Tu et al., 2016} |Zheng and Lafferty, [2015; Ma et al., [2019;
Wang et al. |2017b} [Park et al 2018 Zhu et al., 2018, 2021; Park et al., 2017; |Ge et al.| [2017)). On
the other hand, it has been first observed empirically (Zhu et al., 2018)), and then recently proved
that the regularization is not necessary for iterative algorithms to converge in a number of smooth
and non-smooth formulated matrix inverse problems (Du et al., 2018; |(Charisopoulos et al., 2021}
Tong et al., [2020alb; Ma et al., 2021; |[Ye and Du, 2021). Moreover, Li et al.| (2020) showed from a
geometric point of view that without regularization, the landscape of the factorization formulation
is still benign when f satisfies the restricted strong convexity and smoothness property .

In this paper, we provide more geometric landscape connections between two factorization
formulations and under a general f. Specifically, by connecting them with the manifold
formulation, we show in Corollary [2| that the sets of LRTs formed by rank r Euclidean FOSPs
and SOSPs of two factorization formulations are exactly the same. By Theorem M4}, we also have a
connection on the spectrum of Hessians at Euclidean FOSPs under two factorization formulations.
If we further assume f is well-conditioned as in Section then we can have the following global
optimality result under the unregularized formulation ({4]).

Theorem 7. Consider the optimization problem . Suppose there exists a rank r matriz X* s.t.
Vf(X*) = 0 and f satisfies the (2r,4r)-restricted strong convezity and smoothness property
with positive constants o and ag satisfying as/ay < 1.5. Then for any rank r Euclidean FOSP
(L,R) of g(L,R), it is either a Buclidean SOSP and satisfies LRT = X*, or a strict saddle with
Amin(V29(L, R)) < —0.08 ((07(L) /o1 (LRT)) A (01(LRT) /07 (L)) - ar0(X¥).

Part of the results in Theorem [7| have appeared in the recent work [Li et al.| (2020), but here
we provide a precise upper bound on the negative curvature of the strict saddle that is absent in
Li et al, (2020)). Again, the precise upper bound on the negative curvature of the strict saddle is

helpful in determining the convergence rate of perturbed GD to the global minima as we mentioned
in Remark [8

6 Conclusion and Discussions

In this paper, we consider the geometric landscape connection of the manifold and the factorization
formulations in low-rank matrix optimization. We establish sandwich inequalities on the corre-
sponding eigenvalues of the Riemannian and Euclidean Hessians and show an equivalence on the
sets of FOSPs, SOSPs and strict saddles between two formulations. These results provide partial
reasons for the similar empirical performance of manifold and factorization approaches in low-rank
matrix optimization. Finally, we apply our main results to three applications in machine learning
and signal processing.

There are many interesting extensions to the results in this paper to be explored in the fu-
ture. First, as we have mentioned in Remark [I} our results on the connection of Riemannian and
Euclidean Hessians are established at FOSPs. It is interesting to explore whether it is possible
to connect the geometry of the manifold and the factorization formulations of low-rank matrix
optimization at non-stationary points. By achieving this we can (1) connect approximate SOSP{]
between two formulations, which is useful in practice as standard optimization methods such as
stochastic or perturbed gradient descent can only find approximate SOSPs (Ge et al. 2015} Jin
et al.l 2017, [Sun et al. 2019; |Criscitiello and Boumal, 2019); (2) transfer the global geometry

! An approximate SOSP means the gradient norm at the point is small and the least eigenvalue of the Hessian at
the point is lower bounded by a small negative constant (Jin et al., 2017)).

25



properties (the landscape property of the objective in the whole space rather than at stationary
points) between two formulations (Zhu et al., [2021} [Li et al., 2019¢). Second, in this work, we con-
sider the natural embedded geometry of low-rank matrices in the manifold formulation. Another
choice for handling low-rank matrices is the quotient manifold (Mishra et al., |2014). The follow-up
work ? investigates the landscape connection of an optimization problem under the embedded and
quotient geometries. Third, it is interesting to explore how will the landscape connect under two
formulations when the objective function is nonsmooth. The connection of FOSPs might still be
possible based on the notion of Clarke subdifferential (?), but some regularity condition on f might
be needed. Finally, the manifold approach is a general way to deal with geometric constraints
in optimization problems and here we show a strong geometric connection of it to the factoriza-
tion approach in dealing with the rank constraint in matrix optimization. From an algorithmic
perspective, connections of manifold methods with the sequential quadratic programming (SQP)
method for solving equality constrained optimization problems and common nonlinear program-
ming methods for handling orthogonal constraints were revealed in Edelman et al.| (1998); [Mishra
and Sepulchre (2016) and [Edelman et al.| (1998), respectively. It is interesting future work to find
more instances under which the manifold approach is geometrically or algorithmically connected
with other well-known approaches in general nonlinear optimization.
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A Additional Proofs
A.1 Additional Proofs in Section [2.1]

Proof of Proposition The expressions for Euclidean gradients are obtained via direct com-
putation. For the Riemannian gradient, since M, and M, are embedded submanifolds of RP*P
and RP1*P2_ respectively and the Euclidean metric is considered, from (Absil et al 2009, (3.37)),
we know the Riemannian gradients are the projections of the Euclidean gradients onto the corre-
sponding tangent spaces. The results follow by observing the projection operator onto Tx M, and
Tx M, given in @ [ ]

Proof of Proposition [2| First the expressions for V2g(L, R)[A, A] and V2g,eq(L, R)[A, A] are
given in (Ha et al.| 2020, Eq. (2.8)) and (Zhu et al., [2018| Section IV-A and Remark 8), respectively.
The expressions for V2g(Y)[A’, A’] can be obtained by letting A = [A'T AT]TandL=R =Y
in V2g(L,R)[A, A].

Next, we derive the Riemannian Hessian of f. The Riemannian Hessian of an objective function
[ is usually defined in terms of the Riemannian connection as in (6)). But in the case of embedded
submanifolds, it can also be defined by means of the so-called second-order retractions.

Given a general smooth manifold M, a retraction R is a smooth map from T'M to M satisfying
i) R(X,0) = X and ii) £ R(X,tn)|;—o = 1 for all X € M and n € Tx M, where TM = {(X,TxM) :
X € M}, is the tangent bundle of M (Absil et al) [2009, Chapter 4). We also let Rx to be
the restriction of R to Tx M and it satisfies Rx : Tx M — M,{ — R(X,§). Retraction is
in general a first-order approximation of the exponential map (Absil et al. [2009, Chapter 4). A
second-order retraction is the retraction defined as a second-order approximation of the exponential
map (Absil and Malick, 2012). As far as convergence of Riemannian optimization methods goes,
first-order retraction is sufficient (Absil et al., 2009, Chapter 3), but second-order retraction enjoys
the following nice property: the Riemannian Hessian of an objective function f coincides with the
Euclidean Hessian of the lifted objective fX := f o Rx.

Lemma 6 (Proposition 5.5.5 of |Absil et al.| (2009)). Let Rx be a second-order retraction on M.
Then Hessf(X) = V2(f o Rx)(0) for all X € M.

We present the second-order retractions under both PSD and general low-rank matrix settings
in the following Proposition
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Proposition 5 (Second-order Retractions in PSD and General Low-rank Matrix Manifolds).
e PSD case: Suppose X € M., has eigendecomposition UXUT. Then the mapping Rgg) :
TxMypy — My given by

S DT

RY:¢=[U U] {D ) } U U]T > WXWT
s a second-order retraction on M4, where W = X+ 155 +&P— %fSXTﬁs— %ﬁpXTfs, & = PyéPy

and &P = Py, {Py + Pu§Pu, . Furthermore, we have

RY(6) =X +£+ U DX 'DTUT + 0(J¢[}), as [¢]r — 0.

o General case: Suppose X € M, has SVD UXV . Then the mapping Rg) : ITx M, — M, given
by
S DJ

RY :¢=[U U] v v > WX'w
D, 0
is a second-order retraction on M,, where W = X + ;fs + &P — 1§SXT§5’ - %gPXTgs — %gsngp,

& = Py&Pyv and P = Py EPv + Pu&Pyv, . Furthermore, we have
R (€) =X + £+ U D= DI V] + O([¢[}), as [€]r — 0.

Proof of Proposition |5, The results for the PSD case can be found in (Vandereycken and Vande-
walle, |2010, Proposition 5.10) and the results under the general case can be found in (Vandereycken,
2013| Proposition A.1) and (Shalit et al., 2012, Theorem 3). W

By Lemma [6] and the property of second-order retraction, the sum of the first three dominating
terms in the Taylor expansion of f o Rgz) (6) wrt. € are f(X) + (gradf(X), &) + tHessf(X) [£,£].
By matching the corresponding terms and the expressions of Rgz) in Proposition [5, we can get the
quadratic expression for Hessf(X)[&, £].

Next, we discuss how to obtain Hessf(X)[{,&] in PSD and general low-rank matrix manifolds,
respectively.

, S DT
PSD case: Given small enough £ = [U U]

D ] [U U,]", define U, = U;D. By

Proposition [p| and Taylor expansion, we have

FoRG(€) = FX+£+U,E'UL + O(¢)3)

(
(X + £+ 0,270, + O([¢)R)
(
(

f
FX+ O+ VX4, 0,210+ 0(¢]R)
f

X) +(VF(X), 6 + %VQf(X) [£.€] +(VF(X), U710 ) + O(€])-

Since &PXTeP = UPE_IU;, where &P = Py, {Py + PyéPuy,, the second order term in is
FV2F(X)[E,€] +(Vf(X),UpyX'U])) and it equals to 3Hessf(X)[¢, £].
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S D;
D; O
and V, = V| D»y. By Proposition |5 and Taylor expansion, we have

General case: Given small enough £ = [U U] [ } [V V.]T, define U, = U, D,

FoRG(©) = FX+£+U,EV] +0(J¢})
(X+E+UEV)) +0(¢)R)
(
(

X+ &)+ (VX +6), 0,7V +0(¢]R)
X) +(Vf(X),&) + %W(X) [€,€] +(VF(X), Up BTV + O(€]13).

I
= =

Since £PXTeP = UPE_IV;7 where Py, Py +PyéPy |, the second order term in is $V2F(X)[€, €]+
Vf(X),U,E"'V) and it equals to 1Hessf(X)[¢,£]. This finishes the proof of this proposition.
( P p 2

We note the proof technique for deriving the Riemannian Hessian is analogous to the proof
of (Vandereycken, [2013, Proposition 2.3). Here we extend it to the setting for a general twice
differentiable function f.

A.2 Additional Proofs in Section [3

Proof of Lemma l. Suppose X has the eigendecomposition USUT and P = U'Y. Given

¢ =[U Uy] [IS) D ] [U U,]". For any A € &5, it is easy to check YAT + AY T = ¢, so

szé C{A:YAT + AY' =¢}. For any A such that YA + AY " = £, we have

S DT U’ U’ T T PATU+UTAPT PATU,
e R R R b e S LR BT

by observing Y = UP. This implies ULUIA = U, DP " and PATU+UTAPT = S. By denoting
S; =UTAP', we have S; +S{ =S and UUTA = US;P~ . Finally, A=UU'TA + U, UJA =
(US; + U, D)P T e ;zfé This proves &fé D{A:YAT + AY' = ¢} and finishes the proof. W

Proof of Lemma (3 First, it is easy to check the dimensions of &7 Y and %L are (r? —r)/2 and
pr — (r? —r)/2, respectively. Since (r? —r)/2+ pr — (7’2 —1)/2 = pr, to prove ]RPXT ANS szn:n,
we only need to show Y " 18 orthogonal to sz Suppose A = USP~ T € dn‘gu and A’ =

(US'+ U, D')P~T e &Y. Then

(A A)=(SPT.8P ) =(s,8P P H s g HY (sT(5)) = (A,A",

where (a) is because PPT = X, (b) is because S + ST = 0, and 87! is symmetric by the
construction of Jz{nuu and sz respectively. So we have (A, A’) = 0 and this finishes the proof of
this lemma. H

ull’

Proof of Corollary First, by the connection of Riemannian and Fuclidean gradients in ,
the connection of FOSPs under two formulations clearly holds.

Suppose Y is a rank r Euclidean SOSP of and let X = YY'. Given any £ € TxM,,, we
have

Hessf(X)[¢,¢] & v2g(Y)[£51(), £5(6)] = 0,
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where the inequality is by the SOSP assumption on Y. Combining the fact X is a Riemannian
FOSP of , this shows X = YY ! is a Riemannian SOSP of .

Next, let us show the other direction: suppose X is a Riemannian SOSP of , then for any Y
such that YY T = X, it is a Euclidean SOSP of . To see this, first Y is of rank r and we have
shown Y is a Euclidean FOSP of (3)). Then by (19)), we have for any A € RP*":

V2g(Y)[A, A] = Hessf(X)[£¢, £¢] = 0.

Suppose Y is a rank r Euclidean strict saddle of and let X = YY . It implies that there ex-
ists A € 7Y, such that V2g(Y)[A, A] < 0. Then by V2g(Y)[A, A] = Hessf(X)[L(A), L(A)] <
0, and this implies that Hessf(X) also has at least one eigenvalue. Thus, X is a Riemannian strict
saddle. The proof for the other direction is similar and for simplicity, we omit it here. W

A.3 Additional Proofs in Section [4]

DT
Sl ][V Vi]T in TxM,

, denote @4 = {A = [A] AL]T :LAL+ A RT = ¢} and o = {A = [A] A]]" :LA] +
ALRT = ¢ and LTA; + ATL RTAR — AER = 0}. The rest of the proof is divided into two
steps: in Step 1 we show the results on JZ%L R in Step 2 we show the results on JZ%L R

Step 1. It is clear d1m(£%é r) =r% Forany A =[A] A[]" € %ﬁR, it is straightforward to

check LA}T2 +ALRT =€, 50 MER c & . For any A such that LAE + ArR" = ¢, we have

Proof of Lemma Given any tangent vector £ = [U U] [

3 ][ v g7 ns e v

_[P1ARV +UTA[P] P1ALV)
U[A.P] 0

(65)

by observing L = UPy,R = VPy. This implies Py, A;, = U, D1P; ", Py, Ag = V,DyoP; " and
P1A£V—|—UTALPT = S. By denoting S; = UTALP;r and S = VTARPlT, we have S1+ Sy = S,
PyAL =US P, and PyAg = VSJ P, . Finally, A;, = PuAr+ Py, Az = (US;+U,Dy)P; ',
Ap=PyAr+Py, A= (VS] +V Dy)P7". So A =[A] Al]" €. p and o p 2 . This
proves the first result.

Step 2. Let us begin by proving d1m(£%L£R) = (r

have dlm(sz/IfR) = dim(.¥’) where

2 _r)/2. First, by simple computation, we

S = {51 eR™:PIS;P; T + (P]SP; )T + PSPy + (P{!SPy)T = P{ISP, + (P;lsPQ)T} .
Next, we show .7 is of dimension (r? —r)/2. Construct the following linear map ¢rLr : S’ —
PITS/PQ*T + Pfls’Pg. We claim ¢r, g is a bijective linear map over R™*":

e injective part: suppose there exists S, S5 € R™*" such that S| # S5 and ¢, r(S]) = vLR(S)).
Then by definition of ¢y, g, we have P (S} — S5)P; " + P 1(S} —S})Py = 0. It further implies
PP (S} —S,) + (S} — S,)P2PJ = 0. This is a Sylvester equation with respect to (S} — S5)
and we know from (Bhatia, 2013 Theorem VII.2.1) that it has a unique solution 0 due to the
fact P1P{ and —PyPJ have disjoint spectra. So we get S| = S}, a contradiction.

35



e surjective part: for any S € R™", we can find a unique S’ such that @L,R(g’) = S. This follows
from the facts: (1) {S': P]S'P; | + P{!S'Py = S} = {S': P,P]S' + S'P,P] = P,SPJ}; (2)
PlPlTS’ + S/PQP;— = P1§Pér is a Sylvester equation with respect to S’ which has a unique
solution again by (Bhatia, 2013, Theorem VII.2.1).

Then we have . = {@E}R(S’) :S'+ 8T =P 'SP, + (P;'SP,) "} and

dim(#) = dim({¢op R(8) : 8’ + 8T = PSPy + (P'SPy) '}
— dim({S": '+ ST = P{!SPy + (P[1SPy)"}) = (r2 —1)/2.

Finally, we show the second result. For any A = [Az AE]T € %?R’ it is straightforward to
check LA}, + A,RT = £ and LTA, + AJL—RTAR — A[R = 0. So 'y € . For any A € %,
following the same proof of we have A = (US; + ULDl)PQ_T,AR = (VS] + VLDQ)PI_T
where S; = UTALPJ, Sg = VTARPlT and they satisfy S; +Ss = S. LTA + AZL —RTAR —
AIT%R = 0 further requires S1, Sy to satisfy P1T81P2_T + P2_181TP1 — PQTSQTPI_T — Pl_ls2P2 = 0.
So A=[A] A]]Te sa?IjéR and .Q%Z?R D /. This finishes the proof of this lemma. MW

Proof of Lemma |5, We first consider the result of sznll‘l’lf{ and ﬂfn Il‘ﬂ? It is easy to check ﬂnﬁﬁ{ and
AR are of dimensions 72 and (p1 + p2 — 7)r, respectively. Since 72 + (p1 + p2 — 7)1 = (p1 + p2)7,

null
to prove R®1tp2)xr — dnll‘l’lf{ @ 427n Il‘l’f, we only need to show &fnll‘lﬁ{ is orthogonal to ;znt:l’lf{. Indeed,
USP; ' (US'P,P; + U, D}))P; "
—VSTPlT] [(VS'TPlPlT + VLD’Q)PIT]
calculations, we have (A, A’y =(S,S") —(S,S") = 0.
Next, we prove the result of %’IR and %’IR From the dimension of .% in Step 2 of the
proof of Lemma |4, we have dim(L,r) = (r? —r)/2. As a result of this, we have o BB g of

null
dimension (r? —7)/2. Thus, (S;—Sz) L .74 g in the definition of =

e 2R by simple

null ’

e ¥R and A’ =

null

for any A = [

R adds (r2 —r)/2 constraints

and dim(%f{) = (p1 + p2)r — (r2 — r)/2. Now, to prove RP1+r2)xr — ﬂf/;a’lR @ %iR, we only
-7

need to show %’IR is orthogonal to .QZE ’IR. In fact, for any A = {_[‘szl‘;r)f)—T] ﬁ’lR and
1

we have (A, A’) = (8,S)) — (S,8,) = 0, where the

null "’

A _ [ (USiPP] + UDHP T ] S1m
(VS, P1P] + V, D,)P "
second equality is because S € /1, g and (S| — S5) L “L,r by the construction of o BB and

null

o LR respectively. This finishes the proof of this lemma. H

null ’

Proof of Corollary [2| First, for any Euclidean FOSP (L,R) of () or (L,R) such that L'L =
R'R, we have Vgee(L,R) = Vg(L,R) by and Proposition |1, respectively. The connection
on FOSPs of different formulations can be easily obtained by the connection of Riemannian and
Euclidean gradients given in (40)). Next, we show the equivalence on SOSPs of different formula-
tions.

Suppose X is a Riemannian SOSP of , we claim any (L, R) such that LR = X is a Euclidean
SOSP of () and any (L,R) such that LR" = X and L'L = R"R is a Euclidean SOSP of (f). To
see it, first (L, R) in both cases are Euclidean FOSP of and as we mentioned before. For
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any A = [A] AJ}]T e RP1#P2)x7 by Theorems [2| and [3] we have

V29(L, R)[A, A] D Hessf(X)[ef g, 2] = 0;

47|
V2grea (L R)[A, A] 2 Hess f(X)[er g, hm] > 0.

Next we show the reverse direction: suppose (L,R) is a rank r Euclidean SOSP of or ,
then X = LR is a Riemannian SOSP of ([2). To see this, for any £ € Tx M.,

Hessf(LRT)[¢, €] & V29(L, R)[LL R (€), Lok (©)] > 0,
Hessf(LRT)[€,6] & V20,00 (L, R)[ LT (6), LL% (6)] > 0.

This shows X is a Riemannian SOSP of .

Suppose (L, R) is a rank r Euclidean strict saddle of or , and let X = LR". Then by defi-
nition there exists A1, Ay € RP1#P2)X" guch that V2g(L, R)[A1, A1] < 0 and Vg, (L, R)[Asg, As] <
0. Then

Hess f(X)[62 5. €2%) @ V2g(L,R)[A1, A4] <
Hess/(X)[68%, 23] © v

This implies that Hessf(X) has negative eigenvalues in both cases, i.e., X is a Riemannian strict
saddle. The proof for the reverse direction is similar and for simplicity, we omit it here. W

2greg (L, R)[A2, As] < 0.

Proof of Theorem This proof is divided into two steps. In Step 1, we show ; in Step
2, we give the spectrum bounds for the bijective map J and the spectrum connection between
V2 greg(Lieg, Rreg) and V2g(L, R)

Step 1. First, since LregRreg LR', L;e; and L share the same left singular subspace.
Thus LA = LL' Lreg = Ly and A is of rank r. Meanwhile, by LR' = LregRreg, we have
ART =Lf LregR = L'LRT = RT. Moreover, as (Lreg, Rreg) is a Euclidean FOSP of ( . by

reg reg

we have for any A = [A] AL]T e Ritp2)xr,

v29reg(Lr6gv Rreg)[Av A] MHLregAL + Aereg R, Ag— A£Rreg”% = ng (Lrega Rreg)[Aa A]'

reg

Next, we show Vg?(Lyeg, Rieg)[A, A] = Vg?(L,R)[J(A), J(A)]. By Proposition [2| we have

VQQ( reg reg)[A A]
= V? f(LregR ) [Lreg AR + ALR g, LiegAfy + ALR ] + 2V f(LyegR,, ), ALAR)
= V?f(LR")[LAA, + ALAT'RT LAAL + ALATRT]
+2<Vf(LRT) ALATTAAD
This finishes the proof for the first part.
Step 2. Next, we provide the spectrum bounds for the bijection operator. Suppose A =
[A] AL]T and J(A) = [A} AY]]". Then
|T(A)E = |ALIE + |ARIE = [ALATYE + [ARAT[E < (01(A) v (1/0,(A)))* AR,
|AIR = |ALIE + |ArlE = JALA[R + [ARATTE < (01(A) v (1/0,(A)))* | T (A)[7
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Finally, we provide a spectrum connection of two Euclidean Hessians at FOSPs. By , we
have VQgreg(Lreg,Rreg) = J*Vg*(L,R)J. So the first inequality of follows from Lemma

(ii) in the Appendix and (55)). Also by (4], and Lemma we have V2gyeq(Lyeg, Rreg) —
8uc1 (LregR,)Z < T*Vg?(L,R)J and the second inequality in follows from Lemma (1) and

reg

. This finishes the proof. W

A.4 Additional Proofs in Section [5

Proof of Theorem By Theorem 1.1 and Theorem II.2 of [Li et al| (2019d)), we have with
probability at least 1 — exp(—C"'n), the factorization formulation g(x) in has the following
geometric landscape properties: (1) x* is the unique Euclidean SOSP of g(x); (2) for any other
non-zero Euclidean FOSP x of g(x), it satisfies Apin(V2g(x)) < —3||x*[|3 = —301(X*) under the
assumptions of Theorem

By Corollary |1} we have X* = x*x*T is the unique Riemannian SOSP of (61)). In addition, by
Theorem |1} for any other Riemannian FOSP X of , we have

1

< 30‘1 (X*)
40‘1 (X)

Amin (Hess f (X)) i (X)

>\min (v2g (X) ) <

where x is any Euclidean FOSP satisfying xx' = X. W

Proof of Theorem @ First, [Zhu et al. (2018]) considered the geometric landscape of when f
satisfies the (2r,4r)-restricted strong convexity and smoothness property. Under the assumptions
of Theorem [6] Theorem 3 of Zhu et al| (2018) shows any Euclidean SOSP (L, R) of the regularized
factorization formulation satisfies LR" = X*. By Corollary [2| of this paper, we further conclude if
the input rank r = 7* in (2)), then X* is the unique Riemannian SOSP of and if » > r*, there
is no Riemannian SOSP of .

At the same time, by Theorem 3 of Zhu et al.| (2018]), any Euclidean FOSP (L,R) of that
is not a SOSP must be a strict saddle and satisfy

—0.08cv1 0, (X*) if r=1r%
X 2 < 107 3 )
in(Pgen(8 B < { 00T R gk, iy
where W = [LT R'"]T and r¢ is the rank of W. Under the manifold formulation (), by Theorem
any Riemannian FOSP X that is not a Riemannian SOSP must satisfy

)\min(HGSSf(X)) < )\min(VQ.greg(le R/))/20'1 (X)

- { —0.08c107(X*) /(201 (X)), if r = 1%
=1 —0.05 - (Uz(W’) A 20,4 (X)) /(201(X)), if r >,

where W/ = [L'T R'T]T and (I/,R/) is a rank r Euclidean FOSP of satisfying 'R’ T = X.
Finally, we only need to compute o2(W’). By Lemma [11| we have L' = UP and R’ = VP
for some invertible P € R"™ " where U,V are the left and right singular subspaces of X. So
o.(W') =0 ([L'T RT]T) = V20,(P) = \/20,(X). This finishes the proof of this theorem. M

Proof of Theorem [7| Under the assumptions of Theorem |7, by Theorem 3 of |Zhu et al. (2018)
we have for a rank r Euclidean FOSP (Lyeg, Ryeg) of the regularized formulation , it is either
a Euclidean SOSP satisfying LregRrTeg = X* or a strict saddle with )\mm(VQgreg(Lreg,Rreg)) <
—0.08cv10(X*).
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By Corollary [2| and Theorem [4] we have for any rank r Euclidean FOSP (L,R) of (), it is
either a Euclidean SOSP satisfying LRT = X* or a strict saddle with

Amin(V2g(L, R)) < 0A Amin(VZ0reg(Lleg; Riey)) < —0.080% a10,-(X*),

reg --‘reg

where a := (1/01(A)) A 0r(A), A = LL], and (L], R].,) is a rank r Euclidean FOSP of
satisfying L, R,l, = LRT = X.
Finally, we give a lower bound for #a. Notice LA = Léeg, and

o1(A) = o1 (LIL,) < oy (Lo (L, ) B bzl 125y /0 (1),

reg reg

ol/2(X) ’Le;nmaar(L’ ) =0, (LA) = linlf ILAX[s < o1(L) inf [Ax|s = 01(L)o,(A).

re
g x:||x[2=1 x:[x2=1

We have 0a = (1/01(A)) A 0 (A) = (JT(L)/Ui/Q(X)) A (0’7}/2(X>/0'1 (L)). This finishes the proof
of this theorem. W

B Additional Lemmas

Recall A\;(-) and og(-) are the kth largest eigenvalue and kth largest singular value of matrix ().
AlSo Amax(*); Amin(+) denote the largest and least eigenvalue of matrix (-).

Lemma 7. Suppose A € SP*P is symmetric and P € RP*P is invertible. Then \,(PTAP) is
sandwiched between o2 (P)A\p(A) and of (P)A\x(A) for k =1,...,p.

Proof. Suppose uy,...,u, are eigenvectors corresponding to A\j(A),...,\,(A) and vy,..., v, are
eigenvectors corresponding to A\ (PTAP),..., \,(PTAP). For k = 1,...,p, define

Uy = span{uy, ..., ug}, U, =span{P luy,...,P lu},
Vi = span{vy,..., v}, V, =span{Pvy,...,Pvi}.

Let us first consider the case that Ax(A) = 0. By Lemma [9} we have

TpT T 2
_ u'P'APu . u' Au ) A (A)|ull3 2
Me(PTAP) > _— = — > ————= > \:(A)o:(P) =0
k )2 Tl Wl TP TuE ~ e ptuz ~ (Ao (P)
(66)
On the other hand, we have
L TP-TPTAPP! TPTAP \:(PTAP 2
Ai(A) e min Y > U in %2 i k( 2)“"”2
ueVy,u0 [u3 veVv20  |[Pv]3 veVevzo  [Pv]3
M\(PTAP)
~ o oi(P)
(67)

So we have proved the result for the case that Ay (A) = 0. When \;(A) < 0, we have A, 1_(—A) =
—Ax(A) > 0. Following the same proof of and ([67)), we have

—Me(PTAP) = Ay 4 (-PTAP) > 02(P)Ap11-k(—A) = —02(P) A (A) > 0,
“Me(A) = A1 k(—A) = N1 k(~PTAP)/0}(P) = -\ (PTAP)/0}(P).

This finishes the proof of this lemma. M

39



Lemma 8. Suppose A € SP*P B € S7*9 are symmetric matrices with ¢ = p and P € R, Q €
RP*4,

(i) If PTBP = A, then A\y(B)o?(P) v \e(B)o2(P) = Ai(A) holds for k=1,...,p.

(ii) If PTBP < A, then Mpsq—p(B)o2(P) A Mypyq—p(B)o2(P) < Au(A) holds for k =1,....,p.

(i4i) If QT AQ < B, then Amin(B) = 02(Q)Amin(A) A 0.
(iv) If QTAQ = B, then A\1(B) < 0%(Q)Amax(A) v 0.

Proof. We first prove the first and the second claims under the assumption that o,(P) > 0, i.e.,
all p columns of P are linearly independent.

Suppose uy,...,u, are eigenvectors corresponding to Ai(A),..., A\p(A), respectively and let
U = span{uy,...,ux}. Then
(@) TPTBP TA A(A 2 2 i > 0;
M(B) Y i BEBPum Au e Al { Me(A)/oF (P, if A(A) > 0
uel,  |Pul3 well, |[Pul3 = uwett,  |Pulf3 Me(A) /o, (P), if \y(A) <O.
Here (a) is because {Puy,...,Puy} forms a k dimensional subspace in R? and Lemma [9}
To see the second claim under o,(P) > 0, suppose vi, ..., Vv, are eigenvectors corresponding to
AM(B),..., A\¢(B) and let Vi yq—p = span{vi,..., Viig—p}-
(@) TA "P'BP Nietg—p(B) | PV|3
A (A) ; in v Aav 2v > in v>. orv 5 v > inf k+a—pl 3“ vz
v:PveVriq—p HVH2 v:PveViiq—p ”VH2 v:PveViiqp HVH2 (68)

{ 02(P)Aksq—p(B), if Appq—p(B) =0
0t (P) Nt q—p(B),  if Mpyq—p(B) <0

Here (a) is because of Lemma [9] and the fact {v : Pv € Vi44_,} has dimension at least k.
When 0, (P) = 0, we construct a series of matrices P; such that lim;_,,, P; = P and 0,(P;) > 0.
According to the previous proofs,

Ae(B)at (Py) v \e(B)o(Py) = (P BP)),
Mot q—p(B)oT(P1) A Apsg—p(B)op (Pr) < A (P BPy).

Since o (+) and A\g(-) are continuous functions of the input matrix, by taking [ — oo, we have

, (a)

\(B)o?(P) v Me(B)o, (P) = M(PTBP) > \;(A), under the assumption of Claim 1;

(a)
Metg—p(B)ai(P) A )\k+q_p(B)Jg(P) < M(PTBP) < A\ (A), under the assumption of Claim 2.
Here in (a) we use the fact for any two pi-by-p; symmetric matrices W1, Wy, W1 = Wy implies
Ae(W1) = A\, (W2) for any k € [p1]. This finishes the proof for the first two claims.

To prove the third claim, suppose vy, is the eigenvector corresponding to the smallest eigen-
value of B, then

0 i Ain (A) = 0;
. N . T OT . . 12 ) min ;
)\mln(B) meBlen = meQ AQlen = )\mln(A)“QmeHQ = { O’%(Q))\min(A)a if )\min(A) <0.

To prove the last claim, suppose vyax is the eigenvector corresponding to the largest eigenvalue
of B, then

0, if Anax(A) < 0;

=v! <v'! QT < 2«
)‘1 (B) VmavamaX = VmaxQ Avaax ~ )\maX(A)HQVmaxHQ =~ { O—%(Q))\maX(A)v lf )\max<A> = O

This finishes the proof of this lemma. B
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Lemma 9. (Max-min Theorem for Eigenvalues (Bhatia, [2013, Corollary 111.1.2) ) For any p-by-p
real symmetric matriz A with eigenvalues \y = Xy = --- = \,. If €}, denotes the set of subspaces
of RP of dimension k, then A\ = maxcey, MilyeC uro0 u' Au/|ul3.

Lemma 10. Suppose L € RP'*" and R € RP2*". Then for any [A] AL]" € R(P1+p2)xr
ILTAL + AJL —RTAg — ALL[E < 8(01(L) v 01(R))*(JAR[E + [ AL[#)-
Proof.

ILTAL + AJL—RTAr — ARL|E <2(JLTAL + AJL|§ + [RTAr + ARL|7)

<2

<24|LTALJE + 4|R " AR|})

< 8(a1(L) v o1 (R))*(|ArlE + [AL]R).
This finishes the proof. N

Lemma 11. Suppose L € RP**" R € RP2*" are two rank r matrices and L'TL = RTR. Let ULV
be a SVD of LRT. Then we have L = UP,R = VP for some r-by-r full rank matriz P satisfying
PP’ = 3.

Proof. First since LR has SVD UXV', we have L = UP; and R = VP,. Next we show
P, = P5. Since P1P2T = 3., we have

a b
s? - P,P]P,P] 2P, PIP,P] % ¥ - PP

Here (a) is because L'L = R'R implies P] P; = PJPy; and (b) is because a PSD matrix has a
unique principal square root (Johnson et al., [2001)). This finishes the proof of this lemma. W
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