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Abstract

We make a full landscape analysis of the (generally non-convex) or-
thogonal Procrustes problem. This problem is equivalent with computing
the polar factor of a square matrix. We reveal a convexity-like structure,
which explains the already established tractability of the problem and
show that gradient descent in the orthogonal group computes the polar
factor of a square matrix with linear convergence rate if the matrix is in-
vertible and with an algebraic one if the matrix is singular. These results
are similar to the ones of [5] for the symmetric eigenvalue problem. We
present an instance of a distributed Procrustes problem, which is hard to
deal by standard techniques from numerical linear algebra. Our theory
though can provide a solution.

1 Introduction

The polar decomposition of a matrix is a standard factorization, where some
matrix C ∈ Rm×n, m ≥ n, must be written as the product of an orthonormal
matrix X ∈ Rn×m and a symmetric and positive semidefinite matrix P ∈ Rn×n,
i.e.

C = XP.

Such a decomposition always exists and a good way to see that is through
the singular value decomposition. If a singular value decomposition of C is

C = UΣV T ,

then the "polar factor" X of the polar decomposition is given as

X = UV T

and the symmetric positive semidefinite part P is given as

P = V ΣV T .
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One can easily see that the polar decomposition of C is unique if and only
if C is invertible, i.e. if and only if its singular values are all positive.

An interesting property of the polar factor is that it is the closest orthonormal
matrix to the original matrix C (see [14], Theorem 8.4). This makes polar
decomposition intimately related to the orthogonal Procrustes problem (see [14],
Theorem 8.6). The Procrustes problem [27] is important in many areas of
applied science [2, 11, 16]. It seeks for an orthogonal matrix X ∈ O(n), such
that the quantity ‖AX − B‖2F for two matrices A,B ∈ Rm×n is as small as
possible. This problem admits the equivalent formulation

min
X∈O(n)

−Tr(CX),

with C := BTA, and its solution is the polar factor of this matrix C ∈ Rn×n.
This problem turns out to have a geodesic convexity-like structure in the or-
thogonal group, which we analyze in Section 4. This structure is similar to
the one that has recently been proven for the symmetric eigenvalue problem [5].
Using this convexity-like structure, we analyze a Riemannian gradient descent
algorithm in the orthogonal group for computing the polar factor of C. This
algorithm is in general slow compared to the state-of-the-art and is presented
mostly for theoretical purposes. It does provide though a principled way to
deal with the case that C is singular (Theorem 11), without extra pivoted QR
decompositions, as needed by the standard algorithms (see [14], bottom of page
196).

The main application of our theory is in a noisy version of the Procrustes
problem. In general, polar factors behave quite badly with respect to perturba-
tions of the original matrix. Let C̃ be a perturbation of C, then the distance
between the polar factors X̃ and X can be upper bounded in general as (see
Theorem 8.10 in [14])

‖X − X̃‖F ≤ 2

σmin(C) + σmin(C̃)
‖C − C̃‖F .

This means that computing the polar factor of a perturbed version of C fast
and in high accuracy does not mean much, especially in the case where C and
its perturbed version are nearly singular. In other words, we cannot just take
C̃ and apply some of the classic algorithms (see Section 2) directly on it.

In Section 6, we present a structured noisy version of the polar factor compu-
tation problem. Namely, we count the bit complexity of a distributed orthogonal
Procrustes problem. That is to say, the datasets we want to fit via an orthog-
onal transformation are distributed in computing nodes, which communicate
messages in finite precision. As datasets become larger and larger and distribu-
tion vaster, it is in general agreed that the main computational bottleneck of
such problem is the communication cost, and not the cost of local computations
in each node. This is the reason that, in recent years, this so-called bandwidth
cost has been analyzed for many different problems [15, 28]. We tackle this prob-
lem by developing a "quantized" version of gradient descent in the orthogonal
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group, which performs error analysis in the style of [21]. A similar result for the
problem of computing the first leading eigenvector of a symmetric matrix can
be found in [4]. It is revealed that one can trade-off bit complexity depending
on σmin(C) with the ability to approximate the polar factor of the exact matrix
as accurately as one wishes (Theorem 15).

2 Related work

The most direct way to compute a polar decomposition is via the SVD. Clearly,
this approach is too expensive. The numerical linear algebra community has
developed plenty of faster algorithms to tackle the problem of computing a
polar factor. The most basic one is the Newton method ([14], Section 8.3).
The Newton method is in general fast in the late stage of convergence, but
can be very slow in the beginning if the matrix C is ill-conditioned. Another
prominent class of algorithms is the Padé family of iterations ([14], Section 8.5),
which suffers more or less by the same issues.

Most of the effort in the last few years has been focused on scaling the
basic Newton iteration, in order to obtain variants that do not suffer from slow
convergence in the beginning of the iterations. The so-called "optimal" scaling
[18] enjoys excellent theoretical behaviour, but the scaling factor depends on
the (generally unknown) smallest and largest singular values in each iterate Xt.
A more practical version, that however lacks convergence guarantees, can be
found in [13]. A middle ground with a sub-optimal computable scaling that still
enjoys some convergence guarantees can be found in [8].

The state-of-the art in this area comes probably from [22]. There, the Hal-
ley’s method (which is a member of the Padè family of iterations) is scaled in a
principled way. The Halley method has cubic asymptotic convergence, but the
initial stage can be very slow for ill-conditioned matrices [12]. The scaling of
[22] helps to improve its performance in the initial stage of convergence.

Other studies on meta-issues like the backward stability of the aforemen-
tioned algorithms have also been conducted [23], but this starts deviating from
the purpose of our work.

Our work shows that the problem of computing the polar factor of a square
matrix can be treated in the realm of convex optimization. That is because this
problem enjoys a structure that we call weak-quasi-strong-convexity (WQSC)
(Proposition 5). Versions of this property have appeared in [24] (Definition
1), [17](Appendix A) and [7]. WQSC has been derived also for the symmetric
eigenvalue problem in [5]. It guarantees a linear convergence rate for gradient
descent in terms of distances of the iterates to the optimum in the case that
C is non-singular (Theorem 10). Actually, WQSC has been proven to be also
a necessary property for having this kind of convergence [3]. This structure
gives a principled way to work also in the case that the matrix C is singular
(Theorem 11). Note that the classic algorithms we discuss above can indeed
sometimes be applied to non-singular matrices, but, even then, we are not aware
of any convergence results in this case. The way classic numerical linear algebra

3



has dealt with this issue is by successive pivoted QR decompositions until the
problem is deduced to a non-singular one (see page 196 of [14]).

A problem that classic algorithms may completely fail to deal with, is the
theoretical analysis of an orthogonal Procrustes setting where the two datasets
to be fit are distributed among different computing nodes, each one having its
own memory. In the most practical of such scenarios, one is interested in the
total communication cost for solving the problem, counted in bits. While dis-
tributed SVD has received some attention [4, 9, 19, 26], we are not aware of any
works that consider directly the computation of a polar factor in a distributed
setting. A relevant paper is [20], but it deals with the distributed memory prob-
lem from an implementation point of view in a supercomputer. The reason we
think that the classic algorithms for polar decomposition may fail to deal with
such scenario is that, in general, they behave badly to perturbations of the ma-
trix C (see introduction). In the aforementioned setting, C is perturbed since
it is split among different computing nodes, which communicate messages in
low precision. While gradient descent is amenable to a basic error analysis (see
Section 6) Newton or Padé-type methods do not seem to behave the same way
(at least, we are not aware of any principled way to do error analysis for these
algorithms).

3 Geometry of the orthogonal group

O(n) is a Lie group (thus also a manifold) consisted by orthogonal n × n ma-
trices. It is consisted by two connected components, the orthogonal matrices
with determinant +1 and the ones with determinant −1. We recall here basic
aspects of the geometry of the orthogonal group. A more complete exposition
can be found along the excellent text [25].

The tangent space at a point X is

TXO(n) = {XΩ | Ω ∈ R
n×n is skew-symmetric}.

The usual Riemannian metric one equips this space is just the Euclidean one:

〈V,W 〉X = Tr(WTV ).

The orthogonal projection of a matrix Z ∈ Rn×n onto TXO(n) is

PX(Z) = Xskew(XTZ). (1)

The exponential map at a point X in the direction XΩ is defined as

expX(XΩ) = X expm(Ω),

where expm is the matrix exponential.
The Riemannian logarithm is the inverse of the exponential map, when the
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latter is invertible. We now examine when this is the case. The domain where
the exponential map is a diffeomorphsim is usually called injectivity domain. In
order to identify it, we need to verify when the equation

expX(XΩ) = X expm(Ω) = Y

has a unique solution. This happens if and only if the equation

expm(Ω) = XTY

has a unique solution. Considering the eigenvalue decomposition Ω = UΛU−1,
where Λ is diagonal with entries of the form ir with r ∈ (−π, π] (since Ω is
skew-symmetric). This implies that the eigenvalue decomposition of expm(Ω)
is U expm(Λ)U−1 and expm(Λ) is diagonal featuring entries of the form eir.
Thus, the previous equation is equivalent to the diagonal system expm(Λ) =
U−1XTY U . Reading the diagonal entries, we obtain a series of equations of the
form

eir = s,

where s are the eigenvalues of XTY . These equations are well-defined and have
a unique solution if and only if s is in the domain of a definition of the complex
logarithm, C \ (−∞, 0]. In that case, r is allowed to be in (−π, π). We can
summarize the previous discussion as follows:

Lemma 1. • The domain of the orthogonal group where the exponential
map is a diffeomorphishm is

{XΩ | ΩT = −Ω, ‖Ω‖2 < π}. (2)

• Let X,Y ∈ O(n). If the phases r of the eigenvalues eir of XTY satisfy
r ∈ (−π, π), then there is a unique geodesic connecting X and Y . In this
case, it trivially holds that X and Y are in the same connected component
of O(n).

• If some of the r’s are equal to π, then it holds: if there is even number of r’s
equal to π, then X and Y are in the same connected component (and are
connected by multiple geodesics). If there is odd number of r’s equal to π,
then X and Y are in different connected components (i.e. det(XY ) = −1).

Let us now consider X and Y such that XTY has eigenvalues with phases
in (−π, π). Then logX(Y ) is well-defined and

expX(logX(Y )) = Y.

We can write logX(Y ) = XΩ for some skew-symmetric Ω and we have

X expm(Ω) = Y, (3)

which can be written as
Ω = logm(XTY ),
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where logm is the matrix logarithm.
Thus,

logX(Y ) = X logm(XTY ). (4)

Note that logm(XTY ) is indeed a skew-symmetric matrix since X and Y are
orthogonal.

logX(Y ) is a tangent direction at X that allows to move from X to Y along
the geodesic connecting them. In Riemannian manifolds, there is a general rule
to transport tangent vectors from one point to another one parallely to the
geodesics of the manifold, called parallel transport. In the orthogonal group,
the parallel transport from a point X to a point Y (denoted by ΓY

X), is given by

ΓY
X(XΩ) = Y (XTYΩY TX).

Notice that XTYΩY TX is a skew-symmetric matrix, since it is a conjugation
of the slew-symmetric matrix Ω. This definition makes sense of course only if
X and Y are in the same connected component of On.

Since we have computed the Riemannian logarithm between two orthogonal
matrices X and Y , we can also compute the Riemannian distance between such
matrices based on it:

dist2(X,Y ) = ‖ logX(Y )‖2 = ‖X logm(XTY )‖2 = ‖ logm(XTY )‖2.

In order to proceed, we decompose the orthogonal matrix XTY into the so-
called canonical form PDPT , where P is orthogonal featuring the eigenvectors
of XTY in its columns and D is block diagonal. D is constructed as follows.
When XTY has an eigenvalue equal to 1, D has a diagonal entry equal to 1.
When XTY has an eigenvalue of the form eir for some r ∈ (−π, 0)∪ (π, 0), then
e−ir is also an eigenvalue and D features the 2× 2 block that is the 2-d rotation

with angles r. That is

[
cos r − sin r
sin r cos r

]

.

The matrix logarithm has the following convenient property. Given the
above decomposition, we have

logm(PDPT ) = P logm(D)PT .

Taking D as constructed previously, logm(D) has 0 in the positions where

D has 1 and

[
0 −r
r 0

]

where D has

[
cos r − sin r
sin r cos r

]

. Since P is orthogo-

nal, the distance between X and Y turns out to be equal to ‖ logm(D)‖2 =
Tr(logm(D)T logm(D)). logm(D)T logm(D) is again a 2× 2 block diagonal ma-

trix with 0’s where logm(D) has 0’s and

[
r2 0
0 r2

]

where logm(D) has

[
0 −r
r 0

]

.

Thus, the distance between X and Y is

dist(X,Y ) =

(
n∑

i=1

r2i

)1/2

, (5)

6



where eiri are the eigenvalues of XTY . That is to say that

dist(X,Y ) = ‖φ‖2,

where φ = (r1, . . . , rn). If rj = 0, then it appears only once in φ, otherwise it
appears as a couple with −rj . Note that with a simple limit argument, we can
conclude that the same formula still holds when some eigenvalues of XTY have
a phase equal to π.

We end this section on the geometry basics of the orthogonal group by dis-
cussing its sectional curvatures. The only fact about its curvatures that will be
useful to us is that they are always nonnegative. This is folklore as the sectional
curvatures of all Stiefel manifolds are nonegative, thus also the ones of the or-
thogonal group (which is a special case of a Stiefel manifold). This gives rise to
the following useful geometric bound:

Proposition 2. Consider three points X,Y, Z ∈ O(n), such that they are con-
nected by unique geodesics. Then, we have

1. dist2(X,Y ) ≤ dist2(Z,X) + dist2(Z, Y )− 2〈LogZ(X),LogZ(Y )〉.

2. dist(X,Y ) ≤ ‖ logZ(X)− logZ(Y )‖.
Proof. Both inequalities are a consequence of the famous Toponogov’s theorem,
taking into account that the sectional curvatures of O(n) are nonnegative.

4 Convexity-like properties of orthogonal Procrustes

We investigate now thoroughly the orthogonal Procrustes problem. This prob-
lem concerns with finding orthogonal matrices X1 and X2 that best fit two other
matrices A,B ∈ Rk×n:

min
X1,X2∈O(n)

‖AX1 −BX2‖2.

Since this problem is invariant under simultaneous right multiplication of X1

and X2 with an orthogonal matrix Q ∈ Rn×n, we can fix X2 to be identity and
target only the matrix X1  X :

min
X∈O(n)

‖AX −B‖2.

This problem can be written equivalently as

min
X∈O(n)

−Tr(CX) =: f(X), (6)

where
C := BTA.

It has a global solution and can be found in closed form [27]: if C = UΣV T

is an SVD of C, then a global solution is X∗ = V UT . The minimum f∗ := f(X∗)
is the opposite of the sum of the singular values of C.
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We will use this structure to prove a quasi-convexity property for the function

f(X) = −Tr(CX)

around X∗.
It is well known that the solution of the problem is unique if and only if all

the singular values of C are strictly positive, i.e. if and only if C is invertible.

Riemannian gradient: To compute the Riemannian gradient of f , we need
just to project the Euclidean gradient ∇f(X) = −CT onto the tangent space
TXO(n). This results to

gradf(X) = PX(−CT ) = −Xskew(XTCT ). (7)

Riemannian Hessian: For a function f defined in the orthogonal group, we
have (see [6])

Dgradf(X)[Ẋ] = Ẋskew(XT∇f(X)) +Xskew(ẊT∇f(X) + ẊT∇2f(X)[Ẋ]),

where Ẋ = XΩ is an arbitrary tangent vector. In our case, ∇f(X) = −CT and
∇2f(X) = 0, thus

Hessf(X)[Ẋ] = −Ẋskew(XTCT )−Xskew(ẊTCT ). (8)

Proposition 3 (Geodesic weak-quasi-convexity). Let X∗ ∈ O(n) a global opti-
mum of the function f : O(n) → R. Let also X ∈ O(n) such that the eigenvalues
eir of XTX∗ are such that r ∈ (−π, π). If |r|max denotes the largest possible
rotation induced by XTX∗ in absolute value, then

〈gradf(X),− logX(X∗)〉 ≥
1

2
(1 + cos(|r|max))(f(X)− f∗).

Proof. The Riemannian gradient of f is given in equation 7. It remains to
compute a convenient expression for the Riemannian logarithm.

According to equation (4), the Riemannian logarithm is given as

logX(X∗) = X logm(XTX∗).

As in the introduction, we use the canonical form of the orthogonal matrix
XTX∗

XTX∗ = PDPT .

Since the matrix logarithm is invariant under conjugate action, we have

logm(XTX∗) = P logm(D)PT

and logm(D) is again a block diagonal matrix, with blocks being the logarithms
of the blocks of D: when D has a diagonal entry equal to 1, logm(D) has a
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diagonal entry equal to 0 and when D features a 2×2 block, which is a rotation

of angle r, logm(D) features the block

[
0 −r
r 0.

]

Similarly, the skew-symmetric part of XTX∗ satisfies

skew(XTX∗) = P skew(D)PT ,

where skew(D) is again block diagonal and has a 0 diagonal entry when D has

a 1 diagonal entry, while it has a block

[
0 − sin r

sin r 0

]

when D features a 2× 2

rotation of angle r. Thus, it holds in general that

logm(D) = skew(D)
φ

sinφ
,

where φ = (r1, . . . , rn) is a vector capturing all the rotations induced by the
orthogonal matrix XTX∗. If r = 0, i.e. corresponds to a diagonal entry equal
to 1, then it appears only once in φ, while if r ∈ (−π, π) \ {0} it appears as a
couple with −r.
φ/ sinφ is a diagonal matrix with diagonal elements rj/ sin rj . This convention
is made for ease of notation.

Given that, we can write

logX(X∗) = X logm(XTX∗) = XP logm(D)PT = XP skew(D)
φ

sin φ
PT

= XP skew(D)PTP
φ

sinφ
PT = PX(X∗)P

φ

sinφ
PT .

Now we can finally deal with the desired inequality:

〈gradf(X),− logX(X∗)〉 =
〈

PX(CT ), PX(X∗)P
φ

sinφ
PT

〉

=

〈

Xskew(XTCT ), X∗P
φ

sinφ
PT

〉

= Tr

(

P
φ

sinφ
PTXT

∗ Xskew(XTCT )

)

.

We pause to deal with the term XT
∗ Xskew(XTCT ):

XT
∗ Xskew(XTCT ) = XT

∗ X
XTCT − CX

2
=

XT
∗ C

T −XT
∗ XCX

2
.

Remember that if X∗ = V UT , then C = UΣV T is an SVD of C. Thus

XT
∗ C

T = UΣUT

and

XT
∗ XCX = PDTPTUΣV TV UTPDTPT = PDTPTUΣUTPDTPT .
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Plugging this expression in, we get

2〈gradf(X),− logX(X∗)〉 = Tr

(

P
φ

sinφ
PTXT

∗ Xskew(XTCT )

)

= Tr

(

P
φ

sinφ
PT (UΣUT − PDTPTUΣUTPDTPT )

)

= Tr

(
φ

sinφ
(PTUΣUTP −DTPTUΣUTPDT )

)

= Tr

(
φ

sinφ
(PTUΣUTP )

)

− Tr

(
φ

sinφ
(DTPTUΣUTPDT )

)

= Tr

((
φ

sinφ
−DT φ

sinφ
DT

)

PTUΣUTP

)

.

It suffices to show that

Tr

((
φ

sinφ
−DT φ

sinφ
DT

)

PTUΣUTP

)

≥ (1 + cos(|r|max))(f(X)− f∗) =

(1 + cos(|r|max))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=c




Tr(PTUΣUTP )
︸ ︷︷ ︸

−f∗

−Tr(DTPTUΣUTP )
︸ ︷︷ ︸

−f(X)




 .

This holds if

Tr





(
φ

sinφ
−DT φ

sinφ
DT + c(DT − I)

)

PTUΣUTP
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=A



 ≥ 0.

Notice that the matrix A is symmetric and positive semi-definite.
DT is a matrix with diagonal entries equal to 1 and 2 × 2 diagonal blocks

of the form

[
cos r sin r
− sin r cos r

]

, which essentially correspond to rotations with −r.

Multiplying with the diagonal matrix φ/ sinφ from the right, keeps the 1 diag-
onal entries of DT unchanged, while it transforms the 2× 2 diagonal blocks to
[
r/ tan r r
−r r/ tan r

]

. The matrix DT φ
sinφD

T still keeps 1 in the entries that cor-

respond to r = 0 and has 2×2 diagonal blocks associated with r ∈ (−π, π)\{0}
that are

[
r

tan r cos r − r sin r r
tan r sin r + r cos r

−r cos r − r
tan r sin r

r
tan r cos r − r sin r

]

.

The matrix φ
sinφ −DT φ

sinφD
T + c(DT − I) has 1 in the diagonal entries that

DT has 1 (r = 0) and has 2 × 2 diagonal blocks that correspond to rotations
with r ∈ (−π, π) \ {0}, which are

[
r

sin r − r
tan r cos r + r sin r + c(cos r − 1) − r

tan r sin r − r cos r + c sin r
r

tan r sin r + r cos r − c sin r r
sin r − r

tan r cos r + r sin r + c(cos r − 1)

]

.
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Notice that this last 2× 2 matrix is of the form

[
α β
−β α

]

.

The expression Tr
((

φ
sinφ −DT φ

sinφD
T + c(DT − I)

)

A
)

that we want to

prove nonnegative is the sum of the traces of the product of the diagonal entries
of φ

sin φ − DT φ
sin φD

T + c(DT − I) that correspond to r = 0 (i.e. 1) with the

corresponding diagonal entries of A and the 2 × 2 diagonal blocks of φ
sinφ −

DT φ
sinφD

T + c(DT − I) with the corresponding 2 × 2 diagonal blocks of A. In

the first case we get back the diagonal entries of A (which are nonnegative)

and in the second case we have the product of a matrix of the form

[
α β
−β α

]

with one of the form

[
s t
t k

]

, since A is symmetric. The diagonal entries of

this product (which are the ones that contribute in the trace) are αs + βt and
−βt+ αk. Their sum is α(s+ t), thus it suffices to show that this expression is
nonnegative, i.e. that α is nonnegative since s and t are nonnegative as diagonal
entries of the positive semi-definite matrix A.

Remember that α has been taken as

α : =
r

sin r
− r

tan r
cos r + r sin r + (1 + cos(|r|max))

︸ ︷︷ ︸

c

(cos r − 1)

≥ r

sin r
− r

tan r
cos r + r sin r + (1 + cos r)(cos r − 1),

since r ≤ |r|max and cos r − 1 ≤ 0. The last lower bound for α turns out to be
positive for all r ∈ (−π, π), thus our proof is complete.

We now examine a property for f known as quadratic growth. This property
gives a non-trivial inequality only in the case that the Procrustes problem has
a unique solution (i.e. if and only if C is non-singular).

Proposition 4 (Quadratic growth). Let X∗ ∈ O(n) to be a global minimizer
for f and X ∈ O(n) in the same connected component. Then f satisfies

f(X)− f∗ ≥ 2σmin(C)

π2
dist2(X,X∗),

where σmin(C) is the smallest singular value of C.

Proof. Recall that if C = UΣV T is an SVD of C, then X∗ = V UT is a global
minimizer. Consider again the canonical form of the orthogonal matrix XTX∗:

XTX∗ = PDPT .

Then, we have
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f(X)− f∗ = −Tr(CX) + Tr(CX∗) = Tr(PTUΣUTP )− Tr(UΣUTPDTPT )

= Tr((I −DT ) PTUΣUTP
︸ ︷︷ ︸

pos. semi-definite

)

Let us denote again A := PTUΣUTP , which is symmetric and positive semi-
definite. The matrix I −DT has diagonal entries equal to 0 for rotations r = 0,
diagonal entries equal to 2 for r = π and 2 × 2 diagonal blocks of the form
[
1− cos r sin r
− sin r 1− cos r

]

for rotations with angle r ∈ (−π, π) not 0. Thus, the

diagonal entries of the product (I−DT )PTUΣUTP are either 0 for entries that
correspond to no rotation, i.e. (1−cos r)Aii, or the diagonal entries of a product
of the form [

1− cos r sin r
− sin r 1− cos r

] [
s t
t k

]

.

These are (1− cos r)s + sin rt and − sin rt + (1− cos r)k. Since summing them
makes the terms sin rt to cancel out, we get

Tr((I −DT )PTUΣUTP ) = Tr((I − cosφ)PTUΣUTP ),

where φ = (r1, . . . , rn) a vector capturing all the rotations between X and X∗.
If rj = 0 or π, then it appears only once, if rj 6= 0, π it appears coupled with its
opposite −r. Notice that

‖φ‖ = dist(X,X∗).

Since for all r it holds r ∈ (−π, π], we have

1− cos r ≥ 2

π2
r2.

By basic properties of the trace, we have

Tr((I − cosφ)PTUΣUTP ) ≥ λmin(P
TUΣUTP )Tr(I − cosφ) ≥ 2σmin(C)

π2
‖φ‖2.

The last inequality completes the proof.

We can combine Propositions 3 and 4 to a more compact form, which we call
weak-quasi-strong-convexity (WQSC) [3]. Similar versions of this property have
also appeared in [24] (Definition 1) and [17] (Appendix A). WQSC looks a lot like
strong convexity but it is much more general. Interestingly, the role of a strong
convexity constant µ is played by a multiple of σmin(C). That is to say, the
further away from being singular C is, the stronger this property becomes. If C
is singular, the derived inequality reduces to weak-quasi-convexity (Proposition
3, but with slightly weaker parameters).
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Proposition 5 (Weak-quasi-strong-convexity). For any X satisfying the prop-
erties of Propositions 3, 4, f satisfies the following inequality:

f(X)− f∗ ≤ 1

a(X)
〈gradf(X),− logX(X∗)〉 −

µ

2
dist2(X,X∗)

with a(X) := 1+cos(|r|max)
4 and µ := 4σmin(C)

π2 . |r|max < π is the largest rotation
in absolute value induced by the orthogonal matrix XTX∗.

Proof. For the specific choices of a(X) and µ, we have

µ

2
dist2(X,X∗) ≤ f(X)− f∗ ≤ 1

2a(X)
〈gradf(X),− logX(X∗)〉.

The left inequality is derived by Proposition 4 and the right one by Proposition
3.

Now, again by Proposition 3, we have

f(X)− f∗ ≤ 1

2a(X)
〈gradf(X),− logX(X∗)〉+

µ

2
dist2(X,X∗)−

µ

2
dist2(X,X∗)

≤ 1

a(X)
〈gradf(X),− logX(X∗)〉 −

µ

2
dist2(X,X∗)

by substituting the previous inequality.

We now analyze a property for f usually referred as smoothness.

Definition 6. A function f : O(n) → R is called L-smooth, if for all X,Y in
the same connected component of O(n), we have

‖gradf(X)− ΓX
Y gradf(Y )‖ ≤ Ldist(X,Y ), (9)

where ΓX
Y is the parallel transport between X and Y .

Since f is twice differentiable, the previous property is equivalent with the
eigenvalues of its Riemannian Hessian being upper bounded in absolute value
uniformly by L. Using a standard Taylor expansion (see [1], Theorem 7.1.2), we
easily see that this implies

f(Y )− f(X) ≤ 〈gradf(X), logX(Y )〉+ L

2
dist2(X,Y ), (10)

for all X,Y ∈ O(n) that are connected by a unique geodesic.
A weaker, but useful, inequality comes by setting Y = expX

(
− 1

Lgradf(X)
)

(see Proposition 9 for a proof that such Y is uniquely defined). Then, we get

f(Y ) ≤ f(X)− 1

2L
‖gradf(X)‖2

and since f∗ ≤ f(Y ),

f(X)− f∗ ≥ 1

2L
‖gradf(X)‖2, for all X ∈ O(n). (11)
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Proposition 7 (Smoothness). f is geodesically σmax(C)−smooth.

Proof. It suffices to show that the eigenvalues of the Riemannian Hessian Hessf(X)
are in absolute value upper bounded by σmax(C) for all X ∈ O(n). For our com-
putations, we follow the exposition in [6]:

〈Ẋ,Hessf(X)[Ẋ]〉 = Tr(ẊT Ẋskew(−XTCT )) + Tr(ẊTXskew(−ẊTCT )).

The first term is 0 as the trace of the product of a symmetric and skew-
symmetric matrix. The second term becomes

Tr(ẊTXskew(−ẊTCT )) =
1

2
Tr(ẊTXCẊ − ẊTXẊTCT ).

Substituting ẊTX = ΩT , we get

1

2
Tr(ẊTXCX − ẊTXẊTCT ) =

1

2
Tr(ΩTCẊ − ΩT ẊTCT ) =

1

2
Tr(ΩTCẊ +ΩẊTCT ) = Tr(ΩTCẊ) = Tr(ΩTCXΩ) = Tr(CXΩΩT ).

The last expression features the trace of the product of the matrix CX with
the symmetric and positive semi-definite matrix ΩΩT . By basic facts in linear
algebra (Von Neumann’s trace inequality), we can upper bound the absolute
value of this expression by σmax(CX)Tr(ΩΩT ). Since X is orthogonal, we have
that σmax(CX) = σmax(C). Also Tr(ΩΩT ) = Tr(ẊẊT ) = ‖Ẋ‖2. Putting it all
together, we get

|〈Ẋ,Hessf(X)[Ẋ]〉| ≤ σmax(C)‖Ẋ‖2

and the desired result follows.

As it is customary, we denote

L := σmax(C).

Remark. Since we have computed the quantity 〈Ẋ,Hessf(X)[Ẋ]〉, it is a good
point to verify that f is indeed non-convex, even inside the same connected

component. To see that, take C =

[
1 0
0 2

]

. It is easy to see that in this case,

the minimizer of f is the identity matrix X∗ =

[
1 0
0 1

]

. Consider a matrix,

which is almost equal to

[
−1 0
0 −1

]

, but not exactly, take for example X :=
[
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

]

, with any θ ∈ (π/2, π). The eigenvalues of XTX∗ are eiθ and

e−iθ and, since |θ| < π, X and X∗ are connected by a unique geodesic. The
Riemannian Hessian at X satisfies

〈Ẋ,Hessf(X)[Ẋ]〉 = Tr(CXΩΩT ),

14



where Ẋ = XΩ. We have that CX =

[
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ 2 cos θ

]

and set the symmetric

and positive semidefinite matrix ΩΩT to be

[
α β
β γ

]

, where α and γ are nonneg-

ative and at least one is strictly positive.
The diagonal entries of the matrix CXΩΩT are α cos θ − β sin θ and β sin θ +
2γ cos θ. Thus,

Tr(CXΩΩT ) = (α+ 2γ)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

>0

cos θ
︸︷︷︸

<0

and we have found a point X where the Riemannian Hessian has negative eigen-
values (it is actually negative definite).

We conclude this section with a small technical lemma that allows us to
show that gradient descent with a properly chosen step size is well-defined in
the sense that the direction used for update belong in the injectivity domain
(2).

Lemma 8. The Riemannian gradient of f evaluated at X is of the form XΩ,
for a skew-symmetric matrix Ω with

‖Ω‖2 ≤ σmax(C).

Proof. The Riemannian gradient of f at X is

gradf(X) = Xskew(XTCT ),

thus Ω is taken as skew(XTCT ). By the sub-additivity of the spectral norm
and its invariance under multiplication with orthogonal matrices, we have

‖Ω‖2 = ‖skew(XTCT )‖2 =≤ ‖XTCT ‖2 + ‖CX‖2
2

=
‖CT ‖2 + ‖C‖2

2
.

This gives the desired result.

5 Convergence of Riemannian gradient descent

Riemannian gradient descent applied to a function f : O(n) → R reads as

Xt+1 = expXt
(−ηtgradf(Xt)), (12)

with ηt > 0 being the step size.
The results of Section 4 guarantee a local (non-asymptotic) linear conver-

gence rate for Riemannian gradient descent on f in the case that C is invertible,
if ran with a properly chosen step size and the initial guess X0 is sufficiently
close to the optimum.
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Proposition 9. Let Xt and X∗ be such that the largest rotation |r|max induced
by the orthogonal matrix XT

t X∗ satisfies |r|max < π. Then, iteration (12) with
0 ≤ ηt ≤ a(Xt)/L satisfies

dist2(Xt+1, X∗) ≤
(

1− 4

π2
σmin(C)a(Xt)ηt

)

dist2(Xt, X∗),

with a(Xt) defined as in Proposition 5.

Proof. We start by showing that iteration 12 is well-defined. By the assumption

|r|max < π, we get that 0 < a(Xt) = 1+cos(|r|max))
4 ≤ 1

2 . By Lemma 8, the
tangent vector ηtgradf(Xt) that is used to update iteration 12 can be written
as XΩ, with ‖Ω‖2 ≤ ηtσmax(C). By the definition of ηt, we have that

‖Ω‖2 ≤ a(Xt)

L
σmax(C) =

a(Xt)

σmax(C)
σmax(C) ≤ 1

2
.

Thus, ηtgradf(Xt) is inside the injectivity domain (2) and, as a consequence,
iteration (12) is well-defined.

We can now apply Proposition 2 to obtain

dist2(Xt+1, X∗) ≤ ‖ − ηtgradf(Xt)− logXt
(X∗)‖2

= η2t ‖gradf(Xt)‖2 + dist2(Xt, X∗) + 2ηt σ (13)

with
σ := 〈gradf(Xt), logXt

(X∗)〉.
Proposition 5 and equation (11) give

σ

a(Xt)
≤ f∗ − f(Xt)−

2σmin(C)

π2
dist2(Xt, X∗)

≤ − 1

2L
‖gradf(Xt)‖2 −

2σmin(C)

π2
dist2(Xt, X∗).

Multiplying by 2a(Xt) ηt and using ηt ≤ a(Xt)/L, we get

2ηt σ ≤ −a(Xt) ηt
L

‖gradf(Xt)‖2 −
4σmin(C)

π2
a(Xt) ηt dist2(Xt, X∗)

≤ −η2t ‖gradf(Xt)‖2 −
4σmin(C)

π2
a(Xt) ηt dist2(Xt, X∗).

Substituting into (13), we obtain the desired result.

Theorem 10 (Convergence of RGD for the Procrustes problem). Let C be in-
vertible (σmin(C) > 0) and X∗ the (unique) minimizer of f . Then, Riemannian
gradient descent (12) in the orthogonal group, starting by a point X0 ∈ O(n)
such that

dist(X0, X∗) < π,
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and ran with fixed step size

ηt ≡ η ≤ 1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗))

4σmax(C)
,

produces iterates Xt that satisfy

dist2(Xt, X∗) ≤
(

1− 1

π2
(1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗)))σmin(C)η

)t

dist2(X0, X∗).

Proof. We do the proof by induction.
For t = 0, the inequality is trivially true.
We now assume that the inequality is true for t and we wish to show that it

is true also for t+ 1.
Since dist(Xt, X∗) ≤ dist(X0, X∗), we also get that the largest possible rota-

tion |r(Xt, X∗)|max induced by XT
t X∗ satisfies

|r(Xt, X∗)|max ≤

√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

ri(Xt, X∗)2 = dist(Xt, X∗) ≤ dist(X0, X∗),

where ri(Xt, X∗) are the rotations induced by the matrix XT
t X∗. The first

equality comes from equation (5).
By the definition of a(Xt) in Proposition (5), we have

a(Xt) =
1 + cos(|r(Xt, X∗)|max)

4
≥ 1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗))

4
,

thus η ≤ a(Xt)/L.
Since η satisfies the previous bound, the outcome of Proposition 9 holds, and

combining it with the induction hypothesis, we get

dist2(Xt+1, X∗) ≤
(

1− 4

π2
σmin(C)a(Xt)η

)

dist2(Xt, X∗) ≤
(

1− 1

π2
(1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗)))σmin(C)η

)

dist2(Xt, X∗) ≤
(

1− 1

π2
(1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗)))σmin(C)η

)t+1

dist2(X0, X∗).

This concludes the induction.

Remark. If C is singular, then the previous theorem only states that the dis-
tances of the iterates of gradient descent to the set of optima do not increase. In
that case we can still prove an algebraic convergence rate for the function values
of Riemannian gradient descent based only on weak-quasi-convexity.
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Remark. The assumption dist(X0, X∗) < π allows to bound globally |r(Xt, X∗)|max

from above by dist(X0, X∗) and as a result keep the quantity 1+cos(|r(Xt, X∗)|max)
far away from 0 over the course of gradient descent. Intuitively, it does not allow
the algorithm to go too close to non-optimal critical points. Gradient descent
would not stick to non-optimal critical points, but it would probably slow down
a lot.

We now show an algebraic convergence rate for gradient descent that covers
also the case that C is singular.

Theorem 11. Gradient descent applied to f for any square non-zero matrix C,
starting from X0 ∈ O(n) such that

dist(X0, X∗) < π

and with fixed step size

η ≤ 1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗))

4σmax(C)
,

produces iterates Xt that satisfy

f(Xt)− f∗ ≤
2L+ 1

η

(1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗)))t+ 4
dist2(X0, X∗) = O

(
1

t

)

.

Proof. Since we still satisfy all the hypotheses of Theorem 10, we know that for
all t ≥ 0 it holds dist(Xt, X∗) ≤ dist(X0, X∗) < π. This implies that

a(Xt) ≥
1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗))

4
> 0,

which implies that the function f is weakly-quasi-convex (Proposition 3) at every
Xt such that:

〈gradf(Xt),− logX(X∗)〉 ≥
1

2
(1 + cos(dist(X0, X∗)))(f(Xt)− f∗).

Denoting C0 := 1+cos(dist(X0,X∗))
4 and ∆t := f(Xt)− f∗, we can write

2C0∆t ≤ 〈gradf(Xt),− logXt
(X∗)〉. (14)

Similar to the proof of Theorem 10, by the hypothesis on the step size ηt,
Lemma 9 shows that −ηtXt+1 is in the injectivity domain of exp at Xt. Hence,
by the definition of Riemannian gradient descent, we have

logXt
(Xt+1) = −ηgradf(Xt). (15)

In addition, the smoothness property of f (equation 10) gives

∆t+1 −∆t ≤ 〈gradf(Xt), logXt
(Xt+1)〉 +

L

2
dist2(Xt, Xt+1).
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Substituting (15), we obtain

∆t+1 −∆t ≤
(

−η +
L

2
η2
)

‖gradf(Xt)‖2 ≤ 0. (16)

By Proposition 2, we have

dist2(Xt+1, X∗) ≤ dist2(Xt, Xt+1) + dist2(Xt, X∗)− 2〈logXt
(Xt+1), logXt

(X∗)〉.

Substituting (15) into the above and rearranging terms gives

2η〈gradf(Xt),− logXt
(X∗)〉 ≤ dist2(Xt, X∗)−dist2(Xt+1, X∗)+η2‖gradf(Xt)‖2.

Combining with (14), we get

∆t ≤
1

4C0η
(dist2(Xt, X∗)− dist2(Xt+1, X∗)) +

η

4C0
‖gradf(Xt)‖2. (17)

Now multiplying (16) by 1
C0

and summing with (17) gives

1

C0
∆t+1 −

(
1

C0
− 1

)

∆t ≤
1

4C0η
(dist2(Xt, X∗)− dist2(Xt+1, X∗))

+
1

C0

(

−η +
L

2
η2 +

η

4

)

‖gradf(Xt)‖2. (18)

By assumption, we have η ≤ C0/L, where 0 < C0 = (1+cos(dist(X0, X∗)))/4 ≤
1 and L > 0. Since

η

C0

(

−1 +
L

2
η +

1

4

)

≤ η

C0

(
C0

2
− 3

4

)

≤ −1

4

η

C0
< 0.

Inequality (18) can be simplified to

1

C0
∆t+1 −

(
1

C0
− 1

)

∆t ≤
1

4C0η
(dist2(Xt, X∗)− dist2(Xt+1, X∗)).

Summing from 0 to t− 1 gives

1

C0
∆t +

t−1∑

s=1

∆s −
(

1

C0
− 1

)

∆0 ≤ 1

4C0η

(
dist2(X0, X∗)− dist2(Xt, X∗)

)
.

From the smoothness property (10) with Y  X and X  X∗, we get

∆0 ≤ L

2
dist2(X0, X∗).

Combining these two inequalities leads to

1

C0
∆t +

t−1∑

s=0

∆s ≤
1

C0
∆0 +

1

4C0η
dist2(X0, X∗)

≤ 1

2C0

(

L+
1

2η

)

dist2(X0, X∗).
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Since (16) holds for all t ≥ 0, it also implies ∆t ≤ ∆s for all 0 ≤ s ≤ t.
Substituting

t∆t ≤
t−1∑

s=0

∆s

into the inequality from above, we obtain

∆t ≤
1

2C0

L+ 1
2η

1
C0

+ t
dist2(X0, X∗) =

L+ 1
2η

2(C0t+ 1)
dist2(X0, X∗),

we obtain the desired result.

6 Distributed orthogonal Procrustes with limited

communication

As an instance of a problem which cannot be solved with the traditional numeri-
cal linear algebra techniques, we consider a setting where the datasets A ∈ Rk×n

and B ∈ Rk×n are distributed among p-many different computing nodes in an
arbitrary way. These nodes communicate messages with a master node in a
small bit precision. As the communication cost is now widely considered as
the main bottleneck of such task, we consider the problem of computing the
total number of bits that the nodes need to communicate in order to compute
an orthogonal transformation X ∈ O(n), such that ‖AX − B‖2 < ǫ. Such an
analysis is possible only when there is an available algorithm that can solve the
non-distributed version of the problem with linear convergence. Thus, from now
on we restrict ourselves in the case that C is invertible, i.e. σmin(C) > 0.

Every node holds a pair of datasets Ai, Bi ∈ Rki×n, which give rise to a local
optimization problem of −Tr(CiX) := fi(X), where Ci = BT

i Ai. Notice that
it holds

p
∑

i=1

fi(X) = −Tr

((
p
∑

i=1

Ci

)

X

)

= −Tr

((
p
∑

i=1

BT
i Ai

)

X

)

.

Regardless of the structure of the data partition, we have

p
∑

i=1

BT
i Ai = BTA.

This implies that

f(X) =

p
∑

i=1

fi(X)

and as a concequence

gradf(X) =

p
∑

i=1

gradfi(X).
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We tackle this problem with a distributed version of gradient descent, where
each node computes the local gradient based on its datasets Ai, Bi, then com-
presses it using some standard compression scheme and then transmits the com-
pressed message to the master node. The master node sums all the compressed
local gradients and send a compressed version of this sum to all local nodes.
The nodes then use it as a descend direction to calculate the new iterate and
the process goes on.

First, we give a small overview of the compression (quantization) strategy
we use. Quantization schemes is an active area of research, which is orthogonal
with our work. Note that our algorithm can be combined with many differ-
ent quantization schemes. However, the one we choose to use comes from [10]
(lattice-based quantization). Note that [10] develops primarily a random strat-
egy of quantization, but we can easily make it deterministic by just choosing
the closest point in the constructed lattice. The derived quantization scheme
has the following properties:

Proposition 12. [10] Denoting by b the number of bits that each node uses to
communicate, there exists a quantization function

Q : Rn(n−1)/2 × R
n(n−1)/2 × R+ × R+ → R

n(n−1)/2,

which, for each w, y > 0, consists of an encoding function encw,y : Rn(n−1)/2 →
{0, 1}b and a decoding one decw,y : {0, 1}b × Rn(n−1)/2 → Rn(n−1)/2, such that,
for all x, x′ ∈ Rn(n−1)/2, we have

• decw,y(encw,y(x), x
′) = Q(x, x′, y, w), if ‖x− x′‖ ≤ y.

• ‖Q(x, x′, y, w)− x‖ ≤ w, if ‖x− x′‖ ≤ y.

• If y/w > 1, the cost of the quantization procedure in number of bits satisfies

b = O
(
n(n− 1)

2
log2

( y

w

))

= O
(
n(n− 1)

2
log
( y

w

))

.

The reason that the number n(n−1)
2 appears is that we will be quantizing

tangent vectors of O(n). As discussed previously, the dimension of O(n) (thus

also the one of every tangent space) is n(n−1)
2 .

For quantizing a tangent vector in TXO(n), recall that it is of the form XΩ
for some skew-symmetric matrix Ω. Since X is fixed and stored in the master
node, we will be quantizing only the individual Ω matrices (which depend on
the batch that each node holds). For quantizing a skew-symmetric matrix, we
first need to vectorize it. The simplest way to do so is by keeping the upper
triangle of the matrix and then flatten it. We call such a mapping from the
space of skew-symmetric matrices skew(n) as ρ.

Lemma 13. Consider
ρ : skew(n) → R

n(n−1)
2
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defined by
ρ(Ω) = (ω12, . . . , ω1n, ω23, . . . , ω2n, . . . , ωn−1n),

where Ω = (ωij)
n
i,j=1.

Then we have

‖Ω1 − Ω2‖F =
√
2‖ρ(Ω1)− ρ(Ω2)‖2

for any Ω1,Ω2 ∈ skew(n).

Proof. The proof is direct from the definition of the Frobenius norm of a matrix
and the ℓ2-norm of a vector. Both are the square roots of the sum of squares of
the entries, thus

‖Ω‖2F = 2‖ρ(Ω)‖22,
since the diagonal of Ω must contain only zeros.

Taking into account also that ρ is a linear map, we get the desired result.

We now present a version of gradient descent with quantized gradients. It
is inspired by the original Euclidean algorithm presented in [21] and is similar
to the Riemannian quantized gradient descent presented in [4]. In the previous
parts of the text, we have denoted L := σmax(C) to be the smoothness constant
of f . Now, the individual fi’s have their own smoothness constants Li :=
σmax(Ci). Since now σmax(C) is not known in the central node, we shall use
the overapproximation σmax(C) ≤ pmaxi=1,...,p σmax(Ci) and denote

L := p max
i=1,...,p

σmax(Ci)

for the rest of this section.
Note also that the quantization of tangent vectors of the orthogonal group

is done always through a quantization of their skew-symmetric parts.

1. Choose an arbitrary machine to be the master node, let it be i0.

2. Choose X0 ∈ O(n).

3. Consider the following parameters

σ := 1− 1 + cos(D)

4
µη, K :=

2√
σ
, θ :=

√
σ(1 −√

σ)

4
,

√

ξ := θK +
√
σ, Rt = LK

(√

ξ
)t

D, η > 0

where D is an over-approximation for dist(X0, X∗).

We assume that 1+cos(D)
4 µη ≤ 1

2 , otherwise we run the algorithm with
σ = 1

2 .

In TX0O(n):
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4. Compute the local Riemannian gradient gradfi(X0) := X0Ωi,0 at X0 in
each node.

5. If gradfi0(X0) =: X0Ωi0,0, encode ρ(Ωi,0) in each node and decode in the
master node using its local information ρ(Ωi0,0):

ωi,0 = Q

(

ρ(Ωi,0), ρ(Ωi0,0),
2√
2
Lπ,

θR0

2
√
2p

)

.

Compute a quantized local gradient as

qi,0 := X0ρ
−1(ωi,0).

6. Sum the local quantized gradients in the master node:

R0 =

p
∑

i=1

qi,0 =: X0Ω̃0.

7. Encode ρ(Ω̃0) in the master node and decode in each machine i using its
local information ρ(Ωi,0):

ω0 = Q

(

ρ(Ω̃0), ρ(Ωi,0),
1√
2

(
θR0

2
+ 2Lπ

)

,
θR0

2
√
2

)

.

Compute the global quantized gradient as

q0 := X0ρ
−1(ω0).

For t ≥ 0:

8. Take a gradient step using the exponential map:

Xt+1 = expXt
(−ηqt)

with step size η.

In TXt+1O(n):

9. Compute the local Riemannian gradient gradfi(Xt+1) =: Xt+1Ωi,t+1 at
Xt+1 in each node.

10. Encode ρ(Ωi,t+1) in each node and decode in the master node using its

(parallelly transported) local information from the previous step Γ
Xt+1

Xt
qi,t =:

Xt+1Ω̃i,t:

ωi,t+1 = QXt+1

(

ρ(Ωi,t+1), ρ(Ω̃i,t),
Rt+1√
2p

,
θRt+1

2
√
2p

)

.

Compute the local quantized gradients as

qi,t+1 := Xt+1ρ
−1(ωi,t+1)
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11. Sum the decoded vectors in the master node:

Rt+1 =

p
∑

i=1

qi,t+1 =: Xt+1Ω̃t+1.

12. Encode the sum in the master node and decode in each machine using its

local information in the previous step Γ
Xt+1

Xt
qt =: Xt+1Ω̃t:

ωt+1 = QXt+1

(

ρ(Ω̃t+1), ρ(Ω̃t),
1√
2

(

1 +
θ

2

)

Rt+1,
θRt+1

2
√
2

)

.

Compute the global quantized gradient as

qt+1 = Xt+1ρ
−1(ωt+1).

The essential step in order to analyze the convergence behaviour of the pre-
vious algorithm is an induction that controls simultaneously the convergence of
iterates to the optimum and the error in the quantization of the gradients. A
prototype of this technique can be found in [21].

Proposition 14. Let the initial guess X0 be such that

dist(X0, X∗) ≤ D < π

and the step size η such that

η ≤ 1 + cos(D)

4L
.

Then, the previous quantized gradient descent algorithm produces iterates Xt and
quantized gradients qt that satisfy

(i)dist2(Xt, X∗) ≤ ξtD2, (ii)‖qi,t − gradfi(Xt)‖ ≤ θRt

2p
, (iii)‖qt − gradf(Xt)‖ ≤ θRt.

Proof. We do the proof by induction starting from the case t = 0.
For t = 0, (i) is direct by the definition of D.
For showing (ii), we can write

‖gradfi(X0)−qi,0‖ = ‖X0Ωi,0−X0ρ
−1(ωi,0)‖ = ‖Ωi,0−ρ−1(ωi,0)‖ =

√
2‖ρ(Ωi,0)−ωi,0‖.

This is by X0 being orthogonal and Lemma 13.
Using again Lemma (13) and L-smoothness (equation 9), we have

‖ρ(Ωi,0)− ρ(Ωi0,0)‖ =
1√
2
‖Ωi,0 − Ωi0,0‖ =

1√
2
‖X0Ωi,0 −X0Ωi0,0‖

=
1√
2
(‖gradfi(X0)‖+ ‖gradfi0(X0)‖) ≤

2√
2
Lπ
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and by the definition of quantization (step 5), we get

‖ρ(Ωi,0)− ωi,0‖ ≤ θR0

2
√
2p

.

This implies (by Lemma 13 and X0 being orthogonal) that

‖gradfi(X0)− qi,0‖ =
√
2‖ρ(Ωi,0)− ωi,0‖ ≤ θR0

2p
.

For (iii) we proceed similarly:

‖gradf(X0)−R0‖ ≤
p
∑

i=1

‖gradfi(X0)− qi,0‖ ≤ θR0

2
. (19)

We need also to examine the quantity ‖ρ(Ω̃0)− ρ(Ωi,0)‖:

‖ρ(Ω̃0)− ρ(Ωi,0)‖ =
1√
2
‖R0 − gradfi(X0)‖ =

1√
2
(‖R0 − gradf(X0)‖+ ‖gradf(X0)− gradfi(X0))‖) ≤

1√
2

(
θR0

2
+ 2Lπ

)

The first equality follows from Lemma 13 and the inequality by the previously
derived inequality (19) and L-smoothness (equation 9).

By the definition of the quantization of step 7, we have

‖ω0 − ρ(Ω̃0)‖ ≤ θR0

2
√
2
.

Using Lemma 13 again, we can write

‖q0 −R0‖ =
√
2‖ω0 − ρ(Ω̃0)‖ ≤ θR0

2
. (20)

We can now write

‖q0 − gradf(X0)‖ ≤ ‖q0 −R0‖+ ‖R0 − gradf(X0)‖ ≤ θR0,

by combinining inequalities (19) and (20). This concludes the induction for
t = 0.

We assume now that the inequalities hold for t and we wish to prove that
they continue to hold for t+ 1.

We start with (i) and denote by X̃t+1 the iteration of exact gradient descent
(12) starting from Xt, with dist(Xt, X∗) ≤ D where D < π.

We have

dist(Xt+1, X∗) ≤ dist(Xt+1, X̃t+1) + dist(X̃t+1, X∗)

≤ ‖ηgradf(Xt)− ηqt‖+
√
σdist(Xt, X∗).
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We have the last inequality, because dist(X̃t+1, X∗) ≤
√
σdist(Xt, X∗) by Theo-

rem 10 and
dist(Xt+1, X̃t+1) ≤ ‖ logXt

(Xt+1) − logXt
(X̃t+1)‖ = ‖ηgradf(Xt) − ηqt‖ by

Proposition 2.
By the definition of Rt and since η ≤ 1/L, we have

dist(Xt+1, X∗) ≤ ηθRt +
√
σ
(√

ξ
)t

D ≤ θK
(√

ξ
)t

D +
√
σ
(√

ξ
)t

D

≤ (θK +
√
σ)
(√

ξ
)t

D ≤
(√

ξ
)t+1

D

which concludes the induction for the first inequality. Of course, we also get
that dist(Xt+1, X∗) ≤ D < π.

For (ii), we start by using Lemma 13, in order to write

‖ρ(Ωi,t+1)− ρ(Ω̃i,t)‖ =
1√
2

∥
∥
∥gradfi(Xt+1)− Γ

Xt+1

Xt
qi,t

∥
∥
∥ . (21)

For the quantity in the right hand side, we have
∥
∥
∥gradfi(Xt+1)− Γ

Xt+1

Xt
qi,t

∥
∥
∥ ≤

∥
∥
∥gradfi(Xt+1)− Γ

Xt+1

Xt
gradfi(Xt)

∥
∥
∥

+
∥
∥
∥Γ

Xt+1

Xt
gradfi(Xt)− Γ

Xt+1

Xt
qi,t

∥
∥
∥

≤ Lidist(Xt+1, Xt) + ‖gradfi(Xt)− qi,t‖

≤ 2
L

p

(√

ξ
)t

D + θ
Rt

p

= 2
L

p

(√

ξ
)t

D +
θLK

(√
ξ
)t

p

= (2/K + θ)KL
(√

ξ
)t

D/p

≤ (
√
σ + θK)KL

(√

ξ
)t

D/p

=
Rt+1

p
.

By combining with equation 21, we get

‖ρ(Ωi,t+1)− ρ(Ω̃i,t)‖ ≤ Rt+1√
2p

and by the definition of the quantization (step 10), we have

‖ωi,t+1 − ρ(Ωi,t+1)‖ ≤ θRt+1

2
√
2p

.

Again by Lemma 13 and using that Xt+1 is orthogonal, we finally get

‖qi,t+1 − gradfi(Xt+1)‖ =
√
2‖ωi,t+1 − ρ(Ωi,t+1)‖ ≤ θRt+1

2p
.
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For (iii), we have

‖Rt+1 − gradf(Xt+1)‖ ≤
p
∑

i=1

‖qi,t+1 − gradfi(Xt+1)‖ ≤ θRt+1

2
(22)

and

‖Rt+1 − Γ
Xt+1

Xt
qt‖ ≤ ‖Rt+1 − gradf(Xt+1)‖ + ‖gradf(Xt+1)− Γ

Xt+1

Xt
gradf(Xt)‖

+ ‖ΓXt+1

Xt
gradf(Xt)− Γ

Xt+1

Xt
qt‖

≤ θRt+1

2
+ Ldist(Xt+1, Xt) + θRt

≤ θRt+1

2
+ Rt+1 =

(

1 +
θ

2

)

Rt+1.

by the same argument used to derive the inequality
∥
∥
∥gradfi(Xt+1)− Γ

Xt+1

Xt
qi,t

∥
∥
∥ ≤

Rt+1/p previously. Using this bound and Lemma 13, we have

‖ρ(Ω̃t+1)−ρ(Ω̃t)‖ =
1√
2
‖Ω̃t+1−Ω̃t‖ =

1√
2
‖Rt+1−Γ

Xt+1

Xt
qt‖ ≤ 1√

2

(

1 +
θ

2

)

Rt+1.

The last inequality implies that

‖ωt+1 − ρ(Ω̃t+1)‖ ≤ θRt+1

2
√
2

,

by the definition of quantization (step 12).
Applying again Lemma 13, we get

‖gradf(Xt+1)− qt+1‖ = ‖Ω̃t+1 − ρ−1(ωt+1)‖ =
√
2‖ρ(Ω̃t+1)− ωt+1‖ ≤ θRt+1

2
.

(23)
Summing inequalities (22) and (23), we finally showed inequality (iii) for t+ 1.
This concludes the induction.

Based on Proposition 14, we can count the total number of bits the algorithm
needs in order to achieve certain accuracy. This is the main result of this section.

Theorem 15. Let η ≤ 1+cos(D)
4L . Then, the previous quantized gradient descent

algorithm needs at most

b = O
(

pn
1

(1 + cos(D))ησmin(C)
log

(
p

(1 + cos(D))ησmin(C)

)

log

(
D

ǫ

))

bits in total to estimate the optimal orthogonal transformation X∗ with accuracy
ǫ measured in intrinsic distance.

Remark. As expected, this bit complexity depends linearly on the "condition
number" of the problem σmax(C)/σmin(C), linearly also to the dimension n of
the problem, and logarithmically to the inverse of desired accuracy 1/ǫ. This is
in line with the results of [21] and [4].
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Proof. For computing the cost of quantization at each step, we use Proposition
12 (third bullet point).

The communication cost of encoding each gradfi at t = 0 (step 5) is

O
(

n log

2Lπ√
2

θR0

2
√
2p

)

= O
(

n log
4pLπ

θLKπ

)

≤ O
(

n log
2p

θ

)

.

Now we use that σ ≥ 1
2 and have

1

θ
=

4√
σ(1−√

σ)
≤ 12

1− σ
=

48

(1 + cos(D))ηµ
.

Thus, the previous cost becomes

O
(

n log
p

(1 + cos(D))ηµ

)

.

The communication cost of decoding each qi,0 in the master node (step 7) is

O
(

n log

1√
2

(
2Lπ + θR0

2

)

θR0

2
√
2

)

≤ O
(

n log
2Lπ
θR0

2

)

= O
(

n log
1

(1 + cos(D))ηµ

)

.

This is because 2Lπ ≥ θR0

2 .
Thus, the total communication cost at t = 0 is

O
(

pn log
p

(1 + cos(D))ηµ

)

.

For t > 0, the cost of encoding gradfi’s (step 10) is

O
(

pn log
Rt+1/(

√
2p)

θRt+1/(2
√
2p)

)

= O
(

pn log
2

θ

)

= O
(

pn log
1

(1 + cos(D))ηµ

)

.

as before.
The cost of decoding in the master node (step 12) is

O
(

pn log

1√
2

(
1 + θ

2

)
Rt+1

θRt+1

2
√
2

)

= O
(

pn log
4

θ

)

= O
(

pn log
1

(1 + cos(D))ηµ

)

.

because θ/2 ≤ 1.
Thus, the cost in each round of communication is in general bounded by

O
(

pn log
p

(1 + cos(D))ηµ

)

.

Our algorithm reaches accuracy ǫ if

dist(Xt, X∗) ≤ ǫ.
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We can now use Proposition 14 and write

dist2(Xt, X∗) ≤ ξtD2 ≤ e−(1−ξ)tD2.

Thus, we need to run our algorithm for

O
(

1

1− ξ
log

D

ǫ

)

≤ O
(

1

(1 + cos(D))µη
log

D

ǫ

)

many iterates to reach accuracy ǫ.
The total communication cost is thus the total number of iterations (commu-

nication rounds) times the total number of bits communicated in each round:

O
(

1

(1 + cos(D))µη
log

D

ǫ
pn log

p

(1 + cos(D))ηµ

)

=

O
(

pn
1

(1 + cos(D))µη
log

p

(1 + cos(D))µη
log

D

ǫ

)

Substituting

µ =
4σmin(C)

π2

by Proposition 5, we get

O
(

pn
1

(1 + cos(D))ησmin(C)
log

p

(1 + cos(D))ησmin(C)
log

D

ǫ

)

many bits in total.

7 Discussion

In this work, we showed that the (non-convex) problem of computing the polar
factor of a square matrix satisfies a convexity-like structure in the orthogonal
group. This structure allows the analysis of classic algorithms like gradient
descent, which are not competitive theoretically and empirically compared to
the state-of-the-art. In cases however that the matrix of which we wish to
compute a polar factor is not known exactly but only up to some perturbation,
our theory comes into play. An interesting direction for future work could be
to explore other cases of "noisy" polar decomposition, for example robust polar
decomposition in the sense of solving the problem

min
X∈O(n)

max
C∈Rn×n

(

−Tr(CX)− β
s∑

i=1

‖C − Ci‖2
)

,

where {Ci}si=1 is a set of independent observations for C and β > 0 is a reg-
ularizer. To the best of our knowledge, traditional linear algebra techniques
cannot be applied to such problem. A more viable approach would be min-max
optimization (for instance gradient descent ascent), for which our theory could
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be of value.
In general, we think that the direction of discovering convexity structures for
non-convex but still tractable problems in linear algebra is promising (as high-
lighted also by the work [5]) and can shed light to many aspects of algorithmic
computation in this field.
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