
Rotation Group Synchronization via Quotient Manifold

Linglingzhi Zhu∗1, Chong Li†2, and Anthony Man-Cho So‡1

1The Chinese University of Hong Kong
2Zhejiang University

June 23, 2023

Abstract

Rotation group SO(d) synchronization is an important inverse problem and has attracted
intense attention from numerous application fields such as graph realization, computer vi-
sion, and robotics. In this paper, we focus on the least-squares estimator of rotation group
synchronization with general additive noise models, which is a nonconvex optimization prob-
lem with manifold constraints. Unlike the phase/orthogonal group synchronization, there
are limited provable approaches for solving rotation group synchronization. First, we derive
improved estimation results of the least-squares/spectral estimator, illustrating the tight-
ness and validating the existing relaxation methods of solving rotation group synchronization
through the optimum of relaxed orthogonal group version under near-optimal noise level for
exact recovery. Moreover, departing from the standard approach of utilizing the geometry of
the ambient Euclidean space, we adopt an intrinsic Riemannian approach to study orthogo-
nal/rotation group synchronization. Benefiting from a quotient geometric view, we prove the
positive definite condition of quotient Riemannian Hessian around the optimum of orthogonal
group synchronization problem, and consequently the Riemannian local error bound property
is established to analyze the convergence rate properties of various Riemannian algorithms.
As a simple and feasible method, the sequential convergence guarantee of the (quotient) Rie-
mannian gradient method for solving orthogonal/rotation group synchronization problem is
studied, and we derive its global linear convergence rate to the optimum with the spectral
initialization. All results are deterministic without any probabilistic model.

Keywords: Rotation group synchronization; Quotient manifold; Riemannian local error
bound; Riemannian gradient method

1 Introduction

The synchronization problem refers to estimating a collection of elements by pairwise mutual
measurements. For orthogonal (sub)group G ⊆ O(d) synchronization, the task is to derive the
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target group element G⋆ := [G⋆
1; . . . ;G

⋆
n] ∈ Gn that we collectively refer to as the ground truth

from the noisy observations:
C = G⋆G⋆⊤ +∆,

where ∆ ∈ Sym(nd) is an symmetric perturbation matrix. In this paper, we focus on the syn-
chronization problem on the rotation group (i.e., G = SO(d)), which is an important case of
orthogonal subgroup synchronization. The rotation group synchronization is intensively consid-
ered in various areas including sensor network localization [CLS12], structural biology [CSC12],
computer vision (e.g., point set registration [KK16, BKY20], multiview structure from motion
[ANKKS+12], rotation averaging [HTDL13, DRW+20]), cryo-electron microscopy [SS11, Sin18],
and also simultaneous localization and mapping for robotics [RCBL19].

It is a common approach to study the orthogonal (sub)group synchronization via the least-
squares estimator (also as the maximum likelihood estimator given Gaussian noise setting as a
statistical model), which is the following optimization problem:

min
G∈Rnd×d

∑
i<j

∥GiG
⊤
j −Cij∥2F

s.t. Gi ∈ G, i ∈ [n].

By the orthogonality of Gi for i ∈ [n], the above optimization problem can be reformulated as

max
G∈Gn

tr(G⊤CG). (Sync)

When it specialized to the phase synchronization G = SO(2) (as SO(2) is isomorphic to U(1))
[Sin11, Bou16, BBS17, LYS17, ZB18] and orthogonal group synchronization G = O(d) [LYS20,
WZZ22, Lin22c, Lin22a, Lin22b, ZWS21], the estimation performance and convergence guarantee
of various algorithms for solving problem (Sync) has already been extensively investigated in
the literature. Also, there are results considering the cyclic group Zm and permutation group
P(d) [LYS20, Lin22b]. We briefly review the existing approaches in literature for solving the
synchronization problem as follows.

The most common approaches for solving (Sync) is by relaxation including: spectral re-
laxation, semidefinite relaxation (i.e., convex relaxation) and Burer-Monteiro factorization as a
certain type of nonconvex relaxation. The spectral relaxation [Sin11, RG20, Lin22b] is a con-
venient method with guarantees for orthogonal group synchronization by simply computing the
top d eigenvectors closely approximating the ground truth, which is proved in [Zha22] as an
estimator achieving minimax lower bound with Gaussian noise for phase and orthogonal group
synchronization. Hence, it is usually used to be the initialization of other methods for deriving
the least-squares estimator. On the other hand, as a quadratic program with quadratic con-
straints (QPQC), the semidefinite programming relaxation (SDR) technique [LMS+10, Sin11]
of problem (Sync) is a natural idea for possibly employed. With the help of the generative
model, the SDR has been proven to be tight if the noise strength is relatively small for phase
synchronization [BBS17] and orthogonal group O(d) synchronization [Lin22c, WZZ22], and the
noise level is improved to be near-optimal by the leave-one-out technique under Gaussian noise
[ZB18, Lin22a]. Also, with the measurements corrupted by orthogonal matrices, the near-optimal
performance guarantee for rotation group SO(d) synchronization is derived [WS13]. However,
a major drawback of the SDR is that it fails to scale well and is computationally expensive.
Instead, the Burer-Monteiro factorization [BM03, BM05], as a nonconvex relaxation approach
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related to low-rank matrix optimization, offers better scalability compared to the SDR and has
been proved that its first and second-order necessary optimality conditions are sufficient to guar-
antee global optimality [Lin22c] provided that the noise is sufficiently small for orthogonal group
O(d) synchronization. Taking advantage of the low-rank solution, it is more practical to use fast
low-rank nonconvex optimization approach for solving the synchronization problem including
Riemannian optimization [DRW+20, MMMO17, RCBL19].

In addition to various relaxation approaches, the generalized power method (GPM) [JNRS10]
as a projected gradient method to the product manifold Gn in the ambient Euclidean space
resolves the nonconvex problem (Sync) directly. For the phase synchronization problem, [Bou16]
proves that the GPM with spectral initialization converges to a global optimum of problem
(Sync). Moreover, the linear convergence rate and improved noise bounds are derived in [LYS17,
ZB18]. Later on, similar results are extended to orthogonal group O(d) synchronization [ZWS21,
Lin22a]. Recently, there are also alternative models with algorithms utilizing the message-passing
procedure [PWBM18, LS22] to solve group synchronization. The summary and comprehensive
comparisons of above-mentioned works have been discussed in the literature, and we refer the
reader to [LYS20, Lin22a, ZWS21] for details.

From the above existing approaches it can be observed that there are seldom results for rota-
tion group SO(d) synchronization besides the estimation performance about the GPM studied
in [LYS20], iterative polar decomposition algorithm in [GZ23] achieving the minimax optimal
under Gaussian noise, and the convergence of Riemannian gradient method for the phase syn-
chronization problem [Che19] which highly depends on the commutative nature of SO(2).

In this paper, we study the rotation group synchronization problem

max
G∈SO(d)n

tr(G⊤CG). (Sync-R)

Rather than directly solving problem (Sync-R), we first focus on the properties of the relaxed
orthogonal group O(d) synchronization problem

max
G∈O(d)n

f̄(G) := tr(G⊤CG), where f̄ : O(d)n → R. (Sync-O)

Under near-optimal noise level of dependence on n for exact recovery, we prove the relaxation
is tight, i.e., for the given ground truth G⋆ ∈ SO(d)n, all the optimal solutions Ĝ of problem
(Sync-O) satisfy Ĝ ∈ SO(d)n. Then, we investigate the manifold constrained optimization
problem (Sync-O) from the intrinsic Riemannian perspective, which turns a constrained problem
to a unconstrained one on the manifold and enjoys the advantages of Riemannian approach for
dimension reduction. The additional cost about geometry information e.g., tangent space and
geodesic calculus with the exponential map can be compensated thanks to the properties of
given product orthogonal matrix O(d)n based on Lie theory. On the other hand, the Riemannian
algorithms will automatically keep the iterates on a single connected component of the orthogonal
group and are naturally fit for the case of the rotation group SO(d) synchronization by always
providing a feasible solution.

The central idea of this paper is to utilize the natural quotient structure of the problem
(Sync-O). Since the function value f̄ at G ∈ O(d)n is invariant through any orthogonal group
operation Q ∈ O(d), it leads to the following equivalent optimization problem on the quotient
manifold Q := O(d)n/O(d) as follows:

max
[G]∈Q

f([G]) := tr(G⊤CG), where f : Q → R, (Sync-Q)
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and [G] := {G′ ∈ O(d)n | G′ = GQ, Q ∈ O(d)} is the equivalent class containing G. The main
contribution is summerized as follows:

• The quotient geometry of the manifold Q is investigated including the horizontal space,
quotient Riemannian metric, geodesic with exponential map on quotient manifold, and also
the characterizations for optimality conditions with explicit forms of quotient Riemannian
gradient and Hessian are provided, which is a crucial step for landscape analysis and
algorithms design of the synchronization problem. The local positive definite condition of
quotient Riemannian Hessian of problem (Sync-Q) around the optimal solution are given
from the intrinsic quotient Riemannian perspective, which implies the Riemannian local
error bound property of the original problem (Sync-O). Note that this result is different
from the one derived in [ZWS21] related to the ambient Euclidean space, and it can be
applied to analyze the convergence behavior of various Riemannian algorithms.

• Improved estimation results of the least-squares and spectral estimator are derived under
the general deterministic additive noise model. As a consequence, it is tight to solve the re-
laxed problem (Sync-O) for problem (Sync-R) under near-optimal noise level of dependence
on n for exact recovery, which makes all previous about the spectral method [Lin22b], the
SDR [WZZ22, Lin22c], the Burer-Monteiro factorization [BVB16, Lin22c] and the GPM
[LYS20, ZWS21, Lin22a] for orthogonal group O(d) synchronization can be applied to the
rotation group SO(d) synchronization. Also, the spectral estimator can also be proved to
locate in the effective domain of Riemannian local error bound, which fits the initialization
requirement of different algorithms’ global convergence rate results.

• The convergence property of (quotient) Riemannian gradient method is investigated for
solving problem (Sync-O) (also (Sync-R)). By identifying the iterates keeping in the effec-
tive region of the Riemannian local error bound property for such a geodesically nonconvex
problem, we show that it converges linearly to the global optimum with spectral initializa-
tion. Importantly, this convergence result is not restricted to the convergence in the sense
of the equivalent class but also valid for the sequence of iterates.

In a word, this work provides an example to analyze algorithms from the intrinsic Riemannian
view and utilize the quotient space of the equivalence class to simplify the landscape analysis of
optimization problems.

1.1 Notation

Throughout the paper, we use the standard notations. Let the Euclidean space of all m×n real
matrices Rm×n be equipped with inner product ⟨X,Y ⟩ := tr(X⊤Y ) for any X,Y ∈ Rm×n and
its induced Frobenius norm ∥ · ∥F . Let Sym(n) and Skew(n) be the space of n × n symmetric
and skew-symmetric matrices, respectively. Let ∥ · ∥∗ and ∥ · ∥ be the nuclear norm and operator
norm, respectively. Given a real matrix X ∈ Rnd×nd with n rows of n d× d blocks each, we use
Xij (where i, j ∈ [n]) to denote its (i, j)-th d×d block and Xi,: (where i ∈ [n]) to denote its i-th
d× nd block row. Given a real matrix X ∈ Rnd×d with n d× d blocks stacked in a column, we
use Xi (where i ∈ [n]) to denote the i-th d× d block and set ∥X∥∞ := maxi∈[n] ∥Xi∥F .
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1.2 Organization

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, basic facts on Riemannian man-
ifolds and some preliminary results for the orthogonal/rotation group are presented. Properties
of orthogonal group synchronization (Sync-O) from the quotient geometric view are discussed
in section 3. The improved estimation performance which plays a important role for validating
existing relaxation approaches for solving rotation group synchronization is shown in section 4.
The landscape analysis of problem (Sync-Q) from the quotient manifold is provided in section
5. In section 6, we show the convergence result of the (quotient) Riemannian gradient method
with spectral initialization under a general additive noise model. We end with conclusions and
future directions in section 7.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic Facts on Riemannian Manifolds

First, we recall some basic concepts and results on Riemannian manifolds. Let M be a complete
connected d-dimensional Riemannian manifold. The tangent space at X ∈ M is denoted by
TX M and the tangent bundle of M is denoted by TM :=

⋃
X∈MTX M. Let ⟨·, ·⟩X be a

Riemannian metric on M with the induced norm on TX M for each X ∈ M that ∥ξX∥X :=√
⟨ξX , ξX⟩X . Denote the Riemannian (i.e., Levi-Civita) connection ∇ for the Riemannian

manifold M. For any two points X,Y ∈ M, let γ : [0, 1] → M be a smooth curve connecting X
and Y . Then the arc-length of γ is defined by l(γ) :=

∫ 1
0 ∥γ̇(t)∥dt, and the Riemannian distance

from X to Y by dM(X,Y ) := infγ l(γ), where the infimum is taken over all piecewise smooth
curves γ : [0, 1] → M connecting X and Y . For a smooth curve γ, if γ̇ is parallel along itself
(i.e., ∇γ̇ γ̇ = 0), then γ is called a geodesic. A geodesic γ : [0, 1] → M joining X to Y is minimal
if its arc-length equals its Riemannian distance between X and Y . Also, up to parameterization,
all minimizing curves are geodesics [Lee18, Theorem 6.4]. By the Hopf-Rinow theorem, there is
at least one minimal geodesic joining X to Y for any points X and Y for a complete metric
space (M,dM).

The exponential map Exp: TM → M is defined by

Exp(X, ξX) = ExpX(ξX) = γξX (1),

where γξX : [0, 1] → M is a geodesic satisfying γξX (0) = X and γ̇ξX (0) = ξX , and ExpX is the
restriction defined on TX M. For each X ∈ M, the exponential map at X, ExpX : TX M → M
is well-defined and smooth on TX M [Lee18, Proposition 5.19]. The concept of the geodesically
(strongly) convex set is consistent with [Bou23, Definition 11.2 and 11.17].

Let f : M → R be a smooth function. Then the Riemannian gradient of f is a vector field
grad f as the unique element in TX M for any X ∈ M such that

⟨grad f(X), ξX⟩X = D f(X) [ξX ] for each ξX ∈ TX M,

where D f is the differential of the function f . The Riemannian Hessian of f at X ∈ M is
defined as the linear mapping from TX M to TX M such that

Hess f(X) [ξX ] = ∇ξX grad f(X) for each ξX ∈ TX M.
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The concept of the geodesically (strongly) convex function is consistent with [Bou23, Definition
11.3 and 11.5].

2.2 Properties of Orthogonal/Rotation Group

Now, we introduce some basic results about orthogonal/rotation group. The orthogonal/rotation
group G is an embedded submanifold of Rd×d [AMS09, Section 3.3.2]. We consider the Rieman-
nian metric on G that is induced from the Euclidean inner product, i.e, at U ∈ G we have
⟨ξ,η⟩U := tr(ξ⊤η) for any ξ,η ∈ TG G. For the product Riemannian manifold Gn, the Rieman-
nian metric is defined by ⟨ξ,η⟩G =

∑n
i=1 tr(ξ

⊤
i ηi) for any ξ := [ξ1, . . . , ξn], η := [η1, . . . ,ηn] ∈

TG Gn at G ∈ Gn. From the definition we know that

O(d)n = {G ∈ Rnd×d | G = [G1; . . . ;Gn], GiG
⊤
i = G⊤

i Gi = Id, i ∈ [n]}

and SO(d)n = {G ∈ O(d)n | det(Gi) = 1, i ∈ [n]}. Note that the tangent space to Gn at G ∈ Gn

is given by

TG Gn = {H = [H1; . . . ;Hn] ∈ Rnd×d | Hi = GiEi,Ei = −E⊤
i , i ∈ [n]}.

The projection onto the orthogonal/rotation group G, denoted as ΠG(·), which in particular has
a closed-form solution (cf. [LYS20]) that for each Z ∈ Rd×d with singular value decomposition
Z = UZΣZV

⊤
Z ,

ΠO(d)(Z) :=

{
X ∈ O(d)

∣∣∣∣ ∥X −Z∥F = inf
Y ∈O(d)

∥Y −Z∥F
}

= UZV
⊤
Z , (2.1)

ΠSO(d)(Z) :=

{
X ∈ SO(d)

∣∣∣∣ ∥X −Z∥F = inf
Y ∈SO(d)

∥Y −Z∥F
}

= UZIZV
⊤
Z , (2.2)

where IZ := Diag([1; . . . ; 1; det(UZV
⊤
Z )]) ∈ Rd×d. Note that the solution to (2.2) can be not

unique as the polar decomposition of Z can be not unique. Moreover, we define ΠGn(G) :=
[ΠG(G1); . . . ; ΠG(Gn)], where G = [G1; . . . ;Gn] ∈ Rnd×d.

The exponential map on G is Exp : TG → G given by [AMS09, Example 4.12] (also see
[EAS98, (2.14)] for details)

Exp(U ,UE) = ExpU (UE) = U exp(E) for any (U ,UE) ∈ TG.

where exp(E) :=
∑∞

k=0
1
k!E

k is the matrix exponential map, since the Lie exponential map (i.e.,
matrix exponential) and the Riemannian exponential map coincide for bi-invariant Riemannian
metric on the Lie group G; see [Lee18, Problem 5-8]. Also, from the given Riemannian metric
for the product manifold Gn, we know that for any G ∈ Gn and ξ := [G1E1; . . . ;GnEn] ∈ TGn,
Exp : TGn → Gn is defined by

Exp(G, ξ) = ExpG(ξ) = [G1 exp(E1); . . . ;Gn exp(En)].

Then we introduce the following useful lemma characterizes the Lipschitz constant of the expo-
nential map on the tangent space. We refer the reader to Appendix A for proof details.

6



Lemma 2.1. Let E1,E2 ∈ Skew(d). Then

∥ exp(E2)− exp(E1)∥F ≤ ∥E2 −E1∥F .

Furthermore, for any G ∈ Gn and ξ := [G1E1; . . . ;GnEn] ∈ TG Gn, it follows that

∥ExpG(ξ)−G∥F ≤ ∥ξ∥F , (2.3)

∥ExpG(ξ)− (G+ ξ)∥F ≤ 1

2
∥ξ∥2F . (2.4)

3 Quotient Geometry of Orthogonal Group Synchronization

3.1 Quotient Manifold Q

The quotient manifold Q := O(d)n/O(d) (well-definedness via the quotient manifold theorem
[Lee12, Theorem 21.10]) is based on the following equivalence relation on O(d)n:

G ∼ G′ ⇐⇒ {GQ | Q ∈ O(d)} =
{
G′Q | Q ∈ O(d)

}
.

Then we know that Q = {[G] | G ∈ O(d)n}, where [G] :=
{
Ḡ ∈ O(d)n | Ḡ = GQ, Q ∈ O(d)

}
.

Define the canonical projection π : O(d)n → Q by

π(G) := [G] for each G ∈ O(d)n.

Moreover, let π−1 be the preimage of π, then for any G ∈ O(d)n it follows that

[G] = π−1(π(G)) and dimπ−1(π(G)) = dimO(d) =
1

2
d(d− 1).

Since O(d)n is the total space of Q, from [AMS09, Proposition 3.4.4] one has that

dimQ = dimO(d)n − dimπ−1(π(G)) =
1

2
(n− 1)d(d− 1).

Now, we are going to investigate the tangent space of the quotient manifold Q. Although it is
difficult to obtain the explicit formula of T[G]Q, we can derive its lifted representation on the
tangent space of O(d)n as follows. For any [G] ∈ Q, let ξ[G] ∈ T[G]Q and Ḡ ∈ π−1([G]). Define

ξ̄Ḡ ∈ TḠO(d)n such that Dπ(Ḡ)
[
ξ̄Ḡ
]
= ξ[G]

as a representation of ξ[G] ∈ T[G]Q on TḠO(d)n. Since there are infinite representations ξ̄Ḡ of
ξ[G] at Ḡ, it is desirable to identify a unique lifted representation of tangent vectors of T[G]Q
in TḠO(d)n. The equivalence class π−1([G]) is an embedded submanifold of O(d)n [AMS09,
Proposition 3.4.4], then π−1([G]) admits a tangent space called the vertical space at Ḡ:

VḠ := TḠ(π−1([G])).

Let the subspace HḠ ⊆ TḠO(d)n such that HḠ⊕VḠ = TḠO(d)n be called the horizontal space
at Ḡ. Once O(d)n has a horizontal space at Ḡ, there exists one and only one element ξ̄Ḡ that
belongs to HḠ and satisfies Dπ(Ḡ)

[
ξ̄Ḡ
]
= ξ[G], and the unique vector ξ̄Ḡ ∈ HḠ is called the

horizontal lift of ξ[G] ∈ T[G]Q at Ḡ.
In order to derive the vertical space and horizontal space related to the quotient manifold Q,

we use the Riemannian metric ⟨·, ·⟩G defined on O(d)n. Then we have the following calculation
results.
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Figure 1: Tangent space of quotient manifolds

Lemma 3.1. Let [G] ∈ Q and Ḡ ∈ π−1([G]). Then the vertical and horizontal space at Ḡ has
the form that

VḠ =
{
ḠE

∣∣∣ E = −E⊤, E ∈ Rd×d
}
,

HḠ =

{
ξḠ ∈ Rnd×d

∣∣∣∣∣ (ξḠ)i = ḠiEi, Ei = −E⊤
i , i ∈ [n] and

n∑
i=1

Ei = 0

}
.

Moreover, the orthogonal projection of any element ηḠ ∈ TḠO(d)n onto HḠ at Ḡ is given by

ProjHḠ
(ηḠ) =

(
Ind −

1

n
ḠḠ⊤

)
ηḠ.

Define a Riemannian metric ⟨·, ·⟩[G] on the quotient manifold Q by

⟨ξ[G], ζ[G]⟩[G] := ⟨ξ̄Ḡ, ζ̄Ḡ⟩ = tr(ξ̄⊤Ḡζ̄Ḡ), for any ξ[G], ζ[G] ∈ T[G]Q, [G] ∈ Q,

where ξ̄Ḡ, ζ̄Ḡ ∈ HḠ are the unique horizontal lifts of ξ[G], ζ[G] at Ḡ, respectively. Since Ḡ ∈
π−1([G]), ḠQ ∈ π−1([G]) for any Q ∈ O(d)n, we can directly verify that

⟨ξ̄ḠQ, ζ̄ḠQ⟩ = ⟨ξ̄Ḡ, ζ̄Ḡ⟩ for each Q ∈ O(d).

Next, we define the map Exp on Q (as an exponential map from [Bou23, Corollary 9.55]) as
follows:

Exp[G](ξ[G]) := π(ExpḠ(ξ̄Ḡ)) for each ξ[G] ∈ T[G]Q,

where [G] = π(Ḡ) ∈ Q, ξ̄Ḡ ∈ HḠ is the horizontal lift of a ξ[G] ∈ T[G]Q at Ḡ, and Exp is a

exponential map on O(d)n. Obviously, for the exponential map Exp we have π(ExpḠ(ξ̄Ḡ)) =
π(ExpḠ′(ξ̄Ḡ′)) for all Ḡ, Ḡ′ ∈ π−1([G]).
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The functions f̄ : O(d)n → R and f : Q → R defined in (Sync-O) and (Sync-Q) have the
following relationship that

f([G]) = f̄(π−1([G])) and f̄(G) = f(π(G)).

Moreover,
D f̄(Ḡ)

[
ξ̄Ḡ
]
= D f(π(Ḡ))

[
Dπ(Ḡ)

[
ξ̄Ḡ
]]

= D f([G])
[
ξ[G]

]
.

Finally, we denote the distance dF (·, ·) and d∞(·, ·) based on quotient space. For each [X], [Y ] ∈
Rnd×d/O(d), they are defined as

dF ([X], [Y ]) := min
Q∈O(d)

∥X − Y Q∥F = ∥X − Y Q⋆∥F ,

d∞([X], [Y ]) := min
Q∈O(d)

max
i∈[n]

∥Xi − YiQ∥F ≤ ∥X − Y Q⋆∥∞ = max
i∈[n]

∥Xi − YiQ
⋆∥F ,

where Q⋆ := argminQ∈O(d) ∥X − Y Q∥F . If X,Y ∈ Gn, then it follows that

dF ([X], [Y ])2 = 2

(
nd− max

Q∈O(d)
⟨Y ⊤X,Q⟩

)
= 2(nd− ∥Y ⊤X∥∗).

Now, we discuss the relationship among different notions of distance, i.e., the quotient dis-
tance dF (·, ·), d∞(·, ·) and the Riemannian distance dG(·, ·) and dQ(·, ·)/dQ∞(·, ·) on the original
manifold G and quotient manifold Q, respectively.

Lemma 3.2. Let X,Y ∈ Gn. Then it follows that dQ∞([X], [Y ]) ≤ dQ([X], [Y ]) and

d∞([X], [Y ]) ≤ dF ([X], [Y ]) ≤ dQ([X], [Y ]) ≤ dG(X,Y ).

Proof. First, it can be directly verified from the definition that dQ∞([X], [Y ]) ≤ dQ([X], [Y ]) and
d∞([X], [Y ]) ≤ dF ([X], [Y ]). Let X̃ ∈ Gn be such that

dG(X̃,Y ) = inf
X′∼X

dG(X ′,Y ).

Then from [Bou23, Exercise 10.15] we know that dG(X̃,Y ) = dQ([X], [Y ]) ≤ dG(X,Y ). On
the other hand, it follows that

dF ([X], [Y ]) ≤ ∥X̃ − Y ∥F ≤ dG(X̃,Y ),

where the second inequality is from the fact that the intrinsic distance is larger than the extrinsic
one for embedded Riemannian submanifold. The proof is complete.

3.2 Quotient Riemannian Gradient and Hessian

In order to study the landscape and design algorithms for (Sync-O) and (Sync-Q), we give explicit
formulas of Riemannian gradient and Riemannian Hessian of the cost function f in this section.
Define the ancillary function f̃ : Rnd×d → R by

f̃(X) := tr(X⊤CX) for each X ∈ Rnd×d.
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Then f̄ defined in (Sync-O) is the restriction of f̃ onto O(d)n, i.e., f̄ = f̃ |O(d)n . Define a linear

operator symblockdiag: Rnd×nd → Skew(nd) by

symblockdiag(X)ij :=


Xii +X⊤

ii

2
, if i = j,

0, otherwise,

i, j ∈ [n].

Let X ∈ Rnd×d and denote

S(X) := symblockdiag(CXX⊤)−C ∈ Rnd×nd.

Then we have the following calculation result about the (quotient) Riemannian gradient.

Lemma 3.3. Let [G] ∈ Q and Ḡ ∈ π−1([G]). Then the unique horizontal lift of the Riemannian
gradient grad f([G]) of f at Ḡ ∈ O(d)n is given by

grad f([G])Ḡ = grad f̄(Ḡ) = −2S(Ḡ)Ḡ. (3.1)

Proof. By simple calculation, the gradient of f̃ at X ∈ Rnd×d is given by grad f̃(X) = 2CX.
Since O(d)n is a Riemannian submanifold of Rnd×d with Riemannian metric induced from the
Euclidean inner product, one has the Riemannian gradient of f̄ at G ∈ O(d)n that

grad f̄(G) = ProjTG O(d)n(grad f̃(G)) = 2(C − symblockdiag(CGG⊤))G = −2S(G)G,

where ProjTG O(d)n indicates the orthogonal projection onto TGO(d)n, which is given by

ProjTG O(d)n(X) = X − symblockdiag(XG⊤)G, for each X ∈ Rnd×d.

Therefore we know that

grad f([G])Ḡ = ProjHḠ
(grad f̄(Ḡ)) =

(
Ind −

1

n
ḠḠ⊤

)
(−2S(Ḡ)Ḡ) = −2S(Ḡ)Ḡ.

The proof is complete.

Remark 3.1. From Lemma 3.3 we observe that the Riemannian gradient method on the quotient
manifold Q coincides with the one on the original manifold O(d)n, i.e.,

grad f([G])Ḡ = grad f̄(Ḡ) at any Ḡ ∈ π−1([G]).

Since the function f̄ is invariant on the equivalence classes Ḡ ∈ π−1([G]), we know that

D f̄(Ḡ)ξ̄Ḡ = ⟨grad f̄(Ḡ), ξ̄Ḡ⟩Ḡ = 0 for any ξ̄Ḡ ∈ VḠ = TḠ(π−1([G])).

Therefore, grad f̄(Ḡ) ∈ (VḠ)⊥ = HḠ is exactly the horizontal lift of grad f([G]) at Ḡ. This
helps us design Riemannian algorithms on the quotient manifold; see section 6 for details.

The following lemma shows the explicit form of quotient Riemannian Hessian vector.
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Lemma 3.4. Let [G] ∈ Q and Ḡ ∈ π−1([G]). Then the unique horizontal lift of the Riemannian
Hessian Hess f([G]) of f with direction H[G] at Ḡ ∈ O(d)n is given by

Hess f([G])
[
H[G]

]
Ḡ

=

(
Ind −

1

n
ḠḠ⊤

)(
ProjTḠ O(d)n(−2S(Ḡ)H̄Ḡ)

)
. (3.2)

Proof. Recall that ∇ and ∇ are the Riemannian connections on Q and O(d)n, respectively. The
Riemannian Hessian of f at [G] ∈ Q is given by

Hess f([G])
[
H[G]

]
= ∇H[G]

grad f([G]), for each H[G] ∈ T[G]Q.

Thus, from [AMS09, (5.15) and Proposition 5.3.3], it follows that

Hess f([G])
[
H[G]

]
Ḡ

= ∇H[G]
grad f([G])

Ḡ
= ProjHḠ

(
∇H̄Ḡ

grad f([G])Ḡ

)
= ProjHḠ

(
ProjTḠ O(d)n

(
Dgrad f̄(Ḡ)

[
H̄Ḡ

]))
,

(3.3)

where D grad f̄(Ḡ) [HḠ] stands for the classical directional derivative. Since

D grad f̄(Ḡ)
[
H̄Ḡ

]
= lim

t→0

2(S(Ḡ)Ḡ− S(Ḡ+ tH̄Ḡ)(Ḡ+ tH̄Ḡ))

t

= −2
(
S(Ḡ)H̄Ḡ + symblockdiag(CH̄ḠḠ⊤ +CḠH̄⊤

Ḡ)Ḡ
)

and ProjTḠ O(d)n
(
symblockdiag(CH̄ḠḠ⊤ +CḠH̄⊤

Ḡ
)Ḡ
)
= 0, it follows from (3.3) that

Hess f([G])
[
H[G]

]
Ḡ

= ProjHḠ

(
ProjTḠ O(d)n

(
−2S(Ḡ)H̄Ḡ

))
=

(
Ind −

1

n
ḠḠ⊤

)(
ProjTḠ O(d)n

(
−2S(Ḡ)H̄Ḡ

))
.

The proof is complete.

4 Improved Estimation: from Average to Worst-Case

In this section, we investigate the deterministic estimation performance of the estimator (Sync-O)
(also (Sync-Q)) for the ground truth G⋆ ∈ Gn from the existing ℓ2 distance to ℓ∞ distance. The
derived ℓ∞ distance bound is similar to the previous one under ℓ2 distance when it transferred
to ℓ2 distance under certain statistical model. However, it controls elementwise estimation error
which improves the result from the average to worst-case scenario.

Before presenting the main results, we first introduce the following ℓ2 estimation error which
is similar to the result in [ZWS21, Lemma 4.1 and 4.2].

Lemma 4.1 (ℓ2-Estimation Error). Let G ∈ Rnd×d be such that G⊤G = nId and tr(G⊤CG) ≥
tr(G⋆⊤CG⋆). Then it follows that

dF ([G], [G⋆]) ≤ 4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

. (4.1)

11



Moreover, all singular values of G⋆⊤G satisfy

n− 8d∥∆∥2

n
≤ σl(G

⋆⊤G) ≤ n, for each l ∈ [d], (4.2)

and the smallest singular value of Ci,:G for i ∈ [n] satisfies

σmin(Ci,:G) ≥ n− 8d∥∆∥2

n
− ∥∆G∥∞. (4.3)

Proof. From the assumption tr(G⊤CG) ≥ tr(G⋆⊤CG⋆) and the generative modelC = G⋆G⋆⊤+
∆, we know that

n2d− tr(G⊤G⋆G⋆⊤G) = tr(G⋆⊤G⋆G⋆⊤G⋆)− tr(G⊤G⋆G⋆⊤G)

≤ tr(G⊤∆G)− tr(G⋆⊤∆G⋆)

= tr
(
(G−G⋆)⊤∆ (G+G⋆)

)
. (4.4)

On the other hand, we have

tr(G⊤G⋆G⋆⊤G) ≤ ∥G⊤G⋆∥ · ∥G⊤G⋆∥∗ ≤ n∥G⊤G⋆∥∗. (4.5)

Without of loss of generality, we assume G satisfies tr(G⊤G⋆) = ∥G⊤G⋆∥∗, and then it follows
from (4.4) and (4.5) that

1

2
dF ([G], [G⋆])2 = nd− ∥G⊤G⋆∥∗ ≤

n2d− tr(G⊤G⋆G⋆⊤G)

n

≤ 1

n
tr
(
(G−G⋆)⊤∆ (G+G⋆)

)
≤ 1

n
∥∆∥∥G−G⋆∥F ∥G+G⋆∥F

=
2
√
nd

n
∥∆∥ · dF ([G], [G⋆]),

which implies that (4.1) holds. Next, from (4.1) we know that

nd− ∥G⋆⊤G∥∗ =
1

2
dF ([G

⋆], [G])2 ≤ 8d∥∆∥2

n
. (4.6)

Since ∥G⋆⊤G∥ ≤ n implies 0 ≤ σl(G
⋆⊤G) ≤ n for l ∈ [d], combined with (4.6) one has

d∑
l=1

(
n− σl(G

⋆⊤G)
)
= nd− ∥G⋆⊤G∥∗ ≤

8d∥∆∥2

n
,

which implies that σmin(G
⋆⊤G) ≥ n − 8d∥∆∥2

n . This together with the definition Ci,:G =
G⋆

iG
⋆⊤G+∆i,:G shows that

σmin(Ci,:G) ≥ σmin(G
⋆⊤G)− ∥(∆G)i∥ ≥ n− 8d∥∆∥2

n
− ∥∆G∥∞.

The proof is complete.
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Recall that Ĝ is one of the optimal solutions of problem (Sync-O) and let Φ be the matrix
of top d eigenvectors of C with Φ⊤Φ = nId. The following proposition illustrates that the
improved estimation error of least-squares estimator which can be controlled by not only ℓ2
distance dF (·, ·) but also ℓ∞ distance d∞(·, ·).

Proposition 4.2 (ℓ∞-Estimation Error). Suppose that ∥∆∥ ≤ n
6d1/2

and G = Ĝ or Φ. Then
for n ≥ 2, it follows that

d∞([G], [G⋆]) ≤ ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ ≤
8 ∥∆G⋆∥∞

n
, (4.7)

where Q⋆ ∈ O(d) satisfy dF ([G], [G⋆]) = ∥G−G⋆Q⋆∥F .

Proof. Fix t ∈ {1, . . . , n} and let G̃ ∈ Rnd×d satisfy

G̃i =

{
G⋆

i , if i = t,

Gi, otherwise.

Since G = Ĝ (resp. G = Φ) is the optimum of the optimization problem maxG∈O(d)n tr(G
⊤CG)

(resp. maxX⊤X=nId
tr(X⊤CX)), we know that tr(G⊤CG) ≥ tr(G̃⊤CG̃), which is equivalent

to

tr
(
(GQ⋆ − G̃)⊤CGQ⋆

)
+ tr

(
Q⋆⊤G⊤C(GQ⋆ − G̃)

)
− tr

(
(GQ⋆ − G̃)⊤C(GQ⋆ − G̃)

)
≥ 0.

This together with the definition of G̃, G and C = G⋆G⋆⊤ +∆ implies that

2 tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤G⋆
tG

⋆⊤GQ⋆
)
+ 2 tr

(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤∆t,:GQ⋆
)

− tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤Ctt(GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t )
)

= tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤Ct,:GQ⋆
)
+ tr

(
Q⋆⊤G⊤C⊤

t,:(GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t )
)

− tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤Ctt(GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t )
)
≥ 0,

and consequently

tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤∆t,:GQ⋆
)
≥ tr

(
(G⋆

t −GtQ
⋆)⊤G⋆

tG
⋆⊤GQ⋆

)
+

1

2
tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤Ctt(GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t )
) (4.8)

Note that G⋆⊤GQ⋆ is symmetric and satisfies G⋆⊤GQ⋆ ⪰ 0, and then it follows that

tr
(
(G⋆

t −GtQ
⋆)⊤G⋆

tG
⋆⊤GQ⋆

)
= tr

(
G⋆

tG
⋆⊤GQ⋆

)
− 1

2
tr
(
Q⋆⊤G⊤

t G
⋆
tG

⋆⊤GQ⋆
)
− 1

2
tr
(
G⋆⊤

t GtQ
⋆G⋆⊤GQ⋆

)
=

1

2
tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤(GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t )G
⋆⊤GQ⋆

)
≥ 1

2
σmin(G

⋆⊤G) · ∥GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t ∥2F .

(4.9)
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On the other hand, one has that

tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤∆t,:GQ⋆
)
≤ ∥∆t,:G∥F ∥GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t ∥F , (4.10)

and also

tr
(
(GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t )

⊤Ctt(GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t )
)
≥ −∥Ctt∥ · ∥GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t ∥2F ≥ −∥GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t ∥2F (4.11)

(noting that ∥∆tt∥ = 0). Thus, combining (4.8) with (4.9), (4.10) and (4.11), it concludes that

2∥∆t,:G∥F ∥GtQ
⋆ −G⋆

t ∥F ≥ (σmin(G
⋆⊤G)− 1) · ∥GtQ

⋆ −G⋆
t ∥2F .

Consequently, from (4.2) and the arbitrariness of t, it follows that

d∞([G], [G⋆]) ≤ ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ = max
i∈[n]

∥GiQ
⋆ −G⋆

i ∥F

≤
2maxi∈[n] ∥∆i,:G

⋆∥F
n− 8d∥∆∥2

n − 1
≤

8 ∥∆G⋆∥∞
n

,
(4.12)

where the last inequality is from ∥∆∥ ≤ n
6d1/2

when n ≥ 2. The proof is complete.

Remark 4.1. Under the standard Gaussian noise setting (i.e., the noise matrices take the form
∆ij = σWij for i < j, where Wij ∈ Rd×d has independent standard Gaussian entries and σ > 0
is the noise level), we know that with high probability

∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤
√
d · max

1≤i≤n
∥∆i,:G

⋆∥ ≲ σ
√
n(d+

√
d log n)

by taking the union bound over all 1 ≤ i ≤ n on ∆i,:G
⋆ = σ

∑
j ̸=iWij with [Ver18, Theorem

4.4.5]. Thus, σ ≲
√
n/d2 log n would satisfy the requirement in Proposition 4.2 for exact recovery.

On the other hand, it is believed that σ ≲
√
n/d (i.e., ∥∆∥ ≲ n since ∥∆∥ ≲ σ

√
nd with high

probability [BBS17]) is the threshold above which is information-theoretically impossible to
exactly recover the signals of the generative model C = GG⊤ +∆ [JCL20]. Hence, the result
in Proposition 4.2 is near-optimal in n and only differs from the information-theoretic threshold
by a sub-optimal factor of

√
d.

Remark 4.2. With the assumption that ∥∆∥ ≲ n/
√
d and ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≲ n (i.e., σ ≲

√
n/d2 log n

under standard Gaussian noise setting from Remark 4.1), we know from Proposition 4.2 that
d∞([Ĝ], [G⋆]) = O(1). Then the least-squares estimator Ĝ staying in the same/totally reverse
connected component with G⋆ (otherwise d∞([Ĝ], [G⋆]) ≥

√
2; cf. [RCBL19, p. 101]). This

makes the relaxation of problem (Sync-O) for (Sync-R) tight and the results of the spectral
method [Lin22b], the SDR [WZZ22, Lin22c], the Burer-Monteiro factorization [BVB16, Lin22c]
and the GPM [LYS20, ZWS21, Lin22a] developed for solving orthogonal group synchronization
can be directly applied to solve the rotation synchronization problem under near-optimal noise
level for exact recovery.
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Figure 2: Minimal distance between components & Tightness of (Sync-O) for (Sync-R).

5 Landscape Analysis via Quotient Manifold

In this section, we focus on the landscape analysis of orthogonal synchronization problem through
the established quotient approach. We will show the local strongly concave property around the
global maximizer [Ĝ] of the problem (Sync-Q) (i.e., Ĝ ∈ O(d)n is a global maximizer of the
original problem (Sync-O)). Then, as a byproduct, we derive the local error bound property of
the original problem (Sync-O).

First, we introduce the main result of this section that problem (Sync-Q) is locally geodesi-
cally strongly concave around the global maximizer under certain additive noise.

Theorem 5.1 (Local Geodesic Strong Concavity). Suppose that ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

20d1/2
and ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤

n
20 . Then with

ρF =
1

10
min

{√
n,

n

∥∆∥

}
and ρ∞ =

1

4
(5.1)

such that for any G ∈ O(d)n satisfying dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ ρF and ∥GQ̂ − Ĝ∥∞ ≤ ρ∞, it follows
that

−
〈
Hess f([G])[H[G]],H[G]

〉
≥ n

5
· ⟨H[G],H[G]⟩ > 0, for all H[G] ∈ T[G]Q\

{
0[G]

}
,

where Q̂ ∈ O(d) satisfies dF ([G], [Ĝ]) = ∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥F .

Proof. Since for any [G] ∈ Q and H[G] ∈ T[G]Q\{0[G]} one has that〈
Hess f([G])[H[G]],H[G]

〉
=
〈
Hess f([G])[H[G]]G, H̄G

〉
,

then it suffices to prove that

−
〈
Hess f([G])[H[G]]G, H̄G

〉
> 0, for all H̄G ∈ HG\{0G},
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where from (3.2) and H̄G := [. . . ;GiEi; . . .] with
∑n

i=1Ei = 0 we know that

− 1

2

〈
Hess f([G])[H[G]]G, H̄G

〉
= tr

(
H̄⊤

G

(
Ind −

1

n
GG⊤

)(
ProjTG O(d)n(S(G)H̄G)

))
= tr

(
H̄⊤

G

(
Ind −

1

n
GG⊤

)(
Diag

([
. . . ;Ci,:GG⊤

i ; . . .
])

−C
)
H̄G

)

= tr

([. . . ,E⊤
i G

⊤
i , . . .

]
− 1

n

∑
i

E⊤
i G

⊤

)[. . . ;Ci,:GEi; . . .]−

. . . ;∑
j

CijGjEj ; . . .


= tr

[. . . ,E⊤
i G

⊤
i , . . .]

[. . . ;Ci,:GEi; . . .]−

. . . ;∑
j

CijGjEj ; . . .


= tr

∑
i

E⊤
i G

⊤
i Ci,:GEi −

∑
i

∑
j

E⊤
i G

⊤
i CijGjEj

 . (5.2)

Let Q⋆ ∈ O(d) satisfy dF ([G
⋆], [G]) = ∥G⋆Q⋆ −G∥F for any G ∈ O(d), and from

∑n
i=1Ei = 0

we know that G⊤[. . . ;GiEi; . . .] = 0, which implies that∥∥∥G⋆⊤[. . . ;GiEi; . . .]
∥∥∥2
F
=
∥∥∥[. . . ;GiEi; . . .]

⊤(G⋆ −GQ⋆)
∥∥∥2
F
≤ dF ([G

⋆], [G])2 ·
∑
i

∥Ei∥2F . (5.3)

Thus, from (5.2) with C = G⋆G⋆⊤ +∆, we derive that for any [G] ∈ Q and G ∈ π−1([G]),

− 1

2

〈
Hess f([G])[H[G]]G, H̄G

〉
= tr

∑
i

E⊤
i G

⊤
i Ci,:GG⊤

i GiEi −
∑
i

∑
j

E⊤
i G

⊤
i G

⋆
iG

⋆⊤
j GjEj −

∑
i

∑
j

E⊤
i G

⊤
i ∆ijGjEj


= tr

(∑
i

E⊤
i G

⊤
i Ci,:ĜĜ⊤

i GiEi

)
+ tr

(∑
i

E⊤
i G

⊤
i (Ci,:GG⊤

i −Ci,:ĜĜ⊤
i )GiEi

)

−
∥∥∥G⋆⊤[. . . ;GiEi; . . .]

∥∥∥2
F
− tr

(
[. . . ;GiEi; . . .]

⊤∆[. . . ;GiEi; . . .]
)

≥
(
min
i∈[n]

{
σmin(Ci,:ĜĜ⊤

i )
}
−max

i∈[n]
∥Ci,:(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F −max

i∈[n]
∥Ci,:Ĝ(GiQ̂− Ĝi)

⊤∥F
)∑

i

∥Ei∥2F

− dF ([G
⋆], [G])2 ·

∑
i

∥Ei∥2F − ∥∆∥ ·
∑
i

∥Ei∥2F , (5.4)

where Ĝ ∈ O(d) is a global maximizer of problem (Sync-O) indicating that Ci,:ĜĜ⊤
i ⪰ 0 by
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[ZWS21, Lemma 3.6], and the inequality is from (5.3), Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and also

tr

(∑
i

E⊤
i G

⊤
i (Ci,:GG⊤

i −Ci,:ĜĜ⊤
i )GiEi

)
≥ −

∑
i

∥Ci,:GG⊤
i −Ci,:ĜQ̂⊤G⊤

i +Ci,:ĜQ̂⊤G⊤
i −Ci,:ĜĜ⊤

i ∥F ∥Ei∥2F

≥ −
(
max
i∈[n]

∥Ci,:(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F +max
i∈[n]

∥Ci,:Ĝ(GiQ̂− Ĝi)
⊤∥F

)∑
i

∥Ei∥2F .

To proceed, in the following part we will analyze each term in (5.4). First, from (4.3) one
has that

min
i∈[n]

{
σmin(Ci,:ĜĜ⊤

i )
}
= min

i∈[n]

{
σmin(Ci,:Ĝ)

}
≥ n− 8d∥∆∥2

n
− ∥∆Ĝ∥∞. (5.5)

Next, since we know from (4.1) that

∥G⋆⊤(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F ≤ ∥(G⋆ − ĜQ̂⋆)⊤(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F + ∥Ĝ⊤(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F

≤ ∥G⋆ − ĜQ̂⋆∥F ∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥F +

√
∥Ĝ⊤G∥2F − 2n∥Ĝ⊤G∥∗ + n2d

= dF ([G], [G⋆]) · dF ([G], [Ĝ]) +

√√√√ d∑
i

(
n− σi(Ĝ⊤G)

)2
≤ 4

√
d ∥∆∥√
n

· dF ([G], [Ĝ]) +

√(
nd− ∥Ĝ⊤G∥∗

)2
=

4
√
d ∥∆∥√
n

· dF ([G], [Ĝ]) +
1

2
dF ([G], [Ĝ])2,

where Q̂⋆ ∈ O(d) satisfy dF ([G
⋆], [Ĝ]) = ∥G⋆Q̂⋆ − Ĝ∥F , it follows that

max
i∈[n]

∥Ci,:(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F ≤ max
i∈[n]

∥G⋆
iG

⋆⊤(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F +max
i∈[n]

∥∆i(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F

≤ ∥G⋆⊤(GQ̂− Ĝ)∥F + ∥∆∥ · dF ([G], [Ĝ])

≤ 4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

· dF ([G], [Ĝ]) +
1

2
dF ([G], [Ĝ])2 + ∥∆∥ · dF ([G], [Ĝ])

≤

(
1

2
dF ([G], [Ĝ]) +

4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

+ ∥∆∥

)
· dF ([G], [Ĝ]). (5.6)

On the other hand, we know that

max
i∈[n]

∥Ci,:Ĝ(GiQ̂− Ĝi)
⊤∥F ≤ max

i∈[n]
∥Ci,:Ĝ∥ ·max

i∈[n]
∥GiQ̂− Ĝi∥F

≤
(
∥G⋆⊤Ĝ∥+ ∥∆Ĝ∥∞

)
· ∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥∞

≤
(
n+ ∥∆Ĝ∥∞

)
· ∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥∞. (5.7)
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Thus, combining (5.4) with (5.5), (5.6) and (5.7) we know that

− 1

2

〈
Hess f([G])[H[G]],H[G]

〉
≥

(
n− 8d∥∆∥2

n
− ∥∆Ĝ∥∞ − ∥∆∥ −

(
1

2
dF ([G], [Ĝ]) +

4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

+ ∥∆∥

)
· dF ([G], [Ĝ])

− dF ([G], [G⋆])2 − (n+ ∥∆Ĝ∥∞) · ∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥∞

)
·
∑
i

∥Ei∥2F . (5.8)

Consequently, the inequality (5.8) together with

dF ([G], [G⋆]) ≤ dF ([G], [Ĝ]) + dF ([Ĝ], [G⋆]) ≤ dF ([G], [Ĝ]) +
4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

,

and also

∥∆Ĝ∥∞ ≤ ∥∆(ĜQ̂⋆ −G⋆)∥∞ + ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ ∥∆∥ · dF ([Ĝ], [G⋆]) + ∥∆G⋆∥∞

≤ 4
√
d∥∆∥2√
n

+ ∥∆G⋆∥∞
(5.9)

by (4.1) completes the proof with the given assumptions.

The following proposition shows that under the same noise level as in Theorem 5.1, the
ground truth [G⋆] ∈ Q falls in the region that the function f is geodesically strongly concave.

Proposition 5.2. Suppose that ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

80d1/2
and ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

40 with n ≥ 2. Then for any

global maximizer Ĝ ∈ O(d)n of (Sync-O), it satisfies

dF ([Ĝ], [G⋆]) ≤ 1

2
ρF and ∥ĜQ̂⋆ −G⋆∥∞ ≤ 1

2
ρ∞,

where ρF , ρ∞ are given by Theorem 5.1.

Proof. From (4.1) and (4.12) we know that

dF ([Ĝ], [G⋆]) ≤ 4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

and ∥ĜQ̂⋆ −G⋆∥∞ ≤
2 ∥∆G⋆∥∞

n− 8d∥∆∥2
n − 1

. (5.10)

Note that ρF = 1
10 min

{√
n, n

∥∆∥

}
and ρ∞ = 1

4 are given by Theorem 5.1. Then we know from

the assumption ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

80d1/2
that ∥∆∥ ≤ min

{
n

80d1/2
, n3/4

10d1/4

}
, which implies that

4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

≤ 1

20
min

{√
n,

n

∥∆∥

}
and consequently dF ([Ĝ], [G⋆]) ≤ 1

2ρF . In the meantime, from ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

80d1/2
and ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

40
with n ≥ 2, one has that

d

n
· ∥∆∥2 + 2 ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ 1

8
(n− 1),
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and then
2 ∥∆G⋆∥∞

n− 8d∥∆∥2
n − 1

≤ 1

8
.

Thus, we have that ∥ĜQ̂⋆ −G⋆∥∞ ≤ 1
2ρ∞. The proof is complete.

Next, we aim at obtaining the Riemannian local error bound property from the conclusion
of Theorem 5.1, i.e., the function f is geodesically strongly concave on the region [N ] := {[G] ∈
Q | G ∈ N} where

N := {G ∈ O(d)n | dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ ρF and d∞([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ ρ∞}.
Without loss of generality, we assume the sets N and [N ] are geodesically convex since we can
alway scale the region by a constant letting the set contained by a geodesically convex set. It is
more convenient for us to assume the geodesical convexity to promise the existence of a geodesic
between any two points.

Now, we derive the following corollary showing that (Riemannian) local error bound property
holds on not only the quotient manifold Q and but also the original manifold O(d)n around the
global maximizer Ĝ.

Corollary 5.3 ((Riemannian) Local Error Bound). Suppose that ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

20d1/2
and ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤

n
20 . Then for any G ∈ O(d)n satisfying

dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ ρF and ∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥∞ ≤ ρ∞

with ρF , ρ∞ given by Theorem 5.1, it follows that

dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ dQ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ 10

n
∥ grad f([G])∥[G] ≤

10

n
∥ grad f̄(G)∥F . (5.11)

Proof. By Theorem 5.1 we know that the function f is geodesically strongly concave on the
region [N ]. Then from the properties of differentiable geodesically strongly concave functions,
there exists an absolute constant c > 0 such that for any [G] ∈ [N ], one has that

−f([Ĝ]) ≥ −f([G])− ⟨grad f([G]), γ̇(0)⟩[G] +
n

10
∥γ̇(0)∥2[G],

where γ : [0, 1] → Q is any geodesic segment connecting [Ĝ] and [G] contained in [N ]. Thus,

∥ grad f([G])∥[G]∥γ̇(0)∥[G] ≥ ⟨grad f([G]), γ̇(0)⟩[G]

≥ f([Ĝ])− f([G]) +
n

10
∥γ̇(0)∥2[G]

≥ n

10
∥γ̇(0)∥2[G],

and consequently ∥γ̇(0)∥[G] ≤ 10
n ∥ grad f([G])∥[G]. This together with the fact that dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤

dQ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ ∥γ̇(0)∥[G] implies that

dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ dQ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ 10

n
∥ grad f([G])∥[G] =

10

n
∥grad f([G])G∥F

=
10

n
∥ProjHG

(grad f̄(G))∥F

=
10

n
∥ grad f̄(G)∥F .

The proof is complete.
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Remark 5.1. The tolerance of noise level for the local error bound result of the rotation
group SO(d) synchronization problem is improved from ∥∆∥ ≲

√
n/d [ZWS21, Proposition

4.5, Theorem 4.3] (which only allow constant noise level when specialized to Gaussian noise)
to ∥∆∥ ≲ n3/4/

√
d in Corollary 5.3 deterministically. Near-optimal bound ∥∆∥ ≲ n/

√
d log n

can be obtain by leave-one-out technique under statistical models, e.g., Gaussian noise setting
[ZB18, Lin22a].

Remark 5.2. From [ZWS21, Theorem 4.3] we know that when dF ([G], [G⋆]) = O(
√
n) (i.e.,

dF ([G], [Ĝ]) = O(
√
n)) is sufficient to guarantee the error bound with the residual function

related to the fixed point (FP) of the GPM [ZWS21, Remark 4.4]. However, in Theorem 5.1
and Corollary 5.3, besides the tighter requirement dF ([G], [Ĝ]) = O(min{

√
n, n/∥∆∥}), we need

extra assumption that d∞([G], [Ĝ]) = O(1) to promise the local error bound (5.11) with the
characterization of first-order critical point (FOCP) as a residual function. This is consistent
with the landscape of orthogonal group sychronization problem that a FP is always a FOCP (cf.
[ZWS21, Section 3]) which implies that the quantity of FOCPs are larger than the FPs. Also,
we give the following example to show that such additional assumption d∞([G], [Ĝ]) = O(1) is
necessary.

Example. Let d = 2 and ∆ = 0, and then G⋆ = Ĝ. Take G ∈ O(d)n for i ∈ [n] satisfying that

Gi =

{
−Ĝi, if i = 1,

Ĝi, otherwise.

Then we know that grad f̄(G) = S(G)G = 0 since

S(G) = (n− 2) ·Diag ([−I2; I2; I2; . . . ; I2])− ĜĜ⊤.

The global optimum is unique up to rotation while dF ([G], [Ĝ]) =
√
2, which means that G is

only a FOCP.

Figure 3: Relationship among geodesically strongly concave region, FPs and FOCPs.
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6 Riemannian Gradient Method with Convergence Analysis

In this section, we will investigate the (quotient) Riemannian gradient method with its conver-
gence analysis for solving (Sync-O)/(Sync-Q). To begin with, we propose the following (quotient)
Riemannian gradient method on O(d)n.

Algorithm 1 (Quotient) Riemannian Gradient Method

1: Input: The matrix C, the stepsize tk ≥ 0 and initial point G0 ∈ Gn.
2: for k = 0, 1, . . . do
3: Gk+1 := ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G

k))
4: end for

From Lemma 3.3 and Remark 3.1 we know that for any [G] ∈ Q and G ∈ π−1([G]), the
unique horizontal lift of the Riemannian gradient grad f([G]) of f at G ∈ O(d)n is given by

grad f([G])G = grad f̄(G),

and the exponential map Exp has the form

Exp[G](ξ[G]) := π(ExpG(ξ̄G)), for each ξ[G] ∈ T[G]Q,

where ξ̄Ḡ ∈ HḠ is the horizontal lift of a ξ[G] ∈ T[G]Q at Ḡ. Thus, the above Algorithm 1 can
also be viewed as quotient Riemannian gradient method on the quotient manifold Q.

Now, we are going to prove the sufficient ascent and cost-to-go estimation properties which
play an important role to obtain the convergence result of Algorithm 1.

Proposition 6.1. Let α ∈ (0, 1). Suppose that

0 < tk ≤ 1− α

n(d+ 1) + ∥∆∥+
√
d · ∥∆Gk∥∞

. (6.1)

Then the sequence {Gk}k≥0 generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies:

(i) (Sufficient Ascent) f([Gk+1])− f([Gk]) ≥ αtk∥ grad f̄(Gk)∥2F ;

(ii) (Cost-to-Go Estimate) f([Ĝ])− f([Gk]) ≤ (2n+ ∥∆∥+ ∥∆Ĝ∥∞) · dF ([Gk], [Ĝ])2.

Proof. Let Gk
+ := Gk+tk grad f̄(G

k). By the definition of f̃ we know that for any X,Y ∈ Rnd×d

∥∇f̃(X)−∇f̃(Y )∥F = 2∥C(X − Y )∥F ≤ 2∥C∥ · ∥X − Y ∥F ,

where ∥C∥ = ∥G⋆G⋆⊤+∆∥ ≤ n+∥∆∥. Thus,∇f̃ is L-Lipschitz continuous with L := 2n+2∥∆∥,
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and consequently

f([Gk])− f([Gk+1])

= f̃(Gk)− f̃
(
ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G

k))
)

≤
〈
∇f̃(Gk),Gk − ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G

k))
〉
+

L

2

∥∥∥ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G
k))−Gk

∥∥∥2
F

=
〈
∇f̃(Gk),Gk −Gk

+ +Gk
+ − ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G

k))
〉
+

L

2

∥∥∥ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G
k))−Gk

∥∥∥2
F

≤ − tk

〈
∇f̃(Gk), grad f̄(Gk)

〉
+
√
d · ∥∇f̃(Gk)∥∞

∥∥∥ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G
k))−Gk

+

∥∥∥
F

+
L

2

∥∥∥ExpGk(tk grad f̄(G
k))−Gk

∥∥∥2
F

≤ − tk∥ grad f̄(Gk)∥2F +

√
d

2
∥∇f̃(Gk)∥∞∥tk grad f̄(Gk)∥2F +

L

2
∥tk grad f̄(Gk)∥2F , (6.2)

where the last inequality follows from (2.3) and (2.4). From the definition of ∇f̃ it follows that

∥∇f̃(G)∥∞ = 2∥CG∥∞ ≤ 2∥G⋆⊤G∥F + 2∥∆G∥∞ ≤ 2n
√
d+ 2∥∆G∥∞ for each G ∈ O(d)n.

This together with (6.2) implies that

f([Gk])− f([Gk+1])

≤ − tk∥ grad f̄(Gk)∥2F +

(
nd+

√
d · ∥∆Gk∥∞ +

L

2

)
∥tk grad f̄(Gk)∥2F

=
((

n(d+ 1) + ∥∆∥+
√
d · ∥∆Gk∥∞

)
tk − 1

)
tk∥ grad f̄(Gk)∥2F .

Then we conclude that for any 0 < tk ≤ 1−α
n(d+1)+∥∆∥+

√
d·∥∆Gk∥∞

,

f([Gk])− f([Gk+1]) ≤ −αtk∥ grad f̄(Gk)∥2F ,

which completes proof of the conclusion (i). The analysis for (ii) is similar to the [ZWS21,
Proposition 5.4(b)]. For the sake of completeness, we present the proof here. Assume that for
all k ≥ 0, Q̂k ∈ O(d) satisfies dF ([G

k], [Ĝ]) = ∥GkQ̂k − Ĝ∥F . Let D : O(d)n → Snd be defined
as

D(G) := Diag
([

UC1,:GΣC1,:GU⊤
C1,:G; . . . ;UCn,:GΣCn,:GU⊤

Cn,:G

])
−C. (6.3)

From [ZWS21, Lemma 3.6, Lemma 3.3(b)] we know that D(Ĝ)Ĝ = 0. This together with
[ZWS21, Lemma 3.3(d)] shows that

f([Ĝ])− f([Gk]) = tr(Ĝ⊤CĜ)− tr(Gk⊤CGk) =
n∑

i=1

∥Ci,:Ĝ∥∗ − tr(Gk⊤CGk)

= tr
(
Gk⊤

[
Diag

([
U

C1,:Ĝ
Σ

C1,:Ĝ
U⊤

C1,:Ĝ
; . . . ;U

Cn,:Ĝ
Σ

Cn,:Ĝ
U⊤

Cn,:Ĝ

])
−C

]
Gk
)

= tr
(
(GkQ̂k − Ĝ)⊤D(Ĝ)(GkQ̂k − Ĝ)

)
≤
(
∥C∥+max

i∈[n]
∥Ci,:Ĝ∥

)
· dF ([Gk], [Ĝ])2,
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where

∥C∥+max
i∈[n]

∥Ci,:Ĝ∥ ≤ n+ ∥∆∥+max
i∈[n]

∥G⋆
iG

⋆⊤Ĝ∥+ ∥∆Ĝ∥∞ ≤ 2n+ ∥∆∥+ ∥∆Ĝ∥∞.

The proof is complete.

Now we are ready to state the convergence theorem of Algorithm 1 as the main result for
this section.

Theorem 6.2 (Convergence Theorem). Suppose that ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

20d1/2
, ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

20 . Suppose

further that the sequence {Gk}k≥0 generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies that for k ≥ 0,

0 < t ≤ tk ≤ 1− α

n(d+ 1) + ∥∆∥+
√
d · ∥∆Gk∥∞

with α ∈ (0, 1) for some t > 0, and

dF ([G
k], [Ĝ]) ≤ ρF , ∥GkQk − Ĝ∥∞ ≤ ρ∞, (6.4)

where Qk ∈ O(d) satisfies dF ([G
k], [Ĝ]) = ∥GkQk− Ĝ∥F and ρF , ρ∞ are given by Theorem 5.1.

Then the sequence {f([Gk])}k≥0 converges Q-linearly to f([Ĝ]), i.e.,

f([Ĝ])− f([Gk]) ≤
(
f([Ĝ])− f([G0])

)
λk, for each k ≥ 0,

and the sequence {Gk}k≥0 converges R-linearly to some G∗ ∈ [Ĝ], i.e.,

dF ([G
k], [Ĝ]) ≤ ∥Gk −G∗∥F ≤ a

(
f([Ĝ])− f([G0])

) 1
2
λ

k
2 , for each k ≥ 0,

where a > 0, λ ∈ (0, 1) are constants that depend only on n and d.

Proof. Since all assumptions are satisfied in Corollary 5.3, we know for all k ≥ 0 that

dF ([G
k], [Ĝ]) ≤ 10

n
∥ grad f([Gk])∥[Gk] ≤

10

n
∥ grad f̄(Gk)∥F . (6.5)

Then combining (6.5) with Proposition 6.1 it follows that

f([Ĝ])− f([Gk]) ≤ 3n · dF ([Gk], [Ĝ])2 ≤ 300

n
∥ grad f([Gk])∥2F

≤ 300

αnt

(
f([Gk+1])− f([Gk])

)
,

(6.6)

where the first inequality is from 2n+ ∥∆∥+ ∥∆Ĝ∥∞ ≤ 3n, since

∥∆Ĝ∥∞ ≤ ∥∆∥ · dF ([Ĝ], [G⋆]) + ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ 4
√
d∥∆∥2√
n

+ ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

10
.

Then we have that

f([Ĝ])− f([Gk+1]) = f([Ĝ])− f([Gk])−
(
f([Gk+1])− f([Gk])

)
≤
(
300

αnt
− 1

)(
f([Gk+1])− f([Ĝ]) + f([Ĝ])− f([Gk])

)
.

(6.7)
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Since f([Ĝ]) ≥ f([Gk]) for k ∈ N, we may assume without loss of generality that a′ = 300
αnt > 1.

Thus, from (6.7) one has that

f([Ĝ])− f([Gk+1]) ≤ a′ − 1

a′

(
f([Ĝ])− f([Gk])

)
, (6.8)

which yields with λ = a′−1
a′ ∈ (0, 1) that

f([Ĝ])− f([Gk]) ≤
(
f([Ĝ])− f([G0])

)
λk. (6.9)

From (6.1) and (2.3) we know that for all k that

α

t
∥Gk+1 −Gk∥2F ≤ αtk∥ grad f̄(Gk)∥2F ≤ f([Gk+1])− f([Gk]) ≤ f([Ĝ])− f([Gk]).

Combining this with (6.8), it follows that for any k, l that

α

t
∥Gk+l+1 −Gk+l∥2F ≤ f([Ĝ])− f([Gk+l]) ≤

(
a′ − 1

a′

)l (
f([Ĝ])− f([Gk])

)
.

Thus, one has that

∥Gk+l −Gk∥F ≤
l∑

i=1

∥Gk+i −Gk+i−1∥F ≤
l∑

i=1

ρi
(
f([Ĝ])− f([Gk])

) 1
2

≤ ρ(1− ρl)

1− ρ

(
f([Ĝ])− f([Gk])

) 1
2
,

(6.10)

where ρ :=
√

t
α

(
a′−1
a′

) 1
2
. Consequently, {Gk}k≥0 is a Cauchy sequence. Let l → ∞ and we

know from (6.10) that for some G∗ ∈ [Ĝ] one has that

dF ([G
k], [Ĝ]) ≤ ∥Gk −G∗∥F ≤ ρ

1− ρ

(
f([Ĝ])− f([Gk])

) 1
2 ≤ a

(
f([Ĝ])− f([G0])

) 1
2
λ

k
2

with a := ρ
1−ρ . This completes the proof.

In order to apply Theorem 6.2 for deriving the global convergence of Algorithm 1, we still
need to find a proper initialization strategy and promise the iterates of the algorithm will not
leave the effective domain of the Riemannian local error bound once it steps in (i.e., (6.4)).

We first handle the latter part for keeping the iterates in the effective domain of Corollary
5.3. To begin with, we have the following lemma with proof in Appendix B.

Lemma 6.3. Let G,H1,H2 ∈ Rnd×d satisfy G⊤G = H⊤
1 H1 = H⊤

2 H2 = nId and Q be such
that dF ([H1], [H2]) = ∥H1Q−H2∥F . Suppose that ε1, ε2 ∈

(
0, 12
)
with

dF ([H1], [G]) = ∥H1 −G∥F ≤ ε1
√
n and dF ([H2], [G]) = ∥H2 −G∥F ≤ ε2

√
n.

Then it follows that

∥Q− Id∥F ≤ 2min{dF ([H1], [G]), dF ([H2], [G])}
n− 2max{dF ([H1], [G])2,dF ([H2], [G])2}

· dF ([H1], [H2])

≤ 4min{ε1, ε2}√
n

· dF ([H1], [H2]).
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With the help of Lemma 6.3, we have the following result to keep the iterates in the region.
As an example, we only show the case when d = 3, the conclusion and proof of Proposition 6.4
is similar when d ̸= 3 depending on the slight difference of explicit form of the exponential map.

Proposition 6.4 (Staying in Ball for d = 3). Let G ∈ O(3)n and Q⋆ := argminQ ∥GQ−G⋆∥F .
Let E⋆ := [E⋆

1 ; . . . ;E
⋆
n] ∈ Skew(3)n satisfy G⋆

i = Gi exp(E
⋆
i )Q

⋆ for i ∈ [n]. Suppose that the
following assumptions hold:

• (Noise) ∥∆∥ ≤ n
50 and ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

400 ;

• (Distance) ∥E⋆∥F ≤ 1
200 ·min

{√
n, n

∥∆∥

}
and ∥E⋆∥∞ ≤ 1

10 ;

• (Stepsize) t ≤ 1
2n .

Then it follows that

dF ([G
+], [G⋆]) ≤ 1

200
·min

{√
n,

n

∥∆∥

}
and ∥G+Q⋆

+ −G⋆∥∞ ≤ 1

10
,

where G+ := G exp(t grad f̄(G)) and Q⋆
+ := argmin

Q
∥G+Q−G⋆∥F .

Proof. First, from Lemma 2.1 we have the following relationship that

∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ = max
i∈[n]

∥GiQ
⋆ −G⋆

i ∥F = max
i∈[n]

∥ exp(E⋆
i )− Id∥F ≤ ∥E⋆∥∞ (6.11)

and

dF ([G], [G⋆]) = ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥F =

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥ exp(E⋆
i )− Id∥2F ≤ ∥E⋆∥F . (6.12)

Also, we have the following useful bound

∥∆G∥∞ ≤ ∥∆(GQ⋆ −G⋆)∥∞ + ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ ∥∆G⋆∥∞ + ∥∆∥ · dF ([G], [G⋆])

which implies that ∥∆G∥∞ ≤ κn with κ = 1
100 .

Since dF ([G], [G⋆])2 = 2(nd − ∥G⋆⊤G∥∗), there exists U ∈ O(d) such that G⋆⊤GQ⋆ =
UΣG⋆⊤GU⊤. Then from the definition of grad f̄(G), for each i ∈ [n] one has that

(grad f̄(G))i

= 2(C − symblockdiag(CGG⊤))G

= Ci,:G−GiG
⊤C⊤

i,:Gi

=
(
G⋆

iG
⋆⊤GG⊤

i −GiG
⊤G⋆G⋆⊤

i +∆i,:GG⊤
i −GiG

⊤∆i,:

)
Gi

=
(
G⋆

iUΣG⋆⊤GU⊤Q⋆⊤G⊤
i −GiQ

⋆UΣG⋆⊤GU⊤G⋆⊤
i +∆i,:GG⊤

i −GiG
⊤∆i,:

)
Gi

=
(
Gi exp(E

⋆
i )ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤G⊤

i −GiŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤ exp(E⋆
i )

⊤G⊤
i +∆i,:GG⊤

i −GiG
⊤∆i,:

)
Gi,

(6.13)
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where Ū := Q⋆U . On the other hand, we know the explicit form of the exponential map for
each H ∈ Skew(3):

exp(H) = I3 +

√
2 sin

(√
2
2 ∥H∥F

)
∥H∥F

H +
2
(
1− cos

(√
2
2 ∥H∥F

))
∥H∥2F

H2. (6.14)

Then from (6.12), (6.13) and (6.14) we know that

∥tG⊤
i grad f̄(G)i −E⋆

i ∥F

=
∥∥∥t(exp(E⋆

i )ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤ − ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤ exp(E⋆
i )

⊤ +G⊤
i ∆i,:G−G⊤∆iGi

)
−E⋆

i

∥∥∥
F

≤

∥∥∥∥∥t sin
(√

2

2
∥E⋆

i ∥F

) √
2

∥E⋆
i ∥F

(
E⋆

i ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤ + ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤E⋆
i

)
−E⋆

i

∥∥∥∥∥
F

+

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2t
(
1− cos

(√
2
2 ∥E⋆

i ∥F
))

∥E⋆
i ∥2F

(E⋆2
i ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤ − ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤E⋆2

i )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
F

+ 2t∥∆i,:G∥F

≤ ∥E⋆
i ∥F ∥2tΣG⋆⊤G − Id∥+ 2t∥ΣG⋆⊤G∥ · ∥E⋆

i ∥2F + 2t∥∆i,:G∥F
≤ ∥E⋆

i ∥F (1− 2tσmin(ΣG⋆⊤G)) + 2tn∥E⋆
i ∥2F + 2t∥∆i,:G∥F

≤
(
1− t

(
2− 1

n
dF ([G

⋆], [G])2
)
n

)
∥E⋆

i ∥F + 2tn∥E⋆
i ∥2F + 2t∥∆i,:G∥F

≤
(
1− t

(
2− 2∥E⋆

i ∥F − 1

n
∥E⋆∥2F

)
n

)
∥E⋆

i ∥F + 2t∥∆i,:G∥F , (6.15)

where 1− 2tσmin(ΣG⋆⊤G) ≥ 0 is from 1− 2tn ≥ 0 (by t ≤ 1
2n), and the last two inequalities hold

since

σmin(G
⋆⊤G) ≥ n−

d∑
l=1

(
n− σl(G

⋆⊤G)
)
= n− (nd− ∥G⋆⊤G∥∗) = n− 1

2
dF ([G

⋆], [G])2

(noting that ∥G⋆⊤G∥ ≤ n implies 0 ≤ σl(G
⋆⊤G) ≤ n for l ∈ [d]). SinceG+ = ExpG(t grad f̄(G))

and the 1-Lipschitz property of the exponential map on skew-symmetric space (i.e., ∥ exp(X)−
exp(Y )∥F ≤ ∥X − Y ∥F for all X,Y ∈ Skew(d)) from Lemma 2.1, one has for each i ∈ [n] that

∥G+
i Q

⋆ −G⋆
i ∥F = ∥Gi exp(tG

⊤
i grad f̄(G)i)Q

⋆ −G⋆
i ∥F

= ∥ exp(tG⊤
i grad f̄(G)i)− exp(E⋆

i )∥F
≤ ∥tG⊤

i grad f̄(G)i −E⋆
i ∥F . (6.16)

Thus, we deduce from (6.13), (6.14), (6.15) and (6.16) with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
∑n

i=1(ai+

bi)
2 ≤

(√∑n
i=1 a

2
i +

√∑n
i=1 b

2
i

)2
that

dF ([G
+], [G⋆])2 ≤

n∑
i=1

∥G+
i Q

⋆ −G⋆
i ∥2F ≤

n∑
i=1

∥tG⊤
i grad f̄(G)i −E⋆

i ∥2F

≤
[(

1− t

(
2− 2∥E⋆∥∞ − 1

n
∥E⋆∥2F

)
n

)
∥E⋆∥F + 2t∥∆G∥∞

]2
.
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Thus, from ∥E⋆∥F ≤ εmin
{√

n, n
∥∆∥

}
with ε := 1

200 , ∥E
⋆
i ∥F ≤ 1

10 , t ≤
1
2n and ∥∆G∥∞ ≤ κn, it

follows that

dF ([G
+], [G⋆])2 ≤ ε2min

{
n,

n2

∥∆∥2

}
.

Again by (6.13), we also have that

∥ grad f̄(G)i∥F = ∥ exp(E⋆
i )ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤ − ŪΣG⋆⊤GŪ⊤ exp(E⋆

i )
⊤ +G⊤

i ∆i,:G−G⊤∆i,:Gi∥F
≤ 2∥E⋆

i ∥F ∥ΣG⋆⊤G∥+ 2∥ΣG⋆⊤G∥ · ∥E⋆
i ∥2F + 2∥∆i,:G∥F

≤ 2n(1 + ∥E⋆
i ∥F )∥E⋆

i ∥F + 2∥∆i,:G∥F

and consequently

∥ grad f̄(G)∥F =

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥ grad f̄(G)i∥2F ≤ 2

√√√√ n∑
i=1

(
n(∥E⋆

i ∥F + ∥E⋆
i ∥2F ) + ∥∆i,:G∥F

)2
≤ 2
√
2
(
(1 + ∥E⋆∥∞)2n2∥E⋆∥2F + ∥∆G∥2F

)
.

Then, one has that

dF ([G
+], [G])2 ≤ ∥G−G+∥2F ≤ ∥t grad f̄(G)∥2F ≤ t2n3

1000
. (6.17)

Note from (6.12) that dF ([G], [G⋆])2 = ∥GQ⋆−G⋆∥2F ≤ ε2n. LetQ⋆
+ := argminQ ∥G+Q−G⋆∥F

and Q+ := argminQ ∥G−G+Q∥F . Then from Lemma 6.3 with (6.17) and the fact that

Q⊤
+Q

⋆
+Q

⋆⊤ = argmin
Q

∥∥∥G⋆Q⋆⊤ −G+Q+Q
∥∥∥
F
,

one has with ε1 := ε, ε2 :=
tn√
1000

and dF ([G
+], [G⋆]) ≤ ε

√
n that

∥Q⊤
+Q

⋆
+Q

⋆⊤ − Id∥F ≤ 4min {ε1, ε2} ·
dF ([G

+], [G⋆])√
n

≤ 4εmin

{
ε,

tn√
1000

}
.

On the other hand we know that

∥Q+ − Id∥F =

∥∥∥∥Q+ − 1

n
G+⊤G+

1

n
G+⊤G− Id

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 2

n
∥G+⊤G− nId∥F ≤ nt

15
,

where the last inequality is from (6.17) and

∥G+⊤G− nId∥F ≤
n∑

i=1

∥∥exp(t grad f̄(G)i)− Id
∥∥
F
≤

n∑
i=1

∥∥t grad f̄(G)i
∥∥
F
≤ t

√
n
∥∥grad f̄(G)

∥∥
F
.

Hence, we obtain

∥Q⋆
+ −Q⋆∥F ≤ ∥Q⊤

+Q
⋆
+Q

⋆⊤ − Id∥F + ∥Q+ − Id∥F ≤ 4εmin

{
ε,

tn√
1000

}
+

nt

15
. (6.18)
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Finally, from (6.15), (6.16) and (6.18) we conclude that

∥G+
i Q

⋆
+ −G⋆

i ∥F ≤ ∥G+
i Q

⋆ −G⋆
i ∥F + ∥Q⋆ −Q⋆

+∥F

≤
(
1− t

(
2− 2∥E⋆∥∞ − 1

n
∥E⋆∥2F

)
n

)
∥E⋆

i ∥F + 2t∥∆i,:G∥F

+ 4εmin

{
ε,

tn√
1000

}
+

nt

15

≤
(
1− 2tn+ tε2n

)
· 1

10
+ 2 · 1

10

2

tn+ 2κtn+ 4εmin

{
ε,

tn√
1000

}
+

nt

15

≤ 1

10
.

The proof is complete.

In Proposition 6.4, for any given G and G⋆ in the same connect component of O(d)n, the
skew-symmetric matrix E⋆ satisfying G⋆

i = Gi exp(E
⋆
i )Q

⋆ for all i ∈ [n] is well-defined since the
exponential map Exp(·) for SO(d) is surjective from [Hal15, Corollary 11.10].

Also, we have the following lemma which is important by relating the Riemannian distance
and the distance in the ambient Euclidean space; see details in Remark 6.1. It plays a crucial
role in making Proposition 6.4 effective, as it enables the transfer of distances to the same
measurement. The proof of this lemma can be found in Appendix C.

Lemma 6.5. For the orthogonal/rotation group G, the injective and convex radius1 is

rinj(G) =
√
2π and rcvx(G) =

√
2

2
π.

Remark 6.1. We discuss the relationship between ∥E⋆∥∞ (resp. ∥E⋆∥F ) and the Euclidean
distance ∥GQ⋆−G⋆∥∞ (resp. dF ([G], [G⋆])). Actually from [Bou23, Proposition 10.22] we know
that it is the difference between Riemannian and Euclidean distance since dG(GQ⋆,G⋆) = ∥E⋆∥F
if ∥E⋆∥∞ < rinj(G) =

√
2π which is always satisfied under our assumption in this paper. From

(6.11) and (6.12) we know that the Euclidean distance is controlled by the Riemannian one. On
the other hand, for example when d = 3 one has for each i ∈ [n] that

∥GiQ
⋆ −G⋆

i ∥F = ∥ exp(E⋆
i )− I3∥F

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
√
2 sin

(√
2
2 ∥E⋆

i ∥F
)

∥E⋆
i ∥F

E⋆
i +

2
(
1− cos

(√
2
2 ∥E⋆

i ∥F
))

∥E⋆
i ∥2F

E⋆2
i

∥∥∥∥∥∥
F

=

√√√√2 sin

(√
2

2
∥E⋆

i ∥F

)2

+ 4

(
cos

(√
2

2
∥E⋆

i ∥F

)
− 1

)2

·
∥E⋆2

i ∥2F
∥E⋆

i ∥4F
1The injectivity and convexity radius related to M (letting B(X, r) := {Y ∈ M | dM(X,Y ) < r}):

rinj(M) := inf
X∈M

sup {r > 0 : ExpX(·) is a diffeomorphism on B(0, r) ⊂ TX M} ,

rcvx(M) := inf
X∈M

sup {r > 0 : each ball is strongly convex and each geodesic is minimal in B(X, r)} .
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≥
√
2 sin

(√
2

2
∥E⋆

i ∥F

)
,

and consequently we know that ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ ≤ 1
10 implies that ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ ≥ 99

100∥E
⋆∥∞.

Then for simplicity we can use ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ (resp. dF ([G], [G⋆])) to replace the assumptions
in Proposition 6.4 about ∥E⋆∥∞ (resp. ∥E⋆∥F ).

Remark 6.2. All assumptions in the main results (e.g., Theorem 5.1, Corollary 5.3, Theorem
6.2) about dF ([G], [Ĝ]) (resp. ∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥∞) can be transferred to dF ([G], [G⋆]) (resp. ∥GQ⋆ −
G⋆∥∞) with the help of Proposition 5.2. Actually, the triangle inequality and Lemma 4.1 imply
that

dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ dF ([G], [G⋆]) + dF ([Ĝ], [G⋆]) ≤ dF ([G], [G⋆]) +
4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

.

This together with Lemma 6.3 indicates that (without loss of generality Q⋆ = Id)

∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥∞ = ∥GQ̂−GQ̂⋆ +GQ̂⋆ −G⋆Q⋆Q̂⋆ +G⋆Q⋆Q̂⋆ −G⋆Q̂⋆ +G⋆Q̂⋆ − Ĝ∥∞
= ∥Q̂− Q̂⋆∥F + ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ + ∥Q⋆ − Id∥F + ∥G⋆Q̂⋆ − Ĝ∥∞
≤ ∥Q⋆⊤Q̂Q̂⋆⊤ − Id∥F + 2∥Q⋆ − Id∥F + ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ + ∥G⋆Q̂⋆ − Ĝ∥∞

≤ 4ε · dF ([G], [Ĝ])√
n

+ ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ + ∥G⋆Q̂⋆ − Ĝ∥∞.

This make the transfer with same order under our noise level and effective radius setting, e.g.,

when ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

20d1/2
, ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

20 and ρF = 1
10 min{

√
n, n

∥∆∥}, ρ∞ = 1
4 we have that if

dF ([G], [G⋆]) = O(ρF ), ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ = O(ρ∞)

then it follows that

dF ([G], [Ĝ]) ≤ dF ([G], [G⋆]) + min

{
n1/4,

n

∥∆∥

}
= O(ρF ),

and
∥GQ̂− Ĝ∥∞ ≤ ∥GQ⋆ −G⋆∥∞ +O(1) = O(ρ∞).

Now, we focus on the initialization which is also crucial known from Theorem 6.2. The
spectral estimator can provide a initialization satisfies assumptions required in Theorem 6.2 for
(quotient) Riemannian gradient method. The following lemma illustrate this result by quantify-
ing the distance between an initial point G0 generated by the spectral estimator and the ground
truth G⋆.

Lemma 6.6 (Spectral Estimation Error). Suppose that ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

20d1/2
, ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

40d . Then

for the ground truth G⋆ ∈ Gn, the spectral estimator G0 = ΠGn(Φ) ∈ Gn satisfies that

dF ([G
0], [G⋆]) ≤ 8

√
d∥∆∥√
n

and ∥G0Q⋆
0 −G⋆∥∞ ≤

16 ∥∆G⋆∥∞
n

+
8
√
d∥∆∥
n

, (6.19)

where Q⋆
0 ∈ O(d) satisfies dF ([G

0], [G⋆]) = ∥G0Q⋆
0 −G⋆∥F .
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Proof. Recall that Φ is the matrix of top d eigenvectors of C with Φ⊤Φ = nId, which satisfies
tr(Φ⊤CΦ) ≥ tr(G⋆⊤CG⋆). Without loss of generality, we assume dF ([Φ], [G⋆]) = ∥Φ−G⋆∥F .
Then it follows from (4.1) that

dF ([G
0], [G⋆]) ≤ ∥G0 −G⋆∥F ≤ 2∥Φ−G⋆∥F ≤ 8

√
d∥∆∥√
n

,

where the second inequality is due to [LYS20, Lemma 2] for Gn. Next, since from Von Neumann’s
inequality d · σmin(Ci,:Φ) ≤

∑d
l=1 σl(Ci,:Φ) ≤ σmax(C) · ∥Φi∥∗ for each i ∈ [n], we know from

(4.3) that

∥Φi∥∗ ≥
d · σmin(Ci,:Φ)

σmax(C)
≥

d ·
(
n− 8d∥∆∥2

n − ∥∆∥∥Φ−G⋆∥F − ∥∆G⋆∥∞
)

n+ ∥∆∥
≥ d− 1

32
.

Then dF ([G
0], [Φ])2 = 2nd − 2 tr(G0⊤Φ) = 2nd − 2

∑n
i=1 ∥Φi∥∗ ≤ n

16 and this together with

Lemma 6.3 (also dF ([Φ], [G⋆]) ≤ 4
√
d∥∆∥√
n

) implies that with ε = 1
4 ,

∥Q⋆
0 − Id∥F ≤ 4ε · dF ([G

0], [G⋆])√
n

. (6.20)

Thus, it follows (4.7) and (6.20) that

∥G0Q⋆
0 −G⋆∥∞ ≤ ∥G0 −G⋆∥∞ + ∥Q⋆

0 − Id∥F
≤ 2∥Φ−G⋆∥∞ + ∥Q⋆

0 − Id∥F

≤
16 ∥∆G⋆∥∞

n
+

8
√
d∥∆∥
n

.

The proof is complete.

Combining the results in Theorem 6.2, Proposition 6.4, Lemma 6.6 and Remark 6.1 and 6.2
we have the following corollary about the convergence result of (quotient) Riemannnian gradient
method with spectral initialization.

Corollary 6.7. Suppose that ∥∆∥ ≤ n3/4

80d1/2
, ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ n

400d , and the sequence {Gk}k≥0 gen-

erated by Algorithm 1 with spectral initialization and stepsize 0 < t ≤ tk ≤ 1
4nd for any k ≥ 0.

Then the sequence {f([Gk])}k≥0 (resp. {Gk}k≥0) converges Q-linearly (resp. R-linearly) to

f([Ĝ]) (resp. some G∗ ∈ [Ĝ]) globally.

Proof. It suffices to verify the assumptions in Theorem 6.2 to derive the desired results. From
Lemma 6.6, Proposition 6.4 and Remark 6.1, we know that the iterates satisfy (6.4) for all k ≥ 0
by transferring the distance measurement from the point G⋆ to Ĝ by Remark 6.2 (i.e., starting
and staying in the effective region of (Riemannian) local error bound given in Corollary 5.3).
Also, it follows for each k ≥ 0 that

∥∆Gk∥∞ ≤ ∥∆(GkQk −G⋆)∥∞ + ∥∆G⋆∥∞ ≤ ∥∆∥ · dF ([Gk], [G⋆]) + ∥∆G⋆∥∞

≤ 1

200
·min

{√
n∥∆∥, n

}
+

n

400d
≤ n,
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where Qk ∈ O(d) satisfies dF ([G
k], [Ĝ]) = ∥GkQk − Ĝ∥F . Then it follows that

n(d+ 1) + ∥∆∥+
√
d · ∥∆Gk∥∞ ≤ 3nd

and consequently with α ∈ (0, 14 ] we know for each k ≥ 0 that

tk ≤ 1

4nd
≤ 1− α

3nd
≤ 1− α

n(d+ 1) + ∥∆∥+
√
d · ∥∆Gk∥∞

,

which illustrates that the stepsize {tk}k≥0 satisfying (6.1). Thus, all assumptions in Theorem
6.2 are satisfied and the proof is complete.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we study the landscape of least-squares formulation of the orthogonal group syn-
chronization problem from the quotient geometric view. Local strongly concave property on
the quotient manifold is proved under certain noise level, and as a byproduct we derive the
(Riemannian) local error bound property on both the original and quotient manifold. Improved
estimation results of the least-squares and spectral estimator are derived with near-optimal noise
level for exact recovery. As an algorithmic consequence, the sequential linear convergence result
of (quotient) Riemannian gradient method (with spectral initialization) to the global maximiz-
ers is proved. For future directions, it would be interesting to study the convergence properties
of second-order method which is quite different from the Riemannian gradient method whose
iterative direction is deviated on the original and quotient manifold.

Appendix

A Proof of Lemma 2.1

From basic calculation we know that

d

dt
exp(E + t∆E)

∣∣∣∣
t=0

= lim
n→∞

d

dt

(
Id +

E + t∆E

n

)n ∣∣∣∣
t=0

= lim
n→∞

n∑
k=0

(
Id +

E

n

)k ∆E

n

(
Id +

E

n

)n−k−1

=

∫ 1

0
exp(sE) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E)ds.

Then by the mean value inequality it follows that

∥ exp(E′)− exp(E)∥F ≤ sup
c∈[0,1]

∥Dexp(E + c(E′ −E))∥∥E′ −E∥F ≤ ∥E′ −E∥F ,
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where the last inequality is from the fact that for any E ∈ Skew(d)

∥Dexp(E)∥ = sup
∥∆E∥F=1

∥Dexp(E)∆E∥F = sup
∥∆E∥F=1

∥∥∥∥ d

dt
exp(E + t∆E)

∣∣∣∣
t=0

∥∥∥∥
F

= sup
∥∆E∥F=1

∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0
exp(sE) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E)ds

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ sup
∥∆E∥F=1

∥∆E∥F ·
∫ 1

0
1ds = 1.

Thus, the inequality (2.3) is directly from

∥ExpG(ξ)−G∥F = ∥[G1 exp(E1)−G1; . . . ;Gn exp(En)−Gn]∥F

=

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥ exp(Ei)− Id∥2F

≤

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥Ei∥2F = ∥ξ∥F .

For (2.4), we know that

∥Dexp(E′)−Dexp(E)∥
= sup

∥∆E∥F=1
∥Dexp(E′)∆E −Dexp(E)∆E∥F

= sup
∥∆E∥F=1

∥∥∥∥(∫ 1

0
exp(sE′) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E′)ds

)
−
(∫ 1

0
exp(sE) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E)ds

)∥∥∥∥
F

= sup
∥∆E∥F=1

{∥∥∥∥(∫ 1

0
exp(sE′) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E′)ds

)
−
(∫ 1

0
exp(sE′) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E)ds

)∥∥∥∥
F

+

∥∥∥∥(∫ 1

0
exp(sE′) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E)ds

)
−
(∫ 1

0
exp(sE) ·∆E · exp((1− s)E)ds

)∥∥∥∥
F

}
≤ sup

∥∆E∥F=1

{
∥∆E∥F

∫ 1

0
∥ exp((1− s)E′)− exp((1− s)E)∥F + ∥ exp(sE′)− exp(sE)∥Fds

}
≤ ∥E′ −E∥F

∫ 1

0
1ds = ∥E′ −E∥F . (A.1)

Note further that

exp(E′)−exp(E)−Dexp(E)(E′−E) =

∫ 1

0
Dexp(E+s(E′−E))(E′−E)ds−Dexp(E)(E′−E).
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This, together with (A.1) implies that

∥ exp(E′)− exp(E)−Dexp(E)(E′ −E)∥F

≤
∫ 1

0
∥(D exp(E + s(E′ −E))−Dexp(E))(E′ −E)∥Fds

≤
∫ 1

0
∥Dexp(E + s(E′ −E))−Dexp(E)∥ds · ∥E′ −E∥F

≤
∫ 1

0
s∥E′ −E∥Fds · ∥E′ −E∥F =

1

2
∥E′ −E∥2F .

Consequently, one has that

∥ExpG(ξ)− (G+ ξ)∥F = ∥[G1 exp(E1)−G1 −G1E1; . . . ;Gn exp(En)−Gn −GnEn]∥F

=

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥ exp(Ei)− Id −Ei∥2F

≤

√√√√ n∑
i=1

1

4
∥Ei∥4F ≤ 1

2
∥ξ∥2F .

The proof is complete.

B Proof of Lemma 6.3

Without loss of generality, we assume that dF ([H1], [G]) ≤ dF ([H2], [G]). We decomposeH1,H2

into two parts
H1 = aG+

√
nW and H2 = bG+

√
nV ,

where ⟨G,W ⟩ = ⟨G,V ⟩ = 0 and a, b are nonnegative real numbers (which is guaranteed by the
given assumptions). By the definition of Q, we have ∥H1Q−H2∥2F ≤ ∥H1 −H2∥2F , and from
the decomposition of H1,H2 we deduce that n∥aQ− bId∥2F +n∥WQ−V ∥2F ≤ n∥(a− b)Id∥2F +
n∥W − V ∥2F , i.e.,

∥aQ− bId∥2F − ∥(a− b)Id∥2F ≤ ∥W − V ∥2F − ∥WQ− V ∥2F
= (∥W − V ∥F − ∥WQ− V ∥F ) (∥W − V ∥F + ∥WQ− V ∥F )
≤ ∥Id −Q∥F ∥W ∥F (∥W − V ∥F + ∥WQ− V ∥F )
≤ ∥Id −Q∥F ∥W ∥F (∥Id −Q∥F ∥W ∥F + 2 ∥WQ− V ∥F ) , (B.1)

where the last two inequalities are from the triangle inequality. Since ∥aQ−bId∥2F−∥(a−b)Id∥2F =
∥Id −Q∥2Fab, then (B.1) reduces to

∥Id −Q∥Fab ≤ ∥W ∥F (∥Id −Q∥F ∥W ∥F + 2 ∥WQ− V ∥F ) . (B.2)

Since dF ([H1], [G])2 = ∥H1 −G∥2F = n∥(1− a)Id∥2F + n∥W ∥2F = nd|1− a|+ n∥W ∥2F , we have

∥W ∥F ≤ dF ([H1],[G])√
n

. This combined with (B.2) yields

∥Q− Id∥F
(

ab
√
n

dF ([H1], [G])
− dF ([H1], [G])√

n

)
≤ 2 ∥WQ− V ∥F . (B.3)

33



From dF ([H1], [G])2 = 2(nd− ∥H⊤
1 G∥∗) = 2(nd− na∥Id∥∗) = 2nd(1− a) and dF ([H2], [G])2 =

2nd(1− b), we know that

ab =

(
1− dF ([H1], [G])2

2nd

)(
1− dF ([H2], [G])2

2nd

)
≥ 1− dF ([H1], [G])2 + dF ([H2], [G])2

2nd
.

Then we have

ab
√
n

dF ([H1], [G])
− dF ([H1], [G])√

n

≥
√
n

dF ([H1], [G])
− dF ([H1], [G])2 + dF ([H2], [G])2

2
√
nd · dF ([H1], [G])

− dF ([H1], [G])√
n

=

√
n

dF ([H1], [G])

(
1− dF ([H1], [G])2 + dF ([H2], [G])2

2nd
− dF ([H1], [G])2

n

)
=

√
n

dF ([H1], [G])

(
1− (2d+ 1) dF ([H1], [G])2 + dF ([H2], [G])2

2nd

)
≥

√
n

dF ([H1], [G])

(
1− 2 dF ([H2], [G])2

n

)
(B.4)

where the last inequality is from dF ([H1], [G]) ≤ dF ([H2], [G]) and the fact that d + 1 ≤ 2d.
Thus, from (B.3) and (B.4) we obtain

∥Id −Q∥F ≤ 2
√
nmin{dF ([H1], [G]),dF ([H2], [G])}

n− 2max{dF ([H1], [G])2,dF ([H2], [G])2}
· ∥WQ− V ∥F

≤ 2min{dF ([H1], [G]),dF ([H2], [G])}
n− 2max{dF ([H1], [G])2,dF ([H2], [G])2}

· dF ([H1], [H2])

≤ 4min{ε1, ε2}√
n

· dF ([H1], [H2]).

The proof is complete.

C Proof of Lemma 6.5

We present the proof on SO(d) for example. From [CE08, Corollary 5.7] we know that

rinj(SO(d)) = min

{
conj(SO(d)),

l

2

}
. (C.1)

Here, l is the length of the shortest periodic (or closed) geodesic and conj(SO(d)) is the conjugate
radius of SO(d), which satisfies

conj(SO(d)) ≥ π√
κ̄
,

where κ̄ is an upper bound on the sectional curvature of SO(d). For orthonormal matrices X,
Y , the sectional curvature (cf. [CE08, Corollary 3.19]) satisfies

K(X,Y ) =
1

4
∥[X,Y ]∥2F ≤ 1

2
∥X∥2F ∥Y ∥2F ≤ 1

2
,
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where [·, ·] is the Lie bracket and the first inequality is from [Aud10, Theorem 1].
On the other hand, for the shortest periodic geodesic in SO(d) (without loss of generality it

starts and ends at Id), we need to find E ∈ Skew(d) and E ̸= 0 such that exp(E) = Id. Consider
the Schur decomposition of the skew-symmetric matrix E = UΛU⊤, where

Λ =


0 −θ1
θ1 0

. . .

0 −θ⌊d/2⌋
θ⌊d/2⌋ 0

 . (C.2)

Then the constraint exp(Λ) = Id implies that θi = 2πki, ki ∈ Z, which implies the shortest
length of non-trivial minimizing geodesic in SO(d) is 2

√
2π. Hence, from (C.1) we know that

rinj(SO(d)) =
√
2π, and consequently it follows from [ATV13, Definition 2.3] that

rcvx(SO(d)) =
1

2
min

{
rinj(SO(d)),

π√
κ̄

}
=

√
2

2
π.

The proof is complete.
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