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Abstract Since optimization on Riemannian manifolds relies on the chosen met-
ric, it is appealing to know that how the performance of a Riemannian optimization
method varies with different metrics and how to exquisitely construct a metric such
that a method can be accelerated. To this end, we propose a general framework for
optimization problems on product manifolds where the search space is endowed
with a preconditioned metric, and we develop the Riemannian gradient descent
and Riemannian conjugate gradient methods under this metric. Specifically, the
metric is constructed by an operator that aims to approximate the diagonal blocks
of the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function, which has a preconditioning ef-
fect. We explain the relationship between the proposed methods and the variable
metric methods, and show that various existing methods, e.g., the Riemannian
Gauss–Newton method, can be interpreted by the proposed framework with spe-
cific metrics. In addition, we tailor new preconditioned metrics and adapt the
proposed Riemannian methods to the canonical correlation analysis and the trun-
cated singular value decomposition problems, and we propose the Gauss–Newton
method to solve the tensor ring completion problem. Numerical results among
these applications verify that a delicate metric does accelerate the Riemannian
optimization methods.
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1 Introduction

We consider the optimization problems on product manifolds:

min
x∈M

f(x), (1.1)

where f is a smooth cost function and the search space M is a product manifold,
i.e.,

M := M1 ×M2 × · · · ×MK ,

Mk is a manifold for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K and K is a positive integer. Optimization
on product manifolds has a wide variety of applications, including singular value
decomposition [23], joint approximate tensor diagonalization problem [27], dimen-
sionality reduction of EEG covariance matrices [29], and canonical correlation
analysis [24]. In addition, instead of working with full-size matrices or tensors,
matrix and tensor decompositions—which decompose a matrix and tensor into
smaller blocks—allow us to implement optimization methods on a product mani-
fold in low-rank matrix and tensor completion [5,15,11,7,12].

Related works and motivation Recently, Riemannian optimization, designing algo-
rithms based on the geometry of the Riemannian manifold M, appears to be
prosperous in many areas. Specifically, one can propose Riemannian optimization
methods to solve problem (1.1), e.g., Riemannian gradient descent and Rieman-
nian conjugate gradient methods. We refer to [2,4] for a comprehensive overview.

Since different metrics result in different Riemannian gradients and thus dis-
tinct Riemannian methods, one is inquisitive about how the performance of a
Riemannian method relies on the choice of a metric g. Moreover, the condition
number of the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function at a local minimizer x∗,
denoted by κ := κg(Hessgf(x

∗)), affects the local convergence of first-order meth-
ods in Riemannian optimization. For instance, in the Euclidean case, i.e., M = Rn,
the asymptotic local linear convergence rates of the steepest gradient descent and
the conjugate gradient methods for solving the symmetric positive-definite lin-
ear systems are (κ− 1)/(κ+ 1) and (

√
κ− 1)/(

√
κ+ 1) respectively [28, Theorem

3.3, Theorem 5.5]. In general, the asymptotic local linear convergence rate of the
Riemannian gradient descent method was proved to be 1 − 1/O(κ), see, e.g., [26,
Chapter 7, Theorem 4.2], [2, Theorem 4.5.6], and [4, Theorem 4.20]. Notice that
an appropriate metric g can lead to a smaller condition number. In view of these
observations, it is natural to ask:

Can Riemannian optimization methods be accelerated

by choosing a metric “exquisitely”?

The following example presents a positive answer.

Example 1 Consider the following problem

min f(x) := −bTx

s. t. x ∈ M := {x ∈ Rn : xTBx = 1},
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where B ∈ Rn×n is symmetric positive definite and b ∈ Rn. The search space M
is an ellipsoid. The problem has a closed-form solution x∗ = B−1b/∥B−1b∥B with
∥x∥2B := xTBx. We explore the effect of a family of metrics,

gλ,x := ⟨ξ, (λIn + (1− λ)B)η⟩ for tangent vectors ξ and η,

to the Riemannian gradient descent (RGD) method and the condition number of
Hessgλ,xf(x

∗) in Fig. 1, where λ ∈ R such that λIn + (1− λ)B is positive definite.
The left figure depicts the sequences generated by RGD under the Euclidean metric
g1,x(ξ, η) = ⟨ξ, η⟩ and the scaled metric g0,x(ξ, η) = ⟨ξ,Bη⟩, and it shows that RGD
under the metric g0,x converges faster than the one under the Euclidean metric.
Furthermore, the right figure confirms that the condition number varies with the
metrics and g0,x leads to the smallest condition number. The detailed computation
can be found in Appendix A.
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Fig. 1 Left: sequences generated by the Riemannian gradient descent method under two
metrics for B = diag(22, 32, 1) and b = (1, 1, 1). Blue marker: the Euclidean metric; green
marker: the scaled metric. Right: the condition number of Hessgλ,xf(x

∗) for λ ∈ (−1/8, 1]

Developing an appropriate metric to enhance the performance of Riemannian
optimization methods was discussed in the existing works. For instance, the Rie-

mannian preconditioning was proposed by Mishra and Sepulchre [19] for solving
equality-constrained optimization problems where the feasible set is a manifold.
The non-Euclidean metrics were derived from the Euclidean Hessian of the La-
grangian function, while the explicit construction of the Hessian can be expensive
in practice. As a remedy, the block-diagonal approximation was considered to con-
struct metrics in the tensor completion problems [15,11,7,12]. Specifically, in view
of the block structure in tensor decompositions, the metric was developed by tak-
ing advantage of the diagonal blocks of the Hessian of the cost function, and the
Riemannian optimization methods under those metrics were proved to be efficient.
More recently, Shustin and Aeron [24] proposed a preconditioned metric for gener-
alized Stiefel manifolds by exploiting the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function
at the local minimizer and computed its condition number under the proposed
metric in the ellipsoid case.



4 Bin Gao et al.

In addition, there are other approaches that incorporate preconditioning tech-
niques in Riemannian optimization. Mishra et al. [18] constructed a new metric
and proposed Riemannian conjugate gradient (RCG) and Riemannian trust-region
(RTR) methods for the matrix completion problem. Boumal and Absil [5] devel-
oped a preconditioner to approximate the Riemannian Hessian in matrix comple-
tion. Kressner et al. [16] proposed preconditioned Richardson iteration and approx-
imate Newton method to solve the tensor equations by constructing a Laplacian-
like operator. More recently, Tong et al. [25] introduced the scaled gradient descent
method for low-rank matrix estimation. Bian et al. [3] presented a preconditioned
Riemannian gradient descent algorithm for low-rank matrix recovery.

Contributions In this paper, we propose a general framework to construct a pre-
conditioned metric on the product manifold M = M1 × M2 × · · · × MK , which
improves the performance of Riemannian optimization methods. Specifically, we
consider a metric by designing a self-adjoint and positive-definite linear operator
H̄ on the tangent bundle T E such that

gx(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ, H̄(x)[η]⟩ ≈ ⟨ξ,Hessef(x)[η]⟩ for ξ, η ∈ Tx M,

where E := E1 × E2 × · · · × EK is the ambient space of M and Hessef(x) refers to
the Riemannian Hessian of f at x ∈ M under the Euclidean metric ⟨ξ, η⟩. Since
the operator H̄(x) approximates the second-order information, we refer to the
metric as a preconditioned metric. Instead of approximating the full Riemannian
Hessian, which can be computationally unfavorable in practice, we benefit from
the block structure of Hessef(x) and construct a new metric by exploiting the
diagonal blocks; see an illustration in Fig. 2.

M1

E1

×

M2

E2

× ×· · ·

MK

EK

=M

gx(ξ, η) = g1x1
(ξ1, η1) + g2x2

(ξ2, η2) + · · · + gKxK
(ξK , ηK)

= ⟨ξ1, H̄1(x)[η1]⟩ + ⟨ξ2, H̄2(x)[η2]⟩ + · · · + ⟨ξK , H̄K(x)[ηK ]⟩

Fig. 2 A new metric on the product manifold M

Specifically, given x = (x1, x2, . . . , xK) ∈ M, we construct operators H̄k(x) :
Txk Ek → Txk Ek for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K that aim to approximate the diagonal blocks
of Hessef(x), and each manifold Mk is endowed with a metric

gkxk
(ξk, ηk) := ⟨ξk, H̄k(x)[ηk]⟩ for ξk, ηk ∈ Txk Mk.

Therefore, the Riemannian metric on M is defined by the sum of the Rieman-
nian metric on each component, i.e., gx(ξ, η) :=

∑K
k=1 g

k
xk
(ξk, ηk). By virtue of the

new metric, we propose the Riemannian gradient descent and Riemannian conju-
gate gradient methods, and the condition number-related convergence results are
presented.
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Moreover, we investigate the connection between developing a preconditioned
metric and others existing methods. In particular, variable metric methods con-
sider an operator to approximate the second-order information of the cost function
by using the previous iterations. In contrast, the proposed preconditioned metric
is pre-defined without former iterative information, which is able to save mem-
ory. Additionally, we show that the Riemannian Gauss–Newton method can be
interpreted by a Riemannian gradient descent method employing a specific met-
ric. The preconditioned metric expands the scope of Riemannian preconditioning
in [19] since it facilitates flexible choices of the operator H̄(x). It is worth noting
that exploiting more second-order information can improve the performance of
Riemannian methods, but there is a trade-off between the increased cost brought
by preconditioned metrics and the efficiency of preconditioned methods. In sum-
mary, the existing methods that can be interpreted by our framework are listed in
Table 1.

Table 1 Existing and our works interpreted by preconditioned metrics. MC: matrix comple-
tion; TC: tensor completion; CP: canonical polyadic; TT: Tensor train; TR: Tensor ring

Problem and methods Search spaceM and variable Metric gx(ξ, η), ξ, η ∈ TxM

MC [18] Rm×r
∗ × Rn×r

∗ ⟨ξ1, η1(R
TR)⟩+ ⟨ξ2, η2(L

TL)⟩
RGD, RCG, RTR (L,R)

Matrix sensing [25] Rm×r
∗ × Rn×r

∗ ⟨ξ1, η1(R
TR)⟩+ ⟨ξ2, η2(L

TL)⟩
ScaledGD (L,R)

Tucker TC [19] ×3
k=1St(rk, nk)× Rr1×r2×r3 3∑

k=1

⟨ξk, ηk(G(k)G
T
(k))⟩+ ⟨ξG , ηG⟩

RCG (U1,U2,U3,G)

CP TC [11] ×d
k=1R

nk×r d∑
k=1

⟨ξk, ηk((U
⊙j ̸=k )TU⊙j ̸=k + δIr)⟩

RGD, RCG (U1,U2, . . . ,Ud)

TT TC [7] ×d
k=1R

rk−1×nk×rk
∗ d∑

k=1

⟨ξk, ηk(H
T
kHk)⟩

RGD, RCG, RGN (X1,X2, . . . ,Xd)

TR TC [12] ×d
k=1R

nk×rk−1rk d∑
k=1

⟨ξk, ηk(W
T
̸=kW̸=k + δIrk−1rk

)⟩
RGD, RCG (W1,W2, . . . ,Wd)

CCA [30,24] StΣxx (m, dx)× StΣyy (m, dy) ⟨ξ1, Σxxη1⟩+ ⟨ξ2, Σyyη2⟩
RCG (U,V)

CCA (this work) StΣxx (m, dx)× StΣyy (m, dy) ⟨ξ1, Σxxη1M1,2⟩+ ⟨ξ2, Σyyη2M2,2⟩
RGD, RCG (U,V)

SVD (this work) St(p,m)× St(p, n) ⟨ξ1, η1(sym(UTAVN)2 + δIp)
1
2 ⟩

RGD, RCG (U,V) +⟨ξ2, η2(sym(VTATUN)2 + δIp)
1
2 ⟩

TR TC (this work) ×d
k=1R

nk×rk−1rk 〈
ξ, (DF (W⃗))∗[DF (W⃗)[η]]

〉
Gauss–Newton (W1,W2, . . . ,Wd)

Furthermore, we construct novel preconditioned metrics and apply RGD and
RCG to canonical correlation analysis and truncated singular value decomposition.
We compute the condition numbers of the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function
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at a local minimizer for these problems. In addition, we propose the Gauss–Newton
method for tensor ring completion. Numerical results among three applications
validate the effectiveness of the proposed preconditioning framework, and these
methods remain a comparable computational cost with the existing Riemannian
methods.

Organization We introduce the concepts in Riemannian optimization on product
manifolds and present the convergence properties of RGD in section 2. A precon-
ditioned metric for product manifolds is developed in section 3, and we explore
the connection between developing a Riemannian metric and existing approaches.
We apply the proposed framework to solve the canonical correlation analysis and
truncated singular value decomposition in section 4 and 5. The Gauss–Newton
method for tensor ring completion is proposed in section 6. Finally, we draw the
conclusion in section 7.

2 Optimization on product manifolds

In this section, we provide basic tools in Riemannian geometry on product man-
ifolds and develop the Riemannian gradient descent and Riemannian conjugate
gradient methods for optimization on product manifolds. Metric-based and condi-
tion number-related convergence properties are presented.

2.1 Riemannian optimization on product manifolds

A product manifold M is defined by the Cartesian product of manifolds, i.e.,

M = M1 ×M2 × · · · ×MK .

Assume that M is embedded in a Euclidean space E = E1 ×E2 × · · ·× EK , which is
called the ambient space. The tangent space of M at x = (x1, x2, . . . , xK) is denoted
by Tx M = Tx1 M1×Tx2 M2×· · ·×TxK MK , and a tangent vector is denoted by
η = (η1, η2, . . . , ηK). Let each manifold Mk be endowed with a Riemannian metric

gk, and hence the Riemannian metric on the product manifold M can be defined
by

gx(ξ, η) := g1x1
(ξ1, η1) + g2x2

(ξ2, η2) + · · ·+ gKxK
(ξK , ηK)

for ξ, η ∈ Tx M, which induces a norm ∥η∥x :=
√

gx(η, η). Given a vector η̄ =
(η̄1, η̄2, . . . , η̄K) ∈ Tx E ≃ E, the orthogonal projection operator onto Tx M with
respect to the metric g is defined by

Πg,x(η̄) :=
(
Πg1,x1

(η̄1), Πg2,x2
(η̄2), . . . , ΠgK ,xK

(η̄K)
)
,

where each Πgk,xk
refers to orthogonal projection operator with respect to the

metric gk onto Txk Mk for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K. Let TM := ∪x∈MTx M be the tangent

bundle. A smooth mapping R : TM → M satisfying Rx(0x) = x and DRx(0x) = Ix
is called a retraction [4], where 0x ∈ Tx M is the zero element and Ix : Tx M →
Tx M is the identity operator on Tx M. A retraction on a product manifold M is
defined by

Rx(η) := (R1
x1
(η1),R

2
x2
(η2), . . . ,R

K
xK

(ηK)),
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where Rk is a retraction on Mk. The vector transport operator is denoted by
Ty←x : Tx M → Ty M for x, y ∈ M.

Consider a smooth function f : M → R. The Riemannian gradient [2] under the
metric g is denoted by gradgf(x), which is the unique tangent vector satisfying

gx(gradgf(x), η) = Df(x)[η]

for all η ∈ Tx M, where Df(x)[η] refers to the differential of f at x along η. The Rie-
mannian Hessian operator of f at x with respect to g is defined by Hessgf(x)[η] :=
∇ηgradgf , where the symbol ∇ refers to Levi–Civita connection on M. In particu-
lar, if M is a Riemannian submanifold of the Euclidean space E, it follows from [4,
Corollary 5.1.6] that

Hessef(x)[η] = Πe,x(DḠ(x)[η]), (2.1)

where Ḡ is a smooth extension of gradef(x) on a neighborhood of M, gradef(x)
and Hessef(x) are the Riemannian gradient and Riemannian Hessian of f under
the Euclidean metric.

By assembling the required ingredients, we present the Riemannian gradient
descent and Riemannian conjugate gradient methods in Algorithms 1 and 2. We
refer to [2,21] for the global convergence of RGD and RCG.

Algorithm 1 Riemannian gradient descent method (RGD)

Input: Manifold M endowed with a metric g, initial guess x(0) ∈ M, t = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute η(t) = −gradgf(x

(t)).

3: Compute a stepsize s(t).

4: Update x(t+1) = Rx(t) (s(t)η(t)) = (R1

x
(t)
1

(η
(t)
1 ),R2

x
(t)
2

(η
(t)
2 ), . . . ,RK

x
(t)
K

(η
(t)
K )); t = t+ 1.

5: end while
Output: x(t) ∈ M.

Algorithm 2 Riemannian conjugate gradient method (RCG)

Input: Manifold M endowed with a metric g, initial guess x(0) ∈ M, t = 0, β(−1) = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute η(t) = −gradgf(x

(t)) + β(t)Tx(t)←x(t−1)η(t−1), where β(t) is a conjugate
gradient parameter.

3: Compute a stepsize s(t).

4: Update x(t+1) = Rx(t) (s(t)η(t)) = (R1

x
(t)
1

(η
(t)
1 ),R2

x
(t)
2

(η
(t)
2 ), . . . ,RK

x
(t)
K

(η
(t)
K )); t = t+ 1.

5: end while
Output: x(t) ∈ M.

Observe that the Riemannian gradients in RGD and RCG depend on the chosen
metric g. In other words, the Riemannian methods are metric-dependent. More-
over, the computational cost in the updates of RGD and RCG varies with different
metrics. Therefore, choosing an appropriate metric is apt to improve the perfor-
mance of Riemannian methods.
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Definition 1 (critical points) Given a smooth function f defined on a manifold
M endowed with a metric g, a point x∗ ∈ M is called a critical point of f if
gradgf(x

∗) = 0.

Note that the definition of Riemannian gradient relies on the metric g, whereas
the set of critical points of f is invariant to the choice of metrics; see the following
proposition.

Proposition 1 Given a smooth function f defined on a manifold M. Consider two

Riemannian manifolds (M, g) and (M, g̃), it holds that

gx(gradgf(x), gradg̃f(x)) ≥ 0 and g̃x(gradgf(x), gradg̃f(x)) ≥ 0

for x ∈ M. The equality holds if and only if x is a critical point. Moreover, gradgf(x) =
0 if and only if gradg̃f(x) = 0.

Proof It suffices to prove the first inequality, and the other can be proved in the
same fashion. Let (U , φ) be a chart of the manifold M, Ei be the i-th coordinate
vector field. For vector fields ζ =

∑
i αiEi and χ =

∑
i βiEi, it follows the definition

of the Riemannian metric g that

gx(ζx, χx) =
∑
i,j

gijαiβj = ζ̂Tx̂Gx̂χ̂x̂,

where x̂ := φ(x), ζ̂x̂ := Dφ(φ−1(x̂))[ζx], χ̂x̂ := Dφ(φ−1(x̂))[χx], and the (i, j)-th
element of Gx̂ is gij := g(Ei, Ej). Denote ζx := gradgf(x) and χx := gradg̃f(x). It
follows from the coordinate expression [2, §3.6] that

ζ̂x̂ = G−1
x̂ ∇f̂(x̂) and χ̂x̂ = G̃−1

x̂ ∇f̂(x̂),

where f̂(x̂) := f ◦φ−1(x̂) and ∇f̂ refers to the Euclidean gradient of f̂ . We obtain
that

gx(gradgf(x), gradg̃f(x)) = ζ̂Tx̂Gx̂χ̂x̂ = (∇f̂(x̂))TG̃−1
x̂ ∇f̂(x̂) ≥ 0.

The equality holds if and only if ∇f̂(x̂) = 0, i.e., gradgf(x) = gradg̃f(x) = 0.

Moreover, if gradgf(x) = 0, it follows that ζ̂x̂ = 0, and hence

χ̂x̂ = G̃−1
x̂ ∇f̂(x̂) = G̃−1

x̂ Gx̂G
−1
x̂ ∇f̂(x̂) = G̃−1

x̂ Gx̂ζ̂x̂ = 0,

i.e., gradg̃f(x) = 0. ⊓⊔

The second-order critical point of f is defined as follows.

Definition 2 (second-order critical points) Given a smooth function f defined
on a manifold M endowed with a metric g, a critical point x∗ ∈ M of f is called a
second-order critical point of f if Hessgf(x

∗) is positive semidefinite. Furthermore,
if Hessgf(x

∗) is positive definite, then x∗ is a local minimizer for (1.1).

Note that the set of second-order critical points is also invariant in terms of
metrics; see [4, Proposition 6.3]. Specifically, if x∗ is a second-order critical point
of f , it holds that Hessgf(x

∗) is positive semidefinite if and only if Hessg̃f(x
∗) is

positive semidefinite for different metrics g and g̃.
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2.2 Local convergence properties

We present the local convergence properties of the Riemannian gradient descent
method in terms of condition numbers. Specifically, the Armijo backtracking line
search is applied to computing the stepsize in Algorithm 1.

Definition 3 (Armijo backtracking line search) Given a smooth function f

defined on a manifold M endowed with a metric g, a point x ∈ M, a vector
η ∈ Tx M, an initial stepsize s0 > 0, and constants ρ, a ∈ (0, 1). The Armijo
backtracking line search aims to find the smallest non-negative integer ℓ, such
that for s = ρℓs0, the inequality

f(x)− f(Rx(sη)) ≥ −sagx(gradgf(x), η) (2.2)

holds.

In Riemannian optimization, the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian
at the local minimizer x∗ is crucial to the local converge rate of Riemannian
methods; see, e.g., [2, Theorem 4.5.6] and [4, Theorem 4.20]. The condition number
of the Riemannian Hessian Hessgf(x

∗) is defined by

κg(Hessgf(x
∗)) :=

λmax(Hessgf(x
∗))

λmin(Hessgf(x∗))
=

supη∈Tx∗M qx∗(η)

infη∈Tx∗M qx∗(η)
, (2.3)

where λmin(Hessgf(x
∗)) and λmax(Hessgf(x

∗)) denote the smallest and largest
eigenvalue of Hessgf(x

∗), and

qx∗(η) :=
gx∗(η,Hessgf(x

∗)[η])

gx∗(η, η)
(2.4)

refers to the Rayleigh quotient. Then, the local convergence rate of RGD with
Armijo backtracking line search (2.2) for optimization on product manifolds can
be proved by using [2, Theorem 4.5.6].

Theorem 1 Let {x(t)}∞t=0 be an infinite sequence generated by Algorithm 1 with back-

tracking line search (2.2) converging to a local minimizer x∗. There exists T > 0, such
that for all t > T , it holds that

f(x(t))− f(x∗)

f(x(t−1))− f(x∗)
≤ 1−min

{
2as0λmin,

4a(1− a)ρ

κg(Hessgf(x∗))

}
,

where λmin := λmin(Hessgf(x
∗)).

Note that different metrics can lead to different λmin and κg(Hessgf(x
∗)) by

definition (2.3), which affect the local convergence rate. More precisely, a lower
condition number indicates a faster convergence of RGD.
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3 A preconditioned metric on product manifolds

We first develop a preconditioned metric on a product manifold M by constructing
an operator H̄(x) that aims to approximate the diagonal blocks of Riemannian
Hessian. Next, we explain the relationship between the proposed framework and
other existing methods, e.g., the variable metric methods and the Riemannian
Gauss–Newton method.

Specifically, we propose to endow M with a metric g by designing a self-adjoint
and positive-definite linear operator H̄ on the tangent bundle T E such that

gx(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ, H̄(x)[η]⟩ ≈ ⟨ξ,Hessef(x)[η]⟩ for ξ, η ∈ Tx M, (3.1)

where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the Euclidean inner product and Hessef(x) is the Riemannian
Hessian of f under the Euclidean metric. Since M = M1 × M2 × · · · × MK is a
product manifold, it follows from [4, Example 5.19] that the Riemannian Hessian
of f at x = (x1, x2, . . . , xK) along η = (η1, η2, . . . , ηK) enjoys a block structure, i.e.,

Hessef(x)[η] = (H11(x)[η1] +H12(x)[η2] + · · ·+H1K(x)[ηK ],

H21(x)[η1] +H22(x)[η2] + · · ·+H2K(x)[ηK ],

...

HK1(x)[η1] +HK2(x)[η2] + · · ·+HKK(x)[ηK ]),

(3.2)

where

Hij(x)[ηj ] :=

{
Hessef(x1, . . . , xi−1, ·, xi+1, . . . , xK)(xi)[ηi], if i = j,

DGi(x1, . . . , xj−1, ·, xj+1, . . . , xK)(xj)[ηj ], otherwise

and
f(x1, . . . , xi−1, ·, xi+1, . . . , xK) : Mi → R

denotes the function that f is restricted on Mi. The operator Gi : M → Txi Mi,
Gi(x) := gradef(x1, . . . , xi−1, ·, xi+1, . . . , xK)(xi), gives the Riemannian gradient
of the above function. The restriction of Gi on Mj is

Gi(x1, . . . , xj−1, ·, xj+1, . . . , xK) : Mj → Txi Mi.

Then, the Riemannian gradient of f at x with respect to g can be computed by
following [2, (3.37)].

Proposition 2 Let (M, g) be a Riemannian submanifold of the ambient space (E , g).
Given a function f : M → R and its smooth extension f̄ : E → R, the Riemannian

gradient of f at x ∈ M can be computed by

gradgf(x) = Πg,x

(
H̄(x)−1[∇f̄(x)]

)
,

where Πg,x : Tx E ≃ E → Tx M is the orthogonal projection operator with respect to

the metric g onto Tx M, and ∇f̄(x) denotes the Euclidean gradient of f̄ .

In view of (3.1) and Proposition 2, the operator H̄(x) has a preconditioning
effect. Hence, we refer to the metric g as a preconditioned metric, and H̄ is the
preconditioner. The methodology of using a preconditioned metric can be deemed
a general framework to accelerate the Riemannian methods.
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3.1 Approximation by diagonal blocks of Riemannian Hessian

Next, we consider how to construct a preconditioner H̄ on a product manifold.
Instead of acquiring the full Riemannian Hessian Hessef(x), which involves the
computation of all blocks Hij(x) in (3.2), we develop a metric in a more economical
manner by using the diagonal blocks H11, H22, . . . , HKK , as a trade-off between
the efficiency and the computational cost.

Recall that a Riemannian metric on the product manifold M is defined by the
sum of the metrics on each component, i.e.,

gx(ξ, η) = g1x1
(ξ1, η1) + g2x2

(ξ2, η2) + · · ·+ gKxK
(ξK , ηK)

for ξ = (ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξK), η = (η1, η2, . . . , ηK) ∈ Tx M. In view of (3.2), we construct
an operator H̄k(x) : Txk Ek → Txk Ek such that

gkxk
(ξk, ηk) := ⟨ξk, H̄k(x)[ηk]⟩ ≈ ⟨ξk, Hkk(x)[ηk]⟩ for ξk, ηk ∈ Txk Mk.

Subsequently, the operator H̄ is defined by

H̄(x)[η] := (H̄1(x)[η1], H̄2(x)[η2], . . . , H̄K(x)[ηK ]) for η ∈ Tx M,

and a preconditioned metric on Tx M reads

gx(ξ, η) = ⟨ξ1, H̄1(x)[η1]⟩+ ⟨ξ2, H̄2(x)[η2]⟩+ · · ·+ ⟨ξK , H̄K(x)[ηK ]⟩. (3.3)

Under the metric (3.3), the Riemannian gradient of a smooth function f : M → R
at x ∈ M is given by using Proposition 2.

Proposition 3 Let M = M1 ×M2 × · · · ×MK be a product manifold endowed with

the metric (3.3). Given a function f : M → R and its smooth extension f̄ : E → R,

the Riemannian gradient of f at x is

gradgf(x) =
(
Πg1,x1

(H̄1(x)
−1[∂1f̄(x)]),

Πg2,x2
(H̄2(x)

−1[∂2f̄(x)]),

...

ΠgK ,xK
(H̄K(x)−1[∂K f̄(x)])

)
,

(3.4)

where Πgk,xk
is the orthogonal projection operator with respect to the metric gk onto

Txk Mk for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K and ∂kf̄(x) is the partial derivative of f with respect to xk.

It is worth noting that developing an appropriate metric by exploiting the di-
agonal blocks is closely related to the block-Jacobi preconditioning [10] in numerical
linear algebra. Specifically, given a symmetric positive definite matrix A ∈ Rn×n,
the goal of block-Jacobi preconditioning is to construct an invertible block-diagonal
matrix

D =


D11

D22

. . .

DKK

 ∈ Rn×n,
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such that κ2(DADT) := λmax(DADT)/λmin(DADT) is reduced, where Dkk ∈
Rnk×nk for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K and n1 + n2 + · · ·+ nK = n. Alternatively, consider the
minimization problem of a quadratic function minx∈Rn f(x) := 1

2x
TAx. We can

construct a preconditioned metric on the product manifold Rn = Rn1 ×Rn2 ×· · ·×
RnK by

gx(ξ, η) :=
K∑

k=1

⟨ξk, (DT
kkDkk)

−1ηk⟩ = ⟨ξ, (DTD)−1η⟩.

Given x ∈ Rn, it follows from Proposition 3 and the definition of Riemannian
Hessian that

gradgf(x) = (DTD)Ax,

Hessgf(x) = (DTD)A.

Therefore, the Rayleigh quotient is given by

qx(η) =
gx(η,Hessgf(x)[η])

gx(η, η)
=

⟨η,Aη⟩
⟨η, (DTD)−1η⟩

η̃:=D−Tη
========

⟨η̃, (DADT)η̃⟩
⟨η̃, η̃⟩

for η ∈ TxRn. It follows from (2.3) holds that

κg(Hessgf(x)) =
supη∈TxM qx(η)

infη∈TxM qx(η)
=

λmax(DADT)

λmin(DADT)
= κ2(DADT).

As a result, the block-Jacobi preconditioning that aims to reduce κ2(DADT) is
equivalent to selecting a specific preconditioned metric on Rn to reduce the con-
dition number of the Riemannian Hessian of f , i.e., κg(Hessgf(x)).

3.2 Relationship to variable metric methods

We investigate the relationship between the proposed preconditioning framework
and the variable metric methods—a pioneering work of quasi-Newton methods—
which were proposed to minimize a differentiable function f : Rn → R by Davi-
don [9] in 1959. The motivation behind the variable metric methods was to achieve
faster convergence and avoid the failures in early computers. To this end, given a
point x(t) ∈ Rn, a positive-definite matrix B(x(t)) is constructed from the previous
information [9] to approximate the Euclidean Hessian ∇2f(x(t)). Then, the search
direction d(t) is determined by

d(t) := argmin
d∈Rn

f(x(t)) + ⟨∇f(x(t)),d⟩+ 1

2
⟨d,B(x(t))d⟩.

It follows that
d(t) = −(B(x(t)))−1∇f(x(t)).

Consider the proposed framework, the search space Rn is endowed with the
metric

gx(ξ, η) = ⟨ξ, H̄(x)η⟩ for ξ, η ∈ TxRn ≃ Rn,

where H̄(x) is a positive-definite matrix that relies on the current information.
Based on this metric, the search direction of the Riemannian gradient descent
method is given by

η(t) = −gradgf(x
(t)) = −H̄(x(t))−1∇f(x(t)).
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Note that d(t) is different from η(t) since B(x(t)) contains the previous information,
e.g., the information from x(0),x(1), . . . ,x(t−1), whereas H̄(x(t)) only relies on x(t).

Furthermore, we explore the variable metric methods [20] proposed by Powell
for the following constrained optimization problem

min
x∈Rn

f(x)

s. t. ci(x) = 0, i = 1, 2, . . . ,m′,

ci(x) ≥ 0, i = m′ + 1,m′ + 2, . . . ,m,

(3.5)

where m,m′ are integers and ci are differentiable functions for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m. The
search direction d(t) is the solution of

min
d∈Rn

f(x(t)) + ⟨∇f(x(t)),d⟩+ 1

2
⟨d,B(x(t))d⟩

s. t. ci(x
(t)) + dT∇ci(x

(t)) = 0, i = 1, 2, . . . ,m′,

ci(x
(t)) + dT∇ci(x

(t)) ≥ 0, i = m′ + 1,m′ + 2, . . . ,m,

(3.6)

where B(x(t)) is positive definite that serves to provide second-order information
of f from previous iterations [20].

We illustrate the connection between the proposed framework and the variable
metric methods [20] in a special case that (3.5) contains only equality constraints,
i.e., m = m′. Assume that the feasible set M = {x ∈ Rn : h(x) = 0} of (3.5) is a
Riemannian manifold endowed with the metric

gx(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ, H̄(x)[η]⟩ for ξ, η ∈ Tx M,

where h(x) := [c1(x), c2(x), . . . , cm(x)]T. Given a point x(t) ∈ M, i.e., ci(x
(t)) = 0,

it follows from [19] that the Riemannian gradient of f at x(t) under the metric g

can be computed by the minimization problem

min
η∈T

x(t)M
f(x(t))− ⟨∇f(x(t)), η⟩+ 1

2
⟨η, H̄(x(t))[η]⟩. (3.7)

In fact, Tx(t) M = {η ∈ Rn : Dh(x)[η] = 0} = {η ∈ Rn : ηT∇ci(x
(t)) = 0 for i =

1, 2, . . . ,m}. Therefore, the only difference between problem (3.6) and (3.7) is the
quadratic term.

Note that the matrix B(x) in (unconstrained and constrained) variable metric
methods is updated based on the previous iterative information. On the contrary,
the operator H̄(x) in a preconditioned metric is pre-defined before the imple-
mentation of Riemannian methods, which is apt to avoid the storage of previous
information. Therefore, the proposed preconditioning framework is essentially not
a variable metric method.

Remark 1 In particular, let L(x, λx) := f(x) − ⟨λx, h(x)⟩ be the Lagrangian func-
tion of the problem (3.5) with the equality constraint h(x) = 0, and the Lagrange
multiplier is given by λx := ((∇h(x))T∇h(x))−1(∇h(x))T∇f(x). If the operator
H̄(x) satisfies that H̄(x(t))[η] = D2L(x(t), λx(t))[η] for all η ∈ Tx(t) M as proposed
in [19], it holds that the solution of (3.7), i.e., −gradgf(x

(t)), is indeed the Rie-
mannian Newton direction under the Euclidean metric; see [1, Proposition 4.1]
and [19, Proposition 2.1].
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3.3 Connection to Riemannian Gauss–Newton methods

The Riemannian Gauss–Newton method was proposed to minimize the cost func-
tion f(x) := 1

2∥F (x)∥2F, where F : M → Rn is smooth and DF (x) is assumed to be

injective. Specifically, the search direction η(t) ∈ Tx(t) M at x(t) ∈ M is computed
by the following Gauss–Newton equation [2, §8.4.1]

⟨DF (x(t))[ξ],DF (x(t))[η(t)]⟩+ ⟨DF (x(t))[ξ], F (x(t))⟩ = 0 for ξ ∈ Tx(t) M,

or (
(DF (x(t)))∗ ◦DF (x(t))

)
[η(t)] = −(DF (x(t)))∗[F (x(t))],

where (DF (x(t)))∗ is the adjoint operator of DF (x(t)). Since DF (x) has full rank,
it follows that

η(t) = −
(
(DF (x(t)))∗ ◦DF (x(t))

)−1

[(DF (x(t)))∗[F (x(t))]],

which is also the solution of the following least-squares problem

min
η∈T

x(t)M

1

2
⟨DF (x(t))[η],DF (x(t))[η]⟩+ ⟨DF (x(t))[η], F (x(t))⟩. (3.8)

Notice that

⟨DF (x(t))[η(t)], F (x(t))⟩ = Df(x(t))[η(t)] = Df̄(x(t))[η(t)] = ⟨∇f̄(x(t)), η(t)⟩,

where f̄ : E → R is any smooth extension of f . Therefore, problem (3.8) is equiva-
lent to

min
η∈T

x(t)M

1

2
⟨H̄(x(t))[η], η⟩+ ⟨∇f̄(x(t)), η⟩, (3.9)

where H̄(x(t)) := (DF (x(t)))∗ ◦DF (x(t)). Consider the preconditioned metric

gx(ξ, η) = ⟨ξ, H̄(x(t))[η]⟩ = ⟨ξ, ((DF (x))∗ ◦DF (x))[η]⟩,

it follows from [19] that the solution of (3.9) is η(t) = −gradgf(x
(t)). In other words,

the Riemannian Gauss–Newton method can be interpreted by the Riemannian
gradient descent method with the metric g.

4 Application to canonical correlation analysis

In this section, we apply the proposed framework to solve the canonical correlation
analysis (CCA) problem. A new left and right preconditioned metric is proposed.
Then, numerical experiments verify that the proposed metric accelerates the Rie-
mannian methods.

Let X ∈ Rn×dx and Y ∈ Rn×dy be two data matrices with n samples and dx,
dy variables respectively. The goal of CCA is to choose weights u1, . . . ,um ∈ Rdx

and v1, . . . ,vm ∈ Rdy such that the data matrices XU and YV has the highest
correlation, where U := [u1, . . . ,um] and V := [v1, . . . ,vm]. CCA can be written
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as an optimization problem on the product manifold of two generalized Stiefel
manifolds, i.e,

min
U∈Rdx×m,V∈Rdy×m

f(U,V) := −tr(UTΣxyVN)

s. t. (U,V) ∈ M = M1 ×M2,
(4.1)

where Σxx := XTX + λxIdx
, Σyy := YTY + λyIdy

, λx, λy ≥ 0 are regularization

parameters, Σxy := XTY, M1 := StΣxx
(m, dx) = {U ∈ Rdx×m : UTΣxxU =

Im} and M2 := StΣyy
(m, dy) refer to the generalized Stiefel manifold, and N :=

diag(µ1, µ2, . . . , µm) satisfies µ1 > µ2 > · · · > µm > 0. The problem (4.1) has a
closed-form solution

(U∗,V∗) = (Σ
−1/2
xx Ū, Σ

−1/2
yy V̄),

where Ū := [ū1, . . . , ūm] and V̄ := [v̄1, . . . , v̄m] are the m leading left and right

singular vectors of the matrix Σ
−1/2
xx ΣxyΣ

−1/2
yy respectively. We refer to the m

largest singular values σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σm > 0 of Σ
−1/2
xx ΣxyΣ

−1/2
yy as the canonical

correlations.
The tangent space T(U,V) M is characterized by

T(U,V) M ≃ TU M1 ×TV M2, (4.2)

where

TU M1 = {UΩ1 +UΣxx⊥K1 : Ω1 ∈ Rm×m,ΩT
1 = −Ω1,K1 ∈ R(dx−m)×m}

is the tangent space of the generalized Stiefel manifold M1, the matrix UΣxx⊥ ∈
Rdx×(dx−m) satisfies that (UΣxx⊥)

TΣxxUΣxx⊥ = Idx−m and UTΣxxUΣxx⊥ = 0.
The TV M2 is defined in the same fashion.

Next, we intend to propose preconditioned metrics on M and adapt the Rie-
mannian methods to solve (4.1).

4.1 Left preconditioner

Shustin and Avron [24, §4.2] proposed to endow M with the following metric

g(U,V)(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ1, Σxxη1⟩+ ⟨ξ2, Σyyη2⟩ for ξ, η ∈ T(U,V) M. (4.3)

In our framework, it is equivalent that the operators in (3.3) are defined by
H̄1(U,V)[η1] := Σxxη1 and H̄2(U,V)[η2] := Σyyη2, which have left precondi-
tioning effect. The orthogonal projection of a vector η̄ ∈ T(U,V) E ≃ E onto the
tangent space T(U,V) is given by

Πg,(U,V)(η̄) =
(
η̄1 −U sym(UTΣxxη̄1), η̄2 −V sym(VTΣyy η̄2)

)
,

where E := Rdx×m×Rdy×m is the ambient space of M. Therefore, the Riemannian
gradient reads

gradgf(U,V) =
(
−Σ−1

xx ΣxyVN+U sym(UTΣxyVN),

−Σ−1
yy ΣT

xyUN+V sym(VTΣT
xyUN)

)
.

(4.4)
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Since the local converge rate of Riemannian optimization methods is closely
related to the condition number κg(Hessgf(U

∗,V∗)) (see section 2.2), we first
compute the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U,V) along η = (η1, η2) ∈ T(U,V) M by
using (2.1)

Hessgf(U,V)[η] = Πg,(U,V)

(
η1 sym(UTΣxyVN) +U sym(ηT1ΣxyVN)

+U sym(UTΣxyη2N)−Σ−1
xx Σxyη2N,

η2 sym(VTΣT
xyUN) +V sym(ηT2Σ

T
xyUN)

+V sym(VTΣT
xyη1N)−Σ−1

yy ΣT
xyη1N

)
,

(4.5)

Then, we compute the condition number as follows.

Proposition 4 Let σ1 > σ2 > · · · > σm+1 ≥ · · · ≥ σmin{dx,dy} be singular values of

the matrix Σ
−1/2
xx ΣxyΣ

−1/2
yy . It holds that

κg(Hessgf(U
∗,V∗)) =

max
{

1
2 (µ1 + µ2)(σ1 + σ2), µ1(σ1 + σm+1)

}
min{mini,j∈[m],i̸=j

1
2 (µi − µj)(σi − σj), µm(σm − σm+1)}

,

where [m] := {1, 2, . . . ,m}.

Proof See Appendix B. ⊓⊔

Note that Proposition 4 boils down to κg(Hessgf(U
∗,V∗)) = (σ1+σ2)/(σ1−σ2)

for m = 1, which coincides with the result in [24, Lemma 4.1].

4.2 New left and right preconditioner

Observing from the second-order information in (4.5), we aim to approximate the
diagonal blocks of (4.5) and propose a new metric where the operators in (3.3)
have both left and right preconditioning effect:

gnew,(U,V)(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ1, Σxxη1M1,2⟩+ ⟨ξ2, Σyyη2M2,2⟩, (4.6)

where

M1,2 :=
(
sym(UTΣxyVN)2 + δIm

) 1
2
,

M2,2 :=
(
sym(VTΣT

xyUN)2 + δIm

) 1
2
,

sym(A) := (A + AT)/2 and δ > 0. Since M1,2 and M2,2 are positive-definite,
the metric (4.6) is a Riemannian metric. Subsequently, the projection operator
Πnew,(U,V) is given by the following proposition.

Proposition 5 Given the new metric (4.6), the orthogonal projection operator on

T(U,V) M is given by

Πnew,(U,V)(η̄) = (Πnew,U(η̄1), Πnew,V(η̄2)) = (η̄1−US1M
−1
1,2, η̄2−VS2M

−1
2,2) (4.7)

for η̄ ∈ T(U,V) E ≃ E, where S1, S2 are the unique solutions of the following Lyapunov

equations

M1,2S1 + S1M1,2 = 2 sym(M1,2(U
TΣxxη̄1)M1,2),

M2,2S2 + S2M2,2 = 2 sym(M2,2(V
TΣyy η̄2)M2,2).
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Proof It suffices to prove Πnew,U(η̄1) = η̄1 − US1M
−1
1,2, and the others can be

obtained in the same fashion. The orthogonal complement with regard to the
metric (4.6) of the tangent space TU M1 is

(TU M1)
⊥ = {US1M

−1
1,2 : S1 ∈ Rp×p, S1 = ST

1 }.

Moreover, since TU M1 ⊕ (TU M1)
⊥ = TURdx×m ≃ Rdx×m, it yields a unique

orthogonal decomposition

η̄1 = Πnew,U(η̄1) +Π⊥new,U(η̄1) = (UΩ1 +UΣxx⊥K1) +US1M
−1
1,2, (4.8)

i.e.,
Πnew,U(η̄1) = η̄1 −Π⊥new,U(η̄1) = η̄1 −US1M

−1
1,2.

To characterize the symmetric matrix S1, we multiply (4.8) from the left by
UTΣxx, and it follows that

UTΣxxη̄1 = Ω1 + S1M
−1
1,2.

Summing up UTΣxxη̄1 and (UTΣxxη̄1)
T, we obtain that

S1M
−1
1,2 +M−1

1,2S1 = UTΣxxη̄1 + η̄T1ΣxxU.

By multiplying M1,2 from the left and right, the symmetric matrix S1 satisfies

M1,2S1 + S1M1,2 = 2 sym(M1,2(U
TΣxxη̄1)M1,2),

which has a unique solution according to [14, Theorem 2.4.4.1]. ⊓⊔

It follows from Propositions 3 and 5 that the Riemannian gradient of f at
(U,V) is

gradnewf(U,V) =
(
Σ−1

xx ∂1f(U,V)M−1
1,2 −US1M

−1
1,2,

Σ−1
yy ∂2f(U,V)M−1

2,2 −VS2M
−1
2,2

)
,

(4.9)

where S1 and S2 are the solutions of the following Lyapunov equations

M1,2S1 + S1M1,2 = 2 sym
(
M1,2U

T∂1f(U,V)
)
,

M2,2S2 + S2M2,2 = 2 sym
(
M2,2V

T∂2f(U,V)
)
.

Note that M1,2,M2,2 ∈ Rm×m and m ≪ min{dx, dy}. Therefore, the computa-
tional cost of the Riemannian gradient under the new metric (4.6) is comparable
to one under (4.3).

Then, we illustrate the effect of the metric (4.6) by computing the condition
number of f at (U∗,V∗). To this end, the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U∗,V∗)
along η is given by

Hessnewf(U
∗,V∗)[η] = Πnew,(U∗,V∗)(DḠ(U∗,V∗)[η])

= Πnew,(U∗,V∗)

(
−Σ−1

xx Σxyη2NM−1
1,2 +Σ−1

xx ΣxyV
∗NM−1

1,2Ṁ1,2M
−1
1,2

− η1S1M
−1
1,2 −U∗Ṡ1M

−1
1,2 +U∗S1M

−1
1,2Ṁ1,2M

−1
1,2,

−Σ−1
yy ΣT

xyη1NM−1
2,2 +Σ−1

yy ΣT
xyU

∗NM−1
2,2Ṁ2,2M

−1
2,2

− η2S2M
−1
2,2 −V∗Ṡ2M

−1
2,2 +V∗S2M

−1
2,2Ṁ2,2M

−1
2,2

)



18 Bin Gao et al.

where Ḡ : E → R is a smooth extension of gradnewf , Ṁ1,2 := DM1,2(U
∗,V∗)[η],

Ṁ2,2 := DM2,2(U
∗,V∗)[η], and the symmetric matrices Ṡ1 and Ṡ2 satisfy the

Lyapunov equations

sym
(
Ṁ1,2S1 +M1,2Ṡ1 + Ṁ1,2ΣN+M1,2(η

T
1ΣxyV

∗ + (U∗)TΣxyη2)
)
= 0,

sym
(
Ṁ2,2S2 +M2,2Ṡ2 + Ṁ2,2ΣN+M2,2(η

T
2Σ

T
xyU

∗ + (V∗)TΣT
xyη1)

)
= 0.

Finally, we can prove the result in the same fashion as in Proposition 4.

Proposition 6 Let σ1 > σ2 > · · · > σm+1 ≥ · · · ≥ σmin{dx,dy} be the singular values

of the matrix Σ
−1/2
xx ΣxyΣ

−1/2
yy . Then, the condition number at the local minimizer

(U∗,V∗) is computed by

κnew(Hessnewf(U
∗,V∗)) =

max

{
max

i,j∈[m],i̸=j

(µi+µj)(σi+σj)√
σ2
iµ

2
i+δ+

√
σ2
jµ

2
j+δ

,
µ1(σ1+σm+1)√

σ2
1+δ

}

min

{
min

i,j∈[m],i̸=j

(µi−µj)(σi−σj)√
σ2
iµ

2
i+δ+

√
σ2
jµ

2
j+δ

,
µm(σm−σm+1)√

σ2
m+δ

} .

4.3 RGD and RCG for canonical correlation analysis

By using the Riemannian metric (4.6) and required ingredients, we adapt the
Riemannian gradient descent (Algorithm 1) and Riemannian conjugate gradient
(Algorithm 2) methods to solve the CCA problem in Algorithm 3 and 4.

Algorithm 3 RGD for CCA

Input: M endowed with a metric (4.6), initial guess (U(0),V(0)) ∈ M, t = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute η(t) = −gradgf(U

(t),V(t)) by (4.9).

3: Compute the stepsize s(t) by Armijo backtracking (2.2).

4: Update U(t+1) = Σ
−1/2
xx qf(Σ

1/2
xx (U(t) + η

(t)
1 )) and V(t+1) = Σ

−1/2
yy qf(Σ

1/2
yy (V(t) +

η
(t)
2 )); t = t+ 1.

5: end while
Output: (U(t),V(t)) ∈ M.

Algorithm 4 RCG for CCA

Input: M endowed with a metric (4.6), initial guess (U(0),V(0)) ∈ M, t = 0, β(−1) = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute η(t) = −gradgf(U

(t),U(t)) +Πg,(U(t),V(t))(η
(t−1)) by (4.7) and (4.9).

3: Compute the stepsize s(t) by Armijo backtracking (2.2).

4: Update U(t+1) = Σ
−1/2
xx qf(Σ

1/2
xx (U(t) + η

(t)
1 )) and V(t+1) = Σ

−1/2
yy qf(Σ

1/2
yy (V(t) +

η
(t)
2 )); t = t+ 1.

5: end while
Output: (U(t),V(t)) ∈ M.
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Note that 1) the retraction mapping is the generalized QR decomposition [22]
with respect to Σxx and Σyy, i.e.,

R(U,V)(η) :=

(
Σ
− 1

2
xx qf(Σ

1
2
xx(U+ η1)), Σ

− 1
2

yy qf(Σ
1
2
yy(V+ η2))

)
for η ∈ T(U,V) M,

where qf(X) refers to the Q factor in the QR decomposition QR = X. In practice,
the retraction can be efficiently computed by R(U,V)(η) = ((U + η1)R

−1
1 , (V +

η2)R
−1
2 ) instead, where RT

1R1 = (U + η1)
TΣxx(U + η1) and RT

2R2 = (V +
η2)

TΣyy(V + η2) are Cholesky decompositions; 2) the vector transport in Algo-
rithm 4 is defined by the projection operator in (4.7), i.e.,

Tt←t−1(η) := Πg,(U(t),V(t))(η) for η ∈ T(U(t−1),V(t−1)) M.

4.4 Numerical validation

Algorithms 3 and 4 are implemented in Manopt [6], a Matlab library for Rieman-
nian methods. The stopping criteria are the same as default settings in Manopt.
All experiments are performed on a MacBook Pro 2019 with MacOS Ventura 13.3,
2.4 GHz 8 core Intel Core i9 processor, 32GB memory, and Matlab R2020b. The
codes are available at https://github.com/JimmyPeng1998.

We test the performance of RGD and RCG under different metrics, i.e., five
different choice of the operators H̄1, H̄2 in

g(U,V)(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ1, H̄1(U,V)[η1]⟩+ ⟨ξ2, H̄2(U,V)[η2]⟩;

see Table 2. The Euclidean metric is denoted by “(E)”. “(L1)” and “(L2)” are the
metrics that only one component of M = M1 ×M2 is endowed with a precondi-
tioned metric. The metric (4.3) proposed by [24] is called “(L12)”. The metric (4.6)
have both the left and right preconditioning effect and is denoted by “(LR12)”.
We set dx = 800, dy = 400, n = 30000, m = 5, δ = 10−15, λx = λy = 10−6, and
N = diag(m,m− 1, . . . , 1). Elements of the data matrices X and Y are generated
by the unit distribution in [0, 1]. The performance of a method is evaluated by
the residual f(U,V) − fmin, gradient norm “gnorm”, and the subspace distances
D(U,U∗) := ∥UUT − U∗(U∗)T∥F and D(V,V∗) := ∥VVT − V∗(V∗)T∥F, where
fmin := f(U∗,V∗).

Table 2 Compared metrics in CCA

(E) (L1) (L2) (L12) (LR12)

H̄1(U,V)[η1] η1 Σxxη1 η1 Σxxη1 Σxxη1M1,2

H̄2(U,V)[η2] η2 η2 Σyyη2 Σyyη2 Σyyη2M2,2

Numerical results are reported in Fig. 3, Fig. 4 and Table 3. We have follow-
ing observations: 1) the proposed metric (4.6) improves the performance of RGD
and RCG since it benefits more from the second-order information; 2) Figure 4
shows that the computation time per iteration of Algorithms 3 and 4 is compa-
rable to RGD(L12) and RCG(L12); 3) Table 3 illustrates that RGD(LR12) and

https://github.com/JimmyPeng1998
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RCG(LR12) require fewer iterations and less time to reach the stopping criteria
than the others. The subspace distances are smaller than 10−8, and hence the
sequences generated by proposed methods converge to the correct subspace.

Fig. 3 Numerical results for CCA problem for dx = 800, dy = 400, and m = 5. Left: RGD.
Right: RCG. Each method is tested for 10 runs

RGD RCG
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Fig. 4 Computation time per iteration for RGD (left) and RCG (right) under different metrics
for CCA problem for dx = 800, m = 5, and dy = 200, 400, . . . , 1000

Table 3 Convergence results of the CCA problem for dx = 800, dy = 400, and m = 5

metric method #iter time (s) gnorm D(U,U∗) D(V,V∗) κg

(E)
RGD 10000 249.11 5.95e-02 2.69e-05 2.66e-05

2.10e+04
RCG 1745 31.03 1.70e-05 4.01e-10 3.89e-10

(L1)
RGD 10000 255.33 1.02e+00 4.12e-04 4.07e-04

1.43e+07
RCG 2500 74.13 4.94e-02 2.85e-04 2.79e-04

(L2)
RGD 10000 245.81 8.20e-01 4.13e-04 4.05e-04

1.52e+07
RCG 2500 56.16 6.90e-02 2.93e-04 2.90e-04

(L12)
RGD 10000 274.91 4.67e-04 9.68e-07 9.57e-07

1.12e+04
RCG 937 30.39 8.82e-07 1.68e-09 1.65e-09

(LR12)
RGD 6607 195.03 1.34e-06 7.47e-16 7.46e-16

2.38e+03
RCG 410 15.38 8.49e-07 4.63e-09 4.53e-09

Moreover, the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian is numerically
computed by the Manopt function hessianspectrum: κg(Hessgf(U

∗,V∗)) of five
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metrics are 2.10 × 104 (E), 1.43 × 107 (L1), 1.52 × 107 (L2), 1.12 × 104 (L12),
and 2.38 × 103 (LR12). It is direct to verify that these numbers coincide with
the theoretical results in Propositions 4 and 6. We observe that the Riemannian
Hessian under the proposed metric (LR12) has the smallest condition number
among all choices, which confirms that RGD(LR12) and RCG(LR12) outperform
the others.

5 Appplication to truncated singular value decomposition

In this section, the truncated singular value decomposition (SVD) problem is con-
sidered. Given a matrix A ∈ Rm×n, the p < min{m,n} largest singular vectors
(U∗,V∗) is the global minimizer of the following problem,

min
U∈Rm×p,V∈Rn×p

f(U,V) := −tr(UTAVN)

s. t. (U,V) ∈ M := M1 ×M2 = St(p,m)× St(p, n),
(5.1)

where St(p,m) := {U ∈ Rm×p : UTU = Ip} is the Stiefel manifold and N :=
diag{µ1, . . . , µp} with µ1 > · · · > µp > 0. Sato and Iwai [23] proposed RGD and
RCG methods to solve problem (5.1), where the search space is endowed with the
Euclidean metric. We apply the proposed framework to solve (5.1) by endowing M
with a non-Euclidean metric to accelerate the Riemannian optimization methods.

5.1 A new preconditioned metric

Observe that the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U,V) along η = (η1, η2) ∈ T(U,V) M
is given by

Hessef(U,V)[η] =
(
η1M1 −Aη2N−U sym(U(η1M1 −Aη2N)),

η2M2 −ATη1N−V sym(V(η2M2 −ATη1N))
)

in [23, Proposition 3.5], where M1 := sym(UTAVN) and M2 := sym(VTATUN).

We take advantage of the diagonal blocks of the Riemannian Hessian and define
a new preconditioned metric on M:

gnew,(U,V)(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ1, η1M1,2⟩+ ⟨ξ2, η2M2,2⟩, (5.2)

for ξ, η ∈ T(U,V) M, where

M1,2 :=
(
sym(UTAVN)2 + δIp

) 1
2
, M2,2 :=

(
sym(VTATUN)2 + δIp

) 1
2
,

and δ > 0. Since M1,2 and M2,2 are smooth and positive-definite matrices, the
metric (5.2) is a Riemannian metric. The projection operator with respect to (5.2)
is given by

Πnew,(U,V)(η̄) = (η̄1 −US1M
−1
1,2, η̄2 −VS2M

−1
2,2) (5.3)
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for η̄ ∈ T(U,V) Rm×p×Rn×p ≃ Rm×p×Rn×p, where S1, S2 are the unique solutions
of the following Lyapunov equations

M1,2S1 + S1M1,2 = 2 sym(M1,2(U
Tη̄1)M1,2),

M2,2S2 + S2M2,2 = 2 sym(M2,2(V
Tη̄2)M2,2).

Then, it follows from Proposition 3 and (5.3) that

gradnewf(U,V) =
(
∂1f(U,V)M−1

1,2 −US1M
−1
1,2,

∂2f(U,V)M−1
2,2 −VS2M

−1
2,2

)
,

(5.4)

where S1 and S2 are the solution of the following Lyapunov equations:

M1,2S1 + S1M1,2 = 2 sym
(
M1,2U

T∂1f(U,V)
)
,

M2,2S2 + S2M2,2 = 2 sym
(
M2,2V

T∂2f(U,V)
)
.

These results can be obtained in the same fashion as in Proposition 5 for CCA.
Note that the computational cost of the Riemannian gradient (5.4) is comparable
to one under the Euclidean metric since M1,2,M2,2 ∈ Rp×p and p ≪ min{m,n}.

The effect of the new metric (5.2) is illustrated by the following proposition,
which can be proved analogously to Propositions 4 and 6.

Proposition 7 Let σ1 > σ2 > · · · > σp > σp+1 ≥ · · · ≥ σmin{m,n} be the singular

values of A, U∗ and V∗ be the p largest left and right singular vectors of A respectively.

It holds that

κnew(Hessnewf(U
∗,V∗)) =

max

{
max

i,j∈[p],i̸=j

(µi+µj)(σi+σj)√
σ2
iµ

2
i+δ+

√
σ2
jµ

2
j+δ

,
µ1(σ1+σp+1)√

σ2
1+δ

}

min

{
min

i,j∈[p],i̸=j

(µi−µj)(σi−σj)√
σ2
iµ

2
i+δ+

√
σ2
jµ

2
j+δ

,
µp(σp−σp+1)√

σ2
p+δ

} .

5.2 RGD and RCG for truncated singular value decomposition

Let M be endowed with the Riemannian metric (5.2). We apply the Riemannian
gradient descent (Algorithm 1) and Riemannian conjugate gradient (Algorithm 2)
methods to solve the SVD problem (5.1) in Algorithms 5 and 6. Note that the
retraction mapping is based on the QR decomposition, i.e.,

R(U,V)(η) :=
(
qf(U+ η1),qf(V+ η2)

)
for η ∈ T(U,V) M.

The vector transport in Algorithm 6 is defined by the projection operator (5.3).
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Algorithm 5 RGD for SVD

Input: M endowed with a metric (5.2), initial guess (U(0),V(0)) ∈ M, t = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute η(t) = −gradgf(U

(t),U(t)) by (5.4).

3: Compute the stepsize s(t) by Armijo backtracking line search (2.2).

4: Update U(t+1) = qf
(
U(t) + s(t)η

(t)
1

)
and V(t+1) = qf

(
V(t) + s(t)η

(t)
2

)
; t = t+ 1.

5: end while
Output: (U(t),V(t)) ∈ M.

Algorithm 6 RCG for SVD

Input: M endowed with a metric (5.2), initial guess (U(0),V(0)) ∈ M, t = 0, β(−1) = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute η(t) = −gradgf(U

(t),U(t)) +Πg,(U(t),V(t))(η
(t−1)) by (5.3) and (5.4).

3: Compute the stepsize s(t) by Armijo backtracking line search (2.2).

4: Update U(t+1) = qf
(
U(t) + s(t)η

(t)
1

)
and V(t+1) = qf

(
V(t) + s(t)η

(t)
2

)
; t = t+ 1.

5: end while
Output: (U(t),V(t)) ∈ M.

5.3 Numerical validation

We compare the performance of Algorithms 5 and 6 with RGD and RCG under the
Euclidean metric in [23]. The proposed preconditioned metric (5.2), which has a
right preconditioning effect, is denoted by “(R12)”. We set m = 1000, n = 500, p =
10, and N = diag(p, p−1, . . . , 1). The matrix A is constructed by A = U∗Σ(V∗)T,
where U∗ ∈ Rm×p and V∗ ∈ Rn×p are firstly generated by the unit distribution
and then orthogonalized by QR decomposition, Σ := diag(1, γ, γ2, . . . , γp−1) and
γ = 1/1.5. The implementation of RGD and RCG is the same as section 4.

Numerical results are shown in Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and Table 4. We have similar ob-
servations as the previous experiments in section 4. First, the proposed methods
outperform RGD(E) and RCG(E) with fewer iterations since the proposed met-
ric benefits from the second-order information. Second, computational cost per
iteration of Algorithms 5 and 6 is comparable to RGD(E) and RCG(E) respec-
tively. Third, Table 4 shows that the subspace distances are smaller than 10−6

in RGD(R12) and RCG(R12), which indicates that the sequences generated by
proposed methods converge to the correct subspace.

Table 4 Convergence results of the SVD problem for m = 1000, n = 500, and p = 10

metric method #iter time (s) gnorm D(U,U∗) D(V,V∗) κg

(E)
RGD 7781 117.29 9.64e-07 4.53e-05 4.53e-05

2.43e+03
RCG 478 5.44 8.54e-07 2.00e-05 2.00e-05

(R12)
RGD 387 3.41 8.72e-07 2.38e-15 1.38e-15

9.50e+01
RCG 105 1.45 7.88e-07 3.26e-07 3.83e-07
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Fig. 5 Numerical results for the SVD problem for m = 1000, n = 500, and p = 10. Left:
RGD. Right: RCG. Each method is tested for 10 runs
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Fig. 6 Average computation time per iteration for RGD (left) and RCG (right) under the
Euclidean and proposed metric for m = 1000, p = 10, and n = 200, 400, . . . , 1000

In addition, we compute the condition numbers of Hessf(U∗,V∗) under two
metrics. It follows from the construction of A and Proposition 7 that

κ(Hessef(U
∗,V∗)) =

(µ1 + µ2)(γ + 1)

(µp−1 − µp)(γp−2 − γp−1)
=

153389

63
≈ 2.43× 103,

κ(Hessnewf(U
∗,V∗)) =

(µ1 + µ2)(1 + γ)

(µ1 − µ2)(1− γ)
= 95,

which exactly coincide with the numerical results in Table 4. Therefore, the lower
condition number suggests faster convergence of the proposed methods.

6 Application to matrix and tensor completion

In this section, we investigate the matrix and tensor completion problem. Given a
partially observed tensor A ∈ Rn1×···×nd on an index set Ω ⊆ [n1]× · · ·× [nd]. The
goal of tensor completion is to recover the tensor A from its entries on Ω. Note
that it boils down to matrix completion for d = 2.

There are several different formulations in tensor completion. One type is based
on the nuclear norm minimization, e.g., [8,17]. These methods require working
with full-size tensors. Instead, tensor decompositions—which decomposes a tensor
into smaller blocks—reduce the number of parameters in search space. Therefore,
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it is economical to formulate the tensor completion problem based on a tensor
decomposition, which leads to an optimization problem on a product manifold

min f(x) := 1
2p

∥∥ProjΩ(τ(x1, x2, . . . , xK))− ProjΩ(A)
∥∥2
F

s. t. x = (x1, x2, . . . , xK) ∈ M = M1 ×M2 × · · · ×MK ,
(6.1)

where p := |Ω|/(n1n2 · · ·nd) is the sampling rate, ProjΩ refers to the projection
operator onto Ω, i.e, ProjΩ(X )(i1, . . . , id) = X (i1, . . . , id) if (i1, . . . , id) ∈ Ω, other-
wise ProjΩ(X )(i1, . . . , id) = 0 for X ∈ Rn1×···×nd , and τ(x1, . . . , xK) denotes the
tensor decomposition with components xk ∈ Mk for k ∈ [K].

Since computing ∇2f(x) can be complicated, Kasai and Mishra [15] introduced
a preconditioned metric based on the block-diagonal approximation of ∇2f(x)
for tensor completion in Tucker decomposition. More recently, the idea became
prosperous in tensor completion for other tensor formats, e.g., [11,7,12], see Table 1
for details. In summary, the metric was developed by constructing an operator
H̄(x) based on the diagonal blocks of the Hessian of the cost function ϕ(x) :=
∥τ(x)−A∥2F/2, i.e.,

H̄(x)[η] :=
(
∂2
11ϕ(x)[η1], . . . , ∂

2
KKϕ(x)[ηK ]

)
for η = (η1, η2, . . . , ηK) ∈ Tx M,

where ∂2
kkϕ(x)[ηk] := limh→0(∂kϕ(x1, . . . , xk−1, xk+hηk, xk+1, . . . , xK)−∂kϕ(x))/h

for k ∈ [K]. Consequently, the metric on M is defined by

gx(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ, H̄(x)[η]⟩ =
K∑

k=1

⟨ξk, ∂2
kkϕ(x)[ηk]⟩ for ξ, η ∈ Tx M.

Alternatively, we can consider the Riemannian Gauss–Newton method to solve
problem (6.1), which is included in the general preconditioning framework; see
discussion in section 3.3.

6.1 Gauss–Newton method for tensor ring completion

Since tensor ring decomposition has been shown effective for the tensor comple-
tion problem, e.g., [12], we propose the Gauss–Newton method for tensor ring
completion, which is formulated as

min
Uk∈Rrk−1×nk×rk

f(U1, . . . ,Ud) :=
1
2p

∥∥ProjΩ(JU1, . . . ,UdK)− ProjΩ(A)
∥∥2
F
, (6.2)

where JU1, . . . ,UdK denotes the tensor ring decomposition [31] that decomposes an
d-th order tensor into d blocks with Mk := Rrk−1×nk×rk for k ∈ [d] and r0 = rd.
Specifically, given X = JU1, . . . ,UdK, the (i1, i2, . . . , id)-th element of X is defined
by

X (i1, i2, . . . , id) := tr(U1(i1)U2(i2) · · ·Ud(id)),

where Uk(ik) := Uk(:, ik, :) ∈ Rrk−1×rk refers the ik-th lateral slice of the tensor U
for ik ∈ [nk]. Since the k-th unfolding matrix of X satisfies X(k) = (Uk)(2)(U̸=k)(2),
problem (6.2) can be reformulated by introducing [12]

Wk := (Uk)(2) and W̸=k
:= (U̸=k)(2),
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where (Uk)(2) and (U̸=k)(2) are the 2-nd unfolding matrix of the tensor Uk and U̸=k

respectively, and U̸=k ∈ Rrk−1×
∏

j ̸=k nj×rk is defined by its lateral slice matrices,

i.e., U ̸=k

(
1 +

∑d
ℓ ̸=k,ℓ=1(iℓ − 1)Jℓ

)
:=

(∏d
j=k+1 Uj(ij)

∏k−1
j=1 Uj(ij)

)T
with Jℓ :=∏ℓ−1

m=1,m̸=k nm. Consequently, a reformulation of (6.2) is given by

min
W⃗=(W1,...,Wd)

f(W⃗) :=
1

2p

∥∥∥ProjΩ (
τ(W⃗)−A

)∥∥∥2
F

s. t. W⃗ ∈ M = Rn1×r0r1 ×Rn2×r1r2 × · · · × Rnd×rd−1rd ,

(6.3)

where the mapping τ : M → Rn1×n2×···×nd is defined by

τ(W⃗) := Jten(2)(W1), . . . , ten(2)(Wd)K, (6.4)

and ten(2)(·) is the second tensorization operator.
Noticing that the cost function f in (6.3) enjoys a least-squares structure:

f(W⃗) = ∥F (W⃗)∥2F/2, where F (W⃗) = ProjΩ

(
τ(W⃗)−A

)
/
√
p is a smooth func-

tion, we propose the Gauss–Newton method to solve (6.3) in Algorithm 7; see
Appendix C for implementation details.

Algorithm 7 Gauss–Newton method for tensor ring completion (TR-GN)

Input: M endowed with a metric g, initial guess W⃗(0) ∈ M, t = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute η(t) by solving the following least-squares problem

argmin
η∈T

W⃗(t)M
∥DF (W⃗(t))[η] + F (W⃗(t))∥2F.

3: Update W⃗(t+1) = W⃗(t) + η(t); t = t+ 1.
4: end while
Output: W⃗(t) ∈ M.

6.2 Numerical validation

We compare Algorithm 7 with the Riemannian gradient descent (TR-RGD) and
the Riemannian conjugate gradient (TR-RCG) methods in [12] under the metric

g
W⃗

(ξ, η) :=
d∑

k=1

⟨ξk, ηk(WT
̸=kW̸=k + δIrk−1rk)⟩ for ξ, η ∈ T

W⃗
M,

where δ > 0 is a constant. Specifically, a tensor A ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd is constructed
by A = τ(W⃗∗), where τ is defined in (6.4), and each entry of W⃗∗ ∈ M is uniformly
sampled from [0, 1]. The initial guess W⃗(0) ∈ M is generated in the same fashion.
Given the sampling rate p, we randomly select pn1n2 · · ·nd samples from [n1] ×
[n2]×· · ·× [nd] to formulate the sampling set Ω. We set d = 3, n1 = n2 = n3 = 100,
p = 0.05, TR rank r∗ = (1, 1, 1), (2, 2, 2), . . . , (8, 8, 8), and δ = 10−15.
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We specify the default settings of all methods. The stepsize rule for TR-RGD
method and the TR-RCG method is the Armijo backtracking line search (2.2).
The conjugate gradient parameter is set to be the Riemannian version [6] of the
modified Hestenes–Stiefel rule. The parameters in (2.2) is ρ = 0.3, a = 2−13, and
s0 = 1. The performance of each method is evaluated by the training error

εΩ(W⃗(t)) :=
∥ProjΩ(τ(W⃗(t)))− ProjΩ(A)∥F

∥ProjΩ(A)∥F

and the test error εΓ (W⃗
(t)), where Γ is a test set different from Ω and we set

|Γ | = 100. A method is terminated if one of the following stopping criteria is
achieved: 1) training error εΩ(W⃗(t)) < 10−14; 2) the maximum iteration 1000;
3) the relative change |(εΩ(W⃗(t))− εΩ(W⃗(t−1)))/εΩ(W⃗(t−1))| < ε; 4) the stepsize
s(t) < 10−10.

Fig. 7 Training and test errors for TR rank r∗ = (5, 5, 5). Each method is tested for 10 runs
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Fig. 8 Computation time required for each method to reach the stopping criteria for TR rank
r∗ = (1, 1, 1), (2, 2, 2), . . . , (8, 8, 8)

Numerical results are illustrated in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8. On the one hand, we
observe that the TR-GN method has faster convergence than TR-RGD and TR-
RCG since TR-GN exploits more second-order information of ∇2f(W⃗), while the
preconditioned metric in TR-RGD and TR-RCG only takes advantage of its diag-
onal blocks. On the other hand, Figure 8 suggests that the computation time for
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TR-GN to reach the stopping criteria grows faster than TR-RGD and TR-RCG
as TR rank r∗ increases. In other words, there is a trade-off between exploiting
second-order information and the computational efficiency.

7 Conclusions and future works

The performance of the Riemannian methods varies with different metrics. We
have shown that an exquisitely constructed metric is indeed helpful to acceler-
ate the Riemannian methods. Specifically, we have proposed a general framework
for optimization on product manifolds endowed with a preconditioned metric. The
metric is developed by designing an operator that aims to approximate the diagonal
blocks of the Riemannian Hessian. In particular, the block-Jacobi preconditioning
in numerical linear algebra can be viewed as an instance in our framework. More-
over, we explain that the proposed framework is essentially not a variable metric
method since a preconditioned metric is pre-defined without previous iterates.
Conceptually, various existing methods including the Riemannian Gauss–Newton
method can be interpreted by the proposed framework with specific metrics. We
have tailored novel preconditioned metrics for canonical correlation analysis and
truncated singular value decomposition and have shown the effect of the proposed
metric by computing the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian at the lo-
cal minimizer. Numerical results verify that a delicate metric does improve the
performance of the Riemannian optimization methods.

In the future, we intend to specify the proposed framework to other problems,
e.g., the distributed PCA. Moreover, taking into account the block structure of
product manifolds, parallel computing is capable of further accelerating the Rie-
mannian optimization methods.

A Computational details in Example 1

In Example 1, we investigate a class of preconditioned metrics defined by

gλ,x = ⟨ξ, (λIn + (1− λ)B)η⟩ for ξ, η ∈ Tx M,

where λ ∈ R such that the matrix λIn + (1− λ)B is positive definite. Specifically, we compare
the Riemannian gradient descent method under two metric selections 1) the Euclidean metric
g1,x(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ, η⟩; 2) the scaled metric g0,x(ξ, η) := ⟨ξ,Bη⟩ for ξ, η ∈ Tx M. The Riemannian
gradients at x ∈ M under these metrics can be computed by

gradg1,xf(x) = −(In − (xTB2x)−1BxxTB)b,

gradg0,xf(x) = −(In − xxTB)B−1b.

The update rule for RGD under any metric gλ,x is based on the polar retraction [24, eq. (3.3)]

x̄(t) = x(t) − s(t)gradgλ,x
f(x(t)),

x(t+1) =
x̄(t)

∥x̄(t)∥B
.

In fact, given an initial point x(0) ∈ M such that bTx(0) ̸= 0, if we carefully choose the initial
stepsize s(0) = 1/(x(0))Tb for the RGD method under the metric g0,x, RGD can even converge
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in one iteration

x(1) =
x(0) − s(0)gradg0,xf(x

(0))

∥x(0) − s(0)gradg0,xf(x
(0))∥B

=
B−1b

∥B−1b∥B
= x∗.

Moreover, the Riemannian Hessian of f at x∗ along η ∈ Tx∗ M can be computed by

Hessgλ,xf(x
∗)[η] = Πgλ,x,x∗

(
Dgradgλ,x

f(x∗)[η]
)

= Πgλ,x,x∗
(
∥B−1b∥B(λIn + (1− λ)B)−1Bη

)
.

It follows from (2.4) that the Rayleigh quotient reads

q(η) = ∥B−1b∥B ·
⟨η,Bη⟩

⟨η, (λIn + (1− λ)B)η⟩
for η ∈ Tx∗ M.

Note that if λ = 0, the Rayleigh quotient boils down to a constant ∥B−1b∥B, which indicates
that κg0,x (Hessg0,xf(x

∗)) = 1 due to (2.3).

B Proof of Proposition 4

Proposition 4 gives the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U∗,V∗) under
the metric (4.3). A concrete proof of Proposition 4 is given as follows.

Proof Since (U∗,V∗) is a critical point of f , it follows from gradgf(U
∗,V∗) = 0 that

Σ−1
xx ΣxyV

∗ = U∗Σ and Σ−1
yy ΣT

xyU
∗ = V∗Σ,

where Σ := diag(σ1, σ2, . . . , σm). Note that

U∗(sym(ηT1ΣxyV
∗N) + sym((U∗)TΣxyη2N)) ∈ (TU∗ StΣxx (m, dx))

⊥,

V∗(sym(ηT2Σ
T
xyU

∗N) + sym((V∗)TΣT
xyη1N)) ∈ (TV∗ StΣyy (m, dy))

⊥.

Therefore, it follows that

g(U∗,V∗)(η,Hessgf(U
∗,V∗)[η]) =⟨η1, Σxxη1ΣN⟩+ ⟨η1, ΣxxU

∗ sym(ηT1ΣxyV
∗N)⟩

+ ⟨η1, ΣxxU
∗ sym((U∗)TΣxyη2N)⟩ − ⟨η1, Σxyη2N⟩

+ ⟨η2, Σyyη2ΣN⟩+ ⟨η2, ΣyyV
∗ sym(ηT2Σ

T
xyU

∗N)⟩

+ ⟨η2, ΣyyV
∗ sym((V∗)TΣT

xyη1N)⟩ − ⟨η2, ΣT
xyη1N⟩

=⟨η1, Σxxη1ΣN⟩ − 2⟨η1, Σxyη2N⟩+ ⟨η2, Σyyη2ΣN⟩.

Then, we calculate the Rayleigh quotient of Hessgf(U∗,V∗) by (2.4), i.e.,

q(η) =
g(U∗,V∗)(η,Hessgf(U∗,V∗)[η])

g(U∗,V∗)(η, η)

=
⟨η1, Σxxη1ΣN⟩ − 2⟨η1, Σxyη2N⟩+ ⟨η2, Σyyη2ΣN⟩

⟨η1, Σxxη1⟩+ ⟨η2, Σyyη2⟩

=
⟨η̃1, η̃1ΣN⟩ − 2⟨η̃1, Σ−1/2

xx ΣxyΣ
−1/2
yy η̃2N⟩+ ⟨η̃2, η̃2ΣN⟩

⟨η̃1, η̃1⟩+ ⟨η̃2, η̃2⟩

=

[
vec(η̃1)T vec(η̃2)T

] [ΣN⊗ Idx −N⊗M
−N⊗MT ΣN⊗ Idy

][
vec(η̃1)
vec(η̃2)

]
⟨η̃1, η̃1⟩+ ⟨η̃2, η̃2⟩

=

m∑
i=1

µi

[
(η̃1(:, i))T (η̃2(:, i))T

] [σiIdx −M
−MT σiIdy

] [
η̃1(:, i)
η̃2(:, i)

]
⟨η̃1, η̃1⟩+ ⟨η̃2, η̃2⟩

, (B.1)
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where η = (η1, η2) ∈ T(U∗,V∗) M, M := Σ
−1/2
xx ΣxyΣ

−1/2
yy , η̃1 := Σ

1/2
xx η1 and η̃2 := Σ

1/2
yy η2.

It follows from [13] that the eigenvalues of
[

0 M
MT 0

]
are ±σ1, . . . ,±σr, 0 and the eigenvectors

[ūT
i ,±v̄T

i ]
T correspond to the eigenvalues ±σi for i = 1, . . . , r, where r := rank(M). Next,

taking (4.2) into (B.1), we obtain that

q(η) =

m∑
i=1

µi

[
(
∑dx

j=1 Ω̄1(j, i)ūj)
T (

∑dy
j=1 Ω̄2(j, i)v̄j)

T
] [σiIdx −M

−MT σiIdy

]∑dx
j=1 Ω̄1(j, i)ūj∑dy
j=1 Ω̄2(j, i)v̄j


⟨η̃1, η̃1⟩+ ⟨η̃2, η̃2⟩

=

m∑
i=1

µi

−
r∑

j=1
2σjΩ̄1(j, i)Ω̄2(j, i) +

dx∑
j=1

σiΩ̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

σiΩ̄2(j, i)2


m∑
i=1

 dx∑
j=1

Ω̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

Ω̄2(j, i)2

 ,

(B.2)

where Ω̄ℓ :=

[
Ωℓ

Kℓ

]
for ℓ = 1, 2. Since κg(Hessgf(U∗,V∗)) is computed by the lower and upper

bound of the Rayleigh quotient (B.2), we calculate its upper bound as follows.

q(η) ≤

m∑
i=1

µi

 r∑
j=1

σj(Ω̄1(j, i)2 + Ω̄2(j, i)2) +
dx∑
j=1

σiΩ̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

σiΩ̄2(j, i)2


m∑
i=1

 dx∑
j=1

Ω̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

Ω̄2(j, i)2



=

m∑
i=1

 r∑
j=1

s̄ij(Ω̄1(j, i)2 + Ω̄2(j, i)2) +
dx∑

j=r+1
µiσiΩ̄1(j, i)2 +

dy∑
j=r+1

µiσiΩ̄2(j, i)2


m∑
i=1

 dx∑
j=1

Ω̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

Ω̄2(j, i)2


≤ max

{
(µ1 + µ2)(σ1 + σ2)/2, µ1(σ1 + σm+1)

}
,

(B.3)

where s̄ij :=

{
(µi + µj)(σi + σj)/2, j = 1, 2, . . . ,m;

µi(σi + σj), j = m+ 1,m+ 2, . . . , r
for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m. Noticing that Ω1

and Ω2 are skew-symmetric matrices, we compute the lower bound of Rayleigh quotient in
the same fashion as (B.3).

q(η) ≥

m∑
i=1

µi

−
r∑

j=1
σj(Ω̄1(j, i)2 + Ω̄2(j, i)2) +

dx∑
j=1

σiΩ̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

σiΩ̄2(j, i)2


m∑
i=1

 dx∑
j=1

Ω̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

Ω̄2(j, i)2



=

m∑
i=1

 r∑
j=1

sij(Ω̄1(j, i)2 + Ω̄2(j, i)2) +
dx∑

j=r+1
µiσiΩ̄1(j, i)2 +

dy∑
j=r+1

µiσiΩ̄2(j, i)2


m∑
i=1

 dx∑
j=1

Ω̄1(j, i)2 +
dy∑
j=1

Ω̄2(j, i)2


≥ min{ min

i,j∈[m],i ̸=j
(µi − µj)(σi − σj)/2, µm(σm − σm+1)}.

(B.4)
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where sij :=

{
(µi − µj)(σi − σj)/2, j = 1, 2, . . . ,m;

µi(σi − σj), j = m+ 1,m+ 2, . . . , r
for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m.

Note that the inequalities in (B.3) and (B.4) are tight and the proof is completed. ⊓⊔

C Implementation details of TR-GN

Recall that the search direction η(t) in Algorithm 7 is determined by the following Gauss–
Newton equation [2, §8.4.1]:〈

DF (W⃗)[ξ],DF (W⃗)[η(t)]
〉
+

〈
DF (W⃗)[ξ], F (W⃗)

〉
= 0 for all ξ ∈ Tx M. (C.1)

Since the operator DF (W⃗) is full-rank, equation (C.1) reads

η(t) =
(
(DF (W⃗))∗DF (W⃗)

)−1
[(DF (W⃗))∗[F (W⃗)]],

which is also the solution of the following least-squares problem

argmin
η∈T

W⃗
M

∥DF (W⃗)[η] + F (W⃗)∥2F. (C.2)

Specifically, the directional derivative DF (W⃗)[ξ] in (C.2) can be computed by

DF (W⃗)[ξ] = lim
h→0

ProjΩ

(
τ(W⃗ + hξ)−A

)
− ProjΩ

(
τ(W⃗)−A

)
√
ph

= lim
h→0

1
√
ph

d∑
k=1

(
ProjΩ

(
τ(W1, . . . ,Wk−1, hξk,Wk+1, . . . ,Wd)

)
+O(h2)

)

=
1
√
p

d∑
k=1

ProjΩ
(
τ(W1, . . . ,Wk−1, ξk,Wk+1, . . . ,Wd)

)
.

Then, it follows that

∥DF (W⃗)[η] + F (W⃗)∥2F

=
1

p

n1n2···nd∑
i=1

〈
ProjΩ(Bi),

d∑
k=1

τ(W1, . . . ,Wk−1, ηk,Wk+1, . . . ,Wd) + τ(W⃗)−A
〉2

=
1

p

n1n2···nd∑
i=1

 d∑
k=1

〈
ProjΩ(k)

((Bi)(k)W ̸=k), ηk

〉
+

〈
Bi, τ(W⃗)−A

〉2

=
1

p

∑
(i1,...,id)∈Ω

 d∑
k=1

ηk(ik, :)
Tvec


 d∏

j=k+1

Uj(ij)

k−1∏
j=1

Uj(ij)

T
+ S(i1, . . . , id)


2

,

where {Bi}n1n2···nd
i=1 is an orthonormal basis of Rn1×n2×···×nd defined by (Bi)(i1, i2, . . . , id) =

1 if i =
∑d

j=1(ij − 1)
∏j−1

ℓ=1 nℓ, otherwise (Bi)(i1, i2, . . . , id) = 0, and S := ProjΩ(τ(W⃗)−A)

refers to the residual tensor. Consequently, the problem (C.2) is a least-squares problem of∑d
k=1 nkrk−1rk variables.
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