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Abstract

Data sets tend to live in low-dimensional non-linear subspaces. Ideal data analysis tools
for such data sets should therefore account for such non-linear geometry. The symmetric
Riemannian geometry setting can be suitable for a variety of reasons. First, it comes with
a rich mathematical structure to account for a wide range of non-linear geometries that has
been shown to be able to capture the data geometry through empirical evidence from classi-
cal non-linear embedding. Second, many standard data analysis tools initially developed for
data in Euclidean space can also be generalised efficiently to data on a symmetric Rieman-
nian manifold. A conceptual challenge comes from the lack of guidelines for constructing
a symmetric Riemannian structure on the data space itself and the lack of guidelines for
modifying successful algorithms on symmetric Riemannian manifolds for data analysis to
this setting. This work considers these challenges in the setting of pullback Riemannian ge-
ometry through a diffeomorphism. The first part of the paper characterises diffeomorphisms
that result in proper, stable and efficient data analysis. The second part then uses these best
practices to guide construction of such diffeomorphisms through deep learning. As a proof
of concept, different types of pullback geometries – among which the proposed construction
– are tested on several data analysis tasks and on several toy data sets. The numerical
experiments confirm the predictions from theory, i.e., that the diffeomorphisms generating
the pullback geometry need to map the data manifold into a geodesic subspace of the pulled
back Riemannian manifold while preserving local isometry around the data manifold for
proper, stable and efficient data analysis, and that pulling back positive curvature can be
problematic in terms of stability.

Keywords manifold-valued data · Riemannian manifold · interpolation · dimension reduction · deep
learning
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1 Introduction

An increasingly common viewpoint is that data sets in Rd typically reside in non-linear and often low-
dimensional subspaces, e.g., as in fig. 1a. To deal with such non-linearity in the data analysis, a suitable
notion of distance can already be key for clustering and classification [36, 45], and even hints of the global
geometry of the data can be used to improve upon algorithms for further understanding of data sets through
geometry-regularized decomposition methods [18, 39, 63, 74, 86]. Having said that, access to just a distance
can be restrictive for tasks beyond clustering and classification and not having a rich enough notion of the
global data geometry can be restrictive for fully understanding the data. In particular, a suitable framework
on which we do our data analysis ideally at least enables interpolation and extrapolation over non-linear
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Pulling back symmetric Riemannian geometry for data analysis

paths through the data, computing non-linear means on such non-linear paths, and low-rank approximation
over curved subspaces spanned by such non-linear paths as argued in [27]. Then, from these basic tasks more
advanced signal processing and recovery problems such as non-linear data decomposition and inverse problems
can be constructed and solved in a more natural way. Focusing on the basic tasks for now, we would first like
to have access to the non-linear data space and have ways of doing data analysis on there.
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(a) A toy spiral data set.
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(b) A spiral data set seen from the tangent space T(0,0)R
2.

Figure 1: The non-linear R
2-valued data set in (a) looks linear and 1-dimensional from x := (0, 0) under a

learned non-standard Riemannian structure on R2 (b).

Regarding access to the data space, there is a large amount of work that uses the assumption that the
data space is a non-linear data manifold and that subsequently applies a non-linear dimension reduction to
construct a (Euclidean) embedding manifold [8, 13, 22, 25, 40, 48, 49, 59, 65, 70, 71, 78, 80, 85]. However,
there are methodological challenges that prevent us from taking next steps, i.e., data analysis on data
manifolds. To see this, consider that in these non-linear embedding approaches there either is a mapping
between the embedding manifold and the data manifold available or there is no such mapping. For the latter
case, such embeddings do not directly help us setting up a framework capable of the tasks described above
since there is no way of mapping interpolants, barycentres and other structural information back to the data
manifold. For the former case, there is still some ambiguity over what curves we want to do our data analysis
and there is the potential challenge how to communicate this between the embedding manifold and the data
manifold.

The curves we could base our data analysis on can be length-minimising curves – or geodesics – in the
framework of Riemannian geometry [19, 67], which is a suitable choice for a myriad of reasons. First, all
of the aforementioned data analysis tasks have a Riemannian interpretation. Indeed, interpolation can be
performed over non-linear geodesics or related higher order interpolation schemes [9], extrapolation can be
done using the Riemannian exponential mapping, the data mean is naturally generalized to the Riemannian
barycentre [44], and low rank approximation knows several extensions that find the most important geodesics
through a data set using the Riemannian logarithmic mapping [26, 35]. In addition, Riemannian geometry
also allows to specify the type of non-linearity, i.e., there is a choice which curves are length-minimising –
which then also naturally implies the distance between any two points. In particular, there is the possibility
to take data geometry into account when constructing a custom Riemannian manifold, which can help in
the interpretability 1. Finally, Riemannian geometry allows to pass geometric information between the
embedding manifold and the data manifold as explored in [3, 20, 58, 66, 73, 79] – all of which are in line
with the non-linear dimension reduction setting –, but also allows for other approaches through fitting a
submanifold and reconstructing Riemannian structure [30, 31, 32, 83], or through remetrizing all of the
ambient space around the data manifold [27, 37, 50, 57, 62].

In practice, we arguably want to impose additional assumptions on the general Riemannian geometry setting.
In particular, we want cheap access to basic manifold mappings – geodesics, exponential mapping, logarithmic
mapping, distance – and we want that the imposed Riemannian structure yields a symmetric Riemannian
manifold. Whereas the reason for the former requirement on cheap access to mappings is straightforward, the

1Figure 1b is an example hereof as the data looks low-dimensional and linear from any point in the data set.
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latter requirement needs some motivation. We argue that there are several potential upshots without severe
loss of generality. Regarding the upshots, there are more efficient tools available for basic data processing
such as efficient higher order interpolation [9], efficient low rank approximation [26] and several efficient
optimisation schemes [6, 10, 12, 28] that we can consider for even more complicated downstream tasks. In
other words, we can piggy back off of a richer literature from Riemannian data processing. Regarding the
loss of generality, it has been observed several times [29, 55, 68, 77] that symmetric spaces in the setting
of data embeddings are a very natural, versatile and rich class of spaces for capturing the geometry of
real-world data. So unsurprisingly, there is a whole zoo of non-linear embedding schemes into symmetric
Riemannian manifolds such as spherical embeddings [54, 82] (Sd), hyperbolic embeddings [46, 60, 76, 81] (Hd),
combinations of these through product manifold embedding [38, 75], and embedding into other non-constant
curvature spaces such as the Grassmann manifold [23] (Gr(d, k)) and the space of symmetric positive definite
matrices [23] (P(d)) – all under their standard Riemannian metric. In other words, if we can harness this
empirical observation in the construction of our Riemannian structure, there might be a lot to be gained.

Summarized, we need access to the non-linear data manifold and need ways of doing data analysis on there.
From the above discussion we have seen that this can be done, if we can construct a suitable Riemannian
manifold that comes with cheap access to manifold mappings and a symmetric Riemannian structure. Our
first question is straightforward: how should we go about constructing such a symmetric Riemannian man-
ifold? Then, our second question is more subtle: how should we use or modify successful algorithms on
symmetric Riemannian manifolds for data analysis in this setting?

1.1 Related work

Out of the above two main questions there is a sizeable literature addressing the first one, whereas the second
question has – to the best of our knowledge – been left unaddressed. So in the following, we will mainly
consider work related to the question of constructing and learning Riemannian manifolds from data. As
hinted above, there have been three main ways of approaching this: (i) fitting a submanifold, (ii) constructing
a chart, and (iii) remetrizing the ambient space. We will briefly survey these three approaches and the
subcategories thereof. In particular, we will focus on the extent to which we can expect to have access to
manifold mappings and the possibility to get a symmetric Riemannian structure.

Fitting a submanifold is an approach that assumes a data set and a metric structure on this data set,
so that we have access to all pairwise distances. The goal is to globally fit a smooth submanifold to the data
and to construct a Riemannian structure that approximately realizes the pairwise distances. Even though
the developments of this idea are recent, there is solid theoretical understanding of testing such a manifold
hypothesis [34], fitting the manifold [30, 32, 83], reconstructing the Riemannian structure [31], and necessary
data complexity under noise on the pairwise distances [33]. However, in the end these methods do not come
with cheap access to manifold mappings, nor with a Riemannian structure that is symmetric by construction.
So for our practical purposes, this approach is not ideal.

Constructing a chart is a local version of the above setting, but comes with an explicit embedding
mapping between a low-dimensional Euclidean space and the data manifold. In particular, it uses that
a manifold is by definition locally homeomorphic to Euclidean space through charts. Constructions focus
typically on a single chart and have already been proposed in the early 2000s [15, 52, 64, 85]. Unlike the
above approach that assumes a pairwise metric structure, the geometry is either taken from the the ambient
space of the data manifold and then imposed onto the Euclidean embedding manifold, or the Euclidean
structure of the embedding manifold is used and then imposed onto the data manifold. The data analysis
itself is typically done on the Euclidean embedding manifold rather than on the data manifold.

Both ways of imposing Riemannian geometry have their pros and cons. Using Riemannian geometry based
on the ambient space of the data manifold was pioneered in [79] and was followed up by works such as
[3, 20, 73], but comes with challenges. Realistically, the imposed geometry on the embedding manifold needs
to be augmented to actually capture the data geometry properly [3, 41] or to capture prior knowledge [5],
computational feasibility of geodesics needs to be addressed [4] and so for the general stability of geodesics
[1]. In addition, in general it is too optimistic to hope that there is a chart that can cover the whole manifold
(a global chart), which can be addressed by either using multiple charts [72] or by choosing a non-Euclidean
embedding manifold [56]. Besides aforementioned challenges, symmetry of the imposed Riemannian structure
is too much to hope for. So overall, despite the large amount of work out, the setting in this line of work is
also not ideal for our purposes. Having said that, the second way, which has received much less attention,
does come with closed-form geodesics and other manifold mappings, and is symmetric. To the best of our
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knowledge, the only work that addresses this setting is [58], but it also comes with challenges. First, it
requires prior knowledge on what distance in the Euclidean embedding space should mean. For example, in
[58] the authors interpret distance as time that has passed between data points. Such an interpretation makes
sense in [58] because the data set of interest contains time series, but in general it is not clear how distances
in the Euclidean embedding space should relate to the geometry of the data. In addition, the geometry
imposed onto the data manifold is isometric to Euclidean, which limits the types of data geometries that
can be modelled with it, e.g., it is impossible to have circular geodesics. Finally, this approach also comes
with the single chart issue from before, which is harder to solve than for the previous case as all charts will
have their own geometry that needs to be made compatible, compared to using the same geometry from the
ambient space of the data manifold. So overall, despite the closed-form manifold mappings and symmetry
of the Riemannian structure, this setting is also not ideal for our purposes either.

Remetrizing the ambient space aims to construct a Riemannian structure on all of the ambient space
and while doing that sidesteps the problem of having to find a data manifold first and does not come with
topological challenges chart-based approaches suffer from. The basic setting of constructing a data-driven
metric tensor field from scratch has been considered in several ways [2, 42, 62], but even approximations for
the basic manifold mappings can realistically only be expected when having additional special structure from
the specific choice of metric [27, 66]. In these settings, requiring symmetry of the Riemannian structure on
top of that is too much to hope for in general. Instead, pulling back or pushing forward geometry through
a diffeomorphism that maps between the ambient space and a symmetric Riemannian manifold might be
a better way of constructing Riemannian geometry [24, 37, 43, 50]. In this setting we do get closed-form
manifold mappings and inherit symmetry of the Riemannian structure. In addition, we can impose more
general geometries than ones that are isometric to Euclidean [24, 50]. Even though this will not necessarily
capture every data geometry out there2 the empirical evidence mentioned in the above section suggests that
this does not have to be a problem in practice. In conclusion, the pullback (or pushforward) approach can
be a framework that satisfies our criteria, but similarly to the second chart-based approach it requires prior
knowledge on what distance in the symmetric Riemannian manifold should mean. In other words, this boils
down to the question: what are good diffeomorphisms and how do we construct them?

1.2 Contributions

In the discussion above, we have argued that remetrizing all of ambient space and modeling geometry through
pulling back (or pushing forward) from a symmetric Riemannian manifold using a diffeomorphism can be
a very suitable setting, in which we want to model data-driven geometry, do data analysis and solve other
downstream problems.

Without loss of generality, we will talk about pullback Riemannian geometry in the paper. In particular, we
will consider pullback geometry on R

d, i.e., on real-valued data. Under the pullback geometry framework
the two main questions can be specified somewhat more: how should we go about constructing diffeomor-
phisms into a symmetric Riemannian manifold? and how should we use or modify successful algorithms on
symmetric Riemannian manifolds for data analysis in the pullback geometry framework? As it turns out, it
makes a lot of sense to answer these questions jointly, which has not been attempted in prior work as pointed
out before. In this work, we make the following three contributions towards answering the above rephrased
main questions.

Characterisation of diffeomorphisms for proper and stable data analysis. We will see that diffeo-
morphisms should map the data manifold into low-dimensional geodesic subspaces of the pulled back Rie-
mannian manifold for proper interpolation (proposition 2.1) through and barycentres (theorem 3.6) within
the data set, but should also do it in such a way that it is a local isometry on the data in order to get
ℓ2-stability (theorems 3.4 and 3.8), which is a feature we ideally inherit from data analysis in the Euclidean
setting in case our data is somewhat noisy. In addition, theorems 3.4 and 3.8 show and quantify that the
only other instabilities are due to curvature of the pulled back Riemannian manifold. The interplay between
curvature effects and diffeomorphism effects on geodesics and barycentres is considered carefully in several
numerical experiments with 2-dimensional toy data sets.

Characterisation of diffeomorphisms for efficient data analysis. Next, we will see how we can
piggyback off of existing theory for data compression on symmetric Riemannian manifolds and how a recent

2For that we can try to embed the ambient space in an even higher dimensional space and pull the geometry back
from there [57], but we will lose closed-form mappings and symmetry of the remetrized ambient space.
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efficient algorithm for low rank approximation motivates construction of the Riemannian autoencoder (RAE)
and the curvature corrected Riemannian autoencoder (CC-RAE) mappings, which are non-linear compression
mappings that have additional nice mathematical properties such as an interpretable latent space that
traditional neural network-based autoencoders do not have. Although the focus is on algorithm design, we
will also observe several times that the above-mentioned best practices for diffeomorpisms are necessary for
useful and efficient algorithms. The developed ideas are once again tested in several numerical experiments
with 2-dimensional toy data sets.

Construction of diffeomorphisms for proper, stable and efficient data analysis. Finally, having
learned that diffeomorphisms need to map the data manifold into a geodesic subspace of the pulled back
Riemannian manifold while preserving local isometry around the data manifold for proper, stable and efficient
data analysis under the pullback geometry, we address how to construct such diffeomorphisms in a general
setting using insights from several empirical observations. In particular, we propose a learning problem (81)
to train invertible neural networks, which is then tested as a proof of concept through the above data analysis
tasks on 2-dimensional toy data, see fig. 1.

Within the broader scope of data processing, we believe that this mathematical framework has important im-
plications on how to construct Riemannian geometry and has important implications for handling classically
Euclidean data in general.

1.3 Outline

This article is structured as follows. Section 2 covers basic notation from differential and Riemannian geom-
etry and states several known basic results for Rd under a pullback Riemannian geometry. In section 3 we
consider well-posedness and stability of interpolation and Riemannian barycentres under pullback geometry.
Section 4 focuses on leveraging ideas from data compression on symmetric Riemannian manifolds to the
pullback geometry setting and subsequently on constructing the (non-linear) RAE and CC-RAE mappings.
Section 5 proposes a deep learning-based approach to constructing diffeomorphisms, which covers all the
best practices from the previous sections. In section 6 we visualize the predicted instabilities we get from
curvature and unsuitable diffeomorphisms and test the practical ideas developed in this work. Finally, we
summarize our findings in section 7.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

Here we present some basic notations from differential and Riemannian geometry, see [14, 19, 51, 67] for
details.

Let M be a smooth manifold. We write C∞(M) for the space of smooth functions over M. The tangent
space at p ∈ M, which is defined as the space of all derivations at p, is denoted by TpM and for tangent
vectors we write Ξp ∈ TpM. For the tangent bundle we write T M and smooth vector fields, which are
defined as smooth sections of the tangent bundle, are written as X (M) ⊂ T M.

A smooth manifold M becomes a Riemannian manifold if it is equipped with a smoothly varying metric
tensor field ( · , · ) : X (M)×X (M) → C∞(M). This tensor field induces a (Riemannian) metric dM : M×
M → R. The metric tensor can also be used to construct a unique affine connection, the Levi-Civita
connection, that is denoted by ∇( · )( · ) : X (M) × X (M) → X (M). This connection is in turn the
cornerstone of a myriad of manifold mappings. One is the notion of a geodesic, which for two points p,q ∈ M
is defined as a curve γp,q : [0, 1] → M with minimal length that connects p with q. A subset C ⊂ M is
called geodesically convex if, given any two points p,q ∈ C, there is a unique geodesic that connects p with
q contained in C. Somewhat related are geodesically convex functions f : M → R, which are functions such
that t 7→ f ◦γp,q(t) is convex for every geodesic γp,q. Another closely related notion to geodesics is the curve
t 7→ γp,Ξp

(t) for a geodesic starting from p ∈ M with velocity γ̇p,Ξp
(0) = Ξp ∈ TpM. This can be used to

define the exponential map expp : Dp → M as

expp(Ξp) := γp,Ξp
(1) where Dp ⊂ TpM is the set on which γp,Ξp

(1) is defined. (1)

The manifold M is said to be (geodesically) complete whenever Dp = TpM for all p ∈ M. Furthermore,
the logarithmic map logp : exp(D′p) → D′p is defined as the inverse of expp, so it is well-defined on D′p ⊂ Dp
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where expp is a diffeomorphism. Moreover, the Riemannian gradient of a smooth function f : M → R

denotes the unique vector field gradf ∈ X (M) such that

(grad f,Ξ)p := Ξpf := Dpf(·)[Ξp], holds for any Ξ ∈ X (M) and p ∈ M, (2)

where Dpf(·) : TpM → R denotes the differential of f . Finally, we write R( · , · )( · ) : X (M) × X (M) ×
X (M) → X (M) for the curvature operator, which can be used to define the sectional curvature K :
X (M)× X (M) → C∞(M) as

K(Ξ,Φ) :=

{

(R(Ξ,Φ)Φ,Ξ)(·)
‖Ξ‖2

(·)
‖Φ‖2

(·)
−(Ξ,Φ)2

(·)

if Ξ,Φ ∈ X (M) are linearly independent,

0 otherwise.
(3)

Beyond basic concepts from Riemannian geometry, we will need several additional notions. First, let
(M, (·, ·)) and (N , (·, ·)′) be Riemannian manifolds. A mapping F : M → N has local Lipschitz constant
Lipp(F ) ≥ 0 on an open neighbourhood U(p) ⊂ M of p ∈ M if

dN (F (q), F (p)) ≤ Lipp(F ) dM(q,p), for all q ∈ U(p). (4)

As a special case, consider that if F is a local isometry on U(p), i.e.,

dN (F (q), F (p)) = dM(q,p), for all q ∈ U(p), (5)

it has unit local Lipschitz constant at p.

Next, let U(p) ⊂ M again be an open neighbourhood of p ∈ M. A mapping reflp : U(p) → M is called a
geodesic reflection at p if

reflp(p) = p and Dp reflp(·) = − idp . (6)

A Riemannian manifold M is called (locally) symmetric, if there exists a geodesic reflection at any point p ∈
M that is an isometry on a local neighbourhood of p, i.e., there exists a geodesic reflection reflp : U(p) → M
and a neighbourhood V(p) ⊂ U(p) such that for all q, r ∈ V(p) we have

dM(reflp(q), reflp(r)) = dM(q, r). (7)

A symmetric space is said to be a globally symmetric space if in addition its geodesic symmetries can be
extended to isometries on all of M.

Finally, if (M, (·, ·)) is a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold, N is a d-dimensional smooth manifold and
ϕ : N → M is a diffeomorphism, the pullback metric

(Ξ,Φ)ϕ := (ϕ∗[Ξ], ϕ∗[Φ]) := (D(·)ϕ[Ξ(·)], D(·)ϕ[Φ(·)])ϕ(·) (8)

defines a Riemannian structure on N , which we denote by (N , (·, ·)ϕ). The mapping ϕ∗ : X (N ) → X (M)
denotes the pushforward of ϕ.

2.2 Riemannian geometry on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ)

In the following, we will state several known results for Riemannian geometry on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ), where the
mapping ϕ : Rd → M is a diffeomorphism and (M, (·, ·)) is a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold. In
particular, we will remind the reader that we can pull back basic mappings and additional structure, e.g.,
symmetry. For the sake of completeness, the proofs are also provided in appendix A.

We outlined in section 1 that we want to be able to interpolate, extrapolate, compute non-linear means, and
do data decomposition on the Riemannian manifold (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ). For that, access to basic manifold mappings
– geodesics, exponential mapping, logarithmic mapping, distance, parallel transport – is required to carry out
these tasks. Section 1.1 hinted that these mappings are accessible in closed-form under pullback geometry.
More concretely, the result below states that we can map points in Rd and tangent vectors at these points
to the manifold M and tangent spaces thereon, use the corresponding mapping of interest there and map
the result back. In particular, if we have closed-form expressions for manifold mappings on (M, (·, ·)), we
get closed-form expressions on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ).

Proposition 2.1. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth
diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically convex set.

Then,

6



Pulling back symmetric Riemannian geometry for data analysis

(i) length-minimising geodesics γϕx,y : [0, 1] → Rd on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) are given by

γϕx,y(t) = ϕ−1(γϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)) (9)

where γp,q : [0, 1] → M are length-minimising geodesics on the manifold M generated by (·, ·).

(ii) the logarithmic map logϕx(·) : R
d → TxRd on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is given by

logϕx y = ϕ−1∗ [logϕ(x) ϕ(y)] (10)

where logp(·) : M → TpM is the logarithmic map on the manifold M generated by (·, ·).

(iii) the exponential map expϕx(·) : Gx → Rd for Gx := logϕx(R
d) ⊂ TxRd on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is given by

expϕx(Ξx) = ϕ−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx])) (11)

where expp(·) : TpM → M is the exponential map on the manifold M generated by (·, ·).

(iv) the distance dϕ
Rd : Rd × Rd → R on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is given by

d
ϕ

Rd(x,y) = dM(ϕ(x), ϕ(y)), (12)

where dM : M×M → R is the distance on the manifold M generated by (·, ·).

(v) parallel transport along geodesics Pϕ
y←x : TxR

d → TyR
d on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is given by

Pϕ
y←xΞx = ϕ−1∗ [Pϕ(y)←ϕ(x)ϕ∗[Ξx]] (13)

where Pq←p : TpM → TqM is parallel transport on the manifold M generated by (·, ·).

The above result gives well-posedness of almost all mappings directly, except for the exponential mapping.
For that we need an an extra condition on both the manifold M and the diffeomorpism ϕ.

Proposition 2.2. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional geodesically convex and complete Riemannian manifold
and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth global diffeomorphism, i.e., ϕ(Rd) = M.

Then, (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is geodesically complete and expϕx is well-defined on TxRd for any x ∈ Rd.

Next, we also indicated in section 1.1 that symmetry of the Riemannian structure is inherited under pullback
geometry. This is made more concrete in the following result.

Proposition 2.3. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional (locally) symmetric Riemannian manifold and let ϕ :
Rd → M be a smooth diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically convex set.

Then, (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is a symmetric Riemannian manifold.

The extension to global symmetry also holds under slightly stronger assumptions.

Corollary 2.3.1. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional globally symmetric and geodesically convex Riemannian
manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth global diffeomorphism, i.e., ϕ(Rd) = M.

Then (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is a globally symmetric Riemannian manifold.

Finally, although somewhat beyond the scope of this work, it is good to mention to the interested reader
that if the Riemannian manifold (M, (·, ·)) is Hadamard – complete, simply connected with non-positive
sectional curvature –, this is also inherited under pullback geometry.

Proposition 2.4. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional Hadamard manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth
global diffeomorphism, i.e., ϕ(Rd) = M.

Then, the Riemannian manifold (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is a Hadamard manifold.

3 Basic data processing on (Rd
, (·, ·)ϕ)

Throughout the rest of the paper we focus on how to construct suitable diffeomorphisms ϕ : Rd → M into
some Riemannian manifold (M, (·, ·)) and how to modify existing algorithms for symmetric Riemannian
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manifolds to (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ). In this section we only consider basic tasks such as interpolation and computing
barycentres. As there are standard definitions of these tasks, we will not have to modify anything algo-
rithmically once we have chosen a Riemannian manifold and a diffeomorphism. Regarding construction,
there are arguably better and worse choices for ϕ and this section will address some basic requirements the
construction should follow.

In particular, we will see that diffeomorphisms should map the data manifold into low-dimensional geodesic
subspaces of (M, (·, ·)) for proper interpolation through and barycentres within the data set, but should also
do it in such a way that it is a local isometry – with respect to the original ambient Riemannian structure
(Rd, (·, ·)2) – in order to get ℓ2-stability, which is a feature we ideally inherit from data analysis in the
Euclidean setting in case our data is somewhat noisy.

3.1 Diffeomorphisms for proper and stable interpolation

In the following we will consider geodesic interpolation t 7→ γϕx,y(t) between points x,y ∈ Rd on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ).
The above-mentioned requirement that diffeomorphisms should map the data manifold into a low-dimensional
geodesic subspace for proper interpolation can be understood from proposition 2.1 (i) directly. One might
wonder next where the rest of the ambient space should be mapped to. As indicated above, this is a partic-
ularly important question if we have slightly noisy data that does not lie perfectly on the low-dimensional
data manifold. This question boils down to stability, which can – to a certain extent – be guaranteed through
local isometry as we will see in the following.

Our goal in this section is to characterize stability of geodesics in x and y and we will see that ℓ2-stability
is fully determined by the diffeomorphism’s deviation from isometry around the data manifold and the
curvature of (M, (·, ·)). Our strategy for characterizing stability follows four main steps. For the first three
steps we consider dM-stability on M and only at the final step, we pull the results to Rd, which gives us our
first main result (theorem 3.4).

For the first step we consider dM-stability of geodesic variations, i.e., smooth mappings Γ : [0, 1]×[−ǫ, ǫ] → M
for ǫ > 0 such that the curve t 7→ Γ(t, 0) is a geodesic. The following result – that is an adaptation of [26,
Lemma 3.1] – tells us that stability is governed by first-order behaviour of Γ in the direction of the variation.

Lemma 3.1. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a Riemannian manifold and Γ : [0, 1]× [−ǫ, ǫ] → M be a geodesic variation.

Then,

dM(Γ(t, ǫ),Γ(t, 0))2 = ǫ2
∥

∥

∥

∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

∥

∥

∥

2

Γ(t,0)
+O(ǫ3). (14)

Proof. We will show that (14) holds through Taylor expansion of s 7→ dM(Γ(t, s),Γ(t, 0))2 for a fixed t around
s = 0. Expanding up to second order gives

dM(γp,r(t), γp,q(t))
2 = dM(Γ(t, ǫ),Γ(t, 0))2 = dM(Γ(t, 0),Γ(t, 0))2 + ǫ

d

ds
dM(Γ(t, s),Γ(t, 0))2 |s=0

+
ǫ2

2

d2

ds2
dM(Γ(t, s),Γ(t, 0))2 |s=0 +

1

2

∫ ǫ

0

d3

ds′3
dM(Γ(t, s′),Γ(t, 0))2(s− s′)2ds′. (15)

For proving the result (14), we must show that the zeroth and first order terms are zero, i.e.,

dM(Γ(t, 0),Γ(t, 0))2 = 0, (16)

and
d

ds
dM(Γ(t, s),Γ(t, 0))2 |s=0= 0, (17)

and that the second order term satisfies

1

2

d2

ds2
dM(Γ(t, s),Γ(t, 0))2 |s=0=

∥

∥

∥

∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

∥

∥

∥

2

Γ(t,0)
. (18)

It is clear that the remainder term is O(ǫ3).

Trivially, (16) holds, because dM is a distance. For showing (17) notice that
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d

ds
dM(Γ(t, s),Γ(t, 0))2 = DΓ(t,s)dM(·,Γ(t, 0))2

[ ∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

]

=
(

graddM(·,Γ(t, 0))2 |Γ(t,s),
∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

)

Γ(t,s)

=
(

−2 logΓ(t,s) Γ(t, 0),
∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

)

Γ(t,s)
, (19)

where we used the chain rule in the first equality, the definition of the Riemannian gradient in the second
equality and the fact that graddM(·, a)2 |b= −2 logb a ∈ TbM for any a,b ∈ M. Then, evaluating (19) at
s = 0 yields (17) as logΓ(t,0) Γ(t, 0) = 0Γ(t,0) ∈ TΓ(t,0)M.

Finally, it remains to show that (18) holds. From (19) we find that

d2

ds2
dM(Γ(t, s),Γ(t, 0))2 =

d

ds

(

−2 logΓ(t,s) Γ(t, 0),
∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

)

Γ(t,s)

=
d

ds

(

−2 log(·) Γ(t, 0),
∂

∂s′
Γ(t, s′) |s′=(Γ(1,⋆))−1(·)

)

Γ(t,s)

=
∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

(

−2 log(·) Γ(t, 0),
∂

∂s′
Γ(t, s′) |s′=(Γ(1,⋆))−1(·)

)

(·)
metric compatibility

=
(

−2∇ ∂
∂s

Γ(t,s) log(·) Γ(t, 0),
∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

)

Γ(t,s)

+
(

−2 logΓ(t,s) Γ(t, 0),∇ ∂
∂s

Γ(t,s)

∂

∂s′
Γ(t, s′) |s′=(Γ(1,⋆))−1(·)

)

Γ(t,s)
. (20)

Evaluating (20) at s = 0 gives once again zero for the second term because logΓ(t,0) Γ(t, 0) = 0Γ(t,0) ∈
TΓ(t,0)M. However, using that (−∇X log(·) a, Y )a = (X,Y )a for any a ∈ M, the first term in the final line
of (20) reduces to

(

−2∇ ∂
∂s

Γ(t,s) log(·) Γ(t, 0),
∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

)

Γ(t,s)
|s=0= 2

( ∂

∂s
Γ(t, s) |s=0,

∂

∂s
Γ(t, s) |s=0

)

Γ(t,0)

= 2
∥

∥

∥

∂

∂s
Γ(t, s)

∥

∥

∥

2

Γ(t,0)
. (21)

When the above is substituted back into (20), (18) holds, which proves the claim.

Next, we can use lemma 3.1 to get expressions for stability of geodesics at their beginning and end points.

Lemma 3.2. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a Riemannian manifold and p,q ∈ M be distinct points on the manifold.

Then,

(i) as r → p the mapping t 7→ dM(γr,q(t), γp,q(t))
2 behaves as

dM(γr,q(t), γp,q(t))
2 = dM(r,p)2

∥

∥

∥
Dpγ(·),q(t)

[ logp r

‖ logp r‖p

]∥

∥

∥

2

γp,q(t)
+O(dM(r,p)3). (22)

(ii) as r → q the mapping t 7→ dM(γp,r(t), γp,q(t))
2 behaves as

dM(γp,r(t), γp,q(t))
2 = dM(r,q)2

∥

∥

∥
Dqγp,(·)(t)

[ logq r

‖ logq r‖q

]∥

∥

∥

2

γp,q(t)
+O(dM(r,q)3). (23)

Proof. (i) For showing (22) define the geodesic variation Γ0 : [0, 1]× [−ǫ, ǫ] → M with ǫ := dM(r,p) by

Γ0(t, s) := expexp
p
( s
ǫ
log

p
r)

(

t logexp
p
( s
ǫ
log

p
r) q

)

. (24)

Note that Γ0(t, 0) = γp,q(t) and Γ0(t, ǫ) = γr,q(t), and that

∂

∂s
Γ0(t, s) |s=0= Dpγ(·),q(t)

[1

ǫ
logp r

]

= Dpγ(·),q(t)
[ logp r

dM(r,p)

]

= Dqγ(·),q(t)
[ logp r

‖ logp r‖p

]

. (25)

Invoking (14) from lemma 3.1 gives the desired result.

9
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(ii) For showing (23) define the geodesic variation Γ1 : [0, 1]× [−ǫ, ǫ] → M with ǫ := dM(r,q) by

Γ1(t, s) := expexp
q
( s
ǫ
log

q
r)

(

(1− t) logexp
q
( s
ǫ
log

q
r) p

)

. (26)

Note that Γ1(t, 0) = γp,q(t) and Γ1(t, ǫ) = γp,r(t), and that

∂

∂s
Γ1(t, s) |s=0= Dqγp,(·)(t)

[1

ǫ
logq r

]

= Dqγp,(·)(t)
[ logq r

dM(r,q)

]

= Dqγp,(·)(t)
[ logq r

‖ logq r‖q

]

(27)

Invoking (14) from lemma 3.1 gives the desired result.

In general it will be hard to evaluate the differentials in the expressions (22) and (23) in lemma 3.2. However,
if our Riemannian manifold is symmetric, we can get closed-form expressions.
Lemma 3.3. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional symmetric Riemannian manifold and p,q ∈ M be distinct
points on the manifold. Furthermore, let {Θj

p}
d
j=1 ⊂ TpM and {Θj

q}
d
j=1 ⊂ TqM be orthonormal frames that

diagonalize the operator

Θp 7→ Rp(Θp, logp q) logp q and Θq 7→ Rq(Θq, logq p) logq p, (28)

with respective eigenvalues λj and µj for j = 1, . . . , d and define βγ : R× [0, 1] → R as

βγ(κ, t) :=











sinh(
√−κt)

sinh(
√−κ) , κ < 0,

t, κ = 0,
sin(
√
κt)

sin(
√
κ)
, κ > 0.

(29)

Then,

(i) as r → p the mapping t 7→ dM(γr,q(t), γp,q(t))
2 behaves as

dM(γr,q(t), γp,q(t))
2 = dM(r,p)2

d
∑

j=1

βγ(λj , 1− t)2
( logp r

‖ logp r‖p
,Θj

p

)2

p
+O(dM(r,p)3). (30)

(ii) as r → q the mapping t 7→ dM(γp,r(t), γp,q(t))
2 behaves as

dM(γp,r(t), γp,q(t))
2 = dM(r,q)2

d
∑

j=1

βγ(µj , t)
2
( logq r

‖ logq r‖q
,Θj

q

)2

p
+O(dM(r,q)3). (31)

Proof. (i) The equality (30) follows directly from lemma 3.2 by evaluating Dpγ(·),q(t)
[

log
p
r

‖ log
p
r‖p

]

in (22) using

[11, Lemma 1]

(ii) The equality (31) follows directly from lemma 3.2 by evaluating Dqγp,(·)(t)
[

log
q
r

‖ log
q
r‖q

]

in (23) using [11,

Lemma 1]

Finally, we can use the expressions (30) and (31) in lemma 3.3 for our original goal of quantifying geodesic
stability. The following theorem tells us that ℓ2-stability is fully determined by the ϕ’s deviation from
isometry around the data manifold and the curvature of (M, (·, ·)). In particular, positive curvature will
inherently cause instabilities.
Theorem 3.4 (Stability of geodesics). Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional symmetric Riemannian manifold
and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically convex set.
Furthermore, let x,y ∈ Rd be distinct points, let {λj}dj=1, {µj}dj=1 ⊂ R be the eigenvalues of the operators

Θϕ(x) 7→ Rϕ(x)(Θϕ(x), logϕ(x) ϕ(y)) logϕ(x) ϕ(y) and Θϕ(y) 7→ Rϕ(y)(Θq, logϕ(y) ϕ(x)) logϕ(y) ϕ(x), (32)

and define βγ : R× [0, 1] → R as in (29). Finally, consider open neighbourhoods U(x),U(y) ⊂ Rd on which ϕ
has local Lipschitz constants Lipx(ϕ),Lipy(ϕ) and consider an open neighbourhood and V(γϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)) ⊂ M

on which ϕ−1 has local Lipschitz constant Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)
(ϕ−1).

Then,

10
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(i) as z → x

‖γϕz,y(t)− γϕx,y(t)‖2 ≤ Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)
(ϕ−1)βγ(λmax, 1− t) Lipx(ϕ)‖z − x‖2 + o(‖z− x‖2). (33)

(ii) as z → y

‖γϕx,z(t)− γϕx,y(t)‖2 ≤ Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)
(ϕ−1)βγ(µmax, t) Lipy(ϕ)‖z − y‖2 + o(‖z− y‖2). (34)

Proof. Let {Θj

ϕ(x)}
d
j=1 ⊂ Tϕ(x)M and {Θj

ϕ(y)}
d
j=1 ⊂ Tϕ(y)M be orthonormal frames that diagonalize the

operators in (32) corresponding to the eigenvalues {λj}dj=1 and {µj}dj=1.

(i) As z → x we may assume that z ∈ U(x) and γϕ(z),ϕ(y)(t) ∈ V(γϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)). Subsequently,

‖γϕz,y(t)− γϕx,y(t)‖
2
2

proposition 2.1 (i)
= ‖ϕ−1(γϕ(z),ϕ(y)(t))− ϕ−1(γϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t))‖

2
2

≤ Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)
(ϕ−1)2dM(γϕ(z),ϕ(y)(t), γϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t))

2

lemma 3.3 (ii)
= Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)

(ϕ−1)2
d

∑

j=1

β(λj , t)
2
( logϕ(x) ϕ(z)

‖ logϕ(x) ϕ(z)‖ϕ(x)
,Θj

ϕ(x)

)2

ϕ(x)
dM(ϕ(z), ϕ(x))2

+O(dM(ϕ(z), ϕ(x))3)

≤ Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)
(ϕ−1)2β(λmax, t)

2
d

∑

j=1

( logϕ(x) ϕ(z)

‖ logϕ(x) ϕ(z)‖ϕ(x)
,Θj

ϕ(x)

)2

ϕ(x)
dM(ϕ(z), ϕ(x))2+O(dM(ϕ(z), ϕ(x))3)

= Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)
(ϕ−1)2β(λmax, t)

2dM(ϕ(z), ϕ(x))2 +O(dM(ϕ(z), ϕ(x))3)

≤ Lipγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)
(ϕ−1)2β(µmax, t)

2 Lipx(ϕ)‖z − x‖22 +O(‖z− x‖32), (35)

which implies (33).

(ii) The proof of (34) is analogous to the above.

3.2 Diffeomorphisms for proper and stable barycentres

In the following we will consider Riemannian barycentres

x∗ ∈ argmin
x∈Rd

{ 1

2N

N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(x,x
i)2

}

(36)

of a data set {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ Rd on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ). The above-mentioned requirement that diffeomorphisms should
map the data manifold into a low-dimensional geodesic subspace for proper barycentres is less obvious than
for geodesics. Before we can make any claim, we need to be somewhat careful about well-posedness of
barycentres, i.e., existence and uniqueness, in the first place.

As a first step towards well-posedness (theorem 3.6), the lemma below will help us by characterizing a class
of real-valued functions on Rd that are (strongly) geodesically convex on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ).

Lemma 3.5. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth
diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically convex set.

If a function f : ϕ(Rd) → R is (strongly) geodesically convex on the Riemannian manifold (ϕ(Rd), (·, ·)),
then f ◦ ϕ : Rd → R is (strongly) geodesically convex on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ).

Proof. We need to check that for every geodesic γϕx,y(t) ∈ Rd we have

(f ◦ ϕ)(γϕx,y(t)) ≤ (1− t)(f ◦ ϕ)(x) + t(f ◦ ϕ)(y) (37)

and that we have a strict inequality in the strongly convex case. We can verify (37) directly:

11
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(f ◦ ϕ)(γϕx,y(t)) = f(ϕ(γϕx,y(t)))
proposition 2.1 (i)

= f(ϕ(ϕ−1(γϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)))) = f(γϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t))

convexity

≤ (1− t)f(ϕ(x)) + tf(ϕ(y)) = (1− t)(f ◦ ϕ)(x) + t(f ◦ ϕ)(y), (38)

and find the claim for strong geodesic convexity analogously by replacing the inequality with a strict inequal-
ity.

Next, lemma 3.5 will help showing existence and uniqueness of barycentres, which will then allow us to find
the barycentre in a more convenient way. That is, the following theorem tells us that we can compute the
barycentre of a data set {ϕ(xi)}Ni=1 ⊂ M on (M, (·, ·)) first and then map it back. From this observation it
follows that diffeomorphisms should map the data manifold into a low-dimensional geodesic subspace for a
proper barycentre that will live on the data manifold as well.

Theorem 3.6 (Well-posedness of the Riemannian barycentre). Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional Rieman-
nian manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically
convex set. Furthermore, let {xi}Ni=1,⊂ Rd be a data set.

Then, the Riemannian barycentre of the data set {xi}Ni=1

x∗ := argmin
x∈Rd

{ 1

2N

N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(x,x
i)2

}

(39)

is well-defined and also satisfies

x∗ = ϕ−1(p∗), where p∗ := argmin
p∈ϕ(Rd)

{ 1

2N

N
∑

i=1

dM(p, ϕ(xi))2
}

. (40)

Proof. First, we note that the mapping x 7→ d
ϕ

Rd(x,y)
2 is strongly geodesically convex for every y ∈ Rd.

Indeed, this directly follows from lemma 3.5 after rewriting the function into the composition form, i.e.,

d
ϕ

Rd(·,y)
2 proposition 2.1 (iv)

= dM(ϕ(·), ϕ(y))2 , and realizing that p 7→ dM(p, ϕ(y))2 is strongly geodesically
convex on the geodesically convex set ϕ(Rd). Since strong geodesic convexity is closed under addition and
multiplication with positive scalars, we conclude that the mapping

x 7→
1

2N

N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(x,x
i)2 (41)

is strongly geodesically convex.

Well-posedness of x∗ in (39) follows from the standard argument by Karcher [44] that any geodesically convex
set in Rd containing {xi}Ni=1 must have non-zero and outward pointing Riemannian gradients of the function
in (41). So there must be a minimiser in the closure of this geodesically convex set, which gives us existence.
Uniqueness follows from strong convexity on Rd we showed before.

Similarly, existence and uniqueness follows for p∗ in (40). It is then easily checked that ϕ−1(p∗) satisfies the
first-order optimality conditions:

grad
1

2N

N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(·,x
i)2 |ϕ−1(p∗)= −

1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕ
ϕ−1(p∗) x

i proposition 2.1 (ii)
= −

1

N

N
∑

i=1

ϕ−1∗ [logp∗ ϕ(xi)]

= ϕ−1∗ [−
1

N

N
∑

i=1

logp∗ ϕ(xi)] = ϕ−1∗ [0p∗ ] = 0ϕ−1(p∗). (42)

So we conclude that x∗ = ϕ−1(p∗).

Corollary 3.6.1. If (M, (·, ·)) := (Rd, (·, ·)2), the barycentre problem has a closed-form solution given by

x∗ = ϕ−1
( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

ϕ(xi)
)

(43)

12
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Our second goal in this section is to characterize stability of barycentres with respect to the data set {xi}Ni=1
and we will see that ℓ2-stability is once again fully determined by the diffeomorphism’s deviation from
isometry around the data manifold and the curvature of (M, (·, ·)). Our strategy for characterizing stability
requires less effort than for geodesics, but we will need to make an approximation. In particular, given the
barycentre x∗ of the original data set and a new data set {yi}Ni=1, we will consider the approximate barycentre
of {yi}Ni=1 ⊂ Rd from x∗ given by

ỹx∗ := expϕx∗

( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕx∗(yi)
)

= ϕ−1
(

expϕ(x∗)

( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕ(x∗) ϕ(y
i)
))

, (44)

for analyzing stability (theorem 3.8).

In general, the approximate barycentre ỹx∗ and the actual barycentre y∗ cannot be expected to be the same.
As a first motivation for our choice, consider that we do get consistency for a special case.

Proposition 3.7. If (M, (·, ·)) := (Rd, (·, ·)2), the approximate barycentre ỹx∗ is the barycentre on
(Rd, (·, ·)ϕ).

Proof.

ỹx∗ = ϕ−1
(

expϕ(x∗)

( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕ(x∗) ϕ(y
i)
))

= ϕ−1
(

ϕ(x∗) +
( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

ϕ(yi)− ϕ(x∗)
))

= ϕ−1
( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

ϕ(yi)
)

corollary 3.6.1
= y∗ (45)

More generally, we do expect that the approximate barycentre is a good first-order approximation of the
actual barycentre, because it is just one Riemannian gradient descent step with properly chosen step size
from initialisation x∗ for solving the barycentre problem. So if the {yi}Ni=1 are small variations of the {xi}Ni=1,
we expect that the approximate barycentre is a good object to analyze for stability.

Finally, we are ready to quantify stability of barycentres. The following theorem tells us that ℓ2-stability is
fully determined by the ϕ’s deviation from isometry around the data manifold and the curvature of (M, (·, ·)).
In particular, positive curvature will inherently cause instabilities.

Theorem 3.8 (Stability of the approximate Riemannian barycentre). Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional
symmetric Riemannian manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M
is a geodesically convex set. Furthermore, let {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ R

d be a data set with Riemannian barycentre (39)
x∗ ∈ Rd, let {κij}

d
j=1 ⊂ R be the eigenvalues of the operators

Θϕ(xi) 7→ Rϕ(xi)(Θϕ(xi), logϕ(xi) ϕ(x
∗)) logϕ(xi) ϕ(x

∗), for i = 1, . . . , N. (46)

and define β1
log : R → R as

β1
log(κ) :=











√−κ
sinh(

√−κ) , κ < 0,

1, κ = 0,√
κ

sin(
√
κ)
, κ > 0.

(47)

Finally, consider for i = 1, . . . , N open neighbourhoods U(xi) ⊂ Rd on which ϕ has local Lipschitz constants
Lipxi(ϕ) and consider an open neighbourhood and V(ϕ(x∗)) ⊂ M on which ϕ−1 has local Lipschitz constant
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1).

Then, as {yi}Ni=1 → {xi}Ni=1 the approximate Riemannian barycentre ỹx∗ ∈ Rd defined as in (44) behaves as

‖ỹx∗ − x∗‖2 ≤
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1)

N

N
∑

i=1

β1
log(κ

i
max) Lipxi(ϕ)‖yi − xi‖2 + o(‖yi − xi‖2). (48)

13
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Proof. Let {Θj

ϕ(xi)}
d
j=1 ⊂ Tϕ(xi)M for i = 1, . . . , N be orthonormal frames that diagonalize the operators in

(46) corresponding to the eigenvalues {κij}
d
j=1. Next, as {yi}Ni=1 → {xi}Ni=1 we may assume that yi ∈ U(xi)

and ỹx∗ ∈ V(ϕ(x∗)). Finally, before moving on to proving the statement, consider the Taylor approximation

logϕ(x∗) ϕ(y
i) = logϕ(x∗) ϕ(x

i) +Dϕ(xi) logϕ(x∗)(·)[logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i)] +O(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi))2)

[11, Lemma 1]
= logϕ(x∗) ϕ(x

i) +
d

∑

j=1

β1
log(κ

i
j)
(

logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i),Θj

ϕ(xi)

)

ϕ(xi)
Pϕ(x∗)←ϕ(xi)Θ

j

ϕ(xi)

+O(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi))2) (49)
and note that

1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕ(x∗) ϕ(y
i) =

1

N

N
∑

i=1

d
∑

j=1

β1
log(κ

i
j)
(

logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i),Θj

ϕ(xi)

)

ϕ(xi)
Pϕ(x∗)←ϕ(xi)Θ

j

ϕ(xi)

+O(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi))2), (50)

because 1
N

∑N

i=1 logϕ(x∗) ϕ(x
i) = 0ϕ(x∗) due to first-order optimality conditions.

Subsequently,

‖ỹx∗ − x∗‖2 =
∥

∥

∥
ϕ−1

(

expϕ(x∗)

( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕ(x∗) ϕ(y
i)
))

− ϕ−1(ϕ(x∗))
∥

∥

∥

2

≤ Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ
−1)dM

(

expϕ(x∗)

( 1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕ(x∗) ϕ(y
i)
)

, ϕ(x∗)
)

= Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ
−1)

∥

∥

∥

1

N

N
∑

i=1

logϕ(x∗) ϕ(y
i)
∥

∥

∥

ϕ(x∗)

(50)
=

Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ
−1)

N

∥

∥

∥

N,d
∑

i,j=1

β1
log(κ

i
j)
(

logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i),Θj

ϕ(xi)

)

ϕ(xi)
Pϕ(x∗)←ϕ(xi)Θ

j

ϕ(xi)+O(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi))2)
∥

∥

∥

ϕ(x∗)

≤
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1)

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

j=1

β1
log(κ

i
j)
(

logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i),Θj

ϕ(xi)

)

ϕ(xi)
Pϕ(x∗)←ϕ(xi)Θ

j

ϕ(xi)+O(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi))2)
∥

∥

∥

ϕ(x∗)

≤
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1)

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥

d
∑

j=1

β1
log(κ

i
j)
(

logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i),Θj

ϕ(xi)

)

ϕ(xi)
Pϕ(x∗)←ϕ(xi)Θ

j

ϕ(xi)

∥

∥

∥

ϕ(x∗)
+o(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi)))

=
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1)

N

N
∑

i=1

√

√

√

√

d
∑

j=1

β1
log(κ

i
j)

2
(

logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i),Θj

ϕ(xi)

)2

ϕ(xi)
+ o(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi)))

≤
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1)

N

N
∑

i=1

√

√

√

√β1
log(κ

i
max)

2

d
∑

j=1

(

logϕ(xi) ϕ(y
i),Θj

ϕ(xi)

)2

ϕ(xi)
+ o(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi)))

=
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1)

N

N
∑

i=1

β1
log(κ

i
max)dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi)) + o(dM(ϕ(yi), ϕ(xi)))

≤
Lipϕ(x∗)(ϕ

−1)

N

N
∑

i=1

β1
log(κ

i
max) Lipxi(ϕ)‖yi − xi‖2 + o(‖yi − xi‖2). (51a)

4 Non-linear compression on (Rd
, (·, ·)ϕ) and applications

Now that we know from proposition 2.1 and theorem 3.6 that we need to map the data manifold into a
geodesic subspace and from theorems 3.4 and 3.8 that we need to preserve local isometry around the data
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manifold while doing so, we shift our focus in this section towards how to modify existing algorithms for
symmetric Riemannian manifolds to (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ). In particular, we will consider how we can piggyback
off of existing theory for data compression on symmetric Riemannian manifolds and how a recent efficient
algorithm for low rank approximation enables construction of the Riemannian autoencoder (RAE) and cur-
vature corrected Riemannian autoencoder (CC-RAE) mapping, which are non-linear compression mappings
that have additional nice mathematical properties such as an interpretable latent space that traditional neu-
ral network-based autoencoders do not have. Although the focus is on algorithm design, we will also observe
several times that the above-mentioned best practices for diffeomorphisms ϕ : Rd → M are necessary for
useful and efficient algorithms.

4.1 Diffeomorphisms for efficient compression

In the following we will consider the general problem of efficiently compressing a data set {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ Rd

through solving

inf
(Ξ1

z
,...,ΞN

z
)∈Sz((Rd)N )

{

N
∑

i=1

‖ expϕz (Ξ
i
z)− xi‖22

}

, (52)

where Sz

(

(Rd)N
)

⊂ Tz(Rd)N is a suitable class of approximators defined by a tangent space subset at z ∈ Rd.
Solving (52) directly – given a Sz

(

(Rd)N
)

– will in general be hard. Instead, we will relax (52) several times
into a more tractable problem using the requirements on the diffeomorphism from the previous section and
using recent ideas from approximation of manifold-valued data on symmetric Riemannian manifolds. Then,
in the second part of this section we will consider a concrete example for Sz

(

(Rd)N
)

and solve that using a
recently proposed algorithm.

For the first relaxation, we argue that instead of solving (52) we can solve

inf
(Ξ1

z
,...,ΞN

z
)∈Sz((Rd)N )

{

N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(exp
ϕ
z (Ξ

i
z),x

i)2
}

. (53)

The following results give a hint as to why this might work. That is, each term in the summand of (52) can
be upper and lower bounded by multiples of the corresponding term in (53).

Proposition 4.1. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional symmetric Riemannian manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M
be a smooth diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically convex set. Furthermore, let x ∈ Rd be
any point and consider open neighbourhoods U(x) ⊂ Rd on which ϕ has local Lipschitz constants Lipx(ϕ) and
V(ϕ(x)) ⊂ M on which ϕ−1 has local Lipschitz constant Lipϕ(x)(ϕ

−1). Finally, let Ξz ∈ TzR
d be a tangent

vector at any point z ∈ Rd such that expϕz (Ξz) ∈ U(x) and ϕ(expϕz (Ξz)) ∈ V(ϕ(x)).

Then,
1

Lipx(ϕ)
d
ϕ

Rd(exp
ϕ
z (Ξz),x) ≤ ‖ expϕz (Ξz)− x‖2 ≤ Lipϕ(x)(ϕ

−1)dϕ
Rd(exp

ϕ
z (Ξz),x). (54)

Proof. The bounds in (54) follow directly from

1

Lipx(ϕ)
d
ϕ

Rd(exp
ϕ
z (Ξz),x)

proposition 2.1 (iv)
=

1

Lipx(ϕ)
dM(ϕ(expϕ

z (Ξz)), ϕ(x)) ≤
Lipx(ϕ)

Lipx(ϕ)
‖ expϕz (Ξz))− x‖2

= ‖ expϕz (Ξz))− x‖2 = ‖ϕ−1(ϕ(expϕz (Ξz)))) − ϕ−1(ϕ(x))‖2 ≤ Lipϕ(x)(ϕ
−1)dM(ϕ(expϕz (Ξz)), ϕ(x)

proposition 2.1 (iv)
= Lipϕ(x)(ϕ

−1)dϕ
Rd(exp

ϕ
z (Ξz),x). (55)

Corollary 4.1.1. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional symmetric Riemannian manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M
be a smooth diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically convex set. Furthermore, let {xi}Ni=1 ⊂
Rd be a data set and consider for i = 1, . . . , N open neighbourhoods U(xi) ⊂ Rd on which ϕ has local
Lipschitz constants Lipxi(ϕ) and open neighbourhoods V(ϕ(xi)) ⊂ M on which ϕ−1 has local Lipschitz
constant Lipϕ(xi)(ϕ

−1). Finally, let {Ξi
z}

N
i=1 ⊂ TzRd be a set of tangent vectors at any point z ∈ Rd such

that expϕz (Ξ
i
z) ∈ U(xi) and ϕ(expϕz (Ξ

i
z)) ∈ V(ϕ(xi)) for i = 1, . . . , N .
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Then,

1

Lip{xi}Ni=1
(ϕ)2

N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(exp
ϕ
z (Ξ

i
z),x

i)2 ≤
N
∑

i=1

‖ expϕz (Ξ
i
z)− xi‖22 ≤ Lip{ϕ(xi)}Ni=1

(ϕ−1)2
N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(exp
ϕ
z (Ξ

i
z),x

i)2,

(56)
where

Lip{xi}Ni=1
(ϕ) := max

i=1,...,N
{Lipxi(ϕ)} and Lip{ϕ(xi)}Ni=1

(ϕ−1) := max
i=1,...,N

{Lipϕ(xi)(ϕ
−1)}. (57)

From corollary 4.1.1 we then see that if ϕ is a local isometry on each of the data points (so around the data
manifold), the upper and the lower bounds are equal. In other words, (52) and (53) are equivalent under
the isometry requirement, which thus allows us to solve for (53) instead.

The reason why (53) is more manageable than (52) comes down to the following. In recent work, it has been
shown that solving a problem of the form (53), can be relaxed (again) without losing on global-geometry
awareness, generality on the type of approximation task and computational feasibility. For that we need the
space (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) to be symmetric, which we know to be the case by proposition 2.3. In particular, we have
the following identity for the loss function in (53)

N
∑

i=1

d
ϕ

Rd(exp
ϕ
z (Ξ

i
z),x

i)2
[26, Thm. 3.4]

=
N
∑

i=1

d
∑

j=1

β1
exp(κ

i
j)

2
((

Ξi
z − logϕz (x

i),Ψi,j
z

)ϕ

z

)2

+O
(

(‖Ξi
z − logϕz (x

i)‖ϕz )
3
)

,

(58)
where {κij}

d
j=1 ⊂ R and {Ψi,j

z }dj=1 ⊂ TzRd are the eigenvalues and corresponding eigenvectors of the operators

Ψz 7→ Rϕ
z (Ψz, log

ϕ
z (x

i)) logϕz (x
i), for i = 1, . . . , N, (59)

and the function β1
exp : R → R is defined as

β1
exp(κ) :=











sinh(
√−κ)√−κ , κ < 0,

1, κ = 0,
sin(
√
κ)√

κ
, κ > 0.

(60)

In [26] the authors show that solving

inf
(Ξ1

z
,...,ΞN

z
)∈Sz((Rd)N )

{

N
∑

i=1

d
∑

j=1

β1
exp(κ

i
j)

2
((

Ξi
z − logϕz (x

i),Ψi,j
z

)ϕ

z

)2}

(61)

will yield a good approximation of a minimiser of (53), and in turn by corollary 4.1.1 a good approximation
of a minimiser of our original problem (52).

To solve (61), we need to have the eigenvalues and the corresponding eigenvectors of the operators (59). The
next lemma tells us that we can just pull them back from the embedding space.

Proposition 4.2. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional symmetric Riemannian manifold and let ϕ : Rd → M
be a smooth diffeomorphism such that ϕ(Rd) ⊂ M is a geodesically convex set. Furthermore, let x,y ∈ Rd

be distinct points and let {Θj

ϕ(x)}
d
j=1 ⊂ Tϕ(x)M be the orthonormal basis that diagonalizes the operator

Θϕ(x) 7→ Rϕ(x)(Θϕ(x), logϕ(x) ϕ(y)) logϕ(x) ϕ(y) (62)

with corresponding eigenvalues {κj}dj=1 ⊂ R.

Then, {ϕ−1∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)]}
d
j=1 ⊂ TxRd is an orthonormal basis that diagonalizes

Ψx 7→ Rϕ
x(Ψx, log

ϕ
x y) logϕx y (63)

with corresponding eigenvalues {κj}dj=1 ⊂ R.
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Proof. We will check that {ϕ−1∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)]}
d
j=1 ⊂ TxRd is an orthonormal basis and that it diagonalizes the

curvature operator. Indeed,

(ϕ−1∗ [Θi
ϕ(x)], ϕ

−1
∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)])
ϕ
x = (ϕ∗[ϕ

−1
∗ [Θi

ϕ(x)]], ϕ∗[ϕ
−1
∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)]])ϕ(x) = (Θi
ϕ(x),Θ

j

ϕ(x))ϕ(x) = δi,j (64)

and

Rϕ(ϕ−1∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)], log
ϕ
x y) logϕx y

proposition 2.1 (ii)
= Rϕ(ϕ−1∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)], ϕ
−1
∗ [logϕ(x) ϕ(y)])ϕ

−1
∗ [logϕ(x) ϕ(y)]

(104)
= ϕ−1∗ [R(ϕ∗[ϕ

−1
∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)]], ϕ∗[ϕ
−1
∗ [logϕ(x) ϕ(y)]])ϕ∗[ϕ

−1
∗ [logϕ(x) ϕ(y)]]]

= ϕ−1∗ [R(Θj

ϕ(x), logϕ(x) ϕ(y)) logϕ(x) ϕ(y)] = κjϕ
−1
∗ [Θj

ϕ(x)]. (65)

4.2 The curvature corrected Riemannian autoencoder

In this part we consider a particular type of compression, i.e., through low rank approximation, and see that
the solution can be used to construct a non-linear projection mapping that has a non-linear encoder-decoder
structure that reminisces of neural network-parameterized autoencoder architectures [25, 48].

We will first consider low rank approximation itself. That is, we want to find an approximation that lives in
the set

Sr
z ((R

d)N ) := {(Ξ1
z, . . . ,Ξ

N
z ) ∈ Tz(R

d)N | Ξi
z =

r
∑

k=1

Ui,kv
k
z , where U ∈ R

N×r, (v1
z, . . . ,v

r
z) ∈ Tz(R

d)r}.

(66)

In the following we will use the curvature-corrected singular value decomposition developed in [26, Alg. 2]
to get a cheap approximate minimiser of (61). That is, we first compute a minimiser to

inf
(Ξ1

z
,...,ΞN

z
)∈Sz((Rd)N )

{

N
∑

i=1

(‖Ξi
z − logϕz (x

i)‖ϕz )
2
}

, (67)

and subsequently use it for approximating a minimiser of the curvature corrected error (61).

Truncated singular value decomposition in the tangent space solves (67). To compute this, consider any
basis {Φl

z}
d
l=1 ⊂ TzRd that is orthonormal with respect to (·, ·)ϕ and define X ∈ RN×d as

Xi,l = (logϕz (x
i),Φl

z)
ϕ
z , for i = 1, . . . , N, l = 1, . . . , d. (68)

Next, consider its the singular value decomposition (SVD)

X = UΣW⊤, (69)

where U ∈ RN×R, Σ = diag(σ1, . . . , σR) ∈ RR×R with σ1 ≥ . . . ≥ σR, W ∈ Rd×R and where R := rank(X).
The low-rank approximation that is optimal in the tangent space error (67), is the one constructed from
the first r singular vectors. The key observation that is important to highlight is the following: if the data
manifold is mapped to a low-dimensional geodesic subspace, we find by proposition 2.1 (i) that our data set
has low rank. So we can really choose a low value for r under such a diffeomorphism.

However, minimising (67) will generally not minimise (61). Following the approach in [26], we use the first r
rows of U from the tangent space SVD and correct the tangent vectors to get a good approximate minimiser.
That is, our new approximation is

logϕz (x
i) ≈

r
∑

k=1

Ui,kv̂
k
z :=

r
∑

k=1

Ui,k

d
∑

l=1

V̂k,lΦ
l
z, (70)

where

V̂ := argmin
V∈Rr×d

{

N
∑

i=1

d
∑

j=1

β1
exp(κ

i
j)

2
((

r,d
∑

k,l=1

Ui,kVk,lΦ
l
z − logϕz (x

i),Ψi,j
z

)ϕ

z

)2}

, (71)
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which is well-posed if κij < π2 for all i = 1, . . . , N and j = 1, . . . , d by [26, Prop. 5.2] and can be solved in
closed-form.

Subsequently, we can use the curvature corrected low rank approximation for a data-driven non-linear
embedding. In particular, consider the (·, ·)ϕ-orthonormal vectors {vk

z}
r
k=1 such that span({vk

z}
r
k=1) =

span({v̂k
z}

r
k=1) – which can be constructed through Gram-Schmidt orthogonalisation –, and consider the

mappings E : Rd → Rr defined coordinate-wise as

E(x)k := (logϕz (x),v
k
z)

ϕ
z , k = 1, . . . , r, (72)

and D : Rr → Rd defined as

D(a) := expϕz

(

r
∑

k=1

akv
k
z

)

. (73)

Then, noting that we can rewrite
r

∑

k=1

Ui,kv̂
k
z =

r
∑

k=1

Ũi,kv
k
z , for i = 1, . . . , N, (74)

where Ũ ∈ RN×r is defined as

Ũi,k :=

r
∑

k′=1

Ui,k′ (v̂k′

z ,v
k
z)

ϕ
z for i = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . , r, (75)

we now know that the value ‖D(E(xi))− xi‖22 is small for every i = 1, . . . , N , since

‖D(E(xi))− xi‖22 =
∥

∥

∥
expϕz

(

r
∑

k=1

(logϕz (x
i),vk

z)
ϕ
zv

k
z

)

− xi
∥

∥

∥

2

2

(70) and (74)
≈

∥

∥

∥
expϕz

(

r
∑

k=1

Ũi,kv
k
z

)

− xi
∥

∥

∥

2

2
, (76)

and the right-hand side is small because the Ũ ∈ RN×r and {vk
z}

r
k=1 ⊂ Tz(Rd) are constructed to approxi-

mately minimise (52).

In other words, a suitable diffeomorphism combined with a low rank approximation scheme on manifolds gives
rise to a natural non-linear encoder-decoder, which we call the curvature corrected Riemannian autoencoder
(CC-RAE) for the case where curvature corrected singular value decomposition [26, Alg. 2] is used for low
rank approximation. If the curvature correction step is skipped, i.e., we take vk

z :=
∑d

l=1 WlkΦ
l
z, we call

the non-linear encoder-decoder a Riemannian autoencoder (RAE). Choosing an RAE over a CC-RAE can
be admissible if the curvature effects are small, because then the minimisers of (67) and (61) are close to
each other [26, Thm. 4.6].

Remark 4.3. Our analysis has already suggested that ϕ should be a local isomorphism on the data set.
The additional upshot of local isometry (combined with mapping the data manifold into a geodesic subspace)
for the CC-RAE is that the latent space has meaning. That is, local and global geometry and distances in
the latent space Rr correspond to local and global geometry and distances in the actual data space (up to
curvature). So if we have a suitable diffeomorphism, the CC-RAE does not suffer from the interpretability
issues that classical neural network-based autoencoder architectures [25, 48] have.

5 Learning suitable diffeomorphisms

From sections 3 and 4 we have learned that diffeomorphisms ϕ : Rd → M need to map the data manifold into
a geodesic subspace of (M, (·, ·)) while preserving local isometry around the data manifold for proper, stable
and efficient data analysis on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ). What we have not addressed so far is whether such mappings
exist in the first place and if they exist, how to construct them. Although a rigorous answer to the question
of existence is open and beyond the scope of this article, we can use insights from empirical successes for a
heuristic construction strategy.

We will use a variational approach to constructing diffeomorphisms from a data set {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ Rd. That is,
we choose a class of suitable diffeomorphisms and subsequently try to find a best one in some energy. We
propose to consider diffeomorphisms ϕ : Rd → Md′ × Rd−d′

of the form

ϕ := (ψ−1, Id−d′) ◦ φ ◦O ◦ Tz, (77)
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where ψ : U → Rd′

is a chart on a (geodesically convex) subset U ⊂ Md′ of a d′-dimensional Riemannian
manifold (Md′ , (·, ·)′), φ : Rd → R

d is a real-valued diffeomorphism, O ∈ O(d) is a orthogonal matrix, and
Tz : Rd → Rd is given by Tz(x) = x− z.

The motivation for the above class of diffeomorphisms is easiest understood by considering what parts can be
modeled and what should typically be learned. We first note that the low-dimensional manifold Md′ is the
space we want to map the data manifold into. This space can be chosen by finding the non-linear embedding
manifold among several candidate manifolds (see section 1) that has minimal metric distortion with respect
to the approximate geodesic distances {di,i′}Ni,i′=1 between all pairs of points xi and xi′ – constructed from
completion of local Euclidean distances to neighbouring data points [78] or something more sophisticated,
e.g., that still preserves isometry [17] or gives more noise-robust geodesics [53]. Next, assuming that the data
manifold and Md′ are actually homeomorphic3, the second coordinates need to be mapped to zero, i.e., we
want

π2(ϕ(x
i)) = 0d−d′ ∈ R

d−d′

, for all i = 1, . . . , N (78)

To accomplish (78) locally, assume for the moment that φ = Id and consider the case that the vector z in
(77) is a data point, i.e., z = xi′ for some i′ ∈ [N ]. Then, for any O we have

π2(ϕ(x
i′ )) = π2(((ψ

−1, Id−d′) ◦ Id ◦O ◦ Tz)(x
i′ )) = π2(((ψ

−1, Id−d′) ◦ Id ◦O)(0d)) = 0d−d′ ∈ R
d−d′

, (79)

but we do not necessarily get zero for data points close to xi′ . We can accomplish the latter – at least
approximately – by choosing a particular matrix O through (local) principal component analysis. That is,
for some r > 0 we compute

∑

x∈{xi}Ni=1∩Br(xi′ )

(x− xi′)⊗ (x− xi′ ) = UΛU⊤, (80)

where U ∈ O(d) and Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λd) ∈ Rd×d with λ1 ≥ . . . ≥ λd, and set O := U⊤. Finally,
to accomplish (78) globally, we drop the assumption that φ = Id and realize that we need a φ that is
approximately identity close to xi′ , but deviates from identity at the points farther away from xi′ . For that
we can choose φ := φθ to be a neural network such as [7, 37, 69, 84] with parameters θ ∈ Θ in some parameter
set Θ.

Then, for a suitable mapping ψ : U → Rd′

, fixed z ∈ {xi}Ni=1 and corresponding orthogonal matrix O
obtained from a (local) PCA around z, we propose to find an optimal diffeomorphism ϕθ of the form (77)
with learnable φ := φθ through solving the minimisation problem

inf
θ∈Θ

{ 1

N(N − 1)

N(N−1)
∑

i,j=1,
i6=i′

(

d
ϕθ

Rd(x
i,xi′ )−di,i′

)2

+αsub
1

N

N
∑

i=1

‖π2(ϕθ(x
i))‖1+αiso

1

N

N
∑

i=1

‖
(

(ej , ej
′

)ϕθ

xi

)d

j,j′=1
−Id‖

2
F

}

,

(81)
with φθ initialized close to identity, where dϕθ

Rd : Rd × Rd → R is the distance on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕθ ) (see proposi-
tion 2.1 (iv)) and where αsub, αiso > 0. The rationale behind each of the three terms comes down to the
following. The first term takes global geometry into account and is motivated by the success of Siamese net-
works [16, 61] for learning isometric embeddings and by the theoretical observation that global distances are
important in learning embeddings [33]. The second term enforces that the data manifold is mapped to Md′,
which is motivated by our analysis. Finally, the third term enforces local isometry, which is also motivated
by our analysis.

6 Numerics

In this section we test the suitability of pullback Riemannian geometry for data analysis tasks from sections 3
and 4. Remember from section 1 that ideal data analysis tools should be able to interpolate and extrapolate
over non-linear paths through the data, compute non-linear means on such non-linear paths, and perform low-
rank approximation over curved subspaces spanned by such non-linear paths as argued in [27]. So naturally,
we will test how well the Riemannian interpretation of these tools on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) – geodesic interpolation,
the barycentre as a non-linear mean, and tangent space low-rank approximation from any data point using
the logarithmic mapping – capture the data geometry for a properly chosen diffeomorphism ϕ : Rd → M

3This is not always true if we can find a non-linear embedding.
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and and Riemannian geometry of (M, (·, ·)). In particular, we want to get insight into (i) the role of the
Riemannian geometry of (M, (·, ·)), and see (ii) to what extent the construction in section 5 is suitable for
constructing a diffeomorphism ϕ : Rd → M.

Data. For numerical evaluation of (i) and (ii), data analysis under pullback geometry can be interpreted
best if we can visualize geodesics, barycentres, low-rank approximations and their errors. For that reason
we consider the R2-valued toy data sets (a), (b) and (c) in fig. 2 that have underlying dimension 1.
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Figure 2: Three toy data sets.

Outline of experiments. In the following we will showcase that data sets (a) and (b) can be analysed
under a modelled hyperbolic and spherical pullback geometry, and that the data set (c) can be analysed
under a learned Euclidean pullback geometry. Then, considering the differences between (a) and (b) in
section 6.1 will give us insight into (i) and considering (c) for different ways of learning the diffeomorphism
– with out without the best practices predicted by theory – in section 6.2 will give us insight into (ii). It
should be noted that for data sets (a) and (b) we can also learn a Euclidean pullback geometry – since both
data sets can be embedded into 1-dimensional Euclidean space –, but for now that is not the goal of these
experiments.

General experimental settings. Throughout sections 6.1 and 6.2, the manifolds mappings in proposi-
tion 2.1 and combinations thereof are used for analysing data sets (a), (b) and (c) under their respective
pullback geometries. In addition, Riemannian barycentres as defined in (39) are computed in the embedding
manifold and mapped back as suggested in (40) by theorem 3.6. For the barycentre problem in the embed-
ding manifold, Riemannian gradient descent with unit step size is used to solve it and is terminated when
the relative Riemannian gradient at iteration ℓ satisfies

‖ grad
(

1
2N

∑N

i=1 dM(·, ϕ(xi))2
)

‖pℓ

‖ grad
(

1
2N

∑N

i=1 dM(·, ϕ(xi))2
)

‖p0

=
‖ 1
N

∑N

i=1 logpℓ(ϕ(xi))‖pℓ

‖ 1
N

∑N

i=1 logp0(ϕ(xi))‖p0

< 10−3. (82)

The exception is the case of Euclidean pullback geometry, where we have a closed-form solution (43) due to
corollary 3.6.1.

Finally, all of the experiments are implemented using PyTorch in Python 3.8 and run on a 2 GHz Quad-Core
Intel Core i5 with 16GB RAM.

6.1 Curvature effects

For the first experiment we choose specific pullback geometries under which we perform data analysis tasks
from sections 3 and 4 on data sets (a) and (b) to get insight into (i), i.e., the role of the pulled back geometry.
In particular, under pullback geometry with positive and negative curvature we will consider stability of
geodesics and barycentres and consider low rank approximation whose quality is tested through constructing
Riemannian autoencoders4.

4For both data sets there is no deterioration due to curvature in the low rank approximation. So we can skip
the curvature correction step outlined in section 4.2 and get a good minimiser from a basic truncated singular value
decomposition in the tangent space.
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6.1.1 Hyperbolic pullback

For analysing data set (a), we consider a fully modelled diffeomorphism of the form (77) into the unit
hyperboloid and pull back the standard hyperbolic Riemannian structure. That is, we consider ϕa : R2 → H2

with za := (0, 1) ∈ R2, Oa := I2 ∈ R2×2, φa : R2 → R2 being identity, and ψa : H2 → R2 being the
diffeomorphism (109) in appendix B.1.1, and pull back the Minkowski inner product on Rd+1. Then, our
data analysis is carried out on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ

a

).

Interpolation. First, we consider interpolation and its stability through interpolating between the end
points of the data set (a) and vary one of the end points with an out of distribution point, see fig. 3.
Figure 3a showcases that the pulled back geometry does exactly what it should do. That is, geodesics go
straight through the data set. Theorem 3.4 suggests that for negative curvature we expect stability with
respect to changing end points, which is also exactly what is observed in fig. 3b.
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(a) Geodesic interpolation.
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(b) Perturbed geodesic interpolation.

Figure 3: Geodesic interpolation and perturbed geodesic interpolation of the end points of data set (a) on
(R2, (·, ·)ϕ

a

) indicates that the chosen pullback geometry is suitable for data analysis on this data set and is
stable with respect to small perturbations.

Barycentre. Next, we consider the Riemannian barycentre and test its stability through small perturba-
tions of the data, see fig. 4. Similarly as before, fig. 4a shows that the Riemannian barycentre is right were
it is expected to be, i.e., within the data set and close to za due to the symmetry of the data around that
point. Small variations of the data do not give rise to instabilities either as shown in fig. 4b. This is again
in line with expectations due to theorem 3.8.

Riemannian autoencoder. Finally, we compute the logarithmic mappings from za to all of the data, do
a low rank approximation and construct a RAE, which is used to project the original data onto the learned
manifold. Both results are shown in fig. 5. Once again, the results are by and large in line with expectations.
That is, the data look 1-dimensional and linear on the tangent space (fig. 5a) and the RAE finds the correct
data manifold (fig. 5b). Surprisingly, we retrieve the correct manifold without curvature correction, which
can make a big difference [26].

Conclusions. Negative curvature evidently seems to give rise to stability for interpolation and barycentres
and its known challenges for low rank approximation – although not being an issue here – can in general can
be accounted for when passing to a CC-RAE. Overall, the above numerical experiments are in line with the
theory in the sense that they both suggest that pulling back negatively curved spaces can be beneficial for
downstream data analysis.

6.1.2 Spherical pullback

For analysing data set (b), we consider a fully modelled diffeomorphism of the form (77) into the unit
sphere and pull back the standard spherical Riemannian structure. That is, we consider ϕb : R2 → S2 with
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(a) The data barycentre.
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(b) The perturbed data barycentre.

Figure 4: The data barycentre and perturbed data barycentre of data set (a) on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ
a

) indicates that
the chosen pullback geometry is suitable for data analysis on this data set and is stable with respect to small
perturbations.
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(b) Data set (a) approximated by the RAE at z
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Figure 5: Low rank approximation of data set (a) on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ
a

) and the Riemannian autoencoder con-
structed from it indicate that the chosen pullback geometry is suitable for data analysis on this data set.

zb := (1, 0) ∈ R
2, Ob := I2 ∈ R

2×2, φb : R2 → R
2 being identity, and ψb : S2 \ {(0, 0, 1)} → R

2 being the
diffeomorphism (113) in appendix B.1.2, and pull back the Euclidean inner product on Rd+1. Then, our
data analysis is carried out on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ

b

).

Interpolation. Once again, we consider interpolation and its stability through interpolating between two
points of the data set (b) and vary one of the end points with an out of distribution point, see fig. 6. Now,
fig. 6a showcases that the pulled back geometry does almost what it should do. That is, the geodesic passes
relatively close along the data set, but does not go through it like in the hyperbolic case in section 6.1.1.
The reason that we do not go exactly through the data set can be contributed to the positive curvature of
the pulled back geometry that amplifies the small noise in the data (theorem 3.4). Figure 6b is in line with
this suspicion, because for a change of end points we get entirely different geodesics.

Barycentre. Next, we also consider the Riemannian barycentre and test its stability through small per-
turbations of the data, see fig. 7. Contrary to the hyperbolic case in section 6.1.1, fig. 7a shows that the
Riemannian barycentre is far away from were it is expected to be, i.e., within the data set and close to zb due
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(a) Geodesic interpolation.
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(b) Perturbed geodesic interpolation.

Figure 6: Geodesic interpolation and perturbed geodesic interpolation of the end points of data set (b) on
(R2, (·, ·)ϕ

b

) indicates that the chosen pullback geometry is suitable for data analysis on this data set, but is
unstable with respect to small perturbations.

to the symmetry of the data around that point. Similarly to interpolation, we expect that this is caused by
the positive curvature theorem 3.8. This suspicion is once again backed up when considering small variations
of the data, which also give rise to instabilities as shown in fig. 7b, where the perturbed data barycentre is
very far away from the original one5.
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(a) The data barycentre.
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(b) The perturbed data barycentre.

Figure 7: The data barycentre and perturbed data barycentre of data set (b) on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ
b

) indicates that
the chosen pullback geometry is unstable with respect to small perturbations.

Riemannian autoencoder. Finally, we compute the logarithmic mappings from zb to all of the data, do
a low rank approximation and construct a RAE, which is used to project the original data onto the learned
manifold. Both results are shown in fig. 8. This time, the results are in line with expectations. That is, the
data look 1-dimensional and linear on the tangent space (fig. 8a) and the RAE finds the correct data manifold
(fig. 8b). Unsurprisingly, we retrieve the correct manifold without curvature correction, which normally is
not expected to make a big difference anyways [26].

5The Riemannian gradient descent scheme for computing barycentre of the perturbed data is initialized from the
original data barycentre to make sure that differences cannot be contributed to different local minima due to the
non-convexity of the barycentre problem on the sphere.
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Figure 8: Low rank approximation of data set (b) on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ
b

) and the Riemannian autoencoder con-
structed from it indicate that the chosen pullback geometry is suitable for data analysis on this data set.

Conclusions. Positive curvature evidently seems to give rise to several instabilities for interpolation and
barycentres that are hard to correct for. In contrast, it performs remarkably well for low rank approximation,
where in general can be accounted for curvature. Overall, pulling back positively curved spaces can be
problematic for downstream data analysis.

6.2 Diffeomorphism effects

Next, we consider learning pullback geometries under which we perform data analysis tasks from sections 3
and 4 on data set (c) to get insight into (ii), i.e., the role of the diffeomorphism. In particular, under
pullback geometry with learned diffeomorphisms – obtained from training on (81) with and without subspace
regularisation and local isometry regularisation – we will consider stability of geodesics and barycentres and
consider low rank approximation whose quality is tested through constructing Riemannian autoencoders6.

For analysing data set (c), we will learn several diffeomorphism ϕc
θ1 , ϕ

c
θ2 , ϕ

c
θ3 , ϕ

c
θ4 : R2 → R2 of the form (77)

into Euclidean space and pull back the standard Euclidean Riemannian structure. That is, for l = 1, 2, 3, 4
and

(α1
sub, α

1
iso) = (10, 0.01), (α2

sub, α
2
iso) = (10, 0), (α3

sub, α
3
iso) = (0, 0.01), (α4

sub, α
4
iso) = (0, 0),

we consider ϕc
θl : R2 → R

2 with zc := (0, 0) ∈ R
2, Oc ∈ R

2×2 obtained from PCA at zc as outlined in
section 5, φc

θl : R
2 → R2 being an invertible residual network [7] – that is trained to minimise (81) for the

above l-dependent choice of αl
sub, α

l
iso, but fixed approximate geodesic distances {di,i′}Ni,i′=1 between all pairs

of points xi and xi′ that are constructed from completion of local Euclidean distances to neighbouring data
points [78] –, and ψc : R → R being identity, and pull back the ℓ2 inner product on R. Then, our data
analysis is carried out on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ

c

θl ) for l = 1, 2, 3, 4.

For each l = 1, 2, 3, 4, the invertible residual network ϕc
θl consists of 100 residual blocks, each consisting of 2

hidden layers with width 10 and ELU non-linearities [21]. To enforce invertibility we do not restrict the bias
terms, but normalize the weight matrices by their approximate spectral norm, which is computed through
10 power iterations, and multiply them by a constant c = 0.8. The networks are trained for 20 epochs with
batch size 64 using the ADAM optimiser [47] with learning rate τ = 10−3 and exponential decay rates for the
moment estimates β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.99. The progressions of the respective losses (81) in fig. 9a suggest
that the networks already have converged after only 20 epochs. As a sanity check consider fig. 9b showing
that the data set (c) has been (approximately) mapped into geodesic subspaces – affine linear subspaces – of
R2, which is a basic requirement for our diffeomorphisms we have encountered throughout sections 3 and 4.

6Since the pulled back Euclidean space has zero curvature we can skip the curvature correction step outlined in
section 4.2 and get a good minimiser from a basic truncated singular value decomposition in the tangent space.
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Figure 9: The progressions of the losses of the learned several diffeomorphisms ϕc
θ1 , ϕ

c
θ2 , ϕ

c
θ3 , ϕ

c
θ4 along with

where the data sets are mapped to suggest that the networks have been properly trained after only 20 epochs.

Interpolation. Here too, we consider interpolation and its stability through interpolating between the
end points of the data set (c) and vary one of the end points with an out of distribution point, see fig. 10.
Figure 10a shows that the learned pullback geometries each do what they should do to a different extent.
In particular, visually the ϕc

θ1-geodesic (orange) – trained with both subspace and isometry regularisation
– goes almost straight through the data set, the ϕc

θ2-geodesic (green) and the ϕc
θ4-geodesic (purple) – both

trained without isometry regularisation – are close runner ups, but the ϕc
θ3 -geodesic (red) – trained with only

the isometry loss – does not result in good interpolation. Table 1 confirms our visual observations. That is,
considering the geodesic error (see (115) in appendix B.2), we see that the ϕc

θ1 -geodesic really is better than
the other geodesics. Arguably, the lack of isometry regularisation in the training of ϕc

θ2 and ϕc
θ4 is a root

cause, because now the ϕc
θ2-geodesic and the ϕc

θ4 -geodesic do not have constant speed in the ℓ2 sense, i.e.,
there are parts of the curve where the geodesic goes faster than in other parts, which causes errors. This can
be backed up by considering the geodesic variation. Even though fig. 10b suggests that especially ϕc

θ2 does
not suffer from instabilities, table 1 shows that it is actually performing worst in terms of variation error
(see (116) in appendix B.2) with ϕc

θ4 as a runner up, which can only be explained through errors between
corresponding times along the geodesic and not the shape of the overall geodesic. This is unsurprising as
theorem 3.4 suggests that for the networks trained without isometry regularisation we expect instability with
respect to changing end points.

Table 1: The geodesic error (115) and variation error (116) of the geodesics in fig. 10 with respect to data
set (c) indicate that pullback geometry trained with both subspace and isometry regularisation is suitable
for data analysis on this data set and is stable with respect to small perturbations.

αsub αiso geodesic error variation error

ϕc
θ1 10 0.01 0.25± 0.14 0.62± 0.45
ϕc
θ2 10 0 0.38± 0.24 1.03± 0.84
ϕc
θ3 0 0.01 0.73± 0.68 0.68± 0.49
ϕc
θ4 0 0 0.37± 0.21 0.91± 0.61

Barycentre. Next, we consider the Riemannian barycentre and test its stability through small perturba-
tions of the data, see fig. 11. Here the results are somewhat more straightforward compared to evaluating
geodesic interpolation. That is, similarly to the hyperbolic case in section 6.1.1, fig. 11a shows that the
Riemannian barycentre is were it is expected to be, i.e., within the data set and close to zc due to the sym-
metry of the data around that point. In addition, small variations of the data do not give rise to instabilities
fig. 11b, which is not surprising for the ϕc

θ1-barycentre and the ϕc
θ3-barycentre, but is surprising for the

ϕc
θ2-barycentre and the ϕc

θ4-barycentre due to theorem 3.8.
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(a) Geodesic interpolation.
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(b) Perturbed geodesic interpolation.

Figure 10: Geodesic interpolations and perturbed geodesic interpolations of the end points of data set (c)
on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ

c

θl ) for l = 1, 2, 3, 4 indicate that pullback geometry trained with both subspace and isometry
regularisation (orange) is suitable for data analysis on this data set and is stable with respect to small
perturbations.
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(b) The perturbed data barycentre.

Figure 11: The data barycentres and perturbed data barycentres of data set (c) on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ
c

θl ) for l =
1, 2, 3, 4 indicate that all chosen pullback geometries are suitable for data analysis on this data set and are
stable with respect to small perturbations.

Riemannian autoencoder. Finally, we compute the logarithmic mappings from zc to all of the data, do
a low rank approximation and construct an RAE, which is used to project the original data onto the learned
manifolds. Both results are shown in fig. 12. Once again, the results are by and large in line with expectations.
That is, for the ϕc

θ1-logarithmic mappings (orange) and the ϕc
θ2-logarithmic mappings (green) the data look

1-dimensional and linear on the tangent space, whereas under the ϕc
θ3 -logarithmic mappings (red) and the

ϕc
θ4-logarithmic mappings (purple) the data still looks somewhat non-linear (fig. 12a). This discrepancy can

once again be attributed to the network training, as we only really expect that we see 1-dimensionality for
sure if we train with subspace loss. Upon closer inspection of the ϕc

θ1-and ϕc
θ2-logarithmic mappings the effect

of isometry regularisation is also visible. That is, for the ϕc
θ2 case – trained without isometry regularisation

– there are clear differences in the adjacent distances to subsequent tangent vectors (there are even several
large gaps), whereas for the ϕc

θ1 case – trained with full regularisation – we do not observe this behaviour7.

7Note that this is essentially the same as saying that ϕc
θ2 -geodesics do not have constant speed through the data

set in an ℓ2 sense, which we already observed before.
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Interestingly, all RAEs find the correct data manifold similarly well (fig. 12b). Having said that, we can only
expect that the latent space is isometric to Euclidean space in the case of ϕc

θ1 , which can be important for
interpretability (see remark 4.3).
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(b) Data set (c) approximated by the RAEs at z
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Figure 12: Low rank approximations of data set (c) on (R2, (·, ·)ϕ
c

θl ) for l = 1, 2, 3, 4 and the Riemannian
autoencoders constructed from them indicate that pullback geometry trained with both subspace and isom-
etry regularisation (orange) is suitable for data analysis on this data set and is stable with respect to small
perturbations.

Conclusions Lack of isometry evidently seems to give rise to sub-optimal interpolation results and insta-
bilities thereof. In addition, if the data manifold not being mapped into a geodesic subspace, we do not
get that data looks as low-dimensional as it is. So overall, the above numerical experiments are in line
with the theory that pulling back a learned diffeomorphism that is trained with both subspace and isometry
regularisation can be beneficial for downstream data analysis.

7 Conclusions

With this investigation, we hope to contribute to the development of a data-driven Riemannian geometry for
interpretable, stable and efficient data analysis. In particular, within the broader scope of data processing,
we believe that the proposed mathematical framework has important implications on how to construct data-
driven Riemannian geometry and has important implications for handling data in general.

In this work we aimed to address two main questions: how should we go about constructing diffeomorphisms
into a symmetric Riemannian manifold? and how should we use or modify successful algorithms on symmet-
ric Riemannian manifolds for data analysis in the pullback geometry framework?

Characterisation of diffeomorphisms for proper and stable data analysis. Regarding the first
question, we have seen that diffeomorphisms should map the data manifold into low-dimensional geodesic
subspaces of the pulled back Riemannian manifold for proper interpolation (proposition 2.1) through and
barycentres (theorem 3.6) within the data set, but should also do it in such a way that it is a local isometry
on the data in order to get ℓ2-stability (theorems 3.4 and 3.8). In addition, in theorems 3.4 and 3.8 we have
shown and quantified that the only other instabilities are due to curvature of the pulled back Riemannian
manifold. This interplay between curvature effects and diffeomorphism effects on geodesics and barycentres
has been observed in numerical experiments, in which we highlighted the potential detrimental effects of
pulling back positive curvature Riemannian manifolds.

Characterisation of diffeomorphisms for efficient data analysis. Subsequently, regarding the second
question we have seen that we can piggyback off of existing theory for data compression on symmetric
Riemannian manifolds and use a recent efficient algorithm for low rank approximation to construct non-linear
compression mappings, i.e., the Riemannian autoencoder (RAE) and the curvature corrected Riemannian
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autoencoder (CC-RAE). The developed ideas have shown promising results that were in line with expectations
when tested in numerical experiments, i.e., the success of the methods are somewhat independent of the
underlying curvature of the pulled back geometry – and can in the worst case be corrected for –, but for
interpretability of the latent space we want diffeomorphisms to map the data manifold isometrically into
low-dimensional geodesic subspaces.

Construction of diffeomorphisms for proper, stable and efficient data analysis. Finally, having
learned that diffeomorphisms need to map the data manifold into a geodesic subspace of the pulled back
Riemannian manifold while preserving local isometry around the data manifold for proper, stable and efficient
data analysis under pullback geometry, we have addressed how to construct such diffeomorphisms in a general
setting using insights from several empirical successes. In particular, we have proposed a learning problem
(81) to train invertible neural networks, which was then tested as a proof of concept through the above data
analysis tasks. The numerical results were once again in line with the above expectations in the sense that
low-dimensional embedding and local isometry are key for data analysis on pullback manifolds.
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A Proofs for the results from section 2.2

A.1 Proof of proposition 2.1

Auxiliary lemma.

Lemma A.1. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold with Levi-Civita connection denoted
by ∇(·)(·) : X (M) × X (M) → X (M) and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth diffeomorphism. The Levi-Civita

connection ∇ϕ

(·)(·) : X (Rd)×X (Rd) → X (Rd) on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is given by

∇ϕ
ΞΦ = ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ]] where Ξ,Φ ∈ X (Rd). (83)

Proof. First notice that the mapping ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[·]ϕ∗[·]] : X (Rd) × X (Rd) → X (Rd) defines a connection.
Indeed, it is C∞(M)-linear in the first variable

ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[fΞ]ϕ∗[Φ]] = ϕ−1∗ [∇(f◦ϕ−1)ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ]] = ϕ−1∗ [(f ◦ ϕ−1)∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ]]

= fϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ]], f ∈ C∞(M) (84)

and satisfies the Leibniz rule in the second variable

ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[fΦ]] = ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ](f ◦ ϕ−1)ϕ∗[Φ]] = ϕ−1∗ [(f ◦ ϕ−1)∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ] + (ϕ∗[Ξ](f ◦ ϕ−1))ϕ∗[Φ]]

= fϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ]] + (Ξf)Φ, f ∈ C∞(M). (85)

Next, to proof the claim note that the connection in (83) is the Levi-Civita connection if and only if it
satisfies the Koszul formula

2(∇ϕ
ΞΦ,Ψ)ϕ = Ξ(Φ,Ψ)ϕ + Φ(Ξ,Ψ)ϕ −Ψ(Ξ,Φ)ϕ − ([Φ,Ξ],Ψ)ϕ − ([Ξ,Ψ],Φ)ϕ − ([Φ,Ψ],Ξ)ϕ (86)

for all Ξ,Φ,Ψ ∈ X (Rd).

It remains to show that (83) satisfies (86). We will consider the first and the fourth term on the right-hand-
side of (86), i.e., Ξ(Φ,Ψ)ϕ and ([Φ,Ξ],Ψ)ϕ. The other terms will follow analogously.

Ξ(Φ,Ψ)ϕ = Ξ(Φ,Ψ)ϕ(·) = Ξ(D(·)ϕ[Φ], D(·)ϕ[Ψ])ϕ(·) = Ξ(Dϕ−1(ϕ(·))ϕ[Φ], Dϕ−1(ϕ(·))ϕ[Ψ])ϕ(·)

= D(·)ϕ[Ξ](Dϕ−1(·)ϕ[Φ], Dϕ−1(·)ϕ[Ψ])(·) = ϕ∗[Ξ](ϕ∗[Φ], ϕ∗[Ψ]) (87)

([Φ,Ξ],Ψ)ϕ = ([Φ,Ξ],Ψ)ϕ(·) = (D(·)ϕ[[Φ,Ξ]], D(·)ϕ[Ψ])ϕ(·) = ([D(·)ϕ[Φ], D(·)ϕ[Ξ]], D(·)ϕ[Ψ])ϕ(·)

= ([Dϕ−1(ϕ(·))ϕ[Φ], Dϕ−1(ϕ(·))ϕ[Ξ]], Dϕ−1(ϕ(·))ϕ[Ψ])ϕ(·) = ([Dϕ−1(·)ϕ[Φ], Dϕ−1(·)ϕ[Ξ]], Dϕ−1(·)ϕ[Ψ])(·)
= ([ϕ∗[Φ], ϕ∗[Ξ]], ϕ∗[Ψ]) (88)

where we used that ϕ∗[Φ,Ξ] = [ϕ∗[Φ], ϕ∗[Ξ]].

Then, substituting (87) and (88) into (86) gives the desired result

2(∇ϕ
ΞΦ,Ψ)ϕ = ϕ∗[Ξ](ϕ∗[Φ], ϕ∗[Ψ]) + ϕ∗[Φ](ϕ∗[Ξ], ϕ∗[Ψ])− ϕ∗[Ψ](ϕ∗[Ξ], ϕ∗[Φ])

− ([ϕ∗[Φ], ϕ∗[Ξ]], ϕ∗[Ψ])− ([ϕ∗[Ξ], ϕ∗[Ψ]], ϕ∗[Φ])− ([ϕ∗[Φ], ϕ∗[Ψ]], ϕ∗[Ξ])

= 2(∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ], ϕ∗[Ψ]) = 2(ϕ∗[ϕ
−1
∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ]]], ϕ∗[Ψ]) = 2(ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Φ]],Ψ)ϕ. (89)

Proof of the proposition.

Proof of proposition 2.1. We will show the identities in the same order as in the statement.
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(i) The set of piece-wise smooth curves mapping into a smooth manifold N is denoted by PC∞([0, 1],N ).
Next, define the subset PC∞p,q([0, 1],N ) as

PC∞p,q([0, 1],N ) := {c ∈ PC∞([0, 1],N ) | c(0) = p, c(1) = q}. (90)

Then, for proving (9), note that geodesics minimise by definition the variational problem

inf
c
ϕ
x,y∈PC∞

x,y([0,1],R
d)

{

∫ 1

0

‖ċϕx,y‖
ϕ

c
ϕ
x,y(t)

dt
}

= inf
c
ϕ
x,y∈PC∞

x,y([0,1],R
d)

{

∫ 1

0

‖ϕ∗[ċ
ϕ
x,y]‖ϕ(cϕx,y(t)) dt

}

= inf
cϕ(x),ϕ(y)∈PC∞

ϕ(x),ϕ(y)([0,1],M)

s.t. cϕ(x),ϕ(y)=ϕ◦cϕ
x,y,

cϕ
x,y∈PC∞

x,y([0,1],R
d)

{

∫ 1

0

‖ċϕ(x),ϕ(y)‖cϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t) dt
}

≥ inf
cϕ(x),ϕ(y)∈PC∞

ϕ(x),ϕ(y)
([0,1],M)

∫ 1

0

‖ċϕ(x),ϕ(y)‖cϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t) dt (91)

The lower bound is minimised by the geodesic γϕ(x),ϕ(y). Then, through geodesic convexity of ϕ(Rd)

the curve γϕx,y := ϕ−1 ◦ γϕ(x),ϕ(y) is well-defined. Moreover, it is easy to check that γϕx,y attains
the lower bound in (91). In other words, γϕx,y is a length-minimising geodesic on the Riemannian
manifold (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ), which proofs the claim.

(ii) For proving (10), consider

logϕx y = γ̇ϕx,y(0)
(9)
= ϕ−1∗ [γ̇ϕ(x),ϕ(y)(0)] = ϕ−1∗ [logϕ(x) ϕ(y)], (92)

which proves the claim.

(iii) For proving (11), it is sufficient to show that the proposed mapping is the inverse of the logarithmic
mapping, i.e.,

ϕ−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[log
ϕ
x y])) = y and logϕx(ϕ

−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx])) = Ξx. (93)

First note that for any x,y ∈ R
d and any Ξx ∈ Gx both mappings ϕ−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[log

ϕ
x y])) and

logϕx(ϕ
−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx])) are well-defined. Next, direct evaluation gives

ϕ−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[log
ϕ
x y]))

(10)
= ϕ−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[ϕ

−1
∗ [logϕ(x) ϕ(y)]]))

= ϕ−1(expϕ(x)(logϕ(x) ϕ(y)])) = ϕ−1(ϕ(y)) = y, (94)

and

logϕx(ϕ
−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx])))

(10)
= ϕ−1∗ [logϕ(x)(ϕ(ϕ

−1(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx]))))]

= ϕ−1∗ [logϕ(x)(expϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx]))] == ϕ−1∗ [ϕ∗[Ξx]] = Ξx, (95)

which proves the claim.

(iv) For proving (12), consider

d
ϕ

Rd(x,y) = inf
c
ϕ
x,y∈PC∞

x,y([0,1],R
d)

{

∫ 1

0

‖ċϕx,y‖
ϕ

c
ϕ
x,y(t)

dt
}

(i)
= inf

cϕ(x),ϕ(y)∈PC∞

ϕ(x),ϕ(y)
([0,1],M)

∫ 1

0

‖ċϕ(x),ϕ(y)‖cϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t) dt = dM(ϕ(x), ϕ(y)), (96)

which proves the claim.

(v) For proving (13), we must show that

∇ϕ

γ̇
ϕ
x,y(t)

ϕ−1∗ [Pϕ(γϕ
x,y(t))←ϕ(x)ϕ∗[Ξx]] = 0, for t ∈ [0, 1]. (97)
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Direct evaluation through lemma A.1 gives

∇ϕ

γ̇
ϕ
x,y(t)

ϕ−1∗ [Pϕ(γϕ
x,y(t))←ϕ(x)ϕ∗[Ξx]]

(83)
= ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[γ̇

ϕ
x,y(t)]ϕ∗[ϕ

−1
∗ [Pϕ(γϕ

x,y(t))←ϕ(x)ϕ∗[Ξx]]]]

= ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[γ̇
ϕ
x,y(t)]Pϕ(γϕ

x,y(t))←ϕ(x)ϕ∗[Ξx]]
(9)
= ϕ−1∗ [∇γ̇ϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)Pγϕ(x),ϕ(y)(t)←ϕ(x)ϕ∗[Ξx]]

= ϕ−1∗ [0] = 0, (98)

which proves the claim.

A.2 Proof of proposition 2.2

Proof of proposition 2.2. Choose any point x ∈ Rd. By the Hopf-Rinow Theorem it is sufficient to show that
the exponential mapping expϕx is defined on all of TxRd.

Using identity (iii) from proposition 2.1 we obtain the following equivalency:

expϕx is defined on all of Ξx ∈ TxR
d,

⇔

expϕ(x) is defined on all of Tϕ(x)M and expϕ(x)(Tϕ(x)M) ⊂ ϕ(Rd).

(99)

The lower statement holds by assumption. Indeed, using the completeness of M and the Hopf-Rinow
Theorem once more we have that expϕ(x) is defined on all of Tϕ(x)M and that expϕ(x)(Tϕ(x)M) = M, which
is equal to ϕ(Rd) due to the fact that ϕ is a global diffeomorphism.

A.3 Proof of proposition 2.3

Proof of proposition 2.3. For proving the claim, we have to construct a geodesic reflection and open neigh-
bourhoods in Rd, and show that this geodesic reflection is a local isometry.

Choose x ∈ Rd, let reflϕ(x) : U(ϕ(x)) → M be a geodesic reflection on a neighbourhood U(ϕ(x)) and consider
an open subset V(ϕ(x)) ⊂ {p ∈ M | p ∈ U(ϕ(x)) ∩ ϕ(Rd), reflϕ(x)(p) ∈ ϕ(Rd)}. Next, define the mapping
reflϕx : ϕ−1(V(ϕ(x))) → Rd as

reflϕx := ϕ−1 ◦ reflϕ(x) ◦ ϕ. (100)

We will show that reflϕx is a geodesic reflection on ϕ−1(V(ϕ(x))), which is a neighbourhood of x. For that,
we check the properties in (6), both of which follow from direct evaluation:

reflϕx(x) = ϕ−1(reflϕ(x)(ϕ(x)))
reflection

= ϕ−1(ϕ(x)) = x (101)

and

Dx refl
ϕ
x

chain rule
= Dϕ(x)ϕ

−1 ◦Dϕ(x) reflϕ(x) ◦ Dxϕ
reflection

= Dϕ(x)ϕ
−1 ◦ (− idϕ(x)) ◦ Dxϕ

= −Dϕ(x)ϕ
−1 ◦ Dxϕ = − idx, (102)

which proves the claim that reflϕx is a geodesic reflection on ϕ−1(V(ϕ(x))).

It remains to check isometry of reflϕx on ϕ−1(V(ϕ(x))). Choose y, z ∈ ϕ−1(V(ϕ(x))), then

d
ϕ

Rd(refl
ϕ
x(y), refl

ϕ
x(z))

proposition 2.1 (iv)
= dM(ϕ(reflϕ

x(y)), ϕ(refl
ϕ
x(z)))

(100)
= dM(ϕ(ϕ−1(reflϕ(x)(ϕ(y)))), ϕ(ϕ

−1(reflϕ(x)(ϕ(z))))) = dM(reflϕ(x)(ϕ(y)), reflϕ(x)(ϕ(z)))

symmetry (7)
= dM(ϕ(y), ϕ(z))

proposition 2.1 (iv)
= d

ϕ

Rd(y, z) (103)
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A.4 Proof of proposition 2.4

Auxiliary lemma.

Lemma A.2. Let (M, (·, ·)) be a d-dimensional Riemannian manifold with curvature tensor denoted by
R : X (M) × X (M) × X (M) → X (M) and let ϕ : Rd → M be a smooth diffeomorphism. The curvature
tensor Rϕ : X (Rd)×X (Rd)×X (Rd) → X (Rd) on (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is given by

Rϕ(Ξ,Φ)Ψ = ϕ−1∗ [R(ϕ∗[Ξ], ϕ∗[Φ])ϕ∗[Ψ]]. (104)

Proof. Direct evaluation through lemma A.1 gives

Rϕ(Ξ,Φ)Ψ = ∇ϕ
Ξ∇

ϕ
ΦΨ−∇ϕ

Φ∇
ϕ
ΞΨ−∇ϕ

[Ξ,Φ]Ψ

(83)
= ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[ϕ

−1
∗ [∇ϕ∗[Φ]ϕ∗[Ψ]]]]− ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Φ]ϕ∗[ϕ

−1
∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Ψ]]]]− ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[[Ξ,Φ]]ϕ∗[Ψ]]

= ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Ξ]∇ϕ∗[Φ]ϕ∗[Ψ]]− ϕ−1∗ [∇ϕ∗[Φ]∇ϕ∗[Ξ]ϕ∗[Ψ]]− ϕ−1∗ [∇[ϕ∗[Ξ],ϕ∗[Φ]]ϕ∗[Ψ]]

= ϕ−1∗ [R(ϕ∗[Ξ], ϕ∗[Φ])ϕ∗[Ψ]] (105)

Proof of the proposition.

Proof of proposition 2.4. To proof the claim we need to show that (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) is complete, simply connected
and has non-positive sectional curvature. As Rd is simply connected it remains to show (i) completeness and
(ii) non-positive sectional curvature.

(i) Note that Hadamard manifolds are complete by definition and have unique geodesics, i.e., these spaces
are geodesically convex. So completeness follows directly from proposition 2.2.

(ii) Let x ∈ R
d be any point and choose a two-dimensional subspace σx ⊂ TxR

d spanned by a basis {Ξp,Φp}.
Direct evaluation and lemma A.2 gives

Kϕ
x (σx) =

(Rϕ
x(Ξx,Φx)Φx,Ξx)

ϕ
x

(‖Ξx‖
ϕ
x)2(‖Φx‖

ϕ
x)2 − ((Ξx,Φx)

ϕ
x)2

=
(ϕ∗[Rϕ

x(Ξx,Φx)Φx], ϕ∗[Ξx])ϕ(x)

‖ϕ∗[Ξx]‖2ϕ(x)‖ϕ∗[Φx]‖2ϕ(x) − (ϕ∗[Ξx], ϕ∗[Φx])2ϕ(x)

(104)
=

(ϕ∗[ϕ−1∗ [Rϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx], ϕ∗[Φx])ϕ∗[Φx]]], ϕ∗[Ξx])ϕ(x)

‖ϕ∗[Ξx]‖2ϕ(x)‖ϕ∗[Φx]‖2ϕ(x) − (ϕ∗[Ξx], ϕ∗[Φx])2ϕ(x)

=
(Rϕ(x)(ϕ∗[Ξx], ϕ∗[Φx])ϕ∗[Φx], ϕ∗[Ξx])ϕ(x)

‖ϕ∗[Ξx]‖2ϕ(x)‖ϕ∗[Φx]‖2ϕ(x) − (ϕ∗[Ξx], ϕ∗[Φx])2ϕ(x)

= Kϕ(x)(ϕ∗[σx]) ≤ 0. (106)

B Supplementary material to section 6

B.1 Pullback manifolds from section 6.1

B.1.1 The unit hyperboloid

Riemannian geometry. The d-dimensional unit hyperboloid H
d is given by

H
d := {p ∈ R

d+1 | ‖p‖2M = p2
1 + . . .+ p2

d − p2
d+1 = −1,pd+1 > 0} (107)

and its tangent space TpHd at p ∈ Hd is defined as

TpH
d := {Ξp ∈ R

d+1 | (Ξp,p)M = 0)}. (108)

We use the Minkowski inner product on Rd+1 to construct the Riemannian manifold (Hd, (·, ·)M ).

Canonical chart. The mapping ψ : Hd → Rd given by

ψ(p) := (p1, . . . ,pd) ∈ R
d (109)

provides a standard chart that covers all of the manifold. Its inverse is given by

ψ−1(x) := (x1, . . . ,xd,

√

‖x‖22 + 1) ∈ H
d. (110)
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B.1.2 The unit sphere

Riemannian geometry. The d-dimensional unit sphere Sd is given by

S
d := {p ∈ R

d+1 | ‖p‖22 = p2
1 + . . .+ p2

d+1 = 1} (111)

and its tangent space TpSd at p ∈ Sd is defined as

TpS
d := {Ξp ∈ R

d+1 | (Ξp,p)2 = 0)}. (112)

We use the standard Euclidean inner product on Rd+1 to construct the Riemannian manifold (Sd, (·, ·)2).

Chart. The mapping ψ : Sd \ {(0, . . . , 0, 1)} → Rd given by

ψ(p) :=

(

p1

1− pd+1
, . . . ,

pd

1− pd+1

)

∈ R
d (113)

provides a standard chart that covers almost all of the manifold. Its inverse is given by

ψ−1(x) :=

(

2x1

1 + ‖x‖22
, . . . ,

2xd

1 + ‖x‖22
,
‖x‖22 − 1

1 + ‖x‖22

)

∈ S
d. (114)

B.2 Error metrics for the evaluation of pulled back geometries

For comparison of the different pullback geometries we can consider several error metrics as a sanity check.

Geodesic errors. In particular, given a discrete geodesic on Rd, i.e., an ordered 1-dimensional data set
x1, . . . ,xN ∈ Rd, we can test whether such a discrete geodesic is an approximate geodesic on a pullback
manifold (Rd, (·, ·)ϕ) through considering the geodesic error

1

N

N
∑

k=1

‖γϕ
x1,xN (tk)− xk‖2, where tk :=

{

0 if k = 1,
∑k−1

i=1 ‖xi−xi+1‖2
∑N−1

i=1 ‖xi−xi+1‖2
if k = 2, . . . , N,

(115)

and test stability of the pullback geodesics through considering the (geodesic) variation error with respect
to x1 to a new point z ∈ R

d close to x1

1

N

N
∑

k=1

‖γϕ
z,xN (tk)− γ

ϕ

x1,xN (tk)‖2. (116)
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