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Abstract Low-rank tensors appear to be prosperous in many applications. How-
ever, the sets of bounded-rank tensors are non-smooth and non-convex algebraic
varieties, rendering the low-rank optimization problems to be challenging. To this
end, we delve into the geometry of bounded-rank tensor sets, including Tucker and
tensor train formats. We propose a desingularization approach for bounded-rank
tensor sets by introducing slack variables, resulting in a low-dimensional smooth
manifold embedded in a higher-dimensional space while preserving the structure
of low-rank tensor formats. Subsequently, optimization on tensor varieties can be
reformulated to optimization on smooth manifolds, where the methods and con-
vergence are well explored. We reveal the relationship between the landscape of
optimization on varieties and that of optimization on manifolds. Numerical exper-
iments on tensor completion illustrate that the proposed methods are in favor of
others under different rank parameters.
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1 Introduction

Low-rank tensor decompositions are powerful for representing multi-dimensional
data, enabling the extraction of essential information from data tensors while
significantly reducing storage requirements. The canonical polyadic decomposi-
tion [18], Tucker decomposition [45], tensor train decomposition [36] and ten-
sor ring decomposition [51] are among the most typical decomposition formats;
see [25] for an overview. Matrix and tensor optimization leveraging low-rank de-
compositions appears to be effective in various applications, including image pro-
cessing [49], matrix and tensor completion [48, 21, 12, 13], semidefinite program-
ming [10, 44], high-dimensional partial differential equations [5, 3], and dynamical
tensor approximation [24, 4].

In this paper, we are concerned with minimizing smooth functions on bounded-
rank tensor sets. For Tucker decomposition, we consider the following optimization
problem where the search space consists of tensors with bounded Tucker rank, i.e.,

min
X

f(X )

s. t. X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r := {X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd : ranktc(X ) ≤ r},
(P)

where f : Rn1×n2×···×nd → R is a smooth function, r = (r1, r2, . . . , rd) is an ar-
ray of d positive integers, and ranktc(X ) denotes the Tucker rank of X . The set
Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r is referred to as the Tucker tensor variety [12]. For tensor train (TT)

decomposition, the optimization problem can be formulated on TT varieties [27]
in a same fashion.

Related work and motivation We start with an overview of the existing research in
the field of low-rank matrix optimization on Rm×n

≤r := {X ∈ Rm×n : rank(X) ≤
r}, which inspires the low-rank tensor optimization methods. In general, there
are mainly three different geometric approaches for solving the low-rank matrix
optimization problems.

The first approach is to minimize f on the smooth manifold Rm×n
r := {X ∈

Rm×n : rank(X) = r}, ignoring the set of rank-deficient matrices Rm×n
≤r \ Rm×n

r .

One can adopt the Riemannian optimization methods to minimize f on Rm×n
r ; see,

e.g., [42, 48]. Since Rm×n
r is not closed, the classical convergence results established

in Riemannian optimization (e.g., [7]) do not hold if a method converges to points
on the boundary Rm×n

≤r \Rm×n
r .

Instead of working on fixed-rank manifolds, one can directly minimize f on
Rm×n
≤r . For instance, Jain et al. [20] proposed the iterative hard thresholding

method—also known as the projected gradient descent method (PGD)—for low-
rank matrix regression. Schneider and Uschmajew [41] proposed the projected
steepest descent method (P2GD) and a retraction-free variant (RFD) by exploiting
the geometry of the matrix variety Rm×n

≤r . Olikier and Absil [34, 33] proposed prov-

able first-order algorithms (P2GDR and RFDR). Furthermore, Olikier et al. [35]
developed a framework for first-order optimization on general stratified sets of
matrices, based on P2GDR and RFDR. In addition, Riemannian rank-adaptive
methods (e.g., [52, 11]) on Rm×n

≤r are able to adjust the rank of iterates.
The third approach is based on parametrization, which aims to circumvent

the non-smoothness of varieties. For instance, one can parametrize the feasible
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set Rm×n
≤r by a manifold M = Rm×r × Rn×r along with a smooth mapping φ :

M → Rm×n
≤r satisfying φ(M) = Rm×n

≤r . Consequently, minimizing f on Rm×n
≤r can

be reformulated as minimizing f ◦ φ on the manifold M, which can be solved by
Riemannian optimization methods (see, e.g., [2, 6] for an overview). Theoretically,
if x ∈ M is a second-order stationary point of f ◦ φ, φ(x) ∈ Rm×n

≤r is a first-order

stationary point of f ; see [14]. In the same spirit, Levin et al. [30] proposed a
Riemannian trust-region method for minimizing f ◦ φ on the feasible set Rm×r ×
Rn×r, denoted by “RTR-LR”. More recently, a parametrization of matrix variety
Rm×n
≤r called desingularization was considered in [32, 23, 38]. This parametrization

involves a slack variable P in the Grassmann manifold Gr(n − r, n) that records
the kernel of X, leading to a smooth manifold

M(Rm×n, r) = {(X,P) : XP = 0,X ∈ Rm×n,P ∈ Gr(n− r, n)}

and mapping φ : (X,P) 7→ X. Rebjock and Boumal [38] adopted Riemannian opti-
mization methods to this manifold and provided both global and local convergence
guarantees.

These approaches have been extensively studied in low-rank matrix optimiza-
tion. However, due to the intricate geometric structure of low-rank tensors, op-
timization on tensor sets is much more complicated than the matrix case. Nev-
ertheless, one can still explore low-rank tensor optimization following a similar
path.

Low-rank optimization on the set of Tucker tensors can be formulated as an
optimization problem on a smoot h manifold of tensors with fixed Tucker rank [47],
i.e., Rn1×n2×···×nd

r := {X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd : ranktc(X ) = r}. Geometric methods
can be adopted to solve the fixed-rank problem; see [46] for an overview. For in-
stance, Kressner et al. [26] proposed a Riemannian conjugate gradient method
(GeomCG). However, the feasible set Rn1×n2×···×nd

r is still not closed. There-
fore, one may consider minimizing f on the Tucker tensor variety Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r
(the closure of Rn1×n2×···×nd

r ), which is the optimization problem (P). Gao et
al. [12] developed the tangent cone of the Tucker tensor varieties and proposed the
gradient-related approximate projection method (GRAP). One difficulty of opti-
mization on tensor varieties is that the inherent non-smoothness of the varieties
hampers the convergence analysis. Specifically, the local convergence results es-
tablished in optimization on tensor varieties do not hold if an accumulation point
is rank-deficient, i.e., a point in Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r \Rn1×n2×···×nd
r ; see [41, 12].

Due to the aforementioned difficulty, we resort to the third approach, which
aims to solve (P) via a parametrization of Tucker tensor varieties: a smooth man-
ifold M and a smooth mapping φ : M → Rn1×n2×···×nd such that φ(M) =
Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r . Subsequently, minimizing f on Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r can be recast to min-
imizing g := f ◦ φ on the smooth manifold M as follows,

min
x∈M

g(x) = f(φ(x)). (Q)

The smooth manifold structure enables Riemannian optimization methods for (Q).
For instance, a tensor in Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r can be parametrized by

MTucker = Rr1×r2×···×rd ×Rn1×r1 ×Rn2×r2 × · · · × Rnd×rd
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via Tucker decomposition; see section 2 for details. Kasai and Mishra [21] consid-
ered a parametrization for the fixed-rank manifold Rn1×n2×···×nd

r by employing a
quotient manifold

Mquotient = Rr1×···×rd × St(r1, n1) × · · · × St(rd, nd)/(O(r1) × · · · × O(rd)).

More recently, the desingularization of bounded-rank matrices provides a smooth
parametrization of non-smooth varieties that facilitates the Riemannian opti-
mization methods, motivating us to explore the desingularization tailored for
bounded-rank tensors. However, on the one hand, the parametrizations MTucker

and Mquotient only capture information in the parameter space, while overlook-
ing intrinsic structure in the original tensor space. It is challenging to seek a
parametrization that the search space both enjoys a manifold structure and pre-
serves the structure of tensor formats. On the other hand, while tensor varieties
are closely related to matrix varieties, the desingularization of tensor varieties can
not be simply generalized from the desingularization of matrix varieties due to
the intricacy of Tucker and TT tensor varieties. Additionally, the essential dif-
ference between Tucker and TT tensor varieties underscores the need for distinct
desingularization approaches for these varieties.

Contribution We propose new parametrizations for tensor varieties. Specifically,
since the Tucker tensor varieties can be characterized by the intersection of matrix
varieties along each mode, we introduce slack variables P1,P2, . . . ,Pd and propose
to desingularize Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r along each mode, i.e.,

M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r) =


(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) : X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd ,

Pk ∈ Gr(nk − rk, nk),
X ×k Pk = 0 for k ∈ [d]

 .

We prove that the set M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r) is a smooth manifold and develop
the Riemannian geometry of M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r), paving the way for first- and
second-order Riemannian methods. By incorporating the new parametrization, we
reformulate the original problem (P) as an optimization problem on a smooth
manifold (Q); see Fig. 1.

M

Rn1×n2×···×nd
≤r R

Rn1×···×nd × Sym(n1)× · · · × Sym(nd)

φ

f

g = f ◦ φ

Fig. 1 Diagram of optimization via desingularization. M = M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r), Sym(n) =
{A ∈ Rn×n : A⊤ = A}

We propose Riemannian gradient descent (RGD-desing), Riemannian conju-
gate gradient (RCG-desing), and Riemannian trust-region (RTR-desing) meth-
ods to solve (Q). A preliminary numerical experiment in Fig. 2 illustrates that
the proposed desingularization brings a significant improvement among different
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parametrizations when the rank parameter is over-estimated, even without em-
ploying any rank-adaptive strategy, and reveal the underlying low-rank structure
of the data tensor.
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Fig. 2 Errors of Riemannian trust-region methods for low-rank Tucker tensor completion
under three parametrizations—Tucker parametrization MTucker, quotient parametrization
Mquotient, and desingularization—with over-estimated rank parameter. Left: test error. Right:
history of singular values of mode-1 unfolding matrices in RTR-desing

Additionally, we investigate the relationship of stationary points between the
original problem (P) and the parametrized problem (Q). We provide a counterex-
ample to demonstrate that even though x ∈ M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r) is a second-order
stationary point of (Q), φ(x) is not guaranteed to be first-order stationary of (P).
Moreover, we establish the connection of the sets of stationary points of (Q) be-
tween Tucker parametrization MTucker and desingularization. In summary, the
geometric methods in low-rank matrix and tensor optimization are listed in Ta-
ble 1.

We compare the proposed RGD-desing and RCG-desing with the existing
methods in tensor completion on synthetic and real-world datasets. The numerical
results suggest that the proposed methods are favorably comparable to the rank-
adaptive method, and perform better than the other methods under different rank
parameters.

For tensor train decomposition, we observe that the geometry of TT varieties
is different from that of Tucker tensor varieties. Therefore, we propose a different
parametrization by introducing a modified set of slack variables and providing a
smooth manifold

MTT =


(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd−1) : X = JU1,U2, . . . ,UdK,

Pk = Ink+1...nd −P≥k+1, k ∈ [d− 1],

(U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) ∈ STT


to parametrize TT varieties, where STT is the parameter space of TT tensors with
rank constraints.

Organization We introduce the low-rank matrix and tensor varieties in section 2.
In section 3, we propose a new parametrization called desingularization of Tucker
tensor varieties, and delve into the Riemannian geometry of the parametrization,
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Table 1 Geometric methods in low-rank optimization. “param.” denotes “parametrization”.
We say a method satisfying the property “Convergence” if the norm of the projected anti-
gradient of f converges to zero. A method satisfies the “Stationary” property if any accumu-
lation point is first-order stationary of the bounded-rank problem

Low-rank matrix optimization

Method Type Order Convergence Stationary

LRGeomCG [48] manifold 1st ! %

PGD [20] varieties 1st ! !

P2GD, RFD [41] varieties 1st ! %

P2GDR [34] varieties 1st ! !

RFDR [33] varieties 1st ! !

RTR-LR [30] param. 2nd ! !

RTR-desing [38] param. 2nd ! !

Low-rank tensor optimization

Method Format Type Order Convergence Stationary

GeomCG [26] Tucker manifold 1st ! %

RCG [43] TT manifold 1st ! %

RTR [37] TT manifold 2nd ! -

GRAP, rfGRAP [12] Tucker varieties 1st ! %

RCG-quotient [21] Tucker param. 1st - %

RGD-desing (this work) Tucker param. 1st - %

RCG-desing (this work) Tucker param. 1st - %

RTR-desing (this work) Tucker param. 2nd - %

recasting the original problem (P) to a parametrized problem. Optimization meth-
ods for the parametrized problem and its landscape are developed in section 4.
We provide a new approach to desingularize tensor train varieties in section 5.
Section 6 reports the numerical performance of proposed methods in tensor com-
pletion. Finally, we draw the conclusion in section 7.

2 Low-rank matrices and tensors

In this section, we introduce the preliminaries of matrix manifold, varieties, and
desingularization of matrix varieties. Then, we present tensor operations, the def-
inition of Tucker decomposition, and the fixed-rank Tucker manifold and Tucker
tensor varieties.

2.1 Low-rank matrix manifold, varieties, and desingularization

Let m,n, r be positive integers satisfying r ≤ min{m,n}. Given a matrix X ∈
Rm×n, the image of X and its orthogonal complement are defined by span(X) :=
{Xy : y ∈ Rn} ⊆ Rm and span(X)⊥ := {z ∈ Rm : ⟨x, z⟩ = 0 for all x ∈ span(X)}
respectively. The set St(r, n) := {X ∈ Rn×r : XTX = Ir} is the Stiefel manifold.
The orthogonal group is denoted by O(n) := {Q ∈ Rn×n : QTQ = QQT = In}.
The set of n-by-n symmetric matrices is defined by Sym(n) = {A ∈ Rn×n : A⊤ =
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A}. The symmetric part of a square matrix A is defined by sym(A) := (A +
A⊤)/2. The set of n-by-n invertible matrices is denoted by GL(n) = {A ∈ Rn×n :
rank(A) = n}. Recall that Rm×n

r := {X ∈ Rm×n : rank(X) = r} is a smooth
manifold (see, e.g., [16, 9]), and its closure Rm×n

≤r := {X ∈ Rm×n : rank(X) ≤ r} is
a determinantial variety.

Desingularization of matrix varieties In contrast with the fixed-rank manifold, ge-
ometry of the determinantial variety Rm×n

≤r is much more complicated due to the

singular points [28]. Therefore, Khrulkov and Oseledets [23] proposed a modified
version of Room–Kempf desingularization [39, 22] for matrix varieties. Recently,
Rebjock and Boumal [38] further revealed this manifold structure of the desingu-
larization

M(Rm×n, r) = {(X,P) : XP = 0,X ∈ Rm×n,P ∈ Gr(n− r, n)}, (2.1)

where Gr(n − r, n) := {P ∈ Sym(n), rank(P) = n − r,P = P2} is the Grassmann
manifold. Note that a point (X,P) ∈ M(Rm×n, r) can be represented by the
parameters U ∈ St(r,m), a diagonal matrix Σ ∈ Rr×r, and V ∈ St(r, n) via
X = UΣV⊤ and P = In −VV⊤. The tangent space of M(Rm×n, r) at (X,P) can
be characterized by

T(X,P)M(Rm×n, r) =

{
(KV⊤ + UΣV⊤p ,−VpV

⊤ −VV⊤p ) :

K ∈ Rm×r,Vp ∈ Rn×r,V⊤Vp = 0

}
. (2.2)

2.2 Tucker decomposition: definition and geometry

We introduce tensor operations. Denote the index set {1, 2, . . . , n} by [n]. The in-
ner product between two tensors X ,Y ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd is defined by ⟨X ,Y⟩ :=∑n1

i1=1 · · ·
∑nd

id=1 X (i1, . . . , id)Y(i1, . . . , id). The Frobenius norm of a tensor X is

defined by ∥X∥F :=
√

⟨X ,X⟩. The mode-k unfolding of a tensor X ∈ Rn1×···×nd

is denoted by a matrix X(k) ∈ Rnk×n−k for k = 1, . . . , d, where n−k :=
∏

i̸=k ni.
The (i1, i2, . . . , id)-th entry of X corresponds to the (ik, j)-th entry of X(k), where

j = 1 +
∑d

ℓ ̸=k,ℓ=1(iℓ − 1)Jℓ with Jℓ =
∏ℓ−1

m=1,m̸=k nm. The tensorization oper-

ator maps a matrix Xk ∈ Rnk×n−k to a tensor ten(k)(Xk) ∈ Rn1×···×nd de-

fined by ten(k)(Xk)(i1, . . . , id) = Xk(ik, 1 +
∑d

ℓ ̸=k,ℓ=1(iℓ − 1)Jℓ) for (i1, . . . , id) ∈
[n1] × · · · × [nd]. Note that ten(k)(X(k)) = X holds for fixed n1, . . . , nd. There-
fore, the tensorization operator is invertible. The k-mode product of a tensor X
and a matrix A ∈ Rnk×M is denoted by X ×k A ∈ Rn1×···×M×···×nd , where the
(i1, . . . , ik−1, j, ik+1, . . . , id)-th entry of X ×k A is

∑nk

ik=1 xi1...idajik . It holds that
(X ×k A)(k) = AX(k). Given u1 ∈ Rn1 \ {0}, . . . ,ud ∈ Rnd \ {0}, a rank-1 tensor of
size n1 × n2 × · · · × nd is defined by the outer product V = u1 ◦ u2 ◦ · · · ◦ ud,
or vi1,...,id = u1,i1 · · ·ud,id equivalently. The Kronecker product of two matri-
ces A ∈ Rm1×n1 and B ∈ Rm2×n2 is an (m1m2)-by-(n1n2) matrix defined by
A⊗B := (aijB)ij . Given two vectors x,y ∈ Rd, we denote x ≤ y (x < y) if xi ≤ yi
(xi < yi) for all i ∈ [d].
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Definition 2.1 (Tucker decomposition) Given a tensor X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd , the
Tucker decomposition is

X = G ×1 U1 ×2 U2 · · · ×d Ud = G ×d
k=1 Uk,

where G ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd is a core tensor, Uk ∈ St(rk, nk) are factor matrices with
orthogonal columns. The Tucker rank of a tensor X is defined by

ranktc(X ) := (rank(X(1)), rank(X(2)), . . . , rank(X(d))).

We refer to X = G ×d
k=1 Uk as a thin Tucker decomposition if rk = rank(X(k)) for

all k ∈ [d]. Figure 3 depicts the Tucker decomposition of a third-order tensor.

X =

U1

G U2

U3

Fig. 3 Tucker decomposition of a third-order tensor

The mode-k unfolding of a tensor X = G ×1 U1 ×2 U2 · · · ×d Ud satisfies

X(k) = UkG(k)

(
Ud ⊗ · · · ⊗Uk+1 ⊗Uk−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗U1

)T
= UkG(k)((Uj)

⊗j ̸=k)T,

where (Uj)
⊗j ̸=k = Ud ⊗ · · · ⊗Uk+1 ⊗Uk−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗U1 for k ∈ [d]. Given a tensor

A ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd , we denote A ∈
⊗d

k=1 span(Uk) if A = C ×d
k=1 Uk for some

C ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd .

Given a tuple r = (r1, r2, . . . , rd), the set of tensors of fixed Tucker rank is
denoted by Rn1×n2×···×nd

r := {X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd : ranktc(X ) = r}, which is a

smooth manifold [24] of dimension r1r2 · · · rd+
∑d

k=1 rk(nk−rk). The set of tensors
of bounded Tucker rank Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r := {X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd : ranktc(X ) ≤ r} is

referred to as the Tucker tensor variety. Given a tensor X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd with
ranktc(X ) = r ≤ r and a thin Tucker decomposition X = G×d

k=1Uk, Gao et al. [12,
Theorem 1] provided an explicit parametrization

V = C ×d
k=1

[
Uk Uk,1

]
+

d∑
k=1

G ×k (Uk,2Rk,2) ×j ̸=k Uj (2.3)

of an element V in the tangent cone TXRn1×n2×···×nd

≤r at X , where C ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd ,

Rk,2 ∈ R(nk−rk)×rk , Uk,1 ∈ St(rk−rk, nk) and Uk,2 ∈ St(nk−rk, nk) are arbitrary
that satisfy [Uk Uk,1 Uk,2] ∈ O(nk) for k ∈ [d].
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3 Desingularization of Tucker tensor varieties

In this section, we propose a new parametrization of the Tucker tensor varieties by
applying desingularization of matrix varieties to each mode, resulting in a smooth
manifold M. Subsequently, we reveal the Riemannian geometry of M and provide
implementation details of the geometric tools to avoid large matrix and tensor
formulations. We also illustrate the connection of the proposed desingularization
to known geometric results.

3.1 A new parametrization

In the light of the fact

Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r =
d⋂

k=1

ten(k)(R
nk×n−k

≤rk )

and desingularization of matrix varieties (2.1), we propose to desingularize the
Tucker tensor varieties along each mode, i.e.,

M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r) =


(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) : X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd ,

Pk ∈ Gr(nk − rk, nk),
X ×k Pk = 0 for k ∈ [d]

 . (3.1)

For the sake of brevity, we denote M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r) by M. The following propo-
sition confirms that (3.1) is a parametrization of Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r .

Proposition 3.1 The Tucker tensor variety Rn1×···×nd

≤r can be parametrized by (3.1)
via the mapping

φ : M → Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r , φ(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) = X ,

i.e., φ(M) = Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r .

Proof On the one hand, for X ∈ φ(M), there exists Pk ∈ Gr(nk − rk, nk), such
that PkX(k) = (X ×k Pk)(k) = 0. Hence, we have rank(X(k)) ≤ nk − (nk −
rk) = rk, ranktc(X ) ≤ r and φ(M) ⊆ Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r . On the other hand, any

X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r admits a Tucker decomposition X = G ×d
k=1 Uk with G ∈

Rr1×r2×···×rd and Uk ∈ St(rk, nk). Let Pk = Ink − UkU
⊤
k , we observe that

PkX(k) = PkUkG(k)((Uj)
⊗j ̸=k)⊤ = 0. Therefore, we obtain a parametrization

(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M and thus Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r ⊆ φ(M). Consequently, it holds

that φ(M) = Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r . ⊓⊔

It is worth noting that an element (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) in M can be represented
by parameters G ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd and Uk ∈ St(rk, nk) via

X = G ×d
k=1 Uk and Pk = Ink −UkU

⊤
k , (3.2)

which facilitates efficient computations in practice. In contrast with the desingular-
ization of matrix varieties in subsection 2.1, this parametrization is unique in the
sense of span(Uk). Additionally, in contrast with the parameters for the manifold
of fixed-rank Tucker tensors Rn1×n2×···×nd

r , there is no rank constraint for G.
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3.2 Manifold structure

We prove that M is an embedded submanifold of

E = Rn1×n2×···×nd × Sym(n1) × Sym(n2) × · · · × Sym(nd).

Consider two auxiliary sets

S = {(X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) ∈ S̄ : X ×k V⊤k = 0 for k ∈ [d]},

S̄ = Rn1×n2×···×nd × St(n1 − r1, n1) × St(n2 − r2, n2) × · · · × St(nd − rd, nd).

First, we reveal the manifold structure of S by a reformulation. Next, we prove
that M and a quotient manifold of S are diffeomorphic.

Lemma 3.1 Consider the set

S̃ := {(X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) ∈ S̄ : X ×k−1
j=1 (V⊥j )⊤ ×k V⊤k = 0 for k ∈ [d]},

where V⊥k ∈ St(rk, nk) satisfies span(V⊥k ) = span(Vk)⊥. It holds that S = S̃.

Proof On the one hand, for (X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) ∈ S, it is straightforward to
verify that (X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) ∈ S̃ and thus S ⊆ S̃. On the other hand, for
(X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) ∈ S̃, we prove X ×kV

⊤
k = 0 for all k ∈ [d] by induction. In fact,

X ×k V⊤k = 0 holds for k = 1. Subsequently, by using VjV
⊤
j + V⊥j (V⊥j )⊤ = Inj

and X ×j V
⊤
j = 0 for all j ∈ [k − 1], we obtain that

X ×k V⊤k = X ×k−1
j=1 (VjV

⊤
j + V⊥j (V⊥j )⊤) ×k V⊤k

= (X ×k−1
j=1 (V⊥j )⊤ ×k V⊤k ) ×k−1

j=1 V⊥j

= 0,

i.e., X ×j V
⊤
j = 0 holds for all j ∈ [k]. Therefore, it holds that S = S̃. ⊓⊔

The set S̃ does not depend on a specific V⊥k . For the sake of the following
analysis, V⊥k ∈ St(rk, nk) is select by the last rk columns of Q, where Q ∈ O(nk)
is the Q-factor of the QR decomposition of [V Ink ]. Since QR decomposition
is differentiable, V⊥k can be viewed as a smooth function of Vk [2, Proposition
3.4.6]. The set S̃ provides an equivalent characterization of S, i.e., S̃ = S ⊆ S̄,
which facilitates the identification of manifold structure.

Proposition 3.2 The set S̃ is an embedded submanifold of S̄ with dimension dim S̃ =
r1r2 · · · rd +

∑d
k=1 dim St(nk − rk, nk).

Proof Consider the differentiable function

h(X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) = (X ×1 V
⊤
1 ,X ×1 (V⊥1 )⊤ ×2 V

⊤
2 , . . . ,X ×d−1

j=1 (V⊥j )⊤ ×d V
⊤
d )

defined on S̄, which is a local defining function, i.e., h−1(0) = S̃. We observe that
the Jacobian matrix of h(X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) is in the form of [J0 J1 J2 . . . Jd],
where

J0 =


Ind ⊗ Ind−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ In3 ⊗ In2 ⊗V⊤1

Ind ⊗ Ind−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ In3 ⊗V⊤2 ⊗ (V⊥1 )⊤

...

V⊤d ⊗ (V⊥d−1)⊤ ⊗ · · · ⊗ (V⊥1 )⊤

 ∈ R(n1n2···nd−r1r2···rd)×(n1n2···nd)



Desingularization of tensor varieties 11

and Jk with appropriate sizes. Since J0J
⊤
0 = In1n2···nd−r1r2···rd , the differential

Dh(X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) is of full rank. Therefore, S̃ is a submanifold of S̄ with
dimension

dim S̄ − (n1n2 · · ·nd − r1r2 · · · rd) = r1r2 · · · rd +
d∑

k=1

dim St(nk − rk, nk).

⊓⊔

Subsequently, we can prove that M is a smooth manifold in the light of the
quotient manifold.

Theorem 3.1 M is a smooth manifold with dimension r1r2 · · · rd+
∑d

k=1 rk(nk−rk).

Proof First, we introduce a quotient manifold of S̃. Given (X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd) ∈ S̃,
we consider the group action

θ((X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd),Q1,Q2, . . . ,Qd) = (X ,V1Q1,V2Q2, . . . ,VdQd)

of (×d
k=1O(nk−rk)), which introduces an equivalent class ∼. Since the group action

θ is smooth, free (from orthogonality of Vk ∈ St(nk − rk, nk)), and proper (from
compactness of (×d

k=1O(nk − rk))). Therefore, the set S̃/∼ is a quotient manifold
of S̃ with dimension

r1r2 · · · rd+
d∑

k=1

(dim St(nk−rk, nk)−dimO(nk−rk)) = r1r2 · · · rd+
d∑

k=1

rk(nk−rk);

see [29, Theorem 21.10]. Note that S̃/ ∼= Rn1×···×nd × (St(n1 − r1, n1)/O(n1 −
r1)) × · · · × (St(nd − rd, nd)/O(nd − rd)).

In order to show that M is a smooth manifold, we consider the mapping
ψ : S̃/∼→ E defined by

ψ([X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd]) = (X ,V1V
⊤
1 ,V2V

⊤
2 , . . . ,VdV

⊤
d ).

It holds that M = ψ(S̃/∼) and ψ is a homeomorphism onto M. Since the differ-
ential Dψ([X ,V1,V2, . . . ,Vd])|T[X ,V1,V2,...,Vd](S̃/∼) is injective from the horizontal

space of St(nk − rk, nk)/O(nk − rk) in [6, Example 9.26], the mapping ψ is an
immersion and thus M is an embedded submanifold of E [29, Proposition 5.2]. ⊓⊔

It is worth noting that while M is embedded in a higher-dimensional space E,
the dimension of M equals to the dimension of the fixed-rank Tucker manifold
Rn1×n2×···×nd
r , which highlights the effectiveness of proposed desingularization.

The proposed desingularization is able to provide a smooth manifold represen-
tation, which is beneficial to handle rank-deficient points “gracefully”, enabling
explicit projections onto tangent spaces without the complexities associated with
non-smooth tensor varieties; see the following sections.
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3.3 Geometry of the desingularization: first order

We develop the Riemannian geometry of M that enables first-order methods,
including tangent space, Riemannian metric, projection onto the tangent space,
and retraction.

Recall that x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M ⊆ Rn1×n2×···×nd ×Rn1×n1 ×Rn2×n2 ×
· · ·×Rnd×nd can be represented by (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) ⊆ Rr1×r2×···×rd ×Rn1×r1 ×
Rn2×r2 × · · · × Rnd×rd via (3.2). Therefore, the following geometric tools are also
able to be represented by (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud), which avoids large matrix and tensor
formulations. In other words, we never assemble x explicitly and only store the
representation (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud).

Proposition 3.3 The tangent space of M at x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) is given by

TxM =


(Ẋ , Ṗ1, . . . , Ṗd) : Ẋ = Ġ ×d

k=1 Uk +
∑d

k=1 G ×k U̇k ×j ̸=k Uj ,

Ṗk = −U̇kU
⊤
k −UkU̇

⊤
k ,

Ġ ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd , U̇k ∈ Rnk×rk , U̇⊤k Uk = 0

 , (3.3)

where (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) is a representation of x ∈ M.

Proof Denote the right hand side by T . First, we show that T ⊆ TxM. For all
(Ẋ , Ṗ1, . . . , Ṗd) ∈ T with Ṗk = −U̇kU

⊤
k − UkU̇

⊤
k , since U̇⊤k Uk = 0, it follows

from [6, §7.3] that there exists a smooth curve Uk(t) : R → St(rk, nk) such that
Uk(0) = Uk and U′k(0) = U̇k. Subsequently, we consider the smooth curve γ :
R → M defined by

γ(t) = ((G + tĠ) ×d
k=1 Uk(t), γ1(t), γ2(t), . . . , γd(t)) ∈ M,

where γk(t) = Ink − Uk(t)Uk(t)⊤. It is straightforward to show that γ(0) = x

and γ′(0) = (Ẋ , Ṗ1, . . . , Ṗd). Therefore, (Ẋ , Ṗ1, . . . , Ṗd) ∈ TxM. Since dimT =

r1r2 · · · rd +
∑d

k=1(nkrk − r2k) = dimM = dim TxM, we obtain that T = TxM. ⊓⊔

In practice, a tangent vector in TxM can be represented by parameters Ġ ∈
Rr1×r2×···×rd and U̇k ∈ Rnk×rk satisfying U̇⊤k Uk = 0, which is able to save com-
putational cost. To facilitate the projections, we endow the ambient space E with
an inner product ⟨·, ·⟩x defined by

⟨ξ̄, η̄⟩x = ⟨A,B⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨Ak,Bk⟩,

for x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M, tangent vectors ξ̄ = (A,A1, . . . ,Ad) ∈ TxE ≃
E and η̄ = (B,B1, . . . ,Bd) ∈ TxE ≃ E, enabling (E , ⟨·, ·⟩) to be a Riemannian
manifold. Then, M is a Riemannian submanifold of E by inheriting the inner
product ⟨·, ·⟩ from E. Given two tangent vectors ξ, η ∈ TxM, the inner product of
ξ, η can be computed by their parameters in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.4 Given tangent vectors ξ, η ∈ TxM represented by (Ĝ, Û1, . . . , Ûd)
and (Ğ, Ŭ1, . . . , Ŭd), the inner product of ξ, η can be efficiently computed by

⟨ξ, η⟩x = ⟨Ĝ, Ğ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨Ûk, Ŭk(2Irk + G(k)G
⊤
(k))⟩. (3.4)
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Proof By using Uk ∈ St(rk, nk), U⊤k Ûk = 0 and U⊤k Ŭk = 0, we obtain that

⟨ξ, η⟩x = ⟨Ĝ ×d
k=1 Uk +

d∑
k=1

G ×k Ûk ×j ̸=k Uj , Ğ ×d
k=1 Uk +

d∑
k=1

G ×k Ŭk ×j ̸=k Uj⟩

+
d∑

k=1

⟨ÛkU
⊤
k + UkÛ

⊤
k , ŬkU

⊤
k + UkŬ

⊤
k ⟩

= ⟨Ĝ, Ğ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨G ×k Ûk,G ×k Ŭk⟩ + 2
d∑

k=1

⟨Ûk, Ŭk⟩

= ⟨Ĝ, Ğ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨Ûk, Ŭk(2Irk + G(k)G
⊤
(k))⟩. ⊓⊔

Subsequently, we compute the projection of a vector onto the tangent space.

Proposition 3.5 Given x = (X ,P1, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M represented by (G,U1, . . . ,Ud),
and a vector ξ̄ = (A,A1, . . . ,Ad) ∈ E, the orthogonal projection Pxξ̄ onto TxM is a

tangent vector represented by

G̃ = A×d
k=1 U⊤k ,

Ũk = Pk(A(k)VkG
⊤
(k) − 2 sym(Ak)Uk)(2Irk + G(k)G

⊤
(k))
−1,

(3.5)

where Vk = (Uj)
⊗j ̸=k for k ∈ [d].

Proof Since Pxξ̄ ∈ Tx M is a tangent vector, it suffices to compute the parameters
(G̃, Ũ1, . . . , Ũd). For any η ∈ TxM represented by (Ġ, U̇1, . . . , U̇d), it holds that
⟨η, ξ̄ − Pxξ̄⟩x = 0, i.e.,

⟨Ġ,A×d
k=1U

⊤
k −G̃⟩+

d∑
k=1

⟨U̇k,A(k)VkG
⊤
(k)−2 sym(Ak)Uk−Ũk(2Irk+G(k)G

⊤
(k))⟩ = 0

holds for all parameters (Ġ, U̇1, . . . , U̇d). Therefore, we obtain that

G̃ = A×d
k=1 U⊤k and Ũk = Pk(A(k)VkG

⊤
(k) − 2 sym(Ak)Uk)(2Irk + G(k)G

⊤
(k))
−1.

Since PkUk = 0, we obtain that Ũ⊤k Uk = 0. Consequently, (G̃, Ũ1, . . . , Ũd) is a
representation of Pxξ̄. ⊓⊔

By using Proposition 3.5, we obtain the Riemannian gradient of g = f ◦ φ.
Specifically, the Riemannian gradient gradg(x) is the unique tangent vector sat-
isfying ⟨gradg(x), η⟩x = Dg(x)[η] for all η ∈ TxM, where Dg(x)[η] refers to the
differential of g at x along η. The Riemannian gradient can be computed by
gradg(x) = PTxM(∇g(x)) [6, Proposition 3.61], where ∇g(x) is the Euclidean
gradient of g at x.

Corollary 3.1 Let ξ̄ = ∇g(x) = (∇f(X ), 0, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ E, the Riemannian gradient

of g at x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) can be computed by

gradg(x) =
(
∇f(X ) ×d

k=1 PUk
+

d∑
k=1

G ×k Ũk ×j ̸=k Uj , P̃1, P̃2, . . . , P̃d

)
, (3.6)
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where PUk
= UkU

⊤
k , P̃k = −2 sym(ŨkU

⊤
k ) and Ũk = Pk(∇f(X ))(k)VkG

⊤
(k)(2Irk +

G(k)G
⊤
(k))
−1.

A retraction R : TM → M is a smooth mapping such that the curve c(t) =
Rx(tẋ) satisfies c(0) = x and c′(0) = ẋ for all (x, ẋ) ∈ TM, which is a basic
operation of Riemannian methods to map a point to M. We provide a retraction
on M via parameters.

Proposition 3.6 Given x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M, ẋ = (Ẋ , Ṗ1, Ṗ2, . . . , Ṗd) ∈
TxM represented by (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) and (Ġ, U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d) respectively, the

mapping

Rx(ẋ) = ((X +Ẋ )×d
k=1 (ŪkŪ

⊤
k ), In1 −Ū1Ū

⊤
1 , In2 −Ū2Ū

⊤
2 , . . . , Ind −ŪdŪ

⊤
d ) (3.7)

defines a retraction on M, where Ūk = (Uk + U̇k)((Uk + U̇k)⊤(Uk + U̇k))−
1
2 .

Proof We consider the smooth curve γ(t) = (γ0(t), γ1(t), γ2(t), . . . , γd(t)) on M,
where γ0(t) = (X + tẊ ) ×d

k=1 (Ūk(t)Ūk(t)⊤), γk(t) = Ink − Ūk(t)Ūk(t)⊤ with

Ūk(t) = (Uk + tU̇k)Mk(t) and Mk(t) = ((Uk + tU̇k)⊤(Uk + tU̇k))−
1
2 . We aim

to show that γ(0) = x and γ′(0) = ẋ, or equivalently γ0(0) = X , γ′0(0) = Ẋ ,
γk(0) = Pk and γ′k(0) = Ṗk for k ∈ [d].

To this end, we firstly compute the derivative of Mk(t) at 0. We differentiate
the equality Mk(t)2 = ((Uk + tU̇k)⊤(Uk + tU̇k))−1 and yield

Mk(t)M′k(t) + M′k(t)Mk(t) = −2Mk(t)2 sym(U̇⊤k (Uk + tU̇k))Mk(t)2.

It follows from Mk(0) = Irk and U̇⊤k Uk = 0 that M′k(0) = 0. Hence, we yield that
Ūk(0) = Uk and Ū′k(0) = U̇k. Subsequently, by using the parametrization of the
tangent space (3.3), we obtain that

γ′0(0) = Ẋ ×d
k=1 (UkU

⊤
k ) +

d∑
k=1

X ×k (U̇kU
⊤
k + UkU̇

⊤
k ) ×j ̸=k (UjU

⊤
j )

= Ġ ×d
k=1 Uk +

d∑
k=1

G ×k U̇k ×j ̸=k Uj = Ẋ ,

γ′k(0) = −(U̇kU
⊤
k + UkU̇

⊤
k ) = Ṗk for k ∈ [d],

i.e., γ′(0) = ẋ. Therefore, Rx(ẋ) defines a retraction on M. ⊓⊔

3.4 Geometry of the desingularization: second order

In order to facilitate second-order methods, we compute the Riemannian Hessian
Hessg(x). It follows from [6, §5.11] that

Hessg(x)[ẋ] = Px

(
P(∇f(X ), 0, 0, . . . , 0) + (∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], 0, 0, . . . , 0)

)
for (x, ẋ) ∈ TM, where P : E → E denotes the differential of the orthogonal
projection defined by P(ξ̄) := D(x 7→ Pxξ̄)(x)[ẋ] for ξ̄ = (A,A1,A2, . . . ,Ad) ∈ E,
and ∇2f(X ) is the Euclidean Hessian of f at X .
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Proposition 3.7 Given x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M, ẋ = (Ẋ , Ṗ1, Ṗ2, . . . , Ṗd) ∈
TxM represented by (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) and (Ġ, U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d), the Riemannian

Hessian Hessg(x)[ẋ] ∈ TxM can be represented by (Ĝ+Ğ, Û1+Ŭ1, Û2+Ŭ2, . . . , Ûd+
Ŭd), where

Ĝ = −
d∑

k=1

(
∇f(X ) ×k U̇⊤k ×j ̸=k U⊤j + G ×k (U̇⊤k (∇f(X ))(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k )

)
,

Ûk = Pk(∇f(X ))(k)

(
V̇kG

⊤
(k) + VkĠ

⊤
(k) −VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k G(k)Ġ

⊤
(k)

)
F̃−1
k ,

Ğ = ∇2f(X )[Ẋ ] ×d
k=1 U⊤k ,

Ŭk = Pk(∇2f(X )[Ẋ ])(k)VkG
⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k

(3.8)

with V̇k ∈ Rn−k×r−k such that Ẋ(k) = U̇kG(k)V
⊤
k + UkĠ(k)V

⊤
k + UkG(k)V̇

⊤
k and

F̃k = 2Irk + G(k)G
⊤
(k) for k ∈ [d].

Proof Since Hessg(x)[ẋ] is a tangent vector in TxM, it suffices to compute the
parameters (Ĝ, Û1, Û2, . . . , Ûd) and (Ğ, Ŭ1, Ŭ2, . . . , Ŭd) for two tangent vectors
Px(P(∇f(X ), 0, 0, . . . , 0)) and Px(∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], 0, 0, . . . , 0) respectively. The Rieman-
nian Hessian Hessf(x)[ẋ] is computed by following steps.

Step 1: rewrite the projection operator We first express the projection Pxξ̄ by pa-
rameters (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) for ξ̄ = (A,A1, . . . ,Ad). Denote Fk = 2Ink +X(k)X

⊤
(k)

and F̃k = 2Irk + G(k)G
⊤
(k) for k ∈ [d]. We observe that F−1

k = UkF̃kU
⊤
k + 1

2Pk

and F̃−1
k = U⊤k F−1

k Uk. Subsequently, we can reformulate the parameters Ũk in
Proposition 3.5:

Ũk = Pk(A(k)VkG
⊤
(k) − (Ak + A⊤k )Uk)(2Irk + G(k)G

⊤
(k))
−1

= Pk(A(k)VkG
⊤
(k) − (Ak + A⊤k )Uk)U⊤k F−1

k Uk

= PkEkF
−1
k Uk, (3.9)

where Ek = A(k)X
⊤
(k) − (Ak + A⊤k )(Ink −Pk). Therefore, we obtain that

Pxξ̄ =
(
A×d

k=1 (Ink −Pk) +
d∑

k=1

X ×k (PkEkF
−1
k ),

− 2 sym(P1E1F
−1
1 (In1 −P1)),

− 2 sym(P2E2F
−1
2 (In2 −P2)),

...

− 2 sym(PdEdF
−1
d (Ind −Pd))

)
,

which only depends on the parameters (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd).
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Step 2: compute the differential of the orthogonal projection The differential of the
orthogonal projection P(ξ̄) = D(x 7→ Pxξ̄)(x)[ẋ] is

P(ξ̄) =
( d∑

k=1

(−A×k Ṗk ×j ̸=k (Inj −Pj) + Ẋ ×k Ck + X ×k Ċk),

− 2 sym(Ċ1(In1 −P1) −C1Ṗ1),

− 2 sym(Ċ2(In2 −P2) −C2Ṗ2),

...

− 2 sym(Ċd(Ind −Pd) −CdṖd)
)
.

where Ck = PkEkF
−1
k , Ċk = (ṖkEk + PkĖk − PkEkF

−1
k Ḟk)F−1

k is the differ-

ential of Ck, Ėk = A(k)Ẋ
⊤
(k) + (Ak + A⊤k )Ṗk and Ḟk = Ẋ(k)X

⊤
(k) + X(k)Ẋ

⊤
(k) =

2 sym((U̇kG(k) + UkĠ(k))G
⊤
(k)U

⊤
k ).

Step 3: compute parameters Denote P(ξ̄) = (B,B1,B2, . . . ,Bd). In order to yield
parametrizations of Px(P(∇f(X ), 0, 0, . . . , 0)) and Px(∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], 0, 0, . . . , 0), we
set ξ̄ = (∇f(X ), 0, 0, . . . , 0). Then, we can simplify the matrices

Ek = A(k)X
⊤
(k), Ėk = A(k)Ẋ

⊤
(k), and Ck = PkA(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k U⊤k

with A = ∇f(X ). We start with the parameters (Ĝ, Û1, Û2, . . . , Ûd) for the tangent
vector Px(P(∇f(X ), 0, 0, . . . , 0)), and we obtain that

Ĝ = B ×d
k=1 U⊤k

=
d∑

k=1

(
−A×k U̇⊤k ×j ̸=k U⊤j + (Ẋ ×k (U⊤k Ck) + X ×k (U⊤k Ċk)) ×j ̸=k U⊤j

)
=

d∑
k=1

(
−A×k U̇⊤k ×j ̸=k U⊤j + X ×k (U⊤k Ċk) ×j ̸=k U⊤j

)
= −

d∑
k=1

(
A×k U̇⊤k ×j ̸=k U⊤j + G ×k (U̇⊤k A(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k )

)
,

where we uses the facts that U⊤k Ck = 0 and U⊤k F−1
k = F̃−1

k U⊤k . For parameter Ûk,
it follows from (3.9) that

Ûk = Pk

(
B(k)X

⊤
(k) − (Bk + B⊤k )(Ink −Pk)

)
F−1
k Uk

= PkB(k)X
⊤
(k)UkF̃

−1
k − 2PkBk(Ink −Pk)UkF̃

−1
k .

We first compute the term

PkBk(Ink −Pk)Uk = PkBkUk = −PkĊkUk + CkṖkUk

= −PkĊkUk −CkU̇k

= −PkĊkUk,
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where we use the facts that PkṖk = Ṗk(Ink − Pk) = −U̇kU
⊤
k , C⊤k Uk = 0, and

CkU̇k = 0. Then, we have

PkĊkUk = −U̇kU
⊤
k A(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k + PkA(k)(V̇kG

⊤
(k) + VkĠ

⊤
(k))F̃

−1
k

− 2PkA(k)VkG
⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k sym(Ġ(k)G

⊤
(k))F̃

−1
k ,

where V̇k ∈ Rn−k×r−k such that Ẋ(k) = U̇kG(k)V
⊤
k + UkĠ(k)V

⊤
k + UkG(k)V̇

⊤
k .

Subsequently, we compute the other term

PkB(k)X
⊤
(k)Uk = PkB(k)VkG

⊤
(k)

=
(
U̇kU

⊤
k A(k)Vk + Ck(U̇kG(k) + UkĠ(k)) + PkĊkUkG(k)

)
G⊤(k)

=
(
U̇kU

⊤
k A(k)Vk + CkUkĠ(k) + PkĊkUkG(k)

)
G⊤(k)

=
(
U̇kU

⊤
k A(k)Vk + PkA(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k Ġ(k) + PkĊkUkG(k)

)
G⊤(k),

where we use the facts that PkṖk = Ṗk(Ink − Pk) = −U̇kU
⊤
k , CkU̇k = 0, and

X ×j Ċj ×k Pk = 0 if j ̸= k. Note that B(k) is the mode-k unfolding of B, which is
different from Bk. Therefore, we obtain that

Ûk = PkB(k)X
⊤
(k)UkF̃

−1
k + 2PkĊkUkF̃

−1
k

=
(
U̇kU

⊤
k A(k)Vk + PkA(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k Ġ(k)

)
G⊤(k)F̃

−1
k + PkĊkUk

= PkA(k)(V̇kG
⊤
(k) + VkĠ

⊤
(k))F̃

−1
k −PkA(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k G(k)Ġ

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k .

Next, we compute the parameters (Ğ, Ŭ1, Ŭ2, . . . , Ŭd) of the tangent vector
Px(∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], 0, 0, . . . , 0). It follows from Proposition 3.5 that

Ğ = ∇2f(X )[Ẋ ] ×d
k=1 U⊤k ,

Ŭk = Pk(∇2f(x)[ẋ])(k)VkG
⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k .

Consequently, since Û⊤k Uk = Ŭ⊤k Uk = 0, the Riemannian Hessian Hessg(x) can
be viewed as an operator mapping the tangent vector ẋ ∈ TxM represented by
(Ġ, U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d) to a tangent vector represented by (Ĝ + Ğ, Û1 + Ŭ1, Û2 +
Ŭ2, . . . , Ûd + Ŭd). ⊓⊔

3.5 Connection to existing geometries

We illustrate the connection of M to the geometries of matrix variety Rm×n
≤r , desin-

gularization M(Rm×n, r) of matrix variety, and Tucker tensor variety Rn1×···×nd

≤r .

Connection to matrix varieties Given ξ̄ = (A,A1,A2, . . . ,Ad) ∈ E, we introduce the
mappings P1,P2, . . . ,Pd defined by

Pk(ξ̄) := (A⊤(k),Ak)
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for k ∈ [d]. By using

x = (X , P1, P2, . . . , Pd) ∈ M,

φ(x) = X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r ,

P1(x) = (X⊤(1), P1) ∈ M(Rn−1×n1 , r1),

P2(x) = (X⊤(2), P2) ∈ M(Rn−2×n2 , r2),
...

Pd(x) = (X⊤(d), Pd) ∈ M(Rn−d×nd , rd),

we observe that the desingularization M can be interpreted by the intersection of
tensorized desingularization of matrix varieties

M = {x ∈ E : Pk(x) ∈ M(Rn−k×nk , rk), k ∈ [d]}.

Note that in the matrix case (d = 2), M(Rn1×n2 , r) in (3.1) is essentially different
from M(Rn1×n2 , r) in (2.1) since r = (r1, r2) is an array. In other words, we also
propose a new parametrization for matrix varieties, which differs from the one
in [23].

Connection to tensor varieties Given x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M, we show the
connection between the first element of tangent vectors in TxM and the tangent
cone of Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r at X . Note that the mappings φ,P1, . . . ,Pd are also well-
defined on the tangent space TxM.

Proposition 3.8 Given x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M, it holds that

φ(TxM) ⊆ TXRn1×n2×···×nd

≤r . (3.10)

Moreover, for a fixed X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r , it holds that⋃
x∈M∩φ−1(X )

φ(TxM) = TXRn1×n2×···×nd

≤r .

Proof Denote r = ranktc(X ) ≤ r and recall the parametrization (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud)

for x. Given V ∈ φ(TxM), it can be represented by V = Ġ ×d
k=1 Uk +

∑d
k=1 G ×k

U̇k ×j ̸=k Uj with U̇⊤k Uk = 0. In order to reformulate V to the form of (2.3),

we consider the thin Tucker decomposition X = G ×d
k=1 Uk of X , where G ∈

Rr1×r2×···×rd and Uk ∈ St(rk, nk). Since X ∈ ⊗d
k=1span(Uk), there exist Uk,1 ∈

St(rk−rk, nk) and Qk ∈ O(rk), such that Uk = [Uk Uk,1]Qk for k ∈ [d]. Therefore,
it holds that

V = (Ġ ×d
k=1 Qk) ×d

k=1 [Uk Uk,1] +
d∑

k=1

G ×k U̇k ×j ̸=k Uj

= (Ġ ×d
k=1 Qk) ×d

k=1 [Uk Uk,1] +
d∑

k=1

G ×k (U̇kU
⊤
k Uk) ×j ̸=k Uj ,

which is in the form of (2.3).
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Subsequently, for all V ∈ TXRn1×n2×···×nd

≤r , we aim to show that there exists

P̃k ∈ Gr(nk − rk, nk), such that x̃ := (X , P̃1, P̃2, . . . , P̃d) ∈ M and V ∈ φ(Tx̃M).
Consider the thin Tucker decomposition X = G ×d

k=1 Uk. The vector V can be
represented by

V = C ×d
k=1 [Uk Uk,1] +

d∑
k=1

G ×k (Uk,2Rk,2) ×j ̸=k Uj

= C ×d
k=1 [Uk Uk,1] +

d∑
k=1

G̃ ×k [Uk,2Rk,2 0] ×j ̸=k [Uj Uj,1]

= C ×d
k=1 Ũk +

d∑
k=1

G̃ ×k U̇k ×j ̸=k Ũj ,

where G̃ ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd satisfies G̃(i1, i2, . . . , id) = G(i1, i2, . . . , id) if ik ∈ [rk] and
G̃(i1, i2, . . . , id) = 0 otherwise, U̇k = [Uk,2Rk,2 0] and Ũk = [Uk Uk,1]. Let P̃k =

Ink − ŨkŨ
⊤
k . Since X = G̃ ×d

k=1 Ũk and U̇⊤k Ũk = 0, we have x̃ ∈ M and V ∈
φ(Tx̃M). ⊓⊔

It is worth noting that on the one hand, the inclusion in (3.10) can be strict. For
instance, let G = 0 and Uk ∈ St(rk, nk) be arbitrary. We observe that φ(TxM) =
⊗d

k=1span(Uk) ⊊ TXRn1×n2×···×nd

≤r . On the other hand, the inclusion can be equal-

ity if X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd
r , i.e.,

φ(TxM) = TXRn1×n2×···×nd
r .

The rationale behind this is that φ−1(X ) is unique for all X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd
r .

We show that the tangent space TxM in (3.3) can be constructed through the
tensorized tangent spaces of desingularization of matrix varieties in (2.2).

Proposition 3.9 Given x = (X ,P1, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M and parameters (G,U1, . . . ,Ud),
the tangent space TxM can be expressed by

TxM = {ẋ ∈ E : Pk(ẋ) ∈ TPk(x)M(Rn−k×nk , rk), k ∈ [d]}.

Proof The proof sketch is similar to [12, Theorem 1]. On the one hand, given
ẋ ∈ TxM, we observe that Pk(ẋ) = (VkG

⊤
(k)U̇

⊤
k + R̃kU

⊤
k ,−2 sym(U̇kU

⊤
k )) for

some R̃k ∈ Rn−k×rk . Therefore, Pk(ẋ) ∈ TPk(x)M(Rn−k×nk , rk) by (2.2).

On the other hand, given ẋ ∈ E satisfying Pk(ẋ) ∈ TPk(x)M(Rn−k×nk , rk) for
all k ∈ [d], we aim to show that ẋ ∈ TxM. We decompose X(k) by

X(k) = UkG(k)V
⊤
k = UkŨkΣkṼ

⊤
k V⊤k ,

where G(k) = ŨkΣkṼ
⊤
k is a SVD with Ũk ∈ O(rk), Σk ∈ Rrk×rk and Ṽk ∈

St(rk, r−k). Therefore, the tangent vector Ẋ⊤(k) can be represented by

Ẋ⊤(k) = Rk(UkŨk)⊤ + (VkṼk)ΣkU̇
⊤
k

= RkŨ
⊤
k U⊤k + VkṼkΣkŨ

⊤
k ŨkU̇

⊤
k

= RkŨ
⊤
k U⊤k + VkG

⊤
(k)ŨkU̇

⊤
k (3.11)
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with some Rk ∈ Rn−k×rk and U̇k ∈ Rnk×rk satisfying U̇⊤k Uk = 0. It follows
from (3.11) that Ẋ(k) − U̇kŨ

⊤
k G(k)V

⊤
k = UkŨkR

⊤
k , i.e.,

span(Ẋ(k) − U̇kŨ
⊤
k G(k)V

⊤
k ) ⊆ span(Uk).

Since ten(k)(U̇kŨ
⊤
k G(k)V

⊤
k ) = G ×k (U̇kŨ

⊤
k ) ×j ̸=k Uj , we obtain that

Ẋ −
d∑

k=1

G ×k (U̇kŨ
⊤
k ) ×j ̸=k Uj ∈

d⊗
k=1

span(Uk)

by mode-k unfolding matrices, i.e., there exists Ġ ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd , such that

Ẋ = Ġ ×d
k=1 Uk +

d∑
k=1

G ×k (U̇kŨ
⊤
k ) ×j ̸=k Uj .

Consequently, ẋ ∈ TxM can be represented by (Ġ, U̇1Ũ
⊤
1 , U̇2Ũ

⊤
2 , . . . , U̇dŨ

⊤
d ). ⊓⊔

4 Optimization via desingularization: methods and stationary points

By using the desingularization of Tucker tensor varieties in section 3, we recast
the problem (P) to the following parametrized problem on the smooth manifold
M = M(Rn1×n2×···×nd , r),

min
x
g(x) = f(φ(x)), s. t. x ∈ M. (Q-desing)

We refer to (Q-desing) as a desingularized problem. Since M enjoys manifold
structure, one can adopt the Riemannian methods to solve (Q-desing); see [2,
6] for an overview. When the problem reduces to the matrix case, i.e., d = 2,
(Q-desing) is a new parametrization for optimization on matrix varieties since
M(Rn1×n2 , r) in (3.1) is essentially different from M(Rn1×n2 , r) in (2.1).

In this section, we propose Riemannian methods for solving (Q-desing), and
provide efficient implementations for these methods. Additionally, we analyze the
optimality conditions of (Q-desing), and investigate the connection of stationary
points of the low-rank Tucker tensor optimization problems (P) and (Q-desing).
We demonstrate that φ(x) is not necessarily to be stationary of (P) even if x is a
second-order stationary point of (Q-desing). We also consider a parametrization
using Tucker decomposition, where the Tucker tensor varieties is parametrized by

MTucker = Rr1×r2×···×rd ×Rn1×r1 ×Rn2×r2 × · · · × Rnd×rd ,

φ̃ : MTucker → Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r , φ̃(G̃, Ũ1, Ũ2, . . . , Ũd) = G̃ ×d
k=1 Ũk.

(4.1)

We illustrate the connection of the sets of first- and second-order stationary points
of (Q) under two parametrizations: desingularization and Tucker parametrization.
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4.1 Optimization methods via desingularization

Riemannian gradient descent method, Riemannian conjugate gradient method and
Riemannian trust-region method for (Q-desing) are listed in Algorithms 1–3 re-
spectively. In contrast with the manifold of fixed-rank Tucker tensors Rn1×···×nd

r ,
the proposed manifold M is closed. Therefore, the standard convergence analysis
of Riemannian methods is applicable, and interested readers are referred to [7, 40]
for details.

Algorithm 1 Riemannian gradient descent method for desingularization (RGD-
desing)

Input: Initial guess x(0) ∈ M with representation (G(0),U
(0)
1 , . . . ,U

(0)
d ), t = 0.

1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do

2: Compute parameters (Ġ(t), U̇
(t)
1 , . . . , U̇

(t)
d ) of η(t) = −gradf(x(t)) by (3.6).

3: Choose stepsize s(t).

4: Update the parameters (G(t+1),U
(t+1)
1 , . . . ,U

(t+1)
d ) of x(t+1) = Rx(t) (s(t)η(t)) by (3.7);

t = t+ 1.
5: end while
Output: The parameters (G(t),U

(t)
1 , . . . ,U

(t)
d ) of x(t).

Algorithm 2 Riemannian conjugate gradient method for desingularization (RCG-
desing)

Input: Initial guess x(0) ∈ M with representation (G(0),U
(0)
1 , . . . ,U

(0)
d ), t = 0, β(0) = 0.

1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do

2: Compute parameters (Ġ(t), U̇
(t)
1 , . . . , U̇

(t)
d ) of η(t) = −gradf(x(t)) + β(t)Tt←t−1η(t−1)

by (3.5) and (3.6), where β(t) is a conjugate gradient parameter and Tt←t−1 :
Tx(t−1)M → Tx(t)M is a vector transport.

3: Choose stepsize s(t).

4: Update the parameters (G(t+1),U
(t+1)
1 , . . . ,U

(t+1)
d ) of x(t+1) = Rx(t) (s(t)η(t)) by (3.7);

t = t+ 1.
5: end while
Output: The parameters (G(t),U

(t)
1 , . . . ,U

(t)
d ) of x(t).

In practice, Algorithms 1–3 operate directly on the parameters of x(t) and η(t),
allowing for more efficient computations and avoiding the need to handle large-

scale matrices and tensors explicitly. Recall that x(t) = (X (t),P
(t)
1 , . . . ,P

(t)
d ) ∈ M

and η(t) = (Ẋ (t), Ṗ
(t)
1 , . . . , Ṗ

(t)
d ) can be represented by (G(t),U

(t)
1 , . . . ,U

(t)
d ) and

(Ġ(t), U̇
(t)
1 , . . . , U̇

(t)
d ) respectively. We set the vector transport Tt←t−1 in Algo-

rithm 2 as the projection operator PT
x(t)M. Efficient computations of Rieman-

nian gradient and projections immediately follow from (3.5) and (3.6). For the

computation of retraction Rx(t)(s(t)η(t)) in (3.7), we first compute U
(t+1)
k by QR
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Algorithm 3 Riemannian trust-region method for desingularization (RTR-desing)

Input: Initial guess x(0) ∈ M with representation (G(0),U
(0)
1 , . . . ,U

(0)
d ), t = 0, ∆(0), ρ′ ∈

(0, 1/4), maximum radius ∆̄ > 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do

2: Compute parameters (Ġ(t), U̇
(t)
1 , . . . , U̇

(t)
d ) of η(t) by (approximately) solving

min
η∈T

x(t)M
m(t)(η) = ⟨η, gradg(x(t))⟩x(t)+

1

2
⟨η,Hessg(x(t))[η]⟩x(t) , s. t. ∥η∥x(t) ≤ ∆(t).

(4.2)

3: Update the parameters (G+,U+
1 , . . . ,U

+
d ) of x+ = Rx(t) (s(t)η(t)).

4: Compute ρ(t) = (f(x(t))− f(x+))/(m(t)(0)−m(t)(η(t))).

5: Set x(t+1) = x+ if ρ ≥ ρ′; otherwise x(t+1) = x(t).

6: Adjust radius ∆(t+1) =


∆(t)/4, if ρ(t) < 1/4,

min{2∆(t), ∆̄}, if ρ(t) > 3/4 and ∥η∥x(t) = ∆(t),

∆(t), otherwise;

t =

t+ 1.
7: end while
Output: The parameters (G(t),U

(t)
1 , . . . ,U

(t)
d ) of x(t).

decomposition of U
(t)
k + s(t)U̇

(t)
k . Then, we observe that

X (t) + s(t)Ẋ (t) = (G(t) + s(t)Ġ(t)) ×d
k=1 U

(t)
k + s(t)

d∑
k=1

G ×k U̇
(t)
k ×j ̸=k U

(t)
j

= G̃ ×d
k=1 [U

(t)
k s(t)U̇

(t)
k ]

with some G̃ ∈ R(2r1)×(2r2)×···×(2rd). Subsequently, we have

(X (t) + s(t)Ẋ (t)) ×d
k=1 P

U
(t+1)

k

=
(
G̃ ×d

k=1 ((U
(t+1)
k )⊤[U

(t)
k s(t)U̇

(t)
k ])

)
×d

k=1 U
(t+1)
k

= G(t+1) ×d
k=1 U

(t+1)
k

and thus x(t+1) = Rx(t)(s(t)η(t)) is represented by (G(t+1),U
(t+1)
1 , . . . ,U

(t+1)
d ).

For Riemannian trust-region method in Algorithm 3, the subproblem (4.2) can
be approximately solved by the truncated conjugate gradient method; see [1] for
details. The inner product in (4.2) can be efficiently computed by (3.4).

4.2 Optimality conditions

We analyze the optimality conditions of (Q-desing). A point x ∈ M is a stationary
point of g = f ◦ φ if gradg(x) = 0. Furthermore, a stationary point x ∈ M of g is
called second-order stationary of g if Hessg(x) is positive semi-definite.

Proposition 4.10 (first-order optimality) A point x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M
represented by (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) is a stationary point of g if

∇f(X ) ×d
k=1 PUk

= 0 and (∇f(X ))(k)VkG
⊤
(k) = 0

for k ∈ [d], where Vk = (Uj)
⊗j ̸=k.
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Proof Recall the Riemannian gradient (3.6). Since P̃k = 0 for k ∈ [d], we have
Ũk = −UkŨ

⊤
k Uk = 0. Therefore, it holds that

∇f(X ) ×d
k=1 PUk

= 0 and Pk(∇f(X ))(k)VkG
⊤
(k) = 0.

By using the mode-k unfolding U⊤k (∇f(X ))(k)Vk = 0, we further simplify the

equality to (∇f(X ))(k)VkG
⊤
(k) = (Pk + UkU

⊤
k )(∇f(X ))(k)VkG

⊤
(k) = 0. ⊓⊔

Proposition 4.11 (second-order optimality) A first-order stationary point x =
(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M represented by (G,U1, . . . ,Ud) is a second-order stationary

point of g if

⟨∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], Ẋ ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨∇f(X ),
∑
j ̸=k

G ×k U̇k ×j U̇j ×ℓ/∈{j,k} Uℓ⟩ ≥ 0

holds for all ẋ ∈ TxM represented by (Ġ, U̇1, . . . , U̇d), where Ẋ = φ(ẋ).

Proof If x is second-order stationary of g, it holds that ⟨Hessg(x)[ẋ], ẋ⟩x ≥ 0 for
all ẋ ∈ TxM, ∇f(X ) ×d

k=1 PUk
= 0 and (∇f(X ))(k)VkG

⊤
(k) = 0 from Proposi-

tion 4.10, where Vk = (Uj)
⊗j ̸=k. Recall the parameters (Ĝ, Û1, Û2, . . . , Ûd) and

(Ğ, Ŭ1, Ŭ2, . . . , Ŭd) in (3.8). It follows from the first-order optimality conditions
that the parameters can be simplified to

Ĝ = −
d∑

k=1

∇f(X ) ×k U̇⊤k ×j ̸=k U⊤j , Ûk = Pk(∇f(X ))(k)(V̇kG
⊤
(k) + VkĠ

⊤
(k))F̃

−1
k ,

Ğ = ∇2f(X )[Ẋ ] ×d
k=1 U⊤k , Ŭk = Pk(∇2f(X )[Ẋ ])(k)VkG

⊤
(k)F̃

−1
k ,

where V̇k ∈ Rn−k×r−k such that Ẋ(k) = U̇kG(k)V
⊤
k + UkĠ(k)V

⊤
k + UkG(k)V̇

⊤
k ,

and F̃k = 2Irk + G(k)G
⊤
(k). Therefore, we obtain from (3.4) that

⟨Hessg(x)[ẋ], ẋ⟩x

= ⟨Ĝ + Ğ, Ġ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨Ûk + Ŭk, U̇k(2Irk + G(k)G
⊤
(k))⟩

= ⟨∇2f(X )[Ẋ ] ×d
k=1 U⊤k −

d∑
k=1

∇f(X ) ×k U̇⊤k ×j ̸=k U⊤j , Ġ⟩

+
d∑

k=1

〈
(∇f(X ))(k)(V̇kG

⊤
(k) + VkĠ

⊤
(k)) + (∇2f(X )[Ẋ ])(k)VkG

⊤
(k),PkU̇k

〉

=
〈
∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], Ġ ×d

k=1 Uk +
d∑

k=1

G ×k Uk ×j ̸=k U̇j

〉
+

d∑
k=1

〈
(∇f(X ))(k), U̇kG(k)V̇

⊤
k

〉
= ⟨∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], Ẋ ⟩ +

d∑
k=1

⟨∇f(X ),
∑
j ̸=k

G ×k U̇k ×j U̇j ×ℓ/∈{j,k} Uℓ⟩,

where we use PkU̇k = U̇k. ⊓⊔
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4.3 Difference between the desingularized and original problems

The desingularization (3.1) provides a smooth parametrization of the non-smooth
Tucker tensor variety Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r , recasting the low-rank Tucker tensor opti-

mization problem (P) to a Riemannian optimization problem (Q-desing). How-
ever, the landscape of two problems is different. While the optimal values are
equal, a stationary point x ∈ M of (Q-desing) does not necessarily imply that
φ(x) is a first-order stationary point of (P). In the matrix case d = 2, Levin et
al. [31] showed that a second-order stationary point x of (Q) indicate that φ(x) is
a first-order stationary point of (P) for a class of parametrizations. However, this
result does not extend to the tensor case.

Specifically, given x = (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd) ∈ M with r := ranktc(X ) < r rep-
resented by (G,U1,U2, . . . ,Ud), we assume that there exists k0 ∈ [d] such that
rk0

< nk0
. We aim to show that there exists a smooth function f , such that x is

second-order stationary of (Q-desing) but φ(x) is not stationary of (P).

To this end, we first construct a function f and then validate the second-order
optimality conditions for the given x. Consider the thin Tucker decomposition
G = G ×d

k=1 Uk of G with G ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rd and Uk ∈ St(rk, rk). If rk < nk, there
exists vk ∈ Rnk \ {0} such that U⊤k vk = 0. Otherwise, since rk < rk = nk, there
exists vk ∈ Rnk \ {0} such that (UkUk)⊤vk = 0. Let f(X ) = ⟨X ,v1 ◦ v2 ◦ · · · ◦ vd⟩.
It follows from ∇f(X ) ×k0

U⊤k0
= 0 that ∇f(X ) ×d

k=1 PUk
= 0 and

(∇f(X ))(k)VkG
⊤
(k) = (∇f(X ) ×j ̸=k (UjUj)

⊤)(k)G
⊤
(k)U

⊤
k = 0,

where Vk = (Uj)
⊗j ̸=k. In view of Proposition 4.10, x is a first-order stationary

point of g = f ◦ φ. For the second-order optimality, we observe that

⟨∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], Ẋ ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨∇f(X ),
∑
j ̸=k

G ×k U̇k ×j U̇j ×ℓ/∈{j,k} Uℓ⟩

=
d∑

k=1

∑
j ̸=k

⟨v1 ◦ v2 ◦ · · · ◦ vd,G ×k U̇k ×j U̇j ×ℓ/∈{j,k} Uℓ⟩

=
d∑

k=1

∑
j ̸=k

⟨v1 ◦ v2 ◦ · · · ◦ vd,G ×k (U̇kUk) ×j (U̇jUj) ×ℓ/∈{j,k} (UℓUℓ)⟩

= 0

holds for all ẋ ∈ TxM represented by (Ġ, U̇1, . . . , U̇d), where X = φ(x) and Ẋ =
φ(ẋ). Therefore, x is a second-order stationary point of (Q-desing).

However, since ranktc(X ) < r and ∇f(X ) ̸= 0, X is not a stationary point of (P)
from [12, Proposition 3]. In summary, we give a counterexample that a second-
order stationary point of (Q-desing) does not necessarily imply a stationary point
of (P). Nevertheless, the desingularization preserves the intrinsic structure of the
Tucker tensor varieties (see subsection 3.5) and provides a smooth parametrization.
In addition, it provides a new perspective for low-rank tensor optimization.
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4.4 Parametrization via Tucker decomposition

Alternatively, we consider the parametrization via Tucker decomposition with the
search space MTucker and mapping φ̃ in (4.1). Then, problem (P) can also be
reformulated as

min
x̃
g̃(x̃) = f(φ̃(x̃)) s. t. x̃ ∈ MTucker. (Q-Tucker)

It is worth noting that the points in M can also be represented by (G,U1, . . . ,Ud).
However, the manifold M is essentially different from MTucker since they are
embedded in different ambient spaces. Denote the set of first- and second-order
stationary points of (Q-Tucker) (or (Q-desing)) by S̃1 and S̃2 (or S1 and S2). We
illustrate the connection between S̃1 (S̃2) and S1 (S2).

The next lemma validates that the group actions on MTucker preserves sta-
tionarity.

Lemma 4.2 If (G̃, Ũ1, . . . , Ũd) ∈ MTucker is first-order (second-order) stationary

of g̃, then (G̃ ×d
k=1 R−1

k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd) ∈ MTucker is also first-order (second-

order) stationary of g̃ for all invertible matrices Rk ∈ GL(rk), i.e., the group actions

maintain stationarity.

Proof See Appendix A. ⊓⊔

Theorem 4.2 If (G̃, Ũ1, . . . , Ũd) ∈ MTucker is first-order stationary of g̃, then x ∈
M represented by (G̃×d

k=1R
−1
k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd) is first-order stationary of g, where

Rk ∈ GL(rk) satisfies that ŨkRk ∈ St(rk, nk). Furthermore, it holds that φ(S1) =
φ̃(S̃1).

Proof Denote x̃ = (G̃, Ũ1, . . . , Ũd) and x̃R = (G̃ ×d
k=1 R−1

k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd). Re-
call the partial derivatives (A.1) and (A.2), and equalities (A.3) and (A.4). It is
straightforward to verify that Proposition 4.10 holds at x ∈ M represented by
(G̃ ×d

k=1 R−1
k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd) if and only if ∇g̃(x̃R) = 0. Since φ(x) = φ̃(x̃R) =

φ̃(x̃), it holds that φ(S1) = φ̃(S̃1).

Theorem 4.3 If (G̃, Ũ1, . . . , Ũd) ∈ MTucker is second-order stationary of g̃, then

x ∈ M represented by (G̃ ×d
k=1 R−1

k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd) is second-order stationary of

g, where Rk ∈ GL(rk) satisfies that ŨkRk ∈ St(rk, nk). Furthermore, it holds that

φ(S2) = φ̃(S̃2).

Proof On the one hand, for a second-order stationary point x̃ of g̃, there exists Rk ∈
GL(rk), such that ŨkRk ∈ St(rk, nk) and x̃R = (G̃ ×d

k=1 R
−1
k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd) is

also a second-order stationary point of g̃ from Lemma 4.2. We observe from (A.5)
that

⟨ẋR,∇2g̃(x̃R)[ẋR]⟩ = ⟨ẋ,∇2g̃(x̃)[ẋ]⟩

= ⟨∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], Ẋ ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨∇f(X ),
∑
j ̸=k

G̃ ×k U̇k ×j U̇j ×ℓ/∈{j,k} Ũℓ⟩ ≥ 0 (4.3)

holds for all ẋ ∈ Tx̃MTucker, which is in the same form as Proposition 4.11 without
the orthogonality conditions U̇⊤k Ũk = 0 for k ∈ [d]. Therefore, the point x ∈ M
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represented by (G̃ ×d
k=1 R−1

k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd) is a second-order stationary point

of (Q-desing). Since φ̃(x̃) = φ̃(x̃R) = φ(x), it holds that φ̃(S̃2) ⊆ φ(S2).
On the other hand, let x ∈ M represented by (G,U1, . . . ,Ud) be a second-

order stationary point of (Q-desing). We aim to show that x̃ = (G,U1, . . . ,Ud) is a
second-order stationary point of (Q-Tucker), i.e., (4.3) holds for all ẋ ∈ Tx̃MTucker.
Since ẋ ∈ MTucker, there exists Rk,1 ∈ Rrk×rk and Rk,2 ∈ R(nk−rk)×rk such that

U̇k = UkRk,1 + U⊥k Rk,2. Taking the decomposition into (4.3), we obtain that

⟨∇2g̃(x̃)[ẋ], ẋ⟩

= ⟨∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], Ẋ ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨∇f(X ),
∑
j ̸=k

G ×k U̇k ×j U̇j ×ℓ/∈{j,k} Uℓ⟩

= ⟨∇2f(X )[Ẋ ], Ẋ ⟩ +
d∑

k=1

⟨∇f(X ),
∑
j ̸=k

G ×k (U⊥k Rk,2) ×j (U⊥j Rj,2) ×ℓ/∈{j,k} Uℓ⟩,

where Ẋ = Dφ̃(x̃)[ẋ] and the last equality follows from the first-order optimal-
ity conditions in Proposition 4.10. Since Ẋ can also be expressed by Ẋ = (Ġ +∑d

k=1 G ×k Rk,1) ×d
k=1 Uk +

∑d
k=1 G ×k (U⊥k Rk,2) ×j ̸=k Uj , we obtain that

⟨∇2g̃(x̃)[ẋ], ẋ⟩ = ⟨Hessg(x)[ẏ], ẏ⟩x ≥ 0,

where ẏ ∈ TxM is represented by ((Ġ +
∑d

k=1 G ×k Rk,1),U⊥1 R1,2, . . . ,U
⊥
d Rd,2).

Therefore, x̃ = (G,U1, . . . ,Ud) is a second-order stationary point of (Q-Tucker).
Since φ(x) = φ̃(x̃), it holds that φ(S2) = φ̃(S̃2). ⊓⊔

While different parametrizations are able to share the same stationary points,
the numerical performance can be disparate in certain scenarios; see Fig 2. More-
over, since φ̃(S̃2) = φ(S2), the counterexample in subsection 4.3 demonstrates that
φ̃(x̃) may not be stationary for (P) even if x̃ ∈ MTucker is a second-order station-
ary point of (Q-Tucker). In other words, optimization via these parametrizations
does not necessarily lead to a stationary point of (P), which is essentially different
from the matrix case; see Table 1 for an overview. We leave the effort of finding a
stationary point of (P) for future research.

5 Desingularization of tensor train varieties

Recently, the tensor train (TT) decomposition [36]—also known as the matrix
product states with open boundary condition [15]—appears to be prosperous [19,
43, 27, 50]. However, TT varieties still suffer from the singularity. It is appealing
to know how to desingularize the TT varieties. In this section, we introduce a
desingularization of tensor train varieties.

5.1 Tensor train decomposition

Given X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd , the TT decomposition of X is defined by

X = JU1,U2, . . . ,UdK or X (i1, i2, . . . , id) = U1(i1)U2(i2) · · ·Ud(id)
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for ik ∈ [nk] and k ∈ [d], where Uk ∈ Rrk−1×nk×rk is a core tensor, Uk(ik) =
Uk(:, ik, :) and r0 = rd = 1. Figure 4 depicts the TT decomposition of a third-order
tensor.

X

X (i1, · · · , id)

=

=

U1

U1(i1)

U2

U2(i2)

· · ·

Ud−1

Ud−1(id−1)

Ud

Ud(id)

Fig. 4 Tensor train decomposition of a third-order tensor

We introduce the notation for tensor train tensors as follows (see, e.g., [36]).
The k-th unfolding matrix of X is defined by X⟨k⟩ ∈ R(n1n2···nk)×(nk+1nk+2···nd) for
k ∈ [d− 1] with

X⟨k⟩(i1 +
k∑

j=2

(ij − 1)

j−1∏
ℓ=1

nℓ, ik+1 +
d∑

j=k+2

(ij − 1)

j−1∏
ℓ=k+1

nℓ) = X (i1, i2, . . . , id).

The TT rank of X is rankTT(X ) = (rank(X⟨1⟩), rank(X⟨2⟩), . . . , rank(X⟨d−1⟩)).
A core tensor Uk can be reshaped to the left and right unfoldings defined by
L(Uk) ∈ R(rk−1nk)×rk and R(Uk) ∈ Rrk−1×(nkrk). The interface matrices X≤k and

X≥k+1 of X are defined by X≤k(i1 +
∑k

j=2(ij − 1)
∏j−1

ℓ=1 nℓ, :) = U1(i1) · · ·Uk(ik)

and X≥k+1(ik+1 +
∑d

j=k+2(ij − 1)
∏j−1

ℓ=k+1 nℓ, :) = (Uk+1(ik+1) · · ·Ud(id))⊤ re-

spectively. It holds that X⟨k⟩ = X≤kX
⊤
≥k+1 and the interface matrices can be

constructed recursively by

X≤k = (Ink ⊗X≤k−1)L(Uk) and X≥k+1 = (X≥k+2 ⊗ Ink+1)R(Uk+1)⊤. (5.1)

A tensor X = JU1,U2, . . . ,UdK is called k-orthogonal if L(Uj) ∈ St(rj , rj−1nj) for

j ∈ [k − 1] and R(Uj)
⊤ ∈ St(rj−1, njrj) for j = k + 1, k + 2, . . . , d. The tensor is

called left- or right-orthogonal if k = d or k = 1, respectively. It follows from [43,
§3.1] that any tensor X can be left- or right-orthogonalized via QR decomposition.

5.2 Desingularization of tensor train varieties

Given rTT = (r1, r2, . . . , rd−1), the set of bounded TT-rank tensors Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤rTT

is an algebraic variety [27]. We aim to desingularize Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤rTT in a similar fash-

ion as Tucker tensor varieties. However, the generalization is not straightforward
due to the different formulations of varieties.

Since core tensors in the TT decomposition are interconnected through inter-
face matrices, we introduce a modified set of slack variables that maintain the
right-orthogonal structure while providing a smooth manifold representation:

MTT =


(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd−1) : X = JU1,U2, . . . ,UdK,

Pk = Ink+1...nd −P≥k+1, k ∈ [d− 1],

(U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) ∈ STT

 , (5.2)
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where P≥k+1 = X≥k+1(X⊤≥k+1X≥k+1)−1X⊤≥k+1 and STT = {(U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) :

Uk ∈ Rrk−1×nk×rk , k ∈ [d], rank(R(Uk)) = rk−1, k = 2, 3, . . . , d} is the parameter
space of TT tensors with rank constraints. The TT variety Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤rTT can be

parametrized by the smooth mapping

φTT : MTT → Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤rTT , φTT(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd−1) = X .

Note that there is no rank constraint on U1 and φTT(MTT) = Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤rTT . By

using (5.1) and the rank constraints in STT, we observe that rank(X≥k+1) = rk
for k ∈ [d− 1]. Consequently, the parametrization (5.2) is well-defined.

5.3 Manifold structure

We consider the group action

θTT((U1, . . . ,Ud),A1, . . . ,Ad−1) = (U1 ×3 A⊤1 ,U2 ×1 A−1
1 ×3 A⊤2 , . . . ,Ud ×1 A−1

d−1)

for matrices Ak ∈ GL(rk), which introduces an equivalent class ∼. We show that
θTT is free and proper. Given fixed (U1, . . . ,Ud) ∈ STT and (V1, . . . ,Vd) ∈ STT

satisfying (U1, . . . ,Ud) = θTT((V1, . . . ,Vd),A1, . . . ,Ad−1) for some Ak ∈ GL(rk),
the matrices Ak can be constructed recursively by

Ad−1 = R(Vd)R(Ud)† and Ak−1 = R(Vk)(Ak ⊗ Ink)R(Uk)†

for k = 2, 3, . . . , d − 1, where R(Uk)† = R(Uk)⊤(R(Uk)R(Uk)⊤)−1 is the Moore–
Penrose pseudoinverse of R(Uk). Therefore, the mapping θTT is invertible and
(U1, . . . ,Ud) = (V1, . . . ,Vd) indicates Ak = Irk for k ∈ [d− 1]. Consequently, θTT is
free and proper, and the set STT/∼ is a quotient manifold of STT.

In order to show that the desingularization MTT is an embedded submanifold
of ETT = Rn1×n2×···×nd ×Sym(n2n3 · · ·nd)× · · ·×Sym(nd), we first figure out the
vertical and horizontal spaces of STT. Subsequently, we construct the mapping

ψ : STT/∼→ MTT, ψ([U1,U2, . . . ,Ud]) = (JU1,U2, . . . ,UdK,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd−1)
(5.3)

with Pk = Ink+1...nd−X≥k+1(X⊤≥k+1X≥k+1)−1X⊤≥k+1 for k ∈ [d−1]. Note that ψ is

well-defined on the quotient manifold STT/∼; see Proposition 5.12. Furthermore,
we prove that ψ is a homeomorphism and a smooth immersion. Finally, we obtain
that MTT is a submanifold of ETT; see Fig. 5 for the diagram of desingularization.

MTT

STT STT/∼

Rn1×n2×···×nd × Sym(n2n3 · · ·nd)× · · · × Sym(nd)
ETT =

Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤rTT

π

ψψ ◦ π

φTT

Fig. 5 Diagram of desingularization of tensor train varieties. π represents the natural projec-
tion

Specifically, the vertical spaces of STT can be characterized as follows.
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Lemma 5.3 The vertical space of STT at x = (U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) can be characterized

by

VxSTT =

{
(U1 ×3 D⊤1 ,−U2 ×1 D1 + U2 ×3 D⊤2 , . . . ,−Ud ×1 D⊤d−1) :

Dk ∈ Rrk×rk , k ∈ [d− 1]

}
.

(5.4)

Proof Denote the right hand side of (5.4) by V . We aim to show that: 1) for all

η ∈ V , it holds that η ∈ VxSTT; 2) dim(V ) =
∑d−1

k=1 r
2
k.

For the first claim, we consider the smooth curve

γ(t) = θTT(x, γ1(t), γ2(t), . . . , γd−1(t)),

where γk(t) = Irk +tDk is a smooth curve on GL(rk). Since γ(0) = x and γ′(0) = η,
we have η ∈ VxSTT from [6, Definition 9.24]. The second claim is straightforward
by computing the degree of freedom. ⊓⊔

For the horizontal space of STT, we consider the set

HxSTT =

{
(U̇1, . . . , U̇d) : U̇k ∈ Rrk−1×nk×rk , k ∈ [d],

R(U̇k)(X⊤≥k+1X≥k+1 ⊗ Ink)R(Uk)⊤ = 0, k = 2, . . . , d

}
(5.5)

in the light of [47, (26)] and the forthcoming analysis, where we set X≥d+1 = 1.

Since HxSTT is a linear space, and dim(HxSTT) =
∑d

k=1 rk−1nkrk −
∑d−1

k=1 r
2
k =

dim(STT) − dim(VxSTT), HxSTT is able to serve as a horizontal space.
Subsequently, we study the properties of ψ in (5.3). The following proposition

illustrates that ψ is well-defined on the quotient manifold STT/∼.

Proposition 5.12 The mapping ψ is well-defined on the quotient manifold STT/∼.

Proof Since ψ is well-defined on the parameter space STT, it suffices to prove
that ψ(x) = ψ(x̃) = (X ,P1, . . . ,Pd−1) implies x ∼ x̃ for x = (U1, . . . ,Ud), x̃ =
(Ũ1, . . . , Ũd) ∈ STT.

Let X≥k+1 and X̃≥k+1 be the interface matrices constructed by parameters
Uk+1, . . . ,Ud and Ũk+1, . . . , Ũd via (5.1) respectively for k ∈ [d − 1]. Since ψ(x) =
ψ(x̃) and X≥k+1 and X̃≥k+1 are of full rank, there exist Ak ∈ GL(rk), such

that X≥k+1 = X̃≥k+1Ak for k ∈ [d − 1]. We obtain recursively from (5.1) that

Ud = Ũd ×1 A
−1
d−1, Uk = Ũk ×1 A

−1
k−1 ×3 A

⊤
k for k = 2, 3, . . . , d− 1. For U1 and Ũ1, it

holds that L(U1) = X⟨1⟩X≥2 = X⟨1⟩X̃≥2A1 = L(Ũ1)A1. Consequently, we obtain

that x = θTT(x̃,A1, . . . ,Ad−1). ⊓⊔

Lemma 5.4 The mapping ψ : STT/∼→ MTT is a homeomorphism.

Proof Since ψ(STT/∼) = ψ(STT) = MTT, ψ is surjective and thus bijective from
Proposition 5.12, i.e., ψ−1 exists.

Next, we aim to show that ψ−1 is continuous. Given (X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd−1) ∈
MTT, since ψ is bijective, we construct a representative (U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) of the
preimage ψ−1(X ,P1,P2, . . . ,Pd−1), which satisfies R(Uk)R(Uk)⊤ = Irk−1 for k =
2, 3, . . . , d, i.e., the right orthogonality.
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We observe that there exist Vk ∈ St(rk, nk+1 . . . nd), such that Pk = Ink+1...nd−
VkV

⊤
k for k ∈ [d − 1]. Subsequently, the representative (U1,U2, . . . ,Ud) can be

constructed recursively from (5.1) by

R(Ud) = V⊤d−1, R(Uk) = V⊤k−1(X≥k+1 ⊗ Ink), and L(U1) = X⟨1⟩X≥2 (5.6)

for k = 2, 3, . . . , d. Note that X is only applied to L(U1) = X⟨1⟩X≥2 in (5.6). We

construct the tensor Uk by using Vk−1 = (X≥k+1 ⊗ Ink)R(Uk)⊤ and the interface
matrix X≥k+1 which has been constructed by (5.1) via Uk+1,Uk+2, . . . ,Ud. We ob-
serve from (5.6) that (U1, . . . ,Ud) is continuous with respect to (X ,V1, . . . ,Vk−1).

Consider a sequence {(X (t),P
(t)
1 ,P

(t)
2 , . . . ,P

(t)
d−1)}∞t=0 ⊆ MTT which converges

to (X ∗,P∗1,P∗2, . . . ,P∗d−1). Since P
(t)
k converges to P∗k, there exists V

(t)
k ,V∗k ∈

St(rk, nk+1 . . . nd), such that P
(t)
k = Ink+1...nd − V

(t)
k (V

(t)
k )⊤, P∗k = Ink+1...nd −

V∗k(V∗k)⊤ and V
(t)
k converges to V∗k for k ∈ [d − 1]. We consider the preimages

(U(t)
1 , . . . ,U(t)

d ) and (U∗1 , . . . ,U∗d ) constructed by (5.6). It follows from the continu-

ity that U(t)
k converges to U∗k . Consequently, ψ is bijective with continuous inverse,

i.e., homeomorphism. ⊓⊔

Theorem 5.4 The parametrization MTT is an embedded submanifold of ETT with

dimension dim(MTT) = dim(STT/∼) =
∑d

k=1 rk−1nkrk −
∑d−1

k=1 r
2
k.

Proof It suffices to prove that Dψ(U1,U2, . . . ,Ud)|H(U1,U2,...,Ud)S is injective, i.e.,

Dψ(U1,U2, . . . ,Ud)[U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d] = 0 and (U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d) ∈ H(U1,U2,...,Ud)S
TT im-

ply that (U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d) = 0.

Denote Dψ(U1,U2, . . . ,Ud)[U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d] = (X̃ , P̃1, P̃2, . . . , P̃d−1). We prove
U̇k = 0 for k = 2, 3, . . . , d recursively. Since P̃d−1 = −2 sym(R(U̇d)⊤R(Ud)) = 0 and
R(U̇d)R(Ud)⊤ = 0 from (5.5), we have U̇d = 0. If U̇k = 0 holds for all k = ℓ+1, . . . , d,
we aim to show that U̇k = 0 holds for k = ℓ with ℓ ≥ 2. We observe that

P̃ℓ−1 = −2 sym((X≥ℓ+1 ⊗ Inℓ)R(U̇ℓ)
⊤X⊤≥ℓ) = 0,

where we use the fact that U̇k = 0 for all k = ℓ + 1, . . . , d. Multiplying X⊤≥ℓ =

R(Uℓ)(X≥ℓ+1 ⊗ Inℓ)
⊤ on the left, we obtain X⊤≥ℓX≥ℓR(U̇ℓ)(X≥ℓ+1 ⊗ Inℓ)

⊤ = 0.

Since X≥ℓ and X≥ℓ+1 are of full rank, it holds that U̇ℓ = 0.

For U̇1, we observe that X̃ = JU̇1,U2, . . . ,UdK = 0, or L(U̇1)X⊤≥2 = 0 equivalently.

It follows from rank(X≥2) = r1 that U̇1 = 0. Consequently, ψ is an injective
immersion and thus MTT is a Riemannian submanifold of ETT with dim(MTT) =
dim(STT/∼). ⊓⊔

Remark 1 The new parametrization (5.2) is constructed based on the rank con-
straints on the right unfolding matrices of core tensors. One may consider other
types of rank constraints. Notably, the proposed parametrization (5.2) for TT
varieties differs from the desingularization of matrix and Tucker tensor varieties.
Furthermore, it preserves the structure of the TT format, avoiding the explicit
formulation of large tensors. The Riemannian geometry of MTT can be developed
in a similar fashion.
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6 Numerical experiments

In this section, we compare the proposed methods with other candidates on the
tensor completion problem over the set of bounded-rank Tucker tensors. Specif-
ically, given a partially observed tensor A ∈ Rn1×n2···×nd on an index set Ω ⊆
[n1] × [n2] × · · · × [nd]. The goal of Tucker tensor completion is to recover the
tensor A from its entries on Ω based on the low-rank Tucker decomposition. The
optimization problem can be formulated on the Tucker tensor variety Rn1×···×nd

≤r ,
i.e.,

min
X

1

2
∥PΩ(X ) − PΩ(A)∥2F

s. t. X ∈ Rn1×···×nd

≤r ,

(6.1)

where PΩ is the projection operator onto Ω, i.e, PΩ(X )(i1, . . . , id) = X (i1, . . . , id)
if (i1, . . . , id) ∈ Ω, otherwise PΩ(X )(i1, . . . , id) = 0 for X ∈ Rn1×n2×···×nd . The
sampling rate is denoted by p := |Ω|/(n1n2 · · ·nd).

All experiments are performed on a workstation with two Intel(R) Xeon(R)
Processors Gold 6330 (at 2.00GHz×28, 42M Cache) and 512GB of RAM running
Matlab R2019b under Ubuntu 22.04.3. The codes of the proposed methods are
available at https://github.com/JimmyPeng1998.

6.1 Test on different parametrizations

We test the performance of Riemannian methods under different parametriza-
tions on synthetic data. Specifically, by choosing a search space M and a smooth
mapping φ such that φ(M) = Rn1×n2×···×nd

≤r , we reformulate the completion prob-

lem (6.1) to

min
x∈M

g(x) =
1

2
∥PΩ(φ(x)) − PΩ(A)∥2F. (6.2)

There are various choices of the search space M and mapping φ in (6.2). For
instance, a tensor X ∈ Rn1×···×nd

≤r can be represented by x = (G,U1, . . . ,Ud) ∈ M
via Tucker decomposition X = φ(x) = G ×d

k=1 Uk; see subsection 4.4 for details.
For the sake of numerical stability, we impose the orthogonality conditions and set
the search space M by

Rr1×r2×···×rd × St(r1, n1) × St(r2, n2) × · · · × St(rd, nd).

We refer to this parametrization as “Tucker”. We also consider the quotient man-
ifold

Rr1×···×rd × St(r1, n1) × · · · × St(rd, nd)/(O(r1) × · · · × O(rd))

in [21]. The parametrization is denoted by “quotient”. The proposed desingular-
ization M(Rn1×···×nd , r) is denoted by “desing”. To solve (6.2), we adopt the Rie-
mannian gradient descent (RGD), Riemannian conjugate gradient (RCG) methods
for all parametrizations.

Given r∗ = (r∗1 , r
∗
2 , . . . , r

∗
d), we consider a synthetic low-rank tensor A generated

by

A = G∗ ×d
k=1 U∗k,

https://github.com/JimmyPeng1998
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where the entries of G∗ ∈ Rr∗1×···×r
∗
d and U∗k ∈ Rnk×r

∗
k are sampled from the stan-

dard normal distribution N (0, 1). U∗k is orthogonalized by the QR decomposition.
We set d = 3, (n1, n2, n3) = (400, 400, 400), sampling rate p = 0.01, the size of test
set |Γ | = pn1n2n3, and r∗ = (6, 6, 6). The initial guess x(0) = (G(0),U0

1, . . . ,U
0
d)

for “Tucker” and “quotient” parametrization is generated in a same fashion. The

initial guess for desingularization is x(0) = (G(0)×d
k=1U

(0)
k , In1−U

(0)
1 (U

(0)
1 )⊤, In2−

U
(0)
2 (U

(0)
2 )⊤, . . . , Ind − U

(0)
d (U

(0)
d )⊤). A method is terminated if the Riemannian

gradient satisfies ∥gradg(x(t))∥ ≤ 10−13 or reaches the maximum iteration 500.
The performance of all methods is evaluated by the training and test errors

εMΩ (x) :=
∥PΩ(φ(x)) − PΩ(A)∥F

∥PΩ(A)∥F
and εMΓ (x) :=

∥PΓ (φ(x)) − PΓ (A)∥F
∥PΓ (A)∥F

,

where Γ is a test set different from the training set Ω with |Γ | = |Ω|. Denote the

singular values of the unfolding matrices A(k) and (φ(x(t)))(k) by {σ∗i,k} and {σ(t)i,k}
respectively. We also evaluate the performance by the error of singular values

ε(x(t)) =
d∑

k=1

rk∑
i=1

|σ(t)i,k − σ∗i,k|.

To ensure a fair comparison, Riemannian methods for (Q-desing) are implemented
on large matrices and tensors (X ,P1, . . . ,Pd) for the sake of compatibility with
Manopt toolbox v7.1.0 [8]. As a result, we only report the numerical performance
in terms of iterations.

Test with unbiased rank First, we examine the performance of Tucker-based meth-
ods with unbiased rank, i.e., r = r∗ = (6, 6, 6). Figure 6 reports the training and
test error of RGD and RCG methods under all parametrizations. We observe that
RGD and RCG methods under all parametrizations successfully recover the un-
derlying low-rank tensor A, which is reflected on the error of singular values. More-
over, RGD-desing and RCG-desing methods are comparable to RGD-quotient and
RCG-quotient, and perform better than RGD-Tucker and RCG-Tucker methods.
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Fig. 6 Errors of RGD and RCG under different parametrizations with unbiased rank param-
eter. Left: test error. Right: errors of singular values
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Test with over-estimated rank We test the performance of RGD and RCG under
over-estimated rank parameter r = (10, 10, 10) > r∗. The numerical results are
reported in Fig. 7. We observe from Fig. 7 (left) that RGD-desing and RCG-desing
methods successfully recover the data tensor while RGD and RCG methods under
other parametrizations fail due to the over-estimated rank parameter, which is
reflected on the error of singular values of unfolding matrices in Fig. 7 (right).
Specifically, we observe that the singular values of unfolding matrices of φ(x(t))
fail to converge to the truth if {x(t)}t≥0 is generated by methods under “quotient”
and “Tucker” parametrizations. On the contrary, for the iterates generated by
RGD-desing and RCG-desing, all the singular values of all unfolding matrices of
φ(x(t)) converge to the truth.
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Fig. 7 Errors of RGD and RCG under different parametrizations with over-estimated rank
parameter. Left: test error. Right: errors of singular values

6.2 Test on other methods

Subsequently, we compare the proposed methods with other candidates. In pre-
liminary numerical experiments, we observe that RTR-desing is less efficient than
RGD-desing and RCG-desing methods due to the large computational cost in solv-
ing the subproblem (4.2). Therefore, we only compare the RGD-desing and RCG-
desing methods with others. Nevertheless, the code for RTR-desing is available
for interested readers. We compare the proposed methods with: 1) a Riemannian
conjugate gradient method1 (GeomCG) [26]; 2) a Riemannian conjugate gradient
method2 on quotient manifold under a preconditioned metric (RCG-quotient) [21]
for optimization on fixed-rank manifolds; 3) the gradient-related approximate pro-
jection method (GRAP) and 4) the Tucker rank-adaptive method3 (TRAM) for
optimization on Tucker tensor varieties [12].

Default settings and implementation details Given a specific objective function f

and g in problems (6.1) and (6.2), we provide default settings and more concrete
implementation details for Algorithms 1–3.

1 GeomCG toolbox: https://www.epfl.ch/labs/anchp/index-html/software/geomcg/.
2 Available at: https://bamdevmishra.in/codes/tensorcompletion/.
3 Available at: https://github.com/JimmyPeng1998/TRAM.

https://www.epfl.ch/labs/anchp/index-html/software/geomcg/
https://bamdevmishra.in/codes/tensorcompletion/
https://github.com/JimmyPeng1998/TRAM
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First, We introduce additional implementation details for Algorithms 1 (RGD-
desing) and 2 (RCG-desing). We adopt the modified Hestenes–Stiefel rule [17]

β(t) = max

{
0,

⟨gradf(x(t)) − Tt←t−1gradf(x(t−1)), gradf(x(t))⟩x(t)

⟨gradf(x(t)) − Tt←t−1gradf(x(t−1)), Tt←t−1η(t−1)⟩x(t)

}
for the conjugate parameter β(t) in Algorithm 2, and the projection operator
PT

x(t)M for vector transport Tt←t−1. Note that the inner product can be efficiently

computed by (3.4). For the selection of stepsizes in Algorithms 1 and 2, similar to
the optimization on fixed-rank manifold of Tucker tensors [26] and on Tucker tensor
varieties [12], we implement exact line search on tangent space by calculating the
stepsize

s(t) = arg min
s≥0

∥PΩ(φ(x(t) + sη(t))) − PΩ A∥2F

= arg min
s≥0

∥PΩ(X (t) + sẊ (t)) − PΩ A∥2F

=
⟨PΩ Ẋ (t),PΩ(A−X (t))⟩

⟨PΩ Ẋ (t),PΩ Ẋ (t)⟩
.

The computation of PΩ Ẋ (t) is implemented in a MEX function.
Second, we introduce the implementation details for RTR-desing in Algo-

rithm 3. For computing the parameter Ûk in (3.8), we observe that

(∇f(X ))(k)V̇k =
∑
j ̸=k

(∇f(X ) ×j U̇j ×ℓ̸=j,ℓ ̸=k Uℓ)(k),

where X = φ(x). Since ∇f(X ) = PΩ(X ) − PΩ(A) is sparse, all terms ∇f(X ) ×j

U̇j ×ℓ ̸=j,ℓ ̸=k Uℓ can be efficiently computed. We choose ρ′ = 0.1, ∆̄ =
√

dim(M),

δ(0) = ∆̄/16.

The parameters G(0) and U
(0)
1 ,U

(0)
2 , . . . ,U

(0)
d of initial guess of all methods

can be generated in a same fashion as section 6.1. For RGD-desing and RCG-

desing, we set the initial guess x(0) = (G(0)×d
k=1U

(0)
k , In1 −U

(0)
1 (U

(0)
1 )⊤, . . . , Ind −

U
(0)
d (U

(0)
d )⊤). For other Tucker-based methods, we set the initial guess X (0) =

G(0)×d
k=1U

(0)
k . Note that we never explicitly form x(0) and X (0) with prohibitively

large number of parameters.
The performance of all methods is evaluated by the training and test errors

εΩ(X ) :=
∥PΩ(X ) − PΩ(A)∥F

∥PΩ(A)∥F
and εΓ (X ) :=

∥PΓ (X ) − PΓ (A)∥F
∥PΓ (A)∥F

,

where Γ is a test set different from the training set Ω. For RGD-desing and RCG-
desing, the training and test errors are evaluated by εΩ(φ(x)) and εΓ (φ(x)) respec-
tively. We terminate a method if: 1) the training error εΩ(X (t)) < 10−12; 2) the
relative change of the training error (εΩ(X (t))− εΩ(X (t−1)))/εΩ(X (t−1)) < 10−12;
3) maximum iteration number is reached; 4) time budget is exceeded.

Test with unbiased rank parameter We examine the performance of Tucker-based
methods with unbiased rank parameter, i.e., r = r∗ = (6, 6, 6). Figure 8 reports
the test errors of Tucker-based methods with sampling rate p = 0.005, 0.01, 0.05.
We observe that proposed RGD-desing and RCG-desing are comparable to other
candidates.
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Fig. 8 Test on different methods with unbiased rank parameter and sampling rate p =
0.005, 0.01, 0.05

Test with over-estimated rank parameters We examine the performance of all meth-
ods with over-estimated rank parameters r = (7, 7, 7), (8, 8, 8), . . . , (12, 12, 12) >
(6, 6, 6). The test errors are reported in Fig. 9 (left) and average computation time
per iteration for all methods is reported in Fig. 9 (right). We observe that: 1) due to
the over-estimated rank parameters, only the proposed RGD-desing, RCG-desing
methods and TRAM method successfully recover the low-rank tensor A under all
selections of rank parameters; 2) the proposed RGD-desing method is compara-
ble to TRAM, the rank-adaptive method; 3) computational cost per iteration of
RGD-desing, RCG-desing methods are comparable to other candidates since we
only store parameters.

0 200 400 600 800

Time (s)

10
-15

10
-10

10
-5

10
0

T
e
s
t 
e
rr

o
r

GRAP

TRAM

GeomCG

RCG-quotient

RGD-desing

RCG-desing

(7,7,7) (8,8,8) (9,9,9) (10,10,10)  (11,11,11)  (12,12,12)

Rank parameter

0

1

2

3

4

5

A
v
e
ra

g
e
 t
im

e
 p

e
r 

it
e
ra

ti
o
n

GRAP

TRAM

GeomCG

RCG-quotient

RGD-desing

RCG-desing

Fig. 9 Numerical results on different methods with over-estimated rank parameters r =
(7, 7, 7), (8, 8, 8), . . . , (12, 12, 12). Left: test errors. Right: average computation time per iter-
ation. Gray dashed line: O(r3)

6.3 Test on movie ratings

We consider tensor completion on a real-world dataset “MovieLens 1M”4, which
consists of 1000209 movie ratings from 6040 users on 3952 movies from September
19th, 1997 to April 22nd, 1998. By choosing one week as a period, we formulate

4 Available at https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/1m/.

https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/1m/
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the movie ratings as a third-order tensor A ∈ R6040×3952×150. We randomly select
8×105 of the known ratings as a training set Ω and the rest ratings are test set Γ to
evaluate the performance of a method. The rank parameter is set to be r = (r, r, r)
with r = 1, 2, . . . , 16. Figure 10 (left) shows that the proposed RGD-desing method
is comparable to GRAP method. We observe from Fig. 10 (right) that the test
errors of TRAM, RGD-desing and GRAP methods are comparable.
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Fig. 10 Numerical results on movie ratings. Left: test error with r = (12, 12, 12). Right: test
error with rank parameters (1, 1, 1), (2, 2, 2), . . . , (16, 16, 16)

7 Conclusion and perspectives

In this paper, we have proposed a desingularization approach to minimize a smooth
function on tensor varieties, the set of bounded-rank tensors. For Tucker decom-
position, we have proposed a new parametrization of Tucker tensor varieties called
desingularization by introducing slack variables. We observe that the geometry
of desingularization of Tucker tensor varieties is closely connected to matrix and
Tucker tensor varieties, but much more intricate than desingularization of the ma-
trix varieties. For tensor train decomposition, since each core tensor in the TT
decomposition is interconnected, we proposed a new parametrization by intro-
ducing a modified set of slack variables. The proposed parametrizations provide
closed and smooth manifolds while preserving the structure of low-rank tensors,
and extend the scope of geometries of low-rank tensor sets. Consequently, apart
from optimization, these parametrizations may have independent interest in other
applications involving low-rank tensors.

In contrast with the Tucker tensor varieties, where the projection onto the
tangent cone does not have a closed-form expression [12], the desingularization
provides a smooth manifold structure, enabling explicit projection onto tangent
spaces even at rank-deficient points. This structural advantage facilitates the ap-
plication of Riemannian optimization techniques.

Additionally, we have explored the relationship between the original optimiza-
tion problem on the Tucker tensor varieties and its parametrized counterpart via
desingularization. We have observed that even though a point x ∈ M is second-
order stationary of f ◦ φ, φ(x) can be non-stationary of f if φ(x) is rank-deficient
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in all modes. The results extend the scope of bounded-rank matrices to bounded-
rank tensors and give a negative answer that the desirable convergence properties
in matrix case [38] no longer hold for tensors. A promising direction for future re-
search is to develop methods that are capable of finding stationary points directly
on the Tucker tensor varieties.

In practice, we have carefully considered the implementation details for Rie-
mannian optimization via desingularization, avoiding formulation of large-scale
matrices and tensors. Numerical experiments on tensor completion suggest that
the proposed methods are favorably comparable to existing methods. Notably,
the performance of proposed methods are not sensitive to the rank selections—an
outcome which is previously achievable only through rank-adaptive strategies.
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A Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof Denote x̃ = (G̃, Ũ1, Ũ2, . . . , Ũd), a vector ẋ = (Ġ, U̇1, U̇2, . . . , U̇d) ∈ Tx̃MTucker ≃
MTucker, X = φ̃(x̃) and

Ẋ = Dφ̃(x̃)[ẋ] = Ġ ×d
k=1 Ũk +

d∑
k=1

G̃ ×k U̇k ×j ̸=k Ũj .

We calculate the first- and second-order derivatives of g̃ as follows

∂G̃ g̃(x̃) = ∇f(X )×d
k=1 Ũ⊤k , (A.1)

∂Ũk
g̃(x̃) = (∇f(X ))(k)ṼkG̃

⊤
(k), (A.2)

D∂G̃g̃(x̃)[ẋ] = ∇2f(X )[Ẋ ]×d
k=1 Ũ⊤k +

d∑
k=1

∇f(X )×k U̇⊤k ×j ̸=k Ũ⊤j ,

D∂Ũk
g̃(x̃)[ẋ] = (∇2f(X )[Ẋ ])(k)ṼkG̃

⊤
(k) + (∇f(X ))(k)(V̇kG̃

⊤
(k) + ṼkĠ

⊤
(k))

= (∇2f(X )[Ẋ ])(k)ṼkG̃
⊤
(k) + (∇f(X ))(k)ṼkĠ

⊤
(k)

+
∑
j ̸=k

(∇f(X )×j U̇⊤j ×ℓ/∈{j,k} U
⊤
ℓ )(k)G̃

⊤
(k),

where Ṽk = (Ũj)
⊗j ̸=k. Given the point x̃R = (G̃ ×d

k=1 R−1
k , Ũ1R1, . . . , ŨdRd), we observe

that

Ẋ = Ġ ×d
k=1 Ũk +

d∑
k=1

G̃ ×k U̇k ×j ̸=k Ũj

= (Ġ ×d
k=1 R−1

k )×d
k=1 (ŨkRk) +

d∑
k=1

(G̃ ×d
k=1 R−1

k )×k (U̇kRk)×j ̸=k (ŨjRj)

= Dφ̃(x̃R)[ẋR],
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where ẋR = (Ġ ×d
k=1 R−1

k , U̇1R1, . . . , U̇dRd). Since X = (G̃ ×d
k=1 R−1

k ) ×d
k=1 (ŨkRk), we

can verify the following equalities

∂G̃ g̃(x̃
R) = ∂G̃ g̃(x̃)×

d
k=1 R⊤k , (A.3)

∂Ũk
g̃(x̃R) = ∂Ũk

g̃(x̃)Rk, (A.4)

D∂G̃ g̃(x̃
R)[ẋR] = D∂G̃ g̃(x̃)[ẋ]×

d
k=1 R⊤k .

For D∂Ũk
g̃(x̃R)[ẋR], we have

D∂Ũk
g̃(x̃R)[ẋR]

= (∇2f(X )[Ẋ ])(k)ṼkG̃
⊤
(k)R

−⊤
k + (∇f(X ))(k)ṼkĠ

⊤
(k)R

−⊤
k

+
∑
j ̸=k

(∇f(X )×j (U̇jRj)
⊤ ×ℓ/∈{j,k} (UℓRℓ)

⊤)(k)(R
−1
j )⊗j ̸=kG̃⊤(k)R

−⊤
k .

= D∂Ũk
g̃(x̃)[ẋ]R−⊤k .

Therefore, it holds that

⟨ẋ,∇2g̃(x̃)[ẋ]⟩ = ⟨Ġ,D∂G̃ g̃(x̃)[ẋ]⟩+
d∑

k=1

⟨U̇k,D∂Ũk
g̃(x̃)[ẋ]⟩

= ⟨Ġ ×d
k=1 R−1

k ,D∂G̃ g̃(x̃
R)[ẋR]⟩+

d∑
k=1

⟨U̇kRk,D∂Ũk
g̃(x̃R)[ẋR]⟩

= ⟨ẋR,∇2g̃(x̃R)[ẋR]⟩. (A.5)

Since Rk is invertible, we have ∇g̃(x̃R) = 0 if and only if ∇g̃(x̃) = 0, and ∇2g̃(x̃) is positive
semi-definite if and only if ∇2g̃(x̃R) is positive semi-definite. Hence, the claim is ready. ⊓⊔
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