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Abstract

Distributional comparison is a fundamental problem in statistical data analysis with nu-
merous applications in a variety of fields including but not limited to Sciences and Engineering.
Numerous methods exist for distributional comparison but Kernel Stein Discrepancy (KSD) has
gained significant popularity in recent times. In this paper, we present a novel mathematically
rigorous and consistent generalization of KSD to Riemannian manifolds. We first generalize
the Stein’s operator to Riemannian manifolds and use it to establish the Stein’s Lemma on
Riemannian manifolds. Then we define a novel Stein class and use it to develop what we call
qualified kernels that are used to define the KSD in closed form on Rimeannian manifolds. We
present several examples of our theory applied to commonly encountered Riemannian manifolds
in applications namely, the Riemannian homogeneous spaces, for example, the n-sphere, the
Grassmanian, Stiefel, the manifold of symmetric positive definite matrices and others. On these
aforementioned manifolds, we consider a variety of distributions with intractable normalization
constants and derive closed form expressions for the KSD and the minimum KSD estimator
(mKSDE). Several theoretical properties of mKSDE are established and we present results of
comparison between mKSDE and MLE on a widely popular example, the sphere.

1 Introduction

Data residing in curved spaces have recently received growing attention in numerous fields of
Science and Engineering. To model their underlying curved geometry, it is natural to model the space
in which they reside with known manifold geometries for example, (i) the Stiefel manifold, Vr(N),
commonly used to model the space of directional data in fields of computer vision and medical image
analysis [10, 64], dynamic system [7] and rigid body motion [36, 50, 57], (ii) Grassmann manifold
Gr(N) in signal processing [12, 46, 60], shape analysis [23, 5, 68] and image processing [13, 14, 59],
(iii) covariance matrices are modeled as points on the manifold of symmetric positive definite (SPD)
matrices P(N) in diffusion magnetic resonance imaging [4, 18, 65, 31] and brain computer interfaces
[9, 67].

However, due to the lack of vector space structure, significant complications arise in the formu-
lation and application of statistical methods to such curved spaces. e.g., the data points lying on
manifolds can not be simply summed up, thus the notion of the classical arithmetic mean is not
meaningful in general. Among all the challenges, the most significant one is the issue of normaliza-
tion constant associated with probability distributions defined on the manifold-valued (M -valued)
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random variables, which arises in distributional comparison, parametric estimation and numerous
practical applications. Even the simplest distribution on the simplest curved manifold, e.g., the von
Mises Fisher distribution p(x) ∝ exp(µ⊤x) on a sphere Sd−1, has a normalization constant that is
intractable. Furthermore, the KL-divergence KL(p, q) := Ep[log p

q ], which is the most commonly-
used loss function in parameter estimation, distributional comparison and neural network training,
highly relies on the computation of normalization constant of p and q.

In practice, approximating these constants and their derivative with respect to the parameters
of the distribution requires the use of numerical methods such as the gradient descent and/or its
variants, which has been resorted to by many researchers in statistics, machine learning and robotics
literature [21, 22, 29, 30] but at the expense of a high computation cost. It would of course be more
desirable to fully avoid computing this intractable constant and simultaneously achieve high accuracy
in parameter estimation. In fact, this will be the main objective of this paper.

Kernel Stein Discrepancy (KSD), a normalization free loss function was first introduced by Liu
et al. [37] as a measure of goodness of fit and for model evaluation. KSD measures the difference
between distributions by using a combination of the so called Stein’s method and the well established
reproducing kernels Hilbert space (RKHS) theory. KSD has since been extensively researched on,
including various aspects within a general framework [35, 43, 44, 49], characterization of its scope
[24, 25, 54], exploration of its asymptotic properties relating to minimization [2, 48], its diverse
applications [11, 37, 41], and generalizations to manifolds [3, 53, 66].

1.1 Context

At its core, the KSD consists of an RKHS, Hκ, defined by a kernel function κ on Rd, known as
the Stein’s class. Additionally, it incorporates a Stein’s operator Sp, dependent on the candidate
distribution p but independent of its normalizing constant. The role of the Stein operator is to map
elements from Hκ to real integrable functions. These operators must satisfy Stein’s identity, given
by, Ep[Spf ] = 0 for all f ∈ Hκ. This leads us to the Stein pair defined as:

Stein pair

A pair (Sp,Hκ) consisting of a Stein operator Sp and a Stein class Hκ satisfying Stein’s
identity, i.e., Ep[Spf ] = 0 for all f ∈ Hκ, is called a Stein pair.

With these foundational elements in place, the KSD between distributions p and q can be defined
as follows:

KSD(p, q) := sup
{
Eq[Spf ] : f ∈ Hκ, ∥f∥Hκ

≤ 1
}
. (1)

1.1.1 KSD on Rd

Most of the existing works have focused on the KSD defined on Rd. Let Hκ be a RKHS on Rd
associated with kernel κ, and Hd

κ := Hκ × · · · × Hκ be the d-times product of Hκ, equipped with

the inner product ⟨f, g⟩Hd
κ
=
∑d
l=1⟨fl, gl⟩Hκ

for f = (f1, . . . , fd) and g in Hd
κ. Given a differentiable

density p on Rd, the most commonly adopted [2, 11, 25, 37, 41, 48] Stein operator Ap on Rd is
defined as

Ap : f 7→
d∑
l=1

[
∂fl
∂xl

+ f l
∂

∂xl
log p

]
, f ∈ Hd

κ. (2)
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KSD is then obtained by substituting (2) into (1), i.e.,

KSD(p, q) := sup
{
Eq[Apf ] : f ∈ Hd

κ, ∥f∥Hd
κ
≤ 1
}
. (3)

Clearly, one can easily see from the definition and Stein’s identity that KSD(p, q) ≥ 0 and KSD(p, p) =
0. In fact, as demonstrated in [2, 11, 25, 37, 41, 48], if the kernel function k is C0-universal [8], then
KSD will uniquely characterize p, i.e., for p and q that satisfy mild regularity conditions, there is
KSD(p, q) = 0 ⇔ p = q. Notably, the computation of Ap is independent of the normalizing constant
of p, so is the associated KSD in (3).

The minimum kernel Stein discrepancy estimator (MKSDE) is one of the most important appli-
cation of KSD, which was first proposed in [2] and further researched on in [41, 48]. The MKSDE
minimizes the KSD between the empirical distribution of the samples and a parametrized family pθ,
to acquire an estimate pθ∗ of the underlying distribution from the samples. The MKSDE converges
under mild regularity conditions, thus can serve as a normalization-free alternative to MLE.

1.1.2 Existing generalizations to manifold

In contrast to the extensive work on KSD in Rd, generalizations of KSD to Riemannian mani-
folds is scarce and the existing generalizations are somewhat restrictive as will be evident from the
following discussion. In [3], Barp et al. adopted the Stein’s operator f 7→ ∆f + g(∇ log p,∇f) and
the Sobolev space as their RKHS on compact manifolds. It is a significant challenge to identify a
closed form kernel for such a large RKHS on a curved manifold. An alternative approach to tackle
this challenge, not discussed in [3], is to restrict a Sobolev-type kernel from Rd to the manifold, as
suggested in [19, Thm. 5]. However, this approach does not ensure a closed-form expression for
the kernel. In [66], Xu et al. adopted the same Stein’s operator Ap in (2), replacing the coordi-
nate xi with the local coordinate chart on the manifold, and applying Stokes’s theorem to show
Stein’s identity. However, there is no global chart on any compact manifold, e.g., sphere SN−1,
Stiefel manifold Vr(N), Grassmann manifold Gr(N) and many others. In order for Stein’s identity
based on the Stokes’s theorem to hold in their method, the target density p must vanish outside
the singular boundary of the chart on such compact manifolds. In [53], Qu et al. also adopted (2),
but replaced the vector fields ∂

∂xl in (2) with the left invariant vector fields utilizing the Lie groups
structure, so as to circumvent the issue of local coordinates on Lie groups. However, there are many
manifolds that are widely encountered in applications, including the sphere SN−1, Stiefel manifold
Vr(N), Grassmann manifold Gr(N) and the manifold of symmetric positice definite matrices P(N)
that will be addressed in this work, which do not possess a Lie group structure.

1.2 Our work and contributions

Our contributions in this work are itemized below.

• KSD on general Riemannian manifolds: In §3, we propose a novel Stein operator on the
general complete Riemannian manifold and study its properties. Unlike the previous works,
it leads to a normalization-free KSD that is not only applicable to all complete Riemannian
manifold but also independent of the choice of local coordinates. More importantly, our KSD
does not require an excessively large RKHS to characterize the target distribution (see Thm.
3.5) and thus its Stein class can be chosen as any one of the most widely-used RKHSs with
easy-to-compute kernels (see e.g. Ex. 2.1). This significantly increases its applicability to
machine learning, engineering and other fields. In §3.4, we show that the KSD can be further
simplified on Riemannian homogeneous spaces utilizing isometry structure and killing fields.
We will elaborate on these topics subsequently.
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• MKSDE and its applications: In §4, we introduce the MKSDE obtained by minimizing our
novel KSD and its asymptotic properties. In §4.4, we introduce the composite goodness of
fit test, one of the most important application based on MKSDE. These results follow the
same outline in our previous work [53] on Lie groups, but we generalize the theory so that
it is applicable to all complete Riemannian manifolds. In §6, we present two applications of
our KSD to one of the most widely-encountered manifolds in science and engineering namely,
the Stiefel manifold V2(3). Specifically, the first experiments 6.1 will address the issue of the
normalization constant that arises in MLE and how the estimation obtained using proposed
normalization-free KSD yields far more accurate parameter estimates compared to MLE that
uses approximations for the normalization constant. The second experient justifies the power
of the composite goodness of fit test based on our MKSDE.

• Explicit closed forms: The most significant property of our KSD and MKSDE, is that they
have closed forms on some of the most widely-encountered manifolds, including Stiefel mani-
fold Vr(N)(including the sphere SN−1 and the rotation group SO(N) as V1(N) = SN−1 and
VN−1(N) = SO(N)), Grassmann manifold Gr(N) and the manifold of symmetric positive def-
inite matrices P(N). In §5, we will compute the explicit form of our KSD and our MKSDE
for the exponential family of distributions on these manifolds, which will facilitate the usage
of our method in practice.

2 Mathematical Background

In this section, we will introduce several pivotal theorems that will be used subsequently in this
work. To stay within the journal imposed page limits, definitions of several relevant concepts used
throughout this paper, including the Riemannian manifold M , Riemannian metric g, Riemannian
distance ρ, vector field D and its pointwise length |D| :=

√
g(D,D), local curves [c(t)], volume mea-

sure µ, divergence operator div, Riemannian gradient ∇, reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS)
κ, C0-universality, and the notion of Bochner integral, are introduced in the supplementary material.

First three theorems will play fundamental roles in the construction of our Stein operator in §3.1.
The first theorem [20] generalizes the classical Stokes’s theorem, which ensures the Stein’s identity
holds. The second theorem [61, Lem. 4.34] demonstrates the connection between the differentiability
of the kernel and the differentiability of the functions in its associated RKHS, which ensures all
functions in the RKHS are differentiable so that the Stein operator is applicable. The third theorem
[61, §A.5.4] captures the interchangeability between the Bochner integral and a continuous linear
functional, which serves as the key to obtaining the closed form of KSD in Thm. 3.1.

Theorem 2.1 (Divergence theorem). Let M be a complete Riemannian manifold. For a locally
Lipschitz continuous vector field D on M such that |D| and divD are both integrable w.r.t volume
measure µ, the following identity holds:

∫
M

divDdµ = 0.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose κ is a twice continuous differentiable kernel on manifold M , i.e., κ ∈
C2(M ×M), then Hκ ⊂ C1(M). Furthermore, for a tangent vector D ∈ Tx0M at x0 ∈M , we have
(Dκ)x0 ∈ Hκ and Df(x0) = ⟨f, (Dκ)x0⟩Hκ . Here (Dκ)x0 represents the function obtained by letting
D act on the first argument of κ and fix the first argument at x0.

Theorem 2.3. Let X : Ω → B be a B-valued random variable (r.v.) from a probability space
(Ω,F , P ) to a Banach space B. We say X is Bochner integrable if E∥X∥ < +∞, in which case
there exists an unique b0 ∈ B, such that for any continuous linear functional f on B, f(b0) = Ef(X).
We define the expectation of X to be EX := b0.
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The next theorem, called Mercer’s theorem [61, §4.5], ensures the spectral decomposition of a
kernel κ, which is pivotal in the depiction of the approximating distribution of the empirical KSDs
in Thm. 3.7.

Theorem 2.4 (Mercer’s theorem). Suppose κ : Ω × Ω → R is a symmetric semi-positive definite
bivariate function on a σ-finite measure space (Ω,F , ν) and satisfies κ ∈ L2(ν×ν), then there exists
a sequence of positive numbers λk, k ≥ 1 and a sequence of orthonormal eigen-functions ϕk ∈ L2(ν)
such that

n∑
k=1

λkϕ(x)ϕ(y) → κ(x, y) in L2(ν × ν), as n→ ∞.

Then {λk} are said to be the eigenvalues of κ.

The next theorem [42, Thm. 17][56, Thm. 2] characterizes the radial kernels on Rd, which are a
class of kernels that satisfy our mathematical requirements perfectly and will be extensively used in
§5.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose ψ : [0,+∞) → R is a continuous function. Then

1. The bivariate function κ(x, y) := exp(−ψ(∥x−y∥2Rd)) for x, y ∈ Rd is a kernel on Rd if and only

if there exists a finite Borel measure λ on [0,+∞) such that ψ(t) := − log
∫ +∞
0

e−tσdλ(σ), t ≥
0. Such kernel κ is said to be a radial kernel on Rd.

2. A radial kernel κ is C0-universal on Rd if λ is not concentrated at 0.

Example 2.1 (Radial kernels). Following radial kernels [42] will be used in §5:

• Gaussian kernel:κ(x, y) = exp(− τ
2∥x− y∥2Rd) for some τ > 0.

• Inverse quadratic kernel: κ(x, y) = (β + ∥x− y∥2Rd)
−γ for some β, γ > 0.

3 KSD on Riemannian Manifolds

3.1 Stein operator on Riemannian Manifolds

First we seek to generalize the Stein pair (Ap,Hd
κ) on Rd defined in Eq. (2) to Riemannian

manifolds and then use it to develop the KSD. It is straightforward to see that following assumptions
must be maintained on manifolds.

Standing Assumptions 1,2 and 3

1. The Riemannian manifoldM is complete and connected so that the generalized divergence
theorem (Thm. 2.1) holds.

2. The probability density p of the target distribution w.r.t the volume measure µ on M is
locally Lipschitz continuous so that the derivative of p is well-defined by Rademacher
theorem [17, Thm. 3.1.6].

3. The kernel function κ ∈ C2(M ×M), so that all functions in its associated RKHS Hκ are
continuously differentiable by Thm. 2.2.
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As previously stated, there is no global chart on a curved manifold, thus the partial derivatives
{ ∂
∂xl } do not generalize to Riemannian manifolds globally. To have corresponding global derivatives,

we should resort to the vector fields Dl on manifolds instead, in which case the resulting Stein
operator maps f to

∑m
l=1

[
Dlfl + flD

l log p
]
. However, one should note that the fact, div ∂

∂xl = 0
plays an important role in the Stein operator Ap, since

d∑
l=1

div(fp
∂

∂xl
) = p

d∑
l=1

(
∂f

∂xl
+ f

∂

∂xl
log p+ f div

∂

∂xl

)

= pApf + pf

d∑
l=1

div
∂

∂xl
= pApf,

(4)

The first equality is based on the property [52, Exer. 2.5.5] of the divergence operator div(fD) =
Df + f divD. This equation leads to Stein’s identity for Ap as

Ep[Apf ] =

∫
Rd

pApfdx =

d∑
l=1

∫
Rd

div(fp
∂

∂xl
)dx = 0,

by divergence theorem (Thm. 2.1).
The above derivation process falls apart on manifolds, since divDl ̸= 0 in general and thus the

last equality in Eq.(4) fails to hold. To preserve the Stein’s identity on manifolds, we keep the term
in Eq.(4) that contains divDl, and define the operator as:

Stein’s operator on M

Definition 3.1 (Stein operator onM). Given a group of vector fields {Dl}ml=1 onM , the Stein
operator Tp on M is defined as

Tpf =

m∑
l=1

[
Dlfl + flD

l log p+ fl divD
l
]
, f ∈ Hm

κ . (5)

Here, Dl log p is set to 0 whenever p = 0.

Remark. In contrast to the Euclidean case, the number of vector fields m here is not compelled to
equal the dimension d := dimM ofM , as long as Stein’s identity holds. In fact, we will usually need
more vector fields than in the case of Euclidean space for manifolds, to preserve the properties that
the Stein operator on Euclidean space possesses, as we will elaborate in §3.3.

Example 3.1 (Euclidean space). For the case M = Rd, let Dl = ∂
∂xl , 1 ≤ l ≤ d. Since div ∂

∂xl = 0,
then Stein operator Tp on manifold (5) will degenerate to the Stein operator Ap on Euclidean space
(2).

Example 3.2 (Lie groups). The case whereM is a Lie group was presented in [53]. Let Dl, 1 ≤ l ≤ d
be the left invariant vector fields on G, then divDl = Dl∆, where ∆ is the modular function. For
illustrative examples, we refer the readers to our recent work [53].

3.2 KSD on Riemannian Manifolds

With the Stein operator Tpf in hand, we can now define the KSD on M as follows:
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Definition 3.2 (KSD on Riemannian manifolds). Given the Stein operator Tpf in (5), the kernel
Stein discrepancy (KSD) on M is defined by plugging Tp into (1), i.e.,

KSD(p, q) := sup
{
Eq[Tpf ] : f ∈ Hm

κ , ∥f∥Hm
κ
≤ 1
}
. (6)

A remarkable property of KSD on Rd [11, 37], as well as the KSD on Lie groups [53] is that it
has a closed form represented by an integral, which facilitates its use in the practical applications.
The KSD on Riemannian manifold defined in (6) preserves this property, as we derive next.

For notational convenience, we specify each component T l
p of the Stein operator Tp as T l

p : h 7→
Dlf + hDl log p+ hdivDl for h ∈ Hκ. Thus, Tpf =

∑m
l=1 T l

p fl, for f = (f1, . . . , fm) ∈ Hm
κ . We let

T l
pκ denote the bivariate function obtained by letting T l

p act on the first argument of κ, let (T l
pκ)x

represent the univariate function obtained by fixing the first argument of T l
pκ at x, and let (T⃗pκ)x

represent the vector-valued function ((T 1
p κ)x, . . . , (T m

p κ)x).

By Thm. 2.2, it is straightforward that (T l
pκ)x ∈ Hκ and thus (T⃗pκ)x ∈ Hm

κ for all x. Further-

more, Thm. 2.2 implies that ⟨h, (T l
pκ)x⟩Hκ = T l

ph for all h ∈ Hκ, thus if we substitute the function

(T l
pκ)y for h, we will have

κp(x, y) := ⟨(T⃗pκ)y, (T⃗pκ)x⟩Hm
κ
=

m∑
l=1

⟨(T l
pκ)y, (T l

pκ)x⟩Hκ

=

m∑
l=1

T l
p(x)T

l
p(y)κ =

m∑
l=1

T l
p(y)T

l
p(x)κ.

(7)

Here T l
p(x) and T l

p(y) represent the operators acting on the first argument x of κ and the second

argument y of κ respectively, and T l
p(x)T

l
p(y)κ represent the bivariate function by letting T l

p(y) act on

y first and then let T l
p(x) act on x of κ. Note that κp(x, y) is semi-positive definite.

As x 7→ (T⃗pκ)x is a continuous map from M to Hm
κ , given a M -valued random variable X,

(T⃗pκ)X is a Hm
κ -valued random variable. Note that κp(x, x) = ⟨(T⃗pκ)x, (T⃗pκ)x⟩Hm

κ
= ∥(T⃗pκ)x∥2Hm

κ
,

thus if
√
κp(X,X) is integrable, then (T⃗pκ)X is Bochner integrable. We denote its expectation by

E(T⃗pκ)X . Given a M -valued r.v. X that follows the distribution q, we have

KSD(p, q) = sup
∥f∥Hm

κ
≤1

E[Tpf(X)] = sup
∥f∥Hm

κ
≤1

Eq⟨f, (T⃗pκ)X⟩Hm
κ

Thm. 2.3 = sup
∥f∥Hm

κ
≤1

⟨f,E(T⃗pκ)X⟩Hm
κ
= ∥E(T⃗pκ)X∥Hm

k
.

Let Y be another q-distributed M -valued r.v. independent with X. By Thm. 2.3, we have

∥E(T⃗pκ)X∥2Hm
κ
= ⟨E(T⃗pκ)X ,E(T⃗pκ)Y ⟩Hm

κ
= EXEY ⟨(T⃗pκ)X , (T⃗pκ)Y ⟩Hm

κ

= EXEY κp(X,Y ) =

∫∫
M×M

κp(x, y)q(x)q(y)µ(dx)µ(dy).
(8)

We summarize this result into following theorem:
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KSD in Closed Form

Theorem 3.1 (Closed form). Suppose
√
κp(x, x) is q-integrable, then the KSD on M defined

in Eq. (6) satisfies

KSD2(p, q) =

∫∫
κp(x, y)q(x)q(y)µ(dx)µ(dy). (9)

Here κp(x, y) is the function introduced in (7).

Stein’s Identity on M

Theorem 3.2 (Stein’s identity). Suppose
√
κ(x, x)

∑m
l=1 |Dl| and

√
κp(x, x) are all p-

integrable, then Ep[Tpf ] = 0 for all f ∈ Hκ, that is, KSD(p, p) = 0 or equivalently
p = q ⇒ KSD(p, q) = 0.

3.3 Characterization of KSD

The Stein operator Tp in (5) satisfies Stein’s identity, i.e., Ep[Tpf ] = 0 for f ∈ Hm
κ , which is

equivalent to stating that, p = q ⇒ KSD(p, q) = 0. However, to serve as a loss functions in practice,
the KSD should satisfy the reverse direction, i.e., KSD(p, q) = 0 ⇒ p = q with mild regularity
conditions on p and q, in which case we say the KSD characterizes p. The original Stein operator
Ap on Rd in (2) does distinguish p from all locally Lipschitz continuous q when the kernel function
κ is qualified, which we now define precisely.

Let X be a locally compact Hausdorff topological space and C0(X ) be the space of all continuous
functions on X that vanish at infinity.

Definition 3.3 (Qualified Kernel). A separately continuous bounded kernel κ on X is qualified if for
any f ∈ C0(X ) and ϵ > 0, there exists g ∈ Hκ such that sup |f − g| < ϵ.

Following theorem provides us with several qualified kernels that can be easily adopted in practice.

Kernel Qualification

Theorem 3.3. Suppose ψ : M → Rd′ is a smooth embedding for some d′ > d, and suppose
κ is C0-universal on Rd′ , then the restriction of κ onto M , i.e., κ|M := κ(ψ(x), ψ(x′)) for
x, x′ ∈M is a qualified kernel on M .

We expect Tp in (5) to distinguish p from such q if κ is qualified. However, if we recall the process
of derivation of Ap on Rd in the original literature [2, 11, 25, 37, 41, 48], we discover that, intuitively,

the component Al
pf(x) :=

∂f
∂xl (x) + f(x) ∂

∂xl log p(x) of each l in Apf , detects the difference between

the slopes of log p and log q along the direction ∂
∂xl at x. Therefore, { ∂

∂xl }dl=1 must be a basis at

each point of Rd, so that Ap =
∑d
l=1 Al

p can detect the differences along all directions, so that

we can conclude ∂
∂xl log p(x) =

∂
∂xl log q(x) for all 1 ≤ l ≤ d after some reasoning. In addition, to

further conclude p = q, we need the connectedness of Rd. This motivates us to make the following
additional assumptions:
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Standing Assumption 4 and 5

4. M is connected.

5. For each x ∈M , D1
x, . . . , D

m
x span the entire TxM .

In this paper, we maintain the standing assumptions 1,2,3,4,5.

Theorem 3.4. There always exists a collection of vector fields that satisfies the standing assumption
5 on M .

Then we have the following characterization of KSD:

KSD Characterization

Theorem 3.5. Suppose κ is a qualified kernel and q is a locally Lipschitz continuous den-
sity on M . If

∑m
l=1 |Dl|,

∑m
l=1 |Dl log(p/q)|,

√
κp(x, x) are q-integrable, then p = q ⇐⇒

KSD(p, q) = 0.

3.4 Stein operator on Riemannian Homogeneous Spaces

The definition of the Stein operator in (5) does not only require one to find a group of basis that
satisfy standing assumption 4, but also requires one to compute the divergence of these vector fields,
which is usually challenging for a general vector field, e.g., the one obtained in the proof of Thm. 3.4.
However, in practice, most of the commonly encountered manifolds are Riemannian Homogeneous
spaces. In such spaces, we can select the vector fields Dl as a special kind of vector fields, killing
fields, to get around such computational issues.

To introduce the Riemannian Homogeneous space, we introduce the notion of isometry and group
action first. An isometry of a Riemannian manifold M is a diffeomorphism from M onto itself that
preserves the distance. The isometry group I(M) is the group of all isometries of M , which is a Lie
group due to the Myers–Steenrod theorem [52, Thm. 5.6.19]. A group action of a Lie group G on
a Riemannian manifold M is an continuous group homomorphism Ψ : G → I(M) that maps each
element g to some isometry Ψg on M . Conventionally, we omit symbol Ψ, and denote the group
action by g.x := Ψg(x). Note that e.x = x.

A Riemannian homogeneous space H, abbreviated as homogeneous space in this work, is a Rie-
mannian manifold such that there exists a Lie group G that acts transitively on H, i.e., for each
x, y ∈ H, there exists g ∈ G such that g.x = y.

Let e be the identity of G. For a tangent vector E ∈ TeG, we take a local curve e(t) in the
equivalence class of E. Note that e.x = x, thus e(t).x is a local curve on H at x, and thus corresponds
to a tangent vector in TxH. For each x ∈ H, e(t).x corresponds to a tangent vector, thus they form
a vector field, denoted by K. Such a vector field K is said to be a killing field of G on H. This
correspondence is linear, i.e., if E1 and E2 corresponds to K1 and K2 respectively, then aE1 + bE2

corresponds to aK1 + bK2. Specifically, killing fields are divergence-free, i.e., divK = 0.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose Lie group G acts transitively on homogeneous space H. For a basis
E1, . . . , Em of TeG (m = dimG), they correspond to a group of killing field K1, . . . ,Km in the
way previously introduced. Then K1, . . . ,Km is a group of divergence-free vector fields on H that
satisfies standing assumption 5.

9



In this case, the Stein operator Tp becomes

Stein Operator on Homogeneous Spaces

Tpf 7→ f 7→
m∑
l=1

[
Klfl + flK

l log p
]
, f ∈ Hm

κ . (10)

3.5 Empirical kernel Stein discrepancy

The integral closed form (9) is one of the most significant properties of KSD. However, it may
not be computable in practice due to following commonly-encountered situations:

Only samples available

In practice, q may be accessible only via samples instead of its density being known. This is
commonly encountered in parameter estimation problems where, it is common to use a parameterized
density family pθ to approximate an unknown distribution q, merely from its samples.

Intractable Integral

Sometimes, we do have the form of the density q but the integral in (9) is intractable. For
example, in the rotation tracking problem encountered in robotics [62], one must approximate the
posterior distribution of Qk with a von Mises-Fisher distribution so that the tracking algorithm
(Kalman filter) updates consistently lie in the same space. In a Bayesian fusion problem [34], a
similar situation arises when it is required to guarantee that the result of the fusion stays in the
family.

These above two situations also arise in the KL-divergence setting, KL(p, q) = Eq[log p]−Eq[log q],
and in practice, it is common to use the empirical KL-divergence. For example, suppose we
aim to approximate an unknown density q with a density family pα using the KL-divergence,
but only have samples xi from q instead of its density. We then minimize the empirical KL-
divergence n−1

∑
i log pα(xi) as an alternative (Eq[log q] is constant w.r.t. α), which converges

to Eq[log p] almost surely by the law of large number. The minimizer of the empirical KL-divergence
n−1

∑
i log pα(xi) is exactly the maximum likelihood estimator.

Analogously, the KSD has empirical versions, i.e., the U - and V -statistics:

Un(p) :=
1

n(n− 1)

∑
i̸=j

κp(xi, xj), Vn(p) :=
1

n2

∑
i,j

κp(xi, xj), (11)

which can serve as the alternatives to the integral KSD in (9) when we only have samples from q.
Several prior research works [11, 37, 66] have developed a kernel Stein goodness of fit test based on
the U -statistics.

If we do have the density of q but the integral in (9) is intractable, then we can draw samples
from q with various sampling algorithms, e.g., Hamiltonion Monte Carlo or Metropolis-Hastings al-
gorithms and adopt Un or Vn as the measurement of the dissimilarity between p and q. Alternatively,
if these sampling methods are hard to implement, we could use the importance sampling scheme to

10



sample from another easy-to-sample density w and consider the following weighted empirical KSD :

Uwn (p) :=
1

n(n− 1)

∑
i̸=j

κwp (xi, xj), V wn (p) :=
1

n2

∑
i,j

κwp (xi, xj), (12)

where κwp is the weighted κp function given by

κwp (x, y) := κp(x, y)
q(x)

w(x)

q(y)

w(y)
. (13)

If w = q, then κwp will degenerate to κp, thus U
w
n and V wn will degenerate to Un and Vn.

Example 3.3. Consider the Riemannian Gaussian distribution q ∝ exp
(
−ρ2(x,x̄0)

2

)
on SN−1 for some

fixed x̄0 ∈ SN−1. Let the easy-to-sample distribution ω be the uniform distribution on SN−1, then
the weighted empirical KSDs between p and q are:

Uwn =
1

n(n− 1)

∑
i ̸=j

κp(xi, xj)q(xi)q(xj), V wn =
1

n2

∑
i,j

κp(xi, xj)q(xi)q(xj).

Note that the empirical KSDs are proportional to the normalizing constant of q.

Similar to the empirical KL-divergence, the empirical KSD will converges to KSD almost surely,
as stated in the next theorem:

Asymptotic properties for empirical KSD

Theorem 3.7. Suppose M is a Riemannian manifold and κwp (x, x) is w-integrable. Given
M -valued samples xi ∼ w, we have

1. Uwn (p), V
w
n (p)

a.s.−−→ KSD2(p, q) with the rate of Op(n
−1),

2. If p ̸= q, then

√
n[Uwn −KSD2(p, q)]

d.−→ N
(
0, σ̃2

)
,

√
n[V wn −KSD2(p, q)]

d.−→ N
(
0, σ̃2

)
,

where σ̃2 := 4varx′∼w[Ex∼wκwp (x, x′)].

3. If p = q, then

nUwn
d.−→

∞∑
k=1

λk(Z
2
k − 1), nV wn

d.−→
∞∑
k=1

λkZ
2
k ,

where λk are the eigenvalues of κwp (x, y) as introduced in Thm. 2.4 and Zk are i.i.d.
standard Gaussian samples.

4 Minimum kernel Stein discrepancy estimator

Since KSD measures the dissimilarity between distributions, one may natually use it on distri-
butional approximation. Suppose we want to approximate a density q with a density pα, then we
define the global minimizer

α̂ := argminKSD(pα, q) (14)
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as the minimum kernel Stein discrepancy estimator (MKSDE). However, as we explained in §3.5,
KSD(pα, q) may not be computable in most of the situations in practice. Therefore, we minimize a
suite of different empirical KSDs over α based on various situations:

Uwn (α) :=
1

n(n− 1)

∑
i̸=j

κwα (xi, xj), V wn (α) :=
1

n2

∑
i,j

κwα (xi, xj),

where κwα (x, x
′) := κwpα(x, x

′). Here Uwn and V wn accommodate the unweighted case w = q.
Although U -statistics is far more frequently mentioned in prior works [2, 11, 37, 66] as it is

an unbiased estimator of KSD2(pα, q), we notice that the V -statistics exhibits better stability for
optimization, as explained in the next section studying the asymptotic properties of MKSDE.

4.1 Asymptotic Properties of MKSDE

To obtain the asymptotic behavior of the MKSDE, we re-tag the index α of the density family
by θ, and assume that θ is from some topological space Θ. We denote KSD(θ) := KSD(pθ, q) and let
κwθ (x, x

′) := κwpθ (x, x
′). Let Θ0 ⊂ Θ be the set of best approximators θ0, i.e., KSD(θ0) = infθ KSD(θ).

With the additional topological structure on Θ, we can establish stronger asymptotic results of Uwn
and V wn . The asymptotic results in this section are satisfied by both Uwn and V wn . For notational
convenience, we let Wn(θ) denote whichever Uwn (θ) or V

w
n (θ).

Compact Convergence for KSD

Theorem 4.1. If κw(·)(·, ·) is jointly continuous and supθ∈K κ
w
θ (x, x) is w-integrable for any

compact K ⊂ Θ, then Wn(θ) → KSD2(θ) compactly almost surely, i.e., the following event

Wn(θ) → KSD2(θ) uniformly on any compact K ⊂ Θ

almost surely happens. As a corollary, KSD(·) is continuous if Θ is locally compact.

Let Θ̂n be the set of MKSDE, i.e., global minimizers θ̂n of Wn, which is a random set. We can
establish the strong consistency of MKSDE with Thm. 4.1 in hand.

Strong Consistency of MKSDE

Theorem 4.2. Suppose all the conditions in Thm. 4.1 hold and suppose Θ satisfies one of
following three conditions:

1. Θ is compact;

2. Θ is a geodesic convex subset of a Riemannian manifold, Wn is convex on Θ, Θ0 is
non-empty, compact and Θ0 ⊂ Θ̊2(interior);

3. Θ = Θ1×Θ2, where Θ1 is compact, and for each fixed θ1 ∈ Θ1, {θ1}×Θ2 and Wn(θ1, ·)
satisfy the second condition.

Then Θ0, Θ̂n are non-empty for large n and supθ∈Θ̂n
ρ(θ,Θ0) → 0 almost surely.

It is worth noting that if q is a member of the family pθ, then the global minimizer set Θ0 is
a singleton {θ0}. In such situation, the MKSDE always converges to the unique ground truth θ0.

12



Moreover, if the parameter space Θ := Θ1 × · · · ×Θm is multi-dimensional, we combine all compact
components into one compact parameter space, and hence the convex components as well, so that
Thm. 4.1 is still applicable.

Existing result in literature [2, Thm. 3.3] showed the consistency of MKSDE, assuming that the
parameter space Θ is either compact or satisfies the conditions of convexity, which is not applicable
to the case where there are compact and convex parameters simultaneously. For example, consider

the Riemannian Gaussian distribution p ∝ exp(−ρ2(x,x̄)
2σ2 ) on a compact manifold, if we redenote

ς := σ−2, then µ is a ”compact” parameter and ς is a ”convex” parameter.
To establish the asymptotic normality of MKSDE, we assume that Θ is a connected Riemannian

manifold with the Riemannian logarithm map Log. We assume that Θ0 and Θ̂n are non-empty for
n large enough, and θ̂n is a sequence of MKSDE that converges to one of the global minimizer θ0 of
KSD(θ). Additionally, we assume the following conditions:

(A1) κwθ (x, y) is jointly continuous, and twice continuously differentiable in θ.

(A2) there exists a compact neighborhoodK of θ0 such that supθ∈K ∥∇κwθ0(x, y)∥ is w×w-integrable.

(A3) ∥∇κwθ0(x, y)∥
2 and ∥Iθ0(x, y)∥ are w × w-integrable, ∥Iθ0(x, x)∥ is w-integrable.

(A4) Iθ0(x, y) is equi-continuous at θ0.

(A5) Γ := 1
2Ex,y∼w[Iθ0(x, y)] is invertible.

Here ∇κwθ (x, y) represents the gradient of κwθ (x, y) w.r.t θ, and Iθ(x, y) represents the Hessian of
κwθ (x, y) w.r.t θ. In addition, let Σ be the covariance matrix of the random vector EY∼w[κ

w
θ0
(x, Y )].

CLT for MKSDE

Theorem 4.3. Under assumption A1 ∼ A5,
√
nLogθ0(θ̂n)

d.−→ N (0,Γ−1ΣΓ−1). In more

practical situations, we have
√
n[I(θ̂n)]1/2 Logθ̂n(θ0)

d.−→ N (0, I).

4.2 MKSDE Composite goodness of Fit Test

KSD is commonly used to develop normalization-free goodness of fit tests [11, 37], which test
whether a group of samples can be well-modeled by a given distribution p. More precisely, if we
denote by q the unknown underlying distribution of samples, then we aim to test H0 : p = q versus
H1 : p ̸= q. However, in many applications the candidate distribution for the given samples is usually
not a specific distribution but a parameterized family pθ, while most existing methods only apply to
a specific candidate, and requires testing individually for each member of pθ. Recently, a composite
goodness-of-fit test was developed to test whether a group of samples matches a family pθ [28], i.e.,
test H0 : ∃θ0, pθ0 = q versus H1 : ∀θ, pθ ̸= q, and was later generalized to all Lie groups in [53].
This however was valid for samples of distributions over Lie groups and not general Riemannian
manifolds. In this section, we will generalize the composite goodness of fit test to all Riemannian
manifold, develop a one-shot (direct) method, using the MKSDE obtained by minimizing (12).

To implement the test, we assume the conditions in Thm. 4.2 hold, so that Θ0 and Θ̂n are non-
empty. We also assume that Θ0 is a singleton so that the MKSDE θ̂n = argminwKSD2

n(θ) converges
to the unique ground truth θ0. We follows the notation in 4.1 letting Wn denote whichever Uwn or
V wn .
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Under the null hypothesis H0, nWn(θ0) converges to
∑
k λk(Z

2
k − 1) or

∑
k λkZ

2
k in distribution

asymptotically by Thm. 3.7. Let γ1−β be the (1−β)-quantile of
∑
k λk(Z

2
k − 1) or

∑∞
k=1 λkZ

2
k with

significance level β. We reject H0 if nWn(θ̂n) ≥ γ1−β , as it implies nWn(θ0) ≥ nWn(θ̂n) ≥ γ1−β ,

since θ̂n is the minimizer of Wn.
As there is no method in general to directly compute the infinite eigenvalues λk-s of κ

w
θ0
, Gretton

et al. [27] introduced a method to approximate λk-s by the eigenvalues of the empirical matrix
Gwn (θ0) := n−1(κwθ0(xi, xj))ij . Note that the ground truth θ0 is unknown in our setting, but the

minimizers θ̂n converge to θ0 almost surely under specific conditions by Thm. 4.2. Therefore, we
may approximate λk by the eigenvalues of the empirical matrix Gwn (θ̂n) := n−1(κw

θ̂n
(xi, xj))ij . Let

λ̂k be the eigenvalues of the matrix Gwn (θ̂n) (set λ̂k := 0 for k > n), then we have

Theorem 4.4. Under the conditions in Thm. 4.2,
∑∞
k=1(λ̂k − λk)Z

2
k → 0 in probability.

Therefore, the
∑n
k=1 λ̂k(Z

2
k−1) and

∑n
k=1 λ̂kZ

2
k can serve as an empirical estimate of the asymp-

totic distribution
∑∞
k=1 λk(Z

2
k − 1) and

∑∞
k=1 λkZ

2
k . The MKSDE goodness of fit test algorithm is

summarized in the following algorithm block 1.

Algorithm 1: MKSDE goodness of fit test

Input: population x1, . . . , xn ∼ w; sample size n; number of generations n′; significance
level β.
Test: H0 : ∃θ0, pθ0 = q versus H1 : ∀θ, pθ ̸= q.
Procedure:

1. Obtain minimizer θ̂n of Wn(θ) in (12).

2. Obtain the eigenvalues λ̂1, . . . , λ̂n of Gwn (θ̂n) := n−1(κw
θ̂n
(xi, xj))ij .

3. Sample Zlk ∼ N(0, 1), 1 ≤ k ≤ n, 1 ≤ l ≤ n′ independently.

4. Compute γl =
∑n
k=1 λ̂k[(Z

l
k)

2 − 1] or
∑n
k=1 λ̂k(Z

l
k)

2.

5. Determine estimation γ̂1−β of (1− β)-quantile using γ1, . . . , γn
′
.

Output: Reject H0 if nWn(θ̂n) > γ̂1−β .

5 Closed Form KSD on Homogeneous Spaces

As we can see from our earlier discussion, the calculation of κp function from (7) plays an
important role in the practical usage of KSD and MKSDE. Suppose H is a homogeneous space,
and {Kl}ml=1 is a killing field basis, κ is kernel function and p is a density on H. After some
straightforward calculations, we obtain

κp(x, y) =

m∑
l=1

T l
p(y)T

l
p(x)κ = κ ·

m∑
l=1

[
Kl
x log(pκ) ·Kl

y log(pκ) +Kl
yK

l
x log κ

]
. (15)

In this section, we will present a surprising result namely that, the formula (15) of κp function can be
further simplified into closed form expressions in most commonly-encountered homogeneous spaces,
including:

• the Stiefel manifolds Vr(N) := {X ∈ RN×r : X⊤X = Ir×r}, inheriting the subspace topology
from RN×r, including the sphere V1(N) := SN−1, the special orthogonal group VN−1(N) =
SO(N) and the orthogonal group VN (N) = O(N).
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• the Grassman manifold Gr(N) := {X ∈ RN×N : X⊤ = X,X2 = X, tr(X) = r}, the space of all
r-planes in RN , or equivalently, the space of orthogonal projections of RN into r-dimensional
subspaces, or equivalently, the space of N by N idempotent symmetric matrices with rank r.

• P(N) : {X ∈ RN×N : X⊤ = X,X ≻ 0}, the manifold of (N,N) symmetric positive definite
(SPD) matrices, inheriting the subspace topology from RN×N .

Even more surprisingly, the MKSDE obtained by minimizing the empirical KSDs (11) and (12), also
has closed form expressions, if pθ is the exponential family given by

p(x|θ) ∝ exp(θ⊤ζ(x) + η(x)), θ ∈ Rs,

where ζ := (ζ1, . . . , ζs)
⊤ ∈ C1(H,Rs), η ∈ C1(H,R) for some s ∈ N+. We plug this into (15) and

get

κp(x, y) = θ⊤ · κ
m∑
l=1

Kl
xζ ·Kl

yζ
⊤ · θ + κ

m∑
l=1

Kl
x log(e

ηκ)Kl
yζ

⊤θ

+ κ

m∑
l=1

Kl
y log(e

ηκ)Kl
xζ

⊤θ + c(x, y),

(16)

where c(x, y) denote the terms independent of pθ thus independent of its parameter θ. Note that
Kl
xζ is a s-dimensional vector, thus Kl

xζ ·Kl
yζ

⊤ is the matrix (Kl
xζi ·Kl

yζj)ij . Furthermore, we let

Q(x, y) = κ

m∑
l=1

Kl
xζ ·Kl

yζ
⊤, b(x, y) = κ

m∑
l=1

Kl
x log(e

ηκ) ·Kl
yζ. (17)

Therefore, the empirical KSDs in (11) and (12) will be quadratic forms of θ:

Uwn (θ) = θ⊤Quθ + 2buθ + c, V wn (θ) = θ⊤Qvθ + 2bvθ + c, (18)

where

Qu :=
∑
i̸=j

Q(xi, xj)

n(n− 1)

q(xi)q(xj)

w(xi)w(xj)
, bu :=

∑
i ̸=j

b(xi, xj)

n(n− 1)

q(xi)q(xj)

w(xi)w(xj)
,

Qv :=
∑
i,j

Q(xi, xj)

n2
q(xi)q(xj)

w(xi)w(xj)
, bv :=

∑
i,j

b(xi, xj)

n2
q(xi)q(xj)

w(xi)w(xj)
.

(19)

It is noteworthy that Qu, Qv are both symmetric. Furthermore, Qv is always semi-positive definite,
thus Vn(θ) can always attain its minimum values for exponential family, while Un can not. Addition-
ally, Qu and Qv are not necessarily invertible, e.g. pθ is not identifiable. In such cases, the global
minimum point can be represented by the Moore–Penrose inverse Q+

u and Q+
v of Qu and Qv. We

summarize into the following theorem:

Theorem 5.1. Qu, Qv defined in (19) are both symmetric, and Qv is positive semi-definite. If
further Qu is positive semi-definite, then the global minimizer sets of Uwn (θ) and V

w
n (θ) in (18) can

be represented by the Moore-Penrose inverse Q+
u , Q

+
v of Qu, Qv as follows

argminUwn (θ) = {−Q+
u bu − (I −Q+

uQu)x : x ∈ Rs},
argminV wn (θ) = {−Q+

v bv − (I −Q+
v Qv)x : x ∈ Rs}.

(20)

For the unweighted case, we just ignore the weighted ratio
q(xi)q(xj)
w(xi)w(xj)

in (19).
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To obtain the forms of MKSDE, it suffices to derive the closed form of Q(x, y) and b(x, y) in (17)
on different manifolds. In this section, we will explicitly calculate aforementioned closed forms of
KSD and MKSDE on commonly-encountered homogeneous spaces, and provide multiple examples
for specific families and specific choice of kernels.

5.1 Matrix Algebra

In this section, since the sample space M is taken to be a matrix manifold, we first introduce
some background matrix algebra along with convenient notation that will be used subsequently in
this section. We refer the reader to [26] and [38] for more details on this topic.

Matrix Inner Product space

The Frobenius inner product

⟨A,B⟩F := tr(A⊤B) =

N∑
i=1

r∑
j=1

aijbij , for A = (aij) ∈ RN×r and B = (bij) ∈ RN×r,

is usually considered to be the canonical inner product on RN×r. The Frobenius norm is given by
∥A∥F :=

√
⟨A,A⟩F. We let vec(A) denote the vectorization of A obtained by stacking the columns,

and define then following functions

S (X) = (A+A⊤)/2, A (A) = (A−A⊤)/2,

be the symmetrization and skew-symmetrization of a squared matrix A ∈ RN×N . Let S (RN×N ) and
A (RN×N ) be the linear subspaces of all symmetric and skew-symmetric N×N matrices respectively.
It can be easily checked that they are the orthogonal complements of each other, and X = S (X) +
A (X) is the orthogonal decomposition of X onto S (RN×N ) and A (RN×N ).

Let Eij be the matrix prescribed with all zeros everywhere except a 1 at the (i, j)th entry.
Specifically, when r = 1, we set ei be the N × 1 vector prescribed with all zeros except 1 at the ith

element. Let Eij :=
(√

2
2 Eij −

√
2
2 Eji

)
. Then following proposition is easy to verify:

Proposition 5.1. {Eij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} and {Eij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N} are orthonormal bases of RN×N

and A (RN×N ) respectively, and for any A,B ∈ RN×N we have∑
i,j

⟨Eij , A⟩F · ⟨Eij , B⟩F = ⟨A,B⟩F,
∑
i<j

⟨Eij , A⟩F · ⟨Eij , B⟩F = ⟨A (A)⊤,A (B)⟩F.

5.1.1 Gradient of functions on a matrix manifold

SupposeM is a sub-manifold of RN×r, i.e., a matrix manifold whose elements are N×r matrices,
and M is endowed with the Riemannian metric gX(·, ·) for X ∈M .

For a real-valued function f on M , the Riemannian gradient of f at X is defined as the tangent
vector ∇M

X f ∈ TXM , such that DXf = gX(DX ,∇M
X f) for all tangent vectors DX ∈ TXM . Analo-

gously, since tangent space TXM at each point X ∈M is a linear subspace of RN×r, we may define
the Euclidean gradient of f w.r.t the Frobenius inner product ⟨·, ·⟩F, i.e., a matrix ∇R

Xf ∈ RN×r

such that DXf = ⟨∇R
Xf,DX⟩F for all DX ∈ TXM ⊂ RN×r.

Note that∇R
Xf is not necessarily an element in TXM , thus the Euclidean gradient is not unique in

general. For example, consider function f(x) = µ⊤x for x on the sphere SN−1. Since the Riemannian
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gradient must lie in TxSN−1, we have ∇M
x f = µ− (µ⊤x)x, the orthogonal projection of µ onto the

TxSN−1. On the other hand, as x ⊥ TxSN−1, the Euclidean gradient ∇R
xf can be any vector with

the form µ− αx, α ∈ R.
In this work, we address this notion only for computational and representational convenience,

but it is not widely used in other works due to non-uniqueness. As different choices of ∇R
Xf will

deliver the same value of ⟨∇R
Xf,DX⟩F for any DX ∈ TXM , and they only appear inside the inner

product bracket ⟨·, ·⟩F in this work, the non-uniqueness will not influence any specific calculation
that follows in this section.

5.2 Stiefel Manifold Vr(N) (Special Cases: SN−1, SO(N) and O(N))

We refer the readers to [1, 15] for a detailed discussion on the definition and geometry of the
Stiefel manifold. It is known that O(N) acts transitively on Vr(N) and the isometry corresponding
to each O ∈ O(N) is X 7→ O.X := OX for X ∈ Vr(N). The tangent space of O(N) at identity is
o(N) = A (RN×N ), the space of all skew-symmetric N ×N -matrices, where {Eij : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N}
is an orthogonal basis as introduced in §3.4. We take local curves Oij(t) at identity corresponding

to each Eij , i.e., d
dtOij(t)|t=0 = Eij , then the killing field corresponding to each Eij is Kij

X :=
d
dtOij(t)|t=0.X = d

dtOij(t)|t=0X = EijX, i.e., the vector field Kij that assigns each X with tangent
vector EijX ∈ TXVr(N). We plug this into (15) so that the kp function on Stiefel manifolds equals

κp(X,Y ) = κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
X log(pκ) ·Kij

Y log(pκ) + κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ.

The first term can be written in a closed form:

κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
X log(pκ) ·Kij

Y log(pκ) = κ ·
∑
i<j

tr[X⊤E⊤
ij∇R

X log(pκ)] · tr[Y ⊤E⊤
ij∇R

Y log(pκ)]

= κ ·
∑
i<j

⟨Eij ,∇R
X log(pκ)X⊤⟩F · ⟨Eij ,∇R

Y log(pκ)Y ⊤⟩F

Based on Prop. 5.1 = κ · ⟨A (∇R
X log(pκ)X⊤),A (∇R

Y log(pκ)Y ⊤)⟩F.

aThe summation of Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ relies on the specific form of κ and thus has no closed form in

general, which can not be further simplified. However, if κ is a radial kernel, i.e.,

κ(X,Y ) = exp(−ψ(∥X − Y ∥2F)) = exp(−ψ(2r − 2 tr[X⊤Y ])), X, Y ∈ Vr(N),

for some ψ ∈ C2[0,+∞), then Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ equals

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ = − d2

dtdt′
ψ(2r − 2 tr[X⊤O⊤

ij(t)Oij(t
′)Y ])|t,t′=0

= 2ψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F) · tr[X⊤E⊤
ijEijY ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

(i)

−4ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F) · tr[X⊤E⊤
ijY ] · tr[X⊤EijY ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

(ii)

.

Note that E⊤
ijEij = 1

2Eii +
1
2Ejj , thus

∑
i<j E⊤

ijEij = N−1
2 I. Therefore, the summation of (i) over

i < j equals (N − 1)ψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F)⟨X,Y ⟩F. The summation of (ii) follows the mechanic based on
the Prop. 5.1, which equals 4ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F)∥A (XY ⊤)∥2F. We summarize into following theorem:
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Theorem 5.2. Given density p and kernel κ, the κp function on Vr(N) is given by

κp(X,Y ) = ⟨A (∇R
X log(pκ)X⊤),A (∇R

Y log(pκ)Y ⊤)⟩F · κ(X,Y )

+ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ · κ(X,Y ). (21)

Furthermore, if κ(X,Y ) = e−ψ(∥X−Y ∥2
F) is a radial kernel for some ψ ∈ C2[0,+∞), then

κp(X,Y ) = κ · ⟨A (∇R
X log(pκ)X⊤),A (∇R

Y log(pκ)Y ⊤)⟩F · κ(X,Y )

+ (N − 1)ψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F)⟨X,Y ⟩F · κ(X,Y )

+ 4ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F)∥A (XY ⊤)∥2F · κ(X,Y ).

(22)

Next we explicitly calculate the closed form of MKSDE for the exponential family on Vr(N).
It suffices to calculate the matrix Q(X,Y ) = k

∑
i<j(K

ij
Xζk · Kij

Y ζl)kl and the vector b(X,Y ) =

κ ·
∑
i<j [K

ij
Xη +Kij

X log κ]Kij
Y ζ introduced in (17). For Q(X,Y ), we have∑

i<j

Kij
Xζk ·K

ij
Y ζl =

∑
i<j

tr[(EijX)⊤∇R
Xζk] · tr[(EijY )⊤∇R

Y ζl]

=
∑
i<j

⟨Eij ,∇R
XζkX

⊤⟩F · ⟨Eij ,∇R
Y ζlY

⊤⟩F

Prop. 5.1 = ⟨A (∇R
XζkX

⊤),A (∇R
Y ζlY

⊤)⟩F,

Similarly, for b(X,Y ), we have∑
i<j

Kij
X log(eηκ) ·Kij

Y ζk = ⟨A (∇R
X log(eηκ)X⊤),A (∇R

Y ζkY
⊤)⟩F.

To sum up, we have

Theorem 5.3 (MKSDE for exponential family). Given the exponential family pθ ∝ exp(θ⊤ζ(X) +
η(X)), let Q(X,Y ) and b(X,Y ) be the matrix and vector given by

Q(X,Y )kl = ⟨A (∇R
XζkX

⊤),A (∇R
Y ζlY

⊤)⟩F · κ(X,Y ),

b(X,Y )k = ⟨A (∇R
X log(eηκ)X⊤),A (∇R

Y ζkY
⊤)⟩F · κ(X,Y ),

(23)

Then the MKSDE can be computed via (20).

Next, we calculate several examples for specific radial kernel κ and density p on Stiefel manifold.
To obtain the KSD in (22), it suffices to compute ∇R

X log κ , ∇R
X log p and ψ′ and ψ′′. To obtain the

MKSDE of exponential family p(X) ∝ exp(θ⊤ζ(X)+ η(X)) in (20), we only need to compute ∇R
Xζi

and ∇R
Xη, to construct the

Commonly-used distributions

Most of the widely-used distribution families on Stiefel manifold Vr(N) have intractable normal-
izing constant, including:

• Matrix Fisher (MF) family: p(X;F ) ∝ exp[tr(F⊤X)] with parameter F ∈ RN×r, which
belongs to the exponential family since log p = tr(F⊤X) is linear in F . We have ∇R

X log p = F
and ∇R

Xη = 0. Note that ζ(X) = X, thus the Euclidean gradient of its (i, j)th component
ζij = tr[E⊤

ijX] is ∇R
Xζij = Eij ∈ RN×r.
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• Matrix Bingham (MB) family: p(X;A) ∝ exp[tr(X⊤AX)] with parameter A ∈ RN×N ,
which belongs to the exponential family since log p = tr[(XX⊤)⊤A] is linear in A. We have
∇R
X log p = (A+S (A))X and ∇R

Xη = 0. Note that ζ(X) = XX⊤, thus its (i, j)th component
ζij = tr[E⊤

ij (XX
⊤)]. Here Eij ∈ RN×N . Therefore, ∇R

Xζij = (Eij + Eji)X. The MB family
is not identifiable, since any A1, A2 such that S (A1) = S (A2) will correspond to the same
distribution.

• Matrix Fisher-Bingham (MFB) family: p(X;A,F ) ∝ exp[tr(X⊤AX + F⊤X)] with parameter
(A,F ) ∈ RN×(N+r), combining A and F by row, which belongs to the exponential family
since log p = tr(X⊤AX + F⊤X) is linear in (A,F ). We have ∇R

X log p = (A + S (A))X + F ,
∇R
Xη = 0. Note that ζ(X) = (XX⊤, X), thus ∇R

Xζij = (ENij + ENji )X for 1 ≤ j ≤ N , and

∇R
Xζij = Erij for N + 1 ≤ j ≤ N + r, where ENij ∈ RN×N and Erij ∈ RN×r. The MFB family

is also non-identifiable.

• Riemannian Gaussian(RG) family: p(X) ∝ exp(−d2(X,X̄)
2σ2 ) with parameters X̄ ∈ Vr(N), σ > 0.

The RG family is not a member of the exponential family. For Riemannian Gaussian family,
log p(X) = − 1

2σ2 d
2(X, X̄). The Riemannian gradient of d2 function is −2LogX(X̄) [51], the

Riemannian gradient of log p(X) is σ−2 LogX(X̄). Here Log is the Riemannian logarithm on
Vr(N), which can be computed numerically [70]. It is shown in [15, §2.4.1] that the Riemannian
metric on Vr(N) is given by ⟨D1, D2⟩X = tr

(
D⊤

1 (I − 1
2XX

⊤)D2

)
, thus ∇R

X log p = σ−2(I −
1
2XX

⊤) LogX X̄.

Commonly-used kernels

The most widely-used kernel on Vr(N) includes:

• Gaussian kernel:

κ(X,Y ) = exp
(
−τ
2
∥X − Y ∥2F

)
∝ exp(τ tr(X⊤Y )), X, Y ∈ Vr(N).

Note that ∇R
X log κ = τY , ψ(x) = τ

2x, ψ
′(x) = τ

2 and ψ′′(x) = 0.

• Inverse quadratic kernel:

κ(X,Y ) = (β + ∥X − Y ∥2F)−γ , X, Y ∈ Vr(N).

Note that ∇R
X log κ = 2γ

β+∥X−Y ∥2
F
Y , ψ(x) = γ log(β + x), ψ′(x) = γ

β+x and ψ′′(x) = − γ
(β+x)2 .

5.3 Grassmann Manifold Gr(N)

We refer the readers to [15] for the detailed definition and geometry of Grassmann manifold. It is
known that O(N) acts transitively on Gr(N), and the isometry corresponding to each O ∈ O(N) is
X 7→ O.X = OXO⊤. The tangent space of O(N) at identity is o(N) = A (RN×N ), the space of all
skew-symmetric N×N -matrices, where {Eij : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N} is an orthogonal basis as introduced in
§3.4. We take local curves Oij(t) at identity corresponding to each Eij , i.e., d

dtOij(t)|t=0 = Eij , then
the killing field corresponding to each Eij is Kij

X := d
dtOij(t)|t=0.X = d

dtOij(t)XO
⊤
ij(t)|t=0 = EijX −

XEij , i.e., the vector field Kij that assigns each X with tangent vector EijX − XEij ∈ TXGr(N).
We plug this into (15) so that the κp function on Gr(N) equals

κp(X,Y ) = κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
X log(pκ) ·Kij

Y log(pκ) + κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ.
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Then the first term can be written in a closed form:

κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
X log(pκ) ·Kij

Y log(pκ)

= κ ·
∑
i<j

tr[(EijX −XEij)∇R
X log(pκ)] · tr[(EijY − Y Eij)∇R

Y log(pκ)]

= 4κ ·
∑
i<j

⟨Eij ,S (∇R
X log(pκ))X⟩F · ⟨Eij ,S (∇R

Y log(pκ))Y ⟩F

Based on Prop. 5.1 = 4κ⟨A [S (∇R
X log(pκ))X],A [S (∇R

Y log(pκ))Y ]⟩F.

The summation ofKij
Y K

ij
X log k relies on the specific form of κ and thus has no closed form in general,

which can not be further simplified. However, if κ is a radial kernel, i.e.,

κ(X,Y ) = exp(−ψ(∥X − Y ∥2F)) = exp(−ψ(2r − 2 tr[XY ])), X, Y ∈ Gr(N),

for some ψ ∈ C2[0,+∞). Then we have

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ = − d2

dtdt′
ψ(2r − 2 tr[Oij(t)XO

⊤
ij(t)Oij(t

′)Y O⊤
ij(t

′)])|t,t′=0

= 2ψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F) · tr[(EijX −XEij)(EijY − Y Eij)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(I)

− 4ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F) · ⟨Y X −XY, Eij⟩F · ⟨XY − Y X, Eij⟩F︸ ︷︷ ︸
(II)

.

Due to Prop. 5.1, the summation of (II) over i < j equals −∥XY − Y X∥2F, as we note that
XY −Y X is skew-symmetric itself. For (I), note that (I) = tr[2XEijY Eij − (XY +Y X)EijEij ]. We
set X = (xij) and Y = (yij) and then we have∑

i<j

2 tr[EijXEijY ] =
∑
i<j

tr[(Eji − Eij)X(Eji − Eij)Y ]

=
∑
i<j

tr[EijXEijY + EjiXEjiY − EijXEjiY − EjiXEijY ]

=
∑
i<j

(xjiyji + xijyij − xjjyii − xiiyjj)

=
∑
i ̸=j

(xijyij − xiiyjj) =
∑
i,j

(xijyij − xiiyjj)

= tr(XY )− tr(X) tr(Y ) = ⟨X,Y ⟩F − r2.

Furthermore, we have
∑
i<j tr[(XY + Y X)EijEij ] = (N − 1)⟨X,Y ⟩F since

∑
i<j EijEij = −N−1

2 IN .

Therefore, the summation of (I) over i < j equals N⟨X,Y ⟩F − r2. We summarize into following
theorem:

Theorem 5.4. Given density p and kernel k, the kp function is given by

κp(X,Y ) = 4⟨A (∇R
X log(pκ)X),A (∇R

Y log(pκ)Y )⟩Fκ(X,Y )

+
∑
i<j

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ · κ(X,Y ), (24)
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where all Euclidean gradients are chosen to be symmetric. Furthermore, if κ is a radial kernel, i.e.,
κ(X,Y ) = e−ψ(∥X−Y ∥2

F) for some ψ ∈ C2[0,+∞), then the κp function equals

κp(X,Y ) = 4⟨A (∇R
X log(pκ)X),A (∇R

Y log(pκ)Y )⟩Fκ(X,Y )

+ 2ψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F) · (N⟨X,Y ⟩F − r2)κ(X,Y )

+ 4ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F)∥XY − Y X∥2Fκ(X,Y ).

(25)

Next we explicitly calculate the closed form of MKSDE for the exponential family on Gr(N).
It suffices to calculate the matrix Q(X,Y ) = κ

∑
i<j(K

ij
Xζk · Kij

Y ζl)kl and the vector b(X,Y ) =

κ ·
∑
i<j [K

ij
Xη +Kij

X log κ]Kij
Y ζ introduced in (17). For Q(X,Y ), we have∑

i<j

Kij
Xζk ·K

ij
Y ζl =

∑
i<j

tr[(EijX −XEij)∇R
Xζk] · tr[(EijY − Y Eij)∇R

Y ζl]

=
∑
i<j

⟨Eij ,S (∇R
Xζk)X⟩F · ⟨Eij ,S (∇R

Y ζl)Y ⟩F

Prop. 5.1 = ⟨A [S (∇R
Xζk)X],A [S (∇R

Y ζl)Y ]⟩F,

Similarly, for b(X,Y ), we have∑
i<j

Kij
X log(eηκ) ·Kij

Y ζk = ⟨A [S (∇R
X log(eηκ))X],A [S (∇R

Y ζk)Y ]⟩F.

To sum up, we have

Theorem 5.5 (MKSDE for exponential family). Given the exponential family pθ ∝ exp(θ⊤ζ(X) +
η(X)), let Q(X,Y ) and b(X,Y ) be the matrix and vector given by

Q(X,Y )kl = κ(X,Y ) · ⟨A [S (∇R
Xζk)X],A [S (∇R

Y ζl)Y ]⟩F,
b(X,Y )k = κ(X,Y ) · ⟨A [S (∇R

X log(eηκ))X],A [S (∇R
Y ζk)Y ]⟩F,

(26)

Then the MKSDE can be computed via (20).

Next, we calculate several examples for specific kernel κ and distribution p on Grassmann man-
ifold.

Commonly-used distributions

Most of the widely-used distribution families on Grassmann manifold have intractable normaliz-
ing constant, including:

• Matrix Fisher (MF) family: p(X) ∝ exp[tr(F⊤X)] with parameter F ∈ RN×N , which is a
member of the exponential family since tr(F⊤X) is linear in F . We have ∇R

X log p = S (F )
and ∇R

Xη = 0. Note that ζ(X) = X, thus the Euclidean gradient of its (i, j)th component
ζij = tr[E⊤

ijX] is ∇R
Xζij = Eij ∈ RN×N .

• Riemannian Gaussian (RG) family: p(X) ∝ exp(−d2(X,X̄)
2σ2 ) with parameters X̄ ∈ Gr(N),

σ > 0. The RG family is not a member of the exponential family. For Riemannian Gaussian
family, log p(X) = − 1

2σ2 d
2(X, X̄). The Riemannian gradient of d2 function is −2LogX(X̄)[51],

the Riemannian gradient of log p(X) is σ−2 LogX(X̄). Here Log is the Riemannian logarithm
on Gr(N), which can be computed numerically [70]. It is known [6, §2.4] that the Riemannian
metric on Gr(N) is given by ⟨D1, D2⟩X = 1

2 tr(D1D2), thus ∇R
X log p(X) = 1

2∇
M
X log p(X) =

1
2σ2 LogX(X̄). The Riemannian logarithm Log can be computed numerically [6, §5.2].
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• Matrix Bingham (MB) and Matrix Fisher-Bingham (MFB) family: The MB and MFB family
will degenerate to the matrix Fisher family on Gr(N), as p(X) ∝ exp[tr(XAX + F⊤X)] =
exp[tr(AXX + FX)] = exp[tr((A+ F )X)].

Commonly-used kernels

The most widely-used kernels on Gr(N) include

• Gaussian kernel:

k(X,Y ) = exp
(
−τ
2
∥X − Y ∥2F

)
∝ exp(τ tr(XY )), X, Y ∈ Gr(N).

Note that ∇R
X log k = τY , ψ(x) = τx

2 , ψ′(x) = τ
2 and ψ′′(x) = 0.

• Inverse quadratic kernel:

k(X,Y ) = (β + ∥X − Y ∥2F)−γ , X, Y ∈ Gr(N).

Note that ∇R
X log k = 2γ

β+∥X−Y ∥2
F
Y , ψ(x) = γ log(β + x), ψ′(x) = γ

β+x and ψ′′(x) = − γ
(β+x)2 .

5.4 Space of Symmetric Positive Definite Matrices P(N)

It is known that GL(N), the general linear group of all non-singular matrices, acts transitively on
P(N), where the isometry corresponding to each G ∈ GL(N) is X 7→ G.X = G⊤XG. The tangent
space of GL(N) at identity is gl(N) := RN×N , where {Eij : 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N} is an orthogonal basis, as
introduced in §3.4. We take local curves Gij(t) of Eij on P(N) such that d

dtGij(t)|t=0 = Eij , then the

killing field corresponding to Eij is Kij
X := d

dtG(t).X|t=0 = d
dtGij(t)

⊤XGij(t)|t=0 = EjiX +XEij .
We plug this into (15) so that the κp function on P(N) equals

κp(X,Y ) = κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
X log(pκ) ·Kij

Y log(pκ) + κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ.

The the first term can be written in a closed form:

κ ·
∑
i<j

Kij
X log(pκ) ·Kij

Y log(pκ)

= κ ·
∑
i<j

tr[(EjiX +XEij)∇R
X log(pκ)] · tr[(EjiY + Y Eij)∇R

Y log(pκ)]

= 4κ ·
∑
i<j

⟨Eij , XS (∇R
X log(pκ))⟩tr · ⟨Eij , YS (∇R

Y log(pκ))⟩tr

= 4κ⟨XS (∇R
X log(pκ)), YS (∇R

Y log(pκ))⟩F.

The summation of Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ relies on the specific form of κ and thus can not be further simplified.

However, if κ is a radial kernel, i.e.,

κ(X,Y ) = exp(−ψ(∥X − Y ∥2F)), X, Y ∈ P(N),
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for some ψ ∈ C2[0,+∞), then we have

Kij
Y K

ij
X log κ = 2ψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F) tr[(EjiX +XEij)(EjiY + Y Eij)]

− 4ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F) tr[(EjiX +XEij)(X − Y )] tr[(EjiY + Y Eij)(X − Y )]

= 4ψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F) tr[XEijY Eij +XEijEjiY ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(i)

+ 16ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F) tr[(X − Y )XEij ] tr[(X − Y )Y Eij ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(ii)

.

Denote X := (xij) and Y = (yij). Note that tr[EijXEijY ] = xjiyij = xijyij since X is sym-
metric. Also note that EijEji = Eii. Therefore, the summation of (i) over i, j equals 4(N +
1)ψ′(∥X−Y ∥2F)⟨X,Y ⟩F. The summations of (ii) follows from the Prop. 5.1, which equals 16ψ′(∥X−
Y ∥2F)⟨X(X − Y ), Y (X − Y )⟩F. To sum up,

Theorem 5.6. Given the kernel function κ, the κp function is,

κp(X,Y ) = 4⟨XS (∇R
X log(pκ)), YS (∇R

Y log(pκ))⟩F · κ(X,Y )

+
∑
i,j

Kij
Y K

ij
Y log κ · κ(X,Y ). (27)

Furthermore, if κ is a radial kernel, i.e., κ(X,Y ) = e−ψ(∥X−Y ∥2
F) for some ψ ∈ C2[0,+∞), then we

have,
κp(X,Y ) = 4⟨XS (∇R

X log(pκ)), YS (∇R
Y log(pκ))⟩F · κ(X,Y )

+ 4(N + 1)⟨X,Y ⟩Fψ′(∥X − Y ∥2F) · κ(X,Y )

+ 16ψ′′(∥X − Y ∥2F)⟨X(X − Y ), Y (X − Y )⟩F · κ(X,Y ).

(28)

Next we explicitly calculate the closed form of MKSDE for the exponential family on Gr(N).
It suffices to calculate the matrix Q(X,Y ) = κ

∑
i,j(K

ij
Xζk · Kij

Y ζl)kl and the vector b(X,Y ) =

κ ·
∑
i,j [K

ij
Xη +Kij

X log κ]Kij
Y ζ introduced in (17). For Q(X,Y ), we have∑

i,j

Kij
Xζk ·K

ij
Y ζl =

∑
i,j

tr[EjiX +XEij)∇R
Xζk] · tr[(EjiY − Y Eij)∇R

Y ζl]

=
∑
i,j

⟨Eij , XS (∇R
Xζk)⟩F · ⟨Eij , YS (∇R

Y ζl)⟩F

Prop. 5.1 = ⟨XS (∇R
Xζk), YS (∇R

Y ζl)⟩F,

Similarly, for b(X,Y ), we have∑
i<j

Kij
X log(eηκ) ·Kij

Y ζk = ⟨XS (∇R
X log(eηκ)), YS (∇R

Y ζk)⟩F.

To sum up, we have

Theorem 5.7 (MKSDE for exponential family). Given the exponential family pθ ∝ exp(θ⊤ζ(X) +
η(X)), let Q(X,Y ) and b(X,Y ) be the matrix and vector given by

Q(X,Y )kl = κ(X,Y ) · ⟨XS (∇R
Xζk), YS (∇R

Y ζl)⟩F,
b(X,Y )k = κ(X,Y ) · ⟨XS (∇R

X log(eηκ)), YS (∇R
Y ζk)⟩F,

(29)

Then the MKSDE can be computed using (20).
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Commonly-used distributions

• Wishart family: p(X;V, r) ∝ |X|(r−N+1)/2 exp
(
− 1

2 tr[V
−1X]

)
, with parameter V ∈ P(N),

1 ≤ N ≤ r ∈ N+. The Wishart distribution is not a member of the exponential family, since
the domain of V is P(N), which is not a vector space. Due to Jacobi’s formula [38, Thm. 8.1],
we have ∇R

X log p = − 1
2V

−1 + r−N+1
2 X−1.

• Riemannian Gaussian family: p(X) ∝ exp
(
− d2(X,X̄)

2σ2

)
with parameters X̄ ∈ P(N), σ > 0.

The Riemannian Gaussian family is not a member of the exponential family. As shown in [45],
on P(N), d2(X, X̄) = tr(Log2(X̄−1X)). By [45, Prop. 2.1], we have

d

dt
d2(X(t), X̄) =

d

dt
tr(Log2(X̄−1X(t))) = 2 tr

[
Log(X̄−1X(t))X−1(t)

d

dt
X(t)

]
.

Therefore, ∇R
X log p(X) = −σ−2X−1 Log(X̄−1X).

Commonly-used kernels

The most widely-used kernels on P(N) include

• Gaussian kernel:
κ(X,Y ) = exp

(
−τ
2
∥X − Y ∥2F

)
, X, Y ∈ P(N).

Note that ∇R
X log κ = τ(Y −X), ψ(x) = τx

2 , ψ′(x) = τ
2 , ψ

′′(x) = 0.

• Inverse quadratic kernel:

κ(X,Y ) = (β + ∥X − Y ∥2F)−γ , X, Y ∈ Gr(N).

Note that ∇R
X log κ = 2γ(Y−X)

β+∥X−Y ∥2
tr
, ψ(x) = γ log(β + x), ψ′(x) = γ

β+x , ψ
′′(x) = − γ

(β+x)2 .

6 Experiments

In this section, we present two experiments to demonstrate the power of our kernel Stein method
on manifolds. In the first experiments, we will compare the MLE and MKSDE in estimating the
parameters of the matrix Fisher distribution on a Stiefel manifold Vr(N), illustrating the advantage
of MKSDE over MLE due to the presence of the intractable normalizing constant in the MLE. In
the second experiment, we validate the power of composite goodness of fit test using MKSDE by
comparing the matrix Fisher distribution and matrix Bingham distribution on a Stiefel manifold.
The kernel we choose in these experiments is the Gaussian kernel κ(X,Y ) = exp(tr(X⊤Y )), X,Y ∈
Vr(N). Code for computing the KSD, MKSDE and conducting the composite goodness of fit test is
provided on GitHub at https://github.com/cvgmi/KSD-on-Riemannian-Manifolds.

6.1 MKSDE vs. MLE

The normalizing constant c(F ) of the matrix Fisher distribution p(X) ∝ exp(tr(F⊤X)) on a
Stiefel manifold is an intractable hypergeometric function of F . The most widely-used classical
method to compute the MLE of the matrix Fisher distribution on a Stiefel manifold utilize two
direct approximate solutions, introduced in [40, §13.2.3]. In general, the first solution approximates
the MLE well when F is small, while the second approximates the MLE relatively accurately when
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(a) F0 = 0.3 ∗ E1 (b) F0 = E1 (c) F0 = 5 ∗ E1

(d) F0 = 0.3 ∗ E2 (e) F0 = E2 (f) F0 = 5 ∗ E2

Figure 1: Frobenius distances between the estimators and ground truth

F is large. However, it should be noted that both approximate solutions work poorly for medium-
valued F , and the second approximate solution involves solving a non-linear multivariate equation,
which is burdened with relatively hight computational cost.

In this experiment, we obtain the samples from a matrix Fisher distribution p(X) ∝ exp(tr(F⊤
0 X))

with ground truth F0 on Vr(N), then compute the MLE, F̂MLE, the MKSDE F̂MKSDE-U and
F̂MKSDE-V obtained by minimizing Uwn and V wn in (12) respectively. The figure 1 shows the Frobe-
nius distance between the ground truth F0 and estimators including F̂MLE, F̂MKSDE-U and F̂MKSDE-V

with varying values of F0. Here we set E1 = (1, 0; 1, 0; 1, 0) ∈ R3×2 and E2 = (1, 1; 1, 1; 1, 1) ∈ R3×2

and the value of F0 will vary in 0.3∗E1, E1, 5∗E1, 0.3∗E2, E2 and 5∗E2. As depicted in figure 1, the
approximate solution using the MLE worsens as F0 becomes larger. This experiment demonstrates
the performance of MKSDE which is independent of the normalization constant.

6.2 Composite goodness of fit test

In this experiment, we conduct the composite goodness of fit test presented in algorithm block
1 to check whether a group of samples from a specific matrix Fisher distribution can be modeled
by the matrix Bingham family. The table 1 depicts the p values of the composite goodness-of-fit
test under different values of F and the number of samples n. Intuitively, an MF distribution with
small F becomes nearly uniform, and an MF distribution with large F will concentrate around the
dominant directions specified by F . Therefore, the MF distributions belong approximately to the
MB family when A is small or large, but differ from the shape of the MB family for F in-between.
This is consistent with the results in Table 1. In addition, the loss function corresponding to the
V -statistic shows better stability in the context of optimization compared to the U -statistic, this is
because the global minimizer of V wn always exists, as stated in Thm. 5.1.
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Table 1: p-values of the composite goodness of fit test

(a) p-values of the U -stat

number of samples 100 150 200 250 300
F = 0.3 ∗ E1 0.4670 0.3307 0.0582 0.0223 0.0034
F = E1 0.3420 0.0713 0.0320 0.0018 0.0007
F = 5 ∗ E1 0.2624 0.1528 0.0139 0.0282 0.0214

(b) p-values of the V -stat

number of samples 100 150 200 250 300
F = 0.3 ∗ E1 0.3923 0.1506 0.0348 0.0213 0.0028
F = E1 0.0687 0.0045 0.0012 0.0001 0.0000
F = 5 ∗ E1 0.0202 0.0173 0.0008 0.0030 0.0024
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Supplement
Theory and Applications of Kernel Stein Discrepancy on Riemannian Manifolds

Xiaoda Qu, Baba C. Vemuri

In this supplement we provide the necessary mathematical backgrounds that were omitted in the
main text and the proofs to our theorems.

A Mathematical Background

In this section, we set up the notations and standing assumptions, and then briefly introduce
several mathematical definitions and concepts that will be used in the rest of the paper. For a
more comprehensive study of the background material presented here, we refer the readers to some
standard text books on differential geometry [32, 33, 52], reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHS)
[8, 61] and Bochner integral [61, §A.5.4].

Riemannian Geometry

We begin by introducing smooth manifolds followed by tangent and cotangent tensors, then,
Riemannian metric and distance. This is followed by the volume measure, the divergence theorem,
Lie groups, Killing fields and finally Riemannian homogeneous spaces.

Smooth Manifolds

A manifold M is a second countable Hausdorff space that is locally homeomorphic to an open
set in Rd. The number d is the dimension of M . Such local homeomorphisms are called charts. A
smooth structure on M is assigned via a collection of charts that covers the manifold such that the
composition of every pair of charts of the collection is smooth on Rd. A manifold with a smooth
structure is called a smooth manifold.

Tangent and Cotangent Vector

A local curve at a point x ∈M is a smooth map c : (−ϵ, ϵ) →M with c(0) = x. A tangent vector
at x is an equivalence class of local curves at x with the same gradient d

dt (ξ ◦ c)(0) for some chart
(U, ξ). The tangent space TxM is the n-dimensional vector space of tangent vectors at x ∈M . The
cotangent space T ∗

xM is then the dual space of TxM . For a tangent vector Dx ∈ TxM and a smooth
functions f , Dxf represents the directional derivative of f along Dx, defined via Dxf = d

dtf ◦ c(0)
where c is a local curve corresponding to Dx. A vector field D is a smooth assignment of vector
fields to tangent spaces at each point, where Dx represents the vector assigned to tangent space at
x. For a map f : M → M ′ between two manifolds, the differential dfx of f at x is defined as the
map dfx : TxM → Tf(x)M

′, [c(t)] → [f(c(t))], i.e, mapping the equivalence class of c(t), which is a
tangent vector in TxM , to the equivalence class of f(c(t)), which is a tangent vector in Tf(x)M

′.
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Riemannian Metric and Distance

A Riemannian metric g is a smooth assignment of inner product to tangent spaces at each
point x ∈ M . A Riemannian manifold M is a smooth manifold endowed with a Riemannian
metric g. For a connected Riemannian manifold M , any two points x, y can be connected by
a piecewise smooth curve γ : [0, 1] → M with γ(0) = x, γ(1) = y. The length of the curve

is then defined as L(γ) =
∫ 1

0
|γ′(t)|dt. The Riemannian distance d is then given by d(x, y) =

inf {L(γ) : for all γ connecting x, y}. A Riemannian manifold M is called complete if (M,d) is a
complete metric space.

Volume Measure

The volume measure µ on M can be defined as the n-dimensional Hausdorff measure or defined
through integration of differential forms. These two definitions coincide. For details we refer the
readers to [16, 33]. In this work, the readers are only required to know that the volume measure is
the generalization of Euclidean Lebesgue measure to Riemannian manifolds, and commonly plays
the role of a dominating measure of probability density functions on the manifolds.

Differential Operator

The Riemannian gradient operator ∇ maps a smooth function f to a smooth vector field ∇f
such that D(f) = g(D,∇f) for all smooth vector fields D. For the rather complicated definition of
the divergence operator div, we refer the reader to [52, §2.1.3]. Very briefly, it maps a smooth vector
field D to a smooth function divD. The divergence operator satisfies the property [52, Exer. 2.5.5]
div(fD) = Df + f divD.

Theorem A.1 (Divergence theorem). Let M be a complete Riemannian manifold. For a locally
Lipschitz continuous vector field D on M such that |D| and divD are both integrable w.r.t volume
measure µ, the following identity holds:

∫
M

divDdµ = 0.

Proof. See [20]. ■

Embedding

A smooth map ψ :M → Rd′ for some d′ ≥ d is said to be an smooth embedding if dψx is injective
for all x ∈ M and ψ is an homeomorphism between M and ψ(M) ⊂ Rd′ with subspace topology.
Whitney embedding theorem [33, Thm. 6.15] shows that every smooth manifold admits a smooth
embedding into higher dimensional Euclidean space.

Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space

In this section, we briefly introduce the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) which will be
needed later to define the kernel Stein discrepancy (KSD). For a detailed exposition on RKHS, we
refer the readers to [39] and [61, §4].

A kernel function, abbreviated as kernel in this work, on a set X, is a bivariate function κ :
X × X → R such that (i) symmetric, i.e., κ(x, y) = κ(y, x) for all x, y ∈ X; (ii) positive definite,
i.e., the matrix (κ(xi, xj))i,j ⪰ 0 for all xi ∈ X, 1 ≤ i ≤ n. It is widely known that (see e.g., [61,
Thm. 4.20 & Thm. 4.21]), for each kernel κ on X, there exists an unique Hilbert space Hκ, whose
elements are real-valued functions on X, such that for each fixed x0 ∈ X, the uni-variate function
κx0

(·) := κ(x0, ·) belongs to Hκ, and satisfies f(x0) := ⟨f, κx0
⟩Hκ

for all f ∈ Hκ. Specifically, note
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that κ(x, y) = ⟨κx, κy⟩Hκ . The function space Hκ is said to be the reproducing kernel Hilbert space
(RKHS) associated with kernel κ.

If X is a locally compact topological space, we say a kernel κ on X is C0 if Hκ ⊂ C0(X), i.e.,
the space of continuous functions that vanish at infinity. Furthermore, a C0 kernel κ is said to be
C0-universal if Hκ is dense in C0(X) under the uniform norm. One type of the most widely-used
C0-universal kernels is the radial kernels:

Theorem A.2 (Radial kernels). Suppose ψ : [0,+∞) → R is a continuous. Then

1. The bivariate function κ(x, y) := exp(−ψ(∥x− y∥2Rd)) for x, y ∈ Rd is a kernel on Rd iff there

exists a finite Borel measure λ on [0,+∞) such that ψ(t) := − log
∫ +∞
0

e−tσdλ(σ), t ≥ 0. Such

kernel κ is said to be a radial kernel on Rd.

2. A radial kernel κ is C0-universal on Rd if λ is not concentrated at 0.

Proof. The first statement is a classical result proved in [56]. The second statement is proved in [42,
Thm. 17]. ■

Furthermore, if the topological space X is endowed with a differential structure, i.e., a smooth
manifold, then the kernel κ and its associated RKHS Hκ will satisfy following properties:

Theorem A.3. Suppose κ is a kernel on a manifold M , and κ ∈ C2(M×M), i.e., twice continuous
differentiable, then all f ∈ Hκ is C1. Furthermore, given a tangent vector D ∈ Tx0

M at x0 ∈ M ,
we have (Dκ)x0

∈ Hκ and Df(x0) = ⟨f, (Dκ)x0
⟩Hκ

. Here (Dκ)x0
represents the function obtained

by letting D act on the first argument of κ and fix the first argument at x0.

Proof. See [61, Lem. 4.34]. ■

Bochner Integral

Given a probability space (Ω,F , P ) and a separable Banach space B, a B-valued map X : Ω → B
is said to be measurable if X−1(B) is measurable for all Borel sets B ⊂ B. A (measurable) step
function is a map in the form of X =

∑m
i=1 1Ai

xi for some x1, . . . , xn ∈ B and A1, . . . , An ∈ F .
For each measurable B-valued map X, there exists a sequence of measurable step functions Xn such
that ∥Xn −X∥B → 0 pointwisely. A measurable B-valued map X is Bochner P -integrable if there
exists a sequence of step functions Xn =

∑mn

i=1 1Ai,n
xi,n such that limn→∞ E∥Xn − X∥ = 0, then

the expectation of X is defined as EX = limn→∞
∑mn

i=1 P (Ai,n)xi,n. A measurable B-valued map is
P -integrable if and only if E∥X∥ < +∞. For a detailed exposition on Bochner integral, we refer the
readers to [61, §A.5.4]. In addition, we have

Theorem A.4. Suppose X is a P -integrable B-valued map and f is a continuous linear functional
on B, then f(EX) = Ef(X).

B Proofs of Theorems (Original to this Work)

B.1 Proof of theorem 3.2

Theorem (Stein’s identity). Suppose
√
κ(x, x)|Dl|, l = 1, . . . ,m and

√
κp(x, x) are all p-integrable,

then Ep[Tpf ] = 0 for all f ∈ Hκ, that is, KSD(p, p) = 0 or equivalently p = q ⇒ KSD(p, q) = 0.

3



Proof. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for f ∈ Hm
κ , we have

|Tpf(x)| = |⟨f, (T⃗pκ)x⟩Hm
κ
| ≤ ∥f∥Hm

κ
· ∥(T⃗pκ)x∥Hm

κ
= ∥f∥Hm

κ
·
√
κp(x, x),

|
m∑
l=1

fl(x)D
l
x| ≤

m∑
l=1

|Dl
x||⟨fl, κx⟩Hκ

| ≤
m∑
l=1

|Dl
x|∥fl∥Hκ

∥κx∥Hκ

≤
m∑
l=1

|Dl
x|∥fl∥Hκ

√
κ(x, x) ≤ ∥f∥Hm

κ

√
κ(x, x)

m∑
l=1

|Dl
x|.

Therefore, |
∑m
l=1 flD

l| and Tpf are p-integrable for all f ∈ Hm
κ , since

√
κ(x, x)

∑m
l=1 |Dl| and√

κp(x, x) are p-integrable. By Thm. 1.1, Ep[Tpf ] =
∫
M

div(
∑d
l=1 pflD

l)dµ = 0. ■

B.2 Proof of theorem 3.3

Theorem. Suppose ψ : M → Rd′ is a smooth embedding for some d′ > d, and suppose κ is C0-
universal on Rd′ , then the restriction of κ onto M , i.e., κ|M := κ(ψ(x), ψ(x′)) for x, x′ ∈ M is a
qualified kernel on M .

Proof. Since ψ : M → Rd′ is a smooth embedding, it is a diffeomorphism between M and ψ(M) ⊂
Rd′ inheriting the subspace topology from Rd′ . Therefore, without loss of generality, we assume M
is a subspace of Rd′ . Let M be the closure of M in Rd′ . Let HM and HM be the RKHS-s generated
by κM and κM on M and M respectively.

It is proved in [8, Cor. 3] that if κ is C0-universal on Rd′ , then its restriction κ|M onto the closed
subset M is a C0-universal kernel on M . Note that any function h ∈ C0(M) can be extended to
a function h̄ ∈ C0(M) (set f̄ = 0 on ∂M). Since κM is C0-universal on M , for any ϵ > 0, there
exists g ∈ HM ⊂ C0(M) such that supx∈M |g(x)− h̄(x)| < ϵ. Furthermore, by [8, Cor. 2], g|M is an
element in HM , thus supx∈M |gM (x)− h(x)| ≤ supx∈M |g(x)− h̄(x)| < ϵ, which proves the theorem
by the arbitrariness of h. ■

B.3 Proof of theorem 3.4

Theorem. There always exists a collection of vector fields that satisfies the standing assumption 5
on M .

Proof. By Whitney embedding theorem [33, Thm 6.15], there exists a smooth embedding ψ :M →
R2d+1. Let Dl

x, 1 ≤ l ≤ 2d + 1, be the orthonormal projection of tangent vector
(
∂
∂xl

)
x
onto the

tangent space Txψ(M) of ψ(M). Then d(ψ−1)(Dl), l = 1, . . . , 2d+ 1, is a group of vector fields on
M such that they span the entire tangent space at each point. ■

B.4 Proof of theorem 3.5

Theorem. Suppose κ is a qualified kernel, and q is a locally Lipschitz continuous density on M . If∑m
l=1 |Dl|,

∑m
l=1 |Dl log(p/q)|,

√
κp(x, x) are q-integrable, then p = q ⇐⇒ KSD(p, q) = 0.

Proof. Since κ is qualified, it is bounded by some constant C > 0. Therefore, the forward direction
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is straightforward from Thm. 3.2. Furthermore, note that

√
κq(x, x) =

√√√√ m∑
l=1

∥(T l
q κ)x∥2Hm

κ
=

√√√√ m∑
l=1

∥(T l
pκ)x −Dl log(p/q) · κx∥2Hm

κ

≤

√√√√ m∑
l=1

∥(T l
pκ)x∥2Hm

κ
+

√√√√ m∑
l=1

∥Dl log(p/q) · κx∥2Hm
κ

=
√
κp(x, x) +

√√√√ m∑
l=1

|Dl log(p/q)|2 ·
√
κ(x, x)

≤
√
κp(x, x) +

√
C ·

m∑
l=1

|Dl log(p/q)|,

which implies
√
κq(x, x) is q-integrable since

√
κp(x, x) and D

l log(p/q) are q-integrable. The con-
dition KSD(p, q) = 0 further implies Eq[Tpf ] = 0 for all f ∈ Hm

κ . Therefore,∑
l

Eq[flDl log(p/q)] = Eq[Tpf − Tqf ] = Eq[Tpf ] = 0, for all f ∈ Hm
κ .

which implies Eq[gDl log(p/q)] = 0 for all g ∈ C0(M), as κ is qualified, which further implies that
Dl log(p/q) = 0 for all l by the integrability of Dl log(p/q). As we assume M is connected, log(p/q)
is constant and thus p = q. ■

B.5 Proof of Theorem 3.6

Theorem. Suppose Lie group G acts transitively on homogeneous space H. For a basis E1, . . . , Em

of TeG (m = dimG), they correspond to a group of killing field K1, . . . ,Km in the way previously
introduced. Then K1, . . . ,Km is a group of divergence-free vector fields on H that satisfies standing
assumption 5.

Proof. It suffices to show that: for all x ∈ H and Y ∈ TxH, there exists E ∈ TeG such that its
corresponding killing field K such that Kx = Y .

For each x ∈ H, let Cx be the stabilizer of G at x, i.e., Cx := {g ∈ G : g.x = x}, which is a Lie
subgroup of G. Note that TeCx is a subspace of TeG, then we take a subspace Cx of TeG such that
TeCx ⊕ Cx = TeG and take a basis Dj , 1 ≤ j ≤ dimCx, of Cx. Note that this basis corresponds
to a group of vector field Kj on H, which are linearly independent at x. It is known that H is
diffeomorphic to G/Cx and dimH = dimG − dim Cx, thus dimH = dimCx. Thus Kj

x span the
entire TxH. ■

B.6 Proof of theorem 3.7

Theorem. Suppose M is a Riemannian manifold and κwp (x, x) is w-integrable. Given M -valued
samples xi ∼ w, we have

1. Uwn (p), V
w
n (p)

a.s.−−→ KSD2(p, q) with the rate of Op(n
−1),

2. If p ̸= q, then

√
n[Uwn −KSD2(p, q)]

d.−→ N
(
0, σ̃2

)
,

√
n[V wn −KSD2(p, q)]

d.−→ N
(
0, σ̃2

)
,

5



where σ̃2 := 4varx′∼w[Ex∼wκwp (x, x′)].

3. If p = q, then

nUwn
d.−→

∞∑
k=1

λk(Z
2
k − 1), nV wn

d.−→
∞∑
k=1

λkZ
2
k ,

where λk are the eigenvalues of κwp (x, y) as introduced in Thm. 2.4 and Zk are i.i.d. standard
Gaussian samples.

Proof. Note that κwp (x, y) := ⟨ q(x)w(x) (T⃗pκ)x,
q(y)
w(y) (T⃗pκ)y⟩Hm

κ
is a semi-positive definite function, thus

we have κwp (x, y)
2 ≤ κwp (x, x)κ

w
p (y, y), thus Eq[κwp (x, x)] < +∞ implies that Eq×q[κwp (x, y)2] < +∞.

Then the results follow directly from the classical asymptotic results of U -statistics and V -statistics
[58, §5 and §6]. ■

B.7 Proof of theorem 4.1

Theorem. If κw(·)(·, ·) is jointly continuous and supθ∈K κ
w
θ (x, x) is w-integrable for any compact

K ⊂ Θ, then Wn(θ) → KSD2(θ) compactly almost surely, i.e., the following event

Wn(θ) → KSD2(θ) uniformly on any K ⊂ Θ

almost surely happens. As a corollary, if Θ is locally compact, KSD(θ) is continuous on Θ.

We establish a lemma that will be needed for the proof.

Lemma B.1. Suppose X is a M -valued r.v. following distribution P . Suppose f(θ, x) is continuous
on Θ×M and supθ∈K f(θ,X) is integrable for all compact K ⊂ Θ. Then

n−1
n∑
i=1

f(θ, xi) → F (θ) := E[f(θ,X)].

compactly P -almost surely, and thus F (θ) is continuous.

Proof. The lemma relies on a classical results [55, Thm. 1] regarding the uniform convergence of
random functions. It suffices to check the condition of equi-continuity. Take a sequence of compact
sets Mn such that M =

⋃
Mn, then the join continuity of f(·, ·) will implies the joint uniform

continuity of f(θ, x) on K ×Mn, which further implies equi-continuity. ■

Proof. Note that |V wn (θ) − n−1
n Uwn (θ)| = n−2

∑
i κ

w
θ (xi, xi) → 0 compactly almost surely, since

n−1
∑
i κ

w
θ (xi, xi) → Ew[κwθ (x, x)] compactly almost surely by the Lem. B.1. Therefore, it suffices

to show the result for Uwn (θ). We apply a result [69, Thm. 1] regarding the uniform convergence of
U -statistic. We will test the conditions one by one next.

First, we show supθ∈K |κwθ (x, y)| is ω × ω-integrable. Note that κwθ (·, ·) is positive definite, thus

sup
θ∈K

|κwθ (x, y)| ≤ sup
θ∈K

κwθ (x, x)
1/2 · sup

θ∈K
κwθ (y, y)

1/2,

By Jensen’s inequality, the w-integrability of supθ∈K κ
w
θ (x, x) will imply the w-integrability of

supθ∈K κ
w
θ (x, x)

1/2. Therefore, supθ∈K |κwθ (x, y)| is w × w-integrable.
Second, we show that for a sequence of compact sets Mn such that M =

⋃
Mn, κ

w
θ (x, y) and

Ey∼w[κwθ (x, y)] are equi-continuous in θ on K ×Mn ×Mn and K ×Mn. The equi-continuity of
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κw(·)(x, y) is straightforward from the uniform continuity of κwθ (x, y) on K ×Mn ×Mn. It suffices to

show the equi-continuity of Ey∼w[κw(·)(·, y)].
For any compact K ⊂ Θ, and any fixed θ0 ∈ K, x0 ∈ M , we choose a compact neighborhood

W ⊂M of x0, and note that for any θ ∈ K, x ∈W and any y ∈M

κwθ (x, y) ≤ sup
θ∈K,x∈W

[κwθ (x, x)]
1/2 · sup

θ∈K
[κwθ (y, y)]

1/2.

Note that the right hand side is independent of θ ∈ K and x ∈ W , and is integrable in y as the
condition states. Therefore, regardless of any small perturbation on θ and x, the function κwθ (x, ·)
will be uniformly bounded by some integrable function of y that is independent of θ and x. Applying
dominating convergence theorem, we conclude that Ey∼w[κw(·)(·, y)] restricted on K × G is jointly

continuous at (θ0, x0), and thus continuous on K × G by the arbitrariness of θ0 and x0. It is
thus uniformly continuous on K ×Gn and hence the condition of equi-continuity holds. Therefore,
Uwn (θ) → KSD2(θ) compactly almost surely.

The continuity of Wn is straightforward since it is a finite summation of continuous functions.
Since KSD2 is the uniform limit of Wn on any compact set, KSD2 is continuous on any compact set.
Therefore, KSD2 is continuous as continuity is a local property. This completes the proof. ■

B.8 Proof of theorem 4.2

Theorem. Suppose all the conditions in Thm. 4.1 hold and suppose Θ satisfies one of following
three conditions:

1. Θ is compact;

2. Θ is a geodesic convex subset of a Riemannian manifold, Wn is convex on Θ, Θ0 is non-empty,
compact and Θ0 ⊂ Θ̊2(interior);

3. Θ = Θ1×Θ2, where Θ1 is compact, and for each fixed θ1 ∈ Θ1, {θ1}×Θ2 and Wn(θ1, ·) satisfy
the second condition.

Then Θ0, Θ̂n are non-empty for large n and supθ∈Θ̂n
ρ(θ,Θ0) → 0 almost surely.

We establish some lemmas that will be needed for the proof.

Lemma B.2. Suppose f is convex on Rd and C ⊂ Rd is an open set. If there exists x0 ∈ C such
that f(x0) < f(x) for all x ∈ ∂C, then infx/∈C f(x) = infx∈∂C f and the set of global minimizers of
f is non-empty and contained in C.

Proof. For all x′ /∈ C, there exists 0 ≤ β < 1 such that βx0 + (1− β)x′ ∈ ∂C, and thus

βf(x0) + (1− β)f(x′) ≥ f(βx0 + (1− β)x′) > f(x0) =⇒ f(x′) > f(x0).

Furthermore,

f(x′) ≥ βf(x0) + (1− β)f(x′) ≥ f(βx0 + (1− β)x′) ≥ inf
x∈∂C

f(x).

This concludes the proof. ■

Note that Θ is locally compact, thus Wn and KSD2 are continuous on Θ by Thm. 4.3. Further-
more, as the pointwise limit preserves the convexity, KSD2(θ1, ·) is also convex in θ2 for all θ1 ∈ Θ1.
Let m∗(θ1) := infθ2∈Θ2

KSD2(θ1, θ2), and denote by Θ̃0(θ1) the set of minimizers of KSD2(θ1, ·).
Then we establish the next lemma.
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Lemma B.3. For each θ̄1 ∈ Θ1, there exists a neighborhood V1 of θ̄1 and a bounded open set V2 ⊂ Θ2

such that for any θ1 ∈ V1, Θ̃0(θ1) ⊂ V2.

Proof. Take a bounded V2 such that Θ̃0(θ̄1) ⊂ V2, then since KSD2(θ̄1, ·) − m∗(θ̄1) is continuous
and positive on ∂V2, let ϵ := infθ2∈∂V2

KSD2(θ̄1, θ2) − m∗(θ̄1) > 0. Note that {θ̄1} × ∂V2 is a
subset of the open set {KSD2(·, ·) > ϵ/2 + m∗(θ̄1)}, thus we apply tube lemma [47, Lem. 26.8]
and get an open neighborhood V1 of θ̄1 such that V ′

1 × ∂V2 ⊂ {KSD2(·, ·) > ϵ/2 +m∗(θ̄1)}, which
implies that infV ′

1×∂V2
KSD2 > m∗(θ̄1) + ϵ/2. However, we choose a θ̃2 ∈ Θ̃1(θ̄1) ⊂ V2, there exists

a neighborhood V ′′
1 of θ̄1 such that supθ1∈V ′′

1
KSD2(θ1, θ̃2) < m∗ + ϵ/2, as KSD2 is continuous at

(θ̄1, θ̃2). Therefore, for any θ1 ∈ V1 := V ′
1 ∩ V ′′, we have KSD2(θ1, θ̃2) < infθ2∈∂V2

KSD2(θ1, θ). We
now apply Lem. B.2, resulting in the minimizer set Θ̃0(θ1) is contained in V2. ■

Now we are ready to prove the theorem.

Proof. 1. We show that Θ0 is non-empty.
Let m∗

0 := infθ1∈Θ1
m∗(θ1) = infθ∈Θ KSD2(θ). Take a sequence θ1,n ∈ Θ1 such that m∗(θ1,n) ↓

m∗
0. As Θ1 is compact, θ1,n has a convergent sub-sequence, still denoted as θ1,n, whose limit point is

denoted as θ1,0. We apply Lem. B.3 to Θ̃0(θ1,0), thus there exists a compact neighborhood V1 × V2
of {θ1,0}× Θ̃0(θ1,0) such that for all θ1 ∈ V1, Θ̃0(θ1) ⊂ V2. Since KSD2 is continuous on the compact

set {θ1,0} × Θ̃0(θ1,0) and the size of V1 × V2 can be taken as small as needed, we can shrink V1 × V2
such that infθ∈V1×V2 KSD2(θ) > m∗(θ1,n) − ϵ. However, note that θ1,n will finally enter V1, and

from then on, {θ1,n} × Θ̃0(θ1,n) ⊂ V2, which implies infV1×V2
KSD2(θ) ≤ m∗(θ1,n) ↓ m∗

0. Therefore,
m∗(θ1,n) − ϵ < infV1×V2

KSD2(θ) ≤ m∗(θ1,n) ↓ m∗
0, and thus m∗(θ1,0) = m∗

0 as ϵ is arbitrary.
Therefore, Θ0 is non-empty.

2. We show that Θ0 is compact.
Suppose {Bα} ⊂ Θ is a collection of open balls such that Θ0 ⊂

⋃
Bα. For each θ1, the θ1-section

Θθ10 := {(θ, θ′) ∈ Θ0|θ = θ1} of Θ0, if non-empty, is exactly the set Θ̃0(θ1). Since Θθ10 = Θ̃0(θ1) is
compact, there exists a finite subcollection of balls Bθ1i , 1 ≤ i ≤ nθ1 such that {θ1}×Θ̃0(θ1) ⊂

⋃
iB

θ1
i .

We apply Lem. B.3 to each θ1, and conclude there exists open neighborhoods V θ11 and V θ12 such
that {θ1} × Θ̃0(θ1) ⊂ V θ11 × V θ12 ⊂

⋃
iB

θ1
i . If the section Θθ10 is empty, we prescribe V θ11 and V θ22

with arbitrary neighborhood such that {θ1}× Θ̃0(θ1) ⊂ V θ11 × V θ12 . Note that {V θ11 }θ1∈Θ1
is a open

cover of Θ1, thus there exists an open cover V
θ1,i
1 for θ1,i, 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Note that B

θ1,i
j , 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

1 ≤ j ≤ nθ1,i is a finite subcover of Θ0. Therefore, Θ0 is compact.

3. We show that the minimizers θ̂n ∈ Θ̂n will eventually enter a compact set uniformly.
Since Θ0 is compact, we choose an open setK ⊂ Θ2 with compact closure such that Θ0 ⊂ Θ1×K.

Since KSD2 −m∗
0 is continuous and positive on the compact set Θ1×∂K, let ϵ := infΘ1×∂K KSD2(θ)−

m∗
0 > 0. By Thm. 4.2, Wn → KSD2 uniformly on Θ1 × K̄, which implies for large enough n,

Wn > m∗
0 + ϵ/2 uniformly on Θ1 × ∂K and Wn < m∗

0 + ϵ/2 uniformly on Θ0. Therefore, we can

apply Lem. B.2 to each Wn(θ1, ·), and conclude that Θ̂n ⊂ Θ1 ×K for large enough n.
4. We show the theorem.
Since the global minimizers of Wn will eventually enter the compact set Θ1 × K̄. We assume

that Θ̂n is set of minimizers of Wn over Θ1 × K̄ WLOG.
For each δ > 0, let Θδ := {θ ∈ Θ1 × K̄ : d(θ,Θ0) < δ} be the closed δ-neighborhood of Θ0 in

Θ1 × K̄, and let Θcδ := Θ1 × K̄ − Θδ. Note that Θcδ is compact, and KSD2 −m∗0 is positive on

Θcδ, thus we let ϵδ := infΘc
δ
KSD2(θ) −m∗

0 > 0. For n large enough such that Θ̂n ⊂ Θ1 × K̄ and

sup |Wn −KSD2 | < ϵδ/2, thus for each θ̂n ∈ Θ̂n,

KSD2(θ̂n)−m∗
0 < Wn(θ̂n) + ϵ/2δ −m∗

0 ≤Wn(θ0) + ϵδ/2−m∗
0 < m∗

0 + ϵδ −m∗
0 = ϵδ,
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which implies θ̂n ∈ Θδ, thus proving the theorem. ■

B.9 Proof of theorem 4.3

Theorem. Under assumption A1 ∼ A5,
√
nLogθ0(θ̂n)

d.−→ N (0,Γ−1ΣΓ−1). In more practical

situations, we have
√
n[I(θ̂n)]1/2 Logθ̂n(θ0)

d.−→ N (0, I).

Proof. Throughout history, the asymptotic normality of the minimizer of a loss function is always
established via a similar strategy to the classical results regarding the asymptotic normality of MLE,
e.g, the asymptotic normality of MKSDE established in [2, 48].

In this work, since the parameter space may not be a vector space, we can not directly adopt
their proof. However, as the MKSDE θ̂n converges to the ground truth θ0, the sequence will finally
enter a neighborhood of θ0. Since a manifold is locally Euclidean, we may adopt their proof in a
local chart of the manifold. It is convenient to take the normal coordinates given by the exponential
map Expθ0 at θ0, as the Jacobian of the Expθ0 is I at 0 and the geodesic connecting θ̂n with θ0
coincides with the line segments connecting Logθ0(θ) with 0 on the tangent space at θ0.

The rest of the proof is the same as the one given in [2, 48]. ■

B.10 Proof of theorem 4.4

Theorem. Under the conditions in Thm. 4.2 hold, then
∑∞
l=1(λ̂k − λk)Z

2
k → 0 in probability.

Let λ̂′k be the eigenvalues of the Gram matrix Gwn (θ0) (set λ̂
′
k := 0 for k > n). It is shown in [27]

that
∑∞
k=1(λ̂

′
k−λk)Z2

k → 0 in probability. Therefore, it suffices to show that
∑n
k=1(λ̂

′
k− λ̂k)Z2

k → 0
in probability. The Weilandt-Hoffman inequality [63, Eq. (1.64)] states that

n∑
l=1

|λ̂′l − λ̂l| ≤ ∥Gwn (θ0)−Gwn (θ̂n)∥1,

where ∥A∥1 := tr
√
A⊤A represents the nuclear norm of a squared matrix A. We will show that

∥Gwn (θ0)−Gwn (θ̂n)∥1 → 0 almost surely, which will imply that
∑n
k=1(λ̂

′
k − λ̂k)Z

2
k converges to 0 in

probability. The proof relies on following lemma:

Lemma B.4. Suppose H is a Hilbert space and xi, yi ∈ H, 1 ≤ i ≤ n and Σ := (⟨xi, yj⟩)ij. Then

∥Σ∥1 ≤ ∥x⃗∥ · ∥y⃗∥. Here ∥x⃗∥ :=
√∑n

i=1 ∥xi∥2 and ∥y⃗∥ likewise. Consequently,

∥(⟨xi, xj⟩)ij − (⟨yi, yj⟩)ij∥1 ≤ ∥x⃗− y⃗∥ · (∥x⃗∥+ ∥y⃗∥)

Proof. Let H0 :=span{x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , yn} and m := dimH0. Take an orthogonal basis {e}mi=1 of

H0 and let xi =
∑m
j=1 a

j
iej and yi =

∑m
j=1 b

j
iej for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and let A := (aji )ij , B := (bji )ij .

Then Σ = AB⊤. Let Σ = PSQ⊤ be the singular value decomposition of Σ, then apply the Cauchy-
Schwartz inequality

∥Σ∥1 = tr(S) = tr(P⊤AB⊤Q) ≤ ∥P⊤A∥F ∥B⊤Q∥F = ∥A∥F ∥B∥F .

The first part of the lemma follows from the fact that ∥A∥F = ∥x∥2 and ∥B∥F = ∥y∥2. For the
second part, just note that

∥(⟨xi, xj⟩)ij − (⟨yi, yj⟩)ij∥1 ≤ ∥(⟨xi, xj − yj⟩)ij∥1 + ∥(⟨xi − yi, yj⟩)ij∥1
≤ ∥x⃗− y⃗∥(∥x⃗∥+ ∥y⃗∥).

■
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Next we prove the theorem.

Proof. Recall the construction in §3.1, the vector A⃗pκx := (A1
pκx, . . . ,Ad

pκx)
⊤ is an element in Hd

κ,
and

κwp (xi, xj) =

〈
p(xi)

ω(xi)
A⃗pκxi

,
p(xj)

ω(xj)
A⃗pκxj

〉
Hd

k

.

For notational simplicity, let ϕθ(x) :=
p(x)
ω(x) A⃗pθκx ∈ Hd

κ, then note that

Gwn (θ0) = n−1(⟨ϕθ0(xi), ϕθ0(xj)⟩)ij , Gwn (θ̂n) = n−1(⟨ϕθ̂n(xi), ϕθ̂n(xj)⟩)ij .

Apply the Lem. B.4 to get

n∥Gwn (θ0)−Gwn (θ̂n)∥1 ≤√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥ϕθ̂n(xi)∥
2 +

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥ϕθ0(xi)∥2

 ·

√√√√ n∑
i=1

∥ϕθ̂n(xi)− ϕθ0(xi)∥2

Let f(θ, x) := ∥ϕθ(x)− ϕθ0(x)∥2, then we can rewrite above inequality as

∥Gwn (θ0)−Gwn (θ̂n)∥1

≤

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

f(θ̂n, xi)

(√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ϕθ̂n(xi)∥
2 +

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ϕθ0(xi)∥2
)

≤

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

f(θ̂n, xi)

(√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

f(θ̂n, xi) + 2

√√√√n−1

n∑
i=1

∥ϕθ0(xi)∥2
)
.

Clearly, by law of large numbers,

n−1
n∑
i=1

∥ϕθ0(xi)∥2 = n−1
n∑
i=1

κwθ0(xi, xi)
ω−a.s−−−−→

∫
G

κwθ0(x, x)wθ0(x)µ(dx) < +∞,

thus n−1
∑n
i=1 ∥ϕθ0(xi)∥2 = Ow(1).

To show ∥Gwn (θ0)−Gwn (θ̂n)∥ → 0 ω-a.s., it suffices to show n−1
∑n
i=1 f(θ̂n, xi) → 0 ω-a.s.. Note

that
f(θ, x) ≤ 2∥ϕθ(x)∥2 + 2∥ϕθ0(x)∥2 = 2κwθ (x, x) + 2κwθ0(x, x),

thus supθ∈K f(θ, x) is ω-integrable for any compact set K ⊂ Θ, as the conditions in Thm. 4.2 state.
Therefore, we can apply Lem. B.1 to conclude that

n−1
n∑
i=1

f(θ, xi) → F (θ) :=

∫
G

f(θ, x)ω(dx),

compactly ω-a.s. and F (θ) is continuous. Note that f(θ0, x) = ∥ϕθ0(x) − ϕθ0(x)∥2 = 0, thus

F (θ0) = 0. Note that θ̂n → θ0 ω-a.s., thus n
−1
∑n
i=1 f(θ̂n, xi) → 0 ω-a.s.. ■
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B.11 Proof of theorem 5.1

Theorem. Qu, Qv defined in (19) are both symmetric, and Qv is positive semi-definite. If further
Qu is positive semi-definite, then the global minimizer sets of Uwn (θ) and V wn (θ) in (18) can be
represented by the Moore-Penrose inverse Q+

u , Q
+
v of Qu, Qv as follows

argminUwn (θ) = {−Q+
u bu − (I −Q+

uQu)x : x ∈ Rs},
argminV wn (θ) = {−Q+

v bv − (I −Q+
v Qv)x : x ∈ Rs}.

For the unweighted case, we just ignore the weighted ratio
q(xi)q(xj)
w(xi)w(xj)

in (19).

Proof. Note that

Q(x, y)⊤ = κ(x, y)

m∑
l=1

(Kl
xζ ·Kl

yζ
⊤)⊤ = κ(y, x)

m∑
l=1

Kl
yζ ·Kl

xζ
⊤ = Q(y, x),

thus

Q⊤
u =

∑
i ̸=j

Q(xi, xj)
⊤

n(n− 1)

q(xi)q(xj)

w(xi)w(xj)
=
∑
j ̸=i

Q(xj , xi)

n(n− 1)

q(xj)q(xi)

w(xj)w(xi)
= Qu,

and Qv is also symmetric by a parallel argument. Next we show Qv is positive semi-definite. Given
arbitrary fixed vector θ0 ∈ Rs, we let ϕlx = θ⊤0 ·Kl

xζ, which is a real-valued function on H. We let

1n := (1, . . . , 1)⊤ ∈ Rn, ϕ⃗l := (ϕlx1
, . . . , ϕlxn

)⊤ ∈ Rn and further set

Φ =

m∑
l=1

ϕ⃗lϕ⃗l
⊤
∈ Rn×n, Gn :=

(
κ(xi, xj)

q(xi)q(xj)

w(xi)w(xj)

)
ij

∈ Rn×n.

Note that Φ and Gn are both positive semi-definite, thus by Schur product theorem, their Hadamard
product (elementwise product) Gn◦Φ is also positive semi-definite. Furthermore, since θ⊤Q(x, y)θ =
κ(x, y)

∑m
l=1 ϕ

l
x · ϕly, we have

θ⊤Qvθ = n−21⊤
n (Gn ◦ Φ)1n ≥ 0,

which implies Qv is positive semi-definite by the arbitrariness of θ. The rest of the theorem is
straightforward. ■
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