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Abstract

Dimensionality reduction is a fundamental task that aims
to simplify complex data by reducing its feature dimension-
ality while preserving essential patterns, with core applica-
tions in data analysis and visualisation. To preserve the un-
derlying data structure, multi-dimensional scaling (MDS)
methods focus on preserving pairwise dissimilarities, such
as distances. They optimise the embedding to have pair-
wise distances as close as possible to the data dissimilar-
ities. However, the current standard is limited to embed-
ding data in Riemannian manifolds. Motivated by the lack
of asymmetry in the Riemannian metric of the embedding
space, this paper extends the MDS problem to a natural
asymmetric generalisation of Riemannian manifolds called
Finsler manifolds. Inspired by Euclidean space, we define
a canonical Finsler space for embedding asymmetric data.
Due to its simplicity with respect to geodesics, data repre-
sentation in this space is both intuitive and simple to anal-
yse. We demonstrate that our generalisation benefits from
the same theoretical convergence guarantees. We reveal the
effectiveness of our Finsler embedding across various types
of non-symmetric data, highlighting its value in applica-
tions such as data visualisation, dimensionality reduction,
directed graph embedding, and link prediction.

1. Introduction

Dimensionality reduction is a task at the core of data analy-
sis, allowing complex data to be represented in simple low-
dimensional forms. In Multi-Dimensional Scaling (MDS),
the goal is to preserve pairwise dissimilarities between dat-
apoints, thereby retaining the essential structure of the data.
However, the original MDS approach [31, 56, 93] assumes
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Figure 1. External fields, such as non-uniform currents, lead to
time-wise geodesic curves from A to B (in yellow) that differ from
those from B to A (in red). Although asymmetry is impossible in
Riemannian manifolds, it is at the core of Finsler geometry.

that data relationships are primarily linear, limiting its abil-
ity to capture the non-linear structures often present in high
dimensions. Manifold learning extends this approach by
assuming that data lies on a low-dimensional manifold,
where meaningful relationships are reflected in more com-
plex pairwise dissimilarities. Methods that integrate man-
ifold learning into MDS can capture these structures by
focusing on pairwise dissimilarities, such as geodesic dis-
tances, which reflect the intrinsic geometry of the manifold
and better preserve its continuity in the embedding space.

The MDS community has universally decided to embed
data into spaces implicitly equipped with a Riemannian ge-
ometry [16, 35], choosing Euclidean [88, 96] or more gen-
erally geodesic [15] distances in embedding space. How-
ever, such embeddings inherit from the limitations of Rie-
mannian metrics. In particular, Riemannian distances are
bound to be symmetric, meaning that they cannot accurately
capture the possible asymmetric nature of the original data
dissimilarities. Yet, such properties are common in real-
world applications across a wide range of fields. In physi-
cal systems, external fields such as currents lead to differ-
ent shortest-time paths whether going upstream or down-
stream (see Fig. 1). In directed graphs, from social me-
dia to road networks, non-symmetric edges lead to non-
symmetric pairwise dissimilarities. This inability of Rie-
mannian spaces to account for asymmetry suggests that
asymmetric data should be embedded in spaces equipped
with other types of metrics than the traditional Riemannian
ones. Yet, challenging the Riemannian metric of the em-
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bedding space remains largely uncharted.
This strong limitation calls for defining and studying the

MDS problem where the embedding space is equipped with
a more general metric. Bernard Riemann himself first men-
tioned generalisations to his own metrics [78], but they were
only investigated later by Paul Finsler. In 1918, he proposed
a generalisation of Riemannian manifolds [38], which Elie
Cartan later named Finsler manifolds [18]. The main as-
sumption in Finsler manifolds is that the metric is not sym-
metric, unlike in Riemannian ones, meaning that distances
are sensitive to the direction of motion. Consequently, both
local and global distances between two points are asymmet-
ric1; the distance from A to B is generally different from
the distance from B to A. Finsler manifolds have been
mostly investigated in theoretical mathematics [4, 90, 91],
gravitational physics [3, 17, 45, 75, 76, 99, 100], mechan-
ics [7, 27], current navigation problems [111], and seismic
sciences [106]. However, they are largely unexplored in the
computer vision and machine learning community.

In this paper, we generalise the MDS problem to account
for asymmetric dissimilarities by embedding the data into a
Finsler space rather than a symmetric Riemannian one. In
particular, our contributions are as follows:

(a) We revisit multi-dimensional scaling by formulating a
new problem, called Finsler MDS. The goal is to find
an embedding to a Finsler space, allowing asymmetric
data dissimilarities. To our knowledge, our framework
is the first that goes beyond Riemannian geometry in
the field of manifold learning.

(b) We propose a new canonical Finsler space, that gen-
eralises the Euclidean space to incorporate asymmetric
distances. Its geodesic simplicity provides embeddings
that are intuitive and simple to analyse.

(c) We extend the popular SMACOF algorithm from tra-
ditional MDS to solve the Finsler MDS problem, and
prove its theoretical convergence. We also show how
to solve Finsler MDS with modern deep learning tech-
niques and neural networks.

(d) We experimentally highlight the benefits of Finsler
MDS for a variety of applications. We perform qual-
itative data visualisation experiments on various types
of data – curved manifolds, flat current maps, and di-
rected graphs. Such asymmetric visualisations are im-
possible in traditional MDS. We also demonstrate the
quantitative superiority of our method for node embed-
ding and link prediction in directed graphs.

(e) We release our code to facilitate further re-
search: https : / / github . com / Tommoo /
FinslerMDS.

1Asymmetric metrics and distances are sometimes called quasi metrics
and quasi distances in the literature.

2. Related Work

Multi-dimensional scaling and manifold learning have a
rich history, with many different approaches to find embed-
dings satisfying different properties. This contrasts with
Finsler geometry which has seldom been applied in the
computer vision and pattern recognition community.

Multi-Dimensional Scaling. MDS methods aim to pre-
serve data dissimilarities of a low-dimensional embedding
by minimising the stress function, which is a weighted sum
of the squared difference between the embedded distances
and the data dissimilarities [10, 32, 84]. Dissimilarities can
be computed using either local [5, 6, 28, 29, 36, 42, 58, 59,
61, 64, 81, 94, 102, 113, 114] or global [13, 40, 104, 105]
criteria or a combination of the two [1, 12, 46, 73, 79, 86–
88, 96]. Nevertheless, traditional approaches cannot han-
dle asymmetric dissimilarities, which naturally occurs for
many features [98] in physical systems and directed graphs.
Remarkably, few efforts have tackled asymmetry for MDS,
such as ASYMSCAL-like methods [24, 25, 61, 70, 110],
slide vector models [33, 43], Gower models [30, 43], the
radius-distance model [68, 95], and the hill-climbing model
[10, 69]. In brief, these methods use one of the following
strategies. The first is to design asymmetric weights, yield-
ing asymmetric importance for fitting to (symmetrised) dis-
similarities in the stress function. The second is to design
asymmetric embeddings directly by departing from a met-
ric perspective, either by using non metric formula, as in
hill-climbing, or by using additional stratagems to display
asymmetric visualisations, as in the radius-distance model.
To the best of our knowledge, the embedding space has
never been equipped with a metric structure that naturally
reflects asymmetry, such as Finsler geometry.

Finsler Geometry and Computer Vision. Except for a
few notable works in robotics [77], image processing [19–
22, 107], and shape analysis [103], Finsler geometry is a
largely uncharted topic within the computer vision and ma-
chine learning community. For a mathematical introduction
to Finsler geometry, see [4, 9, 65, 67].

3. Traditional Multi-Dimensional Scaling

MDS aims to find an embedding x1, . . . , xN ∈ Rm, or in
row-stacked format X ∈ RN×m, of N data points X̃ ∈
RN×n into a canonical space, e.g. the Euclidean space Rm

with n > m, while preserving data dissimilarities D ∈
RN×N

+ . The points X̃ often lie on a manifold X̃ ⊂ Rn to be
preserved when embedding, which is the goal of manifold
learning. If X̃ is equipped with a metric L̃, given at points
x̃ ∈ X̃ by L̃x̃ : Tx̃X̃ → R+ where Tx̃X̃ is the tangent plane,
a manifold preserving strategy is to take geodesic distances
as dissimilarities. Let us properly define this notion.
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Geodesic Distances. Let X be a manifold equipped with
a metric L given by Lx : TxX → R+. By integrating
the length of tangent vectors, we can define the length of a
smooth curve γ : [0, 1] → X as

LL(γ) =

∫ 1

0

Lγ(t)(γ
′(t))dt. (1)

A shortest path, also known as a shortest geodesic, γL
x→y be-

tween two points x, y ∈ X minimises Eq. (1). The geodesic
distance from x to y is the length of such shortest paths

dL(x, y) = LL(γ
L
x→y). (2)

MDS and Riemannian Geometry. In MDS, only the
knowledge of D is needed: the original data X̃ , its dimen-
sionality n, or its manifold X̃ can be unknown. A key as-
sumption in MDS is that dissimilarities are symmetric, i.e.
D⊤ = D, often implying that D represents Riemannian
pairwise distances, e.g. Riemannian geodesic distances in
X̃ . The MDS task can then be termed metric MDS. In con-
sequence, the embedding space X = Rm is viewed as a
Riemannian manifold, with metric R, that is the embedding
of the Riemannian manifold X̃ , with metric R̃.

Riemannian Manifolds. A Riemannian manifold X is
equipped with a quadratic metric R given by Rx(u) =√
u⊤M(x)u. The metric tensor M(x) is a symmetric posi-

tive definite (SPD) matrix that fully describes R and is abu-
sively called the Riemannian metric. Fundamentally, Rie-
mannian metrics are symmetric as Rx(−u) = Rx(u) for
all u ∈ TxX . Thus, traversing a curve in one direction or
the other leads to the same distance, implying symmetric
geodesic distances, i.e. dR(x, y) = dR(y, x).

To reveal the simple intrinsic nature of the Riemannian
manifold X̃ , the MDS embedding space X should be a sim-
ple canonical Riemannian space. In particular for the task
of manifold flattening, geodesics in X should be the usual
Euclidean segment2, making the space X flat. The appropri-
ate canonical Riemannian space is thus the traditional Eu-
clidean space Rm, corresponding to taking Rx(u) = ∥u∥2.
We can now formally present the MDS task.

MDS Formulation. The MDS task consists in finding the
Euclidean embedding X that minimises the stress function,

σ2
E(X) =

∑
i,j

wi,j

(
dE(xi, xj)−Di,j

)2
, (3)

where dE is the Euclidean distance in Rm of the embed-
ded data X and D is a symmetric dissimilarity matrix. The
weights wi,j ≥ 0 are usually taken to be uniform, how-
ever other configurations can be useful to better preserve
the topology of the manifold, such as when holes are present

2This segment from xi to xj is given by (1− t)xi+ txj for t ∈ [0, 1].

due to undersampling or boundaries [12, 14, 15, 79, 87].
Kernel-based [85] closed form solutions exist for uni-

form weights wi,j , and it is called Isomap when Dijkstra’s
algorithm [34] is used to compute geodesic distances as dis-
similarities. This property breaks down for non-uniform
weights in which case the stress is minimised using an iter-
ative descent strategy, such as the SMACOF algorithm [32].

MDS Limitations. Traditional MDS requires symmetric
dissimilarities, i.e. D⊤ = D. However, in many cases,
dissimilarities are naturally non-symmetric, i.e. D⊤ ̸= D.
For example, this arises with the non-symmetric weights
of directed graphs, but it can also occur in real-world sys-
tems (see Fig. 1). Yet, to the best of our knowledge, none
of these methods fully address a core limitation of tradi-
tional MDS: its reliance on a Riemannian embedding space,
which imposes symmetric distances between points. Thus,
even with various adjustments, embedding into a Rieman-
nian space X cannot capture the non-symmetric structure
of the data. We address this by introducing metric tools that
move beyond Riemannian geometry and support asymmet-
ric distances. Specifically, we consider Finsler geometry as
it offers a refined, asymmetric generalisation of Riemannian
geometry. Our goal is to embed data with non-symmetric
dissimilarities D into a Finsler space.

4. Finsler Geometry
Finsler manifolds [4] are a generalisation of Riemannian
manifolds that incorporates distance asymmetry [23]. A
Finsler manifold X is equipped with a Finsler metric F sat-
isfying at all points x ∈ X the following properties.

Definition 1 (Finsler metric). A Finsler metric F , given by
Fx : TxX → R+, is smooth, positive definite (i), positive
homogeneous (ii), and satisfies the triangle inequality (iii):

(i) Fx(u)≥0 and Fx(u) = 0⇐⇒ u = 0, ∀u ∈ TxX ,
(ii) Fx(λu) = λFx(u), ∀u ∈ TxX , λ > 0,

(iii) Fx(u+ v) ≤ Fx(u) + Fx(v), ∀u, v ∈ TxX .

In contrast to Riemannian metrics, Finsler metrics are
no longer homogeneous, leading to metric asymmetry as
Fx(−u) ̸= Fx(u) in general. This asymmetry is impossible
for Riemannian metrics. Additionally, Finsler metrics are
no longer given by a quadratic form in general [23] and do
not share a universal parametric description. However, sev-
eral parametric families of Finsler metrics exist [48], such
as the (α, β) metrics [62], which induce Randers [76], Mat-
sumoto [63] or Kropina metrics [55]. Due to the simplicity
of its explicit formulation, we consider in the following the
Randers metric which generalises the Riemannian metric.

Definition 2 (Randers metric). A Randers metric F is
parametrised by a tensor field M of symmetric positive defi-
nite matrices and a drift vector field ω with ∥ω(x)∥M−1(x)<

1 such that Fx(u) =
√
u⊤M(x)u+ ω(x)⊤u.
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In particular, the Randers metric is the sum of a Rieman-
nian metric associated to the tensor field M and an asym-
metric linear part due to the vector field ω. Note that the
positivity of the metric stems from ∥ω(x)∥M(x)−1 < 1.
Riemannian metrics are Randers metrics, and thus also
Finsler, and correspond to ω ≡ 0. We can now present
the novel Finsler multi-dimensional scaling problem.

5. Finsler Multi-Dimensional Scaling
We aim to embed non-symmetric data into Rm viewed as a
Finsler space. This task requires the formulation of the gen-
eral Finsler MDS problem (Sec. 5.1) and the establishment
of a canonical Finsler space (Sec. 5.2) that generalises the
canonical Riemannian space of traditional MDS.

5.1. Problem Statement

We formalise Finsler manifold learning, or Finsler MDS, as
the minimisation of the Finsler stress function

σ2
F (X) =

∑
i,j

wi,j

(
dF (xi, xj)−Di,j

)2
, (4)

where dF is the Finsler distance in X = Rm with chosen
Finsler metric F . In general, unlike in classical scaling,
data distances need not be symmetric, Dj,i ̸= Di,j , nor the
embedding distance, dF (xi, xj) ̸= dF (xj , xi).

As in traditional MDS, it is often desirable for the em-
bedding space to have a straightforward, canonical metric,
ensuring that the embedding space X = Rm remains flat.
In this context, the embedding space Rm is said to be flat
when its geodesic curves are simply straight Euclidean seg-
ments. For the Riemannian case, this is achieved with the
Euclidean metric. However, in Finsler spaces, we need to
establish an appropriate canonical metric. In this paper, we
develop a canonical Finsler space that extends the Euclidean
space, allowing for asymmetric distances. This approach
enables us to maintain the simplicity and flatness while ac-
commodating the asymmetric structure of Finsler geometry.

5.2. Canonical Randers Space

We propose using Rm as the canonical Finsler space
equipped with the following Randers metric.

Definition 3 (Canonical Randers space). The space Rm is
a canonical Randers space if it is equipped with the canon-
ical Randers metric FC , with Euclidean Riemannian com-
ponent and a constant drift vector ω with α ≡ ∥ω∥2 < 1.

The canonical Randers metric FC is uniform as
FC
x (u) = ∥u∥2 + ω⊤u, ∀x ∈ Rm. (5)

The canonical Randers space is Euclidean along hyper-
planes orthogonal to ω, with an additional dimension along
ω to capture asymmetry. The parameter α controls the in-
fluence of asymmetry: when ω ≡ 0, i.e. α = 0, asymmetry

is discarded, and the metric reduces to the Euclidean one.
As α increases, asymmetry takes on a greater role.

In Euclidean space, geodesics are given by usual straight
segments. The following theorem shows that this property
also holds in the canonical Randers space.

Theorem 1 (Flatness of the canonical Randers space). The
shortest path between any points x, y ∈ Rm for the canon-
ical Randers metric FC is the Euclidean straight segment
between x, y, i.e. γFC

x→y(t) = (1− t)x+ ty for t ∈ [0, 1].

We provide a proof in Appendix A.1. Theorem 1 means
that the canonical Randers space is flat, as geodesic paths
are not curved. This peculiarity results from the uniformity
of the drift component. While geodesic paths in the canoni-
cal Randers space are identical to those in Euclidean space,
their lengths vary depending on the direction of traversal.

Proposition 1 (Canonical Randers distance). The canoni-
cal Randers distance dFC between points x, y ∈ Rm is

dFC (x, y) = ∥y − x∥2 + ω⊤(y − x). (6)

See Appendix A.2 for a proof. When ω ≡ 0, we recover
the Euclidean distance. However, for ω ̸= 0, this distance
becomes asymmetric: dFC (y, x) ̸= dFC (x, y). Remark-
ably, geodesic distances in the canonical Randers metric
have a straightforward closed-form solution. It is composed
of the Euclidean distance ∥y−x∥2 and an additional asym-
metric term ω⊤(y−x), that is the projection of (y−x) along
ω. Thus, in the canonical Randers space, both shortest paths
and geodesic distances are known and easy to compute, pro-
viding an intuitive visual understanding of the asymmetric
structure of Rm viewed as a canonical Randers space.

Riemannian Generalisations. As noted above, the canon-
ical Randers space generalises the Euclidean space in many
aspects. When ω ≡ 0, it becomes Euclidean. When
ω ̸= 0, it still shares the same geodesic paths as the Eu-
clidean space, and a similar simplicity for computing their
length. Moreover, for symmetric data and non-zero ω, the
canonical Randers space also extends the traditional MDS
embedding, as formalised in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Assume that the data is symmetric, D = D⊤,
and that it can be accurately embedded into a Euclidean
space Rm, i.e. we can find X ∈ Rm such that dE(xi, xj) =
Di,j for all (i, j). The solution to the Finsler MDS problem
(Eq. (4)) using the canonical Randers space X = Rm+1

with ω ̸= 0 is given by the traditional MDS embedding in a
m-dimensional hyperplane orthogonal to ω.

A proof is provided in Appendix A.3. Theorem 2 im-
plies that the canonical Randers space can thus be seen as
an extension of the Euclidean space, adding an extra dimen-
sion to encode asymmetry. Within hyperplanes orthogonal
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to this direction, the metric remains Euclidean. When there
is no asymmetry, Finsler MDS preserves the Euclidean em-
bedding in the m-dimensional hyperplane.

6. Solving Finsler Multi-Dimensional Scaling

We first solve the Finsler MDS problem by revisiting
the SMACOF algorithm for the canonical Randers metric
(Sec. 6.1). In addition, we show how to adapt the Finsler
MDS problem to modern deep learning for node embed-
ding and link prediction in digraphs (Sec. 6.2). These two
methods show the simplicity and versatility of Finsler MDS.

6.1. Finsler SMACOF

The traditional MDS task in Eq. (3) is a non-linear least-
squares problem that can be solved with the SMACOF al-
gorithm [10]. We propose to extend this approach for solv-
ing the Finsler MDS task in Eq. (4). We call this method the
Finsler SMACOF algorithm.

Denoting W the weight matrix with entries wij , we as-
sume a symmetric weighting scheme W = W⊤, even if the
data dissimilarities D are not. This is a natural assumption
meaning that the (i, j) and (j, i) pairs are as important for
the embedding. We can then rewrite Eq. (4) as
σ2
F (X) = tr(X⊤VX) + tr(X⊤VXωω⊤)

+ 2 tr((W ⊙D −W⊤ ⊙D⊤)1mω⊤X⊤)

− 2 tr(X⊤B(X)X) + tr(DWD⊤) , (7)
where tr is the trace operator, ⊙ is the Hadamard product,
1m ∈ Rm is the vector with all entries equal to 1, and

Vij =

{
−wij if i ̸= j,∑

k ̸=i wik if i = j.
(8)

Bij(X) =

{
−wij

Di,j

dFC (xi,xj)
if i ̸= j

−
∑

k ̸=i Bik(X) if i = j.
(9)

See Appendix A.4 for a detailed derivation. De-
note vec(A) the vectorisation of matrix A by stacking its
columns, A† the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of A, and
⊗ the Kronecker product. Let K ∈ RmN×mN and C ∈
RN×m be K = (Im + ωω⊤) ⊗ V and C = (W ⊙ D −
W⊤ ⊙D⊤)1mω⊤. By deriving first-order optimality con-
ditions, σF can be iteratively minimised. Denoting X(k)

the k-th iterate of the embedding, we have the following.

Proposition 2 (Finsler SMACOF). A local minimum of the
Finsler stress with symmetric weights is reached by iterating

vec
(
X(k+1)

)
= K† vec

(
B
(
X(k)

)
X(k) − C

)
.

We refer the reader to Appendix A.5 for a proof. Note
that when ω ≡ 0, we retrieve the iterates of the traditional
SMACOF algorithm [10]: X(k+1) = V †B

(
X(k)

)
X(k).

6.2. Finsler Representation Learning

To scale our approach, we present a Finsler representation
learning method leveraging modern deep learning. This
approach enables the canonical Randers embedding to be
learned directly from data through neural networks, allow-
ing applications to large digraph datasets [49]. Rather than
training on σF , we adopt it as an evaluation metric, op-
timizing our model with alternative objectives while still
maintaining effective embeddings. Such replacements of
the stress with alternative losses are standard in the field.

To bridge Finsler MDS with Finsler representation learn-
ing for graph tasks, we introduce the concept of a digraph
(directed graph) and its relationship to an asymmetrical
pairwise distance matrix. Let G = (V, E ,A) be a digraph,
where V is the set of |V| = N nodes, E ⊂ V × V repre-
sents directed edges, and A ∈ RN×N is the weighted adja-
cency matrix. The directed graph distance dG is the length
of shortest paths on G. This results in an asymmetrical pair-
wise distance matrix D, where Di,j = dG(i, j) for nodes
i, j ∈ V , inherently satisfying D⊤ ̸= D due to the directed
nature of G. It aligns with our asymmetrical setup in Finsler
MDS (see Sec. 5). Given a digraph G, we aim to represent
each node i ∈ V by a m-dimensional Finsler embedding
xi ∈ Rm such that the stress function in Eq. (4) is min-
imised and the learned embedding supports various graph
generalisations, such as link prediction.

To learn the canonical Randers embedding, we use the
Fermi-Dirac decoder [54, 66] to model probability scores
of directed edges, given by

p
(
(i, j) ∈ E|X

)
=

1

1 + exp

(
d2
FC (xi,xj)−r

t

) , (10)

with dFC is the canonical Randers distance, and r, t > 0 are
hyperparameters. We train the Finsler embeddings on the
weighted cross-entropy loss with negative sampling [41].

7. Experimental Results
Our new problem and its resolution open new perspec-
tives, as we demonstrate with two types of applications.
The first is data visualisation via low dimensional embed-
dings (Sec. 7.1). The second is the representation learn-
ing for node embedding and link prediction for directed
graphs (Sec. 7.2), which are prevalent tasks in graph theory.
The implementation details, including experimental setup,
dataset details, and hyperparameters, along with additional
results can be found in Appendix D.

7.1. Data Visualisation

We demonstrate not only how our method is capable of
handling asymmetric input dissimilarities, but also how the
canonical Randers embedding space provides an intuitive
asymmetric embedding space suitable for visualisations.
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We show on several types of synthetic data the strength of
our method for many visualisation applications.

The drift component of the canonical Randers embed-
ding space ω is chosen to be along the last axis, i.e. z⃗ (resp.
y⃗) in 3D (resp. 2D). The distance between two points going
upwards is then greater than the downwards distance, lead-
ing to intuitive visualisations. Results are shown using the
Finsler SMACOF algorithm (Sec. 6.1) on data dissimilari-
ties computed from geodesic distances via Dijkstra’s algo-
rithm [34]. Full details are provided in Appendix D.1.1.

Figure 2. Flattening the Swiss roll (left) equipped with a Randers
metric (middle) in the 3D canonical Randers space with Finsler
MDS (right). The plotted arrows on the manifold are the linear
drift components ω̃ of the Randers metric. While Finsler MDS
manages to flatten the Swiss roll, it preserves the asymmetry along
ω, e.g. the height difference between blue and red points implies
asymmetric distances between them.

Asymmetric Manifold Flattening. We flatten the Swiss
roll X̃ ∈ R3, a reference shape in Manifold learning. To
make it asymmetric, we equip X̃ with the Randers metric
F̃ α̃ given by F̃ α̃

x̃ (u) = ∥u∥2+α̃ω̃⊤u, with chosen ω̃ ∈ Tx̃X̃
having ∥ω̃∥2 = 1 and hyperparameter α̃ < 1 controlling
the input amount of asymmetry on X̃ . We plot in Fig. 2
the Finsler Smacof embedding to the canonical Randers
space X = R3, which is well-suited for embedding two-
dimensional asymmetric manifolds (see Theorem 2). For
more embeddings with different levels of input asymmetry
α̃, and in particular an illustration of Theorem 2 when data
is symmetric α̃ = 0, see Appendix D.1.2. Our Finsler em-
bedding demonstrates both the intuitive flat structure of the
Swiss roll X̃ and its asymmetry between points. In fact, our
visualisation is significantly clearer than when artificially
plotting arrows on top of the manifold X̃ , as the asymme-
try can be difficult to discern for numerous samples or low
magnitudes of the Randers drift component. To the best
of our knowledge, our method is the only metric approach
capable of naturally revealing and preserving these asym-
metric structures, thanks to Finsler geometry.

Robustness to Holes. Most Manifold learning approaches
suffer from topological changes due to missing parts. To in-
crease robustness, the weights wi,j of the stress can be tuned

Figure 3. Swiss roll embeddings to the canonical Randers space
R2. Our Finsler MDS can generalise current SOTA approaches for
providing embeddings robust to missing parts. Note that Finsler
MDS accurately embeds the Swiss roll to R2, but Isomap would
not be able to accurately embed the symmetric version to R1.

to filter out perturbed data dissimilarities, by focusing on
local [87] or non-local criteria [12, 79]. Our Finsler MDS
is compatible with such approaches. We propose a Finsler
wormhole criterion, generalising the SOTA non-heuristic
criterion for symmetric distances [12], and prove that it re-
covers consistent geodesic pairs on a Finsler manifold in
Appendix C. We showcase in Fig. 3 the strength of the
Finsler wormhole criterion to provide robust embeddings
preserving the geometry of the underlying Finsler manifold.

Figure 4. Unflattening a current map (left) by Finsler MDS em-
bedding to the 3D canonical Randers space (right). Dissimilarities
are shortest-time distances given the current. The 3D map reveals
the asymmetry, where timewise distances are easy to read based
on the measurements on the straight Euclidean 3D line between
points, and with local maxima (resp. minima), plotted in black
(resp. gray), corresponding to source (resp. sink) points.

Unflattening Current Maps. We aim to visualise current
maps such as surface currents in a sea. The data points lie
on the 2D plane X̃ ⊂ R2, with current at their location
ṽ(x̃) ∈ Tx̃X̃ = R2. The 2D map displays the correct spatial
flatness of the surface, and it can be used to measure spa-
tial distances. However, due to complex non-uniform cur-
rents ṽ, the time-shortest paths for a boat with a fixed speed
motor will be particularly complex and we cannot measure
on the 2D map the time of these journeys. In fact, these
times are given by the Zermelo metric F̃ , which is Randers,
that we approximate here as F̃x(u) = ∥u∥2 − ṽ(x̃)⊤u (see
Appendix B). We propose to embed the data into the 3D
canonical Randers space X = R3, yielding a 3D map where
height levels represent asymmetry in shortest-time travel
(see Fig. 4 and Appendix D.1.2). Shortest travel time is
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then easily measurable (see Proposition 1) from Euclidean
segments. Additionally, extracting local extrema from the
embedding space yields the source and sink points of the
current. The curved Finsler embedding is thus intuitive.

Figure 5. Manually rotated embeddings of modified directed bi-
nary trees of various depth, with small symmetric edges between
equally deep nodes. The reference works, t-SNE [101] and UMAP
[64] fail to provide a meaningful embedding. The Fruchterman-
Reingold [39] algorithm fails to clearly reveal the hierarchy, un-
like Isomap [88, 96]. The latter heavily distorts distances between
equally deep nodes, due to node collapse to two modes and large
separations at the top of the structure. Neither method provides the
direction of the hierarchy. In contrast, the Finsler MDS embedding
clearly reveals the hierarchy and its direction by construction while
highly preserving all distances. The symbols mean: M – Metric,
AA – Asymmetric algorithm, and AE – Asymmetric Embedding.

Revealing Graph Hierarchies. Directed graphs are com-
mon and asymmetric, yet lack any embedding. In this ex-
periment, we aim to reveal the node hierarchy by embed-
ding directed graphs into a 2D canonical Randers space.
Nodes embedded higher in y⃗ have greater importance than
those embedded below. Our synthetic graph is a modified
directed binary tree. Children are close from their parents
but not vice versa, and small symmetric edges have been
added between nodes at the same depth. This simulates a
proximity graph in a pyramidal company between managers
(parents) and employees (children). The Finsler embedding
(see Fig. 5) naturally reveals the graph hierarchy between
nodes, with nodes at different depths embedded to different
heights. In contrast, the traditional symmetrised MDS em-
bedding collapses and the proximity between nodes at the
same depth is not consistent throughout the graph.

7.2. Digraph Embedding and Link Prediction

We demonstrate the power of the proposed Finsler repre-
sentation learning (Sec. 6.2) for digraph embedding and
link prediction tasks [71, 74]. Various approaches have

been proposed to preserve the asymmetry information in
graph data [26, 37, 52, 80, 112, 115, 116], capturing es-
sential properties of directed structures. These methods ex-
plore ways to encode the directionality inherent in directed
graphs, often through adjustments in learning algorithms or
spectral properties that reflect asymmetrical relationships.
Nevertheless, to the best of our knowledge, none of these
approaches have considered Finsler geometry for digraphs.

Digraph Embedding for Asymmetric Distance Recon-
struction. To assess the quality of learned Finsler embed-
dings, we first compare embedding results on the full graph,
i.e. all nodes, using either the canonical Randers distance
or the Euclidean distance in the embedding space Rm of
various dimensions m ∈ {2, 5, 10, 50}. The reconstruc-
tion errors, analysed with respect to m, provide an indica-
tion of the strength of Finsler embeddings. To measure the
performance of the learned embedding, we use two com-
mon metrics: (i) distortion, defined as the normalised stress
σ̄L(X) = (N2 )

−1
σL(X), where with L = FC (resp.

E) for the canonical Finsler (resp. Euclidean) embedding
space, and weights wi,j = D−1

i,j , and (ii) Mean Average
Precision (MAP) score. We embed six digraphs: Cora [89],
Citeseer [108], Gr-QC [57], Chameleon [82], Squirrel [82],
and Arxiv-Year [47]. For details on these datasets, refer to
Appendix D.2. We show the reconstruction performance in
Tab. 1. Our results suggest that Finsler embeddings excel
in representing digraphs. Indeed, compared to Euclidean
representations, the associated distortions are consistently
smaller and the accuracy higher, for all digraphs and by
a significant margin. Moreover, Finsler embeddings show
consistent performance across embedding dimensions m,
providing a stable representation even in low dimensions,
where they capture the asymmetrical structure effectively.
This makes them a practical choice for digraph embedding.

Link Prediction. To assess the generalisation capability of
the proposed Finsler embedding, we conduct two link pre-
diction experiments: existence and direction prediction. We
compare our method with NERD [51], DiGCN [97], Mag-
Net [112], DiGAE [53], ODIN [109], and DUPLEX [50].
We conduct experiments on the same digraphs as in the em-
bedding task. Here, we split the graph datasets into 80%
for training, 15% for testing, and 5% for validation. Perfor-
mance is assessed by measuring the Area Under the ROC
Curve (AUC). We measure the link prediction quality by
computing the average performance and standard deviation
over 10 random splits. We present in Tab. 2 the link pre-
diction performance of our Finsler embedding and compet-
ing baselines. For the link existence prediction task, our
method surpasses by a large margin competing methods
on all datasets except Squirrel, where our method is com-
petitive with the best one. In the link direction prediction
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Dimensionality
2 5 10 50

Distortion (↓) MAP (↑) Distortion (↓) MAP (↑) Distortion (↓) MAP (↑) Distortion (↓) MAP (↑)
Euclidean Finsler Euclidean Finsler Euclidean Finsler Euclidean Finsler Euclidean Finsler Euclidean Finsler Euclidean Finsler Euclidean Finsler

Cora 0.426 0.127 0.574 0.894 0.414 0.106 0.612 0.922 0.322 0.093 0.677 0.931 0.218 0.091 0.831 0.949
Citeseer 0.386 0.194 0.394 0.691 0.320 0.172 0.495 0.835 0.305 0.083 0.681 0.958 0.277 0.051 0.740 0.976
Gr-QC 0.247 0.012 0.289 0.986 0.213 0.011 0.384 0.994 0.209 0.010 0.424 0.999 0.192 0.010 0.487 0.999

Chameleon 0.483 0.261 0.488 0.798 0.450 0.129 0.502 0.849 0.397 0.116 0.594 0.903 0.376 0.102 0.628 0.924
Squirrel 0.592 0.226 0.395 0.812 0.514 0.201 0.465 0.837 0.423 0.139 0.541 0.994 0.388 0.130 0.607 0.996

Arxiv-Year 0.489 0.242 0.321 0.742 0.408 0.195 0.392 0.853 0.346 0.136 0.415 0.927 0.329 0.115 0.431 0.954

Table 1. Distortion and Mean Average Precision (MAP) for asymmetric distance reconstruction for digraph data (the better in bold).
We obtain consistently, and by a significant margin, less distortion and better accuracy when embedding in our Finsler space than in the
Euclidean space. In particular, Finsler embeddings lead to better performance across all datasets and all embedding dimensions.

Existence Prediction Direction Prediction

Cora Citeseer Gr-Qc Chameleon Squirrel Arxiv-Year Cora Citeseer Gr-Qc Chameleon Squirrel Arxiv-Year

NERD 82.7±0.8 79.2±0.3 73.9±0.6 81.5±0.7 72.5±0.8 54.2±1.3 90.6±0.6 81.3±0.7 79.2±0.8 84.2±0.4 78.2±0.5 59.4±1.6
DiGCN 81.5±0.4 81.9±1.7 76.2±1.3 78.2±1.9 73.4±1.5 59.6±2.1 90.2±1.5 87.2±1.8 82.5±1.6 85.0±1.2 80.1±1.4 64.5±1.2
MagNet 84.2±0.9 87.5±0.9 79.4±1.5 83.2±0.7 82.6±1.0 65.8±1.3 93.2±0.4 94.9±0.8 87.3±0.6 89.7±1.0 85.2±0.8 70.2±2.4
DiGAE 81.8±0.5 85.3±2.8 74.8±2.1 75.4±1.8 71.9±0.9 60.2±1.6 87.6±0.7 80.6±2.7 83.2±1.8 83.6±1.4 81.3±1.5 62.5±1.3
ODIN 89.1±0.6 85.0±1.9 82.5±1.4 84.6±1.3 78.7±1.4 63.5±1.8 95.3±0.5 93.2±0.7 87.0±0.9 90.3±0.8 83.7±1.2 68.9±1.4
DUPLEX 95.0±0.2 97.2±0.6 83.1±0.3 87.2±0.4 82.5±0.6 64.7±1.2 95.3±0.3 97.9±0.1 90.7±0.1 92.0±0.4 85.0±0.9 69.6±1.1

Ours 95.2±0.3 94.6±1.0 84.9±0.6 89.3±0.8 82.3±0.3 68.6±1.4 95.1±0.2 97.2±0.3 92.6±0.5 93.2±0.4 89.0±0.3 74.4±1.8

Table 2. Area Under the ROC Curve (ROC AUC) for the link prediction tasks (the highest in bold and the second highest underlined). For
each task, our Finsler embedding largely outperforms existing methods for nearly all datasets, and is on par for the remaining dataset.

task, the Finsler approach achieves the best performance
by a significant margin on all datasets except Cora, where
it is on par with the best one. For both experiments, our
method is either far superior to the baselines by several per-
centage points, or is comparable to the best baseline within
0.3%. These results demonstrate the superior performance
and generalisation of our Finsler method across both tasks.

8. Conclusion
We propose a novel framework for multi-dimensional scal-
ing, called Finsler MDS. It extends traditional MDS by em-
bedding data in a Finsler manifold rather than a Riemannian
one. By doing so, we naturally accommodate asymmetry in
data dissimilarities, which is a notorious blind spot in tra-
ditional methods. Inspired by the Euclidean space, we de-
sign a simple canonical Finsler space in which to embed
asymmetric data, enabling intuitive and computationally ef-
ficient representations. Through both theoretical analysis
and empirical validation, we demonstrate that Finsler MDS
achieves accurate embeddings and preserves essential struc-
tures in diverse datasets where asymmetric relationships are
critical. We experimentally showcase the ability of Finsler
MDS to provide novel insights in a wide range of visuali-
sation applications. We also demonstrate its contribution to
the field of graph representation learning providing superior
embeddings for node embedding and link prediction, areas
where traditional methods fall short. Additionally, we illus-
trate the flexibility of the Finsler MDS framework by incor-

porating modern tools from both the traditional MDS, and
the deep learning communities. We hope that this frame-
work will inspire further research in asymmetric manifold
learning and the use of Finsler geometry in computer vi-
sion applications, opening pathways for richer data repre-
sentations and deeper insights into the complex structures
underlying high-dimensional asymmetric data, beyond the
mainstream Riemannian geometry.

Limitations and Future Work. First, due to asymmetry,
providing a closed-form solution of the Finsler MDS em-
bedding is non-trivial. Indeed, the extension of the kernel-
based solution for simple cases in Euclidean geometry is
not straightforward. Instead, we rely on iterative descent
strategies to find a local minimum. Although Finsler MDS
extends traditional MDS methods and their Euclidean space
by allowing a asymmetric geometrical representation, it
similarly leads to increasing distortion the more the data
manifold departs from the chosen metric structure. Let us
also mention that in the canonical Randers space, all the
asymmetry is encoded in a single dimension. However,
there might be applications where two independent seman-
tic concepts create asymmetry, and then other Finsler met-
rics might be preferable to generate disentangled asymmet-
ric embeddings. Finally, let us highlight that the encoding
of asymmetry via Finsler geometry extends beyond our di-
mensionality reduction and embedding applications. Nev-
ertheless, it has been largely understudied for practical ap-
plications in computer vision and deserves further attention.
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Supplementary Material

This supplemental material is organized as follows:

• Appendix A contains the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2
and Propositions 1 and 2 and the details of the derivations
for the Finsler stress function (Eq. (7)).

• Appendices B and C contain additional theoretical dis-
cussions. The former is dedicated to the link between cur-
rent fields and Randers metrics, while the latter focuses
on a generalisation of the Wormhole criterion to Finsler
MDS to handle manifolds with missing parts.

• Appendix D contains implementation details and addi-
tional experiments complementing the visualisation ex-
periments in Sec. 7.1 and the digraph representation
learning experiments in Sec. 7.2.

A. Proofs and Derivations

A.1. Proof of Theorem 1

We here provide two proofs of this result. The first uses the
Euler-Lagrange equation, a powerful and general tool in the
calculus of variations. It can give some insights for gener-
alisation to other metrics. However, given the simplicity of
the canonical Randers space, a quick and direct proof is also
given.

Euler-Lagrange. In calculus of variations, the Euler-
Lagrange equation provides first order optimality necessary
conditions on the solution of functionals involving func-
tions x(t) and their derivative x′(t).

Theorem 3 (Euler-Lagrange equation). If a functional
of a smooth scalar function x(t) is given by L(x) =∫ 1

0
L(t, x(t), x′(t))dt, where L is a positive smooth func-

tion, then the solution minimising the functional L satisfies
the equation

∂L
∂x

− d

dt

∂L
∂x′ = 0.

Many generalisations of the Euler-Lagrange equations
exist. In our case, when x(t) = (x1(t), · · · , xm(t))⊤ ∈ Rm

is multi-dimensional, the Euler-Lagrange equation is dupli-
cated for each output dimension. In other words, the mini-
mum solution satisfies the set of equations

∂L
∂xi

− d

dt

∂L
∂x′

i

= 0 ∀i ∈ {1, · · · ,m}. (11)

The Euler-Lagrange equations can be used to derive
shortest geodesic paths in our canonical Randers space. The
length is a functional (Eq. (1)), that can be rewritten from a

Lagrangian perspective as

LFC (γ) =

∫ 1

0

L
(
t, γ(t), γ′(t)

)
dt, (12)

where
L
(
t, γ(t), γ′(t)

)
= FC

γ(t)

(
γ′(t)

)
= ∥γ′(t)∥2 + ω⊤γ′(t).

(13)

Denoting γ = (γ1, · · · , γm) and γ′ = (γ′
1, · · · , γ′

m), the
Euler-Lagrange equations for this functional are given for
all i ∈ {1, · · · ,m} by

∂L

∂γi
− d

dt

∂L

∂γ′
i

= 0. (14)

Since L does not explicitly depend on γ, but only its
derivative, we have that the Euler-Lagrange equations sim-
plify to

0 =
d

dt

∂L
∂γ′

i

(15)

=
d

dt

(
γ′
i(t)

∥γ′(t)∥2
+ ωi

)
. (16)

In the canonical space, ω is a uniform vector field, as
such its coordinates ωi do not depend on t. Thus, d

dtωi = 0.
We then have, stacking the Euler-Lagrange equations into
vector form, that

d

dt

(
γ′(t)

∥γ′(t)∥2

)
= 0. (17)

Equation (17) is the same as the one we would obtain if
ω ≡ 0, i.e. if the metric was Riemannian. It is well-known
to describe the equation of a straight line. To see this, if we
take t = s to be the Euclidean arclength parametrisation,
then ∥γ′(s)∥2 = 1 and then the Euler-Lagrange equation
becomes d

dsγ
′(s) = 0, meaning that γ′(s) is constant and

thus γ(s) is a straight Euclidean line. Shortest paths in the
canonical Randers space are thus the straight segments as in
the Euclidean space, making it a flat space.

Calculation. To better understand the particular structure
of the canonical Randers space, we provide an alternative
simple proof. Assume without loss of generality that ω =
α(0, · · · , 0, 1)⊤, and denote γ(t) = (x1(t), · · · , xm(t))⊤.
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Then

LFC (γ) =

∫ 1

0

Fγ(t)(γ
′(t))dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
∥γ′(t)∥2 + ω⊤γ′(t)

)
dt

=

∫ 1

0

∥γ′(t)∥2dt+ α

∫ 1

0

x′
mdt

=

∫ 1

0

∥γ′(t)∥2dt+ α

∫ x1

x0

dx

=

∫ 1

0

∥γ′(t)∥2dt+ α(x1 − x0). (18)

The right term is a constant not depending on the curve γ,
whereas the left term is the usual functional giving the Eu-
clidean length of the curve γ. Thus, the shortest path in
the canonical Randers space is also the shortest path in the
Euclidean space, which is given by the Euclidean segment
γ(t) = (1− t)x+ ty.

A.2. Proof of Proposition 1

Although the shortest paths are the same in the canonical
Randers space and in the Euclidean space, i.e. γFC

x→y(t) =
(1− t)x+ ty, their lengths are not the same as they depend
on the direction of traversal. Since the metric is canonical,
it does not depend on the position γFC

x→y(t). Noticing that(
γFC

x→y

)′
(t) = y − x, a direct calculation gives

dFC (x, y) = LFC

(
γFC

x→y

)
=

∫ 1

0

FC
γFC
x→y(t)

((
γFC

x→y

)′
(t)

)
dt

=

∫ 1

0

(∥∥∥∥(γFC

x→y

)′
(t)

∥∥∥∥
2

+ ω⊤
(
γFC

x→y

)′
(t)

)
dt

=

∫ 1

0

(
∥y − x∥2 + ω⊤(y − x)

)
dt

= ∥y − x∥2 + ω⊤(y − x). (19)

A.3. Proof of Theorem 2

By assumption, the data can be accurately embedded in
the Euclidean space Rm. Denote X ∈ Rm this solution,
with d(xi, xj) = Di,j for all pairs (i, j). Consider now
the Finsler MDS problem into the canonical Randers space
of dimension Rm+1. Without loss of generality, we can
assume that ω is along the last coordinate axis. The em-
bedding Y = [X, 0] ∈ RN×(m+1), which is the concate-
nation of the m-dimensional Euclidean embedding with a
last 0 coordinate is the minimal solution. Indeed, since
the embedding lies in a hyperplane orthogonal to ω, we
have dF (xi, xj) = dE(xi, xj) for all pairs (i, j). Since the
Euclidean embedding is accurate, we have dFC (xi, xj) =

Di,j for all pairs (i, j).

A.4. Derivation of Eq. (7)

Plugging into the Finsler stress (Eq. (4)) the canonical Ran-
ders distances between embedded points (Eq. (6)), we have

σ2(X) =
∑
i,j

wij∥xj − xi∥22

+ 2
∑
i,j

wij∥xj − xi∥2ω⊤(xj − xi)
⊤

+
∑
i,j

wij(xj − xi)ωω
⊤(xj − xi)

⊤

− 2
∑
i,j

wijDij∥xj − xi∥2

− 2
∑
i,j

wijDijω
⊤(xj − xi)

⊤ +
∑
i,j

wijD
2
ij .

(20)
As wij = wji, the second summation term vanishes

σ2(X) =
∑
i,j

wij∥xj − xi∥22

+
∑
i,j

wij(xj − xi)ωω
⊤(xj − xi)

⊤

− 2
∑
i,j

wijDij∥xj − xi∥2

− 2
∑
i,j

wijDijω
⊤(xj − xi)

⊤ +
∑
i,j

wijD
2
ij .

(21)

The terms
∑

i,j wij∥xj − xi∥22 and
∑

i,j wijDij∥xj −
xi∥2 are the ones we would obtain in the traditional SMA-
COF algorithm [44], and can be written, respectively,
tr(X⊤VX) and tr(X⊤B(X)X), with V and B given by
Eq. (8) and Eq. (9).

The terms
∑

i,j wij(xj − xi)ωω
⊤(xj − xi)

⊤ and∑
i,j wijDijω

⊤(xj −xi)
⊤ are specific to the Randers met-

ric, and can be simply written as tr(X⊤VXωω⊤) and
tr((W⊤ ⊙D⊤ −W ⊙D)1mω⊤X⊤).

A.5. Proof of Proposition 2

Our proof is based on the majorisation approach [32, 44].
Inspired by the traditional SMACOF algorithm, we aim to
find a function g(·, ·) that satisfies all the following condi-
tions for any points X and Y :

(i) σ2(X) = g(X,X),
(ii) σ2(X) ≤ g(X,Y ) for any Y ,

(iii) g(X,Y ) can be easily minimised with respect to X
for any Y .

For such a function g, the algorithm
X(k+1) = argmin

X
g(X,X(k)) (22)
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decreases the stress at each iteration as
g(X(k),X(k)) ≥ g(X(k+1),X(k)) ≥ g(X(k+1),X(k+1)).

(23)
Since the stress σ2(X(k)) = g(X(k),X(k)) decreases at
each iteration, the algorithm converges to a local minimum
(sandwich theorem).

We now look for a suitable function g. From the deriva-
tion of the stress function in Eq. (21), we have

σ2(X) = tr(X⊤VX) + tr(X⊤VXωω⊤)

+ 2 tr(CX⊤)− 2 tr(X⊤B(X)X), (24)
As in the traditional SMACOF [10], the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality implies that
tr(X⊤B(X)X) ≥ tr(X⊤B(Y )Y ) = µ(X,Y ). (25)

We thus have
σ2(X) ≤ g(X,Y ), (26)

where
g(X,Y ) = tr(X⊤VX) + tr(X⊤VXωω⊤)

+ 2 tr(CX⊤)− 2µ(X,Y ). (27)
To implement the majorisation update rule (Eq. (22)), we

need to compute the gradient of g(·,X(k)) (Eq. (27)). We
have
∇Xg(X(k+1),X(k)) = 2VX(k+1) + 2VX(k+1)ωω⊤

+ 2C − 2B(X(k))X(k).
(28)

Since X(k+1) minimises g (Eq. (22)), the first-order opti-
mality conditions lead to
2VX(k+1) + 2VX(k+1)ωω⊤ + 2C = 2B(X(k))X(k).

(29)
The terms in X(k+1) are linear, we can thus pseudo-

invert this system of equations to get the update rule. Recall
how to rewrite a linear system of equations to only have the
unknowns to the right of the coefficient matrix.

Lemma 1. For any matrices A, X , and C, we have

AXB = C ⇐⇒ (B⊤ ⊗A) vec(X) = vec(C).

Applying this rewrite to the linear system of equations
Eq. (29), we get the desired update rule

vec(X(k+1)) = K† vec(B(X(k))X(k) − C), (30)
where K = (Im + ωω⊤)⊗ V is a Kronecker matrix.

B. The Relationship between Current Fields
and Randers Metrics

The search of shortest-time trajectories in a medium with
time-independent wind is an old problem first studied by
Ernst Zermelo [111] and is called the Zermelo navigation
problem. In fact, it has turned out to be such an important
question that it can be used to explain causality in space-
time [17]. In the presence of wind v(x), unit balls of the

Finsler metric Fx are offset by v(x). To remain in a Finsler
space, where 0 is inside unit balls, the wind must have a
small magnitude Fx(−v(x)) < 1. Note that in the pres-
ence of large winds, the wind implies irreversible displace-
ments, explaining the irreversibility of time and causality in
the world. However, the obtained metric in large winds is
no longer a Finsler metric.

Consider the traditional case of a Riemannian manifold
X . For notational simplicity, we will drop the explicit
dependence on x. The Riemannian metric is written as
R(u) = ∥u∥M . Consider a wind with small magnitude
∥v∥M−1 < 1. The Zermelo metric F , which provides the
Finsler metric measuring the traversal time of agents along
curves on X with wind v is given by the equation [92]

R

(
u

F (u)
− v

)
= 1. (31)

Solving this equation with respect to F (u) yields the Zer-
melo metric given by

F (u) = ∥u∥Mv
+ ω⊤

v u, (32)
where

Mv =
1

(1− ∥u∥2M )2

(
Mvv⊤M + (1− ∥v∥2M )M

)
, (33)

ωv = − 1

1− ∥v∥2M
Mv. (34)

The Zermelo metric is thus a Randers Finsler metric. In
particular, note that for the traditional isotropic Riemannian
metric with M = I , and a small current ∥v∥22 ≪ 1, then
Mv ≈ M and the Randers drift component becomes ωv ≈
−v. As we work on synthetic current data with M = I , we
make the simplifying approximation when computing the
Zermelo-Randers metric that it is given by F (u) = ∥u∥2 −
v⊤u. Thus our Randers linear drift component is given by
the opposite of the current field.

C. Wormhole Finsler MDS

Our Finsler MDS formulation allows to use non-uniform
weights wi,j in the Finsler stress function, similar to regu-
lar MDS approaches. Here, we focus on generalising the
recent state-of-the-art method WHCIE [12] for computing
theoretically guaranteed consistent pairs of points on man-
ifolds sampled with missing parts. It was originally mo-
tivated for improving unsupervised shape matching to han-
dle partial shapes by filtering out inconsistent pairs from the
Gromov-Wassertein loss [11]. We first present the existing
approaches in Riemannian manifolds and then focus on our
generalisation to Finsler manifolds.

Riemannian wormhole criterion. Let X̃ be a Riemannian
data manifold (without missing parts) and Ỹ ⊂ X̃ be a ver-
sion of the data manifold that is missing some parts Ỹ ̸= X̃ .
Let X̃ be sampled data on Ỹ (and thus also on X̃ ). Data dis-
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similarities are computed as shortest path distances. How-
ever, depending on whether we are given the full manifold
X̃ or the partial one Ỹ , the computed data dissimilarities
DX̃ and DỸ , computed respectively on X̃ and Ỹ , might
differ. This is due to the fact that geodesic trajectories in
the full manifold X̃ might pass through missing parts of Ỹ
making shortest paths on Ỹ longer for some pairs of points.
As the data dissimilarities differ, optimising the stress func-
tion with each of them and using the same uniform weight
scheme wi,j = 1 for all pairs will lead to different embed-
dings X ̸= Y . The objective here is to design a different
strategy on the weights wi,j such that the resulting embed-
dings are as close as possible X ≈ Y , meaning that the
scheme is robust to missing parts.

Pairs of points xi and xj are said to be consistent if
their shortest path distances (DX̃ )i,j = (DỸ)i,j are con-
sistent on the full X̃ and partial Ỹ shapes. In practice, a
majority of pairs is consistent [12], but a significant amount
of pairs are inconsistent, leading to incorrect geodesic dis-
similarity estimates in the partial case affecting the embed-
ding. To mitigate this effect, a natural approach is to fil-
ter out inconsistent pairs my masking out their contribution
to the stress function. This translates to choosing a weight
scheme wi,j ∈ {0, 1}, with wi,j = 1 only for consistent
pairs. One way of proceeding is to use heuristics for short
distance computations and focus only on local pairs [87].
More recently, another paradigm has shown impressive re-
sults [12, 79]. Rather than focusing on local pairs, the idea
is to design a criterion that can guarantee whether a pair is
consistent. Guaranteeing means that there is theoretically
no false alarm possible by the criterion: only consistent
pairs are found. More general criteria find more consistent
pairs, allowing the method to use more non-perturbed infor-
mation to find the embedding.

A common misconception is to believe that shortest
paths not intersecting the boundary B̃ = δỸ provide con-
sistent pairs, as was debunked in [12]. Rather than focusing
on the intersection with the boundary of the partial mani-
fold, the distances to the boundary were used to define the
criteria. Let x̃iB̃

and x̃jB̃
be the closest boundary points to

x̃i and x̃j on the partial shape Ỹ ,
x̃iB̃

= argmin
x̃b∈B̃

(DỸ)i,b and x̃jB̃
= argmin

x̃b∈B̃
(DỸ)j,b.

(35)
In [14, 79], a first criterion CT : Ỹ × Ỹ → {0, 1} was
proposed

CT (x̃i, x̃j) = 1(DỸ)i,j≤(DỸ)i,iB̃
+(DỸ)j,jB̃

, (36)

where 1 is the indicator function. The idea behind this cri-
terion is that if geodesic paths on the full manifold X̃ be-
tween points x̃i and x̃j should pass through missing parts in
Ỹ , then their length is at least the sum of the distances to the
boundary B̃. However, this intrinsic criterion is particularly

conservative as it discards the length of this trajectory be-
tween boundary points, since information on the manifold
is lost inside missing parts. Recently, [12] lifted extrinsic
information to provide a worst case bound on the length of
paths between boundary points. If the Riemannian metric
on the manifold is the standard one given by the identity
matrix, then trajectories between boundary points on the
manifold are at least longer than the length of the straight
segment in the original Euclidean embedding space Rn

(DX̃ )b1,b2 ≥ dE(x̃b1 , x̃b2) (37)
for any boundary points x̃b1 and x̃b2 . From this simple ob-
servation, [12] generalised the CT criterion to the wormhole
criterion CW : Ỹ × Ỹ → {0, 1} defined as

CW(x̃i, x̃j) = 1(DỸ)i,j≤KE
i,j
, (38)

where the threshold matrix KE
i,j is computed as

KE
i,j = min

x̃b1
,x̃b2

∈B
(DỸ)i,b1 + (DỸ)j,b2 + dE(x̃b1 , x̃b2).

(39)
For more general Riemannian metrics on the manifold, [12]
showed how to generalise the wormhole criterion. The
idea is to provide a worst case bound on the distance of
each infinitesimally small Euclidean arclength step along
the straight Euclidean segment between boundary points.
Denote λM̃ > 0 to be the minimum eigenvalue of the Rie-
mannian metric M̃ over the full manifold X̃ , and can be
assumed to be given. By bounding the Riemannian length
of Euclidean arclength steps along curves, Eq. (37) becomes

(DX̃ )b1,b2 ≥
√

λM̃dE(x̃b1 , x̃b2) (40)

for any boundary points x̃b1 , x̃b2 ∈ B̃. The wormhole crite-
rion then becomes

CW(x̃i, x̃j) = 1(DỸ)i,j≤KR
i,j

(41)

where the generalised Riemannian threshold matrix KR is
now
KR

i,j = min
x̃b1

,x̃b2
∈B

(DỸ)i,b1+(DỸ)j,b2+
√

λM̃dE(x̃b1 , x̃b2).

(42)
The criteria CT (xi, xj) and CW(xi, xj) are chosen to be
the weights wi,j for the TCIE [79] and WHCIE [12] meth-
ods respectively. In particular, WHCIE demonstrates im-
pressive robustness and forms the current state-of-the-art in
finding consistent pairs on Riemannian manifolds.

The core idea behind the wormhole criterion is in
Eqs. (37) and (40), that find how to lower bound the man-
ifold’s metric length of Euclidean arclength infinitesimal
steps. We propose to take this idea and apply it to Finsler
manifolds.

Finsler wormhole criterion. Assume now that the data
manifold X̃ is equipped with a Finsler metric F̃ and that
there exists CF̃ > 0 such that the Finsler length of in-
finitesimal Euclidean arclength steps ds̃ is bounded by
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F̃x̃(ds̃) ≥ CF̃ ∥ds̃∥2. Then the Finsler length of curves
between boundary points can be lower bounded using the
Euclidean embedding distance.

Proposition 3. The Finsler distance on the Finsler manifold
X̃ between any points xi and xj is lower bounded by

(DX̃ )i,j ≥ CF̃ dE(x̃i, x̃j)

Proof. The proof is an immediate generalisation of the ar-
guments in the Riemannian case. By integrating the lower
bound on Euclidean arclength steps F̃x̃(ds̃) ≥ CF̃ ∥ds̃∥2,
and since the euclidean length of any curve between xi and
xj is at least that of the Euclidean straight segment between
them, we get the desired lower bound.

Denote KF the generalised Finsler threshold matrix
KF

i,j = min
x̃b1

,x̃b2
∈B

(DỸ)i,b1 + (DỸ)b2,j +CF̃ dE(x̃b1 , x̃b2).

(43)
We can then define the Finsler wormhole criterion CWF .

Definition 4 (Finsler wormhole criterion). The Finsler
wormhole criterion CWF is defined as

CWF (x̃i, x̃j) = 1(DỸ)i,j≤KF
i,j
.

By construction, the Finsler wormhole criterion only
finds consistent pairs.

Theorem 4 (CWF guarantees consistent pairs). The Finsler
wormhole criterion guarantees found pairs to be consistent.

Proof. The proof follows the exact same arguments as in
the Riemannian case, where now Eqs. (37) and (40) are re-
placed with Proposition 3.

We thus propose the weight scheme wi,j = CWF (x̃i, x̃j)
for Finsler MDS to provide robust embeddings to missing
components. For optimisation algorithms requiring a sym-
metric weight scheme, such as our Finsler Smacof algo-
rithm, we symmetrise it by taking the intersection wi,j =√

CWF (x̃i, x̃j)CWF (x̃j , x̃i). Note that the square root is
superfluous for binary criteria, but is not so when consid-
ering soft masks. In [12], the criterion is sometimes soft-
ened by considering the ratio between the computed short-
est path lengths and the criterion matrix, and cutting it off to
1. This allows to take into account almost consistent pairs
where there is only a small perturbation of the true geodesic
distance, providing a reasonable compromise between ac-
curacy and amount of data to rely on. We can soften our
criterion in the same fashion by taking: min

{
KF

DỸ
, 1
}

.
We now show in a useful example how to derive the

Finsler constant CF̃ when the Finsler metric is a Ran-
ders metric with isotropic uniform Riemannian component
F̃x̃(u) = ∥u∥2 + ω̃(x̃)⊤u. Taking u = ds̃ to be an in-
finitesimal Euclidean arclength tangent vector, its Finsler

length becomes minimal when ds̃ is oppositely aligned
with the Randers drift component ω̃(x̃). This leads to
F̃x̃(ds̃) ≥ (1 − ∥ω̃(x̃)∥2)∥ds̃∥2. Assuming the knowledge
of α̃max = max

x̃
∥ω̃(x̃)∥2 < 1, for instance if we are pro-

vided with the maximum possible norm of the current on
the manifold, we get F̃x̃(ds̃) ≥ (1− α̃max)∥ds̃∥2, meaning
that CF̃ = 1− α̃max.

D. Implementation Details and Additional Ex-
periments

D.1. Data Visualisation Experiments

We describe the implementation details in Appendix D.1.1
of experiments in Sec. 7.1 and present additional visuali-
sation results in Sec. 7.1. These simple experiments do not
require any advanced hardware, e.g. a commercial CPU suf-
fices.

D.1.1 Implementation Considerations

In the visualisation experiments, we embed data with
Finsler MDS into the canonical Randers space X = Rm,
with m ∈ {2, 3}. The canonical Randers metric is chosen to
have the fixed asymmetry level α = 0.5. All Finsler MDS
embeddings for visualisation are computed with the Finsler
SMACOF algorithm. Unless specified otherwise, they use
uniform weights wi,j . Recall that the traditional SMACOF
algorithm is well-known to be sensitive to initialisation. To
avoid getting stuck in bad local minima, it is considered
standard practice to initialise it with the Isomap [88, 96]
embedding, even if the weights wi,j are not uniform. Fol-
lowing this idea, we initialise the SMACOF algorithm with
the Isomap embedding to Rm applied to the symmetrised
dissimilarity matrix DS = D+D⊤

2 .
In practice, we found that pseudo-inverting the K ma-

trix for the Finsler SMACOF update (see Proposition 2) was
slow and unstable when there are many data points. To over-
come this issue, we first multiplied Eq. (29) by V ⊤ leading
to a more stable update rule requiring the pseudo-inversion
of a symmetric matrix

vec(Xk+1) = (K ′)† vec(B′(Xk)Xk − C ′), (44)
where the matrices K ′, B′(Xk), and C ′ are the modi-
fied matrices K ′ = (Im + ωω⊤) ⊗ (V ⊤V ), B′(Xk) =
V ⊤B(Xk), and C ′ = V ⊤C. In addition, we resorted to
the Generalized Minimal Residual method (GMRES) [83],
which is a fast alternative solver of linear systems, bypass-
ing the need to compute the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse
of the large matrix (K ′)† when the number of points N is
large. We share the seeded code to reproduce our data and
results.

Asymmetric Manifold Flattening. In this experiment from
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the main paper and the additional one in the supplemen-
tary, we sample N = 3000 i.i.d. random vertices from the
Swiss roll. The unit Euclidean vector ω̃, giving the di-
rection of the Randers metric equipping the Swiss roll, is
chosen to be intrinsically uniform along the length of the
Swiss roll. Note that although they are intrinsically uni-
form in the tangent planes Tx̃X̃ = R2, they are not uni-
form extrinsically when rotating these planes to be tangent
to the original embedding of the Swiss roll, as shown for
instance in Fig. 2. Denote ω̂(x̃) ∈ R3 the extrinsic embed-
ding of ω̃ in the original embedding space R3 of the Swiss
roll manifold X̃ . To compute the asymmetric geodesic dis-
tances, we compute the symmetric k-Nearest Neighbour
(kNN) graph, with k = 10, based on the Euclidean dis-
tances in R3. Once the logical graph is computed, we com-
pute the distances on these edges using a first order approxi-
mation. If points x̃i and x̃j are neighbours, we approximate
dF̃ α̃(xi, xj) ≈ ∥xj − xi∥2 + α̃ω̂(xi)

⊤(xj − xi), and as-
sign this distance to the directed edge from node i to node
j, and vice versa for the directed edge from node j to node
i. This procedure, which generalises the standard Isomap
[88, 96] approach, constructs an asymmetric weighted kNN
directed graph. We can now apply Dijkstra’s algorithm [34]
to compute the approximate geodesic distances between all
pairs of points. The results form the dissimilarity matrix D,
which is the input for the embedding algorithm. The result
in Fig. 2 corresponds to α̃ = 0.3.

Robustness to Holes. In this experiment, 2000 i.i.d. points
are sampled on the full Swiss roll, but points falling within
a rectangular region encoding the hole are removed. The
Randers metric equipping the manifold X̃ is the same as
in the Asymmetric Manifold Flatenning experiments on the
Swiss roll with α̃ = 0.5. We apply the same algorithm to
compute the Randers distance between points, with k = 15
in the kNN graph construction. To create an embedding that
is robust to the missing part, the weights are given by the
binary Finsler wormhole criterion, logically symmetrised:
wi,j =

√
CWF (x̃i, x̃j)CWF (x̃j , x̃i) (see Appendix C). To

compute the wormhole criterion, we assume that the met-
ric is behaved in the missing parts similarly to the rest of
the data, leading to a choice of α̃max = α̃ to compute the
constant CF̃ in Proposition 3.

Unflattening Current Maps. In this experiment from the
main paper and the additional one in the supplementary
(corresponding to Fig. 8), we sample N i.i.d. random points
in a rectangular region Ω̃ of the plane R2. Given an un-
constrained current v̆(x̃i) ∈ R2 at any point x̃i ∈ Ω̃, the
current is then chosen to be ṽ(x̃i) = α̃ v̆(x̃i)

maxj∥v̆(x̃j)∥2
. The

Randers metric at the sampled point x̃i is then chosen to
be F̃ (x̃i) = ∥u∥2 − ṽ(x̃i)

⊤u (see Appendix B). We then
apply the same algorithm as in the Asymmetric Manifold

Flattening experiment on the Swiss roll to compute Ran-
ders geodesic distances, using a kNN graph with k = 10
neighbours. Note that since the original space and its tan-
gent space coincide X̃ = Tx̃X̃ at all points x̃, the extrinsic
embedding of the drift component ω̃(x̃) = −ṽ(x̃) is the
same as its intrinsic version ω̂(x̃) = ω̃(x̃).

For the experiment in the main paper, we sample N =
2000 points from the domain Ω̃ = [0, 10]2. At any point
x̃i = (x̃

(1)
i , x̃

(2)
i )⊤ ∈ Ω, we define the unconstrained cur-

rent field v̆(x̃i) =
(
sin(νx̃

(1)
i ) + cos(νx̃

(2)
i ), cos(νx̃

(1)
i ) −

sin(νx̃
(2)
i )

)⊤
, with ν = 2. The current field is constructed

with α̃ = 0.5. For the river experiment in the supple-
mentary, we sample N = 1000 points from the domain
Ω̃ = [0, 10] × [0, 1]. The unconstrained current at point
x̃i is given by v̆(x̃i) = (1− |2x̃(2)

i − 1|, 0)⊤. The current is
then constructed with α̃ = 0.2.

Revealing Graph Hierarchies In this experiment, we con-
struct a full and complete binary tree of depth h = 7, having
thus N = 2h+1 − 1 = 255 nodes. The edge from a parent
to it child is given the weight of 0.5, whereas the edge from
a child to its parent has a weight of 1.5. Additionally, we
add undirected edges between all nodes at the same height,
with a weight of 0.1. Given two nodes connected by an
edge, their distances is given by the edge weight. Asym-
metric geodesic distances between any two nodes are then
computed using Dijkstra’s algorithm, which constitute the
dissimilarity matrix D.

D.1.2 Additional Results

Figure 6. Flattening the Swiss roll equipped with a Randers metric
F̃ α̃ with various asymmetry levels α̃ given by F̃ α̃

x̃ (u) = ∥u∥2 +
α̃ω̃⊤u and ∥ω̃∥2 = 1. We superimpose on the right the resulting
Finsler MDS embeddings in the 3D canonical Randers space with
fixed asymmetry α = ∥ω∥2.

Asymmetric Manifold Flattening. By changing the value
of α̃, we vary the amount of asymmetry on the Swiss roll.
However, in this experiment, we do not change the asymme-
try measure of the canonical Randers space of the embed-
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dings: α is fixed. We superimpose in Fig. 6 the resulting
Finsler MDS embeddings for various asymmetry levels of
the data α̃ ∈ {0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.6}. In all cases, the em-
bedded Swiss roll resembles a flat 2D band in 3D, albeit
with varying vertical orientation. As expected, the higher
the value of α̃, the more the embedded Swiss roll becomes
vertical along the axis z⃗ of asymmetry. When the data is
(close to) symmetric, i.e. α̃ is (close to) 0, the embedding is
(close to) aligned with the xy plane. Finsler MDS thus not
only provides embeddings preserving the manifold struc-
ture, but its verticality also provides an intuitive visual cue
encoding the asymmetry of the data.

Figure 7. Flattening the original symmetric Swiss roll. The em-
bedding is either into the Euclidean space R3 with Isomap or into
the canonical Randers space R3 with our Finsler MDS. Finsler
MDS provides robust embeddings that generalises traditional sym-
metric embedding methods on symmetric data while revealing the
additional information that the data is symmetric.

Symmetric Manifold Flattening. We focus on the embed-
ding of the vanilla symmetric Swiss roll, i.e. α̃ = 0, to R3

using either the traditional MDS, with Isomap, or Finsler
MDS, with our Finsler SMACOF algorithm. These results
are presented without other values of α̃ in Fig. 7. For the
Isomap embedding to R3, the Swiss roll is not perfectly flat-
tened in the xy hyperplane. This incorrectly suggests that
the Swiss roll is not a flat Riemannian structure, i.e. with
effectively 0 Gaussian curvature. This error is due to small
noise in the estimate of the distance matrix D as Dijkstra’s
algorithm only provides an approximation to geodesic dis-
tances as geodesic paths are constrained to live on the neigh-
bourhood graph constructed from the data. To avoid this is-
sue, the Swiss roll is usually embedded to R2, yielding the
desired 2D flattened Swiss roll rectangle. In contrast, our
Finsler MDS embedding to the canonical Randers space R3

is flattened to the xy plane and is similar to the ideal 2D
Isomap embedding, as predicted by Theorem 2. Addition-
ally, our embedding also provides the information that the
original Swiss roll is a symmetric structure as all embed-
ded points have the same height. As such, Finsler MDS not
only robustly provides superior embeddings for symmetric
data that generalise the traditional methods, it also yields
additional information compared to them.

Dataset Cora Citeseer Gr-QC Chameleon Squirrel Arxiv-Year
|V| 2,708 3,327 5,242 2,277 5,201 169,343
|E| 5,429 4,552 14,496 31,371 198,353 1,166,243

Table 3. Summary of dataset statistics for link prediction tasks.
We note |V| and |E| the numbers of nodes and edges, respectively.

Unflattening Current Maps. In addition to the unflatten-
ing of the current map in Fig. 4, we also embed using Finsler
MDS the classic river manifold in Fig. 8. As explained
in Appendix B, from a timewise perspective, we equip the
river with a Randers field with ω̃ = −ṽ, where ṽ is the cur-
rent field. The Finsler MDS embedding of the river leads
to an intuitive embedding clearly revealing the existence of
asymmetry between points upstream and downstream. This
contrasts with the original current map, even when enriched
with arrows to artificially break the Euclidean symmetry, as
they can be difficult to discern when numerous or with low
magnitude.

D.2. Digraph Embedding and Link Prediction Ex-
periments Implementation Details

We describe the setups and additional details of our exper-
iments in Sec. 7.2. The experiments are performed on a
NVIDIA DGX A100 GPU.

Datasets. For both the digraph embedding and link pre-
diction tasks, we evaluate on six publicly available directed
graph datasets: the citation networks Cora [89] and Cite-
seer [108], the arXiv collaboration network in general rela-
tivity and quantum cosmology (Gr-QC) [57], and three het-
erophilic graphs: Chameleon, Squirrel [82], and Arxiv-Year
[47]. The detailed statistics of these benchmarks are sum-
marized in Tab. 3.

Digraph Embedding Baseline. To utilize the direc-
tional property for learning efficient representations, we
propose computing embeddings in Finsler space instead
of Euclidean space. We note that while [60] explores a
Finsler-Riemannian framework for graph embedding, their
approach is not applicable to directed graphs. Therefore,
we do not include comparisons between their framework
and our Finsler representation for digraph embedding.

Link Prediction Baseline. For link prediction tasks, we
compare our method with NERD [51], DiGCN [97], Mag-
Net [112], DiGAE [53], ODIN [109], and DUPLEX [50].
NERD is a shallow method that uses node semantics based
on a random walk strategy to sample node neighbourhoods
from a directed graph. DiGCN introduces a spectral Graph
Neural Network (GNN) model built on digraph convolution,
utilizing Personalized PageRank as its foundation. MagNet
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Figure 8. Embedding of the river map with a fixed current profile ṽ. The associated Randers drift component ω̃ is in the opposite direction.
Plotting arrows on the map might lead to cluttered visualisations that make the asymmetry difficult to read even in this simple toy example.
In contrast the Finsler MDS embedding clearly reveals the asymmetric nature of the river while preserving its spatial straight property.

proposes the magnetic Laplacian to define graph convolu-
tions. Both DiGCN and MagNet are spectral-based meth-
ods. DiGAE is a digraph autoencoder model that employs
a directed GCN as its encoder. ODIN is a recent shallow
method that learns multiple embeddings per node to model
directed edge formation factors while disentangling inter-
est factors from in-degree and out-degree biases. DUPLEX
employs dual graph attention network encoders that operate
on a Hermitian adjacency matrix.

Digraph Embedding Setup. To assess the capacity of
the Euclidean and Finsler representations, we embed the
full data with a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) and com-
pute the pairwise distances in the embedding space. We
implement our proposed method using PyTorch [72]. We
train the Euclidean embedding with Euclidean stochas-
tic gradient descent. Riemannian stochastic gradient de-
scent [8] generalises classical stochastic gradient descent
to optimization on Riemannian manifolds by replacing Eu-
clidean updates with retractions that map stochastic gra-
dients from tangent spaces back onto the manifold. For
the Finsler embedding, we train the embedding by adapt-
ing the Riemannian stochastic gradient descent from the
Riemannian metric with the canonical Randers metric de-
fined in Sec. 5. We consider the embedding space Rm

of various dimensions m ∈ {2, 5, 10, 50}. For each di-
mension m, we use the Optuna [2] hyperparameter op-
timiser to choose the learning rate, the number of hid-
den layers, the hidden dimension, and the dropout prob-
ability within candidate sets. These candidate sets are
{5e−1, 3e−1, 2e−1, 1e−1, 5e−2, 1e−2, 5e−3, 1e−3} for the
learning rate, {1, 2, 3, · · · , 10} for the number of hidden
layers, {64, 128, 256, 512} for the hidden dimension, and
{0, 0.1, 0.2, · · · , 0.9} for the dropout probability.

Link Prediction Setup. We evaluate on two types of link
prediction tasks. The first task involves predicting the di-
rection of edges between vertex pairs u and v, where it is
known that there exists an edge between the two vertices
but not its direction: (u, v) ∈ E or (v, u) ∈ E . The sec-

ond task focuses on existence prediction, where the goal
is to determine whether (u, v) ∈ E , considering vertex
pairs (u, v). For link prediction tasks, we divide the graph
datasets, by partitioning the edges randomly while preserv-
ing the graph connectivity, into 80% (of edges) for training,
15% (of edges) for testing, and 5% (of edges) for valida-
tion, following the work [112]. Performance is assessed by
measuring the Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC). The link
prediction quality is computed by the average performance
and standard deviation over 10 random splits. We utilize
the source code released by the authors for the baseline al-
gorithms and optimize their hyperparameters using Optuna
[2].

8


	. Introduction
	. Related Work
	. Traditional Multi-Dimensional Scaling
	. Finsler Geometry
	. Finsler Multi-Dimensional Scaling
	. Problem Statement
	. Canonical Randers Space

	. Solving Finsler Multi-Dimensional Scaling
	. Finsler SMACOF
	. Finsler Representation Learning

	. Experimental Results
	. Data Visualisation
	. Digraph Embedding and Link Prediction

	. Conclusion
	. Proofs and Derivations
	. Proof of th: canonical Randers space is flat
	. Proof of prop:randersdistance
	. Proof of th: canonical randers generalises riemann with extra dim
	. Derivation of eq:sigma2 traces
	. Proof of prop:FSMACOF

	. The Relationship between Current Fields and Randers Metrics
	. Wormhole Finsler MDS
	. Implementation Details and Additional Experiments
	. Data Visualisation Experiments
	Implementation Considerations
	Additional Results

	. Digraph Embedding and Link Prediction Experiments Implementation Details


