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Abstract. We study the differential geometry of the fixed-rank core covariance manifold. Ac-
cording to Hoff, McCormack, and Zhang [J. R. Stat. Soc., B: Stat., 85 (2023), pp. 1659–1679], every
covariance matrix Σ of p1 ×p2 matrix-variate data uniquely decomposes into a separable component
K and a core component C. Such a decomposition also exists for rank-r Σ if p1/p2+p2/p1 < r, with
C sharing the same rank. They posed an open question on whether a partial-isotropy structure can
be imposed on C for high-dimensional covariance estimation. We address this question by showing
that a partial-isotropy rank-r core is a non-trivial convex combination of a rank-r core and Ip for
p := p1p2, motivating the study of rank-r cores. For fixed r > p1/p2 + p2/p1, we prove that the set
of rank-r cores, C+

p1,p2,r, is a compact, smooth, embedded submanifold of the set of rank-r positive
semi-definite matrices, except for a measure-zero subset associated with canonical decomposability.
When r = p, the set of full-rank cores C++

p1,p2 is itself a smooth manifold. Moreover, the positive

definite cone S++
p is diffeomorphic to the product of the Kronecker and core covariance manifolds,

providing new geometric insight into S++
p via separability. Differential geometric quantities, such as

the differential of the diffeomorphism, as well as the Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on
C++
p1,p2 and the manifolds used in constructing C+

p1,p2,r, are also derived. Lastly, we propose a partial-
isotropy core shrinkage estimator for matrix-variate data, supported by numerical illustrations.

Key words. canonical decomposability, core covariance matrix, fixed-rank, Kronecker-core
decomposition, Riemannian manifold optimization, separable covariance matrix.
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1. Introduction. Symmetric positive semi-definite (PSD) matrices arise in a
wide range of modern applications. For example, many non-Euclidean data are often
represented as PSD matrices, e.g., brain connectivity analysis [28], diffusion tensor
imaging [7, 18], and tomography [50]. In statistics, PSD matrices commonly appear
as covariance matrices, typically assumed to be strictly positive definite (PD). In the
analysis of such data or the covariance estimation using the Riemannian geometry of
the PD cone or its submanifolds, e.g., [8, 23, 64, 38, 43], the Euclidean metric is not
suitable as geodesics leave the space in finite time, resulting in non-PSD interpolations.
Therefore, various metrics have been proposed for the PD cone, including affine-
invariant [52, 46, 40], log-Euclidean [3], log-Cholesky [33], Bures-Wasserstein [6, 57,
16], and a product metric with one metric on positive diagonal matrices and one
metric on full-rank correlation matrices [58]. While these metrics are defined on the
PD cone, the quotient geometry has been studied for fixed or bounded rank PSD
matrices [59] and correlation matrices [10].

In covariance estimation based on the Riemannian frameworks, the choice of the
parameter space and metric depends on the assumed covariance model and the data
type. As an example, for p−dimensional vector data, the parameter space of the
population covariance matrix Σ is typically considered as the PD cone of the order
p [43, 23], denoted S++

p , where any aforementioned metric for the PD cone can be
adopted. On the other hand, for p1×p2 matrix-variate data, e.g., microarray data [2],
phonetic data [48], and audio data [62], a separable (Kronecker) covariance model [12]
is commonly used. Namely, for a zero-mean p1× p2 random matrix Y , its p1p2× p1p2
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covariance matrix Σ is formulated as

Σ = V [Y ] ≡ V [vec(Y )] = Σ2 ⊗ Σ1,(1.1)

where Σ1 ∈ S++
p1

and Σ2 ∈ S++
p2

correspond to row and column covariance matrices,
respectively. Here ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. Note that we assume p1, p2 ≥ 2
to emphasize the matrix structure in this article. It follows that

E[Y Y ⊤] = tr(Σ2)Σ1, E[Y ⊤Y ] = tr(Σ1)Σ2,

enabling the separate inference of correlation structures of row and column factors
[12, 61]. Under this model, there are at most O(p21+p

2
2) correlations between variables,

thereby making Σ parsimonious. We denote the space of such separable covariance
matrices by S++

p1,p2
. As a submanifold of S++

p for p := p1p2, [51, 38] proposed the
estimation of the separable covariance matrix under the affine-invariant geometry.

However, as p grows, the separability assumption on Σ as in (1.1) may oversimplify
its correlation structure, allowing at most O(p21 + p22) = o(p2) correlations, whereas
O(p2) correlations for the unstructured Σ. Hence, the separability assumption is often
inappropriate, as also pointed out by [20, 21]. As a departure from this assumption,
[26] introduced the core covariance matrix. They showed that every Σ ∈ S++

p admits a
unique decomposition into a separable component K, representing the most separable
part of Σ, and a core component C, whitened Σ via the identifiable square root K1/2

of K, e.g., symmetric square root and Cholesky factor. Namely, Σ = K1/2CK1/2,⊤,
referred to as a Kronecker-core decomposition (KCD). Also, Σ ∈ S++

p1,p2
if and only

if C = Ip. Such a decomposition may also exist for rank−r Σ if p1/p2 + p2/p1 < r
[17, 13, 53], with C sharing the same rank as K1/2 is non-singular. By Proposition
5 of [26], the dimension of the space of full-rank C is O(p2), whereas that of S++

p1,p2

is O(p21 + p22) = o(p2). Thus, in a high-dimensional regime where the sample size
n is smaller than the dimension of variables p, the estimation of Σ may be either
numerically or statistically unstable without any structural assumption on C.

As discussed by [26], one remedy is to introduce a partial-isotropy rank−r struc-
ture to C, which commonly arises in factor analysis [5, 4]. Specifically, Ω ∈ S++

p

has such a structure if λ1(Ω) ≥ · · · ≥ λr(Ω) > λr+1(Ω) = · · · = λp(Ω) > 0. Such
Ω can be equivalently formulated as AA⊤ + cIp for some A ∈ Rp×r of full-column
rank and constant c > 0. Nevertheless, [26] did not pursue the estimation using this
structure themselves, and left it as an open question, as characterizing such a core is
crucial. In this article, we shall answer this question. It turns out that if C exhibits
a partial-isotropy rank−r structure for fixed r > p1/p2 + p2/p1, C is a non-trivial
convex combination of a rank−r core and a trivial core Ip. As discussed in Section
2.1 and 6, the coefficient on Ip quantifies how far Σ is from being separable, improving
the interpretability compared to an unstructured C. To incorporate a partial-isotropy
C into the estimation of Σ, we need a proper understanding of the space of rank−r
cores, denoted C+

p1,p2,r, motivating the study of its geometry.
Therefore, this article is devoted to establishing the geometry of C+

p1,p2,r. Our con-
tributions are summarized in three main strands. First, we show that C+

p1,p2,r is a com-
pact, smooth, embedded submanifold of S+

p,r, the set of rank−r PSD matrices. A key

observation for the proof is that if C = AA⊤ ∈ C+
p1,p2,r for A = [vec(Ai), . . . , vec(Ar)]

with Ai ∈ Rp1×p2 , Proposition 3 of [26] implies that

r∑
i=1

AiA
⊤
i = p2Ip1

,

r∑
i=1

A⊤
i Ai = p1Ip2

.
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Define the diffeomorphism φp1,p2,r that maps (A1, . . . , Ar) ∈ (Rp1×p2)r to [a1, . . . , ar] ∈
Rp×r for ai = vec(Ai). The set Dp1,p2,r of (A1, . . . , Ar) satisfying the above is shown
to be a submanifold of the smooth manifold (Rp1×p2)r∗, the set of X = (X1, . . . , Xr) ∈
(Rp1×p2)r such that φp1,p2,r(X) is of rank−r. The proof is straightforward when r = p,
but the rank-deficient case requires additional technical work. Namely, we have to
remove the closed measure-zero set Vp1,p2,r consisting of canonically decomposable ma-
trices. The canonical decomposability notion arises in the study of the threshold on r
for which a generic Ω ∈ S+

p,r admits the KCD [13, 53]. Here (A1, . . . , Ar) is canonically
decomposable if there exist non-singular matrices (P,Q) such that each PAiQ

−1 has
a non-trivial block-diagonal form. We illustrate in Section 4.1 how Vp1,p2,r prevents
Dp1,p2,r from being a smooth manifold and is a closed set of measure zero. This issue
does not arise when r = p as shown in Section 3. After removing this set, Dp1,p2,r is
shown to be a smooth manifold. Observing further that Cp1,p2,r ≡ φp1,p2,r(Dp1,p2,r)
is embedded in the set of rank−r p × r matrices, that the orthogonal group Or acts
smoothly and freely on Cp1,p2,r, and that Cp1,p2,r/Or is diffeomorphic to C+

p1,p2,r, we
show that C+

p1,p2,r is a smooth manifold and identify its tangent space. The proof
strategy is outlined more clearly with the case r = p, where C++

p1,p2
≡ C+

p1,p2,p, in
Section 3, and then extended to the case where r < p in Section 4.2.

The next contribution is to study the differential geometry of C++
p1,p2

, Cp1,p2,r,
and the quotient manifold Cp1,p2,r/Or. Let k(Σ) and c(Σ) denote the separable and
core components of Σ, respectively. We refer to k and c as the Kronecker and core
maps defined on S++

p , respectively. With the map f : Σ ∈ S++
p → (k(Σ), c(Σ)) ∈

S++
p1,p2

× C++
p1,p2

, we show that S++
p is diffeomorphic to S++

p1,p2
× C++

p1,p2
via the map f

in Section 5.1. Therefore, we provide a new insight into the smooth structure of S++
p

via separability. We also compute the differentials of f and its inverse f−1. Under
the Euclidean metric, we derive the Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on
C++
p1,p2

in Section 5.2. The same is done for Cp1,p2,r under the same metric, and for the
quotient manifold Cp1,p2,r/Or under the induced quotient metric in Section 5.3.

Finally, using the geometry of Cp1,p2,r, we propose a partial-isotropy core shrink-
age estimator (PICSE) for the true covariance Σ with a partial-isotropy core in Section
6. Namely, Σ = K1/2((1 − λ)AA⊤ + λIp)K

1/2,⊤, where K = K1/2K1/2,⊤ ∈ S++
p1,p2

,
λ ∈ (0, 1) and A ∈ Cp1,p2,r. This answers the open question posed by [26] on how
a partial-isotropy core can be incorporated into estimating Σ. We propose an alter-
nating minimization algorithm to compute PICSE. In updating A, we leverage the
curvature of the objective function on Cp1,p2,r via second-order Riemannian manifold
optimization using the results in Section 5.3, with some suitable retraction. In Section
7, we numerically illustrate that PICSE outperforms existing covariance estimators for
matrix-variate data, and some baseline methods.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 1.1 introduces notations
used throughout this article. In Section 2, we review some preliminaries, including the
KCD, Riemannian manifolds, quotient manifolds, and algebraic geometry. In Section
3, we prove that C++

p1,p2
is a compact, smooth, embedded submanifold of S++

p . When
p1/p2 + p2/p1 < r < p, it is shown that C+

p1,p2,r is a compact, smooth, embedded
submanifold of S+

p,r in Section 4 after removing the set of canonically decomposable
matrices, using the proof strategy developed in Section 3. In Section 5, we estab-
lish the diffeomorphic relationship between S++

p and S++
p1,p2

× C++
p1,p2

. We also derive
the differential geometric quantities relevant to C++

p1,p2
, Cp1,p2,r, and Cp1,p2,r/Or un-

der the Euclidean metric. Leveraging the geometry of Cp1,p2,r, the partial isotropy
core shrinkage estimator (PICSE) is proposed in Section 6, supported by numerical
illustrations in Section 7. Section 8 concludes the article with a discussion. All the
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omitted proofs are deferred to Appendix A. The formulas of Euclidean derivative and
Hessian operator associated with computing PICSE are provided in Appendix B. The
additional figures that illustrate the results in Section 7 are given in Appendix C.

1.1. Notation. In this section, we collect the notations used in this article as
follows:

• Sp :=
{
Σ ∈ Rp×p : Σ = Σ⊤}.

• S+
p :=

{
Σ ∈ S+

p : Σ ⪰ 0p×p

}
.

• S++
p :=

{
Σ ∈ Rp×p : Σ = Σ⊤,Σ ≻ 0p×p

}
• S̄++

p :=
{
Σ ∈ S++

p : tr (Σ) = 1
}
and P(S++

p ) :=
{
Σ ∈ S++

p : |Σ| = 1
}
.

• S+
p,r :=

{
Σ ∈ S+

p : rank(Σ) = r
}
. Note that S++

p ≡ S+
p,p.

• S++
p1,p2

:=
{
Σ2 ⊗ Σ1 : Σ1 ∈ S++

p1
,Σ2 ∈ S++

p2

}
for the Kronecker product ⊗.

• C++
p1,p2

:=
{
C ∈ S++

p : k(C) = Ip
}
.

• Lp := {L ∈ Rp×p : Lij = 0 for i > j}.
• L++

p := {L ∈ Lp : Lii > 0} and P(L++
p ) =

{
L ∈ L++

p : |L| = 1
}
.

• For given Σ ∈ S++
p , L(Σ) ∈ L++

p denotes its unique Cholesky factor.

• L++
p1,p2

:=
{
L2 ⊗ L1 : L1 ∈ L++

p1
, L2 ∈ L++

p2

}
.

• Op :=
{
O ∈ Rp×p : OO⊤ = O⊤O = Ip

}
.

• Op,q := {O2 ⊗O1 ∈ Rpq×pq : O1 ∈ Op, O2 ∈ Oq}.
• Km,n : a mn ×mn commutation matrix such that Km,nvec(B

⊤) = vec(B)
for B ∈ Rm×n.

• GLp : a general linear group of order p.
• GLp1,p2

:= {B ⊗A : A ∈ GLp1
, B ∈ GLp2

} .
• For given a matrix M, C(M) and R(M) denote the column and row space of
M , respectively. Also, N(M) denotes the (right) null space of M .

• Rp×q
∗ := {X ∈ Rp×q : rank(X) = min {p, q}}.

• A map φp1,p2,r : (Rp1×p2)r → Rp1p2×r is defined by

φp1,p2,r(A) := φp1,p2,r(A1, . . . , Ar) = [vec(A1), . . . , vec(Ar)].

Note that the map φp1,p2,r is clearly a diffeomorphism.
• (Rp×q)r∗ :=

{
A = (A1, . . . , Ar) ∈ (Rp×q)r : φp,q,r(A) ∈ Rpq×r

∗
}
.

• For u ∈ Rpq, matp×q(u) denotes the p× q matrix by reshaping u.
• Skewp :=

{
M ∈ Rp×p :M = −M⊤}.

• For M ∈ Rp×p, sym(M) := (M +M⊤)/2 and skew(M) := (M −M⊤)/2
• For M ∈ Sp, D(M) := diag(M) and ⌊M⌋ denotes strictly lower triangular
part of M . Also, (M) 1

2
:= ⌊M⌋+ D(M)/2 and L(M) := ⌊M⌋+ D(M).

• For B1, . . . , BR ∈ Rm×n, a block-diagonal sum of B1, . . . , BR is given by⊕R
i=1Bi := diag(B1, . . . , BR).

• R+ := {a ∈ R : a > 0}.
• 0m and 0m×n denote the m−dimensional zero vector and the m × n zero
matrix, respectively.

• For M ∈ Rm×n, σi(M) denotes the ith largest signular value of M and
||M ||2 := σ1(M). Also, if M ∈ Sp, λi(M) denotes the ith largest eigenvalue
of M .

• For given n ∈ N, [n] := {1, . . . , n}.
We shall refer to S++

p1,p2
as the Kronecker covariance manifold, and to C++

p1,p2
as the

core covariance manifold. Note that the map k associated with C++
p1,p2

defined above
is referred to as a Kronecker map, which will be formally defined in Section 2.1. We
also define a block partition of a symmetric matrix, and introduce the partial trace
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operators. Suppose M ∈ Sp is partitioned as

M =


M[1,1] M[1,2] · · · M[1,p2]

M[2,1] M[2,2] · · · M[2,p2]

...
...

. . .
...

M[p2,1] M[p2,2] · · · M[p2,p2]

 ,
where each block M[i,j] ∈ Rp1×p1 and p = p1p2. Let (M[i,j]) be a block partition of
M . Also, the partial trace operators tr1 and tr2 are defined by

tr1 :M ∈ Sp →
p2∑
i=1

M[i,i] ∈ Sp1
,

tr2 :M ∈ Sp → N = (nij) ∈ Sp2
, where nij = tr

(
M[i,j]

)
.

In the sequels of this article, p := p1p2. Also, Ω1/2 denotes a square root of Ω ∈ S++
p ,

either a symmetric square root or Cholesky factor. We will specify the choice of the
square root when necessary. Otherwise, Ω1/2 is either one of the square roots.

2. Preliminary.

2.1. Kronecker-Core Decomposition. In this section, we review the Kronecker-
core decomposition proposed by [26]. Suppose Σ ∈ S++

p and define a function
d : S++

p1,p2
→ R by

d(K|Σ) := d(K2 ⊗K1|Σ) = tr
(
ΣK−1

)
+ p1 log |K2|+ p2 log |K1|,(2.1)

which is equivalent to the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between Np1×p2(0,K2 ⊗
K1) and Np1×p2

(0,Σ). The separable (Kronecker) component of Σ, k(Σ), is then
defined to be a unique minimizer of d in K ∈ S++

p1,p2
. That is,

k(Σ) := argminK=K2⊗K1∈S++
p1,p2

d(K|Σ).

Thus, k(Σ) is the Kronecker maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) of Σ, representing
the most separable component of Σ. Note that k(Σ) uniquely exists for any Σ ∈ S++

p

[54, 26] and we refer the map k : S++
p to as the Kronecker map.

To define the core component, let h be a bijective square root map defined on
S++
p1,p2

, e.g., a symmetric square root (i.e., h(S++
p1,p2

) ≡ S++
p1,p2

) or a Cholesky factor (i.e.,
h(S++

p1,p2
) ≡ L++

p1,p2
). By a slight abuse of notation, we write h ∈ S++

p1,p2
(resp. L++

p1,p2
)

when h is taken to be the symmetric square root (resp. Cholesky factor). With a fixed
choice of h, the core component of Σ is defined to be c(Σ) ≡ h(k(Σ))−1Σh(k(Σ))−⊤.
By the definition of the Kronecker map, it holds that k(GΣG⊤) = Gk(Σ)G⊤ for any
G ∈ GLp1,p2 ([26], Proposition 2). Thus, k(c(Σ)) = Ip; that is, the Kronecker MLE of
any core is Ip. This leads to the definition of the core covariance matrix as a positive
definite matrix whose Kronecker MLE equals Ip. That is, the set of such covariance
matrices is equivalent to C++

p1,p2
≡
{
C ∈ S++

p : k(C) = Ip
}
. By the uniqueness of the

Kronecker MLE and the bijectivity of the map h, the core component is uniquely
defined for any Σ. Consequently, the map c : Σ ∈ S++

p → h(k(Σ))−1Σh(k(Σ))−⊤ ∈
C++
p1,p2

is well-defined and referred to as the core map. By the definition of the maps k
and c, every Σ admits a unique and identifiable Kronecker-core decomposition (KCD)
as h(k(Σ))c(Σ)h(k(Σ))⊤ (see Proposition 5 of [26]). The definitions of the separable
and core components are summarized below.
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Definition 2.1. The Kronecker map k : S++
p → S++

p1,p2
sends Σ to the unique

minimizer k(Σ) of d(·|Σ) defined in (2.1). For a fixed choice of the square root map
h ∈ S++

p1,p2
or h ∈ L++

p1,p2
, the map c : Σ ∈ S++

p → h(k(Σ))−1Σh(k(Σ))−⊤ ∈ C++
p1,p2

defines the core map. Here, k(Σ) and c(Σ) are referred to as the separable and core
components of Σ, respectively. Also, h(k(Σ))c(Σ)h(k(Σ))⊤ is a KCD of Σ.

By the construction, c(Σ) = Ip if and only if Σ = k(Σ) ∈ S++
p1,p2

. Namely, the
only separable core is Ip. As discussed in Section 1, the Kronecker MLE K may also
uniquely exist for Ω ∈ S+

p,r if r > p1/p2 + p2/p1 [17, 13, 53] by taking Σ = Ω in (2.1).
Provided that K uniquely exists, its core component C can be also uniquely defined
by whitening Ω via K1/2 as above. Since K1/2 is non-singular, Ω and C shares the
same rank as r. Suppose C = AA⊤ for A = [vec(A1), . . . , vec(Ar)] ∈ Rp×r

∗ with
Ai ∈ Rp1×p2 . By Proposition 3 of [26], Ã := (A1, . . . , Ar) should satisfy that

tr1(C) ≡
r∑

i=1

AiA
⊤
i = p2Ip1

, tr2(C) ≡
r∑

i=1

A⊤
i Ai = p1Ip2

.(2.2)

This motivates the set of the rank−r core covariance matrices defined as C̃+
p1,p2,r ≡{

C ∈ S+
p,r : tr1(C) = p2Ip1 , tr2(C) = p1Ip2

}
. Note that if r = p, C++

p1,p2
≡ C̃+

p1,p2,r.
We shall connect rank−r cores to statistical applications, thereby motivating the

study of rank−r cores. Observe that the set C++
p1,p2

is convex by (2.2). Using this
convexity, [26] proposed a core shrinkage estimator (CSE) that shrinks the sample
core toward the unique separable core, Ip. However, if the population core exhibits
a low-dimensional feature, the CSE can be subject to over-parameterization when
n < p. Specifically, [26] discussed a partial-isotropy structure as a possible structural
assumption on c(Σ), following the approach in factor analysis. Namely, c(Σ) is repre-
sented as BB⊤ + λIp for some B ∈ Rp×r

∗ and λ > 0. By the construction of CSE, its
partial-isotropy rank is n when n < p (see Section 3.1–3.2 of [26]), which is typically
larger than r. Thus, it may over-parameterize such a c(Σ). Nevertheless, they did not
pursue incorporating the partial-isotropy structure of c(Σ) in estimation themselves
due to a lack of understanding of such a core. By the linear system in (2.1), there are
constraints on B and λ, compared to a usual partial-isotropy covariance. The follow-
ing implies that a partial-isotropy rank−r core is a non-trivial convex combination of
a rank−r core and a trivial core Ip, leading to the study of rank−r cores.

Proposition 2.2. For C ∈ C++
p1,p2

, suppose C = BB⊤ + λIp for some B ∈ Rp×r
∗

and constant λ > 0, where p1/p2+p2/p1 < r. Then λ ∈ (0, 1) and BB⊤ = (1−λ)AA⊤

for a rank−r core AA⊤ with A ∈ Rp×r
∗ .

Proof. By the linear system in (2.2), C should satisfy

tr1 (C) = tr1
(
BB⊤)+ λtr1(Ip) = p2Ip1

⇒ tr1
(
BB⊤) = p2(1− λ)Ip1

,

tr2 (C) = tr2
(
BB⊤)+ λtr2(Ip) = p1Ip2

⇒ tr2
(
BB⊤) = p1(1− λ)Ip2

.

Since BB⊤ is positive semi-definite, so are its partial traces [66, 65]. Hence, we
should have that λ ≤ 1. Note that the linear system in (2.2) implies that tr(C) = p.
Therefore, if λ = 1, tr(BB⊤) = 0 so that BB⊤ = 0p×p, contradicting the assumption
that B ∈ Rp×r

∗ . Thus, λ < 1. Parameterizing BB⊤ by (1−λ)AA⊤ for some A ∈ Rp×r
∗ ,

we have that

tr1(AA
⊤) = p2Ip1

, tr2(AA
⊤) = p1Ip2

,

implying that AA⊤ is a rank−r core.
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Because every Σ ∈ S++
p1,p2

has a unique KCD, it is natural to question whether the
same holds for every Ω ∈ S+

p,r whenever r > p1/p2 + p2/p1. The answer is negative,
as illustrated by the example below.

Example 2.3. Suppose E = (E11, E12, E22) ∈ (R2×2)3∗ where each Eij has a 1
in the (i, j)−th entry and 0 elsewhere. With F = φ2,2,3(E), FF⊤ ∈ S+

4,3. However,

FF⊤ does not admit a Kronecker MLE. The proof is deferred to Appendix A.1.

The reason is that the threshold on r for which the Kronecker MLE exists is
understood in a generic (almost sure) sense [13]. In a strict algebra sense, however,
the Kronecker MLE may not exist for rank−r Ω even if r satisfies the threshold as
seen above. Furthermore, unless r = p, C̃+

p1,p2,r may not be a smooth manifold. In

Section 4.1, we show that the singularity preventing C̃+
p1,p2,r from being a manifold

in view of Sard’s theorem ([31], Theorem 6.10) corresponds to the set of canonically
decomposable matrices. Here, (A1, . . . , Ar) ∈ (Rp1×p2)r is canonically decomposable
if there exists (P,Q) ∈ GLp1 × GLp2 such that PAiQ

−1 is of a non-trivial block-

diagonal form for each i ∈ [r]. After removing this set from C̃+
p1,p2,r, the remaining

set C+
p1,p2,r is a smooth manifold, as shown in Section 4.2.

2.2. Riemannian Manifolds. In this section, we briefly review some geometric
properties of Riemannian manifolds. For details, we refer the reader to [31, 32, 1, 9].
Suppose (M, g) is a Riemannian manifold, where M is a smooth manifold equipped
with a Riemannian metric g. The Riemannian metric g : TxM× TxM → R defines
an inner product on each tangent space TxM, varying smoothly with x ∈ M. A
smooth curve γvx : [0, 1] → M emanating from x ∈ M in the direction of v ∈ TxM
is geodesic, i.e., a locally shortest curve with zero acceleration. Then the exponential
map Expx : TxM → M is defined by Expx(v) := γvx(1). Suppose f is a smooth
function on M. The Riemannian gradient grad f(x) of f at x ∈ M is the unique
tangent vector in TxM satisfying that for any v ∈ TxM,

gx(grad f(x), v) = Dvf(x)

where Dvf(x) is a directional derivative of f(x) along v. The Riemannian Hessian
operator of f , denoted Hess f(x) : TxM → TxM, is then defined to be a covariant
derivative of the Riemannian gradient. By (5.35)–(5.36) of [1], for a geodesic γvx,

d2

dt2
(f ◦ γvx)(t)

∣∣∣∣
t=0

≡ Hess f(x)[v, v] = gx(Hess f(x)[v], v).

Since Hess f(x)[·, ·] is a symmetric bilinear form on TxM (see (5.31) of [1]), the po-
larization identity implies that

gx(Hess f(x)[v], w) =
Hess f(x)[v + w, v + w]−Hess f(x)[v, v]−Hess f(x)[w,w]

2
,

(2.3)

where the linear operator Hess f(x)[v] is identified as the unique tangent vector sat-
isfying the above for any w ∈ TxM. The smooth function f on M is (strictly)
geodesically convex if the function h = f ◦ γvx is (strictly) convex in usual sense for
any geodesic γvx of non-zero speed. In Section 2.2.1–2.2.2, we review the Riemannian
geometry of S++

p and P(S++
p ) (resp. L++

p and P(L++
p )) under affine-invariant metric

(resp. Cholesky metric), which are useful for Riemannian optimization in Section 6.
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2.2.1. Riemannian Geometry of S++
p and P(S++

p ). We review the Riemann-

ian geometry of S++
p and P(S++

p ) under the affine-invariant metric gAI [52, 46, 40].
The tangent spaces of each manifold are given by

TΣS++
p ≡ Sp, TΣP(S++

p ) =
{
V ∈ Sp : tr

(
Σ−1V

)
= 0
}
.

Thus, the dimensions of S++
p and P(S++

p ) are
(
p+1
2

)
and

(
p+1
2

)
− 1, respectively. The

affine-invariant metric gAI on S++
p is defined as

gAI
Σ (U, V ) = tr

(
Σ−1UΣ−1V

)
, U, V ∈ TΣS++

p .

The geodesic, Riemannian gradient, and Riemannian Hessian operator of (S++
p , gAI)

are given as follows;
(Geodesic) Suppose Σ ∈ S++

p and V ∈ TΣS++
p . Then the geodesic emanating

from Σ in the direction of V is γVΣ : t ∈ [0, 1] → Σ1/2 exp
(
tΣ−1/2V Σ−1/2

)
Σ1/2 for

a symmetric square root Σ1/2 of Σ.
(Riemannian Gradient & Hessian Operator) Suppose f is a smooth function
over S++

p . For Σ ∈ S++
p and V ∈ TΣS++

p ,

grad f(Σ) = Σ∇f(Σ)Σ,
Hess f(Σ)[V ] = Σ∇2f(Σ)[V ]Σ + sym (V∇f(Σ)Σ) .

The smooth manifold P(S++
p ) is a totally geodesic submanifold of S++

p under gAI.
Also, the orthogonal projection of V ∈ TΣS++

p onto TΣP(S++
p ) (see (32) of [51]) is

given by

PΣ(V ) := V − tr
(
Σ−1V

)
Σ/p.(2.4)

Lastly, the Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator of a smooth function f on
P(S++

p ) are obtained as the orthogonal projections of those on S++
p as above, by

smoothly extending f to S++
p .

2.2.2. Riemannian geometry of L++
p and P(L++

p ). We review the Riemann-

ian geometry of L++
p and P(L++

p ) under Choleksy metric gChol [33]. The tangent
spaces of each manifold are given by

TLL++
p ≡ Lp, TLP(L++

p ) =
{
V ∈ Lp : tr

(
L−1V

)
= 0
}
.

Note that the dimensions of L++
p and P(L++

p ) are
(
p+1
2

)
and

(
p+1
2

)
− 1, respectively.

Then the Cholesky metric gChol on L++
p is defined as

gChol
L (U, V ) = gE(⌊U⌋, ⌊V ⌋) + gE(D(L)−2D(U),D(V )), U, V ∈ TLL++

p .

where gE is the Euclidean metric. For L ∈ L++
p and the tangent vector V ∈ TLL++

p ,
the geodesic is given by

γVL : t ∈ [0, 1] → ⌊L⌋+ t⌊V ⌋+ D(L) exp
(
tD(X)D(L)−1

)
∈ L++

p .

As an analogy to Section 2.2.1, P(L++
p ) is a totally geodesic submanifold of L++

p under

gChol. The formulas of Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on (L++
p , gChol)

are provided below.
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Proposition 2.4. Suppose f : L++
p → R is a smooth function. Given L ∈ L++

p

and the tangent vector V ∈ TLL++
p ≡ Lp, the Riemannian gradient and Hessian

operator of f on (L++
p , gChol) are given by

grad f(L) = D(L)2D(∇f(L)) + ⌊∇f(L)⌋,
Hess f(L)[V ] = D(L)2D(∇2f(L)[V ]) + ⌊∇2f(L)[V ]⌋+ D(L)D(∇f(L))D(V ).

Proof. See Appendix A.1 for the proof.

Also, the orthogonal projection of V ∈ TLL++
p onto TLP(L++

p ) can be derived as an
analogy to (2.4).

Proposition 2.5. Suppose L++
p is equipped with metric gChol. Let L ∈ L++

p

and V ∈ TLL++
p . Then the operator PL : V ∈ TLL++

p → V − tr
(
L−1V

)
D(L)/p ∈

TLP(L++
p ) is an orthogonal projection.

Proof. See Appendix A.1 for the proof.

It then directly follows that the Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator of a smooth
function f on P(L++

p ) are obtained as the orthogonal projections of those on L++
p given

in Proposition 2.4.

2.3. Quotient manifold. In this section, we review the quotient geometry of a
Riemannian manifold. We again refer to [31, 32] for the details. Suppose (M, g) is a
Riemannian manifold and G is a Lie group acting smoothly, properly, and freely on
M. The action (g, x) ∈ G × M → g · x ∈ M is smooth and proper if it is smooth
and proper as a map. Note that the map f : X → Y between two topological spaces
is proper if the preimage of every compact subset of Y is also compact in X. Also,
the action is free if there is no non-trivial action that fixes the elements of M, i.e., if
g·x = x, then g is an identity e for any x ∈ M. If the Lie group G is also compact, e.g.,
Op, then every smooth action of G is proper ([31], Corollary 21.6). For any Lie group
G with a smooth, proper, and free action, there exists a unique smooth structure on
M0 = M/G such that the canonical projection π : x ∈ M → [x] ∈ M0 is a smooth
submersion. Also, dimM0 = dimM− dimG. With a submanifold Mx := π−1([x])
of M, the vertical space at x is given as

Vx ≡ TxMx = ker dπ(x).

The horizontal space Hx is an orthogonal complement of Vx in TxM. For any v ∈
T[x]M0, a unique tangent vector v#x ∈ Hx such that dπ(x)[v#x ] = v, referred to as a

horizontal lift of v at x. The quotient metric g0 is defined as g0x(v, w) = gx(v
#
x , w

#
x ),

making (M0, g0) a Riemannian manifold.

2.4. Review of algebraic geometry. In this section, we briefly review the
algebraic geometry, focusing on the ingredients necessary for proving that the set of
canonically decomposable matrices is Zariski-closed and has a Lebesgue measure zero
in Section 4.1. We shall refer to [41, 24, 25] for a more comprehensive review. For
the subset X ⊂ Rn, we say X is Zariski-closed if X is a zero locus of finitely many
polynomials over the field R. That is, for finitely many polynomials p1, . . . , pm,

X =
{
(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn : pi(x1, . . . , xn) = 0, ∀i ∈ [m]

}
.

Otherwise, X is Zariski-open. Note that such a set X is also referred to as an affine
(resp. projective) algebraic set with the affine space Rn (resp. the projective space
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RPn−1). For a projective algebraic set, the polynomials should be homogeneous, i.e.,
each term has the same degree. To define the (topological) dimension of any subset
X of Rn, suppose Y is a closed subset of Rn. We say Y is reducible if Y is the
union of two proper closed subsets Y1 and Y2. Otherwise, Y is irreducible. Then the
(topological) dimension of X is defined to be the largest integer d ∈ [n] such that there
exists a chain Y0 ⊊ Y1 ⊊ · · · ⊊ Yd ⊂ X̄, where each Yi is an irreducible closed subset
of X̄, the closure of X. Such d always exists, and write d := dimX. We provide some
useful facts about the topological dimension and Zariski-closed set to prove that the
set of canonically decomposable matrices is proper Zariski-closed subset with measure
zero, whose proofs are omitted (see Lemma 2.2–2.3 and 2.7 of [15]).

Lemma 2.6. The followings are true:
• If X1 ⊂ X2 ⊂ Rn, dimX1 ≤ dimX2 ≤ n. Also, maxi dimXi ≤ dim(X1 ×
X2).

• For X1, . . . , Xk ⊂ Rn, dim
(
∪k
i=1Xi

)
= maxi dimXi.

• If X is a Zariski-closed subset of Rn, then X is also closed under Euclidean
topology. Also, a finite union of Zariski-closed sets is again Zariski-closed.

• If X is a proper subset of Rn with dimX < n, X has a Lebesgue measure
zero. Thus, any proper Zariski closed set is a closed susbset (in Euclidean
sense) with a measure zero.

Lastly, we define the affine variety, the projective variety, and the Grassmannian
over the field R. The affine (resp. projective) variety is an irreducible affine (resp.
projective) algebraic subset. Note that a product of affine (resp. projective) varieties
V1 and V2 is again an affine (resp. projective) variety [56]. The projective variety
is known to be a complete variety; namely, the following is true for the projective
variety [56, 41, 24].

Definition 2.7. The variety X over a field R or C is complete if the projection
morphism π : X×Y → Y is closed for any variety Y . That is, if U is a Zariski-closed
subset of X × Y , π(U) is also Zariski-closed in Y .

The Grassmannian Gr(d, n) is a collection of d−dimensional linear subspaces of
Rn, which is a manifold of dimension d(n−d). While Gr(d, n) can be realized in terms
of both affine and projective varieties [14], we focus on its projective variety aspect.
Note that every d−dimensional linear subspace D of Rn can be represented as a d×n
matrix Z whose rows represent the basis of D. Via the Plüker embedding [39], which
realizes Gr(d, n) as a projective variety, the matrix Z can be identified with Plüker
coordinates and the system of the polynomials that these coordinates should satisfy,
so-called the Plüker equation [39] (see Example 1.1 of [14] for instance). Furthermore,
if PZ is an orthogonal projection onto R(Z), then each entry of |ZZ⊤|PZ is a quadratic
polynomial in these Plüker coordinates ([14], Theorem 2.1).

3. Smooth manifold C++
p1,p2

. In this section, we prove that C++
p1,p2

is a compact,
smooth, embedded submanifold of S++

p . Throughout this and the next section, note

that for A = (A1, . . . , Ap) ∈ (Rp1×p2)r∗, we write AR :=
∑r

i=1AiA
⊤
i and AC :=∑r

i=1A
⊤
i Ai for fixed p1/p2 + p2/p1 < r ≤ p. We shall introduce the following sets
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and maps:

Hp1,p2,r :=
{
A ∈ (Rp1×p2)r∗ : rank(AR) = p1, rank(AC) = p2

}
,

Dp1,p2,r := F−1
p1,p2,r({(Ip1

/p1, Ip2
/p2, p)}), Cp1,p2,r := φp1,p2,r(Dp1,p2,r),

Fp1,p2,r : A ∈ Hp1,p2,r → (AR/tr(AR), AC/tr(AR), tr(AR)) ∈ Rp1,p2 ,

Rp1,p2
:= S̄++

p1
× S̄++

p2
× R+,

sp1,p2,r : [B] ∈ Rp×r
∗ /Or → BB⊤ ∈ S+

p,r,

(3.1)

Note that Rp1,p2
is a smooth manifold of dimension

(
p1+1

2

)
+
(
p2+1

2

)
− 1. These

notations will be used in Section 4.2 also. For simplicity, since r = p in this section,
write Hp1,p2

:= Hp1,p2,p, Dp1,p2
:= Dp1,p2,p, Cp1,p2

:= Cp1,p2,p, φp1,p2
:= φp1,p2,p,

Fp1,p2
:= Fp1,p2,p and sp1,p2

:= sp1,p2,p. Observe that for any A ∈ Dp1,p2
, if Ā =

φp1,p2
(A),

tr1(ĀĀ
⊤) = p2Ip1 , tr2(ĀĀ

⊤) = p1Ip2 ,

satisfying (2.2). Therefore, Dp1,p2 is a key ingredient to construct C++
p1,p2

.
We outline the proof strategy as follows. Although we state the strategy when

r = p, note that this strategy can be straightforwardly extended to the rank-deficient
case. Define the action of Op on Rp×p

∗ by (O,B) ∈ Op × Rp×p
∗ → BO ∈ Rp×p

∗ . Since
the action is smooth, free, and proper as Op is a Lie compact group, Rp×p

∗ /Op is a
quotient manifold. To show that C++

p1,p2
is a smooth manifold, observe that if Dp1,p2

is a smooth submanifold embedded in the smooth manifold Hp1,p2 , so is Cp1,p2 in
Rp×p

∗ as the map φp1,p2 is a diffeomorphism. Also, if Cp1,p2 is Op−invariant with the
action above, we can show that Cp1,p2

/Op1,p2
is embeddded in Rp×p

∗ /Op. The result
that C++

p1,p2
is embedded in S++

p1,p2
then follows from the facts that the map sp1,p2

is a
diffeomorphism ([37], Proposition 2.8) and C++

p1,p2
≡ sp1,p2

(Cp1,p2
/Op). This strategy

and the ancillary results below can be applied when r < p. The only difference is the
way to show Dp1,p2,r is a smooth manifold as shown in Section 4.2. Now taking r = p,
we provide the ancillary results to prove the main result of this section.

Lemma 3.1. The set Hp1,p2
is an open smooth submanifold of (Rp1×p2)p∗ with

dimHp1,p2 = p2 and the tangent space TAHp1,p2 ≡ (Rp1×p2)p.

Proof. Let ϕR : A ∈ (Rp1×p2)p∗ → [A1, . . . , Ap] ∈ Rp1×pp2 and ϕC : A ∈ (Rp1×p2)p∗ →
[A⊤

1 , . . . , A
⊤
p ] ∈ Rp2×pp1 . For any A ∈ (Rp1×p2)p∗, AR ≡ ϕR(A)ϕR(A)

⊤ and AC ≡
ϕC(A)ϕC(A)

⊤ are of full-rank if and only if ϕR(A) and ϕC(A) are so, respectively.
Thus, Hp1,p2

= ϕ−1
R (Rp1×pp2

∗ )∩ϕ−1
C (Rp2×pp1

∗ ). Note that both the maps ϕR and ϕC are

smooth, and Rp1×pp2
∗ and Rp2×pp1

∗ are open in their respective ambient space. Thus,
both ϕ−1

R (Rp1×pp2
∗ ) and ϕ−1

C (Rp2×pp1
∗ ) are open in (Rp1×p2)p∗. Hence, the transversality

theorem ([31], Theorem 6.35) implies that Hp1,p2
is an open submanifold of (Rp1×p2)p∗.

Because (Rp1×p2)p∗ is diffeomorphic to Rp×p
∗ via the map φp1,p2

, (Rp1×p2)p∗ is open in
(Rp1×p2)p. Therefore, TAHp1,p2

= TA(Rp1×p2)p∗ ≡ (Rp1×p2)p for any A ∈ Hp1,p2
.

Lemma 3.1 ensures that Fp1,p2 is a smooth map between smooth manifolds. Next,
we establish that Dp1,p2 is a closed and smooth submanifold embedded in Rp×p

∗ , which
is a key ingredient to construct C++

p1,p2
.

Proposition 3.2. The level set Dp1,p2
:= F−1

p1,p2
({(Ip1

/p1, Ip2
/p2, p)}) is a closed,

smooth, embedded submanifold of Hp1,p2 with dimension p2 −
(
p1+1

2

)
−
(
p2+1

2

)
+ 1.

We provide a complete proof of Proposition 3.2 in Appendix A.2. Here we provide
the main idea of the proof.
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Sketch of Proof. We use the constant-rank level set theorem ([31], Theorem 5.12)
to prove the result. TakeB = (B1, . . . , Bp) ∈ TAHp1,p2

. Let a = [vec(A1)
⊤, . . . , vec(Ap)

⊤]⊤,
and b = [vec(B1)

⊤, . . . , vec(Bp)
⊤]⊤. Since tr(AR) = p for any A ∈ Dp1,p2

, the differ-
ential of Fp1,p2 at A is given by

dFp1,p2
(A)[B] =

(
1

p

p∑
i=1

(AiB
⊤
i +BiA

⊤
i )−

2tr
(∑p

i=1AiB
⊤
i

)
p21p2

Ip1
,

1

p

p∑
i=1

(A⊤
i Bi +B⊤

i Ai)−
2tr
(∑p

i=1AiB
⊤
i

)
p1p22

Ip2 , 2a
⊤b

)

for any A ∈ Dp1,p2 . Using vec-Kronecker identity, the value of dFp1,p2(A)[B] can be
equivalently identified as

 J1
J2
J3

 b :=


1
p (Ip2

1
+K(p1,p1))[A1 ⊗ Ip1 , . . . , Ap ⊗ Ip1 ]− 2

p2
1p2

vec(Ip1)a
⊤

1
p (Ip2

2
+K(p2,p2))[Ip2

⊗A⊤
1 , . . . , Ip2

⊗A⊤
p ]− 2

p1p2
2
vec(Ip2

)a⊤

2a⊤


︸ ︷︷ ︸

J:=J(A)

b.

(3.2)

Hence, the dimension of the image of dFp1,p2(A) as a linear operator over TAHp1,p2

is equivalent to the rank of J . To compute the rank of J , note that

rank(J) = dimC(J⊤) = dimC(J⊤
1 ) + dimC(J⊤

2 ) + dimC(J⊤
3 )− dimC(J⊤

1 ) ∩ C(J⊤
2 )

− dimC(J⊤
2 ) ∩ C(J⊤

3 )− dimC(J⊤
1 ) ∩ C(J⊤

3 )

+ dimC(J⊤
1 ) ∩ C(J⊤

2 ) ∩ C(J⊤
3 ).

Then we claim in Appendix A.2 that

dimC(J⊤
1 ) =

(
p1 + 1

2

)
− 1, dimC(J⊤

2 ) =

(
p2 + 1

2

)
− 1, dimC(J⊤

3 ) = 1,

dimC(J⊤
1 ) ∩ C(J⊤

2 ) = dimC(J⊤
2 ) ∩ C(J⊤

3 ) = dimC(J⊤
1 ) ∩ C(J⊤

3 )

=dimC(J⊤
1 ) ∩ C(J⊤

2 ) ∩ C(J⊤
3 ) = 0.

(3.3)

This implies that rank(J) = dimRp1,p2
=
(
p1+1

2

)
+
(
p2+1

2

)
−1. Since this holds for any

A ∈ Dp1,p2
, the constant-rank level set theorem implies that Fp1,p2

is a submersion
on Dp1,p2

and Dp1,p2
is a smooth embedded submanifold of Hp1,p2

with a dimension

dimHp1,p2 − dimRp1,p2 = p2 −
(
p1 + 1

2

)
−
(
p2 + 1

2

)
+ 1.

By Proposition 3.2, the image of Dp1,p2
by the diffeomorphism φp1,p2

, Cp1,p2
, is

closed and embedded in Rp×p
∗ . As discussed above, we show that the smooth manifold

Cp1,p2
is Op−invariant, and closed and embedded in Rp×p

∗ /Op.

Lemma 3.3. For any X ∈ Cp1,p2
and O ∈ Op, XO ∈ Cp1,p2

. Hence, the action
(O,X) ∈ Op × Cp1,p2

→ XO ∈ Cp1,p2
is well-defined, smooth, and free.

Proof. The smoothness of the action is obvious. Also, since rank(X) = p for any
X ∈ Cp1,p2

so that X is non-singular, XO1 = XO2 implies that O1 = O2 and thus the
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action is free. To show that the action is well-defined, let X = [x1, . . . , xp] ∈ Cp1,p2
,

O = [y1, . . . , yp] ∈ Op, and Y = XO = [y1, . . . , yp]. Suppose Xi := matp1×p2
(xi) and

Yi := matp1×p2
(yi). With Ȳ = (Y1, . . . , Yp), we shall verify that Y ∈ Dp1,p2

. Note
that Ȳ ∈ (Rp×p)p∗ if and only if Yi’s are linearly independent, which holds as Y is of
rank−p and the action of Op does not alter the rank of X. Since Yi =

∑p
j=1Xjoji,

ỸRỸ
⊤
R =

p∑
i=1

p∑
j,j′=1

XjX
⊤
j′ ojioj′i =

p∑
j,j′=1

XjX
⊤
j′

p∑
i=1

ojioj′i =

p∑
j=1

XjX
⊤
j = p2Ip1

,

where the last equality holds as (X1, . . . , Xp) ∈ Dp1,p2 . Similarly, ỸC Ỹ
⊤
C = p1Ip2 .

Lemma 3.4. Suppose G is a compact Lie group acting smoothly and freely on
a smooth manifold M. Assume that a smooth manifold N is embedded in M and
G−invariant. Then N/G is a smooth, embedded submanifold of M/G.

Proof. By the quotient manifold theorem ([31], Theorem 21.10), both M/G and
N/G are smooth manifolds. Let i : N/G ↪−→ M/G be an inclusion map. We claim
that i is a smooth embedding. By Theorem 4.4 of [63], i is an injective immersion. To
show that i is a topological embedding, let π : X ∈ M → [X] ∈ M/G be the canonical
projection, which is a smooth submersion. Hence, π is open and N is G−invariant
so that N is saturated for the map π. Here the subset C ⊂ U is saturated for the
map f : U → V between two topological spaces if f−1(f(C)) = C. Since N is a
topological subspace of M as it is embedded, so is π(N ) ≡ N/G of the quotient
space π(M) ≡ M/G ([42], Theorem 22.1). Thus, i is a topological embedding.

With the ingredients above, we are ready to prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.5. The set C++
p1,p2

is a compact, smooth, embedded submanifold of

S++
p with a dimension

(
p+1
2

)
−
(
p1+1

2

)
−
(
p2+1

2

)
+ 1.

Proof. The compactness follows as (2.2) implies that tr(C) = p for any C ∈
C++
p1,p2

. To show that C++
p1,p2

is a smooth submanifold embedded in S++
p , note that

Dp1,p2
is embedded in Hp1,p2

by Proposition 3.2, and Hp1,p2
is also embedded in

(Rp1×p2)p∗ as an open submanifold. Thus, Dp1,p2
is embedded in (Rp1×p2)p∗. Hence,

Cp1,p2 ≡ φp1,p2(Dp1,p2) is embedded in Rp×p
∗ ≡ φp1,p2((Rp1×p2)p∗) as the map φp1,p2 is

a diffeomorphism. By Lemma 3.3, Cp1,p2 is Op−invariant. Thus, taking M = Rp×p
∗ ,

N = Cp1,p2
, and G = Op in Lemma 3.4, we have that Cp1,p2

/Op is embedded in
Rp×p

∗ /Op. Also, the quotient manifold theorem implies that

dim Cp1,p2/Op = dim Cp1,p2 − dimOp =

(
p+ 1

2

)
−
(
p1 + 1

2

)
−
(
p2 + 1

2

)
+ 1.

By Lemma 3.3 and (2.2), we have that AA⊤ = BB⊤ ∈ C++
p1,p2

for A,B ∈ Rp×p
∗ if and

only if A,B ∈ Cp1,p2
and A = BO for some O ∈ Op. Because the map sp1,p2

defined
in (3.1) is a diffeomorphism by Proposition 2.8 of [37], C++

p1,p2
≡ sp1,p2

(Cp1,p2
/Op) is a

smooth submanifold embedded in S++
p ≡ sp1,p2

(Rp×p
∗ /Op).

Since C++
p1,p2

is a smooth manifold, we shall identify its tangent space.

Proposition 3.6. For C ∈ C++
p1,p2

, the tangent space of C++
p1,p2

at C is given by

TCC++
p1,p2

≡ {W ∈ Sp : tr1(W ) = 0p1×p1
, tr2(W ) = 0p2×p2

} .

Proof. Let W := {W ∈ Sp : tr1(V ) = 0p1×p1
, tr2(V ) = 0p2×p2

}. Taking any W ∈
TCC++

p1,p2
, suppose γ : (−ϵ, ϵ) → C++

p1,p2
is a smooth curve emanating from C in the
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direction of W for sufficiently small ϵ > 0 so that the curve is moving around C++
p1,p2

.
For any such t, (2.2) implies that

tr1(γ(t)) = p2Ip1 , tr2(γ(t)) = p1Ip2 .

Evaluating the derivative of the terms in both hand sides at t = 0 for each equation
above, we have that

tr1(W ) = 0p1×p1
, tr2(W ) = 0p2×p2

.(3.4)

Thus, W ∈ W and so TCC++
p1,p2

⊂ W. Note that dimTCC++
p1,p2

=
(
p+1
2

)
−
(
p1+1

2

)
−(

p2+1
2

)
+ 1. Since both TCC++

p1,p2
and W are linear subspaces of Sp, it suffices to

show that dimW is the same as dimTCC++
p1,p2

. Let (W[i,j]) be a block-partition of

W . Then the equation (3.4) is satisfied if and only if tr
(
W[i,j]

)
= 0 for all i, j, and

W[p2,p2] = −
∑p2−1

i=1 W[i,i]. The subspace of Rp1×p1 whose trace is 0 is of dimension

p21 − 1, and there are exactly
(
p2

2

)
upper-diagonal blocks. Also, each of the diagonal

blocks belongs to the subspace of Sp1 whose trace is 0 and dimension is p1 − 1+
(
p1

2

)
.

Since W[p2,p2] is determined by the rest of the diagonal blocks, the dimension of W is
given by

(p21 − 1)

(
p2
2

)
+

(
p1 − 1 +

(
p1
2

))
(p2 − 1) =

(
p+ 1

2

)
−
(
p1 + 1

2

)
−
(
p2 + 1

2

)
+ 1.

4. Smooth manifold C+
p1,p2,r.

4.1. Canonically decomposable matrices. In this section, we review the no-
tion of canonical decomposability of A = (A1, . . . , Ar) ∈ (Rp1×p2)r, and justify re-
moving the set of such matrices from Hp1,p2,r to construct C+

p1,p2,r for Hp1,p2,r defined
in (3.1). We first give its definition below.

Definition 4.1. Suppose A = (A1, . . . , Ar) ∈ (Rp1×p2)r. We say A is canoni-
cally decomposable if there exists a (P,Q) ∈ GLp1

×GLp2
such that, for each i ∈ [r],

PAiQ
−1 is of a non-trivial block-diagonal form, i.e., PAiQ

−1 = ⊕2
j=1Aij, where

Ai1 ∈ Ra×b and Ai2 ∈ R(p1−a)×(p2−b) for some 1 ≤ a ≤ p1 − 1 and 1 ≤ b ≤ p2 − 1.
Otherwise, A is canonically indecomposable.

As an example of canonical decomposability, for generic element (A1, A2) in
(R4×7)2, there exists a (P,Q) ∈ GL4 × GL7 such that PAiQ

−1 = ⊕3
j=1Bij , where

Bi1, Bi2 ∈ R1×2 and Bi3 ∈ R2×3 ([13], Example 2.8). Here the term generic should
be understood as an almost sure sense. An example with specific values of Ai’s and
(P,Q) is provided in Example 4 of [35].

The notion of canonical decomposability is mainly motivated by Kronecker quiver
representation and its applications in the analysis of the sample size threshold for
the existence of Kronecker MLE [13] (see [29, 30] also). To say informally, the
n−Kronecker quiver Q is a directed acyclic graph of two vertices x and y with n
arrows. Then, a representation of Q is to assign a finite-dimensional vector space to
each vertex. If this representation cannot be written as a direct sum of a non-trivial
subrepresentation, such a representation is referred to as a σ−stable representation. In
the context of the Kronecker MLE problem, these vector spaces correspond to Rp2 and
Rp1 , and the arrows correspond to the n data matrices. Using this Kronecker-quiver
representation, along with the group-invariant theory, [13] characterized the scenarios
of (p1, p2, r) for which Kronecker MLE exists (see their Theorem 1.2). For generic
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(p1, p2), it turns out that r > p1/p2 + p2/p1. Under this threshold, the uniqueness of
Kronecker MLE also follows if it exists.

To interpret this threshold, the canonical decomposability of r data matrices in
Definition 4.1 corresponds to whether the r data matrices induce a σ−stable Kronecker
quiver representation as arrows (see Section 3 and 5 of [13]). Then the threshold on r
for which Kronecker MLE exists comes from the minimum number of arrows for which
the factors in Rp1 and Rp2 are well-connected. We shall mathematically formulate this
below. We highlight that this decomposability notion also appears in other works on
the sample size threshold analysis for Kronecker MLE. For example, [53] studied the
threshold by analyzing the contribution of each block in the canonical decomposition
of data matrices to the growth of the objective function d in (2.1) (see Section 6.6 of
[53]). They referred canonically decomposable data matrices to as bad samples.

In these works, the sample size threshold should be understood in a generic (al-
most sure) sense. If r ≥ p and r data matrices are linearly independent, then the
Kronecker MLE always uniquely exists [54], not just generically. However, in a strict
algebra sense, even if r > p1/p2 + p2/p1 and the linear independence holds for data
matrices, the Kronecker MLE may not exist as observed in Example 2.3. Nevertheless,
note that the data matrices in that example are canonically decomposable. Thus, a
natural question one could raise is whether any canonically decomposable matrices
never admit the Kronecker MLE. It turns out that the answer is no, as shown in
Example 4.2. This example also suggests that the canonically decomposable matrices
are the singularities that may prevent the set of rank-r cores from being a smooth
manifold, in light of Sard’s theorem.

Example 4.2. Take p1 = p2 = r = 3. Consider the subset

U :=
{
(I3, Y1, Y2) : Y1 = Q⊕ [1], Y2 = Q⊤ ⊕ [1], Q ∈ O2, Q ̸= ±I2

}
.

It is obvious that every (A1, A2, A3) ∈ U satisfy (2.2), thereby inducing the Kronecker
MLE Ip, and U ⊂ H3,3,3. Also, this set is clearly canonically decomposable. However,
the map F3,3,3 defined in (3.1) is not a submersion on U . The proof is deferred to
Appendix A.4.

Denote the subset of canonically decomposable matrices in (Rp1×p2)r by Vp1,p2,r.
We show that this set is closed and has a Lebesgue measure zero. Note that its anal-
ogous results have been proven based on group-invariant theory and representation-
theoretic approaches (see Proposition 3.19 of [27], and Lemma 2.16 and Section 5 of
[13]). However, we provide a proof using a more direct language of algebraic geometry
to make the article self-contained and better motivate the canonical decomposability
in studying the fixed-rank core covariance manifold.

Lemma 4.3. Define a map m : [1, α− 1]× [1, β − 1] → R+ by

m(a, b) := a(α− a) + b(β − b) + r (ab+ (α− a)(β − b))

for some fixed α, β ≥ 2 and r > α/β + β/α. Then the maximum of m is strictly
smaller than rαβ.

Proof. See Appendix A.3 for the proof.

Proposition 4.4. Define a subset Vp1,p2,r ⊂ (Rp1×p2)r consisting of canonically
decomposable A ∈ (Rp1×p2)r. Then the set Vp1,p2,r is Zarisi-closed and thus closed in
Euclidean sense. Furthermore, if p1/p2 + p2/p1 < r ≤ p1p2, the dimension of Vp1,p2,r

is strictly smaller than p1p2r. Thus, Vp1,p2,r is closed in Euclidean sense and has a
Lebesgue measure zero.
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Proof. See Appendix A.3 for the proof.

Now we mathematically formulate how the canonically indecomposability induces
the connectivity between the row and column factors illustrated above. Note that this
is crucial in concluding that the set of rank−r cores is indeed a smooth manifold in
Section 4.2. To this end, we give the definition of an undirected bipartite graph and
provide its mathematical formulation via the canonically indecomposability.

Definition 4.5. Suppose G = (V,E) is an undirected graph with a vertex set V
and an edge set E. The graph G is connected if there is a path between any two vertices
in G, otherwise disconnected. Also, the graph G is bipartite if V can be partitioned
into two disjoint and nonempty sets V1 and V2 such that every edge of G connects a
vertex in V1 to one in V2. Hence, a vertex in V1 can be reached from the other vertex
in V2 only after alternating between V1 and V2, provided that there is a path.

A standard fact on the disconnected graph is that any such graph can be decom-
posed into connected components, which are maximally connected subgraphs. Then
the result of the connectivity of the undirected bipartite graph induced by canonically
indecomposable matrices is immediate.

Proposition 4.6. Suppose A = (A1, . . . , Ar) ∈ (Rp1×p2)r is canonically in-
decomposable. Take (P,Q) ∈ GLp1

× GLp2
. Define a bipartite undirected graph

GA,P,Q := ({sj : j ∈ [p1]} ⊔ {qk : k ∈ [p2]} , E), where sj is connected to qk if and
only if there exists i ∈ [r] such that (PAiQ

−1)jk ̸= 0. Then GA,P,Q is connected.

Proof. Suppose otherwise. Then there exists indecomopsable A and (P,Q) ∈
GLp1×GLp2 such that the graph GA,P,Q is disconnected. Hence, there exist partitions
U1 and U2 of {si} and accordingly W1 and W2 of {qj} such that a vertex in U1 (resp.
U2) is never connected to W2 (resp. W1). After arranging the row and columns of
PAiQ

−1, we can obtain (P ′, Q′) ∈ GLp1
×GLp2

such that P ′Ai(Q
′)−1 is of non-trivial

block-diagonal form where the zero entries correspond to the absence of edges between
U1 (resp. U2) and W2 (resp. W1), contradicting the indecomposability of A.

4.2. Proof of the smooth manifold C+
p1,p2,r. Using the ingredients developed

in Section 4.1, together with analogies to ancillary results in Section 3, we prove that
C+
p1,p2,r is a compact smooth submanifold embedded in S+

p,r. To this end, recall the
notations in (3.1). Following the discussion and results in Section 4.1, we shall rewrite
Hp1,p2,r := Hp1,p2,r \Vp1,p2,r, and the rest of the notations in (3.1) are built upon this
Hp1,p2,r. By Proposition 4.4 and a version of Lemma 3.1, Hp1,p2,r is open in (Rp1×p2)r∗
and thus has the tangent space (Rp1×p2)r. Also, as an analogy to (3.2), we define the
following matrix-valued linear operator J on Hp1,p2,r by

J(A) :=

 J1(A)
J2(A)
J3(A)

 =


1
p (Ip2

1
+K(p1,p1))[Ar ⊗ Ip1

, . . . , Ar ⊗ Ip1
]− 2

p2
1p2

vec(Ip1
)a⊤

1
p (Ip2

2
+K(p2,p2))[Ip2

⊗A⊤
r , . . . , Ip2

⊗A⊤
r ]− 2

p1p2
2
vec(Ip2

)a⊤

2a⊤

 ,
(4.1)

where a = [vec(A1)
⊤, . . . , vec(Ar)

⊤]⊤. The proof strategy to establish the main result
of this section is similar to that in Section 3. The ancillary results to prove Theorem
3.5 can be established similarly when r < p. A slight difference lies in establishing the
analogy of Proposition 3.2; namely, that Dp1,p2,r is a smooth, closed, and embedded
submanifold of (Rp1×p2)r∗. Following the analogy to Proposition 3.2, we show that
rank(J(A)) = dimRp1,p2

for any A ∈ Dp1,p2,r so that the constant-rank level set
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theorem applies. As in the proof of Proposition 3.2, it suffices to verify (3.3), with Ji :=
Ji(A) for i = 1, 2, 3. Now the difference arises in the way showing that dimC(J⊤

1 ) ∩
C(J⊤

2 ) = 0, which relies on the connectivity between row and column factors by
canonically indecomopsable matrices in Proposition 4.6.

Using the proof strategy outlined above, we state the result that C+
p1,p2,r is com-

pact and embedded manifold in S+
p,r and provide a sketch of proof. The complete

proof is deferred to Appendix A.4.

Theorem 4.7. Recall the sets and maps in (3.1). With Hp1,p2,r defined above,
the followings are true:

• A smooth submanifold Dp1,p2,r is closed and embedded in (Rp1×p2)r∗ with a
dimension p1p2r −

(
p1+1

2

)
−
(
p2+1

2

)
+ 1.

• A smooth submanifold Cp1,p2,r is closed and embedded in Rp×r
∗ with a dimen-

sion p1p2r −
(
p1+1

2

)
−
(
p2+1

2

)
+ 1.

• A smooth submanifold C+
p1,p2,r is compact and embedded in S+

p,r wtih a dimen-

sion p1p2r −
(
r
2

)
−
(
p1+1

2

)
−
(
p2+1

2

)
+ 1.

Sketch of Proof. Provided that the first item is true, the last two items directly
follow from the argument for the proof of Theorem 3.5. The results of Lemma 3.1, 3.3,
and Proposition 3.2 can be developed similarly. For Lemma 3.3 with Cp1,p2,r andOr in-

stead of Cp1,p2
andOp, respectively, we additionally show that X̃ = φ−1

p1,p2,r(φp1,p2,r(X)O)
is canonically indecomposable for any X = (X1, . . . , Xr) ∈ Dp1,p2,r and O ∈ Or so
that the action (O,B) ∈ Or × Cp1,p2,r → BO ∈ Cp1,p2,r is well-defined.

To prove the first item, recall the operator J in (4.1). Following the proof of
Proposition 3.2, the first item can be concluded if C(J1(A)

⊤) ∩ C(J2(A)⊤) = {0pr}
for any A ∈ Dp1,p2,r. This can be done similarly to the proof of Proposition 3.2, along
with the result of Proposition 4.6.

The tangent spaces of Cp1,p2,r and C+
p1,p2,r follow from the proof of Theorem 4.7.

Proposition 4.8. Let A ∈ Dp1,p2,r and suppose Ã = φp1,p2,r(A). Then

TÃCp1,p2,r ≡
{
B ∈ Rp×r : vec(B) ∈ N(J(A))

}
,

TÃÃ⊤C+
p1,p2,r ≡

{
ÃB⊤ +BÃ⊤ : B ∈ TÃCp1,p2,r

}
.

Proof. See Apendix A.4 for the proof.

5. Differential geometry of C++
p1,p2

, Cp1,p2,r, and Cp1,p2,r/Or.

5.1. Diffeomorphic relationship between S++
p and S++

p1,p2
× C++

p1,p2
. In this

section, we prove that S++
p is diffeomorphic to the product manifold S++

p1,p2
× C++

p1,p2

via the map f : Σ ∈ S++
p → (k(Σ), c(Σ)) ∈ S++

p1,p2
×C++

p1,p2
with its inverse g : (K,C) ∈

S++
p1,p2

× C++
p1,p2

→ h(K)Ch(K)⊤ ∈ S++
p . Consequently, we provide a new insight

into the smooth structure of S++
p in terms of the separability. This generalizes the

result of Proposition 5 from [26] on the homeomorphic relationship between S++
p and

S++
p1,p2

× C++
p1,p2

. We also calculate the differentials of f and g to examine how the
tangent vectors transform via the maps f and g.

To prove the diffeomorphic relationship, note that for either choice of the square
root h ∈ S++

p1,p2
or h ∈ L++

p1,p2
, the map h is smooth. Hence, it is clear that the map g

is also smooth. Thus, if the maps k and c are smooth, then we are done as f is also
smooth then. To compute the differentials of h, k and c, and thus f and g, note that

TΣ2⊗Σ1
S++
p1,p2

≡ {U2 ⊗ Σ1 +Σ2 ⊗ U1 : Ui ∈ Spi
} ,
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TL2⊗L1
L++
p1,p2

≡ {V2 ⊗ L1 + L2 ⊗ V1 : Vi ∈ Lpi
} .

We provide an ancillary result below.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose K = Σ2 ⊗ Σ1 ∈ S++
p1,p2

. Let ΓiΛiΓ
⊤
i be the eigendecompo-

sition of Σi, where Γi ∈ Opi
and Λi is a diagonal matrix with the eigenvalues on its

diagonal. Let Li = L(Σi), and take Ui ∈ Spi
to form U = U2 ⊗ Σ1 + Σ2 ⊗ U1. Then

the differential of the square root map h is given as follows: if h ∈ L++
p1,p2

,

dh(K)[U ] = (L2 ⊗ L1)
(
Ip2

⊗ L−1
1 U1L

−⊤
1 + L−1

2 U2L
−⊤
2 ⊗ Ip1

)
1
2

,

and if h ∈ S++
p1,p2

,

dh(K)[U ] = (Γ2 ⊗ Γ1)
[
Λ− ◦

(
Λ2 ⊗ Γ⊤

1 U1Γ1 + Γ⊤
2 U2Γ2 ⊗ Λ1

)]
(Γ2 ⊗ Γ1)

⊤.

Here Λ− is an elementrywise inverse of Λ = 1p2λ
⊤
2 ⊗ 1p1λ

⊤
1 + λ21

⊤
p2

⊗ λ11
⊤
p1

for

λ1 = vec(Λ
1/2
1 ) and λ2 = vec(Λ

1/2
2 ), and ◦ denotes the Hadmard product.

Proof. See Appendix A.5 for the proof.

The differential of the map g directly follows from the above lemma.

Proposition 5.2. Given Σ ∈ S++
p , let K = k(Σ) = Σ2 ⊗ Σ1 and C = c(Σ).

Suppose U ∈ TΣ2⊗Σ1S++
p1,p2

and W ∈ TCC++
p1,p2

. For the map g : (K,C) ∈ S++
p1,p2

×
C++
p1,p2

→ h(K)Ch(K)⊤ ∈ S++
p , the differential is given by

dg(K,C)[U,W ] = h(K)Wh(K)⊤ + (dh(K)[U ])Ch(K)⊤ + h(K)C(dh(K)[U ])⊤,

where dh(K)[U ] is given in Lemma 5.1.

Proof. See Appendix A.5 for the proof.

It remains to show that the maps k and c are smooth, proving that the map f is
smooth so that the diffeomorphic relationship holds, and compute their differentials.
In some sense, the ambiguity due to a constant factor in identifying the factors of the
elements in S++

p1,p2
makes the proof complicated, i.e, Σ2 ⊗ Σ1 = (cΣ2) ⊗ (Σ1/c) for

any c > 0. To avoid this ambiguity, we introduce the orthogonal parameterization
of S++

p1,p2
under gAI [38, 51, 11]. Specifically, suppose E := P(S++

p1
) × S++

p2
. Define a

diffeomorphism

ψp1,p2
: Σ2 ⊗ Σ1 ∈ S++

p1,p2
→ (Σ1,Σ2) ∈ E

where |Σ1| = 1. As studied by [38, 51], if S++
p1,p2

is equipped with gAI, the induced

metric g̃AI
Σ2⊗Σ1

= g̃AI
1 ⊕ g̃AI

2 on E by ψp1,p2 via pullback geometry is given by g̃AI
i =

gAI
Σi
/p−i for p−1 = p2 and p−2 = p1. Then for the Kronecker map k, let ηp1,p2

:=
ψp1,p2

◦ k. Since k := ψ−1
p1,p2

◦ ηp1,p2
, if ηp1,p2

is smooth, so is k. Also, the chain rule
implies that

dk(Σ)[V ] = dψ−1
p1,p2

(k(Σ))[dηp1,p2
(Σ)[V ]](5.1)

for V ∈ TΣS++
p . Note that ηp1,p2

maps Σ ∈ S++
p1,p2

to a unique minimizer of function
d in (2.1) over E by identifying K2 ⊗K1 in (2.1) via the map ψp1,p2 . Also,

dψ−1
p1,p2

(Σ1,Σ2) : (U1, U2) ∈ T(Σ1,Σ2)E → U2 ⊗ Σ1 +Σ2 ⊗ U1 ∈ TΣ2⊗Σ1
S++
p1,p2

.(5.2)

After identifying dηp1,p2
(Σ)[V ] via the manifold implicit function theorem ([34], Sec-

tion 3.11), we use (5.1)–(5.2) to obtain dk(Σ)[V ] and so dc(Σ)[V ] using Lemma 5.1.
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Proposition 5.3. The Kronecker map k : S++
p → S++

p1,p2
is smooth. Conse-

quently, the map f : Σ ∈ S++
p → (k(Σ), c(Σ)) ∈ S++

p1,p2
× C++

p1,p2
is so for either

h ∈ S++
p1,p2

or h ∈ C++
p1,p2

. Therefore, S++
p is diffeomorphic to S++

p1,p2
× C++

p1,p2
as

the map g in Proposition 5.2 is also smooth. Moreover, let k(Σ) = Σ2 ⊗ Σ1 with
|Σ1| = 1, c(Σ) = C, and V ∈ TΣS++

p ≡ Sp. Also, define the bilinear operator
RC : T(Σ1,Σ2)E → T(Σ1,Σ2)E by

RC(U1, U2) =
(
U1 +Σ

1/2
1 M1Σ

1/2
1 /p2 − tr

(
Σ

−1/2
2 U2Σ

−1/2
2

)
Σ1/p2,

U2 +Σ
1/2
2 M2Σ

1/2
2 /p1

)
where M1 ∈ Sp1

and M2 ∈ Sp2
are given by

M1 =

p2∑
i,j=1

(Σ
−1/2
2 U2Σ

−1/2
2 )ijC[j,i], (M2)ij = tr

(
C[i,j]Σ

−1/2
1 U1Σ

−1/2
1

)
.

Here Σ
1/2
i ∈ S++

pi
. Then the operator RC is a bijection. Furthermore, the differential

of k at Σ is given by

dk(Σ)[V ] = U2 ⊗ Σ1 +Σ2 ⊗ U1,

where (U1, U2) is a unique solution to the equation that

RC(U1, U2) =
(
Σ

1/2
1

[
tr1(Ṽ )− tr(Ṽ )/p1Ip1

]
Σ

1/2
1 /p2,Σ

1/2
2 tr2(Ṽ )Σ

1/2
2 /p1)

)
= (M1,M2)

for Ṽ := K−1/2V K−1/2 with symmetric K1/2 ≡ Σ
1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

1/2
1 . Also,

dc(Σ)[V ] = h(k(Σ))−1V h(k(Σ))−⊤ − h(k(Σ))−1(dh(k(Σ))[dk(Σ)[V ]])C

− C(dh(k(Σ))[dk(Σ)[V ]])⊤h(k(Σ))−⊤,

From the differentials computed above, we consequently have that

df(Σ)[V ] = (dk(Σ)[V ], dc(Σ)[V ]).

In particular, if C = Ip, i.e., Σ ≡ k(Σ) = Σ2⊗Σ1, RC reduces to an identity operator
so that (U1, U2) = (M1,M2), in which

dk(Σ)[V ] =
(
Σ

1/2
2 tr2(Ṽ )Σ

1/2
2

)
⊗ Σ1/p1 +Σ2 ⊗

(
Σ

1/2
1 tr1(Ṽ )Σ

1/2
1

)
/p2 −

tr
(
Ṽ
)

p
Σ,

dc(Σ)[V ] = h(k(Σ))−1V h(k(Σ))−⊤ − R̃− R̃⊤.

Here if h ∈ L++
p1,p2

,

R̃ =
(
Ip2

⊗ L−1
1 U1L

−⊤
1 + L−1

2 U2L
−⊤
2 ⊗ Ip1

)
1
2

.

Otherwise, if h ∈ S++
p1,p2

,

R̃ = (Γ2 ⊗ Γ1)(Λ
−1/2
2 ⊗ Λ

−1/2
1 )

[
Λ− ◦

(
Λ2 ⊗ Γ⊤

1 U1Γ1 + Γ⊤
2 U2Γ2 ⊗ Λ1

)]
(Γ2 ⊗ Γ1)

⊤.

where the quantities associated with R̃ are those defined in Lemma 5.1.

Proof. See Appendix A.5 for the proof.
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5.2. Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on C++
p1,p2

. Endow C++
p1,p2

with the Euclidean metric gE . By Proposition 3.6, the form of the tangent space
TCC++

p1,p2
does not depend on C ∈ C++

p1,p2
. The same holds for the form of the metric,

i.e., gEC (U, V ) = tr
(
U⊤V

)
for U, V ∈ TCC++

p1,p2
. Thus, letting W := TCC++

p1,p2
, which

does not depend on C, W is a linear subspace of Sp. Also, with any fixed basis of W as
a coordinate on each tangent space, we have that the Christoffel symbols (see (5.10) of
[32]) vanish on that coordinate. Thus, (C++

p1,p2
, gE) has a zero-sectional curvature, and

so (C++
p1,p2

, gE) is flat ([32], Theorem 7.10). Now we derive the Riemannian gradient

and Hessian operator on (C++
p1,p2

, gE). For a scalar-valued smooth map f on C++
p1,p2

,
denote the Euclidean derivative and Hessian operator of f by ∇f(C) and ∇2f(C)[V ]
for C ∈ C++

p1,p2
and V ∈ TCC++

p1,p2
.

Lemma 5.4. For C ∈ C++
p1,p2

, let W ∈ TCC++
p1,p2

. The operator G : Sp → Sp given
by

G(V ) := V − 1

p2
(Ip2

⊗ tr1(V ))− 1

p1
(tr2(V )⊗ Ip1

) +
tr(V )

p
Ip(5.3)

is an orthogonal projection of V ∈ TCS++
p ≡ Sp onto TCC++

p1,p2
.

Proof. See Appendix A.6 for the proof.

Proposition 5.5. Suppose f is a scalar-valued smooth map on (C++
p1,p2

, gE). Let
C ∈ C++

p1,p2
and V ∈ TCC++

p1,p2
. For the operator G defined in (5.3),

grad f(C) = G(∇f(C)), Hess f(C)[V ] = G(∇2f(C)[V ]).

Proof. See Appendix A.6 for the proof.

5.3. Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on Cp1,p2,r and Cp1,p2,r/Or.
We derive the Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on (Cp1,p2,r, g

E) and then
deduce those on (Cp1,p2,r/Or, g

E,0) via quotient geometry. Here gE,0 is the quotient
metric induced by gE . Throughout this section, we denote the Moore-Penrose pseu-
doinverse of a matrix M by M† (see p.50–51 of [49]). We establish the Riemannian
gradient and Hessian operator on (Cp1,p2,r, g

E) as follows.

Lemma 5.6. Recall the linear operator J in (4.1). Let A ∈ Cp1,p2,r and endow

Cp1,p2,r with metric gE. Suppose Ã = φ−1
p1,p2,r(A). Then for any V ∈ TARp×r

∗ , if W
is the orthogonal projection of V onto TACp1,p2,r,

vec(W ) = (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))vec(V ).

Proof. See Appendix A.7 for the proof.

Proposition 5.7. Recall the linear operator J in (4.1). Let f be a scalar-valued
smooth function on (Cp1,p2,r, g

E). Let A ∈ Cp1,p2,r (resp. V ∈ TACp1,p2,r) and suppose

Ã := φ−1
p1,p2,r(A) (resp. Ṽ := φ−1

p1,p2,r(V )). Then,

vec(grad f(A)) = (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))vec(∇f(A)),
vec(Hess f(A)[V ]) = (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))vec(∇2f(A)[V ])

− (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))J(Ṽ )⊤(J(Ã)†)⊤J(Ã)†J(Ã)vec(∇f(A)).
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Proof. See Appendix A.7 for the proof.

The Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on (Cp1,p2,r/Or, g
E,0) can be de-

rived using the results of [1, 37] (see Section 5.1 and 5.6 of [10] for example). For
A ∈ Cp1,p2,r, the vertical and horizontal spaces at A are given by

VA = {AΘ : Θ ∈ Skewr} , HA ≡ V⊥
A =

{
B ∈ TACp1,p2,r : A⊤B = B⊤A

}
.

Note that TACp1,p2,r = VA ⊕HA. Then we introduce the operators on TACp1,p2,r by
[37] as

P v
A(W ) := AT−1

A⊤A
(2skew(A⊤W )), Ph

A(W ) :=W − P v
A(W ).(5.4)

for W ∈ TACp1,p2,r. Here the operator T−1
E (·) is the inverse of the map TE : Y ∈

Rr×r → Y E + EY ∈ Rr×r. If E ∈ S++
r , TE is invertible and the value of its inverse

T−1
E (V ) for given V is a unique solution to the Sylvester equation Y E + EY = V

([37], Lemma A.10). Also, by Section 5.3.4 of [1], the Riemannian connection ∇ on
Cp1,p2,r/Or satisfies that

(∇ηξ)
#
A = Ph

A((∇
#
η#ξ

#)A)

for any A ∈ Cp1,p2,r, vector fields η, ξ on Cp1,p2,r/Or and the operator Ph
A defined in

(5.4). Note that η# and ξ# are horizontal lifts of η and ξ, respectively. As a direct
consequence of Section 3.6.2 and 5 of [1] and Proposition A.14 of [37], we have the
following results.

Proposition 5.8. Suppose f is a smooth map on Cp1,p2,r/Or, and let f# = f ◦π
for the canonical projection π : X ∈ Cp1,p2,r → [X] ∈ Cp1,p2,r/Or. Then for any
A ∈ Cp1,p2,r, the Riemannian gradient of f satisfies

(grad f([A]))#A = grad f#(A),

Also, the Riemannian Hessian operator of f satisfies

(Hess f([A])[ξ[A]])
#
A = Ph

A((∇
#
ξ#

grad f#)A)

for any vector field ξ on Cp1,p2,r/Or.

6. Partial isotropy core shrinkage estimator. Using the geometry of Cp1,p2,r,
we shall propose a shrinkage estimator that shrinks the low-dimensional core toward

the trivial core, Ip. Suppose Y1, . . . , Yn
i.i.d.∼ Np1×p2

(0,Σ) and let K1/2CK1/2,⊤ be
a KCD of Σ. In the estimation of Σ, note that the dimension of the space where
K = k(Σ) is living is O(p21 + p22) = o(p2), whereas that of the space where C = c(Σ)
is living is O(p2) by Theorem 3.5. Thus, the difficulty of the estimation arises mainly
from estimating C, particularly in a high-dimensional regime where p > n.

As discussed in Section 1 and 2.1, one remedy is to introduce a low-dimensional
structure to C. In particular, we assume that C exhibits a partial-isotropy structure.
By Proposition 2.2, C = (1− λ)AA⊤ + λIp for some λ ∈ (0, 1) and A ∈ Cp1,p2,r, with
r > p1/p2 + p2/p1. Thus, Σ = K1/2((1 − λ)AA⊤ + λIp)K

1/2,⊤. This implies that λ
denotes the shrinkage amount of the low-dimensional covariance K1/2AA⊤K1/2,⊤ to-
ward the separable part K := K1/2K1/2,⊤. Hence, λ quantifies an effective departure
from the separability assumption on Σ, i.e., Σ = K, where the correlation structure
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of Σ may be too simplified as p grows. We consequently propose the partial-isotropy
core covariance model as

Y1, . . . , Yn
i.i.d.∼ Np1×p2(0,K

1/2((1− λ)AA⊤ + λIp)K
1/2,⊤).(6.1)

We shall propose a partial-isotropy core shrinkage estimator (PICSE) by K̂1/2((1−
λ̂)ÂÂ⊤ + λ̂)K̂1/2,⊤, where θ̂ is a MLE of the parameter θ. We consider boths square
roots K1/2 ∈ S++

p1,p2
or L++

p1,p2
. To avoid the ambiguity due to a constant factor

in identifying the factors of K1/2 := K2 ⊗ K1, we parameterize K1/2 by K1/2 :=
ν(K̄2 ⊗ K̄1), where K̄i ∈ P(S++

pi
) or P(L++

pi
), and ν > 0. Then the negative log-

likelihood is given by

ℓ(K̄1, K̄2, ν, A, λ) := tr
(
K̄−1/2SK̄−1/2,⊤((1− λ)AA⊤ + λIp)

−1
)
/ν2

+ log |(1− λ)AA⊤ + λIp|+ 2p log ν.
(6.2)

where S = 1/n
∑n

i=1 yiy
⊤
i is a sample covariance matrix of Y1, . . . , Yn with yi =

vec(Yi), and K̄
1/2 = K̄2 ⊗ K̄1. We shall minimize ℓ in (6.2). For the minimizer of ℓ,

denoted τ̂ = ( ˆ̄K1,
ˆ̄K2, ν̂, Â, λ̂), PICSE is defined to be

Σ̂PICSE := ν̂2( ˆ̄K2 ⊗ ˆ̄K1)((1− λ̂)ÂÂ⊤ + λ̂Ip)(
ˆ̄K2 ⊗ ˆ̄K1)

⊤.(6.3)

Since there is no closed form for τ̂ , we propose an alternating minimization approach
to compute τ̂ , and thus Σ̂PICSE. Specifically, at t-th iteration, we sequentially update
each parameter fixing all other parameters as

K̄
(t)
1 := argminK̄1∈P(M1) ℓ(K̄1, K̄

(t−1)
2 , ν(t−1), A(t−1), λ(t−1)),

K̄
(t)
2 := argminK̄2∈P(M2) ℓ(K̄

(t)
1 , K̄2, ν

(t−1), A(t−1), λ(t−1)),

ν(t) := argminν∈R+
ℓ(K̄

(t)
1 , K̄

(t)
2 , ν, A(t−1), λ(t−1)),

A(t) := argminA∈Cp1,p2,r
ℓ(K̄

(t)
1 , K̄

(t)
2 , ν(t), A, λ(t−1)),

λ(t) := argminλ∈(0,1) ℓ(K̄
(t)
1 , K̄

(t)
2 , ν(t), A(t), λ).

(6.4)

given the initialization (K̄
(0)
1 , K̄

(0)
2 , ν(0), A(0), λ(0)). Here Mi = S++

pi
(resp. L++

pi
) if

K1/2 ∈ S++
p1,p2

(resp. L++
p1,p2

). We iterate (6.4) until the convergence, and obtain the

estimate Σ̂PICSE by plugging the output for each parameter into (6.3).
We discuss the update rule for each parameter in (6.4). Note that in the sequels,

the core component of some positive semi-definite matrix is defined by whitening it
through the square root of its separable component as the same type of K1/2 in (6.1).
Except for ν and λ, we adopt second-order Riemannian optimization to update the
parameter. Namely, suppose θ ∈

{
K̄1, K̄2, A

}
and let (M, g) be Riemannian manifold

on which θ is living. If θ is either K̄1 or K̄2, we take g = gAI (resp. g = gChol) if
M = P(S++

pi
) (resp. M = P(L++

pi
)). For θ = A, g = gE , i.e., Euclidean metric.

Suppose V ∈ TθM. Fixing all the parameters other than θ, we obtain the optimal
direction V to update θ(t−1) by solving the equation in V that

Hess ℓ(θ(t−1))[V ] = − grad ℓ(θ(t−1)),(6.5)

which leads to

V̄ = −Hess ℓ(θ(t−1))†[grad ℓ(θ(t−1))].
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When obtaining V̄ according to the above, we also need Euclidean derivative and
Hessian operator of ℓ in θ, as the Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator depend
on them (see Section 2.2.1–2.2.2 and Section 5.3). We provide their formulas in
Appendix B. If θ is either K̄1 or K̄2, we obtain

K̄
(t)
i = Exp

K̄
(t−1)
i

(V̄ )(6.6)

for the solution V̄ of (6.5). On the other hand, to obtain A(t), suppose V̄ is the solution
of (6.5) with θ = A. For D(t−1) := A(t−1)A(t−1),⊤ +A(t−1)V̄ (t−1),⊤ + V̄ (t−1)A(t−1),⊤,
let D̄(t−1) be its core component. Suppose Γ(t−1) ∈ Rp×r is the matrix of top−r
eigenvectors of D̄(t−1) and Λ(t−1) = diag

(√
λ1(D̄(t−1)), . . . ,

√
λr(D̄(t−1))

)
. Then we

have an update A(t) as

A(t) = Γ(t−1)Λ(t−1).(6.7)

To obtain ν(t) and λ(t), note that the closed form of ν(t) is available as

ν(t) =

√
tr
(
(K̄(t))−1S(K̄(t))−⊤((1− λ(t−1))A(t−1)(A(t−1))⊤ + λ(t−1)Ip)−1

)
p

,(6.8)

where K̄(t) = K̄
(t)
2 ⊗ K̄

(t)
1 . We numerically obtain λ(t) using R function optimize.

Now to discuss the initialization, suppose K̃ and C̃ are the separable and core
components of S. Let C̃r be the core component of the best rank−r approximation
of C̃. Then the initialization is given as

K̄
(0)
i = K̃i/|K̃i|1/pi , ν(0) =

2∏
i=1

|K̃i|1/pi , λ(0) =
p−

∑r
i=1 λi(C̃r)

p− r
, A(0) = UrΛr,

(6.9)

where Ur is a top−r eigenvectors of C̃r and Λr = diag

(√
λ1(C̃r), . . . ,

√
λr(C̃r)

)
. We

summarize the optimization procedure discussed above in Algorithm 6.1.

7. Numerical illustration of PICSE. We numerically illustrate the effective-
ness of PICSE when the population covariance exhibits a partial isotropy core struc-
ture.1 We randomly generate the data Y1, . . . , Yn according to the partial isotropy
core covariance model in (6.1), where we take K1/2 = K2⊗K1 as a symmetric square
root for convenience. Here we take λ = 0.4, r = 4, (p1, p2) = (12, 8), (16, 10), and
n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p. Also, the parameter (K1,K2, A) is randomly generated. We
assume that r is known. In practice, the value of r can be determined by estimating
the number of the spiked eigenvalues of the true core using the sample core in view of
Kronecker-invariance [55], assuming the constant non-spiked eigenvalues, e.g., [44, 45].

To describe the competitors of PICSE, suppose S = 1/n
∑n

i=1 yiy
⊤
i is a sample

covariance matrix of the data with yi = vec(Yi). Let K̃ and C̃ be the separable and the
core components of S, respectively. Then we consider the Kronecker MLE (KMLE) [53,
54, 19], which is exactly K̃, and the core shrinkage estimator (CSE) proposed by [26].
The CSE is defined by K̃1/2((1− ŵ)C̃ + ŵIp)K̃

1/2, where K̃1/2 is a symmetric square

root of K̃ and the shrinkage amount ŵ is estimated via empirical Bayes (see Section

1Replication code is available at https://github.com/Seungbongjung/riemmCore.

https://github.com/Seungbongjung/riemmCore
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Algorithm 6.1 An algorithm for alternating minimization of ℓ in (K̄1, K̄2, ν, A, λ).

Input: ϵ > 0 : tolerance parameter, T ∈ N : maximum number of iterations,
Y1, . . . , Yn ∈ Rp1×p2 : n data matrices, r ∈ N : partial-isotropy rank.

Output: (K̄
(t)
1 , K̄

(t)
2 , ν(t), A(t), λ(t)).

Compute the sample covariance matrix S of Y1, . . . , Yn.

Compute the initialization (K̄
(0)
1 , K̄

(0)
2 , ν(0), A(0), λ(0)) according to (6.9).

ℓ(1) = ℓ(K̄
(0)
1 , K̄

(0)
2 , ν(0), A(0), λ(0)), ℓ(0) = ℓ(1)/2.

t = 1.
while |ℓ(t−1) − ℓ(t)|/|ℓ(t)| > ϵ and t < T do

ℓ(t−1) = ℓ(t).
t = t+ 1.
Obtain K̄

(t)
1 according to (6.5)–(6.6).

Obtain K̄
(t)
2 according to (6.5)–(6.6).

Obtain ν(t) according to (6.8).
Obtain A(t) according to (6.5) and (6.7).
Solve the fifth equation of (6.4) using R function optimize to obtain λ(t).

ℓ(t) = ℓ(K̄
(t)
1 , K̄

(t)
2 , ν(t), A(t), λ(t)).

end while

3.1 of [26]). Additionally, we also consider the baseline methods for PICSE based on
the initialization in (6.9). Namely, we obtain the initial estimate of the population
covariance by plugging the initialization in (6.9) into (6.3), denoted Base-AI (K1/2 ∈
S++
p1,p2

) and Base-Chol (K1/2 ∈ L++
p1,p2

). Accordingly, we consider two versions of

PICSE, denoted by PI-AI (K1/2 ∈ S++
p1,p2

) and PI-Chol (K1/2 ∈ L++
p1,p2

). The baseline
methods are considered to examine whether leveraging the geometry of Cp1,p2,r to find
the optimal direction in updating A leads to the improved estimate.

We generate the data and compute the estimate based on each aforementioned
method for each (p1, p2, n), and replicate this procedure for 100 times. The perfor-

mance measure is given by ||θ̂ − θ||2/||θ||2, where θ ∈ {K,C,Σ} for K = k(Σ) and

C = c(Σ), and θ̂ is the corresponding estimate of θ. For each θ, we compute the mean
of the relative norms across 100 replications. Note that KMLE, CSE, and the baseline
methods share the same separable component. Hence, when θ = K, we only provide
a result for KMLE. Also, for θ = C, KMLE has always Ip as the core component. Thus,
we provide the result only when n = p/8. Lastly, by the definitions of Base-AI and
Base-Chol, they have the different core components but they yield the same estimate
of Σ. Therefore, if θ = Σ, we report the result for only Base-AI.

Tables 1–3 report the mean of ||θ̂ − θ||2/||θ||2 across 100 iterations for each
θ = K,C, and Σ, respectively. For each (p1, p2, r) and n, the smallest mean value
across all methods is boldfaced. Figures 1–2 show boxplots of the relative norms for
each n across 100 iterations and all methods for θ = Σ. Those for θ = K,C, are
provided in Appendix C. From Tables 1–3, one can see that while there might not
be a significant improvement in estimating K for PICSE compared to other methods,
there is in estimating C. In particular, when n < p, PICSE shows the significant im-
provement compared to the baseline methods, thereby improving the estimation of Σ.
Thus, PICSE is effective in a high-dimensional regime when C has a low-dimensional
feature. While CSE performs better than KMLE in estimating C and Σ, note that the
core component of CSE is (1 − ŵ)C̃ + ŵIp. Since C̃ and S share the same rank as
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n, typically larger than r, CSE may over-parameterize partial-isotropy C. Thus, CSE
does not perform better than PICSE.

Table 1
The mean of the relative norm ||K̂ −K||2/||K||2 by KMLE, PI-AI, and PI-Chol, and the

sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100 iterations for (p1, p2, r) = (16, 10, 4), (12, 8, 4).
The estimators CSE, Base-AI and Base-Chol have the same relative norm as KMLE, and hence
omitted.

(p1, p2, r) Method n = p/8 n = p/4 n = p/2 n = p n = 2p

(16, 10, 4)
KMLE 0.379 0.242 0.162 0.117 0.081
PI-AI 0.302 0.198 0.137 0.098 0.069
PI-Chol 0.300 0.197 0.138 0.098 0.070

(12, 8, 4)
KMLE 0.516 0.339 0.234 0.161 0.113
PI-AI 0.445 0.274 0.195 0.137 0.098
PI-Chol 0.439 0.275 0.196 0.138 0.099

Table 2
The mean of the relative norm ||Ĉ − C||2/||C||2 by KMLE, CSE, Base-AI, Base-Chol,

PI-AI, and PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100 iterations for
(p1, p2, r) = (16, 10, 4), (12, 8, 4). * denotes the value of the mean for KMLE when n = p/8 as
the core component of KMLE is always Ip.

(p1, p2, r) Method n = p/8 n = p/4 n = p/2 n = p n = 2p

(16, 10, 4)

KMLE 0.964 * * * *
CSE 0.607 0.527 0.460 0.365 0.271

Base-AI 0.596 0.392 0.279 0.192 0.132
Base-Chol 0.627 0.412 0.293 0.201 0.138
PI-AI 0.541 0.312 0.206 0.139 0.095
PI-Chol 0.555 0.324 0.217 0.146 0.101

(12, 8, 4)

KMLE 0.939 * * * *
CSE 0.703 0.608 0.511 0.402 0.301

Base-AI 0.839 0.542 0.373 0.256 0.177
Base-Chol 0.884 0.569 0.389 0.267 0.185
PI-AI 0.940 0.486 0.301 0.203 0.136
PI-Chol 0.860 0.500 0.312 0.211 0.144

8. Concluding remark. We have studied the differential geometry of the fixed-
rank core covariance manifold C+

p1,p2,r when p1/p2 + p2/p1 < r ≤ p. When r < p, we
established that C+

p1,p2,r is a smooth manifold after removing the set of canonically
decomposable matrices. For the full-rank case, we further established a diffeomorphic
relationship between S++

p and S++
p1,p2

×C++
p1,p2

, providing a new insight into the smooth
structure of S++

p in terms of the separability. We also derived differential quantities
on C+

p1,p2,r, including tangent vectors, the differentials of the diffeomorphism when
r = p, and Riemannian gradient and Hessian operator on Cp1,p2,r, and C++

p1,p2
under the

Euclidean metric, with respect to which C++
p1,p2

is flat. The corresponding Riemannian
gradient and Hessian operator are also obtained for Cp1,p2,r/Or via quotient geometry.

An interesting future direction is to identify a Riemannian metric on C+
p1,p2,r

that induces nice geometric properties, such as completeness, closed-form geodesics,
or nonpositive sectional curvature. One approach is to construct a group-invariant
metric (see [60]). By the linear system that defines the core as in (2.2), the Kronecker
orthogonal group Op1,p2 acts smoothly on C+

p1,p2,r via the action (O2 ⊗ O1, C) ∈
Op1,p2

× C+
p1,p2,r → (O2 ⊗ O1)C(O2 ⊗ O1)

⊤ ∈ C+
p1,p2,r. However, this action is not
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Table 3
The mean of the relative norm ||Σ̂ − Σ||2/||Σ||2 by KMLE, CSE, Base-AI, PI-AI, and

PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100 iterations for (p1, p2, r) =

(16, 10, 4), (12, 8, 4). Base-AI and Base-Chol yields the same Σ̂, and thus the result is reported
only for Base-AI as a representative.

(p1, p2, r) Method n = p/8 n = p/4 n = p/2 n = p n = 2p

(16, 10, 4)

KMLE 0.910 0.910 0.910 0.910 0.910
CSE 0.668 0.534 0.477 0.377 0.279

Base-AI 0.762 0.490 0.354 0.245 0.169
PI-AI 0.598 0.354 0.248 0.173 0.120
PI-Chol 0.587 0.352 0.249 0.174 0.123

(12, 8, 4)

KMLE 0.872 0.871 0.871 0.869 0.869
CSE 0.803 0.580 0.484 0.385 0.287

Base-AI 0.917 0.601 0.422 0.303 0.206
PI-AI 0.867 0.482 0.322 0.226 0.156
PI-Chol 0.852 0.469 0.323 0.227 0.158

Fig. 1. The boxplot of the relative norm ||Σ̂ − Σ||2/||Σ||2 by KMLE, CSE, Base-AI,
PI-AI, and PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100 iterations when

(p1, p2, r) = (16, 10, 4). Base-AI and Base-Chol yields the same Σ̂, and thus the result is
reported only for Base-AI as a representative.

transitive, and the invariant metric is hence not unique under this action. Thus, the
metric will vary across orbits, leading to infinitely many invariant metrics. We leave
this as a future direction to further explore the geometry of C+

p1,p2,r.
We introduced the partial isotropy core shrinkage estimator (PICSE), assuming

that the population core has a partial-isotropy structure. Since the partial-isotropy
(factor) covariance model is often used for vector data and the covariance of a random
matrix is defined by that of its vectorization (see (1.1)), one might ask whether PICSE
can be used to estimate a factor-type covariance matrix for general p−dimensional
vector data with correctly specified p1 and p2. Although technically possible, we do
not recommend using PICSE for vector data as it will lose interpretation. As discussed
in Section 6, the partial-isotropy core covariance model aims to make an effective de-
parture from the separability assumption commonly used in modeling matrix-variate
data. Thus, using PICSE is meaningful only when the separability assumption is
reasonable. Because the assumption enables a separate inference of the correlation
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Fig. 2. The boxplot of the relative norm ||Σ̂ − Σ||2/||Σ||2 by KMLE, CSE, Base-AI,
PI-AI, and PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100 iterations when

(p1, p2, r) = (12, 8, 4). Base-AI and Base-Chol yields the same Σ̂, and thus the result is
reported only for Base-AI as a representative.

structures of the row and column variables [12, 61], the data must have two different
modes for the assumption, which is not the case for general vector data.
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Appendix. In Appendix, we provide the omitted proofs from the main text (Ap-
pendix A), the formulas of Euclidean derivative and Hessian operator of the negative
log-likelihood ℓ defined in (6.2) to compute PICSE (Appendix B), and the additional
figures that support the results in Section 7 (Appendix C).

Appendix A. Deferred Proofs. All the omitted proofs from the main text
are provided in this section.

A.1. Proofs of the Results from Section 2.

Proof of Example 2.3. The proof is based on Proposition 3 of [26]. Suppose K =
Σ2 ⊗ Σ1 is a Kronecker MLE of FF⊤. Then since K−1/2FF⊤K−1/2,⊤ is a core,
Proposition 3 of [26] implies that∑

(i,j)

EijΩ2E
⊤
ij = 2Σ1,

∑
(i,j)

E⊤
ijΩ1Eij = 2Σ2,(A.1)

for Ωi = (ωi,ab) := Σ−1
i . From the first equation of (A.1),

Σ1 = diag(ω2,11 + ω2,22, ω2,22)/2.

Since Σ1 is diagonal, so is Ω1. Thus, the second equation of (A.1) should imply that
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Σ2 is also diagonal. Hence, writing Σ2 = diag(σ2,11, σ2,22), we have that

Σ1 = diag(1/σ2,11 + 1/σ2,22, 1/σ2,22)/2

⇒Ω1 = 2diag(σ2,11σ2,22/(σ2,11 + σ2,22), σ2,22).

Again, the second equation of (A.1) implies that

σ2,11 = σ2,11σ2,22/(σ2,11 + σ2,22).

Since Σ2 ∈ S++
2 , we have that σ2,22/(σ2,11 + σ2,22) = 1, which is not true unless

σ2,11 = 0. Hence, this contradicts the existence of the Kronecker MLE K.

Proof of Proposition 2.4. Let v(t) = f(γ(t)) for t ∈ (0, 1), where γ(t) = ExpL(tV ).
Then v is also smooth. Observe that

γ′(t) = ⌊V ⌋+ D(V ) exp
(
tD(V )D(L)−1

)
,

γ′′(t) = D(V )2D(L)−1 exp
(
tD(V )D(L)−1

)
.

(A.2)

By chain rule,

v′(t) = tr
(
∇f(γ(t))⊤γ′(t)

)
,

v′′(t) = tr
(
∇2f(γ(t))[γ′(t)]⊤γ′(t)

)
+ tr

(
∇f(γ(t))⊤γ′′(t)

)
.

(A.3)

Then we have that

v′(0) = gL(grad f(L), V ) ≡ tr
(
⌊grad f(L)⌋⊤⌊V ⌋

)
+ tr

(
D(L)−2D(grad f(L))D(V )

)
= tr

(
∇f(L)⊤V

)
= tr

(
⌊∇f(L)⌋⊤⌊V ⌋

)
+ tr (D(∇f(L))D(V )) .

Since this holds for any V ∈ TLL++
p ≡ Lp, we have that ⌊grad f(L)⌋ = ⌊∇f(L)⌋ and

D(L)−2D(grad f(L)) = D(∇f(L)), resulting in

grad f(L) = ⌊grad f(L)⌋+ D(grad f(L)) = ⌊∇f(L)⌋+ D(L)2D(∇f(L)).

Similarly, by (A.2)–(A.3),

v′′(0) = gL(Hess f(L)[V ], V ) = tr
(
∇2f(L)[V ]⊤V

)
+ tr

(
∇f(L)⊤D(V )2D(L)−1

)
= tr

(
∇2f(L)[V ]⊤V

)
+ tr

(
D(∇f(L))D(V )2D(L)−1

)
.

By polarization and the symmetry of Riemannian Hessian operator, for any V,W ∈
TLL++

p ,

gL(Hess f(L)[V ],W ) = tr
(
∇2f(L)[V ]⊤W

)
+ tr

(
D(∇f(L))D(V )D(W )D(L)−1

)
.

As an analogy to grad f(L), one can then identify Hess f(L)[V ] by

Hess f(L)[V ] = D(L)2D(∇2f(L)[V ]) + ⌊∇2f(L)[V ]⌋+ D(L)D(∇f(L))D(V ).

Proof of Proposition 2.5. Observe that

tr
(
L−1PL(V )

)
= tr(L−1V )− tr(L−1V ) · tr(L−1D(L))/p
= tr(L−1V )− tr(L−1V ) · tr(D(L−1)D(L))/p
= tr(L−1V )− tr(L−1V ) · tr(D(L)−1D(L))/p
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= tr(L−1V )− tr(L−1V ) = 0,

where the third equality holds as L ∈ L++
p . Thus, PL indeed maps V ∈ TLL++

p to

TLP(L++
p ). Hence, it suffices to verify that gChol

L (V,D(L)) = 0 for any V ∈ TLP(L++
p )

to claim that PL is an orthogonal projection. This follows because

gChol
L (V,D(L)) = gE(D(L)−2D(V ),D(L)) = tr(D(L)−1D(V )) = tr(L−1V ) = 0,

where the third equality holds because L ∈ L++
p and V ∈ Lp, and the last equality

follows as V ∈ TLP(L++
p ).

A.2. Proofs of the Results from Section 3.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Following the main idea outlined in Section 3, it suffices
to verify (3.3). Note that a⊤a = p, AR = p2Ip1

, and AC = p1Ip2
. By Theorem 3.1

of [36], K(q,q) is a symmetric matrix whose eigenvalues are either 1 or −1, with
respective multiplicities q(q+1)/2 and q(q− 1)/2. Moreover, the eigenspace of K(q,q)

corresponding to the eigenvalue 1 (resp. −1) is exactly the vectorization of Sq (resp.
Skewq). By vec-Kronecker identity,

[A1 ⊗ Ip1
, . . . , Ap ⊗ Ip1

]a =

p∑
i=1

vec(AiA
⊤
i ) = p2vec(Ip1

),

[Ip2 ⊗A⊤
1 , . . . , Ip2 ⊗A⊤

p ]a =

p∑
i=1

vec(A⊤
i Ai) = p1vec(Ip2).

Combining these facts, one can verify that

J1J
⊤
1 =

2

p21p2
(Ip2

1
+K(p1,p1))−

4

p31p2
vec(Ip1)vec(Ip1)

⊤,

J2J
⊤
2 =

2

p1p22
(Ip2

2
+K(p2,p2))−

4

p1p32
vec(Ip2

)vec(Ip2
)⊤.

By the aforementioned properties of K(q,q), Iq2 +K(q,q) takes eigenvalues either 2 or
0 with respective multiplicities q(q + 1)/2 and q(q − 1)/2. The eigenspaces of this
matrix corresponding to 2 and 0 are the same as those of K(q,q) corresponding to 1
and −1, respectively. Therefore,

dimC(J⊤
1 ) = rank(J⊤

1 ) = rank(J1J
⊤
1 ) =

(
p1 + 1

2

)
− 1

and similarly, dimC(J⊤
2 ) =

(
p2+1

2

)
−1. It remains to show that dimC(J⊤

1 )∩C(J⊤
2 ) =

0, i.e., C(J⊤
1 ) ∩ C(J⊤

2 ) =
{
0p2

}
. Because (Iq2 + K(q,q))u = 2vec(sym(U)) for u =

vec(U) and U ∈ Rq×q, if we assume v ∈ Rp2
1 is a vectorization of some V ∈ Sp1

without loss of generality,

J⊤
1 v =

2

p

 (A⊤
1 ⊗ Ip1

)v
...

(A⊤
p ⊗ Ip1)v

− 2tr (V )

p21p2
a =

2

p

 vec(V A1)
...

vec(V Ap)

− 2tr (V )

p21p2

 vec(A1)
...

vec(Ap)

 .
Likewise, if w = vec(W ) for some W ∈ Sp2 ,

J⊤
2 w =

2

p

 vec(A1W )
...

vec(ApW )

− 2tr (W )

p1p22

 vec(A1)
...

vec(Ap)

 .
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Therefore, for any element in C(J⊤
1 )∩C(J⊤

2 ), there exist V ∈ Sp1
and W ∈ Sp2

such
that for all i ∈ [p],

(V − tr (V ) /p1Ip1
)Ai = Ai(W − tr (W ) /p2Ip2

).(A.4)

Suppose ΓV ΛV Γ
⊤
V and ΓWΛWΓ⊤

W are eigendecompositions of V and W , respecitvely,
where ΓV and ΓW are orthogonal, and ΛV and ΛW are diagonal. With Ãi = Γ⊤

VAiΓW

for each i ∈ [r], the equation (A.4) can be reformulated as

Λ̃V Ãi = ÃiΛ̃W(A.5)

where Λ̃V = ΛV − tr (ΛV ) /p1Ip1 and Λ̃W = ΛW − tr (ΛW ) /p2Ip2 . The equation

(A.5) holds for each i if and only if ((Λ̃V )jj − (Λ̃W )kk)(Ãi)jk = 0 for any (j, k) ∈
[p1]× [p2] and i ∈ [p]. Note that Ã1, . . . , Ãp are linearly independent by the definition
of Hp1,p2

. Thus, for any fixed (j, k) ∈ [p1]× [p2], there must exist at least one i ∈ [p]

for which (Ãi)jk is nonzero, otherwise the linear independence is violated. Hence,

(Λ̃V )jj = (Λ̃W )kk for any j, k. As such, the diagonal entries of Λ̃V and Λ̃W are all
equal to some constant c. However, as the traces of these matrices are the same
as 0, both Λ̃V and Λ̃W are zero diagonal matrices so that V = ΛV = c1Ip1 and
W = ΛW = c2Ip2

for some constants c1, c2, leading to zero vectors J⊤
1 v and J⊤

2 w.
Hence, C(J⊤

1 ) ∩ C(J⊤
2 ) = {0}, concluding the proof.

A.3. Proofs of the Results from Section 4.1.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. The claim is obvious if either α = 2 or β = 2, and so assume
α, β > 2. Also, assume α ≥ β without loss of generality. Since m is smooth on its
compact domain, m attains its maximum on the domain. This happens at either its
stationary point within the interior of the domain or the boundary of the domain.
Noting that m(a, b) = m(α− a, β − b) and [1, α− 1]× [1, β − 1] is symmetric around
(α/2, β/2), it suffices to examine the maximum of m at the boundary of its domain
by the maximum of f(b) := m(1, b) over [1, β − 1]. It is straightforward to see that
(α/2, β/2) is a unique stationary point of m with m(α/2, β/2) = α2/4 + β2/4 +
rαβ/2 < rαβ as r > α/β + β/α. To examine the maximum of f , note that

f(b) = α− 1 + b(β − b) + r(b+ (α− 1)(β − b))

= −b2 + b(β + r(2− α)) + (α− 1)(rβ + 1).

Observe that (β + r(2 − α))/2 ≤ β − 1 as α > 2. Also, (β + r(2 − α))/2 ≥ 1 if and
only if r < (β − 2)/(α − 2). However, because (β − 2)/(α − 2) ≤ β/α as α ≥ β, this
cannot hold as r > α/β + β/α > β/α. Thus, f attains its maximum at b = 1, where
f(1) = α+ β − 2 + r(αβ − α− β + 2). Since

rαβ − f(1) = (r − 1)(α+ β − 2) > 0

as r > α/β + β/α ≥ 2 and α, β > 2, we conclude that the maximum of m is strictly
smaller than rαβ.

Proof of Proposition 4.4. Define a subset V(a,b)
p1,p2,r of Vp1,p2,r for a ∈ [p1 − 1] and

b ∈ [p2−1], consisting of canoincally decomposable (A1 . . . , Ar) for which there exists
(P,Q) ∈ GLp1

× GLp2
such that PAiQ

−1 = Ai1 ⊕ Ai2 for some Ai1 ∈ Ra×b and
Ai2 ∈ R(p1−a)×(p2−b). Then

Vp1,p2,r = ∪p1−1
a=1 ∪p2−1

b=1 V(a,b)
p1,p2,r.
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We claim that for each (a, b), the set V(a,b)
p1,p2,r is a proper Zariski-closed in (Rp1×p2)r.

By Lemma 2.6, Vp1,p2,r is also Zariski-closed and hence closed in Euclidean sense.
Also, the fourth item of Lemma 2.6 implies that Vp1,p2,r also has a measure zero,

concluding the claim. It will be shown that the dimension of V(a,b)
p1,p2,r is upper bounded

by m(a, b) for the map m defined in Lemma 4.3 with α = p1 and β = p2. The first
item of Lemma 2.6 implies that the dimension of Vp1,p2,r is also upper bounded by
max(a,b)∈[p1−1]×[p2−1]m(a, b). Because r > p1/p2 + p2/p1 by the assumption, Lemma

4.3 implies that the dimension of V(a,b)
p1,p2,r is strictly smaller than that of the ambient

space (Rp1×p2)r, pr, and thus V(a,b)
p1,p2,r is indeed proper.

To show that each V(a,b)
p1,p2,r is Zariski-closed in (Rp1×p2)r, let A = (A1, . . . , Ar) ∈

V(a,b)
p1,p2,r. Then there exists (P,Q) ∈ GLp1 × GLp2 such that PAiQ

−1 = Ai1 ⊕ Ai2

for Ai1 ∈ Ra×b and Ai2 ∈ R(p1−a)×(p2−b). Viewing each matrix Ai as a linear op-
erator that maps Rp2 to Rp1 , this implies that there exists a b−dimensional (resp.
a−dimensional) subspace U1 ⊂ Rp2 (resp. W1 ⊂ Rp1) such that Rp2 = U1 ⊕ U2 and
Rp1 = W1 ⊕ W2 for which Ai(Uj) ⊆ Wj , i ∈ [r] and j = 1, 2. For given a linear
subspace V , let PV be the orthogonal projection onto V . Then it is obvious that
I − PW1 (resp. I − PU1) is an orthogonal projection onto W2 (U2). Thus,

PU1
Ai(I − PW1

) = 0, (I − PU1
)AiPW1

= 0.(A.6)

Recall that the orthogonal projection into a d−dimensional linear subspace of
Rn corresponds to a unique element in a projective variety Gr(d, n) as every linear
subspace has its unique orthogonal projection. Namely, suppose Z denotes a d × n
matrix whose rows denote the basis of a d−dimensional subspace. Then the orthogonal
projection onto this subspace is given by Z⊤adj(ZZ⊤)Z/|ZZ⊤|, where adj(M) is an
adjoint of a square matrix M . By Theorem 2.1 of [14], each entry of Z⊤adj(ZZ⊤)Z
and |ZZ⊤| can be expressed as a quadratic polynomial in Plüker coordinates. Note
that |ZZ⊤| ̸= 0. Hence, multiplying the quadratic polynomial corresponding to |ZZ⊤|
in Plüker coordinates to both hand sides of the equations in (A.6), we see that (A.6)
induces the system of finitely many equations of polynomials in Plüker coordinates

and affine coordinates (the entries of A1, . . . , Ar). Hence, if Ṽ(a,b)
p1,p2,r is a subset of

Z := RP(
p1
a )−1 × RP(

p2
b )−1 × Rpr for which (A.6) is satisfied, then Ṽ(a,b)

p1,p2,r is Zariski-
closed as it is exactly the zero set of finitely many polynomials over Z. Furthermore,
since there are ab+ (p1 − a)(p2 − b) free coordinates for each Ai with fixed PU1

,PW1
,

dim Ṽ(a,b)
p1,p2,r = dimGr(a, p1) + dimGr(b, p2) + r(ab+ (p1 − a)(p2 − b)) = m(a, b)

for the map m defined in Lemma 4.3 with α = p1 and β = p2.

Now suppose π : RP(
p1
a )−1 ×RP(

p2
b )−1 ×Rpr → Rpr is a projection morphism. As

discussed in Section 2.4 (see Definition 2.7), V(a,b)
p1,p2,r ≡ π(Ṽ(a,b)

p1,p2,r) is Zariski-closed in
Rpr ∼= (Rp1×p2)r. Also, by the first item of Lemma 2.6,

dimV(a,b)
p1,p2,r ≤ dim Ṽ(a,b)

p1,p2,r = m(a, b),

proving the claim.

A.4. Proofs of the Results from Section 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.7. Following the sketch of the proof in Section 4.2, we first
prove that X̃ = φ−1

p1,p2,r(φp1,p2,r(X)O) is canonically indecomposable for any X =
(X1, . . . , Xr) ∈ Dp1,p2,r and O ∈ Or so that the action (O,B) ∈ Or×Cp1,p2,r → BO ∈
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Cp1,p2,r is well-defined. Suppose otherwise. Then there exists (P,Q) ∈ GLp1
×GLp2

such that (Q−⊤ ⊗ P )φp1,p2,r(X̃) = [vec(Y1), . . . , vec(Yr)] =: Y , where each Yi takes a

non-trivial block diagonal form. Note that φp1,p2,r(X̃) = (Q⊤⊗P−1)Y O⊤. Since any
linear combination of Yi also has a non-trivial block diagonal form, this implies that
PXiQ

−1 is of non-trivial block-diagonal form, contradicing the indecomposability of
X. Hence, X̃ is indecomposable.

Next, we claim that C(J1(A)
⊤)∩C(J2(A)⊤) = {0pr} for anyA ∈ Dp1,p2,r.Adopting

the notations in the proof of Proposition 3.2, this is equivalent to show that Λ̃V =
0p1×p1 and Λ̃W = 0p2×p2 defined in (A.5). Recall that (A.4) implies that ((Λ̃V )jj −
(Λ̃W )kk)(Ãi)jk = 0 for any (j, k) ∈ [p1] × [p2]. If there exists i ∈ [r] for which

(Ãi)jk is nonzero, we have that (Λ̃V )jj = (Λ̃W )kk for any given (j, k). Hence, if
G = ({si : i ∈ [p1]}⊔{qj : j ∈ [p2]} , E) is the undirected bipartite graph induced from

(Ã1, . . . , Ãr) as in Proposition 4.6 (take P = Ip1 , Q = Ip2), we have that whenever a

vertex sj is connected to qk, (Λ̃V )jj = (Λ̃W )kk. If we identify (Λ̃V )jj and (Λ̃W )kk as

sj and qk, respectively, this implies that for any (j, k) such that (Ãi)jk is nonzero for

at least one i, (Λ̃V )jj and (Λ̃W )kk are the same as some constant. Since the graph

G is connected by Proposition 4.6, this implies that (Λ̃V )jj = (Λ̃V )kk for any j, k.

Hence, Λ̃V = 0p1×p1
and Λ̃W = 0p2×p2

and thus the first item holds.

In view of the proof of Theorem 4.7, it is clear why the map Fp1,p2,r fails to be a
submersion on the set U in Example 4.2, as C(J1(A)

⊤)∩C(J2(A)⊤) ̸= {0pr} for any
A ∈ U . Thus, the set Vp1,p2,r is the singularity in sense of Sard’s theorem.

Proof of Example 4.2. For fixed A ∈ U , simply write J1 := J1(A) and J2 :=
J2(A). We claim that there is a nonzero element in C(J⊤

1 ) ∩C(J⊤
2 ). Take V =W =

c1I2 ⊕ [c2] for different constants c1 and c2. Then one can verify that J⊤
1 v = J⊤

2 w for
v = vec(V ) and w = vec(W ), and is nonzero. Hence, if Fp1,p2,r is defined on H3,3,3

as in (3.1), it fails to be a submersion on the subset D3,3,3 in (3.1).

Proof of Proposition 4.8. Deduce from the proof of Theorem 4.7 that TADp1,p2,r is
the vectorization of φ−1

p1,p2,r(N(J(A))). Since φp1,p2,r is a diffeomorphism and Dp1,p2,r

is embedded in (Rp1×p2)r∗, the form of TÃCp1,p2,r follows from the differential of φp1,p2,r

onDp1,p2,r. Also, the proof of Lemma 3.4 implies that the canonical projection π : X ∈
Rp×r

∗ → [X] ∈ Rp×r
∗ /Or is a smooth submersion when it is restricted to Or−invariant

embedded submanifold of Rp×r
∗ . Hence, recalling the diffeomorphism sp1,p2,r in (3.1),

the map Φp1,p2,r ≡ sp1,p2,r ◦ π : X ∈ Rp×r
∗ → XX⊤ ∈ S+

p,r is a smooth submersion

when restricted to Cp1,p2,r. Thus, TÃÃ⊤C+
p1,p2,r ≡ dΦp1,p2,r(Ã)[TÃCp1,p2,r].

A.5. Proofs of the Results from Section 5.1.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Define a curve γ̃K(t) = K + tU on (−ϵ, ϵ) for some suffi-
ciently small ϵ > 0 so that the curve lies on S++

p1,p2
. Since h(γ̃K(t))h(γ̃K(t))⊤ = γ̃K(t),

letting R = dh(K)[U ] = d
dth(γ̃K(t))

∣∣∣∣
t=0

,

h(γ̃K(0))

(
d

dt
h(γ̃K(t))

∣∣∣∣
t=0

)⊤

+

(
d

dt
h(γ̃K(t))

∣∣∣∣
t=0

)
h(γ̃K(0))⊤ =

d

dt
γ̃K(t)

∣∣∣∣
t=0

,

⇒h(K)R⊤ +Rh(K)⊤ = U.

(A.7)
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Suppose h ∈ L++
p1,p2

so that R ∈ TL2⊗L1
L++
p1,p2

. Then we have that

[(L−1
2 ⊗ L−1

1 )R]⊤ + (L−1
2 ⊗ L−1

1 )R = Ip2
⊗ L−1

1 U1L
−⊤
1 + L−1

2 U2L
−⊤
2 ⊗ Ip1

.

Because (L−1
2 ⊗L−1

1 )R is lower triangular while Ip2
⊗L−1

1 U1L
−⊤
1 +L−1

2 U2L
−⊤
2 ⊗ Ip1

is symmetric, following the proof of Proposition 4 from [33] yields that

(L−1
2 ⊗ L−1

1 )R =
(
Ip2 ⊗ L−1

1 U1L
−⊤
1 + L−1

2 U2L
−⊤
2 ⊗ Ip1

)
1
2

⇒R = (L2 ⊗ L1)
(
Ip2 ⊗ L−1

1 U1L
−⊤
1 + L−1

2 U2L
−⊤
2 ⊗ Ip1

)
1
2

.

Now assume h ∈ S++
p1,p2

so that R ∈ TS2⊗S1
S++
p1,p2

for S2⊗S1 = h(Σ2⊗Σ1). Replacing
L2 and L1 with S2 and S1 in above, we have the Sylvester’s equation as

(S2 ⊗ S1)R+R(S2 ⊗ S1) = Σ2 ⊗ U1 + U2 ⊗ Σ1.

We follow the standard approach in solving the equation above over symmetric ma-
trices with coefficients being positive definite. After some algebra, we have that

(Λ
1/2
2 ⊗ Λ

1/2
1 )(R̃2 ⊗ R̃1) + (R̃2 ⊗ R̃1)(Λ

1/2
2 ⊗ Λ

1/2
1 ) = Λ2 ⊗ Γ⊤

1 U1Γ1 + Γ⊤
2 U2Γ2 ⊗ Λ1,

where R̃ = (Γ2 ⊗Γ1)
⊤R(Γ2 ⊗Γ1). Through entry-wise comparison of the matrices in

the above equation, we see that

R = (Γ2 ⊗ Γ1)
[
Λ− ◦

(
Λ2 ⊗ Γ⊤

1 U1Γ1 + Γ⊤
2 U2Γ2 ⊗ Λ1

)]
(Γ2 ⊗ Γ1)

⊤.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Define two curves γ̃K(t) = K+ tU and γ̃C(t) = C+ tW
on (−ϵ, ϵ) for some sufficiently small ϵ > 0 so that each curve is living on the desired
manifold. Suppose g̃(t) = g(γ̃K(t), γ̃C(t)) on (−ϵ, ϵ). Then

g̃(t) = h(γ̃K(t))γ̃C(t)h(γ̃K(t))⊤.

Thus,

dg̃

dt
= h(γ̃K(t))

dγ̃C
dt

h(γ̃K(t))⊤ +
d

dt
h(γ̃K(t))γ̃C(t)h(γ̃K(t))⊤ + h(γ̃K(t))γ̃C(t)

d

dt
h(γ̃K(t))⊤

and so

dg̃

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

= dg(K,C)[U,W ]

= h(K)Wh(K)⊤ + dh(K)[U ]Ch(K)⊤ + h(K)C(dh(K)[U ])⊤.

Here dh(K)[U ] is given in Lemma 5.1.

To prove Proposition 5.3, the following lemma is useful.

Lemma A.1. Suppose A ∈ Sp1
, B ∈ Sp2

, and C ∈ Rp×p. Then the followings are
true:

tr (C(B ⊗ Ip1)) = tr (([tr2(sym(C))/p1]⊗ Ip1)(B ⊗ Ip1)) = tr (tr2(sym(C))B) ,

tr (C(Ip2 ⊗A)) = tr ([(Ip2 ⊗ tr1(sym(C))/p2)] (Ip2 ⊗A)) = tr (tr1(sym(C))A) .

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the fact that tr(CA) = tr(sym(C)A) for
any square matrix C and a symmetric A, and Proposition 1.3 from [51].
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Proof of Proposition 5.3. Note that Θ1/2 denotes the symmetric square root of
Θ ∈ S++

p throughout the proof. Provided that the Kronecker map k is smooth, the
differential of the core map c follows from that of the Kronecker map k. To see this,
take t ∈ (−ϵ, ϵ) for sufficiently small ϵ > 0 so that a curve µ(t) = Σ + tV ∈ S++

p

for any such t. If the map k is smooth, because h(k(µ(t)))h(k(µ(t)))⊤ = k(µ(t)), the
analogy to (A.7) and the chain rule yield that

h(k(Σ))U⊤ + Uh(k(Σ))⊤ = dk(Σ)[V ],

where U = dh(k(Σ))[dk(Σ)[V ]]. Because k(Σ) ∈ S++
p1,p2

and dk(Σ)[V ] ∈ Tk(Σ)S++
p1,p2

,
U can be computed using Lemma 5.1 after computing dk(Σ)[V ]. Then the differential
of the core map c is given as

dc(Σ)[V ] ≡ d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

h(k(µ(t)))−1µ(t)h(k(µ(t)))−⊤

= h(k(Σ))−1V h(k(Σ))−⊤ − h(k(Σ))−1Uh(k(Σ))−1Σh(k(Σ))−⊤

− h(k(Σ))−1Σh(k(Σ))−⊤U⊤h(k(Σ))−⊤

= h(k(Σ))−1V h(k(Σ))−⊤ − h(k(Σ))−1UC − CU⊤h(k(Σ))−⊤,

concluding the claim.
Now we prove the smoothness of k as outlined in the preceding discussion of this

proposition. To this end, we prove the strict geodesically convexity of the map ηp1,p2

over E . Take Ω = (Ω1,Ω2) ∈ E and a tangent vector W = (W1,W2) ∈ TΩE . Then the
geodesic γ : [0, 1] → E emanating from Ω in the direction of W is given by

γ(t) := (γ1(t), γ2(t))

=
(
Ω

1/2
1 exp

(
tΩ

−1/2
1 W1Ω

−1/2
1

)
Ω

1/2
1 ,Ω

1/2
2 exp

(
tΩ

−1/2
2 W2Ω

−1/2
2

)
Ω

1/2
2

)
For given Σ ∈ S++

p , let θ(·|Σ) = ℓ(γ(·)|Σ), where

ℓ(·|Σ) : (K1,K2) ∈ E 7→ tr
(
(K2 ⊗K1)

−1Σ
)
+ p1 log |K2| ∈ R.(A.8)

Note that the map θ(·|Σ) is smooth over [0, 1]. By direct computations, for γ̃(t) =
γ2(t)⊗ γ1(t),

θ(t|Σ) = ℓ(γ1(t), γ2(t)|Σ) = tr
(
Σ[γ̃(t)]−1

)
+ tp1tr

(
Ω

−1/2
2 W2Ω

−1/2
2

)
+ p1 log |Ω2|,

θ′(t|Σ) = −tr
(
Σ[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1

)
+ p1tr

(
Ω

−1/2
2 W2Ω

−1/2
2

)
,

θ′′(t|Σ) = 2tr
(
Σ[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1

)
− tr

(
Σ[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1

)
,

(A.9)

where t ∈ (0, 1). Using the facts that τ ′(t)τ(t) = τ(t)τ ′(t) for

τ(t) = (Ω2 ⊗ Ω1)
−1/2γ̃(t)(Ω2 ⊗ Ω1)

−1/2,

observe that γ̃′′(t) = γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′(t). Hence,

θ′′(t|Σ) = tr
(
Σ[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1

)
= tr

(
[γ̃(t)]−1/2γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1Σ[γ̃(t)]−1γ̃′(t)[γ̃(t)]−1/2

)
≥ 0
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for any t ∈ (0, 1). Since both γ̃(t) and Σ are strictly positive definite, the equality in
the inequality above holds only when γ̃′(t) = 0. Noting that

γ̃′(t) = (Ω
1/2
2 ⊗ Ω

1/2
1 )([Ω

−1/2
2 W2Ω

−1/2
2 ]⊗ Ip1

+ Ip2
⊗ [Ω

−1/2
1 W1Ω

−1/2
1 ])(Ω

−1/2
2 ⊗ Ω

−1/2
1 )γ̃(t),

this can happen only when [Ω
−1/2
2 W2Ω

−1/2
2 ]⊗ Ip1

+ Ip2
⊗ [Ω

−1/2
1 W1Ω

−1/2
1 ] = 0, which

holds only when

Ω
−1/2
2 W2Ω

−1/2
2 = αIp2 , Ω

−1/2
1 W1Ω

−1/2
1 = −αIp1

for some constant α. Since tr
(
Ω−1

1 W1

)
= 0, the above implies that α = 0 so that

γ(t) = (Ω1,Ω2), a trivial geodesic. Thus, whenever γ is a non-trivial geodesic, we
have that θ′′(t|Σ) > 0 for all t ∈ (0, 1), implying that θ(·|Σ) is strictly convex. Thus,
the smooth map ℓ(·|Σ) defined in (A.8) is strictly geodesically convex on E . Per the
preceding discussion of Proposition 5.3,

ηp1,p2(Σ) = (Σ1,Σ2) = argmin(Ω1,Ω2)∈E ℓ(Ω1,Ω2|Σ).

By the uniqueness of the minimizer ℓ(·|Σ) over ξ, (Σ1,Σ2) is the unique solution to
the equation

grad ℓ(Ω1,Ω2|Σ) = 0

in Ω = (Ω1,Ω2) ∈ E . Letting m(Ω,Σ) := grad ℓ(Ω1,Ω2|Σ), it is clear that m is a
smooth map on E × S++

p . Moreover, since the operator Hess ℓ(Ω1,Ω|Σ) is invertible
as ℓ is strictly geodesically convex, the manifold implicit function theorem ([34], Sec-
tion 3.11) implies that ηp1,p2 is smooth in Σ and its differential dηp1,p2(Σ)[V ] can be
computed as

dηp1,p2(Σ)[V ] = −Hess−1 ℓ(Σ1,Σ2|Σ)
[
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

m((Σ1,Σ2),Σ+ tV )

]
.(A.10)

By (5.1), the Kronecker map k = ψ−1
p1,p2

◦ ηp1,p2 is also smooth and its differential can
be derived according to (5.2) and (A.10).

It remains to derive the differential of ηp1,p2
. Take Ω = (Σ1,Σ2) and W =

(W1,W2) ∈ T(Σ1,Σ2)E . With W̃ = Σ2 ⊗W1 +W2 ⊗ Σ1,

θ′′(0|Σ) = Hess ℓ(Σ1,Σ2)[W,W ]

= tr
(
(Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )W̃ (Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )C(Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )W̃ (Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )

)
.

Here if h ∈ L++
p1,p2

, simply replace C with (O2 ⊗ O1)C(O2 ⊗ O1)
⊤ ∈ C++

p1,p2
for O2 ⊗

O1 = (Σ
−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )(L2 ⊗ L1) ∈ Op1,p2 for L2 ⊗ L1 = L(Σ). Choose any tangent

vector Y = (Y1, Y2) ∈ T(Σ1,Σ2)E and let Ỹ = Σ2 ⊗ Y1 + Y2 ⊗ Σ1. By polarization, if

M = (Σ
−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )W̃ (Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )C,

Hess ℓ(Σ1,Σ2)[W,Y ] = tr
(
M(Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )Ỹ (Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 )

)
= tr

(
M(Ip2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 Y1Σ

−1/2
1 )

)
+ tr

(
M(Σ

−1/2
2 Y2Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Ip1)

)
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= tr
(
tr1(sym(M))Σ

−1/2
1 Y1Σ

−1/2
1

)
+ tr

(
tr2(sym(M))Σ

−1/2
2 Y2Σ

−1/2
2

)
.

where the last equality follows from Lemma A.1. By (2.3), Hess ℓ(Σ1,Σ2)[W ] =
(X1, X2) =: X ∈ T(Σ1,Σ2)E is a unique tangent vector such that

Hess ℓ(Σ1,Σ2)[W,Y ] = g̃AI(X,Y ) = g̃AI
1 (X1, Y1) + g̃AI

2 (X2, Y2).

To identify X, observe that

sym(M) =
[
(Ip2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 W1Σ

−1/2
1 )C + C(Ip2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 W1Σ

−1/2
1 )

]
/2︸ ︷︷ ︸

M1(W1)

+
[
(Σ

−1/2
2 W2Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Ip1)C + C(Σ

−1/2
2 W2Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Ip1)

]
/2︸ ︷︷ ︸

M2(W2)

.

Recalling that tr1(C) = p2Ip1
and tr2(C) = p1Ip2

, applying Lemma A.1 yields that

tr1 (M1(W1)) = p2Σ
−1/2
1 W1Σ

−1/2
1 , tr2 (M2(W2)) = p1Σ

−1/2
2 W2Σ

−1/2
2 ,

and also

tr1 (M2(W2)) =

p2∑
i,j=1

(Σ
−1/2
2 W2Σ

−1/2
2 )ijC[j,i], [tr2(M1(W1))]ij

= tr
(
C[i,j]Σ

−1/2
1 W1Σ

−1/2
1

)
for i, j ∈ [p2]. Hence,

Hess ℓ(Σ1,Σ2)[W,Y ] = p2tr
(
Σ−1

1 W1Σ
−1
1 Y1

)
+ p1tr

(
Σ−1

2 W2Σ
−1
2 Y2

)
+ p2tr

(
Σ−1

1 Y1Σ
−1
1 Σ

1/2
1 tr1(M2(W2))Σ

1/2
1 /p2

)
+ p1tr

(
Σ−1

2 Y2Σ
−1
2 Σ

1/2
2 tr2(M1(W1))Σ

1/2
2 /p1

)
= g̃AI

1 (X1, Y1) + g̃AI
2 (X2, Y2).

By (32) of [51],

PΣ1
(Σ

1/2
1 tr1(M2(W2))Σ

1/2
1 ) ≡ Σ

1/2
1 tr1(M2(W2))Σ

1/2
1 − tr

(
Σ

−1/2
2 W2Σ

−1/2
2

)
Σ1

for the operator P defined in (2.4). Therefore,

X1 =W1 +Σ
1/2
1 tr1(M2(W2))Σ

1/2
1 /p2 − tr

(
Σ

−1/2
2 W2Σ

−1/2
2

)
Σ1/p2,

X2 =W2 +Σ
1/2
2 tr2(M1(W1))Σ

1/2
2 /p1,

(A.11)

we have that the operator RC that maps T(Σ1,Σ2)E to itself, as

RC(W ) := Hess ℓ(Σ1,Σ2)[W ] = (X1, X2)
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for (X1, X2) depending on (W1,W2) defined in (A.11), is invertible as it is the Rie-
mannian Hessian operator of a strictly geodesically convex map. In particular, if
C = Ip, the argument above yields that

RC(W ) ≡ Id(W ) = (W1,W2).

It remains to compute m((Σ1,Σ2), V ). Note that m((Σ1,Σ2), V ) is the unique
tangent vector (V1, V2) ∈ T(Σ1,Σ2)E such that

d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

θ′(0|Σ+ sV ) = g̃AI((W1,W2), (V1, V2))

= −tr
(
V (Σ

−1/2
2 W2Σ

−1/2
2 ⊗ Ip1)

)
− tr

(
V (Ip2 ⊗ Σ

−1/2
1 W1Σ

−1/2
1 )

)
=: −(I)− (II)

for any (W1,W2) ∈ T(Σ1,Σ2)E . Here θ′(t|Σ) is that defined in (A.9) but with (Ω1,Ω2) =
(Σ1,Σ2). By Lemma A.1,

(I) = p1tr
(
Σ−1

2 W2Σ
−1
2

[
Σ

1/2
2 (tr2(V )/p1)/Σ

1/2
2

])
,

(II) = p2tr
(
Σ−1

1 W1Σ
−1
1

[
Σ

1/2
1 (tr1(V )/p2)Σ

1/2
1

])
.

Again by (32) of [51], we have that

g̃AI((W1,W2), (V1, V2)) = g̃AI
1 (W1, V1) + g̃AI

2 (W2, V2)

= g̃AI
1

(
−Σ

1/2
1

(
tr1(V )/p2 −

tr(V )

p
Ip1

)
Σ

1/2
1 ,W1

)
+ g̃AI

2

(
−Σ

1/2
2 tr2(V )Σ

1/2
2 /p1,W2

)
,

implying that

(V1, V2) =

(
−Σ

1/2
1

(
tr1(V )/p2 −

tr(V )

p
Ip1

)
Σ

1/2
1 ,−Σ

1/2
2 tr2(V )Σ

1/2
2 /p1

)
.

Therefore, if (U1, U2) = dηp1,p2(Σ)[V ] ∈ T(Σ1,Σ2)E , we have that

RC(U1, U2) = − (V1, V2) ,

which admits a unique solution (U1, U2) as RC : T(Σ1,Σ2)E 7→ T(Σ1,Σ2)E is a bijection.
For such (U1, U2), by (5.2), we have that

dk(Σ)[V ] = U2 ⊗ Σ1 +Σ2 ⊗ U1.

Again, if C = Ip, we have that (U1, U2) = −(V1, V2), concluding the proof.

A.6. Proofs of the Results from Section 5.2.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. We first verify that both tr1(G(V )) and tr2(G(V )) are zero
matrices. Note that for any symmetric Ui ∈ Spi

,

tr1(U2 ⊗ Ip1) = tr(U2)Ip1 , tr2(Ip2 ⊗ U1) = tr(U1)Ip2 .(A.12)
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Also, tr(tr1(V )) = tr(tr2(V )) = tr(V ). Thus, by Lemma A.1,

tr1(G(V )) = tr1(V )− tr1(V )− tr(V )

p1
Ip1

+
tr(V )

p1
Ip1

= 0p1×p1
,

tr2(G(V )) = tr2(V )− tr(V )

p2
Ip2

− tr2(V ) +
tr(V )

p2
Ip2

= 0p2×p2
.

Next, we verify that for any W ∈ TCC++
p1,p2

and V ∈ Sp, W and V − G(V ) are

orthogonal under the metric gE . Again by Lemma A.1,

gE(W,V − G(V )) = tr (W (tr2(V )⊗ Ip1
)) /p1 + tr (W (Ip2

⊗ tr1(V ))) /p2 − tr(V )tr (W ) /p

= tr(tr2(W )tr2(V ))/p1 + tr(tr1(W )tr1(V ))/p2 − tr(V )tr(W )/p

= 0,

where the last equality holds because tri(W ) = 0pi×pi and tr(W ) = 0.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. By (3.37) of [1], grad f(C) = G(∇f(C)). Also, by (5.37)
of [1],

gE(Hess f(C)[V ],W ) = tr (Hess f(C)[V ]W ) = tr
(
∇2f(C)[V ]W

)
.

for any W,V ∈ TCC++
p1,p2

. Again by Lemma 5.4, Hess f(C)[V ] = G(∇2f(C)[V ]).

A.7. Proofs of the Results from Section 5.3.

Proof of Lemma 5.6. From the proof of Theorem 4.7, one can deduce that U ∈
TACp1,p2,r if and only if u := vec(U) ∈ N(J(Ã)) for the linear operator J defined in

(4.1) and Ã = φ−1
p1,p2,r(A). Note that I − J(Ã)†J(Ã) is an orthogonal projection onto

N(J(Ã)). Hence, for any V ∈ TARp×r
∗ ≡ Rp×r, with v := vec(V ),

gE(V,U) = tr(V ⊤U) = v⊤u = v⊤(I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))⊤u

as u ∈ N(J(Ã)). Thus, taking W = matp×r((I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))v), we see that W is an
orthogonal projection of V onto TACp1,p2,r.

Proof of Proposition 5.7. As an analogy to the proof of Proposition 5.5, using the
result of Lemma 5.6 and (3.37) of [1], the Riemannian gradient is obvious. To derive
the Riemannian Hessian operator, by (5.37) of [1], one can observe that vec(Hess f(A)[V ])
is an orthogonal projection of d

dtvec(grad f(A+ tV ))|t=0 onto N(J(Ã)). Suppose Ω is
an open subset of Ra×b and let Q be a smooth function on Ω taking values in Rm×n

such that Q(X) has a constant rank across X ∈ Ω. Given Z ∈ Ω, write P(Z) := Z†.
By Theorem 4.3 of [22], if Y ∈ Ra×b,

dQ(X)†[Y ] = −Q(X)†(dQ(X)[Y ])Q(X)†

+Q(X)†Q(X)(dQ(X)[Y ])⊤(I −Q(X)Q(X)†)

+ (I −Q(X)†Q(X))(dQ(X)[Y ])⊤(Q(X)†)⊤Q(X)†.

(A.13)

By Theorem 4.7, J has a constant rank over Dp1,p2,r. Also, recall that J is a linear
operator. Thus, by the chain rule,

d

dt
vec(grad f(A+ tV ))

∣∣∣∣
t=0

= (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))vec(∇2f(A)[V ])

− J(Ã)†J(Ṽ )vec(∇f(A))
− dP(J(Ã))[J(Ṽ )]J(Ã)vec(∇f(A)).

(A.14)
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Noting that J(Ã)†J(Ã)J(Ã)† = J(Ã)† and J(Ã)J(Ã)†J(Ã) = J(Ã), by (A.13),

(I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))(dP(J(Ã))[J(Ṽ )])vec(∇f(A))
=(I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))(J(Ṽ ))⊤(J(Ã)†)⊤J(Ã)†J(Ã)vec(∇f(A)).

(A.15)

Also,

(I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))(I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))vec(∇2f(A)[V ]) = (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))vec(∇2f(A)[V ]),

(I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))J(Ã)†J(Ṽ )vec(∇f(A)) = 0.

(A.16)

Combining (A.14)–(A.16),

vec(Hess f(A)[V ]) = (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))
d

dt
vec(grad f(A+ tV ))

∣∣∣∣
t=0

= (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))vec(∇2f(A)[V ])

− (I − J(Ã)†J(Ã))(J(Ṽ ))⊤(J(Ã)†)⊤J(Ã)†J(Ã)vec(∇f(A)).

Appendix B. Formulas of Euclidean derivative and Hessian Operator.
We provide formulas of Euclidean derivative and Hessian operator of the negative

log-likelihood ℓ defined in (6.2), for each of parameters in
{
K̄1, K̄2, A

}
. For θ among

these parameters, we write the derivative and Hessian operator of ℓ with respect to θ
by ∂θℓ and ∂

2
θℓ[V ], where V is the tangent vector in the manifold on which θ is living.

We introduce the following ancillary quantities:

αi = σ2
i (A)/((1− λ)σ2

i (A) + λ), S̃ = (K̄2 ⊗ K̄1)
−1S(K̄2 ⊗ K̄1)

−⊤/ν2,

ui : ith top left singular vector of A (i ∈ [r]),

Ui = matp1×p2
(ui), C̃ = (1− λ)AA⊤ + λIp,

W1,i = K̄−⊤
1 K̄−1

1 YiK̄
−⊤
2 K̄−1

2 Y ⊤
i K̄

−⊤
1 , W1,i,j = UjK̄

−1
2 Y ⊤

i K̄
−⊤
1 ,

W2,i = K̄−⊤
2 K̄−1

2 Y ⊤
i K̄

−⊤
1 K̄−1

1 YiK̄
−⊤
2 , W2,i,j = U⊤

j K̄
−1
1 YiK̄

−⊤
2 .

(B.1)

Then the Euclidean derivative and Hessian operator of ℓ follows from standard facts
in matrix calculus.

Proposition B.1. Recall the negative log-likelihood ℓ defined in (6.2). Let F
denote sym (resp. L) if K̄i ∈ P(S++

pi
) (resp. K̄i ∈ P(L++

pi
)). Also, suppose V is the

tangent vector in the manifold on which the parameter among
{
K̄1, K̄2, A

}
is living.

With the quantities defined in (B.1), the followings are true:

∂K̄1
ℓ = − 2

nλν2

n∑
i=1

F(W1,i) +
2(1− λ)

nλν2

n∑
i=1

r∑
j=1

αjtr (W1,i,j)F(K̄−⊤
1 W1,i,j),

∂K̄2
ℓ = − 2

nλν2

n∑
i=1

F(W2,i) +
2(1− λ)

nλν2

n∑
i=1

r∑
j=1

αjtr (W2,i,j)F(K̄−⊤
2 W2,i,j),

∂Aℓ = −2(1− λ)C̃−1S̃C̃−1A+ 2(1− λ)C̃−1A,
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and

∂2K̄1
ℓ[V ] =

2

nλν2

n∑
i=1

F(K̄−⊤
1 V ⊤W1,i +W1,iV

⊤K̄−⊤
1 + K̄−⊤

1 K̄−1
1 V K̄⊤

1 W1,i)

− 2(1− λ)

nλν2

n∑
i=1

r∑
j=1

αjtr
(
W1,i,jV

⊤K̄−⊤
1

)
F(K̄−⊤

1 W1,i,j),

− 2(1− λ)

nλν2

n∑
i=1

r∑
j=1

αjtr (W1,i,j)F(K̄−⊤
1 V ⊤K̄−⊤

1 W1,i,j + K̄−⊤
1 W1,i,jV

⊤K̄−⊤
1 ),

∂2K̄2
ℓ[V ] =

2

nλν2

n∑
i=1

F(K̄−⊤
2 V ⊤W2,i +W2,iV

⊤K̄−⊤
2 + K̄−⊤

2 K̄−1
2 V K̄⊤

2 W2,i)

− 2(1− λ)

nλν2

n∑
i=1

r∑
j=1

αjtr
(
W2,i,jV

⊤K̄−⊤
2

)
F(K̄−⊤

2 W2,i,j),

− 2(1− λ)

nλν2

n∑
i=1

r∑
j=1

αjtr (W2,i,j)F(K̄−⊤
2 V ⊤K̄−⊤

2 W2,i,j + K̄−⊤
2 W2,i,jV

⊤K̄−⊤
2 ),

∂2Aℓ[V ] = −2(1− λ)C̃−1S̃C̃−1V + 2(1− λ)C̃−1V

+ 2(1− λ)2C̃−1(AV ⊤ + V A⊤)C̃−1S̃C̃−1A

+ 2(1− λ)2C̃−1S̃C̃−1(AV ⊤ + V A⊤)C̃−1A

− 2(1− λ)2C̃−1(AV ⊤ + V A⊤)C̃−1A.

Proof. The results follow from some tedious algebra (see [47]).

Appendix C. Additional Figures for Section 7. Here we present the
additional figures that support the results in Section 7. We provide the boxplots of
the relative norm ||θ̂ − θ||2/||θ||2 across 100 iterations for each method and choice
of (n, p1, p2, r). Figures 3–4 (resp. Figures 5–6) show the results for θ = K (resp.
θ = C) when (p1, p2, r) = (16, 10, 4) and (12, 8, 4), respectively. We observe that
PICSE generally yields good estimates of K and C compared to other competitors,
even when n < p.
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Fig. 3. The boxplots of the relative norm ||K̂ − K||2/||K||2 by Base-AI, PI-AI, and
PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100 iterations when (p1, p2, r) =
(16, 10, 4). The estimators KMLE, CSE and Base-Chol have the same relative norm as Base-AI,
and hence omitted.

Fig. 4. The boxplot of the relative norm ||K̂ − K||2/||K||2 by Base-AI, PI-AI, and
PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100 iterations when (p1, p2, r) =
(12, 8, 4). The estimators KMLE, CSE and Base-Chol have the same relative norm as Base-AI,
and hence omitted.
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Fig. 5. The boxplots of the relative norm ||Ĉ − C||2/||C||2 by KMLE, CSE, Base-AI,
Base-Chol, PI-AI, and PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100
iterations when (p1, p2, r) = (16, 10, 4).

Fig. 6. The boxplot of the relative norm ||Ĉ − C||2/||C||2 by KMLE, CSE, Base-AI,
Base-Chol, PI-AI, and PI-Chol, and the sample size n = p/8, p/4, p/2, p, 2p across 100
iterations when (p1, p2, r) = (12, 8, 4).
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