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ABSTRACT. We introduce a unified framework for computing approximately-optimal precondition-
ers for solving linear and non-linear systems of equations. We demonstrate that the condition number
minimization problem, under structured transformations such as diagonal and block-diagonal pre-
conditioners, is geodesically convex with respect to unitarily invariant norms, including the Frobe-
nius and Bombieri–Weyl norms. This allows us to introduce efficient first-order algorithms with
precise convergence guarantees.

For linear systems, we analyze the action of symmetric Lie subgroups G ⊆ GLm(C) × GLn(C)
on the input matrix and prove that the logarithm of the condition number is a smooth geodesically
convex function on the associated Riemannian quotient manifold. We obtain explicit gradient for-
mulas, show Lipschitz continuity, and prove convergence rates for computing the optimal Frobenius
condition number: Õ(1/ε2) iterations for general two-sided preconditioners and Õ(κ2

F log(1/ε)) for
strongly convex cases such as left preconditioning.

We extend our framework to consider preconditioning of polynomial systems f (x) = 0, where
f is a system of multivariate polynomials. We analyze the local condition number µ( f , ξ), at a root
ξ and prove that it also admits a geodesically convex formulation under appropriate group actions.
We deduce explicit formulas for the Riemannian gradients and present convergence bounds for the
corresponding optimization algorithms. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first preconditioning
algorithm with theoretical guarantees for polynomial systems.

Our work relies on classical and recent results at the intersection of the theory of Lie groups with
geodesically convex and non-commutative optimization. We explain the necessary building blocks
for readers versed in numerical computing without assuming a background in algebra and geometry.

Finally, we support our theoretical developments by numerical experiments. In particular, for
linear systems, we show that block-diagonal preconditioners significantly outperform the diagonal
ones, and they consistently attain a better Frobenius condition number on large-scale random in-
stances.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Efficiently and accurately solving large systems of linear and polynomial equations is one of
the most fundamental computational problems with applications ranging from physics and engi-
neering to machine learning and optimization. In many cases of practical interest, the linear (and
polynomial) equations are ill-conditioned, that is, they are highly sensitive to numerical errors.
Small perturbations, whether coming from rounding operations or measurement noise, can lead
to significant inaccuracies of the computed solutions. This sensitivity also affects iterative solvers;
for ill-conditioned systems, their behavior becomes unstable or even unpredictable, resulting in
inaccurate solutions, stagnation, or prohibitively slow convergence.

A commonly accepted way to measure such numerical behavior is to use a quantity called
condition number. Intuitively, the condition number measures how close a given instance of a
problem is to the set of ill-posed problems; the latter contains instances that are nearly impossible
to solve in a numerically accurate way. More precisely, the condition number is proportional to the
reciprocal of the distance between the given problem instance and the locus of ill-posed problems;
a small condition number indicates a well-conditioned problem and a large condition number
indicates proximity to the ill-posed locus [BC13].

To mitigate ill-conditioning, the computational science community developed preconditioning.
The core idea is to apply algebraic transformations to the original linear (or non-linear) system of
equations to obtain a new system with a much smaller condition number. The trade-off in precon-
ditioning is that the algebraic transformation needs to be "undone" after the solution is obtained;
therefore, the preconditioning operation should be computationally cheap to invert. Successful
preconditioning leads to faster convergence of iterative solvers and better quality of computed
solutions. In modern large-scale numerical computations, preconditioning is indispensable; its
effectiveness often determines whether a problem is computationally tractable, particularly in
high-dimension and real-world applications, for examples see [Saa03].

In this introductory section we provide an exposition of preconditioning, covering both classi-
cal results and recent advances. We introduce key norms and condition numbers and formulate
the optimization problems underlying optimal preconditioning. Our focus extends beyond di-
agonal preconditioners by leveraging geodesic convexity—a framework that enables theoretical
guarantees for broader classes of preconditioners in both linear and nonlinear settings. As a first
motivating example, we consider solving the linear system

(1) Ax = b ,

where A ∈ Cm×n and b ∈ Cm. The first order iterative methods for solving linear systems, as
in (1), such as Jacobi and Gauss-Seidel [GVL13, Chapter 11], [Saa03, Chapter 4], conjugate gradi-
ent [Saa03, Chapter 6], and Krylov subspace method [Saa03, Chapter 6 & 7], exhibit convergence
rates that scale with the condition number of A; this is

(2) κ(A) := ∥A∥ ∥A†∥,

where ∥A∥ denotes the operator norm of A and A† is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of A.
Different (matrix) norms lead to different condition numbers. To distinguish the condition number
in (2) from the others, we call it Euclidean condition number.

The preconditioning consists in multiplying A with matrices X and Y, so that the resulting
matrix1 A′ := XAY−1 has a smaller condition number than A, which in turn leads to improved nu-
merical accuracy. Moreover, our goal is to invert A′ faster than A. After we solve the preconditioned
system A′ x̃ = Xb, we can recover the solution of the original as x = Y−1 x̃.

1We use Y−1 instead of Y to make (X, Y) · A := XAY−1 a group action; this will be useful in the sequel.
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In general, a good preconditioner must satisfy two key requirements. First, it should be com-
putationally efficient to construct and second, solving the preconditioned system should be sig-
nificantly easier than solving the original system. However, these requirements are often in com-
petition with each other. A common strategy to balance these competing demands is to impose a
structure on the preconditioner. Popular choices include diagonal preconditioning, block diagonal
preconditioning, and several others, e.g., [Saa03, Chapters 9 & 10].

There exist several heuristic preconditioners which are widely used in practice, despite their
lack of theoretical guarantees. Some of the most common are the following:
• Jacobi preconditioner: Choose diagonal matrices X and Y such that diag(XAY−1) = (1, 1, . . . , 1)

[GVL13, Chapter 11], [Saa03, Chapter 4]. For example D−1 A or D−
1
2 AD−

1
2 when A is sym-

metric, where D = diag(A) is the diagonal of A.
• Matrix equilibration: Choose diagonal matrices X and Y such that XAY−1 has equal row and

column sums. The Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm [Sin64] computes X and Y in polynomial time.
• Row/column balancing: Choose a diagonal matrix X (resp. Y) such that the rows of XA (resp.

the columns of AY−1) have the same ℓp norm, e.g., [ORY17]. This is closely related to the Jacobi
preconditioner: XA has balanced rows in l2 norm iff the diagonal entries of XAA∗X∗ are all
the same. So, row balancing A wrt the l2 norm is equivalent to the Jacobi preconditioning of
AA∗.

Although we frequently employ these preconditioners in practice, they do not guarantee a reduc-
tion in the condition number and, in some cases, may even increase it.

Example 1. Consider the matrix

A =

3 0 0
1 1 0
0 3 1

 with κ(A) ≈ 11.77,

where κ(A) is the Euclidean condition number. The Jacobi preconditioner for A could be either X =
diag(A)−1 or X = diag(A)−1/2 and Y = diag(A)1/2. We have

XA =

1 0 0
1 1 0
0 3 1

 with κ(XA) ≈ 15.35 and XAY−1 =

 1 0 0
1√
3

1 0
0 3 1

 with κ(XAY−1) ≈ 12.59.

Hence, the Jacobi preconditioner increases the condition number of A in both cases. In fact, for a Gaussian
matrix A (entries drawn independently and identically from the normal distribution), experiments suggest
that both left and left-right Jacobi preconditioner increases κ(A) with high probability.

Optimal diagonal preconditioning for linear systems. The quest for optimal diagonal precondi-
tioner, i.e., diagonal matrices that maximally reduce the condition number [FS55, Bau63, Bau69,
vdS69], aimed to provide theoretical guaranties to heuristic preconditioning techniques. The quest
was successful; when the condition number relies on the ℓ1 and ℓ∞ norms. In particular, if we con-
sider the maximum absolute row sum norm and the corresponding condition number

∥A∥∞ := max
i∈[m]

∑n
j=1 |Aij|, κ∞(A) := ∥A∥∞ ∥A†∥∞,

then Bauer [Bau63, Bau69] and van der Sluis [vdS69] proved that we can maximally reduce κ∞(A)
by the row balancing strategy; the optimal diagonal preconditioner is

X = diag
( 1

r1
,

1
r2

, . . . ,
1

rm

)
,

where ri := ∑n
j=1 |Aij| is the ℓ1 norm of the i-th row of A, i ∈ [m]. Moreover, there exists a closed-

form expression for the optimal condition number. If Tm(C) is the group of m × m invertible
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diagonal matrices, then

(3) inf
X∈Tm(C)

κ∞(XA) = κS(A) := ∥ |A†| |A| ∥∞,

where |A| is a matrix obtained from A if we replace every element with its absolute value. The
quantity κS(A) is known as the Skeel condition number [Ske79]. Skeel argued that κS(A) is some-
times a more meaningful measure of a matrix’s ill-conditioning. For example, if A is an invertible
diagonal matrix, then the system Ax = b can be solved with perfect accuracy and κS(A) always
equals 1; however, the Euclidean condition number κ(A) can be arbitrarily large. This suggests
that κS(A), sometimes, captures better the complexity of solving linear systems, e.g., for triangular
matrices. We also note that κS(A) is invariant under left scaling by a diagonal matrix, since

κS(XA) = ∥ |A†X−1| |XA| ∥∞ = ∥ |A†| |X−1| |X| |A| ∥∞ = κS(A),

where the last equality follows from |X−1| |X| = |X|−1|X| = Im, since X is diagonal. The invari-
ance of κS under diagonal scaling also follows from (3).

On the other hand, if we consider the problem of optimal diagonal preconditioning using
the Euclidean condition number, Eq. (2), then we do not have a closed-form solution, like in
Eq. (3). Fortunately, we can formulate the problem as a convex optimization problem [GR89,
Sha82, Wat91, BM94]. To do so, we proceed as follows: First, we notice that it suffices to consider
diagonal preconditioners with real and positive entries, since κ(UAV) = κ(A) for unitary matri-
ces U and V. Then, we introduce the change of variables X = eH1 and Y = eH2 ; now the problem
reduces to optimize κ(eH1 A e−H2) over real diagonal matrices H1 and H2. Following [BM94], for
any invertible matrix A, it holds

(4) inf
H1,H2∈Diagn(R)

κ(eH1 A e−H2) = inf
H∈Diag2n(R)

∥∥∥eH
(

0 A
A−1 0

)
e−H

∥∥∥2
.

Thus, we reformulate the condition number minimization over diagonal matrices to a norm mini-
mization problem. Sezginer and Overton [SO90] proved that, for any fixed matrix M, the operator
norm ∥eH Me−H∥ is a convex function in the entries of the diagonal matrix H. Hence, Eq. (4)
implies that the optimal diagonal preconditioner is a solution of a convex program.

Building on these convexity results, recent works [QGH+25, JLM+23, GQUY24] find the opti-
mal diagonal preconditioner by semidefinite programming. Indeed, we can compute the optimal
condition number under diagonal scaling, κ⋆ := infX,Y diagonal κ(XAY−1), by solving the program

min
κ>0,X,Y≻0

κ

s.t. X ⪯ ATYA ⪯ κX
X, Y diagonal .

If we write X = ∑n
i=1 xiEii and ATYA = ∑n

i=1 yiaiaT
i , where ai’s are the rows of A, then the in-

equalities X ⪯ ATYA ⪯ κ0X become linear matrix inequalities for fixed κ0 and the minimization
problem becomes an SDP with optimal value (κ⋆)2.

Qu et al [QGH+25] suggest an algorithm that exploits binary search (by varying κ0) and tech-
niques from interior point algorithms. The latter includes tracing numerically a curve that lies in
the interior of the feasible region. We do so using a predictor corrector algorithm that in turn is a
variant of (a) Newton operator. In general, the algorithm, to approximate a matrix, that is within ϵ

from the matrix with the optimal condition number, performs O(lg 1
ϵ ) iterations and each iteration

requires multiple matrix inversions [QGH+25, Theorem 1]. If we consider only positive definite
matrices A, then Qu et al [QGH+25] showed that the optimal condition number is the solution of
the following optimization problem

κ∗(A) := min
D≻0

κ(
√

D A
√

D),
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that in turn corresponds to a dual SDP. In this way, they introduce a very efficient practical variant,
able to precondition very large matrices [GQUY24].

We can solve semidefinite programs using a generic SDP solver; unfortunately its computa-
tional complexity is prohibitive for the problems we consider. Jambulapati et al [JLM+23], ex-
ploited even further the structure of the problem and used a special-purpose SDP solver to achieve
a (κ∗)1.5 dependency on the complexity bounds. The corresponding SDP is a variant of mixed
packing-covering SDP where the packing and covering matrices, and the constraints are multi-
ples of each other. Similarly, the results in [MY09, LP11, CWY11] show that finding the matrix
with the smallest condition number is in a compact, convex subset of the cone of positive definite
matrices also admits a SDP formulation.

Despite the recent important progress on optimal diagonal preconditioning of positive definite
matrices, we are still lacking similar results for non-diagonal preconditioning, say for example
block diagonal (with exception of [Dem23] for positive definite matrices), let alone for general,
say full rank, matrices. The reason seems to be that the problems are not convex or quasi-convex
anymore. Thus, we need to view the problem with different lenses to advance further.

Preconditioning polynomial systems. Solving systems of polynomial equations is a fundamental
problem with theoretical and practical implications in the whole range of science and engineer-
ing. Now, we consider the preconditioning of polynomial systems; a very important problem for
which related results are very scarce. There are numerical (iterative) algorithms to approximate
the solutions of a polynomial system, based on homotopy or subdivision, e.g., [BC13, MMT11,
MP09a, XY19, Mal23] . The complexity and efficiency of both are based on condition numbers,
similarly to the linear system case. Hence, preconditioning is a fundamental concept for solving
nonlinear systems as well. The important difference with the linear case is that the complexity
of solving polynomial systems is rather high, hence we can afford more costly (compared to the
linear case) techniques for preconditioning.

Consider the polynomial system f = ( f1, . . . , fm), where fi ∈ C[x1, . . . , xn], for i ∈ [m], is a
polynomial in n variables with complex coefficients. Let ξ ∈ Cn be a solution of f of multiplicity
one2. The local condition number of ( f , ξ) is

(5) µ( f , ξ) := ∥ f∥W ∥D†
ξ ( f ) ∥,

where ∥ f∥2
W = ∑n

i=1 ∥ fi∥2
W is the Bombieri-Weyl norm of f , see [BC13, Chapter 16] and [EPR19,

Def. 1], and Dξ( f ) denotes the Jacobian of f at ξ.
As in the case of linear systems, the preconditioner involves a pair of invertible matrices, (X, Y).

The first matrix, X, shuffles the polynomial equations, while the second suffles, that is, performs a
linear change of the variables. Hence, X · f is the transformed system

(6) X · f =
(

∑m
i=1 X1i fi , ∑m

i=1 X2i fi, . . . , ∑m
i=1 Xmi fi

)
,

and the action of Y on the original system f and ξ is as follows:

(7) f 7→ ( f1 ◦Y−1, f2 ◦Y−1, . . . , fm ◦Y−1), ξ 7→ Y ξ.

Notice that if ξ is a simple root of f and (X, Y) · ( f , ξ) = (g, ζ), then ζ is a simple root of g. This
follows from applying the chain rule on the Jacobian Dξ( f ):

(8) DYξ

(
(X, Y) · f

)
= XDξ( f )Y−1.

The preconditioning aims to provide matrices X and Y, such that µ((X, Y) · f , Yξ) < µ( f , ξ).
A common preconditioning technique, unfortunately heuristic and without theoretical guaran-

tees, for nonlinear systems is the Inverse Jacobian scaling (IJS): for square systems, i.e., when
m = n, this technique sets X = D−1

ξ f , where Dξ f is the Jacobian of f at ξ. This preconditioner

2This means that the Jacobian of f at ξ has rank min(m, n).
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satisfies Dξ(X · f ) = Im, where Im is the m×m identity matrix, and it is used to improve the nu-
merical stability of subdivision-based methods [MMT11, MP09b, XY19]. Another heuristic tech-
nique is coefficient balancing (analogous to matrix equilibration) that is sometimes used to reduce
ill-conditioning [GLVW00, Mor09].

Example 2. Consider the following square (as many polynomials as variables) polynomial system f =

{ f1 := x2 + x + y, f2 := y2 + x − y}. At ξ = (0, 0), we have Dξ( f ) =

(
1 1
1 −1

)
and its inverse is

Dξ( f )−1 = 1
2 Dξ( f ). The IJS of f is

f̃ =

{
f̃1 := f1+ f2

2 = 1
2 x2 + 1

2 y2 + x
f̃2 := f1− f2

2 = 1
2 x2 − 1

2 y2 + y.

It holds that µ( f̃ , ξ) = 2 but µ( f , ξ) =
√

3 < 2. As in the linear systems, this behaviour is quite
general: If we sample random systems f with fixed degree which vanish on ξ = 0 by setting the constant
coefficient of each fi to be zero and sample the other coefficients from the normal distribution, the experiments
show that IJS increases the local condition number.

To the best of our knowledge, there is no theoretically justified technique for preconditioning
polynomial systems, let alone for optimal preconditioning. We take on this challenge and aim to
fill this gap. Even more, we develop preconditioning techniques that respect sparsity patterns in
the system of equations; quite often polynomial systems that appear in applications have a specific
sparse structure (not all monomials appear in the input polynomials) rather than being a generic
degree d equation in n variables that involve all the possible monomials.

Here is the roadmap for the paper: Section 2 introduces necessary vocabulary and states our
results precisely. Section 3 presents some experimental results with further results included in
Section A. Section 4 builds the technical machinery for optimizing over Lie groups. Section 5
proves the results related to linear preconditioning. Section 6 establishes our results related to
preconditoning (non-linear) polynomial systems.

2. PRECONDITIONING THROUGH THE LENS OF GEODESIC CONVEXITY

2.1. A primer on geodesically convex optimization. Geodesic convexity generalizes the notion
of convexity from Euclidean spaces to smooth Riemannian manifolds. The analogue of straight
lines in Euclidean spaces are geodesics. A subset D ⊂ M of a smooth Riemannian manifoldM
is called geodesically convex if every geodesic segment connecting two points in D lies entirely
within D.3 A function f : D → R is geodesically convex if its domain is geodesically convex and,
for any geodesic segment in D, the average value of f at the endpoints is greater than or equal to its
value at the midpoint. That is, f becomes (Euclidean) convex by a restriction to a geodesic. When
M = Rn is the Euclidean space with its standard differential structure, the geodesically convex
sets and functions coincide with usual convex sets and functions. If the function f : M → R is
smooth and the manifoldM is Riemannian, then the geodesic convexity of f is equivalent to the
positive semi-definiteness of its Hessian at every point in its domain.

Geodesically convex functions inherit desirable properties from their Euclidean counterparts:
• Every local minimum is a global minimum.
• Gradient descent algorithms converge to the global optimum under appropriate condi-

tions.

3On general Riemannian manifolds, geodesic convexity has competing definitions. However, we will only work on
Hadamard manifolds—complete, simply connected spaces of nonpositive curvature—where any two points are con-
nected by a unique geodesic. This eliminates ambiguity, as the geodesic convexity of a set, simply means that the
unique geodesic between any two of its points remains entirely within it.
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Geodesically convex optimization has attracted significant attention in recent years, with ap-
plications in diverse areas such as statistics [HS15, HS20, FM20, NSAY+19], operator and tensor
scaling [AZGL+18, BFG+18, BFG+19], geometric programming [BKVH07, BLNW20] and comput-
ing maximum entropy distributions [Gur06, SV14b, SV19]. For comprehensive studies of geodesi-
cally convex optimization on manifolds, we refer to [Udr94, Sat21, Bou23], and for a survey of its
applications in theoretical computer science, see [Vis18].

The results of Bürgisser et al. [BFG+19] are particularly relevant in our work, especially because
they express the problem of finding the minimal norm vector in an orbit of a group action as a
geodesically convex optimization problem. Specifically, under certain technical conditions, if a
group G acts linearly on a vector space V and v ∈ V \ {0}, then the optimization problem

(9) inf
g∈G

log ∥g · v∥

is geodesically convex. Here, ∥ · ∥ is a norm induced from a unitarily invariant inner product on
V. This led to first- and second-order algorithms to compute the optimum value [BFG+19].

We temporarily postpone the detailed definition of a geodesically convex function on a group
G, to exploit the similarity of the optimization problem in (9) with preconditioning.

Following the discussion in Section 1, the optimal preconditioning for a full rank matrix A
consists in minimizing the condition number κ(XAY−1) over a group (X, Y) ∈ G. The group G
could be, for example, the group of invertible diagonal or block diagonal matrices.

To exploit a similarity with (9), first, we consider the problem of minimizing the logarithm of
the condition number, log κ(A). Then, we consider two actions of the group G := GLm(C) ×
GLn(C) of potential preconditioners on the space of matrices. That is, (i) G acts on Cm×n via left-
right multiplication, i.e., (X, Y) · A := XAY−1, and (ii) G acts on Cn×m via right-left multiplication,
i.e., (X, Y) · B := YBX−1. For fixed matrices A ∈ Cm×n and B ∈ Cn×m, the following is the
simultaneous norm minimization problem

(10) inf
(X,Y)∈G

log ∥XAY−1∥1 + log ∥YBX−1∥2,

where ∥ · ∥1, respectively ∥ · ∥2, is an arbitrary matrix norm on Cm×n, respectively Cn×m. Notice
that log ∥A∥1 + log ∥B∥2 = log κ(A, B) where κ(A, B) := ∥A∥1∥B∥2 is the cross condition number
of A and B, with respect to ∥ · ∥1 and ∥ · ∥2. If B = A†, then we recover the condition num-
ber of A, as κ(A) = κ(A, A†). Hence, with B = A†, the optimal value of Eq. (10) is precisely
inf(X,Y)∈G log κ(XAY−1). Thus, (10) reformulates the optimal condition number as a simultaneous
norm minimization problem and so as the optimal value of a geodesically optimization problem.

In the special case that ∥ · ∥i, i ∈ {1, 2} is the Frobenius norm, defined as∥A∥F := tr(A∗A),
this reformulation allows us to use the results and algorithms from [BFG+19] to compute the
optimal value. This is due to the following observation: We can view the Frobenius condition
number as κF(A) := ∥A∥F∥A†∥F = ∥A ⊗ A†∥, where the norm on A ⊗ A† is induced by the
tensor product structure on Cm×n ⊗Cn×m, where each tensorand is endowed with the Frobenius
norm. In this case, log κF(XAY−1) fits perfectly into the framework of norm minimization Eq. (9),
since this norm on Cm×n ⊗ Cn×m is induced by a unitarily invariant inner product. In fact, our
results generalize this framework in the sense that we allow condition numbers that arise from
arbitrary unitarily invariant matrix norms ∥ · ∥1 and ∥ · ∥2, such as the Euclidean condition number
(Theorem 2.2 below). Namely, we prove that the function (X, Y) 7→ κ(XAY−1) is a geodesically
convex function, whenever the norms ∥ · ∥1 and ∥ · ∥2 are unitarily invariant matrix norms.

Similarly for polynomial systems, the minimization of the local condition number µ( f , ξ) is also
captured by geodesically convex optimization: Consider the action of GLm(C)×GLn(C) on the
set C[x1, . . . , xn]⊕m of systems of m-polynomials as in (6) and (7). For fixed f ∈ C[x1, . . . , xn]⊕m
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and A ∈ Cm×n the following

inf
(X,Y)∈G

log ∥(X, Y) · f∥W + log ∥YAX−1∥2

is a simultaneous norm minimization problem, and we prove that it is geodesically convex if ∥ · ∥2
is a unitarily invariant matrix norm. Here, ∥ · ∥W is the Bombieri-Weyl norm (Theorem 6.3). If we
set A = D†

ξ ( f ), then we recapture the local condition number µ( f , ξ). As in the linear case, if ∥ · ∥2

is the Frobenius norm, then we can rewrite the local condition number can be reformulated as
µ( f , ξ) := ∥ f ⊗D†

ξ ( f )∥, with the norm induced by a unitarily invariant inner product; this allows
us to use results of [BFG+19] to optimize it.

2.2. Precise statement of geodesic convexity results. We now delve into the technical details that
provide us the context to state our main results.

We assume that (X, Y) lives in a symmetric Lie subgroup G ⊆ GLm(C)×GLn(C). Thus, G is a
Zariski-closed subset of GLm(C)×GLn(C),4 and for any (X, Y) ∈ G, also (X∗, Y∗) ∈ G, where X∗
and Y∗ are the conjugate transposes.

The space of preconditioners we consider is quite expressive; it includes:
• Groups G = G1 × G2, where G1 and G2 are groups of invertible diagonal, block-diagonal,

orthogonal, or symplectic matrices.
• Groups G1 × G2, where G1 is one of the previous groups, and G2 is the trivial group, or

vice versa. This corresponds to preconditioning via multiplication either only from the left
or only from the right.
• Groups G = {(g, g−1) | g ∈ G1}, when m = n and G1 is one of the groups of the first case.

This corresponds to the conjugation action of G1 on the space of matrices.
• Groups G = {(g, gT) | g ∈ G1}, when m = n and G1 is one of the groups in the first

case. This corresponds to preconditioning A with a similarity transformation, i.e., finding
g ∈ G1 with minimal κ(gAgT).

Regarding the matrix norm, we assume that it is a unitarily invariant matrix norm on Cm×n,
such as the Schatten p-norm, which is

(11) ∥A∥S
p :=

(
∑min(m,n)

i=1 σi(A)p
) 1

p
, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ ,

where σ1(A) ≥ σ2(A) ≥ · · · ≥ σmin(m,n)(A) are the singular values of A. For p = 2, we obtain
the Frobenius norm ∥A∥S

2 = ∥A∥F =
√

tr(A∗A), and for p = ∞, we obtain the operator norm
∥A∥S

∞ = ∥A∥ = σ1(A). More generally, every unitarily invariant matrix norm is a symmetric gauge
function of the singular values of the matrix.

Assume that ∥ · ∥1, respectively ∥ · ∥2, is a unitarily invariant matrix norm on Cm×n, respectively
Cn×m. The corresponding condition number is

κ(A) = ∥A∥1 ∥A†∥2.

We aim to minimize κ(A) under the action of G. The matrix norms are unitarily invariant, so
κ(UAV) = κ(A), for unitary matrices U and V. Therefore, the action of the maximal compact
subgroup

K := G ∩
(
Um(C)×Un(C)

)
leaves κ(A) invariant and we can ignore the action of K. This allows us to assume without loss of
generality that we optimize κ(A) over the set

(G/K)R := {Kg | g ∈ G}
of right cosets of K. For g = (X, Y) ∈ G, a right coset of K is Kg := {(UX, VY) | (U, V) ∈ K}.

4That is, G is cut out by rational functions in the entries of the pairs of matrices in GLm(C)×GLn(C).
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Our focus is on the properties of the function:

CA : (G/K)R → R

Kg 7→ log κ(g · A) = log ∥XAY−1∥+ log ∥YA†X−1∥,
(12)

where g = (X, Y) ∈ G, and by g · A we denote the action of g on A, i.e., g · A := XAY−1. The
domain of CA is not a Euclidean space and CA is not convex. However, it turns out that CA is
convex when it is restricted to certain curves in (G/K)R, which correspond to geodesics. To be
more precise, we can show that (G/K)R admits a smooth Riemannian manifold structure, and
when restricted to geodesics of this manifold CA is convex.

Indeed, (G/K)R is a symmetric space with non-positive sectional curvature, see [Pet16, Chap-
ter 10]. The tangent space of (G/K)R at the coset K is naturally identified with Lie(G)/ Lie(K),
where we define the Lie algebra as

Lie(G) := {(H1, H2) ∈ Cm×m ⊕Cn×n | (etH1 , etH2) ∈ G for all t ∈ R},
where etH1 , etH2 denote the matrix exponential. The Lie algebra of K is defined analogously and it
equals the skew-Hermitian part of Lie(G)

Lie(K) = {(H1, H2) ∈ Lie(G) | H∗1 + H1 = 0, H∗2 + H2 = 0}.
Then, Lie(G) admits a decomposition as

Lie(G) = Lie(K)⊕ i Lie(K).

This is an orthogonal decomposition with respect to the Frobenius inner product on Cm×m⊕Cn×n,
namely

(13) ⟨(H1, H2), (H3, H4)⟩ := Re (tr(H∗1 H2) + tr(H∗3 H4)) .

Hence, i Lie(K) is the Hermitian part of Lie(G), i.e.,

i Lie(K) = Lie(G) ∩Herm(m)⊕Herm(n).

With respect to the inner product Eq. (13) on the tangent space i Lie(K) = Lie(G)/ Lie(K), (G/K)R
becomes a Riemannian manifold.

The geodesics of (G/K)R are of the form

γ(t) := K etH g, g = (X, Y) ∈ G, H = (H1, H2) ∈ i Lie(K),

where γ connects γ(0) = (X, Y) to γ(1) = (eH1 X, eH2Y). Here, eH := (eH1 , eH2) is the short-hand
notation for matrix exponential, applied to pairs of matrices.

Definition 2.1. A function f : (G/K)R → R is geodesically convex if f
(
KetH g

)
is convex in the real

parameter t, for every g ∈ G and H ∈ i Lie(K).

The main structural result of this paper is the following.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose m, n ≥ 1 and G ⊆ GLm(C)×GLn(C) is a symmetric Lie subgroup with maximal
compact subgroup K := G ∩ (Um(C)×Un(C)). Furthermore, assume that ∥ · ∥1 is a unitarily invariant
matrix norm on Cm×n and ∥ · ∥2 is a unitarily invariant matrix norm on Cn×m.

(i) Consider a matrix A ∈ Cm×n and its condition number κ(A) := ∥A∥1∥A†∥2. Then,

CA : (G/K)R → R, K(X, Y) 7→ log κ(XAY−1)

is geodesically convex.
(ii) For a polynomial system f ∈ C[x1, . . . , xn]⊕m and ξ ∈ Cn, let µ( f , ξ) = ∥ f ∥W ∥D†

ξ ( f )∥2 be the
local condition number. Then,

C( f ,ξ) : (G/K)R → R, K(X, Y) 7→ log µ((X, Y) · f , Yξ)

is geodesically convex.
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We prove the first part in Section 5.1, and the second part in Section 6.2.

2.3. First order algorithm for the optimal preconditioner. The geodesic convexity of CA allows
us to minimize it using algorithms based on first order methods, provided that CA is smooth.
Unfortunately, the operator norm ∥A∥ and the Euclidean condition number κ(A) are not smooth
functions of A. Instead, we will use the Frobenius norm ∥A∥F := tr(A∗A) and the Frobenius
condition number κF(A) := ∥A∥F∥A†∥F. We note that the Frobenius condition number can act
as an approximation to the Euclidean condition number, due to the inequality κ(A) ≤ κF(A) ≤
nκ(A). Furthermore, our experiments reveal that optimizing the Frobenius condition number
generally decreases the Euclidean condition number as well, see Section A, in particular Figs. 3
and 5.

Definition 2.3. Let f : (G/K)R → R be a smooth function. The Riemannian gradient∇ f (K(X, Y)) of
f at K(X, Y) ∈ (G/K)R is

⟨∇ f (K(X, Y)), (H1, H2)⟩ =
d
dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

f (K(etH1 X, etH2Y)), for all (H1, H2) ∈ i Lie(K).

Here, the inner product on i Lie(K) is the Frobenius inner product Eq. (13). The general gradient
descent algorithm on (G/K)R takes the form

(14) (Xk+1, Yk+1) =
(
e−ηk Hk Xk, e−ηk H′kYk

)
where k is the current iteration, (Hk, H′k) = ∇CA(Xk, Yk) is the gradient of the objective function
at the k-th element (Xk, Yk), and ηk ∈ R>0 is the step-size. It is natural to assume that the starting
point (X0, Y0) = (Im, In) is the identity element.

There is a simple formula for ∇CA(X, Y). Let’s denote B := XAY−1. Then, CA(X, Y) =
log κ(XAY−1) = CB(Im, In). Hence, ∇CA(X, Y) = ∇CB(Im, In) by the definition of the gradient.
The latter gradient lies in the Lie algebra of G and it is uniquely defined by the formula

⟨∇CB(Im, In), (H1, H2)⟩ =
d
dt

∣∣∣
t=0

CB(etH1 , etH2), for every (H1, H2) ∈ Lie(G),

where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the Frobenius inner product on Lie(G), defined as in Eq. (13).

Lemma 2.4. Let A ∈ Cm×n and (X, Y) ∈ G. Then, CA is a smooth function and its gradient at (X, Y) is
given by

(15) ∇CA(X, Y) = ∇CB(Im, In) = projLie(G)

( BB∗

∥B∥2
F
− (B†)∗B†

∥B†∥2
F

, − B∗B
∥B∥2

F
+

B†(B†)∗

∥B†∥2
F

)
,

where B := XAY−1 and projLie(G) : Cm×m ⊕Cn×n → Lie(G) denotes the orthogonal projection onto the
Lie algebra of G.

In certain cases, the orthogonal projection has a simple description. For example, when the
group of preconditioners is G = Tm(C) × Tn(C) the group of diagonal matrices, its Lie alge-
bra Lie(G) = Diagm(C) × Diagn(C) consists of pairs of diagonal matrices, and the projection
projLie(G)(H1, H2) =

(
Diag(H1), Diag(H2)

)
simply maps (H1, H2) to their diagonals.

Theorem 2.4 gives a characterization of the optimal preconditioner (X, Y) ∈ G in terms of A.
Since CA is geodesically convex, its global minima, local minima and critical points all coincide.
Hence, we have

(X, Y) ∈ G maximally reduces κF(XAY−1) ⇐⇒ ∇CA(X, Y) = 0.

Let’s compute the gradient in a concrete setting: Assume for simplicity that A ∈ Cn×n is an
invertible matrix, and set G = Tm(C), acting on A by left multiplication. Hence, we consider
diagonal left preconditioners.
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In this case, the Lie algebra of G consists of m by m (not necessarily invertible) diagonal matrices,
i.e., Lie(G) = Diagm(C), where Diagm(C) denotes the m× m diagonal matrices. The orthogonal
projection projLie(G)(M) = Diag(M) simply maps M to its diagonal, i.e. Diag(M) is obtained by
setting the off-diagonal entries of M to zero.

Let’s assume that X ∈ Tm(C) is positive definite.5 Then, Theorem 2.4 implies that the gradient
of CA at X equals

∇CA(X) = Diag
(

XAA∗X
∥XA∥2

F
− X−1(A−1)∗A−1X−1

∥A−1X−1∥2
F

)
.

In particular, the optimal diagonal preconditioner X is the diagonal matrix that satisfies the equal-
ity Diag(XAA∗X∗) = c Diag(X−1A−∗A−1X−1) for some constant c > 0.

We note that CA is not a strongly convex function (Theorem 4.12) in general: If StabG(A) :=
{(X, Y) ∈ G | XAY−1 = A} denotes the stabilizer of A, then it is easy to see that κF(XAY−1) is
constant on a right coset of StabG(A). In particular, CA is not strongly convex on (G/K)R, unless
StabG(A) ⊂ K. In the case of left-preconditioners, acting on a rank m matrix A ∈ Cm×n, we indeed
have StabG(A) = Im, and CA is then a strongly convex function. This allows us to improve the
dependence of the iteration complexity on ε from ε−2 to log(ε−1).

Theorem 2.5 (Left preconditioners). Let G be a symmetric subgroup of GLm(C). Let A ∈ Cm×n be a full
rank matrix, κ⋆ := infX∈G κF(XA) be the optimal condition number we can achieve by preconditioning A
with an element X ∈ G, and ε > 0. There is a first-order (gradient descent) algorithm, with constant step-
size η = 1/8 and the initial point g0 := (Im, In), that reaches a group element X, such that log κF(XA)−
log κ⋆F < ε, in

T = O
(

log
( log (κF(A)/κ⋆F)

ε

)
κ2

F(A)
)

iterations.

The proof of Theorem 2.5 appears in Section 5.5. Now we present the general result including
left and right preconditioning.

Theorem 2.6. Let G be either (i) a symmetric subgroup of GLm(C)×GLn(C) with Tm(C)× Tn(C) ≤ G,
where Tm(C) is the group of diagonal elements, or (ii) a symmetric subgroup of GLm(C) with Tm(C) ≤ G.

Let A ∈ Cm×n be a full rank matrix, κ⋆F := infg∈G κF(g · A) be the optimal condition number we can
achieve by preconditioning A with an element g ∈ G, and 1

2 > ε > 0.
There is a first-order (gradient descent) algorithm, with constant step-size η = 1/8 and the initial point

g0 := (Im, In), that reaches a group element X, such that log κF(g · A)− log κ⋆F < ε,

T = O
( log (κF(A)/κ⋆F)

ε2 max(m3, n3)
)

iterations.

We will prove Theorem 2.6 in Section 5.4.
Theorem 2.6 gives the iteration complexity of the gradient descent algorithm. Below, we discuss

the computational cost of each iteration, which consists of the following substeps: 1) Computing
B = XAY−1 where (X, Y) ∈ G, 2) evaluating the gradient of CA at (X, Y) ∈ G, using the formula
Eq. (20), which involves inverting BB∗ and projecting it onto the Lie algebra of G, 3) and updating
(X, Y) ← e−η∇CA(X,Y)(X, Y) for a fixed step-size η. For general groups, these steps can be compu-
tationally expensive, especially for very large m, n. However, if G has structure—e.g., the group of
diagonal, or block-diagonal matrices with fixed block size—the operations simplify significantly.
In such cases, step 1 reduces to efficient matrix scaling, and step 3 involves a tractable matrix ex-
ponentiation (e.g., scalar exponentiation for diagonal, and matrix exponentiation of a matrix with
fixed size for block diagonal preconditioning), where fast algorithms are known [SV14a].

5The preconditioners can always be assumed to be positive definite by the polar decomposition G = KP, where P is
the set of positive definite matrices in G.
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A particular difficulty lies in computing the gradient: By Eq. (20), this requires inverting the
matrix BB∗, and projecting it onto the Lie algebra of G. Fortunately, for most groups of interest,
e.g., block diagonal matrices, the Lie Algebra is small and the projection can be approximated
without computing the full inversion. We explain the details of this approximation in Section 2.4.
2.4. Details on approximating the gradient. A critical component of the gradient descent algo-
rithm is the computation of the gradient of the function CA. At the identity element, the gradient
is given by (15) with B = A, because X = Im and Y = In .

The initialization of the gradient descent consists of the projection of the matrices (AA∗)−1

and (A∗A)−1 onto the Lie algebra of G. To explicitly compute and then project these inverses is
computationally prohibitive for large-scale problems, as dense matrix inversion scales as O(n3)
for an n × n matrix. Instead, we employ efficient numerical algorithms for projecting without
computing the whole inverse matrix and we exploit the sparsity of A.

When Lie(G) is a coordinate subspace, such as the case of diagonal/block-diagonal precondi-
tioning, the problem of estimating the entries in a sparsity pattern of the inverse of a matrix using
only matrix-vector products is a well-studied problem, see [TS12, BKS07, DM23, ACDK+24] and
references therein. The main idea is to use Lanczos quadrature and its stochastic variant, Hutchin-
son’s estimator, which we will now explain.

Let G be a subgroup of the group of pairs of invertible block-diagonal matrices, so Lie(G) is a
subalgebra of the set of pairs of block-diagonal matrices. Now, computing the gradient reduces to
estimating the block-diagonal entries of (AA∗)−1.

For deterministic approximation of individual blocks, the block Lanczos algorithm [GU77] is
highly effective, e.g. [Che24]. Given a positive definite matrix M and a collection B =

(
v1, v2, . . . , vr

)
of vectors, the Lanczos algorithm constructs an orthonormal basis for the block Krylov subspace
Kk(M, B) = Kk(M, v1) + · · · + Kk(M, vr) and and iteratively approximates the quadratic form
B∗M−1B-which equals e.g. the top left block of M−1 when vi = ei for i = 1, 2, . . . , r. The key
advantage is that k-iterations of block Lancsoz algorithm requires only kr matrix-vector products
with M to approximate B∗M−1B.

We now show that k = O(
√

κ(M) log(ε−1)) iterations suffice for an ε-approximation: Conver-
gence analysis shows that running block Lancsoz algorithm for k iterations yields an approxima-
tion to B∗M−1B with additive error bounded by ∥B∥2

F mindeg p<2k supx∈I |x−1 − p(x)| where I =
[λmin(M), λmax(M)] is the interval containing all eigenvalues of M, see [Che24, Corollary 9.11]. It
is well-known that the best polynomial approximation to x−1 is given by Chebyshev polynomials
of the first kind [MS67] and taking k = O(

√
κ(M) log(ε−1)) yields an ε-approximation to x−1 on

the interval [λmin(M), λmax(M)] [KVZ12]. Thus, we can estimate a single block on the diagonal
of M−1 up to precision ε with O

(√
κ(M) log( 1

ε )
)

iterations of the block Lancsoz algorithm. Since
each iteration costs r matrix-vector products with M, we obtain the following:

Theorem 2.7. Let M ∈ Cn×n be a positive definite matrix. Then, there is an algorithm which estimates a
single r× r-block on the diagonal of M−1 within ε-error in

O
(

r
√

κ(M) log(ε−1)
)

matrix-vector products with M.

For a matrix A, the above theorem with M = AA∗ shows that we can approximate a single
block on the diagonal of M−1 with O(r κ(A) log(ε−1)) matrix vector products with A and A∗. For
well-conditioned sparse matrices, this is better than inverting AA∗.

If we require to compute all the diagonal elements, Hutchinson’s stochastic estimator is a more
scalable alternative [BKS07, TS12]. For a matrix M, Hutchinson’s estimator approximates the di-
agonal Diag(M) as

(16) Diag(M) ≈ 1
m

m

∑
i=1

zi ⊙ M zi ,



14 M. LEVENT DOĞAN, ALPEREN ERGÜR, AND ELIAS TSIGARIDAS

where zi ∈ {−1, 1}n are i.i.d. Rademacher random vectors and ⊙ denotes the Hadamard product.
For M = (AA∗)−1, each summand in Eq. (16) requires the solution of the linear system (AAT)x =

zi for i ∈ [m]. Using the conjugate gradient method, we can solve each one in O
(√

κ(AA∗) log(ε−1)
)
=

O
(
κ(A) log(ε−1)

)
matrix-vector products with A and A∗. In particular, the Hutchinson’s estima-

tor Eq. (16) can be computed in O(mκ(A) log( 1
ε )) matrix-vector products with A and A∗. Thus,

the full estimator requires O
(
mκ(A) log( 1

ε )
)

products, which is better than than O(n3) for well-
conditioned sparse matrices.

Recent work [BN22, HIS23, DM23] analyses the estimator’s error. The variance of Hutchinson’s
estimator scales as O(1/m) and m = O(ε−2) is sufficient for a relative ε-error approximation with
high probability. Specifically, [DM23] shows that with constant probability, Hutchinson’s estima-
tor gives a vector d̃ that satisfies

∥d̃−Diag(M)∥ ≤ c

√
1
m
∥M∥F ,

where M = M−Diag(M) denotes the matrix M with diagonal entries are set to zero.
There is a generalization of Hutchinson’s estimator for block diagonal matrices. Amsel et

al [ACDK+24] give an algorithm to estimate an r× r-block of a matrix M on the diagonal.6 First,
we consider a Gaussian matrix G ∈ Rn×m, i.e., a matrix with entries sampled iid from the normal
distribution. Then, by setting Z := MG, we can approximate the top-left r× r-block of M by

(17) TopLeftBlockr×r(M) ≈ G†
r Zr

where GT
r is the matrix consisting of the first r rows of G and ZT

r is the matrix consisting of the first
r rows of Z. When r = 1, this estimate is equivalent to the Hutchinson’s estimator with Gaussian
random vectors. With constant probability, Eq. (17) gives an r× r matrix B with

∥TopLeftBlockr×r(M)− B∥F ≤ O
(

1√
m

)
∥M∥F,

where M is the matrix M with top-left r× r block entries are set to zero. Note that computing the
estimate Eq. (17) requires only m matrix-vector products with M.

Remark 1. Using Hutchinson estimator for computing the gradient is essentially a stochastic gradient
descent variant. Since our manifold G/K has negative and tame curvature one can consider using any
other stochastic gradient descent variant as well [ZS16].

2.5. Preconditioning non-linear systems. In this section we extend our preconditioning frame-
work to polynomial system of equations. While the condition number µ( f , ξ) := ∥ f∥W∥D†

ξ ( f )∥ is
geodesically convex for any unitarily invariant norm ∥ · ∥, it is typically non-smooth. We therefore
focus specifically on the Frobenius local condition number:

µF( f , ξ) := ∥ f∥W∥D†
ξ ( f )∥F,

which maintains both convexity and smoothness properties essential for our optimization ap-
proach.

Shuffling Preconditioning for Polynomial Systems. We first consider preconditioning through the
shuffling action of GLm(C) (as defined in (6)). The key insight is that this problem can be reduced
to matrix preconditioning through an appropriate reformulation.

Let us recall that ∥ f∥W denotes the Bombieri-Weyl norm of f , given by:

∥ f∥W =

√
m

∑
i=1
⟨ fi, fi⟩,

6Their algorithm is in fact a stochastic estimation of the projection of the matrix onto any sparsity pattern.
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where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the Bombieri-Weyl inner product (Definition 6.1). Let G f be the Gram matrix of f
with respect to this inner product, i.e., (G f )ij = ⟨ fi, f j⟩.

The connection to linear system preconditioning becomes clear through the following observa-
tions:

• The action of X ∈ GLm(C) transforms the Gram matrix as GX· f = XG f X∗

• For S f :=
√

G f , we have ∥ f∥2
W = tr(G f ) = ∥S f∥2

F
• The condition number can be expressed as µF( f , ξ) = ∥S f∥F∥D†

ξ ( f )∥F

• The shuffling action satisfies SX· f = XS f

This formulation yields the elegant expression:

µF(X · f , ξ) = ∥XS f∥F∥D†
ξ ( f )X−1∥F,

allowing us to directly apply our results for linear system preconditioning.

Theorem 2.8. Suppose G ≤ GLm(C) is a symmetric subgroup with Tm(C) ≤ G. Let f = ( f1, . . . , fm) ∈
C[x1, . . . , xn]m be a polynomial system and ξ ∈ Cn. Set µ⋆

F := infX∈G µF(X · f , ξ). Let ε > 0. Then, in

T = O

(
log(µF( f , ξ)/µ⋆

F)

ε2 max(m3, n3)

)
steps, the first order iteration with step-size η = 1

8 and X0 = Im, reaches a group element X with

log
(

µF(X · f , ξ)

µ⋆
F

)
< ε.

We prove Theorem 2.8 in Section 6.3.

Shuffling and Linear Change of Variables: General Preconditioning. We now present our most general
result, considering both shuffling and variable transformations through the optimization of:

C( f ,ξ)(X, Y) := log µF ((X, Y) · f , Yξ) ,

over a symmetric subgroup G ≤ GLm(C)×GLn(C).

Theorem 2.9. Suppose G ≤ GLm(C)× GLn(C) is a symmetric subgroup with Tm(C)× Tn(C) ≤ G.
Let f = ( f1, . . . , fm) ∈ C[x1, . . . , xn]m be a polynomial system with

D := max
i

deg( fi)

and ξ ∈ Cn. Set µ⋆
F := inf(X,Y)∈G µF((X, Y) · f , Yξ). Let 1

2 > ε > 0. Then, in

T = O

(
log(µF( f , ξ)/µ⋆

F)

ε2 (m + n)2 (D + 2
)2m+2n−1

)
steps, the first order iteration with step-size η = (D + 2)−1 and (X0, Y0) = (Im, In), reaches a group
element (X, Y) with

log
(

µF((X, Y) · f , Yξ)

µ⋆
F

)
< ε.

We prove Theorem 2.9 in Section 6.4. One needs to note that the change of variables action
changes all coefficients, and therefore acts on a space with dimension roughly m(d+n

d ). Even if one
consider a linear system with m(n+d

d ) > m dn (assuming n > d) many entries, preconditioning will
reflect this dimensionality in the obtained complexity estimates. Therefore, we consider D2m+2n−1

natural, however, it could be potentially improved to its 4th root.
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Torus Action for Sparse Polynomials. We briefly mention that another approach to preserve
sparsity is to consider a torus action on the variables in addition to shuffling equations. Our
framework also handles this action as we show it is geodesically convex in Section 6.5.

3. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

We present experimental results to evaluate the performance of our preconditioning algorithms.
Our implementation relies on the Julia packages Manopt.jl and Manifolds.jl [Ber22, ABBR23],
which enable efficient geodesically convex optimization over matrix manifolds. Our (quite simple)
code is available at our git page.

We evaluate preconditioners on 425 sparse matrices from the SuiteSparse collection [KAB+19],
each with ≤ 1200 rows. For each matrix in the collection, we compute both the optimal diagonal
left-preconditioner and the optimal block-diagonal left-preconditioner, using a fixed block size
of 5× 5. The results appear in Fig. 1, and demonstrate consistent improvement of the condition
number for both schemes:

• The Frobenius condition number κF improves by≈ 1602× on average with block-diagonal
preconditioning, compared to ≈ 601× for diagonal preconditioning.
• The block-diagonal preconditioner’s improvement is 2.43× greater than that of the diago-

nal preconditioner.

FIGURE 1. The figure shows the improvement (defined as κF(A)/κ⋆F) of the
Frobenius condition number for the block diagonal preconditioner with 5 × 5
blocks (blue) and for the diagonal preconditioner (green) for a collection of 425
SuiteSparse matrices. On average, the block diagonal preconditioner with 5× 5-
blocks improve the Frobenius condition number by ≈ 1602 whereas the diagonal
preconditioner improves it by ≈ 601. The red plot shows the ratio of the improve-
ment of the block-diagonal preconditioner vs. diagonal preconditioner. On aver-
age, the improvement of the optimal block-diagonal preconditioner is≈ 2.43 times
the improvement of the optimal diagonal preconditioner.

Some additional experimental results, along with further performance metrics and figures, ap-
pear in Section A.

https://github.com/mldogan/Preconditioning-via-g-convex-optimization
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4. GEODESIC CONVEXITY IN MATRIX GROUPS

In this section we collect facts and lemmas we will use later in the proofs.

4.1. Groups and representations. We start by introducing the geometric and algebraic founda-
tions for geodesically convex optimization on matrix groups. We focus on symmetric subgroups
of GLm(C) and their representations, which provide the setting for our optimization framework.
For a comprehensive treatment of symmetric Lie groups and their geometry, we refer to [Wal17],
while our notation and key results on geodesic convexity follow [BFG+19].

A subgroup G ≤ GLm(C) is called symmetric if it is Zariski-closed (i.e., defined by polynomial
equations in the matrix entries gij and det−1(g)) and closed under conjugate transposition (g ∈
G =⇒ g∗ ∈ G). The Lie algebra of G, denoted Lie(G), consists of all matrices H ∈ Cm×m such
that etH ∈ G, for all t ∈ R. The Lie algebra is naturally identified with the tangent space of G at
the identity.

We denote by Um(C) = {g ∈ GLm(C) | gg∗ = Im} the unitary group. For a symmetric group
G, the intersection K := G ∩Um(C) is a maximal compact subgroup of G, its Lie algebra consists of
skew-Hermitian matrices in Lie(G):

Lie(K) = {H ∈ Lie(G) | H∗ + H = 0}.
The Lie algebra of G decomposes as a real vector space

Lie(G) = Lie(K)⊕ i Lie(K),

where i Lie(K) consists of Hermitian matrices. This decomposition plays a crucial role in the ge-
ometry of G and it is orthogonal with respect to the Frobenius inner product

(18) ⟨H1, H2⟩ = Re(tr(H∗1 H2)).

Note that (18) is a positive definite inner product on i Lie(K).
Let V be an N-dimensional complex vector space. A rational representation of G is a group homo-

morphism π : G → GL(V), where the matrix entries (with respect to any basis of V) are rational
functions of gij and det−1(g). The associated Lie algebra representation Π : Lie(G)→ End(V) is

(19) Π(H)v =
d
dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

π(etH)v,

and satisfies eΠ(H) = π(eH) for all H ∈ Lie(G).
Assume that G contains the diagonal torus Tm(C) ∼= (C×)m, the subgroup of GLm(C) that

consists of invertible diagonal matrices. When restricted to the action of Tm(C), V decomposes
into weight spaces:

V =
N⊕

i=1

Vωi ,

where ωi ∈ Zm are the weights of π, and Vωi is the one-dimensional simultaneous eigenspace for
the action of Tm(C) with character t 7→ tωi = tωi1

1 · · · t
ωim
m . That is, t · v = tωi v for every v ∈ Vωi .

The weight matrix M ∈ ZN×m encodes the weights as rows.

4.2. Geodesically convex functions. Let’s consider

(G/K)R := {Kg | g ∈ G},
the set of right cosets of K. The Lie group structure of G makes it a smooth manifold. The tran-
sitive right action of G on (G/K)R defines the structure of a smooth manifold on (G/K)R, with
the natural map G → (G/K)R being a smooth submersion. The tangent space of (G/K)R at the
identity (i.e., the coset K) is naturally identified with Lie(G)/ Lie(K) ∼= i Lie(K), and the Frobenius
inner product (18) makes (G/K)R a Riemannian manifold. It is known that (G/K)R = Kg | g ∈ G,
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equipped with this Riemannian metric, is a symmetric space with non-positive sectional curvature
[Pet16, Chapter 10].

The general form of a geodesic of (G/K)R is

γ : R→ (G/K)R, γ(t) = KetH g

for H ∈ i Lie(K). On (G/K)R, we study functions that are convex along geodesics:

Definition 4.1. A function f : (G/K)R → R is geodesically convex if for all g ∈ G and H ∈ i Lie(K),
the map t 7→ f (KetH g) is convex in t ∈ R.

Example 3 (The Kempf-Ness function). A fundamental example of a geodesically convex function arises
from the log-norm function. Let π : G → GL(V) be a rational representation, and fix a K-invariant
Hermitian inner product on V. For v ̸= 0, the Kempf-Ness function is:

Fv(Kg) := log ∥g · v∥.
By [BFG+19, Proposition 3.13], Fv is geodesically convex.

Definition 4.2 (Gradient and Hessian). Let f : (G/K)R → R be a smooth function. The gradient of f
at Kg, denoted ∇ f (Kg), is the unique tangent vector in i Lie(K) satisfying

(20) ⟨∇ f (Kg), H⟩ = d
dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

f
(
KetH g

)
for all H ∈ i Lie(K),

where the inner product is the Frobenius inner product (18).
The Hessian ∇2 f (Kg) of f at Kg is the linear operator ∇2 f (Kg) : i Lie(K)→ i Lie(K) defined by

(21) ⟨H,∇2 f (Kg)H⟩ = d2

dt2

∣∣∣∣
t=0

f
(

KetH g
)

,

for all H ∈ i Lie(K).

We will use the formulas for the gradient and the Hessian of the Kempf-Ness function.

Proposition 4.3. Suppose π : G → GL(V) is a rational representation with corresponding Lie algebra
representation Π : Lie(G) → End(V). Let v ∈ V. Then the gradient and the Hessian of the Kempf-Ness
function Fv (Example 3) are given by the formulas

⟨∇Fv(Kg), H⟩ = ⟨Π(H)w, w⟩ and
1
2
⟨∇2Fv(Kg)H, H⟩ = ∥Π(H)w∥2 − ⟨Π(H)w, w⟩2,

(22)

where w := g·v
∥g·v∥ .

Proof. Let H ∈ i Lie(K) and denote u(t) := etH g · v. Then, u(0) = g · v and w = u(0)
∥u(0)∥ . By (19), we

have u′(t) = Π(H)u(t).
We write Fv(KetH g) = 1

2 log ∥u(t)∥2. The chain rule yields

d
dt

Fv

(
KetH g

)
=

1
2
⟨u(t), u′(t)⟩+ ⟨u′(t), u(t)⟩

∥u(t)∥2 =
⟨Π(H)u(t), u(t)⟩
∥u(t)∥2 .

Evaluating at t = 0 gives ⟨∇Fv(Kg), H⟩ = ⟨Π(H)w, w⟩.
For the Hessian, we take another derivative:

d2

dt2 Fv

(
KetH g

)
=

2 ⟨Π(H)2u(t), u(t)⟩ ∥u(t)∥2 − 2 ⟨Π(H)u(t), u(t)⟩2
∥u(t)∥4

Evaluating at t = 0 and using w = u(0)/∥u(0)∥ yields (22). ■
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Remark 2. Geodesic convexity of a smooth function f is equivalent to∇2 f (Kg) ⪰ 0 for all Kg ∈ (G/K)R.
For the Kempf-Ness function this follows from an application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to (22). For
optimization, we further quantify smoothness:

Definition 4.4 (L-smoothness). A geodesically convex function f is L-smooth if ∇2 f (Kg) ⪯ L · I for
all Kg ∈ (G/K)R, i.e., its Hessian’s largest eigenvalue is bounded by L.

The Taylor expansion of f (KetH g) yields a key inequality for L-smooth functions: see for exam-
ple [BFG+19, Lemma 3.8].

Lemma 4.5. If f is L-smooth and Kh = KeH g, then:

f (Kh) ≤ f (Kg) + ⟨∇ f (Kg), H⟩+ L
2
∥H∥2

F.

For an L-smooth geodesically convex function f , we define the smooth gradient descent with
starting point Kg0 as the following iteration:

(23) Kgi+1 = K exp
(
− 1

L
∇ f (Kgi)

)
gi, g0 = Im,

where exp denotes the matrix exponential.
Theorem 4.5 implies the convergence of the smooth gradient descent [BFG+19, Theorem 4.1];

we provide a proof for completeness.

Proposition 4.6 (Iteration complexity). Let f : (G/K)R → R be geodesically convex and L-smooth.
Let f⋆ := infKg∈(G/K)R f (Kg). Then, for any ε > 0, the gradient descent iteration in (23), starting from
g0 = I, after T iterations, results a point gT satisfying ∥∇ f (KgT)∥ ≤ ε, where

T =
2L
ε2 ( f (I)− f⋆).

Proof. Assume ∥∇ f (Kgi)∥ > ε for all i = 0, . . . , T. From Lemma 4.5, we have:

f (Kgi+1)− f (Kgi) ≤ −
1
L
∥∇ f (Kgi)∥2 +

1
2L
∥∇ f (Kgi)∥2

= − 1
2L
∥∇ f (Kgi)∥2

< − ε2

2L
.

Summing over i = 0, . . . , T − 1 yields:

f (KgT)− f (Kg0) < −
ε2T
2L
≤ f⋆ − f (Kg0),

which implies f (KgT) < f⋆ - a contradiction. Thus, ∥∇ f (Kgt)∥ ≤ ε for some t ≤ T. By [HS25,
Lemma 3.8], the gradient norm is non-increasing, so ∥∇ f (KgT)∥ ≤ ∥∇ f (Kgt)∥ ≤ ε as claimed. ■

4.3. Non-commutative duality for the log-norm function. Suppose f : (G/K)R → R is a geodesi-
cally convex function, and f⋆ = infg∈G f (Kg). The convexity implies that

f (Kg) = f⋆ ⇐⇒ ∇ f (Kg) = 0.

In [BFG+19], the authors gave a quantitative generalization of this equivalence for the Kempf-
Ness function Fv, associated to a representation π : G→ GL(V) and 0 ̸= v ∈ V.

Definition 4.7. Assume that Tm(C) ≤ G ≤ GLm(C) is symmetric and π : G → GL(V) is a rational
representation with weights Ω(π) = {ω1, ω2, . . . , ωN} ⊂ Zm.

• The weight norm of π is defined as

N(π) := max
ω∈Ω(π)

∥ω∥2.
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• The weight margin of π is defined as

γ(π) := min
{

dist
(
0, conv(S)

)
| S ⊂ Ω(π), 0 /∈ conv(S)

}
,

where dist(0, conv(S)) = min{∥p∥2 | p ∈ conv(S)} is the Euclidean distance from the origin to
conv(S).

The weight norm and the weight margin quantifies the proximity to the optimal value in terms
of the gradient norm:

Theorem 4.8 (Non-commutative duality). Let π : G → GL(V) be a rational representation of a sym-
metric subgroup Tm(C) ≤ G ≤ GLm(C). Let 0 ̸= v ∈ V and Fv(Kg) = log ∥g · v∥ be the Kempf-Ness
function associated to v. Then,

1− ∥∇Fv(Kg)∥F

γ(π)
≤ infh∈G ∥h · v∥2

∥g · v∥2 ≤ 1− ∥∇Fv(Kg)∥2
F

4N(π)2 .

Proof. See [BFG+19, Theorem 1.17]. ■

Non-commutative duality shows that small gradient norm implies proximity to the optimal
value. The upper bound in Theorem 4.8 follows from the following bound on the smoothness of
the Kempf-Ness function.

Lemma 4.9. Let π : G → GL(V) be a rational representation of a symmetric subgroup G ≤ GLm(C).
The Kempf-Ness function Fv associated to 0 ̸= v ∈ V is 2N(π)2-smooth.

Proof. See [BFG+19, Proposition 3.13]. ■

An application of Theorem 4.5 to the Kempf-Ness function Fv with g = Im and H = −∇Fv(Kg)
2N(π)2

gives the upper bound in Theorem 4.8, see [BFG+19, Theorem 3.23].
The lower bound in Theorem 4.8 seems to be much more interesting. In general, it is not easy to

estimate the weight margin γ(π) given the weights. A general lower bound on the weight margin
is given in [BFG+19, Theorem 6.10]:

Proposition 4.10. Suppose G ≤ GLm1(C) × · · · × GLmk(C) and Tm1(C) × · · · × Tmk(C) ≤ G. If
π : G→ GL(V) is a rational representation of G, then γ(π) ≥ N(π)1−m m−1 where m := m1 + · · ·+mk
and N(π) is the weight norm of π.

For general representations, Theorem 4.10 seems to be sharp. In special cases, it is possible to
give better lower bounds, such as when the weight matrix M is totally unimodular. Recall that an
integer matrix M is called totally unimodular if all of its subdeterminants are 0,±1.

Proposition 4.11 ([BFG+19, Corollary 6.11]). Let G ≤ GLm(C) be a symmetric subgroup that contains
Tm(C). Suppose π : G → GL(V) is a rational representation with weight matrix M ∈ Zm×N . If M is
totally unimodular, then

γ(π) ≥ m−
3
2 .

4.4. Strongly convex optimization. We now consider the class of strongly convex functions on
manifolds. This subject seems to be overlooked in [BFG+19]: This is due to fact that the Kempf-
Ness function is in general not strongly convex.

Definition 4.12. A smooth geodesically convex function f : (G/K)R → R is called µ-strongly convex
(µ > 0) on a sublevel set S := {Kg ∈ (G/K)R | f (Kg) ≤ f (Kg0)} if

⟨H,∇2 f (Kg)H⟩ ≥ µ∥H∥2
F

for all Kg ∈ S and H ∈ i Lie(K). Equivalently, the smallest eigenvalue of ∇2 f (Kg) is at least µ.
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This condition implies that the function grows at least quadratically in all directions, which is
crucial for establishing fast convergence rates. The gradient descent algorithm for strongly convex
functions exhibit linear convergence rates, giving rise to O(log 1

ε )-time algorithms.

Remark 3. Strongly convex functions enjoy a similar inequality as Theorem 4.5: f (KeH g) ≥ f (Kg) +
⟨∇ f (Kg), H⟩+ µ

2 ∥H∥2
F. When specialized to eH g = arg minKg f (Kg), we obtain the Polyak-Łojasiewicz

inequality:

f (Kg)− f⋆ ≤
1

2µ
∥∇ f (Kg)∥2,

see [Bou23, Lemma 11.28] for the details. We note in particular that the Polyak-Łojasiewicz inequality
quantifies proximity to the optimal value in terms of the gradient bound and serves a similar role as the
lower bound in non-commutative duality Theorem 4.8.

The convergence of the smooth gradient descent for strongly convex functions on Euclidean
spaces is well-known [BV11]. The iteration complexity is generally scales with L

µ , the condition
number of the Hessian. The following is a geodesically convex generalization, see [Bou23, Theo-
rem 11.29].

Theorem 4.13. If f : (G/K)R → R is L-smooth and µ-strongly convex on S := {Kg | f (Kg) ≤ f (Kg0)},
then the iteration (23) with initial point g0 satisfies

(24) f (KgT)− f⋆ ≤
(

1− µ

L

)T
( f (Kg0)− f⋆)

Corollary 4.14. With the assumptions of Theorem 4.13 and κ := L
µ , we have f (KgT)− f⋆ < ε for

T = κ log
(

f (Kg0)− f⋆
ε

)
.

Proof. Taking the logarithm of (24) and using log(1− κ−1) < −κ−1 (which holds since κ ≥ 1),

log ( f (KgT)− f⋆) < −
T
κ
+ log ( f (Kg0)− f⋆) ≤ log(ε).

Hence, f (KgT)− f⋆ < ε, establishing the claim. ■

5. PRECONDITIONING LINEAR SYSTEMS

In this section we consider preconditioning matrices. We will prove Theorem 2.2 (i), and Theo-
rems 2.5 and 2.6.

5.1. Convexity of log-condition. We establish the geodesic convexity of the log-condition num-
ber function CA(K(X, Y)) = log κ(XAY−1) (defined in Eq. (12)) for arbitrary unitarily invariant
norms as a direct consequence of the Heinz-Kato inequality [Hei51, Kat61]. The following ver-
sion of the Heinz-Kato inequality, stated for an arbitrary unitarily invariant matrix norm, is due
to Kittaneh [Kit93, Theorem 1] and Bhatia and Davis [BD95].

Lemma 5.1 (The Heinz-Kato inequality). Suppose A ∈ Cm×n and ∥ · ∥ is a unitarily invariant matrix
norm on Cm×n. Then, for any pair of positive definite matrices X ∈ PD(m) and Y ∈ PD(n),

∥
√

XA
√

Y∥2 ≤ ∥A∥ ∥XAY∥.

We recall that every positive definite matrix X admits a unique positive definite square root√
X, i.e., a positive definite matrix that satisfies (

√
X)2 = X. For a Hermitian matrix H, one

easily confirms
√

etH = e
t
2 H. Hence, the Heinz-Kato inequality implies that the function f (t) :=

∥etH1 AetH2∥ satisfies f 2(t/2) ≤ f (0) f (t) for positive t ∈ R>0. This will be enough to prove the
log-convexity of f (t).
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Proposition 5.2. Suppose B ∈ Cm×n and ∥ · ∥ is a unitarily invariant matrix norm on Cm×n. Then, for
any pair of Hermitian matrices H1 ∈ Herm(m) and H2 ∈ Herm(n), the following function is convex:

(25) h(t) = log ∥etH1 BetH2∥.

Proof. Since log ∥etH1 BetH2∥ is continuous, is suffices to prove the mid-point convexity, i.e.,

(26) log ∥e s+t
2 H1 Be

s+t
2 H2∥ ≤ 1

2

(
log ∥esH1 AesH2∥ + log ∥etH1 BetH2∥

)
for arbitrary s < t. We rearrange

(27) e
s+t

2 H1 Be
s+t

2 H2 = e
t−s

2 H1
(

esH1 BesH2
)

e
t−s

2 H2 .

Noting that e
t−s

2 H1 =
√

e(t−s)H1 (and similarly for H2), we apply the Heinz-Kato inequality to the
right-hand side of Eq. (27), yielding

∥e s+t
2 H1 Be

s+t
2 H2∥2 ≤ ∥esH1 BesH2∥ ∥e(t−s)H1 esH1 BesH2 e(t−s)H2∥ = ∥esH1 BesH2∥ ∥etH1 BetH2∥.

This inequality is equivalent to Eq. (26), completing the proof. ■

We now prove Theorem 2.2 (i).

Proof of Theorem 2.2 (i). We set B := XAY−1 and B† = YA†X−1. Then we express CA(etH1 X, etH2Y)
as

CA(etH1 X, etH2Y) = log ∥etH1 Be−tH2∥+ log ∥etH2 B†e−tH1∥.

By Theorem 5.2, both terms are convex in t. Thus, CA(etH1 X, etH2Y) is convex in t, and by Theo-
rem 2.1 of geodesic convexity, CA is geodesically convex on (G/K)R. ■

Remark 4. The proof of Theorem 2.2 shows even more generally that the function

CA,B(K(X, Y)) := log κ(XAY−1, YBX−1)

is geodesically convex, where κ(A, B) := ∥A∥1∥B∥2 is the cross condition number induced by ∥ · ∥1 and
∥ · ∥2. The convexity of log κ(XAY−1) is then a special case as κ(A, A†) = κ(A).

An important case that we will deal in the next chapters is when both Cm×n and Cn×m are
endowed with the Frobenius norm. In this case, the geodesic convexity of CA (K(X, Y)) follows
from Example 3: We may write

κF(A) := ∥A∥F∥A†∥F = ∥A⊗ A†∥

where the latter norm on Cm×n ⊗Cn×m is induced from the inner product on tensor product, de-
fined by ⟨A⊗ B, C ⊗ D⟩ = tr(A∗C) tr(B∗D) and linearly extending to the whole tensor product.
Hence, optimization of κF(A) is equivalent to the optimization of the Kempf-Ness function asso-
ciated to A⊗ A†, where the action of GLm(C)×GLn(C) on Cm×n ⊗Cn×m is given by

(X, Y) · (A⊗ B) = XAY−1 ⊗YBX−1.

Consequently, the cross condition number log κF(XAY−1, YBX−1) becomes the Kempf-Ness func-
tion associated to the vector A ⊗ B, and when specialized to B = A†, log κF(XAY−1) becomes
the Kempf-Ness function associated to A ⊗ A†. Hence, it is geodesically convex on (G/K)R by
Example 3.
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5.2. The gradient of the log-condition. In this section, we will analyse the parameters govern-
ing the complexity of the gradient descent for the log-condition number. Specifically, we seek to
bound the smoothness parameter of CA (Theorem 4.4). This is only possible if CA is smooth, i.e.,
when the matrix norm is a smooth function. For instance, the operator norm ∥diag(1 + t, 1 −
t)∥op = |t| for t ∈ (−1, 1) fails to be differentiable at t = 0. To circumvent this, we instead work
with the Frobenius norm ∥A∥2

F = tr(A∗A), which is smooth and induces the Frobenius condition
number/cross condition number:

κF(A) := ∥A∥F∥A†∥F, κF(A, B) := ∥A∥F ∥B∥F.

We will study the log-condition/cross-condition function

CA
(
K(X, Y)

)
:= log κF(XAY−1), CA,B

(
K(X, Y)

)
:= log κF(XAY−1, YBX−1),

defined on the symmetric space (G/K)R, where G ≤ GLm(C)×GLn(C) and K = G ∩Um ×Un is
its maximal compact subgroup. Clearly, CA = CA,A† .

We note that CA,B(K(X, Y)) is the Kempf-Ness function associated to A⊗ B (Example 3), where
the action of GLm(C)×GLn(C) on Cm×n ⊗Cn×m is given by

π(X, Y)(A⊗ B) = XAY−1 ⊗YBX−1.

That is,
CA,B(K(X, Y)) = log ∥π(X, Y)(A⊗ B)∥,

where the norm on Cm×n ⊗Cn×m is given by ∥A⊗ B∥ = ∥A∥F∥B∥F.

Lemma 5.3. For H = (H1, H2) ∈ i Lie(K), the Lie algebra action of H on A⊗ B is given by

Π(H) (A⊗ B) = (H1A− AH2)⊗ B + A⊗ (H2B− BH1) .

Proof. We have

Π(H)A⊗ B =
d
dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

π(etH1 , etH2) A⊗ B =
d
dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

etH1 Ae−tH2 ⊗ etH2 Be−tH1 .

Using d
dt etH = HetH and the product rule, we get

d
dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

etH1 Ae−tH2 ⊗ etH2 Be−tH1 = (H1A− AH2)⊗ B + A⊗ (H2B− BH1) .

■

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Theorem 4.3 gives

⟨∇CA(K(X, Y)), H⟩ = ⟨Π(H)E, E⟩

where E = (X, Y) · A⊗A†

∥A⊗A†∥ . Denote B := XAY−1. By Theorem 5.3, we have

⟨Π(H)E, E⟩ =
⟨(H1B− BH2)⊗ B† + B⊗

(
H2B† − B†H1

)
, B⊗ B†⟩

∥B⊗ B†∥2

=
tr ( (H1B− BH2)∗B )× ∥B†∥2

F + tr
(
(H2B† − B†H1)

∗B† )× ∥B∥2
F

∥B∥2
F∥B†∥2

F

=
tr(H1BB∗)
∥B∥2

F
− tr(H2B∗B)

∥B∥2
F
− tr(H1(B†)∗B†)

∥B†∥2
F

+
tr(H2B†(B†)∗)

∥B†∥2
F

= tr(H1P) + tr(H2Q)

where

P :=
BB∗

∥B∥2
F
− (B†)∗B†

∥B†∥2
F

, Q := − B∗B
∥B∥2

F
+

B†(B†)∗

∥B†∥2
F

.
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By the definition of the inner product (13) on Lie(G), we have

⟨H,∇CA(K(X, Y))⟩ = tr(H1∇CA(K(X, Y))1) + tr(H2∇CA(K(X, Y))2)

for all H = (H1, H2) ∈ i Lie(K). Here, ∇CA(K(X, Y))i denotes the projection onto the i-th compo-
nent of Lie(G) ⊂ Cm×m ⊕Cn×n. Comparing with above, we deduce that

∇CA(K(X, Y)) = projLie(G) (P, Q) ,

where projLie(G) is the orthogonal projection with respect to the inner product (13). ■

5.3. Weights for preconditioning.

Left preconditioning. We first specialize to the action of G ≤ GLm(C) and consider only left pre-
conditioners. We start by computing the weights for the representation of G on Cm×n ⊗ Cn×m

via

(28) X · (A⊗ B) = XA⊗ BX−1.

We will call this action left preconditioning.

Lemma 5.4 (Weights of the left preconditioning action). Let G ≤ GLm(C) be a symmetric subgroup
containing Tm(C). The weights of the action (28) are

ωij = ei − ej for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m,

where each ωij is repeated n2 times and {ei} are the standard basis vectors in Zm.

Proof. The elementary matrices Eik⊗ El j form a basis for Cm×n⊗Cn×m. For X = diag(t1, . . . , tm) ∈
Tm(C), we compute:

X · (Eik ⊗ El j) = (XEik)⊗ (El jX−1) = (tiEik)⊗ (El jt−1
j ) = (tit−1

j )Eik ⊗ El j.

Thus, Eik ⊗ El j, 1 ≤ k, l ≤ n is a simultaneous eigenvector of Tm(C) with weight ei − ej. ■

Theorem 5.4 shows that the weight matrix Ml ∈ Zm2n2×m of left-preconditioning is of the form

Ml :=


...

ei − ej
...


where 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m and the row ei − ej is repeated n2 times.

Lemma 5.5. Ml is totally unimodular.

Proof. We note that (Ml)
T is the incidence matrix of the complete directed graph Kn. By a standard

argument, Ml is totally unimodular, see e.g. [Sch99, Section 19, Example 2]. ■

We can lower bound the weight margin of left-preconditioning using total unimodularity.

Corollary 5.6. The weight norm and the weight margin (Theorem 4.7) for left-preconditioning satisfies

Nl =
√

2, γl ≥ m−
3
2 .

Proof. Nl =
√

2 follows from ∥ei − ej∥ =
√

2. The bound for the weight margin follows from
Theorems 4.11 and 5.5. ■

Theorems 4.8 and 4.9 yields:
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Corollary 5.7. Let A ∈ Cm×n, B ∈ Cn×m and denote

CA,B(KX) := log ∥XA∥F + log ∥BX−1∥F,

the logarithm of the cross condition number κF(XA, BX−1).
Then CA,B(KX) is 4-smooth. Moreover, for X ∈ G,(

κF(XA, BX−1)

κ⋆F

)2

≤
(

1−m
3
2 ∥∇CA,B(KX)∥

)−1
,

where κ⋆F := minX∈G κF(XA, BX−1).

Left-right preconditioning. We now compute the weights for left-right preconditioning.

Lemma 5.8 (Weights for left-right preconditioning). Let G ≤ GLm(C) × GLn(C) be a symmetric
subgroup containing Tm(C)× Tn(C). Under the action

(X, Y) · (A⊗ B) = XAY−1 ⊗YBX−1

on Cm×n ⊗Cn×m, the weights are

ωijkl := (ei − ej, ek − el), 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m, 1 ≤ k, l ≤ n,

where {ei}m
i=1 and {ek}n

k=1 are the standard basis vectors for Zm and Zn respectively.

Proof. The elementary matrices Eik ⊗ El j form a basis of Cm×n ⊗ Cn×m. For a pair of diagonal
matrices, X = diag(t1, . . . , tm) and Y = diag(s1, . . . , sn)), we compute:

(X, Y) · (Eik ⊗ El j) = (tis−1
k )Eik ⊗ (slt−1

j )El j = (tit−1
j s−1

k sl)Eik ⊗ El j.

Thus, each Eik ⊗ El j is an eigenvector with weight (ei − ej, ek − el) ∈ Zm ×Zn. ■

Hence, the weight matrix Mlr ∈ Zm2n2×(m+n) of the left-right preconditioning is of the form

Mlr :=


...

...
ei − ej ek − el

...
...


Lemma 5.9. Mlr is totally unimodular.

Proof. We can write M =
(

Ml Mr
)
∈ Zm2n2×(m+n), where Ml ∈ Zm2n2×m has rows ei − ej and

Mr ∈ Zm2n2×n has rows ek − el . Assume without loss of generality that m ≥ n. Let N ∈ Zm×m be
the Then, Mr is a submatrix of Ml . Hence, every submatrix of M can be identified with a submatrix
of Ml with possibly repeated rows. By Theorem 5.5, Ml is totally unimodular. This implies that
every submatrix of M has determinant 0,±1. ■

Corollary 5.10. The weight norm and the weight margin for the left-right preconditioning satisfies

Nlr = 2, γlr ≥ (m + n)−
3
2 .

Proof. Nlr = 2 follows from ∥(ei − ej) ⊕ (ek − el)∥ = 2. For the weight margin bound we use
Theorems 4.11 and 5.9. ■

By Theorems 4.8 and 4.9 we get:

Corollary 5.11. Let A ∈ Cm×n, B ∈ Cn×m and denote

CA,B(K(X, Y)) := log ∥(X, Y) · (A⊗ B)∥ = log ∥XAY−1∥F + log ∥YBX−1∥F,

the logarithm of the cross condition number κF(XAY−1, YBX−1).
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Then CA,B is 8-smooth. Moreover, for (X, Y) ∈ G,(
κF(XAY−1, YBX−1)

κ⋆F

)2

≤
(

1− (m + n)
3
2 ∥∇CA,B(K(X, Y))∥

)−1
,

where κ⋆F := minX∈G κF(XAY−1, YBX−1).

5.4. Complexity analysis of smooth gradient descent. We now analyze the iteration complexity
of smooth gradient descent for minimizing the log-cross condition number function CA,B.

Theorem 5.12. Let G be either (i) a symmetric subgroup of GLm(C)×GLn(C) with Tm(C)× Tn(C) ≤
G, where Tm(C) is the group of diagonal elements, or (ii) a symmetric subgroup of GLm(C) with Tm(C) ≤
G.

Let A ∈ Cm×n and B ∈ Cn×m be matrices, denote by κ⋆F := inf(X,Y)∈G κF(XAY−1, YBX−1) the optimal
cross condition number we can achieve by preconditioning A and B with an element (X, Y) ∈ G, and
ε > 0.

There is a first-order (gradient descent) algorithm, with constant step-size η = 1/8 and the initial point
(X0, Y0) := (Im, In), that reaches a group element (X, Y), such that log κF(XAY−1, YBX−1)− log κ⋆F < ε
in

T = O
( log (κF(A, B)/κ⋆F)

ε2 max(m3, n3)
)

iterations.

Proof. Set ε′ := (m + n)−3/2ε. By Theorems 5.7 and 5.11, CA,B is an 8-smooth function and Theo-
rem 4.6 guarantees that gradient descent finds (X, Y) with ∥∇CA,B(K(X, Y))∥ ≤ ε′ in:

T = O
(

log(κF(A, B)/κ⋆F)

(ε′)2

)
= O

(
(m + n)3 log(κF(A, B)/κ⋆F)

ε2

)
iterations. Theorems 5.7 and 5.11 give(

κ⋆F
κF(XAY−1, YBX−1)

)2

=

(
min(X,Y)∈G ∥(X, Y) · (A⊗ B)∥

∥(X, Y) · (A⊗ B)∥

)2

≥ 1− (m + n)3/2ε′ = 1− ε.

Taking logarithms and rearranging (for ε < 0.5) yields:

2 log
(

κF(XAY−1, YBX−1)

κ⋆F

)
≤ − log(1− ε) < 2ε,

completing the proof. ■

5.5. Strongly convex optimization. We now establish Theorem 2.5. The key insight is that the
log-condition number for left-preconditioning becomes strongly convex when restricted to appro-
priate sublevel sets.

Proposition 5.13 (Hessian bound for condition number). Let m ≤ n, A ∈ Cm×n be full rank
(rk(A) = m), and G ≤ SLm(C) a symmetric subgroup with K := G ∩ SUm. The Hessian of CA(KX) =
log κF(XA) satisfies:

(29)
1
2
⟨H,∇2CA(I)H⟩ = tr(H2P)

tr(P)
− tr2(HP)

tr2(P)
+

tr(H2P−1)

tr(P−1)
− tr2(HP−1)

tr2(P−1)

where P := XAA∗X∗. Moreover, on the sublevel set S := {KX ∈ (G/K)R | CA(KX) ≤ CA(I)}, the
smallest eigenvalue of ∇2CA(KX) is bounded below by 4/κ2

F(A).

Remark 5. The restriction to the sublevel set S is natural in optimization, as we typically start from the
identity matrix and seek improvement. The proposition shows that the landscape becomes increasingly
favorable as we approach the optimal preconditioner.
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Proof. We first prove the formula for the Hessian. As CA(X) = log ∥XA∥F + log ∥A†X−1∥F, we can
compute the Hessian as the sum of the Hessian of each summand. By Theorem 4.3, the Hessian of
the first summand at X is given by

1
2
⟨∇2(log ∥XA∥F)H, H⟩ =

tr
(
(H2B)∗B

)
∥B∥2

F
− tr ((HB)∗B)

∥B∥4
F

,

where B = XA. Similarly, the Hessian of the second summand is

1
2
⟨∇2(log ∥AX−1∥F)H, H⟩ =

tr
(
(B†H2)∗B†)
∥B†∥2

F
−

tr
(
(B†H)∗B†)
∥B†∥4

F

by Theorem 4.3. Setting P = BB∗, we obtain (29).
We now prove the lower bound. Let P = AA∗ (positive definite since rk(A) = m). By Theo-

rem 5.14 below:
tr(H2P)

tr(P)
− tr2(HP)

tr2(P)
≥ ∥H∥2

F
κ1(P)

where κ1(P) = tr(P) tr(P−1). Applying the same lemma to P−1 yields:

tr(H2P−1)

tr(P−1)
− tr2(HP−1)

tr2(P−1)
≥ ∥H∥2

F
κ1(P)

Since tr(P) = ∥A∥2
F and tr(P−1) = ∥A†∥2

F, we have κ1(P) = κ2
F(A). Thus:

⟨H,∇2CA(I)H⟩ ≥ 4∥H∥2
F

κ2
F(A)

For KX ∈ S, let B = XA. Then ∇2CA(KX) = ∇2CB(I), and since KX ∈ S, we have κF(B) ≤
κF(A), so:

λmin(∇2CA(Kg)) ≥ 4
κ2

F(B)
≥ 4

κ2
F(A)

■

Lemma 5.14. Suppose P ∈ PD(m) is a positive definite matrix. Then, for any H ∈ Herm(m) with
tr(H) = 0 we have

(30)
tr(H2P)

tr(P)
− tr2(HP)

tr2(P)
≥ ∥H∥2

F
κ1(P)

,

where κ1(P) := tr(P) tr(P−1) denotes the condition number of P with respect to the trace norm.

Proof. Note that both sides of Eq. (30) are invariant under conjugating both P and H with a unitary
matrix, and by scaling P with a positive real number. Hence, we may assume without loss of
generality that P = diag(p1, p2, . . . , pm) is diagonal and tr(P) = 1. Moreover, a straightforward
computation shows that Eq. (30) holds trivially for P = λIm. Hence, we may assume without loss
of generality that pi ̸= pj for some i ̸= j.

We prove the statement in two steps. We first show using Weyl’s inequality that Eq. (30) holds
for a traceless, diagonal matrix H. Then, we prove that the left-hand side of Eq. (30) takes its
minimum at a diagonal matrix, which then finishes the proof.

We define f (H) to be the left-hand side of Eq. (30). We first show that f (H) ≥ ∥H∥2
Fκ−1

1 (P)
holds for diagonal H with tr(H) = 0. Equivalently, we show that f (H) ≥ κ−1

1 (P) for a diagonal
H ∈ Herm(m) with ∥H∥2

F = 1 and tr(H) = 0.
Assume H = diag(x1, x2, . . . , xm) with ∑m

i=1 xi = 0 and ∑m
i=1 x2

i = 1. Then, we can lower bound
the term

(31)
tr(H2P)

tr(P)
− tr2(HP)

tr2(P)
= xT

(
P− ppT

)
x
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by the smallest eigenvalue of D1 := P− ppT on the subspace {x ∈ Rm | ∑i xi = 0} (recall that we
assume tr P = 1). In fact, note that D1 is positive semi-definite, and all-ones vector 1m lies in its
kernel. By ∑i xi = 0, the vector x is orthogonal to 1m, so we can further lower bound

xT
(

P− ppT
)

x = xTD1x ≥ λn−1(D1),

where λ1(D1) ≥ λ2(D1) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(D1) denote the ordered eigenvalues of D1 so λn−1(D1) is the
second smallest eigenvalue of D1.

Now D1 = diag(p)− ppT is a rank one perturbation of diag(p). By Weyl’s inequality we have

λn−1(D1) ≥ λn(diag(p)) + λn−1(−ppT) = λn(diag(p)) = pmin,

where pmin := mini pi. Here, the second to last equality holds since ppT is rank one. We deduce
that f (H) ≥ λmin(P) for P with tr(P) = 1, and f (H) ≥ λmin(P) tr−1(P) for general positive
definite P. Hence,

tr(H2P)
tr(P)

− tr2(HP)
tr2(P)

≥ λmin(P)∥H∥2
F

tr(P)
≥ ∥H∥2

F
tr(P) tr(P−1)

=
∥H∥2

F
κ1(P)

,

where we use 1
λmin(P) ≤ tr(P−1) in the last inequality. This proves the statement for diagonal H

with tr(H) = 0.
We will now finish the proof by showing that the minimum of f (H)/∥H∥2

F occurs when H is
diagonal. We compute the gradient of f at H:

∇ f (H) =
HP + PH

tr P
− 2

tr(HP)P
tr2 P

.

Assume that H minimizes f (H) on the unit sphere S := {H ∈ Herm(m) | ∥H∥2
F = 1, tr H = 0}.

The tangent space TH(S) of S at H equals {H′ ∈ Herm(m) | tr(HH′) = 0, tr H′ = 0}, i.e.,
the orthogonal complement of the line spanned by H. Hence, we have 0 = projTH(S)∇ f (H).
A direct computation yields tr (∇ f (H)) = 0 and tr (H∇ f (H)) = 2 f (H). This implies that
projTH(S)∇ f (H) = ∇ f (H) − tr (∇ f (H)) Im − tr (∇ f (H)H) H = ∇ f (H) − 2 f (H)H and we de-
duce

(32) ∇ f (H) = 2 f (H)H.

To reach a contradiction, we assume that H is not diagonal, say Hij ̸= 0 for i ̸= j. Then, by looking
at the (i, j)-entry of both sides of Eq. (32) we have

Hij(pi + pj)

∑n
i=1 pi

= 2 f (H)Hij.

Hence, if H is a minimum of f (H) on S and Hij ̸= 0 for some i ̸= j, then

(33) 2 f (H) =
pi + pj

∑n
k=1 pk

Indeed, Eq. (33) holds for H = 1√
2

(
Eij + Eji

)
where Eij is the elementary matrix with 1 at (i, j)-th

entry and zeros elsewhere.
On the other hand, consider the diagonal matrix D = 1√

2

(
Eii − Ejj

)
for i ̸= j. Then a straight-

forward calculation yields

2 f (D) =
pi + pj

∑n
k=1 pk

−
(

pi − pj

∑n
i=1 pi

)2

.

Comparing with Eq. (33), we obtain f (D) ≤ f (H). This proves that f takes its minimum on S at a
diagonal matrix and finishes the proof. ■

We now prove Theorem 2.5.
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Proof of Theorem 2.5. We first note that tr (∇CA(X)) = 0 for every X ∈ G. Hence, we have
det exp(− 1

L∇CA(X)) = 1 by the formula det exp(H) = exp(tr(H)). Since the starting point of
the gradient descent algorithm is g0 = Im, this shows that the gradient descent algorithm gives
iterates inside the subgroup G∩ SLm(C). Consequently, we may assume without loss of generality
that G ≤ SLm(C).

By Theorems 5.7 and 5.13: CA is 4-smooth and (4/κ2
F(A))-strongly convex on the sublevel set

S = {Kg | CA(Kg) ≤ CA(I)}.
Hence, Theorem 4.14 applied to the function CA gives log κF(XA)− log κ⋆ < ε, for

T = κ2
F(A) log

(
log(κF(A)/κ⋆F)

ε

)
iterations of the smooth gradient descent. This concludes the proof. ■

6. PRECONDITIONING POLYNOMIAL SYSTEMS

6.1. Setup. Suppose d ≥ 1 is a number and let Pn,d := C[x1, . . . , xn]≤d denote the vector space of
polynomials of degree at most d. A basis of Pn,d is given by the monomials xα, α ∈ Nn where
xα := xα1

1 xα2
2 . . . xαn

n .
The general linear group GLn(C) acts on Pn,d by applying a linear change of variables

(Y · f )(x) := f (Y−1x), Y ∈ GLn(C), f ∈ Pn,d.

We want to endow Pn,d with an inner product that is invariant under the action of the unitary
group, Un. We consider the decomposition

Pn,d = H0 ⊕H1 ⊕ · · · ⊕Hd

whereHe := C[x1, x2, . . . , xn]e is the space of homogeneous polynomials of degree e.

Definition 6.1. We define the Bombieri-Weyl inner product on He as the unique inner product satisfy-
ing

⟨xα, xβ⟩ =
{

0 if α ̸= β
α1!α2!...αn !

e! otherwise

The orthonormal basis {(e
α)

1
2 xα | |α| = e} with respect to the Bombieri-Weyl inner product is called the

Weyl’s basis. In this basis we have
⟨ f , g⟩ = ∑

α

fαgα

for f = ∑α

√
(e

α) fαxα and g = ∑α

√
(e

α) gαxα.

The Bombieri-Weyl inner product linearly extends to Pn,d by

⟨ f , g⟩ =
d

∑
k=0
⟨ f (k), g(k)⟩Hi ,

where f (k) denotes the degree k form of f .
The following is the defining property of the Bombieri-Weyl inner product:

Lemma 6.2. Bombieri-Weyl inner product is unitarily invariant. That is,

⟨U · f , U · g⟩ = ⟨ f , g⟩, U ∈ Un, f , g ∈ Pn,d.

Proof. See [BC13, Theorem 16.3]. ■

Remark 6. Bombieri-Weyl inner product is suited to work with dense polynomials, i.e., polynomials that
have most terms with non-zero coefficients. Later we will work with sparse polynomials where we only
insist on monomials being orthogonal to each other.
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6.2. Polynomial Systems and Condition Number. Suppose d = (d1, d2, . . . , dm) is a degree pattern.
We define the vector space of polynomial systems with degree pattern d:

Pn,d := Pn,d1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Pn,dm .

We note that the dimension of Pn,d equals

dimPn,d =
m

∑
i=1

(
n + di

di

)
.

The Bombieri-Weyl inner product extends to systems in Pn,d by setting

(34) ⟨ f , g⟩ :=
m

∑
i=1
⟨ fi, gi⟩,

for f = ( f1, f2, . . . , fm) and g = (g1, g2, . . . , gm).

Definition 6.3. Let f = ( f1, f2, . . . , fm) with fi ∈ C[x1, . . . , xn] for i ∈ [m]. The Bombieri-Weyl norm of
f is defined as

∥ f∥W :=

√
m

∑
i=1
⟨ fi, fi⟩

where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the Bombieri-Weyl inner product (Theorem 6.1).

We consider two group actions on Pn,d ×Cn: On the one hand, the group GLn(C) acts on Pn,d
via linear changes of variables and on Cn by matrix-vector multiplication. On the other hand,
GLm(C) acts on Pn,d by shuffling f1, f2, . . . , fm, i.e., replacing each fi with a linear combination of
f1, f2, . . . , fm. We assume that GLm(C) acts on Cn trivially. It is straightforward to check that these
two actions commute: For X ∈ GLm(C) and Y ∈ GLn(C), applying first X then Y to ( f , ξ) is the
same as applying Y first and X second.

Lemma 6.4. The Bombieri-Weyl inner product on Pn,d is unitarily invariant, that is, given two unitary
matrices U1 ∈ Um and U2 ∈ Un,

⟨(U1, U2) · f , (U1, U2) · g⟩ = ⟨ f , g⟩
for every f , g ∈ Pn,d.

Proof. We first prove the invariance under the action of U2:

⟨U2 · f , U2 · g⟩ =
m

∑
i=1
⟨U2 · fi, U2 · gi⟩ =

m

∑
i=1
⟨ fi, gi⟩ = ⟨ f , g⟩,

where we use Theorem 6.2 in the second equality.
We now prove the invariance under the shuffling action of U1:

⟨U1 · f , U1 · g⟩ =
n

∑
i=1

〈 m

∑
j=1

(U1)ij f j,
m

∑
k=1

(U1)ikgk

〉
=

n

∑
i=1

m

∑
j=1

m

∑
k=1

(U1)ij(U1)ik⟨ f j, gk⟩ =
n

∑
i=1
⟨ fi, gi⟩ = ⟨ f , g⟩

where the second to last equality follows from U1U∗1 = Im. ■

Remark 7. The action of GLn(C) on polynomial systems by a change of variables does not respect sparsity
patterns of the polynomial system. Therefore, this action is more suitable for dense polynomials. On the other
hand, the shuffling action preserves the sparsity of the unmixed systems f , i.e., systems where supp( fi) ⊂
Nn are all same.

Definition 6.5. Suppose ∥ · ∥ is a matrix norm on Cn×m. Given a system f ∈ Pn,d and ξ ∈ Cn, we define
the local condition number µ( f , ξ) with respect to ∥ · ∥ as

µ( f , ξ) = ∥ f∥W ∥D†
ξ ( f )∥,

where D†
ξ ( f ) denotes the Moore-Penrose inverse of the Jacobian Dξ( f ) of f at ξ.
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We want to analyse the effect of the action of GLm(C) × GLn(C) on Pn,d × Cn on the local
condition number µ( f , ξ). We first need to see how the Jacobian Dξ( f ) changes under the action.
The following follows from the chain rule.

Lemma 6.6. Suppose f ∈ Pn,d is a system of m polynomials, ξ ∈ Cn. For X ∈ GLm(C) and Y ∈ GLn(C)

DYξ((X, Y) · f ) = XDξ( f )Y−1.

For our purposes, the following observation is crucial.

Corollary 6.7. Suppose ∥ · ∥ is a unitarily invariant matrix norm on Cn×m. Then the local condition
number is unitarily invariant. That is, for every ( f , ξ) ∈ Pn,d ×Cn and two unitary matrices U1 ∈ Um
and U2 ∈ Un we have

µ((U1, U2) · f , U2ξ) = µ( f , ξ).

Proof. By Theorems 6.4 and 6.6 we have

µ ((U1, U2) · f , U2ξ) = ∥(U1, U2) · f∥W ∥U2 D†
ξ ( f )U−1

1 ∥ = ∥ f∥W ∥D†
ξ ( f )∥.

■

We now prove Theorem 2.2 (ii).

Proof of Theorem 2.2 (ii). We can write C( f ,ξ)(X, Y) = log ∥(X, Y) · f∥W + log ∥YDξ( f )X−1∥2. The
first summand is geodesically convex by Example 3, since it is the Kempf-Ness function associ-
ated to f and ∥ · ∥W arises from the unitarily invariant inner product (Theorem 6.4). The geo-
desic convexity of the second summand follows from Theorem 5.2. Hence, C( f ,ξ) the sum of two
geodesically convex functions, so it is geodesically convex. ■

6.3. Algorithm for the shuffling action. In this section we prove Theorem 2.8. As we discussed in
Section 2.5, the main point is that there is a reduction from preconditioning non-linear systems un-
der the shuffling action to the optimization of the cross condition number, κF(A, B) = ∥A∥F∥B∥F.

Lemma 6.8. Let f be a polynomial system and ξ ∈ Cn. Then there exists a matrix S f such that

µF(X · f , ξ) = ∥XS f∥F ∥D†
ξ ( f )X−1∥F

for every X ∈ GLm(C).

Before we prove it, we use Theorem 6.8 to prove Theorem 2.8.

Proof of Theorem 2.8 . Denote A := S f and B := D†
ξ ( f ). By Theorem 6.8 we have µF(X · f , ξ) =

∥XA∥ ∥BX−1∥F, which implies that C( f ,ξ)(KX) = CA,B(KX) for every X ∈ GLm(C). The theorem
then follows from Theorem 5.12. ■

We now prove Theorem 6.8:

Proof of Theorem 6.8. Let G f ∈ Cm×m be the Gram matrix of f , i.e.,

(G f )ij = ⟨ fi, f j⟩, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m.

Then, G f is Hermitian since the Bombieri-Weyl inner product is Hermitian, and it is positive semi-
definite since

v∗G f v =
∥∥∥ m

∑
i=1

vi fi

∥∥∥
W
≥ 0.

A straightforward computation shows that GX· f = XG f X∗ for X ∈ GLm(C).
Since G f is positive semi-definite, it has a Hermitian, positive semi-definite square root S f =√
G f . By GX· f = XG f X∗, we have SX· f = XS f . Moreover,

∥ f∥2
W =

m

∑
i=1
⟨ fi, fi⟩ = tr(G f ) = ∥S f∥2

F.
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Overall, we deduce that
∥X · f∥W = ∥XS f∥F

and this finishes the proof. ■

6.4. Shuffling and Change of Variables. We now consider the general case and assume that G ≤
GLm(C)×GLn(C) is a symmetric subgroup with Tm(C)× Tn(C) ≤ G.

We start by computing the weights of the action of GLm(C)×GLn(C) on Pn,d ⊗Cn×m via

(35) (X, Y) · ( f ⊗ A) := ((X, Y) · f )⊗YAX−1.

Lemma 6.9. The weights of (35) are of the form

ωi,j,α,l := (ei − ej,−α + el) ∈ Zm+n,

where 1 ≤ i, j ≤ m, 1 ≤ l ≤ n and α ∈Nn satisfies |α| ≤ D.

Proof. Pn,d admits a basis of the form

mi,α = (0, . . . , 0, xα, 0, . . . , 0)

where |α| ≤ di ≤ D. Then mi,α ⊗ Ekj is a basis of Pn,d ⊗Cn×m, where Ekj ∈ Cn×m is the elementary
matrix with a 1 in the kj-entry and zeros elsewhere.

For a pair of diagonal matrices X = diag(t1, . . . , tm), Y = diag(s1, . . . , sn) we compute

(X, Y) · (mi,α ⊗ Ekj) = (tis−αmi,α)⊗ (t−1
j skEkj) = tit−1

j s−αskmi,α ⊗ Ekj.

This shows that mi,α ⊗ Ekj is a weight vector of weight ωi,j,α,l . Since mi,α ⊗ Ekj form a basis, all
weights are of this form. ■

Lemma 6.10. The weight norm and the weight margin of (35) satisfy

N ≤ D + 2, γ ≥ (D + 2)1−m−n(m + n)−1.

Proof. We compute

∥ωi,j,α,l∥2 = ∥ei − ej∥2 + ∥α + el∥2 ≤ 2 + ∥α + el∥2
1 ≤ 2 + (D + 1)2 ≤ (D + 2)2.

This proves N ≤ D + 2.
For the lower bound of the weight margin, we apply Theorem 4.10: γ ≥ N1−m−n(m + n)−1 ≥

(D + 2)1−m−n(m + n)−1. ■

We can now prove Theorem 2.9.

Proof of Theorem 2.9. The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 5.12.
By Theorem 6.10, the local condition number function C( f ,ξ) is L := (D + 2)-smooth. Set ε′ := εγ

where γ := (D + 2)1−m−n(m + n)−1.
By Theorem 4.6, the gradient descent with step-size η = L−1 and (X0, Y0) = (Im, In) reaches a

group element (XT, YT) with ∥∇C( f ,ξ)∥ < ε′ in

T = O
(

L
(ε′)2 log

(
µF( f , ξ)

µ⋆
F

))
= O

(
L

γ2ε2 log
(

µF( f , ξ)

µ⋆
F

))
iterations. An application of Theorem 4.8 using the weight margin bound Theorem 6.10 yields(

µ⋆
F

µF((X, Y) · f , Yξ)

)2

=

(
min(X′,Y′)∈G ∥(X′, Y′) · ( f ⊗ D†

ξ ( f ))∥
∥(X, Y) · ( f ⊗ D†

ξ ( f ))∥

)2

≥ 1− ε′

γ
= 1− ε.

Taking logarithms and using log(1− ε) < 2ε for ε < 0.5 gives

2 log
(

µF((X, Y) · f , Yξ)

µ⋆
F

)
≤ − log(1− ε) < 2ε,

and this finishes the proof. ■
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6.5. Preconditioning Sparse Polynomial Systems. This section concerns preconditioning of un-
mixed sparse polynomial systems. In this setting, it is natural to preserve the sparsity patterns to
keep advantage of lower evaluation complexity compared to a dense polynomial equation. The
group that preserves sparsity is GLm(C)× (C×)n, where GLm(C) acts by the shuffling action and
(C×)n acts by scaling the variables.

We again consider the Weyl inner product on the space of sparse polynomial systems and we
aim to do optimization on(

GLm(C)× (C×)n) /(Um(C)× (S1)n) ∼= PDm(C)×Rn
>0.

There are two objectives in preconditioning of sparse polynomial systems. Let f = ( f1, . . . , fn)
be the system of equations and ξ ∈ (C×)n be a root of f .

(1) First objective is to scale the variables to ensure that the proportions of magnitudes |ξi |
|ξ j| of

the root are close to 1.
(2) Second objective is to use the action of GLm(C) to reduce the local condition number

µ( f , ξ).
It is also possible to use several roots on (C×)n and precondition them all together. We will for-
mulate a scheme that generalizes to several points seamlessly.

To our knowledge, the earlier works on this problem are [Ver00] and in [Mal23]. In [Ver00], Ver-
schelde uses Cox-coordinates for representing the solution space and aims to use homogeneities of
the Newton polytope to scale coordinates of the root vector. The main in this paper is to make the
coordinates of the root vector comparable to each other; essentially addressing the first intuition
above. The paper does not provide any theoretical analysis on the impact of the proposed idea to
condition numbers. In [Mal23], Malajovich uses a group action that he names "renormalization"
to bring every root to (1, 1, 1, . . . , 1), do the homotopy step there, and then revert back. The paper
build a rigorous theory to analyze complexity of homotopy algorithm when renormalization is
applied at every step. Results of Malajovich are essentially the first rigorous work to analyze com-
plexity of solving sparse polynomial system with homotopy continuation, and this is the main
purpose of the paper. Our approach is much more simple and directed towards preconditioning,
and it has the advantage of using two group actions at the same time.

Now we introduce our approach. The action of t = (t1, t2, . . . , tn) ∈ Rn
>0 on a polynomial p is

defined as
(t · p)(x1, x2, · · · , xn) := p(t−1

1 x1, t−1
2 x2, . . . , t−1

n xn),
where the inverses make t · p a left action.

We now introduce a function hξ(t) on Rn
>0, which is geodesically convex and takes its minimum

at a point t which satisfies ∀i, j, |ξi|t−1
i = |ξ j|t−1

j . To express hξ(t), we define the exponent vectors
ωi := nei − 1n, i = 1, 2, . . . , n, where ei denotes the i-th standard vector and 1n denotes the all-ones
vector. We set

hξ(t) := log

(
n

∑
i=1
|ξ|ωi t−ωi

)
,

defined on Rn
>0 where |ξ|ωi := ∏n

i=1 |ξ j|ωij .

Lemma 6.11. Suppose ξ ∈ (C×)n. Then hξ(t) is a geodesically convex function on (C×)n/(S1)n ∼= Rn
>0.

Moreover, every minimizer t of hξ satisfies

∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, |ξi|t−1
i = |ξ j|t−1

j .

Proof. By Theorem 2.1, hξ(t) is geodesically convex if and only if

hξ(esvt) = log

(
n

∑
i=1
|ξ|ωi t−ωi es⟨v,ωi⟩

)
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is convex as a function of s ∈ R for every v ∈ Rn and t ∈ (R>0)n. Note that each summand
|ξ|ωi t−ωi es⟨v,ωi⟩ is a logarithmically convex function of s and a sum of logarithmically convex
functions is logarithmically convex. This implies that hξ(esvt) is a convex function of s.

We now prove the second claim. A direct computation yields

⟨v,∇hξ(t)⟩ = ∂s=0 hξ(esvt)

=
∑n

i=1 |ξ|ωi t−ωi⟨v, ωi⟩
∑n

i=1 |ξ|ωi t−ωi
.

Hence, ∇hξ(t) = 0 if and only if ∑n
i=1 |ξ|ωi t−ωi ωi = 0. By the definition of ωi, we have

∇hξ(t) = 0 =⇒ ∀i, j, |ξ|ωi t−ωi = |ξ|ωj t−ωj .

This implies |ξi|t−1
i = |ξ j|t−1

j and finishes the proof. ■

We design our optimization problem as follows:

(36) min
X∈PD(n),t∈R+

n
µ
(

X ◦ (t · p), (t−1 · ξ)
)
+ hξ(t)

where µ is the local condition number. Note that hξ(t) is independent of the matrix X.

Proposition 6.12. The optimization problem posed in Equation (36) is a geodesically convex optimization
problem on the group PD(n)×Rn

>0.

Proof. µ
(
X ◦ (t · p), (t−1 · ξ)

)
is geodesically convex on the entire space as follows from Theo-

rem 2.2. hξ(t) is geodesically convex also, and the sum of two geodesically convex functions is
geodesically convex. ■

6.6. Applications.

6.6.1. Preconditioning subdivision algorithms. Subdivision methods are common in computational
geometry and computational algebra over the reals. Suppose we are given a system of equations
f = ( f1, . . . , fm) with common real zero set Z( f ). The basic idea of these methods is to identify
conditions on a hypercube B that guarantees either B ∩ Z( f ) = ∅ or B ∩ Z( f ) is isomorphic to
a linear object. A special case of the subdivision method involves root isolation (when Z( f ) is
finite): The core idea is to repeatedly subdivide B into smaller boxes until each box contains at
most one root of Z( f ).

Existing subdivision algorithms [XY19, MMT11, MP09a] share a common feature: Their com-
plexities depend on the local condition number, typically evaluated at the center of the box. For
instance, the quantity λ1(α) which makes an appearance in the complexity analysis of the subdi-
vision method in [XY19] implicitly encodes a condition number, and the complexity of the algo-
rithm in [MMT11] is already analyzed using the local condition number, see Thm 6.5 [MMT11]. In
[CETC22] this connection is clarified and much improved estimates are obtained on the complex-
ity of a popular subdivision algorithm due Plantinga and Vegter. This suggests that precondition-
ing could significantly improve the performance of any subdivision algorithm.

The importance of preconditioning has already been noted in the aforementioned papers. For
example, in [XY19, MP09a], the authors consider a local preconditioning step that we will call the
inverse Jacobian scaling (IJS, for short). That is, provided that the system f = ( f1, f2, . . . , fk) is square
(k = n), and the Jacobian Dξ( f ) ∈ Rn×n is invertible, one replaces the original system f with the
system f̃ = (Dξ( f ))−1 f . What essentially this method achieves is that the new system satisfies
Dξ( f̃ ) = In, i.e., for every i, the tangent space to the zero locus of the each individual polynomial
fi at ξ is orthogonal to the axis line in the i-th direction. In terms of the local condition number,
however, there is no guarantee that IJS decreases the local condition number.
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Our algorithm Theorem 2.8 addresses this gap by provably improving the condition number,
thereby reducing the complexity, and by preserving the geometric structure: The shuffling action
leaves the ideal I( f ) and the zero locus Z( f ) unchanged.

6.6.2. Preconditoning Homotopy Continuation Algorithms. Homotopy continuation algorithms are
widely used to solve polynomial systems over complex numbers [Li97, CL15, BC11, BC13, BT18].
Two common issues in these algorithms is (1) ill-conditioning of a root, (2) well-conditioned but
badly scaled roots. The latter looks numerically equivalent to having a root at "infinity". Every
practitioner in the field seems to have a bag of tricks to deal with these issues. However, to the best
of our knowledge, all these tricks are heuristics such as "scale all coefficients using the largest one"
or "normalize all polynomials to have similar norms". The only detailed work on the subject seems
to be due to Morgan around 80’s according to his book which is republished by SIAM [Mor09].
Morgan gives two algorithms that implement the following two intuitions:

(1) Norm of the coefficient vector of each polynomial in the polynomial system should be
similar.

(2) Coordinates of a root vector that is being tracked in the homotopy continuation should be
as balanced as possible.

These two ideas are intuitively clear, however, Morgan does not provide any justification of the
method in terms of condition number analysis or mathematically otherwise. We believe Morgan’s
ideas are useful, and this analysis remains an interesting research problem. We take a different
route: We design preconditioning schemes that are guaranteed to make the condition number
better.

(1) Our first algorithm Algorithm 1 follows a similar intuition to the first idea above: We use
an GLn(C) action on the polynomial equations to reduce the condition number. This action
basically shuffles the equations and does not change the zero set at all. We minimize the
condition number under this action as it is a geodesically convex optimization problem.

(2) Our second algorithm Algorithm 2 implements both ideas above at the same time: It acts
on the system of equations with GLn(C) and on the variables with GLn(C) at the same
time. We call this double-preconditioning, and since it acts on the variables, it does change
the geometry of the zero set. The change, however, is linear and easy to invert if necessary.
It is a geodesically convex optimization problem to minimize the condition number under
this GLn(C)×GLn(C) action.

Algorithm 1 Preconditioned Linear Homotopy

Input: f , g ∈ Pn,d, ξ ∈ Cn, f (ξ) = 0.

Require: g(ξ) = 0
t = 0 , q = g, x = ξ
repeat

Find X ∈ GLn(C) such that µF(X · q, ξ) is minimized.

∆t =
c

d(X · f , X · q)µ2
F(X · q, x)

t = min{t + ∆t, 1}
q̃ = t(X · f ) + (1− t)(Q ◦ q)

x̃ = Nq̃(x̃)

q = X−1 · q̃
until t = 1
return x ∈ Cn

∗ and halt.
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Algorithm 2 Double-Preconditioned Linear Homotopy

Input: f = ( f1, f2, . . . , fn), g = (g1, . . . , gn) ∈ Pn,d, ξ ∈ Cn, f (ξ) = 0.

Require: g(ξ) = 0
t = 0 , q = g, x = ξ
repeat

Find (X, Y) ∈ GLn(C)×GLn(C) such that µF((X, Y) · f , Yξ) is minimized.

∆t =
c

d((X, Y) · f , (X, Y) · q)µ2
F((X, Y) · f , Yx)

t = min{t + ∆t, 1}
q̃ = t(X, Y) · f + (1− t)(X, Y) · q
x̃ = Nq̃(x̃)

q = Q−1q̃
x = Qx̃

until t = 1
return x ∈ Cn

∗ and halt.

These algorithms are intended to be used in dense setting where polynomials have most coeffi-
cients non-zero. We wrote them in the context of linear homotopy; they can be easily adapted to
other homotopy algorithms. To the best of our knowledge, the two algorithms above are the first
rigorous methods in literature for preconditioning dense polynomial systems.

Probabilistic analysis of the linear homotopy algorithm is subject to a relatively mature litera-
ture under the umbrella of Smale’s 17th problem [BC11]. The main idea in this literature is to use
smoothed analysis setting and argue that ill-conditioning is a low-probability event. This very
valuable as a theoretical result. In practical use of homotopy algorithms, however, the practitioner
has a particular collection of equations coming from an engineering or basic science problem.
These particular equations often can be ill-conditioned and probabilistic analysis does not give
much insight on how to remedy this situation. Our algorithms here are intended to be used in the
cases where one faces slow performance in homotopy continuation due to ill-conditioning.

6.6.3. Preconditioning for Real Feasibility Testing In Quadratic Systems. Given a system of quadratic
equations, is there a way to quickly tell if they have a common real zero? In at most generality,
one does not expect a positive answer to this question. However, Barvinok and Rudelson were
able to prove a sufficient condition for existence of a common real zero [BR22] stated below.

Theorem 6.13 (Barvinok, Rudelson). There is an absolute constant c > 0 such that the following holds.
Let Q1, Q2, · · · , Qm, m ≥ 3, be real symmetric matrices such that

Trace(Qi) = 0 for i = 1, 2, 3, · · · , m

and let qi : Rn → R,

(37) qi(x) = ⟨Qix, x⟩ for i = 1, 2, 3, · · · , m

be the corresponding quadratic forms. Let A1, A2, . . . , Am be an orthonormal basis for the linear space
spanned by Q1, Q2, . . . , Qm. Then the system (37) has a real solution x ̸= 0 if

(38) ∥
m

∑
i=1

A2
i ∥F ≤

c
m

.

We note the obvious symmetry of the quadratic system: For any Y ∈ GLn(R), the system

(39) qi(x) = ⟨QiYx, Yx⟩ for i = 1, 2, 3, · · · , m



OPTIMAL PRECONDITIONING IS A GEODESICALLY CONVEX OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM 37

has a real root if and only if the system (37) has a real root. In other words, the existence of a root
of (37) does not change if we replace Qi by YTQiY for some Y ∈ GLn(R).

However, the criterion given in the theorem is not invariant under this action. To keep the
symmetry of matrices we will use an action of PD(n) on the system (37). If we use the action
directly as defined in (39) the criterion in Theorem 6.13 becomes

∥
m

∑
i=1

YT AiYYT AiY∥ ≤
c
m

,

and we don’t have a quick way to minimize this complicated sum. We design a relaxation of this
optimization problem below. We note that

E[
( m

∑
i=1

ξi Ai
)2
] =

m

∑
i=1

A2
i ,

for independent Rademacher random variables ξi ∈ {−1,+1}. So, we do the following: we
sample a realization of ξi for i = 1, 2, . . . , m say ψi and define

Bψ := ψ1A1 + ψ2A2 + . . . + ψn An .

Here is our optimization problem:

(40) min
Y∈PD(n)

∥YTBψY∥

Note that this is a geodesically convex optimization problem, and we have

∥A2
1 + A2

2 + · · ·+ A2
m∥ = Eψ[∥(YTBψY)2∥] ≤ Eψ∥YTBψY∥2 .
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APPENDIX A. A MORE DETAILED EXPERIMENTAL SECTION

We present experimental results to evaluate the performance of our preconditioning algorithms.
Our implementation relies on the Julia packages Manopt.jl and Manifolds.jl [Ber22, ABBR23],
which enable efficient geodesically convex optimization over matrix manifolds.

We evaluate the effect of preconditioning on the Frobenius condition number κF. We generate
a dataset of 1000 random matrices of size 500× 500, with entries drawn independently from the
standard normal distribution. For each matrix, we compute both the optimal diagonal precondi-
tioner and the optimal block-diagonal preconditioner, using a fixed block size of 5× 5. The re-
sults appear in Fig. 2 and demonstrate consistent improvement of the condition number for both
schemes. On average, block-diagonal preconditioning reduces the Frobenius condition number
by a factor of approximately 1.6. In comparison, diagonal preconditioning yields a more mod-
est reduction factor around 1.16. This indicates that block-diagonal preconditioning improves the
conditioning by roughly 1.38 times more than its diagonal counterpart, and is an experimental
indication of the benefits of block structure.

FIGURE 2. The figure illustrates the improvement in the Frobenius condition num-
ber, defined as κF(A)/κ⋆F, for block-diagonal preconditioning with 5 × 5 blocks
(blue) and diagonal preconditioning (green), applied to 500 × 500 matrices with
i.i.d. standard normal entries. On average, the block-diagonal preconditioner
achieves a reduction factor of 1.6, compared to 1.16 for the diagonal case. The red
curve shows the ratio of these improvements, quantifying the relative advantage
of block-diagonal preconditioning.

We further examine the impact of the optimal Frobenius preconditioner on the Euclidean con-
dition number κ(A). As shown in Fig. 3, the block-diagonal preconditioner optimized for κF also
significantly reduces κ, with a moderately strong empirical correlation (ρ > 0.68) between the two
improvements. Furthermore, the optimal Frobenius preconditioner reduces the Euclidean condi-
tion number in all cases, and improves it by 1.29 on average. This suggests that the Frobenius-
optimal preconditioner can serve as an effective preconditioner for κ.

In our second experiment, we evaluate the preconditioners on 425 sparse matrices from the
SuiteSparse collection, each with≤ 1000 rows. Consistent with the Gaussian case, block-diagonal
preconditioning yields substantial improvements:

• The Frobenius condition number κF improves by≈ 1602× on average with block-diagonal
preconditioning, compared to ≈ 600× for diagonal preconditioning.
• The block-diagonal preconditioner’s improvement is 2.43× greater than that of the diago-

nal preconditioner, further demonstrating its superiority.
We further investigate whether optimal Frobenius preconditioners-designed to minimize κF-

also improve the Euclidean condition number κ. For the SuiteSparse matrices, we observe a
strong correlation (ρ ≈ 0.96) between κF and κ improvements, with optimal Frobenius precondi-
tioner reducing κ in ≈ 95% of the data. Fig. 5 shows this relationship. Combined with the Gauss-
ian results Fig. 3 , this confirms that Frobenius preconditioner consistently reduces the Euclidean
condition number, κ.
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FIGURE 3. The correlation between the improvement on the Frobenius and the Eu-
clidean condition number.

FIGURE 4. The same as Fig. 2, for the SuiteSparse dataset.

FIGURE 5. The correlation between the improvement on the Frobenius and the Eu-
clidean condition number for the SuiteSparse dataset.
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