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1. Introduction. Function approximation involves approximating a function by
a simpler function. Traditional methods focus on approximating functions between
Euclidean spaces. However, there is growing interest in approximating functions that
map from a vector space into a manifold because such manifold-valued functions arise
naturally in a variety of applications. They include among others subspace track-
ing in signal processing for dynamic direction of arrival estimation and beamforming
[38, 54, 43, 20] where the function maps into the Grassmannian; parametric model
order reduction based on (quasi-)interpolation of projections [8, 3, 56] where the func-
tions also map into the Grassmannian; diffusion tensor imaging in medical imaging
applications [48, 36] where functions map into the manifold of symmetric positive-
definite matrices; dynamic low-rank approximation of solutions of partial differential
equations [33, 40, 55, 14, 17, 46] where the functions map into manifolds of low-rank
matrices or tensors; and stiffness matrix prediction for additive manufacturing simula-
tions [19] where the function maps into the manifold of low-rank positive semidefinite
matrices. These applications show that common reasons for approximating a possi-
bly implicit function from samples by an explicit surrogate function include reducing
the cost of evaluation, reducing the cost of storing the function, and discovering an
explicit description of an implicit function given through samples.

This paper seeks to approximate the—possibly unknown—function

(1.1) f : Rn ⊃ Ω −→M ⊂ Rm,
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where Ω is open andM is an embedded Riemannian submanifold of Rm, oftentimes
equipped with the Euclidean metric from Rm (see section 2 below for the background).

Our aim is finding a function f̂ : Ω→M that approximates f from N ∈ N samples

(1.2) S := {(xi, yi) ∈ Ω×M | i = 1, . . . , N}.

We make no assumptions on which samples S are provided to us: they could be
(i) a fixed set of known input-output pairs as is common in machine learning; (ii)
queried by the user from a given, usually expensive-to-evaluate function f ; or (iii)
a combination thereof. The techniques we consider in this paper assume that a set
of samples S is given; we do not investigate how to choose the samples if we have
this liberty. Moreover, for simplicity, we assume that the samples yi lie exactly on
the manifold M. If this is not the case, then the proposed techniques can still be
employed either by (i) projecting the output samples to the manifoldM, or (ii) using
the smooth extension of the logarithmic map fromM to the ambient Rm.

The main challenge of this approximation problem is that the function spaces over
Ω are not linear due to the nonlinearity of M. This causes difficulty in generalizing
classic function approximation methods. Nonetheless, there are two main strategies
for solving manifold-valued function approximation in the literature: one is to linearize
the problem locally, as in [3, 30, 29, 56] and [57, Section 4], while the other is to
compute a weighted Riemannian center of mass, Karcher mean [32], or Fréchet mean
[23] of the function values at sample points, as in [26, 47, 44, 45] and [57, Section 3].

Linearization constitutes an effective methodology for reducing a manifold-valued
function approximation problem to a classic vector-valued function approximation
problem by pulling back the approximation problem to a single tangent space, as eluci-
dated in [3, 30, 55]. We refer to this technique as a single tangent space model (STSM);
it is described in more detail in subsection 3.1. For now it suffices to clarify that STSM
encompasses two principal stages. The first stage involves pulling back the outputs
{y1, . . . , yN} ⊂ M to a single tangent space Tp∗M, where p∗ is a designated anchor
point, which could be, for example, a randomly selected output from {y1, . . . , yN}
or their Fréchet mean. This pullback usually takes the form of the logarithmic map
Logp∗ :M→ Tp∗M; see subsection 2.1.1 The second stage entails approximating the

function g : Rn → Tp∗M from the pullback samples {(xi,Logp∗yi)}Ni=1 ⊂M×Tp∗M.
This is an approximation problem between vector spaces so standard function approx-
imation schemes can be used, such as multivariate Hermite interpolation as in [57,
Section 4] and tensorized Chebyshev interpolation as in [30]. STSM is well defined
only when all points {y1, . . . , yN} lie within the injectivity radius of the point p∗.

The approximation models from [25, 26, 47, 44, 57, 45] utilize a weighted Fréchet
mean as the basis of an approximation of f . They can be thought of as generalizing
the linear moving least-squares method [53] that approximates a function f(x) be-

tween vector spaces by a linear combination of the outputs as f̂(x) :=
∑N

i=1 ϕi(x)yi,
where ϕi are suitable weight functions, to the setting where the outputs yi live on a
Riemannian manifold. In these methods, proposed originally in [25, 26], the linear
combination is substituted by a weighted Fréchet mean, resulting in the Riemannian
moving least squares (RMLS) method. Recently, Sharon, Cohen, and Wendland [47]

1Throughout this paper, we will work with the exponential map and its inverse, primarily so that
we can rely on standard concepts from differential geometry. For many matrix manifolds in their
natural geometries, the exponential map and its inverse can be efficiently computed [1, 11]. However,
in the context of Riemannian optimization [1, 11] it is common to replace the exponential map by a
computationally cheaper approximation thereof, which is called a retraction. We believe that most
of the results of this paper can be generalized straightforwardly to retractions as well.
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proposed a multi-scale extension of RMLS, called MRMLS, which approximates the
error of the previous scale with higher resolution samples using RMLS. A different
extension was proposed by Zimmermann and Bergmann [57]; they introduced the
barycentric Hermite interpolation method that additionally interpolates the deriva-
tives when computing the weighted Fréchet mean.

Comparing STSM and RMLS, we note that the main advantage of STSM is its
computational advantage over RMLS for evaluating the approximated function (the
online stage). The reason is that RMLS requires computing a weighted Fréchet mean
involving all sample points with non-zero weights. As no closed expression is known
in general for the Fréchet mean, this involves using specialized approximation [31]
or general Riemannian optimization [1, 11] methods, which require evaluating the
manifold’s exponential map a number of times that is proportional to the number of
nonzero weights. STSM requires but one evaluation of the exponential map during
the online stage. The computational advantage of STSM during the online stage is
paid for during the construction of the model (the offline stage): RMLS has no set
up cost, while STSM needs to pull back all output samples to the designated tangent
space Tp∗M and then solve a traditional multivariate approximation problem there.

Main contribution. To address the limitation of locality in STSM and the
high computational cost of the online stage of (multilevel) RMLS, we propose a new
approach that unifies STSM and RMLS. We call it the multiple tangent spaces model
(MTSM). Our scheme utilizes multiple STSMs and combines their predictions with
a weighted Fréchet mean. It can be thought of as replacing dense clusters of output
samples by a single STSM. Hereby, MTSM can circumvent the locality restriction of
STSM while significantly reducing the online computational cost of employing RMLS.
MTSM trades off these advantages for a more costly offline stage.

The essential ingredients of MTSM are the following:
1. Choose appropriate anchor points p∗1, . . . , p

∗
R on the manifoldM;

2. pull f back to the tangent spaces Tp∗
j
M, j ∈ {1, . . . , R}, where possible,

and approximate the vector-valued maps gj = Logp∗
j
◦ f by ĝj using classic

function approximation methods;
3. push each ĝj forward with Expp∗

j
and compute a weighted Fréchet mean of

their predictions.
Proposition 4.6 presents an error bound of MTSM and section 5 provides the algo-
rithms for its online and offline stages.

Outline. This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we recall the rele-
vant terminology from differential geometry and basic properties of weighted Fréchet
means. In section 3, we review the two main manifold-valued function approxima-
tion methods in the literature that MTSM generalizes. In section 4, we present the
manifold-valued function approximation framework MTSM and describe its smooth-
ness, error analysis, and required number of tangent spaces. Thereafter, in section 5,
the algorithms to build and evaluate MTSM are proposed. In section 6, we present
numerical experiments with two basic approximation problems from [47] and [57].
Moreover, we employ MTSM for parametric model order reduction on the two well-
known benchmark problems Anemometer and Microthruster, using psssMOR [41] and
Manopt [12]. We conclude with a summary of the key findings and an outlook on
potential future research in section 7.

2. Background and notation. We give an overview of the required background
material and hereby also fix notation that will be used throughout the paper.
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S

x(t)

M

TpM

0 ∈ TpM

p ∈ M

q

Logpq

Logp(·)
Expp(·)

γp(t)

Fig. 1: A diagram of key geometric concepts, like the tangent space TpM at p ∈ M,
the exponential map Expp, the logarithmic map Logp, and a geodesic curve γp(t).

2.1. Riemannian geometry. In this subsection, we review standard concepts
from Riemannian geometry that we use throughout this paper. We refer to Figure 1
for a visualization of some of them. Full technical details can be found in [34, 35].

A d-dimensional topological manifold is a space where each point has a neighbor-
hood that maps homeomorphically (a continuous bijection with a continuous inverse)
to an open subset of Rd. A smooth manifold is, informally, a topological manifold
whose transition maps between these various neighborhoods are smooth. The tangent
space TpM at a point p ∈ M is the d-dimensional vector space of velocity vectors of
smooth curves passing through p.

A Riemannian manifold (M,g) is a smooth manifold that is equipped with a
Riemannian metric g. Throughout this paper, we assume a metric has been fixed,
and for brevity we refer to M as a Riemannian manifold. A Riemannian metric g
provides a smoothly varying inner product gp : TpM× TpM → R on the tangent
space at p ∈ M. The norm induced by this inner product at p is denoted by ∥ · ∥p.2
The geodesic distance between two points p, q ∈M is

distM (p, q) := inf{L(γ) | γ : [0, 1]→M piecewise smooth, γ(0) = p, γ(1) = q},

where L(γ) :=
∫ 1

0
∥γ′(t)∥γ(t)dt is the length of the curve γ and γ′(t) ∈ Tγ(t)M is the

derivative of γ at t ∈ (0, 1). If no curves exist between p and q, then distM(p, q) =∞.
A geodesic curve is a curve γ(t) : R ⊃ [0, 1]→M that locally minimizes the length

of the path between its endpoints, i.e., there exists a supremum a′ ∈ (0, 1] such that
γ|[0,a′] is a length-minimizing geodesic in the sense that distM(γ(0), γ(t)) = L(γ|[0,t])
for all 0 ≤ t ≤ a′. Geodesic curves starting in p ∈ M can be parameterized by a
tangent vector in the tangent space at p via the exponential map Expp : D → M,
for some open D ⊂ TpM. It takes a tangent vector v ∈ D at p ∈ M and maps it to
γ(∥v∥p), where γ is the unit-speed geodesic with γ(0) = p and γ′(0) = t.

The injectivity radius inj(p) > 0 at p ∈M is the supremum over σ ∈ R such that

Expp : Bσ(p) −→ Bσ(p) ⊂M
is a diffeomorphism (a smooth bijective map with a smooth inverse), where

Bσ(p) := {v ∈ TpM | ∥v∥p < σ} and Bσ(p) := Expp(Bσ(p))

2This notation is not to be confused with a common notation for the p-norm, which is nowhere
used in this paper.
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are the balls of radius σ around, respectively, 0 ∈ TpM and p ∈ M. If σ ≤ inj(p),
then Logp := Expp|−1

Bσ(p)
is called the logarithmic map and both Bσ(p) and Bσ(p) are

called geodesic balls. The logarithmic map takes q ∈ Bσ(p) to the tangent vector at p
of the unique geodesic curve connecting p and q.

The curvature of a Riemannian manifold can be quantified as detailed in [24].
Let Σp be a 2-dimensional subspace of TpM, let CΣp

(r) denote the image under the
exponential map at p of the unit circle in Σp for sufficiently small r > 0, and let ℓΣp

(r)
be the length of CΣp(r). Then, the sectional curvature sec(Σp) ∈ R can be defined as

sec(Σp) =
1
2π

d3

dr3

∣∣∣
r=0

ℓΣp
(r).

We will frequently require suitable sectional curvature bounds in this paper. For
this reason, we introduce the next notations for the “clipped” infimum and supremum
of the sectional curvatures on a manifoldM:

κ−
ℓ (M) := min

{
0, inf

p∈M,
Σp⊂TpM

sec(Σp)

}
and κ+

u (M) := max

{
0, sup

p∈M,
Σp⊂TpM

sec(Σp)

}
,

where Σp is a 2-dimensional linear subspace of TpM. This definition ensures that
κ−
ℓ (M) ≤ 0 ≤ κ+

u (M).

2.2. Fréchet mean. In this subsection, we recall the definition and properties
of a Fréchet mean, which forms the basis of the RMLS method.

The d-dimensional standard simplex is

∆d =

{
(w1, . . . , wd+1) ∈ Rd+1 | 0 ≤ w1, . . . , wd+1 ≤ 1 and

d+1∑

i=1

wi = 1

}
,

and, in a slight abuse of notation, we will use Φ ∈ ∆d also for functions Φ : R→ ∆d.
For weights Φ = (φ1, . . . , φd) ∈ ∆d−1 and data points Y = (y1, . . . , yd) ∈ M×d :=
M× · · · ×M, the Fréchet mean [32, 23] is

(2.1) avgM :M×d ×∆d−1 −→M, (Y,Φ) 7−→ argmin
p∈M

d∑

i=1

φi · distM (p, yi)
2
.

There could be multiple solutions of this minimization problem. However, under
the following sufficient condition, a unique minimizer exists.

Theorem 2.1 (Uniqueness [2, Theorem 2.1 with p = 2 and Remark 2.5]). If
there exists a point p ∈M and a radius

σ ≤ 1

2
min

{
inj(Nσ),

π√
κ+
u (Nσ)

}
,

with Nσ equal to M or B2σ(p), such that y1, . . . , yd ∈ Bσ(p), then the minimization
in the definition of avgM in (2.1) has a globally unique solution for all Φ ∈ ∆d−1.

3. Prior models for manifold-valued function approximation. Before in-
troducing MTSM, we briefly review the two manifold-valued function approximation
methods from the literature that our method will extend and unify.
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6 H. WANG, R. VANDEBRIL, J. VAN DER VEKEN AND N. VANNIEUWENHOVEN

3.1. STSM: Single tangent space model. This approach from [30, 56] and
[57, Section 4] constructs an approximating function for (1.1) from input-output sam-
ples as in (1.2) by seeking to solve

(3.1) S f := argmin
f̂ : Ω→M

N∑

i=1

distM (f̂(xi), yi)
2,

where the approximating function f̂ is anchored at a single anchor point p∗ ∈M and
has the form

f̂(x) := Expp∗
(
ĝ(x)

)
,

in which ĝ : Rn → Tp∗M is a vector-valued function from a suitable function space.
The anchor point p∗ is often chosen as a Fréchet mean, as in [30, 57], or as a

random output sample from {y1, . . . , yN}, as in [3, 56].
To determine the vector-valued function ĝ, the following auxiliary classic multi-

variate function approximation problem is solved:

(3.2) min
ĝ : Rn→Tp∗M

N∑

i=1

distTp∗M
(
ĝ(xi),Logp∗(yi)

)2
,

where the minimization is over the function space determined by the chosen multi-
variate approximation method and distTp∗M is the straight-line distance induced by
the inner product gp∗ defined by the Riemannian metric g at p∗. Any vector-valued
function approximation method can be used to solve (3.2), because the codomain of
ĝ is a vector space of dimension equal to the dimension ofM.

Optimization problem (3.2) is in general not equivalent to (3.1) because Expp∗ is
only a radial isometry [35], which preserves the distances between points v1 and v2 in
Tp∗M only if the straight line passing through v1 and v2 passes through the origin.
The distance between any other pair of points will be distorted by the curvature of
the Riemannian manifoldM. For this reason, to measure the accuracy of STSM, an
error bound of this model was proposed in [30], which is recalled next.

Theorem 3.1 (Error bound of STSM [30, Theorem 3.1]). Consider a Riemann-
ian manifold M and a point p∗ ∈ M. Let f : Ω → M, where Ω is a set whose
image is contained in a geodesic ball Bσ(p∗) ⊂M. Assume that f̂ = Expp∗ ◦ ĝ, where
ĝ : Ω→ Bσ(p

∗) is an approximation such that
∥∥Logp∗

(
f(x)

)
− ĝ(x)

∥∥
p∗ ≤ ϵ

for all x ∈ Ω. Let L := κ−
ℓ (Bσ(p∗)). Then, for all x ∈ Ω, the distance between f(x)

and f̂(x) onM obeys

distM(f(x), f̂(x)) ≤ ϵ+




0, if L = 0,

2√
|L|

arcsinh

(
ϵ sinh(σ

√
|L|)

2σ

)
, if L < 0.

Theorem 3.1 indicates that STSM can approximate a manifold-valued function
with high accuracy if the image of f is contained in a small geodesic ball in M and
the vector-valued pullback function Logp∗ ◦ f can be well approximated on Ω. For a
smaller negative sectional curvature, a smaller geodesic ball is required to maintain
the same error bound.

For the sake of simplicity, we state a more concise corollary of Theorem 3.1.
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Corollary 3.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, if additionally σ
√
|L| <

π, then distM(f(x), f̂(x)) ≤ 5ϵ.

Proof. If L = 0, the bound holds trivially by Theorem 3.1. So consider the case
L < 0. Exploiting that arcsinh(x) < x when x > 0, we obtain that

2√
|L|

arcsinh

(
ϵ

2
· sinh(σ

√
|L|)

σ

)
< ϵ · sinh(σ

√
|L|)

σ
√
|L|

.

If σ
√
|L| < π, we have

sinh(σ
√

|L|)
σ
√

|L|
< 4, so that distM(f(x), f̂(x)) < 5ϵ.

3.2. RMLS: Riemannian moving least squares. Aimed at solving a gen-
eral manifold-valued function approximation problem, the Riemannian moving least
squares method, which is based on the Fréchet mean and the moving least square
method, was proposed by Grohs, Sprecher, and Yu [26].

Recall from [53] that the Euclidean moving least squares method approximates a
function f : Rn → R from input-output samples {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 ⊂ Rn × R as

(E f)(x) := min
p∈πm(Rn)

N∑

i=1

Φ (x, xi) · (p (xi)− f (xi))
2
,

where πm(Rn) denotes the space of all n-variate polynomials of total degree less than
or equal to m ∈ N, and the weight function Φ(x, xi) calculates weights based on the
distance between x and the data points xi. Usually, Φ is compactly supported so that
the weight Φ(x, xj) = 0 if the distance between x and xj exceeds a threshold.

The foregoing scheme was extended to approximate manifold-valued functions as
in (1.1) from samples as in (1.2) by [26]. If Φ : Rn → ∆N−1 is a weight function, then
the Riemannian moving least squares approximation is essentially a Fréchet mean
(cf. (2.1)) with adaptively determined weights:

(3.3) (Rf)(x) := argmin
p∈M

N∑

i=1

φi(x) · distM(p, yi)
2,

where φi : Rn → R is the ith component of the weight function Φ. The component
weight functions can be chosen in many ways, such as Lagrangians as in [45] or
compactly supported basis functions as in [53].

RMLS is well defined only on the domain where the Fréchet mean is unique. If
the points are contained in a sufficiently small ball, this is guaranteed by Theorem 2.1.

4. MTSM: Multiple tangent spaces model. This section introduces our
approach to approximate manifold-valued functions via multiple tangent spaces.

On the one hand, STSM requires that all data points lie in a single cluster on
the manifold, enabling efficient function approximation from a local linearization. On
the other hand, RMLS can handle data points spread across the manifold so long as
the points with nonzero weights are all in a geodesic ball, but it is computationally
expensive to evaluate as it involves a weighted Fréchet mean.

The essence of the proposed MTSM is to plug in STSMs to replace dense clusters
of points on the manifold to reduce the cost of computing a weighted Fréchet mean
in RMLS. See Figure 2 for a visualization of an MTSM consisting of three STSMs.
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Tp∗1
M

Tp∗2
M

Tp∗3
M

p∗1

p∗2 p∗3

Rn

M

ĝ2(·)
ĝ3(·)

ĝ1(·)

Ω2

Ω1 Ω3

Fig. 2: An illustration of a 3-MTSM. It shows three tangent spaces at the anchor
points p∗1, p∗2, p∗3 and the relevant vector-valued functions ĝj : Ωj → Tp∗

j
M. The

approximation consists of computing the weighted Fréchet mean of Expp∗
j
ĝj(x).

Definition 4.1 (Multiple tangent space model). The R-MTSM approximates
an f as in (1.1) from the samples (1.2) by utilizing R individual STSMs, as follows:

(4.1) (M f)(x) := argmin
p∈M

R∑

j=1

φj

(
f̂j(x)

)
· distM

(
p, f̂j(x)

)2
, f̂j := Expp∗

j
◦ ĝj ,

where, for j = 1, . . . , R, we have that
1. p∗j ∈M is the anchor point of the jth STSM,
2. ĝj : Ω ⊃ Ωj → Tp∗

j
M is the vector-valued function approximation of the jth

STSM, and
3. φj : M → R is the weight function that determines to what extent the jth

STSM is active in the total approximation of f at x ∈ Ω.
We use as convention that φj(f̂j(x)) := 0 if x ̸∈ Ωj.

Note that R-MTSM can be viewed as a unification of STSM and RMLS. On the
one hand, if R = 1 and the single weight function φ1(x) is taken to be 1, then this
MTSM is an STSM. On the other hand, if R = N and for j = 1, . . . , N we choose
ĝj(x) = 0 and p∗j = yj , then MTSM is an instance of RMLS in which all weights ϕj(0)
are constants—naturally, this is not a recommended choice of weights.

In the next subsections, we investigate some theoretical considerations about
MTSM. In section 5, we propose concrete algorithms to set up and evaluate MTSMs.

4.1. Well-posedness. How the three components in Definition 4.1 should be
chosen so that the minimization problem in the definition of MTSM is well posed is
discussed in the next proposition. Practical choices are discussed in section 5.

Proposition 4.2 (Well-posedness). Consider the map f : Ω → M from (1.1)
and the R-MTSM from Definition 4.1. Let L := κ−

ℓ (M) ≤ 0 ≤ κ+
u (M) =: K be the

clipped curvature bounds. If, for all j = 1, . . . , R, there exist 0 < σj ≤ τj ≤ inj(p∗j )

with τj
√
|L| ≤ π such that

A1. the Bσj
(p∗j )’s cover f(Ω) ⊂M;

A2. the maps ĝj : Ωj → Bτj (p∗j ), where Ωj := f−1(Bσj
(p∗j )) is the preimage;

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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A3. for all x ∈ Ωj the error bound

∥ĝj(x)− (Logp∗
j
◦ f)(x)∥p∗

j
≤ ϵ <

1

10
min

{
inj(M),

π

2
√
K

}

holds; and
A4. the weights φj form a partition of unity subordinate to the cover of f(Ω) by

the larger geodesic balls Bτj (p∗j )’s;
then (4.1) is well posed, has a unique global minimizer for each x ∈ Ω, and MTSM in
Definition 4.1 is well defined.

Proof. If the weight φi of a point yi is zero in (2.1), then the Fréchet mean with
or without the ith summand will be the same. Consequently, to determine if (4.1) is
well posed, it suffices to show that

C1. φj(f̂j(x)) > 0 only if x ∈ Ωj and ĝj(x) lies in the domain of Expp∗
j
;

C2. for all x ∈ Ω, the Fréchet mean is taken over at least 1 point; and
C3. the f̂j(x)’s with φj(f̂j(x)) > 0 satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.1.

We do this in the next paragraphs.
C1 : Because of the definition of a partition of unity in A4 (see [34, p. 43]), we

observe that φj(f̂j(x)) > 0 only if x ∈ Ωj (by A1, A2, and the convention in the

definition of φj) and f̂j(x) ∈ Bτj (p∗j ) (which holds by A2). As each Bτj (p∗j ) is an open
geodesic ball, ĝj(x) lies in the domain of Expp∗

j
.

C2 : Let x ∈ Ω be arbitrary. Since the Bσj (p
∗
j )’s cover f(Ω) by A1, we can

assume, after relabeling, that x ∈ (Ω1 ∩ · · · ∩ Ωℓ) for some ℓ ≥ 1. By A4, the φj ’s
form a partition of unity subordinate to the cover by the radius τj balls, so that

φj(f̂j(x)) ≥ 0 and
∑ℓ

j=1 φj(f̂j(x)) = 1 [34, p. 43]. Hence, at least 1 of these weights
must be nonzero. Note that by C1 no other weights can be nonzero.

C3 : Assume again that the nonzero weights are those corresponding to j =
1, . . . , ℓ. By C1, f̂j(x) is well defined. Then, exploiting the bound in A3, we conclude

from Corollary 3.2 that distM (f(x), f̂j(x)) ≤ 5ϵ < 1
2 min{inj(M), π

2K
−1/2}. This

implies that the sufficient condition of Theorem 2.1 holds for p = f(x), so the Fréchet
mean is unique. This concludes the proof.

Remark 4.3. We can replaceM by the covering of the larger geodesic balls Bτj (p∗j )
in Proposition 4.2. This can potentially improve the curvature bounds L and K as
well as the injectivity radius.

Proposition 4.2 is not a vacuous statement. Assumptions A1 and A4 can always
be satisfied with a finite R for manifolds with a strictly positive injectivity radius.
A simple choice of weight functions satisfying A4 is presented in (6.1) in section 6.
Assumptions A2 and A3 are satisfied for ĝj = (Logp∗

j
◦f)|Ωj .

4.2. Smoothness. The key feature of MTSM is that it stitches together pre-
dictions from local STSMs through the Fréchet mean to obtain a potentially global
approximation of a map into a manifold. Our main result is that the patches are
stitched together smoothly if the vector-valued approximations are smooth.

Theorem 4.4. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.2, the MTSM approxi-
mation (M f) : Ω → M defined in (4.1) is a smooth map if all ĝj : Ωj → Tp∗

j
M,

j = 1, . . . , R, are smooth maps.

The idea of the proof is relatively straightforward: Show that (4.1) is the map
that takes its input to the point on M where the gradient of the function inside of
the minimization vanishes and then use the implicit function theorem to show that
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such an implicitly defined function is smooth. Working out the technical details,
however, requires more advanced machinery from Riemannian geometry. Therefore,
the detailed proof can be found in Appendix A.

Remark 4.5. Theorem 4.4 can be viewed as generalizing a result of Bergmann
and Zimmermann [57, Section 3.2] to the setting of quasi-interpolation in the tan-

gent space. By allowing a slight error between f̂j and f , establishing that the Rie-
mannian Hessians are invertible becomes significantly more complicated. Fortunately,
Karcher’s analysis of the local convexity of the distance function in [32] applies.

4.3. Error bound. An error bound of MTSM is obtained by combining Propo-
sition 4.2 with Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2 as follows.

Proposition 4.6 (Error bound). Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.2,

distM
(
f(x), (M f)(x)

)
≤ 5ϵ.

Proof. Let x ∈ Ω be arbitrary. As in the proof of Proposition 4.2, we can assume
without loss of generality that x ∈ Ω1 ∩ · · · ∩Ωℓ for some 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ R. Then, the proof
of Proposition 4.2 revealed that

distM
(
f(x), f̂j(x)

)
≤ 5ϵ <

1

2
min

{
inj(M),

π

2
√
K

}
, j = 1, . . . , ℓ.

This implies that the geodesic ball B5ϵ(f(x)) is convex by [42, Theorem 6.4.8]. The
main result of Karcher [32, Theorem 1.2] implies that the minimum of (4.1) is attained
in the interior of this convex ball. As (M f)(x) is the solution of (4.1) and the only

nonzero φj(f̂j(x))’s are those with x ∈ Ωj , this concludes the proof.

Proposition 4.6 implies that the global approximation error of MTSM depends on
the local approximation errors of the individual STSMs. This result is not surprising,
as we are essentially employing a partition of unity in Definition 4.1 to smoothly de-
termine which individual STSMs are active while the Fréchet mean is used to combine
their individual predictions.

4.4. Number of tangent spaces. The number of tangent spaces can affect the
approximation accuracy, as we except that by using more tangent spaces we can reduce
their radii σj which may improve the local approximation error ϵ in Proposition 4.6.
We first consider a theoretical upper bound on the number of anchor points so that
their geodesic balls Bσj (p

∗
j ) can cover the image of f . This bound can be obtained

from a consequence of the Bishop–Gromov’s relative volume comparison theorem [10],
called Gromov’s Packing Lemma. The latter provides a bound on the number of small
balls to cover a larger ball.

Lemma 4.7 (Gromov’s Packing Lemma [27]). Let M be an n-dimensional Rie-
mannian manifold whose sectional curvatures are lower bounded by L ∈ R. Let ML

be the complete n-dimensional simply connected space of constant sectional curvature
L and let q ∈ ML be any point. Given Σ ≥ σ > 0, for all p ∈ M, there exists a set
{Bσ(pi) | i = 1, . . . , ℓ} ⊂ M with pi ∈ BΣ(p) of at most

VM
(
2Σ,

1

4
σ

)
:=

Vol(B2Σ(q))
Vol(Bσ/4(q))

balls covering BΣ(p), where Vol denotes the volume of a geodesic ball on ML.
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Incorporating Gromov’s Packing Lemma and the error bound of MTSM, the next
relationship between the upper bound on the number of tangent spaces and the error
bound in MTSM can be observed.

Corollary 4.8. If we restrict the radii of the smaller geodesic balls to σ1 =
· · · = σR = min{inj(M), π/

√
|L|} in Proposition 4.2, then a smooth map f can be

approximated with R-MTSM under the assumptions of Proposition 4.2 for some value
of R satisfying

diam(f(Ω))

2σ1
≤ R ≤ VM

(
diam(f(Ω)),

1

4
σ1

)
,

where diam(S) := supp,q∈S distM(p, q) for any subset S ⊂M.

Proof. The upper bound is immediate from Lemma 4.7.
As f is smooth and Ω ⊂ Rn is open and connected, the image of a piecewise

smooth path in Ω will be a piecewise smooth path in f(Ω) ⊂M. By requirement A1
of Proposition 4.2, we necessarily need to cover all paths in f(Ω) using the geodesic
balls Bσj

(p∗j ). Given balls of diameter 2σ1, this can be accomplished by using a
number of balls that is at least the length of the path in f(Ω) divided by 2σ1. The
maximum distance between points in f(Ω) ⊂ M is diam(f(Ω)) which lower bounds
the length of any piecewise smooth path [35]. This concludes the proof.

5. Algorithms. In this section, we introduce algorithms to set up and evaluate
MTSM. The algorithms for setting up MTSM comprise the offline stage, which is
executed only once for a given approximation problem. The evaluation of MTSM
comprises the online stage, which is assumed to be executed a large number of times.
These two stages are detailed respectively in subsection 5.1 and subsection 5.2.

5.1. Offline stage. The offline stage consists of two main steps: (i) compute
suitable anchor points p∗j , and (ii) compute the vector-valued functions ĝj .

Step 1. For well-posedness, Proposition 4.2 prescribes that the R anchor points
p∗j ∈M satisfy assumption A1: the geodesic balls Bσj

(p∗j ) with radii

(5.1) σj < min{inj(p∗j ), π/
√
|L|}

should cover the image of f . In our setting, f is given through samples S as in (1.2).
Verifying whether the balls Bσj

(p∗j ) cover f(Ω) will thus not be possible. At best we
can cover the set {y1, . . . , yN}. Hence, it seems natural to choose the anchor points
that minimize the maximum distance of the yi’s to the nearest anchor point p∗j ; i.e.,

(5.2) d∗R = min
p∗
1 ,...,p

∗
R∈M

max
i=1,...,N

min
j=1,...,R

∥Logp∗
j
yi∥p∗

j
,

where ∥Logp∗
j
yi∥p∗

j
:= ∞ if yi does not lie in the injectivity radius of p∗j . This is a

standard clustering problem on a Riemannian manifold. Hence, we propose to choose
the anchor points as the cluster centers of the given points yi’s that (approximately)
solve (5.2). For this we can use any existing clustering method, which assigns each
point of Y to one (i.e., partitioning) or more (i.e., soft clustering) clusters C(p∗i ).

The foregoing discussion shows that after fixing the number of anchor points R,
it is sensible to choose them as cluster centers. But how do we determine R? We say
that a clustering is covering if d∗R < ∞ is a finite value in (5.2), which entails that
each data point yi lies in the injectivity radius of at least one anchor point. To satisfy
assumption A1 of Proposition 4.2, R should be such that the clustering is covering.
Moreover, R should also be sufficiently large so that (5.1) holds; that is, R should be
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Algorithm 5.1 Adaptive anchor points selection

1: Input: Data points Y = {y1, . . . yN} ⊂ M, the maximal number of anchor points
Rmax < N , an estimate of the injectivity radius 0 ≤ M ≈ inj(M), a negative
lower bound L ≤ 0 on the sectional curvatures ofM.

2: Output: The clusters C(p∗i ) ⊂ Y centered at the anchor points p∗i ∈M.

3: Rmin ←
⌊
1
2ddiam(Y )max{M−1,

√
|L|/π}

⌋

4: if Rmin > Rmax then
5: Rmin ← 1
6: end if
7: for R = Rmin, Rmin + 1, . . . , Rmax do
8: Compute R clusters C(p∗1)∪· · ·∪C(p∗R) = Y using any (soft or hard) clustering

method.
9: if d∗R < π/

√
|L| then

10: return (C(p∗1), . . . , C(p∗R)
11: end if
12: end for
13: return failure

any value such that d∗R < π/
√
|L|. If all the other assumptions of Proposition 4.2 also

hold, then Proposition 4.6 guarantees that the error is bounded by the same quantity
5ϵ regardless of R. Thus, to attain any fixed error bound, we propose to choose the
smallest R so that d∗R < π/

√
|L|. Corollary 4.8 then gives some guidance on the range

in which such an R would lie under simplifying assumptions.
The above observations are summarized as Algorithm 5.1. To determine a rea-

sonable initial number of clusters, we approximate the lower bound in Corollary 4.8.
Neither under- or overshooting the left-hand side of Corollary 4.8 impacts the correct-
ness; if we undershoot it a few extra cluster sizes will be tested, while if we overshoot
it a smaller number of anchor points might have sufficed. We use the quantity

ddiam(Y ) := max
x,y∈Y,

0<distM(x,y)<∞

distM(x, y)

as a discrete approximation of the diameter of f(Ω), and a supplied M as an approx-
imation of the injectivity radius of M. If M = 0, then Rmin = 1 will be the initial
number of clusters.

Step 2. Based on the first stage, we approximate the vector-valued function gj(x)
in Algorithm 5.2. To compute the radius of the ball Bσj

(p∗j ), we suggest to estimate
it as in line 4 of Algorithm 5.2.

5.2. Online stage. The online stage consists of evaluating (4.1) for a give x ∈ Ω.
This is given by Algorithm 5.3. The core step of the online stage is computing the
weighted Fréchet mean, which can be computed, e.g., via Riemannian gradient descent
[11] or approximated using successive geodesic interpolation [16, 15]. In section 6, we
use a Riemannian gradient descent method.

6. Numerical experiments. In this section, we present numerical experiments
to illustrate the performance of the proposed MTSM from section 4 and the algo-
rithms from section 5 as compared to other methods from the literature. We com-
pare MTSM with three manifold-valued approximation schemes: STSM (see sub-
section 3.1), RMLS (see subsection 3.2), and MRMLS from [47, Section 5.4]. We
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Algorithm 5.2 Compute vector-valued function

1: Input: Anchor points p∗j ∈ M and their clusters C(p∗j ) for j = 1, . . . , R; and a
sample set S = {(xi, yi) ∈ Ω×M | i = 1, . . . , N}.

2: Output: Vector-valued functions ĝj : Ωj → Tp∗
j
M, for j = 1, . . . , R.

3: for j = 1 : R do
4: Set the radius σj := maxy∈C(p∗

j )
∥Logp∗

j
y∥p∗

j

5: Compute ĝj from
{
(xi,Logp∗

j
yi)
}N
i=1

using vector-valued function approxima-

tion methods
6: end for
7: return (ĝ1, . . . , ĝR)

Algorithm 5.3 Computing Riemannian multiple centroids (Online)

1: Input: Anchor points p∗j ∈ M for j = 1, . . . , R; the vector-valued functions ĝj ;
and the point x ∈ Ω.

2: Output: The approximate function value (M f)(x).
3: Compute weight φj(x) as (6.1).
4: Define the active site I(x) = {j | φj(x) > 0}.
5: if I(x) = ∅ then
6: return failure
7: end if
8: Compute qj = Expp∗

j
ĝj(x) for all j ∈ I(x)

9: if I(x) = {j} then
10: return qj
11: else
12: return q∗ = argminp∈M

∑
j∈I φj(x) distM(qj , p)

2

13: end if

implemented RMLS based on the description in [26, Section 4.3] and MRMLS as
described in [47, Algorithm 5.1]. STSM uses the same code as MTSM.

The general experimental setup is as follows. First, we construct a training set
S = {(xi, f(xi)) ∈ Ω ×M}Ni=1 for approximating a given f : Ω → M as in (1.1).
This set is used by STSM and MTSM to build their model offline, while RMLS and
MRMLS use it as the set of points whose weighted Fréchet mean is taken. Second, an
independent test set is generated to assess the performance of the constructed models
online. In each experiment, all algorithms use the same training and test sets.

6.1. Implementation details. All algorithms were implemented as Matlab
code. Our implementation including the numerical experiments is available at https:
//gitlab.kuleuven.be/numa/public/mtsm. All the experiments were performed on an
HP EliteBook x360 830 G7 Notebook with 32 GiB memory and an Intel Core i7-
10610U CPU using Matlab 2022a on Ubuntu 22.04.3 LTS. Matlab was allowed to use
all four physical CPU cores.

The setup of MTSM (and STSM as a special case) used throughout the exper-
iments is as follows. We perform the offline stage of MTSM with Algorithm 5.2
using a straightforward Riemannian k-means clustering algorithm as hard cluster-
ing method; we transformed the implementation from Geomstat [37] into Matlab
code. The online stage of MTSM is applied to the test set with Algorithm 5.3. Let
d2j (x) = distM (p∗j , f̂j(x))

2 be the squared distance to the jth anchor point. This is
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Fig. 3: The Wendland function φ(d) and the smooth cutoff function φj(d) with σ2
j = 1

and c = 1
2 .

a smooth function from Ω → R if f̂j : Ω →M is smooth. Then, the smooth weight
function we choose for MTSM is

(6.1) φj(x) =
hj(d

2
j (x))∑R

j=1 hj(d2j (x))
, where hj(d) =

e−(σ2
j−d)−1

+

e−(σ2
j−d)−1

+ + e−(d−cσ2
j )

−1
+

is a smooth cutoff function [34, Chapter 2], σj < inj(p∗j ), (x)+ := max{0, x} for x ∈ R,
0 < c < 1, and e−1/0 = 0. A cutoff function hj is visualized in Figure 3. The value
c = 1

4 is used in the experiments.
For MRMLS and RMLS, the Wendland function [52] φ(d) := (1− d)4+(4d+ 1) is

used as weight function. It is visualized in Figure 3.
The weighted Fréchet mean in RMLS, MRMLS and MTSM is computed by a

trust region based optimization method [11] with the centroid function from the
Manopt toolbox [12] in Matlab.

6.2. Basic examples. We first compare MTSM to several manifold-valued func-
tion approximation methods from the literature on two simple benchmark problems
involving matrix manifolds M. In both cases, we measure the accuracy of the ap-
proximant f̂ : Ω→M to f : Ω→M via the maximum relative error

(6.2) relErr(f, f̂) := max
(x,f(x))∈T

distM(f(x), f̂(x))

∥f(x)∥F

on the test set T ⊂ Ω×M, where ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix.

6.2.1. Symmetric positive-definite matrices. We consider the function that
maps [−1, 1]2 into the manifold of 3×3 symmetric positive-definite matrices P3 ⊂ R3×3

from [47, Section 6.5.2]:

f : [−1, 1]2 −→ P3,

x 7−→ 2I + (| cos(2x2) + 0.6|)e−x2
1−x2

2



10 + 2 sin(5x2) x2 x1x2

x2 10 x2
2

x1x2 x2
2 10


 .(6.3)
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Fig. 4: The maximum relative error (6.2) of the function (6.3) approximated by
RMLS, MRMLS, STSM and 3-MTSM. The vertical axis is displayed in a logarithmic
scale. The setup is described in subsection 6.2.1.

We equip P3 with the affine invariant metric that is discussed in [11, Chapter 11,
section 7, equation (11.35)]. Then, the exponential and logarithmic maps are

ExpP (Ṗ ) = P 1/2 expm

(
P−1/2ṖP−1/2

)
P 1/2,

LogP (Q) = P 1/2 logm

(
P−1/2QP−1/2

)
P 1/2,

where P, Q ∈ P3; Ṗ ∈ TPP3; P
1/2 is the Cholesky factor of P ; expm(·) is the classic

matrix exponential; and logm(·) is the classic matrix logarithm; see [11, equations
(11.37) and (11.38)].

We investigate the impact on the accuracy of STSM, MTSM, RMLS, and MRMLS
with a varying number of training samples. For this, we generate training sets

Sk = {(xi, f(xi)) ∈ [−1, 1]2 × P3 | i = 1, 2, . . . , ⌊50 · 1.5k⌋}

for k = 0, 1, . . . , 5, where the xi’s are chosen as the first points from the Halton
sequence as generated by Matlab’s haltonset(2) function. As test set we choose a
50× 50 uniform grid on [−1, 1]2.

For MTSM (including STSM), we choose radial basis functions interpolation from
[7, 9] based on the multiquadric radial basis function in [9, Chapter 2.2] to approximate
the vector-valued function in the offline stage. For this, we used the implementation
from https://github.com/joslorgom/RBFinterp. For all training sets, we use L = −4
as lower bound of the sectional curvature of P3 [18, Proposition I.1]; with this choice
the stopping criterion in line 9 of Algorithm 5.1 terminated at R = 3 anchor points.

Figure 4 shows the relative error of the function (6.3) by the different methods
for increasingly larger training sets. We observe the relative approximation error of
MTSM is approximately one order of magnitude lower than that of RMLS, and similar
to those of MRMLS and STSM.

The computation time of the offline stage in MTSM is approximately 0.20 seconds,
while STSM requires about 0.022 seconds. For the online stage based on the largest
training set S5, predicting the 2500 test points takes less than 0.5 seconds for both
RMLS and STSM. By constrast, MTSM takes around 4 times as long (2 seconds) and
MRMLS approximately 9 times as long (≈ 4.5 seconds).

6.2.2. Special orthogonal group. Using MTSM, multivariate Hermite inter-
polation in a single tangent space (THI) from [57, Section 4], and barycentric Hermite
interpolation (BHI) from [57, Section 3] we will approximate the function from [57,
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Section 5.2]:

(6.4) f : R2 −→ SO(3), (x1, x2) 7−→ expm H (x1, x2) ,

where SO(3) = {Q ∈ R3×3 | QTQ = QQT = I, det(Q) = 1} is the special orthogonal
group, which we view as an embedded Riemannian submanifold of the Euclidean space
R3×3; ·T denotes the matrix transpose; expm is the classic matrix exponential; and

H(x1, x2) =




0 x2
1 +

1
2x2 sin

(
4π
(
x2
1 + x2

2

))

−x2
1 − 1

2x2 0 x1 + x2
2

− sin
(
4π
(
x2
1 + x2

2

))
−x1 − x2

2 0


 .

In this geometry of SO(3), the exponential and logarithmic maps are, respectively,

ExpP (Ṗ ) = P expm(PT Ṗ ) and LogP (Q) = P logm(PTQ),

where P,Q ∈ SO(3); Ṗ ∈ TPSO(3); and logm(·) is the classic matrix logarithm.
We will investigate the performance of the methods on two training sets. We

use a 7× 7 Chebychev grid on the domain [−0.5, 0.5]2 and its corresponding function
values (represented as 3×3 matrices) as first training set S1, and a 14×14 Chebychev
grid on [−1, 1]2 and its corresponding function values as a second training set S2. As
test sets, we respectively use a 20 × 20 uniform grid on [−0.5, 0.5]2, and a 20 × 20
uniform grid on [−1, 1]2.

The implementation details for BHI and THI are outlined in [57, Section 5.2]. We
used their Matlab implementation from https://github.com/RalfZimmermannSDU/
MultivarHermiteManifoldInterp SISC. As for THI, we randomly sampled one of the
training points on the manifold as the location of the tangent space. For MTSM, we
approximate the vector-valued function ĝj(x) using multivariate Hermite interpola-
tion, as detailed in [57, Section 4]. In this configuration, MTSM can be viewed as an
extension of THI, but now using multiple tangent spaces. Running Algorithm 5.1, it
decides to use R = 2 tangent spaces for both training sets when L = −1 is supplied
as lower curvature bound.

Figure 5 shows the relative error (6.2) for approximating f in (6.4) of 3-MTSM,
BHI and THI for approximating the SO(3)-valued function (6.4). When the func-
tion (6.4) is defined on [−0.5, 0.5]2, the approximation errors of 2-MTSM, THI, and
BHI are very similar. However, on [−1, 1]2, BHI has a significantly higher approxi-
mation error compared to both THI and 2-MTSM, whose results are rather similar.

The computation time for the offline stage using the 2-MTSM is approximately
487 seconds, whereas THI requires only about 197 seconds to build the model. In
the online stage, predicting the 400 test points on the [−1, 1]2 domain takes about 38
seconds for THI, 90 seconds for 2-MTSM, and 2 hours for BHI.

6.3. Parametric model order reduction. The goal of parametric model order
reduction (pMOR) is to replace a complicated system by a simpler one that can be
computed efficiently. This is often achieved by first sampling a set of parameters,
then computing reduced order models at these points, and finally using some form of
(quasi-)interpolation to extend the approximation to the entire parameter domain.

We consider a linear time-varying dynamical system parameterized with param-
eter p ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd (usually, Ω is a bounded domain):

(6.5)
E(p)ẋ(t;p) = A(p)x(t;p) +B(p)u(t), with x(0;p) = 0,

y(t;p) = C(p)x(t;p),
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(a) The 20× 20 uniform grid on [−0.5, 0.5]2.
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(b) The 20× 20 uniform grid on [−1, 1]2.

Fig. 5: The relative error (6.2) for the SO(3)-valued function (6.4), approximated in
different domains by different models. The scale used is the same for all panels in
subfigure (a), and likewise for subfigure (b). The setup is described in subsection 6.2.2.

where t ∈ [0,∞) and we used the dot-notation ẋ(t;p) to denote the time-derivative
d
dtx(t;p). The state variables x(t;p) ∈ Rn, are determined by the given inputs
u(t) ∈ Rm, the matrices A(p), E(p) ∈ Rn×n, B(p) ∈ Rn×m, and C(p) ∈ Rq×n. The
output of the system is y(t;p) ∈ Rq.

The idea of pMOR is to approximate the original state variables inside of a low-
dimensional vector subspace, i.e., x(t;p) ≈ V (p)xr(t;p), where xr(t;p) ∈ Rr and
V (p) ∈ Rn×r has orthogonal columns. Then, multiplying (6.5) from the left by a
matrix with orthonormal rows W (p)T ∈ Rn×r, we obtain the reduced system:

Er(p)ẋr(t;p) = Ar(p)xr(t;p) +Br(p)u(t), with xr(0;p) = 0,

yr(t;p) = Cr(p)xr(t;p),

where the reduced matrices are

Er(p) := W (p)TE(p)V (p) ∈ Rr×r, Br(p) := W (p)TB(p) ∈ Rr×m,

Ar(p) := W (p)TA(p)V (p) ∈ Rr×r, Cr(p) := C(p)V (p) ∈ Rq×r.

Without going into further detail, substituting V (p) 7→ V (p)Q(p), where Q(p) is
a square orthogonal matrix, alters only the representation of the reduced system
but not its approximation properties. The pMOR approximation problem is hence
intrinsically one on the Grassmannian, which is the manifold of all linear subspaces
of a fixed dimension, namely

G(n, r) := {span(Q) | Q ∈ St(n, r)}, where St(n, r) := {Q ∈ Rn×r | QTQ = Ir},
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rather than on the Stiefel manifold St(n, r) of matrices with orthonormal columns.
Elements of the Grassmannian have a natural representation on St(n, r): the subspace
[Q] := span(Q) ∈ G(n, r) can be represented by any orthonormal basis Q ∈ St(n, r)
of it. Detailed information on the exponential map on the Grassmannian can be
found in [21], while the logarithmic map can be approximated by the algorithm in
[56, Algorithm 7.10]. The tangent space at a point P ∈ G(n, k) is

TPG(n, k) =
{
X ∈ Rn×k | XTP + PTX = 0

}
.

We can view pMOR as a problem of approximating the manifold-valued function

f : Rd ⊃ Ω −→ G(n, r)× G(m, r), p 7−→
(
[V (p)], [W (p)]

)

such that the solution of the reduced system is a good approximation of the solution
of the original system. With an approximation f̂ of f , we can efficiently construct
and solve the projected small-scale linear dynamical system, yielding the coordinates
of the solution x(t,p) relative to the chosen matrix with orthonormal columns V (p)
representing the approximating subspace [V (p)].

To measure the quality of reduced order models for linear dynamical systems, the
transfer function

G(s) := G (s,p) := C (p) (sE (p)−A (p))
−1

B (p)

is used in the frequency domain [8]. The transfer function of the of reduced system
is denoted by Gr(s). The relative H∞-norm [13] is used to measure the accuracy of
the reduced-order systems:

(6.6) relErr(G,Gr) :=
∥G−Gr∥H∞

∥G∥H∞

, where ∥F∥H∞
= sup

ω∈R
∥F (ıω)∥∞

and ı2 = −1 is the imaginary unit.3

To evaluate the performance of MTSM for solving pMOR problems, we investigate
two model problems and compare MTSM’s accuracy and computational time with
RMLS, STSM, and the interpolatory projection method (INP) from [5]. The latter
is implemented in the Matlab psssMOR toolbox [41]. Note that INP was specifically
developed to address pMOR problems.

The anchor point of STSM was sampled randomly with uniform probability from
our training set, as in [56, Chapter 7]. The vector-valued function gj in MTSM is
approximated by two different schemes: component-wise multivariate linear interpo-
lation, and component-wise multivariate tensorized interpolation, which extends a
univariate approximation scheme to the multivariate case through a tensor decompo-
sition, as explained in [30, 49].

6.3.1. Anemometer model. We consider the anemometer model, a flow sens-
ing device [39] modeled by the convection-diffusion partial differential equation

ρc
∂T

∂t
= ∇ · (κ∇T )− ρcv∇T + q̇,

where ρ is the mass density, c is the specific heat capacity, κ is the thermal conduc-
tivity, v is the fluid velocity, T is the temperature, and q̇ is the heat flow into the

3We compute it using the norm(system, ‘Inf’) function in Matlab’s Control System Toolbox.
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Fig. 6: The relative error (6.6) between the original anemometer system and its
reduced system computed by INP, STSM, 3-MTSM, and RMLS. The vertical axis
uses a logarithmic scale to show the range of relative error values more clearly. The
setup is described in subsection 6.3.1.

system caused by the heater, ∇ denotes the gradient of the T and ∇· denotes the
divergence κ∇T . In 1D space, this equation models how the temperature T changes
over time t and space x due to the combined effects of convection (movement with
the fluid flow) and diffusion (spreading due to temperature gradients). This equation
has been discretized with finite differences, yielding a parameterized linear dynamical
system in state-space form with a single output [50]:

Eẋ(t) = (A1 + p (A2 −A1))x(t) +Bu(t)

y(t) = Cx(t)

where p ∈ R is the parameter, and the matrices A1, A2, E ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×1, C ∈
R1×n, where n = 29 008.

As training set, we used 200 points xi uniformly spaced in [0.5, 1.5] and used the
rational Krylov projection method from [6] to obtain approximating 20-dimensional
vector spaces [V (pi)] and [W (pi)], both in the Grassmannian G(29008, 20). As test
set, we generate 100 points uniformly spaced between 0.5 and 1.5.

The vector-valued function in MTSM (and STSM) is approximated by multi-
variate linear interpolation. Supplying L = −4 as lower sectional curvature bound,
Algorithm 5.1 applied to the training set decides to chose R = 10.

Figure 6 displays the relative error (6.6) for the different methods. It clearly shows
that all manifold-valued approximation methods outperform the matrix interpolation
method [5]. Comparing 10-MTSM with STSM, we see a substantial advantage in
approximation accuracy of MTSM.

While the accuracy of MTSM is comparable to that of RMLS, as we see in Fig-
ure 6, 10-MTSM requires the computation of the weighted Fréchet mean of ten points
in the online stage, whereas RMLS computes it for all points with nonzero weights,
resulting in significantly higher computational costs. Specifically, 10-MTSM’s offline
stage takes approximately 602 seconds, with around 572 seconds spent on selecting
the 10 anchor points, and 30 seconds to approximate the vector-valued functions. By
contrast, STSM requires only about 3 seconds in the offline stage. For the online
stage, predicting the bases [V (pi)] and [W (pi)] at 100 test points takes about 220
seconds with 10-MTSM, about 2.7 seconds with STSM, 1.1 seconds with INP, and
about 1300 seconds with RMLS.

6.3.2. Microthruster unit model. We consider the 3D microthruster unit
model from [22]. It describes thermal conduction in a semiconductor chip, offering
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Fig. 7: The computational time for approximating p 7→
(
[V (p)], [W (p)]

)
for solving

the Microthruster 3D model based on different number of test points by the methods
described in subsection 6.3.2. The vertical axis is displayed in a logarithmic scale.

flexibility in the boundary conditions to simulate environmental temperature changes.
Discretization leads to a system of linear ordinary differential equations:

Eẋ(t) = (A− p(1)Atop − p(2)Abottom − p(3)Aside)x(t) + b,

y(t) = Cx(t),

where the heat capacity matrix E ∈ Rn×n and the heat conductivity matrix A ∈
Rn×n are symmetric sparse matrices of order n = 4257, b ∈ Rn is the load vector,
C ∈ R1×n is the output matrix, Atop, Abottom, and Aside are real n × n diagonal
matrices originating from the discretization of the convection boundary conditions.

As training set, we generate 343 points pi on a 7 × 7 × 7 Chebyshev grid on
[10, 1000]3 and compute the corresponding projection spaces [V (pi)] and [W (pi)] ∈
G(4257, 40) as the rational Krylov subspaces computed by the method of [6]. The test
sets are the uniform grids with dimensions k× k× k for k = 1, 2, . . . , 8 on [10, 1000]3.
Evaluating RMLS took almost 2 hours on the 8× 8× 8 uniform test grid, so we did
not try k = 9.

The vector-valued function in MTSM and STSM is approximated by two schemes.
In STSM(ho) and MTSM(ho), we use the multivariate tensorized method with ST-
HOSVD approximation [51]. The ST-HOSVD is implemented with hosvd function
in the Tensor Toolbox v3.6 [4] using the truncation ranks (90, 30, 7, 7, 7) and mode
processing order (1, 2, 3, 4, 5). In STSM(lin) and MTSM(lin) we use multivariate linear
interpolation. Algorithm 5.1 applied to the training set selected R = 2 anchor points
when L = −1 is supplied as lower curvature bound. INP is constructed through the
psssMOR toolbox using the same training set.

The computation time for predicting the Krylov subspaces with varying numbers
of test points is plotted in Figure 7. The intercept with the vertical axis represents
the time taken to perform the offline stage, i.e., to build the models. RMLS has no
offline setup cost, while MTSM and STSM need to approximate the vector-valued
pullback functions and INP needs to compute the global basis. The time of MTSM
is higher than for STSM as we need to compute the anchor points by Algorithm 5.2.
These account for the differences in execution time of the offline stage.

As for the online stage, we see from Figure 7 that there is a significant difference
between RMLS and all the other methods. RMLS needs to compute the weighted
Fréchet mean of all points on the Grassmannian with non-zero weights, which results
in the highest computational cost. This is mainly attributable to the high cost of com-
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Method Relative error

Maximum Geometric mean

INP 2.6 · 10−1 7.5 · 10−3

RMLS 1.6 · 10−2 3.2 · 10−3

STSM(lin) 5.4 · 10−2 3.7 · 10−3

STSM(ho) 1.0 · 10−1 5.3 · 10−3

2-MTSM(lin) 1.2 · 10−2 3.1 · 10−3

2-MTSM(ho) 4.5 · 10−2 3.4 · 10−3

Table 1: The geometric mean and maximum of the relative error (6.6) for computing
512 test points as described in subsection 6.3.2.

puting the gradient of weighted Fréchet mean. For 2-MTSM this cost is significantly
reduced because the Fréchet mean of at most 2 points on the Grassmannian will be
required. STSM relies on only one evaluation of the exponential map, avoiding the
expensive computation of the Fréchet mean. This mostly explains the performance
difference of about 60% between STSM and 2-MTSM.

Table 1 presents the maximum and geometric mean value of the relative error
(6.6) on the largest test set. All methods show comparable performance in terms of
accuracy on average. However, we see that the maximum error is significantly larger
for INP compared to the manifold-based function approximation methods. All of the
MTSM-type methods have a better accuracy than all of the TSMs.

Taking both accuracy and computational efficiency into account, we conclude
that MTSM is competitive with the speed of INP and STSM while providing the
approximation accuracy of RMLS. This makes it an effective approach for generating
qualitative projection spaces for pMOR.

7. Conclusions. In this paper, we proposed MTSM in Definition 4.1, a novel
function approximation scheme that approximates a manifold-valued function f as in
(1.1) from samples (1.2) by smoothly mixing predictions of multiple STSMs through
the weighted Fréchet mean. It combines the computational efficiency of STSM [30] and
the global approximation ability of the Riemannian moving least squares method [26].
The numerical experiments show that MTSM can solve different types of problems.
The offline stage in which the model is built has a relatively acceptable cost, provided
sufficiently many model queries are made during the online stage. The online stage is
very cheap compared to RMLS and MRMLS, especially for a large number of points.

Two avenues of further research can be pursued. First, the choice of the loca-
tion of the anchor points deserves a deeper study. On the one hand, cheaper schemes
than Riemannian k-means clustering are of interest to accelerate the sometimes costly
offline stage. On the other hand, optimizing the location of the anchors through Rie-
mannian optimization could increase the accuracy of MTSM. Second, if the samples
(1.2) can be chosen as part of the approximation scheme, the (adaptive) choice of these
points will affect the approximation accuracy. How the samples should be chosen to
satisfy a desired error bound or error decay with MTSM is an open question.

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 4.4. Our main source for the material to
prove Theorem 4.4 in the remainder of this section is the book by Petersen [42].

Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold. A (smooth) vector field X :M→ TM on
a smooth manifoldM is a smooth section of the tangent bundle TM = {(p, vp) | p ∈
M, vp ∈ TpM}, i.e., it is a smooth assignment to p of a tangent vector X(p) ∈ TpM.
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An example of a vector field is the gradient (field) of a smooth function f :M→ R.
Recall that the gradient ∇f at p ∈ M is the tangent vector of TpM that is dual to
the derivative dpf : TpM → R under the identification of linear forms and vectors
via the inner product gp on TpM. The first-order necessary condition for a function
f :M→ R to have a minimum at p is that the gradient (∇f)(p) = 0; see, e.g., [1, 11].

The covariant derivative allows vector fields to be differentiated. Intuitively, this
can be understood as follows. Let p ∈ M be a point and X,Y smooth vector fields.
There is a unique smooth curve γ(t) with γ(0) = p and γ′(0) = X(p), obtained by
integrating the flow defined by X from p. The covariant derivative ∇Y X is then mea-
suring at p how the initial tangent vector X(p) is moving if p is moved infinitesimally
in the direction of Y (p). There is a preferred covariant derivative for Riemannian
manifolds. This Levi–Civita connection ∇ : TM× TM→ TM is the unique covari-
ant derivative that is torsion-free and compatible with the metric in the sense of [42,
Theorem 2.2.2].

The connection ∇ applied to the gradient ∇f results in the Riemannian Hessian
∇2f of f by [42, Proposition 2.2.6]. Evaluated at p, this object can be viewed as
a self-adjoint linear endomorphism on TpM, i.e., (∇2f)(p) : TpM → TpM. Given
two self-adjoint linear endomorphisms A,B, we write A ≽ B (resp., A ≻ B) to mean
that the eigenvalues of A− B are all positive (resp., strictly positive). In particular,
A ≽ 0 (resp., A ≻ 0) means that A is positive semidefinite (resp., positive definite).
The second-order necessary condition for a function f to have a minimum at p is that
(∇2f)(p) ≽ 0; see, e.g., [1, 11].

The Nash–Moser implicit function theorem is an advanced but standard result in
differential geometry; see, e.g., Hamilton [28] for an overview—Theorem 3.3.4 specif-
ically is a suitable version for our purpose. An accessible version for Riemannian
manifolds was presented in full detail by Bergmann and Zimmermann [57]. In our
notation, the latter can be phrased as follows.

Theorem A.1 (Essentially [57, Theorem 6]). Let (M,g) be a Riemannian man-
ifold of dimension d, and let G :M×Rn → TM be a smooth vector field on an open
subset U ⊂M× Rn. If there is a (p∗, x∗) ∈ U such that

1. G (p∗, x∗) = 0 ∈ Tp∗M, and
2. the covariant derivative ∇G∗ at p of the smooth vector field Gx∗ := G|M,{x∗}

has rank d,
then there exists an open neighborhood Ω ⊂ Rd of x∗ and a smooth map q̂ : Ω →M
that solves the implicit equation G(q̂(x), x) = 0.

We now have the necessary background to prove Theorem 4.4.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Consider the map

G :M× Ω −→ TM, (p, x) 7−→ 1

2

R∑

j=1

φj(f̂j(x)) · ∇ distM(p, f̂j(x))
2,

which for a fixed x takes (p, x) to the gradient (in the first variable) of the objective
function inside the argmin in (4.1), scaled by 1

2 . Herein, ∇distM(p, ŷj)
2 is the gradi-

ent of the squared distance function from p to the fixed point ŷj := f̂j(x). As G is a
linear combination of gradient fields with smooth functions as coefficients, it follows
that G is a smooth vector field.

If follows from Proposition 4.2 that for every x ∈ Ω there exists a global minimizer
q(x) of the minimization problem in (4.1). The first-order necessary condition for
optimality implies that G(q(x), x) = 0. Let rj(p) = distM(p, ŷj). Fixing x, we see
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that the covariant derivative of Gx = G|M,x satisfies

∇Gx =

R∑

j=1

φj(ŷj) · ∇2 1

2
r2j .

If we could prove that rank(∇Gx) = m at q(x), then the proof would be concluded by
applying Theorem A.1. Since the φj ’s are a convex combination, it suffices to show
that the Riemannian Hessians ∇2 1

2r
2
j ≻ 0 if φj(yj) > 0.

A close inspection of Karcher’s result [32, Theorem 1.2] reveals that this is the case
under the assumptions of Proposition 4.2. Indeed, Karcher shows in equation (1.2.2) in
[32] that in manifolds with all sectional curvatures negative, we have ∇2 1

2r
2
j ≽ g ≻ 0,

where g is the Riemannian metric; this is [42, Lemma 6.2.5]. Hence, the claim holds
when K = 0 in Proposition 4.2. For manifolds with positive sectional curvatures
bounded by K > 0, a much more advanced argument is required to obtain (1.2.3) in
[32]. Essentially, Karcher exploits ∇2 1

2r
2
j = dr2j + rj∇2rj (by [42, Exercise 2.5.6]) and

Rauch’s comparison theorem [42, Theorem 6.4.3] applied to ∇2rj to yield ∇2 1
2r

2
j ≽√

Kcotan(
√
Krj)g. Since the cotangent is strictly positive for 0 ≤ rj(p) <

π
2 , it follows

that ∇2 1
2r

2
j ≻ 0 if rj < π

2
√
K
. As in the proof of C3 in Proposition 4.2, assumption

A3 implies that the distance from f(x) to each ŷj is bounded by 5ϵ. By [32, Theorem
1.2], the minimum q(x) of (4.1) will be attained in the interior of the geodesic ball
of radius 5ϵ centered at f(x). The maximum distance rj(q(x)) from q(x) to the ŷj ’s
is then 10ϵ < min{inj(p∗j ), π

2
√
k
} ≤ π

2
√
K

by the triangle inequality. This shows that

∇ 1
2r

2
j (q(x)) ≻ 0 for all j such that φj(ŷj) > 0 and concludes the proof.
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