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Abstract

In recent years, promising statistical modeling approaches to tensor data analysis have
been rapidly developed. Traditional multivariate analysis tools, such as multivariate regres-
sion and discriminant analysis, are generalized from modeling random vectors and matrices to
higher-order random tensors. One of the biggest challenges to statistical tensor models is the
non-Gaussian nature of many real-world data. Unfortunately, existing approaches are either
restricted to normality or implicitly using least squares type objective functions that are com-
putationally efficient but sensitive to data contamination. Motivated by this, we adopt a simple
tensor t-distribution that is, unlike the commonly used matrix t-distributions, compatible with
tensor operators and reshaping of the data. We study the tensor response regression with ten-
sor t-error, and develop penalized likelihood-based estimation and a novel one-step estimation.
We study the asymptotic relative efficiency of various estimators and establish the one-step
estimator’s oracle properties and near-optimal asymptotic efficiency. We further propose a
high-dimensional modification to the one-step estimation procedure and show that it attains
the minimax optimal rate in estimation. Numerical studies show the excellent performance of
the one-step estimator.

Adaptive lasso, High-dimensional regression, MM algorithm, Robust statistics, Tensor analy-

sis.

1 Introduction

A dataset or random variable arranged into the format of multidimensional array is called a tensor.
Analysis of tensor data is driven by various modern scientific and engineering problems, including
neuroimaging data analysis (Zhou et al.||2013| [Karahan et al.[20135), statistical genetics (Hore et al.
2016)), graphical models (Greenewald et al.|2019), recommender systems (B1 et al.|2018)), sufficient

dimension reduction (L1 et al.[[2010), relational and network data (Hoff|2015)), and time series data
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(Chen et al.| 2021, [Wang et al.|2022). See B1 et al.|(2020) for a very recent overview of statistical
tensor analysis.

Since the beginning of tensor analysis (Hitchcock|[1927, |Carroll & Chang|1970, Kruskal|1977),
there has been tremendous progress in tensor decompositions, from both applied mathematics
(Kolda & Bader[2009) and machine learning (Sidiropoulos et al. 2017)). There has also been a
rapidly growing literature on building statistical models for the analysis of tensor data, for ex-
ample, on low-rank decompositions (Sun et al. 2017, Zhang & Xia 2018} |[Zhang & Han/ 2019,
Han et al. 2023)), tensor regression (Zhou et al.| 2013, Hoftf 2015} L1 & Zhang 2017} Lock 2018,
Raskutti et al.|2019, |Chen et al.[2019, [Hao et al.|2021, [Zhou et al.|[2023)), and tensor classification
and clustering (Lyu et al.|[2017] |Pan et al.|2019, Sun & Li[2019, |Han et al.|[2022, |Luo & Zhang
2022, [Mai et al.|2022| |Cai et al.|2021). However, an important but less studied research direction
is the distributions of random tensors, especially beyond normality. In the past decade, various
statistical models and methods have been proposed for characterizing tensor data and for modeling
relationships between tensors and other variables (e.g., categorical or multivariate). Many exten-
sions of classical multivariate analysis to high-dimensional tensor analysis, not surprisingly, rely
on normality assumptions. A particularly popular choice is the tensor normal distribution, which
assumes a separable Kronecker product covariance structure. For example, |[Hoft|(2011) was one of
the earliest works using the tensor normal distribution, with applications to modeling multivariate
longitudinal network data; L1 & Zhang| (20177 proposed a parsimonious tensor response regression
model with tensor normal errors; Pan et al. (2019) proposed a tensor discriminant analysis model
in high dimensions; |He et al. (2014) and Sun et al.| (2015) studied sparse tensor Gaussian graph-
ical models. The tensor normal distribution is popular in statistics because of its theoretical and
computational simplicity, partly due to the parsimonious and interpretable covariance structure.

In this paper, we introduce a tensor t-distribution that is compatible with the classical mul-
tivariate t-distribution and the above-mentioned tensor normal distribution. The separable Kro-
necker covariance structure is employed to keep the parsimonious and interpretable dependence
structure in tensor variables. A single scalar degrees of freedom parameter is used to character-
ize the heavy-tailed behaviors. This simple tensor t-distribution is fundamentally different from
the common matrix-variate t-distributions in the literature (Dickey 1967, Thompson et al.[ 2020,
Zhang & Yeung| 2010, |Gupta & Nagar [1999). There are two main challenges with the common
matrix t-distribution that are nagging its extensions to higher-order tensor analysis. First, it is
incompatible with vectorization operator. If we reshape a matrix-t into a vector by stacking its
columns together, the resulting vector is no longer multivariate-t. Our tensor t-distribution resolves
this issue, and is still within the same tensor t-distribution family after various tensor operators
such as vectorization, linear transformation, rotation, and sub-tensor extraction. Second, the latent

variable representation of matrix t-distribution involves Wishart distributions that can be computa-
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Figure 1: Quantile-Quantile (Q-Q) plots for a real neuroimaging dataset (left panel) with n = 55
third-order tensors each of dimension p; X py X p3 = 30 x 30 x 20, and a simulated data of the same
dimension and sample size from the tensor t-distribution (right panel) with degrees of freedom 1.5.

tionally expensive since the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm (Dempster et al.|[1977)) or
other likelihood-based estimates are often used in t-modeling. In contrast, the proposed tensor t-
modeling approach, which is scalable to high-dimensional data analysis, is computationally much
simpler with a scalar latent variable from the Gamma distribution regardless of the order of the
tensor.

As a motivating data example, we consider the functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI)
scans from an Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) study, where the brain images of 55 subjects are
preprocessed and arranged into tensors of dimension p; X py X p3 = 30 x 30 x 20. Details of the
study are included in the later real data analysis (Section [7). In this study other clinical covariates
such as group indicator, age and sex are also provided. It is of great scientific interest to model how
the brain structure and functions are affected by the disorder after adjusting for other covariates.
A recent approach is the tensor response regression that uses the image as response and all other
covariates as predictor (Rabusseau & Kadri1 2016, L1 & Zhang 2017, [Sun & L12017)), where nor-
mality assumption is either explicitly imposed or implicitly used via the least squares estimation.
We draw the QQ plot for the ASD data set to check its normality, specifically, we first regress the
response tensor in predictors using least squares estimation, and then standardize the residual ten-
sor by its covariance matrices. If we treat the ASD data as normally distributed, the square norm of
the standardized residual follows the chi-squared distribution with p = 30 x 30 x 20 = 18000 de-
grees of freedom. In Figure[T] we plot the empirical quantiles versus the theoretical quantiles (from
the x2-distribution). The heavy-tailed behavior is clear, and the potential outliers are possibly due
to poor imaging quality or problematic image registration. For comparison, we also simulated data

from the proposed tensor t-distribution with the same dimension and sample size. The simulated



data mimics the real data behavior well when the degrees of freedom is specified as 1.5, which
corresponds to quite an extremely heavy-tailed distribution. Although illustrated with this neu-
roimaging data, the proposed t-modeling strategy is equally applicable to various applications and
models.

We apply our tensor t-modeling to the tensor response regression problem with regularization.
The new approach is not just robust to heavy tails and outliers, but also equipped with formal
likelihood-based inference and consistent variable selection. Similar to the classical -modeling in
Little (1988), Lange et al.|(1989), the tensor t-modeling has the advantage of an explicit parametric
model assumption that is interpretable and therefore an inferential procedure for the estimated
parameters. An advantage of such approaches is that, the t-distributional assumption often provides
a more accurate standard error estimate than the outlier detection-and-elimination approaches that
do not account for the variability in samples. For the same reason, the t-distribution has its
advantages over robust loss function approaches, such as the Huber loss (Huber |1992)), when the
t-distributional assumption holds. After a novel majorization and one-step approximation to the
penalized likelihood, our objective function is also as interpretable as the robust loss functions.

This article includes several significant contributions.

First of all, we propose a general modeling strategy using the tensor t-distribution and a robust
tensor response regression model that is robust to outliers. Although statistical approaches to
tensor decomposition (Sun et al.|2017), clustering and co-clustering (Wang & Zeng 2019), and
completion (Zhang |2019) do not necessarily require the normality assumption, they may suffer
from heavy-tailed data and outliers. This article thus provides insights for future research in tensor
analysis from the t-distributional perspective.

Secondly, we develop a complete set of estimation methods. We start with the maximum
likelihood estimation via the EM algorithm and the penalized likelihood estimation via Majoration-
Maximization (MM) algorithm (see |Hunter & Lange| 2004, for background). However, both the
EM and MM algorithms are computationally expensive in tensor t-regression and likely converge
to local optima due to non-convexity in the optimization. We hence propose a novel one-step
estimation (OST) that is motivated by the likelihood-based objective function but is guaranteed to
converge globally. This OST algorithm, which essentially solves a weighted least squares problem,
is much faster than the EM and MM algorithms. Finally, when the number of parameters in
our model is much larger than the sample size, we further develop a high-dimensional one-step
estimator (HOST) that is computationally even more efficient and scalable.

Thirdly, for OST, we establish its oracle properties, asymptotically valid variance estimates,
and inference procedures. We study the asymptotic relative efficiency among various feasible so-
lutions such as least squares, tensor normal likelihood-based, and the MLE and OST from the

tensor-t regression; and show that the OST estimator is almost as efficient as the penalized maxi-



mum likelihood estimator (which is unattainable due to the non-convexity). For high-dimensional
settings, we establish the minimax estimation rates for the tensor response regression and prove
that the HOST estimator is optimal in terms of the minimax convergence rate. Theoretical insights
on mis-specified t-distribution’s degrees of freedom are also provided.

Finally, a special case of our model is the multivariate linear model, i.e., when the order of
the response tensor is one. For the multivariate linear model, the proposed t-modeling approach is
directly applicable and provides a useful addition to the popular dimension reduction approaches
such as partial least square regression (Chun & Keleg|2010) and reduced-rank regression (Izen-
man||1975), where low-dimensional structures are often assumed. We focus on the settings where
the response is non-normal and has a much higher dimension than the predictor so that response
selection is critical.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section [2]introduces the definition and some key
properties of the tensor t-distribution. Section [3|introduces the robust tensor response regression
model with tensor t-errors and its (penalized) MLEs. In Section 4] we propose the one-step esti-
mator (OST) and high-dimensional one-step estimator (HOST). Theoretical properties are given
in Section[5] Extensive simulation studies and real data analysis are presented in Sections [6]and
respectively, and followed by a short discussion in Section 8| The Supplementary Materials

contain additional numerical results, proofs, and other technical details.

2 Tensor notation and tensor t-distribution

2.1 Notation

The following notation and (multi-)linear algebra will be used in this article. Our notion of tensor
analysis is different from that in mathematics and physics, although some common operators and
techniques (see, Kolda & Bader| 2009, for example) are used to provide a concise statistical mod-
eling framework and estimation procedures. We call a multidimensional array A € RP1**PM an
M-way tensor or M-th order tensor, while M = 1 corresponds to vectors and M = 2 corresponds

to matrices. Some key operators on a general M -th order tensor A are defined as follows.

* Vectorization. The vectorization of A is denoted by vec(A) € RIl=7P= where the (iy, - - - ,ixr)-
th scalar in A is mapped to the j-th entry of vec(A), j = 1 4+ S0 {(im — 1[I pr}-

* Matricization. The mode-n matricization, reshapes the tensor A into a matrix denoted by
Ay € R Ilnznpr g0 that the (iy, - - - , ip)-th elementin A becomes the (i, j)-th element

of the matrix A,), where j =1+, {(ix — 1) [[,cp s 21}



* Vector product. The mode-n vector product of A and a vector ¢ € RP" is represented by
A X, c € RPYXXPn1XPr1xXPM regults in an (M — 1)-th order tensor. This product is the
result of the inner products between every mode-n fiber in A with vector c. The mode-n

fibers of A are the vectors obtained by fixing all indices except the n-th index.

* Matrix product. The mode-n product of tensor A and a matrix G € R**P», denoted as
A x,, G, is an M-th order tensor with dimension p; X « -+ X p,_1 X § X Ppyq X -+ X Pps.
Similar to the vector product, the product is a result of multiplication between every mode-n
fibers of A and the matrix G.

* Tucker product. The Tucker product of the core tensor A and a series of factor matrices
Gl,...,GM,isdeﬁnedasA X1 G1 Xo =+« Xpm GM = [[A;Gl,...,G]\/[]].

e Inner product of two tensors with matching dimensions is (A, B) = vec(A)?vec(B).

2.2 Tensor normal distribution and tensor t-distribution

In this paper, the multivariate t-distribution with location parameter p € RP, symmetric positive
definite scale matrix X € RP*?, and degrees of freedom v > 0, is denoted as ,(u, X, v). We
introduce two tensor-variate distributions: The tensor normal distribution denoted as TN(u, E);
and the tensor t-distribution denoted as TT(u,E, v). In both distributions, the parameter p €
RPr<xPur characterizes the mean and the set of symmetric positive definite matrices 2 = {3, €
RPm>Pm = 1,..., M} = {¥4,--+, Xy} characterizes the “separable” covariance structure.
Moreover, v > 0 is the degrees of freedom in our tensor t-distribution. The tensor Mahalanobis
distance in both distributions is written as [|[Y — p||2 = ([Y — ;=74 -, 5/ Y —p) =
vee(Y — )" (Q. _,, -1)vec(Y — p), which generalizes the usual tensor norm ||[Y — p||> =
(Y —p, Y — ).

For a tensor random variable Y & RP1**PM  the matrix/tensor normal distribution (Dawid
1981, \Gupta & Nagar 1999, Manceur & Dutilleul 2013) is one of the key statistical modeling
approaches of the array and tensor random objects. As a generative definition of tensor normal
distribution, Y ~ TN(pu, B) if Y = p + [Z; 21/2, cee E}\f]] for some random tensor Z that con-
sists of independent standard normal entries. The probability density function of Y ~ TN(u, &)
can be easily obtained from the multivariate normal distribution: vec(Y) ~ N(vec(u), X), where
Y =3y ®- - ® 3 is called the Kronecker separable covariance. Therefore, the distribution of
Y, specifically the probability density function, depends on E = {X;,..., ¥,,} only through the
Kronecker product of covariances X = 3, ® --- ® ;. Let = = {a1Xy, -+ ,apyXy}, where
Ay > 0,m =1,--- M, and Hf\n/lzl am = 1. Then TN(p, Z) and TN(p, Z) are the same dis-

tribution. In other words, = and each 3., are not identifiable while X is. To ensure parameter



identification, we impose the constraint that the first element of 32,,, isone form =1,--- , M — 1,
and then the scaling of the covariance parameters is absorbed into 32 ,,. For the tensor t-distribution,
we have the same issue and thus impose the same identification constraint on = throughout this
paper. Other approaches of scaling the covariance parameters X, in the tensor normal distribution
are equally applicable to our methodology and theory.

The formal definition and several key properties of the tensor t-distribution are given as follows.
Analogous to the multivariate normal and t-distributions, when the degrees of freedom v — oo, the
tensor t-distribution TT(pu, =, ) becomes the tensor normal TN(u, E); when M = 1 the tensor

t-distribution reduces to the multivariate t-distribution ¢, (u, 3, v).

Definition 1. A tensor-variate random variable Y € RP***PM follows the tensor t-distribution

TT(p, Z,v) if and only if it has probability density function,

L(“32) s [ Bl 7

COZENO)

v+p

X (L+|Y —p|z/v) 2, (1)

fY [ p, @,v) =

where p = H%Zl P> P-m =[], 2m Py and ['(+) is the Gamma function.

Proposition 1. A tensor t-distributed random variable Y ~ TT(w,E,v) satisfies the following

propetrties.

(a) Suppose X ~ TN(0,E) and G ~ x?/v are independent, where x> is the Chi-square distribu-
tion with degree freedom v > 0, then Y ~ X/vVG + p ~ TT(, 2, v).

(b) When v > 2, E(Y(m)CY(T;n)) = Ltr{C(Ey®@ @1 @1 @ - @ 1)}, +
p,(m)Cu(Tm), where C € RP-m*P-m g q constant matrix. If p = 0, then E{Y(m)Y(Tm)} =
7 T L 01 (30 ) } 3o

(c) Suppose that A,,, € RP™*9m where ¢, < ppm, and AL A, > 0. Define py = [p; AT, Al],
and Z4 = {ATS A - ALy Ay Then [Y; AL+ Ay] ~ TT(a, 24, v).

(d) Y(my ~ TT (i), B, v), where Zp, = {3, Xy ®@ - @1 @8, 1 ® - @ X1}

(e) vec(Y) ~ t,(vec(p), (SO Y V).

From the above generative representation of tensor t-distribution, i.e., statement (a) in the
proposition, we see that G ~ x2/v induces the heavy tail from TN(0,E). The heavy-tailed
character is thus spherical and homogeneous across each element, fiber, and mode of the tensor.
Future research may extend this definition of tensor t-distribution to incorporate different degrees

of heavy-tailedness along each mode of the tensor. This can be achieved by borrowing the idea



from the alternative t-model in Finegold & Drton|(2011) for vector data. In this article, we focus on
the single parameter v to explicitly model the heavy tails of the data. As we show later in regres-
sion analysis, our tensor t-distribution leads to a computationally efficient and intuitive weighted
least squares (WLS) scheme for likelihood-based estimation.

IfY ~ TT(u,E,v) and v > 2, then E(Y) = p, and cov{vec(Y)} = 553 = LX)y ®
--- ® ;. We also want to make a remark on the choice of the Kronecker product separable
covariance structure 3 = ®in: v 2m from the shape parameter =. This is a widely used structure
in tensor normal analysis (Hoff|[2011, Pan et al.|2019, L1 & Zhang/ 2017, He et al. 2014} e.g.),
where the goal is to model the mode-wise dependence structure. Similar to the tensor normal case,
this structure also substantially reduces the number of parameters in cov{vec(Y)} for tensor t-
distribution. Specifically, the number of the free parameters in the scale parameter is reduced from
T o) TTY oo + 1) /2 t0 SN (P + 1)/2 — M + 1. Our tensor t-model framework
can be directly generalized to alternative tensor covariance assumptions. For example, Greenewald
et al. (2019) recently proposed to use Kronecker sum instead of product in tensor graphical models.
Then the alternative tensor t-distribution can be generated in the same way as in Proposition I}

Properties (b)—(e) are about quadratic forms, linear transformations, and reshaping (matri-
cization and vectorization) of the tensor t-variable. Specifically, (b) leads to an easy moment-
based sample estimation for 35,,; (c)—(e) implies that tensor t-distribution is preserved after any
non-degenerate linear transformation, rotation, sub-tensor extraction, vectorization and matricriza-
tion. These nice properties also distinguish our tensor t-distribution from the commonly used
matrix t-distribution (e.g., Gupta & Nagar |1999). The matrix t-distribution and, more generally,
the matrix elliptical distributions are important topics in multivariate analysis and Bayesian de-
cision theory. See Dawid (1977), Fang & Li (1999) for some classical results, and Zhang &
Yeung (2010), Thompson et al.| (2020) for more recent applications. The matrix t-distribution
can be defined as S™V2X + pu ~ MVT(u, {2, %}, v), where X ~ TN(u, {L,,,3,}) and
S ~ Wishart(X;', v + p; — 1) are independent.

Our tensor t-distribution, when M = 2, is different from this matrix t-distribution. We make
a few remarks about the advantages of our TT distribution over the commonly used MV'T dis-
tribution; additional connections and discussion are given in the Supplementary Materials. First
of all, while the existing works on matrix t-distribution MVT focus on the left or right spheri-
calness of the data matrix or Bayesian inference (O’Brien!|1988)), our tensor t-distribution is mo-
tivated mainly by the heavy-tailed tensor data in practice. Therefore, when the focus is dealing
with heavy-tails and potential outliers, it is more natural to consider the univariate chi-square dis-
tribution than the matrix-variate Wishart distribution in generating the matrix-t variables. Sec-
ondly, by comparing the two density functions, our tensor t-distribution is more intuitive. The

density in Definitions [1| depends on Y only through |Y — w/|%, which intuitively is the tensor



Mahalanobis distance. On the other hand, the determinant function in matrix t (see Definition [2)),
L, +271 (Y — )25 (Y — )7, loses such nice interpretation. From a computational perspective,
when the dimension is large, the calculation of matrix determinant (in maximizing the likelihood)
and the sampling of Wishart latent variables (in EM algorithm) is far less appealing than calcu-
lating the Mahalanobis distance and sampling the univariate chi-squares latent variables. Finally,
as shown in Proposition [I] our tensor-t random variable remains a tensor-t random variable if we
extract a sub-tensor, or vectorize or matricize it. In tensor analysis, it is crucial to preserve the same
distributional characteristics when those tensor operations are performed. This is unfortunately not
true for the existing matrix t-distribution: If Y ~ MVT then vec(Y) does not follow a multivariate
t-distribution. To the best of our knowledge, there is no straightforward way of generalizing the
matrix t-distribution MVT to higher-order tensors, while our tensor t-distribution provides an easy

and unified modeling approach for an arbitrary order tensor.

3 Robust tensor response regression

3.1 Model

To model the association between a response tensor Y € RP!**PM and a covariate vector X €
R4, we consider the following tensor response regression model with independent and identically
distributed data,

YZ‘ZB>_<]V[+1X7;+E7;, Ez NTT(O,E,V), 1= 1,...,717 (2)

where B € RP1**PMx4 ig the coefficient tensor, and E; € RP1**PM are independent of X;.
Without loss of generality, we assume that E(Y) = 0, E(X) = 0, and that the data are centered.
While the tensor response regression is a rapidly developing area of research in recent years, most
existing approaches either explicitly assume the error E to be tensor normal (e.g., L1 & Zhang
2017) or inexplicitly use the least squares loss that corresponds to isotropic normal distribution
(e.g. Rabusseau & Kadri[2016). Many theoretical results also break down when the sub-Gaussian
tail condition is violated (e.g., |Sun & Li[2017). We assume a heavy-tail tensor t-distribution for
more robust and flexible modeling. In contrast to the robust loss function approaches, e.g. using
Huber loss function instead of least squares loss (e.g. [Huber |1964, [Lambert-Lacroix & Zwald
2011)), our Model (2) specifies the t-distribution for E to help derive the maximum likelihood
estimation (MLE) and model-based inference procedure. Our focus is the issues of heavy-tail
errors and the high-dimensionality in response. Hence our approach is developed for a sparse but
not necessarily low-rank B, while exiting tensor response regression methods (L1 & Zhang|2017,
Rabusseau & Kadri[2016, Sun & Li2017) heavily rely on the low-rankness of B.



To gain some intuition on how the Model is robust to outliers, we consider the MLE of B
when E and v are known. Let X € R?*" be the data matrix for the predictor, and Y € RP1>*Paxn

be the data tensor for the response.

Proposition 2. The MLE to (2) satisfies that B=Y xun (XWXT)"IXW, where W € R™ " is
a diagonal matrix with w; = (v +p)/(v + |[Y; — ]§>_<M+1X1»H25).

From Proposition 2} if one knows = and v, then the MLE B can be viewed as a weighted least
squares estimator. The weight w; for the i-th observation is small when the observation is far from
the center, i.e., when the tensor Mahalanobis distance || Y; — BX 3,41 X;]|2 is large. This weighting
scheme thus provides a robust estimator that is also efficient because it is likelihood-based. When
we know = and v, the MLE of B can then be obtained from an iterative re-weighted procedure,
where W and B are iteratively updated based on Proposition [2| Later, we also consider the penal-
ized likelihood approach where B is sparse and = is unknown. Details of the EM algorithm for
the tensor t-distribution, which works well in low-dimensional settings, are given in Section |C| of

Supplementary Materials.

3.2 Choosing the degrees of freedom

Before proposing the penalized estimation for tensor t-regression model, we first discuss the choice
of the degrees of freedom v. Although the model in (2)) can be assumed with any v > 0, in model
fitting with unknown v, we recommend using v = 4. Apparently, such a choice is prone to
model mis-specification as the true model may have a different degrees of freedom. However, we
have found that setting ¥ = 4 in the estimation works well in numerical studies and applications.
The reason is that our estimation is insensitive to the choice of v. In Proposition [2] and the one-
step estimator proposed in the next section, the estimation is affected by v via the weights w; =
(v 4 p)/(v + |[Y: — BXar1X,]|Z), where the expectation of |[Y; — BX ;1 X;||2 is in the same
order as p. In most tensor analysis, the dimension p = Hf\n/lzl Pm 1s large and then the weights
w; are very insensitive to the choice of v. Therefore, v has a minor influence on the estimation
of the model. In simulation studies, we use an example to give a further demonstration that using
v = 4 works as well as using true v for a wide range of settings. Note that Lange et al.| (1989)
also illustrated that using v = 4 works well for multivariate t-regression. If one is particularly
interested in estimating the true v, we have developed an algorithm for estimating v that works
well in low-dimensional settings (details are provided in the Supplementary Materials, Section[C).
However, estimating v is not recommended when p is moderately large. Recall that in Figure [I]
we generated a simulated data from TT(0, I,,, 1.5). For this simulated data, the estimated degrees
of freedom v = 0.402, which is much smaller than 1.5. Lucas| (1997) argued that estimating v

based on data is not robust to outliers for multivariate t-distribution. For tensor t-distribution, we

10



have the same issue. Another disadvantage for estimating v is that we need to using line search
method to find the solution iteratively, which is time-consuming. Henceforth, we use v = 4 as a

fixed default value unless otherwise specified.

3.3 The penalized likelihood approach

We consider the following penalized negative log-likelihood function for the joint estimation of B
and E = {X,..., 3y},

=) VDN _
L.(B,E) Zp mlog|Sn|) + 2p210g(1+HYi—BxMHXZ-HQE/y)—|—P,\(B), 3)
i=1

where P, (B) denotes a generic penalty function on B with tuning parameter \ such as the lasso
penalty (Tibshirani||1996), elastic net (Zou & Hastie/2005) and SCAD (Fan & Li2001). In this
article, we consider the adaptive lasso penalty (Zou|2006) to induce element-wise sparsity in B
and the group adaptive lasso penalty (Wang & Leng|2008)) to perform response variable selection.

We impose the adaptive lasso penalty to induce element-wise sparsity in B and define it to be
the same as the classical adaptive lasso on B: Py(B) = A Zﬁ dares T 10j,jarsa | » Where
b.

jgnigs 18 the (J1,- -+, jar41)-th element in B, rj,..;,,,, = b2 and b;

iy edaa1? j1-jargs €an be any

v/n-consistent estimator of b;

j1--jares- 1N this paper, we focus on the scenario when the predictor is

a low-dimensional vector, i.e. ¢ < n. Consequently, the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator
BOUS = Y x /41 (XXT) "X is well-defined, y/n-consistent, and used in the adaptive (group) lasso
penalties unless otherwise specified.

In tensor response regression, we are also interested in response variable selection. For exam-
ple, when Y is a brain imaging scan, it is of great interest to identify brain regions that are affected
by the predictor. For more effective variable selection in Y, we consider the intrinsic group struc-
ture in variable selection. By vectorizing the tensor response Model (2), we have a multivariate
linear regression

vec(Y;) = B(TMH)XZ- +vec(E;), 1=1,...,n, 4)

where each column vector of the regression coefficient matrix B(y;41) € R?*? can be mapped
to a mode-(M + 1) fiber of B and correspondingly to a response variable in Y. Therefore, we
also consider the adaptive group lasso penalty with column-wise group structure from B/41),
Py\(B) =AY _, rj||Byll2, where B, € R? is the J-th column of B(y41), and | B, |3 = BYB,.

For the weight r;, we choose r; = 1/ ||]§9LS |3 from the OLS estimator.

An important special case of (3) is when v — co. Then L,,(B, E) converges to

Luoo(B, E) = Zp mlog|Sim|) + ZHY B Xillz + AA(B), 5)
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which is the penalized likelihood-based objective function for tensor normal error E; in (2)). To the
best of our knowledge, such an estimator and its properties have not been studied in the literature.
As such the global minimum of (3)) is denoted as BAPT and EAPT and that of (3) is denoted as
BAPN and ZAPN The estimator BAPN is not robust to outliers. We will show the advantages of
BAPT over BAPN both numerically and theoretically.

The objective function (3) is clearly not convex and computationally nontrivial to minimize.
We develop a Majorize-Minimization (MM) algorithm (Hunter & Lange 2004, e.g.) as a feasible
approach. The key in constructing the MM algorithm is to find a convex surrogate function and
solve it to update the solution in the majorization and minimization steps. We construct the convex

surrogate function in the following.

Proposition 3. For any (B®) EW®), the following function majorizes L,,(B, E) in (3),

M n
— P— n 1 k —
Fa(B,2 | BY,E0) = 503 ponloglZnl) +5 3wV~ BXunXillz + B(B), ©

where the weight is defined as wgk) = (v+p)/ (v+IY; = B® X1 X||2). Specifically,
F,(B,2|B® 2%) > L,(B,&), and F,(B® E® | B®) 2®) = L,(B®, EM).

The objective function (6)) contains two unknown parameters B and E. To solve it, we still
need to alternate between B and =. In each iteration, we update = given B, then we update B
given the most recently updated =. The detailed MM algorithm for solving our penalized MLE
problem is provided in the Supplementary Materials (Section [C)).

Although the MM algorithm always converges, we cannot guarantee its convergence to the
global minimum since the objective function (3)) is not convex. Also, we need two iterations to
solve (3). The first iteration is that we find the convex surrogate function iteratively, the second
iteration is that to solve the surrogate function, we solve B and = cyclically. Those two iterations
are usually of high computational cost. We will show that B2PT has oracle properties. However,
the theoretical gap exists since the MM algorithm may converge to a local minimum. Motivated by
these issues, we next develop a novel one-step estimation procedure that is guaranteed to converge

to the global solution and much faster than the MM algorithm.

4 One-step estimation and its high-dimensional modification

4.1 One-step estimation

The one-step algorithm is motivated by the majorizing function (6)), which is convex in B. Since
our main target in tensor response regression is the sparse tensor coefficient B, we propose a one-

step estimation procedure that tailors the joint estimation of B and = for a more targeted estimation
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of B. We define our one-step estimator as the minimizer of the following convex objective function,

F.(B)=F,(B,E|B.8) =) &Y: - BxyuXi|% + P(B), 7)
i=1
where B and Z can be any \/n-consistent estimators, and &; = (v+p)/(v+]|Yi— BX 11X, 12).
Henceforth, we use the previously defined adaptive lasso penalty P\(B) = A3 o 75 jars [0jijarss |
unless otherwise specified. We choose B and E as follows.
For ]§, we use the following adaptive penalized least squares (APL) estimator, whose theoreti-

cal properties are also established in Section [5]

BAPL = argmin Z [vec(Y; — BX 1 Xy)|” + PA(B). ®)
1

BeRrLX X (T

This APL estimator can be viewed as the naive penalized estimator that is easy to obtain but ignores

the tensor and covariance structure in response. Based on this BAT™, we obtain = by minimizing

the plug-in likelihood-based objective function, i.e. L,(B*PX, Z) in (3),

M n
Lo(2) Q%p_mlogmmw =0 > log(1+ Y, =B Xiz/n). - ©)

We denote BOST as the solution of the objective function (7) given BAPL and Z. An obvious
advantage of the one-step estimator is that it does not need the MM iterations in the penalized
MLE. As a result, the one-step estimator is much faster. In what follows, we further discuss that
the one-step estimator should be preferred for theoretical studies as well.

The one-step estimator is not a solution to the original penalized maximum likelihood problem
in (3). However, we will show in Section @ that the one-step estimator has an almost identical
asymptotic variance as the penalized MLE and, thus, has almost no loss in statistical efficiency.
Furthermore, the one-step estimator circumvents the problem of local minima. Since (3) is a non-
convex problem, it is difficult to guarantee that an algorithm achieves the global minimum. There
is henceforth an algorithmic gap in the theoretical analysis of the penalized MLE, in the sense
that the solution from the MM algorithm might not be the global solution to (3] with the desirable
properties. On the other hand, we show that the one-step estimator’s algorithm is guaranteed to

converge to the global solution of the convex problem (7)) (cf. Theorem {).

4.2 Algorithm for one-step estimator

The one-step estimator is obtained in three steps: the initialization for B by solving (8)), the esti-
mation of E by solving (9)), and the final OST estimator by solving (7). The estimation procedure

is summarized in Algorithm (I}
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The optimization problem (8) can be separated into the following p sub-problems.

n q
argmin Y ~ [[vec(Y;); = ByX|1P + A o1kl Bas-1) 4l (10)
ByeR® 0y k=1
with J = 1,--- ,p. The separability of (8) indicates that to obtain ]§APL, we regress one element

of Y a time without considering the correlation between the elements. Each sub-problem can be
solved by coordinate descent algorithm used in Friedman et al.|(2010).

For the plug-in estimator E, we provide the details of solving objective function (J)) in the
Supplementary Materials (Section [C). In the proof of Theorem 4 we showed that when np_,, >
Dm, the estimate f)m obtained by solving (9)) is positive definite with a probability of one. This
also guarantees that the objective function is well-defined. Although the estimation for E is
iterative and non-convex, we used the concept and theory of geodesic convexity (Rapcsaki|1999)
to show that the likelihood-base covariance estimation procedure converges to the global solution.
This technique is similar to the existing works on this topic (e.g.,/Zhang et al. 2013)).

Objective function is a penalized weighted least square problem that is strictly convex.
When P\(B) = A" o Tienin [Djijasa |- we adopt a coordinate descent algorithm to solve
it. The main idea is that, in each iteration, we update one element of B while fixing the oth-
ers. Let j = (j1,---,Jm+1), B_; be a tensor that is identical to B except that the j-th ele-
ment is 0, (£1); ;. be the (in, im)-th element of £, and 2y, be the i,,-th clement of X;.
Let U; be the j-th element of > i, (@;[Y; — B_j>_<M+1Xi;f)1_1,-~- ,f);j,Xi]]), and U, =
S ik H%Zl (i}l)imim }. The iteration for the j-th element of B is shown in (T2).

Algorithm |1 is much faster than the penalized MLE approach (i.e. the MM algorithm). In a
Windows 10 laptop computer with Intel(R) Core(TM) 17-6700 CPU@3.4GHz, the running time
is 3.8s for one-step algorithm and 101.8s for the MM algorithm, both including cross validation
under Model M1 in our simulation studies. The one-step estimator is the solution of a regularized
weighted least square problem which is strictly convex. For this weighted least square problem,
we can find the largest tuning parameter A such that all coefficients of B are zero, then use the
warm start method in Hastie et al.| (2015) to speed up the computation. For the selection of tuning
parameter, we use five-fold cross validation. Tuning parameter A with the smallest cross validation
prediction error is selected.

In parallel to Algorithm |1} we also develop the algorithm for one-step estimation with adaptive
group lasso penalty Py(B) = AY " _, r,||B,||2. For this scenario, the main difference is in the
coordinate descent steps, where we adopt the groupwise-majorization-descent algorithm proposed
by (Yang & Zou|[2015). Details are provided in Section [D] of the Supplementary Materials. We
demonstrate such response variable selection using the group adaptive lasso penalty in our numer-

ical studies.
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Algorithm 1 One-step estimation with adaptive lasso penalty

Input: Centered data (X;,Y;),i=1,...,n, and the tuning parameter A > 0.
Initialization:

1. Penalty: Construct the adaptive lasso penalty P (B) from BOMS = Y x /1 (XXT)~1X.

2. Initial APL estimator BAPL: Solve the p sub-problems in by coordinate descent

algorithm.
3. Shape estimator Z: For m = 1,---, M, cyclically updating the following equation until
convergence
np Z w;(Y; M X () Xi)(m)ﬁm<Yi — BATL X (M+1) ) , (1)

=1

~

whereﬁmziﬁéé ®Em+1®§,}£1®---®21—1.
4. Weights w;: Fori = 1,...,n, calculate w; = (v + p)/ (u +][Y; — BAPLX 0 X2 )

Coordinate descent updates for one-step estimator:
repeatFor j,, = 1,--- ,pp,m=1,--- ,M,and jy;s1 =1,--- ,q,

* Calculate U; as the j-th element of > ", (@ Y; — ]§9]ST2M+1Xi; 21’1, cee i;j, XZ]])
and Uy = > {@zmim Hm 1 ( Am zmzm}

* For each elements in BOST, we update b;, .;,, ., as,
Ui :
new , lf’Ul‘—)\>O
pe) = L U+ AU/ (JUr] = ) | (12)
0, otherwise

until the largest absolute value of the elements between two updates is smaller than 1074
Output: B®5T and =.

4.3 High-dimensional modification for one-step estimator

In Section |5, we consider the asymptotic properties of BAPT and BOST when the dimensions
pm are fixed and n — oo. However, in the recent two decades, statisticians have been keenly
interested in high-dimensional problems. In our context, one may be curious about the estimation
of Model (2) when the number of parameters in B, i.e, (Hn]\f:1 Pm)q, is much larger than n. To
solve this problem, we propose a high-dimensional one-step estimator (HOST) in this section.
Similar to OST, HOST re-weights the observations to mitigate the impact of heavy tails, and uses

the adaptive LASSO penalty to achieve sparsity. However, to tackle the high dimensionality, HOST
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adopts a slightly different approach from OST to estimate the nuisance parameter = and evaluate
the weights w;. As will be seen later, HOST is computationally more efficient in high-dimensional
problems, and is minimax rate optimal in estimation.

To estimate Model (2)) in high dimensions, we consider the following HOST estimator. For
ease of theoretical studies, we split the data into two equal-size batches. Without loss of generality,
we assume that we have 2n i.i.d. observations in total, and split them into & = {(Y;,X,),i =
L,...,n},and & = {(Y;, X;),i =1,...,n}.

1. With the first batch of data £;, we stack the data XN’i, ii toY € RPXXparxn X € R9" and

calculate 7, = 1/ (ZJQkLS)Q, where BOMS = Y x 3741 (XXT)~'X. We further calculate

n pq
BTl = argmin Z [vee(Y; — BX a1 X5)[|* + A Z 74185l (13)
BeRP1Xxa, j=1
S, = > @Y = BAEX (1) X))y (Vi — B X (0y X)), (14)
P—m 5=
where ©; = p/||Y; — ]§APL>?(M+1))~(1\|%p-
2. With the second batch of data &,, we calculate
N n pq
BHOST — argmin Z@Z“YZ — B>—<M+1XzH2-S + A Z Tj|ﬂj|, (15)
BeRP1% %4 i=1 - j=1
where @Z = p/HYz — EAPLQ(M_i_l)XZ’H%p and é = {il, cey iM}

We make some remarks for BTOST from the above estimation procedure.

First of all, we split the dataset such that the first batch &; is used for the initialization including

Tiks BAPL and 8, m = 1,---, M, while the second batch &, is used to obtain BHOST, The
splitting procedure makes = and &, independent, which facilitates the theoretical studies for the
convergence rate of BHOST,

Second, we are considering high-dimensional problems with diverging p,, while BOLS is still
well-defined. This is because we assume that the number of predictors, ¢, is fixed, and hence XX7
is invertible in BOLS.

Third, in Step 1 of HOST, we estimate the nuisance parameter = differently from that in OST.
HOST estimates = with an explicit formula in (14), instead of the iterative estimate in OST. By
avoiding the iterations, HOST is faster than OST, especially when the dimension is high. More-
over, the explicit formula makes it easier to show the desirable theoretical properties for HOST.
If we continue to employ the iterative estimator in OST, the theoretical studies are expected to be

very challenging. Lyu et al.|(2019) considered a much simpler problem of tensor graphical model,
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where the data are drawn from a tensor normal model without covariates, and all the inverses of the
covariance matrices are sparse. In our model, the precision matrices are nuisance parameters, and
we hope to avoid sparsity assumptions on them; our sparsity assumption is solely imposed on the
parameter of interest, B. Consequently, it is difficult to establish consistency for the iterative esti-
mator. On the contrary, we show that our modified estimator f)m in HOST is close to ¢,,,>3,, under
our model assumptions, where ¢,,, > 0 is a constant, and eventually leads to a high convergence
rate of our estimate for B.

Fourth, compared to OST, we evaluate the weight w; differently in HOST. Instead of us-
ing the Mahalanobis distance ||Y; — ]ABAPLQ( m+Xil%, we use the Euclidean distance [|Y; —
BAPLx (M+1) X ||%p The two distances are generally not equal, but both of them represent how the
data Y; is far away from the center and controls the robustness of the estimation. Moreover, they
are closely related to each other in expectation under our model. Recall that E; = Y, —Bx 311X
can be written as Z; / V/G;, where Z; follows tensor normal distribution, independent of GG; ~ X?, Jv.
We have E(|[Y; = Bx )Xillf, /p | Gi) o< E(|Yi =B x a1y Xil|&/p | Gi) = 1/G;. Therefore,
just as the Mahalanobis distance, the weight &; in HOST can be viewed as an imputation for the
latent variable G;. By re-weighting the observations with &; = p/||'Y; — BAPL X iy Xill§, . we
are still able to reduce the impact of the outliers.

Finally, an especially interesting phenomenon is that, in evaluating w;, the high dimensionality
is beneficial. Since all the elements in Y; share the same latent variable GG;, having more of such
elements gives us more information about (&;, and improves the accuracy in our imputation of G;.
Also, as we show in Section when p is large, v has a minor numerical effect on &J;. So v is not

included in the modified one-step estimation.

5 'Theoretical properties

In this section, we establish oracle properties and make asymptotic efficiency comparisons among
various estimators when the tensor response dimension is fixed. It is not difficult to see that the
estimators of B and E are asymptotically independent in the regression model (2). We thus focus
on the asymptotic analysis for various feasible estimators of B. To avoid redundancy, all penalized
estimators use the adaptive lasso penalty to encourage elementwise sparsity in B; similar results
(oracle properties, asymptotic efficiency, etc.) for adaptive group lasso penalty are relegated to the
Supplementary Materials (Section [D). To shed light on the asymptotic effects of mis-specifying
the t-distribution degrees of freedom, we let * denote the true degrees of freedom, BAPT be the
penalized MLE using v*, and BAPT be the penalized MLE using degrees of freedom v which
BAPN and BAPL

may be different from v*. Note that the estimators and their asymptotics are not

affected by the mis-specification of v.
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5.1 Asymptotic properties for the penalized MLEs

For element-wise sparsity, A = {(i1, - ,ia41) | Oijvingyy 7 0 =1, D, m=1,--+- M+
1} is the set of nonzero elements in the true parameter B. Let B be the minimizer of a cer-
tain adaptive penalized objective function, and A, = {(i1, -+ ,ip41) | /l;l-l...iM o F 0y, =
1
ments of B corresponding to set .A. Without loss of generality, we let vec(B) = (vec(B A),vec(B Ac)).

ot Dm, m=1,--- M + 1} be the estimated sparsity set. Denote B 4 as the collection of ele-
For a covariance matrix J, J 4 represents the sub covariance matrix corresponding to set .A.

First of all, we establish the oracle properties (i.e., variable selection consistency and asymptot-
ically normal distribution) for various penalized likelihood-based estimators. Without the penalty
term, the APL estimator is the MLE if we assume independent isotropic normal errors (i.e., el-
ements in E; are all independently drawn from N (0, c?)); the APN estimator is the MLE if we
assume tensor normal error; the APT estimator is the MLE when the error follows the tensor

t-distribution.

Theorem 1. Under model @), if \n=*/? — 0, A\n'/? — oo, v* > 2, and lim,,_, S XX /n=

Ex, then,

1 limy, o0 P(ASPY = A) = 1 = lim,, o0 P(ARPN = A) = lim,, o0 P(AFT = A)

2. \/ﬁ{vec(]/?\)ﬁPL—BA)} — N(0,Vy), where Vi = 2 {(Ex @D} (Ex @ Z)4{(Zx QT)4} .
3. \/ﬁ{vec(ﬁﬁPN —BA)} = N(0,Vy), where Vy = (J4) " and J = 2255 @ =L

v*

4. \/ﬁ{vec(f}ﬁPT —BA)} = N(0,V7) ,where Vi = (J4)7 !, and J = Vi’i;_’é Sx@XL

5. For the asymptotic covariance V1,V y, and Vi, we have Vi, > Vy > V.

The conditions An~'/2 — 0 and \n'/? — oo are also used in Zou (2006), which indicates that
the tuning parameter should be moderately large and the order is between n~'/2 and n'/2. The con-
dition lim,,,c Y., X;X7 /n = Ex is mild, which indicates the existence of the second moment
for X. We can show that the unpenalized MLE has asymptotic covariance J !, and under element-
wise sparsity model assumption, the non-sparse part of the unpenalized MLE has asymptotic co-
variance (J~1) 4. Using the inverse property of the block matrix, we have (J7!) 4 > (J4)~'. The
equivalence can only be obtained when J is a block-wise diagonal matrix after rearranging the
sub-matrix corresponding to set A, which is generally not true. Under Model (2)), APT is the most
efficient estimation for B. The asymptotic covariance V1 reaches the Cramer-Rao lower bound
with known set A.

BAPT BAPN "and BAPT have variable selection consistency property. We

DAPT DAPN D APL
B . B B

All the estimators

, and
]§APT

in property 5
BAPL.

compared the asymptotic efficiency of the three estimators

of Theorem |1} It shows the advantages of our proposed estimator over BAPN and
Under Model (2), BAPT achieves the highest asymptotic efficiency among all the three estima-

tors. Comparing BATN and BAPY, we know that the covariance matrix X helps us to obtain more
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asymptotic efficient results. The equality between V 5 and V1 can be obtained when X is a diag-
onal matrix which means that when the error in the model has no correlation, APT and APL have
the same performance. Our estimator BAPT further improves BAPN by considering the heavy tail
behavior of the error in Model (2)).

5.2 Effects of mis-specifying v

While the true degrees of freedom v* is unknown, we recommend setting ¥ = 4 in APT for
practical considerations (see Section [3.2). This means that APT estimator in practice may suffer
from model mis-specification if v* # 4. In the following theorem, we show that, in general, when
the degrees of freedom is mis-specified, the asymptotic efficiency loss in APT estimator is related

to A, = |v* — v| and is ignorable if p is sufficiently large.

Theorem 2. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem ifp > max{16,32A,}, then \/ﬁ{vec(EﬁPT—
B.)} — N(0,Vy), where Vi < Vi < (14 24A,/p)Vr.

The explicit form of the asymptotic covariance for Vec(]A?;f}‘PT) is difficult to express. In the
proof of the above theorem, we show that BAPT is a penalized M-estimator that equals to BAPT
if and only if A, = 0. Nevertheless, we are able to show the asymptotic normality results of
ﬁjPT with an efficient loss at most 24A,, /pV, where Vr is the asymptotic covariance of APT
estimator BAPT using the true degrees of freedom. When p is much larger than A, the efficient
loss is ignorable. For example, in the real data analysis, p = 18000 and v* seems to be smaller than
4, then we have 24A, /p < 0.005. This explains why in numerical studies, setting v = 4 works as
well as using true v*: A, is a small number when the true degrees of freedom is small.

If v* is large, then setting v = 4 leads to a large A,. One may naturally wonder if this means
large efficiency loss for BAPT. From our numerical studies, we noticed that BAPT can perform
as well as APN even when the data is normally distributed, i.e., A, = oco. We next provide a

theoretical explanation for this empirical findings.

Theorem 3. Under the same assumptions as in Theoremand suppose p > 4, then, ﬁ{VeC(ﬁﬁPT—
B4)} = N(0,Vy), where Vy < Vi < {1+ 14p%/(p — 4)*} Vu.

In tensor response model the total dimension p is typically large, the efficient loss is then
roughly 14V y /p and thus ignorable. This agrees with our simulation results that the APT estimator
with mis-specified v = 4 is as efficient as the APN estimator when the error distribution is normal.
Based on the results in Theorems |2/ and [3, we now have theoretical guarantee that using v = 4 is
practically almost as good as using v*, with a bounded and often small efficiency loss especially

when p is large.
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5.3 Properties of the one-step estimator

Although we demonstrated that BAPN and BAPT have oracle properties, we have a prerequisite
that they are the global solutions of (3) and (5]), correspondingly. However, since the objective
functions are not convex, the prerequisite may not be guaranteed. The following theorem shows

]§OST

the advantage of in terms of the convergence as the global solution.

Theorem 4. Suppose np_,, > p,, m = 1,..., M. With probability one, the estimators BOST,
BAPL and Z from Algorithmare the global solutions to (7)), @) and (9), respectively.

Theoremindicates that the estimator BOST obtained by Algorithmis always the global solu-
tion, which eliminates the gap between the oracle properties of the global and algorithmic solutions
in BAPN and BAPT. Then condition np_,, > p,, guarantees that the solutions (3, - -+ , /) of
(9), are all positive definite with probability 1. The proof of the theorem is based on the fact that (7))
and (8) are strictly convex and (9)) is geodesic convex (Rapcsak![1991] [Libertil 2004, Wiesel 2012,
e.g.). Relatedly, for matrix normal case (e.g. M = 2 and v = 00), see Drton et al.| (2020) for a
more precise formula of the necessary of the sample size to guarantee a unique MLE and global
convergence of Kronecker separable covariance.

With algorithmic guarantee, we next establish the oracle properties for the OST.

Theorem 5. Under the tensor t-regression Model (2), if \,,/+/n — 0, Ant/? = oo, v* > 4, and
limy, 00 Yoy Xi X7 /n = Xx, then we have the following properties.

1. lim,, oo P(ADST = A) = 1.

2. /n(vee(BYT — BL)) = N(0, V), where V.= Vo +4(V, — V) /(v* + p+ 2)2

The asymptotic covariance V is a weighted average of V and V. Though this one-step
estimator is not the most asymptotic efficient one, it is almost the most asymptotic efficient. When
p is moderately large, 4/(v* + p + 2)? will be very small. For example, suppose that X and Y
have been standardized, the difference between V and V1 will be less than 0.1% when p is just
100. For most tensor response regression applications and our numerical studies, the dimension p
often exceeds 1000. Then we can safely claim that the one-step estimator is almost as efficient as
the penalized MLE.

5.4 High-dimensional theory for HOST

We study the statistical properties for BHOST when p = 1Y, pm > n. The dimension of the

predictor ¢ < n is assumed to be fixed. Let s be the number of non-zero elements in B. We first
introduce some technical conditions. Throughout the rest of this section, we use ¢ and C' to denote

generic positive constants that can vary from line to line.
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(A) The true degrees of freedom v* > 4.

(B) The design matrix X is fixed, the eigenvalues of X? X /n are bounded below by some constant

¢, and X; is bounded for all 2.

(C) The eigenvalues of X,,,, m = 1,--- , M, are between 1/c and c.
M M
log po, 1 _1 log pm)pm
(D) 2m=1108Pm =o(1), —(;f(m =o0(1), and (21 108 Pm)p = o(1) for all m.
n Hm:1 pm np_m

(E) nH%zlp%2 > 5 log(n)(z:ﬂ]\f:1 log pim)-

With these assumptions, we present our theoretical results for the estimation error of B. Define

the tensor k-norm as ||A|lx = (O )1k The following theorem shows the rate of

k
J1ydM |aj1'“jM|
convergence for BHOST,

Theorem 6. Under Model (2) and Assumptions A-E, there exists a generic constant C' such that,
if\/n = C’\/n—l Z%Zl log p,,, we have

M M
IBYST =By =0 | 4| s*n 1Y logpn |, BT =Bla=0 | \|sn > logpn |,
m=1 m=1

with probability at least 1 — C} Hf\n/le &2 — Cy/n — 2nexp(—C, Hnj‘il DPrm)-

Theorem [6] implies that the HOST estimator is consistent even when the dimension of each
mode grows at an exponential rate of the sample size. When s2(3-™_ log p,) = o(n) or s(3M_ log p,n) =
o(n), the estimation error in ¢; norm or {5 norm converges to zero in probability, respectively. We
will later show in Theorem [7] that these rates are sharp. Also, Theorem [6]is derived without sub-
Gaussian or sub-exponential assumptions, indicating that HOST is suitable for high-dimensional
heavy-tailed tensor data. Moreover, note that we consider a problem where the number of predic-
tors is fixed, but the response is a high-dimensional tensor with H%zl Pm elements in total. Thus,
our results are fundamentally different from those in linear regression with a diverging number of
predictors (Bickel et al.[2009, e.g).

Theorem [6] requires Assumptions A—E. All of these assumptions are very mild. We discuss
them one by one. Assumption A guarantees the existence of the fourth moment of E;. This assump-
tion replaces the popular sub-Gaussian or sub-exponential assumptions in the high-dimensional
statistics literature. Note that the ¢-distribution is neither sub-Gaussian nor sub-exponential. Thus,
we need innovative techniques to derive concentration inequalities. Recall that E; can be written
as Z;/\/G;, where Z; follows tensor normal distribution, independent of G; ~ x?2/v. To obtain
the tail bound for E;, we need to bound quantities related to Z; and 1/ V/G;. The condition v > 4
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guarantees the existence of the second moment of 1/4/G;, which is sufficient for bounding the
one-dimensional random variable 1/1/G;.

Assumption B adds some restrictions for the design matrix X. The design matrix being fixed is
a common assumption in regression problems, because the main interest in regression is to estimate
the conditional distribution of Y given X. For random design cases, we can still get the same rate
of convergence if X; is sub-Gaussian following our line of proof. Also, recall that we consider the
case where ¢ is smaller than n. Hence, the assumption that the eigenvalues of X” X /n are bounded
below by c is easily satisfied. Assumption C implies that the largest and smallest eigenvalues of
3}, do not change with dimension p, which is a common assumption in the literature (Pan et al.
2019, eg.). It guarantees that the inverse of the covariance matrix is well-conditioned.

Assumption D includes a set of requirements on the dimension and the sample size. The as-

M
M = 0(1) is commonly used in high-dimensional theoretical studies. It controls

log(n)
H%:l Pm
of the weights w;, i = 1, .-, n; recall that we discussed in the last paragraph of Section that

sumption

the growth rate of p with respect to n. The assumption = o(1) guarantees the convergence

high-dimensionality is beneficial here. This assumption is trivially true for high-dimensional data

(Eiey l0g8Pm)Pm
np_m

that the eigenvalues of ﬁm are bounded by ¢ and 1/¢ with high probability. Note that this assump-

with Hi\le Pm > n. The assumption = o(1) for all m is imposed to guarantee
tion is very mild for tensor data set. For example, if the dimensions p,,, m = 1,--- | M grow at
the same rate, this assumption is implied by the assumption (Z%Zl log pm)/n = o(1) even when
M = 2. This assumption also reveals a fundamental difference between tensor and vector data.
For p-dimensional vector data, this assumption becomes \/W, which is a very strong as-
sumption. The difference results from the estimation of the covariance matrix. For vector data, it
is challenging to estimate the conditional covariance of Y in high dimensions, but in tensor data,
we can aggregate the information from different modes to achieve consistent estimation.
Assumption E is concerned with s relative to n, p,,,m = 1,..., M, and can be viewed as a
sparsity assumption. Note that in high dimensions it is often assumed that s = o(n). In this case,
Assumption E is implied by Hnj‘le Pm > logn, which overlaps with Assumption D. Since we

j_S)APL

have a plug-in estimator in &;, controlling the growth rate of s helps to bound the difference

BAPL and B, and further guarantees the concentration properties of ;.

between

Next, we show that the rate of convergence we obtained in Theorem [6]is optimal in a minimax
sense by finding lower bounds for the estimation errors. To state our results, we introduce our
parameter space as follows. Let M(A) represent the number of non-zero elements of any tensor
A. We define the set of sparse tensors G = {A € RPr*Puxd | M(A) < s}, and the set of well-
conditioned covariance matrices S,,, = {A,,, € RP»*P» | A, is symmetric and positive definite
with the smallest eigenvalue bounded below by a constant ¢}, }. In Model (2)), the parameters we

consider include the coefficient tensor B, the covariance =, and the degrees of freedom . Let
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© = (B,X;, - ,3X),v). Define the parameter space
P(s,pm,crpym=1,--- M)={©@:BeG ¥ €8, ,%, €Sy, e (4]}

This parameter space is very general. We only assume that the coefficient tensor is sparse, the
covariance matrices have lower-bounded eigenvalues, and the degrees of freedom is greater than
4. We allow the degrees of freedom to be infinity such that the tensor normal distributed noise is a

special case of our parameter space. We have the following theorem for this parameter space.

Theorem 7. Under the tensor t-regression Model (2)), if Assumption B holds, then there exists a

positive constant ¢ such that

inf sup P([|B = BJly > ¢a(n,p.s)) > 7 inf sup P(|B—Bll» > éu(n,p.s)) > 7,
B ©O¢P B ©¢P

where ¢1(n,p,s) = /310g(ep/5)/n, 62(np,s) = s+/log(ep/s)/m, and P = P(s, pm, cipm =

1, M).

In Theorem we show the minimax lower bound for the /;-norm and /5-norm of B — B under
Model (2) with the sparsity assumption. This is the first time the minimax lower bound is derived
for tensor response regression for arbitrary M and potentially heavy-tailed errors. Moreover, we
see that the upper bounds on the rates of convergence obtained in Theorem [6] match the lower
bounds in Theorem [7] Thus, HOST is optimal in a minimax sense (up to a logarithmic factor).

We further obtain two byproducts of our study that could be of independent interest. In
Supplement Materials, we show the rates of convergence for &; and f)m More specifically,
we prove that max; |&;/G; — [[N_, pm/tr(Z)] = O(\/log(n)/ 1Y, p) with high probabil-
ity. Since Hnj‘il pm > n , the weight @; is very close to the latent variable G; times a constant
H%Zl pm/tr(X) for all i. Also, we showed that the spectral norm of S — P /t1(2) 2, is of
the order of O(v/slog(p)pm/(np_m)), m = 1,--- , M, with high probability. As we discussed for
Assumption D, this rate of convergence is sharp for tensor data. This result provides a theoretical

guarantee for the estimation of the Kronecker covariance structure in the tensor normal distribution

and tensor t-distribution. The two conclusions make the objective function (7)) close to the objec-
tive function for the penalized MLE with known G, and Z. Hence, we can expect that BHOST j
BAPT

S

close to numerically.

6 Simulation studies

6.1 Simulation set-up

We carefully investigate the empirical performances of the four estimators that are theoretically

studied in the previous sections: APL from solving the adaptively penalized least squares problem
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(8), APN from maximizing the adaptively penalized tensor normal likelihood (5]), APT from maxi-
mizing the adaptively penalized tensor-t likelihood (3], and finally the one-step estimator OST that
solves the weighted least squares problem (/) and its high-dimensional modification HOST. Some
existing methods from the literature are included: the OLS, the robust reduce rank regression (R4;
She & Chen 2017) applied to vectorized tensor response, the sparse tensor response regression
(STORE; Sun & L1/2017), and the higher-order low-rank regression (HOLRR; Rabusseau & Kadri
2016). We also include a truncated OLS estimator, tOLS, whose elements are set to zero based on
element-wise x? test with Bonferroni correction. All these methods are implemented in R. More
details about the implementation can be found in the Supplementary Materials. For APL, APN,
APT, OST, and HOST we use five-fold cross-validation to select the tuning parameter . The data
splitting procedure of HOST is not employed for our numerical studies (i.e., the two batches of
data & = &, in the estimation procedure). The tuning parameter with the smallest cross validation
prediction error is selected. For R4 and HOLRR, the default tuning methods in their R packages
were used. For STORE, the rank is either the true rank (e.g. Model M2) or the one that corre-
sponds to the lowest estimation error. For each of the following simulation models and settings,
we generate 100 independent data sets and report the averages and standard errors of the relative
estimation error (REE), true positive rate (TPR), false positive rate (FPR):

AN A

x 100, FPR =211 5 100,
| A|

IB - B2 AN A
— % %100, TPR =
IR A

REE =

where A and A are the true and estimated index sets of the nonzero entries in B.

Let AR(p) := [p"7l],; represent auto-regressive correlation matrix with correlation p. In all
simulation models, we generate data from the tensor response regression Model (2), where we
set Y; € R¥92 E;, ~ TT(0,E,v), and E = {3,325} = {AR(p), AR(p)}. In the following

models, p and v are set to be 0.5 and 4, correspondingly, unless there are further descriptions.

M1 Consider that X is scalar generated from the standard normal distribution. The sample size
n is 100. we generate the true signal B as bS, where b controls the signal strength, and
S € R332 is a randomly generated indicator matrix. The proportion of non-zero elements
in S is s. Parameter s controls the sparsity of B. We will show the performance of different
methods for different settings of covariance p, degrees of freedom v, signal strength b, and
sparsity s. The default values of the parameters are p = 0.5, v =4,b =1, and s = 0.03. We

change each of these parameters while fixing the others at the default value.

M2 Suppose that oa; € R32, a, € R?2, and a3 € R®. In this model, we assume that B =
a1 0 iy 0 (3, where the operator o is the outer product. Each entry of av; and x5 is generated

from normal distribution with mean 0 and variance 0.5. Then the entries of «x; and g whose
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absolute values are not among the largest 20% entires are cut to zero. The sample size is set
to be 100.

M3 Consider that X; € R*, where X is generated from standard multivariate normal distribu-
tion. The sample size n = 50. We assume that the second slice of B has a cross shape, the
third slice has a diagonal shape, the fourth slice has a bat shape, and the other elements of B

are zero. The signal strength is 0.8.

M4 Consider that X; € R!, and X; are generated from standard multivariate normal distri-
bution. The sample size is 100. We assume that the variables in every slice of Y which
have association with X are chosen as a rhombus shape, a bat shape, or a cross shape. The
nonzero elements in B have a rhombus shape, a bat shape or a cross shape, respectively, in

each mode-3 slice. The three sub-models are considered for this model.

Model M1 is designed to study the performance of proposed estimates under different model
settings including the degrees of freedom, the sparsity and signal strength of B, and the correlation
of the error. The model assumptions for STORE and HOLRR are violated in Model M1. We
design Model M2 whose settings satisfy the model assumptions of STORE. More specifically, the
coefficient tensor B has sparse tensor low-rank structure (Sun & L1j2017)). Model M3 is designed to
study the sparsity pattern recovery performances of different methods. For Model M4, we redefine
A and A as the index sets of the nonzero mode-(M + 1) fibers. We aim to show the performance

of proposed methods in variable selection for Y.

6.2 Simulation Results

In all simulations, the results of APT, OST, and HOST are almost identical. This is expected as we
have discussed previously. In the following analysis, we will not distinguish these three methods
and only show the results of OST in the figures.

Table [I] indicates that OST performs better than other methods for M1 and M3 in terms of
REE and TPR. FPR of OST is not the smallest but is very small. APN and OST perform better
than APL for considering covariance information. And OST performs better than APN by further
taking account of heavy tail behavior. For M1 and M3, the low-rank structure for STORE and
HOLRR is violated, which explains the poor performance of these methods.

In Figure [2] we check the influence of the degrees of freedom v on our algorithms. Using the
recommended v = 4 returns almost identical results to using the true degrees of freedom in the
algorithm. We also show results of using some other degrees of freedom in Algorithm [I]including
400, 4000 and co. When we use relatively large v, we will lose some accuracy in estimation

especially when the data is generated from a tensor t distribution with small degrees of freedom. If
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Ml M2 M3 M4 rhombus M4 bat M4 cross
OLS 70.15(2.40) 44.03(1.11) 171.94 (4.57) 3597 (0.77) 76.74 (1.64)  63.39 (1.46)
tOLS 3.87 (0.73) 8.21 (0.28) 41.03 (1.09) 3.14 (0.24) 4.11 (0.45) 3.87 (0.40)
R4 48.81(1.09) 10.35(0.70) 91.12(2.45) 5.96(0.49) 12.72(1.04) 10.68(0.83)
HOLRR  52.36(1.87) 6.35(0.50) 72.84(0.80) 3.32(0.17) 7.66(0.69) 6.20(0.16)
STORE 67.19(0.42) 1.17(0.13) 68.38(2.58) 12.64(0.48) 26.98(0.89) 34.42(3.41)
APL 3.65(0.24) 6.11(0.12) 21.87(1.22) 4.00(0.18) 4.72(0.26) 4.63(0.28)
APN 1.36(0.10) 3.75(0.11) 19.81(0.94) 0.89(0.02) 1.61(0.05) 1.83(0.07)
OST 0.61(0.04) 2.64(0.05) 10.05(0.39) 0.49(0.01) 0.92(0.02) 0.94(0.02)
HOST 0.60(0.04) 2.60(0.05) 10.27(0.41) 0.49(0.01) 0.95(0.02) 0.96(0.02)
APT 0.60(0.04) 2.32(0.05) 9.70(0.36) 0.48(0.01) 0.89(0.02) 0.92(0.02)
TPR FPR TPR FPR TPR FPR TPR FPR TPR FPR TPR FPR
{OLS 99.9 0.16 333 0.08 56.4 0.13 99.8 1.33 99.8 1.31 99.7 1.29
(0.04) (0.06) (0.15) (0.03) (0.36) (0.23) (0.03) (0.27) (0.04) (0.26) 0.01) (0.25)
STORE 92.40 50.52 100 0 51.15 14.94 29.0 14.0 99.0 10.6 100 8.0
(1.39) (1.54) ) ) (0.36) (0.23) (0.85) (0.26) (0.20) (0.20) ) (0.28)
APL 100 0.64 51.84 0.90 90.28 1.89 99.9 1.71 99.8 1.01 99.7 1.12
) (0.04) (0.55) (0.04) (1.46) (0.06) 0) (0.06) ) (0.03) ) (0.04)
APN 100 0.72 70.56 4.15 9535 4.03 100 1.07 100 0.72 100 1.44
0) (0.16)  (047) (0.14)  (0.43) (0.15) 0)  (0.03) 0)  (0.10) 0) (0.12)
OST 100 0.88 7539 5.59 98.36 4.56 100 0.54 100 0.56 100 3.94
0) (0.17)  (0.40) (0.19)  (0.20) (0.13) 0) (0.02) 0)  (0.14) 0) (0.26)
HOST 100 0.84 74.60 4.44 98.35 4.58 100 0.32 100 0.56 100 3.78
0) (0.16) (0.34) (0.18) 0.21) (0.15) 0) (0.02) 0) (0.19) 0) (0.29)
APT 100 0.95 81.03 6.60 98.76  5.09 100 1.25 100 0.67 100 4.65
0) (0.18) (0.38) (0.26) 0.17) (0.16) 0) (0.04) ) (0.18) ) (0.32)

Table 1: The top half shows the REE, and the bottom half shows the TPR and FPR. The results
are based on 100 replicates. Reported numbers are average and standard error (in parentheses).
For settings of all these models, correlation p = 0.5, and degrees of freedom v = 4. For M1, the
sparsity s = 0.03, and the signal strength b = 1. For M4, the signal strength of B is 1. APT, OST,
APN, and APL are obtained through objective functions with adaptive group lasso penalty.

the data is normally distributed, using all the degrees of freedom returns almost identical results.
We also try some small v in our algorithms such as 10 and 20. The results of using the small v
are almost the same as using v = 4. The reason is that in the weight of one-step algorithm, the
expectation of the Mahalanobis distance is greater than p, although we choose v = 20, the weight
is still dominated by the Mahalanobis distance. So we can expect that using v = 10 or v = 20 has
the same result as using v = 4 or the true v.

In Figures [3] we show the influence of different parameters on REE and TPR. We only show
results of APL, APN, and OST for their out-performance compared with other methods. Most
FPR is smaller than 4% in our simulation studies, we omit the figures for it. With the increase

of the correlation p, APN and OST gain some improvement because of the usage of covariance
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REE versus degree of freedom v TPR versus degree of freedom v
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Figure 2: Using different v in one step algorithm for M1 given n = 50, correlation p = 0.5, b = 1,
and s = 0.03. The setting for degrees of freedom v is 2, 4, 10, 20, co (normal). The result of using
true degrees of freedom is almost identical to using v = 4.

REE versus correlation REE versus degree of freedom v
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Figure 3: REE for Model M1. The setting for correlation p is 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, for degrees of
freedom v is 2, 4, 10, 20, normal distribution, for signal strength b is 0.5, 0.75, 1, 1.25, 1.5, and for
sparsity s is 0.03, 0.06, 0.09, 0.12, 0.15.

information. As a comparison, the results of APL do not change much. When the degrees of
freedom v is small, OST performs much better than other methods as a consequence of taking
account of heavy tail issues. When v — oo which corresponds to the normal distribution case,

OST has the same performance as APN and performs better than APL by using the covariance
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information. With the increase of signal strength, all the methods gain some improvement, but
OST still performs best.

In Figure 0] we show the sparsity pattern recovery results of several methods. OST gives the
best sparsity recovery result. OLS fails to select any coefficients and gives a vague recovery of the
true signal. APL fails to select some true signals, especially for the second and third slices. OST
improves the results of APL by considering the heavy tail issue and the covariance information.
HOLRR and STORE fail to recover the sparsity pattern because of the violation for the low-rank
assumption in B. The results of R4 and APN are similar to OLS and APL, respectively. We show
them in the Supplementary Materials (Section [E)).

In Table [T} we also display the performance of different methods for variable selection of
Y. Similar to element-wise sparsity case, OST still performs better than other methods in terms
of REE and TPR. Although the FPR for OST is not the smallest, it is very small (< 5). APN
performs better than APL by using covariance information. OST further improves the results of

APN by taking account of the heavy-tail behavior of the data.

7 Real data Analysis

Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) is a developmental disability that affects an individual’s ability
to communicate (e.g., the ability to use language to express one’s needs) and the ability to engage
in social interactions (e.g., the ability to engage in joint attention). Additionally, the individual
may have a restricted range of interests or repetitive behavior. We aim to study the brain area that
may be related to ASD through neuroimaging studies. For this dataset, we have a tensor response
from structural functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI), a one-dimensional predictor which
indicates if the observation has ASD or not, and additional covariates (age, sex, handed score, 1Q).
The original data is from the Autism Brain Imaging Data Exchange (ABIDE). We use the dataset
from Kennedy Krieger Institute that contains 55 samples, with 22 observations of ASD subjects and
33 normal controls. For each subject, we have a 96 x 96 x 47 x 156 tensor with the last dimension
representing scan time. We first make an average of all the scan time for each individual and then
downsize the data set to 30 x 30 x 20. This downsizing step is to facilitate estimation, and results
in a reduced resolution in images. This is a compromise given the limited sample size and a large
number of unknown parameters.

We first draw the Q-Q plot for the ASD data set to check its normality. Specifically, we first
regress the response tensor in predictors using ordinary least square estimation to get the residuals.
Then we standardize the residuals by its covariance matrices on each mode. If the data is normally
distributed, the standardized residuals should follow Xf) distribution. For this dataset p = 18000.

The sample quantiles versus the Xf; quantiles is shown in Figure We calculate the weights defined
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in Proposition 5 when plugging in the OLS estimator. The smallest 5 weights corresponding to the
five points most far away from the Q-Q line are 0.297, 0.485, 0.586, 0.599, and 0.639. Most of the
other weights are greater than 1. By assigning small weights for the outliers, we can obtain a more

robust estimation.

occipital lobe
“cerebellum

Figure 4: For OLS, the figure shows the significant areas of the brain for distinguishing if a patient
has ASD or not at level 0.05 after Bonferroni Correction. For APL and OST, the figure shows the
significant areas of the brain at level 0.05. For HOST and STORE, the figure shows the nonzero
areas.

We showed the significant coefficients selected by OLS, APL, and OST, and the absolute value
of non-zero coefficients selected by HOST and STORE in Figure [d Without Bonferroni Correc-
tion, almost all the areas of the brain are selected. Because we are actually dealing with a multiple
testing problem, the significant level 0.05 can be for individual voxels can be conservative in terms
of region selection. However, most areas of the brain are selected by OLS even after Bonferroni
Correction. It fails to provide meaningful results. The regions selected by STORE seem symmet-
ric. We use (s1 = 3,52 = 3,53 = 6) and K = 5 for the results shown in the figure. We found
that the tunning parameters for STORE influenced the selected area a lot. Slightly Changing the
tunning parameters for STORE can result in different selected areas. We see that HOST has a
similar performance with OST. More brain areas are selected by OST and HOST. The significant
coefficients selected by OST are more concentrated. OST and HOST clearly select the occipital
lobe. Recall that in Figure [T} we showed the heavy tail issue of this dataset, we have reason to
believe that OST and HOST give us more robust and reliable results for this dataset. Additional

figures are provided in Supplementary Materials (Section [E).
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Several brain regions are identified by OST and HOST including cerebellum, occipital lobe,
and frontal lope of the right hemisphere. The regions selected by OST and HOST are consistent
with those identified in the literature. Cerebellum is primarily responsible for coordinating motor
activities such as posture, balance, coordination and eye movement, and is also believed to play
a role in language, mental imagery, attention and learned sequences of movements. Cerebellum
is shown to be responsible for the poor motor control of ASD patients (Stoodley 2016). Occipital
lobe controls vision, Ha et al. (2015) showed that people with ASD exhibited greater activity in the
bilateral occipital cortex. Frontal lobe controls emotional expression, problem-solving, memory,
language, judgment, and sexual behaviors, the area we found in frontal lobe is consistent with the
location identified by Margari et al.| (2018).

8 Discussion

In this paper, we study the tensor response regression with a new tensor t-distribution. The tensor
t-modeling approach provides a natural and general strategy for extending popular tensor normal-
based statistical models and methods. The proposed robust tensor response regression method
simultaneously performs variable selection and estimation in regression mean and covariance func-
tions. We develop a complete set of penalized estimation and algorithms. In particular, we devise
a novel one-step estimation approach that is computationally efficient, guaranteed to global opti-
mality, asymptotically nearly as efficient as the oracle-MLE, and is further modified to ultrahigh
dimensional settings, where we establish the minimax estimation rates for tensor response regres-

sion prove the optimality of the modified one-step estimator.

A wide range of tensor problems are solved by (alternating) least squares, where our weighted
least squares formulation from tensor t-distribution can be immediately adopted. For instance, the
current tensor response regression model can be extended to tensor-on-tensor regression (Lock
2018, Raskutt1 et al.| 2019, |[Llosa-Vite & Maitra 2022, Luo & Zhang|[2022)), where we can assume
the error term is tensor t-distributed. Because the response and predictor are both tensors, the
regression coefficient in tensor-on-tensor regression is often an even higher order tensor than in
the tensor response regression. It is thus more desirable to incorporate tensor low-rank structures
and use existing low-rank estimation methods as the initialization (e.g., |[Luo & Zhang 2022, S1
et al.|[2022)) to our HOST procedure. Then, we can use the initial estimator to construct weights in
our weighted least square formulation. Because the tensor-on-tensor model is more complex and
often involves non-convex optimization from the additional low-rank assumption, we expect the
theoretical studies of this extension to be an interesting and challenging future work.
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A Additional properties of matrix t- and tensor t-distributions

In this section, we show some additional propositions of matrix t- and tensor t- distributions. The
matrix t-distribution and, more generally, the matrix elliptical distributions are important topics
in multivariate analysis and Bayesian decision theory. See |Dawid| (1977),|Anderson| (1993)), Fang
& Li| (1999) for some classical results, and Zhang & Yeung (2010), Thompson et al.| (2020) for
more recent applications in statistical machine learning. The most popular definition of the matrix
t-distribution (e.g., Gupta & Nagar 1999) is given as follows.

Definition 2. Let p € RP**P2 gnd 32, € RP»*Pn m = 1,2, and v > 0. A random variable
Y € RPY*P2 follows the matrix t-distribution MVT (p, {21, X2}, v) if it has pdf f(Y) as,

Lo [5(v+p1+p2—1)]

[ 8| 2L, + B7HY — ) S5 (Y — )T el
wéplp2rpl[§(u+p1—1)]‘ 1P B PRI, + 2 )% )"

where I, is the p,-dimensional multivariate Gamma function.
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Clearly, our tensor t-distribution, when M = 2, is different from this matrix t-distribution. To
reveal the connections between the two, consider the following two equivalent representations of
the multivariate t-distribution.

Proposition 4 (Lin|[1972). Let X ~ N(0,X) and G ~ X%/v be independent, X € RP, then
X/VG + p~ tp(p, 2, v). Let S ~ Wishart(X~', v+ p — 1), and Z ~ N(0,1,) be independent
, then JUSTYV2Z + p ~ t,(1n, 2, v).

Our matrix/tensor t-distribution is motivated from the first representation, while the matrix
t-distribution in Definition [2]is obtained from the second representation in Proposition 4]

Proposition 5 (Gupta & Nagar[1999). Let X ~ TN(u, {I,,,35}), and S ~ Wishart(X;', v +
p1 — 1) be independent, then S™/?X + p ~ MVT(u, {X1, 3o}, v).

Proposition [5|and the property (a) in Proposition [I| result in different probability density func-
tions. One is for matrix t-distribution, while the other one is for our tensor t-distribution. As is
shown in the main paper, our T'T" distribution is more intuitive and computation appealing. Also,
our tensor-t random variable stays a tensor-t random variable if we extract a sub-tensor, vectorize
or matricize it. Unfortunately, a matrix-t random variable does not have these properties.

B Fixed p statistical inference

In this section, we propose the testing procedures for B based on the oracle properties in Sec-
tion 5. The statistical inference procedures for APT and OST are analogous. We use OST
as an example to show the procedure. Based on Theorem [5] we can easily construct Wald-
type confidence intervals for BOST that are asymptotically valid. We focus on the testing pro-
cedure for BOST, Let & = ®71n:M f]m, where f]m, m = 1,---, M are estimated by Al-
gorithrri {/T = it—?{(i\]}@i/_\l)An}_l, {\/ = \AfT + m(\?}; — {/T) and {/L =
F{Ex @D A} T (Ex @B AAEx @ 1), )

We consider the following type of tests,

6

%), (16)
where h : R® — RF, s = |A|, k < s, is a continuously differentiable function, and B* is a constant
hypothesized tensor value. Note that .4 can be any index set of interests. The local alternatives,
where 9 is a fixed vector in R?, is used for power assessment (see, e.g.|Guo et al.[2016, [Kim et al.
2020).

Let H(B) = 8h7 (B 4)/dvec(B4), H = H(B*), and H = H(B93T). We assume that H is a
non-singular matrix. Define test statistic

Hy : h(vec(Ba)) = h(vec(BY)), Hi,(6): h(vec(B4)) = h(vec(BY) +

T = Va{h(BY") — h(BL)} (H' (V) 'H) Vi {h(BY™) — h(B)}.
The following theorem shows the asymptotic properties of 7'.

Theorem 8. Asn — oo, T % X3, and T % 2(6THHT (V)" 'H)"'HT9).
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Based on Theorem [8] we can test for each element of B, linear combinations of B, and more
generally, a differentiable function of B by test statistic 7. When T > x2(1 — «), we reject the
null hypothesis at significant level . The p-value can be calculated by P(Z > T'), where Z ~ 3.

The proposed testing procedure works asymptotically. For a small finite sample (relative to
D), We use BAPL in the weight of adaptive lasso penalty instead of using the OLS estimator. The
estimator BAPL is \/n-consistent which satisfies the requirement of adaptive lasso penalty. When
we use BAPL, the elements in the sparse set will be given a large weight that goes to infinity. In
this way, we can weaken the bias of the estimator, especially when n is not large enough.

In practice, since the true degree of freedom v* is unknown, a practitioner can use the recom-
mended value v = 4 to construct the p-value for high dimensions, and use the proposed method
(Section S.2.4) to estimate v for low-dimensions. In the additional simulation studies (Section
S.4.2), we show that this strategy works well. From our Theorems 6 and 7, we know that the APT
estimator is still \/n-consistent and asymptotically normal even under mis-specified v. Therefore,
one may also apply bootstrap methods to obtain the asymptotically valid p-value.

C Additional algorithms and implementation details

This section contains additional algorithms and implementation details for the one-step estimation,
tensor t-distribution, the penalized MLE, and a method for estimating the degree of freedom v.

C.1 Implementation details for the one-step algorithm

The one-step estimator is obtained in three steps: the initialization for B by solving (8)), the esti-
mation of E by solving (9)), and the final OST estimator by solving (7). The estimation procedure
is summarized in Algorithm (I}

The optimization problem (8]) can be separated into the following p sub-problems.

n q
argmin Z [vec(Y:) s — ByXy[* + A ZTq(J—1)+k|5q(J—1)+k:| (17)
ByeR® oy k=1
with J = 1,--- ,p. The separability of (§)) indicates that to obtain ]§APL, we regress one element

of Y a time without considering the correlation between the elements. Each sub-problem can be
solved by coordinate descent algorithm used in Friedman et al.| (2010).

For the plug-in estimator é, we provide the details of solving objective function (9) in the
Supplementary Materials (Section [C). In the proof of Theorem 4 we showed that when np_,, >
Pm, the estimate f)m obtained by solving (9)) is positive definite with a probability of one. This
also guarantees that the objective function is well-defined. Although the estimation for = is
iterative and non-convex, we used the concept and theory of geodesic convexity (Rapcsaki|1999)
to show that the likelihood-base covariance estimation procedure converges to the global solution.
This technique is similar to the existing works on this topic (e.g., Zhang et al.|2013|).

Objective function (7) is a penalized weighted least square problem that is strictly convex.
When P\(B) =A%, o Tiejnria D s we adopt a coordinate descent algorithm to solve
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it. The main idea is that, in each iteration, we update one element of B while fixing the oth-
ers. Let j = (j1,---,jm+1), B_; be a tensor that is identical to B except that the j-th ele-
ment is 0, (Em Yinsim D€ the (i, imy,)-th element of Em , and z;;,, be the i,,-th element of X;.
Let U; be the ] -th element of Y ", (0;[Y; — B_]xM+1X“211,-~ EM,X]]) and Uy =
S @ TIY (2, )i +- The iteration for the j-th element of B is shown in (T2).

Algorithm [I] is much faster than the penalized MLE approach (i.e. the MM algorithm). In a
Windows 10 laptop computer with Intel(R) Core(TM) 17-6700 CPU@3.4GHz, the running time
is 3.8s for one-step algorithm and 101.8s for the MM algorithm, both including cross validation
under Model M1 in our simulation studies. The one-step estimator is the solution of a regularized
weighted least square problem which is strictly convex. For this weighted least square problem,
we can find the largest tuning parameter A such that all coefficients of B are zero, then use the
warm start method in |Hastie et al. (2015) to speed up the computation. For the selection of tuning
parameter, we use five-fold cross validation. Tuning parameter A with the smallest cross validation
prediction error is selected.

In parallel to Algorithm|I] we also develop the algorithm for one-step estimation with adaptive
group lasso penalty Py\(B) = A>""_ r;||B|2. For this scenario, the main difference is in the
coordinate descent steps, where we adopt the groupwise-majorization-descent algorithm proposed
by (Yang & Zou 2015). Details are provided in Section |D] of the Supplementary Materials. We
demonstrate such response variable selection using the group adaptive lasso penalty in our numer-
ical studies.

C.2 EM algorithm for tensor t-distribution

For multivariate t-distribution, EM algorithm is widely used to estimate the unknown parameters,
for example |[Lange et al. (1989) and Liu & Rubin| (1995)). In this section, we propose the EM
procedure of estimating parameters in tensor t-distribution with known v . Suppose that we have
independent and identical distributed data Y; ~ 77T (s, ZE,v), i = 1,- -+ ,n.
In E step of the EM algorithm, we update the weight as w\") = (v+p)/(v+|Y;—p® 1Z))- In

M step, similar to the multivariate case, the solution of p1**1 is given by (37| w(k)Y 0/, w§k)).
The scale parameter estimation is different from the multivariate case. We use a method that is a
generalization to the flip-flop method (Dutilleul|1999, Manceur & Dutilleul|2013; e.g.,) to solve it.

The optimization in M step for = can be summarized as solving the following objective function.

mlog|3,,
H,(2|Yy, - ,Yn,u(k),w(k)) Zw Zw(k 1Y; — (k)HQE_ (18)
m=1
Let 2 = argming H, (2 | Y1, , Yo, p®), w®). We have the following lemma.
Lemma 1. The minimizer E = {f]l, s EJM} satisfies the following equalities.
= j#m

where @, 57 =30 QT @B 1 @ @ 1.

39



Algorithm 2 Algorithm for obtaining MLE of (u, E) given v
Choose 1 =Y, ¥, = I, as initialization. For k = 1,2, - - -, do

ED W = (v +p) v+ Y — p®|20)-

M) pl D = (S, 0V Y0) /(1 w).

(M2) For m = 1,---, M, starting with Z*_ cyclically updating the following equation until
convergence.
~ 1~ & ~
> = o > w0 (Y = p®) 0y (R S7H (Y — ™). (19)
M= Jj#m

Then let 2FH) = {3, ... ).

(k+1) k+1)

until convergence. At the convergence, output & = Z*+1 and i =

Numerically, we can cyclically update Em, m = 1,---, M until convergence to obtain that
2k = {3, ... 3}, If the weights w( ) are set to be 1, then our proposed flip-flop method
reduces to the ﬂlp ﬂop method (Dutilleul/|1999, Manceur & Dutilleul 2013} e.g.,).

The algorithm for the estimation of (u, Z) is summarized in Algorithm 2| The algorithm is a
reweighed version compared with the MLE for tensor normal distribution. If all the weights wl-(k)
in the algorithm are set to be 1, Algorithm [2| reduces to tensor normal MLE algorithm given in
Manceur & Dutilleul| (2013). From Algorithm [2, we know that the samples far away from the
center have relatively small weights in estimation, which is more robust compared with setting all
the weights to be 1.

For the algorithm that solves unpenalized MLE of Model (2)), we only need to change the (M1)
step of Algorithm [2|into B**Y) = Y x 3,41 (XWHXT)XW, where W*) is a diagonal matrix
with the i-th diagonal element being wgk), then replace all the p(*+1) by B*+1) %, X;. For the
objective function (9):

(8)= - ZP mlog| ) + — P > log(1+ [[Y; = BAE R0 X[1E/v),

=1

l\')

we are solving a simplified case where p is known. To solve it, we only need to omit step (M1) in
Algorithm 2] The detailed algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 3]

C.3 Algorithm for penalized MLE

As is shown in the paper, we use the MM algorithm to solve the penalized MLE. In Section [3.3]of
the paper, we have proposed the majorization function F,,(B, Z | B*) Z*)) for the penalized neg-
ative log-likelihood function (3). In majorization step, we find the majorization function F,,(B, E |
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Algorithm 3 Algorithm for solving objective function (9)
Choose 33, = I, = as initialization. For k = 1,2,---, do

E1D) W™ = (v +p)/(v + [[Ys = BAE 30 0 X [20).

(M1) For m = 1,---, M, starting with 3*)_ cyclically updating the following equation until
convergence.
S I @ S APL - o
T > W (Y = BAE X0 X0 ) (R S (Vi — BAT X1 X0)T,). (20)
M=l j#m

Then let 2FH) = {&,, .-, 5}

until convergence. At the convergence, output = = Z(+1),

B® Z®) for k = 1,---, iteratively. In minimization step, we solve F,,(B, Z | B*), E*)) to ob-
tain B (k+1) and = (k“) InF,(B,Z | B® E®). We have two unknown parameters B and Z. To
achieve the minimization of F,,, we need to solve them back and forth until convergence, which is
of high computational cost. In our algorithm, instead of solving them iteratively in each majoriza-
tion step, we update them only once through the following optimizations. This strategy is similar
to the first order EM algorithm shown in|Balakrishnan et al.| (2017).

=(k+1) argmm Zp mlog|X,.]) + Zw 1Y; — B® % 1 X, 1%, 21
B*tD = argmin 5 Z%(k)HYi — BX a1 Xi|Zwen + PA(B). (22)

XX
BERpl PM+1 i=1

To solve optimization problem (21]), we cyclically do the following iterations,

= - Z w; Y B XM+1X (m) ® 2 Yvz — B(k) >2M+1Xi){m)7 (23)
- JFm

until convergence.

The optimization problem (22)) is parallel to that for one-step estimation in Section[4.2] We can
solve it similarly. The detailed algorithm for penalized MLE is summarized in Algorithm 4 The
convergence of the algorithm is guaranteed since, in each iteration, the objective function value is
decreasing.

C.4 A method for estimating v/

We consider two ways for choosing v. The first one is viewing v as a tunning parameter that
controls the robustness of the model. As is shown in the main paper, v = 4 is recommended for
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Algorithm 4 Algorithm for penalized MLE

1. Let BO be the OLS estimator, and Em =1L,

2. For k =0,1,--- , repeat the following updates until convergence.
() Update ") = (v + p) /(v + [ Y = B® X001 Xi] ).
(b) Update Z**1) by cyclically updating

Zw Y B( XM+1X ®E ( >_<M+1Xz)?m)

n
pmil j#m

(c) Update B*+1) using the most recently updated Z(*+1). The solution can be found in
the coordinate descent step of Algorithm 1]

3. At convergence, output BAPT and ZAPT,

our methods. In this subsection, we propose a method that can be used to estimate v. In Theorem
we show that the adaptive lasso estimator BAPL is a «/n-consistent estimator for B. Meanwhile,
BAPL does not depend on v. Plugging BAP™ into the log-likelihood function of model (@), we

obtain
vtp

Lo, E | BM) = nflog(n(

)) — Slog(v) — Slog|S| — log(I(5))}
_vH+p (24)

> log(1+ [[Y; — B0 X2 /),
=1

where ¥ = ®71n: v 2m- We use the ECME algorithm proposed by (Liu & Rubin|1995) to get the
solution.

The main idea of the algorithm is that given »*) and Z*), we use the generalized flip-flop
method in Lemmal to solve 21, And given Z(*+1), we solve the following objective function
to get p(*F+1),

vip
2

> log(1+ Y = BAPE 0 X 2o /1),
=1

—_ 55 p n v
La( | E4, BA) = nflog(T(*12)) — Dlog(v) — Slog=4V| ~ log(T())}

vV+p

which is equivalent to finding the solution of following equation

y+p vV+Dp

— log(

0=—¢(r/2) + log(v/2) + Z{log w) —wib+ 1+ = Z{¢ )b, (25)

where w; = (V¥ +p) /(v® + ||, — BAPER 0 X, |Zx+1))- The solution to (25) can be obtained
by the line search method. Algorithm [5]gives an estimation of degree freedom v and a bi-product

—

=. We can use the estimated 7 in Algorithm |1 l then get the estimation for B based on this .
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Algorithm 5 ECME algorithm to get an estimation for v

1. Given the initial value of () and Z(© = I,

2. fork =0,1,--- , do the following steps until convergence.
(a) Update Z*+1 using v*) through generalized flip-flop method. More specifically, for
m=1,---,M,do

S (Vi = B X)) (R B (Y — BAPES 1 X))

i=1 j#m

- 1
3, =
np_m

until convergence.
() wi* ™ = (V8 4 p)/ (W + [V = BXara XillLer).
(c) Update v*+1) using the most recently updated Z(**1) by getting the solution for (23]

3. At convergence, output 7 and E.

However, estimating v through data is not recommended for our methods. Recall that in Figure
we generate a simulated data from 7'7°(0, L,, 1.5). For this simulated data, the estimated degree of
freedom 7 = 0.402, which is much smaller than 1.5. The estimation for v is not robust. Another
disadvantage for estimating v is that we need to use the line search method to find the solution of
iteratively, which is time-consuming.

D Algorithm and theorem for one-step estimator with adaptive
group lasso penalty

D.1 Algorithm for one-step estimator with adaptive group lasso penalty

When P\(B) = AY " _, r,]|Bl|l2, we use groupwise-majorization-descent algorithm proposed
by (Yang & Zou|[2015) to solve the objective function (7). The main idea of the algorithm is
that in each iteration, we fix p — 1 mode-(M + 1) fibers of B and update the .J-th fiber B, by
minimizing a majorize function. Let B be the current solution of B, U s be the J-th row of
U=2Y" (&Y —BxyX; X7, -, 2/, X;]). and h; be the largest eigenvalue of H =
2" GXXT)(EY),,, where &1 = @', 5-1 More specifically, in each groupwise-
majorization iteration, we find the solution for the following objective function,

~ ~ 1 ~ ~ L
Fn(B) = (B, = B,)"Uy + 5hy(B; = B,)" (B, = By) + A > rilByla, (26)
J=1

which majorizes F,,(B) when we fix the other p — 1 mode-(M + 1) fibers. The solution for is
give by

new 1
Bl = —

= — (U, + hy;By) (1 — A ) . 27)
hy .

U+ hyByll2
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We cyclically update B ; until convergence and output the final result as BOSCT, In each iteration
of the algorithm, the function value decreases, so the convergence of the algorithm is guaranteed.
The detailed algorithm is parallel to Algorithm [T} except that the coordinate descent step for one-
step estimation is substituted by (27).

D.2 Theorem for adaptive group lasso penalized estimation

In the paper, we have shown the theoretical results for adaptive lasso penalized estimation. In this
subsection, we will show the oracle properties for the group lasso penalized estimation.

Let G = B{M +1)- For adaptive group lasso penalized case, let G ; be the J-th row of G. Let
G={J|G,=0,J=1,---,p}, G, = {J | G, = 0,J = 1,---,p}, and Gg represent the
rows of G corresponding to set G. Suppose that GAGPT ig the global minimizer of the following
objective function

n P
n vV+p
L(G. %) = Jlog[S| + —— > log(1+ [vee(Y:) = GXil[2/v) + A rslIGyll2,
=1

J=1

where r; = and G is a \/n-consistent estimator of G ;.

S
IGs15°
Theorem 9. Suppose \,/\/n — 0 and \,n""Y/%2 — o0, lim,,_,o0 % S XX = Xx. Then we
have
1. Variable selection consistency: limy, P(G,=G)=1
2. Asymptotic normality : \/n(vec(G5TT — Gg)) — N(0,Vg) ,where Vg = J7, and J =
ui;£2 EX ®(271)g'

We make a remark for Theorem [9] Theorem [9] can be viewed as is a special case of Theorem

When we have group sparsity, the set .4 will be the collection of all the elements in the rows
contained in G. We can show that V; = V.

E Additional numerical results

E.1 Additional numerical results for M1

In Model M1 of the paper, we generate the true signal B as bS, where b controls the signal strength,
and S € R3%*3? is a randomly generated indicator matrix. The proportion of non-zero elements in
S is s. The indicator matrix S for s = 0.03 is displayed in Figure 3]

We also use Model M1 to study the proposed hypothesis testing procedure (Section [B]). We set
p = 0.5, v = 6,and b = 1, and test if the first non-zero element of B equals to the true values
or not. The true signal of B is provided in Supplementary Materials (Section [E). The p-values
in Table [2| are based on 500 replicates. To obtain the p-value, we count the replicates where test
statistic 7" defined in Section B|is greater than x2(0.95) over 500 replicates.

From Table @, with the increase of sample size, the results of all those methods are close to
the significant level 0.05. However, Figure [/| indicates that OST is more powerful than the other
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Figure 5: Indicator matrix S for M1. For hypotheses testing, we test if the first non-zero, namely
the 9-th element in the first column, equals to 1. The light gray pixel represents O and the dark
pixel represents 1.
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Figure 6: TPR for Model M1. The setting for correlation p is 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, for degree of
freedom v is 2, 4, 10, 20, normal distribution, for signal strength b is 0.5, 0.75, 1, 1.25, 1.5, and for
sparsity s is 0.03, 0.06, 0.09, 0.12, 0.15.

two methods. By taking account of heavy tail behavior and covariance information, OST gains
much higher power than APL. Statistical inference is difficult for high-dimensional cases. A large
sample size is required to guarantee that the empirical p-value converges to the significant level.
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APT OST APN APL

n=100 0.094 0.094 0.106 0.110
n=500 0.052 0.052 0.056 0.066

Table 2: Type 1 error for testing the first non-zero elements in M1. When the p-value defined in
Section [B|is smaller than 0.05, we count it. The type-I error is obtained by total counts over 500
replicates.
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Figure 7: Local power of M1 with p = 0.5, v = 6, and b = 1. The two figures show the results of
testing the first non-zero elements. Results of OST and APT (not shown) are almost identical. For
local alternative test, we varied d from O to 10 on the horizontal axis.

For our simulation, when n = 500, the empirical p-value is close to the significant level 0.05.

E.2 Additional numerical studies on hypothesis testing

In the simulation section, we have seen that fixing v = 4 produces satisfactory results. In this
section, we further study how the choice of v influences the type-I errors of APT and OST. The
model settings are the same as in model M1, except that the true degrees of freedom v* = 6. We
set n = 200, the sparse coefficients are chosen as the first 2 x 2 block of B, and consider either
p1 = p2 = 10 or p; = py = 32. We test whether the first element of the regression coefficient
equals 1.

Table [3| contains the type-I errors for APT and OST using different v in the estimation proce-
dures. For both scenarios, the type-I errors of APT and OST methods using the true v* = 6 are
about the same as the results from the mis-specified v = 4 or estimated v from the algorithm in
Section S.2.4. This agree with our suggestion of simply fixing v = 4 and shows the validity of our
estimator v for low-dimensional tensor data. Moreover, from the results of v being more severely
mis-specified as v = 0 or v = 10, we see that the effect of mis-specifying v is noticeable for low-
dimensional tensor p; = p, = 10 but ignorable for higher dimensions when p = 32 x 32 = 1024.
This simulation experiment agrees with our asymptotic results in Theorem 6: for large enough p,
a misspecified  has a minor influence on the asymptotic variance. As such, we recommend using
v = 4 as default for hypothesis testing. When p is small, one may also consider using the estimated
v from our proposed algorithm in Section S.2.4. or using bootstrap methods.
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p1 =p2 = 10 p1 = p2 = 32

v 0 4 6 10 v 0 4 6 10 v
APT | 0.051 0.060 0.060 0.056 0.059 | 0.059 0.058 0.058 0.059 0.058
OST | 0.051 0.060 0.060 0.056 0.059 | 0.059 0.058 0.058 0.059 0.058

Table 3: Type-I error, obtained by counting the proportions of the p-values (defined in Section
smaller than 0.05 over 1000 replicates. The columns with 7 are APT and OST using estimated v
from Section S.3.4.

Next, we compare the powers and the type-I errors of the proposed methods and competitors
such as APN, APL and OLS. From Table 4| the type-I errors are controlled around 0.05 for all
methods. From Figure 8 we can see that the power of OLS is almost the same as APL, and APT is
more powerful than OLS and APL. Details of the testing procedure and its theoretical justifications
are provided in Section

APT OST APN APL OLS

p1=p2 =10
0.060 0.060 0.060 0.061 0.057
p1 = p2 =32

0.058 0.058 0.066 0.059 0.049

Table 4: Type-I error based 1000 replicates.
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Figure 8: Power for local alternatives. The horizontal axis indicates that ¢ value in the local
alternatives, given in (B)).

E.3 Sparsity pattern recovery results for M3

In M3 of the paper, we aim to show the performance of several methods for sparsity pattern re-
covery. Figure E] shows the sparsity recovery results of OLS, APL, OST, R4, STORE, HOLLR,
and APN. The result of HOST is identical to that of OST, so we omit the figures for it. Among
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all the methods, OST gives the best sparsity recovery result. OLS fails to select any coefficients
and gives a vague recovery of the true signal. APL fails to select some true signals, especially for
the second and third slices. OST improves the results of APL by considering the heavy tail issue
and the covariance information. R4 performs similarly to the OLS, which provides an estimation
of B with noises and fails to select the non-zero elements. HOLRR and STORE fail to recover
the sparsity pattern as a result of the violation for the low rank assumption in B. APN performs
similarly to APL, which fails to select some non-zero elements, especially for the second and third
slices. As a comparison, OST performs better than all of these competing methods as a result of
considering the heavy-tail issue.

HOLRR HOLRR HOLRR HOLRR STORE STORE STORE STORE

- - - 3 3 =3

Figure 9: Sparsity pattern recovery results for M3. Reported values are the absolute values of the
estimated coefficients. The background light gray represents zero, the larger the absolute value is,
the darker the pixel is.
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