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Abstract

As tensors become widespread in modern data analysis, Tucker low-rank Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) has become essential for dimensionality reduction and
structural discovery in tensor datasets. Motivated by the common scenario where large-
scale tensors are distributed across diverse geographic locations, this paper investigates
tensor PCA within a distributed framework where direct data pooling is impractical.

We offer a comprehensive analysis of three specific scenarios in distributed Tensor
PCA: a homogeneous setting in which tensors at various locations are generated from a
single noise-affected model; a heterogeneous setting where tensors at different locations
come from distinct models but share some principal components, aiming to improve
estimation across all locations; and a targeted heterogeneous setting, designed to boost
estimation accuracy at a specific location with limited samples by utilizing transferred
knowledge from other sites with ample data.

We introduce novel estimation methods tailored to each scenario, establish statis-
tical guarantees, and develop distributed inference techniques to construct confidence
regions. Our theoretical findings demonstrate that these distributed methods achieve
sharp rates of accuracy by efficiently aggregating shared information across differ-
ent tensors, while maintaining reasonable communication costs. Empirical validation
through simulations and real-world data applications highlights the advantages of our
approaches, particularly in managing heterogeneous tensor data.

Keywords: Tensor Principal Component Analysis; Distributed Inference; Data Heterogene-
ity; Communication Efficiency; Tucker Decomposition;
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1 Introduction

In recent years, the prevalence of large-scale tensor datasets across diverse fields has garnered

significant attention. Tucker low-rank tensor Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and Sin-

gular Value Decomposition (SVD) have become indispensable for unsupervised learning and

dimension reduction, proving crucial in deriving valuable insights across various applica-

tions. These techniques are extensively utilized in recommendation systems (Karatzoglou

et al., 2010), natural image and video processing (Gatto et al., 2021), neuroimaging analysis

(Li et al., 2018), and health care systems (Ren et al., 2023), among others.

Despite their wide applicability, the geographical dispersion of large-scale tensor datasets

presents substantial challenges in data aggregation and analysis due to high communication

costs, privacy concerns, and data security and ownership issues. For example, IT corpo-

rations face practical limitations in centralizing globally gathered customer data for rec-

ommendation systems due to communication budgets and network bandwidth constraints.

Similarly, health records spread across multiple hospitals or jurisdictions pose significant

privacy and ownership challenges for centralized processing.

Addressing these challenges, our paper makes several critical contributions to the field of

tensor decomposition, particularly focusing on its application in distributed and heteroge-

neous environments. While recent studies have begun exploring distributed Tucker decom-

position, they primarily concentrate on computational aspects such as parallelization and

memory usage, focusing on environments where tensors share identical principal spaces (Shin

et al., 2016; Chakaravarthy et al., 2018; Jang and Kang, 2020). These studies often overlook

the importance of providing statistical guarantees and also fail to address the challenges

posed by heterogeneous tensors, especially prevalent in fields like medical care, where tensor

data from various locations differ in their underlying structures. Our research fills this gap

2



by not only providing statistical convergence and inference theories for distributed Tucker

decomposition but also extending its applicability beyond homogeneous data settings.

In this paper, we address the challenge of tensor PCA within a distributed framework,

where tensors are stored across different machines without the feasibility of pooling them to-

gether. Our comprehensive analysis delineates three distinct scenarios: In the homogeneous

scenario in Section 2, we develop a method that involves computing local estimators for each

tensor’s subspace, then transmitting these estimators to a central processor, and finally ag-

gregating them to produce a global estimate, reducing communication by only transmitting

essential subspace information.

In the second scenario with heterogeneity in Section 3, tensors observed on different

machines are allowed to be generated from different underlying models that share some

common principal components. Our focus is to improve estimation across all machines

handling heterogeneous data. We formally define the partition of common and individual

components for each tensor and develop a generalized distributed Tensor PCA method to

efficiently estimate these shared components and also identify and extract unique components

specific to each tensor. This approach allows us to accommodate the distinct characteristics

of each dataset within the collective framework.

The third scenario with heterogeneity in Section 4 focuses on another setting of hetero-

geneous distributed learning, aiming at enhancing the estimation accuracy of a tensor at a

specific location by intelligently integrating abundant data from other locations. We develop

a novel transfer learning algorithm based on a weighted averaging scheme that involves cal-

ibrating the influence of data based on their noise levels and relevance, thereby improving

the precision of the target site’s tensor estimation.

We have established comprehensive statistical error bounds for our proposed estimators
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across different scenarios. In Section 2.3, our analysis involves a detailed decomposition and

quantification of bias and variance terms. We demonstrate that our estimator achieves the

optimal minimax rate when the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) exceeds a certain threshold, thus

equating the performance of the pooled estimator that aggregates tensors directly (further

details in Section 2.1). Essentially, our distributed algorithm attains the highest possible

estimation accuracy achievable in a non-distributed setting.

In the heterogeneous scenario detailed in Section 3.2, we show that our estimator for

common components matches the performance rate of the homogeneous scenario, while the

estimators for individual components maintain rates consistent with individual tensor PCA.

This underscores the effectiveness of our method in simultaneously learning shared and

unique tensor structures. Importantly, even when pooling of tensors is possible, creating

an efficient estimator through direct aggregation is challenging due to data heterogeneity—a

fact corroborated by our numerical studies where our distributed methods surpass the pooled

estimator in various heterogeneous configurations.

Furthermore, we provide theoretical guarantees for our estimator designed to utilize

knowledge from multiple distributed sites, optimizing the weight allocations in our algorithm

to enhance estimation accuracy beyond what is achievable with the target dataset alone. In

addition, we derive the asymptotic distribution of the distance between our proposed esti-

mator and the true values in Section B of the supplementary material, facilitating statistical

inference and enabling the construction of confidence regions for the singular subspaces.

Our extensive numerical evaluations, detailed in Section 5, assess the empirical perfor-

mance of our methods. The results demonstrate that our approaches not only significantly

outperform the “single” method, which applies PCA on individual tensors without aggrega-

tion, but also exceed the performance of the pooled method in both simulated heterogeneous
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settings and real data analyses. These findings highlight the superiority of our distributed

approaches, which enhance estimation accuracy by effectively aggregating common informa-

tion across diverse tensors amid data heterogeneity.

Our work, while related to distributed matrix PCA, tackles the more complex issue of dis-

tributed tensor PCA, which is inherently more challenging both practically and technically.

Unlike matrices, tensors often involve three or more modes, increasing their dimensional-

ity and complicating their analysis. Whereas matrices might be addressed through convex

methods like nuclear norm penalization, tensors require nonconvex formulations due to their

more complex structure, involving multiple low-rank components and a core tensor. This

introduces significant challenges in algorithm design and the establishment of theoretical

guarantees, including statistical convergence and inference, which are critical for distributed

tensor PCA. The contributions of our work are summarized as follows.

• Modeling : We introduce a new model to represent the distributed and heterogeneous

environments encountered in tensor PCA. This model addresses a gap in the current

literature, which has largely overlooked the complexities of real-world distributed data

analysis where tensors are heterogeneous on different machines or servers.

• Methodological Advances : We propose novel distributed methods for tensor PCA that

function effectively under both homogeneous and heterogeneous settings. These meth-

ods are designed to aggregate common components shared across different tensors,

thereby enhancing estimation accuracy. Additionally, we expand our methodology to

address scenarios akin to transfer learning, making considerable strides in distributed

tensor analysis. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to develop such methods

for distributed tensor analysis, which, as discussed above, are highly different from the

existing methods for matrix PCA.
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• Theoretical Contributions : We establish statistical guarantees for our distributed meth-

ods, demonstrating that they achieve a sharp statistical error rate that aligns with the

minimax optimal rate possible in a non-distributed setting. Additionally, we calcu-

late the asymptotic distribution of the distance between our estimator and the true

values, as detailed in Section B of the supplementary material. This calculation aids

in statistical inference and supports the construction of confidence regions for the sin-

gular subspaces. These contributions represent a theoretical advancement in utilizing

aggregated common components, a finding that has not been previously documented

in tensor analysis literature and enhances the existing computational approaches to

distributed Tucker decomposition.

1.1 Related works

This paper is situated at the intersection of two bodies of literature: tensor decomposition

and distributed estimation and inference. The literature on both areas is broad and vast.

Here we only review the closely related studies, namely tensor decomposition and distributed

learning that provides statistical guarantees. The readers are referred to Bi et al. (2021) and

Sun et al. (2021) for recent surveys of statistical tensor learning.

Tensor Decomposition. Motivated by modern scientific research, tensor decompositions

have been actively studied in machine learning, electrical engineering, and statistics. De-

spite the well-established theory for low-rank decomposition of matrices, tensors present

unique challenges. There are several notions of low-rankness in tensors (Kolda and Bader,

2009), including the most popular CANDECOMP/PARAFAC (CP) low-rankness and mul-

tilinear/Tucker low-rankness. Richard and Montanari (2014), Hopkins et al. (2015), and

Perry et al. (2020) considered a rank-1 spiked statistical tensor PCA model, a special case
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of CP decomposition, and proposed various methods, including tensor unfolding and sum

of square optimization. Zhang and Xia (2018) introduced a general framework of tensor

SVD based on Tucker decomposition and established statistical and computational limits,

followed by Xia et al. (2022) who further studied inference for tensor PCA. Zhang and Han

(2019) considered sparse tensor SVD where the loading matrices are assumed to be sparse.

Wang and Li (2020) studied the decomposition of a higher-order tensor with binary entries.

Chen et al. (2024) further introduced a general framework of semi-parametric tensor factor

models based on tensor PCA with auxiliary covariate information.

Distributed Estimation and Inference. To handle the challenges posed by massive

and decentralized data, there has been a significant amount of recent literature developing

distributed estimation or inference techniques for a variety of statistical problems (Li et al.,

2013; Chen and Xie, 2014; Garber et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2017; Shi et al., 2018; Jordan et al.,

2019; Fan et al., 2019; Volgushev et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2019; Li et al., 2020; Yu et al.,

2020; Zhao et al., 2020; Tan et al., 2022; Luo et al., 2022; Lv and Lian, 2022; Yu et al.,

2022; Chen et al., 2022). We refer readers to Gao et al. (2022) for a comprehensive review

of distributed learning.

Among these works, our paper is most closely related to the literature on distributed ma-

trix PCA. Fan et al. (2019) notably proposed a convenient one-shot approach that computes

the top-K-dim eigenspace of the covariance matrix on each local machine and aggregates

them on a central machine. They established a rigorous statistical guarantee showing that

this approach achieves a sharp error rate as long as the sample size on each local machine

is sufficiently large. An alternative multi-round method was simultaneously developed by

Garber et al. (2017), which mainly estimates the first eigenspace by leveraging shift-and-

invert preconditioning. Subsequently, Chen et al. (2022) proposed an improved multi-round
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algorithm for estimating the top-K-dim eigenspace that enjoys a fast convergence rate under

weaker restrictions compared to Fan et al. (2019). Other works focused on providing more

general statistical error bounds (Zheng and Tang, 2022) or improving the communication

efficiency (Huang et al., 2021; Charisopoulos et al., 2021).

Organizations. The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 introduces our dis-

tributed tensor PCA algorithm for homogeneous settings and establishes its statistical error

rates. Section 3 adapts the algorithm for heterogeneous environments and includes theo-

retical analysis. Section 4 explores the extension to transfer learning. Section 5 presents

simulations and real data analyses to evaluate the performance of our methods. Some com-

monly used notations in this paper are defined in Section A of the supplementary material.

Section B, notably, presents the asymptotic distribution of our proposed estimator, featur-

ing distributed inference. All technical proofs and additional numerical experiments are

presented in Sections C and D of the supplementary material, respectively.

2 Estimation for Homogeneous Tensors

In this section, we present the distributed tensor PCA algorithm for the homogeneous setting

where each machine observes a tensor generated from the same underlying model. We first

formulate the problem setup and illustrate the pooled estimator as a benchmark in Section

2.1, followed by the intuition behind its construction detailed in Section 2.2. Finally, Section

2.3 establishes theoretical guarantees on the statistical error rate for our algorithm.
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2.1 Problem Setup and the Pooled Estimator

Assume a J-mode tensor T ∗ ∈ Rp1×p2×···×pJ has a Tucker decomposition

T ∗ = G ×1 U1 ×2 U2 · · · ×J UJ , Uj ∈ Opj×rj ,G ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rJ , (1)

which decomposes T ∗ into a core tensor G multiplied by factor matrices {Uj} with orthogonal

columns. Suppose we observe L tensors {Tℓ}Lℓ=1 that are distributed on L machines and

cannot be pooled together. For each machine ℓ, the tensor Tℓ is generated by Tℓ = T ∗ +Zℓ,

where T ∗ is a common low-rank tensor of interest given by (1), and the noise tensor Zℓ has

i.i.d. normal entries with mean zero and variance σ2. Our goal is to estimate the singular

subspace Col(Uj), j ∈ [J ], i.e., the linear space spanned by the columns of Uj, under the

distributed setting.

The model defined in (1) is non-identifiable since it is equivalent to the model with

G̃ = G ×1 O
⊤
1 ×2 O

⊤
2 · · · ×J O⊤

J and Ũj = UjOj, for any Oj ∈ Orj×rj , j ∈ [J ]. However, the

singular subspace Col(Uj) remains invariant under such orthogonal transformation and thus

is identifiable. The singular subspace Col(Uj) can further be represented by the projection

matrix UjU
⊤
j , which projects Rpj onto Col(Uj) and satisfies ŨjŨ

⊤
j = UjOjO

⊤
j U

⊤
j = UjU

⊤
j .

To measure the estimation error between a singular subspace spanned by U ∈ Op×r and that

spanned by an estimator Û ∈ Op×r, we use a metric ρ
(
Û , U

)
:=
∥∥Û Û⊤ − UU⊤

∥∥
F
, which is

the Frobenius norm of the difference between the projection matrices of U and Û . We note

that ρ is equivalent to the well-known sinΘ distance (Davis and Kahan, 1970) that measures

the distance between the subspaces Col(U) and Col
(
Û
)
using principal angles, defined as

∥∥ sinΘ(U, Û)∥∥
F
=
∥∥diag( sin(cos−1 σ1), . . . , sin(cos

−1 σr)
)∥∥

F
=

√√√√r −
r∑

i=1

σ2
i ,

where σ1, . . . , σr are the singular values of U⊤Û . The equivalence between ρ and sinΘ
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Algorithm 1 Distributed Tensor PCA for Homogeneous Data

Input: Tensors distributed on local machines {Tℓ} and initial estimators{
Û

(0)
1,ℓ , Û

(0)
2,ℓ , . . . , Û

(0)
J,ℓ

}
, for all ℓ ∈ [L].

Output: Estimators
{
Û1, Û2, . . . , ÛJ

}
.

1: for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L do

2: for j = 1, 2, . . . , J do

3: Compute a local estimator Ûj,ℓ = svdrj(Mj,ℓ), where Mj,ℓ is defined in (2);

4: Send Ûj,ℓ to the central machine;

5: end for

6: end for

7: for j = 1, 2, . . . , J do

8: On the central machine, compute Ûj = svdrj

[
1
L

L∑
ℓ=1

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ

]
;

9: end for

distance can be established by

ρ2
(
U, Û

)
=
∥∥UU⊤∥∥2

F
+
∥∥Û Û⊤∥∥2

F
− 2
∥∥U⊤Û

∥∥2
F
= 2r − 2

r∑
i=1

σ2
i = 2

∥∥ sinΘ(U, Û)∥∥2
F
.

If the tensors {Tℓ} were allowed to be pooled onto a central machine, a standard way for

estimating the singular space Col(Uj) would have been to conduct a Tucker decomposition

on the averaged tensor T = 1
L

L∑
ℓ=1

Tℓ = T ∗ + Z, where Z = 1
L

L∑
ℓ=1

Zℓ is a tensor with i.i.d.

N (0, σ
2

L
) entries. Denote the estimator obtained through this method as Ûpooled,j, j ∈ [J ],

which serves as a benchmark against which we evaluate the effectiveness of our approach in

the distributed environment.

2.2 Distributed Tensor PCA for Homogeneous Tensors

We first propose Algorithm 1 for estimating the singular subspace spanned by Uj in the

distributed setting. Algorithm 1 starts with an initial estimate {Û (0)
j,ℓ } that can be ob-

tained from a prototypical Tucker decomposition algorithm, for instance, higher-order SVD

(HOSVD) or higher order orthogonal iteration (HOOI) (De Lathauwer et al., 2000a,b), on
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the corresponding individual tensors {Tℓ}.

Given initial estimators {Û (0)
j,ℓ }, we obtain a local estimator for Uj by computing the left

singular value matrix of Mj,ℓ on each machine ℓ, where the matrix Mj,ℓ ∈ Rpj×(r1r2···rJ/rj) is

defined as the matricization of a projected version of Tℓ, given by

Mj,ℓ = Mj

(
Tℓ ×1 Û

(0)⊤
1,ℓ ×2 Û

(0)⊤
2,ℓ · · · ×j−1 Û

(0)⊤
j−1,ℓ ×j+1 Û

(0)⊤
j+1,ℓ · · · ×J Û

(0)⊤
J,ℓ

)
. (2)

Under mild conditions, we show that Mj,ℓ approximately equals UjMj(G), and therefore, the

left singular vector matrices of {Mj,ℓ} provide estimators {Ûj,ℓ} for Uj. The local estimators

{Ûj,ℓ} are then sent to a central machine and further aggregated by averaging the projection

matrices Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ over all ℓ. Finally, we compute the left singular vectors of the averaged

matrix as the output estimator Ûj. The communication cost of Algorithm 1 is of the order

O(
∑J

j=1 pjrj), which is a significant reduction from O(
∏J

j=1 pj), the communication cost for

transferring the individual tensors themselves across machines.

Remark 1. In the aggregation step of Algorithm 1, we average the projection matrices Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ

instead of the singular vectors Ûj,ℓ due to the non-identifiability of Ûj,ℓ, as discussed in Sec-

tion 2.1. For instance, if a singular value has a multiplicity greater than 1, the corresponding

singular vectors Ûj,ℓ can be any orthonormal basis spanning the same singular subspace as-

sociated with that repeated singular value. Even if all singular values are distinctive, there

is still a sign ambiguity issue, i.e., both Ûj,ℓ and −Ûj,ℓ may be obtained from the SVD of the

same matrix, which may lead to cancellations in the averaging of Ûj,ℓ. In contrast, averaging

the projection matrices avoids these issues and provides a valid estimate for the singular

space spanned by Uj. Moreover, since the estimated projection matrices
{
Ûj,ℓÛ

⊤
j,ℓ

}
ℓ∈[L] are

not guaranteed to represent the same subspace, their average may have a rank larger than rj.

Therefore, we add an additional SVD in the final step to obtain a low-rank approximation of

the averaged projection matrices, denoted as Ûj, and output it as the final estimator.
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Remark 2. In practice, the ranks {rj}j∈[J ] may be unknown and need to be specified for

Algorithm 1 in the distributed way. Since the local matrix Mj,ℓ in (2) provides an approxi-

mation for UjMj(G) which has rank rj, one may first compute a consistent rank estimator

r̂j,ℓ for Mj,ℓ using existing rank determination methods (e.g.,Choi et al., 2017; Charkaborty

and Panaretos, 2022; Han et al., 2022) and further aggregate the locally estimated ranks

{r̂j,ℓ}ℓ∈[L], for example, by averaging, to obtain a more accurate estimate for rj. Another

approach is to overparametrize each local model by specifying a conservative rank r̂j,ℓ ≥ rj,

as studied in Xu et al. (2023), and then aggregate conservatively, for example, by choosing

r̂j as the maximum or certain quantile of {r̂j,ℓ}ℓ∈[L]. It is a potentially interesting future

direction to investigate the performance of Algorithm 1 under overparametrization.

2.3 Theoretical Guarantee

In this section, we provide theoretical guarantees for the statistical performance of Algorithm

1. For j ∈ [J ], let Λj be the rj × rj singular value matrix of Mj(G). Let r = maxj rj and

p = maxj pj. Moreover, define λmax, λmin to be the maximum and minimum singular value

of Λj across all j ∈ [J ], and let κ0 = λmaxλ
−1
min.

Theorem 2.1. Assume that there exist constants C1, c1, C2 such that, with probability at

least 1− C1e
−c1p,

∥∥Û (0)
j,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥
2
≤ C2

√
pσλ−1

min for any j ∈ [J ] and ℓ ∈ [L]. If pj ≍ p

for all j, L ≲ pc3 for some c3 > 0, p ≳ rJ−1, κ0 = O(1), and λmin/σ ≳
√
pr, then we have

sup
j

ρ
(
Ûj, Uj

)
= OP

(
σ

λmin

√
pr

L
+

prσ2

λ2
min

)
, (3)

where {Ûj} is the output of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2.1 establishes the error rate of the estimators
{
Ûj

}
obtained by Algorithm

1, which can be explained by a bias-variance decomposition. We take J = 3, j = 1 for
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an example. On each machine ℓ, the estimation error of the local estimator Û1,ℓ can be

decomposed as

Û1,ℓÛ
⊤
1,ℓ −U1U

⊤
1 = U1Λ

−2
1 G1

(
U⊤
2 ⊗U⊤

3

)
Z⊤

1,ℓU1⊥U
⊤
1⊥ +U1⊥U

⊤
1⊥Z1,ℓ (U2 ⊗ U3)G

⊤
1 Λ

−2
1 U⊤

1 +R1,ℓ,

(4)

where G1 = M1(G), Z1,ℓ = M1(Zℓ), U1⊥ is the orthogonal complement of U1, and R1,ℓ is a

remainder term. When the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) satisfies λmin/σ ≳
√
pr, the Frobenius

norm of the first two mean-zero terms on the RHS of (4) is of the orderO
(√

prσλ−1
min

)
, and the

remainder term R1,ℓ has a higher order O
(
prσ2λ−2

min

)
. By averaging the projection matrices

on all machines, the order of the first two terms can be reduced to O
(√

prσλ−1
minL

−1/2
)
, while

that of R1,ℓ does not change, leading to the error rate in (3). When the SNR is sufficiently

large with respect to L, the first term in (3) dominates the second one, which leads to the

following corollary.

Corollary 2.1. Under the same assumptions in Theorem 1, if we further assume that

λmin/σ ≳
√
prL, then we have

sup
j

ρ
(
Ûj, Uj

)
= OP

(
σ

λmin

√
pr

L

)
. (5)

Corollary 2.1 shows that, when the SNR satisfies λmin/σ ≳
√
prL, the estimator Ûj

achieves the error rate of O(
√
prσλ−1

minL
−1/2), which matches the minimax optimal lower

bound. Concretely, for a tensor T = T ∗ + Z with T ∗ satisfying (1) and Z having i.i.d.

N (0, σ2) entries, Theorem 3 in Zhang and Xia (2018) shows that

inf
Û

sup
T ∗∈Fp,r(λ)

Er−1/2
j

∥∥ sinΘ(Û , Uj)
∥∥
F
≳
(√pj

λ/σ
∧ 1
)
, (6)

where Fp,r(λ) is the class of tensors with dimension p = (p1, . . . , pJ), rank r = (r1, . . . , rJ),

and minimum singular value λ over all matricizations of T ∗. Recall that if we are allowed to
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pool all the tensors {Tℓ} on a single machine and average them, the averaged tensor satisfies

T = T ∗ + Z, where Z has i.i.d. N (0, σ
2

L
) entries. By (6) and the equivalence between the

ρ distance and sinΘ distance, the minimax error rate that the pooled estimator Ûpooled,j

(defined in Section 2.1) can achieve is the same as the rate in (5), which is the optimal rate

one can expect in a non-distributed setting. Therefore, our proposed method enjoys a sharp

rate when the SNR is sufficiently large.

The assumption for the initial estimators
{
Û

(0)
j,ℓ

}
in Theorem 2.1 is consistent with As-

sumption 1 in Xia et al. (2022), which can be achieved by the HOOI algorithm under a

requirement that λmin/σ ≳ pJ/4 (Zhang and Xia, 2018). In some scenarios, a certain number

of tensors can be pooled together and averaged into a new tensor T ′
ℓ with a noise level σ′

ℓ < σ.

The requirement can be relaxed into λmin/minℓ σ
′
ℓ ≳ pJ/4 in such scenarios by computing the

initial estimators using the locally-aggregated tensor with the smallest noise level. On the

other hand, with initial estimators that satisfy the assumption in Theorem 2.1, our method

only requires a weaker condition λmin/σ ≳
√
prL to achieve the optimal rate, as shown in

Corollary 2.1.

Moreover, we do not require sample splitting for initialization, that is, the set of tensors

{Tℓ} used for initialization can be the same as that used for the distributed estimation

procedure in Algorithm 1. Indeed, our theoretical error bound (3) uniformly holds for all

initial estimators that satisfy the assumption in Theorem 2.1, since the first two terms in

decomposition (4) do not rely on the initial estimators, and the remainder term R1,ℓ can be

uniformly bounded.
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3 Estimation for Heterogeneous Tensors

In this section, we generalize Algorithm 1 to a heterogeneous setting where we allow different

truth tensors T ∗ on different machines. Suppose we observe L tensors {Tℓ}Lℓ=1 distributed

on L machines, and Tℓ = T ∗
ℓ + Zℓ, where Zℓ has i.i.d. N (0, σ2) entries. Assume the truth

T ∗
ℓ ∈ Rp1×p2···×pJ on machine ℓ satisfies a Tucker decomposition

T ∗
ℓ = Gℓ×1[U1 V1,ℓ]×2[U2 V2,ℓ] · · ·×J [UJ VJ,ℓ], Uj ∈ Opj×rj,U , Vj,ℓ ∈ Opj×rj,V,ℓ ,Gℓ ∈ Rr1,ℓ×r2,ℓ···×rJ,ℓ ,

(7)

where rj,ℓ = rj,U + rj,V,ℓ and U⊤
j Vj,ℓ = 0. For each j, the component Uj spans a common

singular subspace shared by all tensors {Tℓ}, while Vj,ℓ spans an individual subspace specific

to each tensor. Moreover, the core Gℓ is allowed to be different for different ℓ. The goal is to

estimate the shared singular subspace and the individual subspace separately for j ∈ [J ] and

ℓ ∈ [L]. Note that in this section, we assume the noise level σ2 is identical on all machines

for clear presentation. The heterogeneity on σ2 will be further investigated in Section 4.

In addition to (7), we need a regularity condition to ensure the identifiability of the model.

As discussed in Section 2.1, the model defined in (1) is non-identifiable since it is equivalent to

the model with G̃ = G×1O
⊤
1 ×2O

⊤
2 · · ·×JO

⊤
J and Ũj = UjOj , for any Oj ∈ Orj×rj , j ∈ [J ]. In

the homogeneous case, the non-identifiability has no impact on estimation since the singular

subspace Col(Uj) remains invariant under orthogonal transformation. However, under the

heterogeneous setting (7), the partition of the common component Uj and the individual

component Vj,ℓ is not orthogonally invariant, which necessitates identifying a fixed Oj for

each j. Therefore, we require that the core tensors Gℓ satisfy

Mj(Gℓ)Mj(Gℓ)
⊤ = Λ2

j,ℓ, (8)

where Λj,ℓ is a diagonal matrix with decreasing singular values for all j ∈ [J ], ℓ ∈ [L]. The
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condition (8) is consistent with the Identification Condition (Assumption 1) in Chen et al.

(2024), which ensures the identifiability of
(
Gℓ, [U1 V1,ℓ], . . . , [UJ VJ,ℓ]

)
in model (7) when the

singular values are distinct.

Remark 3. To illustrate why (8) ensures the identifiability, consider the mode-j matri-

cization of G̃ under model (1), i.e., Mj

(
G̃
)
= O⊤

j Gj

( ⊗
k ̸=j

Ok

)
, where Gj = Mj(G). There

exists a unique Oj ∈ Orj×rj , the left singular value matrix of Gj, such that Mj

(
G̃
)
Mj

(
G̃
)⊤

=

O⊤
j GjG

⊤
j Oj is a diagonal matrix with distinct decreasing singular values, and thus Ũj = UjOj

is uniquely determined.

3.1 Distributed Tensor PCA for Heterogeneous Tensors

We propose Algorithm 2 for estimating the subspace spanned by Uj and Vj,ℓ under the

heterogeneous setting. The initial estimators
{
[Û

(0)
j,ℓ V̂

(0)
j,ℓ ]
}

can be obtained in the same

way as the homogeneous case, for example, by the HOOI algorithm, and do not need to be

partitioned into Û
(0)
j,ℓ and V̂

(0)
j,ℓ . Similar to Algorithm 1, we first obtain a local estimator Ûj,ℓ

for Uj on each machine ℓ by taking the top singular vectors of M̃j,ℓ, where

M̃j,ℓ := Mj

(
Tℓ ×1

[
Û

(0)
1,ℓ V̂

(0)
1,ℓ

]⊤ · · · ×j−1

[
Û

(0)
j−1,ℓ V̂

(0)
j−1,ℓ

]⊤ ×j+1

[
Û

(0)
j+1,ℓ V̂

(0)
j+1,ℓ

]⊤ · · · ×J

[
Û

(0)
J,ℓ V̂

(0)
J,ℓ

]⊤)
≈ [Uj Vj,ℓ]Mj(Gℓ). (9)

Then we send Ûj,ℓ to the central machine and aggregate the projection matrices Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ

to compute a global estimator Ûj. To estimate Col(Vj,ℓ), we further send Ûj back to each

machine and compute the top singular vectors of
(
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
M̃j,ℓ, the projection of M̃j,ℓ

onto the orthogonal space of Col(Ûj), whose top singular subspace provides a local estimator

for Col(Vj,ℓ).
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Algorithm 2 Distributed Tensor PCA for Heterogeneous Data

Input: Tensors distributed on local machines {Tℓ} and initial estimators{[
Û

(0)
1,ℓ V̂

(0)
1,ℓ

]
,
[
Û

(0)
2,ℓ V̂

(0)
2,ℓ

]
, . . . ,

[
Û

(0)
J,ℓ V̂

(0)
J,ℓ

]}
, where ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L.

Output: Estimators
{
Û1, V̂1,ℓ, Û2, V̂2,ℓ, . . . , ÛJ , V̂J,ℓ

}
.

1: for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L do

2: for j = 1, 2, . . . , J do

3: Compute a local estimator Ûj,ℓ = svdrj,U

(
M̃j,ℓ

)
, where M̃j,ℓ is defined in (9);

4: Send Ûj,ℓ to the central machine;

5: end for

6: end for

7: for j = 1, 2, . . . , J do

8: On the central machine, compute Ûj = svdrj,U

[
1
L

L∑
ℓ=1

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ

]
;

9: end for

10: Send Ûj to all machines;

11: for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L do

12: Compute V̂j,ℓ = svdrj,V,ℓ

[(
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
M̃j,ℓ

]
;

13: end for

3.2 Theoretical Guarantee

In this section, we establish the statistical error rate for the estimators in Algorithm 2. For

j ∈ [J ], ℓ ∈ [L], let Λj,ℓ be the rj,ℓ × rj,ℓ singular value matrix of Mj(Gℓ) defined in (8).

Define λmax, λmin to be the maximum and minimum singular value over all Λj,ℓ, respectively,

and let κ0 = λmaxλ
−1
min. Moreover, define ∆ = minj,ℓ{λrj,U ,j,ℓ − λrj,U+1,j,ℓ} and κ = λmax/∆,

where λr,j,ℓ denotes the r-th largest singular value of Λj,ℓ. Additionally, let r = maxj,ℓ rj,ℓ

and rV = maxj,ℓ rj,V,ℓ.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that there exist constants C1, c1, C2 such that, with probability at least

1−C1e
−c1p,

∥∥Û (0)
j,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
j,ℓ + V̂

(0)
j,ℓ V̂

(0)⊤
j,ℓ −UjU

⊤
j −Vj,ℓV

⊤
j,ℓ

∥∥
2
≤ C2

√
pσλ−1

min for all j, ℓ. If pj ≍ p for

all j, L ≲ pc3 for some c3 > 0, p ≳ rJ−1, κ0 = O(1), κ = O(1), and min(∆, λmin)/σ ≳
√
pr,
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then we have

sup
j

ρ
(
Ûj, Uj

)
= OP

(√
pr

L

σ

∆
+

prσ2

∆2

)
, (10)

and

sup
j,ℓ

ρ
(
V̂j,ℓ, Vj,ℓ

)
= OP

(√
prV σ(1 +

√
r/L)

λmin

+

√
rV prσ

2

λ2
min

)
, (11)

where Ûj and V̂j,ℓ’s are the output of Algorithm 2.

The statistical rate in (10) is similar to the rate established in Theorem 2.1 in the homoge-

neous case with the SNR changing from λmin/σ to ∆/σ. Indeed, the quantity ∆ denotes the

minimum gap between the minimum singular value corresponding to Uj and the maximum

singular value corresponding to Vj,ℓ over all j, ℓ, which indicates the strength of the signal for

estimating Uj in this heterogeneous setting and is equal to λmin in the homogeneous setting

where Vj,ℓ = 0. Similar to Corollary 2.1, when SNR is sufficiently large, i.e., ∆/σ ≳
√
prL,

our estimator Ûj enjoys the sharp rate O
(√

prσ∆−1L−1/2
)
. For the local estimator V̂j,ℓ, the

rate established in (11) matches the local rate for [U V ],
√
prσλ−1

min, under a mild condition

that rV ≲ L and (λmin/σ) ≳
√
prrV .

4 Knowledge Transfer in Distributed Tensor PCA

In this section, we explore the task of transferring knowledge from source locations to a

target location within a heterogeneous setting. Knowledge Transfer seeks to enhance learning

performance at a target site by leveraging insights from related source tasks. To illustrate

our approach clearly, we concentrate on transferring knowledge between a single source

dataset and a target dataset. However, the transfer of knowledge across multiple tasks can

be managed by integrating Algorithm 2 with Algorithm 3.
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Algorithm 3 Transferred Tensor PCA

Input: Target tensor Tt, source tensor Ts, initial estimators
{
[Û

(0)
1,ℓ V̂

(0)
1,ℓ ], . . . , [Û

(0)
J,ℓ V̂

(0)
J,ℓ ]
}
,

and weights wℓ for ℓ = s, t that satisfy ws + wt = 1;

Output: Estimators
{
Û1, V̂1,t, Û2, V̂2,t, . . . , ÛJ , V̂J,t

}
.

1: for ℓ = s, t do

2: for j = 1, 2, . . . , J do

3: Compute a local estimator Ûj,ℓ = svdrj,U

(
M̃j,ℓ

)
, where M̃j,ℓ is defined in (9).

4: Send Ûj,ℓ to the target machine;

5: end for

6: end for

7: for j = 1, 2, . . . , J do

8: On the target machine, compute Ûj = svdrj,U

[
wsÛj,sÛ

⊤
j,s + wtÛj,tÛ

⊤
j,t

]
;

9: Compute V̂j,t = svdrj,V,ℓ

[(
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
M̃j,t

]
;

10: end for

4.1 Transferred Tensor PCA

Formally, suppose the source tensor Ts = T ∗
s +Zs and the target tensor Tt = T ∗

t +Zt, where

T ∗
s = Gs ×1 [U1 V1,s]×2 [U2 V2,s] · · · ×J [UJ VJ,s], Uj ∈ Opj×rj,U , Vj,s ∈ Opj×rj,V,s ,Gs ∈ Rr1,s×r2,s···×rJ,s ,

T ∗
t = Gt ×1 [U1 V1,t]×2 [U2 V2,t] · · · ×J [UJ VJ,t], Uj ∈ Opj×rj,U , Vj,t ∈ Opj×rj,V,t ,Gt ∈ Rr1,t×r2,t···×rJ,t ,

with U⊤
j Vj,ℓ = 0 and rj,ℓ = rj,U + rj,V,ℓ for j ∈ [J ] and ℓ = s, t. In other words, we assume

the source and target tensors share a common top-rj,U singular subspace spanned by Uj,

but either task can have different individual components Vj,ℓ. The goal is to estimate the

singular subspaces spanned by Uj and Vj,t of the target tensor Tt. Meanwhile, we assume the

noise Zℓ has i.i.d. N (0, σ2
ℓ ) entries for ℓ = s, t, where the noise levels σs and σt are allowed

to be different.

To achieve knowledge transfer between Ts and Tt, we propose Algorithm 3, which is

carefully designed for dealing with the heterogeneity in the transfer setting. Different from
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Algorithm 2 who treats all tensors equally, Algorithm 3 aggregates the local estimators Ûj,s

and Ûj,t through a weighted average. The weights ws and wt are designed to optimally

balance the contributions from the source and target tensors, respectively, accounting for

the potential heterogeneity in their noise levels σ2
s and σ2

t . The choice for the weights will

be specified in the next section.

4.2 Theoretical Guarantee

Analogous to the notations in the heterogeneous settings, for j ∈ [J ] and ℓ = s, t, let Λj,ℓ be

the rj,ℓ × rj,ℓ singular value matrix of Mj(Gℓ). Define λmax, λmin to be the maximum and

minimum singular value over all Λj,ℓ, respectively, and let κ0 = λmaxλ
−1
min. Moreover, define

∆ = minj∈[J ],ℓ∈{s,t}{λrj,U ,j,ℓ−λrj,U+1,j,ℓ} and κ = λmax/∆, where λr,j,ℓ denotes the r-th largest

singular value of Λj,ℓ. Additionally, let r = maxj,ℓ rj,ℓ and rV = maxj,ℓ rj,V,ℓ.

Theorem 4.1. Assume that there exist constants C1, c1, C2 such that, with probability at least

1−C1e
−c1p,

∥∥Û (0)
j,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
j,ℓ +V̂

(0)
j,ℓ V̂

(0)⊤
j,ℓ −UjU

⊤
j −Vj,ℓV

⊤
j,ℓ

∥∥
2
≤ C2

√
pσℓλ

−1
min for all j ∈ [J ], ℓ ∈ {s, t}.

Assume pj ≍ p for all j, p ≳ rJ−1, κ0 = O(1), κ = O(1), and min(∆, λmin)/max(σt, σs) ≳

√
pr. We have

sup
j

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
pr
√
w2

sσ
2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

∆

)
, (12)

sup
j

∥∥∥V̂j,tV̂
⊤
j,t − Vj,tV

⊤
j,t

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prV

λmin

(
σt +

√
r
√

w2
sσ

2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

))
, (13)

where Ûj, V̂j,t’s are the outputs of Algorithm 3.

Theorem 4.1 establishes the statistical error rate for the estimators obtained by Algo-

rithm 3. We note that the best rate that an estimator for the common component Uj

can attain without transfer is O(
√
prσt∆

−1), compared to which our transfer learning ap-

proach improves σt into
√

w2
sσ

2
s + w2

tσ
2
t if σs ≲ σt. At the same time, the individual com-
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ponent estimator V̂j,t matches the local rate O(
√
prσtλ

−1
min) under a mild condition that

√
rV
√

w2
sσ

2
s + w2

tσ
2
t ≲ σt.

Based on the error rates established in (12) and (13), we further give the optimal choice

for ws and wt. Specifically, by minimizing w2
sσ

2
s +w2

tσ
2
t under the constraint ws+wt = 1, we

obtain that the optimal weights are w∗
s =

σ2
t

σ2
s+σ2

t
and w∗

t =
σ2
s

σ2
s+σ2

t
, leading to the error rates

sup
j

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prσ

∆

)
and sup

j

∥∥∥V̂j,tV̂
⊤
j,t − Vj,tV

⊤
j,t

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prV σt

λmin

(
1 +

√
rσ

σt

))
,

where σ2 = 1/(σ−2
s + σ−2

t ). In practice, we can estimate σs and σt by

σ̂ℓ =
∥∥∥Tℓ − Tℓ ×1

[
Û1,ℓ V̂1,ℓ

]
×2

[
Û2,ℓ V̂2,ℓ

]
· · · ×J

[
ÛJ,ℓ V̂J,ℓ

]∥∥∥
F
/
√
p1p2 · · · pJ , ℓ = s, t. (14)

5 Numerical Study

In this section, we conduct numerical studies to verify the theoretical properties and evaluate

the empirical performance of our proposed distributed tensor PCA algorithms. Section 5.1

presents simulation studies for both the homogeneous and heterogeneous settings. Section

5.2 then illustrates the usefulness of our algorithms on a real dataset of protein structure.

5.1 Simulations

In this section, we use Monte Carlo simulations to verify the performance of our proposed

distributed Tensor PCA methods under various settings. Throughout the simulation, we

consider 3-mode tensors (i.e., J = 3). All results are averaged over 1,000 independent runs.

Estimation for Homogeneous Tensors We first simulate the distributed homogeneous

tensor setting described in Section 2.1, where

T ∗ = G ×1 U1 ×2 U2 ×3 U3, Uj ∈ Opj×rj ,G ∈ Rr1×r2×r3 .
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We set the dimensions p1 = p2 = p3 = p and the ranks r1 = r2 = r3 = r. The core

tensor G is generated by first sampling a tensor G̃ ∈ Rr1×r2×r3 with i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries and

rescaling it as G = λ · G̃/λmin

(
G̃
)
, where λmin

(
G̃
)
denotes the minimum singular value of all

matricizations Mj

(
G̃
)
. The generation procedure of G ensures that the minimum singular

value of G is λ, which is denoted as the signal strength λmin defined in Section 2.3. For

j = 1, 2, 3, the matrix Uj is generated via QR decomposition on a matrix Ũj ∈ Rpj×rj with

i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries. Then we independently generate Zℓ with i.i.d. N (0, σ2) entries and

obtain Tℓ = T ∗ + Zℓ for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L.

In particular, we fix r = 3, σ = 1, and let p ∈ {50, 100}, L ∈ {10, 20}, and λ = pγ with

γ ∈ [0.45, 0.95]. We report the estimation error of our proposed Algorithm 1 (referred to

as “distributed”) for U1, i.e., ρ
(
Û1, U1

)
, with the SNR λ/σ ranging from p0.45 to p0.95. For

comparison, we also report the estimation error of the pooled estimator Ûpooled,1 (referred

to as “pooled”) defined in Section 2.1 under the same settings. The estimation errors for

p = 50, 100 and L = 10, 20 are displayed in Figure 1.

Figure 1 shows that the estimation errors of both our proposed estimator Û1 and the

pooled estimator Ûpooled,1 decrease as the SNR λ/σ increases, and moreover, when the SNR

is sufficiently high (e.g., λ/σ ≥ p0.7 for p = 100, L = 20), the performance of Û1 becomes

indistinguishable from that of the pooled estimator, verifying that our distributed algorithm

achieves the optimal minimax rate as stated in Corollary 2.1. Furthermore, we observe that

increasing L from 10 to 20 leads to a noticeable reduction in the estimation error of both Û1

and the pooled estimator, consistent with the L−1/2 rate in Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 2.1.

Estimation for Heterogeneous Tensors We then conduct simulations for the dis-

tributed heterogeneous setting described in Section 3, where

T ∗
ℓ = Gℓ×1 [U1 V1,ℓ]×2 [U2 V2,ℓ]×3 [U3 V3,ℓ], Uj ∈ Rpj×rj,U , Vj,ℓ ∈ Rpj×rj,V,ℓ ,Gℓ ∈ Rr1,ℓ×r2,ℓ×r3,ℓ .
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(a) p = 50 (b) p = 100

Figure 1: The estimation errors of different methods under the homogeneous setting.

(a) p = 50 (b) p = 100

Figure 2: The estimation errors of different methods under the heterogeneous setting where

the tensors share the same core.

We set the dimensions pj = p ∈ {50, 100} and the ranks rj,U = 3, rj,V,ℓ = 3, and rj,ℓ = rj,U +

rj,V,ℓ = 6, for all j = [3], ℓ ∈ [L]. Similar to the homogeneous setting, the shared component

Uj is generated via QR decomposition on a matrix Ũj ∈ Rpj×rj,U with i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries.

The individual component Vj,ℓ is generated via QR decomposition on (Ip−UjU
⊤
j )Ṽj,ℓ, where
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Ṽj,ℓ ∈ Rpj×rj,V,ℓ has i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries. The projection matrix Ip − UjU
⊤
j ensures that

U⊤
j Vj,ℓ = 0. Moreover, the core tensors {Gℓ} are generated as follows.

Given a pre-specified λ ∈ R+, we independently sample two tensors G̃U ∈ R3×3×3 and

G̃V ∈ R3×3×3, both with i.i.d. N (0, 1) entries. Then we rescale them as GU = λ ·G̃U/λmin

(
G̃U

)
and GV = (λ/2) · G̃V /λmax

(
G̃V

)
, where λmin(λmax)(X ) denotes the minimum (maximum)

singular value over all matricizations Mj(X ). Finally, we generate G as a “block-diagonal”

tensor such that

Gi1,i2,i3 =



(GU)i1,i2,i3 if 1 ≤ i1, i2, i3 ≤ 3,

(GV )i1,i2,i3 if 4 ≤ i1, i2, i3 ≤ 6,

0 otherwise.

(15)

In other words, only the top-left 3× 3× 3 block and the bottom-right 3× 3× 3 block of G

are non-zero. Furthermore, we consider two cases to generate the local core tensors {Gℓ}:

• same core: After generating G, let Gℓ = G for all ℓ ∈ [L];

• different cores: For each ℓ, independently generate Gℓ using the same procedure of

generating G as described above.

The core tensors are constructed such that the minimum singular value gap ∆ between

the common and individual components equals λ/2, representing the signal strength for

estimating Uj. We report the estimation errors of our proposed estimator Û1 in Algorithm

2, along with the errors of the local estimator Û1,1 in Algorithm 2 (referred to as “single”)

and the pooled estimator Ûpooled,1, for p = 50, 100 and L = 10, 20.

The results are displayed in Figures 2 and 3. In Figure 2, where all tensors share the same

core tensor, our distributed estimator Û1 achieves a similar error rate as the pooled estimator

when the SNR is sufficiently high, which verifies the theoretical results established in Theo-

rem 3.1. Meanwhile, the local estimator (“single”) exhibits a much higher error, highlighting
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(a) p = 50 (b) p = 100

Figure 3: The estimation errors of different methods under the heterogeneous setting where

the tensors have different cores.

the advantage of combining information across multiple tensors. In Figure 3, where the core

tensors are different across machines, the performance of the pooled estimator deteriorates

significantly, as the simple averaging of the tensors is invalidated due to the different cores.

In contrast, our distributed estimator still achieves a decent error rate, outperforming both

the pooled and local estimators. This further demonstrates the effectiveness of our method

in learning the shared component in the presence of heterogeneity.

Asymptotic Distribution Furthermore, we verify the validity of the asymptotic distri-

bution established in Section B in the supplementary material by computing the coverage

rates of our proposed distributed Algorithm 4, that is, the rate that the estimated confidence

region (17) covers the truth Uj. As clarified in Section B, we estimate the noise level σ by

σ̂ =
∥∥T1 − T1 ×1 Û1 ×2 Û2 · · · ×J ÛJ

∥∥
F
/
√
p1p2 · · · pJ ,
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(a) p = 50 (b) p = 100

Figure 4: The coverage rates of different methods under the heterogeneous setting.

and estimate the singular value matrix Λj by

Λ̂j = the top rj singular values of Mj

(
T1 ×1 Û

⊤
1 ×2 Û

⊤
2 · · · ×j−1 Û

⊤
j−1 ×j+1 Û

⊤
j+1 · · · ×J Û⊤

J

)
,

where
{
Ûj

}
j∈[J ] are the outputs of Algorithm 4. For comparison, we also record the coverage

rates of the pooled estimator, where the confidence region for Uj is given by replacing Ûj in

(17) with Ûpooled,j.

Specifically, we choose the confidence level 1 − ξ to be 0.95 and report the coverage

rates of Û1 and Ûpooled,1 with p = 50 and 100 in Figure 4. For both cases, our proposed

estimator performs comparably to the pooled estimator when the SNR λ/σ is sufficiently

large, achieving a high coverage rate around the nominal 95% level. It is worth noting

that, compared to Figure 1, the requirement for SNR to achieve the asymptotic normality

is more stringent than that to attain the optimal statistical error rate. This observation

is consistent with our theoretical results: Corollary 2.1 guarantees the optimal statistical

error rate under the condition λ/σ ≥
√
prL, whereas Theorem B.1, which establishes the

asymptotic normality, assumes a stronger condition that λ/σ ≥ L1/2(pr)3/4.
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(a) r = (1, 2, 2) (b) r = (2, 4, 4)

Figure 5: Comparison of the reconstruction errors within class 0 of the PROTEINS dataset.

5.2 Real Data Analysis

In this section, we illustrate the usefulness of our proposed methods on the PROTEINS

dataset (Borgwardt et al., 2005; Morris et al., 2020), which contains graphs representing

proteins classified as enzymes or non-enzymes. The dataset consists of 1,113 protein graphs,

among which 663 are enzymes encoded as class 0, and 450 are non-enzymes encoded as

class 1. Each graph represents the structure of a single protein, where the nodes represent

the secondary structure elements (i.e., the helices, sheets, and turns) of the protein, and

the edges connect nodes that are neighbors along the amino acid sequence or neighbors in

space within the protein structure. Following the procedure in Wen et al. (2024), we employ

Topological Data Analysis (TDA) to encode the topological and structural features of each

graph into a three-mode tensor of dimensions 2×50×50, composed of two 50×50 persistence

diagrams constructed by two filtration functions. Since obtaining the ground truth Uj for

real data is difficult, we evaluate the performance of different methods by the reconstruction

error of the estimators. Formally, given a tensor T , the reconstruction error of estimators
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{
Ûj

}
j=1,2,3

on T is defined as

RE
(
Û1, Û2, Û3; T

)
=

∥∥∥T − T ×1 Û1Û
⊤
1 ×2 Û2Û

⊤
2 ×3 Û3Û

⊤
3

∥∥∥
F

∥T ∥F
,

which measures the difference between the original tensor and the tensor reconstructed from

the estimated principal components, normalized by the Frobenius norm of the original tensor.

We first apply our proposed distributed algorithm for homogeneous data (Algorithm

1) to the tensors within class 0. Concretely, we randomly select L tensors with label 0

as the training samples, denoted by {Tℓ}ℓ∈I , where I is an index set with cardinality L.

The training samples {Tℓ}ℓ∈I are input into Algorithm 1 to obtain estimators
{
Ûj

}
j=1,2,3

.

Next, we randomly select L′ tensors other than the training samples as the test set, denoted

by {Tℓ}ℓ∈I′ (I ∩ I ′ = ∅), and then compute the averaged reconstruction error of
{
Ûj

}
over the test samples, i.e., 1

L′

∑
ℓ∈I′

RE
(
Û1, Û2, Û3; Tℓ

)
. For comparison, we also record the

reconstruction errors of two other methods:

(1) “single”: the local estimators
{
Ûj,ℓ

}
j=1,2,3

obtained using each training sample Tℓ,

ℓ ∈ I;

(2) “pooled”: the pooled estimators obtained by decomposing the averaged tensor 1
L

∑
ℓ∈I

Tℓ.

Specifically, we choose the ranks r = (r1, r2, r3) to be (1, 2, 2) or (2, 4, 4), fix L′ = 100, and

let L range from 1 to 100.

Figure 5 presents the reconstruction errors of the three methods, which are averaged

over 200 independent repeats of random sample selection. Note that, for the “single”

method, we report the average reconstruction error over all training samples Tℓ, that is,

1
LL′

∑
ℓ∈I

∑
ℓ′∈I′

RE
(
Û1,ℓ, Û2,ℓ, Û3,ℓ; Tℓ′

)
. As shown in Figure 5, our distributed method signifi-

cantly reduces the reconstruction error compared to the “single” estimators when the num-

ber of tensors in the training set is sufficiently large, which is evident for both r = (1, 2, 2)
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and r = (2, 4, 4). Moreover, the distributed method achieves comparable performance to the

pooled method for r = (2, 4, 4) and outperforms the pooled method when r = (1, 2, 2).

6 Conclusion

This paper presents innovative distributed tensor PCA methods for both homogeneous and

heterogeneous settings, addressing the challenges of analyzing high-dimensional tensor data

stored across multiple locations. We develop and theoretically validate algorithms that ef-

ficiently aggregate shared low-rank subspaces and identify unique components, enhancing

estimation accuracy under various data heterogeneity conditions. Our methods demonstrate

significant improvements over traditional approaches in extensive simulations and real-data

analyses. Future research will focus on expanding these techniques to more complex dis-

tributed frameworks, exploring adaptive algorithms that can dynamically adjust to varying

data characteristics and network conditions. Further investigations will also delve into the

scalability of these methods, aiming to optimize computational and communication efficien-

cies in broader distributed systems.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL of

“Distributed Tensor Principal Component Analysis”

A Notations

For any integer N , let [N ] denote the set {1, 2, . . . , N}. For any positive sequences {an} and

{bn}, we write an ≲ bn if an = O(bn), and an ≍ bn if an ≲ bn and bn ≲ an. For a sequence

of random variables Xn and a sequence of real numbers an, we let Xn = OP(an) denote that

{Xn/an} is bounded in probability and Xn = oP(an) denote that {Xn/an} converges to zero

in probability.

Define Op×r =
{
U ∈ Rp×r | U⊤U = Ir

}
, where Ir is the r × r identity matrix. For any

matrix M , denote the top-r left singular vectors of M as svdr(M), and let Col(M) denote

the linear space spanned by the columns of M . Let ∥M∥2 and ∥M∥F be the spectral norm

and Frobenius norm of M , respectively.

For any two matrices M1 ∈ Rp1×q1 and M2 ∈ Rp2×q2 , define M1 ⊗M2 ∈ Rp1p2×q1q2 to be

their Kronecker product. For any tensor X ∈ Rp1×p2···×pJ , matrix M ∈ Rqj×pj , and j ∈ [J ],

let X ×j M denote the mode-j matrix product of X . That is, (X ×j M) ∈ Rp1×···×qj×···×pJ ,

and

(X ×j M)i1,i2,...,k,...,iJ =

pj∑
ij=1

Xi1,i2,...,ij ,...,iJMk,ij .

Moreover, let Mj(X ) ∈ Rpj×(p1p2···pJ/pj) denote the mode-j matricization (unfolding) of X ,

which reorders the mode-j fibers of the tensor X to be the columns of the matrix Mj(X ).

Let λmin(X ) denote the minimum singular value over all the matricizations Mj(X ), j ∈ [J ].

Additionally, define ∥X∥F = ∥M1(X )∥F.
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B Statistical Inference in the Distributed Environment

In this section, we provide theoretical analysis for the asymptotic distribution of our proposed

distributed method in Algorithm 1 to feature statistical inference of the singular spaces. To

establish the asymptotic distribution, we develop a two-iteration distributed procedure that

obtains refined local estimators using each individual tensor and then aggregates them by

averaging the projection matrices. By establishing the asymptotic distribution, we provide

a concise analysis of how aggregation helps to improve the statistical efficiency in the dis-

tributed environment.

The two-iteration distributed procedure is formally displayed in Algorithm 4, and we give

the asymptotic distribution of the estimation error ρ(Ûj, Uj) in the following theorem.

Theorem B.1. Assume the assumptions in Theorem 2.1 hold. Further assume that λmin/σ ≳

L1/2(pr)3/4 and max(r3, rJ−1)/p = o(1). Then we have

ρ2
(
Ûj, Uj

)
− 2σ2L−1pj

∥∥Λ−1
j

∥∥2
F√

8pjσ2L−1
∥∥Λ−2

j

∥∥
F

d→ N (0, 1), (16)

for j ∈ [J ], where Ûj is the output of Algorithm 4, and Λj denotes rj × rj singular value

matrix of Mj(G).

The technical reason behind the two-iteration distributed procedure is to ensure a more

precise quantification of the local estimation error. Recall that in Theorem 2.1, we assume the

initial estimators
{
Û

(0)
j,ℓ

}
have an error rate of the order O(

√
pσλ−1

min). However, to establish

the asymptotic normality, we need a finer requirement for the initial estimation error, which

may not be satisfied by
{
Û

(0)
j,ℓ

}
but is satisfied by the local estimators {Ûj,ℓ} obtained in

Algorithm 1. Therefore, we add one more iteration for each individual tensor in Algorithm
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1 to obtain refined local estimators. This two-iteration strategy was first investigated by a

recent work Xia et al. (2022) for single tensor decomposition. In Theorem B.1, we further

provide the asymptotic distribution for our distributed estimator and show that aggregation

in a distributed setting helps improve the asymptotic Mean Squared Error (MSE) from a

local rate O(p2r2σ4λ−4
min) to the global optimal rate O(L−2p2r2σ4λ−4

min), when the SNR is

sufficiently large.

Concretely, Theorem B.1 shows that, when the SNR satisfies λmin/σ ≳ L1/2(pr)3/4, the

squared distance ρ2(Ûj, Uj) has an asymptotic bias 2σ2L−1pj
∥∥Λ−1

j

∥∥2
F
and an asymptotic stan-

dard deviation
√

8pjσ
2L−1

∥∥Λ−2
j

∥∥
F
. Since

∥∥Λ−1
j

∥∥
F
≤

√
r
∥∥Λ−1

j

∥∥
2
≤

√
rλ−1

min, the asymptotic

MSE of ρ2(Ûj, Uj) is of the order O(p2r2σ4L−2λ−4
min), which is consistent with the error rate

established in Theorem 2.1. Moreover, the pooled estimator Ûpooled,j (defined in Section 2.1)

has the same asymptotic distribution as (16), indicating that our estimator achieves the

optimal asymptotic MSE we can obtain in the distributed setting.

Based on Theorem B.1, we can further construct confidence regions for Uj using the pro-

posed estimator Ûj. Specifically, given a pre-specified level 1−ξ, we construct the confidence

region for Uj as follows,{
U ∈ Opj×rj :

∣∣∣ρ2(Ûj, U)− 2σ̂2L−1pj
∥∥Λ̂−1

j

∥∥2
F

∣∣∣ ≤ z1− ξ
2

√
8pjσ̂

2L−1
∥∥Λ̂−2

j

∥∥
F

}
, (17)

where z1− ξ
2
denotes the

(
1− ξ

2

)
-th quantile of a standard normal distribution, and σ̂ and Λ̂j

are consistent estimators for σ and Λj. In practice, the noise level σ can be estimated by

σ̂ =
∥∥Tℓ − Tℓ ×1 Û1 ×2 Û2 · · · ×J ÛJ

∥∥
F
/
√
p1p2 · · · pJ ,

and the singular value matrix Λj can be estimated by

Λ̂j = the top rj singular values of Mj

(
Tℓ ×1 Û

⊤
1 ×2 Û

⊤
2 · · · ×j−1 Û

⊤
j−1 ×j+1 Û

⊤
j+1 · · · ×J Û⊤

J

)
,
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Algorithm 4 Distributed Tensor PCA for Inference

Input: Tensors distributed on local machines {Tℓ} and initial estimators{
Û

(0)
1,ℓ , Û

(0)
2,ℓ , . . . , Û

(0)
J,ℓ

}
, for all ℓ ∈ [L].

Output: Estimators
{
Û1, Û2, . . . , ÛJ

}
.

1: for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L, j = 1, 2, . . . , J , t = 1, 2 do

2: Compute a local estimator

Û
(t)
j,ℓ = svdrj

[
Mj

(
Tℓ ×1 Û

(t−1)⊤
1,ℓ ×2 Û

(t−1)⊤
2,ℓ · · · ×j−1 Û

(t−1)⊤
j−1,ℓ ×j+1 Û

(t−1)⊤
j+1,ℓ · · · ×J Û

(t−1)⊤
J,ℓ

)]
;

3: end for

4: Send
{
Û

(2)
j,ℓ

}
j∈[J ],ℓ∈[L] to the central machine;

5: for j = 1, 2, . . . , J do

6: On the central machine, compute Ûj = svdrj

[
1
L

L∑
ℓ=1

Û
(2)
j,ℓ Û

(2)⊤
j,ℓ

]
;

7: end for

on any machine ℓ.

C Technical Proof of the Theoretical Results

C.1 Proof of the Results for the Homogeneous Setting

Proof for Theorem 2.1. For j ∈ [J ], ℓ ∈ [L], define Zj,ℓ = Mj(Zℓ), Tj = Mj(T ), and

Gj = Mj(G). Let Uj⊥ ∈ Rpj×(pj−rj) be the orthogonal complement of Uj, i.e., [Uj Uj⊥] is

an orthogonal matrix in Rpj×pj . Denote the compact singular value decomposition of Gj

by UGj
ΛjV

⊤
Gj
, where UGj

∈ Orj×rj , Λj ∈ Rrj×rj , and V ⊤
Gj
VGj

= Irj . Note the model (1)

is equivalent to the model with G̃ = G ×1 O
⊤
1 ×2 O

⊤
2 · · · ×J O⊤

J and Ũj = UjOj, for any

Oj ∈ Orj×rj , j ∈ [J ]. Taking Oj = UGj
leads to G̃j = ΛjV

⊤
Gj

and thus G̃jG̃
⊤
j = Λ2

j , while

the projection matrix UjOjO
⊤
j U

⊤
j = UjU

⊤
j remains invariant. Therefore, without loss of

generality, we assume GjG
⊤
j = Λ2

j in the sequel. Moreover, by the definition of λmin and κ0,
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it holds that ∥∥Λ−1
j

∥∥
2
≤ λ−1

min, ∥Gj∥2 = ∥Λj∥2 ≤ κ0λmin. (18)

Hereafter, for clear presentation, we define p−j =
∏

k∈[J ] pk/pj, r−j =
∏

k∈[J ] rk/rj, and

U−j = U1 ⊗ U2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Uj−1 ⊗ Uj+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UJ ∈ Op−j×r−j .

For each j ∈ [J ], ℓ ∈ [L], define a “locally-good” event:

Ej,ℓ(C)

:=

{∥∥∥Û (0)
j,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
2
≤ C

√
pσλ−1

min, ∥Zj,ℓU−j∥2 ≤ Cσ
√
p,

sup
Xj′∈R

pj′×rj′

∥Xj′∥2
≤1,j′∈[J ]\{j}

∥Zj,ℓ(X1 ⊗X2 ⊗ · · · ⊗Xj−1 ⊗Xj+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗XJ)∥2 ≤ Cσ
√
pr

}
.

(19)

and a “globally-good” event

E(C) :=
L⋂

ℓ=1

J⋂
j=1

Ej,ℓ(C).

We have the following lemma for the probability of E(C).

Lemma C.1. Under the assumptions in Theorem 2.1, there exist constant C1, c1, C2 such

that P[E(C2)] ≥ 1− C1Le
−c1p.

Note that we assume that L ≲ pc3 for some c3 > 0, which implies that E(C2) has

probability approaching one. For the homogeneous setting, we follow Xia et al. (2022) to

decompose ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j . By definition, the local estimator Ûj,ℓ is composed of the first rj

left singular vectors of

Mj

(
Tℓ ×1 Û

(0)⊤
1,ℓ ×2 Û

(0)⊤
2,ℓ · · · ×j−1 Û

(0)⊤
j−1,ℓ ×j+1 Û

(0)⊤
j+1,ℓ · · · ×J Û

(0)⊤
J,ℓ

)
= (Tj + Zj,ℓ)Û

(0)
−j ,

which are also the eigenvectors of the symmetric matrix

(Tj + Zj,ℓ)Û
(0)
−j Û

(0)⊤
−j (T⊤

j + Z⊤
j,ℓ) = TjU−jU

⊤
−jT

⊤
j + Ej,ℓ = UjΛ

2
jU

⊤
j + Ej,ℓ, (20)
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where

Û
(0)
−j = Û

(0)
1 ⊗ Û

(0)
2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Û

(0)
j−1 ⊗ Û

(0)
j+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Û

(0)
J ,

and Ej,ℓ is a remainder term defined by

Ej,ℓ := ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1 + ζj,ℓ,2 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,2 + ζj,ℓ,3 + ζj,ℓ,4 + ζj,ℓ,5,

ζj,ℓ,1 := TjU−jU
⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓ,

ζj,ℓ,2 := Tj

[
Û

(0)
−j Û

(0)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ,

ζj,ℓ,3 := Zj,ℓU−jU
⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓ,

ζj,ℓ,4 := Zj,ℓ

[
Û

(0)
−j Û

(0)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ,

ζj,ℓ,5 := Tj

[
Û

(0)
−j Û

(0)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
T⊤
j .

(21)

The last equality of (20) follows from the facts that Tj = UjGjU
⊤
−j and GjG

⊤
j = Λ2

j . We use

the following lemma to provide upper bounds for each term in (21).

Lemma C.2. Under the event E(C2) and the assumptions in Theorem 2.1, there exists some

absolute constant C ′
2 > 0 such that

∥ζj,ℓ,1∥2 ≤ C ′
2κ0λminσ

√
p, ∥ζj,ℓ,2∥2 ≤ C ′

2κ0pσ
2
√
r,

∥ζj,ℓ,3∥2 ≤ C ′
2pσ

2, ∥ζj,ℓ,4∥2 ≤ C ′
2p

3/2
√
rσ3λ−1

min, ∥ζj,ℓ,5∥2 ≤ C ′
2κ

2
0pσ

2,

(22)

By Lemma C.2, under the event E(C2), ∥Ej,ℓ∥2 ≲ κ0λminσ
√
p < λ2

min/2. Applying

Theorem 1 in Xia (2021) yields

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j = UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Ej,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUj⊥U
⊤
j⊥Ej,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j − UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUj⊥U
⊤
j⊥

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥E

(1)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j +Rj,ℓ,

(23)
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where ∥Rj,ℓ∥2 ≲ κ3
0σ

3p3/2/λ3
min. Then plugging (21) into (23) and using the fact that U⊤

j⊥Tj =

0, we obtain

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j = Sj,ℓ,1 +Sj,ℓ,2 +Sj,ℓ,3, (24)

where for j ∈ [J ] and ℓ ∈ [L],

Sj,ℓ,1 := UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,1Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζ

⊤
j,ℓ,1UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

= UjΛ
−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Zj,ℓU−jG

⊤
j Λ

−2
j U⊤

j ,

Sj,ℓ,2 := UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζ
(t)
j,ℓ,2Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζ

⊤
j,ℓ,2UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

+ UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,3Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζj,ℓ,3UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,1Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ζ

⊤
j,ℓ,1UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j (ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1)UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,1Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ζ

⊤
j,ℓ,1UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j (ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1)UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ,

(25)

and

Sj,ℓ,3 := UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,4Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζj,ℓ,4UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j

[
Ej,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUj⊥U
⊤
j⊥

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j

[
Ej,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j

[
Ej,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Ej,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUj⊥U
⊤
j⊥
[
Ej,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥
[
Ej,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j Ej,ℓUjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥Ej,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

[
Ej,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j +Rj,ℓ.

(26)

Under E(C2), it holds that ∥Zj,ℓU−j∥2 ≤ C2σ
√
p. Using the fact that

∥∥Λ−1
j Gj

∥∥
2
= 1 and∥∥Λ−1

j

∥∥
2
≤ λ−1

min, we have

∥Sj,ℓ,1∥2 =
∥∥UjΛ

−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Zj,ℓU−jG

⊤
j Λ

−2
j U⊤

j

∥∥
2
≲ λ−1

minσ
√
p, (27)
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with probability at least 1− C1e
−c1p. By (22), it holds that

∥Sj,ℓ,2∥2 ≤ C3κ
2
0pr

1/2σ2λ−2
min, ∥Sj,ℓ,3∥2 ≤ C3κ

3
0p

3/2r1/2σ3λ−3
min, (28)

for some absolute constant C3 > 0. Then

1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j

= Sj,1 +Sj,2 +Sj,3

= UjΛ
−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j Λ

−2
j U⊤

j +Sj,2 +Sj,3,

(29)

where Zj := (1/L)
∑L

ℓ=1 Zj,ℓ and Sj,k := (1/L)
∑L

ℓ=1Sj,ℓ,k, k ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Note that

∥∥Sj,2

∥∥
2
≲ κ2

0pr
1/2σ2λ−2

min,
∥∥Sj,3

∥∥
2
≲ κ3

0p
3/2r1/2σ3λ−3

min.

Since Zj,ℓ has i.i.d. N (0, σ2) entries, the averaged noise Zj has i.i.d. N
(
0, σ

2

L

)
entries.

By the proof of Lemma C.1, it holds that
∥∥ZjU−j

∥∥
2
≲ σ

√
p/L and thus

∥∥Sj,1

∥∥
2
=
∥∥∥UjΛ

−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j Λ

−2
j U⊤

j

∥∥∥
2
≲ λ−1

minσ
√
p/L, (30)

with probability at least 1− C1e
−c1p.

Therefore, we obtain that

1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j = Sj,1 +Sj,2 +Sj,3, (31)

with

∥∥Sj,1

∥∥
2
≲ λ−1

minσ
√

p/L,
∥∥Sj,2

∥∥
2
≲ κ2

0pr
1/2σ2λ−2

min,
∥∥Sj,3

∥∥
2
≲ κ3

0p
3/2r1/2σ3λ−3

min, (32)

with probability at least 1− C ′
1Le

−c′1p for some absolute constant C ′
1, c

′
1 > 0.
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Since the columns of Ûj are the first rj eigenvectors of
1
L

∑L
ℓ=1 Ûj,ℓÛ

⊤
j,ℓ, similar to (23),

ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j = UjU

⊤
j

(
Sj,1 +Sj,2

)
Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥
(
Sj,1 +Sj,2

)
UjU

⊤
j

− UjU
⊤
j Sj,1Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Sj,1UjU

⊤
j + R̃j,

(33)

where
∥∥∥R̃j

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ3

0p
3/2r1/2σ3λ−3

min. By (32), we obtain that

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
≤

√
r
∥∥∥ÛjÛ

⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
2
= OP

(
λ−1
minσ

√
pr/L+ κ2

0prσ
2λ−2

min

)
,

which proves (3).

C.2 Proof of the Results for the Heterogeneous Setting

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1, define T ∗
j,ℓ = Mj(T ∗

ℓ ), and

[UV ]−j,ℓ = [U1 V1,ℓ]⊗ [U2 V2,ℓ]⊗ · · · ⊗ [Uj−1 Vj−1,ℓ]⊗ [Uj+1 Vj+1,ℓ]⊗ · · · ⊗ [UJ VJ,ℓ].

Recall that Λj,ℓ denotes the singular value matrix of Mj(Gℓ). Let Λj,U denote the top-left

rj,U × rj,U diagonal block of Λj,ℓ and Λj,Vℓ
be the remaining block, i.e., Λj,ℓ =

Λj,U 0

0 Λj,Vℓ

.

By (8) and (20), the columns of Ûj,ℓ are the first rj,U eigenvectors of

UjΛ
2
j,UU

⊤
j + Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ + Ej,ℓ, (34)

where Ej,ℓ is a remainder term satisfying

sup
j,ℓ

∥Ej,ℓ∥2 ≤ C2λminκ0σ
√
p, (35)

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥Ej,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1
∥∥
2
≤ C2κ

2
0pσ

2
√
r, (36)

for

ζj,ℓ,1 = T ∗
j,ℓ[UV ]−j,ℓ[UV ]⊤−j,ℓZ

⊤
j,ℓ,
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and some absolute constant C2, with probability tending to one.

In the following proof, the Davis-Kahan Theorem refers to the variant provided in Yu

et al. (2015). By Davis-Kahan Theorem, it holds that

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
≲ sup

j,ℓ

√
rj,U ∥Ej,ℓ∥2

λ2
rj,U ,j,ℓ − λ2

rj,U+1,j,ℓ

≲
√
prUκσ

∆
, (37)

where rU = maxj rj,U .

Define

Σ∗
j =

1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

E
[
Ûj,ℓÛ

⊤
j,ℓ

]
,

and let U∗
j = svdrj,U (Σ

∗
j). By (37), we have

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥E [Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ

]
− UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
≲

√
prUκσ

∆
, (38)

and thus ∥∥Σ∗
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥
2
≤
∥∥Σ∗

j − UjU
⊤
j

∥∥
F
≤

√
prUκσ

∆
.

Under the assumption that (∆/σ) ≳ κ
√
pr, by Weyl’s inequality, we obtain that λrj,U (Σ

∗
j)−

λrj,U+1(Σ
∗
j) = 1 + o(1), and hence, by Davis-Kahan Theorem,

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − U∗

j U
∗⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
≲

∥∥∥∥∥ 1L
L∑

ℓ=1

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ − Σ∗

j

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 1

L

∥∥∥∥∥
L∑

ℓ=1

(1− E)
[
Ûj,ℓÛ

⊤
j,ℓ

]∥∥∥∥∥
F

.

By the proof of Lemma 4 in Fan et al. (2019), we have that∥∥∥∥∥
L∑

ℓ=1

(1− E)
[
Ûj,ℓÛ

⊤
j,ℓ

]∥∥∥∥∥
F

= OP

(√
L sup

ℓ

∥∥∥(1− E)
[
Ûj,ℓÛ⊤

j,ℓ

]∥∥∥2
F

)
= OP

(√
LprUκσ

∆

)
,

where the second equality follows from (37) and (38). Therefore, we obtain that

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − U∗

j U
∗⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prUκσ√
L∆

)
. (39)
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Now we focus on bounding
∥∥U∗

j U
∗⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥
F
. Let the (u1,j,ℓ, . . . ,upj ,j,ℓ) be the eigen-

vectors of UjΛ
2
j,UU

⊤
j + Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ and the corresponding eigenvalues be λ2

1,j,ℓ > · · · > λ2
pj ,j,ℓ

.

For k = 1, . . . , rj,U , let Ok,j,ℓ =
∑+∞

k′=rj,U+1(λ
2
k′,j,ℓ − λ2

k,j,ℓ)
−1uk′u

⊤
k′ , and define

fj,ℓ : Rpj×rj,U → Rpj×rj,U , (w1, . . . ,wrj,U ) → (−O1,j,ℓw1, . . . ,−Orj,U ,j,ℓwrj,U ).

Since

sup
j,ℓ

∥Ej,ℓ∥2 ≲ λmaxσ
√
p ≲ ∆2 ≤ λ2

rj,U ,j,ℓ − λ2
rj,U+1,j,ℓ,

(using (∆/σ) ≳ κ
√
prj,U), we can apply Lemma 2 in Fan et al. (2019) and obtain that

Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ = UjU

⊤
j + fj,ℓ(Ej,ℓUj)U

⊤
j + Ujfj,ℓ(Ej,ℓUj)

⊤ +Rj,ℓ,

where the remainder term satisfies

sup
j,ℓ

∥Rj,ℓ∥F ≲
√
rj,U ∥Ej,ℓ∥22

∆4
≲

√
rUpκ

2σ2

∆2
.

By (36) and E[ζj,ℓ,1] = 0, we have that ∥E [Ej,ℓ]∥2 ≲ κ2
0pσ

2
√
r, and hence

∥∥E [fj,ℓ(Ej,ℓUj)U
⊤
j

]∥∥
F
= ∥fj,ℓ(E[Ej,ℓUj])∥F ≤ ∆−2 ∥E[Ej,ℓ]Uj∥F ≤ ∆−2√rj,U ∥E[Ej,ℓ]∥2 ≲ κ2

0prσ
2∆−2.

Therefore, we obtain

∥∥∥E [Ûj,ℓÛ
⊤
j,ℓ

]
− UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
≲

pr(κ2 + κ2
0)σ

2

∆2
,

which implies that ∥∥U∗
j U

∗⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥
F
≲

pr(κ2 + κ2
0)σ

2

∆2
.

Together with (39), we conclude that

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
pr

L

κσ

∆
+

pr(κ2 + κ2
0)σ

2

∆2

)
.
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For V̂j,ℓ, note that its columns are the eigenvectors of

(
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

) (
UjΛ

2
j,UU

⊤
j + Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ + Ej,ℓ

) (
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
=
(
Ipj − UjU

⊤
j + UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

) (
UjΛ

2
j,UU

⊤
j + Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ + Ej,ℓ

) (
Ipj − UjU

⊤
j + UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
= Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ + Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ

(
UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
+
(
UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ

+
(
UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

) (
UjΛ

2
j,UU

⊤
j + Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ

) (
UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
+
(
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
Ej,ℓ

(
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)
.

Since

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥Vj,ℓΛ
2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ

(
UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)∥∥∥
2
= OP

(√
pr

L

λ2
maxκσ

∆
+

prλ2
max(κ

2 + κ2
0)σ

2

∆2

)
,

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥(UjU
⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

) (
UjΛ

2
j,UU

⊤
j + Vj,ℓΛ

2
j,Vℓ

V ⊤
j,ℓ

) (
UjU

⊤
j − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
pr

L

λ2
maxκ

2σ2

∆2
+

p2r2λ2
max(κ

2 + κ2
0)

2σ4

∆4

)
= OP

(√
pr

L

λ2
maxκσ

∆
+

prλ2
max(κ

2 + κ2
0)σ

2

∆2

)
,

and

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥(Ipj − ÛjÛ
⊤
j

)
Ej,ℓ

(
Ipj − ÛjÛ

⊤
j

)∥∥∥
2
= OP (

√
pλmaxσ) .

By Davis-Kahan Theorem, we obtain that

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥V̂j,ℓV̂
⊤
j,ℓ − Vj,ℓV

⊤
j,ℓ

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prj,V,ℓλmaxσ +

√
prrj,V,ℓ/Lλ

2
maxκσ/∆+

√
rj,V,ℓprλ

2
max(κ

2+κ2
0)σ

2

∆2

λ2
min

)

= OP

(√
prV κ0σ(1 + κ2

√
r/L)

λmin

+

√
rV prκ

2(κ2 + κ2
0)σ

2

λ2
min

)
.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Define Σ∗
j =

∑
ℓ=s,t wℓE

[
Ûj,ℓÛ

⊤
j,ℓ

]
and let U∗

j = svdrj,U (Σ
∗
j). By the
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proof of Theorem 3.1, we have that

sup
j

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − U∗

j U
∗⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
≲

∥∥∥∥∥∑
ℓ=s,t

wℓ(1− E)
[
Ûj,ℓÛ

⊤
j,ℓ

]∥∥∥∥∥
F

= OP

√∑
ℓ=s,t

w2
ℓ

∥∥∥(1− E)
[
Ûj,ℓÛ⊤

j,ℓ

]∥∥∥2
F


= OP

(√
prUκ

√
w2

sσ
2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

∆

)
,

and

sup
j

∥∥U∗
j U

∗⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥
F
≲

pr(κ2 + κ2
0)(wsσ

2
s + wtσ

2
t )

∆2
.

Therefore,

sup
j

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prκ
√

w2
sσ

2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

∆
+

pr(κ2 + κ2
0)(wsσ

2
s + wtσ

2
t )

∆2

)
.

Using the same argument in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we have

sup
j

∥∥∥V̂j,tV̂
⊤
j,t − Vj,tV

⊤
j,t

∥∥∥
F

= OP

(√
prV κ0

λmin

(
σt + κ2

√
r
√
w2

sσ
2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

)
+

√
rV prκ

2(κ2 + κ2
0)(wsσ

2
s + wtσ

2
t )

λ2
min

)
.

Since κ0, κ = O(1), ∆/max(σs, σt) ≳
√
pr and

(wsσ
2
s + wtσ

2
t ) ≤

√
2max(σs, σt)

√
w2

sσ
2
s + w2

tσ
2
t ,

we have

pr(κ2 + κ2
0)(wsσ

2
s + wtσ

2
t )

∆2
≲

√
prκ
√
w2

sσ
2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

∆
,

and thus

sup
j

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prκ
√
w2

sσ
2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

∆

)
.
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Similarly, it holds that

√
rV prκ

2(κ2 + κ2
0)(wsσ

2
s + wtσ

2
t )

λ2
min

≲
√
prV κ0

λmin

(
κ2
√
r
√
w2

sσ
2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

)
,

which yields that

sup
j

∥∥∥V̂j,tV̂
⊤
j,t − Vj,tV

⊤
j,t

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prV κ0

λmin

(
σt + κ2

√
r
√

w2
sσ

2
s + w2

tσ
2
t

))
.

Plugging in ws =
σ2
t

σ2
s+σ2

t
and wt =

σ2
s

σ2
s+σ2

t
leads to

sup
j

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
= OP

( √
prκσsσt

∆
√
σ2
s + σ2

t

)
,

and

sup
j

∥∥∥V̂j,tV̂
⊤
j,t − Vj,tV

⊤
j,t

∥∥∥
F
= OP

(√
prV κ0σt

λmin

(
1 +

κ2
√
rσs√

σ2
s + σ2

t

))
.

C.3 Proof of the Results for Distributed Inference

Proof for Theorem B.1. Following the proof of Theorem 2.1, for j ∈ [J ], t ∈ {1, 2}, and

ℓ ∈ [L], the estimator Û
(t)
j,ℓ is composed of the first rj eigenvectors of

(Tj + Zj,ℓ)Û
(t−1)
−j Û

(t−1)⊤
−j (T⊤

j + Z⊤
j,ℓ) = TjU−jU

⊤
−jT

⊤
j + E

(t)
j,ℓ = UjΛ

2
jU

⊤
j + E

(t)
j,ℓ, (40)

49



where E
(t)
j,ℓ is a remainder term defined by

E
(t)
j,ℓ := ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1 + ζ

(t)
j,ℓ,2 + ζ

(t)⊤
j,ℓ,2 + ζj,ℓ,3 + ζ

(t)
j,ℓ,4 + ζ

(t)
j,ℓ,5,

ζj,ℓ,1 := TjU−jU
⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓ,

ζ
(t)
j,ℓ,2 := Tj

[
Û

(t−1)
−j Û

(t−1)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ,

ζj,ℓ,3 := Zj,ℓU−jU
⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓ,

ζ
(t)
j,ℓ,4 := Zj,ℓ

[
Û

(t−1)
−j Û

(t−1)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ,

ζ
(t)
j,ℓ,5 := Tj

[
Û

(t−1)
−j Û

(t−1)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
T⊤
j .

(41)

where

U−j = U1 ⊗ U2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Uj−1 ⊗ Uj+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UJ ,

Û
(t)
−j = Û

(t)
1 ⊗ Û

(t)
2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Û

(t)
j−1 ⊗ Û

(t)
j+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Û

(t)
J .

For each j ∈ [J ], ℓ ∈ [L], define a “locally-good” event:

Ẽj,ℓ(C)

:=

{∥∥∥Û (0)
j,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
2
≤ C

√
pσλ−1

min,
∥∥∥Û (1)

j,ℓ Û
(1)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
2
≤ C

√
pσλ−1

min, ∥Zj,ℓU−j∥2 ≤ Cσ
√
p,

sup
Xj′∈R

pj′×rj′

∥Xj′∥2
≤1,j′∈[J ]\{j}

∥Zj,ℓ(X1 ⊗X2 ⊗ · · · ⊗Xj−1 ⊗Xj+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗XJ)∥2 ≤ Cσ
√
pr

}
.

(42)

and a “globally-good” event

Ẽ(C) :=
L⋂

ℓ=1

J⋂
j=1

Ej,ℓ(C).

By the proof of Lemma C.1 and Theorem 2.1, we have P[Ẽ(C2)] ≥ 1 − C1e
−c1p for some

constants C1, c1, C2. By Lemma C.2, it holds that

∥ζj,ℓ,1∥2 ≤ C ′
2κ0λminσ

√
p,

∥∥∥ζ(t)j,ℓ,2

∥∥∥
2
≤ C ′

2κ0pσ
2
√
r,

∥ζj,ℓ,3∥2 ≤ C ′
2pσ

2,
∥∥∥ζ(t)j,ℓ,4

∥∥∥
2
≤ C ′

2p
3/2

√
rσ3λ−1

min,
∥∥∥ζ(t)j,ℓ,5

∥∥∥
2
≤ C ′

2κ
2
0pσ

2,

(43)
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for some absolute constant C ′
2 > 0, under the event Ẽ(C2). Moreover, similar to (23), we

have

Û
(t)
j,ℓ Û

(t)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j = UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥E

(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥E

(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j − UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥E

(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j +R
(t)
j,ℓ,

(44)

where
∥∥∥R(t)

j,ℓ

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ3

0σ
3p3/2/λ3

min. Then plugging (41) into (44) and using the fact that U⊤
j⊥Tj =

0, we obtain

Û
(t)
j,ℓ Û

(t)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j = S

(t)
j,ℓ,1 +S

(t)
j,ℓ,2 +S

(t)
j,ℓ,3, (45)

where for j ∈ [J ] and t = 1, 2,

Sj,ℓ,1 := UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,1Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζ

⊤
j,ℓ,1UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

= UjΛ
−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Zj,ℓU−jG

⊤
j Λ

−2
j U⊤

j ,

S
(t)
j,ℓ,2 := UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j ζ
(t)
j,ℓ,2Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζ

(t)⊤
j,ℓ,2UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

+ UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,3Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζj,ℓ,3UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,1Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ζ

⊤
j,ℓ,1UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j (ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1)UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,1Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ζ

⊤
j,ℓ,1UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j (ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1)UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j ,

(46)
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and

S
(t)
j,ℓ,3 := UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j ζ
(t)
j,ℓ,4Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ζ

(t)
j,ℓ,4UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j

[
E
(t)
j,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

[
E
(t)
j,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j

[
E
(t)
j,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥E

(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− UjΛ
−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥

[
E
(t)
j,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥

[
E
(t)
j,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j E
(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

− Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥E

(t)
j,ℓUjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j

[
E
(t)
j,ℓ − ζj,ℓ,1 − ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

]
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j +R
(t)
j,ℓ.

(47)

Then

1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

Û
(t)
j,ℓ Û

(t)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j

= Sj,1 +S
(t)
j,2 +S

(t)
j,3

= UjΛ
−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j Λ

−2
j U⊤

j +S
(t)
j,2 +S

(t)
j,3,

(48)

where Zj := (1/L)
∑L

ℓ=1 Zj,ℓ and S
(t)
j,k := (1/L)

∑L
ℓ=1S

(t)
j,ℓ,k for k ∈ {2, 3} satisfies

∥∥∥S(t)
j,2

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ2

0pr
1/2σ2λ−2

min,
∥∥∥S(t)

j,3

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ3

0p
3/2r1/2σ3λ−3

min.

By (30), it holds that

∥∥Sj,1

∥∥
2
=
∥∥∥UjΛ

−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j Λ

−2
j U⊤

j

∥∥∥
2
≲ λ−1

minσ
√

p/L,

with probability at least 1− C1e
−c1p.

Therefore, we obtain that

1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

Û
(2)
j,ℓ Û

(2)⊤
j,ℓ − UjU

⊤
j = Sj,1 +S

(2)
j,2 +S

(2)
j,3 , (49)
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where

∥∥Sj,1

∥∥
2
≲ λ−1

minσ
√

p/L,
∥∥∥S(2)

j,2

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ2

0pr
1/2σ2λ−2

min,
∥∥∥S(2)

j,3

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ3

0p
3/2r1/2σ3λ−3

min, (50)

with probability at least 1− C ′
1Le

−c′1p for some absolute constant C ′
1, c

′
1 > 0.

Since the columns of Ûj are the first rj eigenvectors of
1
L

∑L
ℓ=1 Û

(2)
j,ℓ Û

(2)⊤
j,ℓ , similar to (33),

ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j = UjU

⊤
j

(
Sj,1 +S

(2)
j,2

)
Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥

(
Sj,1 +S

(2)
j,2

)
UjU

⊤
j

− UjU
⊤
j Sj,1Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Sj,1UjU

⊤
j + R̃j,

(51)

where
∥∥∥R̃j

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ3

0p
3/2r1/2σ3λ−3

min. By (50), we obtain that

∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
F
≤

√
r
∥∥∥ÛjÛ

⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥
2
= OP

(
λ−1
minσ

√
pr/L+ κ2

0prσ
2λ−2

min

)
.

Moreover,∥∥∥ÛjÛ
⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

∥∥∥2
F

=
〈
ÛjÛ

⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j , ÛjÛ

⊤
j − UjU

⊤
j

〉
= 2tr

(
U⊤
j Sj,1Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Sj,1Uj

)
+ 4tr

(
U⊤
j S

(2)
j,2Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥Sj,1Uj

)
+Qj

= 2tr
(
Λ−4

j GjU
⊤
−jZ

⊤
j Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j

)
+ 4tr

(
Λ−4

j U⊤
j ζ

(2)
j,2Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j

)
+ 4tr

(
Λ−4

j U⊤
j ζj,3Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j

)
− 4tr

{
Λ−4

j U⊤
j

[
1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

(
ζj,ℓ,1 + ζ⊤j,ℓ,1

)
UjΛ

−2
j U⊤

j ζj,ℓ,1

]
Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j

}
+Qj,

(52)

where ζ
(t)
j,k := (1/L)

∑L
ℓ=1 ζ

(t)
j,ℓ,k andQj is a remainder term. By the inequality that | ⟨A,B⟩ | ≤

r ∥A∥2 ∥B∥2 for all rank-r matrices A and B, we bound the remainder term by |Qj| ≲

κ4
0p

2r2σ4λ−4
min.
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Now we provide bounds for the second, third and fourth terms in (52). By (45),

U⊤
j Û

(1)
j,ℓ Û

(1)⊤
j,ℓ = U⊤

j + Λ−2
j GjU

⊤
−jZ

⊤
j,ℓUj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ + U⊤

j

(
S

(1)
j,2 +S

(1)
j,3

)
.

Hence,

ζ
(2)
j,ℓ,2

= Tj

[
Û

(1)
−j Û

(1)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ

= UjGjU
⊤
−j

[
Û

(1)
−j Û

(1)⊤
−j − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ

= UjGj

[⊗
j′ ̸=j

(
U⊤
j′ Û

(1)
j′,ℓÛ

(1)⊤
j′,ℓ

)
− U⊤

−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ

= UjGj

[∑
j′ ̸=j

U⊤
1 ⊗ · · ·U⊤

j′−1 ⊗
(
Λ−2

j′ Gj′U−j′Z
⊤
j′,ℓUj′⊥U

⊤
j′⊥
)
⊗ U⊤

j′+1 · · ·U⊤
j−1 ⊗ U⊤

j+1 · · · ⊗ U⊤
J

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ

+R
ζ
(2)
j,ℓ,2

,

(53)

where
∥∥∥R

ζ
(2)
j,ℓ,2

∥∥∥
2
≤ C4κ

3
0p

3/2r1/2σ3λ−1
min for some C4 > 0. As a result, we obtain

tr
(
Λ−4

j U⊤
j ζ

(2)
j,2Uj⊥U

⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j

)
=
∑
j′ ̸=j

Mj′ +RM, (54)

where

Mj′ := tr

{
Λ−4

j Gj

·
[
1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

(
U⊤
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ U⊤

j′−1 ⊗
(
Λ−2

j′ Gj′U−j′Z
⊤
j′,ℓUj′⊥U

⊤
j′⊥
)
⊗ U⊤

j′+1 · · · ⊗ U⊤
j−1 ⊗ U⊤

j+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ U⊤
J

)
Z⊤

j,ℓ

]
·

Uj⊥U
⊤
j⊥ZjU−jG

⊤
j

}
,

(55)

and |RM| ≲ κ4
0p

2r2σ4λ−4
min. Define

Wj′,ℓ,a := U⊤
j′⊥Zj′,ℓU−j′ ,
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Wj′,ℓ,b := U⊤
j⊥Zj,ℓ(U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Uj′−1 ⊗ Uj′⊥ ⊗ Uj′+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Uj−1 ⊗ Uj+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ UJ),

Wj,ℓ,c := U⊤
j⊥Zj,ℓU−j,

then Mj′ can be simplified as

Mj′ = tr

[
Λ−4

j Gj
1

L

L∑
ℓ=1

(
Ir1 ⊗ · · · Irj′−1

⊗
(
Λ−2

j′ Gj′W
⊤
j′,ℓ,a

)
⊗ Irj′+1

· · · ⊗ IrJ

)
W⊤

j′,ℓ,bWj,cG
⊤
j

]
,

where Wj,c = (1/L)
∑L

ℓ=1Wj,ℓ,c.

Let vec denote the vectorization of a matrix. By assumption, vec(Zj′,ℓ) ∼ N (0, σ2I).

Using the identity that vec(ABC) = (C⊤ ⊗ A)vec(B) for all matrices A,B,C, we ob-

tain that vec(Wj′,ℓ,a) ∼ N (0, σ2I), i.e., the entries of Wj′,ℓ,a are i.i.d. N (0, σ2). Similarly,

vec(Wj′,ℓ,b) ∼ N (0, σ2I) and vec(Wj,ℓ,c) ∼ N (0, σ2I). Furthermore, since U⊤
j′⊥Uj′ = 0,

E[vec(Wj′,ℓ,b)vec(Wj,ℓ,c)
⊤] = 0, which implies that Wj′,ℓ,b and Wj,ℓ,c are independent. There-

fore, conditional on {Wj′,ℓ,a,Wj,ℓ,c}Lℓ=1,

Mj′ | {Wj′,ℓ,a,Wj,ℓ,c}Lℓ=1

∼ N

(
0,

σ2

L2

L∑
ℓ=1

∥∥∥Wj,cG
⊤
j Λ

−4
j Gj

(
Ir1 ⊗ · · · Irj′−1

⊗
(
Λ−2

j′ Gj′W
⊤
j′,ℓ,a

)
⊗ Irj′+1

· · · ⊗ IrJ

)∥∥∥2
F

)
.

(56)

By the proof of Theorem 2.1, with probability at least 1−C1e
−c1p, ∥Wj′,ℓ,a∥2 ≤ C2σ

√
p and∥∥Wj,c

∥∥
2
≤ C2σ

√
p/L. Note that

rank
[
Wj,cG

⊤
j Λ

−4
j Gj

(
Ir1 ⊗ · · · Irj′−1

⊗
(
Λ−2

j′ Gj′W
⊤
j′,ℓ,a

)
⊗ Irj′+1

· · · ⊗ IrJ

)]
≤ rank(Gj) = rj.

Then, using that
∥∥Λ−1

j Gj

∥∥
2
= 1, we obtain,

∥∥∥Wj,cG
⊤
j Λ

−4
j Gj

(
Ir1 ⊗ · · · Irj′−1

⊗
(
Λ−2

j′ Gj′W
⊤
j′,ℓ,a

)
⊗ Irj′+1

· · · ⊗ IrJ

)∥∥∥
F
≤ C2

2pr
1/2L−1/2σ2λ−3

min.
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Hence,

sd(Mj′) :=

√√√√σ2

L2

L∑
ℓ=1

∥∥∥Wj,cG⊤
j Λ

−4
j Gj

(
Ir1 ⊗ · · · Irj′−1

⊗
(
Λ−2

j′ Gj′W⊤
j′,ℓ,a

)
⊗ Irj′+1

· · · ⊗ IrJ

)∥∥∥2
F

≲ L−1pr1/2σ3λ−3
min.

By (56), for any γ > 0,

P
(
|Mj′| ≥ sd(Mj′)

√
2γ log p

∣∣ {Wj′,ℓ,a,Wj,ℓ,c}Lℓ=1

)
≤ 2p−γ.

Therefore, with probability at least 1− C1Le
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√
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.

In conclusion, the second term in (52) can be bounded by∣∣∣4tr(Λ−4
j U⊤

j ζ
(2)
j,2Uj⊥U
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0p
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min, (57)

with probability at least 1− C1JLe
−c1p − 2Jp−γ.

Next, we deal with the third term in (52), i.e.,
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j Zj,ℓU−j. Since vec([Wj,ℓ,dWj,ℓ,c]) = vec([UjUj⊥]
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Using that ∥Wj,ℓ,c∥2 ≤ C2σ
√
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min. Therefore, with probability at least 1 −
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For the fourth term in (52), note that
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(59)

Repeating the analysis for M̃0 yields the same result that
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,
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Combining (52), (57), (58) and (60) leads to that∣∣∣∣∥∥∥ÛjÛ
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(61)

Now we focus on the first term. By the proof of the final step of Theorem 1 in Xia et al.

(2022), it holds that
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Since
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or
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Furthermore, if r3/p = o(1), we have rj
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C.4 Proof of Technical Lemmas

Proof of Lemma C.1. We first show the high-probability bound for a fix (j, ℓ). It is assumed

in Theorem 2.1 that there exist C1, c1, C2 such that
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]
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Since Zj,ℓ has i.i.d. N (0, σ2) entries and U⊤
−jU−j = Ir−j

, the matrix Zj,ℓU−j also has i.i.d.

N (0, σ2) entries. Then we need the following lemma:

Lemma C.3. [Theorem 5.39 in Vershynin (2010)] Let M ∈ Rp1×p2 whose rows M1, . . . ,Mp1

are independent sub-Gaussian random vectors with E[MiM
⊤
i ] = Ip2. Then for every t ≥ 0,

there exist constants c, C > 0 such that

P [∥M∥2 ≤
√
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for any t ≥ 0.

By Lemma C.3, for any t > 0, there exist c, C such that∥∥∥∥ 1σZj,ℓU−j

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ √
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P
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for some c1, C2 > 0.

To show the third inequality in (19), we first define Bp×r(X0, ε) := {X |X ∈ Rp×r, ∥X −X0∥2 ≤

ε}. By Lemma 7 in Zhang and Xia (2018), for any ε > 0, there exist Cp,r :=
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which implies
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(64)

Therefore, it suffices to show that there exist C1, c1, C2, s.t.
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with probability at least 1 − 2(4J + 1)Jpre−cγ′2pr. By choosing γ′ sufficiently large and

combining the above inequality with (64), we finally obtain that there exist C1, c1, C2 > 0,

such that
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with probability at least 1−C1e
−c1pr. Combining (62), (63), and (65) leads to P[Ej,ℓ(C2)] ≥
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Proof of Lemma C.2. Under event E(C2), it holds that supj,ℓ ∥Zj,ℓU−j∥2 ≤ C2σ
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We have the following decomposition

Û
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(0)⊤
j+1,ℓ

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
Û
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Û

(0)
J,ℓ Û
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(66)

where Aj,ℓ ∈ Orj×rj and Bj,ℓ ∈ Orj×rj are defined by an SVD for U⊤
j Û

(0)
j,ℓ , that is, U
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Aj,ℓSj,ℓB
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∥∥∥Û (0)
j′,ℓBj′,ℓA

⊤
j′,ℓ − Uj′

∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
 U⊤

j′

U⊤
j′⊥
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(0)
j,ℓ

)
≤

√
2
∥∥∥Û (0)
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(0)
j,ℓ

)
≤

√
2

√
1− λ2

min

(
U⊤
j Û
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Since under E(C2), it holds that supj,ℓ

∥∥∥Û (0)
j,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
j,ℓ − Uj,ℓU

⊤
j,ℓ

∥∥∥
2
≤ C2

√
pσλ−1

min, then we

obtain that

sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥Û (0)
j′,ℓBj′,ℓA

⊤
j′,ℓ − Uj′

∥∥∥
2
≤ C2

√
2
√
pσλ−1

min.

Combining the above inequality with (66) and using that ∥Tj∥2 ≤ κ0λmin and

sup
Xj′∈R

pj′×rj′

∥Xj′∥2
≤1,j′∈[J ]\{j}

∥Zj,ℓ(X1 ⊗X2 ⊗ · · · ⊗Xj−1 ⊗Xj+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗XJ)∥2 ≤ C2σ
√
pr,

we obtain that

sup
j,ℓ

∥ζj,ℓ,2∥2 ≤ sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥Tj

[
Û

(0)
−j,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
−j,ℓ − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ0pσ

2
√
r,

and

sup
j,ℓ

∥ζj,ℓ,4∥2 ≤ sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥Zj,ℓ

[
Û

(0)
−j,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
−j,ℓ − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
Z⊤

j,ℓ

∥∥∥
2
≲ p3/2rσ3λ−1

min.

Moreover, since

Û
(0)
−j,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
−j,ℓ − U−jU

⊤
−j

=
∑
j′ ̸=j

[ (
U1U

⊤
1

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
Uj′−1U

⊤
j′−1

)
⊗
(
Û

(0)
j′,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j′,ℓ − Uj′U

⊤
j′

)
⊗
(
Û

(0)
j′+1,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j′+1,ℓ

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
Û

(0)
j−1,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j−1,ℓ

)
⊗
(
Û

(0)
j+1,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j+1,ℓ

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
Û

(0)
J,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
J,ℓ

)]
,

and Tj = UjGjU
⊤
−j, we have that

Tj

[
Û

(0)
−j,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
−j,ℓ − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
T⊤
j

= UjGj

∑
j′ ̸=j

[
(Ir1)⊗ · · · ⊗

(
Irj′−1

)
⊗
(
U⊤
j′ Û

(0)
j′,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j′,ℓ Uj′ − Irj′

)
⊗
(
U⊤
j′+1Û

(0)
j′+1,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j′+1,ℓUj′+1

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
U⊤
j−1Û

(0)
j−1,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j−1,ℓUj−1

)
⊗
(
U⊤
j+1Û

(0)
j+1,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j+1,ℓUj+1

)
⊗ · · · ⊗

(
U⊤
J Û

(0)
J,ℓ Û

(0)⊤
J,ℓ UJ

)]
G⊤

j U
⊤
j .
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(a) rU = (1, 1, 1) (b) rU = (1, 2, 2)

Figure 6: The reconstruction errors of transfer learning between class 0 and class 1 of the

PROTEINS dataset.

Note that

U⊤
j′ Û

(0)
j′,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j′,ℓ Uj′ − Irj′ = U⊤

j′

(
Û

(0)
j′,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j′,ℓ − Irj′

)
Uj′ = U⊤

j′ Û
(0)
j′,ℓ,⊥Û

(0)⊤
j′,ℓ,⊥Uj′ ,

and by (67),

∥∥∥U⊤
j′ Û

(0)
j′,ℓ,⊥Û

(0)⊤
j′,ℓ,⊥Uj′

∥∥∥
2
≤
∥∥∥U⊤

j′ Û
(0)
j′,ℓ,⊥

∥∥∥2
2
≤
∥∥∥Uj′U

⊤
j′ − Û

(0)
j′,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
j′,ℓ

∥∥∥2
2
≲ pσ2λ−2

min.

Therefore,

sup
j,ℓ

∥ζj,ℓ,5∥2 ≤ sup
j,ℓ

∥∥∥Tj

[
Û

(0)
−j,ℓÛ

(0)⊤
−j,ℓ − U−jU

⊤
−j

]
T⊤
j

∥∥∥
2
≲ κ2

0pσ
2.

D Additional Results in Numerical Studies

In the real data analysis, we further apply our transfer learning algorithm (Algorithm 3)

to conduct knowledge transfer between proteins in class 0 and those in class 1. Since the
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sample size of class 0 is larger, we let class 0 be the source task and class 1 be the target

task. Similar to the previous procedure, we randomly select L training samples on both

tasks and L′ test samples on the target task. The training samples on each task are averaged

into a source tensor Ts and a target tensor Tt and then input into Algorithm 3 to obtain

estimators
{
[Ûj V̂j,t]

}
j=1,2,3

. Specifically, we choose the ranks r to be (2, 4, 4) and the ranks

of common component rU = (r1,U , r2,U , r3,U) to be (1, 1, 1) or (1, 2, 2). For the sample sizes,

we still let L ∈ [1, 100] and L′ = 100. For comparison, we also record the performance of the

“non-transfer” estimators, which are obtained only using the training samples on the target

task. The results are displayed in Figure 6. We observe that the transfer learning method

consistently outperforms the “non-transfer” method for both rU = (1, 1, 1) and rU = (1, 2, 2),

demonstrating the advantage of leveraging knowledge from the source task.
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