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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;



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, I'T 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



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



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



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.

e 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.

e 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.



e 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

6



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



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.



2.1 Problem Setup and the Pooled Estimator

Assume a J-mode tensor T* € RP1*P2**PJ hag a Tucker decomposition
T*nglUl X9 UQ"'X]UJ, UjE@pjx"j,geR”X”X“'XrJ, (1)

which decomposes 7* into a core tensor G multiplied by factor matrices {U;} with orthogonal
columns. Suppose we observe L tensors {7;}, that are distributed on L machines and
cannot be pooled together. For each machine ¢, the tensor 7, is generated by T, = T* + Z,,
where T* is a common low-rank tensor of interest given by (1), and the noise tensor Z; has
i.i.d. normal entries with mean zero and variance o2. Our goal is to estimate the singular
subspace Col(U;), j € [J], i.e., the linear space spanned by the columns of U;, under the
distributed setting.

The model defined in (1) is non-identifiable since it is equivalent to the model with
G=Gx10] x,0] ---x,;0] and U; = U;0;, for any O; € Q"*"i j € [J]. However, the
singular subspace Col(U;) remains invariant under such orthogonal transformation and thus
is identifiable. The singular subspace Col(U;) can further be represented by the projection
matriz U;U;, which projects RP onto Col(U;) and satisfies (7]-(7]7 = U,0,0]U =U;U; .
To measure the estimation error between a singular subspace spanned by U € QP*" and that

spanned by an estimator Ue OP*" we use a metric p(ﬁ, U) = Hﬁf]\T — UUT‘

» Which is
the Frobenius norm of the difference between the projection matrices of U and U. We note
that p is equivalent to the well-known sin © distance (Davis and Kahan, 1970) that measures

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

[sin©(1,0) [, = diag(sin(cos™ ), ..., sinfeos o)) [ =

where o01,...,0, are the singular values of U TU. The equivalence between p and sin ©



Algorithm 1 Distributed Tensor PCA for Homogeneous Data

Input: Tensors distributed on local machines {7,} and initial estimators
{(/]\1(?2, (72(702, e ﬁfg}, for all ¢ € [L].
Output: Estimators {(71, ﬁQ, cee ﬁ]}
cfor¢=1,2,...,L do
for j=1,2,...,J do
Compute a local estimator ﬁﬂ = svd,,(Mj), where M;, is defined in (2);
Send ﬁjj to the central machine;
end for
end for
cfor j=1,2,...,J do

~ L .
8: On the central machine, compute U; = svd,, [% > UMUTJ ;

N TRy

9: end for

distance can be established by

P(0.0) = 00T+ [O07 2~ 27T = 20 — 23 02 = 2] s (0, D)

i=1

I~
If the tensors {7} were allowed to be pooled onto a central machine, a standard way for
estimating the singular space Col(U;) would have been to conduct a Tucker decomposition
on the averaged tensor T = T zL: To =T+ Z, where Z = 1 ZL: Z; is a tensor with i.i.d.
=1 =1
N(0, %2) entries. Denote the estimator obtained through this method as (/]\pooledd, 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 U; in the
distributed setting. Algorithm 1 starts with an initial estimate {[7 ﬂ)} 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 {7;}.
Given initial estimators {ﬁ ﬁ)}, we obtain a local estimator for U; by computing the left
singular value matrix of M;, on each machine ¢, where the matrix M;, € RPsx (72 /75) g

defined as the matricization of a projected version of 7y, given by

Mo = M;(Te x4 U1(,e) X2 Uz(,z) X U]Qu Xj41 U;+)1,e s Xy U}j )- (2)

Under mild conditions, we show that M;, approximately equals U; M ;(G), and therefore, the
left singular vector matrices of {M;,} provide estimators {(73-75} for U;. The local estimators
{ﬁ ¢} are then sent to a central machine and further aggregated by averaging the projection
matrices (/]\j!ﬁ;@ over all {. Finally, we compute the left singular vectors of the averaged
matrix as the output estimator (/]\j. The communication cost of Algorithm 1 is of the order
O(z:‘j]:1 p;rj), which is a significant reduction from O(H;.Izl p;), 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 I/jj7gﬁJTZ
instead of the singular vectors ﬁﬂ due to the non-identifiability of (7]-,@, as discussed in Sec-
tion 2.1. For instance, if a singular value has a multiplicity greater than 1, the corresponding
singular vectors [/J\j,g 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
1s still a sign ambiguity issue, i.e., both ﬁj,ﬁ and —(/]\jx may be obtained from the SVD of the
same matriz, which may lead to cancellations in the averaging of ﬁjvg. In contrast, averaging
the projection matrices avoids these issues and provides a valid estimate for the singular
space spanned by U;. Moreover, since the estimated projection matrices {ﬁjy[ﬁ;’;}ge[[/] are
not guaranteed to represent the same subspace, their average may have a rank larger than r;.
Therefore, we add an additional SVD in the final step to obtain a low-rank approximation of

the averaged projection matrices, denoted as ﬁj, and output it as the final estimator.
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Remark 2. In practice, the ranks {r;};ciq may be unknown and need to be specified for
Algorithm 1 in the distributed way. Since the local matriz M;, in (2) provides an approxi-
mation for UjM;(G) which has rank r;, one may first compute a consistent rank estimator
7 for M, using existing rank determination methods (e.g.,Chot et al., 2017; Charkaborty
and Panaretos, 2022; Han et al., 2022) and further aggregate the locally estimated ranks
{Tietecrny, 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 7, > r;,
as studied in Xu et al. (2023), and then aggregate conservatively, for example, by choosing
7; as the maximum or certain quantile of {7;¢}ecir). 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 A; be the r; x r; singular value matrix of M;(G). Let r = max;r; and

p = max, p;. Moreover, define Ayax, Amin to be the maximum and minimum singular value

-1

min*

of A; across all j € [J], and let kg = ApaxA

Theorem 2.1. Assume that there exist constants Ci,c1,Cs such that, with probability at

least 1 — Cre= P, Hﬁﬁ)ﬁﬁﬁ — U;U[ ||, < Con/Bod, for any j € [J] and £ € [L]. If p; < p

min

for all j, L < p for some c3 >0, p 21771, kg = O(1), and A\pin/0 2 /DT, then we have

2
~ o [pr pro
sup p(U;, U; :Op( —+—), (3)
j ( J ]) )\min L >\12nin

where {(A]j} is the output of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2.1 establishes the error rate of the estimators {[7]} obtained by Algorithm

1, which can be explained by a bias-variance decomposition. We take J = 3, 7 = 1 for
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an example. On each machine ¢, the estimation error of the local estimator ﬁl’g can be

decomposed as

Uy 00, — DU = UAT?G (U @ U 2], U UL + U UL Zy g (Us @ Us) GTAT?UT + Ry,

@)
where Gy = M(G), Z14 = M1(Z), Uyy is the orthogonal complement of Uy, and Ry is a
remainder term. When the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) satisfies Apin /0 2 /pr, the Frobenius

norm of the first two mean-zero terms on the RHS of (4) is of the order O (,/pro ), ), and the

—2
min

remainder term R;, has a higher order O(praQ/\ ) By averaging the projection matrices

on all machines, the order of the first two terms can be reduced to O (y/proA,;, L~'/?), while
that of Ry, 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

Amin/0 2 V/prL, then we have

~ o |[pr
sup p(U;,U;) = O ( —) (5)
P ( J J) P Amin V L

Corollary 2.1 shows that, when the SNR satisfies Apin/0 2 +/prL, the estimator ﬁj

achieves the error rate of O(\/proA_ L L™'/?), which matches the minimax optimal lower

bound. Concretely, for a tensor 7 = T* + Z with 7" satisfying (1) and Z having i.i.d.

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

inf  sup Er;1/2H sin O(U, Ullg 2 (@ A 1), (6)
U T+cFpr(N) Ao
where Fp () is the class of tensors with dimension p = (p1,...,ps), rank r = (r1,...,7y),

and minimum singular value X\ over all matricizations of 7*. Recall that if we are allowed to
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pool all the tensors {7;} on a single machine and average them, the averaged tensor satisfies
T = T*+ Z, where Z has i.i.d. N(0, %2) entries. By (6) and the equivalence between the
p distance and sin © distance, the minimax error rate that the pooled estimator ﬁpooledJ
(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 {(7 ﬁ)} 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 Ay, /o > p?/* (Zhang and Xia, 2018). In some scenarios, a certain number
of tensors can be pooled together and averaged into a new tensor 7, with a noise level 0} < o.
The requirement can be relaxed into Ay, / ming o > p” /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 Aynin/0 = +/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
{T¢} 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 R;, 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 7* on different machines. Suppose we observe L tensors {7,}/_, distributed
on L machines, and 7; = T + Z;, where Z; has i.i.d. A(0,0?) entries. Assume the truth

T, € RP1>P2XP7 on machine ¢ satisfies a Tucker decomposition

T = Gexa[Ur Vil xa[Us Vol -+ - 4[Uy V], Uy € QP90 V€ QFXT0VE Gy € RILET2ETXTIE
(7)
where 10 = ;v + v and UjTV}’g = 0. For each j, the component U; spans a common
singular subspace shared by all tensors {7;}, while V;, spans an individual subspace specific
to each tensor. Moreover, the core G, is allowed to be different for different £. The goal is to
estimate the shared singular subspace and the individual subspace separately for j € [J] and
¢ € [L]. Note that in this section, we assume the noise level o2 is identical on all machines
for clear presentation. The heterogeneity on o2 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 G = Gx1 0 x,07] ---x ;01 and U; = U,0; , for any O; € Q"*"i_j € [J]. In
the homogeneous case, the non-identifiability has no impact on estimation since the singular
subspace Col(U;) remains invariant under orthogonal transformation. However, under the
heterogeneous setting (7), the partition of the common component U; and the individual
component V;, is not orthogonally invariant, which necessitates identifying a fixed O; for

each j. Therefore, we require that the core tensors G, satisfy
M;(GOM;(G)T = A3, (8)

where A;, is a diagonal matrix with decreasing singular values for all j € [J], £ € [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 (Ge, (U1 Vi, ..., [Us Vy,]) 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 G under model (1), i.e., M; (§) = O;Gj(ljg‘ Oy), where G; = M;(G). There
exists a unique O; € Q77" the left singular value matri;;ij, such that M; (é) M, (§)T =
OjTGjGjTOj 1s a diagonal matriz with distinct decreasing singular values, and thus ﬁj = U,0;

15 uniquely determined.

3.1 Distributed Tensor PCA for Heterogeneous Tensors

We propose Algorithm 2 for estimating the subspace spanned by U; and Vj, under the
heterogeneous setting. The initial estimators {[ﬁ ](2,) \715,8)]} 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 U ﬁ) and ‘7](2) Similar to Algorithm 1, we first obtain a local estimator [7%5

for U; on each machine ¢ by taking the top singular vectors of ]%’g, where

~

D (B2 VO g [T Vs [05) VIRTT)

M = My (Te o [U1] V9]

~ [U; Vil M;(Ge). (9)

Then we send ﬁﬂ to the central machine and aggregate the projection matrices I/jjj[//\}&
to compute a global estimator (7]-. To estimate Col(V},), we further send (7]- back to each
machine and compute the top singular vectors of (I, — [7]-[7;)]\7]-,@, the projection of ]\N/[M
onto the orthogonal space of Col([?j), whose top singular subspace provides a local estimator

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

Input: Tensors distributed on local machines {7,} and initial estimators
{ [U V(O)} [(72(702 ‘72(2)} e [(7% IA/J(E)} }, where £ =1,2,..., L.
Output: Estimators {(71, 17175, (727 ‘7273, R (7J, ‘/}J,f}.

1: for/=1,2,...,L do

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

3: Compute a local estimator (/]\jf =svd,, , (]/—\\4/]'73), where ]\AJM is defined in (9);
4: Send ﬁjvg to the central machine;

5: end for

6: end for

7. for y=1,2,...,J do

8: On the central machine, compute ﬁj =svd,, [% ZL: ﬁj,gﬁj—g];
9: end for

10: Send (7]- to all machines;

11: for / =1,2,...,L do

12: Compute XA/M =svd,, ., [(Ip]. - ﬁj(/jT)]/—\\j},[};

13: end for

3.2 Theoretical Guarantee

In this section, we establish the statistical error rate for the estimators in Algorithm 2. For
Jj € [J], ¢ € [L], let Aj, be the rj, x r;, singular value matrix of M;(G,) defined in (8).
Define Apmax; Amin to be the maximum and minimum singular value over all A}, respectively,

and let Ky = Mpax Ak

min*

Moreover, define A = min; {A,, ;e — A, p41,5,0) and £ = Apax /A,
where A, ;, denotes the r-th largest singular value of A;,. Additionally, let » = max;,7;,

and ry = max;rjy,.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that there exist constants Cy, c1, Cy such that, with probability at least
1—Che P, ||U +V V O U]-UjT EHQ < C’Q\/_a)\mm forallj, ¢. If pj < p for

all j, L < p® for some c3 >0, p 2 /™!, ko= O(1), k = O(1), and min(A, Awin) /0 2 /DT,
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then we have

2
~ [pro  pro
sgpp(Uj, U;) = Op ( TAT Az ) ) (10)

and

2
Jit >\min >\min

~ pryvo(l++/r/L) /rypro?
SUPP(Vj,e,V},z):O]P< ol /D) | Vv )

where ﬁj and XA/M '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 A, /0 to A/o. Indeed, the quantity A denotes the
minimum gap between the minimum singular value corresponding to U; and the maximum
singular value corresponding to Vj, over all j, £, which indicates the strength of the signal for
estimating U; in this heterogeneous setting and is equal to Api, in the homogeneous setting
where V;, = 0. Similar to Corollary 2.1, when SNR is sufficiently large, i.e., A/o 2 \/prL,
our estimator ﬁj enjoys the sharp rate O(,/proA~'L~'/2). For the local estimator \7”, the
rate established in (11) matches the local rate for [U V], \/p_ra)\;nln, under a mild condition

that ry < L and (Amin/0) 2 /D7TV .

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 7;, source tensor 7, initial estimators {[(71(702 \71(2)], . [(7};? \7}2)]},
and weights w, for £ = s,t that satisfy ws + w; = 1;
Output: Estimators {(71, 1717,5, (72, ‘727“ el (7], ‘/ijt}.
1: for / = s,t do
2: for j=1,2,...,J do
3: Compute a local estimator (/]\jf =svd,, , (]/—\\4/]'73), where ]\AJM is defined in (9).
4: Send ﬁjvg to the target machine;
5: end for
6: end for
7. for y=1,2,...,J do
8: On the target machine, compute ﬁj = svd,, [wsﬁjﬁﬁjl + wtﬁjiﬁjﬂ :
9: Compute \A/j’t =svd,, ,,, [(ij - ﬁ](/jj)]\zt],
10: end for

4.1 Transferred Tensor PCA
Formally, suppose the source tensor 7, = 7. + Z, and the target tensor 7, = 7,* + Z;, where

7;* = gs X1 [Ul ‘/1,5] X2 [UQ ‘/2,5] e Xy [UJ VJ75]7 Uj S @ijT‘j,U’ ‘/j,s € @ijTj,v,s’ gs € erﬁxmﬁmxrl]ﬁ?
7;* =G; X3 [U1 Vl,t] X9 [U2 V2,t] cee X [UJ VJ,t], Uj c @W%a) Vﬂ c @ijTj,V,t7 G € er,txr2,t"‘><7'],t7

with UV;, = 0 and 75, = rju + 7y, for j € [J] and £ = s,t. In other words, we assume
the source and target tensors share a common top-r;y singular subspace spanned by Uj,
but either task can have different individual components V;,. The goal is to estimate the
singular subspaces spanned by U; and V;; of the target tensor 7;. Meanwhile, we assume the
noise Z; has i.i.d. NV(0,0?) entries for ¢ = s,t, where the noise levels o, and o; are allowed
to be different.

To achieve knowledge transfer between T, and 7T;, 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 ﬁj,s
and [/]\j,t through a weighted average. The weights w, and w; are designed to optimally

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

2

2 and o2. The choice for the weights will

the potential heterogeneity in their noise levels o

be specified in the next section.

4.2 Theoretical Guarantee

Analogous to the notations in the heterogeneous settings, for j € [J] and £ = s,t, let A;, be

the r;j, x r;, singular value matrix of M;(G). Define Ajax, Amin to be the maximum and

minimum singular value over all A;,, respectively, and let kg = ApaxAni,. Moreover, define
A = minjepg) eers 3 A 050 — Mot} and £ = Apax /A, where A, denotes the r-th largest

singular value of A;,. Additionally, let »r = max;,7;, and ry = max,r;v,.

Theorem 4.1. Assume that there exist constants C1, c¢1, Cy such that, with probability at least

1-Cre=a?, [|[UYT) T +VOVOT—U,UT ~Vi V||, < Cov/Boedsl, for all j € [J],€ € {s,t}.

Assume p; < p for all j, p Z '™t kg = O(1), K = O(1), and min(A, Ayin)/ max(oy, o5) 2

\Vpr. We have

U0 - uul

252 2 .2
. — OIP’ <\/p_7n wsZs +wt0—t> ’ (12)

= 0 (Y (o vt wutar) ). )

sup ‘
J

i T T
VitVie = VidViy

sup ‘
J
where ﬁj, 1//\}775 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 U;
can attain without transfer is O(,/pro;:A~1), compared to which our transfer learning ap-

proach improves o; into \/w2c? + wio? if o, < 0y. At the same time, the individual com-
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-1
min

ponent estimator 1//\}775 matches the local rate O(\/pro;A

P
VTV wie? + wiof < oy.

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

) under a mild condition that

for w, and w;. Specifically, by minimizing w?c? 4+ w?c? under the constraint w, +w; = 1, we

obtain that the optimal weights are w} = ag(fag and w; = %, leading to the error rates
PPN Tl N ~ o~ T NRR \ro
sngUjUj -uy|. —Op( £ ) and Sl;p‘ VeVt = ViV _op< . (1+ . )

where 5% = 1/(0;2 + 0, %). In practice, we can estimate o, and o; by

o = H% —To x4 [[71,6 ‘716] X2 [ﬁu ‘722} e Xy [ﬁJ,e ‘7},@} HF/\/plpz —-py, 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 x1Uy x2Uy x3Us, U; € QP77 G € R™*727%73,
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We set the dimensions p; = p; = p3 = p and the ranks r; = ro = r3 = r. The core
tensor G is generated by first sampling a tensor G € RM>r2X7s with ii.d. N(0,1) entries and
rescaling it as G = \ - 5 /Amin (g~), where Apin ((j) denotes the minimum singular value of all
matricizations M, (QV) The generation procedure of G ensures that the minimum singular
value of G is A\, which is denoted as the signal strength A, defined in Section 2.3. For
J = 1,2, 3, the matrix U; is generated via QR decomposition on a matrix (73- € RPi*7i with
i.i.d. A(0,1) entries. Then we independently generate Z, with i.i.d. A(0,0?) entries and
obtain T, =T*+ Z,for { =1,2,...,L.

In particular, we fix r = 3, 0 = 1, and let p € {50,100}, L € {10,20}, and A\ = p” with
v € [0.45,0.95]. We report the estimation error of our proposed Algorithm 1 (referred to
as “distributed”) for Uy, i.e., p(ﬁl, U), with the SNR \/o ranging from p** to p™. For
comparison, we also report the estimation error of the pooled estimator ﬁpooledJ (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 ﬁl and the
pooled estimator ﬁpooledJ decrease as the SNR \/o increases, and moreover, when the SNR
is sufficiently high (e.g., A\/o > p7 for p = 100, L = 20), the performance of U; 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 [71

1/2

and the pooled estimator, consistent with the L~"/% 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 = Gex1[Ur Vig x2[Us Vau] x3[Us Vau],  U; € RPZV V€ RPFIVE Gy € RIT2T8L
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Figure 2: The estimation errors of different methods under the heterogeneous setting where

the tensors share the same core.

We set the dimensions p; = p € {50,100} and the ranks r;; =3, rjve =3, and ;0 = rjuy +

rive =6, for all j = [3], £ € [L]. Similar to the homogeneous setting, the shared component

U; is generated via QR decomposition on a matrix (7j € RP*"iv with i.i.d. A (0, 1) entries.

The individual component V;, is generated via QR decomposition on (1, — U;U ]T)V}',g, where



Vie € RP¥7ivie has 1.i.d. N(0,1) entries. The projection matrix I, — UjUjT ensures that
U ]T V;¢ = 0. Moreover, the core tensors {G,} are generated as follows.

Given a pre-specified A € R, we independently sample two tensors Gy € R3*3%3 and
Gy € R33%3 both with i.i.d. N(0, 1) entries. Then we rescale them as Gy = A-gU/Amin (QVU)
and Gy = (A/2) - év/AmaX(év), where Apin(Amax)(X) denotes the minimum (maximum)
singular value over all matricizations M,;(X’). Finally, we generate G as a “block-diagonal”

tensor such that )

(GU)iyinis 11 <liy,ig,i3 <3,

Giviinia = \ (G0 )ivinis if 4 < i1, 42,13 < 6, (15)

0 otherwise.
\

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

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

e same core: After generating G, let G, = G for all ¢ € [L];

e different cores: For each ¢, independently generate G, using the same procedure of

generating G as described above.

The core tensors are constructed such that the minimum singular value gap A between
the common and individual components equals A\/2, representing the signal strength for
estimating U;. We report the estimation errors of our proposed estimator 171 in Algorithm
2, along with the errors of the local estimator (71’1 in Algorithm 2 (referred to as “single”)
and the pooled estimator l/]\pooledvl, 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 [71 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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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 U;. As clarified in Section B, we estimate the noise level o by

8:||71_71X1ﬁ1 XQ/U\Q"'XJI/jJHF/m7
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Figure 4: The coverage rates of different methods under the heterogeneous setting.

and estimate the singular value matrix A; by
//ij = the top r; singular values of M, (7'1 X1 ﬁlT X9 (7; ce X (7;71 X 11 ﬁ]TH cee X g 17}),

where {(7] }j are the outputs of Algorithm 4. For comparison, we also record the coverage

elJ]
rates of the pooled estimator, where the confidence region for U; is given by replacing U j in
(17) with Upooled.;-

Specifically, we choose the confidence level 1 — £ to be 0.95 and report the coverage
rates of [71 and ﬁpoolem with p = 50 and 100 in Figure 4. For both cases, our proposed
estimator performs comparably to the pooled estimator when the SNR \/o 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 A\/o > /prL, whereas Theorem B.1, which establishes the

asymptotic normality, assumes a stronger condition that A/ > LY2(pr)3/4.
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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 x 50 x 50, composed of two 50 x 50 persistence
diagrams constructed by two filtration functions. Since obtaining the ground truth U; for
real data is difficult, we evaluate the performance of different methods by the reconstruction

error of the estimators. Formally, given a tensor 7T, the reconstruction error of estimators
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{(/jj}jzl 55 O1 T is defined as

PR HT—’Txl [71[7; X9 (72(72—'— X3 [/]\3(7;—“
RE(U,, Uy, U T) = Tl -,
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 {7;}scz, where Z is an index set with cardinality L.
The training samples {7;}ser are input into Algorithm 1 to obtain estimators {ﬁj}jzl,z?f
Next, we randomly select L’ tensors other than the training samples as the test set, denoted
by {Teteerr (ZNT = B), and then compute the averaged reconstruction error of {ﬁ]}
over the test samples, i.e., & > RE((Z,@, [73;72). For comparison, we also record the

) L/
T’
reconstruction errors of two other methods:

1) “single”: the local estimators U N obtained using each training sample 7,
IrJ =123

)

(e T,

(2) “pooled”: the pooled estimators obtained by decomposing the averaged tensor % ST
teT

Specifically, we choose the ranks r = (ry,re,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 7T,, that is,

ﬁ o> RE([?M, [7274, [7375;7}/). As shown in Figure 5, our distributed method signifi-
(€T VT

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 {a, } and
{b,}, we write a,, < b, if a, = O(b,), and a, < b, if a, < b, and b, < a,. For a sequence
of random variables X, and a sequence of real numbers a,, we let X,, = Op(a,) denote that
{X,/a,} is bounded in probability and X,, = op(a,) denote that {X,/a,} converges to zero
in probability.

Define QP*" = {U eERP | UTU = IT}, where I, is the r x r identity matrix. For any
matrix M, denote the top-r left singular vectors of M as svd, (M), and let Col(M) denote
the linear space spanned by the columns of M. Let || M||, and || M || be the spectral norm
and Frobenius norm of M, respectively.

For any two matrices M; € RP1 X9 and My € RP2*%2 define M; ® My € RPIP2X91%2 to he
their Kronecker product. For any tensor X € RP1*P2*PJ matrix M € R%*Pi and j € [J],
let X x; M denote the mode-j matrix product of X. That is, (X x; M) € RPr*xaxxps

and

pPj
(X X5 M)isin, iy = D Xirsin gy M

ij=1

Moreover, let M, (X) € RPi*(P1r2-s/Pi) 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 M;(X).

Let Amin(X') denote the minimum singular value over all the matricizations M;(X), j € [J].

Additionally, define || Xz = ||M1(X)]p.
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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 p(ﬁj, U;) in the following theorem.

Theorem B.1. Assume the assumptions in Theorem 2.1 hold. Further assume that Apin/0 2,
LY2(pr)3* and max(r®,7/=Y) /p = o(1). Then we have

P (U;.U;) — 20 L7 | A5
— N(0,1), 16
T I R o

for j € [J], where ﬁj is the output of Algorithm 4, and A; denotes rj x r; singular value

matriz of M;(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 {ﬁ ﬁ)} have an error rate of the order O(\/poA,,). However, to establish
the asymptotic normality, we need a finer requirement for the initial estimation error, which

may not be satisfied by {17 ﬁ)} but is satisfied by the local estimators {(/J\M} 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
) to the global optimal rate O(L~2p*r2o\_{

local rate O(p*r2oi)\

. ), when the SNR is
sufficiently large.

Concretely, Theorem B.1 shows that, when the SNR satisfies Apin /0 > LY2(pr)3/4, the
squared distance p2([7j, U;) has an asymptotic bias 202 L~ 'p; HA;1 Hi and an asymptotic stan-
dard deviation /8p;o2L7!||A;?||,.. Since [|[A7Y|, < VP[ATY|, € VrAniss the asymptotic
MSE of p*(U;, U;) is of the order O(p*r20*L=2A_%), which is consistent with the error rate
established in Theorem 2.1. Moreover, the pooled estimator Upooled,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 U; using the pro-

posed estimator ﬁj. Specifically, given a pre-specified level 1 —¢&, we construct the confidence

region for U; as follows,

{U e Qn<mi - | p2(U;,U) — 252 L 'p; || A Y5

<5 VB LA ) (7)

3
where 2, ¢ denotes the (1 — %)—th quantile of a standard normal distribution, and ¢ and /A\j
2

are consistent estimators for o and A;. In practice, the noise level o can be estimated by
o= |Te—Tex1 Uy x2 Uz -+ x5 Uy || o/v/Prp2- P
and the singular value matrix A; can be estimated by

Kj = the top r; singular values of M;(7; X1 ﬁlT X2 (7; e X (7;71 X 41 ﬁﬁl cee Xy (7;),
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Algorithm 4 Distributed Tensor PCA for Inference

Input: Tensors distributed on local machines {7,} and initial estimators
{(/]\1(?2, (72(702, e ﬁfg}, for all ¢ € [L].
Output: Estimators {(71, ﬁQ, cee ﬁ]}

1 for(=1,2,.... L, j=1,2,....J,t=1,2do

2: Compute a local estimator

ﬁj(te) = SVdrj [Mj (72 X1 [71(?1” X9 [72(?1)T crr X ﬁj(t:llg?T Xj+1 ﬁj(rllg?T oo X ﬁﬁfgl)T)};

3: end for
77(2) i
4: Send {UM }je[J},ee[L] to the central machine;
5. for j=1,2,...,J do
~ L oy~
6: On the central machine, compute U; = svd,, % > U@Z)U@}T];

7. end for

on any machine /.

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], define Z;, = M;(Z,), T; = M;(T), and
Gj = M;(G). Let U;; € RPi*(Pi=) be the orthogonal complement of Uy, i.e., [U; Ujy] is
an orthogonal matrix in RP7*P7. Denote the compact singular value decomposition of G
by UGjAjVGTj, where Ug, € O, A; € R and VGTJ,VG]. = I,,. Note the model (1)
is equivalent to the model with G = G x; O] x5 05 -+ x; 0] and (73- = U;0;, for any
O; € 0775, j € [J]. Taking O; = Ug, leads to G = AjVGTj and thus éjé; = A3, while
the projection matrix UJ-OJ-O]-TU]-T = UjUjT remains invariant. Therefore, without loss of

generality, we assume GjGjT = A? in the sequel. Moreover, by the definition of A\;, and ko,
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it holds that
1AM, < A Gl = 1841l < KoAmin- (18)

min?

Hereafter, for clear presentation, we define p_; = HkG[J] Dr/Dj, T—j = HkE[J] ri/r;, and
U—j:Ul®U2®"'®Uj—1®Uj+1®"'®UJG@p‘jw‘j.

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

E;.(C)

sup [Z;( X1 @ Xy ® - @ X; 1 © X @ @ X)), < C(f\/pr}-
Xj/ERpj/ ><T]-/
|| X ||, <107 €\ 4

oo —uu;

J

< OVpoNL, 123U, < Cov/, (19)

and a “globally-good” event

E(C) =) Ei(C).

=1 j=1

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

Lemma C.1. Under the assumptions in Theorem 2.1, there exist constant Cy, c¢1, Cy such

that P[E(CQ)] > 1-— ClLG_Clp.

Note that we assume that L < p® for some c¢3 > 0, which implies that F(C5) has
probability approaching one. For the homogeneous setting, we follow Xia et al. (2022) to
decompose I/J\JI//\}T - U;U jT. By definition, the local estimator UM is composed of the first r;

left singular vectors of

~

73(0)T (0T (O)YT (O)T 0)T 73(0
M(Tex1 U 5o U)o O < O <, US)T) = (T + 2,009,

which are also the eigenvectors of the symmetric matrix
(T; + Zi ) UTONT] + Z]) = TU_UTTT + €0 = UjA2UT + €54, (20)
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where

A~ ~

09 -0 00 el% e ol
and €, is a remainder term defined by

Cio = Cior + (lon + Gz + Cloo + G + Goa + Gis,
Ciua =T U ;U7

—3“5,0

Cien =T, [(7&2?(7 —U U7 ] z],, o
Cins = Z;U_ ;U Z],

7750
Gea = 23 09O —v 0T, 7],
Gias = T3 |00 — v uT| 1)
The last equality of (20) follows from the facts that T; = U;G;U”; and G;G] = AZ. We use

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

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

absolute constant C > 0 such that

HCj,E,lHQ < Cé"io)\mino-\/]_ja HCj,E,Q“Q < CéK'OpUQ\/;> (22)
IGeally < Copo?®s  NIGeally < Cop™?vro® Mg [IGesll, < Cangpo,
By Lemma C.2, under the event E(C3), [|€;sll, S Kodmino/P < AZin/2. Applying

Theorem 1 in Xia (2021) yields
U, U], — U;U = UA2U €;,U;, U, + U U €, U020
— U;A2U €505, U] €, U AU — UATPUT €;,U;020 ) €5,U0,,. U

— U UL €U AU € UA U + 9

J

(23)
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where ||R; ]|, < k30%p*? /A3, Then plugging (21) into (23) and using the fact that ULT; =
0, we obtain
Uil — UU] =01+ 00+ G0, (24)
where for j € [J] and ¢ € [L],
S o1 = UiA2US GuaUs U + U U G UG AU

= U;A?GU L Z] U U + U U 25, UG AU

&2 = UpA; U} (UL UL+ U UL (o Us AU
+ UiA2U GosUs Uy + Ui U G sUp AU (25)

U AUT GoaUs U UA2UT
— UjAj’ZUjT(Cj,e,l + CjT,z,l)UJAJQUJTCj:flejLUJZ

— Ui LU} G UpA2U (G + Clo ) U AU

and
6j,473 = UjA;2UjT<j’gv4UjJ_UL_ + UjJ_UJE_ijAUjA;zUJT

— U;A2US (€50 — Gion — (o) UpAT2US €5,U5,U)
— U AU €5 UAPUS (€50 = Gua — Cla | Ui UL
— UiA72U] (€0 — Gioa — (o] Us UL €5 U AU (26)
— U;A°U €5,U5.U) (€50 — Gon — on ) UpATPUS
— Ui UL [€50 = Goa = Gloa) UpA2US €5,U02U

— U U} €5,UA2US (€50 — Gion — Clon) UpAT2US + Ry
Under E(C), it holds that [|Z;,U_;|l, < Cao\/p. Using the fact that ||A;'G;||, = 1 and
we have

1457, < A

16501l = |UA2GUL 2L U UL + U UYL Z, UG AU ||, S Anho v/, (27)
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with probability at least 1 — Cre~“'?. By (22), it holds that

16;.02lly < Cargpr'Po® A2, [16slly < Cargp®?r' 2o A0, (28)
for some absolute constant C'5 > 0. Then
T
ToT T
7 2 Ul = U3
=1
(29)

= 6j71 + 6j72 + 6]‘73
— UA2GULZ, U UL+ U UL ZU GIN?UT + 65 + 8,

where Z; := (1/L) ZZLZI Zjyand 6y = (1/L) Zle Sjen, k€ {1,2,3}. Note that

18izll, S wopr oA

min?

H6_],3H2 S K p3/2 1/2 3)\ 3

min*

Since Z;, has i.i.d. N(0,0?) entries, the averaged noise Z; has i.i.d. A/ (O, %) entries.

By the proof of Lemma C.1, it holds that HZJ-U_]»H2 < o4/p/L and thus

P2GUTZ UL U + U UL ZU-jGTAS 2UTH S A0 VP/L, - (30)

—-i7J

185l = [[os

with probability at least 1 — Ce™ P,

Therefore, we obtain that

L
Z(/jgé/\ —UjUj—r = 6]',1—1-6]',2—1-6]‘,3, (31)
g:
with
HGJ 1”2 ~ mm p/ H6_]72H2 rs "{(2)]77‘1/2 2)‘m?n7 HGJ?’HZ S K p3/2 1/2 3/\mzfn? (32)

with probability at least 1 — CLe~“? for some absolute constant C?,¢; > 0.
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Since the columns of ﬁj are the first r; eigenvectors of %25:1 ﬁﬂﬁ EZ, similar to (23),

0,07 = U0 = UU] (851 + 55) U UL + U UL (81 +8,,) U U

(33)
—U;U} 6;,U;.U}, 6,,U,U; + Ry,
where H§)~fij < wgp?2ri2630 2 | By (32), we obtain that
2
’ U;0; =U;Uf || < \/?‘ U;U; =UU} || = Oe (Ar}ilnavpr/L + ngm?)\;?n) :
which proves (3). O

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, = M;(7;*), and
[OV] e =0 Vi @ (U Vol ® -+ @ [Uja Vierd] @ [Uja Vil @ - @ [Ug Vi)

Recall that A;, denotes the singular value matrix of M;(Gy). Let A, denote the top-left

Ay 0
rju X rju diagonal block of A, and A;y, be the remaining block, i.e., A;, = ’
0 Ajy,
By (8) and (20), the columns of (A]M are the first r; y eigenvectors of
UiAS U + Vieh3 Vil + €5, (34)
where €, is a remainder term satisfying
SUp [[€jlly < CoAminkioo /P, (35)
J7
Suép H 3,0 Cj,é,l + (j,e,1H2 > LaoRopo \/;’ (36)
7,

for

Cen = THUV]_ UV, 2],

J
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and some absolute constant Cs, 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

55 VT 1€l Pruko
sup |[03,0), = G307 || S sup < : (37)
.jve ’ ! s ¥ j,é A%j,Uvjve o )\%ij+]"j’g A
where 1y = max; ;.
Define
1 L
5= 7 2 E |00
=1
and let U = svd,, ,(X7). By (37), we have
o . Dryko
Sup HE [UJ%@UJ’,Z} “UUi |, S A (38)
and thus

Pruko

%5 = 03U, < [1%5 - GU7 |l < =3

Under the assumption that (A/o) 2 k,/pr, by Weyl’s inequality, we obtain that A, (37) —

Ar,o+1(X5) = 1+ 0(1), and hence, by Davis-Kahan Theorem,

iu —E) |0;:07]
/=1

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

;(1 ~E) U 0)|| = 0r (\/st}p |- [0,.0;] Hi) o (@) |

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

’ ’F — Op (%) . (39)

L
Ly g om s <

F

F

F

U0 —uus’
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Now we focus on bounding HU;‘U;‘T - UjUjTHF- Let the (w1 g, ..., u,,  ¢) be the eigen-

vectors of U; A3 ;U +V; A3y, V., and the corresponding eigenvalues be A7, > -+ > )\}2, g

— . R +00 2 _ )2 1
FOI" k — 1, e ,T.%U, let Ok,j,f - k/:T'j,U-‘y-l()\k/,j,e )\k,j f) 'u/k/'u/k/ and deﬁne
. TRPI XT3, pj Xy, O, . _ .
fj,f cRPIZTLU s TRPIXTS v, (’LUl, . ,w,«ij) — ( Ol,],fwh R OTj,UJ:ZwT'j,U)‘

Since
Su{P ||€j,EH2 ,S )\maxo_\/ﬁ /S AQ )\7“ RN >\72”j7U+1,j,€a
-]7

(using (A/o) 2 k\/Drju), we can apply Lemma 2 in Fan et al. (2019) and obtain that
U0, = UjU + fr0(€UNU; + U fi.0(€50U05) T + Ry,

where the remainder term satisfies

\/TJUH@MHQ < VTupK?o’

S;‘?{PH?)%]’EHF ~ ~ A2

By (36) and E[¢j 1] = 0, we have that ||E [€; ]|, < kgpo?y/r, and hence
1B [£5(€eUNU; ]| = 1 fie(EIE Ul < A7 E[€]Ujllp < A7 /0 [E[€ll, S ropro® AT

Therefore, we obtain

r(Kk? + /1(2))02

[ (0] — v |, s =

which implies that
pr(k* + K§)o?

HU;U;T - UjU]THF S A2

Together with (39), we conclude that

B preo | pr(s® + kj)o?
P OF (\/ LA’ A |
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For XA/M, note that its columns are the eigenvectors of

<1pj—(7jﬁ]) (UA2 U + Vi A2,V + €5)) (p ~ 0,0 )
= (b, = U] + UU] = 0,07 ) (UA2,U] + Vieh2y Vi + €50) (B, = U0 + U307 = 0,07
= Vieh2y, Vi + Va2, Vi (GU] = 0,07 ) + (U0] = 0,07 ) V32, Vi,

+ (U] = 007 ) (U207 +Vieh2, Vi) (U507 = 0,07 ) + (1, — T) ¢ (1, - 0,07).

Since

R A2 prA2. (k* + K3)o?
T T Inax max 0
ye/\mV;e<UjUj —UJUJ'>H2:OP(\/ L A -+ A2 )

sup ‘

sup | (307 =0, UT) A2} + V2o (0,07~ 507

r A2 o2 p?r2X2 (k? + K2)%0*
— OIP’ <p max 4 max( 0) )

2

L A? At
— Op <\/Z/\ilzx n PT‘)\max(Z2+ K)o 2) ’
and
sup H ( ) ¢ (]pj - @(7;) H2 = Op (v/PAmax0) -

By Davis-Kahan Theorem, we obtain that

T A K24+K2)o2
(WAWH VT D | A YT A 0 0) )

T OT T
VieVie = ViV,

sup ‘ -
Y A

min

O (Wﬁm(l—l—/@%ﬁ/ ) \/ﬁpr/f (k? + K)o >
- Amin A2, ‘

min

]

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Define % = 3, tWE[ 50T, ] and let U* = svd, , (5%). By the
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proof of Theorem 3.1, we have that

<

~

U* U*T

Z we(1 —E) [ﬁﬂﬁ]&}

{=s,t

‘ F

F

2
> wi |0~ |70,
f=s,t

(,/prUm/w o2 —I—wtat2>

P )

A

and

< pr(k? + ﬁo)(wsa —|—wtat2)
A2

s (03057~ 0,01, <
J

Therefore,

— UjUjT L=

VPrENw2ok +wio?  pr(k? + K3)(wso? + wo})
A " A? |

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

T
t V},tv},t F

A/ DIV K JTrvpre? (k2 + K WO, + W
( ])\)m‘lfn0< oy + K2\/T w?a?—i—wfcﬁ) Vb /\20)( o tat>>.

min

Since ko, k = O(1), A/ max(o,, 0¢) 2 /pr and

(w02 + w;02) < V2max (o, 0y)y/ w202 + wo?,

we have

pr(K* + K3)(wso? + wtat) V/IrEN wio? + wio?

A2 A ’

and thus

A

_ 0, (Wm/w o2 —|—wtat2)
F
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Similarly, it holds that

Vrypre? (k% + ﬁg)(wsaf + wtaf) < /Prv Ko
)\2 ~ )\min

min

(mQ\/? wio? + w,?af),
which yields that

i T T
VitVie = VidViy

TV K
:@(va%@+ﬁﬁTﬁﬁ+w%ﬂ)
F

sup ‘
i >\min

2 2
. . . O't . US
Plugglng m wg = m and Wt = W leads to

_O \/ﬁ’%o’so’t
- NV R

sup ‘ [7]'[7; — []j(]j—r
j F

and

i T T
VidVie = VidViy

B NGRS K2\/T0g
F_OP< )\min <1+\/0'§+O'152> ‘

sup ‘
J

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], the estimator U j(? is composed of the first r; eigenvectors of

—j —

S-1D)H0E-1)T ¢ t
(T + 2, )T ITCIT(TT 4 27) = TU U017 + €9 = UA20] + ¢, (40)
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where Qfgfz is a remainder term defined by

Qfﬁ = Gea + jT,z,1+Cg(',te C](ZQ +CJ€3+C344+Ce57

Cion i =T;U_;U".Z],

75,6

W, =T [U“ DgE-nT U_jUT} 77

—J J:&

T T
Cj£3 ]ZU—]U ]ZJ£7

0= 2, [0V T 7

—J b
CJ(% =T [[’]\Et 1) [715 nT U,jU,T]} T/

where
U =U0Us® - QU1 U1 ® -+ ® Uy,
0=0"el’e -0l el e ol

J

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

E;(C)
{ o)’ - UjUjT < Cyporgh, [|UTS)T —uu] | < OVBoAL 125U, < Cop,
sup 1Z;e(X1 © X © - @ X; 1 ® X ®--- @ X)), < CU\/P_T}-
X, eR"' T
1%l <17l

(42)

and a “globally-good” event

= ([ EelC)

¢=1j=1

By the proof of Lemma C.1 and Theorem 2.1, we have P[E(C,)] > 1 — Cie“? for some

constants C1, ¢1, Cs. By Lemma C.2 it holds that

1G]l < Chrodmmoy/m, (1€,

‘ S Céliop02\/F7
2
t t
Giealls < Capo®, |G|, < Cop*/2Vro*azh |||, < Catpo®,

20



for some absolute constant €% > 0, under the event E(Cs). Moreover, similar to (23), we

have

oot —uu] = untueuL vl + U U] € uaiul

s

— UAU) €U U] € Uua2 o] — upa2u) euaatu ) eus o))
(t) 277T 277T
LU eNunu euiaul + Ry
(44)

Then plugging (41) into (44) and using the fact that U JTLTJ =

min*

t
where H%gz,

) < /{3 3/2/)\
0, we obtain
oo —vul =6 +6Y), + 6, (45)
where for j € [J] and t = 1,2,
Gjo1 = UAT2U G U UL + Uy UL UAT?UT
= U;A?GULZ], U U + U U Z;, UG AU
&), = UA?U] ¢, 05, U] + U, U] (U2 T
+ UiA2U G Us UL + U UL GusUsA U] (46)
— UiA?U GoaUs LU o UG AU
— UiA72U (Gea + Cloa ) UAPUS G U LU

— UpLUj L Goa Ui U5 (Gea + o) UG AU

o1



and

G\, =AU ¢ U U] + U U] ) AU

— U;A°U) [Q‘Egt; — Gea — C]TI,—E,I} UjAj_QU‘T@;]zUjLUjTL

J

— UA;?US €U;A U] [@52 = Gl — g;:[,1i| U U,
— U] (@) = G = G| Ut €uins2u) (47)
— UiA 207 €U UL (@0 = Goa — G| UsAT2UT

— UL UL €8 = G = (Lo | U207 €05 20T

UL CQUAPUT (@) = G = ¢l UsA2UT + L.
Then

I J
=1
-8, +61+60 (48)
— UA2GLU L Z U U, + U UL ZUGTA2UT + 69 + 60,
where Z; .= (1/L) Y1, Z;+ and 6 t = (1/L) Y, 6§tzk for k € {2, 3} satisfies
[S52], < oot €53, < st 0,
“llo 2
By (30), it holds that
_— _ —T J— _ _
185l = ||Uids 26507, 2] U3 UL + U301, Z0 56 A 2] S Ao V/L.
with probability at least 1 — Cie™ P,
Therefore, we obtain that
| L
(2) 2
P UR0E U] =8+ e+ 6, (49)
=1

52



where

185l S Ak VPIL, |85 S wipr2etat, |6 S itttk (50)

with probability at least 1 — C Le~“P for some absolute constant C?, ¢} > 0.

/\

U g U T similar to (33),

Since the columns of U are the first r; eigenvectors of + Z 1 U

0,07 = 0] = U7 (80 + 63) 03U, + U3.U], (851 +63) u;u]

(51)
~U;UG;,U; U] &, ,U;U] + Ry,
where ‘ R,|| < K3p32r1 /20303 . By (50), we obtain that
2
|0:07 - v, < — UU]||, = O (At Vor L + ripro®s2 ).
2
Moreover,
=~ o~ T 2
|g:o7 - vv;
= (0,07 - 5ul, 5,07 - v )
= 2tr (U] &5, U,,U}, 8550;) + 4t (U] 63U, U], 8510;) + 9,
_ =T -
— 9tr (Aj ‘GULZ, UjLULZjU-jGI) (52)

+ e (AU (U UL ZU 6T
+ 4tr (A; 4UTCJ3U] U\ Z;U_;G])

1

L (Cﬂl"‘CJM)UA ZUTCJH

— 4tr {A 4UjT

U LU\ Z; U_jGT} + 9,

where @ = (1/L) Y0, (](tgk and 9; is a remainder term. By the inequality that | (A, B) | <
r||All, | B|l, for all rank-r matrices A and B, we bound the remainder term by [Q;| <

4,22 4\—4
kepPriot

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

U0 = U7 + 072G UL 2105 UL+ U (600 + 618)

J

Hence,
2
G
_ o [popmT T 7
=1 (000" - v U] 7,

_ T [popT ] T
= U,G,UT O — v T 7,

_ THWHW Tz
= UG5 |Q (U ThTh) - vl | 2,
J'#i
=06 {Z Uf @ Ujp_y @ (A2GpU_y Z)) Uy Uy ) @ Uiy - ULy @ Uy - @ U | Z],
J'#]
+ m{(g) ?
9,4,2
(53)
where H%C@) ’ < Cyrgp®?r' 263\ 1 for some Cy > 0. As a result, we obtain
52 llo
( 4UTC U\ Z;U_;G ) > My + Ry, (54)
3'#3
where
My = tr{A;4Gj
| L
{E > (U o ® (APGU_ 2 U U ) @U@ UL @U@0 U)) Z], |-
=1
UjJ—UL-ZUjGJT}’
(55)

and [Rop| < kip?r2oi L. Define

min*

o T
Witta :=Up, Zj Uy,

o4



Wiigp = UJTLZj,g(Ul Q- @QUy1@Uj, @Uj1 ®@---QU;1 QUi ® - - @ Uy),
Wie :=Ul\Z;,U_;,

then M; can be simplified as

1 L

A;4sz Z (]n R--- ]Tj/ . (A 2G W’Za) I,

1
/=1

where ch = (1/L) Zz 1 Wite:

M = tr @ L, ) W WieGl |

Let vec denote the vectorization of a matrix. By assumption, vec(Z; ) ~ N(0,0%I).
Using the identity that vec(ABC) = (CT ® A)vec(B) for all matrices A, B,C, we ob-
tain that vec(Wj ¢,) ~ N(0,0%I), i.e., the entries of W ,, are i.i.d. N(0,0?). Similarly,
vec(Wjrep) ~ N(0,0°I) and vec(Wjys) ~ N(0,0°I). Furthermore, since U Uy = 0,
E[vec(Wr ¢p)vec(W;.) "] = 0, which implies that Wj: ,;, and W . are independent. There-

fore, conditional on {Wjr g4, Wjec b,

My | AWy 0.0 Wikt

9 L
o —— T
NN(O,ﬁE [WeGTariGs (@ by @ (A\PGW] ) @, @ 1L,
/=1

)
(56)

By the proof of Theorem 2.1, with probability at least 1 — C1e™", [|[Wy 14, < Cooy/p and

[Wi.||, < Coo\/p/L. Note that

rank [WGJTA;‘*@ (Im ©---I,  ®(A2GW),) 1

Ti'+1

S ® I,,J)] <rank(G,) =r;.
Then, using that ||Aj_1GjH2 = 1, we obtain,

min*

|Wiecinsies (e by, @ (A 2GW] ) @1, @,

‘ <Czpr1/2L 1/252 =3
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Hence,

L
o2 —_ _ 2
(M) = | 75> HWJ-,CG]TAj Gy (I @ Ly @ (APGW] ) @1, -9 1, ) ‘F
=1
SLpr'PedAE
By (56), for any v > 0,
P (1] > sd(M;)v/2y1ogp | AWy WineHr) < 207,
Therefore, with probability at least 1 — CyLe™ P — 2p™7,
| < PTVATlogp
’ ~ Alz'))l’ll]fl‘[/ '
In conclusion, the second term in (52) can be bounded by
ody/yrl
‘4tr (A TP Ul 7 U_]GT>‘ < ]+7"L‘)gp 4 RdpPrletact (57)

min

with probability at least 1 — CyJLe P — 2Jp~7.

Next, we deal with the third term in (52), i.e
1 & —
tr (AU} GaUp UL ZUG) = 5 >t [AS W0 aWi, WG] 1= 0k,
=1
where W, 4 1= UJTZMU_j. Since vec([WjpaWiie]) = vec([U;U;1]" Z;0U—;) ~ N(0,0%I), we

)

Using that [[W.|, < Cho/p and HWHZ < Cyo4/p/L with probability at least

have

2 L
—— g _ — T
Mo | {Wieehicg ~ N (0, Iz A GWie Wge
/=

1 — Cie P, we have sd(imo) < 3L 2p\—3 . Therefore, with probability at least 1 —

min*

Ci1Le P — 2p~7 we obtain that

— 3 1
| e

min

o6



For the fourth term in (52), note that

o

L L
S AW A WG] 1 D (AW G AW, W
=1 =1

1

L
72 (Gea + (o) Ui 2UT G | U
Z:l

UL ZU- GT}

= ﬁl + %2.
(59)
Repeating the analysis for ﬁo yields the same result that
o3 3
an | < PoCVarlogp = | _ poy/yrlogp
’% S N L ’%‘ S ML (60)
Combining (52), (57), (58) and (60) leads to that
2
— U] || =20 (A7 G UL Z U Z30 46 ) o
61

LTI
= Op 37 Vi :

mm min

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

2tr (A;1G,U7,Z, ULU]-TL?jU,jG]-T)

377

_ — T
—2a;%6507,7, UjL

2pj Tj

12 ZHA i,

where z; ik N(0,1,,). Since E [HAflziHﬂ = ”Aa_lHi and Var [HAJ_IZZHE] =2 HAJ_

Central Limit Theorem,

2G, UTZ UL —2o2L Ypy —ri) || A 1}|F .
\/S(Pj—rj Jo2 L[| A7,

57

— N(0,1).



Since +/8(p; — rj)o? L~ HA;QHF > /Pl 0% ky? N2 and 1j/p; = o(1), by (61), it

holds that

U'JU'JT_UJU]T _20-2[/71(]7]‘ _Tj) HAJ_IHi d

2
F

— — N(0,1),
8p;o? L[| A72|
if
3. /rloon 4,2,.2 4 o2
po 3’)" ng+/€0p47'0' / p; ]2 :0(1),
)\minL )\min LK’O)\min
or

Li¥2kp??  k3y/plogp
=o(1).
<)\min/o-)2 )\min/o-

Furthermore, if % /p = o(1), we have r; HA;lHi /\/Pj HA;ZHF = 0(1), then

~ o~ 2
Uij'j—r — UjUJT v — 2U2L_1pj ||AJ_1H]2§‘ i> N(Q 1)

VBR[|,

C.4 Proof of Technical Lemmas

Proof of Lemma C.1. We first show the high-probability bound for a fix (7, ¢). It is assumed

in Theorem 2.1 that there exist C1, ¢1, Cy such that

dl

Since Z; 4 has i.i.d. N'(0,0?) entries and U_TjU_j = I._,, the matrix Z;,U_; also has i.i.d.

SO HOT -
000" - uuy

< Co/por,i | =1 —Cre P, (62)
2

min

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

Lemma C.3. [Theorem 5.39 in Vershynin (2010)] Let M € RP**P> whose rows My, ..., M,
are independent sub-Gaussian random vectors with E[M;M,"] = I,,. Then for every t > 0,

there exist constants ¢, C > 0 such that

P[|M|, < Vb +Cy/pz +1] > 1— 27",

o8



for any t > 0.
By Lemma C.3, for any ¢t > 0, there exist ¢, C' such that

—Z

o

1
s

< \/p_j—FC\/r,j—i—t,
2

with probability at least 1 — 2e~ct’. Using the assumptions p < p; and p 2 r/~* > r_; and

choosing t = /p, we obtain that
P [[|Z;U_;|l, < Cooy/p] > 1 —2e P, (63)

for some ¢y, Cy > 0.
To show the third inequality in (19), we first define BP*"(Xp,¢) := {X | X € R || X — X[, <
e}. By Lemma 7 in Zhang and Xia (2018), for any € > 0, there exist CP" := {71, - ,YN}
such that HYZHZ < 1and B™"(0,1) c U~ B (Xi,e), with N < (1+2/e)P". In particular,
let ¢ = 1/(2J), and we have that, for any (X7,..., X)) satisfying X; € B»*"(0, 1), there

exists ()?1, - ,)~(J) € CPm x CP2"2 x «.. x CP7'"7 guch that

i, < 1/(2J) for all j.

Since

1Zj(X1 @ Xo @+ @X;1 @ Xj1 @+ @ Xy, — ’M(X1®X2® ®X; 10X ® 0 Xy)

5>

2

‘Zjﬁz()ﬁ@)@@---@(xj,—)?j,)®.--®Xj_1®Xj+1®---®XJ) )

7' €lIN\}
S Z HX]./_)A(Z, ) sup H g X1®X2® ®Xj71®Xj+1®"'®XJ>H2

JelIN} X €R

1%, |, <1ty

1

< - sup [Zje(X1 @ Xo @@ X; 1 @ X1 @@ X)),
X/GRP /><7‘/
1%, <1a7em

29



which implies

sup Hij(Xl®X2®"'®Xj—1®Xj+1®"'®XJ)H2
X, €R"3 TS
IIx; || <1j5'€[J\{5} (64)
SZ sup HZM()E®)?2®---®)?j_1®)?j+1®---®)?J)H .
()?1 ..... )?J)ecpl 1 X XCPI T 2
Therefore, it suffices to show that there exist C, ¢1, Cs, s.t.
sup HZM()}I & )22 Q- 553‘-1 & )’Zj-i-l Q- ® XJ)H2 < Coo/pr,

with probability at least 1 — Cie™ P,
For a fixed tuple ()?1, . ,)N(J), let W, = ijg(j\(i@j\(;@' . -®)?j,1®)~(j+1®- . ‘®)?J). The
rows of ¥, are independent normal vectors N'(0,%_;), where ¥_; = o2 ()Aff)?l ® 55;552 ®
- ® )N(]_l)?j_l ® X]+1X]~+1 ®---® X, X;), and hence \IIMZ:;/z has i.i.d. standard normal

e

—J

<

entries. Applying Lemma C.3 to \Ifj,gZ:;/Q and using that || ¥ ||, < H\I/ME:;Q
2

2

o H‘Ilj,gZ:]l-/QHQ leads to

with probability at least 1 —2e

Zu(Fro % 0% 16 Ko 0 %), <olym+ Oy +1),

—<® for some absolute constants ¢, C' > 0. Using the assump-

tions p < p; and p Z /=1 > r_; and letting t = +',/pr, we obtain

|

with probability at least 1 —2e=<"*7"_ for any 7/ > 0 and some €’ > 0 depending on ~/. This

further leads to that
sup HZj,e()a X, Q- ® jzj—l ® Xj—&-l & )N(J) H2 < C'o\/pr,
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with probability at least 1 — 2(4J + l)Jp’”e*C'Vlzpr. By choosing ~' sufficiently large and

combining the above inequality with (64), we finally obtain that there exist Cy, ¢y, Cy > 0,

such that
sup Hij(Xl®X2®"‘®Xj—1®Xj+1®"'®XJ>H2 < Cyoy/pr, (65)
X ER J/><r v
I1x; || <Lj'elJ\{i}

with probability at least 1 — Cie”“?". Combining (62), (63), and (65) leads to P[E;¢(C5)] >

1 — Cie P implying that P[E(Cy)] > 1 — CyLe~“?, for some constants C,cq,Cy > 0. O

Proof of Lemma C.2. Under event E(Cy), it holds that sup; , || Z;U_;|, < Cy0,/p. Combin-
ing with ||T}||, = ||G;ll; < KoAmin, it is straightforward to show that [|(je1lly, < CokoAmino /P

and [|¢esll, < 1125005115 < C30%p
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We have the following decomposition
U—j,eU ]Z - U_]UT

- Z [ () @ © (Up-aUp) © (ﬁy(’ozﬁy(’of - UJ"UJT> © (UJ "+1 KUJ(O‘f)'—lré>
J'#9

N =(0)T 0 =3 0 T 77(0)77(0)T
® . e ® (Uj(—)LZU](_)l Z) <U](+)1 EU]+)1 [) ® T ® (U§,£) U{S,f) > ]

- {(UlUlT Y@@ (U ) @ (U000~ U0y ALY ) @ (00, 00,

I 41,
J'#3
N =(0)T (0 (0)T r7(0)77(0)T
® [N ® (Uj(—)LZ ‘7(_)173) ® <U‘7(+)1’£U](+)1,€) ® te ® (U(S,E)U},Z) >
+ () @ @ (UpalUp ) ® ([7 By Ay Uy — Uj’UJ'T’) @ (ﬁ;’ollﬁ;'oﬂ”)
730 0T 50) (0T 1O OT
o0 (09, 008) @ (09.097) @ @ (0909 )}
_ =>(0) A(O)
—Z U ®---®Uy—1®U; ®U/+1® ®Uj

-(Uf@---@U]T,_l(@(U” — By Aj EUT)®(7J?PE®...®[7§0)T>

+ (Ul Q- QUy_1® (U ’ZA - Uy > ® U 1 ® 0 ® [7§0))

-(Uf@---@U]T_lebUT Uy @ - ®l7§0)T>,

(66)
where A;, € O"7*" and B, € 0"7*" are defined by an SVD for Ufﬁ}?, that is, UrgY

i Yl —
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A;4S;B},. Note that

~(0 T
’ U;/’éBj/jAj/j - U]/

Ul

7' (0 T
-l 7 (TBy oA = Uy )
Ul

T77(0) T
UWU%#%%Aﬂf_IW

T 77(0) T
Uy Uy By eAje

2

o
< \/ |o300)By047, ~ 1,

< \/[1 — Amin (UTUJZ )] +1-— >\12nln (UJT[/]\J(E)>

< \/’\/1 ~ X (U7 T <

+HU 0B ,EA,g

0)T
o) - uuf

Y

2

where we sequentially use the following properties:

(1) For all block matrix [A B], we have

A Blll,= sup [[ABJwl,=  sup  [[Avill, + [ Bvall, < \/lIAll; + 1BI.

[vll,=1 o1 [13+[|v2ll3=1

(2) For all U,U € OP*", we have

HUIU Ul U

= sup
2 vll,=1

~ ]2 2 ~
= sup \/HU’U :\/1—)\12][11n (UTU>.
2 wll=t 2 2

3) As HU;&;?H < 1, we have that A\, (U;ﬁ;?) < 1, and hence
b 2 Y

\/[1 ~ Amin (U]@?)] F1- A2 ( < f\/1 - Afmn UTﬁﬁ)).

(4) For all U, U e Qv=r,

HUI(? TouT —Ulo0T

_ T7377T
e

< HUUT _ 00T
2 2
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Since under F(Cy), it holds that supjg‘ [7 (7 T _ U;eU,

’ < Co/Poryy,, then we
obtain that

SUPHU(’IZ ey — Uy <02\/_\/_0)\m1n‘

Combining the above inequality with (66) and using that ||T}]], < KoAmin and

sup 1Z;e(X1®0Xo® - @X; 10X;11 Q- ® XJ)HQ < Cyoy/pr,
X/GRP /><T/
1%, [, <17em i

we obtain that

sup G221l < swp |13 [09,047 v 0T, ] 2],

‘ S /{0]30‘2 \/777
2

and

min*

73(0) 77(0)T

Sup Gl < sup| <o
gl 7,0 2

Moreover, since
770) 770)T T
UZjeUzje —U-US;

_ Z{ ULU) @@ (Uy 1 UJ_,) ® (ﬁ}fﬁﬁﬁf@ ~ Uy UT) (UQM&(PEZ)
J'#7

~0) =0T =0) 0T 77(0)77(0)T

and T} = UjGjUjj, we have that

737(0) 7(0)T
1 [59,097 v 17

=U;G; ) {(1

J'#3

73(0) 13(0)T 0T
@ () @ (UT0T0) Uy = 1, ) @ (U] 000 O i)
@@ (UL 00 0000 ) @ (U508 T Us0) @ @ (U TR0 U,) } GIuT.
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Figure 6: The reconstruction errors of transfer learning between class 0 and class 1 of the

PROTEINS dataset.

Note that
Uj, Uj/,er/,e Uy — ITJ_/ = Uj, (U],,,ZUJM — Irj/> Uy = Uj, Uj,7£7lUj,7glUj/,

and by (67),

Therefore,

ULl

J 79

e\v
)
NG
s
=3
=

min*

L

~(0) 73(0)T
sug) 1G5y < sug) HT] [Ufj)’gUEj)’é — U_jU_TJ} T].TH2 < li%po'2.
3 4,

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 T; and a target tensor 7; and then input into Algorithm 3 to obtain

estimators {[17] f/\;t]} Specifically, we choose the ranks r to be (2,4,4) and the ranks

j=12,3"
of common component ry = (11, ra,u, 73,0) 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 r; = (1,1, 1) and vy = (1, 2,2),

demonstrating the advantage of leveraging knowledge from the source task.
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