Tensor-on-Tensor Regression: Riemannian Optimization,
Over-parameterization, Statistical-computational Gap, and Their
Interplay

Yuetian Luo! and Anru R. Zhang?

Abstract

We study the tensor-on-tensor regression, where the goal is to connect tensor responses to
tensor covariates with a low Tucker rank parameter tensor/matrix without the prior knowledge
of its intrinsic rank. We propose the Riemannian gradient descent (RGD) and Riemannian
Gauss-Newton (RGN) methods and cope with the challenge of unknown rank by studying the
effect of rank over-parameterization. We provide the first convergence guarantee for the gen-
eral tensor-on-tensor regression by showing that RGD and RGN respectively converge linearly
and quadratically to a statistically optimal estimate in both rank correctly-parameterized and
over-parameterized settings. Our theory reveals an intriguing phenomenon: Riemannian op-
timization methods naturally adapt to over-parameterization without modifications to their
implementation. We also give the first rigorous evidence for the statistical-computational gap
in scalar-on-tensor regression under the low-degree polynomials framework. Our theory demon-
strates a “blessing of statistical-computational gap" phenomenon: in a wide range of scenarios
in tensor-on-tensor regression for tensors of order three or higher, the computationally required
sample size matches what is needed by moderate rank over-parameterization when considering
computationally feasible estimators, while there are no such benefits in the matrix settings. This
shows moderate rank over-parameterization is essentially “cost-free" in terms of sample size in
tensor-on-tensor regression of order three or higher. Finally, we conduct simulation studies to
show the advantages of our proposed methods and to corroborate our theoretical findings.

Keywords: Tensor-on-tensor regression, over-parameterization, Riemannian optimization, statistical-
computational gaps, low-degree polynomials
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1 Introduction

The analysis of tensor or multiway array data has emerged as a very active topic of research in
statistics, applied mathematics, machine learning, and signal processing (Kolda and Bader, 2009),
along with many important applications, such as neuroimaging analysis (Zhou et al., 2013), latent
variable models (Anandkumar et al., 2014), and collaborative filtering (Bi et al., 2018). This paper
studies a general class of problems termed tensor-on-tensor regression, which aims to characterize
the relationship between covariates and responses in the form of scalars, vectors, matrices, or high-
order tensors:

— (AL X + &, i=1,....n. (1)

Here, A; € RP1**Pd j = 1 ... n are the known order-d (or d-way) tensor covariates. Y;,&; €
RPa+1%XPa+m are both order-m tensors and are observations and unknown noise, respectively. X* €
RP1XXPaxPa+1XXPd+m i3 an order-(d + m) tensor parameter of interest. {-,-), is the contracted
tensor inner product defined as (A;, X*), € RPd+1*"XPd+m

*
((Ai, X >* [f15eesdm] Z A1k17 ok k1, okdyJisejm]”

k=1,
1=1,....d
We also stack all responses and errors to Y, £ € R"*Pd+1Pd+m where Yp;. 1= Yiand &}, . =

&;. Then the tensor-on-tensor regression model can be written succinctly as y o (X*) +5 where
of : RPLX - XPdtm s RMXPd+1XXPd+m ig g linear map such that

1= (AL X ) for i=1,...,n. (2)

Our goal is to estimate X* based on (Y, o).

Tensor-on-tensor regression model was proposed and studied in Raskutti et al. (2019); Lock
(2018). The generic tensor-on-tensor regression covers many special tensor regression models in
literature, such as

A (X))

Tylyeeeyt

e Scalar-on-tensor regression (Zhou et al., 2013; Mu et al., 2014): m = 0;
e Tensor-on-vector regression (Li and Zhang, 2017; Sun and Li, 2017): d = 1;

e Scalar-on-matrix regression (or matrix trace regression) (Recht et al., 2010): m = 0,d = 2.



There is a great surge of interest in tensor-on-tensor regression for its applications (Lock, 2018;
Gahrooei et al., 2021; Llosa and Maitra, 2022). Specific examples include:

e Neuroimaging Data Analysis. Studies in neuroscience are greatly facilitated by a variety of
neuroimaging technologies. Tensor-on-tensor regression provides interpretable analysis of such
datasets (Zhou et al., 2013; Li and Zhang, 2017). For example, tensor-on-vector regression has
been applied to compare MRI scans across different autism spectrum disorder groups (Sun and Li,
2017), which has helped evaluate the effectiveness of a potential drug. Scalar-on-tensor regression
has been used to predict neurological diseases, such as attention deficit hyperactivity disorder,
and reveal regions of interest in the brain that affects the progression of diseases (Zhou et al.,
2013).

e Facial Image Data Analysis. Attributes prediction from facial images is popular in social data
analysis. Oftentimes, each facial image is labeled only with the name of the individual, often
a celebrity, while people are interested in inferring more features from that. Tensor-on-tensor
regression and tensor-variate analysis of variance have been proposed to predict describable at-
tributes from a facial image (Lock, 2018) and distinguish facial characteristics related to ethnic
origin, age group, and gender (Llosa and Maitra, 2022).

e Longitudinal Relational Data Analysis. Longitudinal relational data among a set of objects can
be represented as a time series of matrices, where each entry of the matrices represents a directed
relationship involving pairs of objects at a given time. The relation between one pair of objects
may have an effect on the relation between members of another pair, an effective tensor-on-tensor
regression model has been developed to estimate such effects (Hoff, 2015).

Meanwhile, tensor datasets are often high-dimensional, i.e., the ambient data dimension is sub-
stantially bigger than the sample size. It is thus crucial to exploit the hidden low-dimensional struc-
tures from the datasets to facilitate the follow-up analyses. In tensor data analysis, low-rankness is
among the most commonly considered structural assumptions. In this paper, we assume the target
parameter X'* has an intrinsic low Tucker (or multilinear) rank r* = (r{,..., 73,75, 1,...,75,,,),
i.e., all fibers! of X* along mode-k lie in a 7} dimensional subspace of RPF for k = 1,...,d + m.

1.1 Central Questions

A natural question on low-rank tensor-on-tensor regression is

1. Can we develop fast and statistically optimal solutions for the general low-rank tensor-on-tensor

regression?

Various algorithms were proposed in the literature to solve specific instances of tensor-on-tensor
regression with provable guarantees, such as variants of gradient descent methods (Rauhut et al.,
2017; Yu and Liu, 2016; Chen et al., 2019; Ahmed et al., 2020; Han et al., 2022; Hao et al., 2020;
Tong et al., 2021), alternating minimization (Zhou et al., 2013), Bayesian Markov chain Monte Carlo
(Guhaniyogi et al., 2017), and Riemannian optimization methods (Kressner et al., 2016; Luo and
Zhang, 2021) for scalar-on-tensor regression; regularized rank constrained least squares (Rabusseau
and Kadri, 2016), alternating minimization (Sun and Li, 2017) and envelope method (Li and Zhang,
2017) for tensor-on-vector regression. The theoretical guarantees of these methods were developed
case-by-case under the assumption that the intrinsic tensor rank is known. In addition, Hoff (2015)
proposed a Bayesian approach to solve the tensor-on-tensor regression when the mode numbers of

'Fibers are bar-shaped vectors and are counterpart of matrix columns and rows in a tensors (Kolda and Bader,
2009).



the predictor and the response are equal. Lock (2018); Liu et al. (2020) proposed alternating least
squares procedures for solving the general tensor-on-tensor regression, and a numerical study on
the effect of rank misspecification was performed in Lock (2018) without theoretical exploration.
Asymptotic analysis for the computationally intensive maximum likelihood estimator is provided
in Llosa and Maitra (2022) for different low-rank tensor formats with known intrinsic ranks. The
convex relaxation methods for tensor-on-tensor regression, including the computationally infeasible
tensor nuclear norm relaxation, were studied in Raskutti et al. (2019). In summary, despite a great
amount of efforts in the literature, a general, fast, and statistical optimal framework for tensor-on-
tensor regression is still underdeveloped.

Moreover, the intrinsic rank r* is usually unknown in practice, while tuning rank is even more
challenging for tensors than matrices as (d + m) parameter values need to be tuned simultaneously.
Thus, an important question is:

2. Can we solve tensor-on-tensor regression robustly without knowing the intrinsic rank?

To this end, we adopt a rank over-parameterization scheme: we introduce a conservative guess of
rank r:= (r1,...,7q4m) = (r{,...,7},,,) and solve the following tensor-on-tensor regression under
the possibly over-parameterized regime:

. _ 1
R = argmin  f(X)i= 2 |Y - S (X[,

AERPLX " XPdtm

subject to Tucrank(X) <r.

(3)

Here, Tucrank(X’) is the Tucker rank of X (see formal definition in the Notation and Prelimi-
naries Section). In most of the aforementioned literature, the ranks were assumed to be correctly
specified and the results do not directly apply to the possibly over-parameterized scenario in (3).
We will illustrate later that Riemannian optimization is an ideal scheme to treat rank-constrained
optimization like (3). However, under the over-parameterized regime, the classic convergence theory
of Riemannian optimization does not apply since the true parameter X* is merely a boundary point
of the Riemannian manifold consisting of tensors with incorrectly specified rank.

In addition, tensor problems often exhibit statistical-computational gaps (Hillar and Lim, 2013;
Richard and Montanari, 2014). For example, in scalar-on-tensor regression, i.e., m = 0, and suppose
pr=-=pg=pandr{=---=rj=7r"is known and the design is Gaussian ensemble (to be
formally introduced in Section 3), it has been shown that rank minimization recovers X* with
Q(pr* +r*%) samples; but the rank minimization is generally NP-hard to compute (Hillar and Lim,
2013). On the other hand, all existing polynomial-time algorithms require at least Q(p%/2r* + r*?)
samples to guarantee recovery (Han et al., 2022). So when d > 3, there exists a significant gap on
the sample complexities between what can be achieved information theoretically and by existing
polynomial-time algorithms. Intriguingly, this gap seems to close when d = 2, i.e., in the matrix
case, since p¥2r* 4 r*d — pr* 4 r*d So we ask:

8. Is there any statistical-computational gap in tensor-on-tensor regression? What is the difference
between tensor and matrix settings?

In the era of big data, Riemannian optimization and over-parameterization have become a
common remedy for nonconvexity in high-dimensional statistics and machine learning, where the
statistical-computational gap is a prevalent phenomenon. As these ingredients nicely gather in
tensor-on-tensor regression, a more open-ended question is

4. Is there any interplay among Riemannian optimization, over-parameterization, and statistical-
computational gap?




1.2 Owur Contributions

We aim to answer the four questions above. Our specific contributions include:
(Over-parameterization, algorithms, convergence theory, and statistical optimality) We
address the unknown intrinsic rank through the rank over-parameterization scheme in (3). We intro-
duce the Riemannian gradient descent (RGD) and Riemannian Gauss-Newton (RGN) algorithms for
tensor-on-tensor regression and develop the corresponding convergence guarantees. We specifically
show with proper initialization, RGD and RGN respectively converge linearly and quadratically
to the true parameter X'* up to some statistical error. Especially in the noiseless setting, i.e.,
€ =0, RGD and RGN respectively converge linearly and quadratically to the exact parameter X*.
Our convergence theory for over-parameterized Riemannian optimization algorithms is novel, covers
the rank under-parameterized cases as well, and cannot be inferred from the standard convergence
theories in the Riemannian optimization literature, since the true parameter X* only lies on the
boundary of the working Riemannian manifold consisting of tensors with incorrectly specified rank.
We further show the estimation error achieved by RGD and RGN matches the minimax risk lower
bound under the Gaussian ensemble design. To our best knowledge, this is the first algorithmic
convergence result for tensor-on-tensor regression with optimal statistical error guarantees. In the
specific over-parameterized matrix trace regression setting, our results yield the first linear /quadratic
convergence guarantee for RGD/RGN. Compared to the existing results on factorized GD in the
over-parameterized matrix trace regression (Zhuo et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2021), our second-order
algorithm RGN and the corresponding theory are novel, which improve the results in literature in
many ways.

Our convergence theory reveals an intriguing phenomenon: in tensor-on-tensor regression, Rie-
mannian optimization algorithms adapt to over-parameterized scenarios without modi-
fications. This is significantly different from the classic factorized gradient descent algorithm where
preconditioning is needed. Table 1 compares our results with the existing ones on over-parameterized
matrix trace regression.

Over-parameterized Matrix Trace Regression

Algorithm statistical | convergence rqulre parafmeter
error rate rate tuning | matrix type
RGD optimal linear no eneral
(this work) p &
RGN . .
(this work) optimal quadratic | no general
Factorized GD . .
(Zhuo et al., 2021) optimal sublinear yes PSD
Preconditioned . .
Factorized GD (Zhang et al., 2021) suboptimaf  linear yes PSD

Table 1: Riemannian gradient descent (RGD), Riemannian Gauss-Newton (RGN) versus factorized
gradient descent (Factorized GD), preconditioned factorized GD for over-parameterized matrix trace
regression.

Although developing proper initialization for all cases of tensor-on-tensor regression is difficult,
we introduce spectral methods that yield adequate initializations for both RGD and RGN in three
prominent instances, scalar-on-tensor regression, tensor-on-vector regression, and matriz trace re-
gression under Gaussian ensemble design.

(Statistical-computational gap and sample size requirement) In this paper, we establish



the first rigorous evidence on the statistical-computational gap in scalar-on-tensor regression via
low-degree polynomials methods. Our argument shows n = Q(pd/ 2) samples are necessary for any
polynomial-time method to succeed. Existing hardness evidence from low-degree polynomials is
often established for statistical problems with the simple “signal+noise" structure. Such a structure
enables the decoupling of signal and noise that simplifies the analysis. To our best knowledge, our
low-degree hardness evidence is the first one for problems with complex correlated structures.

Based on the computational lower bounds and algorithmic upper bounds developed in this
paper, we draw Figure 1 to illustrate the sample size requirements in over-parameterized matrix
trace regression with d = 2 (Panel (a)) and scalar-on-tensor regression, a prominent instance of
tensor-on-tensor regression, with d > 3 (Panel (b)). When the input rank r is greater than ,/p, i.e.,
in the heavily over-parameterized regime, we show that an extra sample complexity is needed for
RGD and RGN to converge in both regressions. When the input rank r is between 7* and /p, i.e.,
in the moderately over-parameterized regime, extra sample complexity is still required in matrix
trace regression (Figure 1(a)). On the other hand, in scalar-on-tensor regression (Figure 1(b)), no
larger sample size is required to account for the inflated input rank, as the red line is flat in the “no
extra cost" regime in Figure 1(b).

This alludes to an important message, moderate rank over-parameterization is cost-free
in terms of sample size for a computationally feasible optimal estimator in scalar-
on-tensor regression. The computational barrier, although being a tough scenario and is often
referred to as the “curse of computability," becomes a “blessing” to over-parameterization here, as
no extra samples are required if this large but essential sample size condition is met to guarantee
that the computationally feasible estimator is achievable!

(a) (b)

d
samplesize n = O(pr +r?) sample size n = 0(pz + pr +r%)

no cost regime
[

T Teomp = O@) | Teomp =00
. | — 'i

r P P Inputrankr T’ VP P Inputrankr

Figure 1: Comparison of sample size requirements in over-parameterized matrix trace (Panel (a))
and scalar-on-tensor regressions (Panel (b)) under Gaussian ensemble design. Here the red line
denotes the sample size (n) requirements for the RGD and RGN to succeed with input rank r and
spectral initialization and black line (ncomp) is the sample complexity of the computational limit,
i.e. the minimum sample size requirement for any efficient algorithms. For simplicity, we assume
pL=...=pg=p,T1=...=rg=r,r] =...=r5=1r" dand r* are some fixed constants, £ = 0
and X* is well-conditioned.

(New technical tools) We introduce a series of technical tools for theory development in this pa-
per, including a tangent space projection error bound, a tensor decomposition perturbation bound
under the over-parameterized setting, and a simple formula for computing expected values of Her-
mite polynomials on correlated multivariate Gaussian random variables while developing low-degree
polynomials lower bounds. See Section 6 for a summary of our technical contributions.

(Implementation details and numerical experiments) Finally, we discuss the implementation



details of RGD and RGN for tensor-on-tensor regression in Section 7. We specifically find a reduction
from computing RGN update to solving (m + 1) separate least squares. This reduction yields a fast
implementation of RGN. We conduct numerical studies to show the convergence and required sample
size of our proposed algorithms match our theoretical findings. We also compare the numerical
performance of our algorithms with existing ones. The results show the proposed algorithms have
significant advantages in both rank correctly-specified and overspecified tensor-on-tensor regression.

1.3 Related Prior Work

This work is related to several lines of research on over-parameterization, Riemannian optimization,
and computational barriers in tensor problems.

First, over-parameterization has attracted much attention in modern data science due to the
great success of deep learning. The concept of over-parameterization generally refers to the sce-
nario when learning problems include more model parameters than necessary. Recent studies show
that over-parameterization brings both computational and statistical benefits when solving com-
plex problems (Soltanolkotabi et al., 2018; Bartlett et al., 2020; Belkin et al., 2019). There is a
vast amount of literature on studying the role of over-parameterization to demystify deep learn-
ing (Bartlett et al., 2021; Belkin, 2021). This paper focuses on the effect of over-parameterization
specifically in the rank-constrained tensor-on-tensor regression problem. In particular, we consider
a special type of over-parameterization where the input rank to the model is overspecified.

Second, Riemannian manifold optimization methods have been powerful in solving optimization
problems with geometric constraints (Absil et al., 2009). Many progresses in this topic were made
for the low-rank matrix estimation (Keshavan et al., 2009; Boumal and Absil, 2011; Wei et al.,
2016; Meyer et al., 2011; Mishra et al., 2014; Vandereycken, 2013; Huang and Hand, 2018; Luo
et al., 2020; Hou et al., 2020). Moreover, Riemannian manifold optimization methods under various
Riemannian geometries have been explored in many tensor problems, such as tensor decomposition
(Eldén and Savas, 2009; Savas and Lim, 2010; Ishteva et al., 2009; Breiding and Vannieuwenhoven,
2018), scalar-on-tensor regression (Kressner et al., 2016; Luo and Zhang, 2021), tensor completion
(Kasai and Mishra, 2016; Dong et al., 2021; Kressner et al., 2014; Heidel and Schulz, 2018; Xia and
Yuan, 2017; Steinlechner, 2016; Wang et al., 2021; Cai et al., 2021), and robust tensor PCA (Cai
et al., 2022).

Third, many high-dimensional tensor problems exhibit the statistical-computational gaps, i.e.
the gap between different signal-to-noise ratio thresholds that make the problem information-
theoretically solvable versus polynomial-time solvable. Rigorous evidence for such gaps have been
provided to tensor completion (Barak and Moitra, 2016), tensor PCA/SVD (Zhang and Xia, 2018;
Brennan and Bresler, 2020; Dudeja and Hsu, 2021; Choo and d’Orsi, 2021), and tensor cluster-
ing (Luo and Zhang, 2022; Han et al., 2020). This work provides the first rigorous evidence for
the statistical-computational gap in scalar-on-tensor regression under the low-degree polynomials
framework.

Finally, a special case of our setting, over-parameterized matrix trace regression, attracts much
attention recently. The results along this line include two categories: (1) r = r* and n = O((p1 +
p2)r): the problem is over-parameterized and identifiable Zhuo et al. (2021); Zhang et al. (2021);
Ding et al. (2021a); (2) » = r* and n = O((p1 + p2)r*): as the sample size is smaller than
the number of free parameters in the model, there can be infinitely many solutions to (3) and
the model is unidentifiable. One important finding in Category (2) is that with small magnitude
initialization, vanilla gradient descent under the factorization formulation tends to implicitly bias
towards a low-rank solution (Gunasekar et al., 2017; Li et al., 2018, 2020; Fan et al., 2022; Stoger
and Soltanolkotabi, 2021; Ma and Fattahi, 2022; Jiang et al., 2022). Our work provides a unified



simple Riemannian optimization framework to solve the general tensor-on-tensor regression problem
under the setting in Category (1). The implication of our results in over-parameterized matrix trace
regression are further discussed in Remarks 6 and 8.

1.4 Organization of the Paper

After a brief introduction of notation and preliminaries in Section 1.5, we introduce our main algo-
rithms, Riemannian gradient descent and Riemannian Gauss-Newton in Section 2. The convergence
results of RGD and RGN in the general tensor-on-tensor regression and applications in specific ex-
amples are discussed in Sections 3 and 4, respectively. Computational limits are discussed in Section
5. Technical contributions are summarized in Section 6. Implementation details of RGD/RGN and
numerical studies are presented in Sections 7 and 8, respectively. Conclusion and future work are
given in Section 9. Additional algorithms, numerical studies and all technical proofs are collected
in Supplements A-I.

1.5 Notation and Preliminaries

Let [r] = {1,...,r} for any positive integer r. Lowercase letters (e.g., a), lowercase boldface letters
(e.g., u), uppercase boldface letters (e.g., U), and boldface calligraphic letters (e.g., .A) denote
scalars, vectors, matrices, and order-3-or-higher tensors, respectively. We use bracket subscripts
to denote sub-vectors, sub-matrices, and sub-tensors. For any matrix D € RP1*P2_ let o1 (D) be
the kth largest singular value of D. We also denote SVD, (D) = [u; ---u,] and QR(D) as the
subspace composed of the leading r left singular vectors and the @ part of the QR decomposition of
D, respectively. I, represents the r-by-r identity matrix. Let Qp, = {U € RP*" : U'U =1,} and
for any U € O, ,, denote Py = UU'. The matricization operation My(-) unfolds an order-d tensor
along mode k to a matrix, say A € RP1**Pd to My(A) € RP:*P—k where p_j = H#kpj and
its detailed definition is provided in Supplement B. The Frobenius norm of tensor A is defined as

1/2
|Alr = <Zi1,...,id Az ]> . The Tucker rank of an order-d tensor A, denoted by Tucrank(.A),

[i1,eeesig

is defined as a d-tuple r := (r1,...,74), where 1 = rank(Mj(A)). Any Tucker rank-(rq,...,7rq)
tensor A admits the following Tucker decomposition (Tucker, 1966): A = [S;Uy,...,Uy] =
S x1 Uy x --- x4 Uy, where § € R™*"" %7 is the core tensor and U, = SVD,, (My(.A)) is the
mode-k top 7 left singular vectors. Here, the mode-k product of A € RP1*""*Pd with a matrix
B € R"™*Pt_denoted by A xp B, is a p1 X -+ X pp_1 X g X Ppy1 X -+ X pg-dimensional tensor,
and its definition is provided in Supplement B. The following abbreviations are used to denote the
tensor-matrix product along multiple modes: A XZ=1 U :=Ax1 U x - x3Ug; A Xz Up =
Ax1Upx---Xp 1 Up_1 X1 Ugyq x - - x4Uy. For any order-d tensor Z € RP1**Pd and a d-tuple

=(r1,...,rq), let Zax(r) = Z xg 1 Py be the best Tucker rank r approximation of Z in terms

P Uy HF
be a constant that
are noted similarly.

of Frobenius norm, where (ﬁl, . Ud) is the solution to arg maxy, co,, ., k=1,
(De Lathauwer et al., 2000b, Theorem 4.2). Throughout the paper, let ¢(d)
depends on d only, whose actual value varies from line to line; ¢1(m), ca(d, m)
Finally, we denote @7* as the adjoint of the linear operator <.

2 Riemannian Optimization for Tensor-on-Tensor Regression

Riemannian optimization concerns optimizing a real-valued function f whose domain is a Rieman-
nian manifold M (Absil et al., 2009). The continuous optimization on the Riemannian manifold



update in Ty, M

retraction

Figure 2: Pictorial illustration of steps in Riemannian optimization

often requires calculations on the tangent space due to its common non-linearity. A typical proce-
dure of a Riemannian optimization method includes three steps per iteration: 1. find the tangent
space of M; 2. update the point on the tangent space; 3. map the point from the tangent space
back to the manifold, i.e., retraction. A pictorial illustration for the three steps in Riemannian op-
timization is presented in Figure 2. The readers are also referred to Absil et al. (2009) and Boumal
(2020) for more discussions on Riemannian optimization.

2.1 Geometry of Low Tucker Rank Tensor Manifolds

Denote the collection of (pi,...,Pd,Pd+1;---,Pdim)-dimensional tensors of Tucker rank r :=
(Plyee oy TdsTds1s .-y Tdem) Dby My = {X € RPY*Pitm Tucrank(X) = r}. Then M, forms
a {HCHI”TJ + 2 +1 ri(p; — )}—dimensional smooth submanifold embedded in RP1**Pd+m

(Uschmajew and Vandereycken, 2013). Recall in the general over-parameterized scenario, r may be
different from r*, the actual rank of tensor of interest. Suppose X € M, has Tucker decomposition
[S;Ui,...,Uyg, Ugit, ..., Ugim]. Define Vi = QR(M(S)T), which corresponds to the row space
of Mg(S), and for k =1,...,d + m, define

Wi i= (Ugtm®@ QU1 @Up1 ®---@U1) Vi € Op_, 1y (4)

where p_; = H;lii”] 41 Pj- By the tensor matricization formula provided in Supplement B, Uy, Wy,
correspond to the subspaces of the column and row spans of My(X), respectively. Koch and
Lubich (2010) provided the explicit formulas for the tangent space of M, at X', denoted by TxM,
(see Supplement B for the expression). We equip M, with the Riemannian metric induced by the
natural Euclidean inner product {-,-). Under this metric, the following operator Pr, projects any
tensor Z € RP1*"*Pd+m onto the tangent space Tx My,

d+m
Pry(2):=Z2 Xd+m Py, + Z Te(Pu,, Mi(Z2)Pw,), (5)
k=1

where Tk (-) denotes the mode-k tensorization, i.e., the reverse operator of My(-).

2.2 Riemannian Gradient Descent and Gauss-Newton for Tensor-on-Tensor Re-
gression

The Riemannian gradient of a smooth function f : M, — R at X € M, is defined as the unique

tangent vector grad f(X) € TaM, such that (grad f(X),Z) = D f(X)[Z],Y 2 € TxM,, where
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Df(X)[Z] denotes the directional derivative of f at point X along direction Z. We can calculate
the Riemannian gradient for the tensor-on-tensor regression as follows.

Lemma 1 (Riemannian gradient). For f(X) in (3), grad f(X) = Pr, (&*(/(X) — Y)), where
¥ is the adjoint operator of < .

By Lemma 1, a natural idea of RGD update is X'*9% = X' — o, P, o/*(o/(X") = Y), where
the stepsize a; is chosen as the local steepest descent direction with a closed form as

1
o = al"gmin§ Hy — o (Xt - aPTxt*Q{*(‘Qf(Xt> _y))Hi‘

aceR
Py (o ((X1) - V) (6)
[Py (*( (X)) — D)2

As illustrated in Figure 2, the updated iterate X**%° may not be on the Riemannian manifold

M,. We can apply two types of computationally efficient retractions to bring X**%5 back to M:
truncated high-order singular value decomposition (T-HOSVD) (De Lathauwer et al., 2000a) or
sequentially truncated high-order singular value decomposition (ST-HOSVD) (Vannieuwenhoven
et al., 2012). The pseudocode of T-HOSVD and ST-HOSVD are given in Algorithms 5 and 6 in
Supplement A, respectively.

Moreover, the first-order methods, such as RGD described above, can suffer from slow conver-
gence and low precision in large-scale settings. A natural remedy is to apply second-order methods,
such as the Newton algorithm. For tensor-on-tensor regression, the Riemannian Newton relies on
the construction and inversion of Riemannian Hessian, which is analytically difficult to develop and
computationally intensive. Alternatively, the following Riemannian Gauss-Newton update is a nice
approximation of the Riemannian Newton for the nonlinear least squares objective (Absil et al.,
2009, Section 8.4.1):

—grad f(X*) = Pr,, (/*(</(n))), where n € Tx:M. (7)

Gauss-Newton has a similar per-iteration complexity as first-order methods but requires much fewer
iterations to converge in several other tensor decomposition problems (Sorber et al., 2013). The
direct calculation of (7) is still complicated. Surprisingly, we can show the Gauss-Newton equation
(7) for tensor-on-tenor regression is equivalent to the following least squares equation.

Lemma 2. For f(X) in (3), suppose the current iterate is Xt. Then the Riemannian Gauss-Newton
update is nREN = arg IninneTxtl\/ﬂr %Hy — o/ Pr,, (Xt +n)|3.

As we will discuss in Section 7 that under some mild condition on &7, the least squares problem in
(8) has a unique solution and can be implemented and solved efficiently via solving (m + 1) separate
least squares based on Lemma 2. The pseudocode of the overall RGD and RGN procedures are
summarized in Algorithm 1.

Remark 1 (Riemannian Optimization for Bounded Rank Constraint). The classic RGD/RGN
methods are designed to optimize on smooth manifolds. This corresponds to minimizing the objective
function in (3) with the fized Tucker rank constraint Tucrank(X') = r since My is a smooth manifold.
Note that {X : Tucrank(X) < r} is not a smooth manifold while such bounded rank constraint
1s essential to handle over-parameterization, the classic theory no longer applies. Regardless, we
propose to continue using Algorithm 1 even with the bounded rank constraint.

11



Algorithm 1 Riemannian Gradient Descent/Gauss-Newton for (Over-parameterized) Tensor-on-
Tensor Regression
Input: Y € R"*Pa+1>XPatm Ay A, € RPr*>Pa ¢ input Tucker rank r, and initialization
X0 of Tucker rank r.
1: fort=0,1,...,tmax — 1 do
2: (RGD Update) Compute X+0-5 = xt — o Pr,,, /(o (X") = ¥), where a; is given in (6).
(RGN Update) Solve the least squares problem

o1
X105 = aremin 5”)} — JZ%PTXt(X)H%‘ ®)
XGTXtMr

3: Update X+ = H, (Xt+0’5). Here H,(-) is the retraction map onto M, e.g., ST-HOSVD
and T-HOSVD.
4: end for

Output: X'tmax,

3 Theory of RGD/RGN in Tensor-on-Tensor Regression

For technical convenience in convergence analysis of RGD and RGN, we first introduce the Tensor
Restricted Isometry Property (TRIP).

Definition 1 (Tensor Restricted Isometry Property (TRIP)). Let o : RPU*Pdtm
R™M*Pa+1xXPa+m be g linear map. For a fivzed (d+m)-tupler = (r1,...,rqrm) with 1 < rp < pg, de-
fine the r-tensor restricted isometry constant to be the smallest number Ry such that (1—Ry)|| 2|2 <
|7 (Z)|3 < (1 + Ry)| Z|% holds for all Z of Tucker rank at most r. If 0 < Ry < 1, we say o/
satisfies r-tensor restricted isometry property (r— TRIP).

TRIP can be seen as a tensor generalization of the popular restricted isometry property (RIP)
(Candeés and Plan, 2011). TRIP was used in various tensor inverse problems (Rauhut et al., 2017).
The next Proposition 1 shows &/ satisfies TRIP with high probability when & is generated from a
sufficient number of sub-Gaussian measurements.

Proposition 1 (TRIP Under sub-Gaussian). Suppose < is defined as (2) and each entry of A; is
independently drawn from mean zero variance 1/n sub-Gaussian distributions. There ezists universal
constants C,c > 0 such that for any Tucker rank r = (ri,...,7q+m) and 0 < Ry < 1, as long as
n = C(Zle(pi —ri)ri + Hf;l ;) log(d)/R2, o satisfies the TRIP with v-TRIP constant Ry with
probability at least 1 — exp(—c(Z?zlpi)).

Now, we are ready to present the convergence theories for RGD and RGN.

Theorem 1 (Convergence of RGD). Assume the tensor rank of X* is v* and the input rank to
Algorithm 1 is v > r*. Suppose < satisfies 2r-TRIP, and the initialization X° satisfies | X9 —

X*p < (d+m)(1+gz:+,*—Rzr)A’ where A 1= ming_1,_g+m 0, (M (X*)) is the minimum of least
singular values at each matricization of X*. In addition, we assume Rop < m and
A > W orirt FeCEMENEEI (e (£)) oyl Then for all t > 0,
| X! — x*|p
<2120 = e + 2D ) o

1_R2r
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Recall (9/*(E))max(2r) denotes the best Tucker rank 2r approzimation of the tensor <o/*(E).
Especially if € =0, {X'} converges linearly to X*:

|2 — X <27 X0 — XF[p, V=0

Theorem 2 (Convergence of RGN). Assume the tensor rank of X* is v* and the input rank to
Algorithm 1ist > r*. Suppose o/ satisfies 2r- TRIP and the initialization X satisfies || X0 —X*|p <

1Ry
4(d+m)(\/d+m+1)(21+R2r+r* —rpmy 2 Then for all't >0,

X — X*|r
2(vVd+m+1)

<2721 &0 — x*||p +
I 3 I Ro

1(*(€)) max(2r) |7-
Especially if € = 0, {X'} converges quadratically to X*:
|x"— &% < 27| X0 — X*|p, V0.

Theorems 1 and 2 show that with proper assumptions on ./ and initialization, iterates
of RGD and RGN converge linearly and quadratically to the ball of center X* and radius
O(II(*(€))max(ar)|lF), respectively. If £ = 0, i.e., in the noiseless case, X" generated by RGD/RGN
converges linearly /quadratically to the exact X*. These results show the convergence of RGD and
RGN are both robust against rank over-parameterization.

Remark 2 (General Input Rank and Under-parameterization). Suppose r is a general input rank
(possibly under-parameterized, e.g., i, < ry for some k), we can rewrite (1) into Y; = (A;, X' ) +E],
where X' is the best rank r approzimation of X* and E! = & + (A;, X* — X"),.. Similar results to
Theorems 1 and 2 hold if &; is replaced by E. We have the following contraction error bounds for
RGD and RGN for general input rank and under-parameterized cases:

| X0 — X'||p N 2(vVd+m+1)

HXt — X/HF < ot 1—R, H(”Q{*(g,))max(Qr)HF’
|0 — X' 2(v/d+m+1)
th — X/HF < o2 + 1—R, H(M*(g,))max(Qr)HF'

Remark 3 (Convergence Guarantees Under Over-parameterized Scenario Compared with Litera-
ture). When € = 0, the convergent point X* of RGD and RGN has Tucker rank r*, which falls out
of the manifold My when r > r*, i.e., the over-parameterized scenario. Because of this, the stan-
dard convergence theory of RGD/RGN does not imply the convergence results in Theorems 1 and 2
to our best knowledge. Especially in the low-rank matriz trace regression setting, (Barber and Ha,
2018, Theorem 4.1) established a local convergence result of RGD with a bounded rank constraint
for a general objective f satisfying restricted strong convezity and smoothness. However, the local
convergence radius implied by their theory shrinks to 0 in our setting and does not directly apply.
Also see more discussions on the convergence of various Riemannian optimization algorithms with
bounded rank constraints in Schneider and Uschmajew (2015); Levin et al. (2021); Olikier et al.
(2022).

Remark 4 (Conditions). We impose the mild condition A = Q([[(7*(E))max(2r)|F) while analyz-
ing RGD. Since the forthcoming Theorem 4 shows Q([[(2/*(E))max(or)|[F) is the essential statistical
error, A < O(||(*(€) )max(ar)llF) can be a trivial case from a statistical perspective because the ini-
tialization XV is already optimal and no further refinement is needed in such the scenario. Another
key condition on initialization will be discussed in Section 4.
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Next, we show in two ways that the statistical error O (||(#*(€))max(2r)|lF) achieved by RGD
and RGN is essential. First, in Theorem 3, we show the estimators with small loss, such as the
global minimizer of the loss function (3), achieve the same error rate.

Theorem 3 (Upper Bound for Estimators with Small Loss and Global Minimizers). Suppose
o satisfies 2r-TRIP with TRIP constant Roy (Definition 1). Let X be any estimator such that
Tucrank(X) < r and Hy (X )||F < \|y o (X*)|%, i.c., the loss function value of X is no

bigger than X*. Then |X — X*|p < 17R2r [(«7*(E))max Qr)HF.

Second, we focus on the Gaussian ensemble design, which has been widely considered as a
benchmark-setting in the literature on compressed sensing, and matrix/tensor regression (Candés
and Plan, 2011; Raskutti et al., 2019). In Theorem 4, we establish the minimax estimation error

rate under Gaussian ensemble design, which demonstrates the statistical optimality of RGD and
RGN.

Definition 2 (Tensor-on-tensor Regression Under Gaussian Ensemble Design). We say the tensor-
on-tensor regression (1) is generated from the Gaussian ensemble design if { A;}7_, and {&;}7_, are
generated independently, A; has i.i.d. N(0,1/n) entries, and &; has i.i.d. N(0,0%/n) entries.

Theorem 4 (Error Bound Under Gaussian Ensemble and Minimax Risk Upper and Lower Bounds).
Consider the tensor-on-tensor regression problem (1) under Gaussian ensemble design (Definition

2) and let df = S ri(ps — i) + [T ra

e (Upper bound) When n = C(X%(pi — ri)ri + [0y i) log(d) for some large positive constant
C, with probability at least 1 — exp(—ci(d,m)p), [(Z*(E))max(en)|lF < c2(d, m)ag/% for some

ci(d,m),ca(d,m) > 0, where p := min; p;. Furthermore, for X in Theorem 3, we have EHP/C\' -

X[ < Cod,m)oy /L.

e (Lower bound) Consider the parameter space of all py X -+ X pgym-dimensional tensors of Tucker
rank at most v = (ri,...,rqgem):

Fpr = {X € RP*Pdim Tyucrank(X) < r}.

Suppose miny, ry, = C' for some absolute constant C'. Then there exists a absolute constant ¢ > 0
that does not depend on r and p such that inf gsupxer, . IEH)? — X|r = coy/ %.

4 Applications, Initialization, and Guarantees in Specific Scenarios

The convergence theory in Theorems 1 and 2 rely on a good initialization. As it is challenging to
develop a universal initialization algorithm that handles all settings of tensor-on-tensor regression
with provable guarantees, we focus on the three most representative cases appearing in applications
and literature, scalar-on-tensor regression, tensor-on-vector regression, and matriz trace regression,
to show various spectral methods yield adequate initializations.

4.1 Scalar-on-tensor Regression

The scalar-on-tensor regression corresponds to the general tensor-on-tensor regression model (1)
with m = 0. It can be written as

y=d(X*) +e, ory;, ={(A;, X*) +¢€;,i€[n] (10)
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Here, y are observations, € € R™ are unknown noise, and X* € RP1*""*Pd ig an order-d Tucker
rank r* tensor that links response y; to tensor covariates A;, which is the parameter of interest.
A (X*) = ((Ag, X%, ... {(An, X*))T. We propose the following Algorithm 2 on initialization.

Algorithm 2 Initialization for (Over-parameterized) Scalar-on-tensor Regression

Input: y; e R, A; e RPr**Pd for 4 = 1,...,n and input Tucker rank r = (rq,...,rg).
1: Calculate UY = SVD,, (My(*(¥))),k = 1,...,d.
2: For k =1 to d, apply one-iteration HOOI, i.e., calculate

U} = SVD,, (Mi(*(y) xj<r (U9 xon (THT)).

wn

Recall SVD,.(-) returns the matrix composed of the leading r left singular vectors of matrix
Output: X° = &7*(y) x¢_, ﬁi(ﬁ,lg)T

Theorem 5 (Initialization and Overall Guarantees in Scalar-on-tensor Regression). Consider the
over-parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression under Gaussian ensemble design. Denote df =

(-i: D — 1) + C.lz r; and suppose n = c(d w dz i 12 4 df | ) for some con-
=1 i=1 A i=1
stant c¢(d). Then with probability at least 1 — g‘c for some C > 0,

o X0 returned from Algorithm 2 satisfies the initialization conditions in Theorems 1 and 2;

e consider RGD and RGN initialized with X°, then as long as tmax > log (Acl(Z)/jf> v 0 for

M/n/df
ca(d)o

|t — 27 < ex(d)y/ L.

Remark 5 (Sample Complexity for Over-parameterized Scalar-on-tensor Regression). Suppose
|X*Z2 = Co? for some C > 0, k := A/A = O(1) where A = maxg_1__q01(Mp(X*)) and
pL=DpP2 = ...=p, 11 ="y =...=r,17 =1r5... =71 then the overall sample complez-
ity for RGD/RGN in over-parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression with spectral initialization is
Q(r*(p¥? + pr + r%)). Compared to the sample complexity required for the global minimizer (see
Theorem 3) in this example, i.e., Q(pr + r4) proved in Theorem 4, there is a significant gap be-
tween what can be achieved by the inefficient global minimizer and efficient RGD/RGN algorithms.

Rigorous evidence for this statistical-computational gap will be provided in Section 5.

RGD or tymax = log log( ) v 0 for RGN, we have the output of RGD or RGN satisfies

4.2 Tensor-on-vector Regression

In this section, we consider the tensor-on-vector regression model:
Vi=X*xya] +&, fori=1,...,n, (11)

where Y;, E; € RP2X"*Pm+1 are the observation and noise, X'* € RPL**Pm+1 ig the parameter
tensor of interest with Tucker rank r* and a; € RP! is the covariate vector. We can also write the
model compactly as Y = X* x1 A + € where Y, € € RV PrxPint ;. 0 =Y, Ei. ] = Ei
and A = [a1,...,a,]" € R™ P! is the collection of covariate vectors. We propose the following
Algorithm 3 for initialization and its guarantee is provided in Supplement 77.

IEE AR
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Algorithm 3 Initialization for (Over-parameterized) Tensor-on-vector Regression

Input: Y; € RP2X*Pm+1/ g, € RP! for ¢ = 1,...,n and input Tucker rank r = (r1,...,7m+1).
Output: &x°.

: Compute the QR decomposition of A and denote it by QaRA.

. Calculate UY = SVD,, (M (Y x1 Q) k=1,...,m+ 1.

3: For k =1 to m + 1, apply one-iteration HOOI, i.e., calculate

[N

U} = SVD,, (M((F %1 Q) %<k (UNT x5 (TYT)).

4: Compute X° = (Y x1 QL) in:f ﬁllq(ﬁllc)T
: Return X9 = X0 x; RKI-

ot

Theorem 6 (Initialization and Overall Guarantees in Tensor-on-vector Regression). Consider
the over-parameterized tensor-on-vector regression under Gaussian ensemble design. Denote df =

Z?Ll (pi —ri)ri + Hfill ri. Suppose

d+1
n > c(d) (((Hmm " df) o/ +p1>
=1

for some constant c(d). Then with probability at least 1 — exp(—cp) for some c > 0,

o X returned from Algorithm 3 satisfies the initialization conditions in Theorems 1 and 2;

e moreover, consider RGD and RGN initialized with X°, then as long as tyax = log (ACI (Z)/;lf) v 0

for RGD or tyax = loglog <)‘02(Z)/jf> v 0 for RGN, we have the output of RGD or RGN satisfies

d
2t — 25 < exld)o|

4.3 Matrix Trace Regression

In this model, we observe
vi={A, X" +e,i=1,...,n; ory = & (X*) + ¢, (12)

where y, € € R" are observations and unknown noise and X* € RP1*P2 is a rank r* parameter matrix
of interest.

In matrix trace regression, we can take the retraction map H, in RGD and RGN as the best
rank r matrix projection operator: P,(B) = U[:,l;r]2[1:r,1:7~]V[T;71W]; where B = UXV' is the SVD.
Different from the low-rank projection for tensor of order 3 or higher, P, can be computed efficiently
by truncated SVD. Moreover, suppose X! has economic SVD U!S*V!T then the projection of
Z € RP**P2 onto the tangent space Tx:M, can be written succinctly as Pr.,(Z) = PytZPy: +
PUﬁ_ Z Py + Pyt ZPVi'

We have the following corollary on the guarantees of RGD and RGN in over-parameterized
matrix trace regression.
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Corollary 1 (Convergence of RGD/RGN in Matrix Trace Regression). Consider the (over-
parameterized) matriz trace regression model in (12) with r = r*. Let H, be the rank r truncated
SVD. Suppose of satisfies 2r-RIP.

(RGD) Suppose the initialization X° satisfies | X0 —X*|p < %ar* (X*). In addition,
4(1+R2r+r* —Rar

we assume Roy < 1= and o,%(X*) > Rar(1—Far) )H(%*(s))max(gr) |p. Then {X'} generated by

RGD satisfy for allt = 0,

_ 4
X = X < 277X = X*|r + e (2™ (€)) max(2r) | ¥-
'S
(RGN) If the initialization X satisfies |[X° — X*|p < W}%GT* (X*). Then {X%}
generated by RGN satisfy for allt = 0,
ot
X" = X[ <277 X% = X*[p + & [ (2 (€))max(2r) [F-
T

Especially if e = 0, | X! — X*|p < 271 X° — X*|p for RGD and |X! — X*|p < 272'|X? — X*|p
for RGN.

An efficient initialization for the matrix trace regression is X% = P,.(&/*(y)). The guarantee of
X% and overall performance of RGD and RGN in matrix trace regression are given in Theorem 7.

Theorem 7 (Initialization and Overall Guarantees in Over-parameterized Matrix Trace Regres-
sion). Consider the over-parameterized matriz trace regression under Gaussian ensemble design.

C(o®+[X* |

Denote df = (p1 + p2 — r)r and suppose n = o7, (X5) )df for some C > 0. Then with probability
¥

at least 1 — exp(—cp),
o X' = P.(*(y)) satisfies the initialization conditions in Corollary 1;

e moreover, consider RGD and RGN initialized with X°, then as long as tmax =

log (22X [n ), 0 for RGD > loglog [ Z2XH /n RGN, we have th

g oo i)V for or tmax = loglog o 7V 0 for , we have the
output of RGD or RGN satisfies

d
& — 2| < sy | L
n

Remark 6 (Comparison with Existing Results on Over-parameterized Matrix Trace Regression).
Recently, Zhuo et al. (2021); Zhang et al. (2021) studied the local convergence of factorized gradient
descent (GD) in the same setting as ours. In particular, Zhuo et al. (2021) showed the convergence
rate of the original factorized GD slows down to being sublinear when the input rank r is greater than
the actual rank r*. Zhang et al. (2021) proposed to overcome that by preconditioning the factorized
GD; they showed that the convergence rate of preconditioned factorized GD can be boosted back to
linear for all v = r*. However, the preconditioning step in Zhang et al. (2021) requires a carefully
chosen damping parameter in each iteration and such the choice depends on the unknown noise
variance. In contrast, our proposed RGD and RGN algorithms are easy to implement, tuning-free,
and are unified in both rank correctly-specified and overspecified settings. In addition, in terms of
the theoretical guarantees, the estimation error bound in Zhang et al. (2021) is suboptimal in the
noisy setting, while our bound is minimaz optimal as shown in Theorem 4. Finally, our result is
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also more general since our X* can be a general rank r* matriz while existing works only focus on
positive-semidefinite X*. The readers are referred to Table 1 for a summary of comparisons.

Meanwhile, to satisfy r-RIP, we need n = Q((p1 + p2)r), so our theory is still based on the
“sample size (n) = parameter degree of freedom (df )" scenario. A follow-up question is whether
the “implicit reqularization” phenomenon discussed in the Related Prior Work Section appears
in Riemannian formulated matriz trace regression in the highly over-parameterized regime, i.e.,
“df > n," as such phenomenon was recently observed in factorized gradient descent (Gunasekar
et al., 2017; Li et al., 2018). In fact, the direct application of RGD proposed in this paper does not
enjoy implicit reqularization in the highly over-parameterized regime because when the input rank r
is equal to p1 A p2, RGD reduces to gradient descent in the whole p1-by-p2 matrix parameter space,
which does not enjoy implicit reqularization as it will converge to the minimum Frobenius norm
solution in this over-parameterized setting with near origin initialization (Gunasekar et al., 2017).
Our theory so far does mot cover the highly over-parameterized regime and further investigation is
left as future work.

5 Computational Limits

In this section, we provide the first rigorous evidence for the computatlonal barrier in scalar-on-

tensor regression. Wlthout loss of generality, we assume &; ' LN (0,0%) with 0 < 0% < 1, A; i

N(0,1) and |X*|g + 0? = 1 in establishing the computational lower bound for scalar-on-tensor
regression (10) (see Supplement F-F.1 for a proof). We also consider the setting p; = ... =pg =p
and r{ = ... =r} = r* throughout this section.

We consider a specific hypothesis testing formulation of scalar-on-tensor regression:

Z'Ld
Py N (0,10,

)
DYy &% = /1 - 02",

HO : {(yi,vec(.A,L
Hl : {(yiaveC(A%

x* = (2f,...,2%), 2} "< Uniform({p~1/%, —p~V/2}); (13)
for i € [n], A; i N(0,1),y; is i.i.d. generated
via yi = (X", Ay + &5, & "X N(0,07).

The idea of using low-degree polynomials to predict the statistical-computational gaps is recently
developed in a line of work (Hopkins and Steurer, 2017; Hopkins, 2018). In comparison to sum-
of-squares (SOS) computational lower bounds, the low-degree polynomials method is simpler to
establish and appears to always yield the same results for natural average-case hardness problems,
see Supplement F-F.2 for a detailed review. It is gradually believed that the low-degree polynomials
method is able to capture the essence of what makes sum-of-squares algorithms succeed or fail
(Hopkins, 2018; Kunisky et al., 2019). Our results on the computational hardness of distinguishing
between Hy and H; in scalar-on-tensor regression based on low-degree polynomials are given below.

Theorem 8 (Low-degree Hardness for Scalar-on-tensor Regression). Consider the hypothesis test

(13). For any 0 < <1, if n < %, we have
0
sSup EHl ({y’HA’L}l 1) 1— (5
deg(f)<D

polynomial f: Emy f({yi,Ai}j—,)=0,
Varg, f({yi,Ai}j_,)=1
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It has been widely conjectured in the literature that for a broad class of hypothesis testing
problems: Hy versus Hi, there is a test with runtime n©®) and Type I + II error tending to zero
if and only if there is a successful D-simple statistic, i.e., a polynomial f of degree at most D,
such that Eg, f(X) = 0, Vary,(f?(X)) = 1, and Egy, f(X) — oo (Hopkins, 2018; Kunisky et al.,
2019). Therefore, by setting D = Clogp for any C' > 0, Theorem 8 provides firm evidence for
the statistical-computational gap when n = O(pd/ 2=¢) for any € > 0. Compared to the sample size
requirement in the upper bound mentioned in Remark 5, the computational lower bound established
in Theorem 8 is sharp when r* = O(1),r < \/p. Our Theorem 8 resolves the open question raised
by Rauhut et al. (2017) on the sample complexity requirement for efficient estimators in scalar-on-
tensor regression. Finally, we show in the Supplement F-F.4 Proposition 5 that the hardness of
testing Hy versus H; implies the hardness of estimating X™*.

Remark 7 (Comparison with Existing Low-degree Polynomials Computational Lower Bounds).
There are several pieces of low-degree polynomials hardness evidence for problems with the “signal +
noise" structure in the literature (Hopkins, 2018; Kunisky et al., 2019). Such a structure simplifies
the analysis as the noise part and signal part are decoupled. In contrast, there is little low-degree
polynomials hardness evidence for problems with correlated structures, such as the regression problem
considered in this paper. Our main technical contribution in tackling the correlated structure is a
formula for computing the expectation of Hermite polynomials for correlated multivariate Gaussian
random variables. See details in the Technical Contributions Section in Section 6.

Remark 8 (Comparing Rank Overspecification in Matrix Trace Regression and Scalar-on-tensor
Regression). Suppose r* = O(1). In matriz trace regression, the sample size requirement of the
“spectral initialization + local refinement” estimation scheme is O(pr), where r is the input rank.
Thus, the sample complexity increases linearly as the input rank r increases. Meanwhile, the sample
complezity of the scalar-on-tensor regression under the same estimation scheme is O(pd/Q) when
r < /p (see Remark 5). Due to the computational lower bound of scalar-on-tensor regression
in Theorem 8, the sample complezity Q(pd/ %) is essential for any polynomial-time algorithm to
succeed under proper assumptions. Therefore, no extra samples are needed for efficient estimators
in moderate over-parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression; while such phenomenon does not exist
in its matrix counterpart. See Figure 1 for a pictorial illustration on this distinction.

In addition to the “spectral initialization + local refinement”, random initialization + refinement
by some simple local methods is another effective approach for solving matrixz and tensor problems.
Such a “random initialization + local refinement” scheme has been shown to be effective in over-
parameterized matriz trace regression, where only O(pr*?) samples are needed (Li et al., 2018).
However, initialization with a small enough magnitude and the factorization formulation seem to be
critical there. Due to the space limit, we leave a thorough comparison of these two popular approaches
for over-parameterized tensor-on-tensor regression problems as future work.

6 Technical Contributions

We develop several technical tools to establish the theoretical results in this paper. We summarize
them in this section.

Tackle Over-parameterization in the Convergence Analysis. In the proof of Theorems 1
and 2, we first observe that for any k € Lc/l + m], the mode-k singular subspace of X!, denoted by
Ut can be decomposed as Ul = [I_Jfc UZ] where T._IZ; is composed of the first 7} columns of Ufg
and IVJ’;C is composed of the rest of the (r; — r}) columns of U%. Then the projection operator onto
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UZ, |, the orthogonal complement of Ut | satisfies

Py, =1y, — Pyt =1y, — Pgy — Py = (Iy, — Pyt ) (L, — Py )- (14)

This implies | (I, — Pyt )Z| < |(Ip, — Pt )Z| for any matrix Z with compatible dimension. Based
on this property, we can focus on the first 7} columns of UZ and establish the following lemma,
which plays a key role in establishing the convergence of RGD and RGN.

Lemma 3 (An Over-parameterized Projection Error Bound). Suppose X! € RPLX*Pdtm s qn
order-(d + m) Tucker rank r := (r1,...,74+m) tensor and X* € RP1*"*Pitm 45 an order-(d + m)
Tucker rank v* := (r{,...,r}, ) tensor with v* <r. Then we have

2(d + m)| X' — X*|%
A )

HP(Txt)LX*”F S
where Piryy, = I — Pry, 1s the orthogonal complement of the projector Pry, (5) and X\ :=
i dm Ok (Mp(X*)). FEspecially in the matriz setting, i.e., d + m = 2, a sharper upper
2[X —X* |3

o (X¥)

ming_1

1111

bound holds: |Pir, ), X*|r <

Initialization Guarantees for Scalar-on-tensor Regression and Tensor-on-vector Regres-
sion. A key step of Algorithms 2 and 3 is the one-iteration HOOI (OHOOI) algorithm (Algorithm 4
below). Such one loop update improves the dependence of r* in sample complexity compared to the
vanilla T-HOSVD based initialization in both scalar-on-tensor and tensor-on-vector regressions. In
the proofs of Theorems 5 and 6, we develop the following deterministic tensor perturbation bound
for OHOOI in the over-parameterized regime.

Algorithm 4 One-iteration Higher-Order Orthogonal Iteration (OHOOI)

Input: 7 € RP1XXPa_initialization ﬁg € Op, r., k=1,...,d, input Tucker rank r = (r1,...,rq).
1: For k =1 to d, update U} = SVD,, (Mu(T x;j<i (UDT x sy, (TNT)).

Output: 7 = szzl Pﬁi'

Theorem 9 (Perturbation Bound for Over-parameterized Tensor Decomposition). Suppose ’7~', T €
RP1<xPd T 4s of Tucker rank r* = (r{,...,r}) with Tucker decomposition B x1 Uy x --- x4 Uy,
where B € R™ X% and U, € (O)pkﬁ fork=1,...,d. Let Z =T —T. Suppose the inputs of the
OHOOI algorithm are 'f', Tucker rank v = (r1,...,rq) with r = r* and initializations ﬁg € Op, r,

U0TU,| < g Then the output of

for k=1,...,d. If the initialization error satisfies maxp—i . 4
Algorithm 4, T, satisfies |[T — T|p < 2% - d+ 1| Zmax()|

F-

Low-degree Polynomials Evidence for Problems With Correlated Structures. The main
task in the proof of Theorem 8 is to compute the norm of the truncated likelihood ratio. See
Supplement F-F.2 for a preliminary of low-degree polynomials method. Since the data are i.i.d.
Gaussian under the null hypothesis of (13), the main challenge boils down to computing the expected
Hermite polynomials on correlated multivariate Gaussian. In the following Lemma 4, we provide a
simple formula for that. This lemma can be useful in establishing low-degree polynomials hardness
evidence for other problems with complex structures. Let {hj}ren be the normalized univariate
Hermite polynomials hy = ﬁHk where {Hj}ren are univariate Hermite polynomials which are
defined by the following recurrence: Hy(z) = 1, Hy(z) = x, Hyy1(x) = xHy(x) — kHy_1(x) for
k>1.
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Lemma 4 (Expected Hermitian Polynomials on Correlated Multivariate Gaussian). Suppose w

is a positive integer, Y € R, X = (Xy,...,X,) € RY are random variable and random vectors,
T
respectively, and (Y, X) ~ N (0, [111 111 ]) withu = (uy,...,uy). For any integers «, b1, ..., By =
w
B . o
0, E (ha(Y) [T, hﬁj(Xj)> = ﬂﬁj T u e = X552, B)), where 1(:) in the indicator
function.

7 Implementation Details of RGD and RGN

In this section, we complement the implementation details of RGD and RGN proposed in Section
2.2.

Implementation of RGD. First, by the definition of the adjoint map, &/* : R?*Pd+1X"XPd+m
RPL*XPatm  gatisfies (A (21),2Z2) = (Z1,9*(2y)) for any Z; € RPI*Pdim Z, ¢

R™*Pd+1>XPd+m - Simple manipulation yields:

M*(Zz)[kly---vkdvjlr--z]m Z (4,915, [kh wkal
Combining this with the formula of projection Pr,, in (5), we can calculate xtos = xt
a¢Pr,,,«/*(#/(X") = ¥) and implement the RGD update.

Implementation of RGN. To illustrate the implementation details of RGN, we first introduce
the following lemma.

Lemma 5 (Spectrum of PTXt%*%PTxt). Suppose X is of Tucker rank at most r and the linear
map < satisfies the 2r-TRIP. Then for any tensor Z € Ty My,

(1 = Ror)|IZ|r < | Pry, &< Pr,, (Z)|r < (1 + Ray)|| Z]F, (15)
and

| Z]le
1+ Roy

_ Z|r
< |(Pry et Pr ) (2) e < AZIE (16)

11— Ry

Lemma 5 shows the linear operator Pr,,, * Pr,,,, which is a mapping from T:M; to itself, is
provably invertible under TRIP condition, which further implies the least squares in RGN update,
X105 = arg minyer, , M, Y- o Pr,, (X)|2, has a unique solution. In the following Proposition
2, we show that the RGN update can be reduced to solving (m + 1) least squares, which renders a
fast implementation of RGN.

Proposition 2 (Efficient Implementation of RGN Update). Suppose Xt has Tucker decomposition
St x%’:ln Ut Then the RGN update, i.e., X055 — arg Ilflim;t‘eTth\/JIr %Hy - »QfPTxt(X)”%, s equal

0 X105 — Bt xdtm gt L ydim gt Ul D x U, where

o (B!, {D} k 1) 1s the solution of the following least squares with design matriz size nl_[ldiﬁl 7 X
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(TTaZT ri + ey Pk — 7))
(B, {D}}{_,)

. d ¢T
= arg min Hyz X1%q Ul+d (A; xj-1U; By
BERTlx'“X’“dan’
DkeR(Pk—%)”k,k=1,...,d
d
t
_Z<AkakL ];ék:U] 78 Xka’>*
k=1

n
. d tT
= arg min Z > ((yz <2y Ulia) oy — CA xS UGB g
BeR™1 X XTd4m i1
DkeR@k*%)”k k=1,....d

gielra+i]i=1,...m
T 2
_ Z<Ut M, (A Xg;ékU ") (Mk(Sf;,...,:,jl,...,jm])) 7Dk>)

o fork=d+1,...,d+m,

D' =  argmin Yy — AD] |3,

D] eR"k*(PE—"k)
d T ot T | TUXTY
where Ay, = (./\/lk_d(<A¢ x5_1 U; ,S>*)> € Ri=dt1.i2k Yy =

T VYT 17t i (o
(Mi—a(Vi xi-a ULy)) Ufp € R ommn,

In the tensor-on-vector regression (d = 1), the update of RGN has a cleaner and fully closed
expression as follows.

Lemma 6 (RGN Update in Tensor-on-vector Regression). Consider the RGN for tensor-on-vector
regression in (11). Suppose ATA is invertible where A is the collection of covariate vectors and
the iterate at iteration t is Xt = [8; UL, UL, ..., Ul 1. Then the solution X5 in (8) has a
closed-form expression:

1+m
XS — BT UL 4+ Y 8 x UL D, e UF,
k=1
where
My(BY = (UTATAUY)TUTAT <M1(y) ®—(11m) U — AU U (ATA)—lATMl(y)W’ivﬁT) :

M (8" x1 Ui DY x4 U = UL UL (ATA)TTAT M () WIWE T
and
M (8" % U Dy, 21 UY)

—1
UL, UMY <1 AW (vfj (®1 ® <U§TATAU§>) vz) wi
17#1

fork=2,...,(1+m). Recall Vi = QR(M(S")T) and WL is defined in (4).
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8 Numerical Studies

We conduct simulation studies to investigate the numerical performance of RGD/RGN in tensor-
on-tensor regression and to verify our theoretical findings. In each simulation, we generate £; with
iid. N(0,0?) entries, A; with i.i.d. N(0,1) entries, {Uk}Z:T{L uniformly at random from O, .«
for some to-be-specified p and r*, and & € R™ > with i.i.d. N(0,1) entries; then we form
X* =8 x1 U x - Xgim Ugem and generate Y; for i = 1,...,n. The input rank of RGD and
RGN is set to ber = (r,...,7) and r > r*. For simplicity, we mainly focus on two examples: scalar-
on-tensor regression and tensor-on-vector regression. In the scalar-on-tensor regression, we consider
d = 3; in the tensor-on-vector regression, we consider m = 3. Spectral initializations discussed in
Section 4 are applied in both examples.

Throughout the simulation studies, the error metric we consider is the relative root mean squared
error (Relative RMSE) | X! — X*|p/|X*|p. The algorithm is terminated when it reaches the
maximum number of iterations tma.x = 300 or the corresponding error metric is less than 10713,
Unless otherwise noted, the reported results are based on averages of 100 simulations and on a
computer with Intel Xeon E5-2680 2.5GHz CPU.

8.1 Numerical Performance of RGD and RGN

In this simulation, we examine the convergence rate of RGD/RGN in over-parameterized scalar-
on-tensor regression and tensor-on-vector regression. We set o € {0,107%}, p = 30, 7* = 3, and
r = 10. In scalar-on-tensor regression, we choose n such that ]ﬁ € {8,10}; in tensor-on-vector

p%z € {2,4} where A\ = ming 0+ (My(S)). The convergence performance of RGD
and RGN in scalar-on-tensor regression and tensor-on-vector regression are presented in Figures 3
and 4, respectively. In both examples, we find the estimation error of RGD converges linearly to
the minimum precision in the noiseless setting and converges linearly to a limit determined by the
noise level in the noisy setting. In scalar-on-tensor regression, we find RGN converges quadratically
and in tensor-on-vector regression, we observe RGN converges with almost one iteration. We tried
several other simulation settings and observe the similar phenomenon.

regression, we let

N
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[9))] o 0 [92)] o 0
E A 1e-06 E = A 1e-06
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Iteration Number Iteration Number
(a) Scalar-on-tensor regression: RGD (b) Scalar-on-tensor regression: RGN

Figure 3: Convergence performance of RGD /RGN in over-parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression
with spectral initialization. Here, p = 30,7* = 3,r = 10.
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Figure 4: Convergence performance of RGD /RGN in over-parameterized tensor-on-vector regression
with spectral initialization. Here p = 30,7* = 3,r = 10.

8.2 Effect of Input Rank and Sample Size on the Performance of RGD and
RGN

We also examine the effect of input rank r and sample size n on the convergence of RGD and RGN
and we focus on the scalar-on-tensor regression example. We let p = 30,r* = 3, n € [500,8000]
and input rank r € {3,6,9,12,15}. The performance of RGD and RGN in this simulation study
is given in Figure 5. We can see that for both RGD and RGN, the sample size requirement for
convergence increases as the input rank r increases. In addition, the phase transition on the sample
complexity for the failure/success in RGN is sharper than the one in RGD. This is because RGN
enjoys a higher-order convergence compared to RGD and RGD converges slowly when the number
of samples is around the threshold. This matches our main theoretical results in Sections 3 and 4.
Moreover, our results suggest that the number of samples needed for the convergence of RGD and
RGN increases at the scale of r? for large r (here d = 3) and this is indeed suggested in Figure 6
after we plot the cubic root of the sample size with respect to Relative RMSE.
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Figure 5: Convergence performance of RGD /RGN in over-parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression
with spectral initialization. Here p = 30, r* = 3,n € [500, 8000],r € {3,6,9, 12, 15}.
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Figure 6: Rescaled plot for the convergence performance of RGD/RGN in over-parameterized
scalar-on-tensor regression with spectral initialization. Here p = 30,7* = 3,n € [500,8000],r €
{3,6,9,12,15}.

8.3 Scalar-on-tensor Regression versus Matrix Trace Regression under Over-
parameterization

In the first simulation, we compare the sample size requirements to ensure successful recovery
in over-parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression and matrix trace regression with an increasing
input rank via RGD. We say an algorithm achieves successful recovery if the averaged relative root
mean squared error (Relative RMSE) || X! — X*||g /| X*|p is smaller than 0.01. In scalar-on-tensor
regression, we set p = 90,7* = 1, r € [1,...,8], n = [800,900,...,3500] and in the matrix trace
regression, we set p = 100,7* = 1, r € [1,...,8] and n = [200,...,3000]. For every input rank r,
we increase the sample size by 100 at each time from the one that ensures the successful recovery
with input rank » — 1 until RGD succeeds.

Figure 7 shows as the input rank increases over r*, the line of triangles for the sample size
requirement of successful recovery in scalar-on-tensor regression is flat at the beginning stage while
increases for large input r. In contrast, the sample size requirement for successful recovery of
RGD in the matrix trace regression always increases linearly as input rank increases. This matches
our theoretical findings in Section 5 that a “free lunch” on the sample complexity appears in over-
parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression, but not in the matrix trace regression. Meanwhile, Figure
7 shows when the input rank is equal to r*, the phase transitions on sample complexity for the
failure/success of RGD in matrix trace regression and scalar-on-tensor regression appear around
n = 300 ~ 2pr* and n = 1000 ~ p*2r*, respectively. This matches the results in Section 5 that
there is a statistical-computational gap in scalar-on-tensor regression and Q(p%?) (here d = 3)
samples are needed for any polynomial-time algorithm to succeed.

8.4 Comparison of Riemannian Optimization Methods with Existing Algo-
rithms

In the second simulation, we compare RGN with other existing algorithms, including alternating
minimization (Alter Mini) (Zhou et al., 2013), projected gradient descent (PGD)(Rauhut et al.,
2017), gradient descent (GD) (Han et al., 2022) and scaled gradient descent (Tong et al., 2021), in
both exact and over-parameterized scalar-on-tensor regression. While implementing PGD, GD and
scaled GD, we evaluate five choices of step size, % -{0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75, 1}, then choose the best one
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Figure 7: Comparison of successful recovery of RGD under over-parameterized matrix trace regres-
sion (Panel (a)) and scalar-on-tensor regression (Panel (b)).

following Zheng and Lafferty (2015). We set p = 30,7* = 3,7 € {3,10},n = 8p*2r* and consider
the noiseless case (o = 0). Figure 8 shows RGN converges quadratically in both settings, while
the other baseline algorithms converge at a much slower linear rate. Moreover, when we go from
exact-parameterization (Panel (a)) to over-parameterization (Panel (b)), the convergence rate of all
baseline algorithms slows down significantly while RGN maintains its robust and fast second-order
convergence performance.
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Figure 8: Panel (a): r = 3; Panel (b): » = 10. Relative RMSE of RGN (this work), alternating
minimization (Alter Mini), projected gradient descent (PGD), gradient descent (GD) and scaled
gradient descent (ScaledGD) in noiseless scalar-on-tensor regression.

9 Conclusion and Discussions

In this work, we propose Riemannian gradient descent and Riemannian Gauss-Newton methods
for solving the general tensor-on-tensor regression. We provide optimal statistical and computa-
tional guarantees for these algorithms in both rank correctly-specified and overspecified settings
and discover an intriguing blessing of the statistical-computational gap in the over-parameterized
scalar-on-tensor regression. Our current initialization and computational results are established for
several representative examples. It is of great interest to see whether these results can be extended
to the general tensor-on-tensor regression problem. Moreover, the rank overspecification studied in
this paper falls in the moderate over-parameterized regime in the sense that the model still includes
more samples than the degree of freedom of parameters. It is interesting to consider the highly
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over-parameterized regime and study the analogy of implicit regularization effect (Gunasekar et al.,
2017; Li et al., 2018) in factorization formulated tensor problems. Some progress has been made
recently in the tensor decomposition setting (Razin et al., 2021; Ge et al., 2021).
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A T-HOSVD and ST-HOSVD

In this section, we present the procedures of truncated HOSVD (T-HOSVD) (De Lathauwer et al.,
2000a) and sequentially truncated HOSVD (ST-HOSVD) (Vannieuwenhoven et al., 2012). For
simplicity, we present the sequentially truncated HOSVD with the truncation order from mode 1
to mode (d + m).

Algorithm 5 Truncated High-order Singular Value Decomposition (T-HOSVD)
Input: Y € RPr>*Pa+m Tucker rank r = (r1,...,7g+m)-

1: Compute UY = SVD,, (Mg(Y)) for k =1,...,d +m.
Output: )7 =Yy xgi’ln PUQ-

Algorithm 6 Sequentially Truncated High-order Singular Value Decomposition (ST-HOSVD)
Input: Y € RPr**Pa+m  Tucker rank r = (71,...,7d4m)-

1: Compute U} = SVD,,, (M;1(Y)).

2: for k=2,...,d+mdo

3: Compute U} = SVD,, (M (Y x| PU?)).

4: end for

Ry d

Output: Y =Y x{" PUg.

Different from the low-rank matrix projection, which can be efficiently and exactly computed via
truncated SVD, performing low-rank tensor projection exactly, even for r = 1, can be NP-hard in
general. We thus introduce the following quasi-projection property and the approximation constant
d(d +m).

Definition 3 (Quasi-projection of H, and Approximation Constant d(d + m)). Let Py, () be the

projection map from RPL**Pa+m o the tensor space of Tucker rank at most r := (ri,...,Tq1m),
i.e., for any Z € RP1*"*Pitm qnd Z of Tucker rank at most r, one always has |Z2 — Z|p =
|2 = P, (Z) |-

We say Hy satisfies the quasi-projection property with approximation constant 6(d+m) if |Z —
He(Z)|lp < 0(d+ m)|Z — Py, (Z)|r for any Z € RP* " *Pdtm

It is known that T-HOSVD and ST-HOSVD satisfy the quasi-projection property.

Proposition 3 (Quasi-projection property of T-HOSVD and ST-HOSVD (Chapter 10 in Hackbusch
(2012))). T-HOSVD and ST-HOSVD satisfy the quasi-projection property with the approximation
constant §(d +m) = v/d +m. That is for any Z € RPL* " *Pd+m

|12 —He(Z)|p < Vd+m|Z — P, (Z)]r.
Here Hy is either T-HOSVD or ST-HOSVD.

We note in the matrix setting by taking the rank r truncated SVD as the retraction operator,
the approximation constant in Definition 3 is 1, and this fact is used in Corollary 1.
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B Additional Notation and Preliminaries

Let N = {0,1,2,...} be the set of natural numbers. For any U € Q,,, we use Uj € O ,_, to
represent the orthonormal complement of U. The matricization operation Mj/(-) unfolds an order-
d tensor along mode k to a matrix, say A € RP1**Pd to My, (A) € RPF*P—+ where p_ = [ [; 4 pj-
Specifically, My (A) € RPr*P-k

d -1
(Mk(A>)[ik,j] - A[il,...,id]a J=1+ Z (1 —1) sz (17)
A0
for any 1 <i; <p;,l =1,...,d. We also denote T() as the mode-k tensorization, i.e., the reverse

operator of My(-): T(Mk(A)) = A for any k = 1,...,d The mode-k product of A € RP1*"Pd
with a matrix B € R™*Pt_ denoted by A X B,isa p; X -+ X pp_1 X g X Pr41 X - - - X pg-dimensional
tensor, defined as

Pk
(A Xk B)[i1in 1 sins1sia] = Z Afis i, iaBlisin]- (18)

=1
The inner product ¢-,-) of any two tensors is defined as (A,B) = >, . Ay, i1B[i,....i- The

following equality connects the tensor-matrix product and matricizations (Kolda, 2001, Section 4):
M (8 x1 U1 x -+ xgUg) = UuMp(S)(U; ®---®UL,, U, ®---@UJ), (19)

where “®” is the matrix Kronecker product. Recall the contracted tensor inner product is defined
as follows

(<A’L X*>* .717 7]m Z Alkl’ 7 klv 9kd7j1’ 7]m] (20)

k=1,
I=1,....d

Next, we provide the explicit formulas for the tangent space of M, at X Koch and Lubich (2010):

d+m
B . . Be R1X*Taim Dy ER(pk_Tk)XT’k’
TaMy = {BX U + kZlTk Ut DeWe) s ) d+m)
d+m
BERT1><"'><Td+m7D ER(Pk—Tk)XTk7
{Bxd+mUk+;8XkUlekxj¢kU k‘:l,,,"d_km k },

(21)

where Tg(+) is the mode-k tensorization operator and Wy, is given in (4).

C Proofs in Section 2

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Since M, is an embedded submanifold of RP***Pd+m and the Euclidean gradient of f in the ambient
space is Vf(X) = &/*(o/(X) — Y), the result follows from (Absil et al., 2009, (3.37)). W
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C.2 Proof of Lemma 2

In our objective (3), the RGN update nREN e Tp:M, should solve the following RGN equation
(Absil et al., 2009, Chapter 8.4),

—grad f(X") = Pr,, (o*(/ (n"N))). (22)
In view of the Riemannian Gauss-Newton equation in (22) and the Riemannian gradient in Lemma
1, to prove the claim, we only need to show

Pr, (o*(/ (X' + 7N) = ¥)) = 0. (23)

From the optimality condition of the least squares problem miner, ,m, 5|¥ — % Pr,, (X' +n)|3,
we have

PTXt'Q{* (JZ{PTXt(Xt +77RGN) _y) = PTxtd* (JZ{(Xt +77RGN) _y) = 0.
This finishes the proof. W

D Proofs in Section 3

We begin by introducing a few preliminary results and then give the proof in subsections. The
following lemma shows that any tensor in TxM, is at most Tucker rank 2r

Lemma 7. [(Luo and Zhang, 2021, Lemma 1)] For any X € My, any tensor Z € TaM; is at most
Tucker rank 2r.

The following lemma provides a user-friendly perturbation bound for singular subspaces under
perturbation and is critical in our analysis.

Lemma 8. Let A be a rank r matriz in R™*™ with economic singular value decomposition (SVD)
Uxv'. SupposeABA:AA + Z € R™*™ for some perturbation matrix Z, and the top r truncated SVD
of B is given as UXV . Then

2|Z|
or(A)

Proof. First, notice [UUT — UUT| = HfJIUH = | sin®(U, U)|| by (Golub and Van Loan, 2013,
Theorem 2.5.1) and (Cai and Zhang, 2018, Lemma 1). This lemma is a special case of (Luo et al.,
2021, Theorem 5). N

Also for X € My and the projector Pr,(-) in (5), we let Piy,), (2) := Z — Pry(Z) be the
orthogonal complement of the projector Pr, . The next lemma provides another useful upper bound
which will be used frequently in our proof.

max {|007 - UUT|, V9T - vvT)|} <

Lemma 9. X! is a Tucker rank r tensor and X* is a Tucker rank r* tensor. Then
| Pry, @ (Pir,,), X*)|r < Rorirs |[P(r,,.), X*[F-
Proof.

| Pryy ™ (P10 XF) [0 = sup (Pr,, " (Pr,,) X%), Z)
Z:| Z|p<1

= sup <’Q{(P(Txt)ix*)"Q{PTxt(Z)>
Z:|Z|r<l

—

a
< sup Ropiex | Pz, ), XFR|Pry. (2)llF
Z:|Z||p<l

(b)
<R2r+r* HP(TXt)LX* HF

=
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Here (a) is due to Lemma 13, (P,,), X*, Pr,,(Z)) = 0, Pr,,), X* and Pr,,(Z) are of Tucker
rank at most r* and 2r, respectlvely, (b) is because 1Pr,,(Z)[r<|Z]lrp<1. N
Next, we begin the proof for the results in Section 3 one by one.

D.1 Proof of Proposition 1

To prove the statement, we need to show when n > C(Zl 1(pi —ri)ri + HZ 1) log(d)/R2, for any
tensor Z of Tucker rank at most r, we have (1 — Ry)|Z[2 < |« (Z)|% < (1 + Ry)| Z|% holds with
probability at least 1 — exp(—c (Zizl Di))-
Denote ZUim) .= 2L itegm] € RPEVCXPdem for any j1 € [par1],- -+ 5 jm € [Parm]- Since
Z is of Tucker rank at most r and ZUm) can be rewritten as Z X da1 ejT1 co Xdam e]Tm where e;
denotes the standard i-th base vector, we have Z(1-Jm) is of Tucker rank at most r’ = (riy...,7rq).
Let us define another linear map &/’ : RPd+1X*Pdtm — R™ such that %’(Z(jl""’jm))[i] =
(A, ZUr0m)y Tt is easy to check |l (Z)|2 = Zjle[de] . ije [Pas o] HJZ//( (T10e7m)) | 2
On the other hand, following the same proof of (Rauhut et al., 2017, Theorem 2) by replacing
their Lemma 2 with a tighter covering number for the low Tucker rank tensor space given in
Lemma 15, we have when n > C(Z;j 1(pi — )i + Hf 1) log(d)/R2, then with probability at
least 1 — exp(—c(zgzlpi)), (1-Ry)| 2|2 < ||&'(2")|3 < (1 + Ry)| 2|2 holds for any tensor Z’ of
Tucker rank at most r’. So

I-R)IZJF =1~ R) >, [ZUdmfp < y |/ (ZUim))|3

jlv"wj’m jl’“-vj’m
= (@)F <1 +R) Y, [EUIm
jl?"'7jm
= (1+ Ry)| 2|3,

holds with probability at least 1 — exp(—c(Zf:1 p;i)). This finishes the proof of this proposition.
|

D.2 Proof of Theorem 1

First notice the convergence result in the noiseless setting follows easily from the noisy setting
by setting € = 0. We prove the convergence result in the noisy case. Recall &A*+05 = xt —
aPr,, o*(o/(X') = Y) where oy = | Pr,, (A*(A(X") = Y))[}/| < Pr,, (A*(A(X') = ¥))| and
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Xt-l—l _ Hr(Xt+0.5). Then

HXt+1 _ X*HF
=M (XH0) — X
gHHr(XH_OB) o Xt-}—O.SHF + HXH—O.S o X*HF

(a)
< /d + mHPMr(XH-O.S) . Xt+0.5HF + HXH—O.S _ X*HF

(b)
<S(Vd+m+ 1] X0 x|
(Vd+m +1)| X! — a,Pr,, ™ (/ (X') = ¥) = X¥ (24)

OWd+m+ D)X — P, o* (o (X' — X*) — €) — X7

(d)
<(Vd+m+1) ( | Py (X" = X7 w + |(Pry, — aePry, oo/ Pry ) (X' = X7) e

(A1) (A2)
40 | Pryy o P (X1 = %)+ | Pry o (E)]e ).
< ~ ~ ~———
(43) (A4)

here (a) is by the quasi-projection property of T-HOSVD and ST-HOSVD in Proposition 3; (b) is
by the projection property of Py, (+); (c) is because Y = &7 (X*) + €; (d) is by triangle inequality.
Next, we bound (A1), (A2), (A3) and (A4) separately.

Lemma 3 2(d+m) | Xt —x* |2

o (A1) = | Py, (X' = X*)|p = [Py, (XF)p < T
[ ]
(A2) <|(Pr,, — a4Pr,, "o/ Pr,,)|| X" — X*|p

< (|Pry. — Pry, o* o Pr,| + |1 — o4|| Pr,, o *</ Pr ) | X! — X*|p

() Roy

<(Ror + —2 (14 Rap))| X! — X* g

1— R2r
2R2r t *
= Xt -x

where (a) is because |Pr,,&*«/ Pr_,| < 1+ Ror by Lemma 5, (1 + Ror)™! < a; < (1 —
Ror)™! = |1 — a4| < Ror/(1 — Ra;) by the TRIP assumption on <7, and

“PTxt _PTXt‘Q{*%PTxt “ = Ssup ’<(PTXt _PTxt’Q{*‘Q{PTXt)(Z%ZN
Z:Z|p=1
sup || Pry (2)[F — |9/ Pr,, (2)[}
2| Z|p=1 1Py " ! F| (25)
(a’) 9
< Ryr sup  |Pr,,(2)|F < Ror,
Z:Z|p=1

where (a') is by the TRIP assumption on 7.
" « Lemma 9 * Lemma 3
o (A3) = |Pr 9" A Pr,, (X)|r < Ror v | P70, (X7) [P <

2(d+m) Ry o | X' = X[
X .

38



o (Ad) < [(Z*(€))max(ar)|F since |Pr,,, o*(E)|F lies in Tx:M, and is of rank at most 2r by
Lemma 7.

By plugging upper bounds of (A1) — (A4) into (24), we have

2(vd+m+1 1+ Ropipx — Rop)(d+m
|‘Xt+1—x*|F<(1_R2)<R2r+( 2+*)\ 2)( )|Xt—X*|F> HXt_X*HF

_i_\/d—I—m—l—l
1_R2r

H (JZ{* (8))max(2r) HF
(26)

Next, based on (26), we show inductively that for all ¢ > 0, (9) and |X! — X*|p <
A hold. First, it is clear the statements are true when t = 0. Suppose now

R2r
(d+m) (1+R2r+r* —Ray)

(9) and [ X% — X*|p < (d+m)(1+}}%§+r* —fom A hold when ¢ = #o. Then

(@) 4Rop(n/d+m + 1 d+m-+1
ot | & (VA Jjao - a7 + YL () o
1 Rgr 1 R2r
® 1 d+m+1
2 2120 = 7l + YL 0 (€)) psol (27)

© 1 2(vVd+m+1
S Qior |0 — 2 r + (1_]%2)‘(%*(8))11121)((21‘) e

Here (a) is based on (26) and the inductive assumption; (b) is because % ”%J;:M < 1/2 based

. 1 . . . .
on the assumption Rop < STl and (c) is based on the inductive assumption.
. . 2(1+ Ryp y po —Rae) (VATm+1) (d-+
Finally since A\ > (1 Rar s *R2r2(1)—(R2r)m Jd+m) (7 *(E))max(er)llr, and [XP — X*|p <

Ry

Ir
(d+m)(1+R2r+r* —Rzr)A’ we have

27
<

2701 Vd 1 R
R e e y )

%* £ max(zr < *
1 — Roy 1™ (E)mae(ar) I (d+m)(1 + Ropypx — Roy)™
This ends the induction and also finishes the proof of this theorem. W

D.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, we just need to prove the convergence result in the noisy case.
First, the least squares in (8) can be viewed as an unconstrained least squares in the vec-
tor space TxtM, and by Lemma 5, we know X!T9® can be compactly written as X105 —=
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(Pr,,«*</ Pr,,)" ' Pr,,*(Y) and it is unique. So
th+1 _ X*HF
=M (X0) — X"
<HH (Xt+0.5) . Xt+0.5HF + HXtJrO.S o X*HF

< /d +m HPMr (Xt+0 5) Xt+0.5HF + ”Xt-i-O.S _ X*HF
(b)
<(Vd+m+ 1) 2705 — x*|p
=(Vd+m+1)|(Pr,, &* Pr,,) " Pr,,&*(d(X*) + ) — X*|p
=(Vd+m + 1)|(Pry, & Pr,,) " Pr, o*(/ (P, 1 X*) + &) = Py )1 X*|r
SO+ m 4+ 1) (| (Prye " Pry ) Py (o (Pl LX) + )l + [ Pt X7 )
Lemma 5
V1) (1= (P R 12l + 16 masteolle) + [P 27l

Lemma93 2(1 + Ropipx — Rop)(d +m
warm) | X e )3)( L= 272+ (7 (E))matony [/ (1 — B |

(A1)

(42)

(28)
here (a) is by the quasi-projection property of T-HOSVD and ST-HOSVD in Proposition 3; (b) is
by the projection property of Py, (+).

A (€)) a2 .. . .
Denote A := \/2(d+£n)(1(+22r+;i l”;m. Notice, if |X? — X*|p > A, (A1) dominates (A2) and if
|X — X*|p < A, (A2) dominates (Al).
By (28), when | X! — X*|r > A we have the error shrinks in each iteration as

4(1 4+ Ropsrx — Ror)(d +m)
B T e e e S RN )

We show by induction that when |X! — X*|p = A, | X! — X*|p < 272 |X° — &*|p. This is true
when ¢t = 0. Suppose it holds when t = ¢y, then

(29) i ~ R
ot = xop D (Va4 ) A e Z Roe) () g g

(1 - R2r)A
(a) — Ror
(1 - RQI‘)A
( )
20— X,

where (a) is by the inductive assumption and (b) is due to the initialization condition. This finishes
the induction.

When |X! — X*|p < A, the iteration error satisfies [AX'T! — X*|p <
(‘1d+£;:r1 1«7 *(€) ) max(2r)llF- Combining two phases, we have
- d+m+
= &l < 27 10— v+ 2D )l Ve 0
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D.4 Proof of Theorem 3
First, simple computation yields
> Y - A (R}~ [V - A (X)E = AU (Y — (X)), X" — B+ (/A (B~ X*), & — X%
= WA (Y — o (X¥)), X* = X) + | (X — X%

(30)
Since &7 satisfies 2r-TRIP, we have
N N (30) N
(1= Roe) [X — X7 < [/(X — X")[f < N/*(Y - o/(X7)), X — X7)
— UA*(E), X — X*)
. X - x* (31)
=2|X — XF[p (T (E), =
| X = X*[r
(a) =
< 20X = X7[p|(*(€))max(er) I
here (a) is because _X-X* 6 of Tucker rank at most 2r and Frobenius norm at most 1 and by

[X—X*|p
definition [[(#/*(€))max(ar)|F is equal to SUP z.1rycrank(2)<or,|2|r<1(Z: @ *(E)). The result follows
from (31). W
D.5 Proof of Theorem 4

We prove the two statements in Part 1 and Part 2 separately.
Part 1. The proof is based on a e-net argument. Let us first bound [/(&/*(€))max(r)[F- Recall

[(*(E))maxry[p 3= sup [ *(&) x{Z7 U U]

k€Qp, ,rp.
= sup <,5z{*( .S xitmuy >
SeR"1 XIJ“;;:(;;:'Q‘SHFQ (32)
= sup <.127*( , S xd+m Qk>

SeR"*XTdtm | S|p<1
QLERPE X7, [ Q<1

Since &; has i.i.d. N(0, %2) entries, for any fixed S with ||S|r < 1, and {Uy, € Op, ,, }¢I7T,
condition on &7, we have

2 2
<ﬂ*( ), S xdtm Uk>‘d <5 (S xIHm U, >‘42% N0, 7,
where 72 = ||/ (S ><d+m Uy)|2. Thus, by the tail bound for Gaussian random variable (see (Wain-
wright, 2019, Chapter 2 1.2)), we have
m nt2

When n > C’(Z?:l(pi — 7)1 + H‘Ll ri)log(d), by Proposition 1, o7 satisfies TRIP with probability
at least 1 — exp(—cp) and denote the event that .27 satisfies the TRIP property as A. So under A,
<c|S ><d+m U2 < ¢ for some ¢ > 0 and

nt?

}P’(<M*( 5xd+mUk> t‘A) exp(—5—). (34)
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By (Zhang and Xia, 2018, Lemma 7), we can construct a e-net (0 < e < 1) {S1),... §(Ns)}
for {8&" € R > *Td+m . |S'||p < 1} such that

sup  min |8’ — 8P|y < e
8|8 |p<1 i<Ng

with Ng < (3T,
At the same time, by (Szarek, 1982, Proposition 8), for each k = 1,...,d +m, we can construct

a e-net {U/,(cl)7 e ,U;CNk)} on the Grassmann manifold of rp-dimensional subspaces in RP* with the
metric d(Uy, Uy) = |[U; U] — UsUj | such that

sup  min d(Uk,U( )) <e

Uke@pk, 7’<Nk

with Np < (%)™ #(PE=7k) for some absolute constant ¢y > 0.
Suppose

(S*, {Upydtmy = arg max <£7*( ), S x¢tmuU >
SeR" X ddm | S|p<1
UkE@kak

and denote T := <M £),8* xdtm U*> — [(*())max(e) ¥~ For k € [d+ m], we can find U™
in the corresponding e-net such that d(U( ) ,Up) < e Let Op = argmingeg, [U;O — Ug’“)H.
By (Cai and Zhang, 2018, Lemma 1), we have |[U;Oj, — (Zk | < +/2d(U;, ulis) U$) < v/2e. Denote

S = 8* x¥Tm 0] and let S0) be the one in the core tensor e-net such that ||S (0) — §|p < e. Thus
<%* d+m UZOk> <£{* 1,0) Xd+m U(zk)>
d+m (i) )
—(*(£),(8 = §)) x {1 ULOy ) + 2 (*(£),85) x; 4, U x4 (UFO) — UFY) %2, U0, )
<(V2(d + m) + 1)eT.
(35)
So for € < 1/(2(v/2(d + m) + 1)) we have
_ <,£Zf* d+m U('Lk > <,52{* J:r Uk0k> <£{* d+m U(lk)>

35) ;
<d* S s U 12,

This implies T’ < 2 <d*(5)7 Stio) sd+m Ugjk)>_
Then by union bound, we have

P(T=t4) <P max (o*(),8W xity U > ¢/2]4
0>l
(34) dtm nt? 9 9
< (Ns 111 Ni) exp(—@) = exp(C - df —nt*/(2¢co?)),
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where df = S (p; — i) + [ n Notice here C' will depend on d,m and for simplicity we
omit them here. So we have P(T > cy/ % 4 5| A) < exp(—c’ - df). Overall,

P(T<c ﬁa) > P(A)P(T < t|]A) = (1 —exp(—c - df))(1 — exp(—c1p)) = 1 — exp(—cp).
n p P
Now to bound [(%/*(&))max(ar)|F; we just need to replace r by 2r in the bound for 7" and up to a
constant (depending on d and m only), the same upper bound for 7" holds for | (&*(&))max(ar) |-

Combining the upper bound of [(&*(€))max(er)|r With Theorem 3, we have given event A,
| X — X*|p > ct happens with probability at most exp(—nt2/(2co?)) for t > o %. Thus

o0
E(|2 — 2*[6]4) < \/E(| 2 — x*[2]4) =\/ fo P& — X*[2 > 1| A)dt

a 0
:¢[MW—Xﬂ@%MW+JH¥X—Xﬁ¢ﬂ@ﬁ
0 a

o0
<\/a + f P(|X — X*|p = Vt|A)dt
let a= c2a2df
\/ f exp(—nt/(2co?))dt
<C’JM
n’

So IE(H.XA' —X*|r) < Co % This finishes the proof for part 1.

Part 2. Suppose we can find a set of {X}, € Fp,, such that min;.; [X? — X7|p > s, by
the standard argument of reducing the problem of providing a minimax risk lower bound to lower
bounding the probability of error in a multiple hypothesis testing problem (Tsybakov, 2009, Chapter
2), we have

inf sup E|X — X|p >

S
s Pxi(X # X 36
af s ol Z xi )- (36)

We will use Fano’s Lemma to lower bound the right hand side of (36). Before that, let us first
compute the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between two different distributions in our setting.
Fori=1,...,N, let Q' denotes the conditional distribution of J given &/ and X* = X*. Suppose
Y ~ Q' for j1 € [pas1l,-- - Jm € [Pavm], let YULdm) = (Vi o0 Ve jm]) | € R™ and

EUt-Im) be defined in the same way. In addition, let X*0t-dm) .= Xl . e RPUCPE and

define &7’ : RP1**Pd — R™ such that (ﬂ’(Xi(jl""’jm)))[k] = (XU1m) | Ay where {Ag}7_, are
the same set of tensor covariates given in 7. Thus, we have YUt-im) — g7/( x11sdm)) 4 €(1:--2jm)
and denote QUJ1:m) a5 the conditional distribution of YUt++Jm) condition on & and X* = X*.
Condition on &, YUt-im) are independent for different (41, -+, Jm)s. Due to the Gaussian ensemble
design we assume, i.e., & has ii.d. N(0,0%/n) entries, and the linear regression model we have on

Yrdm) the KL divergence between Q7 and Q2, denoted by KL(Q™||Q%), can be computed as
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follows

KL(Q“HQ”) _ Z . Z KL(Qil(jlw-,jm)HQiQ(jlwwjm))
J1€lpar1]  JmElPa+tm]
) (37)
_ Z Z <XZ1(J1 wdm) . ypi2(d1yedm) A1> ]
202
Tlyeeny Jm 1=1
Then by the Fano’s Lemma, e.g., see (Wainwright, 2019, Chapter 15.3.2), we have
S 1 N S . 1 N ~ )
—inf — X XZ —inf — ) Egy(Pyi(X # X'
Sl e D Pl ) = it 3 1B (P (R £ X))
s 1 ¥ 5
SEyinf — Y (Pyi (X # X'/
: WXNQ w(B 2 X))
S R Ay, 4, KL(Q"]|Q®) + log 2
~ 2 B log N
(@ $ 2 max;, +i, Zz . Zgl, i H)c’“ J1yendm) — ppi2(d1,- ,Jm)“fT + log 2
2 log N
o (e |20 — X 4 log2
2 log N ’
(38)

here (a) is because of (37) and \A; has i.i.d. N(0,1/n) entries.

Next, we consider two constructions for the sets of {X?})¥, so that we can have a proper lower
bound for min;, x;, |[X® — X% ||p and a proper upper bound for max;, »;, | X" — X2 HF
Construction 1. For £ = 1,...,d + m, pick Uy € Oy, ,,. Given any J > 0 and min; r; > C’, by a
slight modified version of (Agarwal et al., 2012, Lemma 5), we can construct a set of r; X « -+ X rg1m,
full Tucker rank tensors {SW), ... Mo } with cardmahty No = exp(]_[d+m r;/128) such that: (1)
HS )|p = 6 holds for all i = 1 Ny, (2) [|801) — 8@2)|p > § for all iy,is € [Ny],i1 # ia. Let

=80 x d+m Uy, forie [No] and clearly X' e fp r-

For this set we have

max HX“ X”HF max ||./Y"1 e + || HF) = 26,

11712

. 39
min X" — X%[p = min [(§©) - 8)) {17 Uy > )
11712 11712
Plug in the results in (39) into (36) and (38), we have
5 5 2n62/0? +log2 ) (@ am g
inf sup E[X—Xp>-(1- 2 /“d;n 0g2) @\ [Hizrri | (40)
X XeFpu 2 e [ 172" n

where in (a) we pick §2 to be ¢/ +i=L-" B 1" 52 for some ¢/ > 0.
Construction 2. Let S € R >~ XTdim be a fixed core tensor of full Tucker rank such that

cA < mino,, (M;(S)) < maxo1(M;(S)) < CA,
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for some ¢, C,A > 0. For k =1,...,d + m, pick U, € Op, , .

Let us first focus on mode-1. Consider the metric space (Gp, r,,d(-,-)), where Gy, », denotes
the Grassmann manifold of r; dimensional subspaces in RP* and d(Uy,Us) = |[U;U{ — UyUj |r.
Consider the following ball of radius € > 0 and centered at U;:

B(Uy,e) = {U' €0, s, : d(U",Uy) < ¢}.

By (Caiet al., 2013, Lemma 1), for 0 < @ < 1 and 0 < € < 1, there exists Uy a ) LUy N ¢ B(Ujy,¢)
such that minj<;<j<n, d(Ull(i), Ull(J)) > ae with N1 = (¢o/a)™ (P1=71) for some absolute constant cg.
Let O; = argmingeg, [Uy”O — Uyfp and let U = U0, for i = 1,..., Ny By (Cai and
Zhang, 2018, Lemma 1), we have HUgi) —Uy|r < d(U,l(i), U;) < efor all i € [N7]. We then construct
Xi=8 x; Ugi) xi:’zn Uy, for i € [N1]. For this set, we have
max ||X“ X

11712

i < max |8 51 (U — UY?) {5 U
11712

< max(|8 x1 (U —Uy) x87 Uglle + |8 x1 (UMY — Uy) <7 U )

11712
< 2Ce),
min | X% — X% [p = min |8 x; (U — UP) <20 Uy s
BEZP) 11712

(a) ;
> min min |8 x; (U(ln)

_ U(ZQ)O d+m U A
i1#i2 OOy, ) X k|F = caed/v2.

(41)

Here (a) is because mingeg, HU(lil) — UgiQ)OHF > d (U(Zl ” )/v/2 by (Cai and Zhang, 2018,

Lemma 1) and d(U(“) U(m)) d(U/l(il),U;(iQ)) > ae.
Plug (41) into (36) and (38), we have

inf sup IE??—XF>7
f.’c’e]—'p,r H H 2\/§

COEN ( CTLEQ)\Q/O'Q + log 2 > (@) ri(p1 — 1)

- > o LT 42
log(co/a)ri(p1 — 1) ! n (42)

where in (a) we pick €2 to be c’%;‘)a? a=(coA1)/8.

We can apply similar procedures on modes 2 to (d + m) and get

inf sup E|X — X|p > \/Zk 1l k—Tk) o. (43)
X XeFp,r

Combining it with (40), we obtain the full minimax risk lower bound. W

E Proofs in Section 4

E.1 Proof of Theorem 5

Denote 5% = |A|% + 02, We first check the condition required for applying Theorem 9. Recall
U2~: SVDy, (Mi(«7*(y))) and let UY = [UY  UY] where pg is composed of the first r}; columns
of UY and UY contains the remaining (r, —r}) columns of UY{. By the proof of (Zhang et al., 2020,
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Theorem 4, step 1), we have with probability at least 1 — p~ ¢ for some C' > 0 such that when

d N1/2 5
n = c(d)(|X*|3 + JZ)W, we have

\/Pr/néA + (1;[5:1 pi)252/m \f (44)

[sin (TR, Up)| = U] Uy <
Moreover,

TR0k = (@ - Pgso) Ukl = (1= Pigo) (X = Pgy) Ug|| < [(T = Pgo)Ug|| = U1 Ukl <

Consider applying Theorem 9 in our setting, we have T = X*, T = &* (y) and Z = o*(y) —
X* = o* o (X*) — X* + o/*(e). With probability at least 1 — exp(—cp), we have

”Zmax(r)HF = sup HZ ngl PU;HF
;ce®pk,'rk7k=17...,

- sup (Z x4_, Py, W)
ULEOp, ry: W r<1

- sup (Z,W x{_, Py;)
U;cE@Pk,TkaW”Fél

< sup (ol * o (X*) — X* W x_, P
U;ce®z7k7rkaW”F<1
+ sup (A *(e), W x¢_, Py;)

U€0p, vy [WIr<1

Lemma 13,Theorem 4 d ) 4 d '
< Ror | X*|F + CU\/H1=1 ri(pi nTZ) [[imqmi

X

Proposition 1 ‘,i_ (p: — 7)) + ‘i_ .
C(H‘X*HF + U)\/Hl_l Tl(pz Tz) Hz—l T .

<
n

So when n satisfies the condition indicated in the proposition, we have |Z x| < cA. Thus
by Theorem 9, we have the output of the algorithm satisfies

| X% — X*[p < ¢ (d)]| Zmax(o) IF < €A

as long as n > ¢(d) (%%JFUQ) ((ngl pi)Y? + Z;i:l(pz- — 1) + Hle n)) for sufficiently large
c(d). -

Since [(*(€))max(er)llF < coa/df /n by Theorem 4, when A\ < ci0o4/df/n, the estimator is
already optimal after initialization, no further refinement is needed. If A > c¢yo+/df/n, TRIP

holds for n indicated in the proposition, then by Theorem 1, after t,,.x = log </\61 (Z)/;lf>, we have

| A tmax — X*|p < c3(d)oy/ %f. Similar argument applies to the study of RGN. W

E.2 Proof of Theorem 6

Since A is a n-by-p; matrix with i.i.d. N(0,1/n) entries and n > Cp;, we have the Ra factor of
the QR decomposition of A has the spectrum bound

1 —c<omin(RA) <omax(Ra) <1+c¢ (46)
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for some 1 > ¢ > 0 with probability at least 1 —exp(—cip1) by the standard random matrix theory,
see (Vershynin, 2010, Corollary 5.35).

Let Y := Y x1 Q) = X* x; Ra + € where £ = € x; Q has i.i.d. N(0,0%/n) entries.
Denote X* := X* x; Ry, and its Tucker decomposition as S x?:ll U, we have (1 +c)A = X :=
min; o,.x (M;(X*) = (1 —c)A. Let ﬁg = [UY ﬁg] where U is composed of the first 7 columns
of ﬁg and IVJ'% contains the remaining (r — 7)) columns of [ng By the proof of Theorem 1 in
Zhang and Xia (2018), we have for the sample size indicated in proposition, with probability at
least 1 — exp(—cp), the following inequalities hold for k = 1,...,d:

(47)

d+1 1/2 .2
: (70 _ 70T oype | ([[Z1pK) /0 V2
Jsin ©(0, )| = 107 UK < I8 + =M E 2 < 35

Moreover,

;e

[URL Ukl = (X = Pggo) Ukl = [(T = Pygo) (X = Pgyg) Ui || < (X = Pgyg) Ui || = U] Ui | <

Consider applying Theorem 9 in our setting, we have T = X*, T=Yand Z=Y - X*=E.
.. = d

Moreover, by a similar proof of Theorem 4 part I, we have | Zy,.xr)llF = [|Emaxr)[F < 001/% for

some C > 0 with probability at least 1 — exp(—cp). So when n satisfies the condition indicated in

the proposition, we have |2, r)llF < c)'. Thus by Theorem 9, we have for the output of OHOOI,

XV, satisfies - -
[ 20 — X*|r < ¢ (d)| Zmaxellp < CA < C'A

So |40 — [ = | (X0 — %) x, Ry < c| 0 — X[ < O'A

Since H(‘d*(‘g))max@r) ”F = H(g X1 AT)maX(Qr)HF = H(g X1 RX)max(Zr)HF < €Oy df/”v when A <
c104/df /n, the initialization is already optimal, no further refinement is needed. If A > cyo4/df /n,
we consider the local refinement. By the spectral bounds in (46) for A, following a similar proof
of Proposition 1, we have TRIP holds for < holds with probability at least 1 — exp(—cp;) when

n = Cpi. Then by Theorem 1, after ty,,x = log /\cl(g)/jf>7 we have |X!max — X*||p < c3(d)on/ %f.

Similar argument applies to the study of RGN. N

E.3 Proof of Theorem 7

Let Qg € RP1X("+7%) he the orthogonal matrix spans the column spaces of X° and X*. Since
IX° — 7 (y)[[F = [1X° — Pao («* () [F + | Pao. (7* ()}

and
|X* —*(y)[# = [X* — Py (*(y)) % + | Py, (* ()1,

the SVD property |X° — o/*(y)|2 < |X* — *(y)|3 implies that
|X? — Pay (e (y))l[f < [X* = Py («*()) |-
Note that following the same proof as (25), we have

”PQO - PQOJZ{*'QZPQOH < Ry (48)
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Hence,

IX? = X*|p < [ X" — Poy(&*(v))|r + [X* — Po,(«/*(¥))|r

2| X" = Py (4% (y)) e

//\ A

—
N

a

= 2|X* = Po, (&*(#/(X7) +¢€))r
= 2|Pq, X" — P, @™ (Pq,X") — Pq,(#(¢))|r
2([(Pqy = Poo@™ e Pqy) X*|[r + [P, (4 (€))r)

(49)

A

b
< 2R2THX*HF + 2\/5”(‘52{* (5))max(r) “F7

—
=

where (a) is due to the model of y and (b) is due to that Pq,(«/*(e)) is a at most rank 27 matrix
and the spectral norm bound for the operator (Pq, — Pq,</*4/ Pq,) in (48).

By Theorem 4 part I, we have [|(2/* (&) ) max(r)lF < ¢4/ wo’ holds with probability at least
1 — exp(—cp). At the same time, by Proposmon 1, there exists C' > 0 such that when n = C'(p; +

po — 1)r|X*|2 /0% (X*), we have Ry, < ¢1 \\Xﬁ ). So for n indicated in the proposition, we have

| X0 —X*||p < copx (X*). Since [(*(€))max(r)|lF < 4/ dfa if 0% (X*) < c1o4/df /n, the estimator
is already optimal after initialization, no further refinement is needed. If o,.%(X*) > cio4/df/n,
then by Corollary 1, after ty.x = log o (XF)y/n/df Vn/df), we have | Xtmax — X*|p < 0301/%. Similar

cio

argument applies to the study of RGN. N

F Proofs in Section 5

F.1 An Equivalence Formulation For Scalar-on-tensor Regression

In this section, we show without loss of generality, we can assume &; Ml N (0,02) with 0 < 02 < 1,

A, i N(0,1) and |X*|p + 02 = 1 in establishing the computational lower bound for scalar-on-

tensor regression under Gaussian design. Consider (10) and suppose we are in a simpler setting
that | X*|r and o are known. Then we can rescale the problem by multiplying +/n/(| X* | + 02)
on both sides of (10) and get

=(A X" +e, i=1,...,n, (50)

where y, = nyi/A/|X*|r + 02 ~ N(0,1), A = /nA has iid. N(0,1) entries and X* =
X*/\/| X*|r + 02, €] follows i.i.d. N(0,02/+/|X*|r + 02) Satisfying | X2 + Var(e}) = 1. Tt is
not hard to see that any lower bound estabhshed for estimating X * based on {yz7 A’ [ 15 53Y Clower
also implies the lower bound for estimating X'*. This is because for any estimator X of X * we
have

~

X
| X*[p + o2

*/

|X — X*|p = /| X*r + o2

Z Clower V HX*HF + o2.

F

Thus, without loss of generality, we can assume ¢g; M N (0,0%) with 0 < 0% < 1, A; i (0,1)

and | X*||p + 0% = 1.
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F.2 More Backgroud and Preliminaries for Low-degree Polynomials Method

Low-degree polynomials computational hardness results have been provided to a number of prob-
lems, such as the planted clique detection (Hopkins, 2018; Barak et al., 2019), community detection
in stochastic block model (Hopkins and Steurer, 2017; Hopkins, 2018), the spiked tensor model
(Hopkins et al., 2017; Hopkins, 2018; Kunisky et al., 2019), the spiked Wishart model (Bandeira
et al., 2020), sparse PCA (Ding et al., 2019), spiked Wigner model (Kunisky et al., 2019), clustering
(LofHer et al., 2020; Davis et al., 2021; Lyu and Xia, 2022), planted vector recovery (Mao and Wein,
2021), certifying RIP (Ding et al., 2021b) and random k-SAT (Bresler and Huang, 2022).

Next, we provide a few preliminary facts for low-degree polynomials methods. Given data X,
consider the simple hypothesis testing problem: Hy v.s. Hj. We have the following result for
low-degree likelihood ratio.

Proposition 4 (Page 35 of Hopkins (2018) or Kunisky et al. (2019) Proposition 1.15). Let likelihood

ratio be LR(z) = le Ei; Q" — R. For every D € N, we have

LRSP —1
—_—— = arg max Ep, f(X)
HLRgD - 1H f:f has degree at most D '
By f2(X)=1,Ez, f(X)=0
and
LRSP — 1| = Ex, f(X),
H H f:f has degnlgexat most D Hlf( )
EHO f2 (X):17
En, f(X)=0
where || f| = A/Eu, f2(X) and f<P is the projection of a function f to the linear subspace of degree-

D polynomials, where the projection is orthonormal with respect to the inner product induced under
Hy.

Here the key quantity we are interested to bound is |[LRS” — 1|. Suppose D > 1 is fixed,
fo, fi,..., fg - " — R are orthonormal basis for degree D functions (with respect to {-,-)q,), and
that fo(z) = 1 is a constant function. Then by the property of basis functions, we have

q

ILRSP — 1% = 3 (B, (f:(X)(LRSP — 1))
i q1 , (51)
@ 2 (B, (fi(X)LR(X 2 Em, fi(X))?,

here (a) is because LR — (LRS” — 1) is orthogonal to f; by assumption. So the typical main
task in low-degree polynomials method boils down to bound >7_,(Eg, fi(X))?. In the hypothesis
testing formulation for scalar-on-tensor regression (13), the data are i.i.d. Gaussian under the null
hypothesis. So a natural choice for the basis funtions are Hermite polynomials, which are orthogonal
polynomials with respect to the Gaussian measure (Szeg, 1939).

Recall N = {0,1,2,...}, let {hr}reny be the normalized univariate Hermite polynomials hy =
ﬁHk where { Hy}ren are univariate Hermite polynomials which are defined by the following recur-
rence:

Hy(x) =1, Hi(z)==2, Hgii(x)=aHg(x)—kHg_1(x) fork>1

The normalized univariate Hermite polynomials satisfy the following key property:

EZ~N(O,1)[hk(Z)] =0 Vk=0, and EZ~N(O,1) [hkl(Z)th (Z)] = 1(]€1 = ]CQ),
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where 1(-) is the indicator function. In addition, for ¢ = (a1,...,ap) e N* and Z = (Z1,...,2Z,) €
R", let ha(Z) = [licpn) ha;(Zi) be the normalized n-variate Hermite polynomials. They form an
orthogonal basis with respect to N (0,1)®", i.e., if Z hasi.i.d. N(0,1) entries, then E[hq(Z)hg(Z)] =
1(a = B). Next, we introduce two additional properties regards Hermite polynomials.

Lemma 10. (Expansion for Shifted Hermite Polynomials ((Schramm and Wein, 2020, Proposition
3.1))) For any k € N and z,u € R, then

and

Lemma 11. (Gaussian Integration by Parts (Kunisky et al., 2019, Proposition 2.10)) If f : R - R
is a k (k= 0) times continuously differentiable and f(y) and its first k derivatives are bounded by
O(exp(|y|*)) for some a € (0,2), then

1 dk f
By <oV = = Brovon | 30|

F.3 Proof of Theorem 8

First, it is easy to check under Hi, we have

(yi, vec(A)| ™ X N (o, ( Vec(l.)(*) (VeC(IA:*))T >> . (52)

P

Moreover, let us denote the distribution of X* under Hy as Py=. Since the data is i.i.d. standard
Gaussian under Hy, Hermite polynomials are a natural choice for the orthogonal polynomial basis
under Hy. Let the degrees of {y;, A;}""_; to be {a;, 3;}!'_; defined in the following way:

n n n d
aeN"={a;}iy, BeN" ={Biilicinli=Gr,.inem® Bi = {Biiti=i,...jn)elp]®¢

Finally, throughout the proof, given any vector a = (ai,...,aq) € R%,b = (b1,...,b;) € R, let
— N4 —_T7¢ _TT1¢ p%
la| = >} a;j and al = [[j_; a;!, b* =[T;_; b,
By Proposition 4 and the properties of Hermite polynomials introduced in Appendix F.2, we
have

sup Eu, f({ys, Ai}izy) =[LRSP — 1]
deg(f)<D
polynomial f: Em,f({yiAi}7_1)=0,
Vars f({yi A}, ) =1 (53)

DY Erhasllye ALY

(a,B):|a|+|B|<D
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Then

Em, (has({yi, Aitio1)) = [EBay (hayp, (vis A))

i=1

=] [Exsorpn (B (ha,p,(yi, A X¥)) (54)
i=1

n A
(52)’Le=mma4HEx*~Px* <\/gX*ﬂi1(Oéi = |/Bz)>
i=1 v

We divide the rest of the proof into two steps.
Step 1 In this step, we bound the right hand side of (53).

> (B hap({yi Aidin))?

(a,B):]e|+|B|<D

2
(54) “ ;! .
= Z ( EX*N’P_X.* ( IB[X*ﬂz))
(o.B):0i=|B;],Vie[n],|a|<D/2 \i=1 v

- > (155 (Baeere (207’

(e B):0i=|3;] Vie[n] ol <D/2 i=1 P

(@) Z Z e Z H %Exf,x;‘w?x* (Xl*ﬁiXQ*ﬁi>

c|a|<D/2B:|Bi|=a1 BBy |=an i=1 "

® - o
= Z HExl*,x;~7>X* (€T, &5
ala|<D/2i=1

S [[Erpageres (- a6t x?)").

ala|<D/2i=1

(55)

Here (a) is by performing the “replica” manipulation where X}, X5 are drawn independently from
Paxs; (b) is by the sum of multinomials; (c) is by the generating process of X;* and X5.

Given (e, 3), let I = {i € [n] : o # 0} and |I4| be the cardinality of the set I. Also notice
that since xj and x5 has i.i.d. entries generated from Uniform(1/,/p,—1/,/p), we have p(x},x3)
has i.i.d. Uniform(1, —1) entries. By the property of sub-gaussian random variable, for any integer
k = 1, we have

B(lpGx, x5)I¥) < pH/2k2 (56)
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by (Vershynin, 2010, Eq. (5.11)) and the fact p(x],x3) has sub-gaussian norm ,/p. Then we have

> (Ba has({yis Ai}i))
()l +16]<D

(55) _ |
DY | = NN (R
aclal<D/2i=1
(5<6) Z H 1 _dzl dal/Z(da )dal/2
aclal<D/2i=1
b/2 n e (57)
< Z Z H daZ/Q ) o/

D

=P
D s\ /D
%) <§
i <n> <zj_—1>ddl—>/2<w/2> D2

here (a) is because the set {a : |I4| = a, |a| = D} has cardinality at most ( )(5_11), (b) is because
dox
050 o L Liero, ™ < M%asial 0 g -0 Tier, D™ < D,

Step 2. In this step, we bound Za 1 ( )(i) 11) and complete the proof.
n\ (D -1
—\a/\a— 1
D = D ,r (58)
_ D—1 _
D < D
Z:: <a—1> n Z(a_1>\(2n) .

By plugging (58) into (57), we have

L
[
=

L
T

Q
=
I
o

[

D

—~
IS
g

N
SPs Th

N

2 _
> (1-0%) 24P ax H o i
p
1

< i
o:|la|=D,|Ia|=a iel,,

-1
-1
1

N

]l
I

1a

I Mo

D/2 - 5
Y Emhaslyn AF) < Y (200 - ) (dD/p)"?)
(a.B):| | +]B|<D D=1
a /2 —
(g) 5D < K
£ 1-6
D=1

here (a) is due to n < 2(1f02) (p/dD)%? by our assumption. The proof is finished by observing (53).
|

F.4 Hardness of Hypothesis Testing Implies Hardness of Estimation

Proposition 5 (Hardness of Hypothesis Testing Implies Hardness of Estimation). If there does not
exist a polynomial-time tester distinguishing between Hy and Hy in scalar-on-tensor regression with

Type I + II error tending to zero as n — o0, then there is no polynomial-time estimator X such
that | X — X*||p < 1| X*|F as n — 0.
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2n

We prove by using the sample spliting and contradiction argument. Suppose X* and {y;, A;};";

are generated under H; described in (13). R
If there is polynomial-time estimator X based on {y;, A4;}?_; such that |X — X*|p < L[ X*||p,

then

3 5
X e < [ X7 e — X7 = X < | X[e <[ X*e + |X* - HF<Z“X*”F-

Given the first half of the data, we consider performing the test based on the statistic

2n
T= Y (v} 1A, X

i=n+1
Under Hy, Eg,(T|X) = 0 and
Var, (T1X) = nVarp, ((y2 — 1)(Ai, X)) = nEg, ((y2 — 1))Ex, ((Ai, X)?)
= ol B} < Dnlx* [},

Under H;, we have
EH1 (T")?)
—nEp, <(<.A1<, XY 12 4 26,(A;, X% — 1) (A, i’>2)
(CAs %2 AL 2)?)

ZTﬂE[h

—nEp, YooALXT Y AgALxrxy || D ARRTE Y AGALAA,

jelp]®d Je[p]®;ze[p]®? jelp]®d je[p]®%;ze[p]®?
j#2 j#a
DI R DI o D DR A
Jje[p]®%;ze[p]®? Jje[p]®4 je[p]®%;ze[p]®?

j*z j*z
=n(|X*3[ X[ + 2(x*, X))
()27
222,

here (a) is because | X3 > 2| X*[% and
.1 . .
(X%, X) = (12" + X7 — | 2% - X]|7)
1
(271 = 12 = 2 - 12712 )

51
4
1 * * 3 %12
Z((7/4) |2 |E — 1/16] x2*|2) = 21X -

Moreover, Varg, (T|X) = nVarg, ((y? — 1){A,, X)2) = O(n).
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So condition on {y;, A;}!'_ ;, we consider the test of rejecting if T" > %nHX*H%, not rejecting
otherwise. Then

( ) VarH T\X) no
Type I error = Py, (T > —nHX*HF| ¥) < (.)X(*’) i
(52nl X [)

27
Type Il error = Py, (T' < *HHX*H%!X) P (T~ 45 HX*HF <~ %5 HX*HFIX)

0,

< Varg, (T|X) n—o0
(55ml X [)?
where (a) is by the Chebysev’s inequality.
So this polynomial-time test based on T" achieves distinguishing between Hy and H; with Type

I + II errors goes to 0 as n — oo. This constraicts our assumption. So there does not exist a
polynomial-time estimator X such that |X — X*|p < 1| X*|r and this finishes the proof. W

G Proofs in Section 6

G.1 Proof of Lemma 3

Suppose X! has Tucker rank r decomposition [S¢; UY,
decomposition [S; Uy, ..., U], respectively. Recall

Ul ] and X* has Tucker rank r*

W= (Ugim ® - QUpt1 QU1 ®...Q U1V € Q) o
Wi i= (U ® - QUi @Uj .. @ UV € 0y,

where p_i = [ [, pi, Vi = QRIMi(S)7), VL = QR(M(8")T). For X*, it can be decomposed
in the following way

X*:X*XIPUziL—i—X*XlPUi XQPUEJ_++X* lllPUtxk?PUt ++X ;H_{RPU}&
d+m
Z X* %2 Pgy xy, Pgy |+ X% (2" Py

(59)

For k = 1,...,d, let us denote U}, = [I_Ji, I\ji] where I_Ji: is composed of the first r} columns of
U and U! is composed of the remaining (ry — 7§) columns of Uf.
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Then

Pty X* =X = Pr,, X*
5) d+m
=XT - (X" x i*TPUt + Z Te(Pyt  Mp(X*) Pyt )
k=1
(59) d+m
i (X* ><l 11 PUt Xk PUt E(PUZLMk(X*)PWtk»
k=1
(19) d+m
© (7} (PUt Mi(X*) @ gy iy @1 Put — PWZ)))
k=1
d+m
= (T (@ = Po) Me(XM) @], T @i Puy — Pwy)))
k=1
(14) d+m
LN (T (W ~ Po ) MW(X*) (@71 @l 1 Puy — Pwy)))
k=1
d+m
a
= (72( PUk PG;C)Mk(X*)(®f+;+m o1 Ok 1 Put —Pwt)»
k=1
) d+m
23 (T (@ = Poy)(Po, = Po) Mu(X* = 2@, Bty Py — Pwy) ) ) -
k=1

(60)

here (a) is because the Uy spans the column space of Mg(X*), (b) is because
Mu(X) (@ g ®lir Puy = Pavy) = 0.

It is easy to check ®f+dl+m - ®l b1 PUt — PWZ is a projection matrix. So from (60), we have

d+m
T Xl < 2 1T (P, = Pop ) Mi(X* = X)(@L, T @iy Pug — Pwy)) I

k=1
d+m

< D) I(x* = x%) x4 (Pu, = Py
k=1

<(d xX*— Xt Py, — Pr
(d-+m)]| Ip,_max |Pu, — Pg|

-----

| P

Lemma 8 Mp(X7) — Xt
< 2d+m)|X' - X%, max H ];(*(/24;6(2?*)() !
My (

M (X*) — X |p
<2(d Xt xx [ M
ml P o (M (R2))

_2d+m)| X'~ x|}
~ A .
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In the special matrix setting, i.e., d + m = 2, we can get a sharper bound.

Py, X* = X* — Pp X*
— PuX* + X*Py — PuX*Py — Py X* — X* Pyt + Py X* Py
— (Py — Pyi)X* + X*(Py — Pyt) — PuX*Py + PyX*Pyi — PuX*Py: + Py X* Py
= (Pu — Py )X*(I - Pyt) + (I - Pu)X*(Pv — Pyt)

% (Py — Py)X*(I — Pyt)

(i) (PU — PUt)(X* — Xt)(I - PVt)7

—~

(61)

where U € O, ,+,V € O, ,+ are left and right singular vectors of X*, (a) is due to the fact that
(I — Py)X*(Py — Py¢) = 0 and (b) is because X!(I — Py:) = 0. Thus

(61) Lemma 8 2||X* — X?|2
P X*|p < |Py— Py:||X* = X! < 4= —IF
1Pty X*le < [Py = Porl e )
This finishes the proof of this lemma. H

G.2 Proof of Theorem 9
Recall

Suppose INJZ1 = [U} IvJ'Zl] where U} is composed of the first 7# columns of [NIZl and IVJ',L1 contains the
remaining (r; — r}) columns of U}. First,

2] Zmax(r) I > 2 (Mi(Z xj<i (ONT x4 (ﬁg)T))max(r_) I
> 2] (M2 e (O i (ODT)) I
Lemma 16

> UL M(T) ®2 UYp

(14) ~ ~ 9
> Ui Mi(T) @52 Uj(®52U;) " ®j Uj|lp (62)
> [T Mi(T)|p | | omin(U] TY)

J#i

(@) ~ _
> U M (T) e (1/2)04 172
— [T M(T)p < 29702 2oy -
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where (a) is because

2 T+50 . HaTU;rU?H% . HaTU;r(I - U?LUE)I)H%
Umin(Uj U]) = min 0 = 5
acR’7 a3 acR'Y la3

la™U] 3 — |a"U U3, UFT 3

e’ a3 (63)
Ca"ujE laTuj Uy, |3
a3 acR'Y |all3

=1 |UJUY, P > 172,

Finally, by Lemma 14, we have

IT = Tle = 1T xy Py = Tlr
d S (62) (d+1)/2
<2 %Ly Poule + 21U MA(T)le < | ZmasiIp +d - 2 |1 Zmax(r) [F-
=1
This finishes the proof. N

G.3 Proof of Lemma 4.

We divide the proof into two steps: in step 1 we consider the setting o < Z}”:I B; and in step 2, we
consider o > 31 By.

-
Step 1 (o < 35, 5)). Given (V,X) ~ W (0, {111 111 }), let 27 = (Y —

w
D UwXaw) /A1 =20 u? First, by the construction and the property of multivariate Gaussian
random vectors, we have Z follows Gaussian distribution with E[Z] = 0, Var(Z) = 1. Moreover

cov(Z,X;) =0, so Z is independent of X; for all j = 1,...,w by the property of Gaussian random
variables. Given B € RY, let us define 8! = [[;Z, 5;!. Then

E (ha(Y) [1%s, (Xj)> =
j=1




Here (a) is because for valhe (z) is an order-o polynomial and the coeffient with % is 1 and the fact
that except the polynomial (357 wyXuw +4/1 = 235, ] Z)®, other terms in valh, (D51 uw X +

A 1=205 ?Z) will be zero after taking the derivative as a < }7i_, B;; (b) is because in the
expansion of (301 uwXw + /1 =25 JZ) the polynomial with respect to (X1,...,X,,) has
degree at most «, the fact a < ijl B; and the coefficient of polynomial X151 . '-Xqﬁq when a =

Wi
ITTw J
w Lo 1
Zj:1 Bj is 7]@ 2
1 u'

Step 2 (o > >i_; Bw). Given (Y, X) ~ N(O, [u I ]), let Z; = (X; —u;Y)/ 1—u? for

j =1,...,w. Since (Y,X) is multivariate normal distributed, Z;s are also normal distributed.
Moreover, E(Z;) = 0 and Var(Z;) = 1. Finally, {Z;}}_; are 1ndependent of Y as cov(Z;,Y) =0
for j=1,...,w. Then

E (ha(y) 1_[ hﬁj (Xj)> ( 1_[ UJY + MZ])>
j=1

:E< (ha ﬁ (Y 01— w2 2)) (21 1))

Lemma 11 aH;‘Hzl hﬁj (UJY + FZ )
- ELE oY« ‘{Z }

(a) 0,
where (a) is because [ [7_; hg; (u;Y +4/1 — u?Zj) is a polynomial of degree at most >J;_; 8; in Y
and o > Z?;l Bj. This finishes the proof of this lemma. W

H Proofs in Section 7

H.1 Properties of Contracted Tensor Inner Product

We first introduce the following lemma 12, which reveals a few useful properties of contracted
tensor inner product defined in (20) and will be used frequently in deriving efficient implementation

of RGN.

Lemma 12 (Properties of Contracted Tensor Inner Product). Let X € RP1* " *PdXPdt1X = XPd+m
Z e Ry xPd YWY e RPLXXPe-1XGeXPr+1XXPd pe tensors with d = k = 1, m = 0. For any
A € R%*Pk e have

(X x5 A W)y = (X, W x; AT, (64)
For any B € R%+i*Pa+i ith 1 < j < m, we have
(X, Z), % B =(X x4:; B, Z),. (65)

Proof of Lemma 12. We divide the proof into two steps. In step 1, we prove (64) and in step 2, we
prove (65). Throughout the proof, let e; be the standard jth base vector where jth entry is 1 and
others are zero.
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Step 1. For any i1 € [pgs1]s---»im € [Pdsm]s
W 56 A i) DRy W < AT
=(X de+$r1 e, 4, W X AT>

9
©am(x x;”d“.il ei o), Mp(W))
:<X X A Xl:d+1 Ci_as W>

:< X Xk A)[7 7'7i1: 7' W>
= <X X A W> [i1,0.si
Step 2. For any i1 € [pay1],---,%j-1 € [Parj-1],7; € [Qd+j]7ij+1 € [pasj+1ls- - im € [Parml,

(X, 20 < B, g
=X, ). xj e[ B X1y e

= 2 (0B | ] [(@i)ia |<¥ 2)ater, o)

21€[Pay1]s-r2mE[Pd+m] I#j
(20) T
= Z (ez]B)[z]] H(eil)[zl] Z X[wl,...,wd,zl,...,zm]z[wl,...,wd]
21€[pay1]s-r2mE[Dd+m] I#j w1€[p1],..;wa€[pd]
-
= > Zlwy,..owd] > Kiwrowarrzn] (€0 B)1 | [ (€021
wi€[p1],...,wq€[pd] 21€[Pd+1]s--»2mE[Pd+m) I#3
= Z 2wy, wq] (X[whv..,wd,:,v--;] Xd+j € B Xl d+ll¢d+] €i_ d)

w1€[p1],...,wa€[pd]

=(Z,(X x44; B) X?—TIZI €,_,) =<2, (X Xq4j B)[:,...,:,il,...,z‘m]>
20)

= <X Xd+; B Z>*

TN A 7’"1].

This finishes the proof of this lemma. W

H.2 Proof of Lemma 5

First, (16) follows from (15) by the relationship between the spectrum of a linear operator and its
inverse, so we just need to show (15).

The claim (15) is equivalent to say the spectrum of Pr, , o*< Pr,, is lower and upper bounded
by 1 — Ry and 1 + Rap, respectively, for Z € Ty:M,. Since PTXt;zf *of Pr,, is a symmetric
operator, its spectrum can be upper bounded by supzer,,m,.|z|p=1{Z, Pry. &* % Pr,,(Z)) and
lower bounded by inf zer, ,m,:|2|p=1{Z Pry, & " Pr,, (£)). Also

()
sup (Z,Pr, o*d P, (2)) = sup |/ Pr.,,(Z)|f < 1+ Rox
ZeTpiMy:| Z[p=1 ZeTxtMr:| Z]p=1
(@)
inf Z.Pr., o *d Py, (2)) = inf A Pr_, (2)|3 > 1— Ray.
ZeTxmlxﬂrizuzuF=1< Tt Tt (Z)) . | Pr,, (Z)|& o

Here (a) is by the TRIP condition for 7, Pr,,(Z) is at most Tucker rank 2r by Lemma 7 and the
fact |Pry,(Z2)[r < [Z]r. ®

29



H.3 Proof of Proposition 2

First, for convenience of presentation, given U, € O, ., we define U;ﬂl) = Uk,U,(f) = Ui,. By

orthogonality, we know for any tensor T~ of dimension p1 X -+ X Pgim,

|71 =T <& (Pu, + Pu, )|E = Z T xaiy Pyten)

81,y8d+m=1 F 66
2 (60

- 3

S1yySd+m=1

HT xdam yen) T H2
F

2
Txd+mPU<gk) =
F

S1,. sd+m—1

By the parameterization form of the tangent space of X given in (21), we know to solve the
RGN update, i.e., X*05 = arg minyer, , M, Y - o Pr,, (X)|2, it is equivalent to solve

(B! {D}3)

n d+m 2
= argmin Z <A,L Bxd+mU — Z<A'L St XkUkJ_Dk X]¢kU> .
BeR™1 > XTd4+m i=1 k=1 F
D eRPE—TK)XTk k=1,....d+m
(67)
Next, let us decompose each term in the summand on the right hand side of (67).
d+m 2
' <A,L B Xd+m U >* — Z <.A1‘,St Xk UZLDk Xj?gk U§>*
k=1 F
CORE: T
DS R U AL B U i U

5d+17---75d+m,—1

d+m " )T

— 2 (AL S X Up Dy X Ul X2 UL HF
k=1
L 2
emma 12 Z Hyl xl . U[fgl;d _ <A1 (B ><d+m Ut) X;l+$r1 U;(Sz)7>*

sd+17"'75d+m:1

d+m T

¢
— DAL (8" UL Dy x i US) X2 0 U (68)

2
S T m t(s;)
- Z Hyz X2 Ul(+tli+d) - SA%B xji_y U, X?l+d+1 U, 0Tyt >*

Sd+1y-++rSd+m=1
(I)

d
t t d t d+m (s)T
— D CALS g UL Dy x5, UG 2, U T,
1

(1
d+m . T
Z <A1"St 1Ut Xk U(Sk) U} Dy <% 12k U Sl) >*
k=d+1

(1)

60



Notice that (I) and (II) are non-zero only if s; = 1 for alll = d +1,...,d+ m; (III) is non-zero only
when there is one z € {d + 1,...,d + m} such that s, = 2 and for all other [ # z, s; = 1; moreover,
suppose s, = 2 for some z € {d+ 1,...,d + m}, then

(1) = (A;, 8" x9_, Ul x, D)y

With the above observation, (68) can be simplified as

d+m 2
— (AL B X U, — ) (AL ST xg Up Dy X g Ul
k=1 F
2
= |V {21 Upq — (A B xj_ U —Z<~Aa 8' % Uj Dy %1 o Upa
k=1 F

m
2
tT T t . d t
+ 2 Hyz %2 Uiial Xizz Upg — (AL S X1 Uj X244 D.ta)s -
z=1

2
d
Lemma 12 tT tT d tT t
= Vi xi%y l+d (A; Xk; 1 Uk By — Z<Aa X Ul Xjo1jzk Uj S xp Dy
k=1 F
(To)

2
+ 2 Hyz X Uz+dJ_ Xtz Ul+d <A’L X] 1 U;'Tvst Xz+d Dz+d>* P

(Tz)

We note that (Tp) only involves (B, {Dy}{_,) and (7%) only involves D, 4 for z = 1,...,m. More-
over, we can view (Tp) and {(T3)}J-, as (m + 1) separate least squares for the reasons below.
First,

o) = 2, ((y’ <= 1Ul+d)[ ] A 1 U5 Baliy, ]~
Ji€lra+i)l=1,....m
: 2
k=1

Lemma 12,
2 12,(19) Z (()?Z X 1Ul+d)[ agm] (A; x? tT Bl ttin]) T

gi€lravill=1,...m

- Z<U L My (Ai xpr, UST) <Mk(sz,...,:,jl,...,jm])>T 7Dk>)2-
Moreover,

2
Lemma 12 +T tT d tT t
(T%) = Hyl X2 Uyial X1z Uy — (A x5, U, 8 Dx Xz Dz+dHF

2
HUt L Me (Vi <22 Ul ) = Doy g ML (CAs x4, UL 8Y),) .

notice that the above formular can be viewed as a multivariate least squares. Finally, the proposition
follows by considering the sum of (Tp), {(7%)}7"; over sample indices ¢ in (67). MW
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H.4 Proof of Lemma 6

By computing the gradient of the objective in (8) and setting it to zero, X'T0-5 can be uniquely
solved by the following linear system:

Pr,, o/ *d Pr,, (X% = Pr, (o*(Y)). (69)
In this setting it reduces to
Pr., (X" xi ATA) = Pr (¥ x1 AT). (70)

Since X105 € T M, we known from (21) that Xt0-5 can be written as

1+m
xtt05 _ gt X}l;rln Ui: i Z St x,, UZLDQ X itk UE., (71)
k=1

for some to be determined (B¢, {D%}} ™).
e Let us first compute My (8" x;, UL | DY x4y, Uﬁ) for k = 2,...,14+m. By the projection operation
onto the tangent space Tx:M, given in (5), we have for k =2,...,1+ m,
UL My, (X705 g ATA) WY = UL M (Y x1 ATYWH. (72)
By plugging (71) into (72), we get
UL My, (X102 ) ATA) W
=U} | My(8" x1 ATAUY x;, Uy Dj, Xizpi21 U)W,
=U} Uj DiM(S) (®i1,i26 U} @ (UTTATA)) Wi

=D’ M, (SY) <®#k71m ® (UﬁTATAUg)> Vi (73)
i#1

IDLMUSIVEVE (0T, (U ATATY ) Vi
i#1
=UlT M (Y x1 AT)WL,
Here (a) is because Vi by definition spans the row space of My(8*). The last equality in (73)
implies

-1
DI M (SHVE = ULl Mp(Y x1 ATYW? <V§J <®#,?I” ® (UﬁTATAU§)> V;@) . (74)
i
So
M (8" % Up Dy, i UY)
=Uj, DiMi(8") VL V] ®; UL

-1
74
(=)U}5€ LU M (Y <1 ATYWE (ij (@M,Im ® (UﬁTATAU§)> VZ) Wil
171
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e Now we compute M (B) and M;(8* x1 Uj | Df x .1 UY). Similar to (72), here by projecting
both sides of (70) onto the core and the first mode, we have

UMy (X705 5 ATA) W = ULT M (Y x1 AT)WE,

75
(X055 ATA) ;1 UL = (Y < AT) x, T UL (75)
By plugging (71) into (75), we get
UL ATAUIM, (B)V] + UL ATAUY DIM,(S)V] = UM (Y < ADWS, - (76)
and
B x; UTATAU! + 8" x; UTATAUY D! = (¥ x1 AT) x, F1 UL (77)
Do matricization along mode-1 on both sides of (77) yields
UTTATAUIM, (B + UTTATAUL DIM(8Y) = UT MY x1 AT @3,y Us (78)
By multiplying V{ on both sides of (78) and combining with (76) yields
ATAUI M (BYVE + ATAU! DIM(SHVE = Mi(Y x1 ATYW!
— UM (B )V] + U DIM(S)V] = (ATA) " My(Y x1 AW (79)

DM (S)VE = UL (ATA) M (Y xi AW,

here (a) is by multiplying Ut on both sides of the equation. So
My (8" x1 U DY %z Uz)
= Ul DIM:(8") @11, US'
= UL DIM(S)VIVIT & (1) US
DU UTATA) M 0 AT WIWT,
Finally by (78), we have

My (BY)
— (UTATAUY) ! (UtJMl(y <1 A1) @2_ (14 UL U’iTATAUtthlMl(St))

79 _ —
T (U ATAUY T (U ATMU(P) @21y Uf — UITATAUL UG (ATA) M (D 0 ATYWEVT)

- (UﬁTATAUtl)—lUtlTAT (Ml(y) ®>

= (em) Uj — AUhUﬂ(ATA)_lATMl(y)WﬁthT> ~

This finishes the proof. W

I Additional Proofs and Lemmas

Lemma 13. (Tensor Restricted Orthogonal Property) Let 2y, 29 € RPV**Pd pe two low Tucker
rank tensors with Tucrank(2,) = r1 := (r1,...,7q), Tucrank(2s) = ro := (r],...,7)). Then,

K (21), 7 (23)) = (21, Z2)| < Bryiro| 21 v | Z2]p- (80)
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Proof. Without loss of generality, assume [2,[lp = 1, [22|r = 1. Notice that 2, + 25 is of at
most Tucker rank ry +ry as the matricization of Z7 + 25 on each mode k is of at most rank r; + 7“;4.
Similarly, Z; — Z5 is also at most Tucker rank ry + ro. Then by the definition of TRIP constant,
we have

(21 + Z)|3
(Z1 + 2) |3

Notice that the above inequalities hold in both settings when Ry, 4r, > 1 and Ry, 4y, < 1. Then

(ZQ)> < 4<Zla Z?> + 4Rr1+r27
(22)> Z 4<Zla ZQ> - 4RI‘1+1‘2

(1= Rey4r)| 21 £ 22 <
>

| .o/
(1+ Rey4ry)| 21 £ 227 = |

| (21 + 2o) |} — | (21 — 2o)|} = KA (21), o
| (21 + Zo) |3 — | (21 — 20) |} = KA (Z1), o
and this implies (80). M

Lemma 14. (Tensor Estimation from Projection (Luo and Zhang, 2021, Lemma 11)) Given two
order-d tensors Y, X € RP1**Pd_ Syppose Ug € Op, ., then

d
- 2 HUQIMkz(X)”F'

Hy xi_y Pyy — XHF < H(y — X) x1 Pyg x -+ xq P
k=1

Definition 4. Suppose .7 is a subset of a normed space. A set N7 < T is called a e-net of T
with respect to the norm || - || if for each T € T, there exists To € N7 with |T — To| < e. The
minimal cardinality of an e-net of T with respect to the norm || - | is denoted by N (T ,| - |,€) and
is called the covering number of 7 at scale €.

Next, we give a sharp bound on the covering number for the set of low Tucker rank tensors with
respect to the Frobenius norm and it improves upon (Rauhut et al., 2017, Lemma 2).

Lemma 15 (Covering Number for Low Tucker Rank Tensors). Let 0 < € < 1, the covering number of
T = {T € RPXPd : Tucrank(T) <1 := (r1,...,7q), |T|r < 1} with respect to the Frobenious

[Ty (pi—ri)rs
norm satisfies N (Fpr, || - |F,€) < (@) ' 1—[?21 (%:1)) for some absolute constant
co > 0.

Proof of Lemma 15. Given any T € Z,r, T has the Tucker decomposition 7 = S xgzl U, for
some 8 satisfying [|S|r < 1 and U; € Oy, »,. We will construct a e-net for %, , by covering {U;}ZL ;
and the set of 1 x - -+ X r4 tensors with Frobenius norm at most 1.

By (Zhang and Xia, 2018, Lemma 7), we can construct a €¢/(d + 1)-net (0 < ¢/(d + 1) < 1)
{(SM ... 8WNs)} for {§" e R"**7d : |8'|p < 1} such that

sup min |8 —8V|p <e/(d+1)
8|8 |p<1iSNs

with Ng < (34T,

€
At the same time, by (Szarek, 1982, Proposition 8), for each k = 1,...,d, we can construct a

¢/(d+1)-net {U]il), e UECN’“)} on the Grassmann manifold of r;-dimensional subspaces in RP* with
the metric d(Uy, Ug) = |[U;U{ — UaU] | such that

sup  min d(Uy, Ul(j)) <e/(d+1)

UkGQPk Tk GSAE
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with N, < (%eﬂ))”“(p’f”c) for some absolute constant cg > 0.

Given any fixed 7 € p, with Tucker decomposition & x¢ ; U;, we can find Ul(fk) in the
corresponding €/(d + 1)-net such that d(U,(;’“),Uk) < e€/(d+1). Let Of = arg minpeg,, |ULO —
U](jk)HF. By (Cai and Zhang, 2018, Lemma 1), we have |[U;Oy — U,(jk)HF < d(U,(f’“),Uk) <e€/(d+

1). Denote § = S x3_, O] and let S(©) be the one in the core tensor ¢/(d + 1)-net such that
|SG0) — S|p < €/(d+ 1). Thus

|7 — Sio) X%:1 U/(.:k)HF
— |8 XL, k0 = 8w U]

d . .
(8 =800y x{_, U0p + Y 810 x4 Ug-”) % (U,Of — UM) x ;1. U;0;
k=1

F

<|(8 — 8@ xi_ U0k r + D [81) x ;o U x;, (U0, = UM) %0, U0, 5
k=1
<(d+1)e/(d+1) =€

This finishes the proof of this lemma. W
The following Lemma 16 quantifies the projection error under the perturbation model.

Lemma 16. (A perturbation projection error bound (Luo et al., 2021, Theorem 2)) Suppose B =
A+7Z fOI some rank-r matriz A and perturbation matriz Z. Denote the top rank r truncated SVD
of B as UXVT. Then for any q € [1, 0],

max {|Pg Al |APg o} < 2|Zmaxr)la-

Here | - |4 denotes the matriz Schatten-q norm.
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