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Abstract

In this paper, we construct a parameter estimation framework for robust

low-rank tensor regression based on a truncation method and Huber loss,

specifically focusing on models with random noise having only finite second-

order moments. Through a robust gradient descent method, our proposed

Huber-type estimator is theoretically optimal in two aspects: (1) its statisti-

cal error rate matches the optimal upper bound established for the traditional

least squares method under sub-Gaussian error; and (2) the sample complex-

ity for recovering the tensor parameter is also optimal. Extensive numerical

experiments demonstrate the robustness of our estimator, indicating that the

utilization of truncation and Huber loss significantly enhances stability and

statistical effectiveness, outperforming the traditional least squares method.

Additionally, the phenomenon of phase transition in the convergence rate of
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the proposed estimator is confirmed through simulation. Furthermore, ap-

plications to image recovery and the Beijing air-quality dataset demonstrate

the practical effectiveness of our method.
Keywords: Tensor regression, Huber loss, Truncation, Heavy tails, Robust

estimation

2020 MSC: 62F35, 62H12, 68T05, 15A69

1. Introduction

In recent years, the tail-robustness issue in parameter regression estima-

tion has become an interesting research highlight. A primary reason for this

attention is that many well-used statistical methods and algorithms based

on the sub-Gaussian assumption suffer from heavy-tailed distribution and

the real-world datasets, especially in the financial area, often exhibit heavy

tails. Therefore, some effective approaches to adequately estimate regression

parameter with the heavy-tailed noise have been proposed by numerous lit-

erature. One of the popular ways is to replace the traditional squared loss

with robust alternatives such as absolute loss, quantile loss, Huber loss (Hu-

ber, 1964) and Cauchy loss. This type of robust technique was originally

aimed at achieving the outlier-robustness. Recently, Fan et al. (2016) first

employed the Huber loss into linear regression problem to investigate the

robustness against heavy-tailness of the regression error. Their theoretical

result unveils that under only finite second order moment condition on the

noise, the proposed robust estimator has the same optimal rate as the case

of sub-Gaussian tails via carefully tuning the robustification parameter of

Huber loss. Sun et al. (2020) revisited this adaptive Huber regression with
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only bounded (1 + ϵ)-th moment noise, and found a tight phase transition

phenomenon for the convergence rate of the regression parameter. Wang

et al. (2021) proposed a data-driven approach for Huber-type robust mean

estimation and linear regression such that the robustification parameter can

efficiently be tuned. There are also a broad range of other literature using

the adaptive Huber loss to study regression problems with heavy-tailed er-

rors (see, for example, Zhou et al. (2018) and Luo and Gao (2022) for linear

regression, Fan et al. (2019) for large-scale multiple testing, Shen et al. (2025)

for matrix recovery and Fan et al. (2024) for neural networks).

Another convenient and effective way to handle heavy-tailed data is to

directly clip the samples, which has become widely used. Fan et al. (2021)

proposed a shrinkage principle for low-rank matrix recovery with heavy-tailed

data. Specifically, they truncated large heavy-tailed responses or covariates

and used the clipped data in the least-squares method. Their theoretical

results show that, under mild moment constraints, the robust estimator

achieves a similar statistical error rate as in the case with sub-Gaussian

tails. Subsequently, Zhu and Zhou (2021) adopted this robust methodology

in generalized linear models and obtained good theoretical and numerical

results. Inspired by Fan et al. (2021), Wang and Tsay (2023) and Liu and

Zhang (2025) studied high-dimensional vector autoregression with heavy-

tailed time series data. Both of their robust estimation procedures required

clipping the data vector.

As more and more datasets appear in the form of tensors, conventional

methods for studying regression problems based on vector and matrix-valued

data are inadequate. Therefore, significant developments have been made in
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tensor regression. For example, Lu et al. (2020) proposed an estimation

procedure to estimate the tensor parameter in high-dimensional quantile re-

gression. Han et al. (2022) introduces a unified statistical and computational

framework for generalized low-rank tensor estimation under various proba-

bilistic models, including sub-Gaussian tensor PCA, tensor regression, and

Poisson and binomial tensor PCA. Under general deterministic conditions,

they establish both statistical error bounds and linear convergence rates. The

method is shown to achieve minimax optimal rates in several settings and

is validated through simulations and real-data applications such as photon-

limited imaging and click-through prediction.

To further fill the gap in robust estimation under tensor regression models

and make progress in overcoming heavy-tailed errors from a statistical per-

spective, this paper investigates tensor regression models with heavy-tailed

errors that have only finite second-order moments. By designing a robust

gradient descent algorithm, we obtain a Huber-type robust estimator, which

theoretically achieves the same optimal estimation error as in the case with

sub-Gaussian noise, as shown in Han et al. (2022). We also optimize the

sample complexity through careful proofs under mild constraints. The mag-

nitudes of the robustification parameters used to control the bias and tail

robustness are specified with respect to the dimensionality, rank, sample

size, and finite second-order moments. Furthermore, to accommodate asym-

metric additive errors, we generalize the Huber loss to a broader class of loss

functions. Numerical simulations demonstrate that our estimator outper-

forms that of Han et al. (2022) under both homogeneous and heteroscedastic

models. Finally, we apply our method to image recovery. Compared with the
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original algorithm, the robust Huber loss-based algorithm shows a significant

improvement in recovery performance.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 gives the

mathematical notation and definitions used in this paper. Section 3 presents

our Huber-type parameter estimator for tensor regression with heavy-tailed

errors and gives an upper bound in theory. Section 4 shows numerical exper-

iments and empirical analysis to illustrate the validity of the methods in this

paper. Section 5 gives the summary and discussion of this paper. Finally,

the proofs of theorems are shown in Appendix.

2. Notation and definitions

For any positive integer n, we denote the set {1, 2, . . . , n} by [n]. Upper-

case letters denote matrices, while calligraphic letters denote 3-order tensors.

For two matrices X, Y ∈ Rp1×p2 and two tensors X ,Y ∈ Rp1×p2×p3 , ⟨X,Y ⟩ :=

tr(X⊤Y ) and ⟨X ,Y⟩ := ∑
i,j,k X(i,j,k)Y(i,j,k). The Frobenius norms of X and X

are defined as ∥X∥F =
√∑

i,j X
2
(i,j) and ∥X ∥F =

√∑
i,j,k X 2

(i,j,k), respectively.

The nuclear norm and spectral norm are defined as ∥A∥⋆ = tr
(√

A⊤A
)

and

∥A∥op =
√
λmax (A⊤A). The unit Euclidean sphere on d-dimensional space

is denoted by Sd−1. Op×q :=
{
U ∈ Rp×q : U⊤U = Iq

}
. As a higher-order

generalization of principal component analysis, the Tucker decomposition of

a tensor is presented below:

Definition 1 (Tensor Tucker decomposition). For a given tensor A ∈ Rp1×p2×p3,

if there exist a tensor S ∈ Rr1×r2×r3 and a matrix Ui ∈ Opi×ri where ri ≤ pi,

i ∈ [3] such that A = S ×1 U1 ×2 U2 ×3 U3, then A is said to be the rank-
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(r1, r2, r3) tensor, and S is called the kernel tensor. For convenience, denote

A = S ×1 U1 ×2 U2 ×3 U3 =: JS; U1,U2,U3K,

where (S ×1 U1)i1i2i3 := ∑r1
j=1 Sji2i3 (U1)i1j. S ×2 U2 and S ×3 U3 for U2 ∈

Rp2×r2 ,U3 ∈ Rp3×r3 are defined in a similar way.

Figure 1 shows a schematic diagram of the tensor Tucker decomposition.

p2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

p1

︸
︷︷

︸ p 3︸ ︷︷
︸A

=

r1 × r2 × r3

S

p1 × r1

×1
×3

×2

p3 × r3

U3
U1

U2p2 × r2

Figure 1: Tucker decomposition of tensor A = JS; U1, U2, U3K ∈ Rp1×p2×p3 .

The matricization operator Mk : Rp1×p2×p3 → Rpk×(pk+1pk+2) is defined as

[Mk(A)]ik,ik+1+pk+1(ik+2−1) = Ai1i2i3 for all A ∈ Rp1×p2×p3 ,

where k + 1 and k + 2 are computed with modulo 3. The low-rank ten-

sor can be Tucker decomposed by the following higher-order singular value

decomposition algorithm proposed by De Lathauwer et al. (2000).

Let κ = λ̄/λ. Here, we define λ̄ := max
{
∥Mk (A∗)∥op : k ∈ [3]

}
and

λ := min {σrk
(Mk (A∗)) : k ∈ [3]}. Furthermore, let p̄ = max{pk : k ∈ [3]}

and r̄ = max{rk : k ∈ [3]}. For a differentiable function f : Rp1×p2×p3 → R,

we write ∇f as its gradient function. Given two sequences {an}∞
n=1 and
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Algorithm 1 High order singular value decomposition (HOSVD)
Require: rank-(r1, r2, r3) tensor Y ∈ Rp1×p2×p3 .

1: Uk = SVDrk
(Mk(Y)) , k = 1, 2, 3

2: S = JY ; U⊤
1 ,U⊤

2 ,U⊤
3 K

Ensure: (S,U1,U2,U3).

{bn}∞
n=1, we use the notation an ≍ bn if there exist positive constants C1 and

C2 such that C1bn ≤ an ≤ C2bn for all n.

Definition 2 (Huber loss (Huber, 1964)). The Huber loss ℓϖ(·) is defined as

ℓϖ(x) =


x2/2, if |x| ≤ ϖ;

ϖ|x| −ϖ2/2, if |x| > ϖ,

where ϖ is a robustification parameter which strikes a balance between the

induced bias and tail robustness.

From the above definition, we obtain the following truncation function

by deriving the Huber loss:

Definition 3 (Clipping function). Let ψτ (·) be a clipping function defined

by

ψτ (x) = (|x| ∧ τ) sign(x), x ∈ R,

where τ is a robustification parameter.

Figure 2 shows the image of Huber loss, squared loss and truncation

function.
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Figure 2: Illustration of Huber loss, square loss and truncation function.

3. Main result

3.1. Model and theoretical results

Suppose n i.i.d. samples {yi,Xi}ni=1 are generated from the following

tensor regression:

yi = ⟨Xi,A∗⟩ + εi with E (εi | Xi) = 0 and M = k

√
E
(
E (ε2

i |Xi)k
)
< ∞,

(1)

where A∗ ∈ Rp1×p2×p3 is a rank-(r1, r2, r3) tensor with rk ≪ pk, to be es-

timated and {Xi}ni=1 are tensor covariates. Since the noise only possesses

mild polynomial moment, the traditional least square method is not effi-

cient in estimating the tensor parameter A∗ and sensitive to outliers and

heavy-tailed data. In order to handle heavy-tailed noise, we propose to

utilize Huber loss in Definition 2 and define the empirical loss function

Lϖ(A) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ℓϖ(yi − ⟨Xi,A⟩). We solve the following optimization prob-
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lem to obtain a low-rank estimator for A∗ under the heavy-tailed setting:

(
Ŝ, Û1, Û2, Û3

)
= arg min

S,U1,U2,U3

{
Lϖ (JS; U1,U2,U3K) + a

2

3∑
k=1

∥∥∥U⊤
k Uk − b2Irk

∥∥∥2

F

}
,

where a, b > 0 are tuning parameters. The regular term a
2
∑3
k=1

∥∥∥U⊤
k Uk − b2Irk

∥∥∥2

F

ensures that in the process of using gradient descent method, {Uk}3
k=1 are

nonsingular without changing the minimum point. Before we employ the gra-

dient descent method to get an excellent approximation of
r

Ŝ; Û1, Û2, Û3

z
, a

reliable initialization is necessary. Han et al. (2022) constructed an unbiased

estimator 1
n

∑n
i=1 yiXi based on the normality assumption for noise, but our

noise distribution possesses a heavy-tail. Therefore, the response variable yi
needs to be trimmed via the clipping function defined in Definition 3.

By the above method, we use the following robust gradient descent algo-

rithm to obtain our Huber-type robust estimator.

Algorithm 2 The Robust Gradient Descent Algorithm
Require: {yi,Xi}ni=1, robustification parameters τ and ϖ, tuning parame-

ters a and b, step size η, the number of iteration Tmax.
1: Ã = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ψτ (yi)Xi

2:
(
S̃, Ũ1, Ũ2, Ũ3

)
= HOSVD

(
Ã
)

(HOSVD in Algorithm 1)
3: Let U(0)

k = bŨk for k ∈ [3] and S(0) = S̃/b3.
4: for T = 0, 1, 2, . . . , Tmax − 1 do
5: For each k ∈ [3], we compute the following equation:
6: U(T+1)

k = U(T )
k −η

(
∇Uk

Lϖ

(
S(T ), . . . ,U(T )

3

)
+ aU(T )

k

(
U(T )⊤
k U(T )

k − b2I
))
.

7: Then:
8: S(T+1) = S(T ) − η∇SLϖ

(
S(T ),U(T )

1 ,U(T )
2 ,U(T )

3

)
.

9: end for
Ensure: A(Tmax) = S(Tmax) ×1 U(Tmax)

1 ×2 U(Tmax)
2 ×3 U(Tmax)

3 .
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There are two main differences in Algorithm 2 compared with Han et al.

(2022) such that it possesses the robustness against heavy-tailed errors of

noise:

(1) The initializer Ã contains a robustification parameter τ which clips

the response {yi}ni=1. the clipping technique has been successfully

applied by Fan et al. (2021) and Zhu and Zhou (2021). Some specific

benefits of doing so are stated in Remark 1.

(2) We adopt Huber loss rather than the ordinary least squares considered

by Han et al. (2022).

The statistical guarantee of A(Tmax) is presented as follows.

Theorem 1. Assume that the following conditions hold:

(1) Let all entries of X be i.i.d. sampled from sub-Gaussian distribution

with mean-zero, variance-one and
∥∥∥X(j,k,l)

∥∥∥
ψ2

≤ K < ∞. Assume that

{Xi}ni=1 are i. i. d. copies of X and {yi}ni=1 are i.i.d. from (1).

(2) Denote λ̄ := max
{
∥Mk (A∗)∥op : k ∈ [3]

}
and λ := min {σrk

(Mk (A∗)) : k ∈ [3]},

where p̄ = max{pk : k ∈ [3]} and r̄ = max{rk : k ∈ [3]}. There ex-

ist some positive constants {ci}3
i=1 such that r ≥ c1r̄, M ≤ c2∥A∗∥2

F ,

r ≥ (
√
p̄ log(p̄))

1
3 and λ ≥ c3.

If ϖ ≍K,k (Mn/df)
1
2 , τ ≍K,k (Rn/df)

1
2 , b ≍ λ̄1/4 and a ≍ λ̄

κ2 are chosen,

then for ∀t > log(13), there exist positive constants c0, c1, c2 and {Ci}5
i=1 such

that as long as η > c0λ̄
− 3

2 ,

n > C1 max
{
R2p̄

3
2 r̄, Rκ2p̄

3
2
√
r̄, κ6p̄r̄2

}
and Tmax > C2 log

(
nλ

Mdfκ4

)
,
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with probability at least 1 − 6 exp(−c1p̄) − 4 exp (df(log(13) − t)) − C3Tmax

exp(−C4df) − (Tmax + 4)e−p̄
3
2 r̄ − 4p̄−c2, we have

∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗
∥∥∥
F
< C5κ

2
√
Mdf/n

(√
t+ t

)
,

where df := r1r2r3 +∑3
i=1 piri, κ = λ̄/λ and R := E[y2

i ].

Remark 1. From Theorem 1, it follows that under the bounded second-order

moments condition, our proposed estimator realizes the minmax optimal rate

of convergence established by Han et al. (2022). On the other hand, the

sample complexity n ≳ p̄
3
2 r̄ is also optimal if R is smaller than some fixed

constant.

Remark 2. In the presence of heavy-tailed noises, the initializer Ã offers

some key virtues in both theoretical and numerical aspects. First, after appro-

priate truncation, Ã has a non-asymptotic upper bound with an exponential-

type exception probability. Therefore, it is a good initialization and well

reflects the parameter tensor A∗, which can provide a firm foundation for

rank-(r1, r2, r3) estimation. Besides, Ã can reduce the required number of

iterations Tmax and enhance the stability of Algorithm 2.

Remark 3. The constraints on r in condition (2) is easily satisfied. For

example, if p̄ = 104, we only need r ≥ 10. Note that the scales of τ and ϖ

are related to the rank-(r1, r2, r3), but in practice, the rank is often unknown.

Therefore, in order to overcome this drawback, the estimate of {rk}3
k=1 can

be obtained by substituting the robust initial value Ã into the rank selection
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method of Han et al. (2022):

r̂k = max
{
r : σr

(
Mk(Ã)

)
≥ cδk

}
, k = 1, 2, 3,

where δk := Median
{
σ1
(
Mk(Ã)

)
, . . . , σpk

(
Mk(Ã)

)}
and c > 0 are thresh-

old levels.

Remark 4. Without considering the theoretical upper bound on the initial

value Ã, from the proof of Theorem 1, we can further obtain that when the

error term has only finite (1 + δ)-order moments, i.e., for δ > 0, Mδ :=
k

√
E
(
E (|εi|1+δ|Xi)k

)
< ∞, if we choose ϖ ≍K,k

(
M

1/k
δ n/df

) 1
1+δ , then we

have

∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗
∥∥∥
F
≲ κ2M

1
k(1+δ)
δ

(
df

n

) δ
1+δ

with high probability holds.

It can be seen that the estimator has a smooth phase transition when 0 <

δ < 1, which is similar to the adaptive Huber linear regression established by

Sun et al. (2020). The simulation experiments in next section confirm the

phenomenon.

The following corollary clarifies that as the sample size increases, we do

not need the additional constraint to be added to the rank r.

Corollary 1. Without the constraint condition r ≥ (
√
p̄ log(p̄))

1
3 , the con-

clusion of Theorem 1 would still hold as long as

τ ≍K,k ∥A∗∥F (n/df)
1
2 , n ≳ max

{
κ4p̄2 log(p̄), κ4p̄

3
2 r̄3, κ6p̄r̄2

}

are chosen.
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3.2. Generalization of the loss function

Since different robust loss functions have different results when dealing

with different types of heavy-tailed errors, in this subsection we generalize

Huber loss to asymmetric loss functions (Man et al., 2024) which only need

to satisfy the following assumptions:

Assumption 1. Let ℓϖ(x) fulfill the following conditions:

(1) ℓϖ(x) = ϖ2ℓ1(x/ϖ), where ℓ1 : R 7→ [0,∞);

(2) ℓ′
1(0) = 0, for ∀x ∈ R, |ℓ′

1(x)| ≤ min (c1, |x|) and |ℓ′
1(x) − x| ≤ c2x

2;

(3) ℓ′′
1(0) = 1 and for ∀|x| ≤ c3, ℓ′′

1(x) ≥ c4, where {ci}4
i=1 is a positive

constant.

Assumption 1 contains a variety of loss functions such as Huber loss,

Tukey’s biweight loss

ℓϖ(x) =


ϖ2

6

(
1 −

(
1 − x2

ϖ2

)3
)
, if |x| ≤ ϖ,

ϖ2

6 , if |x| > ϖ.

and Cauchy loss ℓϖ(x) = ϖ2

2 log
(
1 + x2

ϖ2

)
. Using a robust approach similar

to the previous section, define the empirical loss as Lϖ(A) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ℓϖ(yi −

⟨Xi,A⟩) and for the estimation of the initial values, we use the derivative

function satisfying Assumption 1 to truncate the response variable and obtain

Ã = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ℓ

′
τ (yi)Xi. Based on this, the following theorem shows that the

estimates produced by Algorithm 2 are still optimal in terms of the statistical

error and sample complexity.
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Theorem 2. Under Assumption 1 and the conditions of Theorem 1, the

following conclusion holds: For ∀t > log(13), with probability at least 1 −

6 exp(−cp̄)−4 exp (df(log(13) − t))−C2Tmax exp(−C3df)−(Tmax +4)e−p̄
3
2 r̄−

4p̄−c, we have

∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗
∥∥∥
F
< C4κ

2
√
Mdf/n

(√
t+ t

)
.

4. Simulation analysis and application

4.1. Numerical experiments

In this section, we illustrate the statistical performance of Algorithm 2.

Let r1 = r2 = r3 = r and p1 = p2 = p3 = p to facilitate simulation. The

parameter tensor A∗ = JS⋆; U⋆
1,U⋆

2,U⋆
3K is constructed by the following two

steps:

(1) S⋆ = λS/min {σr (Mk (S)) : k ∈ [3]} where each entry of S is drawn

from N (0, 1) and λ is a specified constant.

(2) For each k ∈ [3], U⋆
k is top r eigenvectors of p-dimensional sample

covariance matrix from 100 i.i.d. standard Gaussian random vectors.

Tensor covariates {Xi}ni=1 have i.i.d. entries which are drawn from

N (0, 1).

We compare Algorithm 2 with the algorithm of Han et al. (2022) and

abbreviate them as RGD and GD, respectively. the results are shown in

Figure 3 and Table 1. The experimental results are based on 200 independent

repetitions. From Figure 3 with error bars, two algorithms possess similar

statistical effects after 300 iterations, when the random noise follows standard

14



normal distribution. However, when the noise obeys a scaled Student’s t-

distribution with 2.1 degrees of freedom, RGD performs significantly better

than GD. Table 1 presents parameter values in the experiments and shows

that the initial value Ã via using the truncation method outperforms the

original estimator in terms of mean and standard deviation. There is a certain

probability that the algorithm GD will fail to converge in 200 independently

repeated experiments. The results in Figure 3 are calculated after eliminating

these non-converging data, which show that our algorithm is more robust.

Table 1: Parameter values and initial values in Algorithm 2 for Figure 3 and the statistical
performance of the initializer Ã.

Case λ η (a, b) (τ,ϖ) Initializer Ã Failures Algorithm

(a) 5 1 × 10−3 (5, 1) (10, 3)
√
n/df 40.04(5.18) 0 RGD

+∞ 48.92(10.53) 3 GD

(b) 5 2 × 10−3 (5, 1) (10, 5)
√
n/df 31.84(1.93) 0 RGD

+∞ 55.06(7.49) 14 GD

(c) 5 1 × 10−3 (5, 1) (15, 5)
√
n/df 46.47(5.65) 0 RGD

+∞ 64.47(14.24) 4 GD

(d) 8 8 × 10−4 (5, 1) (20, 8)
√
n/df 61.30(3.94) 0 RGD

+∞ 78.83(19.01) 0 GD

In the above simulations we considered homogeneous model, i.e., the er-

ror distribution is independent of the covariates. In the next experiments,

we consider evaluating the performance of RGD under the heteroscedastic

model:

yi = ⟨Xi,A∗⟩ + 5c−1 (⟨Xi,A∗⟩)2 εi,

where the constant c =
√

3 ∥A∗∥2
F such that E

[
c−2 (⟨Xi,A∗⟩)4

]
= 1. In

15
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Figure 3: Comparison of statistical performance between RGD and GD. T and the error
represent the number of iterations and

∥∥A(T ) − A⋆
∥∥

F
respectively.
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order to model the various shapes of the error distribution, we consider the

following three scenarios: (a) t2.1 distribution; (b) Pareto distribution; (c)

LogNormal distribution. The composition of the tensor parameter A∗ is

the same as the case of the homogeneous model and considers r = 3 and

p = 13. We choose τ = 10
√
n/df,ϖ = 5

√
n/df and η = 10−1. Based

on 200 independently repeated experiments, Tables 2 and 3 show that our

method outperforms the least squares method for various heavy-tailed errors,

including asymmetric ones.

Table 2: Simulation results under the heteroskedasticity model. Standard deviations are
shown in parentheses.

Case Method
n

500 1000 1500 3000

(a)
RGD 5.6289 (1.762) 2.5250 (0.617) 1.9901 (0.471) 1.4469 (0.126)
GD 10.5183 (5.459) 5.8554 (3.227) 4.3039 (1.805) 2.9340 (0.830)

(b)
RGD 4.7553 (2.107) 2.1107 (0.767) 1.4920 (0.294) 1.0559 (0.088)
GD 7.8253 (5.238) 4.6653 (3.478) 3.6750 (2.737) 2.2123 (1.162)

(c)
RGD 5.3948 (1.812) 2.5135 (0.653) 1.8884 (0.332) 1.3708 (0.127)
GD 9.0962 (4.277) 4.7237 (2.025) 3.6291 (1.178) 2.4001 (0.475)

Table 3: The number of times the algorithm failed to converge in the experiments of Table
2.

Case Method n

500 1000 1500 3000

(a) RGD 0 0 0 0
GD 17 10 12 10

(b) RGD 0 0 0 0
GD 11 3 11 8

(c) RGD 0 0 0 0
GD 10 10 10 9
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4.2. Phase transition phenomenon

According to Remark 4, the resulting estimator has the theoretical rate of

order C(Mδ, κ) ×
(
df
n

)min{ 1
2 ,

δ
1+δ } under Frobenius norm, where C(Mδ, κ) is a

positive constant depending only on Mδ and κ. This means that when δ < 1,

the statistical error will increase sharply. To verify this phase transition phe-

nomenon, we choose scaled Student’s tν-distributions with degrees of freedom

ν ∈ {1.01, 1.1, 1.2, . . . , 2.9, 3} as the error distribution. Take δ = ν − 1.01

in the selection of truncation and robustification parameters when ν ≤ 2,

otherwise δ = 1. The statistical behavior of the adaptive Huber estimator is

shown in Figure 4. For simplicity, the constant C(Mδ, κ) in the theoretical

bound is set as the fixed constant 13.4 for (a) and 13.2 for (b). The empirical

curves in Figure 4 match the theoretical curves very well when δ ≤ 1. When

δ > 1, the statistical error still decreases gradually as δ increases, which is

consistent with the theory and intuitive expectation. Specifically, it is general

knowledge that tν → N (0, 1) as ν → ∞ and M = E[t2ν ] = ν
ν−2

ν→∞
↘ 1. When

the order of the moment grows, C(M,κ) will drop and the tail of the noise

distribution is lighter. Therefore, the proposed estimator achieves a better

statistical performance as expected than the case of the relatively small δ.

4.3. Image recovery

Since a two-dimensional image can be considered as a matrix, one ap-

proach to image compression is to approximate it by singular value decom-

position using a low-rank matrix (see Recht et al., 2010; Wakin et al., 2006).

In this section, we show the application of our algorithm in image restora-

tion, which is used to verify the feasibility and effectiveness of the proposed
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Figure 4: The trend of statistical errors with varying δ where Tmax = 500.

method. Firstly, we consider the matrix version of (1), i.e., the matrix com-

pressed sensing model:

yi = ⟨Xi, A
∗⟩ + εi,

whereXi ∈ Rd1×d2 are covariates, A∗ ∈ Rd1×d2 is a low-rank matrix parameter

and rank(A∗) = r. Write A∗ in the form of singular value decomposition

denoted as A∗ = U∗S∗V ∗⊤ and obtain the low-rank estimate of A∗ by solving

the following optimization problem:

(
Ŝ, Û , V̂

)
= arg min

S,U,V

{
Lϖ

(
USV ⊤

)
+ a

2

(∥∥∥U⊤U − Ir
∥∥∥2

F
+
∥∥∥V ⊤V − Ir

∥∥∥2

F

)}
.
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By the matrix version of Algorithm 2 and Theorem 1, it can be obtained that

when n ≳ R2p̄r, after enough iterations Tmax, we have with high probability

∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗
∥∥∥
F
≲ κ2

√
Mp̄r̄/n,

where R := E [y2
i ] , κ := ∥A∗∥op /σr (A∗) , p̄ := d1 ∨ d2, r̄ := r and M :=

k

√
E
(
E (ε2

i | Xi)k
)
< ∞. This is the same as error upper bound established by

Negahban and Wainwright (2011) in sub-Gaussian noise. Next, we use each

of three 43 × 53 dimensional 0-1 matrices (Figure 1 of Kong et al. (2020)) as

the parameter matrices of (1). As shown in the first row of images in Figure

5, we denote them as {A∗
i }i∈[3] respectively. Each term of the covariates

is chosen to be i.i.d. samples from N (0, 1). For the random error term, we

consider three levels of scaled Student’s t-distributions. Specifically, the noise

is generated as εi = C · T , where T ∼ t2.1 is a random variable following a

Student’s t-distribution with 2.1 degrees of freedom. The scaling factor C is

set to 1, 2, and 4, respectively, in each of the three experiments.

Table 4 shows the simulation results based on 200 repeated experiments,

demonstrating that the proposed robust estimator has better statistical per-

formance than the benchmark in terms of mean and standard deviation. We

randomly select a dataset from the 200 experiments and plot the estima-

tors of {A∗
i }i∈[3]. These images are shown in Figure 5, where the images in

the second row are the images reconstructed by the estimator proposed in

this paper; The third row is the image reconstructed by the original least

squares method. Figure 5 illustrates that our robust estimator outperforms

the conventional least squares estimation.

Secondly, we confirm the superiority of the algorithm under heavy-tailed
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noise by combining each channel of the four cigarette package images (Golden

Dragon, Yellow Crane Tower,Hatamen and Hongtashan), each of which has

the resolution of 110×70 into a third-order tensor with appropriately scaling

as a parameter of the model (i.e., p1 = 110, p2 = 70, p3 = 12) (shown in

Figure 6).

Each term of the covariates is chosen to be i.i.d.following N (0, 1), and

the random error term ϵi is generated as εi = 5 · T , where T ∼ t2.1 (a

student’s t-distribution with 2.1 degrees of freedom). The sample size is

n = 25000. We choose r1 = 60, r2 = 40, r3 = 12 as the rank of the recovered

tensor and the parameters are selected as a = 5,b = 1 and ϖ = 100
√
n/df .

The error
∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗

∥∥∥
F

obtained after Tmax = 500 iterations is 15.1514.

The recovered parameter images as shown in Figure 7. The results show

that Algorithm 2 can better recover the original image from its compressed

measurements. For the least squares method, the algorithm will not converge.

Table 4: Comparison of estimation errors for two methods. Standard deviations are shown
in parentheses.

Method A∗
1 (n = 5000) A∗

2 (n = 10000) A∗
3 (n = 10000)

RGD 0.6045 (0.0295) 0.9159 (0.0127) 0.6647 (0.0073)
GD 1.1600 (0.8077) 1.2499 (0.1514) 0.8682 (0.0187)

4.4. An application to Beijing air-quality dataset

We use the Beijing Air Quality dataset1 to predict daily mean of PM2.5

concentrations and verify the superiority of our method. The feature matrix

1The Beijing Air Quality dataset (Du et al., 2021) can be accessed through
the UCI repository at: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/501/beijing+multi+
site+air+quality+data.
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Figure 5: Images constructed by randomly selecting an experimental result from Table 4.

Figure 6: The images of cigarette package.
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Figure 7: Recovered images.

Xi encompasses 24-hourly measurements of eight covariates: the concentra-

tions of SO2, NO2, CO, and O3, along with the meteorological variables

of temperature, atmospheric pressure, dew point, and wind speed. Thus,

Xi ∈ R24×8. The corresponding response variable yi ∈ R is the daily mean

PM2.5 concentration. To apply our tensor regression framework to this prob-

lem, we treat the feature matrices Xi as 2nd-order tensors. Consequently,

our general model specializes to the matrix regression setting, for which we

aim to estimate a low-rank coefficient matrix A∗ ∈ R24×8. The complete

dataset is collected from 12 monitoring stations. Each station contributes

1461 such daily observations (Xi, yi). In preprocessing, missing values in the

features were imputed using their respective column means, after which all

features were normalized.

We utilized data from the top five stations for testing our algorithm, as-

signing the first 1,200 samples to the training set and the subsequent 261

samples to the test set. We choose r = 5 and select robustification param-

eters τ and ϖ by 5-fold cross-validation. We use RMSE to measure the
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performance of our method in test set, which is defined as

RMSE =
{

1
ntest

ntest∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)2
}1/2

.

The prediction results of our robust method (RGD) are shown in Figure 8.

Notably, the standard gradient descent (GD) algorithm failed to converge

on this dataset, and its results are therefore omitted. This failure is likely

attributable to the presence of outliers or heavy-tailed distributions inherent

in the real-world air quality data, which underscores the practical necessity

of our robust methodology.

Aotizhongxin Changping Dingling Dongsi Guanyuan
0
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Figure 8: The prediction error of Algorithm 2.

5. Discussion

This paper proposes a robust parameter estimation framework for low-

rank tensor regression model in the context of heavy-tailed errors, and the-

oretically establishes optimal convergence guarantee for only finite second-

order moment noise. We also conduct simulations under both homogeneous
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and heterogeneous models, demonstrating that the proposed robust estima-

tor outperforms traditional methods in both scenarios. Finally, the method is

applied to image recovery and Beijing air-quality dataset, yielding significant

results. Furthermore, while this study focuses on parameter estimation for

third-order tensor regression, our algorithm and results can also be extended

to d-order low-rank tensor regression models. Specifically,

(
Ŝ, Û1, Û2, · · · , Ûd

)
= arg min

S,U1,U2,··· ,Ud

{
Lϖ (JS; U1,U2, · · · ,UdK) + a

2

d∑
k=1

∥∥∥U⊤
k Uk − b2Irk

∥∥∥2

F

}
.

Under conditions of Theorem 1, by choosing ϖ ≍K,k (Mn/df)
1
2 and

τ ≍K,k (Rn/df)
1
2 , after a sufficiently large number of iterations and sam-

ple sizes, the robust estimator yielded by Algorithm 2 has the error upper

bound of

∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗
∥∥∥
F
≲ κ2

√
Mdf/n

with high probability, where the degrees of freedom are generalized to df :=∏d
k=1 rk + ∑d

k=1 pkrk. The terms p̄ := max{pk : k ∈ [d]}, r̄ := max{rk : k ∈

[d]} and κ are generalized accordingly from the 3rd-order case. On the other

hand, our improved algorithm can also be used in the low SNR case (i.e., the

case where ∥A∗∥2
F /E [ε2

i ] is low). Due to space limitation, we do not continue

the simulation demonstration in this paper.

There are still many areas in this paper that can be further improved

and studied. The robust parameter ϖ of Huber loss in the paper can be
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determined through cross-validation, while Wang et al. (2021) proposed a

data-driven adaptive equation to determine the magnitude of the robust

parameter in high-dimensional sparse linear regression model. Whether a

similar adaptive method for solving the robustification parameter can be de-

signed for low-rank tensor regression model is a question for future research.

On the other hand, the assumption in Theorem 1 that each covariate term

is i.i.d. is difficult to satisfy in practice. Whether this condition can be

weakened is a very worthwhile research question.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 1

For the convenience of the proof, we use the following mathematical no-

tation: Since the loss function Lϖ(A) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ℓϖ(yi − ⟨Xi,A⟩), denote

X : Rp1×p2×p3 → Rn as the linear operator such that [X (A)]i = ⟨Xi,A⟩ and

X ∗ is denoted as the adjoint operator of X :

X ∗(x) = 1
n

n∑
j=1

xjXj, x ∈ Rn.
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Then equation (1) can be rewritten as y = X (A∗)+ε ∈ Rn, ε := (ε1, . . . , εn)⊤

and the gradient of the loss function ∇Lϖ(A) has the analytic form X ∗ (ψϖ (y − X (A))).

For each iteration t = 0, 1, . . . , Tmax, define the measurement error:

E(t) := min
Rk∈Opk×rk

k=1,2,3

{ 3∑
k=1

∥∥∥U(t)
k − U∗

kRk

∥∥∥2

F
+
∥∥∥S(t) − JS∗; R⊤

1 ,R⊤
2 ,R⊤

3 K
∥∥∥2

F

}
.

With the above notation, we proceed to prove the theorem in the following

two steps:

Step (1): E(0) ≲ λ1/2

κ3/2 ;

Step (2): The loss function Lϖ(A(T )) satisfies the constrained strong

convexity condition with high probability within the closed set centered at

A∗.

Proof of step (1): According to the proof of Theorem 4.1 in Han et al.

(2022), we have

∥∥∥A(0) − A∗
∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥A∗ ×1 PŨ1

×2 PŨ2
×3 PŨ3

− A∗
∥∥∥
F

+
∥∥∥(Ã − A∗

)
×1 PŨ1

×2 PŨ2
×3 PŨ3

∥∥∥
F

≤
3∑

k=1
∥Mk(A∗)∥op ·

∥∥∥sin Θ(Ũk,Uk)
∥∥∥
F

+ sup
T ∈Rp1×p2×p3

∥T ∥F≤1

〈
Ã − A∗, JT ; Ũ⊤

1 , Ũ⊤
2 , Ũ⊤

3 K
〉

≤ λ̄
3∑

k=1

√
rk


σrk

(
U∗⊤
k Mk(Ã)

) ∥∥∥∥U∗⊤
k,⊥Mk(Ã)P(U∗⊤

k
Mk(Ã))⊤

∥∥∥∥
op

σ2
rk

(
U⊤
k Mk(Ã)

)
− σ2

rk+1

(
Mk(Ã)

) ∧ 1


+ sup

T ∈Rp1×p2×p3 ,∥T ∥F≤1
rank(T )≤(r1,r2,r3)

〈
Ã − A∗, T

〉
=: T1 + T2,

where the last inequality follows from Proposition 1 of Cai and Zhang (2018).
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We first find the upper bound of T2: For a fixed T with ∥T ∥F ≤ 1,

∣∣∣〈Ã − A∗, T
〉∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

(j,k,l)

(
Ã(i,j,k) − A∗

(i,j,k)

)
T(j,k,l)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)zi − E [yizi]
∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)zi − E [ψτ (yi)zi]
∣∣∣∣∣+ |E [ψτ (yi)zi] − E [yizi]| ,

where zi := ∑
(j,k,l) Xi(j,k,l)T(j,k,l). By the rotation invariance of sub-Gaussian

random variable, we get that zi is also a sub-Gaussian random variable

with ∥zi∥ψ2 = K. Therefore, since k

√
E|zi|k ≤

√
kK for all k ≥ 1 and

∥vec(Xi)∥ψ2 = K, we have for q ≥ 2,

E |ψτ (yi)zi|q ≤ τ q−2E|y2
i z

q
i | ≤ 2 · τ q−2

(
E|εi|2|zqi | + E |⟨Xi,A∗⟩|2 |zqi |

)
≤ 2τ q−2

 k

√
E
(
E (|εi|2|Xi)k

)(
E|z

qk
k−1
i |

) k−1
k

+
√
E |⟨Xi,A∗⟩|4 E|z2q

i |


≤ 2τ q−2

M (
K2qk

k − 1

)q/2

+ 4K2∥A∗∥2
F

(
K

√
2q
)q

≤ 2q!M
eKτ

√
2k
k − 1

q−2

, (A.1)

where the last inequality is derived from Stirling’s inequality and ∥A∗∥2
F ≤

E |⟨Xi,A∗⟩|2 ≤ E[y2
i ] ≤ R. By Bernstein’s inequality, we obtain that there

exists an absolute constant C depending on K, k and c such that

P
∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)zi − Eψτ (yi)zi
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

√
Rt

n
+ C

τt

n

 ≥ 1 − 2e−t. (A.2)
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For the second term, we have

|E [ψτ (yi)zi] − E [yizi]| = |E [(ψτ (yi) − yi)zi]|

=
∣∣∣E [(τ sign(yi) − yi)1{|yi|>τ}zi

]∣∣∣
≤ E

[
|yi|1{|yi|>τ}|zi|

]
+ τE

[
1{|yi|>τ}|zi|

]
≤
√
E[y2

i z
2
i ] P(|yi| > τ) + τ

√
E[z2

i ] P(|yi| > τ)

≤

√
E[y2

i z
2
i ]E[y2

i ]
τ

+
τ
√
E[z2

i ]E[y2
i ]

τ

≲

√
R ·R
τ

+
√

1 ·R ≲ R/τ. (A.3)

Therefore, by combining (A.2) with (A.3), there is a constant C1 depending

only on K, k and c such that

P
∣∣∣〈Ã − A∗, T

〉∣∣∣ ≤ C1

√
Rt

n
+ C1

τt

n
+ C1R/τ

 ≥ 1 − 2e−t.

By following the 1
3 -net argument in Lemma E.5 of Han et al. (2022), we can

obtain that with probability at least 1 − 2 exp (df(log(13) − t)) ,

sup
T ∈Rp1×p2×p3 ,∥T ∥F≤1

rank(T )≤(r1,r2,r3)

〈
Ã − A∗, T

〉
≤ C

√
Mdf × t

n
+ C

τdf × t

n
+ C1M/τ,

where C2 is an absolute constant. By choosing τ ≍K,k (Mn/df)
1
2 and t >
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log(13), the above inequality changes into

P

 sup
T ∈Rp1×p2×p3 ,∥T ∥F≤1

rank(T )≤(r1,r2,r3)

〈
Ã − A∗, T

〉
≤ C3

√
Rdf

n

 ≥ 1 − 2 exp (−C4df) .

(A.4)

Next, we solve for the upper bound of T1. In the proof of Theorem 4 in

Zhang et al. (2020), via applying Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we obtain that

there exists a positive constant c < 1 such that with probability at least

1 − 2e−cp1 − 4e−t, the following inequality holds:

σrk

(
U∗⊤
k Mk(Ã)

) ∥∥∥∥U∗⊤
k⊥Mk(Ã)P(U∗⊤

k
Mk(Ã))⊤

∥∥∥∥
op

σ2
rk

(
U∗⊤
k Mk(Ã)

)
− σ2

rk+1

(
Mk(Ã)

)
≲

(
(1 − c)σr1 (Mk(A∗)) + a1

√
p2p3/n

)
a1

√
p1/n(

(1 − c)σr1 (Mk(A∗)) + a2

√
p2p3/n

)2
− a3(p2p3 + C

√
p1p2p3)

≲
(1 − c)σr1 (Mk(A∗)) a1

√
p1/n+ a2

1
√
p1p2p3/n

(1 − c)2σ2
r1 (Mk(A∗)) − 2τ 2

√
2t
n
p2p3/n− C

E[η2
i ]+τ2

√
2t/n

n

√
p1p2p3

≲
(1−c)σr1 (Mk(A∗))

(
∥A∗∥F

√
p1/n+ 4

√
2t
n

∥A∗∥F
√
p1/df

)
+∥A∗∥2

F
p̄3/2

n
+ ∥A∗∥2

F

df

√
2tp̄3

n

σ2
r1 (Mk(A∗)) ,

(A.5)

where a1 :=
√

∥A∗∥2
F + τ 2

√
2t
n

, a2 :=
√
E[ψτ (ηi)2] − τ 2

√
2t
n

and a3 := E[ψτ (ηi)2]+τ2
√

2t
n

n
.

Therefore, combining (A.5) with (A.4), by the union bound, we obtain that

when t = c log(p̄), with probability at least 1−4p̄−c−6 exp(−cp̄)−2 exp (C5df)
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such that

∥∥∥A(0) − A∗
∥∥∥
F

≤ C4∥A∗∥F

√
df

n
+ C4λ̄

√
r̄∥A∗∥F

×
(1 − c)σr1 (Mk(A∗))

(√
p̄/n+ 4

√
2 log(p̄)

n

√
p̄/df

)
+ ∥A∗∥F p̄

3/2

n
+ ∥A∗∥F

df

√
2 log(p̄)p̄3

n

σ2
r1 (Mk(A∗)) .

Because of the inequalities (x+y)2 ≤ 2x2+2y2 and n ≳ max
{
Rκ2p̄

3
2
√
r̄, κ6p̄r̄2

}
,

by Lemma E.2 of Han et al. (2022), we have

E(0) ≤ 11κ2b−6
∥∥∥A(0) − A∗

∥∥∥2

F

≲ κ2b−6λ̄2r̄

 ∥A∗∥2
F p1
n

+
√

2t
n

p1∥A∗∥2
F

df

σ2
r1 (Mk(A∗)) +

∥A∗∥4
F p̄

3

n2 + 2∥A∗∥4
F tp̄

3

df2n

σ4
r1 (Mk(A∗))

 ≲
λ1/2

κ3/2 .

Proof of step (2): We generalize Lemma 4 of Sun et al. (2020) to present

that the restricted strong convexity condition is satisfied for the Huber loss

under the set C(R) := {A ∈ Rp1×p2×p3 : ∥A − A∗∥F ≤ R, rank (A − A∗) ≤

2(r1, r2, r3)} with high probability.

Lemma 1. Suppose that all entries of Xi are i.i.d. sampled from sub-

Gaussian distribution with mean-zero and variance-one. Then for all A ∈

C(R), as long as the following conditions hold:

ϖ ≳ max
{
(4M) 1

2 , 4c2
1R
}
, n ≳ (ϖ/R)2

(
p̄3/2r̄ + t

)
,

we have that
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P
(

⟨∇Lϖ(A) − ∇Lϖ(A∗),A − A∗⟩ ≥ 4
5 ∥A − A∗∥2

F

)
≥ 1 − e−t,

where c1 ≥ supV∈Rp1×p2×p3
∥V∥F≤1

(E⟨V ,Xi⟩4)1/4 is a positive constant.

Proof. The difference with the proof of Lemma 4 in Sun et al. (2020) is that

we denote

ZA := τ

2Rn

n∑
i=1

G′
i

⟨Xi,A − A∗⟩
∥A − A∗∥F

,

where G′
i
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1) and are independent with Xi. Because G′

iXi(j,k,l) is a

sub-exponential random variable with ∥G′
iXi(j,k,l)∥ψ1 = K, by Theorem 2.5

of Boucheron et al. (2013), we have that

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
i=1

G′
iXi(j,k,l)

∣∣∣∣∣
2
 ≲

K2

n
and E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
i=1

G′
iXi(j,k,l)

∣∣∣∣∣
4
 ≲

K4

n2 .

For {Ai}i∈[⌈√
p3⌉] ⊂ Rp1×p2⌈√

p3⌉, denote

M
(

1
n

n∑
i=1

G′
iXi

)
=
[
A⊤

1 A⊤
2 · · · A⊤

⌈√
p3⌉

]⊤
∈ Rp1⌈√

p3⌉×p2⌈√
p3⌉,

where

[
A1 A2 · · · A⌈√

p3⌉
]

=
[

M1
(

1
n

∑n
i=1 G

′
iXi

)
0p1×p2(⌈√

p3⌉2−p3)
]
.
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Then, by Latała (2005), it follows that

E

∥∥∥∥∥M
(

1
n

n∑
i=1

G′
iXi

)∥∥∥∥∥
op

 ≲K

√
p2⌈

√
p3⌉

n
+
√
p1⌈

√
p3⌉

n
+ 4

√
p1⌈

√
p3⌉2p3

n2

≲K

√
p̄3/2

n
. (A.6)

Because of rank
(
M (A − A∗)

)
≤ 2r1, we get

E
{

sup
A∈C(R′)

ZA

}

= ϖ

2R′E

 sup
A∈C(R′)

〈
M

(
1
n

∑n
i=1 G

′
iXi

)
,M (A − A∗)

〉
∥A − A∗∥F


≲
ϖ

R′E

 sup
A∈C(R′)

∥∥∥∥∥M
(

1
n

n∑
i=1

G′
iXi

)∥∥∥∥∥
op

∥∥∥M (A − A∗)
∥∥∥

∗
/∥A − A∗∥F


≲
ϖ

R′E


∥∥∥∥∥M

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

G′
iXi

)∥∥∥∥∥
op

√
r1

 (A.6)
≲K

ϖ

R′

√
p̄3/2r̄

n
,

where the first and second inequalities come from ⟨A,B⟩ ≤ ∥A∥op∥B∥⋆ where

A and B are any two matrices of the same size, and ∥A∥⋆ ≤
√

rank(A)∥A∥F .

Based on Lemma 1 and ϖ ≍K,k (Mn/df)
1
2 , we can get that at T -th

iteration, A(T ) ∈ C(ϖ) and (D.12) in the proof of Theorem 4 in Han et al.

(2022) is satisfied with high probability. With the above two steps as a basis,

by A(T ) ∈ C(R), by Lemma E.6 of Han et al. (2022), we obtain that as long
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as n ≳ df , for any rank-(r1, r2, r3) tensor,

∣∣∣〈X ′,∇Lϖ(A(T )) − ∇Lϖ (A∗)
〉∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣∣〈 1
n

X (X ′) , ψϖ
(
X (A(T )) − y

)
− ψϖ(ε)

〉∣∣∣∣
≤ 1
n

∥X (X ′)∥2

∥∥∥ψϖ (X (A(T )) − y
)

− ψϖ(ε)
∥∥∥

2

≤ 11
9
√
n

∥X ′∥F
∥∥∥X (A(T ) − A⋆)

∥∥∥
2

≤ 121
81 ∥X ′∥F

∥∥∥A(T ) − A⋆
∥∥∥
F

<
3
2∥X ′∥F

∥∥∥A(T ) − A⋆
∥∥∥
F

with probability at least 1 −C10 exp(−C11df). Finally, by following the lines

of the proof of Theorem 4.2 in Han et al. (2022), we obtain that

∥∥∥A(T+1) − A∗
∥∥∥2

F
≤ C12

(
κ4ξ2 +

(
1 − η0

1000κ2

)T+1
κ2
∥∥∥A(0) − A∗

∥∥∥2

F

)
,

where ξ := supT ∈Rp1×p2×p3 ,∥T ∥F≤1,
rank(T )≤(r1,r2,r3)

|⟨∇Lϖ (εi) , T ⟩| and η0 < c, and c is a small

positive constant. Therefore, as long as Tmax ≳ log
(

∥A(0)−A⋆∥F

κξ

)
/ log

(
κ2

κ2−2ρη0

)
,

we have

∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗
∥∥∥
F
≲ κ2ξ.

By the proof of Theorem 2, it follows that

P
∥∥∥A(Tmax) − A∗

∥∥∥
F
≲ κ2

(
Mdf

n

) 1
2 (√

t+ t
) ≥ 1 − 2 exp (df(log(13) − t)) .
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Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 2

Since

ξ := sup
T ∈Rp1×p2×p3 ,∥T ∥F≤1,

rank(T )≤(r1,r2,r3)

|⟨∇Lϖ (εi) , T ⟩|

= sup
T ∈Rp1×p2×p3 ,∥T ∥F≤1,

rank(T )≤(r1,r2,r3)

∣∣∣∣∣
〈

1
n

n∑
i=1

ℓ′
ϖ(εi)Xi, T

〉∣∣∣∣∣

and E
[
εiXi(j,k,l)

]
= E

[
Xi(j,k,l)E

[
εi
∣∣∣Xi(j,k,l)

]]
= 0 for (j, k, l) ∈ [p1]× [p2]× [p3],

we have
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

ℓ′
ϖ(εi)

∑
(j,k,l)

Xi(j,k,l)T(j,k,l)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |E [ℓ′
ϖ(εi)zi] − E [εizi]|

+
∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

ℓ′
ϖ(εi)zi − E [ℓ′

ϖ(εi)zi]
∣∣∣∣∣ .

where zi := ∑
(j,k,l) Xi(j,k,l)T(j,k,l). For the first term, since |ℓ′

1(x) − x| ≲ x2,

we have

|E [ℓ′
ϖ(εi)zi] − E [εizi]| ≤ ϖ |E [{ℓ′

1(εi/ϖ) − εi/ϖ} zi]|

≲ ϖ−1
∣∣∣E [ε2

i zi
]∣∣∣ ≲ ϖ−1MK

√
k

k − 1 .
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For the second term, since |ℓ′
ϖ(εi)| = |ϖℓ′

1 (εi/ϖ)| ≤ min {c1ϖ, |εi|}, then for

any q ≥ 2,

E |ℓ′
ϖ(εi)zi|q

≤ (c1ϖ)q−2E|ε2
i z
q
i | ≤ (c1ϖ)q−2 k

√
E
(
E (|εi|2|Xi)k

)(
E|z

qk
k−1
i |

) k−1
k

≤ (c1ϖ)q−2M

(
K2qk

k − 1

)q/2

≤ q!M
eKc1ϖ

√
2k
k − 1

q−2

.

Therefore, by following the proof in (A.1)–(A.4), we obtain that

P
ξ ≤ C5

(
Mdf

n

) 1
2 (√

t+ t
) ≥ 1 − 2 exp (df(log(13) − t)) .

Lemma 2. Consider {ηi}ni=1 are i.i.d. with E[η2
i ] ≤ M and {Xi}ni=1 are

n i.i.d. random d1 × d2 matrices whose entries Xi(j,k)are i.i.d. sub-gaussian

random variables with ∥Xi(j,k)∥ψ2 = K. Denote A = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)Xi where τ

is given in Theorem 1. Then there exist positive constants C and c depending

only on K such that

P
σ2

max(A) ≤
E[ψτ (ηi)2] + τ 2

√
2t
n

n

(√
d1 + C

√
d2 +

√
2t
)2
 ≥ 1 − 2e−ct,

P
σ2

min(A) ≥
E[ψτ (ηi)2] − τ 2

√
2t
n

n

(√
d1 − C

√
d2 −

√
2t
)2
 ≥ 1 − 2e−ct.

Proof. This lemma is proved in a similar manner to the proof of Lemma 6 in

Zhang et al. (2020). Since ∥ 1
n

∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)Xi(j,k)∥ψ2 ≤ K

√∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)2/n for
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given {ψτ (ηi)}ni=1, by Theorem 5.39 in Vershynin (2012), we obtain that

P
(
σ2

max(A) ≥
∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)2

n2

(√
d1 + C

√
d2 +

√
2t
)2 ∣∣∣{ψτ (ηi)}ni=1

)
≤ e−ct,

P
(
σ2

min(A) ≤
∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)2

n2

(√
d1 − C

√
d2 −

√
2t
)2 ∣∣∣{ψτ (ηi)}ni=1

)
≤ e−ct.

For 1
n

∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)2, by Hoeffding’s inequality, we can get that

P
 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (ηi)2 − E[ψτ (ηi)2] ≥ τ 2

√
2t
n

 ≤ e−t,

P
 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (ηi)2 − E[ψτ (ηi)2] ≤ −τ 2

√
2t
n

 ≤ e−t.

Therefore,

P
σ2

max(A) ≤
E[ψτ (ηi)2] + τ 2

√
2t
n

n

(√
d1 + C

√
d2 +

√
2t
)2


≥ P
 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (ηi)2 ≤ E[ψτ (ηi)2] + τ 2

√
2t
n


× P

(
σ2

max(A) ≤
∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)2

n2

(√
d1 + C

√
d2 +

√
2t
)2 ∣∣∣{ψτ (ηi)}ni=1

)

≥ 1 − 2e−ct,

37



P
σ2

min(A) ≥
E[ψτ (ηi)2] − τ 2

√
2t
n

n

(√
d1 − C

√
d2 −

√
2t
)2


≥ P
 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (ηi)2 ≥ E[ψτ (ηi)2] − τ 2

√
2t
n


× P

(
σ2

min(A) ≥
∑n
i=1 ψτ (ηi)2

n2

(√
d1 − C

√
d2 −

√
2t
)2 ∣∣∣{ψτ (ηi)}ni=1

)

≥ 1 − 2e−ct.

Lemma 3. Consider {Xi}ni=1 are n i.i.d. random d1 × d2 matrices whose

entries are i.i.d. sub-gaussian random variables and {yi}ni=1 are from Eq. (1).

Then there exists a constant C such that with probability at least 1−2e(d1+d2)(log(7)−t),

∥∥∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)Xi − E [yiXi]
∥∥∥∥∥

op
≤ C

(
df

Mn

) 1
2 (√

(d1 + d2)t/df + (d1 + d2)t/df + 1
)
.

Proof. By the triangle inequality,

∥∥∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)Xi − E [yiXi]
∥∥∥∥∥

op

≤ ∥E [ψτ (yi)Xi] − E [yiXi]∥op +
∥∥∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)Xi − E [ψτ (yi)Xi]
∥∥∥∥∥

op
.

Denote zi := u⊤Xiv where u ∈ Sd1−1 and v ∈ Sd2−1. 1
n

∑n
i=1 ψτ (yi)u⊤Xiv =

1
n

∑n
i=1 ψτ (yi)zi. Since zi is sub-Gaussian random variable with ∥zi∥ψ2 = K,

by using the similar treatment with (A.3), we obtain that for some constants
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C1 and C2 depending only on K, k, and c,

∥E [ψτ (yi)Xi] − E [yiXi]∥op

= sup
u,v

|E [ψτ (yi)zi] − E [yizi] | ≤ C1
(
M1/k + c2

1∥A∗∥2
F

)
/τ

≤ C2
(
M + c2

1∥A∗∥2
F

)( df

Mn

) 1
2

.

(B.1)

For the second term, according to (A.1) and (A.2), there exists an absolute

constant C3 depending on K, k and c such that

P
∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)zi − E [ψτ (yi)zi]
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C3

√
Mt

n
+ C3

τt

n

 ≥ 1 − 2e−t.

Let N d1
1
3

and N d2
1
3

be 1
3 -nets of Sd1−1 and Sd2−1 respectively, where |N d1

1/3| ≤ 7d1

and |N d2
1/3| ≤ 7d2 . There exist u1 ∈ N d1

1
3

and v1 ∈ N d2
1
3

such that ∥u− u1∥2 ≤

1/3 and ∥v − v1∥2 ≤ 1/3. Thus, for any matrix A ∈ Rd1×d2 , we have

u⊤Av = u⊤
1 Av1 + (u− u1)⊤ Av1 + u⊤

1 A (v − v1) + (u− u1)⊤ A (v − v1)

≤ sup
u∈N d1

1
3
,v∈N d2

1
3

u⊤Av +
(1

3 + 1
3 + 1

9

)
sup

u∈Sd1−1,v∈Sd2−1
u⊤Av.

Thus, ∥A∥op ≤ 9
2 sup

u∈N d1
1
3
,v∈N d2

1
3

u⊤Av. Therefore, the following inequality

holds:

∥∥∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)Xi − E [ψτ (yi)Xi]
∥∥∥∥∥

op
≤ 9

2 max
u∈N d1

1
3

v∈N d2
1
3

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)zi − Eψτ (yi)zi
∣∣∣∣∣ .
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By using the union bound for all u ∈ N d1
1
3

and v ∈ N d2
1
3

and (A.5), we have

with probability at least 1 − 2e(d1+d2)(log(7)−t),

∥∥∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

ψτ (yi)Xi − E [ψτ (yi)Xi]
∥∥∥∥∥

op

≤ C4

√
M(d1 + d2)t

n
+ C4

τ(d1 + d2)t
n

≤ C5M
1
2

(
df

n

) 1
2 (√

(d1 + d2)t/df + (d1 + d2)t/df
)
. (B.2)

Therefore, the conclusion holds by combining (B.1) with (B.2).
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