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Abstract

Biochemical discovery increasingly relies on classifying molecular structures when the con-
sequences of different errors are highly asymmetric. In mutagenicity and carcinogenicity, mis-
classifying a harmful compound as benign can trigger substantial scientific, regulatory, and
health risks, whereas false alarms primarily increase laboratory workload. Modern represen-
tations transform molecular graphs into persistence image tensors that preserve multiscale
geometric and topological structure, yet existing tensor classifiers and deep tensor neural net-
works provide no finite-sample guarantees on type I error and often exhibit severe error infla-
tion in practice.

We develop the first Tensor Neyman-Pearson (Tensor-NP) classification framework that
achieves finite-sample control of type I error while exploiting the multi-mode structure of

tensor data. Under a tensor-normal mixture model, we derive the oracle NP discriminant,
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characterize its Tucker low-rank manifold geometry, and establish tensor-specific margin and
conditional detection conditions enabling high-probability bounds on excess type II error.
We further propose a Discriminant Tensor Iterative Projection estimator and a Tensor-NP
Neural Classifier combining deep learning with Tensor-NP umbrella calibration, yielding the
first distribution-free NP-valid methods for multiway data. Across four biochemical datasets,
Tensor-NP classifiers maintain type I errors at prespecified levels while delivering competitive
type Il error performance, providing reliable tools for asymmetric-risk decisions with complex

molecular tensors.

1 Introduction

Advances in computational chemistry and molecular biology are producing increasingly rich
structural data where scientific decisions hinge on asymmetric classification risks (Morris et al.,
2020; Kriege and Mutzel, 2012). In mutagenicity screening, carcinogenicity prediction, or en-
zyme inhibitor discovery, a single misclassified toxic or carcinogenic compound may lead to se-
vere health risks, regulatory failures, and costly downstream experiments, whereas a false alarm
primarily increases laboratory workload. These applications motivate tensor classifiers that ex-
plicitly control the probability of misclassifying harmful compounds as safe or active compounds
as inactive while preserving high power.

The molecular datasets we analyze—chemical mutagenicity (MUTAG), cyclooxygenase-2 in-
hibitor (COX2), benzodiazepine receptor binding (BZR), and chemical carcinogenicity (PTC_MM)-
illustrate the complexity of this task. Each molecule is represented as a chemical graph encoding
atom types, bonding patterns, 3-D arrangements, and functional substructures (Debnath et al.,
1991; Sutherland et al., 2003; Helma et al., 2001; Morris et al., 2020). Transforming these irreg-
ular graphs into persistence images yields high-dimensional multiway arrays that capture local

geometry, global connectivity, and multiscale topological features (Wu et al., 2025; Hou et al.,



2024; Omberg et al., 2009; Yahyanejad et al., 2019). These tensor representations are scientifically
powerful but amplify the statistical challenge: the covariates are multi-modal, highly structured,
and high-dimensional, and the classification task requires stringent control of asymmetric errors.

Existing tensor classifiers, including tensor linear discriminant analysis (LDA), tensor logistic
regression, support tensor machines, Tucker/CP discriminant models, and modern tensor neural
networks (Pan et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2024a,b; Wen et al., 2024), exploit multiscale structure to
varying degrees, but none provides finite-sample guarantees on type I error. Deep tensor architec-
tures can approximate flexible nonlinear decision boundaries, yet their score functions are highly
unstable under class imbalance and small sample sizes. As our empirical analyses show, state-
of-the-art tensor neural networks may violate desired type I error levels in 70-90% of repeated
experiments, even when overall accuracy is high. These findings point to a fundamental method-
ological gap: current approaches either preserve tensor structure without controlling asymmetric
errors, or deliver flexible modeling at the expense of statistical reliability.

This paper fills the gap by developing a unified framework for Tensor Neyman-Pearson (Tensor-
NP) classification, which provides structure-aware modeling together with finite-sample type I
error guarantees. Extending the NP paradigm to tensor-valued predictors requires addressing
two major challenges. First, multi-mode covariance structure and tensor covariates fundamen-
tally change the geometry of the oracle NP discriminant: under a tensor-normal mixture model
with Kronecker-structured covariance matrices, the optimal NP rule involves a Tucker low-rank
discriminant tensor with mode-wise precision operators that vectorization fails to exploit. Sec-
ond, classical NP arguments based on margin and detection conditions demand new derivations
tailored to multiway settings. The tensor structure alters the functional form of score deviations,
and induces nontrivial dependencies across modes.

We address these challenges through three contributions. First, we derive the first NP or-



acle rule for tensor data, establishing its analytic form, and the tensor-specific algebra govern-
ing its score tensor geometry. Second, we prove tensor-specific conditional margin and detec-
tion conditions, constructing a high-probability region that simultaneously controls score devia-
tions for both classes and generalizing prior NP theory beyond vector settings. Third, we design
structure-preserving estimators and algorithms that attain the theoretical guarantees: in the para-
metric regime, the Discriminant Tensor Iterative Projection (DTIP) estimator preserves Tucker
low-rank manifold geometry and achieves finite-sample NP oracle inequalities with rates adapt-
ing to Tucker ranks and mode dimensions; in the nonparametric regime, the Tensor Neural NP
Classifier integrates tensor contraction layers with NP umbrella calibration to obtain the first
distribution-free, model-agnostic, NP classifier for multiway data.

These contributions clarify how this work advances both statistics and artificial intelligence
(AI). From statistics to Al, we show that classical decision theory can discipline modern deep
learning models by endowing their outputs with provable, high-probability guarantees: NP cal-
ibration stabilizes the tail behavior of neural scores, and tensor-specific margin and detection
conditions reveal how low-rank tensor manifold geometry influences the representation of score
functions. From Al to statistics, tensor neural networks enrich statistical methodology by provid-
ing accurate nonlinear scoring functions in regimes where linear tensor discriminants are insuf-
ficient, thereby enabling NP classifications in structurally complex, high-dimensional domains.
The tensor contraction layers, in particular, create low-dimensional yet structure-preserving rep-
resentations that integrate seamlessly into the NP calibration pipeline.

Together, these developments produce the first practically deployable framework for Neyman-
Pearson classification on tensor-valued data. By uniting tensor discriminant analysis, deep tensor
architectures, and rigorous asymmetric-risk control, our approach provides statistically reliable

and scientifically interpretable tools for modern biochemical applications and, more broadly, for



high-stakes decisions involving complex multiway data.

1.1 Related work and our distinction

Neyman-Pearson classification foundations. Research under the NP classification paradigm
(Scott and Nowak, 2005; Rigollet and Tong, 2011) can be broadly categorized into three lines.
(i) Foundational theory: this includes the convex formulation of the NP problem and oracle in-
equalities (Rigollet and Tong, 2011), performance characterizations via NP-ROC bands (Tong
et al., 2018), and recent developments on distribution-free and minimax optimal rates (Kalan and
Kpotufe, 2024). (ii) Methodological advances: plug-in classifiers based on density-ratio estimation
(Tong, 2013; Zhao et al., 2016), model-based NP classifiers including linear discriminant analy-
sis (Tong et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2024), and sample-splitting based umbrella algorithms (Tong
et al.,, 2018). (iii) Extensions to structured or complex settings: domain adaptation (Scott, 2019), hi-
erarchical and multi-stage decisions (Wang et al., 2024), fairness and cost-sensitive learning (Fan
et al.,, 2025; Tian and Feng, 2024), transfer learning (Kalan et al., 2025), and handling noisy la-
bels (Yao et al., 2023). Comprehensive overviews are provided in recent surveys such as Tong
et al. (2016). Despite these advances, all existing NP methods operate on vector inputs and rely on
scalar or linear-score models; the extension of NP guarantees to multiway structured data remains

unexplored.

Tensor classification and regression. Tensor learning has become a core methodology for high-
dimensional structured data (Zhang and Xia, 2018; Chen et al., 2020, 2025). In regression, most
works impose Tucker low-rankness to achieve parsimonious estimation and interpretability (FHan
etal.,, 2022; Xu et al., 2025), while CP decompositions are comparatively underdeveloped beyond
the early block relaxation approach of Zhou et al. (2013). In classification, representative models

include support tensor machines (Hao et al., 2013), tensor logistic regression (Zhou et al., 2013),



tensor discriminant analysis and its variants (Pan et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2024a,b), as well as
nonlinear approaches such as tensor neural networks and kernelized discriminant analysis (Wen
et al., 2024). Recent progress has extended tensor discriminant models to high-dimensional set-
tings with theoretical guarantees (Chen et al., 2024a), and to covariate-adjusted scenarios through
the CATCH framework (Pan et al., 2019). Nevertheless, all these methods aim to minimize overall

misclassification risk and do not provide user-specified control of asymmetric errors.

Challenges and our distinction. In summary, the challenges in extending the Neyman-Pearson
paradigm to tensor-valued data arise from the intrinsic low-rank manifold and complexity of
multi-mode structures. Unlike vectors, tensors induce coupled covariance dependencies across
modes, making classical reductions through vectorization inefficient and forcing a rethinking of
the oracle rule itself. Verifying margin and detection conditions also becomes conceptually harder
and different. On the methodological side, preserving low-rank tensor structure while maintain-
ing type I error control demands estimators and algorithms that respect both statistical efficiency
and low-rank manifold constraints, something existing NP classifiers were not designed to handle.
These distinctions underscore why the tensor setting is not a straightforward extension of prior
work, but instead requires new theory, conditions, and procedures to reconcile asymmetric-risk

control with tensor-aware modeling.

1.2 Notation and Organization

Vectors, matrices, and tensors are denoted by lowercase letters (x), uppercase letters (X), and
calligraphic letters (X'), respectively. Let [N] = {1,...,N} and 1(-) denote the indicator function.
For sequences {a,} and {b,}, write a,, = O(b,,) if |a,| < C|b,|, a, < b, if C"! <a,/b, < C, a, < b, if
a, <Cb,, and a,, = o(b,) if a,/b,, — 0, for some constant C > 0.

For a matrix X, let X;,, X_j, and Xi]- denote its i-th row, j-th column, and (i, j)-th entry. We write



Amin(X) and A.x(X) for the smallest and largest eigenvalues, 0;(X) for the i-th largest singular
value, ||X||r and ||X|| for the Frobenius and spectral norms, and Tr(X) for the trace. For a tensor
X, vec(X) denotes vectorization and maty(X) denotes its mode-k unfolding. The inner product
is (X,Y) = vec(X)T vec()), inducing the Frobenius norm ||X|| = (X, X)/2. The mode-k product
Xx A between X € RU1*4m and A € RAxx produces a tensor of size dq x---xdy_; xc;l;xdkﬂ X+ Xdpg

de

io=1 iy iy

A

with entries (X' xx A)j i jig, iy = 2 ji,- We denote d = ]_[fcvil dy and d_j = d/dy. See
Kolda and Bader (2009) for further tensor algebraic notation.

An M-th order tensor X € R4*"*u follows a tensor-normal distribution X ~ 7 N (M;X) with
mean tensor M and mode-specific covariance matrices X = (X4,...,X)), where each ¥, is d,,, xd,,,,

if and only if vec(X) ~ N (vec(M); Ep ®---® Y1) and ® denotes the Kronecker product.

Organization. Section 2 introduces the tensor NP framework and algorithms for both parametric
and nonparametric tensor classification. Section 3 presents the theoretical analysis for the para-
metric setting, including preliminary lemmas, the conditional margin and detection conditions,
and oracle inequalities. Sections 4 and 5 report simulation studies and application to three molec-
ular mutagenicity datasets, respectively. Section 6 concludes. All technical proofs, additional
numerical results on simulations and an extra molecular dataset are provided in Supplementary

Material.

2 Tensor Neyman-Pearson Framework

This section formalizes tensor Neyman-Pearson (NP) classification and establishes that construct-
ing a sample-based NP classifier reduces to two key components: (i) (), an estimator of the
scoring function s(-) that ranks observations by their evidence for class 1, and (ii) C,, an estima-
tor of a threshold C,, that ensures with high probability, the population type I error rate does

not exceed a pre-specified level a. We instantiate 5{-) using both parametric and nonparamet-



ric tensor-based discriminant models, and determine C, through the NP umbrella algorithm to

ensure valid finite-sample error control with high probability.

2.1 Problem Setup and NP Formulation

Let (X,Y) be a pair where X € R¥**4um is an M-th order tensor and Y € {0,1} is a class label. For
a measurable classifier ¢ : R4 *4u — (0,1}, define type I and type II errors by Ry(¢) = Pr(¢p(X) =
1Y =0)and Ry(¢p) =Pr(¢p(X)=0]|Y =1), respectively. The NP paradigm seeks the classifier that
minimizes the type II error while controlling the type I error at a prescribed level a € (0,1):

m(gn Ri(¢) subjectto Ry(¢p)<a, ac(0,1). (1)

By the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the NP oracle classifier can be expressed through the density

ratio as

ey [ A
AE 1{ Ar ik ca},

where f(X) and fy(X) denote the conditional densities of X’ given Y =1 and Y = 0, respectively.
The oracle threshold C}, is determined by

AX) * _ LX) * _
Pr(m>Ca|Y—O)§a, Pr(mzcalY_O)Za.

To accommodate a broad class of scoring-based classifiers, we define a general population scoring
function s*(X'), which is strictly increasing in f; (X)/fo(X). The corresponding NP oracle classifier is
obtained as follows (with slight abuse of double using the notation C},):
¢4 (X) = 1{s*(X)> C%}, with Pr(s*(X)>CL|Y=0)<a, Pr(s"(X)>C,|Y=0)>a. (2)
In practice, the distributions fy; and f; are unknown, and constructing an NP classifier from
data therefore requires estimating both the scoring function s*(-) and a threshold C},. The result-
ing sample-level classifier é)\a(z\,’) = 1{s5{X) > ax} should control the type I error at level a with
high probability 1 — 6 while achieving a small excess type II error. We refer to o as the violation

rate. It is worth noting that adopting high-probability type I error control is more appropriate in



asymmetric error settings than controlling the type I error only in expectation. Under expectation-
based control, there remains a substantial probability (e.g., around 50%) that the realized type I
error exceeds the target level, which can incur substantial costs in practice. The next subsections
develop these two components: Section constructs s(-) under tensor-based discriminant mod-
els, and Section calibrates C, via the NP umbrella algorithm adapted especially for tensor

observations.

2.2 Tensor-Based Scoring Functions

We estimate the scoring function s(-) using two complementary classifiers that preserve the multi-
mode tensor structure: a parametric tensor linear discriminant analysis (T-LDA) model, which en-
ables a thorough theoretical characterization and excels in the small-sample regime, and a non-
parametric, universal tensor neural network (T-NN) model, which substantially broadens the ap-
plicability of our framework by accommodating nonlinear decision boundaries and high-order
interactions. Both aim to approximate the oracle discriminant while exploiting the intrinsic low-

rank geometry of tensor.

2.2.1 Tensor LDA-NP Classifier

In the parametric regime, we assume that X' | Y = p follows a tensor-normal distribution with
class-specific means and a common Kronecker-structured covariance. Although seemingly re-
strictive, vector LDA and its extensions perform well even in high-dimensional and mildly mis-
specified settings (Chen et al., 2024a); their tensor counterparts inherit the same interpretabil-
ity and analytical tractability. The tensor LDA model provides an explicit parameterization that
yields a closed-form oracle rule, making it particularly suitable for theoretical analysis. Formally,
we specify

X|Y=yp~TN(MyE), n,=Pr(Y =y), mo+m =1, yef01}, (3)



where ¥ = (X4,...,X),) denotes the mode-specific covariance matrices. Under this model, the NP

oracle classifier can be written as

f1(X)
fo(X)

where M = (M, + M;)/2, discriminant tensor B = D xfn/le ¥} with D = M; — My, and C; =

PL(X) = 11{ > c;} = ]l{exp((X—M,B)) > c;} = 1{(X,B)> C:}, (4)

log C, + (M, B) is a constant threshold depending on a. The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) can be

represented by A = (B, D).

Remark 2.1. If the objective is to minimize the overall classification error rather than controlling
the type I error, by Bayes’ theorem, we have C;* = (M, B) —log(m;/m), which does not depend on

a. In this case, (4) reduces to Fisher’s LDA rule when M = 1.

Let s*(X') = (X, B) denote the oracle score. Its distribution and the corresponding threshold C}’

are summarized below.

Lemma 2.2. Under the tensor LDA model (3) and the oracle classifier (4), the oracle score s*(X) and

threshold C} satisfy

s*(X) ~ N(VGC(B)TVQC(MO), vec(D) X! Vec(D)), for X ~ class 0,

Cir = \Jvec(D)TE; ! vec(D) &7 (1 - ) + vec(B) T vec(My)
where ©(-) denotes the standard normal CDF and X, =Y ®---® Y.
The NP oracle classifier (4) exploits the low-rank structure by employing a discriminant tensor

B with a Tucker decomposition:

B:}"xl U1X2"'XMUM, (6)

with Tucker rank (rq,...,7y), F as an r x--- X1y core tensor, and each U,, € R%*"n is orthonormal.
To estimate B, we develop in Algorithm I, the Discriminant Tensor Iterative Projection (DTIP)

method. Starting with a spectral initialization which guarantees the Tucker low-rankness (Zhang

I'Throughout, C, denotes the oracle threshold for a general scoring function, C the threshold for the density-ratio
score, and Cy’ that for the linear score in T-LDA.
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and Xia, 2018), we apply iterative orthogonal projection refinements to achieve more accurate low-
rank tensor estimates. Intuitively, at each iteration, projecting the tensor onto the orthonormal
spaces of all other modes effectively denoises the signal, allowing the algorithm to update the
orthonormal matrix for the current mode. More specifically, the spectral initialization is given by

B = (M - Mo )y T, (7)

m=1
where 1, is the sample size of class y, J/\/l\y = (n},)’1 Zzl Xi(y) is the sample mean, and

— 1 — —
Yo = (nd_p,) ! Zy:O Zl mat,, (Xi(y) - /\/ly)matmT (Xi(y) - My), for me [M],

with matm(Xi(y)) denoting the mode-m unfolding of Xi(y) intoad,, xd_,, matrix with d = ]_[%:1 Ay,d_p, =
d/d,, and n = ng +ny. Class probabilities are estimated as 7, = n,/(ng +n,), for y =0, 1.

The final estimator B is obtained via orthogonal projection refinement. Plugging it into the
classical discriminant rule yields the estimated classifier T-LDA, without addressing the control
over the type I error,

¢ PA(X) = (X = (Mo + M;)/2, By +log(1/Tig) 2 0}, (8)

where we treat STPA(X) = (X, E) as the estimated score function and C 'PA = ((X/l\o + /T/l\l)/2, 75) -
log(7t1/7y) as the threshold.
We further construct the T-LDA-NP classifier (Algorithm 2)

Ag](.,DA—NP(x) — ﬂ{?LDA—NP(X) > EaLDA—NP’ }

by updating the scoring function and the threshold, where the only difference between sTPANP

<LDA

and s is that half of the class 0 training data are held out for threshold calibration and con-

struction of CPANP_ Please refer to Section 2.3 for more details on CPANP,

11



Algorithm 1: Discriminant Tensor Iterative Projection (DTIP) with Tucker Low-Rank

Input : Initial tensor E’mit, Tucker rank (rq,...,7p), tolerance parameter € > 0, maximum
iterations T

Output: B = Binit xM T, Ul and F = |Elnit xM_ (U,,)7|, where U,, = U,(;)

Let t = 0, initiate via high order SVDs, I/J\,S?) = LSVDrm(matm(E’mit)), 1 <m <M, where
LSVD, represents top r,, left singular vectors

2 repeat

3 Sett=t+1.

4 form=1to M do

L e Zn = E’lnit X1 i]\l(t)T X2 X1 Ur(rf)_Tl Xm+1 ﬁ(t_l)T Xm+2 XM (-71(\/3_1)T

-

(5]

m+1

Perform high order SVD, ol = LSVD, (mat,,(Z,,)).

=)}

7 until t = T or max,, ||fJ\,Sf)([/J\,Sf))T - ﬁ,ﬁi‘”(ﬁ,ﬁi‘”)ﬂlz <e;

2.2.2 Tensor Neural Network NP Classifier (T-NN-NP)

To capture nonlinear decision boundaries while preserving multi-mode tensor structure, we con-
struct a Tensor Neural Network NP Classifier (I-NN-NP). The model learns a scoring function
SNN(X) parameterized by a neural network with tensor contraction layers (TCLs) that reduce
the input tensor to a compact low-rank core before standard fully connected layers (Wen et al.,
2024). Let hg(X) € [0,1] denote the network’s predicted probability of class 1; we define the scor-

ing function as SN

(X) = g(hg(X)), where g is a monotone link (e.g., identity or logit). This design
ensures that the NP threshold calibration in Section applies directly to s™N(.), yielding valid
finite-sample type I control for a broad class of neural architectures.

Unlike conventional deep neural networks that flatten tensors into vectors, TCLs perform
mode-wise projections that preserve multiway dependencies and reduce parameters dramati-
cally. Given an activation tensor X € RN*PrxxDu - where N is the mini-batch size and D,, is
the size of mode m, each TCL produces a compact tensor X’ = X x, V| x5 V, x -+ X141 Vg, where
V,, € RR»*Pw are learnable projection matrices with R,, < D,,. The contraction begins at mode 2,

preserving the batch dimension (mode 1). These projection matrices are optimized jointly with

the network parameters via backpropagation, allowing the TCLs to discover the most informative

12



low-dimensional tensor representations for classification (Kossaifi et al., 2020; Wen et al., 2024).
The complete architecture, illustrated in FIG 1, integrates TCLs with a multilayer perceptron
(MLP) classifier, whose output serves as a valid scoring function for NP calibration. In this way,
T-NN-NP unites the expressive power of deep tensor networks with the statistical rigor of the
NP framework: the neural network flexibly learns classifier s\ , while the tensor-adapted NP
umbrella algorithm guarantees type I control at level a and Algorithm 3 summarizes the training
procedure. In short, the T-NN classifier is defined as 1{s"\N(X) > 0.5}, while the T-NN-NP clas-
sifier is defined as 1{sNN(x) > CNN-NP} where CNN-NP j5 determined by the tensor-adapted NP

umbrella algorithm in Section

Remark 2.3 (Statistical interpretation). The T-NN-NP classifier can be viewed as a nonparametric
plug-in NP classification procedure. The tensor-adapted NP umbrella algorithm converts the esti-
mated neural network component sNN(X) into a decision rule that satisfies Pr(s "(X) > Ea |Y =
0) < a with high probability. Hence, T-NN-NP inherits both the expressive power of deep low-
rank tensor architectures and the distribution-free type I control guaranteed by the NP umbrella

algorithm, forming a general plug-in template for nonlinear asymmetric-risk classification.

Conv TCL TCL MLP softmax
—> —> —> — 7 —— (e

after Conv +

@ input tensor ) ReLU + max ) after TCL @ after MLP . after softmax

pooling

Figure 1: The architecture diagram of the tensor neural network model in T-NN and T-NN-NP
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2.3 Tensor-adapted Threshold Calibration via the Umbrella Algorithm

In the newly proposed tensor NP classifiers, including T-LDA-NP and T-NN-NP, the final step
is to determine a threshold that enforces the desired type I error bound while accounting for
the high-dimensional, multi-mode structure of the data. Although the oracle threshold C; in
the tensor LDA model admits a closed-form expression, its plug-in estimator cannot guarantee
finite-sample, high-probability control of the type I error. The key difficulty is that, no matter
how accurately C} is estimated, the estimation error is symmetric; consequently, around half
of the time, the estimator may underestimate the true threshold. Such underestimation directly
inflates the rejection region, making it impossible to ensure that the type I error is controlled at
the desired level with high probability. For tensor neural network models, where 5{X) is a highly
nonlinear function of multiway inputs, the score distribution is analytically intractable. Hence,
the calibration step must be model-free yet structure-aware, ensuring valid type I error control
regardless of how the score is obtained.

We adapt the NP umbrella algorithm (Tong et al., 2018) to the tensor setting as a unified calibra-
tion layer that decouples score estimation from statistical error control. The algorithm takes any
tensor-based score s(X'), parametric or nonparametric, and determines a data-driven threshold Ea
that guarantees Pr(RO(aa) > a) < 6. To accommodate the dependence structure in tensor-valued
covariates, calibration is performed on an independent holdout subset of the class 0 samples,
ensuring that cross-mode correlations estimated in training do not bias threshold selection. As
summarized in Algorithm 51 in Supplementary Material, we partition the class 0 data into two
disjoint subsets 86 and S(’)’ (for instance, of equal sizes), while all class 1 samples form S;. The
score 5(-) obtained from either T-LDA-NP or T-NN-NP is fitted on Sj U S, and evaluated on S| to
produce calibration scores T = {s{X): X € SJ/}. Let t(;) <--- < t(ny) denote the ordered values in T

with n{ =|S(|. For a violation rate 6 € (0,1), define

14



o ”
k= min{k €ng]: (nf’ )aj(l —a)" i < 6}, and Cy =ty (9)

and construct the classifier

PalX) = L{5X) > Cp). (10)
This rule satisfies Pr(RO(Z];a) > ) < 6 under mild continuity assumptions on s{-).

Proposition 2.4 (Tong et al. (2018)). Let 5(-) be any real-valued scoring function trained on S;U Sy,
and let ty),..., ) denote its ordered scores on S{. Then for the classifier ak(X) = 1{s1X) > )}, the

population type I error satisfies

’

ny 7
Pr{R(¢r) > a} < (”]_O)af(l —a).
j=k

—

With Proposition 2.4, the choice of k* in (9) ensures that the resulting classifier ¢, in (10)
is able to control the type I error below level a with probability at least 1 — o, for any tensor-
based score, including those derived from Tucker-structured discriminants and deep tensor neural

networks.

3 Theoretical Analysis

3.1 Assumptions and Definition

In this section, we conduct theoretical analysis of T-LDA-NP within the framework of the tensor

mixture normal model (). We first state the following assumptions.
Assumption 3.1. Consider the tensor mixture normal model in (3).

(i) Let dy = min,,d,,, and ry = min,, r,,. Suppose there exist a constant Cy > 0, such that max,, d,, <

Codyg, 1y < Cor for any tensor mode m, and C61 < /\min(@%:lZm) < /\max(®%[:12m) < Cy.

(i1) 3 positive constants ¢, C such that ¢ <||B||r < C and max{||Mo||g, |[M1l|g} < C.
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Algorithm 2: T-LDA and T-LDA-NP Classifier

Input
- Randomly split class 0 training data as S; = {XP,...,X’?, } to train the classifier, and

0
S(/)/ — {XO XO

) qreees )L
ny+1 ny+1

S = {Xll,...,)(nll }; Define the combined training set S := SjU S

} to identify threshold (1, = n( by default); Class 1 training data

- Tucker rank (ry,...,75), tolerance parameter € and maximum number of iterations T for
Algorithm

- Target level for type I error control «, Type I error violation rate o € (0,1)
Output:
* Scoring funciton sTPA(.) and threshold CLPA for T-LDA classisfier 1{LPA() > CLPA}

* Scoring funciton sTPANP(.) and threshold @DA’NP for T-LDA-NP classisfier
]l{’S\LDA—NP(‘) > ’CIDA—NP}
e .

1 Function T-LDA(S™P", (ry,...,rm), €, T):

2 | Estimate B! from training set SPut via (7).

3 g: Algorithm (B\lnit,(rl,..., T’M), €,T); /] Tucker decomposition estimation.
4 //\/T: %(J/\/TO-FM\l); /| Estimate the mean tensor for class 0 and class 1.

5 return Scoring funcitons{-) = (., E); Threshold C = (/\//T, E) —log(ny/nyg).

6 (/S\LDA, aDA) :T—LDA(SUSé’,(Tl,...,rM),(—Z,T); /| Merge the reserved class 0 data back to
training set, as T-LDA does not need data splitting.

7 S LDA-NP =T-LDA(S,(r1,...,7m),€,T) ; /| Get the scoring function from T-LDA.

8 @DA-NI’ :Algorithm (Sé’,?LDA—NP,a,é); /| Get the threshold from the NP umbrella
algorithm.

9 return (sALDA, @DA)I (SALDA—NP) @DA-NP)
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Algorithm 3: T-NN and T-NN-NP Classifier

Input
- Randomly split class 0 training data as S; = {/’\,’10,...,/'1’1?/ } to train the classifier, and
0
Vo _ 0 0 : : ) o . o s
Sy = {Xn(’)+1""’Xn(’]+n6’} to identify threshold (n; = ny by default); Class 1 training data

S = {Xll,...,)(,}l }; Define the combined training set S := Sé UsS;

- Reserved data SVl = {Xf’val,...,X:’Val} U {Xll’val,...,Xi’Val} for validation

val val
0 1

- The proposed neural network architecture F (with the max number of epochs L).

- Target level for type I error control a, Type I error violation rate 6 € (0,1)
Output:

s Scoring funciton sN(-) for T-NN classisfier 1{s\N(-) > 0.5}

* Scoring funciton SNN-NP(.) and threshold CNNNP for T-NN-NP classisfier
]{?NN'NP(.) > CD(NN_NP}.

1 Function T-NN(S™Put Sval F L):
2 foriin {1,...,L}; /| For each of the epoch.
3 do
4 Train s, by update weights in the neural network F with training dataset Sinput)
the output is the predicted probability for the observation to be in class 1.
5 ni = t 7;311 ]l{y;’al = ﬂ{’s\gi(?(]-"al) > 0.5}}; /] Compute the accuracy of the updated
model at current epoch, on validation set.
6 1 <argmaxe(y,.. 1}1i /] Stop at the iteration to the best accuracy.
| return scoring functions(-) =g, ().
g SNN :T—NN(SUS”,SWI,P,L); /| Merge the reserved data back to training set, as T-NN
does not need data splitting.
9 SNN-NP _ T—NN(S,SvaI,P,L); /] Get the scoring function from T-NN

10 CaNN'NP :Algorithm (Sé’,?NN_NP, a,é); /| Get the threshold from NP umbrella algorithm.

11 returns N, (FNN-NP € NN-NP)
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Assumption 3.1(i), which requires that the dimensions of each mode be of the same scale,
the ranks of each mode not be too large, and the covariance matrices be well-conditioned, is
commonly imposed in the tensor literature (Zhang and Xia, 2018). Assumption 3.1(ii) requires
the Frobenius norm of B to be both upper and lower bounded. Asymmetric error control in NP
paradigm requires accurate estimation of the decision boundary, which leads to two seemingly

contradictory but essential conditions:

(i) Sufficiently large signal-to-noise ratio (namely the margin assumption): the majority of sam-
ples are far away from the decision boundary, and this is guaranteed by the lower bound on

IIB]|F in Assumption 3.1 (ii).

(ii) Enough information around the decision boundary (namely the detection assumption): the
asymmetric error control requires sufficient data near the decision boundary to accurately
estimate the threshold, as discussed later in Definition 3.3. This is ensured by the upper

bound on ||B||r in Assumption 3.1(ii).

While the vector versions of the margin assumption and detection condition have been established
as foundations of theoretical analysis in the literature (Mammen and Tsybakov, 1999; Tong, 2013;
Tong et al., 2020), we extend these conditions to the tensor setting. Since our analysis concerns
asymmetric error control on a high probability event C (defined in Theorem 3.5), we define and

utilize both conditions to be conditional on C.

Definition 3.2 (Conditional margin assumption). A function f(-) satisfies the conditional margin
assumption restricted to C* (a general target set) of order y with respect to probability distribution Px

(i.e., X ~ Px) at level C*, if there exists a positive constant M such that for any 1 > 0,

Pr{lf(X)—C* StheC*}SMoﬂ.
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Definition 3.2 extends the margin assumption of Mammen and Tsybakov (1999) to the condi-
tional setting. Intuitively, this assumption ensures that most data points lie away from the optimal

decision boundary.

Definition 3.3 (Conditional detection condition). A function f(-) satisfies the conditional detection
condition restricted to C* of order y with respect to Py at level (C*,6"), if there exists a positive constant
M, such that for any 1 € (0,97),

Pr{C* < f(X)<SC'+1| X eC}API{C* — 1< f(X) < C* | X eC) > ML

In vector setting, the detection condition was introduced by Tong (2013) and extended to the

conditional setting by Tong et al. (2020) to counterbalance the margin assumption.

3.2 Main Results

In this section, we first establish the estimation error rate for the low-rank discriminant tensor
in Proposition 3.4. Building on this error bound, we derive a high-probability bound for the
deviation between the estimated and oracle scoring functions in Theorem 3.5. We then verify
that the conditional margin assumption and conditional detection condition hold on this high-
probability event, as shown in Propositions and 3.5, respectively. These results enable us to

prove the NP oracle inequalities for the proposed T-LDA-NP classifier in Theorem

Proposition 3.4 (Tensor LDA). Recall [)Zm]i\f:1 are the mode-wise covariance matrices of the tensor

predictor X. Denote 0,, = 0, (maty(B)). Then there exists constants ¢, C and Cgap, > 0 which do not

depend on d,,, 1, 0,,, such that whenever

o, > Cgap( [dm ;d—m N [lmaty,(M; —M;)HzmaXzSM d; =M,
Vn

after sufficient number of iterations in Algorithm 1, the following upper bounds hold with probability at

least 1 —n=¢—d=°— 1;1/1:1 exp(—cd,,),
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M
= ’ _d
||B—B||F <C T+Z,m_1 mVm n C”Mz —MIHF ) maxi<m,<M dm. (11)
n Vnd

The estimated classifier is obtained by plugging in the low-rank estimate B: QIE[}DA'NP(X ) =

1{sLPANP (x> @DA'NP}, where STPANP () = (x, B Y and a,;DA'NP is the threshold selected by the

NP umbrella algorithm (Algorithm S1). Our goal is to establish the NP oracle inequalities, which

consist of two parts: first, the type I error RO(A[XLDA’NP) is bounded above by a (already shown in
Proposition 2.4), and second, the excess type Il error R; (AOI;DA'NP) —R;(¢7) vanishes as the sample

size increases. We establish both the type I error control and the vanishing excess type II error on
a high-probability set, which is stronger than control in expectation. For convenience, we denote
Nmin = Mo A 17 in the following analysis.

Since controlling the excess type II error requires accurate estimation of the scoring function,

<LDA-NP

we first establish a high-probability bound for the deviation betweens and s*.

Theorem 3.5 (High-probability bound for scoring function deviation). Suppose Assumption

and the assumptions of Proposition 3.4 hold. Define the event
C=C(t) ={X: [(X - M, B -B)| /(I B~ Blip) < 1},
where L, =Y Q®...0%,. Then,
(i) C(t) has high probability under both Py and Py, where IP; denotes the distribution of X' given
Y=ifori=0,1:

P;(X ¢ C(t)) < 2exp(-t%/2).

(ii) On C(t), the deviation between sTPANP(X) and s*(X) is bounded by

dorg
’
Nmin

* —?LDA_NP”oo,C = —?LDA_NP(X)l <t

s max|s* (X
|| max ()
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where dy = min,, d,, and ry = min,, r,,.

The goal of Theorem 3.5 is to provide a high-probability bound on the deviation between the
estimated and the oracle scoring functions. Intuitively, achieving control with higher probability

requires tolerating a larger deviation, calibrated by the parameter t.

Remark 3.6. The asymptotic behavior of the deviation bound depends on how t and d scale

with the sample size. Following the convention in Lemma 10 of Tong et al. (2020), we set t to

a
min

be in polynomial order of the sample size, i.e. t < n’. for some positive constant a. To obtain
meaningful scaling, we assume dy < nfnin for some positive constant b and that ry remains of
constant order. This yields

P;(X & C) < 2exp(~t%/2) < exp(-n2% ) fori=0,1,
and

+ —~LDA-NP atzb—3
—-S ”oo,c < 2

”5 ~ min

For the subsequent theoretical analysis, it suffices to have a + % < % with a,b > 0. For instance,

choosing a =1/3 and b = 1/6 gives

L
P;(X ¢ C) < exp(—npmin) fori=0,1, and ||s* —/S\LDA’NPHOO’C =n_..

Since our analysis takes place on a high-probability set, we must verify that the conditional
margin assumption and conditional detection condition hold on the set C defined in Theorem
For the conditional margin assumption (Definition 3.2), Proposition establishes, via Bayes’

theorem, that the conditional margin assumption is weaker than its unconditional counterpart.

Proposition 3.7 (Conditional margin assumption). Under Assumption and the assumptions of
Proposition 3.4, the conditional margin assumption holds with order 7 = 1 for the function s* on the set

C with respect to Py at level C}.
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Unlike the conditional margin assumption, the conditional detection condition (Definition 3.3)
is stronger than its unconditional counterpart. While Tong et al. (2020) verified this condition for
specific examples, prior research has not identified general sufficient conditions for its validity.
As one contribution of this paper, we establish such general results in Proposition 3.5 by first ap-
plying Bayes’ theorem to reverse the conditional probability, then constructing a subset of C that

is independent of the conditioning event to lower bound the conditional probability.

Proposition 3.8 (Conditional detection condition). Under Assumption and the assumptions of
Proposition 3.4, let Cg and Cy denote the upper bound of ||B||r and the lower bound of the signal-to-

noise ratio, respectively. In other words, ||B||p < Cg and vec(D)T(X,')vec(D) > C;. If

-1 M Cp _1(3 CSM/ZCB * -1
rzmaxio (1o, 14300 (1)+T(6+ Cro (1-a)+Cr/2)},

where C is from Assumption and ©~Y(-) is the quantile function of the standard normal distribu-
tion, then the conditional detection condition holds with order y =1 for the function s* on the set C with
respect to IP at level (C}',0%) for any 8" satisfying

6" € (0, t(VIZIlIBllg) = KM, B) = C])-

We now present the main theoretical result, Theorem , which establishes the NP oracle

inequalities for the proposed T-LDA-NP classifier.

Theorem 3.9 (NP oracle inequalities). Suppose Assumption and the assumptions of Proposi-
tion are satisfied. For any arbitrary o, € (0,1), suppose the size of the holdout class 0 data satisfies
ny > max{o,?, 852, 4/(ady), 104M1(6*)_4Z}, where 0 is the specified violation rate, and the constants
Co, Cp, Cp, 6, My, and y are as defined in Assumption 3.1, Definition and Proposition 3.8. For

any sufficiently large t from Theorem 3.5 satisfying

3M/2CB

C
t> max{Cé\/I 1+3Cp/C D71 (3/4) + Oc—
L

> (1 -a), \/—210g(%M1(6*)7)},
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the following hold with probability at least 1 — 6y — 6 — C exp(—cd):

(i) The type I error satisfies

Py (SHANP(x) > CEPANP) < . (12)

(i1) The excess type II error satisfies

Py (SEPANP(x) < CEPANP) Py (s*() < CF)
o = 1+y
—min{ 7 L7 1 _2 (17 14y Y (13)
SC{’(HK) mln{ 41,47,4}+Cé,e 2mm{ 5 y,1}+cé,[t do”o] .

Mmin

Remark 3.10. Part (i) ensures that the type I error is controlled at the pre-specified level a with
high probability. Part (ii) provides an upper bound for the excess type II error, which decom-

poses into three terms. The first term arises from threshold estimation in the umbrella algorithm

and decreases with the holdout class 0 sample size 1. The second and third terms capture the

scoring function estimation error: the second term represents the probability mass outside the
high-probability set, while the third term quantifies the deviation between the estimated and or-
acle scoring functions within this set. As t increases, the second term diminishes exponentially,

while the third term decreases with sample size growth, provided t and d, scale appropriately.

1 1

As discussed in Remark 3.6, when t <n’. ,dy=<n’. and 7 =y =1 (by Propositions and

min’
), the upper bound in (13) simplifies to
1 2

20 =L ) 3 ) _%
Cl (1’10) i+ C2 exp {_Enmin} + C3 Mmin’

which vanishes as the sample size grows. More generally, for any 0 < b < 1 such that dy < nf’nin,

choosing 0 <a < % ensures diminishing excess type II errors.
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4 Simulation

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed NP classifiers, T-NN-NP and T-LDA-
NP through simulation studies and compare with their counterparts T-NN and T-LDA, designed
for minimizing the overall classification error, together with the vectorized V-LDA. We assess
performance in terms of type I error, type II error, accuracy, and violation rate.

Example | provides the main illustration of the asymptotic behavior of the proposed pro-
cedure. By varying the training sample size, it verifies the theoretical type I error control and
highlights the gains from leveraging tensor structure rather than relying on vectorized represen-
tations. Examples 2 and 3 further assess the benefits of the low-rank tensor model: Example
investigates robustness as tensor dimensions grow, while Example 3 evaluates robustness to mis-
specification of the Tucker rank supplied to the T-LDA classifiers. The type I error control remains
valid and accuracy is largely unaffected in both cases. Additionally, Example 5! in Supplemen-
tary Material evaluates the robustness of type I error control under non-TGMM (i.e., not tensor
normal) distributions.

Across all examples, we draw ngain class 0 and ntlrain class 1 observations for training, reserv-
ing half of the class 0 samples for threshold estimation in T-NN-NP and T-LDA-NP. For testing,

test test

we independently draw n;™>" class 0 and n™" class 1 observations. Unless otherwise noted, the

experiments are repeated for 500 times and use the following settings with @ = 0.05, 6 = 0.1:

* Let My =0and X,, = I; forall me [M]. The discriminant tensor B is randomly generated
with Tucker rank (4,6, 3) satisfying SNR = +(3,8) = ||B||p = 7. Then B =D x%zl y»l=D=

M,.

train /s train test

* The class size ratio 17 := n!{™@"/nf" = n{*'/n{. In particular, 7 = 1 represents the balanced-

classes setting. The total test sample size is fixed at 60000.
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Example 1. We vary the total training sample size in {300,600,900,1200,1500,1800} with 1 =1 to
validate the theoretic results of the controlled type I error and the diminishing excess type II error in
T-NN-NP and T-LDA-NP. All the data are generated from tensor normal distribution (e.g. TGMM)
with shape (15,15,15). The average type I error, type 1I error and accuracy are reported in FIG 2 and

the violation rate is summarized in Table

T-NN T-NN-NP —— NP Oracle Type | Error ()
¢ T-LDA ¢— T-LDA-NP —— NP Oracle Type Il Error
@ V-LDA
1.0 Type | Error Type Il Error Accuracy
T ® r'y ® & ;
0.8 . ® ‘ _:‘_ 4 4
T Weeornnn [ T W .. =
| (5
0.6 i ¢
)
0.4 b
[ B | b |
S CEETEPN Weeeennn Woevrenns [P ™ AL CETRp Weveernn Woeveenns r—— H
0.21 s i _
* ® ° ® ® * ® ® e e
0.0

300 600 900 1200 1500 1800 300 600 900 1200 1500 1800 300 600 900 1200 1500 1800
Training Sample Size Training Sample Size Training Sample Size

Figure 2: Average Type I Error, Average Type II Error and Accuracy in Example | (a = 0.05,6 =
0.1), comparing methods with increasing size of training data.

n'ram 1 T-NN | T-LDA | V-LDA | T-NN-NP | T-LDA-NP
300 || 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 .014 .020
600 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 .054 .030
900 || 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 .086 .040
1200 || 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 .066 .060
1500 || 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 .054 .048
1800 || 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 .096 .082

Table 1: Violation rates in Example 1: a = 0.05,6 = 0.1, comparing methods with increasing size
of training data.

The impact of asymmetric error control is clear in FIG 2 and Table |. For the NP procedures
T-NN-NP and T-LDA-NP, the average type I errors are effectively controlled under a = 0.05, with
violation rates consistently below 6 = 0.1. In contrast, for their counterparts T-NN, T-LDA and

V-LDA, all violation rates are equal to 1 indicating that the type I errors always exceed a. Fur-
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thermore, as the sample size increases, the type I errors of T-LDA-NP and T-NN-NP approach «a
from below, reflecting increasingly precise classifiers with diminishing excess type II errors and
validating Theorem 3.9. While T-NN and T-LDA also show improved accuracy with larger sample
sizes, as noted earlier, they fail to control type I errors. V-LDA performs the worst, as it disregards
the underlying tensor structure. Comparing LDA-based with NN-based classifiers, as the under-
lying model is TGMM, it is not surprising to see that the former achieve smaller and more rapidly
diminishing excess type II errors and higher accuracy.

Intuitively, increasing the ratio 7 leads to a relatively smaller class 0 and thus tends to exac-
erbate the type I error. We therefore also consider an imbalanced setting with # = 2, with similar

results and interpretations reported in FIG 51 and Table 51 in the Supplementary Material.

Example 2. In this experiment, we assess the effect of tensor shape by fixing the aspect ratio dy : d :
d3 =1:1:1 and varying the common dimension d = dy (in the other examples, we set d = 15).
We consider d € {13,14,15,16,17,18} and generate data from TGMM. The resulting average type 1/II
errors and accuracy are reported in FIG 52, and the violation rates are summarized in Table 52, both in

Supplementary Material.

It is worth noting that although d varies only over a small range, the total number of entries
in the 3-way tensor increases substantially: from 133 to 183. The main patterns in FIG 52 and Ta-
ble 52 are consistent with those in Example |. Both T-NN-NP and T-LDA-NP efficiently maintain
type I errors below a = 0.05 and violation rates below 6 = 0.1. Although one might expect perfor-
mance to deteriorate as d increases, all methods exhibit little sensitivity to the growing dimension,
as indicated by the nearly unchanged average type I error, average type II error, and accuracy. For
T-LDA and T-LDA-NP in particular, this robustness highlights the effectiveness of the low-rank
Tucker structure: the Tucker rank is fixed at (4, 6, 3) while the ambient tensor dimensions increase,

and the convergence rate in Proposition depends on both the rank and the mode dimensions,
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so the resulting change in performance is minor.

Example 3. In this experiment, we evaluate the robustness of the proposed methods to misspecifi-
cation of the Tucker rank used by T-LDA and T-LDA-NP. In practice, the true Tucker rank is un-
known and must be estimated, making such misspecification unavoidable. All data are generated from
a TGMM with tensor shape (15,15,15), where the true low-rank tensor B has Tucker rank (4, 6, 3).
During estimation, however, we intentionally use misspecified ranks of the form (4,6, 3) + A, with
A €{(0,0,0),(2,0,0),(-2,0,0),

(0,2,0),(0,-2,0),(0,0,2),(0,0,-2)}. The resulting average accuracies, type I errors, type Il errors and

violation rates are summarized in Tables 53-56, respectively.

Across all considered working Tucker ranks, the type II errors and violation rates for both
T-LDA and T-LDA-NP vary only slightly, demonstrating robustness to moderate rank misspecifi-
cation. Since the chosen Tucker rank does not affect T-NN or T-NN-NP, we report results only for

the LDA-based methods. Notably, nearly all violation rates for T-LDA-NP remain below 6 = 0.1.

5 Real Data Analysis

In modern computational chemistry and molecular biology, accurately characterizing the struc-
ture and function of small molecules and proteins is a problem of broad scientific and societal
importance. Molecular structure analysis underpins key applications such as early-stage drug
discovery, enzyme function prediction, mutagenicity or carcinogenicity screening, and the design
of new chemical compounds and materials. Decisions at this stage determine which compounds
enter costly downstream pipelines, including in vitro assays, in vivo toxicity tests, and clinical
investigations, with direct consequences for both public health and biomedical innovation.
Despite this importance, learning from molecular and protein structures remains highly chal-

lenging. These objects possess complex, irregular, and multi-scale geometry, with chemical and
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biological properties encoded in both local connectivity (e.g., bonds or residue adjacency) and
global structural features (motif organization, spatial folding). To capture these high-order inter-
actions, we transform molecular graphs into topological descriptors and encode them into higher-
order tensors, which can be further modeled by flexible tensor neural networks (T-NN) capable of
representing nonlinear decision boundaries.

In classification tasks, a further challenge arises from asymmetric classification risk. In many
biochemical screening tasks, type I and type II errors carry substantially different costs, and the
class sizes are markedly imbalanced. For example, misclassifying a mutagenic compound as safe
(type I error) poses significant health risks and regulatory consequences, whereas misclassifying a
non-mutagenic compound as mutagenic (type Il error) triggers unnecessary and expensive follow-
up experiments. Similar considerations apply to carcinogenicity prediction (PTC_MM dataset)
and biological activities classification (COX2 and BZR datasets): missing active compounds (type I
error) may obscure crucial biochemical insights and potential pharmaceutical ingredient in drug
discovery process, while false signals waste resources. These asymmetries call for explicit, finite-
sample control of the more costly type I error, a guarantee provided by our T-NN-NP procedure.

We analyze four biochemical datasets from Morris et al. (2020), MUTAG, COX2, BZR and
PTC_MM, to showcase how tensor-based modeling with NP-type error control addresses chal-
lenges arising from complex molecular structures, imbalanced classes, and asymmetric classifi-
cation risks. For brevity, the full analyses of PTC_MM are deferred to Supplementary Material.
These datasets consist of small-molecule graphs, where nodes represent atoms and edges encode
chemical bonds, enriched with information on atom types, bond multiplicities, and other chemi-
cal properties (Morris et al., 2020). Following Chazal and Michel (2021); Adams et al. (2017), we
first convert each graph into persistence diagrams via sublevel-set filtrations and then into persis-

tence images, whose stacking across filtrations yields tensor representations that retain multiscale
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topological information for tensor classification.

For all experiments, we randomly split the data into training and testing sets 100 times and
summarize the results. Because these datasets violate the Gaussian assumptions required by T-
LDA and T-LDA-NP, our analysis focuses on T-NN and T-NN-NP. In the following subsections, we

describe the analysis and results for each dataset.

5.1 Chemical Mutagenicity (MUTAG)

The MUTAG dataset contains 188 chemical compounds classified by their mutagenic effect on S.
typhimurium TA98. The data were originally collected by Debnath et al. (1991), with mutagenicity
quantified using the log-transformed TA98 response (revertants/nmol) from the Ames test. In
this study, we adopt the binary labels from Morris et al. (2020), labeling compounds with high
mutagenicity as class 0 to reflect the practical priority of reducing potential health risks. This

yields ny = 125 high-mutagenicity compounds (class 0), and n; = 63 low-mutagenicity compounds

(class 1).
a=0.03,0=0.40 a =0.03,0=0.50 a =0.05,0=0.50 a =0.07,0=0.50
Algorithm T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP
Type 11 Error 190(.151) | .845(.204) | .190(.151) | .786(.239) | .190(.151) | .713(.224) | .190(.151) | .613(.237)
Accuracy 870(.055) | .676(.075) | .870(.055) | .713(.076) | .870(.055) | .718(.082) | .870(.055) | .746(.081)
Violation Rate .859 404 .859 .340 707 270 707 .360

Table 2: Results on the MUTAG dataset.

Table 2 reports the average type II error, overall accuracy, and the type I error violation rates
across four (a,9) configurations. Several patterns emerge. First, T-NN exhibits a type I error of
0.099 and a violation rate exceeding 70% in all configurations, indicating that its type I error is
substantially inflated and cannot be controlled at the targeted levels @ = 0.03 or a = 0.05. This
strongly motivates the NP-adjusted T-NN-NP procedure. Second, fixing a = 0.03 and increasing
the allowed violation level from 6 = 0.4 to 0 = 0.5 relaxes the type I error constraint. As expected,

this leads to a reduction in the average type II error from 0.845 to 0.786 and improves overall
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accuracy from 0.676 to 0.713. Third, holding 6 = 0.5 constant while increasing a from 0.03 to
0.07 further eases the restriction on type I error. This yields a monotonic decrease in type II
error to 0.613, and an accuracy increase to 0.746. Although the accuracy of T-NN-NP remains
slightly below that of T-NN, this reflects the inevitable trade-off when enforcing stringent control
of type I error, which is prioritized in this application. Finally, across all configurations, the
empirical violation rates of T-NN-NP remain at or below the targeted level 6 (the sole exception
being 0.404, effectively equal to 0.4)°, confirming that the NP procedure successfully delivers the

intended error control.

5.2 Cyclooxygenase-2 Inhibitor (COX2)

The COX2 dataset contains 467 cyclooxygenase-2 inhibitors classified by their in vitro inhibition.
The data were originally published by Sutherland et al. (2003), with activity quantified using IC50
measuring inhibition of human recombinant enzyme. We adopt the binary labels from Morris
et al. (2020), labeling compounds with high activity as class 0 to prioritize identifying potent can-
didates for discovery of drug including anti-inflammatory agents and pain relievers. This yields

ny = 365 high-activity compounds (class 0), and n; = 102 low-activity compounds (class 1).

a=0.01,6=10.30 a=0.01,56=0.40 a=0.01,56=0.50
Algorithm T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP
Type Il Error || .783(.117) | .955(.066) | .783(.117) | .939(.066) | .783(.117) | .943(.059)
Accuracy .808(.019) | .783(.013) | .808(.019) | .786(.014) | .808(.019) | .786(.013)
Violation Rate .67 .26 .67 .29 .67 .25

Table 3: Results on the COX2 dataset.

Table > reports type II error, overall accuracy, and type I error violation rates across three

%It is important to note that the reported type I error violation rate is an empirical surrogate rather than the exact
theoretical quantity. The estimate deviates from the ideal definition in two ways: 1) within each repetition, the pop-
ulation type I error is inferred from its empirical counterpart computed on a small test set; 2) the violation rate itself
is a long-run probability defined over infinitely many repetitions, yet our estimate derives from finite experimental
runs. These discrepancies are unavoidable in computational studies and represent the standard practical approach to
evaluating error control.
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(a,0) configurations with fixed a = 0.01 to reduce missed active compounds. The standard T-
NN vyields a violation rate of 0.67 across all settings, demonstrating that type I error control fails
substantially at the nominal level a. With T-NN-NP, empirical violation rates drop to between
0.25 and 0.29, consistently below their respective target thresholds 6 and confirming effective
type I error control in practice. The corresponding accuracy of T-NN-NP ranges from 0.783 to
0.786, representing a modest loss relative to T-NN’s 0.808 accuracy, and reflecting an unavoidable
trade-off for achieving the stringent type I error control required in drug discovery. Varying 6
from 0.3 to 0.5 produces negligible performance changes here. This insensitivity arises from the
interplay between the limited left-out class 0 sample size (e.g., 182), and the stringent a = 0.01:
under these conditions, the order statistic-based nonparametric threshold remains insensitive to

0 in the examined range.

5.3 Benzodiazepine Receptor Binding (BZR)

The BZR dataset (Sutherland et al., 2003) contains 405 ligands for the benzodiazepine receptor
classified by their in vitro binding affinities, quantified using IC50 values measuring inhibition
of [*H] diazepam binding. Similar to COX2, we label compounds with high activity as class 0 to
prioritize identifying potent candidates for drug discovery including anti-anxiety agents Morris
et al. (2020). This yields ny = 319 high-activity compounds (class 0), and n; = 86 low-activity

compounds (class 1).

a=0.01,5=0.30 a=0.01,5=0.40 a=0.01,5=0.50
Algorithm T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP
Type Il Error || .552(.151) | .836(.111) | .552(.151) | .864(.121) | .552(.151) | .864(.127)
Accuracy .858(.027) | .819(.021) | .858(.027) | .814(.024) | .858(.027) | .813(.024)
Violation Rate .8 .33 .8 .25 .8 .34

Table 4: Results on the BZR dataset.

The results in Table 4 exhibit patterns broadly consistent with COX2. T-NN-NP successfully
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controls the type I error with empirical violation rates ranging from 0.25 to 0.34, all below their
corresponding target levels 0 except for one instance of 0.34 (effectively equal to 6 = 0.3; cf.
MUTAG footnote reasoning) and hence the high-probability type I error control is practically
achieved. As a trade-off, T-NN-NP accuracy ranges from 0.813 to 0.819, a modest sacrifice com-

pared to T-NN’s 0.858.

6 Discussion and Conclusion

In this work, we implement the NP framework within tensor-based classification models, includ-
ing neural networks and binary TGMM, proposing two new classifiers, T-NN-NP and T-LDA-NP.
Both methods provide finite-sample, high-probability control of type I error, a property that is es-
sential in scientific applications where the consequences of type I error outweigh those of type II
error. We further show that the conditional detection condition holds under mild assumptions, a
fact that has not been shown previously, and establish that the excess type II error for T-LDA-NP
vanishes asymptotically.

The empirical studies on biochemical datasets highlight the practical relevance of our contri-
butions. While we focused on molecular mutagenicity, carcinogenicity, and enzyme activity pre-
diction in this paper, our methodology has the potential to extend to numerous other domains,
including medical imaging, spatiotemporal climate data, neuroimaging connectomes, multiway
sensor arrays, and recommendation systems. In many of these fields, domain-specific constraints
also play a critical role. As such, an exciting direction for future work is to incorporate alter-
native forms of constraints into tensor classification. Examples include fairness constraints (de-
mographic parity, equalized odds), robustness constraints against adversarial perturbations, and
cost-sensitive constraints for industrial decision systems could all be integrated into an NP-style

framework. Another methodological extension involves enriching the structure of tensor Gaus-
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sian mixture models: allowing heterogeneity in X (i.e., tensor quadratic discriminant analysis)
or modeling task-specific covariance structures may improve expressiveness and interpretability.
Coupling such extensions with NP error control would broaden the applicability of tensor-based

classifiers in settings where structured, asymmetric risks are fundamental considerations.
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Supplementary Material of “Tensor Neyman—Pearson Classification:
Theory, Algorithms, and Error Control”
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This supplementary material includes the NP umbrella algorithm, additional numerical re-

sults in simulation and real data applications, and proofs of main results and technical lemmas.

S1 NP Umbrella Algorithm

The umbrella algorithm proposed by Tong et al. (2018) is a general sample-splitting-based al-
gorithm to construct a classifier that satisfies the NP type I error control, summarized in Algo-

rithm

Algorithm S1: Umbrella Algorithm(Tong et al., 2018)

Input :
- Hold-out class 0 training data S|’ with size n’

- Trained scoring function’s

- Type I error upper bound «a (a = 0.1 by default); Tolerance level of violation rate 6 (6 = 0.1
by default)

Output: The estimated threshold Ea for estimated NP classifier aa (=1 {ﬁ) > Ca}.
1 fork=n{to1do
2 L Calculate violation rate upper bound v(k) = Z?ﬁk ("].3)(1 —a)am
If v(k) < 6 let k* = k, break;
Calculate the set of scores T = {ty,t5,..., 1,7} = (5{X), X €S(}
5 Sort T with increasing order, T = {t1),t2), ..., t(ng)}
6 The estimated threshold C, = )

w

=




S2 Additional Numerical Results

S2.1 Simulation

We provide additional numerical results in this section, including simulation results under im-
balanced class sizes, varying tensor shape (Example 2), misspecified rank (Example 3) and an
additional Example 51 examining the robustness against non-Gaussian distribution.

We first revisit Example | revisited, with imbalanced class sizes. In FIG 51, we present the
average Type I Error, average Type II Error and accuracy under class size ratio # = 2 and all other
settings remain the same as in Example |. Although the type I errors of non-NP methods are
exerberated under imbalanced class sizes, our proposed NP methods still control the type I errors

under the pre-specified level & = 0.05 with violation rates below 6 = 0.1 as shown in Table

T-NN T-NN-NP —— NP Oracle Type | Error (a)
¢ T-LDA ¢— T-LDA-NP  —— NP Oracle Type Il Error
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Figure S1: Average Type I Error, Average Type II Error and Accuracy under class size ratio n = 2
(¢ =0.05,6 =0.1), comparing methods with increasing size of training data

FIG 52 and Table 52 present the results for Example 2 where we vary the tensor shape. The
low-rank structure enable our methods to maintain robust performance as the tensor dimension
increases, with violation rates under ¢ = 0.1 for both the NP classifiers.

Although the T-LDA and T-LDA-NP methods require the specification of the Tucker rank,



ntran || T-NN | T-LDA | V-LDA | T-NN-NP | T-LDA-NP
300 || 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 .080 .064
600 || 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 .034 .034
900 || 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 .060 .048
1200 || 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 .062 .074
1500 || 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 .052 .056
1800 || 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 .056 .050

Table S1: Violation Rate in Example |, (& = 0.05,6 = 0.1), comparing methods with increasing size
of training data under class size ratio 7 = 2.

T-NN T-NN-NP —— NP Oracle Type | Error (a)
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Figure S2: Average Type I Error, Average Type II Error and Accuracy in Example 2 (a = 0.05,0 =
0,1), compare methods with increasing d. Here d is the scale of tensor shape and the tensor data
are in shape of (d,d,d).

Example 3 investigates the robustness of these methods to misspecification of the Tucker rank.
Tables 53-56 summarize the average accuracies, type I errors, type II errors and violation rates
under different misspecified ranks of T-LDA and T-LDA-NP (as T-NN based method do not require
an input rank). In the tables, each row represents a +2 or -2 change in the rank of a particular
coordinate, while the ranks of the other coordinates remain unchanged. For example, in the row
corresponding to coordinate x, +2 corresponds to the rank vector (6, 6, 3), and -2 corresponds to
the rank vector (2, 6, 3).

Across all considered working Tucker ranks, both T-LDA and T-LDA-NP demonstrate remark-
able robustness to rank misspecification. As expected, the true rank (4,6, 3) yields optimal per-

formance, with T-LDA achieving an accuracy of 0.891. Under misspecification, performance de-



Table S2: Violation Rate in Example

shape || T-NN | T-LDA | T-NN-NP | T-LDA-NP
13 1.000 | 1.000 .070 .058
14 1.000 | 1.000 .082 .044
15 1.000 | 1.000 .064 .060
16 1.000 | 1.000 .078 .076
17 1.000 | 1.000 .088 .060
18 1.000 | 1.000 .062 .050

Here d is the scale of tensor shape and the tensor data are in shape of (d,d, d).

grades only marginally: T-LDA accuracy ranges from 0.877 to 0.890, while T-LDA-NP accuracy
ranges from 0.805 to 0.825. Crucially, type I error control remains effective across all rank speci-
fications, with empirical violation rates for T-LDA-NP ranging from 0.044 to 0.062, all well below

the target threshold 6 = 0.1. Since the Tucker rank does not affect T-NN or T-NN-NP, we report

results only for the LDA-based methods.

(¢ = 0.05,0 = 0.1), compare methods with increasing d.

Coordinate +2 -2 True Rank
T-LDA T-LDA-NP T-LDA T-LDA-NP T-LDA T-LDA-NP
X .886 (.003) | .812(.023) || .884(.004) | .821 (.021)
y .890 (.003) | .820(.023) || .890 (.003) | .825(.021) || .891 (.003) | .824 (.022)
z .883(.003) | .805(.022) || .877(.005) | .812(.024)

Table S3: Accuracy with Misspecified Rank (@ = 0.05,0 = 0.10, SNR=7.0, True Rank=(4, 6, 3)).

Coordinate +2 -2 True Rank
T-LDA T-LDA-NP T-LDA T-LDA-NP T-LDA T-LDA-NP
X .113 (.006) | .033 (.010) || .115(.007) | .033 (.010)
y .110 (.006) | .033 (.010) || .109 (.006) | .033 (.010) || .108 (.006) | .033 (.010)
z .117 (.006) | .033 (.010) || .122(.007) | .033 (.010)

Table S4: Type I Error with Misspecified Rank (a = 0.05,0 = 0.10, SNR=7.0, True Rank=(4, 6, 3)).

Coordinate +2 -2 True Rank
T-LDA T-LDA-NP T-LDA T-LDA-NP T-LDA T-LDA-NP
X .114 (.006) | .344 (.054) || .116 (.007) | .326 (.051)
y 111 (.006) | .326 (.055) || .110 (.006) | .317 (.050) || .109 (.006) | .320 (.052)
z 118 (.007) | .357 (.052) || .123 (.008) | .344 (.057)

Table S5: Type II Error with Misspecified Rank (a = 0.05,6 = 0.10, SNR=7.0, True Rank=(4, 6, 3)).




Coordinate +2 -2 True Rank
T-LDA | T-LDA-NP || T-LDA | T-LDA-NP || T-LDA | T-LDA-NP
X 1.000 .062 1.000 .056
y 1.000 .050 1.000 .044 1.000 .060
z 1.000 .056 1.000 .058
Table S6: Violation Rate with Misspecified Rank (a¢ = 0.05,6 = 0.10, SNR=7.0, True

Rank=(4, 6, 3)).

Example S1. In this experiment, we examine the robustness of competing methods when the true dis-
tribution deviates from T-LDA’s Gaussian assumption. Data are generated from a 2-class tensor t-
distribution (tensorized multivariate t-distribution) with common X. The tensor shape is (15,15,15)
and the degree of freedom is denoted as f and the mean tensor and covariance matrices follow the same
scheme as in previous experiments. We vary f €{2,3,4,5,10}. The average type I error, average type II

error and accuracy are plotted in FIG 53 and the violation rate is summarized in Table
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Figure S3: Average Type I Error, Average Type II Error and Accuracy in Example 51 (a = 0.05,0 =
0,1), compare methods with increasing f. Here f is the degree of freedom of tensor t-distribution
(tensorized multivariate t-distribution). The example aims to examine the robustness of the com-
peting methods when the true underlying distribution deviates from the assumption made in
T-LDA.

Similarly as in other examples, both T-NN-NP and T-LDA-NP demonstrate average type I er-
rors below 0.05 (i.e. «), with all violation rates of the NP methods remaining below 0.1 (i.e. 9).

Another noteworthy observation is that the performance of T-LDA and T-LDA-NP improves as the



f || T-NN | T-LDA | T-NN-NP | T-LDA-NP
2 || 1.000 | .990 .068 .084
3 || 1.000 | 1.000 .064 .076
4 || 1.000 | 1.000 .056 .076
5 || 1.000 | 1.000 .066 .068
10 || 1.000 | 1.000 .074 .060

Table S7: Violation Rate in Example 51 (a = 0.05,0 = 0.10), compare methods with increasing f.
Here f is the degree of freedom of tensor t-distribution (tensorized multivariate t-distribution).

true underlying distribution becomes more similar to the assumed TGMM.

S$2.2 Real Data: Chemical Carcinogenicity (PTC_MM)

The PTC_MM dataset was collected from the Predictive Toxicology Challenge (PTC) 2000-2001
(Helma et al., 2001) and contains chemical compounds classified by their observed carcinogenicity
in male mice (MM). In this study, we adopt the data provided in Morris et al. (2020). To reflect the
practical priority of mitigating potential risks to human health, we label compounds with positive
results in the rodent carcinogenicity test as class 0. This yields ny = 129 carcinogenic compounds

(class 0), and n; = 207 non-carcinogenic compounds (class 1).

a =0.40,6=0.30 a =0.40,6=0.40 a =0.40,6=0.50
Algorithm T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP T-NN T-NN-NP
Type Il Error || .112(.074) | .440(.118) | .112(.074) | .422(.130) | .112(.074) | .393(.107)
Accuracy .704(.037) | .604(.066) | .704(.037) | .609(.064) | .704(.037) | .616(.066)
Violation Rate .940 .240 .940 .250 .940 .300

Table S8: Results on the PTC_MM dataset.

Table 5¢ reports the type II error, overall accuracy, and the type I error violation rates across
three (a, 9) configurations with fixed @ = 0.40 to balance the accuracy in classification of carcino-
genic compounds while managing false positives. The standard T-NN approach yields a violation
rate of 0.94 across all settings, demonstrating that type I error control fails substantially at the
nominal level a. With T-NN-NP, empirical violation rates drop to between 0.24 and 0.30, con-

sistently staying below their respective target thresholds ¢ and confirming effective type I error



control. The corresponding accuracy of T-NN-NP ranges from 0.604 to 0.616, representing a mod-
erate loss relative to T-NN’s 0.704 accuracy. This trade-off reflects the practical cost of achieving
reliable type I error control in toxicological screening, where misclassifying carcinogenic com-
pounds as safe (false negatives) poses serious health risks. As ¢ increases from 0.30 to 0.50, we
observe a gradual improvement in type II error (from 0.440 to 0.393) and accuracy (from 0.604 to
0.616), suggesting that the more relaxed violation tolerance allows the NP method to adopt a less

conservative threshold.

S3 Proofs

LDA-NP aLDA—NP
» Pa

For simplicity, all 5, ¢ and C, refer to’5" C LDANP

and , respectively.

$3.1 Oracle Scoring Function, Lemma

Proof. From vec(X) ~ N (vec(My); X,), C;' could be computed:
s*(X) = (X, B) = vec(B)T vec(X)
~ N (vec(B)T vec(Mo)vec(B)T (£ ®-+-® £1) vec(B)).
We could plugging in B=DxM_ ¥ 1.
vec(B) = vec (maty (B))

- vec(ZIlmatl(D)(ZX,} ®...®>:;1)T)

:(va} ®...®251®Id1)vec(ZI1mat1(D)) (S1)
= (Zl_wl ®...®E§1 ®1d1)(1d,1 ®):Il)vec(mat1(D))
=¥, vec(D).

And the Covariance matrix could be simplified:
vec(B)T (Zpy ®---®X)vec(B)
=vec(D)" T,'T, X, vec(D)
=vec(D)" E;l vec (D).

In conclusion, given class 0

sI(X)~N (VeC(B)T vec(My);vec(D)" X1 vec (D)), (S2)



and the threshold C}’

C, = \/vec (D)" £, vec(D)D (1 — a) +vec(B)T vec(My),
where ©(-) is the CDF of standard normal distribution

(S3)
so that we have Pr (¢ (X)=1]Y =0) =Pr(s"(X) > C;|Y =0) = a. O

In following proofs, we particularly denote the upper bound of ||B||r and the lower bound of
the signal-to-noise ratio, derived from Assumption 3.1, as ||B||p < Cp and vec(D)T(Z;l)vec(D) >

CL.

§$3.2 Tucker Estimation of Discriminant Tensor B, Proposition

Proof. The proposition is analogous to Theorem 4.1 in Chen et al. (2024a), which was established

for the missing data case, and thus can be derived in a similar manner. O

$3.3 High Probability Upper Bound for Deviation of Scoring Function, Theorem

Proof. Consider the decomposition:
- = HX) =SX)| = X, B) — (X, B)
lIs* = Slleo,c I;gggls (X) =s(X)| I;ggé(l( ) — (X, B)|
<max (X — M, B - B + (M, B - B)|.
XeC
The second term does not contain X and hence is irrelevant to C. Notice that for X from the class
i,1€{0,1},

(X = M,B-B)~ N (vec(B - B)Tvec(M; - M),vec(B - B)E,vec(B - B)).

We know that <X -M,B- B> is V[[Z, |l ||7§— BHF—sub—Gaussian. By assumption, [|E,[| < [T IEmll <
Céw is bounded. Thus, applying a sub-Gaussian inequality, we get that

Pir(KX ~M,B- B>|/(\/||):v|| IB-5||,)> t) < 2exp(~t%/2) fori=0,1.

Under the assumptions in Theorem 3.5, by Proposition 3.4, we have ||B — Bl|f < %. Hence

Pr(X € C) < 2exp(~t2/2) < exp(~(ng Anp)'?)) fori=0,1,
1



and

* & & doro
lIs* =Slleo,c < tIB=Bllp +11B-Bllp <t .

min

Then we could define the high probability set C:

¢ ={|(x - mB-B)/IEB- 5],) <}, (54)

and
Pr(C) > 1 - 2exp(—t%/2). (S5)
0

$3.4 Conditional Margin Assumption, Proposition
Proof.
Pr{s*(X)-C;|<i|X eC}
<Pr{s*(X)-C}|<1}/Pr(X €C)
(@(U) - D(L))/Pr(X €C),

where @ is the cumulative distribution function of standard norm distribution, U = (C; + 1 —

vec(B)T vec(My))/+Jvec(D)T X,  vec (D), and

L=(Cy—1-vec(B)T vec(Mg))/AJvec(D)" E;l vec (D). The last equation utilized (52). By the Mean

Value Theorem,

O(U)-D(L) = p(z)(U ~L) = $(2) 2 ,

\/wc (D)" ;' vec(D)

where ¢ is the probability density function standard norm distribution and L <z < U, thus,

20(0) | _ 46(0),
PrX €OV~ VT

where C; denotes the lower bound of the signal-to-noise ratio and the last inequality holds as

Pr{ls'(X)-C|<i| X eC) < (S6)

Pr(X €C)>1/2. O

$3.5 Conditional Detection Condition, Proposition

Proof. We first define events £ as following;:



E={X:C) <s"(X) < C +1).

Then,

where @ is the cummulative distribution function of standard norm distribution,

U’ =(C: +1—vec(B)T vec(My))/+[vec (D) X, vec (D)
L

s

=0 H1-a)+
\/Vec(D)T Z;lvec (D)

and,

L' = (C: —vec(B)T vec(My))/+/vec(D)" X, vec (D) = @71 (1 —a).

The last equation utilized (52) and the calculation of U” and L’ utilized (53). By the Mean Value

Theorem,

D(U')-D(L) = $p(z)(U' - L) = $(2) :

7

\/vec (D)" E;l vec(D)
where ¢ is the probabiltiy density function standard norm distribution and L’ < z’ < U’, notice
that normally a < 1/2,

Pl (1-a)+ &
Pr(g)qu( (\/C_;HCL)l, (S7)

Cy is the upper bound of vec(D)" £, vec(D) and it could be given by Cj, the upper bound of

[|1B]|g, and CSA, the upper bound of X,: vec(D)" X, vec(D) = vec(B)" X, vec(B) < Cy def Cf;CéVI.

Then by

Pr(C|€)

Pr(€|C)= Pr(C)

Pr(£), (S8)

it is sufficient to show that Pr(C | £) is bounded by below, and immediately,

Pr(€|C) > CPr(€),

where C is some constant.
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To obtain such lower bound, we first find a restricted set C’ satisfying:

CNnEcCné,
C 1 E&.

C’ could be constructed by considering the following random variable:

(X,B’y =vec(B')" vec(X),

where B’ = AB+(1—A)Eand A= %. We will first show that (X, B’y and (X, B) are independent,
then we will rule out the cases which entail (D, B —B) =0, to ensure that A is well-defined. Finally,

we will construct C’ via (X, B’).

Notice that, (X, B’) and (X, B) follow jointly normal distribution:

By [vec(B)T
[(X,B')] - [Vec(B’)T]VeC(X)
NN([::CC((E’/)):']VeC(MO)I [z:cc((g;)):—]xy [VeC(B) VeC(B')]).

And the covariance term:

vec(B)TE, vec(B') = (X, vec(B)) " vec(B') =) vec(D)T vec(B))
__(D.B) (D,B)
(D,B-B) ' (D,B-B)
Hence (X, B’) and (X, B) are independent. Next we discuss the cases that <D,I§— B)=0.

(D, B) (D,B)=0.

Case 1: B = cBB for any constant ¢ # 0. (Ruling out this case would ensure B -B =0, further-
more, B’ = 0)
C would reduced to:

¢ = {Kx = M B)/(NIZLMIBIIE) < t}.

Combined with (53), we have £ C C as long as we choose 6" € (0, t(V||X,|[|I1Bllr) — {M, B) = C'|) and

the further assumption t < (19 A n1)* > ®~!(1 — a) would ensure the feasibility,

_Pr(CNE) _Pr(€)
Pr(£|C) = b~ prio) 2P

11



Thus, the desired (58) holds.

Case 2: B—B = 0,(D,B-B) = vec(D)T vec(B-B) = 0.
By the same argument regarding the jointly normal distribution, (X ,B—B) and (X, B) are in-

dependent, then C 11 £. C’:=C in this case.

Now we could continue to construct C’,

C, = {X : L” < <X—M0,B’> < U”}.

Since we have already shown that (X', B’) and (X, B) are independent, C” and £ are independent, as

expected. It remains to determine L” and U”, such that X € C'nE = X € CNE. To this end, we need

to decompose (X — M, BB Y in terms of (X — M, B’) and (X, B), recall that M = (M + M;)/2,

IB=BI;
D:(Ml—./\/lo)l
<X—M,§;B>
B - Bl|r
:(X—MO,E;B)—(D/ZE;B)
IB - Bl 1B - Bl
:<X—Mo, ! (B _B)>—(D/2,§;B>
IB-Blp\ 1-4 1B - Bllg
:A;%<X—M0;B’>—,\;11—/\<X—M0,B>—<D/2,E;B>
IB-Bllg*— IB-Bllg '~ B - Bl|r
1 (D,B-B) , 1 (D,B-B)
- (X =My, By + — (X — My, B)
IB-Bllp (D.B) IB-Bllp (D.B)
B-B
—(D/2, ——)
1B - Bl|e
PEED ey, D) 5o
"IB-Bllp , " |B-Bl|E -
= LY - My, B+ (X — Mo, BY = (D)2, ———)
D.B) X MeBr 0 BB,

1
:—P(<X—MO;B'>— (X =My, By + E<D,B>),
The decomposition is well-defined (A # 1), since A = 1 implies (B,D) = 0, which violates the

o)
Assumption 3.1. And in the last equation we introduced the shorthand notation p = % for
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simplicity. Notice that

E={X:Cy <s"(X)<C +1}
D D, BYO (1 - a) + (B, My) < (X, BY < VKD, BYD~} (1 — ) + (B, My) + 1)
={X (D, BYD (1 —a) < (X = Mg, B) < (D, BYO (1 —a) +1}.
We could define:

C = {;c - |||§|v” t+ (D, BYD (1-a)+6 - %(D,B) <(X =My, B
< \/|||§|v|| ..

(D,BYD 1 (1-a)- %(D,B)}.

Then we have
XeCnE=>XeC,

which is equivalent to C’'NE c C and naturally C’'NnEcCNE.

(59) is satisfied and hence,

P;)(r(i(lz)g) Pr(€) 2 Pr(C| €)Pr(€) 2Pr(C’] €)Pr(€)

Pr(£]C) =

=Pr(C)Pr(€) = (O(U"”)-D(L"))Pr(£).
The last equation comes from the fact that (X — M, B’) ~ N (0,vec(B’)TE, vec(B’)) and

>, *
L/'—_VPP' t+ (D, BY0 (1 - a) + 5" — L(D, B)
\/vec B)TE,vec(B’) '
.
o V'|'p| t + (D, Byd~! - L, B)

\/VEC NTY,vec(B’)
Note that

B’:AB+(1—A)73‘:M;’3‘_B gLl B-B

— —_— +B
(D,B-B) P|1B -8Bl
The covariance term
vec(B')TX, vec(B)
R_nr\T R_ T
:iz vec(B B)\ X, Vzec(B B) 2 vec(B - B)TE, vec(B) +vec(B)TE, vec(B)
P B - Bllz F’ 1B - Bllg
= ot =
:iz vec(B B/)\ X, Vzec(B B) +3(D, B).
p B - Bllz

In the last equation we plug-in the definition of p and utilize that vec(D) = X, vec(3). One could

13



rewrite:

~VIZ It + |oINKD, By 1 (1 - a) +|pls* - 2¢D, B

L// ,
Vec(B—B)TEyvec(B—B) 2
\/ R
yr— VIt + lplv(D, By )- o, B)
Vec(B B)TE VecB B) 2
\/ o ) 1+ 302D, B)

D, B85
Recall that p = % we have 0 < |p| < {Pl. Together with Cg™ <||Z,|| < C}! (by Assump-

tion 3.1), || Bl < Cg and (D, B) > Cp, we conclude that a further assumption on t < n . :

C 3 C3M/2C
t>CM 1+ 3C—Bc1> () ( +y/CL@7 (1-a)+C1/2),
L

will ensure that

\/ B Bl 1 302D, BY0(3) + Iplo” + o VDBYD ! (1 - a) - (D))
F
t 2 ’
(2]

which will lead to

) PP (1-a)+ &)
PE(E10)> (B(U7) - (L DPre) > (3 - 7 Prte) > O
B*~0

Follow similar analysis,

pO (1 -a)

Pr{C; >s"(X)>C;—-i1|XeC}>C
¢ ¢ 2C5CM72

As a result, if we assume

C 3 CSM/ZCB
t > max q>-1<1-a>,c34,/1+3C—Bc1>—1(Z) (6" + O @ (1 - ) + C/2)
L

Pr{Cy <s"(X) < C+1| X €CYAPT{CY 2 57(X) 2 Cr —1| X €C)
@ (1-a)+ &) (S10)
c M/2
2C5C)

then
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$3.6 Diminishing Excess Type II error, Theorem

Proof. The control on type I error is guaranteed by Proposition 2.4. Therefore, we only need to
show that the excess type II error vanishes with high probability. We utilize the decomposition of

excess type Il error in Zhao et al. (2016): Let G* = {s*(X) < C;’} and G= {EIX) < Ea},

.
Pri(G)-Pry (G") = dPl‘f dPl:dePo‘J rdp,
¢

= | (r—C%)dPy+ CLPry(G) -J (r—C.)dPy— C.Pry(G")
JG G (S11)

r

[ w-coan- |

JG\G* G'\G

S CildR+ G, {Ro (%)~ Ro(¢ha)},

(r = C)dPy + C;, {Pro(G) - Pro (G")]

r

= |T—C;|dpo+f

JG\G* G

where Py (P;) is the probability distribution of A" given that & is from class 0 (class 1) respectively.
The decomposition (51 1) transform the excess type II error to a sum of integrals of |r — C}| on two
specific sets and the deviation of type I error. Next, we will introduce several technical results
that can help us bound the three terms separately. To obtain an upper bound of the deviation of

type I error, we quote the next two Lemmas from Tong et al. (2020).

Lemma S3.1. Let a, 00 € (0,1) and ny > 4/(ady). For any o € (0,1), the distance between RO((/P\k’)

and R (¢y,) can be bounded as

Pr{[Ro () = Ro (62| > € (90)} < 5,

where
(99) k,(n6,+ - k,) (ng)—( ) L
‘Sa,é n 66 = ] +Aa,6 n(’), —(I-a)+ 77 »
o (ng+2)(ng+1) 65 o +1

14200 (ng+2)(1-a)+/1+48¢(1-a)a(n]+2)
2{6q(ny+2)+1}

in which k' = [(n6’+ 1)Aa,50(n6’)] and A, s, (n(’)’) = . Moreover, if

” C— — ’ n—1/4
ny > max(boz, 5 2), we have &g 5 7 (60) <(5/2)ng 4,
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Lemma S3.2. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma , the distance between Ro(ak*) and

Ry (¢, can be bounded as

Pr{[Ro (@) = Ro (93] > Ea.ap; (30)} < 80+ &%

If ng > max {552,642, 4/ (o)}, we have &q, 57 () < (5/2)my ™%,

As the tensor data structure as well as the TGMM model fit the assumptions. A high probabil-

ity upper bound of the deviation of type I error could be directly attained. Hence in (511)

P(G)-Pri(G)= [ - CildRy | Ir=CaldR+ CofRo (00 - Ro(@a).
a\G G\C

The third term could be controlled by Lemma . We focus on bound the first and the second

term in the following proof.

To control the first term we need the following decomposition:

J-A |r—C;|dP0:J-A |7—CZ|dPo+jA |r— C|dP,,
G\G* (G\G)nC (G\G*)nCe

where C is constructed via Theorem . Define

T = X,B)—(X,B),
r;gggl( ) — (X, B)|

and

ARG o =[Ro (¢ 1€) = Ry (e 1 )|
:’Po(s*(X) >Cy | X €C)— Py (X) > Cy | X eC)'.

T < t,/:oj. (S12)

Then by Theorem 3.5,

And for AR(J;’C:
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_|Ro<$k*> — Ro(¢%) = Pr(CY) (Ro(py- | €)= Ro(p3 | C°))

AR]

0.~ Pr(C)
IRo(r) = Ro(@5)| + Pr(CY) () [Ro(¢i:) = Ro(@l)| + 2exp(~7/2)
- Pr(C) - 1 -2exp(-t%/2)
<2(IRo(x-) = Ro(¢)| + 2exp(~£7/2)).
Recall lemma ,

Pr{ARg o> 2(&a5,m; (86) + 2exp(—7/2))} < 59 + 5, (S13)

-4
where 6; € (0,1) and if nj > max{éaz,éf)_z, 4/(0160),(11—0M1(6*)Z) }, we have

M, (6L

’ - 1
éa,éo,né’ (50) < (5/2)116/ 1/4 < Z

Ift> \/—210g(%M1(6*)Z), then 2exp(~t2/2) < 1M, (6")L.

From

AR N7
P 0 > 5L <Pr{ARE o > 2(Eq s, (50) + 2exp(~12/2))} < 89 + 6
"\m, > 6" 4 SPE{ARG 0 > 2(Ea5,; (0) + 2exp(=17/2))} < 0g + 0,

at least with probability 1 -0y — o)), we have

1/
(ARS,c) r

<6
M,

Next we find the relation between C}; and C, by applying conditional detection condition (Defi-
nition 3.3).
* ok + 1/}/
P, (s (X) > C + (ARG /My ) P X e c)
1/
—Ry (¢%,1C) Dy (c;; <s'(X) < Cx + (ARG /M) | X € c)
(510) . .
< Ro(¢a |C)- ARy
<Ry (i 1€)

=Py (1X) > C, | X €C)
<Py(s*(X)>C,-T| X €C).

1/ —
Hence, Cy + (AR} /M) = > C, — T.

Furthermore,
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(G\G)={s*>C55<Cy)
{s >CF<Cl+ (AR*C/Ml) Ly T} N{F<Col

cl{cr + (AR+C/M1) S42T > > Cl5<Cr+ AR+C/M1) +T)
N{s<Ca}

c{Cj; + (ARS’C/Ml)l/Z +2T 25" > c;*}.
Denote C; = {/'\,’ (CY+ (AR*C/Ml) 42T 25%(X) > C;*}. Then the integration on (G\G*)NC could
be bounded via the Mean Value Theorem (recalling that r(&X') = f1(X)/fo(X) = exp (s*(X) — (M, B))

and C, =exp(C; —(M, B))):

Ir(X)—CL| = o~ M, B) |es*()() _oCi| = oM B) 7 |s*(X) = C2,
where 2’ is some quantity between s*(X’) and C};". Restricting to C N Cy, we have

1/
Cy <2 <Cy+(AR; /M) T +2T.

And

.
_ p-cilan
J@\6)ne
(

< r-cylan
uCﬂCl
" 7

= exp{z’ — (M, B)}|s*(X) - C;|dP,
JCOCI
.

< | expfcr+ (ARG T 42T (MBI (@) - Crlam,

J CﬂCl

SC’J |s(X) - C*|d Py
ene,

((AR+C/M1) Y, 2T)P0 €ney).
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On the other hand,

.[A |r—C|dP, Sf |r—C;|dPOSJ rdP0+C;j dP,
(G\G*)nce ce ce ce

=Py (C)+ C; Py (C°) < 2(1+ C}exp{~2/2).

v
2

: (50) 1/y
Together with Py (CNCy) < M, ((ARE’C/Ml) —+ 2T)

+y

1
J(A )|r — CL|dPy <c’M, ((AR&C/MI)VL_ 2T) +2(1+Cy)exp{-t7/2}. (S14)
G\G*

To derive an upper bounnd of the second term, we consider the same decomposition:

J A|r—C;|dP0:f ~ |r—C;|dPO+j _ |r=Cldn,
G'\G (G'\G)NC (G\G)NCe

Notice that on G*\G we have s*(X) < C;', hence we need to derive an lower bound of s*(X) (condi-

—

tional on G*\G), in order to apply the Mean Value Theorem. Define

ARy = Ro (¢ 1€) = Ro(fr- |1C) = Py (5'(X) > €' | ¥ €C) = By (SIX) > C | X €C).

Then we have AR}

o.c = AR c|- Next we discuss the cases ARy ¢ > 0 and AR ¢ < 0 seperately:

If ARy > 0, by applying conditional margin assumption (Definition 3.2):

Py(s*(X) = C* + (ARoe/My) "7 | X €C)
=Ry (¢} |C) =Py (Ci < s*(X) < C + (AR, c/Mg)' 7 | X €C)
(Z)R0(¢Z |C)- ARy
=Py (51X)> Cy | X €C)

>Py (s*(X)> Co + T | X €C).

1y =
Hence, C;' + (AR} o/Mo) 7 < Cy +T.
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If ARy <0, by applying conditional detection condition (Definition 3.3):

Py(s*(X) > Ci = (AR, /M) 2| X €C)
=Ry (@4 1 C) + Py (Ci = (~ARg ¢/M;) 2 < s'(X) < Ci | X C)
"> Ro (¢, 10)- ARy
=Py (51X) > Cy | X €C)

>Py (s*(X)>Co+ T | X €C).

1/ —
Hence, C; - (ARSC/Ml) r< Cp+T.
In general,

Ca > C (ARG o/My) 2 A (ARG /M) 7 =T

Furthermore,

(G\G)={s < Cx, > Ca}
_ {s* <Cy 5> Co = (ARG /My ) E A (ARG /M) - T}
N {E‘> Ea}

c(Cx - (ARG /My ) 7 A (ARG /M) T —2T <5 < C5).

1/ 1/y —
Denote C) = {sz - (ARB“’C/MI) LA (AR&C/MO) ¥ 2T<s' < C;"}. Then the integration on (G*\G)ﬁ

C could be bounded via the Mean Value Theorem (recalling that r(X’) = exp (s*(X) — (M, B)) and

Ca =exp(Cy = (M, B))):

[r(X) = CL = e M B o8 (X) _ oCi| = o= M B) o257 (x) — C,
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where z” is some quantity between s*(X') and C};". Restricting to C NC,, we have
1/ 17y
Cy —(ARS /M) " A (ARG o/Mo) " 2T <2/ < C3.

And

J |r—C|dP, < |r—C,|dP,
(G\G)nc

JCNC,

= exp{z' —(M, B)}|s"(X) - C;|dP,
Jene,

< exp{Cy —(M, B)}|s"(X) - Cy|dP
Jene,

SC”J. I5*(X) - C2|dP,
ene,

/ /7
<c” ((ARS’C/Ml )L A (ARG /M) + 2T)P0 (CNCsy).
On the other hand,
J |7’—C;|dpo SJ |T—C;|dPOSJ TdP0+C;J dPO
(G\G)nce ce ce ce

=P; (C)+ C Ry (C°) < 2(1+ Cj)exp{-t7/2}.

(56) 1/ 17 7
Together with P, (CNC,) < MO((ARE;’C/MI) EA(ARY /M) 7+2T) ,

f |r—C|dP,
(6°5)

1y

_ (515)
<c"M, ((ARg’C/Ml) A (ARG /M) T + ZT)Hy +2(1+Ch)exp{-17/2}.

Combine (511), Lemma ,(514),(515),(512), (513), one could conclude: Suppose Assump-

tion 3.1 as well as the assumptions in Proposition 3.4 hold, and further assume ¢ > \/ -2 log(% M, (5*)2),
” -2 </ 1 +\V —4 ’
ny > max{éo ;00— 2, 4/(a60),(mM1(5 )—) }, where 6, € (0,1),

t ‘;((TZO A Tll)a

C 3 C3M/2CB
>max{® (1 -a),C¥ [1+3=L01(2)+ 22 (6" +VCr@™ (1 - )+ Cr/2),
Ve g CL

and dg < (ng Anp)?, then with probability at least 1 -5, — &), — C exp(—cdy)
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Pr;(G)-Pr; (GY)
[ r-culars | ir-caldn o fRo(92) - Rolic)
G\G* *\G
1+y
+2(1+Cy)exp{-t7/2}

<c'My (AR5 /M) +27)
+¢"Mo( (AR /M) ) A (ARG /M) + zT)1+7

+2(1+ Cy)exp{=t2/2} + Ci & g,y (5)

(477 5 . y

) + C3 T 4 Cyexp{~£2/2) + C&a,5my (5)
0)

1+9)/y
éO

, PN\ Uo 2 /5
+ Cz (éa,éo,ng (60)) + Ca Ea,éo,ng (

<Ci (AR,)
+Cy (exp(—tz/2))(l+7)/7 +Ciexp {—t2/2}

7

SC{ (ga,éo,ng (60
+Cj (exp(—tz/Z))

1+y
dor,
’ 070
+C6(t,/ :
nmln
—mi _£~{ﬂﬁ1} i 1+y
7Ty +Cé’t 00 ,
Mmin

))(1+7)/Z

(1+9)Vy

where Cy,C,,C3,Cy, Cy,C},C3,Cy, CL, Cf, C',C, C are constants.
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