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Consensus-based In-Network Computation of
the PARAFAC Decomposition
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Abstract

Higher-order tensor analysis is a multi-disciplinary teddely used in numerous application areas
involving data analysis such as psychometrics, chemoosetand signal processing, just to mention
a few. The parallel factor (PARAFAC) decomposition, alsamkn by the acronym CP (standing for
“CANDECOMP/PARAFAC” or yet “canonical polyadic”) is the nsbpopular tensor decomposition. Its
widespread use comes from its essential uniqueness pyoyedier mild conditions as well as to the
existence of several numerical algorithms that can be usedrmpute the decomposition. In this work,
we present a new approach for the distributed computatiche@PARAFAC decomposition of a third-
order tensor across a network of collaborating nodes. Wenaeested in the case where the overall data
gathered across the network can be modeled as a data temsittiralan essentially unique PARAFAC
decomposition, while each node only observes a sub-tensomat necessarily enough diversity so that
identifiability conditions are not locally fulfilled at eactode. In this situation, conventional (centralized)
tensor based methods cannot be applied individually at eade. By allowing collaboration between
neighboring nodes of the network, we propose distributedions of the alternating least squares (ALS)
and Levenberg-Marquardt (LM) algorithms for the in-netiwestimation of the factor matrices of a third-
order tensor. We assume that one of the factor matricesiosrparameters that are local to each node,
while the two remaining factor matrices contain global paeters that are common to the whole network.
The proposed algorithms combine the estimation of the Ifazbrs with an in-network computation of
the global factors of the PARAFAC decomposition using ageraonsensus over graphs. They emulate
their centralized counterparts in the case of ideal dathage and ideal consensus computations. The

performance of the proposed algorithms are evaluated im idel and imperfect cases.
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. INTRODUCTION

In a various number of application domains, observed datéb@xntrinsically a multiway structure.
The samples can be indexed by several indices, which canrbetldirelated to a physical meaning.
The more obvious data or signals with such a multiway strectare images. However, during the
last decade, several applications in sighal processingdonmunications were devoted to other kind
of multidimensional signals [1], [2], [3], [4]. For higherder multiway arrays, also called tensors, i.e.
extensions of the notion of matrix (two-way array) to greateler, the use of multilinear algebra tools
is highly recommended in order to fully exploit the inherstructure of these signals. These tools have
been used for both analysis and synthesis of existing and acoeamunications systems for instance.
The most used tensor tools are certainly the Tucker decatiggro$s], or higher-order singular value
decomposition [6], and the parallel factor (PARAFAC) degasition [7], also known by the acronym CP,
which stands for “CANDECOMP/PARAFAC” [8] or, alternatiwel“canonical polyadic” decomposition
[9].

PARAFAC consists in decomposing &horder tensor in a sum of rank-one tensors. Its widespread us
is due to its essential uniqueness property under mild ¢iondi[10], [11], [12] as well as to the existence
of several numerical algorithms that can be used to compigalecomposition [13], [9]. The uniqueness
property is a key issue when trying to infer some informatimm the PARAFAC decomposition of a
given tensor.

In most of applications in the literature, batch processingonsidered for computing the PARAFAC
decomposition. Several PARAFAC fitting algorithms haverbpeoposed in the literature. They can be
classified into three main categories: alternating algorg, derivative based algorithms, and non-iterative
algorithms (see [13] for a comparison of various algorithns alternating algorithms, only a subset of
the parameters are updated at each step whereas in deribatbed algorithms all the parameters are
simultaneously updated by successive approximationshéditst category belongs the alternating least
squares (ALS) algorithm [14] while the damped Gauss-Nevaigorithm, also known as Levenberg-
Marquardt (LM) algorithm, belong to the second categony.[Recently, by taking into account the fact
that data can be serially acquired or the underlying procasde time-varying, adaptive algorithms have
been proposed in [15]. These algorithms are initialized singia batch processing.

In this paper, motivated by communication issues in wiekeEnsor networks, we consider the problem

of in-network computation of the PARAFAC decompositionass a network of communicating nodes.
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Indeed, in recent years, the deployment of sensors for orimgt, collaborative information processing
and control has drawn a considerable attention. In paaicwireless sensor networks that can operate
autonomously, i.e. without a fusion center collecting anolcpssing all measurements, exhibit desirable
properties such as robustness against node failure [1€]c®brdinated action of different nodes requires
local exchange of information.

In order to exploit multiple forms of diversity present inmmmunication signals, one can resort to the
powerful tensor-based blind estimation methods propasele literature for multiuser communications
(see, e.g. [1], [17], [2], [3], [4]) and, more recently, foruitiple-input multiple-output (MIMO)
communications (see [18], [19], [20], [21] and referendesr¢in). However, these methods assume that
a given node can compute the PARAFAC decomposition of therebsd data tensor, which is generally
possible by exploiting multiple dimensions of the obserdata such as space, time, frequency and/or
code. However, many wireless devices are limited by sizejware complexity, or other constraints such
as the use of a single (or a very small number of) antenna elgs)eHence, even though the overall
observations gathered across the network of nodes can beledoak a data tensor with enough diversity
for information recovery purposes, each node only has adoes sub-tensor with not necessarily enough
diversity. In this case, standard tensor based methodsotaenapplied for such nodes. Indeed, without
collaboration with its neighbors, the nodes cannot regrithe factors of the PARAFAC decomposition.

In an attempt to filling this gap, the authors have deriveds&ributed alternating least squares algorithm
for joint channel and symbol estimation in DS-CDMA netwofR2]. This algorithm has also been applied
to distributed decoding in distributed space-time blockexb systems [23]. The approach proposed in
these works are based on the concept of average consensteplmsgwhich is an important issue in
algorithm design for distributed computing. Average carsses has been extensively studied in computer
science (distributed agreement and synchronization enablfor example) and is a central topic for load
balancing (with divisible tasks) in parallel computershts recently found application in distributed
coordination of mobile autonomous agents, distributec dasion in sensor networks, and distributed
estimation and control [24].

Following the idea of [22], this work presents a generaliapgroach for distributed computation of the
PARAFAC decomposition of a third-order tensor in a collaiive network. We assume that each node has
access to several slices of the overall third-order tersorce a third-order sub-tensor. We are interested
in the case where the overall data gathered across the metanrbe modeled as a data tensor admitting
an essentially unique PARAFAC decomposition, while eactienonly observes a sub-tensor with not

necessarily enough diversity so that identifiability cdiodis are not locally fulfilled. In such a situation,
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conventional (centralized) tensor based methods cannappléed individually at each node, unless some
form of collaboration is allowed in the network. By resodito the concept of average consensus in
graphs, we propose distributed versions of the alternagiagt squares (ALS) and Levenberg-Marquardt
(LM) algorithms for the in-network estimation of the factaratrices of a PARAFAC decomposition of
a third-order tensor. We assume that one of the factor neatrgontains parameters that are local to
each node, while the two remaining factor matrices contéiba parameters that are common to the
whole network. The proposed algorithms combine the esiimatf the local factors with an in-network
computation of the global factors of the PARAFAC decomposiuising average consensus iterations.

In summary, the contribution of this work is two-fold. Firgthe algorithm development presented here
provides a generalized framework by considering that bollating nodes observe third-order tensors,
whose dimensionality may differ in a particular mode. Setadn contrast to [22] which was restricted
to ALS fitting, we develop a distributed version of LM algdbwit that presents a faster convergence.
With perfect average consensus, our numerical results shaivthese distributed PARAFAC-based
algorithms yield similar performances as their centralizmunterparts. We also evaluate the impact
of noisy exchanges and imperfections in average consewsugutations. Without loss of generality, we
restrict our study to third-order tensors.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sectidn II, the probierformulated along with preliminaries
including the PARAFAC decomposition and consensus proslangraphs. In Sectioris]ll ard 1V, we
derive distributed algorithms for computing the PARAFACG:dmposition. We first propose a distributed
alternating least squares (ALS) algorithm in Secfioh Ihdahen a distributed Levenberg-Marquardt
(LM) one in Sectior IV. The efficiency of the proposed aldgamis are evaluated in Sectibn V by means
of computer simulations, before concluding the paper intiSef/I .

Notations: Vectors are written as boldface lower-case lettexb,(--), matrices as boldface upper-case
letters @A,B,---), and tensor as blackboard lettes,[§,---). Aj. andA j denote respectively thith row
and the jth column of thel x J matrix A. AT stands for the transpose #&f whereasAH stands for
its complex conjugatediag(.) is the operator that forms a diagonal matrix from its vect@uanent
whereasvec(.) forms a vector by stacking the columns of its matrix argumé&ot matricesX and Y

with the same dimension, stands for the Schur-Hadamard matrix product, i.e. theyesge product.
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For X € C"*R andY € C'*R, the Khatri-Rao product, denoted by, is defined as follows:

Ydiag(X 1)
Ydiag(X,.
XOY = 9( ) e C*R (1)
Ydiag(X, )
In the sequel, we will make use of the properties of the KHa&d product and the Frobenius norm
given below:
vec(Xdiag(2)YT) = (Y®oX)z 2)
XoY = NYoX), (3)
X]_ X1®Y
oY = : ) (4)
Xm XmOY
IXIE = IAXE, (5)
2 M 5
(6 - xa)lf = 3l ©
m=1
2 M
[ )| = 3 Il ™)
m=1

wherell, a permutation matrix, and are matrices with compatible dimensions. We also have:
(A®B)(C®D)=AC«BD, (8)

for matrices with compatible dimensions.

Il. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

Let us consider a network df nodes whose communication links are modeled by means of an
undirected graply (/,&). 4 ={1,--- L} and & denote respectively the node set and the edge set,
where each edgé,l’) € & is an unordered pair of distinct nodes. We assume ¢has a connected
graph, meaning that it exists a path between any two pair désioln other words, information can be
exchanged by any pair of nodes through direct links or mhdf- ones.

Let us assume that the nodle .4” has at its disposal the daxélj)k i=1...,j=1,-.J, k=
1,---,K. Assume that these data can be organized In>aJ x K tensorX() admitting a PARAFAC
decomposition [7], [8]:

Xl(lj) = 31(7'2 Dj rCir- 9)

M=o

K

r=1
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The tensorx() = [xi(jj)7k] is completely characterized by three factor matriéés = [ai(jr)] e CR B =
[bj ] € CI*R, andC = [c,] € CK*R. The purpose of the PARAFAC decomposition at each node is to

find these factor matrices from the observed data teKorl =1....,L.

A. The PARAFAC decomposition

PARAFAC is certainly the most popular tensor model that canfdund in the literature. That is
surely due to its essential uniqueness, which means thét faator matrix can be determined up to
column scaling and permutation, i.e. two sets of matri¢ad).B,C} and {A("),B,C} giving rise to
the same tensaX(!) are linked by the following relation&() = A()NA,, B = BMNAg, C = CMAc, with
ApABAC = IR, wherell is aR x R permutation matrix, whered Ag, andAc areR x R diagonal matrices.
A sufficient condition for such an unigueness, the so-cdflagskal’s condition, states that the PARAFAC

decomposition[{9) is essentially unique if [10], [1]
Kpo) + kg +ke > 2R+2, (10)

where kx denotes the Kruskal-rank, also called k-rank, of a givenrimmaX, and corresponds to the
greatest integeky such that any set déx columns ofX is independent. The rank and the Kruskal-rank
of X are linked by the following inequalitix < rank(X).

Another feature of PARAFAC is to provide a simple link betwdbe unfolded forms of a tensor and
its factor matrices. The unfolded forms are obtained by atergating tensor slices along the same mode.
We call “slice”, the matrix obtained by fixing one (out of thierée) dimension of the tensor. For the

third-order tenso&X(), we have the following three types of slices:

o e Al

xV=| . | =ediagal)CT,
Xi(jil X|(IJ)N
Xi(l.ljl X|(.|,)11

xV= : - 1 |=cdiagB)AlT,
X(ll)J K XI(|| ) iK

and

X(ll,)Lk XI(|I7)J7k

xO=| : . | =AWdiag(cc)B"
X(ll,)Lk e XI(|I7)J7k
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Using (), the three vertically unfolded matrix represéntes for X() are respectively given by:

|
XY
x = : = (BoC)ANT g KN, (11)
|
X
|
X'
x{)=| i | =(coal)BTeck, (12)
|
X
and 0
Xl.A
XY = : :(A(')®B>CT6C"JXK. (13)
|
X,

Note that ifA() is a row vector, meaning that the measurements availabledsl!rare two-dimensional,

we have the following equalities:
x{) = Bdiag(A")CT = (xI"T (14)

vec(XJ)Ty = x . (15)

B. Problem statement

Each node can use any fitting algorithm for computing its oViRRFAC decomposition. As stated
above, essential uniqueness is guaranteed if the Krugt@idition [10) is fulfilled at each node. Herein,
we assume that this condition is violated at each node,iie+ kg +kc <2R+2, VI € .47, and there
is no local uniqueness property.

If all measurementzi(jj)7k, l=1,---.L,i=1,....;,j=1,--- 3, k=1,--- K, were available at a given
central point (e.g. a fusion center), then one could definelaagjtensoiX € C' <K with | = |§1II' which

concatenates the sub-tens&¥, | = 1,...,L, along its first mO(ﬂa e.X =[XOux®yg ..o XL,

Iwithout loss of generality, we have concatenatedLlttsib-tensors along the first mode, since the PARAFAC decoitios
of each sub-tensor differ in the first mode factor matrix. ld@er, concatenation along the second or third modes would be
possible if theL PARAFAC decompositions differed in their second or thirddes, respectively. In any case, the approach
developed in this paper supposes that the PARAFAC decotiposif the L subtensors differ only in one mode, the other ones

being comon to thé& nodes.
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Let x j k be the typical element of the global tensér Note that
-1

Xk =X With i=Y Im+i,
i"=1,...,1;, | =1,...,L. Obviously, such a global tensor admits a PARAFAC model withB, and
C as factor matrices, wher& € C'*R results in a row-wise concatenation &f), | =1,--- L, i.e.

A=[ADT  AMLTIT The global estimation problem consists in minimizing tbkkofving cost function:
2

1 I J K R
A,SC) = = k= » arbjrcc
/( ) ZZLZZ Xi,jk rzl rjrlkr
1 L I J | R 2
= )b c (16)
| 1|le 1k=1 b rzl b

We assume that the global uniqueness condition is fulfiiled,
Ka + ke + ks > 2R+ 2.

Note that unfolded matrices of the (global) tendbican be built from those of the (local) sub-tensors

X" as follows:

Xi=( x@® ... xV)=(BoC)AT, (17)
x5

Xz2=0 : = (CoA)BT, (18)
X3
X3

Xs=| : |=(eBC, (19)
Xy

wherell stands for an appropriate permutation matrix.

Uniqueness of PARAFAC can be exploited by sending the snsetsX(Y, ... X\ to a central node,
or fusion center, from which the global tensdrcan be constructed. The central node can then perform
the PARAFAC decomposition ak and send the estimated factor matrices back to the nodesewdow
it is well known that the existence of a central node in a netwgives rise to a particularly vulnerable
setup. Resorting to distributed estimation is then wellesliiOne could imagine that nodes exchange their
received data samples with their neighbors. As a conseguafter such an information exchange, from

its own data matrix and those received from its neighborsh emde can built a tensor, which is in fact
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a sub-tensor oK. Unfortunately, we cannot ensure that all sub-tensorsrintie uniqueness property of
the global tensor. Therefore, in such a scheme, some nodasbtain undesirable estimates, i.e. estimates
that cannot be linked to the actual factor matrices in a umigay. The purpose of the following section is
to derive distributed estimation schemes, preserving ARAFAC uniqueness property. For this purpose,

we will resort to the notion of average consensus in graphs.

C. Average consensus algorithm

Average consensus is an important problem in algorithmgdefr distributed computing. It aims at
reaching an agreement on a common value across a netwotk;asocommon value being the average
of the initial local values.

Let R|(0) be a matrix assigned to nodeat timet = 0. The distributed average consensus problem
consists in computing the average/L) E R (0) at every node, via local communication and computation
across the network modeled with ar::ulndirected gr&ighr”,&). Nodel carries out its update, at each
step, based on its local state and communication with itghteiring nodes’ € .4 = {I’|(1,I") € &}.

There are several simple methods for distributed averagsersus. For example, each node can store
a table of all initial node values known at that time. At eatdpseach pair of neighbors exchange tables
of initial values and update their tables. In this floodingasithm, all nodes know all initial values in a
number of steps equal to the diameter of the graph, at whigit pach of them can compute the average
[24]. In widely used average consensus algorithms, each apdates itself by adding a weighted sum of
local discrepancies, i.e. differences between neighgarode values and its own value. In matrix form,
we get:

Rit+D)=Rit)+ > wu(Rrt)—Ri(t)), (20)
v Ex

wherew, |/ is a weight associated with the ed@el’}, which is a typical element of the weight matrix
W e C“*L, which is doubly stochastic, i.elTW = 1T and W1 = 1, where1 € C**! is a vector of
ones. If 1 is a single eigenvalue W and the remaining eigenvalues have magnitude lower thaer th
asymptotic convergence is guaranteed, Ret) — (1/L)I%1R| (0) ast goes towards infinity. Several

weights fulfilling the previous conditions have been prc&ﬂ)m the literature. One of them is given by

W asW =1 —yL whereL denotes the Laplacian of the graph whose entiigsre given by:
dp if p=q
lg=9 -1 ifge.p

0 elsewhere
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10

In order to ensure convergengeshould be selected gs< m p=1,...,L, {Ap} being the set of
eigenvalues of the Laplacian matrix ordered as B < A2 < --- < AL. Sincey modifies the spectrum of
W and in particular its second largest eigenvalue, the choidhis parameter influences the speed of

convergence of the consensus algorithm. It has been shawihti fastest policy is obtained by selecting

__2
Y= Ao+AL”

Recently, [25], [26] have shown that, in the noiseless caserage consensus can be achieved in a
finite number of step® corresponding to the number of nonzero distinct eigengbfehe Laplacian
matrix. Therefore, provided the information on the speuataf the Laplacian is available, the finite-time
average consensus algorithm can be run as follows:

QQ+D:Rmy+fL-Z(RMU—&aD,t:QL~3D—L (21)
P(t) 1rexy

with p(t) a sequence db distinct integers comprise between 2 dnd

I1l. THE DISTRIBUTED ALS ALGORITHM

Recently, a great effort has been devoted to the derivafidistibuted estimation algorithms [24], [27],
[28]. Most of them make use of average consensus based éstimaBy adopting the average consensus
framework, we now derive a distributed version of the akiéing least squares (ALS) algorithm, herein
referred to as DALS. It is worth mentioning that the formidatof the DALS algorithm proposed here
generalizes that of [22]. More specifically, herein we asstinat each node has a third-order data tensor
at its disposal, in contrast to [22] where each node is msttito access a matrix slice of the global
tensor. In that case, the developments given in [22] can hairdd from the equalities i (114) as a
particular case.

Given the tensoiX, various algorithms can be used for estimating the factarices A, B, andC,
ALS being the most popular one. By exploiting the unfoldedresentations of the PARAFAC model
(I7)-(19), ALS acts by alternately minimizing the followgircost functions #1 = || X1 — (B@C)ATHi,
J2=|X2— (CoA)BT||Z, and_z3=||X3— (A©B)CT||2.

A. Consensus based estimations of B and C

Let us define the matrix

z=AoCc=| : |,
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11

with Z) = A & C. From the definition ofX,» we can state that:
X5
X2 =1 : =N.zBT.

We can also easily show that it exists a permutation mé&riguch thaI'III'I =1®MN. As a conseqguence
2

X
T2 a] : T
S2=|X2—(CoA)B'|Z=](1on) : -ZB
(L)
X .
Minimizing _#> as a function of matriXB yields
X5V
BT = (z"z) *zM(1=n)
Xy

This solution can also be written as:

-1
a7 (L z0mz0) (L z0mAxd) 2
“\ta rs e ) e

The computation of {22) results on averaging local estimAté0) =Z2(Hz(1) andW, (0) = Z<')HI'_IX(2').
Such an averaging can be achieved using the consensugtaigomdeed, we have to run two average

consensus in parallel so that

Therefore, the local estimate &, given by BT = A (1) (t) converges towardB.

The factor matrixC can be estimated by minimizing the cost functigfy, which can be rewritten as:

Ss=|xs=YCT[fg.

with Y = A © B. From the property[{4) of the Khatri-Rao product, we get:

vy (1) AV B
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12

By minimizing 73, givenY, we get
ET = (YHY) Tt YHXs,
This solution can also be written as:
R 1 L -1 1 L |
CT= (T3 YRy O oy YOHXI ) (23)
=1 =1

As previously, the computation df (23) results on averagpngl estimate§ (0) =Y WHY () andd, (0) =

Y(')ng). Using the consensus algorithm:

M) > 2510 =5 yOHyO
|()—>EI; |()—EIZ1 :
1L 1k |
D)= =S 0 ==F5 yhHxD
|()—>ng1 1(0) |-|Zl 3
Therefore, the local estimates 6f , defined asf:lT = t®(t), I =1, - L, converges toward€T

B. Local estimation of A()

Recall that the matriA() is assumed to contain intrinsically local parameters. @tee there is no
need to share these parameters between different nodes.tReodefinition of the unfolded matrixX

and using property{6) of the Frobenius norm, we get:
L 2
_ m_ "
2 llexl (B®C)A HF
As a consequence, the local parameters can be estimatetiomssfo
A 5 A |
AT — Bo )XY, (24)

Notice that the Kruskal condition on the overall tensor gnéges thaB @ C is full column rank.

C. Distributed ALS algorithm using average consensus

The DALS algorithm is constituted by interlacing local AL$egs with consensus iterations. By
considering perfect exchanges between nodes during causéerations, the algorithm is summarized

below.
0]

Given the sub-tenso() with unfolded matrice;”’, i =1,2,3,1 =1,2,...,L, and the permutation

matrix M
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13

1) (Initializations) Forl =1,--- L, initialize A" (0) andC()(0) with random values. Set the DALS
iterationi = 0, and select the weights; ; of the consensus algorithm along with a numbeof
iterations.

2) (Local computations) For | = 1,...,L, compute ZO(i) = AD(i) o CO(i + 1), A(i,0) =
ZOH(ZO(i), andWy(i,0) = ZOH(HAXY).

3) (Average consensusRun the consensus algorithm fAy and W,

a) Fort=0,1,--- ,Nc—1,
Ai(it+1) =/\|(i7t)+| Z/le,l'(/\l'(i’t) —Ai(iY)),
&

W(i,t+1) =W (i,t)+ Z Wi j (W (i,t) =W (i,1)).
jem

b) SetA;(i) =A(i,Nc) andW, (i) =W, (i,N).
4) (Local update of the first global matrix) Compute the local estimates of matix
BU(i4+1) = A7L(0)W (i)

5) (Local computations) Forl =1,...,L, computeY V(i) = AD (iY@ B (i), [ (i,0) = YOH i)Y D (i),
and @ (i,0) = YOH ()XY,
6) (Average consensysRun the consensus algorithm By and ®,

a) Fort=0,1,--- N.—1,

F(|t+1 I'| It + W||/ I'|/|t F|(i,t)),
e

D (i,t+1)=d(it)+ W||/ (D (i,t) — D (i,t)).
e

b) Setl (i) = (i,Ne) and (i) = ®, (i, No).

7) (Local update of the second global matriYCompute the local estimates of matkx
CY(i+1) =i (i)
8) (Local update of the local matrice§Compute the local estimates Af'")
AOT(i41) = (B(')(i)Qé(')(i)>Tx(1').

9) Increment and return to stepl2 until a convergence criterion is reached
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IV. THE DISTRIBUTED LM ALGORITHM

The LM algorithm, originally proposed by Levenberg and Mgt [29], also known as the “damped
Gauss-Newton method”, has been successfully applied ioastthe parameters of some tensor models.
Conceptually, the LM algorithm is mainly based on a modifiexision of the Gauss-Newton (GN)
method, the basic difference being on the insertion of anstaple regularization parameter (damping
factor) into the GN update equations to yield improved cogeece properties. The work [13] developed
an LM algorithm for fitting the PARAFAC model. In [3], an LM abgithm is proposed for estimating the
parameters of block tensor models with application to blimdtiuser signal separation in code division
multiple access (CDMA) systems. Herein, we derive a distedl version of the LM algorithm for in-
network computation of the PARAFAC decomposition. Befavenfulating the distributed LM algorithm

for fitting the PARAFAC model, we briefly recall the principtd its conventional (centralized) version.

Define
vec(A(DT)
vec(AT)
p=| vecB™) | =| veca®T) [ecCF** (25)
vec(CT) vec(BT)
vec(CT)

L
with F = R(( > I|)+J+K), which concatenates all the model unknowns. The global foostion (16)
1=1

can then be written as:
2

1 L LI J K m R 0
J(AB,C) = < X Y &y bjrog

ZIZU;J:lkgl R & b
1L h J K | 2

= 2355 S |iaBC)
[=1i=1]=1k=1
1L 2

= >3 e (26)
=1

wherer|(p) € C"WX*1 js the vector of residuals associated with nddehe m-th element of which,
[r1(p)]m, is given by[ri(p)]m= i("j)’k(A,B,C) with m= (k—1)JI + (j — 1)l +i. By making use of the
unfolded representations of the PARAFAC model giver(id {{[B), we have:

rnp) = vec(x(l'))—[l.,®(5@c)]vec(Au)T) € Chokx
= ”2(Vec(xg))— ['J®(C®A('))}vec(BT)) € CIRx1

— ns(VEC(Xg))—[IK®(A(')®B)]vec(CT)> € CIIKx1
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wherel, € CIK*IKIE gnd N3 e CIK<KII gre permutation matrices.

The principle of the GN algorithm is to approximate the veaib residuals in the neighborhood of
p by a Taylor expansion truncated after the first-order terher&fore, for||Ap|| sufficiently small, we
have:

r(p+4p)=r(p)+JAp, (27)

(3 INIKxF _ , _ . . .
whereJ € C By is the Jacobian matrix. Using the linear approximat{on ,(2# can rewrite[(26)

in terms ofAp, as:
S (8p) = [Ir(p) +30p]%. (28)
The correction tern\p is then computed as the solution of the linear least squadggm:
min||r (p) +JAp| 1%,
Ap
which is given by the system of normal equations:
(IMI)ap = —Jr (p), (29)

whereJHJ is an approximation to the Hessian matrix [30]. The idea @f v algorithm is to add a

regularization parameter (damping faator) (29), thus yielding:

(IHI+A1p)ap = =3P (p). (30)

A. Partioned estimation of local and global parameters

From the partitioned structure @fin (23), we can write the Jacobiahas a concatenation of matrix

blocks in the following way:

Iri(p) . Ira(p) Ira(p) ora(p)
dvec(A(IT) ovec(A)T)  dvec(BT)  dvec(CT)
J= : SR : : (31)
IrL(p) . or(p) ori(p) Iri(p)
dvec(AWT) dvec(ADT)  odvec(BT)  dvec(CT)
where
an(p) |1 IK xR,
m——[lh@(B@C)}dJIEC s (32)
an(p) ) 1K xR
Svec(BT] ~ Ma[ly@ (CoAD)| e ChRR), (33)
ari(p) |
—n.di Al oB 1| IKxRK 34
dvec(CT) 3[K®( © )}GC (34)

2We refer the interested reader to [30] for further detaild discussions on the damping factor
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Let us partition the parameter vectprinto L+ 1 sub-vectors, such thg = [a{,...,a[,ﬁT]T, where
a = vec(ADT), 1 =1,...,L, andp = [vec(BT)Tvec(CT)T]T € CRI+K)I*1 From this partitioning, the
Jacobian matrix'(31) can be rewritten as:

J(a) J1(p)

where

on(p)  _In(P) | . nIKxRO+K) (35)

&) ar(p) GCI'JKXR|I7 J(p) = dvec(BT) ’ dveC(CT)

~ ovec(ADT)
Therefore, the approximation of the Hessian matrix (lefachaide of [2P)) is given by:
Jf(a1)d(a) J"(a1)d1(p)
H(p)d(p) = - : ,
(PP Ma)ia) @) )
L
HPI@) - ) 3 IHEIE)
or, equivalently,
H(a) QY
H(p)d(p) = - : , 36
(P)J(p) Ha) of (36)
L
Qi -+ Q. S HI(p

where

B = J['(p)d(a) € CRUHO=RI,

The expressions above are detailed in subseCtion 1V-A.3.

For the right-hand side of (29), we obtain:
JA(ay)ri(p)
JH = | . 37
Ere= 1 o) (37)
L
3 )

June 3, 2021 DRAFT



17

Using [36) and[(37), the normal equatiofis](29) for the upddt¢he parameter vectop can be

M (ag)r1(p)

reformulated as:
H(as) Qf Aay
Ha) ol pa, | Har(p)
Qi Q3 HMP AP 2 I Pri(p)
which is equivalent to

H(a1)Aag + QY AP J"(ag)r1(p)

Haosa+Qas || Faorie) )

3 (Qa+HI(pIop) 3 AN

From [38), we get;
H(a)da +Qffap = —3"(a)ri(p), 1=1,....L, (39)
i (Qida +Hi(p i I (40)
In (39), the correction termiz;lcan be written as: -
Dy = —H (&) (Qf'ap +3"(a)ri(p)) - (41)
Then, substituting(d1) intd [%0) yields:
il(—QI '(a)QI'Ap— QH (&)™ (a)ri(p) + Hi(P)AD)
= —ZJT'(E)V (p)
that can be compactly written as
(2@.)@— - ifl, (42)
where _ _
© =Hi(p) - QH *(@a)Ql", (43)
& =—('P—-QH @) @) r(p), (44)
DRAFT
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represent the equivalent Hessian matrix and gradient veatoulated at the node respectively. Finally,

by adding the regularization parameferto (42), we get the following solution for the sté\p:

|2@. Al h <Zfl> . (45)

1) Consensus-based estimation of global parameters. From [4%), we can note that the computation of

Ap =

Ap supposes the knowledge of the set of Hessian mat{i@gs..., 0.} and gradient vector§ ,,..., & }

at each node. Otherwise stated, before compulipgthe nodes must exchange their estimated Hessian
matrices and gradient vectors. In fact, just a in-networkngotation of the average of local Hessian
matrices and gradient vectors is required. Indeed, we cartee(43) as:

Ap = [O+</\E>I]_1£ (46)

L —
with®@ =15 0, &=1&, and? = A.
=1

As for the DALS algorithm® and & can be computed using an average consensus algorithm:

Git+1)=6(t)+ 5 wy(Or(t)-6(t)), (47)
1 Ex

St+D) =&+ > wr (&) =& (1) (48)
1 Ex

Consequently, the stefyp, computed at each node

_ AN
is asymptotically equal té&p given in [45).
2) Estimation of local parameters. Since the parameter vectar is strictly local, no exchange of
information is required to compute da at thel-th node. Therefore, fron{_(#1), the local parameter

vector can be estimated from the following steps:
Day = —H (&) (QI'ap +3"(a)ri(p))., (50)
a(i+1)=a(i)+Aa. (51)

3) Calculations of H(a ), H(p) and B;: The expressions ofi(a), H;(p) and B, involved in the
computation of®, and &, are detailed in this subsection. From the expressions givée2)-(34) and

the definitions in[(3b), we get:
H@a)=H® = -1, @BoC)HBoC)

= I, ®(B"BxC"C), (52)
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l50Coam)] M0 @oc)
B = H I ) (53)
[|K®(A(|)®B)} ﬂ§[||l®(B®C):|
and
(Hl(bb) Hl(bc)H)
H|(ﬁ): C cc ’ (54)
A
with
HOP [|J®(C@A<'))}Hn£nz[la®(C®A('))}
— 1 o (CHCxADHAD) (55)
H® = n3{|K®(A(I)®B)}H[|J®(C®A(I))}n2 (56)
H® = [IK®(A(')@B)}Hngns[lK(@(A(l)@B)}
= 1x®(AOHAD . BHB). (57)

Therefore, the Jacobian matrix at each nbad&an be constructed from the matridd aa), Hl(bb), H,(bc),
and Hl(cc) calculated usind(32)[(55)_(56), add57), respectively.

B. Distributed LM algorithm using average consensus

The distributed LM algorithm operates as follows:
1) (Initializations ) Seti = 0. Each node initializes randomiy) (i = 0), B! (i = 0), C)(i = 0); From
B" (i =0) andC(")(i = 0), build p(i = 0). Choose an initial value for the damping parameter
2) i+ i+1;
3) (Local computations) Each node computes:
« Computed(&) = I;, @ (BN (i) & CN(i));
. ComputeJ; (p) = (nz[ (C(i)@AU))(i)}
. ComputeH (&) = 3(&)J(&), Hi(B) = I
(62)-ED);
. Compute®, = H,(p) - QH(&)Qf";
« Compute&; = — (3'(p) — QH *(&)3" (&) r (Iﬁ)
4) (Average consensysinitialize ©,(0) = ©; and &,(0) =
Fort=0,1,...,N.—1

) from expressions

Gt+1) =6 () + > w(B(t)-8i(t))
e

§(t+1) =& )+ wi (& (t) — & (1))
e
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5) (Parameter updateg After N iterations, each node us@;(N;) and &,(N;) to compute:

AD; = (©(Ne) + A1) L& (Ne)
Pi(i+1) =pi(i) +Ap
A3y = —H (&) (Qf'ap +3" (@)ri(p))
a(i+1)=54()+40%;
6) Build the local estimate oA (i +1) from & (i+1) and those oB(")(i+1) andC") (i + 1) from

the vectorp (i +1).

7) Repeat Steps 2 to 7 until convergence is achieved.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we present some results obtained by simglat network ofL =9 nodes whose
communication links are modeled with a connected graphnasduo be a cycle or a Payley graph (see
[31]). Each node has at its disposal the data Samﬁljég: Elai(,lr)bj’rck’“ withR=4,i=1,j=1,--- .4,
andk=1,---,10, meaning that sub-tensors at each node are simply n&tilibés scenario is similar to
that considered in [22] for collaborative blind symbol dgien in CDMA networks. The data,, and
bjr were random binary data with valuesl while a;; were generated from a unit normal distribution.

In what follows, we evaluate the performance of the propasethods in terms of NMSE (Normalized

|

Mean Square Error) defined as:

NMSE = %i 5 E
5T
or equivalently as
NMSE = ! i ng)—Bdiag(A('))CTHi

]

since eachA() is a vector. Here)N(g) stands for possibly noisy observations x>§) at nodel. The
results presented herein are median values over 100 indepeRlonte-Carlo runs. The iterations of the
evaluated algorithms (DALS, DLM, and their centralized otauparts) were stopped after 100 iterations.
For DLM, the damping parameter is set equal to 10

We first consider the ideal case where both observations @t rade and data exchange during

consensus iterations are noiseless. The average conggosusl used here is the optimal constant edge
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policy as proposed in [32]. The consensus matrix is compaed/ = | — )\ZTZ)\LL' where A, and Ap

are respectively the second smallest and the largest eilyssvof the graph Laplacian matiix Such a
policy ensures fast convergence of the average consersios @it Since this standard consensus protocol
guarantees only an asymptotic convergence, we evaluateffinet of imperfect average consensus by
considering a finite numbeX. of consensus iterations.

Figured1 and]2 depict the NMSE for a cycle graph, while resiipicted in Figurelsl 3 ald 4 concern
a Payley graph. As in the centralized case, the LM baseditiigts exhibit faster convergence than ALS
based algorithms. However, DLM is more sensitive to imperé®nsensus. Note that the performance of
the DLM algorithm is improved when the numbig of consensus iterations is increased. The behavior
of DALS is completely different. Moreover, the number of sensus iterations has an impact in the
speed of convergence not in the final value of NMSE (see [22Fimilar observations). With DALS,
depending on the considered graph, even a single consdesation can be sufficient for achieving a
good PARAFAC fitting. However, the price to pay is a slowerv@mence compared to DLM. We have
to note that the considered cycle graph has a diameter thatige that of the Payley graph. With a
sufficient number of consensus iterations both DLM and DAb&ikate their centralized counterpart.

Now, we consider noisy observations at each node. For differalues of signal to noise ratio (SNR)
Figures b andl6 depict the NMSE in steady state for DALS and Dtédpectively, when considering
a Payley graph. We can note that both algorithms emulate desitralized counterparts even with a
few number of iterations. As for noiseless observationsL.®4Amulates ALS with very few consensus
iterations.

In another experiment, we consider a more challenging tiwtoawhere the observed data at each
node are noisy and the data exchange during consensugoiterare also noisy. It is well known that
standard average consensus algorithms are not robust itivadubise. In such a situation, we resort to
the sequence averaging policy based on finite-time averaggeosus protocol proposed in [26]. For a
Payley graph, using the finite-time protocol, average cosige is reached in two steps in the noiseless
case, that is the minimal time since it corresponds to thmeliar of the graph. The sequence averaging
protocol consists in running the finite-time protocol seddéime. The final result is the average of the
results of the finite-time protocol. By doing so, it has beloven that exact average consensus is achieved
asymptotically, i.e. when the number of sequence averagesg towards infinity. It is worth noting that
sequence averaging for noise cancelation in average caunseras first proposed in [33]. However, unlike
[26], truncated asymptotic consensus algorithms were.used

We now compare the effect of imperfect average consensuh@rpérformance of the proposed
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algorithms. Imperfections result here both from a finite bemof message exchanges and noisy
communications. The results depicted in Figuiés 7 Bhd 8 wvedtained with noisy observations
SNR=30dB and noisy communication&S{{R = 40dB). The number of consensus iteratidds= N¢;Ns,
with Ns the number of sequence averaging aWy that of finite-time average consensus protocol (here
Nt = 2). We can note that DLM completely fails due to imperfectsemsus while DALS exhibit a more
robust behavior. By increasing the number of averagingtiiens, the NMSE performance is improved
and becomes closer to that of the centralized ALS algorithm.

From these simulations, we can conclude that the distribatgorithms proposed in this paper give
similar performance than those of their centralized coyate, under perfect average consensus. When
considering imperfections in average consensus compottDLM is more sensitive than DALS. In
terms of convergence, as for the centralized case, the Digigrithm generally has a faster convergence

and yields more stable results.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a new approach to compute the PARAFAC deasitiop of a third-order tensor
in a distributed way across a network of collaborative nodis resorting to the concept of average
consensus in graphs, we have developed distributed vereidhe ALS and LM algorithms that combine
the estimation of local factors with an in-network compiatatof the global factors of the PARAFAC
decomposition. Although we have restricted ourselves #oddse of third-order tensors with one local
and two global factor matrices for presentation simplictiyr distributed tensor-based algorithms are
equally valid forN-th order tensors, witiN; local factor matrices andll, global factor matrices, with
N = N; + No. The approach proposed in this work may be useful to a numbdistiibuted estimation
problems in signal processing, and more particularly, & ¢bntext of collaborative sensor networks in

digital communications.
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Fig. 3. Mean square for the DALS algorithm in the case of a &agraph.

Fig. 4. Mean square for the DLM algorithm in the case of a Bagi@ph.
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