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Abstract— Model order reduction plays a crucial role in
simplifying complex systems while preserving their es-
sential dynamic characteristics, making it an invaluable
tool in a wide range of applications, including robotic
systems, signal processing, and fluid dynamics. However,
traditional model order reduction techniques like balanced
truncation are not designed to handle tensor data directly
and instead require unfolding the data, which may lead to
the loss of important higher-order structural information.
In this article, we introduce a novel framework for data-
driven model order reduction of T-product-based dynamical
systems (TPDSs), which are often used to capture the evo-
lution of third-order tensor data such as images and videos
through the T-product. Specifically, we develop advanced
T-product-based techniques, including T-balanced trunca-
tion, T-balanced proper orthogonal decomposition, and the
T-eigensystem realization algorithm for input-output TPDSs
by leveraging the unique properties of T-singular value
decomposition. We demonstrate that these techniques of-
fer significant memory and computational savings while
achieving reduction errors that are comparable to those of
conventional methods. The effectiveness of the proposed
framework is further validated through synthetic and real-
world examples.

Index Terms— Model order reduction, data-driven meth-
ods, tensor decomposition.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model order reduction serves as a fundamental methodology
for simplifying complex dynamical systems while preserving
their essential dynamic behavior [1]–[6]. By reducing the state
dimensionality of a system, model order reduction facilitates
more efficient simulation, analysis, and control, particularly
for systems with large state spaces or high computational
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complexity. Traditional model order reduction techniques,
including balanced truncation [7]–[10], proper orthogonal
decomposition [11], [12], and the eigensystem realization
algorithm [13], [14], have been extensively studied for linear
and nonlineaar systems. The core idea behind these methods
is to construct a Hankel matrix (or its variants) [15], [16]
that encodes the system’s input-output behavior over time
and apply matrix singular value decomposition to identify the
most important dynamic modes. Model order reduction has
achieved notable success across various applications, including
robotics [17], [18], fluid dynamics [2], [19], structural health
monitoring [20], [21], signal processing [22], [23], and coarse-
graining in multiscale modeling [24], [25]. However, these
classical approaches are inherently tailored for systems with
vector variables and do not readily extend to tensor-based
dynamical systems, where the state, input, and output variables
are represented as higher-order tensors.

Numerous real-world systems, such as those found in image
and video processing, biological networks, and chemical reac-
tions, exhibit intricate multidimensional relationships that are
more naturally and effectively captured using tensor-based dy-
namical systems [26]–[30]. We are particularly interested in T-
product-based dynamical systems (TPDSs), a special class of
tensor-based systems where the system evolution is governed
by the T-product between a third-order dynamic tensor and a
third-order state tensor. Originally introduced by Hoover et al.
[31], TPDSs extend the classical linear system framework to
third-order tensor data, offering a powerful tool for modeling
complex interactions in structured data such as images, videos,
and spatial-temporal signals [32]–[34]. The system-theoretic
properties of TPDSs, such as stability, controllability, and ob-
servability, have been systematically investigated, along with
optimal control techniques like state feedback control [26],
[31]. Additionally, data-driven approaches for the analysis and
control of TPDSs have also been actively explored, which
enhances the applicability to real-world, multidimensional data
[35], [36]. Nevertheless, the development of data-driven model
order reduction techniques for TPDSs remains an open area.

To apply the classical model order reduction approaches
to input-output TPDSs, the tensors must first be vectorized,
resulting in an exceedingly high-dimensional system repre-
sentation, where the number of states and parameters grows
cubically with the dimensionality of the tensors. More crit-
ically, this vectorization process disrupts the inherent mul-
tidimensional structures of the data, such as correlations,
redundancies, and spatial-temporal dependencies, making it
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impossible to directly exploit these rich structural patterns
for efficient representation and computation [37]. To address
these challenges, T-product algebra, including T-singular value
decomposition, provides a natural and powerful foundation
for developing data-driven model order reduction techniques
tailored for TPDSs. Indeed, several studies have demonstrated
that leveraging the unique properties of the T-product can
significantly enhance the efficiency of representation and com-
putation for TPDSs [26], [35], [36].

The goal of this article is to develop a novel and efficient
model order reduction framework for input-output TPDSs.
Specifically, we explore different flavors of balanced trun-
cation methods: (i) T-balanced truncation, which involves
solving tensor Lyapunov equations to obtain controllability
and observability Gramians, followed by the computation of
the balancing transform; (ii) T-balanced proper orthogonal
decomposition, which directly and more efficiently constructs
the balancing transform from forward/adjoint snapshots; and
(iii) the T-eigensystem realization algorithm, which relies on
snapshots from the forward model and can also be applied
to experimental data. Similar to the original approaches, the
core idea behind these methods is to construct a Hankel
tensor (or its variants) that captures the system’s input-output
behavior over time and apply T-singular value decomposition
to identify the most significant dynamic modes by truncating
singular tuples. Moreover, we present detailed analyses of
the memory and computational complexity for the proposed
methods and compare them with their corresponding standard
methods using numerical examples.

Data-driven model order reduction for input-output TPDSs
has significant potential applications in image and video com-
pression, addressing the growing need for efficient methods to
manage and process large-scale visual data [38]–[40]. In image
and video dynamics, data are often represented as time-series
high-dimensional third-order tensors, which can be effectively
modeled using TPDSs. However, the complexity and size of
these tensors can result in massive volumes of information that
are computationally expensive to store, process, and transmit.
As image and video resolutions increase and video frame
rates become higher, the amount of data generated grows
exponentially. Model order reduction techniques for TPDSs
provide a promising solution to these challenges by reducing
the dimensionality of the underlying system, effectively com-
pressing the data while preserving the most critical features
and dynamics. This approach not only facilitates efficient data
storage and transmission but also accelerates downstream tasks
such as filtering, object tracking, and motion analysis.

This article is organized into five sections. Section II pro-
vides an overview of the T-product with its associated algebra
and traditional model order reduction methods. In Section III,
we introduce advanced T-product-based model order reduction
techniques, including T-balanced truncation, T-balanced proper
orthogonal decomposition, and the T-eigensystem realization
algorithm for input-output TPDSs by leveraging T-singular
value decomposition. Section IV presents numerical examples,
including both synthetic data and a case study on image data,
to illustrate the proposed methods. Finally, we conclude with
a discussion of future directions in Section V.

II. PRELIMINARY

A. Tensors
As a generalization of vectors and matrices, tensors are

multidimensional arrays that extend the concept of linear
algebra to higher orders [26], [41]–[43]. The order of a
tensor is determined by the number of its dimensions, and
each dimension is referred to as a mode. This article par-
ticularly deals with third-order tensors, which we denote by
A ∈ Rn×m×s. We begin by introducing the T-product, a
fundamental operation for third-order tensors that facilitates
their multiplication via circular convolution [44]–[48].

Definition 1: The T-product between two third-order tensor
A ∈ Rn×m×s and B ∈ Rm×h×s is defined as

A⊛B = µ−1
(
ξ(A)µ(B)

)
∈ Rn×h×s, (1)

where ξ(·) and µ(·) denote the block circulant and unfold
operators defined as

ξ(A) =


A::1 A::s · · · A::2

A::2 A::1 · · · A::3

...
...

. . .
...

A::s A::(s−1) · · · A::1

 ∈ Rns×ms,

µ(B) =
[
B⊤

::1 B⊤
::2 · · · B⊤

::s

]⊤ ∈ Rms×h,

respectively. Note that A::j refers to the frontal slices, which
are matrices obtained by fixing the index of the third mode
while allowing the indices of the first two modes to vary.

1) Basic T-Product Algebra: Many fundamental linear al-
gebra notions and operations, including identity, transpose,
inverse, orthogonality, and block matrices, can be generalized
to third-order tensors through the T-product [44]–[46].

Definition 2: The T-identity tensor I ∈ Rn×n×s is defined
such that its first frontal slice I::1 is the identity matrix, while
all other frontal slices are zero matrices.

Definition 3: The T-transpose of a third-order tensor A ∈
Rn×m×s, denoted as A⊤ ∈ Rm×n×s, is obtained by transpos-
ing each frontal slice and reversing the order of the transposed
slices from the second to the last. If A = A⊤, it is called T-
symmetric.

Definition 4: The T-inverse of a third-order tensor A ∈
Rn×n×s, denoted as A−1 ∈ Rn×n×r, satisfies T ⊛ T−1 =
T−1⊛T = I. The left and right T-inverses of A can be defined
similarly.

Definition 5: A third-order tensor A ∈ Rn×n×s is called
T-orthogonal if A⊛A⊤ = A⊤ ⊛A = I.

Definition 6: Given two third-order tensors A ∈ Rn×m×s

and B ∈ Rn×h×s, the row block tensor, denoted as [A B] ∈
Rn×(m+h)×s, is formed by concatenating A and B along
the second mode. On the other other, given two third-order
tensors A ∈ Rn×m×s and B ∈ Rh×m×s, the column block
tensor, denoted as [A B]⊤ ∈ R(n+h)×m×s, is formed by
concatenating A and B along the first mode.

Note that we use the same notations for matrix and T-
product operations (e.g., transpose, inverse, and block matri-
ces/tensors) for convenience. Moreover, all operations men-
tioned above can be computed or verified through ξ(·). For
instance, I ∈ Rn×n×s is a T-identity tensor if and only if
ξ(I) ∈ Rns×ns is an identity matrix.



2) T-Singular Value Decomposition: Matrix singular value
decomposition (SVD) can be extended to third-order tensors
using the T-product, which plays a salient role in data-driven
model order reduction for TPDSs [44], [49].

Definition 7: The T-singular value decomposition (T-SVD)
of a third-order tensor A ∈ Rn×m×s is defined as

A = U⊛ S⊛ U⊤, (2)

where U ∈ Rn×n×s and V ∈ Rm×m×s are T-orthogonal,
and S ∈ Rn×m×s is an F-rectangle diagonal tensor (i.e., each
frontal slice of S is a rectangle diagonal matrix). The vectors
Sjj: ∈ Rs are referred to as the singular tuples of A.

T-SVD can be derived by applying the discrete Fourier
transform and matrix SVD. Specifically, for a third-order
tensor A ∈ Rn×m×s, the process begins by performing the
discrete Fourier transform on ξ(A), which yields

F{ξ(A)} =(Fn ⊗ Is)ξ(A)(F∗
n ⊗ Is)

=blkdiag(A1,A2, . . . ,As),

where blkdiag is the MATLAB block diagonal function, ⊗
represents the Kronecker product, the superscript ∗ denotes
the conjugate transpose, Ir ∈ Rs×s is the identity matrix, and
Fn ∈ Cn×n is the discrete Fourier transform matrix

Fn =
1√
n


1 1 1 · · · 1
1 ω ω2 · · · ωn−1

...
...

...
. . .

...
1 ωn−1 ω2(n−1) · · · ω(n−1)2


with ω = exp

(−2πi
n

)
. Next, the SVD of each diagonal block

matrix Aj ∈ Rn×n is computed as Aj = UjSjV⊤
j for j =

1, 2, . . . , s. Finally, the left T-orthogonal factor tensor U in
the T-SVD of A can be obtained as

U = ξ−1
(
(F∗

n ⊗ Is)blkdiag(U1,U2, . . . ,Us)(Fn ⊗ Is)
)
.

The right factor tensor V and the F-rectangle diagonal tensor S
can be constructed in a similar manner. It is worth noting that
the T-SVD of A differs from the matrix SVD of ξ(A) since
the block circulant matrix ξ(S) is not diagonal. Furthermore,
T-eigenvalue decomposition (T-EVD) can be defined and com-
puted similarly.

Definition 8: The T-eigenvalue decomposition (T-EVD) of
a third-order tensor A ∈ Rn×n×s is defined as

A = U⊛D⊛ U−1, (3)

where U ∈ Cn×n×s and D ∈ Cn×n×s is a F-diagonal tensor.
The tubes of D, denoted as Djj: ∈ Cs, are referred to as the
eigentuples of A.

B. Linear Model Order Reduction Techniques
Various model order reduction techniques have been de-

veloped for linear dynamical systems, including balanced
truncation, balanced proper orthogonal decomposition, and
the eigensystem realization algorithm. A discrete-time input-
output linear time-invariant system is represented as{

x(t+ 1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t)
y(t) = Cx(t)

, (4)

where A ∈ Rn×n is the state transition matrix, B ∈ Rn×m is
the control matrix, and C ∈ Rl×n is the output matrix. Here,
x(t) ∈ Rn is the state, u(t) ∈ Rm is the control input, and
y(t) ∈ Rl is the output. The goal of model order reduction is
to derive a reduced system with Ared ∈ Rr×r, Bred ∈ Rr×m,
and Cred ∈ Rl×r for r < n, which retains the essential
dynamic behavior of the original system while reducing its
state dimensionality.

1) Balanced Truncation: Balanced truncation (BT) is a
widely used model order reduction technique for linear sys-
tems [7]. The procedure begins with the computation of the
controllability Gramian Wc and observability Gramian Wo
from solving the Lyapunov equations of the linear system (4)

Wc − AWcA⊤ = BB⊤,

A⊤WoA − Wo = −C⊤C.

Once the Gramians are obtained, Cholesky factorizations are
performed to obtain

Wc = ZcZ⊤
c and Wo = ZoZ⊤

o ,

where Zc ∈ Rn×p and Zo ∈ Rn×q . A Hankel matrix H =
Z⊤

o Zc ∈ Rq×p is then constructed, and its truncated SVD
is computed as H ≈ USV⊤ where U ∈ Rq×r, S ∈ Rr×r,
and V ∈ Rp×r. This decomposition leads to the derivation
of the two transformation matrices P = ZcVS− 1

2 ∈ Rn×r

and Q = ZoUS− 1
2 ∈ Rn×r. The reduced system is then

computed as Ared = Q⊤AP ∈ Rr×r, Bred = Q⊤B ∈ Rr×m,
and Cred = CP ∈ Rl×r. BT identifies and eliminates less
significant states that have minimal impact on the system’s
input-output response, which yields a reduced model that
preserves the critical dynamic behaviors of the original system.

2) Balanced Proper Orthogonal Decomposition: The method
of balanced proper orthogonal decomposition (BPOD) was
first proposed by Rowley [50] to address model order re-
duction challenges in high-dimensional input/output spaces,
particularly within the context of fluid mechanics. This ap-
proach involves computing the balancing transformation from
a collection of snapshots obtained through impulse response
simulations. Suppose that the control matrix B can be rewritten
as B = [b1 b2 · · · bm]. The state responses for the linear
system (4) over t = 0, 1, . . . , T can be constructed as

X(j) =
[
bj Abj · · · AT bj

]
for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m. These snapshots are then arranged as

X =
[
X(1) X(2) · · · X(m)

]
∈ Rn×mT ,

and the empirical controllability Gramian is computed as
Wc = XX⊤ [51]. Similarly, the procedure proceeds for con-
structing the output snapshot Y ∈ Rn×lL and the associated
empirical observability Gramian Wo from the simulations
of the adjoint system of (4) over t = 0, 1, . . . , L. Finally,
a Hankel matrix H is constructed as H = Y⊤X, and the
remaining steps follow exactly as those in balanced truncation.
BPOD avoids the need to compute the controllability and
observability Gramians by solving the Lyapunov equations,
enhancing computational efficiency for large-scale systems.



3) Eigensystem Realization Algorithm: The eigensystem re-
alization algorithm (ERA), first introduced in [13], is a model
identification and reduction tool for linear systems. The core
idea involves constructing a generalized Hankel matrix using
impulse response simulations or experiments, without need-
ing access to the underlying linear system (4). Specifically,
snapshots are collected and arranged as

H =


Z0 Z1 · · · ZT

Z1 Z2 · · · ZT+1

...
...

. . .
...

ZL ZL+1 · · · ZL+T

 ∈ Rl(L+1)×m(T+1),

where Zj = CAjB ∈ Rl×m are called the Markov parameters,
and T + L + 2 is the number of snapshots. Suppose that the
truncated SVD of H is computed as H ≈ USV⊤ where U ∈
Rl(L+1)×r, S ∈ Rr×r, and V ∈ Rm(T+1)×r. The reduced
system is then constructed as Ared = S− 1

2 U⊤ĤVS− 1
2 ∈ Rr×r,

Bred = S− 1
2 U⊤H:(1:m) ∈ Rr×m, and Cred = H(1:l):US− 1

2 ∈
Rl×r, where

Ĥ =


Z1 Z2 · · · ZT+1

Z2 Z3 · · · ZT+2

...
...

. . .
...

ZL+1 ZL+2 · · · ZL+T+1

 ∈ Rl(L+1)×m(T+1).

ERA has been shown to be theoretically equivalent to BPOD
for discrete-time systems, but with significantly lower compu-
tational cost [52].

III. DATA-DRIVEN MODEL ORDER REDUCTION FOR
TPDSS

We consider a discrete-time input-output T-product-based
dynamical system (TPDS) represented as{

X(t+ 1) = A⊛ X(t) +B⊛ U(t)

Y(t) = C⊛ X(t)
, (5)

where A ∈ Rn×n×s is the state transition tensor, B ∈ Rn×m×s

is the control tensor, and C ∈ Rl×n×s is the output tensor.
Here, X(t) ∈ Rn×h×s is the state, U(t) ∈ Rm×h×s is the
control input, and Y(t) ∈ Rl×h×s is the output. The objective
of model order reduction is to obtain a reduced-order input-
output TPDS that preserves the key dynamic characteristics of
the original system while decreasing its state dimensionality.

The input-output TPDS (5) can be reformulated as a linear
system using the block circulant operation, resulting in the
following representation{

µ(X(t+ 1)) = ξ(A)µ(X(t)) + ξ(B)µ(U(t))

µ(Y(t)) = ξ(C)µ(X(t))
. (6)

This linear representation allows for the application of standard
linear model order reduction techniques, such as BT, BPOD,
and ERA. However, it overlooks the inherent structure of block
circulant matrices and the potential advantages of advanced
tensor algebra methods like T-SVD, which could enhance both
computational and memory efficiency. We therefore introduce

three extensions of data-driven model order reduction tech-
niques for input-output TPDSs, including T-balanced trun-
cation (T-BT), T-balanced proper orthogonal decomposition
(T-BPOD), and the T-eigensystem realization algorithm (T-
ERA). These techniques hold potential for applications like
capturing image and video dynamics by efficiently reducing
dimensionality while retaining essential features.

A. T-Balanced Truncation
Controllability and observability are fundamental concepts

in BT-based model order reduction. For input-output TPDSs,
both properties have been formally introduced in [26], [35],
with formulations that mirror those in classical linear systems
theory. Similar to BT, the first step in T-BT involves solving
for the controllability and observability Gramians of the input-
output TPDS (5), which can be used to determine the system’s
controllability and observability.

Definition 9: The controllability and observability Grami-
ans of the input-output TPDS (5) are defined as

Wc =

∞∑
k=0

Ak ⊛B⊛B⊤ ⊛ (A⊤)k ∈ Rn×n×s,

Wo =

∞∑
k=0

(A⊤)k ⊛ C⊤ ⊛ C⊛Ak ∈ Rn×n×s,

(7)

respectively.
Proposition 1: The input-output TPDS (5) is controllable

(observable) if and only if all eigentuples of the controllabil-
ity Gramian Wc (observability Gramian Wo) in the Fourier
domain contain positive entries.

Proof: Based on the controllability condition for linear
systems, the unfolded representation (6) is controllable if and
only if the controllability Gramian

Wc =

∞∑
k=0

ξ(A)kξ(B)ξ(B)⊤(ξ(A)⊤)k ∈ Rns×ns

is positive definite. By leveraging the properties of the block
circulant operator, it can be shown that Wc = ξ(Wc), and then
the eigenvalues of Wc correspond to the combined entries of
the eigentuples of Wc in the Fourier domain. Therefore, the
unfolded representation (6) is controllable if and only if all
eigentuples of the controllability Gramian Wc in the Fourier
domain contain positive entries. The result for the input-output
TPDS (5) follows immediately. A similar argument can be
established for observability.

According to the definition of T-EVD, the eigentuples of Wc

in the Fourier domain can be computed from the eigenvalues
of its diagonal block matrices under the Fourier transform,
i.e., F(ξ(Wc)) = blkdiag(Wc

1,Wc
2, . . . ,Wc

s) (similarly for
Wo). Moreover, the controllability and observability Gramians
can be obtained by solving the T-Lyapunov equations associ-
ated with the input-output TPDS (5).

Proposition 2: The controllability and observability Grami-
ans Wc and Wo of the input-output TPDS (5) can be obtained
by solving the associated T-Lyapunov equations defined as

Wc −A⊛Wc ⊛A⊤ = B⊛B⊤,

A⊤ ⊛Wo ⊛A−Wo = −C⊤ ⊛ C,
(8)



respectively.
Proof: According to Proposition 1, the controllability

and observability Gramians Wc and Wo of the unfolded
representation (6) satisfy Wc = ξ(Wc) and Wo = ξ(Wo).
In addition, both matrices can be solved from the Lyapunov
equations associated with the unfolded representation, i.e.,

Wc − ξ(A)Wcξ(A)⊤ = ξ(B)ξ(B)⊤,

ξ(A)⊤Woξ(A)− Wo = −ξ(C)⊤ξ(C).

Replace Wc and Wo with ξ(Wc) and ξ(Wo), and by the
definition of the block circulant operation, it follows that

ξ(Wc)− ξ(A)ξ(Wc)ξ(A)⊤ − ξ(B)ξ(B)⊤

= ξ(Wc −A⊛Wc ⊛A⊤ −B⊛B⊤),

which implies that Wc is the solution of the T-Lyapunov
equation Wc −A⊛Wc ⊛A⊤ = B⊛B⊤. A similar argument
can be established for the observability Gramian Wo.

By applying the Fourier transform, the T-Lyapunov equa-
tions can be decoupled into a series of independent ma-
trix Lyapunov equations, thereby significantly simplifying the
computation of the controllability and observability Gramians.
Assume that the diagonal block matrices of A, B, and C in the
Fourier domain are Aj ∈ Rn×n, Bj ∈ Rn×m, and Cj ∈ Rl×n,
respectively, for j = 1, 2, . . . , s.

Corollary 3: The controllability Gramians Wc of the input-
output TPDS (5) can be computed as

Wc = ξ−1
(
(F∗

n ⊗ Is)blkdiag(Wc
1, . . . ,Wc

s)(Fn ⊗ Is)
)
,

where Wc
j are the solutions of the Lyapunov equations

Wc
j − AjWc

jA⊤
j = BjB⊤

j

for j = 1, 2, . . . , s.
Proof: Based on Proposition 2 and the properties of the

block circulant operator and the discrete Fourier transform, it
can be shown that

F{ξ(Wc −A⊛Wc ⊛A⊤ −B⊛B⊤)}
= F{ξ(Wc)} − F{ξ(A⊛Wc ⊛A⊤)} − F{ξ(B⊛B⊤)}
= F{ξ(Wc)} − F{ξ(A)}F{ξ(Wc)}F{ξ(A)}⊤

−F{ξ(B)}F{ξ(B)}⊤.

Each matrix in the final step is block diagonal. For exam-
ple, F{ξ(A)} = blkdiag(A1,A2, . . . ,As). Therefore, the
Lyapunov equation can be divided into s smaller Lyapunov
equations using the corresponding diagonal block matrices.
The result then follows immediately.

The construction of the observability Gramain Wo can be
achieved similarly. Once the controllability and observability
Gramians Wc and Wo are computed, the next step in T-BT
involves constructing a Hankel tensor. The objective is to
decompose Wc and Wo such that

Wc = Zc ⊛ Z⊤
c and Wo = Zo ⊛ Z⊤

o .

To achieve such decompositions, we exploit T-SVD. For the
controllability Gramian, since Wc is T-symmetric, the T-SVD
of Wc can be computed as Wc = Uc ⊛ Sc ⊛ U⊤

c , and the

Algorithm 1 T-Balanced Truncation
1: Given the input-output TPDS (5) with A, B, and C

2: Compute the controllability and observability Gramians
Wc and Wo according to Corollary 3

3: Compute the T-SVDs of Wc and Wo and obtain the factor
tensors Zc and Zo

4: Construct the Hankel tensor H = Z⊤
o ⊛ Zc

5: Compute the truncated T-SVD of H, i.e., H ≈ U ∗ S ∗
V⊤, by truncating the singular tuples of H based on their
Frobenius norm

6: Calculate the transformation tensors P = Zc ⊛ V ⊛ S−
1
2

and Q = Zo ⊛ U⊛ S−
1
2

7: The reduced input-output TPDS with Ared = Q⊤⊛A⊛P,
Bred = Q⊛B, and Cred = C⊛ P

resulting factor tensor can be computed as Zc = Uc ⊛ S
1
2
c ∈

Rn×p×s, where p ≤ n, and S
1
2
c is defined as

S
1
2
c = ξ−1

(
F−1{F{ξ(Sc)}

1
2 }

)
.

Suppose that Zo ∈ Rn×q×s is obtained similarly from the T-
SVD of Wo. The Hankel tensor of the input-output TPDS (5)
is then defined as H = Z⊤

o ⊛ Zc ∈ Rq×p×s.
A key property of T-SVD is the optimality of the truncated

T-SVD for approximation [44], [45], [53]. In other words,
truncating the singular tuples based on their Frobenius norm
can yield the best approximation of the original tensor. Conse-
quently, we apply T-SVD to the Hankel tensor H and truncate
its singular tuples based on their Frobenius norm to effectively
reduce the state dimensionality. Suppose that the truncated T-
SVD of H is given by H ≈ U⊛ S⊛V⊤ where U ∈ Rq×r×s,
S ∈ Rr×r×s, and V ∈ Rp×r×s for r < n. The transformation
tensors therefore can be constructed as

P = Zc ⊛ V⊛ S−
1
2 ∈ Rn×r×s,

Q = Zo ⊛ U⊛ S−
1
2 ∈ Rn×r×s,

(9)

where S−
1
2 is defined similarly as S

1
2 . The reduced input-

output TPDS parameter tensors are then computed as

Ared = Q⊤ ⊛A⊛ P ∈ Rr×r×s,

Bred = Q⊤ ⊛B ∈ Rr×m×s,

Cred = C⊛ P ∈ Rl×r×s.

(10)

The detailed steps of T-BT are summarized in Algorithm
1. Most steps in the algorithm, including Steps 2 through
7, can be efficiently implemented in the Fourier domain by
leveraging the diagonal block matrices of A, B, and C. The
final reduced TPDS parameter tensors Ared, Bred, and Cred
can be obtained by applying the inverse Fourier transform
on their corresponding diagonal block matrices. Moreover, it
can be readily shown that T-BT preserves controllability and
observability, ensuring that the reduced system maintains both
properties. Furthermore, compared to standard BT for input-
output TPDSs, T-BT offers several key advantages, including
reduced memory consumption, lower computational complex-
ity, and comparable error bounds.

Remark 1: Suppose that p = q = n and we truncate k
singular tuples in the T-SVD of H. The total number of



parameters in the reduced input-output TPDS after T-BT is
(n− k)2s+ (n− k)ms+ (n− k)ls. Under the same level of
truncation (i.e., truncating k singular values), the total number
of parameters in the reduced system using BT on the unfolded
form (6) is (ns − k)2 + (ns − k)ms + (ns − k)ls. More
importantly, the reduced system becomes linear and cannot
be transformed back into the form of TPDSs due to the loss
of the block circulant structure.

Remark 2: Suppose that p = q = n. The computational
complexity of T-BT comprises the following components: (i)
computing the Fourier transforms of A, B, and C requires
O((n2 + nm+ nl)s log s); (ii) solving the T-Lyapunov equa-
tions for the controllability and observability Gramians Wc

and Wo involves O(n3s + n2ms + n2ls); (iii) building the
Hankel tensor H, computing its T-SVD, and constructing the
transformation tensor P and Q take O(n3s); (iv) computing
the reduced input-output TPDS (with the inverse Fourier
transform) has the same complexity as (ii). Combining all
components, the total computational complexity of T-BT is

O((n2 + nm+ nl)s log s+ n3s+ n2ms+ n2ls).

In contrast, applying standard BT to the unfolded linear system
(6) results in a significantly higher complexity of O(n3s3 +
n2ms3 + n2ls3).

Last but not least, we can further derive an error bound
for T-BT based on the truncation levels of singular tuples.
Before establishing this error bound, we need to introduce the
definitions of transfer functions and the H-infinity norm in the
context of input-output TPDSs, which can be defined through
the block circulant operator.

Definition 10: The transfer function of the input-output
TPDS (5) is defined as

G(z) = C⊛ (zI−A)−1 ⊛B ∈ Rl×m×s, (11)

where z is the complex frequency variable used in the Z-
transform, and I ∈ Rn×n×s is the T-identity tensor.

Definition 11: The H-infinity norm of the transfer function
G(z) of the input-output TPDS (5) is defined as

∥G(z)∥∞ = ∥ξ(G(z))∥∞, (12)

which corresponds to the maximum singular value of the
unfolded matrix ξ(G(ejω)) for ω ∈ (−π, π].

Proposition 4: Suppose that G(z) and Gred(z) are the trans-
fer functions of the original and reduced input-output TPDSs
(which are stable), respectively. The error bound by truncating
k singular tuples in the T-SVD of H after T-BT is given by

∥G(z)− Gred(z)∥∞ ≤ 2 max
i=1,2,...,s

n∑
j=n−k+1

σ
(i)
j , (13)

where σ
(i)
j denotes the jthe entry the ith singular tuple of the

Hankel tensor H in the Fourier domain.
Proof: Suppose that p = q = n and the complete T-SVD

of H is provided with H = Ũ⊛ S̃⊛ Ṽ⊤ where Ũ ∈ Rn×n×s,
S̃ ∈ Rn×n×s, and Ṽ ∈ Rn×n×s. Let T = Zc ⊛ Ṽ⊛ S̃−

1
2 . It can

be shown that T−1 = Zo ⊛ Ũ⊛ S̃−
1
2 . The resulting balanced

system (without truncation) parameters can be computed as

Ã = T−1 ⊛A⊛ T ∈ Rn×n×s,

B̃ = T−1 ⊛B ∈ Rn×m×s,

C̃ = C⊛ T ∈ Rl×n×s,

and the associated controllability and observability Gramians
are given by W̃c = W̃o = S̃ ∈ Rn×n×s. Clearly, G(z) is also
the transfer function for the balanced system, i.e.,

G(z) = C̃⊛ (zI− Ã)−1 ⊛ B̃ = C⊛ (zI−A)−1 ⊛B.

Partition the F-diagonal Gramian tensor S̃ as

S̃ =

[
S̃1 O

O S̃2

]
,

where S̃1 ∈ R(n−k)×(n−k)×s and O denotes the zero tensor.
Similarly, partition the balanced system parameters as

Ã =

[
Ã11 Ã12

Ã21 Ã22

]
, B̃ =

[
B̃1

B̃2

]
, C̃ =

[
C̃1 C̃2

]
,

where Ã11 ∈ R(n−k)×(n−k)×s, B̃1 ∈ R(n−k)×m×s, and C̃1 ∈
Rl×(n−k)×s. The difference between the transfer functions of
the full and reduced systems can be computed as

G(z)− Gred(z) =
[
C̃1 C̃2

]
⊛

[
zI− Ã11 −Ã12

−Ã21 zI− Ã22

]
⊛

[
B̃1

B̃2

]
− C̃1 ⊛ (zI− Ã11)

−1 ⊛ B̃1

= Ĉ(z)⊛ (zI− Â(z))−1 ⊛ B̂(z),

where

Â(z) = Ã22 + Ã21 ⊛ (zI− Ã11)
−1 ⊛ Ã12 ∈ Rk×k×s,

B̂(z) = B̃2 + Ã21 ⊛ (zI− Ã11)
−1 ⊛ B̃1 ∈ Rk×m×s,

Ĉ(z) = C̃1 ⊛ (zI− Ã11)
−1 ⊛ Ã12 + C̃2 ∈ Rl×k×s.

It can be shown that S̃2 satisfies the T-Lyapunov equations
associated with Â(z), B̂(z), and Ĉ(z). By decomposing the
tensor problem into s smaller matrix problems in the Fourier
domain, it follows that

F{ξ(Ĉ(z)⊛ (zI− Â(z))−1 ⊛ B̂(z))}
= F{ξ(Ĉ(z))}F{ξ((zI− Â(z))−1)}F{ξ(B̂(z))}

=

Ĉ1(zI − Â1)
−1B̂1 · · · 0

...
. . .

...
0 · · · Ĉs(zI − Âs)

−1B̂s

 ,

where Âj(z), B̂j(z), Ĉj(z) are the block diagonal matrices of
Â(z), B̂(z), and Ĉ(z) in the Fourier domain, respectively, for
j = 1, 2, . . . , s. Therefore, by applying the BT error bound
from [54] to each diagonal entry, and using the fact that the
H-infinity norm of a block-diagonal transfer function matrix
equals the maximum H-infinity norm of its individual blocks,



it follows that

∥G(z)− Gred(z)∥∞ = ∥F{ξ(G(z)− Gred(z))}∥∞
= max

i=1,2,...,s
∥Ĉi(z)(zI − Âi(z))

−1B̂i(z)∥∞

≤ 2 max
i=1,2,...,s

n∑
j=n−k+1

σ
(i)
j ,

and the proof is completed.
In summary, T-BT exploits the intrinsic tensor structure of

input-output TPDSs, thereby avoiding computationally expen-
sive large-scale matrix operations. It reformulates the problem
in the tensor domain using advanced T-SVD to enable effi-
cient low tensor rank approximations, which is fundamentally
different from BT as T-SVD is not equivalent to SVD under
the block circulant operator. Furthermore, T-BT provides an
explicit error bound on the approximation, which ensures
that the reduced model accurately preserves the key dynamic
characteristics of the original system. Its ability to efficiently
handle input-output TPDSs makes T-BT particularly well-
suited for capture the dynamics of image and video data. Next,
we introduce two variants of T-BT that utilize data.

B. T-Balanced Proper Orthogonal Decomposition

Rather than solving the T-Lyapunov equations or the cor-
responding matrix Lyapunov equations in the Fourier do-
main, one may directly approximate the controllability and
observability Gramians from data or numerical simulations,
referred to as empirical Gramians. This approach is particu-
larly advantageous for large-scale input-output TPDSs, where
solving the T-Lyapunov equations can be computationally
prohibitive. To obtain the empirical controllability Gramian,
impulse response simulations of the input TPDS must be
conducted. Suppose that the control tensor B can be rewritten
as B = [B1 B2 · · · Bm]. The state responses for the input
TPDS over t = 0, 1, . . . , T can be constructed as

X(j) =
[
Bj A⊛Bj · · · AT ⊛Bj

]
for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m. These snapshots are then arranged as

X =
[
X(1) X(2) · · · X(m)

]
∈ Rn×m(T+1)×s,

and the empirical controllability Gramian is estimated as Wc =
X ⊛ X⊤ ∈ Rn×n×s. Note that this controllability Gramian is
consistent with the definition of BPOD after unfolding.

Lemma 5: The block circulant matrix ξ(Wc) represents the
empirical controllability Gramian of the input linear system
with the state transition matrix ξ(A) and control matrix ξ(B).

Proof: Based on the properties of the block circulant
operator, it can be shown that

ξ(X(j)) =
[
ξ(Bj) ξ(A)ξ(Bj) · · · ξ(A)T ξ(Bj)

]
P1,

ξ(X) =
[
ξ(X(1)) ξ(X(2)) · · · ξ(X(m))

]
P = XP1P2,

ξ(Wc) = ξ(X)ξ(X)⊤ = XP1P2P⊤
2 P⊤

1 X⊤ = XX⊤,

where P1 and P2 are appropriate column permutation matrices.
Therefore, the result follows immediately.

Algorithm 2 T-Balanced Proper Orthogonal Decomposition
1: Given the snapshots of state impulse responses Xt and Yt,

integers T and L, and the input-output TPDS (5) with A,
B, and C

2: Construct the input snapshot tensor

X =
[
X(1) X(2) · · · X(m)

]
,

where X(j) = [X0 X1 · · · XT ] for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m
3: Construct the output snapshot tensor Y using the adjoint

state responses Yt similarly
4: Compute the generalized Hankel tensor H = Y⊤ ⊛ X

5: Compute the truncated T-SVD of H, i.e., H ≈ U ⊛ S ⊛
V⊤, by truncating the singular tuples of H based on their
Frobenius norm

6: Calculate the transformation tensors P = X ⊛ V ⊛ S−
1
2

and Q = Y⊛ U⊛ S−
1
2

7: The reduced input-output TPDS with Ared = Q⊤⊛A⊛P,
Bred = Q⊛B, and Cred = C⊛ P

The procedure proceeds similarly for constructing the output
snapshot tensor Y ∈ Rn×l(L+1)×s from the simulations of the
adjoint TPDS defined as

Y(t+ 1) = A⊤ ⊛ Y(t) + C⊤ ⊛ V(t), (14)

over t = 0, 1, . . . , L. The empirical observability Gramian can
be approximated by Wo = Y⊛ Y⊤ ∈ Rn×n×s.

The goal of T-BPOD is to obtain an approximate T-BT
that remains computationally tractable for large-scale input-
output TPDSs by deriving the balancing transformation from
a collection of input and output snapshots. After obtaining the
input and output snapshots X and Y, the generalized Hankel
tensor is then defined as H = Y⊤ ⊛ X ∈ Rl(L+1)×m(T+1)×s.
The subsequent steps of T-BPOD, including computing the
truncated T-SVD of H, constructing the transformation tensors
P and Q, and obtaining the reduced input-output TPDS with
parameter tensors (10), follow a similar procedure as in T-BT.
The detailed steps of T-BPOD are outlined in Algorithm 2,
where most steps can be efficiently implemented in the Fourier
domain, and the final reduced model is obtained by applying
the inverse Fourier transform.

T-BPOD circumvents the need for solving the T-Lyapunov
equations through numerical simulations, which are often more
computationally efficient than T-BT, especially for large-scale
systems, while maintaining similar memory usage. Moreover,
T-BPOD provides significant memory and computational ad-
vantages over standard BPOD by leveraging the low tensor
rank approximation enabled by T-SVD.

Remark 3: Suppose that we truncate k singular tuples in
the T-SVD of H. The total number of parameters in the
reduced input-output TPDS after T-BPOD is r2s+ rms+ rls
where r = min {l(L+ 1)− k,m(T + 1)− k}. Under the
same level of truncation (i.e., truncating k singular values),
the total number of parameters in the reduced system using
BPOD on the unfolded form (6) is r̂2 + r̂m + r̂l where
r̂ = min {l(L+ 1)s− k,m(T + 1)s− k}. Similar to T-TB,
the reduced linear system cannot be transformed back to the
form of TPDSs.



Remark 4: Suppose that mT < lL. The computational
complexity of T-BPOD can be decomposed into several com-
ponents: (i) computing the Fourier transform of X and Y

requires O(nlLs log s); (ii) building the generalized Hankel
tensor H, computing its T-SVD, and constructing the trans-
formation tensor P and Q take O(nmTlLs+m2T 2lLs); (iii)
computing the reduced input-output TPDS (with the inverse
Fourier transform) involves O(n2mTs+ nm2Ts+ nmTls+
m2T 2s log s + mTls log s). Thus, the total time complexity
of T-BPOD is

O((nlL+m2T 2 +mTl)s log s+ nmTlLs

+m2T 2lLs+ n2mTs+ nm2T 2s).

However, applying standard BPOD to the unfolded represen-
tation (6) incurs a significantly higher computational cost with
a time complexity

O(nmTlLs3 +m2T 2lLs3 + n2mTs3 + nm2Ts3).

C. T-Eigensystem Realization Algorithm
T-BPOD requires access to both the input-output TPDS

(5) and its adjoint, making it unsuitable for experimental
settings. ERA-based approaches can overcome this limitation
while delivering comparable performance, further reducing
computational costs. The core idea of T-ERA is to construct a
generalized Hankel tensor using impulse response simulations
or experiments without having access to the input-output
TPDS (5). Similar to ERA, we need to collect the snapshots of
impulse responses from simulations or experiments and form
the generalized Hankel tensor defined as

H =


Z0 Z1 · · · ZT

Z1 Z2 · · · ZT+1

...
...

. . .
...

ZL ZL+1 · · · ZL+T

 ∈ Rl(L+1)×m(T+1)×s,

where Zj = C ⊛ Aj ⊛ B ∈ Rl×m×s are referred to as the
Markov parameters, and T+L+2 is the number of snapshots.
Note that this generalized Hankel tensor is consistent with the
definition for ERA after unfolding under appropriate row and
column permutations.

After obtaining the generalized Hankel tensor H, we can
compute its truncated T-SVD, expressed as H ≈ U ⊛ S ⊛
V⊤, where U ∈ Rl(L+1)×r×s, S ∈ Rr×r×s, and V ∈
Rm(T+1)×r×s. Finally, the reduced input-output TPDS param-
eter tensors can be computed as

Ared = S−
1
2 ⊛ U⊤ ⊛ Ĥ ⊛ V⊛ S−

1
2 ∈ Rr×r×s,

Bred = S−
1
2 ⊛ U⊤ ⊛Hcol ∈ Rr×m×s,

Cred = Hrow ⊛ V⊛ S−
1
2 ∈ Rl×r×s,

(15)

where Hcol and Hrow denote the first block column and row
of H, respectively, and

Ĥ =


Z1 Z2 · · · ZT+1

Z2 Z3 · · · ZT+2

...
...

. . .
...

ZL+1 ZL+2 · · · ZT+L+1

 ∈ Rl(L+1)×m(T+1)×s.

Algorithm 3 T-Eigensystem Realization Algorithm
1: Given the snapshots of impulse responses Zj ∈ Rl×m×s,

and integers T and L
2: Construct the generalized Hankel tensors H and Ĥ us-

ing the snapshots of impulse responses Zj for j =
0, 1, . . . , T + L+ 1

3: Compute the truncated T-SVD of H, i.e., H ≈ U ⊛ S ⊛
V⊤, by truncating the singular tuples of H based on their
Frobenius norm

4: The reduced input-output TPDS is then computed as

Ared = S−
1
2 ⊛ U⊤ ⊛ Ĥ ⊛ V⊛ S−

1
2 ,

Bred = S−
1
2 ⊛ U⊤ ⊛Hcol,

Cred = Hrow ⊛ V⊛ S−
1
2 ,

where Hcol and Hrow denote the first block column and
row of H, respectively.

The detailed steps of T-ERA are summarized in Algorithm
3. T-ERA does not require prior knowledge of the original
input-output TPDS (5), further accelerating the identification
of the reduced system compared to T-BPOD. Moreover, it
provides remarkable memory and computational advantages
over standard ERA.

Remark 5: Suppose we truncate k singular tuples in the T-
SVD of H. The total number of parameters in the reduced
input-output TPDS after T-ERA remains the same as in T-
BPOD. More importantly, T-ERA can directly identify the
reduced input-output TPDS, whereas traditional ERA can only
recover a linear system with more parameters.

Remark 6: Suppose that mT < lL. The computational
complexity of T-ERA consists of several components: (i)
calculating the Fourier transform of the generalized Hankel
tensor H requires O(mTlLs log s); (ii) obtaining the T-SVD
of the generalized Hankel tensor H takes O(m2T 2lLs); (iii)
computing the reduced input-output TPDS (with the inverse
Fourier transform) involves O(m2T 2lLs + m2T 2s log s +
mTls log s). Hence, the overall computational complexity of
the T-ERA is

O(mTlLs log s+m2T 2lLs).

On the other hand, standard ERA has a significantly higher
complexity of O(m2T 2lLs3).

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

All numerical experiments were conducted using MATLAB
R2021b on a machine equipped with an M1 Pro CPU and
16 GB of memory, utilizing the tensor-tensor-product-toolbox-
master [55]. The code used for these experiments is available
at https://github.com/ZiqinHe/TPDS_MOR.

A. T-Balanced Truncation
In this example, we evaluated the performance of T-BT

for input-output TPDSs and compared it against standard
BT. To set up the problem, we first randomly generated the
state transition tensor A ∈ R100×100×9, the control tensor

https://github.com/ZiqinHe/TPDS_MOR


TABLE I
COMPUTATIONAL TIME, MEMORY USAGE, AND RELATIVE ERROR COMPARISONS BETWEEN T-BT AND BT FOR MODEL ORDER REDUCTION OF

INPUT-OUTPUT TPDSS AT VARIOUS SINGULAR TUPLE/VALUE TRUNCATION LEVELS.

Truncation Level k Time (in seconds) Memory Usage (in MB) Relative Error
T-BT BT T-BT BT T-BT BT

55 0.4210 1.4041 0.1737 1.3257 1.2× 10−14 1.2× 10−14

60 0.4166 1.3528 0.1431 1.0503 1.09× 10−13 9.9× 10−14

65 0.3833 1.3499 0.1161 0.8073 6.38× 10−12 6.37× 10−12

70 0.4068 1.3057 0.0927 0.5967 3.74× 10−10 3.74× 10−10

75 0.3735 1.4522 0.0729 0.4185 2.81× 10−8 2.81× 10−8

80 0.3837 1.4601 0.0567 0.2727 1.05× 10−6 1.05× 10−6

85 0.3675 1.3402 0.0441 0.1593 7.06× 10−5 6.26× 10−5

90 0.3744 1.3217 0.0351 0.0783 2.19× 10−3 2.19× 10−3

TABLE II
COMPUTATIONAL TIME, MEMORY USAGE, AND RELATIVE ERROR COMPARISONS BETWEEN T-BPOD AND BPOD FOR MODEL ORDER REDUCTION

OF INPUT-OUTPUT TPDSS AT VARIOUS SINGULAR TUPLE/VALUE TRUNCATION LEVELS.

Truncation Level k Time (in seconds) Memory Usage (in MB) Relative Error
T-BPOD BPOD T-BPOD BPOD T-BPOD BPOD

55 0.4575 3.7431 0.2066 1.6348 4.0× 10−15 6.0× 10−15

60 0.4683 3.6727 0.1724 1.3270 9.5× 10−14 9.5× 10−14

65 0.3249 4.4751 0.1418 1.0516 5.5× 10−12 5.5× 10−12

70 0.3090 3.6284 0.1148 0.8086 2.6× 10−10 2.6× 10−10

75 0.4095 3.7941 0.0914 0.5980 1.7× 10−8 1.7× 10−8

80 0.2981 3.7154 0.0716 0.4198 1.0× 10−6 1.0× 10−6

85 0.2910 3.6538 0.0554 0.2740 4.3× 10−5 4.3× 10−5

90 0.2786 4.3218 0.0428 0.1606 2.3× 10−3 2.1× 10−3

B ∈ R100×5×9, and the output tensor C ∈ R5×100×9. The
primary objective was to evaluate and compare T-BT and
BT in terms of computational efficiency, memory usage, and
relative error in constructing the reduced systems. Memory
usage is measured by the total number of parameters in the
reduced system, and the relative error is defined as

Relative Error =
∥G(z)− Gred(z)∥∞

∥G(z)∥∞
,

where G(z) and Gred(z) are the transfer functions of the origi-
nal and reduced systems, respectively, to quantify the accuracy
of the reduced systems from T-BT and BT. The results are
presented in Table I, comparing the performance of T-BT and
BT across different singular tuples/values truncation levels.
Notably, the computational time for T-BT remains consistently
lower than that of BT across all values of k. Additionally,
T-BT results in reduced systems that require less memory
compared to those produced by BT across all values of k.
Despite these advantages in terms of computational time and
memory usage, T-BT also achieves relative errors comparable
to those produced by BT. Therefore, T-BT emerges as a highly
effective approach for model order reduction in the context of
TPDSs, offering both computational and memory advantages
without compromising on accuracy.

B. T-Balanced Proper Orthogonal Decomposition

In this example, we examined the effectiveness of T-BPOD
for input-output TPDSs and compared it with standard BPOD.

As in the previous example, we randomly generated the state
transition tensor A ∈ R100×100×9, the control tensor B ∈
R100×5×9, and the output tensor C ∈ R5×100×9, and manually
computed the impulse responses. We then compared T-BPOD
and BPOD in terms of computational time, memory usage,
and relative error in constructing the reduced systems. The
results are shown in Table II. Note that the computational time
includes the time for computing the impulse responses. Similar
to the results obtained with T-BT, T-BPOD demonstrates
lower computational time, reduced memory usage, and nearly
identical relative error when compared to BPOD, underscoring
the effectiveness of T-BPOD as a viable method for model
order reduction in input-output TPDSs.

C. T-Eigensystem Realization Algorithm
In this example, we applied T-ERA to the same input-output

TPDSs previously used for evaluating T-BPOD. We manually
computed the Markov parameters and constructed the gener-
alized Hankel tensors. We then compared T-ERA and ERA
across key performance metrics, including computational time
(including the time for computing the Markov parameters),
memory usage, and relative error in constructing the reduced
systems. The results are demonstrated in Table III, in which T-
ERA outperforms ERA in terms of faster computational time,
lower memory requirements, and nearly identical relative error.
Additionally, the computational time of T-ERA is lower than
that of T-BPOD, but it results in similar memory usage and
relative error. Interestingly, the final reduced models obtained



TABLE III
COMPUTATIONAL TIME, MEMORY USAGE, AND RELATIVE ERROR COMPARISONS BETWEEN T-ERA AND ERA FOR MODEL ORDER REDUCTION OF

INPUT-OUTPUT TPDSS AT VARIOUS SINGULAR TUPLE/VALUE TRUNCATION LEVELS.

Truncation Level k Time (in seconds) Memory Usage (in MB) Relative Error
T-ERA ERA T-ERA ERA T-ERA ERA

55 0.3819 1.5076 0.2093 1.6348 4.0× 10−15 5.0× 10−15

60 0.2433 1.6379 0.1751 1.3270 9.5× 10−14 9.5× 10−14

65 0.2777 1.4462 0.1445 1.0516 5.5× 10−12 5.5× 10−12

70 0.2504 1.6192 0.1175 0.8086 2.6× 10−10 2.6× 10−10

75 0.2459 1.6999 0.0941 0.5980 1.7× 10−8 1.7× 10−8

80 0.2323 1.5652 0.0743 0.4198 1.0× 10−6 1.0× 10−6

85 0.2433 1.5592 0.0581 0.2740 4.3× 10−5 4.3× 10−5

90 0.2292 1.3671 0.0455 0.1606 2.3× 10−3 2.1× 10−3

....
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Fig. 1. (a) Impulse image data containing 21 frames. (b) Relative recon-
struction errors of Zj for j = 0, 1, . . . , 9 using the T-ERA- and ERA-
based identified systems with truncation levels k = 20, 30, 40, 50. The
results for k = 0 and k = 10 yield similar curves to those for k = 20
and are omitted for clarity.

from T-ERA differ slightly from those obtained from T-BPOD,
as indicated by the variation in memory usage, whereas ERA
and BPOD produce identical reduced models as theoretically
guaranteed. This observation suggests that, unlike their matrix-
based counterparts, T-BPOD and T-ERA may not be equiv-
alent, warranting further theoretical exploration. Overall, T-
ERA demonstrates strong potential as an efficient and reliable
data-driven approach for model order reduction of TPDSs.

D. A Case Study on Image Data
In this example, we applied T-ERA and ERA to a synthetic

impulse image dataset (resembling color test patterns) to iden-
tify the underlying image dynamics. The dataset consists of 21
impulse images, denoted by Zj ∈ R5×5×3 for j = 0, 1, . . . , 20
with T = L = 10, which were generated to progressively
darken over time, ensuring that the underlying dynamics is
stable, see Figure 1 (a). In order to apply ERA, each image
frame was vectorized into a one-dimensional array, whereas
T-ERA operates directly on the tensorial structure of the data.

TABLE IV
TOTAL NUMBER OF PARAMETERS IN THE IDENTIFIED INPUT-OUTPUT

SYSTEMS USING T-ERA AND ERA AT DIFFERENT SINGULAR

TUPLE/VALUE TRUNCATION LEVELS.

Truncation Level k Number of Parameters
T-ERA ERA

0 10725 32175
10 7425 22275
20 4725 14175
30 2625 7875
40 1125 3375
50 225 675

Table IV summarizes the results, where we compared the total
number of parameters in the identified models across various
truncation levels of the Hankel singular tuples/values. Notably,
T-ERA exhibits a substantial memory usage advantage over
ERA across all truncation levels. Additionally, the systems
recovered by T-ERA preserve a multilinear structure, taking
the form of TPDSs, which naturally aligns with the tensor
representation of image sequences. In contrast, ERA produces
standard linear systems that flatten the underlying structure
and cannot be converted back to the TPDS format. To evaluate
reconstruction accuracy, we computed the relative reconstruc-
tion errors for the first 10 frames, i.e., Zj for j = 0, 1, . . . , 9.
As shown in Figure 1 (b), T-ERA achieves reconstruction
performance comparable to that of ERA, despite using much
fewer parameters. Taken together, these results demonstrate
the promise of T-ERA as a powerful and memory-efficient tool
for modeling the dynamics of image and video data, achieving
accurate reconstructions while maintaining structural integrity
and interpretability.

V. CONCLUSION

In this article, we introduced an innovative framework
for BT-based model order reduction of input-output TPDSs,
where the state, input, and output variables are represented
as tensors, and system evolution is described using the T-
product. Specifically, we developed advanced T-product-based
methods, including T-BT, T-BPOD, and T-ERA, by leveraging
the unique properties of T-SVD. These methods effectively



reduce the state dimensionality of input-output TPDSs by trun-
cating the singular tuples of their generalized Hankel tensors,
while preserving the critical dynamic features of the original
system. Additionally, they achieve notable improvements in
computational and memory efficiency compared to traditional
techniques such as BT, BPOD, and ERA. Numerical examples
highlight the effectiveness of the proposed framework, demon-
strating its potential for handling large-scale tensor data while
maintaining essential system dynamics.

Future work will involve applying the developed model
order reduction techniques to a wide variety of real-world
large-scale image and video data. The goal is to optimize the
use of memory and computational time while maintaining the
critical dynamic features of the data, allowing for more effi-
cient storage and faster processing speeds. Additionally, a key
direction will be incorporating advanced tensor decomposition
methods, including CANDECOMP/PARAFAC decomposition
[41], higher-order singular value decomposition [56], tensor
train decomposition [57], and hierarchical tucker decomposi-
tion [58], to further reduce memory usage and computational
time, making the proposed techniques even more scalable and
efficient for large tensor datasets. Furthermore, integrating
these approaches with machine learning frameworks holds
great potential for enhancing automated processing tasks such
as image and video compression, object detection, and motion
analysis. By combining model order reduction with machine
learning, we expect to improve not only computational effi-
ciency but also the accuracy and effectiveness of data-driven
solutions in real-time applications.
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