arXiv:2212.03851v3 [cs.DS] 7 May 2023

Computing linear sections of varieties: quantum entanglement, tensor decompositions and beyond

Nathaniel Johnston^{*†}, Benjamin Lovitz^{∗‡}, and Aravindan Vijayaraghavan^{∗§}

†Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, Mount Allison University, Sackville, New Brunswick, Canada ‡Department of Mathematics, Northeastern University, Boston, Massachusetts, USA §Department of Computer Science, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois, USA

November 1, 2023

Abstract

We study the problem of finding elements in the intersection of an arbitrary conic variety in F^n with a given linear subspace (where F can be the real or complex field). This problem captures a rich family of algorithmic problems under different choices of the variety. The special case of the variety consisting of rank-1 matrices already has strong connections to central problems in different areas like quantum information theory and tensor decompositions. This problem is known to be NP-hard in the worst case, even for the variety of rank-1 matrices.

In this work, we propose and analyze an algorithm for solving this problem. Surprisingly, despite the above hardness results we show that our algorithm solves this problem efficiently for “typical” subspaces. Here, the subspace U ⊆ F^n is chosen generically of a certain dimension, potentially with some generic elements of the variety contained in it. Our main result is a guarantee that our algorithm recovers all the elements of U that lie in the variety, under some mild non-degeneracy assumptions on the variety. As corollaries, we obtain the following new results:

• Polynomial time algorithms for several entangled subspaces problems in quantum entanglement, including determining r-entanglement, complete entanglement, and genuine entanglement of a subspace. While all of these problems are NP-hard in the worst case, our algorithm solves them in polynomial time for generic subspaces of dimension up to a constant multiple of the maximum possible.

• Uniqueness results and polynomial time algorithmic guarantees for generic instances of a broad class of low-rank decomposition problems that go beyond tensor decompositions. Here, we recover a decomposition of the form ∑^R_{i=1} v_i ⊗ w_i, where the v_i are elements of the given variety X . This implies new uniqueness results and genericity guarantees even in the special case of tensor decompositions.

*emails: njohnston@mta.ca, benjamin.lovitz@gmail.com, aravindv@northwestern.edu

Contents

1 Introduction 3 1.1 Our results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 1.2 Entangled subspaces . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 1.3 Low-rank decompositions over varieties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 1.4 Technical overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 1.5 Related work on tensor decompositions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

2 Mathematical preliminaries 13 2.1 The symmetric subspace . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 2.2 Algebraic geometry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 2.3 Examples of varieties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 2.4 Decompositions over varieties . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 2.5 Simultaneous diagonalization algorithm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

3 The algorithm for computing U ∩ X 19

4 Proof of the genericity guarantee 20

5 Application to determining entanglement of a linear subspace 26

6 Application to low-rank decompositions over varieties 30

A Counterexample to Lemma 2.3 in [DL06] 38

1 Introduction

Consider an n-dimensional vector space V over a field F that is either R or C. An (algebraic) variety X ⊂ V is cut out by a collection of polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p, i.e. it is given by the common zeroes X = {x ∈ V : f_1(x) = 0, f_2(x) = 0, . . . , f_p(x) = 0}.

We study the problem of finding points in the intersection of the given algebraic variety X with a linear subspace U. The subspace U is specified by some basis {u_1, . . . , u_R} ⊆ V, while the variety X is specified by a set of polynomials that cut it out. We will focus on the general class of conic varieties, which are those that are closed under scalar multiplication.^1 Conic varieties are cut out by homogeneous polynomials, which can be chosen to all have the same degree d.

Problem 1. Given as input a subspace U ⊆ V specified by a basis {u_1, . . . , u_R}, and an arbitrary conic variety X ⊆ V cut out by homogeneous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p, can we either certify that U ∩ X = {0} or else find a non-zero point v ∈ U ∩ X ?

The above question encompasses a natural class of algorithmic problems that vary with the different choices of the variety. Even the special case of determinantal varieties i.e., varieties of matrices of bounded rank, has rich connections to central problems in diverse areas such as quantum information theory and tensor decompositions. The set of n_1 × n_2 matrices of rank at most 1 forms a determinantal variety cut out by homogeneous polynomials of degree 2 (corresponding to the determinants of all 2 × 2 submatrices being 0). More generally, the set of matrices of rank at most r forms a determinantal variety cut out by polynomials of degree r + 1. Problem 1 has the following applications in the context of quantum entanglement and low-rank decompositions (even for the special case of determinantal varieties):

• In a bipartite quantum system, an entangled subspace is a linear subspace U of matrices that contains no product state, i.e no rank-1 matrix. Entangled subspaces have applications to certifying entanglement of mixed states [Hor97, BDM^+99], constructing entanglement witnesses [ATL11, CS14], certifying that a set of vectors is an unextendible product basis [BDM^+99, DMS^+03], and designing quantum error correcting codes [GW07, HG20]. An important algorithmic question in this context is determining whether a given subspace is entangled [Par04, Bha06]. This algorithmic problem is a special case of Problem 1, and is already NP-hard in the worst case [BFS99]. Measuring and certifying other notions of entanglement e.g., r-entanglement, complete entanglement, genuine entanglement are also captured by Problem 1 for different choices of varieties.

• A rank R decomposition of a tensor T is an expression of T as a sum of R rank-1 tensors. The tensor rank of T is the smallest integer for which a decomposition of that rank exists for T. The algorithmic goal in tensor decompositions is to find a rank R decomposition of a given tensor T if it exists. While this problem is NP-hard in the worst-case [HL13], there exist polynomial time algorithms that work for a broad range of the rank R tensors on generic instances of the problem (i.e. the algorithm is successful on all but a zero measure set of instances). The key subroutine in a famous algorithm due to De Lathauwer, Cardoso, and Castaing [DL06, DLCC07] tries to find all the rank-1 matrices in a certain generic subspace, and is an instantiation of Problem 1.

1A conic variety is the affine cone over a projective variety. These results can equivalently be formulated in terms of projective varieties.

In light of the computational intractability of Problem 1, our goal is to design algorithms with polynomial time guarantees for “typical” or generic instances. It is well known that a generic linear subspace U of sufficiently small dimension R (depending on the Krull dimension of X ) does not contain any elements of the conic variety X . For example, in the case of n_1 × n_2 dimensional matrices, a generic linear subspace of dimension R_0 ≤ (n_1 − 1)(n_2 − 1) does not contain any rank- 1 matrix almost surely [Har13a, CMW08]. Hence, if we consider a generic R ≤ R_0-dimensional subspace that contains s ≤ R generic rank-1 matrices, we can hope to recover all of these s planted elements.

In this work, we propose and analyze a polynomial-time algorithm (which we call Algorithm 1, see Section 3) to recover all the elements of U that lie in the variety X . In more details, on input a collection of homogeneous degree-d polynomials cutting out X ⊆ F^n and any basis for the linear subspace U ⊆ F^n, Algorithm 1 runs in n^{O(d)} time and either outputs “Fail,” or else outputs a finite collection of elements of the intersection U ∩ X , along with a n^{O(d)}-time certificate that these are the only elements of U ∩ X (up to scale). To simplify the analysis, we ignore issues of numerical precision (formally, we prove polynomial time guarantees in the real model of computation, given access to a constant number of calls to an oracle to diagonalize polynomial-sized matrices^2). Our Algorithm 1 is based on Hilbert’s Nullstellensatz and a “lifted” version of the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm to the space of degree-d polynomials. In the special case when X is the set of rank-one matrices, our algorithm captures the tensor decomposition method proposed in [DL06]. Our main result (Theorem 2) guarantees that Algorithm 1 is always correct (i.e., any output that is not “Fail” is guaranteed to be correct), and does not output “Fail” almost surely when dim(U) is small enough.^3

1.1 Our results

We will require two technical assumptions on the variety X , which will be satisfied by many varieties of interest: We say X is irreducible if it cannot be written as a union of smaller varieties, and we say that an irreducible variety X is non-degenerate of order d̃ if X has no equations in degree d̃. For example, X is non-degenerate of order 1 if span(X ) = V. We say that an element is generically chosen if it is chosen from a Zariski open dense subset of the underlying instance space (this also commonly referred to as a general element). Proving that a property holds for a generically chosen element is a standard algebraic-geometric approach to showing that it holds almost surely over the underlying instance space; see Section 2.2 for more details.

The following result applies when the field F is either R or C. The notation X^{×s} × V^{×(R−s)} denotes the set of R-tuples of elements of V, the first s of which are chosen from X .

Theorem 2. Let X ⊆ V = F^n be an irreducible variety cut out by p = δ(^{n+d−1}_d ) linearly independent homogeneous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p ∈ F[x_1, . . . , x_n]_d, for constants d ≥ 2 and δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose furthermore that X is non-degenerate of order d − 1. Then a linear subspace U ⊆ V of dimension R ≤ 1 d! · δ(n + d − 1), (1)

2A k × k diagonalizable matrix can be diagonalized to precision ϵ in time O(k^ω log^2(k/ϵ)), where ω is the exponent of matrix multiplication [BGVKS20]. Our algorithm requires a constant number of diagonalizations to run the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm as a subroutine, which itself has been shown to be numerically stable under some natural conditions [GVX14, BCMV14b].

3Note that assumptions on genericity and dimension of the subspace are necessary: If U is a worst-case input or dim(U ) is too large, then U ∩ X could have an infinite number of non-parallel elements.

spanned by a generically chosen element of X^{×s} × V^{×(R−s)} for some s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , R}, contains only s elements in its intersection with X (up to scalar multiples), and on input any basis of U our Algorithm 1 correctly outputs these elements in n^{O(d)} time. When s = 0, Algorithm 1 certifies that U ∩ X = {0} in n^{O(d)} time.

We remark that in the above theorem, the choice of the variety X is arbitrary (subject to the irreducibility and non-degeneracy conditions), while the subspace U is chosen generically. The theorem shows that when δ = Ω(1) (this is the parameter setting for many varieties of interest), we get genericity guarantees for R going up to a constant fraction of the maximum possible dimension n. As stated in the theorem, our algorithm runs in polynomial time (in the dimension n) as long as d is fixed. Note that our algorithm assumes knowledge of the coefficients of the p homogenous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p, which in itself requires p(^{n+d−1}_d ) time.

As alluded to earlier, it is classically well known that a linear subspace U ⊆ V of dimension R ≤ codim(X ) spanned by a generically chosen point in X^{×s} × V^{×(R−s)} contains only s elements in its intersection with X (up to scalar multiples) when X is irreducible and non-degenerate of order 1 [FOV99, Theorem 4.6.14], [Har13a, Definition 11.2]. However, for a particular subspace U, it is NP-hard in general to find these elements of the intersection and to certify that they are the only ones [BFS99]. Despite this hardness result, our Algorithm 1 runs in polynomial time, and either outputs “Fail,” or else finds elements of the intersection and certifies that they are the only ones. Theorem 2 guarantees that our algorithm will almost surely output the latter, provided that U ⊆ V has dimension R upper bounded by (1).^4 We call this a genericity guarantee for Algorithm 1.

It is natural to ask if the irreducibility and non-degeneracy conditions can be removed. The irreducibility condition can indeed be removed, by assuming the non-degeneracy condition holds for every irreducible component of X . The non-degeneracy assumption can also removed if s = 0 (i.e. the last sentence of the theorem holds without any non-degeneracy assumption nor irreducibility assumption on X ). See Corollary 16. Some form of non-degeneracy assumption on X is necessary for general s: For example, if X is a linear subspace, then X can be cut out by degree-2 polynomials, but the intersection U ∩ X contains the entire span of {v_1, . . . , v_s}, so for s ≥ 2 we cannot hope to recover v_1, . . . , v_s. (See also the discussion after Theorem 7). Moreover, many commonly studied varieties satisfy this non-degeneracy assumption, as we will see below.

Consider the specific case of the variety of rank-1 matrices X_1 = {M ∈ F^{n1 ×n2} : rank(M) ≤ 1}. This is an irreducible variety that is cut out by p = (^{n1}_2 )(^{n2}_2 ) homogenous polynomials of degree d = 2. Furthermore X_1 is non-degenerate of order 1, i.e. span(X_1) = F^{n1×n2} . Hence we get the following immediate corollary, which already implies new results for quantum entanglement and tensor decompositions:

Corollary 3. A linear subspace U ⊆ V = F^{n1×n2} of dimension R ≤ (^{n1}_2 )(^{n2}_2 ) 2(^{n1n2+1}_2 )

· (n_1n_2 + 1) = 1 4 (n_1 − 1)(n_2 − 1),

spanned by a generically chosen element of X^s_1 × V^{×(R−s)} for some s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , R}, contains only s elements in its intersection with X_1 (up to scalar multiples), and our Algorithm 1 correctly outputs these elements in (n_1n_2)^{O(1)} time. When s = 0, Algorithm 1 certifies that U ∩ X_1 = {0} in (n_1n_2)^{O(1)} time.

More generally, the set of matrices of rank at most r, X_r = {M ∈ F^{n1 ×n2} : rank(M) ≤ r}, forms an irreducible variety cut out by p = (^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1}) homogenous polynomials of degree d = r + 1, and is non-degenerate of order r. We thus obtain the following consequence of Theorem 2:

4We remark that the righthand side of (1) can be verified to be always less than or equal to codim(X ).

Corollary 4. Let r be a fixed positive integer, and let n_1, n_2 > r be integers. Then for a linear subspace U ⊆ V = F^{n1×n2} of dimension R ≤ (^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1}) (r + 1)!(^{n1n2+r}_{r+1} )

· (n_1n_2 + r), ( note that

(^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1})(n_1n_2 + r) (r + 1)!(^{n1n2+r}_{r+1} )

= Ω_r(n_1n_2) ) , spanned by a generically chosen element of X^s_r × V^{×(R−s)} for some s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , R}, contains only s elements in its intersection with X_r (up to scalar multiples), and our Algorithm 1 correctly outputs these elements in (n_1n_2)^{O(1)} time. When s = 0, Algorithm 1 certifies that U ∩ X_r = {0} in (n_1n_2)^{O(1)} time.

In the remainder of this introduction, we describe applications of our algorithm to quantum entanglement and low-rank decomposition problems over varieties.

1.2 Entangled subspaces

In the context of quantum information theory, there are various choices of varieties X for which it is useful to determine whether or not a given linear subspace U intersects X . For example, if F = C and V = F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ∼= F^{n1×n2} then the unit vectors in V are called pure quantum states. The states in the variety X_1 = {M ∈ V : rank(M) ≤ 1} are called separable states, while those in V \ X_1 are said to be entangled. Entangled states are of central importance in this area, as they are required as a starting point for many quantum algorithms and protocols, like quantum teleportation [BBC^+93] and superdense coding [BW92]. More generally, the states in the determinantal variety X_r = {M ∈ V : rank(M) ≤ r} are said to have Schmidt rank at most r, and this notion of rank is regarded as a rough measure of how entangled the quantum state is [NC00].

A linear subspace U ⊆ V in which every pure state is highly entangled (i.e., has Schmidt rank strictly larger than r) is called r-entangled (or just entangled if r = 1). Such subspaces have found an abundance of applications in quantum entanglement theory and quantum error correction [Hor97, BDM^+99, ATL11, CS14, HM10]. Determining whether or not a subspace U is rentangled is exactly Problem 1 in the case of the variety X = X_r, and this problem is known to be NP-hard in the worst case, even for r = 1 [BFS99]. To our knowledge, the best known algorithm requires a certain ϵ-promise and takes exp(Õ( √ n_1/ϵ)) time in the worst case when r = 1 and n_1 = n_2 [BKS17] (see Section 5 for more details). Existing algorithms for solving similar problems either lack complexity-theoretic guarantees or only work in limited situations, such as when the subspace’s dimension is smaller than min{n_1, n_2} [LPS06, GR08, BVD^+18, DRMA21]. Surprisingly, by Corollaries 3 and 4, our algorithm solves this problem for generic instances of U (and does not require the ϵ-promise), as long as dim(U) is less than a constant fraction of the total dimension n_1n_2. For example, when r = 1 we obtain the following, which is just the s = 0, s = 1 cases of Corollary 3:

Corollary 5. Suppose F = C and let U ⊆ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} be a generically chosen linear subspace of dimension R ≤ (^{n1}_2 )(^{n2}_2 ) 2(^{n1n2+1}_2 )

· (n_1n_2 + 1) = 1 4 (n_1 − 1)(n_2 − 1)

with possibly a generically chosen planted separable state. Then, in (n_1n_2)^{O(1)} time, our algorithm either certifies that U is entangled or else produces the planted separable state in U and a certificate that this is the only separable state in U.

Note that, even if U contains a separable state, generically this will be the only separable state contained in U, and our algorithm will certify this efficiently. In fact, even if U contains several (but less than dim(U)) generic separable states, our algorithm finds them all and certifies that there are no others. This extends the range of applications of our algorithm beyond situations where it is useful to know that a subspace is entangled, such as in the construction of an unextendible product basis [BDM^+99], to situations where it is useful to know that that a subspace does not contain enough separable states to span it, such as in the construction of an uncompleteable product basis [DMS^+03].

More generally, we use Theorem 2 to obtain similar guarantees for our algorithm to determine whether a subspace exhibits other notions of entanglement, which corresponds to answering Problem 1 for other varieties X :

• When V = F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} and X = X_{Sep} ⊆ F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} is the set of separable tensors (tensors of the form v_1 ⊗ v_2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_m), our algorithm determines in O(n_1 · · · n_m) time whether U ∩ X_{Sep} = {0} (i.e., whether U is completely entangled) for generically chosen subspaces U of dimension up to a constant multiple of the total dimension n_1n_2 · · · n_m.

• When X = X_B is the set of biseparable tensors (tensors which are rank 1 with respect to one of the 2^{m−1} different ways to view a tensor T ∈ F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} as a matrix by grouping factors), our algorithm determines in O(2^mn_1 · · · n_m) time whether U ∩ X_{Sep} = {0} (i.e., whether U is genuinely entangled) for generically chosen subspaces U of dimension up to a constant multiple of the total dimension n_1n_2 · · · n_m.

• As a final application, which does not necessarily directly apply to studying quantum entanglement, we use our algorithm to determine whether a subspace U intersects the variety X_S of tensors of slice rank 1 (see Section 2.3). In this case, our algorithm determines in O(mn_1 · · · n_m) time whether U ∩ X_S = {0} for generically chosen subspaces U of dimension up to a constant multiple of the total dimension n_1n_2 · · · n_m. The slice rank has recently arisen as a useful tool for studying basic questions in computer science such as the capset and sunflower problems [Pet16, KSS16, BCC^+17, NS17, FL17].

Our algorithm generalizes a recent algorithm studied in [JLV22] for certifying entanglement in a subspace, in two ways: First, our algorithm can not only certify that a subspace trivially intersects X , but it can also produce elements of U ∩ X (if they exist) and prove that these are the only elements of U ∩ X in polynomial time. Second, our algorithm has provable genericity guarantees for arbitrary conic varieties X that satisfy the non-degeneracy assumption.

1.3 Low-rank decompositions over varieties

Low-rank decompositions of matrices and tensors form a powerful algorithmic toolkit that are used in data analysis, machine learning and high-dimensional statistics. Consider a general decomposition problem, where we are given a tensor T that has a rank-R decomposition of the form T = R ∑_{i=1}^vi^{⊗ w}i^{, (2)}

where v_1, . . . , v_R lie in a variety X ⊆ V and w_1, . . . , w_R are arbitrary vectors in W; here V and W are vector spaces over a field F (either R or C). The goal is to recover a rank-R decomposition given T, and when possible recover the above decomposition. These (X , W)-decompositions, also known as simultaneous X -decompositions, specialize to other well-studied decomposition problems such as block decompositions (see Sections 1.5 and 6). When X is the entire space V, these are standard matrix decompositions. When X is the variety corresponding to rank-1 matrices (or more generally, rank-1 tensors), then this leads to the tensor decomposition problem where the decomposition has the form ∑^R_{i=1} y_i ⊗ z_i ⊗ w_i.^5 More generally, this gives a rich class of higher order decomposition problems depending on the choice of the variety.

A remarkable property of low-rank tensor decompositions is that their minimum rank decompositions are often unique up to trivial scaling and relabeling of terms. This is in sharp contrast to matrix decompositions, which are not unique for any rank R ≥ 2.^6 The first uniqueness result for tensor decompositions was due to Harshman [Har70] (who in turn credits it to Jennrich) — if an n × n × n tensor T has a decomposition T = ∑^R_{i=1} y_i ⊗ z_i ⊗ w_i for R ≤ n, then for generic choices of {y_i, z_i, w_i} this is the unique decomposition of rank R up to permuting the terms. Moreover, while computing the minimum rank decomposition is NP-hard in the worst-case [Hås90, HL13], under the same genericity conditions as above there exists a polynomial time algorithm that recovers the decomposition [Har72, LRA93]. A rich body of subsequent work gives stronger uniqueness results and algorithms for tensor decompositions [Kru77, CO12, DL06, DLCC07]. These efficient algorithms and uniqueness results for tensors are powerful algorithmic tools that have found numerous applications including efficient polynomial time algorithms for parameter estimation of latent variable models like mixtures of Gaussians, hidden Markov models, and even for learning shallow neural networks; see [Moi18, JGKA19, Vij20] for more on this literature. This prompts the following question:

Question 6. When can we design efficient algorithms that achieve unique recovery for low-rank decomposition problems beyond tensor decompositions?

In answer to this question, we prove that one can establish uniqueness and efficiently recover decompositions of the form (2) for any irreducible conic variety satisfying the non-degeneracy assumption introduced above:

Theorem 7 (Uniqueness and efficient algorithm for decompositions). Let X ⊆ V = F^n be an irreducible conic variety cut out by p = δ(^{n+d−1}_d ) linearly independent homogeneous degree-d polynomials for constants d ≥ 2 and δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose furthermore that X is non-degenerate of order d − 1. Then there is an n^{O(d)}-time algorithm that, on input a generically chosen tensor T ∈ V ⊗ W of (X , W)-rank

R ≤ min { 1 d! · δ(n + d − 1), dim(W) } , (3)

outputs an (X , W)-rank decomposition of T and certifies that this is the unique (X , W)-rank decomposition of T.

Theorem 7 follows from Theorem 2 by viewing T as a map T : W^∗ → V and running Algorithm 1 on any basis of U = T(W^∗) (see Theorem 26 for details). A similar remark to that of the second paragraph following Theorem 2 is in order: The fact that a generically chosen tensor T of (X , W)- rank upper bounded by (3) has a unique decomposition follows from known results [FOV99, Theorem 4.6.14]. The main contribution in this theorem is the genericity guarantee for our n^{O(d)}- time algorithm to recover this decomposition and certify that it is unique. Similar to Harshman’s algorithm, our algorithm is accompanied by a concrete sufficient condition for a given (X , W)- decomposition to be unique (Proposition 25).

5One can also get symmetric decompositions of the form ∑^r_i u^{⊗3}_i (by restricting y_i, z_i to be equal, and setting w_i appropriately).

6For any matrix M with a rank R ≥ 2 decomposition M = ∑^R_{i=1} v_i ⊗ w_i, there exist several other rank R decompositions ∑^R_i v^′_i ⊗ w^′_i where v^′_i = Ov_i and w^′_i = Ow_i for any matrix O with OO^T = I_R (this is called the rotation problem).

As in Theorem 2, our algorithm uses the description of the variety X as specified by the coefficients of the p homogenous degree-d polynomials that cut out X . A generically chosen tensor T ∈ V ⊗ W of (X , W)-rank R is formed by choosing v_1, . . . , v_R generically from the variety X , choosing w_1, . . . , w_R generically from the vector space W, and letting T = ∑^R_{i=1} v_i ⊗ w_i. Note that when R ≤ dim(W), almost surely the vectors w_1, . . . , w_R are linearly independent. Due to the non-degeneracy of X , Theorem 7 also gives guarantees under the same rank condition for decompositions of the form: T = R ∑_{i=1}^vi^{⊗ v′}i^{, where v}1^{, . . . , v}R^{and v′}1^{, . . . , v′}R^{are chosen generically from X}

(see Theorem 26 and the subsequent discussion).

Implications for tensor decompositions and beyond While the above result holds for an arbitrary non-degenerate variety, even for the standard tensor decomposition problem where the tensor T ∈ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} has the form T = R ∑_{i=1}^xi^{⊗ y}i^{⊗ w}i^,

we get improved guarantees by restricting our attention to the variety of rank-1 matrices in F^{n1×n2} .

Corollary 8. For any positive integers n_1, n_2, n_3, there is an (n_1n_2)^{O(1)}-time algorithm that, on input a generically chosen tensor T ∈ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} of tensor rank

R ≤ min { 1 4 (n_1 − 1)(n_2 − 1), n_3 } , outputs a tensor rank decomposition of T and certifies that this is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T. See Corollary 27 in Section 6 for the proof. To interpret this result, consider the setting when n_1 = n_2 = n ≤ n_3. Existing algorithms for order-3 tensors (e.g., [Har72, LRA93, EVDL22]) give genericity guarantees when R ≤ n. On the other hand, Corollary 8 gives guarantees for rank min{(^1_4 − o(1))n^2, n_3} which can be significantly larger – for a tensor with n_3 = Ω(n^2), we can even handle tensors of rank R = Ω(n^2), which is the best possible up to constants (an n × n × n^2 tensor has rank at most O(n^2)). A similar result to Corollary 8 was earlier claimed by [DL06], but we show that a crucial lemma in their proof is incorrect. See Section 1.5 for a more detailed description, and see Appendix A for a counterexample to the lemma in question. This lemma was also a crucial ingredient in the claimed proof appearing in [DLCC07] that the FOOBI algorithm recovers symmetric decompositions of generically chosen n × n × n × n symmetric tensors of rank up to O(n^2). Our analysis provides corrected proofs of these results using a different proof technique, and applies in a much more general setting.

For higher order tensors, we obtain algorithms with polynomial time (unique) recovery guarantees for non-symmetric tensors. For generic order-m tensors of rank R = O(n^{⌊m/2⌋}), our algorithm finds the unique tensor decomposition of rank-R in n^{O(m)} time. (See Corollary 29 for a slightly stronger statement, and Section 6 for more results on tensors.) For even order m, we are not aware of prior works that prove such genericity guarantees for rank up to n^{m/2}; such guarantees are known only in the special case of symmetric decompositions [MSS16, BCPV19]. See Section 1.5 for related work on tensor decompositions.

While these results give improvements even in the case of standard tensor decompositions, our algorithmic framework gives uniqueness results and efficient algorithms for a much broader class of low-rank decomposition problems. One such collection of applications are aided decompositions, also known as block decompositions, which are generalizations of tensor decompositions that are useful in signal processing and machine learning [KB09, CJ10, CMDL^+15, SDLF^+17, DL08a, DL08b, DLN08, DDL20]. Our general result (Theorem 7) also gives guarantees for such block decompositions; see Corollary 31.

1.4 Technical overview

Let V = F^n. Our main result is an algorithm for finding the points in the intersection of a conic variety X ⊆ V with a linear subspace U. Our algorithm is based on Hilbert’s projective Nullstellensatz from algebraic geometry over C, as well as a “lifted” version of the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm (also known as Jennrich’s algorithm). Our algorithm generalizes the method of De Lathauwer, Cardoso and Castaing called “FOOBI” [DL06, DLCC07] for finding rank-one matrices in a subspace,^7 which is based on what they call a “rank-1 detecting device” Φ. We will describe our algorithm using language that is more natural from an algebraic-geometric viewpoint.

We frequently invoke the canonical vector space isomorphism F[x_1, . . . , x_n]_d ∼= S^d(V^∗) between the set of homogeneous polynomials of degree d and the d-th symmetric power of V^∗, which sends a product of linear forms f_1 · · · f_d to the projection of f_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ f_d onto S^d(V^∗) (since Char(F) = 0, one can take f_1 · · · f_d →^1_{d!} ∑_{σ∈Sd} f_{iσ(1)} ⊗ · · · ⊗ f_{iσ(d)} ∈ S^d(V^∗) ⊆ (V^∗)^{⊗d}).

1.4.1 The algorithm

On input a set of homogeneous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p ∈ S^d(V^∗) cutting out a variety X ⊆ V, and a basis {u_1, . . . , u_R} for a linear subspace U ⊆ V, our algorithm first computes a basis {P_1, . . . , P_s} for the linear subspace S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d ⊆ S^d(V), where I_d = span{ f_1, . . . , f_p}, and (·)^⊥ denotes the orthogonal complement in the dual space. Since f_1, . . . , f_p cut out X , the linear subspace I^⊥_d ⊆ S^d(V) satisfies the property that

X = {v ∈ V : v^{⊗d} ∈ I^⊥_d }.

If S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d = {0}, then U ∩ X = {0}, since for any element v ∈ U ∩ X it holds that v^{⊗d} ∈ S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d .^8 In this case, our algorithm outputs “U trivially intersects X .”

Otherwise, our algorithm runs the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm on {P_1, . . . , P_s} to determine whether there is a basis for S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d of the form {v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_s } for some linearly independent v_1, . . . , v_s ∈ V. If this is the case, then clearly v_1, . . . , v_s ∈ U ∩ X , and in fact the linear independence of v_1, . . . , v_s guarantees that these are the only elements of U ∩ X up to scale (see Observation 13). Accordingly, our algorithm outputs “The only elements of U ∩ X are {v_1, . . . , v_s} (up to scale).” If such a basis does not exist, our algorithm simply outputs “Fail.” Note that in both of the above cases, the required condition on S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d need not hold for certain choices of U; as we describe in Section 1.4.2, Theorem 2 establishes that this indeed holds for generic U.

7thereby also establishing genericity guarantees for the FOOBI algorithm and its variants [DL06, DLCC07]. 8This part of our algorithm, which checks whether S^d(U ) ∩ I^⊥_d = {0}, constitutes a degree-d Nullstellensatz certificate for checking whether U ∩ X = {0} (see Remark 12).

1.4.2 Proving the genericity guarantee

Our main technical contribution is Theorem 2, which guarantees that our algorithm works extremely well on generic inputs: Assuming that R is not too large (see (1)), when v_1, . . . , v_s ∈ X and v_{s+1}, . . . , v_R ∈ V are generically chosen, our algorithm recovers v_1, . . . , v_s (up to scale) from any basis of U := span{v_1, . . . , v_R} in n^{O(d)} time, and certifies that these are the only elements of U ∩ X . As can be readily verified from the description of our algorithm, this reduces to proving that for generically chosen v_1, . . . , v_s ∈ X and v_{s+1}, . . . , v_R ∈ V, it holds that S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d ⊆ span{v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_s } (the reverse inclusion holds automatically).

For the proof, we in fact use nothing about the vector space I^⊥_d ⊆ S^d(V) other than its codimension p. To emphasize this, let K ⊆ S^d(V) be an arbitrary linear subspace of codimension p. To give an idea of the proof, let us first consider the case when s = 0. In this case we are setting out to prove that for a generic linear subspace U ⊆ V of dimension not too large, it holds that S^d(U) ∩ K = {0}. This seems to be an interesting multilinear algebraic question in its own right. Of course, a generically chosen subspace L ⊆ S^d(V) of dimension dim(L) = codim(K) will satisfy L ∩ K = {0}, but our question is non-trivial because we constrain L to take the particular form S^d(U) for some U ⊆ V. The maximum dimension one could hope for would be the maximal R for which (^{n+R−1}_R ) ≤ codim(K) (the lefthand side is dim(S^d(U)) when dim(U) = R). However, it is not always possible to achieve this.^9

More generally, for arbitrary s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , R}, when v_1, . . . , v_R are linearly independent (which holds generically since X is non-degenerate), the desired inclusion S^d(U) ∩ K ⊆ span{v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_s } is equivalent to

span{P^∨_{V,d}(v_{a1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_{ad} ) : a ∈ [R]^{∨d} \ Δ_s} ∩ K = {0},

where [R]^{∨d} is the set of non-decreasing d-tuples of elements of [R] := {1, . . . , R}, Δ_s = {(1, 1, . . . , 1), . . . , (s, s, . . . , s)}, and P^∨_{V,d} : V^{⊗d} → S^d(V) is the projection onto S^d(V). A common approach in algebraic geometry for proving such a statement is to exhibit one choice of vectors v_1, . . . , v_R for which it holds; this would imply the statement for a generic choice of v_1, . . . , v_R. However, we do not know how to construct such vectors explicitly.

To prove the statement, we first define a certain total order ≻ on [R]^{∨d} for which the largest elements are (1, . . . , 1) ≻ · · · ≻ (s, . . . , s) ≻ . . . . We then observe that it suffices to prove that, for all (i_1, . . . , i_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d} \ Δ_s, it holds that

P^∨_{V,d}(v_{i1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_{id} ) /∈ span{P^∨_{V,d}(v_{a1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_{ad} ) : (i_1, . . . , i_d) ≻ (a_1, . . . , a_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d}} + K (4)

for generically chosen v_1, . . . , v_s ∈ X , v_{s+1}, . . . , v_R ∈ V. We prove this statement by induction on d. The crucial assumption is that X is non-degenerate of order d − 1, or equivalently

span{v^{⊗(d−ℓ)} : v ∈ X } = S^{(d−ℓ)}(V) (5)

for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ d − 1. To prove the statement, we first note that the case i_1 = · · · = i_d > s follows easily from the fact that the righthand side of (4) is not the entire space S^d(V), by a simple dimension count. In the other cases, we let 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ d − 1 be the largest integer for which i_1 = · · · = i_ℓ, and apply the induction hypothesis in degree d − ℓ by showing that it suffices to establish a similar non-containment as (4) for the tensor P^∨_{V,(d−ℓ)}(v_{iℓ+1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_{id} ). To make this reduction, we contract along v^{⊗ℓ}_{i1} while ensuring that this does not affect the dimension of the righthand side too

9Indeed, let n = 3, V = F^3, and K = S^2(F^2) ⊆ S^2(F^3). Then for R = 2 we have (^{n+R−1}_R ) = 6 = codim(K), but S^2(U ) ∩ K ⊇ S^2(U ∩ F^2) ≠ {0} for any U ⊆ F^3 of dimension 2 [Lib].

much. This requires a clever choice of ordering ≻, along with a lower bound on the dimension of a generic contraction of a linear subspace (Lemma 17). After this reduction, the desired statement “looks like” the s = 0 case in degree (d − ℓ), since by the non-degeneracy assumption the variety X “looks like” the entire space V in degree (d − ℓ), in the sense of (5). This allows us to apply the induction hypothesis, completing the proof.

Comparison to the FOOBI algorithm In earlier work of De Lathauwer, Cardoso and Castaing, an algorithm (often referred to as the FOOBI algorithm) is proposed for finding the rank-one matrices in a linear subspace of matrices [DL06, DLCC07]. Our algorithm specializes to theirs in the case when X = X_1 is the set of rank-one matrices, as we now briefly describe. In the FOOBI algorithm, a linear map Φ_{X1} is constructed with ker(Φ_{X1} ) = I(X_1)^⊥_2 , where I(X_1)_2 ⊆ S^2(V^∗) is the span of the 2 × 2 determinants, which cut out X_1. Their algorithm is then essentially the same as ours in this specialized setting, with the map Φ_{X1} serving as a proxy for I(X_1)^⊥_2 . We have found that working directly with the subspace I(X_1)^⊥_2 greatly simplifies most arguments and notation.

The papers [DL06, DLCC07] also claim a similar genericity guarantee as we do in the special case X = X_1 (see Lemma 2.3 of [DL06]). However, we show that this lemma is false by presenting an explicit counterexample in Appendix A, and also identify the incorrect step in their proof. Our analysis thus provides a correct genericity guarantee that holds in a much more general setting. See Section 1.5 for further discussion and other related work.

1.5 Related work on tensor decompositions

There is a rich body of work on low-rank tensor decompositions where the goal is to express a given tensor as a sum of rank-1 tensors. Considering the intractability of the tensor decomposition problem [Hås90, HL13], several different assumptions on the input tensor have been made to overcome the worst-case intractability. We focus on algorithms that run in polynomial time and provably recover the rank-1 components (this also implies uniqueness) for generically chosen tensors. See [Vij20] for references to other related lines of work.

The first algorithm for tensor decompositions was the simultaneous diagonalization method [Har72, LRA93], which was used to recover the decomposition for generically chosen tensors in F^{n×n×n} of rank R ≤ n.^{10} We use this algorithm as a subroutine in our algorithm; see Section 2.5 for details. We are not aware of any polynomial time guarantee for generically chosen third-order tensors in F^{n×n×n} of rank R > (1 + ε)n for constant ε > 0; see [BCMV14a] for a related open question.^{11}

Our algorithm is a broad generalization of an algorithm proposed in [DL06] for third order tensor decompositions. This work also claims a similar genericity guarantee to our Corollary 8, but we show that a crucial lemma in their proof is incorrect (see Appendix A). Unfortunately, this error percolates to genericity guarantees in subsequent works, most notably that of the well-known FOOBI algorithm for symmetric fourth-order tensor decompositions [DLCC07]. Our genericity guarantee (Theorem 2) provides a correct proof of these results, uses a completely different proof technique, and holds in a much more general setting that applies to other types of decomposition problems and entangled subspace problems. We emphasize that, while the genericity guarantees

10This is also sometimes called Jennrich’s algorithm, named after Robert Jennrich, who Harshman credits for the first uniqueness result for tensor decompositions [Har70]. Harshman gave an alternate proof of uniqueness using the simultaneous diagonalization method (see the Theorem on page 2 of [Har72]).

11Some existing algorithms have a running time dependence of n^{O(t)} to handle generic instances of rank n + t [DDL17, CR20].

in these works appear to be incorrect, the algorithms and computational methods presented are correct to our knowledge.

Several other generalizations of tensor decompositions that have been studied previously are also captured by (X , W)-decompositions. Some sufficient conditions for generic (non-algorithmic) uniqueness results were explored in [DDL16]. When X = X_r is the variety of rank r matrices (of a given dimension), (X_r, W)-decompositions correspond to r-aided decompositions (also called (r, r, 1)-block decompositions and max ML-(r, r, 1) decompositions). Such r-aided decompositions have applications in signal processing and machine learning, among others [KB09, CJ10, CMDL^+15, SDLF^+17], and were also studied, for example, in [DL08a, DL08b, DLN08, DDL20]. Our general result in Theorem 7 gives guarantees for r-aided decompositions, as described in Corollary 31. We are unaware of such polynomial time genericity guarantees prior to our work.

In other related work, there also exist algorithmic guarantees for tensor decompositions with random components that can handle larger rank (e.g., random tensors in R^{n×n×n} of rank ~O(n^{3/2}) [GM15]). However, these make strong assumptions about the components like incoherence (near orthogonality), which are not satisfied by generic instances. There also exists a line of work on smoothed analysis guarantees [BCMV14b, MSS16, BCPV19] that are similar in flavor to genericity guarantees, but provide robust guarantees for tensor decompositions under slightly stronger assumptions. Obtaining smoothed analysis analogs of our results is an interesting open question.

Finally, tensor decompositions have seen a remarkable range of applications for algorithmic problems in data science and machine learning, including parameter estimation of latent variable models like mixtures of Gaussians, hidden Markov models, and even for learning shallow neural networks [Moi18, JGKA19]. Our work shows strong uniqueness results and efficient polynomial time algorithms for a broader class of low-rank decomposition problems, and may present a powerful algorithmic toolkit for applications in these domains.

Outline In Section 2 we introduce some notation, mathematical preliminaries and some existing algorithmic subroutines that will be used in later sections. Section 3 describes the algorithm and shows some correctness properties of the algorithm. Section 4 proves Theorem 2 (see Corollary 16 for the formal claim and proof). The applications to quantum entanglement are presented in Section 5, while the applications to low-rank decompositions are presented in Section 6.

2 Mathematical preliminaries

In this section we review some mathematical preliminaries for this paper. We begin with some miscellaneous definitions, and then review the symmetric subspace, basic notions from algebraic geometry, some relevant examples of varieties, decompositions over varieties, and the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm.

Let [R] = {1, . . . , R} when R is a positive integer. For a finite, ordered set S and a positive integer d, let S^{×d} be the d-fold cartesian product of S, and let

S^{∨d} = {(a_1, . . . , a_d) : a_1, . . . , a_d ∈ S and a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_d}.

For example, if S = [R], then

[R]^{∨d} = {(a_1, . . . , a_d) : 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ · · · ≤ a_d ≤ R}.

Throughout this work, we let F denote either the real or complex field. For an F-vector space V of dimension n, let {e_1, . . . , e_n} be a standard basis for V, and let {x_1, . . . , x_n} be the dual basis for V^∗.

2.1 The symmetric subspace

Let V be an F-vector space of dimension n. For a positive integer d, let F[x_1, . . . , x_n]_d be the vector space of homogeneous degree-d polynomials on V (in addition to the zero polynomial), and let F[x_1, . . . , x_n] =

⨁_∞

d=0 F[x_1, . . . , x_n]_d be the polynomial ring on V. Let S_d be the group of permutations of d elements, and let S^d(V) be the d-th symmetric power of V, which can be identified (since Char(F) = 0) with the set of tensors T ∈ V^{⊗d} that are invariant under the action of S_d on V^{⊗d} which permutes the copies of V. As mentioned above, we frequently invoke the canonical vector space isomorphism F[x_1, . . . , x_n]_d ∼= S^d(V^∗).

Let P^∨_{V,d} : V^{⊗d} → S^d(V) be the projection map. The standard basis {e_1, . . . , e_n} of V induces a basis of S^d(V) given by

{P^∨_{V,d}(e_{a1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ e_{ad} ) : a ∈ [n]^{∨d}}.

Contraction or Hook: For F-vector spaces V_1, . . . , V_m, an index i ∈ [d], a vector v ∈ V^∗_i , and a tensor T ∈ V_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_d, we define the contraction of T with v in the i-th mode, denoted v ⌟_i T, to be the tensor obtained by regarding T as a map V^∗_i → V_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_{i−1} ⊗ V_{i+1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_d and evaluating at v:

v ⌟_i T := T(v) ∈ V_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_{i−1} ⊗ V_{i+1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_d.

2.2 Algebraic geometry

A algebraic set (or an algebraic variety, or simply a variety) in V is a subset X ⊆ V for which there exists a set of polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p ∈ F[x_1, . . . , x_n] such that

X = {v ∈ V : f_1(v) = · · · = f_p(v) = 0}.

In this case, we say that X is cut out by f_1, . . . , f_p. We say that a variety X is conic if FX = X . It is straightforward to verify that a variety X is conic if and only if it is cut out by homogeneous polynomials, which can furthermore be chosen to all have the same degree d. The Zariski topology is the topology on V with closed sets given by the varieties in V. We therefore also refer to a variety as a Zariski closed (or simply, a closed) subset of V. A subset of V is called locally closed if it is the intersection of an open subset of V with a closed subset of V. A subset of V is called constructible if it is a finite union of locally closed subsets of V. A subset A ⊆ V is called irreducible if it cannot be written as a finite union of proper closed subsets of A (with respect to the subspace topology on A). Any Zariski closed subset X ⊆ V can be written (uniquely, up to reordering terms) as a finite union of irreducible varieties X = X_1 ∪ · · · ∪ X_k. The irreducible varieties X_1, . . . , X_k ⊆ V are called the irreducible components of X .

Let X ⊆ V be a conic, irreducible variety. We say that X is non-degenerate if it is not contained in any proper linear subspace of V, i.e. span(X ) = V. More generally, we say that X ⊆ V is nondegenerate of order d̃ if there does not exist any homogeneous degree-d̃ polynomials that vanish on X , i.e. if the set

I(X )_{d̃} := { f ∈ F[x_1, . . . , x_n]_{d̃} : f (v) = 0 for all v ∈ X }

is equal to {0}. More generally, we will say that a reducible variety X is non-degenerate of order d̃ if all of its irreducible components are non-degenerate of order d̃. For the purpose of inductive arguments, we adopt the convention that every variety is non-degenerate of order zero. The set

I(X )_d is called the degree-d-component of the ideal of X . The set I(X ) := ⊕^∞_{d=0} I(X )_d is called the ideal of X . Viewing the elements of F[x_1, . . . , x_n]_d as elements of S^d(V^∗), we have

I(X )^⊥_d = span{v^{⊗d} : v ∈ X } ⊆ S^d(V). (6)

As a consequence, we see that an irreducible, conic variety X is non-degenerate of degree d̃ if and only if

span{v^{⊗d̃} : v ∈ X } = S^{d̃}(V).

Note that if X is cut out in degree d, then X is cut out by p = dim(I(X )_d) many linearly independent homogeneous polynomials of degree d, where dim(I(X )_d) denotes the dimension of I(X )_d as an F-vector space.

Genericity: For a variety X ⊆ V, we say that a property holds for a generically chosen element v ∈ X if there exists a Zariski open dense subset (in the induced topology on X ) A ⊆ X such that the property holds for all v ∈ A. Zariski open dense sets are massive: In particular, Zariski open dense subsets of V are full measure with respect to any absolutely continuous measure, and Zariski open dense subsets of a variety X are dense in X in the Euclidean topology. For varieties X_1, . . . , X_R ⊆ V, the cartesian product X_1 × · · · × X_R ⊆ V^{×R} is again a variety, and we say that a property holds for generically chosen elements v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R if there exists a Zariski open dense subset A ⊆ X_1 × · · · × X_R for which the property holds for all (v_1, . . . , v_R) ∈ A (i.e., if it holds for a generically chosen element v ∈ X_1 × · · · × X_R).

Genericity over R and C: We will be proving and using genericity results over R and C simultaneously. To this end, we present a basic fact which will allow us to translate genericity results over C to genericity results over R. Let Cl^F_Z(·) denote the Zariski closure over F.

Fact 9. Let X ⊆ R^n ⊆ C^n be a real variety, let T = Cl^C_Z (X ) be its complex Zariski closure, and let A ⊆ T be a Zariski open dense subset. Then the following two properties hold:

1. A ∩ X is Zariski open in X over R

2. A ∩ X is Zariski dense in X over R.

Proof. The first property follows from the fact that A ∩ X = A ∩ R^n ∩ X by construction, and A ∩ R^n ⊆ R^n is Zariski open.^{12}

For the second property, suppose toward contradiction that there exists a real variety Z ⊆ R^n for which A ∩ X ⊆ Z ⊊ X . Let U = Cl^C_Z (Z) ⊆ T be the complex Zariski closure of Z, and note that U ∩ X = Z (this follows from the fact that U ∩ R^n = Z). This gives A ∩ X ⊆ U ∩ X ⊊ X . But this implies that X ⊆ U ∪ (T \ A) ⊆ T . Since X ⊆ T is Zariski dense, and U ∪ (T \ A) ⊆ T is Zariski closed, it follows that U ∪ (T \ A) = T , so A ⊆ U ⊊ T . This is a contradiction to A ⊆ T being Zariski-dense, and completes the proof that A ∩ X is Zariski dense in X over R.

12The real part of a Zariski open set is Zariski open over R. Indeed, A is the complement of some Zariski closed set X = {v ∈ C^n : f_1(v) = · · · = f_p(v) = 0} ⊆ C^n, so A ∩ R^n is the complement of the Zariski closed subset of R^n cut out by the 2p polynomials formed by taking the real and imaginary parts of each f_i.

2.3 Examples of varieties

In this section, we introduce several well known examples of conic varieties, which we will use in later sections to demonstrate applications of our algorithm. These include determinantal varieties of matrices, the variety of product tensors, the variety of biseparable tensors, and the variety of slice rank one tensors.

Let n_1, n_2, and r ≤ min{n_1, n_2} be positive integers, let V_1 and V_2 be F-vector spaces of dimensions n_1 and n_2, and let

X_r := {v ∈ V_1 ⊗ V_2 : rank(v) ≤ r} ⊆ V_1 ⊗ V_2,

where rank(v) denotes the rank of v ∈ V_2 ⊗ V_2, viewed as an n_2 × n_1 matrix. More precisely, this is the rank of v when v is viewed as an element of Hom_F(V^∗_2 , V_1) under the isomorphism

V_1 ⊗ V_2 ∼= Hom_F(V^∗_2 , V_1), (7)

where Hom_F(V^∗_2 , V_1) denotes the set of F-linear maps from V^∗_2 to V_1. This map sends v_1 ⊗ v_2 ∈ V_1 ⊗ V_2 to the map f → f (v_2)v_1, and extends linearly. In coordinates, this is simply the map which regards a tensor of dimension dim(V_1) dim(V_2) as a dim(V_1) × dim(V_2) matrix.

We will sometimes use the notation X^R_r and X^C_r to emphasize the field. It is a standard fact that X_r is a conic variety cut out by the (r + 1) × (r + 1) minors (these minors have degree r + 1, and there are (^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1}) of them). A slightly less standard fact is that X_r has no equations in degree r. Over C, this follows from the fact that the (r + 1) × (r + 1) minors generate the ideal of X^C_r [Har13a]. Over R, it follows from e.g. [Man20, Theorem 2.2.9.2] that the Zariski closure of X^R_r in C^n is X^C_r . By Hilbert’s Nullstellensatz, it follows that any real polynomial which vanishes on X^R_r must also vanish on X^C_r . Thus, the (r + 1) × (r + 1) minors also generate the ideal of X^R_r , so in particular, X^R_r has no equations in degree r.

Our further examples will be subsets of tensor product spaces with more factors: Let n_1, . . . , n_m be positive integers, let V_1, . . . , V_m be F-vector spaces of dimensions n_1, . . . , n_m, and let V = V_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_m. Let

X_{Sep} = {v_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_m : v_1 ∈ V_1, . . . , v_m ∈ V_m}

be the set of product tensors (or separable tensors). Then X_{Sep} is non-degenerate and is cut out by exactly p = ( n_1 · · · n_m + 1 2 ) − ( n_1 + 1 2 ) · · · ( n_m + 1 2 )

many linearly independent homogeneous polynomials of degree d = 2. Indeed, it is well-known that X_{Sep} is non-degenerate and cut out by degree d = 2 polynomials [Har13a]. The number follows from the fact that p = dim(I(X_{Sep})_2) (see Section 2.2), equation (6), and the fact that

span{v^{⊗2} : v ∈ X_{Sep}} = S^2(V_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ S^2(V_m),

which has dimension (^{n1+1}_2 ) · · · (^{nm+1}_2 ). Let

X_B = ⋃ T⊆[m] 1≤|T|≤⌊m/2⌋ v ∈ V : rank v : ⨂ i∈T V^∗_i → ⨂ j∈[m]\T

V_j ≤ 1 be the set of biseparable tensors. Then this is the decomposition of X_B into irreducible components, and the irreducible component indexed by T ⊆ [m] is non-degenerate and cut out by

p_T = ( ∏_{i∈T} ni 2 )( ∏_{j∈[m]\T} nj 2 )

many linearly independent homogeneous polynomials of degree d = 2 (this follows directly from the analogous statement for X_1 above). Similarly, let

X_S = ⋃ i∈[m]

v ∈ V : rank v : V^∗_i → ⨂ j∈[m]\{i} V_j ≤ 1

be the set of slice rank 1 tensors. Then X_S is non-degenerate, this is the decomposition of X_S into irreducible components, and the component indexed by i ∈ [m] is non-degenerate and cut out by

p_i = ( n_i 2 )( ∏_{j∈[m]\{i}} nj 2 )

many linearly independent homogeneous polynomials of degree d = 2 (this again follows directly from the analogous statement for X_1 above). We will also consider the set of symmetric product tensors. If V is an F-vector space of dimension n, then we define

X^∨_{Sep} = X_{Sep} ∩ S^m(V) = {αv^{⊗m} : α ∈ F, v ∈ V} ⊆ S^m(V)

to be the set of symmetric product tensors in S^m(V). The set X^∨_{Sep} forms a non-degenerate algebraic variety that is cut out by p = ( (^{n+m−1}_m ) + 1 2 ) − ( n + 2m + 1 2m )

many linearly independent homogeneous polynomials of degree d = 2 (this calculation is similar to the analogous calculation for X_{Sep}).

2.4 Decompositions over varieties

For an F-vector space T of dimension n, a conic, non-degenerate variety Y ⊆ T , and a vector T ∈ T , a Y-decomposition of T is a set {v_1, . . . , v_R} ⊆ Y for which

T = ∑_{a∈[R]}^va^{. (8)}

The number R is called the length, or rank of this decomposition. The Y-rank of T is the minimum length of any Y-decomposition of T. We say that a Y-rank decomposition {v_1, . . . , v_R} ⊆ Y is the unique Y-rank decomposition of T if every other decomposition of T has length greater than R. We will sometimes abuse terminology and refer to an expression of the form (8) as a Y-decomposition.

In this work, we study a particular type of Y-decomposition. For F-vector spaces V and W and a conic, non-degenerate variety X ⊆ V, we study (X , W)-decompositions (also called simultaneous X -decompositions): these are Y-decompositions under the choice

Y = {v ⊗ w : v ∈ X and w ∈ W} ⊆ V ⊗ W.

For example, when V = V_1 ⊗ V_2 is a tensor product space and X_1 is the determinantal variety introduced in Section 2.3, (X_1, W)-decompositions exactly correspond to tensor decompositions, i.e. expressions of a tensor T ∈ V_1 ⊗ V_2 ⊗ W as a sum of terms of the form v_1 ⊗ v_2 ⊗ w. More generally, (X_r, W)-decompositions correspond to r-aided rank decompositions (also called max ML rank-(r, r, 1) decompositions, and (r, r, 1)-block decompositions). Aided decompositions have applications in signal processing and machine learning, among others [KB09, CJ10, CMDL^+15, SDLF^+17] and were also studied, for example, in [DL08a, DL08b, DLN08, DDL20]. As one more example (which also generalizes (X_1, W)-decompositons), when V = V_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_m and X = X_{Sep} ⊆ V is the set of product tensors, (X_{Sep}, W)-decompositions correspond to tensor decompositions in V_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_m ⊗ W, i.e. expressions of a tensor T ∈ V_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ V_m ⊗ W as a sum of terms of the form v_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_m ⊗ w.

We will say that a property holds for a generically chosen element T ∈ V ⊗ W of (X , W)- rank at most R if there exists a Zariski open dense subset A ⊆ X^{×R} × W^{×R} such that for all (v_1, . . . , v_R, w_1, . . . , w_R) ∈ A, the property holds for T = ∑^R_{a=1} v_a ⊗ w_a.

2.5 Simultaneous diagonalization algorithm

In this section, we review the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm [Har72] (that is sometimes referred to as Jennrich’s algorithm or Harshman’s algorithm), which we will use as a subroutine in our algorithm. For F-vector spaces V and W, we recall the natural isomorphism

V ⊗ W ∼= Hom_F(W^∗, V),

(see (7)). We will invoke this isomorphism several times in the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm and throughout this paper. For example, we will view a tensor T ∈ V_1 ⊗ V_2 ⊗ V_3 as an element of Hom_F(V^∗_1 , V_2 ⊗ V_3), and also as an element of Hom_F((V_2 ⊗ V_3)^∗, V_1). For a linear map X ∈ Hom_F(V^∗_2 , V_3), let X^+ ∈ Hom_F(V_3, V^∗_2 ) be the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of X.

Fact 10 (Correctness of the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm). Let T ∈ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} be a tensor admitting a decomposition of the form {u_a ⊗ v_a ⊗ w_a : a ∈ [R]}, where (i) {v_1, . . . , v_R} is linearly independent, (ii) {w_1, . . . , w_R} is linearly independent, and (iii) u_a /∈ span{u_b} for all a ≠ b ∈ [R] i.e., {u_1, . . . , u_R} has Kruskal rank at least 2. Then this is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T, and with probability 1 over the choice of f , g ∈ (F^{n1} )^∗ in Step 1, the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm outputs “{u_a ⊗ v_a ⊗ w_a : a ∈ [R]} is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T.”

In particular, Fact 10 shows that for any tensor T ∈ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} admitting a decomposition of the form {u_a ⊗ v_a ⊗ w_a : a ∈ [R]}, where {u_1, . . . , u_R}, {v_1, . . . , v_R}, and {w_1, . . . , w_R} are all linearly independent, this is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T, and it is computed by the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm. It also shows that, when n_1 ≥ 2, the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm computes the (unique) tensor rank decomposition of generically chosen tensors in F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} of tensor rank at most min{n_2, n_3}.

Proof of Fact 10. The fact that {u_a ⊗ v_a ⊗ w_a : a ∈ [R]} is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T follows from Jennrich’s theorem [Har70, Har72] (or more generally, Kruskal’s theorem, see [Kru77] or [LP21]). If T admits such a decomposition, then

T = ∑_{a∈[R]}^ua^{⊗ v}a^{⊗ w}a^,

Simultaneous diagonalization algorithm

Input: A tensor T ∈ V_1 ⊗ V_2 ⊗ V_3.

1. Choose f , g ∈ (F^{n1} )^∗ uniformly at random (according to e.g. the uniform spherical measure).

2. Let R = rank(T( f )T(g)^+). Compute the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of T( f )T(g)^+. If there are repeated non-zero eigenvalues, output: “Fail.” Otherwise, let {λ_1, . . . , λ_R} be the non-zero eigenvalues of T( f )T(g)^+, and let {v_1, . . . , v_R} be the (unique, up to scale) corresponding eigenvectors.

3. Compute the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of T( f )^+T(g). If the non-zero eigenvalues are not {λ^{−1}_1 , . . . , λ^{−1}_R }, then output: “Fail.” Otherwise, let {w_1, . . . , w_R} be the corresponding eigenvectors.

4. Let {h_i : i ∈ [R]} ⊆ (F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} )^∗ be any set of linear functionals that is dual to {v_a ⊗ w_a :

a ∈ [R]}, i.e. for which h_a(v_b ⊗ w_b) = δ_{a,b} for all a, b ∈ [R]. Let u_a = T(h_a ) ∈ F^{n1} for all a ∈ [R], viewing T as a linear map (F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} )^∗ → F^{n1} . If u_a ∈ span{u_b} for some a ≠ b ∈ [R], then output: “Fail.” Otherwise, output: “{u_a ⊗ v_a ⊗ w_a : a ∈ [R]} is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T.”

so the eigenvalues of T( f )T(g)^+ are

{ f (u_a)

g(u_a)

: a ∈ [R] } , which are clearly distinct for generically chosen f , g ∈ (F^{n1} )^∗, since u_a /∈ span{u_b} for all a ≠ b ∈ [R]. The corresponding eigenvectors are {v_1, . . . , v_R}. Similarly, the eigenvalues of T( f )^+T(g) are the reciprocals:

{ g(u_a)

f (u_a)

: a ∈ [R] } , with corresponding eigenvectors {w_1, . . . , w_R}. It is also clear that u_a = T(h_a), so the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm outputs “{u_a ⊗ v_a ⊗ w_a : a ∈ [R]} is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T.” This completes the proof.

3 The algorithm for computing U ∩ X

Suppose we are handed a basis {u_1, . . . , u_R} for an R-dimensional linear subspace U ⊆ V, and we wish to describe the intersection of U with a conic variety X . In this section, we propose an algorithm that (if it does not output “Fail”), either certifies U ∩ X = {0} (in which case we will say that U trivially intersects X ), or else finds all the elements of U ∩ X , provided that there are at most R of them up to scalar multiples. Later on, in Section 4 we prove that the algorithm does not return “Fail” almost surely under the conditions of Theorem 2.

Since X is a conic variety, there exists a positive integer d and a finite set of homogeneous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p ∈ S^d(V^∗) that cut out X . Let I = ⟨ f_1, . . . , f_p⟩ be the ideal generated by f_1, . . . , f_p, and I_d = span{ f_1, . . . , f_p} ⊆ S^d(V^∗).

Correctness of our algorithm relies on the following two observations: Observation 11, a sufficient condition for U to trivially intersect X ; and Observation 13, a sufficient condition for there to be only s ≤ R elements of U ∩ X , up to scalar multiples.

Observation 11. If S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d = {0}, then U ∩ X = {0}.

Proof. The observation is immediate from the fact that for any vector u ∈ U ∩ X , it holds that u^{⊗d} ∈ S^d(U) ∩ I(X )^⊥_d .

Remark 12 (Relation to Hilbert’s projective nullstellensatz over C). By Hilbert’s projective nullstellensatz, if F = C then U ∩ X = {0} if and only if there exists a positive integer D for which I(U)_d + I_d = S^D(V^∗) (and furthermore, D can be chosen less than d^{O(n)}; see e.g. [Kol88]). If F = R, then I(U)_d + I_d = S^D(V^∗) still implies U ∩ X = {0}, but the reverse implication no longer holds in general. Dualizing, note that I(U)_d + I_d = S^D(V^∗) if and only if S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d = {0}, so this is just a degree-d Nullstellensatz certificate for checking whether U ∩ X = {0}.

Observation 13. If d ≥ 2 and there exists a set of linearly independent vectors v_1, . . . , v_R ∈ V for which S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d = span{v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_s }, then the only elements of U ∩ X are v_1, . . . , v_s (up to scalar multiples).

Proof. By, for example, [HK15, Theorem 3.2] or [LP21, Corollary 19], it follows from linear independence of v_1, . . . , v_R that v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_s are the only symmetric product tensors in S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d up to scale, so v_1, . . . , v_s are the only elements of U ∩ X up to scale.

This inspires Algorithm 1 for computing the intersection U ∩ X . By the above observations, this algorithm is correct:

Fact 14 (Correctness of Algorithm 1). If Algorithm 1 outputs “U trivially intersects X ” then U indeed trivially intersects X . If Algorithm 1 outputs “The only elements of U ∩ X are {v_1, . . . , v_s} (up to scale)” then the only elements of U ∩ X are indeed {v_1, . . . , v_s} (up to scale).

Proof. The first sentence follows directly from Observation 11. For the second sentence, if this output occurs then T((F^s)^∗) = S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d = span{v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_s }, and {v_1, . . . , v_s} is linearly independent. This implies by Observation 13 that v_1, . . . , v_s are the only elements of U ∩ X (up to scale).

4 Proof of the genericity guarantee

In this section, we prove the following theorem, which immediately implies our main result Theorem 2, a genericity guarantee for Algorithm 1. For a positive integer d, an F-vector space V and vectors v_1, . . . , v_d ∈ V, we define v_1 ∨ · · · ∨ v_d = P_{V,d}(v_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_d) ⊆ S^d(V).

Theorem 15. Let V = F^n, let d, R be positive integers, and let s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , R} be an integer. Let K ⊆ S^d(V) be a linear subspace, and let X_1, . . . , X_R ⊆ V be conic varieties for which X_1, . . . , X_s are non-degenerate of order d − 1 and X_{s+1}, . . . , X_R are non-degenerate of order d. If

codim(K) ≥ R(d − 1)! ( n + d − 2 d − 1 ) , (9)

Algorithm 1: Computing U ∩ X .

Input: A basis {u_1, . . . , u_R} for a linear subspace U ⊆ V, and a collection of homogeneous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p that cut out a conic variety X ⊆ V.

1. Let I_d = span{ f_1, . . . , f_p} ⊆ S^d(V^∗), and compute a basis {P_1, . . . , P_s} ⊆ S^d(V) for S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d . If S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d = 0, then U ∩ X = {0}. Output: “U trivially intersects X .”

2. If s > R, then output: “Fail.” Otherwise, construct the tensor T = s ∑_{i=1}^ei^{⊗ P}i^{∈ Fs ⊗ Sd(V).}

Regarding T as a 3-mode tensor

T ∈ F^s ⊗ V ⊗ (V)^{⊗d−1},

run the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm on T. If the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm outputs a decomposition of T of the form {z_i ⊗ v^{⊗d}_i : i ∈ [s]} for some linearly independent z_1, . . . , z_s ∈ F^s and linearly independent v_1, . . . , v_s ∈ V, then output: “The only elements of U ∩ X are {v_1, . . . , v_s} (up to scale).” Otherwise, output: “Fail.”

then for a generic choice of v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R, it holds that

span{v_{a1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{ad} : a ∈ [R]^{∨d} \ Δ_s} ∩ K = {0}, (10)

where Δ_s = {(1, . . . , 1), . . . , (s, . . . , s)}.

Before proving this theorem, we observe that it implies Theorem 2.

Corollary 16 (Theorem 2). Let V be an F-vector space of dimension n, let s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , R} be an integer, and let X ⊆ V be a conic variety cut out by p = δ(^{n+d−1}_d ) linearly independent homogeneous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p ∈ S^d(V^∗) for a constant δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose furthermore that X is non-degenerate of order d − 1. Then for a linear subspace U ⊆ V of dimension R ≤ p (d − 1)! · (^{n+d−2}_{d−1} ) = δ d! · (n + d − 1)

spanned by a generically chosen element (v_1, . . . , v_s, v_{s+1}, . . . , v_R) ∈ X^{×s} × V^{×(R−s)}, U has only s elements in its intersection with X (up to scalar multiples), and, on input any basis of U, Algorithm 1 correctly outputs “U trivially intersects X ” if s = 0 and “The only elements of U ∩ X are {v_1, . . . , v_s} (up to scale)” if s > 0. When s = 0, the statement holds even without the non-degeneracy assumption on X .

Proof. Let I_d = span{ f_1, . . . , f_p} ⊆ S^d(V^∗). Since { f_1, . . . , f_p} is linearly independent, we have that dim(I_d) = codim(I^⊥_d ) = p. By Theorem 15, for a generically chosen tuple of vectors (v_1, . . . , v_R) ∈ X^{×s} × V^{×(R−s)}, it holds that v_1, . . . , v_R are linearly independent and

span{v_{a1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{ad} : a ∈ [R]^{∨d} \ Δ_s} ∩ I^⊥_d = {0}.

In particular, {v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_R } forms a basis for S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d . By Observation 13, v_1, . . . , v_s are the only elements of U ∩ X up to scale. In Algorithm 1, the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm is applied to T = ∑^s_{i=1} e_i ⊗ P_i, where {P_1, . . . , P_s} is any basis of S^d(U) ∩ I^⊥_d . Let f_1, . . . , f_R ∈ V^∗ be dual to v_1, . . . , v_R, i.e. f_i(v_j) = δ_{i,j}. Then T = ∑^s_{i=1} z_i ⊗ v^{⊗d}_i , where z_i = T( f^{⊗d}_i ) ∈ F^s. By Fact 10 this is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T and it is recovered by the simultaneous diagonalization algorithm. It remains only to prove the last sentence of the corollary, which follows immediately from Theorem 15 with K = I^⊥_d and X_1 = · · · = X_R = V. This completes the proof.

Now we prove Theorem 15, for which we require the following lemma. For a positive integer d, an F-vector space V and vectors v_1, . . . , v_d ∈ V, we define v_1 ∨ · · · ∨ v_d = P_{V,d}(v_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ v_d). For a symmetric tensor u ∈ S^d(V^∗), an integer ℓ ∈ [d − 1], and a vector v ∈ V, we define v^{⊗ℓ} ⌟ u ∈ S^{d−ℓ}(V^∗) to be the contraction of u with v^{⊗ℓ} in any ℓ of the d factors. (The output will be the same regardless of which ℓ factors are chosen. We will pick the first ℓ factors for concreteness.)

Lemma 17. Let n ∈ N be a positive integer, let d ≥ 2 be an integer, let ℓ ∈ [d − 1], let X ⊆ V = F^n be an irreducible variety that is non-degenerate of order d − 1, and let U ⊆ S^d(V^∗) be a linear subspace. Then for a generically chosen vector v ∈ X , it holds that v^{⊗ℓ} ⌟ U ⊆ S^{(d−ℓ)}(V^∗), and

dim(v^{⊗ℓ} ⌟ U) ≥ 1 (^{n+ℓ−1}_ℓ )

· dim(U). (11)

Proof. The fact that v^{⊗ℓ} ⌟ U ⊆ S^{(d−ℓ)}(V^∗) is obvious, so it suffices to prove the dimension bound. Since the set of v ∈ X that satisfy (11) is clearly Zariski open, it suffices prove that it is non-empty, i.e. that there exists a single v ∈ X that satisfies (11). Since X is non-degenerate of order d − 1, there exists v_1, . . . , v_m ∈ X , where m = (^{n+ℓ−1}_ℓ ), for which {v^{⊗ℓ}_i : i ∈ [m]} forms a basis of S^ℓ(V). Let {u_1, . . . , u_m} ⊆ S^ℓ(V^∗) be such that v^{⊗ℓ}_i (u_j) = δ_{i,j}. Since U ⊆ S^d(V^∗) ⊆ S^ℓ(V^∗) ⊗ S^{(d−ℓ)}(V^∗), any element u ∈ U can be written as u = ∑^m_{i=1} u_i ⊗ w_i for some w_i ∈ S^{d−ℓ}(V^∗). Furthermore, by construction it holds that w_i = v^{⊗ℓ}_i ⌟ u ∈ v^{⊗ℓ}_i ⌟ U. It follows that U ⊆ m ∑_{i=1}^{span{u}i^{} ⊗ (v⊗ℓ}i^{⌟ U).}

Thus,

dim(U) ≤ m ∑_{i=1}^{dim(v⊗ℓ}i^{⌟ U),}

so there exists some i ∈ [m] for which

dim(v^{⊗ℓ}_i ⌟ U) ≥ 1 (^{n+ℓ−1}_ℓ )

· dim(U).

This completes the proof.

First note that it suffices to prove Theorem 15 over C. Indeed, if F = R then we can consider R^n as a subset of C^n and let T_1, . . . , T_R be the Zariski closures of X_1, . . . , X_R in C^n. It is clear that T_i ∩ R^n = X_i for each i ∈ [R]. If X_i ⊆ R^n is non-degenerate of order d̃, then T_i ⊆ C^n is nondegenerate of order d̃. We can similarly replace K with K ⊗_R C (it’s dimension will not change). Furthermore, T := T_1 × · · · × T_R is the Zariski closure of X := X_1 × · · · × X_R. For any Zariski open dense subset A ⊆ T for which (10) holds, it follows from Fact 9 that A ∩ X ⊆ X is a Zariski open dense subset for which (10) holds. We can therefore assume F = C without loss of generality.

To prove Theorem 15, we will first define a total ordering of all the index tuples (a_1, . . . , a_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d} (recall that (a_1, . . . , a_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d} implies 1 ≤ a_1 ≤ a_2 ≤ · · · ≤ a_d ≤ R).

Definition 18. Given two index tuples (a_1, . . . , a_d), (b_1, . . . , b_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d}, we use the following three rules to determine if (a_1, . . . , a_d) ≺ (b_1, . . . , b_d):

1. |{a_1, . . . , a_d}| > |{b_1, . . . , b_d}| i.e., (a_1, . . . , a_d) has more distinct indices than (b_1, . . . , b_d)

2. when |{a_1, . . . , a_d}| = |{b_1, . . . , b_d}| = 1, we use the reverse lexicographic ordering (1, . . . , 1) ≻ · · · ≻ (R, . . . , R)

3. when |{a_1, . . . , a_d}| = |{b_1, . . . , b_d}| ≠ 1, we use the standard lexicographic ordering. For example, (1, 1, 2) ≺ (1, 1, 3) ≺ · · · ≺ (1, 1, R) ≺ (1, 2, 2) · · · ≺ (R − 1, R, R).

Note that the s largest tuples with respect to this ordering are (1, . . . , 1) ≻ (2, . . . , 2) ≻ · · · ≻ (s, . . . , s). Theorem 15 is immediate from the following proposition.

Proposition 19. Suppose that F = C and the assumptions of Theorem 15 hold. Then for generically chosen v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R it holds that

v_{i1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{id} /∈ span{v_{a1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{ad} : (i_1, . . . , i_d) ≻ (a_1, . . . , a_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d}} + K (12)

for all (i_1, . . . , i_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d} \ Δ_s.

To see why this proposition implies Theorem 15, simply take the intersection of the Zariski open dense subsets of X_1 × · · · × X_R satisifying (12) for each (i_1, . . . , i_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d}. This intersection is again Zariski open dense in X_1 × · · · × X_R, and (10) holds for every tuple in this intersection.

Proof of Proposition 19. For each i ∈ [R], let X_{i,1}, . . . , X_{i,qi} be the irreducible components of X_i. Then the irreducible components of X_1 × · · · × X_R are X_{1,j1} × · · · × X_{R,jR} as j_1, . . . , j_R range over [q_1], . . . , [q_R], respectively. It suffices to prove that (12) holds on a Zariski open dense subset of each component. To ease notation, we redefine X_1 = X_{1,j1} , . . . , X_R = X_{R,jR} , and prove that (12) holds on a Zariski open dense subset of X_1 × · · · × X_R. We prove this by induction on d, starting with the base case d = 1.

In the base case d = 1, it holds that codim(K) ≤ R, and it is sufficient to verify that span{v_{s+1}, . . . , v_R} ∩ K = {0} for generically chosen v_{s+1} ∈ X_{s+1}, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R. Since the set of elements of X_{s+1} × · · · × X_R satisfying this property is Zariski open, it suffices to prove that it is non-empty, which follows easily from the fact that X_{s+1}, . . . , X_R are non-degenerate (i.e., span(X_s) = · · · = span(X_R) = V).

Proceeding inductively, suppose d > 1. Let I = (i_1, . . . , i_d) ∈ [R]^{∨d} \ Δ_s, and let

T(I) = { a ∈ [R]^{∨d} : {a_1, . . . , a_d} = {i_1, . . . , i_d} and (a_1, . . . , a_d) ≺ (i_1, . . . , i_d) } , where ≺ is defined in Definition 18.

For each choice of vectors v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R, and each a ∈ [R], let

U^{(d)}_a = P^∨_{V,d}(span{v_a } ⊗ V^{⊗(d−1)}) ⊆ S^d(V), and let

U_{−I} = span { ⋃ a∈[R]\{i_1,...,i_d}

U^{(d)}_a } + K.

Then a sufficient condition for (12) to hold is that

v_{i1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{id} /∈ span{v_{a1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{ad} : a ∈ T(I)} + U_{−I} . (13)

Indeed, the righthand side of (12) is contained in the righthand side of (13). To complete the proof, we show that (13) holds for generically chosen v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R. Using Chevalley’s theorem, it is not difficult to show that the set of elements of X_1 × · · · × X_R satisfying (13) is constructible [Har13b, Exercise II.3.19]. Since any constructible set contains an open dense subset of its closure, it suffices to prove that this set is Zariski dense in X_1 × · · · × X_R [An12, Lemma 2.1].

Note that, for any choice of (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I), it holds that dim(U^{(d)}_a ) ≤ (^{n+d−2}_{d−1} ) for all a /∈ I (with equality if v_a ≠ 0), and

dim(U_{−I} ) ≤ dim(K) + (R − k) ( n + d − 2 d − 1 ) (14) ≤ ( n + d − 1 d ) − k(d − 1)! ( n + d − 2 d − 1 ) (from (9), and (d − 1)! ≥ 1),

where k := |{i_1, . . . , i_d}|.

Let ℓ be the largest integer in [d] for which i_ℓ = i_1. We first consider the case ℓ = d. In this case, T(I) = ∅. Then span{v^{⊗d} : v ∈ X_{i1} } = S^d(V) since X_{i1} is non-degenerate of order d. For any choice of the other vectors (v_j ∈ X_j : j ≠ i_1), it holds that dim(U_{−I} ) < (^{n+d−1}_d ), so a generic choice of v_{i1} ∈ X_{i1} satisfies (13). In more details, we have demonstrated the existence of a set ⋃ (v_j∈X_j:j≠i_1)

(v_1, . . . , v_{i1−1}) × A_{(vj∈Xj:j≠i1)} × (v_{i1+1}, . . . , v_d) (15)

such that (13) holds for every element, where A_{(vj∈Xj:j≠i1)} ⊆ X_{i1} is Zariski open dense for every choice of (v_j ∈ X_j : j ≠ i_1). The set defined in (15) is Zariski dense in X_1 × · · · × X_R. Indeed, for any non-empty Zariski open subset D ⊆ X_1 × · · · × X_R, D must intersect some (v_1, . . . , v_{i1−1}) × X_{i1} × (v_{i1 +1}, . . . , v_d) in a non-empty open subset. Since A_{(vj∈Xj:j≠i1)} ⊆ X_{i1} is Zariski open dense, it follows that D must intersect (v_1, . . . , v_{i1 −1}) × A_{(vj∈Xj:j≠i1)} × (v_{i1+1}, . . . , v_d), and hence it must intersect (15). Since D was an arbitrary non-empty open subset of X_1 × · · · × X_R, it follows that the set (15) is Zariski dense in X_1 × · · · × X_R. This completes the proof in the case ℓ = d.

Henceforth we assume 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ d − 1, and prove that (13) holds for generically chosen v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R by applying the inductive hypothesis with degree (d − ℓ). For all a ∈ T(I) it holds that a_1 = · · · = a_ℓ = i_1. Let I_{−ℓ} = (i_{ℓ+1}, . . . , i_d). Note that for any choice of v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R, it holds that

span{v_{a1} ∨ . . . ∨ v_{ad} : a ∈ T(I)} ⊆ span{v^{∨ℓ}_{i1} ∨ v_{b1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{bd−ℓ} : b ∈ T(I_{−ℓ})} + W ⊆ span{v^{∨ℓ}_{i1} ∨ v_{b1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{bd−ℓ} : I_{−ℓ} ≻ b ∈ {i_{ℓ+1}, . . . , i_d}^{∨(d−ℓ)}} + W, (16)

where

W = P^∨_{V,d}(span{v^{⊗(ℓ+1)}_{i1} } ⊗ V^{⊗(d−ℓ−1)}).

Indeed, the first line follows from the fact that for any a ∈ T(I), if a_{ℓ+1} ≠ i_1 then (a_{ℓ+1}, . . . , a_d) ∈ T(I_{−ℓ}), and if a_{ℓ+1} = i_1 then a_1 = · · · = a_{ℓ+1} = i_1 and v^{∨(ℓ+1)}_{i1} ∨ v_{aℓ+2} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{ad} ∈ W. The second line is immediate. (Here, the ordering on {i_{ℓ+1}, . . . , i_d}^{∨(d−ℓ)} is that of Definition 18 under the bijection between {i_{ℓ+1}, . . . , i_d} and [k − 1] that sends the j-th distinct element of (i_{ℓ+1}, . . . , i_d) to j. Recall that k = |{i_1, . . . , i_d}|, so k − 1 = |{i_{ℓ+1}, . . . , i_d}|.)

By (16), to verify (13) it suffices to prove that

v^{∨ℓ}_{i1} ∨ v_{iℓ+1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{id} /∈ span{v^{∨ℓ}_{i1} ∨ v_{b1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{bd−ℓ} : I_{−ℓ} ≻ b} + W + U_{−I} , (17)

or equivalently,

v_{iℓ+1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{id} /∈ span{v_{b1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{bd−ℓ} : I_{−ℓ} ≻ b} + U^{(d−ℓ)}_{i1} + (v_{i1} ⌟ U^⊥_{−I} )^⊥, (18)

where (·)^⊥ denotes the orthogonal complement in the dual symmetric space (for example, U^⊥_{−I} ∈ S^d(V^∗)), and

U^{(d−ℓ)}_{i1} := P^∨_{V,(d−ℓ)}(span{v_{i1} } ⊗ V^{⊗(d−ℓ−1)}) ⊆ S^{(d−ℓ)}(V).

To see this equivalence, first note that (17) is equivalent to

v^{⊗ℓ}_{i1} ⊗ (v_{iℓ+1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{id} ) /∈ span{v^{⊗ℓ}_{i1} ⊗ (v_{b1} ∨ · · · ∨ v_{bd−ℓ} ) : I_{−ℓ} ≻ b} (19) + span{v^{⊗ℓ}_{i1} } ⊗ U^{(d−ℓ)}_{i1} + U_{−I} + Z,

where Z = ker(P^∨_{V,d}) ⊆ V^{⊗d}. (This follows from the basic fact that for any vector space V, linear subspace U ⊆ V, projection P : V → V, and vector v ∈ V, it holds that P(v) ∈ P(U) if and only if v ∈ P(U) + ker(P). For us, the righthand side of (17) plays the role of U, 1^{⊗ℓ}_V ⊗ P^∨_{V,(d−ℓ)} plays the role of P, and V^{⊗d} plays the role of V.) So we just need to prove that (19) and (18) are equivalent. This follows from another basic fact: For vector spaces V_1, V_2 over the same field, a vector v_2 ∈ V_2, and a linear subspace U ⊆ V_1 ⊗ V_2, the set of vectors v_1 ∈ V_1 for which v_1 ⊗ v_2 ∈ U is precisely the linear subspace (v_2 ⌟ U^⊥)^⊥ ⊆ V_1. Indeed,

v_1 ⊗ v_2 ∈ U ⇐⇒ (v_1 ⊗ v_2)(U^⊥) = 0 ⇐⇒ v_1(v_2 ⌟ U^⊥) = 0 ⇐⇒ v_1 ∈ (v_2 ⌟ U^⊥)^⊥.

For us, V^{⊗ℓ} plays the role of V_1, S^{(d−ℓ)}(V) plays the role of V_2, and U_{−I} + Z plays the role of U.

At this point we have shown that to prove the proposition it suffices to verify that (18) holds for generically chosen v_1 ∈ X_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X_R. To apply the induction hypothesis, we just need to verify that the codimension of U^{(d−ℓ)}_{i1} + (v_{i1} ⌟ U^⊥_{−I} )^⊥ is generically large enough. By Lemma 17 and the upper bound on dim(U_{−I} ) derived in (14), for a generically chosen vector v_{i1} ∈ X_{i1} it holds that

dim(v_{i1} ⌟ U^⊥_{−I} ) ≥ k(d − 1)!(^{n+d−2}_{d−1} ) (^{n+ℓ−1}_ℓ ) . Let B_{(vj∈Xj:j/∈I)} ⊆ X_{i1} be the Zariski open dense subset on which this holds (since U_{−I} depends on (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I), B_{(vj∈Xj:j/∈I)} also does, and we keep track of this with the subscript). Then for any v_{i1} ∈ B_{(vj∈Xj:j/∈I)} it holds that

codim(U^{(d−ℓ)}_{i1} + (v_{i1} ⌟ U^⊥_{−I} )^⊥) ≥ k(d − 1)!(^{n+d−2}_{d−1} ) (^{n+ℓ−1}_ℓ ) − ( n + d − ℓ − 2 d − ℓ − 1 )

≥ k(d − 1)!

(^{d−1}_ℓ ) · ( n + d − ℓ − 2 d − ℓ − 1 ) − ( n + d − ℓ − 2 d − ℓ − 1 )

≥ (k − 1) · (d − ℓ − 1)! · ( n + d − ℓ − 2 d − ℓ − 1 ) , where the second line follows from (^{n+d−2}_{d−1} ) · (^{d−1}_ℓ ) ≥ (^{n+d−ℓ−2}_{d−ℓ−1} ) · (^{n+ℓ−1}_ℓ ). By the induction hypothesis, there is a Zariski open dense subset C_{(vj∈Xj:j/∈I−ℓ)} ⊆ ×_{j∈I−ℓ} X_j for which (18) holds.

At this point we have proven that (18) holds for every element of the set ⋃ (v_j∈X_j:j/∈I) v_{i1} ∈B_{(vj:j /∈I)}

(v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I) × (v_{i1} ) × C_{(vj:j/∈I−ℓ)}. (20)

It remains only to check that this set is Zariski dense in X_1 × · · · × X_R. To this end, let D ⊆ X_1 × · · · × X_R be a non-empty open subset. Then there exists (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I) for which

D_1 := D ∩ ( (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I) × ( ×_{j∈I} X_j ) )

is Zariski open dense in (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I) × ( ×_{j∈I} X_j ) . For this choice of (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I), there exists v_{i1} ∈ B_{(vj∈Xj:j/∈I)} for which

D_2 := D_1 ∩ ( (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I_{−ℓ}) × ( ×_{j∈I−ℓ} X_j ) )

is Zariski open dense in (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I_{−ℓ}) × ( ×_{j∈I−ℓ} X_j ) . Thus,

D_2 ∩ ( (v_j ∈ X_j : j /∈ I_{−ℓ}) × C_{(vj∈Xj:j/∈I−ℓ)} ) ≠ ∅,

since C_{(vj∈Xj:j/∈I−ℓ)} ⊆ ×_{j∈I−ℓ} X_j is Zariski open dense. So D intersects the set defined in (20) nontrivially. Since D was an arbitrary non-empty open subset of X_1 × · · · × X_R, it follows that the set (20) is Zariski dense in X_1 × · · · × X_R. This completes the proof.

5 Application to determining entanglement of a linear subspace

In the context of quantum information theory, there are many scenarios in which it is useful to determine whether or not a linear subspace U intersects a conic variety X . For example, when F = C, for positive integers n_1 and n_2 and a positive integer r < min{n_1, n_2}, determining whether or not a linear subspace U ⊆ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} intersects the determinantal variety X_r has found applications in quantum entanglement theory (e.g., the problems of constructing entanglement witnesses and determining whether or not a mixed quantum state is separable) and quantum error correction, among many others [Hor97, BDM^+99, ATL11, CS14, HM10] (see Section 2.3 for the definition of X_r).

If U trivially intersects X_r, then we say that U is r-entangled (or just entangled if r = 1). Other relevant examples include completely entangled subspaces, subspaces of F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} which trivially intersect the set of separable tensors X_{Sep}; and genuinely entangled subspaces, subspaces of F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} which trivially intersect the set of biseparable tensors X_B. We will also consider subspaces avoiding the set of tensors of slice rank 1, X_S. While it is not clear if this last example has quantum applications, we include it because X_S has found several recent applications in theoretical computer science [Pet16, KSS16, BCC^+17, NS17, FL17].

In particular, determining whether U ⊆ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} is r-entangled is NP-hard [BFS99]. A slightly easier problem is: given the promise that either U ∩ X_r contains a non-zero element, or else U is ϵ-far from X_r in the sense that ‖v − u‖ > ϵ‖v‖ for all u ∈ U and v ∈ X_r, determining which of these two possibilities is the case. Here, ‖·‖ = ⟨·, ·⟩^{1/2} is the 2-norm. There is strong evidence that solving this problem should also take super-polynomial time in min{n_1, n_2} in the worst case [HM10, Corollary 14]. To our knowledge, the best known algorithm for solving this problem takes exp(Õ( √ n_1/ϵ)) time in the worst case when r = 1 and n_1 = n_2 [BKS17].

Despite these hardness results, our algorithm runs in polynomial time, and determine whether a subspace U ⊆ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} , of dimension up to a constant multiple of the maximum possible, is r-entangled. We obtain analogous results for completely and genuinely entangled subspaces.

In these settings (and in contrast to the decomposition setting described in the next section), we are not concerned with uniqueness, i.e. determining whether a found element v ∈ U ∩ X (or collection of elements) is the only element of U ∩ X . For reducible varieties, we can use this flexibility to our advantage, and employ a variant of Algorithm 1 which has better scaling. In short, this adaptation simply runs Algorithm 1 on each irreducible component of X . If X_1, . . . , X_k are cut out by homogeneous polynomials p_1, . . . , p_k of degrees d_1, . . . , d_k, then X = X_1 ∪ · · · ∪ X_k is naively cut out by the homogeneous polynomial p_1 · · · p_k of degree d_1 · · · d_k. The main advantage of our adapted algorithm in this setting is that it avoids this blow-up in the degree. We call this adapted algorithm Algorithm 2, and describe it formally below.

Algorithm 2: Determining whether U ∩ X = {0}.

Input: A basis {u_1, . . . , u_R} for a linear subspace U ⊆ V = F^n, and for each i ∈ [k] a collection of homogeneous degree-d_i polynomials f_{i,1}, . . . , f_{i,pi} that cut out the i-th irreducible component of a conic variety X = X_1 ∪ · · · ∪ X_k ⊆ V.

1. For each i ∈ [k], run Algorithm 1 on input {u_1, . . . , u_R} and polynomials f_{1,i}, . . . , f_{pi,i} cutting out X_i, and output any non-zero elements of U ∩ X_i found by Algorithm 1.

2. If all of these output “U trivially intersects X_i,” then output “U trivially intersects X .”

3. Otherwise, output “Fail.”

Corollary 16 implies the following genericity guarantee for Algorithm 2:

Theorem 20. Let n, d_1, . . . , d_k be positive integers, let δ_1, . . . , δ_k ∈ (0, 1), let V be an F-vector space of dimension n, and let X ⊆ V be a conic variety with irreducible components X_1, . . . , X_k, such that each X_i is non-degenerate of order d_i − 1 and is generated by p_i = δ(^{n+di−1}_{di} ) linearly independent homogeneous degree-d_i polynomials. If U ⊆ V is a generically chosen linear subspace, possibly containing a generically chosen “planted” element of X , of dimension

R := dim(U) ≤ min_{i∈[k]}

( δ_i

d_i!

· (n + d_i − 1) ) (21)

then Algorithm 2 either certifies that U ∩ X = {0}, or else produces the planted element of U ∩ X .

In more details, Theorem 20 asserts that the following two statements hold:

1. For every positive integer R satisfying (21), there exists a Zariski open dense subset A ⊆ V^{×R} such that for all (v_1, . . . , v_R) ∈ A, the linear subspace U := span{v_1, . . . , v_R} trivially intersects X , and Algorithm 2 correctly outputs “U trivially intersects X .”

2. For every positive integer R satisfying (21), there exists a Zariski open dense subset B ⊆ X × V^{×R−1} such that for all (v_1, . . . , v_R) ∈ B, Algorithm 2 outputs v_1 ∈ U ∩ X .

Proof of Theorem 20. By Corollary 16, for each i ∈ [k] there exists a Zariski open dense subset A_i ⊆ V^{×R} such that for all (v_1, . . . , v_R ) ∈ A_i, the linear subspace U := span{v_1, . . . , v_R} trivially intersects X_i, and Algorithm 1 correctly outputs “U trivially intersects X_i.” We can therefore take A := A_1 ∩ · · · ∩ A_k to obtain the first statement above. By Corollary 16, for each i ∈ [k] there exists a Zariski open dense subset B_i ⊆ X_i × V^{×R−1} such that for all (v_1, . . . , v_R) ∈ B_i, Algorithm 1 correctly outputs “v_1 is the only element of U ∩ X_i.” The theorem follows by taking B = B_1 ∪ · · · ∪ B_k, which is an open dense subset of X × V^{×R−1}.

Corollary 21. Let n_1, n_2 be positive integers, let r < min{n_1, n_2} be a positive integer, and let V = F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} . If U ⊆ V is a generically chosen linear subspace, possibly containing a generically chosen “planted” element of X_r, of dimension

dim(U) ≤

(^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1}) (r + 1)!(^{n1n2+r}_{r+1} )

(n_1n_2 + r), (22)

then (in time (n_1n_2)^{O(r)}) Algorithm 2 either certifies that U ∩ X_r = {0} or else produces the planted element of U ∩ X_r. Note that the righthand side of (22) is Ω_r(n_1n_2) for any fixed r.

Trivially, dim(U) ≤ n_1n_2 for any r-entangled subspace, so the upper bound (22) is a quite mild condition on dim(U).^{13}

Proof of Corollary 21. Recall from Section 2.3 that X_r is a conic variety cut out by p = (^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1}) homogeneous polynomials of degree d = r + 1, and it has no equations in degree r (see Section 2.3). Thus, the statement follows from Theorem 20.

We can obtain similar corollaries for the varieties X_{Sep}, X_B and X_S, introduced in Section 2.3, as follows. We omit the proofs, as they are very similar to the proof of Corollary 21.

13Over C, it is a standard fact that the maximum dimension of an r-entangled subspace is (n_1 − r)(n_2 − r) [Har13a, CMW08]. Over R, there can be larger r-entangled subspaces. For example, the 2-dimensional subspace

span{e_1 ⊗ e_1, e_1 ⊗ (e_1 + e_2) − e_2 ⊗ (2e_1 + e_2)} ⊆ R^2 ⊗ R^2

is 1-entangled. The maximum dimension of a real r-entangled subspace does not seem to be known in general. See e.g. [Pet96, Ree96] for work in this direction.

Corollary 22. Let m be a positive integer, let n_1, . . . , n_m be positive integers, and let V = F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} . If U ⊆ V is a generically chosen linear subspace, possibly containing a generic “planted” element of X_{Sep}, of dimension

dim(U) ≤

(^{n1···nm+1}_2 ) − [ (^{n1+1}_2 ) · · · (^{nm+1}_2 ) ] n_1 · · · n_m = 1 2 (n_1 . . . n_m + 1) − 1 2^m

(n_1 + 1) . . . (n_m + 1), (23)

then (in time O(n_1 · · · n_m)) Algorithm 2 either certifies that U ∩ X_{Sep} = {0}, or else produces the planted element of U ∩ X_{Sep}. Note that the righthand side of (23) is Ω(n_1 · · · n_m).

Corollary 23. Let m be a positive integer, let n_1, . . . , n_m be positive integers, and let V = F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} . If U ⊆ V is a generically chosen linear subspace, possibly containing a generically chosen “planted” element of X_B, of dimension

dim(U) ≤ ( 1 n_1 · · · n_m ) min S⊆[m] 1≤|S|≤m−1 ( ∏_{i∈S} ni 2 )( ∏_{j∈[m]\S} nj 2 ) , (24)

then (in time O(2^mn_1 · · · n_m)) Algorithm 2 either certifies that U ∩ X_B = {0}, or else produces the planted element of U ∩ X_B. Note that the righthand side of (24) is Ω(n_1 · · · n_m).

Corollary 24. Let m be a positive integer, let n_1, . . . , n_m be positive integers, and let V = F^{n1} ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^{nm} . If U ⊆ V is a generically chosen linear subspace, possibly containing a generically chosen “planted” element of X_S, of dimension

dim(U) ≤ ( 1 n_1 · · · n_m ) min_{i∈[m]} ( n_i 2 )( ∏_{j∈[m]\{i}} nj 2 ) , (25)

then (in time O(mn_1 · · · n_m)) Algorithm 2 either certifies that U ∩ X_S = {0}, or else produces the planted element of U ∩ X_S. Note that the righthand side of (25) is Ω(n_1 · · · n_m).

In all of these corollaries, the upper bound on dim(U) is Ω(n_1 · · · n_m). Trivially, dim(U) ≤ n_1 · · · n_m for any subspace, so this is a very mild condition on the dimension.^{14}

14The maximum dimension of a completely entangled subspace over C is

n_1 · · · n_m − m ∑_{i=1}^{(n}i^{− 1) − 1.}

The maximum dimension of a genuinely entangled subspace over C is

min S⊆[m] 1≤|S|≤⌊m/2⌋

( ∏_{i∈S}^ni^{− 1} ) ∏_{j∈[m]\S}^nj^{− 1} .

The maximum dimension of a subspace that trivially intersects X_S over C is

min_{i∈[m]} (n_i − 1)

∏_{j∈[m]\{i}}^nj^{− 1} .

The maximum dimension of such subspaces over R can be greater in general.

6 Application to low-rank decompositions over varieties

Let V, W be arbitrary F-vector spaces, and let X ⊆ V be a non-degenerate conic variety. In this section, we study (X , W)-decompositions, which express a given T ∈ V ⊗ W in the form

T = ∑_{i∈[R]}^vi^{⊗ w}i^{(26)}

for some v_1, . . . , v_R ∈ X and w_1, . . . , w_r ∈ W, with R as small as possible. We call the smallest possible R for which there exists an (X , W)-decomposition of T with R summands the (X , W)- rank of T, and say that an (X , W)-decomposition (26) of T is the unique (X , W)-rank decomposition of T if it is an (X , W)-rank decomposition of T and the only other (X , W)-rank decompositions of T are those formed by permuting the R summands of the decomposition. See Section 2.4 for further background.

In this section, we show that Algorithm 1 can be used to compute the (unique) (X , W)-rank decomposition of a generically chosen tensor T of small enough (X , W)-rank. We apply these results to the case of tensor rank decompositions and r-aided rank decompositions. First note that Observation 13 and Fact 10 yield a sufficient condition for a given (X , W)-decomposition of T to be the unique (X , W)-rank decomposition of T:

Proposition 25 (Sufficient condition for uniqueness). Let X ⊆ V := F^n be a conic variety cut out by p linearly independent homogeneous degree-d polynomials f_1, . . . , f_p ∈ S^d(V^∗), let I_d = span{ f_1, . . . , f_p} ⊆ S^d(V^∗), let T ∈ V ⊗ W, and let

T = ∑_{a∈[R]}^va^{⊗ w}a^{(27)}

be an (X , W)-decomposition of T. If {w_1, . . . , w_R} is linearly independent, {v_1, . . . , v_R} is linearly independent, and

S^d(T(W^∗)) ∩ I^⊥_d = span{v^{⊗d}_1 , . . . , v^{⊗d}_s },

then (27) is the unique (X , W)-rank decomposition of T, and furthermore this decomposition can be recovered from T in n^{O(d)} time using Algorithm 1.

Proof. By Observation 13 and Fact 10, it holds that v_1, . . . , v_R are the only elements of T(W^∗) ∩ X (up to scale), and these are recovered in n^{O(d)} time by Algorithm 1 (see the proof of Corollary 16 for more details). It remains only to recover the vectors {w_1, . . . , w_R} up to scale. Since {w_1, . . . , w_R} is linearly independent, the (X , W)-rank of T is equal to R. It follows that any (X , W)-rank decomposition must involve (scalar multiples of) v_1, . . . , v_R. Since v_1, . . . , v_R are linearly independent, they uniquely determine w_1, . . . , w_R. To recover w_1, . . . , w_R, let f_1, . . . , f_r ∈ V^∗ be dual to v_1, . . . , v_R, i.e. satisfy f_i(v_j ) = δ_{i,j}. Then w_i = T( f_i ) for all i ∈ [R]. This completes the proof.

Combining Proposition 25 with Theorem 15, we obtain the following genericity guarantee for using Algorithm 1 to recover (X , W) decompositions (this is slightly more general than Theorem 7 in the Introduction).

Theorem 26. Let X ⊆ V = F^n be an irreducible conic variety cut out by p = δ(^{n+d−1}_d ) linearly independent homogeneous degree-d polynomials for constants d ≥ 2 and δ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose furthermore that X is non-degenerate of order d − 1. Then for a tensor T ∈ V ⊗ W of the form

T = ∑_{a∈[R]}^va^{⊗ w}a^{, (28)}

where v_1, . . . , v_R are chosen generically from X , {w_1, . . . , w_R} is linearly independent, and

R ≤ min { δ d! · (n + d − 1), dim(W) } , (29)

the following holds: In n^{O(d)} time, Algorithm 1 can be used to recover the decomposition (28) and certify that this is the unique (X , W)-rank decomposition of T.

In particular, this theorem proves that the (X , W)-rank decomposition of a generically chosen tensor T ∈ V ⊗ W of (X , W)-rank R upper bounded by (29) can be recovered and certified as unique by our algorithm. Note that, since X is non-degenerate, a generically chosen collection of R elements of X will be linearly independent. Hence, one can alternatively set W = V and also choose {w_1, . . . , w_R} generically from X , and the same uniqueness/recovery results hold. More generally, one can choose {w_1, . . . , w_R} generically from any non-degenerate variety Y ⊆ W, and the same uniqueness/recovery results hold.

By letting X = X_1 = {u ⊗ v : u ∈ F^{n1} , v ∈ F^{n2} }, we obtain the corollary for recovering unique decompositions of order-3 tensors with potentially unequal dimensions.

Corollary 27. Let n_1, n_2, n_3 be positive integers. For a generically chosen tensor T ∈ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} of tensor rank

R ≤ min { 1 4 (n_1 − 1)(n_2 − 1), n_3 } ,

in (n_1n_2)^{O(1)} time Algorithm 1 can be used to recover the tensor rank decomposition of T and certify that it is unique.

The above corollary shows that when n_3 = Ω(n_1n_2), we can go all the way up to rank Ω(n_1n_2), which is the maximum possible rank up to constants.

Letting X = X_1 = {u ⊗ v : u, v ∈ F^n} and W = F^n ⊗ F^n, and choosing w_1, . . . , w_R generically from X_1 (as in the discussion following Theorem 26), we obtain the following corollary for order-4 tensors (this is a special case of Corollary 29 below).

Corollary 28. For any positive integer n, and a generically chosen tensor T ∈ F^n ⊗ F^n ⊗ F^n ⊗ F^n of tensor rank R ≤ (n − 1)^2 4 , in n^{O(1)} time Algorithm 1 can be used to recover the tensor rank decomposition of T and certify that it is unique.

More generally, we have the following corollary for tensors of arbitrary order:

Corollary 29. Let n be a positive integer, and let m ≥ 3 be an integer. Then for a generically chosen tensor T ∈ (F^n)^{⊗m} of tensor rank

R ≤ min { n^{⌊m/2⌋}, n^{⌈m/2⌉} + 1 2 − (n + 1)^{⌈m/2⌉} 2^{⌈m/2⌉} } , (30)

in n^{O(m)} time Algorithm 1 can be used to recover the tensor rank decomposition of T and certify that it is unique.

It can be shown that for all n ≥ 8, the bound (30) translates to R ≤ { n^{⌊m/2⌋} if m is odd

n^{⌈m/2⌉}+1

2 −^{(n+1)⌈m/2⌉}

2^{⌈m/2⌉} if m is even,

which is Ω(n^{⌊m/2⌋}) as n grows. For even order m, our results extend to non-symmetric tensors the bounds known for symmetric decompositions [MSS16, BCPV19] (see also [Vij20] for related references). In particular, we are not aware of any existing genericity guarantees (prior to our work) for non-symmetric tensors of even order m that work for rank R = Ω(n^{m/2}).^{15}

Proof of Corollary 29. We prove the statement by regarding tensor decompositions in (F^n)^{⊗m} as (X , W)-decompositions, where X = X_{Sep} ⊆ (F^n)^{⊗⌈m/2⌉} and the elements of W appearing in the decomposition are constrained to be in X̃_{Sep} ⊆ (F^n)^{⊗⌊m/2⌋}.

Since X_{Sep} ⊂ (F^n)^{⊗⌈m/2⌉} is non-degenerate and cut out by ( n^{⌈m/2⌉} + 1 2 ) − ( n + 1 2 )_{⌈m/2⌉}

many linearly independent homogeneous polynomials of degree 2 in n^{⌈m/2⌉} variables, it follows from Theorem 26 (and the subsequent discussion) that our algorithm recovers unique tensor decompositions of rank

R ≤ min { n^{⌊m/2⌋}, n^{⌈m/2⌉} + 1 2 − (n + 1)^{⌈m/2⌉} 2^{⌈m/2⌉} } . This completes the proof.

We obtain an analogous result for symmetric tensor decompositions. For a symmetric tensor T ∈ S^m(F^n), a symmetric decomposition of T is a decomposition of the form T = ∑_{a∈[R]} α_av^{⊗m}_a for some α_1, . . . , α_R ∈ F and v_1, . . . , v_R ∈ F^n (in the terminology introduced in Section 2.4, these exactly correspond to X^∨_{Sep}-decompositions). The Waring rank of T is the minimum number of terms needed in the decomposition, and a Waring rank decomposition of T is said to be unique if the only other Waring rank decompositions of T are those obtained by permuting terms in the sum. We say that a property holds for a generically chosen symmetric tensor T ∈ S^m(F^n) of Waring rank at most R if the property holds for every tensor of the form T = ∑_{a∈[R]} α_av^{⊗m}_a , where α_1v^{⊗m}_1 , . . . , α_Rv^{⊗m}_R ∈ X^∨_{Sep} are generically chosen.

Corollary 30. Let n be a positive integer, and let m ≥ 3 be an integer. Then for a generically chosen symmetric tensor T ∈ S^m(F^n) of Waring rank

R ≤ min ( n + ⌊m/2⌋ − 1 ⌊m/2⌋ ) , (^{n+⌈m/2⌉−1}

⌈m/2⌉ ) 2 − (^{n+2⌈m/2⌉−1}

2⌈m/2⌉ )

(^{n+⌈m/2⌉−1}

⌈m/2⌉ )

, (31)

in n^{O(m)} time our Algorithm 1 can be used to recover the Waring rank decomposition of T and certify that it is unique.

15For odd m, a variant of Harshman’s algorithm [Har72] works for rank O(n^{(m−1)/2}) (see e.g., [BCMV14b]).

Note that the bound (31) is Ω(n^{⌊m/2⌋}) as n grows. For example, when m = 4 the bound (31) becomes R ≤^1_6 n(n − 1). This matches the best known bounds for symmetric decompositions [Har72, MSS16, BCPV19] (see also [Vij20] for related references). Note that Corollary 27 obtains similar bounds for non-symmetric tensors. In particular, we are not aware of any existing algorithmic guarantees (prior to our work) for generically chosen non-symmetric tensors of even m that work for rank R = Ω(n^{m/2}).

Proof. Note that the set of complex symmetric product tensors is equal to the Zariski closure of the set of real symmetric product tensors (see e.g. [Man20, Theorem 2.2.9.2]). Thus, by Fact 9 it suffices to prove this statement over C. Let

X̃^∨_{Sep} = {v^{⊗⌈m/2⌉} : v ∈ C^n} ⊆ S^{⌈m/2⌉}(C^n)

be the set of symmetric product tensors in S^{⌈m/2⌉}(C^n) (we omit the scalars α as they are redundant over C). Recall that X is non-degenerate inside of S^{⌈m/2⌉}(C^n) and is cut out by p = ( (^{n+⌈m/2⌉−1}

⌈m/2⌉ ) + 1 2 ) − ( n + 2⌈m/2⌉ + 1 2⌈m/2⌉ )

many homogeneous linearly independent polynomials of degree d = 2. Thus, for generically chosen v^{⊗⌈m/2⌉}

1 , . . . , v^{⊗⌈m/2⌉}_R ∈ X^∨_{Sep}, it holds that {v^{⊗⌊m/2⌋}_a : a ∈ [R]} is linearly independent, and by Theorem 26,

T = ∑_{a∈[R]}^{v⊗m}a

is the unique tensor rank decomposition of T (and hence the unique Waring rank decomposition of T), and it can be recovered using Algorithm 1 in n^{O(m)} time. In more details, there exists a Zariski open dense subset A ⊆ (X̃^∨_{Sep})^{×R} for which this holds. This translates to a Zariski open dense subset of (X^∨_{Sep})^{×R}, where

X^∨_{Sep} := {v^{⊗m} : v ∈ C^n} ⊆ S^m(C^n),

completing the proof.

Finally, we can also use our framework to provide guarantees for r-aided rank decompositions (also known as (r, r, 1)-block rank decompositions).

Corollary 31. Let n_1, n_2, n_3 and r < min{n_1, n_2} be positive integers. Then for a generically chosen tensor T ∈ F^{n1} ⊗ F^{n2} ⊗ F^{n3} of r-aided rank

R ≤ min { n_3,

(^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1}) (r + 1)!(^{n1n2+r}_{r+1} )

(n_1n_2 + r) } = min { n_3 , Ω_r(n_1n_2) } ,

in (n_1n_2)^{O(r)} time our Algorithm 1 can be used to recover the r-aided rank decomposition of T and certify that it is unique.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 26, and fact that X_r is non-degenerate of degree r and is cut out by p = (^{n1}_{r+1})(^{n2}_{r+1}) linearly independent homogeneous polynomials of degree d = r + 1 (see Section 2.3).

References

[An12] Jinpeng An. Rigid geometric structures, isometric actions, and algebraic quotients. Geometriae Dedicata, 157(1):153–185, 2012. 24

[ATL11] Remigiusz Augusiak, Jordi Tura, and Maciej Lewenstein. A note on the optimality of decomposable entanglement witnesses and completely entangled subspaces. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 44:212001, 2011. 3, 6, 26

[BBC^+93] Charles H. Bennett, Gilles Brassard, Claude Crépeau, Richard Jozsa, Asher Peres, and William K. Wootters. Teleporting an unknown quantum state via dual classical and Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen channels. Physical Review Letters, 70:1895–1899, 1993. 6

[BCC^+17] Jonah Blasiak, Thomas Church, Henry Cohn, Joshua A. Grochow, Eric Naslund, William F. Sawin, and Chris Umans. On cap sets and the group-theoretic approach to matrix multiplication. Discrete Analysis, 3, 2017. 7, 27

[BCMV14a] Aditya Bhaskara, Moses Charikar, Ankur Moitra, and Aravindan Vijayaraghavan. Open problem: Tensor decompositions: Algorithms up to the uniqueness threshold? In Proceedings of the 27th Conference on Learning Theory, volume 35 of Machine Learning Research, 2014. 12

[BCMV14b] Aditya Bhaskara, Moses Charikar, Ankur Moitra, and Aravindan Vijayaraghavan. Smoothed analysis of tensor decompositions. In Symposium on the Theory of Computing (STOC), 2014. 4, 13, 32

[BCPV19] Aditya Bhaskara, Aidao Chen, Aidan Perreault, and Aravindan Vijayaraghavan. Smoothed analysis in unsupervised learning via decoupling. In Proceedings of the 60th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), 2019. 9, 13, 32, 33

[BDM^+99] Charles H. Bennett, David P. DiVincenzo, Tal Mor, Peter W. Shor, John A. Smolin, and Barbara M. Terhal. Unextendible product bases and bound entanglement. Physical Review Letters, 82:5385–5388, 1999. 3, 6, 7, 26

[BFS99] Jonathan F. Buss, Gudmund S. Frandsen, and Jeffrey O. Shallit. The computational complexity of some problems of linear algebra. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 58(3):572–596, 1999. 3, 5, 6, 27

[BGVKS20] Jess Banks, Jorge Garza-Vargas, Archit Kulkarni, and Nikhil Srivastava. Pseudospectral shattering, the sign function, and diagonalization in nearly matrix multiplication time. In 2020 IEEE 61st Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), 2020. 4

[Bha06] B. V. Rajarama Bhat. A completely entangled subspace of maximal dimension. International Journal of Quantum Information, 4:325–330, 2006. 3

[BKS17] Boaz Barak, Pravesh K. Kothari, and David Steurer. Quantum entanglement, sum of squares, and the log rank conjecture. In Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, 2017. 6, 27

[BVD^+18] Martijn Boussé, Nico Vervliet, Ignat Domanov, Otto Debals, and Lieven De Lathauwer. Linear systems with a canonical polyadic decomposition constrained solution: Algorithms and applications. Numerical Linear Algebra with Applications, 25(6):e2190, 2018. 6

[BW92] Charles H. Bennett and Stephen J. Wiesner. Communication via one- and twoparticle operators on Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen states. Physical Review Letters, 69:2881–2884, 1992. 6

[CJ10] Pierre Comon and Christian Jutten. Handbook of Blind Source Separation: Independent component analysis and applications. Academic press, 2010. 10, 13, 18

[CMDL^+15] Andrzej Cichocki, Danilo Mandic, Lieven De Lathauwer, Guoxu Zhou, Qibin Zhao, Cesar Caiafa, and Huy Anh Phan. Tensor decompositions for signal processing applications: From two-way to multiway component analysis. IEEE signal processing magazine, 32(2):145–163, 2015. 10, 13, 18

[CMW08] Toby S. Cubitt, Ashley Montanaro, and Andreas Winter. On the dimension of subspaces with bounded Schmidt rank. Journal of Mathematical Physics, 49:022107, 2008. 4, 28

[CO12] Luca Chiantini and Giorgio Ottaviani. On generic identifiability of 3-tensors of small rank. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 33, 2012. 8

[CR20] Haolin Chen and Luis Rademacher. Overcomplete order-3 tensor decomposition, blind deconvolution and gaussian mixture models. CoRR, abs/2007.08133, 2020. 12

[CS14] Dariusz Chruściński and Gniewomir Sarbicki. Entanglement witnesses: construction, analysis and classification. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 47:483001, 2014. 3, 6, 26

[DDL16] Ignat Domanov and Lieven De Lathauwer. Generic uniqueness of a structured matrix factorization and applications in blind source separation. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing, 10(4):701–711, 2016. 13

[DDL17] Ignat Domanov and Lieven De Lathauwer. Canonical polyadic decomposition of third-order tensors: Relaxed uniqueness conditions and algebraic algorithm. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 513:342–375, 2017. 12

[DDL20] Ignat Domanov and Lieven De Lathauwer. On uniqueness and computation of the decomposition of a tensor into multilinear rank-(1,L r,L r) terms. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 41(2):747–803, 2020. 10, 13, 18

[DL06] Lieven De Lathauwer. A link between the canonical decomposition in multilinear algebra and simultaneous matrix diagonalization. SIAM journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 28(3):642–666, 2006. 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 12, 38, 39

[DL08a] Lieven De Lathauwer. Decompositions of a higher-order tensor in block terms—part i: Lemmas for partitioned matrices. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 30(3):1022–1032, 2008. 10, 13, 18

[DL08b] Lieven De Lathauwer. Decompositions of a higher-order tensor in block terms— part ii: Definitions and uniqueness. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 30(3):1033–1066, 2008. 10, 13, 18

[DLCC07] Lieven De Lathauwer, Josphine Castaing, and Jean-François Cardoso. Fourth-order cumulant-based blind identification of underdetermined mixtures. IEEE Trans. on Signal Processing, 55, 2007. 3, 8, 9, 10, 12

[DLN08] Lieven De Lathauwer and Dimitri Nion. Decompositions of a higher-order tensor in block terms—part iii: Alternating least squares algorithms. SIAM journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 30(3):1067–1083, 2008. 10, 13, 18

[DMS^+03] D. P. DiVincenzo, T. Mor, P. W. Shor, J. A. Smolin, and B. M. Terhal. Unextendible product bases, uncompletable product bases and bound entanglement. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 238:379–410, 2003. 3, 7

[DRMA21] Maciej Demianowicz, Grzegorz Rajchel-Mieldzioć, and Remigiusz Augusiak. Simple sufficient condition for subspace to be completely or genuinely entangled. New Journal of Physics, 23:103016, 2021. 6

[EVDL22] Eric Evert, Michiel Vandecappelle, and Lieven De Lathauwer. A recursive eigenspace computation for the canonical polyadic decomposition. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 43(1):274–300, 2022. 9

[FL17] Jacob Fox and László Miklós Lovász. A tight bound for Green’s arithmetic triangle removal lemma in vector spaces. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Eighth Annual ACM- SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, pages 1612–1617. SIAM, 2017. 7, 27

[FOV99] Hubert Flenner, Liam O’Carroll, and Wolfgang Vogel. Joins and intersections. In Joins and Intersections. Springer, 1999. 5, 8

[GM15] Rong Ge and Tengyu Ma. Decomposing overcomplete 3rd order tensors using sumof-squares algorithms. In APPROX, 2015. 13

[GR08] Gilad Gour and Aidan Roy. Entanglement of subspaces in terms of entanglement of superpositions. Physical Review A, 77:012336, 2008. 6

[GVX14] Navin Goyal, Santosh Vempala, and Ying Xiao. Fourier pca and robust tensor decomposition. STOC ’14, pages 584–593, New York, NY, USA, 2014. Association for Computing Machinery. 4

[GW07] Gilad Gour and Nolan R. Wallach. Entanglement of subspaces and error-correcting codes. Physical Review A, 76:042309, 2007. 3

[Har70] Richard A. Harshman. Foundations of the parafac procedure: Models and conditions for an “explanatory” multimodal factor analysis. UCLA Working Papers in Phonetics, 16:1–84, 1970. 8, 12, 18

[Har72] Richard A. Harshman. Determination and proof of minimum uniqueness conditions for PARAFAC1. UCLA Working Papers in Phonetics, 22:111–117, 1972. 8, 9, 12, 18, 32, 33

[Har13a] Joe Harris. Algebraic Geometry: A First Course. Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer New York, 2013. 4, 5, 16, 28

[Har13b] Robin Hartshorne. Algebraic geometry, volume 52. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013. 24

[Hås90] Johan Håstad. Tensor rank is NP-complete. Journal of Algorithms, 11(4), 1990. 8, 12

[HG20] Felix Huber and Markus Grassl. Quantum codes of maximal distance and highly entangled subspaces. Quantum, 4:284, 2020. 3

[HK15] Kil-Chan Ha and Seung-Hyeok Kye. Multi-partite separable states with unique decompositions and construction of three qubit entanglement with positive partial transpose. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 48(4):045303, 2015. 20

[HL13] Christopher J. Hillar and Lek-Heng Lim. Most tensor problems are NP-hard. Journal of the American Mathematical Society, 60, 2013. 3, 8, 12

[HM10] Aram W. Harrow and Ashley Montanaro. An efficient test for product states with applications to quantum merlin-arthur games. In Proceedings of the 51st Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 633–642, 2010. 6, 26, 27

[Hor97] Pawel Horodecki. Separability criterion and inseparable mixed states with positive partial transposition. Physics Letters A, 232:333–339, 1997. 3, 6, 26

[JGKA19] Majid Janzamin, Rong Ge, Jean Kossaifi, and Animashree Anandkumar. Spectral learning on matrices and tensors. Foundations and Trends in Machine Learning, 12, 11 2019. 8, 13

[JLV22] Nathaniel Johnston, Benjamin Lovitz, and Aravindan Vijayaraghavan. Complete hierarchy of linear systems for certifying quantum entanglement of subspaces. Physical Review A, 106:062443, 2022. 7

[KB09] Tamara G. Kolda and Brett W. Bader. Tensor decompositions and applications. SIAM review, 51(3):455–500, 2009. 10, 13, 18

[Kol88] J. Kollár. Sharp effective nullstellensatz. Journal of the American Mathematical Society, pages 963–975, 1988. 20

[Kru77] Joseph B. Kruskal. Three-way arrays: rank and uniqueness of trilinear decompositions, with application to arithmetic complexity and statistics. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 18(2):95–138, 1977. 8, 18

[KSS16] Robert Kleinberg, Will Sawin, and David E Speyer. The growth rate of tri-colored sum-free sets. arXiv preprint, math.CO/1607.00047, 2016. 7, 27

[Lan12] Joseph M. Landsberg. Tensors: Geometry and Applications. Graduate studies in mathematics. American Mathematical Society, 2012.

[Lib] Libli. Given a subspace U ⊆ S^d(V), does there always exist a complement of the form S^d(W)? MathOverflow. URL:https://mathoverflow.net/q/415807 (version: 2022-02-09). 11

[LP21] Benjamin Lovitz and Fedor Petrov. A generalization of Kruskal’s theorem on tensor decomposition. arXiv preprint, math.CO/2103.15633, 2021. 18, 20

[LPS06] Noah Linden, Sandu Popescu, and John A. Smolin. Entanglement of superpositions. Physical Review Letters, 97:100502, 2006. 6

[LRA93] S. E. Leurgans, R. T. Ross, and R. B. Abel. A decomposition for three-way arrays. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 14(4):1064–1083, 1993. 8, 9, 12

[Man20] Frédéric Mangolte. Real algebraic varieties. Springer, 2020. 16, 33

[Moi18] Ankur Moitra. Algorithmic Aspects of Machine Learning. Cambridge University Press, 2018. 8, 13

[MSS16] Tengyu Ma, Jonathan Shi, and David Steurer. Polynomial-time tensor decompositions with sum-of-squares. In Proceedings of the 57th Annual IEEE Symposium on the Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), 2016. 9, 13, 32, 33

[NC00] Michael. A. Nielsen and Isaac L. Chuang. Quantum computation and quantum information. Cambridge University Press, 2000. 6

[NS17] Eric Naslund and Will Sawin. Upper bounds for sunflower-free sets. In Forum of Mathematics, Sigma, volume 5. Cambridge University Press, 2017. 7, 27

[Par04] K. R. Parthasarathy. On the maximal dimension of a completely entangled subspace for finite level quantum systems. Proceedings Mathematical Sciences, 114:365–374, 2004. 3 [Pet96] Zoran Zdravko Petrovic. On spaces of matrices satisfying some rank conditions. The Johns Hopkins University, 1996. 28

[Pet16] Fedor Petrov. Combinatorial results implied by many zero divisors in a group ring. arXiv preprint, math.CO/1606.03256, 2016. 7, 27

[Ree96] Elmer G. Rees. Linear spaces of real matrices of large rank. Proceedings of the Royal Society of Edinburgh Section A: Mathematics, 126(1):147–151, 1996. 28

[SDLF^+17] Nicholas D. Sidiropoulos, Lieven De Lathauwer, Xiao Fu, Kejun Huang, Evangelos E. Papalexakis, and Christos Faloutsos. Tensor decomposition for signal processing and machine learning. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 65(13):3551–3582, 2017. 10, 13, 18

[Vij20] Aravindan Vijayaraghavan. Beyond the Worst-Case Analysis of Algorithms, chapter 19 Efficient Tensor Decomposition. Cambridge University Press, 2020. 8, 12, 32, 33

A Counterexample to Lemma 2.3 in [DL06]

Example 32 (Counterexample to Lemma 2.3 in [DL06]). The statement of Lemma 2.3 in [DL06] is as follows: Let W ⊆ R^n ⊗ R^n be a linear subspace. Then for any positive integer R satisfying R ≤ n + 1 and

dim(W) + ( R 2 ) ≤ n^2, a generic collection of vectors v_1, . . . , v_R ∈ R^n satisfies the property that

W ∩ span{v_i ⊗ v_j : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ R} = {0}.

This is false (over both R and C). Let n = 4, let U ⊆ R^4 be an arbitrary 3-dimensional subspace, and let W = U^{⊗2}. Then R = 4 satisfies both inequalities, but for any collection of linearly independent vectors v_1, . . . , v_4 ∈ R^n, there exist non-zero elements u_1 ∈ span{v_1, v_2} ∩ U and u_2 ∈ span{v_3, v_4} ∩ U (since U is a 3-dimensional subspace of R^4). It follows that

u_1 ⊗ u_2 ∈ W ∩ span{v_i ⊗ v_j : 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 4}.

This gives a counterexample to Lemma 2.3 in [DL06]. The false reasoning in their proof seems to be in the fifth line of page 655 (the third to last line of the proof): Here, it seems to be implicitly claimed that for an R-vector space V and three finite sets of vectors A, B, C ∈ V, if A ∪ B and B ∪ C are linearly independent, then span{A ∪ B} ∩ span{B ∪ C} = span{B}. This is incorrect (consider A = {e_1}, B = {e_1 + e_2}, C = {e_2}).