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Abstract

The groundbreaking performance of deep neural networks (NNs) promoted a surge of
interest in providing a mathematical basis to deep learning theory. Low-rank tensor decom-
positions are specially befitting for this task due to their close connection to NNs and their
rich theoretical results. Different tensor decompositions have strong uniqueness guarantees,
which allow for a direct interpretation of their factors, and polynomial time algorithms have
been proposed to compute them. Through the connections between tensors and NNs, such
results supported many important advances in the theory of NNs. In this review, we show how
low-rank tensor methods—which have been a core tool in the signal processing and machine
learning communities—play a fundamental role in theoretically explaining different aspects
of the performance of deep NNs, including their expressivity, algorithmic learnability and
computational hardness, generalization, and identifiability. Our goal is to give an accessible
overview of existing approaches (developed by different communities, ranging from computer
science to mathematics) in a coherent and unified way, and to open a broader perspective on
the use of low-rank tensor decompositions for the theory of deep NNs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Deep learning achieved groundbreaking performance in a wide range of applications ranging
from computer vision to natural language processing. In face of the practical success of deep
neural networks (NNs) compared to the worst-case hardness found in some comparatively simple
tasks (e.g., even learning 2-layer ReLLU nets is NP-hard in network size), current algorithms,
model architectures, etc. have converged to a set of practical frameworks that intrinsically exploit
the structure of the problem to provide tractable solutions (such as in benign overfitting).

A good theoretical understanding of deep learning is essential for providing proper design
tools and further investigation directions. Thus, great effort has been dedicated to this problem
by researchers from different communities, including computer science, mathematics, and signal
processing, with important progress in understanding expressivity, generalization, stability and
implicit biases of NNs. In particular, mathematical tools that served as foundations for many
algorithms in signal processing are being used to explain the underlying workings of deep
learning, such as splines, kernel machines, sparsity, and, not the least, low-rank matrix and
tensor decompositions, which are the focus of this paper.

In this review, we show how low-rank tensor methods [1]—[7]—a fundamental mathematical
object exploited for decades in the signal processing community and widely used in different
applications involving deep NNs—play a fundamental role in theoretically explaining different
aspects of the performance of deep learning. By shedding light on the various connections
between tensors and NNs, a wealth of theoretical results about low-rank decompositions can
be leveraged to study various behaviors of NNs, such as their expressivity/approximation, gen-
eralization and identifiability, as well as to develop learning algorithms with strong guarantees.
In this article, we aim at presenting a unified perspective on a broad range of results on tensor
decompositions for the theory of NNs, by covering the following topics:
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1) NNs with low-rank weights: Many works represent weights in different NN architectures
as low-rank tensors for their compression [8]], and also for the compression of their gradient
updates (such as in LoRA [9]). We will present results on the sensitivity [10] and convergence
[11]] of NN weight compression algorithms, on the generalization performance of such models
[12f, [13]], and on their implicit biases. This will be covered in Section

2) Expressivity and approximation: Recent results draw on the intimate connection between
tensors and specific classes of NNs—the sum-product networks [[14]—to study the expressive
power of different architectures (e.g., shallow vs. deep networks) [14], [15] and their func-
tion approximation properties in terms of smoothness (e.g., functions belonging to classical
functional spaces as Besov) spaces [16]. Other works used algebraic geometry to study the
expressivity and identifiability of linear and polynomial NNs [[I7]-[19]. This will be covered
in Section [V1

3) Learning with differentiation: Through the connection between NNs and tensors obtained
by derivatives, the theory of low-rank decompositions helps to establish polynomial time training
algorithms, generalization performance guarantees, handling trainable activation functions, and
parameter identifiability for NNs. We will discuss results for learning 2- and 3-layer NNs that
use this connection by leveraging different low-rank matrix and tensor formats [20]-[24]. This
will be covered in Section

4) The use of tensors in emerging learning problems: We will consider the use of tensors
to study the expressivity and learnability of generative models parametrized by polynomial
NNs [25]], and to study some classes of Hidden Markov Models (HMMs) and restricted Boltz-
mann machines (RBMs) [26]]. We will also review the use of tensors in parametrizing action-
value functions in reinforcement learning (RL) [27]], and in learning mixtures of linear classifiers
[28]]. This will be covered in Section

Sections [l and [III| contain background on tensor decompositions and neural networks, re-
spectively, providing key definitions and references.

II. TENSOR DECOMPOSITIONS DEFINITIONS AND BACKGROUND
A. Notation

We mainly follow the notation of [2]]. Scalars, vectors and matrices are denoted by plain font
(x or X), lowercase bold font (x) and uppercase bold font (X)), respectively. Tensors can be
viewed as multidimensional arrays, and are represented by calligraphic font (X). The order of
a tensor is the number of dimensions or modes. The notation X € R/****/4 denotes an order-d
tensor of respective mode sizes. The (i, j, k)-th element of X € R/*/>*K is indexed as Xi jiks
“” denotes taking all elements in one mode (e.g., &.. € RI*7 is the k-th frontal slice of
X). We use “®” to denote tensor (outer) product between vectors, so that a ® b = ab’ (a
rank-one matrix) and X = a ® b ® c denotes an order-3 tensor with Xj;; = a;bjcy (rank-1
order-3 tensor). The tensor power of a vector a is compactly written as a® = a® - -- @ a.

—

d times
The inner product between two tensors is denoted (X, Y) = > ; i i inyiaVin in,ig- Operators

span(-) and diag(-) denote the vector space spanned by a set of vectors and a diagonal matrix,
respectively. V(™) denotes the m-th order differential operator.

B. Canonical polyadic decomposition (CPD)

1) Definition: The CPD is a natural generalization of low-rank matrices, which represents a
tensor as a sum of R rank-1 components. For example, an order-3 tensor 7 € R'*/*K admits
an R-term CPD if

R
T=>a®b®c, )
r=1

where a, € R!, b, € R, and ¢, € RX are the factors of the CPD. The number of components
R is called the tensor rank (or CP rank) if it is minimal. Scalar weights for components
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Fig. 1. The canonical polyadic decomposition.

R
are often added into definition of the CPD (e.g., T = > Ma, ®b, ® ¢,), but we omit
=1
them for simplicity. The CPD can be also explicitly written in terms of factor matrices as
R
Tijk = >, AirBjrCy,, where A € RIXE B e RI*E and C € RE*E collect the factors as their

columngi(lsee Fig. [I] for an illustration). Also, for order-3 tensors, the CPD has an interpretation
as joint matrix factorizations with shared factors: each k-th frontal slice of 7 can be written as
Tk = Adiag(Ch:)BT. Unlike the (single) matrix case, the rank R of the CPD can exceed
its dimensions (e.g., A can have more columns than rows).

2) Uniqueness: An important feature of the CPD of tensors of order > 3 is that
the decomposition is unique (under some mild conditions) up to trivial indeterminacies (e.g.,
permuting rank-one components, or rescaling the factors within each component), as illustrated
in Fig. [T} On the other hand, uniqueness does not happen for matrices (order-2 tensors) as in
X = AB, since B can come from any basis. The earliest conditions for CPD uniqueness are
due to Kruskal (which in the simplest case require A and B full column rank and C' not having
proportional columns). More recently, these results were significantly improved (see e.g., [1]],
[29] and references therein), and the CPD can be unique for a very high number of components
exceeding the dimensions (for example, up to roughly %2 for cubic I x I x I tensors). The
uniqueness properties have a direct implication for the interpretability and explainability of
NN, as it will be shown later.

C. Tucker (multilinear) decomposition and tensor networks decompositions

1) Tucker decomposition: The second basic tensor decomposition is the Tucker (or multi-
linear) decomposition [3]. A Tucker decomposition of a third-order tensor 7 is of the following
form:

R, R, Rs
lnjk = Z Z Z gT17T277’3U’L‘77’1‘/j,7’2WI€,7‘37 (2)
ri=1r,=1rz=1
where G € RFEu>xR2xBs is the core tensor and U € RI*f | vV e R/*F2 W ¢ REXEs The
Tucker decomposition is linked to matrix ranks of the matricizations (called multilinear ranks,
and written as the tuple (Rp, Ro, R3)); this implies that the Tucker decomposition exists for
some R; < I, Ry < J, Ry < K. The multilinear ranks are in general different from the CP
rank. In fact, the CPD can be seen as a Tucker format with a very structured (diagonal) core
tensor G, which makes the Tucker decomposition more flexible. However, unlike the CPD, the
Tucker decomposition does not have uniqueness properties.
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Fig. 2. Tucker and tensor tree networks.

2) Tensor networks and tensor trains: A tree-based tensor network decomposition [30] is
a generalization of the Tucker decomposition defined by a tree, where the nodes correspond to
factors and summation is performed along non-dangling edges. The Tucker decomposition is
the simplest example of tensor network (see Fig. [2} top row). The second example of the tree
in Fig. [2] gives rise to

Rs R(; 2
— g g U(2) g (4) .
21,22,12,13 5,76 T5,71,T2 11,7“1 12,72 T6,73,T4 Z';,T"; 14,7“4 ’
rs=1rg=1 ri=1ry=1 rs=1ry=1

3)
such a decomposition is the case of the popular hierarchical Tucker (HT) format, which is
typically defined for a binary tree. Another popular tensor format which proved to be very
efficient for machine learning tasks is the tensor train (TT), which corresponds to the minimal
(linear) tree.

The key advantage of tree tensor formats over Tucker is the storage complexity: the size of
Tucker core grows exponentially with the tensor order, while in TT or HT the factors are usually
at most order-3 tensors. Thus, tree tensor formats achieve significant data compression and have
been widely used. However, as with the Tucker decomposition, tree tensor decompositions are
not unique.

D. Key properties of tensor decompositions

1) Generic properties: A wealth of results exist on generic properties of tensor decom-
positions, that is, the properties which hold for almost all tensors (as explained below) of a
given size or tensor format. Generic properties can be studied using the powerful tools of
algebraic geometry [4]. A key example is the generic tensor rank: all complex-valued tensors
of given size Iy x --- x Iq have the same CP rank rgen = rgen(f1, ... , 1), except for a set of
Lebesgue measure zero. In other words, if a complex tensor of a given size is drawn according
to continuous probability distribution, then with probability one the tensor has CP rank rgep.
For example, for cubic tensors rgen(/,1,1) = [%1, and for many different tensor shapes
the generic ranks are known. The generic ranks also give a bound 7pax < 27gen On maximal
rank rp.x of a given tensor size, which is otherwise difficult to study and unknown for most
cases. For real-valued tensors, several typical ranks can occur (corresponding to sets of positive
Lebesque measure), but the smallest typical rank is equal to rgen, see [2], [4], [18]], [29]] for an
overview.

For other tensor formats with multiple ranks (e.g., (Ry,..., Rq) for HT or TT), one studies
the generic properties of tensors of bounded ranks. For example, for a d-th order generic tensor
with all TT/HT ranks bounded by Ry <r, k=1,...,d (i.e., for all tensors 05 bounded ranks
except for a set of factors of Lebesgue measure zero), its CP rank is at least 2 [[31]]. Maximal
and generic ranks are fundamental in the study of the expressivity of a NN, and can compare



the expressive power of different architectures (e.g., shallow vs. deep, or those corresponding
to different ranks of some coefficient tensor).

Finally, another key property is the generic uniqueness of tensor decompositions. For tensors
of given size (and bounded tensor rank), their decomposition of rank-r is generically unique if
it is unique except for a set of factors of Lebesgue measure zero (that is, the tensor space is
r-identifiable). Generic uniqueness cannot happens for r > rge, and rarely occurs for 7 = 7gen.
Recent results show that identifiability holds for most of the ranks below rgep, thanks to recent
breakthroughs in algebraic geometry [29]]. For example, for cubic I x I x I tensors, the CPD
is generically unique (r-identifiable) for r < [3}—;] — 1 [29].

2) Computing the decompositions and their approximations: Although the CPD is parameter-
efficient (using O(R(I +J+ K )) parameters to represent 7 ), its computation is an ill-posed
problem and generally NP-hard. Nonetheless, there are polynomial time (and even algebraic)
algorithms to compute the CPD under some conditions [1]], mainly based on reducing it to
eigenvalue computations. In practice, local optimization schemes (such as block-coordinate
descent) are often used and show good performance.

Understanding the robustness of the CPD to perturbations is of prime importance for comput-
ing CPD approximations, and several advances have been made recently, such as perturbation
analysis [32] and random tensor models [[33[]. There exist stronger results on decomposability
of perturbed tensors in polynomial time using power iteration [6]], but for particular constraints
on the factors (near-orthogonality). Such results are intimately linked to the (in)existence of
polynomial time algorithms to learn NNs [34].

Unlike the CPD, computing approximations in Tucker, TT and HT formats is a tractable
and well-posed problem. Such tensor formats enjoy efficient and stable algorithms based on
linear algebra tools such as the SVD []1]l, [7]. The approximation properties for Tucker-based
decompositions are also well-studied [[16]], [30]], and allows for controlling the error when
approximating some tensor in this format.

3) Other factorizations: Despite being widely used to explain the behavior of NNs, the
CPD has limited flexibility, which is one reason many results only address the 2-layer case
(see, e.g., [20], [34]). Different generalizations of the CPD exist: symmetric, partially symmetric
(where symmetry is imposed on factors of the rank-one components), block-term decomposition
(BTD, decomposition of a tensor as a sum of low-rank tensors); and the so-called tubal tensor
rank decomposition, or t-SVD (often used for multichannel/3D data) which is a special case
of the BTD with a fixed factor matrix [35]. The above decompositions are additive, and most
of them fall under the umbrella of X-rank decompositions [18]], [29]. Many generic properties
of such decompositions (e.g., identifiability) can be studied using the tools from algebraic
geometry [4], [29], similarly to the case of CPD. Besides additive decompositions, there are
other generalizations of the CPD such as the Paratuck-2 [3]], which enjoys uniqueness guarantees
and is useful in the analysis of deep learning models [23]].

III. NEURAL NETWORKS: BASIC SETUP

Mathematically, a feedforward NN with L layers is a function f : 2" — % with domain
Z < R% and codomain % — R%u consisting on a layerwise transformation parameterized
as

y = fl®) = fo(fr-a(.. fi(=)...)), “4)

where each function f; : hy_1 — hy represents the transformation taking place in the ¢-th layer,
which consists on the composition of an affine transformation and a (typically elementwise)
nonlinearity:

he = fo(he1)
= gy(Aghy—1 + by), (hidden layers) 5)
where hy € R% denotes the hidden representation at layer £ € {1,..., L — 1}, with d; neurons.

For the first and last layers (/ = 0 and ¢ = L), hg = x and hj = y are defined to be the NN



TABLE I
LOW-RANK TENSOR FORMATS AND THEIR USE IN THE THEORY OF NNS.
e Compression . . Computing Key features and
Tensor format capability Uniqueness tractability use in NNs
cP .o v NP-hard in general Known generic ranks (linked to expressivity of NNs);
but well studied NN learning with derivatives and flexible activations
. Good polynomial time algorithms Stable under perturbations; key tool for
Symmetric CP * v for some rank values learning NNs with derivatives/method of moments
Tucker eee X Efficient algorithms based on linear algebra Widely used for compression of NN weights
Known generic ranks (linked to expressivity of NNs);
TT and HT cee X Efficient algorithms based on linear algebra well-adapted to work in high-dimensions; directly
linked to (the study of) sum-product architectures
Paratuck oo v Hard to compute Linked to deep (> 2 layers) NNs by derivatives

input and output, respectively. For each hidden layer, A, € R%*d-1 is a linear transformation
and b, € R% is a bias term. While this presentation focuses on multilayer perceptrons (MLPs)
for the sake of simplicity, low-rank tensor decompositions have had significant practical impact
in various other architectures (especially in reducing their computation and memory footprint),
including transformers, convolutional NNs (CNNs) and recurrent NNs (RNNs) [36]], which are
widely used in computer vision and sequence modeling.

Given some probability measure p(x,y) on 2" x %, we focus on the supervised learning task,
whose aim is to learn the parameters { Ay, bg}%zl of a NN so as to minimize the expectation
of some risk function L : % x # — R:

Z(f) = Ep(ac,y){l-(ya f(x)},

where E{-} denotes the expectation operator. In practice, the probability measure p(x,y) is
typically unknown and only a dataset of i.i.d. samples a:n,yn) ~ p(x y) n=1...,Nis
available. This leads to the minimization of the empirical risk Z(f) = & L L(yn, ( n))-
Other tasks such as generative modeling and reinforcement learning follow a dlfferent setup;
they will be discussed later in the paper.

The algorithms that have been proposed to learn NNs and the different types of architectures
can be quite diverse. Nonetheless, some theoretical questions are relevant to most existing
algorithms:

o Expressivity and approximation: what classes of functions can a given NN architecture
f(x) represent? How can we compare the capacity of different NNs, including shallow vs.
deep or full vs. compressed models? How well can it approximate smooth functions (e.g.,
in Besov spaces)?

o What is the generalization performance of a given NN? That is, for an NN f and a
distribution p(z,y), can we upper bound its expected risk Z(f) as a function of its
empirical version Z(f)? What is the impact of the architecture and learning method on
generalization?

« Identifiability: when are the NN weights {Ay, bs}2 | uniquely recovered (up to trivial
ambiguities, such as permutations)? This key property supports the interpretability and
explainability of NNs.

o Learnability: when can a NN be learned in polynomial time? For which architectures, and
by which classes of algorithms?

We aim to provide insight into these questions by leveraging the connections between NNs
and tensor decompositions. An overview of the different tensor formats and their use in the
study of NNs is provided in Table |l In particular, the following sections will review: 1) the
use of tensors to compress NN weights and its impact on performance (Section [[V)); 2) specific
NN architectures directly connected to tensors and their expressivity (Section [V]); 3) the use of
differentiation and the method of moments to learn NNs (Section [VI); and 4) the emerging use
of tensors in generative modeling, RL and learning mixtures of linear classifiers (Section [VII).
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Fig. 3. Illustration of the use of low-rank tensor formats for the compression of tensorized NN weight matrices.

IV. LOW-RANK PARAMETRIZATION OF NN WEIGHTS

Summary: NNs whose weights are parametrized as low-rank tensors for compression purposes.

+ Compression of NN weights Ay, by (or gradients, during finetuning) which are represented as low-rank
tensors, reduces storage cost and inference time.

+ Widely used, applied to many architectures and problem settings.

- The theoretical impact of low-rank formats on NN generalization and training, as well as implicit biases
towards low-rank formats is hard to study due to its interaction with the high nonlinearity in common NN
architectures.

Key results leveraged from low-rank tensor decompositions:

« Capability to represent matrices and tensors with a reduced number of parameters (essential for compression).
« Efficient tools for optimization in low-rank formats.
« Commonly used tensor formats: CPD, Tucker, TT, among others.

A. Compression of weights

Low-rank tensor decompositions have become a popular approach for the compression of NN
weights [36]. In particular, tensorial approaches are an appealing alternative that complements
and can be naturally combined with classical compression methods such as quantization, pruning
and knowledge distillation since they can exploit the natural low-rank representations which
appears when NN weights are highly correlated. When confronted with NNs whose weights
Ay are very large, they can provide a low-dimensional parametrization of A, that drastically
reduces the computation and storage costs of NN learning and inference. Earliest uses of tensor
approximations appear for CNNs, where the layers are parameterized by convolution kernel
tensors A, € R*XmnxBw (# of input channels x # of output channels x kernel height x
kernel width), which can be directly compressed using a low-rank format. However, the role
of tensor decomposition in NN compression is much more broad. For MLPs, a key point is to
define a map Ten(-) that orders a matrix Ay in the form of a tensor:

Ten(Ag) = Wg g R > xnk (6)

Tensor decompositions can then be used to represent W, with low rank [8]]. This approach,
depicted in Fig. [3] is called the tensorization of linear layers. The use of tensor decompositions
for compression is not limited to MLPs: various NN architectures including CNNs, RNNs and
transformers have been successfully compressed using different low-rank formats (CP, Tucker,
TT, etc.). See [36] and references therein for an overview of low-rank compression choices.
Note that tensorization has been used not only to compress NNs but also to increase their ex-
pressiveness, as a means of capturing higher order interactions between inputs/hidden variables.
This was used in tensor attention modules in transformers [[37] and in second-order RNNs [15]],
which were proven to have increased expressiveness over their original counterparts. However,
the most common use of low-rank representations is still to reduce not only storage costs but also
training and inference time. This is because in many cases the computations can be performed



using the decomposed format itself, without need to reconstruct the full weight tensor (which
would not decrease the computation time during inference).

The availability of different low-rank formats introduces the question of what is the best
loss function or tensor rank for compressing a given NN architecture. Relevant work in this
direction include [10], which proposed stable loss functions to avoid degenerate components
when compressing CNN layers, and [11]], which uses the Riemannian geometry of the Tucker
decomposition to train NNs in compressed format with improved convergence performance,
besides proposing an adaptive rank selection strategy.

1) Low-rank updates (compression of gradients): Besides compression of weights, there has
been a recent explosion in the popularity of low-rank adaptation (LoRA) techniques [9], where
low-rank approximations of gradient updates of weights are used for fine tuning transformer
architectures (e.g., in LLMs) in environments with limited data and/or computation resources.
In a nutshell, instead of minimizing some loss .Z(A) with respect to a full weight matrix A,
LoRA proposes to minimize the loss (A e+ UV "), where A, is a pretrained weight matrix
and UV is a low-rank update. Recent work has extended LoRA to a tensorial compression
of weights, which can further reduce the number of parameters in the updates [38|]. However,
such approaches still lack detailed theoretical studies.

B. Theoretical results

Despite the practical impact of low-rank compression approaches in reducing the computation
and storage costs, few theoretical results are available. The difficulties come from the fact
that the low-rank models (which are, by themselves, nonlinear) appear inside highly nonlinear
network architectures. Nonetheless, recent effort has made important progress in the study of
both generalization and inductive bias of NNs with low-rank weights in tensor formats.

1) Generalization: Recent works studied the generalization performance of NNs with layers
represented in tensor formats by considering classical (e.g., covering number, Rademacher)
measures of complexity. The compression of convolutional layers of a pretrained CNN f
using a CPD with ranks {Rg}ngl was considered in [[12]. The authors derive bounds for the
generalization performance of the compressed network fcomp. First, it is shown that for well-
chosen CP ranks the compressed CNN will be close to the original one, that is, ||f(x) —
Jeomp(X)|| < €] f(x)]. Using this result, the expected risk of the compressed CNN can then

be bounded as Z( feomp) —A(f) < O(\/Zle Ry(c1 + ca + k?)), where c1, ¢z, and & are the
number of input/output channels and the kernel dimensions, respectively. This sheds light on
how the choice of rank impacts the NN generalization.

Another work [[13]] considered NNs with linear layers parametrized with the tubal tensor
format (t-NN layers). Upper bounds were derived for the robust (i.e., under adversarial attacks)
generalization error of such NNs by extending bounds on the Rademacher complexity of
regular NNs to the class of networks finy with t-NN layers of ranks {R,}%_,, scaling as

R(finN) — %A”( finn) < O(\/ 25:1 Ry(d¢ + dg—1)). Thus, although decreasing its flexibility,
low-rank weights can lead to better generalization in this class of NNs.

2) Neural collapse: Many recent works studied the so-called neural collapse, an implicit
bias of NN training algorithms (especially gradient descent) towards solutions with low-rank
weights [|39]. More precisely, neural collapse was first observed in a classification context in the
last layer of MLPs, and was later noticed to occur in intermediate layers which also converge
towards low-rank matrices. This behavior occurs during the so-called terminal phase of training,
that is, a phase beyond the epoch where the training error vanishes and the norm of the gradient
is very small. Thus, neural collapse tends to be theoretically studied for gradient descent under
very small stepsizes.

While such inductive biases in training MLPs with matrix formats [39] have been well-
investigated, the study of nonlinear NNs with weights in tensor formats has only started more
recently. In [13]], the authors showed that gradient flow (gradient descent under very small




stepsizes) on NNs with linear layers in the tubal tensor format (t-NN layers) is biased towards
low-rank solutions, demonstrating that neural collapse can also occur in the tensorial case. Note,
however, that neural collapse highly depends on the loss function and optimization strategy used
in training.

V. NEURAL NETWORK ARCHITECTURES AS EXPRESSIVE TENSOR FORMATS
Summary: NNs architectures directly linked to a tensor format (sum-product and polynomial NNs).

+ Restricting to architectures more closely linked to tensor formats (e.g., sum-product nets, which are linked to
CPD, TT, etc.) allow many powerful results to be leveraged.

+ Results on the expressivity of tensorized NNs can be linked to the rank of a tensor in a low-rank format; this
can be used to compare architectures (e.g., shallow vs. deep, or using different ranks).

+ Parameter ideitifiability results for linear and some polynomial NNs.

- The results do not necessarily generalize to other more common NN architectures.

Key results leveraged from low-rank tensor decompositions:

« Generic ranks of tensors, relation between ranks of different formats (e.g., CP vs. TT).
« Dimension of algebraic varieties.
« Commonly used tensor formats: TT, HT.

Studying general NNs models without further assumptions can be intractable. However,
particular architectures, such as sum-product and polynomial networks, have been investigated
in more depth. Such networks are highly expressive, and their close connection to well-mastered
tensor formats (including the CPD, TT, HT and X-rank decompositions) provided support to
powerful theoretical results on the expressivity, approximation, and weight identification of
such networks. Although many real-world applications currently use overparametrized NNs that
naturally lead to highly expressive models, theoretically studying the expressivity of different
architectures can shed light on how specific choices (e.g., number of layers) impact the class
of functions the NN can learn. This elucidates fundamental questions such as width versus
depth trade-offs. Moreover, complementary questions such as which small NN architectures
can represent a desired class of functions, or that are also identifiable and might have better
interpretability properties are of significant practical interest. In the following, we review existing
results, including linear, sum-product, and polynomial NNs.

A. Common architectures: stability and identification

1) Linear networks: Although linear NNs are generally not identifiable, considering sparse
or Toeplitz-structured weight matrices provides a setting where fine-grained results about weight
identification and stability can be derived [[19]. Such problems can be studied through the lens
of linearly parametrized networks of the form f(x) = Ap(hr)--- Ai(h1)x, where Ay(hy)
are structured weight matrices depending on low-dimensional vectors of parameters hy € RY .
A key idea is the use of the so-called temnsorial lifting approach, where the linear function
f()=Agr(hg)--- A1(h1) can be represented by a highly structured linear operator .# applied
to the order-L rank-1 tensor h1 ® - -- ® hy, as

FO) =t (M ® - @hyr) € Rbow>din )

Using algebro-geometrical properties of the space of rank-1 and rank-2 tensors and the nullspace
of operator .# (as well as its conditioning), identifiability and stability results for the weights
were obtained, meaning that if two structured networks f and f with parameters {h;}, and
{h¢}, have similar outputs, i.e., f(x) ~ f(x), then their parameters will also be similar, up to
trivial ambiguities.

2) Polynomial neural networks: An important class of NNs are polynomial networks (PNNs)
[17], that is, NNs f(x) whose activations are polynomials of fixed degree. The function space
they generate forms an algebraic variety of polynomials, allowing the use of tools from algebraic



geometry to investigate its properties. The basic case uses monomial activations, where oy(-) =
()% with fixed K (K-th degree power of inputs). By convention, we assume there is no
nonlinear activation at the last layer.

To explain the connection between PNNs and tensors, let us consider the case of monomial
activations and no biases studied in in [[17] (although biases can also be easily treated [40]). In
such a case, the NN is a homogeneous polynomial of degree K~ in = (x1,...,24, ), ie.,
only monomials of the same power appear. Each output f;(x) then corresponds to a different
symmetric tensor F() of order K11

fi(x) = <.7-"(i),m®---®a:>.
KI—1 times

For example, for quadratic polynomials over @ = (z1,x2), we have a:n% + 2bx1x9 + cx% =
{[¢®],zx"). The key idea used in [17] is that for shallow networks (L = 2) the order-(K +1)
tensor F combining F () as Fiioi = F (1) has a CPD with d1 components (the numbers of
hidden neurons):

f(x) = Ayo1(Ax) <= F has a CPD with factors As, A],... Al .
—_——
K times

This connection allows the use of results on generic properties of tensor decomposition to
study both the expressivity and identifiability of PNNs. In [17], the authors show that for a
sufficiently high number of hidden neurons (di,...,d;_1), the network is expressive, that is,
it is able to represent any polynomial map (except for a set of Lebesgue measure zero). This
is done by lower bounding the dimension of the underlying algebraic variety to show that the
variety is thick or filling. This dimension is also intimately linked to the presence or absence of
bad local minima or spurious valleys in the optimization landscape when training under convex
losses [17].

The parameter identifiability of such networks is a complementary question, as it can only
hold when this dimension is sufficiently small (similarly to tensors of subgeneric ranks). It was
shown in [40] that the identifiability of deep PNNs can be characterized by the identifiability
of shallow PNNs (and, thus, of tensor decompositions): a key result is that a deep (L-layer)
polynomial NN is identifiable if and only if every every 2-layer PNN block composed by a
pair of two successive layers is also identifiable.

Other related work connecting the CPD to machine learning models exists. Low-rank tensor
formats have been used to reduce the number of parameters in the well-known factorization
machines [41], which proposed to use the CPD to model a coefficient tensor describing the
interaction between input features. Symmetric tensors were also leveraged to unveil the identi-
fiability properties of 2-layer polynomial NNs with trainable activations f(x) = Ago1(Aix)
(when o1 () is a vector of possibly different and arbitrary degree K polynomials) through their
connection to X-rank and coupled CP decompositions [18].

B. Sum-product networks: expressivity and approximation

1) Tensor decompositions as NNs: In a more general context, hierarchical tensor decom-
positions are intimately linked to a class of neural network architectures called sum-product
networks, where the nonlinear activations o,(-) consist of products of their inputs [14]. Their
close connection to tensor decompositions unlocks a wealth of theoretical results to study their
expressivity and approximation properties. They key insight is that after some manipulations,
these NN models (which include some forms of CNNs) can be expressed as (taking the scalar-
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Fig. 4. TIllustration of the sum-product network @) with a coefficient tensor parametrized in HT [[7] format.
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where ¢ : R — RX is a feature extraction function which maps each input element to a
feature space of dimension K (examples include kernels, random feature expansion, or function
tensorizations, which will be discussed below), with ¢}, denoting its k-th output; A € RE X xK
is a cubic coefficient tensor of order d;, and size K. This class of NNs is illustrated in Fig.

This model is very expressive, as it can capture interactions among any input features.
However, the number of coefficients in .4 grows exponentially with the input dimension djy,.
A key insight in [14] was to link (8) to a type of convolutional sum-product NN architecture,
and to study its expressivity. It was shown that while a CPD coefficient model is linked to
a shallow NN, a special case of a HT decomposition with diagonal structure of inner factors
(e.g., diagonal G©®), gi(?):, Qi(l:): in the example in (3))) corresponds to a deep network. Moreover,
any generic function (’i.’e., with coefficients drawn from a continuous distribution) that can be
implemented by a deep (HT) sum-product network of linear size would require exponential size
to be realized by a shallow (CPD) network. In tensor language, this is related to the CP rank
of a generic tensor being exponentially larger then its HT rank.

In a similar vein, a specific type of RNN with multilinear layers was shown to be equivalent
to a sum-product model (8) in which the weight tensor A following a TT decomposition [31].
It was shown that for a generic RNN in TT format, an equivalent NN in CPD format would
require exponentially larger width. This result is obtained by showing that a generic tensor in
TT format with a given rank will have exponentially larger CP rank.

2) Studying expressivity of a single model for different ranks: A different type of result
consists of looking at the expressivity of (8) not for different tensor formats (e.g., CP vs. TT),
but for different rank values of the same decomposition. This reveals whether a higher ranks
leads to more expressive models, and can show that there are values of rank beyond which no
improvement in expressivity is obtained (which is generally the rank necessary to represent a
generic tensor in the chosen format).

Sum-product network were shown to be equivalent to tensor networks, which are linked to
many-body quantum systems [42]. This allows the use of notions from quantum mechanics to
measure the expressivity of the such models, in particular the so-called quantum entanglement,
which is directly related to the amount of possible interactions between the input variables. The
measure of quantum entanglement of a sum-product network is upper bounded by the ranks of
the so-called matricizations of the tensor network, which are essentially different rearrangements
of the coefficient tensor as matrices. Hence, there is a link between the expressivity of sum-
product nets and the generic rank of the associated tensor format. Thus, the effect of



different choices of model architecture on the expressivity (such as the number of channels
or the convolution stride) can be studied through their effect on the (upper bound of the)
generic ranks of the tensor network [42].

In [15], the authors consider the effect of rank and latent dimension on the expressivity of
second order RNNs, which are recurrent models that use a coefficient tensor in CP format
to allow both first- and second-order interactions between hidden state and inputs at every
iteration. In particular, varying the rank values establishes a strict hierarchy of expressivity in
the resulting function class until a saturation point is reached (the point where the rank reaches
the generic CP rank of the coefficient tensor), after which increasing the rank does not increase
the expressivity of the second-order RNN model.

Expressivity results of sum-product networks from generic ranks of tensor formats

Once sum-product networks are represented in tensor format as in (8)), the key notion to study their expressive
power is through the generic propoerties of different low-rank formats (e.g., CPD, HT). These approaches can be
divided in two categories:

o Comparing the ranks of two different tensor formats: For a generic coefficient tensor admitting a CPD
with rank R (linked to a shallow network), what would be the rank that a HT or TT decomposition (linked to
deep networks) would need to represent it? Such results can help compare different NN architectures (e.g.,
shallow vs. deep) [[14], [31].

« Comparing a single tensor format for different ranks: For a given format, does increasing the rank of the
tensor increase flexibility/expressiveness? This is true for certain ranks, but not beyond a certain threshold:
if the rank is sufficiently high (linked to non-unique decompositions), adding components does not increase
expressiveness [|15]].

3) Tensorization and approximation theory in terms of smoothness spaces: While ex-
pressivity results are valuable to compare different architectures, they do not shed light into
the smoothness properties of the associated function classes and their relation to classical
approximation results. Recently, significant effort was dedicated to understand the approximation
spaces of NNs, such as ReLU nets, within the same setting as classical approximation results
obtained in signal processing for polynomials, splines or wavelets, all of which are closely
related to their smoothness properties [43]].

In [[16] such analysis was performed by the tensorization of univariate functions f : [0,1) —> R
over an interval, by the so-called coarse-graining. The idea is to use a partition of [0, 1) into
2@ intervals of length 2%, and identify a one-dimensional function f(z) with a multivariate

function (or tensor) f(-,...,-,v), so that f(i1,...,ig,v), for i, € {0, 1} represent a restriction
of the function on each sub-interval. Formally, by using the dyadic expansion we can write
x = 222:1 2%, + 27, for i, € {0,1} and v € [0, 1). Finally, the function f(-,...,-,v), can

be represented in a tensor format, e.g.,

K
flix, ... ig,v) = Z ka)(il)...gg“)(z'@)q/)(k)(v)
k=1

= L,G(0)® - ® (i) ®Y(v)), ©)

for some feature dimension K and functions (; : {0,1} — R¥ and ¢ : [0,1) — R¥, which
can be seen as a (higher dimensional) feature representation of the scalar input x. 1 is the
tensor of ones. Since the inputs of (; are binary, these functions are essentially defined by
their evaluations over {0, 1}, that is, if we look at function (;(i1) ® - - - ® (g (iq) for all binary
inputs 7, it can be equivalently represented as a tensor of real valued coefficients. Thus, these
functions form a tensor network of order () (which can be seen as the depth of the NN) and
dimension K, which was parametrized using a TT decomposition.

Such networks are highly expressive: It was shown in [16] that any function belonging to
a Besov space can be approximated with optimal rate by a network (9) in TT format. On the
other hand, the approximation classes of this TT format are not embedded into any Besov



space: an arbitrary function from this TT network has no Besov smoothness unless the depth
of the network (i.e., Q) is constrained [[16]. This result reconciles the approximation spaces of
tensorized univariate NNs in TT format with similar approximation results that were recently
obtained for deep ReLLU networks [43].

Expressivity results must be interpreted with care

Despite the insight they shed on the interplay between width vs. depth in NNs, it is worth noting that the
expressivity analysis of sum-product networks does not necessarily generalizes directly to other NN architectures.
For example, there are (a subset of positive measure of) deep CNNs with ReLLU activations realizable by small
shallow architectures [44]].

V1. USING DERIVATIVES AND MOMENT TENSORS TO LEARN NEURAL NETWORKS
Summary: Using moments or derivatives of a NN to reveal its parameters as factors of low-rank tensors.

+ Leads to both parameter identifiability and generalization results and to polynomial time (tensor
decomposition-based) learning algorithms that can be applied to widely used NN architectures (MLPs,
CNNS).

- Requires access to derivatives of the NN or to score function (information about the input data distribution).

- Most methods address 2-layer NNs, adapting them to the case of 3- or more layers is difficult.

Key results leveraged from low-rank tensor decompositions:

« Uniqueness of tensor decompositions (CPD, Paratuck).

« Stability of the decomposition to perturbations/errors is essential in establishing generalization bounds.
« Computability results for the CPD and polynomial time algorithms for decomposing symmetric tensors.
« Commonly used tensor formats: (symmetric and non-symmetric) CPD, Paratuck.

The core idea behind an important class of NN learning algorithms is to differentiate the
function we want to estimate in order to relate its parameters to the factors of a (unique) tensor.
This approach served as a pillar of recent breakthroughs in the theory of NN learning. While
most modern NN training is based on gradient descent algorithms, training methods based on
derivatives or moments provide a complementary approach with support for strong theoretical
guarantees. Indeed, while complexity theory often shows overly pessimistic results when applied
to NN learning, derivative/moment approaches have been used to prove that NN training can
be done in polynomial time for some architectures (e.g., 2- or 3-layer MLPs). In addition,
derivatives-based learning approaches also provide identifiability results for a large class of NNs.
In fact, such approaches have long history in signal processing, with connections to the method
of moments in independent component analysis and latent variable models [6] and decoupling
approaches in non-linear system identification [22]. Using derivative-based techniques to study
deep NN architectures and the learning algorithms used in practice is an exciting open problem
that might shed light on why practical NN training succeeds despite being NP-hard in the worst
case.

1) Example for a 2-layer NN: To visualize the connection between NNs and a tensor, it is
instructive to consider the example of a 2-layer NN with a scalar output, f(x) = aso(Ajx+by).
Computing the third order derivative of f(x) gives us

Vi)=Y 1 @)al’ ®al’ ®al”, (10)
i=1
where a(li) denotes the i-th row of A; ordered as a column vector, fy(i)(zc) denotes the i-th
element of v(x) = diag(az)o!’(Ai1x + by), and ¢” is the third derivative of the (elementwise)
activations o.

Inspecting this equation shows that the derivative reveals the parameters of the model in the
form of a tensor: the weight matrix A; is the factor of a symmetric CPD, whose rank equals
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Fig. 5. Illustration of differentiation-based methods (derivatives and method of moments) for learning a 2-layer
NN.

the number of hidden neurons d;. Thus, A; can be recovered by computing the symmetric CPD
of v§§’> f (). This allows us to leverage both decomposition algorithms as well as theoretical
results (such as uniqueness), and already suggests the CPD as an initial step in an algorithm
for NN learning. This is illustrated in Fig. [5]

2) Score function approaches: One difficulty with exploiting is the need to differentiate
f(x). Nonetheless, we can still construct tensors to train NNs using knowledge about the input
data distribution p(x) by means of the so-called score function Sy, (x) = (—1)"[V™p(x)]/p(x),
which is an order-m tensor of size di, X ... X dj, proportional the derivative of log p(x) [6].
The key idea comes from a generalization of the classical Stein’s lemma (Theorem 6 in [45]),
which relates the (cross) moments between any continuously differentiable labeling function
f () and the the score function S,,(x), to the expectation of the m-th order derivative of f(x)
as

under some mild regularity conditions. This result connects the derivative approach to the method
of moments: the left hand side of (T1]) can be estimated from the data distribution, while and the
right hand side give us the derivatives that can be used to connect the NN weights to a tensor
decomposition. Thus, we forego the need to evaluate the derivatives of f(x) by assuming access
to the score function if we consider its average behavior. This served as a basis of theoretical
results and NN learning algorithms [20].

From derivatives to score functions and the method of moments

The derivatives are an essential step to reveal the parameters of a NN through tensor decompositions. When
leveraging Stein’s lemma (TT)), we exchange the need for knowing how to differentiate f(z) by the knowledge
of the score function Sy, (). This shows that knowledge of the input data distribution can make NN learning more
tractable. However, the score function can be very hard to estimate without further assumptions on p(x). When
the input is a standard Gaussian p(x) = .4#°(0,I), then the score functions are given by Hermite polynomials
Sm(x) = Heg(x). This result has been used to develop efficient NN learning algorithms based on the method of
moments.

Learning of 2-layer NNs f(x) = As0(A1x + by) using the method of moments or derivatives

1) Estimate cross-moments or derivative tensors, as E,, () {f (@) ® S3(@)} or E, () {vf’)f(m)}.

2) Identify the factors of the tensor with some NN parameters (e.g., the first layer weights A1).

3) Compute these parameters using tensor decomposition (e.g., symmetric CPD).

4) Given the computed factors (e.g., Aj), recover the remaining NN parameters (e.g., bias by, activation
functions o(-)) using, e.g., Fourier-based and/or regression techniques.



A. Learning 2-layer NNs with the method of moments

The method of moments was first leveraged in [20] for learning 2-layer NNs, leading to a
polynomial-time algorithm and an in-depth theoretical analysis. Consider a network f(x) =
a0 (Ajx + by) with bias and sigmoidal activation o with nonzero (expected) third derivatives.
Leveraging the connection between the order-3 score function and the NN derivatives, a general
algorithm was devised in four key steps:

1) Estimate the cross-moments between the NN output and the input score function in (L1).
2) Estimate the weights of the first layer A; using the symmetric CP decomposition of
(3)

Eop(@){Va f()}.

3) Given the estimated A; and knowledge of p(x), estimate the bias term b; using a Fourier-
transform method. Specifically, since the transformation aso(A1x) — ago(Aix + by) is
a shift of the function aso(Ajx), by can be recovered uniquely from the phase of its
Fourier transform.

4) Finally, the parameters of the last layer as can be estimated by least-squares regression.

Assuming knowledge of S3(x) and some non-degeneracy conditions on Aj, this algorithm
achieves a polynomial sample complexity (scaling as 1/ v/N with the number of training samples
N) both for the model’s generalization and for the recovery of its parameters, which are uniquely
identified [20]. The analysis combines statistical estimation bounds to account for estimation
errors in the moments due to a finite number of samples with a perturbation analysis of a
symmetric CPD algorithm.

Several subsequent works investigated the method of moments to learn 2-layer NNs by
exploiting more properties of the data and NN architecture. The authors in [24] considered
2-layer NNs without bias, with symmetric input distribution p(x) = p(—a), ReLU activations
o(x) = max(0,z) and with the output dimension being the same as the number of hidden
neurons (i.e., Ao being square). In this case, the score function is not directly necessary:
well-chosen (cross) moments (of order up to four) between inputs x and outputs y can be
directly related to the the NN parameters, which can be estimated using tensor decomposition.
This approach was extended in [46] to address ReLU NNs with bias and scalar outputs by
assuming the input distribution p(x) to be Gaussian using the tensor decomposition of the
so-called Hermite coefficients of the NN f(x) (i.e., the score function for the Gaussian case,
E{f () Her(a)}).

1) Convolutional architectures: The method of moments has also been used in to learn the
parameters of convolutional network architectures in [47], where a particular tensorization of
the data was exploited to construct a tensor with the convolution kernels as its factors from the
first order score function. However, the convolution kernels are learned by non-symmetric CP
decomposition, which is generally NP-hard.

2) Connecting the method of moments to optimization approaches: Tensorial approaches
have been used in tandem with optimization strategies to train NNs. By analyzing the least
squares loss function for learning 2-layer NNs with Gaussian inputs and no bias terms, it was
shown in [48] that the optimization loss is implicitly equivalent to simultaneously decomposing
a sequence of low-rank tensors, weighted by the Hermite coefficients of the activation function
& that is, By {1 £ () — F()2} = 27 &l 30, a®F — 317 | aPF|? for two networks f
and f . Using this connection, the authors modified the loss function (effectively changing the
activation function) to obtain more favorable optimization landscapes. The method of moments
was also used to provide sufficiently accurate initializations to stochastic gradient algorithms
such that convergence to a global optimum could be guaranteed [49].



Score matching/method of moments:

+ No need to probe the (unknown) function f () to compute derivatives.

- need access to the score function Sy, («) (information about the input data distribution).

+ Often leads to symmetric tensors that can be tackled with well-mastered (polynomial time) algorithms.
+ Very efficient for some choices of input distribution (Gaussian, symmetric) and activations (ReLU).

Direct differentiation:

+ Can tackle trainable activation functions and 3-layer NN.
- Leads to non-symmetric or non-additive tensor decompositions (NP-hard).
- Needs access to the derivatives of function f(x) to be learned (e.g., in the active sampling regime).

B. Using direct differentiation and flexible activation functions

Several approaches are based on directly evaluating derivative matrices and tensors (Jacobians
and Hessians) and using their connection to the NN architecture for learning both weight
matrices and trainable activation functions [21]], [22]]. Supposing the output of a (vector-valued)
NN f(x) = Az0(Ajz + by) can be evaluated at points selected by the user (e.g., experimental
design or compression of preexisting NNs), a third-order tensor J € R%uw>dinxN can be
constructed by stacking evaluations of the Jacobian matrix of f(x) at N different points
xi,...,xN as [22]

Toom = VS f ) (12)
= Ay diag (U/(Alwn + bl))Al s (13)

where ¢’ contains the first-order derivatives of the activation functions in ¢. This tensor admits
a CP decomposition with rank equal to the number of neurons. Its factors in modes 1 and 2
are the NN weight matrices A; and As, and the mode-3 factor consists of different evaluations
of ¢/, which can be recovered uniquely under mild assumptions [22]]. Differently from most
approaches based on the method of moments, decoupling methods use first-order information.
However, this leads to the CPD of non-symmetric tensors, which is harder to compute (and
NP-hard in general).

This does not assume knowledge of o, thus, the (possibly different) activation functions (and
bias term) can be learned by choosing a parametric form for ¢ = gy depending on parameters
6, and fitting its derivative oy, to the the recovered mode-3 factors e = g/ (A1xy, + by), using
Ajx, as inputs [22], which makes the model very flexible. Common choices for oy include
polynomials or expansions in some basis of functions chosen a priori.

When can NNs be learned in polynomial time? Is the answer related to tensor decompositions?

Algorithms based on the method of moments have provided encouraging answers [20], [48], relying on the
tractability of symmetric CPD. However, many approaches (dealing with trainable activations [22]] or CNNs [47]))
use non-symmetric CPD, which is generally NP-hard. Even in the symmetric case the situation is intricate. Let us
take as example 2-layer NNs f(z) = 1" o(A ) in which o(-) are third degree polynomials,  ~ .4 (0, I) and A;
is drawn from some isotropic distribution. It was shown in [34] that the hardness of learning this NN depends on the
(in)existence of efficient algorithms to decompose tensor Z?;l agl) ® agl) ® agl), which is conjectured to be NP-
hard on d;,, when the number of neurons/rank satisfies d; > (din)3/ 2. Moreover, under some further assumptions,
when the number of neurons satisfies (din)*/? < di < (diy)?, the expected risk for f given by any polynomial
time algorithm is bounded away from zero with high probability when d;;, — 0. This suggests a possible phase
transition of learnability at (d;,)*/? neurons, and illustrates a deep connection between tensors and NNis.

1) Connection to active subspace approaches: Approaches based on derivatives are con-
nected to active subspace (AS) methods, which are nonlinear dimension reduction approaches
that identify a set of important directions in the input space of a scalar-valued f(x) by projecting
x onto the column space of the averaged gradient matrix () {(Vaf () (Vo f(z))T}. AS
approaches have been used to learn NNs with less neurons than input dimensions (d; < diy)



with robustness to perturbations in the derivative estimation [21]]. Considering a NN f(x) =
170(A;x)), the authors proposed the following algorithm:

1) Use the AS approach to reduce the dimension to the input space to dy.

2) Use averaged gradient and Hessian information of f(x) to estimate Span{agl) }i © R4 and
span{agi) ® agi)}i c R4xdand decompose these subspaces jointly using a non-convex
optimization problem to recover A; (up to permutations and sign changes).

3) Once A; is estimated, the activations functions ¢ can be learned using regression.

Theoretical guarantees are provided for the correct recovery of A; and for the generalization of
f(x), accounting for errors in derivative estimation [21]]. The joint use of first- and second-order
differentials was shown to improves the sensitivity to noise compared to using only third-order
derivatives.

A framework to study model identifiability

A key feature of algorithms based on derivatives or on the method of moments is that they inherit uniqueness
properties of tensor decompositions such as the CPD. This can lead to results guaranteeing that the network not only
generalizes well (i.e., the expected risk is small), but also that the NN parameters/weights can be recovered uniquely
(up to trivial ambiguities), ensuring the interpretation (e.g., disentanglement) of the hidden representations.

2) Learning 3-layer NNs: The majority of results for learning NNs using derivatives address
the case of 2-layers. Nonetheless, both derivative- and AS-based approaches have been extended
to the 3-layer case [23]], [50]. For a NN f(x) = Azo3(As01(Aqx)) with doye > 1, one approach
is to, again, take derivatives to construct a Jacobian tensor which now will have the following
format [23]]:

VW f(@,) = Az diag (0h(20)) Az diag (0 () A1, (14)

where t, = Ajx, and z, = Aso1(A1xy). This is no longer an additive decomposition, but
a Paratuck-2 decomposition [3]. This result was used in [23]] to devise a learning algorithm
with parameter identification guarantees based on a coupled factorization of the Jacobian and
Hessian tensors of f(x).

A different approach based on AS was proposed in [S0] to learn 3-layer NNs of the form
f(x) = 1T09(As01(Ajx)). Inspecting the Hessian of f(x) immediately reveals the key
challenge:

dl > 3 d2 . . .
V@) = Y7 @) al’ ®@al’ + Y 9 (@) v (z) @ vV(z), (15)
=1

J=1

where 7 (2) and ) (z) are coefficient functions, and v) (z) is a factor of the decomposition
which is no longer constant, but a function of the inputs x. For suitable statistical distributions
of sampling points x,, the span of the Hessians {Vg) f (mn)}gzl concentrate around the
fixed subspace span {agz) ®al’, v0)(0) v} _, 1.4, Where v1)(0) is a known
function of the NN parameters. This relation allows ‘[hé'fécldverﬁ}“(’)f2 the NN weights by solving
a nonlinear optimization problem [50].

Going beyond 2-layer NNs with derivative or moment-based methods is a challenging endeavor as we lose the
link to standard tensor decompositions: the gradients of are no longer related to a CPD but to non-additive (e.g.,
Paratuck) decompositions, and the Hessian has a nonlinear structure.



VII. EMERGING USE OF TENSORS IN OTHER LEARNING PROBLEMS
Summary: Use of tensors to advance the theory of RL, generative modeling, and mixtures of classifiers.

« Link between generative models with polynomial NNs and tensor ring decomposition, with polynomial time
learning algorithms under some dimension settings based on the method of moments.

« Action-value functions in RL with discrete state and action spaces can be represented as a tensor with a
low-rank format.

o Mixtures of linear classifiers can be identified using CPD based on moments of a carefully chosen distribution.

Key results leveraged from low-rank tensor decompositions:

o Uniqueness of the CPD, compression of the amount of parameters, efficient algorithms to learn tensor
networks.
« Commonly used tensor formats: TT/tensor ring, CPD.

Recently, the tensorial approaches described in the previous sections have been extended to
study more general learning problems in generative modeling, RL, and learning mixtures of
linear classifiers.

1) Generative models: Tensors have been used to study the learnability of generative models
in [25]. For Gaussian inputs  ~ .4#°(0, I'), one can consider the pushforward measure y = f(x)
on R%u when f is a polynomial NN of degree K, whose i-th output can be written as

y(Z) :<A(l)’w®K>’ i:l’...,dout)

where A() g R%n*-Xdin are parameter tensors. The particularity is that {A®)}% are learned
only from data {y, })\_,, without access to the inputs {z,}"_,. An algorithm based on the
method of moments (using moments of order < 3) was proposed in [25] and shown to be
equivalent to a tensor ring decomposition [[7]. Moreover, quadratic NNs (K = 2) can be learned
in polynomial time when d;, = O(+v/dout)-

Another important use of tensors is in learning discrete hidden Markov models (HMM). An
HMM with discrete hidden variables h; € {1,..., H} can be written as

H din
p(er,.za,) = Y plailh) | [ p(hilhio)p(wilhi)
ha ooy, =1 i=1

which is equivalent to a nonnegative tensor network model [26]. This connection has been used
to study the expressivity of such models following a similar strategy as explained in Section
Similar connections can also be established between tensor networks and restricted Boltzmann
machines.

2) Mixtures of linear classifiers: An emerging problem in machine learning is learning a
mixture of M linear classifiers [28]]. Given a set of vectors a1, ...,ays € R%» and corresponding
probability weights w;, in this setting the measured data is generated as follows: an index j
is first selected with probability w;, and then the labels are computed as y = L+(a]T:1:), where
x ~ A(0,I) and ¢y is the indicator function of R,. We aim to recover a; and w;. Tensor
decomposition has been used in [28] to provide a learning algorithm based on the method of
moments that guarantees identifiability of the parameters with with polynomial dependence on
din and exponential dependence on M and on the separation between weight vectors, |a; —a;|,
© # j. The key insight is to circumvent the nonlinearity in ¢4 by estimating the moments not
of p(zx), but of p(x|y > 0). This reveals the parameters of the model as a tensor, since

M
2D+1
E~p(aly=0){Hezn4+1(x)} o Z wja?( +1)

j=1
The parameters can then be uniquely estimated using CP tensor decomposition for high enough D.

3) Reinforcement learning: In a nutshell, in RL, an agent interacts with an environment
over time t = 1,2,... by selecting actions u; € % depending on its current state s; € .%
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(which transitions according to the distribution p(s;4+1|S¢, u¢)) in order to maximize a (ex-
pected and accumulated) reward, measured through the action-value function Q(s¢ u;) =
E{Y0 o Y*r(St4ks Uik )|St, ue}, for some discount factor v € [0,1). Given a policy 7(uls),
which specifies the probability of selecting actions given a state, a cornerstone of RL frameworks
is the Bellman expectation equation

Q(37 u) = T('S? u) + VEp(s'\s,u)fr(u'\s’){Q<3/7 u/)} )

which characterizes the optimal action-value function Q)(s,u) that needs to be recursively
estimated. A key observation is that when the action and state spaces % and . are discrete and
have high dimension, Q(s, ) can be represented as a tensor consisting of the evaluations of this
function over the possible values of s and uw. This prompted the use of low-rank decomposition
to parametrize (s, u), along with recursive strategies for its online estimation [27]. It was
theoretically shown that the rank of the tensorized Q)(s,u) can be bounded in terms of the
ranks of the reward and transition tensors, and that the use of low-rank assumptions considerably
reduces the sample complexity [27].

CONCLUSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES

This article provided an overview of the different ways in which the framework of low-
rank tensor decompositions has been exploited in the theoretical study of NNs. The intimate
connection between tensor formats and NNs supported the study of the compression of NN archi-
tectures, of tensorized (sum-product) networks, and of learning using derivatives and moments,
addressing questions such as the expressivity, generalization, learnability, and identifiability of
NNs. As the use of deep learning advances at an impressive speed, important challenges continue
to emerge, among which:

Understanding NNs with low-rank weights: Few works managed to investigate the impact
of low-rank weights on the generalization of NNs. Understanding the influence of different low-
rank formats (including implicit biases of NN training algorithms towards solutions with low
rank) and their use in emerging NN architectures such as transformers and state-space models
is of fundamental importance.

Approximation and tensorized neural networks: The connection between sum-product
networks and tensorized univariate functions and tensor decompositions such as TT and HT
allowed powerful expressivity and approximation results to be obtained. How much can these
results tell us about other classes of architectures, such as deep transformers? Tightening the
connection between these different families of neural networks can further the understanding
of a broader class of deep learning models.

Derivatives-based methods beyond the 2-layer or Gaussian cases: Methods based on
derivatives and the method of moments have supported approaches to learn NNs with strong
guarantees. However, most algorithms are restricted to the 2-layer case or need knowledge about
the distribution of the input data. Extending these methods to efficiently handle deep networks
and unknown input data distributions is essential to broaden the use of these techniques.

The interface between the mathematics of low-rank tensor decompositions and the theory of
NNs proved to be a fruitful area of research. We hope that the interaction between these fields
will continue to boost important contributions, both in the theoretical study of well-established
and emerging tensor formats and in their use to investigate cutting edge NN architectures.
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