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Abstract

Kruskal’s theorem states that a sum of product tensors constitutes a unique tensor
rank decomposition if the so-called k-ranks of the product tensors are large. In this
work, we propose a conjecture in which the k-rank condition of Kruskal’s theorem is
weakened to the standard notion of rank, and the conclusion is relaxed to a statement
on the linear dependence of the product tensors. Our conjecture would imply a gener-
alization of Kruskal’s theorem. Several adaptations and generalizations of Kruskal’s
theorem have already been obtained, but these results still cannot certify uniqueness
when the k-ranks are below a certain threshold. Our generalization would contain
several of these results, and could certify uniqueness below this threshold. We prove
our conjecture over an arbitrary field F when the underlying multipartite vector space
takes any one of three forms: Fd1 ⊗ Fd2 , Fd1 ⊗ Fd2 ⊗ F2, or Fd1 ⊗ F2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ F2. As a
corollary to the third case, we prove that if n product tensors form a circuit, then they
have rank greater than one in at most n − 2 subsystems. This is a quadratic improve-
ment over a recent bound obtained by Ballico, and is sharp.

1 Introduction

Let [m] = {1, . . . , m} when m is a positive integer, and let Vj be a vector space for each
j ∈ [m]. A product tensor in V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm is a non-zero tensor z ∈ V of the form
z = z1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zm, with zj ∈ Vj for all j ∈ [m]. We refer to the spaces Vj that make up the
space V as subsystems. The tensor rank (or rank) of a tensor v ∈ V , denoted by rank(v), is
the minimum number r for which v is the sum of r product tensors. A decomposition of
v into the sum of r product tensors is called a tensor rank decomposition of v. An expression
of v as a sum of product tensors (not necessarily of minimum number) is known simply
as a decomposition of v. A decomposition of v into the sum of n product tensors

v = ∑
a∈[n]

xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m (1)
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is said to be the unique tensor rank decomposition of v if for any other decomposition

v = ∑
a∈[n]

ya,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ya,m (2)

of v as a sum of n product tensors there exists a permutation σ ∈ Sn such that xa = yσ(a)

for all a ∈ [n]. It is easy to see that this implies rank(v) = n. The decomposition (1) is
said to be unique in the j-th subsystem if for any other decomposition (2) there exists a per-
mutation σ ∈ Sn such that xa,j ∈ span{yσ(a),j} for all a ∈ [n]. Kruskal’s theorem gives
sufficient conditions for a decomposition (1) to constitute a unique tensor rank decompo-
sition [Kru77]. We refer to results of this kind as uniqueness criteria.

Uniqueness criteria have found scientific applications in signal processing and spec-
troscopy, among others [Lat11, Lan12, CMDL+15, SDLF+17]. In these circles, subsystems
are also referred to as factors and loadings, and the tensor rank decomposition is also re-
ferred to as the canonical decomposition (CANDECOMP), parallel factor (PARAFAC) model,
canonical polyadic (CP) decomposition, and topographic components model. Uniqueness of a
tensor decomposition is also referred to as specific identifiability, and uniqueness criteria as
identifiability criteria.

The Kruskal-rank (or k-rank) of a set of vectors {u1, . . . , un}, denoted by k-rank(u1, . . . , un),
is the largest number k for which dim span{ua : a ∈ S} = k for every subset S ⊆ [n]
of size |S| = k. Kruskal’s theorem states that if a collection of product tensors
{xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m : a ∈ [n]} has large enough k-ranks kj = k-rank(x1,j, . . . , xn,j), then their
sum constitutes a unique tensor decomposition. This theorem was originally proven for
m = 3 subsystems over R [Kru77], was later extended to more than three subsystems
by Sidiropoulos and Bro [SB00], and then to an arbitrary field by Rhodes [Rho10]
(Landsberg’s proof also applies to an arbitrary field [Lan12]).

Theorem 1 (Kruskal’s theorem). Let n ≥ 2 and m ≥ 3 be integers, let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be
a multipartite vector space over a field F, and let

{xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ V

be a set of product tensors. For each j ∈ [m], let

kj = k-rank(x1,j, . . . , xn,j).

If 2n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(kj − 1) + 1, then ∑a∈[n] xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m constitutes a unique tensor rank decom-

position.

In [Der13] it is shown that the inequality appearing in Kruskal’s theorem is sharp, in
the sense that there exist cases in which 2n = ∑

m
j=1(kj − 1) + 2 and the decomposition is

not unique. While Kruskal’s theorem gives sufficient conditions for uniqueness, necessary
conditions are obtained in [Kri93, Str83, LS01]. In [COV17] it is shown that Kruskal’s theo-
rem is effective over R or C in the sense that it certifies uniqueness on a dense open subset
of the smallest semialgebraic set containing the set of rank n tensors. Generic unique-
ness has been studied, for example, in [BCO14, COV14, DL15]. Uniqueness of symmetric
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tensor decompositions (also known as the INDSCAL model), and of other types of de-
compositions have been studied, for example, in [ACV18, BC12, SDL15, MMS18, AC20].

Our main conjecture in this work is not itself a uniqueness criterion, but would imply a
criterion that generalizes Kruskal’s theorem. In our main conjecture, the k-rank condition
in Kruskal’s theorem is relaxed to a condition on the standard rank of (x1,j, . . . , xn,j). In
turn, the conclusion is also relaxed to a statement describing the linear dependence of the
product tensors xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m. Before stating our main conjecture, we first introduce
the generalization of Kruskal’s theorem it would imply.

Conjecture 2. Let n ≥ 2 and m ≥ 3 be integers, let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a multipartite vector
space over a field F, and let

{xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ V

be a set of product tensors. For each subset S ⊆ [n] of size 2 ≤ |S| ≤ n and index j ∈ [m], let

dS
j = dim span{xa,j : a ∈ S}.

If 2|S| ≤ ∑
m
j=1(d

S
j − 1) + 1 for every such S, then ∑a∈[n] xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m constitutes a unique

tensor rank decomposition.

To see that Conjecture 2 contains Kruskal’s theorem, assume the conditions of
Kruskal’s theorem hold and note that for any subset S ⊆ [n], the product tensors
{xa : a ∈ S} satisfy dS

j ≥ min{kj, |S|}. Using this fact, it is easy to verify that

2n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(kj − 1) + 1 implies 2|S| ≤ ∑

m
j=1(d

S
j − 1) + 1 for every subset S ⊆ [n] of size

2 ≤ |S| ≤ n.
In Section 4 we compare Conjecture 2 to the uniqueness criteria of Domanov, De

Lathauwer, and Sørensen (DLS), which generalize Kruskal’s theorem in the case of three
subsystems [DL13a, DL13b, DL14, SL15, SDL15]. Other uniqueness criteria that we are
aware of can only be applied when the tensor rank n is small [COV14, BBS20], or when
k1 = d1 = n [Ste10]. The question of whether a given decomposition constitutes a unique
tensor rank decomposition can be phrased as an ideal membership problem, and hence is
theoretically computable, but likely computationally intractable. We restrict our attention
to the uniqueness criteria of DLS for which we are aware of an efficient implementation.
The cited results of DLS contain many similar but incomparable criteria, which can be dif-
ficult to keep track of. In Theorem 10 we synthesize these criteria into a single statement,
and directly prove a generalization of one of them. Unfortunately, Theorem 10 requires
the k-ranks to be large (see (5) for a precise statement). Our Conjecture 2 does not require
the k-ranks to be large, and hence has the potential to efficiently certify uniqueness for a
large class of tensors that cannot be handled by current means.

Our Conjecture 2 also appears to give evidence for a generalization of Theorem 10,
which would unify this medley of uniqueness criteria into a single, elegant criterion.
We follow closely the formalism of [DL13a, DL13b]. Every uniqueness criterion in Theo-
rem 10 assumes a certain condition, which we call Condition U, that guarantees unique-
ness in the first subsystem by Kruskal’s permutation lemma [Kru77]. (Our Condition U
is Condition Un−d1+1 of [DL13a, DL13b], with the additional assumption that k1 ≥ 2.)
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Further conditions are then assumed which certify full uniqueness. As there is no known
method to check Condition U efficiently, two more restrictive, but more efficiently check-
able conditions, called Condition H and Condition C, are often used instead. Our Con-
jecture 2 would imply that Condition H alone certifies uniqueness, which leads us to ask
whether Condition U alone certifies uniqueness. Such a statement would generalize The-
orem 10.

At the end of Section 4, we generalize Condition U to the case of greater than three
subsystems. We also prove a related result on the multilinear rank of linear combinations
of product tensors with large k-ranks, which generalizes results of Ha and Kye [HK15].

We now state our main conjecture, which in Section 4 we prove would imply Conjec-
ture 2. We first require a definition.

Definition 3. Let n ≥ 2 be an integer, and let V be a vector space over a field F. We
say that a set of non-zero vectors {v1, . . . , vn} ⊆ V \ {0} splits as a direct sum (or simply,
splits) if there exist non-empty sets S, T ⊆ {v1, . . . , vn} that partition {v1, . . . , vn} (i.e.
S ∪ T = {v1, . . . , vn} and S ∩ T = {}) such that

span{v1, . . . , vn} = span(S)⊕ span(T).

Now we state our main conjecture.

Conjecture 4. Let n ≥ 2 and m ≥ 1 be integers, let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a multipartite vector
space over a field F, and let

R = {xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ V

be a set of product tensors. For each j ∈ [m], let

dj = dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]}.

If n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1, then R splits.

We prove Conjecture 4 in three special cases.

Theorem 5. Conjecture 4 holds in the following cases:

1. m = 2 and d1, d2 ≥ 1 (hereafter referred to as the bipartite case).

2. m = 3, d1, d2 ≥ 1, and 1 ≤ d3 ≤ 2 (hereafter referred to as the restricted tripartite case).

3. m ≥ 4, d1 ≥ 1, and 1 ≤ d2, . . . , dm ≤ 2 (hereafter referred to as the restricted multipartite
case).

In Section 2 we prove these three statements in Proposition 19, Theorem 20, and The-
orem 23 respectively. In Proposition 19 and Theorem 20, we actually prove more gen-
eral statements than the bipartite and restricted tripartite cases of Conjecture 4. Theo-
rem 23 implies that Conjecture 2 holds for m ≥ 4 when for every subset S ⊆ [n] of size
2 ≤ |S| ≤ n there exists an index j ∈ [m] such that dS

i ≤ 2 for all i ∈ [m] \ j. Unfortunately,
we have been unable to find an example for which this statement certifies uniqueness, but
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some reshaping of Kruskal’s theorem does not (see [COV17]). Theorem 20 similarly gives
rise to a uniqueness criterion, which turns out to be contained in Kruskal’s theorem.

Recall that a set of non-zero vectors forms a circuit if it is linearly dependent and any
non-empty strict subset is linearly independent. Since a circuit does not split, an imme-
diate consequence of Theorem 23 is that if a set of n product tensors forms a circuit, then
dj > 1 for at most n − 2 indices j ∈ [m] (Corollary 14). This quadratically improves
the bound (n

2) + n obtained by Ballico [Bal20a, Theorem 1.1]. In Section 7 we use Derk-
sen’s result [Der13] to prove that our bound is sharp in the sense that there exist circuits
for which dj > 1 for n − 2 indices j ∈ [m]. We furthermore prove that the inequality
n ≤ ∑

m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1 appearing in Conjecture 4 would be sharp in a similar sense. Ballico

used his result to study linearly dependent sets of product tensors (see also [Bal20b]). In
Section 5 we the use the (well-known) n = 3 case of our bound to provide an alternate
proof of a recent result in quantum information theory [BLM17]. In a follow up work, the
author studies decomposable correlation matrices, correlation matrices that can be written
as the Schur product of correlation matrices of reduced rank, and uses Corollary 14 to
bound the number of non-trivial correlation matrices that can appear in a decomposition
[Lov19].

In Section 5 we also introduce two statements that would follow from Conjecture 4,
special cases of which follow from Theorem 5. First, if the sum of a set of n product ten-
sors has tensor rank at most r for some r ∈ [n − 1], and n + r ≤ ∑

m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1, then

the sum of some subset of the product tensors of size at least r has tensor rank less than
r. The restricted multipartite case of this statement with r = 1 is essentially Corollary 14.
This statement has connections with Condition U in the study of uniqueness criteria. Sec-
ond, if a tensor has multilinear rank (r1, . . . , rm) (see Section 3) and tensor rank n with
2n ≤ ∑

m
j=1(rj − 1) + 1, then for any two tensor rank decompositions of it, the sum of a

strict subset of the two sets of product tensors involved must agree (Corollary 18). This
conclusion can be viewed as a weakening of the statement that the tensor rank decompo-
sition is unique.

We close this introduction by describing an equivalent formulation of Conjecture 4
that we will use to prove Theorem 5, and which may be of independent theoretical inter-
est. Consider the following definition.

Definition 6. Let n ≥ 2 be an integer, and let V be a vector space over a field F. We say
a set of non-zero vectors {v1, . . . , vn} ⊆ V \ {0} is minimal over F if there exist (non-zero)
scalars α1, . . . , αn ∈ F such that

∑
a∈[n]

αava = 0, (3)

and for every subset S ⊆ [n] of size 1 ≤ |S| ≤ n − 1, it holds that

∑
a∈S

αava 6= 0.

We say that (3) constitutes a minimal linear dependence of {v1, . . . , vn}.

5



Note that our definition of minimal differs from that of Ballico [Bal20b]. In Proposi-
tion 7 we prove that splitting is invariant under field extensions, and in Proposition 8
we prove that over an infinite field, a set of vectors splits if and only if it is not minimal.
As a result, it suffices to prove (special cases of) Conjecture 4 over an infinite field, with
“splits” replaced by “is not minimal” if desired. When ambiguity arises, we refer to these
two versions of Conjecture 4 as the splitting and non-minimal versions, respectively. In
Section 6, we appeal to both of these versions to prove Theorem 5.
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3 Mathematical preliminaries

Here we review some mathematical background for this work that was not covered in
the introduction. For vector spaces V1, . . . ,Vm over a field F, we use Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm)
to denote the set of (non-zero) product tensors in V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm. This set forms an alge-
braic variety given by the affine cone over the Segre variety Seg(PV1 × · · · × PVm), with
0 removed. We use symbols like a, b to index tensors, and symbols like i, j to index sub-
systems. For vector spaces V and W , let L(V ,W) denote the space of linear maps from
V to W . We use the shorthand L(V) = L(V ,V). For a vector space V of dimension d, let
{e1, . . . , ed} be a standard basis for V .

For a product tensor z ∈ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm), the vectors zj ∈ Vj for which
z = z1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ zm are uniquely defined up to scalar multiples α1z1, . . . , αmzm such
that α1 · · · αm = 1. For positive integers n and m, we frequently define sets of product
tensors

{xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm)

without explicitly defining corresponding vectors {xa,j} such that

xa = xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m for each a ∈ [n].

In this case, we implicitly fix some such vectors, and refer to them without further intro-
duction.
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We use the notation

xa, ĵ = xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,j−1 ⊗ xa,j+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m,

V ĵ = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vj−1 ⊗ Vj+1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm,

so xa, ĵ ∈ V ĵ. Note that V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm is naturally isomorphic to L(V∗
j ,V ĵ) for any j ∈ [m],

where V∗
j is any dual vector space to Vj. The rank of a tensor in V1 ⊗ V2 is equal to the

rank of the corresponding linear operator in L(V∗
1 ,V2). We denote the standard matrix

rank of a tensor v ∈ V , viewed as an element of L(V∗
j ,V ĵ), by rankj(v). The multilinear

rank of v is the m-tuple (rank1(v), . . . , rankm(v)).
We write S ∪ T to denote the union of two sets S and T. If S and T happen to be

disjoint, we often write S ⊔ T instead to remind the reader of this fact. For a positive
integer s, we say that a collection of subsets S1, . . . , Ss ⊆ T partitions T if Sq 6= {} for all
q ∈ [s], Sq ∩ Sr = {} for all q 6= r ∈ [s], and S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Ss = T.

We close this section by proving a pair of propositions that will allow us to work over
an infinite field without loss of generality. The first proposition states that splitting is
invariant under field extensions, and the second states that over an infinite field, splitting
and non-minimality are equivalent. As a result, to prove (special cases of) Conjecture 4
over an arbitrary field, it suffices to prove either the splitting or non-minimal version over
an infinite field.

For a field F, let F denote any infinite field extension of F (e.g. the algebraic closure),
and for a vector space V over F, let V = F ⊗F V denote the corresponding extension
of scalars of V . If {v1, . . . , vn} is linearly independent in V , then {1 ⊗ v1, . . . , 1 ⊗ vn} is
linearly independent in V .

Proposition 7. Let n ≥ 2 be an integer, let V be a vector space over a field F, and let K ⊇ F

be a field extension. A set of non-zero vectors {v1, . . . , vn} ⊆ V \ {0} splits if and only if
{1 ⊗ v1, . . . , 1 ⊗ vn} ⊆ K ⊗F V \ {0} splits.

Proof. The statement follows easily from the fact that linear dependence does not depend
on field extensions.

Proposition 8. Let V be a vector space over a field F, and let v1, . . . , vn ∈ V \ {0} be non-zero
vectors. If {v1, . . . , vn} splits, then it is not minimal. If F is infinite, then {v1, . . . , vn} splits if
and only if it is not minimal.

The converse does not always hold over a finite field. The set {1, 1, 1} is not minimal
over Z2 (as a vector space over itself), and also does not split. Another difference between
these notions is that splitting is invariant under field extensions, whereas minimality is
not (as evidenced by this example).

Proof of Proposition 8. Suppose ∑a∈[n] αava = 0 constitutes a minimal linear dependence of

{v1, . . . , vn}. Then {v1, . . . , vn} clearly does not split, since for any partition S ⊔ T = [n],

∑
a∈S

αava ∈ span{va : a ∈ S} ∩ span{va : a ∈ T}

7



is non-zero. It remains to show that if F is infinite and {v1, . . . , vn} is not minimal, then it
splits. We use basic algebraic geometry for this argument, for which we refer the reader
to [Har13]. Let

X = {(u1, . . . , un) ∈ V × · · · × V : ua ∈ span{va} for all a ∈ [n]},

Y = {(u1, . . . , un) ∈ V × · · · × V : ∑
a∈[n]

ua = 0},

US = {(u1, . . . , un) ∈ X ∩ Y : ∑
a∈S

ua 6= 0} for each S ⊆ [n],

U =
⋂

S⊆[n]
1≤|S|≤n−1

US.

Since X ∩Y is a linear subspace and F is infinite, X ∩Y is an irreducible algebraic variety.
Note that each US is Zariski open in X ∩ Y. Since {v1, . . . , vn} is not minimal, U = {},
which implies that US = {} for some S ∈ [n] with 1 ≤ |S| ≤ n − 1. This implies U[n]\S =

{}, so for every u ∈ span{va : a ∈ S} and w ∈ span{va : a ∈ [n] \ S} such that u + w = 0,
it holds that u = w = 0. It follows that {v1, . . . , vn} splits with respect to the partition
S ⊔ ([n] \ S) = [n].

4 Applications of the main conjecture to uniqueness of

tensor rank decompositions

In this section we prove that Conjecture 4 would imply Conjecture 2, a uniqueness crite-
rion that would generalize Kruskal’s theorem. We then compare Conjecture 2 to unique-
ness criteria obtained by Domanov, De Lathauwer, and Sørensen (DLS) in the case of
three subsystems [DL13a, DL13b, DL14, SL15, SDL15]. These are the most general known
uniqueness criteria that we are aware of, apart from the case when n is small [COV14,
BBS20] or k1 = d1 = n [Ste10].

Proof that Conjecture 4 would imply Conjecture 2. Let xa = xa,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ xa,m for each a ∈ [n].
Suppose that 2|S| ≤ ∑

m
j=1(d

S
j − 1) + 1 whenever 2 ≤ |S| ≤ n, and ∑a∈[n] xa = ∑a∈[n] ya

for some product tensors ya = ya,1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ya,m. It suffices to show that there exists a
permutation σ ∈ Sn for which xa = yσ(a) for all a ∈ [n]. Let R = {x1, . . . , xn} and

Q = {−y1, . . . ,−yn}. As with any set of non-zero vectors in a vector space, there exists a
positive integer t and a (unique) collection of disjoint, non-empty sets

T1, . . . , Tt ⊆ R ∪ Q

such that Ti does not split for all i ∈ [t],

T1 ∪ · · · ∪ Tt = R ∪ Q,

and

span(R ∪ Q) =
⊕

i∈[t]

span(Ti).
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Since ∑a∈[n] xa − ∑a∈[n] ya = 0, this implies that the elements of Ti sum to zero for all

i ∈ [t].
If |Ti| = 2 for all i ∈ [t], then each set Ti contains one element of R and one element

of Q, since no two elements of {x1, . . . , xn} sum to zero. This will complete the proof, as
it shows that xa = yσ(a) for all a ∈ [n], where σ ∈ Sn is chosen so that xa and −yσ(a) lie
in the same two-element set. Suppose toward contradiction that not every set Ti has size
two. Then there exists an index i ∈ [t] such that |Ti ∩ R| ≥ 2 and

|Ti ∩ R| ≥ |Ti ∩ Q|. (4)

We fix such an index i for the remainder of the proof. Note that

|Ti| ≤ 2|Ti ∩ R| ≤
m

∑
j=1

(dTi∩R
j − 1) + 1 ≤

m

∑
j=1

(dTi
j − 1) + 1,

where the first inequality follows from (4), the second is by assumption, and the third is
trivial. By Conjecture 4, Ti splits, a contradiction.

Now we compare Conjecture 2 to the uniqueness criteria of DLS. For a set of product
tensors,

{xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ Prod (V1 : V2 : V3) ,

let kj = k-rank(xa,j : a ∈ [n]) for each j ∈ [3]. For each subset S ⊆ [n] of size 2 ≤ |S| ≤ n,
let

dS
j = dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]} for all j ∈ [3].

We use the shorthand dj = d
[n]
j . As we will see, all of the uniqueness criteria of DLS with

a known efficient implementation require the following condition to hold:

min{k2, k3} ≥ n − d1 + 2,

or min{k1, k3} ≥ n − d2 + 2,

or min{k1, k2} ≥ n − d3 + 2. (5)

This is a major drawback, as it means that these results cannot certify uniqueness when
the k-ranks are small. For example, if k2 = k3 = 2, then these results can only certify
uniqueness if d1 = n. The following example shows that Conjecture 2 does not require (5)
to hold.

Example 9 (See example 5.2 in [DL13b]).

{(α1e1)⊗ e1 ⊗ e1, (α2e2)⊗ e2 ⊗ e2, (α3e3)⊗ e3 ⊗ e3,

(α4e4)⊗ e4 ⊗ e4, (α5(e2 + e3))⊗ (e2 + e4)⊗ (e1 + e4)} for α1, . . . , α5 ∈ F
×.

In this example, k1 = k2 = k3 = 2, d1 = d2 = d3 = 4, and n − dj + 2 = 3 for all
j ∈ [3], so (5) does not hold. In [DL13b], it is proven that if α2 = · · · = α5 = 1, then the
sum of these product tensors constitutes a unique tensor rank decomposition. The proof
given in [DL13b] is quite complicated and specific to this case. This is to be expected,
as uniqueness does not follow directly from any known efficiently-checkable uniqueness
criteria. Uniqueness for arbitrary α1, . . . , α5 ∈ F× would follow easily from Conjecture 2.
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To combine and analyze the uniqueness criteria of DLS, we recall Conditions U, H,
and C from [DL13a, DL13b], which will be combined with other conditions to certify
uniqueness. For notational convenience, we have changed these definitions slightly from
[DL13a, DL13b]. For example, our Condition U is their Condition Un−d1+2, with the added
condition that k1 ≥ 2. For a vector α ∈ Fn, we let ω(α) denote the number of non-zero
entries in α.

Condition U. It holds that k1 ≥ 2, and for all α ∈ F
n,

rank
[

∑
a∈[n]

αaxa,2 ⊗ xa,3

]

≥ n − d1 + 2 whenever ω(α) ≥ n − d1 + 2. (6)

A less-restrictive condition than Condition U, which we would call Condition W, also
appears in [DL13a, DL13b], and is the same as Condition U except that it only requires (6)
to hold when α = ( f (x1,1), . . . , f (xn,1)) for some linear functional f ∈ V∗

1 . We are not
aware of an efficient method to check either Condition U or Condition W. Nevertheless,
we have included Condition U because it will help us form a better theoretical picture of
the uniqueness criteria of DSL.

Now we state Conditions H and C, which are more restrictive than Condition U.

Condition H. It holds that k1 ≥ 2, and

dS
2+ dS

3− |S| ≥ min{|S|, n − d1+ 2} for all S ⊆ [n] of size 2 ≤ |S| ≤ n.

Condition C takes a bit more work to describe. For positive integers q, r, and t, and matri-
ces

Y = (y1, . . . , yt) ∈ L(Ft, F
q)

Z = (z1, . . . , zt) ∈ L(Ft, F
r),

let

Y ⊙ Z = (y1 ⊗ z1, . . . , yt ⊗ zt) ∈ L(Ft, F
qr)

denote the Khatri-Rao product of Y and Z. Suppose Vj = F
dj for each j ∈ [3], and consider

the matrices

Xj = (x1,j, . . . , xn,j) ∈ L(Fn, F
dj) for j ∈ [3].

For a positive integer s ≤ dj, let Cs(Xj) be the (dj
s )× (n

s) matrix of s × s minors of Xj, with
rows and columns arranged according to the lexicographic order on the size s subsets of
[dj] and [n], respectively. Define the matrix

Cs = Cs(X2)⊙ Cs(X3) ∈ L(F(n
s), F

q),

where q =
(

d2
s

)(

d3
s

)

. Now we can state the next condition.
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Condition C. It holds that k1 ≥ 2, min{d2, d3} ≥ n − d1 + 2, and

rank(Cn−d1+2) =
( n

n−d1+2

)

.

Now we state the condition of our Conjecture 2 in the case of three subsystems. Unlike
Conditions U, H, and C, the following condition does not appear in [DL13a, DL13b], nor
anywhere else that we are aware of.

Condition S. It holds that

2|S| ≤ dS
1 + dS

2 + dS
3 − 2 for all S ⊆ [n] of size 2 ≤ |S| ≤ n.

The following implications hold:

Condition H

Condition C

Condition U

Condition S

(7)

In the case of three subsystems, our Conjecture 2 states that Condition S implies unique-
ness. Since Condition H implies Condition S, then a corollary to Conjecture 2 would be
that Condition H implies uniqueness.

All of the implications in (7) except (Condition H ⇒ Condition S) were proven
in [DL13a]. To see that Condition H ⇒ Condition S, note that for any subset S ⊆ [n] of
size 2 ≤ |S| ≤ n, the condition k1 ≥ 2 implies

dS
1 ≥ max{2, d1 − (n − |S|)},

so by Condition H,

dS
1 + dS

2 + dS
3 ≥ max{2, d1 − (n − |S|)}+ |S|+ min{|S|, n − d1 + 2}

≥ 2|S|+ 2,

and Condition S holds. It is easy to find examples that certify Condition C 6⇒ Condition S.
By Example 9, Condition S 6⇒ Condition U. In [DL13a] it is asked whether Condition H
⇒ Condition C. Condition U is theoretically computable, as it can be phrased as an ideal
membership problem, however we are unaware of an efficient implementation. Condi-
tions C, H, and S are clearly easy to check.

The following theorem contains every uniqueness criterion of DLS for which we are
aware of an efficient implementation. This theorem is stated in terms of Condition U
to maintain generality, however, only the implied statements in which Condition U is
replaced by Condition H or C (see (7)) have an efficient implementation that we are aware
of.
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Theorem 10. Let n ≥ 2 be an integer, let V = V1 ⊗ V2 ⊗ V3 be a tripartite vector space over a
field F, and let

{xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ Prod (V1 : V2 : V3)

be a set of product tensors. Suppose that Condition U holds, and any one of the following conditions
holds:

1. k1 + min{k2, k3 − 1} ≥ n + 1.

2. It holds that k2 ≥ 2 and for all α ∈ Fn,

rank
[

∑
a∈[n]

αaxa,1 ⊗ xa,3

]

≥ n − d2 + 2 whenever ω(α) ≥ n − d2 + 2.

(Note that this is just Condition U with the first subsystem replaced by the second).

3. There exists a subset S ⊆ [n] with 0 ≤ |S| ≤ d1 such that

(a) dS
1 = |S|.

(b) d
[n]\S
2 = n − |S|.

(c) For any linear map Π ∈ L(V1) with ker(Π) = span{xa,1 : a ∈ S}, scalars
α1, . . . , αn ∈ F, and index b ∈ [n] \ S such that

∑
a∈[n]\S

αaΠxa,1 ⊗ xa,3 = Πxb,1 ⊗ z for some z ∈ Vσ(3),

it holds that ω(α) ≤ 1.

4. There exists a permutation τ ∈ Sn for which the matrix

Xτ
1 = (xτ(1),1, . . . , xτ(n),n)

has reduced row echelon form

Y =







1
. . .

1

Z






,

where Z ∈ L(Fn−d1 , F
d1) and the blank entries are zero. Furthermore, for each a ∈ [d1 − 1],

the columns of the submatrix of Y with row index {a, a + 1, . . . , d1} and column index
{a, a + 1, . . . , n} have k-rank at least two.

5. k1 = d1.

12



6. It holds that k1 ≥ 2 and for all α ∈ F
n,

rank
[

∑
a∈[n]

αaxa,2 ⊗ xa,3

]

≥ n − k1 + 2 whenever ω(α) ≥ n − k1 + 2.

(Note that this is a stronger statement than Condition U, as it replaces the quantity
n − d1 + 2 with the possibly larger quantity n − k1 + 2.)

Then ∑a∈[n] xa is a unique tensor rank decomposition.

For each i ∈ [5], we will refer to Theorem 10.i as the statement that Condition U and
the i-th condition appearing in Theorem 10 imply uniqueness. Theorems 10.1 and 10.2
are Corollary 1.23 and Proposition 1.26 in [DL13b, DL14]. The Condition C version of
Theorem 10.3 is stated in Theorem 2.2 in [SDL15], although the proof is contained in
[DL13a, DL13b, SL15]. Condition 3b in Theorem 10 can be formulated as checking the
rank of a certain matrix (see [SDL15]). Theorem 10.4 is a new result that we will prove.
The Condition C version of Theorems 10.5 and 10.6 are Theorems 1.6 and 1.7 in [DL14]. It
is easy to see that Theorem 10.4 implies Theorem 10.5, which in turn implies Theorem 10.6
by the arguments used in [DL14].

Most of these statements have previously only been formulated for F = R or F = C,
however in all of these cases the proof can be adapted to hold over an arbitrary field. The
first step in proving all of these statements is to show that Condition U implies uniqueness
in the first subsystem. This is Proposition 4.3 in [DL13a], and it is proven using Kruskal’s
permutation lemma [Kru77] (the proof of the permutation lemma in [Lan12] holds word-
for-word over an arbitrary field). In fact, uniqueness in the first subsystem holds even
with the assumption k1 ≥ 2 removed from Condition U [DL13a].

Recall that Conjecture 2 would imply that Condition H alone certifies uniqueness, and
would thus generalize the version of Theorem 10 with Condition U replaced by Condi-
tion H. A natural question that then arises is whether Condition U alone certifies unique-
ness. Theorems 10.4 and 10.5 are distinguished among the results in Theorem 10, in that
the extra conditions they impose beyond Condition U concern only the first subsystem.
One can view these results as further evidence that Condition U alone certifies unique-
ness, as they show that no further conditions on the second and third subsystems are
necessary for uniqueness.

Now we prove Theorem 10.4, for which we require the following proposition.

Proposition 11. Condition 4 in Theorem 10 holds if and only if there exists a permutation τ ∈ Sn

such that for each a ∈ [d1 − 1] there exists a linear operator Πa ∈ L(V1) for which

Πa(xτ(b),1) = 0 for all b ∈ [a − 1],

and

k-rank(Πaxτ(a),1, . . . , Πaxτ(n),1) ≥ 2. (8)

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that V1 = F
d1 . To see that the first statement

implies the second, for each a ∈ [d1 − 1] let Πa = DaP, where P ∈ L(Fd1) is the invertible
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matrix for which PXσ
1 = Y, and Da ∈ L(Fd1) is the diagonal matrix with the first a − 1

entries zero and the remaining entries 1. It is easy to verify that (8) holds.
Conversely, suppose that the reduced row echelon form of Xτ

1 , given by PXτ
1 for

some invertible matrix P ∈ L(Fd1), does not have the specified form. Then there ex-
ists a ∈ [d1 − 1] for which the columns of DaPXτ

1 have k-rank at most one. Any matrix

Πa ∈ L(Fd1) for which Πa(xτ(b),1) = 0 for all b ∈ [a − 1] satisfies

Πa = ΠaP−1DaP.

Since the k-rank is non-increasing under matrix multiplication from the left, (8) does not
hold.

Proof of Theorem 10.4. Whether the decomposition ∑a∈[n] xa constitutes a unique tensor
rank decomposition is invariant under permutations τ ∈ Sn of the tensors, so it suffices
to prove the statement under the assumption that the permutation τ appearing in Condi-
tion 4 is trivial. We prove the statement by induction on d1. If d1 = 2, then Condition U
implies k2 = k3 = n, so uniqueness follows from Kruskal’s theorem (or Theorem 20). For
d1 > 2, suppose ∑a∈[n] xa = ∑a∈[n] ya for some set of product tensors

{ya : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ Prod (V1 : V2 : V3) .

By Proposition 4.3 in [DL13a] (or rather, the extension of this result to an arbitrary
field), there exists a permutation σ ∈ Sn and nonegative integers α1, . . . , αn ∈ F×

such that αaxa,1 = yσ(a),1 for all a ∈ [n]. Let Π1 ∈ L(V1) be any operator for which

ker(Π1) = span{xa,1} and (8) holds (recall that τ is trivial). Then

∑
a∈[n]\{1}

(Π1xa,1)⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 = ∑
a∈[n]\{1}

(αaΠ1xa,1)⊗ yσ(a),2 ⊗ yσ(a),3.

Now, dim span{Π1xa,1 : a ∈ [n] \ {1}} = d1 − 1, and Condition U again holds for the set
of product tensors

{(Π1xa,1)⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 : a ∈ [n] \ {1}}.

Furthermore, these product tensors again satisfy Condition 4 of Theorem 10, so by the
induction hypothesis

(Π1xa,1)⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 = (αaΠ1xa,1)⊗ yσ(a),2 ⊗ yσ(a),3 for all a ∈ [n] \ {1}.

It follows that xa = yσ(a) for all a ∈ [n] \ {1}, so x1 = yσ(1), which completes the proof.

We conclude this section by proving Theorem 12, a statement on the multilinear rank
of linear combinations of product tensors with large k-ranks, which generalizes results
in [HK15]. We then use Theorem 12, along with a natural generalization of Condition U
to at least three subsystems, to show that if 2n ≤ (d1 − 1) + ∑

m
j=2(kj − 1) + 1, then the

decomposition is unique in the first subsystem. We do not claim that this uniqueness
result is new, but merely include it to demonstrate one application of Theorem 12.
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Theorem 12. Let n ≥ 2, m ≥ 2, and r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n} be integers, let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a
multipartite vector space over a field F, and let {xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) be a set of
product tensors. For each j ∈ [m], let

kj = k-rank(x1,j, . . . , xn,j).

If n + r ≤ ∑
m
j=1(kj − 1) + 1, then for any α ∈ Fn, j ∈ [m], it holds that

rankj

(

∑
a∈[n]

αaxa

)

≥ r + 1 whenever ω(α) ≥ r + 1.

Furthermore, Kruskal’s theorem implies that if kj ≥ 2 in at least three indices j ∈ [m], then for

any subset S ⊆ [n] with |S| = r and non-zero scalars {αa : a ∈ S} ⊆ F× it holds that ∑a∈S αaxa

constitutes a unique tensor rank decomposition.

In particular, Theorem 12 states that if n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(kj − 1) + 1, then {x1, . . . , xn} are lin-

early independent; and if n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(kj − 1), then every product tensor in span{x1, . . . , xn}

is a scalar multiple of one of the product tensors x1, . . . , xn (these are Proposition 3.1 and
Theorem 3.2 of [HK15]). Theorem 12 can be viewed as a family of statements that inter-
polate between the results of [HK15] (the cases r = 0 and r = 1), and Kruskal’s theorem
(the case r = n).

Proof of Theorem 12. We first use Kruskal’s theorem to prove the second statement that

∑a∈S αaxa constitutes a unique tensor rank decomposition. The cases r = 0 and r = 1 are
trivial, so assume r ≥ 2. Let kS

j = k-rank(xa,j : a ∈ S), and note that kS
j = min{kj, r} for

each j ∈ [m]. It is straightforward to verify that

2r − 1 ≤
m

∑
j=1

(kS
j − 1),

which completes the proof of the second statement by Kruskal’s theorem (Theorem 1).
For the first statement, it suffices to consider the case r ≤ n − 1, and to prove

that for any subset S ⊆ [n] of size r + 1 ≤ |S| ≤ n, and index j ∈ [m], it holds
that rankj

(

∑a∈S xa

)

≥ r + 1 (the scalars αa can be absorbed into the xa). Let

kS
ĵ
= k-rank(xa, ĵ : a ∈ S), and note that

kS
ĵ
≥ min

{

∑
i∈[m]\{j}

(ki − 1) + 1, |S|
}

by Lemma 1 in [SB00]. Similarly, kS
j = k-rank(xa,j : a ∈ S) = min{kj, |S|}. It follows that

r + 1 ≤ kS
j + kS

ĵ
− |S|, so by Sylvester’s rank inequality [HJ13], rankj

(

∑a∈S xa

)

≥ r + 1.

Now we use Theorem 12, and a generalization of Condition U to the case of at least
three subsystems, to prove a sufficient condition for uniqueness in one subsystem. Propo-
sition 4.3 in [DL13a] states that, in the case of three subsystems, Condition U implies the
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decomposition is unique in the first subsystem (even without the condition k1 ≥ 2). It is
straightforward to verify that this statement can be generalized to the case of at least three
subsystems as follows.

Proposition 13. Let n ≥ 2 and m ≥ 3 be integers, let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a multipartite
vector space over a field F, and let

{xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm)

be a set of product tensors with d1 = dim span{xa,1 : a ∈ [n]}. If

rank( ∑
a∈[n]

αaxa,1̂) ≥ n − d1 + 2 whenever ω(α) ≥ n − d1 + 2, (9)

then the decomposition ∑a∈[n] xa is unique in the first subsystem.

Equation (9), paired with the condition k1 ≥ 2, is a natural generalization of Condi-
tion U to the case of at least three subsystems.

Now we use Theorem 12 and Proposition 13 to prove that if

2n ≤ (d1 − 1) +
m

∑
j=2

(kj − 1) + 1,

then the decomposition is unique in the first subsystem. For any tensor v and subsystem
index j, it holds that rankj(v) ≤ rank(v). Thus, the case r = n − d1 + 1 in Theorem 12
combined with Proposition 13 implies that the decomposition is unique in the first sub-
system. Theorem 12 is actually overkill for this statement, as it would suffice to prove that
rankj(∑a∈[n] αaxa,1̂) ≥ n − d1 + 2 for a single index j ∈ {2, 3, . . . , m}.

5 Corollaries to the main conjecture on tensor rank and lin-

early dependent sets of product tensors

In this section we prove several corollaries to Theorem 5, and mention more general state-
ments that would follow from Conjecture 4. We observe applications of these results to
quantum information theory, linear preserver problems, and uniqueness criteria.

The first corollary is an upper bound on the number of subsystems j ∈ [m] for which
a circuit of product tensors can have rank greater than one. Our bound improves a result
of Ballico [Bal20a], and is sharp (see Section 7).

Corollary 14. Let n and m be positive integers, and let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a multipartite
vector space over a field F. If a set of product tensors {xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) forms
a circuit, then dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]} > 1 for at most n − 2 indices j ∈ [m].

Proof. The result follows immediately from Theorem 23, since circuits do not split.
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The next corollary follows immediately from Corollary 14, and was used in
[Wes67, Joh11] to characterize the invertible linear operators in L(V) preserving
Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm). It would be interesting to see whether our more general results could
be used to characterize preservers of tensor rank r ≥ 2.

Corollary 15 ([Wes67, Joh11]). Let m ≥ 1 be an integer, letV = V1 ⊗· · ·⊗Vm be a multipartite
vector space over a field F, and let x1, x2 ∈ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) be product tensors. Then the
following statements are equivalent:

1. There exists at most a single index j ∈ [m] for which dim span{x1,j, x2,j} = 2.

2. For some non-zero scalars α1, α2 ∈ F×, it holds that
α1x1 + α2x2 ∈ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ∪ {0}.

3. For all scalars α1, α2 ∈ F, it holds that α1x1 + α2x2 ∈ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ∪ {0}.

Now we use Corollary 15 to provide an alternate proof of one of the main mathe-
matical results in [BLM17], which classifies two-dimensional subspaces of multipartite
space according to how many one-dimensional subspaces they contain that consist en-
tirely of product tensors. This result is interpreted in [BLM17] in the context of quantum
information theory as a classification of entanglement in rank-two density matrices, by
identifying a density matrix with its eigenspace.

Corollary 16 (Theorem 11 in [BLM17]). Let m ≥ 2 be an integer and let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm

be a multipartite vector space over a field F. Then every two-dimensional subspace W ⊆ V falls
into one of the following four categories.

1. W ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ∪ {0}.

2. There exist precisely two distinct one-dimensional subspaces of W contained in
Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ∪ {0}, and every other tensor in W is non-product.

3. There exists precisely one one-dimensional subspace of W contained in
Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ∪ {0}, and every other tensor in W is non-product.

4. Every non-zero tensor in W is non-product.

Proof. If every non-zero tensor in W is non-product, then W lies in the fourth cat-
egory. If there exists precisely one one-dimensional subspace of W contained in
Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ∪ {0}, then W lies in the third category. If there exist two dis-
tinct one-dimensional subspaces of W contained in Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ∪ {0}, then
let x1, x2 be non-zero tensors contained in the first and second subspace respec-
tively, so W = span{x1, x2}. If there exists more than one index j ∈ [m] for which
dim span{x1,j, x2,j} > 1, then W lies in the second category by Corollary 15. If there exists
one index j ∈ [m] for which dim span{x1,j, x2,j} > 1, then W lies in the first category by
Corollary 15.

We next observe a consequence of Conjecture 4 on the tensor rank of linear combi-
nations of product tensors that would generalize Corollary 14, and observe a connection
between this result and Condition U in the study of uniqueness criteria.
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Corollary 17. The following statement is a corollary to Theorem 5 in the restricted tripartite and
restricted multipartite cases, and is merely a (conjectural) corollary to Conjecture 4 in all other
cases.

Let n ≥ 2, m ≥ 3, and r ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} be integers, let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a multipar-
tite vector space over a field F, and let {xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) be a set of product
tensors. For each j ∈ [m], let

dj = dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]}.

If n + r ≤ ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1 and rank(∑a∈[n] xa) ≤ r, then there exists a subset S ⊆ [n] of size

r ≤ |S| ≤ n for which

rank(∑
a∈S

xa) < r.

Note that the restricted multipartite case of Corollary 17 with r = 1 is essentially
Corollary 14. In the bipartite case, it follows from Theorem 19 and similar arguments
as the proof of Corollary 17 below that n + r ≤ (d1 − 1) + (d2 − 1) + 1 implies
rank(∑a∈[n] xa) > r.

Corollary 17 would imply that if a set of product tensors

{xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm)

satisfies d1 ≥ 3, 2n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1), and rank(∑a∈[n] αaxa,1̂) = n− d1 + 2 for some non-zero

scalars α1, . . . , αn ∈ F×, then the multipartite generalization of Condition U (see Equation
(9)) does not hold. We are not sure how useful this statement would be, as the condition
rank(∑a∈[n] αaxa,1̂) = n − d1 + 2 is quite specific.

Proof of Corollary 17. Since rank(∑a∈[n] xa) ≤ r, there exist product tensors

{xn+1, . . . , xn+r} ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm)

for which

∑
a∈[n+r]

xa = 0. (10)

Since n + r ≤ ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1, then by the non-minimal version of Conjecture 4 (or

Theorem 5 in the special cases), there exists a subset R ⊆ [n+ r] of size 1 ≤ |R| ≤ n + r − 1
such that

∑
a∈R

xa = 0. (11)

Define

S = R ∩ [n],

T = R ∩ {n + 1, . . . , n + r}.
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We first consider the case |S| > |T|. If |S| ≥ r we are done. If |S| ≤ r − 1, then for any
subset Q ⊆ [n] of size |Q| ≥ r with S ⊆ Q, we have

∑
a∈Q

xa =

[

∑
a∈Q\S

xa

]

−

[

∑
b∈T

xb

]

,

so rank(∑a∈Q xa) < r.
Now we consider the case |S| ≤ |T|. We have

∣

∣[n] \ S
∣

∣ = n − |S|

≥ r − |T|+ (n − r)

> r − |T|

=
∣

∣[r] \ T
∣

∣,

where the strict inequality follows from n − r ≥ 1. But equations (10) and (11) imply

∑
a∈[n+r]\R

xa = 0.

The statement follows from the previous arguments with R replaced by [n + r] \ R.

Now we observe a consequence of Conjecture 4 that gives a condition under which
any two tensor rank decompositions agree on a subset.

Corollary 18. The following statement is a corollary to Theorem 5 when m = 3, r1, r2 ≥ 1, and
1 ≤ r3 ≤ 2; or when m is arbitrary, r1 ≥ 1, and 1 ≤ r2, . . . , rm ≤ 2. This statement is merely a
(conjectural) corollary to Conjecture 4 in all other cases.

Let n ≥ 2 and m ≥ 3 be integers, let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a multipartite vector
space over a field F, and let v ∈ V be a tensor of rank n and multilinear rank (r1, . . . , rm). If
2n ≤ ∑

m
j=1(rj − 1) + 1, then for any two sets of product tensors

{xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) ,

{ya : a ∈ [n]} ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm)

for which

v = ∑
a∈[n]

xa = ∑
a∈[n]

ya,

there exists a permutation σ ∈ Sn and a subset S ⊂ [n] of size 1 ≤ |S| ≤ n − 1 such that

∑
a∈S

xa = ∑
a∈S

yσ(a). (12)

As a simple example, consider the product tensors

x1 = e1 ⊗ e1 ⊗ e1

x2 = e2 ⊗ e2 ⊗ e1

x3 = e3 ⊗ e3 ⊗ e2,
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and let v = x1 + x2 + x3. Then rank(v) = 3, and Corollary 18 verifies that for any other
tensor rank decomposition v = y1 + y2 + y3, there exists a, b ∈ [3] such that xa = yb.

Corollary 18 can be compared to Kruskal’s theorem, which gives sufficient conditions
for (12) to hold for every singleton S = {a} ⊆ [n].

Proof of Corollary 18. Let xn+a = −ya for each a ∈ [n] for notational convenience.
The assumption that the rank of v ∈ L(V∗

j , Vĵ) equals rj for each j ∈ [m] implies

dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [2n]} ≥ rj for each j ∈ [m], so by Conjecture 4 (or Theorem 5 in the
special cases), {x1, . . . , x2n} splits, and hence is not minimal. Thus, there exists a subset
T ⊆ [2n] of size 1 ≤ |T| ≤ 2n − 1 such that

∑
a∈T

xa = 0.

It furthermore must hold that |T ∩ [n]| = |T ∩ {n + 1, . . . , 2n}|, for inequality would yield
a decomposition of v into a sum of less than n product tensors, contradicting the fact that
v has tensor rank n. The result follows.

6 Proving special cases of the main conjecture

In this section we prove Theorem 5, which includes the bipartite, restricted tripartite,
and restricted multipartite cases of Conjecture 4. In Proposition 19 and Theorem 20 we
actually prove more general statements than the bipartite and restricted tripartite cases,
respectively. By Propositions 7 and 8, we can assume the underlying field is infinite and
prove whichever version (non-minimal or splitting) of a special case of Conjecture 4 is
convenient. Proposition 19 is a straightforward consequence of Sylvester’s rank inequal-
ity [HJ13]. The proofs of Theorems 20 and 23 are more involved, and use similar tech-
niques to one another.

Proposition 19 (Bipartite case of Conjecture 4). Let n ≥ 2 be an integer, let V = V1 ⊗ V2 be
a bipartite vector space over a field F, and let

{xa = xa,1 ⊗ xa,2 : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : V2)

be a set of product tensors. For each j ∈ [2], let

dj = dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]}.

If n ≤ d1 + d2 − 1, then

∑
a∈[n]

αaxa 6= 0 for all α1, . . . , αn ∈ F
×. (13)

Note that (13) implies {x1, . . . , xn} is not minimal, so Proposition 19 contains the bi-
partite case of Conjecture 4.
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Proof of Proposition 19. It suffices to prove that ∑a∈[n] xa 6= 0, as the non-zero scalars

α1, . . . , αn can be absorbed into x1, . . . , xn. For each j ∈ [2], let

Xj = (x1,j, . . . , xn,j) ∈ L(Fn,Vj).

Then,

X1XT

2 = ∑
a∈[n]

xa,1xT

a,2.

Thus,

d1 + d2 = rank(X1) + rank(XT

2 )

≤ rank(X1XT

2 ) + n,

where the second line is Sylvester’s rank inequality [HJ13]. Since n ≤ d1 + d2 − 1, this
implies rank(X1XT

2 ) ≥ 1. By the isomorphism L(V2,V1) ∼= V1 ⊗V∗
2 (where V∗

2 is any dual
space of V2), it holds that ∑a xa 6= 0, which completes the proof.

Now we prove a (more general statement than) the restricted tripartite case of Conjec-
ture 4.

Theorem 20 (Restricted tripartite case of Theorem 5). Let n ≥ 2 be an integer, let
V = V1 ⊗ V2 ⊗ V3 be a tripartite vector space over a field F, and let

{xa = xa,1 ⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : V2 : V3)

be a set of product tensors. For each j ∈ [3], let

dj = dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]}.

If d3 ≤ 2 and n ≤ d1 + d2, then at least one of the following statements holds:

1. ∑a∈[n] αaxa 6= 0 for all α1, . . . , αn ∈ F
×.

2. {x1,1, . . . , xn,1} splits, and {x1,2, . . . , xn,2} splits (possibly with respect to different parti-
tions of [n]).

Remark 21. First note that Theorem 20 implies the restricted tripartite case of Conjec-
ture 4. By Proposition 7 it suffices to consider the case that F is infinite. If Statement
1 holds, then {x1, . . . , xn} splits. It remains to show that if {x1,2, . . . , xn,2} splits, then
{x1, . . . , xn} splits. This will follow from basic arguments that do not rely on Theorem 20.

Let S ⊔ T = [n] be a non-trivial partition such that

span{x1,2, . . . , xn,2} = span{xa,2 : a ∈ S} ⊕ span{xa,2 : a ∈ T}.

We prove that {x1, . . . , xn} also split with respect to S ⊔ T. Suppose toward contradiction
there exists a non-zero tensor

v ∈ span{xa : a ∈ S} ∩ span{xa : a ∈ T}.
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Then we can write

v = ∑
a∈S

αaxa = ∑
b∈T

βbxb

for some scalars αa ∈ F not all zero and scalars βb ∈ F not all zero. Let f1 ∈ V∗
1 and

f3 ∈ V∗
3 be non-zero linear functionals such that

( f1 ⊗ 1⊗ f3)v 6= 0,

and for all a ∈ [n], f1(xa,1) 6= 0 and f3(xa,3) 6= 0. Then

( f1 ⊗ 1⊗ f3)v = ∑
a∈S

αa f1(xa,1) f3(xa,3)xa,2 = ∑
b∈T

βb f1(xb,1) f3(xb,3)xb,2 ∈ V2

is a non-zero vector in

span{xa,2 : a ∈ S} ∩ span{xa,2 : a ∈ T}.

This contradicts the fact that {x1,2, . . . , xn,2} splits with respect to S ⊔ T, and completes
the proof.

Remark 22. It is natural to ask whether the condition that {x1,3, . . . , xn,3} splits can be
added to Statement 2 in Theorem 20. It cannot, as evidenced by the example

{ ± e1 ⊗ e1 ⊗ e1, ± e2 ⊗ e2 ⊗ e2, ± e3 ⊗ e3 ⊗ (e1 + e2)},

in which 6 = n ≤ d1 + d2 + d3 − 2 = 6, Statement 1 does not hold, and {x1,3, . . . , xn,3}
does not split. It is also natural to ask whether Theorem 20 holds when d1, d2, d3 ≥ 3. It
does not, as evidenced by the example

{ ± e1 ⊗ e1 ⊗ e1, ± e2 ⊗ e2 ⊗ e2, ± e3 ⊗ e3 ⊗ e3,

± e4 ⊗ (e1 + e2 + e3)⊗ (e1 + e2 + e3)},

in which 8 = n ≤ d1 + d2 + d3 − 2 = 8, Statement 1 does not hold, and only {x1,3, . . . , xn,3}
splits. Also consider the example

{ ± e1 ⊗ e1 ⊗ e1, ± e2 ⊗ e2 ⊗ e2, ± e3 ⊗ e3 ⊗ e3,

± e4 ⊗ e4 ⊗ e4, ± u ⊗ u ⊗ u},

where u = e1 + e2 + e3 + e4. In this case, 10 = n ≤ d1 + d2 + d3 − 2 = 10, Statement 1 does
not hold, and {x1,j, . . . , xn,j} does not split for all j ∈ [3].

Proof of Theorem 20. It suffices to prove Theorem 20 with Statement 1 replaced by

∑a xa 6= 0, as the scalars α1, . . . , αn ∈ F× can be absorbed into x1, . . . , xn. We can assume
F is infinite by Proposition 7. We can also assume d3 = 2, otherwise this reduces to the
bipartite case.
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If n < d1 + d2, let f ∈ V∗
3 be any linear functional such that f (xa,3) 6= 0 for all a ∈ [n].

Then

(1⊗ 1⊗ f ) ∑
a∈[n]

xa 6= 0

by Proposition 19, so

∑
a∈[n]

xa,1 ⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 6= 0.

It remains to consider the case n = d1 + d2 and d3 = 2. Suppose without loss of
generality that {x1,1, . . . , xd1,1} is linearly independent. If {xd1+1,2, . . . , xd1+d2,2} is not lin-
early independent, then there exists b ∈ [d1] for which xb,2 /∈ span{xd1+1,2, . . . , xd1+d2,2}.
Let f2 ∈ V∗

2 be any linear functional such that f2(xb,2) 6= 0 and f2(xa,2) = 0 for all
a ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}. Then

(1⊗ f2 ⊗ 1) ∑
a∈[n]

xa,1 ⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 = ∑
a∈[d1]

f2(xa,2)xa,1 ⊗ xa,3

6= 0,

where the inequality follows from the fact that {x1,1, . . . , xd1,1} is linearly independent.
Thus,

∑
a∈[n]

xa,1 ⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 6= 0.

Now suppose {xd1+1,2, . . . , xd1+d2,2} is linearly independent, and assume toward contra-
diction that either {x1,1, . . . , xn,1} or {x1,2, . . . , xn,2} does not split, and

∑
a∈[n]

xa,1 ⊗ xa,2 ⊗ xa,3 = 0.

By symmetry, we can assume {x1,2, . . . , xn,2} does not split.
For each a ∈ [d1], it holds that

xa,2 =
n

∑
b=d1+1

αa,bxb,2

for some {αa,b} ⊆ F. Let Sa = {b ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , n} : αa,b 6= 0}. We first observe that for
any a ∈ [d1], b ∈ Sa, it holds that xa,3 ∈ span{xb,3}. Let g1 ∈ V∗

1 be any linear functional
such that g1(xa,1) 6= 0 and g1(xc,1) = 0 for all c ∈ [d1] \ {a}, and let g2 ∈ V∗

2 be any linear
functional such that g2(xb,2) 6= 0 and g2(xc,2) = 0 for all c ∈ [n] \ ([d1] ⊔ {b}). Then

(g1 ⊗ g2 ⊗ 1) ∑
c∈[n]

xc,1 ⊗ xc,2 ⊗ xc,3 = g1(xa,1)g2(xa,2)xa,3 + g1(xb,1)g2(xb,2)xb,3

= 0.
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Note that

g2(xa,2) = αa,bg2(xb,2) 6= 0,

so g1(xa,1)g2(xa,2) 6= 0. It follows that xa,3 ∈ span{xb,3}, as claimed.
Consider the set

S =
⋃

a∈[d1]

({a} ∪ Sa).

Note that S = [n], for otherwise

span{xa,2 : a ∈ [n]} = span{xa,2 : a ∈ S} ⊕ {xa,2 : a ∈ [n] \ S},

contradicting the assumption that {xa,2 : a ∈ [n]} does not split. For any a, c ∈ [d1], if
Sa ∩ Sc 6= {}, then xb,3 ∈ span{xa,3} for all b ∈ Sa ∪ Sc ∪ {a} ∪ {c}. Since

dim span{xa,3 : a ∈ [n]} > 1,

then there exists a non-trivial partition T′ ⊔ Q′ = [d1] such that the sets

T =
⋃

a∈T′

({a} ∪ Sa),

Q =
⋃

a∈Q′

({a} ∪ Sa)

are disjoint (and partition [n] by the fact that S = [n]). But this implies

span{xa,2 : a ∈ [n]} = span{xa,2 : a ∈ T} ⊕ span{xa,2 : a ∈ Q}.

Indeed,

span{xa,2 : a ∈ T} = span{xa,2 : a ∈ T ∩ {d1 + 1, . . . , n}}

span{xa,2 : a ∈ Q} = span{xa,2 : a ∈ Q ∩ {d1 + 1, . . . , n}},

and hence

span{xa,2 : a ∈ T} ∩ span{xa,2 : a ∈ Q} = {0}.

This contradicts the assumption that {xa,2 : a ∈ [n]} does not split.

Now we prove the restricted multipartite case of Conjecture 4.

Theorem 23 (Restricted multipartite case of Conjecture 4). Let n ≥ 2 and m ≥ 1 be integers,
let V = V1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm be a multipartite vector space over a field F, and let

{xa : a ∈ [n]} ⊂ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm)

be a set of product tensors. For each j ∈ [m], let

dj = dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]}.

If n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1, d1 ≥ 1, and 1 ≤ d2, . . . , dm ≤ 2, then {xa : a ∈ [n]} splits.
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To prove Theorem 23, we require the following proposition.

Proposition 24. Let n, s, and t be positive integers. Let ≡ be an equivalence relation on [n], let
E be the set of equivalence classes of [n], and let S1, . . . , Ss ⊆ [n] and T1, . . . , Tt ⊆ [n] be two
collections of non-empty disjoint subsets that satisfy the following three conditions:

1. For all q ∈ [s], every element of Sq is equivalent modulo ≡. Likewise, for all r ∈ [t], every
element of Tr is equivalent.

2. Both collections partition [n], i.e.

⊔

q∈[s]

Sq =
⊔

r∈[t]

Tr = [n].

3. For any two subsets Q ⊆ [s], R ⊆ [t], if

⊔

q∈Q

Sq =
⊔

r∈R

Tr = N

for some subset N ⊆ [n], then N ∈ {{}, [n]}.

Then ≡ is trivial, i.e. E = {[n]}.

Proof. Let N ∈ E be an equivalence class. By conditions 1 and 2, there exist Q ⊆ [s] and
R ⊆ [t] such that

⊔

q∈Q

Sq =
⊔

r∈R

Tr = N.

Condition 3 implies N = [n], completing the proof.

Proof of Theorem 23. It suffices to prove that {x1, . . . , xn} is not minimal in the case
when F is infinite. We use induction on n. The base case n = 2 is trivial. Proceeding
inductively, suppose toward contradiction that {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) satisfy
n ≤ ∑

m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1 and are minimal. By absorbing the coefficients of the minimal linear

dependence into each product tensor, we may assume

∑
a∈[n]

xa = 0,

and this constitutes a minimal linear dependence of {x1, . . . , xn}.
Define an equivalence relation ≡ on [n] by a ≡ b if xa,1 ∈ span{xb,1}. Let E be

the set of equivalence classes. For each A ∈ E, let ΠA ∈ L(V1) be any operator with
ker(ΠA) = span{xa,1} for all a ∈ A. Applying (ΠA ⊗ 1) to (3) gives

∑
a∈[n]\A

(ΠA ⊗ 1)xa = 0.
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Note that every product tensor (ΠA ⊗ 1)xa appearing in this sum is non-zero. Let
SA

1 , . . . , SA
sA

⊆ [n] \ A be a set of non-empty disjoint subsets that partition [n] \ A, i.e.

SA
1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ SA

sA
= [n] \ A,

and such that for all q ∈ [sA], it holds that

∑
a∈SA

q

(ΠA ⊗ 1)xa = 0,

and constitutes a minimal linear dependence of {xa : a ∈ SA
q }. For each A ∈ E, q ∈ [sA],

define

dA
q,j =

{

dim span{ΠAxa,1 : a ∈ SA
q }, j = 1.

dim span{xa,j : a ∈ SA
q }, j > 1.

By the induction hypothesis,

|SA
q | ≥

m

∑
j=1

(dA
q,j − 1) + 2.

Subtracting this inequality from n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1 gives

m

∑
j=1

(dj − dA
q,j) ≥ n − |SA

q |+ 1. (14)

Claim 25. There exists an index j ∈ {2, . . . , m} and equivalence classes A 6= B ∈ E such
that dA

q,j < dj and dB
r,j < dj for all q ∈ [sA], r ∈ [sB]. In particular, dj = 2 and dA

q,j = dB
r,j = 1

for all q ∈ [sA], r ∈ [sB].

Proof of claim. For each A ∈ E, q ∈ [sA], define

JA
q =

m
⊔

j=2







{j1, . . . , jdj−dA
q,j
}, dj − dA

q,j ≥ 1,

{}, dj − dA
q,j ≤ 0.

(Essentially, JA
q is a multiset containing each j ∈ {2, . . . , m} with multiplicity

max{0, dj − dA
q,j}, but regarded as a set by adding subscripts.) To prove the claim, it

suffices to find A 6= B ∈ E such that
(

⋂

q∈[sA]

JA
q

)

∩
(

⋂

r∈[sB]

JB
r

)

6= {}.

First note that
∣

∣

∣

∣

⋂

q∈[sA]

JA
q

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ ∑
q∈[sA]

|JA
q | − (sA − 1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

⋃

r∈[sA]

JA
r

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ |A|+ ∑
q∈[sA]

dA
q,1 − (d1 − tA)

≥ |A|. (15)
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The first line follows from the standard result that for any two sets J1, J2,

|J1 ∩ J2| = |J1|+ |J2| − |J1 + J2|,

and an inductive argument. The second line follows from the inequality
∣

∣

∣

∣

⋃

A∈E
r∈[sA]

JA
r

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ n − d1, (16)

along with

|JA
q | ≥

m

∑
j=2

(dj − dA
q,j) (17)

≥ n − |SA
q |+ dA

q,1 − d1 + 1, (18)

and algebraic simplification. The inequality (16) follows from the fact that for all A ∈ E,
q ∈ [sA],

JA
q ⊆

m
⊔

j=2

{j1, . . . , jdj−1}, (19)

and n ≤ ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1. The containment (19) follows from the fact that dA

q,j ≥ 1 for all

j ∈ [m]. The inequality (17) follows from the definition of JA
q . The inequality (18) follows

from (14). The third line (15) follows from

∑
q∈[sA]

dA
q,j = ∑

q∈[sA]

dim span{ΠAxa,1 : a ∈ SA
q }

≥ dim span{ΠAxa,1 : a ∈ [n] \ A}

= dim span{ΠAxa,1 : a ∈ [n]}

= dim span{xa,1 : a ∈ [n] \ A} − 1

≥ d1 − 1.

Here, the first line is by definition. The second line follows from the standard result that
for subspaces W1, . . . , Wn ⊆ U of a vector space U, it holds that

∑
a∈[n]

dim Wa ≥ dim

[

∑
a∈[n]

Wa

]

.

The third line follows from ΠAxa,1 = 0 for all a ∈ A. The fourth line follows from
dim ker(ΠA) = 1, and the fifth line is by definition.

The inequality (15) implies

∑
A∈E

∣

∣

∣

∣

⋂

q∈[sA]

JA
q

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ n.

The claim follows from (16) and the pigeonhole principle. △
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Fix an index j ∈ {2, . . . , m} and equivalence classes A 6= B ∈ E as in Claim 25 for the
remainder of the proof, so that dj = 2 and dA

q,j = dB
r,j = 1 for all q ∈ [sA], r ∈ [sB]. Define

an equivalence relation ∼ on [n] by a ∼ b if xa,j ∈ span{xb,j}. To complete the proof, we
use Proposition 24 to conclude that ∼ is trivial, and hence

dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]} = 1,

which contradicts dj = 2 and completes the proof. Note that the partitions
⊔

a∈A

{a} ⊔
⊔

q∈[sA]

SA
q =

⊔

b∈B

{b} ⊔
⊔

r∈[sB]

SB
r = [n].

satisfy the conditions 1 and 2 of Lemma 24. For condition 3, suppose there exist subsets
A ⊆ A, B ⊆ B, Q ⊆ [sA], and R ⊆ [sB] such that

A ⊔
⊔

q∈Q

SA
q = B ⊔

⊔

r∈R

SA
r = N

for some subset N ⊆ [n]. Then

∑
a∈N

xa ∈ ker(ΠA ⊗ 1) ∩ ker(ΠB ⊗ 1) = {0},

so N ∈ {{}, [n]} by the fact that ∑a∈[n] xa constitutes a minimal linear dependence of

{x1, . . . , xn}. This completes the proof.

7 The inequality appearing in the main conjecture is sharp

In this section, we find a set of product tensors that does not split and satisfies
n = ∑

m
j=1(dj − 1) + 2. In fact, we prove that this set of product tensors forms a circuit,

which is stronger than not splitting. This proves that the bound in Corollary 14, and the
inequality n ≤ ∑

m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1 appearing in Conjecture 4, are both sharp. The example

we use is Derksen’s [Der13], which he uses to prove that the inequality appearing in
Kruskal’s theorem is sharp in a similar sense.

Proposition 26. For any field F with greater than n elements, and positive integers d1, . . . , dm

with n = ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 2, there exist vector spaces V1, . . . ,Vm over F and a set of product

tensors {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) that forms a circuit, and satisfies

dim span{xa,j : a ∈ [n]} ≥ dj

for all a ∈ [n].

Proof. By Theorem 2 of [Der13], there exist vector spaces V1, . . . ,Vm over F, a positive
integer p ≤ n, and product tensors {xa : a ∈ [p]} ⊆ Prod (V1 : · · · : Vm) with k-ranks
dj = k-rank(x1,j, . . . , xp,j) such that ∑a∈[p] xa = 0. If p < n, then p ≤ ∑

m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1,

which implies {xa : a ∈ [p]} is linearly independent by Theorem 12. But this contradicts

∑a∈[p] xa = 0, so p = n. The equality n = ∑
m
j=1(dj − 1) + 2 implies that dj ≤ n − 1

for all j ∈ [m]. It follows that for any subset S ⊆ [n] of size |S| = n − 1, it holds that
k-rank(xa,j : a ∈ S) ≥ dj. Since n− 1 = ∑

m
j=1(dj − 1) + 1, then by Theorem 12, {xa : a ∈ S}

is linearly independent. It follows that {xa : a ∈ [n]} is a circuit.

28



References

[AC20] Elena Angelini and Luca Chiantini. On the identifiability of ternary forms.
Linear Algebra and its Applications, 599:36–65, 2020.

[ACV18] Elena Angelini, Luca Chiantini, and Nick Vannieuwenhoven. Identifiability
beyond Kruskal’s bound for symmetric tensors of degree 4. Atti della Ac-
cademia Nazionale dei Lincei, Classe di Scienze Fisiche, Matematiche e Naturali,
Rendiconti Lincei Matematica E Applicazioni, 29, 2018.

[Bal20a] Edoardo Ballico. Linearly dependent and concise subsets of a Segre variety
depending on k factors. arXiv preprint, math.AG/2002.09720, 2020.

[Bal20b] Edoardo Ballico. Linearly dependent subsets of Segre varieties. Journal of
Geometry, 111(2), 2020.

[BBS20] Edoardo Ballico, Alessandra Bernardi, and Pierpaola Santarsiero. Identifia-
bility of rank-3 tensors. arXiv preprint, math.AG/2001.10497, 2020.

[BC12] Edoardo Ballico and Luca Chiantini. A criterion for detecting the identifia-
bility of symmetric tensors of size three. Differential Geometry and its Appli-
cations, 30(3):233–237, 2012.

[BCO14] Cristiano Bocci, Luca Chiantini, and Giorgio Ottaviani. Refined methods for
the identifiability of tensors. Annali di Matematica Pura ed Applicata (1923 -),
193(6):1691–1702, 2014.

[BLM17] Michel Boyer, Rotem Liss, and Tal Mor. Geometry of entanglement in the
Bloch sphere. Physical Review A, 95:032308, 2017.

[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 anal-
ysis. IEEE signal processing magazine, 32(2):145–163, 2015.

[COV14] Luca Chiantini, Giorgio Ottaviani, and Nick Vannieuwenhoven. An algo-
rithm for generic and low-rank specific identifiability of complex tensors.
SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 35(4):1265–1287, 2014.

[COV17] Luca Chiantini, Giorgio Ottaviani, and Nick Vannieuwenhoven. Effective
criteria for specific identifiability of tensors and forms. SIAM Journal on Ma-
trix Analysis and Applications, 38(2):656–681, 2017.

[Der13] Harm Derksen. Kruskal’s uniqueness inequality is sharp. Linear Algebra and
its Applications, 438(2):708 – 712, 2013.

[DL13a] Ignat Domanov and Lieven De Lathauwer. On the uniqueness of the canon-
ical polyadic decomposition of third-order tensors—Part I: Basic results and
uniqueness of one factor matrix. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Appli-
cations, 34(3):855–875, 2013.

29



[DL13b] Ignat Domanov and Lieven De Lathauwer. On the uniqueness of the canon-
ical polyadic decomposition of third-order tensors—Part II: Uniqueness of
the overall decomposition. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications,
34(3):876–903, 2013.

[DL14] Ignat Domanov and Lieven De Lathauwer. Canonical polyadic decomposi-
tion of third-order tensors: Reduction to generalized eigenvalue decompo-
sition. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, 35(2):636–660, 2014.

[DL15] Ignat Domanov and Lieven Lathauwer. Generic uniqueness conditions for
the canonical polyadic decomposition and indscal. SIAM Journal on Matrix
Analysis and Applications, 36:1567–1589, 11 2015.

[Har13] Joe Harris. Algebraic Geometry: A First Course. Graduate Texts in Mathemat-
ics. Springer New York, 2013.

[HJ13] Roger Horn and Charles Johnson. Matrix Analysis. Cambridge University
Press, 2013.

[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.

[Joh11] Nathaniel Johnston. Characterizing operations preserving separability
measures via linear preserver problems. Linear and Multilinear Algebra,
59(10):1171–1187, 2011.

[Kri93] Wilhelmus Petrus Krijnen. The analysis of three-way arrays by constrained
PARAFAC methods. DSWO Press, Leiden University, 1993.

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

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

[Lat11] Lieven De Lathauwer. A short introduction to tensor-based methods for
factor analysis and blind source separation. ISPA 2011 - 7th International
Symposium on Image and Signal Processing and Analysis, 2011.

[Lov18] Benjamin Lovitz. Toward an analog of Kruskal’s theorem on tensor decom-
position. arXiv preprint, math.CO/1812.00264v1, 2018.

[Lov19] Benjamin Lovitz. On decomposable correlation matrices. Linear and Multi-
linear Algebra, 0(0):1–15, 2019.

30



[LS01] Xiangqian Liu and Nikos D Sidiropoulos. Cramér-rao lower bounds for
low-rank decomposition of multidimensional arrays. IEEE Transactions on
Signal Processing, 49(9):2074–2086, 2001.

[MMS18] Alex Massarenti, Massimiliano Mella, and Giovanni Staglianò. Effective
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