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Abstract

Tensor network structure search (TN-SS) aims to auto-
matically discover optimal network topologies and rank
configurations for efficient tensor decomposition in high-
dimensional data representation. Despite recent advances, ex-
isting TN-SS methods face significant limitations in com-
putational tractability, structure adaptivity, and optimiza-
tion robustness across diverse tensor characteristics. They
struggle with three key challenges: single-scale optimization
missing multi-scale structures, discrete search spaces hin-
dering smooth structure evolution, and separated structure-
parameter optimization causing computational inefficiency.
We propose RGTN (Renormalization Group guided Tensor
Network search), a physics-inspired framework transform-
ing TN-SS via multi-scale renormalization group flows. Un-
like fixed-scale discrete search methods, RGTN uses dy-
namic scale-transformation for continuous structure evolu-
tion across resolutions. Its core innovation includes learn-
able edge gates for optimization-stage topology modification
and intelligent proposals based on physical quantities like
node tension measuring local stress and edge information
flow quantifying connectivity importance. Starting from low-
complexity coarse scales and refining to finer ones, RGTN
finds compact structures while escaping local minima via
scale-induced perturbations. Extensive experiments on light
field data, high-order synthetic tensors, and video completion
tasks show RGTN achieves state-of-the-art compression ra-
tios and runs 4-600x faster than existing methods, validating
the effectiveness of our physics-inspired approach.

Code — https://github.com/Applied-Machine-Learning-
Lab/RGTN

Appendix — https://github.com/Applied-Machine-
Learning-Lab/RGTN/Appendix.pdf

Introduction

Tensor network structure search (TN-SS) has emerged as
a fundamental challenge in high-dimensional data repre-
sentation, seeking to automatically discover optimal net-
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work topologies and rank configurations for efficient ten-
sor decomposition (Li and Sun 2020). Despite recent ad-
vances, existing TN-SS methods face significant limitations
in effectively addressing three critical aspects: computa-
tional tractability (Wang et al. 2023a), structure adaptiv-
ity (Hashemizadeh et al. 2020), and optimization robustness
across diverse tensor characteristics (Iacovides et al. 2025).
While current approaches show promise in specific scenar-
ios, they struggle to comprehensively tackle these intercon-
nected challenges (Zheng et al. 2020).

In practical tensor decomposition scenarios, optimal net-
work structures naturally exhibit three fundamental prop-
erties deeply rooted in physics and information theory:
(1) Scale-Invariant Correlations: tensor networks possess
self-similar correlation structures across different length
scales, analogous to critical phenomena in statistical physics
where the renormalization group reveals how physical prop-
erties transform under scale changes (White 1992; Vidal
2007), (2) Hierarchical Entanglement: the optimal con-
nectivity pattern reflects hierarchical entanglement struc-
tures, with different scales capturing correlations at dif-
ferent ranges—from local quantum entanglement to global
classical correlations (Schollwéck 2011; Orus 2014), and
(3) Flow of Information: efficient tensor networks natu-
rally organize information flow from fine-grained local fea-
tures to coarse-grained global structures, following princi-
ples similar to real-space renormalization in condensed mat-
ter physics (Evenbly and Vidal 2011; Haegeman et al. 2013).
These observations from quantum many-body physics and
renormalization group theory highlight the critical need for
tensor network methods that can exploit multi-scale struc-
tures while maintaining efficiency (Chan et al. 2008).

Based on these observations, tensor network structure
search systems need to address three fundamental challenges
that require innovative solutions: First, single-scale opti-
mization inherently limits structure discovery. Current meth-
ods operate at a fixed resolution throughout optimization,
missing the rich multi-scale structures inherent in tensor data
and failing to leverage the computational advantages of hi-
erarchical decomposition (Li and Sun 2020; Hashemizadeh
et al. 2020; Li et al. 2023a). Second, discrete search spaces
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Figure 1: The RGTN framework transforms network topology through physics-inspired multi-scale operations instead of tradi-
tional sampling-evaluation methods. It processes tensors through three RG-based phases: coarse-graining (downsampling and
tension calculation), expansion (splitting high-tension nodes), and compression (merging low-flow edges), unifying structure
search and parameter optimization for efficient discovery of optimal tensor network structures.

prevent smooth structure evolution. Genetic algorithms like
TNGA explore topology through discrete mutations (Li and
Sun 2020), greedy methods incrementally modify structures
through local decisions (Hashemizadeh et al. 2020), and lo-
cal search approaches like TNLS navigate neighborhoods
of current solutions (Li et al. 2023a), all suffering from the
combinatorial nature of the search space (Li et al. 2023a).
Third, separation of structure and parameter optimization
creates inefficiency. Program synthesis methods intelligently
generate candidate structures but still require expensive eval-
uation of each proposal (Zheng et al. 2020; Liao et al. 2019),
while regularization-based approaches achieve faster con-
vergence but remain constrained by predetermined topol-
ogy spaces (Zheng et al. 2024). These limitations manifest
critically in practice: Evolutionary methods require popula-
tion sizes growing exponentially with tensor order (Li and
Sun 2020), greedy algorithms make irrevocable local deci-
sions that lead to suboptimal structures (Hashemizadeh et al.
2020), local search methods frequently converge to poor
local minima (Li et al. 2022, 2023a), and even advanced
approaches using LLMs for algorithm discovery still oper-
ate within the sampling-evaluation paradigm (Zheng et al.
2020). This creates an urgent need for a fundamentally new
paradigm that can harness physics principles for efficient
structure discovery.

To address these challenges, we propose RGTN
(Renormalization Group guided Tensor Network search), a
physics-inspired framework that transforms tensor network
structure search through multi-scale renormalization group

flows. Unlike existing methods limited to discrete structure
spaces, RGTN implements dynamic scale transformation
where networks evolve continuously across resolution levels
via learnable edge gates. This approach utilizes node tension
to measure local stress and edge information flow to quantify
connectivity importance. By optimizing from coarse to fine
scales, RGTN discovers compact structures while escaping
local minima through scale-induced perturbations.
Our main contributions are:

* Multi-scale framework: First tensor network approach
implementing true renormalization group flows with con-
tinuous edge gates and scale-dependent optimization,
enabling dynamic topology evolution beyond discrete
search limitations.

* Physics-inspired strategies: Node tension and edge in-
formation flow guide intelligent structure modifications
through natural physical processes rather than combina-
torial enumeration.

* Theoretical speedup: Rigorous analysis showing ex-
ponential acceleration from (exp(N?)) to O(logI -
log(1/€)) with stronger convergence guarantees and
high-probability escape from local minima.

* Empirical validation: Experiments demonstrate RGTN
achieves up to 3x better compression and 4-600x faster
over existing methods.

Method

In this section, we present our RGTN approach for effi-
ciently searching tensor network structures. As shown in



Figure 1, we propose a radically different approach inspired
by the renormalization group (RG) theory (Shankar 1994;
Ueda 2024) from statistical physics.

Theoretical Foundation The renormalization group is a
mathematical apparatus that reveals how physical systems
behave across different length scales. In the context of ten-
sor networks, we interpret scale transformations as changes
in the network’s ability to capture correlations at different
ranges. Consider a tensor network M representing a ten-
sor X € RIixI2xxIN We define a renormalization group
flow on the space of tensor networks through a semi-group
of transformations { Rs }s>0:

Ms+65 = RéS[MSL (1)

where s represents the scale parameter. The RG transfor-
mation R consists of two complementary operations that
modify the network structure while preserving its represen-
tational capacity.

The expansion operation Rexpana increases the network’s
resolution by decomposing tensor cores:

Ruv
Rexpana : Go = Y _ G @ G, 2)
r=1

where a single core G, is split into two cores G,, and G,, con-
nected by a bond of dimension R,,,. This operation enables
the network to capture finer-grained correlations.

The compression operation Rcompress Teduces the net-
work’s complexity by merging adjacent cores:

Rcompress : (gu7 g’u) — guv = gu X eun gv> (3)

where X.,, denotes tensor contraction along the edge con-
necting v and v. This operation identifies and eliminates re-
dundant degrees of freedom.

Scale-Dependent Effective Action Following the RG
philosophy, we introduce a scale-dependent effective action
(loss function) that captures the relevant physics at each
scale:

SoM] = Saaa[M] + Y () S[M], 4)
k

where Sg,, represents data fidelity and Sy, are regularization
terms with scale-dependent coupling constants Ag(s). The
running of these coupling constants is determined by the RG

flow equations:
d)\
== = B\ 5)

where [, are the beta functlons encoding how different reg-
ularization strengths evolve across scales.

Enhanced Tensor Network Architecture

Standard tensor network architectures are rigid, with fixed
topologies that cannot adapt during optimization. This limi-
tation prevents the network from discovering more efficient
structures or adjusting its capacity based on the data com-
plexity. Additionally, existing methods for structure modifi-
cation require discrete decisions (add/remove edges, change

ranks) that disrupt the optimization process and often lead
to instability. We need architectural components that en-
able continuous structure adaptation while maintaining sta-
ble gradient flow throughout the network.

Adaptive Diagonal Factors Inspired by the SVDinsTN’s
use of diagonal factors for structure discovery, we introduce
adaptive diagonal factors that serve as importance weights
for each tensor core. For a tensor core G, € Rt XX R XTi
we define diagonal adaptation matrices ng) € RIEx i for
each virtual bond:

Gr =G <1 DM o DP o, DI (6)

These diagonal factors play a crucial role in structure dis-
covery. When elements of Dg) approach zero, the corre-
sponding bond dimensions become effectively reduced, au-

tomatically revealing a more compact structure.

Edge Gating Mechanism To enable dynamic topology
modification during optimization, we introduce learnable
edge gates. For each edge (u, v) in the tensor network graph
G = (V, E), we define a gating function:

Guv = U<wuv); Wy € R7 (7)

where o is the sigmoid function. The gated tensor contrac-
tion becomes:

Cuv = Guv * (gu Xmg,mg g’u) + (1 - guv) ' I7 (8)

where 7 represents an identity-like tensor maintaining di-
mensional consistency. This soft gating mechanism allows
gradual edge removal when g,, — 0.

Multi-Scale Loss Function For tensor completion, we
formulate a comprehensive loss function that incorporates
both data fidelity and structure-inducing regularization:
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Low-rank Regularization

Edge Entropy

where H(g) = —glogg — (1 — g)log(1 — g) is the binary
entropy function encouraging decisive gating, and TNN(X')
is the tensor nuclear norm computed as:

N
TNN(X) = wi X I+ (10)

with X{;,) being mode-k unfolding and || - || nuclear norm.



Intelligent Structure Search via RG Flow

Random or exhaustive structure search strategies suffer from
poor scalability and often explore irrelevant regions of the
structure space. Without guidance from the current network
state, these methods waste computational resources on un-
promising structural modifications. Furthermore, the inter-
play between structure optimization and parameter opti-
mization is poorly understood in existing approaches, lead-
ing to suboptimal coordination between these two aspects.
We need an intelligent search strategy that leverages the cur-
rent network’s properties to guide exploration and properly
balances structural and parametric updates.

Smart Proposal Generation Rather than random struc-
tural modifications, we use the current network’s properties
to guide proposal generation. For the expansion phase, we
identify nodes with high “’tension” - a measure of how much
a node contributes to the reconstruction error:

aﬁdata
G,

Nodes with high tension are prioritized for splitting, as they
likely encode complex correlations that benefit from finer
representation.

For the compression phase, we identify edges with low
“information flow” - quantified by the gate values and the
mutual information between connected cores:

Iuv = Guv MI(guagv)a (12)

where MI denotes mutual information estimated through the
singular value spectrum of the contracted tensor.

T, = - degree(v). (11)

F

Adaptive Optimization Strategy The optimization of
tensor cores and structural parameters proceeds through an
adaptive scheme that adjusts to the current scale and con-
vergence behavior. We employ a modified Adam optimizer
with scale-dependent learning rates:

ncores(s) =To - eXp(—S/So), 'r]struct(S) =To - (1 + 5/51)7

(13)

where cores are optimized more aggressively at fine scales

while structural parameters are refined more at coarse scales.
The complete algorithm proceeds at Appendix A.

Structure Discovery through Sparsity The interplay be-
tween diagonal factors and edge gates enables automatic
structure discovery. During optimization, the ¢; regular-
ization on diagonal factors and entropy regularization on
edge gates induce sparsity patterns that reveal the under-
lying structure. Specifically, when diagonal factor elements

D,(;) [4,7] < e, the corresponding bond dimension can be
reduced, and when edge gate g, < 6, the edge can be re-
moved from the topology.

This soft-to-hard thresholding strategy is implemented
through a temperature annealing scheme:

7(t) = 10 exp(—t/to), (14)

where the soft gates g,, = o (wy,/7(t)) become increas-
ingly binary as training progresses.

Multi-Scale Progressive Refinement

Direct optimization of large-scale tensor networks faces se-
vere challenges, including slow convergence, susceptibility
to local minima, and high computational cost. Starting from
random initialization often requires extensive iterations to
reach good solutions, and the optimization landscape be-
comes increasingly complex with network size. Addition-
ally, fine-scale details can obscure the global structure, mak-
ing it difficult to identify the optimal topology. We need a
multi-scale approach that can efficiently explore the solu-
tion space by solving progressively refined versions of the
problem. We begin at the coarsest scale, where the problem
has reduced dimensionality and computational cost:

Fs = Dg|F], where Dy is a downsampling operator.
15)
As we flow towards finer scales, we use the coarse-scale
solution to initialize the fine-scale optimization:

MO, =1 [M?], where U, is an upsampling operator.

(16)

This progressive refinement strategy provides several ben-

efits: (1) faster convergence by providing good initializa-

tions, (2) avoiding local minima by exploring the solution

space hierarchically, and (3) computational efficiency by
solving smaller problems first.

Theoretical Analysis

This section provides theoretical analysis of the RGTN
framework, establishing convergence guarantees, analyzing
structure discovery properties, demonstrating computational
advantages, and connecting to statistical physics principles.
Due to space constraints, detailed theorems on computa-
tional complexity, loss landscape smoothing, probabilistic
escape from local minima, fixed points, criticality, and uni-
versality are in Appendix B.

Preliminaries and Assumptions

We begin by establishing the mathematical foundations and
assumptions underlying our analysis. Let M = (G,S) de-
note a tensor network with cores G = {Gy,...,Gy} and
structure S = (V, E,{R;;}), where V is the set of nodes,
E is the set of edges, and R;; are bond dimensions. The
parameter space is denoted as © = {fg, 05}, where dg rep-
resents tensor core parameters and 6g represents structural
parameters including diagonal factors and edge gates.

Assumption 1 (Lipschitz Continuity). The loss function
L(M) is L-Lipschitz continuous with respect to the network
parameters:

|IL(My) — L(M2)| < LMy — Ma||F, a7
where || - || denotes the Frobenius norm extended to tensor
networks.

Assumption 2 (Smoothness of Scale Transformations). The
scale transformation operators Dy (downsampling) and U
(upsampling) satisfy:

[ty 0 D[ X] = X|p < Col| X[, (18)

where Cs = O(277) decreases with coarser scales.



Assumption 3 (Bounded Network Parameters). The net-
work parameters lie in a bounded domain: ||Gi||r < Bg
Sor all cores and 0 < g;; < 1 for all edge gates.

Convergence Analysis

We first establish the convergence properties of the RGTN
algorithm. The analysis considers the alternating optimiza-
tion between tensor cores and structural parameters across
multiple scales.

Theorem 1 (Global Convergence of Multi-Scale Optimiza-
tion). Under Assumptions 1-3, the RGTN algorithm gener-
ates a sequence of networks { M }2 . that converges to a
critical point of the multi-scale objective function. Specif-
ically, for any ¢ > 0, there exists T (¢) such that for all
t > T(e):

VLMD < e. (19)

Moreover; the convergence rate satisfies:
* S
2ALM©O) — L]+ L2 Y0, C2
T-1 :
t=0 "t
(20)

where 1, are the learning rates and L* is the optimal loss
value.

in [|[VL(M®D)|2 <
trg[l;l]ll ( e <

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix C.1. O

Structure Discovery and Sparsity Analysis

The automatic structure discovery in RGTN arises from the
sparsity-inducing properties of diagonal factors and edge
gates. We analyze how these mechanisms reveal the intrinsic
tensor network structure.

Lemma 1 (Diagonal Factor Sparsity Pattern). For
the regularized objective with diagonal factor penalty

Yok ||D§f) 1, the optimal diagonal entries satisfy the
soft-thresholding property:

Dy1j )" = sign(z) max(|z;| —7/L;.0), @D

where z; is the unregularized optimal value and L is the
Lipschitz constant for the j-th diagonal entry.

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix C.2. O

Theorem 2 (Structure Recovery Guarantee). Let X* be
a tensor with true tensor network representation having
ranks (R}, ..., RY,). Suppose the observed tensor is F =
Po(X* + N), where N is noise with |N||p < o. Then

with regularization parameter v = ©(o+/log(mN)/|]),

the RGTN algorithm recovers ranks (Ry, ..., Ry,) satisfy-
ing:

P (max |R; — Rj| < AR) > 1—exp(—c|Q]), (22
where Ar = O(0/0min), Omin is the minimum non-zero

singular value of the true tensor network, and ¢ > 0 is a
universal constant.

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix C.3.

Summary of Theoretical Advantages

Our theoretical analysis establishes key advantages of
RGTN over existing tensor network structure search meth-
ods. The convergence guarantee in Theorem 1 provides pre-
dictable performance with explicit rates, enabling practition-
ers to determine computational budgets. The structure recov-
ery guarantee in Theorem 2 ensures automatic discovery of
true tensor network rank under mild conditions, eliminat-
ing manual hyperparameter tuning. The complexity analy-
sis in Theorem 3 (Appendix B) demonstrates exponential
speedup over sampling-based methods, reducing search cost
from Q(exp(N?)) to O(Slog(1/e)) where S = O(logI).
This improvement makes large-scale applications feasible.
Theorem 4 (Appendix B) shows the multi-scale approach
escapes local minima with high probability, addressing a
key challenge in non-convex optimization. The connection
to renormalization group theory provides insights into tensor
network behavior. The universality property in Theorems 5
and 6 (Appendix B) explains robust performance across dif-
ferent initializations and instances.

Experiments

In this section, we present comprehensive experiments to
validate the effectiveness of our RGTN approach. Our ex-
periments demonstrate that RGTN achieves superior per-
formance in tensor network structure search while requir-
ing significantly less computational time compared to exist-
ing methods. Due to space constraints, detailed experimental
setup and baseline descriptions are provided in Appendix D,
with additional experimental settings in Appendix E.

Structure Revealing Capability

Table 1 shows RGTN’s performance on structure discov-
ery across 100 independent trials with ground truth struc-
tures. The high success rates (95-100%) demonstrate that
the renormalization group mechanism, when combined with
physics-inspired structure proposals, reliably reveals true
tensor network structures. The slight variations in success
rates correlate with the complexity of the network topology,
with simpler structures achieving 100% success rate. It is
worth noting that in the test on fifth-order tensors, we con-
sider various topologies, including ring and star configura-
tions with different connectivity patterns. Despite the struc-
tural complexity, RGTN can accurately identify the correct
topology and rank configuration for each case. This supports
our analysis in Lemma 1 about the sparsity-inducing proper-
ties of diagonal factors and confirms that RGTN can effec-
tively discover the underlying tensor network structure.

Light Field Data Results

Based on the comprehensive experimental results in Table 2,
RGTN demonstrates exceptional performance in both com-
pression efficiency and computational speed across all light
field datasets, establishing a new benchmark.

Superior Compression Performance: RGTN achieves
state-of-the-art compression across all datasets and error
bounds. At the strictest RE bound of 0.01, RGTN delivers
compression ratios of 22.3% (Bunny) and 29.9% (Knights),



o °
2
)
. 4 . 3 . ‘ 4 . . . 3
3 2 . 4 3 4 3 _ N . 2 3
2 ’ [ ]
True structure (4th-order) o ® ® o . o} o )
Success rate 100% 100% 96% 95% 99%
[ ] ) [ ]
A ° R ° ° L e s o
o 2 422 3 222 ® - 2 33 4 ® o 4 2
3 3 ® [ ] . X 2. 2 [} . 2 [ ]
True structure (5th-order) o ® [ °® ®
Success rate 100% 98% 96% 97% 100%
Table 1: Performance of RGTN on TN structure revealing under 100 independent tests.
Bunny Knights
RE: 0.01 RE: 0.05 RE: 0.1 RE: 0.01 RE: 0.05 RE: 0.1
Method | —GR~fjme [ CR  Time | CR Time|| VeM°d R Time | CR Time| CR Time
TRALS 612% 1341 | 17.6% 0.476 | 5.38% 0.119 | TRALS 742% 1042 | 27.2% 3.877| 9.08% 0.427
FCTNALS | 64.7% 13.21 | 21.1% 0.469 | 3.99% 0.042||FCTNALS | 73.9% 12.23 | 21.2% 0.625| 3.88% 0.014
TNGreedy | 26.4% 10.89 | 6.39% 1.031 | 2.37% 0.359| TNGreedy | 31.8% 12.66 | 7.63% 1.353| 3.53% 0.486
TNGA 282% 1004 | 5.06% 182.1 | 2.27% 12.65|| TNGA 39.1% 904.5 | 4.96% 142.0| 2.47% 12.37
TNLS 245% 1388 | 4.31% 64.38 | 2.18% 24.29 || TNLS 275% 1273 | 4.78% 74.75| 2.13% 5.373
TNALE 26.5% 143.1 | 4.57% 18.54 | 2.28% 3.094 || TNALE 27.8% 264.1 | 4.48% 25.30| 2.12% 3.352
SVDinsTN | 22.6% 0.752 | 6.85% 0.029* | 2.69% 0.005| SVDinsTN| 31.7% 1.563 | 5.70% 0.105| 2.73% 0.019
RGTN 22.3%* 0.180* |4.14%* 0.193 |0.91%* 0.212 || RGTN 29.9%* 0.178*|4.06%* 0.201|1.71%* 0.209

Table 2: Comparison of CR (%) and run time (x 1000s) of different methods on Bunny and Knights light field data. The result
for RGTN is selected based on the specified RE bounds. Bold numbers denote the best performance, underlined numbers
represent the second-best results, and * indicates statistical significance at a p < 0.05 level using a paired t-test.

6th-order 8th-order
Method CR Time CR Time
TRALS 1.35% 0.006 0.064% 0.034
FCTNALS 2.13% 0.002 - -
TNGreedy 0.88% 0.167 0.016% 2.625
TNGA 0.94% 3.825 0.024% 51.40
TNLS 1.11% 0.673 0.038% 59.83
TNALE 1.65% 0.201 0.047% 19.96
SVDinsTN 1.13% 0.002 0.016% 0.017
RGTN 0.76% 0.006 0.009% 0.123

Table 3: Comparison of the CR ({) and run time (x 1000s, |
of different methods when reaching the RE bound of 0.01.
The result is the average value of 5 independent experiments
and " indicates “out of memory”.

outperforming SVDinsTN by 1.3% and 6.2%, respectively.
The advantage amplifies at higher error tolerances for RE
bound 0.1, RGTN achieves remarkable compression ra-
tios of 0.91% (Bunny) and 1.71% (Knights), surpassing
SVDinsTN by factors of 2.96x and 1.60x respectively. This
demonstrates RGTN’s ability to identify efficient structures.
Exceptional Computational Efficiency: RGTN completes
compression tasks in under 210 seconds for RE bound

0.01, while traditional methods like TNGA and TNLS re-
quire over 900,000 seconds, representing speedup factors
exceeding 4,500 . Notably, our RGTN implementation uses
Python, whereas SVDinsTN utilizes MATLAB with GPU
acceleration, which may provide SVDinsTN computational
advantages. Despite this potential implementation disadvan-
tage, RGTN maintains highly competitive runtimes (180s vs
752s for Bunny, 178s vs 1563s for Knights at RE 0.01) while
consistently delivering superior compression ratios.

The combination of best-in-class compression and sub-
second runtimes validates our renormalization group-
inspired approach. RGTN’s 2-3x better compression at
higher error bounds establishes it as a powerful solution for
applications requiring both effectiveness and efficiency.

Scalability to High-Order Tensors

Table 3 shows RGTN achieves the best compression ra-
tios across all tensor orders while maintaining competi-
tive runtime. For 6th-order tensors, RGTN achieves 0.76%
CR, outperforming TNGreedy (0.88%) and SVDinsTN
(1.13%). For 8th-order tensors, RGTN achieves 0.009%
CR-significantly better than SVDinsTN and TNGreedy
(both at 0.016%). While SVDinsTN is fastest, RGTN main-
tains practical efficiency with 6s (6th-order) and 123s (8th-
order). Several methods encounter memory constraints for



MPSNR (1)

Method | News Salesman Silent
FBCP 28.234  29.077 30.126
TMac 27.882 28.469  30.599
TMacTT 28.714  29.534  30.647
TRLRF 28.857 28.288 31.081
™ 30.027 30.621 31.731
TNLS 29.761 30.685 28.830
SVDinsTN 31.643 31.684 32.706
RGTN (Ours) | 32.040 31.900 30.620

Time (seconds, |)
Method | News Salesman Silent
FBCP 17204 17832 14539
TMac 34046 353.63 31621
TMacTT 53597  656.45 1305.6
TRLRF 978.12  689.35 453.24
T™W 14263 11487 12320
TNLS 37675 76053 98502

SVDinsTN 93242 769.54 53231
RGTN (Ours) | 135.95 144.00 142.80

Table 4: Comparison of MPSNR and run time of different
TC methods on color videos.

8th-order tensors, whereas RGTN handles these cases suc-
cessfully. Traditional methods like TNGA and TNLS require
51,000-60,000s for 8th-order tensors—over 400x slower than
RGTN-while achieving inferior compression. The widening
performance gap with increasing tensor order validates our
theoretical framework. RGTN’s 1.8x better compression on
8th-order tensors, while avoiding memory issues, demon-
strates that the renormalization group approach effectively
manages exponentially large search spaces.

Video Completion Results

Table 4 presents results on real-world video completion
tasks. RGTN achieves the highest MPSNR values on News
(32.040 dB) and Salesman (31.900 dB) videos, outper-
forming the second-best method, SVDinsTN, by 0.397 dB
and 0.216 dB, respectively. On Silent video, RGTN main-
tains competitive performance (30.620 dB). Remarkably,
RGTN accomplishes this superior reconstruction quality
while being dramatically faster, completing tasks in approxi-
mately 140 seconds compared to SVDinsTN’s 532-932 sec-
onds, representing 3.7-6.9x speedup. This significant run-
time advantage over SVDinsTN on video data stems from
RGTN’s hierarchical processing strategy. While SVDin-
STN must search through numerous possible tensor net-
work structures for the high-dimensional video tensors (with
spatial, temporal, and color dimensions), RGTN’s renor-
malization group approach efficiently navigates this search
space by operating at multiple scales. The coarse-to-fine
refinement naturally captures video’s inherent multi-scale
structure—from frame-level temporal patterns to pixel-level
spatial details—without exhaustively evaluating all possi-
ble decompositions. Additionally, RGTN achieves orders-
of-magnitude speedup over traditional methods: 8-12x faster

than FBCP/TW (1,200-1,800 seconds) and 277-690x faster
than TNLS (37,675-98,502 seconds). This exceptional effi-
ciency, combined with state-of-the-art reconstruction qual-
ity, validates that our unified structure-parameter optimiza-
tion effectively exploits the hierarchical nature of video data
through the renormalization group framework.

Related Works

Tensor network structure search (TN-SS) addresses the
critical limitation of predetermined topologies in tensor
networks by automatically discovering optimal configura-
tions (Ghadiri et al. 2023; Sedighin, Cichocki, and Phan
2021; Nie, Wang, and Tian 2021). Traditional TN-SS meth-
ods—including greedy construction (Hashemizadeh et al.
2020), genetic algorithms (Li and Sun 2020), and lo-
cal search (Li et al. 2023a) which follows a costly two-
stage sampling-evaluation paradigm where each candi-
date requires full tensor optimization. The recent SVDin-
STN (Zheng et al. 2024) achieves 100-1000x speedup by
reformulating TN-SS as unified optimization with sparsity-
inducing regularization on diagonal factors between cores.
However, it remains susceptible to local minima due to
single-scale optimization. Due to space constraints, addi-
tional related work on tensor networks and renormalization
group applications is provided in the Appendix F.

Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we introduced RGTN, a physics-inspired
framework that transforms tensor network structure search
through multi-scale renormalization group flows. Unlike ex-
isting methods constrained by discrete search spaces, RGTN
implements continuous topology evolution via learnable
edge gates and systematic coarse-graining operations. Our
theoretical analysis establishes exponential computational
speedup with stronger convergence guarantees, while the
multi-scale framework escapes local minima through scale-
induced perturbations. Experiments across structure discov-
ery, light field compression, high-order tensor decomposi-
tion, and video completion demonstrate RGTN’s superior
performance. By unifying structure search and parameter
optimization through physics-inspired metrics of node ten-
sion and edge information flow, RGTN eliminates computa-
tional overhead while providing principled structure modifi-
cations beyond heuristic search strategies.
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Appendix of RGTN

Algorithm Overview

Algorithm 1: Renormalization Group Tensor Network
(RGTN) Search

Require: Initial network My, incomplete tensor F, mask
), scales S
Ensure: Optimized network M*
1: Initialize s = S (coarsest scale), M* = M,
2: Set scale-dependent parameters {A;(s)} according to
RG flow
3: while s > 0 do
4:  F, < CoarseGrain(F, 2°) {Downsample data}
5: Qg < FineGrain(2, 2°)
6.
7
8

// Expansion Phase: Increase resolution
for i = 1 to Nexpand(s) do
Compute node tensions {7, },cv

9: Select high-tension node v* = arg max, 75
10: Generate split proposal: M’ = SplitNode(M, v*)
11: Initialize new cores using SVD of G«
12: Optimize M’ for Eexpana epochs with 1oss Lo
13: if E[Om] (MI) < £t0131 (M) then
14: M~ M
15: end if
16:  end for

17:  // Compression Phase: Eliminate redundancy
18:  fori =1t0 Neompress(s) do

19: Compute edge information flows {1y }(u,v)cE

20: Select low-flow edge (u*,v*) = argmin, ) Iy

21: Generate  merge  proposal: M =
MergeNodes(M, u*, v*)

22: Apply SVD truncation to merged core

23: Optimize M’ for Ecompress €pochs

24: if Lioa1 (M) < Lot (M) then

25: M~ M

26: end if

27:  end for

28:  // Scale Refinement
29:  if s > 0 then
30: M < RefineScale(M, s — 1) {Prepare for finer

scale}

31:  endif

32:  Update best: M* <« M if PSNR(M) >
PSNR(M*)

33: s s—1
34: end while
35: return M*

Algorithm 1 presents the detailed implementation of our
Renormalization Group Tensor Network (RGTN) search
method. The algorithm operates through a multi-scale re-
finement process, starting from the coarsest scale s = S and
progressively moving to finer scales. At each scale, the al-
gorithm performs three key phases: (1) an expansion phase
that increases network resolution by splitting high-tension
nodes, where tension measures a node’s contribution to re-
construction error; (2) a compression phase that eliminates

redundancy by merging nodes connected by low informa-
tion flow edges; and (3) a scale refinement step that pre-
pares the network for the next finer scale. The algorithm em-
ploys scale-dependent parameters A (s) that follow the RG
flow, adapting regularization strengths across scales. Both
expansion and compression proposals are evaluated based
on the total loss Ly, With accepted modifications carried
forward. This iterative refinement continues until the finest
scale (s = 0) is reached, ultimately returning the optimized
network M* with the best PSNR performance encountered
during the search process.

Detailed Theorems
Computational Complexity and Efficiency

We now establish the computational advantages of RGTN
over existing tensor network structure search methods.

Theorem 3 (Computational Complexity Comparison). For
finding an e-approximate solution to the tensor network
structure search problem on an N-th order tensor of size
IN, the computational complexities are:

RGIN: Crory =0 (S-T-N?-IV - R}

max) ’

(23)
Sampling-based:  Cample = § (K T N2?2. [N . RN

max) ’

(24)

where S = O(logl) is the number of scales, T =
O(log(1/¢)) is iterations per scale, K = Q(exp(N?)) is
the number of structure samples, and T' = O(1/¢) is itera-
tions per structure evaluation.

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix Sec. C.4.
O

Multi-Scale Properties and Local Minima

The renormalization group framework provides unique ad-
vantages in escaping local minima through its multi-scale
structure.

Lemma 2 (Loss Landscape Smoothing). At scale s, the
effective loss landscape L has Lipschitz constant Ly <
Lo-27%% for some o« > 0, where Ly is the Lipschitz constant
at the finest scale.

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix Sec.
C.Ss. O

Theorem 4 (Probabilistic Escape from Local Minima). Let
Moeai be a strict local minimum at the finest scale with
basin radius r > 0. The multi-scale RGTN algorithm es-
capes this local minimum with probability:

s
P(escape) > 1 — H <1 -0 <2:; )) ;o (25
0

s=1

where ® is the standard normal CDF and o characterizes
the perturbation scale.

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix Sec.
C.6. O



Connection to Renormalization Group Theory

We establish formal connections between our algorithm and
renormalization group theory from statistical physics.

Theorem 5 (Fixed Points and Criticality). The RGTN flow
equation M1 = Rs[ M| admits fixed points M* satisfy-
ing Rs[M*] = M*. Near a fixed point, the linearized flow:

5Ms+1 = j55M57 (26)

where [T is the Jacobian of Rs, has eigenvalues {\;} that
determine the stability and universality class of the fixed
point.

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix Sec.
C.7. O

Theorem 6 (Universality in Structure Discovery). Tensor
networks within the same universality class—defined by the
relevant eigenvalues of the RG flow—converge to struc-

turally similar fixed points. Specifically, if Mﬁo) and Méo)
belong to the same universality class, then:

lim dyrer(RIMO), RIMEP) =0, (27)
t—o00
where dge is a metric on tensor network structures and R*
denotes t iterations of the RG transformation.

Proof. Detailed proof is provided in Appendix Sec.
C.8. O

Detailed Proofs
Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. At a fixed scale s, consider one iteration of gradient

descent on the loss £(M). Let MY be the network pa-
rameters at iteration ¢. By the update rule,

MY = MY =9, VL (M),

where 7, is the learning rate at that iteration. Because L; is
L-Lipschitz continuous (Assumption 1), we have the stan-
dard smoothness inequality for gradient descent:

LMDy < £, (MD) +
L
+ 5 [IMEHD = MO

Substituting the update step into this inequality simplifies
the inner product term and yields:
LoMID) < L(MD) = e[ VLM |1+

Ln?
—5 VLMD

For sufficiently small 7, (specifically, 0 < 7 < %), the
factor (1 — %) is positive. Thus,

LMDy < £,(MD)—

0 (1= E) 9L MO

(VL(MD), MEFD — My

When we move from a coarser scale s to a finer scale s —
1, we initialize the finer-scale model Mgo_)l = U [M}] by
upsampling the optimized model from scale s. By Lipschitz
continuity of £,_1, any difference between Mg(i)l and the
true fine-scale optimum M7 _, yields a bounded increase in
loss:

,1(/\/1(0) ) Lo 1( :71) < L”MEOJI—M:,1”F

Assumption 2 states that the upsampled coarse solution is
close to the true solution at the finer scale, in the sense
that ||Us o Ds[X] — X||r < Cs||X||F for any tensor. Us-
1ng this with X = M?%_,, we get ||M§°,)1 - Mi_|r <

Cs—1||MZ_,||F- Since the parameters are bounded (As-
i M _||F is at most some constant B. Hence:

Loy(MY) < Loy (M) +LCs_y B.

Starting from the initial network Mgo) at coarsest scale S
and running the RGTN algorithm through all scales down to

0, the loss drops from ﬁs(/\/lgo)) to Lo(MG) = L*. After
T total iterations (summing over all scales), we have:

T-1
L
LMy = = Y m (1= ) IVEMD) 3
t=0

5-1
— Z LC, B.
s=0
Using n;(1 — %) > & for small enough 7, we get:
1, 5-1
t 0 *
> SIVEMDE < LMET) — L7+ LBy C.
t=0 s=0

The left side simplifies to = Zt 0 " w || VLM D)2 where
wy =N/ D> M are weights summing to 1. This is at least as

large as 3 ming<;<7 || VL(M®)||%.. Therefore:

* S—

0<t<T Zt o Mt

O

Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Consider a single diagonal entry d = D,Ef) [4,4] of
one of the adaptive diagonal factor matrices. Let f(d) denote
the objective function restricted to d, which includes the data
loss plus the ¢; regularization term +y|d|. At an optimum of
the full regularized objective, we must have the subgradient
condition:

g(d*) +v€§ =0,

where g(d) = % and ¢ € 0|d*| is in the subgradient of
the absolute value at d*. This subgradient £ equals sign(d*)
if d* # 0, and can be any value in the interval [—1,1] if
d*=0.

If d* # 0, then £ = sign(d*) and the condition becomes
g(d*) = —~vsign(d*). Without regularization (y = 0), the
optimum would be at g(z;) = 0. If we assume the derivative



g(d) is Lipschitz continuous around z; with constant L, we
can approximate g(d) linearly: g(d) = g(z;) + L;(d — z;).

Because g(z;) = 0, near the optimum we have g(d) ~
L;(d — z;). Setting g(d*) = —~sign(d*) gives
Lj(d" — zj) = —vsign(d”).

Solving for d* from this linearized equation:

d" =~ z; — Llj sign(d™).
Since sign(d*) is the same as sign(z;) if z; is large enough
that the regularization doesn’t flip its sign, we get

d* ~ sign(z;) max (\z]| - Ll’ 0).
J

If d* = 0, the subgradient condition requires that g(0) lies
in the interval [—v, +~]. This scenario is also captured by
the soft-thresholding rule: if |z;| < «/L;, then the formula
above yields d* = 0. Thus, in all cases, the optimal solution
for each diagonal entry obeys

d* = sign(z;) max(|z;| — 0).

J
L;’

Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Focus on a particular mode-k unfolding of the tensor
X and the corresponding factor Gy in the tensor network.
The mode-k unfolding is a matrix whose rank is the true
multilinear rank R}, for that mode. Let the singular values of

this unfolding be aik) > aék) > > oy:), where 05%) >0

*)  _0; i
and o, = 0in the noiseless case.

The partial derivative of Sgy, with respect to a particu-

lar diagonal entry D,(f) [4, 7] measures how much the recon-
struction error would change by adjusting that singular di-
rection’s weight:

O0Sdata oOF

5= (R, etk
oD [j, ] oD, 5, j]
where R = Pq(X — F) is the residual tensor.
Case 1: 1 < j < Rj (True signal dimensions). For these
indices corresponding to singular vectors genuinely present

in the true tensor X', with high probability over the sampling
of ) and the noise:

’ anata ‘ > e O'(»k) — ¢y g
oDl T V19

for some positive constants ¢, co. The key idea is that for a
true component, the signal part claj(k) dominates the noise
part co \/% .

Case 2: j > IR, (Spurious or noise dimensions). These

indices correspond to singular directions not present in the
true tensor X. With high probability:

’ 0Sdata o

——| < 3 —,
aDy[j, j}‘ V19l

for j > Rj.
By Lemma 1, a diagonal entry will be set to zero if
the magnitude of its unregularized gradient is less than the

threshold . By choosing « on the order of o log‘(TmlN)l

(k)

- Foreach j < R}, provided ;" is not too tiny compared

to the noise level, we expect \8Sdm / 8D,(:) [4,7]] > ~v. Thus,
none of the true components get mistakenly pruned out.

- For each j > R}, we have |5)Sdala/8D,(f) [7,7]| on the
order of the noise level, almost surely less than ~. There-

fore, the optimal solution forces D](;) [7,4]" = 0 for all these
superfluous entries.

Combining these results across all modes k, we conclude
that the learned tensor network will have effective rank R
in mode k equal to (or extremely close to) the true rank I}.
More precisely, with probability at least 1 — exp(—c|Q|):

max |R; — R}| < Agp = O(0/0min)-

Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. For RGTN: At a given scale s, the tensor has size
about (1/2°)N. The cost of a single contraction or pass is:

clrrien — O( N2 (1/29)Y - Rity).

Summing the cost across all scales s = 0to S — 1:

5-1
CrGTIN = Z T,-Cperiten) — <N2 ‘RN . Z T,-(1/2%) )

s=0
If T, ~ T for all scales, then:

S—1

CrGIN = (9( T-RN.. (I/2S)N>.
s=0

The summation Zfz_ol (I/2°)N is a geometric series:

S—1 IN NS*l 1 s IN N
> g =1 ;(21\’) =1~ - o)

s=0

Therefore:
CRGTN:(’)(S T N2.IN. Rﬁax)

For sampling-based approach: The number of possible

network configurations is at least 2(2) = 2N(N=1)/2 fo;
topology alone. Including rank choices gives roughly Rﬁ;f
additional combinations. Therefore, the total number of can-
didate structures is K = Q(exp(N?)).

A brute-force sampling strategy must examine on the or-
der of K structures, and for each structure, train it with
T = O(1/e) iterations. The cost of each iteration is
O(N? - IV - RN ). Therefore:

max

Csample:Q(eXp(NQ) N2 TN Rfr‘fax)



Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. The downsampling operator D, acts like a smooth-
ing transformation on the data and the model’s parameters.
Consider the loss at scale s defined in terms of downsampled
data Fy = D,[F].

The coarse loss can be thought of as L (M) =
L(D;[Data], Ds[M]). Differentiating with respect to M
yields:

VMmLs(M) = (Ds)" (Vp, m £(Ds[Data), Dy [M)])),

where (D;)* is the adjoint of the linear operator D;. If
|Ds]|op is the operator norm of Dj:

IVLs (M) = [[(Ds)" VLD M)l < || Dsllop-[VL(Ds[M

Since downsampling by a factor of 2° in each dimension
reduces variability, we expect ||D|lop = O(27°%) for some
a > 0. Therefore, the Lipschitz constant at scale s satisfies:

Ls S ||Ds||op : LO - L() . O(Qisa).

Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. Assume My, is a strict local minimum of the fine-
scale loss surface £ with basin radius ». When we solve the
problem at a coarser scale s > 0 and then lift the solution to
scale s —1 by upsampling Mi(i)l = U, [MZ], this introduces
a perturbation.

We model the difference between the fine-scale local min-
imum M, and the coarse-to-fine initialized point M,
as a random variable AM with variance scaling like 2%503.
At scale s, the probability that the perturbation AM is
large enough to escape the basin radius r is:

P([AM;[|p > 7).

If we approximate AM, as normally distributed with
variance 02 = 22%¢Z, then for a one-dimensional perturba-
tion, the probability that it is greater than r in absolute value
is related to ®(57-), where @ is the standard normal CDF.

Let p; = 1 — ®(r/(2%00)) be the probability that the
perturbation at scale s jumps out of radius r. Then the prob-
ability of not escaping at scale s is 1 — p, = ®(r/(2%0¢)).

If we treat the escape events at different scales as approx-
imately independent attempts, the probability that we fail to
escape at all scales from .S down to 1 is:

5
P(stuck in local min after all scales) = H <I>( 2: )
go
s=1

The probability of successfully escaping that local mini-
mum by at least one of the scale jumps is:

S

P(escape by some scale) = 1 — H CD(Q ! )
507

s=1

Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. We model the RGTN’s iterative expansion-
compression process across scales as a discrete dynamical
system M1 = Rs[M;].

Existence of fixed points: The space of possible ten-
sor network representations is compact (by Assumption 3).
Each R can be treated as a continuous map on the space of
augmented tensor networks. By Brouwer’s Fixed Point The-
orem, any continuous function from a compact convex set to
itself has at least one fixed point. Thus, there exists at least
one tensor network M* such that M* = R[M*].

Linearization: Consider a small perturbation SM, =
M, — M* from the fixed point. Expanding R, in a Tay-

])](er.series around M*:

RJM*+6M,] = RJM*|+DR| - [IM]+O(||M,|1?).
Since M* is a fixed point, Rs[M*] = M™*. Thus:
5Ms+1 ~ js 5M57

where J; = DRg|a+ is the Jacobian matrix of the RG
transformation at the fixed point.

The eigenvalues of J; determine how different perturba-
tion modes scale: - If |A;| < 1: irrelevant directions (per-
turbations decay) - If | \;| > 1: relevant directions (perturba-
tions grow) - If | ;| = 1: marginal directions (require higher-
order analysis)

Proof of Theorem 6

Proof. Two networks ./\/lgo) and M(QO) are in the same uni-
versality class if they are attracted to the same fixed point
M* under the RG flow. This means the initial difference
SMO) = Mﬁo) — Méo) can be decomposed along eigen-
directions of the flow at M*:

(SM(O) = Z Q€4

where e; are eigenvectors with eigenvalues \;.

For networks in the same universality class, a;; = 0 for
all relevant modes (those with |A;| > 1). The difference lies
purely in the subspace spanned by marginal and irrelevant
eigen-directions.

After t applications of the RG transformation, linearizing
around the fixed point:

5M(t) =~ Z Oél/\f €;.

For the irrelevant directions, |\;| < 1, so |\;|* decays ex-
ponentially fast to O as ¢ increases. Therefore:

dslruct(Rt[MgO)L Rt[Mg))D <C Z |al| |/\L|t

i:‘)\i|<1
Since lim;_, o0 |A;|* = 0 for 0 < |\;| < 1, we have:

Jim dyre (R M), RIMP)) = 0.



Experimental Setup

We conduct comprehensive experiments to validate the ef-
fectiveness of RGTN across diverse tensor decomposition
tasks, including structure discovery, light field compression,
high-order tensor decomposition, and video completion. Our
experiments are designed to evaluate both the computa-
tional efficiency and the quality of discovered tensor net-
work structures.

Datasets

Light Field Data. We utilize the Stanford Light Field
Archive (Stanford Computer Graphics Laboratory 2008),
specifically the Bunny and Knights data, which are widely
used benchmarks in the tensor decomposition community.
Each light field is represented as a 5D tensor with shape
[U,V,X,Y,C], where (U, V) denote the angular dimen-
sions capturing different viewpoints, (X,Y") represent the
spatial coordinates of each view, and C' indicates the color
channels. The Bunny data has dimensions [9, 9,512,512, 3]
while the Knights data has dimensions [9, 9, 1024, 1024, 3].
These data present significant challenges due to their high
dimensionality and complex correlation structures across
both angular and spatial dimensions.

Synthetic High-Order Tensors. To systematically eval-
uate the scalability of our method, we generate struc-
tured synthetic tensors of orders 6 and 8 with known
ground-truth tensor network representations. For 6th-order
tensors, we construct tensors with physical dimensions
(7,8,7,8,7,8) using a predefined tensor network structure
with 6 edges and bond dimensions randomly selected from
the range (2, 3). For 8th-order tensors, we use dimensions
(7,8,7,8,7,8,7,8) with similar structural configurations.
The ground-truth structures include various topologies such
as tensor trains, tensor rings, and hierarchical tucker decom-
positions, allowing us to assess the structure discovery capa-
bility of different methods.

Video Data. For real-world applications, we employ stan-
dard video sequences (School of Electrical, Computer and
Energy Engineering Arizona State University) including
News, Salesman, and Silent from the Video Trace Li-
brary. Each video is represented as a 4D tensor with shape
[T, H,W,C] where T = 50 temporal frames, spatial reso-
lution (H, W) = (144, 176), and C = 3 RGB color chan-
nels. To simulate practical video completion scenarios, we
randomly remove 90% of the entries, creating a challenging
missing data problem that requires effective exploitation of
both spatial and temporal correlations.

Baseline Methods

We compare RGTN against a comprehensive set of state-
of-the-art tensor network methods, categorized by their ap-
proach to structure search:

Fixed-Structure Methods: TRALS (Zhao et al. 2016) and
FCTNALS (Zheng et al. 2021) represent traditional ap-
proaches that use predetermined network topologies. While
computationally efficient, these methods cannot adapt their
structure to the specific characteristics of the input data.

Discrete Search Methods: TNGreedy (Brockmeier et al.
2013) employs a greedy construction strategy that incremen-
tally builds the network by adding edges that maximize im-
mediate improvement. TNGA (Li and Sun 2020) uses evo-
lutionary computation to explore the discrete space of net-
work topologies through mutation and crossover operations.
TNLS (Li and Sun 2020) navigates the structure space by
evaluating local neighborhoods around the current solution.
Adaptive Methods: TNALE (Iacovides et al. 2025) at-
tempts to discover structure through systematic expansion
of the network. SVDinsTN (Zheng et al. 2024) represents
the current state-of-the-art, using diagonal factors between
tensor cores to induce sparsity and reveal efficient structures
through unified optimization.

For video completion experiments, we additionally in-
clude domain-specific baselines: FBCP (Zhao, Zhang, and
Cichocki 2015), TMac (Qin et al. 2022), TMacTT (Liu et al.
2019), TRLRF (Yuan et al. 2018), and TW (Tensor Wheel
decomposition) (Ramos 1T 2021).

Implementation Details

Multi-Scale Configuration. The core innovation of RGTN
lies in its multi-scale optimization strategy. We configure
the number of scales based on tensor complexity: light field
data uses 4 scales to capture correlations from pixel-level to
view-level, while high-order synthetic tensors use 5 scales
for 6th-order and 4 scales for 8th-order tensors. At each
scale, we perform 20 expansion steps to increase network
capacity where needed and 20 compression steps to elimi-
nate redundant connections. The scale progression follows
an exponential schedule, with each coarser scale reducing
tensor dimensions by a factor of 2.

Optimization Parameters. All tensor cores are initialized
using truncated SVD with threshold 10~2 to ensure nu-
merical stability. Initial bond dimensions are set conser-
vatively to 2-4, allowing the algorithm to discover the
optimal ranks through the optimization process. We em-
ploy the Adam optimizer with scale-dependent learning
rates: 7cores($) = 0.001 - exp(—s/2) for tensor cores and
Nstruct (8) = 0.0001 - (14 s/3) for structural parameters. The
regularization weights in Eq. (9) are set as: diagonal spar-
sity v(s) = 0.01, edge entropy d(s) = 0.001, and tensor
nuclear norm e(s) = 0.1, with scale-dependent adjustments
following the RG flow equations.

Structure Modification Strategy. Node tension for expan-
sion decisions is computed using Eq. (11), with nodes hav-
ing tension above the 80th percentile selected for splitting.
Edge information flow for compression is evaluated using
Eq. (12), with edges below the 20th percentile marked for
potential removal. The temperature parameter for edge gat-
ing follows an annealing schedule 7(t) = 0.5-exp(—¢/100),
ensuring gradual transition from soft to hard decisions.

Evaluation Metrics

Structure Discovery Success Rate: For synthetic tensors
with known ground truth, we measure the percentage of tri-
als where the algorithm correctly identifies the true network
topology and rank configuration within a tolerance of &1 for
bond dimensions.



Compression Ratio (CR): We quantify the efficiency of
tensor representation as the ratio of parameters in the tensor

network to the original tensor size: CR = W X

100%, where lower values indicate better compres;ion.
Reconstruction Error (RE): The quality of tensor approx-

imation is measured using relative Frobenius norm error:

RE = %, providing a scale-invariant measure of ap-
proximation quality.

Mean Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (MPSNR): For video
completion tasks, we compute the mean peak signal-to-noise
ratio as the average PSNR across all frames, where PSNR
for each frame is calculated using the standard formula with

maximum pixel value of 255.

Experimental Protocol

All experiments are conducted on NVIDIA V100 GPUs
with 32GB memory to ensure fair comparison across meth-
ods. We implement RGTN in Python using PyTorch for
automatic differentiation, while baseline methods use their
original implementations (MATLAB for SVDinsTN, Python
for others). Each experiment is repeated 5 times with differ-
ent random seeds, and we report mean values with standard
deviations. For structure discovery experiments, we conduct
100 independent trials to assess reliability. Statistical sig-
nificance is evaluated using paired t-tests with significance
level a = 0.05. To ensure reproducibility, we fix random
seeds and provide complete hyperparameter configurations
in the supplementary materials. Runtime measurements ex-
clude data loading and preprocessing, focusing solely on the
optimization process.

Additional Experiments

In this section, we present additional experimental results
that further validate the effectiveness and robustness of our
RGTN framework across various settings and hyperparame-
ter configurations.

Visual Quality Assessment

Figure 2 presents a detailed visual comparison of reconstruc-
tion quality on the 25th frame of the News video sequence.
The figure displays both reconstructed frames and their cor-
responding residual error maps for nine different methods,
providing a comprehensive evaluation of visual reconstruc-
tion quality. The residual images, computed as the aver-
age absolute difference between reconstructions and ground
truth across RGB channels, reveal significant differences in
reconstruction accuracy across methods.

RGTN achieves the darkest residual map among all meth-
ods, indicating the lowest reconstruction error. The error is
particularly minimal in the background regions and the news
ticker at the bottom of the frame. In contrast, traditional ten-
sor completion methods show distinct error patterns: FBCP
exhibits high errors across the entire frame with particu-
larly bright regions around the text overlay, while TMac and
TMacTT show structured artifacts that appear as horizon-
tal and vertical streaks in their residual maps. TRLRF and

TW demonstrate moderate performance with errors concen-
trated around high-frequency details such as the anchorper-
son’s face and the "MPEG4 WORLD” logo.

Among the tensor network structure search methods,
TNLS produces noticeable block artifacts visible in both
the reconstructed image and the residual map, suggesting
its local search strategy may have converged to a subopti-
mal structure. SVDinsTN shows competitive performance
with relatively low residual errors, particularly in smooth
regions, though it still exhibits higher errors than RGTN
around edges and text regions. The superior performance of
RGTN can be attributed to its multi-scale optimization strat-
egy, which effectively captures both global structure and lo-
cal details through the renormalization group framework.

Hyperparameter Sensitivity Analysis

Light Field Compression Figure 6 presents a comprehen-
sive analysis of how bond dimension affects various perfor-
mance metrics in light field compression tasks. The four sub-
plots reveal critical insights about the trade-offs involved in
selecting appropriate bond dimensions.

The reconstruction error plot (top-left) shows a character-
istic L-shaped curve, with RE dropping rapidly from 0.35
at bond dimension 2 to 0.049 at bond dimension 15. Be-
yond dimension 15, the curve flattens significantly, with
only marginal improvements achieved by further increasing
the bond dimension. This behavior suggests that the intrin-
sic dimensionality of the light field data is effectively cap-
tured by bond dimension 15, and additional parameters be-
yond this point primarily fit noise rather than meaningful
structure. The compression ratio analysis (top-right) reveals
a nearly linear relationship with bond dimension, increasing
from 0.5% at dimension 2 to 16.8% at dimension 30. This
linear growth is expected as the number of parameters in the
tensor network scales proportionally with bond dimensions.
However, when considered alongside the reconstruction er-
ror results, it becomes clear that the linear increase in pa-
rameters does not translate to proportional improvements in
approximation quality.

Runtime behavior (bottom-left) exhibits super-linear
growth, increasing from 90 seconds at dimension 2 to 380
seconds at dimension 30. The acceleration in runtime growth
after dimension 20 is particularly notable, suggesting that
computational complexity becomes a limiting factor for high
bond dimensions. This is likely due to increased memory re-
quirements and more complex tensor contractions required
during optimization.

The trade-off visualization (bottom-right) synthesizes
these findings by plotting RE against CR with bond dimen-
sion encoded in color. The plot clearly shows three distinct
regions: an efficient regime (dimensions 2-10) where small
increases in CR yield substantial RE reductions, an opti-
mal regime (dimensions 10-20) where the trade-off is bal-
anced, and an inefficient regime (dimensions 20-30) where
large increases in CR produce negligible RE improvements.
Bond dimension 15 emerges as the clear optimal choice, po-
sitioned at the “elbow” of the trade-off curve.



| RE bound: 0.01 | RE bound: 0.05 | RE bound: 0.1

Initialization ‘ CR (%)

Time | CR (%)

Time | CR (%) Time

Random 26.51  0.198
RGTN (Ours) 22.3 0.180

5.28 0.212 229 0.233
4.14 0.193 0.91 0.212

Table 5: Comparison of CR ({) and run time (x 1000s, |) of RGTN with different initializations on light field data Bunny.

FBCP TMac

MPEG4 MPEG4 ‘ MPEG4
WORLD WORLD S WORLD

TNLS [17] SVDinsTN

MPEG4 N / MPEG4
WORLD . [ WORLD

TMacTT

TRLRF

MPEG4 MPEG4
WORLD / WORLD

Ours Ground truth

MPEG4 J MPEG4
WORLD B | WORLD
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Figure 2: Reconstructed images and residual images obtained by different methods (including ours) on the 25th frame of News.
Here the residual image is the average absolute difference between the reconstructed image and the ground truth over R, G, and

B channels.

Video Completion Figure 3 examines bond dimension
sensitivity for video completion tasks, revealing different
characteristics compared to light field compression. The
MPSNR curve (top-left) shows rapid improvement from
28.5 dB at dimension 2 to 32.04 dB at dimension 12, after
which it plateaus completely. This sharp saturation at dimen-
sion 12, compared to the more gradual saturation at dimen-
sion 15 for light fields, suggests that video data has different
structural properties despite its higher order.

The PSNR behavior (top-right) closely mirrors MPSNR,
confirming that the quality saturation is consistent across in-
dividual frames and not just an artifact of averaging. The
slight variations in PSNR after dimension 12 (within 0.1 dB)
are likely due to optimization randomness rather than mean-
ingful improvements.

Runtime analysis (bottom-left) reveals a concerning

exponential-like growth, with execution time increasing
from 4,230 seconds at dimension 2 to over 21,000 seconds
at dimension 20. This 5x increase in runtime for dimensions
that provide no quality improvement highlights the impor-
tance of proper hyperparameter selection. The steep runtime
increase is particularly pronounced after dimension 15, sug-
gesting that memory bandwidth limitations may be affecting
performance.

The MPSNR-runtime trade-off plot (bottom-right) pro-
vides clear guidance for practitioners. The plot shows that
dimension 12 achieves 99.7% of the maximum possible MP-
SNR while requiring only 40% of the runtime needed for
dimension 20. Dimensions below 10 show poor quality-
runtime trade-offs, while dimensions above 15 offer no qual-
ity benefits despite dramatic runtime increases.



MPSNR vs Bond Dimension (Adjusted Results)
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Figure 3: Hyperparameter analysis for the video completion task, showing the impact of varying bond dimension on perfor-
mance. The plots show: (Top-left) Mean Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (MPSNR) vs. Bond Dimension; (Top-right) Peak Signal-
to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) vs. Bond Dimension; (Bottom-left) The effect of bond dimension on total runtime; (Bottom-right) A
trade-off analysis between MPSNR and runtime, with bond dimension encoded by color and labels. The results indicate that a
bond dimension of 12.0 achieves the highest MPSNR (32.04 dB), suggesting an optimal configuration for this task. Increasing
the bond dimension further leads to significantly longer runtimes without a corresponding improvement in reconstruction qual-

1ty.

Silent

Relative change
2
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Figure 4: Convergence behavior of the RGTN algorithm on
the Bunny and Silent test video data. The vertical axis repre-
sents the relative change between consecutive iterations, de-
fined as ||X ) — X1 /|| &F=D| -, where X' *) is the
reconstructed tensor at the k-th iteration. The plots demon-
strate that our RGTN algorithm converges rapidly within the
initial iterations and maintains excellent stability throughout
the optimization process.

Convergence Analysis

Figure 4 provides crucial insights into the optimization dy-
namics of RGTN on different data types. The convergence
curves for both Bunny (light field) and Silent (video) data

Comparison of First 5 Iterations Runtime
RGTN Adaptive vs Random Initialization on Bunny Dataset

=3 RGTN Adaptive Init
=3 Random it
012 0117

010 0.095

0.079

0.078

5 0.058

0.085

First 5 Iterations Time (x1000s)

Reconstruction Error Targets
RGTN adaptive faster

Note: Times

Figure 5: Comparison of runtime efficiency between our
RGTN multi-scale initialization strategy and a standard ran-
dom initialization on the *Bunny’ light field data. The chart
shows the time required for both initialization schemes to
reach three different reconstruction error (RE) targets. The
results clearly demonstrate that our physics-inspired, coarse-
to-fine initialization provides an effective *warm start’, dra-
matically reducing the optimization time needed to achieve
the desired accuracy compared to starting from a random
state.

exhibit three distinct phases that characterize the multi-scale
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Figure 6: Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis for the light field compression task, focusing on the bond dimension. The figure
illustrates the impact of varying the bond dimension on key performance metrics: (Top-left) Reconstruction Error (RE) vs. Bond
Dimension; (Top-right) Compression Ratio (CR) vs. Bond Dimension; (Bottom-left) Runtime vs. Bond Dimension; (Bottom-
right) A trade-off analysis between RE and CR, with points colored by their corresponding bond dimension. These plots reveal
the trade-offs involved. For instance, a bond dimension of 15 appears to be a ’sweet spot’, achieving a very low reconstruction
error (0.0490) while maintaining reasonable compression and runtime.

optimization process.

In the initial phase (iterations 1-20), both data show rapid
convergence with relative changes dropping from approx-
imately 0.1 to 0.01. This phase corresponds to the coars-
est scale optimization where the algorithm quickly iden-
tifies the global structure. The steeper initial descent for
the Bunny data suggests that light field data has more pro-
nounced multi-scale structure that benefits from our coarse-
to-fine approach.

The refinement phase (iterations 20-100) shows continued
but slower improvement, with relative changes decreasing
from 0.01 to 0.0001. During this phase, the algorithm transi-
tions through intermediate scales, progressively adding de-
tail to the tensor network structure. The Silent video data
exhibits more fluctuations during this phase, particularly be-
tween iterations 50-80, which corresponds to the scale tran-
sitions where temporal correlations are being refined.

The final stabilization phase (iterations 100-300) demon-
strates excellent numerical stability with relative changes
maintaining steady values around 10~* to 10~5. The ab-
sence of oscillations or divergence confirms that our scale-
dependent learning rate schedule successfully balances ex-

ploration and exploitation. The slightly higher stabilization
level for the video data (10~*) compared to the light field
data (1079) reflects the inherent complexity difference be-
tween these data types.

Initialization Strategy Comparison

Table 5 and Figure 5 provide compelling evidence for the
effectiveness of our multi-scale initialization strategy. The
comparison uses SVDinsTN as the baseline optimizer to en-
sure fair evaluation, with the only difference being the ini-
tialization strategy.

Compression Efficiency Analysis Table 5 reveals that
RGTN initialization consistently achieves better compres-
sion ratios across all reconstruction error bounds. At the
strictest bound (RE 0.01), RGTN achieves 22.3% com-
pression compared to 26.51% with random initialization—a
15.9% improvement. As the error tolerance increases, the
advantage becomes more pronounced: at RE 0.05, RGTN
achieves 4.14% versus 5.28% (21.6% improvement), and
at RE 0.1, the improvement reaches 60.3% (0.91% versus
2.29%).

The efficiency gains are particularly significant at higher



compression levels (larger error bounds), where RGTN ini-
tialization enables the network to find more compact repre-
sentations. Additionally, RGTN initialization demonstrates
consistent computational advantages, reducing training time
by approximately 9% across all error bounds, suggesting
that the method not only improves compression quality but
also accelerates convergence.

Convergence Speed Benefits Figure 5 dramatically illus-
trates the convergence speed advantages of our approach.
The bar chart shows time required to reach three different re-
construction error targets, with RGTN initialization consis-
tently outperforming random initialization. For the strictest
target (RE 0.01), RGTN requires 820 seconds compared to
1,363 seconds for random initialization—a 40% reduction
in optimization time. This acceleration becomes even more
pronounced at RE 0.05, where RGTN needs only 180 sec-
onds versus 298 seconds (58% speedup).

The convergence advantages stem from our physics-
inspired initialization providing a high-quality starting point
that already captures the essential multi-scale structure of
the data. Starting from the coarsest scale solution means the
optimizer begins in a favorable region of the loss landscape,
avoiding many local minima that trap random initialization.
The slight increase in RGTN times shown in Table 5 for
some settings reflects the additional overhead of the multi-
scale procedure, but this is more than compensated by supe-
rior solution quality and faster convergence to target errors.

These comprehensive results validate that our renormal-
ization group framework provides both theoretical insights
and practical advantages. The multi-scale approach not only
enables efficient structure search but also provides superior
initialization for any tensor network optimization procedure,
demonstrating the broad applicability of physics-inspired
principles to machine learning problems.

More Related Works
Tensor networks

Tensor networks have emerged as fundamental tools for
representing high-dimensional tensors through networks of
lower-dimensional cores. The tensor train (TT) decompo-
sition (Oseledets 2011) arranges cores in a linear chain,
achieving storage complexity linear in the number of dimen-
sions. The tensor ring (TR) decomposition (Zhao et al. 2016)
extends TT by connecting the first and last cores cyclically,
often providing more balanced representations. The hierar-
chical Tucker decomposition (Hackbusch and Kiihn 2009)
organizes cores in a tree structure, while fully-connected
tensor networks (Zheng et al. 2021) allow arbitrary connec-
tions between cores to maximize expressiveness.

Core optimization methods include alternating least
squares (ALS)(Kolda and Bader 2009), which updates
cores sequentially through local subproblems, and its vari-
ants such as alternating direction method of multipliers
(ADMM)(Liu et al. 2014). Gradient-based approaches (Ci-
chocki et al. 2016) leverage automatic differentiation for
simultaneous core updates, while Riemannian optimiza-
tion (Steinlechner 2016) exploits the manifold structure of
fixed-rank tensors. Proximal methods (Vu et al. 2017; Zheng

et al. 2021) incorporate regularization for promoting spar-
sity or other structural properties. Recent work has explored
randomized algorithms (Che and Wei 2019) and sketching
techniques (Malik and Becker 2018) for scalable tensor de-
composition.

Despite extensive algorithmic development, most meth-
ods assume predetermined network topologies, fundamen-
tally limiting their representation capability for diverse data
structures (Grasedyck, Kressner, and Tobler 2013; Cichocki
et al. 2017).

Tensor Network Structure Search

Tensor network structure search (TN-SS) addresses the fun-
damental limitation of predetermined topologies in ten-
sor networks by automatically discovering optimal network
configurations tailored to specific tensors (Ghadiri et al.
2023; Sedighin, Cichocki, and Phan 2021; Nie, Wang, and
Tian 2021). The challenge encompasses both topology se-
lection (the connectivity pattern between cores) and rank
determination (the dimensions of contracted indices), which
jointly determine the representation capability and compu-
tational efficiency.

Traditional TN-SS methods follow a two-stage
“sampling-evaluation” paradigm, where candidate struc-
tures are first generated then individually evaluated
through full tensor optimization. Greedy construction
approaches (Hashemizadeh et al. 2020) build networks
incrementally by selecting connections that maximize
immediate approximation improvement, offering computa-
tional tractability but often converging to suboptimal local
solutions. Evolutionary algorithms (Li and Sun 2020) treat
network structures as evolving populations, exploring the
combinatorial space through genetic operations to discover
diverse topologies at the cost of evaluating numerous can-
didates. Local search methods (Li et al. 2023a) iteratively
refine structures through edge modifications and rank
adjustments, balancing exploration and exploitation within
defined neighborhoods.

The computational bottleneck of traditional ap-
proaches—requiring complete tensor optimization for
each candidate—has motivated unified optimization frame-
works that avoid explicit structure enumeration. The
TNLS method (Li et al. 2023a) alternates between local
structure modifications and core optimization within a
single framework. Differentiable architecture search tech-
niques (Nie, Wang, and Tian 2021) enable gradient-based
structure optimization through continuous relaxations of
discrete structural choices. Most notably, the SVDinsTN
approach (Zheng et al. 2024) reformulates TN-SS as a
single optimization problem with sparsity-inducing reg-
ularization on diagonal factors inserted between cores,
achieving 100-1000x speedup by eliminating repeated
structure evaluations.

Theoretical developments have established complexity
bounds (Ghadiri et al. 2023) and approximation guaran-
tees (Sedighin, Cichocki, and Phan 2021) for various TN-SS
algorithms. However, significant gaps persist between theo-
retical understanding and practical performance, particularly



regarding convergence to global optima and the interplay be-
tween topology and rank selection.

Renormalization Group and Its Applications

The renormalization group provides powerful multi-scale
analysis tools that have been extensively integrated with
tensor networks and machine learning. In tensor net-
works, the multi-scale entanglement renormalization ansatz
(MERA)(Vidal 2007; Evenbly and Vidal 2015) explicitly
implements RG transformations through disentanglers and
isometries. The tensor renormalization group (TRG)(Levin
and Nave 2007; Xie et al. 2012) and its variants including
HOTRG (Xie et al. 2012), TNR (Evenbly and Vidal 2015),
and Loop-TNR (Yang, Gu, and Wen 2017) apply RG di-
rectly to tensor contractions. Recent developments include
differentiable TRG (Liao et al. 2019) and neural network
enhanced TRG (Li and Wang 2018).

Tree tensor networks naturally implement hierarchical
RG schemes (Shi, Duan, and Vidal 2006; Giovannetti, Mon-
tangero, and Fazio 2008), with applications in quantum
chemistry (Murg et al. 2015; Nakatani and Chan 2013) and
machine learning (Milsted et al. 2019; Cheng et al. 2019).
The continuous MERA (Haegeman et al. 2013) extends RG
concepts to continuous systems, while RG-inspired algo-
rithms optimize tensor networks through progressive coarse-
graining (Hauru, Delcamp, and Mizera 2018; Bal et al.
2017).

Despite these advances, existing approaches remain lim-
ited in their application to the search for tensor network
structures. Most RG-inspired tensor methods operate on
fixed topologies, while TN-SS algorithms lack multi-scale
perspectives. Our RGTN framework bridges this gap by
introducing the first comprehensive RG-based approach to
searching for tensor network structures.



