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Abstract

Computational problems concerning the orbit of a point under the action of a matrix group
occur in numerous subfields of computer science, including complexity theory, program analysis,
quantum computation, and automata theory. In many cases the focus extends beyond orbits
proper to orbit closures under a suitable topology. Typically one starts from a group and several
points and asks questions about the orbit closure of the points under the action of the group,
e.g., whether two given orbit closures intersect.

In this paper we consider a collection of what we call determination problems concerning
groups and orbit closures. These problems begin with a given variety and seek to understand
whether and how it arises either as an algebraic group or as an orbit closure. The how question
asks whether the underlying group is s-generated, meaning it is topologically generated by s ma-
trices for a given number s. Among other applications, problems of this type have recently been
studied in the context of synthesising loops subject to certain specified invariants on program
variables.

Our main result is a polynomial-space procedure that inputs a variety V and a number s and
determines whether V arises as an orbit closure of a point under an s-generated commutative
matrix group. The main tools in our approach are rooted in structural properties of commutative
algebraic matrix groups and lattice theory. We leave open the question of determining whether
a variety is an orbit closure of a point under an algebraic matrix group (without the requirement
of commutativity). In this regard, we note that a recent paper [Nos+22] gives an elementary
procedure to compute the orbit closure of a point under finitely many matrices.

∗manssour@irif.fr
†g.j.kenison@ljmu.ac.uk
‡mahsa@irif.fr
§jbw@cs.ox.ac.uk

http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.04626v1


1 Introduction

Orbit Problems. The computational study of orbits of matrix groups stretches back many
decades. One of the most fundamental problems in this area is determining, for a given field F,
whether a given pair of vectors u,v ∈ Fd lie in the same orbit under the action of a finitely gen-
erated subgroup G of the general linear group GLd(F); that is, whether u ∈ G · v. For cyclic
matrix groups over Q, this problem reduces to the Kannan–Lipton orbit problem. For such groups,
there exists a polynomial-time algorithm for deciding whether a given pair of vectors lie in the
same orbit [KL80; KL86]. The extension of the Kannan–Lipton orbit problem to a group with a
finite generating set {M1, . . . ,Ms} over Q (and number fields) is known to be decidable when the
generating set comprises commuting matrices. However, this problem becomes undecidable in the
general case [Bab+96]. The exploration of this problem over finite fields was instrumental in leading
Babai to introduce the concept of interactive proofs [Bab85].

Orbit Closures. For many applications, including in program analysis and geometric complexity
theory, it makes sense to study orbit closures in lieu of orbits proper [Bür+11; Bür24; DJK05;
Hru+23]. Given a field F and a group G ∈ GLd(F) acting on Fd, the orbit closure of v ∈ Fd,
denoted by G · v, is the closure of the orbit G · v in the Zariski topology. We note that over the
field C, if the group in question is Zariski closed then the Zariski closure of an orbit coincides with
its closure in the Euclidean topology.

The orbit-closure containment problem asks, given vectors u,v ∈ Fd and a group G ⊆ GLd(F),
to determine whether u lies in G · v, whereas the orbit-closure intersection problem asks whether
G · v ∩G · u 6= ∅. Orbit closures feature in complexity theory, program analysis, quantum compu-
tation and automata theory. A striking application is geometric complexity theory, in which many
recent studies centred around the formulation of the VP = VNP problem in terms of orbit-closure
containment with respect to the action of GLd(Q) on polynomial rings [Bür+11; Bür24].

In certain applications, such as non-convex optimisation problems, non-commutative rational
identity testing, and graph isomorphism [Blä+21; Bür+21; DM20; FS13], one considers the orbit
closure of a point v under a linear algebraic group G that is explicitly presented via a given set of
equations (that is, G is the zero set of a given polynomial ideal 〈P1, . . . , Pk〉). In other applications,
such as quantum computing and program analysis [DJK05; Hru+23], one wishes to compute the
orbit closure of a group G that is implicitly presented via a finite set of topological generators (that
is, G = 〈M1, . . . ,Ms〉). We refer to these settings as explicit and implicit presentations of the
orbit-closure problems, respectively.

Given a polynomial ideal 〈P1, . . . , Ps〉 ⊆ K[x] defining an algebraic matrix group G ∈ GLd(F)
with K an effective subfield of F, as highlighted in [Blä+21], orbit-closure- containment and intersec-
tion can easily be checked in existential fragment of the first order theory of the field F. By Koiran’s
seminal results on Hilbert’s Nullstellensatz over Q [Koi96], the explicit orbit-closure problems over
Q are both in AM assuming the generalized Riemann hypothesis (GRH). Furthermore, answering
a question posed by Wigderson, it is shown in [Blä+21] that the explicit orbit-closure containment
problem is NP-hard, and shown in [Blä+21, Theorem 3.1.] that this problem over R is polynomial-
time equivalent to the existential theory over the reals (ETR)1. The primary application of the orbit
problem in that work is the formulation of the slice rank of tensors in the union of orbit-closures.
In [Bür+21], several other applications of the orbit-closure problems are identified in combinatorial
optimisation and dynamical systems, specifically where the underlying group is assumed to be com-
mutative. Notably the results in [Bür+21] fully resolve the problem for a subclass of commutative

1In [Blä+21], the problem is simply called orbit-closure containment.
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groups, namely tori. However, the complexity of explicit orbit-closure problems for commutative
groups remains open.

In the implicit orbit-closure problems, the main challenge in computing an orbit closure lies in
computing the Zariski closure of the group in question. Given a set {M1, . . . ,Ms} of matrices over
a number field K, the first algorithm to compute the polynomial ideal defining 〈M1, . . . ,Ms〉 was in-
troduced in [DJK05]. The complexity bound of the algorithm therein is not known to be elementary,
largely due to an iterative call to a subprocedure that takes the quotient of linear algebraic groups
and the inherent difficulty of forming such quotients [Nos+22, Appendix C]. An elementary algo-
rithm for implicit orbit-closure can be derived from a linearisation technique of [MS04a] together
with a recent result in [Nos+22]. The key result in [Nos+22] is a quantitative structure lemma
for algebraic matrix groups, providing an upper bound on the degree of the polynomials defining
〈M1, . . . ,Ms〉. The above-mentioned complexity bounds for the implicit orbit-closure problem are
in the order of seven fold exponential time when the generating matrices are over Q. It remains a
challenging open problem to close the complexity gap, borrowing the lower bound from the explicit
orbit-closure problems. Further algorithms to compute the Zariski closure of matrix groups and
semigroups are presented in [Gra17; Hru+18; Hru+23].

Implicit orbit-closure problem in quantum computation, automata theory and program analysis
have been the subject of extensive interest after the resolution of decade long open problems such
as the equivalence problem for deterministic top-down tree-to-string transducers [SMK15], and the
threshold problem for quantum automata [DJK05] (a natural version of the language-emptiness
problem). Another application of closure problem in quantum setting is to test whether a finite
set of quantum gates is universal [Nos+22]. Orbit closures feature in program analysis when one
wants to automatically compute polynomial invariants of certain classes of loop programs [CK24;
Hru+18; Kin+18; MS04b; SSM04]; the task of automatic invariant generation has been considered
as the most important task in program verification [Bey+07].

1.1 Determination Problems

In this paper, we investigate a series of determination problems related to groups and their orbit
closures. These problems start with a given variety and examine whether it can be realized as an
algebraic group or as an orbit closure, with the constraint that the underlying group is topologically
s-generated. We define an algebraic group G ⊆ GLd(Q) to be topologically s-generated if there is
a set S ⊆ GLd(Q) of matrices with cardinally s such that G = 〈S〉. As noted in Proposition 5,
algebraic groups are always topologically generated by a finite set.

In this context, determining whether a variety Z ⊆ Qd arises as an orbit closure under the
action of G is, in principle, straightforward. In such a case G is necessarily a subgroup of the group
Sym(Z) := {A ∈ GLd(Q) : A(Z) = Z} of matrices that fix Z, and so we may assume without loss
of generality that G equals the latter group. But Sym(Z) is definable in first-order logic over Q and
hence the question of whether Z arises as the orbit closure of a point under Sym(Z) reduces to the
decision problem for this theory. It further holds by Proposition 5 that Sym(Z) has a Zariski dense
subgroup that is finitely generated (as a group). Whence Z is the orbit closure of a point under
some finitely generated matrix group if and only if it is the orbit closure of a point under Sym(Z).
In comparison, it is more challenging to determine whether a given variety is the orbit closure of a
topologically s-generated group than simply determining whether it is an orbit closure tout court.

Our main determination problems are as follows. Let x = {xi,j}1≤i,j≤d be a tuple of variables.
The Group Determination Problem asks, given s ∈ N and a family of polynomials f1, . . . , fm ∈
Q[x] of total degree at most b, to determine whether their zero locus Z ⊆ GLd(Q) is an s-generated
matrix group. The Orbit-closure Determination Problem asks, given s ∈ N and a family of
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polynomials f1, . . . , fm ∈ Q[x] of total degree at most b, determine whether their zero locus Z ⊆
GLd(Q) is the orbit closure of some point v ∈ Qd under the action of an s-generated matrix group.
In our complexity analysis we refer to the tuple (d,m, b) as the parameters of the problem instances,
omitting the parameter s. This is without loss of generality as, by Proposition 7, Proposition 8 and
Remark 10, the minimum number s of topological generators for the groups we study (commutative
groups) is upper bounded by d.

This paper focuses on addressing the complexity of the determination problems for commutative
groups. The extension of our results to the case of general matrix groups appears to be challenging.
To approach the above version of the orbit determination problem, we rely on the observation that
with respect to a convenient basis an orbit closure itself carries the structure of a matrix group. We
then use basic structural results about semisimple and unipotent linear algebraic groups to identify
when the above group is the closure of a commutative group.

Orbit-Closure Determination Problem. We reduce our determination problems to satisfia-
bility problems of a fragment of the first-order theory of algebraically closed fields of characteristic
zero. The following theorem gives a complexity bound on the decision problem for this theory.

Theorem 1 ([CG84]). Consider a first-order sentence in the language of rings that mentions m
polynomials in d variables, with total degree at most b, and with k quantifier alternations. The truth
of such a sentence in Q can be decided in time (mb)d

2k+2

.

Following [BPR06, Remark 13.11], the truth of first-order sentences over Q with a fixed number
of alternations can be decided in space (d log b)O(1), by rewriting into the first-order theory of real-
closed fields. Recall that the existential fragment is NP-hard and in AM assuming GRH [Koi96].

The following theorem is our main contribution:

Theorem 2. The orbit-closure determination problem for commutative matrices with the parameters
(d,m, b) can be decided in time (mb)poly(d), and in space bounded by (d log b)O(1).

Below, we give a brief and informal overview of the main ingredients of the proof of Theorem 2.
Let G be a commutative algebraic group. It is known that the subset of semisimple matrices in G,
denoted by Gs, forms an algebraic subgroup; likewise the set of unipotent matrices in G, denoted
by Gu, forms an algebraic subgroup.

Let Z be the zero locus of the input polynomials. If Z is the orbit-closure of a point v under
the action of G, it can be written as Gu ·Gs · v. Given that both Gs and Gu are s-generated,
by Remark 10, G will be s-generated. By Proposition 8 and Lemma 15, it follows from the com-
mutativity of G and the rational parameterisation of Gu that Z = Gu ·Gs · v. The commutativity
of Gs entails the existence of a matrix P and diagonal invertible matrices Di, 1 ≤ i ≤ s, such
that PGsP

−1 = 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉. By Lemma 12, we show that P can be chosen such that Pv is a
zero-one vector.

The algorithm guesses the zero-one vector Pv. The semisimple group 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · Pv is
a union of toric varieties. Denote by Λ the associated lattice of the defining ideal I of these toric
varieties. By Proposition 7, since 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · Pv as a linear algebraic group has s topological
generators, the torsion subgroup of Zd/Λ is s-generated. As a consequence of Proposition 6, the
upper bound b on the degree of the defining polynomials of Z carries over to a generating set of I.
Considering this degree bound b, the algorithm guesses a lattice Λ ⊆ Zk that is generated by vectors
whose entries have absolute value at most b and has at most s elementary divisors not equal to one.

By Remark 10, there exist unipotent matrices Ui, 1 ≤ i ≤ s, that topologically generate the
unipotent subgroup Gu of G. Furthermore, the equality Gu = {exp(∑s

i=1 ti logUi) : t1, . . . , ts ∈ Q}
holds by Proposition 8.
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Now we are ready to write an ∃∗∀∗∃-sentence in the theory of algebraically closed fields. The
existential quantifiers encode the possible choices of the matrices P and U1, . . . , Us, while the equality
of Z and

{exp(∑s
i=1ti logUi)h : t1, . . . , ts ∈ Q, h ∈ 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · Pv}

is encoded by a ∀∗∃-sentence with parameters P and U1, . . . , Us. The algorithm returns "yes,"
meaning that Z is an orbit closure of a point v under the action of the group G, if the above sentence
is satisfiable. By Theorem 1, the truth of such a sentence can be decided in time (mb)poly(d). Then
the overall complexity bound follows from the fact that the number of choices of the lattice Λ and
vector Pv is at most (2b)d

2+1. So ends our informal overview of the proof of Theorem 2; the detailed
proof can be found in Section 4.

Example 3. Let Z ⊆ Q4 be the zero set of the input ideal I := 〈F1, F2〉, where

F1 := x22 − x1 − x4 and F2 := −2x4x2 − 2x23 −
1

5
x2x3.

Our nondeterministic procedure in Theorem 2 shows that Z = 〈M〉 · v where

M =









25 0 −1 20
0 5 0 0
0 −1

2 5 0
0 0 1 5









and v =









1
1
0
0









.

An account of the procedural steps taken to produce M and v is given in Example 17.

Orbit-Closure vs. Group Determination. En route to proving Theorem 2 on orbit-closure
determination, we consider a simpler variant–namely group determination. The two problems bear
many similarities, especially in the case when the input polynomial ideal I ⊆ Q[x1, . . . , xd] defines
a variety that is a union of toric varieties.

Let us first consider the group determination setting. In this setting, the sought group G can be
topologically generated by diagonal matrices. By standard results, we associated a lattice Λ with the
input ideal I. If the torsion subgroup of Zd/Λ is s-generated, then, by Proposition 7, the minimal
number of topological generators of G is s. However, in the setting of orbit-closure determination,
this lower bound on the number of generators may no longer hold. This phenomenon is witnessed
by the following example.

Example 4. Let Λ be the lattice associated with the ideal I := 〈x21 − x23, x
2
2 − x23〉 ⊆ Q[x1, x2, x3].

The torsion subgroup of Z3/Λ is 2-generated. By Proposition 7, the variety defined by the ideal I is
2-generated as an algebraic subgroup of diagonal matrices in GL3(Q), and in fact 2 is the minimal
number of generators. An example of such generators are





2 0 0
0 −2 0
0 0 2



 and





−2 0 0
0 2 0
0 0 2



 .

By comparison, the variety defined by I arises as the orbit closure of v under the action of 〈M〉
where

M =





0 −2 0
2 0 0
0 0 2



 and v =





1
1
1



 .
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1.2 Further Applications

Orbit-Closure Determination and Loop Synthesis. A related area of research to the orbit-
closure determination problem is the synthesis of simple linear loops, which are branch-free loops
characterized by linear update assignments. As explained above, while (implicit) orbit-closure
problems are primarily used for invariant generation in program analysis, loop synthesis focuses on
designing programs that conform to a given polynomial invariant.

Recent works [HBK20; Hit+24; Hum+22; KKV23] have focused on synthesising deterministic
linear loops to ensure that a specified set of polynomial equalities holds among program variables
at each loop iteration. This guarantees that the synthesised loops adhere to certain polynomial
invariants. Geometrically, this amounts to finding an infinite orbit of a cyclic matrix group that lies
inside a given variety2. Humenberger et al. [HBK20; Hum+22] give a method based on constraint
solving that synthesises a loop satisfying a given polynomial invariant based on a user-supplied
template. Recent work of Hitarth et al. [Hit+24] solves a version of the loop synthesis problem in
which the polynomial invariant is given by a single quadratic equation. The authors of [KKV23]
synthesise simple linear loops whose polynomial invariants are specified by ideals generated by pure
difference binomials. The zero set of such an ideal is a union of toric varieties. The synthesis
procedure in [KKV23] relies on a construction by Galuppi and Stanojkovski [GS21, Proposition 14]
which demonstrates that for every toric variety V one can construct a diagonal rational matrix M
such that {Mn : n ∈ Z} = V .

In terms of the results we present, the special case of Proposition 13 and Theorem 2 with s = 1
(i.e., when the sought for group is required to be cyclic), takes a variety Z ⊆ Qd and determines
whether Z is equal to the orbit-closure of the initial program variables under the action of a simple
linear loop whose update assignments satisfy certain conditions. This is strictly stronger than the
synthesis task in above references, which asks only that the infinite orbit closure of the synthesised
loop be contained in Z. Furthermore, by lifting the restriction that the underling group is cyclic,
we extend the scope from deterministic loops to nondeterministic loops.

Group Determination and Matrix Completion. The group determination problems for cyclic
groups can also be seen as a type of matrix completion problem. Recall that the latter asks to
determine whether a partially given matrix can be completed subject to some polynomial constraints
on the entries, e.g. lower bounds on the rank [IKS10]. In the determination setting, we ask instead
to complete the matrix subjected to polynomial constraints on all powers of the matrix.

Matrix completion has applications in areas such as combinatorial structures and perfect match-
ing algorithms [BFS99; Edm67; IKS10; Lov79]. Arguably the most interesting application for matrix
completion is that of polynomial identity testing [IKS10], arising from the fact that every arithmetic
formula can be written as the determinant of a matrix of the linear forms [Val79]. Moreover, an
arithmetic formula is non-zero if and only if the corresponding matrix can attain full rank.

2 Algebraic Background

Let Q denote the field of algebraic numbers and write Q[x1, . . . , xd] for the ring of polynomials
with coefficients in Q over the variables x1, . . . , xd. A polynomial ideal I is an additive subgroup
of Q[x1, . . . , xd] that is closed under multiplication by polynomials in Q[x1, . . . , xd]. Given a finite
collection of polynomials S ⊆ Q[x1, . . . , xd], we denote by 〈S〉 the ideal generated by S.

2Notably, loop synthesis includes a non-triviality condition: asking that the orbit of the synthesised loop be infinite.
For otherwise, the synthesis problem reduces to that of polynomial equation solving (see [Hit+24, Remark 2.8]). Such
an assumption naturally aligns with that of a wandering point of an arithmetic dynamical system [Ben+19; Sil07].
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An algebraic set (or variety) is the set of common zeroes of a finite collection of polynomials.
By Hilbert’s basis theorem every polynomial ideal I ⊆ Q[x1, . . . , xd] is finitely generated. Thus the
set

V (I) := {x ∈ Qd : f(x) = 0 for all f ∈ I}
is a variety. The Zariski topology on Qd has as its closed sets the varieties in Qd. Given a set E ⊆ Qd,
we denote by E the closure of E under the Zariski topology. Here E is given by the smallest algebraic
set that contains E.

Given an ideal I ⊆ Q[X], where X = {xi,j}1≤i,j≤d, and matrix M ∈ Qd×d, we write M · I for
the ideal {f(MX) ∈ Q[X] : f ∈ I}. Clearly V (M · I) = {A ∈ Qd×d : MA ∈ V (I)}.

2.1 Linear Algebraic Groups

Recall that a matrix M ∈ Qd×d is called nilpotent if there exists n ∈ N such that Mn = 0d; M is
unipotent if M − Idd is nilpotent (where Idd is the d × d identity matrix), and M semisimple if it
is diagonalisable over Q. We further say that M is upper triangular if all entries below the main
diagonal are zero. We use the term upper unitriangular to refer to an upper triangular matrix whose
entries along the main diagonal are all ones.

We write GLd(Q) for the group of d × d invertible matrices with entries in Q. We identify
GLd(Q) with the variety

{

(M,y) ∈ Qd2 × Q : det(M) · y = 1
}

. Under this identification, matrix
multiplication is a polynomial map GLd(Q) × GLd(Q) → GLd(Q), and, by Cramer’s rule, matrix
inversion is also a polynomial map GLd(Q) → GLd(Q). A linear algebraic group G is a Zariski-closed
subgroup of GLd(Q). Recall that the identity component of G, denoted by G◦, is its irreducible
component containing the identity.

We say that G is topologically generated by S ⊆ GLd(Q) if G is the smallest Zariski closed
subgroup of GLd(Q) that contains S. In this case we write G = 〈S〉. In case S is finite with s
elements we say that G is s-generated. If G is a commutative algebraic group then the subset of
semisimple matrices in G, denoted by Gs, forms an algebraic subgroup; likewise the set of unipotent
matrices in G, denoted by Gu, forms an algebraic subgroup.

Proposition 5. Let G be an algebraic group, then G is topologically generated by a finite set.

Proof. Below, we denote by dimE the dimension of the variety E; that is, the maximal length of
distinct nonempty irreducible subvarieties of E.

Let U be the linear algebraic group 〈Gu〉. It was proven that U can topologically be generated
by dimU element; see [Nos+22, Proof of Lemma 6]. Moreover, G/U is an algebraic group which
consists only of semisimple elements.

Recall that the quotient of a linear algebraic group by its normal subgroups are linear algebraic
groups of higher dimensions [Hum75, Section 11.5]. Therefore, (G/U)◦ = G◦/U is a torus and by

[GS21, Proposition 14] it is 1-generated. Let h ∈ G◦ such that G◦/U = 〈h〉, and let H = 〈h,U〉 ⊆
G◦. We have G◦/U = H/U which implies dimH = dimG◦. Since G◦ is connected we have G◦ = H,
hence G◦ is topologically generated by at most dimU + 1 elements.

In order to topologically generate G, it is sufficient to take the topological generators of G◦ and
one element from any other connected component of G. Hence, G is topologically generated by
dimU + |G/G◦| elements.

The d-dimensional multiplicative group over Q is defined as

Gd
m = Gd

m(Q) :=
{

x ∈ Qd : x1 · · · xd 6= 0
}

.
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Evidently this is a commutative group with respect to the pointwise multiplication. We identify
Gd

m with the subgroup of diagonal matrices in GLd(Q) via the map ∆ that sends (a1, . . . , ad) ∈ Qd

to the diagonal matrix ∆(a1, . . . , ad) ∈ GLd(Q).
Given a subgroup Λ ⊆ Zd, define

HΛ := {x ∈ Gd
m : ∀v ∈ Λ (xv11 · · · xvdd = 1)}.

The map Λ 7→ HΛ yields an isomorphism between subgroups of Zd and algebraic subgroups of
Gd

m. This implies that Gd
m is topologically generated by any d-tuple (g1, . . . , gd) of multiplicatively

independent elements of Q. It also follows that the vanishing ideal I ⊆ Q[x1, . . . , xd] of an algebraic
subgroup of Gk

m is a so-called pure binomial ideal ; that is, an ideal generated by polynomials of
the form xα1

1 · · · xαd

d − xβ1

1 · · · xβd

d , where α1, . . . , αd and β1, . . . , βd are non-negative integers. For
future reference we note a mere binomial ideal is one that is generated by polynomials of the form
xα1

1 · · · xαd

d − λxβ1

1 · · · xβd

d , where λ ∈ Q.
The following proposition [BG06, Proposition 3.2.14] shows how to recover the generators of a

binomial ideal from the defining equations of an algebraic subgroup of Gd
m.

Proposition 6. Let G be a subgroup of Gd
m defined by polynomial equations fi(x) =

∑

λ
ai,λx

λ for
i = 1, . . . ,m. Let Li ⊆ Zd be the set of exponents of the monomials appearing in fi. Then G = HΛ,
where Λ ⊆ Zd is generated by λ− λ

′, where λ,λ′ ∈ Li for some i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}.

The following is an amalgamation of standard results in Diophantine geometry concerning the
number of generators of a subgroup of Gd

m (cf. [BG06, Chapter 3]); we include a sketch proof for
the reader’s convenience.

Proposition 7. Let Λ have rank r and elementary divisors d1, . . . , dr, where di | di+1 for i =
1, . . . , r − 1. Then the following are equivalent for all s ∈ {1, . . . , r}:

1. HΛ is s-generated;

2. d1 = · · · = dr−s = 1;

3. the torsion subgroup of Zd/Λ is s-generated.

Proof. There exists a basis u1, . . . ,ud of Zd such that Λ is generated by the vectors d1u1, . . . , drur.
The map ϕ : Gd

m → Gd
m, defined by ϕ(x) = (xu1 , . . . ,xud) is a Zariski-continuous group automor-

phism of Gd
m that maps HΛ to the group

G := Ωd1 × · · · × Ωdr ×Gd−r
m ,

where Ωk denotes the group of all kth roots of unity for k a positive integer. Clearly HΛ is s-
generated if and only if G is s-generated.

Write F := Ωd1 × · · · × Ωdr . We note that G = F × Gd−r
m is s-generated if and only if F is

s-generated. (In particular, if S ⊆ F is a generator of F then S×{g} is a topological generator of G
for any topological generator g of Gd−r

m .) But from the fact that di | di+1 for i = 1, . . . , r− 1 we see
that F = Ωd1 × · · · ×Ωdr is s-generated if and only if d1 = · · · = dr−s = 1, showing the equivalence
of Items 1 and 2. For the equivalence of Items 2 and 3 we note that the torsion subgroup of Zd/Λ
is Z/d1Z× · · · × Z/drZ, which is isomorphic to F .
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For unipotent A ∈ GLd(Q) and nilpotent B ∈ GLd(Q), define

log(A) :=

d−1
∑

k=1

(−1)k+1 (A− I)k

k
and exp(B) :=

d−1
∑

k=0

Bk

k!
.

Let G ⊆ GLd(Q) be a commutative subgroup of unipotent matrices. Recall that L := {log(A) :
A ∈ G} is a linear subspace of Qd2 consisting of nilpotent matrices [Bor91, Chapter II, Section
7.3]. Moreover, exp: L → G and log : G → L yield polynomial isomophisms between L and G as
algebraic groups. Taken together, these observations lead to the following proposition.

Proposition 8. Let G be a commutative subgroup of unipotent matrices and L the associated linear
subspace of nilpotent matrices as above. Then G has a topological generator of cardinality s if and
only if L is spanned by a set of s matrices as a Q-vector space.

Proof. For all A1, . . . , As ∈ G we have the following equivalences:

{A1, . . . , As} is a topological generator of G,

⇔ {An1

1 An2

2 · · ·Ans
s : n1, . . . , ns ∈ Z} is dense in G,

⇔ {
s

∑

i=1

ni log(Ai) : n1, . . . , ns ∈ Z} is dense in L,

⇔ {
s

∑

i=1

ti log(Ai) : t1, . . . , ts ∈ Q} = L,

as desired.

3 Commutative Group Determination

Recall that the group determination problem asks, given s ∈ N and a family of polynomials
f1, . . . , fm ∈ Q[{xi,j}1≤i,j≤d] of total degree at most b, to determine whether their zero locus
Z ⊆ GLd(Q) is an s-generated matrix group. In this section, we first demonstrate a procedure
for this problem subject to the constraint that the underlying group is semisimple commuta-
tive (Proposition 9). Next, we generalise this result by lifting the requirement that the matrices are
semisimple (Proposition 11).

Proposition 9. The group determination problem for commutative semisimple matrices with the
parameters (d,m, b) can be decided in time (mb)poly(d), and in space bounded by (d log b)O(1).

Proof. Given semisimple commutative matrices M1, . . . ,Ms ∈ GLd(Q), there exists P ∈ GLd(Q)
such that Di := P−1MiP are diagonal matrices. Let G be the subgroup of Gd

m defined by

G := {g ∈ Gd
m : ∆(g) ∈ 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉} .

Then Z = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 if and only if P−1ZP = {∆(g) : g ∈ G}. Now P−1ZP is the zero set of
polynomials of degree at most b and hence, by Proposition 6, Z = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 if and only if the
group G has the form HΛ for some lattice Λ ⊆ Zd that is generated by vectors having supremum
norm at most b.

The decision procedure is thus as follows:

1. Guess a lattice Λ ⊆ Zd whose generators have norm at most b and has at most s elementary
divisors not equal to one;
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2. Determine whether there exists P ∈ GLd(Q) such that P−1ZP = {∆(g) : g ∈ HΛ}.

Step 2 amounts to checking the truth in Q of the sentence

∃P ∈ GLd(Q)∀A ∈ GLd(Q)



P−1AP ∈ Z ⇔
∧

i 6=j

aij = 0 ∧ (a11, . . . , add) ∈ HΛ



 ,

with respect to the theory of algebraically closed fields. By Theorem 1, this can be done in time
(mb)poly(d). The claimed running time for the overall procedure follows from the fact that the
number of possibilities for the lattice Λ is at most (2b)d

2

.

By the following remark, a commutative algebraic group G is s-generated if its unipotent sub-
group Gu and semisimple subgroup Gs are both s-generated.

Remark 10. Let U = 〈Ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 be a commutative unipotent s-generated algebraic group and
S = 〈Si : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 be a semisimple commutative s-generated algebraic group. Suppose moreover
that the matrices {Ui, Si : 1 ≤ i ≤ s} are pairwise commutative. Then we have

〈Ui, Si : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 = 〈SiUi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉.

This relies on the fact that if A ∈ GLd(Q) is semisimple and B ∈ GLd(Q) is unipotent, then both
A and B lie in the Zariski closure of the subgroup generated by their product AB; see [Hum75,
Section 15.3].

The next proposition generalises the procedure witnessed in Proposition 9. In Proposition 11
we consider the group determination problem for s-generated commutative algebraic groups. Key
to our generalisation is the determination of a matrix P ∈ GLd(Q) and properties associated with
the semisimple and unipotent subgroups of the group P−1ZP .

Proposition 11. The group determination problem for commutative matrices with the parameters
(d,m, b) can be decided in time (mb)poly(d), and in space bounded by (d log b)O(1).

Proof. Given commutative matrices M1, . . . ,Ms ∈ GLd(Q), let P ∈ GLd(Q) be such that there
exist diagonal matrices Di and upper unitriangular matrices Ui, 1 ≤ i ≤ s, where P−1MiP = DiUi,
and moreover Di and Ui commute. Then we can recover 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 as the set of diagonal
matrices in P−1 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉P . It follows that 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 is the zero locus of a system of
polynomials of degree at most b.

By Proposition 6, 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 = {∆(g) : g ∈ HΛ} for some lattice Λ ⊆ Zd that is generated
by vectors of norm at most b. Note that we can also recover 〈Ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 as the set of upper
unitriangular matrices in P−1 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉P .

The decision procedure is as follows. Guess a lattice Λ ⊆ Zd whose generating vectors have
entries of absolute value at most b and has at most s elementary divisors not equal to one. Next,
determine whether there exists P ∈ GLd(Q) such that

1. G := P−1ZP is a commutative group of upper triangular matrices;

2. {A ∈ G : A diagonal} = {∆(g) : g ∈ HΛ};

3. {log(A) : A ∈ G,A unipotent} is a linear variety of dimension at most s.
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Item 1 checks that G is a commutative matrix group. In this case both the set Gs of semisimple
matrices in G and the set Gu of unipotent matrices in G form subgroups of G. Next, Items 2 and 3
respectively check that Gs and Gu are s-generated (relying on Propositions 7 and 8). But this
implies that G itself is s-generated, as noted in Remark 10.

The existence of P satisfying Items 1 to 3 reduces to checking the truth in Q of an ∃∗∀∗-sentence
in the theory of algebraically closed fields. The existential quantifiers correspond to the possible
choices of P , while the universal quantifiers range over entries of the group G defined in Item 1. For
a fixed choice of Λ the truth of such a formula can be decided in time (mb)poly(d) by Theorem 1.
Given that the number of possible choices of the lattice Λ is at most (2b)d

2

the claimed complexity
bound immediately follows.

4 Orbit-Closure Determination

Recall the aforementioned orbit-closure determination problem. The problem asks, given s ∈ N and
a family of polynomials f1, . . . , fm ∈ Q[x] of total degree at most b, to determine whether their zero
locus Z ⊆ GLd(Q) is the orbit closure of some point v ∈ Qd under the action of an s-generated
matrix group, i.e., determine whether there exist matrices M1, . . . ,Ms ∈ GLd(Q) and vector v ∈ Qd

such that Z is the Zariski closure of the orbit {M ℓ1
1 · · ·M ℓs

s v : ℓ1, . . . , ℓs ∈ Z}.
The main contributions of this section are the procedures for certain cases of the orbit-closure

determination problem (Proposition 13 and Theorem 2). The procedure in Proposition 13 makes
the additional assumptions that the generators of the matrix group are semisimple and pairwise
commutative. The procedure in Theorem 2 lifts the requirement that the generators are semisimple.
We illustrate the procedures with a worked example (Example 17) at the close of this section.

In the work that follows, it is convenient to employ the next lemma, which intuitively speaking
describes that orbit closures under the action of semisimple commutative groups are isomorphic to
the orbit closure of 1.

Lemma 12. Let G = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 ⊆ Q
d×d

be a semisimple commutative algebraic group, and

v ∈ Q
d
. There exist P ∈ GLd(Q), diagonal matrices D1, . . . ,Ds ∈ GLd(Q), and T ∈ {0, 1}d×k with

the following properties:

1. Mi = P−1DiP ,

2. TTT = Idk,

3. Pv = T1.

Proof. Since the matrices Mi are commutative, there exist a matrix Q ∈ GLd(Q), and diagonal
matrices D1, . . . ,Ds ∈ GLd(Q) such that Mi = Q−1DiQ. Let R ∈ GLd(Q) be a diagonal matrix
such that RQv ∈ {0, 1}d. We define P := RQ. Since R is diagonal, it commutes with all Di

matrices. Thus we have Mi = Q−1DiQ = P−1DiP.
It remains to determine the matrix T . We write Pv = ei1 + · · · + eik as a sum of standard

unit vectors of Qd. We define T to be the d × k matrix with columns ei1 , . . . ,eik . It follows that
TTT = Idk and Pv = T1.

We move onto the first of the two main orbit-closure results in this section.

Proposition 13. The orbit-closure determination problem for commutative semisimple matrices
with the parameters (d,m, b) can be decided in time (mb)poly(d), and in space bounded by (d log b)O(1).
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Proof. Suppose that Z = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · v for semisimple commutative matrices M1, . . . ,Ms ∈
GLd(Q) and a vector v ∈ Qd. By Lemma 12, there exist matrices P ∈ GLd(Q) and T ∈ {0, 1}d×k

such that Di := PMiP
−1 are diagonal, and moreover TTT = Idk and Pv = T1 hold.

For all i ∈ {1, · · · , s}, denote by D̃i ∈ GLk(Q) the diagonal matrix uniquely defined by the
requirement that DiT = TD̃i. Write

G := {g ∈ Gk
m : ∆(g) ∈ 〈D̃i : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉} .

Then
PZ = 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · T1 = T 〈D̃i : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · 1 = {T∆(g)1 : g ∈ G},

where the penultimate equality relies on the fact that image of a Zariski-closed set under an injective
linear map is again Zariski closed. Note that G can alternatively be written as {g ∈ Gk

m : Ug ∈ PZ}
and is thereby defined by polynomials of total degree at most b. It follows from Proposition 6 that
G = HΛ for some lattice Λ ⊆ Zk that is generated by vectors whose entries have absolute value at
most b.

Conversely, suppose that PZ = {Tg : g ∈ HΛ} for some matrices P ∈ GLd(Q) and T ∈ {0, 1}d×k

such that UTU = Idk, and lattice Λ as above. Then

Z = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · v ,

where v = P−1T1 and Mi := P−1DiP with Di ∈ GLd(Q) being any diagonal matrices such that
DiT = T∆(gi) for some topological generators {g1, . . . , gn} of HΛ.

In summary, the decision procedure is as follows:

1. Guess k ⊆ {0, . . . , d} and T ∈ {0, 1}d×k such that TTT = Idk;

2. Guess a lattice Λ ⊆ Zk that is generated by vectors whose entries have absolute value at most
b and has at most s elementary divisor not equal to one;

3. Determine whether there exists P ∈ GLd(Q) such that PZ = {Tg : g ∈ HΛ}.
Step 3 can be reduced in polynomial time to checking the truth of a ∃∗∀∗-sentence in the theory of

algebraically closed fields: the existential quantifiers correspond to the matrix P , while the universal
quantifiers are used to encode the equation PZ = {Tg : g ∈ HΛ}. By Theorem 1, the truth of such
a sentence can be decided in time (mb)poly(d). The claimed overall complexity bound now follows
from the fact that there are at most (2b)d

2+1 choices of the lattice Λ and matrix U .

We include a worked example that demonstrates the constructive subroutines in Proposition 13.

Example 14. Let Z ⊆ Q2 be the zero set of the ideal I := 〈4x2+y2+4xy−x−y〉. In this example,
we construct a matrix M ∈ GL2(Q) and vector v ∈ Q2 such that Z is precisely the Zariski closure
of the orbit {Mn

v : n ∈ Z}.
Suppose that in Steps 1 and 2 of the procedure in Proposition 13 we guess HΛ := {(x, y) ∈

G2
m : x2 − y = 0} and the matrix T := Id2. For Step 3, we want to find all invertible matrices

P =
(

a b
c d

)

∈ GL2(Q) such that V (P · I) = {Tg : g ∈ HΛ}. This is equivalent to the requirement
that the two equations

4(ax+ by)2 + (cx+ dy)2 + 4(ax+ by)(cx+ dy)− ax− by − cx− dy and x2 − y

are multiples of one another. Therefore the equations defining P comprise the following ideal:

JP :=〈4a2 + c2 + 4ac− b− d, 4b2 + d2 + 4bd, 8ab + 2cd + 4ad+ 4bc, a+ c〉
=〈a+ c, c2 − b− d, 2bc + cd, (2b + d)2〉.
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One choice of P is
(

1 −1
−1 2

)

. Thus we associate with Z the Zariski closure of the orbit {Mn
v : n ∈ Z}

where

M := P

(

2 0
0 4

)

P−1 =

(

0 −2
4 6

)

and v := P

(

1
1

)

=

(

0
1

)

.

The following lemma is crucial in generalizing the procedure in Proposition 13 for orbit-closure
determination of semisimple commutative groups to the general setting.

Lemma 15. Let G ⊆ GLd(Q) be a commutative algebraic group and v ⊆ Qd. Then

G · v = Gu ·Gs · v ,

where Gu and Gs are the subgroups of unipotent and semisimple elements in G, respectively.

Proof. We assume that G is s-generated. Write G = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 and Gu = 〈Ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉.
Define V := Gs · v. For every w ∈ V , we define the polynomial map

φw : Qn → Gu · V

(t1, . . . , ts) 7→ exp(

s
∑

i=1

ti logUi)w .

Since φw is a continuous map, φ−1
w (V ) is Zariski closed. Let H :=

⋂

w∈V φ−1
w (V ). We note that H

is Zariski closed and is equal to

{(t1, . . . , ts) ∈ Qn : exp(

s
∑

i=1

ti logUi) · V = V } .

Observe that for every pair (t1, . . . , ts), (t
′
1, . . . , t

′
s) ∈ H and a, b ∈ N, we have a(t1, . . . , ts) +

b(t′1, . . . , t
′
s) ∈ H. But since H is Zariski closed, this property implies that H is a linear vector

space. The following claim is crucial for the continuation of the proof.

Claim 16. For all (t1, . . . , ts) ∈ Qd such that exp(
∑s

i=1 ti logUi) · V ∩ V 6= ∅, we have that

exp(
s

∑

i=1

ti logUi) · V = V.

Proof of the claim. Suppose that exp(
∑s

i=1 ti logUi) ·V ∩V 6= ∅. Then there exists w ∈ Gs ·v such
that exp(

∑s
i=1 ti logUi)w ∈ V . By commutativity of G we get,

Gs · exp(
s

∑

i=1

ti logUi)w = exp(

s
∑

i=1

ti logUi) ·Gs ·w ⊆ Gs · V = V.

Thus exp(
∑s

i=1 ti logUi) ·V ⊆ V holds. It implies exp(
∑s

i=1 ti logUi) ·V = V , concluding the proof
of the claim.

Denote by W the orthogonal space of H, meaning that Qd = W ⊕ H. Let us introduce the
following map

φ : W × V → Gu · V

((t1, . . . , ts),w) 7→ exp(

s
∑

i=1

ti logUi)w .
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The map φ is a polynomial map, and one-to-one correspondence. To prove this, assume that

exp(
s

∑

i=1

ti logUi)w = exp(
s

∑

i=1

t′i logUi)w
′

holds for some (t1, . . . , ts), (t
′
1, . . . , t

′
s) ∈ W and w,w′ ∈ V . Then

exp(

s
∑

i=1

(ti − t′i) logUi) · V ∩ V 6= ∅ .

By the above and Claim 16 we have exp(
∑s

i=1(ti−t′i) logUi)·V = V . This implies that (t1, . . . , ts) =
(t′1, . . . , t

′
s), which in turns shows that w = w

′.
Since φ is a one-to-one correspondence between W × V and Gu · V , and since W × V is Zariski

closed, we have that φ(W × V ) = Gu · V is Zariski closed. This completes the proof.

The following theorem is our main contribution, which provides a decision procedure for the
orbit-closure determination problem for commutative groups. The generalization of this result to
the case of general matrix groups appears to be challenging.

Theorem 2. The orbit-closure determination problem for commutative matrices with the parameters
(d,m, b) can be decided in time (mb)poly(d), and in space bounded by (d log b)O(1).

Proof. Suppose that Z = G · v for some commutative algebraic group G = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 ⊆
GLd(Q) and v ∈ Qd. Let Gu be the group of unipotent elements of G and Gs be the group of
semisimple elements of G. Then by Lemma 15, we have Z = Gu ·Gs · v.

We apply Lemma 12 to the semisimple group Gs. Let P ∈ GLd(Q) and T ∈ {0, 1}d×k be
matrices such that PGsP

−1 = 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 where Di are diagonal invertible matrices, and the
conditions TTT = Idk and Pv = T1 are satisfied.

For all i ∈ {1, · · · , s}, denote by D̃i ∈ GLk(Q) be the diagonal matrix uniquely defined by the
requirement that DiT = TD̃i. Furthermore, write

G̃ := {g ∈ Gk
m : ∆(g) ∈ 〈D̃i : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉} and Gu := 〈Ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 .

Then we have

Z = Gu ·Gs · v
= 〈Ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · P−1 〈Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · Pv

= 〈Ui : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · P−1T 〈D̃i : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · 1
= {exp(∑s

i=1ti logUi)P
−1Tg : g ∈ G̃, t1, . . . , ts ∈ Q},

where the first equality follows from Lemma 15, and the last equality follows Proposition 8. Note
that G̃ = {g ∈ Gk

m : P−1Tg ∈ Z}. It follows that G̃ is defined by polynomials of total degree at
most b and hence has the form HΛ for some lattice Λ ⊆ Zk that is generated by vectors whose
entries have absolute value at most b and has at most s elementary divisors not equal to one.

Conversely, if

Z = {exp(∑s
i=1ti logUi)P

−1Tg : g ∈ HΛ, t1, . . . , ts ∈ Q}
for some matrix P ∈ GLd(Q), unipotent matrices U1, . . . , Us ∈ GLd(Q) that are commutative,
matrix T ∈ {0, 1}d×k , and lattice Λ as above, then Z = 〈Mi : 1 ≤ i ≤ s〉 · v, where Mi := P−1UiDiP
and {Di : 1 ≤ i ≤ s} ⊆ GLd(Q) are any diagonal matrices such that DiT = T∆(gi) for some
topological generators {g1, . . . , gs} of HΛ.

In summary, the decision procedure is as follows:
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1. Guess k ⊆ {0, . . . , d} and T ∈ {0, 1}d×k such that TTT = Idk;

2. Guess a lattice Λ ⊆ Zk that is generated by vectors whose entries have absolute value at most
b and has at most s elementary divisor not equal to one;

3. Return "yes" if there exists P ∈ GLd(Q) and unipotent commutative matrices U1, . . . , Us ∈
GLd(Q) such that Z = {exp(∑s

i=1 ti logUi)P
−1Tg : g ∈ HΛ, t1, . . . , ts ∈ Q}.

Step 3 can be reduced to checking the truth of an ∃∗∀∗∃-sentence (that is, with a quantifier
prefix comprising a block of existential quantifiers, a block of universal quantifiers, followed by a
single existential quantifier) with respect to the theory of algebraically closed fields. The existential
quantifiers encode the possible choices of the matrices P and U1, . . . , Us, while the equality of
Z and {exp(

∑s
i=1 ti logUi)P

−1Tg : g ∈ HΛ, t1, . . . , ts ∈ Q} is encoded by a ∀∗∃-sentence with
parameters P and U1, . . . , Us, namely

∀z ∈ Qd
(

z ∈ Z ⇔ ∃(t1, . . . , ts) s.t. (TTP exp(−∑s
i=1ti logUi)z ∈ HΛ)

)

.

By Theorem 1, the truth of such a sentence can be decided in time (mb)poly(d). Then the overall
complexity bound follows from the fact that the number of choices of the lattice Λ and matrix T is
at most (2b)d

2+1.

Example 17 below applies the procedure in Theorem 2 to the variety we first saw in Example 3
in the Introduction. The calculations involved in the preparation of Examples 17 and 18 were
performed in Macaulay2 [GS].

Example 17. Let Z ⊆ Q4 be the zero set of the ideal I := 〈F1, F2〉 where

F1 := x22 − x1 − x4 and F2 := −2x4x2 − 2x23 −
1

5
x2x3.

Below we shall construct a matrix M ∈ GLd(Q) and vector v ∈ Qd such that Z is the Zariski closure
of the orbit {Mn

v : n ∈ Z}.
Suppose that in Steps 1 and 2 of the procedure in Theorem 2 we guess that HΛ = {(x, y) ∈

G2
m : x2 − y = 0}, T =

(

0 0
0 0
1 0
0 1

)

, and U has the form

(

1 λ 0 0
0 1 λ 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

)

. For Step 3, we would like to find

the set of invertible matrices P = (pij){1≤i,j≤4} ⊆ GL4(Q) such that there exists λ for which

V (P · I) = {exp(t logU)Tg : g ∈ HΛ, t ∈ Q}.

Note that

exp(t logU) =









1 tλ t(t−1)
2 λ2 0

0 1 tλ 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1









; thus exp(t logU)T

(

x
x2

)

=









t(t−1)
2 x
tλx
x
x2









.

The ideal defining {exp(t logU)Tg : g ∈ HΛ, t ∈ Q} is H := 〈x23 − x4, x1x3 − 1
2x

2
2 +

λ
2x2x3〉.

Consider the ideal

IP = 〈F1(PX), F2(PX)〉 ⊆ Q[P = (pij), λ, y]/〈(det P )y − 1〉[x1, x2, x3, x4].

14



By applying Algorithm ContainmentIso
3 and eliminating λ we obtain the following ideal, defining

the set of admissible choices of P :

JP := 〈p34, p31, p24, p22, p21, p13 + p43, p12 + p42, p11 + p41, p33p44, p32p44,

p23p44, p14p44 + p244, p23p33 + 10p233 + 10p23p43, 2p
2
32 + p23p41, p

2
23 − p14 − p44〉.

One may choose for example

P =









1
2 0 0 1
0 0 1 0
0 1

2 0 0
−1

2 0 0 0









and λ = −1

5
.

Thus we associate with Z the Zariski closure of the orbit {Mn
v : n ∈ Z} where

M = PUDP−1 =









25 0 −1 20
0 5 0 0
0 −1

2 5 0
0 0 1 5









and v = PT1 =









1
1
0
0









.

5 Algorithms to Compute Generators

In Section 3 we gave an algorithm to determine whether a given variety is the Zariski closure of a
commutative matrix group. The method there can also be used to find a set of generators of such a
group, using the fact that the theory of algebraically closed fields admits quantifier elimination. In
this section we provide two alternative algorithms for cyclic groups to compute a generator, relying
instead on Gröbner-basis techniques. The first algorithm finds a semisimple generator, if one exists,
while the second algorithm finds a generator in the general case.

Let I ⊆ Q[x1, . . . , xd] be an ideal and denote by
√
I the radical of I, defined as

√
I := {f ∈

Q[x1, . . . , xd] | fn ∈ I for some n ∈ N}. By Hilbert’s Nullstellensatz, the ideal of all polynomials
that vanish on V (I) ∈ Qd is

√
I. The ideal I is primary if for all f, g ∈ Q[x1, . . . , xd], if fg ∈ I then

f ∈ I or gn ∈ I for some n ∈ N. Recall that the radical of a primary ideal is necessarily prime.
A polynomial ideal I can be written as the intersection of primary ideals, giving the so-called

primary decomposition of I. It is known that there exists a unique irredundant primary decomposi-
tion I =

⋂ℓ
i=1 Qi, that is, a finite set {Q1, . . . , Qℓ} of primary ideals such that (1) the prime ideals√

Qi are all distinct; and (2)
⋂

i 6=j Qi 6⊆ Qj holds for all j ∈ {1, · · · , ℓ}. The prime ideals, the
√
Qi’s,

are called the associated primes of I. An associated prime
√
Q of the ideal I is called minimal if it

does not contain any other associated primes of I.
Both algorithms take as input a variety Z, given as the zero set of an ideal I ⊆ Q[X], X =

{xi,j}1≤i,j≤d. We will assume that it has already been verified that Z is a commutative subgroup of
GLd(Q). This verification entails first checking that Z is closed under matrix multiplication (which
entails closure under matrix inverse), which amounts to showing that

F (XY ) ∈
√

I(X) + I(Y )

3The algorithm ContainmentIso inputs two ideals I1 and I2 and outputs the locus of points P for which
P · I1 ⊆ P · I2. This algorithm thereby solves a generalisation of the ideal membership algorithm since it determines
the containment of an ideal into another after a change of variables. Clearly ContainmentIso can also be applied
to determine equality after a change of variables, since P · I1 = P · I2 if and only if P · I1 ⊆ P · I2 and P · I2 ⊆ P · I1.
See [KMM17, Algorithm 2.9] for more details.
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Cyclic Groups: Semisimple Generator

Input: An ideal I ⊆ Q[X], X = {xi,j}1≤i,j≤d, with q minimal associated primes, such
that V (I) is a commutative linear algebraic group.

Output: Determine whether there exists a semisimple matrix M ∈ GLd(Q) such that
V (I) = 〈M〉. If "yes", output such a matrix M .

Line 1: Define the ideal J0 ⊆ Q[P,X,Q] as follows

J0 := 〈F1(PXQ), . . . , Fk(PXQ), PQ− Idd, {xi,j}i 6=j 〉

where P = {pi,j}1≤i,j≤d, X = {xi,j}1≤i,j≤d, and Q = {qi,j}1≤i,j≤d.

Line 2: Write J :=
√

J0 ∩Q[X]. Compute the primary decomposition J =
⋂

s∈S Ps.

Line 3: Check whether all primary components Ps of J are binomials using Gröbner
basis computation; return "no" if this test fails.

Line 4: Let P0 be one of the primary component of J such that Idd ∈ V (P0).

Line 5: Following Proposition 7, we can construct a rational diagonal matrix D for P0,
such that all the entries of q

√
D lie in Q[ζq].

Write Dq :=
q
√
D.

Line 6: Check whether, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , q−1}, the ideal Di
q ·P0 is a primary component

of J ; return "no" if this test fails.

Line 7: Write Iq :=
⋂

1≤i≤q Di
q · P0.

Line 8: Check whether J =
⋂

σ∈Sd
MσIqM

−1
σ where Mσ is the permutation matrix

corresponding to σ ∈ Sd; return "no" if this test fails.

Line 9: Define the ideal J1 := 〈F1(QDqP ), . . . , Fk(QDqP ), PQ− I〉 ∩Q[P ].

Pick P̃ ∈ V (J1).

Line 10: Check whether I = P̃ IqP̃
−1; return "no" if this test fails.

Return: "yes" together with the matrix P̃DqP̃
−1.

Figure 1: A procedure for the group determination problem of cyclc groups, specific to semisimple
generators.

for all polynomials F in I, where X = {xi,j}1≤i,j≤d, Y = {yi,j}1≤i,j≤d. Commutativity is captured
by showing that

XY − Y X ∈
√

I(X) + I(Y ) .

5.1 Semisimple Generator

In the following we describe a procedure that, given an ideal I ⊆ Q[X], X = {xi,j}1≤i,j≤d, determines
whether there exists a semisimple matrix M ∈ GLd(Q) such that I is the vanishing ideal of the
group 〈M〉 and which moreover outputs such an M in case the answer is "yes". We show that
if such an M exists then it can be chosen such that its eigenvalues lie in the number field Q(ζq),
where ζq is a primitive qth root of unity and q is the number of minimal associated primes of I.

Let the input ideal I be generated by a finite collection of polynomials F1, . . . , Fk ∈ Q[X] with q
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minimal associated primes. Write Z := V (I) for the zero locus of I, assumed to be a commutative
linear algebraic group. The general procedure of the algorithm is depicted in Figure 1. The ideal J0
defined in Line 1 is an ideal of the ring Q[P,X,Q], where the relations {xi,j}i 6=j and PQ − Idd
ensure that every point (P̃ , X̃, Q̃) ∈ V (J0) comprises a diagonal matrix X̃ and an invertible matrix P̃
with P̃−1 = Q̃ satisfying P̃ X̃P̃−1 ∈ Z. The aim is to find a single such point (P̃ , X̃, Q̃) ∈ V (J0)

satisfying Z = 〈P̃ X̃P̃−1〉. Subsequently, the radical ideal V (J) defined in Line 2 contains all
diagonal conjugates of each matrix in Z. In particular, for each matrix M ∈ Z not only one single
diagonal matrix D satisfying M = P̃DP̃−1 lies in V (J), but all diagonal matrices of the form
MσDM−1

σ , with the permutation σ ∈ Sd, also lie in V (J). Due to this fact, we cannot simply
employ Proposition 7 to construct a generator for J . Instead, in Line 4 we isolate a primary
component P0 of J containing Idd. In the following line, we apply Proposition 7 to the binomial
ideal P0 and construct a diagonal matrix D such that V (P0) = 〈D〉. Since V (P0) is connected the
matrix D can be chosen rational, and such that the entries of q

√
D lie in Q[ζq].

The assertion in Line 6 verifies whether the orbit of Dq rotates between the primary components

of J ; this ensures that V (Iq) = 〈Dq〉 is included in V (J), where Iq is defined in Line 7. Next, our
procedure checks whether J equals to the intersection of MσIqM

−1
σ . The necessity of the latter test

is due to the above-mentioned fact that V (J) contains all diagonal conjugates of each matrix in Z;
see Example 18. The rest of the algorithm is straightforward.

Example 18. Let F1 := 2z+w, F2 := 2x−2y+3w, and F3 := 4y2−4yw+w2−4y+4w. Consider
the following ideal as an input to the procedure in Figure 1:

I := 〈F1, F2, F3〉 ⊆ Q

[(

x z
w y

)]

.

The ideal I is prime (meaning that q = 1) and V (I) is a commutative linear algebraic group. The
output of our procedure shows that there exists M such that V (I) = 〈M〉, and such that the
eigenvalues of M lie in Q.

Following the algorithms, the ideal J defined in Line 2 has two primary components

P = 〈w, z, y2 − x〉 and P ′ = 〈w, z, x2 − y〉 .

Since I2 ∈ V (P ∩ P ′), we can pick any of these ideals as P0 in Line 4. Following Proposition 7 in
Line 5, we may construct diagonal matrices D = ∆(4, 2) and D′ = ∆(2, 4) such that

V (P) = 〈∆(4, 2)〉 and V (P ′) = 〈∆(2, 4)〉

Clearly, matrices D and D′ are conjugates under permutation of diagonals, implying that the
assertion in Line 8 holds. (The above is an indication (1) that permutation of matrices arising
from one choice of P0 under Mσ are suitable for other possible choices of P0, and (2) the necessity
of the check in Line 8). Following Line 9 for Dq = ∆(2, 4), defining the ideal

J1 = 〈F1(QDqP ), F2(QDqP ), F3(QDqP )〉 ∩Q[P ] ,

we have that J1 = 〈p3 − 2p4, p1 − p2〉 ⊆ Q

[(

p1 p2
p3 p4

)]

. Subsequently, one choice for a semisimple

generator of V (I) is the following matrix M :

M =

(

6 2
−4 0

)

=

(

1 1
−2 −1

)(

2 0
0 4

)(

1 1
−2 −1

)−1

.
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5.2 General Generator

We employ the algorithm from the previous subsection to provide a procedure that, given an alge-
braic set Z ⊆ GLd(Q) determines whether there exists a matrix M ∈ GLd(Q) such that Z = 〈M〉
and which moreover outputs such an M in the affirmative case.

Let the input ideal I be generated by a finite collection of polynomials F1, . . . , Fk ∈ Q[X] with
q minimal associated primes. Write Z := V (I) for the zero locus of I that is, by assumption, a
commutative linear algebraic group. Our algorithm first calls a (modified variant of) the procedure
in Figure 1, with the input ideal I, to check whether the subgroup Gs of all semisimple matrices
in Z is one-generated. The modification is as follows: (1) the assertion in Line 10 is omitted (as
this assertion requires that Z is generated with a single semisimple matrix), and (2) the algorithm
outputs Dq and the ideal J1 defining the locus point of suitable P .

Analogous to the preceding settingwhere the subgroup of semisimple matrices was one-generated,
our algorithm proceeds by verifying that the subgroup Gu of all unipotent matrices is one-generated.
For this purpose, it checks

• whether V (I + 〈(X − Idd)
n〉) is a commutative linear algebraic group; and

• whether V (I + 〈(X − Idd)
n〉) is one dimensional.

The algorithm returns "no" if either of the subgroups Gs or Gu is not one-generated. Otherwise,
the procedure defines the ideal H ⊆ Q[P,X,Q] by

H := 〈F1(PXQ), . . . , Fk(PXQ), PQ− Idd, {xi,j}j 6=i,i+1 〉

where P = (pi,j)1≤i,j≤d, X = {xi,j}1≤i,j≤d and Q = (qi,j)1≤i,j≤d. It returns "yes" together with the
matrix P̃DqX̃P̃−1 where (P̃ , X̃) ∈ J +H.
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