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Abstract

We introduce some polynomial and analytic methods in the classification program for the

complexity of planar graph homomorphisms. These methods allow us to handle infinitely many

lattice conditions and isolate the new P-time tractable matrices represented by tensor products

of matchgates. We use these methods to prove a complexity dichotomy for 4× 4 matrices that

says Valiant’s holographic algorithm is universal for planar tractability in this setting.
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1 Introduction

Given graphs G and H, a mapping from V (G) to V (H) is called a homomorphism if edges of G

are mapped to edges of H. This is put in a more general or quantitative setting by the notion

of a partition function. Let M = (Mij) be a q × q symmetric matrix. In this paper we consider

non-negative arbitrary real entries Mij ∈ R≥0; if Mij ∈ {0, 1}, then M is the unweighted adjacency

matrix of a graph H = HM . Given M , the partition function ZM (G) for any input undirected

multi-graph G = (V,E) is defined as

ZM (G) =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E
Mσ(u)σ(v) .

Obviously isomorphic graphs G ∼= G′ have the same value ZM (G) = ZM (G′), and thus every M

defines a graph property ZM (·). For a 0-1 matrix M , ZM (G) counts the number of homomorphisms

from G to H. Graph homomorphism (GH) encompasses a great deal of graph properties [Lov12].

Each M defines a computational problem, denoted by GH(M): given an input graph G compute

ZM (G). The complexity of GH(M) has been a major focus of research. A number of increasingly

general complexity dichotomy theorems have been achieved. Dyer and Greenhill [DG00] proved

that for any 0-1 symmetric matrix M , computing ZM (G) is either in P-time or is #P-complete.

Bulatov and Grohe [BG05] found a complete classification for GH(M) for all nonnegative matrices

M . Goldberg, Grohe, Jerrum, and Thurley [Gol+10] then proved a dichotomy for all real-valued

matrices M . Finally, Cai, Chen, and Lu [CCL13] established a dichotomy for all complex valued

matrices M . We also note that graph homomorphism can be viewed as a special case of count-

ing CSP. For counting CSP, a series of results established a complexity dichotomy for any set of

constraint functions F , going from 0-1 valued [Bul13; DR10; DR11; DR13] to nonnegative rational

valued [Bul+12], to nonnegative real valued [CCL16], to all complex valued functions [CC17].

Parallel to this development, Valiant [Val08] introduced holographic algorithms. It is well known

that counting the number of perfect matchings (#PM) is #P-complete [Val79]. On the other hand,

since the 60’s, there has been a famous FKT algorithm [Kas61; TF61; Kas63; Kas67] that can

compute #PM on planar graphs in P-time. Valiant’s holographic algorithms greatly extended its

reach, in fact so much so that a most intriguing question arises: Is this a universal algorithm that

every counting problem expressible as a sum-of-products that can be solved in P-time on planar

graphs (but #P-hard in general) is solved by this method alone? Such a universality statement

must appear to be extraordinarily, if not overly, ambitious.

After a series of work [CLX09; CGW16; CF19; Bac17; Bac18; YF22; FYY19; FY14; CF19]

it was established that for every set of complex valued constraint functions F on the Boolean

domain (i.e., q = 2) there is a 3-way exact classification for #CSP(F): (1) P-time solvable, (2)

P-time solvable over planar graphs but #P-hard over general graphs, (3) #P-hard over planar

graphs. Moreover, category (2) consists of precisely those problems that can be solved by Valiant’s

holographic algorithm using FKT. Cai and Maran [CM23] showed that for GH the same 3-way exact

classification holds even on the domain q = 3, and category (2) again consists of precisely those

problems that can be solved by Valiant’s holographic algorithm using FKT. So far little is known

for higher domain problems (q > 3) on this universality question.
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Let Pl-GH(M) denote the problem GH(M) when the input graphs are restricted to planar graphs.

Planar GH is also intimately related to quantum isomorphism of graphs, a relaxation of classical

isomorphism [Ats+19]. It is known that graphs H and H ′ are quantum isomorphic iff there is a

perfect winning strategy in a two-player graph isomorphism game in which the players share and

perform measurements on an entangled quantum state. This is also equivalent to the existence of

a quantum permutation matrix transforming H to H ′ [LMR20]. Let M and M ′ be the adjacency

matrices of H and H ′. Mančinska and Roberson [MR20] proved that H and H ′ are quantum

isomorphic iff ZM (G) = ZM ′(G) for every planar graph G, i.e., H and H ′ define the same Planar

GH problem. Furthermore, a fascinating consequence of this line of work is that it is undecidable

whether Pl-GH(M) = Pl-GH(M ′) [MR20], which hints at the difficulty that we face in this paper.

Our goal is to classify the complexity of Pl-GH(M), i.e., when the input G is restricted to

be planar for ZM (G). (The underlying graph HM is not restricted to planar graphs.) We want to

classify the problems Pl-GH(M): What is the computational complexity of ZM (G) from planar input

graphs G? We present some strong polynomial and analytic techniques that will help us approach

this problem. We demonstrate the power of these techniques by giving a complete classification of

the complexity of Pl-GH(M) for all non-negative real valued full rank 4×4 matrices M . The full rank

4×4 case is particularly important as it is the first case where tensor product of matchgates [Val08;

Val01] defines new P-time tractable problems. We prove that an exact classification according to the

three categories above holds for this class, and a holographic reduction to FKT remains a universal

algorithm for category (2).

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Model of Computation

The Turing machine model is naturally suited to the study of computation over discrete structures

such as integers or graphs. When M ∈ Rq×q, for Pl-GH(M) one usually restricts M to be a matrix

with only algebraic numbers. This is strictly for the consideration of the model of computation,

even though allowing all real-valued matrices would be more natural.

There is a formal (albeit nonconstructive) method to treat Pl-GH(M) for arbitrary real-valued

matrices M and yet stay strictly within the Turing machine model in terms of bit-complexity. In

this paper, because our proof depends heavily on analytic argument with continuous functions on

the real line, this logical formal view becomes necessary.

To begin with, we recall a theorem from field theory: Every extension field F over Q by a finite

set of real numbers is a finite algebraic extension E′ of a certain purely transcendental extension field

E over Q, which has the form E = Q(X1, . . . ,Xm) where m ≥ 0 and X1, . . . ,Xm are algebraically

independent [Jac85] (Theorem 8.35, p. 512). F is said to have a finite transcendence degree m over

Q. It is known that m is uniquely defined for F. Since char Q = 0, the finite algebraic extension

E′ over E is actually simple, E′ = E(β) for some β, and it is specified by a minimal polynomial in

E[X]. Now given a real matrix M , let F = Q(M) be the extension field by adjoining the entries of

M . We consider M is fixed for the problem Pl-GH(M), and thus we may assume (nonconstructively)
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that the form F = E(β) and E = Q(X1, . . . ,Xm) are given. (This means, among other things, that

the minimal polynomial of β over E is given, and all arithmetic operations can be performed on F.)

Now, the computational problem Pl-GH(M) is the following: Given a planar G, compute ZM (G)

as an element in F (which is expressed as a polynomial in β with coefficients in E). More concretely,

we can show that this is equivalent to the following problem COUNT(M): The input is a pair (G,x),

where G = (V,E) is a planar graph and x ∈ F. The output is

#M (G,x) =
∣∣∣
{
σ : V → [q] :

∏

(u,v)∈E
mσ(u),σ(v) = x

}∣∣∣,

a non-negative integer. Note that, in this definition, we are basically combining terms with the

same product value in the definition of ZM (G).

Let n = |E|. Define X to be the set of all possible product values appearing in ZM (G):

X =




∏

i,j∈[q]
m

kij
ij

∣∣∣ integers kij ≥ 0 and
∑

i,j∈[q]
kij = n



 . (1)

There are
(n+q2−1

q2−1

)
= nO(1) many integer sequences (ki,j) such that ki,j ≥ 0 and

∑
i,j∈[q] ki,j = n.

X is defined as a set, not a multi-set. After removing repeated elements the cardinality |X| is also

polynomial in n. For fixed and given F the elements in X can be enumerated in polynomial time

in n. (It is important that F and q are all treated as fixed constants.) It then follows from the

definition that #M (G,x) = 0 for any x /∈ X. This gives us the following relation:

ZM (G) =
∑

x∈X
x · #M (G,x), for any graph G,

and thus, Pl-GH(M) ≤ COUNT(M).

For the other direction, we construct, for any p ∈ [|X|] (recall that |X| is polynomial in n), a

planar graph TpG from G by replacing every edge of G with p parallel edges. Then,

ZM (TpG) =
∑

x∈X
xp · #M (G,x), for any graph G.

This is a Vandermonde system; it has full rank since elements in X are distinct by definition. So by

querying Pl-GH(M) for the values of ZM (TpG), we can solve it in polynomial time and get #M (G,x)

for every non-zero x ∈ X. To obtain #M (G, 0) (if 0 ∈ X), we note that

∑

x∈X
#M (G,x) = q|V |.

This gives us a polynomial-time reduction and thus, COUNT(M) ≤ Pl-GH(M). We have proved

Lemma 1. For any fixed M ∈ Rq×q, Pl-GH(M) ≡ COUNT(M).

Thus, Pl-GH(M) can be identified with the problem of producing those polynomially many

integer coefficients in the canonical expression for ZM (G) as a sum of (distinct) terms from X.
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This formalistic view has the advantage that we can treat the complexity of Pl-GH(M) for

general M , and not restricted to algebraic numbers. Thus, numbers such as e or π need not be

excluded. More importantly, in this paper this generality is essential, due to the proof technique that

we employ. Furthermore, once freed from this restriction we in fact explicitly use transcendental

numbers as a tool in our proof (see Lemma 16). In short, in this paper, treating the complexity of

Pl-GH(M) for general real M is not a bug but a feature.

However, we note that this treatment has the following subtlety. For the computational problem

Pl-GH(M) the formalistic view demands that F be specified in the form F = E(β). Such a form

exists, and its specification is of constant size when measured in terms of the size of the input

graph G. However, in reality many basic questions for transcendental numbers are unknown. For

example, it is still unknown whether e+π or eπ are rational, algebraic irrational or transcendental,

and it is open whether Q(e, π) has transcendence degree 2 (or 1) over Q, i.e., whether e and π are

algebraically independent. The formalistic view here non-constructively assumes this information

is given for F. A polynomial time reduction Π1 ≤ Π2 from one problem to another in this setting

merely implies that the existence of a polynomial time algorithm for Π2 logically implies the existence

of a polynomial time algorithm for Π1. We do not actually obtain such an algorithm constructively.

This logical detour not withstanding, if a reader is interested only in the complexity of Pl-GH(M)

for integer matrices M , then the complexity dichotomy proved in this paper holds according to the

standard definition of Pl-GH(M) for integral M in terms of the model of computation; the fact that

this is proved in a broader setting for all real matrices M is irrelevant. This is akin to the situation

in analytic number theory, where one might be interested in a question strictly about the ordinary

integers, but the theorems are proved in a broader setting of analysis.

2.2 Definitions

As we will refer to various different types of matrices throughout this paper, it will be helpful to

establish some notation. Given a positive integer q ≥ 1, we let Symq(X) denote the set of q × q

symmetric matrices such that each entry of the matrix is from the set X ⊂ R. For example,

with X = R (respectively, R≥0, or R 6=0) Symq(X) denotes q × q symmetric matrices with real

(respectively, non-negative, or non-zero) entries. Similarly, we let SymF
q(X) denote the set of q × q

full rank symmetric matrices such that each entry of the matrix is from the set X ⊂ R, and let

Sympd
q (X) denote the set of q × q positive definite symmetric matrices with entries from X.

Now, consider some M ∈ Symq(R) with entries Mij ∈ R for i, j ∈ [q]. Given a planar, undirected

multi-graph G = (V,E), we can perform certain elementary operations (that preserve planarity) on

the graph G to transform it into a new graph G′, such that ZM (G′) = ZM ′(G) for some matrix M ′.

For most of this paper we will use two such operations, thickening and stretching.

From any planar multi-graph G = (V,E), and a positive integer n, we can construct the planar

multi-graph TnG, by replacing every edge in G with n parallel edges between the same vertices. This

process is called thickening. Clearly ZM (TnG) = ZTnM (G), where TnM ∈ Symq(R) with entries(
(Mi,j)

n
)

for i, j ∈ [q]. In particular, Pl-GH(TnM) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all n ≥ 1.

Similarly, from any planar multi-graph G = (V,E), and a positive integer n, we can construct

the planar multi-graph SnG by replacing every edge e ∈ E with a path of length n. This process
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is called stretching. It is also easily seen that ZM (SnG) = ZSnM (G), where SnM = Mn, the n-th

power of M . So, we also have Pl-GH(SnM) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all n ≥ 1.

3 Reduction from the Potts Model

We now consider the thickening operation more closely. For m,n ≥ 1, let

Pm(n) =



x = (xi)i∈[m] ∈ Zm

∣∣∣ (∀ i ∈ [m]) [xi ≥ 0] and
∑

i∈[m]

xi = n



 .

We note that given any graph G = (V,E),

ZM (TnG) = ZTnM (G) =
∑

x∈X(G)

xn · #M (G,x) (2)

where

X(G) =




∏

i,j∈[q]
M

kij
ij

∣∣∣ k = (kij)i,j∈[q] ∈ Pq2(|E|)



 , (3)

and

#M (G,x) =
∣∣∣
{
σ : V → [q] :

∏

(u,v)∈E
Mσ(u),σ(v) = x

}∣∣∣. (4)

Note that given any x ∈ X(G), #M (G,x) does not depend on n, but depends only on the entries

of the matrix M . We will deal with this dependence now.

Definition 2. Let A ⊆ R 6=0 be a set of non-zero real numbers. A finite set {gt}t∈[d] ∈ (R>1)
d,

for some integer d ≥ 0, is called a generating set of A if for every a ∈ A, there exists a unique

(e0, e1, . . . , ed) ∈ {0, 1} × Zd such that a = (−1)e0ge11 · · · gedd .

Remark. The uniqueness of the exponents implies the following property of {gt}t∈[d]: Whenever∏
t∈[d] g

at
t =

∏
t∈[d] g

bt
t we have at = bt for all t ∈ [d], i.e., any such expression has unique exponents.

Lemma 3. Every finite set A ⊂ R 6=0 of non-zero real numbers has a generating set.

Proof. Consider the multiplicative group G generated by the positive real numbers {|a| : a ∈ A}. It

is a subgroup of the multiplicative group (R>0, ·). Since A is finite, and (R>0, ·) is torsion-free, the

Figure 1: A graph G, the thickened graph T3G, and the stretched graph S2G.
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group G is a finitely generated free Abelian group, and thus isomorphic to Zd for some d ≥ 0. Let f

be this isomorphism from Zd to the multiplicative group. By flipping ±1 in Z we may assume that

this isomorphism maps the basis elements of Zd to some elements {gt}t∈[d] such that gt > 1 for all

t ∈ [d]. The set {gt}t∈[d] is a generating set.

We now use Lemma 3 to find a generating set for the entries (Mij)i,j∈[q] of any matrix M ∈
Symq(R 6=0). Note that this generating set need not be unique. However, with respect to a fixed

generating set, for any Mij , there are unique integers eij0 ∈ {0, 1}, and eij1, . . . , eijd ∈ Z, such that

Mij = (−1)eij0 · geij11 · · · geijdd . (5)

Remark. It should be noted that since M is symmetric, Mij = Mji for all i, j ∈ [q]. The uniqueness

of the integers eijt in Eq. (5) then implies that for all i, j ∈ [q], eijt = ejit for all t ∈ [d].

Lemma 4. Let M ∈ Symq(R 6=0) with a generating set {gt}t∈[d] for its entries. There exists an

N = cM ∈ Symq(R 6=0), for some c ∈ R>0, such that Pl-GH(N) ≡ Pl-GH(M), and {gt}t∈[d] is also a

generating set for the entries of N , with unique integers eij0 ∈ {0, 1} and eijt ∈ Z≥0 satisfying

Nij = (−1)eij0 · geij11 · · · geijdd . (6)

Proof. For any c 6= 0, and any planar graph G = (V,E), we have

ZcM (G) =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E
(c ·M)σ(u)σ(v) = c|E| ·

∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E
Mσ(u)σ(v) = c|E|ZM (G).

Therefore, Pl-GH(M) ≡ Pl-GH(cM) for all c 6= 0. As the entries of M are generated by {gt}t∈[d], we

have unique integers e′ij0 ∈ {0, 1}, and e′ijt ∈ Z, such that

Mij = (−1)e
′

ij0g
e′ij1
1 · · · ge

′

ijd

d .

Now let c = (g1 · · · gd)−e ∈ R>0, where e = mini,j∈[q], t∈[d]{e′ijt}.
Clearly, {gt}t∈[d] is also a generating set for the entries of N . If we let eij0 = e′ij0, and eijt = e′ijt−e

for all i, j ∈ [q], and t ∈ [d], we see that eijt ≥ 0, and that

(cM)ij = (−1)eij0 · geij11 · · · geijdd

for all i, j ∈ [d].

Remark. For Pl-GH(M), given by M ∈ Sym(R 6=0) with generating set {gt}t∈[d], Lemma 4 allows

us to replace M with the matrix N = cM whose entries are generated by {gt}t∈[d] such that eijt ≥ 0

for all i, j ∈ [q] and t ∈ [d]. In the following we will often make this substitution when convenient.

Definition 5. Given Pl-GH(M) defined by M ∈ Symq(R 6=0) with entries (Mij)i,j∈q, we assume a

generating set {gt}t∈[d] is chosen and the replacement of N = cM in Lemma 4 has been made so

that the integers eijt ≥ 0 in Eq. (5). We define the function TM : Rd → Symq(R) such that

TM (p)ij = (−1)eij0 · peij11 · · · peijdd

is a signed monomial in p = (p1, . . . , pd) for all i, j ∈ [q].
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Lemma 6. Let M ∈ Symq(R 6=0), with entries (Mij)i,j∈q generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. Then,

Pl-GH(TM (p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all p ∈ Rd.

Proof. Replacing M by N = cM as in Lemma 4, we may assume TM(p) is defined in Definition 5

with all eijt ≥ 0 in Eq. (5). For any n ≥ 1, and any given graph G = (V,E),

ZM (TnG) =
∑

x∈X(G)

xn · #M (G,x), (7)

where X(G) and #M (G,x) are given in Eqs. (3) and (4). By definition X(G) is a set, and so each

x ∈ X(G) is distinct, and |X(G)| ≤ |E|O(1). By oracle access to Pl-GH(M) we can get ZM (TnG)

for n ∈ [|X(G)|]. Then Eq. (7) is a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations, which can

be solved in polynomial time to find #M (G,x) for all x ∈ X(G).

Now, let us consider the set X(G) more closely. Given any x ∈ X(G), we see that x =
∏

M
kij
ij

for some (not necessarily unique) k ∈ Pq2(|E|). Since {gt}t∈[d] is a generating set for the entries of

M , any x ∈ X(G) can be represented uniquely as

x = (−1)e
x
0 g

ex1
1 · · · ge

x
d

d ,

with exponents ex0 ∈ {0, 1}, and ex1 , . . . , e
x
d ∈ Z≥0.

Fix any p = (p1, . . . , pd) ∈ Rd. We define the function ŷ : X(G) → R, such that

ŷ(x) = (−1)e
x
0 · pe

x
1
1 · · · pe

x
d

d .

By definition of X(G), we see that for any x ∈ X(G), there exist k ∈ Pq2(|E|), such that

x =
∏

i,j∈[q]
M

kij
ij = (−1)

∑
i,j∈[q] kijeij0 · g

∑
i,j∈[q] kijeij1

1 · · · g
∑

i,j∈[q] kijeijd
d .

By definition of ŷ, this means that ŷ(x) =
∏

i,j∈[q] TM(p)
kij
ij . Now, let

Y (G) =




∏

i,j∈[q]
TM(p)

kij
ij

∣∣∣ k = (kij)i,j∈[q] ∈ Pq2(|E|)



 .

Consider any σ : V → [q]. For a given σ, we define k ∈ Pq2(|E|) such that kij = |{(u, v) ∈ E :

σ(u) = i, σ(v) = j}|, for all i, j ∈ [q]. Then

ŷ


 ∏

(u,v)∈E
Mσ(u)σ(v)


 = ŷ


 ∏

i,j∈[q]
M

kij
ij


 =

∏

i,j∈[q]
TM (p)

kij
ij =

∏

(u,v)∈E
TM (p)σ(u)σ(v) .

This implies that for any y ∈ Y (G),



σ : V → [q] :

∏

(u,v)∈E
TM(p)σ(u),σ(v) = y



 =

⊔

x∈X(G):
ŷ(x)=y



σ : V → [q] :

∏

(u,v)∈E
Mσ(u),σ(v) = x



 .
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Therefore, for any y ∈ Y (G),

#TM (p)(G, y) =
∣∣∣
{
σ : V → [q] :

∏

(u,v)∈E
TM (p)σ(u),σ(v) = y

}∣∣∣

=
∑

x∈X(G): ŷ(x)=y

∣∣∣
{
σ : V → [q] :

∏

(u,v)∈E
Mσ(u),σ(v) = x

}∣∣∣ =
∑

x∈X(G): ŷ(x)=y

#M (G,x).

Having already obtained #M (G,x) for all x ∈ X(G), we can compute in polynomial time

∑

x∈X(G)

ŷ(x) · #M (G,x) =
∑

y∈Y (G)

y ·
∑

x∈X(G):ŷ(x)=y

#M (G,x) =
∑

y∈Y (G)

y · #TM (p)(G, y) = ZTM (p)(G).

Therefore, Pl-GH(TM (p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

We will now need the following theorem and corollary from [Ver05]:

Theorem 7. For x, y ∈ C, evaluating the Tutte polynomial at (x, y) is #P-hard over planar graphs

unless (x − 1)(y − 1) ∈ {1, 2} or (x, y) ∈ {(1, 1), (−1,−1), (ω, ω2), (ω2, ω)}, where ω = e2πi/3. In

each exceptional case, the problem is in polynomial time.

Corollary 8. The q-state Potts Model Pl-GH(Pottsq(x)) is #P-hard for any integer q ≥ 3, and real

x 6= 1, where Pottsq(x) ∈ Symq(R) is the matrix with entries (Pottsq(x)ij) such that Pottsq(x)ij =

1 if i 6= j, and Pottsq(x)ij = x otherwise.

Note that Pl-GH(Pottsq(0)) is the problem of counting vertex coloring with q colors on planar

graphs. Theorem 7 allows us to prove our first hardness result.

Lemma 9. Let M ∈ Symq(R 6=0), and let TM be the function defined in Definition 5. Furthermore,

assume for all i ∈ [q] there exists some (not necessarily distinct) t(i) ∈ {1, . . . , d}, such that eiit(i) >

0, and ejkt(i) = 0 for all j 6= k. Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. We apply Lemma 6. Let p∗ ∈ Rd defined by p∗t = 0 for all t ∈ [d], such that t = t(i) for

some i ∈ [q], and p∗t = 1 for all other t ∈ [d]. Then, we see that TM(p∗)ii = 0 for all i ∈ [q], and

TM (p∗)ij = ±1 for all i 6= j ∈ [q]. Therefore, T2(TM (p∗)) = Pottsq(0).

From Lemma 6, we get Pl-GH(TM (p∗)) ≤ Pl-GH(M). Therefore,

Pl-GH(Pottsq(0)) ≤ Pl-GH(TM(p∗)) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

It follows from Corollary 8 that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

4 Lattice on Eigenvalues

In this section we focus on full ranked matrices. Using stretching, we shall prove the hardness of a

more interesting class of matrices than we were able to do in Lemma 9. Consider any M ∈ Symq(R).

There exists some (not necessarily unique) real orthogonal matrix H, and a real diagonal matrix

D = diag(λ1, . . . , λq) such that

M = HDHT,

8



where (λ1, ..., λq) are the eigenvalues of M and the columns of H are the corresponding eigenvectors.

In the rest of the paper, when we refer to M = HDHT, it is to be understood that we refer to such

an orthogonal matrix H, and diagonal matrix D.

From the decomposition M = HDHT, we have Mn = HDnHT, and

(Mn)ij = (Hi1Hj1)λ
n
1 + · · ·+ (HiqHjq)λ

n
q .

It follows that

ZMn(G) =
∑

k∈Pq(|E|)
cH(G,k) ·

(
λk1
1 · · ·λkq

q

)n
, (8)

where

cH(G,k) =
∑

σ:V→[q]




∑

E1⊔···⊔Eq=E
|Ei|=ki


∏

i∈[q]

∏

(u,v)∈Ei

Hσ(u)iHσ(v)i







depends only on G and the orthogonal matrix H, but not on D.

Before we can analyze Eq. (8) in greater detail, we will need a few more definitions.

Definition 10. Let A = (a1, . . . , an) be a tuple of non-zero real numbers (not necessarily distinct).

The lattice of A consists of the set defined as

L(A) =

{
(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Zn

∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

xi = 0,

n∏

i=1

axi

i = 1

}
,

with addition in Zn.

Lemma 11. Let A = (a1, . . . , an) be a tuple of non-zero real numbers. The set L(A) forms a lattice

and is isomorphic to Zd for some unique integer 0 ≤ d ≤ n.

Proof. We note that L(A) is a subgroup of the finitely generated (discrete) Abelian group Zn. So,

L(A) is itself a finitely generated (discrete) Abelian group, and is torsion-free. It follows that it is

a lattice and is isomorphic to Zd for some unique 0 ≤ d ≤ n.

Definition 12. Let A = (a1, . . . , an) be a tuple of non-zero real numbers. The lattice dimension of

A, denoted by dim(L(A)), is the unique integer d ≥ 0 such that L(A) ∼= Zd. A set {x1, . . . ,xd} ⊂
L(A), is called a lattice basis of A if there exists an isomorphism from L(A) to Zd that maps this

to a basis of Zd.

Remark. Here we note the known fact that if Zd ∼= Zd′ , then d = d′. This fact, together with

Lemma 11 guarantees that the lattice dimension of any given tuple of non-zero reals is well-defined.

With the help of these new definitions, we can now go back to studying the effects of the

stretching gadget.

Lemma 13. Let M ∈ SymF
q(R), such that M = HDHT, where D = diag(λ1, . . . , λq). Then

Pl-GH(H∆HT) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for any diagonal matrix ∆ = diag(∆1, . . . ,∆q), such that ∆i ∈ R 6=0 for

all i ∈ [q], and L(λ1, . . . , λq) ⊆ L(∆1, . . . ,∆q).
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Proof. We recall that Eq. (8) states that for any graph G = (V,E),

ZM (SnG) =
∑

k∈Pq(|E|)
cH(G,k) ·

(
λk1
1 · · ·λkq

q

)n
,

where

cH(G,k) =
∑

σ:V→[q]




∑

E1⊔···⊔Eq=E
|Ei|=ki


∏

i∈[q]

∏

(u,v)∈Ei

Hσ(u)iHσ(v)i





 .

We now define the set

ΛD(G) =




∏

i∈[q]
λki
i

∣∣∣ k ∈ Pq(|E|)



 .

For each µ ∈ ΛD(G), we then define

XD(G,µ) =



k ∈ Pq(|E|)

∣∣∣
∏

i∈[q]
λki
i = µ



 and cH,D(G,µ) =

∑

k∈XD(G,µ)

cH(G,k).

Putting everything together, we see that

ZM (SnG) =
∑

µ∈ΛD(G)

cH,D(G,µ) · µn.

Since ΛD(G) is a set, each µ ∈ ΛD(G) is distinct, and |ΛD(G)| ≤ |E|O(1). With oracle access to

Pl-GH(M) we can get ZM (SnG) for n ∈ [|ΛD(G)|]. Then we have a full rank Vandermonde system

of linear equations, which can be solved in polynomial time to find cH,D(G,µ) for all µ ∈ ΛD(G).

Now, we consider

ZH∆HT(G) =
∑

ν∈Λ∆(G)

cH,∆(G, ν) · ν.

Consider k, l ∈ XD(G,µ) for some µ ∈ ΛD(G). By definition, this implies that

∏

i∈[q]
λki
i =

∏

i∈[q]
λli
i = µ.

Therefore, (k1 − l1, . . . , kq − lq) ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λq) ⊆ L(∆1, . . . ,∆q) by our choice of ∆. So, it follows

that there exists some ν ∈ Λ∆(G) such that

∏

i∈[q]
∆ki

i =
∏

i∈[q]
∆li

i = ν.

Therefore, given any µ ∈ ΛD(G), there exists some ν ∈ Λ∆(G), such that XD(G,µ) ⊆ X∆(G, ν).

Now, we consider some ν ∈ Λ∆(G). Let k ∈ X∆(G, ν). Then, we let µ =
∏

i∈[q] λ
ki
i . We see that

k ∈ XD(G,µ). This implies that given any ν ∈ Λ∆(G), there exist some µ1, . . . , µt ∈ ΛD(G), such

that

X∆(G, ν) = XD(G,µ1) ⊔ · · · ⊔XD(G,µt).
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Now, we know that

cH,∆(G, ν) =
∑

k∈X∆(ν)

cH(G,k) =
∑

i∈[t]


 ∑

l∈XD(µi)

cH(G, l)


 =

∑

i∈[t]
cH,D(G,µi).

Note that we have already computed cH,D(G,µ) for all µ ∈ ΛD(G). Therefore, we can com-

pute cH,∆(G, ν) for each ν ∈ Λ∆(G), and therefore, ZH∆HT(G) can also be computed. Therefore,

Pl-GH(H∆HT) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

Corollary 14. If M = HDHT ∈ SymF
q(R) is such that its eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq) have lattice

dimension zero, then Pl-GH(H∆HT) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for any diagonal matrix ∆ = diag(∆1, . . . ,∆q)

such that ∆i ∈ R 6=0 for all i ∈ [q].

Proof. If the lattice dimension of (λ1, . . . , λq) is zero, it implies that L(λ1, . . . , λq) = {0}. Therefore,

L(λ1, . . . , λq) ⊆ L(∆1, . . . ,∆q) for any ∆ = (∆1, . . . ,∆q) such that ∆i ∈ R 6=0. The result then

follows from Lemma 13.

We will now prove that there exists some ∆ such that Pl-GH(H∆HT) is #P-hard.

Lemma 15. Let A = {a1, . . . , an}, and B = {b1, . . . , bm} be finite sets of positive real numbers.

There exists some κ ∈ R such that κ + ai > 1 for all i ∈ [n], κ is transcendental to the field

F = Q(B), and for all (e1, . . . , en) ∈ Zn,

(κ+ a1)
e1 · · · (κ+ an)

en = 1 =⇒ (e1, . . . , en) = 0.

Proof. For each e = (e1, . . . , en) 6= 0 ∈ Zn, we define the polynomial fe : R → R as

fe(x) =
∏

i∈[n]:ei>0

(x+ ai)
ei −

∏

i∈[n]:ei<0

(x+ ai)
−ei .

We can see that no such fe is the zero polynomial as each ai ∈ A is a distinct element in a unique

factorization domain. Therefore, for each fe, the set ∅e = {x ∈ R : fe(x) = 0} is finite. We also

see that the set Z ⊂ R of all the algebraic numbers over the field F = Q(B) is countable, since B is

finite. Therefore, (∪e∅e) ∪ Z is a countable set. Therefore, we can pick some κ ∈ R \ ((∪e∅e) ∪ Z)

such that κ+ ai > 1 for all i ∈ [n]. This κ satisfies all the requirements of the lemma.

Lemma 16. Let M = HDHT ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0) (for q ≥ 3). Then there exists a diagonal matrix

∆ = D + κI for some κ ∈ R, such that Pl-GH(H∆HT) is #P-hard.

Proof. Let (Mij)i,j∈[q] be the entries of the matrix M generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. We will replace

M with the matrix N guaranteed by Lemma 4. So, we may assume that eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [q],

and t ∈ [d]. Let A = {Mii : i ∈ [q]} be the set of diagonal elements (with duplicates removed).

Without loss of generality, we let A = {M11, . . . ,Mrr} for some 1 ≤ r ≤ q. Let B = {gt}t∈[d].
With this choice of A and B, we can let κ ∈ R be the number whose existence is guaranteed by

Lemma 15. We will now let ∆ = D + κI, a diagonal matrix with all diagonal elements positive.
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Clearly, H∆HT = M+κI ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0). All its non-diagonal entries are the same as that of M ,

and can be represented as a product of non-negative integer powers of the generating set {gt}t∈[d],
up to a ± sign. The diagonal entries of H∆HT can also be trivially represented as non-negative

integer powers of the set {κ+M11, . . . , κ+Mrr}. We will now show that each entry of H∆HT can

in fact be expressed uniquely as a product of integer powers of {gt}t∈[d] ∪ {κ+Mtt : t ∈ [r]}, up to

a ± sign. To show that, we only need to prove that for any (e1, . . . , ed, e
′
1, . . . , e

′
r) ∈ Zd+r, if

ge11 · · · gedd · (κ+M11)
e′1 · · · (κ+Mrr)

e′r = 1, (9)

then (e1, . . . , ed, e
′
1, . . . , e

′
r) = 0.

First, we assume (e1, . . . , ed) 6= 0. In Eq. (9), since {gt}t∈[d] is a generating set for M , and

(e1, . . . , ed) 6= 0, we have
∏

t∈[d] g
et
t 6= 1. Therefore, (e′1, . . . , e

′
r) 6= 0 by Eq. (9). Separating out

positive and negative e′t’s, we have


∏

t∈[d]
gett


 ·

∏

t∈[r]:e′t>0

(κ+Mtt)
e′t =

∏

t∈[r]:e′t<0

(κ+Mtt)
−e′t . (10)

Since (e′1, . . . , e
′
r) 6= 0, at least one side is a non-constant polynomial in κ over the field F =

Q({gt}t∈[d]), yet both sides have different leading coefficients. This contradicts our assumption that

κ is transcendental to F. Therefore, we must have (e1, . . . , ed) = 0. But then,
∏

t∈[d] g
et
t = 1, which

implies that ∏

t∈[r]
(κ+Mtt)

e′t = 1.

Lemma 15 implies that for κ, this is only possible if (e′1, . . . , e
′
r) = 0, so (e1, . . . , ed, e

′
1, . . . , e

′
r) = 0.

This proves that {gt}t∈[d] ∪ {κ + Mtt : t ∈ [r]} is a generating set of the entries of H∆HT.

Importantly, if we let eijt and e′ijt be the unique integers such that

(H∆HT)ij = (−1)eij0g
eij1
1 · · · geijdd · (κ+M11)

e′ij1 · · · (κ+Mr′)
e′ijr ,

we see that eijt, e
′
ijt′ ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [q], t ∈ [d], and t′ ∈ [r]. Moreover, for every i ∈ [q], we

know that there exists some t(i) ∈ [r] such that e′iit(i) = 1, and e′jkt(i) = 0 for all j 6= k. So, from

Lemma 9, we conclude that Pl-GH(H∆HT) is #P-hard.

Corollary 14 and Lemma 16 immediately allow us to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 17. If M ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0) (for q ≥ 3) has eigenvalues with lattice dimension 0, then

Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

With a little more effort however, Lemma 16 allows us to prove a slightly stronger version of

Theorem 17. Given i 6= j ∈ [q], we define δij ∈ Zq such that

δij(k) =





1 if k = i,

−1 if k = j,

0 otherwise.
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We then let

D = {δij : i 6= j ∈ [q]} (11)

Theorem 18. If M ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0) (for q ≥ 3) has eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq) with a lattice basis B

such that B ⊆ D, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. From Lemma 16, we know that given M = HDHT, there exists a diagonal matrix ∆ = D+κI

for some κ ∈ R such that Pl-GH(H∆HT) is #P-hard. Now, if δij ∈ B for some i < j, we know that

λ+1
i ·λ−1

j = 1. This implies that λi = λj . Therefore, λi+κ = λj +κ. So, ∆+1
i ·∆−1

j = 1. Therefore,

δij ∈ L(∆1, . . . ,∆q). Since this is true for all δij ∈ B, it follows that B ⊆ L(∆1, . . . ,∆q). Therefore,

L(λ1, . . . , λq) ⊆ L(∆1, . . . ,∆q). Now, Lemma 13 implies that Pl-GH(H∆HT) ≤ Pl-GH(M). By our

choice of ∆, this implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Remark. It should be noted that the identity matrix I ∈ SymF
q(R) has eigenvalues (1, . . . , 1), which

trivially has a lattice basis B = {δ1j : 2 ≤ j ≤ q} ⊆ D. However, we are not claiming that Pl-GH(I)

is #P-hard (in fact the problem Pl-GH(I) is clearly in P). This is because the identity matrix does

not satisfy the crucial property that all entries of the matrix belong to R 6=0. In general, Theorem 18

implies that if M ∈ SymF
q(R) has eigenvalues with a lattice basis B ⊆ D, then either Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard, or M is guaranteed to have zero entries.

5 Proof of Hardness

We will now try to understand the lattice L(λ1, . . . , λq) of the eigenvalues of matrices M ∈
SymF

q(R>0) which do not satisfy the conditions of Theorem 18. Let

χq =
{
x = (x1, . . . , xq) ∈ Zq

∣∣∣ x1 + · · · + xq = 0
}
.

Consider some 0 6= x ∈ χq. We will use this x to define a polynomial φx : Rq → R as

φx(α1, . . . , αq) =
∏

i∈[q]: xi>0

αxi

i −
∏

i∈[q]: xi<0

α
−(xi)
i . (12)

Since x 6= 0, we can see that φx is not the trivial constant zero function. Moreover, since
∑

i∈[q] xi =
0, we see that ∑

i∈[q]: xi>0

xi =
∑

i∈[q]: xi<0

−(xi).

So, we see that φx is a homogeneous polynomial. Moreover, by construction, we see that

x ∈ L(α1, . . . , αq) ⇐⇒ φx(α1, . . . , αq) = 0.

We will now define the polynomial Φx : Rq → R as follows:

Φx(α1, . . . , αq) =
∏

σ∈Sq

φx(ασ(1), . . . , ασ(q)), (13)
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where Sq is the symmetric group over [q]. By construction, we see that Φx is a symmetric homoge-

neous polynomial. In the next section, we will explore this polynomial in greater detail, and exploit

its symmetry to prove some useful results. For now, the most important property of this polynomial

is that if x ∈ L(α) for some α = (α1, . . . , αq), then Φx(α) = 0. However, because we constructed

Φx to be symmetric, the converse does not quite hold.

Lemma 19. Let x,y ∈ χq. Let σ ∈ Sq such that xi = yσ(i) for all i ∈ [q]. Then, Φx = Φy.

Proof. By definition, given any α ∈ Rq, we know that

φx(ασ(1), . . . , ασ(q)) =
∏

i∈[q]: xi>0

αxi

σ(i) −
∏

i∈[q]: xi<0

α
−(xi)
σ(i)

=
∏

i∈[q]: yσ(i)>0

α
yσ(i)

σ(i) −
∏

i∈[q]: yσ(i)<0

α
−(yσ(i))

σ(i)

=
∏

j∈[q]: yj>0

α
yj
j −

∏

j∈[q]: yj<0

α
−(yj)
j

= φy(α1, . . . , αq).

Therefore,

Φy(α1, . . . , αq) =
∏

σ′∈Sq

φy(ασ′(1), . . . , ασ′(q))

=
∏

σ′∈Sq

φx(ασ(σ′(1)), . . . , ασ(σ′(q)))

=
∏

τ∈Sq

φx(ατ(1), . . . , ατ(q))

= Φx(α1, . . . , αq).

Lemma 19 implies that if x ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λq), then Φy(λ1, . . . , λq) = 0 for all y ∈ χq such that

yσ(i) = xi for some σ ∈ Sq. To navigate through some of the problems introduced by this, we will

now introduce some notation.

Notation 20. Let X ⊂ χq. Then, given any σ ∈ Sq, we define

Xσ = {x ∈ χq : (xσ(1), . . . , xσ(q)) ∈ X}.

We also define

X =
⋃

σ∈Sq

Xσ.

Lemma 21. Let α = (α1, . . . , αq) be non-zero reals. Then,

x ∈ L(α) ⇐⇒ Φx(α) = 0.
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Proof. If x ∈ L(α), we know that there exists some σ ∈ Sq such that x ∈ L(α)σ . If we now define

y ∈ χq, such that yi = xσ(i) for all i ∈ [q], we see that y ∈ L(α). Now, Lemma 19 implies that

Φx(α) = Φy(α) = 0.

If Φx(α) = 0, then we see that φx(ασ(1), . . . , ασ(q)) = 0 for some σ ∈ Sq. Therefore, φy(α) = 0,

where yi = xσ−1(i) for all i ∈ [q]. So, y ∈ L(α), which implies that x ∈ L(α)σ−1 ⊂ L(α).

We recall from Eq. (13) that given any 0 6= x ∈ χq, the polynomial Φx is a symmetric, homo-

geneous polynomial. We now recall the Fundamental Theorem of Symmetric Polynomials, stated

below:

Theorem 22. Let Φ(α1, . . . , αq) be a symmetric polynomial on q variables. Let ei for i ∈ [q]

represent the elementary symmetric polynomials, such that

ei(α1, . . . , αq) =
∑

1≤t1<···<ti≤q

αt1 · · ·αti .

Then, there exists a polynomial function Φ̂ : Rq → R such that

Φ(α1, . . . , αq) = Φ̂
(
e1(α1, . . . , αq), . . . , eq(α1, . . . , αq)

)
.

Now, consider some 0 6= x ∈ χq, and M ∈ Symq(R) with eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq). Theorem 22

implies that there exists a polynomial Φ̂x such that

Φx(λ1, . . . , λq) = Φ̂x

(
e1(λ1, . . . , λq), . . . , eq(λ1, . . . , λq)

)
.

We will now use the fact that these ei(λ1, . . . , λq) are all just coefficients of the characteristic

polynomial of M . Thus, each ei can be written as a homogeneous polynomial of the entries of M .

Theorem 23. Let M ∈ Symq(R) with eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq). For any elementary symmetric

polynomial ek for k ∈ [q], there exists a homogeneous polynomial sk : Symq(R) → R of degree k such

that

ek(λ1, . . . , λq) = sk
(
(Mij)i≤j∈[q]

)
.

We will finally define the polynomial Ψx : Symq(R) → R as

Ψx(M) = Φ̂x

(
s1
(
(Mij)i≤j∈[q]

)
, . . . , sq

(
(Mij)i≤j∈[q]

) )
. (14)

Definition 24. A function F : Symq(R) → R is called a Symq(R)-polynomial if it is a homogeneous

polynomial in the entries of the matrix.

Remark. Note that we require Symq(R)-polynomials to be homogeneous. If F is a Symq(R)-

polynomial of degree d, then F (cM) = cd ·F (M). In particular, this would allow us to conclude that

F (M) = 0 if and only if F (cM) = 0. So, we can safely replace any M with N = cM as guaranteed

by Lemma 4 without changing whether F (M) = 0 for any Symq(R) polynomial F .
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Clearly, given any 0 6= x ∈ χq, we see that Ψx(M) is polynomial in the entries of M . Moreover,

we note that for each i ∈ [q], ei and si are homogeneous polynomials of the same degree. Since

Φx is a homogeneous polynomial, by construction of Φ̂, it follows that Ψx is also a homogeneous

polynomial, of the same degree as Φx. In summation, we have managed to prove the following

lemma.

Lemma 25. Let 0 6= x ∈ χq. There exists a Symq(R)-polynomial Ψx, such that given any M ∈
SymF

q(R) with eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq),

Ψx(M) = 0 ⇐⇒ x ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λq).

The proof immediately follows from the construction of Ψx, and Lemma 21. Before we can

proceed further, we will need to establish a few important properties of L(λ1, . . . , λq).

Lemma 26. Let L1 = L(α1, . . . , αq) and L2 = L(β1, . . . , βq) be lattices such that βi > 0 for all

i ∈ [q]. Let d1 = dim(L1) and d2 = dim(L2). If L2 ( L1, then d2 < d1.

Proof. We will first define the rational span of a lattice L of dimension d with a lattice basis

B = {y1, . . . ,yd} to be

Qsp(L) = {c1 · y1 + · · ·+ cd · yd

∣∣∣ c1, . . . , cd ∈ Q}.

It is easily seen that Qsp(L) is a Q-vector space of the same dimension d, as the lattice dimension

of L. We also note that given any σ ∈ Sq, Lσ is also a lattice of dimension d, with Bσ as a lattice

basis. Therefore,

Qsp(L) =
⋃

σ∈Sq

Qsp(Lσ)

for any lattice L.

Now, let us consider any y ∈ Qsp(L2). There exists some σ ∈ Sq, such that y ∈ Qsp(Lσ
2 ). So,

there exists some c ∈ Z>0, such that c ·y ∈ Lσ
2 ⊂ L2. From our assumptions, we know that L2 ⊂ L1.

Therefore, there exists some τ ∈ Sq such that c · y ∈ Lτ
1 . So, y ∈ Qsp(Lτ

1) ⊂ Qsp(L1). Therefore,

we have shown that

Qsp(L2) ⊆ Qsp(L1).

Hence,

Qsp(L2) ⊆ Qsp(L2) ⊆ Qsp(L1) =
⋃

σ∈Sq

Qsp(Lσ
1 ).

Since this is a finite union of Q-vector spaces, we know that there must be some τ ∈ Sq, such that

Qsp(L2) ⊆ Qsp(Lτ
1). In particular, this implies that d2 = dim(Qsp(L2)) ≤ dim(Qsp(Lτ

1)) = d1.

Now, for a contradiction assume d2 = d1. This implies that in fact, Qsp(L2) = Qsp(Lτ
1).

Now, we recall that there exists some x ∈ L1 \L2. Being outside L2, clearly x 6= 0. There exists

some σ ∈ Sq, such that x ∈ Lσ
1 . If we let y ∈ χq such that yi = xτ−1(σ(i)) for all i ∈ [q], we see

that y ∈ Lτ
1 ⊂ Qsp(Lτ

1) = Qsp(L2). Therefore, there exists some c ∈ Z>0, such that c · y ∈ L2. We

recall that L2 = L(β1, . . . , βq). Therefore, by definition, this implies that

βc·y1
1 · · · βc·yq

q =
(
βy1
1 · · · βyq

q

)c
= 1 =⇒ βy1

1 · · · βyq
q = ±1.
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Since βi > 0 for all i ∈ [q], it must be the case that βy1
1 · · · βyq

q = 1, which means that y ∈ L2. By

the construction of y, it follows that x ∈ Lτ−1σ
2 ⊂ L2. But this contradicts our assumption about

x that x /∈ L2. Therefore, our assumption that d2 = d1 must be false.

We will now see how Lemma 26 allows us to prove the #P-hardness of Pl-GH(M). We will need

just one more definition.

Definition 27. Let M ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0) have eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq). Let F be a countable set

of Symq(R)-polynomials. A matrix N ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0) is called a reduct of (M,F) if Pl-GH(N) ≤

Pl-GH(M), and F (N) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . We denote the set of reducts of (M,F) by

R(M,F) =
{
N ∈ SymF

q(R 6=0)
∣∣∣ N is a reduct of (M,F)

}
.

Consider any M ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0), with eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq). We define

FM =
{
Ψy : 0 6= y ∈ χq,Ψy(M) 6= 0

}
. (15)

Since χq is a countable set, it follows that FM is also a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials.

From Lemma 25, we see that FM consists of precisely the polynomials indexed by vectors in χq \
L(λ1, . . . , λq).

Now, if the eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq) of M have a lattice basis B such that B ⊂ D, we know from

Theorem 18 that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, for any lattice basis B of the eigenvalues, there

exists some x ∈ B \ D. Our goal will be to prove that there exists some

N1 ∈ R(M,FM ∪ {Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R 6=0).

If such an N1 exists, let its eigenvalues be (µ1, . . . , µq). From Definition 27, for all 0 6= y ∈ χq, if

Ψy(M) 6= 0, then we also have Ψy(N1) 6= 0. In other words, for all 0 6= y ∈ χq, Ψy(N1) = 0 implies

that Ψy(M) = 0. So, Lemma 25 now implies that

L(µ1, . . . , µq) ⊆ L(λ1, . . . , λq).

Moreover, by our choice of N1, we know that Ψx(N1) 6= 0, i.e., x 6∈ L(µ1, . . . , µq), again by

Lemma 25. But by our choice of x, we know that x ∈ B ⊂ L(λ1, . . . , λq) ⊆ L(λ1, . . . , λq). Therefore,

we see that in fact,

L(µ1, . . . , µq) ( L(λ1, . . . , λq).

Therefore, Lemma 26 tells us that

dim(L(µ1, . . . , µq)) < dim(L(λ1, . . . , λq)).

Now we can repeat this process with N1 in place of M . Since the lattice dimension of L(λ1, . . . , λq)

is some finite d ∈ Z≥0, we can only repeat this process k times, for some k ≤ d, until we find some

Nk ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0) such that it has a basis B ⊂ D, and thus Pl-GH(Nk) is #P-hard by Theorem 18.

Furthermore,

Pl-GH(Nk) ≤ · · · ≤ Pl-GH(N1) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

17



This would then allow us to prove that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

In other words, given a matrix M ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0), and any non-zero x ∈ χq \ D, our goal will be

to prove that there exists some N ∈ R(M,FM ∪ {Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R 6=0). In subsequent sections, we

will find larger and larger classes of matrices M and x for which we can find such an N .

6 Lattice on Diagonal Entries

Let M ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0), and let F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials. Since our goal is to

show that for some choices of M and F , R(M,F) 6= ∅, we will first prove some sufficient conditions

for this set to be non-empty. We will recall from Lemma 3 that given any M ∈ Symq(R 6=0), there

exists a generating set {g1, . . . , gd} for the entries of M . We also recall that Lemma 4 allows us

to replace this matrix M with a matrix N = cM satisfying Pl-GH(M) ≡ Pl-GH(N) and such that

the entries of N are generated by {gt}t∈[d] with exponents eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [q], and t ∈ [d].

Therefore, Lemma 6 tells us that Pl-GH(TM (p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all p ∈ Rd, where TM is as defined

in Definition 5, and satisfies TM (g1, . . . , gd) = M .

Lemma 28. Let M ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0) be a matrix, whose entries are generated by {gt}t∈[d]. Let F be a

countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials, such that for each F ∈ F , there exists some pF ∈ Rd, such

that F (TM (pF )) 6= 0. Then, there exists N = TM(p∗) ∈ R(M,F) ∩ SymF
q(R 6=0) for some p∗ ∈ Rd.

Moreover,

• if M ∈ SymF
q(R>0), we can ensure that N ∈ SymF

q(R>0),

• if M ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0), we can ensure that N ∈ Sympd

q (R 6=0),

• if M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0), we can ensure that N ∈ Sympd

q (R>0).

Proof. We will first replace M with cM as guaranteed by Lemma 4, for some c > 0. Since M ∈
SymF

q(R 6=0), it follows that cM ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0) as well. If M ∈ SymF

q(R>0) (similarly, Sympd
q (R 6=0)

and Sympd
q (R>0)), then so is cM . We note from the definition of TM in Definition 5, that the

entries of the matrix TM(p) are all polynomials in p. Since each F ∈ F is a Symq(R)-polynomial,

it follows that F (TM (p)) is a polynomial in p for all F ∈ F . Moreover, by our choice of F , we

know that for each F ∈ F , there exists some pF ∈ Rd such that F (TM (pF )) 6= 0. We also note

that det(TM (g1, . . . , gd)) = det(M) 6= 0, since M is full rank. Therefore, F (TM (p)) : Rd → R is a

non-zero polynomial for all F ∈ F ∪ {det}.
Let us now assume that M is positive definite. So, the eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq) of TM (g1, . . . , gd) =

M will all be positive. We note that each entry of the matrix TM(p) is a continuous function of

p. So, each of the coefficients of the characteristic polynomial of TM(p) is a continuous function

of p. Since the eigenvalues of TM (p) are simply the roots of the characteristic polynomial, we can

use the well-known fact that the roots of a polynomial are continuous in the coefficients [HM87]

to see that eigenvalues of TM(p) are also continuous as functions of p. In other words, there exist

open intervals I1, . . . , Id such that gt ∈ It for all t ∈ [d], and TM(p) is positive definite for all

p ∈ (I1 × · · · × Id) = U . Since gt > 1 for all t ∈ [q], we may further assume that U ⊂ (R>1)
d. By
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construction, we note that U has positive measure. If on the other hand, M is not positive definite,

we can simply let U = (R>1)
d.

We note that for each F ∈ F ∪ {det}, the set ∅F = {p : F (TM (p)) = 0} has measure 0, since

F (TM (p)) is a non-zero polynomial. The measure of a countable union of measure 0 sets is also

0. Therefore, there exists some p∗ = (p∗1, . . . , p
∗
d) ∈ U \ ∪F∅F . If we let N = TM (p∗), we now see

that F (N) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪ {det}. In particular, this implies that det(N) 6= 0. Moreover, since

p∗ ∈ U ⊆ (R>1)
d, we see that N ∈ SymF

q(R 6=0). So, N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ SymF
q(R 6=0) is the required

matrix.

Moreover, if M ∈ Symq(R>0), we know from Eq. (5) that eij0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ [q]. Since p∗ ∈ U ,

this implies that N ∈ Symq(R>0) as well. Finally, if M ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0), we note that by our choice

of U , N ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0) as well. Therefore, we see that this N satisfies all the requirements of the

lemma.

Corollary 29. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0). Let F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials such that

F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let 0 6= x ∈ χq such that Ψx(TnM) 6= 0 for some integer n ≥ 1. Then,

there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪ FM ∪ {Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Proof. Let {gt}t∈[d] be a generating set of the entries of M . As we have already seen, we may replace

M with c ·M as guaranteed by Lemma 4. We have seen in the remark following Definition 24 that

F (M) = 0 if and only if F (cM) = 0. Therefore, F (c ·M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . By our choice of F , and

the definition of FM in Eq. (15), we see that for all F ∈ F ∪ FM , F (TM (g1, . . . , gd)) = F (M) 6= 0.

Moreover, we also see that since M ∈ Symq(R>0), Ψx(TM ((g1)
n, . . . , (gd)

n)) = Ψx(TnM) 6= 0 as

given. Let F ′ = F∪FM∪{Ψx}. It is a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials with the property that

for every F ∈ F ′ there exists some pF ∈ Rd such that F (TM (pF )) 6= 0. We are also given that M ∈
Sympd

q (R>0). Therefore, Lemma 28 implies that there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ′)∩Sympd
q (R>0).

Now we will consider M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) and 0 6= x ∈ χq, such that Ψx(TnM) = 0 for all n. To

better understand these matrices, it will be helpful for us to study the function Ψx : Symq(R) → R

better. We already know that the function Ψx is a homogeneous polynomial of some degree d ≥ 1.

Now, we will try to understand the individual terms of this polynomial. Recall that we have

defined

Pq2(d) =



(kij)i,j≤q ∈ Zq2

∣∣∣ kij ≥ 0,
∑

i,j∈[q]
kij = d



 .

Given any k ∈ Pq2(d), we will now define mk : Symq(R) → R, such that

mk(M) =
∏

i,j∈[q]
M

kij
ij .

As Ψx had degree d, each mk represents a monomial term in Ψx (with possibly a 0 coefficient). We

then let

M =
{
mk

∣∣∣ k ∈ Pq2(d)
}
,
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and we can now express Ψx as

Ψx(M) =
∑

m∈M
cm(x)m(M),

where cm(x) ∈ R for all m ∈ M.

Lemma 30. Let 0 6= x ∈ χq. There exists ǫ > 0, such that given any matrix M ∈ Symq(R)

satisfying the conditions that |Mij − Iij| < ǫ for all i, j ∈ [q], and Ψx(TnM) = 0 for all n ≥ 1, then

Ψx(diag(M)) = 0,

where diag(M) ∈ Symq(R) is the diagonal matrix such that

diag(M)ij =

{
Mii if i = j,

0 otherwise.

Proof. We will let ǫ = 1/3d, and assume that |Mij − Iij | < ǫ for all i, j ∈ [q]. By construction of M,

we see that

Ψx(TnM) =
∑

m∈M
cm(x) (m(M))n .

Note that each m ∈ M is mk for some k ∈ Pq2(d), where d is the degree of Ψx. Now, we let

M(M) =
{
m(M)

∣∣∣m ∈ M
}

be the set of all values of the monomial terms in M when evaluated at M . For all the values

v ∈ M(M), we let

cv,M (x) =
∑

m∈M: m(M) = v

cm(x).

So, we see that

Ψx(TnM) =
∑

v∈M(M)

cv,M (x) · vn.

We can see that |M(M)| is O(1). So, in particular, the equations Ψx(TnM) = 0 form a full rank

Vandermonde system of linear equations. This implies that cv,M (x) = 0 for all v ∈ M(M).

Setting that aside for a moment, we also note that by construction of diag(M),

mk(diag(M)) =

{
mk(M) if kij = 0 ∀ i 6= j,

0 otherwise.

Therefore, if we define

diag(M) =



mk

∣∣∣ k ∈ Pq2(d),
∑

i∈[q]
kii = d



 ,

we see that diag(M) ⊂ M, and

Ψx(diag(M)) =
∑

m∈diag(M)

cm(x)m(M).
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So, if we let

diag(M)(M) =
{
m(M)

∣∣∣m ∈ diag(M)
}
, and cv,diag(M)(x) =

∑

m∈diag(M): m(M) = v

cm(x)

for all v ∈ diag(M)(M), then we see that

Ψx(diag(M)) =
∑

v∈diag(M)(M)

cv,diag(M)(x) · v.

Let us now consider mk ∈ diag(M). We note that by our choice of ǫ and M , mk(M) > (1− ǫ)d.

On the other hand, let us now consider some mk′ ∈ M \ diag(M). We note that by our choice of

M , |mk′(M)| < (1 + ǫ)d−1 · ǫ. Therefore,

|mk′(M)|
|mk(M)| <

(1 + ǫ)d−1 · ǫ
(1− ǫ)d

=

(
1 + ǫ

1− ǫ

)d

· ǫ

1 + ǫ
.

Now, we note that (
1 + ǫ

1− ǫ

)d

=

(
1 +

2ǫ

1− ǫ

)d

<
(
e(

2ǫ
1−ǫ)

)d
.

From our choice of ǫ = 1/3d, we know that ǫ ≤ 1/3 since d ≥ 1. Therefore, 1− ǫ ≥ 2/3. So,

2ǫ

1− ǫ
≤ 3ǫ ≤ 1

d
.

So,

|mk′(M)|
|mk(M)| <

(
1 + ǫ

1− ǫ

)d

· ǫ

1 + ǫ
<

e

3
< 1.

This proves that if v ∈ diag(M)(M), then there cannot exist any m ∈ M \ diag(M), such that

v = m(M). Therefore,

cv,diag(M)(x) =
∑

m∈diag(M): m(M) = v

cm(x) =
∑

m∈M: m(M) = v

cm(x) = cv,M (x)

for all v ∈ diag(M)(M). But we already know that cv,M (x) = 0 for all v ∈ M(M). Therefore,

cv,diag(M)(x) = 0 for all v ∈ diag(M)(M). Therefore,

Ψx(diag(M)) =
∑

v∈diag(M)(M)

cv,diag(M)(x) · v = 0.

In order to make effective use of Lemma 30, we will need one more lemma that provides a

sufficient condition to prove that R(M,F) is not empty.

Definition 31. Let M = HDHT ∈ Sympd
q (R). We now define the function SM : R → Sympd

q (R),

such that

SM (θ) = HDθHT.
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Remark. Let M = HDHT ∈ Sympd
q (R) have the eigenvalues (λ1, . . . , λq). Since these are all posi-

tive, Dθ is well-defined for all θ ∈ R, as the diagonal matrix such that (Dθ)ii = (λi)
θ. Consequently,

SM is well-defined. Moreover, we note that

SM (θ)ij = (Hi1Hj1)e
θ·log(λ1) + · · ·+ (HiqHjq)e

θ·log(λq),

for all i, j ∈ [q]. Therefore, SM (θ)ij is a real analytic function in θ for all i, j ∈ [q].

Lemma 32. Let M = HDHT ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0). Let F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials,

such that for each F ∈ F , there exists some θF ∈ R such that F (SM (θF )) 6= 0. Then, given any

interval (a, b) ⊂ R, there exists some θ∗ ∈ (a, b) such that SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R 6=0).

Proof. We will let

A =
{
SM (θ)ij : i, j ∈ [q]

}
∪
{
F (SM (θ)) : F ∈ F

}
.

Since each F ∈ F is polynomial in the entries of the input matrix, and since the entries of the

matrix SM (θ) are all real analytic functions of θ, we see that each function in A is a real valued

analytic function of θ. We also know that (SM (1))ij = (HDHT)ij = Mij 6= 0 for all i, j ∈ [q], and

that F (SM (θF )) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . So, each function in A is a non-zero analytic function.

Since all the functions in A are non-zero real analytic functions, the Identity Theorem for Real

Analytic Functions ([KP02], Corollary 1.2.7) implies that the set of zeros of any of these functions

does not have an accumulation point. In particular, each of these functions has only finitely many

zeros within (a, b). Since the countable union of finite sets is only countable, there exists some

a < θ∗ < b such that if we let N = SM (θ∗), then Nij 6= 0 for all i, j ∈ [q], and F (N) 6= 0 for all

F ∈ F . We may also assume that θ∗ 6= 0.

We also note that since θ∗ 6= 0, and λi > 0 for all i ∈ [q],

λy1
1 · · ·λyq

q = 1 ⇐⇒ (λy1
1 · · ·λyq

q )θ
∗

= 1 ⇐⇒ (λθ∗
1 )y1 · · · (λθ∗

q )yq = 1,

for all y ∈ χq. This implies that L(λ1, . . . , λq) = L(λθ∗
1 , . . . , λθ∗

q ). Now, Lemma 13 implies that

Pl-GH(N) ≡ Pl-GH(M). Therefore, N = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R 6=0) is the required matrix.

We will now use Lemma 32 to prove a useful corollary.

Corollary 33. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0). Let F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials, such that

for each F ∈ F , there exists some θF ∈ R such that F (SM (θF )) 6= 0. Then, there exists some

N = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Proof. We note that Mij > 0 for all i, j ∈ [q]. We also note that SM defined in Definition 31 is

continuous as a function of θ. Since SM (1) = M , there exists some a < 1 < b such that SM (θ)ij > 0

for all i, j ∈ [q], and θ ∈ (a, b). We can apply Lemma 32 with this choice of a < b to find the

required N = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Theorem 34. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0). Let F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials, such

that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let 0 6= x ∈ χq. If Φx(M11, . . . ,Mqq) 6= 0, there exists some

N ∈ R(M,F ∪ FM ∪ {Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).
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Proof. We consider SM : R → SymF
q(R) as defined in Definition 31. We see that F (SM (1)) =

F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪ FM . We also see that the function ζ : N 7→ Ψx(diag(N)) is a Symq(R)-

polynomial. We note that since diag(N) is a diagonal matrix, its eigenvalues are precisely the

diagonal values of diag(N), i.e., (N11, . . . , Nqq). Therefore, from the construction of Φx and Ψx, we

know that

Ψx(diag(N)) = 0 ⇐⇒ Φx(N11, . . . , Nqq) = 0

for all N ∈ SymF
q(R). In particular, since Φx(SM (1)11, . . . ,SM (1)qq) = Φx(M11, . . . ,Mqq) 6= 0 by

our choice of M , we see that ζ(SM (1)) 6= 0. So, if we let

F ′ = F ∪ FM ∪ {ζ},

we see that for each F ∈ F ′, there exists some θF ∈ R such that F (SM (θF )) 6= 0.

We now note that SM (0) = HD0HT = HHT = I. Given x ∈ χq, we will now let ǫ > 0 be the

number whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma 30. Since SM (θ) is continuous as a function of θ,

we know that there exists some δ > 0, such that for all 0 < θ < δ, for all i, j ∈ [q], |SM (θ)ij−Iij | < ǫ.

We can now use Lemma 32 to find 0 < θ∗ < δ such that M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F ′). It should be

stressed here that the entries of M ′ may be negative.

Since ζ ∈ F ′, we know that ζ(M ′) = Ψx(diag(M ′)) 6= 0. Moreover, due to our choice of θ∗ < δ,

Lemma 30 allows us to conclude that there exists some n ≥ 1 such that Ψx(TnM
′)) 6= 0. We can

now define the Symq(R)-polynomial ξ : Symq(R) → R such that ξ(N) = Ψx(TnN). Since n ≥ 1

is an integer, the entries of Tn(N) are all homogeneous polynomials in the entries of the matrix

N , and therefore, ξ is a Symq(R)-polynomial. We have seen that ξ(SM (θ∗)) 6= 0. Therefore, since

M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0), we may use Corollary 33 to find a new M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ∪FM ∪{ξ})∩Sympd

q (R>0).

Since ξ(M ′′) 6= 0, we see that Ψx(TnM
′′) 6= 0.

But then, Corollary 29 implies that there exists some N ∈ R(M ′′,F∪FM ∪{Ψx})∩Sympd
q (R>0).

Since Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M), this means that N ∈ R(M,F ∪ FM ∪ {Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0) is the

required matrix.

7 Confluence and Pairwise Order Independence

In this section, we will prove the #P-hardness of Pl-GH(M) for a subset of the matrices M ∈
Sympd

q (R>0). We will do so by identifying a large class of matrices M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0), and a large

class of x ∈ χq, such that Φx(M11, . . . ,Mqq) 6= 0.

Definition 35. Let I, J be finite sets. Let x = (xi)i∈I ∈ Z
|I|
>0, and y = (yj)j∈J ∈ Z

|J |
>0. We say that

(x,y) is a confluence if it satisfies the following two conditions:

1.
∑

i∈I xi =
∑

j∈J yj, and

2. for any S1, S2 ⊆ I, and T1, T2 ⊆ J ,

∑

i∈S1

xi =
∑

j∈T1

yj and
∑

i∈S2

xi =
∑

j∈T2

yj


 =⇒

∑

i∈S1∩S2

xi =
∑

j∈T1∩T2

yj.
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As all xi, yj > 0, in a confluence clearly I = ∅ if and only if J = ∅. We will only be interested

in nonempty I and J . While Definition 35 is concise, we will now prove that it has an alternate

equivalent definition, with some useful properties.

Lemma 36. Consider (x,y), where x = (xi)i∈I ∈ Z
|I|
>0, and y = (yi)j∈J ∈ Z

|J |
>0 for nonempty finite

sets I, and J . (x,y) is a confluence if and only if there exist partitions I = S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sr and

J = T1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Tr for some r ≥ 1, such that for any S ⊆ I, T ⊆ J ,

∑

i∈S
xi =

∑

j∈T
yj ⇐⇒

[
S =

⊔

a∈P
Sa and T =

⊔

a∈P
Ta, for some P ⊆ [r]

]
. (16)

Furthermore, the paired partition {(S1, T1), . . . , (Sr, Tr)} is unique up to the order of the pairs.

Proof. We will first assume that I = S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sr, and J = T1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Tr satisfies the condition

Eq. (16). If we let P = [r], we immediately get that
∑

i∈I xi =
∑

j∈J yj. Moreover, for any a ∈ [r],

let P = {a} then
∑

i∈Sa
xi =

∑
j∈Ta

yj.

Now if we consider any S1, S2 ⊆ I, and T1, T2 ⊆ J such that

∑

i∈S1

xi =
∑

j∈T1

yj and
∑

i∈S2

xi =
∑

j∈T2

yj,

we know that there exist some P1, P2 ⊆ [r] such that S1 = ⊔a∈P1Sa, T1 = ⊔a∈P1Ta, S2 = ⊔a∈P2Sa,

and T2 = ⊔a∈P2Ta. Therefore, if we let P3 = P1 ∩ P2, we see that S1 ∩ S2 = ⊔a∈P3Sa, and

T1 ∩ T2 = ⊔a∈P3Ta. Therefore,

∑

i∈S1∩S2

xi =
∑

a∈P3

∑

i∈Sa

xi =
∑

a∈P3

∑

j∈Ta

yj =
∑

j∈T1∩T2

yj.

This proves that (x,y) is a confluence.

Conversely, assume that (x,y) is a confluence. Let

C =



(S, T ) : S ⊆ I, T ⊆ J,

∑

i∈S
xi =

∑

j∈T
yj



 , and

M =
{
(S, T ) ∈ C : (S, T ) 6= (∅, ∅) and (∀ S′ ( S,∀ T ′ ( T )

[
(S′, T ′) ∈ C =⇒ S′ = T ′ = ∅

] }

be the minimal members of C. Since C and consequently M are finite sets, we may assume that

M = {(S1, T1), . . . , (Sr, Tr)} for some r ≥ 1. We will now show that {S1, . . . , Sr}, and {T1, . . . , Tr}
are the required partitions of I and J respectively.

For a 6= b ∈ [r], we first consider (Sa, Ta), (Sb, Tb) ∈ M. By definition of M ⊆ C, we know

that
∑

i∈Sa
xi =

∑
j∈Ta

yj, and
∑

i∈Sb
xi =

∑
j∈Tb

yj. Since (x,y) is a confluence, this implies that∑
i∈Sa∩Sb

xi =
∑

j∈Ta∩Tb
yj. But (Sa ∩ Sb) ⊆ Sa, and (Ta ∩ Tb) ⊆ Ta. Since (Sa, Ta) 6= (Sb, Tb), we

may assume without loss of generality that (Sa ∩ Sb) ( Sa. But then, since xi ∈ Z>0 for all i ∈ I,

we see that ∑

j∈Ta

yj =
∑

i∈Sa

xi >
∑

i∈Sa∩Sb

xi =
∑

j∈Ta∩Tb

yj.
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Therefore, (Ta ∩ Tb) ( Ta as well. But by our definition of M, since (Sa ∩ Sb, Ta ∩ Tb) ∈ C, and

(Sa, Ta) ∈ C, it must be the case that Sa∩Sb = Ta∩Tb = ∅. Therefore, {S1, . . . , Sr} and {T1, . . . , Tr}
are both pairwise disjoint.

Since (Sa, Ta) ∈ M ⊆ C for all a ∈ [r], it is trivial to see that given any P ⊆ [r],

∑

a∈P

∑

i∈Sa

xi =
∑

a∈P

∑

j∈Ta

yj, and therefore,

(⋃

a∈P
Sa,

⋃

a∈P
Ta

)
∈ C.

Now, using induction, we will show that given any (S, T ) ∈ C, we can find some P ⊆ [r], such that

S = ⊔a∈PSa, and T = ⊔a∈PTa. This is trivially true when |S|+ |T | = 0. Let us now assume that it

is true when |S|+ |T | < k for some k > 0. Now, we consider some (S, T ) ∈ C such that |S|+ |T | = k.

If (S, T ) ∈ M, we are already done. Otherwise, by definition of M, we know that there exist some

(S′, T ′) ∈ C such that S′ ( S, and T ′ ( T , but S′ 6= ∅, and T ′ 6= ∅. But we note that
∑

i∈S\S′

xi =
∑

i∈S
xi −

∑

i∈S′

xi =
∑

j∈T
yj −

∑

j∈T ′

yj =
∑

j∈T\T ′

yj,

which implies that (S\S′, T \T ′) ∈ C. We note that 0 < |S′|+|T ′| < k. Therefore, |S\S′|+|T \T ′| =
(|S|+|T |)−(|S′|+|T ′|) < k. Therefore, our induction hypothesis implies that there exist P1, P2 ⊆ [r],

such that S′ = ∪a∈P1Sa, T
′ = ∪a∈P1Ta, (S \ S′) = ∪b∈P2Sb, and (T \ T ′) = ∪b∈P2Tb. Therefore,

there exists P = P1 ∪ P2 ⊆ [r] such that

S =
⋃

a∈P
Sa, and T =

⋃

a∈P
Ta.

This completes the induction. In particular, since (x,y) is a confluence, we know that (I, J) ∈ C.

This then means that there exists some P ⊆ [r] such that I = ⊔a∈PSa, and J = ⊔a∈PTa. Recall

that Sa ∩ Sb = ∅ for a 6= b. Each (Sa, Ta) ∈ M satisfies Sa 6= ∅. If there is some a′ 6∈ P then

Sa′ = Sa′ ∩ I = Sa′ ∩
[⋃

a∈P Sa

]
= ∅, a contradiction. This implies that P = [r]. This proves that

I = S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sr, and J = T1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Tr. This finishes the proof of the existence of the paired

partition M = {(S1, T1), . . . , (Sr, Tr)}.
For uniqueness, let M′ = {(S′

1, T
′
1), . . . , (S

′
ρ, T

′
ρ)} be another such paired partition. We first

note that for M, if a 6= b ∈ [r] then
∑

i∈Sa
xi 6=

∑
i∈Sb

xi. Otherwise, by the confluence property,∑
j∈Ta

yj =
∑

i∈Sa
xi =

∑
i∈Sb

xi implies 0 <
∑

j∈Ta
yj =

∑
j∈Ta∩Ta

yj =
∑

i∈Sa∩Sb
xi = 0, a

contradiction. The same is true for M′.

For any (Sa, Ta) ∈ M, as
∑

i∈Sa
xi =

∑
j∈Ta

yj, there exists P ′ ⊆ [ρ] such that Sa = ∪c∈P ′S′
c.

As Sa 6= ∅, we have P ′ 6= ∅. Pick any c ∈ P ′. Then by the same argument there exists P ⊆ [r] such

that S′
c = ∪b∈PSb. As {Sa : a ∈ [r]} are pairwise disjoint and nonempty, P ′ must be a singleton set

{c} and then in turn P for this c is also a singleton set {b}. This sets up a mapping sending a ∈ [r]

to c ∈ [ρ]. Since
∑

i∈Sa
xi =

∑
i∈S′

c
xi =

∑
i∈Sb

xi, we must have a = b. Hence the mapping sending

a to c is 1-1. Switching the role of M and M′ shows that r = ρ and the two paired partitions are

in 1-1 correspondence. This proves uniqueness.

Now that we have defined confluences and understood their properties better, we will now relate

them to x ∈ χq, and see how they are relevant to our problem at hand.
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Definition 37. Let 0 6= x ∈ χq. We will define I+ = {i ∈ [q] : xi > 0}, and I− = {i ∈ [q] : xi < 0}.
Then, we let x+ = (xi)i∈I+ , and x− = (−xi)i∈I−. We say that x is confluent if (x+,x−) is a

confluence.

If x is confluent, let I+ = S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sr and I− = T1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Tr be the partition guaranteed

by Lemma 36. We say ((S1, T1), . . . , (Sr, Tr)) is the confluence basis of x. The confluence basis is

uniquely defined, up to the order of the pairs.

An example x that is non-confluent is (1, 1,−1,−1) ∈ χ4. This will play a pivotal role later in

isolating tensor products. Before we can study confluent x, we will need a few more definitions.

Definition 38. We say that a polynomial f : Rd → R is a 0-1 polynomial with q terms if it can be

expressed as

f(p1, . . . , pd) =
∑

i∈[q]

∏

t∈[d]
p
xi,t

t ,

where each monomial
∏

t∈[d] p
xi,t

t is distinct, and has a coefficient 1.

Definition 39. Two polynomials f, g : Rd → R are said to be proportional to each other, if there

exist integers x1, . . . , xd ≥ 0 and y1, . . . , yd ≥ 0 such that for all p ∈ Rd,

px1
1 · · · pxd

d · f(p) = py11 · · · pydd · g(p).

We will first focus on 0-1 polynomials f : R → R in one variable with q terms. Such polynomials

must be of the form

f(p) = px1 + px2 + · · ·+ pxq ,

where 0 ≤ x1 < x2 < · · · < xq.

Lemma 40. Let 0 6= x ∈ χq be confluent, with the confluence basis ((S1, T1), . . . , (Sr, Tr)). Let

f1, . . . , fq : R → R be 0-1 polynomials with q terms such that φx(f1(p), . . . , fq(p)) = 0 for all p ∈ R.

Then, given any i, j ∈ [q], such that i, j ∈ Sa ∪ Ta for some a ∈ [r], we have that fi and fj are

proportional to each other.

Proof. Since f1, . . . , fq are all 0-1 polynomials with q terms, we may assume that

fi(p) = pzi,1 + · · · + pzi,q

for integers 0 ≤ zi,1 < · · · < zi,q for all i ∈ [q]. We will now let di = zi,1, and yi,j = zi,j − di for all

i, j ∈ [q]. If we now let

gi(p) = pyi,1 + · · ·+ pyi,q ,

we see that fi(p) = pdigi(p) for all i ∈ [q]. By construction, we also see that yi,1 = 0 for all i ∈ [q].

Therefore, for any i 6= j ∈ [q], we have gi = gj if and only if fi and fj are proportional to each

other.

Since φx(f1(p), . . . , fq(p)) = 0, we see that

∏

i∈I+
pxi·di · gi(p)xi =

∏

i∈I+
fi(p)

xi =
∏

i∈I−
fi(p)

−xi =
∏

i∈I−
p−xi·di · gi(p)−xi .
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By our construction of gi, we see that p ∤ gi for all i ∈ [q]. Therefore,

∏

i∈I+
pxi·di =

∏

i∈I−
p−xi·di , and

∏

i∈I+
gi(p)

xi =
∏

i∈I−
gi(p)

−xi .

For any i ∈ [q], if xi 6= 0 then either i ∈ I+ or i ∈ I−. For any i ∈ I+ ∪ I−, there exists a unique

a ∈ [r], and we will denote it by σ(i), such that i ∈ Sa or i ∈ Ta, i.e., i ∈ Sσ(i) ∪ Tσ(i).

We will now prove by induction that given any i, j ∈ Sa ∪ Ta for some a ∈ [r], i.e., σ(i) = σ(j),

we have

gi = gj .

For all i ∈ [q], given any 1 ≤ t ≤ q, we define a truncated version of gi,

gi|t(p) = pyi,1 + · · ·+ pyi,t .

By the construction of gi, we know that yi,1 = 0 for all i ∈ [q]. So, gi|1(p) = pyi,1 = 1 for all i ∈ [q].

Now, for each r ≤ k ≤ rq, we define the following:

Statement (k) : There exist integers 1 ≤ t1, . . . , tr ≤ q such that t1 + · · ·+ tr = k, and

some polynomials h1, . . . , hr such that gi|tσ(i)
= hσ(i) for all i ∈ I+ ∪ I−.

We will momentarily assume the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 41. If Statement (k) is true for some r ≤ k < rq, then there exists some k < k′ ≤ rq, such

that Statement (k′) is true.

We have already seen that when t1 = · · · = tr = 1, and h1 = · · · = hr = 1, gi|tσ(i)
= 1 = hσ(i) for

all i ∈ [q]. Therefore, Statement (r) is true. So, Claim 41 implies that Statement (rq) is true. In

this case with k = rq, based on the bound on the ta’s, all ta = q. Then gi = gi|q = gi|tσ(i)
= hσ(i).

Hence if σ(i) = σ(j) then gi = gj . From the construction of gi, it now follows that fi and fj are

proportional to each other, if i, j ∈ Sa ∪ Ta for some a ∈ [r].

We will now finish the proof of Lemma 40 by proving Claim 41.

Proof of Claim 41. Let us assume that there exist 1 ≤ t1, . . . , tr ≤ q, as well as polynomials

h1, . . . , hr that satisfy Statement (k) for some r ≤ k < rq. We will consider the following equation

∏

i∈I+
gi(p)

xi −
∏

i∈I+

(
gi|tσ(i)

(p)
)xi

=
∏

i∈I−
gi(p)

−xi −
∏

i∈I−

(
gi|tσ(i)

(p)
)−xi

. (17)

We can see that Eq. (17) is true since we know that

∏

i∈I+
gi(p)

xi =
∏

i∈I−
gi(p)

−xi ,

and the induction hypothesis tells us that since x is confluent,

∏

i∈I+

(
gi|tσ(i)

(p)
)xi

=
∏

a∈[r]
h
∑

i∈Sa
xi

a =
∏

a∈[r]
h
∑

i∈Ta
(−xi)

a =
∏

i∈I−

(
gi|tσ(i)

(p)
)−xi

.
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Since we have assumed that t1 + · · · + tr = k < rq, we see that there exists some a ∈ [r] such

that ta < q. Since σ : I+ ∪ I− → [r] is onto, Eq. (17) is not the trivial 0 = 0 equation. Now, we will

consider the least degree term of the LHS and RHS of Eq. (17). If we focus on the LHS, we notice

that ∏

i∈I+
gi(p)

xi =
∑

ki,j : (∀i∈I+,∀j∈[xi])[1≤ki,j≤q]

p
∑

i∈I+

(
yi,ki,1+···+yi,ki,xi

)

.

However, any term p
∑

i∈I+

(
yi,ki,1+···+yi,ki,xi

)

for which ki,j ≤ tσ(i) for all i ∈ I+ and j ∈ [xi] would

appear in ∏

i∈I+

(
gi|tσ(i)

(p)
)xi

as well, and get cancelled in the LHS of Eq. (17). Therefore, to be a candidate for the least degree

term remaining, it must be obtained by choosing one least degree remaining term p
yi,tσ(i)+1 from

one factor gi(p) and the term pyj,1 = p0 = 1 for all other factor polynomials. Furthermore, all such

product terms from
∏

i∈I+ gi(p)
xi are not cancelled from

∏
i∈I+

(
gi|tσ(i)

(p)
)xi

in Eq. (17), since all

terms from this second product have already been used to cancel the corresponding terms from the

first product. Hence, this least degree term has degree

d+ = min
i∈I+

(
yi,tσ(i)+1

)
,

and this occurs exactly xi times for each minimizer i that achieves this minimum. Summing up,

the least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (17) is therefore

∑

i∈I+:
yi,tσ(i)+1=d+

xi · pd
+
.

Similarly, if we let

d− = min
i∈I−

(
yi,tσ(i)+1

)
,

we find that the least degree term of the RHS of Eq. (17) is

∑

i∈I−:
yi,tσ(i)+1=d−

(−xi) · pd
−

.

Since the least degree terms of the LHS and the RHS have to be identical, this implies that d+ = d−,

and also that
∑

i∈S xi =
∑

i∈T (−xi), where S = {i ∈ I+ : yi,tσ(i)+1 = d+}, and T = {i ∈ I− :

yi,tσ(i)+1 = d−}. Since x is confluent, by definition, this means that there exists some P ⊆ [r]

such that S = ⊔a∈PSa, and T = ⊔a∈PTa. But this means that yi,tσ(i)+1 = d+ = d− for all

i ∈ ∪a∈P (Sa ∪ Ta).

In other words, we have shown that there exist integers 1 ≤ t′1, . . . , t
′
r ≤ q such that t′a = ta + 1

for a ∈ P , and t′a = ta for a /∈ P , as well as polynomials h′1, . . . , h
′
r such that gi|t′

σ(i)
= h′σ(i) for all

i ∈ I+ ∪ I−. Since k′ = t′1 + · · ·+ t′r > t1 + · · ·+ tr = k, this finishes the proof of Claim 41.

28



We will now extend Lemma 40 to be applicable for all 0-1 polynomials fi : R
d → R.

Lemma 42. Let 0 6= x ∈ χq be confluent, with the confluence basis ((S1, T1), . . . , (Sr, Tr)). Let

f1, . . . , fq : Rd → R be 0-1 polynomials with q terms such that φx(f1(p), . . . , fq(p)) = 0 for all

p ∈ Rd. Then, given any i, j ∈ [q], such that i, j ∈ Sa ∪ Ta for some a ∈ [r], we have that fi and fj
are proportional to each other.

Proof. From Definition 38, we may assume that

fj(p) =
∑

i∈[q]

∏

t∈[d]
p
xi,t,j

t

for all j ∈ [q]. We let m = maxi∈[q],t∈[d],j∈[q](xi,j,t). For all j ∈ [q], we know from Definition 38 that

the following sequences are pairwise distinct

(x1,1,j , x1,2,j , . . . , x1,d,j) 6= (x2,1,j , x2,2,j , . . . , x2,d,j) 6= · · · 6= (xq,1,j, xq,2,j, . . . , xq,d,j).

Therefore for any m > 2m, if we let

zi,j =
∑

t∈[d]
mt · xi,t,j,

we see that for all j ∈ [q] they are pairwise distinct, z1,j 6= · · · 6= zq,j . Moreover,

fj(p
m, pm

2
, . . . , pm

d

) =
∑

i∈[q]
pzi,j

for all j ∈ [q]. We can now define gj : R → R as

gj(p) = fj(p
m, pm

2
, . . . , pm

d

).

By our choice of m > 2m, we see that each gj is a 0-1 polynomial with (exactly) q terms, i.e., no

terms get combined.

By hypothesis,

φx(f1(p), . . . , fq(p)) = 0

for all p ∈ Rd. Therefore,

φx(g1(p), . . . , gq(p)) = 0

for all p ∈ R. So, Lemma 40 tells us that given any i, j ∈ [q] such that i, j ∈ Sa ∪ Ta for some

a ∈ [r], we have that gi and gj are proportional to each other. But from our construction of gi and

gj , this means that there exists some di,j ∈ Z such that

pz1,i + · · ·+ pzq,i

pz1,j + · · ·+ pzq,j
=

gi(p)

gj(p)
= pdi,j .

Therefore, there exists some σ ∈ Sq such that

pz1i−zσ(1)j = pz2i−zσ(2)j = · · · = pzqi−zσ(q)j = pdi,j .
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From the construction of z1i, . . . , zqi, and z1j , . . . , zqj , this implies that

∑

t∈[d]
mt · (x1,t,i − xσ(1),t,j) =

∑

t∈[d]
mt · (x2,t,i − xσ(2),t,j) = · · · =

∑

t∈[d]
mt · (xq,t,i − xσ(q),t,j).

We note that −m ≤ (x1ti −xσ(1)tj), . . . , (xqti −xσ(q)tj) ≤ m for all t ∈ [d]. So, our choice of m > 2m

implies that for all t ∈ [d] there exists some rt ∈ Z such that,

(x1,t,i − xσ(1),t,j) = · · · = (xq,t,i − xσ(q),t,j) = rt.

Therefore, ∏

t∈[d]
p
x1,t,i

t =
∏

t∈[d]
prtt · pxσ(1),t,j

t , . . . ,
∏

t∈[d]
p
xq,t,i

t =
∏

t∈[d]
prtt · pxσ(q),t,j

t .

So,

fi(p) =
∏

t∈[d]
p
x1,t,i

t + · · · +
∏

t∈[d]
p
xq,t,i

t =
∏

t∈[d]
prtt ·


∏

t∈[d]
p
x1,t,j

t + · · ·+
∏

t∈[d]
p
xq,t,j

t


 =

∏

t∈[d]
prtt · fj(p).

This proves that fi and fj are proportional to each other.

We are now finally ready to study how confluent x ∈ χq interact with matrices M ∈ SymF
q(R 6=0).

We will initially restrict ourselves to a very special family of matrices.

Definition 43. Let M ∈ Symq(R). We say that M is a row full matrix if the elements of each row

of M are pairwise distinct:

∀i ∈ [q], Mi1 6= Mi2 6= · · · 6= Miq.

Definition 44. Let M ∈ Symq(R). We say that the rows i 6= j of M are order dependent if

there exists some σ ∈ Sq such that (Mi1,Mi2, . . . ,Miq) and (Mjσ(1),Mjσ(2), . . . ,Mjσ(q)) are linearly

dependent. We say that M ∈ Symq(R) is pairwise order independent (or p.o. independent) if no

rows i 6= j of M are order dependent.

Lemma 45. There exist Symq(R)-polynomials ρfull and ρindep such that given any M ∈ Symq(R),

ρfull(M) 6= 0 if and only if M is row full, and ρindep(M) 6= 0 if and only if M is p.o. independent.

Proof. For all i ∈ [q], we can define the Symq(R)-polynomial ρfull,i(M) =
∏

j1 6=j2∈[q](Mij1 −Mij2).

We then define ρfull such that

ρfull(M) =
∏

i∈[q]
ρfull,i(M).

We can easily see that for any M ∈ Symq(R), ρfull(M) 6= 0 if and only if M is a row full matrix.

We can also see that ρfull(M) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M . So, it is a

Symq(R)-polynomial.

We know that given any two vectors a,b ∈ Rq, the Gram determinant g : Rn × Rn → R:

g(a,b) = det

[
〈a,a〉 〈a,b〉
〈b,a〉 〈b,b〉

]
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is a homogeneous polynomial, where 〈·, ·〉 denotes inner product, such that g(a,b) 6= 0 if and only

if a and b are linearly independent. We will now define the function ρindep,ij for i 6= j ∈ [q] as

ρindep,ij(M) =
∏

σ∈Sq

g
(
(Mi1, . . . ,Miq), (Mjσ(1), . . . ,Mjσ(q))

)
, (18)

and the function ρindep as

ρindep(M) =
∏

i 6=j∈[q]
ρindep,ij(M). (19)

From the construction, we can easily see that ρindep(M) 6= 0 if and only if M is p.o. independent.

We can also see that ρindep(M) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M . So, it is a Symq(R)-

polynomial.

We will now study how confluent x ∈ χq interact with row full, p.o. independent matrices in

Sympd
q (R>0).

Theorem 46. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a row full, p.o. independent matrix. Let F be a countable

set of Symq(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Given any confluent 0 6= x ∈ χq,

there exists some row full, p.o. independent N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Proof. We may assume that the entries of M are generated by {gt}t∈[d]. We recall that we may

replace M with some cM as in Lemma 4. So, we know that for i, j ∈ [q], there exist unique integers

eij0 ∈ {0, 1}, and eij1, . . . , eijd ≥ 0, such that

Mij = (−1)eij0 · geij11 · · · geijdd .

Since, Mij > 0 for all i, j ∈ [q] by our choice of M , we see that eij0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ [q]. So, from

Definition 5, we see that

TM(p)ij = p
eij1
1 · · · peijdd

is a polynomial in p for all i, j ∈ [q]. So, we see that for all i ∈ [q],

(
TM (p)2

)
ii
=
∑

j∈[q]
(TM (p)ij)

2 =
∑

j∈[q]

∏

t∈[d]
p
2eijt
t .

Since M is a row full matrix, we know that for all i ∈ [q], Mi1 6= Mi2 6= · · · 6= Miq are pairwise

distinct. Since {gt}t∈[d] is a generating set, this implies that for each i ∈ [q], (ei11, ei12, . . . , ei1d) 6=
(ei21, ei22, . . . , ei2d) 6= · · · 6= (eiq1, eiq2, . . . , eiqd) are also pairwise distinct. Therefore, for each i ∈ [q],

we see that
(
TM (p)2

)
ii

is a 0-1 polynomial with exactly q terms. Since x is confluent, we know that

it has a confluence basis ((S1, T1), . . . , (Sr, Tr)). Since r ≥ 1, and S1, T1 6= ∅, we may pick some

i ∈ S1, and j ∈ T1. We will now assume that φx

(
(TM (p)2)11, . . . , (TM (p)2)qq

)
= 0 for all p ∈ Rd.

Lemma 42 now implies that by our choice of i, j ∈ [q], (TM(p)2)ii and (TM (p)2)jj are proportional

to each other. But this means that there exists some c1, . . . , cd ∈ Z such that

∏
t∈[d] p

2ei1t
t + · · ·+∏t∈[d] p

2eiqt
t

∏
t∈[d] p

2ej1t
t + · · ·+∏t∈[d] p

2ejqt
t

=
∏

t∈[d]
pctt .
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Therefore, there exists some σ ∈ Sq such that

∏

t∈[d]
p2ei1tt =

∏

t∈[d]
pctt ·

∏

t∈[d]
p
2ejσ(1)t

t , . . . ,
∏

t∈[d]
p
2eiqt
t =

∏

t∈[d]
pctt ·

∏

t∈[d]
p
2ejσ(q)t

t

as an identity in p. In particular, when we evaluate these expressions at (g1, . . . , gd), we see that

there exists a constant c =
∏

t∈[d] g
ct
t ∈ R such that

(
(Mi1)

2, . . . , (Miq)
2
)
= c ·

(
(Mjσ(1))

2, . . . , (Mjσ(q))
2
)
.

Since Mij > 0 for all i, j ∈ [q] by our choice of M , this implies that in fact
(
Mi1, . . . ,Miq

)
=

√
c ·
(
Mjσ(1), . . . ,Mjσ(q)

)
.

This contradicts our assumption that M is p.o. independent, since i 6= j. Therefore, our assumption

that φx

(
TM(p)2)11, . . . , (TM (p)2)qq

)
= 0 must be false.

Since our only restriction on x was that it be confluent, φy((TM (p)2)11, . . . , (TM (p)2)qq) must

be a non-zero polynomial in p for all confluent y ∈ χq. In particular, given any σ ∈ Sq, we can

construct y ∈ χq such that yi = xσ(i) for all i ∈ [q]. Since x is confluent, it is trivial to see that y

is also confluent. Therefore, it follows from the construction of Φx that

Φx((TM (p)2)11, . . . , (TM (p)2)qq) =
∏

y∈χq:∃ σ∈Sq

∀ i∈[q],yi=xσ(i)

φy((TM (p)2)11, . . . , (TM (p)2)qq)

is a product of non-zero polynomials, and is therefore, a non-zero polynomial. So, there exists some

px ∈ Rd such that Φx((TM (px)
2)11, . . . , (TM (px)

2)qq) 6= 0.

We will now define ζ : N 7→ Φx((N
2)11, . . . , (N

2)qq) for all N ∈ Symq(R). We can see that

since the entries of the matrix N2 are homogeneous polynomials in the entries of the matrix N ,

ζ is in fact a Symq(R)-polynomial. From Lemma 45, we also know that there exist Symq(R)-

polynomials ρfull, and ρindep. We will now let F ′ = F ∪ {ζ, ρfull, ρindep}. We know that for

every F ∈ F , F (TM (g1, . . . , gd)) = F (M) 6= 0. We have also seen that ζ(TM(px)) 6= 0. Since

M is row full and p.o. independent, we also see that ρfull(TM (g1, . . . , gd)) = ρfull(M) 6= 0, and

ρindep(TM(g1, . . . , gd)) = ρindep(M) 6= 0. Therefore, Lemma 28 tells us that there exists some

M ′ ∈ R(M,F ′) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Therefore, F (M ′) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F , and Φx(((M
′)2)11, . . . , ((M ′)2)qq) 6= 0. We will now define

ξ : N 7→ Φx(N11, . . . , Nqq) for all N ∈ Symq(R), and let F ′′ = F ∪ {ρfull, ρindep, ξ}. From our

construction of M ′, we know that F (M ′) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪ {ρfull, ρindep}, and ξ((M ′)2) =

ζ(M ′) 6= 0. (We note that as M ′ ∈ Sympd
q (R>0), we have (M ′)2 = SM ′(2).) Therefore, Corollary 33

implies that there exists some M ′′ ∈ R(M ′,F ′′) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0). Since Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M), this

means that M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′′). Finally, since Φx((M
′′)11, . . . , (M ′′)qq) = ξ(M ′′) 6= 0, Theorem 34

implies that there exists some N ∈ R(M ′′,F ∪ {ρfull, ρindep,Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0). This N is our

required matrix

N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρρfull ,indep,Ψx}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).
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8 Diagonal and Pairwise Order Distinctness

We will now try to understand the requirement that M be a p.o. independent matrix.

Definition 47. Let M ∈ Symq(R). We say that the rows i 6= j of the matrix M are order identical,

if there exists some σ ∈ Sq such that

(Mi1, . . . ,Miq) = (Mjσ(1), . . . ,Mjσ(q)).

We say that M ∈ Symq(R) is pairwise order distinct (or p.o. distinct) if no two rows i 6= j of M are

order identical.

Lemma 48. There exists a Symq(R)-polynomial ρdist, such that for any M ∈ Symq(R), ρdist(M) 6=
0 if and only if M is p.o. distinct.

Proof. We know that given any two vectors a,b ∈ Rq,

a = b ⇐⇒
∑

k∈[q]
(ak − bk)

2 = 0.

So, we can define the function ρdist,ij for i 6= j ∈ [q] as

ρdist,ij(M) =
∏

σ∈Sq

∑

k∈[q]
(Mik −Mjσ(k))

2,

and the function ρdist as

ρdist(M) =
∏

i 6=j∈[q]
ρdist,ij(M).

From the construction, we can easily see that ρdist(M) 6= 0 if and only if M is p.o. distinct. We

can also see that ρdist(M) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M . So, it is a Symq(R)-

polynomial.

Lemma 49. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a row full, p.o. distinct matrix. Let F be a countable set

of Symq(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Given any i 6= j ∈ [q], there exists

some row full, p.o. distinct N ∈ R(M,F ∪{ρindep,ij})∩ Sympd
q (R>0), where ρindep,ij is as defined in

Eq. (18) in the proof of Lemma 45.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that i = 1, and j = 2. We may also assume

that M = HDHT. We will consider the function SM defined in Definition 31. If there exists

some θ such that ρindep,12(SM (θ)) 6= 0, then we can immediately use Corollary 33 to find some

N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρindep,12}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0), and we would be done. Let us now assume that

ρindep,12(SM (θ)) = 0 for all θ ∈ R.

Since M is row full and p.o. distinct, it follows that ρfull(SM (1)) = ρfull(M) 6= 0, and

ρdist(SM (1)) = ρdist(M) 6= 0. We will now define ξ : N 7→ ρfull(T2N). Since the entries

of the matrix T2N are homogeneous polynomials in the entries of N , ξ is clearly a Symq(R)-

polynomial. Since M ∈ Symq(R>0) is a row full matrix, we note T2M is also a row full matrix. So,

ξ(SM (1)) = ρfull(T2M) 6= 0.
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Note that SM (0) = I. Since SM (θ)ij is a continuous function of θ, we know that there exists some

δ > 0 such that |SM (θ)ij−Iij| < 1
3 for all 0 < θ < δ, for all i, j ∈ [q]. With this choice of δ, Lemma 32

allows us to find some M ′ = HDθ′HT = SM (θ′) ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist, ξ}) ∩ Sympd
q (R 6=0), such

that 0 < θ′ < δ. We should stress here that M ′ may have negative entries.

From the definition of ρindep,12, we see that

ρindep,12(SM (θ)) =
∏

σ∈Sq

g
(
(SM (θ)11, . . . ,SM (θ)1q), (SM (θ)2σ(1), . . . ,SM (θ)2σ(q))

)
.

Since ρindep,12(SM (θ)) is identically 0, and is the product of real analytic functions, it follows that

there must be some σ ∈ Sq such that g
(
(SM (θ)11, . . . ,SM (θ)1q), (SM (θ)2σ(1), . . . ,SM (θ)2σ(q))

)
= 0

for all θ. This implies that for all i, j ∈ [q], M ′
1i ·M ′

2σ(j) = M ′
1j ·M ′

2σ(i).

From our construction of M ′, we have M ′
11,M

′
22 > 2/3, and |M ′

ij | < 1/3 for all i 6= j. Therefore,

given any t1 6= 1, t2 6= 2 ∈ [q], we see that M ′
11 > |M ′

1t1 | and M ′
22 > |M ′

2t2 |. Therefore, |M ′
11|·|M ′

22| >
|M ′

1t1 | · |M ′
2t2 |. But we know that for all j ∈ [q], |M ′

11| · |M ′
2σ(j)| = |M ′

1j | · |M ′
2σ(1)|. In particular,

it must also be true for j = σ−1(2). This is only possible if j = 1 or σ(1) = 2. These are

equivalent, namely σ(1) = 2. Now, let us assume that there exists some arbitrary σ′ ∈ Sq, such that

g
(
(M ′

11, . . . ,M
′
1q), (M

′
2σ′(1), . . . ,M

′
2σ′(q))

)
= 0. By the same argument, we have σ′(1) = 2. But this

implies that, for all t ∈ [q],
|M ′

1t|
|M ′

2σ′(t)|
=

|M ′
11|

|M ′
22|

=
|M ′

1t|
|M ′

2σ(t)|
.

(The ratios are well defined as M ′ ∈ Sympd
q (R 6=0).) By construction, M ′ satisfies the property that

ξ(M ′) = ρfull(T2M
′) 6= 0. Therefore, T2M

′ is row full, and thus |M ′
2σ′(t)| = |M ′

2σ(t)| implies that

σ′(t) = σ(t), for all t ∈ [q]. Therefore, we conclude that

(
(∀ θ ∈ R)

[
g
(
(SM (θ)11, . . . ,SM (θ)1q), (SM (θ)2σ′(1), . . . ,SM (θ)2σ′(q))

)
= 0

])
=⇒ σ′ = σ.

Therefore, we can define ζτ : N 7→ g((N11, . . . , N1q), (N2τ(1), . . . , N2τ(q))) for all τ ∈ Sq. We can

now use Corollary 33 to find M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist} ∪ {ζτ : τ 6= σ ∈ Sq}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Now, let the entries of this matrix M ′′ be generated by some {g1, . . . , gd}. Recall that we may

assume by replacing M ′′ with some cM ′′, that there exist unique integers eijt for that for all i, j ∈ [q],

(M ′′)ij = (−1)eij0g
eij1
1 · · · geijdd ,

where eij0 ∈ {0, 1} and eijt ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [d], for all i, j ∈ [q]. Since M ′′ ∈ Symq(R>0), we see that

eij0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ [q]. Moreover, M ′′ is a row full matrix by construction. Therefore, for each

i ∈ [q], we have pairwise distinct tuples

(ei11, ei12, . . . , ei1d) 6= (ei21, ei22, . . . , ei2d) 6= · · · 6= (eiq1, eiq2, . . . , eiqd).

Let m = maxi,j∈[q],t∈[d](eijt). Pick any integer m > m, and let

zij =
∑

t∈[d]
mt · eijt.
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We see that because of our choice of m, zi1 6= zi2 6= · · · 6= ziq are pairwise distinct for all i ∈ [q]. We

also observe that for all i, j ∈ [q],

TM ′′(pm, . . . , pm
d

)ij = pzij .

Moreover, we may assume that ζσ(TM ′′(pm, . . . , pm
d
)) = 0 for all p ∈ R, since otherwise, we would

be able to use Lemma 28 to find the required N ∈ R(M ′′,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist} ∪ {ζτ : τ ∈ Sq}) ∩
Sympd

q (R>0) = R(M ′′,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist, ρindep,12}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0). Therefore, the two row vectors

(pz11 , . . . , pz1q ) and (pz2σ(1) , . . . , pz2σ(q))

are linearly dependent for all p, and so one is a scalar multiple of the other for every p. This scalar

multiple is a function of p, and is obtainable as a ratio of two monomials, and thus is itself a power

of p. Therefore, there exists some integer c ∈ Z such that z11 − z2σ(1) = · · · = z1q − z2σ(q) = c. We

will now define one more function T ∗
M : R → Symq(R) such that

T ∗
M(p) = (TM ′′(pm, . . . , pm

d

))2.

Let us first assume that ζσ(T ∗
M (p)) = 0 for all p ∈ R. This implies that

(T ∗
M (p)2)11 · (T ∗

M (p)2)2σ(t) = (T ∗
M(p)2)2σ(1) · (T ∗

M (p)2)1t

for all t ∈ [q]. We recall that σ(1) = 2. Therefore, for all t ∈ [q], we will define ft : R → R as

ft(p) = (T ∗
M (p)2)11 · (T ∗

M (p)2)2σ(t) − (T ∗
M (p)2)22 · (T ∗

M (p)2)1t, and we find that

ft(p) =


∑

i∈[q]
p2zi1


 ·


∑

i∈[q]
pzi2+ziσ(t)


−


∑

i∈[q]
p2zi2


 ·


∑

i∈[q]
pzi1+zit




=


 ∑

i,j∈[q]
p2zi1+zj2+zjσ(t)


−


 ∑

i,j∈[q]
p2zi2+zj1+zjt


 .

Since we know that ft(p) = 0 for all p ∈ R, it follows that dft
dp (p) = 0 for all p ∈ R as well.

Specifically, we note that

dft
dp

(1) =


 ∑

i,j∈[q]
2zi1 + zj2 + zjσ(t)


−


 ∑

i,j∈[q]
2zi2 + zj1 + zjt




= q


2

∑

i∈[q]
(zi1) +

∑

i∈[q]
(zi2) +

∑

i∈[q]
(ziσ(t))


− q


2

∑

i∈[q]
(zi2) +

∑

i∈[q]
(zi1) +

∑

i∈[q]
(zit)




= q


∑

i∈[q]
(zi1)−

∑

i∈[q]
(zi2) +

∑

i∈[q]
(ziσ(t))−

∑

i∈[q]
(zit)


 .
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We recall that z11 − z2σ(1) = · · · = z1q − z2σ(q) = c for some integer c ∈ Z. This means that∑
i∈[q](zi1)−

∑
i∈[q](zi2) = cq. Therefore, we have found that

∑

i∈[q]
(zit)−

∑

i∈[q]
(ziσ(t)) = cq.

Since this is true for all t ∈ [q], by the same argument, we also get that

∑

i∈[q]
(ziσ(t))−

∑

i∈[q]
(ziσ(σ(t))) = cq.

This can be repeated. Since σ ∈ Sq, we know that there exists some 2 ≤ n ≤ q such that σn(1) = 1.

So, we have shown that

0 =
n∑

k=1


∑

i∈[q]
(ziσk−1(1))−

∑

i∈[q]
(ziσk(1))


 = cnq.

Since n > 0 and q > 0, this implies that c = 0. But from our construction of zij, this implies that

e1jt = e2σ(j)t, for all j ∈ [q] and t ∈ [d]. This implies that M ′′
1j = M ′′

2σ(j) for all j ∈ [q]. This

contradicts our assumption that ρdist(M
′′) 6= 0. Therefore, our assumption that ζσ(T ∗

M (p)) = 0

for all p ∈ R must be false. We can therefore use Lemma 28 to find M ′′′ ∈ R(M ′′,F ∪ {ζτ :

τ 6= σ} ∪ {ρfull, ρdist, ζ∗}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0), where ζ∗ : N 7→ ζσ(N

2). Since ζτ (M
′′′) 6= 0, for all

τ 6= σ, and ζσ((M
′′′)2) 6= 0 we can then use Corollary 33 to find the required N ∈ R(M ′′′,F ∪

{ρfull, ρdist, ρindep,12}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Corollary 50. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a row full, p.o. distinct matrix. Let F be a countable

set of Symq(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . There exists some row full,

p.o. independent N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Proof. Since M is row full, and p.o. distinct, Lemma 49 implies that there exists some M1,2 ∈
R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist, ρindep,12}) ∩ Sympd

q (R>0). We can now use Lemma 49 again to find M1,3 ∈
R(M1,2,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist, ρindep,12, ρindep,13}) ∩ Sympd

q (R>0) which is contained in

R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist, ρindep,12, ρindep,13}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

By repeating this up to
(q
2

)
times, we can find the required

N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist} ∪ {ρindep,ij : i 6= j ∈ [q]}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0) =

R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist, ρindep}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0),

where ρindep is defined in Eq. (19).

Lemma 51. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a row full, p.o. distinct matrix. If x is confluent for all

0 6= x ∈ χq such that Ψx(M) = 0, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.
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Proof. Let FM be as defined in Eq. (15). Let M ′ ∈ R(M,FM ) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0) be the row full,

p.o. independent matrix whose existence is guaranteed by Corollary 50.

Let LM be the lattice formed by the eigenvalues of M , and let LM ′ be the lattice formed by the

eigenvalues of M ′. By our assumption about M , we know that all 0 6= x ∈ LM are confluent. From

the definition of LM , we see that this immediately implies that all 0 6= x ∈ LM are confluent. By

our construction of M ′, and our choice of FM as defined in Eq. (15), we see that LM ′ ⊆ LM . So,

all 0 6= x ∈ LM ′ are confluent.

Let d = dimLM ′ , the lattice dimension of LM ′ . If d > 0, we can pick some x1 6= 0 from

this lattice. We know that x1 is confluent. Since M ′ is row full and p.o. independent, we can use

Theorem 46 to find some N1 ∈ R(M ′,FM ′ ∪{Ψx1})∩Sympd
q (R>0). By Lemma 25, x1 6∈ LN1 , where

LN1 is the lattice formed by the eigenvalues of N1. We also have LN1 ( LM ′ . Hence, by Lemma 26,

dimLN1 < d. If the lattice dimension of LN1 is non-zero, we can repeat this process by picking some

0 6= x2 ∈ LN1 , and then using Theorem 46 once again to find some N2 ∈ R(N1,FN1 ∪{Ψx1 ,Ψx2})∩
Sympd

q (R>0) ⊆ R(M ′,FN1 ∪ {Ψx1 ,Ψx2})∩ Sympd
q (R>0). We can therefore repeat this process up to

d times to find some matrix N ∈ SymF
q(R>0) such that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M), and

the lattice dimension of LN is 0. Theorem 18 then proves that Pl-GH(N) is #P-hard, which implies

that Pl-GH(M) is also #P-hard.

We will now prove that the requirement that the matrix M be p.o. distinct is sufficient, and that

the row fullness requirement is redundant. In order to do that, we will make use of an intermediary

condition.

Definition 52. Let M ∈ Symq(R). We say that it is diagonal distinct, if M11 6= M22 6= · · · 6= Mqq

are pairwise distinct.

Lemma 53. There exists a Symq(R)-polynomial ρdiag such that for any M ∈ Symq(R), ρdiag(M) 6=
0 if and only if M is diagonal distinct.

Proof. We will define ρdiag : Symq(R) → R such that

ρdiag(N) =
∏

i 6=j∈[q]
(Nii −Njj).

It is easily seen that ρdiag(N) is a Symq(R)-polynomial such that ρdiag(N) 6= 0 if and only if N is

diagonal distinct.

Lemma 54. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a row full, p.o. distinct matrix. Let F be a family of Symq(R)-

polynomial, such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . There exists some diagonal distinct N ∈ R(M,F)∩
Sympd

q (R>0).

Proof. If M were itself diagonal distinct, we would be done, so let us assume otherwise. We may

assume that Mii = Mjj for some i 6= j. We assume that the entries of M are generated by some

{gt}t∈[d]. As before, we may use Lemma 4 to replace M with some cM , and consider the function

TM as defined in Definition 5. Since M ∈ Symq(R>0), we see that eij0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ [q].
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We will first assume that ρdiag(TM (p)2) = 0 for all p ∈ Rd. Now, we let m = maxi,j∈[q],t∈[d](eijt),

pick some m > m, and define zij =
∑

t∈[d] m
t · eijt for all i, j ∈ [q]. We note that

TM(pm, pm
2
, . . . , pm

d

)ij = pzij

for all i, j ∈ [q], and because of our choice of m, zij = zi′j′ if and only if (eij1, eij2, . . . , eijd) =

(ei′j′1, ei′j′2, . . . , ei′j′d). We recall that by our assumption, ρdiag(TM (pm, . . . , pm
d
)2) = 0, for all

p ∈ R. But that implies that for some i 6= j ∈ [q], (TM (pm, . . . , pm
d
)2)ii = (TM (pm, . . . , pm

d
)2)jj.

This implies that

p2zi1 + p2zi2 + · · · + p2ziq = p2zj1 + p2zj2 + · · · + p2zjq

for all p ∈ R. This implies that there exists some σ ∈ Sq such that zit = zjσ(t) for all t ∈ [q].

But from our construction of zij, this implies that Mit = Mjσ(t) for all t ∈ [q]. This contradicts

our assumption that M is p.o. distinct. Therefore, our assumption that ρdiag(TM (p)2) = 0 for all

p ∈ Rd must be false.

So, ρdiag(TM(p∗)2) 6= 0 for some p∗ ∈ Rd. But then, Lemma 28 allows us to first find M ′ ∈
Sympd

q (R>0) such that F (M ′) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F , and ρdiag((M
′)2) 6= 0. Then, Corollary 33 allows

us to find the required N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρdiag}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Somewhat informally, we have proved that

row full + p.o. distinct =⇒ diagonal distinct.

We will prove this is actually an equivalence. To prove the other direction of this equivalence will

require us to set up some more machinery. Specifically, we need to make use of a new edge gadget.

Given any graph G = (V,E), and any n ∈ Z>0, we will construct the graph RnG by replacing

each edge of G with a path of length 3, and then replacing the middle edge of each such path

with n parallel edges. Clearly, this gadget preserves planarity. Moreover, we note that for any

M ∈ Symq(R), given any graph G = (V,E),

ZM (RnG) =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E

∑

a,b∈[q]
Mσ(u)a(Mab)

nMσ(v)b =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E
(RnM)σ(u)σ(v) ,

(a) The edge gadget R3. (b) An example graph G, and the graph R3G.

Figure 2: The edge gadget Rn
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where Rn(M) ∈ Symq(R) such that for all i, j ∈ [q],

(RnM)ij =
∑

a,b∈[q]
(Mab)

n ·MiaMjb.

Definition 55. Let M ∈ Symq(R>0). We can now define a function RM : R → Symq(R>0), such

that for all i, j ∈ [q],

RM (θ)ij =
∑

a,b∈[q]
(Mab)

θ ·MiaMjb.

In particular, for any M ∈ Symq(R>0) and integer n ≥ 1,

RM (n) = RnM. (20)

Lemma 56. Let M ∈ Symq(R>0). Then, Pl-GH(RM (θ)) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all θ ∈ R.

Proof. We know that for any n ≥ 1, and given any planar graph G = (V,E),

ZM (RnG) =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E

∑

a,b∈[q]
Mσ(u)a(Mab)

nMσ(v)b.

We recall that

Pm(n) =
{
x = (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ Zm

∣∣∣ (∀ i ∈ [m]) [xi ≥ 0], and x1 + · · ·+ xm = n
}
.

We define the set (with no duplicates)

XM (G) =




∏

i,j∈[q]
M

kij
ij

∣∣∣ k ∈ Pq2(|E|)



 .

For each k ∈ Pq2(|E|), we will define xM (k) =
∏

i,j∈[q]M
kij
ij , and

YM (k) =
{
(a,b) ∈ [q]|E|

∣∣∣ (∀ i, j ∈ [q]) [ kij = |{t : at = i, bt = j}| ]
}
.

Then, for each x ∈ XM (G), we define

cM (G,x) =
∑

σ:V→[q]




∑

k∈P
q2 (|E|):

xM (k)=x


 ∑

a,b∈YM(k)


 ∏

(u,v)∈E
Mσ(u)auMσ(v)bv







 .

Finally, we note that

ZM (RnG) =
∑

x∈XM (G)

xn · cM (G,x).
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Since each x ∈ XM (G) is distinct, and since |XM (G)| ≤ |E|O(1), we can use oracle access to

Pl-GH(M) to compute ZM (RnG) for n ∈ [|XM (G)|]. We will then have a full rank Vandermonde

system of linear equations, which can be solved in polynomial time to find cM (G,x) for all x ∈
XM (G).

We will now note that each x ∈ XM (G) is the product of entries of the matrix M . Since

M ∈ Symq(R>0), this implies that every element of XM (G) is positive. Moreover, we see that for

every k ∈ Pq2(|E|), and for every θ ∈ R,

(xM (k))θ =
∏

i,j∈[q]
(M

kij
ij )θ =

∏

i,j∈[q]
(Mθ

ij)
kij

is well defined. Therefore, for any θ ∈ R, we can compute the quantity

∑

x∈XM (G)

xθ · cM (G,x) =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E

∑

a,b∈[q]
Mσ(u)a(Mab)

θMσ(v)b =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E
RM (θ)σ(u)σ(v)

in polynomial time. This proves that Pl-GH(RM (θ)) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all θ ∈ R.

Lemma 57. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0). Let F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomial, such that

for all F ∈ F , there exists some θF ∈ R such that F (RM (θF )) 6= 0. Then, there exists some

N = RM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Proof. Since each F ∈ F is polynomial in the entries of the input matrix, and since each entry of

the matrix RM (θ) is a real analytic function of θ, we see that F (RM (θ)) is a real analytic function

of θ for all F ∈ F . Moreover, since F (RM (θF )) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F , we see that these are non-zero

analytic functions.

From the definition of RM (θ), we can see that for all i, j ∈ [q], RM (θ)ij > 0. We also note that

RM (1) = M3, and since M is positive definite, it follows that M3 is also positive definite. We note

that the eigenvalues of the matrix RM (θ) are continuous functions of the entries of the matrix, and

consequently, are continuous functions of θ. This implies that there exists some interval (a, b) ⊂ R

such that 1 ∈ (a, b), and RM (θ) ∈ Sympd
q (R>0).

Now, since we know that for each F ∈ F , F (RM (θ)) is a non-zero real analytic function, we

know that for each F ∈ F , there are only finitely many zeros within the interval (a, b) ([KP02],

Corollary 1.2.7). Since a countable union of finite sets is countable, there must exist some θ∗ ∈ (a, b)

such that F (RM (θ∗)) 6= 0. From our choice of (a, b), we also see that RM (θ∗) ∈ Sympd
q (R>0). So,

it is the required matrix.

We can now use this gadget to first show that if M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) is diagonal distinct, we can

find a row full and diagonal distinct N ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) such that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M). Later, we

will show that if M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) is both row full and diagonal distinct, then we can in fact find

a row full, p.o. distinct N ∈ Sympd
q (R>0).

Lemma 58. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a diagonal distinct matrix. Let F be a countable set of

Symq(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then there exists a row full, diagonal

distinct N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).
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Proof. Since SM (0) = I, there exists some δ > 0 such that |SM (θ)ij − Iij | ≤ 1
3 for all i, j ∈ [q], and

0 < θ < δ. Therefore, we can use Lemma 32 to find M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M, {ρdiag}) ∩ Sympd
q (R 6=0),

for some θ∗ ∈ R, such that |(M ′)ij − Iij | ≤ 1
3 for all i, j ∈ [q].

We can now consider Rn(M
′) for n ≥ 1. From the definition, we see that

Rn(M
′)ij =

∑

a,b∈[q]
(M ′

ab)
n · (M ′)ia(M

′)jb.

We may now let X = {(M ′)ab : a, b ∈ [q]}, and for each x ∈ X, define

cij(x) =
∑

a,b∈[q]:(M ′)ab=x

(M ′)ia(M
′)jb.

So, we can express Rn(M
′)ij as

Rn(M
′)ij =

∑

x∈X
xn · cij(x)

for all i, j ∈ [q]. Therefore, for any i ∈ [q], and j 6= j′ ∈ [q], we see that

Rn(M
′)ij −Rn(M

′)ij′ =
∑

x∈X
xn · (cij(x)− cij′(x)).

Since each x ∈ X is distinct, and |X| = O(1), this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear

equations. If Rn(M
′)ij −Rn(M

′)ij′ = 0 for all n ≥ 1, that would imply that cij(x)− cij′(x) = 0 for

all x ∈ X.

In particular, we note that by our choice of M ′, ρdiag(M ′) 6= 0. So, (M ′)jj is not equal to any

other diagonal entry of M ′. By our choice of M ′, we also know that the diagonal entries of M ′

have a higher absolute value than any non-diagonal entry. Therefore, (M ′)ab = (M ′)jj implies that

(a, b) = (j, j). So,

cij((M
′)jj)− cij′((M

′)jj) = (M ′)ij(M
′)jj − (M ′)ij(M

′)jj′ = 0.

Since M ′ ∈ Symq(R 6=0), we know that (M ′)ij 6= 0. So, we have shown that (M ′)jj = (M ′)jj′, which

contradicts our assumption that the diagonal entries of M ′ have a higher absolute value than any

non-diagonal entry. This implies that it cannot be possible that Rn(M
′)ij − Rn(M

′)ij′ = 0 for all

n ≥ 1.

Therefore, given any i, j 6= j′ ∈ [q], there exists some ni,j,j′ ∈ Z>0 such that (Rni,j,j′
(M ′))ij −

(Rni,j,j′
(M ′))ij′ 6= 0. We can now define the function ζi,j,j′ : N 7→ (Rni,j,j′

N)ij− (Rni,j,j′
N)ij′ . From

the definition of Rni,j,j′
in Definition 55, we can see that ζi,j,j′ is a Symq(R)-polynomial.

Recall that by construction, M ′ = SM (θ∗) for some θ∗ ∈ R. So, we have seen that for all

i, j 6= j′ ∈ [q], ζi,j,j′(SM (θ∗)) 6= 0. We can now let

F ′ =
{
F ′ : N 7→ F (N3)

∣∣∣ F ∈ F ∪ {ρdiag}
}
∪ {ζi,j,j′}i,j 6=j′∈[q].

We note that (SM (13))
3 = M , and F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪{ρdiag}, and SM (θ∗) = M ′. Therefore,

Corollary 33 allows us to find M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0). Since M ′′ ∈ Symq(R>0), we can
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now consider the function RM ′′ . We see that by construction of M ′′, RM ′′(1) = (M ′′)3. So, for all

F ∈ F ∪ {ρdiag}, we see that F (RM ′′(1)) = F ((M ′′)3) 6= 0 by the fact that M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′).
Finally, consider the functions ξi,j,j′ : N 7→ Nij −Nij′ . Clearly ξi,j,j′ are Symq(R)-polynomials.

From our choice of F ′, and RM ′′(ni,j,j′) = Rni,j,j′
(M ′′) by Eq. (20), we know that for every i, j 6=

j′ ∈ [q], there exists ni,j,j′, such that

ξi,j,j′(RM ′′(ni,j,j′)) = ξi,j,j′(Rni,j,j′
(M ′′)) = (Rni,j,j′

(M ′′))ij − (Rni,j,j′
(M ′′))ij′ = ζi,j,j′(M

′′) 6= 0.

Therefore, we apply Lemma 57 to the function set F ∪ {ρdiag}∪ {ξi,j,j′ : i ∈ [q], j 6= j′ ∈ [q]}, to get

a row full, diagonal distinct N ∈ R(M ′′,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0). Note that ρfull =

∏
i∈[q]

∏
j 6=j′∈[q] ξi,j,j′

Since Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M), this is the required matrix.

Lemma 59. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a diagonal distinct matrix. Let F be a countable set of

Symq(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all M ∈ F . There exists some row full, p.o. distinct

N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Proof. We will first use Lemma 58 to find a row full, diagonal distinct matrix

M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdiag}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

We may assume that M ′ = HDHT. Since SM ′(0) = I, we know that there exists some δ > 0

such that |SM ′(θ)ij − Iij| < 1
3 for all i, j ∈ [q], for all 0 < θ < δ. We can now use Lemma 32 to

find some M ′′ = HDθ∗HT ∈ R(M ′,F ∪ {ρdiag, ρfull}), where 0 < θ∗ < δ. From our choice of θ∗,
we can see that (M ′′)ii > (M ′′)jk for all i ∈ [q], and j 6= k ∈ [q]. Moreover, since (M ′′) is diagonal

distinct, we also see that (M ′′)ii 6= (M ′′)jj for any i 6= j. Therefore, given any i 6= j, we see that

(M ′′)ii 6= (M ′′)jk for all k ∈ [q]. In particular, this implies that there does not exist any σ ∈ Sq

such that ((M ′′)i1, . . . , (M ′′)iq) = ((M ′′)jσ(1), . . . , (M
′′)jσ(q)). This proves that ρdist(HDθ∗HT) 6= 0.

Now, Corollary 33 allows us to find the required N ∈ R(M ′,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0) ⊆

R(M,F ∪ {ρfull, ρdist}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Informally, Lemma 58 and Lemma 59 together imply the following:

diagonal distinct =⇒ row full + p.o. distinct.

Together with Lemma 54, this means that

diagonal distinct ⇐⇒ row full + p.o. distinct.

Lemma 51 now lets us immediately prove the following.

Corollary 60. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a diagonal distinct matrix. If x is confluent for all 0 6=

x ∈ χq such that Ψx(M) = 0, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Our next goal will be to prove the following:

diagonal distinct ⇐⇒ p.o. distinct.
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We note that Lemma 59 already implies that

diagonal distinct =⇒ p.o. distinct.

So, we only need to show that the converse is also true.

Lemma 61. Fix any i 6= j ∈ [q]. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a matrix such that rows i and j are

not order identical. Let F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all

F ∈ F . Then there exists some N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0), such that Nii 6= Njj.

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that i = 1 and j = 2. We will define ξ : N 7→
N11 − N22. If there is some θ such that ξ(SM (θ)) 6= 0, then we are done by Corollary 33. So we

may assume that ξ(SM (θ)) = 0 for all θ ∈ R. We also recall from Lemma 48 that there exists a

Symq(R)-polynomial ρdist,12 such that ρdist,12(N) 6= 0 on any matrix N if and only if rows 1 and

2 of N are not order identical. We will now define ζ : N 7→ ρdist,12(T4N). Since ρdist,12(M) 6= 0,

and M ∈ Symq(R>0), it follows that ζ(M) = ρdist,12(T4M) 6= 0 as well.

We will now let F ′ = {F ′ : N 7→ F (N3) | F ∈ F}. We see that F ′(SM (13)) = F (SM (1)) =

F (M) 6= 0 for all F ′ ∈ F ′. We also know that ζ(SM (1)) = ζ(M) 6= 0. Since SM (0) = I, we know

that there exists some δ > 0 such that |SM (θ)ij − Iij | < 1
3 for all 0 < θ < δ, for all i, j ∈ [q]. So, we

can use Lemma 32 to find M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {ζ}) ∩ Sympd
q (R 6=0) where 0 < θ∗ < δ.

We know that ξ(M ′) = 0. So, we see that (M ′)11 = (M ′)22. We will now consider Rn(TmM ′)
for n ≥ 1 and m ≥ 1. Let us first assume that ξ(Rn(TmM ′)) = 0 for all n,m ≥ 1. We will now

define an equivalence relation on [q] such that i ∼ j if and only if (Rn(TmM ′))ii = (Rn(TmM ′))jj
for all n,m ≥ 1. By our assumption, we see that 1 ∼ 2. This equivalence relation defines a partition

[q] = S1 ⊔ · · · ⊔ Sr for some r < q. We may assume without loss of generality that 1, 2 ∈ S1. We

will now fix some odd m ≥ 1, and consider ξ(Rn(TmM ′)) for all n ≥ 1. We know that

ξ(Rn(TmM ′)) =
∑

a,b∈[q]
(M ′

ab)
nm · ((M ′

1a)
m(M ′

1b)
m − (M ′

2a)
m(M ′

2b)
m).

We now let X = {(M ′
ab) : a, b ∈ [q]}, and

cm,11(x) =
∑

a,b∈[q]:M ′

ab
=x

(M ′
1aM

′
1b)

m, and cm,22(x) =
∑

a,b∈[q]:M ′

ab
=x

(M ′
2aM

′
2b)

m.

So, we see that

ξ(Rn(TmM ′)) =
∑

x∈X
xmn · (cm,11(x)− cm,22(x)).

Since m is odd by our choice, we see that xm = (x′)m for x, x′ ∈ X implies that x = x′. So, if

ξ(Rn(TmM ′)) = 0 for all n ≥ 1, this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations of

size O(1). This implies that cm,11(x)− cm,22(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X.

Now, we note that by our construction of M ′, we ensured that every diagonal entry is greater

than the absolute values of all non-diagonal entries. Now, given any i ∈ [q], we know that since

[q] = S1 ⊔ · · ·Sr, there exists some t ∈ [r] such that i ∈ St. We now see that

cm,11((M
′)ii)− cm,22((M

′)ii) =
∑

j∈St

(
(M ′

1j)
2m − (M ′

2j)
2m
)
.
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Since we can do this for all i ∈ [q], we see that for all t ∈ [r],
∑

j∈St

(M ′
1j)

2m =
∑

j∈St

(M ′
2j)

2m.

So, ∑

j∈[q]
(M ′

1j)
2m =

∑

t∈[r]

∑

j∈St

(M ′
1j)

2m =
∑

t∈[r]

∑

j∈St

(M ′
2j)

2m =
∑

j∈[q]
(M ′

2j)
2m.

Since this is true for all odd m = 2k−1 with k ≥ 1, we have a Vandermonde system of equations

of the form




(M ′
11)

2 (M ′
12)

2 · · · (M ′
1q)

2 (M ′
21)

2 (M ′
22)

2 · · · (M ′
2q)

2

(M ′
11)

6 (M ′
12)

6 · · · (M ′
1q)

6 (M ′
12)

6 (M ′
22)

6 · · · (M ′
2q)

6

...
...

. . .
...

...
...

. . .
...

(M ′
11)

4k+2 (M ′
12)

4k+2 · · · (M ′
1q)

4k+2 (M ′
12)

4k+2 (M ′
22)

4k+2 · · · (M ′
2q)

4k+2



×




1

1
...

1

−1

−1
...

−1




=



0
...

0


 .

This is only possible if the following condition is satisfied: For any v, let nv = |{i | |M ′
1i| = v}| and

n′
v = |{i | |M ′

2i| = v}|. Then nv = n′
v for all v. This can be seen by first ordering the elements of

the following multisets by magnitude

{|M ′
11|, |M ′

12|, . . . |M ′
1q|}, and {|M ′

21|, |M ′
22|, . . . |M ′

2q|},

and then taking a sufficiently large k. Thus the entries of |M ′
1i| and |M ′

2i| can be matched in

a 1-1 correspondence. Hence, there exists some σ ∈ Sq such that (M ′
1i)

4 = (M ′
2σ(i))

4 for all

i ∈ [q]. But from our construction of M ′, we ensured that ζ(M ′) 6= 0, where ζ was defined such

that ζ : N 7→ ρdist,12(T4N). This contradiction therefore implies that it is not possible that

ξ(Rn(Tm(M ′))) = 0 for all n,m ≥ 1.

So, we may assume that there exists some n ≥ 1 and m ≥ 1 such that ξ(Rn(TmM ′)) 6= 0.

We can now define ξ′ : N 7→ ξ(Rn(TmN)), and we see that ξ′(SM (θ∗)) 6= 0. So, Corollary 33

allows us to find some M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {ξ′}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0). We can assume that the entries

of M ′′ are generated by some {g′′t }t∈[d]. We also know that using Lemma 4, we can replace M ′′

with some cM ′′. If we now let ξ′′ : N 7→ (Rn(N))11 − (Rn(N))22, we can see that since M ′′ ∈
Symq(R>0), ξ′′(TM ′′((g′′1 )

m, . . . , (g′′d )
m)) = ξ′′(TmM ′′) = ξ′(M ′′) 6= 0. So, Lemma 28 allows us

to find some M ′′′ ∈ R(M ′′,F ′ ∪ {ξ′′}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0). We note that since M ′′′ ∈ Symq(R>0),

ξ(RM ′′′(n)) = ξ(Rn(M
′′′)) = ξ′′(M ′′′) 6= 0. Also, RM ′′′(1) = (M ′′′)3, and so, for all F ∈ F ,

F (RM ′′′(1)) = F ((M ′′′)3) = F ′(M ′′′) 6= 0, where F ′ ∈ F ′ is the corresponding function to F .

Finally, Lemma 57 allows us to find the required N ∈ R(M ′′′,F ∪ {ξ}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

We can repeatedly apply Lemma 61 to all distinct pairs i 6= j ∈ [q], while each time incorporating

an additional polynomial ξ in the set F that represents the last pair that is ensured to be not order

identical. More formally, we can prove the following corollary.
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Corollary 62. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a p.o. distinct matrix, that is not necessarily row full. Let

F be a countable set of Symq(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . There exists some

diagonal distinct N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Proof. We can define the Symq(R)-polynomial ρdiag,ij such that ρdiag,ij(N) : N 7→ Nii−Njj. Since

M is p.o. distinct, Lemma 61 allows us to find M (12) ∈ R(M,F∪{ρdist, ρdiag,12})∩Sympd
q (R>0). We

can repeat this process again with M (12) to find M (13) ∈ R(M (12),F ∪ {ρdist, ρdiag,12, ρdiag,13}) ∩
Sympd

q (R>0).

After repeating this for all i 6= j ∈ [q], we obtain N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρdist} ∪ {ρdiag,ij : i 6=
j ∈ [q]}) ∩ Sympd

q (R>0). So, we see that N ∈ R(M,FM ∪ {ρdiag}) ∩ Sympd
q (R>0) is the required

matrix.

This finishes our proof that

row full + p.o. distinct ⇐⇒ diagonal distinct ⇐⇒ p.o. distinct.

We can therefore also prove the following corollary.

Corollary 63. Let M ∈ Sympd
q (R>0) be a p.o. distinct matrix. If x is confluent for all 0 6= x ∈ χq

such that Ψx(M) = 0, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. Corollary 62 implies that there exists some diagonal distinct N ∈ R(M,FM )∩ Sympd
q (R>0).

Corollary 60 then proves that Pl-GH(N) is #P-hard, which then implies that Pl-GH(M) is also

#P-hard.

9 Hardness for Diagonal Distinct 4× 4 matrices

We are now ready to use all this quite elaborate machinery that we have built to prove a complexity

dichotomy in the case where q = 4.

Lemma 64. Let λ1, . . . , λ4 > 0. If L(λ1, . . . , λ4) contains any x 6= 0 that is non-confluent, then

such an x must satisfy |x1| = |x2| = |x3| = |x4|, and in this case, (1, 1,−1,−1) ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λ4).

Proof. By definition 0 6= x ∈ χq, and
∑

i xi = 0. Let I+ = {i ∈ [4] : xi > 0}, and I− = {i ∈
[4] : xi < 0}. Since x 6= 0, we know that both I+, I− 6= ∅. If |I+| = 1 or |I−| = 1, x must

be confluent, by Lemma 36, since the only choice for nonempty S ⊆ I+ and T ⊆ I− such that∑
i∈S xi =

∑
j∈T (−xj) is in fact S = I+ and T = I−. This leaves us to consider as the only

non-trivial case, the scenario where |I+| = |I−| = 2. We note that if x ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λ4), then

y ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λ4) as well for any y such that yi = xσ(i) for some σ ∈ S4. So, we may assume

without loss of generality that I+ = {1, 4}, and I− = {2, 3}.
Since x is not confluent, there must be S1, S2 ⊆ {1, 4}, and T1, T2 ⊆ {2, 3} such that

∑

i∈S1

xi =
∑

j∈T1

(−xj) and
∑

i∈S2

xi =
∑

j∈T2

(−xj) but
∑

i∈S1∩S2

xi 6=
∑

j∈T1∩T2

(−xj).
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Since all xi 6= 0, if one of S1, S2, T1 or T2 = ∅, so is the corresponding set, violating the last

inequality. So, we may rule out any empty sets, and also the case where S1 = S2 = {1, 4} and the

case where T1 = T2 = {2, 3}. Without loss of generality, S1 6= {1, 4}, and we may assume that

S1 = {1}. This implies that T1 6= {2, 3} since we know that x1 < x1 + x4 = (−x2) + (−x3). Once

again, without loss of generality, we may assume that T1 = {2}.
Now, if S2 = {1, 4}, that would force T2 = {2, 3} since x1 + x4 > (−x2) and x1 + x4 > (−x3).

But then, S1 ∩ S2 = S1 and T1 ∩ T2 = T1, which implies that
∑

i∈S1∩S2
xi =

∑
j∈T1∩T2

(−xj), a

contradiction. Therefore, S2 6= {1, 4}. So the only possibilities are S2 = {1} or S2 = {4}. By

symmetry, the only possibilities for T2 are T2 = {2} or T2 = {3}.
If S2 = {1}, then we claim T2 = {3}, for otherwise T2 = {2} and that would lead to an

equality
∑

i∈S1∩S2
xi = x1 = −x2 =

∑
j∈T1∩T2

(−xj), a contradiction. Then we have x1 = −x2
and x1 = −x3 which leads to x4 = (x1 + x4) − x1 = (−x2 + −x3) − x1 = x1. This proves that

|x1| = |x2| = |x3| = |x4|, and also that (x,−x,−x, x) ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λ4)
σ for some x ∈ Z>0, and

σ ∈ S4. This means that (λσ(1))
x(λσ(2))

−x(λσ(3))
−x(λσ(4))

x = 1. Since λ1, . . . , λ4 > 0, this implies

that (λσ(1))(λσ(2))
−1(λσ(3))

−1(λσ(4)) = 1. Therefore, (1,−1,−1, 1) ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λ4).

Finally, if S2 = {4}, then S1 ∩ S2 = ∅. Then T2 = {2}, for otherwise T2 = {3}, would give

T1∩T2 = ∅ and then we would have an equality
∑

i∈S1∩S2
xi = 0 =

∑
j∈T1∩T2

(−xj), a contradiction.

Then we have x1 = −x2 and x4 = −x2, which also leads to −x3 = x1 as above. Hence, even in

this case, we find that |x1| = |x2| = |x3| = |x4|, and that (x,−x,−x, x) in L(λ1, . . . , λ4), for some

x ∈ Z>0. This once again implies that (1,−1,−1, 1) ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λ4).

Our goal will be to now show that given a diagonal distinct matrix M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), we can

find some N ∈ R(M,FM ) with eigenvalues (µ1, . . . , µ4) such that (1,−1,−1, 1) /∈ L(µ1, . . . , µ4).

Corollary 60 then implies that Pl-GH(N) is #P-hard, which means that Pl-GH(M) is also #P-hard.

On the other hand, if we are unable to find such a matrix N , then we will show that M is isomorphic

to A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0). Here for any σ ∈ S4 we define the matrix Mσ to be such

that (Mσ)ij = Mσ(i)σ(j). We say that Mσ is isomorphic to M .

Lemma 65. There exist Sym4(R)-polynomials, ̺tensor and ρtensor such that given any M ∈ Sym4(R 6=0),

• ̺tensor(M) = 0 if and only if M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R), and

• ρtensor(M) = 0 if and only if M is isomorphic to A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R).

Proof. We will first define ̺tensor as

̺tensor(N) = (N14 −N23)
4 + (N11N44 −N22N33)

2 +
∑

i∈[4]
(Ni1Ni4 −Ni2Ni3)

2.

We can see that ̺tensor is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of the matrix. So, it is a
Sym4(R)-polynomial. Note that if we index the rows and columns not from {1, 2, 3, 4} but rather
from D = {00, 01, 10, 11}, the polynomial ̺tensor(N) takes the form

̺tensor(N) = (N00,11 −N01,10)
4 + (N00,00N11,11 −N01,01N10,10)

2 +
∑

ab∈D

(Nab,00Nab,11 −Nab,01Nab,10)
2.
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From this form, it is clear that ̺tensor(N) is invariant if we flip the bit a or b in the matrix N .

We see that ̺tensor(M) = 0 if and only if M14 = M23, M11M44 −M22M33, and

M11M14 = M12M13, M12M24 = M22M23, M13M34 = M23M33, M14M44 = M24M34.

Let M ∈ Sym4(R 6=0). We will now let x = M13
M11

, and y = M33
M11

. (As we assume the entries

of M are non-zero, the divisions are well defined.) Since M11M14 = M12M13, this means that

M14 = x · M12. Similarly, since M11M44 = M22M33, we see that M44 = y · M22. Since (by

symmetry) M23 = M14 = x · M12, and M12M24 = M22M23, we see that M24 = x · M22. Since

M33 = y ·M11, and M13M34 = M23M33, we see that M34 =
xy·M11M12

x·M11
= y ·M12. Putting everything

together, we see that

M =




M11 M12 xM11 xM12

M12 M22 xM12 xM22

xM11 xM12 yM11 yM12

xM12 xM22 yM12 yM22


 =

(
1 x

x y

)
⊗
(
M11 M12

M12 M22

)
.

So, we see that ̺tensor(M) = 0 implies that M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R).

Now, let us assume that M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R). So, we see that

M =




A11B11 A11B12 A12B11 A12B12

A11B12 A11B22 A12B12 A12B22

A12B11 A12B12 A22B11 A22B12

A12B12 A12B22 A22B12 A22B22




But now we can verify that ̺tensor(M) = 0. This proves that ̺tensor(M) = 0 if and only if

M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R).

Given any M ∈ Sym4(R 6=0), and σ ∈ S4, we can define Mσ to be the matrix such that (Mσ)ij =

Mσ(i)σ(j). Matrices isomorphic to M take the form Mσ under a simultaneous row and column

permutation by some σ. Now, we can define

ρtensor(M) =
∏

σ∈S4

̺tensor(M
σ).

We can see that for each σ ∈ S4, ̺tensor(M
σ) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M . So,

ρtensor is a Symq(R)-polynomial, such that ρtensor(M) = 0 implies that M is isomorphic to A⊗B

for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R). Similarly, if M is isomorphic to some A⊗B, it follows that there exists

some σ ∈ S4 such that Mσ = A⊗B. This implies that ρtensor(M) = 0.

Remark. For M ∈ Sym4(R>0), being expressible as M = A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R) is

equivalent to being expressible as M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0). This is because if A or

B have a zero entry, there would be a zero entry in M as well, and if A and B have any entries

a and b of the opposite signs, then ab < 0 would be an entry of M . Then all entries of A have

the same sign, as well as that of B, and their signs are the same. Finally, if they are both −, then

replace A and B by −A and −B.
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We will now show that given a diagonal distinct matrix M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), if we cannot find some

N ∈ R(M,FM ) such that Ψ(1,−1,−1,1)(N) 6= 0, then M needs to satisfy more and more conditions,

until we are able to prove that ρtensor(M) = 0. We will start with a lemma that is applicable for

all M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), and not just diagonally distinct matrices.

Lemma 66. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Let F be a countable set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that

F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let ξ be the Sym4(R)-polynomial such that ξ : N 7→ φ(1,−1,−1,1)(N11, . . . , N44).

Then there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), unless M11 · M44 = M22 · M33, and

M14 = M23.

Proof. If ξ(M) 6= 0, then we are done already, so we may assume that ξ(M) = 0. This immediately

implies that M11 · M44 = M22 · M33. So, our goal now is just to show that if no N ∈ R(M,F ∪
{ξ}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) can be found, then M14 = M23.

Let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. We know from Lemma 4 that we can

replace M with some c ·M such that the entries of M are generated by {gt}t∈[d] with eijt ≥ 0 for

all i, j ∈ [4], and t ∈ [d]. Since M ∈ Sym4(R>0), we also know that eij0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ [4]. We

will now let m = maxi,j∈[4],t∈[d](eijt), and pick some m > m. We then let

zij =
∑

t∈[d]
mteijt

for all i, j ∈ [4]. We will now define T ∗
M : R → Sym4(R) such that

T ∗
M (p)ij = TM(pm, . . . , pm

d

)ij = pzij

for all i, j ∈ [4]. We will now define the Sym4(R)-polynomial ξ2 such that ξ2 : N 7→ ξ(N2).

If ξ(T ∗
M(p)) 6= 0 for some p ∈ R, then Lemma 28 allows us to find some N ∈ R(M,F ∪

{ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), and we will be done. Similarly, if ξ2(T ∗
M (p)) 6= 0 for some p ∈ R, we can

first use Lemma 28 allows us to find some M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ξ2}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Then, since

F (M ′) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F , and ξ((M ′)2) 6= 0, Corollary 33 allows us to once again find the required

N ∈ R(M ′′,F ∪ {ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

On the other hand, let us assume that ξ(T ∗
M(p)) = 0, and ξ2(T ∗

M (p)) = 0 for all p ∈ R. We will

now define ζ, ζ2 : R → R such that ζ(p) = ξ(T ∗
M(p)), and ζ2(p) = ξ2(T ∗

M (p)) for all p ∈ R. We note

that

ζ(p) = T ∗
M(p)11 · T ∗

M (p)44 − T ∗
M(p)22 · T ∗

M (p)33 = pz11+z44−z22−z33 , and

ζ2(p) = (T ∗
M (p)2)11 · (T ∗

M (p)2)44 − (T ∗
M (p)2)22 · (T ∗

M(p)2)33

=
(∑

i∈[4]
p2z1i

)
·
( ∑

j∈[4]
p2z4j

)
−
(∑

i∈[4]
p2z2i

)
·
( ∑

j∈[4]
p2z3j

)

=
∑

i,j∈[4]

(
p2z1i+2z4j − p2z2i+2z3j

)
.

From our assumptions above, we know that ζ(p) = 0, and ζ2(p) = 0 for all p ∈ R. Therefore
d
dp(ζ(p)) = 0, and d

dp(ζ2(p)) = 0 for all p ∈ R. Specifically, when evaluated at p = 1, we see that

dζ

dp
(1) = z11 + z44 − z22 − z33 = 0.
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This implies that z11 + z44 = z22 + z33. Similarly,

dζ2
dp

(1) =
∑

i,j∈[4]
(2zi1 + 2z4j − 2z2i − 2z3j)

= (2z11 + 2z12 + 2z13 + 2z14) + (2z14 + 2z24 + 2z34 + 2z44)

− (2z12 + 2z22 + 2z23 + 2z24)− (2z13 + 2z23 + 2z33 + 2z34)

= 2z11 + 4z14 + 2z44 − 2z22 − 4z23 − 2z33 = 0.

Therefore, 2(z11+z44−z22−z33)+4(z14−z23) = 0. Since we already saw that z11+z44 = z22+z33,

this implies that z14 = z23.

We recall that by our choice of m > m, and construction of zij , z14 = z23 implies that

(e141, . . . , e14d) = (e231, . . . , e23d). But this means that M14 = M23, which finishes the proof.

Lemma 67. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be a diagonal distinct matrix. Let F be a countable set of

Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let ξ be the Sym4(R)-polynomial such

that ξ : N 7→ φ(1,−1,−1,1)(N11, . . . , N44). Then there exists some diagonal distinct N ∈ R(M,F ∪
{ξ}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0), unless M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0).

Proof. We will assume that M 6= A ⊗ B for any A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0). From Lemma 65, we know

that ̺tensor(M) 6= 0. So we can add ρdiag and ̺tensor to F assumed for M . Our goal will be

to show that we can construct some diagonal distinct N ′ ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that

N ′
11 · N ′

44 6= N ′
22 · N ′

33 or N ′
14 6= N ′

23. Then, Lemma 66 would allow us to find the required N ∈
R(N ′,F ∪ {ρdiag, ξ}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0).

We recall that since SM (0) = I, there exists some δ > 0 such that |SM (θ)ij − Iij | < 1
3 for all

0 < θ < δ for all i, j ∈ [4]. We will now let

F ′ = {F ′ : N 7→ F (N3)
∣∣∣ F ∈ F}.

We note that F ′(SM (13 )) 6= 0 for all F ′ ∈ F ′, and ρdiag(SM (1)) = ρdiag(M) 6= 0, and ̺tensor(SM (1)) =

̺tensor(M) 6= 0. We can therefore use Lemma 32 to find M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F ′∪{ρdiag, ̺tensor})∩
Sym

pd

4 (R 6=0) for some 0 < θ∗ < δ.

If (M ′)14 6= (M ′)23 or M ′
11M

′
44 6= M ′

22M
′
33, we will be done. So, we may assume otherwise. We

will first assume that (Rn(M
′))14 − (Rn(M

′))23 = 0 for all n ≥ 1. We note that

Rn(M
′)14 −Rn(M

′)23 =
∑

a,b∈[4]
(M ′

ab)
n · (M ′

1aM
′
4b −M ′

2aM
′
3b).

We may now let X = {(M ′)ab : a, b ∈ [4]}, and for each x ∈ X, define

c14(x) =
∑

a,b∈[4]:(M ′)ab=x

(M ′)1a(M
′)4b, and c23(x) =

∑

a,b∈[4]:(M ′)ab=x

(M ′)2a(M
′)3b.

So, we see that

Rn(M
′)14 −Rn(M

′)23 =
∑

x∈X
xn · (c14(x)− c23(x)).
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Since each x ∈ X is distinct, and |X| ≤ O(1), this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear

equations. Since we have assumed that (Rn(M
′))14 − (Rn(M

′))23 = 0 for all n ≥ 1, this implies

that c14(x)− c23(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X.

Now, by our choice of M ′, we know that all the diagonal terms M ′ of are distinct. Also any

diagonal element of M ′ = SM (θ∗) is greater than the absolute value of any off diagonal element, by

our choice of 0 < θ∗ < δ. Therefore, (M ′)ii = (M ′)ab implies that (a, b) = (i, i) for all i ∈ [4]. This

implies that

c14((M
′)ii)− c23((M

′)ii) = (M ′)1i(M
′)4i − (M ′)2i(M

′)3i = 0

for all i ∈ [4]. We also already know that (M ′)14 = (M ′)23, and M ′
11M

′
44 = M ′

22M
′
33. But this

implies that ̺tensor(M
′) = 0, which is a contradiction to M ′ ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {ρdiag, ̺tensor}).

This means that there exists some n∗ ≥ 1, such that (Rn∗(M ′))14 − Rn∗(M ′))23 6= 0. This

implies that we can define the Sym4(R)-polynomial ξn∗ : N 7→ (Rn∗(N))14 − (Rn∗(N))23, and we

see that ξn∗(SM (θ∗)) = ξn∗(M ′) 6= 0. So, using SM (13), Corollary 33 allows us to first find some

M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {ρ∗diag, ξn∗}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), where ρ∗diag(N) = ρdiag(N
3). By construction, we

see that F (RM ′′(1)) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F , and ρdiag(RM ′′(1)) 6= 0, as RM ′′(1) = (M ′′)3. Moreover,

we see that (RM ′′(n∗))14 − (RM ′′(n∗))23 6= 0. Therefore, Lemma 57 allows us to find some N ′ ∈
R(M ′′,F ∪ {ρdiag}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0), such that N ′
14 6= N ′

23. Lemma 66 then allows us to find the

required N ∈ R(N ′,F ∪ {ρdiag, ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

We are now ready to state a hardness criterion that applies to all Pl-GH(M) where M is diagonal

distinct.

Theorem 68. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be a diagonal distinct matrix. Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard

unless M is isomorphic to A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0).

Proof. Let us assume that M is not isomorphic to any A⊗B for any A,B ∈ Sym2(R). (Note that

for M ∈ Sym4(R>0), M is isomorphic to A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R) is equivalent to being

isomorphic to A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0).) So, Lemma 65 tells us that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. We

will now construct

F = FM ∪ {ρdiag, ρtensor},

where FM is as defined in Eq. (15). We can see that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . We recall from

Eq. (12) that

Φ(1,−1,−1,1)(N11, . . . , N44) =
∏

σ∈S4

φ(1,−1,−1,1)(Nσ(1)σ(1) , . . . , Nσ(4)σ(4)).

So, we will define the Sym4(R)-polynomials ξσ for σ ∈ S4 as

ξσ(N) = φ(1,−1,−1,1)(Nσ(1)σ(1) , . . . , Nσ(4)σ(4)),

and the Sym4(R)-polynomial ξ such that ξ : N 7→ ∏
σ∈S4

ξσ(N).

For each σ ∈ S4, we may define Mσ ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) as in Lemma 65 to be such that (Mσ)ij =

Mσ(i)σ(j). We will also let S4 = {σ1, . . . , σ24}. Now, Lemma 67 implies that since ̺tensor(M
σ1) 6= 0,
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we can find some M1 ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ξσ1}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Since F (M1) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F , starting

with M1 instead of M , we can repeat this to find M2 ∈ R(M1,F ∪ {ξσ1 , ξσ2}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

After repeating this process for all σ ∈ S4, we end up with some

M ′ = M24 ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Since Φ(1,−1,−1,1)(M
′
11, . . . ,M

′
44) 6= 0, Theorem 34 allows us to find some N ∈ R(M ′,FM ∪

{ρdiag,Ψ(1,−1,−1,1)}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Let (µ1, . . . , µ4) be the eigenvalues of N . Let LN be the lattice formed by these eigenvalues. By

construction, we see that (1,−1,−1, 1) /∈ LN . So, from Lemma 64, we see that all 0 6= x ∈ LN are

confluent. Since N is diagonal distinct, Corollary 60 then proves that Pl-GH(N) is #P-hard. Since

Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M), we see that Pl-GH(M) is also #P-hard.

10 Hardness for non-Diagonal Distinct 4× 4 matrices

In this section, we will deal with the matrices M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) that are not diagonal distinct. We

will first show that in this case, there are only finitely many forms that the matrix M must take.

Then, we will show that for each such form, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to A⊗B

for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R 6=0).

Lemma 69. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that M11 = M22, M22 6= M33 6= M44 are pairwise distinct,

and ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Unless M is of one of the two forms below (Forms (I) or (II)), Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.




M11 M12 M13 M14

M12 M11 M13 M14

M13 M13 M33 M34

M14 M14 M34 M44


 =




a x y z

x a y z

y y b t

z z t c




Form (I)




M11 M12 M13 M14

M12 M11 M14 M13

M13 M14 M33 M34

M14 M13 M34 M44


 =




a x y z

x a z y

y z b t

z y t c




Form (II)

Proof. We apply Lemma 61 to M . Suppose rows 1 and 2 are not order identical. The pairwise

distinctness of {M22,M33,M44} and of {M11,M33,M44} are conditions expressible as nonvanishing

of Symq(R)-polynomials and thus maintained by Lemma 61, and hence its conclusion N11 6= N22 in

addition to the above pairwise distinctness conditions gives diagonal distinctness. Therefore, from

Lemma 61, unless rows 1 and 2 are order identical, we get some diagonal distinct N ∈ R(M,FM ∪
{ρtensor})∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0). Theorem 68 then proves that Pl-GH(N), and consequently, Pl-GH(M) are

#P-hard.

So, we may assume rows 1 and 2 are order identical. There exists some σ ∈ S4 such that

M1i = M2σ(i) for all i ∈ [4]. We are given M11 = M22. We also have M12 = M21 by M being

symmetric. From the identical multisets {M11,M12,M13,M14} and {M21,M22,M23,M24} if we
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remove the element pairs M11 = M22 and M12 = M21, we still have an equal multiset {M13,M14} =

{M23,M24}. So, we may assume that (σ(1) = 2, σ(2) = 1, and) σ(3) = 3 or σ(3) = 4. Now, if

σ(3) = 3, that means that σ(4) = 4, which forces M13 = M23, and M14 = M24. In that case, we see

that M is of Form (I) above. On the other hand, if σ(3) = 4, that means σ(4) = 3, which forces M

to be of Form (II) above.

Remark. When we say that a matrix is of Form (I), we do not require that M13 6= M14 for example.

In general, for all the Forms that we will describe, we allow the possibility that some of the values

denoted by distinct symbols may be equal to each other. All we require is that entries denoted by the

same symbol are equal. So, it may be possible that a matrix is of more than one Form.

Lemma 70. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that M11 = M22 6= M33 = M44, and ρtensor(M) 6= 0.

Unless M is isomorphic to a matrix of the Form (I) or Form (II), or is of the form below (Form

(III)), Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.




M11 M12 M13 M14

M12 M11 M14 M13

M13 M14 M33 M34

M14 M13 M34 M33


 =




a x y z

x a z y

y z b t

z y t b




Form (III)

Proof. Let us first assume that it is not the case that rows 1 and 2 are order identical, and that rows

3 and 4 are order identical. By symmetry, we may assume that rows 3 and 4 are not order identical.

We will also assume that M is not isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or of Form (II). So, if we define

ζ : N 7→ (N11−N33)(N11−N44)(N22−N33)(N22−N44), ζ1 : N 7→ (N13−N23)
2+(N14−N24)

2, and

ζ2 : N 7→ (N13 − N24)
2 + (N14 −N23)

2, we see that ζ(M) 6= 0, ζ1(M) 6= 0, and ζ2(M) 6= 0. From

Lemma 61, we know that since rows 3 and 4 are not order identical, we can construct some N ∈
R(M,FM ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ2}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) such that N22 6= N33 6= N44, and N11 6= N33 6= N44.

If N11 6= N22, then N is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard. Moreover, by our construction of N , we ensured that even if N11 = N22, N is not of Form

(I) or Form (II). So, we can see from Lemma 69 that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) must be #P-hard.

So, we may assume that rows 1 and 2 are order identical, and that rows 3 and 4 are also order

identical. So, there must exist some σ1, σ2 ∈ S4 such that M1i = M2σ1(i), and M3i = M4σ2(i) for all

i ∈ [4]. We already know that M11 = M22, and that M12 = M21. So, we may assume that σ1(1) = 2,

and σ1(2) = 1. Similarly, we may assume that σ2(3) = 4, and σ2(4) = 3. Now, if σ1(3) = 3, that

means that σ1(4) = 4, which forces M13 = M23, and M14 = M24. But then irrespective of whether

σ2(1) = 1 or σ2(1) = 2, we see that M31 = M4σ2(1) which implies that M13 = M14 = M23 = M24. In

that case, we see that M is of Form (III) above (with M13 = M14). On the other hand, if σ1(3) = 4,

that means σ1(4) = 3, which forces M to be of Form (III) above.
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Lemma 71. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that M11 = M22 = M33 6= M44, and ρtensor(M) 6= 0.

Unless M is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or Form (II), or is of the two forms below, Pl-GH(M)

is #P-hard.




M11 M13 M13 M14

M13 M11 M13 M14

M13 M13 M11 M14

M14 M14 M14 M44


 =




a x x z

x a x z

x x a z

z z z b




Form (IV)




M11 M12 M13 M14

M12 M11 M14 M13

M13 M14 M11 M12

M14 M13 M12 M44


 =




a x y z

x a z y

y z a x

z y x b




Form (V)

Proof. We will first suppose rows 1, 2 and 3 are not all order identical to each other. By the

symmetry of our assumptions so far among {1, 2, 3} in this lemma, without loss of generality suppose

rows 2 and 3 are not order identical. We can also assume that M is not isomorphic to a matrix

of Form (I) or Form (II). We can now define ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N44)(N22 − N44)(N33 − N44),

ζ1 : N 7→ (N13 − N23)
2 + (N14 − N24)

2, ζ2 : N 7→ (N13 − N24)
2 + (N14 − N23)

2, ζ3 : N 7→
(N12 −N23)

2 + (N14 −N34)
2, and ζ4 : N 7→ (N12 −N34)

2 + (N14 −N23)
2. (Here, given M11 = M22,

being not in Form (I) or Form (II) implies that ζ1(M) 6= 0 and ζ2(M) 6= 0. Note that ζ3 and

ζ4 are obtained from ζ1 and ζ2, respectively, by exchanging rows and columns indexed by 2 and

3.) We see that ζ(M) 6= 0, and ζi(M) 6= 0 for all i ∈ [4]. By Lemma 61, we can obtain some

N ∈ R(M,FM∪{ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ2, ζ3, ζ4})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0) satisfying N22 6= N33. If N11 6= N22 6= N33 6=
N44 are all pairwise distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. If

however, N11 = N22, since ζ(N) 6= 0, it must be the case that N11 = N22, but N22 6= N33 6= N44

are pairwise distinct. So, Lemma 69 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard unless N is of

Form (I) or (II). But, by construction, ζ1(N) 6= 0, and ζ2(N) 6= 0. So, N is not of Form (I) or (II),

which proves that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Similarly, if N11 = N33, then since ζ(N) 6= 0,

we see that N22 6= N33 6= N44 are pairwise distinct. Moreover, since ζ3(N) 6= 0, and ζ4(N) 6= 0,

we see that if we switch rows and columns 2 ↔ 3 in N , we have a matrix N ′ that is isomorphic

to N that satisfies the condition that (N ′)11 = (N ′)22, but (N ′)22 6= (N ′)33 6= (N ′)44 are pairwise

distinct, and the condition that ζ3(N) 6= 0 and ζ4(N) 6= 0 translates to N ′ is not of Form (I) or

(II). So, Lemma 69 implies that Pl-GH(N ′) ≡ Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

So, rows 1, 2 and 3 are all order identical to each other, and there exist some σ1, σ2 ∈ S4 such

that M1i = M2σ1(i), and M1i = M3σ2(i) for all i ∈ [4]. We already know that M11 = M22, and that

M12 = M21. So, we may assume that σ1(1) = 2, and σ1(2) = 1. Similarly, we may assume that

σ2(1) = 3, and σ2(3) = 1. So far we have the following



a x y ∗
x a ∗ ∗
y ∗ a ∗
∗ ∗ ∗ ∗




There are two possibilities: σ1(3) = 3 or σ1(3) = 4. Suppose σ1(3) = 3, then σ1(4) = 4, which
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forces M13 = M23, and M14 = M24, and we have the following




a x y z

x a y z

y y a ∗
z z ∗ ∗




Since rows 1 and 3 are order identical, the y entry at M31 is either y = x or y = z. The two cases

are listed in Form (IV) and Form (V) (with y = z) respectively.

Now we may assume σ1(3) = 4. Then we have the following




a x y z

x a z y

y z a ∗
z y ∗ ∗




Again since row 1 and 3 are order identical, the M34 entry must be x, this gives Form (V).

Lemma 72. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that M11 = M22 = M33 = M44, and ρtensor(M) 6= 0.

Unless M is isomorphic to a matrix of Forms (I) - (V), or is of the form below, Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.




M11 M12 M13 M14

M12 M11 M14 M13

M13 M14 M11 M12

M14 M13 M12 M11


 =




a x y z

x a z y

y z a x

z y x a




Form (VI)

Proof. We first suppose rows 1, 2, 3 and 4 are not all order identical to each other. By symmetry,

without loss of generality suppose rows 3 and 4 are not order identical. We may also assume that

M is not of Forms (I) - (V). We can now define the Sym4(R)-polynomial ζ1 such that ζ1(N) = 0 if

and only if N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I). Similarly, we can define ζ2 such that ζ2(N) = 0

if and only if N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (II). We can also define ζ3, ζ4, ζ5 similarly for

Forms (III) - (V). By our assumption, ζi(M) 6= 0 for all i ∈ [5].

Since rows 3 and 4 are not order identical, by Lemma 61, we can obtain some N ∈ R(M,FM ∪
{ρtensor, ζ1, . . . , ζ5}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) satisfying N33 6= N44. By our construction, we also know that

N is not isomorphic to any matrix of Forms (I) - (V). Now, the set of diagonal elements of N

(after removal of duplicates) has cardinality 2 or 3 or 4. The cardinality 4 case is diagonal distinct,

and then Theorem 68 allows us to prove that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. The cases of cardinality 2

or 3 fall into the cases of Lemma 69, Lemma 70 or Lemma 71, and in either case, we see that

Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, since N is not isomorphic to any matrix of Form (I) - (V).
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So suppose rows 1, 2, 3 and 4 are all order identical to each other. We have the following setting




a x y z

x a ∗ ∗
y ∗ a ∗
z ∗ ∗ a




As in the proof of Lemma 71, there are two possibilities: σ1(3) = 3 or σ1(3) = 4. Suppose σ1(3) = 3,

then σ1(4) = 4, which forces M13 = M23, and M14 = M24, and we have the following




a x y z

x a y z

y y a ∗
z z ∗ a




Then y from the 3rd row must match either x or z. If y = x, then the 3rd row is (y, y, a, z) and

then the 4th row is (z, z, z, a), and thus x = y = z, and we have Form (VI) (with x = y = z). If

y = z then we have 


a x y y

x a y y

y y a ∗
y y ∗ a




Then M34 = x and we have Form (VI) (with y = z). Finally if σ1(3) = 4, we also have Form

(VI).

Now that we have listed all the different Forms that the matrices must take, we will show one

by one that for each of the Forms, matrices M belonging to that Form must either be isomorphic

to some A⊗B, or that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. We will first show that Form (II) and Form (V) can

actually be reduced to one of the other forms.

Lemma 73. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (II), such that M11 = M22 and M22 6= M33 6= M44 are

pairwise distinct, and ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or M is also isomorphic

to a matrix of Form (I).

Proof. We first let ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N33)(N11 − N44)(N22 − N33)(N22 − N44)(N33 − N44). We

note that ζ(M) 6= 0 by our choice of M . Moreover, we note that if ζ(N) 6= 0, then N cannot

be isomorphic to any matrix of Form (III), (IV), (V), or (VI), as there are at least three distinct

diagonal elements. We have already seen that there exists some Sym4(R)-polynomial ζ1 such that

ζ1(N) = 0 if and only if N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I). Similarly, there exist Sym4(R)-

polynomials ζ2, . . . , ζ6 for Forms (II) - (VI), respectively. By our assumption about M , we have

ζi(M) 6= 0 for all i ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}. We are given that M has Form (II), thus ζ2(M) = 0. We will

assume ζ1(M) 6= 0, and show that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We will now define ξ : N 7→ (N14 − N23)
2 + (N13 − N24)

2. Since M has Form (II), we have

ξ(M) = 0. Moreover, for any N , ζ(N) 6= 0 and ξ(N) 6= 0 implies that N is not isomorphic
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to any matrix of Form (II). Indeed, to be isomorphic to a matrix of Form (II) and having the

pairwise distinctness of {M11,M33,M44} and of {M22,M33,M44} given by ζ(N) 6= 0 we only need

to consider N under possibly the permutations 1 ↔ 2 and 3 ↔ 4; but these permutations do

not change ξ(N) 6= 0. In other words, [ζ(N) 6= 0] ∧ [ξ(N) 6= 0] implies that ζ2(N) 6= 0. So,

if there exists some θ ∈ R such that ξ(SM (θ)) 6= 0, we will be able to immediately find N ∈
R(M, {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ξ}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) ⊆ R(M, {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ2}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), by Corollary 33.

Since ζ(N) 6= 0, we see that N must either be diagonal distinct, or N11 = N22 6= N33 6= N44

pairwise distinct. But since ζi(N) 6= 0 for i ∈ {1, 2}, we see from Theorem 68, and Lemma 69, that

Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume ξ(SM (θ)) = 0 for all θ ∈ R.

We will now let F ′ = {F ′ : N 7→ F (N3) | F ∈ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1}}. Since SM (0) = I, we know that

there exists some δ > 0 such that |SM (θ)ij − Iij| < 1
3 for all i, j ∈ [4], for all 0 < θ < δ. We can

now use Lemma 32 to find some M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F ′∪{ρtensor, ζ, ζ1})∩Sym
pd

4 (R 6=0) such that

0 < θ∗ < δ. We note that by our assumption, ξ(M ′) = 0.

Now, since ζ(M ′) 6= 0, we see that (M ′)11 6= (M ′)33 6= (M ′)44 and (M ′)22 6= (M ′)33 6= (M ′)44
are both pairwise distinct. If (M ′)11 6= (M ′)22, M ′ would be diagonal distinct, and Pl-GH(M ′) ≤
Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to Theorem 68. On the other hand, suppose (M ′)11 = (M ′)22. If M ′

is not of Form (II), we see that since ζ1(M
′) 6= 0, Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to

Lemma 69. So, we may assume that M ′ is of Form (II), such that (M ′)11 = (M ′)22 6= (M ′)33 6=
(M ′)44 are pairwise distinct, and ξ(M ′) = 0.

We will now consider RM ′(n) for all n ≥ 1. Let us first assume that ξ(Rn(M
′)) = 0 for all

n ≥ 1. We note that

(Rn(M
′))14 − (Rn(M

′))23 =
∑

a,b∈[4]
(M ′

ab)
n · (M ′

1aM
′
4b −M ′

2aM
′
3b).

We will let X = {M ′
ab : a, b ∈ [4]}, and define cij(x) =

∑
a,b∈[4]:M ′

ab
=x(M

′
iaM

′
jb) for all i, j ∈ [4]. So,

we see that

(Rn(M
′))14 − (Rn(M

′))23 =
∑

x∈X
xn · (c14(x)− c23(x)).

Since each x ∈ X is distinct, the equations ξ(Rn(M
′)) = 0 form a full rank Vandermonde system of

size O(1). This implies that c14(x)− c23(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X. But since ζ(M ′) 6= 0, and 0 < θ∗ < δ

in the definition of M ′, we ensured that M ′
44 = M ′

ab if and only if (a, b) = (4, 4), and we have also

ensured that M ′
33 = M ′

ab if and only if (a, b) = (3, 3). Now, we see that

c14(M
′
44)− c23(M

′
44) = M ′

14M
′
44 −M ′

24M
′
34.

c14(M
′
33)− c23(M

′
33) = M ′

13M
′
34 −M ′

23M
′
33.

Since ξ(M ′) = ξ(SM (θ∗)) = 0, we also know that M ′
24 = M ′

13 and M ′
23 = M ′

14. So, we also have

c14(M
′
44)− c23(M

′
44) = M ′

14M
′
44 −M ′

13M
′
34.

c14(M
′
33)− c23(M

′
33) = M ′

13M
′
34 −M ′

14M
′
33.
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Then, it follows that

M ′
14M

′
44 = M ′

13M
′
34 = M ′

14M
′
33,

which implies that M ′
33 = M ′

44, since M ′
14 6= 0. But by our construction of M ′, we have ζ(M ′) 6= 0.

This is a contradiction.

Therefore, our assumption that ξ(Rn(M
′)) = 0 for all n ≥ 1 must be false. Let ξ ◦Rn denote the

composition of ξ and Rn. There exists some n∗ ≥ 1 such that (ξ ◦Rn∗)(M ′) = (ξ ◦Rn∗)(SM (θ∗)) 6=
0. So, Corollary 33 allows us to find some M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {(ξ ◦ Rn∗)}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0). Since

F (RM ′′(1)) = F ((M ′′)3) 6= 0 for all F ∈ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1}, and ξ(RM ′′(n∗)) 6= 0, Lemma 57 allows us

to find some N ∈ R(M, {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) ⊆ R(M, {ρtensor , ζ, ζ1, ζ2}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Since ζ(N) 6= 0, we see that N must either be diagonal distinct, or N11 = N22 6= N33 6= N44

pairwise distinct. If N is diagonal distinct, Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-

hard. Otherwise, since ζi(N) 6= 0 for all i ∈ {1, 2}, Lemma 69 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M)

is #P-hard.

Lemma 74. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (V), such that M11 = M22 = M33 6= M44, and

ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or M is also isomorphic to a matrix of Form

(I), or (IV).

Proof. We will first let ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N44)(N22 − N44)(N33 − N44). By our choice of M , we

see that ζ(M) 6= 0. Moreover, we note that ζ(N) 6= 0 implies that N cannot be isomorphic to

any matrix of Form (III) or (VI), since in these two Forms, every diagonal element coincides with

another diagonal element. We have already seen that there exist Sym4(R)-polynomials ζ1, . . . , ζ6
such that ζi(N) = 0, for i ∈ [6], if and only if N is isomorphic to a matrix of the Form (I) - (VI),

respectively. From our choice of M , we note that since M11 = M22 = M33 6= M44, it immediately

follows that ζ3(M) 6= 0, and ζ6(M) 6= 0. We are given that M is in Form (V) and hence ζ5(M) = 0.

We will assume ζi(M) 6= 0 for all i ∈ {1, 4}, and show that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We will now define ξ : N 7→ (N14 − N23)
2 + (N13 − N24)

2 + (N12 − N34)
2. We see that since

M is of Form (V), ξ(M) = 0. Moreover, if ζ(N) 6= 0, and ξ(N) 6= 0, that implies that N is not

isomorphic to any matrix of Form (V). Indeed, since ζ(N) 6= 0, N44 is distinct from the other

diagonal elements, and so the only permutations that could be isomorphisms of N with a matrix of

Form (V) must fix 4. However the group S3 of permutations on {1, 2, 3} is generated by 1 ↔ 2 and

1 ↔ 3, both of which keep ξ(N) invariant. In other words, [ζ(N) 6= 0] ∧ [ξ(N) 6= 0] implies that

ζ5(N) 6= 0. So, if there exists some θ ∈ R such that ξ(SM (θ)) 6= 0, we will be able to immediately

find N ∈ R(M, {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ4, ξ})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0) ⊆ R(M, {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ4, ζ5})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0), by

Corollary 33. Since ζ(N) 6= 0, we see that N11, N22, N33 6= N44. If N is diagonal distinct, then

Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, if N11, N22, N33 are not all

identical, then from Lemma 69, we see that unless N is isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I) or (II),

Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. But, we know that ζ1(N) 6= 0. So, N cannot be isomorphic to a

matrix in Form (I). Moreover, from Lemma 73, we know that even if N is isomorphic to a matrix in

Form (II), since it is not isomorphic to any matrix of Form (I), Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

This leaves only one possibility that N11 = N22 = N33 6= N44. Again, Lemma 71 implies that unless

N is isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I), (II), (IV), or (V), Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.
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But, by our construction of N , ζi(N) 6= 0 for all i ∈ {1, 4, 5}. Similarly, even if ζ2(N) = 0, since

ζ1(N) 6= 0, Lemma 73 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Therefore, we see that when

ξ(SM (θ)) 6= 0 for some θ ∈ R, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume ξ(SM (θ)) = 0 for all

θ ∈ R.

We will now let F ′ = {F ′ : N 7→ F (N3) | F ∈ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ4}}. Since SM (0) = I, we know

that there exists some δ > 0 such that |SM (θ)ij − Iij | < 1
3 for all i, j ∈ [4], for all 0 < θ < δ. We

can now use Lemma 32 to find some M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ4}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R 6=0)

such that 0 < θ∗ < δ. We note that by our assumption, ξ(M ′) = 0.

Now, since ζ(M ′) 6= 0, we see that (M ′)44 is distinct from each of (M ′)11, (M ′)22, (M ′)33. If

(M ′)11 6= (M ′)22 6= (M ′)33 are pairwise distinct, M ′ would be diagonal distinct, and Pl-GH(M ′) ≤
Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to Theorem 68. On the other hand, if the set {(M ′)11, (M ′)22, (M ′)33}
has cardinality 2, we know from Lemma 69 that Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M ′ is

isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I) or (II). But since ζ1(M
′) 6= 0, we know that M ′ is not isomorphic

to a matrix in Form (I). Moreover, from Lemma 73, we also know that even if ζ2(M
′) = 0, since

ζ1(M
′) 6= 0, Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Finally, we consider the case that (M ′)11 =

(M ′)22 = (M ′)33. From Lemma 71, we see that Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M ′ is

isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I), (II), (IV), or (V). Since ζi(M
′) 6= 0 for i ∈ {1, 4}, we see that

Forms (I), or (IV) are ruled out for M ′. Moreover, since ζ1(M
′) 6= 0, we see from Lemma 73 that

even if ζ2(M
′) = 0, Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume that M ′ is of Form

(V), such that (M ′)11 = (M ′)22 = (M ′)33 6= (M ′)44, and ξ(M ′) = 0.

We will now consider RM ′(n) for all n ≥ 1. Let us first assume that ξ(Rn(M
′)) = 0 for all

n ≥ 1. We note that

(Rn(M
′))14 − (Rn(M

′))23 =
∑

a,b∈[4]
(M ′

ab)
n · (M ′

1aM
′
4b −M ′

2aM
′
3b).

We will let X = {M ′
ab : a, b ∈ [4]}, and define cij(x) =

∑
a,b∈[4]:M ′

ab
=x(M

′
iaM

′
jb) for all i, j ∈ [4]. So,

we see that

(Rn(M
′))14 − (Rn(M

′))23 =
∑

x∈X
xn · (c14(x)− c23(x)).

Since each x ∈ X is distinct, the equations ξ(Rn(M
′)) = 0 form a full rank Vandermonde system of

size O(1). This implies that c14(x)− c23(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X. But since ζ(M ′) 6= 0, and 0 < θ∗ < δ

in the definition of M ′, we ensured that M ′
44 = M ′

ab if and only if (a, b) = (4, 4). Moreover, from our

construction of M ′, we have also ensured that {(a, b) : M ′
ab = M ′

33} = {(1, 1), (2, 2), (3, 3)}. Now,

we see that

c14(M
′
44)− c23(M

′
44) = M ′

14M
′
44 −M ′

24M
′
34.

Since ξ(M ′) = ξ(SM (θ∗)) = 0, we also know that M ′
24 = M ′

13, M
′
23 = M ′

14, and M ′
12 = M ′

34. So, we

also have

c14(M
′
44)− c23(M

′
44) = M ′

14M
′
44 −M ′

13M
′
34.

Moreover, we also see that

c14(M
′
33)−c23(M

′
33) = M ′

11M
′
14+M ′

12M
′
24+M ′

13M
′
34−M ′

12M
′
13−M ′

22M
′
23−M ′

23M
′
33 = M ′

13M
′
34−M ′

23M
′
33,
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since M ′
22M

′
23 = M ′

11M
′
14, and M ′

12M
′
13 = M ′

12M
′
24. Then, it follows that

M ′
14M

′
44 = M ′

13M
′
34 = M ′

14M
′
33,

which implies that M ′
33 = M ′

44, since M ′
14 6= 0. But by our construction of M ′, we have ζ(M ′) 6= 0.

This is a contradiction.

Therefore, our assumption that ξ(Rn(M
′)) = 0 for all n ≥ 1 must be false. Let ξ ◦Rn denote the

composition of ξ and Rn. There exists some n∗ ≥ 1 such that (ξ ◦Rn∗)(M ′) = (ξ ◦Rn∗)(SM (θ∗)) 6=
0. So, Corollary 33 allows us to find some M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {(ξ ◦ Rn∗)}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0). Since

F (RM ′′(1)) = F ((M ′′)3) 6= 0 for all F ∈ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ4}, and ξ(RM ′′(n∗)) 6= 0, Lemma 57 allows

us to find some N ∈ R(M, {ρtensor, ζ, ζ1, ζ4, ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) ⊆ R(M, {ρtensor , ζ, ζ1, ζ4, ζ5}) ∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0).

Once again, in view of ζ(N) 6= 0, we consider the cardinality of the set {N11, N22, N33}. If the

cardinality is 3, then N is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard. If the cardinality is 2, then since ζ1(N) 6= 0, by Lemma 69 and Lemma 73, Pl-GH(N) ≤
Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. If the cardinality is 1, then since ζ4(N) 6= 0 and ζ5(N) 6= 0, and also

ζ1(N) 6= 0, by Lemma 71 and by Lemma 73, Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 69, Lemma 70, Lemma 71, Lemma 72, Lemma 73, and Lemma 74 together imply the

following theorem.

Theorem 75. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be a non-diagonally distinct matrix such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0.

Let F be a countable set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Unless M is

isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I), (III), (IV), or (VI), Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Moreover,

1. If M is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I), but not isomorphic to any matrix of Form

(III), (IV), or (VI), then either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F) ∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0) such that N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I), and N11 = N22, but N22 6=
N33 6= N44 are pairwise distinct.

2. If M is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (III), but not isomorphic to any matrix of Form (VI),

then either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F)∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that

N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (III), and N11 = N22 6= N33 = N44.

3. If M is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (IV), but not isomorphic to any matrix of Form (VI),

then either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F)∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that

N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (IV), and N11 = N22 = N33 6= N44.

Remark. In the statement of Theorem 75, a 4th item not listed explicitly but is logically implied is

that M can be isomorphic to a matrix of Form (VI). The enumeration is in a reverse order of the

last appearance of (I), (III), (IV), or (VI), when M is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I), (III),

(IV), or (VI). After the implicit 4th item of Form (VI), item 3 is when M is in Form (IV) but not

(VI), item 2 is when M is in Form (III) but not (IV) or (VI), and item 1 is when M is in Form (I)

but not (III) or (IV) or (VI). We note that if a matrix M is both isomorphic to a matrix of Form

(III), and also isomorphic to a matrix of Form (IV), then in fact all diagonal entries are equal, and
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all off diagonal entries are equal. To see this, in Form (IV) there are three equal diagonal entries

and in Form (III) they come in two equal pairs (a, a) and (b, b). Thus a = b and all diagonal entries

are equal. For the off diagonal entries, define two graphs K and K ′, both a copy of K4, but with

labeled edges according to Forms (III) and (IV) respectively. In K the edges will be labeled with t,

x, y and z, and the list of incident edges for the 4 vertices is (tyz, tyz, xyz, xyz). In K ′ we will

label them x′ and z′, and the list of incident edges is (x′x′z′, x′x′z′, x′x′z′, z′z′z′). Being isomorphic,

from z′z′z′ we have y = z and either t = y or x = y. Hence there are two equal triples in K, which

implies that x′ = z′ in K ′, and hence all labels are equal. Thus, such a matrix M is in the Potts

model, which is a special case of Form (VI). Consequently, in the 2nd (respectively, the 3rd) item,

when we assume that M is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (III) (respectively, Form (IV)), but not

isomorphic to any matrix of Form (VI), it follows that M is not isomorphic to any matrix of Form

(IV) (respectively, Form (III)) either. (In particular, in item 2, it is not explicitly stated that M is

not in Form (IV), as being in Form (III) but not Form (VI) already implies this.)

11 Forms (I), (III), (IV) and (VI)

Following Theorem 75, we now only need to deal with the matrices of the Forms (I), (III), (IV),

and (VI), as they are in Theorem 75. We will deal with these Forms, one by one.

Remark. Due to Theorem 75, from this point onwards, when we refer to a matrix M of Form (I),

we may assume that M11 = M22, but M22 6= M33 6= M44 are pairwise distinct. Similarly, if we refer

to a matrix of Form (III), we may assume that M11 = M22 6= M33 = M44, and if we refer to a

matrix of Form (IV) we may also assume that it satisfies M11 = M22 = M33 6= M44.

11.1 Form (I)

We will now deal with matrices of Form (I) such that M11 = M22, and M22 6= M33 6= M44 are

pairwise distinct. Our strategy will be to show that, if the matrix M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) is of Form (I)

such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0, then for any 0 6= x ∈ χ4, we have Ψx(M) 6= 0. Before we can jump into

it, we will prove that we may assume that the matrix M of Form (I) has some additional structural

properties.




a x y z

x a y z

y y b t

z z t c




Figure 7: Form (I)

Lemma 76. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (I) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0, where M11 = M22,

but M22 6= M33 6= M44 are pairwise distinct. Let F be a countable set of Sym4(R)-polynomials

such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some
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N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) that is of Form (I), such that N11 6= N33 6= N44 and

N22 6= N33 6= N44 are both pairwise distinct, N12 6= N13 6= N14 are pairwise distinct, N34 6= N13, N14,

and Nii 6= Njk for all i ∈ [4] and for all j 6= k ∈ [4].

Remark. The matrix N of Form (I) from the conclusion of Lemma 76 stipulates that all diagonal

elements are distinct except M11 = M22, and are distinct from all off diagonal elements. And all

off diagonal elements denoted by distinct letters in Fig. 7 are distinct except possibly x = t.

Proof. We will first define ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N33)(N11 − N44)(N22 − N33)(N22 − N44)(N33 − N44),

and ζ ′ : N 7→ ∏
i∈[4], j 6=k∈[4](Nii − Njk). We note that by our choice of M , ζ(M) 6= 0. While we

cannot claim that ζ ′(M) 6= 0, we note that ζ ′(I) 6= 0. We will let F ′ = {F ′ : N 7→ F (N3) | F ∈
F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′}}. We will now consider SM (θ). We know that F ′(SM (θ)) 6= 0 for all F ′ ∈ F ′

for some θ ∈ {1
3 , 0}. We also know that there exists some δ > 0 such that |SM (θ)ij − Iij | < 1

3

for all i, j ∈ [4], and 0 < θ < δ. We can therefore use Lemma 32 to find some M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈
R(M,F ′ ∪ {ζ, ζ ′}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R 6=0) for some 0 < θ∗ < δ.

We will now consider Rn(M
′) for all n ≥ 1. We will let X = {M ′

ab : a, b ∈ [4]}, and for each

x ∈ X, and i, j ∈ [4], define cij(x) =
∑

a,b∈[4]:M ′

ab
=x(M

′
iaM

′
jb). Then for any i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, we see

that

(Rn(M
′))1i − (Rn(M

′))1j =
∑

x∈X
xn · (c1i(x)− c1j(x)).

Let us assume that for some i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, (Rn(M
′))1i − (Rn(M

′))1j = 0 for all n ≥ 1. In that

case, we see that we have a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations, which implies that

c1i(x)− c1j(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X.

From our construction of M ′, we know that M ′
ab = M ′

33 implies that (a, b) = (3, 3), and that

M ′
ab = M ′

44 implies that (a, b) = (4, 4). This is because by choosing 0 < θ∗ < δ our M ′ is close to

I, and thus diagonal elements are all distint from off diagonal elements, and ζ(M ′) 6= 0 separates

M ′
33 and M ′

44 from each other and also from the other diagonal elements. So, we see that

c1i(M
′
33)− c1j(M

′
33) = M ′

13M
′
i3 −M ′

13M
′
j3, and c1i(M

′
44)− c1j(M

′
44) = M ′

14M
′
i4 −M ′

14M
′
j4.

We note that by our choice of i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, at least one of i, j ∈ {3, 4}. Without loss of

generality, we may assume that it is i. If i = 3, that implies that M ′
13M

′
33 = M ′

13M
′
j3 for some

j 6= 3, and if i = 4, that implies that M ′
14M

′
44 = M ′

14M
′
j4 for some j 6= 4. As M ′

13,M
′
14 6= 0, in

either case, we get a contradiction, since by our choice of M ′, no diagonal entry can be equal to

a non-diagonal entry. Therefore, for each i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, there exists some nij ≥ 1 such that

(Rnij
(M ′))1i − (Rnij

(M ′))1j 6= 0.

Similarly, for i ∈ {3, 4}, we see that for all n ≥ 1,

(Rn(M
′))1i − (Rn(M

′))34 =
∑

x∈X
xn · (c1i(x)− c34(x)).

Let us assume that for some i ∈ {3, 4}, (Rn(M
′))1i−(Rn(M

′))34 = 0 for all n ≥ 1. Once again, since

this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations, we see that c1i(x)− c34(x) = 0 for

all x ∈ X. If i = 3, we will consider c13(M
′
44)− c34(M

′
44) = M ′

14M
′
34 −M ′

34M
′
44 = 0, which implies
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that M ′
14 = M ′

44, and if i = 4, we consider c14(M
′
33) − c34(M

′
33) = M ′

13M
′
34 −M ′

33M
′
34 = 0, which

implies that M ′
13 = M ′

33. Since neither of these are possible, we conclude that for each i ∈ {3, 4},
there exists some n′

i ≥ 1 such that (Rn′

i
(M ′))1i − (Rn′

i
(M ′))34 6= 0.

For each i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, we can now construct a Sym4(R)-polynomial ξij : N 7→ (Rnij
(N))1i−

(Rnij
(N))1j . For each i ∈ {3, 4}, we can also construct ξ′i : N 7→ (Rn′

i
(N))1i− (Rn′

i
(N))34. We have

seen that ξij(SM (θ∗)) 6= 0 for all i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, and ξ′i(SM (θ∗)) 6= 0, for all i ∈ {3, 4}. So, we

can use Corollary 33 to find some M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {ξ23, ξ24, ξ34, ξ′3, ξ′4}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). But then,

we see that F (RM ′′(1)) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′}. Furthermore, let ξoij : N 7→ N1i −N1j

for all i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, and let ξ′oi : N 7→ N1i −N34 for all i ∈ {3, 4}. Then ξoij(RM ′′(nij)) 6= 0 for

all i 6= j ∈ {2, 3, 4}, and ξ′oi (RM ′′(n′
i)) 6= 0 for all i ∈ {3, 4}. So, Lemma 57 allows us to find the

required N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′, ξo23, ξo24, ξo34, ξ′o3 , ξ′o4 }) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Since ζ(N) 6= 0, we see that N11 6= N33 6= N44, and N22 6= N33 6= N44 are both pairwise

distinct. If N11 6= N22, then N is diagonal distinct, and since ρtensor(N) 6= 0, Theorem 68 allows

us to conclude that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, if N is not of Form (I), then Lemma 69 and

Lemma 73 tell us once again that Pl-GH(N) is #P-hard. So, the only other possibility is that N

is of Form (I) such that N12 6= N13 6= N14 are pairwise distinct (because ξo23(N) 6= 0, ξo24(N) 6=
0, ξo34(N) 6= 0), and N34 6= N13, N14 (because ξ′o3 (N) 6= 0, ξ′o4 (N) 6= 0), and Nii 6= Njk for all i ∈ [4]

and for all j 6= k ∈ [4] (because ζ ′(N) 6= 0).

Lemma 76 allows us to claim that for any M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form (I) (such that ρtensor(M) 6=
0), we may assume that M12 6= M13 6= M14 are pairwise distinct, and that M34 6= M13,M14. Ideally,

we would like to be able to say that we can assume that M12 6= M34 as well. That is however, not

true in general. As it turns out, it is possible that M12 = M34, but in that case, we will be able to

show that ρtensor(M) = 0.

Lemma 77. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (I) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard,

or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) that is of Form (I), such that either

N12 6= N34, or (N11)
2 6= N33N44.

Proof. We will first define ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N33)(N11 − N44)(N22 − N33)(N22 − N44)(N33 − N44)

as in the proof of Lemma 76. From our choice of M , we note that ζ(M) 6= 0. We will now let

F ′ = {F ′ : N 7→ F (N3) | F ∈ F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}}. We note that F ′(SM (13 )) 6= 0 for all F ′ ∈ F ′. We

also know that there exists some δ > 0 such that for all 0 < θ < δ, |SM (θ)ij − Iij| < 1
3 . We can now

use Lemma 32 to find M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F ′ ∪ {ζ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R 6=0), such that 0 < θ∗ < δ. Let

us assume that M ′ is not of Form (I). Since ζ(M ′) 6= 0, we know that (M ′)11 6= (M ′)33 6= (M ′)44
are pairwise distinct, and (M ′)22 6= (M ′)33 6= (M ′)44 are also pairwise distinct. If (M ′)11 6= (M ′)22,
then M ′ is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Otherwise, Lemma 69 implies that unless M ′ is of Form (II), Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Finally, if M ′ has Form (II), and does not have Form (I), then Lemma 73 implies that Pl-GH(M ′) ≤
Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume that in fact, M ′ is of Form (I). We also note that if

M ′
12 6= M ′

34, or if (M ′
11)

2 6= M ′
33M

′
44, we can immediately use Corollary 33 to find the required N .
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So, we may assume otherwise: M ′
12 = M ′

34 and (M ′
11)

2 = M ′
33M

′
44. In terms of notations in Fig. 7,

we have x = t and a2 = bc.

We will now consider Rn(M
′) for all n ≥ 1. We will let X = {(M ′)ab : a, b ∈ [4]}, and define

cij(x) =
∑

a,b∈[4]:(M ′)ab=xM
′
iaM

′
jb. We note that

Rn(M
′)12 −Rn(M

′)34 =
∑

x inX

xn · (c12(x)− c34(x)).

If Rn(M
′)12 −Rn(M

′)34 = 0 for all n ≥ 1, then we have a Vandermonde system of linear equations

of size O(1). That implies that c12(x)− c34(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X.

From our construction of M ′, we know that M ′
ab = M ′

33 implies that (a, b) = (3, 3), M ′
ab = M ′

44

implies that (a, b) = (4, 4), and that M ′
ab = M ′

11 implies that (a, b) ∈ {(1, 1), (2, 2)}. So, we see that

c12(M
′
33)− c34(M

′
33) = M ′

13M
′
13 −M ′

33M
′
34,

c12(M
′
44)− c34(M

′
44) = M ′

14M
′
14 −M ′

34M
′
44,

c12(M
′
11)− c34(M

′
11) = M ′

11M
′
12 +M ′

12M
′
11 −M ′

13M
′
14 −M ′

13M
′
14

= 2M11M
′
12 − 2M ′

13M
′
14,

and they all equal to 0. (Here we used the fact that M ′
23 = M ′

13,M
′
24 = M ′

14,M
′
11 = M ′

22 in Form

(I).) In terms of the notations in Fig. 7 (with x = t, and a2 = bc), we have y2 = bx, z2 = cx, and

ax = yz. Together with x = t and a2 = bc, we can verify that ρtensor(M
′) = 0, where ρtensor is

defined in Lemma 65. (We use the switching 2 ↔ 4 in ̺tensor to ρtensor.)

But by construction of M ′, we ensured that ρtensor(M
′) 6= 0. Therefore, there must exist some

n ≥ 1 such that Rn(M
′)12−Rn(M

′)34 6= 0. So, if we define ξ : N 7→ Rn(N)12−Rn(N)34, we see that

ξ(SM (θ∗)) = ξ(M ′) 6= 0. Now, we can use Corollary 33 to find M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′∪{ξ})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Finally, Lemma 57 allows us to find N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ξo}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), where ξo :

N 7→ N12 − N34. Since ζ(N) 6= 0, N may either be diagonal distinct, or of the form N11 = N22

with N22 6= N33 6= N44 pairwise distinct. If N is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that

Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, Lemma 69 implies that unless N is either of Form

(I) or of Form (II), Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Finally, Lemma 73 implies that unless N is

of Form (I), Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Since ξo(N) 6= 0, we know that N12 6= N34. So, N

is the required matrix.

Remark. We note that in the statement of Lemma 77, we claim to be able to find some N such

that N12 6= N34, or (N11)
2 6= N33N44, however, at the end of the proof, we were able to find some N

such that N12 6= N34. So, it appears as if we could eliminate the option that (N11)
2 6= N33N44 from

the statement of the lemma. However, we cannot do that. We note that in the proof of Lemma 77,

when we constructed M ′, if M ′
12 = M ′

34, but (M ′
11)

2 6= M ′
33M

′
44, we could then have produced some

N such that N12 = N34, but (N11)
2 6= N33N44.

We will now show that given a matrix M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form (I), and any 0 6= x ∈ χ4 of

support size > 2, we can find some N ∈ R(M,FM ∪{φx})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0). We note that if 0 6= x ∈ χ4

has support size ≤ 2, it must be of the form x = c · δij for some δij ∈ D (as defined in Eq. (11)).
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We will show later that our ability to use Theorem 18 is not hindered by such x ∈ χ4, so we do not

have to worry about them.

Lemma 78. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (I) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let ξx be a Sym4(R)-polynomial

such that ξx : N 7→ φx(N11, . . . , N44) for any 0 6= x ∈ χ4 of support size greater than 2. Then,

either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ξx}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of

Form (I).

Proof. We will first use Lemma 77 to find M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor})∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) that is of Form

(I), such that either (M ′)12 6= (M ′)34, or ((M ′)11)2 6= (M ′)33(M ′)44. (In Fig. 7, this is x 6= t or

a2 6= bc.) We now define ζ : N 7→ (N11 −N33)(N11 −N44)(N22 −N33)(N22 −N44)(N33 −N44). We

can now construct a matrix (M ′)σ by permuting both the rows and columns of M by some σ ∈ S4

(that switches 2 ↔ 4). Then we see that the condition that either (M ′)12 6= (M ′)34, or ((M ′)11)2 6=
(M ′)33(M ′)44 means exactly that either (M ′)σ14 6= (M ′)σ23, or (M ′)σ11(M

′)σ44 6= (M ′)σ22(M
′)σ33. (By

Form (I), M ′
11 = M ′

22, which gives (M ′)σ11 = (M ′)σ44.) This is precisely the condition for Lemma 66

that allows us to find some (M ′′)σ ∈ R((M ′)σ ,Fσ ∪ {ξ(1,−1,−1,1)}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), where

Fσ =
{
F σ : N 7→ F (Nσ−1

) | F ∈ F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}
}
.

If we now look at (M ′′) (by switching back 2 ↔ 4), we see that ξ(1,1,−1,−1)(M
′′) 6= 0, and that

F (M ′′) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}. From the construction of ζ, we can see that if M ′′
11 6= M ′′

22,

then M ′′ is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

On the other hand, if M ′′
11 = M ′′

22, then Lemma 69, and Lemma 73 together imply that unless M ′′

is of Form (I), then Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume that M ′′ is in fact, of

Form (I).

Finally, we can use Lemma 76, to find M ′′′ ∈ R(M ′′,F ∪ {ρtensor, ξ(1,1,−1,−1), ζ})∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0)

such that M ′′′
12 6= M ′′′

13 6= M ′′′
14 are pairwise distinct, M ′′′

34 6= M ′′′
13,M

′′′
14, and that M ′′′

ii 6= M ′′′
jk for all

i ∈ [4], and j 6= k ∈ [4]. We note that since ζ(M ′′′) 6= 0, if M ′′′ is not of Form (I), then Theorem 75

implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume that M ′′′ is of Form (I). For convenience,

we will rename this M ′′′ as M .

Let us consider any 0 6= x = (x1, x2, x3, x4) ∈ χ4. If ξx(M) = φx(M11, . . . ,M44) 6= 0, then we

are already done. So we may assume that ξx(M) = 0. Let us identify those x for which ξx(M) = 0.

We already know that ξ(1,1,−1,−1)(M) 6= 0. For any x such that x1+x2 = 2c, and x3 = x4 = −c, for

any non-zero c ∈ Z, since we have M11 = M22, this implies that ξx(M) =
(
ξ(1,1,−1,−1)(M)

)c 6= 0.

We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 79. Let α1, . . . , α4 ∈ R, such that α1 = α2, and |α2| 6= |α3| 6= |α4| are pairwise distinct.

If φx(α1, . . . , α4) = 0 for some x ∈ χ4 with support size greater than 2, then x3 6= 0, x4 6= 0, and

x1 + x2 6= 0.

Since M ∈ Sym4(R>0) and is of Form (I), we see that M11 = M22, and |M22| 6= |M33| 6= |M44| are
pairwise distinct. So, Claim 79 lets us conclude that ξx(M) = 0 implies x3, x4 6= 0, and x1+x2 6= 0.
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We will now let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. We may assume that M is

replaced with some cM as in Lemma 4 such that eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [4], and t ∈ [d]. Now, we will

let m = maxi,j∈[4],t∈[d](eijt), pick some m > m, and define zij =
∑

t∈[d]m
t · eijt for all i, j ∈ [4]. We

will now define T ∗
M : R → Sym4(R) such that

T ∗
M(p)ij = TM (pm, pm

2
, . . . , pm

d

)ij = pzij .

From our choice of m, we see that zij = zi′j′ if and only if (eij1, . . . , eijd) = (ei′j′1, . . . , ei′j′d). So,

from our choice of M , we see that in fact, z12 6= z13 6= z14, z34 6= z13, z14, and zii 6= zij for all

i 6= j ∈ [4].

We will now consider ξx((T ∗
M (p))2) for all p ∈ R. Since x1 + x2 6= 0, we may assume without

loss of generality that x1 +x2 > 0. We may also assume by symmetry that x3 ≥ x4. There are now

two possibilities we have to deal with: x3 may be positive, in which case x4 must be negative (since

x1 + · · ·+ x4 = 0), or both x3 and x4 may be negative. (By Claim 79, x3, x4 6= 0.)

We will first deal with the case where x3 > 0. In this case, we see that

ξx(T ∗
M (p)2) = (p2z11 + p2z12 + p2z13 + p2z14)x1+x2 · (2p2z13 + p2z33 + p2z34)x3

− (2p2z14 + p2z34 + p2z44)x1+x2+x3 .

Here we used the fact that T ∗
M(p) has Form (I) (because M does) and thus (T ∗

M (p)2)11 = (T ∗
M (p)2)22.

We note that by our choice of zij , the exponents 2z11 6= 2z12 6= 2z13 6= 2z14 are pairwise distinct,

2z13 6= 2z33 6= 2z34 are pairwise distinct, and 2z14 6= 2z34 6= 2z44 are pairwise distinct. So, the

following claim (which we shall prove soon) allows us to claim that ξx(T ∗
M (p)2) is not the zero

polynomial.

Claim 80. Let n,m ∈ Z>0, and y11 < y12 < y13 < y14, y21 < y22 < y23, and y31 < y32 < y33 ∈ Z>0.

Assume the multiset {α1, α2, α3} = {β1, β2, β3} = {2, 1, 1}. Define the polynomial f : R → R such

that

f(p) = (py11 + py12 + py13 + py14)n · (α1p
y21 + α2p

y22 + α3p
y23)m − (β1p

y31 + β2p
y32 + β3p

y33)n+m,

then f(p) is not the zero polynomial.

On the other hand, if x3 < 0, we see that

ξx(T ∗
M (p)2) = (p2z11 + p2z12 + p2z13 + p2z14)x1+x2

− (2p2z13 + p2z33 + p2z34)−x3 · (2p2z14 + p2z34 + p2z44)x1+x2+x3 .

We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 81. Let n,m ∈ Z>0, and y11 < y12 < y13 < y14, y21 < y22 < y23, and y31 < y32 < y33 ∈ Z>0.

Assume the multiset {α1, α2, α3} = {β1, β2, β3} = {2, 1, 1}. Define the polynomial f : R → R such

that

f(p) = (py11 + py12 + py13 + py14)n+m − (α1p
y21 + α2p

y22 + α3p
y23)n · (β1py31 + β2p

y32 + β3p
y33)m,

then f(p) is not the zero polynomial, unless n = m.
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Claim 81 implies that if ξx(T ∗
M (p)2) is the zero polynomial only if −x3 = x1 + x2 + x3. This

implies that if x3 = −c, then x1 + x2 = 2c, and x4 = −c. In other words, x = (x1, x2,−c,−c) for

some c ∈ Z 6=0, where x1 +x2 = 2c. But by our construction of M , we already ensured that for such

x ∈ χ4, ξx(M) 6= 0. So, we see that if ξx(M) = 0, then ξx(T ∗
M(p)2) is not the zero polynomial.

So, we see that in either case, when x ∈ χ4 has a support size greater than 2, if ξx(M) = 0,

there exists some p∗ ∈ R such that ξx((T ∗
M (p∗))2) 6= 0. We will now define ξ2,x : N 7→ φx(N

2), and

ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N33)(N11 − N44)(N22 − N33)(N22 − N44)(N33 − N44). So, we can use Lemma 28

to find some M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ξ2,x, ζ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Since ξ2,x(M
′) = ξx((M

′)2) 6= 0,

Corollary 33 allows us to find the required N ∈ R(M ′,F ∪ {ρtensor, ξx, ζ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). If N is

diagonal distinct, Theorem 68 proves that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, Theorem 75 implies

that either Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or N is of Form (I) as required.

We will now finish the proof of Lemma 78 by proving Claim 79, Claim 80 and Claim 81.

Proof of Claim 79. For a contradiction, suppose x3 = 0 or x4 = 0 or x1 + x2 = 0. First suppose

x3 = 0. If x1 + x2 = 0, that would imply that x4 = 0 as well, which is not possible, since the

support size of x is greater than 2 by assumption. So, without loss of generality, we may assume

that x1 + x2 > 0, by replacing x with −x. Now,

φx(α1, . . . , α4) = (α1)
x1+x2 − (α4)

x1+x2 .

Since |α1| 6= |α4|, we see that it is not possible that φx(α1, . . . , α4) = 0. So x3 = 0 is impossible.

By symmetry, we see that x4 = 0 is also impossible.

Now, let x1 + x2 = 0. This implies that x3 + x4 = 0 as well. We may assume without

loss of generality that x3 > 0, since we already know that x3 6= 0. Once again, we see that

φx(α1, . . . , α4) = 0 would imply that (α3)
x3 = (α4)

x3 , which is also known to be not possible since

|α3| 6= |α4|. This finishes the proof of Claim 79.

Proof of Claim 80. For convenience, we will define the polynomials t1, t2, t3 such that

t1(p) = (py11 + py12 + py13 + py14),

t2(p) = (α1p
y21 + α2p

y22 + α3p
y23), and

t3(p) = (β1p
y31 + β2p

y32 + β3p
y33).

Then, we see that f(p) = t1(p)
n · t2(p)m − t3(p)

n+m.

Let us assume that f(p) = 0 for all p ∈ R. This means that

t1(p)
n · t2(p)m = t3(p)

n+m

for all p ∈ R. Now, if β1 = 2, that means that the least degree term of the RHS has a coefficient

of 2n+m. But the least degree term of the LHS can only be αm
1 ∈ {1, 2m}. We are given n > 0. In

either case, it is not equal to 2n+m, and we get a contradiction. So, we find that β1 = 1. Now, if

α1 = 2, we get a similar contradiction (using m > 0), as the least degree term of the RHS will be

1, and not equal to 2m. So, we see that α1 = β1 = 1. By reasoning about the highest degree term

instead of the least degree term, we can also see that α3 = β3 = 1. This means that α2 = β2 = 2.
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Now, pny11+my21 , and p(n+m)y31 are the least degree terms of the LHS and RHS respectively. So,

they must be equal. This means that ny11 +my21 = (n +m)y31. It also means that

t1(p)
n · t2(p)m − pny11+my21 = t3(p)

n+m − p(n+m)y31 . (21)

The least degree term of the RHS of Eq. (21) will now be 2(n + m)p(n+m−1)y31+y32 (here the co-

efficient 2 is β2), while the least degree term of the LHS may be either np(n−1)y11+y12+my21 or

2mpny11+(m−1)y21+y22 , or their sum (if the degrees are the same). However, in either case, we find

that the coefficient of the least degree term of the LHS is ≤ n+ 2m < 2(n+m). This implies that

Eq. (21) is not true. So, our assumption that f(p) = 0 for all p ∈ R must be false.

Proof of Claim 81. For convenience, we will define the polynomials t1, t2, t3 such that

t1(p) = (py11 + py12 + py13 + py14),

t2(p) = (α1p
y21 + α2p

y22 + α3p
y23), and

t3(p) = (β1p
y31 + β2p

y32 + β3p
y33).

Then, we see that f(p) = t1(p)
n+m − t2(p)

n · t3(p)m.

Let us assume that f(p) = 0 for all p ∈ R. This means that

t1(p)
n+m = t2(p)

n · t3(p)m

for all p ∈ R. We see that the coefficient of the least degree term of the LHS is 1. However, if

α1 = 2, or β1 = 2, the coefficient of the least degree term of the LHS would be either 2n or 2m or

2n+m. Since this is not possible, as n,m > 0, we may conclude that α1 = β1 = 1. Similarly, by

reasoning about the highest degree terms of the LHS and the RHS, we can see that α3 = β3 = 1.

This means that α2 = β2 = 2.

We note that the least degree term of the LHS is p(n+m)y11 , and the least degree term of the

RHS is pny21+my31 . These terms must therefore be equal. This also means that

t1(p)
n+m − p(n+m)y11 = t2(p)

nt3(p)
m − pny21+my31 . (22)

The least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (22) will now be (n +m)p(n+m−1)y11+y12 , while the least

degree term of the RHS will be either 2np(n−1)y21+y22+my31 or 2mpny21+(m−1)y31+y32 , or their sum

(if the degrees are the same). We observe the coefficients cannot be the same if the degrees are the

same, since 2n+2m > n+m. So, the only remaining possibility is that 2n = n+m, or 2m = n+m.

In either case, we see that unless n = m, it is not possible that f(p) = 0 for all p ∈ R.

We are finally ready to prove that if M is of Form (I) and not isomorphic to a tensor product

then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 82. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (I) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Then, Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.

67



Proof. Let (λ1, . . . , λ4) be the eigenvalues of M . Let B be a lattice basis of the lattice L(λ1, . . . , λ4).

Let us assume that c · δij ∈ B for some c ∈ Z, and some i 6= j ∈ [4]. Being part of a basis, c 6= 0.

This implies that (λi)
c(λj)

−c = 1. Since (λ1, . . . , λ4) are all positive, this implies that λiλ
−1
j = 1.

In other words, we see that δij ∈ L(λ1, . . . , λ4). Since B is a lattice basis, we have c = ±1. So, we

may replace all such c · δij with δij in B and still have a lattice basis.

Now, let us assume that there exists some x ∈ B \ D. (Recall that D is defined in Eq. (11).)

As 0 6= x ∈ χ4, we know that the support of this x must be greater than 2. Now, for each

σ ∈ S4, we can construct xσ such that (xσ)i = xσ(i). We will let S4 = {σ1, . . . , σ24}, and define

ξi : N 7→ φxσi (N11, . . . , N44) for i ∈ [24]. We can now use Lemma 78 to find M1 ∈ R(M,FM ∪
{ρtensor, ξ1}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) where FM is as defined in Eq. (15). We can now repeat this process

with M1 in place of M to find M2 ∈ R(M1,FM ∪ {ρtensor, ξ1, ξ2}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

After repeating this for all i ∈ [24], we can find M ′ = M24 ∈ R(M,FM ∪{ρtensor, ξ1, . . . , ξ24})∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0). So, we see that M ′ ∈ R(M,FM ∪ {ρtensor, ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), where ξ : N 7→
Φx(N11, . . . , N44). Now, Theorem 34 implies that we can find some N1 ∈ R(M,FM∪{ρtensor,Ψx})∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0).

If the eigenvalues of N1 have no lattice basis B ⊆ D, we can now repeat this whole process with

N1 instead of M . From Lemma 26, we know that after repeating this process at most 4 times, we

will have some N ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M), and the eigenvalues of N have

a lattice basis B ⊆ D. Now, Theorem 18 proves that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

11.2 Form (IV)

We will postpone our treatment of Form (III) for a while, and deal with matrices of Form (IV) first.




a x x z

x a x z

x x a z

z z z b




Figure 8: Form (IV)

Lemma 83. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (IV) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let 0 6= x ∈ χ4 have support

size greater than 2. Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪
{ρtensor,Ψx}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) of Form (IV).

Proof. We will first define ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N44)(N22 − N44)(N33 −N44). By our choice of M , we

know that ζ(M) 6= 0. We will now consider SM (θ). We know that there exists some δ > 0 such

that |SM (θ)ij − Iij| < 1
3 for all i, j ∈ [4], for all 0 < θ < δ. We can now use Lemma 32 to find some

M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R 6=0), such that 0 < θ∗ < δ.

By construction of M ′, we know that M ′
44 6= M ′

11,M
′
22,M

′
33. If it is not the case that M ′

11 =

M ′
22 = M ′

33, then using Lemma 69, we can find some M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor} ∩ Sym
pd

4 )(R>0)
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that is diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I). If M ′′ is diagonal distinct, then

Theorem 68 tells us that Pl-GH(M ′′) and therefore Pl-GH(M) are #P-hard, If it is isomorphic to

a matrix of Form (I), then Lemma 82 similarly implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may

assume that (M ′)11 = (M ′)22 = (M ′)33 6= (M ′)44. Theorem 75 now tells us that unless M ′ is of

Form (IV), Pl-GH(M) is again #P-hard. So, we may assume that M ′ is of Form (IV).

We will now consider T2n(M
′) for all n ≥ 1. We let

T2n(M
′) =




(z11)
n (z12)

n (z12)
n (z14)

n

(z12)
n (z11)

n (z12)
n (z14)

n

(z12)
n (z12)

n (z11)
n (z14)

n

(z14)
n (z14)

n (z14)
n (z44)

n




where z11 = (M ′
11)

2, z12 = (M ′
12)

2, z14 = (M ′
14)

2, and z44 = (M ′
44)

2. As squares of non-zero numbers

they are all positive. It can be verified that the eigenvalues of T2n(M
′) are (with multiplicity):

λ1(T2n(M
′)) = (z11)

n − (z12)
n,

λ2(T2n(M
′)) = (z11)

n − (z12)
n,

λ3(T2n(M
′)) =

1

2

(
(z11)

n + 2(z12)
n + (z44)

n −
√

((z11)n + 2(z12)n − (z44)n)2 + 12((z14)n)2
)
,

λ4(T2n(M
′)) =

1

2

(
(z11)

n + 2(z12)
n + (z44)

n +
√

((z11)n + 2(z12)n − (z44)n)2 + 12((z14)n)2
)
.

(23)

From our construction of M ′, we know that z11 > z12. So, we can see that

lim
n→∞

λ1(T2nM
′)

(z11)n
= lim

n→∞
λ2(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

= lim
n→∞

(z11)
n − (z12)

n

(z11)n
= 1.

We also note that by our construction of M ′, z11 6= z44. We shall prove the following claim shortly:

Claim 84. If z11 > z44, then

lim
n→∞

λ3(T2nM
′)

(z44)n
= lim

n→∞
λ4(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

= 1.

If z11 < z44, then

lim
n→∞

λ3(T2nM
′)

(z11)n
= lim

n→∞
λ4(T2nM

′)
(z44)n

= 1.

So, we see that for large enough values of n, λi(T2nM
′) > 0 for all i ∈ [4]. We can now define

the function ϕx : (R 6=0)
4 → R, such that ϕx(α1, . . . , α4) =

∏
i∈[4](αi)

xi . For large enough values of

n, we see that ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) is well-defined. Moreover, we note that

φx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) = 0 ⇐⇒ ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) = 1.

We will now study the behavior of the function φx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)), by studying the

function ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)).
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We first note from Eq. (23) that λ1(T2nM
′) = λ2(T2nM

′) for all n ≥ 1. We also note that

λ4(T2nM
′) > λ1(T2nM

′), λ3(T2nM
′) for large enough n. If λ1(T2nM

′) = λ3(T2nM
′), that implies

that

(z44)
n − (z11)

n + 4(z12)
n =

√
((z11)n + 2(z12)n − (z44)n)2 + 12((z14)n)2.

Squaring both sides, we find that

((z44)
n − (z11)

n)2 + 16(z12)
2n + 8(z12)

n((z44)
n − (z11)

n) = ((z44)
n − (z11)

n)2 + 4(z12)
2n

− 4(z12)
n((z44)

n − (z11)
n) + 12(z14)

2n.

On rearranging terms, we find that

12(z12)
2n + 12(z12z44)

n = 12(z14)
2n + 12(z12z11)

n.

If we write this as An +Bn = Cn +Dn, where A = (z12)
2, B = z12z44, C = (z14)

2 and D = z12z11,

then we know that A < D and B 6= D. (1) If C ≥ D, then the RHS has order Cn. As A < D ≤ C,

to match the leading order, B = C (in this case, C = D is impossible). But then An = Dn,

contradicting A < D. (2) If C < D, then the RHS has order Dn. But this cannot be since

A < D and B 6= D. So, this equation cannot be true for large enough values of n. So, we see that

λ1(T2nM
′) = λ2(T2nM

′) and |λ1(T2nM
′)| 6= |λ3(T2nM

′)| 6= |λ4(T2nM
′)| are pairwise distinct for

large values of n. So, Claim 79 immediately implies that if x3 = 0, or x4 = 0, or x1 + x2 = 0, then

φx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) 6= 0 for large enough n.

We will now assume that x3 6= 0, and x4 6= 0. Now, we find that when z11 > z44,

ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) =
(
(z11)

n(x1+x2+x4)(z44)
n(x3)

)
·
(
λ1(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

)x1

·
(
λ2(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

)x2

·
(
λ3(T2nM

′)
(z44)n

)x3

·
(
λ4(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

)x4

So, we see that

lim
n→∞

ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) = lim
n→∞

(
z44
z11

)nx3

,

which is either 0 or ∞ depending on whether x3 > 0, or x3 < 0. Similarly, when z11 < z44, we find

that

ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) =
(
(z11)

n(x1+x2+x3)(z44)
n(x4)

)
·
(
λ1(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

)x1

·
(
λ2(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

)x2

·
(
λ3(T2nM

′)
(z11)n

)x3

·
(
λ4(T2nM

′)
(z44)n

)x4

So, we see that

lim
n→∞

ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) = lim
n→

(
z44
z11

)nx4

,

which is either 0 or ∞ depending on whether x4 < 0, or x4 > 0.
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So, we see that in either case, lim
n→∞

ϕx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) is either 0 or ∞, and so it

is away from 1. This proves that for all x ∈ χ4 of support size greater than 2, for large enough

n ≥ 1, φx(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) 6= 0. In particular, given any σ ∈ S4, we can see that

φy(λ1(T2nM
′), . . . , λ4(T2nM

′)) 6= 0 for all y such that yσ(i) = xi, for some large enough value of n.

This proves there exists some n∗, such that

Φx(λ1(T2n∗M ′), . . . , λ4(T2n∗M ′)) = Ψx(T2n∗M ′) 6= 0.

We will now define the Sym4(R)-polynomial ξ : N 7→ Ψx(T2n∗N). Since M ′ = SM (θ∗) by

construction, we see that ξ(SM (θ∗)) 6= 0. So, we can use Corollary 33 to find some M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ∪
{ρtensor, ζ, ξ}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0). We now see that Ψx(T2n∗M ′′) = ξ(M ′′) 6= 0. So, Corollary 29 allows

us to find the required N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ,Ψx}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Proof of Claim 84. First, we note that λ3(T2nM
′) and λ4(T2nM

′) are symmetric if we exchange z11
and z44. So, it will be sufficient for us to prove this claim when z11 > z44. We note that

(z11)
n + 2(z12)

n + (z44)
n = (z11)

n

(
1 + 2

(
z12
z11

)n

+

(
z44
z11

)n)
.

So,

lim
n→∞

(z11)
n + 2(z12)

n + (z44)
n

(z11)n
= 1.

We also note that

√
((z11)n + 2(z12)n − (z44)n)2 + 12((z14)n)2 = (z11)

n·
√(

1 + 2

(
z12
z11

)n

−
(
z44
z11

)n)2

+ 12

((
z14
z11

)n)2

.

So,

lim
n→∞

√
((z11)n + 2(z12)n − (z44)n)2 + 12((z14)n)2

(z11)n
= 1.

This implies that

lim
n→∞

λ4(T2M
′)

(z11)n
= 1.

We now note that

λ3(T2nM
′) =

1

2

(
((z11)

n + 2(z12)
n + (z44)

n)2 − ((z11)
n + 2(z12)

n − (z44)
n)2 − 12((z14)

n)2

(z11)n + 2(z12)n + (z44)n +
√

((z11)n + 2(z12)n − (z44)n)2 + 12((z14)n)2

)

=
1

2

(
4(z44)

n((z11)
n + (2z12)

n)− 12(z14)
2n

(z11)n + 2(z12)n + (z44)n +
√

((z11)n + 2(z12)n − (z44)n)2 + 12((z14)n)2

)

=
(z44)

n

2




4 + 8
(
z12
z11

)n
− 12

(
(z14)2

z44z11

)n

1 + 2
(
z12
z11

)n
+
(
z44
z11

)n
+

√(
1 + 2

(
z12
z11

)n
−
(
z44
z11

)n)2
+ 12

((
z14
z11

)n)2


 .
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We already know that

lim
n→∞


1 + 2

(
z12
z11

)n

+

(
z44
z11

)n

+

√(
1 + 2

(
z12
z11

)n

−
(
z44
z11

)n)2

+ 12

((
z14
z11

)n)2

 = 2.

So,

lim
n→∞

λ3(T2nM
′)

(z44)n
=

1

2

(
4

2

)
= 1.

We can now prove that Pl-GH(M), when M is of Form (IV) that is not isomorphic to a tensor

product, must also be #P-hard.

Lemma 85. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (IV) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Then, Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 82. Let (λ1, . . . , λ4) be the eigenvalues of

M . Let B be a lattice basis of the lattice L(λ1, . . . , λ4). If there is some c ·δij ∈ B for some non-zero

c ∈ Z, we may replace all such c · δij with δij in B and still have a lattice basis.

Now, let us assume that there exists some x ∈ B \ D. We know that the support of this x

must be greater than 2. Unless Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, we can now use Lemma 83 to find some

N1 ∈ R(M,FM ∪ {ρtensor,Ψx} ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form (IV).

If the eigenvalues of N1 have no lattice basis B ⊆ D, we can now repeat this whole process with

N1 instead of M . From Lemma 26, we know that after repeating this process finitely many times,

we will have some N ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M), and the eigenvalues of N

have a lattice basis B ⊆ D. Now, Theorem 18 proves that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

11.3 Form (III)

We will now deal with matrices of Form (III). We will once again need some setup, by proving that

the matrix M of Form (III) may be assumed to have some additional structure. Note that by a

simultaneous permutation we can permute the rows and columns of M such that M11 = M22 >

M33 = M44, and that M13 ≥ M14. For the rest of this section, we will assume this is the case.




a x y z

x a z y

y z b t

z y t b




Figure 9: Form (III)

Lemma 86. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Let F be a countable set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that

F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then there exists some N ∈ R(M,F})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that Nii > Njk

for all i ∈ [4], and j 6= k ∈ [4].
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Proof. We may assume that the entries of M are generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. We can use Lemma 4

to replace M with some other cM such that eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [4], t ∈ [d]. We will now let F ′ =

{F ′ : N 7→ F (T2N) : F ∈ F}. We note that since F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F , F ′(TM (g
1/2
1 , . . . , g

1/2
d )) 6=

0 for all F ′ ∈ F ′. So, Lemma 28 allows us to pick some M ′ ∈ R(M,F ′) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

We will now consider SM ′(θ). We know that there exists some δ > 0 such that |SM ′(θ)ij−Iij| < 1
3

for all i, j ∈ [4], for all 0 < θ < δ. So, we can use Lemma 32 to find some M ′′ = SM ′(θ∗) ∈
R(M ′,F ′) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R 6=0), such that 0 < θ∗ < δ.

We will now let N = T2(M
′′). Clearly, N ∈ Sym4(R>0). By our choice of M ′′, we know that

Nii > 4
9 , and Njk < 1

9 for all i ∈ [4], and j 6= k ∈ [4]. By the Gershgorin Circle Theorem

[Ger31], we know that if we let ri =
∑

j∈[4]\{i} |Nij|, then all the eigenvalues of N lie within one

of the intervals [Nii − ri, Nii + ri]. But as we have seen, Nii − ri >
(
4
9 − 3 · 1

9

)
> 0 for all i ∈ [4].

This implies that all eigenvalues of N are positive. So, N ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Moreover, by our

choice of F ′, we know that since F ′(M ′′) 6= 0 for all F ′ ∈ F ′, F (N) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . So,

N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) is the required matrix.

As it turns out, it is possible for matrices of Form (III) to be isomorphic to A ⊗ B for some

A,B ∈ Sym2(R). We will now show that if ρtensor(M) 6= 0, then M has sufficient structure, that

we can prove that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 87. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (III) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard,

or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form (III), such that N12 6= N34.

Proof. If M12 6= M34, we are already done, so we may assume otherwise. We will let ζ : N 7→
(N11 − N33)(N11 − N44)(N22 − N33)(N22 − N44). We know that ζ(M) 6= 0. We will let F ′ =

{F ′ : N 7→ F (N3) | F ∈ F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}}. We also know that there exists some δ > 0 such

that for all 0 < θ < δ, |SM (θ)ij − Iij | < 1
3 . We can now use Lemma 32 to find M ′ = SM (θ∗) ∈

R(M,F ∪ F ′ ∪ {ζ, ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), for some 0 < θ∗ < δ. If M ′ is not of Form (III), that

would imply that it is either diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or Form (II),

or satisfies M ′
11 = M ′

22 6= M ′
33 = M ′

44, but is not of Form (III). In either case, since ρtensor(M
′) 6= 0,

we see that Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to either Theorem 68, or Lemma 73 and

Lemma 82, or Lemma 70. So, we may assume that M ′ is of Form (III).

We will now consider (RnM
′)12 − (RnM

′)34 for all n ≥ 1. We let X = {(M ′)ab : a, b ∈ [4]}, and

cij(x) =
∑

a,b∈[4]:M ′

ab
=x(M

′)ia(M ′)jb. We see that

(RnM
′)12 − (RnM

′)34 =
∑

x∈X
xn · (c12(x)− c34(x))

for all n ≥ 1. So, the equations (RnM
′)12 − (RnM

′)34 = 0 form a full rank Vandermonde system

of equations of size O(1). This implies that c12(x) − c34(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X. By construction of

M ′, we know that (M ′)ab = (M ′)11 implies that (a, b) ∈ {(1, 1), (2, 2)}, and that (M ′)ab = (M ′′)33
implies that (a, b) = {(3, 3), (4, 4)}. So, we see that (using the fact that M ′ has Form (III))

c12((M
′)11)− c34((M

′)11) = 2(M ′)11(M
′)12 − 2(M ′)13(M

′)14 = 0, and

73



c12((M
′)33)− c34((M

′)33) = 2(M ′)13(M
′)14 − 2(M ′)33(M

′)34 = 0.

Hence, (M ′)11(M ′)12 = (M ′)33(M ′)34. Since we know that (M ′)11 6= (M ′)33, this implies that

(M ′)12 6= (M ′)34.
So, if (RnM

′)12 − (RnM
′)34 = 0 for all n ≥ 1, then M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0)

is the required matrix. On the other hand, suppose there exists some n ≥ 1 such that (RnM
′)12 −

(RnM
′)34 6= 0. In that case, we will construct ξ′ : N 7→ (RnN)12 − (RnN)34. We see that

ξ′(SM (θ∗)) 6= 0. So, Corollary 33 lets us find some M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ′∪{ξ′})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Now, if we

let ξ : N 7→ N12 −N34, we see that ξ(RM ′′(n)) 6= 0. We also see that F (RM ′′(1)) = F ((M ′′)3) 6= 0

for all F ∈ F ∪{ρtensor, ζ}. So, we can use Lemma 57 to find some N ∈ R(M,F ∪{ρtensor, ζ, ξ})∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0).

Since ζ(N) 6= 0, if N is not of Form (III), then it must either be diagonal distinct, or isomorphic

to a matrix of Form (I) or Form (II), or satisfies N11 = N22 6= N33 = N44, but is not of Form (III).

In any case, since ρtensor(N) 6= 0, we see that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to either

Theorem 68, or Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70. On the other hand, if N is of Form (III),

it is the required matrix.

Lemma 88. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (III) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard,

or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F∪{ρtensor})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form (III), such that N11N33N12N34−
(N13N14)

2 6= 0.

Proof. We let ξ : N 7→ (N11N33N12N34)− (N13N14)
2. If ξ(M) 6= 0, we are already done, so we may

assume otherwise. We also let ζ : N 7→ (N11−N33)(N11−N44)(N22−N33)(N22−N44). We note that

ζ(M) 6= 0. We will first use Lemma 87 to find M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form

(III) such that (M ′)12 6= (M ′)34. We can now use Lemma 86 to find M ′′ ∈ R(M ′,F ∪{ρtensor, ζ})∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0), such that (M ′′)ii > (M ′′)jk for all i ∈ [4], and j 6= k ∈ [4]. Since ζ(M ′′) 6= 0, if M ′′ is

not of Form (III), then it must either be diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or

Form (II), or satisfies (M ′′)11 = (M ′′)22 6= (M ′′)33 = (M ′′)44, but is not of Form (III). In any case,

since ρtensor(M
′′) 6= 0, we see that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to either Theorem 68, or

Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70. On the other hand, we may assume that M ′′ is of Form

(III). For convenience, we may rename this M ′′ as M . We note that we can also simultaneously

permute the rows and columns of M (first by a possible switch {1, 2} ↔ {3, 4} and then a possible

flip 3 ↔ 4) such that M11 > M33, and M13 ≥ M14 without loss of generality.

We may assume that the entries of M are generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. We can also replace this

M with some cM as guaranteed by Lemma 4 such that eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [4], and t ∈ [d]. We

will now define a function T̂M : Rd+1 → Sym4(R) such that

T̂M (p, z1, . . . , zd)ij = TM(pz1 , . . . , pzd)ij (24)

for all i, j ∈ [4]. By our choice of M , we know that T̂M (e, log(g1), . . . , log(gd)) = M . We note that

T̂M (p, z1, . . . , zd)ij is continuous as a function of all its variables, for all i, j ∈ [4]. So, there exist

non-empty intervals I1, . . . , Id ⊆ R>0 such that for all (z1, . . . , zd) ∈ I1 × · · · × Id, T̂M(e, z1, . . . , zd)
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also satisfies the properties of M that

M11 > M33,M13 ≥ M14,M12 6= M34, and Mii > Mjk,

for all i ∈ [4], for j 6= k ∈ [4]. But now, we can pick some (z∗1 , . . . , z
∗
d) ∈ Qd ∩ (I1 × · · · × Id). Since

z∗t > 0 for all t ∈ [d], there exists some Z∗ ∈ Z>0, such that Z · z∗t ∈ Z>0 for all t ∈ [d]. We will now

define T ∗
M : R → Sym4(R) such that

T ∗
M (p)ij = T̂M(p, Z∗ · z∗i , . . . , Z∗ · z∗d)ij = pzij (25)

for some zij = Z∗∑
t∈[d] eijtz

∗
t ∈ Z≥0 for all i, j ∈ [4]. We also see that since T ∗

M(e)ii > T ∗
M (e)jk

for all i ∈ [4], and j 6= k ∈ [4], it must be the case that zii > zjk for all i ∈ [4], and j 6= k ∈ [4].

If ξ(T ∗
M (p)) 6= 0 for some p ∈ R, then from the construction of T ∗

M , we see that there must exist

some p ∈ Rd such that ξ(TM (p)) = ξ(T ∗
M (p)) 6= 0. Therefore, Lemma 28 allows us to find some

N ∈ R(M,F∪{ρtensor, ζ, ξ})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Since ζ(N) 6= 0, if N is not of Form (III), it must either

be diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or (II), or it should satisfy the equation

N11 = N22 6= N33 = N44, but not be of Form (III). In any of these cases, since ρtensor(N) 6= 0, it

follows from Theorem 68, or Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70, that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M)

is #P-hard. On the other hand, if N is of Form (III), then we note that it is the required matrix,

and we are done.

We may now assume that ξ(T ∗
M (p)) = 0 for all p ∈ R. This means that pz11+z33+z12+z34 =

p2z13+2z14 for all p ∈ R. So, we see that

z13 + z14 =
(z11 + z12) + (z33 + z34)

2
, (26)

i.e., z13 + z14 is the average of the other two sums. In particular, we have three possibilities,

Case 0. z11 + z12 = z13 + z14 = z33 + z34; or

Case 1. z11 + z12 > z13 + z14 > z33 + z34; or

Case 2. z11 + z12 < z13 + z14 < z33 + z34.

We will now consider

ξ((T ∗
M (p))2) = ((T ∗

M (p))2)11((T ∗
M (p))2)33((T ∗

M (p))2)12((T ∗
M (p))2)34 −

(
((T ∗

M (p))2)13((T ∗
M (p))2)14

)2
.

We will show that this function in p is not identically 0. For a contradiction, we assume that

ξ(((T ∗
M (p))2)) = 0 for all p ∈ R. Thus, we have for all p ∈ R

((T ∗
M (p))2)11((T ∗

M (p))2)33((T ∗
M (p))2)12((T ∗

M (p))2)34 =
(
((T ∗

M (p))2)13((T ∗
M (p))2)14

)2
(27)
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where (using the Form (III))

((T ∗
M (p))2)11 = p2z11 + p2z12 + p2z13 + p2z14 ,

((T ∗
M (p))2)33 = p2z13 + p2z14 + p2z33 + p2z34 ,

((T ∗
M (p))2)12 = 2pz11+z12 + 2pz13+z14 ,

((T ∗
M (p))2)34 = 2pz13+z14 + 2pz33+z34 ,

((T ∗
M (p))2)13 = pz11+z13 + pz12+z14 + pz13+z33 + pz14+z34 ,

((T ∗
M (p))2)14 = pz11+z14 + pz12+z13 + pz13+z34 + pz14+z33 .

• Step 1. The leading degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) is either 4p3z11+2z33+z12+z13+z14 (in

the enumerated Case 1. of Eq. (26)) or 4p2z11+3z33+z34+z13+z14 (in Case 2.) or has coefficient

16 (in Case 0).

By our choice of zij , we know that z11 > z33 > zij for all i 6= j ∈ [4]. So, p2z11 is the leading

degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)11 = p2z11 + p2z12 + p2z13 + p2z14 ,

and p2z33 is the leading degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)33 = p2z13 + p2z14 + p2z33 + p2z34 .

Now, if the two terms of ((T ∗
M (p))2)12 collapse into one term, that implies that z11 + z12 =

z13 + z14. But then, Eq. (26) implies that z13 + z14 = z33 + z34 as well. This would imply

that ((T ∗
M (p))2)12 = 4pz11+z12 = ((T ∗

M (p))2)34. This means that the leading degree term of

the LHS of Eq. (27) will be

16p4z11+2z33+2z12 .

On the other hand, if the two terms of ((T ∗
M (p))2)12 do not collapse into each other, that means

that z11 + z12 6= z13 + z14. From Eq. (26), this implies that in fact, z11 + z12 6= z13 + z14 6=
z33+z34 are pairwise distinct. So, it must either be the case that z11+z12 > z13+z14 > z33+z34,

or it must be the case that z33 + z34 > z13 + z14 > z11 + z12. Depending on which of the two

cases occur, the leading degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) will be, respectively, either

4p3z11+2z33+z12+z13+z14 or 4p2z11+3z33+z34+z13+z14 .

• Step 2. Case 1. or Case 2. hold in Eq. (26). Case 0. does not. The leading degree term of

the RHS of Eq. (27) is 4p4z11+2z13+2z14 . Furthermore, we have

(A) z11 + z14 = z12 + z13 > z13 + z34, or

(B) z11 + z14 = z13 + z34 > z12 + z13.

and the leading degree term of ((T ∗
M (p))2)14 is obtained by combining two terms pz11+z14 +

pz12+z13 in case (A), or pz11+z14 + pz13+z34 in case (B).
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We will now analyze the leading degree term of the RHS of Eq. (27). Let us first focus on the

terms of

((T ∗
M (p))2)13 = pz11+z13 + pz12+z14 + pz13+z33 + pz14+z34 .

We note that z11+z13 > z12+z14, since z11 > z12, and z13 ≥ z14. Similarly, z11+z13 > z13+z33,

since z11 > z33. Finally, z11 + z13 > z14 + z34. So, the leading degree term of ((T ∗
M (p))2)13 is

pz11+z13 with coefficient 1. Now, we focus on the terms of

((T ∗
M (p))2)14 = pz11+z14 + pz12+z13 + pz13+z34 + pz14+z33 .

Since z11 > z33, it follows that z11 + z14 > z14 + z33. So, the leading term coefficient of

((T ∗
M (p))2)14 cannot be 4. Since the square of this coefficient must be 4 or 16 to match that

of the LHS of Eq. (27), we see that this coefficient must be 2, and the leading term coefficient

of the LHS of Eq. (27) must be 4 (not 16). In particular, this also rules out the possibility

that z11 + z12 = z13 + z14 = z33 + z34, i.e., Case 0. in Eq. (26) does not hold, and Case 1. or

Case 2. hold in Eq. (26).

Now, in ((T ∗
M (p))2)14, we have seen that the leading degree term cannot be pz14+z33 . Similarly,

it is not possible that z12 + z13 = z13 + z34, since z12 6= z34. So, the leading degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)14 must either be pz11+z14 + pz12+z13 , or pz11+z14 + pz13+z34 . Thus, either (A) or (B)

hold. In either of these cases, we find that the leading degree term of the RHS of Eq. (27) is

4p4z11+2z13+2z14 .

• Step 3. Case 1. does not hold in Eq. (26), which implies that only Case 2 is viable. The

leading degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) is 4p2z11+3z33+z34+z13+z14 .

By Eq. (26), z13 + z14 is the average of z11 + z12 and z33 + z34. Assume Case 1. holds, i.e.,

z11 + z12 > z13 + z14 > z33 + z34. In this case, by Step 1. the leading degree term of the

first term of ξ((T ∗
M (p))2) is 4p3z11+2z33+z12+z13+z14 . Since it has to equal the leading degree

term of the second term, this means that 3z11 + 2z33 + z12 + z13 + z14 = 4z11 + 2z13 + 2z14.

Simplifying, we see that

2z33 + z12 = z11 + z13 + z14. (28)

But also, for

((T ∗
M (p))2)14 = pz11+z14 + pz12+z13 + pz13+z34 + pz14+z33

in case (A), z11+z14 = z12+z13, the leading degree term of ((T ∗
M (p))2)14 is pz11+z14 +pz12+z13 .

Together with Eq. (28), this implies that 2z13 = 2z33, which is not possible since z33 > z13.

The other possibility is case (B), z11+z14 = z13+z34, the leading degree term of ((T ∗
M (p))2)14

is pz11+z14 + pz13+z34 . Eq. (28) implies that 2z33 + z12 = 2z13 + z34. Since pz13+z34 has the

highest degree in ((T ∗
M (p))2)14, that also implies that (note that z11 = z13 − z14 + z34 from

Case (B))

z13 + z34 = z13 − z14 + z34 + z14 = z11 + z14 > z14 + z33.

So, 2z33 + z12 = 2z13 + z34 > z13 + (z14 + z33), which means that z33 + z12 > z13 + z14.

Since we have assumed that we are in Case 1., z11 + z12 > z13 + z14 > z33 + z34, we see that
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z33+ z12 > z13+ z14 > z33+ z34. So, z12 > z34. However, since pz13+z34 has the highest degree

in ((T ∗
M (p))2)14, we also know that z13 + z34 > z12 + z13. But this implies that z34 > z12,

which is a contradiction. So, it is not possible that z11 + z12 > z13 + z14 > z33 + z34. We

conclude that in fact, Case 1. is impossible, only Case 2. remains, namely

z33 + z34 > z13 + z14 > z11 + z12, (29)

and the leading degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) is 4p2z11+3z33+z34+z13+z14 .

• Step 4. Case (A) is impossible, which implies that only Case (B) is viable.

Since the leading degree terms of the LHS and the RHS of Eq. (27) are equal, this means that

2z11 +3z33 + z34 + z13 + z14 = 4z11 +2z13 +2z14. From Eq. (26), we know that 2z13 +2z14 =

z11 + z33 + z12 + z34. Substituting into the equation above, we get that 2z11 + 3z33 + z34 +

z13 + z14 = 5z11 + z33 + z34 + z12. Simplifying, we get

2z33 + z13 + (z14 + z11) = 4z11 + z12. (30)

Assume Case (A), z11 + z14 = z12 + z13. Together with Eq. (30), this implies that

2z33 + 2z13 = 4z11,

which is not possible since z11 > z33, z13. So, we conclude that Case (A) is impossible, and

only Case (B) is viable, i.e., the leading degree term of ((T ∗
M (p))2)14 is pz11+z14 +pz13+z34 , and

we have

z11 + z14 = z13 + z34 > z12 + z13. (31)

The only case remaining is Case 2. in combination of Case (B).

• Step 5. Case 2. in combination of Case (B) is impossible.

We will now consider the least degree term of the LHS and RHS of Eq. (27). From Case 2.

Eq. (29), we note that the least degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)12 = 2pz11+z12 + 2pz13+z14

is 2pz11+z12 , and the least degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)34 = 2pz13+z14 + 2pz33+34

is 2pz13+z14 . Since z11 + z12 < z33 + z34, and z11 > z33, we conclude that z12 < z34. Similarly,

since z11 + z12 < z13 + z14, we also conclude that z12 < z13, z14. So, the least degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)11 = p2z11 + p2z12 + p2z13 + p2z14

is p2z12 . From case (B) Eq. (31), we see that z11 + z14 = z13 + z34. Since z11 > z34, z13, we see

that z14 < z13, and z14 < z34. So, the least degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)33 = p2z13 + p2z14 + p2z33 + p2z34
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is p2z14 . Summing up, the least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) is precisely

4pz11+3z12+z13+3z14 .

As for the RHS of Eq. (27), we note that since z14 < z13, and z12 < z11, z33, z34, the least

degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)13 = pz11+z13 + pz12+z14 + pz13+z33 + pz14+z34

is pz12+z14 . This means that the least degree term of ((T ∗
M (p))2)14 must have a coefficient of

exactly 2 for the coefficients of the LHS and RHS of Eq. (27) to be equal. But we are in case

(B), and so pz11+z14 + pz13+z34 is the leading degree term of

((T ∗
M (p))2)14 = pz11+z14 + pz12+z13 + pz13+z34 + pz14+z33 .

So, the least degree term must be the combined term from pz12+z13 + pz14+z33 . In this case,

the least degree term of the RHS of Eq. (27) is

4p2z12+2z14+2z12+2z13 .

Since this must be equal to the least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27), we find that z11 +

3z12 + z13 + 3z14 = 4z12 + 2z14 + 2z13. Simplifying, we get

z11 + z14 = z12 + z13,

which contradicts case (B) Eq. (31). So, we see that in fact, Case 2. in combination of case

(B) is impossible. This implies that our original assumption that ξ(((T ∗
M (p))2)) = 0 for all

p ∈ R must be false.

Now, if we let ξ2 : N 7→ ξ(N2), we see that ξ2(T ∗
M (p)) is not the zero function. From the construction

of T ∗
M , this implies that ξ2(TM (p)) is not the zero function either. So, we can use Lemma 28 to find

M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ξ2}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Since F (M ′) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}, and

ξ((M ′)2) 6= 0, we can use Corollary 33 to find some N ∈ R(M ′,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ξ}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Since ζ(N) 6= 0, if N is not of Form (III), then it must be either diagonal distinct, or isomorphic

to a matrix of Form (I) or Form (II), or satisfies N11 = N22 6= N33 = N44, but is not of Form (III).

In any case, since ρtensor(N) 6= 0, we see that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to either

Theorem 68, or Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70. On the other hand, if N is of Form (III),

it is the required matrix (satisfying ξ(N) 6= 0).

We will now need a few more technical lemmas that show that since ρtensor(M) 6= 0, M may be

assumed to have some more structure.

Lemma 89. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (III) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-

hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪ F ′ ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form (III), where

F ′ = {ξc1,c2 : c1, c2 ∈ (Z>0)} for the Sym4(R)-polynomials

ξc1,c2 : N 7→ (N c1
13N

c2
12 −N c1

14N
c2
11)

2 + (N c1
33N

c2
14 −N c1

34N
c2
13)

2.
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Proof. We let ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N33)(N11 − N44)(N22 −N33)(N22 −N44). We note that ζ(M) 6= 0.

Without loss of generality, we may first replace M with the matrix M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor, ζ}) ∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0) whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma 86. So, we may assume that Mii > Mjk for

all i ∈ [4], j 6= k ∈ [4]. Now, we let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. We may replace

M with some cM , as guaranteed by Lemma 4 such that eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [4], t ∈ [d]. We also

note that eij0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ [4]. We will now define the function T̂M : Rd+1 → Sym4(R) just as

we did in Eq. (24). Then, we similarly define T ∗
M : R → Sym4(R) as in Eq. (25), such that

T ∗
M (p)ij = pzij ,

for some integers zij . We may assume that z11 6= z33, and that zii > zjk for all i ∈ [4], and

j 6= k ∈ [4].

We will now consider ξc1,c2((T ∗
M (p))2). First we want to show that if ξc1,c2((T ∗

M (p))2) = 0, for

all p ∈ R, then c1 = c2. We note that

((T ∗
M (p))213)

c1((T ∗
M (p))212)

c2 =
(
pz11+z13 + pz12+z14 + pz13+z33 + pz14+z34

)c1

·
(
2pz11+z12 + 2pz13+z14

)c2 , and

((T ∗
M (p))214)

c1((T ∗
M (p))211)

c2 =
(
pz11+z14 + pz12+z13 + pz13+z34 + pz14+z33

)c1

·
(
p2z11 + p2z12 + p2z13 + p2z14

)c2 .

The identity ξc1,c2((T ∗
M (p))2) = 0 for all p ∈ R implies that both terms in ξc1,c2 are 0. In particular,

((T ∗
M (p))213)

c1((T ∗
M (p))212)

c2 = ((T ∗
M (p))214)

c1((T ∗
M (p))211)

c2 , for all p ∈ R, we see that the coefficient

of the leading term of the LHS here is a (possibly non-trivial) multiple of 2c2 . As for the RHS, by

construction, the leading term of

(T ∗
M (p))211 = p2z11 + p2z12 + p2z13 + p2z14

will be p2z11 . So, the leading term of ((T ∗
M (p))211)

c2 will be p2c2z11 , with a coefficient of 1. So, this

means that some terms within ((T ∗
M (p))214)

c1 must be equal to each other. In fact, since the leading

term coefficient of this term must be a multiple of 2c2 , it must either be the case that the leading

term of (T ∗
M (p))214 must have either 2 or all 4 of the terms have the same degree. If all four terms

have the same degree, that would imply that z11+ z14 = z33+ z14, which is not true since z11 6= z33.

So, this means that the leading term coefficient of the RHS is precisely 2c1 . Since this is a multiple

of 2c1 , this implies that c1 ≥ c2.

On the other hand, we can apply the same argument on the second term of the identity

ξc1,c2((T ∗
M (p))2) = 0, which is ((T ∗

M (p))233)
c1((T ∗

M (p))214)
c2 = ((T ∗

M (p))234)
c1((T ∗

M (p))213)
c2 . Then we

find that c2 ≥ c1, which implies that in fact, c1 = c2.

Now, if c1 = c2, let us consider the matrix M itself. If (M13M12)
c1 = (M11M14)

c1 , and

(M33M14)
c1 = (M13M34)

c1 , since M ∈ Sym4(R>0), that implies that M11M14 = M12M13, and

M14M33 = M13M34. We also note that M14 = M23, and M11M44 = M22M33, since M is of Form

(III). So, this implies that ρtensor(M) = 0, which contradicts our assumption about M .
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So, we see that for all ξc1,c2 , either ξc1,c2(M) 6= 0, or there exists some p ∈ R such that

ξc1,c2((T ∗
M (p))2) 6= 0. We will now let F ′′ = {F ′′ : N 7→ ξc1,c2(N

2) | c1 6= c2 ∈ Z>0}, and F ′′′ = {ξc,c :
c ∈ Z>0}. We can now use Lemma 28 to find M ′′ ∈ R(M,F ∪F ′′∪F ′′′∪{ρtensor, ζ})∩Sym

pd

4 (R>0).

Since F (M ′′) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪F ′′′∪{ρtensor, ζ}, and ξc1,c2(M
2) 6= 0 for all c1 6= c2 ∈ Z>0, we can

then use Corollary 33 to find some N ∈ R(M,F ∪F ′∪{ρtensor, ζ})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Since ζ(N) 6= 0,

if N is not of Form (III), then it must either be diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of

Form (I) or Form (II), or satisfies N11 = N22 6= N33 = N44, but is not of Form (III). In any case,

since ρtensor(N) 6= 0, we see that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to either Theorem 68, or

Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70. On the other hand, if N is of Form (III), it is the required

matrix.

Lemma 90. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (III) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard,

or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) of Form (III), such that

(
log

(
N13

N14

))2

6= log

(
N11

N12

)
· log

(
N33

N34

)
,

and Nii > Njk for all i ∈ [4], j 6= k ∈ [4], and N11N33N12N34 6= (N13N14)
2.

Proof. We will let ζ : N 7→ (N11 − N33)(N11 − N44)(N22 − N33)(N22 − N44), and ζ ′ : N 7→
N11N33N12N34 − (N13N14)

2. We note that ζ(M) 6= 0. We will also let F ′ = {ξc1,c2 : c1, c2 ∈ (Z>0)}
as defined in Lemma 89, such that .

ξc1,c2 : N 7→ (N c1
13N

c2
12 −N c1

14N
c2
11)

2 + (N c1
33N

c2
14 −N c1

34N
c2
13)

2.

We can first find M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪F ′∪{ρtensor, ζ})∩Sympd
q (R>0) using Lemma 89. We can now use

Lemma 88 to find M ′′ ∈ R(M,F∪F ′∪{ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′})∩Sympd
q (R>0). Finally, we can use Lemma 86

to find M ′′′ ∈ R(M,F∪F ′∪{ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′})∩Sympd
q (R>0) such that (M ′′′)ii > (M ′′′)jk for all i ∈ [4],

j 6= k ∈ [4]. Since ζ(M ′′′) 6= 0, if M ′′′ is not of Form (III), then it must either be diagonal distinct, or

isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or Form (II), or satisfies (M ′′′)11 = (M ′′′)22 6= (M ′′′)33 = (M ′′′)44,

but is not of Form (III). In any case, since ρtensor(M
′′′) 6= 0, we see that Pl-GH(M ′′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M)

is #P-hard, due to either Theorem 68, or Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70. We may now

assume that M ′′′ is of Form (III).

For convenience, we can rename this M ′′′ as M . We also note that if M13 = M14, we are already

done, since M11/M12 > 1,M33/M34 > 1, which implies that

log

(
M11

M12

)
· log

(
M33

M34

)
> 0 =

(
log

(
M13

M14

))2

.

So, we may assume that M13 6= M14. Now, we can assume without loss of generality that M11 >

M33, and that M13 > M14 by permuting the rows and columns of M (first by a possible switch

{1, 2} ↔ {3, 4} and then a possible flip 3 ↔ 4).
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Now, we may let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}t∈[d], such that eijt ≥ 0 for all

i, j ∈ [4], t ∈ [d]. So, for all p ∈ (R>0)
d,

(
log

(TM (p)13
TM (p)14

))2

=


∑

t∈[d]
(e13t − e14t) log(pt)




2

, and

(
log

(TM (p)33
TM (p)34

))(
log

(TM(p)11
TM(p)12

))
=


∑

t∈[d]
(e33t − e34t) log(pt)


 ·


∑

t∈[d]
(e11t − e12t) log(pt)


 .

We note that none of these three functions are the constant zero function. For example, since M11 >

M12, we have (e111, . . . , e11d) 6= (e121, . . . , e12d) and thus
∑

t∈[d](e11t − e12t) log(pt) is not constant

zero. The other two being not constant zero follow similarly from M13 > M14 and M33 > M44. We

will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 91. Let 0 6= (a1, . . . , an), (b1, . . . , bn), (c1, . . . , cn) ∈ Zn such that


∑

i∈[n]
aixi




2

=


∑

i∈[n]
bixi




∑

i∈[n]
cixi


 ,

for all (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn, then there exists a rational constant κ such that

(c1, . . . , cn) = κ · (a1, . . . , an) = κ2 · (b1, . . . , bn).

We will now define the function Ω : (R>0)
d → R such that

Ω(p) =

(
log

(TM(p)13
TM(p)14

))2

−
(
log

(TM (p)33
TM (p)34

))
·
(
log

(TM (p)11
TM (p)12

))
.

Claim 91 tells us that if Ω(p) = 0 for all p ∈ (R>0)
d, then there exists some rational κ ∈ Q such

that

(e111 − e121, . . . , e11d − e12d) = κ · (e131 − e141, . . . , e13d − e14d) = κ2 · (e331 − e341, . . . , e33d − e34d).

This implies that

(log (M11/M12))

(log (M13/M14))
=

(e111 − e121) log(g1) + · · ·+ (e11d − e12d) log(gd)

(e131 − e141) log(g1) + · · ·+ (e13d − e14d) log(gd)
= κ =

c1
c2
, and

(log (M13/M14))

(log (M33/M34))
=

(e131 − e141) log(g1) + · · ·+ (e13d − e14d) log(gd)

(e331 − e341) log(g1) + · · ·+ (e33d − e34d) log(gd)
= κ =

c1
c2
,

for some positive integers c1, c2. But this means that

(
M11

M12

)c2

=

(
M13

M14

)c1

, and

(
M13

M14

)c2

=

(
M33

M34

)c1

.
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In particular, we see that

((M)13)
c1((M)12)

c2 = ((M)11)
c2((M)14)

c1 , and ((M)13)
c2((M)34)

c1 = ((M)33)
c1((M)14)

c2 .

This contradicts our assumption that ξc1,c2(M) 6= 0. So, our assumption that Ω(p) = 0 for all

p ∈ (R>0)
d must be false. Let p′ = (p′1, . . . , p

′
d) ∈ (R>0)

d such that Ω(p′) 6= 0. We can now define

p : R → Rd, such that

p(t) = t · p′ + (1− t) · (g1, . . . , gd).

We note that p(0) = (g1, . . . , gd) ∈ (R>0)
d, and p(1) = p′ ∈ (R>0)

d. Therefore, for all t ∈ [0, 1],

and for all i ∈ [d], p(t)i = t · p′i + (1 − t)gi > 0. Moreover, since p(t) is continuous as a function

of t, we see that there exists some δ1, δ2 > 0 such that p(t) ∈ (R>0)
d for all t ∈ (−δ1, δ1), and

t ∈ (1− δ2, 1 + δ2). We will now let U = (−δ1, 1 + δ2) ⊂ R be an open set, such that p(t) ∈ (R>0)
d

for all t ∈ U . We now define ω : U → R such that

ω(t) = Ω(p(t)).

Clearly, ω is a real valued analytic function on U . Moreover, by our choice of p′, we know that

ω(1) = Ω(p′) 6= 0. So, ω is a non-zero real analytic function on the open set U . So, we know

([KP02], Corollary 1.2.7) that the set of zeros of ω within [0, 1] cannot have an accumulation point.

In particular, there can only be finitely many zeros of ω within [0, 1]. We can denote the set of zeros

as ∅ω = {t ∈ [0, 1] : ω(t) = 0}.
Since p(0) = (g1, . . . , gd), we see that TM(p(0)) = M . So, there exists some 0 < δ < 1 such

that TM (p(t))ii > TM (p(t))jk > 0, for all i ∈ [4], j 6= k ∈ [4], and t ∈ (0, δ). We also note that

the eigenvalues of TM(p(t)) are continuous as functions of t. Since TM(p(0)) = M is positive

definite, this implies that there exists some 0 < δ′ < 1 such that TM(p(t)) is positive definite for

all t ∈ (0, δ′). We will now let F ′′ = F ∪F ′ ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′}. We note that F ′′ is a countable set of

Sym4(R)-polynomials. So, F (TM(p(t))) is a polynomial in t for all F ∈ F ′′. Since F (M) 6= 0 for

all F ∈ F ′′, by our choice of M , it follows that F (TM (p(t))) is a non-zero polynomial in t for all

F ∈ F ′′. We let ∅F = {t ∈ (0, 1) : F (TM (p(t))) = 0} for all F ∈ F ′′. Each of these is a finite set,

and therefore, ∪F∈F ′′∅F is a countable set.

We can therefore find p∗ = p(t∗) for some t∗ ∈ ((0, δ) ∩ (0, δ′)) \ (∪F∈F ′′∅F ∪ ∅ω). By our choice

of t∗, we see that F (TM (p∗)) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F ∪ F ′ ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′}, and TM(p∗) ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

Moreover, we also see that Ω(p∗) 6= 0. So, N = TM(p∗) ∈ R(M,F ∪ F ′ ∪ {ρtensor, ζ, ζ ′}) ∩
Sym

pd

4 (R>0) such that Ω(N) 6= 0. Since ζ(N) 6= 0, if N is not of Form (III), then it must either be

diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or Form (II), or satisfies N11 = N22 6= N33 =

N44, but is not of Form (III). In any case, since ρtensor(N) 6= 0, we see that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M)

is #P-hard, due to either Theorem 68, or Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70. On the other

hand, if N is of Form (III), it is the required matrix.

We will now prove Claim 91.

Proof of Claim 91. The zero sets defined by the LHS and the RHS are respectively the hyperplane∑
i∈[n] aixi = 0, and the union of the hyperplanes

∑
i∈[n] bixi = 0 and

∑
i∈[n] cixi = 0. Thus they
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must all coincide. Their (non-zero) normal vectors must be proportional. Therefore there exist

constants κ, κ′ ∈ Q 6=0 such that (c1, . . . , cn) = κ · (a1, . . . , an) and (b1, . . . , bn) = κ′ · (a1, . . . , an).
Then the given equality in the lemma statement implies that κ′ = κ−1.

Lemma 92. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (III) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let 0 6= x ∈ χ4 of support

size greater than 2. Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪
{Ψx, ρtensor}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) of Form (III).

Proof. We can replace M with the matrix M ′ that is obtained from Lemma 90. We may also

assume without loss of generality that M11 > M33, and that M13 ≥ M14 by permuting the rows and

columns of M (first by a possible switch {1, 2} ↔ {3, 4} and then a possible flip 3 ↔ 4). We will

now let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. Using Lemma 4, we may replace M with

some cM such that eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [4], t ∈ [d]. Since M ∈ Sym4(R>0), we note that eij0 = 0

for all i, j ∈ [4].

We will now define the function T̂M : Rd+1 → Sym4(R), just as in Eq. (24), such that

T̂M(p, z1, . . . , zd)ij = TM (pz1 , . . . , pzd).

Following the same argument as in the paragraph after Eq. (24), we can pick some rational z∗1 , . . . , z
∗
d

such that T̂M(e, z∗1 , . . . , z
∗
d) satisfies the properties of M , that

M11M33M12M34 6= (M13M14)
2,

(
log

(
M13

M14

))2

6=
(
log

(
M11

M12

))
·
(
log

(
M33

M34

))
,

M11 > M33, M13 ≥ M14, and Mii > Mjk for all i ∈ [4], j 6= k ∈ [4], by permuting the rows and

columns of M (first by a possible switch {1, 2} ↔ {3, 4} and then a possible flip 3 ↔ 4). We then

let Z∗ ∈ Z>0 such that Z∗z∗t ∈ Z>0 for all t ∈ [d]. We can then define T ∗
M : R → Sym4(R), as in

Eq. (25) such that

T ∗
M (p)ij = T̂M (p, Z∗ · z∗i , . . . , Z∗ · z∗d)ij = pzij ,

for some zij ∈ Z≥0 for all i, j ∈ [4]. We may assume from this construction that zii > zjk for

all i ∈ [4], j 6= k ∈ [4], z11 > z33, z13 ≥ z14, z11 + z33 + z12 + z34 6= 2(z13 + z14), and that

(z13 − z14)
2 6= (z11 − z12)(z33 − z34).

We see that

T ∗
M (p) =




pz11 pz12 pz13 pz14

pz12 pz11 pz14 pz13

pz13 pz14 pz33 pz34

pz14 pz13 pz34 pz33




84



It can be verified that the eigenvalues of T ∗
M (p) are:

λ1(T ∗
M (p)) =

1

2
(µ1(p) + ν1(p)) ,

λ2(T ∗
M (p)) =

1

2
(µ1(p)− ν1(p)) ,

λ3(T ∗
M (p)) =

1

2
(µ2(p) + ν2(p)) ,

λ4(T ∗
M (p)) =

1

2
(µ2(p)− ν2(p)) ,

(32)

where

µ1(p) = pz11 + pz33 + pz12 + pz34 ,

µ2(p) = pz11 + pz33 − pz12 − pz34 ,

ν1(p) =
√

(pz11 − pz33 + pz12 − pz34)2 + 4(pz13 + pz14)2, and

ν2(p) =
√

(pz11 − pz33 − pz12 + pz34)2 + 4(pz13 − pz14)2.

We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 93.

lim
p→∞

λ1(T ∗
M (p))

pz11
= lim

p→∞
λ3(T ∗

M (p))

pz11
= 1,

lim
p→∞

λ2(T ∗
M (p))

pz33
= lim

p→∞
λ4(T ∗

M (p))

pz33
= 1.

We can see that for large enough values of p, λi(T ∗
M (p)) > 0 for all i ∈ [4]. Define the function

ϕx : (R 6=0)
4 → R as ϕx(α1, . . . , α4) =

∏
i∈[4](αi)

xi . For large enough values of p, Claim 93 implies

that ϕx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) is well-defined. Moreover, we note that

φx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 0 ⇐⇒ ϕx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 1.

We can analyze φx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) by studying ϕx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))). We note

that

ϕx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M(p))) = (pz11)x1+x3(pz33)x2+x4

(
λ1(T ∗

M(p))

pz11

)x1

·
(
λ2(T ∗

M(p))

pz33

)x2

·
(
λ3(T ∗

M(p))

pz11

)x3

·
(
λ4(T ∗

M(p))

pz33

)x4

.

So,

lim
p→∞

ϕx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M(p))) = lim
p→∞

p(z11−z33)(x1+x3).

Since z11 − z33 > 0 by our assumption, we see that lim
p→∞

ϕx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) 6= 1 if

x1 + x3 6= 0. In other words, for large enough p, φx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M(p))) 6= 0, if x1 +

x3 6= 0. So, when x1 + x3 6= 0, we see from the construction of T ∗
M that there exists some p∗ =

((p∗)Z
∗·z∗1 , . . . , (p∗)Z

∗·z∗
d ) such that φx(TM (p∗)) 6= 0.
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We will now assume that x1+x3 = 0. This of course also implies that x2+x4 = 0, since x ∈ χ4.

If x1 = 0, or x2 = 0, then the support size of x would be ≤ 2. We can assume that x1 > 0, and

that x2 6= 0. So, we see that φx(λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 0 implies that

(
λ1(T ∗

M (p))

λ3(T ∗
M (p))

)x1

=

(
λ2(T ∗

M (p))

λ4(T ∗
M (p))

)x2

,

for all p ∈ R where λi(T ∗
M (p)) 6= 0 for all i ∈ [4].

We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove later.

Claim 94. For small δ > 0,

λ1(T ∗
M (eδ)) = 4 +

δ

2
(z11 + z33 + z12 + z34 + 2z13 + 2z14) +O(δ2),

λ2(T ∗
M (eδ)) =

δ

2
(z11 + z33 + z12 + z34 − 2z13 − 2z14) +O(δ2),

λ3(T ∗
M (eδ)) =

δ

2

(
(z11 + z33 − z12 − z34) +

√
(z11 − z33 − z12 + z34)2 + 4(z13 − z14)2

)
+O(δ2),

λ4(T ∗
M (eδ)) =

δ

2

(
(z11 + z33 − z12 − z34)−

√
(z11 − z33 − z12 + z34)2 + 4(z13 − z14)2

)
+O(δ2).

We can see that,

lim
δ→0

λ1(T ∗
M(eδ)) = 4.

Also lim
δ→0

λi(T ∗
M (eδ)) = 0 for i = 2, 3, 4. From our choice of zij , we know that z11, z33 > z12, z34. So,

we know that z11 + z33 − z12 − z34 > 0. This implies that

lim
δ→0

λ3(T ∗
M (eδ))

δ
= (z11 + z33 − z12 − z34) +

√
(z11 − z33 − z12 + z34)2 + 4(z13 − z14)2 > 0.

So,

0 6= lim
δ→0

(
δx1 ·

(
λ1(T ∗

M (eδ))

λ3(T ∗
M (eδ))

)x1)
= lim

δ→0

(
δx1 ·

(
λ2(T ∗

M (eδ))

λ4(T ∗
M (eδ))

)x2)
. (33)

So, if x2 > 0, then in the expression in Claim 94, if the coefficient of δ in λ4(T ∗
M (eδ)) is non-zero,

then the ratio λ2/λ4 in Eq. (33) will stay bounded as δ → 0, leading to a contradiction to Eq. (33)

where the limit is non-zero. Hence the coefficient of δ in λ4(T ∗
M(eδ)) must be 0. Similarly, if x2 < 0,

the coefficient of δ in λ2(T ∗
M (eδ)) must be 0. Let us first assume that x2 > 0. In that case, we find

that

z11 + z33 − z12 − z34 =
√
(z11 − z33 − z12 + z34)2 + 4(z13 − z14)2.

On squaring both sides and simplifying, we find that

(z11−z12)
2+(z33−z34)

2+2(z11−z12)(z33−z34) = (z11−z12)
2+(z33−z34)

2−2(z11−z12)(z33−z34)

+ 4(z13 − z14)
2.
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This implies that (z11−z12)(z33−z34) = (z13−z14)
2. But by our choice of zij , we ensured that (z11−

z12)(z33−z34) 6= (z13−z14)
2. So, we see that it is not possible that φx(λ1(T ∗

M (eδ)), . . . , λ4(T ∗
M(eδ))) =

0 for all δ ∈ R, if x2 > 0.

On the other hand, if x2 < 0, then from Claim 94, we see that the coefficient of δ in λ2(T ∗
M (eδ))

must be 0. This implies that z11 + z33 + z12 + z34 = 2z13 + 2z14. But once again, from our choice

of zij , we ensured that z11 + z33 + z12 + z34 6= 2z13 + 2z14. So, we see that it is not possible that

φx(λ1(T ∗
M (eδ)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (eδ))) = 0 for all δ ∈ R, if x2 < 0 either.

So, we see that for all x ∈ χ4 of support size greater than 2, φx(λ1(T ∗
M (eδ)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (eδ))) 6= 0

for some δ that is small enough. Moreover, this is true for all y ∈ χq such that yσ(i) = xi, for some

σ ∈ S4. This means that there exists some p∗ ∈ R such that

Ψx(T ∗
M (p∗)) = Φx(λ1(T ∗

M (p∗)), . . . , λ4(T ∗
M (p∗))) 6= 0.

So, Lemma 28 allows us to find the required N ∈ R(M,F ∪ {Ψx, ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

We will now prove Claim 93, and Claim 94

Proof of Claim 93. We note that

lim
p→∞

µ1(p)

pz11
= lim

p→∞
pz11 + pz33 + pz12 + pz34

pz11
= 1.

Similarly,

lim
p→∞

µ2(p)

pz11
= lim

p→∞
pz11 + pz33 − pz12 − pz34

pz11
= 1.

We can also see that

lim
p→∞

ν1(p)

pz11
= lim

p→∞

√
(pz11 − pz33 + pz12 − pz34)2 + 4(pz13 + pz14)2

pz11
= 1, and

lim
p→∞

ν2(p)

pz11
=
√
(pz11 − pz33 − pz12 + pz34)2 + 4(pz13 − pz14)2 = 1.

This immediately proves that

lim
p→∞

λ1(T ∗
M (p))

pz11
= lim

p→∞
λ3(T ∗

M (p))

pz11
= 1.

We now note that

λ2(T ∗
M (p)) =

1

2

(
(µ1(p))

2 − (ν1(p))
2

µ1(p) + ν1(p)

)
, and λ4(T ∗

M (p)) =
1

2

(
(µ2(p))

2 − (ν2(p))
2

µ2(p) + ν2(p)

)
.

Now, we can see that

(µ1(p))
2 − (ν1(p))

2 = 4(pz11 + pz12)(pz33 + pz34)− 4(pz13 + pz14)2, and

(µ2(p))
2 − (ν2(p))

2 = 4(pz11 − pz12)(pz33 − pz34)− 4(pz13 − pz14)2.

Since we already know the limiting behaviors of µ1(p) + ν(p), and µ2(p) + ν2(p), we can see that

lim
p→∞

λ2(T ∗
M (p))

pz33
= lim

p→∞
λ4(T ∗

M (p))

pz33
= 1.
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Proof of Claim 94. Following the Taylor series expansions of µ1(e
δ), µ2(e

δ), (ν1(e
δ))2, and (ν2(e

δ))2,

we see that

µ1(e
δ) = 4 + δ(z11 + z33 + z12 + z34) +O(δ2),

µ2(e
δ) = δ(z11 + z33 − z12 − z34) +O(δ2),

(ν1(e
δ))2 = 16 + 16δ(z13 + z14) +O(δ2), and

(ν2(e
δ))2 = δ2((z11 − z33 − z12 + z34)

2 + 4(z13 − z14)
2) +O(δ3).

Then, we can use the square root expansion of
√
1 + x to see that

ν1(e
δ) = 4 + 2δ(z13 + z14) +O(δ2), and

ν2(e
δ) = δ

√
(z11 − z33 − z12 + z34)2 + 4(z13 − z14)2 +O(δ2).

Putting together these expressions finishes the proof of this claim.

We can now prove that Pl-GH(M), when M is of Form (III) that is not isomorphic to a tensor

product, must also be #P-hard.

Lemma 95. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (III) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Then, Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 85. The only difference is that instead

of Lemma 83, we will have to use Lemma 92 to find the matrices Ni. The rest of the proof is

identical.

11.4 Form (VI)

Finally, there is only one more form of matrix for us to deal with. We will now prove that Pl-GH(M)

is #P-hard, when M is of Form (VI) that is not isomorphic to a tensor product.




a x y z

x a z y

y z a x

z y x a




Figure 10: Form (VI)

Lemma 96. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (VI) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Let F be a countable

set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Let 0 6= x ∈ χ4 of support

size greater than 2. Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N ∈ R(M,F ∪
{Ψx, ρtensor}) ∩ Sym

pd

4 (R>0) of Form (VI).
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Proof. We can use Lemma 86 to obtain some M ′ ∈ R(M,F ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that

M ′
ii > M ′

jk for all i ∈ [4], j 6= k ∈ [4]. If M ′ is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that

Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Let us assume that M ′ is not diagonal distinct. If M ′ is not of

Form (VI), then Theorem 75 implies that either Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists

some N ∈ R(M ′,F ∪ {ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that N is of Form (I), (III), or (IV), and the

diagonal entries of N are not all identical. But then, we note that since ρtensor(N) 6= 0, Lemma 82,

Lemma 85, and Lemma 95 imply that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may now assume

that M ′ is of Form (VI). For convenience let us rename the matrix M ′ as M . If M11M14 = M12M13,

let κ = M13/M11 = M14/M12, then

M =

(
M11 M12

M12 M11

)
⊗
(
1 κ

κ 1

)
=

(
a x

x a

)
⊗
(
1 κ

κ 1

)
.

Similarly, if M11M12 = M13M14, or M11M13 = M12M14, then M is isomorphic to a tensor product

under the flips 2 ↔ 4, or 3 ↔ 4, respectively. So, we have M11M12 6= M13M14, M11M13 6= M12M14,

and M11M14 6= M12M13, since ρtensor(M) 6= 0.

We will now let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}t∈[d]. Using Lemma 4, we may replace

M with some cM such that eijt ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [4], t ∈ [d]. Since M ∈ Sym4(R>0), we note that

eij0 = 0 for all i, j ∈ [4].

We will now define the function T̂M : Rd+1 → SymR
q , just as in Eq. (24), such that

T̂M(p, z1, . . . , zd)ij = TM (pz1 , . . . , pzd).

We can pick some rational z∗1 , . . . , z
∗
d such that T̂M(p, z∗1 , . . . , z

∗
d) satisfies the properties of M , that

M11M12 6= M13M14, M11M13 6= M12M14, M11M14 = M12M13, and Mii > Mjk

for all i ∈ [4], j 6= k ∈ [4]. We then let Z∗ ∈ Z>0 such that Z∗z∗t ∈ Z>0 for all t ∈ [d]. We can then

define T ∗
M : R → Sym4(R), as in Eq. (25) such that

T ∗
M (p)ij = T̂M (p, Z∗ · z∗i , . . . , Z∗ · z∗d)ij = pzij ,

for some zij ∈ Z≥0 for all i, j ∈ [4]. We may assume from this construction that zii > zjk for all

i ∈ [4], and j 6= k ∈ [4], z11 + z12 6= z13 + z14, z11 + z13 6= z12 + z14, and z11 + z14 6= z12 + z13.

We see that

T ∗
M (p) =




pz11 pz12 pz13 pz14

pz12 pz11 pz14 pz13

pz13 pz14 pz11 pz12

pz14 pz13 pz12 pz11




It can be verified that the eigenvalues of T ∗
M (p) are:

λ1(T ∗
M (p)) = pz11 + pz12 + pz13 + pz14 ,

λ2(T ∗
M (p)) = pz11 + pz12 − pz13 − pz14 ,

λ3(T ∗
M (p)) = pz11 − pz12 + pz13 − pz14 ,

λ4(T ∗
M (p)) = pz11 − pz12 − pz13 + pz14 .

(34)
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We will now define the function ϕx : (R 6=0)
4 → R such that ϕx(α1, . . . , α4) =

∏
i∈[4](αi)

xi . We

see that

ϕx(λ1(T ∗
M (p), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p)) = 1 ⇐⇒ φx(λ1(T ∗
M (p), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p)) = 0.

We will understand the behavior of φx by studying ϕx.

From the Taylor series expansions of λi(T ∗
M(p)) for each i ∈ [4], we can see that for small δ > 0,

λ1(T ∗
M (eδ)) = 4 + δ (z11 + z12 + z13 + z14) +O(δ2),

λ2(T ∗
M (eδ)) = δ (z11 + z12 − z13 − z14) +O(δ2),

λ3(T ∗
M (eδ)) = δ (z11 − z12 + z13 − z14) +O(δ2),

λ4(T ∗
M (eδ)) = δ (z11 − z12 − z13 + z14) +O(δ2).

From our choice of zij , we can see that the coefficients of δ in each of the eigenvalues is non-zero.

So, the following limits all exist and are non-zero constants,

lim
δ→0

λi(T ∗
M (eδ))

δ
6= 0,

for all i ∈ {2, 3, 4}. For the given x ∈ χ4,

ϕx

(
λ1(T ∗

M (eδ)), . . . , λ4(T ∗
M (eδ))

)
= δx2+x3+x4 ·

(
λ1(T ∗

M (eδ))
)x1 ·

(
λ2(T ∗

M (eδ))

δ

)x2

·
(
λ3(T ∗

M(eδ))

δ

)x3

·
(
λ4(T ∗

M (eδ))

δ

)x4

.

So, we see that

lim
δ→0

ϕx

(
λ1(T ∗

M (eδ)), . . . , λ4(T ∗
M (eδ))

)
= 4x1 lim

δ→0


(δx1+x2+x3)

∏

i=2,3,4

(
λi(T ∗

M (eδ))

δ

)xi


 .

This implies that unless x2 + x3 + x4 = (−x1) = 0,

lim
δ→0

ϕx

(
λ1(T ∗

M (eδ)), . . . , λ4(T ∗
M (eδ))

)
6= 1,

which in turn implies that

lim
δ→0

φx(λ1(T ∗
M (eδ)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M(eδ))) 6= 0.

So, we may assume that x1 = 0. Since x has a support size > 2, and x2 + x3 + x4 = 0, we now

may assume that none of x2, x3, x4 = 0.

Suppose z12 = z13, then from Eq. (34), we see that

λ2(T ∗
M (p)) = pz11 − pz14 = λ3(T ∗

M (p)).
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So, ϕx (λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 1 for all p ∈ R implies that λ2(T ∗
M (p))x2+x3 = λ4(T ∗

M (p))x2+x3

for all p ∈ R. If x2 + x3 = 0, then x4 = −(x2 + x3) = 0 as well, and x would have support size ≤ 2,

so we may assume otherwise. Without loss generality, we may assume that x2 + x3 > 0. So, we see

that λ2(T ∗
M (p)) = λ4(T ∗

M (p)) for all p ∈ R. By Eq. (34), this implies that

pz11 − pz14 = pz11 − 2pz12 + pz14 .

Simplifying this, we find that z12 = z13 = z14 as well.

We also know that z11 6= z12. So, we see that T ∗
M (p) is of the form

TM∗(p) =




pz11 pz12 pz12 pz12

pz12 pz11 pz12 pz12

pz12 pz12 pz11 pz12

pz12 pz12 pz12 pz11


 .

But then, it is already known from Corollary 8 that when p > 1, Pl-GH(TM∗(p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.

From the above proof we may now assume we are in the case where z12 6= z13. By the same

reasoning, we may also assume that in fact, z12 6= z13 6= z14 are pairwise distinct. Without loss of

generality, we may assume that x2 > 0. We can also assume by symmetry, that x3 ≥ x4. So, the

two cases we have to consider are: x3 > 0 (which would imply that x4 = −(x2 + x3) < 0), and

x3 < 0 (which would also imply that x4 ≤ x3 < 0). Let us first consider the case where x3 > 0. We

see that if φx (λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 0, then

(pz11 + pz12 − pz13 − pz14)x2 (pz11 − pz12 + pz13 − pz14)x3 = (pz11 − pz12 − pz13 + pz14)x2+x3 .

The highest degree term of both the LHS and the RHS are both equal to pz11(x2+x3). The second

highest degree term will depend on which of z12, z13, z14 is the largest. If z12 > z13, z14, then the

second highest degree term of the LHS is (x2−x3)p
z11(x2+x3−1)+z12 , while the second highest degree

term of the RHS is (−x2 − x3)p
z11(x2+x3−1)+z12 . These terms are clearly not equal to each other.

On the other hand, if z13 > z12, z14, then the second highest degree term of the LHS is (−x2 +

x3)p
z11(x2+x3−1)+z13 , while the second highest degree term of the RHS is (−x2−x3)p

z11(x2+x3−1)+z13 ,

which are also not equal to each other. Finally, if z14 > z12, z13, the second highest degree term

of the LHS is (−x2 − x3)p
z11(x2+x3−1)+z14 , while the second highest degree term of the RHS is

(x2 + x3)p
z11(x2+x3−1)+z14 , which are not equal to each other either. This proves that it is not

possible that φx (λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 0.

We will now consider the case where x3 < 0. In this case, if φx (λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 0,

then

(pz11 + pz12 − pz13 − pz14)−x3−x4 = (pz11 − pz12 + pz13 − pz14)−x3 (pz11 − pz12 − pz13 + pz14)−x4 .

The highest degree term of both the LHS and the RHS are both equal to pz11(−x3−x4). The second

highest degree term will again depend on which of z12, z13, z14 is the largest. If z12 > z13, z14,

then the second highest degree term of the LHS is (−x3 − x4)p
z11(−x3−x4−1)+z12 , while the second
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highest degree term of the RHS is (x3 + x4)p
z11(−x3−x4−1)+z12 . These terms are clearly not equal

to each other. On the other hand, if z13 > z12, z14, then the second highest degree term of the

LHS is (x3 + x4)p
z11(−x3−x4−1)+z13 , while the second highest degree term of the RHS is (−x3 +

x4)p
z11(−x3−x4−1)+z13 , which are also not equal to each other. Finally, if z14 > z12, z13, the second

highest degree term of the LHS is (x3+x4)p
z11(−x3−x4−1)+z14 , while the second highest degree term

of the RHS is (x3 − x4)p
z11(−x3−x4−1)+z14 , which are not equal to each other either. This proves

that it is not possible that φx (λ1(T ∗
M (p)), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) = 0, even in this case.

So, we see that for all x ∈ χ4 of support size greater than 2, φx(λ1(T ∗
M (p), . . . , λ4(T ∗

M (p))) is a

non-zero polynomial. Moreover, this is true for all y ∈ χq such that yσ(i) = xi, for some σ ∈ S4. In

particular, this means that there exists some p∗ ∈ R such that

Ψx(T ∗
M (p∗)) = Φx(λ1(T ∗

M (p∗)), . . . , λ4(T ∗
M (p∗))) 6= 0.

So, Lemma 28 allows us to find some N = TM (p∗) ∈ R(M,F ∪ {Ψx, ρtensor}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). If N

is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may

assume that N is not diagonal distinct.

Let us now assume that N is not of Form (VI). Now, from Theorem 75, we see that either

Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-had, or there exists some N ′ ∈ R(M,F∪{Ψx, ρtensor})∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0),

that is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I), (III), or (IV), and does not have diagonal entries that

are all identical to each other. But in that case, we note that since ρtensor(N
′) 6= 0, Lemma 82,

Lemma 85, and Lemma 95 imply that Pl-GH(N ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, N is the

required matrix of Form (VI), gaining the crucial property that Ψx(N) 6= 0.

We can now prove that Pl-GH(M), when M is of Form (VI) that is not isomorphic to a tensor

product, must also be #P-hard.

Lemma 97. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be of Form (VI) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Then, Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 85. The only difference is that instead

of Lemma 83, we will have to use Lemma 96 to find the matrices Ni. The rest of the proof is

identical.

We can finally prove the following theorem.

Theorem 98. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. Then, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. If M is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise,

from Theorem 75, we know that either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some M ′ ∈ R(M,FM ∪
{ρtensor})∩Sym

pd

4 (R>0) that is of Form (I), (III), (IV), or (VI). In any case, Lemma 82. Lemma 95,

Lemma 85, or Lemma 97 allow us to prove that Pl-GH(M ′) 6= Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.
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12 Dichotomy for 4× 4 matrices

We will now first deal with matrices M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that M is isomorphic to A⊗B for some

A,B ∈ Sym2(R). We can assume without loss of generality, that in fact, M = A⊗B. In this case,

we see that given any graph G = (V,E),

ZA⊗B(G) =
∑

σ:V→[4]

∏

(u,v)∈E
(A⊗B)σ(u)σ(v) =

∑

σ1,σ2:V→[2]

∏

(u,v)∈E

(
(A⊗B)τ(σ1(u),σ2(u))τ(σ1(v),σ2(v))

)
,

where τ(i, j) = 2(i − 1) + j for all i, j ∈ [2].

But then, we see that

ZA⊗B(G) =
∑

σ1,σ2:V→[2]

∏

(u,v)∈E
Aσ1(u)σ1(v)Bσ2(u)σ2(v)

=


 ∑

σ1:V→[2]

∏

(u,v)∈E
Aσ1(u)σ1(v)


 ·


 ∑

σ2:V→[2]

∏

(u,v)∈E
Bσ2(u)σ2(v)




= (ZA(G)) · (ZB(G)) .

So, we see that when M = A ⊗ B, it is in some sense, equivalent to problems of a smaller

size. We shall formalize this notion shortly. In the meantime, we can now immediately prove the

following lemma.

Lemma 99. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that M = A⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R). If Pl-GH(A)

is polynomial time tractable, then Pl-GH(M) ≡ Pl-GH(B).

Proof. Let M = A ⊗ B. If A or B has any zero entries entries, then M would have zero entries,

so we see that A and B cannot have any zero entries. Now, if we assume that A and B have

entries a and b of the opposite signs, then ab < 0 would be an entry of M . So, all the entries of

A and B must have the same sign. If this sign is −, then we may replace A and B with −A and

−B. So, we may assume that A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0). This implies that for any graph G = (V,E),

ZA(G) > 0, and ZB(G) > 0. If we now had oracle access to Pl-GH(B), we can use it to compute

ZM (G) = ZA(G) ·ZB(G) for all planar G = (V,E). Similarly, if we had oracle access to Pl-GH(M),

we could use it to compute ZB(G) = ZM (G)
ZA(G) for any planar G = (V,E).

Remark. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R). Then, as we saw

in the proof of Lemma 99, we may assume that in fact, A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0). Now, we may let (λ1, λ2)

be the eigenvalues of A, and (µ1, µ2) be the eigenvalues of B. This implies that the eigenvalues of

M = A⊗B are:

λ1µ1, λ1µ2, λ2µ1, λ2µ2.

We may assume without loss of generality that λ1 ≥ λ2, and µ1 ≥ µ2. Since A ∈ Sym2(R>0), we

know from the Perron-Frobenius Theorem, that in fact, λ1 > |λ2|. Similarly, since B ∈ Sym2(R>0),

we see that µ1 > |µ2|. Now, if λ2 ≤ 0, we note that λ2µ1 ≤ 0 would be an eigenvalue of A⊗B = M ,

which contradicts our assumption that M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). So, in fact, λ2 > 0. Similarly, µ2 > 0
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as well. This means that if M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) is such that M = A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R),

we may assume that A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0). Similarly, if M ∈ SymF
4(R>0), and M = A ⊗ B, we

may assume A,B ∈ Sym2(R>0). If A or B has an eigenvalue 0, so would M = A ⊗ B. So,

if M ∈ SymF
4(R>0) is such that M = A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym2(R), we may assume that

A,B ∈ SymF
2(R>0).

We will now state the following theorem [GW20]:

Theorem 100. The problem Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, for M = ( x y
y z ) ∈ Sym2(R≥0), unless xz = y2,

y = 0, or x = z, in which case Pl-GH(M) is in polynomial time.

This theorem now allows us to prove the following lemma immediately.

Lemma 101. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that M = A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0). Then

Pl-GH(M) is polynomial time tractable if A11 = A22, and B11 = B22. If A11 = A22, but B11 6= B22,

or if B11 = B22, but A11 6= A22, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. The tractability part follows from Theorem 100. For the #P-hardness part, by symmetry,

let us assume that A11 = A22, but B11 6= B22. From Theorem 100, we see that since A11 = A22,

Pl-GH(A) is polynomial time tractable. On the other hand, we apply Theorem 100 to Pl-GH(B), and

see that (1) B11B22 6= (B12)
2 since B ∈ Sym

pd

2 (R>0) has full rank, (2) B12 6= 0 as B ∈ Sym2(R>0),

and (3) B11 6= B22 as given. Hence, Pl-GH(B) is #P-hard. Now, since Pl-GH(A) is polynomially

tractable, Lemma 99 implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

To deal with the case where A11 6= A22 and B11 6= B22 will require just a little bit more work.

Lemma 102. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that M = A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0), that

satisfy A11 6= A22 and B11 6= B22. Let F be a countable set of Sym4(R)-polynomials such that

F (M) 6= 0 for all F ∈ F . Then, either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some diagonal distinct

N ∈ R(M,F) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that ρtensor(N) = 0.

Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that A11 > A22, and that B11 > B22, by permuting

the rows and columns of A and B (and correspondingly, M). We can see that M11 = A11B11 >

Mij > M44 for any (i, j) 6= (1, 1), (4, 4). So, rows 1 and i are not order identical for any i 6= 1.

Similarly, rows 4 and i are not order identical for any i 6= 4. We have M11 > M22 > M44 and

M11 > M33 > M44. If M22 6= M33, then M is already diagonal distinct, and we are done. So, we

may assume that M22 = M33. Let us first assume that rows 2 and 3 are not order identical. Then M

is p.o. distinct, and by Corollary 62 there exists some diagonal distinct N ∈ R(M,F)∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

If ρtensor(N) 6= 0, then Theorem 98 immediately implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

On the other hand, if ρtensor(N) = 0 then N is our required matrix.

Finally, we consider the case where rows 2 and 3 are order identical. We see that the multi-set

of elements in row 2 of M is {A11B12, A11B22, A12B12, A12B22}, and the multi-set of elements in

row 3 of M is {A12B11, A12B12, A22B11, A22B12}. We can see that A12B12 and A11B22 = A22B11

(which are M22 = M33) appear in both row 2 and row 3. So, it must be the case that either

A11B12 = A22B12 and A12B22 = A12B11, or A11B12 = A12B11 and A12B22 = A22B12. Since we
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have assumed that A11 > A22, and that B11 > B22, we can see the first option here is not possible.

So, we see that in fact,
A11

A12
=

B11

B12
, and

A22

A12
=

B22

B12
.

But this means that B = κ ·A for some constant κ > 0, and in this case, we see that for any graph

G = (V,E),

ZM (G) = ZA⊗B(G) = ZA(G) · Zκ·A(G) = κ|E| · (ZA(G))2.

Since A ∈ Sym2(R>0), we see that for any graph G = (V,E), ZA(G) > 0. So, given oracle access

to Pl-GH(M), we can compute ZM (G) for any planar graph G = (V,E), and use it to compute

ZA(G) =

√
ZM (G)

κ|E| .

So, we see that Pl-GH(A) ≤ Pl-GH(M). Since A ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0), and A11 > A22, Theorem 100

implies that Pl-GH(A) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 103. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) be a diagonal distinct matrix, such that M = A⊗B for some

A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R). Then, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. Since M is diagonal distinct, it must be the case that A11 6= A22, and B11 6= B22. By

permuting the rows and columns of A and B (and correspondingly, the rows and columns of M),

we may assume that A11 > A22, and that B11 > B22.

Let LM be the lattice of the eigenvalues of M , and let B be a lattice basis of LM . If there is any

x ∈ B that is confluent, we can use the combination of Lemma 59, Corollary 50, and Theorem 46,

to find some diagonal distinct N1 ∈ R(M,FM ∪ {Ψx, ρdiag}) ∩ Sym
pd

4 (R>0).

We know from Lemma 26 that after repeating this step at most 4 times, we will have some

diagonal distinct N ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M), and

0 6= x ∈ LN =⇒ x is not confluent.

Once again, we see that if ρtensor(N) 6= 0, Theorem 98 immediately implies that Pl-GH(N) ≤
Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, so let us assume ρtensor(N) = 0. Now, since any non-zero x ∈ LN is not

confluent, Lemma 64 implies that

LN ⊆
{
(x1, x2, x3, x4) ∈ χ4

∣∣∣ |x1| = |x2| = |x3| = |x4|
}
. (35)

We can now assume (after some permutation of the rows and columns of N) that N = A′ ⊗B′ for

some A′, B′ ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0). Since N is diagonal distinct, we see that A′ and B′ are diagonal distinct

as well. We may let A′ = H1D1H
T
1 , and B′ = H2D2H

T
2 , for some orthogonal matrices H1,H2, and

diagonal matrices D1,D2. Since N = A′⊗B′, this implies that N = (H1⊗H2)(D1⊗D2)(H1⊗H2)
T.

We may further assume that the eigenvalues of A′ and B′ are (λ1, λ2), and (µ1, µ2) respectively.

This implies that the eigenvalues of N = A′ ⊗B′ are:

λ1µ1, λ1µ2, λ2µ1, λ2µ2.
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We can clearly see that (λ1µ1)(λ2µ2) = (λ1µ2)(λ2µ1). So, (1,−1,−1, 1) ∈ LN . Let us now consider

any 0 6= x ∈ LN . From Eq. (35), we know that it must be the case that |x1| = |x2| = |x3| = |x4|.
We may assume without loss of generality, that x1 > 0. If x2 = x1, then x being in χ4 implies that

x3 = x4 = −x1. Then x1(1, 1,−1,−1) ∈ LN . This implies that x1(1,−1,−1, 1)+x1(1, 1,−1,−1) =

x1(2, 0,−2, 0) ∈ LN ⊆ LN which contradicts Eq. (35). So, we conclude that x2 = −x1. By a

symmetric argument x3 = −x1. Since x ∈ χ4, this forces x4 = x1. Hence x = x1(1,−1,−1, 1).

Therefore, we conclude that if x ∈ LN , then x must be a multiple of (1,−1,−1, 1). In other words,

LN = {c · (1,−1,−1, 1) | c ∈ Z} .

We now define N ′ = A′ ⊗ I, where I is the 2 by 2 identity matrix. Recall that N = A′ ⊗B′ =
(H1⊗H2)(D1⊗D2)(H1⊗H2)

T, and we can now see that N ′ = A′⊗I = (H1⊗H2)(D1⊗I)(H1⊗H2)
T.

So, if we let H = H1 ⊗ H2, D = D1 ⊗ D2, and D′ = D1 ⊗ I, we see that N = HDHT, and

N ′ = HD′HT. Moreover, by construction, we note that the eigenvalues of N ′ are: (λ1, λ2, λ1, λ2).

So, (1,−1,−1, 1) ∈ LN ′ , which implies that

LN ⊆ LN ′ .

But then, Lemma 13 implies that Pl-GH(N ′) ≤ Pl-GH(N). But by construction of N ′, we see that

for any graph G = (V,E),

ZN ′(G) = ZA′⊗I(G) = ZA′(G) · ZI(G).

We note that for any connected graph G = (V,E), ZI(G) = 2, as I is the 2 by 2 identity matrix.

This means that if we had oracle access to Pl-GH(N ′), we could use it to compute ZA′(G) for any

connected (and thus all) planar graphs G = (V,E). So, we see that Pl-GH(A′) ≤ Pl-GH(N ′). Since

(A′)11 6= (A′)22 by construction, Theorem 100 implies that Pl-GH(A′) is #P-hard. This proves that

Pl-GH(A′) ≤ Pl-GH(N ′) ≤ Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard as well.

Remark. Let M = A⊗B for any M ∈ Sym4(R>0). In the proof above, we made use of the argument

that if the matrices N we obtained using the theorems and lemmas from the previous section satisfy

the equation ρtensor(N) 6= 0, then we can use Theorem 98 to prove the #P-hardness of Pl-GH(N) ≤
Pl-GH(M). There is an alternative route in this proof. This alternative route starts by observing

that, in fact, if ρtensor(M) = 0, then any matrix N that we obtain using the techniques from the

rest of this paper will also satisfy the equation ρtensor(N) = 0. This is because of the following set

of properties: Tn(M) = Tn(A) ⊗ Tn(B), Sn(M) = Sn(A)⊗ Sn(B), and Rn(M) = Rn(A) ⊗Rn(B),

for all n ≥ 1. Moreover, if we let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}t∈[d], this implies that

ρtensor(M) = 0 =⇒ ρtensor(TM (p)) = 0

for all p ∈ Rd. Similarly,

ρtensor(M) = 0 =⇒ ρtensor(SM (θ))) = 0, and ρtensor(RM (θ)) = 0,

for all θ ∈ R.
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Lemma 102 and Lemma 103 form the last piece of the puzzle for matricces in Sym
pd

4 (R>0), and

now we can prove the following theorem.

Theorem 104. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0). Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to

A⊗B for some A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0) such that A11 = A22, and B11 = B22, in which case, Pl-GH(M)

is polynomial time tractable.

Proof. We know from Theorem 98 that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless ρtensor(M) = 0. But, if

ρtensor(M) = 0 then (by the defining property of ρtensor) M is isomorphic to A ⊗ B for some

A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0). By permuting the rows and columns of M , we may assume that in fact,

M = A⊗B.

We will now consider the diagonal entries of A and B. If A11 = A22, but B11 6= B22, or if

B11 = B22, but A11 6= A22, Lemma 101 implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. If A11 6= A22, and

B11 6= B22, Lemma 102 implies that either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some diagonal

distinct N ∈ R(M,FM )∩Sym
pd

4 (R>0) such that ρtensor(N) = 0. But from Lemma 103, we see that

Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we see that even if M is isomorphic to some A⊗B, unless

A11 = A22 and B11 = B22, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Moreover, if A11 = A22, and B11 = B22, we see

from Lemma 101 that Pl-GH(M) is polynomially tractable.

We can extend this dichotomy to all full rank matrices with some additional effort. When we

consider M ∈ SymF
4(R>0), we come across a family of matrices for which the gadgets we have

constructed so far are insufficient for proving the #P-hardness of Pl-GH(M). So, we will need

to introduce a new edge gadget. Given any graph G = (V,E), we will construct the graph BG

by replacing each edge of G with the gadget in Fig. 3a. Clearly, this gadget preserves planarity.

Moreover, we note that for any M ∈ Symq(R),

ZM (BG) =
∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E

∑

a,b∈[q]
Mσ(u)aMσ(u)bMσ(v)aMσ(v)bMab =

∑

σ:V→[q]

∏

(u,v)∈E
(BM)σ(u)σ(v) ,

where BM ∈ Symq(R) such that for all i, j ∈ [q],

(BM)ij =
∑

a,b∈[q]
MiaMibMjaMjbMab.

Therefore, we see that Pl-GH(BM) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all M ∈ Symq(R). We will first use this gadget

to prove the #P-hardness of one special family of matrices in SymF
4(R>0).

Lemma 105. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R>0) such that

M =




p2 pq pq q2

pq q2 p2 pq

pq p2 q2 pq

q2 pq pq p2




where p 6= q ∈ R>0. Then, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.
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(a) The edge gadget B. (b) An example graph G, and the graph BG.

Figure 3: The edge gadget B

Proof. We will consider B(Tn(M)) for n ≥ 1. From the definitions, we can verify that

(B(TnM))11 = (B(TnM))44 = p10n + 4p7nq3n + 2p6nq4n + 4p4nq6n + 4p3nq7n + p2nq8n,

(B(TnM))22 = (B(TnM))33 = p8nq2n + 4p7nq3n + 4p6nq4n + 2p4nq6n + 4p3nq7n + q10n,

(B(TnM))12 = (B(TnM))13 = p8nq2n + 2p7nq3n + 3p6nq4n + 4p5nq5n + 3p4nq6n + 2p3nq7n + p2nq8n,

(B(TnM))24 = (B(TnM))34 = p8nq2n + 2p7nq3n + 3p6nq4n + 4p5nq5n + 3p4nq6n + 2p3nq7n + p2nq8n,

(B(TnM))14 = (B(TnM))23 = 4p6nq4n + 8p5nq5n + 4p4nq6n.

So, it is seen that

det(B(TnM)) = p36nq4n + 8p35nq5n + 20p34nq6n + 8p33nq7n − 32p32nq8n

− 40p31nq9n − 100p30nq10n − 296p29nq11n − 84p28nq12n

+ 840p27nq13n + 1204p26nq14n + 72p25nq15n − 1440p24nq16n

− 2088p23nq17n − 1124p22nq18n + 1496p21nq19n + 3110p20nq20n

+ 1496p19nq21n − 1124p18nq22n − 2088p17nq23n − 1440p16nq24n

+ 72p15nq25n + 1204p14nq26n + 840p13nq27n − 84p12nq28n

− 296p11nq29n − 100p10nq30n − 40p9nq31n − 32p8nq32n

+ 8p7nq33n + 20p6nq34n + 8p5nq35n + p4nq36n.

We will define the polynomial f : R → R such that

f(x) = x36 + 8x35 + 20x34 + 8x33 − 32x32 − 40x31 − 100x30 − 296x29 − 84x28

+ 840x27 + 1204x26 + 72x25 − 1440x24 − 2088x23 + 1124x22 + 1496x21 + 3110x20

+ 1496x19 + 1124x18 − 2088x17 − 1440x16 + 72x15 + 1204x14 + 840x13

− 84x12 − 296x11 − 100x10 − 40x9 − 32x8 + 8x7 + 20x6 + 8x5 + x4.

By construction, det(B(TnM)) = q40nf((p/q)n). Since f is a non-zero polynomial, we know that it

has finitely many real roots. Since p 6= q ∈ R>0, we know that if p > q, then (p/q)n+1 > (p/q)n > 1
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for all n ≥ 1, and if p < q, then 0 < (p/q)n+1 < (p/q)n for all n ≥ 1. In particular, this implies that

for large enough n ≥ 1, det(B(TnM)) = q40nf((p/q)n) 6= 0.

Therefore, we see that for large enough n ≥ 1, B(TnM) ∈ SymF
4(R>0). We will now let Nn =

(B(TnM))2 for all n ≥ 1. We see that Nn ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0) for large enough n. We will now define the

Sym4(R)-polynomials ξ1, ξ2, ξ3 such that ξ1 : N 7→ (N11N14−N12N13), ξ2 : N 7→ (N11N13−N12N14),

and ξ3 : N 7→ (N11N12−N13N14). From the construction of ̺tensor in Lemma 65, we can see that if

ξ1(N) 6= 0, then ̺tensor(N) 6= 0. We note that the matrix Nσ is defined such that (Nσ)ij = Nσ(i)σ(j)

for any σ ∈ S4. In fact, given any σ ∈ S4 such that {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 4}, or {2, 3}, we see that

ξ1(N) 6= 0 implies that ̺tensor(N
σ) 6= 0. Similarly, given any σ ∈ S4 such that {σ(1), σ(3)} = {1, 4},

or {2, 3}, we see that ξ2(N) 6= 0 implies that ̺tensor(N
σ) 6= 0, and given any σ ∈ S4 such that

{σ(1), σ(2)} = {1, 4}, or {2, 3}, we see that ξ3(N) 6= 0 implies that ̺tensor(N
σ) 6= 0. Summing up,

we find that if ξi(N) 6= 0 for all i ∈ [3], then ρtensor(N) 6= 0.

We will now show that for large enough n ≥ 1, ξi(Nn) 6= 0 for all i ∈ [3]. To do this, we will

compute ξi(Nn) for all n ≥ 1. It can be verified that

ξ1(Nn) = ξ2(Nn) = p38nq2n + 2p37nq3n + 4p36nq4n + 22p35nq5n + 48p34nq6n

+ 82p33nq7n + 204p32nq8n + 358p31nq9n + 396p30nq10n

+ 394p29nq11n + 164p28nq12n − 722p27nq13n − 1968p26nq14n

− 2886p25nq15n − 2740p24nq16n − 610p23nq17n + 2918p22nq18n

+ 5382p21nq19n + 5100p20nq20n + 2242p19nq21n − 1648p18nq22n

− 4042p17nq23n − 3644p16nq24n − 1678p15nq25n + 140p14nq26n

+ 1006p13nq27n + 876p12nq28n + 378p11nq29n + 112p10nq30n

+ 62p9nq31n + 36p8nq32n + 10p7nq33n + p6nq34n, and

ξ3(Nn) = 9p36nq4n + 20p35nq5n + 16p34nq6n + 108p33nq7n + 250p32nq8n

+ 188p31nq9n + 484p30nq10n + 1236p29nq11n + 966p28nq12n

+ 724p27nq13n + 1736p26nq14n − 244p25nq15n − 4638p24nq16n

− 4196p23nq17n − 2388p22nq18n − 5356p21nq19n − 4616p20nq20n

+ 4060p19nq21n + 9088p18nq22n + 5604p17nq23n + 1454p16nq24n

+ 468p15nq25n − 4p14nq26n − 996p13nq27n − 1478p12nq28n

− 1220p11nq29n − 728p10nq30n − 348p9nq31n − 138p8nq32n

− 44p7nq33n − 12p6nq34n − 4p5nq35n − p4nq36n.

We can now define the polynomials f1, f3 : R → R such that

f1(x) = x38 + 2x37 + 4x36 + 22x35 + 48x34 + 82x33 + 204x32 + 358x31

+ 396x30 + 394x29 + 164x28 − 722x27 − 1968x26 − 2886x25

− 2740x24 − 610x23 + 2918x22 + 5382x21 + 5100x20 + 2242x19

− 1648x18 − 4042x17 − 3644x16 − 1678x15 + 140x14 + 1006x13

+ 876x12 + 378x11 + 112x10 + 62x9 + 36x8 + 10x7 + x6,
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f3(x) = 9x36 + 20x35 + 16x34 + 108x33 + 250x32 + 188x31 + 484x30

+ 1236x29 + 966x28 + 724x27 + 1736x26 − 244x25

− 4638x24 − 4196x23 − 2388x22 − 5356x21 − 4616x20

+ 4060x19 + 9088x18 + 5604x17 + 1454x16 + 468x15

− 4x14 − 996x13 − 1478x12 − 1220x11 − 728x10

− 348x9 − 138x8 − 44x7 − 12x6 − 4x5 − x4.

By construction, we see that ξ1(Nn) = ξ2(Nn) = q40nf1((p/q)
n), and ξ3(Nn) = q40nf3((p/q)

n). Since

f1 and f3 are non-zero polynomials, we know that they have finitely many real roots. We are given

p 6= q ∈ R>0. So, (p/q)n+1 > (p/q)n for all n ≥ 1, or (p/q)n+1 < (p/q)n for all n ≥ 1. In either case,

we see that for large enough n ≥ 1, ξ1(Nn) = ξ2(Nn) 6= 0, and ξ3(Nn) 6= 0.

So, there exists some n∗ ≥ 1 such that Nn∗ ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), and ρtensor(Nn∗) 6= 0. From

Theorem 98, we know that Pl-GH(Nn∗) ≤ Pl-GH(B(Tn∗M)) ≤ Pl-GH(Tn∗M ) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-

hard. This proves that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

With the special case taken care of, we return to the more general case where M is “close” to

being a tensor product. We will need a few more lemmas.

Lemma 106. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R>0), such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0, but ̺tensor(M

2) = 0. Then, either

Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or M = KDKT, where

K =
1

2




1 u v 1

1 −v u −1

1 v −u −1

1 −u −v 1




for some u, v ∈ R with u2 + v2 = 2, and D = κ · diag(1, x, y, z) for some κ ∈ R>0, and x, y, z ∈ R

such that 0 < |x|, |y|, |z| < 1. Moreover,

1. If |x| 6= |y|, then u = v = 1, and z = −xy.

2. If x = y, then z = −x2.

3. If x = −y, then either z = x2, or z = −x2 and |u| 6= |v|.

Remark. Given u2 + v2 = 2, we have uv = 1 iff u = v. In this case, K is a tensor product. In

particular, when u = v = 1, K = H⊗2, where H is the 2 by 2 Hadamard matrix.

Proof. Since M2 ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that ̺tensor(M
2) = 0, we may let M2 = A ⊗ B for some

A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0). From Theorem 104, we know that Pl-GH(M2) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard unless

A11 = A22, B11 = B22. So, let us now assume that A11 = A22, B11 = B22. We note that in this

case, A = HD1H
T, and B = HD2H

T, where

H =
1√
2

(
1 1

1 −1

)
, D1 =

(
A11 +A12 0

0 A11 −A12

)
, and D2 =

(
B11 +B12 0

0 B11 −B12

)
.
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So, we see that M2 = (H⊗H)(D1⊗D2)(H⊗H)T. We may now let λ1 = A11+A12 > A11−A12 = λ2

be the eigenvalues of A, and µ1 = B11 + B12 > B11 − B12 = µ2 be the eigenvalues of B. So, the

eigenvalues of M2 are λ1µ1, λ1µ2, λ2µ1, and λ2µ2.

We will now consider the eigenvalues of M . We know that they must be such that their squares

are the eigenvalues of M2. Moreover, since M ∈ Sym4(R>0), we know from the Perron-Frobenius

Theorem, that M has a unique positive eigenvalue with the largest absolute value. Since λ1µ1 is the

unique eigenvalue of M2 with the largest absolute value, this implies that κ =
√
λ1µ1 is the unique

positive eigenvalue of M with the largest absolute value. We may now define x, y, z ∈ R 6=0 to be such

that κx, κy, and κz are the eigenvalues of M that satisfy the equations: (κx)2 = λ1µ2, (κy)
2 = λ2µ1,

and (κz)2 = λ2µ2. Note that since κ is positive and is the unique eigenvalue with the largest

absolute eigenvalue, it follows that |x|, |y|, |z| < 1. Moreover, since (λ1µ1)(λ2µ2) = (λ1µ2)(λ2µ1),

we see that z2 = (xy)2. So, either z = xy, or z = −xy. In either case, since |x|, |y| < 1, it follows

that κ > κ|x|, κ|y| > κ|z|. So, 1 > |x|, |y| > |z|.
We will first consider the case where |x| 6= |y|. In that case, we see that the eigenvalues of M2 are

all distinct. Then their corresponding eigenspaces are all one dimensional, thus the corresponding

unit eigenvectors are unique up to a ± sign. This means that H ⊗ H is the unique orthogonal

matrix (up to a ±1 multiplier per each column) such that M2 = (H⊗H)(D1⊗D2)(H⊗H)T. Since

M · M2 = M3 = M2 · M , we know that M and M2 must be simultaneously diagonalizable. But

this then implies that M must also be diagonalized by H ⊗ H, which precisely takes the form of

the matrix K in the statement of this lemma (with u = v = 1). Moreover, if z = xy, that implies

that M = (H ⊗ H)(D′
1 ⊗ D′

2)(H ⊗ H)T = (HD′
1H

T) ⊗ (HD′
2H

T), where D′
1 =

√
κ · diag(1, y),

and D′
2 =

√
κ · diag(1, x). But this implies that ̺tensor(M) = 0, which contradicts our assumption

about M . So, our assumption that z = xy must be false. This means that z = −xy, in which case,

M = KDKT with u = v = 1, and D = κ · diag(1, x, y,−xy). So, the statement of the lemma is

proved.

Now, let us consider the case where |x| = |y|. We will characterize the set of all matrices H ′

such that M2 = (H ′)(D1 ⊗ D2)(H
′)T. We note that the eigenvalues (λ1µ1) and (λ2µ2) of M2

have multiplicity 1. So, their corresponding eigenspaces are one dimensional. So, 1/2(1, 1, 1, 1)T and
1/2(1,−1,−1, 1)T must be column 1 and column 4 of H ′ respectively (upto a factor of ±1). But since

|x| = |y|, it follows that the duplicate eigenvalue (λ1µ2) = κ2x2 = κ2y2 = (λ2µ1) has multiplicity 2.

So, the corresponding eigenspace has dimension 2. So, all unit vectors that are orthogonal to both
1/2(1, 1, 1, 1)T , and 1/2(1,−1,−1, 1)T are unit eigenvectors of M2 with the eigenvalue (λ1µ2) = (λ2µ1).

Therefore, any unit vectors v1,v2 that are orthogonal to each other, and also to both (1, 1, 1, 1)T

and (1,−1,−1, 1)T could be columns of H ′. We may now assume that v1 = (v11, v12, v13, v14)
T and

v2 = (v21, v22, v23, v24)
T. Since v1 and v2 are both orthogonal to (1, 1, 1, 1)T and (1,−1,−1, 1)T , it

must be the case that

v11 + v12 + v13 + v14 = 0, v11 − v12 − v13 + v14 = 0 =⇒ (v11 + v14) = (v12 + v13) = 0,

v21 + v22 + v23 + v24 = 0, v21 − v22 − v23 + v24 = 0 =⇒ (v21 + v24) = (v22 + v23) = 0.

We may let u = v11, and v = v13. This implies that v1 = (u,−v, v,−u)T is one of the eigenvectors

of M2 with the eigenvalue (λ1µ2). Since eigenvectors are preserved under scalar multiplication, we
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may assume that u2 + v2 = 2, and then v1 =
1
2(u,−v, v,−u)T is a unit vector. Since v1 and v2 are

also orthogonal to each other, this implies that u(v21 − v24) + v(v22 − v23) = 0. Since v24 = −v21,

and v23 = −v22, this means that u(v21)− v(v22) = 0. It follows that we have v2 =
1
2(v, u,−u,−v)T,

as the other unit eigenvector of (λ2µ1) = (λ1µ2).

Summing up, if |x| = |y|, the eigenvectors of M2 are 1
2(1, 1, 1, 1)

T , 1
2 (u,−v, v, u)T, 1

2(v, u,−u,−v)T,

and 1
2(1,−1,−1, 1)T , for all u, v ∈ R such that u2 + v2 = 2. In other words, if M2 = (H ′)(D1 ⊗

D2)(H
′)T, we see that H ′ must be of the form of the matrix K in the statement of the lemma. Since

M ·M2 = M3 = M2 ·M , we know that M and M2 must be simultaneously diagonalizable. So, this

implies that when |x| = |y|, M = KDKT for some orthogonal matrix K of the stated form in the

statement of this lemma, and D = κ · diag(1, x, y, z), where z = ±xy.

If x = y, then this means that the multiplicity of the eigenvalues κx = κy is once again 2.

This implies that any nonzero linear combination of v1 and v2 is also an eigenvector of M . In

particular, that implies that
(
u+v
2

)
v1 +

(
v−u
2

)
v2 = 1

2(1,−1, 1,−1)T , and
(
u−v
2

)
v1 +

(
u+v
2

)
v2 =

1
2(1, 1,−1,−1)T are eigenvectors of M as well, with the eigenvalue κx = κy. This means that

M = (H ⊗H)D(H ⊗H)T. If z = xy, that would again imply that ̺tensor(M) = 0. So, we conclude

that z = −xy = −x2, in which case, M is of the form in the statement of the lemma.

Finally, we consider the case where x = −y. We have z = ±x2. If z = x2, then M is already

of the form in the statement of the lemma and we are done. We will now assume that z = −x2.

For a contradiction assume |u| = |v|. As u2 + v2 = 2, we have |u| = |v| = 1. We may assume that

u = 1, since unit eigenvectors are preserved when multiplied by ±1. If v = 1 as well, we find that

K = H⊗H. So, M = (HD′
1H

T)⊗(HD′
2H

T), where D′
1 =

√
κ·diag(1,−x), and D′

2 =
√
κ·diag(1, x),

which implies once again that ̺tensor(M) = 0, contradicting our assumption about M . Finally,

if v = −1, we will consider the matrix M ′ ∈ SymF
4(R>0) such that (M ′)ij = Mσ(i)σ(j), where

σ ∈ S4 is such that σ(1) = 1, σ(2) = 3, σ(3) = 2, and σ(4) = 4. We note that M and M ′ are

isomorphic to each other. Since M = KDKT, we see that M ′ = (K ′)D′(K ′)T, where K ′ is obtained

by applying σ to the rows of K, and multiplying the 3rd column by −1, and D′ is obtained by

multiplying both the 3rd row and column of D by −1. But then, we see that K ′ = H ⊗ H, and

D′ = D = κ ·diag(1, x,−x,−x2). Hence, M ′ = (HD′
1H

T)⊗(HD′
2H

T), where D′
1 =

√
κ ·diag(1,−x),

and D′
2 =

√
κ ·diag(1, x). This implies that ̺tensor(M

′) = 0, which contradicts our assumption that

ρtensor(M) 6= 0. So, we conclude that when x = −y and z = −x2 we have |u| 6= |v|.
In all cases, we have proved that either Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, or M , the diagonalizing K, and

the diagonal matrix D, take the form in the statement of the lemma.

Lemma 107. Let M ∈ Sym
pd

4 (R>0), such that M = A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0). For

any σ ∈ S4, if {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 2}, or {3, 4}, or {1, 3}, or {2, 4}, then ̺tensor(M
σ) 6= 0, where

(Mσ)ij = Mσ(i)σ(j) for all i, j ∈ [4].

Proof. Since M = A⊗B, we have ̺tensor(M) = 0, where

M =




A11B11 A11B12 A12B11 A12B12

A11B12 A11B22 A12B12 A12B22

A12B11 A12B12 A22B11 A22B12

A12B12 A12B22 A22B12 A22B22


 .
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We note from the definition of ̺tensor in Lemma 65 that ̺tensor(N) = 0 implies that N14 = N23,

and Ni1Ni4 = Ni2Ni3 for all i ∈ [4].

We will first consider σ ∈ S4 such that {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 2}, or {3, 4}. So, ̺tensor(M
σ) = 0

implies that Mσ(1)σ(4) = Mσ(2)σ(3) . This implies that M12 = (A11B12) = (A22B12) = M34, which

is only possible if A11 = A22, since B12 > 0. We also note that ̺tensor(M
σ) = 0 implies that

M1σ(1)M1σ(4) = M1σ(2)M1σ(3). This implies that M11M12 = M13M14. In other words, it must

be the case that (A11B11)(A11B12) = (A12B11)(A12B12). Since A11, A12, B11, B12 > 0, this is

only possible if A11 = A12. But if A11 = A12 = A22, that means A is a rank 1 matrix, which

contradicts the fact that A ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0). So, we conclude that if {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 2}, or if

{σ(1), σ(4)} = {3, 4} then ̺tensor(M
σ) 6= 0.

For σ ∈ S4 such that {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 3}, or {2, 4}, let τ ∈ S4 be the transposition (23).

Then M τ = (A ⊗ B)τ = B ⊗ A. Now Mσ(1)σ(4) = Mσ(2)σ(3) becomes M13 = M24, i.e., (M τ )12 =

(M τ )34. Similarly, M1σ(1)M1σ(4) = M1σ(2)M1σ(3) is M11M13 = M12M14, i.e., (M τ )11(M
τ )12 =

(M τ )13(M
τ )14. Since M τ is also a tensor product, only switching the roles of A,B ∈ Sym

pd

2 (R>0)

in M , ̺tensor(M
σ) = 0 leads to the same contradiction as in the previous paragraph (with M τ in

place of M). So, ̺tensor(M
σ) 6= 0 when {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 3}, or {2, 4}.

Lemma 108. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R>0) be a matrix of the form M = KDKT, where the matrix K and

D are as in Lemma 106, such that |x| 6= |y|, u = v = 1, and z = −xy. Then, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. We will first define the Sym4(R)-polynomial ξ such that ξ : N 7→ (N11N14 −N12N13). We

note from our choice of M , that M = KDKT, where

K =
1

2




1 1 1 1

1 −1 1 −1

1 1 −1 −1

1 −1 −1 1




and D = κ·diag(1, x, y,−xy) for some κ ∈ R>0, and x, y ∈ R such that 0 < |x|, |y| < 1, and |x| 6= |y|.
We note that for any odd n ≥ 1, Mn = KDnKT, where Dn = (κ)n · diag(1, xn, yn,−(xy)n). We

note that

(Mn)11 = (Mn)22 = (Mn)33 = (Mn)44 = κn ·
(
1 + xn + yn − (xy)n

4

)
,

(Mn)12 = (Mn)34 = κn ·
(
1− xn + yn + (xy)n

4

)
,

(Mn)13 = (Mn)24 = κn ·
(
1 + xn − yn + (xy)n

4

)
,

(Mn)14 = (Mn)23 = κn ·
(
1− xn − yn − (xy)n

4

)
.

We will now let Nn = (T2((4/κn)Mn))2 for any odd n ≥ 1. We note that

(Nn)11 = (1+xn+yn−(xy)n)4+(1−xn+yn+(xy)n)4+(1+xn−yn+(xy)n)4+(1−xn−yn−(xy)n)4,
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(Nn)12 = 2((1+xn+yn−(xy)n)(1−xn+yn+(xy)n))2+2((1+xn−yn+(xy)n)(1−xn−yn−(xy)n))2,

(Nn)13 = 2((1+xn+yn−(xy)n)(1+xn−yn+(xy)n))2+2((1−xn+yn+(xy)n)(1−xn−yn−(xy)n))2,

(Nn)14 = 2((1+xn+yn−(xy)n)(1−xn−yn−(xy)n))2+2((1−xn+yn+(xy)n)(1+xn−yn+(xy)n))2.

After simplifying these equations, and computing ξ(Nn), we find that

ξ(Nn) = −1024x2ny2n
(
1− 2y2n − 2x2n + y4n + x4n + 4x2ny2n − 2x2ny4n − 2x4ny2n + x4ny4n

)
.

Since |x|, |y| < 1, we know that for large enough n,

1 > |2y2n|+ |2x2n|+ |y4n|+ |x4n|+ |4x2ny2n|+ |x2ny4n|+ |2x4ny2n|+ |x4ny4n|.

Moreover, we know that |x|, |y| 6= 0. So, we see that there exists some odd n∗, such that ξ(Nn∗) 6= 0.

Since ξ(Nn∗) = (4/κn∗)4 ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2), this implies that ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2) 6= 0.

We will now let M ′ = Mn∗

. Since M ∈ SymF
4(R>0), it follows that M ′ ∈ SymF

4(R>0) as well.

From the construction of ̺tensor in Lemma 65, we see that ξ(N) 6= 0 implies that ̺tensor(N
σ) 6= 0

for all σ ∈ S4 such that {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 4}, or {2, 3}. We will now define

T1 =
{
σ ∈ S4 : {σ(1), σ(4)} ∈

{
{1, 4}, {2, 3}

}}
,

and define the Sym4(R)-polynomial ζ1 such that ζ1 : N 7→ ∏
σ∈T1

̺tensor((N
2)σ). By construction,

we see that ζ1(T2(M
′)) 6= 0. We also note that (M ′)2 = M2n∗

= (M2)n
∗

. By our choice of M ,

we know that ̺tensor(M
2) = 0. So, there exist A,B ∈ Sym

pd

2 (R>0) such that M2 = A ⊗ B.

But this means that M2n∗

= An∗ ⊗ Bn∗

, which means that ̺tensor((M
′)2) = 0 as well. So, from

Lemma 107, we note that for any σ ∈ S4, such that {σ(1), σ(4)} = {1, 2}, or {3, 4}, or {1, 3}, or

{2, 4}, ̺tensor(((M ′)2)σ) 6= 0. We will now let

T2 = S4 \ T1 =
{
σ ∈ S4 : {σ(1), σ(4)} ∈

{
{1, 2}, {3, 4}, {1, 3}, {2, 4}

}}
,

and define the Sym4(R)-polynomial ζ2 such that ζ2 : N 7→∏
σ∈T2

̺tensor((N
2)σ). We have just seen

that ζ2(M
′) 6= 0.

Since M ′ ∈ SymF
4(R>0), Lemma 28 lets us find M ′′ ∈ R(M ′, {ζ1, ζ2}) ∩ SymF

4(R>0). Since

ζ1(M
′′) 6= 0, and ζ2(M

′′) 6= 0, it follows that ρtensor((M
′′)2) 6= 0. Since (M ′′)2 ∈ Sym

pd

4 (R>0),

Theorem 98 implies that Pl-GH((M ′′)2) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′) is #P-hard. Since M ′ = Mn∗

for some integer n∗ ≥ 1, we also see that Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M). This proves that Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.

Remark. We should note that in Lemma 108, we do not require that ρtensor(M) 6= 0. We only

require that M be of the form M = KDKT, where K and D are as in Lemma 106 (with the

stipulation on x, y, z, u, v in the statement of Lemma 108). In this case, it trivially follows that

̺tensor(M
2) = 0, which is the only property of M that is used in the proof. This will also be true

for Lemma 109, Lemma 110, and Lemma 111 below.

Lemma 109. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R>0) be a matrix of the form M = KDKT, where the matrix K and

D are as in Lemma 106, such that x = y, and z = −x2. Then, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.
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Proof. We will define ξ such that ξ : N 7→ (N11N14 − N12N13), as in Lemma 108. We note from

Lemma 106, that M = KDKT, where

K =
1

2




1 u v 1

1 −v u −1

1 v −u −1

1 −u −v 1




for some u, v ∈ R with u2 + v2 = 2, and D = κ · diag(1, x, x,−x2) for some κ ∈ R>0, and x ∈ R

such that |x| < 1. For odd n ≥ 1, we note that Mn = KDnKT, where Dn = (κ)n · (1, xn, xn,−x2n).

So, we note that (since u2 + v2 = 2),

(Mn)11 = (Mn)22 = (Mn)33 = (Mn)44 = κn ·
(
1 + (u2 + v2)xn − x2n

4

)
= κn ·

(
1 + 2xn − x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)12 = (Mn)34 = (Mn)13 = (Mn)24 = κn ·
(
1 + (uv)(−x+ x) + x2n

4

)
= κn ·

(
1 + x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)14 = (Mn)23 = κn ·
(
1− (u2 + v2)x− x2n

4

)
= κn ·

(
1− 2xn − x2n

4

)
.

We will let Nn = (T2((4/κn)Mn))2 for any odd n ≥ 1. We note that

(Nn)11 = (1 + 2xn − x2n)4 + 2(1 + x2n)4 + (1− 2xn − x2n)4,

(Nn)12 = (Nn)13 = 2((1 + 2xn − x2n)(1 + x2n))2 + 2((1− 2xn − x2n)(1 + x2n))2,

(Nn)14 = 2((1 + 2xn − x2n)(1− 2xn − x2n))2 + 2(1 + x2n)4.

After simplifying and computing ξ(Nn), we find that

ξ(Nn) = (−1024)x4n
(
1− x2n

)4
.

Since 0 < |x| < 1, we see that there exists some odd n∗ ≥ 1 such that ξ(Nn∗) 6= 0. Since

ξ(Nn∗) = (4/κn∗)4 ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2), this implies that ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2) 6= 0.

We will now let M ′ = Mn∗

. Now, by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 108, we can

now find some M ′′ ∈ SymF
4(R>0), such that Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′), and ρtensor((M

′′)2) 6= 0. So,

Theorem 98 once again lets us prove that Pl-GH((M ′′)2) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 110. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R>0) be a matrix of the form M = KDKT, where the matrix K and

D are as in Lemma 106, such that x = −y, z = −x2, and |u| 6= |v|. Then, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. We will once again define ξ such that ξ : N 7→ (N11N14−N12N13). We note from Lemma 106,

that M = KDKT, where

K =
1

2




1 u v 1

1 −v u −1

1 v −u −1

1 −u −v 1



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for some u, v ∈ R with u2 + v2 = 2, |u| 6= |v|, and D = κ · diag(1, x,−x,−x2) for some κ ∈ R>0,

and x, y, z ∈ R such that |x|, |y|, |z| < 1.

We note that for odd n ≥ 1, Mn = KDnKT, where Dn = (κ)n · diag(1, xn − xn,−x2n). So, we

note that

(Mn)11 = (Mn)22 = (Mn)33 = (Mn)44 = κn ·
(
1 + (u2 − v2)xn − x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)12 = (Mn)34 = κn ·
(
1− 2uvxn + x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)13 = (Mn)24 = κn ·
(
1 + 2uvxn + x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)14 = (Mn)23 = κn ·
(
1 + (v2 − u2)xn − x2n

4

)
.

We will now let Nn = (T2((4/κn)Mn))2 for any odd n ≥ 1. We note that

(Nn)11 = (1+(u2−v2)xn−x2n)4+(1−2uvxn+x2n)4+(1+2uvxn+x2n)4+(1+(v2−u2)xn−x2n)4,

(Nn)12 = 2((1+(u2−v2)xn−x2n)(1−2uvxn+x2n))2+2((1+(v2−u2)xn−x2n)(1+2uvxn+x2n))2,

(Nn)13 = 2((1+(u2−v2)xn−x2n)(1+2uvxn+x2n))2+2((1+(v2−u2)xn−x2n)(1−2uvxn+x2n))2,

(Nn)14 = 2((1+(u2−v2)xn−x2n)(1+(v2−u2)xn−x2n))2+2((1−2uvxn+x2n)(1+2uvxn+x2n))2.

If we compute ξ(Nn), it can be verified that

ξ(Nn) = f4(u, v)x
4n + f6(u, v)x

6n + f8(u, v)x
8n + f10(u, v)x

10n + f12(u, v)x
12n,

where

f4(u, v) = f12(u, v) = −48u8−48v8+576u6v2+576u2v6−128u4−128v4+768u2v2−1824u4v4+256,

f6(u, v) = f10(u, v) = 16u12 − 160u10v2 + 240u8v4 + 832u6v6 + 240u4v8 − 160u2v10 + 16v12

+ 128u8 − 512u6v2 − 1280u4v4 − 512u2v6 + 128v8 + 256u4 + 512u2v2 + 256v4,

f8(u, v) = 4u16 − 32u14v2 − 16u12v4 +288u10v6 +536u8v8 +288u6v10 − 16u4v12 − 32u2v14 +4v16

− 32u12 + 64u10v2 + 544u8v4 + 896u6v6 + 544u4v8 + 64u2v10 − 32v12 − 288u8

+ 384u6v2 − 4800u4v4 + 384u2v6 − 288v8 − 256u4 + 1536u2v2 − 256v4 + 512.

While these equations appear a bit intimidating, we will focus on f4(u, v). We note that u2+v2 = 2.

So, f4(u, v) = 0 if and only if

− 16
(
3u8 + 3(2 − u2)4 − 36u6(2− u2)− 36u2(2− u2)3 + 8u4 + 8(2 − u2)2

− 48u2(2− u2) + 114u2(2− u2)2 − 16
)
= 0.
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After simplifying, we find that f4(u, v) = 0 if and only if

−1024(3u8 − 12u6 + 16u4 − 8u2 + 1) = 0.

This is a degree 4 polynomial in u2, and it can be verified that

3u8 − 12u6 + 16u4 − 8u2 + 1 = 3(u2 − 1)2

(
u2 − 1−

√
6

3

)(
u2 − 1 +

√
6

3

)
.

Since we know that |u| 6= |v|, we can see that it is not possible that u2 = 1. So, f4(u, v) = 0 if

and only if u2 = (1 −
√
6/3) and v2 = (1 +

√
6/3), or if u2 = (1 +

√
6/3) and v2 = (1 −

√
6/3). But

in either case, for these values of u2 and v2, it is seen that f6(u, v) = (16384/9) 6= 0. Summing up,

we find that if f4(u, v) = 0, then f6(u, v) 6= 0. If f4(u, v) 6= 0, then we note that since |x| < 1,

for large enough n ≥ 1, |f4(u, v)| > |f6(u, v)|x2n + |f8(u, v)|x4n + |f10(u, v)|x6n + |f12(u, v)|x8n. So,

there exists some odd n∗ ≥ 1 such that ξ(Nn∗) 6= 0. On the other hand, if f4(u, v) = f12(u, v) = 0,

we note that for large enough n ≥ 1, |f6(u, v)| > |f8(u, v)|x2n + |f10(u, v)|x4n. So, once again there

exists some odd n∗ ≥ 1 such that ξ(Nn∗) 6= 0. Since ξ(Nn∗) = (4/κn∗)4 ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2), this implies

that ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2) 6= 0.

We will now let M ′ = Mn∗

. Now, by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 108, we can

now find some M ′′ ∈ SymF
4(R>0), such that Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′), and ρtensor((M

′′)2) 6= 0. So,

Theorem 98 once again lets us prove that Pl-GH((M ′′)2) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 111. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R>0) be a matrix of the form M = KDKT, where the matrix K and

D are as in Lemma 106, such that x = −y, and z = x2. Then, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. We note from Lemma 106, that M = KDKT, where

K =
1

2




1 u v 1

1 −v u −1

1 v −u −1

1 −u −v 1




for some u, v ∈ R with u2 + v2 = 2, and D = κ · diag(1, x,−x, x2) for some κ ∈ R>0, and x ∈ R

such that |x| < 1.

We will first consider the case where u = 0. Since u2 + v2 = 2, this implies that |v| =
√
2. Since

eigenvectors are equivalent upto scaling, we may assume that in fact, v =
√
2. In this case, we find

that since M = KDKT,

M =
1

2




(1− 2x+ x2) (1− x2) (1− x2) (1 + 2x+ x2)

(1− x2) (1 + 2x+ x2) (1− 2x+ x2) (1− x2)

(1− x2) (1− 2x+ x2) (1 + 2x+ x2) (1− x2)

(1 + 2x+ x2) (1− x2) (1− x2) (1− 2x+ x2)




=
1

2




(1− x)2 (1− x)(1 + x) (1− x)(1 + x) (1 + x)2

(1− x)(1 + x) (1 + x)2 (1− x)2 (1− x)(1 + x)

(1− x)(1 + x) (1− x)2 (1 + x)2 (1− x)(1 + x)

(1 + x)2 (1− x)(1 + x) (1− x)(1 + x) (1− x)2



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Since x 6= 0, we see that this matrix M has the exact form as in Lemma 105 with p = (1/
√
2)(1−x),

and q = (1/
√
2)(1 + x). So, we already know that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Similarly, when v = 0, it

is seen that M has the exact form as in Lemma 105 with p = (1/
√
2)(1 + x), and q = (1/

√
2)(1 − x),

and therefore, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We can therefore now assume that u 6= 0 and |u| 6=
√
2. We will again define ξ such that

ξ : N 7→ (N11N14 − N12N13). We note that for odd n ≥ 1, Mn = KDnKT, where Dn = (κ)n ·
diag(1, xn − xn, x2n). So, we note that

(Mn)11 = (Mn)22 = (Mn)33 = (Mn)44 = κn ·
(
1 + (u2 − v2)xn + x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)12 = (Mn)34 = κn ·
(
1− 2uvxn − x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)13 = (Mn)24 = κn ·
(
1 + 2uvxn − x2n

4

)
,

(Mn)14 = (Mn)23 = κn ·
(
1 + (v2 − u2)xn + x2n

4

)
.

We will now let Nn = (T2((4/κn)Mn))2 for any odd n ≥ 1. We note that

(Nn)11 = (1+(u2−v2)xn+x2n)4+(1−2uvxn−x2n)4+(1+2uvxn−x2n)4+(1+(v2−u2)xn+x2n)4,

(Nn)12 = 2((1+(u2−v2)xn+x2n)(1−2uvxn−x2n))2+2((1+(v2−u2)xn+x2n)(1+2uvxn−x2n))2,

(Nn)13 = 2((1+(u2−v2)xn+x2n)(1+2uvxn−x2n))2+2((1+(v2−u2)xn+x2n)(1−2uvxn−x2n))2,

(Nn)14 = 2((1+(u2−v2)xn+x2n)(1+(v2−u2)xn+x2n))2+2((1−2uvxn−x2n)(1+2uvxn−x2n))2.

If we compute ξ(Nn), it can be verified that

ξ(Nn) = f4(u, v)x
4n + f6(u, v)x

6n + f8(u, v)x
8n + f10(u, v)x

10n + f12(u, v)x
12n,

where

f4(u, v) = f12(u, v) = −48u8−48v8+576u6v2+576u2v6+128u4+128v4−768u2v2−1824u4v4+256,

f6(u, v) = f10(u, v) = 16u12 − 160u10v2 + 240u8v4 + 832u6v6 + 240u4v8 − 160u2v10 + 16v12

− 128u8 + 512u6v2 + 1280u4v4 + 512u2v6 − 128v8 + 256u4 + 512u2v2 + 256v4,

f8(u, v) = 4u16 − 32u14v2 − 16u12v4 +288u10v6 +536u8v8 +288u6v10 − 16u4v12 − 32u2v14 +4v16

+ 32u12 − 64u10v2 − 544u8v4 − 896u6v6 − 544u4v8 − 64u2v10 + 32v12 − 288u8

+ 384u6v2 − 4800u4v4 + 384u2v6 − 288v8 + 256u4 − 1536u2v2 + 256v4 + 512.

We will focus on f4(u, v). We note that u2 + v2 = 2. So, f4(u, v) = 0 if and only if

− 16
(
3u8 + 3(2 − u2)4 − 36u6(2− u2)− 36u2(2− u2)3 − 8u4 − 8(2 − u2)2

+ 48u2(2− u2) + 114u2(2− u2)2 − 16
)
= 0.
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After simplifying, we find that f4(u, v) = 0 if and only if

−1024(3u8 − 12u6 + 14u4 − 4u2) = 0.

It can be verified that

3u8 − 12u6 + 14u4 − 4u2 = 3u2(u2 − 2)

(
u2 − 1− 1√

3

)(
u2 − 1 +

1√
3

)
.

Since we have already assumed that that u 6= 0 and |u| 6=
√
2, we see that f4(u, v) = 0 if and only

if u2 = (1 − 1/
√
3) and v2 = (1 + 1/

√
3), or if u2 = (1 + 1/

√
3) and v2 = (1 − 1/

√
3). In either case, it

is seen that f6(u, v) = (16384/9) 6= 0. So, we find that if f4(u, v) = 0, then f6(u, v) 6= 0. Following

the same argument as in the proof Lemma 110 lets us find some odd n∗ ≥ 1 such that ξ(Nn∗) 6= 0.

Since ξ(Nn∗) = (4/κn∗)4 ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2), this implies that ξ((T2(M
n∗

))2) 6= 0.

We will now let M ′ = Mn∗

. Now, by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 108, we can

now find some M ′′ ∈ SymF
4(R>0), such that Pl-GH(M ′′) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′), and ρtensor((M

′′)2) 6= 0. So,

Theorem 98 once again lets us prove that Pl-GH((M ′′)2) ≤ Pl-GH(M ′) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We are finally ready to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 112. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R>0). Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to

A⊗B for some A,B ∈ SymF
2(R>0) such that A11 = A22, and B11 = B22, in which case, Pl-GH(M)

is polynomial time tractable.

Proof. We will let N = M2. Since M ∈ SymF
4(R>0), we see that N ∈ Sym

pd

4 (R>0). We know from

Theorem 104 that unless N is isomorphic to A′ ⊗B′ for some A′, B′ ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0) that satisfy the

conditions that (A′)11 = (A′)22, and (B′)11 = (B′)22, Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We will now consider M such that ρtensor(M) 6= 0, but ρtensor(N) = 0. We may assume that

after permutation of rows and columns of M (and correspondingly N), that N = A′ ⊗ B′ for

some A′, and B′ as above. In that case, we see that ρtensor(M) 6= 0, but ̺tensor(N) = 0. So,

from Lemma 106, Lemma 108, Lemma 109, Lemma 110, and Lemma 111, we see that Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard.

Finally, we consider the case where ρtensor(M) = 0. We may assume that after permutation of

rows and columns of M (and correspondingly N), that N = A′ ⊗B′ for some A′, and B′ as above.

Since (A′)11 = (A′)22, we note that A′ = HD′
1H

T, where

H =
1√
2

(
1 1

1 −1

)
, and D′

1 =

(
A′

11 +A′
12 0

0 A′
11 −A′

12

)

Similarly, since (B′)11 = (B′)22, we can verify that B′ = HD′
2H

T, where H is the same matrix as

above, and

D′
2 =

(
B′

11 +B′
12 0

0 B′
11 −B′

12

)

We may let λ′
1 = A′

11 + A′
12, and λ′

2 = A′
11 − A′

12. Similarly, we may let µ′
1 = B′

11 + B′
12, and

µ′
2 = B′

11 −B′
12. We note that since A′

12, B
′
12 > 0, it follows that λ′

1 > λ′
2, and µ′

1 > µ′
2. Moreover,
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since A′, B′ ∈ Sym
pd

2 (R>0), we also see that λ′
2, µ

′
2 > 0. Now, it follows that λ′

1µ
′
1 > λ′

1µ
′
2 > λ′

2µ
′
2,

and that λ′
1µ

′
1 > λ′

2µ
′
1 > λ′

2µ
′
2. Now, if we let H ′ = H ⊗ H, and D′ = D′

1 ⊗ D′
2, we see that

N = A′ ⊗B′ = (H ′)D′(H ′)T, where

H ′ =
1

2




1 1 1 1

1 −1 1 −1

1 1 −1 −1

1 −1 −1 1


 , and D′ =




λ′
1µ

′
1 0 0 0

0 λ′
1µ

′
2 0 0

0 0 λ′
2µ

′
1 0

0 0 0 λ′
2µ

′
2


 .

We will now consider the eigenvalues of the matrix M . Since M2 = N , we know that the squares

of the eigenvalues of M must precisely be the eigenvalues of N . Moreover, since M ∈ Sym4(R>0),

from the Perron-Frobenius Theorem, we know that M has a unique positive eigenvalue with the

largest absolute value. Since (λ′
1µ

′
1) is the unique eigenvalue of N with the largest absolute value,

it follows that κ1 =
√

λ′
1µ

′
1 is one of the eigenvalues of M . If we now let λ1 =

√
λ′
1, and µ1 =

√
µ′
1,

this means that κ1 = λ1µ1 is an eigenvalue of M . We also know that there exists some eigenvalue κ2
of M such that (κ2)

2 = λ′
2µ

′
1. We will let λ2 = (κ2/µ1) = ±

√
λ′
2. Therefore, λ2µ1 is an eigenvalue of

M . Similarly, we know that there exists an eigenvalue κ3 of M such that (κ3)
2 = λ′

1µ
′
2. We can then

let µ2 = (κ3/λ1) = ±
√

µ′
2, such that λ1µ2 is an eigenvalue of M . Finally, we know that there exists

some eigenvalue κ4 of M such that (κ4)
2 = λ′

2µ
′
2. Therefore, we see that κ4 = ±

√
λ′
2µ

′
2 = ±λ2µ2.

As ρtensor(M) = 0, M is isomorphic to a tensor product. Then its 4 eigenvalues must satisfy an

equation of the form κiκj = κkκℓ, for some i, j, k, ℓ with {i, j, k, ℓ} = {1, 2, 3, 4}. Since κ1 and κ4
have the maximum and minimum absolute value respectively among the 4 eigenvalues, we must

have κ1κ4 = κ2κ3. Since κ1 = λ1µ1, κ2 = λ2µ1, κ3 = λ1µ2, we must have κ4 = λ2µ2.

We now note that since M2 = N , N · M = M3 = M · N . Since these matrices com-

mute, we see that they can both be diagonalized by some orthogonal matrix K. If we let D =

diag(λ1µ1, λ1µ2, λ2µ1, λ2µ2) = D1 ⊗D2, where D1 = diag(λ1, λ2), and D2 = diag(µ1, µ2), We see

that there exists some K such that N = KD′KT, and M = KDKT.

If λ′
1µ

′
2 6= λ′

2µ
′
1, then N has distinct eigenvalues, which implies that H ′ = H ⊗ H is the only

matrix (upto scaling each column by −1) which can diagonalize N . This would then imply that

H ′ can also diagonalize M . This means that we can take K = H ′ = (H ⊗ H). In other words,

M = (HD1H
T)⊗ (HD2H

T).

If λ′
1µ

′
2 = λ′

2µ
′
1, then N can be diagonalized by any K such that

K =
1

2




1 u v 1

1 −v u −1

1 v −u −1

1 −u −v 1




for u, v ∈ R such that u2 + v2 = 2. Moreover, λ′
1µ

′
2 = λ′

2µ
′
1 implies that λ1µ2 = ±λ2µ1. If in fact,

λ1µ2 = λ2µ1, we can replace the two middle columns of K with any two orthogonal vectors that lie

in their span. So, we see that M can also be diagonalized by H ′ = H ⊗H. So, once again, we find

that M = (HD1H
T) ⊗ (HD2H

T). Finally, if λ1µ2 = −λ2µ1, we see that M = KDKT, such that

D = (λ1µ1) · diag(1, x,−x,−x2), where x = (µ2/µ1) = −(λ2/λ1). So, from Lemma 110 we see that

unless |u| = |v| = 1, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.
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Now assume |u| = |v| = 1. Since columns of K can be scaled by −1, we may assume that

u = 1. If v = 1, then we see that once again, M is diagonalized by K = H ′ = H ⊗ H. So,

M = (HD1H
T) ⊗ (HD2H

T). If v = −1, then we claim that M = (HD2H
T) ⊗ (HD1H

T). Indeed,

if we let

K ′ = K




1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1







1 0 0 0

0 −1 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 0 0 1


 =

1

2




1 1 1 1

1 −1 1 −1

1 1 −1 −1

1 −1 −1 1


 = H ⊗H,

then M = KDKT = K(D1 ⊗D2)K
T = K ′(D2 ⊗D1)K

T = (HD2H
T)⊗ (HD1H

T).

So, in any case, we see that M = A⊗B for some A,B ∈ SymF
2(R>0). Moreover, since (A′)11 =

(A′)22, and (B′)11 = (B′)22, we see that N11 = N22 = N33 = N44. Now, N11 = N22 implies that

((A11)
2 + (A12)

2) · ((B11)
2 + (B12)

2) = (M11)
2 + (M12)

2 + (M13)
2 + (M14)

2

= (M12)
2 + (M22)

2 + (M23)
2 + (M24)

2 = ((A11)
2 + (A12)

2) · ((B12)
2 + (B22)

2),

which implies that (B11)
2 = (B22)

2. Since B ∈ Sym2(R>0), in fact, we see that B11 = B22.

Similarly, N11 = N33 would imply that A11 = A22 as well. So, if (A′)11 = (A′)22, and (B′)11 =

(B′)22, we see that A11 = A22, and B11 = B22 as well, in which case, Lemma 101 implies that

Pl-GH(M) is polynomial time tractable.

So, we see that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to A ⊗ B for some A,B ∈
SymF

2(R>0) such that A11 = A22, and B11 = B22, in which case, Pl-GH(M) is polynomial time

tractable.

We can extend this dichotomy to all non-negative real valued full rank matrices with minimal

effort.

Definition 113. Let M ∈ Symq(R≥0). We say that M is domain separable if it is isomorphic to

some A ⊕ B =
(
A 0
0 B

)
for some non-empty matrices A ∈ Symq1(R≥0), and B ∈ Symq2(R≥0) where

q1 + q2 = q.

It is known from [CCL13] (Lemma 4.6, p. 940, the proof of which uses Lemma 4.1, p. 937, called

the first pinning lemma) that GH(M) is #P-hard iff at least one of GH(A) or GH(B) is #P-hard, and

that GH(M) is polynomial time tractable iff both GH(A) and GH(B) are polynomial time tractable.

Furthermore, the proof of Lemma 4.1 in [CCL13] uses only planar gadgets (and in that proof we can

place each identifying vertex, called w and w∗’s in the paper, to be on the outer face). Thus, this

proof works for planar graphs, i.e., Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard iff at least one of Pl-GH(A) or Pl-GH(B)

is #P-hard, and that Pl-GH(M) is polynomial time tractable iff both Pl-GH(A) and Pl-GH(B) are

polynomial time tractable. Now, we already have a dichotomy from [GW20; CM23] for Pl-GH(M)

when M ∈ Symq(R≥0) for q < 4. So, that allows us to handle domain separable matrices with ease.

Lemma 114. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R≥0) such that M = A⊕B is domain separable. Then Pl-GH(M) is

#P-hard unless Pl-GH(A) and Pl-GH(B) are both polynomial time tractable, in which case, Pl-GH(M)

is also polynomial time tractable.
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Definition 115. Let M ∈ Symq(R≥0). We say that M is bipartite if there exists some A ∈ Rq1×q2

for some q1 + q2 = q, such that M =
(

0 A
AT 0

)
.

Lemma 116. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R≥0) be bipartite. Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard unless M is isomorphic

to A⊗B for some A,B ∈ SymF
2(R≥0) such that A11 = A22, and B11 = B22, in which case, Pl-GH(M)

is also polynomial time tractable.

Proof. We may assume that M =
(

0 A
AT 0

)
, for some A ∈ (R≥0)

q1×q2 , where q1 + q2 = 4. If q1 = 1

(or q2 = 1), we can see that M has rank at most 2. So, it is not possible that M ∈ SymF
4(R≥0).

So, we may assume that q1 = q2 = 2. Then, M must be (upto some isomorphism) of the form

M =




0 0 M13 M14

0 0 M23 M24

M13 M23 0 0

M14 M24 0 0




But then, we see that (TnM)2 = An ⊕An, where

An =

(
(M13)

2n + (M14)
2n (M13M23)

n + (M14M24)
n

(M13M23)
n + (M14M24)

n (M23)
2n + (M24)

2n

)

If there exists some n ≥ 1 such that (An)11 6= (An)22, then from Theorem 100 and Lemma 114,

it follows that Pl-GH((TnM)2) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

If (An)11 = (An)22 for all n ≥ 1, that implies that {M13,M14} = {M23,M24} as multi-sets.

But if M13 = M23, and M14 = M24, then M can once again, not be full rank. This implies that

M13 = M24, and M14 = M23. But in this case, we see that M = B ⊗ A, where B = ( 0 1
1 0 ). In this

case, we see from Theorem 100 that Pl-GH(A) and Pl-GH(B) are both polynomial time tractable.

Since ZM (G) = ZA(G) · ZB(G) for all graphs G = (V,E), this implies that Pl-GH(M) is also

polynomial time tractable.

This lets us prove the following dichotomy theorem.

Theorem 117. Let M ∈ SymF
4(R≥0). Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless one of the following

conditions is true, in which case, Pl-GH(M) is polynomial tractable.

(1) (direct sum) M ∼= A⊕B for polynomially tractable Pl-GH(A), Pl-GH(B),

(2) (tensor product) M ∼= A⊗B for polynomially tractable Pl-GH(A), Pl-GH(B).

Proof. If M is domain separable, i.e., M ∼= A ⊕ B for any A,B, we know from Lemma 114 that

Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless Pl-GH(A), and Pl-GH(B) are both polynomially tractable, in which

case, Pl-GH(M) is also polynomially tractable. If M is bipartite, we know from Lemma 116 that

Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M ∼= A ⊗ B, where Pl-GH(A), and Pl-GH(B) are both polynomially

tractable, in which case, Pl-GH(M) is also polynomially tractable.

Now, we consider any M that is neither domain separable, nor bipartite. The underlying graph

of M where an edge (i, j) exists iff Mij > 0 is connected and non-bipartite. In this case, since
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M ∈ Sym4(R≥0), there exists some n∗ ≥ 1 such that Mn ∈ SymF
4(R>0) for all n ≥ n∗. We let

n ≥ n∗ be some odd integer. From Theorem 112, we know that Pl-GH(Mn) ≤ Pl-GH(M) is #P-

hard, unless Mn is isomorphic to A′⊗B′, for some polynomial time tractable Pl-GH(A′), Pl-GH(B′),
where A′, B′ ∈ SymF

2(R>0), such that (A′)11 = (A′)22, and (B′)11 = (B′)22.
Without loss of generality, we will now consider the case where Mn = A′ ⊗B′ for some A′, B′ ∈

SymF
2(R>0). Since (A′)11 = (A′)22, and (B′)11 = (B′)22, we know that A′ = HD′

1H
T, and B′ =

HD′
2H

T, where

H =
1√
2

(
1 1

1 −1

)
,D′

1 =

(
A′

11 +A′
12 0

0 A′
11 −A′

12

)
,D′

2 =

(
B′

11 +B′
12 0

0 B′
11 −B′

12

)

So, if we let λ′
1 = A′

11 + A′
12, λ

′
2 = A′

11 − A′
12, µ

′
1 = B′

11 + B′
12, and µ′

2 = B′
11 − B′

12, we see

that Mn = A′ ⊗ B′ = (H ⊗ H)D′(H ⊗ H)T, where D′ = diag(λ′
1µ

′
1, λ

′
1µ

′
2, λ

′
2µ

′
1, λ

′
2µ

′
2). We also

note that since A′, B′ ∈ Sym2(R>0), λ
′
1 > |λ′

2|, and µ′
1 > |µ′

2|. So, |λ′
1µ

′
1| > |λ′

2µ
′
1| > |λ′

2µ
′
2|, and

|λ′
1µ

′
1| > |λ′

1µ
′
2| > |λ′

2µ
′
2|. If λ′

2µ
′
1 6= λ′

1µ
′
2, then Mn would have four distinct eigenvalues. Otherwise,

it will have three distinct eigenvalues, with one of them being repeated.

Since A′ ⊗ B′ = Mn, we may assume that the eigenvalues of M are: ν1, ν2, ν3, ν4, such that

(ν1)
n = λ′

1µ
′
1, (ν2)

n = λ′
1µ

′
2, (ν3)

n = λ′
2µ

′
1, (ν4)

n = λ′
2µ

′
2. Since n is an odd integer, and νi, λ

′
i, µ

′
i

are all real, this implies that ν1 = (λ′
1µ

′
1)

1
n , ν2 = (λ′

1µ
′
2)

1
n , ν3 = (λ′

2µ
′
1)

1
n , ν4 = (λ′

2µ
′
2)

1
n . Now, if we

let λi = (λ′
i)

1
n , and µi = (µ′

i)
1
n for i ∈ [2], we find that ν1 = λ1µ1, ν2 = λ1µ2, ν3 = λ2µ1, ν4 = λ2µ2.

Since Mn ·M = M ·Mn, we know that M and Mn can be simultaneously diagonalized by the

same orthogonal matrix. Now, if λ′
2µ

′
1 6= λ′

1µ
′
2, we know that the diagonalizing orthogonal matrix

for Mn is essentially unique, whose columns are the unit column eigenvectors of Mn corresponding

to the respective eigenvalues. This is the matrix (H ⊗H)K, where K =

(±1 0 0 0
0 ±1 0 0
0 0 ±1 0
0 0 0 ±1

)
. Note that

for any diagonal matrix D′, we have KD′ = D′K. This implies that M = (HD1H
T) ⊗ (HD2H

T),

where D1 = diag(λ1, λ2), and D2 = diag(µ1, µ2). On the other hand, if λ′
2µ

′
1 = λ′

1µ
′
2, we see

that (λ′
2µ

′
1)

1
n = (λ′

1µ
′
2)

1
n . So, ν3 = λ2µ1 = λ1µ2 = ν2 as well. Therefore, we have the following

orthogonal decomposition of R4 = V1 ⊕ V23 ⊕ V4 as a direct sum: V1 (respectively, V4) is a one-

dimensional eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue λ′
1µ

′
1 (respectively, λ′

2µ
′
2) of Mn which is also

a one-dimensional eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue ν1 = λ1µ1 (respectively, ν4 = λ2µ2)

of M ; V23 is a two-dimensional eigenspace where both Mn and M act as scalar matrices. Thus any

orthogonal matrix that diagonalizes Mn also diagonalizes M . So, once again, we see that the matrix

M can be diagonalized by H ⊗ H. So, in either case, we find that M = (HD1H
T) ⊗ (HD2H

T),

where D1 = diag(λ1, λ2), and D2 = diag(µ1, µ2).

If we let A = HD1H
T, and B = HD2H

T, we see that M = A ⊗ B. Moreover, we find that

A11 =
1
2(λ1 + λ2) = A22, and B11 =

1
2(µ1 + µ2) = B22. So, we see that when Mn = A′ ⊗B′, where

(A′)11 = (A′)22, and (B′)11 = (B′)22, then M = A ⊗ B for some A,B such that A11 = A22, and

B11 = B22. Moreover, in this case, it is easily seen that Pl-GH(M) is polynomially tractable.
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