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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 x 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 = (M;;) be a ¢ x ¢ symmetric matrix. In this paper we consider
non-negative arbitrary real entries M;; € R>o; if M;; € {0,1}, then M is the unweighted adjacency
matrix of a graph H = H);. Given M, the partition function Z;(G) for any input undirected
multi-graph G = (V, E) is defined as

ZM(G): Z H Ma(u)a(v)'

o:V—[q] (u,v)EE

Obviously isomorphic graphs G = G’ have the same value Z)/(G) = Zp(G'), and thus every M
defines a graph property Zys(-). For a 0-1 matrix M, Zj;(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
Zy(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 Zy;(G) is either in P-time or is #P-complete.
Bulatov and Grohe [BGO05| 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 [Bull3; 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; Bacl7; Bacl8; YF22; FYY19; FY14; CF19]
it was established that for every set of complex valued constraint functions F on the Boolean
domain (i.e., ¢ = 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 ¢ = 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 (¢ > 3) on this universality question.



Let P1-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’. Mancinska and Roberson [MR20| proved that H and H’ are quantum
isomorphic iff Zy;(G) = Zpp(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 P1-GH(M) = P1-GH(M') [MR20]|, which hints at the difficulty that we face in this paper.

Our goal is to classify the complexity of P1-GH(M ), i.e., when the input G is restricted to
be planar for Zj;(G). (The underlying graph H); is not restricted to planar graphs.) We want to
classify the problems P1-GH(M ): What is the computational complexity of Zy;(G) from planar input
graphs G?7 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 P1-GH(M) for all non-negative real valued full rank 4 x4 matrices M. The full rank
4 x 4 case is particularly important as it is the first case where tensor product of matchgates [Val08;
ValO1] 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 € R?*?, for P1-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 P1-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(X3,...,X,,) where m > 0 and X;,..., X,, 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() for some 3, 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 P1-GH(M ), and thus we may assume (nonconstructively)



that the form F = E(5) and E = Q(X3, ..., X,,) are given. (This means, among other things, that
the minimal polynomial of 5 over E is given, and all arithmetic operations can be performed on F'.)

Now, the computational problem P1-GH(M ) is the following: Given a planar G, compute Zy;(G)
as an element in F (which is expressed as a polynomial in 8 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 = € F. The output is

#u(Gox) = ‘{0 V—=q H Mo(w),0(v) —x}‘,

(uv )EE

a non-negative integer. Note that, in this definition, we are basically combining terms with the
same product value in the definition of Zy/(G).
Let n = |E|. Define X to be the set of all possible product values appearing in Z;(G):

X = H mf;j integers k;; > 0 and Z kij=mn . (1)
i,5€(q] i,5€(q]

There are (n;;qizl) = n°M) many integer sequences (k; j) such that k; ; > 0 and ", Jclq Kig

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

= n.

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 ¢ are all treated as fixed constants.) It then follows from the
definition that #,,(G,z) = 0 for any = ¢ X. This gives us the following relation:

= Z x - #(G,x), for any graph G,
zeX

and thus, P1-GH(M ) < COUNT(M).
For the other direction, we construct, for any p € [|X]|] (recall that |X| is polynomial in n), a
planar graph 7,,G from G by replacing every edge of G with p parallel edges. Then,

m(T,G) = Z P - #,(G,x), for any graph G.
reX

This is a Vandermonde system; it has full rank since elements in X are distinct by definition. So by
querying P1-GH(M ) for the values of Zy;(T},G), we can solve it in polynomial time and get #,,(G, z)
for every non-zero € X. To obtain #,,(G,0) (if 0 € X), we note that

S #(Gra) = gV,

reX
This gives us a polynomial-time reduction and thus, COUNT(M) < P1-GH(M). We have proved

Lemma 1. For any fivzed M € R?7*4, P1-GH(M) = COUNT(M).

Thus, P1-GH(M) can be identified with the problem of producing those polynomially many
integer coefficients in the canonical expression for Zy/(G) as a sum of (distinct) terms from X.



This formalistic view has the advantage that we can treat the complexity of P1-GH(M) for
general M, and not restricted to algebraic numbers. Thus, numbers such as e or m 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
P1-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
P1-GH(M) the formalistic view demands that F be specified in the form F = E(8). 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 + 7 or em are rational, algebraic irrational or transcendental,
and it is open whether Q(e, 7) has transcendence degree 2 (or 1) over Q, i.e., whether e and 7 are
algebraically independent. The formalistic view here non-constructively assumes this information
is given for F. A polynomial time reduction II; < Ils from one problem to another in this setting
merely implies that the ezistence of a polynomial time algorithm for Il, logically implies the existence
of a polynomial time algorithm for II;. We do not actually obtain such an algorithm constructively.

This logical detour not withstanding, if a reader is interested only in the complexity of P1-GH(M )
for integer matrices M, then the complexity dichotomy proved in this paper holds according to the
standard definition of P1-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 ¢ > 1, we let Sym_(X) denote the set of ¢ x ¢
symmetric matrices such that each entry of the matrix is from the set X C R. For example,
with X = R (respectively, R>q, or Rp) Sym,(X) denotes g x ¢ symmetric matrices with real
(respectively, non-negative, or non-zero) entries. Similarly, we let Symg(X ) denote the set of ¢ X ¢
full rank symmetric matrices such that each entry of the matrix is from the set X C R, and let
Symgd(X ) denote the set of ¢ x ¢ positive definite symmetric matrices with entries from X.

Now, consider some M € Sym,(R) with entries M;; € 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 Zy/(G’) = Zy;/(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 T;,G, by replacing every edge in G with n parallel edges between the same vertices. This
process is called thickening. Clearly Zy(T,G) = Z1,m(G), where T, M € Sym,(R) with entries
((M;j)™) for 4,j € |q]. In particular, P1-GH(T,, M) < P1-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 S, G by replacing every edge e € E with a path of length n. This process



is called stretching. It is also easily seen that Zy/(S,G) = Zs,m(G), where S, M = M", the n-th
power of M. So, we also have P1-GH(S, M) < P1-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 = (2;)iepm) € Z™ ‘ (Vie[m]) [z; >0] and Z Ti=n

1€[m]
We note that given any graph G = (V, E),
Zu(ToG) = Zr,m(G) = > a™- #y(G,x) (2)
z€X(G)
where
X(6) =TI My | = Ghig)iserq € P(BD | - (3)
i,5€lq]
and
#M(GVZ') = ‘{U V= [Q] : H Ma(u),a(v) = Z’}‘ (4)
(u,w)EE

Note that given any x € X(G), #,,(G,z) 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 C Ry be a set of non-zero real numbers. A finite set {gi}eq) € (Rs1)4,
for some integer d > 0, is called a generating set of A if for every a € A, there exists a unique
(€0, €1,...,€eq) € {0,1} x Z¢ such that a = (—1)%g{* - -+ g2

Remark. The uniqueness of the exponents implies the following property of {gt}te[d] : Whenever
Hte[d] gt = Hte[d] gft we have a; = by for allt € [d], i.e., any such expression has unique exponents.

Lemma 3. Every finite set A C Ry of non-zero real numbers has a generating set.

Proof. Consider the multiplicative group G generated by the positive real numbers {|a| : a € A}. Tt
is a subgroup of the multiplicative group (Rsg,-). Since A is finite, and (R, -) is torsion-free, the

Figure 1: A graph G, the thickened graph T5G, and the stretched graph S>G.



group G is a finitely generated free Abelian group, and thus isomorphic to Z¢ for some d > 0. Let f
be this isomorphism from Z¢ to the multiplicative group. By flipping £1 in Z we may assume that
this isomorphism maps the basis elements of Z% to some elements {9t }+e[q such that g; > 1 for all
t € [d]. The set {g;}+c[q is a generating set. O

We now use Lemma 3 to find a generating set for the entries (M;); je[q of any matrix M €
Squ(}R?so). Note that this generating set need not be unique. However, with respect to a fixed
generating set, for any M;;, there are unique integers e;jo € {0,1}, and e;;1,. .., €;jq € Z, such that

MZ] = (—1)eij0 . gfijl .. .gzijd‘ (5)
Remark. It should be noted that since M is symmetric, M;; = M;; for alli,j € [q]. The uniqueness
of the integers ey in Eq. (5) then implies that for alli,j € [q], eyt = ejir for allt € [d].

Lemma 4. Let M € Sym,(Ryo) with a generating set {g;},cq) for its entries. There exists an
N =cM € Sym,(Ry), for some c € Rsq, such that P1-GH(N) = P1-GH(M ), and {g; }ic(q is also a
generating set for the entries of N, with unique integers e;jo € {0,1} and e;j; € Z>q satisfying

Nij = (—1)617'0 . giijl .. .gzijd_ (6)
Proof. For any ¢ # 0, and any planar graph G = (V, E), we have

Zew(@) = Y [l (¢ Mooy =™ > I Mot = *121(G).

o:V—[q] (u,v)eE o:V—[q] (u,v)eE

Therefore, P1-GH(M ) = P1-GH(cM) for all ¢ # 0. As the entries of M are generated by {g; }.e(q), we
have unique integers e, € {0, 1}, and e{;, € Z, such that

M. — 1 el o e;jl e;jd
i = (=1)%0g,"" -+ g,

Now let ¢ = (g1---g4)~¢ € Rsg, where e = mini,jé[q}, tE[d}{e;jt}'

Clearly, {g: }1¢[q) is also a generating set for the entries of N. If we let e;;0 = e§j07 and e;j; = e;jt—e
for all 7,7 € [q], and t € [d], we see that e;;; > 0, and that
(CM)ij — (_1)eij0 . giijl . 'gsijd
for all 4,5 € [d]. O

Remark. For P1-GH(M), given by M € Sym(Rxo) with generating set {gi }ejq), Lemma 4 allows
us to replace M with the matriz N = cM whose entries are generated by {gt}te[d] such that e;jy > 0
for alli,j € [q] and t € [d]. In the following we will often make this substitution when convenient.

Definition 5. Given P1-GH(M) defined by M € Sym,(R.o) with entries (M;j); jeq, we assume a
generating set {gt}te[d} is chosen and the replacement of N = ¢M in Lemma 4 has been made so
that the integers e;jy > 0 in Eq. (5). We define the function Ty : R — Symy,(R) such that

TM(p)ij = (—1)%0 . piijl . .pZijd

is a signed monomial in p = (p1,...,pq) for all i,j € [q].



Lemma 6. Let M € Sym,(Ryo), with entries (M;;);jeq generated by some {gi}sciq- Then,
P1-GH(7a(p)) < P1-GH(M) for all p € R%.

Proof. Replacing M by N = ¢M as in Lemma 4, we may assume 7Tys(p) is defined in Definition 5
with all e;;; > 0 in Eq. (5). For any n > 1, and any given graph G = (V, E),

ZM(THG) = Z z" - #M(G7x)7 (7)
z€X(G)

where X (G) and #,,(G,z) are given in Eqs. (3) and (4). By definition X (G) is a set, and so each
z € X(@) is distinct, and | X (G)| < |E|°M. By oracle access to P1-GH(M) we can get Zy(T,,G)
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 #,,(G, x) for all x € X(G).

Now, let us consider the set X (G) more closely. Given any = € X (G), we see that z =[] MZ.IE-“
for some (not necessarily unique) k € Pp2(|E]). Since {g;}c(q) is a generating set for the entries of
M, any z € X(G) can be represented uniquely as

€T = (—1)68951 .. .g§d7

with exponents ef € {0,1}, and ef,... e} € Z>o.
Fix any p = (p1,...,pq) € R We define the function 7 : X(G) — R, such that

gla) = (=D -pil g
By definition of X (G), we see that for any x € X(G), there exist k € Py2(|E|), such that

ki i iclal Kijeij 2 i jelq Fijeij D ielq Figeija
T = H Mz’j” = (—1)2146[11] EACE gy sl ]

i,j€[q]

By definition of ¥, this means that y(z) = []; ;e Tm(P ) . Now, let

Y(&) =1 [ Tulp)iy

i,5€[q]

k = (kij)ijelq € P (|E])

Consider any o : V — [g]. For a given o, we define k € Pp2(|E|) such that k;; = [{(u,v) € E :
o(u) =1i,0(v) = j}|, for all 4, j € [g]. Then

7l TI Mowew | =7 11 ij” = 11 TM(P = I Ta®)oweo

(u,v)EFE 1,5€[q] 1,5€[q] (u,v)EE

This implies that for any y € Y/(G),

o V_> H TM Uu ),0(v) Y= |_| g V_> H Ma(uav o

(u v)EE mAG(X)(G) (u v)EE
ylr)=y



Therefore, for any y € Y(G),

#TM(p)(Gvy) = ‘{U V= [Q] : H TM(p)o(u),cr(v) = y}‘

(u,v)eE

= Z ‘{0 V—=lq H Mo U(U):ﬂj}‘ = Z #u(G, ).
G): y(z

z€X(G): y(z)=y (u,v)eE zeX( y(z)=y

Having already obtained #,,(G,z) for all € X(G), we can compute in polynomial time

xEX(G) yeY (GQ) 2eX(G):y(z)=y yeY (G

Therefore, P1-GH(7xs(p)) < P1-GH(M). O
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 (z,y) € {(1,1),(=1,-1), (w,w?), (W, w)}, where w = /3. In
each exceptional case, the problem is in polynomial time.

Corollary 8. The g-state Potts Model P1-GH(Pottsy(x)) is #P-hard for any integer ¢ > 3, and real
x # 1, where Pottsy(z) € Sym,(R) is the matriz with entries (Pottsy(x)i;) such that Pottsy(x)y; =
1 if i # j, and Pottsy(z);; = = otherwise.

Note that P1-GH(Potts,(0)) is the problem of counting vertex coloring with ¢ colors on planar
graphs. Theorem 7 allows us to prove our first hardness result.

Lemma 9. Let M € Sym,(Ro), and let Tys 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 e >
0, and ejiyiy = 0 for all j # k. Then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. We apply Lemma 6. Let p* € R? defined by p; = 0 for all ¢ € [d], such that t = #(i) for
some i € [g], and p; = 1 for all other ¢ € [d]. Then, we see that Tps(p*); = 0 for all i € [¢], and
Tm(p*)ij = £1 for all i # j € [q]. Therefore, To(Ta(p*)) = Pottsy(0).

From Lemma 6, we get P1-GH(73/(p*)) < P1-GH(M ). Therefore,

P1-GH(Potts,(0)) < P1-GH(Ta(p*)) < P1-GH(M).

It follows from Corollary 8 that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

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 € Sym,(R).
There exists some (not necessarily unique) real orthogonal matrix H, and a real diagonal matrix
D = diag(A1, ..., Aq) such that

M =HDH",



where (A1, ..., Ag) 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 M"™ = HD"H", and

(M™)ij = (Ha Hj )Y + -+ + (HigHjq) Ny -

It follows that

Zun(G) = S en(G) - (Aoxg) (8)
kePy(|E])

where

cn(G k)= Y > IT II HowiHow

0:V—=[q] \ E1U--UE=FE \i€[q] (u,v)EF;
|Ei|=k;

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 = (ay,...,a,) be a tuple of non-zero real numbers (not necessarily distinct).
The lattice of A consists of the set defined as

L(A) = {(xl,...,:nn) ez

n n
Z:Ei = O,Hafi = 1},
i=1 i=1

with addition in Z™.

Lemma 11. Let A= (a1, ...,ay) be a tuple of non-zero real numbers. The set L(A) forms a lattice
and is isomorphic to Z% for some unique integer 0 < d < n.

Proof. We note that L£L(A) is a subgroup of the finitely generated (discrete) Abelian group Z". 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 Z? for some unique 0 < d < n. O

Definition 12. Let A = (ay,...,a,) 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) = Z. A set {x1,...,%4} C
L(A), is called a lattice basis of A if there exists an isomorphism from L(A) to Z% that maps this
to a basis of Z2.

Remark. Here we note the known fact that if Z% = 7%, 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 € Symj(R), such that M = HDH", where D = diag(A1,..., ). Then
P1-GH(HAHT) < P1-GH(M) for any diagonal matriz A = diag(A1, ..., A,), such that A; € Ry for
alli € [q], and L(A1,...,7g) € L(A1,...,Ay).



Proof. We recall that Eq. (8) states that for any graph G = (V| E),
Zn(SaG) = Y en(Gl) - (W)
kePy(|E])

where

CH(Gv k) = Z Z H H Ha(u)iHU(v)i
o:V—[q] \ E1U--UE=FE \i€[q] (u,v)€E;

|Ei|=k;

We now define the set

Ap(G) =< T AF

i€[q]

ke Py(lE])

For each 1 € Ap(G), we then define

Xp(G, ) = kepq(yE\)( [[No=pp and cpp@u= Y cn(@k).
i€|q] keXp(G,p)

Putting everything together, we see that

Zu(SnG) = Y. cup(G,p) - pu"
ueAD(G)

Since Ap(G) is a set, each u € Ap(G) is distinct, and [Ap(G)| < |E|°(M). With oracle access to
P1-GH(M) we can get Zp(SnG) for n € [|Ap(G)|]. Then we have a full rank Vandermonde system

of linear equations, which can be solved in polynomial time to find cy p(G, ) for all p € Ap(G).
Now, we consider

Zuant(G) = Z cua(G,v) - v.
I/EAA(G)

Consider k,1 € Xp(G, p) for some p € Ap(G). By definition, this implies that
[T =T] 2N =nw
iclq] i€[q]

Therefore, (k1 —l1,..., kg —1g) € L(A1,...,0g) € L(A1,...,A,) by our choice of A. So, it follows
that there exists some v € Aa(G) such that

[Tar=]]al=w
ic[q] i€[q]

Therefore, given any p € Ap(G), there exists some v € Ax(G), such that Xp(G, u) € Xa(G,v).
Now, we consider some v € AA(G). Let k € Xa(G,v). Then, we let p = J[;¢(y )\fl We see that
k € Xp(G, ). This implies that given any v € Aa(G), there exist some py,...,u € Ap(G), such
that

XA(G, V) = XD(G,/”) - XD(Gaﬂt)-
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Now, we know that

caalG )= Y ew@K) =D | > ca@G)]| =D cuplG m)

keXa(v) i€lt] \1€Xp(ui) i€(t]

Note that we have already computed cpy p(G,p) for all p € Ap(G). Therefore, we can com-
pute cy A (G, v) for each v € AA(G), and therefore, Zyapr(G) can also be computed. Therefore,
P1-GH(HAH") < P1-GH(M). O

Corollary 14. If M = HDH" € Sym;(R) is such that its eigenvalues (A1, ..., ) have lattice
dimension zero, then P1-GH(HAHT) < P1-GH(M) for any diagonal matriz A = diag(Aq,...,A,)
such that A; € Ry for all i € [q].

Proof. If the lattice dimension of (A1,. .., \,) is zero, it implies that L(A1,..., ;) = {0}. Therefore,
LA1,...,0) C© L(A1,...,Ay) for any A = (Ay,...,A,) such that A; € Ryy. The result then
follows from Lemma 13. O

We will now prove that there exists some A such that P1-GH(HAHT) is #P-hard.

Lemma 15. Let A = {ay,...,a,}, and B = {b1,..., by} be finite sets of positive real numbers.
There exists some k € R such that kK + a; > 1 for all i € [n], k is transcendental to the field
F = Q(B), and for all (ey,...,e,) € Z",

(k+a1) - (k+ap)™ =1 = (e1,...,e,) =0.

Proof. For each e = (eq,...,e,) # 0 € Z™, we define the polynomial fe : R — R as

fe@)= ] @+a) - ][] @+a)™.

1€[n]:;>0 1€[n]:€;<0

We can see that no such fe is the zero polynomial as each a; € A is a distinct element in a unique
factorization domain. Therefore, for each fe, the set e = {x € R : fo(z) = 0} is finite. We also
see that the set Z C R of all the algebraic numbers over the field F = Q(B) is countable, since B is
finite. Therefore, (Ugfle) U Z is a countable set. Therefore, we can pick some k € R\ ((Uelle) U Z)
such that x + a; > 1 for all ¢ € [n]. This k satisfies all the requirements of the lemma. O

Lemma 16. Let M = HDH' € Symg(Ryg) (for ¢ > 3). Then there exists a diagonal matrix
A = D+ kI for some k € R, such that PL-GH(HAH?) is # P-hard.

Proof. Let (M;j); je|q be the entries of the matrix M generated by some {g;};cq)- We will replace
M with the matrix N guaranteed by Lemma 4. So, we may assume that e;;; > 0 for all i, j € [q],
and ¢t € [d]. Let A = {M;; : i € [q]} be the set of diagonal elements (with duplicates removed).
Without loss of generality, we let A = {M1,..., M} for some 1 < r < q. Let B = {gi}ie[q-
With this choice of A and B, we can let k € R be the number whose existence is guaranteed by
Lemma 15. We will now let A = D + kI, a diagonal matrix with all diagonal elements positive.

11



Clearly, HAHT = M + kI € Symg(}R#o). 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 {g; }sc(q),
up to a + sign. The diagonal entries of HAHT can also be trivially represented as non-negative
integer powers of the set {x + M1, ...,k + M, }. We will now show that each entry of HAHT can
in fact be expressed uniquely as a product of integer powers of {g; }e(q) U {x + My : t € [r]}, up to

a + sign. To show that, we only need to prove that for any (ey,...,eq,€},...,e.) € ZH7 if
gfl gzd . (/{_'_Mll)e,l ...(K/_‘_MTT)@;' — 1’ (9)
then (e1,...,eq,€},...,¢e.) =0.
First, we assume (e1,...,eq) # 0. In Eq. (9), since {g:},c(q is a generating set for M, and

(e1,...,eq) # 0, we have Hte[d} gt # 1. Therefore, (€},...,¢e,) # 0 by Eq. (9). Separating out
positive and negative e}’s, we have

Mo |- I +Mot= [ (x+Ma)t. (10)
te(d]

te[r]:e;>0 te[r):e}<0

Since (€},...,e.) # 0, at least one side is a non-constant polynomial in x over the field F =

»rEr
Q({9t }te(a)); yet both sides have different leading coefficients. This contradicts our assumption that
K is transcendental to F. Therefore, we must have (eq,...,eq) = 0. But then, Hte[d] g¢* =1, which
implies that
H (K + My)% = 1.
te(r]

Lemma 15 implies that for «, this is only possible if (¢],...,e.) =0, so (e1,...,eq4,€],...,€.) =0.

This proves that {g¢};e(q U {x + My : t € [r]} is a generating set of the entries of HAH™.
/

Importantly, if we let ;5 and €;;, be the unique integers such that

(HAHT)Z-]- _ (_1)61']‘09?';'1 ...g§z‘jd . (,{ + M11)6§j1 . (,{ + Mrl)egjr,

we see that e, ef;, > 0 for all 4,5 € [g], t € [d], and ¢’ € [r]. Moreover, for every i € [q], we

know that there exists some t(i) € [r] such that e;it(i) =1, and e;‘kt(z’) = 0 for all j # k. So, from

Lemma 9, we conclude that P1-GH(HAHT) is #P-hard. O
Corollary 14 and Lemma 16 immediately allow us to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 17. If M € Symg(R;,go) (for ¢ > 3) has eigenvalues with lattice dimension 0, then
P1-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 # j € [q], we define §;; € Z? such that

1 ifk=i,
dij(k) =< -1 if k=7,

0 otherwise.
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We then let

D={d;:i#j¢€d} (11)

Theorem 18. If M € Symg(R;,go) (for ¢ > 3) has eigenvalues (A1,..., ;) with a lattice basis B
such that B C D, then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. From Lemma 16, we know that given M = HDH?T, there exists a diagonal matrix A = D+xI
for some k € R such that P1-GH(HAH?") is #P-hard. Now, if ¢;; € B for some i < j, we know that
)\ZTH . )\j_l = 1. This implies that A\; = ;. Therefore, \; +x = X\; + k. So, AZ'-H 'Aj_l = 1. Therefore,
dij € L(Aq,...,A,). Since this is true for all §;; € B, it follows that B C L(Aq,...,A,). Therefore,
L(A1,...,Ag) € L(Aq,...,Ay). Now, Lemma 13 implies that P1-GH(HAHT) < P1-GH(M). By our
choice of A, this implies that P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard. O

Remark. [t should be noted that the identity matriz I € Symg(R) has eigenvalues (1,...,1), which
trivially has a lattice basis B = {015 : 2 < j < q} € D. However, we are not claiming that P1-GH([)
is #P-hard (in fact the problem P1-GH(I) is clearly in P). This is because the identity matriz does
not satisfy the crucial property that all entries of the matriz belong to Ry. In general, Theorem 18
implies that if M € Symg(R) has eigenvalues with a lattice basis B C D, then either P1-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(A1,...,\;) of the eigenvalues of matrices M €
Symg(R>0) which do not satisfy the conditions of Theorem 18. Let

Xq:{XZ(:E1,...,xq)GZq‘xl—l—---—l—:Eq:O}.

Consider some 0 # x € x,. We will use this x to define a polynomial ¢x : R? — R as

dxl0, ..., aq) = H apt — H ai_(xi). (12)

i€[q]: ;>0 i€]q]: ©;<0
Since x # 0, we can see that ¢ is not the trivial constant zero function. Moreover, since Zie[q} T; =

Z x; = Z — ().

1€[q]: ;>0 1€[q]: ;<0

0, we see that

So, we see that ¢ is a homogeneous polynomial. Moreover, by construction, we see that
x € L(o,...,0q) <= ¢x(ai,...,aq) =0.
We will now define the polynomial @, : R? — R as follows:

q)x(ala"'aaq) = H ¢x(aa(l)7’”7aa(q))7 (13)

0€Sy
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where S; is the symmetric group over [¢]. By construction, we see that ® 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(«) for some a = (a1, ..., 0q), then ®x(a) = 0. However, because we constructed
®, to be symmetric, the converse does not quite hold.

Lemma 19. Let x,y € xq. Let 0 € Sy such that v; = y, ;) for alli € [q]. Then, ®x = ®y.

Proof. By definition, given any a € R?, we know that

_ T — (i)
Px(Ca(1)s -+ Ao(q)) = H Coli) ~ H A5 4)

i€[q]: ;>0 i€]q]: ©:<0
_ Yo (4) _(yo'(z))
= H oy H Yo (4)
i€[q]: Yo(5y>0 i€[q): Yo(:y<O
= II oy~ II o™
J€lq]: y;>0 J€lql: y;<0
= ¢y(a1, e ,Oéq).

Therefore,

(I)y(ala---aaq): H ¢y(ao’(1)7"'7ao’(q))

O'IESq

= [I ¢y @)
O'IESq

= H ¢x(a7(1)a~war(q))
TESy

e @x(()él, “e . ,qu)-

O

Lemma 19 implies that if x € £L(A1,...,Aq), then ®y(A1,...,A;) = 0 for all y € x4 such that
Yo(i) = i for some o € S;. To navigate through some of the problems introduced by this, we will
now introduce some notation.

Notation 20. Let X C x4. Then, given any o € S,, we define

X7 ={x€Xq: (Tg1)s--To(q) € X}

We also define

Lemma 21. Let a = (o, ..., 0q) be non-zero reals. Then,



Proof. 1f x € L(«), we know that there exists some o € S, such that x € £(«)?. If we now define
Y € Xg» such that y; = z,(; for all i € [q], we see that y € L(a). Now, Lemma 19 implies that
By () = Dy(a) = 0,

If ®x(a) = 0, then we see that ¢x(ay(1), .-, 0 (q)) = 0 for some o € S;. Therefore, ¢y (a) =0,
where y; = 2,-1(;) for all i € [g]. So, y € L(a), which implies that x € L(a)7 " C L(a). O

We recall from Eq. (13) that given any 0 # x € x4, the polynomial ® is a symmetric, homo-
geneous polynomial. We now recall the Fundamental Theorem of Symmetric Polynomials, stated
below:

Theorem 22. Let ®(ay,...,0q) be a symmetric polynomial on q variables. Let e; for i € [q
represent the elementary symmetric polynomaials, such that

ei(o,...,aq) = Z Q- 0y

1<t1<-<t;<q

Then, there exists a polynomial function ®:R7 — R such that

~

O(ag,...,0q) = @(el(al,...,aq),...,eq(al,...,aq)).

Now, consider some 0 # x € x,, and M € Sym,(R) with eigenvalues (A1,..., ;). Theorem 22

implies that there exists a polynomial é; such that
By(M,. .. Ag) = <1>Ax<el(A1, A ,eq()\l,...,)\q)).

We will now use the fact that these e;(A1,...,A;) are all just coefficients of the characteristic
polynomial of M. Thus, each e; can be written as a homogeneous polynomial of the entries of M.

Theorem 23. Let M € Sym,(R) with eigenvalues (A1,...,Aq). For any elementary symmetric
polynomial ey, for k € [q], there exists a homogeneous polynomial sy : Sym,(R) — R of degree k such
that

er(A, ..., Ag) = sk ((Mij)igje[q]) :

We will finally define the polynomial Wy : Sym (R) — R as

Uy (M) = @Ax<81 ((Mij)i<jelq) > - - 5q (Mij)i<jelq) ) (14)

Definition 24. A function F : Sym,(R) — R is called a Sym,(R)-polynomial if it is a homogeneous
polynomial in the entries of the matriz.

Remark. Note that we require Sym,(R)-polynomials to be homogeneous. If F is a Sym,(R)-
polynomial of degree d, then F(cM) = c¢?- 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 Symy,(R) polynomial F.
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Clearly, given any 0 # x € x4, we see that W4 (M) is polynomial in the entries of M. Moreover,
we note that for each i € [g], e; and s; are homogeneous polynomials of the same degree. Since
®, is a homogeneous polynomial, by construction of i;, it follows that Wy is also a homogeneous
polynomial, of the same degree as ®x. In summation, we have managed to prove the following

lemma.

Lemma 25. Let 0 # x € x4. There exists a Squ(]R)—polynomial Uy, such that given any M €
Symg (R) with eigenvalues (Ay, ..., Aq),

Uy(M) =0 <= x € L(A1,...,)g).

The proof immediately follows from the construction of ¥4, and Lemma 21. Before we can
proceed further, we will need to establish a few important properties of L(A1,...,Aq).

Lemma 26. Let L1 = L(,...,aq) and Lo = L(B1,...,5,) be lattices such that B; > 0 for all
i €[q]. Let dy = dim(Ly) and dy = dim(Ls). If Lo C L1, then dy < dy.

Proof. We will first define the rational span of a lattice £ of dimension d with a lattice basis
B={y1,...,yq} to be

Qsp(ﬁ):{cl-yl—k---—l—cd-yd‘cl,...,cde(@}.

It is easily seen that Qsp(£) is a Q-vector space of the same dimension d, as the lattice dimension
of £. We also note that given any o € S, L7 is also a lattice of dimension d, with B? as a lattice
basis. Therefore,

Qsp(£) = | Qsp(£7)

0ES,

for any lattice L.

Now, let us consider any y € Qsp(L2). There exists some o € S, such that y € Qsp(LJ). So,
there exists some ¢ € Z~g, such that c-y € £ C L. From our assumptions, we know that Lo C L.

Therefore, there exists some 7 € S, such that ¢-y € L]. So, y € Qsp(L]) C Qsp(L1). Therefore,
we have shown that

Qsp(L2) € Qsp(L1).

Hence,

Qsp(L2) € Qsp(L2) € Qsp(L1) = | Qsp(L9).

0€Sy
Since this is a finite union of Q-vector spaces, we know that there must be some 7 € S, such that
Qsp(L2) € Qsp(L]). In particular, this implies that do = dim(Qsp(L2)) < dim(Qsp(L])) = dy.
Now, for a contradiction assume dy = d;. This implies that in fact, Qsp(L2) = Qsp(L]).

Now, we recall that there exists some x € L1\ £2. Being outside Ly, clearly x # 0. There exists
some o € Sy, such that x € L]. If we let y € x4 such that y; = z.-1(,4) for all i € [g], we see
that y € L] C Qsp(L]) = Qsp(L2). Therefore, there exists some ¢ € Zsg, such that ¢-y € Lo. We
recall that Lo = L(B1,...,5,). Therefore, by definition, this implies that

f‘yl...ﬁg'yq:( %1 gq)czl S 5%1... gq:il.
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Since B; > 0 for all i € [g], it must be the case that 8" ---BJ* = 1, which means that y € Ls. By
the construction of y, it follows that x € ngl" C L,. But this contradicts our assumption about
x that x ¢ L. Therefore, our assumption that dy = d; must be false. O

We will now see how Lemma 26 allows us to prove the #P-hardness of P1-GH(M). We will need
just one more definition.

Definition 27. Let M € Sym;(R.o) have eigenvalues (Mi,...,N;). Let F be a countable set
of Sym,(R)-polynomials. A matriz N € Symj(R.o) is called a reduct of (M,F) if P1-GH(N) <
P1-GH(M), and F(N) # 0 for all F € F. We denote the set of reducts of (M,F) by

R(M,F) = {N € Symg(Ryo)| N is a reduct of (M,]:)}.
Consider any M € SymP(R—), with eigenvalues (A1, ..., A;). We define

Fur = {0y 104y € x0, Uy (M) £ 0} (15)

Since x4 is a countable set, it follows that F)s is also a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials.
From Lemma 25, we see that Fjs consists of precisely the polynomials indexed by vectors in x4 \
LA, 7).

Now, if the eigenvalues (A1, ..., Aq) of M have a lattice basis B such that B C D, we know from
Theorem 18 that P1-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

Ny € R(M, Far U{¥y}) N SymP(Roy).

If such an N; exists, let its eigenvalues be (y1, ..., 1tq). From Definition 27, for all 0 # y € x4, if
Uy (M) # 0, then we also have Wy (N7) # 0. In other words, for all 0 #y € x4, ¥y (N1) = 0 implies
that Wy (M) = 0. So, Lemma 25 now implies that

ﬁ(ul, ce ,/Lq) - ﬁ()\l, ce ,)\q).

Moreover, by our choice of Ny, we know that Wy (Ny) # 0, ie., x & L(p1,...,Hq), again by
Lemma 25. But by our choice of x, we know that x € B C L(A1,...,g) € L(A1,..., 7). Therefore,
we see that in fact,

E(lulv s Hu’q) g E()‘lv s 7)‘q)-
Therefore, Lemma 26 tells us that

dim(L(p1, ..., 1g)) < dim(L(A1, ..., Ag)).

Now we can repeat this process with Ny in place of M. Since the lattice dimension of L(A1,..., ;)
is some finite d € Zx>(, we can only repeat this process k times, for some £ < d, until we find some
Ny, € SymE?(Rg) such that it has a basis B C D, and thus P1-GH(Ny) is #P-hard by Theorem 18.
Furthermore,

P1-GH(N,) < --- < P1-GH(V;) < P1-GH(M).
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This would then allow us to prove that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.

In other words, given a matrix M € Symgd(R;,go), and any non-zero x € x4 \ D, our goal will be
to prove that there exists some N € R(M, Far U{¥yx}) N SymE?(R). In subsequent sections, we
will find larger and larger classes of matrices M and x for which we can find such an V.

6 Lattice on Diagonal Entries

Let M € Symg(R;ﬁo), and let F be a countable set of Sym,(IR)-polynomials. Since our goal is to
show that for some choices of M and F, R(M, F) # (), we will first prove some sufficient conditions
for this set to be non-empty. We will recall from Lemma 3 that given any M € Sym,(R.), there
exists a generating set {g1,...,g4} for the entries of M. We also recall that Lemma 4 allows us
to replace this matrix M with a matrix N = ¢M satisfying P1-GH(M) = P1-GH(NN) and such that
the entries of IV are generated by {g;},c[q) With exponents e;;; > 0 for all i,j € [¢], and ¢ € [d].
Therefore, Lemma 6 tells us that P1-GH(7ys(p)) < P1-GH(M) for all p € R%, where T/ is as defined
in Definition 5, and satisfies Tas(g1,...,94) = M.

Lemma 28. Let M € Symg(R;,go) be a matriz, whose entries are generated by {gi}ic(q- Let F be a
countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials, such that for each F € F, there exists some pr € R?, such
that F(Tar(pr)) # 0. Then, there exists N = Tar(p*) € R(M, F) N Sym(Ro) for some p* € R%.
Moreover,

o if M € Symg(R>0), we can ensure that N € Symg(R>0),
o if M € SymE*(R), we can ensure that N € SymE(R),
o if M € Symgd(R>0), we can ensure that N € Symgd(R>0).

Proof. We will first replace M with ¢M as guaranteed by Lemma 4, for some ¢ > 0. Since M €
Symy (Rp), it follows that cM € Sym{(Ro) as well. If M € Sym;(Rso) (similarly, SymP4(R)
and Symgd(R>0)), then so is ¢cM. We note from the definition of Tjps in Definition 5, that the
entries of the matrix Ty/(p) are all polynomials in p. Since each F' € F is a Sym, (R)-polynomial,
it follows that F'(Tp(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 pr € R? such that F(Ty(pr)) # 0. We also note
that det(Tar(g1,-..,9q)) = det(M) # 0, since M is full rank. Therefore, F(Ta/(p)) : R? = R is a
non-zero polynomial for all F' € F U {det}.

Let us now assume that M is positive definite. So, the eigenvalues (A1, ..., Ay) of Tar(g1,-..,94) =
M will all be positive. We note that each entry of the matrix 73;(p) is a continuous function of
p. So, each of the coefficients of the characteristic polynomial of 73;(p) is a continuous function
of p. Since the eigenvalues of Ty/(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 7ys(p) are also continuous as functions of p. In other words, there exist
open intervals Iy,...,I; such that g, € I, for all ¢t € [d], and Ty (p) is positive definite for all
pe (I x---x1;) =U. Since g; > 1 for all t € [q], we may further assume that U C (Rs1)?. By

18



construction, we note that U has positive measure. If on the other hand, M is not positive definite,
we can simply let U = (Rsq)%.

We note that for each F' € F U {det}, the set 0 = {p : F(Tam(p)) = 0} has measure 0, since
F(Tam(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},...,p}) € U\ Uplp. If we let N = Ty(p*), we now see
that F'(N) # 0 for all F' € F U {det}. In particular, this implies that det(N) # 0. Moreover, since
p* € U C (Rx1)?4, we see that N € Symf(Ro). So, N € R(M,F) N Sym; (R) is the required
matrix.

Moreover, if M € Sym,(Rx¢), we know from Eq. (5) that e;jo = 0 for all 4, j € [g]. Since p* € U,
this implies that N € Sym,(Rxo) as well. Finally, if M € Symgd(]R#O), we note that by our choice
of U, N € Symgd(R;AO) as well. Therefore, we see that this IV satisfies all the requirements of the
lemma. O

Corollary 29. Let M € Symgd(R>0). Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that
F(M) #0 for all F € F. Let 0 # x € x4 such that Ux(T,,M) # 0 for some integer n > 1. Then,
there exists some N € R(M, F U Fay U {¥y}) N SymE(Rxo).

Proof. Let {g:}1cq) be a generating set of the entries of M. As we have already seen, we may replace
M with ¢- M as guaranteed by Lemma 4. We have seen in the remark following Definition 24 that
F(M) = 0if and only if F/(¢cM) = 0. Therefore, F'(c-M) # 0 for all F' € F. By our choice of F, and
the definition of Fjs in Eq. (15), we see that for all F' € F U Fur, F(Ta(g1,---,94)) = F(M) # 0.
Moreover, we also see that since M € Sym, (Rxo), Wx(Tar((91)", .., (94)")) = Yx(TnM) # 0 as
given. Let 7' = FUFp U{¥y}. Tt is a countable set of Sym, (R)-polynomials with the property that
for every F' € F' there exists some pr € R such that F(Ty(pr)) # 0. We are also given that M €
SymE?(Rx). Therefore, Lemma 28 implies that there exists some N € R(M, F')NSymE*(R>g). O

Now we will consider M € SymP*(R-p) and 0 # x € x4, such that W, (T}, M) = 0 for all n. To
better understand these matrices, it will be helpful for us to study the function ¥ : Sym (R) — R
better. We already know that the function Wy 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

Pya(d) = 4 (kij)ij<q € Z° ‘ kij 20, ) kij=d
i,j€lq]
Given any k € Py (d), we will now define my : Sym (R) — R, such that
ki
m(M) = ] M.
i,j€lq]

As Uy had degree d, each my represents a monomial term in Uy (with possibly a 0 coefficient). We
then let
M = {mk ‘ k e qu(d)} :
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and we can now express WUy as

Uy (M) = ) enm(x)m(M),

meM
where ¢, (x) € R for all m € M.

Lemma 30. Let 0 # x € x4. There ewists € > 0, such that given any matriz M € Squ(]R)
satisfying the conditions that |M;; — I;;| < € for all i,j € [q], and Wx(T,,M) =0 for alln > 1, then

Ux(diag(M)) = 0,
where diag(M) € Sym,(R) is the diagonal matriz such that

0 otherwise.

diag(M)ij = {

Proof. We will let € = 1/3d, and assume that |M;; — I;;| < € for all 4, j € [¢]. By construction of M,
we see that

V(T M) = 3 ) (m(M))".
meM

Note that each m € M is my for some k € P2(d), where d is the degree of Ux. Now, we let
M(M) = {m(M) ( me 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
CoM (X) = Z em(X).

meM: m(M) = v

So, we see that

Uy (T, M) = Z oM (%) - 0",
vEM(M)

We can see that |[M(M)| is O(1). So, in particular, the equations Uy (7, M) = 0 form a full rank

Vandermonde system of linear equations. This implies that ¢, a7(x) = 0 for all v € M(M).
Setting that aside for a moment, we also note that by construction of diag(M),

mg(M) if kij =0V i#j,

0 otherwise.

mi(diag(M)) = {
Therefore, if we define
diag(M) = { myc ‘ kePp(d), ki=dyp,
i€[q]
we see that diag(M) C M, and

U(diagM) = 3 em)m(M).

mediag(M)

20



So, if we let

diag(M)(M) = {m(M) | m € diag(M) } . and ¢, giag(an (%) = > em(X)
mediag(M): m(M) = v

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

\Ifx(dlag(M)) = Z Cy,diag(M) (X) .
vediag(M)(M)

Let us now consider my € diag(M). We note that by our choice of € and M, my (M) > (1—¢)%.
On the other hand, let us now consider some my € M \ diag(M). We note that by our choice of
M, |my (M)| < (14 €)®1 - €. Therefore,

Imw (M) (1+e)¥ e  [(1+e d' €
D] < (1 - o) (1—€> I+e

Now, we note that

d d 4
k) I CO < ()
1—¢€ 1—ce€

From our choice of € = 1/3d, we know that e < 1/3 since d > 1. Therefore, 1 — € > 2/3. So,

2¢

So,

This proves that if v € diag(M)(M), then there cannot exist any m € M \ diag(M), such that
v =m(M). Therefore,

Cy,diag(M) (X) = Cm(x) = Z Cm(x) = CU,M(X)
mediag(M): m(M) = v meM: m(M) = v

for all v € diag(M)(M). But we already know that ¢, ps(x) = 0 for all v € M(M). Therefore,
Co,diag(a) (x) = 0 for all v € diag(M)(M). Therefore,

\le(dlag(M)) = Z cv,diag(M) (X) v =0.
vediag(M) (M)

O

In order to make effective use of Lemma 30, we will need one more lemma that provides a
sufficient condition to prove that (M, F) is not empty.

Definition 31. Let M = HDH" € Symf*(R). We now define the function Sy : R — SymE*(R),
such that
Sy (0) = HDYH',

21



Remark. Let M = HDH" € SymE*(R) have the eigenvalues (A1, ..., A;). Since these are all posi-
tive, DY is well-defined for all € R, as the diagonal matriz such that (D%); = (\)?. Consequently,
Sy is well-defined. Moreover, we note that

Sn(0)i; = (HinHjp)e”108O0) o 4 (HyHjg)el 10800,
for alli,j € [q]. Therefore, Spr(0)i; is a real analytic function in 0 for all i,j € [q].
J

Lemma 32. Let M = HDH" € Symgd(R;,go), Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials,
such that for each F € F, there exists some Op € R such that F(Sy(0r)) # 0. Then, given any
interval (a,b) C R, there exists some 0* € (a,b) such that Sy (6*) € R(M, F) N SymP*(R4o).

Proof. We will let

A= {SM(e)ij Li,j € [q]} U {F(SM(H)) L Fe }'}.
Since each F' € F is polynomial in the entries of the input matrix, and since the entries of the
matrix Spr(f) are all real analytic functions of 6, we see that each function in A is a real valued
analytic function of §. We also know that (Sp(1));; = (HDHT);; = M;; # 0 for all 4,5 € [q], and
that F\(Sp(0r)) # 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 < 6* < b such that if we let N = Sp/(6%), then N;; # 0 for all 4,5 € [q], and F(N) # 0 for all
F € F. We may also assume that 8* # 0.

We also note that since 8* # 0, and A; > 0 for all i € [q],

M =1 e (BT =1 e ) () = 1,

for all y € x,. This implies that £(A1,...,A,) = L], ... ,)\g*). Now, Lemma 13 implies that
P1-GH(N) = P1-GH(M). Therefore, N = Sy (%) € R(M, F) N SymP*(Ryo) is the required matrix.
U

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

Corollary 33. Let M € Symgd(R>0). Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials, such that
for each F' € F, there exists some O € R such that F(Sy(0r)) # 0. Then, there exists some
N = Sy (0%) € R(M, F) N SymE*(Rso).

Proof. We note that M;; > 0 for all 4,j € [q]. We also note that Sy; defined in Definition 31 is
continuous as a function of §. Since Syr(1) = M, there exists some a < 1 < b such that Sys(6);; > 0
for all 4,5 € [g], and 6 € (a,b). We can apply Lemma 32 with this choice of a < b to find the
required N = Sy (0*) € R(M, F) N SymPY(Rsp). O

Theorem 34. Let M € Symgd(R>0). Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials, such
that F(M) # 0 for all ' € F. Let 0 # x € xq. If ®x(Mi1,...,My,) # 0, there exists some
N e R(M, FUFy U{Ix})N Symgd(R>0).
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Proof. We consider Sy : R — Sym;(R) as defined in Definition 31. We see that F(Sy(1)) =
F(M) # 0 for all '€ F U Fy. We also see that the function ¢ : N +— Wy (diag(N)) is a Sym,(R)-
polynomial. We note that since diag(/V) is a diagonal matrix, its eigenvalues are precisely the
diagonal values of diag(N), i.e., (Ni1,...,Nyq). Therefore, from the construction of ®x and Wy, we
know that

Uy(diag(N)) =0 <= Px(N11,...,Ngq) =0

for all N € Symg(R). In particular, since ®x(Sar(1)11,...,Sm(1)qq) = Px(Mi1,...,Myy) # 0 by
our choice of M, we see that ((Spr(1)) # 0. So, if we let

F =FuUFy Ui},

we see that for each F' € F', there exists some 0p € R such that F(Sy(0r)) # 0.

We now note that Sy/(0) = HDHT = HH™ = I. Given x € Y, we will now let € > 0 be the
number whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma 30. Since Sps(#) is continuous as a function of 6,
we know that there exists some 6 > 0, such that for all 0 < 6 < ¢, for all 4, j € [q], |Sn(0)i; — ;5] < €.
We can now use Lemma 32 to find 0 < 6* < 6 such that M’ = Sy(6*) € R(M, F'). It should be
stressed here that the entries of M’ may be negative.

Since ¢ € F', we know that ((M') = ¥x(diag(M’)) # 0. Moreover, due to our choice of * < 4,
Lemma 30 allows us to conclude that there exists some n > 1 such that Uy (7,,M’)) # 0. We can
now define the Sym,(R)-polynomial ¢ : Sym,(R) — R such that {(N) = Wy (T, N). Since n > 1
is an integer, the entries of T, (N) are all homogeneous polynomials in the entries of the matrix
N, and therefore, £ is a Sym,(R)-polynomial. We have seen that £(Sy(6*)) # 0. Therefore, since
M € SymP?(R-), we may use Corollary 33 to find a new M"” € R(M, FU Far U{}) NSymP(R+o).
Since £(M") # 0, we see that Wy (T,,M") # 0.

But then, Corollary 29 implies that there exists some N € R(M", FUFp U{¥y})NSymE*(Rs).
Since P1-GH(M") < P1-GH(M), this means that N € R(M,F U Fp U {¥y}) N SymPY(Rsp) is the
required matrix. O

7 Confluence and Pairwise Order Independence

In this section, we will prove the #P-hardness of P1-GH(M) for a subset of the matrices M €
Symgd(R>0). We will do so by identifying a large class of matrices M € Symgd(R>0), and a large
class of x € xg, such that ®x(Mq,..., My) # 0.

Definition 35. Let I,J be finite sets. Let x = (z;)ier € Zlﬂ), andy = (y;)jes € Z|>J(‘). We say that

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

1Y i = Zje]yj, and

2. for any S1,52 C I, and 11,15 C J,

in:Zyj and in:Zyj == Z T; = Z Yj-

1€S1 VISEA 1€So JjETS 1€S1NS2 JeETINT>
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As all z;,y; > 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 = (x;);es € Zgg, andy = (yi)jes € ZLJA for nonempty finite

sets I, and J. (x,y) is a confluence if and only if there exist partitions I = S; U --- 1 S, and
J=TyU---UT, for somer > 1, such that for any S C I, T C J,

in:Zyj = |S= US“ and T = UTa, for some P C [r]| . (16)

€S jeT acP acP
Furthermore, the paired partition {(S1,T1),...,(Sy,Tr)} is unique up to the order of the pairs.

Proof. We will first assume that I = Sy U---US,, and J = T3 U --- U T, satisfies the condition
Eq. (16). If we let P = [r], we immediately get that ), ; x; = ZjeJ yj. Moreover, for any a € [r],

let P={a} then > ;g i =3 icr ¥
Now if we consider any Sy, 59 C I, and 17,75 C J such that

Z:Ei:Zyj and Z:Ei:Zyj,

i€ST JjeT 1€Sy JET,

we know that there exist some P, P» C [r] such that S1 = Ugep, Sa, 11 = Ugep, Tu, S2 = Usep,Sa,
and Ty = Ugep,T,. Therefore, if we let P3 = Py N Pa, we see that S1 N S = Ugep,Sq, and
Ty NTy = Ugep, Ty Therefore,

doom=2 D w=) ) u= )

1€S1NSs a€P3i€S, a€P3 j€T, JETINTS

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

C=((ST):SCI,TCJ, in:Zyj , and

i€S jeT

M={(ST)ec: (8,T)#0,0)and (V8 CSYT CT)[(8,T)eC = 8 =T"=0] }
be the minimal members of C. Since C and consequently M are finite sets, we may assume that
M ={(51,T1),...,(Sr,T;)} for some r > 1. We will now show that {Si,...,S,}, and {T1,..., T}
are the required partitions of I and J respectively.

For a # b € [r], we first consider (S,,Ty), (Sp, Tp) € M. By definition of M C C, we know
that > cq, i =D jer, ¥j» and D _,cq @i = D _cr, Y. Since (x,y) is a confluence, this implies that
Ziesamsb T; = ZjeTanTb yj. But (SqNSy) € S,, and (T, NTy) C T,. Since (Sq,Ts) # (Sp, Tp), we
may assume without loss of generality that (S, NSy) € S,. But then, since x; € Z~ for all i € I,

dovi=) wm> Y, owm= ),

J€ET, 1€Sa 1€54NSy JETLNTY

we see that
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Therefore, (T, N Ty) € T, as well. But by our definition of M, since (S, N Sy, T, N Tp) € C, and
(Sq,T,) € C, it must be the case that S,NS, = T,NT, = 0. Therefore, {S1,...,S,} and {T1,...,T,}
are both pairwise disjoint.

Since (Sq,Ty) € M CC for all a € [r], it is trivial to see that given any P C [r],

Z Z xT; = Z Z y;, and therefore, <U Sa, U Ta> eC.

a€ePieS, aeP jeT, acP acP

Now, using induction, we will show that given any (S,7T) € C, we can find some P C [r], such that
S = UaepSa, and T' = UyepT,. 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 8" C S, and 77 C T, but 5" # 0, and 7" # (). But we note that

Z :EiZZZEi—ZZEi:Zyj—Zyj: Z Yi

ieS\S’ €S ies’ jeT jeT’ JET\T'

which implies that (S\S’,T\T") € C. We note that 0 < |S’|+|T"| < k. Therefore, |S\ S|+ |T\T'| =
(IS|+|T])—=(]S"|+|T"|) < k. Therefore, our induction hypothesis implies that there exist Py, P, C [r],
such that S = Uaep,Sa, T = Uaer,Ta, (S\ S") = Upep,Sp, and (T'\ T") = Upep,Tp. Therefore,
there exists P = P; U Py C [r] such that

S = USa, and T = UTa.

aeP aeP

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 C [r] such that [ = U,epS,, and J = UzepT,. Recall
that S, NS, = 0 for a # b. Each (S,,T,) € M satisfies S, # 0. If there is some o’ ¢ P then
Sw =8y NI =Sy N [Uyep Sa] =0, a contradiction. This implies that P = [r]. This proves that
I=5U---US,, and J = T7 U---UT,.. This finishes the proof of the existence of the paired
partition M = {(S1,T1),...,(SrT})}.

For uniqueness, let M" = {(S1,77),...,(S},,T;)} be another such paired partition. We first
note that for M, if a # b € [r] then ) ;o i # Y ;e s, Ti- Otherwise, by the confluence property,
2jer, Yi = 2uies, i = 2ies, Ti wplies 0 < 3 ieq Yy = Yjenarn, ¥j = Xiesans, ¥ = 0, a
contradiction. The same is true for M.

For any (S4,T,) € M, as 3 cq, i = D_jer, Yj» there exists P' C [p] such that S; = UeeprS.
As S, # (), we have P’ = (). Pick any ¢ € P’. Then by the same argument there exists P C [r]| such
that S, = UpepSp. As {S, : 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 € [p]. Since ) ;cq T = Ez’esg T, = Zz’esb x;, we must have a = b. Hence the mapping sending
a to ¢ is 1-1. Switching the role of M and M’ shows that r = p and the two paired partitions are
in 1-1 correspondence. This proves uniqueness. O

Now that we have defined confluences and understood their properties better, we will now relate
them to x € x4, and see how they are relevant to our problem at hand.
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Definition 37. Let 0 # x € x,. We will define IT ={i € [q] : 2; >0}, and I~ = {i € [q] : &; < 0}.
Then, we let xt = (x;)ier+, and x~ = (—x;);er-. We say that x is confluent if (xT,x7) is a
confluence.

If x is confluent, let IT = Sy U---US, and I~ = Ty U---UT, be the partition guaranteed
by Lemma 36. We say ((S1,T1),...,(Sy,T))) 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) € x4. 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 : R* = R is a 0-1 polynomial with q terms if it can be

f(plv"'7pd) = Z H pfi’tv

i€[q) te[d]

expressed as

Tt

where each monomial Hte[d} p; " 1s distinct, and has a coefficient 1.

Definition 39. Two polynomials f,g : R* — R are said to be proportional to each other, if there
exist integers 1, ...,xq >0 and y1,...,yq > 0 such that for all p € R?,

pitpyt e fp) =pY" Pt g(p).

We will first focus on 0-1 polynomials f : R — R in one variable with ¢ terms. Such polynomials
must be of the form

f(p) =p" +p™ + - +p",

where 0 < o1 < a2 <--- < 74

Lemma 40. Let 0 # x € x4 be confluent, with the confluence basis ((S1,T1),...,(Sy,Ty)). Let
fi,-.., fg : R —= R be 0-1 polynomials with q terms such that ¢x(f1(p), ..., fo(p)) =0 for allp € R.
Then, given any i,j € [q], such that i,j € Sq UT, for some a € [r|, we have that f; and f; are
proportional to each other.

Proof. Since f1,..., fq are all 0-1 polynomials with ¢ terms, we may assume that
filp) =p™' + -+ p*e

for integers 0 < z;1 < -+ < 24 for all ¢ € [¢]. We will now let d; = 21, and y; j = 2;; — d; for all
i,7 € [q]. If we now let

gi(p) = p¥"* + -+ +pPie,
we see that f;(p) = p%g;(p) for all i € [¢]. By construction, we also see that y; ; = 0 for all i € [q].
Therefore, for any i # j € [q], we have g; = g; if and only if f; and f; are proportional to each
other.

Since ¢x(f1(p), ..., fg(p)) = 0, we see that
1% g™ =] "= 1] £ie)™ = [[ p~™% - gilp)~".

ielt ielt el iel—
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By our construction of g;, we see that pt g; for all i € [g]. Therefore,
I peo% = T o, and ] 9™ = [] ait0)™™
ielt el— elt el-

For any i € [q], if x; # 0 then either i € [T or i € I~. For any ¢ € IT U, there exists a unique
a € [r], and we will denote it by o (i), such that i € S, or i € Ty, i.e., i € S,y U T,
We will now prove by induction that given any ¢,j € S, UT, for some a € [r], i.e., o(i) = o(j),
we have
9i = gj-

For all i € [q], given any 1 <t < ¢, we define a truncated version of g,
gile(p) = p¥* + -+ 4 p¥ir.

By the construction of g;, we know that y; 1 = 0 for all ¢ € [g]. So, ¢;|1(p) = p¥>* =1 for all i € [q].
Now, for each r < k < rq, we define the following:

Statement (k) : There exist integers 1 < ¢1,...,t, < g such that t; +---+ ¢, = k, and
some polynomials hi,...,h, such that gi‘ta(i) = hg(;) for all i € Iturl.
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 whenty =---=t¢.=1,and hy =--- =h, =1, g,-]tm.) =1= hg(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 t,’s, all t, = ¢. Then g; = gi|q = 9i|ta(i) = ho(i)-
Hence if 0(i) = o(j) then g; = g;. From the construction of g;, it now follows that f; and f; are
proportional to each other, if 4, j € S, UT, for some a € [r]. O

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

Proof of Claim 41. Let us assume that there exist 1 < tq1,...,t. < ¢, as well as polynomials
hi,...,h, that satisfy Statement (k) for some r < k < rq. We will consider the following equation

Ty . —X;
[T o0~ IT (9l @) = TT 9™ = T1 (9iheon @) - (17)
iel+ iel+ iel~ iel~
We can see that Eq. (17) is true since we know that
I @™ = 1] 9™,
iel+ iel-
and the induction hypothesis tells us that since x is confluent,

H <9i|t0(i) (p))mi = H haese T = H haieta ) H <9i|t0(i) (p)) o

el t a€lr] a€lr] iel—

27



Since we have assumed that ¢; + --- + ¢, = k < rq, we see that there exists some a € [r] such
that ¢, < q. Since o : [T U~ — [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
(TP — >iert (yi,ki’l +“‘+yi,ki’zi)
[T %@ > p :

el t kiyj: (ViGIJr,Vje[mi})[lgkingq}

However, any term pzieﬁ <yi’ki’1+m+yi’ki’%> for which k; j < t,(;) for all i € I'™ and j € [z;] would

appear in .
11 <gi!tm) (p)>
ielt
as well, and get cancelled in the LHS of Eq. (17). Therefore, to be a candidate for the least degree

Yit

term remaining, it must be obtained by choosing one least degree remaining term p”“'*@®*" from

one factor g;(p) and the term p¥:1 = p = 1 for all other factor polynomials. Furthermore, all such
i

old) (p)) in Eq. (17), since all

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

product terms from [[,.;+ gi(p)** are not cancelled from [[;c;+ <gi\t

first product. Hence, this least degree term has degree
+ — i (e
a* = min (11, 41).

and this occurs exactly x; times for each minimizer ¢ that achieves this minimum. Summing up,
the least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (17) is therefore

d+
DT
ielt:
yi,tg(i)+1:d+
Similarly, if we let
d_:min< i 1)
iers \Yito+1 )

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

> (et
i€l
yi,tg(i)+1:d7

Since the least degree terms of the LHS and the RHS have to be identical, this implies that d* = d~,
and also that Y, g2, = 3, p(—2;), where S = {i € I : yiy, 1 =d"},and T = {i € I~ :
Yit,m+1 = d}. Since x is confluent, by definition, this means that there exists some P C [r]
such that S = UgepSq, and T = UgepT,. But this means that Yitom+l = dt = d= for all
’i S UaEP(Sa U Ta)-

In other words, we have shown that there exist integers 1 < ¢/,...,t. < g such that ¢}, = ¢, +1
for a € P, and t,, = t, for a ¢ P, as well as polynomials h,...,hl such that g;|» o= hfj(i) for all
ieItUI" . Since k' =t) +---+1t, >t + -+ t, = k, this finishes the proof of Claim 41. d
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We will now extend Lemma 40 to be applicable for all 0-1 polynomials f; : R¢ — R.

Lemma 42. Let 0 # x € x4 be confluent, with the confluence basis ((S1,T1),...,(Sr,Ty)). Let
fi,-- s fq : R — R be 0-1 polynomials with q terms such that ¢x(fi(p),. .., f;(P)) = 0 for all
p € R Then, given any i,j € [q], such that i,j € S, UT, for some a € [r], we have that f; and fi
are proportional to each other.

Proof. From Definition 38, we may assume that

fie)=>_[[»"

i€[q] te(d]

for all j € [q]. We let m = max;c(] te(d],je[q(Ti,j¢). For all j € [g], we know from Definition 38 that
the following sequences are pairwise distinct

77" 77"" sy i) PRCEY R A sy e IEE) 34y 0 0 ,a,7 /"
(11,5, T1,2,55 - T1,d5) 7 (T2,1,5, 2,255 - - T2.dj) F - F (Tg1,5>Tq2,55- - > Tq,d,j)

Therefore for any m > 2m, if we let
227] = Z mt ' ‘T’i7t,j7
te(d]

we see that for all j € [g] they are pairwise distinct, 21 j # - -+ # 24 ;. Moreover,

2 d .
F@mp™ . p™) =Y pT

i€[q]

for all j € [¢]. We can now define g; : R — R as
m m2 md
By our choice of m > 2m, we see that each g; is a 0-1 polynomial with (exactly) ¢ terms, i.e., no
terms get combined.
By hypothesis,

¢x(f1(p)a cee 7fq(p)) =0
for all p € R%. Therefore,

Ox(91(p); -+, 94(p)) = 0

for all p € R. So, Lemma 40 tells us that given any 4,7 € [g] such that i,5 € S, U T, for some
a € [r], we have that g; and g; are proportional to each other. But from our construction of g; and
gj, this means that there exists some d; ; € Z such that

ittt gip) g

pzl’j+”’+pzq’j _g](p) :p s

Therefore, there exists some o € S, such that

pzli_zo(l)j g szi_ZU(Q)j — ... = pzqi_za(q)j g pdivj'
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From the construction of z1;,..., 24, and 214, .., 24, this implies that
¢
§ :m (w1 — )t,) E :m (T2ti = To(2),t,5) = E :m (Zq,ti = To(g),t,j)-
te(d) te(d)

We note that —m < (14 — Zo(1)5)s - - - » (Tgti — To(gyr;) < m for all t € [d]. So, our choice of m > 2m
implies that for all ¢ € [d] there exists some r; € Z such that,

(:El,t,i — xa(l),t,j) — ... = (JEq,t,i — :Eo'(q),t,j) =T¢.
Therefore,
le‘ltl_Hp O'(l)tj’ . prqtz_Hp . o'(q)t]
teld] teld]
So,

prltz +prqtl Hp;‘t, prl,tvj+..._|_H Zq,t,j Hp

te(d] te(d] te(d] te(d]
This proves that f; and f; are proportional to each other. O

We are now finally ready to study how confluent x € x, interact with matrices M € Symg (Ro).
We will initially restrict ourselves to a very special family of matrices.

Definition 43. Let M € Sym,(R). We say that M is a row full matriz if the elements of each row
of M are pairwise distinct:
Vi€ [q], My # Mg # --- # M.

Definition 44. Let M € Sym,(R). We say that the rows i # j of M are order dependent if
there exists some o € Sy such that (M, My, . .., Mig) and (Mjs1y, Mjo(2), - - - Mjo(q)) are linearly
dependent. We say that M € Sym,(R) is pairwise order independent (or p.o.independent) if no
rows i # j of M are order dependent.

Lemma 45. There exist Sym,(R)-polynomials pgu11 and pingep such that given any M € Squ(]R),
pear1 (M) # 0 if and only if M is row full, and pingep(M) # 0 if and only if M is p.o. independent.

Proof. For all i € [q], we can define the Sym,(R)-polynomial peu11,i(M) = [T}, 2j,e1q(Miji — Mij,)-
We then define pgy11 such that
pfull(M) = H pfull,i(M)
i€[q]
We can easily see that for any M € Sym (R), pra11(M) # 0 if and only if M is a row full matrix.
We can also see that pgy11(M) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M. So, it is a
Sym,(R)-polynomial.
We know that given any two vectors a,b € R?, the Gram determinant g : R® x R” — R:

g(a,b) = det




is a homogeneous polynomial, where (-,-) denotes inner product, such that g(a,b) # 0 if and only
if a and b are linearly independent. We will now define the function pingepij for i # j € [q] as

pindep,ij(M) = H 9((Mz1, v 7Miq)7 (Mja(1)7 s 7Mja(q)))7 (18)
0€Sy

and the function pingep as
pindep(M) = H pindepvij(M)‘ (19)
i#j€lq]
From the construction, we can easily see that pinaep(M) # 0 if and only if M is p.o. independent.
We can also see that pingep(M) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M. So, it is a Sym, (R)-
polynomial. O

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

Theorem 46. Let M € Symgd(R>0) be a row full, p.o.independent matriz. Let F be a countable
set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Given any confluent 0 # x € Xq,
there exists some row full, p.o. independent N € R(M,F U {Tyx})N Symgd(R>0).

Proof. We may assume that the entries of M are generated by {gt}te[d]. We recall that we may
replace M with some cM as in Lemma 4. So, we know that for i, j € [g], there exist unique integers
eijo € {0,1}, and ejj1, ..., €554 > 0, such that

M;j = (—1)%0 . g{¥" ... g5,

Since, M;; > 0 for all 4, j € [g] by our choice of M, we see that e;jo = 0 for all 7,j € [¢]. So, from
Definition 5, we see that
o Cijd

d

Tu(P)ij =pi7 - p

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

(T (P)),; = D (Tar()is)” = ;} %} e
JE€lq| te

Jj€ld]

Since M is a row full matrix, we know that for all i € [q], M1 # Mz # - - - # M, are pairwise
distinct. Since {g;}/c[q is @ generating set, this implies that for each i € [q], (ei11,€i12;-- -, €i1a) #
(€i21,€i22,- .-, €i2d) # - 7 (€iql, €iq2, - - - » €iga) are also pairwise distinct. Therefore, for each i € [q],
we see that (TM(p)2)“. is a 0-1 polynomial with exactly ¢ terms. Since x is confluent, we know that
it has a confluence basis ((S1,T41),..., (S, Ty)). Since r > 1, and Sy,77 # 0, we may pick some
i € S1, and j € Ty. We will now assume that ¢x ((Tar(p)*)11, -, (Tar(p)?)gq) = 0 for all p € R%
Lemma 42 now implies that by our choice of 4,5 € [q], (Tar(p)?)i and (Tas(p)?);; are proportional

to each other. But this means that there exists some cq,...,cq € Z such that
2 i 267;
[Lepi™ + -+ lLegre ™ H e
2ei1 2eiqt t -
[Lewri "+ +1legpt ™ icia

31



Therefore, there exists some o € S, such that

17 =TT o I pocier 11 pleint — 711 pleiva
te(d]

te(d] te(d] te(d] te(d] te(d]

as an identity in p. In particular, when we evaluate these expressions at (g1,...,gq), we see that
there exists a constant ¢ = Hte[d} g;" € R such that

()2, (M)?) = e+ (Mo s (M)

Since M;; > 0 for all 4,5 € [g] by our choice of M, this implies that in fact

<Mi1,...,Miq> — /- <Mj0(1),...,Mjo(q)).

This contradicts our assumption that M is p.o.independent, since i # j. Therefore, our assumption
that ¢x (Tar(P)*)11,-- -, (Tar(P)?)gg) = O must be false.

Since our only restriction on x was that it be confluent, ¢y ((Tar(P)*)11,-- -, (Tar(P)?)qq) must
be a non-zero polynomial in p for all confluent y € x,. In particular, given any o € §,, we can
construct y € X, such that y; = z4(; for all ¢ € [q]. Since x is confluent, it is trivial to see that y
is also confluent. Therefore, it follows from the construction of ® that

(TP h1s 5 (T (@) a) = [T &y (Ta®))in,- (Tar(P))gg)

YEXq:3 0€S,
v i€glyi=o ()

is a product of non-zero polynomials, and is therefore, a non-zero polynomial. So, there exists some
Px € R? such that &x((Tar(Px))11, - - - (Tar(Px)?)gq) # 0.

We will now define ¢ : N — Oy ((N?)11,...,(N?)gq) for all N € Sym,(R). We can see that
since the entries of the matrix N2 are homogeneous polynomials in the entries of the matrix N,
¢ is in fact a Sym,(R)-polynomial. From Lemma 45, we also know that there exist Sym,(IR)-
polynomials psy11, and pingep. We will now let 7/ = F U {(, pru11, Pindep}. We know that for
every F € F, F(Tu(91,---,94)) = F(M) # 0. We have also seen that {(Ty(px)) # 0. Since
M is row full and p.o.independent, we also see that pey11(Tar(91,---,94)) = pra11 (M) # 0, and
Pindep(Ta(g1s---,9d)) = pindep(M) # 0. Therefore, Lemma 28 tells us that there exists some
M’ € R(M, F') N SymP4(Rxo).

Therefore, F(M') # 0 for all F' € F, and ®5(((M")?)11,. .., ((M')?)4q) # 0. We will now define
§: N = Oy(N11,...,Nyq) for all N € Sym,(R), and let F” = F U {psu11, Pindep; &} From our
construction of M’, we know that F(M’') # 0 for all F € F U {psu11, pinaep }, and &((M')?) =
¢(M') # 0. (We note that as M’ € SymP?(Rx), we have (M')? = Sp1(2).) Therefore, Corollary 33
implies that there exists some M"” € R(M’, F") N SymP(Rsp). Since P1-GH(M’) < P1-GH(M ), this
means that M” € R(M,F"”). Finally, since ®x((M")11,...,(M")qq) = £&(M") # 0, Theorem 34
implies that there exists some N € R(M", F U {psu11, Pindep, ¥x}) N Symgd(R>0). This N is our
required matrix

N € R(M, F U{ppeay indep: Ux}) N SymE(Rso).
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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 € Sym,(R). We say that the rows i # j of the matriz M are order identical,
if there exists some o € S, such that

(Mil, e ,Miq) - (Mjcr(l)7 e 7Mjcr(q))'

We say that M € Sym,(R) is pairwise order distinct (or p.o. distinct) if no two rows i # j of M are
order identical.

Lemma 48. There exists a Sym,(R)-polynomial paist, such that for any M € Sym,(R), paist(M) #
0 if and only if M is p.o. distinct.

Proof. We know that given any two vectors a,b € RY,

a=b «<— Z(ak—bk)Q = 0.
ke[q]

So, we can define the function paist,ij for ¢ # j € [q] as

paist,ij (M) = H Z (Mg, — Mja(k))2,

0€S5q ke[q]

and the function pgis¢ as
paist (M) = H Pdist,ij (M).
i#j€|q]
From the construction, we can easily see that pgist (M) # 0 if and only if M is p.o. distinct. We
can also see that paist (M) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M. So, it is a Sym,(IR)-

polynomial. O

Lemma 49. Let M € Symgd(R>0) be a row full, p.o. distinct matriz. Let F be a countable set
of Symy,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F' € F. Given any i # j € [q], there exists
some row full, p.o. distinct N € R(M, F U{pindep,ij}) N Symgd(R>0), where Pindep,ij 15 as defined in
Eq. (18) in the proof of Lemma /5.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that ¢ = 1, and j = 2. We may also assume
that M = HDH®. We will consider the function Sy; defined in Definition 31. If there exists
some 6 such that pingep,12(Sa(f)) # 0, then we can immediately use Corollary 33 to find some
N € R(M,F U {psa11; Pindep,12}) N Symgd(R>0), and we would be done. Let us now assume that
Pindep,12(Sn(0)) =0 for all § € R.

Since M is row full and p.o.distinct, it follows that pey11(Sar(1)) = pean(M) # 0, and
Paist (S (1)) = paiss (M) # 0. We will now define & : N — pga11(T2N). Since the entries
of the matrix To N are homogeneous polynomials in the entries of N, £ is clearly a Sym,(R)-
polynomial. Since M € Sym,(R~) is a row full matrix, we note T»M is also a row full matrix. So,

£(Sm(1)) = prar1(ToM) # 0.

33



Note that Sps(0) = I. Since Spr(6)45 is a continuous function of 6, we know that there exists some
§ > 0 such that |Sas(0);;—1;j| < § forall 0 < § < 6, for all 4, j € [g]. With this choice of §, Lemma 32
allows us to find some M’ = HDG HT = Sy (0') € R(M, F U {psu11, Paist, E}) N Symgd(R;,go), such
that 0 < 0’ < §. We should stress here that M’ may have negative entries.

From the definition of pjngep,12, We see that

pindep12(Su(9)) = [] g( Sm(0)1, .., Su (H)Iq)7(SM(9)2J(1)7---7SM(9)20(q)))'

0ES,

Since pindep,12(Sar(#)) is identically 0, and is the product of real analytic functions, it follows that
there must be some o € S, such that g((SM(H)H, oo S (0)19)5 (Sm(0)20(15 - - - ,SM(9)2U(q))) =0
for all 6. This implies that for all 4,5 € [q], M, - Még( h = My, - Méo(l)

From our construction of M’, we have Mj;, M3, > 2/3, and |Mj;| < 1/3 for all i # j. Therefore,
given any t; # 1,13 # 2 € [q], we see that My, > [My, | and Méz > |Msy,,|. Therefore, | M, |-|M,| >
| M7y, | - | M3, |. But we know that for all j € [q], [My,] - |M. 20(] | = | My - M. 20(1 | In particular,
it must also be true for j = o~!(2). This is only possible if 5 = 1 or o(1) = 2. These are
equivalent, namely (1) = 2. Now, let us assume that there exists some arbitrary o’ € S, such that

g<(M{1, s M), (Méa’(l) Méa,(q))) = 0. By the same argument, we have ¢/(1) = 2. But this
implies that, for all ¢ € [¢],
M _ M Ay
M, ~ ] M|

(The ratios are well defined as M’ € SymP®(Ro).) By construction, M’ satisfies the property that
E(M') = pear1(ToM') # 0. Therefore, To M’ is row full, and thus M) , .| = |M] implies that
207 (t) 20(t)
d'(t) = o(t), for all t € [¢q]. Therefore, we conclude that
((v 0 € R) [9((Sa (011, Sa1(O)14): (Sat Oy -+ Sut(O)ar(q)) =0 | ) = o' =0

Therefore, we can define ¢; : N = g((N11,- .., Nig), (Nor1), - - - Nar(g))) for all 7 € S;. We can

now use Corollary 33 to find M” € R(M, F U{psu11, paist } U{G : T # 0 € Sg}) N Symgd(R>0).
Now, let the entries of this matrix M” be generated by some {g1,...,g4}. Recall that we may

assume by replacing M" with some cM”, that there exist unique integers e;;; for that for all 7, j € [q],

(M//)ZJ — (_1)6,”09;231 . g;ijd’

where e;j0 € {0,1} and e; > 0 for all ¢ € [d], for all 4, j € [q]. Since M" € Sym,(R~), we see that
eijo = 0 for all 4,5 € [¢]. Moreover, M" is a row full matrix by construction. Therefore, for each

i € [q], we have pairwise distinct tuples

(€i11, €612, - - -, €i1d) F# (€i21, €522, .., €i2d) 7 -+ 7 (€igl,€ig2, - - - » €igd)-

Let m = max; jc(q te[q(€ijt)- Pick any integer m > m, and let

2: t
Zij = m -eijt.

te(d]
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We see that because of our choice of m, z;1 # 22 # - - - # z;4 are pairwise distinct for all i € [g]. We
also observe that for all 4, j € [q],

d

Taar (P 0™ )ij = D7

Moreover, we may assume that (o (Tp (p™, ..., pmd)) = 0 for all p € R, since otherwise, we would
be able to use Lemma 28 to find the required N € R(M",F U {psu11, paist } U{C = 7 € Sg}) N
Symgd(R>0) = R(M", F U {psu11, Paist: Pindep,12}) N Symgd(R>0). Therefore, the two row vectors

(p2117 R 7p21q) aIld (pz2‘7(1)7 . 7I)ZQU(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 ¢ € Z such that z11 — 295(1) =+ = 219 — 225(¢) = ¢. We
will now define one more function 7y, : R — Sym,(R) such that

Tr(p) = (Tar (@™, 9™))*.
Let us first assume that (,(7;;(p)) = 0 for all p € R. This implies that
(Tar®)*)11 - (T31(0) 2oty = (Tar(0) D201y - (Tar(0))1e

for all t € [gq]. We recall that o(1) = 2. Therefore, for all ¢t € [g], we will define f; : R — R as
fep) = (T3 ()1 - (T3 (P)*)20(ty — (T3 (P)*)22 - (T3 (p)*)1s, and we find that

ft(p) _ Z p2zi1 . Z pzZ'z—i-in(t) o Z p2zi2 . Z pzu-i-zit
i€q] i€q] i€lq] i€(q]
_ Z p2Zi1+Zj2+ng(t) _ Z p2zi2+zj1+zjt
i,j€q] i,j€q]

Since we know that f;(p) = 0 for all p € R, it follows that Cé—é;(p) = 0 for all p € R as well.
Specifically, we note that

df
d_p(l) = Z 221 + zjp + Zjo) | — Z 22i0 + 2j1 + Zjs
i,j€lq] i.j€[q]
=q(2) )+ D () + Y (o) | —a | 2D (zi2) + Y (zin) + D> (z)
i€[q] i€lq] i€lq] i€[q] i€lq] i€lq]
=q Z(Zil) - Z(Ziz) + Z(Zia(t)) - Z(zit)
i€[q] i€lq] i€[q] i€[q]

35



We recall that 211 — 295(1) = -+ = 21 — 224(¢q) = ¢ for some integer ¢ € Z. This means that
Yiclq(#i1) — 2ieqq (2i2) = cq. Therefore, we have found that

> i) = Y (o) = g
i€[q] i€lq]
Since this is true for all ¢ € [g], by the same argument, we also get that
Z(Zia(t)) - Z(zia(a(t))) =cq.
i€[q] i€lq]

This can be repeated. Since o € S;, we know that there exists some 2 < n < ¢ such that o™(1) = 1.
So, we have shown that

3

0= Z(zwk*l(l)) - Z(Ziak(l)) = cng.

k=1 \i€[q] 1€]q]

Since n > 0 and ¢ > 0, this implies that ¢ = 0. But from our construction of z;;, this implies that
e1jt = €ao(jy, for all j € [q] and t € [d]. This implies that My; = Mé’a(j) for all j € [g]. This
contradicts our assumption that paist(M”) # 0. Therefore, our assumption that (,(7;;(p)) = 0
for all p € R must be false. We can therefore use Lemma 28 to find M"” € R(M",F U {( :
T # o} U{psu11, Paist, C*}) N Symgd(R>0), where ¢* : N +— (,(N?). Since ¢ (M™) # 0, for all
7 # o, and (,((M™)?) # 0 we can then use Corollary 33 to find the required N € R(M", F U

{peu11; Paist; Pindep,12}) N SymP(Rp). 0

Corollary 50. Let M € Symgd(R>0) be a row full, p.o.distinct matriz. Let F be a countable
set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F' € F. There exists some row full,
p.o. independent N € R(M,F) N Symgd(R>0).

Proof. Since M is row full, and p.o.distinct, Lemma 49 implies that there exists some M2 €
R(M, F U {psu11, Paist: Pindep,12}) N Symgd(R>0). We can now use Lemma 49 again to find M3 €
R(M2, F U {psa11, Paist Pindep,12; Pindep,13}) N Symgd(Rw) which is contained in

R(M, F U {psu11, paist Pindep,12> Pindep,13}) N Symgd(Rw)-

By repeating this up to (g) times, we can find the required

N € R(M,FU{psru1,paist } U {Pindep,ij : © # J € [q]}) N Symf]’d(R>o) =
R(M, F U {psu11, Paist, Pindep}) N Symb*(Rsg),

where pingep is defined in Eq. (19). O

Lemma 51. Let M € Symgd(R>0) be a row full, p.o. distinct matriz. If x is confluent for all
0 # x € x4 such that Wx(M) =0, then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.
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Proof. Let Far be as defined in Eq. (15). Let M’ € R(M, Far) N SymPY(Rso) be the row full,
p-o.independent matrix whose existence is guaranteed by Corollary 50.

Let Ljs be the lattice formed by the eigenvalues of M, and let L;;s be the lattice formed by the
eigenvalues of M’. By our assumption about M, we know that all 0 # x € L), are confluent. From
the definition of L), we see that this immediately implies that all 0 # x € £j; are confluent. By
our construction of M’, and our choice of Fy; as defined in Eq. (15), we see that £y C Lys. So,
all 0 # x € Ly are confluent.

Let d = dim Ly, the lattice dimension of Ly;. If d > 0, we can pick some x; # 0 from
this lattice. We know that x; is confluent. Since M’ is row full and p.o.independent, we can use
Theorem 46 to find some Ny € R(M', Farr U{ Wy, })NSymPY(Rs). By Lemma 25, x; € Ly, , where
Ly, is the lattice formed by the eigenvalues of N;. We also have Ly, C L£j,. Hence, by Lemma 26,
dim Ly, < d. If the lattice dimension of Ly, is non-zero, we can repeat this process by picking some
0 # x3 € Ly, and then using Theorem 46 once again to find some Ny € R(Ny, Fn, U{¥x,, Ux, })N
Symb(Rso) € R(M', Fn, U{Uyx,, Uy, }) NSymb4(Rp). We can therefore repeat this process up to
d times to find some matrix N € Sym;(Rs¢) such that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M), and
the lattice dimension of Ly is 0. Theorem 18 then proves that P1-GH(V) is #P-hard, which implies
that P1-GH(M) is also #P-hard. O

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 € Sym,(R). We say that it is diagonal distinct, if M1y # Mag # -+ # My,
are pairwise distinct.

Lemma 53. There erists a Sym,(R)-polynomial paiag such that for any M € Sym,(R), paiag(M) #
0 if and only if M is diagonal distinct.

Proof. We will define pasag : Sym,(R) — R such that

pdiag(N) = H (Nii — Njj).
i#j€lq]

It is easily seen that paiag(IN) is a Sym,(R)-polynomial such that paiag(N) # 0 if and only if N is
diagonal distinct. O

Lemma 54. Let M € Symgd(R>0) be a row full, p.o. distinct matriz. Let F be a family of Sym,(R)-
polynomial, such that F(M) # 0 for all F' € F. There exists some diagonal distinct N € R(M,F)N
Symgd(R>0).

Proof. If M were itself diagonal distinct, we would be done, so let us assume otherwise. We may
assume that M;; = M;; for some ¢ # j. We assume that the entries of M are generated by some
{gt}te[d}- As before, we may use Lemma 4 to replace M with some cM, and consider the function
T as defined in Definition 5. Since M € Sym (R~p), we see that e;jo = 0 for all 4,5 € [q].
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We will first assume that paiag(7Ta(p)?) = 0 for all p € R%. Now, we let m = max; je(ql,te(d (€ijt)s
pick some m > m, and define z;; = Zte[d] m! - e;j for all 4,5 € [q]. We note that

2 d ..
Tu (™ p™ . p™ )iy =P
for all 4,5 € [q], and because of our choice of m, z;; = zy; if and only if (eijléeijg, cey€ijd) =
(eirjr1s€irjray ... eijra). We recall that by our assumption, paiag(Tar(p™,...,p™ )?) = 0, for all
p € R. But that implies that for some i # j € [q], (Tar(®™,...,p™" )i = (TM(pm,...,pmd)2)jj.
This implies that
22i1 22i2 2%iqg __ 2241 22i9 225
p +p ++p Q_pj+pj++p 749

for all p € R. This implies that there exists some o € S; such that z;; = zj,(;) for all ¢ € [q]-
But from our construction of z;;, this implies that M;; = M, for all ¢ € [q]. This contradicts
our assumption that M is p.o.distinct. Therefore, our assumption that pdiag(’TM(p)2) = 0 for all
p € R% must be false.

S0, paiag(Ta(P*)?) # 0 for some p* € R%. But then, Lemma 28 allows us to first find M’ €
SymE?(Rx) such that F(M') # 0 for all F € F, and pgsag((M’)?) # 0. Then, Corollary 33 allows
us to find the required N € R(M,F U {paiag}) N SymP(R~p). O

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~q, we will construct the graph R, G 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 € Sym,(R), given any graph G = (V, E),

M(RHG): Z H Z Ma(u)a(Mab)nMa(v)b: Z H (RHM)J(u)U(v)a

0:V—[q] (u,v)EE a,b€[q] o:V—[q] (u,v)EE

o« oo

(a) The edge gadget Rs. (b) An example graph G, and the graph R3G.

Figure 2: The edge gadget R,
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where R, (M) € Sym,(R) such that for all 4,5 € [q],

(RnM)ij = > (Map)" - Mia My,
a,b€(q]

Definition 55. Let M € Sym,(R~o). We can now define a function Ry : R — Sym,(Rxo), such
that for all i,j € [q],

Rar(0)ij = Y (Map)® - Mig M.
a,be(q]

In particular, for any M € Sym, (R~o) and integer n > 1,

Rar(n) = R, M. (20)

Lemma 56. Let M € Sym, (R>o). Then, P1-GH(Rp(0)) < P1-GH(M) for all 6 € R.

Proof. We know that for any n > 1, and given any planar graph G = (V, E),

Zu(RG) = Z H Z Ma(u)a(Mab)nMa(v)b'

o:V—[q] (u,v)EE a,b€[q]

We recall that
Pm(n):{x:(azl,...,xm)ezm‘ (Viem]) [z, >0], and xl—i—u'—kxm:n}.

We define the set (with no duplicates)

Xy (G) = { H ijij ke qu(E)}.
i,j€ld]
For each k € Pp2(|E|), we will define zps(k) = [1; ;e Mikjij, and

Yar(k) = {(a;b) € o | (Vi.j € [a]) [his = |{t o =i =3} ] }-

Then, for each z € Xj/(G), we define

em(Gr)= ) > ( > ( 1T Mcr(u)auMo(v)bv))
o:Volg) | kePa(IE): \abevar(k) \(wv)ek
zy (k)=a

Finally, we note that

Zu(RaG) = Y 2" cm(G,a).
SCEXM(G)
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Since each z € Xj(G) is distinct, and since |X/(G)| < |[E|°M, we can use oracle access to
P1-GH(M) to compute Zy(R,G) for n € [| X (G)|]. We will then have a full rank Vandermonde
system of linear equations, which can be solved in polynomial time to find cp (G, z) for all z €
Xum(G).

We will now note that each x € X,/ (G) is the product of entries of the matrix M. Since
M € Sym,(Rp), this implies that every element of X/(G) is positive. Moreover, we see that for
every k € Pp2(|E]), and for every 6 € R,

(en®)’ = [T 50 = T (M&)*s

i,5€[q] i,5€[q]

is well defined. Therefore, for any 8 € R, we can compute the quantity

Z 2% ey (Gx) = Z H Z My ()0 (Map)? My = Z H Rt (0)o(u)o(v)

zeXm(G) 0:V—[q] (u,v)EE a,b[q] o:V—[q] (u,v)EE
in polynomial time. This proves that P1-GH(Rs(6)) < P1-GH(M) for all § € R. O

Lemma 57. Let M € Syqu’d(Rw). Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomial, such that
for all F € F, there exists some 0 € R such that F(Ry(0r)) # 0. Then, there exists some
N = Ru(0%) € R(M, F) N Symf4(Rxg).

Proof. Since each F' € F is polynomial in the entries of the input matrix, and since each entry of
the matrix Rjz(6) is a real analytic function of 0, we see that F(Rps(0)) is a real analytic function
of 6 for all ' € F. Moreover, since F(Ry(0r)) # 0 for all F' € F, we see that these are non-zero
analytic functions.

From the definition of Rps(#), we can see that for all i, j € [¢], Rar(6)i; > 0. We also note that
Rar(1) = M3, and since M is positive definite, it follows that M? is also positive definite. We note
that the eigenvalues of the matrix Rjs(0) are continuous functions of the entries of the matrix, and
consequently, are continuous functions of §. This implies that there exists some interval (a,b) C R
such that 1 € (a,b), and Ry () € SymP*(R>o).

Now, since we know that for each F' € F, F(Rp(0)) 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 6* € (a, b)
such that F(Raz(6%)) # 0. From our choice of (a,b), we also see that Ras(6*) € SymE?(Rx). So,
it is the required matrix. O

We can now use this gadget to first show that if M € Symgd(R>0) is diagonal distinct, we can
find a row full and diagonal distinct N € SymP(Rx) such that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M). Later, we
will show that if M € Symgd(R>0) is both row full and diagonal distinct, then we can in fact find
a row full, p.o. distinct N € SymP*(R-).

Lemma 58. Let M € Symgd(]R>0) be a diagonal distinct matriz. Let F be a countable set of
Sym, (R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then there erists a row full, diagonal
distinct N € R(M, F) N SymE(Rxo).
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Proof. Since Sy(0) = I, there exists some § > 0 such that [Sy(6)i; — I;;| < 1 for all i, 5 € [g], and
0 < 6 < 6. Therefore, we can use Lemma 32 to find M’ = Sp(0*) € R(M, {paiag}) N SymE*(Roo),
for some 6* € R, such that |(M');; — I;;| < % for all 4,5 € [q].

We can now consider R, (M’) for n > 1. From the definition, we see that

Ry(M)ij = > (Mgy)™ - (M')ia (M) 5.
a,b€(q]

We may now let X = {(M')q : a,b € [g]}, and for each z € X, define

Cij(x) = Z (M,)z'a(M,)jb-

a,be(gl:(M") gp=1

So, we can express R,(M');; as
Ry(M')ij =) 2™ - cij(w)
rzeX

for all 4, j € [q]. Therefore, for any i € [g], and j # j' € [q], we see that

Ro(M')ij = Rp (M) = > & - (ei5(x) — cir ().
rzeX

Since each z € X is distinct, and | X| = O(1), this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear
equations. If R, (M');; — Rn(M');j» = 0 for all n > 1, that would imply that ¢;;(z) — ¢;;(x) = 0 for
all z € X.

In particular, we note that by our choice of M’, paiag(M') # 0. So, (M’);; 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’)q, = (M');; implies that

(a’ b) = (],]) So,
cij(M')j5) — eipr (M) j5) = (M")i5(M") 15 — (M")i5(M") ;5 = 0.

Since M" € Sym, (Rq), we know that (M");; # 0. So, we have shown that (M');; = (M");;, 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 R, (M’);; — R,(M');j» = 0 for all
n > 1.

Therefore, given any 7,7 # j' € [q], there exists some n; j; € Zxo such that (R, (M'))i; —
(Rn, , ,(M'))ij # 0. We can now define the function ¢; j j : N = (Rp, ., N)ij— (Rn, , ,N)ij. From
the definition of Rni’j’j, in Definition 55, we can see that (; ; ;s is a Sym,(R)-polynomial.

Recall that by construction, M’ = Sy(6*) for some 6* € R. So, we have seen that for all
i,j # 7 € lq], Gij o (Sm(6%)) #0. We can now let

F = {F’ N~ F(N* | FeFuU {pdiag}} U {Gi,jg Fijiela)

We note that (Sp(3))? = M, and F(M) # 0 for all F' € FU{paiag}, and Sy (6*) = M’. Therefore,
Corollary 33 allows us to find M” € R(M,F’') N SymPY(Rso). Since M” € Sym,(Rso), we can
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now consider the function Ry;». We see that by construction of M”, Ry (1) = (M")3. So, for all
F € FU{paiag}. we see that F(Rym (1)) = F((M")3) # 0 by the fact that M” € R(M, F').

Finally, consider the functions & ;; : N + N;; — N;j. Clearly & ; o are Sym,(R)-polynomials.
From our choice of 7/, and Ry (n; ) = Ry, . (M") by Eq. (20), we know that for every i, j #
J' € [q], there exists n; ; i/, such that

G (Raar (i) = &gt (R ;3 (M")) = (R, (M"))ig = (R, ;0 (M7))igr = G (M") # 0.

Therefore, we apply Lemma 57 to the function set F U {paiag} U{& ;14 € [q],7 # §’ € [d]}, to get
a row full, diagonal distinct N € R(M", F) N Symgd(R>0). Note that pse11 = Hie[q] H#j,e[q} ISRRL
Since P1-GH(M") < P1-GH(M), this is the required matrix. O

Lemma 59. Let M € Symgd(]R>0) be a diagonal distinct matriz. Let F be a countable set of
Sym, (R)-polynomials such that F'(M) # 0 for all M € F. There exists some row full, p.o. distinct
N e R(M,F)n Symgd(R>0).

Proof. We will first use Lemma 58 to find a row full, diagonal distinct matrix
M’ € R(M, F U{psu11, paiag}) N SymE*(Rs).

We may assume that M’ = HDH?". Since Sy;/(0) = I, we know that there exists some § > 0
such that [Sy(0)s; — I;j| < % for all 4,j € [g], for all 0 < @ < 5. We can now use Lemma 32 to
find some M"” = HDY HT ¢ R(M', F U {paiag: peur1}), where 0 < #* < 6. From our choice of 6%,
we can see that (M"); > (M"); for all ¢ € [¢], and j # k € [g]. Moreover, since (M") is diagonal
distinct, we also see that (M");; # (M");; for any i # j. Therefore, given any i # j, we see that
(M")is # (M") i, for all k € [¢]. In particular, this implies that there does not exist any o € S,
such that ((M")i, ..., (M")iq) = (M")51ys -+ s (M")jo(q))- This proves that paist (HD? HT) 0.
Now, Corollary 33 allows us to find the required N € R(M', F U {psu11, paist }) N Symgd(R>0) C
R(M, F U{psu11, paist }) N Symgd(Rw)- O

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 € Symgd(R>0) be a diagonal distinct matriz. If x is confluent for all 0 #
X € Xq such that Ux(M) =0, then P1-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. Fiz any i # j € [q]. Let M € Symgd(R>0) be a matriz such that rows i and j are
not order identical. Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all
F € F. Then there exists some N € R(M, F) N SymE*(Rso), such that Ny # Nj;.

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that ¢ = 1 and j = 2. We will define £ : N —
Nip — Nay. If there is some 6 such that &(Sp(0)) # 0, then we are done by Corollary 33. So we
may assume that £(Sp(0)) = 0 for all § € R. We also recall from Lemma 48 that there exists a
Sym,(R)-polynomial pgjst,12 such that paist,12(N) # 0 on any matrix N if and only if rows 1 and
2 of N are not order identical. We will now define ¢ : N + paisg,12(T4N). Since paist,12(M) # 0,
and M € Sym (Rxo), it follows that ((M) = paist,12(TaM) # 0 as well.

We will now let 7/ = {F’ : N — F(N®) | F € F}. We see that F'(Sy(3)) = F(Smu(1)) =
F(M) # 0 for all F/ € F'. We also know that ((Sa(1)) = ¢((M) # 0. Since Spr(0) = I, we know
that there exists some § > 0 such that [Sar(6);; — I;;| < & for all 0 < 6 < §, for all 4, j € [¢]. So, we
can use Lemma 32 to find M’ = Sy(0%) € R(M, F' U {¢}) N SymE*(Ro) where 0 < 6* < 6.

We know that (M) = 0. So, we see that (M')11 = (M')22. We will now consider R, (T, M)
for n > 1 and m > 1. Let us first assume that (R, (T, M')) = 0 for all n,m > 1. We will now
define an equivalence relation on [g] such that ¢ ~ j if and only if (R, (T M"))ii = (Rn(TmM'));;
for all n,m > 1. By our assumption, we see that 1 ~ 2. This equivalence relation defines a partition
[q) = S1U---US, for some r < q. We may assume without loss of generality that 1,2 € S;. We
will now fix some odd m > 1, and consider &(R,(T,,M')) for all n > 1. We know that

ER(TmM)) = D (Map)"™ - ((M{a)™(M,)™ — (M) ™ (Mz,)"™)-

a,be(q]
We now let X = {(M,) : a,b € [¢]}, and
Cm711(x) = Z (M{aM{b)ma and Cm722(x) = Z (MéaMéb)m
a,belq: M/, =z a,belq: M/, =z

So, we see that
E(Ry(TM')) = Z ™ (em1(2) — em,22(2)).
zeX

Since m is odd by our choice, we see that 2™ = (2/)™ for z,2’ € X implies that z = z/. So, if
E(Rp(T,M')) = 0 for all n > 1, this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations of
size O(1). This implies that ¢, 11(2) — ¢ 22(z) = 0 for all z € 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) = S1U---S,, there exists some ¢ € [r] such that i € S;. We now see that

Cma1 (M")ii) = ema2(M)ii) = Y ((M{;)*™ — (M3;)*™) .
JESE

43



Since we can do this for all i € [g], we see that for all ¢ € [r],

Z(M{j)2m = Z(Még)2m

JESt JESt
So,
Z MlJ Z Z MlJ Z Z(Méj)%b - Z(M§])2
j€lq] r] JESt te[r] jESt Jj€ldq]

Since this is true for all odd m = 2k —1 with k£ > 1, we have a Vandermonde system of equations

of the form

(Miy)? (M2 e (MR (My)* (M) e (Mgy)? :
(M{1)6 (Miz)ﬁ (M{q)ﬁ (M{2)6 (Méz)ﬁ (Méq)ﬁ « 1 -
: : : : : : -1
(M{1)4k+2 (M{2)4k+2 L. (M{q)4k+2 (M{2)4k+2 (M52)4k+2 L. (Méq)4k+2 -1
—1

This is only possible if the following condition is satisfied: For any v, let n, = |{i | |M],;| = v}| and
nl, = |{i | |M};| = v}|. Then n, = n) for all v. This can be seen by first ordering the elements of
the following multisets by magnitude

{’M{1‘7 ’M{2‘7 o ‘M{q’}v and {‘Mél‘7 ’M£2‘7 . ’Méq‘}a

and then taking a sufficiently large k. Thus the entries of |M],;| and |MJ,| can be matched in
a 1-1 correspondence. Hence, there exists some o € S, such that (M],)* = (Méo_(z.))4 for all
i € [¢]. But from our construction of M’, we ensured that ((M’) # 0, where ¢ was defined such
that ¢ : N — paise,12(T4N). This contradiction therefore implies that it is not possible that
E(Rn (T (M) =0 for all n,m > 1.

So, we may assume that there exists some n > 1 and m > 1 such that (R, (T,,M')) # 0.
We can now define £ : N — &(R,(T,,N)), and we see that £ (Sp(6*)) # 0. So, Corollary 33
allows us to find some M” € R(M,F U {¢'}) N SymE4(R~g). We can assume that the entries
of M" are generated by some {g;'}ic(q)- We also know that using Lemma 4, we can replace M"
with some c¢M”. If we now let £&” : N — (R,(N))11 — (Rp(IN))22, we can see that since M €
Sym,(Rxo), &' (Tarn((97)™,-- -, (g)™)) = &"(TnM") = &'(M") # 0. So, Lemma 28 allows us
to find some M"” € R(M",F U {¢"}) N SymP*(Rsp). We note that since M"” € Sym,(Rso),
E(Rapm(n)) = E(Ry(M™)) = &' (M") # 0. Also, Ry (1) = (M")3, and so, for all F € F,
F(Rym(1)) = F(M™)3) = F'(M™) # 0, where F' € F' is the corresponding function to F.
Finally, Lemma 57 allows us to find the required N € R(M", F U {£}) N SymP(R~). O

We can repeatedly apply Lemma 61 to all distinct pairs ¢ # j € [g], while each time incorporating
an additional polynomial £ 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 € Symgd(R>0) be a p.o. distinct matriz, that is not necessarily row full. Let
F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F' € F. There exists some
diagonal distinct N € R(M, F) N Symb(Ro).

Proof. We can define the Sym_(R)-polynomial pgiag i;j such that paiag,;(IN) : N = N;; — Njj;. Since
M is p.o. distinct, Lemma 61 allows us to find M12) e R(M, FU{paist, pdiag,lg})ﬂSymgd(Rw). We
can repeat this process again with M2 to find M(13) e %(M(m),}" U {paist s Paiag,12; Pdiag,13}) N
Symgd(ﬂ\‘i>o)-

After repeating this for all ¢ # j € [q], we obtain N € R(M,F U {paist} U {paiag,ij : ¢ #
j € lg]}) N SymEY(R=g). So, we sce that N € R(M, Far U {paiag}) N SymE*(R>o) is the required
matrix. O

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 € Symgd(R>0) be a p.o. distinct matriz. If x is confluent for all 0 # x € x4
such that (M) = 0, then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. Corollary 62 implies that there exists some diagonal distinct N € R(M, Fpr) N Symgd(R>0).
Corollary 60 then proves that P1-GH(N) is #P-hard, which then implies that P1-GH(M) is also
#P-hard. O

9 Hardness for Diagonal Distinct 4 x 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 ¢ = 4.

Lemma 64. Let \i,..., Ay > 0. If L(A1,...,\q) contains any x # O that is non-confluent, then
such an x must satisfy |x1| = |z2| = |x3| = |x4|, and in this case, (1,1,—1,—1) € L(A1,...,\4).

Proof. By definition 0 # x € x4, and Y, 2; = 0. Let IT = {i € [4] : 2; > 0}, and [~ = {i €
[4] : z; < 0}. Since x # 0, we know that both IT, I~ # (. If [IT| =1 or |I7| = 1, x must
be confluent, by Lemma 36, since the only choice for nonempty S C I™ and T" C I~ such that
YiegTi = zjeT(—xj) is in fact S = It and T = I~. This leaves us to consider as the only
non-trivial case, the scenario where |I1| = |[I7| = 2. We note that if x € L£(\1,...,)\), then
y € L(A1,...,A4) as well for any y such that y; = x,(;) for some o € Sy. So, we may assume
without loss of generality that It = {1,4}, and I~ = {2,3}.
Since x is not confluent, there must be Sy, 52 C {1,4}, and 71,75 C {2,3} such that

Zazi = Z(—azj) and le = Z(—azj) but Z x; # Z (—z;).

€51 JjeT i€So JETS 1€S1NS2 JeETINT>
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Since all x; # 0, if one of S1,S5,T; or T = (), so is the corresponding set, violating the last
inequality. So, we may rule out any empty sets, and also the case where S; = Sy = {1,4} and the
case where T7 = Ty = {2,3}. Without loss of generality, S; # {1,4}, and we may assume that
S1 = {1}. This implies that 71 # {2,3} since we know that 7 < 1 + 24 = (—22) + (—x3). Once
again, without loss of generality, we may assume that 77 = {2}.

Now, if Sy = {1,4}, that would force Ty = {2,3} since x1 + x4 > (—w2) and z1 + 14 > (—x3).
But then, S1 N Sy = S1 and Ty N1, = Ty, which implies that » ; g g, i = Zj6T1ﬂT2(_xj)7 a
contradiction. Therefore, Sy # {1,4}. So the only possibilities are Sy = {1} or Sy = {4}. By
symmetry, the only possibilities for Ty are Th = {2} or T» = {3}.

If So = {1}, then we claim T» = {3}, for otherwise T = {2} and that would lead to an
equality ZieslﬂSQ Ti =X = —Ty = ZjeTlﬂTz(_xj)v a contradiction. Then we have z1 = —z9
and zq1 = —x3 which leads to x4 = (1 + 24) — 1 = (—x2 + —x3) — 21 = 1. This proves that
|z1| = |z2| = |z3] = |z4|, and also that (z, —z,—z,z) € L(A1,...,\1)? for some = € Z~g, and
o € Sy. This means that (Ay1))"(As2)) " (Ae(3)) " (Ao@a))” = 1. Since A1,...,A\q > 0, this implies
that ()\0(1))()\0(2))_1()\0(3))_1(/\0(4)) = 1. Therefore, (1, -1, -1, 1) S E()\l, . ,)\4).

Finally, if Sy = {4}, then S; N Sy = 0. Then 7o = {2}, for otherwise Th = {3}, would give
T1NTy = ( and then we would have an equality > ;g s, Ti = 0 = > cq, 7, (—7;), a contradiction.

Then we have 1 = —x9 and x4 = —x9, which also leads to —x3 = x; as above. Hence, even in
this case, we find that |z1] = |x2| = |z3] = |24/, and that (x, —z, —z,2) in L(\1,...,\s), for some
x € Z~o. This once again implies that (1,—1,—1,1) € L(A1,...,\1). O

Our goal will be to now show that given a diagonal distinct matrix M € Symzd(R>0), we can
find some N € R(M,Fyr) with eigenvalues (p1,...,pq) such that (1,—1,—-1,1) ¢ L(u1,...,Ha).
Corollary 60 then implies that P1-GH(V) is #P-hard, which means that P1-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 € Symy(R~(). Here for any o € Sy we define the matrix M7 to be such
that (M7);; = Ms(i)s(j)- We say that M is isomorphic to M.

Lemma 65. There exist Symy(R)-polynomials, orensor and prensor such that given any M € Symy(Ro),
® Otensor (M) =0 if and only if M = A® B for some A, B € Symy(R), and
® prensor (M) = 0 if and only if M is isomorphic to A® B for some A, B € Symy(R).

Proof. We will first define gtengor as

Otensor (N) = (N14 — Nog)* + (N11Nuy — NagN33)? + Z(NHNM — NiaNis)?.
1€[4]

We can see that oOtensor 1S @ homogeneous polynomial in the entries of the matrix. So, it is a
Symy, (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 giensor (V) takes the form

Otensor (V) = (Noo.11 — No1.10)* + (Noo,00N11,11 — No1,01N10.10)* + Z (Nab.00Nab.11 — Nab,01 Nav.10)>
abeD
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From this form, it is clear that gtensor(N) is invariant if we flip the bit a or b in the matrix N.
We see that giensor (M) = 0 if and only if My = Mas, My Myy — Moy Mss, and

M1 Myy = Mo M3,  MioMaoy = MosMos, MigMszq = Moz Msg, MigMyy = Moy M3y,

Let M € Symy(Rxg). We will now let z = %—ﬁ, and y = %—'ﬁ (As we assume the entries
of M are non-zero, the divisions are well defined.) Since Mj3Myy = Myo M3, this means that
My = x - My, Similarly, since My3Myy = Moo Mss, we see that Myy = y - M. Since (by
symmetry) Moz = Myy = x - Mg, and MiasMoy = Mg Mss, we see that Moy = x - Mag. Since
M3z = y- M1, and MygMsy = MogMss, we see that M3y = %ﬂ/}ﬂ/]” =y - Mj,. Putting everything
together, we see that

Myw Mip  xMin Mo
M= Mo My  xMias xMao _ (1 = 2 My Mo
xMi1 xMip yMyy yMis Ty Mo Moo

xMis xMso yMio yMoo

So, we see that gensor (M) = 0 implies that M = A ® B for some A, B € Sym,(R).
Now, let us assume that M = A ® B for some A, B € Sym,(R). So, we see that

A11Byy AnBia AipBiy ApeBia
A11B1a A1 By A1aBia ApBo
A19B11 A12B1a A2B1y A B
A19B1a A12Bas AxBia AzeBa

But now we can verify that giensor (M) = 0. This proves that giensor(M) = 0 if and only if
M = A ® B for some A, B € Sym,(R).

Given any M € Symy(Ro), and o € Sy, we can define M7 to be the matrix such that (M7);; =
Mg (i)o(j)- Matrices isomorphic to M take the form M? under a simultaneous row and column
permutation by some o. Now, we can define

ptensor(M) = H Qtensor(MU)'
€Sy

We can see that for each o € Sy, Otensor (M7) is a homogeneous polynomial in the entries of M. So,
Ptensor 1S a Squ(R)—polynomial, such that prensor (M) = 0 implies that M is isomorphic to A ® B
for some A, B € Symy(R). Similarly, if M is isomorphic to some A ® B, it follows that there exists
some o € Sy such that M? = A® B. This implies that pyensor (M) = 0. O

Remark. For M € Sym,(R), being expressible as M = A ® B for some A, B € Symy(R) is
equivalent to being expressible as M = A® B for some A, B € Symy(R<q). 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 & Symid (R<0), if we cannot find some
N € R(M, Fyr) such that Wy _; _; 1y(N) # 0, then M needs to satisfy more and more conditions,
until we are able to prove that piensor(M) = 0. We will start with a lemma that is applicable for
all M € Symid(R>0), and not just diagonally distinct matrices.

Lemma 66. Let M € Symid(R>0). Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that
F(M) # 0 forall F € F. Let§ be the Symy(R)-polynomial such that & : N — ¢ —1,—1,1)(N11, .-, Nag).
Then there exists some N € R(M,F U {£}) N SymE*(Rso), unless My - Myy = Moy - M3z, and
My = Moas.

Proof. If (M) # 0, then we are done already, so we may assume that £(M) = 0. This immediately
implies that My - Mgy = Mas - Mss. So, our goal now is just to show that if no N € R(M,F U
{€}) N SymE?(Rx) can be found, then My = Mys.

Let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}te[d]- We know from Lemma 4 that we can
replace M with some ¢ - M such that the entries of M are generated by {gt}te[d} with e;j; > 0 for
all 4,5 € [4], and ¢t € [d]. Since M € Symy(Rs), we also know that e;jo = 0 for all 4,5 € [4]. We
will now let m = max; je4) se(a)(€ij¢), and pick some m > m. We then let

zg =Y mleg
teld]
for all 7,7 € [4]. We will now define 7;; : R — Symy(R) such that
T ()i = T @™, ....0™)ij = p™
for all i, j € [4]. We will now define the Sym,(R)-polynomial & such that & : N~ E(N?).

If &(T5;(p)) # 0 for some p € R, then Lemma 28 allows us to find some N € R(M,F U
{£}) N SymP(R+g), and we will be done. Similarly, if &(755(p)) # 0 for some p € R, we can
first use Lemma 28 allows us to find some M’ € R(M,F U {&}) N SymE*(Rsq). Then, since
F(M')#0 for all F € F, and £((M")?) # 0, Corollary 33 allows us to once again find the required
N € R(M", F U{€}) N Sym§*(Rxy).

On the other hand, let us assume that £(7,;(p)) = 0, and &(7,;(p)) = 0 for all p € R. We will
now define ¢, (> : R — R such that ((p) = £(T;;(p)), and (a2(p) = &2(T5;(p)) for all p € R. We note
that

C(p) = Tar()11 - Tar(P)as — Tar(p)az - Ty (p)ss = p™1 F#4477227%58 and

G2(p) = (Tar ()11 (T5r(0)*)as — (Tir(0)*)22 - (T3 (p))33

_ (szzu) ) (Z p2Z4j) . (szzm) . (Z pzz?,j)

i€[4) J€l4] i€[4] JEl4]
_ Z (p221i+224j . p222i+223j) .
i,5€[4]

From our assumptions above, we know that ((p) = 0, and (2(p) = 0 for all p € R. Therefore

%(C(p)) =0, and dip(@(p)) = 0 for all p € R. Specifically, when evaluated at p = 1, we see that

d
d_]C)(l) = 211 + 244 — 299 — 233 = 0.
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This implies that z11 + 244 = 222 + 233. Similarly,

dcs

dp ( ) Z (22,’1 + 22’4j — 229; — 223]')

i,j€[4]
= (2211 + 2212 + 2213 + 2214) + (2214 + 2224 + 2234 + 2244)
— (22’12 + 2299 + 2293 + 2224) — (2213 + 2293 + 2233 + 2234)

= 2211 + 4214 + 2Z44 — 2Z22 — 4Z23 — 2233 =0.

Therefore, 2(211 + 244 — 222 — 233) +4(214 — 223) = 0. Since we already saw that z11 + 244 = 222 + 233,
this implies that z14 = 293.

We recall that by our choice of m > m, and construction of z;;, z14 = 223 implies that
(e141, ..., €14q) = (€231,...,€239). But this means that M4 = Mys, which finishes the proof. O

Lemma 67. Let M € Symid(]R>0) be a diagonal distinct matriz. Let F be a countable set of
Symy (R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Let & be the Symy(R)-polynomial such
that & : N+ ¢,—1,-1,1)(N11, ..., Naa). Then there exists some diagonal distinct N € R(M,F U
{e}) N SymEY(Rsp), unless M = A® B for some A, B € Symy(Rsp).

Proof. We will assume that M # A ® B for any A, B € Sym,(R~p). From Lemma 65, we know
that Otensor(M) # 0. So we can add Pdiag and Otensor to F assumed for M. Our goal will be
to show that we can construct some diagonal distinct N’ € R(M,F) N Symid(R>0) such that
Niy - Njy # Nby - Nig or Niy # Njs. Then, Lemma 66 would allow us to find the required N €
R(N', F U {pasag, £}) N Sym§* (Rs).

We recall that since Sp7(0) = I, there exists some ¢ > 0 such that |Sys(6)i; — Lij| < 3 L for all
0 <6 <o forallije [4]. We will now let

F' ={F :Nw— F(N®) | F e F}.

We note that F’(SM( )) # O forall F € F', and paiag(Sar(1)) = paiag(M) # 0, and gtensor (Sar(1)) =
Otensor (M) # 0. We can therefore use Lemma 32 to find M = Sp(6*) € R(M, F'U{paiag, Otensor })N
Symid(Rﬂ]) for some 0 < 6* < 4.

If (M')14 # (M')93 or MMy, # My Mss, we will be done. So, we may assume otherwise. We
will first assume that (R, (M’))14 — (Rp(M'))23 = 0 for all n > 1. We note that

Ry (M')14 — Rp(M')23 = Z (Mp)™ - (Mo My, — Ms, My,).
a,be[4]

We may now let X = {(M’)q : a,b € [4]}, and for each z € X, define

cua(z) = > (M)1a(M')g, and cx(x) = > (M) (M)

a,be4]:(M") gp=2 a,be4]:(M") gp=2

So, we see that

Ry (M")14 — oz = a" - (cra(x) — ca3(x)).
zeX
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Since each z € X is distinct, and | X| < O(1), this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear
equations. Since we have assumed that (R, (M’))14 — (R (M'))23 = 0 for all n > 1, this implies
that c14(z) — coz(x) =0 for all z € X.

Now, by our choice of M’, we know that all the diagonal terms M’ of are distinct. Also any
diagonal element of M’ = S);(6*) is greater than the absolute value of any off diagonal element, by
our choice of 0 < 6* < §. Therefore, (M');; = (M') 4 implies that (a,b) = (i,i) for all 7 € [4]. This
implies that

c1a((M")ii) = cas((M")is) = (M')15(M")ai — (M")24(M")3; = 0
for all i € [4]. We also already know that (M')14 = (M')e3, and Mj, M}, = M}, M},. But this
implies that otensor (M) = 0, which is a contradiction to M’ € R(M, F' U {paiag, Otensor })-

This means that there exists some n* > 1, such that (Ry+(M'))14 — Rp+(M'))23 # 0. This
implies that we can define the Sym,(R)-polynomial &« : N +— (Rp+(N))14 — (Rp+(N))23, and we
see that &= (Sp(0%)) = &+(M') # 0. So, using Sp(3), Corollary 33 allows us to first find some
M" € R(M, F" U{piiag,ns}) N SymE?(Rsg), where Piiag(N) = paiag(N?). By construction, we
see that F(Rp (1)) # 0 for all F € F, and pasag(Ra (1)) # 0, as Ry (1) = (M”)3. Moreover,
we see that (Rps(n*))14a — (Rarv(n*))es # 0. Therefore, Lemma 57 allows us to find some N’ €
R(M", F U {pasag}) N SymE (Rsp), such that Ni, # Nj;. Lemma 66 then allows us to find the
required N € R(N', F U {pasag, €}) N Sym:* (Ro). O

We are now ready to state a hardness criterion that applies to all P1-GH(M ) where M is diagonal
distinct.

Theorem 68. Let M < Symid(]R>0) be a diagonal distinct matriz. Then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard
unless M is isomorphic to A® B for some A, B € Symy(Rx).

Proof. Let us assume that M is not isomorphic to any A ® B for any A, B € Sym,(R). (Note that
for M € Sym,(R~¢), M is isomorphic to A ® B for some A, B € Sym,(R) is equivalent to being
isomorphic to A® B for some A, B € Symy(R~0).) So, Lemma 65 tells us that prensor (M) # 0. We
will now construct

F = -FM U {pdiaga ptensor}y

where Fjs is as defined in Eq. (15). We can see that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. We recall from
Eq. (12) that

D1—1,-1,1) (N1, -+, Nag) = H B1,-1,-1,1) No(D)o(1)s - - - » No@)o(4))-

oESy

So, we will define the Sym,(R)-polynomials &, for o € Sy as

§o(N) = d1,-1,-1,0) (No()o(1)s - - -+ » No(@)o(4) )5

and the Sym,(R)-polynomial £ such that £ : N+ [] g, & (V).
For each o € Sy, we may define M7 € Symzd(R>0) as in Lemma 65 to be such that (M7);; =

My (i)o(j)- We will also let Sy = {o71,...,021}. Now, Lemma 67 implies that since gsensor (M*) # 0,

o(j
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we can find some M; € R(M, F U {£,,}) N SymE*(Rsp). Since F(M;) # 0 for all F € F, starting
with M; instead of M, we can repeat this to find My € R(M1, F U {&5,, 80, 1) N Symid(R>0).
After repeating this process for all o € Sy, we end up with some

M’ = Moy € R(M, F U {£}) N SymE* (Rs).

Since ®(1,_1,_1,1)(Miy, ..., Mjy) # 0, Theorem 34 allows us to find some N € R(M', Fpr U
{pdiaga \I’(l,—l,—l,l)}) N Symid(R>0).

Let (g1, ..., 1) be the eigenvalues of N. Let £y be the lattice formed by these eigenvalues. By
construction, we see that (1,—1,—1,1) ¢ Ly. So, from Lemma 64, we see that all 0 # x € Ly are
confluent. Since N is diagonal distinct, Corollary 60 then proves that P1-GH(N) is #P-hard. Since
P1-GH(V) < P1-GH(M ), we see that P1-GH(M) is also #P-hard. O

10 Hardness for non-Diagonal Distinct 4 x 4 matrices

In this section, we will deal with the matrices M &€ Symid(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, P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to A® B
for some A, B € Symgy(R).

Lemma 69. Let M € Symzd(]Rx)) such that My, = Mas, Moo # Msg # My are pairwise distinct,
and prensor (M) # 0. Unless M is of one of the two forms below (Forms (I) or (II)), P1-GH(M) is
# P-hard.

M1 Mz Mz My a Ty =z My Mo Mz My a x y =z

Mo My1 Mz My _ T ey =2 Mis My My Mg _|T a2y

Mz Miz Mzz Msy y y bt Mz My Mszz Msy y z bt

Myy Mg Mzg My z z t c Myy Mz Mzy My z y t c
Form (I) Form (IT)

Proof. We apply Lemma 61 to M. Suppose rows 1 and 2 are not order identical. The pairwise
distinctness of {Mag, Mss, Mys} and of { My, Mss, My} are conditions expressible as nonvanishing
of Sym,(R)-polynomials and thus maintained by Lemma 61, and hence its conclusion N13 # Naz 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, Fy; U
{prensor }) N SymE*(Rxq). Theorem 68 then proves that P1-GH(N), and consequently, P1-GH(M) are
#P-hard.

So, we may assume rows 1 and 2 are order identical. There exists some o € S; such that
My = My, for all i € [4]. We are given Mj; = Mas. We also have Mys = Moy by M being
symmetric. From the identical multisets {Mjy, My, M3, M4} and {May, Moo, Mag, Moy} if we
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remove the element pairs My; = Mag and Mo = My, we still have an equal multiset { M3, M4} =
{Mas, Mss}. So, we may assume that (o(1) = 2, 0(2) = 1, and) ¢(3) = 3 or ¢(3) = 4. Now, if
0(3) = 3, that means that o(4) = 4, which forces M3 = Mas, and M4 = Ms4. In that case, we see
that M is of Form (I) above. On the other hand, if ¢(3) = 4, that means o(4) = 3, which forces M
to be of Form (II) above. O

Remark. When we say that a matriz is of Form (1), we do not require that Mg # My 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 matriz is of more than one Form.

Lemma 70. Let M € Symzd(]Rx)) such that Myy = Mag # Mss = Myy, and prensor(M) # 0.
Unless M is isomorphic to a matriz of the Form (I) or Form (II), or is of the form below (Form
(II1)), P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

My, Mis Mz My
My Miy My Mg
Mys My Msz M3y
My, Mz Mszqg Msg

N e 8 9
< w2 8
+ o N
[l NS

Form (I1I)

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
¢ : N — (N11 — N33)(N11 — Nua)(Nog — N33)(Nag — Naa), 12 N — (N1 — Nog)? + (N14 — Nog)?, and
G2t N = (N13 — Nog)? + (N1g — No3)?, we see that (M) # 0, (1(M) # 0, and (o(M) # 0. From
Lemma 61, we know that since rows 3 and 4 are not order identical, we can construct some N €
R(M, Far U {prensor; €, (1, C2}) N SymE (R) such that Nog # Nag # Ny, and Nij # Naz # Nug.
If N1; # Nag, then N is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is
#P-hard. Moreover, by our construction of IV, we ensured that even if N1; = Nayo, IV is not of Form
(I) or Form (II). So, we can see from Lemma 69 that P1-GH(N) < P1-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 01,09 € Sy such that My; = My, (;), and Mz; = My, ;) for all
i € [4]. We already know that M1 = Mag, and that Mis = Mas;. So, we may assume that o1(1) = 2,
and 01(2) = 1. Similarly, we may assume that o2(3) = 4, and 02(4) = 3. Now, if 01(3) = 3, that
means that o1(4) = 4, which forces M3 = Mas, and M4 = Moy. But then irrespective of whether
0'2(1) =1or 0'2(1) = 2, we see that M3 = M402(1) which implies that M3 = M4 = Msg = Moy. In
that case, we see that M is of Form (III) above (with M3 = Mi4). On the other hand, if 01(3) = 4,
that means o1(4) = 3, which forces M to be of Form (III) above. O
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Lemma 71. Let M € Symzd(Rx)) such that Myy = Moy = Mss # Myy, and prensor(M) # 0.
Unless M is isomorphic to a matriz of Form (I) or Form (II), or is of the two forms below, P1-GH(M )
18 #P-hard.

My My Mz My a T T 2 Myiw Mz Mz My a T Yy z

My My Mz My _ |z az 2 My My My Mg _|r a2z y

Mz Mz My My T T a z Mz My My Mo Yy z a x

My Myy My My z z z b My Mz Mo My z y x b
Form (IV) 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 ( : N — (Ny3 — Nag)(Nag — Nua)(N33 — Nyg),
1t N = (Nizg — Nog)? + (N — Nog)?, o+ N — (Niz — Noa)®> + (Niga — Nog)?, G5 @ N —
(N12 — Nag)? + (N1s — N34)?, and (4 : N+ (N12 — N3a)? + (N1a — Nog)?. (Here, given Myy = Moo,
being not in Form (I) or Form (II) implies that (;(M) # 0 and (2(M) # 0. Note that (3 and
(4 are obtained from (; and (o, respectively, by exchanging rows and columns indexed by 2 and
3.) We see that ((M) # 0, and (;(M) # 0 for all ¢ € [4]. By Lemma 61, we can obtain some
N € R(M, FrrU{prensor: G, C1, G2, (3, Ca})NSymb (Rog) satisfying Nog # Naz. If Nij # Nap # Naz #
Ny are all pairwise distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(/N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. If
however, Ni; = Nag, since ((N) # 0, it must be the case that Ni; = Nag, but Nog # N33 # Ny
are pairwise distinct. So, Lemma 69 implies that P1-GH(/N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard unless N is of
Form (I) or (II). But, by construction, (;(N) # 0, and (2(N) # 0. So, N is not of Form (I) or (II),
which proves that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Similarly, if N1; = N33, then since ((N) # 0,
we see that Nog # N33 # Nyy are pairwise distinct. Moreover, since (3(NN) # 0, and (4(N) # 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')1; = (N')ag, but (N')2e # (N')33 # (IN')44 are pairwise
distinct, and the condition that (3(N) # 0 and (4(N) # 0 translates to N’ is not of Form (I) or
(IT). So, Lemma 69 implies that P1-GH(N') = P1-GH(V) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.

So, rows 1, 2 and 3 are all order identical to each other, and there exist some 01,09 € S4 such
that My; = My, (5, and My; = M, ;) for all i € [4]. We already know that Mj; = Moz, and that
Mis = Msy. So, we may assume that o1(1) = 2, and 01(2) = 1. Similarly, we may assume that
o2(1) = 3, and 02(3) = 1. So far we have the following

¥ ¥ 2 8
* Q ¥
LR T T

*¥ L 8

There are two possibilities: ¢1(3) = 3 or 01(3) = 4. Suppose 01(3) = 3, then 0;(4) = 4, which
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forces My = Mog, and M14 = Mosy4, and we have the following

N e 8 Q9
SIS ST
* Q@ w
¥ ¥ W

Since rows 1 and 3 are order identical, the y entry at Ms; is either y = x or y = 2. The two cases
are listed in Form (IV) and Form (V) (with y = z) respectively.
Now we may assume 01(3) = 4. Then we have the following

a T Yy z
x a z Yy
Yy z a *
zZ Yy * %
Again since row 1 and 3 are order identical, the M3y entry must be x, this gives Form (V). O

Lemma 72. Let M € Symid(Rw) such that Myy = May = Mss = Myy, and prensor(M) # 0.
Unless M is isomorphic to a matrixz of Forms (I) - (V), or is of the form below, P1-GH(M) is
# P-hard.

My, Mis Mz My
My Miy My Mg
My Myy My Mo
My Myz My My

8 2 uw
Q] € W

N e 8 9
< v 2 8

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 Sym,(R)-polynomial {; such that (;(N) =0 if
and only if N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I). Similarly, we can define (5 such that (o(N) =0
if and only if NV is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (II). We can also define (3, (4, (5 similarly for
Forms (III) - (V). By our assumption, (;(M) # 0 for all i € [5].

Since rows 3 and 4 are not order identical, by Lemma 61, we can obtain some N € R(M, Fyr U
{prensor,C1,---,C5}) N Symzd(Rw) satisfying N33 # Ny4. 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 P1-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
P1-GH(V) < P1-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

N e 8
¥ % 9 8
* Q %
Q ¥ ¥ W

As in the proof of Lemma 71, there are two possibilities: ¢1(3) = 3 or 01(3) = 4. Suppose 01(3) = 3,
then 01(4) = 4, which forces M3 = Mas, and My = May, and we have the following

a xr Yy z
T a Yy z
y y a x
z z * a

Then y from the 3rd row must match either = or z. If y = z, then the 3rd row is (y,y,a, z) and
then the 4th row is (z,z,z,a), and thus = y = z, and we have Form (VI) (with z =y = z). If
y = z then we have

a Yy y

T oay y

Yy Yy a *

y oy * a
Then M3y = x and we have Form (VI) (with y = z). Finally if 0,(3) = 4, we also have Form
(VI). O

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 P1-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 € Symid(]R>O) be of Form (II), such that M1y = May and Mag # Mss # Myy are
pairwise distinct, and prensor (M) # 0. Then, either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or M is also isomorphic
to a matriz of Form (I).

Proof. We first let ¢ : N — (Ny1 — N33)(N11 — Naa)(Noz — N33)(Noz — Nag)(Nzg — Nag). We
note that ((M) # 0 by our choice of M. Moreover, we note that if ((N) # 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 Sym,(R)-polynomial ¢; such that
¢1(IN) = 0 if and only if N is isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I). Similarly, there exist Sym,(R)-
polynomials (s, ...,(s for Forms (II) - (VI), respectively. By our assumption about M, we have
G(M) # 0 for all i € {3,4,5,6}. We are given that M has Form (II), thus (2(M) = 0. We will
assume (1 (M) # 0, and show that P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard.

We will now define € : N + (N4 — No3)? + (N13 — Noy)?. Since M has Form (II), we have
&(M) = 0. Moreover, for any N, ((N) # 0 and £(N) # 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 { My, Mss, Mys} and of { Moo, Mss, Mys} given by ((N) # 0 we only need
to consider N under possibly the permutations 1 <> 2 and 3 <> 4; but these permutations do
not change {(N) # 0. In other words, [((NV) # 0] A [€(N) # 0] implies that (2(N) # 0. So,
if there exists some 6 € R such that £(Sp(0)) # 0, we will be able to immediately find N €
m(M, {ptensora C) C1, g}) N Symzd(R>0) - m(M, {ptensora C) C1, 4'2}) N Symzd(R>0)7 by Corollary 33.
Since ((N) # 0, we see that N must either be diagonal distinct, or N3 = Ny # N33 # Ny
pairwise distinct. But since (;(N) # 0 for i € {1,2}, we see from Theorem 68, and Lemma 69, that
P1-GH(NV) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume £(Sys(#)) = 0 for all § € R.

We will now let 7/ = {F': N — F(N3) | F € {ptensor,(,(1}}. Since Sps(0) = I, we know that
there exists some § > 0 such that [Sy(6);; — Ijj| < & for all i,5 € [4], for all 0 < § < §. We can
now use Lemma 32 to find some M' = Sy, (6*) € R(M, F' U{ptensor, C,C1}) ﬂSymid(R;éo) such that
0 < 6* < 6. We note that by our assumption, {(M') = 0.

Now, since ((M’) # 0, we see that (M')11 # (M')s3 # (M')aa and (M")2 # (M')33 # (M')a4
are both pairwise distinct. If (M')1; # (M')22, M’ would be diagonal distinct, and P1-GH(M') <
P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to Theorem 68. On the other hand, suppose (M')1; = (M')ge. If M’
is not of Form (II), we see that since (1(M’) # 0, P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, due to
Lemma 69. So, we may assume that M’ is of Form (II), such that (M')1; = (M')9g # (M')33 #
(M")44 are pairwise distinct, and £(M') = 0.

We will now consider Ry (n) for all n > 1. Let us first assume that £(R,(M')) = 0 for all
n > 1. We note that

(Ru(M'))1a = (Ra(M"))23 = Y (Myy)" - (M7, M}, — My, M),
a,be[4]

We will let X = {M/, : a,b € [4]}, and define ¢;;(z) = Za,be[4}:M’b:m(Mi/aM]/'b) for all 4,5 € [4]. So,
we see that

(R (M) 14— (Rn(M"))23 = > a™ - (c1a(x) — eas(x)).

zeX

Since each z € X is distinct, the equations £(R,,(M')) = 0 form a full rank Vandermonde system of
size O(1). This implies that c14(z) — ca3(x) = 0 for all x € X. But since ((M’) # 0, and 0 < 0* < §
in the definition of M’, we ensured that M), = M, if and only if (a,b) = (4,4), and we have also
ensured that My = M, if and only if (a,b) = (3,3). Now, we see that

014(M414) - 023(Mf14) = M{4Mi4 - M§4M§4-

c14(Mig) — ca3(Mzg) = Mz Mgy — Moz Mys.
Since {(M') = &(Sm(0*)) = 0, we also know that M}, = M{; and Mjs = M;,. So, we also have

614(M414) - 023(M4/14) = M{4M414 - M{3M§4-

014(M§3) - 023(M§3) = M{3M§4 - M{4M§3-
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Then, it follows that
M{4Mi4 = M{3M§4 = M{4M§3,

which implies that Mjs = Mj,, since M7, # 0. But by our construction of M’, we have ((M') # 0.
This is a contradiction.

Therefore, our assumption that £(R,,(M')) = 0 for all n > 1 must be false. Let {o R,, denote the
composition of £ and R,,. There exists some n* > 1 such that (§o R, )(M') = (§ 0 Ry« )(Sm(6%)) #
0. So, Corollary 33 allows us to find some M” € R(M,F' U {(£ o R,+)}) N SymE*(R+p). Since
F(Ryn (1)) = F((M")3) # 0 for all F € {prensor,(,C1}, and E(Rpv(n*)) # 0, Lemma 57 allows us
to find some N € m(M7 {ptensora ¢, ¢, f}) N Symzd(R>0) - m(M7 {ptenson ¢, ¢1, CQ}) N Symid(R>0).

Since ((IN) # 0, we see that N must either be diagonal distinct, or N1; = Nag # N33 # Ny
pairwise distinct. If N is diagonal distinct, Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-
hard. Otherwise, since (;(N) # 0 for all + € {1,2}, Lemma 69 implies that P1-GH(/N) < P1-GH(M)
is #P-hard. O

Lemma 74. Let M € Symid(]R>0) be of Form (V), such that My = May = Mss # My, and
Ptensor (M) # 0. Then, either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or M is also isomorphic to a matriz of Form
(1), or (IV).

Proof. We will first let ¢ : N +— (N11 — Nyg)(INog — Nyyg)(N33 — Nyg). By our choice of M, we
see that ((M) # 0. Moreover, we note that ((N) # 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 Sym,(R)-polynomials (i, ..., (s
such that (;(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 M1 = Myy = M3z # Myy, it immediately
follows that (3(M) # 0, and (s(M) # 0. We are given that M is in Form (V) and hence (5(M) = 0.
We will assume ¢;(M) # 0 for all « € {1,4}, and show that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We will now define &€ : N + (Nyg — Nag)? + (Ni3 — Nog)? + (N2 — N34)?2. We see that since
M is of Form (V), £&(M) = 0. Moreover, if ((N) # 0, and £(N) # 0, that implies that N is not
isomorphic to any matrix of Form (V). Indeed, since ((N) # 0, Ny4 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 {(NN) invariant. In other words, [((N) # 0] A [£(N) # 0] implies that
(5(N) # 0. So, if there exists some 6 € R such that {(Sp(0)) # 0, we will be able to immediately
find N € m(M7 {ptensora ¢,C1, Ca, f}) N Symzd(R>0) - %(M, {ptenson ¢,¢1,Ca, C5}) N Symzd(R>0)7 by
Corollary 33. Since ((N) # 0, we see that N1, Nog, N33 # Nyy. If N is diagonal distinct, then
Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, if Ny1, Nog, N33 are not all
identical, then from Lemma 69, we see that unless N is isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I) or (II),
P1-GH(V) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. But, we know that (;(NN) # 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), P1-GH(NN) < P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard.
This leaves only one possibility that Ni; = Noo = N33 # Nyy. Again, Lemma 71 implies that unless
N is isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I), (II), (IV), or (V), P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.
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But, by our construction of N, (;(IN) # 0 for all i € {1,4,5}. Similarly, even if (o(N) = 0, since
C1(V) # 0, Lemma 73 implies that P1-GH(/N) < P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard. Therefore, we see that when
E(Sm(0)) # 0 for some 6 € R, P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume £(Sys(0)) = 0 for all
0 eR.

We will now let 7/ = {F' : N+ F(N3) | F € {ptensor,(,(1,C1}}. Since Sy(0) = I, we know
that there exists some § > 0 such that |Sy()i; — I;j| < & for all 4,5 € [4], for all 0 < § < 5. We
can now use Lemma 32 to find some M’ = Sy;(6%) € R(M, F' U {prensor, ¢, C1,Ca}) N Symzd(R;ﬁo)
such that 0 < 6* < §. We note that by our assumption, &(M’) = 0.

Now, since ((M’) # 0, we see that (M')y4 is distinct from each of (M')11,(M)22, (M')33. If
(M")11 # (M) # (M')33 are pairwise distinct, M’ would be diagonal distinct, and P1-GH(M') <
P1-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 P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M’ is
isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I) or (II). But since (1 (M') # 0, we know that M’ is not isomorphic
to a matrix in Form (I). Moreover, from Lemma 73, we also know that even if (o(M’) = 0, since
G (M) # 0, P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Finally, we consider the case that (M');; =
(M")a3 = (M")33. From Lemma 71, we see that P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M’ is
isomorphic to a matrix in Form (I), (II), (IV), or (V). Since (;(M’) # 0 for i € {1,4}, we see that
Forms (I), or (IV) are ruled out for M’. Moreover, since (3(M’) # 0, we see from Lemma 73 that
even if (o(M') = 0, P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume that M’ is of Form
(V), such that (M/)ll = (M/)QQ = (M/)gg #* (M/)44, and f(M/) =0.

We will now consider Ry (n) for all n > 1. Let us first assume that £(R,(M')) = 0 for all
n > 1. We note that

(Rn(M'))14 = (Ra(M"))23 = Y (My)" - (M7, M}, — My, M),
a,be[4]
We will let X = {M/, : a,b € [4]}, and define ¢;;(z) = Za,be[4}:M;b::c(Mi,aMg,‘b) for all 4, j € [4]. So,
we see that
(R (M")14 = (Rn(M"))23 = > _ ™ - (c1a(x) — eas(x)).
zeX

Since each z € X is distinct, the equations £(R,(M')) = 0 form a full rank Vandermonde system of
size O(1). This implies that c14(x) — ca3(x) = 0 for all z € X. But since ((M’') # 0, and 0 < * < §
in the definition of M’, we ensured that My, = M/, if and only if (a,b) = (4,4). Moreover, from our
construction of M’, we have also ensured that {(a,b) : M, = M3} = {(1,1),(2,2),(3,3)}. Now,

a
we see that

c1a(Miy) — c23(Myy) = M{y; My — My, Ms,.
Since £(M') = &(Sm(6%)) = 0, we also know that M}, = M{;, Mjs = M7, and M{, = Mj,. So, we

also have
014(M414) - 023(Mf14) = M{4M44 - M{?,M?/A-

Moreover, we also see that

c14(M3g)—co3(M3s) = My Myy+MioMoy+ Mg My, — My My — Moy Moz — Moy Mz = Mys My, — Moz Mss,
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since My, Mjs = Mi,Mj,, and M{,M{s = M{,M},. Then, it follows that
MyyMjy = MigMyy = Miy Mg,

which implies that M}, = Mj,, since M7, # 0. But by our construction of M’, we have ((M') # 0.
This is a contradiction.

Therefore, our assumption that (R, (M')) = 0 for all n > 1 must be false. Let o R,, denote the
composition of £ and R,,. There exists some n* > 1 such that ({0 Ry« )(M') = (0 Rp+)(Sa(6%)) #
0. So, Corollary 33 allows us to find some M” € R(M,F' U {(£ o R,+)}) N SymEY(R+p). Since
F(Rym (1)) = F((M")3) # 0 for all F € {prensor,C;C1,Ca}, and E(Rpr(n*)) # 0, Lemma 57 allows
us to find some N € R(M,{ptensor; ¢, 1,0, &) N Symid(R>o) C R(M, {prensorsC,C1,C4,¢5}) N
SymbE?(Rsg).

Once again, in view of ((N) # 0, we consider the cardinality of the set {N11, Noo, N33}. If the
cardinality is 3, then N is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(/N) < P1-GH(M) is
#P-hard. If the cardinality is 2, then since (;(N) # 0, by Lemma 69 and Lemma 73, P1-GH(/V) <
P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. If the cardinality is 1, then since (4(N) # 0 and (5(N) # 0, and also
(1(N) #0, by Lemma 71 and by Lemma 73, P1-GH(/N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

Lemma 69, Lemma 70, Lemma 71, Lemma 72, Lemma 73, and Lemma 74 together imply the
following theorem.

Theorem 75. Let M € Symzd(]Rx)) be a non-diagonally distinct matriz such that prensor (M) # 0.
Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Unless M is
isomorphic to a matriz of Form (I), (III), (IV), or (VI), P1-GH(M) is # P-hard. Moreover,

1. If M s isomorphic to a matriz of Form (I), but not isomorphic to any matriz of Form
(I111), (IV), or (VI), then either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or there exists some N € R(M,F) N
Symid(R>0) such that N is isomorphic to a matriz of Form (I), and N3 = Nag, but Nog #
N33 # Nyy are pairwise distinct.

2. If M is isomorphic to a matriz of Form (II1), but not isomorphic to any matriz of Form (VI),
then either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or there exists some N € R(M, F)N Symzd(]R>O) such that
N is isomorphic to a matriz of Form (III), and N13 = Nag # N33 = Nyg.

3. If M is isomorphic to a matriz of Form (IV), but not isomorphic to any matriz of Form (VI),
then either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or there exists some N € R(M, F)N Symzd(]R>O) such that
N is isomorphic to a matriz of Form (IV), and N11 = Nag = N33 # Nyg.

Remark. In the statement of Theorem 75, a 4th item not listed explicitly but is logically tmplied is
that M can be isomorphic to a matriz of Form (VI). The enumeration is in a reverse order of the
last appearance of (1), (III), (IV), or (VI), when M 1is isomorphic to a matriz of Form (1), (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 (1)
but not (II1) or (IV) or (VI). We note that if a matriz M is both isomorphic to a matriz of Form
(III), and also isomorphic to a matriz 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 J vertices is (tyz,tyz,xyz,xyz). In K' we will
label them x’ and 2', and the list of incident edges is (2’2’2, x'2'2’ a'd’ 2!, 2'2'2"). Being isomorphic,
from 2'2' 2" we have y = z and either t =y or x = y. Hence there are two equal triples in K, which
implies that ' = 2’ in K', and hence all labels are equal. Thus, such a matriz 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 matriz of Form (III) (respectively, Form (IV)), but not
isomorphic to any matriz of Form (VI), it follows that M is not isomorphic to any matriz of Form
(IV) (respectively, Form (I1I11)) either. (In particular, in item 2, it is not explicitly stated that M is
not in Form (IV), as being in Form (II1I) 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 matriz M of Form (),
we may assume that My = Mas, but Moy # M3z # My, are pairwise distinct. Similarly, if we refer
to a matriz of Form (III), we may assume that M1y = May # Mss = Myy, and if we refer to a
matriz of Form (IV) we may also assume that it satisfies M1y = Moy = Msg # Myy.

11.1 Form (I)

We will now deal with matrices of Form (I) such that M;; = Mag, and May # Mss # My, are
pairwise distinct. Our strategy will be to show that, if the matrix M € Sym5®(Rs) is of Form (I)
such that prensor(M) # 0, then for any 0 # x € x4, we have Wi (M) # 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.

[SERNSIEE R
[STENSIE SR
+~ R
QO T+~ W W

Figure 7: Form (I)

Lemma 76. Let M € Symid(R>0) be of Form (I) such that prensor (M) # 0, where Myy = Moo,
but Moy # Mss # Myy are pairwise distinct. Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials
such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then, either P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some
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N € R(M,F U {ptensor }) N Symk (]R>0) that is of Form (I), such that N3 # N3z # Ny and
Nog # N33 # Nyy are both pairwise distinct, N1o # N13 # Ni4 are pairwise distinct, N3g # N1z, N14,
and Ny # Njj for all i € [4] and for all j # k € [4].

Remark. The matriz N of Form (I) from the conclusion of Lemma 76 stipulates that all diagonal
elements are distinct except M1y = Moo, 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 ¢ : N+ (N11 — N33)(N11 — Nua)(Naz — N33)(Nag — Nag) (N33 — Naa),
and ¢+ N = [, jenep(Nii — Nji). We note that by our choice of M, ((M) # 0. While we
cannot claim that ¢'(M) # 0, we note that ¢/(I) # 0. We will let 7/ = {F' : N +— F(N3) | F €
F U {prensor; ¢,¢'}}. We will now consider Sps(6). We know that F'(Sps(6)) # 0 for all F/ € F
for some 6 € {%,0}. We also know that there exists some § > 0 such that [Sp(6);; — L;j| < %
for all 7,5 € [4], and 0 < # < §. We can therefore use Lemma 32 to find some M’ = Sp/(6*) €
R(M, F' U {¢,¢'}) N Symb(Ry) for some 0 < 6* < 4.

We will now consider R, (M’) for all n > 1. We will let X = {M/, : a,b € [4]}, and for each
x € X, and 4,5 € [4], define ¢;;(x) = Za,b6[4]:M(’lb=x(Mi/an/'b)' Then for any i # j € {2,3,4}, we see
that

(Rn(M"))1i — Nij =D a" - (culx) = cj(@)).
zeX
Let us assume that for some i # j € {2,3,4}, (R,(M’))1; — (Rp(M'))1; = 0 for all n > 1. In that
case, we see that we have a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations, which implies that
cii(z) —c1j(z) =0 for all z € X.

From our construction of M’, we know that M/, = M, implies that (a,b) = (3,3), and that
M!, = M}, implies that (a,b) = (4,4). This is because by choosing 0 < #* < § our M’ is close to
I, and thus diagonal elements are all distint from off diagonal elements, and ((M’) # 0 separates
MY, and My, from each other and also from the other diagonal elements. So, we see that

Clz’(Mé?,) - Clj(Még) M13 M13M and Cli(Mzh) - Clj(Mi4) M14 M14M],'4-

We note that by our choice of i # j € {2,3,4}, at least one of i,j7 € {3,4}. Without loss of
generality, we may assume that it is i. If ¢ = 3, that implies that Mj3M33 = M3 M5 for some
j # 3, and if ¢ = 4, that implies that Mj,Mj, = M{,M}, for some j # 4. As Mz, M, # 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 # j € {2,3,4}, there exists some n;; > 1 such that

(ij (M/))li - (ng (M/))lj # 0.
Similarly, for i € {3,4}, we see that for all n > 1,

(R (M'))1; — Nas =D _ 2" (c1i(w) — caa(w)).
zeX

Let us assume that for some ¢ € {3,4}, (R, (M'))1;— (Rn(M’))34 = 0 for all n > 1. Once again, since
this forms a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations, we see that c1;(x) — c34(x) = 0 for
all z € X. If i = 3, we will consider ¢13(Myy) — c3a(Myy) = M, M5, — M5, M), = 0, which implies
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that M{, = Mj,, and if i = 4, we consider c14(M4s) — c3a(Mly) = M{3Mj, — Ml ML, = 0, which
implies that M{s = Mjs. Since neither of these are possible, we conclude that for each ¢ € {3,4},
there exists some n; > 1 such that (R, (M"))1; — (R, (M'))34 # 0.

For each i # j € {2,3,4}, we can now construct a Sym,(R)-polynomial &;; : N = (Ry,; (N))1; —
(Rn,;(IN))1;. For each i € {3,4}, we can also construct & : N — (R, (V))1; — (R (NV))34. We have
seen that &;(Sa(0*)) # 0 for all ¢ # j € {2,3,4}, and &(Sm(0*)) # 0, for all i € {3,4}. So, we
can use Corollary 33 to find some M"” € R(M, F' U {&a3,&24,E34,85,E43) N Symid(R>0). But then,
we see that F(Rp (1)) # 0 for all F' € F U {prensor,(,¢’'}. Furthermore, let £+ N = Nij — Nyj
for all i # j € {2,3,4}, and let £'7 : N = Ny; — Nay for all i € {3,4}. Then &7(Rarv(nij)) # 0 for
all i # j € {2,3,4}, and &7 (Ryn(n})) # 0 for all i € {3,4}. So, Lemma 57 allows us to find the
required N € (M, F U { prensors C; €5 €53, €94, €94, €12, €/01) N SymE® (R).

Since ((N) # 0, we see that N1; # N33 # Ny, and Nog # N33 # Nyy are both pairwise
distinct. If Ni; # Nag, then N is diagonal distinct, and since piensor (V) # 0, Theorem 68 allows
us to conclude that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, if N is not of Form (I), then Lemma 69 and
Lemma 73 tell us once again that P1-GH(N) is #P-hard. So, the only other possibility is that N
is of Form (I) such that Nja # Nj3 # N4 are pairwise distinct (because £95(N) # 0,89,(NV) #
0,£8,(N) #0), and N34 # Ni3, Nia (because &(N) # 0,EP2(N) # 0), and N;; # Ny, for all i € [4]
and for all j # k € [4] (because ¢'(N) # 0). O

Lemma 76 allows us to claim that for any M € Sym5®(Rsq) of Form (T) (such that prensor (M) #
0), we may assume that Mo # M3 # My, are pairwise distinct, and that Msy # Mis, M14. Ideally,
we would like to be able to say that we can assume that Mo # Ms4 as well. That is however, not
true in general. As it turns out, it is possible that Mo = M3y, but in that case, we will be able to
show that piensor(M) = 0.

Lemma 77. Let M € Symid(]R>0) be of Form (I) such that prensor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Symy(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then, either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard,
or there exists some N € R(M, F U {prensor }) N SymE*(Rso) that is of Form (I), such that either
N1z # N3a, or (N11)? # N33Nua.

PTOOf. We will first define C : N — (Nll - Ngg)(Nll — N44)(N22 - Ngg)(NQg - N44)(N33 - N44)
as in the proof of Lemma 76. From our choice of M, we note that ((M) # 0. We will now let
F' ={F': N F(N3) | F € FU{prensor,(}}. We note that F'(Sy/(3)) # 0 for all F/ € F'. We
also know that there exists some § > 0 such that for all 0 < 6 < 6, [Sar(6);; — I;j| < 3. We can now
use Lemma 32 to find M’ = Sy (0*) € R(M, F U{¢}) N Symid(R;éo), such that 0 < 0* < §. Let
us assume that M’ is not of Form (I). Since ((M') # 0, we know that (M')11 # (M')s3 # (M')44
are pairwise distinct, and (M")ag # (M')33 # (M')44 are also pairwise distinct. If (M')11 # (M')a2,
then M’ is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.
Otherwise, Lemma 69 implies that unless M’ is of Form (II), P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.
Finally, if M’ has Form (II), and does not have Form (I), then Lemma 73 implies that P1-GH(M') <
P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may assume that in fact, M’ is of Form (I). We also note that if
My # M}, or if (M],)? # MlsM),, we can immediately use Corollary 33 to find the required N.
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So, we may assume otherwise: M{, = M}, and (Mj;)*> = Mj;Mj,. In terms of notations in Fig. 7,
we have z =t and a? = be.

We will now consider R, (M’) for all n > 1. We will let X = {(M')y : a,b € [4]}, and define
¢ij (%) = D 0 peag:(m7)gpms Mia My We note that

Ry(M')1g = Ry(M')3a = > 2™ - (c1a(x) — c3a(2)).

z inX

If R,(M")12 — R, (M")34 = 0 for all n > 1, then we have a Vandermonde system of linear equations
of size O(1). That implies that ci2(x) — c34(z) =0 for all z € X.

From our construction of M’, we know that M/, = M3, implies that (a,b) = (3,3), M}, = M},
implies that (a,b) = (4,4), and that M/, = M7, implies that (a,b) € {(1,1),(2,2)}. So, we see that

012(M§3) - 034(M§3) = M{3M{3 - M§3M§4a

c12(Miy) — c3a(Myy) = My Miy — Mg, My,

c1a(Miy) — c3a(Miy) = My Miy + MisM{y — MysMyy — Mz My,
= 2M11 My, — 2Mi3 My,

and they all equal to 0. (Here we used the fact that Mjs = M4, M4, = M{,, M{; = M}, in Form
(I).) In terms of the notations in Fig. 7 (with # = ¢, and a? = be), we have y? = bz, 22 = cz, and
ar = yz. Together with z = ¢t and a? = be, we can verify that Prensor (M') = 0, where prensor 18
defined in Lemma 65. (We use the switching 2 <+ 4 in gtensor tO Prensor-)

But by construction of M’, we ensured that piensor(M') # 0. Therefore, there must exist some
n > 1 such that R, (M’")12— R, (M")34 # 0. So, if we define € : N +— R, (N )12 — Ry, (N )34, we see that
£(Sm (%)) = (M) # 0. Now, we can use Corollary 33 to find M” € (M, F'U{£}) NSymE*(Rxp).
Finally, Lemma 57 allows us to find N € R(M,F U {ptensor, (,E°}) N Symid(R>0), where £° :
N — Njg2 — N3y4. Since ((N) # 0, N may either be diagonal distinct, or of the form Ny = Noo
with Nog # N33 # Ny pairwise distinct. If N is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that
P1-GH(NV) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, Lemma 69 implies that unless N is either of Form
(I) or of Form (II), P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Finally, Lemma 73 implies that unless N is
of Form (I), P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Since £°(N) # 0, we know that Njg # N3y. So, N
is the required matrix. O

Remark. We note that in the statement of Lemma 77, we claim to be able to find some N such
that Nia # N34, or (N11)? # N33Nua, however, at the end of the proof, we were able to find some N
such that N1 # Nay. So, it appears as if we could eliminate the option that (N11)? # N3gNyy 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{q = M}, but (M],)? # M}y M},, we could then have produced some
N such that N12 = N34, but (N11)2 75 N33N44.

We will now show that given a matrix M € Symid(R>0) of Form (I), and any 0 # x € x4 of
support size > 2, we can find some N € R(M, fMU{gbx})ﬂSymzd(R>0). We note that if 0 # x € x4
has support size < 2, it must be of the form x = ¢ J;; for some d;; € 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 € x4, so we do not
have to worry about them.

Lemma 78. Let M € SymE®(Rsq) be of Form (I) such that prensor(M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Symy(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Let {&x be a Symy(R)-polynomial
such that & @ N — ¢x(Ni1,...,Naa) for any 0 # x € x4 of support size greater than 2. Then,
either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or there exists some N € R(M,F U {prensor,Ex}) N SymE (Rsq) of
Form (I).

Proof. We will first use Lemma 77 to find M’ € (M, F U {prensor }) N Sym5*(Ro) that is of Form
(I), such that either (M')12 # (M’)34, or ((M')11)? # (M')33(M")44. (In Fig. 7, this is x # ¢ or
a® # be.) We now define ¢ : N — (N1y — N33)(N11 — Nag)(Nag — Nag)(Nag — Nag)(Naz — Nyg). We
can now construct a matrix (M’)? by permuting both the rows and columns of M by some o € Sy
(that switches 2 <+ 4). Then we see that the condition that either (M')19 # (M')34, or ((M')11)? #
(M?)53(M") 14 means exactly that either (M), # (M')g,, or (M), (M), £ (M')5(M")y. (By
Form (I), M{, = MJ,, which gives (M), = (M')],.) This is precisely the condition for Lemma 66
that allows us to find some (M")7 € R((M')7, F7U{{1,-1,-1,1)}) N SymE?(Rs), where

Fo = {FJZNI—)F(Nail) ’ FEJTU{ptensomC}}’

If we now look at (M") (by switching back 2 <+ 4), we see that &1 1 _1)(M") # 0, and that
F(M") # 0 for all F € FU {ptensor,(}. From the construction of ¢, we can see that if M{|, # MJ,,
then M" is diagonal distinct, and Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(M") < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.
On the other hand, if M7} = M, then Lemma 69, and Lemma 73 together imply that unless M”
is of Form (I), then P1-GH(M") < P1-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 U{prensor;{(1,1,-1,-1),¢}) N Sym®®(Rx)
such that M5 # M5 # My} are pairwise distinct, M3] # M{3, M{], and that M # M for all
i € [4], and j # k € [4]. We note that since ((M"") # 0, if M"" is not of Form (I), then Theorem 75
implies that P1-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 # x = (x1, %2, 23, 24) € X4. If &x(M) = dx(Mia, ..., Myy) # 0, then we
are already done. So we may assume that (M) = 0. Let us identify those x for which £ (M) = 0.
We already know that ;1 _1,_1)(M) # 0. For any x such that z; +x9 = 2¢, and 23 = 24 = —c, for
any non-zero ¢ € 7Z, since we have M3 = My, this implies that & (M) = (5(171,_1,_1)(M))c £ 0.
We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 79. Let aq,...,a4 € R, such that oy = «ag, and |ag| # |ag| # |au| are pairwise distinct.
If ox(a, ..., cq) = 0 for some x € x4 with support size greater than 2, then x3 # 0, x4 # 0, and
x1 + x9 # 0.

Since M € Sym,(Rs) and is of Form (I), we see that M1 = Maa, and |Maa| # |Mss| # |My4| are
pairwise distinct. So, Claim 79 lets us conclude that £ (M) = 0 implies 3, x4 # 0, and 21 +x2 # 0.
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We will now let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}te[d}. We may assume that M is
replaced with some cM as in Lemma 4 such that e;;; > 0 for all 4,5 € [4], and t € [d]. Now, we will
let m = max; je(4,¢c(q)(€ij¢), Pick some m > m, and define z;; = Ete[d] mt - ey for all 4,5 € [4]. We
will now define 75 : R — Symy(IR) such that

Tii ()i = Tu (@™ 0™, ..., p™ )iy = p™i.
From our choice of m, we see that z;; = 2y if and only if (ejj1,...,€i5q) = (€ijr1,- .-, €irja). So,
from our choice of M, we see that in fact, 212 # 213 # 214, 234 # 213,214, and z;; # z;; for all
i#j e

We will now consider & ((75;(p))?) for all p € R. Since z1 + 22 # 0, we may assume without
loss of generality that z1 +xo > 0. We may also assume by symmetry that x5 > x4. There are now
two possibilities we have to deal with: x5 may be positive, in which case x4 must be negative (since
1+ -+ x4 =0), or both 3 and x4 may be negative. (By Claim 79, x3,24 # 0.)

We will first deal with the case where x3 > 0. In this case, we see that

Ex(Tir(p)?) = (PP + pP12  p?18 o pPoua)mitan. (gp2aaa 4 p2oas . p2ead)ea
_ (2p2zl4 + p2z34 _|_p2z44)m1+m2+903‘

Here we used the fact that 73 (p) has Form (I) (because M does) and thus (73;(p)*)11 = (T3;(p)?)a2-
We note that by our choice of z;;, the exponents 2211 # 2219 # 2213 # 2214 are pairwise distinct,
2213 # 2233 # 2234 are pairwise distinct, and 2z14 # 2234 # 2244 are pairwise distinct. So, the
following claim (which we shall prove soon) allows us to claim that & (757(p)?) is not the zero
polynomial.

Claim 80. Let n,m € Zxo, and y11 < Y12 < Y13 < Y14, Y21 < Y22 < Y23, and y31 < ys2 < Y33 € Z>o.
Assume the multiset {1, oo, a3} = {51, 82,83} = {2,1,1}. Define the polynomial f : R — R such
that

F(p) = (P + p¥12 + p¥13 4 )" - (arp™! + agp? + agp? )™ — (B1p** + Bap¥? + Bap¥i ),
then f(p) is not the zero polynomial.

On the other hand, if 3 < 0, we see that

€x(7-ﬁ(p)2) — (p2211 +p2212 +p2213 +p2214)r1+r2
_ (2p2213 + p2233 + p2234)—x3 . (2p2214 + p2234 _|_p2244):c1+:c2+x3‘
We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 81. Let n,m € Zso, and y11 < y12 < ¥13 < Y14, Y21 < Y22 < Y23, and ys1 < ys2 < Y33 € L.
Assume the multiset {a1, oo, a3} = {51, B2, B3} = {2,1,1}. Define the polynomial f : R — R such
that

f(p) — (pyll +py12 —|—py13 +py14)n+m _ (Oélpy21 + agpy22 + agpy23)n . (ﬁ1py31 + ﬁzpy‘” + ﬁgpy?’?’)m,

then f(p) is not the zero polynomial, unless n = m.
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Claim 81 implies that if &x(7;;(p)?) is the zero polynomial only if —z3 = z1 + x2 + x3. This
implies that if x3 = —c¢, then x; + x9 = 2¢, and 24 = —c. In other words, x = (21,22, —c,—c) for
some ¢ € Zq, where x1 +x2 = 2c. But by our construction of M, we already ensured that for such
X € X4, éx(M) # 0. So, we see that if &(M) = 0, then & (T;;(p)?) is not the zero polynomial.

So, we see that in either case, when x € x4 has a support size greater than 2, if {x(M) = 0,
there exists some p* € R such that & ((T55(p*))?) # 0. We will now define & x : N +— ¢x(N?), and
C N — (Nll - Ngg)(Nll — N44)(N22 — Ngg)(NgQ — N44)(N33 — N44). SO7 we can use Lemima 28
to find some M’ € R(M,F U {prensor,E2.x, C}) N SymE (Rxg). Since & (M) = &x((M')?) # 0,
Corollary 33 allows us to find the required N € R(M', F U {prensor;Ex, C}) N Symzd(Rw). If N is
diagonal distinct, Theorem 68 proves that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, Theorem 75 implies
that either P1-GH(NN) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or N is of Form (I) as required. O

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
xg = 0. If 1 + zo = 0, that would imply that z4 = 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 1 + x2 > 0, by replacing x with —x. Now,

¢X(a17 A 7a4) - (al

Since |ay| # |aal, we see that it is not possible that ¢x(ai,...,a4) = 0. So x3 = 0 is impossible.
By symmetry, we see that x4 = 0 is also impossible.

Now, let 1 + 2 = 0. This implies that x3 + x4 = 0 as well. We may assume without
loss of generality that xs > 0, since we already know that x3 # 0. Once again, we see that
dx(ai,...,aq4) =0 would imply that (a3)® = (a4)*®, which is also known to be not possible since
|ag| # |aua|. This finishes the proof of Claim 79. O

Proof of Claim 80. For convenience, we will define the polynomials ¢, t9, t3 such that

t1 (p) — (pyll + py12 + pyls + py14)7
talp) = (cap” + ap?? + azp?), and
t3(p) = (B1p”®' + Bop¥® + B3p¥?).

Then, we see that f(p) = t1(p)" - ta(p)™ — ta(p)"+™.
Let us assume that f(p) = 0 for all p € R. This means that

t1(p)" - ta(p)™ = ts(p)" "

for all p € R. Now, if §; = 2, that means that the least degree term of the RHS has a coefficient
of 2"*t™ But the least degree term of the LHS can only be o € {1,2™}. We are given n > 0. In
either case, it is not equal to 2"7™ and we get a contradiction. So, we find that 3y = 1. Now, if
a1 = 2, we get a similar contradiction (using m > 0), as the least degree term of the RHS will be
1, and not equal to 2. So, we see that a; = 1 = 1. By reasoning about the highest degree term
instead of the least degree term, we can also see that ag = 3 = 1. This means that as = 83 = 2.
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Now, p™1tmy21 and p(n+m)vst are the least degree terms of the LHS and RHS respectively. So,
they must be equal. This means that ny11 + mys1 = (n + m)ys1. It also means that

t1(p)" . tg(p)m _ p”y11+myzl — t3(p)n+m _ p(”+m)y31_ (21)

The least degree term of the RHS of Eq. (21) will now be 2(n + m)p+tm—Dvsi+¥s2 (here the co-
efficient 2 is (), while the least degree term of the LHS may be either np—Dyityiztmy o
ompytm=Uy1+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. O

Proof of Claim 81. For convenience, we will define the polynomials ¢1, o, 3 such that

t1(p) — (pyll + py12 + pyls + py14),
ta(p) = (cp”™' + azp” + azp”), and
ts(p) = (B1p™* + B2p™ + Bsp”®).

Then, we see that f(p) = t1(p)"™™ — ta(p)™ - t3(p)™.
Let us assume that f(p) = 0 for all p € R. This means that

t1(p)" ™ = ta(p)™ - t3(p)™

for all p € R. We see that the coefficient of the least degree term of the LHS is 1. However, if
a1 = 2, or 1 = 2, the coefficient of the least degree term of the LHS would be either 2™ or 2™ or
27+t ™ - Since this is not possible, as n,m > 0, we may conclude that oy = 81 = 1. Similarly, by
reasoning about the highest degree terms of the LHS and the RHS, we can see that ag = 3 = 1.
This means that as = B2 = 2.

We note that the least degree term of the LHS is p("*™¥11 and the least degree term of the
RHS is p"™¥217™¥s1  These terms must therefore be equal. This also means that

b (p)™ T — pHTII — o (p)Ptg(p)™ — peR L (22)

The least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (22) will now be (n + m)p*tm—Dvutvi2 while the least
degree term of the RHS will be either onp—Dy21tyztmyst op ppny21t(m=—1ysi+vs2 o1 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. O

We are finally ready to prove that if M is of Form (I) and not isomorphic to a tensor product
then P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard.

Lemma 82. Let M € SymE*(Rso) be of Form (I) such that pyensor(M) # 0. Then, P1-GH(M) is
# P-hard.
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Proof. Let (\1,...,As) be the eigenvalues of M. Let B be a lattice basis of the lattice L(\1,..., A4).
Let us assume that ¢ - d;; € B for some ¢ € Z, and some i # j € [4]. Being part of a basis, ¢ # 0.
This implies that (A;)°(A;)7¢ = 1. Since (A1,...,As) are all positive, this implies that )\i)\j_l =1
In other words, we see that 6;; € L(A1,...,A4). Since B is a lattice basis, we have ¢ = +1. So, we
may replace all such c- d;; with d;; 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 # x € x4, we know that the support of this x must be greater than 2. Now, for each
o € Sy, we can construct x7 such that (x7); = x,(;). We will let Sy = {01,...,024}, and define
& N — ¢xoi(N11,...,Nyq) for i € [24]. We can now use Lemma 78 to find M; € R(M, Fpr U
{prensor,&1}) N Symzd(Rw) where Fs is as defined in Eq. (15). We can now repeat this process
with M in place of M to find My € R(M1, Far U {prensor,&1,E2}) N Symzd(Rw).

After repeating this for all ¢ € [24], we can find M’ = Myy € R(M, Fpr U{prensor, &1, - - -5 E24}) N
Symzd(R>0). So, we see that M’ € R(M,Fuyr U {psensor,&}) N Symid(R>0), where £ : N —
Oy (N11, ..., Nyg). Now, Theorem 34 implies that we can find some N1 € R(M, FprU{prensor; ¥x})N
SymbE?(Rsg).

If the eigenvalues of N7 have no lattice basis B C D, we can now repeat this whole process with
N instead of M. From Lemma 26, we know that after repeating this process at most 4 times, we
will have some N € Sym®P*(R+), such that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M), and the eigenvalues of N have
a lattice basis B C D. Now, Theorem 18 proves that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

11.2 Form (IV)

We will postpone our treatment of Form (III) for a while, and deal with matrices of Form (IV) first.

N8 &8 9
N8 Q8
[SE SIS
[l RS SR

Figure 8: Form (IV)

Lemma 83. Let M € Symzd(]Rx)) be of Form (IV) such that pyensor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Symy(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for oll F € F. Let 0 # x € x4 have support
size greater than 2. Then, either P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N € R(M,F U

{ptensors ¥x}) N Symzd(R>0) of Form (I1V).

Proof. We will first define ¢ : N +— (N1 — Nyg)(Nog — Nyg)(N33 — Nyg). By our choice of M, we
know that ((M) # 0. We will now consider Sys(€). We know that there exists some ¢ > 0 such
that |Spr(0);; — Iij| < § for all i, € [4], for all 0 < § < §. We can now use Lemma 32 to find some
M' = Sy (6%) € R(M, F U {psensor,C}) N Symid(R;éo), such that 0 < * < ¢.

By construction of M’, we know that Mj, # M, My, Mjs. If it is not the case that M]; =
M}, = M}, then using Lemma 69, we can find some M” € R(M, F U {prensor} N Sym5®)(Rso)
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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 P1-GH(M") and therefore P1-GH(M) are #P-hard, If it is isomorphic to
a matrix of Form (I), then Lemma 82 similarly implies that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may
assume that (M')11 = (M) = (M')33 # (M’)44. Theorem 75 now tells us that unless M’ is of
Form (IV), P1-GH(M) is again #P-hard. So, we may assume that M’ is of Form (IV).

We will now consider Ty, (M) for all n > 1. We let

(z11)" (212)" (212)" (214)"

n_ | (F2)" ()" (212)" (214)"

Ton (M) = (z12)" (212)" (211)" (214)"
(z10)" (210)" (214)"  (22)"

where 217 = (M{,)?, 212 = (M{5)?, z14 = (M{,)?, and 244 = (M},)?. As squares of non-zero numbers
they are all positive. It can be verified that the eigenvalues of Ty, (M') are (with multiplicity):

AM(Ton (M) = (211)" — (212)",
Ao(Ton (M) = (211)" = (212)",

Xo(Ton (M) = 3 (10" + 20e2)" + ()" = V()" + 212" = a2+ (a2

% <(211)n + 2(212)" + (224)™ + V((210)™ + 2(212)" — (240)")? + 12((Z14)")2) .

23)

Aa(Ton (M)

From our construction of M’, we know that z11 > 212. So, we can see that

/ / n _ n
lim M: lim M: lim M:L
n—o00 (211)” n—o00 (211)” n—o00 (le)n

We also note that by our construction of M’, 211 # z44. We shall prove the following claim shortly:

Claim 84. If z11 > z44, then

/ /
i 2902 g, AalTn MY
n—oo (Z44)n n—oo (le)n
[f 211 < Z44, then
/ /
i 2020y Ml
n—oo (2’11)" n—oo (2’44)"

So, we see that for large enough values of n, \;(T,M') > 0 for all i € [4]. We can now define
the function px : (Rz9)* — R, such that px(aq,...,q4) = [Ticpyy(s)™. For large enough values of
n, we see that px (A1 (T, M), ..., A\ (T2, M'")) is well-defined. Moreover, we note that

QSX()\l(TQnM/), e ,)\4(T2nM/)) =0 <— (-Px(/\l (TQnM/), Ce ,/\4(T2nM/)) =1.

We will now study the behavior of the function ¢x(A(To,M'), ..., \a(To,M")), by studying the
function x (A (Ton, M), ..., A\(Ton,M")).
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We first note from Eq. (23) that A\;(Te, M) = Ao(To, M) for all n > 1. We also note that
M(Ton M) > M (Ton M), A3(To, M) for large enough n. If \j(To, M') = \3(T2, M), that implies

that

(224)" = (211)" + 4(212)" = V/((211)" + 2(212)" — (244)")? + 12((214)")>-

Squaring both sides, we find that

((224)" = (211)™)? + 16(212)*" + 8(212)™ ((224)" — (211)") = ((242)"™ — (211)™)* + 4(212)*"
—4(z12)" ((z44)" — (z11)") + 12(z14)2".

On rearranging terms, we find that
12(212)271 + 12(2’122’44)” = 12(214)271 + 12(2’12211)”.

If we write this as A" + B" = C™ + D", where A = (212)?, B = 212244, C = (214)? and D = 210211,
then we know that A < D and B # D. (1) If C' > D, then the RHS has order C". As A < D < C,
to match the leading order, B = C (in this case, C' = D is impossible). But then A" = D",
contradicting A < D. (2) If C < D, then the RHS has order D™. But this cannot be since
A < D and B # D. So, this equation cannot be true for large enough values of n. So, we see that
M (Ton M) = Mo(Ton, M) and | A1 (Ton, M")| # |A3(TonM")| # |Aa(T2nM")| are pairwise distinct for
large values of n. So, Claim 79 immediately implies that if z3 =0, or 4 = 0, or 1 + 22 = 0, then
Odx (M (T M), ... Ay (To, M) # 0 for large enough n.
We will now assume that x3 # 0, and x4 # 0. Now, we find that when z17 > z44,

ox M (Ton M), ..., Ma(Ton M) = ((le)n(m-}—xz-i-m)(Z44)n(x3)> ] <)\1(T2nM/)>x1 ‘ ()Q(Tan/)):cz

(2’112" Y (211),” /
(o) (e

So, we see that

nT3
h—>m gox()\l(T%LM,)? cee 7)‘4(T27LM,)) = lim <%> )

n—oo Z11

which is either 0 or co depending on whether x5 > 0, or 23 < 0. Similarly, when 217 < 244, we find
that

Ox (M (Ton M), ..., Aa(Tony M) = ((211)N(I1+x2+1‘3)(244)71(964)> . <M>xl . (M)xz

(2’112" ¥ (211)/" /
(o) ()

So, we see that

nr4
lim_ oy (A (Ton M), ., Aa(T2n M) = lim (@) 7

n— le

which is either 0 or oo depending on whether x4 < 0, or x4 > 0.
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So, we see that in either case, lim wx(A (T2 M), ..., A\y(T2,M")) is either 0 or oo, and so it
is away from 1. This proves that fno_rm;ll x € x4 of support size greater than 2, for large enough
n > 1, oM (TonM'), ..., A\y(To,M")) # 0. In particular, given any o € Sy, we can see that
by (M (TenM'), ..., Aa(T2n M'")) # 0 for all y such that y, ;) = z;, for some large enough value of n.
This proves there exists some n*, such that

By (A (Tons M), ..., M(Ton= M")) = Uy (Tope M') # 0.

We will now define the Symy(R)-polynomial § : N +— Wy (T5,«N). Since M’ = Sp(6*) by
construction, we see that £(Sp(6*)) # 0. So, we can use Corollary 33 to find some M” € R(M, FU
{prensor> €, €}) N SymE(R<p). We now see that W, (Th, M”) = £(M") # 0. So, Corollary 29 allows
us to find the required N € R(M, F U {ptensor; ¢, Ux}) N Symzd(R>0). O

Proof of Claim 84. First, we note that A\g(Ts, M') and \y(T5,M’) are symmetric if we exchange 211
and z44. So, it will be sufficient for us to prove this claim when 217 > z44. We note that

(z11)" 4 2(z12)" + (244)" = (211)" (1 +2 (i—i)n + <%>n> )
» i (z11)" + 2(212)" + (244)"

n— 00 (2’11)" =1

We also note that

VG + 20e)" — ()™ T 12((e1a) ) = (zH)“-\/ (1 o C—ﬁ) - C;ﬁ))z 12 <<j_i>>2

So,

lim V((z1)" +2(212)" — (244)")? + 12((214)")?

n—o00 (211)" =1

This implies that
. (M)
lim ———=

n—00 (2’11)" =1

We now note that

A3 (TonM') = 1 <((Z11)n +2(212)" + (2a)™)? = ((211)" + 2(212
" 2\ (z11)" + 2(212)" + (240)" + V/((z11)" + 2(212
1 < Aza)"((210)" + (2212)") — 12(210)"
(z11)" + 2(212)" + (244)™ + /((211)" + 2(212)" — (244)")? + 12((2124)")?

" (za)")? — 12<<z14>">2>
; )

)
P n (z )2 n
(244)n 1+8 (ﬁ) —12 <24411211)

n n n ny 2 ny 2
)+ () s () - () ) ()
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We already know that

5 n 5 n p n 5 ny\ 2 5 ny\ 2
i (2 (32) 0 (5) 02 (5) - (5) ) 2((5) ) ) -2
n—00 211 211 211 211 211

So,

We can now prove that P1-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 € SymE®(Rq) be of Form (IV) such that prenser(M) # 0. Then, P1-GH(M) is
# P-hard.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 82. Let (A1,...,As) be the eigenvalues of
M. Let B be a lattice basis of the lattice L(A1,..., ). If there is some c-d;; € B for some non-zero
¢ € Z, we may replace all such c - ¢;; with d;; 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 P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, we can now use Lemma 83 to find some
Ny € R(M, Far U {prensors Ux} N Symzd(R>0) of Form (IV).

If the eigenvalues of N1 have no lattice basis B C D, we can now repeat this whole process with
N instead of M. From Lemma 26, we know that after repeating this process finitely many times,
we will have some N € SymP(R), such that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M), and the eigenvalues of N
have a lattice basis B C D. Now, Theorem 18 proves that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

11.3 Form (IIT)

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 My = Moy >
Ms3 = Myy, and that M3 > My4. For the rest of this section, we will assume this is the case.

N e 8y 9
< w9 8
+ o N
(SRl SENGEEN

Figure 9: Form (III)

Lemma 86. Let M € Symzd(R>0). Let F be a countable set of Symy(R)-polynomials such that
F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then there exists some N € R(M, F})NSymE*(Rso), such that Ny > Nj;
for alli € [4], and j # k € [4].
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Proof. We may assume that the entries of M are generated by some {gt}te[d]. We can use Lemma 4
to replace M with some other ¢M such that e;;; > 0 for all 4,5 € [4], t € [d]. We will now let 7’ =
{F': N+~ F(I3N) : F € F}. We note that since F(M) # 0 for all F' € F, F’(TM(gi/Q, . ,g;/z)) #
0 for all F” € F'. So, Lemma 28 allows us to pick some M’ € R(M, F') N SymE* (Rsq).

We will now consider Syy/(#). We know that there exists some § > 0 such that [Sy (6)s;—I;;| < 1
for all 4,7 € [4], for all 0 < # < 4. So, we can use Lemma 32 to find some M"” = Sy (6*) €
R(M’, F') N SymE® (Roy), such that 0 < 6* < 4.

We will now let N = T5(M"). Clearly, N € Sym,(R~(). By our choice of M”, we know that
Nii > 4, and Njj, < ¢ for all i € [4], and j # k € [4]. By the Gershgorin Circle Theorem
[Ger31], we know that if we let r; = > ;cpq ;1 [Vijl, then all the eigenvalues of N lie within one
of the intervals [N;; — r;, Ni; + r;]. But as we have seen, Ny; — r; > (% -3 %) > 0 for all i € [4].
This implies that all eigenvalues of N are positive. So, N € Symzd(R>0). Moreover, by our
choice of F', we know that since F'(M") # 0 for all F' € F', F(N) # 0 for all F € F. So,
N € R(M, F) N SymE(Rsg) is the required matrix. O

As it turns out, it is possible for matrices of Form (III) to be isomorphic to A ® B for some
A, B € Symy(R). We will now show that if pyensor (M) # 0, then M has sufficient structure, that
we can prove that P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard.

Lemma 87. Let M € Symid(]R>0) be of Form (III) such that pyepsor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Symy(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then, either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard,
or there exists some N € R(M,F U {ptensor }) N Symid(R>0) of Form (III), such that N3 # Nsq4.

Proof. If Mo # Msy, we are already done, so we may assume otherwise. We will let ( : N
(NH — Ngg)(Nn — N44)(N22 - N33)(N22 - N44). We know that C(M) 75 0. We will let .7:/ =
{F'': N — F(N3) | F € FU{ptensor,(}}. We also know that there exists some § > 0 such
that for all 0 < 6 < &, |Sar(6)i; — Iij| < 3. We can now use Lemma 32 to find M’ = Sy (6*) €
R(M, F U F' U{C, prensor}) N SymE4(Ry), for some 0 < 6* < §. 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 My, = M}, # M}s = Mj,, but is not of Form (III). In either case, since prensor (M) # 0,
we see that P1-GH(M') < P1-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 (R, M')12 — (R,M")34 for all n > 1. We let X = {(M')gp : a,b € [4]}, and
cij(x) = Za,be[4}:M;b::c(M,)ia(M/)jb' We see that

(RonM")12 — (R M )34 = Z z" - (c12(w) — csa())
rzeX

for all n > 1. So, the equations (R,M’)13 — (R,M')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')s = (M')11 implies that (a,b) € {(1,1),(2,2)}, and that (M) = (M")s3
implies that (a,b) = {(3,3),(4,4)}. So, we see that (using the fact that M’ has Form (III))

c12((M")11) — eaa((M')11) = 2(M")11(M")12 — 2(M")13(M")14 = 0, and
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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')1; # (M')s3, this implies that
(M')12 # (M')34.

So, if (R,M")12 — (R,M")34 = 0 for all n > 1, then M’ € R(M,F U {prensor}) N Symid(R>0)
is the required matrix. On the other hand, suppose there exists some n > 1 such that (R, M')12 —
(R,M")34 # 0. In that case, we will construct ¢ : N — (R,N)i2 — (R,N)34. We see that
€' (Sar(6*)) # 0. So, Corollary 33 lets us find some M” € R(M, F'U{&'}) N SymE*(Rso). Now, if we
let £ : N +— Nia — N34, we see that £(Rym(n)) # 0. We also see that F(Ry (1)) = F((M")3) #0
for all F' € F U {ptensor,(}. So, we can use Lemma 57 to find some N € R(M, F U {ptensor, ¢, E}) N
Sym§? (Ro).

Since ((N) # 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 N1; = Nog # N33 = Nyg4, but is not of Form (III).
In any case, since prensor(IV) # 0, we see that P1-GH(N) < P1-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. O

Lemma 88. Let M € Symid(]R>0) be of Form (III) such that pyensor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Symy(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then, either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard,
or there exists some N € R(M, fU{ptensor})ﬂSymzd(R>o) of Form (III), such that N11 N33 N12 N3q—
(N13N14)? # 0.

Proof. We let € : N + (N11N33N12N3y) — (N13N14)?. If (M) # 0, we are already done, so we may
assume otherwise. We also let ¢ : N — (Ny1 — N33)(N11 — Nyg)(Nog — N33 )(Nog — Nyy). We note that
C(M) # 0. We will first use Lemma 87 to find M’ € R(M, F U {prensor ¢ }) N SymE*(Rs) of Form
(III) such that (M')13 # (M')34. We can now use Lemma 86 to find M” € R(M', FU{ptensor,C}) N
Sym5®(Rsp), such that (M”);; > (M");y, for all i € [4], and j # k € [4]. Since ¢(M") # 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")92 # (M")33 = (M")44, but is not of Form (III). In any case,
since prensor (M) # 0, we see that P1-GH(IN) < P1-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 M1 > Mss, and M3 > My without loss of generality.

We may assume that the entries of M are generated by some {gt}te[d]- We can also replace this
M with some cM as guaranteed by Lemma 4 such that e;;; > 0 for all 4,5 € [4], and ¢t € [d]. We
will now define a function Tp; : R4HE — Symy(R) such that

ﬁW(pazlu"'azd)ij :TM(p2177pZd)Z] (24)

for all 7,5 € [4]. By our choice of M, we know that ﬂ(e,log(gl), ...,1log(gq)) = M. We note that
Tar(p, #1, - - -, 24)i; is continuous as a function of all its variables, for all i,j € [4]. So, there exist
non-empty intervals I,...,I; C Ry such that for all (z1,...,24) € Iy X -+ X Iy, Tar(e, 21, -+, 24)
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also satisfies the properties of M that
M1 > Mss, M3 > My, My # M3y, and My > My,

for all i € [4], for j # k € [4]. But now, we can pick some (z},...,z}) € Q1N (I3 x -+ x I;). Since
zf > 0 for all t € [d], there exists some Z* € Zx, such that Z -z} € Zs for all ¢ € [d]. We will now
define 7;; : R — Symy(R) such that

Tar®)ij =T, 2% - 27, ..., Z% - 23)i5 = p™ (25)

for some z;; = Z% 3 o 1q €ijt2t € Lo for all 4, j € [4]. We also see that since Ty(e)i > Tyr(e)jn
for all i € [4], and j # k € [4], it must be the case that z; > zj; for all i € [4], and j # k € [4].
If £(T;;(p)) # 0 for some p € R, then from the construction of 7;;, we see that there must exist
some p € R? such that &(Ta(p)) = &(T;;(p)) # 0. Therefore, Lemma 28 allows us to find some
N € R(M, FU{prensor, ¢, €})NSymE? (Rxg). Since ¢((N) # 0, if N is not of Form (ITT), it must either
be diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or (II), or it should satisfy the equation
Ni1 = Nog # N3z = Nyy, but not be of Form (III). In any of these cases, since prensor(N) # 0, it
follows from Theorem 68, or Lemma 73 and Lemma 82, or Lemma 70, that P1-GH(N) < P1-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 {(7;;(p)) = 0 for all p € R. This means that p*1H=sstz2+zs —
p?13+2214 for all p € R. So, we see that

(211 + z12) + (233 + 234)

213 + 214 = 5 s (26)

i.e., z13 + 214 is the average of the other two sums. In particular, we have three possibilities,
Case 0. z11 + 212 = 213 + 214 = 233 + 234; OT
Case 1. z11 + z12 > 213 + 214 > 233 + 234; OT
Case 2. z11 + 212 < 213 + 214 < 233 + 234.

We will now consider

(T3 ) = (T ) (T3 () Dss(Tir )2 (Tir(0))ss — (T )1 (Tir () ?a)”

We will show that this function in p is not identically 0. For a contradiction, we assume that

E(((T3;(p))?)) = 0 for all p € R. Thus, we have for all p € R

(Tir ) (T ) (T )2 (Tir@)Ha = (Tir@)H1s(Tir@)Ha)” (27)
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where (using the Form (III))

211+%2 213+2
p11 12+2p13 147

pZ13+Z14 + 2p233+234 ,

w

=

Il
DO

13 = p211+213 + p212+214 + p213+233 —|—p214+234,
p

14 = 2114214 +p212+213 +p213+234 _|_p214+233.

e Step 1. The leading degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) is either 4p3#11t2zsstziztzis+21a (4
the enumerated Case 1. of Eq. (26)) or 4p?*11+3zsstzat213+214 (in Case 2.) or has coefficient
16 (in Case 0).

By our choice of z;;, we know that 211 > 233 > z;; for all i # j € [4]. So, p?#11 is the leading
degree term of
((Tﬁ(p))2)11 — p2z11 _|_p2z12 +p2z13 + p2zl4’

and p?*® is the leading degree term of
(T31(0))?)33 = p**13 + p*11 4 ™3 4 pt,

Now, if the two terms of ((7;7(p))?)12 collapse into one term, that implies that 217 + 212 =
213 + 2z14. But then, Eq. (26) implies that z13 + 214 = 233 + 234 as well. This would imply
that ((T37(p))?)12 = 4p™17#12 = ((T;7(p))?)34. This means that the leading degree term of

the LHS of Eq. (27) will be
16p4211 +2233+2212

On the other hand, if the two terms of ((75;(p))?)12 do not collapse into each other, that means
that z11 + 212 # 213 + 214. From Eq. (26), this implies that in fact, 211 + 212 # 213 + 214 #
233+ 234 are pairwise distinct. So, it must either be the case that z11+219 > z13+214 > 233+234,
or it must be the case that z33 + 234 > 213 + 214 > 211 + 2z12. Depending on which of the two
cases occur, the leading degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) will be, respectively, either

3z11+2233+212+213+214 2211+3233+234+213+214

4p or 4p

e 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 4p**1 221312214 Fyrthermore, we have

(A) z11 + 214 = 212 + 213 > 213 + 234, OT

(B) z11 + z14 = 213 + 234 > 212 + 213.

and the leading degree term of ((T;;(p))?)1a is obtained by combining two terms p*1 7214 +
p12T#18 n case (A), or pP1TA14 4 pF13TE4 ip 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

((Tﬁ(p))2)13 = p211+213 + p212+214 +pz13+z33 _|_p214+z34‘

We note that z11+213 > z12+214, since z11 > 212, and z13 > z14. Similarly, z11+213 > 2134233,
since z11 > 233. Finally, 211 + 213 > 214 + 234. So, the leading degree term of ((73;(p))?)13 is
P11 7213 with coefficient 1. Now, we focus on the terms of

((Tﬁ(p))2)14 = p211+214 + p212+213 +pz13+z34 _|_p214+z33‘

Since z11 > z33, it follows that z11 + z14 > 214 + 233. So, the leading term coefficient of
((T3;(p))?)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 211 + 212 = 213 + 214 = 233 + 234, 1.€., Case 0. in Eq. (26) does not hold, and Case 1. or
Case 2. hold in Eq. (26).

Now, in ((7;7(p))?)14, we have seen that the leading degree term cannot be p#14+233. Similarly,
it is not possible that z19 + 213 = 213 + 234, since z12 # z34. So, the leading degree term of
((T3;(p))?)14 must either be p*11 7214 4 p#12+213  op p#11+214 4 p=13+284 - Thys, either (A) or (B)
hold. In either of these cases, we find that the leading degree term of the RHS of Eq. (27) is

4p4211+2213+2214_
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 4p**11+3zssF2satzisten

By Eq. (26), z13 + 214 is the average of z11 + 212 and 233 + z34. Assume Case 1. holds, i.e.,
z11 + 212 > z13 + 214 > 233 + 234. In this case, by Step 1. the leading degree term of the
first term of &((T5(p))2) is 4pPe1it2esstz12+213+214 - Since it has to equal the leading degree
term of the second term, this means that 3z11 + 2233 + 212 + 213 + 214 = 4211 + 2213 + 2214.
Simplifying, we see that

2233 + 219 = 211 + 213 + 214- (28)

But also, for
((TJ\Z(}?))2)14 = pz11+z14 _|_pz12+z13 + p213+z34 + p214+233

in case (A), 211 + 214 = 212+ 213, the leading degree term of ((7;;(p))?)14 is p*11 514 4 p12+213,
Together with Eq. (28), this implies that 2213 = 2233, which is not possible since z33 > 213.
The other possibility is case (B), 211 + 214 = 213 + 234, the leading degree term of ((737(p))?)14
is pP1ita4 4 po1stase . Fgo (28) implies that 2233 + 212 = 2213 + 234. Since p*13123 has the
highest degree in ((737(p))?)14, that also implies that (note that 217 = 215 — 214 + 234 from
Case (B))

213 + 234 = 213 — 214 + 234 + 214 = 211 + 214 > 214 + 233.

So, 2z33 + 212 = 2213 + 234 > 213 + (214 + 233), which means that z33 + 212 > 213 + 214.
Since we have assumed that we are in Case 1., 211 + 212 > 213 + 214 > 233 + 234, We see that
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233+ 212 > 213 + 214 > 233 + 234. S0, 212 > 234. However, since p*137%34 has the highest degree
in ((Tﬁ(p))2)14, we also know that z13 + 234 > 212 + 2z13. But this implies that 234 > 219,
which is a contradiction. So, it is not possible that z11 4+ 212 > 213 + 214 > 233 + 231. We
conclude that in fact, Case 1. is impossible, only Case 2. remains, namely

z33 + 234 > 213 + 214 > 211 + 212, (29)
and the leading degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) is 4p?*11+3zssF2sa+213+210

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
2211 + 3233 + 234 + 213 + 214 = 4211 + 2213 + 2214. From Eq. (26), we know that 2213 + 2214 =
211 + 233 + 212 + z34. Substituting into the equation above, we get that 2zq1 + 3233 + 234 +
213 + 214 = 5z11 + 233 + 234 + z12. Simplifying, we get

2233 + 213 + (214 + 211) = 4211 + 212. (30)
Assume Case (A), z11 + 214 = 212 + z13. Together with Eq. (30), this implies that
2233 + 2213 = 4211,

which is not possible since z17 > 233, 213. So, we conclude that Case (A) is impossible, and
only Case (B) is viable, i.e., the leading degree term of ((7;;(p))?)14 is p*11 7214 4 p#13+234 " and
we have

211 + 214 = 213 + 234 > 212 + 213 (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

((TJ\Z(p))2)12 = 2p211+212 + 2p213+214
is 2p*11 7212 and the least degree term of
((T]\Z(p))2)34 = Qp*3 =14 | 9pF33 a4

is 2p*13T214  Since 211 + 212 < 233 + 234, and 211 > 233, we conclude that 215 < 234. Similarly,
since 211 + 212 < 213 + 214, We also conclude that z15 < 213, z14. So, the least degree term of

((T]\i[(p))z)u — p2z11 +p2z12 +p2z13 +p2z14

is p?*12. From case (B) Eq. (31), we see that 211 + 214 = 213 + 234. Since 211 > 234, 213, We see
that z14 < 213, and z14 < z34. So, the least degree term of

((7—]\*4(])))2)33 — p2213 + p2214 + p2233 + p2234
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2214

is p#*14. Summing up, the least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27) is precisely

4p211+3zl2+213+3214-
As for the RHS of Eq. (27), we note that since z14 < 213, and z12 < 211, 233, 234, the least

degree term of
((Tﬁ(p))Q)lg = pz11+z13 _|_pz12+z14 + p213+233 4 prutEn

is p*127#14 This means that the least degree term of ((73;(p))?)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 p*11 %14 4 p#13+234 ig the leading degree term of

((Tﬁ(p)ﬁ)m = p211+214 + p212+213 +pz13+z34 _|_pz14+z33'

So, the least degree term must be the combined term from p*127%18 4 p#14+233  In this case,
the least degree term of the RHS of Eq. (27) is

4p2212+2214+2212+2213_
Since this must be equal to the least degree term of the LHS of Eq. (27), we find that z;; +
3219 + 213 + 3214 = 4212 + 2214 + 2213. Simplifying, we get

211 + 214 = 212 + 213,

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 &(((7;;(p))?)) = 0 for all
p € R must be false.

Now, if we let & : N — £(N?), we see that & (757 (p)) is not the zero function. From the construction
of Ty, this implies that £&(7az(p)) is not the zero function either. So, we can use Lemma 28 to find
M’ € R(M, F U{ptensor,(;E2}) N Symzd(R>0). Since F(M') # 0 for all F' € F U {ptensor,(}, and
£((M")?) # 0, we can use Corollary 33 to find some N € R(M’, F U {prensor, ¢, £}) N SymE(R<p).
Since ((N) # 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 N1; = Nag # N33 = N4, but is not of Form (III).
In any case, since piensor(IN) # 0, we see that P1-GH(N) < P1-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 (V) # 0). O

We will now need a few more technical lemmas that show that since prensor (M) # 0, M may be
assumed to have some more structure.

Lemma 89. Let M € SymE®(Rso) be of Form (III) such that prensor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then, either P1-GH(M) is #P-
hard, or there exists some N € (M, F U F U {prensor}) N SymE*(Rs0) of Form (III), where
F' ={&cico : 1,02 € (Z50)} for the Symy(R)-polynomials

€eres + N = (NTING3 — N INTE)? + (Ngi Nif — N5iNG3)*.
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Proof. Welet ( : N — (Nll — Ngg)(Nll — N44)(N22 — Ngg)(NgQ — N44). We note that C(M) £ 0.
Without loss of generality, we may first replace M with the matrix M’ € R(M, F U {prensor,(}) N
Symid(R>0) whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma 86. So, we may assume that M;; > M, for
alli € [4], j # k € [4]. Now, we let the entries of M be generated by some {g; };c(q. We may replace
M with some cM, as guaranteed by Lemma 4 such that e;;; > 0 for all ¢, j € [4], ¢t € [d]. We also
note that e;jo = 0 for all 7,5 € [4]. We will now define the function Tor : RAHL Symy(R) just as
we did in Eq. (24). Then, we similarly define 7} : R — Symy(R) as in Eq. (25), such that

Tar(p)ij = ™7,

for some integers z;;. We may assume that zi1 # 233, and that z; > zj;, for all ¢ € [4], and
Jj#keld.

We will now consider &, ., ((T57(p))?). First we want to show that if &, ., ((T37(p))?) = 0, for
all p € R, then ¢; = ¢5. We note that

((7—1\*4(]7))%3)01((7—1\*4(])))%2)62 — (p211+z13 +pz12+z14 +pz13+233 +pz14+z34)c1
. (2p211+212 + 2pz13+z14)62 , and

(TR0 (Ti ()R = (pP s 4 pistss 4 pirstass 4 ety
. (p2211 + p2212 _|_p2213 +p2214)02 )

The identity &, ¢, ((T;7(p))?) = 0 for all p € R implies that both terms in &, ., are 0. In particular,
(T3 ()3) (Trr (p) )2 = (T (p)3) (Tr;(p)3)2, for all p € R, we see that the coefficient
of the leading term of the LHS here is a (possibly non-trivial) multiple of 2¢2. As for the RHS, by
construction, the leading term of

(T](;[(p))%l —_ p2211 _|_p2212 _|_p2213 +p2214

will be p**11. So, the leading term of ((7;;(p))%;)* will be p2*11, with a coefficient of 1. So, this
means that some terms within ((7;7(p))?,)! must be equal to each other. In fact, since the leading
term coeflicient of this term must be a multiple of 22, it must either be the case that the leading
term of (7;;(p))3, 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 + 214 = 233 + 214, which is not true since z1; # z33.
So, this means that the leading term coefficient of the RHS is precisely 2°. Since this is a multiple
of 2¢1, this implies that ¢; > c¢o.

On the other hand, we can apply the same argument on the second term of the identity
v (T3 (9))?) = 0, which is (T35 (9))3)° (T ()20 = (T3 ()30° (T (9))25)%2. Then we
find that co > ¢1, which implies that in fact, ¢ = co.

Now, if ¢; = co, let us consider the matrix M itself. If (MygMi2)®t = (M1 Myy)t, and
(M33Mi4)®t = (Mi3Msy)t, since M € Sym,(R~g), that implies that M1 My = M2 M3, and
M14M33 = M13M34. We also note that M14 = M23, and M11M44 = M22M33, since M 1is of Form
(III). So, this implies that prensor (M) = 0, which contradicts our assumption about M.
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So, we see that for all &, .,, either &, ., (M) # 0, or there exists some p € R such that
er.eo(Th7(p)?) # 0. We will now let F”/ = {F” : N +— &0y 0 (N?) | ¢1 # 2 € Zso}, and F” = {&.c :
¢ € Z»o}. We can now use Lemma 28 to find M” € R(M, FUF"UF" U{prensor, ¢ })NSymE* (R<p).
Since F(M") # 0 for all F € FUF" U{prensor,C}, and &, ¢, (M?) # 0 for all ¢; # ¢y € Z~g, we can
then use Corollary 33 to find some N € (M, F U F' U {prensor, ¢ }) N SymE* (Rsg). Since ¢(N) # 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 Nj; = Nog # N33 = Ny4, but is not of Form (III). In any case,
since prensor (V) # 0, we see that P1-GH(N) < P1-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. U

Lemma 90. Let M € SymE®(Rwo) be of Form (III) such that prensor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Symy(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Then, either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard,
or there exists some N € R(M, F U {prensor }) N SymE®(Rso) of Form (III), such that

N13>>2 <N11> <N33>

log (| — log( — ) -log | — | .

< g<Nl4 7 log N1 & N3y

and N;; > Njk for alli € [4], 7 75 ke [4], and N11N33N19 N3y 75 (N13N14)2,

PTOOf. We will let C : N — (Nll — Ngg)(Nll — N44)(N22 — Ngg)(NQg — N44), and C/ : N —
N11N33N19N3g — (N13N14)2. We note that C(M) # 0. We will also let F = {fcl,cg 1c1,C2 € (Z>0)}

as defined in Lemma 89, such that .
Eerer ' N = (N3NG3 — N INGT)? + (N53Nii — NjNi3)*.

We can first find M' € R(M, FUF" U{psensor,(}) N Symgd(R>0) using Lemma 89. We can now use
Lemma 88 to find M” € R(M, FUF'U{ptensor, ¢, ¢'}) NSymE*(R+0). Finally, we can use Lemma 86
to find M"” € R(M, FUF U{prensor ¢, ¢'}) NSymEY (Rxo) such that (M")y; > (M" ), for all i € [4],
J #k € [4]. Since ((M") # 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"")a2 # (M"")33 = (M"") 44,
but is not of Form (III). In any case, since prensor (M"') # 0, we see that P1-GH(M"") < P1-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 M3 = M4, we are already
done, since M11/nMy, > 1, Mss/M3, > 1, which implies that

i) (5 0= (e (522))

log| — | -log{ —— ) >0={log | — .

& <M12 &\ My S\ My

So, we may assume that M3 # Mjy. Now, we can assume without loss of generality that M, >

Mss, and that My3 > My 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}te[d}, such that e;;; > 0 for all
i,j € [4], t € [d]. So, for all p € (Rs(),

2

<log<%>)2: %(613t_614t)10g(pt) , and
(s (e ) (s () = 2 (o —cuuloglp) | - | 35 (ene—exa) o)

We note that none of these three functions are the constant zero function. For example, since M7y, >
Mis, we have (e111,.-.,e€114) # (€121,...,€124) and thus Zte[d}(ellt — e19¢) log(py) is not constant
zero. The other two being not constant zero follow similarly from Mi3 > My and Mgz > Myy. We
will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 91. Let 0 # (aq,...,ay),(b1,...,by),(c1,...,¢cn) € Z™ such that

2
S o] = (Sne) (Seam ).
ze[n ZE[’/L ze[n
for all (z1,...,z,) € R™, then there exists a rational constant k such that
(617"'7cn) = k- (a17"'7an) = "4’2 : (blv"'vbn)‘

We will now define the function € : (Rsg)¢ — R such that

TM(P)13>>2 ( <TM(P)33>> ( <TM(P)11>>

Qp) = (1 —_— — (1 A2 ) L] JMAF)IL )

®) < % <TM(P)14 %\ Tar(p)ss %\ T (p)2

Claim 91 tells us that if Q(p) = 0 for all p € (R~)?, then there exists some rational x € Q such
that

2
(111 — €121, ---,€11d — €124) = K- (€131 — €141, ..., €134 — €144) = K~ - (€331 — €341, ... ,€334 — €34d)-

This implies that

(log (M11/215)) _ (e1n1 — ez1)log(gr) + -~ + (e11a — er2a)loglga) _ . _ 1 o
(log (Mi3/p1a))  (e131 — e1a1)log(gr) + -+ + (e134 — e14q) log(ga) e’
(log (Mi3/n4)) _ (e131 — e141) log(g1) + - + (€134 — €144) 10g(ga) _ oA
(log (Ms3/Ms4))  (e331 — e341)log(g1) + -+ - + (e33q — €344) 10g(ga) co’

for some positive integers ¢y, co. But this means that
(i) = (i) o (i)
— =(-— ,and [ —— =
Mo My My
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In particular, we see that

(M)13)((M)12)* = (M)11)*((M)14), and ((M)13)((M)34)" = ((M)33)" (M)14)*.

This contradicts our assumption that &, ., (M) # 0. So, our assumption that Q(p) = 0 for all
p € (Rx0)? must be false. Let p’ = (p},...,p,;) € (R=o)¢ such that Q(p’) # 0. We can now define
p: R — R% such that
pt)=t-p'+(1—1) (g1,---,9a)-

We note that p(0) = (g1,...,94) € (Rsg)?, and p(1) = p’ € (Rsg)?. Therefore, for all t € [0, 1],
and for all ¢ € [d], p(t); = t-p; + (1 —t)g; > 0. Moreover, since p(t) is continuous as a function
of t, we see that there exists some 81,82 > 0 such that p(t) € (Rsg)? for all t € (—d1,01), and
t € (1 —0d2,14d2). We will now let U = (—d1,1+ 62) C R be an open set, such that p(t) € (Rsg)?
for all t € U. We now define w : U — R such that

Clearly, w is a real valued analytic function on U. Moreover, by our choice of p’, we know that
w(l) = Q(p’) # 0. So, w 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 w within [0, 1] cannot have an accumulation point.
In particular, there can only be finitely many zeros of w within [0, 1]. We can denote the set of zeros
as 0, = {t € [0,1] : w(t) = 0}.

Since p(0) = (g1,--.,94), we see that Ty (p(0)) = M. So, there exists some 0 < § < 1 such
that Tar(p(t))is > Ta(p(t))jr > 0, for all i € [4],5 # k € [4], and t € (0,5). We also note that
the eigenvalues of 7j/(p(t)) are continuous as functions of t. Since Tas(p(0)) = M is positive
definite, this implies that there exists some 0 < ¢’ < 1 such that T/ (p(t)) is positive definite for
all t € (0,4"). We will now let 7" = FU F' U {prensor; (,¢'}. We note that F” is a countable set of
Symy (R)-polynomials. So, F(Ta(p(t))) is a polynomial in ¢ for all F € F”. Since F(M) # 0 for
all F € F”, by our choice of M, it follows that F(7a(p(t))) is a non-zero polynomial in ¢ for all
FeF' Welet 0p = {t € (0,1) : F(Ta(p(t))) = 0} for all F € F”. Each of these is a finite set,
and therefore, Upe 70 F is a countable set.

We can therefore find p* = p(t*) for some t* € ((0,d) N (0,6"))\ (UperOr UQ,). By our choice
of t*, we see that F(Ty(p*)) # 0 for all F € F U F U {prensor; ¢, ¢}, and Tar(p*) € SymE(Rwp).
Moreover, we also see that Q(p*) # 0. So, N = Ty(p*) € R(M,F U F" U {ptensor,¢,¢'}) N
SymE?(Rs) such that Q(N) # 0. Since ((N) # 0, if N is not of Form (IIT), then it must either be
diagonal distinct, or isomorphic to a matrix of Form (I) or Form (II), or satisfies N1 = Nag # N33 =
Nyg4, but is not of Form (III). In any case, since prensor (V) # 0, we see that P1-GH(NN) < P1-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. O

We will now prove Claim 91.

Proof of Claim 91. The zero sets defined by the LHS and the RHS are respectively the hyperplane

Zie[n] a;z; = 0, and the union of the hyperplanes > bix; =0 and ) c¢;x; = 0. Thus they

i€[n] i€[n]
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must all coincide. Their (non-zero) normal vectors must be proportional. Therefore there exist
constants k, k" € Qg such that (c1,...,¢,) = £ (a1,...,a,) and (b1,...,b,) = K - (a1,...,a,).
Then the given equality in the lemma statement implies that x' = x71. U

Lemma 92. Let M € Symid(]R>0) be of Form (III) such that pyensor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Let 0 # x € x4 of support
size greater than 2. Then, either P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N € R(M,F U
{Uyx, Pensor }) N Symid(]R>O) 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 M, > Ms3, and that My3 > My, 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}te[d]. Using Lemma 4, we may replace M with
some cM such that e;;; > 0 for all ¢,j € [4], t € [d]. Since M € Sym,(R~0), we note that e;jo = 0
for all i, j € [4].

We will now define the function 77 : R+ — Symy (R), just as in Eq. (24), such that

TM(p72'17-~7Zd)ij = TM(p217 7pZd)’

Following the same argument as in the paragraph after Eq. (24), we can pick some rational 27, ..., 2}
such that Tas(e, 27, ..., z)) satisfies the properties of M, that

Mz \ )\ 2 My Ms3s
M1 Mg Mqo M. Mi3Mi4)2, <10 <—>> <10 <—>><lo <—>>
11 Mz Mo M3y # (Mi3Mis) g Moy # | log Mo g Moy

M1 > Ms3, My3 > My, and My > Mjy, for all i € [4], j # 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~ such that Z*z; € Z~q for all ¢t € [d]. We can then define 7;; : R — Sym,(R), as in
Eq. (25) such that

Tor(P)is = Tar(p. 2% - 25, 27 - 23)i = P79,

for some z;; € Zxo for all 4,5 € [4]. We may assume from this construction that z; > zj for
all 7 € [4],j 75 k € [4], Z11 > 233, 213 = 214, 211 + 233 + 212 + 234 75 2(Z13 + z14), and that
(213 — 214)% # (211 — 212) (233 — 234).-
We see that
pzll p212 pZ13 pZ14
212 211 214 213
T =" Tt

213 pFla 233 %34
p p p p

214 pF13  p?34 %33
p p p p
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It can be verified that the eigenvalues of 7,7 (p) are:

M (T3 (B) = 5 (11 (6) + 1 (2)).
Xo(Tir () = 5 (m(p) ~ 11 () -
Xs(Tir () = 5 (2p) + 12(p)
(T () = 5 (2(p) — 12(0)

where

=
S
Il
S
ki,
_l_
S
N
&
+
S
K,
_l_
S
&
\.HB

= \/(pzll — p#33 4 p¥12 — p#34)2 4 4(p#18 + p#14)2 and
= \/(pzll — pF33 — p¥12 4 pa)2 4 4(pF13 — pF1a)2,

(p)

pa(p) = p™t 4 p™* — p*12 — p*1,
(p)
(p)

We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove shortly.

Claim 93. (T (T
lim 1(Tar(p)) — lim 3(Tar () —1,
p—00 pFLt p—00 pFLL
tim 220D _ oy M5 @)
p—00 pz33 p—00 pz33

We can see that for large enough values of p, A\;(7,;(p)) > 0 for all i € [4]. Define the function
ox 1 (Rzg)* = R as px(ag,...,aq) = [Ticqy(@i)™. For large enough values of p, Claim 93 implies
that ox (A (T57(P)), - - Aa(T57(p))) is well-defined. Moreover, we note that

Gx(A(Tar(P)): -+, AT (p)) = 0 = x(M (T (), - - Ma(Thz (p))) = 1.

We can analyze ¢x(A(T,7(p)), - -, Ma(Ty7(p))) by studying ox (A1 (T3 (p)), - -, Aa(T5;(p))). We note
that

TGO (T
pzll pz33
(ATl (MY

V4 V4
pll pSS

pr()\l(T]{;[(p)), ce ,)\4(Tﬁ(p))) — (pz11)x1+x3 (p233):c2+:c4 <

So,
Tim o ((Ti ) Ma (T (p) = Tim o)),

p—00
Since 211 — 233 > 0 by our assumption, we see that lim Oox(M (T3 (0)s - (T (p))) # 1 if
p—00

x1 + x3 # 0. In other words, for large enough p, ¢x (M (737 (p)),-.., Ma(Ty(p))) # 0, if 1 +
x3 # 0. So, when x1 + x3 # 0, we see from the construction of 7}, that there exists some p* =

(p*)Z7#1, ..., (p*)?"#1) such that ¢y (Tar(p*)) # 0.
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We will now assume that x1 + 23 = 0. This of course also implies that xo + x4 = 0, since x € x4.
If z1 = 0, or z9 = 0, then the support size of x would be < 2. We can assume that x; > 0, and
that xo # 0. So, we see that ¢x(A1(T5(p)), ..., Aa(T;(p))) = 0 implies that

<>\1(Tﬁ(p))>“ _ (M(W(M))“
A3(Txr(p)) M(Ty®) )

for all p € R where \;(7,7(p)) # 0 for all ¢ € [4].
We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove later.

Claim 94. For small § > 0,

M(Thr(€%) =4+ g (211 + 233 + 212 + 234 + 2213 + 2214) + O(0?),

Ao(Thi(e%)) = g (211 + 233 + 212 + 234 — 2213 — 2214) + O(67),

As(Tri(e)) = g <(211 + 233 — 212 — 234) + /(211 — 233 — 212 + 234) + 4(213 — z14)2> + 0(82),
M(Ti(e) = 3 (11 + 238 — 212 — 200) = v/(or1 — 2 — 212 + 230 + 4(e1a = 7107 + O(6).

We can see that,
lim Al(T]\Z(eé)) =4,
6—0

Also %iH(l) )\i(T]\’j[(e‘s)) =0 for i = 2,3,4. From our choice of z;;, we know that 211, 233 > 212, 234. So,
—
we know that z11 + 233 — 212 — 234 > 0. This implies that
* (0
(T )
6—0 )

So,

= (211 + 233 — 212 — 234) + \/(Zn — 233 — 212 + 234)% + 4(213 — z14)% > 0.

- M(Ta @D\ Ly X (Tyr (€)™
0#1 o | === =1 ot | = . 33
#im (o (Sen) ) -im (™ (& )
So, if x5 > 0, then in the expression in Claim 94, if the coefficient of ¢ in )\4(7}\’2(65)) is non-zero,
then the ratio Ag/A4 in Eq. (33) will stay bounded as 6 — 0, leading to a contradiction to Eq. (33)
where the limit is non-zero. Hence the coefficient of § in \y(7};(e®)) must be 0. Similarly, if 2 < 0,

the coefficient of & in Aa(7;;(e?)) must be 0. Let us first assume that 29 > 0. In that case, we find
that

211 + 233 — 212 — %34 = \/(211 — 233 — 212 + 234)% + 4(213 — 214)%.

On squaring both sides and simplifying, we find that

(z11 —Z12)2 + (233 —Z34)2 +2(z11 —212) (233 — 234) = (211 — 212)2 + (233 —Z34)2 —2(z11—212) (233 — 234)

+ 4(z13 — Z14)2-
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This implies that (211 —212) (233 —234) = (213 —214)%. But by our choice of z;;, we ensured that (211 —
212)(233—234) # (213—214)%. So, we see that it is not possible that ¢ (A1 (T5;(€?)), ..., \(T57(e?))) =
0 for all € R, if x5 > 0.

On the other hand, if x5 < 0, then from Claim 94, we see that the coefficient of & in Ao (73 (€?))
must be 0. This implies that z17 4+ z33 + 212 + 234 = 2213 + 2214. But once again, from our choice
of z;;, we ensured that z11 + 233 + 212 + 2314 # 2213 + 2214. So, we see that it is not possible that
O A1L(T(€%)), -+, AT (e9))) = 0 for all § € R, if 29 < 0 either.

So, we see that for all x € x4 of support size greater than 2, ¢x (A1 (757(€?)), ..., \a(T;;(€%))) # 0
for some ¢ that is small enough. Moreover, this is true for all y € x4 such that y, ;) = ;, for some
o € S4. This means that there exists some p* € R such that

Ux(Tar(P")) = @x(A1(Taz (%)), - - -, Aa(Tar (p7))) # 0.
So, Lemma 28 allows us to find the required N € R(M, F U { Uy, prensor}) N Symid(R>0). O
We will now prove Claim 93, and Claim 94

Proof of Claim 93. We note that
pmp) _ o PP AR A

lim 1.
p—00 pzll p—00 pzll
Similarly,
211 233 _ p212 _ 734
tim 20y PP PR ™
p—oo pFll p—00 pFLt
We can also see that
v . 211 — 233 4 pZ12 — pZ34)2 | 4(p¥13 4 p?14)2
fm APy, VO pte — g2 HAp fp)?
p—oo pFll p—00 pFLt
lim va(p) = \/(pZu — p#33 — p¥12  p34)2 4 4(pF18 — pr1a)2 =1,

p—o0 pzll
This immediately proves that
)\ *
(T )
p—00 pzll p—00 pzll

We now note that

No(Ti(p) = = ((ul(p))2 — (v (p))2> Cand (T () = % <(u2(p))2 — (v (p))2> _

2
Now, we can see that
(11(p)* = (11(p)* = 4™ + p™2)(p™* + p™) — 4(p™* + p™4)?, and

(12(p))® — (va(p))? = 4(p™ — p™2)(p™* — p™) — 4(p™* — p™*)*.
Since we already know the limiting behaviors of p;(p) + v(p), and pae(p) 4+ v2(p), we can see that

o 2TH0) L (T )

p—00 ngg pP—00 pz33

=1.
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Proof of Claim 94. Following the Taylor series expansions of p1(e?), (%), (v1(€?))?, and (v5(e®))?,
we see that

p1(e%) = 4+ 5(z11 + 233 + 212 + 234) + O(0?),
p2(€%) = 8(211 + 233 — 212 — 234) + O(8%),
(11(e2))? = 16 + 160(213 + 2z14) + O(6%), and
(v2(€?))? = 6*((211 — 233 — 212 + 234)° + 4(213 — 214)%) + O(8°).

Then, we can use the square root expansion of /1 + x to see that

vi(€%) = 44 26(z13 + 2z14) + O(6?), and
va(e?) = 0v/ (211 — 233 — 212 + 234)% + 4(213 — 214)2 + O(62).

Putting together these expressions finishes the proof of this claim. O

We can now prove that P1-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 € SymE*(Rso) be of Form (III) such that prensor(M) # 0. Then, P1-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 IV;. The rest of the proof is
identical. O

11.4 Form (VI)

Finally, there is only one more form of matrix for us to deal with. We will now prove that P1-GH(M)
is #P-hard, when M is of Form (VI) that is not isomorphic to a tensor product.

a T Yy z
T a 2z Y
Yy z a T
z Yy x a

Figure 10: Form (VI)

Lemma 96. Let M € Symzd(]Rx)) be of Form (VI) such that pyensor (M) # 0. Let F be a countable
set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that F(M) # 0 for all F € F. Let 0 # x € x4 of support
size greater than 2. Then, either P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some N € R(M,F U

{\ley ptensor}) N Symid(Rw) Of Form (V[)
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Proof. We can use Lemma 86 to obtain some M’ € R(M, F U {ptensor }) N Symid(R>0), such that
Mj; > M} for all i € [4], j # k € [4]. If M’ is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that
P1-GH(M') < P1-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 P1-GH(M’) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists
some N € R(M’, F U {prensor }) N SymE(Rsg) such that N is of Form (I), (IIT), or (IV), and the
diagonal entries of N are not all identical. But then, we note that since pgensor (V) # 0, Lemma 82,
Lemma 85, and Lemma 95 imply that P1-GH(N) < P1-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 My My = Mo Mis,

let kK = Miz/nMyy = Mia/My,, then

My Mg 1 k a x 1 k
M = = .
<M12 M11> ®© (/i 1) (1’ a) ® (H 1>

Similarly, if My Myo = Mi3Miy4, or M1 Mis = Mo M4, then M is isomorphic to a tensor product
under the flips 2 <> 4, or 3 <> 4, respectively. So, we have My Myo # Mi3Myy, Mq11Mys # Mio My,
and My My # Mo M3, since peensor (M) # 0.

We will now let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}te[d}. Using Lemma 4, we may replace
M with some c¢M such that e;;; > 0 for all ¢, € [4], t € [d]. Since M € Sym,(R(), we note that
eijo = 0 for all i, j € [4].

We will now define the function 7/'1\\4 (R SymEIR, just as in Eq. (24), such that

TM(p7 Blyevey Zd)ij = TM(p217 cee 7pZd)'
We can pick some rational 27, ..., 2} such that 7/'1\\4(]), 2y,...,z;) satisfies the properties of M, that
My Mo # MyzMyy, MiiMiz # MigMyg, My Miy = MyaMyg, and M > My

for all i € [4], j # k € [4]. We then let Z* € Z~q such that Z*z} € Z~¢ for all ¢t € [d]. We can then
define 7;; : R — Symy(R), as in Eq. (25) such that

TJ\t[(p)Z] = TM(pv z*- z;kw" 7Z* . Z;)Zj :pZij7

for some z;; € Z>q for all i,j € [4]. We may assume from this construction that z; > z;; for all
i €[4, and j # k € [4], 211 + 212 # 213 + 214, 211 + 213 # 212 + 214, and 211 + 214 F 212 + 213
We see that
pzll pzl2 p213 pzl4
T*( ) _ Pz pFl pFu pFIs
M - pAs pFe pF pr2
p214 p213 p212 pzll

It can be verified that the eigenvalues of T} (p) are:

M (Tyr(p)) = p*'t + p*12 4 p™3 4 p™14,
)\2(7']\*4(1))) — pzll _’_p212 _ p213 _ p214,
N (T (B)) = P — p2 4 po — i, (34
)\4(7']\*4(1))) — pzll _ pZ12 _ p213 +p214



We will now define the function ¢k : (Rz0)? — R such that ox(aq,...,aq) = [Ticpq (i)™ . We
see that
xAM(Tar(p), - Aa(Tar(p) = 1 == ox(M(Taz(p), - - Aa(Tar (p) = 0.

We will understand the behavior of ¢y by studying ¢x.
From the Taylor series expansions of \;(7,;(p)) for each i € [4], we can see that for small 6 > 0,

M (T57(€%) = 4 + 8 (211 + 212 + 213 + 214) + O(5?),
)‘2(7_1\2(66)) =0 (211 + 212 — 213 — 214) + O(8?),
A3(TAZ(€5)) =0 (211 — 212 + 213 — 214) + O(8?),
M(Trr(€%)) = 6 (211 — 212 — 213 + 214) + O(57).

From our choice of z;;, we can see that the coefficients of  in each of the eigenvalues is non-zero.

So, the following limits all exist and are non-zero constants,

) * (0
o MlTi ()
6—0 0

#07

for all i € {2,3,4}. For the given x € x4,

ox (MTi (), Ma(Tia(e)) = 6774545 (M (Tie)) <f
<A3( Ag(@)))% <)\4(TA:/S[(65))>“'

So, we see that

§—0

: : Ai(Tr(€@)\™
* (0 * (0 Y 1 r1+T2+T3 W\ M
lim e (M (T3 (e), - M(Tiy(€))) = 471 lim {(6 >H4< ; -
This implies that unless xo + x3 + x4 = (—x1) =0,
lim o (M (Tir(€)), o Ma(Tir(eh))) # 1.
6—0
which in turn implies that

lim (A (T (€%)), - Ma (TR (e)) # 0.

So, we may assume that 1 = 0. Since x has a support size > 2, and xs + x3 + x4 = 0, we now
may assume that none of xo, x3, 24 = 0.
Suppose z12 = 213, then from Eq. (34), we see that

Aa(Tar(p)) =P = p™* = A3(Tar(p))-
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So, ox (M1 (T57(P))s - - Ma(T5;(p))) = 1 for all p € R implies that Ao (757 (p)) 272 = \y(T;;(p))*2e3
for all p € R. If 9+ 23 = 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 xo + x3 > 0. So, we see
that Ao (7;7(p)) = Aa(T,;(p)) for all p € R. By Eq. (34), this implies that

pzll _ pzl4 — pZ11 _ 2pZ12 +p214-

Simplifying this, we find that z19 = 213 = 214 as well.
We also know that 211 # z12. So, we see that 7,;(p) is of the form

pAL pP1z pF2 g1

- pz12 p211 p212 p212

T (p) - Pz pFz pFL g1
Pz pPz pF2 g

But then, it is already known from Corollary 8 that when p > 1, P1-GH(Tp+(p)) < P1-GH(M) is
#P-hard.

From the above proof we may now assume we are in the case where z15 # z13. By the same
reasoning, we may also assume that in fact, z19 # 213 # 214 are pairwise distinct. Without loss of
generality, we may assume that xo > 0. We can also assume by symmetry, that x5 > x4. So, the
two cases we have to consider are: x3 > 0 (which would imply that x4 = —(z2 + 23) < 0), and
x3 < 0 (which would also imply that x4 < z3 < 0). Let us first consider the case where x5 > 0. We
see that if ¢x (A1 (T,7(P)), .-, Ma(T37(p))) = 0, then

(pzu _|_p212 _ p213 _p214)9E2 (pzll _ p212 _|_p213 _pZ14)9E3 — (pzll _ p212 _pzls +p214)$2+rs )

The highest degree term of both the LHS and the RHS are both equal to p?1(#2+23)  The second
highest degree term will depend on which of zy9, 213, 214 is the largest. If z19 > 213, 214, then the
second highest degree term of the LHS is (xg — xg)pzll(m2+m3_1)+212, while the second highest degree
term of the RHS is (—xy — x3)p?(®2+23=1)+212 . These terms are clearly not equal to each other.
On the other hand, if 213 > 219, 214, then the second highest degree term of the LHS is (—zo +
x3)p?t(F2t23=1)+213 while the second highest degree term of the RHS is (—xg —z3)pt (#2t23—1)+213
which are also not equal to each other. Finally, if z14 > 219, 213, the second highest degree term
of the LHS is (—x9 — $3)p211(x2+x3_1)+zl4, while the second highest degree term of the RHS is
(zg + $3)p211(x2+x3_1)+214, which are not equal to each other either. This proves that it is not
possible that ¢x (A (7;7(p)), .-, M(Ty;(p))) = 0.

We will now consider the case where z3 < 0. In this case, if ¢x (A1 (T;7(p)), .-, Aa(T57(p))) =0,
then

(pzu _|_p212 _ p213 _ p214)—13—$4 _ (p211 _pzlz +p213 _p214)—$3 (pzu _pzlz _ p213 +p214)—$4 .

The highest degree term of both the LHS and the RHS are both equal to p#1(=#3=%4)  The second
highest degree term will again depend on which of z19, 213, 214 is the largest. If z1o > 213, 214,
then the second highest degree term of the LHS is (—x3 — a4)p*t(-#3=2a=1+212 while the second
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highest degree term of the RHS is (x3 + x4)p211(_m3_””4_1)+212. These terms are clearly not equal
to each other. On the other hand, if z13 > z19, 214, then the second highest degree term of the
LHS is (z3 + x4)p*1(-#8—#4=1)+213  while the second highest degree term of the RHS is (—x3 +
$4)pz11(_5‘33_5‘34_1)+213, which are also not equal to each other. Finally, if z14 > z19, 213, the second
highest degree term of the LHS is (23 + x4)p211(_x3_x4_1)+214, while the second highest degree term
of the RHS is (z3 — :174)p211(_x3_x4_1)+214, which are not equal to each other either. This proves
that it is not possible that ¢x (A1 (737(p)), ..., Aa(T;7(p))) = 0, even in this case.

So, we see that for all x € x4 of support size greater than 2, ¢x(Ai(7;7(p), ..., Aa(T;(p))) is a
non-zero polynomial. Moreover, this is true for all y € x, such that y,;) = z;, for some o € Sy. In
particular, this means that there exists some p* € R such that

Use(Tar(p")) = Px(AM(Tar(p)), - -+ Ma(Tar (p7))) # 0.

So, Lemma 28 allows us to find some N = Ty (p*) € R(M, F U { Ty, prensor }) N SymE* (Rsg). If N
is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we may
assume that IV is not diagonal distinct.

Let us now assume that N is not of Form (VI). Now, from Theorem 75, we see that either
P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-had, or there exists some N’ € R(M, FU{ Uy, prensor }) N SymE (Rsg),
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 prepsor (V') # 0, Lemma 82,
Lemma 85, and Lemma 95 imply that P1-GH(N') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise, N is the
required matrix of Form (VI), gaining the crucial property that Wy (N) # 0. O

We can now prove that P1-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 € SymE*(Rso) be of Form (VI) such that prensor(M) # 0. Then, P1-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 N;. The rest of the proof is
identical. O

We can finally prove the following theorem.
Theorem 98. Let M € Symzd(]Rx)) such that pyensor (M) # 0. Then, P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. If M is diagonal distinct, then Theorem 68 implies that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Otherwise,
from Theorem 75, we know that either P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some M’ € R(M, Fp U
{ptensor})ﬂSymZd(R>o) that is of Form (I), (IIT), (IV), or (VI). In any case, Lemma 82. Lemma 95,
Lemma 85, or Lemma 97 allow us to prove that P1-GH(M') # P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O
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12 Dichotomy for 4 x 4 matrices

We will now first deal with matrices M € Symzd(R>0) such that M is isomorphic to A® B for some
A, B € Symy(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),

Zaop(@) = Y. ][] A®Blowowy = Y. [T ((A® B)rtymmwnriormmsen)

o:V—[4] (uw)eE 01,02:V—[2] (u,v)€EE

where 7(i,j) =2(i — 1) + j for all i, 5 € [2].
But then, we see that

ZA®B(G) = Z H Aal(u)al(v)Baz(u)ag(v)

01,02:V—[2] (u,v)EE

- Z H AUl (w)or(v) |~ Z H BUz (u)oz2(v)

01:V—=[2] (u,v)€E 02:V—[2] (u,v)€EE

= (24(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 € SymE*(Rsg), such that M = A® B for some A, B € Symy(R). If P1-GH(A)
is polynomial time tractable, then P1-GH(M ) = P1-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 € Symy(R~). This implies that for any graph G = (V, E),
Z4(G) > 0, and Zp(G) > 0. If we now had oracle access to P1-GH(B), we can use it to compute
Zyv(G) = Za(G) - Zp(G) for all planar G = (V, E). Similarly, if we had oracle access to P1-GH(M),

we could use it to compute Zp(G) = ZZIX((g)) for any planar G = (V, E). O

Remark. Let M € Symﬁd(Rw), such that M = A® B for some A, B € Symy(R). Then, as we saw
in the proof of Lemma 99, we may assume that in fact, A, B € Symy(R<o). Now, we may let (A1, A2)
be the eigenvalues of A, and (u1, pe2) be the eigenvalues of B. This implies that the eigenvalues of
M=AR®B are:

Atpr,  Aipz,  Ag2pa, Asple.
We may assume without loss of generality that Ay > Ao, and py > pe. Since A € Symy(Rsg), we
know from the Perron-Frobenius Theorem, that in fact, Ay > |X\a|. Similarly, since B € Symy(Ro),

we see that py > |pe|. Now, if Ay < 0, we note that Aopy < 0 would be an eigenvalue of AQ B =M,
which contradicts our assumption that M € Symid(R>0). So, in fact, Ao > 0. Similarly, ps > 0
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as well. This means that if M € SymE®(Rsq) is such that M = A® B for some A, B € Symy(R),
we may assume that A,B € Symgd(R>0), Similarly, if M € Sym§(Rsq), and M = A® B, we
may assume A, B € Symy(Rsq). If A or B has an eigenvalue 0, so would M = A ® B. So,
if M € Symi(Rsg) is such that M = A ® B for some A,B € Symy(R), we may assume that
A, B € Syn(Rso).

We will now state the following theorem [GW20]:

Theorem 100. The problem P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, for M = (3 %) € Symy(Rx), unless xz = y?,
y=0, or x = z, in which case P1-GH(M) is in polynomial time.

This theorem now allows us to prove the following lemma immediately.

Lemma 101. Let M € Symzd(Rw), such that M = A ® B for some A, B € Symgd(R>0). Then
P1-GH(M) is polynomial time tractable if A1y = Agg, and By = Baa. If A11 = Agg, but By # Baa,
or if B11 = Bas, but Ay # Aga, then Pl—GH(M) 18 # P-hard.

Proof. The tractability part follows from Theorem 100. For the #P-hardness part, by symmetry,
let us assume that Aj; = Ags, but Byy # Bas. From Theorem 100, we see that since Aj; = Aso,
P1-GH(A) is polynomial time tractable. On the other hand, we apply Theorem 100 to P1-GH(B), and
see that (1) By Bay # (Bi2)? since B € Sym5®(Rx) has full rank, (2) Bia # 0 as B € Sym,(Rsg),
and (3) B11 # B as given. Hence, P1-GH(B) is #P-hard. Now, since P1-GH(A) is polynomially
tractable, Lemma 99 implies that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

To deal with the case where A11 # Ago and Byy # Boo will require just a little bit more work.

Lemma 102. Let M € Symid(R>0), such that M = A® B for some A,B € Symgd(R>0), that
satisfy A1 # Agg and Bip # Bag. Let F be a countable set of Sym,(R)-polynomials such that
F(M) #0 for all F € F. Then, either P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or there exists some diagonal distinct
N e R(M,F)N Symid(R>0), such that pensor(N) = 0.

Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that A;; > Ass, and that By > Bao, by permuting
the rows and columns of A and B (and correspondingly, M). We can see that My; = A1 B1p >
M;; > Muyy for any (i,7) # (1,1),(4,4). So, rows 1 and i are not order identical for any ¢ # 1.
Similarly, rows 4 and 4 are not order identical for any ¢ # 4. We have My, > Moy > My, and
My > M3z > Myy. If Moy # Mss, then M is already diagonal distinct, and we are done. So, we
may assume that Msy = M3s. 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) ﬂSymid(R>0).
If prensor(IN) # 0, then Theorem 98 immediately implies that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.
On the other hand, if prensor (V) = 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 {A11 B2, A11Bag, A12B12, A12Ba2}, and the multi-set of elements in
row 3 of M is {AlgBll,AlgBlg,AggBll,AggBlg}. We can see that AlgBlg and A11B22 = AggBll
(which are My = Mss) appear in both row 2 and row 3. So, it must be the case that either
A11B1g = A B2 and Aj3B9s = A12By1, or A1 B2 = A12B11 and A28 = Az2Bj2. Since we
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have assumed that A1 > Ags, and that By; > Bgsy, we can see the first option here is not possible.

So, we see that in fact,
Ay Bn Az Bao

A B’ A Bio
But this means that B = k- A for some constant x > 0, and in this case, we see that for any graph

G = (V. E),

and

Zy(G) = Zawp(G) = Za(G) - Zea(G) = &7 - (Z4(G))?.

Since A € Symy(Rs0), we see that for any graph G = (V, E), Z4(G) > 0. So, given oracle access
to P1-GH(M), we can compute Zy;(G) for any planar graph G = (V, E), and use it to compute

_ [Zu(G)
So, we see that P1-GH(A) < P1-GH(M). Since A € Symb®(Rsg), and Aj; > Agy, Theorem 100
implies that P1-GH(A) < P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard. O

Lemma 103. Let M € Symid(R>0) be a diagonal distinct matriz, such that M = A® B for some
A, B € Symb*(R). Then, P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. Since M is diagonal distinct, it must be the case that A1y # As, and By # By, By
permuting the rows and columns of A and B (and correspondingly, the rows and columns of M),
we may assume that A1 > Agg, and that Bip > Bas.

Let L be the lattice of the eigenvalues of M, and let BB be a lattice basis of L. 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 Ny € R(M, Fps U { Uy, paiag}) N Sym®® (Rx).

We know from Lemma 26 that after repeating this step at most 4 times, we will have some
diagonal distinct N € SymE?(Rsg), such that P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M), and

0+#x¢c Ly = X is not confluent.

Once again, we see that if piensor(IN) # 0, Theorem 98 immediately implies that P1-GH(N) <
P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, so let us assume piensor (V) = 0. Now, since any non-zero x € Ly is not

confluent, Lemma 64 implies that
Ly € {(@1,22,m5,20) € xa | J21] = || = Jzs] = ||} (35)

We can now assume (after some permutation of the rows and columns of N) that N = A’ ® B’ for
some A’ B’ € Symgd(R>0). Since N is diagonal distinct, we see that A’ and B’ are diagonal distinct
as well. We may let A’ = HlDlHlT, and B’ = HngHg, for some orthogonal matrices Hy, Hs, and
diagonal matrices D1, Do. Since N = A’® B’, this implies that N = (H; ® Hs)(D1® Dy)(H; ® Hs)™.
We may further assume that the eigenvalues of A" and B’ are (A1, \2), and (u1, u2) respectively.
This implies that the eigenvalues of N = A’ ® B’ are:

A1p1,  Arpe,  Asp1,  Asp.
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We can clearly see that (A1p1)(Aep2) = (A1p2)(Aapr). So, (1,—1,—1,1) € L. Let us now consider
any 0 # x € Ly. From Eq. (35), we know that it must be the case that |zi| = |x2| = |x3] = |z4].
We may assume without loss of generality, that 1 > 0. If 2o = x1, then x being in x4 implies that
x3 =x4 = —x1. Then x1(1,1,—1,—1) € Ly. This implies that z1(1,—-1,—1,1)+=z1(1,1,—-1,—-1) =
71(2,0,—-2,0) € Ly C Ly which contradicts Eq. (35). So, we conclude that 3 = —x;. By a
symmetric argument x3 = —x1. Since X € x4, this forces z4 = x1. Hence x = x1(1,—1,—1,1).
Therefore, we conclude that if x € Ly, then x must be a multiple of (1,—1,—1,1). In other words,

Ly ={c-(1,-1,-1,1) | ce Z}.

We now define N’ = A’ ® I, where I is the 2 by 2 identity matrix. Recall that N = A’ @ B’ =
(Hi®H3)(D1®D3)(H1®H3)T, and we can now see that N’ = A'®1 = (H1®@Hs)(D1®I)(Hy® Ho)T.
So, if we let H = Hy ® Hy, D = D1 ® Do, and D' = Dy ® I, we see that N = HDHT, and
N’ = HD'H". Moreover, by construction, we note that the eigenvalues of N' are: (A1, A2, A1, A2).
So, (1,—1,—1,1) € Ly, which implies that

Ly C Ly

But then, Lemma 13 implies that P1-GH(N') < P1-GH(N). But by construction of N’, we see that
for any graph G = (V, E),

ZN/(G) = Zaei1(G) = Za(G) - Z1(G).

We note that for any connected graph G = (V, E), Z;(G) = 2, as I is the 2 by 2 identity matrix.
This means that if we had oracle access to P1-GH(N'), we could use it to compute Z4/(G) for any
connected (and thus all) planar graphs G = (V, E). So, we see that P1-GH(A") < P1-GH(N’). Since
(A")11 # (A")22 by construction, Theorem 100 implies that P1-GH(A’) is #P-hard. This proves that
P1-GH(A") < P1-GH(N') < P1-GH(N) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard as well. O

Remark. Let M = A®B for any M € Sym,(R~). 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 pyensor (IN) # 0, then we can use Theorem 98 to prove the # P-hardness of P1-GH(N) <
P1-GH(M). There is an alternative route in this proof. This alternative route starts by observing
that, in fact, if prensor(M) = 0, then any matrix N that we obtain using the techniques from the
rest of this paper will also satisfy the equation pyensor(IN) = 0. This is because of the following set
of properties: T,,(M) = T, (A) @ T,,(B), Sp(M) = S, (A) ® Sp(B), and R,(M) = R,(A) ® R,(B),
for all n > 1. Moreover, if we let the entries of M be generated by some {gt}te[d}, this implies that

ptensor(M) =0 = ptensor(TM(p)) =0
for all p € R, Similarly,
ptensor(M) =0 = ptensor(SM(e))) =0, and ptensor(RM(e)) =0,

for all 8 € R.
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Lemma 102 and Lemma 103 form the last piece of the puzzle for matricces in Symid(R>0), and
now we can prove the following theorem.

Theorem 104. Let M € Symid(R>0), Then P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to
A® B for some A,B € Symgd(]R>0) such that A11 = Agg, and By = Baa, in which case, P1-GH(M)
s polynomaal time tractable.

Proof. We know from Theorem 98 that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless prensor (M) = 0. But, if
Prensor (M) = 0 then (by the defining property of prensor) M is isomorphic to A ® B for some
A B € Symgd(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 Aj; = Ags, but Byy # Bso, or if
Bi11 = Bagg, but Ayp # Age, Lemma 101 implies that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. If Aj; # Ago, and
B11 # Bg, Lemma 102 implies that either P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or there exists some diagonal
distinct N € R(M, Far) ﬂSymZd(R>0) such that prensor (V) = 0. But from Lemma 103, we see that
P1-GH(NV) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. So, we see that even if M is isomorphic to some A ® B, unless
A1 = Agg and By = Bag, P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. Moreover, if A1; = Agg, and By = B, we see
from Lemma 101 that P1-GH(M) is polynomially tractable. O

We can extend this dichotomy to all full rank matrices with some additional effort. When we
consider M € Symf(R-g), we come across a family of matrices for which the gadgets we have
constructed so far are insufficient for proving the #P-hardness of P1-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 € Sym,(R),

M(BG) = Z H Z Mcr(u)aMcr(u)bMo(v)aMo(v)bMab = Z H (BM)U(u)o(v)7
0:V—|q] (u,v)€FE a,belq] o:V—[q] (u,v)EE
where BM € Sym,(R) such that for all i, j € [q],
(BM);; = Z Mo My, M o M, M oy,
a,be(q]

Therefore, we see that P1-GH(BM) < P1-GH(M) for all M € Sym,(R). We will first use this gadget
to prove the #P-hardness of one special family of matrices in Symf(Rx).

Lemma 105. Let M € Symjj(R~) such that

»* pg pg ¢

pg g p~ Pq
pqg P~ q Ppq

@ pqg pqg p

where p # q € Rsg. Then, P1-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(T,,(M)) for n > 1. From the definitions, we can verify that

(B(TuM))11 = (B(T,M))ag = p"" + 4p™¢*" + 2p°"¢*" + 4p™¢™ + 4p**q"" + p*"¢*",
(B(T,M))az = (B(T,M))33 = p™q*" + 4p™"¢*" + 4p°"¢"" + 2p""¢*" + 4p>"q™" + ¢'*",

(B(Ty M)z = (B(T,M))13 = p*¢*" + 2p""¢*" + 3p°" ™" + 4p™"¢*" + 3p™"¢"" + 2p°"¢™ + p>"¢™",
(B(TwM))oa = (B(TM))34 = p8” 24 2p™ g + 37" + 4™ + 3p™ g™ 4+ 2p™ g™ + pP g™,
(B(TwM))1a = (B(TM))23 = 4p°"q"" + 8p”"¢™" + 4p™"¢*".

So, it is seen that

det(B(TnM)) — p36n 4n + 8p35n 5n + 2Op34n 6n + 8p33n ™ 32p32nq8n
o 40p31nq9n . 100p30nq10n . 296p29nq11n o 84p28nq12n
4 84Op27nq13n 4 12O4p26nq14n 4 72p25nq15n _ 1440p24nq16n
— 2088p*7"¢' ™ — 1124p*" ¢ 4 1496p*1"¢' " + 3110p7" ¢*O"
+ 1496p19nq21n _ 1124p18nq22n _ 2088p17nq23n _ 1440p16nq24n
+ 72p15nq25n + 12O4p14nq26n + 84Op13n 2Tn _ 84p12n 28n
— 206p! g2 _ 100p10¢30n — 40pgBIn — 398432n
+ 8p7n 33n + 20p6n 34n + 8p5n 35n + p4nq36n

We will define the polynomial f: R — R such that

f(z) = % + 8235 4+ 2003 + 8233 — 32232 — 40231 — 100230 — 2962%° — 84228
+ 8402%7 + 1204220 + 7222° — 14402%* — 208822 + 1124222 4 149622" + 311022
+ 14962 + 11242 — 208827 — 14402 + 722 + 12042 + 840213
— 84212 — 2962 — 10020 — 4027 — 3228 + 827 + 2025 + 827 4 2%

By construction, det(B(T,,M)) = ¢*°" f((r/q)"). Since f is a non-zero polynomial, we know that it
has finitely many real roots. Since p # ¢ € R~q, we know that if p > ¢, then (p/q)"*1 > (p/q)" > 1
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for all n > 1, and if p < ¢, then 0 < (/)" "1 < (p/g)" for all n > 1. In particular, this implies that
for large enough n > 1, det(B(T,,M)) = ¢**" f((v/q)") # 0.

Therefore, we see that for large enough n > 1, B(T,, M) € Sym}(R-q). We will now let N,, =
(B(T,,M))? for all n. > 1. We see that N,, € Sym5®(Rs) for large enough n. We will now define the
Sym4(R)—polyn0mials 51,52,53 such that 51 N — (N11N14—N12N13), 52 N — (N11N13—N12N14),
and &3 : N — (N11N12 — N13Ny4). From the construction of ggensor in Lemma 65, we can see that if
§1(N) # 0, then gtensor (V) # 0. We note that the matrix N7 is defined such that (N?);; = No ()0 (5)
for any o € Sy. In fact, given any o € Sy such that {o(1),0(4)} = {1,4}, or {2,3}, we sce that
&1(N) # 0 implies that grensor (N?) # 0. Similarly, given any o € Sy such that {o(1),0(3)} = {1,4},
or {2,3}, we see that &(N) # 0 implies that gensor(N?) # 0, and given any o € Sy such that
{o(1),0(2)} = {1,4}, or {2,3}, we see that &3(N) # 0 implies that grensor (N?) # 0. Summing up,
we find that if §(N) # 0 for all ¢ € [3], then pgensor (V) # 0.

We will now show that for large enough n > 1, &(V,,) # 0 for all i € [3]. To do this, we will
compute & (N,) for all n > 1. It can be verified that

gl(Nn) 252(Nn) — p38n 2n_|_2p37n 3n_|_4p36n 4n_|_22p35n 5n+48p34n 6n
+82p™"q™ + 204p"¢*" 4 358p°1" " + 396p™ ¢! "
+ 394p29nq11n + 164p28nq12n _ 722p27nq13n _ 1968p26nq14n
. 2886p25nq15n _ 2740p24nq16n _ 610p23nq17n + 2918p22nq18n
+ 5382p21nq19n + 5100p20nq20n + 2242p19nq21n _ 1648p18nq22n
_ 4042p17nq23n _ 3644p16nq24n _ 1678p15nq25n 4 140p14nq26n
+1006p"*"¢*™ + 876p'2" ¢**" 4 378p' " ¢*" 4 112p'"¢* "

+62p9n 31n +36p8n 32n + 1Op7n 33n +p6nq34n nd

§(Nn) = 9p36n gt 1 20p3 g™ 4 16p>47 %" + 108p>3 g™ 4 250p%2 ¢
+188p° 1" g™ + 484p70" ¢ 10" - 1236p”" ¢ 1" + 9667 ¢
+ 724p ™13 4 1736p?" M — 244p gt — 4638p? 4N ¢t
— 4196p231 g1 — 2388221187 _ 5356p21 g1 — 4616p20" 20"
+ 4060p " '™ + 9088p 8" ¢?*" + 5604p " g*" + 1454p 7 g* 4"
1 468t _ 4pling26n _ ggg6,13n 2Tn _ q478,,12n (280

— 1220p11n 29n 728p10n 30n 348p9n 31n 138p8n 32n

44p7n 33n 12p6n 34n 4p5n 35n p4nq36n

We can now define the polynomials f1, f3 : R — R such that
fi(@) = 2% + 2257 4+ 4230 4 22235 4 4823 + 822 + 204232 + 358231
+ 396230 + 39422 + 164228 — 7222%7 — 1968225 — 28862.2°
— 27402* — 61022 4 2918222 + 53822%1 + 51002 + 2242217
— 1648z'® — 40422'7 — 364426 — 167821 + 1402 + 1006z
+ 87622 + 378z 4 112210 + 6227 + 362 4+ 1027 + 5,
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f3(x) = 9230 + 202 + 1623 + 108233 + 250232 + 188231 + 484430
+ 12362 4 966228 + 7242%7 + 1736270 — 2442%°
— 46382%1 — 41962% — 23882?% — 5356221 — 46162
+ 4060z + 908828 + 560427 + 1454216 + 468215
— 42 — 996213 — 1478212 — 12202 — 728210
— 348" — 1382% — 4427 — 1225 — 42° — 2%

By construction, we see that &1(N,) = &(N,) = ¢ f1((#/q)"), and &3(N,,) = ¢ f3((p/g)™). Since
f1 and f3 are non-zero polynomials, we know that they have finitely many real roots. We are given
p# q € Rag. So, (¢/g)" 1 > (p/g)" for all n > 1, or (p/q)"1 < (p/g)" for all n > 1. In either case,
we see that for large enough n > 1, & (N,) = &(N,) # 0, and &3(N,) # 0.

So, there exists some n* > 1 such that N, € Symid(Rw), and piensor (Np+) # 0. From
Theorem 98, we know that P1-GH(N,») < P1-GH(B(T,~M)) < P1-GH(T,+ns) < P1-GH(M) is #P-
hard. This proves that P1-GH(M ) is #P-hard. O

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(Rsq), such that prensor (M) # 0, but 0tensor (M?2) = 0. Then, either
P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, or M = KDK", where

1 wu v 1
K:l 1 v v -1
211 v —u -1

1 —uv —v 1

for some u,v € R with u?> +v* =2, and D = k- diag(1,z,y, z) for some k € Rsg, and z,y,z € R
such that 0 < |z, |yl,|z] < 1. Moreover,

1' If ‘x’ # ‘y’; th@n Uu=v= 1, and z = —xy.
2. Ifx =y, then z = —a2.

2

3. If x = —y, then either z = 2%, or 2 = —x? and |u| # |v|.

Remark. Given u? + v? = 2, we have wv = 1 iff w = v. In this case, K is a tensor product. In
particular, when uw=v =1, K = H®?, where H is the 2 by 2 Hadamard matriz.

Proof. Since M? € Symzd(R>0), such that gtensor(M?2) = 0, we may let M? = A ® B for some
A, B € Sym5%(R+p). From Theorem 104, we know that P1-GH(M?) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard unless
A1 = Agg, Bi1 = Bos. So, let us now assume that A1y = Agg, B11 = Bos. We note that in this
case, A= HD{HY, and B = HD>H", where

1 1 1 A+ Aqs 0 Bi1 + Big 0
H=— , D1 = , and Dy = .
V2 (1 —1> ! ( 0 A — A12> ? ( 0 By — Bl2>
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So, we see that M2 = (H® H)(D1®D2)(H®H)T. We may now let A = Ay +A19 > Aj;—A1p = Ao
be the eigenvalues of A, and 1 = B1y + Bia > B11 — B1a = s be the eigenvalues of B. So, the
eigenvalues of M? are A1f1, A1fbe, Aopr, and Aops.

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 € Sym,(R-q), we know from the Perron-Frobenius
Theorem, that M has a unique positive eigenvalue with the largest absolute value. Since A1 is the
unique eigenvalue of M? with the largest absolute value, this implies that £ = /A1 is the unique
positive eigenvalue of M with the largest absolute value. We may now define x,y, 2 € R to be such
that xa, Ky, and Kz are the eigenvalues of M that satisfy the equations: (kx)? = A\jug, (ky)? = Aau1,
and (k2)? = Xopo. Note that since k is positive and is the unique eigenvalue with the largest
absolute eigenvalue, it follows that |z|, |y|, |z| < 1. Moreover, since (A1u1)(A2p2) = (A1p2)(A2p1),
we see that 22 = (zy)2. So, either z = zy, or z = —xy. In either case, since |z|,|y| < 1, it follows
that k > k|z|, kly| > K|z|. So, 1 > |z|,|y| > |z|.

We will first consider the case where |z| # |y|. In that case, we see that the eigenvalues of M? 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 M? = (H® H)(D1® Dy)(H ® H)T. Since
M - M? = M? = M? - M, we know that M and M? 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 w = v = 1). Moreover, if z = xy, that implies
that M = (H ® H)(Dy ® D)) (H @ H)Y = (HD|H") ® (HD,H?"), where D} = /k - diag(1,y),
and D} = /k - diag(1,z). But this implies that gtensor (M) = 0, which contradicts our assumption
about M. So, our assumption that z = zy must be false. This means that z = —zy, in which case,
M = KDK" with u = v = 1, and D = & - diag(1,z,y, —zy). So, the statement of the lemma is
proved.

Now, let us consider the case where |z| = |y|. We will characterize the set of all matrices H'
such that M? = (H')(D; ® Ds)(H')T. We note that the eigenvalues (Ajp1) and (Aopo) of M?
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
|z| = |y], it follows that the duplicate eigenvalue (A1uz2) = r?2? = k?y? = (Aap1) has multiplicity 2.
So, the corresponding eigenspace has dimension 2. So, all unit vectors that are orthogonal to both
1/2(1,1,1, )T, and 1/2(1, —1, —1,1)T are unit eigenvectors of M? with the eigenvalue (A1 p2) = (Aap1).
Therefore, any unit vectors vi, vy 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 vi = (v11,v12,v13,v14)T and
vy = (va1, V22,23, v24)T. Since vi and vy are both orthogonal to (1,1,1,1)T and (1,—1,—1,1)T, it
must be the case that

vl +vig +viz+via =0, v —vig —viz+vie =0 = (vi1 +vi4) = (vi2 + vi3) =0,

Vo1 + V22 + V23 + V24 =0, Va1 — U — V23 + v =0 = (v21 + v2u) = (V22 + v23) = 0.

We may let v = v11, and v = v13. This implies that vi = (u, —v,v, —u)T is one of the eigenvectors
of M? with the eigenvalue (Au2). Since eigenvectors are preserved under scalar multiplication, we
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may assume that u? +v? = 2, and then v; = %(u, —v,v, —u)T is a unit vector. Since v; and vy are

also orthogonal to each other, this implies that u(vy; — vey4) + v(vag — vo3) = 0. Since voy = —vaq,
and veg3 = —v99, this means that u(ve;) — v(vaz) = 0. It follows that we have vy = %(v, u, —u, —v)T,
as the other unit eigenvector of (Aap1) = (A1p2).

Summing up, if |z| = |y, the eigenvectors of M? are %(1, 1,1,1)T, %(u, —v,v,u)T, %(v, w, —u, —v)T

and 1(1,—1,-1,1)7, for all u,v € R such that u? + v? = 2. In other words, if M? = (H')(D; ®
Ds)(H')T, we see that H' must be of the form of the matrix K in the statement of the lemma. Since
M -M? = M3 = M?.- M, we know that M and M? must be simultaneously diagonalizable. So, this
implies that when |z| = |y|, M = KDK?" for some orthogonal matrix K of the stated form in the
statement of this lemma, and D = k - diag(1, z,y, z), where z = +xy.

If x = y, then this means that the multiplicity of the eigenvalues kx = ky is once again 2.
This implies that any nonzero linear combination of vy and vy is also an eigenvector of M. In
particular, that implies that (“T'H’) vi + (”5“) vy = %(1, -1,1,—-1)T, and (“5”) vi + (“'2"”) vy =
%(1,1, —1,—1)T are eigenvectors of M as well, with the eigenvalue kx = ky. This means that

M= (H® H)D(H ® H)™. If 2 = xy, that would again imply that gensor (M) = 0. So, we conclude
2

that z = —zy = —z*, 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 = +22. If z = 22, then M is already
of the form in the statement of the lemma and we are done. We will now assume that z = —a2.
For a contradiction assume |u| = |v]. As u? 4+ v? = 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{H")®(HD,H"), where D] = \/k-diag(1, —x), and D} = \/k-diag(1, z),
which implies once again that gtensor(M) = 0, contradicting our assumption about M. Finally,
if v = —1, we will consider the matrix M’ € Symj(Rso) such that (M’);; = My (i)o(j), Where
o € Sy is such that o(1) = 1,0(2) = 3,0(3) = 2, and o(4) = 4. We note that M and M’ are
isomorphic to each other. Since M = KDK?, we see that M’ = (K')D'(K")T, where K’ is obtained
by applying o 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 = k-diag(1,x, —z, —2?). Hence, M’ = (HD{H")® (HD,HT"), where D} = \/k-diag(1, —z),
and D) = \/k-diag(1, z). This implies that gtensor (M’) = 0, which contradicts our assumption that

Prensor (M) # 0. So, we conclude that when x = —y and z = —22 we have |u| # |v].
In all cases, we have proved that either P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, or M, the diagonalizing K, and
the diagonal matrix D, take the form in the statement of the lemma. O

Lemma 107. Let M € Symid(R>0), such that M = A® B for some A, B € Symgd(R>0), For
any o € Sy, if {0(1)70(4)} = {172}? or {374}; or {173}? or {274}; then Qtensor(MU) # 0, where
(MU)Z‘]' = Ma(i)a(j) foralli,j € [4]

Proof. Since M = A ® B, we have giensor (M) = 0, where

A11By1r AnBiz A1pBi AieBio
A11B1as AnBae A1pBia A1aBa
A19B11 A12B1z A2 Bi AzBio
A19B1a A12Bas AxBia AzeBa
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We note from the definition of gtensor in Lemma 65 that orensor(IN) = 0 implies that N14 = Nag,
and N;1N;y = NjaN;3 for all i € [4]

We will first consider o € Sy such that {o(1),0(4)} = {1,2}, or {3,4}. So, gtensor(M?) =0
implies that My(1)o(4) = My(2)0(3)- This implies that Mis = (A11B12) = (A22B12) = M3y, which
is only possible if Aj; = Agg, since Bia > 0. We also note that giensor(M?) = 0 implies that
MioyMioa) = Mig)Mis(3)- This implies that M3 Mip = MigMiy. In other words, it must
be the case that (AllBll)(A11B12) = (AlgBll)(AlgBlg). Since Ai1, A12, B11,B12 > 0, this is
only possible if A1y = Ajs. But if A;; = Ajg = Az, that means A is a rank 1 matrix, which
contradicts the fact that A € Sym5*(Rsp). So, we conclude that if {o(1),0(4)} = {1,2}, or if
{o(1),0(4)} = {3,4} then grensor(M7) # 0.

For o € Sy such that {o(1),0(4)} = {1,3}, or {2,4}, let 7 € Sy be the transposition (23).
Then M™ = (A® B)" = B® A. Now My(1)5(1) = My(2)0(3) becomes Miz = My, ie., (M7)12 =
(MT)34. Similarly, Mlo(l)Mlo(4) = M10(2)M10(3) is M1 M3 = MioMyy, i.e., (MT)II(MT)lg =
(M7)13(M7)14. Since M7 is also a tensor product, only switching the roles of A4, B € Sym5%(Rx)
in M, gtensor (M?) = 0 leads to the same contradiction as in the previous paragraph (with M7 in
place of M). So, gtensor (M?) # 0 when {o(1),0(4)} = {1,3}, or {2,4}.

O

Lemma 108. Let M € Symi(Rsq) be a matriz of the form M = KDK?, where the matriz K and
D are as in Lemma 1006, such that |x| # |y|, u=v =1, and z = —zy. Then, P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. We will first define the Sym,(R)-polynomial ¢ such that £ : N — (N11N14 — N12N13). We
note from our choice of M, that M = KDK", where

1 1 1 1
o1 1 -1 1 -1

1 1 -1 -1

1 -1 -1 1
and D = k-diag(1, z,y, —zy) for some k € R, and z,y € Rsuch that 0 < |z, |y| < 1, and |z| # |y|.
We note that for any odd n > 1, M" = KD"K"  where D" = (k)" - diag(1, 2", 3", —(zy)"). We
note that

(M™)11 = (M")22 = (M")33 = (M")as = " - (1 e yn - ($y)n>

(M"™)12 = (M")34 = K" -

<1—x +y" + (zy)

(M")13 = (M")24 = K" - ( 1

1—a™ —y" — (zy)
4

)
1+a" —y”+ zy) >
)

(M™)1a = (M")23 = K" - (
We will now let N,, = (To((4/s7)M™))? for any odd n > 1. We note that
(Nu)in = (L+a" 4y = (2y)") + (1=a"+y" + (@y)") + (e =y + (2y)") + (1-a" =" = (ay)")",
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(Nn)1z = 2((14+2"+y" = (zy)") (1 —2"+y" +(zy)"))* +2((A+2" —y" +(2y)") 1 —z" —y" — (zy)"))?,
(No)1s = 2((1+2"+y" = (zy)") 142" —y"+ (2)")* +2((1—2" +y" + (2y)") (1 —2" —y" — (x)"))?,
(Np)1a = 2((L+2"+y" — (zy)") (1 —2" —y" — (zy)"))* +2

After simplifying these equations, and computing £(V,,), we find that

(1—z"+y"+ (zy)") (L+2" —y" + (zy)"))*.

E(Nn) — _1024x2ny2n (1 _ 2y2n _ 2$2n + y4n + x4n + 4$2ny2n _ 2$2ny4n _ 2x4ny2n + x4ny4n) .
Since |z|, |y| < 1, we know that for large enough n,
1> |2y2n| + |2x2n| + |y4n| + |x4n| + |4$2ny2n| + |$2ny4n| + |2x4ny2n| + |$4ny4n|.

Moreover, we know that |z, |y| # 0. So, we see that there exists some odd n*, such that £(N,,+) # 0.
Since £(Np+) = (4/xn" ) €((To(M™))?), this implies that &((To(M™))2) £ 0.

We will now let M’ = M™". Since M € Symf(Rs), it follows that M’ € Symf(Rs¢) as well.
From the construction of ggensor in Lemma 65, we see that £(IN) # 0 implies that ggensor (V) # 0
for all o € Sy such that {o(1),0(4)} = {1,4}, or {2,3}. We will now define

T = {o € 8i: {o(1), o)} € {{1,4},{2.3}} }.

and define the Sym,(R)-polynomial ¢; such that ¢; : N = [T e Otensor((N?)7). By construction,
we see that (1 (To(M’')) # 0. We also note that (M')2 = M?"" = (M?)"". By our choice of M,
we know that ocensor(M?) = 0. So, there exist A, B € Symgd(R>0) such that M? = A ® B.
But this means that M?"" = A" ® B™, which means that otensor ((M’)?) = 0 as well. So, from
Lemma 107, we note that for any o € Sy, such that {o(1),0(4)} = {1,2}, or {3,4}, or {1,3}, or
{2,4}, 0vensor (((M")?)7) # 0. We will now let

Ty = S\ T = {o € Si: {o(1),0(4)} € {{1.2}.{3,4}, {1.3}.{2,4}} },

and define the Sym,(R)-polynomial (s such that (o : N HO'ETQ Otensor ((IN2)?). We have just seen
that (o(M') # 0.

Since M’ € Symf(Rsq), Lemma 28 lets us find M"” € R(M’,{(1,¢}) N Sym§(Rsg). Since
G (M") # 0, and (o(M") # 0, it follows that prenser ((M")?) # 0. Since (M”)? € SymE*(Rsg),
Theorem 98 implies that P1-GH((M")?) < P1-GH(M") < P1-GH(M') is #P-hard. Since M’ = M™
for some integer n* > 1, we also see that P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M). This proves that P1-GH(M) is
#P-hard. O

Remark. We should note that in Lemma 108, we do not require that prensor(M) # 0. We only
require that M be of the form M = KDK?", 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
gtensor(M2) = 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 € Sym§(R~q) be a matriz of the form M = KDKT, where the matriz K and
D are as in Lemma 106, such that x =y, and z = —x?. Then, P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.
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Proof. We will define £ such that & : N — (N13N14 — N12Ni3), as in Lemma 108. We note from
Lemma 106, that M = KDKT, where

1 wu v 1
K:l 1 v v -1
211 v —u -1

1 —uv —v 1

for some u,v € R with u? +v? = 2, and D = & - diag(1,z,x, —2?) for some x € R-g, and € R
such that |z| < 1. For odd n > 1, we note that M"™ = K D"KT, where D" = (k)" (1, 2", 2", —2").
So, we note that (since u? + v? = 2),

(M")11 = (M™)as = (M™)35 = (M")as = 5" - <1+(u2+v2):n"—x2n> o <M>7

4 4
—rx 4+ $2n 33‘2n
(Mn)12:(M")34=(M")13=(M")24=/f"'<1+(uv)( 4+ H > :ﬁ”-<1+4 >,

n n o (1= (u?+ vz — 2 . [1—22" — 22"
0= (L (1)

We will let N,, = (To((4/x»)M™))? for any odd n > 1. We note that

(Nw)i = (142" — 22)* +2(1 + 2)* + (1 — 22" — 2™")*,
(No)12 = (Na)1s = 2((1 4 22" — 22™)(1 4 22))? 4+ 2((1 — 22" — 22")(1 + 22))?,
(N)ia = 2((1 + 22" — 2®")(1 = 22" — &®))* + 2(1 +2°")",

After simplifying and computing £(V,,), we find that
§(N,) = (—1024)2™ (1 — 2>)".

Since 0 < |z| < 1, we see that there exists some odd n* > 1 such that {(N,~) # 0. Since
E(Npe) = (Y™ E((To(M™))?), this implies that £((To(M™))2) # 0.

We will now let M’ = M™". Now, by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 108, we can
now find some M” € Symf(Rg), such that P1-GH(M") < P1-GH(M'), and prensor ((M")?) # 0. So,
Theorem 98 once again lets us prove that P1-GH((M")?) < P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

Lemma 110. Let M € Sym§(R~q) be a matriz of the form M = KDKT, where the matriz K and
D are as in Lemma 106, such that x = —y, z = —22%, and |u| # |v|. Then, P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. We will once again define £ such that £ : N +— (N3 N14—N12N13). We note from Lemma 106,
that M = KDKT, where

1 u v 1
K:l 1 v u -1
211 v —u -1

1 —uv —v 1

105



for some u,v € R with u? + v? = 2, |u| # |v|, and D = k - diag(1, z, —x, —2?) for some x € Rsg,
and z,y, z € R such that |z|,|y|, |z| < 1.

We note that for odd n > 1, M™ = KD"KT, where D" = (k)" - diag(1, 2" — 2™, —22"). So, we
note that

(M"™)11 = (M")22 = (M")33 = (M")4a = r" - (1 o 1;2)g;n — x2n> ;

1-29 n 2n
(Mn)lgz(Mn)34:/£n-< woxr” + x >7

4
n n w1+ 2uva™ + 22"
(M™)13=(M")2s =K ( 1 >,
" " " 1+ ,U2_u2xn_x2n
(M )14:(M )23:/45 < ( 4) )

We will now let N,, = (T5((4/x7)M™))? for any odd n > 1. We note that

2

(No)11 = (14 (u? =0z — 2 + (1 - 2uvz™ + 22+ (14 2uvr” + 22 4+ (14 (02 —u?) 2™ —22™)4,

(No)12 = 2((1+ (u® —v?)a™ — 22 (1 — 2uvz™ 4+ 2°))? + 2((1 + (v —u?)z"™ — 22) (1 + 2uva™ + 2°"))?,
(No)13 = 2((1+ (u® —v?)a™ — 2*™) (14 2uvz™ +22))? +2((1+ (v? —u?)2"™ — 2*) (1 — 2uva™ +22"))?,
(Np)1a = 2((1+ (u® —v?)a"™ — 22) (1 + (02 —u?) 2" — 22))2 +2((1 — 2uva™ + 22) (1 + 2uvz™ + 2°™))%.
If we compute &(N,,), it can be verified that

E(Nn) = falu,0)z™ + fo(u, v)z + fs(u,v)2™ + fio(u,v)z™"" + fia(u,v)z'*",
where

fa(u,v) = fia(u,v) = —48u® — 4808 + 576uv? + 5761200 — 128u? — 1280 + 768u*v? — 1824u v 4256,

fo(u,v) = fro(u,v) = 16u'? — 160u'%? + 240u5v? + 832u50°® + 240u*v® — 160u*v™° + 1602
+128u® — 512u%0? — 1280uv? — 512u20% 4 12808 + 256u* + 512u%0? + 25607,

fs(u,v) = 4u'® — 32u0? — 16u'2v* + 288u'%00 + 536uSv® 4 288ubv!? — 16u*v!? — 3200 4 4010
— 32u'? + 64u'%? + 544uBv? + 896uS0 + 544utv® + 64u0!? — 32012 — 28848
+ 3841502 — 4800utv* + 384uv® — 2880v% — 256u? + 1536u%v? — 2560 + 512.

While these equations appear a bit intimidating, we will focus on f4(u,v). We note that u?4v? = 2.
So, fa(u,v) = 0 if and only if

— 16 <3u8 +3(2 — 1)t — 36u8(2 — u?) — 36u3(2 — u2)3 + 8ut + 8(2 — u?)?

— 48P (2 — u?) + 114062 (2 — u?)? — 16) = 0.
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After simplifying, we find that f4(u,v) = 0 if and only if
—1024(3u® — 12u°® 4 16u* — 8u? +1) = 0.
This is a degree 4 polynomial in u2, and it can be verified that

3u® — 12u8 + 16u* — 8u? + 1 = 3(u? — 1)? (ﬁ—l—?) <u2—1+?>.

Since we know that |u| # |v|, we can see that it is not possible that u? = 1. So, f4(u,v) = 0 if
and only if u? = (1 — V6/3) and v? = (1 + V6/3), or if u?> = (1 + V8/3) and v? = (1 — V6/3). But
in either case, for these values of u? and v?, it is seen that fg(u,v) = (16384/9) # 0. Summing up,
we find that if fy(u,v) = 0, then fo(u,v) # 0. If fa(u,v) # 0, then we note that since |z| < 1,
for large enough n > 1, | fa(u,v)| > | fo(u, v)|z** + | fs(u, v)|z*" + | fro(u, v)|2%" + | fr2(u, v)[z®". So,
there exists some odd n* > 1 such that £(N,+) # 0. On the other hand, if fi(u,v) = fia(u,v) =0,
we note that for large enough n > 1, | fg(u,v)| > | fs(u, v)|2?™ + | fio(u, v)|z?". So, once again there
exists some odd n* > 1 such that &(N,+) # 0. Since £(Np+) = (4/sn ) €((To(M™))?), this implies
that &((To(M™))?) # 0.

We will now let M’ = M™ . Now, by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 108, we can
now find some M” € Symf(Rg), such that P1-GH(M") < P1-GH(M'), and prensor ((M")?) # 0. So,
Theorem 98 once again lets us prove that P1-GH((M")?) < P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

Lemma 111. Let M € Sym§(Rsq) be a matriz of the form M = KDK?, where the matriz K and
D are as in Lemma 106, such that x = —y, and z = x>. Then, P1-GH(M) is # P-hard.

Proof. We note from Lemma 106, that M = KDK?, where

u v 1

1
111 —v uw -1

1 v —u -1

1

—u —v 1

for some u,v € R with u? +v? = 2, and D = & - diag(1,z, —z, 22) for some x € Ryg, and z € R
such that |z| < 1.

We will first consider the case where u = 0. Since u? + v? = 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,

(1 -2z + 2?) (1—a2?) (1—2?) (14 2z + 2?)

Mot (1—2?%) 142z +22) (1-22+22) (1-2?)
2 (1—2?) (1—2x+2%) (1+2x+2?) (1—2?)
(14 2z + 2?) (1—z?%) (1—z?%) (1 -2z + 2?)
(1—2x)? l1-2)1+2z) 1-—2)(1+=x) (1+ )
1 (=21 +a) (1+x)? (1—z)? (1—2)(1+x)
2l —-2)(1+a) (1—x)? (1+xz)? (1—2)(1+2)

(1+2)2 l1-2)14+2z) 1-2)(14+=z) (1—2x)2
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Since x # 0, we see that this matrix M has the exact form as in Lemma 105 with p = (1/v2)(1 — z),
and ¢ = (1/v2)(1 + x). So, we already know that P1-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/v2)(1 4+ z), and ¢ = (1/v2)(1 — ),
and therefore, P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We can therefore now assume that u # 0 and |u| # /2. We will again define ¢ such that
€ : N (N11 N1y — N1oNi3). We note that for odd n > 1, M™ = KD"KT, where D" = (k)" -
diag(1, 2™ — 2™, 2*"). So, we note that

(M™)11 = (M")22 = (M")33 = (M")aa = K" - (1 asl ekl e x2"> :

4
(M")1g = (M")30 = K" - (1 - 2uvz” — x2"> |
(M™)15 = (M™)ag = &"- (1 + 2uvi;" - x2n> |
(M™)14 = (M™)93 = K™ - (1 + (v? - zf)a;n +$2n> |

We will now let N,, = (T5((4/x7)M™))? for any odd n > 1. We note that

N = (14 (u? = 0?)z" + 22+ (1 — 2uva™ — 22" (14 2uve™ — 22 + (14 (02 —u?) 2" + 22™) 4,
u? — )" + 27 (1 - 2uvz™ — %)% +2((1 4 (v? —u?) 2" + 27") (1 4 2uvz™ — z*™))?,
u? — D)z + 22 (1+ 2uvz™ — %)) 2+ 2((1+ (v? —u?) 2™ + 22) (1 — 2uvz™ — 2%))?,
u? —v?) 2"+ 22 (1+ (v —u?)a"™ + 22))2 +2((1 — 2uvz™ — 22 (1 + 2uvz™ — 2*™))%,
Np), it can be verified that
E(Nn) = falu, v)2™ + fo(u, )z + fy(u,v)z™ + fro(u, 0)a'"" + fia(u, v)z'*",

where

fa(u,v) = fra(u,v) = —48u® —480% 4 5761’02 + 576uv°® +128u? +128v* — 768u*v? — 1824utv? 4-256,

fo(u,v) = fio(u,v) = 16u'? — 160u'%v? + 240u8v? + 832uv° + 240uv® — 160u*0v'° + 1602
—128u® + 512u80? + 1280utv* + 512008 — 12808 + 256u* + 512u?v? + 2560*,

fs(u,v) = 4u'® — 32uM0? — 16u"20* + 288u'%0® + 536usv® + 288ubv!? — 16utv!? — 32020 + 4010
+ 3202 — 64u'%? — 544uBv* — 8961808 — 54dut® — 64u0'0 + 32012 — 28848
+ 3841502 — 4800u*v* + 384u2v® — 2880 + 256u* — 1536u%v? + 256v* + 512.

We will focus on f4(u,v). We note that u? 4+ v? = 2. So, f4(u,v) = 0 if and only if
- 16<3u8 +3(2 — 1)t — 36u8(2 — u?) — 36u3(2 — u2) — 8ut — 8(2 — u?)?

48R (2 — u?) + 114u2(2 — u2)? — 16) = 0.
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After simplifying, we find that f4(u,v) = 0 if and only if
—1024(3u® — 12u° + 14u* — 4u?) = 0.
It can be verified that

3u® — 120 + 14u? — 4u? = 3u%(u? — 2) <u2 -1- %) <u2 -1+ i) .
Since we have already assumed that that u # 0 and |u| # v/2, we see that f4(u,v) = 0 if and only
if u?2 = (1 —1/v3) and v? = (1 +1/v3), or if u®> = (1 +1/v3) and v? = (1 — 1/v/3). In either case, it
is seen that fg(u,v) = (16384/9) £ 0. So, we find that if fq(u,v) = 0, then fg(u,v) # 0. Following
the same argument as in the proof Lemma 110 lets us find some odd n* > 1 such that £(N,«) # 0.
Since £(Np+) = (4/xn™ ) €((To(M™))?), this implies that &((To(M™))2) £ 0.
We will now let M’ = M™ . Now, by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 108, we can
now find some M” € Symf(R~g), such that P1-GH(M") < P1-GH(M'), and prensor ((M")?) # 0. So,
Theorem 98 once again lets us prove that P1-GH((M")?) < P1-GH(M') < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard. O

We are finally ready to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 112. Let M € Symi(Rsq). Then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to
A® B for some A, B € Sym§(R~o) such that Ajy = Asa, and Byy = Baa, in which case, P1-GH(M)

s polynomial time tractable.

Proof. We will let N = M?2. Since M € Sym{(R~g), we see that N € Symzd(Rw). We know from
Theorem 104 that unless N is isomorphic to A’ ® B’ for some A’, B’ € Symgd(R>0) that satisfy the
conditions that (A")1; = (A")22, and (B')11 = (B')a2, P1-GH(NN) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.

We will now consider M such that prensor (M) # 0, but prensor (V) = 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 prensor(M) # 0, but giensor(N) = 0. So,
from Lemma 106, Lemma 108, Lemma 109, Lemma 110, and Lemma 111, we see that P1-GH(M ) is
#P-hard.

Finally, we consider the case where piensor (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|H", where

H:i 1 1 and D — Al + Al 0
v2\1 —-1)’ ! 0 11— Al

Similarly, since (B’)11 = (B')a22, we can verify that B = HD,HT  where H is the same matrix as

D/ — Bil +Bi2 0
? 0 By — By,

above, and

We may let \] = A}, + A),, and X, = A}, — A},. Similarly, we may let pj = B}, + By, and
wy = Bi; — Bly. We note that since A}y, Bj, > 0, it follows that X] > A, and pf > pf. Moreover,
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since A, B € Sym5¥(Rx), we also see that Xy, uh > 0. Now, it follows that X} > X, i, > Nyph,
and that Njpj > Mop) > M. Now, if we let H = H® H, and D' = D} ® D5, we see that

N=A"® B = (H')\D'(H")T, where
11 1 1 wW,0 00
11 -1 1 -1 Ll
H =~ , and D' = 0 1K2 ,0 , 0
211 1 -1 -1 0 0 Ny, 0
1 -1 -1 1 0 0 0 N

We will now consider the eigenvalues of the matrix M. Since M? = N, we know that the squares
of the eigenvalues of M must precisely be the eigenvalues of N. Moreover, since M € Sym,(R~g),
from the Perron-Frobenius Theorem, we know that M has a unique positive eigenvalue with the
largest absolute value. Since (Ajp}) is the unique eigenvalue of N with the largest absolute value,
it follows that k1 = \/m is one of the eigenvalues of M. If we now let \; = \/)\7’ ,and g = \//7 ,
this means that k1 = Ay is an eigenvalue of M. We also know that there exists some eigenvalue ko
of M such that (k2)? = Mypj. We will let Ay = (52/u) = £4/A}. Therefore, Aoy is an eigenvalue of
M. Similarly, we know that there exists an eigenvalue 3 of M such that (k3)? = M ub. We can then
let o = (83/x) = j:\//7 , such that Ajuse is an eigenvalue of M. Finally, we know that there exists
some eigenvalue x4 of M such that (/{4)2 = M\yub. Therefore, we see that g = :I:\/m =t o us.
As prensor (M) = 0, M is isomorphic to a tensor product. Then its 4 eigenvalues must satisfy an
equation of the form k;k; = Kpky, for some 4, j, k, ¢ with {i,7,k, €} = {1,2,3,4}. Since 1 and ky4
have the maximum and minimum absolute value respectively among the 4 eigenvalues, we must
have k1k4 = Koks. Since K1 = A1, Ko = Aolt1, K3 = A1fe, we must have kg = Agua.

We now note that since M?> = N, N-M = M? = 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( Ay i1, A2, Aopir, Aepia) = D1 ® Dy, where Dy = diag(\1, A2), and Dy = diag(p1, pe), We see
that there exists some K such that N = KD'KT and M = KDKT.

If Mjuh # Ny, 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 = (HDHY) ® (HDH").

If Njph = Nypy, then N can be diagonalized by any K such that

1 wu v 1
K:l 1 v v -1
211 v —u -1

1 —u —v 1

for u,v € R such that u? + v? = 2. Moreover, Xy = Nyu} implies that A\jug = £Aopg. If in fact,
A1pte = Aopi1, 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™) @ (HDyH?"). Finally, if A\jjus = —Xou1, we see that M = KDK?T, such that
D = (A1) - diag(1, x, —x, —2?), where & = (#2/u1) = —(*2/x1). So, from Lemma 110 we see that
unless |u| = |v| = 1, P1-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 = (HDH") ® (HDyH"). If v = —1, then we claim that M = (HDyH") @ (HD1H?"). Indeed,
if we let

1 0 00 1 0 00 1 1 1 1

K- K 0010 0 -1 0 0 :1 1 -1 1 -1 _HoH,
0100 0 0 1 0 11 -1 -1
0001 0 0 01 1 -1 -1 1

then M = KDK" = K(D; ® D9)K" = K'(Dy ® D1)K" = (HD2H") @ (HD{H").
So, in any case, we see that M = A ® B for some A, B € Sym§(R~). Moreover, since (A4')1; =
(A,)QQ, and (B,)n = (B/)QQ, we see that N11 = N22 = N33 = N44. NOW, N11 = N22 implies that

((A11)? + (A12)?) - ((B11)* + (B12)?) = (M11)* + (M12)* 4 (M13)* 4 (M14)?
= (M12)? + (Ma2)* + (Ma3)? + (Mas)* = ((A11)* + (A12)) - (B12)* + (B22)?),

which implies that (B11)? = (Ba22)?. Since B € Sym,(Rsq), in fact, we see that Bi; = Bao.
Similarly, N1; = N33 would imply that Aj; = Ags as well. So, if (A")11 = (A)29, and (B');; =
(B')92, we see that Aj; = Agg, and By = By as well, in which case, Lemma 101 implies that
P1-GH(M) is polynomial time tractable.

So, we see that P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is isomorphic to A ® B for some A, B €
Symb(Rsg) such that Aj; = Ao, and By = Bao, in which case, P1-GH(M) is polynomial time
tractable. O

We can extend this dichotomy to all non-negative real valued full rank matrices with minimal
effort.

Definition 113. Let M € Sym,(R>o). We say that M is domain separable if it is isomorphic to
some A® B = (é g) for some non-empty matrices A € Sym,, (R>o), and B € Sym,,(R>0) where
N +4q2=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., P1-GH(M) is #P-hard iff at least one of P1-GH(A) or P1-GH(B)
is #P-hard, and that P1-GH(M) is polynomial time tractable iff both P1-GH(A) and P1-GH(B) are
polynomial time tractable. Now, we already have a dichotomy from [GW20; CM23| for P1-GH(M )
when M € Sym,(R>q) for ¢ < 4. So, that allows us to handle domain separable matrices with ease.

Lemma 114. Let M € Sym§(Rxq) such that M = A ® B is domain separable. Then P1-GH(M) is
# P-hard unless P1-GH(A) and P1-GH(B) are both polynomial time tractable, in which case, P1-GH(M)
1$ also polynomial time tractable.
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Definition 115. Let M € Sym,(R>o). We say that M is bipartite if there exists some A € R?*42
0 A)

for some q1 + q2 = q, such that M = (AT 0)

Lemma 116. Let M € Symi(R>0) be bipartite. Then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard unless M is isomorphic
to A® B for some A, B € Sym5(R>q) such that Ayy = Agg, and Byy = Baa, in which case, P1-GH(M)
s also polynomial time tractable.

Proof. We may assume that M = (XT é), for some A € (R>0)"*%, where 1 + g2 =4. If g1 =1
(or g2 = 1), we can see that M has rank at most 2. So, it is not possible that M € Sym}(R>g).

So, we may assume that ¢ = g = 2. Then, M must be (upto some isomorphism) of the form

0 0 DMz My

0 0 My My
Mz Mg 0 0
My My O 0

M =

But then, we see that (T;,,M)? = A,, ® A,,, where

A = (Mi3)*" 4 (M1g)*" (My3Mp3)™ + (M1aMpa)"
" (My3Maz)"™ + (M4 Mag)" (Ma3)?™ + (May)?"

If there exists some n > 1 such that (Ay)11 # (A )22, then from Theorem 100 and Lemma 114,
it follows that P1-GH((7,, M)?) < P1-GH(M) is #P-hard.

If (An)11 = (Ap)ae for all n > 1, that implies that {Mis, M4} = {Mas, Moy} as multi-sets.
But if M3 = M3, and My4 = Moy, then M can once again, not be full rank. This implies that
My = May, and M4 = Mas. But in this case, we see that M = B ® A, where B = ({}). In this
case, we see from Theorem 100 that P1-GH(A) and P1-GH(B) are both polynomial time tractable.
Since Zy(G) = Za(G) - Zp(G) for all graphs G = (V, E), this implies that P1-GH(M) is also
polynomial time tractable. O

This lets us prove the following dichotomy theorem.

Theorem 117. Let M € Symi(Rs>q). Then P1-GH(M) is # P-hard, unless one of the following
conditions is true, in which case, P1-GH(M) is polynomial tractable.

(1) (direct sum) M = A @ B for polynomially tractable P1-GH(A),P1-GH(B),
(2) (tensor product) M = A® B for polynomially tractable P1-GH(A),P1-GH(B).

Proof. If M is domain separable, i.e., M = A & B for any A, B, we know from Lemma 114 that
P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless P1-GH(A), and P1-GH(B) are both polynomially tractable, in which
case, P1-GH(M) is also polynomially tractable. If M is bipartite, we know from Lemma 116 that
P1-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M = A ® B, where P1-GH(A), and P1-GH(B) are both polynomially
tractable, in which case, P1-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 M;; > 0 is connected and non-bipartite. In this case, since
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M € Symy(R>p), there exists some n* > 1 such that M™ € Sym}(Rsq) for all n > n*. We let
n > n* be some odd integer. From Theorem 112, we know that P1-GH(M™) < P1-GH(M) is #P-
hard, unless M™ is isomorphic to A’® B’, for some polynomial time tractable P1-GH(A’), P1-GH(B'),
where A’, B’ € Sym5(R~q), such that (A4’)1; = (A")a2, and (B)11 = (B')a2.

Without loss of generality, we will now consider the case where M™ = A’ ® B’ for some A’, B’ €
Sym5(Rso). Since (A")11 = (A')22, and (B')1; = (B')a2, we know that A’ = HD]H", and B’ =
HD,HT, where

1 (1 1 A4+ A 0 B!, + B! 0
HZE(l _1>,D’1:<110 12 P —A’>’Dé:<uo 12 " —B’)
11 12 11 12

So, if we let \| = A}, + Al,, Ny = A}y — ALy, 1) = By + Bly, and pYy = B, — Bl,, we see
that M" = A’ ® B' = (H ® H)D'(H ® H)T, where D' = diag(\jp}, N, Nopy, Nypih). We also
note that since A’, B’ € Symy(Rsq), A} > |Ny|, and pf > |ph]. So, [Nph| > [Nop)| > [Aouh|, and
INLL | > (N | > (AL pb). TE NG # Ny, then M™ would have four distinct eigenvalues. Otherwise,
it will have three distinct eigenvalues, with one of them being repeated.

Since A’ ® B’ = M", we may assume that the eigenvalues of M are: vy,v9,v3, vy, such that
()" = N, (v2)™ = N, (v3)" = /\,2/‘1,17 (vg)" = )\’2,u1’2. Since n is an odd integer,land iy N}, 1
are all real, this implies that v; = (M p))7, vo = (Njph) =, v3 = (Nypy)n, va = (Nyphy)». Now, if we
let \; = ()\;)%, and p; = (,u;)% for i € [2], we find that vy = A1, v2 = e, V3 = Aopig, Vg4 = Aajio.

Since M™ - M = M - M"™, we know that M and M" can be simultaneously diagonalized by the
same orthogonal matrix. Now, if Nyu} # N ub, we know that the diagonalizing orthogonal matrix

for M™ is essentially unique, whose columns are the unit column eigenvectors of M™ corresponding
+1 0 0 0

to the respective eigenvalues. This is the matrix (H ® H)K, where K = < 8 iol iol 8 > Note that
0 0 0 £1
for any diagonal matrix D', we have KD’ = D'K. This implies that M = (HD1H™) ® (HD2H"),

where D; = diag(A\1, A\2), and Dy = diag(pi, n2). On the other hand, if Nyu) = N b, we see
that (Aouf)» = ( ’1,u’2)% So, v3 = Aoy = Ao = v as well. Therefore, we have the following
orthogonal decomposition of R* = V; @ Vaz @ V} as a direct sum: V; (respectively, V) is a one-
dimensional eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue N 11} (respectively, Ayub) of M™ which is also
a one-dimensional eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue v; = Ay (respectively, vqg = Aaus)
of M; Va3 is a two-dimensional eigenspace where both M™ and M act as scalar matrices. Thus any
orthogonal matrix that diagonalizes M™ 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™) ® (HD2H?"),
where Dy = diag(A1, \2), and Do = diag(pu1, p2).

If welet A = HD{HY, and B = HDyH", we see that M = A ® B. Moreover, we find that
Al = %(/\1 + A2) = Agg, and Byj = %(,ul + p2) = Baa. So, we see that when M"™ = A’ ® B’, where
(A)11 = (A)22, and (B')11 = (B')9g, then M = A ® B for some A, B such that Aj; = Agy, and
B11 = Bss. Moreover, in this case, it is easily seen that P1-GH(M) is polynomially tractable. U
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