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Abstract

The problems of finding isomorphism classes of indecomposable modules with cer-
tain properties, or determining the indecomposable summands of a module, are ubiq-
uitous in commutative algebra, group theory, representation theory, and other fields.
The purpose of this work is to describe and prove correctness of a practical algorithm
for computing indecomposable summands of finitely generated modules over a finitely
generated k-algebra, for k a field of positive characteristic. Our algorithm works over
multigraded rings, which enables the computation of indecomposable summands of co-
herent sheaves on subvarieties of toric varieties (in particular, for varieties embedded
in projective space). We also present multiple examples, including some which present
previously unknown phenomena regarding the behavior of summands of Frobenius
pushforwards and syzygies over Artinian rings.

1 Introduction

The problems of finding isomorphism classes of indecomposable modules with certain prop-
erties, or determining the indecomposable summands of a module, are ubiquitous in commu-
tative algebra, group theory, representation theory, and other fields. Within commutative
algebra, for instance, the classification of rings R for which there are only finitely many
isomorphism classes of indecomposable maximal Cohen–Macaulay R-modules (the finite
CM-type property), or determining whether iterated Frobenius pushforwards of a Noethe-
rian ring in positive characteristic have finitely many isomorphism classes of indecomposable
summands (the finite F-representation type property) are two well-established research prob-
lems. For both these problems, and many others, making and testing conjectures depends
on computing summands of modules and verifying their indecomposability.

Currently there are no efficient algorithms available for checking indecomposability or
finding summands of modules over commutative rings. In contrast, variants of the “Meat-
Axe” algorithm for determining irreducibility of finite-dimensional modules over a group
algebra have wide ranging applications in computational group theory [Par84, HR94, Hol98]
and are available through symbolic algebra software such as Magma and GAP [BCP97, GAP].

The purpose of this paper is to describe and prove correctness of a practical algorithm for
computing indecomposable summands of finitely generated modules over a finitely generated
local or graded k-algebra, for k a field of positive characteristic. We also describe applications
of our algorithm for computations in characteristic 0. Further, our algorithm works over
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multigraded rings, which enables the computation of indecomposable summands of coherent
sheaves on subvarieties of toric varieties (in particular, for varieties embedded in projective
space).

After describing the algorithm and proving its correctness, we present multiple exam-
ples, including some which present previously unknown phenomena regarding the behavior
of summands of Frobenius pushforwards and syzygies over Artinian rings. In particular, we
highlight the results of [CDE+24], which shows a recurrence formula for indecomposable sum-
mands of high syzygies of the residue field of Golod rings, made possible through experiments
and observations using our algorithm.

An accompanying implementation in Macaulay2 [M2] is available via the GitHub reposi-
tory

https://github.com/mahrud/DirectSummands.

Remark 1.1. Although the algorithm described below is only proved to result (probabilisti-
cally) in a decomposition into indecomposable summands in positive characteristic, in prac-
tice it often does produce nontrivial indecomposable decompositions even in characteristic 0.
Moreover, if a module over a ring of characteristic 0 is decomposable, its reductions modulo
p will be as well; thus, our algorithm provides a heuristic for verifying decomposability in
characteristic 0.

We note that while the discussion below, and our implementation in Macaulay2, concerns
the case where R is a commutative ring, the basic techniques extend beyond this case. We
plan to extend the results and algorithms to non-commutative rings, such as Weyl algebras,
in future work.
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2 The main algorithm

Throughout this section, (R,m) will be either local with maximal ideal m, or a (multi)graded
ring with R0 = k ⊂ Fp a field of positive characteristic and homogeneous maximal ideal m.

We begin with the observation that if M is a finitely generated R-module and A ∈
EndR(M) is an idempotent, then M decomposes as imA ⊕ cokerA. If A is neither an
isomorphism nor the zero morphism, then both factors are nonzero and M is decomposable.
Note that A also acts on the k-vector space M/mM .

The following lemma allows us to check only for idempotents modulo the maximal ideal.
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Lemma 2.1. Let M be a finitely generated R-module, and let A ∈ EndR(M). If the induced
action of A on M/mM is idempotent, then M admits a direct sum decomposition imA ⊕
cokerA.

Proof. By assumption, we can write A2 = A +B, where B ∈ EndR(M) with B(M) ⊂ mM .
Note that if n ∈ mkM , then A2(n)−A(n) = B(n) lies in mk+1M .

Let N = imA. We want to show that 0 → N →֒ M splits. Consider the composition

N →֒ M
A

−−→ imA = N.

We claim that this composition is surjective. Since a surjective endomorphism of finitely
generated modules is invertible, we would then conclude that this composition is an isomor-
phism on N ; say α. Therefore the inclusion 0 → N →֒ M is split by the map of R-modules

M
A

−−→ N
α−1

−−−−→ N , and thus M decomposes as claimed.

To check the surjectivity of N →֒ M
A

−−→ N , we may complete at the maximal ideal and
thus assume R, M , and N are complete. Let n0 ∈ N . By assumption, n0 = A(m1) for some
m1 ∈ M . Applying A again, we get

A(n0) = A2(m1) = A(m1) + n1 = n0 + n1,

or equivalently
n0 = A(n0)− n1

for some n1 ∈ mM . In fact, since n0 and A(n0) are both in N , we have n1 ∈ N also, so
n1 ∈ mM ∩N .

Thus, we can write n1 = A(m2) for m2 ∈ M . Now, apply A to both sides: by the
assumption that A is idempotent modulo m, we have

A(n1) = A2(m2) = A(m2) + n2 = n1 + n2,

Thus, n2 = A(n1)− n1, so n2 ∈ m2M ; clearly also n2 ∈ N as well. Combining the previous
equations, we can write

n0 = A(n0)− n1 = A(n0)− A(n1) + n2 = A(n0 − n1) + n2,

with n1 ∈ mM ∩N and n2 ∈ m2M ∩N .
Continuing in this fashion, for any k we can write

n0 = A(n0 − n1 + · · · ± nk)∓ nk+1,

with ni ∈ miM ∩N .
By the Artin–Rees lemma, there’s some positive integer k such that for n ≫ 0 we can

write
mnM ∩N = mn−k(mkM ∩N) ⊂ mn−kN.

That is, the terms of n0 − n1 + n2 − · · · are going to 0 in the m-adic topology on N . Hence
we can write

n0 = A(n0 − n1 + n2 − · · · ),

with n0 − n1 + n2 − · · · ∈ N . We conclude that A is surjective as a map N → N .
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Thus, if we produce an element A ∈ EndR(M) that is an idempotent modulo m, we
obtain a splitting of M . The following lemma allows us to produce idempotents modulo m.

Lemma 2.2. Let k be a finite field of characteristic p, and let A be an endomorphism of a
k-vector space such that all eigenvalues of A are contained in k. If λ is an eigenvalue of A,
then some power of A− λI is idempotent. Furthermore, if λ is not the only eigenvalue of A,
then a nonzero power of A− λI is idempotent.

Proof. Since all eigenvalues of A are contained in k, we can without loss of generality put A
in Jordan canonical form, with each Jordan block having the form

ri

{



λi 1 0 . . . 0
0 λi 1 . . . 0
...

...
0 0 0 . . . λi




︸ ︷︷ ︸
ri

with each λi an eigenvalue of A. In this basis, A− λI will be block-diagonal with blocks of
form 



λi − λ 1 0 . . . 0
0 λi − λ 1 . . . 0
...

...
0 0 0 . . . λi − λ




Set µi = λi − λ. Then for any l ≥ 1, the l-th power (A− λI)l is block-diagonal with blocks
of the form 



µl
i

(
l
1

)
µl−1
i

(
l
2

)
µl−2
i . . .

(
l
ri

)
µl−ri
i

0 µl
i

(
l
1

)
µl−1
i . . .

(
l

ri−1

)
µl−ri+1
i

...
...

0 0 0 . . . µl
i




If we choose l > ri and l divisible by p, then all non-diagonal terms will vanish, so all blocks
will have the form 



µl
i 0 0 . . . 0
0 µl

i 0 . . . 0
...

...
0 0 0 . . . µl

i


 .

Finally, say that k = Fp. Choosing l to be divisible also by pe − 1, we have that

µl−1
i = (µpe−1

i )l/(p
e−1) = 1.

Thus, (A − λI)l is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries 1 or 0, hence idempotent. Note
moreover that if some λi 6= λ, then (A− λI)l is not the zero matrix.

This leads to a probabilistic algorithm to find the indecomposable summands of a finitely
generated R-module M in our setting, as follows:
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Algorithm 2.3. Given a finitely generated graded R-module M , the indecomposable sum-
mands of M are computed as follows.

(1) In the graded case, take a general element A0 of [EndR(M)]0, the degree-0 part of
EndR(M); in the local case, take a general element A0 of EndR(M) \mEndR(M).

(2) Consider the resulting endomorphism A of the k-vector space M/mM and find the
eigenvalues of A.

(3) If A has at least two eigenvalues, choose one eigenvalue λ, and compute a sufficiently
high power B = Ape(pe−1) of A (with the power explicitly as in the proof of Lemma 2.2).
This power will be a nonzero idempotent, and thus produce a splitting of M as imB ⊕
cokerB by Lemma 2.1.

(4) Repeat steps (1)–(3) for both imB and cokerB.

As a consequence of the algorithm above, we have:

Lemma 2.4. If M has an endomorphism with at least two distinct eigenvalues modulo m,
then M is not indecomposable.

The converse observation implies that if M is not indecomposable, then the above algo-
rithm will find the direct sum decomposition of M :

Lemma 2.5. Retain the notation above. If M is not indecomposable, then a general degree-
0 endomorphism of M reduces to an endomorphism of M/mM with at least two distinct
eigenvalues.

Remark 2.6. By “general” we mean that a general linear combination of a basis for
EndR(M) over the algebraic closure of k, or equivalently over a sufficiently large algebraic
extension of k.

Proof. We may assume that the base field k is algebraically closed. Let Φ1, . . . ,Φr be a basis
for EndR(M), and ϕ1, . . . , ϕr their images modulo m, which we view as matrices with entries
in k. Let U ⊂ Ar be the subset of r-tuples (λ1, . . . , λr) such that λ1ϕ1 + · · ·+ λrϕr has at
least two distinct eigenvalues, i.e., such that λ1Φ1 + · · ·+ λrΦr reduces to an endomorphism
of M/mM with at least two distinct eigenvalues.

It suffices to show that U is a nonempty open subset of Ar. First, we show U is nonempty:
Say M = M1 ⊕M2 with M1,M2 nonzero summands. Choose Φ1 to be the projection to M1,
and Φ2 the projection toM2. Then for any λ1, λ2 ∈ k, λ1ϕ1+λ2ϕ2 has eigenvalues λ1, λ2; thus
in particular there is an element of [EndR(M)]0 reducing to an endomorphism of M/mM
with distinct eigenvalues, so U is nonempty.

Now, we show that U is open. This is a purely linear algebraic statement: we claim that
given a matrix ϕ with at least two distinct eigenvalues, and any r matrices ϕ1, . . . , ϕr, that

Aλ1,...,λr
:= ϕ+ λ1ϕ1 + · · ·+ λrϕr

has at least two distinct eigenvalues for λ1, . . . , λr outside a Zariski-closed subset of Ar. The
eigenvalues of Aλ1,...,λr

are the roots of det(Aλ1,...,λr
− tI), which is a polynomial in t with
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coefficients in λ1, . . . , λr. Aλ1,...,λr
fails to have at least two distinct eigenvalues exactly when

this polynomial factors as a power of a linear term.
This condition is polynomial in the coefficients of powers of t in det(Aλ1,...,λr

− tI) and
thus in the λi; to see this, note that if we write

f := det(Aλ1,...,λr
− tI) = tn + tn−1bn−1 + · · ·+ tb1 + b0,

then f has an n-fold root exactly when f, ∂f/∂t, . . . , ∂n−1f/∂tn−1 vanish simultaneously; the
resultant of these n polynomials in the n variables bi gives polynomial conditions in the bi
for this to occur. In our setting, the bi are themselves polynomials in the λi, and thus we
have obtained polynomial equations defining the locus where Aλ1,...,λr

fails to have distinct
roots, and thus the complement U is open.

Remark 2.7. Note that the above algorithm is quite sensitive to the ground field k, because
it needs all the eigenvalues of the endomorphism A of M/mM to be contained in k. While
theoretically the issue can be avoided by working over an algebraically closed ground field
k, for practical use on a computer algebra system it is better to extend k to some larger
finite field. However, the general linear combinations we take in Step 1 should be taken
with respect to the prime subfield (otherwise, as we increase the size of the finite field k, the
eigenvalues of a general linear combination will live in higher and higher field extensions).
See Example 4.3 for a demonstration of the necessity of extending the base field.

If the above algorithm fails to produce a nontrivial idempotent, it does not certify that
M is indecomposable. However, there are a few sufficient conditions to be indecompos-
able, which in practice often (but not always) produce such a certification. The following
sufficiency condition is immediate, but can be quite useful in practice for verifying indecom-
posability:

Lemma 2.8. Suppose R is graded, and let M be a finitely generated R-module and let
[EndR(M)]0 be the k-vector space of degree-0 endomorphisms. Suppose that either:

(1) [EndR(M)]0 is 1-dimensional and thus spanned by the identity endomorphism, or

(2) every non-identity element of [EndR(M)]0, viewed as a matrix, has all entries contained
in m;

then M is indecomposable.

Proof. If M decomposes non-trivially as M1 ⊕M2, then the projections onto each factor are
nontrivial degree-0 endomorphisms not equal to the identity, and which do not have entries
contained in m.

This is the algebraic analog of the following fact about indecomposability of coherent
sheaves:

Corollary 2.9. Let X be a projective variety over a field k, and F a coherent sheaf on X.
If H0(EndF) = k, then F is indecomposable.
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Remark 2.10 (Characteristic zero). If R is a local or graded ring over a field k ⊂ C

of characteristic 0, and M a finitely generated R-module, it would be useful to have an
algorithm to find a direct sum decomposition of M . At the moment, we do not have such an
algorithm. However, we note that the algorithm above can be used to test indecomposability
of M via reduction modulo p, as follows: One can choose a finitely generated Z-algebra A
and an A-algebra RA such that RA ⊗A k = R, and likewise an RA-module MA such that
MA ⊗A k = R and such that MA is flat over A. If n is a maximal ideal of A, one can check
that A/n ∼= Fpe for some prime p and e. The key point is that if M is decomposable, then
MA also can be taken to be decomposable. Thus, the various reductions M ⊗A/n will also
be decomposable for all n. If our algorithm does not detect an indecomposable summand
of M ⊗ A/n for an appropriate choice of n, then, the original module M must have been
indecomposable. However, if M is decomposable, we do not have a way of patching the
decompositions of various MA ⊗A A/n into a decomposition of M .

We also point out that it is possible to “guess” an idempotent for M , even when there is
no algorithm to produce one. In practice, if M does have nontrivial idempotents, Macaulay2
often chooses them as some of the generators of [EndR(M)]0. By checking if the generators of
[EndR(M)]0 are idempotent, and trying to construct idempotents by subtracting eigenvalues
off of general endomorphisms and checking idempotency, we can often produce nontrivial
direct sum decompositions in characteristic 0. See Examples 4.8 for such a case.

3 Decomposing coherent sheaves

While the preceding section was written in the language of modules, by the standard trans-
lation to global (multi)projective varieties, the algorithm works equally well to find indecom-
posable decompositions of coherent sheaves on (multi)projective varieties. In this section, we
make a few notes regarding the relation between the eigenvalues discussed in the preceding
section (in this section, called irrelevant eigenvalues) with the notion of eigenvalue of an
endomorphism of a vector bundle.

Let X ⊂ Pn be a projective variety, with ample line bundle OX(1). Throughout, let E
be a vector bundle (i.e., a locally free coherent sheaf) on X .

The following is well-known:

Lemma 3.1. A morphism f : E → E is injective if and only if it is an isomorphism.

For completeness, we give the standard proof:

Proof. This requires only that E is a coherent sheaf: We claim that f ⊗ k(x) is injective for
any k(x). This then implies that f⊗k(x) is surjective for every x ∈ X and thus f is surjective.
To see this, note that f satisfies some minimal-degree monic polynomial, since EndOX

(E) is
finite-dimensional over k, and that this monic polynomial has nonzero constant term, since
f is injective. Now, f ⊗ k(x) satisfies this same polynomial, so must be injective.

Definition 3.2. For f ∈ EndOX
(E) there an associated map

rankE∧
f : detE → detE;

7



since EndOX
(detE) = H0(OX) = k,

∧rankE f is multiplication by λ ∈ k; we write det f for
this scalar λ.

Lemma 3.3. Let x ∈ X be any point (not necessarily closed). Then det(f ⊗ k(x)) = det f .

Proof. Taking the determinant commutes with restriction to a fiber, so det(f ⊗ k(x)) =
det(f)⊗ k(x), but det(f) ∈ k already so is unaffected by going modulo mx.

Lemma 3.4. det f 6= 0 if and only if f is injective (if and only f is an isomorphism).

Proof. Let ker f 6= 0. Then det(f ⊗ k(X)) = 0 (since ker f is torsion-free), and in particular
det f = 0 as well. If ker f = 0, then f is an isomorphism, hence an isomorphism on fibers,
and hence det(f ⊗ k(x)) 6= 0 for any x. Thus det f 6= 0.

Definition 3.5. λ ∈ k is an eigenvalue of f ∈ EndOX
(E) if det(f − λ idE) = 0. In other

words, the eigenvalues of f are the zeroes of the univariate polynomial det(f − t idE) with
coefficients in k.

Note that f is an isomorphism if and only if λ is not an eigenvalue of f , just as for
ordinary linear operators on vector spaces.

Definition 3.6. Let M be a homogeneous module over a graded ring R with R0 = k. Let
g ∈ EndR(M). The irrelevant eigenvalues of g are defined to be the eigenvalues of the map
of vector spaces g ⊗ R/m : M/mM → M/mM .

In other words, the irrelevant eigenvalues are the eigenvalues modulo the maximal ideal
discussed in the previous section.

Now, let R be the homogeneous coordinate ring of X ⊂ Pn, and let M be a graded
R-module such that M̃ = E.

Lemma 3.7. Let f : E → E arise from a map g : M → M (i.e., M̃ = E and g̃ = f). The
eigenvalues of f are a subset of the irrelevant eigenvalues of g.

Note that any endomorphism of E corresponds to an endomorphism of M = Γ∗(E); we
may want the freedom to work with other module representatives of E though.

Proof. All that needs to be shown is that if det(f−λ idE) = 0, then det((g−λ idM)⊗R/m) =
0. Replacing f by f−λ idE and likewise g by g−λ idM , we just need to show that det(f) = 0
implies det(g ⊗ R/m) = 0.

Say det(f) = 0. If det(g ⊗ R/m) 6= 0, then g induces a surjection M/mM → M/mM ,
and thus g induces a surjection M → M by Nakayama’s lemma. This then forces f to be a
surjection, hence an isomorphism, and thus det(f) 6= 0.

Example 3.8. By giving M irrelevant summands, one can always add “extraneous” irrele-
vant eigenvalues, so the containment of eigenvalues may be proper. Note that in general the
multiplicities will never be equal, even if one takes M = Γ∗(E): if f is multiplication by λ,
then f will have rankE many eigenvalues, while g will have µ(M) irrelevant eigenvalues.

By combining the discussion above with the results of the preceding section, we thus
have:
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Proposition 3.9. If X is a variety over a field k ⊂ Fp, E a vector bundle on X, and
f : E → E has two distinct eigenvalues λ1, λ2, then E is a nontrivial direct sum, with one
summand given by (f − λ1)

pe(pe−1) for some e ≥ 1.

Proof. Take M = Γ∗(E); then since the eigenvalues λ1 6= λ2 are also irrelevant eigenvalues
of M , our algorithm produces a nontrivial direct sum decomposition M1 ⊕M2, and since M
is torsion-free we know that M̃i 6= 0, and thus E = M̃1 ⊕ M̃2 is a nontrivial direct summand
of sheaves.

Remark 3.10. We note that it is known already by [Ati57, Proposition 15] that an endo-
morphism of an indecomposable vector E cannot have two distinct eigenvalues. The utility
of the preceding lemma is in producing an explicit direct sum decomposition of E.

4 Examples

In this section, we give examples of the kind of calculations and observations the algorithm
from the previous section allows us to make.

Example 4.1 (Frobenius pushforward on the projective space Pn). Let S = k[x0, . . . , xn] be
a polynomial ring with char k = p and deg xi = 1 and consider the Frobenius endomorphism

F : S → S given by f → f p.

Hartshorne [Har70] proved that for any line bundle L ∈ PicPn, the Frobenius pushforward
F∗L splits as a sum of line bundles. While the following calculations are straightforward to
do by hand, they are immediately calculated via our algorithm:

When p = 3, n = 2 :

F∗OP2 = O ⊕O(−1)7 ⊕O(−2).

When p = 2, n = 5 :

F∗OP5 = O ⊕O(−1)15 ⊕O(−2)15 ⊕O(−3),

F 2
∗OP5 = O ⊕O(−1)120 ⊕O(−2)546 ⊕O(−3)336 ⊕O(−4)21.

Example 4.2 (Frobenius pushforward on toric varieties). Let X be a smooth toric variety
and consider its Cox ring

S =
⊕

[D]∈PicX

Γ(X,O(D)).

Similar to the case of the projective space, Bøgvad and Thomsen [Bøg98, Tho00] showed
that F∗L totally splits as a direct sum of line bundles for any line bundle L ∈ PicX .

As an example, consider the third Hirzebruch surface X = P(OP1 ⊕ OP1(3)) over a field
of characteristic 3. We have, for example, that

F∗OX = OX ⊕OX(−1, 0)2 ⊕OX(0,−1)2 ⊕OX(1,−1)3 ⊕OX(2,−1),

F∗OX(1, 1) = O3
X ⊕OX(−1, 0)⊕OX(1,−1)⊕OX(1, 0)

2 ⊕OX(2,−1)2.

In fact, Achinger [Ach15] showed that the total splitting of F∗L for every line bundle L
characterizes smooth projective toric varieties.
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Example 4.3 (Frobenius pushforward on elliptic curves). Consider the elliptic curve

X = ProjF7[x, y, z]/(x
3 + y3 + z3).

This is an ordinary elliptic curve, hence F -split; thus OX is a summand of F∗OX . Over
the algebraic closure of F7, F∗OX will decompose as

⊕7
p=1OX(pi), where p1, . . . , p7 are the

7-torsion points of X .
However, over F7, our algorithm calculates that F∗OX decomposes only as

F∗OX = OX ⊕M1 ⊕M2 ⊕M3,

with Mi indecomposable (over F7) of rank 2.
If one extends the ground field to F49, however, our algorithm calculates the full decom-

position

F∗OX =

7⊕

p=1

OX(pi).

This reflects the fact that the 7-torsion points pi of X , and thus the sheaves OX(pi), are not
defined over F7, but rather are defined over F49.

Example 4.4 (Frobenius pushforward on Grassmannians). Consider the GrassmannianX =
Gr(2, 4). We may work over the Cox ring S, which in this case coincides with the coordinate
ring

S =
k[p0,1, p0,2, p0,3, p1,2, p1,3, p2,3]

p1,2p0,3 − p0,2p1,3 + p0,1p2,3
.

Then in characteristic p = 3 we have:

F∗OX = O ⊕O(−1)44 ⊕O(−2)20 ⊕ A4 ⊕B4,

where A and B are rank-2 indecomposable bundles (c.f. [RŠVdB22]).

Example 4.5 (Frobenius pushforward on Mori Dream Spaces). Continuing with the theme
of computations over the Cox ring, the natural geometric setting is to consider the class of
projective varieties known as Mori dream spaces [HK00].

For instance, consider X = Bl4P
2, the blowup of P2 at 4 general points. We will working

over the Z5-graded Cox ring

S = k[x1, . . . , x10]/(five quadric Plücker relations)

with degrees 


0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 0 0 0 −1 −1 −1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 −1 0 0 −1 −1 0
0 0 1 0 0 −1 0 −1 0 −1
0 0 0 1 0 0 −1 0 −1 −1




.
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Then in characteristic 2 we have:

F 2
∗OX = O1

X ⊕O2
X (−2, 1, 1, 1, 1)⊕O2

X (−1, 0, 0, 0, 1)

⊕O2
X (−1, 0, 0, 1, 0)⊕O2

X (−1, 0, 1, 0, 0)

⊕O2
X (−1, 1, 0, 0, 0)⊕B ⊕G,

where B,G are rank-3 and rank-2 indecomposable modules, as calculated in [Har15].

Example 4.6 (Frobenius pushforward on cubic surfaces). Let X be a smooth cubic surface.
Aside from a single exception in characteristic 0, X will be globally F -split, so that any
F e
∗OX admits OX as a direct summand. The other summands of Frobenius pushforwards of

OX have yet to be studied, and in particular it is not known whether such rings should have
the finite F -representation type property.

The use of our algorithm to compute examples in small p and e suggest the following
behavior:

F∗OX = OX ⊕M,

with M indecomposable, and furthermore F ∗
eM remains indecomposable for all e ≥ 0. In

other words, the indecomposable decomposition of F e
∗OX is

F e
∗OX

∼= OX ⊕M ⊕ F∗M ⊕ · · · ⊕ F e−1
∗ M.

In particular, this suggests OX will fail to have the finite F -representation type property. In
fact, we believe a similar description holds true for quartic del Pezzos.

Example 4.7 (Syzygies over Artinian rings). In recent work suggested by examples cal-
culated using our algorithm, [CDE+24] studies the indecomposable summands of syzygy
modules over a Golod ring (R,m, k). In particular, they find previously unexpected recur-
ring behavior, specifically that the syzygy modules of the residue field are direct sums of only
three indecomposable modules: the residue field k, the maximal ideal m, and an additional
module N = HomR(m,R).

Here, we give a concrete example of one such ring: Let R = k[x, y]/(x3, x2y3, y5) and
consider the (infinite) minimal free resolution of the residue field, which has rank 2n in
homological index n.

The fourth syzygy module of the residue field decomposes (ignoring the grading) as the
direct sum

k3 ⊕m2 ⊕N3.

and the fifth syzygy module as
k8 ⊕m9 ⊕N2.

The use of our algorithm was essential to the observation that beyond the “guaranteed”
summands of k and m (which were known to appear by work of [DE23]) only the one
additional indecomposable module N appears in the summands of syzygies of k.
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Example 4.8 (Symbolic diagonalization). An interesting application of our algorithm, sug-
gested by Bernd Sturmfels, is automated diagonalization of symbolically parameterized ma-
trices. As a simple demonstration, let R = K[a, b, c, d] and consider the following matrix

A =




a b c d
d a b c
c d a b
b c d a




Then the splittings of cokerA over K = Q and K = Q(i) have the following presentations,
respectively:




a+b+c+d 0 0 0
0 a−b+c−d 0 0
0 0 a−c b−d
0 0 b−d c−a


 ,




a+b+c+d 0 0 0
0 a−b+c−d 0 0
0 0 a+i b−c−i d 0
0 0 0 a−i b−c+i d


 .
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