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Abstract

We give a sufficient condition for a model theoretic structure B to ’inherit’ quan-

tifier elimination from another structure A. This yields an alternative proof of one of

the main result from [8], namely quantifier elimination for certain matrix rings. The

original proof uses model theory, and while it is very elegant and insightful, the proof

we propose is much shorter and provides a constructive algorithm.

1 Introduction and Preliminaries

1.1 Introduction

In model theory it is common to infer certain properties of a structure from another, by

giving a strong enough relation between the two. The two structures k and Matn(k), where

k is some ring and Matn(k) denotes the matrix ring, are interesting examples of this. Al-

though they are bi-interpretable, Matn(k) does in general not inherit quantifier elimination

from k, even if k is, for example, real closed or algebraically closed. However, extending the

language of (ordered) rings by the two new functions trace and conjugate transpose, estab-

lishes a strong enough relation between the structures for quantifier elimination to actually

transfer. This was first proven in [8] by showing model completeness and the amalgamation

property for Matn(k), whose combination is equivalent to quantifier elimination.

In this paper, we first discuss such relations between structures in broad generality, and

then apply it to matrix rings. The main idea is to find maps that have enough expressive

power to transfer a formula into the structure with quantifier elimination, and then pull

it back again. We will use the same algebraic ingredient as in [8], the so-called Specht

property of certain fields. This provides maps fm into some finite-dimensional vector space
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kd(m), whose fibers determine matrix-tuples up to simultaneous unitary similarity, which

is granular enough for any definable set in Matn(k)m. The only thing to show then is that

the subset of kd(m), which “parametrizes” the definable set of interest in Matn(k)m, is itself

definable in the structure k. Important to note here is that if quantifier elimination over

k can be done in a constructive way (as is the case for example over algebraically closed

fields or real closed fields) and the invariants fm are given explicitly, quantifier elimination

can also be done constructively for Matn(k) by our approach.

1.2 A Minimum of First Order Logic

The most important result of this paper can be stated without any serious logic or model

theory. However, in order to rigorously state and prove the underlying principle, we will

need a few basic definitions of first-order logic and model theory. If the reader is interested

in a more thorough introduction, we recommend [4], [7] and [9].

Definition 1.1. A formal language is a set consisting of logical symbols and punctua-

tion ∃,∧,¬,=, (, ... together with constant/function/relation symbols, and an arity-

function, assigning to each function and relation symbol its number of arguments. We

denote formal languages by caligraphic letters such as L. We can extend a language by

an additional symbol S, and write (L, S) for that.

Definition 1.2. Given a formal language L, an L-structure is a nonempty set A, together

with an interpretation function, assigning to each constant symbol an element in A, and

to each function/relation symbol an actual function/relation of the correct arity on A.

In order to speak of rings, a language L needs at least two function symbols +, · of arity

2, and two constant symbols 0, 1. With these symbols one can write down the ring axioms

and the axioms of algebraically closed or real closed fields, for example. Throughout this

paper, we will denote this specific language by F . An obvious F-structure is C, with the

usual interpretation of +, ·, 0, 1. If we want to talk about ordered rings, we can extend

the language by the relation symbol 6. An obvious (F ,6)-structure is R with the usual

interpretations. Note that for real closed fields, the extension by 6 is to some extend

redundant, since nonnegative elements are squares and nonnegativity can thus be expressed

in F alone. However, this uses a quantifier, and to obtain quantifier elimination one needs

to include the relation symbol 6.

Terms and formulas in a language can formally be defined, but for our purpose it

is enough to note that they are combinations of symbols and variables that syntactically

make sense in the obvious way. For example, 1 + x is a term and ∀x : x > 0 is a formula.

Variables not in the range of quantifiers (∃,∀) are called free. To emphasize the free

variables x1, ..., xm of a formula φ, we also sometimes write φ(x1, ..., xm).

2



Definition 1.3. Given a formula φ(x1, ..., xm) and a structure A, φ defines a subset of Am

in a natural way (we sometimes write φ(A) for this subset), as the set of m-tuples from Am,

for which after insertion into φ, the resulting statement is “true” in A (we again suppress

some technical details here). Sets that can be expressed this way are called definable.

Definition 1.4. An L-structure A admits quantifier elimination, if every definable set

is also definable without quantifiers. More precisely, if for every L-formula φ(x1, ..., xm)

there exists a quantifier-free L-formula ψ(x1, ..., xm) with φ(A) = ψ(A).

It is a well-known fact that algebraically closed fields, i.e. F-structures satisfying the

axioms for algebraically closed fields, and real closed fields, i.e. (F ,6)-structures satisfying

the axioms of real closed fields, admit quantifier elimination. In fact a stronger result

holds, namely that quantifiers can be removed independently of the actual field (this means

that the theory of algebraically or real closed fields admits quantifier elimination). Both

results can actually be proven by showing that the projection of a definable set is again

definable (definable sets for algebraically closed fields are constructible sets in the Zariski

topology, while for real closed fields they are the semialgebraic sets). Since projections are

defined by formulas of the form ∃x φ(x, x1, ..., xm), the general case can then be deduced

inductively. In the case of algebraically closed fields, a constructive proof boils down to a

simple application of the Euclidean algorithm. For real closed fields the result is less trivial

and content of the Tarski-Seidenberg Theorem. But also here there exist constructive

proofs, see for example [1, 2, 12].

1.3 Complete Invariants

Definition 1.5. Given an equivalence relation ∼ on some set X, we say that a function

f : X → Y is a complete invariant, if the following holds true:

∀a, b ∈ X : a ∼ b ⇐⇒ f(a) = f(b).

It is also common to talk of a complete set of invariants, if f and Y can be written as

a direct product in a compatible way.

Very often, additional properties for the set Y and the function f are required in order

to make good use of the invariants. In our proof below for example, we want Y to be a

finite dimensional vector space over a field k.

One crucial ingredient in the proof from [8] is the following theorem, which characterizes

simultaneous unitary similarity of matrices in terms of a very nice complete set of invariants.

Theorem 1.1. Let k be a real closed field or its algebraic closure. Then for n,m ∈ N and

A = (A1, . . . , Am), B = (B1, . . . , Bm) ∈ Matn(k)m there exists a unitary U ∈ Un(k) with

U∗AiU = Bi for i = 1, . . . ,m
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if and only if

tr(ω(A1, ..., Am, A
∗

1, ..., A
∗

m)) = tr(ω(B1, ..., Bm, B
∗

1 , ..., B
∗

m))

holds for all words ω of length 6 n2 in 2m non-commuting variables, where ∗ denotes the

conjugate transpose.

First proofs of this theorem for real closed fields and their algebraic closure were given

in [14] and [13] respectively, both, however, without bounds on the word lengths (which is

vital for both the original proof of quantifier elimination in [8] as well as ours below).

If such a bound depending on n and m exists for a field k, it is also said that k has the

Specht property. So the above theorem says that real closed fields and their algebraic

closures have the Specht property.

Why are we interested in the specific equivalence relation of simultaneous unitary sim-

ilarity? The reason is its natural connection with the language (F , tr, ∗,6). If k is a

real closed field or its algebraic closure, we consider Matn(k) as an (F , tr, ∗,6)-structure,

where tr is interpreted as the usual trace (multiplied with the identity), ∗ as conjugate

transposition, and 6 as the partial ordering defined by positive semidefiniteness.

Note that for all results to come, interpreting 6 as the order on the (selfadjoint) center

would also suffice. In fact it can be used to define positive semidefiniteness (see for example

below, or also [3]). We instead opt for the interpretation of 6 by positive semidefiniteness,

which is more natural in the context of free semialgebraic geometry.

Lemma 1.1. In the above case, definable sets are closed under simultaneous unitary

similarity.

Proof. For any U ∈ Un(k) and A,B ∈ Matn(k) we have

U∗AU + U∗BU = U∗(A+B)U

U∗AUU∗BU = U∗ABU

tr(U∗AU) = tr(A) = U∗tr(A)U

(U∗AU)∗ = U∗A∗U

and

A = 0 ⇐⇒ U∗AU = 0

A > 0 ⇐⇒ U∗AU > 0.

If D ⊆ Matn(k)m is defined by a quantifier-free formula φ(x1, ..., xm), this easily implies

(A1, ..., Am) ∈ D =⇒ (U∗A1U, ..., U
∗AmU) ∈ D. Existential quantifiers correspond to

projections, and this clearly preserves closedness under simultaneous unitary similarity.
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For general formulas the statement then follows by induction.

2 Results

We start by describing in a rather general way a relation between two structures, which

allows to transfer quantifier elimination. To this end, let L and G be formal languages and

A and B structures over L and G, respectively. We further assume that for every m ∈ N

there exists a function fm : Bm → Ad(m) with the following three properties:

(i) For any definable set D ⊆ Bm, the set fm(D) is definable in Ad(m).

(ii) For any quantifier-free definable set E ⊆ Ad(m), the set f−1
m (E) ⊆ Bm is quantifier-

free definable.

(iii) For any a ∈ Ad(m) and any definable set D ⊆ Bm, we either have f−1
m (a) ⊆ D or

f−1
m (a) ∩D = ∅.

We call conditions (i) and (ii) constructive, if there is a constructive algorithm that turns

definitions of sets into definitions of their image/preimage, as required.

Properties (i) and (ii) allow to transform definable sets back and forth via fm. Property

(iii) basically says that fm is “injective up to definability”.

Theorem 2.1. Let A,B and (fm)m∈N be as described above. Then, if A admits quantifier

elimination, so does B. Furthermore, if (i) and (ii) are constructive, and there exists a

constructive algorithm for quantifier elimination in A, then there is also a constructive

algorithm for quantifier eliminiation in B.

Proof. Let D ⊆ Bm be definable. By (i) we know that fm(D) is definable in Ad(m). Since

A admits quantifier elimination, this set is also quantifier-free definable, and therefore by

(ii) so is f−1
m (fm(D). But due to (iii) we have f−1

m (fm(D)) = D, which finishes the proof.

The statement about constructiveness follows directly from the argument.

Before getting to our main application, let us demonstrate the use of Theorem 2.1 in

two easy cases.

Corollary 2.1. Let k be a real closed field and consider its algebraic closure k as an

(F , ∗,6)-structure, where ∗ is interpreted as complex conjugation, and 6 as the ordering

on k. Then k admits quantifier elimination.

Proof. First note that as a real closed field, k admits quantifier elimination with respect

to the language (F ,6). We then consider the mappings fm : k
m

→ k2m that split numbers

into real and imaginary parts. Now properties (i), (ii) and (iii) are easily checked, for (ii)

we actually need ∗ and 6 in the language for k.
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The second example can also be found as a preliminary result in [8, Proposition 2.1.11].

Corollary 2.2. Let L be a language extending the language F of rings, and let k be a ring

that admits quantifier elimination w.r.t. L. Consider the ring Matn(k) as an (L, (eij)i,j6n)-

structure, where all symbols from L beyond F are interpreted only on the center and as in

k (functions are set 0 outside), and eij is interpreted as the usual matrix unit Eij. Then

Matn(k) admits quantifier elimination.

Proof. We use the functions fm : Matn(k)m → kn2m that map a matrix tuple to the tuple

of all its matrix entries. Then property (i) is easy to see, (ii) follows from the fact that

E1iAEj1 = aijE11 holds for all A = (aij)i,j ∈ Matn(k), and (iii) is clear from injectivity of

fm.

This result is intuitively clear, as the addition of matrix units allows us to freely pick

any particular matrix entry and operate on it. Much less obvious is the following result,

shown in a slightly different form in [8].

Corollary 2.3. Let k be a real closed field or the algebraic closure thereof. Then the

(F , tr, ∗,6)-structure Matn(k) admits quantifier elimination.

Proof. Consider the functions fm : Matn(k)m → kd(m) that compute the invariants from

the Specht property, explicitly

fm(A1, ..., Am) = (tr(ω(A1, ..., Am, A
∗

1, ..., A
∗

m)))ω∈J(n,m)

where J(n,m) is the set of words of length 6 n2 in 2m variables. Since k admits quantifier

elimination as an (F , ∗,6)-structure (see Corollary 2.1 for the algebraically closed case),

we are only left to show that fm fulfills properties (i), (ii) and (iii), where (i) is clear.

For (ii) let E ⊆ kd(m) be defined by the quantifier-free formula ϕ in the free variables

xω (for ω ∈ J(n,m))). If we just substitute the expression tr(ω(A1, ..., Am, A
∗

1, ..., A
∗

m))

for xω, we obtain a quantifier-free formula defining f−1
m (E). (iii) is due to the fact that

fm is an invariant of simultaneous unitary similarity (see Theorem 1.1), and the orbits of

simultaneous unitary similarity can never be split by a (F , tr, ∗,6)-definable set, as shown

in Lemma 1.1.

Note that for the domain of the functions fm we have

d(m) = |J(n,m)| =
n2∑

i=1

(2m)i =
(2m)n2+1 − 1

2m− 1
.

Let us now elucidate how the above proof yields an algorithm for quantifier elimination

in Matn(k). We are given a formula φ(X1, . . . ,Xm) in the language (F , tr, ∗,6). We first

replace each matrix variable in ψ (also the bound ones) by n2 variables for its entries, and
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spell out all computations to obtain an (F , ∗,6)-formula φ̃ in (many) commuting variables.

If the entries of Xi are denoted xi
rs, the free variables of φ̃ are all xi

rs. We then consider

the formula

∃x1
rs, . . . , x

m
rs : φ̃(xi

rs) ∧ x = fm(xi
rs),

where x is a d(m)-tuple and fm(xi
rs) denotes the function values computed in terms of the

matrix entries, which can indeed be written down in the language (F , ∗,6). This formula

now defines the image of the set defined by φ under fm. By quantifier elimination in k, there

exists an equivalent quantifier-free (F , ∗,6)-formula γ(x). Replacing x by fm(X1, . . . ,Xm)

yields a quantifier-free (F , tr, ∗,6)-formula ψ which is equivalent to φ.

The symbols tr, ∗ and 6 are very natural for (free) semialgebraic geometry. For example,

they allow to use Newton sums (or the Specht property itself) to get information about the

spectrum of a matrix. This was used in [3] for some explicit quantifier-free description of

interesting sets, e.g. invertible matrices or positive semidefinite matrices (using only the or-

dering on the center). More generally speaking, all relevant properties in free semialgebraic

geometry such as unitarity, positivity, having a certain rank and the like, are definable and

can thus be described constructively without quantifiers, by the construction from above.

But the resulting description from our method will of course not be the simplest possible

or most intuitive one in general.

For example, let us define the real positive semidefinite 2×2-matrices with our method.

As 6 is already part of our language, the most obvious defining formula would of course

be A > 0. What happens, however, if we strictly follow our algorithm? A well-known

quantifier-free definition for positive semidefiniteness in the matrix entries X = ( x y
y z ) is

x+ z > 0 ∧ xz − y2
> 0.

Even in this very simple case, the invariant f1 already has codomain R
31. However, due

to the predetermined symmetry of X, we only really have to consider 4 dimensions. Using

this and proceeding as in our proof, with the help of a computer algebra system like

Mathematica gives a final formula:

tr(X) > 0, tr(X)2 − tr(X2) > 0,

tr(X)2 − 2tr(X2) 6 0, tr(X2) > 0,

tr(X)3 − 3tr(X)tr(X2) + 2tr(X3) = 0, tr(X)4 − 2tr(X)2tr(X2) − tr(X)2 + 2tr(X4) = 0,
∧

ω∈J(2,1)

tr(ω(X,X∗)) = tr(ω(X,X)).

It is easy to see that the first line gives a characterization of symmetric matrices as positive

semidefinite. All the other lines could simply be replaced by X = X∗ instead.

Another example, where redundancy is even clearer, is if we describe the center Z(Matn(k))
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by eliminating quantifiers in the defining formula

∀Y : XY = Y X.

Strictly following our proof would result in a definable set in k2n
2

+1
−1 as our “parameteriz-

ing” set. This set is actually in bijection to k itself, as the orbits under similarity obviously

collapse on the center. However, a much easier quantifier-free description in this case is of

course nX = tr(X).

Finally note, that while all those results hold for any dimension n, the quantifier-free

formulas we construct depend on n. Quantifier elimination in the dimension-free setup,

which is often considered in free semialgebraic geometry, does not hold in general (see [6,8]

for example).
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