arXiv:2302.08570v1 [cs.CC] 16 Feb 2023

The complexity of counting planar graph homomorphisms of domain size 3

Jin-Yi Cai^∗

jyc@cs.wisc.edu

Ashwin Maran^∗

amaran@wisc.edu

Abstract

We prove a complexity dichotomy theorem for counting planar graph homomorphisms of domain size 3. Given any 3 by 3 real valued symmetric matrix H defining a graph homomorphism from all planar graphs G → Z_H (G), we completely classify the computational complexity of this problem according to the matrix H. We show that for every H, the problem is either polynomial time computable or #P-hard. The P-time computable cases consist of precisely those that are P-time computable for general graphs (a complete classification is known [25]) or computable by Valiant’s holographic algorithm via matchgates. We also prove several results about planar graph homomorphisms for general domain size q. The proof uses mainly analytic arguments.

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_{i,j} ) be a symmetric q ×q matrix. In this paper we consider arbitrary real entries m_{i,j} ∈ R; if m_{i,j} ∈ {0, 1} (or m_{i,j} ≥ 0), then M is the unweighted (or nonnegatively weighted) adjacency matrix of a graph H = H_M . Given M, the partition function Z_M (G) for any input undirected multi-graph G = (V, E) is defined as

Z_M (G) = ∑ σ:V →[q] ∏ (u,v)∈E m_{σ(u),σ(v)} .

Obviously isomorphic graphs G ∼= G^′ have the same value Z_M (G) = Z_M (G^′), and thus every M defines a graph property Z_M (·). For a 0-1 matrix M, Z_M (G) counts the number of homomorphisms from G to H. Graph homomorphism (GH) encompasses a great deal of graph properties [34].

Each M defines a computational problem, denoted by GH(M): given an input graph G compute Z_M (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 [18] proved that for any 0-1 symmetric matrix M, computing Z_M (G) is either in P-time or is #P-complete. Bulatov

∗Department of Computer Sciences, University of Wisconsin-Madison. Partial support for this research was provided by the Office of VCRGE at UW-Madison with funding from WARF, and a Simons Fellowship.

and Grohe [7] found a complete classification for GH(M) for all nonnegative matrices M. Goldberg, Grohe, Jerrum and Thurley [25] then proved a dichotomy for all real-valued matrices M. Finally, Cai, Chen, and Lu [11] established a dichotomy for all complex valued matrices M. We also note that graph homomorphism can be viewed as a special case of counting CSP, with one binary constraint function. For counting CSP, a series of results established a complexity dichotomy for any set of constraint functions F, going from 0-1 valued [9, 20, 21, 19] to nonnegative rational valued [6], to nonnegative real valued [12], to all complex valued functions^1.

Parallel to this development, Valiant [41] introduced holographic algorithms. It is well known that counting the number of perfect matchings (#PM) is #P-complete [42]. On the other hand, since the 60’s, there has been a famous FKT algorithm [33, 40, 32, 31] 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 (expressed as a sum-of-products) that can be solved in P-time on planar graphs (but #Phard in general) is solved by this method alone? Such a universality statement must appear to be extraordinarily, if not overly, ambitious.

To attack this problem, Holant problems are introduced [16]. Holant problems are edge-models, where for an input graph, constraint functions are attached to vertices, and the edges serve as variables. Typical examples are #PM, counting proper edge colorings, or cycle covers, etc. It can be shown that counting CSP can be expressed as Holant problems, but not conversely [22]. It is in the framework of Holant problems, a classification of such counting problems can be studied, and the power of holographic algorithms be understood.

After a series of work [16, 15, 13, 3, 2, 44, 24, 23, 13] it was established that for every set of complex valued constraint functions F on the Boolean domain (i.e., q = 2) there is a 3-way classification for #CSP(F): (1) P-time solvable, (2) P-time solvable over planar graphs but #Phard 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. Note that, curiously, this is a reduction to #PM, which is a Holant problem, but not a #CSP problem. More mysteriously, it is further proved that for the broader class of Holant problems on the Boolean domain, Valiant’s holographic algorithm is not universal for category (2) [14]. So far we have very limited knowledge on this universality question for higher domain problems (q > 2). Before this work, no complexity classification was known for the planar version of GH(M) for q = 3, even for 0-1 matrices M.

On the other hand, the planar version of GH (for general q) has been found to be intimately related to quantum information theory [4, 17, 1, 39, 37, 36]. Mančinska and Roberson [38] showed that two graphs H and H^′ are quantum isomorphic iff for every planar input graph G, the partition function Z_H (G) = Z_H′ (G). This is in contrast to a classical result by Lovász [35] that H and H^′ are isomorphic iff Z_H (G) = Z_H′ (G) for every graph G. They further proved that it is in general undecidable for two graphs H and H^′, whether Z_H (G) = Z_H′ (G) for all planar graphs G [38, 1]. (H and H^′ need not be planar.)

1The last counting CSP dichotomy [10] is not known to have a decidable dichotomy criterion, while the dichotomy criterion on GH [11] is polynomial-time decidable. So, [10] does not strictly supersede [11].

Our goal is strictly on the complexity question. What is the computational complexity of Z_M (G) from planar input graphs G? This paper marks the beginning of this quest. Let Pl-GH(M) denote the problem GH(M) when the input graphs are restricted to planar graphs. (Again, the underlying graph H_M is not restricted to planar graphs.) For domain size q = 3, we give a complete classification of the complexity of Pl-GH(M) for all real valued matrices M. We prove that an exact classification according to the three categories above hold for this class, and a holographic reduction to FKT remains a universal algorithm for category (2). As in previous work, generalizing a dichotomy from domain size 2 to domain size 3 has to overcome significant difficulty and can lead to future progress [8]. We also prove several results about Pl-GH(M) for general q. For example, we give a generic criterion that leads to #P-hardness of Pl-GH(M) for non-negative real matrices (Theorems 24 and 25), and also prove that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard for almost all M (Theorem 26).

Now we give some highlights of the proof for the q = 3 case. First, we use the Boolean domain dichotomy to handle certain 3 × 3 matrices. This includes both the reducible matrices as well as a subtler case called twinned matrices. For the latter, we can transform the problem to a version of the partition function with degree dependent vertex weights. Then we use a gadget construction from [26] and interpolation to get rid of the dependency on vertex degree.

We then formulate a lattice condition on the eigenvalues of M, which if satisfied, would allow us to carry out a successful #P-hardness proof using Vandermonde systems. After some work, it boils down to proving that Pl-GH(M(p)) is #P-hard for some real p > 1, where M(p) is a family of matrices of the form (p^{xij} ) for some integers x_{ij} ≥ 0. We have very little control of x_{ij} except that M(p) has full rank in some small interval p ∈ I_ϵ = (1, 1 + ϵ) for some ϵ > 0. Let λ_i = λ_i(p) be the eigenvalues of M(p) ordered by |λ_1| ≤ |λ_2| ≤ |λ_3|. By the Perron theorem we have |λ_2| < |λ_3| is strict and there is a well defined and unique t(p) ∈ (0, 1] such that |λ_2| = |λ_1|^{t(p)}|λ_3|^{1−t(p)}.

The crux of the proof is to show the following: (i) lim_{p→1}+ t(p) exists, and is either 1/2 or 1. (ii) t(p) cannot be identically 1/2 in I_ϵ. (iii) If t(p) is identically 1 in I_ϵ, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. From (i), if t(p) is constant in I_ϵ it can only be 1/2 or 1. From (ii) and (iii), we may assume neither case holds, and so t(p) is not constant. Thus, by the intermediate value theorem there exists some p ∈ I_ϵ such that t(p) is irrational. This irrational t(p) will fulfill the lattice condition!

Now a perceptive reader may object that the p that produces an irrational t(p) may not even be algebraic, and the usual definition for the complexity of partition functions requires that the real numbers be algebraic so that strict bit complexity in terms of Turing machines can apply.

This is a serious quandary. Our proof is intrinsically analytic. Also there are indeed nonconstant continuous functions f(·) that map all algebraic p to rational f(p) (see Appendix B). Furthermore, it seems hopeless to prove that our t(p) is not such a function (although probably true).

We resolve this difficulty by a bold approach—we will allow all real M for GH(M) and still stay within strict bit complexity of Turing machines. This uses the theorem of unique transcendence degree [30]. Details are in Section 2.1. We remark that this makes it non-constructive. For instance, it is unknown whether Q(e, π) has transcendence degree 1 or 2. If M has both e and π our formal definition of GH(M) treats this degree as “known” (existentially); M is a fixed constant for the computational problem GH(M), and the complexity statements refer to the existence of either Ptime algorithms or reductions (but not how to get them).

2 Preliminaries

Let M = (m_{i,j}) be a symmetric q × q real valued matrix, 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 Z_M (G^′) = Z_M ′ (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 k, we can construct the planar multi-graph T_kG, by replacing every edge in G with k parallel edges between the same vertices. This process is called thickening. Clearly Z_M (T_kG) = Z_{Tk M} (G), where T_kM is the q × q matrix with entries ( (m_{i,j})^k ) for i, j ∈ [q]. In particular, Pl-GH(T_kM) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all k ≥ 1.

Similarly, from any planar multi-graph G = (V, E), and a positive integer k, we can construct the planar multi-graph S_kG by replacing every edge e ∈ E with a path of length k. This process is called stretching. It is also easily seen that Z_M (S_kG) = Z_{SkM} (G), where S_kM = M^k, the k-th power of M. So, we also have Pl-GH(S_kM) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all k ≥ 1.

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^{q×q} , for Pl-GH(M) one usually restricts M to be a matrix with only algebraic numbers. This is strictly for the consideration of the model of computation, even though allowing all real-valued matrices would be more natural.

There is a formal (albeit nonconstructive) method to treat Pl-GH(M) for arbitrary real-valued matrices M and yet stay strictly within the Turing machine model in terms of bit-complexity. In this paper, because our proof depends heavily on analytic argument with continuous functions on the real line, this logical formal view becomes necessary.

To begin with, we recall a theorem from field theory: Every extension field F over Q by a finite set of real numbers is a finite algebraic extension E^′ of a certain purely transcendental extension field E over Q, which has the form E = Q(X_1 , . . . , X_m) where m ≥ 0 and X_1, . . . , X_m are algebraically independent [30] (Theorem 8.35, p. 512). F is said to have a finite transcendence degree m over Q. It is known that m is uniquely defined for F. Since char Q = 0, the finite algebraic extension E^′ over E is actually simple, E^′ = E(β) for some β, and it is specified by a minimal polynomial in E[X]. Now given a real matrix M, let F = Q(M) be the extension field by adjoining the entries of M. We

Figure 1: A graph G, the thickened graph T_3G, and the stretched graph S_2G.

consider M is fixed for the problem Pl-GH(M), and thus we may assume (nonconstructively) that the form F = E(β) and E = Q(X_1 , . . . , X_m) are given. (This means, among other things, that the minimal polynomial of β over E is given, and all arithmetic operations can be performed on F.)

Now, the computational problem Pl-GH(M) is the following: Given a planar G, compute Z_M (G) as an element in F (which is expressed as a polynomial in β with coefficients in E). More concretely, we can show that this is equivalent to the following problem COUNT(M): The input is a pair (G, x), where G = (V, E) is a planar graph and x ∈ F. The output is

#_M (G, x) = | |{σ : V → [q] : ∏ (u,v)∈E m_{σ(u),σ(v)} = x }| |,

a non-negative integer. Note that, in this definition, we are basically combining terms with the same product value in the definition of Z_M (G).

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

X = ∏ i,j∈[q] m^{kij}_{ij} | | integers kij ≥ 0 and ∑ i,j∈[q] k_{ij} = n . (1)

There are

(_{n+q}2_{−1}

q^2−1 ) = n^{O(1)} many integer sequences (k_{i,j}) such that k_{i,j} ≥ 0 and ∑ i,j∈[q] ki,j = n. X is defined as a set, not a multi-set. After removing repeated elements the cardinality |X| is also polynomial in n. For fixed and given F the elements in X can be enumerated in polynomial time in n. (It is important that F and q are all treated as fixed constants.) It then follows from the definition that #_M (G, x) = 0 for any x /∈ X. This gives us the following relation:

Z_M (G) = ∑ x∈X x · #_M (G, x), for any graph G,

and thus, Pl-GH(M) ≤ COUNT(M).

For the other direction, we construct, for any p ∈ [|X|] (recall that |X| is polynomial in n), a planar graph T_pG from G by replacing every edge of G with p parallel edges. Then,

Z_M (T_pG) = ∑ x∈X x^p · #_M (G, x), for any graph G.

This is a Vandermonde system; it has full rank since elements in X are distinct by definition. So by querying Pl-GH(M) for the values of Z_M (T_pG), we can solve it in polynomial time and get #_M (G, x) for every non-zero x ∈ X. To obtain #_M (G, 0) (if 0 ∈ X), we note that ∑ x∈X #_M (G, x) = q^{|V |}.

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

Lemma 1. For any fixed M ∈ R^{q×q} , Pl-GH(M) ≡ COUNT(M).

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

This formalistic view has the advantage that we can treat the complexity of Pl-GH(M) for general M, and not restricted to algebraic numbers. Thus, numbers such as e or π need not be excluded. More importantly, in this paper this generality is essential, due to the proof technique that we employ. Furthermore, once freed from this restriction we in fact explicitly use transcendental numbers as a tool in our proof (see Lemma 19). In short, in this paper, treating the complexity of

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

However, we note that this treatment has the following subtlety. For the computational problem Pl-GH(M) the formalistic view demands that F be specified in the form F = E(β). Such a form exists, and its specification is of constant size when measured in terms of the size of the input graph G. However, in reality many basic questions for transcendental numbers are unknown. For example, it is still unknown whether e + π or eπ are rational, algebraic irrational or transcendental, and it is open whether Q(e, π) has transcendence degree 2 (or 1) over Q, i.e., whether e and π are algebraically independent. The formalistic view here non-constructively assumes this information is given for F. A polynomial time reduction Π_1 ≤ Π_2 from one problem to another in this setting merely implies that the existence of a polynomial time algorithm for Π_2 logically implies the existence of a polynomial time algorithm for Π_1. We do not actually obtain such an algorithm constructively.

This logical detour not withstanding, if a reader is interested only in the complexity of Pl-GH(M) for integer matrices M, then the complexity dichotomy proved in this paper holds according to the standard definition of Pl-GH(M) for integral M in terms of the model of computation; the fact that this is proved in a broader setting for all real matrices M is irrelevant. This is akin to the situation in analytic number theory, where one might be interested in a question strictly about the ordinary integers, but the theorems are proved in a broader setting of analysis.

3 Reduction to Boolean domain matrices

In this section, we handle those 3 × 3 matrices for which the planar graph homomorphism problem is equivalent to the same problem on a 2 × 2 matrix. We first state the following theorem [27]:

Theorem 2. The problem Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, for M = (^{x y}_{y z} ), unless one of the following conditions holds, in which case Pl-GH(M) is polynomially tractable:

(1) xz = y^2, (2) y = 0, (3) x = z, or (4) xz = −y^2 & x = −z.

Case (3) (the Ising model) is precisely the problems for which Pl-GH(M) is P-time solvable, but GH(M) is #P-hard; these are also exactly the ones solvable by a holographic algorithm using matchgates.

3.1 Reducible matrices Definition 3. A q × q symmetric matrix M is reducible if there exists a permutation matrix P ,

such that P MP^T is a direct sum A ⊕ B = ( A 0 0 B ) for some (nonempty) matrices A and B. A

symmetric matrix M is irreducible if it is not reducible. Specialized to q = 3, a symmetric matrix M is reducible if it has the form

M^π = x y 0 y z 0 0 0 w (2) after its rows and columns are permuted by a permutation π.

As M is symmetric, the permutation π on the rows and columns must be the same. Clearly Z_M (G) = Z_M π (G) for all G. For a reducible q × q matrix M^π = A ⊕ B, it is known from [11] (Lemma 4.3) that GH(M) is #P-hard iff at least one of GH(A) or GH(B) is #P-hard, and GH(M) is P-time tractable iff both GH(A) or GH(B) are P-time tractable. The P-time tractablility statement holds for Pl-GH as well. Also, it can be checked that the proof for #P-hardness in [11] (Lemma 4.3) also works in the planar setting. So, we have the following Lemma 4. For a q × q reducible symmetric matrix such that M = A ⊕ B, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard iff at least one of Pl-GH(A) or Pl-GH(B) is #P-hard, and Pl-GH(M) is P-time tractable iff both

Pl-GH(A) or Pl-GH(B) are P-time tractable.

Specifically for the q = 3 case, we see that if M is reducible, M is in form (2), and Pl-GH(B) is trivially tractable, when B is a 1 × 1 matrix. Therefore, we have the following lemma. Lemma 5. For M in form (2), Pl-GH(M) ≡ Pl-GH(M^′), where M^′ = (^{x y}_{y z} ).

Thus, Theorem 2 already classifies Pl-GH(M) for reducible matrices.

3.2 Twinned matrices

Pl-GH(M) is equivalent to a problem on 2 × 2 matrices for another set of matrices M.

Definition 6. A q × q symmetric matrix M is a twinned matrix if any of its rows (columns) is a multiple of another row (column). Specialized to q = 3, a symmetric matrix M is a twinned matrix if it has the form

M^π = x cx y cx c^2x cy y cy z (3) after its rows and columns are permuted by a permutation π.

Let M^′ = ( x y y z ) , and D = {D^{[r]}}_{r∈N} , where D^{[r]} denotes vertex weights D^{[r]} = ( 1 + c^r 0 0 1 )

for vertices of degree r. Define Pl-GH(M^′, D) to be the problem of evaluating

Z_M ′_{,D}(G) = ∑ σ:V →[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E m^′_{σ(u)σ(v)} ∏ v∈V D^{[deg(v)]} σ(v)σ(v) ,

for any planar graph G = (V, E).

Then for M in form (3),

Z_M (G) = ∑ σ:V →{1,2} ∏ {u,v}∈E m^′_{σ(u)σ(v)} ∑ τ :σ^{−1}(1)→{−,+} ∏ v∈τ^{−1}(+)

(c^{deg(v)}) = ∑ σ:V →{1,2} ∏ {u,v}∈E m^′_{σ(u)σ(v)} ∏ v∈V D^{[deg(v)]} σ(v)σ(v) = Z_M ′_{,D}(G). Therefore, Pl-GH(M) ≡ Pl-GH(M^′, D). The following theorem is adapted from [26]. (We give a proof for completeness in Appendix A.)

Theorem 7. For a full rank M^′ and D given above, there exists p_0 ≥ 1, such that for all p ≥ p_0,

Pl-GH(N_p) ≤ Pl-GH(M^′, D) where N_p =

( c^2_px c_py c_py z ) and c_p =^{1+c2p+1}_{1+c2p} .

Before we prove the hardness for general twinned matrices, we do need to consider a special case where the problem is tractable.

Definition 8. A q × q symmetric matrix M is a bipartite matrix if it has the form ( 0 A A^T 0 ) for some r × (q − r) matrix A, where 0 < r < q, after the rows and columns of M are permuted by a permutation π.

Specialized to q = 3, irreducible bipartite matrices happen to just be twinned matrices such that x = z = 0. It is known that Pl-GH(M) is tractable in this case [7, 25].

Lemma 9. Let M be a twinned real-valued symmetric matrix in form (3). Assume M is irreducible and non-bipartite. Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless xz = y^2, in which case, it is polynomial-time tractable.

Proof. If xz = y^2 then M is block rank 1, and Pl-GH(M) is polynomial-time tractable [7, 25]. Now we assume that this does not occur. Note that y ≠ 0 and c ≠ 0, for otherwise M would be reducible. Also, (x, z) ≠ 0, for otherwise M would be bipartite.

Then for the M^′ and D given above, Theorem 7 applies, and we only need to prove that

Pl-GH(N_p) is #P-hard for a large positive integer p.

We first assume c ≠ ±1. Then c_py ≠ 0 for any p, and also det(N_p) ≠ 0. It is easy to verify that

c_{p+1} − c_p = c^{2p}(c + 1)(c − 1)^2 (1 + c^{2p})(1 + c^{2p+2}) . Since c ≠ ±1, we have a strictly monotonic sequence {c_p | p ≥ 1}. Hence for a large p, c^2_px ≠ ±z. Then Pl-GH(N_p) is #P-hard by Theorem 2. It follows that Pl-GH(M) is also #P-hard.

Now suppose c = ±1. We have several cases.

Case 1: x^2z^2 ≠ y^4 and x^2 ≠ z^2 In this case we use T_2M. From Theorem 7, we have Pl-GH(N) ≤ Pl-GH(T_2M) ≤ Pl-GH(M), where N = (_{x2 y2} y^2 z^2 ) . It follows from Theorem 2 that Pl-GH(N) is #P-hard, and so is

Pl-GH(M).

Case 2: x^2z^2 ≠ y^4 and x^2 = z^2 In this case we use S_2T_2M. From Theorem 7, we have Pl-GH(N^′) ≤ Pl-GH(S_2T_2M) ≤

Pl-GH(M), where N^′ =

(_{2x4+y4 3x2y2}

3x^2y^2 x^4+2y^4 ) . Since x^2z^2 ≠ y^4, the rank of T_2M is 2, and therefore, so is the rank of S_2T_2M. Therefore, it follows that N^′ is also a rank 2 matrix, and so, det(N^′) ≠ 0. Moreover, we note that since x^2 = z^2, x^2z^2 = x^4 ≠ y^4. Therefore, we see that 2x^4 + y^4 ≠ x^4 + 2y^4. So Pl-GH(N^′) is #P-hard from Theorem 2 and so is Pl-GH(M).

Case 3: x^2z^2 = y^4 and 2x^2 ≠ y^2 In this case we use S_2M. As xz ≠ y^2, x^2z^2 = y^4 gives xz = −y^2. Since y ≠ 0, we have x ≠ 0 and z ≠ 0. Clearly M = C^TM^′C where C = (^{1 c 0}_{0 0 1} ) and M^′ = (^{x y}_{y z} ). Then S_2M has the matrix M^2 = C^TM^{′′}C, where M^{′′} = M^′ (^{2 0}_{0 1} ) M^′ = (_{x′ y′} y^′ z^′ ) , with x^′ = 2x^2 + y^2, y^′ = 2xy + yz and z^′ = 2y^2 + z^2.

Clearly M^2 has a 2 × 2 submatrix M^{′′} with det(M^{′′}) ≠ 0. Also x^′z^′ + (y^′)^2 > 0 since y^2 > 0. Therefore, (x^′)^2(z^′)^2 −(y^′)^4 ≠ 0. Also (x^′, z^′) ≠ (0, 0). Finally, since 2x^2 ≠ y^2, we have y^′ ≠ 0, so S_2M is irreducible. Therefore, it follows from cases 1 and 2 that Pl-GH(S_2M) is #P-hard. Since Pl-GH(S_2M) ≤ Pl-GH(M), so is Pl-GH(M).

Case 4: x^2z^2 = y^4 and 2x^2 = y^2 In this case we use T_3M. Again we have xz = −y^2. So, z = −^{y2}_x = −^{2x2}_x = −2x. Then T_3M = (^{1 c 0}_{0 0 1} )^T (_{x′ y′} y^′ z^′ ) (^{1 c 0}_{0 0 1} ), where x^′ = x^3, y^′ = y^3 and z^′ = −8x^3. Therefore, T_3M is irreducible, (x^′, z^′) ≠ (0, 0), and x^′z^′ ≠ (y^′)^2. Also, (y^′)^2 = y^6 = 8x^6 ≠ 2x^6 = 2(x^′)^2. Therefore, this case is reduced to case 3, and Pl-GH(T_3M) is therefore #P-hard. Since Pl-GH(T_3M) ≤ Pl-GH(M), it implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Combining the results from Lemma 9 and Theorem 2 we have

Theorem 10. If M is a twinned real-valued symmetric matrix in form (3), then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, except in the following cases where Pl-GH(M) is polynomial-time tractable:

(1) y = 0, (2) x = z = 0, (3) xz = y^2, (4) c = 0 & x = z or (5) c = 0 & x = −z & xz = −y^2.

4 Interpolation by Thickening

We have successfully classified as polynomially tractable or #P-hard, all problems Pl-GH(M) for which Pl-GH(M) was equivalent to a domain two problem. We will now consider the problems for which such equivalences do not hold. In this section we will furthermore not restrict ourselves to q = 3, but instead consider the problem more generally.

Let us now consider the thickening operation more closely. We note that

Z_M (T_kG) = Z_{TkM} (G) = ∑ x∈X x^k · #_M (G, x) (4)

where X is as in Eq. (1). Note that #_M (G, x) does not depend on k, but depends on the entries of the matrix M. We will deal with this dependence now.

4.1 Generating sets Definition 11. Let A be a set of nonzero real numbers. A finite set of positive real numbers {g_t}_{t∈[d]}, for some integer d ≥ 0, is a generating set of A if for every a ∈ A, there exists a unique (e_1, . . . , e_d) ∈ Z^d such that a = ±g^{e1}_1 · · · g^{ed}_d .

Lemma 12. Every finite set A of nonzero real numbers has a generating set.

Proof. Consider the multiplicative group G generated by the positive real numbers {|a| : a ∈ A}. It is a subgroup of the multiplicative group (R^+ , ·). Since A is finite, and (R^+ , ·) is torsion-free, the group G is a finitely generated free Abelian group, and thus isomorphic to Z^d for some d ≥ 0. Let {g_t}_{t∈[d]} be a basis of this free Abelian group, the lemma follows.

We note that {g_t}_{t∈[d]} ⊂ G and {log g_t}_{t∈[d]} is linearly independent over Q. We now use Lemma 12 to find a generating set for the entries (m_{ij} )_{i,j∈[q]} of any matrix M ∈ R^{q×q} with no zero entries. Note that this generating set need not be unique. With respect to a generating set, for any m_{ij}, there are unique integers e_{ij0} ∈ {0, 1}, e_{ij1}, . . . , e_{ijd}, such that m_{ij} = (−1)^{eij0} · g^{eij1}_1 · · · g^{eijd}_d . (5) We also note that Pl-GH(M) ≡ Pl-GH(cM) for any real c ≠ 0, since Z_{cM} (G) = c^{|E(G)|}Z_M (G).

By choosing some c = g^{e′1}_1 · · · g^{e′d}_d we may assume that e_{ijt} ≥ 0 for all i, j ∈ [q] and t ∈ [d].

Lemma 13. Let M ∈ R^{q×q} be symmetric with no zero entries, with entries (m_{ij} )_{1≤i≤j≤q} given in Eq. (5). Define M : R^d → R^{q×q} where M(p)_{ij} = M(p_1, . . . , p_d)_{ij} = (−1)^{eij0} · p^{eij1}_1 · · · p^{eijd}_d for all i, j ∈ [q]. Then, Pl-GH(M(p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for all p ∈ R^d .

Proof. We already know that for any k ≥ 1,

Z_M (T_kG) = ∑ x∈X x^k · #_M (G, x), where X = ∏ i,j∈[q] m^{kij}_{ij} | | integers kij ≥ 0 and ∑ i,j∈[q] k_{ij} = |E| .

Since each x ∈ X is distinct, and |X| ≤ |E|^{O(1)}, if we can compute Z_M (T_kG) for k ∈ [|X|], we have a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations, which can be solved in polynomial time to find #_M (G, x) for all x ∈ X.

Now, let us consider the set X more closely. Given any x ∈ X, we see that x = ∏ m^{kij}_{ij} for some (not necessarily unique) integers k_{ij} ≥ 0 such that ∑ k_{ij} = |E|. From Eq. (5), we know that each m_{ij} is generated by the set {g_t}_{t∈[d]}. Therefore, any x ∈ X can be represented as x = (−1)^{ex0} g^{ex1}_1 · · · g^{exd}_d Moreover, the exponents e^x_0 ∈ {0, 1}, and e^x_1 , . . . , e^x_d ∈ Z are unique, since {g_t}_{t∈[d]} is a generating set.

Consider a fixed p = (p_1, . . . , p_d) ∈ R^d . We can now define the function y : X → R, such that y(x) = (−1)^{ex0} · p^{ex1}_1 · · · p^{exd}_d for all x ∈ X. Now, let Y = ∏ i,j∈[q] (M(p)^{kij}_{ij} | | integers kij ≥ 0 and ∑ i,j∈[q] k_{ij} = |E| . We note that for any y ∈ Y ,

#_{M(p)}(G, y) = ∑ x∈X: y(x)=y #_M (G, x). Since #_M (G, x) have already been computed for all x ∈ X, we can now compute in polynomial time, ∑ x∈X y(x) · #_M (G, x) = ∑ y∈Y y · #_{M(p)}(G, y) = Z_{M(p)}(G).

Therefore, Pl-GH(M(p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

We need the following theorem from [43]:

Theorem 14. For x, y ∈ C , evaluating the Tutte polynomial at (x, y) is #P-hard over planar graphs unless (x − 1)(y − 1) ∈ {1, 2} or (x, y) ∈ {(1, 1), (−1, −1), (ω, ω^2 ), (ω^2, ω)}, where ω = e^{2πi/3}. In each exceptional case, the problem is in polynomial time.

Corollary 15. Pl-GH(VC_q) is #P-hard for q ≥ 3, where VC_q is the q × q matrix with entries (v_{ij} ) such that v_{ij} = 1 if i ≠ j, and v_{ij} = 0 otherwise.

Theorem 14 allows us to prove our first hardness result.

Lemma 16. Let M be a q × q (q ≥ 3) real-valued, symmetric matrix with no zero entries, as given in Eq. (5). Furthermore, assume for all i ∈ [q] there exists some (not necessarily distinct) t(i) ∈ {1, . . . , d}, such that e_{iit(i)} > 0, and e_{jkt(i)} = 0 for all j ≠ k. Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Proof. We apply Lemma 13. Let p ∈ R^d , defined by p_{t(i)} = 0 for i ∈ [q], and p_i = 1 for all other i ∈ [d]. Then, it is easy to see that T_2(M(p)) = VC_q.

From Lemma 13, we get Pl-GH(M(p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M). Therefore,

Pl-GH(VC_q) ≤ Pl-GH(M(p)) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

It follows from Corollary 15 that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

5 Interpolation by Stretching

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 in Lemma 16.

Consider a q × q positive real valued, symmetric matrix M. There exist real orthogonal matrix H = (h_{ij} )_{i,j∈[q]} and a diagonal matrix D = diag(λ_1, . . . , λ_q), such that M = HDH^T, where λ_1, . . . , λ_q are the eigenvalues of M and the columns of H are the corresponding eigenvectors.

5.1 Lattice condition From the decomposition M = HDH^T, we have M^k = HD^kH^T, and

(M^k)_{ij} = (h_{i1}h_{j1})λ^k_1 + · · · + (h_{iq}h_{jq})λ^k_q .

It follows that Z_M k (G) = ∑ x_1,...,x_q ≥0 ∑ i x_i=|E| c_{(xi)i≤q} · ( λ^{x1}_1 · · · λ^{xq}_q )_k , (6)

where c_{(xi)i≤q} = ∑ σ:V →[q] ∑ E_1⊔···⊔E_q =E |E_i|=x_i ∏ i∈[q] ∏ {u,v}∈E_i h_{σ(u)i}h_{σ(v)i}

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

Definition 17. A nonempty set of nonzero real numbers (r_i)_{i∈[d]} satisfies the lattice condition, if the only integer sequence (n_i)_{i∈[d]} with the property n_1 + · · · + n_d = 0 and r^{n1}_1 · · · r^{nd}_d = 1 is (n_i)_{i∈[d]} = 0.

Lemma 18. If M is a q ×q full rank, real valued, symmetric matrix, whose eigenvalues (λ_1, . . . , λ_q) satisfy the lattice condition then Pl-GH(HΔH^T) ≤ Pl-GH(M) for any diagonal matrix Δ.

Proof. By the lattice condition, for any integer sequences (x_i)_{i≤q} and (y_i)_{i≤q} with ∏ i∈[q] λ x_i i = ∏ i∈[q] λ y_i i and ∑ i≤q x_i = ∑ i≤q y_i we get x_i = y_i for all i ∈ [q]. Therefore, from the values Z_M (S_kG) = Z_M k (G) for k ∈ [(_{|E|+q−1} q−1 )] , we have a full-rank Vandermonde system of linear equations with unknowns c_{(xi)i≤q} . Solving this linear system in polynomial time, we can compute ∑ x_1,...,x_q ∑ x_i=|E| c_{(xi)i≤q} · ( α^{x1}_1 · · · α^{xq}_q ) = Z_{HΔH}T (G)

for any Δ = diag(α_1, . . . , α_q). Therefore, Pl-GH(HΔH^T) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

We now prove that there exists some Δ such that Pl-GH(HΔH^T) is #P-hard.

Lemma 19. If M = HDH^T is a q × q (q ≥ 3) full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix, whose eigenvalues (λ_1, . . . , λ_q) satisfy the lattice condition, then there exists a diagonal matrix Δ such that Pl-GH(HΔH^T) is #P-hard.

Proof. Let (m_{ij} )_{i,j∈[q]} be the entries of the matrix M. By assumption, we know that these are positive reals. We pick some κ ∈ R such that κ + m_{ii} > 0, and is transcendental to the field F = Q({m_{ij} }_{i,j∈[q]}). Such a transcendental real number exists because there are only a countable number of algebraic numbers over F. Let {g_i}_{i∈[d]} (respectively, {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_]) be a basis of the multiplicative free Abelian group generated by {m_{ij} }_{i≠j∈[q]} (respectively, {κ + m_{ii}}_{i∈[q]}) as in the proof of Lemma 12. Finally, we let Δ = D + κI.

Claim 20. {g_i}_{i∈[d]} ∪ {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_] is a generating set of the entries of HΔH^T.

Clearly, every element of HΔH^T can be expressed as a product of integer powers of {g_i}_{i∈[d]} ∪ {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_], by construction. We now want to show uniqueness of such an expression.

Being in the Abelian group generated by {κ + m_{jj}}_{j∈[q]}, there exist integers x_{i,j} for i ∈ [d^′] and j ∈ [q], such that f_i = (κ + m_{11})^{xi,1} · · · (κ + m_{qq})^{xi,q} . (7)

Every element in {g_i}_{i∈[d]} ∪ {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_] is positive. Suppose for some (e_1, . . . , e_d, e^′_1, . . . , e^′_d′ ) ∈ Z^{d+d′} such that g^{e1}_1 · · · g^{ed}_d · (f_1)^{e′1} · · · (f_d′ )^{e′}d^′ = 1.

First, if (e_1, . . . , e_d) = 0 then ∏ i∈[d] g e_i i = 1, and since {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_] is a generating set we get (e^′_1, . . . , e^′_d′ ) = 0, therefore (e_1, . . . , e_d, e^′_1, . . . , e^′_d′ ) = 0. Now assume (e_1, . . . , e_d) ≠ 0.

Substituting f_i using Eq. (7), we get ∏ i∈[d] g^{ei}_i · ∏ j∈[q] (κ + m_{jj})^{yj} = 1,

where y_j = ∑ i∈[d^′] e ′ ix_{i,j} for j ∈ [q]. Since (e_1, . . . , e_d) ≠ 0, we see that ∏ i∈[d] g e_i i ≠ 1. Therefore, (y_1, . . . , y_q) ≠ 0. Separating out positive and negative y_j’s, we have ∏ i∈[d] g^{ei}_i · ∏ j∈[q]:y_j>0 (κ + m_{jj})^{yj} = ∏ j∈[q]:y_j <0 (κ + m_{jj})^{−yj} . (8)

Both sides of Eq. (8) are polynomials in κ over the field F, with different leading coefficients. This contradicts our assumption that κ is transcendental to F. Claim 20 is thus proved.

Now for any i ∈ [q], there exists some t(i) ∈ [d^′], such that e_{iit(i)} > 0, but e_{jkt(i)} = 0 for all j ≠ k. This is because {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_], without {g_i}_{i∈[d]}, is a generator set for {κ + m_{ii}}_{i∈[q]}, and κ + m_{ii} ≠ 1. Also, {g_i}_{i∈[d]}, without {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_], is a generator set for {m_{ij}}_{i≠j∈[q]}. Therefore, from Lemma 16, we conclude that Pl-GH(HΔH^T) is #P-hard.

We have prove the following theorem:

Theorem 21. If M is a q × q (q ≥ 3) full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix, whose eigenvalues (λ_1, . . . , λ_q) satisfy the lattice condition, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

5.2 Extensions of the hardness criterion The requirement in Theorem 21 that the eigenvalues satisfy the lattice condition is not entirely necessary. The following is a simple adaptation of Lemma 18.

Lemma 22. If M is a q ×q full rank, real valued, symmetric matrix, such that its set of eigenvalues {λ_i : i ∈ [q]} (without duplicates as a set) satisfies the lattice condition, then for any function f : {λ_i : i ∈ [q]} → R, we have Pl-GH(HΔH^T) ≤ Pl-GH(M) where Δ = diag(f(λ_1), . . . , f(λ_q)).

Proof. Note that as a function, if λ_i = λ_j then f must map f(λ_i) = f(λ_j). Accordingly, we can define a partition P = (P_1, . . . , P_ℓ) of [q] collecting equal values of λ_i together. We rename their distinct values as {μ_1, . . . , μ_ℓ} such that the μ_i are all distinct, and λ_j = μ_i for all i ∈ [ℓ] and j ∈ P_i. By hypothesis, (μ_1, . . . , μ_ℓ) satisfies the lattice condition, and f is defined on the set {μ_i : i ∈ [ℓ]}.

Now note that Z_M (G) = ∑ x_1,...,x_ℓ ∑ x_i=|E| c_{(xi)i≤ℓ} · μ^{x1}_1 · · · μ^{xℓ}_ℓ

where c_{(xi)i≤ℓ} = ∑ σ:V →[q] ∑ E_1⊔···⊔E_q =E, ∑ t∈Pi |Et|=xi

∏ i∈[q] ∏ {u,v}∈E_i h_{σ(u)i}h_{σ(v)i} .

Since (μ_1, . . . , μ_ℓ) satisfies the lattice condition, for any (x_i)_{i≤ℓ} and (y_i)_{i≤ℓ} with ∑ i x_i = ∑ i y_i = |E|, and μ^{x1}_1 · · · μ^{xℓ}_ℓ = μ^{y1}_1 · · · μ^{yℓ}_ℓ ,

we have x_i = y_i for i ∈ [ℓ]. Therefore, from the values Z_M (S_kG) = Z_M k (G) for k ∈ [(_{|E|+ℓ−1} ℓ−1 )] , we can form a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations with unknowns c_{(xi)i≤ℓ} . Solving this in polynomial time, we can compute ∑ x_1,...,x_ℓ ∑ x_i=|E| c_{(xi)i≤ℓ} · f(μ_1)^{x1} · · · f(μ_ℓ)^{xℓ} = Z_{HΔH}T (G)

for any Δ = diag(f(λ_1), . . . , f(λ_q)). Therefore, Pl-GH(HΔH^T) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

We now have the following extension of Theorem 21.

Theorem 23. If M is a q × q (q ≥ 3) full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix, such that its set of eigenvalues {λ_i : i ∈ [q]} (without duplicates as a set) satisfies the lattice condition, then

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

Proof. Let (m_{ij} )_{i,j∈[q]} be the entries of the matrix M. By assumption, we know that these are positive reals. We pick some κ ∈ R such that κ + m_{ii} > 0, and is transcendental to the field F = Q({m_{ij} }_{i,j∈[q]}). Let {g_i}_{i∈[d]} be a basis of the multiplicative free Abelian group generated by {m_{ij}}_{i≠j∈[q]} as in the proof of Lemma 12. Let {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_] be a basis for the multiplicative free

Abelian group generated by {κ + m_{ii}}_{i∈[q]}. Finally, we let Δ = D + κI. We know from Claim 20 that the set {g_i}_{i∈[d]} ∪ {f_i}_{i∈[d}′_] is a generating set of the entries of HΔH^T = M + κI.

Now for any i ∈ [q], there exists some t(i) ∈ [d^′], such that e_{iit(i)} > 0, but e_{jkt(i)} = 0 for all i ≠ k. Therefore, from Lemma 16, we conclude that Pl-GH(HΔH^T) is #P-hard. Moreover, Δ is of the form diag(f(λ_1), . . . , f(λ_q)) with f(λ_i) = λ_i + κ. So, from Lemma 22, we see that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Clearly, Theorem 21 is a special case of Theorem 23. We also have the following theorem.

Theorem 24. Let M be a q×q (q ≥ 3) non-bipartite, irreducible, full rank, non-negative real valued symmetric matrix. If its set of absolute values of eigenvalues {|λ_i| : i ∈ [q]} (without duplicates as a set) satisfies the lattice condition, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. The matrix M with non-negative values represents a weighted graph H. Since M is irreducible, H is a connected graph. Since M is non-bipartite, H contains a cycle of odd length t. Moreover, H trivially has cycles of length 2. Since H is connected, and gcd(t, 2) = 1, for any large enough integer n, there is a path of length n between any i, j ∈ [q]. In other words, for some large enough integer n, M^n is a full rank, positive valued matrix. Since this is true for all sufficiently large n, we may assume n is even. The eigenvalues of M^n are λ^n_1 , . . . , λ^n_q , with possible repetition. Suppose {μ_1, . . . , μ_ℓ} is the set {|λ_i| : i ∈ [q]} after removing duplicates, then by hypothesis it satisfies the lattice condition. Then {μ^n_1 , . . . , μ^n_ℓ } is the set {λ^n_i : i ∈ [q]} without duplicates as a set. Indeed, if λ^n_i = λ^n_j then as real numbers λ_i = ±λ_j, and so |λ_i| = |λ_j |. Thus only one of λ^n_i and λ^n_j appears in {μ^n_1 , . . . , μ^n_ℓ }. It follows that {μ^n_1 , . . . , μ^n_ℓ } also satisfies the lattice condition. Therefore, Pl-GH(S_nM) is #P-hard by Theorem 23. It follows that Pl-GH(M) is also #P-hard.

Next we prove the same theorem for the bipartite case. For the bipartite case, we note that if a q × q matrix M has full rank, then q is even and after a permutation, M has the form

(_{0 A}

A^T 0 ) , for some matrix A of order q/2. That the lattice condition implies #P-hardness, as in Theorem 24, really only works when q/2 ≥ 3. So the following theorem is stated for q ≥ 6. After the theorem, we give a complete classification for such bipartite matrices with q = 4.

Theorem 25. Let M be a q × q (q ≥ 6) bipartite, irreducible, full rank, non-negative real valued symmetric matrix. If the absolute values of the eigenvalues {|λ_i| : i ∈ [q]}, as a set without duplicates, satisfies the lattice condition, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. For a q ×q bipartite matrix M, its square M^2 is a reducible matrix of the form M^2 = A⊕B. Since M has full rank q, q must be even, and A and B are both q/2 × q/2. Both A and B are non-negative real valued symmetric matrices. As M is irreducible and bipartite, the underlying graph is connected, and every pair of vertices in each part is connected by path of an even length. Thus A and B are irreducible. Both A and B contain self loops and so they are non-bipartite. They have full rank since det(M^2) = det(A) det(B). {λ^2_i : i ∈ [q]} is the union of eigenvalues of A and B. Since {|λ_i| : i ∈ [q]} (after removal of duplicates as a set) satisfies the lattice condition, so does the subset of {λ^2_i : i ∈ [q]} that corresponds to A (and to B), both after removal of duplicates as a set. As q ≥ 6, we have q/2 ≥ 3 and we can conclude that Pl-GH(A) is #P-hard by Theorem 24. Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard by Lemma 4.

The corresponding case q = 4 in Theorem 25 can be completely classified. In this case, M = (_{0 N}

N^T 0 ) , where N = (_{a b} c d ) is a full rank, non-negative real valued matrix. Now, we consider M^2 = A ⊕ B, where

A = NN^T = ( a^2 + b^2 ac + bd ac + bd c^2 + d^2 ) , B = N^TN = ( a^2 + c^2 ab + cd ab + cd b^2 + d^2 ) . Since M is irreducible, all entries of A and B are positive (as each side of the bipartite graph has a vertex connected to both vertices of the other side). Therefore, we see that Pl-GH(M^2) is #P-hard unless both Pl-GH(A) and Pl-GH(B) are tractable, and by Theorem 2 this is so iff a^2 + b^2 = c^2 + d^2 and a^2 + c^2 = b^2 + d^2. Since N is a non-negative matrix, this implies that a = d and b = c. Therefore, as long as (a, b) ≠ (d, c), at least one of Pl-GH(A) or Pl-GH(B) is #P-hard, and this would imply the #P-hardness of Pl-GH(M).

If (a, b) = (d, c), then M = X ⊗ Y , where X = (^{0 1}_{1 0} ), and Y = (_{a b} b a ) . Pl-GH(X) and Pl-GH(Y ) are tractable from Theorem 2. We note that for any planar graph G = (V, E),

Z_M (G) = ∑ σ:V →[4] ∏ {u,v}∈E m_{σ(u)σ(v)} = ∑ (σ_1 ,σ_2):V →[2]×[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E X_{σ1(u)σ1 (v)}Y_{σ2(u)σ2 (v)}

= ∑ σ_1:V →[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E X_{σ1(u)σ1 (v)} ∑ σ_2:V →[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E Y_{σ2(u)σ2 (v)} = Z_X (G) · Z_Y (G)

Therefore, Pl-GH(M) is also polynomial time tractable.

Note that in this case, the eigenvalues of M are {±(a + b), ±(a − b)} for real a ≠ ±b, with absolute values {|a + b|, |a − b|} after removal of duplicates. One is greater than the other, and so they do satisfy the lattice condition. Thus, the formal statement of Theorem 25 for q = 4 is false (assuming #P does not collapse to P.)

Theorem 26. The set of q × q (q ≥ 3) real symmetric matrices M such that Pl-GH(M) is not #P-hard has measure 0.

Proof. Using the same proof idea of Lemma 1 we can show that Pl-GH(|M|) ≤ Pl-GH(M) where |M| denotes the matrix (|m_{i,j}|) obtained from M by taking entry-wise absolute values. Consider the set of q × q non-negative real symmetric matrices. The subset that has rank < q has measure 0. This is also the case for bipartite matrices and reducible matrices. The set of lattice conditions specified by an integer sequence (n_i)_{i∈[d]} ≠ 0 in Definition 17 is a countable set. Each such condition defines a hypersurface n_1 log(λ^2_1) + · · · + n_d log(λ^2_d) = 1, where the eigenvalues λ^2_i are continuous and piece-wise differentiable functions of the entries of M. (If we order λ_1 ≤ . . . ≤ λ_n, we can avoid a measure 0 subset where two eigenvalues are equal, which is specified by the vanishing of the discriminant, a polynomial in the entries of M.) Thus, the subset where the lattice condition fails is also of measure 0. It follows that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard for almost all M in the sense of Lebesgue measure.^2

6 Hardness of 3 × 3 matrices

Consider a q × q full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix M, with a generating set {g_t}_{t∈[d]} obtained as in Lemma 12, and let M : R^d → R^{q×q} be defined as in Lemma 13.

Lemma 27. For any nonzero polynomial f(x_1, . . . , x_d) ∈ Z[x_1, . . . , x_d], there exist nonnegative integers e_1, . . . , e_d, such that f(x^{e1} , . . . , x^{ed} ) ∈ Z[x] is a nonzero polynomial.

Proof. If d = 0, then f is a nonzero integer, and the lemma is trivial. If d = 1, the lemma is proved by taking e_1 = 1. Assume d > 1. There exist p, p_2, . . . , p_d ∈ Z such that f(p, p_2, . . . , p_d) ≠ 0. We may assume p ≠ −1, 0, 1, since f(x, p_2, . . . , p_d) ∈ Z[x] is a nonzero polynomial, and has only finitely many zeros. Then f(p, x_2, p_3, . . . , p_d) ∈ Z[x_2] is a nonzero univariate polynomial, which has finitely many zeros. Thus, for some integer e_2 ≥ 0, f(p, p^{e2} , p_3, . . . , p_d) ≠ 0. Inductively, assume f(p^1, p^{e2} , . . . , p^{et−1} , p_t, . . . , p_d) ≠ 0, for some t, then f(p^1, p^{e2} , . . . , p^{et−1} , x_t, p_{t+1}, . . . , p_d) ∈ Z[x_t] is a nonzero univariate polynomial, and thus for some integer e_t ≥ 0, f(p^1, p^{e2} , . . . , p^{et} , p_{t+1}, . . . , p_d) ≠ 0. Finally, f(p^1, p^{e2} , . . . , p^{ed} ) ≠ 0, and so the univariate polynomial f(x^1, x^{e2} , . . . , x^{ed} ) ∈ Z[x] is nonzero.

Corollary 28. If M is a q×q full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix, then there exist nonnegative integers e_1, . . . , e_d, and real ϵ > 0, such that det (M(p^{e1} , . . . , p^{ed} )) ≠ 0, for all 1 < p < e^ϵ.

Proof. det(M(x_1, . . . , x_d)) ∈ Z[x_1, . . . , x_d] is a nonzero polynomial since det(M(g_1, . . . , g_d)) = det(M) ≠ 0. By Lemma 27 we have a nonzero univariate polynomial det (M(p^{e1} , . . . , p^{ed} )). It has at most finitely many zeros, and so for some ϵ > 0, the value is nonzero for all 1 < p < e^ϵ.

We will now focus our attention back on 3 × 3 matrices specifically, and prove the hardness of all full rank, positive real valued matrices. We define the function M : R → R^{3×3} as M(p) := M(p^{e1} , . . . , p^{ed} ), where e_1, . . . , e_d are as in Lemma 27 and Corollary 28. Each entry of M(p) has the form M(p)_{ij} = p^{xij} for some non-negative integer x_{ij} , and x_{ij} = x_{ji}. We know from Corollary 28 that there exists some ϵ > 0, such that det(M(p)) ≠ 0 for all 1 < p < e^ϵ.

Lemma 29. If M is a 3 × 3 full rank, positive real valued symmetric matrix, with M(p)_{ij} = p^{xij} for all i, j ∈ [3] and x_{ij} = x_{ji}, then

lim_{δ→0} det M(e^δ ) δ^2

= 0 =⇒ lim_{δ→0} det M(e^δ) δ^3 ≠ 0. 2The number of Turing machines is countable, and so there are only a countable number of algorithms. But this observation does not trivialize Theorem 26, since it is possible (and indeed true) that a single TM can solve uncountably many problems Pl-GH(M), by the strict definition of Pl-GH(M) for all real M.

Proof. Consider the matrix M(e^δ) = (e^{xij δ})_{i,j∈[3]}. Define X to be the 3 × 3 matrix with the entries (x_{ij} )_{i,j∈[3]}, and consider the Taylor series expansion of f(δ) = det M(e^δ),

f(δ) = f(0) + f^′(0)δ + f^{′′}(0) δ^2 2! + ( 3g(X) + 6 det X )δ^3 3! + O(δ^4), (9)

where f(0) = det M(e^0) = 0 as M(e^0) = J is the all-1 matrix, and

f^′(0) = | | | | x_{11} x_{12} x_{13} 1 1 1 1 1 1

| | | | + | | | | 1 1 1 x_{12} x_{22} x_{23} 1 1 1

| | | | + | | | | 1 1 1 1 1 1 x_{13} x_{23} x_{33}

| | | | = 0,

1 2 f^{′′}(0) = | | | | x_{11} x_{12} x_{13} x_{12} x_{22} x_{23} 1 1 1

| | | | + | | | | x_{11} x_{12} x_{13} 1 1 1 x_{13} x_{23} x_{33}

| | | | + | | | | 1 1 1 x_{12} x_{22} x_{23} x_{13} x_{23} x_{33}

| | | | , and

g(X) = | | | | (x_{11})^2 (x_{12})^2 (x_{13})^2 x_{12} x_{22} x_{23} 1 1 1

| | | | + | | | | 1 1 1 (x_{12})^2 (x_{22})^2 (x_{23})^2 x_{13} x_{23} x_{33}

| | | | + | | | | x_{11} x_{12} x_{13} 1 1 1 (x_{13})^2 (x_{23})^2 (x_{33})^2

| | | |

+ | | | | x_{11} x_{12} x_{13} (x_{12})^2 (x_{22})^2 (x_{23})^2

1 1 1

| | | | + | | | | 1 1 1 x_{12} x_{22} x_{23} (x_{13})^2 (x_{23})^2 (x_{33})^2

| | | | + | | | | (x_{11})^2 (x_{12})^2 (x_{13})^2 1 1 1 x_{13} x_{23} x_{33}

| | | | .

We remark that f^{′′}(0) = 0 if rank X ≤ 1. By the Taylor expansion,

lim_{δ→0} det M(e^δ )

δ^2 = 1 2 f^{′′}(0). After some row operations, we have 1 2 f^{′′}(0) = | | | | | x_{11} − x_{13} x_{12} − x_{23} x_{13} − x_{33} x_{12} − x_{13} x_{22} − x_{23} x_{23} − x_{33} 1 1 1

| | | | | .

Now we assume f^{′′}(0) = 0. So there exist real numbers (a, b, c, d) ≠ 0, such that a + b + c = 0, and a ( x_{11} x_{12} x_{13} ) + b ( x_{12} x_{22} x_{23} ) + c ( x_{13} x_{23} x_{33} ) + d ( 1 1 1 ) = 0.

Since (a, b, c, d) ≠ 0, this equation also gives (a, b, c) ≠ 0. Therefore, we may assume without loss of generality that c = −(a + b) ≠ 0. Let α =^a_{a+b} and β =^d_{a+b} , then ( x_{13} x_{23} x_{33} ) = α ( x_{11} x_{12} x_{13} ) + (1 − α) ( x_{12} x_{22} x_{23} ) + β ( 1 1 1 ) . This gives the expression X = A + βB, where

A = N^T ( x_{11} x_{12} x_{12} x_{22} ) N, N = ( 1 0 α 0 1 1 − α ) , B = 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 . We will now make use of the following claim, which we shall prove later:

Claim 30. If x_{11} + x_{22} = 2x_{12}, then det M(e^δ) = 0 for all δ > 0.

Since we have assumed that M is a full rank matrix, we know from Lemma 27 that for small enough values of δ, det M(e^δ ) ≠ 0. Therefore, we have x_{11} + x_{22} ≠ 2x_{12}. Next we consider the matrix A − kJ, where k = x_{11}x_{22} − (x_{12})^2 x_{11} + x_{22} − 2x_{12} , J = 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 . As x_{11} + x_{22} ≠ 2x_{12}, the value k is well-defined. The following claim will also be proved later:

Claim 31. The matrix A − kJ has rank at most one.

This implies that there exists a vector u = ( u_1 u_2 u_3

)_T , such that A = uu^T + kJ. Therefore, X = uu^T + kJ + βB. Next, we note that

det M(e^δ ) = | | | | | e^{δ((u1 )2+k)} e^{δ(u1 u2+k)} e^{δ(u1 u3+k+β)} e^{δ(u1 u2+k)} e^{δ((u2 )2+k)} e^{δ(u2 u3+k+β)} e^{δ(u1 u3+k+β)} e^{δ(u2 u3+k+β)} e^{δ((u3 )2+k+2β)}

| | | | |

= e^{δ(3k+2β)} | | | | | e^{δ(u1 )2} e^{δu1 u2} e^{δu1u3} e^{δu1 u2} e^{δ(u2 )2} e^{δu2u3} e^{δu1 u3} e^{δu2 u3} e^{δ(u3 )2}

| | | | | (10)

= e^{δ(3k+2β)} ( g(uu^T) δ^3 2 + O(δ^4) ) . (11)

Here from Eq. (10) to (11) we used the Taylor expansion Eq. (9) on the rank one matrix uu^T.

Finally, we will use this following claim, which we shall also prove later:

Claim 32. g(uu^T) = ((u_2 − u_1)(u_3 − u_1)(u_3 − u_2))^2.

So, if g(uu^T) = 0, it must be the case that u_i = u_j for some i ≠ j. But in that case, we see that det M(e^δ ) = 0 for all δ > 0, by Eq. (10), which we know to be false. Therefore, it must be the case that g(uu^T) ≠ 0. Since the leading term of e^{δ(3k+2β)} is 1, this implies that when f^{′′}(0) = 0, then the coefficient of δ^3 in det M(e^δ ) is^1_2 g(uu^T) ≠ 0. So, lim_{δ→0}^{det M(eδ )}_{δ3} ≠ 0.

The Taylor expansion Eq. (9) and Lemma 29 say that det M(e^δ ) has exact order either δ^2 or δ^3. We shall now finish the proof of the claims above.

Claim 30. If x_{11} + x_{22} = 2x_{12}, then det M(e^δ) = 0 for all δ > 0.

Proof. Consider the matrix M(e^δ). Note that

e^{δ(x12 )} e^{δ(x22 )} e^{δ(αx12 +(1−α)x22 +β)} = e^{δ(x12 −x11)} e^{δ(x11 )} e^{δ(x12 )} e^{δ(αx11 +(1−α)x12 +β)}

This implies that the second column of the matrix is a multiple of the first column, for all δ > 0. Therefore, det M(e^δ) = 0 for all δ > 0.

Claim 31. The matrix A − kJ has rank at most one.

Proof. We have A − kJ = N^t (( x_{11} x_{12} x_{12} x_{22} ) − kJ_2 ) N, where N =

(_{1 0 α}

0 1 1−α ) , and J_2 = (^{1 1}_{1 1} ). Since x_{11} + x_{22} ≠ 2x_{12}, k is well defined and satisfies

(x_{11} − k)(x_{22} − k) = (x_{12} − k)^2.

By the matrix factorization, we see that A − kJ has rank at most one.

Claim 32. g(uu^T) = ((u_2 − u_1)(u_3 − u_1)(u_3 − u_2))^2.

Proof. Note that

g(uu^T) = | | | | (u_1)^4 (u_1u_2)^2 (u_1u_3)^2 u_1u_2 (u_2)^2 u_2u_3 1 1 1

| | | | + | | | | 1 1 1 (u_1u_2)^2 (u_2)^4 (u_2u_3)^2 u_1u_3 u_2u_3 (u_3)^2

| | | | + | | | | (u_1)^2 u_1u_2 u_1u_3 1 1 1 (u_1u_3)^2 (u_2u_3)^2 (u_3)^4

| | | |

+ | | | | (u_1)^2 u_1u_2 u_1u_3 (u_1u_2)^2 (u_2)^4 (u_2u_3)^2 1 1 1

| | | | + | | | | 1 1 1 u_1u_2 (u_2)^2 u_2u_3 (u_1u_3)^2 (u_2u_3)^2 (u_3)^4

| | | | + | | | | (u_1)^4 (u_1u_2)^2 (u_1u_3)^2 1 1 1 u_1u_3 u_2u_3 (u_3)^2

| | | |

= | | | | 1 1 1 u_1 u_2 u_3 u^2_1 u^2 u^2_3

| | | | ( −(u_1)^2u_2 − (u_2)^2u_3 − (u_3)^2u_1 + (u_2)^2u_1 + (u_3)^2u_2 + (u_1)^2u_3 )

= ((u_2 − u_1)(u_3 − u_1)(u_3 − u_2))^2

Let λ_i = λ_i(p) be the eigenvalues of M(p), ordered by |λ_1| ≤ |λ_2| ≤ |λ_3|. Clearly, for i ∈ [3], λ_i(p) are well-defined and continuous functions of p (see Theorem VI.1.4 and Corollary VI.1.6 in pages 154-155 of [5]). As M(1) is the all-1 matrix J, λ_1(1) = λ_2(1) = 0 and λ_3(1) = 3, and when 1 < p < e^ϵ, λ_i(p) ≠ 0 for i ∈ [3] by Corollary 28. Moreover, since M(p) is a positive valued matrix, the Perron theorem (see Theorem 8.2.8 in page 526 of [28]) implies that |λ_1(p)| ≤ |λ_2(p)| < |λ_3(p)|, and we have log (|λ_1(p)| / |λ_3(p)|) ≠ 0. So, the following function t(p) is well-defined on I_ϵ = (1, e^ϵ), and is continuous as a function of p: t(p) = log (|λ_2(p)| / |λ_3(p)|) log (|λ_1(p)| / |λ_3(p)|) . Clearly, |λ_2| = |λ_1|^{t(p)}|λ_3|^{1−t(p)}, and t(p) is unique satisfying this equation.

Lemma 33. Let M(p) be a 3 × 3 full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix for p ∈ I_ϵ (where ϵ > 0), with (M(p))_{ij} = p^{xij} for all i, j ∈ [3]. If t(r) is irrational for some r ∈ I_ϵ, then Pl-GH(M(r)) is #P-hard.

Proof. We have |λ_2(r)| = |λ_1(r)|^{t(r)} |λ_3(r)|^{1−t(r)} .

If the eigenvalues λ_i(r) do not satisfy the lattice condition, then there are integers n_i not all 0, such that n_1 + n_2 + n_3 = 0 and λ_1(r)^{n1} λ_2(r)^{n2} λ_3(r)^{n3} = 1. We have n_2 = −(n_1 + n_3) ≠ 0, for otherwise n_1 = −n_3 ≠ 0 and |λ_1(r)| = |λ_3(r)|, a contradiction. Then,

|λ_2(r)| = |λ_1(r)|^{n1n}1^{+n}3 |λ_3(r)|^{n3n}1^{+n}3 .

By the uniqueness, t(r) =^{n1}_{n1+n3} is rational.

Therefore if t(r) is irrational, then the eigenvalues (λ_1, λ_2, λ_3) of M(r) must satisfy the lattice condition, and Pl-GH(M(r)) is #P-hard by Theorem 23.

Corollary 34. For M(p) given in Lemma 33, if t(p) is not a constant for all p ∈ I_ϵ, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. By the intermediate value theorem for continuous functions, if t(p) is not a constant function within I_ϵ, then there is some r ∈ I_ϵ such that t(r) is irrational. Thus Pl-GH(M(r)) is #P-hard. Since Pl-GH(M(r)) ≤ Pl-GH(M), this also implies that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Remark 35. Here, it is important to note that our choice of r in Corollary 34 need not be rational. In fact, it may even be the case that r is transcendental. (See Appendix B.) Therefore, we may not assume that M(r) has rational or even algebraic values. However, as we have seen in Section 2.1, this does not cause any issues with our model of computation, as we can continue to represent Z_{M(r)}(G) as a polynomial sized tuple of integers, in terms of COUNT(M(r)).

Lemma 36. Let M(p) be as given in Lemma 33. Then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless t(p) = 1 or t(p) =^1_2 for all p ∈ I_ϵ.

Proof. Recall that λ_1(1) = 0, λ_2(1) = 0 and λ_3(1) = 3, and λ_i(p) are continuous as functions of p. By definition |λ_1(p)|/|λ_2(p)| ≤ 1. We claim that either lim_{p→1+}^{|λ1(p)|}_{|λ2(p)|} = 0, or this ratio stays above some c > 0. To see that, let S(p) = λ_1λ_2 λ_3 + λ_2λ_3 λ_1 + λ_3λ_1 λ_2 . S(p) is a symmetric rational function. Indeed, S(p) =^{s2−2s1s3}_{s3} , where

s_1 = λ_1 + λ_2 + λ_3, s_2 = λ_1λ_2 + λ_2λ_3 + λ_3λ_1, s_3 = λ_1λ_2λ_3

are the elementary symmetric polynomials of λ_i, which are polynomials in the entries of M(p).

Note that S(p) =^{λ21λ2+λ2λ23+λ23λ21}

λ_1λ_2λ_3 cannot be identically 0, for otherwise as a polynomial in p, the

numerator is identically 0, which would imply that λ_1λ_2 = λ_2λ_3 = λ_3λ_1 are identically 0 functions in p. But λ_3 → 3 ≠ 0 as p → 1^+, and so λ_1, λ_2 are identically 0. However, this contradicts det M(p) ≠ 0 for p ∈ I_ϵ.

Expanding S(p) as a Laurent series in (p − 1), we have S(p) = c_k(p − 1)^k + c_{k+1}(p − 1)^{k+1} + . . . , where k ∈ Z, and c_k ≠ 0. Since λ_1λ_2/λ_3 → 0 as p → 1^+, and |λ_3| | |^{λ1}_{λ2} | | stays bounded above, it follows that k < 0 iff S(p) → ∞ iff λ_1/λ_2 → 0, and k ≥ 0 iff |λ_1/λ_2| ≥ c > 0, for all p ∈ I_ϵ.

Suppose |λ_1/λ_2| ≥ c > 0 for all p ∈ I_ϵ, then

t(p) = 1 − log (|λ_1(p)| / |λ_2(p)|) log (|λ_1(p)| / |λ_3(p)|) → 1. Therefore the only possibility that t(p) is a constant on I_ϵ is that it is constant 1. If t(p) is not constant 1, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard by Corollary 34.

Now suppose lim_{p→1+}^{|λ1(p)|}_{|λ2(p)|} = 0. As we already noted, s_2 is a polynomial in the entries of M(p), which we can express as a polynomial in (p − 1). It is not identically 0. This can be seen by s_2 = λ_2(λ_1 + λ_3(1 +^{λ1}_{λ2} )), where the second factor has the same limit as λ_3 → 3. So if s_2 were identically 0 we would have λ_2 identically 0, contradicting det M(p) ≠ 0 for p ∈ I_ϵ. Let s_2 = a_j (p − 1)^j + a_{j+1}(p − 1)^{j+1} + . . . be in increasing power terms, where a_j ≠ 0 is the first nonzero term. It has the same order as λ_2 when p → 1^+, since s_2 = λ_2(λ_1 + λ_3(1 +^{λ1}_{λ2} )), where λ_1 → 0,

λ_1 λ_2 → 0 and λ3 → 3. So λ2 also has the exact order j. The important point is that this exact order

j is an integer.

From Lemma 29, we know that λ_1λ_2λ_3 is either of exact order Θ((p − 1)^2) or Θ((p − 1)^3). Since λ_3 → 3 the same is true for the product λ_1λ_2. As both λ_1, λ_2 → 0, and we are in the case |λ_1|/|λ_2| → 0, the only possibility is j = 1, i.e., λ_1 = Θ((p − 1)^2) and λ_2 = Θ((p − 1)^1).

In this case, we see that lim_{p→1+} t(p) =^1_2 . Therefore, once again by Corollary 34, if t(p) is not a

constant^1_2 for p ∈ I_ϵ, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 37. Let M(p) be given in Lemma 33. If t(p) = 1 for all p ∈ I_ϵ, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. From t(p) = 1 we have |λ_2(p)| = |λ_1(p)|. Consider the matrix M(p)^2. Since M(p) is a positive matrix, so is M(p)^2. Moreover, its eigenvalues are λ_1(p)^2 = λ_2(p)^2 < λ_3(p)^2. Therefore,

Pl-GH(M(p)^2) is #P-hard, as a consequence of Theorem 23. Since Pl-GH(M(p)^2) ≤ Pl-GH(M(p)) ≤
Pl-GH(M), it also means that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Lemma 38. Let M(p) be given in Lemma 33. Then t(p) is not a constant^1_2 on the interval I_ϵ.

Proof. Let μ_i = λ^2_i = (λ_i(p))^2, we define the function

F (p) = (μ^2_1 − μ_2μ_3)(μ^2 − μ_3μ_1)(μ^2_3 − μ_1μ_2).

Note that F (p) is a symmetric polynomial of the eigenvalues μ_i of M(p)^2, and in fact

F (p) = s^3_1s_3 − s^3_2,

where s_i are the elementary symmetric polynomials of {μ_1, μ_2, μ_3},

s_1 = μ_1 + μ_2 + μ_3, s_2 = μ_1μ_2 + μ_2μ_3 + μ_3μ_1, s_3 = μ_1μ_2μ_3.

As coefficients of det(xI − M(p)^2), they are polynomials in the entries of M(p).

Suppose for a contradiction that t(p) =^1_2 on the interval I_ϵ, then μ^2 = μ_1μ_3 in that interval. Then F (p) = 0 for all p ∈ I_ϵ. Since F (p) is a polynomial in p, we have a polynomial identity

s^3_1s_3 = s^3_2.

As p → 1^+, both s_1 and s_3 are nonzero, and so all three are nonzero polynomials. By the unique factorization of polynomials s_1 | s_2, and so s_2 = s_1f for some nonzero polynomial f(p). It follows that f^3 = s_3 = det(M(p))^2. The exact order of any irreducible polynomial q in f^3 is ord_q(f^3) = 3 · ord_q(f) ≡ 0 mod 3, which is also 2 · ord_q(det(M(p))). Thus det(M(p)) is a cubic power of a polynomial, det(M(p)) = g^3. Now g(p)^3 = det(M(p)) = p^{x11+x22+x33} + p^{x12+x23+x13} + p^{x12+x23+x13} − p^{x11+2x23} − p^{x33+2x12} − p^{x22+2x13} .

In the expression for det(M(p)) there are three positive and three negative terms. If any cancellation occurs, an equal number of positive and negative terms are cancelled, hence the nonzero polynomial det(M(p)) has either 2 or 4 or 6 terms with equal number having +1 and −1 coefficients after cancellation. So g(p) is not a monomial. We may write g(p) = c_1p^{x1} +· · ·+c_kp^{xk} with x_1 > · · · > x_k and nonzero integers c_1, . . . , c_k, with k ≥ 2. Then g(p)^3 has the following terms which have distinct degrees and cannot be cancelled:

c^3_1p^{3x1} , 3c^2_1c_2p^{2x1+x2} , 3c^2_kc_{k−1}p^{2xk+xk−1} , c^3_kp^{3xk} .

In terms of monomial terms with ±1 coefficients there are at least 8 terms. These cannot be matched by at most 6 monomial terms with ±1 coefficients. This contradiction proves the lemma.

Theorem 39. If M is a 3 × 3 full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. We define M(p) for p ∈ I_ϵ for some ϵ > 0, as was done after Corollary 28. From Lemma 38, t(p) is not a constant^1_2 for all p ∈ I_ϵ. On the other hand, if t(p) = 1 for all p ∈ I_ϵ, from Lemma 37, we know that Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. Finally, if t(p) is not constant 1 or^1_2 for all p ∈ I_ϵ, then

Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard from Lemma 36.

7 Dichotomy for 3 × 3 matrices

From Section 6, if M is 3 × 3 full rank, positive real valued, symmetric matrix, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. We will now use Theorem 39 to establish a dichotomy for all 3 × 3 matrices.

Lemma 40. If M is a 3×3 full rank, non-negative real valued, symmetric matrix that is irreducible, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. As we saw in Section 3.2, a 3 × 3 matrix can only be bipartite if it is a twinned matrix. Since M is full rank, it is therefore non-bipartite. The proof of this lemma is then the same as that of Theorem 24, and is a consequence of Theorem 39.

Lemma 41. If M is a 3 × 3 rank two, real valued, symmetric matrix that is irreducible and not twinned, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

Proof. If M is a rank two matrix that is not twinned, it must be of the form

M = N^T ( x y y z ) N, where N = ( 1 0 α 0 1 β ) , for some α ≠ 0 and β ≠ 0.

If xz = y^2, then M has rank at most one, contrary to assumption. So, xz ≠ y^2. Now, we consider T_2M. We have

T_2M = x^2 y^2 α^2x^2 + β^2y^2 + 2αβxy y^2 z^2 α^2y^2 + β^2z^2 + 2αβyz α^2x^2 + β^2y^2 + 2αβxy α^2y^2 + β^2z^2 + 2αβyz ( α^2x + 2αβy + β^2z

)_2 .

Miraculously, det(T_2M) = 2α^2β^2 ( xz − y^2 )_3 . Thus, T_2M is a full rank matrix. Since M is irreducible, it also follows that T_2M is irreducible. Moreover, since T_2M is non-negative valued, we see from Lemma 40 that Pl-GH(T_2M) is #P-hard. The lemma follows from Pl-GH(T_2M) ≤ Pl-GH(M).

Lemma 42. If M is a 3 × 3 full rank, real valued, symmetric matrix that is irreducible, then

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

Proof. We consider the matrix T_2M. We note that this is a non-negative valued matrix. Since M is irreducible, neither is T_2M. If T_2M is a full rank matrix, the hardness of Pl-GH(T_2M), and therefore, the hardness of Pl-GH(M) follows from Lemma 40.

Next, suppose T_2M has rank two. If T_2M is not twinned, then the hardness of Pl-GH(T_2M), and therefore, the hardness of Pl-GH(M) follows from Lemma 41. Therefore, let us consider the case where T_2M is twinned. From Theorem 10, we can see that Pl-GH(T_2M) can be polynomially tractable only if T_2M is rank one, or if T_2M is reducible, or if T_2M is of the form

T_2M =

0 0 y 0 0 z y z 0 upto permutations, in which case, it must be the case that M is also of the form above, and must be a rank two matrix. Since none of these are true, it follows from Theorem 10 that Pl-GH(T_2M) is #P-hard, and therefore, so is Pl-GH(M).

Finally, suppose T_2M has rank one. If T_2M has any zero entries, it can be easily checked that T_2M, and therefore M is reducible. So, T_2M has no zero entries. In this case, we consider M(1). The entries of this matrix may be denoted by σ_{ij} ∈ {+1, −1}. Since T_2M is a rank one matrix, all three rows are multiples of each other. If we further have that two rows of M(1) are multiples of each other, then M itself is not full rank. Therefore, no two rows of M(1) are multiples of each other. Now, we consider S_2M(1) = M(1)^2. Clearly, ( M(1)^2 ) ii = σ^2_{i1} + σ^2_{i2} + σ^2_{i3} = 3 for i ∈ 3. Moreover, if i ≠ j, since no two rows are multiples of each other, we see that ( M(1)^2 ) ij = σ_{i1}σ_{j1} + σ_{i2}σ_{j2} + σ_{i3}σ_{j3} ∈ {+1, −1}, as exactly one pair cancels. So, the set {3} is a generating set for the entries of M(1)^2, and the hardness of Pl-GH(M(1)^2) follows from Lemma 16. Since

Pl-GH(M(1)^2) ≤ Pl-GH(M(1)) ≤ Pl-GH(M), we see that Pl-GH(M) is also #P-hard.

Combining all our results, we have our final dichotomy:

Theorem 43. If M is a 3 × 3 real valued, symmetric matrix, then Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard, unless M is of one of the following forms upto a permutation of rows and columns and in which case,

Pl-GH(M) is tractable in polynomial time:

1. M = x^2 xy xz xy y^2 yz xz yz z^2 = uu^t.

2. M = x y 0 y z 0 0 0 t such that

(1) xz = y^2, (2) y = 0, (3) x = z, or (4) xz = −y^2 & x = −z. 3. M = 0 0 x 0 0 y x y 0 .

Proof. The listed forms are all polynomial-time tractable. If M has rank ≤ 1, then M has form 1. Now we assume M has rank ≥ 2. If M is reducible, by Lemma 5 and Theorem 2, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard unless M has form 2. Below, we assume M is irreducible. If M is a rank two twinned matrix, by Theorem 10 Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard unless it has form 3 (i.e. M is bipartite). If M has rank two and not twinned, by Lemma 41, Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard. So now we assume M is a full rank matrix. Then, by Lemma 42 Pl-GH(M) is #P-hard.

References

[1] Albert Atserias, Laura Mančinska, David E Roberson, Robert Šámal, Simone Severini, and Antonios Varvitsiotis. “Quantum and non-signalling graph isomorphisms”. In: Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B 136 (2019), pp. 289–328.

[2] Miriam Backens. “A Complete Dichotomy for Complex-Valued Holant^c”. In: 45th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2018, July 9-13, 2018, Prague, Czech Republic. Vol. 107. LIPIcs. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2018, 12:1–12:14.

[3] Miriam Backens. “A New Holant Dichotomy Inspired by Quantum Computation”. In: 44th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2017, July 10-14, 2017, Warsaw, Poland. Vol. 80. LIPIcs. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2017, 16:1–16:14.

[4] Teodor Banica. “Quantum automorphism groups of homogeneous graphs”. In: Journal of Functional Analysis 224.2 (2005), pp. 243–280.

[5] Rajendra Bhatia. Matrix analysis. Vol. 169. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013. [6] Andrei Bulatov, Martin Dyer, Leslie Ann Goldberg, Markus Jalsenius, Mark Jerrum, and David Richerby. “The complexity of weighted and unweighted # CSP”. In: Journal of Computer and System Sciences 78.2 (2012), pp. 681–688.

[7] Andrei Bulatov and Martin Grohe. “The complexity of partition functions”. In: Theoretical Computer Science 348.2-3 (2005), pp. 148–186.

[8] Andrei A Bulatov. “A dichotomy theorem for constraints on a three-element set”. In: The 43rd Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, 2002. Proceedings. IEEE. 2002, pp. 649–658.

[9] Andrei A Bulatov. “The complexity of the counting constraint satisfaction problem”. In:

Journal of the ACM (JACM) 60.5 (2013), pp. 1–41.

[10] Jin-Yi Cai and Xi Chen. “Complexity of counting CSP with complex weights”. In: Proceedings of the forty-fourth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing (STOC) (2012), pp. 909– 920. Vol. 64(3). Journal of the ACM. 2017, pp. 1–39.

[11] Jin-Yi Cai, Xi Chen, and Pinyan Lu. “Graph homomorphisms with complex values: A dichotomy theorem”. In: SIAM Journal on Computing 42.3 (2013), pp. 924–1029.

[12] Jin-Yi Cai, Xi Chen, and Pinyan Lu. “Nonnegative weighted # CSP: an effective complexity dichotomy”. In: SIAM Journal on Computing 45.6 (2016), pp. 2177–2198.

[13] Jin-Yi Cai and Zhiguo Fu. “Holographic algorithm with Matchgates is universal for planar # CSP over boolean domain”. In: SIAM Journal on Computing 51.2 (2019), STOC17–50.

[14] Jin-Yi Cai, Zhiguo Fu, Heng Guo, and Tyson Williams. “A Holant dichotomy: is the FKT algorithm universal?” In: IEEE 56th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (2015), pp. 1259–1276. Vol. 66(1). “FKT is Not Universal – A Planar Holant Dichotomy for Symmetric Constraints”, Theory of Computing Systems. 2022, pp. 143–308.

[15] Jin-Yi Cai, Heng Guo, and Tyson Williams. “A complete dichotomy rises from the capture of vanishing signatures”. In: SIAM Journal on Computing 45.5 (2016), pp. 1671–1728.

[16] Jin-Yi Cai, Pinyan Lu, and Mingji Xia. “Holant problems and counting CSP”. In: Proceedings of the forty-first annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing. 2009, pp. 715–724.

[17] Richard Cleve, Li Liu, and William Slofstra. “Perfect commuting-operator strategies for linear system games”. In: Journal of Mathematical Physics 58.1 (2017), p. 012202.

[18] Martin Dyer and Catherine Greenhill. “The complexity of counting graph homomorphisms (extended abstract)”. In: Proceedings of the Eleventh Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, January 9-11, 2000, San Francisco, CA, USA. Ed. by David B. Shmoys. ACM/SIAM, 2000, pp. 246–255.

[19] Martin E Dyer and David M Richerby. “An effective dichotomy for the counting constraint satisfaction problem”. In: SIAM Journal on Computing 42.3 (2013), pp. 1245–1274.

[20] Martin E Dyer and David M Richerby. “On the complexity of # CSP”. In: Proceedings of the forty-second ACM symposium on Theory of computing. 2010, pp. 725–734.

[21] Martin E Dyer and David M Richerby. “The # CSP Dichotomy is Decidable”. In: 28th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science (STACS 2011). Ed. by Thomas Schwentick and Christoph Dürr. Vol. 9. Dagstuhl, Germany: Schloss Dagstuhl– Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik, 2011, pp. 261–272. doi: 10.4230/LIPIcs.STACS.2011.261.

[22] Michael Freedman, László Lovász, and Alexander Schrijver. “Reflection positivity, rank connectivity, and homomorphism of graphs”. In: Journal of the American Mathematical Society 20.1 (2007), pp. 37–51.

[23] Zhiguo Fu and Fengqin Yang. “Holographic algorithms on bases of rank 2”. In: Information Processing Letters 114.11 (2014), pp. 585–590.

[24] Zhiguo Fu, Fengqin Yang, and Minghao Yin. “On blockwise symmetric matchgate signatures and higher domain # CSP”. In: Information and Computation 264 (2019), pp. 1–11.

[25] Leslie Ann Goldberg, Martin Grohe, Mark Jerrum, and Marc Thurley. “A complexity dichotomy for partition functions with mixed signs”. In: SIAM Journal on Computing 39.7 (2010), pp. 3336–3402.

[26] Artem Govorov, Jin-Yi Cai, and Martin Dyer. “A dichotomy for bounded degree graph homomorphisms with nonnegative weights”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.02021 (2020).

[27] Heng Guo and Tyson Williams. “The complexity of planar Boolean #CSP with complex weights”. In: Journal of Computer and System Sciences 107 (2020), pp. 1–27.

[28] Roger A Horn and Charles R Johnson. Matrix analysis. Cambridge university press, 2012. [29] Karel Hrbacek and Thomas Jech. Introduction to set theory, revised and expanded. Crc Press, 1999.

[30] N. Jacobson. Basic Algebra. Basic Algebra v. 2. W.H. Freeman, 1985. isbn: 9780716719335.

url: https://books.google.com/books?id=oNmDSAAACAAJ.

[31] Pieter Kasteleyn. “Graph theory and crystal physics”. In: Graph theory and theoretical physics (1967), pp. 43–110.

[32] Pieter W Kasteleyn. “Dimer statistics and phase transitions”. In: Journal of Mathematical Physics 4.2 (1963), pp. 287–293.

[33] Pieter W Kasteleyn. “The statistics of dimers on a lattice: I. The number of dimer arrangements on a quadratic lattice”. In: Physica 27.12 (1961), pp. 1209–1225.

[34] László Lovász. Large networks and graph limits. Vol. 60. American Mathematical Soc., 2012. [35] László Lovász. “Operations with structures”. In: Acta Math. Acad. Sci. Hungar 18.3-4 (1967), pp. 321–328.

[36] Martino Lupini, Laura Mančinska, and David E Roberson. “Nonlocal games and quantum permutation groups”. In: Journal of Functional Analysis 279.5 (2020), p. 108592.

[37] Laura Mancinska and David Roberson. “Graph homomorphisms for quantum players”. In:

9th Conference on the Theory of Quantum Computation, Communication and Cryptography (TQC 2014). Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik. 2014.

[38] Laura Mančinska and David E Roberson. “Quantum isomorphism is equivalent to equality of homomorphism counts from planar graphs”. In: 2020 IEEE 61st Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS). IEEE. 2020, pp. 661–672.

[39] Benjamin Musto, David Reutter, and Dominic Verdon. “The Morita theory of quantum graph isomorphisms”. In: Communications in Mathematical Physics 365.2 (2019), pp. 797–845.

[40] Harold NV Temperley and Michael E Fisher. “Dimer problem in statistical mechanics-an exact result”. In: Philosophical Magazine 6.68 (1961), pp. 1061–1063.

[41] Leslie G Valiant. “Holographic algorithms”. In: SIAM Journal on Computing 37.5 (2008), pp. 1565–1594.

[42] Leslie G Valiant. “The complexity of computing the permanent”. In: Theoretical computer science 8.2 (1979), pp. 189–201.

[43] Dirk Vertigan. “The computational complexity of Tutte invariants for planar graphs”. In:

SIAM Journal on Computing 35.3 (2005), pp. 690–712.

[44] Peng Yang and Zhiguo Fu. “Local holographic transformations: tractability and hardness”.

In: Frontiers of Computer Science 17.2 (2022), pp. 1–11.

A Appendix A

We will briefly sketch a proof of Theorem 7. The main ingredients of the theorem are the edge gadget P_{n,p}, and the vertex gadget R_{d,n,p}. The edge gadget P_{n,p} is just S_2T_pS_n(e), where e is an edge. The vertex gadget R_{d,n,p} is constructed by replacing each edge on a simple cycle with d vertices with the edge gadget P_{n,p}, and adding a dangling edge to each of the d vertices F_1, . . . , F_d on the original d-cycle.

Now, consider a planar graph G = (V, E). For any u ∈ V , consider the edges incident on u. Since the graph G is planar, we we may arbitrarily number one of these edges as 1, and then go clockwise through all the other edges incident on u starting from the edge labelled 1, and label these edges 2, 3, . . . , deg(u). So, the labelling function ℓ_u : {{u, v} ∈ E : v ∈ V } → [deg(u)] is well defined. Now, we construct a graph G_{n,p} as follows: We replace each vertex u ∈ V with the

F_1

F_2 F_3

F_4 F_1 F_2

Figure 2: The gadgets R_{4,3,2} and R_{2,3,3}

gadget R_{deg(u),n,p} (which we can label as R_{deg(u),n,p}(u)). We know that there are d dangling edges on this gadget, incident on each of the vertices F_1(u), . . . , F_{deg(u)}(u). Now, we consider each edge {u, v} ∈ E, and for each such edge, we connect together, the dangling edges in the graph G_{n,p}, between the vertices F_{ℓu({u,v})}(u) and F_{ℓv ({u,v})}(v). We note that by this construction, the graph G_{n,p} is planar, for all n, p. We will construct G_{n,p} for various choices of n, p, and then interpolate to prove Theorem 7.

First, an appropriate p is chosen such that B = T_p(M^′D^{[2]}M^′) is non-degenerate. Such a p exists as a result of the following technical lemma, whose proof can be found in [26].

Lemma 44. Let A and D be n × n matrices, where A is real symmetric with all columns nonzero and pairwise linearly independent, and D is positive diagonal. Then for all sufficiently large positive integers p, the matrix B = T_p(ADA) is non-degenerate.

After an appropriate p is chosen, we note that the gadget P_{n,p} effectively simulates edge weights given by the matrix

L^{(n)} = BD^{[2p]}B · · · BD^{[2p]}B = B(D^{[2p]}B)^{n−1} = ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2 (( D^{[2p]}

) 1_2 B ( D^{[2p]} ) 1_2 )n( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2

Since B̃ = ( D^{[2p]}

) 1_2 B ( D^{[2p]}

) 1_2

is a real symmetric matrix, we know that it can be diagonalized.

Therefore, there exists a real valued, orthonormal symmetric matrix S, and a real valued, diagonal matrix J, such that B̃ = SJS^T . So, we see that

L^{(n)} = ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2 B̃^n ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2 = ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2 SJ^nS^T ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2

From Lemma 44, we know that B is non-degenerate, and therefore, so is B̃. Therefore, J = diag(λ_1, λ_2), where λ_i ≠ 0 for all i ∈ [2]. So, we see that for any i, j ∈ [2], L^{(n)}_{ij} = a_{ij1}λ^n_1 + a_{ij2}λ^n_2 , where a_{ij1}, a_{ij2} depend on S and D^{[2p]}, but not on J or n.

Now, we finally consider Z_M ′_{,D}(G_{n,p}). For convenience, let V^′ = ⋃ u∈V {F_1(u), . . . , F_{deg(u)}(u)} denote the subset of the vertices in G_{n,p} that lie on the original d cycle of R_{d,n,p}(u), and let

E^′ = { {F_{ℓu({u,v})}(u), F_{ℓv ({u,v})}(v)} : {u, v} ∈ E } be a subset of the edges in G_{n,p} that were created by connecting the dangling edges of the vertex gadgets. Then, we see that Z_M ′_{,D}(G_{n,p}) = ∑ σ:V^′→[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E^′ M^′_{σ(u),σ(v)} ∏ u∈V deg(u)∏

i=1 D^{[2p+1]} σ(F_i (u)) · L (n) σ(F_i (u)),σ(F_{i+1} (u))

After rearranging the terms, we see that Z_M ′_{,D}(G_{n,p}) = ∑ x_1,x_2:x_1+x_2=2|E|

c_{(x1,x2)} (λ^{x1}_1 λ^{x2}_2 )^n

where the constants c_{(x1,x2)} do not depend on λ_i or n. By computing Z_M ′_{,D}(G_{n,p}) for n ∈ [2|E|], we obtain a Vandermonde system of linear equations. If there exist any (x_1, x_2) ≠ (y_1, y_2) such that λ^{x1}_1 λ^{x2}_2 = λ^{y1}_1 λ^{y2}_2 , then we can remove the column of the matrix corresponding to (λ^{y1}_1 λ^{y2}_2 )^n, and combine the two coefficients c_{(x1,x2)} and c_{(y1 ,y2)} into a new coefficient c_{(x1,x2),(y1,y2)}, which represents the sum of the two previous coefficients. By repeating this process, we obtain a full rank Vandermonde system of linear equations, which can be solved. After solving this system of equations, we can compute X = ∑ x_1,x_2:x_1+x_2=2|E| c_{(x1,x2)} = ∑ x_1,x_2:x_1+x_2=2|E|

c_{(x1,x2)}(1)^{x1} (1)^{x2}

= ∑ σ:V^′→[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E^′ M^′_{σ(u),σ(v)} ∏ u∈V deg(u)∏

i=1 D^{[2p+1]} σ(F_i (u))L (0) σ(F_i(u)),σ(F_{i+1} (u))

where

L^{(0)} = ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2 SIS^T ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2

= ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2 (I) ( D^{[2p]}

)_− 1_2

= ( D^{[2p]} )_{−1}

Since L^{(0)} is a diagonal matrix, any permutation σ : V^′ → [2] contributes to the sum X only if σ(F_i(u)) = σ(F_{i+1}(u)) for all i ∈ [deg(u)], for all u ∈ V . In that case, we see that

X = ∑ σ^′:V →[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E M^′_σ′_{(u),σ}′_{(v)} ∏ u∈V D^{[2p+1]} σ^′(u) D^{[2p]}_{σ′(u)} deg(u)

In effect, we can compute X = Z_{M ′,D̂}(G), where D̂ = {D̂^{[r]}}_{r∈N} , such that

D̂^{[r]} = ((_{1+c2p+1} 1+c^{2p} )_r 0 0 1 )

In other words, we see that D̂^{[r]} = (^ D )_r , where

D̂ = ((_{1+c2p+1} 1+c^{2p} ) 0 0 1 )

So, we see that we can compute X = ∑ σ^′:V →[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E M^′_σ′_{(u),σ}′_{(v)} ( ∏ u∈V ( D̂_{σ′(u)} )_{deg(u)})

= ∑ σ^′:V →[2] ∏ {u,v}∈E M^′_σ′_{(u),σ}′_{(v)} ( D̂_{σ′ (u)} ) ( D̂_{σ′ (v)} )

= Z_{Np} (G)

where

N_p =

(_{1+c2p+1}

1+c^{2p}

)_2 M^′_{11}

(_{1+c2p+1}

1+c^{2p} ) M^′_{12} (_{1+c2p+1}

1+c^{2p} ) M^′_{12} M^′_{22}

as in Theorem 7.

∴ Pl-GH(N_p) ≡ Pl-GH(M^′, D̂) ≤ Pl-GH(M^′, D)

This completes the proof of Theorem 7.

B Appendix B

Theorem 45. There is a monotonic increasing continuous function F : (0, 1) → (0, 1) such that F (a) is rational iff a ∈ (0, 1) is an algebraic number.

Proof. Consider X = Q ∩ (0, 1) and Y = Q ∩ (0, 1), where Q and Q are the rational and algebraic numbers, respectively. By Cantor’s density theorem (see Theorem 4.9 in page 83 of [29]), any two countable unbounded dense orders are order isomorphic. This means that there is a 1-1 onto map f from X to Y that is order preserving.

Now we can extend f to be a continuous function F : (0, 1) → (0, 1) as follows: For any r ∈ (0, 1), let X_r = {x ∈ X : x < r} and X^r = {x ∈ X : x > r}. Both X_r and X^r are bounded subsets of X. So the following sup and inf both exist and are finite. We claim they are equal:

sup_{x∈Xr} f(x) = inf_{x∈Xr} f(x). (12)

Since f preserves order, clearly sup_{x∈Xr} f(x) ≤ inf_{x∈X}r f(x). Suppose they are unequal. Then by Y being dense, there exist y, y^′ ∈ Y such that sup_{x∈Xr} f(x) < y < y^′ < inf_{x∈X}r f(x). Consider a = f^{−1}(y) ∈ X. If a < r, then there exists some x ∈ X_r, such that x > a. Then f(x) > f(a) = y > sup_{x∈Xr} f(x), a contradiction. Hence a ≥ r. Similarly, a^′ = f^{−1}(y^′) ∈ X, and a^′ ≤ r. But then y^′ = f(a^′) ≤ f(a) = y, a contradiction.

Now we define F (r) to be the common value in Eq. (12). We claim that this F is an extension of the order isomorphism f. Let r ∈ X. For any ϵ > 0, there exists y ∈ Y such that f(r) < y < f(r)+ϵ. Then f^{−1}(y) ∈ X^r and F (r) = inf_{x∈X}r f(x) ≤ y < f(r) + ϵ. Similarly, F (r) > f(r) − ϵ. Since ϵ > 0 is arbitrary, F (r) = f(r).

Now we show that F is continuous. For any r ∈ (0, 1) and ϵ > 0, there exist x ∈ X_r and x^′ ∈ X^r, such that F (r) − ϵ < f(x) < F (r) < f(x^′) < F (r) + ϵ. We claim that for every z ∈ (x, x^′), |F (z) − F (r)| < ϵ. This is because by the definition of inf and sup, f(x) ≤ F (z) ≤ f(x^′). Hence F (r) − ϵ < f(x) ≤ F (z) ≤ f(x^′) < F (r) + ϵ. Finally, it is easy to see that F is strictly increasing. Suppose x < x^′. There are a, a^′ ∈ X, such that x < a < a^′ < x^′. Then F (x) ≤ f(a) < f(a^′) ≤ F (x^′). We conclude that if F (x) is rational, then x is algebraic. Indeed, a = f^{−1}(F (x)) is defined and is algebraic, and F (a) = f(a) = F (x). Thus x = a is algebraic. Conversely, if x is algebraic, as F is an extension of f, F (x) = f(x), which is algebraic by the given property of f.