arXiv:2311.05890v1 [cs.CC] 10 Nov 2023

Improved bounds on the Product Rank of the Permanent

Rongyu Xu, Edinah Gnang

November 13, 2023

Abstract

We unify Ryser’s and Glynn’s formulas for computing the permanent into a single framework. We then show via an orbital bound argument that the product rank of the permanent is asymptotically

upper bounded by^{exp} ( π √_{2n3} ) 4 √ 3n .

1 Introduction

Let Z_n denote the set formed by the smallest n consecutive non–negative integers. In other words Z_n := {0, 1, · · · , n − 2, n − 1} . Let S_n denote the permutation group whose members are permutations of Z_n. Take entries of the symbolic n × n matrix A to be such that A [i, j] = a_{i,j}, ∀ 0 ≤ i, j < n. Recall that the permanent of A denoted Per(A) is given by

Per(A) = ∑ σ∈S_n ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,σ(i)}.

For computational efficiency we seek to express such a polynomial as a minimal sum of products of linear combination of variables (each linear combination is possibly added to a scalar within the product). For instance Ryser [3] and Glynn [4] obtained more efficient formulas expressing Per(A) as sum of O(2^n) products of linear combination of variables. We improved upon these formulas and prove via an orbital

bound argument that Per(A) can be expressed as sums of^{exp} ( π √_{2n} 3 ) 4 √ 3n products of linear combination of variables. Our work follows up on the recent result [1] which established the product rank of permanent of 3 × 3 matrices.

2 Chow–rank of polynomials

Throughout the paper we work over the field C. Recall that the Chow–rank [1], also called product rank or split rank, of P (x_0, ..., x_{n−1}) ∈ C [x_0, ..., x_{n−1}] of degree d is the smallest number of terms ρ in an expression of P of the form P (x_0, · · · , x_{n−1}) = ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ 0≤v<d l_{u,v}(x_0, ..., x_{n−1}) (2.1) where each l_{u,v}(x_0, ..., x_{n−1}) is a non–homogeneous linear form in the variables x_0, · · · , x_{n−1}. Coefficients of all linear forms l_{u,v}(x_0, ..., x_{n−1}) in a Chow–decomposition described in equation (2.1) can all be taken from a single third order hypermatrix/tensor H ∈ C^{ρ×d×(n+1)} such that

P (x_0, · · · , x_{n−1}) = ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ 0≤v<d H[u, v, n] + ∑ 0≤w<n H[u, v, w]x_w .

Observe that the expanded form which expresses P (x_0, ..., x_{n−1}) as a linear combination of monomials expresses a trivial Chow–decomposition of P . The Chow-rank can thus be seen as the lower bound on the fan-in of the top addition gate of a depth–3 ∑ ∏ ∑ arithmetic circuit [2] expressing P . An example of a depth–3 ∑ ∏ ∑ arithmetic circuit expressing P with Chow–rank 3 is shown in Fig. (2.1). P ⨁ ⨂⨁c_0x_0· · ·c_{n−1}x_{n−1} ⨁⨁⨂⨁⨁⨁⨂⨁⨁⨁ The top addition gate

Multiplication gate

Addition gate

Inputs Fan-in: number of inputs into the top gate The target polynomial

Figure 2.1: ∑ ∏ ∑ –formula.

In the following example, we illustrate basic aspects of determining the Chow–rank of a polynomial.

Example 2.1. Let P be a polynomial of degree 2 in the variables x_0 and x_1 such that

P (x_0, x_1) = a + ( b_0 b_1 ) (x_0 x_1 ) + ( x_0 x_1

) (c_{00} c_{01} c_{10} c_{11} ) ( x_0 x_1 ) , where the coefficients a, b_0, b_1, c_{00}, c_{01}, c_{10}, c_{11} ∈ C. The Chow-rank of P (x_0, x_1) is trivially upper bounded by 6 since we see that the expanded form of P (x_0, x_1) has 6 terms. Rewriting P (x_0, x_1) as the following bilinear form

P (x_0, x_1) = ( 1 x_0 x_1 ) a 0 0 b_0 c_{00} 0 b_1 c_{01} + c_{10} c_{11} 1 x_0 x_1 reduces the upper bound estimate on the Chow–rank from 6 to 3 since

a 0 0 b_0 c_{00} 0 b_1 c_{01} + c_{10} c_{11} = a b_0 b_1 ( 1 0 0 ) + 0 c_{00} c_{01} + c_{10} ( 0 1 0 ) + 0 0 c_{11} ( 0 0 1 ) and

P (x_0, x_1) = ( 1 x_0 x_1 ) a b_0 b_1 ( 1 0 0 ) + 0 c_{00} c_{01} + c_{10} ( 0 1 0 ) + 0 0 c_{11} ( 0 0 1 ) 1 x_0 x_1 .

However the Chow–rank of P is at most 2, since

P (x_0, x_1) = a + ( b_0 b_1 ) ( x_0 x_1 ) + ( x_0 x_1 ) ( c_{00} c_{01} c_{10} c_{11} ) ( x_0 x_1 )

= a + ( b_0 b_1 ) (x_0 x_1 ) + ( x_0 x_1

) (c_{00} c_{01}

c_{10} c_{11} ) ( x_0 x_1 ) + ( x_0 x_1 ) ( 0 α −α 0 ) ( x_0 x_1 )

= (a + b_0x_0 + b_1x_1) (1 + 0x_0 + 0x_1) + ( x_0 x_1

) ( c_{00} c_{01} + α

c_{10} − α c_{11} ) ( x_0 x_1 )

One establishes that P (x_0, x_1) has Chow–rank at most two by solving for the parameter α in the equation det ( c_{00} c_{01} + α c_{10} − α c_{11} ) = 0 =⇒ α ∈ { − (c_{01} + c_{10}) 2 ± √ c^2_{01} + 2 c_{01}c_{10} + c^2_{10} − 4 c_{00}c_{11} 2 } . From this example, we see that any polynomial of degree 2 in two variables has Chow–rank at most 2.

3 Bounds on Chow-rank of Per(A))

Given that Per(A) is a polynomial in the n^2 variable entries of the symbolic n × n matrix A, it’s automorphism group is a subgroup of the permutation group S_n2 . Let τ ∈ S_n2 denote the permutation of the variables which effect the matrix transpose. More precisely, if we index the n^2 entries of A such that the entry A[i, j] is the (n · i + j)-th entry then τ (n · i + j) = n · j + i, ∀ (i, j) ∈ Z_n × Z_n. Furthermore let G_n denote the subgroup of S_n2 isomorphic to S_n × S_n defined as follows:

θ ∈ G_n ⇐⇒ ∃ ! (σ_θ, γ_θ) ∈ S_n × S_n such that θ (n · i + j) = n · σ_θ (i) + γ_θ (j) , ∀ (i, j) ∈ Z_n × Z_n.

In other words, every θ ∈ G_n admits a decomposition into an action of S_n × S_n on the rows and columns of the matrix A respectively. For instance, θ maps variable a_{i,j} to a_{σθ (i),γθ (j)}. It is well known that the automorphism group of the permanent defined with respect to permutation of the n^2 variables (entries of A) is given by Aut (Per(A)) = G_n ∪ (τ ∘ G_n) .

Let Z^{Zn}_n denote transformation monoid i.e. the set of all functions f : Z_n → Z_n. We define an important equivalence relation over Z^{Zn}_n .

Definition 3.1. Let InDegIso denote the equivalence relation prescribed over Z^{Zn}_n × Z^{Zn}_n and defined such that (f, g) ∈ InDegIso ⇐⇒ ∃ (σ, γ) ∈ S_n × S_n such that γfσ^{−1} = g,

In other words f, g ∈ Z^{Zn}_n lie in the same equivalence class if there exist (σ, γ) ∈ S_n × S_n such that γfσ^{−1} = g. Let Aut (f) denote the subgroup of S_n × S_n defined such that

Aut (f) = { (σ, γ) ∈ S_n × S_n : γfσ^{−1} = f } . We now describe an argument for deriving an upper bound on the Chow-rank of any polynomial P (A) subject to: P (A) ∈ ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_{[f]} ∑ g∈[f] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} : ( ω_{[f]} )_2 = 1 .

Observe that any P (A) has n^n non–vanishing monomials while Per(A) only has n! non–vanishing monomials, thus Per(A) is not a possible choice for P (A). However P (A) can be taken to be

− 2 Per(A) − ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n a_{i,j} = ∑ σ∈S_n ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,σ(i)} − ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n \S_n ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)}.

We see that the Chow-rank of this particular choice for P (A) differs from the Chow–rank of Per(A) by at most 1. Furthermore note that Aut (P (A)) = G_n.

Thus bounding the Chow–rank of P (A) necessarily bounds the Chow–rank of the permanent. For simplicity our discussion focuses on the homogeneous Chow–decompositions of the form

P (A) = ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n B [u, i, j] a_{i,j} = ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, f (i)] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)}.

3.1 A unified framework for Ryser’s and Glynn’s formulas We discuss here a unification of Ryser’s [3] and Glynn’s [4] formulas for computing the permanent into a partial differential framework. Let

F_A(x_0, · · · , x_{n−1}) = ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n a_{i,j} x_j .

By construction

Per (A) = ( ∏ u∈Z_n ∂ ∂x_u ) F_A (x_0, · · · , x_{n−1}) . We implement the differential operator by taking the limit in two distinct finite difference schemes. Each of which yield a different formula for Per(A). We illustrate one of the two finite difference scheme in the following concrete example

Example 3.2. For A = ( a_{0,0} a_{0,1} a_{1,0} a_{1,1} ) Per (A) = a_{0,0} a_{1,1} + a_{0,1} a_{1,0}.

In this setting, we have F_A (x_0, x_1) = (a_{00}x_0 + a_{01}x_1) (a_{10}x_0 + a_{11}x_1) .

The differential formula for the permanent is

∂^2 ∂x_0 ∂x_1

F_A (x_0, x_1) = Per ( a_{00} a_{01} a_{10} a_{11} ) . Without loss of generality we evaluate the derivatives at x_0 = 0 and x_1 = 0

Per (A) =

∂^2 ∂x_0 ∂x_1

F_A (x_0, x_1) ⌋ x_0=0,x_1=0 , A finite difference scheme for computing the partial derivative is given by

lim_{h→0} 1 h (( F_A (h, h) − F_A (0, h) h ) − ( F_A (h, 0) − F_A (0, 0) h )) ,

= lim_{h→0} ( F_A(h, h) − F_A(0, h) − F_A(h, 0) + F_A(0, 0) h^2 ) ,

= lim_{h→0} 1 h^2

1 1 1 1 1 −1 1 −1 1 1 −1 −1 1 −1 −1 1

F_A (h, h) F_A (h, 0) F_A (0, h) F_A (0, 0) [ 2^2 − 1 ] .

We see that

Per(A) = lim_{h→0} 1 h^2 ( 1 1 1 −1

)_⊗2 · F_A (h, h) F_A (h, 0h) F_A (0h, h) F_A (0h, 0h) [ 2^2 − 1 ] .

It is easy to see by an induction argument that Ryser’s and Glynn’s formulas are respectively given by

Per (A) = lim_{h→0} 1 h^n ( 1 1 1 −1 )_⊗n · F_A (h, h, · · · , h, h) F_A (h, h, · · · , h, 0h) . . F_A (0h, 0h, · · · , 0h, h) F_A (0h, 0h, · · · , 0h, 0h)

[2^n − 1] , (3.1)

and

Per (A) = lim_{h→0} 1 (2h)^n ( 1 1 1 −1 )_⊗n · F_A (h, h, · · · , h, h) F_A (h, h, · · · , h, −h) . . F_A (−h, −h, · · · , −h, h) F_A (−h, −h, · · · , −h, −h) [2^n − 1] . (3.2)

Observe that the polynomial ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n a_{i,j} x_j is a Chow–rank one homogeneous polynomial in the variables x_0, · · · , x_{n−1}. As a result in equations 3.1 and 3.2 the limit parameter h cancels out and so we do not need to take the limit h → 0. By homogeneity the right hand side of both equalities is independent of the limit parameter h. Ryser and Glynn formulas are thus seen as resulting from a Fast Fourier Transform and given by

Per (A) = ( 1 1 1 −1 )_⊗n · F_A (1, 1, · · · , 1, 1) F_A (1, 1, · · · , 1, 0) . . F_A (0, 0, · · · , 0, 1) F_A (0, 0, · · · , 0, 0)

[2^n − 1] ,

and

Per (A) = 1 2^n ( 1 1 1 −1 )_⊗n · F_A (1, 1, · · · , 1, 1) F_A (1, 1, · · · , 1, −1) . . F_A (−1, −1, · · · , −1, 1) F_A (−1, −1, · · · , −1, −1)

[2^n − 1] .

We see that the latter expression improves by a factor of two Ryser’s 2^n bound on the Chow–rank of Per(A). Since the polynomials F_A (x_0, x_1, · · · , x_{n−1}) and F_A (−x_0, −x_1, · · · , −x_{n−1}) are linearly dependent as seen from the equality

F_A (x_0, x_1, · · · , x_{n−1}) + (−1)^{n+1}F_A (−x_0, −x_1, · · · , −x_{n−1}) = 0.

3.2 The orbital bound Let Pa(n) denote the integer partition function more precisely Pa(n) is the number of integer partitions of the integer n. Observe that Glynn’s construction describes a Chow–decomposition whose underlying hypermatrix B ∈ {−1, 1}^{2n×n×n} up to scaling. There are 2^{Pa(n)} possible choices for

P (A) ∈ ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_f ∑ g∈[f] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} : (ω_f )^2 = 1 .

Given that distinct choices of P (A) have distinct choices for an optimal coefficient hypermatrix B ∈ {−1, 1}^{ρ×n×n} (up to scaling) in the corresponding homogeneous Chow–decompositions, then the number of choices of B is upper bounded by the number of choices of P (A), and thus for most choices of P (A) we have for large n that ρ ∼ Pa(n) n^2 ∼ exp ( π √_{2n} 3 ) 4n^3 √ 3 . We now proceed to show that this rough estimate provides a good approximation of the asymptotic upperbound even when B ∈ C^{ρ×n×n}. Recall that finding the Chow–rank of P (A) taken from the prescribed set is equivalent to determining the smallest integer ρ for which there exist a third order hypermatrix B ∈ C^{ρ×n×n} such that

P (A) = ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n B [u, i, j] a_{i,j} = ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, f (i)] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)}. (3.3)

Upperbounding ρ for P (A) subject to

P (A) ∈ ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_f ∑ g∈[f] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} : ( ω_{[f]} )_2 = 1 ,

also upperbounds the Chow–rank of Per(A) since

2Per (A) − ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n a_{i,j} ∈ ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_f ∑ g∈[f] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} : ( ω_{[f]} )_2 = 1 .

Equating in equation 3.3 corresponding coefficients of monomials in the set { ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)} : f ∈ Z^{Zn}_n } ,

yields a system of n^n equations in ρ n^2 variables given by ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, f (i)] = ω_f : f ∈ Z^{Zn}_n . (3.4)

Unfortunately these constraints do not account for the fact that (f, g) ∈ InDegIso implies that ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)} and ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} have the same coefficient in P (A). To reduce the system to independent constraints, we

aim to select exactly one equation per equivalence class. This reduces the number of equations from n^n to Pa(n). Roughly speaking, one expects random polynomials to have relatively high Chow–rank. By contrast one expects that polynomials having large automorphism group should typically have small Chow–rank. We introduce here an orbital construction which reduces the number of equations. Orbital constructions make use of symbolic matrices. Each entry of the orbital matrix depicts an orbit of variables induced by the action the symmetric group on row and column indices of A.

Definition 3.3. Given a permutation group G ⊆ S_n2 and a symbolic matrix Z of size n^2 × |G|. The n^2 × 1 orbital vector O_{Z,G} has entries are given by O_{Z,G}[i] = ∏ σ∈G Z [σ (i) , lex_G (σ)] , ∀ i ∈ Z_n2 ,

where lex_G : G → {0, · · · , |G|} is an arbitrarily chosen bijective map (called the lexicographic map of G).

Our main result is a bound on the Chow–rank of

P (A) = 2Per (A) − ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n a_{i,j}.

For the sake of the argument we take the group with respect to which we define the orbital to be G = Aut(P (A)). Observe that G is isomorphic to S_n × S_n. For our purposes, it is more insightful to view the orbital as a matrix instead of a vector. In this setting, Z is a symbolic third order hypermatrix/tensor of size n × n × (n!)^2 and our orbital n × n matrix O_{Z,Sn×Sn} has entries given by O_{Z,Sn×Sn} [i, j] = ∏ (σ,γ)∈S_n×S_n Z [σ (i) , γ (j) , lex_{Sn×Sn} (σ, γ)] , ∀ 0 ≤ i, j < n.

For concreteness we take the lexicographic map of S_n × S_n to be defined such that lex_{Sn×Sn} (σ, γ) = n! lex_{Sn} (σ) + lex_{Sn} (γ) , where lex_{Sn} (σ) = ∑ k∈Z_n (n − 1 − k)! |{σ (i) > σ (k) : 0 ≤ i < k < n}| , ∀ σ ∈ S_n. We now state and prove our main result. Theorem 3.4. Let P (A) ∈ ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_f ∑ g∈[f] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} : ( ω_{[f]} )_2 = 1 ,

then 1 ≤ Chow-rank (P (A)) ≤ Pa (n) Proof. We start from the equality

P (A) = ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, f (i)] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)},

=⇒ ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n ω_f ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)} = ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, f (i)] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)}, where by construction the coefficients of P (A) are such that ω_g = ω_f , if (f, g) ∈ InDegIso.

In the equality above, we substitute A for the orbital matrix O_{Z,Sn×Sn} to obtain the equality ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n ω_f ∏ i∈Z_n O_{Z,Sn×Sn} [i, f (i)] = ∑ f∈Z^{Zn}_n ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, f (i)] ∏ i∈Z_n O_{Z,Sn×Sn} [i, f (i)] .

We decrease the number of distinct monomial terms which feature in the equality above by reducing both sides of the equal sign modulo binomial relations

∏ i∈Z_n Z [i, f (i) , lex_{Sn×Sn} (σ, γ)] − |Aut(f )| ∏ i∈Z_n Y [ i, f (i) , lex_ZZn_n (f) ]

|^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f)| : (σ, γ) ∈ S_n × S_n f ∈ Z^{Zn}_n , (3.5) where Y is a symbolic third order hypermatrix of size n × n × n^n and thus slightly smaller than Z. We take the lexicographic map over the transformation monoid Z^{Zn}_n to be

lex_ZZn_n (f) = ∑ i∈Z_n f(i) n^i. When reducing modulo prescribed relations, we seek the unique member of the congruence class which depends only upon entries of Y and does not depend on any entry of Z. We call this member the canonical representative of the congruence class. Canonical representatives on both sides of the equal sign are obtained by replacing every occurrence of a monomial in entries of Z of the form ∏ i∈Z_n Z [i, f (i) , lex_{Sn×Sn} (σ, γ)] with the corresponding monomial in entries of Y given by |Aut(f )| ∏ i∈Z_n Y [ i, f (i) , lex_ZZn_n (f) ]

|^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f)| . The reduction combines into a single term, all the terms associated with functions which lie within the same equivalence class. In particular, terms associated with members of S_n all combine into a singleton. Thus equating canonical representative yields the equality ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_f ∏ (σ,γ)∈^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f ) ∏ i∈Z_n Y [ i, γfσ^{−1}(i), lex_ZZn_n ( γfσ^{−1} )] =

∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso

∑ 0≤u<ρ ∑ (σ,γ)∈^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f ) ∏ i∈Z_n B [ u, i, γfσ^{−1}(i) ] |^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f)| ∏ (σ,γ)∈^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f ) ∏ i∈Z_n Y [ i, γfσ^{−1}(i), lex_ZZn_n ( γfσ^{−1} )] . (3.6) Furthermore, per each class [f] ∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso, we impose one constraint of the form

ω_g = ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, g(i)] , (3.7) where g is an arbitrarily chosen representative of the class [f].

We equate the Pa(n) coefficients on both sides of the equation 3.6 above to get the system of equations

∑ 0 ≤ u < ρ (σ, γ) ∈^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f)

∏ i∈Z_n B [ u, i, γfσ^{−1} (i) ] = |^Sn^{×S}n/Aut(f)| ω_f : [f] ∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso

. (3.8)

Solutions to 3.7, 3.8 which coincides with the solutions of 3.4 are the ones which are up to sign symmetric under the action of S_n × S_n on each class [f] ∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso described by ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [ u, i, γfσ^{−1} (i) ] = ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, f (i)] , ∀ (σ, γ) ∈ S_n × S_n,

In fact we consider separately constraints of the form ∑ 0≤u<ρ ∏ i∈Z_n B [u, i, g (i)] = ω_g : [g] ∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ,

where across all classes [g] ∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso we select the representative function g such that for a fixed v ∈ Z_n the output g(v) is also fixed. For instance, let n = 3 and we can choose g_1, g_2, g_3 as

g_1 =

0 → 1 1 → 2 2 → 0

, g_2 =

0 → 1 1 → 1 2 → 0

, g_3 =

0 → 1 1 → 1 2 → 1 ,

where g_1, g_2, g_3 all maps 0 to 1.

Each such constraints is viewed as a system of Pa(n) linear equations in ρ pivot–variables {B [u, v, g (v)] : 0 ≤ u < ρ} . The coefficients matrix of one such system is M of size Pa(n) × ρ with entries given by

M [lex (g) , u] = ∏ i∈Z_n\{v} B [u, i, g (i)] , for all

0 ≤ lex (g) < Pa (n) 0 ≤ u < ρ The said system is summarized as

M · . . B [i, v, g (v)] . . = . . ω_{[g]} . . If ρ =Pa(n) then M is a square matrix and by Cramer’s rule B [i, v, g (v)] = det (M_i) det (M) , when 0 ≠ det (M) and M_i is the matrix obtained by replacing the ith–column of M by the right hand side column vector of the system. Observe under the action of S_n × S_n the solutions to the systems are invariant this is seen explitly from det (M)

det (M) = ∑ π∈S_{Pa(n)}

sgn(π) ∏ [g]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ∏ i∈Z_n\{v} B [π(lex(g)), i, g (i)]

Since the action of (σ, γ) ∈ S_n × S_n preserve the classes and yields ∑ π∈S_{Pa(n)}

sgn (π) ∏ [g]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ∏ i∈Z_n\{v} B [ π ( lex ( γgσ^{−1} )) , i, γgσ^{−1} (i) ] .

A similar identity holds for det(M_i). We see that the action preserves the classes and only permutes the separates systems and thus permutes their solutions. Therefore establishing a symmetry of the solution under the action of S_n × S_n. Indeed we know from Glynn’s formula that solutions invariant under the action of S_n × S_n exist when ρ ≥ 2^n. By the Schwartz–Zippel lemma [6] we can assign values to the free variables to ensure that 0 ≠ det(M).

Notice that the lower bound is achieved when

P (A) ∈ ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_{[f]} ∑ g∈[f] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} : ( ω_{[f]} )_2 = 1 .

is chosen such that ω_{[f]} = 1, ∀ [f] ∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso

By VNP completeness of the permanent [5] it is natural to conjecture a chow–rank upper bound of O

(_{Pa(n)}

n^2 ) for P (A) =

2 Per(A) − ∏ i∈Z_n ∑ j∈Z_n a_{i,j} Remark 3.5. For every

P (A) ∈ ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso ω_{[f]} ∑ g∈[f] ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,g(i)} : ( ω_{[f]} )_2 = 1 ,

Reducing the polynomial P (O_{Z,Sn×Sn} ) modulo prescribed algebraic relations in equation 3.5 is invertible as a polynomial map. We see this from the fact that we can recover the original polynomial P (A) from the canonical representative of the congruence class (namely the polynomial which depends only upon entries of Y ) by reducing ∑ [f]∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso

ω_{[f]} I_2 ∏ i ∈ Z_n (σ,γ)∈S_n×S_n/Aut(f) Y [ i, σfγ^{−1} (i) , lex_ZZn_n ( σfγ^{−1} )]

modulo the following 2 × 2 matrix relations

I_2 ∏ i∈Z_n Y [ i, f (i) , lex_ZZn_n (f) ] − 1 ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)} 0 1 : f ∈ Z^Zn_n

Thus, we have ( 1 P (A) 0 1 ) ≡ ∑ f∈^{ZZn}n /InDegIso

ω_{[f]} I_2 ∏ i ∈ Z_n (σ,γ)∈S_n×S_n/Aut(f) Y [ i, σfγ^{−1} (i) , lex_ZZn_n ( σfγ^{−1} )]

mod I_2 ∏ i∈Z_n Y [ i, f (i) , lex_ZZn_n (f) ] − 1 ∏ i∈Z_n a_{i,f(i)} 0 1 : f ∈ Z^Zn_n . Acknowledgements

The research of Edinah K. Gnang was partially supported United States Office of Naval Research, Code 321.

References

[1] N. Ilten and Z. Teitler. Product Ranks of the 3 × 3 Determinant and Permanent. Canadian Mathematical Bulletin, 59: 311-319, 2016.

[2] J.M. Landsberg. Geometry and complexity theory, Cambridge university Press, 169: 2017. [3] H.J. Ryser. Combinatorial Mathematics, The Carus Mathematical Monographs, 14: 1963. [4] D.G. Glynn. The permanent of a square matrix. European Journal of Combinatorics., 31: 1887-1891, 2010.

[5] L.G. Valiant, The complexity of computing the permanent, Theoretical Computer Science, 8: 189–201, 1979.

[6] J.T. Schwartz. Fast probabilistic algorithms for verification of polynomial identities. Journal of the ACM, 27 (4): 701–717, 1980.