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Abstract

A wide range of natural computational problems in computer science, mathematics, physics,
and other sciences amounts to deciding if two objects are equivalent. Very often this equivalence is
defined in terms of group actions. A natural question is to ask when two objects can be distinguished
by polynomial functions that are invariant under the group action. For finite groups, this is just the
usual notion of equivalence, but for continuous groups such as the general linear groups it gives rise to
a new notion, called orbit closure intersection. This new notion has recently seen substantial interest
in the community, as it captures, among others, the graph isomorphism problem, noncommutative
polynomial identity testing, null cone problems in invariant theory, equivalence problems for tensor
networks, and the classification of multiparty quantum states. Despite remarkable recent algorithmic
progress in celebrated special cases, the computational complexity of general orbit closure intersection
problems is currently quite unclear. In particular, tensors seem to give rise to the most difficult
problems.

In this work we start a systematic study of orbit closure intersection problems from the complexity-
theoretic viewpoint. Our key contributions include:

• We define a complexity class TOCI that captures the power of orbit closure intersection
problems for general tensor actions.

• We give an appropriate notion of algebraic reductions that imply polynomial-time reductions
in the usual sense, but are amenable to invariant-theoretic techniques.

• We identify several natural tensor problems that are complete for TOCI, including the
equivalence of 2D tensor networks with constant physical dimension.

• We show that the graph isomorphism problem can be reduced to these complete problems and
hence GI ⊆ TOCI.

As such, our work establishes the first lower bound on the computational complexity of orbit
closure intersection problems, and it explains the difficulty of finding unconditional polynomial-time
algorithms beyond special cases, as has been observed in the recent literature.
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1 Introduction

A common theme in computer science, mathematics, and many other sciences is to consider objects
or structures up to some notion of “isomorphism” or “equivalence”. Very often the equivalence is
defined by describing possible transformations of an object into an equivalent one. Examples are
ubiquitous: graphs can be considered up to graph isomorphism; curves, surfaces, and manifolds in
general are considered up to homeomorphisms or diffeomorphism; algebraic structures such as groups
or rings always come with the corresponding notion of isomorphism; subgroups in a given group can
be described up to isomorphism or up to conjugacy; for matrices and matrix spaces we have notions of
similarity and conjugacy; quantum states shared by multiple parties are considered up to operations
performed locally by these parties; etc.

Each such notion motivates a corresponding computational problem: decide if two given objects
are indeed equivalent. The most famous problem of this kind is the graph isomorphism problem. This
problem is known to lie in NP∩coAM, but for many years resisted attempts to find a polynomial-time
solution (currently asymptotically best algorithm for graph isomorphism is the recent quasipolynomial
algorithm of Babai [Bab16], see also [Hel19]). It is conjectured to be an NP-intermediate problem.
Many isomorphism problems for various discrete structures and finite algebraic structures (for example,
finite groups represented by their Cayley tables) reduce to graph isomorphism, which leads to the
introduction of the complexity class GI, which contains all problems polynomial-time reducible to
graph isomorphism.

Group actions and notions of equivalence. Isomorphism problems can often be stated in terms
of group actions which describe allowed equivalence transformations, and indeed this is the case for all
examples mentioned above. For example, suppose we are given a pair of graphs with the vertex set
[n] = {1, . . . , n} (it is trivial to check if the graphs have the same number of vertices). The symmetric
group Sn, which consists of the bijections of [n], acts on the set of graphs with vertex set [n]. Then
two graphs are isomorphic precisely when they lie in the same orbit of Sn, that is, when there exists a
permutation σ ∈ Sn which transforms one graph into another.

For finite groups, the only meaningful way to formulate an equivalence relation in terms of a group
action is to deem two objects equivalent if they can be related by the group action or, equivalently,
if they have the same orbits. But if we consider continuous groups acting on various spaces, such as
general linear groups, the orthogonal, or the symplectic groups over C, which represent different notions
of symmetries of a complex vector space, then there is a second way to define a meaningful equivalence
relation. It is possible that two points do not lie in the same orbit, but the two orbits contain two
sequences that converge to the same point. So in addition to the standard notion of equivalence we can
consider a relaxed notion of equivalence under which two points are equivalent if their orbit closures
contain a common point. Remarkably, for a wide class of groups known as reductive algebraic groups,
which in particular contains the classical groups such as GLn, SLn, On, Sp2n and products thereof, this
second equivalence captures precisely the power of invariant functions to separate the orbits: two points
have intersecting orbit closures if and only if values of all continuous (or even polynomial) invariants
on these points coincide!

More formally, we consider a linear action of an algebraic group G (such as the general linear
group GLn) on a finite-dimensional complex vector space X. The orbit of a point x ∈ X is the set
Gx = {g ·x | g ∈ G}. Two points x, y ∈ X are equivalent under the action of G if y = gx for some g ∈ G
(equivalently, the orbits Gx and Gy coincide). The second, more relaxed, notion of equivalence is
defined as follows. Two points x, y ∈ X are closure equivalent if their Gx ∩ Gy ≠ ∅ (in our setting the
orbit closure Gx is the same in Zariski and Euclidean topology). We denote equivalence by x ∼G y
and closure equivalence by x ≈G y. A result of Mumford states that for GLn and other reductive
groups, x ≈G y is equivalent to the fact that F (x) = F (y) for every invariant polynomial F on X (or
equivalently for any invariant continuous function).

A classical example shows the difference and relevance of both notions. Consider the action GLn
on Cn×n given by conjugation: g · x = gxg−1. The orbits of this action can be described using the
classical theory of Jordan normal forms. That is, two matrices are equivalent if they have a common
Jordan normal form. However, note that every Jordan normal form contains in its orbit closure the
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diagonal matrix with the same eigenvalues. Thus the description of the closure equivalence is much
simpler: two matrices are closure equivalent if and only if they have the same eigenvalues (counted with
multiplicity) or, equivalently, the same characteristic polynomials. This example shows that closure
equivalence can be just as insightful and is often simpler and “more robust” than the traditional notion
of equivalence. This is one of the insights behind Mumford’s geometric invariant theory (GIT) [MFK94],
which is a powerful approach in mathematis to construct robust and well-behaved moduli spaces –
geometrical spaces that parameterize objects such as curves up to closure equivalence.

Since we have two notions of equivalence, there are two computational problems associated with
the action of G on X:

• Orbit equality: given x, y ∈ X, decide if x ∼G y.
• Orbit closure intersection: given x, y ∈ X, decide if x ≈G y.

To study the complexity theory of these problems, we consider a sequence of groups Gn acting on
vector spaces Xn depending on the problem size n. For example, for the conjugation action, we
have Gn = GLn and Xn = Cn×n, where the problem size n determines the size of the matrices. And for
the graph isomorphism problem, we take n to be the number of vertices, the groups Gn are symmetric
groups Sn identified with the subgroups of permutation matrices in GLn, and we represent graphs by
their adjacency matrices, which can be thought of as elements in Xn = Cn×n. In the latter case the
group is finite and hence both computational problems coincide.

Orbit equality and the complexity class TI. Many problems involving isomorphisms of algebraic
structures or matrix spaces can be either directly presented as orbit equality problems, or reduced
to them in a straightforward manner. For example, the isomorphism problem for modules over an
algebra [BL08] is the orbit equality problem for the action of GLn on the space (Fn×n)

⊕m
of matrix

tuples given by
g · (x1, . . . , xm) = (gx1g

−1, . . . , gxmg−1),

known as the simultaneous conjugation action. The study of the complexity theory of orbit equality
problems for general linear groups, their products, and other classical groups was pioneered by Grochow
and Qiao and has seen tremendous recent progress over the past years [GQ23a, GQT21, GGPS23,
CGQ+24, GQ23b]. Similarly to how graph isomorphism is central for the isomorphism problems of
discrete structures, it has become clear that many orbit equality problems for classical groups and
various algebraic isomorphism problems can be reduced to the basic problem of 3-tensor isomorphism,
which is the orbit equality problem for the standard action of GLn1 × GLn2 × GLn3 on 3-tensors
in Fn1 ⊗ Fn2 ⊗ Fn3 ,

(g1, g1, g3) · t = (g1 ⊗ g2 ⊗ g3)t.

Accordingly, as an analogue of GI the complexity class TI has been introduced, which contains all
problems that are polynomially reducible to the 3-tensor isomorphism problem for tensors over a
field F, and it plays a foundational role in the theory. Recent work has also studied this complexity
class when restricted to classical groups such as the orthogonal or unitary subgroups.

Orbit closure intersection, algorithms and complexity. Recent work has made important
algorithmic progress in special cases of the orbit closure intersection problem. Mulmuley [Mul17]
investigated orbit closure intersection problems in the context of geometric complexity theory. He
provided a randomized efficient algorithm solving the orbit closure intersection problem for the
simultaneous conjugation action, which was derandomized in [FS13]. He also conjectures that all orbit
closure intersection problems for explicit actions of reductive groups are efficiently solvable. Another
special case that attracted a lot of interest because of its relation to noncommutative polynomial
identity testing is the left-right action of SLn1 × SLn2 on matrix tuples in (Fn1×n2)⊕m defined as

(g, h) · (x1, . . . xm) = (gx1h
⊤, . . . , gxnh

⊤).

Identity testing for polynomials and rational functions in noncommutative variables can be reduced to
the following special case of the orbit closure intersection problem.
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• Null cone problem: given x ∈ X, decide if x ≈G 0.

The orbit closure intersection problem for the left-right action is also efficiently solvable. Known
algorithms for the above problems use one of two different approaches: invariant-theoretic algo-
rithms [IQS17, DM17, IQS18, CM23, DM20a, IQ23] are based on finding polynomial invariants
which as discussed can separate orbit closures. Optimization-based algorithms [Gur03, GGdOW16,
GGdOW20, HH21, AGL+18], first use geodesic convex optimization to try and move the input point
as close to 0 as possible, which reduces the orbit closure intersection problem to an orbit equality for
a compact subgroup by a result of Kempf and Ness [KN79] (the first step suffices for the null cone
problem). Both approaches have their advantages and can also output witnesses for the intersection
or separation of orbit closures in addition to solving the decision problem. Moreover, it has been
understood [GGdOW17, BFG+19, IOS24] that many algorithmic results can be generalized so-called
quiver representations, which describe linear algebraic actions in terms of graphs [DW11, BVW23]. In
fact, the orbit closure intersection problem for the GL-action on an arbitrary quiver can be reduced to
the simultaneous conjugation action action on k-tuples of matrices [LBP90], and similar results reduce
acyclic quivers to the left-right action [DW00, IOS24]. The orbit closure intersection problem is also
efficiently solvable for actions of abelian groups GL×k

1 (called tori) [BDM+21].
Despite this important progress, however, not much is known about the computational complexity of

the orbit closure intersection problem beyond the well-behaved actions discussed above. Purely invariant
theoretic approaches are unlikely to be efficient for general reductive group actions because polynomial
invariants in general have high degree [DM20b] and are hard to compute [GIM+20]. Similarly, the
power of optimization-based analytic methods is currently unclear. In [BFG+19] a general framework
of geodesic optimization is developed, which leads to the construction of algorithms solving null cone
problems for all reductive group actions, but the parameters controlling the performance of their
algorithms can be exponential in some cases [FR21]. Moreover, while this also offers a plausible
path for generalizing the Kempf-Ness approach of [AGL+18], this approach quickly runs into GI-
hardness [CGQ+24] or versions of the abc-conjecture [BDM+24]! In fact, the complexity of orbit closure
intersection is very much unclear even for concrete actions. For example, no polynomial-time algorithms
are known for the 3-tensor action of SLn1 × SLn2 × SLn3 on Cn1 ⊗Cn2 ⊗Cn3 , nor for the simultaneous
“double conjugation” action of GLn1 × GLn2 on matrix tuples in (Cn1n2×n1n2)⊕m. These are very
natural actions that arise in a plethora of applications, such as in the classification of entanglement for
multipartite quantum states [BLTV04, SHKS20], in multilinear cryptography [JQSY19], in geometric
complexity theory [Mul17], and in the theory and practice of tensor network states [AMN+23]. It is
interesting to note that the simultaneous conjugation action corresponds to one-dimensional tensor
networks (known as matrix product states or MPS), which are computationally tractable, while the
“double conjugation” action is the relevant gauge group for two-dimensional tensor networks (known as
projected entangled pair states or PEPS), for which many computationally problems are hard. To
summarize, while no polynomial-time algorithms are known for essentially any action other than the
special cases discussed above, including not for essentially any tensor action, neither are there any
sharp hardness results!

1.1 Main results

In this work we start a systematic study of orbit closure intersection (OCI) problems from the
complexity-theoretic viewpoint. We work over C as our techniques are invariant-theoretic and work
best in characteristic zero (this setting also captures all applications mentioned above).

Orbit closure intersection problems. To formally define orbit closure intersection as a decision
problem, we specify a sequence Xn of vector spaces and a sequence of groups Gn such that Xn has a
structure of Gn-representation. The parameter n is a positive integer which measures the size of the
problem; we require that the dimension of Xn is polynomially bounded in terms of n. More generally,
we allow the parameter to be a tuple n = (n1, . . . , nd). An instance of an OCI problem OCI(Xn;Gn) is
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then given by n and a pair of elements x, y ∈ Xn with rational coordinates.1

Tensors and the complexity class TOCI. We focus on the OCI problems for tensors and tensor
tuples. Informally, we specify a sequence of representations by specifying type of each tensor factor for
each tensor in a tuple and varying the dimensions of the vector spaces involved. This captures several
important group actions, such as:

• Simultaneous conjugation:
(
(V ⊗ V ∗)⊕p;GL(V )

)
;

• Left-right action on matrix tuples:
(
(V ⊗W )⊕p;SL(V ) × SL(W )

)
;

• Equivalence for 2D PEPS tensor networks:
(
(V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕p;GL(V ) × GL(W )

)
;

• SLOCC classification of tripartite quantum states: (V1 ⊗ V2 ⊗ V3; SL(V1) × SL(V2) × SL(V3)).

More formally, we can specify a sequence of representations of by giving an formula F(V1, . . . , Vm),
where the variables V1, . . . , Vn correspond to vector spaces, and allowed operations are taking duals,
direct sums, and tensor products. Such a formula defines a sequence of tensor tuple representations
by taking Gn = GLn1 × · · · × GLnm and Xn = F(Cn1 , . . . ,Cnm). All examples can be interpreted
in this way. For convenience, we denote the sequence by (F(V1, . . . , Vn);GL(V1) × · · · × GL(Vn)); We
call this a tensor tuple sequence. The corresponding orbit closure intersection problem is denoted
by OCI(F(V1, . . . , Vn);GL(V1) × · · · × GL(Vn)). By analogy with GI and TI, we define the complexity
class TOCI, which contains all decision problems that are polynomial-time Karp-reducible to some
OCI problem for actions of general linear groups.

Completeness of tensor problems. We prove that there are orbit closure intersection problems
that are complete for TOCI. Before our work, no such result was known. One of these problems is
the OCI problem for the gauge group of 2D PEPS tensor networks for qutrits (Theorem 5.11):

Theorem 1.1. The problem OCI
(

(V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕3;GL(V )×GL(W )
)
is TOCI-complete.

We note that the corresponding problem for 1D MPS tensor networks (simultaneous conjugaton)
can be solved in polynomial-time. This is rather suggestive as many problems that are computationally
tractable for 1D tensor networks become computationally hard for 2D and higher dimensions, as
discussed earlier.

We also reduce any problem in TOCI to a problem of the form OCI
(⊕q

k=1 V
⊗ak ⊗ (V ∗)⊗ak ;GL(V )

)
where the spaces and dual spaces are “balanced”. When a1 = · · · = aq = 1 this correponds to the
simultaneous conjugation action, for which the OCI problem can be solved in polynomial time. In
almost all remaining cases, we establish the following hardness result (Corollary 5.17):

Theorem 1.2. The problem OCI
(⊕q

k=1 V
⊗ak ⊗ (V ∗)⊗ak ;GL(V )

)
is TOCI-complete if

∑q
k=1 ak ≥ 4

and at least one ak > 1.

There are three remaining cases that are not handled by the above result and discussion, namely,
OCI
(
V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
, OCI

(
V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗ V ∗;GL(V )

)
, and OCI

(
V ⊗3 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗3;GL(V )

)
. We

conjecture that these are also TOCI-complete.

Completeness for the orthogonal, symplectic, and unitary groups. Additionally, we study
the OCI problems for tensor tuple sequences with the action of (complex) orthogonal and symplectic
groups or their products. We denote the corresponding complexity classes by TOCIO and TOCISp,
respectively. We show that the complexity of these problems is at the same level as for general linear
groups and identify several complete problems, both for the orthogonal and symplectic groups as well
as for the general linear groups (Section 5.2):

Corollary 1.3. We have that TOCIO = TOCISp = TOCI. Moreover, the following orbit closure
problems are complete for this class:

1More generally, we can allow coordinates from a field F such that its elements can be represented by bitstrings and
arithmetic operations on them can be performed efficiently.
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•
(
(V ⊗3)⊕2;O(V )

)
,
(
(V ⊗3)⊕2; Sp(V )

)
, and

(
(V ⊗3)⊕2 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
;

•
(
V ⊗7;O(V )

)
,
(
V ⊗7;Sp(V )

)
, and

(
V ⊗7 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
.

Interestingly, for the tensor isomorphism classes it is only known that TIO,TISp ⊆ TI, while the
converse inclusion is open [CGQ+24, Question 10]. Furthermore, we show that tensor isomorphism for
the unitary group can be reduced to complete problems for TOCI as well as for TI (Theorem 5.31):

Theorem 1.4. We have TIU ⊆ TOCI as well as TIU ⊆ TI.

The latter answers [CGQ+24, Question 1.10]. Because the unitary groups are not algebraic this
requires different techniques from geometric invariant geometry [BDM+21].

Graph isomorphism-hardness of tensor problems. Finally, we show that the graph isomorphism
problem lies in TOCI (Theorem 5.29):

Theorem 1.5. The problem OCI
(
V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
is GI-hard. Thus, GI ⊆ TOCI. In

particular, all TOCI-complete problems listed above are GI-hard.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first hardness result for an orbit closure intersection
problem. We sketch the reductions involved in its proof in Section 1.3. We also note that Mulmuley
has conjectured that OCI problems for arbitrary connected reductive groups are in P [Mul17]. If so,
Theorem 1.5 would imply that the graph isomorphism problem is also in P.

1.2 Ideas and techniques

Following [GQ23a], we only consider a special class of reductions between OCI problems, which we
call efficient algebraic reductions. These are kernel reductions in the sense of [FG11] implemented by
polynomial maps. Most of the reductions between orbit equality problems in [GQ23a] are constructed
in such a way that the output always lies in the nullcone, that is, closure equivalent to 0. It seems that
these reductions cannot be adapted to our setting.

Consider groups G and H acting on vector spaces X and Y respectively. We say that a polynomial
map α : X → Y preserves closure equivalence if the implication x ≈G y ⇒ α(x) ≈H α(y) holds for every
x, y ∈ X, and that α reflects closure equivalence if the opposite implication α(x) ≈H α(y) ⇒ x ≈G y
holds for every x, y ∈ X.

An efficient algebraic reduction from OCI(Xn;Gn) to OCI(Yn;Hn) is an efficiently computable
sequence of polynomial maps αn : Xn → Yq(n) such that q(n) is polynomially bounded in terms of n,
and each αn preserves and reflects closure equivalence, that is, x ≈Gn y if and only if αn(x) ≈Hq(n)

αn(y).
We require that αn are polynomials with rational coefficients, so that the reduction always transforms
input vectors with rational coordinates into output vectors with rational coordinates. Our results
do not depend much on the notion of efficient computability used in this definition. In fact, in all
reductions the maps αn always can be implemented by tuples of monomials.

We use invariant-theoretic methods to construct our reductions. If a group G acts on X, then a
polynomial F ∈ C[X] is invariant if F (x) = F (g · x) for all x ∈ X and g ∈ G, that is, F is constant
on orbits. Polynomial invariants are in addition constant on orbit closures, because polynomials are
continuous (with respect to Zariski topology). The set of all invariant polynomials is closed under
algebraic operations, so it is a subalgebra of C[X], denoted by C[X]G. The groups we consider (GLn,
On, Sp2n, Sn and their products) belong to the class of algebraic groups called reductive groups. For
reductive groups the relation between polynomial invariants and closure equivalence is especially close,
as shown by the following theorem.

Theorem 1.6 ([MFK94, DK15]). Let X be a representation of a reductive group G and let x, y ∈ X.
Then x ≈G y if, and only if, F (x) = F (y) for all polynomial invariants F ∈ C[X]G.

In other words, invariants separate orbit closures. More generally, we can define a separating set of
invariants as follows (for reductive groups this definition is equivalent to the definition of a separating
set given in [DK15]).
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Definition 1.7. Let X be a representation of G. A set of invariants Γ ⊂ C[X]G is a separating set if
x ≈G y if, and only if, F (x) = F (y) for all F ∈ Γ.

The idea that invariants can be used to construct algorithms for equivalence problems is well-
known [BG84]. Because of the special position of invariant polynomials in our setting, we can also
use them to guide the construction of reductions between orbit closure intersection problems. Instead
of using gadgets to relate closure equivalence for different spaces directly, the reductions will provide
tools to construct gadgets relating invariants. More specifically, to establish reductions, we need to
prove that certain polynomial maps preserve and reflect closure equivalence. To do this, we use the
following key technical lemmata which characterize these properties in terms of invariants. They can
be found as Lemmas 3.9 and 3.10 in the body of the paper.

Lemma 1.8. Let X and Y be representations of groups G and H respectively, with H reductive. Then a
polynomial map α : X → Y preserves closure equivalence if, and only if, for every invariant F ∈ C[Y ]H

the pullback F ◦ α is an invariant in C[X]G.

Lemma 1.9. Let X and Y be representations of groups G and H respectively, with H reductive. Suppose
a polynomial map α : X → Y preserves closure equivalence. The following statements are equivalent:

(a) α reflects closure equivalence;
(b) the set {F ◦ α | F ∈ C[Y ]H} ⊆ C[X]G is separating;
(c) for some separating set Γ ⊆ C[Y ]H, the set Γ ◦ α = {F ◦ α | F ∈ Γ} ⊆ C[X]G is separating;
(d) for every separating set Γ ⊆ C[Y ]H, the set Γ ◦ α = {F ◦ α | F ∈ Γ} ⊆ C[X]G is separating.

It is usually not hard to construct maps so that they preserve closure equivalence. The main part
of our proofs is usually concerned with establishing the second part, for which we use the description of
invariants for GLn and reductive groups on tensor tuple representations in terms of tensor contractions.
Note that for mixed tensors over V (elements of tensor products with factors V and V ∗) operations
of tensor product and tensor contraction (that is, application of the trace map Tr: V ⊗ V ∗ → C to
two factors of a tensor) are GL(V )-equivariant. As a consequence, if from a tuple of tensors we form a
tensor product with equal numbers of factors of type V and V ∗ and then contract them in some order,
the resulting expression is invariant under the action of GL(V ). We call these contraction invariants.
The following result is a main ingredient in the construction of many of our reductions (Theorem 4.23).

Theorem 1.10. The invariant algebra of a tensor tuple representation is spanned by contraction
invariants.

For GL(V ) this description is classical and can be viewed as a reformulation of the classical first
fundamental theorem of invariants [Wey46]. Similar description of invariants also hold for reductive
subgroups of GL(V ). In this case the contraction invariants can contain a finite number of fundamental
invariant tensors alongside the argument tensors. For O(V ) and Sp(V ) these are the tensors in
V ⊗ V and V ∗ ⊗ V ∗ representing invariant bilinear forms, for SL(V ) these are tensors representing
determinants as multilinear functions of several vectors in V and V ∗, and for the symmetric group Sn
the fundamental invariants are the bilinear form

∑n
i=1 e

∗
i ⊗ e∗i ∈ Cn∗ ⊗ Cn∗ and the diagonal tensor∑n

i=1 e
⊗3
i ∈ (Cn)⊗3. The descriptions for other classical groups also follow from the corresponding first

fundamental theorems, and the case of general reductive groups is considered in [Sch08, DM23].
To prove that a polynomial map α : X → Y between tensor tuple representations of the groups G

and H reflects closure equivalence we most often use Lemma 3.10 and Theorem 1.10. We consider an
arbitrary contraction invariant G on X and represent it as a multiple of F ◦ α for some contraction
invariant F on Y . The main part of the proof is the construction of the invariant F as a tensor
contraction given G as a tensor contraction. This is in fact much stronger than the condition required
by Lemma 3.10: in our cases the map F 7→ F ◦ α is a surjection from C[Y ]H to C[X]G. We note
that similar surjective maps relating invariant algebras for representations of various groups are used
in [DM20b] to prove exponential lower bounds on the degree of separating invariants, but for this the
surjections between invariant algebras must be degree-preserving, which is a much stronger condition
than needed for our goals.
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1.3 Sketch of reduction from graph isomorphism to 2D PEPS

In this section we will illustrate our techniques and sketch how the graph isomorphism problem
can be reduced to the orbit closure intersection problem for the simultaneous “double conjugation”
corresponding to the gauge group of 2D PEPS tensor networks.

As explained earlier, the graph isomorphism problem can be modeled in terms of the action of the
symmetric group Sn on matrices in Cn×n or, equivalently, on tensors in (Cn)⊗2. Since Symn is a finite
group, its orbits are finite and, therefore, closed. Thus, OCI

(
(Cn)⊗2; Sn

)
captures graph isomorphism.

Our goal is to reduce this problem to OCI
(
(V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕8;GL(V ) × GL(W )

)
, which describes

the equivalence of 2D PEPS tensor networks with physical dimension 8.
As discussed, our approach is based on constructing algebraic reductions that relate the invariants

for these groups and actions. In particular, we will be able to obtain any arbitrary polynomial invariant
of graphs from a corresponding invariant for the PEPS tensor action. Consider, e.g.,

F =
∑

v vertex

(deg v)2,

which is an interesting invariant because it can be used to distinguish certain graphs that are non-
isomorphic but isospectral (that is, their adjacency matrices have the same eigenvalues). If x is an
adjacency matrix of a graph, then this invariant can be described as F (x) =

∑n
i=1(

∑n
j=1 x

ij)2. Denote

V = Cn. In general, the invariant algebra C[V ⊗2]Sn is spanned by contraction invariants, which are
polynomials obtained from a tensor x ∈ V ⊗2 by completely contracting tensor products of copies of x
and of the tensors g =

∑n
i=1 e

∗
i ⊗ e∗i ∈ (V ∗)⊗2 and h =

∑n
i=1 e

⊗3
i ∈ V ⊗3. Our invariant F is such a

contraction invariant: we can present it as a tensor contraction

F (x) = xabxcdheijhfklgacgbegdfgijgkl

using Einstein summation notation, which can be seen by first noting that the contraction gabgcdh
bcd

appearing twice in the above expression represents the covector u =
∑n

i=1 e
∗
i , which is used to obtain

from x the vector with coordinates
∑n

j=1 x
ij = xijuj .

x

h

g

g

x

h

g

g

g

Figure 1: Diagrammatic representation of the invariant

F ∈ C[V ⊗2]Sn . Small dots indicate the order of factors for x (other
tensors are symmetric).

The index notation is good for discussing specific
contractions of specific tensors with known number
of factors, but because we often consider arbitrary
contraction invariants on arbitrary tensor tuple rep-
resentations, we will use the notation with explicit
contractions. The symbol Trp1p2...pkq1q2...qk

will denote the
contraction of a tensor where the pi-th contravariant
factors are contracted with qi-th covariant factors. In
this notation, the above contraction reads

F (x) = Tr1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,101,3,2,5,4,7,8,6,9,10

(
x⊗2 ⊗ h⊗2 ⊗ g⊗5

)
.

In case all factors are contracted, we also write Trπ where π is a permutation of m indices for

Tr
1 ,..., m

π(1),...,π(m). Both notations are unwieldy already in this relatively simple case. A diagrammatic
representation of this contraction is presented on Figure 1.

x

y

z

z

x

y

z

z

z

Figure 2: Diagrammatic representation of the invariant F ′ ∈ C[V ⊗2⊕
V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2]GL(V ) corresponding to the invariant F in the previous
diagram.

We will now describe the reduction from
OCI
(
(Cn)⊗2; Sn

)
to OCI

(
V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
,

proving Theorem 1.5. Let V = Cn and consider the
map

α : V ⊗2 → V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2

α(x) = (x, h, g)

with g and h as above. Since g and h are invariant
under Sn, for every invariant F ∈ C[V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕
(V ∗)⊗2]GL(V ) the polynomial F ′ ◦ α(x) = F ′(x, g, h) is an invariant in C[V ⊗2]Sn , therefore, α preserves
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x

y

z

z

x

y

z

z

z

t t

s

Figure 3: Construction of the invariant F ′′ ∈ C[V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 ⊕ V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2]GL(V ) corresponding to the invariant F ′ in the previous diagram.

closure equivalence. To prove that it also reflects closure equivalence, consider an arbitrary contraction
invariant F for Sn on V ⊗2 given by F (x) = Trπ(x⊗a ⊗ h⊗b ⊗ g⊗c). Then it is easy to see that there
exists a GL(V )-invariant F ′ on V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2 such that F ′ ◦ α = F , namely, F ′(x, y, z) =
Trπ(x⊗a ⊗ y⊗b ⊗ c⊗c). This proves that α reflects closure equivalence. The map α depends on the
dimension n. It is clear that it can be efficiently computed for a given rational tensor x ∈ (Qn)⊗2.
Collecting all these maps into a sequence, we obtain the required efficient algebraic reduction.

As the next step, we construct a reduction from the problem OCI
(
V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
considered in the previous step to OCI

(
V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 ⊕ V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
. To do this, note that

in every contraction invariant F ′(x, y, z) = Trπ(x⊗a ⊗ y⊗b ⊗ z⊗c) on V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2 the tensor
product x⊗a⊗ y⊗b⊗ z⊗c must have the same number of covariant and contravariant factors to contract.
Counting the number of factors, we obtain the equation 2a + 3b = 2c. It follows that b is even and c
can be expressed as c = d + a with 2d = 3b. In other words, the tensors in the above tensor product
can be divided into blocks of two types: x⊗ z and y⊗2 ⊗ z⊗3. This suggest the construction based on
the map

α′ : V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2 → V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 ⊕ V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2

α′(x, y, z) = (y⊗2 ⊗ z⊗3, x⊗ z)

The map α′ preserves closure equivalence because it is equivariant, and reflects closure equivalence
because every contraction invariant F ′(x, y, z) = Trπ(x⊗a ⊗ y⊗b ⊗ z⊗c) on V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2 can

be represented as F ′ = F ′′ ◦ α′ with F ′′(s, t) = Trπ′(s⊗
b
2 ⊗ t⊗a). Again, the maps α′ are efficiently

computable for spaces of various dimension and thus give an efficient algebraic reduction. In a similar
way we can reduce OCI problems for arbitrary tensor tuple sequences to OCI problems for balanced
sequences for which each tensor in the tuple has equal number of covariant and contravariant factors.

Next, we reduce OCI
(
V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 ⊕ V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
to OCI

(
(V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6)⊕2;GL(V )

)
in

order to force all tensors in a tuple to have the same type. This is a very easy reduction given by the
maps α′′(s, t) = (s, t⊗Id⊗4) where Id ∈ V ⊗V ∗ is the tensor corresponding to the identity map on V . It
is easy to see that α′′ embeds V ⊗6⊗(V ∗)⊗6⊕V ⊗2⊗(V ∗)⊗2 into (V ⊗6⊗(V ∗)⊗6)⊕2 as a subrepresentation,
and therefore obviously preserves and reflects closure equivalence. This reduction can of course still
analyzed from the invariant-theoretic point of view. To do this, note that t = 1

n4 Tr3,4,5,63,4,5,6(t ⊗ Id⊗4),

which means that every contraction invariant F ′′(s, t) = Trπ(s⊗a⊗t⊗b) on V ⊗6⊗(V ∗)⊗6⊕V ⊗2⊗(V ∗)⊗2

can be represented as F ′′ = F ′′′ ◦ α′′ where

F ′′′(s, t) = n−4b Trπ(s⊗a ⊗ (Tr3,4,5,63,4,5,6 t)
⊗b)

is a multiple of a contraction invariant on (V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6)⊕2.
For the next step in this example, we reduce OCI

(
(V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6)⊕2;GL(V )

)
to an OCI problem

OCI
(
(W ⊗W ∗)⊕2 ⊕ (V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕6;GL(V ) ⊗ GL(W )

)
. For a vector space V we define W =

V ⊗6. Every tensor t ∈ V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 can be seen as a tensor t̄ ∈ W ⊗W ∗, since the two spaces are
isomorphic, but not every contraction of tensors in V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 can be expressed as a contraction
of tensors in W ⊗ W ∗, since it is no longer possible to contract the six factors in arbitrary order.
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To restore the ability to perform arbitrary contractions, we introduce additional helper tensors in
V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗. Consider six inclusions ρ1, . . . , ρ6 of V ⊗ V ∗ into W ⊗W ∗ defined as

ρi(m) = Id⊗(i−1)⊗m⊗ Id⊗(6−i) .

Let r(1), . . . , r(6) be the corresponding tensors in V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗. In the index notation, we can
write

r(i)
a{b1...b6}
c{d1...d6} = δadiδ

bi
c

∏
j ̸=i

δbidi

where index sextuplets surrounded by braces {b1 . . . b6} and {d1 . . . d6} correspond to one factor of
type W = V ⊗6 or W ∗ ∼= (V ∗)⊗6 each. A straightforward algebraic manipulation shows that a tensor
t ∈ (V ⊗6) ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 can be recovered from the corresponding t̄ ∈ W ⊗W ∗ as the contraction

t = Tr[W ]1,2,3,4,5,6,72,3,4,5,6,7,1 (t̄⊗ r(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ r(6))

where the symbol Tr[W ] shows that only factors of type W and W ∗ are contracted. To give the
required reduction, we define a sequence of maps

α′′′(s, t) = (s̄, t̄, r(1), . . . , r(6)).

Using the fact that the tensors r(i) are invariant under the action of GL(V ) on V and W = V ⊗6, we can
prove that this map preserves closure equivalence. And to prove that it reflects closure equivalence, we
note that every contraction invariant F ′′′(s, t) = Trπ(s⊗a⊗t⊗b) on (V ⊗6⊗(V ∗)⊗6)⊕2 can be represented
as F ′′′′ ◦α′′′ where F ′′′′ is a contraction invariant on (W ⊗W ∗)⊕2⊕ (V ⊗V ∗⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕6, constructed
by expressing s and t in terms of s̄ and t̄ respectively with the help of tensors r(i) as above.

Finally, we reduce OCI
(
(W ⊗W ∗)⊕2 ⊕ (V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕6;GL(V ) ⊗ GL(W )

)
to the problem

OCI
(
(V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕8;GL(V ) × GL(W )

)
. This is essentially the same construction as above

in the reduction from OCI
(
V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6 ⊕ V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
to OCI

(
(V ⊗6 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗6)⊕2;GL(V )

)
.

We again use the identity tensors to construct an injective morphism of representations

α′′′′(s, t, r1, . . . , r6) = (IdV ⊗ s, IdV ⊗ t, r1, . . . , r6).

We conclude the example. It show that the 2D PEPS gauge equivalence problem
OCI
(
(V ⊗ V ∗ ⊗W ⊗W ∗)⊕8;GL(V ) × GL(W )

)
is GI-hard. Similar constructions can be used to give

reductions from an arbitrary OCI problem for tensor tuples to a problem of the same form, with
number of summands different from 8, see §5. Another reduction will allow us to reduce the number of
summands to 3 and prove Theorem 1.1.

1.4 Outlook and open problems

It remains an open question to determine the exact complexity of OCI problems. An interesting
question related to this is whether orbit closure intersection problems are in fact easier than orbit
equality problems, as suggested by easier description of closure equivalence in simple cases. We can
rephrase this question as the question about complexity classes TOCI and TI.

Question 1.11. What is the computational complexity of OCI problems for reductive groups? Can
they be put in NP∩ coAM like graph isomorphism? What is the relationship between our class TOCI
and the class TI from [GQ23a]?

It seems that a tensor tuple sequence does not need to be too complicated to be TOCI-complete.
We conjecture that as long as an OCI problem is not efficiently solvable using quiver representation
techniques, it is TOCI-complete, similarly to the classical dichotomy of tame and wild quivers [Dro80];
see also [BS03, FGS19]. A first step in the investigation of this question may be the analysis of the
three remaining unclassified balanced tensor problems discussed above in Theorem 1.2 and Lemma 5.16.

Question 1.12. Are the OCI problems for the actions of GL(V ) on V ⊗2 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗2, on V ⊗2⊗(V ∗)⊗2 ⊕
V⊗V ∗, and on V ⊗3 ⊗ (V ∗)⊗3 complete for TOCI? More generally, is any OCI problems for tensor
tuple sequences either TOCI-complete, or efficiently solvable?
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While we can use our techniques to work with some subgroups of general linear groups, it appears
not straightforward to work with special linear groups or their products, in particular, the action
of special linear groups and their products on tensors. The main reason for this is that while the
invariants of the orthogonal, symplectic, and symmetric groups can be described using tensors with
bounded number of factors (2 in the case of orthogonal and symplectic groups, 2 and 3 in the case of
symmetric groups), the invariants for SLn requires tensors with n factors (the determinant). We note
that the relation between representations of general linear and special linear groups is similarly unclear
for orbit equality [CGQ+24, Question 9].

Question 1.13. Are OCI problems for special linear groups contained in TOCI? In particular, how
about specifically OCI(V ⊗p; SL(V )) and OCI(V1 ⊗ V2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Vm;SL(V1) × SL(V2) · · · × SL(Vm))?

It is interesting to see if the analytic techniques developed recently for null cone and OCI prob-
lems [BFG+19, AGL+18] can be applied to solve OCI instances derived from difficult instances of graph
isomorphism. Purely invariant-theoretic techniques are likely to fail here, because polynomial invariants
for graph isomorphism include hard to compute invariants such as permanent and “permanental
characteristic polynomial” per(A− λI) of the adjacency matrix [Tur68] while the power of analytic
techniques is currently less clear.

Question 1.14. Can reductions to OCI problems be used to construct interesting algorithms for graph
isomorphism?

1.5 Organization of the paper

In Section 2 we provide the necessary background information on algebraic groups, invariant theory,
and some properties of rational polyhedral cones. In Section 3 we formally define OCI problems and
efficient algebraic reductions between them. In Section 4 we review algebraic structures related to
tensor contractions and introduce tensor tuple sequences and the complexity class TOCI and its
variants. In Section 5 we describe various reductions between OCI problems for tensor tuples and
prove our main complexity theoretic results.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we review some background concepts. After fixing our notation in Section 2.1, we
discuss algebraic groups, their representations, and their invariants in Section 2.2. We also recall a
useful fact from integer linear programming in Section 2.3.

2.1 Notation and conventions

Throughout, we work with computational problems over the field of complex numbers C. To specify
the input to such a problem, it needs to be encoded in a way that is amenable for computation. To
this end, we fix some subfield F ⊂ C whose elements can be represented by bitstrings and such that all
operations can be computed in polynomial time. Typical choices are Q or Q(i).

We use boldface for tuples of data associated with product groups. E.g., we write Gn =
∏m

i=1 GLni

where n = (n1, . . . , nm) ∈ Nm.
We denote by N the set of nonnegative integers and by [n] the n-element set {1, . . . , n}.
All vector spaces are complex vector spaces. By a group we mean a linear algebraic group over C,

unless stated otherwise.
Unless stated otherwise, X denotes Zariski closure of a set X . As mentioned earlier, when X is an

orbit of a complex reductive group, the Zariski closure coincides with the Euclidean one.

2.2 Algebraic groups, representations, invariants

We work with representations of linear algebraic groups over C, except in §5.4 where we consider the
unitary groups Un For readers not familiar with algebraic groups, we introduce the relevant concepts
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below. For our purposes, an affine variety is a subset of a vector space which is the common zero set of
a set of polynomials with complex coefficients, and a morphism of algebraic varieties is a map between
varieties obtained as a restriction of a polynomial map between vector spaces.

Definition 2.1 (General linear group). For a vector space V , the general linear group GL(V ) is the
group of invertible linear operators on V . We define GLn = GL(Cn).

The general linear group GL(V ) is an affine algebraic group: it can be identified with the affine
variety

GL(V ) = {(A, c) | c · detA = 1} ⊂ Hom(V, V ) ⊕ C.

In this form the multiplication and inversion in GL(V ) are given by polynomial maps. Specifically,
(A1, c1) · (A2, c2) = (A1A2, c1c2) and (A, c)−1 = (c · adjA,detA).

Definition 2.2 (Linear algebraic group). A linear algebraic group is a subgroup of some general linear
group which is also an closed subvariety. A subgroup of a linear algebraic group G is a subgroup which
is also a closed subvariety. A homomorphism of algebraic groups is a group homomorphism which is
also a morphism of affine varieties.

Definition 2.3 (Representation). A representation of a group G is a vector space X equipped with a
homomorphism ρ : G → GL(X). We write gx for ρ(g)x if ρ is clear from the context. We will often use
the notation (X;G) to refer to a representation of G on X (the map ρ is left implicit in the notation).
The motivation is that we will consider reductions between representations of different groups, hence it
will be useful to make the group explicit in the notation.

A subrepresentation of X is a vector subspace Y ⊂ X such that ρ(g)Y ⊆ Y for every g ∈ G. A
representation is irreducible if it has no nontrivial subrepresentations.

If X and Y are representaions of G, then a linear α : X → Y is equivariant if α(gx) = gα(x) for all
x ∈ X and g ∈ G. An equivariant map is also called a morphism of representations.

As usual, if X is a representation of G via ρ : G → GL(X), then the structure of a representation on
the dual space X∗ is given by gy = ρ(g−1)∗y for y ∈ X∗, so that y(x) = gy(gx). Additionally, if X and
Y are representations of G, then X ⊕ Y and X ⊗ Y can also be given the structure of a representation
by acting on both summands or tensor factors respectively.

Definition 2.4 (Orbit, equivalence, closure equivalence). Let X be a representation of G and x ∈ X.
The orbit of x is

Gx = {gx | g ∈ G}.

We say that two elements x, y ∈ X are equivalent (under the action of G) if there exists g ∈ G such that
y = gx or, equivalently, if the orbits Gx and Gy coincide. We say that x and y are closure equivalent
if they have intersecting orbit closures, that is, if Gx ∩ Gy ̸= ∅. We denote equivalence by ∼G and
closure equivalence by ≈G, omitting the subscript if the group is clear from the context.

Definition 2.5 (Invariant). Let X be a representation of G. A polynomial F ∈ C[X] is invariant
under the action of G if F (g · x) = F (x) for all x ∈ X and g ∈ G. Invariant polynomials form a
subalgebra C[X]G of C[X] called the invariant algebra.

The invariants in C[X]G are by definition constant on each orbit, and since they are also continuous
with respect to Zariski topology, on each orbit closure. Therefore, if x ≈G y, then the values of
all invariants coincide on x and y. The converse holds for so-called reductive groups, which are an
important class of groups with a particular well-behaved representation and invariant theory. In
characteristic zero, they can be defined as follows:

Definition 2.6. An algebraic group G is (linearly) reductive if every representation of G can be
decomposed into a direct sum of irreducible representations.

Examples of reductive groups include the general linear groups GL(V ) and products thereof. If
the group G is reductive, then invariants completely characterize closure equivalence, as follows from
results of Mumford.
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Theorem 2.7 ([DK15, Cor. 2.3.8]). Let G be a reductive group acting on a vector space X, and let
x, y be two elements of X. Then, x ≈G y if, and only if, F (x) = F (y) for all F ∈ C[X]G.

This fact is the foundation of Mumford’s geometric invariant theory, which uses the invariant
algebra C[X]G to construct spaces parameterizing orbits or orbit closures.

A famous result of Hilbert (see, e.g., [PV94, Thm. 3.5]) shows that if G is reductive, then the
invariant algebra C[X]G is finitely generated. This means that if F1, . . . , Fm is a generating set of
C[X]G, then it is enough to check if Fi(x) = Fi(y) to conclude that x ≈G y. Sometimes one can find
smaller sets of invariants which, while not generating, still have this property. To this end we make the
following definition of a separating set of invariants.

Definition 2.8. Let X be a representation of reductive group G. A set of invariants Γ ⊂ C[X]G is a
separating set if for every x, y ∈ X it holds that x ≈G y if, and only if, F (x) = F (y) for all F ∈ Γ.

For reductive groups this definition is equivalent to [DK15, Def. 2.4.1]. For non-reductive groups
the definition in [DK15] use non-distinguishability by polynomial invariants instead of closure equiv-
alence ≈G. The relevance of Definition 2.8 has also been observed in the context of algebraic and
geometric complexity theory, see e.g., [GIM+20] and references therein.

In some cases we require that linear algebraic groups and homomorphisms between them are defined
over the subfield F ⊂ C in which we perform computations, in the following sense.

Definition 2.9. Suppose V is a vector space with a fixed basis. We say that a closed subvariety of V
is defined over F if it is a common zero set of a set of polynomials with coefficients in F. A morphism
of varieties is defined over F if it is given by a polynomial map with coefficients in F. In particular, we
talk about linear algebraic groups and their homomorhisms defined over F. If X is a representation of
G with a fixed basis is defined over F if its defining homomorphism ρ : G → GL(X) is defined over F.

We refer to [Bor91] for a comprehensive treatment of groups defined over a subfield of an algebraically
closed field. An important fact about reductive linear algebraic groups defined over F is that the
invariant algebra C[X]G is generated by invariants with coefficients in F [MFK94, Theorem 1.1].

2.3 Integer linear programming

We recall a simple fact from the theory of integer linear programming which can be found, for example,
in [Sch86, §16]. It states that the set of nonnegative integral points in a rational polyhedral cone is a
finitely generated monoid.

Definition 2.10. A rational polyhedral cone is a set of the form C = {x ∈ Rn | Ax ≥ 0} for some
rational matrix A ∈ Qm×n. An integral Hilbert basis is a set of vectors a1, . . . , aq ∈ C ∩ Zn such that
every v ∈ C ∩ Zn can be written as a nonnegative integer linear combination: v =

∑q
k=1mkak with

mk ∈ N.

Theorem 2.11 ([Sch86, Thm. 16.4]). Every rational polyhedral cone has an integral Hilbert basis.

3 Orbit closure intersection problems and reductions

In this section we define the orbit closure intersection problem formally as a computational decision
problem (Section 3.1). We then discuss an appropriate notion of reductions (Section 3.2) and give
criteria for verifying when maps gives rise to a reduction (Section 3.3).

3.1 Sequences of representations and orbit closure intersection problems

We now formalize the orbit closure intersection as a computational problem. More specifically, we will
describe a template orbit closure intersection problem which can be adapted to any situation where we
have a family of groups depending on a “size parameter” such as GLn and a representation for each of
these groups.
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Definition 3.1 (p-sequence). A polynomially bounded sequence of representations, or a p-sequence of
representations, is given by a sequence of groups Gn, a sequence of representations ρn : Gn → GL(Xn)
on vector spaces Xn such that the dimension dimXn is polynomially bounded as a function of n ∈ N,
and a choice of basis in every vector space Xn. As with representations, we often write (Xn;Gn) for
such a p-sequence of representations, leaving the homomorphisms ρn and bases implicit.

A multivariate p-sequence of representations is defined analogously but with n = (n1, . . . , nm) ∈ Nm

a tuple of parameters.

This is a very general definition. Tensor actions provide a rich source of examples of p-sequences,
as we will see in Section 4.2 below. For now, the reader can imagine any of the concrete examples
discussed in the introduction, such as the simultaneous conjugation action of Gn = GLn on the
space Xn = (Cn×n)⊕p of p-tuples of n× n matrices.

We are now ready to formally define the notion of an orbit closure intersection problem.

Definition 3.2 (Orbit closure intersection problem). Let (Xn;Gn) be a p-sequence of representations.
Denote by Xn(F) the set of vectors in Xn coordinates of which (in the chosen basis) lie in the subfield
F. The orbit closure intersection problem OCI(Xn;Gn) is the following decision problem:

Given n (encoded in unary) and two elements x, y ∈ Xn(F) (encoded as tuples of elements
of F, which are the coordinates in the chosen basis), decide if x ≈Gn y.

The requirement that n is encoded in unary is harmless when dimXn grows at least linearly with n,
as the encodings of x and y in this case will have length at least n. It is only needed to ensure that the
input size is at least linear in n even when the dimension dimXn is sublinear (in particular, when it is
constant).

3.2 Reductions between representations and orbit closure intersection problems

Since we consider algebraic groups, it is natural to consider reductions that are given by polynomial
functions. This leads to the following definition.

Definition 3.3 (Efficient algebraic reduction). Let (Xn;Gn) and (Yn;Hn) be two p-sequences of
representations. An algebraic reduction from (Xn;Gn) to (Yn;Hn) is a sequence of polynomial maps
αn : Xn → Yq(n) for some function q : N → N such that the following holds for all n ∈ N, x, y ∈ Xn:

x ≈Gn y ⇔ αn(x) ≈Hq(n)
αn(y).

Such a reduction is called efficient if q is polynomially bounded, the maps αn are defined over F, and
the functions q and (n, x) 7→ αn(x) for x ∈ Xn(F) are efficiently computable (with n given in unary and
elements of Xn and Yq(n) encoded as tuples of coordinates in the chosen bases). Analogous definitions
are made for multivariate p-sequences.

We use the standard notion of efficiently computable function, which can be defined for example
as a function implementable by a polynomial-time Turing machine. Our results do not depend much
on the notion of efficient computability used in this definition, and can be made to work in a more
algebraic setting where αn are implemented by polynomial-size circuits over a field F, which in this
case may even be uncountable. In fact, in all reductions we construct in this paper the maps αn always
can be implemented by tuples of monomials.

Efficient algebraic reductions between p-sequences of representations give rise to reductions between
corresponding orbit closure intersection problems in the usual sense (polynomial-time Karp reductions).
These are special cases of kernel reductions introduced by Fortnow and Grochow [FG11] for general
equivalence problems.

Proposition 3.4. If there exist an efficient algebraic reduction from (Xn;Gn) to (Yn;Hn), then there
exists a polynomial-time Karp reduction from OCI(Xn;Gn) to OCI(Yn;Hn).

Proof. The reduction maps an instance (n, x, y) of OCI(Xn;Gn) to the instance (q(n), αn(x), αn(y)) of
OCI(Yn;Hn).
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Corollary 3.5. If there exist an efficient algebraic reduction from (Xn;Gn) to the trivial p-sequence
(Cn;E), where E is the trivial group with one element, then OCI(Xn;Gn) ∈ P.

Proof. The orbits and orbit closures for the action of the trivial group are singleton sets. Thus, the
orbit closure intersection OCI(Cn;E) is just equality testing, which is in P.

Note that an algebraic reduction as in Corollary 3.5 consists of polynomial maps αn : Xn → Cq(n)

such that x ≈G y if and only if αn(x) = αn(y), which means that that the coordinates of αn form a
separating set of invariants. Thus the corollary expresses in the context of orbit closure intersection
problems a well-known principle that in order to efficiently solve an equivalence problem, it is enough
to find an efficiently computable system of separating invariants.

3.3 Criteria for reductions

While the notion of an algebraic reduction is natural, it is not obvious how to verify this property. In
this section we give a number of useful characterizations. We first introduce the following notions:

Definition 3.6. Consider groups G and H acting on vector spaces X and Y respectively. We say that
a polynomial map α : X → Y preserves closure equivalence if x ≈G y ⇒ α(x) ≈H α(y) holds for every
x, y ∈ X. Conversely, we say that α reflects closure equivalence (or preserves closure inequivalence) if
the opposite implication α(x) ≈H α(y) ⇒ x ≈G y holds for every x, y ∈ X.

Thus, an algebraic reduction consists of maps αn that preserve and reflect closure equivalence. It is
often not hard to construct maps that preserve closure equivalence. The following lemma is applicable
in many situations:

Lemma 3.7. Let X and Y be representations of groups G and H respectively, and let α : X → Y be a
polynomial map. Suppose that there exists a group homomorphism β : G → H such that α(gx) = β(g)α(x)
for all g ∈ G, x ∈ X. Then α preserves closure equivalence.

Proof. The assumption implies that if x, y ∈ X are in the same G-orbit then α(x), α(y) are in the
same H-orbit. Since α is a continuous map, it is continuous, so if z ∈ Gx then

α(z) ⊆ α(Gx) ⊆ α(Gx) = β(G)α(x) ⊆ Hα(x).

Therefore, if x ≈G y then there exists z ∈ Gx ∩ Gy, so

α(z) ∈ α(Gx ∩ Gy) ⊆ Hα(x) ∩ Hα(y),

and hence α(x) ≈H α(y). Thus, α preserves closure equivalence.

Corollary 3.8. Let X and Y be representations of the same group G. If α : X → Y is an injective
G-equivariant linear map, then α preserves and reflects closure equivalence.

Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that α is an isomorphism (otherwise replace Y by
the image α(X)). Then we can apply Lemma 3.7 with β = idG to see that α and α−1 preserve closure
equivalence. But α−1 preserves closure equivalence if and only if α reflects closure equivalence.

We also have the following useful criterion:

Lemma 3.9. Let X and Y be representations of groups G and H respectively, with H reductive. A
polynomial map α : X → Y preserves closure equivalence if, and only if, for every invariant F ∈ C[Y ]H

the pullback F ◦ α is an invariant in C[X]G.

Proof. Suppose that α preserves closure equivalence and let F ∈ C[Y ]H. For every x ∈ X, and g ∈ G, it
holds that α(x) ≈H α(gx), and hence F (α(x)) = F (α(gx)) because invariant polynomials are constant
on orbit closures. This means that F ◦ α ∈ C[X]G.

Conversely, suppose that for every invariant F ∈ C[Y ]H the pullback F ◦ α is in C[X]G. If x ≈G y
then F (α(x)) = F (α(y)) for every F ∈ C[Y ]H. By Theorem 2.7, since H is reductive, it follows that
α(x) ≈H α(y), and hence α preserves closure equivalence.
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It is often substantially more difficult to show that a map also reflects closure equivalence. To this
end we provide the following criterion:

Lemma 3.10. Let X and Y be representations of groups G and H respectively, with H reductive. Suppose
a polynomial map α : X → Y preserves closure equivalence. The following statements are equivalent:

(a) α reflects closure equivalence;

(b) for every separating set Γ ⊆ C[Y ]H, the set Γ ◦ α = {F ◦ α | F ∈ Γ} ⊆ C[X]G is separating;

(c) the set {F ◦ α | F ∈ C[Y ]H} ⊆ C[X]G is separating;

(d) for some separating set Γ ⊆ C[Y ]H, the set Γ ◦ α = {F ◦ α | F ∈ Γ} ⊆ C[X]G is separating.

Proof. (a) ⇒ (b): Suppose α reflects closure equivalence and let Γ ⊆ C[Y ]H be a separating set. Then
the following holds for all x, y ∈ X:

x ≈G y ⇔ α(x) ≈H α(y) ⇔ ∀F ∈ Γ: F (α(x)) = F (α(y)) ⇔ ∀G ∈ Γ ◦ α : G(x) = G(y),

where we first used that α preserves and reflects closure equivalence, then that Γ is separating, and
finally the definition of Γ ◦ α. Thus we have proved that Γ ◦ α is separating.

(b) ⇒ (c) ⇒ (d): This is clear since Γ = C[Y ]H is separating set as H is reductive (Theorem 2.7).
(d) ⇒ (a): Suppose Γ ⊆ C[Y ]H is such that Γ ◦ α is separating. Then the following holds for

all x, y ∈ X:

α(x) ≈H α(y) ⇒ ∀F ∈ Γ: F (α(x)) = F (α(y)) ⇒ ∀G ∈ Γ ◦ α : G(x) = G(y) ⇒ x ≈G y,

where we first used that Γ consists of invariants, then the definition of Γ ◦ α, and finally that Γ ◦ α is
separating. Thus we have proved that α reflects closure equivalence.

4 Tensor tuple representations and invariants

From now on we will focus our attention on the broad class of orbit closure intersection problems
associated with tensors and tensor tuples. In Section 4.1 we discuss tensor spaces; these are naturally
captured by the tensor algebra and we discuss its mathematical structure. We first consider a single
vector space and then also multiple vector spaces (and their dual). By fixing the structure of the tensors
while varying the dimension of the vector spaces, we obtain p-sequences of representations. We explain
this in Section 4.2 and define an associated complexity class TOCI that captures the associated orbit
closure intersection problems. We end the section by describing the associated invariant theory in
Section 4.3.

4.1 Tensor algebras and tensor contractions

We recall basic definitions related to mixed tensor spaces, mixed tensor algebras and tensor contractions
following [Gre78, §III.3] and [Sch08]. Since these are the main objects that we work with, we usually
omit the “mixed” qualification.

Definition 4.1. Let V be a vector space. The space⊗a
bV = V ⊗a ⊗ (V ∗)⊗b

is called the (mixed) tensor space of type (a; b) over V .

Every tensor product with V and V ∗ as factors is isomorphic to
⊗a

bV for some (a; b) ∈ N× N by
rearranging the tensor factors, so we can restrict our attention to these spaces when studying tensors
formed from elements V and V ∗. In particular, the tensor product

⊗a1
b1
V ⊗

⊗a2
b2
V is isomorphic
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to
⊗a1+a2

b1+b2
V . This allows us to view the tensor product t1 ⊗ t2 with t1 ∈

⊗a1
b1
V and t2 ∈

⊗a2
b2
V as an

element of
⊗a1+a2

b1+b2
V . More specifically, we define the tensor product on elementary tensors as

(

a1⊗
i=1

vi ⊗
b1⊗
j=1

wj) ⊗ (

a2⊗
i=1

xi ⊗
b2⊗
j=1

yj) = (

a1⊗
i=1

vi ⊗
a2⊗
i=1

xi) ⊗ (

b1⊗
j=1

wi ⊗
b2⊗
j=1

yj)

where vi, xi ∈ V and wj , yj ∈ V ∗, and extend it bilinearly to arbitrary tensors. In what follows, the
symbol ⊗ applied to two tensors always denotes this tensor product (or its extension to tensors over
multiple vector spaces introduced in Section 4.2).

The tensor product is associative, and we can combine the tensor spaces
⊗a

bV into a graded
associative algebra.

Definition 4.2. Let V be a vector space. The (mixed) tensor algebra over V is the N × N-graded
algebra

T (V ) =
⊕

(a; b)∈N×N

⊗a
bV

with the tensor product operation ⊗ defined above.

The standard action of GL(V ) on V induces the structure of GL(V )-representation on each tensor
space

⊗a
bV and therefore on the mixed tensor algebra T (V ). Explicitly, the action of g ∈ GL(V ) is

given on elementary tensors by

g · (
a⊗

i=1

vi ⊗
b⊗

j=1

wj) =
a⊗

i=1

(gvi) ⊗
b⊗

j=1

(g∗)−1wj . (4.3)

In addition, each tensor space
⊗a

bV is also a representation of Sa × Sb, acting by separately permuting
the contravariant and covariant indices. The action of (π, σ) ∈ Sa × Sb is given by

(π, σ) · (

a⊗
i=1

vi ⊗
b⊗

j=1

wj) =

a⊗
i=1

vπ−1i ⊗
b⊗

j=1

wσ−1j . (4.4)

The tensor algebra T (V ) carries additional structure which comes from identity tensors and tensor
contractions.

Definition 4.5. Let V be a vector space. The identity tensor Id ∈
⊗1

1V = V ⊗ V ∗ is the tensor
corresponding to the identity map V → V .

Definition 4.6. Let V be a vector space. For every (a; b) ∈ N× N and p ∈ [a], q ∈ [b] the contraction
map Trp:aq:b :

⊗a
bV →

⊗a−1
b−1V contracting the p-th contravariant factor with the q-th covariant factor is

the linear map defined on elementary tensors as

Trp:aq:b

 a⊗
i=1

vi ⊗
b⊗

j=1

wj

 = wq(vp) ·

 a⊗
i=1,i ̸=p

vi

⊗

 b⊗
j=1,j ̸=q

wj


We write Trpq if the tensor type (a; b) is clear from the context.

Clearly, the identity tensor is GL(V )-invariant and tensor products and contractions are GL(V )-
equivariant. We list some simple properties of tensor products and contractions which follow directly
from the definitions.

Proposition 4.7. Let t ∈
⊗a

bV , s ∈
⊗c

dV , and let p ∈ [a], q ∈ [b]. The following properties hold:

1. s⊗ t = (π, σ)(t⊗ s) where π permutes order of the first a and the last c elements of [a + c], and
similarly σ permutes the order of the first b and the last d elements of [b + d].

2. (Trp:aq:b t) ⊗ s = Trp:a+c
q:b+d(t⊗ s) and s⊗ (Trp:aq:b t) = Trc+p:a+c

d+q:a+d(s⊗ t).
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3. Trp+1:a+1
1:b+1 (Id⊗t) = ((12 . . . p), id) · t and Tr1:a+1

q+1:b+1(Id⊗t) = (id, (12 . . . q)) · t.

Interestingly, the last property means that the permutation action Eq. (4.4) can be recovered
by using contractions and tensoring with identity tensors, because the cyclic permutations (12 . . . p)
generate the whole symmetric group.

Contractions can be composed to create more complicated tensor contractions. After applying one
contraction map Trp:aq:b , all contravariant indices higher than p and all covariant indices higher than q
decrease by one. This leads to the following commutation relation for contraction maps:

Trr:a−1
s:b−1 ◦Trp:aq:b =


Trp−1:a−1

q−1:b−1 ◦Trr:as:b , if r < p, s < q

Trp−1:a−1
q :b−1 ◦Trr :a

s+1:b , if r < p, s ≥ q

Trp :a−1
q−1:b−1 ◦Trr+1:a

s :b , if r ≥ p, s < q

Trp:a−1
q:b−1 ◦Trr+1:a

s+1:b , if r ≥ p, s ≥ q

To avoid the necessity of iteratively tracking these changes of indices, we introduce a convenient
notation for contracting multiple pairs of indices at once.

Definition 4.8. A partial bijection is a bijection γ : P → Q between subsets P ⊆ [a] and Q ⊆ [b].
Given such a partial bijection, we define Trγ :

⊗a
bV →

⊗a−k
b−kV , where k = |P | = |Q|, as the contraction

of all contravariant factors with indices in P with the covariant factors with indices in Q according to
the bijection γ, that is,

Trγ(
a⊗

i=1

vi ⊗
b⊗

j=1

wj) =

∏
p∈P

wγ(p)(vp)

⊗
i/∈P

vi ⊗
⊗
j /∈Q

wj


We also write Trp1,...,pk:aq1,...,qk:b

:= Trγ when P = {p1, . . . , pk}, Q = {q1, . . . , qk}, γ(pj) = qj for all j ∈ [k].

Compositions of contraction maps are exactly Trγ for some partial bijection γ:

• The identity function on
⊗a

bV is Tr∅ where ∅ is the nowhere-defined partial function.

• If γ is a partial bijection with domain P and image Q of cardinality k, then Trp:a−k
q:a−k ◦Tγ = Tγ̄ for

the partial bijection γ̄ extending γ with γ̄(p̄) = q̄, where p̄ is the p-th element of [a] \ P and q̄ is
the q-th element of [b] \Q.

In particular, if a = b and π ∈ Sa is a permutation of [a], then Trπ :
⊗a

aV →
⊗0

0V = C maps tensors
to scalars as follows.

Trπ(
a⊗

i=1

vi ⊗
a⊗

j=1

wj) =
a∏

p=1

wπ(p)(vp).

In this case, Trπ can also be expressed using the action (4.4) of the permutation group as

Trπ(x) = Tr ((π, id) · x) = Tr
(
(id, π−1) · x

)
in terms of the canonical Tr = Trid that contracts the covariant and contravariant in the same order:

Tr(
a⊗

i=1

vi ⊗
a⊗

j=1

wj) =
a∏

p=1

wp(vp)

Several other constructions related to tensors can be expressed using contractions. For example, the
tensor space

⊗a
bV can be identified with the space of linear maps from V ⊗b to V ⊗a. The composition

of linear maps induces a bilinear map
⊗a

bV ×
⊗b

cV →
⊗a

cV , which we denote by:

t · s = Tra+1,...,a+b:a+b
1,..., b:b+c (t⊗ s) for t ∈

⊗a
bV , s ∈

⊗b
cV . (4.9)
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When c = a we can take the trace of the above to obtain the canonical bilinear pairing between the
spaces

⊗a
bV and

⊗b
aV :

⟨t, s⟩ = Tr(t · s) = Trσ(t⊗ s) = Tr 1,..., a,a+1,...,a+b:a+b
b+1,...,b+a, 1,..., b:b+a(t⊗ s)

where σ is the permutation swapping the first a and the last b indices, that is, σ(i) = b+ i for i ≤ a, and
σ(i) = i− a for i ≥ a. Finally, we can also express the permutation action using tensor contractions, as
follows. For every permutation π ∈ Sa, consider the linear map Pπ : V ⊗a → V ⊗a defined on elementary
tensors as

Pπ(

a⊗
i=1

vi) =

a⊗
i=1

vπ−1(i).

Identifying Pπ with a tensor in
⊗a

aV , it can be written as

Pπ = Tr
a+1,a+2,..., 2a:2a
π(1),π(2),...,π(a):2a (Id⊗(2a)),

Then the action (4.4) of Sa × Sb-action on
⊗a

bV can be expressed in terms of two compositions (4.9):

(π, σ) · x = Pπ · x · Pσ−1 for π ∈ Sa, σ ∈ Sb.

The algebraic structure of T (V ), with tensor products, contractions, and identity tensors, is called
a wheeled PROP [DM23] (PROP is short for product and permutation category). We will not require
the general definition of a wheeled PROP, but only define what it means for a subalgebra of T (V ):

Definition 4.10. A graded subalgebra

A =
⊕

(a; b)∈N×N

Aa
b

of T (V ) is called a sub-wheeled PROP if Id ∈ A1
1 and Trp:aq:b (Aa

b ) ⊆ Aa−1
b−1 for every contraction.

Given a set of tensors H ⊂ T (V ), the sub-wheeled PROP generated by H is the minimal (with
respect to inclusion) sub-wheeled PROP containing H. We denote it by ⟨H⟩Tr. A sub-wheeled PROP
is called finitely generated if it is generated by some finite set H.

As mentioned, if X is a representation of a reductive group G then the invariant algebra C[X]G

is finitely generated. There is a variant of finite generation theorem for mixed tensor algebras, as
was proved by Schrijver [Sch08] over C and by Derksen and Makam [DM23] over an arbitrary field of
characteristic zero. For the following result, recall that we have an action (4.3) of GL(V ) on the tensor
algebra T (V ).

Theorem 4.11 ([DM23, Thm. 6.2, Cor. 6.6]). Let V be a vector space and G be a reductive subgroup
of GL(V ). Then the invariant tensors T (V )G = {t ∈ T (V ) | g · t = t ∀g ∈ G} form a finitely generated
sub-wheeled PROP.

The following lemma shows that any finitely generated sub-wheeled PROP has a concrete description
in terms of contracting tensor products of tensors of the generators and identity tensors. It applies in
particular in the situation of Theorem 4.11.

Lemma 4.12. Let H = {h1, . . . , hr} with hk ∈
⊗ak

bk
V . Then the sub-wheeled PROP ⟨H⟩Tr is linearly

spanned by tensors of the form

Trγ

(
Id⊗d0 ⊗

r⊗
k=1

h⊗dk
k

)
, (4.13)

where each dk ∈ N and γ is a partial bijection.
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Proof. Note that the set of all tensors of the form (4.13) is closed under contraction maps. To prove that
it is also closed under tensor product, one needs to use the simple properties listed in Proposition 4.7
to rearrange the order of operations in the expression

Trγ

(
Id⊗d0 ⊗

r⊗
k=1

h⊗dk
k

)
⊗ Trγ′

(
Id⊗d′0 ⊗

r⊗
k=1

⊗h
⊗d′k
k

)
.

Taking into account the bilinearity of tensor product and linearity of contractions we see that that
the linear span of the tensors of the form (4.13) is also closed under tensor products and contractions.
Since it also contains Id, it is a sub-wheeled PROP.

It is also clear that all tensors of the form (4.13) are contained in all sub-wheeled PROPs containing
H. We conclude that their linear span coincides with ⟨h1, . . . , hr⟩Tr.

We will also see expressions similar to (4.13) where instead of fixed tensors h1, . . . , hr we have
variable tensors x1, . . . , xp. If the value of such an expression is scalar, we can get rid of identity tensors
in the expression.

Lemma 4.14. Every function of the form

F (x1, . . . , xp) = Trπ

(
Id⊗d0 ⊗

p⊗
k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
, (4.15)

where π is a permutation, can be expressed as

F (x1, . . . , xp) = (dimV )c · Trπ′

p⊗
k=1

x⊗dk
k (4.16)

for some permutation π′ and some c ∈ N.

Proof. Use Proposition 4.7(3) to remove the identity tensors contracted with other tensors (including
other identity tensors). The remaining identity tensors contribute some power of Tr (Id) = dimV .

So far we considered tensor spaces built from a single vector space and its dual, but the definitions
generalize readily to multiple vector spaces.

Definition 4.17 (Tensor spaces and algebra). Let V = (V1, . . . , Vm) be a tuple of vector spaces. The
(mixed) tensor space of type (a; b) ∈ Nm × Nm over V is defined as

⊗a
bV =

m⊗
i=1

⊗ai
bi
Vi =

m⊗
i=1

(
V ⊗ai
i ⊗ (V ∗

i )⊗bi
)
.

We abbreviate V⊗a =
⊗m

i=1 V
⊗ai
i . The (mixed) tensor algebra over V is the Nm × Nm-graded algebra

T (V) =

m⊗
i=1

T (Vi) =
⊕

(a;b)∈Nm×Nm

⊗a
bV

with the tensor product operation ⊗ inherited from the T (Vi).

Each GL(Vi) acts on the vector spaces Vi and V ∗
i . This induces a structure of a representation of

GL(V) =

m∏
i=1

GL(Vi).

on the tensor spaces
⊗a

bV and therefore on T (V). The tensor algebras T (Vi) also come with the
structure of a wheeled PROP. This additional structure transfers to T (V) as follows.
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• For every i ∈ [m], the tensor space
⊗ei

ei
V = Vi⊗V ∗

i contains a distinguished element corresponding
to the identity map, which we call the identity tensor on Vi and denote by Id[Vi].

• The contraction maps Trγi :
⊗ai

bi
Vi →

⊗ai−ki
bi−ki

Vi compose to form contraction maps

m⊗
i=1

Trγi :
⊗a

bV →
⊗a−k

b−kV

for any choice of partial bijections γ1, . . . , γm. In particular, we denote by Tr[Vi]γi the contraction
map

⊗i−1
j=1 Tr∅⊗Trγi ⊗

⊗n
j=i+1 Tr∅ that acts as Trγi on

⊗ai
bi
Vi and as the identity on the rest.

We will also allow tuples of such tensor spaces:

Definition 4.18 (Tensor tuple representation). Let V = (V1, . . . , Vn) be a tuple of vector spaces, and
let G be a reductive subgroup of GL(V). A tensor tuple representation of G is a representation of the

form
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;G

)
for some tensor types (a1; b1), . . . , (ap; bp) ∈ Nm × Nm.

4.2 Tensor tuple sequences and the complexity class TOCI

We can obtain multivariate p-sequences of representations (Definition 3.1) by fixing the structure
of a tensor tuple representation (Definition 4.18) while allowing the dimension of the vector spaces
to vary. The underlying vector spaces will always be coordinate vector spaces. The corresponding
tensor spaces

⊗ak
bk

(Cn1 , . . . ,Cnm) will be called standard tensor spaces. Each standard tensor space is
equipped with a standard basis given by the tensor products of standard basis elements in Cni and
dual basis elements in Cni∗.

Definition 4.19 (Tensor tuple sequences). Let (a1; b1), . . . , (ap; bp) ∈ Nm × Nm. The corresponding
tensor tuple sequence is defined as the multivariate p-sequence (Xn;Gn), where Gn =

∏m
i=1 GLni

and Xn =
⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk

(Cn1 , . . . ,Cnm), and Xn is equipped with the standard basis as defined above.
When p = 1, this is called a tensor sequence. We will also the convenient symbolic notation(

p⊕
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
,

where we think of V1, . . . , Vm as variables ranging over the coordinate vector spaces, and V =
(V1, . . . , Vm).

We also allow Gn ⊂
∏m

i=1 GLni to be a suitable subgroup and use analogous notation: SL(V)
corresponds to the group sequence

∏m
i=1 SLni , O(V) corresponds to

∏m
i=1Oni , and Sp(V) corresponds

to
∏m

i=1 Sp(ni) (in the last case only even dimensions ni are used).

Example 4.20. Using the symbolic notation, the sequence of simultaneous conjugation actions on
p-tuples of n× n-matrices is given by (⊕p

k=1V ⊗ V ∗,GL(V )) rather than by the tuples (1, 1), . . . , (1, 1).

Definition 4.21 (TOCI). We define TOCI = TOCIGL as the class of computational problems that
are reducible (by a polynomial-time Karp reduction) to any orbit closure intersection problem for an

tensor tuple sequence
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
, with (a1; b1), . . . , (ap; bp) ∈ Nm × Nm and p,m ∈ N.

The classes TOCIO and TOCISp are defined analogously using tensor tuple sequences of the form(⊕p
k=1V

⊗ak ;O(V)
)

and
(⊕p

k=1V
⊗ak ;Sp(V)

)
respectively.

The above classes depend on the choice of the field F ⊆ C over which we perform computations.
All our results hold for an arbitary field of characteristic zero with efficient arithmetic, so we omit the
dependence on F in the notation.
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4.3 Invariant theory of tensors tuple representations

We now describe the relevant invariant theory. We consider individual tensor tuple representations
(not sequences) and hence V = (V1, . . . , Vm) refers to a concrete tuple of vector spaces.

Definition 4.22 (Balancedness). A tensor space over V is balanced if it has the form
⊗c

cV. Elements
of a balanced tensor space are called balanced tensors. A tensor tuple representation is called balanced
if all its summands are balanced, that is, if it has the form

⊕p
i=1

⊗ck
ck
V.

Recall from Theorem 4.11 that the invariant tensor algebras are sub-wheeled PROPs. Using
Lemma 4.12, this implies a fairly explicit description of the invariants for the tensor tuple representations:

Theorem 4.23. Let V = (V1, . . . , Vm) be vector spaces, let Gi be reductive subgroups of GL(Vi), and
let a1, . . . ,bp ∈ Nm. Consider the tensor tuple representation of G =

∏m
i=1 Gi on X =

⊕p
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V.

Let hi1, . . . , hiri denote homogeneous generators of T (Vi)
Gi . Then the invariant algebra C[X]G is linearly

spanned by invariants of the form

F (x1, . . . , xp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k ⊗

m⊗
i=1

ri⊗
ℓ=1

h⊗fiℓ
iℓ

)
(4.24)

where the tensor in brackets is balanced and π1, . . . , πm are permutations of appropriate sizes.

Proof. Since tensor products and contractions are GL(V)-equivariant, and hi1, . . . , hiri are invariant
under Gi, all polynomials of the form (4.24) are invariants. We need to argue that they span C[X]G.

Let Xk =
⊗ak

bk
V, so that X =

⊕p
k=1Xk. The space of multihomogeneous polynomials C[X](d1,...,dp),

where dk is the degree in Xk, is isomorphic as a representation of GL(V) (and therefore of G) to⊗p
k=1 S

dkX∗
k . The latter can be equivariantly embedded into a tensor space as follows:

p⊗
k=1

SdkX∗
k ⊂

p⊗
k=1

(X∗
k)⊗dk ∼=

p⊗
k=1

⊗bk
ak
V⊗dk ∼=

⊗b
aV

where a =
∑p

k=1 dkak and b =
∑p

k=1 dkbk. Thus, any invariant polynomial F can be recovered from a

corresponding invariant tensor t ∈ T (V)G as F (x1, . . . , xp) =
〈
t,
⊗p

k=1 x
⊗dk
k

〉
. Applying Lemma 4.12

to each factor of T (V)G =
⊗m

i=1 T (Vi)
Gi we see that the invariant tensors in T (V)G are spanned by

contraction expressions

m⊗
i=1

(
Trγi

(
Id[Vi]

⊗fi0 ⊗
r⊗

ℓ=1

h⊗fiℓ
iℓ

))
=

m⊗
i=1

Trγi

(
m⊗
i=1

Id[Vi]
⊗fi0 ⊗

m⊗
i=1

r⊗
ℓ=1

h⊗fiℓ
iℓ

)
.

Therefore the invariants are spanned by scalar contraction expressions

F (x1, . . . , xp) =

m⊗
i=1

Trπ

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k ⊗

m⊗
i=1

(
Id[Vi]

⊗fi0 ⊗
r⊗

ℓ=1

h⊗fiℓ
iℓ

))
,

The identity tensors can be removed using Lemma 4.14.

The following definition formalizes the objects that appear in Theorem 4.23, which can then be
summarized as follows: if we know tensor invariant generators for each Gi, the invariants of any tensor
tuple representation of G =

∏m
i=1 Gi are spanned by the corresponding contraction invariants.

Definition 4.25. Let V be a vector space and let G be a reductive subgroup of GL(V ). If T (V )G =
⟨h1, . . . , hr⟩Tr, with homogeneous hk ∈

⊗uk
vk
V , then we call h1, . . . , hk tensor invariant generators for

G.
The invariants of the form (4.24) are called contraction invariants for the tensor tuple representation(⊕p
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;G

)
.

21



We list here tensor invariant generators for some classical groups, determined in [Sch08] over C,
but having coordinates in Q, so valid over every field of characteristic zero, and the corresponding
contraction invariants. We first discuss the case that G = GL(V). In this case, there are only trace
invariants.

Lemma 4.26. It holds that T (V )GL(V ) = ⟨∅⟩Tr. Therefore, the invariant algebra for the action
of GL(V) on any X =

⊕p
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V is linearly generated by invariants of the form

F (x1, . . . , xp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
Next we consider products of special linear groups.

Lemma 4.27. It holds that T (V )SL(V ) = ⟨ω, ω∗⟩Tr, where ω ∈ V ⊗(dimV ) and ω∗ ∈ (V ∗)⊗(dimV )

are nonzero antisymmetric tensors. Therefore, the invariant algebra for the action of SL(V) on
X =

⊕p
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V is linearly generated by invariants of the form

F (x1, . . . , xp) =

m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k ⊗

m⊗
i=1

(ω⊗fi
i ⊗ (ω∗

i )⊗f ′
i )

)
.

where ωi ∈ V
⊗(dimVi)
i and ω∗

i ∈ (V ∗
i )⊗(dimVi) are antisymmetric tensors.

For the orthogonal and symplectic groups, one analogously uses the corresponding bilinear forms.

Lemma 4.28. Let g ∈ V ∗ ⊗ V ∗ be a nondegenerate symmetric bilinear form. Then, T (V )O(V,g) =
⟨g, ḡ⟩Tr where ḡ ∈ V ⊗ V is a nonzero bilinear form on V ∗ invariant under O(V, g). The same is true
for Sp(V, g) with g, ḡ being tensors corresponding to the symplectic forms.

The nondegenerate form allows identifying V ∼= V ∗ and accordingly one can always reduce to tensor
tuple representations without covariant indices. In this case we do not need the dual form to span the
invariants:

Corollary 4.29. Let gi ∈ V ∗
i ⊗ V ∗

i be nondegenerate symmetric bilinear forms. Then, the invariant
algebra for the action of O(V,g) =

∏m
i=1O(Vi, gi) on X =

⊕p
k=1V

⊗ak is linearly generated by invariants
of the form

F (x1, . . . , xp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k ⊗

m⊗
i=1

g⊗fi
i

)
The same is true for Sp(V,g) if we take the gi to be the symplectic forms of the Vi.

Proof. Theorem 4.23 gives a spanning set consisting of invariants

F (x1, . . . , xp) = Trπ

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k ⊗

m⊗
i=1

g⊗fi1
i ⊗ ḡ⊗fi2

i

)
Since among the tensors x1, . . . , xp, g1, . . . , ḡm only the gi contains V ∗

i -factors, in this expression every
factor of every ḡi tensor must be contracted with some factor of some gi tensor. Using the identity
Tr11(gi ⊗ ḡi) = Id and Lemma 4.14, we can transform the expression into the required form without ḡi
in the product.

Finally we consider the symmetric group G = Sn, which we can think of the subgroup of permutation
matrices in GLn.

Lemma 4.30. Denote by Sn the symmetric group on n embedded in GLn as permutation matrices. It
holds that T (Cn)Sn = ⟨g, h⟩Tr, where g =

∑n
i=1 e

∗
i ⊗ e∗i ∈ (Cn∗)⊗2 and h =

∑n
i=1 ei ⊗ ei ⊗ ei ∈ (Cn)⊗3.

Therefore, the invariant algebra for the action of Sn on X =
⊕p

k=1(C
n)⊗ak is linearly generated by

invariants of the form

F (x1, . . . , xp) = Trπ

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k ⊗ g⊗e1 ⊗ h⊗e2

)
.
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Proof. Let V = Cn. Schrijvers [Sch08, Eq. 43] gives two systems of generators for the contraction-closed
algebra T (V )Sn . One of them consists of tensors hk =

∑n
i=1 e

⊗k
i ∈ V ⊗k for all k ≥ 1 and the tensors

f =
∑n

i=1 ei ⊗ ei and g =
∑n

i=1 e
∗
i ⊗ e∗i , which are generators for the orthogonal group containing Sn.

We have h2 = f , so f can be removed in this case. This system of generators is redundant as h1, h2 and
hk for k > 3 can be constructed as contractions of h3 and g using the identities hk+1 = Tr1,41,2(g⊗h3⊗hk)

and hk−2 = Tr1,21,2(g ⊗ hk).

5 Reductions between tensor tuple sequences

In this section, we describe our main results, which are efficient reductions that clarify the computational
complexity of tensor tuple sequences. In Section 5.1, we establish the study the action of the
general linear group and identify several problems that are complete for TOCI. In Section 5.2, we
show that actions of the orthogonal and symplectic groups can always be reduced to the preceding,
so TOCIO ∪TOCISp ⊆ TOCI. In Section 5.3, we relate the graph isomorphism problem to a tensor
tuple sequence; this proves that GI ⊆ TOCI. In Section 5.4, we use related methods to show that
the tensor isomorphism problem for the unitary group can be reduced to an orbit closure intersection
problem for closed orbits; in particular, this shows that TIU ⊆ TOCI ∩TI.

5.1 Reductions and completeness for products of general linear groups

In this section we prove the completeness of several specific orbit closure intersection problems for TOCI.
To achieve this, we first establish several efficient algebraic reductions between tensor tuple sequences
of certain formats. These reductions are then composed to establish completeness.

Balanced tensors play an important role in the construction of GL(V)-invariants. The following
lemma shows that every tensor tuple sequence can be reduced to a balanced one.

Lemma 5.1. For any (a1; b1), . . . , (ap; bp) ∈ Nm × Nm, there exist c1, . . . , cq ∈ Nm and an efficient

algebraic reduction from
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
to the balanced sequence

(⊕q
ℓ=1

⊗cℓ
cℓ
V;GL(V)

)
.

Proof. Consider the set of all tuples d = (d1, . . . , dp) ∈ Np such that the tensor product
⊗p

k=1 x
⊗dk
k is

balanced for xk ∈
⊗ak

bk
V. These tuples are exactly the integer points in the rational polyhedral cone C

given by inequalities dk ≥ 0 and linear equations
∑p

k=1 akdk =
∑p

k=1 bkdk enforcing the balance. By
Theorem 2.11, there is an integral Hilbert basis h1, . . . ,hq ∈ C ∩ Zp.

Set cℓ =
∑p

k=1 akhℓk and define a map α :
⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V →

⊕q
ℓ=1

⊗cℓ
cℓ
V as

α(x1, . . . , xp) = (y1, . . . , yq) where yℓ =

p⊗
k=1

x⊗hℓk
k .

Because the map is GL(V)-equivariant it preserves closure equivalence by Lemma 3.7.
We will now prove that it also reflects closure equivalence. To see this, recall from Lemma 4.26

that the invariant algebra for
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
is linearly spanned by contraction invariants of

the form

G(x1, . . . , xp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
,

for some permutations πi and where the expression in parentheses is balanced. The latter means that∑
k=1 akdk =

∑
k=1 bkdk, so d = (d1, . . . , dp) ∈ C ∩ Zp, hence it can be represented as d =

∑q
ℓ=1 eℓhℓ

for certain eℓ ∈ N. It follows that
⊗p

k=1 x
⊗dk
k =

⊗q
ℓ=1 y

⊗eℓ
ℓ , where (y1, . . . , yq) = α(x1, . . . , xp). Thus

the invariant G can be represented as F ◦ α, where

F (y1, . . . , yq) =

m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
q⊗

ℓ=1

y⊗eℓ
ℓ

)
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is a contraction invariant for
(⊕q

ℓ=1

⊗cℓ
cℓ
V;GL(V)

)
. Applying Lemma 3.10, we see that the map α

reflects closure equivalence.
By applying the above construction to V = (Cn1 , . . . ,Cnm), we obtain an algebraic reduction αn

from
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
to
(⊕q

ℓ=1

⊗cℓ
cℓ
V;GL(V)

)
, where n = (n1, . . . , nm). It is clear that these

maps are efficiently computable. Thus we have constructed an efficient algebraic reduction.

Remark 5.2. It is possible that no balanced tensor can be constructed from the original tensor tuple. In
this case we get a reduction to the trivial sequence (0;GL(V)), which means that every two vectors are
closure equivalent because 0 is contained in every orbit closure (every tensor tuple is in the null cone).

The following lemma allows to further simplify balanced tensor tuple sequences to direct sums of
the same tensor space.

Lemma 5.3. Let c1, . . . , cq and c ∈ Nm with c ≥ cℓ for all ℓ (where ≥ is coordinate-wise inequality).

Then there is an efficient algebraic reduction from
(⊕q

ℓ=1

⊗cℓ
cℓ
V;GL(V)

)
to
(

(
⊗c

cV)⊕q;GL(V)
)
.

Proof. Define c̄ℓ = c− cℓ for ℓ ∈ [q]. Note that every balanced tensor space
⊗cℓ

cℓ
V contains a GL(V)-

invariant tensor Idc̄ℓ corresponding to the identity map on V⊗c̄ℓ . Define GL(V)-equivariant injective
linear maps ιℓ :

⊗cℓ
cℓ
V →

⊗c
cV by tensor with this identity: ιℓ(x) = x⊗ Idc̄ℓ . Then, ι = ι1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ ιq is

an GL(V)-equivariant injective linear map from
⊕q

ℓ=1

⊗cℓ
cℓ
V to (

⊗c
cV)⊕q. By Corollary 3.8, it follows

that ι preserves and reflects closure equivalence. By applying this construction to V = (Cn1 , . . . ,Cnm),
we obtain an efficient algebraic reduction.

We can also reduce any tensor tuple sequences to one for a single GL(W ).

Lemma 5.4. Let (a1; b1), . . . , (ap; bp) ∈ Nm × Nm and define Ak =
∑m

i=1 ak,i and Bk =
∑m

i=1 bk,i.

Then there is an efficient algebraic reduction from
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
to
(⊕p

k=1

⊗Ak
Bk

W ;GL(W )
)
.

Proof. Let V = (V1, . . . , Vm) be a tuple of vector spaces, and let W =
⊕m

i=1 Vi. Let ιi be the injection
of Vi into W as a direct summand, and let ῑi be the injection of V ∗

i into W ∗ ∼=
⊕m

i=1 V
∗
i . For every (a; b)

we have an injective linear map ι(a;b) :
⊗a

bV →
⊗A

BW where A =
∑m

i=1 ai and B =
∑m

i=1 bi, defined

by ι(a;b) =
⊗m

i=1 ι
⊗ai
i ⊗

⊗m
i=1 ῑ

⊗bi
i . This gives us an injective linear map ι =

⊕p
k=1 ι(ak;bk) from⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V to

⊕p
k=1

⊗Ak
Bk

W . Let β be the standard embedding of GL(V) into GL(W ) given by
β(g1, . . . , gm) = g1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ gm. Then the maps ιi, ῑi are equivariant with respect to β, so the same is
true for ι, and Lemma 3.7 shows that ι preserves closure equivalence.

To prove that it also reflects closure equivalence, recall from Lemma 4.26 that the invariants for(⊕p
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
are linearly spanned by contraction invariants of the form

G(x1, . . . , xp) =

m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
. (5.5)

Note that if x ∈
⊗a

bV and y ∈
⊗c

dV, then the tensors ι(a;b)(x) ⊗ ι(c;d)(y) and ι(a+c;b+d)(x⊗ y) are
obtained from each other by a permutation of factors. In addition, since for u ∈ V ∗

i and v ∈ Vi we
have (ῑiu) · (ιiv) = u · v, the injections ι(a;b) respect contractions in the following way:

ι(a−ej ;b−ej)(Tr[Vj ]
p
qx) = TrPQ(ι(a;b)x)

where P =
∑j−1

i=1 ai + p and Q =
∑j−1

i=1 bi + q are the indices of factors of ι(a; b)x corresponding to the
p-th Vi and the q-th V ∗

i factors of x. Using these two properties, the contraction invariant in Eq. (5.5)

can be rewritten as G = F ◦ ι, where F (y1, . . . , yp) = Trπ
⊗p

k=1 y
⊗dk
k for some permutation π. The

latter is an invariant for
(⊕p

k=1(W
⊗Ak ⊗ (W ∗)⊗Bk);GL(W )

)
. By Lemma 3.10, it follows that ι reflects

closure equivalence. As in the preceding proofs, this map can be efficiently implemented (simply copy
each input coordinates to the appropriate output coordinate and set all other to 0) and hence we
obtain an efficient algebraic reduction.
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The following lemma establishes a partial converse to the preceding one: it shows that tensor tuple
sequences over one vector space can be reduced to smaller tensor tuple sequences over several vector
spaces, at the expense of some overhead.

Lemma 5.6. Let (a1; b1), . . . , (ap; bp) ∈ Nm × Nm and define Ak =
∑m

i=1 ak,i and Bk =
∑m

i=1 bk,i.

Then there is an efficient algebraic reduction from
(⊕p

k=1

⊗Ak
Bk

W ;GL(W )
)
to(

p⊕
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V ⊕

m⊕
i=2

(Vi ⊗ V ∗
1 ⊕ V1 ⊗ V ∗

i );GL(V)

)
.

Proof. Let W be a vector space, and let V = (V1, . . . , Vm) be a tuple consisting of m spaces isomorphic
to W . Fix isomorphisms αi : W → Vi and let ᾱi = (α−1

i )∗ be the isomorphisms W ∗ → V ∗
i , so that

(ᾱiu) · (αiv) = u · v. For every (a; b) ∈ Nm such that
∑m

i=1 ai = A and
∑m

i=1 bi = B, define the

map α(a;b) : W⊗A ⊗ (W ∗)⊗B →
⊗a

bV as α(a;b) =
⊗m

i=1 α
⊗ai
i ⊗

⊗m
i=1 ᾱ

⊗bi
i . Let fi = αiα

−1
1 and

gi = f−1
i = α1α

−1
i . Note that f1 = g1 = id. We can identify fi, gi with tensors in Vi ⊗ V ∗

1 and V1 ⊗ V ∗
i ,

respectively. Now define a map

α :

p⊕
k=1

(W⊗Ak ⊗ (W ∗)⊗Bk) →
p⊕

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V ⊕

m⊕
i=2

(Vi ⊗ V ∗
1 ⊕ V1 ⊗ V ∗

i ),

α(x1, . . . , xp) = (α(a1; b1)(x1), . . . , α(ap; bp)(xp), f2, g2, . . . , fm, gm).

The isomorphisms αi induce group isomorphisms βi : GL(W ) → GL(Vi) defined as βi(g) = αigα
−1
i .

They combine to an embedding β : GL(W ) → GL(V) given by β(g) = (β1(g), . . . , βm(g)). The maps αi

are GL(W )-equivariant in the sense that αi(gv) = βi(g)αi(v) for g ∈ GL(W ) and v ∈ W , and likewise
for the maps ᾱi. In addition, fi and gi are invariant under the action of GL(W ) via β1 on V1 and βi on
Vi. Using Lemma 3.7 it follows that α preserves closure equivalence.

To see that it also reflects closure equivalence, note that for every tensor x we have(
m⊗
i=1

f⊗ai
i ⊗

m⊗
i=1

(g∗i )⊗bi

)
α(a; b)(x) = (

⊗
α⊗A
1 ⊗

⊗
ᾱ⊗B
1 )(x).

Now, any contraction invariant for
(⊕p

k=1(W
⊗Ak ⊗ (W ∗)⊗Bk);GL(W )

)
,

G(x1, . . . , xp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)

can be written as

m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

z⊗dk
k

)
where zk = (

m⊗
i=1

f⊗aki
i ⊗

m⊗
i=1

(g∗i )⊗bki)yk,

where (y1, . . . , yp, f2, g2, . . . , fm, gm) = α(x1, . . . , xp) and f1 = g1 = Id. Note that zk can be constructed
from y1, . . . , yp, f2, g2, . . . , fm, gm using tensor contractions (f1 = g1 = Id can be omitted). This

expression gives a contraction invariant F for
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V ⊕

⊕m
i=1(Vi ⊗ V ∗

1 ⊕ V1 ⊗ V ∗
i );GL(V)

)
such

that G = F ◦ α. By Lemmas 3.10 and 4.26, we conclude that α reflects closure equivalence.
The maps α can be efficiently computed if W = V1 = · · · = Vm = Cn and we take αi to be

the identity maps, since then the α(a;b) are also identity maps, and the fi and gi are the identity
tensors

∑n
i=1 ei ⊗ e∗i seen as elements of Vi ⊗ V ∗

1 and V1 ⊗ V ∗
i respectively. Thus, we obtain an efficient

algebraic reduction.

Together with the previous statements, the following lemma allows reducing any tensor tuple
sequence to tuples where each tensor space is a tensor product of the different vector spaces and their
duals (that is, all tensor powers are equal to one).
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Lemma 5.7. Let c ∈ Nm, and suppose M =
∑m

i=1 ci > 0. Then there is an efficient algebraic reduction

from
(

(
⊗c

cV)⊕p;GL(V)
)
to

((⊗M
i=1Wi ⊗W ∗

i

)⊕(p+M−1)
;GL(W)

)
.

Proof. This is a combination of the preceding reductions. First, use Lemma 5.4 to reduce from

((
⊗c

cV)⊕p;GL(V)) to
(

(
⊗M

MX)⊕p;GL(X)
)

. Then use Lemma 5.6 with ak = bk = (1, . . . , 1) for all

k ∈ [p] to get a reduction to( M⊗
i=1

Wi ⊗W ∗
i

)⊕p

⊕
M⊕
i=2

(Wi ⊗W ∗
1 ⊕W1 ⊗W ∗

i );GL(W)

 .

Next, follow the proof of Lemma 5.1 to reduce to (the right-hand side sums become tensor products)( M⊗
i=1

Wi ⊗W ∗
i

)⊕p

⊕
M⊕
i=2

(W1 ⊗W ∗
1 ⊗Wi ⊗W ∗

i );GL(W)

 .

Finally, apply Lemma 5.3 to get to
(

(
⊗M

i=1Wi ⊗W ∗
i )⊕(p+M−1);GL(W)

)
.

Now we establish a reduction of the tensor tuple sequences obtained in the preceding lemma ones
that have a constant number of tensor factors in each summand, for a single GL(X).

Lemma 5.8. For any p,m ∈ N, there is an efficient algebraic reduction from
(

(
⊗m

i=1 Vi ⊗ V ∗
i )⊕p;GL(V)

)
to
(
(X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕ (X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2)⊕m;GL(X)

)
.

Proof. Let V = (V1, . . . , Vm) be an arbitrary tuple of vector spaces, and let X =
⊗m

i=1 Vi. Note
that the tensor space X⊗a ⊗ (X∗)⊗b is isomorphic to V⊗(m×a;m×b) by rearranging of factors. Here
and in the following we use the notation m × a = (a, . . . , a) ∈ Nm. For a permutation π ∈ Sd
denote by ri,π : V ⊗d

i → V ⊗d
i the map permuting the tensor factors according to the permutation π,

and by Ri,τ : X⊗d → X⊗d the map applying ri,π to the factor V ⊗d
i . Let si ∈ V ⊗2

i ⊗ (V ∗
i )⊗2 be

the tensor corresponding to the linear map ri,(12) : V ⊗2
i → V ⊗2

i swapping the two factors. Then

Si =
⊗i−1

j=1 Id⊗2
Vj

⊗si ⊗
⊗m

j=i+1 Id⊗2
Vj

∈ V⊗(m×2;m×2) ∼= X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2 corresponds to Ri,(12). Note that

if τ = (pq) is a transposition in Sd, then the map Ri,τ permuting two Vi factors can be obtained by
applying Ri,(12) to the p-th and q-th factors of the product, or via contraction with Si. Now define the
map

α :

(
m⊗
i=1

Vi ⊗ V ∗
i

)⊕p

→ (X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕
(
X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2

)⊕m
,

α(x1, . . . , xp) = (x1, . . . , xp, S1, . . . , Sm).

Because α is equivariant with respect to the embedding β : GL(V) → GL(X) given by β(g1, . . . , gm) =⊗m
i=1 gi, by Lemma 3.7 it preserves closure equivalence.
To show that it also reflects closure equivalence, we proceed as in the preceding proofs. Consider

an arbitrary contraction invariant for
(

(
⊗m

i=1 Vi ⊗ V ∗
i )⊕p;GL(V)

)
,

G(x1, . . . , xn) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
=

m⊗
i=1

Tr⊗m

(
m∏
i=1

Ri,π

p⊗
k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
.

Decomposing the product of permutations into a product of transpositions, we can rewrite this as

G(x1, . . . , xn) =
m⊗
i=1

Tr⊗m

 ℓ∏
j=1

Rij ,τj

p⊗
k=1

x⊗dk
k

 .

for suitable i1, . . . , iℓ and transpositions τ1, . . . , τℓ. Since the transpositions Rij ,τj can be imple-
mented by contractions with Sij , we see that G = G ◦ α for some contraction invariant F for(
(X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕ (X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2)⊕m;GL(X)

)
. As in the previous proofs, Lemma 3.10 now shows that α

reflects closure equivalence, and we obtain an efficient algebraic reduction.
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We can combine the preceding results to reduce from certain tensor tuple sequences for a single GL(X)
to ones for a product group GL(X) × GL(Y ).

Lemma 5.9. For any p,m ∈ N, there exists an efficient algebraic reduction from(
(X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕ (X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2)⊕m;GL(X)

)
to (

(X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕ (X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕(m+1);GL(X) × GL(Y )
)
.

Proof. First apply Lemma 5.6 (with m = 2 and ak = bk equal to (1, 0) for p ≤ k and (1, 1) for p > k)
to reduce from

(
(X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕ (X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2)⊕m;GL(X)

)
to(

(X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕ (X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕m ⊕ (Y ⊗X∗ ⊕X ⊗ Y ∗);GL(X) × GL(Y )
)
.

To balance the summand Y ⊗X∗ ⊕X ⊗ Y ∗, we can use Lemma 5.1. Following its proof, a Hilbert
basis of the relevant cone is given by (1, 1), corresponding to X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗. Overall, we obtain
reduction to

(
(X ⊗X∗)⊕p ⊕ (X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕(m+1);GL(X) × GL(Y )

)
.

Our final technical lemma allows reducing the number of summands to a constant:

Lemma 5.10. For any p ∈ N, there is an efficient algebraic reduction from the tensor tuple sequence
((X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕p;GL(X) × GL(Y )) to

(
Z ⊗ Z∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗ ⊕ (Z ⊗ Z∗)⊕2;GL(Z) × GL(Y )

)
, and

also to
(
Z ⊗ Z∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗ ⊕ Z⊗2 ⊗ (Z∗)⊗2;GL(Z) × GL(Y )

)
.

Proof. Let X and Y be arbitrary vector spaces, set Z = X⊕p and define ιi : X → Z and ῑi as the
injections into i-th direct summand. Let r, s be the tensors in Z ⊗ Z∗ that correspond to the linear
maps r(x1, . . . , xp) = (x2, . . . , xp, x1) and s(x1, . . . , xp) = (x1, 0, . . . , 0), that is, r cyclically permutes
the p direct summands and s is the projection onto the first summand. Note that srk−1 maps
(x1, . . . , xp) to ι1(xk) = (xk, 0, . . . , 0). Define a map

α : (X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕p → (Z ⊗ Z∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗) ⊕ (Z ⊗ Z∗)⊕2,

α(x1, . . . , xp) = (y, r, s) where y =

p∑
k=1

(ιk ⊗ ῑk)xk ∈ Z ⊗ Z∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗.

By Lemma 3.7, α preserves closure equivalence because it is equivariant with respect to the embedding
β : GL(X) × GL(Y ) → GL(Z) × GL(Y ) given by (g, h 7→ (g⊕p, h).

We follow the familiar recipe to prove that it also reflects closure equivalence. Consider a contraction
invariant for ((X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕p;GL(X) × GL(Y )),

G(x1, . . . , xp) = (Trπ1 ⊗Trπ2)

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
.

Because yk = (rk−1s) ⊗ (s∗(r∗)k−1))y = (ι1 ⊗ ῑ1)xk, we can write this as

G(x1, . . . , xp) = (Trπ1 ⊗Trπ2)

(
p⊗

k=1

y⊗dk
k

)
,

and since each yk can be expressed as tensor contractions of y, r and s, we have G = F ◦ α for some
contraction invariant F (y, r, s) on Z ⊗ Z∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗ ⊕ (Z ⊗ Z∗)⊕2. Thus α reflects closure equivalence
by Lemma 3.10 and we obtain the first of the desired efficient algebraic reduction.

For the second, observe r = Tr[Z]22(r ⊗ s) and s = 1
dimZ Tr[Z]11(Id[Z] ⊗ s) = 1

dimZ Tr[Z]11((r ⊗ s)p),
every tensor contraction of y, r and s can be expressed as a tensor contraction of y and r ⊗ s. Thus, if
we define

α′ : (X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕p → Z ⊗ Z∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗ ⊕ Y ⊗2 ⊗ (Y ∗)⊗2,

α′(x1, . . . , xp) = (y, r ⊗ s),

with y as above, then one can proceed as above to see that α′ preserves and reflects closure equivalence.
In this way we get the second of the desired efficient algebraic reductions.
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We now have all ingredients to establish the completeness of the orcit closure equivalence problems
for the following simultaneous “double conjugation” action (that is, for the action of the gauge group
for PEPS tensor networks with physical dimension 3).

Theorem 5.11. The orbit closure intersection problem for the tensor tuple sequence(
(X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕3;GL(X) × GL(Y )

)
is complete for TOCI.

Proof. We need to argue that any tensor tuple sequence
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
can be reduced to the

sequence above. This can be seen as follows: First, use Lemma 5.1 we reduce to a balanced tensor

tuple sequence
(⊕q

k=1

⊗ck
ck
V;GL(V)

)
. Next, apply Lemma 5.3 and Lemma 5.7 to reduce to the

tensor tuple sequence of the form
(

(
⊗m

i=1Wi ⊗W ∗
i )⊕r;GL(W)

)
, with W = (W1, . . . ,WM ) for some

M . Then, use Lemma 5.8 to reduce from this sequence to
(
(X ⊗X∗)⊕r ⊕ (X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2)⊕M ;GL(X)

)
,

apply Lemma 5.3 to reduce to
(
(X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2)⊕(r+M);GL(X)

)
, and Lemma 5.9 to further re-

duce to
(
(X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕(r+M+1);GL(X) × GL(Y )

)
. Finally, we can use Lemma 5.10 to re-

duce to
(
X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗ ⊕ (X ⊗X∗)⊕2;GL(X) × GL(Y )

)
and Lemma 5.3 to reduce to the required(

(X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕3;GL(X) × GL(Y )
)

.

Next, we prove completeness of tensor tuple sequences with actions of single general linear group.

Theorem 5.12. The orbit closure intersection problems for the following tensor tuple sequences are
complete for TOCI:

1.
((

X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2
)
⊕ (X ⊗X∗)⊕2;GL(X)

)
2.
((

X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2
)⊕2

;GL(X)
)

Proof. Following the proof of the previous lemma up we obtain a reduction from an arbitrary
tensor tuple sequence to ((X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗)⊕p;GL(X) × GL(Y )) for some p. As the next step,
apply Lemma 5.10 to obtain a reduction to

(
X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗ ⊕ (X ⊗X∗)⊕2;GL(X) × GL(Y )

)
or(

X ⊗X∗ ⊗ Y ⊗ Y ∗ ⊕X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2;GL(X) × GL(Y )
)
. Finally, apply Lemma 5.4 to reduce to the

sequences listed in the statement of the theorem.

We state one more lemma, which allows us to reduce the number of summands in a direct sum at
the expense of increasing the number of tensor factors.

Lemma 5.13. If p ≤ d!, then there exists an efficient algebraic reduction from ((
⊗c

cX)⊕p;GL(X)) to(⊗c+d
c+dX;GL(X)

)
.

Proof. For every permutation π ∈ Sd consider the tensor Pπ ∈
⊗d

dX corresponding to the linear map
X⊗d → X⊗d permuting the factors according to the permutation π. All tensors Pπ are GL(X)-invariant
and linearly independent. It follows that for any set of permutations {π1, . . . , πp} ⊆ Sd, the map

ι : (
⊗c

cX)⊕p →
⊗c+d

c+dX defined by ι(x1, . . . , xp) =
∑p

k=1 xk ⊗ Pπk
is an injective GL(X)-equivariant

linear map, and hence it is preserves and reflects closure equivalence by Corollary 3.8. As before we
obtain an efficient algebraic reduction.

We thus obtain completeness for a natural tensor sequence (no tuples required).

Theorem 5.14. Orbit closure intersection for
(
X⊗4 ⊗ (X∗)⊗4;GL(X)

)
is complete for TOCI.

Proof. By Theorem 5.12, the orbit closure intersection problem for
((

X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2
)⊕2

;GL(X)
)

is

TOCI-complete. By Lemma 5.13 (with p = c = d = 2), it reduces to
(
X⊗4 ⊗ (X∗)⊗4;GL(X)

)
.
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Using a similar idea, we can also prove completeness for another simple balanced sequence.

Theorem 5.15. The orbit closure intersection problem for
(
X⊗3 ⊗ (X∗)⊗3 ⊕X ⊗X∗;GL(X)

)
is

complete for TOCI.

Proof. We will construct an efficient algebraic reduction from
(
X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2 ⊕ (X ⊗ (X∗))⊕2;GL(X)

)
,

which has TOCI-complete orbit closure intersection problem by Theorem 5.12. Let P(12) ∈
⊗2

2X
be the invariant tensor corresponding to the linear map X⊗2 → X⊗2 swapping two tensor factors.
Consider the linear map

α : X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2 ⊕ (X ⊗ (X∗))⊕2 → X⊗3 ⊗ (X∗)⊗3 ⊕X ⊗X∗

given by α(x, y, z) = (x⊗ Id +y⊗P(12), z). Note that if dimX ≥ 2, then the subspaces
⊗2

2X ⊗ Id and⊗1
1X⊗P(12) of

⊗3
3X intersect only in 0. Indeed, consider

⊗3
3X as a tensor product

⊗2
2X⊗

⊗1
1X. The

matrix rank of a nonzero tensor of the form x⊗ Id with respect to this decomposition is 1, but the rank
of a nonzero tensor of the form y⊗P(12) is equal to dimX. Therefore, the sum

⊗2
2X⊗Id +

⊗1
1X⊗P(12)

is a direct sum and the map α is an injective equivariant map. By Corollary 3.8 α preserves and
reflects closure equivalence.

We almost have an efficient algebraic reduction: the case dimX = 1 needs to be considered
separately. For dimX = 1 the action of GL(X) on X⊗2 ⊗ (X∗)⊗2 ⊕ (X ⊗ (X∗))⊕2 is trivial, so we
can take in the definition of the algebaric reduction q(1) = 2 and the first map in the sequence
α1(x Id⊗2, y Id, z Id) = (x Id⊗3 +y(Id⊗P(12)), z Id), which is again an injective equivariant map (map-
ping invariants to invariants).

Theorems 5.12, 5.14 and 5.15 prove TOCI-completeness of four OCI problems for four simple
balanced tensor tuple sequences. We can extend this completeness to all balanced sequences which are
more complicated than these using the following lemma.

Lemma 5.16. If p ≤ q and ak ≤ bk for all k ∈ [p], then there is an efficient algebraic reduction from(⊕p
k=1 V

⊗ak ⊗ (V ∗)⊗ak ;GL(V )
)
to
(⊕q

k=1 V
⊗bk ⊗ (V ∗)⊗bk ;GL(V )

)
.

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 5.3. The map

α :

p⊕
k=1

V ⊗ak ⊗ (V ∗)⊗ak →
q⊕

k=1

V ⊗bk ⊗ (V ∗)⊗bk

α(x1, . . . , xp) = (x1 ⊗ Id⊗(b1−a1), . . . , xp ⊗ Id⊗(bp−ap), Id⊗bp+1 , . . . , Id⊗bq)

is an injective equivariant map, and therefore preserves and reflects closure equivalence. Collecting
these maps into a sequence, we obtain an efficient algebraic reduction.

Corollary 5.17. The OCI problem for a tensor tuple sequence
(⊕q

k=1 V
⊗ak ⊗ (V ∗)⊗ak ;GL(V )

)
is

complete for TOCI if
∑q

k=1 ak ≥ 4 and at least one ak > 1.

Proof. The four minimal cases with
∑q

k=1 ak = 4 are established in Theorems 5.12, 5.14 and 5.15, the
rest follows by Lemma 5.16.

5.2 Reductions and completeness for orthogonal and symplectic groups

Let g ∈ V ∗ ⊗ V ∗ be a symmetric or symplectic form on the vector space V . Interpreting g as a map
from V to V ∗, we get an invertible linear map equivariant with respect to the group O(V ) = O(V, g) or
Sp(V ) = Sp(V, g), respectively. Therefore, when talking about tensor tuple representations of O(V )
and Sp(V ), it is enough to consider tensor tuple representations

⊕p
k=1V

⊗ap that do not involve dual
spaces.

Theorem 5.18. For every a1, . . . ,ap ∈ Nm, there exists an efficient algebraic reduction from(⊕p
k=1V

⊗ap ;O(V)
)
to
(⊕p

k=1V
⊗ap ⊕

⊕m
i=1(V

∗
i )⊗2;GL(V)

)
.
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Proof. Let gi ∈ V ∗
i ⊗ V ∗

i denote the tensor corresponding to the symmetric bilinear form invariant
under O(Vi). It is clear that α(x1, . . . , xp) = (x1, . . . , xp, g1, . . . , gm) defines an equivariant map with
respect to the inclusion β : O(V) → GL(V), hence α preserves closure equivalence by Lemma 3.7.

By Lemma 4.28, the invariants for
(⊕p

k=1V
⊗ap ;O(V)

)
are linearly spanned by the contraction

invariants

G(x1, . . . , xp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

xdkk ⊗
m⊗
i=1

g⊗fi
i

)
.

Note that G = F ◦ α where

F (y1, . . . , yp, z1, . . . , zm) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

ydkk ⊗
m⊗
i=1

z⊗fi
i

)

is a contraction invariant for
(⊕p

k=1V
⊗ap ⊕

⊕m
i=1(V

∗
i )⊗2;GL(V)

)
. Thus α reflects closure equivalence

by Lemma 3.10. The map α is clearly efficiently computable and hence we obtain an efficient algebraic
reduction.

We also have an opposite reduction from orbit closure intersection problems for general linear
groups to similar problems for orthogonal groups.

Theorem 5.19. Let (a1; b1), . . . , (ap; bp) ∈ Nm × Nm and define ck = ak + bk. Then there is an

efficient algebraic reduction from
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
to
(⊕p

k=1W
⊗ck ;O(W)

)
.

Proof. As mentioned at the beginning of the section, Wi
∼= W ∗

i as representations of O(W). Therefore

is suffices to construct a reduction from
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
to
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
W;O(W)

)
, as the

latter is isomorphic to
(⊕p

k=1W
⊗ck ;O(W)

)
.

Let V = (V1, . . . , Vm) be a tuple of vector spaces, and let Wi = Vi ⊕ V ∗
i . Equip each space Wi with

a symmetric bilinear form gi ∈ W ∗
i ⊗W ∗

i given by

gi((v1, w1), (v2, w2)) = w1 · v2 + w2 · v1

and consider the corresponding groups O(Wi). For f ∈ GL(Vi) we have f ⊕ (f∗)−1 ∈ O(Wi), which
gives a homomorphism βi : GL(Vi) → O(Wi). Combining βi for all i ∈ [m], we get a homomor-
phism β : GL(V) → O(W).

Let αi : Vi → Wi be the inclusions of Vi into Wi and let ᾱi : V
∗
i → W ∗

i be the inclusion of V ∗
i

into W ∗
i
∼= V ∗

i ⊕ Vi. They induce linear maps α(a;b) :
⊗a

bV →
⊗a

bW for all (a; b), and we obtain a
linear map α from

⊕p
k=1

⊗ak
bk
V to

⊕p
k=1

⊗ak
bk
W as α =

⊕p
k=1 α(ak;bk). The map α is equivariant

with respect to β and hence it preserves closure equivalence, by Lemma 3.7. To see that it also reflects

closure equivalence, consider any contraction invariant for
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V;GL(V)

)
,

G(x1, . . . , xp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
.

Note that for vi ∈ Vi and wi ∈ V ∗
i we have ᾱi(wi) ·αi(vi) = wi ·vi. By considering elementary tensors xk

we obtain
m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

x⊗dk
k

)
=

m⊗
i=1

Trπi

(
p⊗

k=1

α(ak; bk)x
⊗dk
k

)
,

that is, G = F ◦ α where F is a contraction invariant

F (y1, . . . , yp) =
m⊗
i=1

Trπi ·

(
p⊗

k=1

y⊗dk
k

)

for
(⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
W;O(W)

)
. Thus α reflects closure equivalence by Lemma 3.10 and we obtain an

efficient algebraic reduction.
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Corollary 5.20. We have TOCIO = TOCI.

We can also identify orbit closure problems for the orthogonal groups that are complete for the
complexity class TOCI. For example, Theorems 5.14 and 5.19 combine to show that

(
X⊗8;O(X)

)
is

complete. With some more work we can show that seven copies suffice for completeness. We start with
the following theorem, which is of independent interest.

Theorem 5.21. There is an efficient algebraic reduction from
(
X⊗4 ⊗ (X∗)⊗4;GL(X)

)
to
((

Y ⊗3
)⊕2

;O(Y )
)
.

As a consequence, the orbit closure intersection problem for the latter is complete for TOCI.

Proof. Recall from Theorem 5.14 that the orbit closure intersection problem for
(
X⊗4 ⊗ (X∗)⊗4;GL(X)

)
is complete for TOCI. Using Lemma 5.3 we can reduce to

(
X⊗6 ⊗ (X∗)⊗6;GL(X)

)
. Then apply

Theorem 5.19 to reduce to
(
X⊗12;O(X)

)
. To prove the theorem, it suffices to give a reduction to(

Y ⊗3 ⊕ Y ⊗2 ⊗ Y ∗;O(Y )
)
, as the latter is isomorphic to (Y ⊗3)⊕2 as a O(Y )-representation.

Thus let X be a vector space equipped with a symmetric bilinear form g ∈ X∗ ⊗ X∗, and let
ḡ ∈ X ⊗X be the tensor invariant under the corresponding orthogonal group O(X) (it is the tensor of
the dual bilinear form on X∗). Denote Y = X⊗4. Let β be the diagonal inclusion of O(X) into O(Y )
where the orthogonal structure on Y = X⊗4 is induced by the structure given by g on X. In terms of
tensors, the symmetric bilinear form on Y is h = σ · g⊗4 ∈ (X∗)⊗8 = Y ∗ ⊗ Y ∗ where

σ =

(
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 5 2 6 3 7 4 8

)
∈ S8.

Consider the tensors r ∈
⊗4

2X and s ∈
⊗8

4X defined as r = ((23), id) · Id[X]⊗2 ⊗ ḡ and s = r⊗2.
For a tensor x ∈ X⊗12 denote by x̂ the same tensor considered as an element of Y ⊗3. Similarly, denote
by ŝ the tensor s viewed as an element of Y ⊗2 ⊗ Y ∗ ∼=

⊗8
4X. Then we can define a map

α : X⊗12 → Y ⊗3 ⊕ Y ⊗2 ⊗ Y ∗, α(x) = (x̂, ŝ).

Note that s is invariant under O(X). It follows that the map α is O(X)-equivariant with respect to β
and hence α preserves closure equivalence by Lemma 3.7.

Consider the contraction t = Tr1,2:62,3:3 ŝ
⊗3 ∈ Y ⊗4 ⊗ Y ∗. As a tensor in

⊗16
4 X it is equal to (τ, id) ·

(Id[X]⊗4 ⊗ ḡ⊗6), where

τ =

(
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1 5 9 13 3 7 11 15 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

)
∈ S16

Note in particular that the indices belonging to the first 4 factors (Id[X] tensors) are permuted to 1,
5, 9, and 13, that is, if we divide the set [16] into four quadruples corresponding to the Y -factors of
Y ⊗4 = X⊗16, then τ maps the first four indices into the first indices of the four quadruples. Similarly,
t⊗3 ∈

⊗48
12X = (τ ′, id) · Id[X]⊗12 ⊗ ḡ⊗18 where τ ′ maps the first 12 indices into the first indices of 16

quadruples. More precisely, τ ′ can be expressed with the help of the the inclusion × : Sm × Sn → Smn

where the first permutation permutes blocks of size n and the second permutation permutes each block.
Indeed, τ ′ = (id3×τ)(ρ× id4) where

ρ =

(
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 5 9 2 6 10 3 7 11 4 8 12

)
∈ S12

Note also that the permutation σ above also shares this property — it maps the first two indices to
the first indices of the two quadruples in [8].

Now consider an arbitrary contraction invariant for
(
X⊗12;O(X)

)
,

G(x) = Trπ(x⊗d ⊗ g⊗6d).

We can obtain a scalar multiple of G using only tensors over Y as follows:

Trπ

(
(t⊗3 · x̂)⊗d ⊗ h⊗6d

)
= Trπ×id4

(
(τ ′ · x⊗ ḡ⊗18)⊗d ⊗ (id4d×σ) · g⊗24d

)
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= Tr(π×id4)(idd ×τ ′)

(
(x⊗ ḡ⊗18)⊗d ⊗ (id6d×σ) · g⊗24d

)
.

Since τ ′ maps factors of the tensor x into the first factors in each quadruple and π × id4 permutes
quadruples without permuting their elements, the factors of x are mapped to first factors of each
quadruple according to the permutation π. Additionally, σ maps the factors of the first g in each of 6d
blocks to the first factors of each quadruple, so we can separate x and 6d copies of g, rewriting the
above expression as

Trπ(x⊗d ⊗ g⊗6d) · Trπ′(ḡ⊗18d ⊗ g⊗18d).

Using the facts that Trij ḡ ⊗ g = Id and Tr Id = dimX, we see that this expression is (dimX)cG(x) for
some constant c. Thus we see that G = F ◦ α for the contraction invariant

F (x, z) = Trπ

(
((Tr1,2:62,3:3 ẑ

⊗3)⊗3 · x̂)⊗d ⊗ h⊗6d
)

for
(
Y ⊗3 ⊕ Y ⊗2 ⊗ Y ∗;O(Y )

)
. By Lemma 3.10, we conclude that α reflects closure equivalence and we

obtain an efficient algebraic reduction.

Corollary 5.22. The orbit closure intersection problem for
((

Y ⊗3
)⊕2 ⊕ (Y ∗)⊗2;GL(Y )

)
is complete

for TOCI.

Proof. This follows from Theorems 5.18 and 5.21.

We now give a variant of Lemma 5.13 that can be used to replace copies by additional tensor
factors for actions of the orthogonal group.

Lemma 5.23. If p ≤ d!, there is an efficient algebraic reduction from ((X⊗c)⊕p;O(X)) to
(
X⊗(c+2d);O(X)

)
.

Proof. As in Lemma 5.13 the permutation operators Pπ : X⊗d → X⊗d are linearly independent O(X)-
invariants. Then the maps α(x1, . . . , xp) =

∑p
k=1 xk ⊗ Pπk

are injective O(X)-linear maps (X⊗c)⊕p to⊗c+d
d X ∼= X⊗(c+2d), which combine to form an efficient algebraic reduction.

Theorem 5.24. The orbit closure intersection problem for
(
Y ⊗7;O(Y )

)
is complete for TOCI.

Proof. Apply Lemma 5.23 to to
((

Y ⊗3
)⊕2

;O(Y )
)

, which is complete according to Theorem 5.21.

All constructions presented in this section also apply to tensor tuple sequences for the symplectic
groups Sp(V) if gi are taken to denote tensor corresponding to symplectic forms instead of symmetric
ones. In Theorem 5.19 the symplectic form on Ui = Vi ⊕ V ∗

i can be defined as g((v1, w1), (v2, w2)) =
w1 · v2 − w2 · v1. We summarize these results:

Theorem 5.25. We have TOCISp = TOCI. Moreover, the orbit closure intersection problems for(
(V ⊗3)⊕2; Sp(V )

)
and for

(
V ⊗7;Sp(V )

)
are each complete for this class.

5.3 Reductions for symmetric groups and GI-hardness

In this section we consider the action of the symmetric group Sn on an n-dimensional space Cn and
tensor spaces constructed from it. Since the symmetric group is finite, the orbits are always closed, so
closure equivalence is just equivalence under the action of the group. The graph isomorphism problem
can be easily presented as an equivalence problem for an action of the symmetric group. We prove
that the latter can be reduced to an orbit closure intersection problem for a tensor tuple sequence for
the general linear group. As a consequence, we find that GI ⊆ TOCI.

Lemma 5.26. The graph isomorphism problem GI reduces to OCI
(
(Cn)⊗2;Sn

)
.
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Proof. The reduction is given by mapping a pair of graphs to the corresponding pair of adjacency
matrices. In more detail, let (G1, G2) be an instance of the graph isomorphism problem. We can
assume that the graphs G1 and G2 have the same number of vertices n and that the vertex sets of
both graphs are [n], and we denote the edge sets by E1 and E2. The reduction maps this data to the
instance (n, x1, x2) for OCI

(
(Cn)⊗2;Sn

)
, where x1 =

∑
(i,j)∈E1

ei ⊗ ej and x2 =
∑

(i,j)∈E2
ei ⊗ ej .

It is clear that the graphs G1 and G2 are isomorphic if and only if x1 and x2 are equivalent under
the action of Sn. Indeed, the graph isomorphisms from G1 to G2 are exactly the permutations σ ∈ Sn
such that (i, j) ∈ E1 ⇔ (σ(i), σ(j)) ∈ E2, or, equivalently, σ · x1 =

∑
(i,j)∈E1

eσ(i) ⊗ eσ(j) = x2 in terms

of the group action Sn on (Cn)⊗2. Since Sn is a finite group, x1 and x2 are equivalent if and only if
they are closure equivalent. Thus we have constructed the desired reduction.

Remark 5.27. The same argument shows that OCI
(
(Cn)⊗2;Sn

)
is equivalent to the graph isomorphism

problem for weighted graphs with edge weights in F.

Proposition 5.28. There is an efficient algebraic reduction from
(
(Cn)⊗2; Sn

)
to the tensor tuple

sequence
(
V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
.

Proof. For each V = Cn, define an injective linear map αn : V ⊗2 → V ⊗3 ⊕ V ⊗2 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2 by αn(x) =
(h, x, g), where g =

∑n
i=1 e

∗
i ⊗ e∗i and h =

∑n
i=1 ei ⊗ ei ⊗ ei. Let β : Sn → GL(V ) be the inclusion of Sn

into GL(V ) as permutation matrices. Because the tensors g and h are Sn-invariant, we have αn(gx) =
β(g)αn(x) for g ∈ Sn. Thus αn preserves closure equivalence by Lemma 3.7.

To see that it also reflects closure equivalence, recall from Lemmas 4.26 and 4.30 that the invariant
algebra C[(Cn)⊗2]Sn is linearly spanned by the contraction invariants of the form

G(x) = Trπ

(
x⊗d ⊗ h⊗f1 ⊗ g⊗f2

)
.

For every such G ∈ C[(Cn)⊗2]Sn we can find an invariant F ∈ C[V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2]GL(V ), namely,

F (x, y, z) = Trπ

(
x⊗d ⊗ y⊗f1 ⊗ z⊗f2

)
such that G = F ◦ αn. We conclude from Lemma 3.10 that the map αn reflects closure equivalence.
Thus the maps αn define an algebraic reduction. It is efficient because the maps are also efficiently
computable (including as a function of n).

Theorem 5.29. The problem OCI
(
V ⊗2 ⊕ V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗2;GL(V )

)
is GI-hard. Thus, GI ⊆ TOCI. In

particular, the complete orbit closure intersection problems listed in §1.1 are all GI-hard.

5.4 Reductions for unitary groups

In this section we observe that the tensor isomorphism problem for the unitary group can be reduced
to an orbit closure intersection problem for the general linear group with closed orbits. The main
ingredient is the following result, which we state in the language of this article. In its statement the
complex reductive group G is considered as a Lie group; as such it has a maximal compact subgroup K
that is unique up to conjugation. For example, if G is the general linear group GLn then K can be
taken to be the unitary group Un.

Theorem 5.30 ([BDM+21, Theorem 8.2]). Let X be a representation of a connected reductive group G.
Let K be a maximal compact subgroup of G, and choose a K-invariant Hermitian inner product ⟨·, ·⟩
on X. For x ∈ X, let x̂ ∈ X∗ denote the linear functional defined by x̂(x′) := ⟨x, x′⟩. Then, the
following are equivalent for any two x, y ∈ X:

1. x ∼K y;

2. (x, x̂) ∼G (y, ŷ) in X ⊕X∗;

3. (x, x̂) ≈G (y, ŷ) in X ⊕X∗.
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It is proved by using the Kempf-Ness theorem to observe that (x, x̂) ∈ X ⊕X∗ is a minimum norm
point in its G-orbit, which therefore in particular is closed, and using the fact that the minimum norm
points form a K-orbit.

We remark that x 7→ (x, x̂) is not a polynomial map due to the antilinearity of x 7→ x̂. Indeed,
since the unitary group is not an algebraic group (it is compact), this map is not an algebraic reduction
between p-sequences of representations as defined in Definition 3.3. Nevertheless, Theorem 5.30 states it
has exactly the right properties to relate orbit problems for (X;K) and (X ⊕X∗;G). Therefore, if the
map is efficiently computable and we obtain a Karp reduction between the corresponding computational
problems.

In particular, this is case for tensor tuple sequences (but it holds more generally). We summarize this
in the following theorem, where OE denotes the orbit equivalence problem, which is defined like OCI but
for equivalence ∼ in place of closure equivalence ≈ (Definition 2.4); this is also called the isomorphism
problem [CGQ+24].

Theorem 5.31. For any tensor tuple sequence X =
⊕p

k=1

⊗ak
bk
V, there is a Karp reduction

from OE (X;U(V)) to OCI(X ⊕X∗;GL(V)), as well as to OE (X ⊕X∗;GL(V)). As a consequence,
we have TIU ⊆ TOCI ∩TI.

Proof. The existence of the Karp reduction follows from Theorem 5.30 and the preceding discussion.
To see the inclusion of complexity classes, recall that OE

(
V ⊗3;U(V )

)
is complete for TIU by [CGQ+24,

Theorem 1.7]. Thus it suffices to show that this problem is in TOCI as well as in TI. The former
follows directly from the first part of the proof, because OCI

(
V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗3;GL(V )

)
is in TOCI. For

the latter, we use that OE
(
V ⊗3 ⊕ (V ∗)⊗3;GL(V )

)
reduces to OE

(
V ⊗3;GL(V )

)
by [FGS19, Theorem 1.1]

and [GQ23a, Theorem 7.3], and the latter is complete for TI.
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Michael Walter, and Freek Witteveen. The minimal canonical form of a tensor network.
In 64th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2023,
Santa Cruz, CA, USA, November 6-9, 2023, pages 328–362. IEEE, 2023. doi:10.1109/
FOCS57990.2023.00027. 3
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