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Abstract. Thesplit basisfor the symmetric groups,, is adapted t&,, and to the product subgroup

Sqi—a X S;. We consider matrices transforming between split bases and the standard Young—
Yamanouchi basis of the symmetric grofip We present a conjecture for directly relating those
transformation matrices to a representation matrix, in the Young—Yamanouchi basis, of a cycle
permutation. Thislock-selectiveconjecture agrees with previously obtained solutions for the
transformation matrices up to, and includirfig, In particular, the conjecture provides a correct
solution for the early occurrences of multiplicities in the prodfict, x S,. To motivate the main

result of this paper we first present transformations between permuted symmetric groups.

1. Introduction

The coupling (3m) and recoupling (§) coefficients of unitary groups are often useful for
simplifying many-body calculations in physics and chemistry. Schur—Weyl duality relates the
unitary group coefficients to different types of symmetric group coefficients (Edli@tt1953,
Kramer 1968, Vanagas 1971, Haase and Butler 1984a, b). In particular, the unitary group 6
are related to subduction coefficientsf ThesS, subduction coefficients transform between
one basis adapted ), to S, x S,, and then ta5, x S. x S;; and a second basis, adapted to
S,,t0S. x §;,andtoS, x S, x S;,wherea+b=a+e+d=c+d =n.

The subduction coefficients can be expressed in terms of transformation coefficients
between the standard Young—Yamanouchi basis and a second basis adapted to a direct product
subgroup of the forn§, x S;,. Elliott et al(1953) introduced this particular type of non-standard
basis. We call it &plit basis and denote it as th&,—S, , basis.

Since Elliottet al (1953) many techniques have been given for calculating split-standard
transformation coefficients. The investigation of these coefficients is incomplete. Several
issues are of particular interest.

Firstly, there are some numerical methods for calculating the coefficients. However, they
require non-direct operations such as diagonalization or recursion (Horie 1964, Kaplan 1961,
Kaplan 1975, Chemt al 1983, Pan and Chen 1993). Such methods may begin with well
understood representation matrices, but non-direct operations on those matrices insure the link
between the bases is purely numerical. No insight into the structure of the transformations can
be obtained.
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Secondly, closed algebraic formulae exist for some cases (dbakl964, Hamekt al
1996), for example when the Ferrers diagram labelling an irrep has two or fewer columns
(Suryanarayana and Rao 1982). Tools exist for deriving algebraic solutions independent of
n. One such technique is the linear equation method (McAateasd 1998, Paret al 1993).
However, the linear equation approach restricts one to deriving algebraic solutions for particular
a andb. Transformations between tigbasis and ths,—S,,_» » basis were obtained some time
ago (Kaplan 1961, Kaplan 1975). Recently, the linear equation methodke{R&h993) was
used to calculate the transformations betweenSthieasis and the,—S,,_3 3 basis (McAven
etal1998). They present case by case general solutions which are independeuat dépend
on the relative values af andb. Although useful, the linear equation method is therefore
unlikely to give a general algebraic formula for alla andb.

Thirdly, the transformation coefficients up to and 8¢ have been calculated and
published. The irrep [3 2 1] ofs occurs twice in the decomposition of the square of the
irrep [2 1] of S3. Thus there is a multiplicity freedom in the transformation matrix between
the Sg basis and th&s—S3 3 basis. Different choices have been made (Céieal 1983, Pan
et al1993). A recent investigation of th#% basis taS,—S,_3 3 basis transformation (McAven
et al 1998) presents considerations which can be applied to obtain a simple form for the
multiplicity separation. However, only this simplest multiplicity class has been investigated
(McAvenet al1998). The multiplicity resolution remains a significant problem for developing
a combinatorial prescription for split-standard transformation coefficients; how should the
multiplicity separation be chosen, if it can be, without explicit dependence arr b?

We have a technique which addresses a number of the issues mentioned above. We call
this theblock-selective conjectur@ here are several significant features.

Firstly, the conjecture is direct in the sense that the numerical methods are not. The block-
selective conjecture begins with the standard basis representation of a well prescribed cycle
permutation. The Littlewood—Richardson rule is used to select blocks out of the matrix. The
resulting matrix is then normalized.

Secondly, the relationship between the split and standard bases is made more apparent,
as the ratios of entries in the transformation matrix are the ratios of entries in the appropriate
permutation matrix.

Thirdly, only one representation matrix in tl§g basis needs to be calculated, compared
with many required for the construction of the complete sets of commuting operators used in
Chenet al (1983). Using recent methods (Rettretpal 1996, Wuet al 1994) any permutation
can be expressed as the product of two matrices, one for the irrep and the other for the
permutation. Thus our method requires much less calculation than that oe€Cakg1983).

Finally, the block-selective conjecture can be used to make a universal, although not
algebraic, choice of multiplicity separation. The method is independentodr b. Similarly,
the conjecture makes consistent phase choices.

The problems in obtaining a general algebraic solution, particularly with multiplicity
separation issues, suggest that a more realistic aim is a combinatorial recipe for any split—
standard transformation coefficient.

The paper is structured as follows. In section 2 we provide some background. We refer
the reader to McAvert al (1998), and references therein, for background information on
the standard and split bases and the ordering of basis tableaux in those bases. We discuss,
in particular, the well known association between basis tableaux and sets of partitions, for
standard and split bases.

In Hamelet al (1996) a dual basis, constructed by removing lower labelled boxes first
(rather than highest labelled boxes first, as in the standard basis), is related to the standard
basis. In section 3 we generalize that result. We find the transformation between the standard
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basis and a basis described by the removal of any single box at each lewveli < n. The
appropriate transformation matrix is shown to simply be a (permuted) representation matrix,
in the standard basis, of a permutation.

Section 4 naturally extends those results to the reordering of split bases. Thus, we consider
the transformation from ths,-S, , basis to theS,—S, , basis. Rather than just considering
the rearrangement of one box at a time, we are able to consider any number of boxes being
moved around. The transformation matrix is shown to be a (permuted) representation matrix
of a cycle permutation in a split basis. More general permutations describe transformations to
bases with boxes removed in different orders.

Compared to the aim of obtaining the split—standard transformation coefficients, those
results may seem to be of limited use. However, they serve the purpose of motivating
our conjecture for calculating split—standard transformation coefficients. We introduce the
conjecture in section 5. The block-selective conjecture also uses representations of cycle
permutations as a basic structure for the transformation matrix. However, the cycle permutation
is now in the well understood standard basis, rather than in a split basis. We discuss the
conjecture, before considering in section 5.1 some considerations relating to multiplicity
separations.

We summarize and discuss our results in section 6.

2. Background

Much of the necessary background has previously been given in Mcéivah(1998). In
particular, see McAvent al (1998) for the definitions gku de tacquinand for the first-letter
ordering of split and standard bases. We will restate critical points as we introduce other
background material. The labelling of basis vectors using Young tableaux is well known.
However, the permuted basis transformations to be discussed in sections 3 and 4 depend
so vitally on the relationships between labels, Young tableaux and basis vectors that a brief
discussion on those relationships is useful here.

Let us then describe the labelling of the basis vectors for irreps in the standard basis. The
number of conjugacy classes of a group is equal to the number of inequivalent irreps. Since
partitions ofn can be used to label the classesSpfthey are also used to label irrepsSyt
A partition [2] of n into i parts may be written as.f, A, ..., A; ] such thaty*;_; »; = n and
thei; are weakly decreasing { > A j+1, V).

A useful way to manipulate the irreps through the partition labels is to use diagrams and
tableaux. By forming a left-justified array witty boxes on thg'th row and with thecth row
below the(k — 1)th row, we obtain a Ferrers or Young diagram. Having identified the irreps
of S, we can discuss the basis vectors which span the irreps. One way of labelling the basis
vectors is to look at their behaviour under the chain of subgroups,

S D8,_1D8,.2---D 8. (2.1)

To understand the resulting labelling let us examine the reduction of irrepsSrams,,_.

The irreps of the groug,_; may also be labelled by partitions. However, teand S, 1
partitions must differ only in one part, smaller by one in $he; partition. This is equivalent to
retaining Ferrers diagrams ar- 1 boxes obtained by removing one outer box from the Ferrers
diagram for theS, irrep. Recording the,, irrep (partition) and the,,_; irrep we have a basis

for the irreps in aS, O S,_1 group—subgroup chain. This does not uniquely label the basis
vectors, since th&,_; irreps will generally be of dimension greater than one. Gialgnd S,

have all one-dimensional irreps. So if we extend the chain as in equation (2.1) we obtain a set
of irreps (partitions) which do uniquely label each basis vector. We give an example in figure 1.
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Figure 1. The set of irreps (partitions) associated with each of the basis vectors of the irrep [3 2].

The sequence of diagrams is an awkward way of labelling the basis vectors. But the
Ferrers diagram in a labelling sequence differs in only one box between steps. So we can
associate each sequence with a numbered Ferrers diagram, where the box which is removed
going from ; to S;_; is filled with i. Thus the procedure of generating the labelling of the
basis vectors is equivalent to filling the Ferrers diagram with the numbers,k, such that
each number appears exactly once and values strictly increase across rows and down columns.
Those filled diagrams are called Young tableaux and for a given partition (Ferrers diagram)
the number of Young tableaux corresponds to the dimension of the irrep. At the bottom of
figure 1 we give Young tableaux for the basis vectors labelled by the sequences given.

But one need not use the basis adapted to the chain of subgroups in equation (2.1), indeed
one need not have a basis with any adaption scheme. In general the differently adapted bases
are called non-standard bases. The particular non-standard representations we are interested in
were first discussed by Elliogt al (1953). They were interested, along with Jathal (1954),

Kaplan (1961) and others, in constructing functions with a definite permutation symmetry,
from functions for subsystems each of which has its own permutation symmetry. Efladtt

(1953) introduced a basis in which tl§g basis functions are adapted§p and to the direct

product subgroug, x S,, wherea +b = n. Each factor group, th&, basis and thé,, basis, is

standard basis adapted. Because there are many non-standard bases, we introduce a distinctive
new term split basis to emphasize this type. We denote such a split basis 8s-dh , basis.

In the trivial case, namely when= 1, theS,—S,_11 basis is theS, basis.

One can label the basis vectors of the split basis by a pair of tableaux, one bdttes
and the other withb boxes. These tableaux determine the representation matrices of the
adjacent transpositions in the split bases using the method described above for the standard
basis tableaux. The first tableau is used if the adjacent transpositionSjs the second
tableau is used if the adjacent transposition issjn The transposition between the factor
subgroupsn — b, n — b + 1), the bridging permutation, cannot be calculated in this manner,
but can be found by using the split—standard transformation. It is of particular interest to us
that multiplicities can arise in the split basis (McAvenal 1998).
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3. Permuting bases

The dual basis of Hamaedt al (1996) corresponds to removing the lowéstfactor at each

level, as opposed to the standard basis in which the highéattor is removed at each level.

In this section we generalize the result of Hartedl (1996) to bases described in terms of the
removal of anys; factor at each level. We interpret this as dealing with a standard basis on a
rearranged list of labels. We show that the transformation matrix we require is a representation
matrix of anS, permutation in the standard basis.

Our procedure follows the derivation by Hamermesh (1962) of the representation matrices
in the standard basis. In his derivation, Hamermesh works recursively, assuming the
representation matrices for the fisst— 1 elements are known and deriving the matrix for
the transpositioiz — 1, n). Here we consider choosing the setef 1 elements to differ from
the set of: elements by an element other than that labelleWe label the element excluded
by p, thus ‘removing the box labelled first’. Then, giveno € S, that leaves invariant,
there exists some permutatianc S, such that for all suchr, the permutatiomo ! leaves
the object labellea invariant. We can then proceed as Hamermesh did foStheasis but
with the permutationr ~or in our modified basis occupying the same relelid in the S,
basis.

It remains now to describe. Clearlyr needstocarrytop, ptop+1,p+1top+2,
and so on untih — 1 ton, while leaving the other elements fixed. Hence,

(1 2 ... p=1 p p+1l ... n—=1 n
ﬂ_(l 2 ... p=1 p+1 p+2 ... n p>' (3.1)

Having removed any factor at th# level, we can just as easily consider removing any
box at theS,,_1, and theS,_, level, and so on. In particular, we can consider a variation on
the splitS,—S1,,—1 basis, where th§,_; basis is adapted, not to the standard basis, but to the
group-subgroup chaify x S, 1 D Sy x S1 X Sp_2 D --- D 81 x 81 x -+ - x §1, such that each
factor is removed from the left. This describes the dual basis of Hata(1996). Denoting
a subgroup adapted to the dual baisve can write the dual basis 8-S, ;,—, or simply as
the S; basis. Setting equal to one at each level in the basis chain produces thfeHamel
et al (1996):

1 2 ... n—=1 n
”_(n n-1 .. 2 1)' (3.2)
In Hamelet al (1996) M* () was denoted by). We useM” (o) to label the matrix, in the
representation, for the permutatiom .

Another way of understanding this result is to look back to the discussion in section 2 and
examine how the basis vectors are labelled. If we remove the boxes in the Young tableaux in
a different order we will, in general, obtain a different partition chain relating to a different
Young tableau for the same irrep. So we have the same irrep, just with all the labels mixed up.
We still have a Ferrers diagram for each integet n.

Although those transformations are somewhat limited in value we can use them to
calculate some of the transformation matrices given by G#eal (1983). For example,
the transformation between tisg basis and th&s—S; 4 basis for the irrep [3 2] (Cheaet al
1983, table 11.5) can be shown to be like the representation matrix of the permutation
<é i g g Z . We say '‘like’ since there are differences in the signs of some rows
due to different phase choices. If our method is used for calculating such transformation
matrices, the phase freedom in the transformation matrices disappears. The choices have been
made in the representation matrices of the standard basis.
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Figure 2. The Young tableaux associated with the irrep [3 2], ordered according to the last letter.
1
3

Figure 3. The pair tableaux used to label the basis vectors, for the irrep [3 2], iS5t » basis.
They are ordered according to the prescription of McAgeal (1998).
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Figure 4. The pair tableaux used to label the basis vectors, for the irrep [3 2], iS5t 3 basis.
They are ordered according to the prescription of McAgeal (1998).
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Another difference is in the orders of the rows and columns. In figures 1 and 2 we see that
the first-letter ordering, used by us, and the last-letter ordering, used byeCil¢h983), differ
only in the order of the third and fourth basis vectors. So, to recognize the relationship between
the transformation matrix and the permutation representation matrix we need to exchange the
third and fourth rows, and the third and fourth columns of one of them.

4. Split basis transformations

In this section we address the problem of transforming between two split bases which differ
only in that the two factors in the direct product subgroup are swapped. That is, we will
transform between thg,—S, , basis and the,—S;, , basis.

Consider the matriMj’b(n“”’), being the matrix for the permutatiorf-® represented in
the S,—-S,., basis, where

ab _ 1 2 ... b b+1 ... n—-1 n
d _(a+1 a+2 ... n 1 2... a-1 a)’ (4.1)

This matrix carries the representation matrices in $heS, , basis to the representation
matrices in thes,—S, , basis by the relation

PM},(n“" M} (o) (PM) ,(x*") ™t = M} (o) (4.2)

whereP is a permutation matrix used to reorder the basis vectors so that the basis vectors for
the representation matrices are all ordered according to our standard prescriptions. We will
give the procedure for obtaining later in this section.
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Figure 5. The matrix representations of the generators=ffor the irrep [3 2]. In theSs—S3 2
basis (left column) and th&s—S> 3 basis (right column).

Before discussing this resultin more detail, we consider an exampl&s-t§g, basis and
the S5—S, 3 basis. The tableaux pairs labelling those bases are in figures 3 and 4 respectively,
each ordered according to the prescription in McAeeal (1998).

We cannot calculate the representation matrices for the bridging permutations directly, we
need to use the split-standard transformation matrices of €hah(1983) to obtain them.
We give the matrix representations in figure 5.

The appropriate permutatianfor transforming from the§s—S, 3 basis to theSs—S3 » basis
ism23 = (é i g ‘11 g) The inverse is used to transform back. The two representation
matrices used in the transformations are thenM&t2 (723) and M2 2 (732) respectively,

1

3 % % 0 o0 1 22 9 o o0
22 1 L0 0 =25 f 0 0
0o 0 0 F L8 and 0o o0 o F B
0 £ F 0 o H s oF 00
o o0 o ¥ =t 0 o0 o0 =& -
(4.3)
The appropriate permutation matrix for the transformations is
1 0 0O
01000
P = 000 1 ol (4.4)
0 01 00O

To prove the general result, we turn to developments of Chen and Gao (1982)etGthen
(1983) follow Chen and Gao (1982) in introducing complete sets of commuting operators

(CSCOs). We give some details about the CSCOs here, more can be found in Chen and Gao
(1982) or Chen (1989).
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Consider the operator, which Chenal (1983) call a two-cycle class operator,

/
chy= Y Gj. (4.5)
1<i<y
For exampleC(4) = (12) + (13) + (14) + (23) + (24) + (34). Chen and Gao (1982) showed
that the set of these two-cycle class operatofs), C(n — 1), ..., C(2), of the permutation
groupss,,, S,-1, - .., S2, constitute a complete set of commuting operators. We denote this set
{C, (i)}, noting thati runs from 2 ton.

Chenet al (1983) refer to this complete set of commuting operators as the second
kind of CSCO, or CSCO-Il. The simultaneous eigenvectors of those operators constitute
vectors the Young—Yamanouchi basisSpf The correspondence with operators in the groups
S;, 2 <i < n,isin accordance with the sequence of Ferrers diagrams used to label basis
vectors of symmetric group irreps, or alternately the Young tableaux (section 2). Similarly,
CSCO-lIs can be defined for tt%e andS,, groups appearing in the direct product subgroup in
the split basis. Explicitly, the CSCO-Il &, is,

{C.())} ={C(a),C(a—1),C(a—2),...,C(2)} (4.6)
where eaclC(]) is as in equation (4.5). The CSCO-II §f is,
{C,(H}={C'"(b),C’'(b—-1),C'(b—-2),...,C'(2)} 4.7)

where we add a prime to the two-cycle class operators, since the operators differ slightly to
those in (4.6),
a+l
Ch= Y G (4.8)
at+l<i<j

Chen and Gao (1982) point out that it is more convenient for computer computation to
collect all the sets of operators in a CSCO into one operator. Thus, instd@ad©f and
(C’(b)) we consider

b b
M =" kCW) and  My" =Y "kC'O. (4.9)
=2 =2

The coefficients; andk; can be freely chosen (as long as the eigenvalues are non-degenerate),
so that the CSCOs span classes of operators. €hai(1983) choosé; = i + 7. We have
similar CSCO-lls for the5,—S;, , basis, obtained from (4.9) by swapping the symlacdsdb.

In a basis the CSCO-IIs associated with that basis are diagonal. Thus, if we could map
the CSCO-lls of thes,—S, , basis into the CSCO-lIs of th&,—S,, , basis, we would have a
mapping between the two bases. But simply relabelling the elements is enough to do this.
Consider our example from earlier in this section. ForkeS, ; basis and thés—S3 ; basis,

M?® = k(1 2) M3° =ky3 4 +K[(34 + (35 +(45)]
M3? = k)45 M3? = ky(12) +k3[(12) + (1 3) + (2 J)].

Relabelling the elements in the CSCOs of the-S, 3 basis according to the permutation
723 (1 2 3 45
3 45 1 2)
The variation of; andk; generates the same class of operators, so that the permutation carries
one class of operators to the other. Hence an operator that performs the transformation from
the S5—S, 3 basis to thess—S3 » basis is the matrix)?3 = M*(7%3) P. The matrixP ensures
the basis vectors are correctly ordered. The permutatiatepends on the bases we are
transforming between, but is independent of the representation.

(4.10)

we obtain the same form for the CSCOs as inSgeSs » basis.
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Since adjacent transpositions are self invertible, it is clear that the permutationot
unique. For this example, we need only insure that one ofthdabels 1 and 2 becomes one
of the S5, labels 4 and 5, and the other of those tigg labels becomes the oth&s , label.
Thus, 1to 5 and 2 to 4 is a valid alternative. Similarly, the label S,afcould go to 2 0fS3 5,
4 of Sp3t0 1 of S3 2, leaving the label 5 0§, 3 to go to 3 ofS3 2. So how can this freedom be
explained? In theSs—S» 3 basis the adjacent transpositiaiis2) and(3 4) must be diagonal,
since they are elements in a CSCO-II of that basis. (See, for this example, the representation
matrices of(1 2) and(3 4) in the S5—S, 3 basis in figure 5.) Being orthogonal, they must also
have+1 in each diagonal position. Thus, they can at most change the signs of rows of the
matrix representation of in the S5—S- 3 basis.

Returning to the general forms of the CSCO-llIs, from (4.9),

M = kp(12) +ka[(12) + (1 3) + (2 3)]

+o k12D + 13 +23)...(a—2,a)+ (@ —1,a)] (4.11)
MSP =kha+1,a+2) +ks[(a+La+2) +(a+1a+3)+(a+2a+3)]

toootkl@a+l,a+2)+ @@+l a++---+(m—2,n)+(n—1n)]

(4.12)

MY = kp(12) +k3[(12) + (1 3) + (2 3)]

otk [(L2+ (1) +(23)...(b—2,b)+ (b —1,b)] (4.13)
M’;*“=k/2(b+1,b+2)+k’3[(b+1,b+2)+(b+1,b+3)+(b+2,b+3)]

ootk b+, b+2)+(b+1L, b+ +---+(n—2,n)+(n—1,n)] (4.14)

we can see that the permutation given in equation (4.1) performs the transformation.

The permutationP which acts to reorder the basis vectors is calculated from the basis
vectors. The action of on the basis vectors is to renumber the labels in the boxes of the pair
of tableaux. The lower numbered boxes are then in the second tableau of the pair. But it is
standard to have the lower numbered boxes in the first tableau of the pair. So we swap the
first and second parts of all the basis tableaux pairs. But now the new basis ordering will not,
in general, be standard. The permutatiis required to standardise the ordering in the new
basis. For the example considerédswaps the third and fourth basis vectors.

The result for single boxes given in section 3 is a special case of the result of this section,
which applies to many boxes. However, bases can also be defined with respect to product
subgroups of, with three or more factors, for examp$g—S, x S, x S.. Another adaption
for a basis is to have split bases at several levels. For example, a basis could be adapted to
Suy Sa X Sp,n = a+b,andS,. x S;,a = ¢ +d. All those bases can be rearranged using
permutations derived from this CSCO analysis.

Before investigating the calculation of the split-standard transformation coefficients, we
make one final point. Since one can transform between split bases via the standard basis, a
relationship between the split-standard transformation matrices and the reordering matrices
can be obtained. This relationship can be written

T}, (T} = My, (") (4.15)

with the two split—standard transformation matrices on the left, and the split—split matrix on
the right. We leave out the ordering permutation matrices.

5. The block-selective conjecture

The block-selective conjecture calculates split-standard transformation coefficients. The
conjecture builds on the results of the previous sections.
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The problem we want to solve is to find the matfiy;,,, which satisfies
M (o) = T, ,M*(0)(T;,)' (5.1)

for all permutations of n = a + b elements. We continue to us#€* (o) as the standard basis

matrix irrep of the permutatioa in the irrepa.
Let us first describe our conjecture in a formal manner.

(1) List the standard basis tableaux in first-letter order. Call the.list
(2) ConstructQ = M*(z**) (Hamermesh 1962, Rettrgh al 1996, Wuet al 1994), where

ab 1 2 ... b b+1 ... n—-1 n
T _<a+1 a+2 ... n 1 ... a-1 a)’ (5.2)

(3) Generate the list’ of split basis pair tableaux by the following procedure. For each

tableaux inL:

(a) remove the boxes containing the lasabels, giving a tableaii; of b boxes;

(b) remove the boxes containing the fibdiabels usingeu (section 2), giving a tableau
T» of a boxes;

(c) apply the permutation®? of (5.2) to the labels in the pair tableaiy, 7>;

(d) the lower labels are now if, so reorder the pair tableaux to label the basis vectors
T,, T1. This is the same action as we took in section 4.

(4) Order L’ according to the standard prescription for split bases (McAeteal 1998).
Record inP the permutation required to reordgf.

(5) LetT = PQ.

(6) If the first tableau in théth pair tableaux of.” is not equal to the sub-tableau of the first
a boxes in thejth tableaux ofL then sefl;; = 0.

(7) Normalize rows ofl" which have no multiplicity associated with them.

(8) Apply the Gram—-Schmidt orthogonalization procedure to any set of roWsdiffering
only in multiplicity.

(9) The resulting matrix describes the transformaﬂgg.

We have used the conjecture to generate all the transformation coefficients oéGilen
(1983), to within phases. This includgg3? ", for which there is a product multiplicity
(McAvenet al 1998). Preliminary speculations on this method (McAven and Butler 1998) did
not include this multiplicity result. We shall now consider an example, [3 2] inSthe, 3
basis.

Consider the irrep [3 2], and the transformation from the standard t8sth$ 5 basis.

The basis vectors for the standard and split bases are given in figures 1 and 2, respectively.
The permutation associated with our algorithm is

1 2 3 45
2,3 _
i _<3 4 5 1 2)' (5.3)
The representation matrix of this permutation in the standard basis is
1 V2 N2
-1 -1 1 V3 g
2320 _ | 2% 4 4
0 =M"xn"°) = % B 2 2 0 (5.4)
-1 1 V3
-
% 2 0 0 %
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Figure 6. The relationship between split and standard tableaux for the [3 2] example, prescribed
by the block-selective conjecture. The first two rows are from steps (3a) and (3b) respectively. The
second two rows are given by the action of steps (3c) and (3d) on the first two rows.

The results of step (3) are in figure 6. Comparing figures 4 and 6, we find (step (4))

1 0 0O
0 0100

P=|0 0 0 0 1 (5.5)
01 000
0 00 10

After applying P and the selection rule of step (6) we obtain

1 V2 22 o ¢
3 3 /3
-1 -1 1

T=|1% 3 0O 0 O (5.6)
0 0 0 ¥ o
0o 0 0 0 ¥

which is then normalized. As in section 3 the third and fourth columns must be exchanged to
compare our result with Chest al (1983). The split basis order is consistent with that used
by Chenet al (1983), so the rows may be left.

This example is simple, but the compactness should not, however, mislead the reader into
thinking larger examples are any more difficult. We state in sections 1 and 6 reasons why
this conjectured method is more efficient and elegant than techniques previously proposed for
calculating those coefficients. Examining a larger case would require the handling of larger
matrices but otherwise, apart from the use of step (8) for multiplicity cases, would add nothing.

Let us return to the general algorithm. The critical stage is identifying the permutation
matrix in the standard basis with the transformation matrix. This identification is motivated by
the CSCOs considered in the previous section. The permutatibiis the same as that given
in equation (4.1). The matrix representationtéf’ in the S, S, , basis was used to transform
from theS,—S, , basis to thes,—S, , basis. In the block-selective conjecture the permutation
is represented in the standard basis. The results of section 3 tell us that this permutation carries

the standard basis to a permuted basis. In the example above the permuted basis corresponds
to

S5 D S4 % 51(2)
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S 83 x S1(1) x 51(2)
S 85 x 51(5) x S1(1) x $1(2)
S $1(3) x S1(4) x S1(5) x S1(1) x S1(2). (5.7)

In section 4 we mentioned that if all the operators in the CSCO-Il associated with a basis
are diagonal, then we are in that basis. Thef the algorithm reorders standard basis vector
order to split basis vector order, and can be ignored in the analysis of the CSCOs. Both the
split and standard bases have the diagata) CSCO, and the permutation in equation (5.2)
will preserve this. The CSCO-II associated with the first factor gr§uis already diagonal
in the standard basis, and must remain so after applying the transformation matrix. The other
problem is to diagonalize the CSCO-II associated with the second factor goup,

The matrix representation of the permutatiof” in equation (5.2) diagonalizes the
CSCO-ll of §,. But it also makes the CSCO-II &f, generally non-diagonal. The permuted
basis is not generally diagonal @Y (a), or for the example relating to the basis in (5.7), the
permuted basis is not diagonal in the CSC@}(2). This problem forS, is overcome by
the block-selective rule of step (6), without upsettifiag The block selection rule ensures that
the product of the split basis pair tableaux contains the standard basis tableaux. The rule is
not represented as a matrix product, so we cannot consider the transformation to be via the
permuted basis. Rather the split-standard transformation is to a basis ‘near’ the permuted
basis.

The permutation structure of this method emphasises the strong link between the matrix
elements of permutations and the ratios of split—-standard transformation coefficients. Each
row of the transformation matrix is taken from a row of the representation matti% ofn the
standard basis, or alternately from a row of the transformation to the permuted basis. Consider
labelling the standard basis vectorsihythe permuted basis vectors Byand the split basis
vectors byw;. Then the relationships between the permuted and standard basis vectors, and
between the split and standard basis vectors can be respectively expressed as

v = Zcijuj and w; = Z Tiju;. (5.8)
j J

Then the block selection conjecture tells us that the following two relationships hold whenever
the product of the two split basis vectors can give the standard basis vector:
Cij _ Tra, Cij _ Tiryj

(5.9)

Cij Trwyj Crj  Tipy)
We have two results which, if proved, would confirm the block-selective conjecture.
Firstly, that the CSCO-II for the split basis be diagonalized by the transformation matrix in the
conjecture. Secondly, that the ratios in equation (5.9) hold.
Finally, note that one may simplify step (3b) in calculations performed by hand by
removing all the boxes at once. For programming purposes though it is necessary to identify
the original position of the box containing 1 and there is in general no advantage.

5.1. The block-selective conjecture and multiplicities

Itis especially significant that the conjecture suggests solutions for multiplicity cases. However,
step (8) of the algorithm, application of the Gram—Schmidt procedure, is not unique in giving a
correct multiplicity separation. We shall evaluate here the simplest case, one of the two blocks
of [3 2 1] in the Sg—S3 3 basis, and discuss the freedom allowed in going from the block of the
representation matrix to a valid separation.
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Table 1. The multiplicity two solutions for the irreps [3 2 1] and [4 2 1] in terms of the parameters
of McAven et al (1998).

Parameters  [3 2 1] Blocks [4 2 1] Blocks
One Two One Two Three

x 1 _ 5 __ V2 __1 __1
36v14 366 21/185 28/30 14/30
1 1 1 __A5 1

Y %szm 1262J3T) 1123J37c) . 2016/6 501\/3*0

r -9 ~ 5 3@ 72 ~36

[ +1 +1 -1 -1 +1

1) +1 -1 -1 +1 -1

¥ -1 +1 -1 +1 +1

The relevant block of the representation matrix prior to step (8) is,

V3 3 3 v15 /15 _3J5
16 8 16 8 16 16
5 V15 Y15 5 0 0
8 16 8 16 (5 10)
3 53 _ /3 _36 g 0 '
8 16 8 16
_J15 g +/5 0 5/3  _ 5
16 16 16 16
If one uses step (8) then the particular solution obtained is
1 3 V3 5 5 V15
2J/14 V14 2V14 V14 2/14 2/14
35 Ji5  _ 3/15 5 1 V3
4/14 414 4/14 414 4/14 414 (5.11)
A3 5 __1 _3/15 0 0 '
V14 2J14 V14 414
V5 _ 0 5 M3 13 T
4/14 414 414 414 414 414

This corresponds to choosing= 1/(36v14), y = —/(162/14),6 = +1,¢ = +1 and
¢ = —1in the solutions (equation (4.10) of McAvenal (1998)).

The coefficients in equation (5.10) already satisfy almost all of the equations used by
McAven et al (1998). Only normality and orthogonality are not satisfied. Row scaling, as
in step (7), is enough to obtain normality but orthogonality looks more difficult. However,
adding rows differing only in multiplicity effects just the orthogonality and normality equations.
Thus while the Gram—-Schmidt procedure only normalizes the first row, one can, in general,
take the new first row to be a linear combination of the first and second rows. To retain the
correct relations between the first and third rows, and between the second and fourth rows, it is
necessary to mix first and second rows, and mix third and fourth rows, in the same proportions.
The Gram—-Schmidt procedure avoids the need to search for a solution.

To complete column normality one must consider the extra row above and below the
block in (5.11) (McAveret al 1998). There is also an additional relation between the phases
in McAven et al (1998) necessary for column normality to be satisfig¢, = —¢. The
complicated nature of the equations obscures this detail.

We have further tested our conjecture on the other multiplicity block of [3 2 1], and on
the three multiplicity two blocks arising in the decomposition of [4 2 15io< S3. We give
those solutions in table 1 in terms of the parameters in McAtead (1998). It is interesting
that in each case one of the blocks gives the maximum number of zeros. The second block
for the Sg—S3 3 basis contains two rows with two zeros. The third block for $heS, 3 basis
contains two rows with two zeros also.
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6. Summary

We have considered transformations between permuted bases, split bases and standard bases
of the symmetric groug,,. We have presented the block-selective conjecture, with which we
have calculated split—standard transformation coefficients for groups up to and incfigding
This conjecture provides multiplicity separations, correct forSgltransformations and for
thoseS7 cases we have checked. The block-selective conjecture gives a separation without
reference ta or the factor group sizes.

Furthermore, whereas Chemal (1983) require diagonalizing a CSCO-Il matrix in the
standard basis, we have a direct method for changing a representation matrix of a permutation
into the transformation matrix required. We thus avoid indirect numerical techniques such
as diagonalization and recursion. The method for making the change is a simple selection
rule based on the Littlewood—Richardson rule. The direct relation with the permutation
representation matrix is most easily seen in that the ratios of entries in the permutation
representation matrix equal the ratios of entries in the transformation coefficients, where the
transformation coefficients are both non-zero.

Although our conjecture is unproven, the ratio relationship and the need for the CSCO-II
of the split basis to be diagonalized are both possible paths to proofs.
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