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1 Introduction

Since its introduction in Quantum Mechanics, group theay $hown to be a powerful tool

to understand and interpret physical phenomena, from tistadline structure of solids and

the interpretation of atomic spectra to the classificatibpasticles and the establishment
of nuclei models. In all these applications, the groups alaed usually to the symme-
tries of the system, either as spectrum-generating or digadugroups, where the Casimir
operators of the corresponding Lie algebra and those ahdigsshed subalgebras play a
central role to describe the Hamiltonian or construct massfilae. In this context, one

of the main situations where group theoretical methods ppéied to physical problems

is concerned with classification schemes, where irredeiciigbresentations of a Lie group
have to be decomposed into irreducible representationseftain subgroup appearing in
some relevant reduction chain
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This is the case for dynamical symmetries used for exampleugiear physics, where
one objective of the algebraic model is to describe the Hamdn (or mass operator in
the relativistic frame) as a function of the invariant opers of the chain elements. The
corresponding energy formulae can the easily deduced fnenexpectation values in the
reduced representations. As example, the Gell-Mann-Okudgs formula is derived using
this ansatz [1]. In many situations, the labels obtainethftioe reduction[{1) are sufficient
to solve the problem, e.g., if we require multiplicity freeductions, as used ifU (V)
tumbling gauge models [2] or the interacting boson modellf&jwever, often the subgroup
does not provide a sufficient number of labels to specify gmdistates unambigously, and
multiplicities greater than one appear in the induced mrations. This happens in many
of the non-canonical embeddings and generic irreducilgeesentations (IRREPS) of Lie
algebras. Often this is not a constraint, since the inteigsepresentations belong to a
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certain type, like totally symmetric or anti-symmetric repentations, and additional labels
are not necessary to solve the problem, the degeneracieg belved directly with the
available Casimir operators.

Many different methods and procedures to solve the soetatissing label problem
(short MLP) have been developed in the literature, like gutipn of states, construction
of states for the members of the reduction chain, the studirefnveloping algebras to
determine all possible labelling operators, etc [4]. Evethé latter procedure allows to
find the most general labelling operator, the effective cotafion of integrity bases is a
rather complicated problem, and no effective method islabvi®. Among the difficulties
appearing in this approach, we remark that no general iontéo decide how many opera-
tors are necessary to generate an integrity bases is knawm the pure physical point of
view, the question whether the found operators have somiesitt meaning remains open,
the operators having been obtained by a formal proceduris. hibwever expectable that
labelling operators must have some interpretation in aiplsontext, as happens for the
Elliott chainsu(3) D so(3) used in atomic physics, the Racah chai7) D G2 D s0(3)
used in the description gf-electron configurations, the Interacting Boson Model Hase
the spectrum generating unitary Lie algeb(é) or the K-matrix theory used in the nuclear
sp(3) model [3-8].

Using the original conception of Lie groups as groups ofgfamnmations with their in-
finitesimal generators, an analytical approach using difféal equations is possible, and
easily adaptable to the MLP [9]. This method generalizesipus procedures to compute
the Casimir invariants of Lie algebras, and correspondsiterpret Casimir operators as
functions that are constant on co-adjoint orbits. One ofdtieantages of the analytical
ansatz is that it is nor restricted to invariants of polyraintype. From this perspective,
labelling operators can be seen as particular solutionsceftain subsystem of partial dif-
ferential equations corresponding to an embedded subralgé€liassical operators are re-
covered easily using the symmetrization map for tensorgrihtiple, the analytical method
is more direct than the pure algebraic approach based oopimg algebra, although in-
tegration of systems of differential equations is far froginlg a trivial task. Additional
constraints like the orthogonality of labelling operatars still not expressible in analytical
way.

Generally, labelling problems have been analyzed for fipaiains of algebras, either
combining some of the above mentioned techniques, or froralgebraic point of view,
determining the operators of lowest degree that solve #te &belling. It is not unusual
that a complete solution is still unknown, or that only certiypes of labelling operators
have been constructed. This is usually justified by the caatjmmal complexity of finding
the general expression of the labelling operators. Angplo@nt of view involves the use
of the properties and branching rules determined by eacledditg of a Lie algebra into
a larger onell In any application, the way how a subalgebra es embeddedhitdamer

!Since non-equivalent embeddings of algebras lead to diffdsranching rules, i.e., different decomposi-
tions of induced representations, the correspondingifitzeton schemes are completely different.



symmetry algebra O s’ reflects the physics of the problem, corresponding to a auyipl
scheme or some symmetry breaking. It is not unreasonableirth that in the case of
non-multiplicity free reductions, the labelling operatoreeded can be deduced from the
data provided by the embedding. Since symmetry breakingnasvi to be related with
contractions of Lie algebras [10], we can ask to which extieatiabelling problem can be
solved without using external formal machinery. In this teoity the preserved symmetry
corresponds to some subalgebra which remains unchangén lopntraction. We remark
that this approach underlies the rotor expansion methoeloje®d in [6].

Assuming the relation of the missing label problem with cactions of Lie algebras,
we can ask under which conditions they provide the labeltipgrators with the required
properties. Formulated in another way: how many labellipgrators of the reduction
s D ¢’ can be obtained using the symmetry breaking with respe€ftd he first version
of this approach to the missing label problem was developdd1], having in mind the
characterization of inhomogeneous algebras obtained dmmractions of semisimple al-
gebras [35]. It was observed that any reduction ckain s’ is naturally related to some
types of inhomogeneous Lie algebras obtained by a cordraptiocedure. The next step
was to give a certain meaning to the invariants of the cotitmacand their possible con-
nection with solutions to the corresponding MLP. This firevelopment only considered
the contracted invariants to generate labelling operatdtss approach sufficed to solve
physically relevant missing label problems, like thosehvahe labelling operator, as well
as other with a higher number. The results were in harmonythidse obtained using other
methods. The limits of validity of the method were also elishbd, observing that for
reductions satisfying the identity/ (g) = N (s) = n no complete solution was available.
This failure is a consequence of an insufficient number otreated invariants indepen-
dent from the initial Casimir operators. It was also remdri®at, for some special cases,
although a sufficient number of independent solutions camdp linear combinations of
these are not mutually orthogonal.

The main objective of the generalized contraction ansatahalling problems can be
resumed in the following points:

1. Find an effective method to solve the MLP using explicitig properties of the em-
beddings O s’ and the decomposition it induces on the Casimir operators.

2. Justify a physical choice of labelling operators as “BrokCasimir operators” or lin-
ear functions of them.

3. Find a satisfactory explanation for the non-integer eigi®n values of labelling
operators observed in the classical reduction chains.

The aim of this work is to review the actual progress on thesmgslabel problem us-
ing the contraction ansatz, as well as some applicationseathés procedure could be of
notable interest. The extrapolation of this approach temtypes of reduction chains, like
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the problem of the Racah operators, is also outlined. Moeeipally, we combine the
analytical method of [9] for solving the MLP with contraati® of Lie algebras with some
refinements concerning the decomposition of Casimir opesaifter recalling that for any
embeddings O s’ of (semisimple) Lie algebras we can find an associated siinpiei-
Wigner contraction ot onto an affine Lie algebrg = 5’§RnL1, wheren L, denotes
ann-dimensional Abelian algebra arglis a representation of the subalgebfauch that
the adjoint representationd of s satisfies the conditiond(s) = ad(s’) ® R, we see that
any invariant of the contractiom can be taken as a solution to the missing label operator.
The first question to be solved is whether and under whichtrings the invariants of the
contractiong are sufficient in number to provide a set of missing label ajfges. We give
sufficient conditions to solve the MLP by means of this assed contraction, and derive
some useful consequences on their structure. At this parahgerve that the missing label
operators inherit a physical interpretation as the termSasfimir operators that disappear
during contraction. The possibility of recovering them mebr combinations show that
they are internally determined by the group-subgroup chkior some degenerate cases,
where no missing labels exist, we observe that the invariahthe contraction arise as
polynomial functions of the Casimir operators of the coctied Lie algebra and the sub-
algebras’. Generalizing this approach, for the cases where the atitnaalone is not
sufficient to find a set of labelling operators, a refinemestkdeon a decomposition of the
Casimir operators is proposed. It is proven that any of thmgeof this decomposition are
solutions to the labelling problem. This provides more fimbiges to derive an orthogonal
set, and explains some features already observed in thatlite, like the minimal degree
of the labelling operators. Finally, it is commented to whextent this refinement holds,
and possible future outlines are presented.

2 Missing label operators

It is well known from classical theory that any semisimple kigebrag possesses exactly
N (g) = l independent Casimir operators, i.e., polynomials in theeggtors that commute
with all elements of the algebra, whdrdenotes the rank of the algel@ra'.he eigenvalues
of Casimir operators are used to label without ambiguity itheducible representations
of g, while the states within a multiplet can be distinguishethgishe generators of the
Cartan subalgebra. In some situations, however, thesatopgiare not enough to separate
multiplicities, and following Racah [13], we negd= % (dim g — 3!) additional operators
(called Racah operators) to completely classify stateg tdtal number of internal labels
required is thus

i = %(dimg —N(g)). 2)

A similar situation holds whenever we use a some subalggbta label the ba-
sis states of irreducible representations of a Lie algeﬂ:ﬁa The subgroup provides

2\We recall that the rank is defined as the dimension of the Barthalgebras.
3This is what we will call “missing label problem” (short MLP)
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$(dim h+N(h))+1' labels, wheré’ denotes the number of invariantsgthat depend only
on variables of the subalgebid9]. To separate states within irreducible representatiafn
g we thus need to find

n = (dimg — A(g) — dimb — N'(h)) + 1 3)

additional operators, which we call missing label opematdihe total number of available
operators of this kind is easily shown to be twice the numbeeeded labels, i.em = 2n.
Forn > 1, it remains the problem of determining a setafutually commuting operators
in order to prevent non-desired interactions.

The analytical approach to the missing label problem hastlvantage of being for-
mally very similar to the problem of finding the generalizeastnir invariants of Lie alge-
bras. Although in general the missing label operators aitbereinvariants of the algebra
nor any of its subalgebras, they can actually be determigaddans of differential equa-
tions with the same ansatz as the general invariant protSeb#{20].

Given a Lie algebrgy = {Xl,..,Xn | [Xi, X;] = C{}Xk} in terms of generators
and commutation relations, we are primarily interestedpioly(nomial) operators”, =
o X; . X; inthe generators of such that the constraini;,C,] = 0, (i = 1..n) is
satisfied. Such an operator can be shown to lie in the centlfee@nveloping algebra ef
and is traditionally referred to as Casimir operator. Hogvein many dynamical problems,
the relevant invariant functions are not polynomials, kattonal or even transcendental
functions (e.g. solvable groups in integrable systems @irthomogeneous Weyl group).
Thus the approach with the universal enveloping algebrade generalized in order to
cover arbitrary Lie groups. The most convenient methodésattalytical realization. The
generators of the Lie algebsare realized in the space™ (g*) by means of the differential

operators:
> 0
_ ik
Xi = Cij$k87j> (4)
where{z1,..,x,} is a dual basis of X1, .., X,,}. The invariants ofy (in particular, the
Casimir operators) are solutions of the following systerpartial differential equations:

X,F=0, 1<i<n. (5)
Whenever we have a polynomial solution [of (5), the symmatiin map defined by
a ap 1 a a
Sym(:nill..mip) = o Z; xal(il)..xa’(’ip) (6)
gESY

allows to recover the Casimir operators in their usual fdarey,as elements in the centre of
the enveloping algebra gf A maximal set of functionally independent invariants igalty
called a fundamental basis. The numiéfg) of functionally independent solutions 6f (5)
is obtained from the classical criteria for differentiabiatjons, and is given by:

N(g) := dim g — rank <C’Zack) , (7)
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where A(g) := (ijxk) is the matrix associated to the commutator table afver the
given basis.

If we now consider an algebra-subalgebra chains’ determined by an embeddirfg:
s’ — s, in order to compute the missing label operators we havernsider the equations of
(B) corresponding to the generators of the subalgebrahis system, as proven in [9], has
exactlyN'(f(s')) = dims — dim s’ — I’ solutions. Using formuld (3) it follows further that
this scalar can be expressed in terms of the number of imtar@ the algebra-subalgebra
chain:
N(f()) =m+N(s)+N(s") =1 (8)

This shows that the differential equations correspondintpé¢ subalgebra generators have
exactlyn more solutions as needed to solve the missing label probldm.scalam de-
pends essentially on how the subalgebra is embedded. Imayeiwefind a complete set of
solutions for the labelling problem is a difficult task. Orfdalee main objectives is to find a
sufficient number of solutions without explicitly integrad the corresponding system, but
using the properties of the inclusiah subsets and some related objects like contractions
of Lie algebras.

Contractions have developed formal formal procedure tofyusertain physical sys-
tems to a technique of considerable importance [10, 21-24toes not only allow to
relate different symmetry or classification schemes by meélimiting precesses, but also
provides useful information on the behavior of certain obsleles and quantum numbers,
codified in appropriate way by invariant functions or Lagyiams. Various types of con-
tractions have been developed in the literature, and tlyeivalence or relations have been
explored. For the MLP that interests us, only a quite spetjfie of contractions is of
interest, that corresponds to the symmetry breaking wipeaet to some inner symmetry
group. Therefore the presentation will be restricted te thpe of contractions: Legj be a
Lie algebra and, € End(g) a family of non-singular linear maps, where [1, c0) For
any X,Y € g we define

(X, Y], == q>t_1 [D4(X), (V)] 9)

which obviously represent the brackets of the Lie algebex tive transformed basis, and
defines an isomorphic algebra. Suppose that the limit

(X, Y] o= Jim &0 [D4(X), @4(Y)] (10)

—00

exists for anyX,Y € g. Then equation (10) defines a Lie algelgfaalled the contraction
of g (by ®,), non-trivial if g andg’ are non-isomorphic, and trivial otherwise [21, 23]. A
contraction for which there exists some bagls,, .., X, } such that the contraction matrix
Ag is diagonal, that is, adopts the form

(A<I>)ij = 5Z'jtnj, n; € Z,t > 0, (11)

4Other authors use the parameter ranges (0, 1], which is equivalent to this by simply changing the
parameter ta’ = 1/t.



is called a generalized Indnu-Wigner contraction [23jisTis the only type of contractions
that we will need in this work. Among the various propertiésantractions, we enumerate
a numerical inequality satisfied by them that will play a caihtole (for others see e.g. [24]):
For an arbitrary contractiop ~~ g’ the following must hold:

N(g) SN (d). (12)

In analogy to the limiting process of the structure tensamtion of contraction of in-
variants and Casimir operators can also be developed [R5T2@ procedure is formally
valid for polynomial and non-polynomial invariants, but wl only consider Casimir
operators here. Suppose that the contraction is of the e (If F(X4,...,X,,) =
ot X, .. X;, is a Casimir operator of degrge then the transformed invariant takes
the form

F((I)t(Xl), s (I)t(Xn)) = tni1+"'+nipai1"'ipXi1...Xz'p. (13)
Now, defining
M = max {nil +o g, | Q- £ 0} , (14)
the limit
F'(X1,., Xn) = lim TME(®(X1), ..., 8(X,,)) = > athX; X,
— 00

Nip +oFni =M
(15)
gives a Casimir operator of degrgeof the contractiong’. It should be remarked that,
starting from an adequate fundamental system of invarigfits.., C,, } of g, it is always
possible to obtain a set pfindependent invariants of the contraction. It should bespled
that it is not ensured that these invariants are of minimgtekein the contraction [11], or
even that they split into a sum of more elementary invariahthe contraction.

3 Embeddings and contractionsof Lie algebras

An embedding of a Lie algebrd into a Lie algebras is determined by an isomorphic
mappingf : s — s. In the case of semisimple Lie algebras, the image of thelgelbaa
generators can be described in terms of the usual CartahBASg{ 1y, e, } of by:

ranks

flx) = Z aphi + Z bo€o, TES.
k=1

a€A

Embeddings are classified up to inner automorphisns ahd reduce the classification to
the determination of the non-equivalent embeddings ctasBbe question that interest us
is the behavior of representations of a simple Lie algebranwkstricted to a (semisimple)

°h;. denotes a generator in the Cartan subalgebra, while tlerrespond to the root vectors.



subalgebra. An important fact is that any embedding detersna integer factoj; given
by the relation

(f(2), f(2') = jg (2,2") (16)
where(.,.) is the usual scalar product defined on the dual Cartan suvalg¢27]. This
scalar, being an invariant of the embedding class, cotesita first label to distinguish
reduction chains. Generally we call this scalar the index’ af the Lie algebras. The
index has various important properties, from which we fegaly those that will be of
importance in the labelling problem. At first, given disjbimbalgebras;. of 5, the direct
sum of the subalgebras defines an embeddirg > f;, the index of which is simply the
sum of the various indicegy ;. Further, for reduction chains> s’ O s”, the index of the
last algebra is is the product of the corresponding indices of the chain me¥mblrhe most
important property used here concern the representati®ien f : s’ — s and a linear
representatior of the latter algebra, then the indices of the represemmfﬁcare related
by the formula:

=12, )

wherel ;s denotes the index of the induced representation on thegeliral. We remark
that this relation can be useful for checking the existerieendeddings with a fixed branch-
ing rule.

Among the different possibilities of embeddings, spegipks like regular subalgebra,
which can be directly obtained from the Dynkin diagram of s#mple Lie algebras, of-
subalgebras, are of capital importance in the theory ofsiemie Lie algebras, and are well
known [28]. The key fact is that the indgx serves to recognize the branching rules induced
by the embedding. Complete tables of branching rules hawvleasm obtained, although for
simple complex Lie algebras and maximal semisimple subadge these are tabulated up to
rank eight [29]. As a special case of these branching rulbghws moreover the important
case for the missing label problem, a reduction chéir-; s determines the following
decomposition of the adjoint representatiorsof

ads = ads’ @ R. (18)

HereR is a (completely reducible) representations'ofletermined by the embedding index
j fl?] The latter equation reflects a basissdhat is obtained starting from an arbitrary basis
of s/, and takes into account how the generators of the Lie algateraoupled with those
of the subalgebra (which determines the decompositioneofehresentatiof® into IRs of
the subalgebra).

The crucial point is to construct the contraction relateth® reduction chain’ C s.
To this extent, consider a basiy, .., X5, Xs+1, .., Xn} 0f s such that{ X1, .., X} is a

%We recall that the indeks of a representatioi® of highest weightA is determined by the eigenvalue of
the quadratic Casimir operator of the algebra multipliecthlyfactorddii;“of;j, wheread; denotes the adjoint
representation [27].

"Complete reducibility is actually ensured only if the sigeddras’ is semisimple.
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basis ofs’, and{ X1, .., X,,} spans the representation space of the indueethis basis
adapted to the subalgebra exactly reproduces the specifatise of the embedding. The
structure tensor of can thus be rewritten as:

[Xqu] = zz:l CZIEXIW 1 élijk §37
[Xi, Xl = i1 CFXh, 1<i<s, s+1<jk<n,
(X, Xjl = Yo Ch X+ 21 ChXr, s+1<4,j <n. (19)

For anyt € R we consider the non-singular linear transformations

XZ‘, 1§ZSS

Expressing the brackets over the transformed Hasjs= @, (X;) : 1 <1i < n} we obtain

(X!, X/ =30 CEX[, 1<ijk<s,
[XZ/7X]/] :Zzzs—i-lCZX/i:’ 1§2§37 S+1§j7k§n7
(XX} =30 #CEX + 3 1 3CLX], s+1<i,j<n. (21)

It is straightforward to verify that the subalgel¥aemains invariant, as well as the repre-
sentationR of s’ over its complementary in. This is related to the fact that contractions
cannot modify branching rules, and therefore the type of deeompositions [11]. These
equations also show that the limit

lim ;" [®; (X), P (V)] (22)

t—o00

exists for any pair of generatof§, Y € s, we thus obtain a non-trivial contraction (actually
a simple Indni-Wigner contraction) efdenoted byg and with non-vanishing brackets

(X[, X!] = Sohe1 C5Xpy 1<, 5,k <0,
(X[, Xi] = Y1 CEXp, 1<i<s, s+1<jk<n. (23)

We observe that i§’ is semisimple, then it coincides with the Levi subalgebrg,@nd the
Levi decomposition of this contraction equals

g=5Tr(n—s) L, (24)

where(n — s) L; denotes the Abelian algebra of dimension s. This Lie algebra is affine,
and by the contraction we know thaf(g) > AN (s). Applying the analytical method, the
invariants ofg are obtained from the solutions of the system:

N oF
X;F =Clapy— =0, 1<i<s,
! K 8:L'j
v s+k OF . .
XSH-F:CSH’ijJFk% =0, 1<i,k<n-—-s51<j<s. (25)



The subsysten (25) corresponds to the generatafsedlized as subalgebra gfwhile the
remaining equation$ (25) describe the representationttéiliin matrix form, the system is
given by

k k k
0 Clswk Cl7s+1xk CLnfL'k axlF
k k k
_Clswk ee 0 CS7S+11']€ .es CSJka 81»5F o 0
k k - Y
_CS’S_’_lxk _CS’S_’_lxk 0 O ams+1F
—Clxp .. —CF 0 . 0 Oy, F

Since the firsts first rows reproduce exactly the system of PDEs needed to atanthe
missing label operators, we conclude that any invariagtiefa candidate for missing label
operator whenever it is functionally independent from thariants ofs ands’.

The following questions arise naturally from this ansatz:

1. Do polynomial functions of the invariants of these algesbsuffice to determine
mutually orthogonal missing label operators?

2. Are all available operators obtainable by this proce®dure

Although the answer to both question is in the negative innlost general case, it is
in the affirmative for the first question for those reductidraias for which the contraction
provides a number of independent invariants exceeding timeber of needed labelling
operators. It can fails when these two quantities coineidech suggests that the procedure
has to be refined. In some cases, the necessary operators t@nabtained from this
refinement, and we have to develop additional machinerynstoact a set with the required
operators. As concerns the second question, in genera witibe solutions that do not
arise from the contraction and successive refinementsuglthit cannot be excluded that in
some special cases we are able to recover a complete seepeimdent labelling operators.
As a general observation, only half of the available opesastiould be expected, since
all operators obtained are the result, in some sense, ofKlmg” the original Casimir
operators. This fact also suggest some “inner” hierarchialélling operators, one of
the classes corresponding to pure formal labelling opesatathout an apparent physical
meaning, in the sense that they cannot be obtained or dediwwradhe initial data of the
problem, and another class obtained as “broken” Casimirabges, which have a physical
meaning as the terms of the original invariants that remegsegyved by the limit. This idea
will be precised more carefully later.

In any case, for the contraction following inequality holdé(f(s')) > N (g). Com-
bining the latter with formuld{8), we conclude that

N(f(s) =m+N(s) + N(E) =1 > N(g) > N(s). (26)
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The term\/(f(s)) on the left hand side gives the total number of availablelliaigeopera-
tors, the invariants of ands’ comprised, as shown in [9, 30]. Therefore, if the contractio
g has enough invariants, we can extract a set obmmuting missing label operators and
solve the missing label problem completely.

Usually, we will be concerned with reduction chains of thpety O s', wheres is
semisimple and’ is a reductive Lie algebra. We remark that the contractiothotere-
mains completely valid for reductions involving non-retiue algebra-subalgebra chains.
as a special type involving Cartan subalgebras, that tunhsodbe of interest in labelling
problems of semisimple Lie algebras of higher rank in cohiaeavith spectroscopical ap-
plications, where they were first considered [13]. More ndlgethis unusual class of MLP
has been considered in classification schemes in chemigaigsH31, 33].

4 MLPssolved with contractions only

We begin analyzing the cases where the contragfialiows to solve the MLP in satisfac-
tory manner, and to set the limitations of this first approasbme secondary results will
emerge, specially concerning bounds for the number ofiewts in Lie algebras arising by
contraction. We assume thats a semisimple Lie algebra of rapks’ is a reductive subal-
gebra and denote hy= §@ r(dims — dims’)k L, the contraction associated to the chain
s D s, Let{Cy,..,,C,} be the Casimir operators ef and{D;, .., D,} the invariants of
s’. Contracting the invariants; or some appropriate combination of them, we can always
obtainp independent invariants gf Completing if necessary to a maximal set of invariants
of g, we obtain the fundamental systefd;,..,C,..,C}} (r > p). In order to solve the
missing label problem using the latter set of functions, dyemF = {C1, .., C/.} must
contain at least functions that are independent on the Casimir invariantsasfds’, i.e.,

rank 7 (mod {C1,..,Cp, D1,..Dg}) > n. (27)

By construction{C1, .., Cy, D1, .., D,_p } are functionally independent. Now the question
arises whether adding the invariantsgopfome dependence relations appear. In general,
and whenever no invariant is preserved by the contractioa,functionsC; and C! are
independent. In this case a dependence relation meansthats is a function ofC/ and

the invariants of’. Such dependence relations appears for the quadratic Cagierator
Clﬁ Writing C; over the transformed bas[s {20) we obtain the following dgoosition of

C1 as polynomial in the contraction varialle

Ci = F+1°Cy,

where F' is a quadratic invariant of . This decomposition follows from the well known
fact that, over the given basis, the quadratic Casimir dpeia a reductive subalgebra is

8s eithers or s’ is not reductive, this is not applicable, since existencguaidratic operators is not ensured.
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always a summand of the quadratic Casimir operatmrpoﬁs a consequence, we obtain
the upper bound

rank {C1,..,Cp,C1,..,C, D1, .., Dy} <N (g) + N (s) + N (¢') = '.  (28)

Combining the bounds$ (27) anld {28) respectively, we obtaie@ssary numerical condi-
tion on the number of invariants of the contractigin

n<N(g). (29)

These facts, put together, allow us to decide when the aditreg provides enough
labelling operators to solve the missing label problemsfor s'.

Theorem 1 A necessary and sufficient condition for solving the miskibgl problem for
the reductions O s’ by means of the invariants of the associated contractien g = s is
that the affine Lie algebrg satisfies the constraints

1. N(g)=n+1,

2. there are at least invariants ofg that are functionally independent from the invari-
ants ofs ands’.

The first condition, the easiest to evaluate, provides a nigalecriterion to decide
whether the missing labels can be found by means of the affijgbrag. A sufficient
condition can be obtained, namely:

Corollary 1 If the contraction g satisfies the numerical conditionV(g) >
{n+1,N(s) + N(s') + 1 — I'}, then it solves the MLP.

Lets’ — s be an embedding and~- g = 5’@_§RkL1 the associated contraction. The
subalgebra’ is invariant by the contraction, we naturally obtain the eddingfs : s’ — g.
Consider the missing label problem for the latter embedErigfollows that the system of
PDEs to be solved is exactly the same as for the embeddinithis means that the solutions
coincide, and, in particular, their number. Therefore that f; (s')) = N (f2 (s)). Recall
that for each embedding the number of independent soluisogisen by

N (fi(s))) =dims—dims' +7,
N (f2(s))) =dimg—dims +14, (30)

wherel] denotes the number of common invariants’aindg. Since contractions preserve
the dimension, we conclude from formulal30) tHat [/, that is, the subalgebea has the

®For higher order invariants, dependence relations costd@ppear, depending on the homogeneity degree
of the invariants of with respect to the generators of the subalgebra.
Actually the mappingg: and f» are the same, but we distinguish the target algebra by tliesisid
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same number of common invariants witthan with the contractiog. On the other hand,
using the reformulatiori {8)

N(fi(s)) =m+N(s)+N(E)-1
N(f2(s) =m+N(g) +N(s) 1} (31)

we deduce that
m—m=N(g)—N(s)>0. (32)

This result tells us that the number of available labellipgrators for the reduction chain
s D ¢ is always higher than that of the chaind s’. From this we obtain an interesting
relation between the number of available operators for itierent embeddingg; and f5:
Lets ~» g be such that the subalgebsais (maximal) invariant. Then following equality
holds:

N(g) =N (s) + m —m,

wherem andm is the number of available missing label operators for thelaia subalgebra
chains D s’ andg D ¢, respectively.
As special case, we get the following upper bound

N (g) N () +m. (33)

This bound points out that the number of invariants of a @mtion is, in some sense,
determined by the number of available missing label opesdtwo the missing label problem
with respect to a maximal subalgebrasdhat remains invariant by the contraction. Observe
that the essential vanishing of brackets occurs in the malxgulvable ideal, since the
subalgebra and the branching rule remains fixed.

Thus, for low values ofi the contraction is an effective tool to solve the MLP, as well
as for cases with a large number of invariants for the cotecatie algebray’. We review
some of these cases with their most representative phydieats.

41 Thecasen=m=0

In the case of zero missing labels, the invariants of thebadgeubalgebra chain provide
a complete description of the states. This situation is nebmmon for certain canonical
embeddings, such as the inclusiongp,q) C so(p,q + 1) of (pseudo)-orthogonal Lie
algebras. Even if this case is trivial, its interpretatioridrms of the associated contraction
provides some interesting information concerning theriavas of the contraction.

If m = 0, then formula[(3R) implies thal' (g) = N (s), that is, the contraction
associated to the embeddiag> s’ preserves the number of invariants (the converse does
not necessarily hold). Moreover, by formula (3), we have

0 =m =dims — dims’ — N(s) — N (¢') + 20’ (34)
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In absence of additional internal labels, the systﬁm = 0 for the generators of has
exactly
N(f(s)) =N(s) +N(s") =T (35)

solutions. Since any invariant of the contractign= 5’§R(dim5 — dims’)L; is a spe-
cial solution of this system, the latter equation tells thiay invariant ofg is functionally
dependent on the invariants @fand the subalgebrd. That is, the Casimir invariants of
the algebra-subalgebra chain completely determine ttaiants of the contractidH] Ex-
pressed in another way, in this situation, polynomial fion of the invariants of and the
contractiong allow to recover naturally the invariants of the subalgebra

Typical chains where the number of labelling operators i z&re the pseudo-
orthogonal reductionso(p, q) D so(p — 1,¢) andso(p,q) D so(p,q — 1). This has been
used to analyze the corresponding inhomogeneous algedfhsahd justifies to some ex-
tent the validity of the Gel'fand method for non-semisimple algebras. Another interest-
ing class of algebras where = 0 holds is the extended Schrodinger alge@réal,\/), which
is the invariance algebra of the Schrodinger equatiofNin+ 1)- dimensional spacetime.
The remarkable fact is that this algebra is no more semigipipit a semidirect product of
a semisimple algebra with a Heisenberg-Weyl algebra [36].

42 Thecasen=1,m=2

For the case of one missing label operator, any solutioneo€timtractiony that is indepen-
dent of the invariants of the algebra-subalgebra chain igdamissible labelling operator.
Formula [[3B) establishes the maximal possible number toimariants ofy:

N (g) < N () + 2.

Observe that two is exactly the number of available opesatdhere are eight cases with
one missing label [9, 37], semisimple Lie algekbrand maximal reductive subalgebsa
Most of these chains have been solved explicitly finding dimittegrity bases, that is, a
set of elementary subgroup scalar such that any other caxpbbessed by a polynomial in
them. All these can also be solved applying the contractiethod. The eight possibilities
are resumed in Table4.

4.3 Thesu(3) D so(3) reduction

This reduction, also called the Elliott chain, was introglthén order to generalize the group
theoretical analysis developed fbr— S andj — j coupling schemes to the mixing of two
different orbital shells [4]. This case is without doubt thest studied missing label prob-
lem. A complete set of commuting operators and their eigapsgafor different irreducible

10f course, it/ (s") = 0, this assertion fails, but for reductive subalgebras thimton is excluded.

12This enumeration should be understood in a broad sense. Ufhkar of labelling operators does not de-
pend on the embedding class, thus various different remtuctiains are considered as one possibility. Further,
the different real forms of the algebras also give rise tfediint MLPs, although the type is still the same.
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representations a@if.i(3) were determined in [38].

Theso (3) subalgebra is naturally identified with the three orbitad@ar momentum op-
erators, while the remaining five generators transform unatations like the elements of
a second rank tensor [4, 6]. Here we consider a basjsT’;;, } formed by rotationd.; and
the operatord;; and commutation relations

[Lj, Li] = icjmly, [Lj, Tra) = i€jrmTim + € jimThm,
[erlm ﬂm] = i {5é~€kmn + 5§n5kln + 5§€Ejmn + 5]?Ej ln} Ln7

whereTs3 + (111 + Ta2) = 0. The symmetrized Casimir operators, following the nota-
tion of [38], are given byC® = L;L; + 2Ty Ty, C® = LTy Ly, — 3T TiT); and

Cc@Y% = L,L;. The contractiong associated to this reduction has Levi decomposition
g =s50(3) @ pi5L, where R, denotes the five dimensional irreducible representation of

s0 (3). This is equivalent to the rotor algebji@’] SO(3) studied in [5]. It is straightforward
to verify that\/ (g) = 2. Therefore, a basis of invariants @€an be obtained by contraction
of @ andC®). Specifically, we get the (unsymmetrized) Casimir invasan

Cy = 2t,t™,
Cs = tith'ty;.

As already observed;, is functionally dependent o andC(29), therefore of no use
for the MLP. The independence $€2), C3) C(20) 3} follows from the Jacobian

B {0(2), c®) c20), 03}
0{l2,l3,t11,t12}
The invariantC}s is therefore sufficient to solve the missing label problem.fdct, we

can recover the missing label operat®if®) from [38] by simply considering the linear
combination

£0.

4
x®) = 0(3) + g {03}5ymmet7”ized :

This operator is equivalent to the third order operator iokth by Bargmann and Moshin-
sky in [39], and also to the operator determined in [5] usimg K-matrix approach. It is
observed that the fourth order operaff*) = L;T;;T};.Li. cannot be obtained from the
invariants ofsu (3) ,so (3) and the contractioy. This is essentially due to the fact that
the fundamental Casimir operators «@f(3) have degree two and three. Another recent
approach to this reduction chain can be found in [40].

5 Theexceptional chain G5 D su(3)
The exceptional Lie groufr¥, has been shown to have interesting physical applicatians, a

followed from Racah’s on atomic spectroscopy, where it seatial for the understanding
of the f = 3 shell [13,41]. This group was also considered as candidadegcribe strong
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interactions, prior to the success of the unitary greu(3), as well as in the development
of an eight-fold way for the electroni¢-shell [42,43]. The fact that the latter is contained
as maximal subgroup ¥, has made the exceptional group an interesting object irohadr
spectroscopy. For these applications, it is convenienkpoessGs in asu(3) basis. Itis
easy to see the adjoint representatign of G decomposes like follows with respect to
su(3):

According to this decomposition, we label the generatorgasay, v (i, 5,k 1=1,2,3)
(with the constrainity; + Eos + E33 = 0). We have the brackets:

[Eij, E] = djEq — duky;

[[Eija ai]] = 0jka;

Ei;, b%| =  —out)

[CLZ‘, CL]'] = —2El'jkbk (37)
[bi, 57] = 2€Z‘jkak

[CLZ‘, bj] = 3E2 ]

The subalgebra is clearly spanned by the operafigys We moreover choose the Cartan
subalgebra generated by the operatlis= Ei1 — 2FE2 + E33 and Hy = FEyy — FEss.
The operators{a;, a2, a3} correspond to the fundamental quark representaiiowhile
{b',b%,b®} corresponds to the antiquark representaidd Considering the reduction
chainGs D su(3), we see that separation of multiplicities requires

1
n=g(14-2-8-2)=1

additional labelling operator.

The contraction associated to the reducti@n O su(3) has at least two Casimir op-
erators, thus the preceding results apply and the missb& faoblem can be solved. As
expected, the quadratic invariant@§ can be neglected for providing no information. Fol-
lowing the procedure developed in [44, 45], the sixth ordasi@ir operator is rewritten
a

3
Ce = 3C9,41,1 — 6Cl4 9,1 — 10[2,4],2 —9Cp4),3 +9C 49,2 + 27C3 3, (38)

where theC; ;; ,, denote operators of degreen the su (3) generators and degreein

the representation space variablésbeing an additional index to separate operators of
the same degree. It follows at once ti34f}, 4 ; — %C[MLQ — 9C[p,4),3 Is the Casimir
operator of the corresponding contraction, for having tiglést power in the variables of
the representation af: (3). It can be verified that the operatQr= 9C4 9 2 + 27C|3 3] —
6C14,9),1 is independent on the Casimir operators of bGthandsu (3). In the absence of
orthogonality conditions(2 provides a labelling operator for the reduction.

3The corresponding brackets for the adjoint representatieryiven in Table 1.
The invariant has 432 terms over this basis, we therefoitkexplicit expression here.
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Table 1: The adjoint representation@$ in the A,-basis

i Voo V3 Vo Vs Vg Voo Vg Vg Vig Vi Vi Viz Viu
H, 0 0 2V3 =2V, -3V 3V —V7 Vg Vo —Vip3Vi1 -3V 0 0
Hy | O 0 Vs Vy 2V5 -2V5 Vo —Vg O 0 —Vii Vig Viz —Viu
Eyp |-3Vii Vin 0 Vo Vi 0 O 0 0o -V 0 Wi 0 -V
E | 3Via —Vig—=Vip 0 0 —Vizs O 0 Vo2 0 =W 0 Vs O
FEog | 3V —2V5 —V7 0 0 Vy 0 Vy 0 0 —Vis 0 0 Vi
FEso | -3V 2V O Ve =Vo 0 —=V3 O 0 0 0 Vi =Vi1 O
E13 0 —V13 0 0 0 V11 0 Vb 0 —V7 0 —V5 0 W2
Esp | 0 Vig O 0 —Viz2 0 =V O V& 0 Vo 0 W O
aq —3V9 0 3V11 —2V7 0 0 3V13 2V3 0 W3 0 —V4 0 —VE;
a9 2V4 —V4 —V1 0 0 —Vg 3V5 —2V10 2V7 3V12 —Vb 0 0 0
as —3‘/23 Vg 3V6 2V1() —V4 0 —W4 0 —2V3 3V14 0 0 —Vg 0
b | Vip 0 2Vg =3V, 0 0 2133V -Ws3 0 V3 0 Vi 0
2 |—2V3 V3 0 i Ve 0 2V =3V —-3V1—-2Vg 0 Vi O O
vl Ve Ve -2V -3Vs 0 V3 0 Wy -3Vi3V; 0 0 0 Vi
Wi =WVi+ VW Wy, =V +2Vo, Wy =2V + 3V, Wy =V + 315

51 Theso(5) Dsu(2) x u(l)chain

The study of this reduction, also called the seniority mpdgls motivated by the close
connection between the Wigner coefficients involving tleedard representation 8 (5)
with the fractional parentage coefficients of spin-2 systémthe seniority scheme [13, 46,
47].

To analyze this case, we consider the same bgsis Us, V3, Vi, S1, T4} used in
[48,49]. Thesu(2) x u(1) subalgebra is generated by the operafdrs, Us, V3}. The
nonzero brackets are given by

Ut,Us] = FUsx, [Uy,U_|=2U3, [Ux,Vi]=F25:, [Ug,Vq]=F2Ty,
[Ug, Sy ==£Ve, [Ug,Tx] ==£V, [Us,Si] =54, Us, Ty] = T4,
V3, S4] = £85¢,  [V3,Ty] =FTx, [Vi, —] = 2V3, [Vi,V?,] FVa,
Vi, S5] = FUg, [Vi,Ty]=+Us, [S4,5-]=Us+ Vs, [T4,T-]=Us—Vs.

Using standard methods, the (unsymmetrized) Casimir tgsrafso (5) can be chosen as

Co= uju_ +uld+vi+viv_ +2(sps_ +tpt),

Ci= (ugu— +ud)vd +uju_ (sys— +tpto) +uds_to +u?spty + 2ugvgsys—
+ ((t—v- — s—vp) uy + (tpvg — spv_)u_)vg + (tyvy + spv_) u_
Fogvosps_ A+ udvpvs + (spso —tit ) —vls ty —visit_ +ugv_tito
+s_viuqus +t_v_uyus — 2ugvst .

Those of the subalgebra are very easy to find; = wiu_ + u§ and Cyy = ws.
In this case, the associated contractipis inhomogeneous with Levi part isomorphic to
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Table 2: Missing label operators through contraction
§Ds N(g) N(f(s')) rankF Orderof®

sp (6
50 (
s (4) O [su(2)]* x u(1)
su (3 xsu()Dsu(3)

)
[ (2)]* > su(2)

su(3) D so(3) 2 5 4 3
50 (5) Dsu(2) xu(l) 2 6 5 4
Gy D su(3) 2 5 4 6
) Dsp(4) xsu(2) 3 8 7 6

7) D Gs 3 7 6 6

3 7 6 4

2 8 7 3

3 6 ) 2

su(2), and it preserves the number of invariants. Contractingpffexators above, we get
the invariants:

ChH =wvqgv_ +2(sps— +t4t_),

39
Ch, =wviv_sys_ + (545 —tit ) —vls_ty —visit_ doiv_tyt_. (39)

As expected, the quadratic Casimir operator does not peavseful operators. Thus only
C} can be used. In order to check the independence of the laitarthe Casimir operators
of so(5) and the subalgebra, we compute the Jacobian

0{Cs,Cy4,C}, Co1,Coa}
8{u+,u_,v3,v+,v_}

70,

that shows the possibility of solving the missing label peabfor this chain. Some manip-
ulation of the preceding functions leads us to the labellipgrator2, = C;,—C} —C2,C3,
given explicitly by

Qu= uyu_ (sps_ +tit) +udvivs +uds_t- +usity + 2ugvs (sps- —t4t2)
+ ((t—ve —s—vp)ug + (tpvy —spv_)u_) vy + (tyvg + syv_)u_us
+s_viuqiuz +t_v_uyus.

Symmetrizing this operatde,, we conclude that it coincides with the fourth order oparato
UV L? constructed in [9]. Since: = 2, there is another possibility for the labelling opera-
tor, of degree three. This cannot however be recovered byrtdwedure, since odd Casimir
operators do not exist for the orthogonal algerep).

6 Reductionswithn > 1, m > 2

Reduction chains with more than two missing labels are mptabre complicated, mainly
because of the requirement that the labelling operatonsdfonust commute. Many phys-
ically important cases belonging to this type have beenyardlin the literature, although
only for a small number the complete solution has been fodrk best known example
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is the Wigner supermultipletu(4) D su(2) x su(2), studied algebraically by various au-
thors, and for which the numerical values of the labellingrapors have been computed
for large classes of irreducible representations [50-52]this section we show that the
approach of using only the invariants of the contractioroeissed to the reduction holds
for more than one labelling operator, and sometimes cagneiith those operators found
by different procedures.

6.1 Thesupermultiplet model

This reduction was considered to describe light nuclei,gpasition to the isospin-strange
spin contents ofu(4), which uses the canonical embeddingsaf2) x su(2) into the
Lie algebra. For the multiplet model, the set of availablerapors is partitioned into two
separate sets, the Moshinky-Nagel operafor$ and two other operator®;, O, found
in [50]. An approach using contractions can be found in [Y¥§ resume that result. Using
the same basigS;, T;, Qqs} of [52], wherel < i, j, o, 8 < 3, the non-vanishing brackets
of su (4) are

[Si, Sj] = i€iji Sk, (T3, Tj] = icijiTh, [Sis Qja) = 1€ijkQras [Ta, Qig] = i€apyQiv,
7
[Qia, Q8] = 1 {0apeijiSk + dijeapy Ty} , (40)

wheree; ;;, is the completely antisymmetric tensor. Clearly(2) x su (2) is generated by
the operatorg.S;, T; }. The branching rule correspond to the representation

R = (D1 ® Dg) ® (Do ® D1) ® (D1 ® Dy), (41)

whereD; denotes the adjoint representatiorsof2) and D, the trivial representation. The
two missing label operators are found integrating the syste

oF

~ oF ~ oF oF .
SiF = Eiijka—Sj—l_Eijqul% =0, ToF = Eaﬁ'yt'ya—tﬁ“‘eﬁ'yu(ﬁlu =0, =123

9qpy a
(42)
corresponding to the generators of the subalgebra. Fiveeofiine independent solutions
correspond to invariants efi (4) andsu (2) x su (2). The Casimir operators @it (4) are
Co= 505 +t5t? + 4qapq”’,
Cs = satpq™® — 4% qi0,qi 3Gk,
Cy= 16 {Eigy(qig (qfw + q§5> +2¢34 (q?w + q§a> — 200040 tralys + 3055 (Ga + q?w))
2
et (3 (Ratds + Ps3) — 2000ts50aptan) | + (5a5%) + (t5t%)” + 3sastat?
"‘16‘1345 + 23‘]25 (Sasa + tﬁtﬁ) + 4{tatpdyvadyp + SaSpdar8y — EapyEpvpSutadupdp}

while Cy1 = 548%, Coo = tﬁtﬁ are those of the subalgebra. The contraction associ-
ated to the chain has the Levi decompositipa- (su(2) x 5u(2))@D1®D19L1, and it is
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not difficult to verify that\ (g) = 3. Contraction of the invariants give respectively

Cy = 4gapq””,

Cé: _45ijk5aﬁﬂqu(1j5(]k'y>

Ci= 16{2y (25 (a2, +a25) + 2620 (@2 + @) — 2aatepratns + 3025 (20 + i2,))
+ 208 (3 (qiaq}‘;g + qig%) - 2QaanBchBqBa) + 1GQ§5} :

To see thatF = {C5, C3, Cy, Ca1,Ca2, C4, C} } is a functionally independent set, we con-
sider the Jacobian with respect to the variable{setss, t1,t2, q11,q12, G23} :

6(0217 027 037 047 Cé? Cév 04/1)
0(s2, s3,t1,t2,q11, 12, ¢23)

£0. (43)

Therefore the contraction method provides two of the foailafsle operators. To construct
suitable labelling operators, we take the difference ofdigic invariants oku(4) andg.
In this way we recover exactly the cubic operatbof Moshinsky and Nagel [52]:

Cs — Cf = Q = s4t5q°". (44)
This operator is known to commute only with the fourth ordpemtor® defined by
¢ = 5;5QiaQja + QiaQisToTs — €ijkcapySilaQisQuy- (45)

Algebraic manipulation of the fourth order operatorssnf4) and the contraction leads to
the following result:

1
® = {Cs—C+ 03— G5+ CF = O (G~ C) }. (46)

This means that the commutii— ® operators of [52] can be completely recovered by the
contraction associated to the embedding of spin-isosgialgebra insu (4). We observe
that the remaining operators are contained in the express$id, and cannot be isolated by
the contraction only.

6.2 Thesu(5) D su(3) x su(2) reduction

Reduction chains of the typa: (p +¢q) D su(p) x su(g) are very common in particle
physics, and constitute the natural generalization of tekk kmown breaking of symmetry
of su (3) down to the isospin and hypercharge(2) x u(1). The unitary groupu (5) is

a central object in the study how leptons get mass, and tlenhdgpresentation afu (5)
with a vacuum value in the direction of thf1) generator is a good choice for the Higgs
field [53] in the symmetry breakingu (5) D su (3) x su(2) x u(1). Leaving aside: (1),
the corresponding reduction chain also presents somegttdn this case, the number of
needed labelling operators is

1
n=5(24-4-8-2-3-1=3

20



We will see that this chain can be solved using only the aasetticontraction to the chdif.

In this work we will use the basis af(.V) given by the operator§E,.,, Fuv}i <, <y
with the constraints”,,, + £, = 0, F},, — F,, = 0. The commutation relations over this
basis are:

[E/u/a E)\cr] = Eyo + Exy — Eua - E)\,Lu
[E,uzxaFAa] :szo‘i'F)\u_F;w_FA;u (47)
[Fum F)\cr] = FEys + Eua - E)\u —Ey.

Sinceu (N) = su (N) @ R, it follows at once that: (N) hasN independent Casimir oper-
ators, one of them being central element, while the other 1) invariants correspond to
the simple part. To recoven (), we take the Cartan subalgebra spanned by the vectors
H, = Fu, — Fyp1,u41 for p = 1.N — 1. The centre ofi(N) is then obviously gen-
erated byy** F},,,, and the remaining can be deduced using an algebraic appsoadar

to the Gel'fand method. For the case that interests us hergxamal set of independent
Casimir invariants ofu (5) is given by the coefficient®),, of the characteristic polynomial
lids — Ads| = N> + 320 _, DA ~F, whereds is the matrix defined by

—iY] —e12 — i fi2 —ew3s—ifi3 —ew—ifia —eis —ifis
e12 — 1 f12 —iY3 —e23 — 1 fa3 —eas —ifay —ez5 —1i fo5
e13 — i fi13 €23 — 1 fa3 —iY3 —e3q—1if31 —e3s—ifss |, (48)
€14 — i fla e —ifor  e3q—1ifa —iYy —e45 — 1 fu5
ers —ifis  eas—ifos  e3s —ifss  eqs — 1 fus —iY5

where the vector¥; are given respectively by

Y1 = 2hy + 3hy + 2hg + thy, Yéz—%h1+%h2+§h3+%h4>
Y3 =—L1h — %hg + §h3 + §h4, Yy=—%hy — 2hy — 2hy + Lhy, (49)
Y5 = —5h1 — $he — 5hs — 5ha.

Before symmetrization, the Casimir operatdps, .., D5 obtained by this method have
30,140,575 and 1848 terms. For this reduction chain, the subalgebrd3) x su (2) is
generated b){{Hl,Hg,EW,FW}KWgS,{H4,E45,F45}}. In particular, the inhomo-
geneous contractiog has Levi part isomorphic teu (3) x su (2), and from the properties
of contractions it has at least four invariants. Since wedrtbeee labelling operators, the
conditions to solve the MLP by this method are given. Cotitngoonly the Casimir opera-
tors D3, D4 and Ds, the result leads to

D3 = t'Dj+l.o.t,
Dy= t'Dj+lot,
Ds = t'D. +l.o.t,

SWhether this solution is optimal is another question. Usirgdecompositions introduced later, the result
can be simplified to obtain more elementary labelling omesat
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where l.o.t. refers to thos terms having lower power in thetrastion variablet. The
contracted invariant®; all have degree in the variables of the representation space com-
plementary to the subalgebrasn (5). We now define the operators

Q3= Ds—Djj— Fj,
Q= D,—D,—Fj, (50)
Q5= D;— Dl — Fs,

where F; are the terms of the Casimir operatdps that only depend on the variables of
su(3) x su(2). The operato2s; has89 terms, 2, has427 and 25 1618 terms before
symmetrization. A long computation shows tlag 24 and(25 are independent on the;
and the Casimir operators of the subalgebra. To completéhg she labelling problem, we
still have to check the orthogonality conditions on the syetnmed operator@p

[Q3,%] =0, [Q3,Q5] =0, [Q3,Q5]=0. (51)

This proves thaf{Qs, 4,5} is a complete set of labelling operators for the studied re-
duction chain. It should be remarked that the main difficaltythis procedure is purely
technical, and corresponds to checking the commutatoredfttelling operators. For sim-
ilar reduction chains of higher rank the procedure still agm valid.

6.3 S(3) Dsl(2,R) x s0(2)

First considered in [54], the invariance algebra of the 8dimger equation in (N+1)-
dimensional space time has attracted considerable ibtenesent physical literature ([55]
and references therein). The Schrodinger algébia) in (3 + 1)-dimensional space-time
is al3-dimensional Lie algebra with non-trivial commutators

J;u/a J)\o] - 5;LAJVU + 51/0'];0\ 5uat]y)\ 61/)\Jua7
J/Jlla PA] 5uAP 5V)\P,u> J;w» G)\] 5;1)\Gl/ - 51/>\Gu7

[

{P Gul = Py % P)=-G

D.G. =G, D.P= P, (52)
D, K] = 2K, (D.P] = 2P,

(K, P =—D. [Pu,G 1= 5WM

over the basig J;;, P, Gy, K, D, P,, M }, whereJ,,, + J,,, = 0 are rotationsp,, are spa-
tial translation generator$} the time translation(s,, special Galilei transformationg) the
generator of scale transformatiors, the generator of galilean conformal transformations
and M commutes with all generators It follows from the brackéiat tthe Levi decom-
position is(so(3) @ s[(2,R)) & phy, where the representatiafl can be identified with
(D1 ® A) @ Dy, WhereD1 ® A is the tensor product of the standard representaﬂbns;f
5[(2 R) andA of so(3), respectlvely, and denotds, the trivial representation. Let us con-
sider the subalgebr (2, R) x so (2) generated by .Ji2, D, P;, M } and the corresponding

8As usual, we denote the symmetrized and non-symmetrizediops by the same symbol.
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reduction chain§(3) D sl(2,R) x so(2). In this case, the number of labelling operators

equals

1
n=3(13-3-3-1-1-1)+0=2

The system to be solved is therefore

jF—‘ 8F_. 6F_. 8F+. (9F+748_F_746_FJr a_F_ O_F_O
12 J20 1o J2X Djnt o Djon Jix —&jm 2 o 1 Oy g2 991 a1 Dgs
~ oF oF oF oF
DF =2k— — 2p;— —_——r,— =
ok~ Pop, T Iag " Thg, =0
Rr=—oE 08, 08

ad ~ “op  or,
~ oF oF oF
PF =2p;— +d— — =0
=g Tk T g,
In [36] an algorithm was given to compute the Casimir opestof the extended
Schrddinger algebra. It is easy to see tBdB) has three invariants, one of them corre-
sponding to the central charge. The other two can be chosen as

Cu = 2%% 4 22 (9kp1 — Gipk) Jrt + P27 — 2DkPIGKYIS
Cao = 2zkp} + 2apigi + 2% (d? — 4kpy) — 2gkprdz + 2252, + 22 (9kp1 — 91Pk) Jkls

wherel < k < [ < 3. The invariants ofsl (2,R) x so(2) are simplyCy = d? —
4kp; andCyy = j12. The contraction associated to the chain is obtained frerstale
transformations

)

1 1 1 1
Jj = TIm (KL #12), G} = 1o P/ = il M = M

In this case, we still obtain a kind of inhomogeneous Lie latgethe Levi part of which is
given bysl (2, R). It satisfies the preceding conditions, thus the MLP can besdausing
the invariants of the contraction. It follows at once thatyo@y; and C4- are of inter-
est, since the central invariant remains untouched by th&adion. The corresponding
contracted invariants are

Chy = 2253+ 22 (grpr — Gipk) Jri + Prg? — 2PkPIgKGL
Cip = 2%j3 + 22 (grp1 — 9iPk) Jris

wherej; # ji12. We consider the differences

O1=Cn —Cjy —m?C3, = J12 (91p2 — p1g2) 2
Oy = Cyp — Cly — m2C3 — O1 = 2z (kp? + prg? — dgipi)

The independence of these operators from the Casimir aperist checked by means of

the Jacobian
0{Ca1,C2,Cu1,Ca2,M,01,05}

- - 0. 53
a{m7,7127d7pt73237917p2} # ( )
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Finally, we compute the brackets
[01,0:] =0, (54)

showing that the found operators commute.

The interest of this example is that the Lie algebra used issemisimple, showing that
the method can be applied also to general Lie algebras haangrivial Levi decompo-
sition&]. For higher dimensions at the procedure still works, although the refinement
developed later is probably more effective to find the slétédibelling operators.

7 Chains solved only by contraction

The contraction method constitutes a first approximatiosystematically solve the la-
belling problem in physical applications of group theoryeR in cases with a high number
of labelling operators, this first step remains valid whemethe conditions of theorem 1
are satisfied. In this sense, the method can be applied tpr asses of embeddings like
sp(2N) D sp(2N —2) x u(l) orsp(2N) D sp(2N — 2) x su(2), solutions of which were
developed in [56]. Hovever, the contraction fails if the tantiong has “to few” invariants
with respect to the number of necessary labelling operaftis is not an uncommon sit-
uation for reductive Lie algebras and semisimple if the constraint\'(s) = NV (g) = n

is given. These reduction chains provide at most 1 labelling operators. Up to some
special kinds of multiplets that can be solved using theseatprs, for a general IR the re-
maining operator has to be computed in some different maitrigreasonable to think that
a refinement of the contraction procedure leads to the saluti this obstruction, at least
for a considerable number of embedding chains. The reduchainGs O su(2) x su(2)
(G2 being the rank two exceptional Lie algebra) reflects theufailusing only the con-
tracted invariants. In [57] a particular solution was folnydmeans of heavy algebra. It was
moreover observed that both labelling operators shoul@ haleast degree six. This fact
suggests to look more closely at the Casimir oper&tpof G, in order to analyze whether
some of the terms that cancel during contraction providedaiitianal operator to that of
the contraction. This ansatz, corresponding to the sedepdo$ the contraction method, is
equal to study how the Casimir operators decompose by aiotna

8 Decomposing Casimir operatorswith respect to contractions

In this section we go further into a detailed analysis of tkeainposition procedure of
Casimir operators. We point out that the contraction asseadito a reduction chain induces
a decomposition of the corresponding Casimir operators @fhich allow, among other
properties, to determine the invariants of the contraggias the non-vanishing term in the
limit. However, other terms will also be relevant for the snigy label problem, and will
provide additional labelling operators.

"By this we mean that the maximal solvable ideal is not reducexro.
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In the general context developed earlier, d&f( X1, ..., X,,) = o/lmipXil...X,-p be a
p'"-order Casimir operator af Using a contraction of the type_(11), the invariant over the
transformed basis takes the form

F(Q4(X1), .., Pe(X,)) =t T Fmipqiiin ;X (55)
wheren;; = 0, 1. Taking the maximal power ity
M = max {nil + ...+ N, ‘ Oéil“ip 75 0} , (56)

the limit

F'(X1, .., Xp) = lim ¢ F(@4(X1), ..., Be(Xn))
= Y aviX X,

provides a Casimir operator of degrgef the contractiong’, as previously used. Now,
instead of extracting only the term with the highest powet,ofve consider the whole
decomposition

Cp =tMC) + > %0, + Dy, (57)
«

wherea < M < p and® is a function of the Casimir operators of the subalgefira
(these generators have not been re-scaled). It is strarglatfd to verify thaCIQ is not only

an invariant of the contractiop, but also a solution to the MLP. Equatidn [57) actually
shows how a Casimir operator decomposes into homogenebusopoals in the variables
of the subalgebra and the complementary space over thealrigasis when a contraction
is performed. This first term corresponds to the first appnation of [11]. The remaining
terms are also individually of interest to construct newelibg operators. Formally this
fact can be described as follows:

Proposition 1 The functionsd,, are solutions of the missing label problem, that is, they
satisfy the system

0%,
c%cj a

Xi®o = Chay 0, 1<i<s. (58)

Proof. Decomposition[(57) tells how a Casimir operafgy can be rewritten as a sum
of homogeneous polynomia@;, ®,, with the property thaC;, is of homogeneity degree
p— M in the variable§z4, .., z, } associated to subalgebra generators and degreethe
remaining variable$x1, .., z,, } corresponding to the representation space induced by the
embedding. In similar way, ang,, is of degreep — « in the variables{zy,..,zs} and«a
inthe{xs,1, .., z, }. We denote this by simply saying that these functions are-dégree

(p— a,a).
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Now the equations (25) corresponding to subalgebra gemenamain unaltered by the
contraction procedure, since the re-scaling of generatmes not affect them. Thus for any
1 <i < s and any homogeneous polynomigalof bi-degree(p — ¢, ¢) we obtain

> ov ov
X ok el k+s el
Xy = Cijay, oz, + Cz'j+swk+s ox;’ (59)
and the result is easily seen to be again a polynomial witlséimee bi-degree. This means
that evaluating”, = tMCI’,JrZa t*®,+Pg is a sum of polynomials of different bi-degree,
and sinceC), is a Casimir operators, the only possibility is that eacimtes a solution of
the system. Therefore the functiofts, are solutions of (25)m

The first question that arises from decompositiod (57) is htamy independent addi-
tional solutions we obtain. Since abl,, together sum the Casimir operator, some depen-
dence relations must exist.

Lemmal LetC), be a Casimir operator of of orderp. Suppose that
Cp = (I)(p—oq,oq) + ...+ <D(p—aq,aq)v 0<a; <41 <p (60)
is the decomposition @), into homogeneous polynomials of bi-deg(pey).

1. f &, # 0, then at mosy — 2 polynomials®
on the Casimir operators afands’.

are functionally independent

p—oy,05)

2. If®(,) = 0, then at mosg — 1 polynomials®
on the Casimir operators afands’.

are functionally independent

p—oy,05)

The proof is an immediate consequence of the fact dhgy,) is a function of the
Casimir operators of the subalgebsa The independence on the Casimir operators of
s’ does not imply in general that the(,_, ,) obtained are all functionally independent
between themselves. The number of independent terms depenthe representatioR
induced by the reduction [24]. In any case, at least one imadgnt term is obtained for
any Casimir operator of degree at least three. In many chsesver, we can take more
terms of the same degree. This explains why for certain temuchains the labelling op-
erators have the same degree in the generators. If we findctidnally independent set
of solutions to systen{ (25), half the labelling problem hasrbsolved. In order to ac-
complish the orthogonality requirements, we have to loagkatbcommutators among the

symmetrized operatord,_, .,)- \We denote b)@fgf“;’; o) the symmetrized polynomial.
Then @fgﬂ’; o)’ @fé’ff: op) | 1S @homogeneous polynomial of deggee ¢ — 1, and also

constitutes a missing label operator. Actually this brackexpressible as sum of polyno-
mials of different bi-degree, and these terms constitudenelves labelling operators [58].

The decomposition of Casimir operators leads to a first gdimation of the contraction
method, resumed in the following algorithmic procedure:
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e Decompose the Casimir operatorssaif degreep > 3 with respect to the contraction
determined by the embedding.

e Extract a maximal family of independent labelling operator

e Compute the commutators of all symmetrized polyno " with a; # 0.

P—ag,;)
e Extractn operators that are functionally independent from the Casiperators of
and the subalgebrd and commute among themselves.

The third step is reduced to pure computation. No simple ateth decide whether two
missing label operators are mutually orthogonal has beserebd yet, although various
symbolic routines have been developed to compute theskdisgsee e.g. [59]). For certain
special types of reduction chains it has been observed ttaigmnality follows at once
from the second step. If no solutions of bi-degfeges) exists for some fixed + s = p+ ¢,

and if two labelling operators such th%@fﬁ% o)’ fé’TgZ op) | 1S @sum of polynomials
of bi-degree(s, r) are given, the commutation is immediate. This idea was Syieally
developed in [58]. Observe that in the commutative framepitld suffice to show that no
polynomial function of bi-degreér, s) is a solution to subsysterh (25). It should however
the remarked that the validity of this fact is reduced toegjpecific types of embeddings,

and is therefore of no use in the general labelling problem.

9 Reduction chains solved with decomposition

In this section we show how the decomposition of Casimir atmes of higher order provide

solutions to missing label problem that could not be solveahmletely by only using the

contraction, or for which no proposed set of labelling opesahas been computed yet.
We insist on the fact that the main difficulty in the formal agpgch to the MLP resides in

obtaining a sufficient number of (functionally) indepentiabelling operators, from which

a commuting set can be extracted.

9.1 G2 Dsu(2) x su(2)

This chain was already observed in [11] to be unsolvablegusimly the contraction in-
variants. In this case we need = 1 (14 —2—6—2) = 2 labelling operators, and
the inhomogeneous contractién, ~ (su(2) x 5u(2))E_B>R8L1 preserves the number of
invariants. The quadratic invariant being discarded, theothposition of the Casimir
operator of degree six must be used to obtain the pair of (asimg) labelling op-
erators. We consider the same tensor basis used in [57]stiogsiof the generators
{Gosjas ko, ke, Ry} with p = £3, 41 1 = +£1. The generators?,,, are related to
an irreducible tensor representatidhof su(2) x su(2) of order eight. In this case, the
contractionGa ~~ (su(2) x 5u(2))§R8L1 is obtained considering the transformations:
1

Jo = dos Jle = jux: ko = ko, K = ke, Ry, = —Ryy.
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Decomposing now the Casimir operatdrg andCy over the transformed basis, we get the
following

Cy =t*Ca0) + C0,2),

Cs = tGC(G,O) + t4C(472) + t2C(274) + 0(0,6),
whereC|g ), C(o,6) are functions of the Casimir operatorssof2) x su(2). Now it can be
verified that

(61)

6(027 067 0217 0227 0(274)7 0(472)) 75 0 (62)
a(k(]v k—>j07j+7 R%,%yR_ﬁ 1>

272

whereC5; andCs, are the quadratic Casimir operatorssaf2) x su(2). This provides
us with six independent operators. A long and tedious coatjout, due to the quite high
number of terms before and after symmetrization, shows overghat the chosen operators
commute:
[Ci, 0(2’4)] — [O@, 0(4’2)] — 0, 'L — 2, 6
[Claz), C] = 0.
Therefore the 54[02, Ce, Ca1, C22,Cla 4, 0(472)} can be taken to solve the labelling prob-
lem.

It should be remarked that a direct comparison with the dpesabbtained in [57] is
quite difficult, for various reasons. At first, there the sealin the enveloping algebra were
considered, not symmetrizations of functions, which implihat lower order terms where
considered when explicitly indicating the labelling ogera. On the other hand, we have
only distinguished the bi-degree, that is, the degree optignomials in the variables of
thesu(2) x su(2) subalgebra and the tensor representaitomvhile in [57] the order with
respect to any of the copies @fi(2) was considered, resulting in operators labelled with
three indices. Therefore the operatdrsg, ,) considered here correspond to the sum of
several scalars there. In addition, our solution contdiesérmC (14 excluded in [5713
confirming that the pair of commuting operators obtainedrali® different from that found
previously. We also remark that a further distinction of thegrees of the polynomials

@fg%m in the variables of theu(2) copies is not possible due to the contraction.

(63)

9.2 Thechainso (7) D so (5) x s50(2)

Reduction chains of orthogonal algebras have been anaipzgsb] from the algebraic
point of view, proving interesting formulae based on synrinetnd antisymmetric tensor
operators. We show that the decomposition of the Casimiabges is also a valid approach
to the problem. For the reduction chain(7) O so (5) x so (2) the number of missing label
operators is

1
n=5(21-3-10-2-1-1)+0=2

As follows from the work of Gel'fand, the Casimir operatofoahogonal Lie algebras can
be recovered in a quite simple manner using the genericxraftstandard representation

8This is a scalar having degree one in each of the copies(@f and four in theR,, . generators.
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and evaluating the corresponding characteristic polyabniihe operators are then recov-
ered by the symmetrization procedure. Taking the usuaklmgsierated by thé(? - 1)
operatorsty,,, = —FE,,, with brackets:

[ij, E)\J] =FEy,; + E)\V - E,ucr - E)\;u (64)
the Casimir operators are obtained using the formula [60]:
P(\) = |M — MXd7| = AT+ CoX® + Oy + Ce )\, (65)
M being the matrix
0 —e2 —ei3 —ew —ei5 —eg —eir
etz 0 —ea3 —exy —ea5 —egs —ear
e13 €23 0 —e3s —e35 —ezg —e37
M= eu eu exn 0 —ess —ess —ear |. (66)
€15 €25 €35 €45 0 —es6 —es7
€16 €26 €36 €46 €56 0 —epr
€17 €7 e3r  eqr €5y €7 0

For the chain considered, the (5) x so (2) subalgebra is generated by the operaidys
with 1 < 4,7 < 5 andEg7. Therefore the contraction related to the MLP is determimgd
the transformations

Egj = %Eij, Eg, = %Em, 1<4,5 <5.

As usual, the quadratic Casimir operator is of no use, wefber decompose the remaining
ones:

Ci= Ol +t*Cg +t'Cloq,

Cs = 0[670} + t2C[4,2] + t4C[2,4].
The functionsC, g andCig ) are functions of the subalgebra generators, and thereftre n
further interesting. The remaining operatofs o}, Cig 4, C4,2) andCly 4 havel140, 30, 420
and 390 terms before symmetrization. We observe that each Casieirator provides at
most one independent labelling operator, which can be takeer asC' 5 or Cjg 4 for
Cy andCyy o) or (g y) for Cs. Taking for example the pait; ;) andCy, 47, we check their
independence on the invariantssof(7) and the subalgebra:

9{C21,Cu1,C2,C2,C4,C,Cl9), Craq }

0 {6127 €13, €16, €34-€46, €56, €57, 667}

# 0,
whereCs; andCy; are the Casimir operators &6 (5) andCs, = eg7. A routine computa-
tion shows that the orthogonality constraints are verified:

[Cl2,91,Co1] =0, [Cog,Cu] =0, [Cpg, Caa] =0,
[Cr2.4):Co1] =0, [Cppa,Ca1] =0, [Claap, Ca2] =0, (67)
[C2,91,Cp] =0, [Croa)sCp] =0, [Cp9p, Cpagy] =0,
for p = 2,4, 6. The last brackets shows that the labelling operators camtherefore they
constitute an admissible solution to the MLP given by the edaling.
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9.3 Thechain sp(6) > su(3) x u(1)

The unitary reduction of the symplectic Lie algebra of rahiee has found ample appli-
cations in the nuclear collective model [61]. In this cassaglear states are classified by
means of irreducible representationsspf6) reduced with respect to the unitary subalge-
brasu(3) x u(1). Since the induced representations are not multiplici frve have to
addn = 3 labelling operators to distinguish the states. Generdtingtions for this chain
were studied in [62], but without obtaining explicitly thierée required operators. In this
section, we will determine a commuting set of labelling epers that solves the MLP for
this reduction. As we shall see, this case cannot be sohiad osly the invariants of the
associated contraction.

We will use the Racah realization for the symplectic Lie blgep (6, R). We consider
the generators(; ; with —3 < ¢, 7 < 3 satisfying the condition

Xij+eeg;X_j =0, (68)
wheree; = sgn (i). Over this basis, the brackets are given by
(X gy Xia] = 66 Xa — 0uXuj + €igj05, 1 Xp,—i — €i€50; £ X_j1, (69)

where—3 < 4,4, k,l < 3. The three Casimir operatos,, Cy, Cs of sp (6,R) are easily
obtained as the coefficients of the characteristic polyabmi

|A — TIdg| = T® + CoT* + C, T2 + Cs, (70)
where
x1,1 2,1 x31  —Ir_1q —Ir_19 —Ix_q3
T12 2,2 232 —Ix_12 —Iwr_99 —Ix_o3
A— 1,3 T2,3 x33 —Ir13 —Ix 93 —Iv_ 33 (71)
Iz 1 Ixy—2 Ix1—3 —x11 —T1,2 —T13
Ixy o Ixo o Iwo 3 —m2) —IT22 —T23
Izy_3 Iwo_3 Ix3_3 —x31 —T23 —33

The symmetrized operators give the usual polynomials iretieeloping algebra. Since
the unitary algebra(3) is generated by{ X, ;|1 <,j < 3}, in order to writesp (6, R)
inasu(3) x u(1) basis, it suffices to replace the diagonal operafoys by suitable linear
combinations. Takingfl = X171 —XQ’Q, Hy = X2’2 —X373 andHs; = X171 +X2,2 —|—X373
we obtain the Cartan subalgebrasaf3), while H3 commutes with allX; ; with positive
indicesi, j. The invariants over this new basis are simply obtainecacepd) thex; ; by the
corresponding linear combinations/gf The contractiomp(6) ~ (su(3)><u(1))é>R12L1,
whereR is the complementary tewd(su(3) ® (1)) in the adjoint representation 515(6)

adsp(6) = (adsu(3) ® (1)) @ R.

9More precisely,R decomposes into a sextet and antisextet with) weight+1 and a singlet withi(1)
weight1.
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The contraction is determined by the transformations

H!=H;, X]; = X,;, X!

_7'7.7 =

Xi—j, 1<4,j<3. (72

1 1
X Xi ;= n
The contractior(su(3) x u(l))E_B>312L1 satisfies\ = 3, thus has 3 Casimir operators that
can be obtained as contraction@f, C, Cs. Note however that = 3, thus the invariants
of the contraction will provide at most two independent rimgdabel operators. This means
that using only the contraction, we cannot solve the MLP figg thain. In order to find a
third labelling operator, we have to consider the decontiposof the fourth and sixth order

Casimir operators ofp(6). Over the preceding transformed basis we obtain:

Cy = t*Cy0) + 12C2.2) + C0,4)

6 4 2 (73)
06 =1 0(6,0) +t 0(472) + t 0(274) + 0(0,6)7
whereC(; ;) denotes a homogeneous polynomiakah the variables of? and degreé in
the variables of the unitary subalgebra. g ;) are functions of the Casimir operators
of su(3) x u(1), and therefore provide no labelling operators. We remaak thefore sym-
metrization,C s 5) has126 terms,C, 4) 686 terms, and’, ,) 444 terms. The symmetrized
operatorsC's 5), C(4,2) andC(, 4y can be added to the Casimir operatorsjof6) and the
subalgebrau(3) x u(1), and the 9 operators can be seen to be functionally independe

[Ci> 0(2,2)} =0, [027 0(4,2)] =0, [Clv 0(2,4)] =0, i =2,4,6

74
[Cl22),Craz)] =0, [Cla2),Clay] =0, [Cay,Cluz)] =0. (7

For symplectic algebras of higher rank, the decompositi@thod still provides the
required labelling operators. As expected, the main diffydies in the computation of the
brackets of the operators, where the number of terms ineseagonentially.

10 Complete solutions

Even if the decomposition of the Casimir operators cortstifugreat improvement of the
contraction method in the MLP, there exist reduction chathere the problem cannot be
solved completely. In this case, the failure is related wdtditional orthogonality con-

straint. Even if in almost any case we can find a sufficient remalbindependent labelling

operators, these do not provide linear combinations tlzat {8 mutually orthogonal oper-

ators. As already observed, we cannot introduce a furtimeraent of the decomposition

without altering the contraction, and, therefore the réidacchain itself. In order to obtain

integrity bases, we must look for new labelling operatoeg tto not arise from the decom-
position. In these cases, we are forced to find additionatisois to the subsystem of PDEs
associated to the subalgebra generators. The search folopecators can be simplified
if we require them to have a specific bi-degree. This requar@nhas been systematically
used in the literature.
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Table 3:s0(5) brackets in @o(3) basis.

[ Qs Qo Q1 Qo Q-1 Q2 Q_3
Ly |3Q3 2Q2 Q1 0 —Q_1 —2Q_2 —-3Q_3
Ly 0 6Q3 Q2 201 6Q0o 10Q 1 Q2
L1 | Q2 10Q1 6Qq 201 Q-2 60 _3 0
Qg 0 0 0 Qg QQ 10@1 + 1514 5@0 —15Lg
QQ 0 —6@3 —QQ —1514 30@0 + 60Lg 1OQ_1 —15L_4
Q1 0 3L1 — Q1 —3Lo—3Qo 15L_4 Q2
Qo 0 —Q_1—3L_ —Q_2 Q-3
-1 0 —6Q_3 0
_9 0 0

10.1 Thenuclear surfon modd

The reduction chairo(5) D so(3) appears in many applications involving the subalgebra
of angular momentum, and also plays an important role in tierdcting Boson Model
[3,63], where it appears in the chain&) D so(5) D s0(3) D s0(2) andso(6) D so(5) D
50(3) D s0(2). The corresponding = 2 missing label problem has been analyzed in [64],
where two commuting missing label operators of degrees dodr six were found. The
constructed two operators, using heavy algebraic mettaodxf lowest possible degree to
solve the labelling problem. The general shape of the laigetiperators was however not
found. Combining the decomposition of Casimir operatorthhie traditional analytical
approach to the MLP, we give the complete solution for thidbedding. In particular, it

is verified that the pair of commuting operators found in [6dfrespond to the simplest
possible solution, and the conjecture on the degree of thesetors is confirmed.

We choose the basis of the orthogonal Lie algedwé) to consist of generators
{Lo, Ly, L_1} with brackets|Ly, L+1] = £Ly;, [L1,L_1] = 2L, together with an ir-
reducible tensor representatigh), (¢ = —3..3) of dimension seven. The bracketssof5)
over this basis are specified given in Table 3.

According to the computations developed in [64], the Casoperators ofo(3) and
s0(5) are given respectively by the following (unsymmetrizedlypomials:
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Co = 1(2) + 114,
Cy = l(z) + o1 — 2 (g3q-3 + q1q-1) + 150202 + 4¢3,
e
Cy= (l 1q1 — l1q 1+ = 1) @+ (Q3q 14-2 + ©2q14-3 + 3 (63 9-2 + 42¢*1)) @

Sl1q-1 + tlog—2 + g 3) ql (21— 1(]3+1ZIQ1——ZO(J2)Q 1
55929-2 — 419~ 1-31 1q1+4q0+311q 1+ £q3q-3) 1§ + log3q-1q—2
092919-3 + 100q3q 3+ 12 (q 1—3l-1q-1 + 3log— 2+Q1q 3~ qog— 2) 17

q2 72

G20-3 — §l-102q-1 + §hiq1qg—2 — 1-1q34—2) o + 675 + Igq0 — logg
G203 — 14~ 2)1110-1-( 439 2 + qaq- 1)l—1lo)——(l 191 — 11q-1) loqo

G1-1 + 3992q-2) q— 3Q3 + 35 (3log2 + q3g-1 + ¢ + 3lig1 — q2q0) 124

o
3 - 1) q-3q3 + % (351 — E221q 1 + 2logo + £l-1q1) 43q—3

(q q-10-3 ligsq®, + Q3q1q32 +11¢39-3) — 5 (Fq-3 + as1” 1)
TR~ 13 5 (i1 = Floo) a-1a01 — L5 (th 1+ 36%) +3lla-s
(60111 1+ 3l0g0) 4—3q3 — 3l1l-1logo — 2q5q3q—3 — 112 1q3
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For this Lie algebras, the transformations](20) definingdhksociated contractiog
are given byL! = L;, QL = %Qu. The inhomogeneous contraction has an Abelian
radical of dimension seven, which implies that the invaganill only depend on the,,-
variables [24]. It is easy to verify that'(g) = 4, and from the four Casimir operators, two
can be obtained by contraction of the invariaGtsand C, of so(5). We decompos€,
with respect to the given contraction, and obtain

Cy= [470] + [37 1] + [27 2] + [173] ) (75)
where the operatorg, j] are defined as follows:

[1,3] = l0l1q o — 3lolil-1qo + 283q_3 — Bl_1qu + BBlig—1 + g0 + Tlol% 192 — 112143
——z 191 t 2 ¢

2,2] = =52 ,0q0 + 5lol-1920-1 + Flol1gog—1 + 513q19-3 — 23q19-1 + o}
+o5lil-1g2q-2 4; 5l 1a3q-1 — %%lol—ﬂ]?)qzz + %lll—lql(z) — 1—121%]0(]—12 + 1512,
—glol—1q190 — T5hlo1qig—1 + 502141 + 5030-3 + g5l3a20—2 — T5loliq1g—2
—sslil-103q-3 + 5lol1g2q-3
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3,1] = 1114200q-3 + $log2q00—2 — lo@ — $l04300q—3 + T2loq1qod—1 + 35l-102q1q—2
taslo1aeq1a—2 — 3haa—s + 35110367 + shard?, + 15loasa—1q—2 — §l-1qiq—
+a=l1q1q09—2 — loq2a® 1 — 31130-1q—3 + 2l_1q3¢% | — 1-103q-3 — £logiq—2
—sh@dq1 + loiadd — 55l-102000-1 — 35lha2q-1q—2 + 3l-143¢14—3
+klog2q19-3 — $1-19390q—2

el

[4,0] = — 1q§’q—2 — %q3q58q—23 . %qglq_m_g + 6—%5,q§q1322+ ﬁqzz,qm;_zq_g — 43¢,
— 15929092 — 108 919-1 — 51092919-19-2 + 1g41909—2 + 3593919—19-3
+k42000% 1 — 13505923 — 39301972 + $9201909—3 + §43G09—1q—2

A basis of invariants ofj can be completed with two additional operat6fsandCy of
degrees 6 and 8 respectively. The explicit expression fstkth order invariant is

C = —T29¢5 — 54¢1q* 5 + 54q3q—3 (9920392 + 162q1¢3q-—1 — 32¢3¢ 1 + 6¢2q19-19—2)
+642q—2 (6g3¢> | — 10g3¢% | + 6q_3q7 — 63q195q-1) — 16265 (¢* 20301 + 439-39-1)
+54 (3 (2763925 — 8q-3¢} — 8q3q, — 13¢74>1) — 43 (—qod® > + 4% 14%5))
—54 (qq*5 +q*1) @3 — 3d34% 5 (4q1q—1 + 943) — 324¢3 (q3q—2 + 2¢*1) + Ba0q>5
—18¢-2¢2 (4% 5q3q1 + 439—-39-1) — 756404191 (439—19—2 + q2q1q—3) — 64q3¢>,
+972 (¢ (439-19—2 + @2010-3) — (639-19-29—3 + (2014% 5 + 41 q—24-3) 43) q0)
+243 (6q1g—1 — 30q3¢—3 + q2q—2) g + 288q_1q1 (a3} + q3¢> ;) 864¢° 3434}
+972¢24% 19-3q390 + 90q—2q2 (q1q—2 + q24*+) qo + 396q-190a1 (afq—2 + q24*+)
+180q19-1 (q% 20301 + ¢3q—3q-1) + 864q_3¢3> | + 34>,

It turns out, however, that the invariartg andCg are not sufficient to provide the labelling
operators with the orthogonality conditions. We have tosaber additional operators of
degree six which are however not obtained by contra@iomenoting the previoug’s;
by [6, 0], according to its degree in thg, variables, we introduce the following additional
operators of degree four depending on the parametars 5:

X! =[4,004+3,1]+(4—-30)[2,2] +a[1,3], a#l1,

X2 = <§_g> 400+ 5 (-0 BU+38R.2 413, F#3 (76)

and the two operators of degree six:

X} = —%1[6,00—162[5,1] +[4,2] — 216 [3,3] — [2,0] (5310[2,2] 4+ 2222 [4,0])
+[0,2] (2124 [3,1] + 5281, 3]) + 768 [2, 4]
X2= —221[6,0]+108[5,1] + [4,2] + 324 [3,3] — [2,0] (180 [2,2] — 10353, 1])

—10,2] (171722, 2] + 17282, 4] + 3998 [1, 3]),
(77)
where[2, 4], [3,3] [4,2] and[5, 1] are defined in Table 4:

This is due to the fact thaib(5) has no primitive Casimir operator of degree six.
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Table 4: Sixth order operators

(g—3aq3 — 198)16 + 3(a0(qrl—1 — q—1l1) + l1geq—3 — l_1q3q—2)I§ + [5(11l_1q5 — (% 1q2 + [Tq—2)q0 — Til-1(—2q1q—1 + q—2q2 — 2q_343
+2 ((5a3q-1 — a) 21 + (45q19-3 — ¢®1)13)) + (Sq-19-3 — gr0%)1F + 512113 (26q19-1 — 1g—2g2 — 50¢3 + 2q—_343) + (301 — 54
+%l£1)’((9%q_3 — 1g-19-2)lo + 15(6¢%1 + 2q1g—3 — 5qoq—2)l—1) + 15121 ((6¢3 + 2q3q—1 — 5q2q0)l1 + 3 (q2q1 — 9q390)l0)
+21% 1 l1lo(492q-1 — q3q—2 — 11q190) + 2lol3l—1(+a2q—3 — 4q1q—2 + 11gog—1).

(02009-2 — 3 (Bq-2 — 020%1) + 8q190q-1 — 931§ + 5 (6g09-19—2 + 12q19-19-3 — 27q2q-3 — 4¢3 | — 1¢%2) 1§ + & (4%, — @2q-19-
+5(a3q-1 — 12q3q19—1 + 4¢3 + 27q303 — 6¢2q190)1% 1 + (3 (q2q09—3 — ada—1) + q1q09—2 — 443q—3) 1% + 120013 (q29-19—3 — q0g>+)
+30-1(12g3¢% 1 + 9 (0163 — 43909—2) + G2q1q—2 — 3q2q0q-1 — 443q-1)13 + lo(9adq—2 — 36¢140q—3 + 4q1g-19—2 — q2¢> )13
+5lol1l-1(10g190q-1 — 943 — 2q2¢%1 + 2¢2q19—3 + 2q3q-19—2 — 24742 — 18q3q0q—3 + q2q0q—2) + 3 (¢2q10-1 + @311G—2 — ¢Fq0) 12110
+-5(99202 — 36¢3909-1 — @3q—2)1% 110 — ll-1(((847q-1 — 99163 — 3643q19—3 + 184390q—2 — 2q2q19—2 — 12g3¢° 1 + 3q3q_3)l_1)
+((36¢3g-19—3 + 943q—1 + 2q2q—19—2 — 343¢% 5 — 8q1¢* | — 18¢2qoq—3 + 12¢7q—3)l1))

(27011 — 13513) g8 + (27 (lol—1qr — lolig—1) — 9/2 (132 + 12142)) a3 + @ (lo(3 (iqrg—2 — 1-1g2q-1) + ZL(1_1q3q—2 — l1g2q—3))
+(27q3q-3 + 81q1g—1 + 9q2q—2)13 + Z1_1(5g3q-3 — q1g—1)ln + 5(3¢} + 9g3q-1)1%, + 3(3¢%, + 9q1q-3)13) + 1612 (qiq—3 + a3¢>4)
—%18(108(q3qoq_1q—2 + ©2q190q-3) — 6(43016% 5 + G3q-19-3) + 84(qq0q—2 + 4290¢> 1) — 2002q1q4-19—2 + ¢30% » + 6447 ¢ 1) + 9T q3q—
—513a2q-20%1 — I ((q-19-3 + 2¢%5)a} + (4q19-1q—2 — 3q2q-19—3 — 9G39—20—3 + 326> 2)q0 — 10> 1 + Ya3¢14% 5 + @2q19—2q—3 — 2G5
+12,((—993929—3 — 3q3q19—2 + 3G3q_2 + 4g2¢19-1)q0 + (993q—3 — 342q-2)a% — (a1 + 303)q% 1 + 993q-19-3 — Gq—1 + q3q2q-19—2 -
+(—6loliga + 4l1l_1q3)q> | + (6lol_19—2 + 4l1l_1q-3)q} + ¢3 (lo((—28g—11—1 + 12l1q_3)q0 — (6119293 + 8l1g-1q—2)) + 31—111(3q0q-—
2, ((—12lpl-1q3 + lil-1q2 + 28lol1q1)q0 + (8l-1g2q1 + 6q—2q3l1)lo) + lil-1(3q3q14% 5 — 943009-1q—2 + 342019-1q—2 + 343q-1q—3 —
—36¢3q19-19—3 — 942q1G0q—3) + lol1 ((61-1¢3q—3 + 5l1g2q—1q9—2 — 6l1g3q% 5 — 5l_1G2q1q—2)q0 + (6q3q19—2q—3 + & (q2q14* 5 — 43q—2q—:
+2lol1g2q19-19-3 + lol—1 (5 (q3920% 5 — Bq-1q—2) — 6q3¢2q-19—3 — 243q19—142).
—8logy — 5(l1g—1 — l-1q1)a¢ + 243((2q2q—2 — 9g39—3 + 58q19-1)lo + (6¢2q—3 + q1q—2)l1 — (q2q—1 + 643q—2)1—1) + ¢3q—3l1 (759393 —
+8B(11¢3¢% —hidig3) — @(Zofﬁqig + la3a%s) + @3 (& (1-1q2q1q-2 — l1g2q-19—2) + 3 (ligsa® s — 1-143q-3 + log2q19—3 + log3q—1¢
(2 (1-193¢%1 — higta—s) + 2 (Im1g3q19-3 — ligzg—19-3) + 22 (Lhard® 1 — 1-1d3q-1) — 3= (logag® + lodta—2))) @@ + % (Lidiq?, — 1-
— 2 (lig392q-19-29-3 — 1-10302q1q—2q-3) + 5= (Ligzq™ | — l-1q1q-3) + logo (5 (aSa—3 + q30>1) + & (a3010% 2 + G3q-1q-3) + a3q* (L1
q19-1(1-1039-3 — 11392 5) + 150090(20q19—1 — 11g2g—2 + 18g39-3)q3q—3 + 5:a39%5loqo — (32 d36% 1 + Za2q19-19-2) logo + B
8¢10-1 — 50-202 + 2030-3) (0% 192 + @3 q-2)lo + (7530202 — Zq19-1)(439-19-2 + 019-302)lo + 75 920—2(1-1q3¢% | — l1q—343)
Qo (Fe5019-1 + 1503093 + Zq-242)(q2l-1q-1 — l1q—2q1) + qo(5+4—2G> — 25q1q—1 — 3q39—3)(q—3q2l1 — l_1q39—2) — 2lol1¢>1(q-192 1
+2Zq0q3l-1(q1q—2 + 4q-3q2) — (Bq_3q30-101 + Hq1a-19—202 — 5B 2)(@l-1 — lig—1) + had?sGasa — 15:63) + lia—3q-1(8¢ -
— o2 l1q-30% 103 + (F7020-2 — $5039-3)a36% o0 + 1-1039-1 (355 @% 2 — §a-10-3) + l1q1a3(12514% 5 — B¢24)

+ 4+
=




Observe that for the excluded values of the parameters,segeethe Casimir operator
of degree four ofo(5). We claim that the operatof8, 2], [2,0] , Cy, X1, X?, X4, X2 are
functionally independent, wheii6,2] = Cy and[2,0] = Cy — Cy;. To prove this, we
simply consider the following Jacobian

8 ([07 2] ) [27 0] 7047X117X127X217X22)

0 78
0 (lo,1-1,90,9-1,9-2,9-3,43) 7 (78)

Therefore the operators are independent, and from themad setnmuting operators can
be extracted.

Proposition 2 The setsF; , = {X{, X, } andF, 3 = { X}, X2} are inequivalent set of
commuting missing label operators.

The non-equivalence of the sets of labelling operators tef¢éheir independence and
to the fact they they are not mutually orthogonal. This shtived the class of labelling
operators is divided into two types with respect to the agtmality requirement. It cannot
however excluded that some mixed functions can have the pewperty.

We finally remark that the solution found in [64] is equivalemthe symmetrized solu-
tion { X, X7} for o = 0. In fact, we obtainX’ = X{ — Cy = 3[2,2] — [1, 3], therefore
the only solution with two components. In this sense, the paiposed in [64] is actually
the simplest possible choice for solving the missing labebfem.

11 Cartan subalgebrasand the MLP

As already observed, the eigenvalues of the Casimir opsrat@ (semisimple) Lie algebra
serve to characterize the irreducible representations.néht step is to find out how many
internal labels are necessary to distinguish the diffeedgenvectors of a given weight.
Obviously the eigenvalues of the Cartan subalgebra gemeraerve to this purpose, but
with the exception of the Lie algebrdsu(2)]", they are not sufficient. It is well known
from the classical theory that for (semisimple) algebraapéy (dim s — rank s) labels
are neede@l. ThIS means that in addition to the generators of the Carthalgebray, we
need to findf = 5 L (dim s — 3ranks) additional operators to separate multiplicities. These
must of course commute among themselves and with the elsrokthte Cartan subalgebra.
The numberf is usually called the Racah number, and the correspondiegatps the
Racah operators. As follows from the expressiory pthis number increases quickly for
high dimensions, and so, for example, for the exceptiorgdtab s we need as many as
112 additional operators. The problem to completely charasethe Racah operators is
still open, and only for some special cases it has been studibe problem is however
quite similar to that of the MLP, and this suggest to emplyghme technique to look for

ZThis is exactly the number of positive roots. Using the Ma@artan equations of the algebra, it can be
shown [65] that this number appears naturally
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these labelling operators. The main difference is thatédection chairs D h involves an
Abelian subalgebra, and therefore the contraction willegalty be not an inhomogeneous
Lie algebra. In any case, the decomposition of the Casin@raiprs of provides solutions
to the problem, since they are particular solutions to treesy of differential equations
determined by the Cartan subalgebra. A suggested procemloldain Racah operators is
therefore the following:

1. Decompose the Casimir operatorss@ccording to the contraction associated to the
reductions D b.

2. Extract a maximal number of independent operators tleatrenreover independent
on the generators ¢f and the Casimir operators of

3. Compute the brackets of these operators in order to oats@t of commuting oper-
ators.

Observe in particular that since the Racah operators anticwd to the corresponding
differential operators, commutation with the Cartan sgblata generators follows at once.
Once the brackets of the Racah operators between themsaidethe Casimir operators
of the algebra must be computed. It is clear from this promedhoat an exact knowledge
of the Casimir operators of simple Lie algebras is necesdamymulae for these are well
known [9], although in some cases the corresponding exXpresare not very manageable.
Specially for theE; series, where the higher order Casimir operators are qiffieutt to
compute, this approach would require alternative deovatiof the invariants, as done for
the classical series. The questioow manyof the Racah operators can be obtained using
this method is still an open problem, actually in progress.

In this paragraph, we show that this ansatz works, even ifdlgre of the corresponding
missing label problem is quite different to the usual ones thuthe non-inhomogeneous
nature of the contracted algebra. The examples exhibited pot that the interpretation of
labelling operators as “broken Casimir operators” is vadiud gives to the Racah operators
a certain physical meaning absent in other approachesitactimputation.

11.1 Racah operators of su(3)

The lowest dimensional simple algebra where such operatenequired is the typds. In
this case,f = 1, thus we need to determine one additional operator. Asvislifsom [3),
there are two possibilities. For simplicity, we consideraaib{L;,7;} (i = 0,1,—-1, j =
—2,..,2) similar to that considered for the Elliott chain, but charggihe indices for the
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second rank tensor. The commutator table in matrix formvisrgby:

0 1 —l_1 2ty t1 0 —t_ 1 =2t

-l 0 lo 0 -2ty -3t to t_1
1 —ly 0 —t1 —tg 3t_1 2t_o 0
—21t9 0 t1 0 0 0 -1 lo

A(su(B)) - —1 219 to 0 0 =31 lo —l_4
0 3t1 =3t 0 30 0 -3l 0
t_1 —tg —2t_9 L1 —lp 3l 0 0
2t o0 —t 4 0 —lg 1 0 0 0

In this case, the Cartan subalgebra is easily seen to beageddyyT; and Ly. To compute
the Racah operators, we have to solve the system:

ToF = 0 0F — 1 28 + 26,08 4 4,98 — ¢ | 08 9t , 00 —,

Ot ot1 Ot_o

= (79)
ToF = BtIg_le — 3t_188l—i + 3llg_£ — 31—182—11 =0.

Instead of integrating the system, we decompose the Cagjraiators. Over this basis,
the unsymmetrized invariants af& = 21311 + 1% + 4tat 5 + 2t1t_y + +t3 and

C3= 9 (lll_lto — l(z)t(] + tltot_l) — 36tatpt_o + t%
+27 (ot + tTt_g — lolyt—1 — lol_1t; — IFt_g — 12 1t3) .

Only the decomposition of the cubic operator can lead to dapgendent labelling op-
erator. In this case, the contraction is determined by #restormations

1 1
0=LoLi=7L, i=+L =TT/ =T, i=%12

The re-scaled cubic operator is therefore

C? = (tg — 9[8750) + 12 (9 (lltol_l + tllot_l) — 27 (t_lloll + l_1l0t_1) — 36t0t2t_2)
=13 (Bt_g 4+ 12ty — tot? | — t3t_5) .

The first term is obviously non useful, for being a functioritef Cartan generators. Choos-
ing ® =9 (I1tol—1 + t1lot—1) — 27 (t—1lols + I—1lot—_1) — 36totat_o provides an indepen-
dent labelling operator, as follows from the Jacobian

0 {TO>L07 027 037 @}
d{lo,to,ta,t1,t_1}

£0. (80)

The orthogonality is straightforward. Therefore the syrtrimation of & constitutes an
admissible Racah operator for the Lie algefré3).
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11.2 Racah operatorsof sp(4)

Symplectic groups naturally appear in physical applicetivom the boson formalism: the
generators of the corresponding Lie algebra correspongdmators changing the number of
particles. In the study of thg—j-coupling shell model, the algebsa(4) played a notorious
role, since they commute with the quasi-spin operators aagkover cannot change the
seniority number.. More recently, they have been shown to be important in tlodean
collective model, among other applications to nuclear fusyfg 7,66]. Since the symplectic
algebrasp(4) has dimension ten and rank two, the Racah numbgeis2, and therefore we
have to find two commuting labelling operators. Using theeéasis and brackets ¢f (69),
i.e., the Racah realization of the algebra, where the isdioa from—2 to 2, the Casimir
operators can be computed using the matrix fornfula (71)taddp it. The unsymmetrized
invariants are

Cy = —wil — T2 2T 29 — 363,2 — 2w 9%y, 2 —T1,-1T_11 — 272171 2,

Ci= 2x117_1271,—2%22 + ZL"1,—1ZE—1,133%72 + T2, 2T _22T11 2 — 221122721712
—2T1,_1%2,1T—1,2%22 — 2T1,1T1,—2T_22T2 1 — 2T1,1T2,_2T_12T1,2 + £U2_17233%_2
—2T1,9T1,—2T_1,1%T22 + 33%7133%72 — 33%7_233—1,133—2,2 - 331,—1332,_2:132_172 + 5’3%,1513%,2
+961,—196—2,296%,1 +2x910 1271, 2%1,2 + T1,-1%2, 2T 11T 22 + 962,—296—1,196%72-

Taking the contraction defined by the transformatiokis;, = 1X;; for all indices
i,7 |i # 7, the quartic Casimir operator is decomposed as:
2 2 2 3 4
Cy = T %59 +1 C[Q’Z] +1 C[1,3] + 1 C[074], (81)
where
Clg = 211171271 —2T22 + X1, 1711722 2+ 962,—296—2,296%,1 —2x1,1T2,2%2,171 2,
Chg = —2w1,-1T217-12T22 — 221 1%1,—2T—22T21 — 2T11T9, 2T 1 271 2
—2X10%1, 2T _1,172,2
Cloa) = #5187 9 — o] 9T 11T 02 — T1, 182, 272 | 5 + 22 7]y + T1 172273

2 .2 2
22212 -1,221,-201,2 + L1 125 9 + T1,-1%2 2T 11T 22 + T2 201127 5

Taking for example the operato(s;; 5 and Cj; 3, we verify their independence on the
Casimir operators ofp(4) and the Cartan generators by computing the Jacobian:

0{X11,X22,C5,C4,Clp9,C1 3}
£0.
0{x1,1,222,%1,2,T2,1,%1,-1,T—1,2}

Taking the symmetrization of these operators (denoted bystime symbol), we finally
compute the brackets:

[Cl2.9,Chigl] =0, [Cpg,Ce]l =0, [Cpay,Cy] =0,

82
0[173]’ 02] =0, [047 0[173}] =0. (82)

This shows that the commuting Racah operators also arideralseh Casimir operators”

39



The symplectic algebrsp (6) shows more clearly to which extent the described pro-
cedure is valid. In this case, the Racah number egfiats 6, thus we have to determine
six commuting labelling operators. Again, taking the reation used before, the invari-
ants follow from formulal[(7D). Before symmetrization, thadimir operators’s, Cy and
Cs have12,123 and 388 terms, respectively. Performing the contraction deteedhiby
X;,j = %Xi,j for i #£ j, the quartic and hexic Casimir operators decompose as

Cy = C[4,O] + tzC[m] + t3C[173} + t4C[074},

. 83
Cs = Clg o) + t2Cluz) + t3Cl3.5 + t*Clog) + t°Cpy 5 + t°Clo g (83)

Here Cuo and Cpo are functions of the Cartan generators, while
0[272}, 0[173}, 0[0’4], 0[472}, 0[3’3], 0[274}, 0[1,5] and 00,6] are polynomials  with
18,36,66,9,20,72,132 and 154 terms, respective@ Taking the six independent
operatorsCiy o), C1,37, Cla,2), C13,3), Cl2,4) @Nd Cpy 51, their independence with th€; and
the Cartan subalgebra is proved by means of the Jacobian

0 {X1,1, X2, X33,C2, Cy,Cs, Ca.9), C1,3) Cia,2)» Cra 3> Croa) i)

0 {331,1, x2,2,233,212,%1,3,22,1,223,L-1,2,L—-1,3,%1,—1,L—1,2, 332,—3}

£0.

A straightforward but tedious computation shows moreotier drthogonality conditions
required:

[Cl22, Cg] =0, [Cl) Clagg] =0, [Cogyy Cpg] =0,
[Cl22, Clog] =0, [Cl22), Clis)] =0, [Cug)y Clag] =0,
[C13), Clgl =0, [Clig Cppag) =0, [Clug, Cpug] =0, (84)
[Clag), Clag)] =0, [Cla2) Cppag) =0, [Clag, Cpug) =0,
[Cl3.3), Cloa)] =0, [Clag)s Clis)] =0, [Clog, Clug] =0,

Orthogonality with the Casimir operators follows similarlThis suggest that a complete
characterization of the Racah operators by means of thengexsition of the Casimir op-
erators is possible. This problem is in progress.

11.3 ApplicationstotheLiealgebraso(2,4)

The conformal group'O(2, 4) is one of the physically most relevant groups, and appears in
many different context. One one hand, it is the symmetry gafihe Maxwell equations of
electromagnetism, as well as the dynamical non-invarigmoap of hydrogen-like atoms.

In General Relativity, this group and their De Sitter sulgp® also constitute a powerful
tool. This group was also found to be at the basis of the gtbapretical construction of
the Periodic Table of chemical Elements, being first comemlen [32]. various authors
followed the analysis of the chemical elements using thdatoral symmetry [31]. It is
nowadays at the centre of the program KGR [33], whose findityp obtain quantitative
predictions on the elements [33, 34]. The Casimir and Raga&ihators are the main tool

Z2For this reason we omit the explicit expressions of the dpesa
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to construct the needed quantum numbers to characterizécphgind chemical properties.
Since the Lie algebra is of dimension 15 and rank 3, we neeg thdditional operators to
obtain a complete set of commuting operators that solvelsitiedling problem. Once again
we try to solve it via the MLP associated to the Cartan sulmmgeWe use the important
fact thatso (2, 4) is isomorphic to the unitary Lie algebsa(2,2). Taking the basis formed
by the operator§ £y, Fiuw } <, <)t 4—n With the constraints

E,uzx‘i'Ezzu:Oa F,uzx_Fu,u =0,
guu = ((17 17 _17 _1) 9

the brackets are then given by

[E/u/a E)\cr] = g,u)\El/U + guaE)\zx - gzx)\Eua - gl/aE)\u
[E;un F)\cr] = g,u)\Fl/U + guUF)\V - gzx)\Fua - gl/UF)\u
[Fum F)\cr] = g,u)\El/U + gzx)\Eua - gl/O'E)\/J, - guUE)\V (85)

To recover the conformal algebra, we take the Cartan sub@ggpanned by the vectors
H, = gur1,y+1Fup = gupFus1,u41 for p = 1..3. The centre ofu(p, q) is obviously
generated by;““FW The advantage of this basis is that the Casimir operatordean
determined by means of a determinantal formula. Indeed, xanmah set of independent
Casimir invariants ofu (2, 2) is given by the coefficient§’;, of the characteristic polyno-
mial [TA — Aldy| = X* 4+ 31 _, DeX*F, whereA is the matrix defined by:

—I(3hy — ho + 1hs) —e12 — I f12 e13 + 1 fi3 e14 + 1 fia
e12 — I f12 I(3h1 + 3hy — Thy) eas + I fa3 eas + I fou
e13 — L f13 e23 — I fa3 I(3h1 — $ho — %hs) esq + 1 fas
e1s — I f1a e21 — I faa —esq + 1 f3 I(3h1 — %élg)—i— 2hs)

The Casimir operators follow from the corresponding syniina&tion of the functions
Cy. The corresponding contraction is defined by the non-sarguhnsformations

1
Ej; = ZEijy Fy;

1 .
ij ;F‘U7 i =1..4.

According to this scheme, the Casimir operators decomposalaws:

02 - 0[2’0] + t20[(’2],
C3 = 0[370} + t20[172} + t30[073}, (87)
04 = 0[470} + tC[Lg} + t20[272} + t40[074},

where theC|y ;) are functions of the Cartan generators. The functi@pyg, all constitute so-
lutions to the MLP. To complete the set of orthogonal opesafd’,, H,, Hs, Co,C5,Cy}

ZAnother useful basis is that spanned by the so-called Yaergeors.
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with three mutually commuting labelling operators, we @dtisose triples that are func-
tionally independent from the Casimir operatorssof2,2) and theh;. We can take for
exampleCiy 11, Cj3,1) andClp 5). Since

O(Hy, Ha, H3, Cs,C3,C4, Cpp1), Cpa 3], Cpo2))
O(h1, ha, h3, e12, €13, €14, fa3, foa, f34)

these operators are independent. A laborious computatiowssthat the symmetrized
forms of these operators are orthogonal:

[Ci,Cpgy] =0, [Ci,Cpg)] =0, [Ci,Cpgy] =0,
[Cr2; Cig) =0, [Cpu2p Cpag] =0, [Craz, Crig] =0

In this case, the number of terms before symmetrizatiaf,ig8 and72 for Ciy o}, Cpy 3)
andCly o), respectively. Thus the séfl,, Hy, Hs, C, Cs,Cy, Clp 1], C1 31, Cpa,2) } IS com-
plete formed by commuting operators. The main objetctivithefKGR program is to find
suitable linear combinations of the three Racah operatodescribe physical properties
like ionization energy or magnetic susceptibility, as waslto obtain information on the
stability island among the superheavy nuclei. This ideg#ifon is the second step after the
simultaneous diagonalization of these operators, andasilgeof numerical nature. The
computation of the corresponding eigenvalues for irrdalediepresentations (IRREPS) of
su(2,2) constitutes the essential step to be compared with tharexieskperimental data.
This task is in progress.

70, (88)

(89)

12 Final remarks

It seems natural to think, whenever we are confronted wittoa{canonical) embedding of
Lie algebras and the corresponding MLP which is not muttiglifree, the information lost
is somehow determined by the chain itself, and not by a peitérnal techniques. In this
sense, the missing label operators which arise from theatiing should correspond to a
natural choice of physical labelling operators, as theyohtained using only the available
information on the algebra-subalgebra chain, their iards and the induced decomposi-
tion. This suggests that these could be the correct physjiators to be considered for
the labelling of states. An argument supporting this inigtion is the equivalence of the
contraction procedure with the K-matrix method in the Etlimodelsu(3) O so(3) chain

or the supermultiplet model. Whether the remaining pol$#s that arise from the gen-
eral algebraic solution of the missing label problem arespially more relevant than those
operators found by contraction, remains a question thatldhze analyzed for any specific
physical situation. In all examples analyzed, the contvaainethod provides at mostof
the 2n available operators, thus induces a kind of partition ingsieof labelling operators.
This suggests the existence of a certain kind of hierarchyngrnthese operators, as well as
the fact that some of them are not directly related to thegntgs of the embedding of the
subalgebra, and therefore not equivalent to these. Thena¢uttal step is to analyze if the
contractiong can also be used to derive the eigenvalues of the missingdpbgators.
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We have shown that many missing label problems relevantysi€hcan be completely
solved by using the properties of the reduction claims’, by means of a Lie algebra con-
traction associated to this reduction or the decompositidaced on the Casimir operators
of the original Lie algebra. Analyzing the set of invariaofsthe involved Lie algebras,
suitable commuting operators can be found that solve theimgidabel problem. From
this perspective, the operators found inherit an intrims&aning, namely as terms of the
Casimir operators of being re-scaled by the contraction, up to some combinafitower
order invariants of ands’. We have recomputed some classical reductions appearing in
atomic and nuclear physics, obtaining complete agreemihttie result obtained by dif-
ferent authors and techniques. We believe to we also hanishad a natural explanation of
the order of these operators, which are directly relatetl@mtder of the Casimir operators
of the contracting Lie algebra. For the special case ef m = 0, a direct relation among
the invariants of ands’ with those of the contractiog has been observed.

The generalized contraction method is useful to solve thé®Mthen the number of
invariants of the contraction associated to the reducti@ins O s’ exceeds the number of
needed commuting labelling operators. In the case wheiawhgants do not suffice to find
a complete solution of the missing label problem, it is exalele that labelling operators
of the same degree appear. This suggests that further tdrthe €asimir operators of
s that disappear during the contraction can be useful to cet@mphe set of missing label
operators. We have thus introduced a decomposition of tlsgn@aoperators, the terms
of which are all constitute solutions to the labelling peshl From these terms a setsof
independent labelling operators can be extracted, regulaproblem to determine which
(linear) combinations are mutually orthogonal. In thissrthe method proposed in [11]
is a first approximation to solve the MLP using the propertéseduction chains turns
out to be useful in many practical cases. The bi-degree oCtmmir operators of a Lie
algebra with respect to the variables associated to the@ens of a subalgebra are further
a relevant tool to obtain and classify these labelling djeesa although further distinction
of terms, for example when the subalgebra consists of vamapies, is also convenient
to deduce additional operat@We remark that this additional labelling depends on each
particular, case, since it is related to the distinctionhef generators of the subalgebra and
on their possible splitting into direct sums.

Certain aspects related to the decomposition method ofrragperators based on the
contractions and its use in labelling problems are spgagtiphasized:

e The solutions agree with the “natural” choice for the laibglloperators. Their inter-
pretation as “broken” Casimir operators confers them aiphymeaning, in contrast
to some operators obtained by other techniques, where tysgcgh content of the
operator is sometimes not entirely clear.

*This has been done for the chain(4) O su(2) x su(2) [4] for the Wigner supermultiplet and the isospin-
strange spin classification schemes, although this sugpitary subdivision cannot be deduced using only the
bi-degree defined by the contraction.
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e The decomposition provides also a consistent explanatidhet question why for a
number of reduction chains the labelling operators must hlag same degree. This
fact is related to the number of terms when the decomposiiapplied.

e This could probably explain why the eigenvalues of suchllaigeoperators are not
integers, as already indicated by Racah [13] and verifie®imesmodels. The de-
composition implies that the eigenvalues of the labellipgrators contribute to the
eigenvalues of the Casimir operators, being parts of themthis context, the in-
terpretation of a labelling operator as “broken” Casimieigtor leads to the idea of
“broken” integer eigenvalues.

Some questions still remain open. For example, whethee thest reductions O s’
for which the method followed here provides all availablieelfing operators. An answer
in this direction implies to find the general solution to thé&Rifor each considered chain.
At the present time, only for a few number of algebras theseptaations have been car-
ried out completely [4, 51]. A complete study of all physigalelevant reduction chains
involving simple Lie algebras up to some fixed rank will cerg provide new insights to
this problem. We have also observed the existence of reguctiains where the terms
of the decomposition are not sufficient to construct a setthiogonal labelling operators.
This means that the requirement that they commute is nattllinelated to the functional
independence of these operators. How to compute thesetoseamd their relation with
the original embedding is still an open problem that must meyeed. Another similar
problem, which is being analyzed by the author, is to obtaimpulete sets of commuting
Racah operators for all simple Lie algebras, using the liaggbroblem determined by the
Cartan subalgebra. Such types of reduction have been slwobendf interest in algebraic
models of molecular physics and nuclear spectroscopy f88],a systematized approach
would certainly be a step forward in their study.
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