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POLYNOMIAL TIME CLASSICAL VERSUS QUANTUM ALGORITHMS FOR

REPRESENTATION THEORETIC MULTIPLICITIES

GRETA PANOVA

Abstract. Littlewood-Richardson, Kronecker and plethysm coefficients are fundamental multi-
plicities of interest in Representation Theory and Algebraic Combinatorics. Determining a combi-
natorial interpretation for the Kronecker and plethysm coefficients is a major open problem, and
prompts the consideration of their computational complexity. Recently it was shown that they
behave relatively well with respect to quantum computation, and for some large families there are
polynomial time quantum algorithms [LH24] (also [BCG+24]). In this paper we show that for many
of those cases the Kronecker and plethysm coefficients can also be computed in polynomial time
via classical algorithms, thereby refuting some of the conjectures in [LH24]. This vastly limits the
cases in which the desired super-polynomial quantum speedup could be achieved.

1. Introduction

Some of the outstanding open problems in Algebraic Combinatorics concern finding “combinato-
rial interpretations” for certain representation-theoretic multiplicities and other structure constants
which are naturally nonnegative integers. While “combinatorial interpretation” is a loosely defined
term generally assumed to mean “counting some nice objects”, a more formal definition would
go through computational complexity theory with the premise that such a nice positive formula
normally implies that these counting problems are in #P. In particular, showing no nice combina-
torial interpretation exists could be done by showing that the problem is not in #P under standard
computational complexity assumptions, see [Pak24], [Pan23]. Note that all quantities in question
are already in the, conjecturally strictly larger, class GapP≥0 := {f − g : f, g ∈ #P, f − g ≥ 0},
i.e. nonnegative functions which can be written as differences of two #P functions, and deciding
their positivity is NP-hard [IMW17, FI20]. In contrast with classical computation, these mul-
tiplicities are shown to belong to the #BQP class, the quantum analogue of #P, and deciding
positivity is in QMA, that is, there exists a polynomial time quantum verifier for their positivity,
see [CHW15, BCG+24, IS23].

In [LH24], following [BCG+24], the authors exhibited efficient quantum algorithms for computing
these multiplicities in certain cases (based on dimensions), and conjectured that there would not
be such efficient classical algorithms. Here we disprove some of these conjectures. We show that for
a large family of parameters the multiplicities can actually be computed in polynomial time. This
shows that the desired super-polynomial quantum speedup cannot be achieved for those families.
We then pose further conjectures on the existence of algorithms of particular runtimes. Our main
intuition arises from the asymptotic behaviors of dimensions and multiplicities in the various regimes
and characterization of the families of partitions.

To be specific, let Vλ be the Weyl modules arising from the irreducible polynomial representations
ρλ of the GLN (C) for integer partitions λ with at most N nonzero parts ℓ(λ). Let Sλ be the Specht
modules, i.e. the irreducible representations of the symmetric group Sn indexed by partitions λ ⊢ n,
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and denote by fλ the dimension of Sλ. The Littlewood-Richardson coefficients cλµν are defined as
the multiplicities of Vλ in the tensor product Vµ ⊗ Vν , that is

Vµ ⊗ Vν =
⊕

λ⊢|µ|+|ν|
V

⊕cλµν
λ .(1.1)

Let g(λ, µ, ν) be the Kronecker coefficient of Sn given as the multiplicity of Sλ in Sµ ⊗ Sν , where
Sn acts diagonally, so

Sµ ⊗ Sν =
⊕

λ⊢n
S
⊕g(λ,µ,ν)
λ .(1.2)

The plethysm coefficients aλµν are defined as the multiplicities of Vλ in the composition ρµ(ρν). We
also consider the Kostka numbers Kλµ, which are multiplicities of the weight µ space in Vλ. All of
these coefficients can be defined purely combinatorially using symmetric functions and tableaux,
see Section 2.

While Kostka and Littlewood-Richardson coefficients are known to count certain tableaux, find-
ing combinatorial interpretations for plethysm and Kronecker coefficients are major open problems,
see [Sta00, COS+24, Pak24, Pan24]. A combinatorial interpretation usually implies that verifying
positivity is “easy”, that is, if we exhibit one object among the ones they are counting, there is
a polynomial time algorithm which checks that this is the right object. Computing them does
not have to be efficient, and in particular it would be at least exponential in general as they are
#P-hard (assuming the exponential time hypothesis of [IP01]). However, in many cases there are
efficient (polynomial time algorithms) beyond the ones described in [CDW12, PP17]. Here we show
that

Theorem 1.1. Let λ, µ, ν ⊢ n and suppose that f ν ≤ nk for some k. Then g(λ, µ, ν) can be

computed in time O(D(k)n4k2+1 log(n)), where D(k) = (4k)8(8k
4+k2). In particular, if λ(n), µ(n), ν(n)

are families of partitions of n, such that f ν(n) ≤ nk for a fixed constant k then g(λ(n), µ(n), ν(n))

can be computed in polynomial time O(n4k2+1).

In particular, this refutes Conjecture 2 of [LH24] and partially answers the discussion in [BCG+24]
(after Lemma 2). There are polynomial time algorithms for computing Kronecker coefficients when
all three partitions have constant lengths, see [CDW12, PP17], however here we have no restrictions
on two of the partitions.

Theorem 1.2. Let d, m be integers, n = dm and λ ⊢ n, such that λ1 ≥ ℓ(λ). Then the plethysm
coefficient aλd,m can be computed in time

(1) O(ndℓ) where ℓ = ℓ(λ).

(2) O(n4K3(K+1)) where fλ ≤ nk and K = 4k2 for arbitrary d,m.

In particular, we have a polynomial time algorithm for computing aλd,m if either d and ℓ(λ) are

fixed, or d grows but the dimension fλ grows at most polynomially.

In particular, the second case refutes Conjecture 1 [LH24] for the case when µ = (d) and ν = (m),
as then both classical and quantum algorithms run in polynomial time O(fλ). Polynomial time
algorithms when d is fixed are also given in [KM16].

The main results of [LH24] give a quantum algorithms for computing g(λ, µ, ν) in time O
(

fνfµ

fλ

)

(also stated in [BCG+24]), plethysm aλµ,ν in time O
(

fλ

(fν)|µ|fµ

)

, Kostka numbers Kλ,µ in times

O(fλ) and Littlewood-Richardson cλµν in time O
(

fλ

fµfν

)

. The authors show that the Kostka num-

bers can also be computed by a classical algorithm with the same efficiency, and conjecture that
the Littlewood-Richardson coefficients can also be computed by a classical algorithm with runtime
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O
(

fλ

fµfν

)

, but conjectured that the analogy would not hold for Kronecker and plethysm coeffi-

cients. Here we generalize the results for Kostka numbers, explore the computation of Littlewoord-
Richardson. As we disprove some of the [LH24] conjectures about the Kronecker and plethysm
coefficients, we pose the opposite conjecture, which is true in many cases, most of them for trivial
reasons, see 7.7.

Conjecture 1.3. Let λ, µ, ν ⊢ n and suppose that fλ ≥ fµ ≥ f ν. The Kronecker coefficient can be

computed by a classical algorithm in time O(f
µfν

fλ poly(n)).

We suspect the plethysm coefficients would also be computed in time O
(

fλ

(fν)|µ|fµ

)

, see 7.8 for a

discussion, and we pose it as a question.

Question 1. Let λ ⊢ n, µ ⊢ d, ν ⊢ m, such that km = n. Does there exist a classical algorithm

computing aλµν running in time O
(

fλ

(fν)dfµ poly(n)
)

?

Our analysis starts with characterizing the partitions ν ⊢ n for which f ν is of polynomial size in
Propositions 3.2 and 3.1. We are able to describe such partitions as the ones for which aft(λ) :=
|λ| − λ1 (assuming λ1 ≥ ℓ(λ)) is fixed. However, it is not clear how to characterize all regimes
considered in [LH24], as the dimensions can have polynomial, exponential and superexponential
growths, but in the considered ratios the leading terms could cancel.

Question 2. Characterize the triples of partitions (λ, µ, ν) of n, such that if fλ ≥ fµ ≥ f ν then

1 ≤ fµfν

fλ ≤ nk for some fixed integer k.

The first condition is necessary in order to have g(λ, µ, ν) > 0. Similar questions pertain to
regimes for polynomially large nonzero Littlewood-Richardson coefficients as discussed in Section 3.

Paper outline. In Section 2 we describe all the necessary concepts and definitions from Algebraic
Combinatorics and Computational Complexity as well as simple asymptotic tools. In Section 3 we
characterize the partitions for the various dimension regimes of interest in this paper. In Section 4
we extend some of the results in [LH24] to the computation of skew Kostka numbers, and certain
cases of Littelwood-Richardson coefficients, and extend further questions on the efficiency of their
computation. In Section 5 we prove Theorem 1.1 and in Section 6 we prove Theorem 1.2. We con-
clude with remarks about previous results, further open problems, and discussions on combinatorial
and complexity-theoretic implications.

Acknowledgements. The author is grateful to Vojtech Havlicek and Martin Larocca for many
fruitful discussions on the current topic. We also thank Christian Ikenmeyer, Allen Knutson and
Igor Pak for insightful conversations on these topics. We thank Anne Schilling and Sergey Fomin
for providing interesting references. The majority of this work was completed while the author was
a visiting member at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton.

2. Background and definitions

We recall some basic definitions and formulas from the theory of symmetric functions and rep-
resentations of GLN and Sn. For details on the combinatorial sides see [Sta97, Mac98] and for the
representation theoretic aspects see [Sag13].

2.1. Young tableaux. Let λ = (λ1, λ2, . . . , λℓ) be a partition of size n := |λ| = λ1 + λ2 + . . .+ λℓ,
where λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ . . . ≥ λℓ ≥ 1. We write λ ⊢ n for this partition, and P = {λ} for the set of all
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partitions. The length of λ, ℓ(λ) := ℓ, is its number of nonzero parts. Let p(n) = #{λ ⊢ n} be the
number of partitions of n. The famous Hardy-Ramanujan asymptotics gives

p(n) ∼ 1

4n
√
n
exp

(

π

√

2n

3

)

(2.1)

A Young diagram of shape λ is an arrangement of squares (i, j) ⊂ N
2 with 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ(λ) and 1 ≤

j ≤ λi. The conjugate partition λ′ is the partition whose Young diagram is the diagonally transposed
diagram of λ. A semistandard Young tableau T of shape λ and weight α is an arrangement of αk

many integers k in squares of λ, which weakly increase along rows and strictly increase down
columns, i.e. T (i, j) ≤ T (i, j + 1) and T (i, j) ≤ T (i+ 1, j). For example, 1 1 2 4 4

2 2 3 5
4 5

is an SSYT of

shape λ = (5, 4, 2) and type α = (2, 3, 1, 3, 2). Denote by SSYT(λ, α) the set of such tableaux, and
K(λ, α) =

∣

∣SSYT(λ, α)
∣

∣ the Kostka number. A standard Young tableau (SYT) of shape λ ⊢ n is an

SSYT of type (1n), and we have fλ := Kλ,1n , which can be computed by the hook-length formula:

fλ =
n!

∏

u∈λ hu
,(HLF)

where u = (i, j) goes over all boxes of λ and hu is the hook length of u, that is hu = λi−i+λ′
j−j+1.

The irreducible representations of the symmetric group Sn are the Specht modules Sλ and are
indexed by partitions λ ⊢ n. A basis for Sλ can be indexed by the SYTs. In particular

dimSλ = fλ.

The irreducible polynomial representations of GLN (C) are the Weyl modules Vλ and are indexed
by all partitions with ℓ(λ) ≤ N . The dimension of the weight µ subspace of Vλ is equal to Kλ,µ.

2.2. Symmetric functions. Let Λ[x ] be the ring of symmetric functions f(x1, x2, . . .), where the
symmetry means that f(x ) = f(xσ) for any permutation σ of the variables, and f is a formal
power series. The ring Λn of homogeneous symmetric functions of degree n has several important
bases. The homogenous symmetric functions hλ are defined as

hm(x1, . . .) =
∑

i1≤i2≤···≤im

xi1 · · · xim hλ := hλ1hλ2 · · · ,

elementary symmetric functions eλ given by

em(x1, . . .) =
∑

i1<i2<···<im

xi1 · · · xim eλ := eλ1eλ2 · · · ,

monomial symmetric functions mλ :=
∑

σ x
λ1
σ1
xλ2
σ2

· · · summing over all permutations of the indices
giving distinct monomials, power sum symmetric functions pλ given by

pm(x1, . . .) =
∑

i

xmi pλ := pλ1pλ2 · · · .

The Schur functions sλ can be defined as the generating functions for SSYTs of shape λ

sλ =
∑

µ⊢n
Kλµmµ.

They can also be computed using Weyl’s determinantal formula

sλ(x1, . . . , xℓ) =
det[x

λj+ℓ−j
i ]ℓi,j=1

∏

i<j(xi − xj)
=

aλ+δ(ℓ)(x1, . . . , xℓ)

∆(x1, . . . , xℓ)
,
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where ∆(x1, . . . , xℓ) =
∏

i<j≤ℓ(xi − xj) and aα(x1, . . . , xℓ) = det[x
αj

i ]ℓi,j=1 are the alternarnants

with δ(ℓ) = (ℓ− 1, . . . , 1, 0). The Jacobi-Trudi identity gives

sλ = det[hλi−i+j]
ℓ(λ)
i,j=1.

The Schur function sλ(x1, . . . , xN ) is the character of Vλ evaluated at a matrix with eigenvalues
(x1, . . . , xN ).

2.3. Multiplicities. The representation theoretic multiplicities defined earlier can all be expressed
in terms of coefficients in the expansions of symmetric functions. Namely, we have that the Kostka
numbers satisfy:

sλ =
∑

µ⊢n
Kλ,µmµ hµ =

∑

λ

Kλ,µsλ.(2.2)

The Littlewood-Richardson coefficients can be extracted as

sµ(x)sν(x) =
∑

λ⊢|µ|+|ν|
cλµνsλ(x) sλ(x, y) =

∑

µ,ν

cλµνsµ(x)sν(y)(2.3)

The Kronecker coefficients can be computed from

sλ(x1y1, x1y2, · · · , x2y1, x2y2, · · · ) =
∑

µ,ν

g(λ, µ, ν)sµ(x)sν(y).(2.4)

The plethysm coefficients are given via the plethysm of symmetric functions f [g] = f(xα
1
, xα

2
, · · · ),

where g = xα
1
+ xα

2
+ · · · is the expression of the function g as a sum of monomials ( possibly

repeating):

sµ[sν ] =
∑

λ⊢|µ||ν|
aλµ,νsλ(x).(2.5)

2.4. Computational Complexity. We refer to [Aar16, Wig19] for details on Computational
Complexity classes, and to [Pak24, Pan24] and references therein for the connections with Algebraic
Combinatorics. Here we recall the definitions of some of the classes mentioned in our discussion.

We say that an algorithm computes g(I) in time O(f(n)) when n is the size of the input I and
for every instance I of such input size the algorithms takes at most cf(n) many elementary steps
where c is some constant. We say that an algorithm solving a particular problem runs in polynomial
time, denoted poly(n), if there exists an integer k independent of n (but dependent on g), such that
there is an algorithm computing g(I) in time O(nk).

A decision problem is a computational problem, for which the output is Yes or No. There are
two major complexity classes P and NP, subject of the P vs NP Millennium problem. P is the
class of decision problems, where given any input of size n (number of bits required to encode it),
there is a fixed k, such that the answer can be obtained time poly(n). NP is the class of decision
problems, where if the answer is Yes, then it can be verified in polynomial time, i.e. there is a
poly-time witness. Naturally, P ⊂ NP and it is widely believed that P 6= NP. The classes FP and
#P are the counting analogues of P and NP. A counting problem is in FP if there is a poly(n)
time algorithm computing its. It is in #P if it is the number of accepting paths of an NP Turing
machine. In practice,

#P = {g(I) =
∑

b∈{0,1}nk

M(b, I)}

where k is a constant, and M(b, I) ∈ {0, 1}, M ∈ FP. That is, #P is the class of counting problems
where the answers are exponentially large sums of 0-1 functions, each of which can be computed
in O(nk) time. #P is closed under addition and multiplication. Closing #P under subtraction
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we obtain GapP = {f − g| f, g ∈ #P} and set its positive functions as GapP≥0 = {f − g| f, g ∈
#P and f − g ≥ 0}. Naturally FP ⊂ #P ⊂ GapP≥0 ⊂ GapP.

2.5. Useful inequalities and notation. We will use the following simple inequalities
(

a

b

)

≥
(a

b

)b
for a ≥ b, and

(

a+ b− 1

b

)

≤ ab for all a, b ≥ 0.(2.6)

We denote by log the logarithm with base 2, so log(2) = 1 and by ln the natural logarithm. We
will use Stirling’s approximation

n! ∼
√
2πnn+1/2e−n,(2.7)

which comes with very tight bounds. We also have that
∑

λ⊢n
(fλ)2 = n!,

which immediately implies fλ ≤
√
n! and max fλ ≥

√
n!e−π

√
2/3

√
n from bounding the number of

integer partitions via Hardy-Ramanujan.

3. Dimension growth

Here we investigate the asymptotic behavior of fλ in various regimes with the goal of identifying
when the runtime bounds from the quantum algorithms of [LH24] are actually polynomial.

We identify three general regimes of growth – polynomial O(nk) for fixed k, exponential O(ecn),
and superexponential O(ecn logn). While these have been studied in the literature in various con-
texts, here we will rederive and classify families of partitions exhibiting the above orders of growth
for their dimension. We will use as a measure the Durfee square d(λ), i.e. diagonal, of λ and the
aft(λ) := n−max{λ1, ℓ(λ)} and show the classification in Table 1

aft(λ) = k d(λ) = k d(λ) = ⌊c√n⌋
fλ ≤ nk (2k)n c

n log(n)
1

fλ ≥
(n−k

k

)

bn, for some b such
that λ1, ℓ(λ) ≤ n/b

cn logn
2

Table 1. Order of growth of fλ depending on the characteristics of the shape.

We will now proceed to proving the above classification in several Propositions. Obtaining more
precise bounds would not be possible in general unless we specify λ in greater detail, e.g. as in
limit shape.

Proposition 3.1. If aft(λ) = k then fλ ≤ nk/
√
k! and fλ ≥

(

n−k
k

)

.

Proof. To obtain the upper bound note that to get an SYT of shape λ we need to choose the n− k
entries for the first row, order them in increasing order, and with the rest create an SYT of shape
µ = (λ2, λ3, . . .). This is an overcount as the “stitching” of the two tableaux might violate the

increasing columns conditions, so fλ ≤
(n
k

)

fµ. Since µ ⊢ k we have fµ ≤
√
k!. As

(n
k

)

≤ nk/k! the
upper bound follows.

For the lower bound we can create SYTs of shape λ by setting the first µ1 = λ2 entries of the first
row of λ to be 1, 2, . . . , λ2, then selecting the entries in the rest of the first row in

(

n−λ2
k

)

≥
(

n−k
k

)

ways and arranging the remaining entries in µ in fµ many ways. �

The above lower bound is not so good in general. E.g. suppose that k = n/2, then the lower
bound becomes just the trivial 1. Hence we need more detailed approach towards understanding
when the asymptotic behavior of fλ is polynomial.
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Proposition 3.2. Suppose that λ ⊢ n is such that fλ ≤ nk for a fixed integer k and assume that
n is large enough1. Then max{λ1, ℓ(λ)} > n− 4k2, so if λ1 ≥ ℓ(λ) we have aft(λ) ≤ 4k2.

Proof. Assume that λ1 ≥ ℓ(λ), we will first show that ℓ(λ) ≤ 2k. Write λ = (a1, a2, . . . | b1, b2, . . .)
in Frobenius coordinates, that is ai = λi−i and bi = λ′

i−i. Considering the combinatorial definition
for fα as counting the number of SYTs of shape λ, we have that fλ is bounded below by the product

of f θi where θi = (1+ai, 1
bi) are the principal hooks of λ, since we can just make an SYT from the

SYTs for θ1, . . . by shifting the entries in θi by |θ1| + · · · + |θi−1|. Let ci = min{ai, bi}. We have

that f θi =
(ai+bi

bi

)

≥ 2ci after applying (2.6). Thus

nk ≥ fλ ≥ 2c1+c2+···.

Consequently, ℓ(λ)− 1 = c1 ≤ k log(n) <
√

n/2, where the second inequality holds for sufficiently

large n (e.g. n > k2). Consider again f θ1 , we have

nk ≥
(

λ1 + c1 − 1

c1

)

≥
(

λ1 + c1
c1

)c1

≥
(

n/c1 + c1
c1

)c1

>

(

n

c21

)c1

.

The function g(x) = (n/x2)x is increasing for x <
√

n/2, which encompasses the interval c1 is in.

For x = 2k we have g(2k) > nk already, and thus we must have c1 < 2k and in particular ℓ(λ) ≤ 2k.

Next, suppose that λ2 = m, and so (m,m) ⊂ λ and f (m,m) ≤ fλ. We have that f (m,m) =

Cm = 1
m+1

(2m
m

)

(Catalan number). By the well-known asymptotics Cm ∼ 4m/(m3/2π) we see that

Cm ≥ 2m for m ≥ 5. So nk ≥ fλ ≥ f (m,m) ≥ 2m and m ≤ k log(n). Finally, this means that

λ1 ≥ n − (2k − 1)m and λ1 − λ2 ≥ n − 2km. Then fλ ≥
(λ1

λ2

)

≥
(n−2km

m

)

, since we can create an
SYT by putting 1, . . . ,m in the beginning of the first row, choose λ1 −m from m+ 1, . . . , λ1 +m
to be in the rest of the first row, and arrange the remaining numbers in the lower rows to create
an SYT. Then nk ≥

(n−2km
m

)

≥
(

n−2km
m

)m
, and thus

k log(n) ≥ m log(n) +m log(1− 2km

n
)−m log(m) ≥ m log(n)− 2m log(m),

where the last inequality follows since for 2mk < n we have log(1 − 2km/n) ≥ − log(m). Finally,
since m3 < k3 log(n)3 < n for n large enough we have k log(n) ≥ m/2 log(n) and m ≤ 2k. This
gives λ2 + · · · ≤ 2km ≤ 4k2 and the result follows. �

We now consider the case of a fixed Durfee size, i.e. d(λ) = k and invoke the result of [Reg98],
which states

Theorem 3.3 ([Reg98]). Let d(λ) ≤ k, then fλ ≤ (2k)n.

As a counterpart and lower bound to this result we invoke [GM16], slightly rephrased here.

Theorem 3.4 ([GM16]). Suppose that λ is such that λ1, ℓ(λ) ≤ n/a for some a > 1. Then there
exists a real number b ∈ (1, a), such that fλ ≥ bn.

We immediately have that λ1, ℓ(λ) < n/b also, although this should not be the tight bound.
If we assume that λ’s Frobenius coordinates are (n/α1, n/α2, . . . | n/β1, n/β2, . . .), i.e. λi − i =

n/αi and λ′
i − i = n/βi for i ≤ d(λ), then we invoke the results of [MPP18] stating that

(3.1) log fλ =
∑

i

(log(αi)/αi + log(βi)/βi)n+ o(n).

We now consider the case of d := d(λ) not being constant. Let µ = (dd) be the square inside λ.
Then fλ ≥ fµ. Using the hook-length formula and approximating it via Riemann integral we have
that

log fµ = d2 log(d) + (log(4) − 3/2)d2 + o(d2).

1for example, take n > 210
k
4
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In particular if d = c
√
n, then fλ = O( c

2

2 n log n). Modifying the underlying constants we can thus

bound fλ by fµ below and by
√
n! above obtaining the following, see also [PPY19].

Proposition 3.5. Suppose that d(λ)/
√
n > c for some c > 0. Then there exist constants c1, c2,

such that

cn logn
2 ≤ fλ ≤ cn logn

1 .

Next we consider the asymptotics of fλ

fµfν in the various settings of [LH24].

Fist, suppose that λ ⊢ n, µ ⊢ m, ν ⊢ n − m and let µ, ν ⊂ λ, this is the case of interest for
computing cλµν . If ℓ(λ) = k is fixed, then fλ = O(cn), similarly fµ = O(cm1 ) and f ν = O(cn2 )

for some constants c, c1, c2 and thus fλ

fµfν = O(en log(c/c2)−m log(c1c2)) can be at most exponential.

Could it be superexponential? The trivial answer is yes, since we can take λ to be maximal, so
fλ = O(

√
n!) and µ = (m), ν = (n−m) have dimensions 1. But then cλµν = 0 trivially too.

Proposition 3.6. Suppose that λ ⊢ n, µ ⊢ m, ν ⊢ n−m and cλµν > 0. Then fλ

fµfν = O(2n).

Proof. Using the approaches in [PPY19] we start with

sµ(x)sν(x) =
∑

λ

cλµνsλ(x).

Extracting the coefficient at x1 · · · xn on both sides we get
(

n

m

)

fµf ν =
∑

λ

cλµνf
λ,

and so if cλµν > 0 then fλ

fµfν ≤
(n
m

)

≤ 2n. �

Of course, this is only an upper bound. We would be interested to see when the ratio is of order
poly(n). Characterizing this completely is beyond the current technology, however we can exhibit
families of partitions which could give polynomial growth for that ratio.

Example 3.7. Suppose that λ = (n − a, 1a), µ = (m − b, 1b) and ν = (n − m − c, 1c) for some
integers a, b, c. If m,a, b, c grow proportional to n then Stirling’s approximation gives

fλ

fµf ν
=

(n−1
a

)

(

m−1
b

)(

n−m−1
c

) ∼
√

2π(n − 1)bc(m− 1− b)(n−m− 1− c)

a(n− 1− a)(m− 1)(n −m− 1)
(

b
m−1

)b (

1− b
m−1

)m−1−b (
c

n−m−1

)c (

1− c
n−m−1

)n−m−1−c

(a/(n − 1))a(1− a/(n − 1))n−1−a
.

The above ratio would still be exponential in general. For example, if b ∼ 1/3(m− 1), c ∼ 1/3(n−
m− 1) and a ∼ 1/2(n− 1), then the ratio simplifies to 2(25/3/3)n−2. However in that case cλµν = 0.

For the case of a hook, we have that cλµν > 0 iff a−b = c or a−b = c+1 by the Littlewood-Richardson
rule.

Example 3.8. More generally, suppose that λ, µ, ν are in the Thoma-Vershik-Kerov shape limit
considered in [MPP18] and λ = (n/α1, . . . | n/β1, . . .) in Frobenius coordinates, µ = m/γ1, . . . |
m/θ1, . . .), ν = ((n −m)/π1, . . . | (n −m)ρ1, . . .). Let m = rn for some r < 1. Then by (3.1) we
have

log

(

fλ

fµf ν

)

=
∑

i

(

log(αi)

αi
+

log(βi)

βi
− r

log(γi)

γi
− r

log(θi)

θi
− (1− r)

log(πi)

πi
− (1− r)

log(ρi)

ρi

)

n+o(n),
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and the ratio could be polynomial only if the linear factor vanishes. This happens for example when
αi = γi = πi and βi = θi = ρi for all i, i.e. µ and ν are proportional to λ. It is not difficult to see
that cλµν can be computed in time O(poly(n)) in this case also.

Example 3.9. A more interesting regime is when fλ is superexponential, e.g. λ has the Vershik-
Kerov-Loggan-Shepp shape and fλ ∼

√
n!. Let µ ⊢ n− k for some fixed k and suppose µ is also of

such shape, so fµ ∼
√
m!. Then fλ

fµ =
√

n(n− 1) . . . (n− k + 1) ≤ nk/2 is polynomial and so would

be fλ/(fµf ν). However, in that case cλµν can be computed in polynomial, in fact – constant time,
as the number of possible LR tableaux of shape λ/µ and type ν is constant, depending only on the
fixed k.

We now consider the setting of the Kronecker coefficients when λ, µ, ν ⊢ n. Suppose fλ ≥ fµ ≥
f ν. If g(λ, µ, ν) > 0 then we must have 1 ≤ fµfν

fλ ≤ f ν. The upper bound for this quantity is easily

seen to be O(
√
n!) as all three partitions can be large. Clearly, if f ν = O(poly(n)) then the ratio

is also polynomial. The converse does not need to hold.

Example 3.10. Suppose that λ, µ, ν are of the Thoma-Vershik-Kerov shape and have Frobenius
coordinates λ = (n/α1, . . . | n/β1, . . .), µ = (n/γ1, . . . | n/θ1, . . .), ν = n/π1, . . . | n/ρi, . . .). Then

log

(

fµf ν

fλ

)

=

(

∑

i

− log(αi)

αi
− log(βi)

βi
+

log(γi)

γi
+

log(θi)

θi
+

log(πi)

πi
+

log(ρi)

ρi

)

n+ o(n),

and we can have subexponential growth as long as the factor at n is 0. For example, let µ =
ν = (xn, (1 − x)n) and λ = (n/2, n/2). Solving −x log(x) − (1 − x) log(1 − x) = log(2)/2 we get
x ≈ 0.8899 and the exponential terms disappear. We can extend this to double hooks by reflecting
the partitions about their diagonals. This makes the first case of triples (λ, µ, ν) which is not covered
by the general poly-time algorithms. However, in this case it is still easy to compute the Kronecker
coefficient and find an explicit formula even.

Example 3.11. It would be good to exhibit polynomial growth when the partitions do not have fixed
diagonal length. Here we will argue that this is possible to achieve without giving the exact shapes
due to number theoretic issues. Let µ = ν = (ℓm) where m = ⌊ℓr⌋ for some real number r and so
n ∼ ℓr+1. Using the hook length formula, for a partition α = (ab) with ab = n we have the leading
term asymptotics

log(fα) = n log(n)− n−
∫ a

0

∫ b

0
log(x+ y)dxdy + o(n)(3.2)

= n log(n)− n− 1

2
(a+ b)2 log(a+ b) + 2ab+

1

2
a2 log(a) +

1

2
b2 log(b) + o(n)(3.3)

= ab(log(a) + log(b)− log(a+ b))− 1

2
a2 log(1 + b/a)− 1

2
b2 log(1 + a/b) + ab+ o(n)(3.4)

If a, b ∼ √
n then the leading term above is 1

2n log n. Now let a = ℓ, b = ℓr, and n = ℓr+1 with
r > 1, we have

n(log(ℓ) + r log(ℓ)− log(ℓ)− log(1 + ℓr−1)− 1

2
ℓ2 log(1 + ℓr−1)− 1

2
ℓ2r log(1 + ℓ1−r) + n+ o(n)

= n(r log(ℓ)− (r − 1) log(ℓ)−O(ℓ1−r))− 1

2
ℓ2((r − 1) log(ℓ) +O(ℓ1−r))

−1

2
ℓ2r(ℓ1−r −O(ℓ2(1−r))) + n+ o(n) = n log(ℓ) +O(ℓ2 log(ℓ)) =

1

1 + r
n log(n) + o(n log(n))
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Thus if µ = (ℓ
ℓ
r1
1
1 ), ν = (ℓ

ℓ
r2
2
2 ) and λ = (ℓℓ

r
), such that 1

1+r1
+ 1

1+r2
= 1

1+r , then

log

(

fµf ν

fλ

)

= o(n log(n)).

We’d expect that if λ is close to that rectangle but with more rugged right boundary the ratio would
decrease and possibly become polynomial. It is worth noting though that in this case ℓ(µ)ℓ(ν) = ℓ(λ)
and by standard arguments (see e.g. [IP24]) the rectangular parts can be removed and compute the
Kronecker coefficient for much smaller partitions.

4. Computing Kostka and Littlewood-Richardson coefficients

Here we extend some of the results in [LH24] on classical algorithms computing Kostka and
Littlewood-Richardson coefficients. In [LH24] a classical algorithm computing Kλµ is given which

runs in time O(fλ). One way to do this is by generating all SYTs, which can be done dynamically
by labeling each possible corner u of λ by n and then proceeding to generate λ \ u. Then for each
SYT we can check if it is the standartization of an SSYT of type µ. That means that the numbers
µ1 + · · ·+µi +1, . . . , µ1 + · · ·+ µi+1 appear in this order from left to right in the tableaux (no two
in same column), so when we replace them by i + 1 we will obtain a valid SSYT of type µ. For
example if λ = (4, 3, 2) and µ = (3, 3, 3), then

1 2 3 6
4 5 9
7 8

→ 1 1 1 2
2 2 3
3 3

but the tableau 1 2 3 4
5 6 7
8 9

does not standartize to an SSYT of shape µ. We then add to the counter

1 only when the SYT standartizes to an SSYT of shape µ.
However, as we saw in Section 3, fλ is very rarely of order poly(n) and this algorithm is not

really efficient. A better algorithm is to use the correspondence between SSYTs and Gelfand-
Tsetlin patterns. We consider Kλ/µ,ν more generally, i.e. the number of SSYTs of type ν and
skew shape λ/µ. Let ℓ(µ) = b, ℓ(ν) = c, a = b + c and assume ℓ(λ) ≤ a (otherwise Kλ/µ,ν = 0
anyway). The corresponding Gelfand-Tsetlin polytope GT (λ/µ; ν) consists of the points {(xij) ∈
R
a(a−1)/2−b(b−1)/2 , i = 1, . . . , c+ 1; j = 1, . . . , i+ b− 1} such that

xi,j ≥ xi,j+1 , xi,j ≤ xi+1,j , xi,j ≥ xi+1,j+1(4.1)

x1,j = µj , xa,j = λj for all j(4.2)
∑

j

xi+1,j−
∑

j

xi,j = µi for all i.(4.3)

Then Kλ/µ,ν is equal to the number of integer points in this polytope. Using Barvinok’s algorithm
for counting integer points in polytopes of fixed dimensions [Bar94] we have a poly-time algorithm
for Kλ/µ,ν whenever ℓ(λ), ℓ(ν) are fixed.

This efficient algorithm does not apply when the lengths are not constant. We pose the following
conjecture which generalizes the result in [LH24].

Conjecture 4.1. Let λ, µ, ν ⊢ n. Then there exists an algorithm computing Kλ/µ,ν in time
O(Kλ/µ,νpoly(n)).

The difficulty to proving this lies in the recursive generation of SSYTs. While removing corners
to generate SYTs always results in a valid SYT, removing horizontal strips would also generate
valid SSYTs, however ensuring that they are of the desired type ν would often lead to dead ends.
Thus such an algorithm would run longer than the number of actually desired SSYTs. There is
a caveat however. In most cases Kλ/µ,ν is exponentially (or superexponentially) large. All these
coefficients, and multiplicities in question, are easily seen to be computable in exponential time,
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see the discussion in Sections 7.7 and 7.8. So the conjecture is vacuously true in most cases. The
interesting cases arise when Kλ/µ,ν is of polynomial size and ℓ(λ) is not fixed.

We now proceed with computation of LR coefficients. As with Kostka, they count integer points
in a polytope, in this case it is the hive polytope which is restriction of the GT polytope and is
given by the set of points {aij} satisfying the following inequalities

∑

j≤i

aij = θi, for i = 1, . . . , k;(4.4)

k
∑

i=1

aij = µj, for j = 1, . . . , k;(4.5)

νi +
r
∑

j=1

aij ≤ νi−1 +
r−1
∑

j=1

aij , for i = 2, . . . , k, r = 2, . . . , k(4.6)

r
∑

i=1

aij ≤
r−1
∑

i=1

ai,j−1, for j = 2, . . . , k, r = 2, . . . , k,(4.7)

where θ = λ/ν and θi = λi − νi. In particular cλµν can be computed in time O(log(|θ|)ℓ(θ)2) by
Barvinok’s algorithm and this gives O(poly(n)) algorithm as long as ℓ(θ) is fixed.

We now consider other regimes depending on the shapes and sizes of the three partitions.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that λ ⊢ n, µ ⊢ k and ν ⊢ n− k. Then there exists an algorithm which
runs in time O(log(λ1)ℓ(λ) + 2kkk+2) which computes cλµν .

Proof. Consider the shape θ = λ/ν, whose rows have length at most k. By shrinking columns
in both λ and ν, that is removing max{νi − λi+1} from the first i + 1 rows, we can reduce θ.
Further, we can exclude the rows of length 0. Let θi = λi − νi be the row length of row i, which
we assume is now nonzero. We have

∑

i θi = k and the number of rows is at most k. We can
now generate all Littlewood-Richardson tableaux as follows. We thus need to find all arrays of
nonnegative integers satisfying the above conditions. While there are more efficient algorithms for
counting integer points in polytopes and in particular Littlewood-Richardson coefficients, we can
simply list all possible arrays satisfying the first set of conditions in

∏

i

(θi+i−1
i−1

)

≤ (2k)k many ways,

and check if it satisfies the other conditions in time O(k2). �

Proposition 4.3. Let λ ⊢ n and let αi be partitions, such that α1 ⊢ n−k, and |α2|+ · · ·+ |αr| = k
for some k. Define the multi-LR coefficient cλα1···αr := 〈sα1 · · · sαr , sλ〉. Then the value of cλα1···αr

can be computed in time O(ℓ(λ1) log(λ1)k
2k2).

Proof. First we have the following recurrence relation

cλα1···αr =
∑

µ⊢k
cλα1µc

µ
α2···αr(4.8)

The number of partitions of k, denoted by p(k), is smaller than eπ
√

2/3
√
k by the famous Hardy-

Ramanujan formula, and those partitions can be dynamically generated in time p(k) via various
recursions. For each such µ we compute cλµα1 in time O(log(λ1)ℓ(λ) + 2kkk+2) by Proposition 4.2.

Next, let ai = |αi| and bi = ai+1 + · · · . Then we compute cµ
α2···αr iteratively as

cµ
α2···αr =

∑

βi⊢bi,i=2,...,r−1

cµ
α2β2c

β2

α3β3 · · · cβ
r−1

βrαr .

Generating the partitions βi would take p(b2) · · · p(br) < eπ
√

2/3
√
kr many steps, and comput-

ing each LR coefficient would cost, by Proposition 4.2 at most O(2kkk+2) where we bound each
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ai, bi ≤ k. Thus the multi-LR would take at most O(eπ
√

2/3
√
kr2k(r−1)k(r−1)(k+2)). Multiplying

the times gives the bound O(ℓ(λ1) log(λ1)e
π
√

2/3k
√
k2k

2
k(k+2)) which we can bound by the simpler

O(ℓ(λ1) log(λ1)k
2k2). �

Proposition 4.4. Let λ ⊢ n, µ, ν be partitions with |µ| + |ν| = n. Suppose there is an algorithm
running in time t which generates all SSYTs of shape λ/µ and type ν. Then there exists a classical
algorithm which computes cλµν in time O(tn2).

Proof. The algorithm generates all SSYT of shape λ/µ ad type ν. The classical LR rule states
that cλµν is equal to the number of SSYTs of shape λ/µ, type ν and whose reading word is a lattice
permutation. The last condition means writing the entries of the tableaux starting from the top
right corner, reading to the left entry by entry and moving to the next row. The resulting word
should be a lattice permutation/ballot sequence, i.e. for every prefix and every i the number of
entries i is ≥ the number of entries i+1 in that prefix. For example, 1 1 1

2 2 2
1 3 3

is an LR tableaux

of shape (5, 4, 3)/(2, 1), type (4, 3, 2) and the reading word is 111222331.
To compute the LR coefficient we generate all SSYTs of shape λ/µ, type µ in time t. For each

such SSYT we obtain the reading word in time O(n) and then dynamically check if it is a ballot
sequence in time O(n2). This subroutine can be optimized depending on the encoding (recording a
tableaux by the number of entries equal to j in row i) and improved to O(log(n) log(ν1)ℓ(ν)). �

Proposition 4.5. The LR coefficient cλµν can be computed in time O(fλ/µn3).

Proof. Generate all SYTs of shape λ/µ in time O(fλ/µ) by the recursive removal of corner boxes.
For each such SYT, apply the standartization of type µ when possible in time O(n). This generates

the SSYTs of shape λ/µ in time t = fλ/µn. Now apply Proposition 4.4. �

In the same spirit as with the Kostka coefficients we reiterate the conjecture of [LH24].

Conjecture 4.6 ([LH24]). Let λ, µ, ν be partitions such that |λ| = |µ|+ |ν|. Then there exists a

classical algorithm running in time O( fλ

fµfν poly(n)) which computes cλµν .

In light of the dimension discussion in Section 3, we note that most cases of triples would give
exponentially large ratios. It is easy to see that computing the LR coefficients would take at most
exponential time (e.g. via characters). When ℓ(λ) is fixed we also have polynomial time as it is
equivalent to counting integer points in the fixed dimension hive polytope. Thus the interesting
cases need the dimension ratio to be poly(n)-large, and we have yet to identify nontrivial such
examples (as discussed in Section 3).

We now pose a stronger conjecture which implies the previous one since cλµν ≤ fλ

fµfν .

Conjecture 4.7. Let λ, µ, ν be partitions such that |λ| = |µ| + |ν|. Then there exists a classical
algorithm running time O(cλµνpoly(n)) which computes cλµν when cλµ,ν > 0.

Again, as with the Kostka numbers, the interesting regime here is when cλµν is poly(n) large (as
opposed to exponential, which is the usual case) and ℓ(λ) is not fixed. In almost all other cases the
conjecture is vacuously true.

5. Kronecker coefficients

We now turn towards efficient algorithms for the Kronecker coefficients for triples (λ, µ, ν) in
various regimes.

Proposition 5.1. Let λ, µ, ν ⊢ n and suppose that ν1 = n− k, i.e. aft(ν) = k. Then g(λ, µ, ν) can

be computed in time O((ℓ(λ) log(λ1) + log(µ1)ℓ(µ))min{ℓ(λ), ℓ(µ)}kk2k2+2k).
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Proof. Let ℓ = ℓ(ν), then by the Jacobi-Trudy identity and the identification of hm = s(m) – the
character of the trivial representation, we have

sν [xy] =
∑

σ∈Sℓ

sgn(σ)
∏

i

hνi+σi−i[xy]

=
∑

σ∈Sℓ

sgn(σ)
∑

αi⊢νi+σi−i

∏

sαi(x)sαi(y).

Expanding both sides in terms sα(x)sβ(y) and comparing coefficients we have

g(λ, µ, ν) =
∑

σ∈Sℓ

sgn(σ)
∑

αi⊢νi+σi−i

cλα1,...,αℓc
µ
α1,...,αℓ(5.1)

Note that in the formula above we have α1 ⊢ ν1+σ1−1 ≥ n−k, and so |α2|+ · · ·+ |αℓ| ≤ k. Thus,
for each choice of α1, . . . , αℓ we can compute the product of the two multi-LR coefficients in time

O((ℓ(λ1) log(λ1) + ℓ(µ1) log(µ1))k
2k2) by Proposition 4.3. We can generate each of the α2, . . . , αℓ

in p(k)ℓ−1 steps. Finally, we can choose α1 as follows. First, observe that we are only considering
α1 ⊂ λ ∩ µ, otherwise the multiLR coefficient would be 0. Assume that ℓ(λ) ≤ ℓ(µ). So we can
determine α1 via the values λi−α1

i ≤ k for each i = 1, . . . , ℓ(λ). For the nonzero such differences we

choose a strong composition (c1, . . . , cr) of k−σ1+1 in at most
(k−1
r−1

)

≤ kr many steps. We choose

a set I = {i1, . . . , ir} ⊂ {1, . . . , ℓ(λ)} of size r in
(ℓ(λ)

r

)

≤ ℓ(λ)r many ways and set α1
ij
:= λij − cj

and αi = λi for i 6∈ I. We accept α1 if α1
i ≥ α1

i+1 for all i which can be checked in ℓ(λ) steps.

Altogether generating α1 takes at most O(
∑k

r=1 k
rℓrℓ(λ)) = O(kkℓ(λ)kℓ(λ)) steps. Iterating over

all ℓ! permutations σ and repeating the above procedures gives the Kronecker coefficient.
The runtime of generating all α tuples involved is thus O(ℓ!kkℓ(λ)k+1p(k)ℓ−1) = O(k2kℓ(λ)k),

where we bound ℓ ≤ k and p(k)
√
ke−k ≤ 1 from the asymptotic approximations (2.1) and Stirling’s

formula. Multiplying by the times it takes to compute each multi-LR gives the desired bound. �

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Suppose that f ν ≤ nk. By Proposition 3.2 we have that aft(ν) ≤ 4k2. Set
m := 4k2, then ν1 ≥ n−m and we can apply Proposition 5.1, so g(λ, µ, ν) can be computed in time

O((ℓ(λ1) log(λ1) + log(µ1)ℓ(µ1))min{ℓ(λ), ℓ(µ)}mm2m2+2m). We have ℓ(λ1) ≤ n, log(λ1) ≤ log(n)

and this gives the desired bound of D(k)n4k2+1 log(n). �

6. Plethysm coefficients

We will start with one of the more ubiquitous2 cases of plethysm: s(d)[s(m)]. If we are looking
at the coefficient for sλ, then it suffices to use only ℓ(λ) = k many variables. We have s(d) = hd,
s(m) = hm. We expand

hd(y1, . . .) =
∑

r

∑

c1+c2+···+cr=d;ci>0

∑

i1<i2<···<ir

yc1i1 · · · y
cr
ir

and

hm(x1, . . . , xk) =
∑

b1+···+bk=m

xb11 · · · xbkk ,

where (b1, . . . , bk) go over all compositions of m allowing parts to be 0. Order these compositions
in lexicographic order, so that b < b′ if there is an index j, such that b1 = b′1, . . . , bj−1 = b′j−1

and bj < b′j . This gives a total ordering of these compositions and we can list them as b1 =

2Ubiquitous because it is the most basic one and plays a special role in Geometric Complexity Theory., see
e.g. [IP17]
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(0, . . . , 0,m) < b2 = (0, . . . , 1,m − 1) < b3 < . . .. Expanding hm into a sum of monomials ordered
by that lexicographic ordering and then substituting into the expression for hd above we get

hd[hm(x1, . . . , xk)] =
∑

r≤d

∑

c1+···+cr=d,ci>0

∑

i1<i2<···<ir

xc1·b
i1 · · · xcr·bir .(6.1)

Partition the space of possible bis into the following kr−1 many polytopes for each r = 1, . . . , d. Let
j̄ := (j1, . . . , jr) ∈ [k]r−1 and define the set of points P (j̄) ⊂ {(bil) ∈ R

rk
≥0 : i = 1, . . . , r; l = 1, . . . , k)

as
k
∑

l=1

bil = m, for i = 1, . . . , r;(6.2)

bil = bi+1
l , for l = 1, . . . , ji − 1, for each i = 1, . . . , r − 1;(6.3)

biji < bi+1
ji

, for i = 1, . . . , r − 1.(6.4)

Then compositions b1, . . . , br are ordered in increasing lexicographic order if and only if they belong
to one of P (j̄). Since P (x̄) ∩ P (ȳ) = ∅ if x̄ 6= ȳ, we have that P (j̄) partition the space of
b1 < b2 < · · · < br as j̄ ∈ [k]r−1.. We can thus write

hd[hm] =

d
∑

r=1

∑

c:c1+···+cr=d,ci>0

∑

j̄∈[k]r−1

∑

b∈P (j̄)

xc1b
1+···+crbr ,

where the last sum is over strong compositions c of d.

We are now ready to expand into Schur functions. We have that sλ(x1, . . . , xk) =
aλ+δ(k)(x1,...,xk)

∆(x1,...,xk)
,

and so
∆(x1, . . . , xk)hd[hm(x1, . . . , xk)] =

∑

λ⊢dm
aλd,maλ+δ(k)(x1, . . . , xk).

We can extract the plethysm coefficient by extracting the monomial xλ+δ(k) on each side, and so

aλd,m = [xλ+δ(k)]∆(x1, . . . , xk)hd[hm(x1, . . . , xk)]

= [xλ+δ(k)]
∑

σ∈Sk

sgn(σ)xσ(δ(k))
d
∑

r=1

∑

c:c1+···+cr=d,ci>0

∑

j̄∈[k]r−1

∑

b∈P (j̄)

xc1b
1+···+crbr

=
∑

σ∈Sk

sgn(σ)

d
∑

r=1

∑

c:c1+···+cr=d,ci>0

∑

j̄∈[k]r−1

∑

b∈P (j̄)

1[c1b
1 + · · · crbr + σ(δ(k)) = λ+ δ(k)]

=
∑

σ∈Sk

sgn(σ)
d
∑

r=1

∑

c:c1+···+cr=d,ci>0

∑

j̄∈[k]r−1

#{b ∈ P (j̄); c1b
1 + · · · crbr = λ+ δ(k) − σ(δ(k))}(6.5)

We now define the polytope Q(j̄, c, α) as the set of points (bij) ∈ P (j̄) ∩ {c1b1 + · · ·+ crb
r = α}.

So Q(j̄, c, α) ⊂ R
rk. Equation (6.5) then gives

aλd,m =
∑

σ∈Sk

sgn(σ)
d
∑

r=1

∑

c1+···+cr=d,ci>0

∑

j̄∈[k]r−1

|Q(j̄, c, λ + δ(k) − σ(δ))|(6.6)

Proposition 6.1. Let k, d,m be integers and λ ⊢ dm so that ℓ(λ) = k. Then aλd,m can be computed

in time O(k!(2k)d−1(dm)dk).

Proof. We apply formula (6.6). For each polytope Q(j̄, c, λ + δ(k) − σ(δ)) we have that the input
bounds for the polytope are bounded by m,λ1+k ≤ md. The dimension of the polytope is at most
dk since r ≤ d, and so by Barvinok’s algorithm the number of integer points can be found in time
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O((dm)dk). The total number of polytopes we consider is the number of triples (σ, c, j̄). The total
number of compositions c is 2d−1, the vectors j̄ are kr−1 ≤ kd−1 many, and so the total number of
polytopes is ≤ k!2d−1kd−1. Multiplying these bounds gives the total runtime. �

The above formula gives and efficient algorithm are efficient when k and d are fixed.
The formulas can be used in different regimes. If aft(λ) = K is fixed, then as n and d grow we

have that the plethysm coefficient stabilizes as soon as d becomes larger than aft(λ), see e.g. [Bri93,
Col17]. This implies that aλd,m = aµK,m where µ = λ − (d −K), and then computing aµK,m can be

done in poly(n − d + K) time by Proposition 6.1. For the sake of self-containment we provide a
detailed proof.

Proposition 6.2. Let λ ⊢ n with aft(λ) = K and d,m be such that dm = n. Then aλd,m can be

computed in time O(n4K3(K+1)).

Proof. First, if d ≤ 4K3 then the result follows from Proposition 6.1 since ℓ(λ) ≤ K + 1. Now
assume that d > 4K3.

Consider formula 6.6 and, to avoid notational issues, let ℓ be the number of variables. The set
of points (bij) in the polytopes Q satisfy the equations

c1b
1
j + · · ·+ crb

r
j = λj + ℓ− j − σ(ℓ− j).(6.7)

Since ℓ(λ) ≤ aft(λ) + 1 = K + 1, so λj = 0 for j > K + 1 we must have σ(ℓ− j) = ℓ− j for all of
these values, else there will be negative numbers. We can thus assume that ℓ = K +1 and is fixed.
Next, since ci > 0 in equations 6.7 we need to have at most λj+ℓ−j−σ(ℓ−j) < 2K many nonzero
terms for each j, so #{i : bij > 0} < 2K for each j ≥ 2. Thus the total number of nonzero entries in

the (bij)’s for j ≥ 2 is at most (ℓ− 1)2K ≤ 2K2. Since the vectors bi are all compositions of m, and

are supposed to be distinct, there is at most one vector with bij = 0 for j ≥ 2 (that is, (m, 0, . . . , 0))
and by the lexicographic ordering this should be the largest one, br. . Thus the total number of
vectors distinct from (m, 0, . . .) should be at most 2K2, and consequently r ≤ 2K2 + 1. Further,
if a vector bi is such that bij > 0 for some j ≥ 2, then since cib

i
j ≤ λj + ℓ− j − σ(ℓ − j) ≤ 2K, we

must have ci ≤ 2K for all i, such that bij > 0 for some j ≥ 2.

If we had that for all i = 1, . . . , r we have bij > 0 for some j ≥ 2 then

d =
∑

i

ci ≤ r2K ≤ 2K ∗ 2K2,

which contradicts the assumption on d. We must thus have br = (m, 0, . . .) and cr ≥ d − 4K3.
Formula (6.6) can be rewritten with those constraints in mind, namely we can iterate over r ≤
4K3 +1 with ci ≤ 2K for i = 1, . . . , r− 1, solve for cr = d− c1 − · · · − cr−1 and subtract the terms

crb
r = (crm, 0, . . .) from the polytopal constraints to obtain λ̂ = λ − crbr and removing the last

vector br altogether, leaving us with

aλd,m =
∑

σ∈SK+1

sgn(σ)

4K3+1
∑

r=1

∑

(c1,...,cr−1)∈[1,2K]r−1

∑

j̄∈[K+1]r−2

|Q(j̄, c, λ̂+ δ(K)− σ(δ))|(6.8)

By the proof of Proposition 6.1 we have the desired runtime bound. �

Proof of Theorem 1.2. First, suppose that k and d are fixed. Then k! and (2k)d−1 and constants
and Proposition 6.1 gives that aλd,m can be computed in time O((dm)dk) = O(ndk), which is of
polynomial time.

For the second part, Proposition 3.1 gives us that aft(λ) ≤ 4k2. Setting K = 4k2 we can then
invoke Proposition 6.2. �
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7. Additional remarks

7.1. We include following, slightly edited, remark from Vojtech Havĺıček (personal communication)
on the implications of this work to quantum computing:

“The results in this paper have the following implications for the quantum algorithms proposed
by Larocca and Havlicek in [LH24]. A superpolynomial quantum advantage means that a quantum
algorithm runs in polynomial time while the best classical algorithm for the problem is expected
to have a runtime that scales superpolynomially with the input size.

(1) Unless Conjecture 4.6 (matching Hypothesis 1 in [LH24]) or the stronger Conjecture 4.7
about the existence of a classical (possibly randomized) algorithm for computing Littlewood-
Richardson coefficients is proved, there seems to be a narrow input regime in which their
proposed quantum algorithm provides a super-polynomial quantum speedup. The set of
inputs for which this is possible is however severely limited by Proposition 4.2 and other
regimes considered in Sections 3, 4.

(2) Theorem 1.1 refutes Conjecture 2 in [LH24] about the possibility of superpolynomial quan-
tum speedups when computing Kronecker coefficients. It does not quite show that the
quantum algorithm proposed in [LH24](and [BCG+24]) has a classical polynomial time al-
gorithm as that algorithm runs in time O(fµf ν/fλpoly(n)) and it is possible that it runs
in polynomial time whenever fλ, fµ and f ν scale super-polynomially and yet their ratio
remains polynomial. However, there does not seem to be a nicely parametrized set of such
partitions. Here it is posed as Question 2 and conjecture that there is classical algorithm
with runtime O(fµf ν/fλpoly(n)).

(3) Theorem 1.2 limits the set of inputs for which the plethysm coefficient quantum algorithm
in [LH24] gives a superpolynomial speedup. If Question 1 is resolved in affirmative, the
algorithm from [LH24] does not provide a superpolynomial quantum advantage. ”

7.2. The careful reader would notice that we have provided a large class of triples (λ, µ, ν) for
which g(λ, µ, ν) can be computed in polynomial time, so for these families of inputs we have
ComputeKron ∈ FP ⊂ #P. In these cases the Kronecker coefficient is equal to the number of some
objects, each of which can be computed (and thus verified) in polynomial time. This implies that for
those cases the Kronecker coefficients have an efficient combinatorial interpretation. What it is can
be reverse engineered from the algorithm, but it would not be very insightful and would not classify
as nice. In fact, by [CDW12, PP17] we already knew that ComputeKron ∈ FP ⊂ #P whenever
ℓ(λ), ℓ(µ), ℓ(ν) were constant. Yet research into combinatorial interpretations for 2-, 3-,4- row
partitions has continued past the earlier classical results in [Ros01], see [BMS15, MRS21, MT22].
When one partition has two rows, but the others are not bounded, in certain cases we have criteria,
see [BO05] and [PP14].

7.3. There are even less available formulas or other results for the plethysm coefficients, see [COS+24]
for an overview and [OSSZ22] for another representation theoretic interpretation. Special cases for
aλd,m are being considered when d = 2, 3, 4 as in [OSSZ24]. Earlier work on the aλd,m in relation

to Geometric Complexity theory was done in [IP17] and special cases of three-row plethysms were
derived in [DIP20]. In [DIP20] we first used the approach described in Section 6, which was later
used to show that computing plethysms is in GapP in [FI20].

7.4. There is a curious parallel between Kronecker and plethysm coefficients. Even though they do
not live in the same “space” informally speaking, they exhibit similar behavior and computational
hardness. Using a quite indirect approach via Geometric Complexity Theory, Ikenmeyer and the
author observed in [IP17] that in a certain stable limits we have g(λ, (md), (md)) ≥ aλd,m. It is also

easy to see that g(λ, (md), (md)) = aλd,m when λ is a two-row partition. That difference is actually
the difference between successive numbers of partitions inside a rectangle, whose combinatorial
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proof of positivity by Kathy O’Hara [O’H90] leads to a combinatorial interpretation (as observed
in [PP14] and explicitly stated in [Pan23]). In the opposite direction, the multiplicity approach
could lead to the desired symmetric chain decomposition as done in [OSSZ24] for d ≤ 4.

7.5. The LR and Kronecker coefficients are polynomially bounded in size whenever the three parti-
tions involved have fixed Durfee square size (diagonal length) as shown in [PP23]. Trying to modify
these proofs to compute the exact value runs into problems, in particularly some exponentially large
alternating sums. Even in the simplest case when ν = (n − a, 1a) is a hook, d(λ), d(µ) ≤ k, it is
not clear how to efficiently compute g(λ, µ, ν). The combinatorial interpretation of Blasiak-Liu
[Bla17, BL18, Liu17] requires constructing exponentially many tableaux. We expect that there will
still be a poly-time algorithm in this case.

7.6. While in this paper we were concerned with unary input (i.e. input size is equal to n = |λ|),
in some cases binary input is also relevant. Binary input for partitions means that we write the part
sizes λ1, λ2, · · · in binary, so that the input size becomes log(λ1) + log(λ2) + · · · = O(ℓ(λ) log(λ1)).
With binary input and ℓ(λ), ℓ(µ), ℓ(ν) – constants, we still have that g(λ, µ, ν) can be computed in
polynomial time, see [CDW12, PP17]. It is thus natural to ask3 whether the Kronecker coefficients’s
positivity is in QMA when the input is in binary (and there is no further restriction on lengths).

7.7. For most partitions the ratio fλfµ

fν = O(
√
n!), since most partitions are close to the Plancherel

shape. It is not hard to see that the Kronecker coefficients can be computed in time expO(n), for
example by using the character formula

g(λ, µ, ν) =
∑

α⊢n

1

zα
χλ(α)χµ(α)χν(α).

The character tables themselves can be computed via branching rules in time expO(
√
n), this

approach is outlined in [PR24].
The runtime bound also holds when the lengths of λ, µ, ν are fixed since then the Kronecker coef-

ficients are computable in poly(n) time. Thus the important cases are when fλfµ/f ν = O(poly(n)),
but the partitions themselves are large. As we saw in the examples in Section 3 there are some
interesting such cases. As a particular benchmark example we challenge the reader with considering

λ = (n−k, k) two row and µ and ν close to rectangular shapes in a regime when fµfλ

fν = Θ(poly(n)),

see Example 3.11.

7.8. Similar to the discussion above, plethysms can be computed in exponential time (using char-
acters) and the challenge lies in finding polynomial time algorithms. While we were concerned only
with aλd,m, the same approach can be used to compute aλµ,ν in polynomial time when: |µ| is fixed

and ℓ(λ) is fixed (see [KM16]), or aft(λ) is fixed and µ and ν are arbitrary. In the second case we
would expand sν via monomial quasisymmetric functions. The crux is to realize that only a small
number of instances would contribute to sλ when aft(λ) is small.

Contrary to that, if the inner partition size m = |ν| is fixed, even for m = 3, the problem becomes
#P-hard [FI20], i.e. no polynomial time algorithm would exists in general (assuming P 6= NP).

7.9. It is possible to obtain all the coefficients in the expansion in terms of Schur functions (or
other bases) “at once” as described in [BF97]. In our context it would mean, for example, obtaining
all g(λ, µ, ν) for λ fixed and µ, ν varying. However, the runtime of such an algorithm would be
polynomial in the entire data (including the sizes of the coefficients) and for most cases this would
mean superexponential in n.

3as conjectured by M. Chirstandl, M. Walter, Personal Communication, 2023
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