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Integrable boundary conditions are studied for critical 4-D-E and general
graph-based lattice models of statistical mechanics. In particular, using techni-
ques associated with the Temperley-Lieb algebra and fusion, a set of boundary
Boltzmann weights which satisfies the boundary Yang-Baxter equation is
obtained for each boundary condition. When appropriately specialized, these
boundary weights, each of which depends on three spins, decompose into more
natural two-spin edge weights. The specialized boundary conditions for the
A-D-E cases are naturally in one-to-one correspondence with the conformal
boundary conditions of 3/‘/\/(2) unitary minimal conformal field theories. Supported
by this and further evidence, we conclude that, in the continuum scaling limit,
the integrable boundary conditions provide realizations of the complete set of
conformal boundary conditions in the corresponding field theories.

KEY WORDS: Boundary Yang-Baxter equation; conformal boundary condi-
tions; conformal field theory; integrable boundary conditions; integrable lattice
models.

1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

The notion of conformal boundary conditions in conformal field theories,
in the sense introduced in ref. 1, and the notion of integrable boundary
conditions in integrable lattice models, in the sense introduced in ref. 2, are
both well developed. It is also well known that conformal field theories can
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be identified with the continuum scaling limit of certain critical integrable
lattice models of statistical mechanics. A natural question to address, there-
fore, is whether similar associations can be made between the correspond-
ing boundary conditions. We shall demonstrate here that indeed they can.
In so doing, not only is the existence of deep connections between confor-
mal and integrable boundary conditions established, but a means is also
provided for gaining insights, generally not available within conformal field
theory alone, into the physical nature of conformal boundary conditions.

That there should be a relationship between such integrable and con-
formal boundary conditions is not immediately apparent and, accordingly,
the correspondence is somewhat subtle. It is known that nonintegrable
boundary conditions can be identified with certain conformal boundary
conditions and, conversely, we expect that integrable boundary conditions
will only lead to conformal boundary conditions upon suitable specialization.
Nevertheless, we shall explicitly show for all of the s7(2) cases considered
here that an integrable boundary condition can, after such specialization,
be naturally associated with every conformal boundary condition. Further-
more, the generality of the approach used here suggests that it is possible
to obtain an integrable boundary condition corresponding to each allow-
able conformal boundary condition in any rational conformal field theory
which is realizable as the continuum scaling limit of a Yang—Baxter-inte-
grable lattice model.

The basic context for this work is provided by certain general results
on boundary conditions. For statistical mechanical lattice models, it is well
known from ref. 3 that a model is integrable on a torus by commuting
transfer matrix techniques if its Boltzmann weights satisfy the Yang—Baxter
equation. A result of ref. 2 then states that such a model is similarly inte-
grable on a cylinder with particular boundary conditions if corresponding
boundary Boltzmann weights are used which satisfy a boundary Yang—
Baxter equation. A further result, obtained in ref. 4, is that such boundary
weights can be constructed using a general procedure involving the process
of fusion. For conformal field theories, there exists a fundamental consis-
tency equation of ref. 1 associated with the conformal boundary conditions
of any rational theory on a cylinder. Furthermore, as shown in refs. 5-9,
the general task of solving this equation and completely classifying the con-
formal boundary conditions is essentially equivalent to that of classifying
the representations, using matrices with nonnegative integer entries, of the
fusion algebra.

In this paper, we consider the critical unitary A-D-E integrable lattice
models, as introduced in ref. 10, and the critical series of 52(2) unitary min-
imal conformal field theories with central charge ¢ <1, as first identified
in refs. 11 and 12 and classified on a torus using an A-D-FE scheme in
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refs. 13—15. As shown in refs. 16-18, the continuum scaling limit of these
lattice models is described by these field theories. Furthermore, the task of
classifying the conformal boundary conditions of these theories on a cylinder
was carried out in full in ref. 9, leading to an A-D-E scheme matching that
for the classification of the theories on a torus. Lattice realizations of some
of these conformal boundary conditions have been identified and studied in
refs. 1, 7, 19-29, but in most of these cases the lattice boundary conditions
are not integrable in the sense of being implemented by boundary weights
which satisfy the boundary Yang—Baxter equation. Here, we use the fusion
procedure of ref. 4 to obtain systematically such integrable boundary
weights and we show that, when appropriately specialized, these can be
interpreted as providing realizations of the complete sets of conformal
boundary conditions, as classified in ref. 9, of the corresponding field
theories on a cylinder.

In obtaining the integrable boundary conditions for the critical unitary
A-D-E models, it is convenient to consider a somewhat larger class of
integrable lattice models. These models, essentially introduced in ref. 30,
are restricted-solid-on-solid interaction-round-a-face models and each is
based on a graph %. In such a model, the spin states are the nodes of ¥,
there is an adjacency condition on the states of neighboring spins given by
the edges of ¥ and the bulk Boltzmann weights are defined in terms of a
particular eigenvalue and eigenvector of the adjacency matrix of 4. The
critical unitary 4-D—F models are obtained by taking ¢ as an 4, D or E
Dynkin diagram and using the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue and eigen-
vector of its adjacency matrix. These general graph-based models are also
closely related to the Temperley—Lieb algebra, it being possible to express
their bulk weights in terms of matrices of a certain representation of this
algebra involving %. The fact that these weights satisfy the Yang—Baxter
equation is then a simple consequence of the defining relations of the
algebra.

In Section 2, we consider the abstract Temperley—Lieb algebra. The
results are thus independent of its representation and apply to the class of
lattice models associated with the Temperley—Lieb algebra, this including
the graph-based models of interest as well as certain vertex models. The
main emphasis of Section 2 is on the process of fusion and its use in the
construction of boundary operators which correspond to boundary weights.
In particular, we list various important properties satisfied by the operators
which implement fusion, including projection and push-through properties,
and we obtain several results on the properties of the constructed boundary
operators, including the facts that they satisfy an operator form of the
boundary Yang—Baxter equation and that they can be expressed as a linear
combination of fusion operators.
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In Section 3, we specialize to representations of the Temperley—Lieb
algebra involving graphs and study the corresponding graph-based inte-
grable lattice models. For any such model, we then obtain an integrable
boundary condition and a related set of boundary weights for each pair
(r, a), where r is a fusion level and « is a spin state or node of 4. In terms
of the procedure of ref. 4, the (r, a) boundary weights are constructed from
a fused double block of bulk weights of width » — 1, with the spin states on
the corners of one end of the block fixed to a. These boundary weights each
depend on three spins, but we find using results from Section 2 that, upon
appropriate specialization, all of the weights in a set can be simultaneously
decomposed into physically more natural two-spin edge weights. We refer
to the point at which this occurs as the conformal point, since it is here
that we expect correspondence with conformal boundary conditions. While
certain integrable boundary weights for some of the models considered here
have been obtained in previous studies, specifically, refs. 4, 7, 31-35, this
crucial decomposition had not previously been observed. We conclude
Section 3 by considering in detail the symmetry properties of a lattice on
a cylinder with particular left and right boundary conditions.

In Section 4, we specialize to the critical unitary A-D—E models. We
obtain completely explicit expressions for the boundary edge weights of the
A and D cases and study A;, A4, D, and Eg as important examples. We
also obtain an important relation through which any A-D-FE partition
function can be expressed as a sum of certain A partition functions. For all
of these A—D—E models, we find that, at the conformal point, the (7, @) and
(g—r—1, a) boundary conditions are equivalent, where g is the Coxeter
number of the 4-D—F Dynkin diagram % and a4 is a particular involu-
tion of the nodes of 4. This implies that these boundary conditions are in
one-to-one correspondence with the conformal boundary conditions of the
unitary minimal theories .#(A, ,, %), as classified in ref. 9. We then use
this and further evidence to argue that the integrable boundary conditions
obtained here provide realizations of the .Z(A %) conformal boundary
conditions.

In Section 5, we briefly discuss ways in which the formalism of this
paper could be applied to other models.

g—2>

2. RELEVANT RESULTS ON THE TEMPERLEY-LIEB ALGEBRA

In this section, we list and obtain various results on the Temperley—
Lieb algebra. The defining relations of this algebra were first identified in
ref. 36 and the formalism used here is largely based on that of refs. 37-39.

Our primary objective in this section is to study operators in the abstract
algebra, which, in certain representations of the algebra, correspond to
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bulk weights and boundary weights of a lattice model. In particular,
motivated by the procedure of ref. 4, we shall construct certain boundary
operators. This procedure involves fusion, which can be regarded as a
means whereby new fused operators satisfying the Yang—Baxter equation
are formed by applying certain fusion operators to blocks of unfused
operators. The process of fusion was introduced in ref. 40 and first used in
the context of the Temperley—Lieb algebra in refs. 37 and 38.

2.1. The Temperley-Lieb Algebra and General Notation

The Temperley—Lieb algebra 7 (L, A), with LeZ_, and A€C, is
generated by the identity 7 together with operators e;,..., ¢, which satisfy

e7=2cos Le;
eepe;=e;, lj—k|=1 (2.1)

ejer=ege;, |j—k|>1

The various operators to be studied in Section 2 will all be elements
of 7 (L, 1) for some fixed L and /.
Throughout this paper, we shall use the notation

sin(rA +u)
sr(u) = sin A
(=)D Ly, irnel

, Mr¢Z
(2.2)

"

for any re Z and u e C, with A being the same constant as in 7 (L, 4).

When (L, A) is applied to a lattice model, 4 is the crossing parameter.
For the A—D—F models, this parameter is always a rational but noninteger
multiple of 7 so that the first case of (2.2) applies. We also note that the
second case of (2.2) is simply a limiting case of the first,

sin(ri’ + (' — 1) u)

Sr(u)|/1/7r€Z:llliEll Sin il (23)

so that in proving identities satisfied by these functions it is often sufficient
to consider only the first case.
We shall also denote, for any re Z,

S, =s5,(0) (24)
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We see, as examples, that for any 4,

Sy, =0, S, =1, S,=2cos 4 (2.5)

2.2. Face Operators
We now introduce face operators X,(u), for je{1,..,L} and ueC, as
Xy(u) =sy(—u) I+ so(u) e, (2.6)
These operators correspond in a lattice model to the bulk Boltzmann

weights of faces of the lattice and in this context u is the spectral parameter.
We shall represent the face operators diagrammatically as

315 g

From the Temperley—Lieb relations (2.1) and properties of the func-
tions (2.2), it follows that the face operators satisfy the operator form of the
Yang—Baxter equation,

J=1 G §1 g2 J=1 G §+1 42

We see that the face operators also satisfy the commutation relation

X,(u) X,(0) = X,(v) X (u) (29)

J

and the operator form of the inversion relation

Xi(—u) Xj(u) = s,(—u) s,(u) I (2.10)
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2.3. Fusion Operators

We now proceed to a consideration of some aspects of the process of
fusion. In particular, we shall state some important properties of fusion
operators. The proofs of these or similar properties can be found in refs. 37
and 38.

In general, fusion levels correspond to representations of a Lie algebra.
In the case considered here, this algebra is 52(2) and the fusion levels are
labeled by a single integer re {1, 2,..., g}, where the maximum fusion level
g depends on 4 according to

h, A=kn/h, k and h coprime integers, /s> 1
g= (2.11)

0, otherwise

We note that for the A-D—F lattice models, the first case of (2.11) always
applies.

We now introduce fusion operators P, for re{l..., min(g, L +2)}
and je{l,.., L+3—r}, these being defined recursively by

1_ p2_
Pj—Pj—I

. (2.12)

Pre—— P X(=(r=2) ) P'Z],  r=3

+1 j/ i+ 1>
J S, J J J

We note that, for finite g, the restriction of fusion levels to r<g is
necessary in order to avoid S,_; =0 in the denominator in (2.12).
We shall represent the fusion operators diagrammatically as

(2.13)

j=13 JH+r—3 j+r-2

In general, P} can be expressed in terms of / and e;,..,e;,,_5, the
cases of the first few fusion levels being

1
R N
’ (2.14)
4 S2
P; =I—§ (e;+e.1) +§(eiei+l +e1¢)
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The fusion operators can also be expressed as

(2.15)

GG e e
A key property of the fusion operators is that they are projectors,
(P)*=P] (2.16)
In fact, more generally, we have the property
PLPi=P/PL=P,, if 0<j —j<r—r (2.17)
A useful case of this is ' =3, from which we have

e Pr=Pie;=0, if j<j'<j+r—3 (2.18)
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The fusion operators also satisfy the Hecke-like identity

S2_ P, PP, —P.  =S> P

,
JH17 7 j+1 Jj+1 r—1+%j

P, Pi—P/=S, ,S.P/*" (219)

J+17
2.4. Fused Row Operators
We now introduce operators Y’ (u) and f’/’.(u), for re {1,.., min(g—1,

L+1)} and je{l,.., L+2—r}, which correspond to fused rows of faces.
These operators are related to products of r — 1 face operators, for r > 2, by

1 s (=) P50 = PIX, o) X, o s 2) o X (r—2) 2)

J

Jj+1

=X, ot (r=2) ) X (e 2) X () P
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The second (or fourth) equalities in (2.20) imply the push-through relations
Yi(u)="P;  Yi(u)=Y(u) P;

Yi(u)=P, Y (u)=Y(u) P}

j+1

(2.21)

and can be derived using (2.15) and repeated application of (2.8).
The fused row operators can be written in terms of fusion operators as
Y;(“)=Sr—151( )P]+1P S,so(u )Pr+l

Yi(u)=S,_ys,_1(u) PjP; —S,s, _ou) P;*!

Jjrj+1

(2.22)

The equivalence of (2.20) and (2.22) follows from several of the properties
of fusion operators listed in Section 2.3.

We note, as examples, that for the first two fusion levels,
Yiu)=—sow) I,  Yju)=si(—u)l,  Y;(u)=Y;(u)=X;u)

J J

An important property of the fused row operators is that they satisfy
the mixed Yang—Baxter equations,

Xj(u—v) Y7, (u) Yi(v)= Y7, ,(v) Yi(u) Xj,,_y(u—v) (2.24)
Xra(u—0) Yi(u) Y7, 1 (0) = Yj(0) V7, 1(u) Xy(u—v) (2.25)
Yi(u) Xy a(u+0) Yi(0)= Y7, 1(0) Xy(u+0) Y], 1(u) (2.26)

These equations can be obtained using (2.20) and repeated application of
(2.8).
The fused row operators also satisfy the product identities

Y5(u) ¥5(0) = 51(u) 5,_1(0) P}, — S, so(u+v) P+

2.27
1) Y7(0) =5,_1(u) 5,(0) P} — S,so(u+v) P} 227

these being most easily derived using (2.22) and properties of the fusion
operators.

2.5. Boundary Operators

We now introduce boundary operators Kj(u,¢), with CeC, as
products of two fused row operators,

Ki(u, &)= =Yi(u—A—&) Yi(u+A+¢) (2.28)
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These operators correspond in a lattice model to boundary Boltzmann
weights and in this context & is a boundary field parameter.

From (2.27), we see that the boundary operators can be written in
terms of fusion operators as

Ki(u, &) =5o(& —u) s(C+u) P}, +S,50(2u) PJ’.+1 (2.29)

An alternative expression, which follows using (2.12) on the second term
on the right side of (2.29), is

S
Kj(u, &) = 5o(& +u) (& —u) P+ = so(E—u) s,(E+u) Pl e, P,

S,
(2.30)
We see, as examples, that for the first two fusion levels,
KYu, &)=so(E+u) s (E—u) T
i(u, &) =s¢ ) s1( ) (231)

K3 (u, &) =so(E +u) 55(E—u) I —s6(2u) ¢

The key property of the face and boundary operators is that they
satisfy the operator form of the boundary Yang—Baxter equation,

Xj(u—v) K5, \(u, €) Xy(u+0) K7\ (v, C)
=K/ (0, &) X;(u+0) K (u, &) X;(u—v) (2.32)

This can be proved by substituting (2.28) into the left side of (2.32), using
(2.26) followed by (2.24) to bring X, _(u—v) adjacent to X;,, _;(u+v),
interchanging the order of these face operators using (2.9), and then using
(2.25) followed by (2.26) to give the right side of (2.32).

In terms of the construction procedure of ref. 4, the boundary oper-
ators K7(u, ¢) can be considered as a family of solutions, one solution for
each value of r, of (2.32) with given X (u), these solutions having been con-
structed by starting with the identity solution of (2.32) and adding a fused
double row of faces of width r —1.

The boundary operators also satisfy the operator form of the bound-
ary inversion relation,

Ki(u, &) Ki(—u, &) =5o(S —u) so(& +u) s(E—u) s(S+u) PT ., (2.33)

this being most easily obtained using (2.29) and properties of the fusion
operators.
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3. LATTICE MODELS BASED ON GRAPHS

In this section, we consider representations of the Temperley—Lieb
algebra involving a graph and the associated graph-based lattice models.
Our general treatment is motivated by that introduced in refs. 10 and 30
and, when considering fusion for these models, our approach is also
motivated by certain results of refs. 41-44.

A graph-based lattice model of the type to be considered here can be
associated with any pair % and , where ¢ is a connected graph containing
only unoriented, single edges and  is an eigenvector of the adjacency
matrix of 4 with all nonzero entries. All of the formalism and results of
Section 3 are applicable to any choice of ¥ and i, and only in Section 4
will we eventually specialize ¢ to be an 4, D or E Dynkin diagram and
to be the Perron—Frobenius eigenvector of its adjacency matrix, thus giving
the critical unitary A-D-E models.

In a lattice model based on ¥, a spin is attached to each site of a two-
dimensional square lattice, with the possible states of each spin being the
nodes of ¥ and there being a lattice adjacency condition stipulating that,
in any assignment of spin states to the lattice, the states on each pair of
nearest-neighbor sites must correspond to an edge of 4. These models are
interaction-round-a-face models, so that a bulk Boltzmann weight is
associated with each set of four spin states adjacent around a square face.
Here, we shall also obtain and use sets of boundary weights, each of these
weights being associated with three adjacent spin states. The partition func-
tion of the model on a cylinder is then the sum, over all possible spin
assignments, of products of Boltzmann weights, with each square face in
the bulk of the lattice contributing a bulk weight and each alternate triplet
of neighboring sites on the boundaries contributing a boundary weight.

The key property of the boundary weights obtained in this section
is that they satisfy the boundary Yang—Baxter equation for interaction-
round-a-face models. This equation was first used in refs. 33 and 45 and is
based on the reflection equation introduced in ref. 46. However, we note
that the boundary weights obtained here depend on certain additional
fusion indices, which gives them and the boundary Yang—Baxter equation
they satisfy a somewhat more general form than the form of those used in
all previous studies. We shall show that a further important property of the
three-spin boundary weights used here is that, at a certain point, they simul-
taneously decompose into more natural two-spin boundary edge weights.

Finally, using these and other local properties of the bulk and bound-
ary weights, we shall identify various symmetry properties of the partition
function and transfer matrices, including the invariance of the partition
function under interchanging parts or all of the left and right boundaries,
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and the facts that the transfer matrices form a commuting family and, in
certain cases, have all nonnegative eigenvalues.

3.1. Graphs and Paths

Throughout Section 3, we shall be considering a finite graph ¢ with an
associated adjacency matrix G. We require that ¢ contain only unoriented,
single edges, implying that G is symmetric and that each of its nonzero
entries is 1. In fact, the formalism of Section 3 can be generalized straight-
forwardly to encompass graphs with multiple edges, but since this is not
needed for the A-D-FE cases of primary interest, we shall for simplicity
restrict our attention to graphs with only single edges.

We also require that ¢ be connected, implying that G is indecomposable.
Perron-Frobenius theory then implies that G has a unique maximum
eigenvalue with an associated eigenvector whose entries are all positive.

We shall denote the set of all r-point paths on ¥, for reZ ., by 94"
that is,

r—2
g — {(ao,..., a, ) a,e9 [] Gy = 1} (3.1)
j=0

We note that %! corresponds to the set of nodes of 4 and that %2 is the
set of edges of .

We shall also denote the set of all r-point paths between ¢ and b in ¥
by ¢47,; that is,

9, ={(agy a,_1)€Y" | ay=a,a,_, =b} (3.2)
It follows that

197 = (G (33)

3.2. Graph Representations of the Temperley-Lieb Algebra

A graph representation involving ¢ of the Temperley-Lieb algebra
T (L, 1) exists for each A for which 2 cos 4 is an eigenvalue of G with an
associated eigenvector yy whose entries are all nonzero; that is, for each 4
for which there exists a vector ¥ satisfying

Y Gu¥p=2cos iy, and Y,#0, for each ae¥% (34)
be@

There is always at least one such case, namely that provided by the Perron—
Frobenius eigenvector and eigenvalue. We shall assume, throughout the rest
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of Section 3, that a fixed choice of A and  has been made. We note that,
since G is symmetric, cos A must be real so that each i, can, and will, be
assumed to be real. In the rest of this paper, we shall often use y /% and /4,
which we take to be positive for positive {, or to have arguments z/2 and
n/4 respectively for negative .

The elements of the representation of 7 (L, A) associated with ¥ and
 are matrices with rows and columns labeled by the paths of ¥*+2, with
the generators ¢; being defined by

1/2,,1/2
l/jaj lphj L+1
ej(ao ,,,,, ar 1) (by.n bLH): l// 5a],1aj+1 l_[ 5a/cbl\,
aj_y k=0

(3.5)

k#j

It follows straightforwardly that the defining relations (2.1) of (L, 4) are
satisfied, with the first relation depending on (3.4).

3.3. Bulk Weights

We now proceed to a consideration of the lattice model based on the
graph ¢ and associated with the adjacency matrix eigenvector .
The bulk weights for this model are given explicitly, for each
(a, b, c,d a)e 9>, by
” <d c solu) Y1212

v, Opa (3.6)

a b

M> :Sl(_u) 5ac+

where u is the spectral parameter and /4, on which s depends through (2.2),
is the crossing parameter. The spectral parameter can be considered as a
measure of anisotropy, with u = /2 being an isotropic point and ¥ =0 and
u = 4 being completely anisotropic points. We note that the number of bulk
weights is tr(G*).

We shall represent the bulk weights diagrammatically as

d ¢
w
(a b

d c
u>:
a b

These bulk weights are related to the face operators (2.6) by

W<dc
a b

/
@
—_
et
|
=
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where X, (u) is taken in the graph representation of 7 (L, 1). We see that
the bulk weights satisfy reflection symmetry,

d c d a b ¢
=W = .
W<a b u> <c b u> W<a J u> (3.9)
crossing symmetry,
d c vicye? c dj,
and the anisotropy property
d
W< ¢ 0>=5M (3.11)
a b

It follows from (2.8), (2.10) and (3.8) that the bulk weights also satisfy the

Yang—Baxter equation,
u> /4 <f v>
g d

Low(Q Sl (G

gevy
(GG Grg=1)

a
= > W< £y
gEY b ¢
(GG Gog=1)

f f e f e e
v u
o uv i = a wv Sd (3.12)
u v
b b ¢ b c c

for each (a, b, c,d, e, f,a)e%’, and the inversion relation

L owle sl (il

ey
(GpeGge=1)

=s51(u) s,(— (3.13)
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for each (a,b,c,d, a)e%. In these and all subsequent diagrams, solid
circles are used to indicate spins whose states are summed over and dotted
lines are used to connect identical spins.

3.4. Fusion

We now consider various objects related to the process of fusion in
graph-based lattice models.

3.4.1. Maximum Fusion Level

Having chosen a graph % and an adjacency matrix eigenvector with
eigenvalue 2 cos A, the maximum fusion level g is then determined by A
according to (2.11). We note that although 4 itself is only determined by
the eigenvector up to sign and shifts of 2z, such changes in 4 do not affect
g or any other properties of interest.

As we shall see in more detail in Section 4.1, if ¥ is an A, D or E
Dynkin diagram, then g is the Coxeter number of ¢, since any eigenvector
of G with all nonzero entries has an eigenvalue 2 cos(kn/h), where heZ -,
is the Coxeter number of ¥ and ke {l,..,h—1} is a Coxeter exponent
coprime to /.

Although the A-D-F cases are of primary interest, simply as a further
example, we briefly discuss the 4V, DM and E™ Dynkin diagrams of the
affine Lie algebras. If ¢ is one of these graphs, then any eigenvalue of G
can be written as 2 cos(kn/h), where h is the Coxeter number of ¥ and
ke{0,.., h} is a Coxeter exponent. For all of these graphs, k=0 is a
Coxeter exponent, giving a maximal eigenvalue of 2, and in some cases
k=h is also a Coxeter exponent, giving a minimal eigenvalue of —2, so if
either of these eigenvalues is chosen, then g= oo (and, incidentally, the
second case of (2.2) applies). However, if an eigenvalue corresponding to a
Coxeter exponent 0 <k </ is chosen, then g is finite with g </.

3.4.2. Fusion Matrices

We now introduce, for each re{l,., g} and a,be% satisfying
(G"™1Y >0, a fusion matrix P"(a, b) with rows and columns labeled by
the paths of 47, and entries given by

P(a, b)(a, Claws €p_s b), (@, dyses d,_5, )

(L r=1 (3.14)
P r=2..,8 '

Vg, ¢} vy cp_ 9, ), (@, dy sy dy 9, 8)

where the fusion operator Pj is defined by (2.12) and taken in the graph
representation of 7 (r—2, 4).
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It follows from (2.16) that each fusion matrix is a projector,
P(a,b)*=P'(a,b) (3.15)

It also follows, from (2.12), (3.8) and the first equality of (3.9), that each
fusion matrix is symmetric,

P(a,b)"=P'(a, b) (3.16)
and, from (2.15) and (3.8), that @ and b can interchanged according to

Pr(as b)(a, Clsees €49, b), (@, dy..., d._,,b) =Pr(b9 a)(b, Cp_nses €15 a), (b d,_s,..., dy, a) (317)

We note that the fusion matrices also satisfy more general projection-type
relations corresponding to those, (2.17), satisfied by the fusion operators.

3.4.3. Fused Adjacency Matrices

We next i/rltroduce fused adjacency matrices, F',.., F% which are
defined by the s/(2) recursion,

F'=I. F>=G. F'=GF'~'—F' =2 r=3.,¢g (3.18)

We see that each fused adjacency matrix is a polynomial in G and hence
that the set of these matrices is mutually commuting. In fact, the polyno-
mial form is given by the Type II Chebyshev polynomials %,,

Fr=1, _(G/2) (3.19)

We note that at various places in Section 4, we shall be considering the
fused adjacency matrices of two different graphs and in these cases we shall
explicitly indicate the dependence on the graph as F(¥%)".

The main relevance of the fused adjacency matrices at this point is that
their entries give the ranks of the fusion matrices, according to

, _{O, (G Na=0

2
| rank P"(a, b), (G >0 (3.20)

This result can be proved by defining matrices F” with entries F " given by
the right side of (3.20) and showing that these matrices satisfy relations
(3.18), so that F”=F". Showing that F” satisfy the initial conditions of
(3.18) is straightforward. Meanwhile, showing that F” satisfy the recursion
relation of (3.18) can be done by using the fact that the rank of any projector
is given by its trace (since by idempotence each eigenvalue is either 0 or 1,
the rank is the number of eigenvalues which are 1 and the trace is the sum
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of eigenvalues) and then using definitions (2.6), (3.5) and (3.14), the recur-
sion relation of (2.12), which is needed twice, relations (2.16) and (3.4), and
general properties of the trace and of the numbers S,.

We note that (3.20) also implies that F7, are nonnegative integers. In
fact, the property that the entries of F" are integers follows immediately
from the properties that the entries of G are integers and that each F” is
a polynomial, with integer coefficients, in G, but the property that the
entries of F” are also nonnegative is less trivial and depends on the restric-
tion r <g and on some of the additionally-assumed properties of G, such
as its being symmetric. Since the result of nonnegativity is of some interest
in its own right, we note that (3.20) specifically implies that if G is any sym-
metric indecomposable matrix with each entry in {0, 1} and if F” is defined
in terms of G by (3.19), then each entry of F" is a nonnegative integer for
any r € {l,.., gmax}> Where g, is the largest of the values g corresponding
to the eigenvectors of G with all nonzero entries.

3.4.4. Fusion Vectors

It can be shown using standard results of linear algebra that any
symmetric idempotent matrix P= P7= P? with complex entries can be
orthonormally diagonalized; that is, written as P= UDU ', where the
matrix of eigenvectors U satisfies U ~'= U7 and D has rank P 1’s on the
diagonal and all other entries 0. We note that if P = P* then this simply
amounts to an orthonormal diagonalization of a real symmetric matrix,
but that if P# P* then it differs from a unitary diagonalization and that,
in fact, P is then not normal and a unitary diagonalization is not possible.

From this result, it follows that each fusion matrix P’(a, b) can be
decomposed using F’, orthonormal eigenvectors with eigenvalue 1. We
shall denote, for r € {1,..., g} and a, b € ¥ satisfying F’, > 0, such eigenvectors
as U'(a, b),, where a=1,..., F",, and refer to these as fusion vectors.

The decomposition and orthonormality are then

Fa
Y. Ua,b), U'la,b);=P(a,b) (3.21)
a=1
and
U'(a,b)I U(a, b)) =0 (3.22)
or, more explicitly,
Fup
Z Ur(aa b)zx, (@, €1 yeer €, 9, b) Ur(a’ b)ll, (a,dy,....d._,,b)
a=1

_ ¥
=P(a, b), Clos €95 B), (@ dyyey d. 5, B)
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and
) U, D) tarere 35y U@ D)t o s )= O

(@, C1ser €9, b) eg:’b

We note, as examples, that for the first two fusion levels,

PY(a, a) ), =t U'a, a), =1, foreach ae% (3.23)

and
PXa, b)) @ 0y= T U, D)y, (0 5)=1, foreach (a, b)e%? (3.24)

We shall assume that a specific choice of U’(a, b), has been made. All
other possible choices are then given by transformations,
Fop
U(a,b)y— Y, R(a,b)y Ula,b), (3.25)

a' =1

where R'(a, b) is an orthonormal matrix,

z Rr(a’ b)zxoc” Rr(aa b)zx’oc" = 50(,0(’ (326)

o =1

We shall see that all of the lattice model properties of interest will be
invariant under such transformations and thus independent of the choice of
fusion vectors.

3.5. Boundary Weights

We now use the boundary operators (2.28) to obtain a set of bound-
ary Boltzmann weights for the lattice model for each pair (r, @), where
re{l,.., g—1} is a fusion level and «a is a node of #. It is thus natural to
regard these pairs as labeling the boundary conditions,

{boundary conditions} < {(r,a) | re{l,.., g—1},ae %} (3.27)

The (r, a) boundary weights are given, for each (b, ¢, d)e%? with F}, F",
>0and fe{l,., F},},0e{l,.., Fl}, by

d o l//1/2
Bre <C u, é) — %
b ﬂ So( ZC) lP},M W:/“ (b, €] s erZ}z, a)e %y,

(Ao fyos Jy_gr @) €57,
x U'(d, a);, A frren fo s @)

X K'(u, &) e s, €Lrmr €r_> @), (€ s fi s fo_ > @) (3.28)

Ur(b’ a)ﬂ, (b, ey, €, _p, a)
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where K'(u, &) is taken in the graph representation of J (r—1, 4) and ¢
corresponds to a boundary field. We shall represent the boundary weights
diagrammatically as

45
d s .
B (c bop u,é)zc u¢] (3.29)
b B
We see that
number of (7, a) boundary weights = ((F")* G?),, (3.30)

We shall refer to a boundary weight (3.28) as being of diagonal type
if b=d and f =06 and as being of nondiagonal type otherwise, and we note
that in the majority of previous studies involving such boundary weights,
only diagonal weights were considered.

We also note, as an example, that the (1, @) boundary weights are all
diagonal and given by

a a 1 _soléHu)si(E—u) y,”
T e 30

A (1, a) boundary condition is thus one in which the state of every alter-
nate boundary spin is fixed to be @, while each other boundary spin, whose
state can be any ¢ adjacent to a on ¥, is associated with a weight propor-
tional to !/2. We shall refer to such a boundary condition, in which the
state of every alternate boundary spin is fixed, as semi-fixed.

We now find that the boundary weights can also be expressed as

d o
Br(l
<‘bﬂ

r—2 —1
u,é>= —<So(2é) I s“(u—é)sk(wé)) <
k=1

U'(d, a)d, (dy fis faseos fo g @)

d 1 f2 fr—2 a
—u— —u—E
14,12 |=(r-2)A{—(-3)X —u=¢
viv” NN N
1412 € 9
l/jb lpu u—ﬁl N “_62 N u—E&—A
\—(T—) \_(,_) N '
b ex €2 €r—2 e

Ur(b’ a)p’, (b, e, ey, e, 5, a) (332)
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this following straightforwardly from (2.28), (2.20), (3.14), (3.6), (3.10),
(3.21) and (3.22). In this form, we see that the (r, @) boundary weights can
be considered as having been constructed by starting on the right at node a,
essentially with the level 1 boundary weights (3.31), and adding a fused
double row of bulk weights of width r — 1.

The boundary weights, together with the bulk weights (3.6), satisfy the
boundary Yang—Baxter equation,

s S

(g.h)e®? y=1
(GgG e Gy F oy > 0)
h P
><W<2 )L—u—v>B""<e Z ) v,é)
Fla h h
Y g
= B”’<c v,é)W( /l—u—v>
(g, l'%:e{gz 7%1 b ﬁ d C

(Gth dg Gng;xu >0)

X Bra <g

(3.33)

foreach (b, ¢, d, e, f) €%’ with F, F} >0and fe {1,.., F} },de{l,.., F},}.
This equation can be verified by expressing the bulk and boundary weights
in terms of bulk and boundary operators, using (3.8) and (3.28), and
applying the operator form of the boundary Yang—Baxter equation, (2.32).
In doing this, the fusion matrix which is formed on the interior of each side
of the equation by the sum on y and (3.21) can be moved to the exterior
by expressing the fusion matrices in terms of fusion operators using (3.14)
and the boundary operators in terms of fused row operators using (2.28)
and applying the push-through relations (2.21). Meanwhile, the orientation
of the central bulk weights on each side of (3.33) can be changed to that
required for (2.32) by using crossing symmetry (3.10), with the eigenvector
entries from (3.10) canceling where needed with those introduced explicitly
through (3.28).



598 Behrend and Pearce

We note that the boundary Yang—Baxter equation (3.33) is still satisfied
after renormalization of the boundary weights,

Bm<c d d ¢

y é> o 7, &) B <c

u, ¢> (3.34)

where /™ are arbitrary functions. It is also still satisfied after gauge trans-
formations of the boundary weights,

B™ <c d o u,é)
i d o
— Z S™(D)ge S™(d)ss B™ | ¢ & (3.35)
p=19=1 b ﬂ
where S™(e) are arbitrary orthonormal matrices,
Fia
z Sra(e)oux” Sra(e)a’oc” = 60(0(' (336)
a" =1

Indeed, a transformation (3.25) of the fusion vectors simply induces a
gauge transformation of the boundary weights with

S™(e)=R'(e, a) (3.37)

In addition to the boundary Yang-Baxter equation, some other
important local relations satisfied by the boundary weights are boundary

reflection symmetry,
d o b p
Bra =Bra
(c u, f) (c J s

u, 5) (3.38)

boundary crossing symmetry,

s

(b, e, d)e93,

e d)oe(e 4 0uc)

Z, i—u,f) (3.39)

=5o(2u) B™ <c
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and the boundary inversion relation,

R APl
eey y=1 "p(’ b ﬁ

(G, F' >0)

_ sol&—u) so(& J;;)zzr)(zé —u)s,(C+u) 30l (3.40)

for each (b, c¢,d)e%? with F, F’,>0 and Be{l,., F, },0e{l,., F}.
Boundary reflection symmetry follows from (3.28), boundary crossing sym-
metry can be proved by expressing the boundary weights in (3.39) in the
form (3.32) and repeatedly applying the Yang—Baxter equation (3.12), and
the boundary inversion relation follows from the operator form of the
boundary inversion relation, (2.33).

3.6. Boundary Edge Weights

We now introduce boundary edge weights in terms of which the
boundary weights of the previous section can be expressed.

We begin by defining, for each boundary condition (r, a), a set of
boundary edges as

E“={(b,c)e9* | F} ,F.r'>0} (341)

We note that the boundary edges are ordered pairs and that, in contrast
to the graph’s set of edges for which (b, ¢) e 9 < (¢, b) € %>, the appearance
of (b, ¢) in & need not imply the appearance of (¢, b) in &™.

The (r, a) boundary edge weights are now given, for each (b, ¢) e £,
pef{l,., F;,} and ye{l,., F. '}, by

Sz lﬁ 1/4
E™(b, C)/}"/ =——r 1/4L Z U'(b, a)/}, (bydyssd, 5, a)
b (b, dl"“’ 11’_72, a)e{ﬁ;d
X UV+1(C, a)",',(c, b, d,...d._,,a) (342)
We shall represent the boundary edge weights diagrammatically as
c 7
E™(b, c)g, = :77“! (3.43)
b B

We see that

number of (r, @) boundary edge weights = (F'GF"*'),, (3.44)
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We note, as an example, that for the (1, @) boundary condition,
&'={(a,¢)| G,.=1},  E'(a,c)y =2yl (3.45)

We now find, substituting (2.29) into (3.28) and using (3.14), (3.21)
and (3.22), a general expression for the boundary weights in terms of
boundary edge weights,

- d o so(E—u)s,(E+u)
i <c f) 24) 017 OraOps
g’g S E(b, ¢)y, E(d, c);,  (3.46)

y=1

From this, we immediately see that at u =¢ the boundary weights are
independent of ¢ and can be decomposed as a sum of products of boundary
edge weights,

d o =
B <C b ﬁ ‘ 69 é) = Z E”l(b’ C)ﬁ}' E’”d(da c)ri)/

) =1
d_s d_3 (3.47)
r,ai . r,ai
ol = o
1 1

o

B b B

We note that the origin of this decomposition is the fact, apparent from
(2.29), that at u=¢ the boundary operators are proportional to fusion
operators, so that the decomposition of boundary weights is essentially
equivalent to the eigenvector decomposition of projectors.

We shall refer to this point, u=¢, as the conformal point, since it is
here that certain lattice models are expected to exhibit conformal behavior,
with the set of (r, @) boundary edge weights providing a lattice realization
of a particular conformal boundary condition.

We find, by using (2.30) in (3.28), that a decomposition similar to (3.47)
also occurs at u= —¢,

d o Fa
e(e 0 -ae)= X B, B e, G4)
y=1

(r#1)

We therefore see that, apart from an unimportant reversal of the order of
the nodes in the boundary edges, the (r, @) boundary condition at u= —¢
is equivalent to the (r — 1, @) boundary condition at u =¢. In fact, decom-
positions of the form (3.47) or (3.48) also occur at other points, for example



Integrable and Conformal Boundary Conditions 601

at u=—ri—¢& u=ri+¢ or points related to these by trigonometric peri-
odicity, but since these points all involve the same boundary edge weights
up to reordering of the nodes in the boundary edges or relabeling of r as
r=+ 1, we can, without loss of generality, restrict our attention to the single
conformal point u=¢.

We also note that the sum in (3.47) is empty if F77'=0. It is thus
possible that for a particular boundary condition, certain boundary weights
are nonzero away from the conformal point but vanish at the conformal
point. From (3.46), we find that such boundary weights are specifically
those for which b=d, =4, F},,G,.>0 and F7}'=0.

We see from (3.46) that the boundary weights satisfy the boundary
anisotropy property

vl d 0 _so(&) sy
B <C b ﬂ 0’é>_50(2f)(ﬁ})/25bd5ﬁ6 (349)

The second term on the right side of (3.46) also vanishes for £ - +ioo so
that, assuming A/n ¢ Z,

B’“( d ¢
c b ﬁ

Comparing the right sides of (3.49) or (3.50) with the (1, @) boundary
weights (3.31), we see that at u=0 or £ » +ioo the nonzero (r, a) bound-
ary weights reduce, up to unimportant normalization, to (1, ») boundary
weights, with each (1, ) weight, for any b, appearing F’, (which may be
zero) times.

Finally, we note that a gauge transformation of the boundary edge
weights,

. FirA 1/2
i, iioo>=+le Ve (3.50)

— = 0,,0
“2sin Ayl TR

Fy, Py
E“b, gy Y Y S b) e STTC),, ENby ¢y (3.51)
B

=1 y=1

induces a gauge transformation (3.35) of the boundary weights, for any
S™(e) satisfying (3.36).

3.7. Transfer Matrices and the Partition Function

We now proceed to a study of some aspects of the complete lattice. We
shall be considering a square lattice on a cylinder of width N and circum-
ference 2 M lattice spacings, with the left boundary condition and boundary
field given by (r,, a;) and &, and the right boundary condition and boundary
field given by (r,, a,) and &,. In particular, we shall express the partition



602 Behrend and Pearce

function for the model using double-row transfer matrices, these being
defined in terms of the bulk and boundary weights of the previous sections.
Double-row transfer matrices of this type were introduced in ref. 2 and first
used for interaction-round-a-face models in ref. 33.

An additional feature of the lattice to be considered here is that alter-
nate rows will be associated with spectral parameter values u and A —u.
Also, the left boundary will be associated with the spectral parameter value
A—u and the right boundary with value u. These values are used since they
result in the double-row transfer matrices forming a commuting family. The
most physically relevant point is the isotropic point u = 4/2, at which all
rows and both boundaries are associated with the same value of the spectral
parameter. Combining this with the conformal point described in the pre-
vious section, the case of most interest here is thus u=¢&, =¢&, = 4/2.

We begin by defining a set of paths consistent with boundary conditions
(ry,a,) and (r,, a,) and lattice width N,

GY s o= (B1s Do b B2) | (Bos ) €Y, 11, i >0,

Bre{lo Fily b Boe {1l FR2 o} (3.52)
We see that
|g11<11 \r2a2| (F’.]GNF’.Z)a]aZ (353)

which is invariant under interchange of a, and a, or of r, and r,, since
F", F2 and G are symmetric and mutually commuting matrices.

We now introduce a double-row transfer matrix Dﬁ‘l’allrzaz(u, &L, &)
with rows and columns labeled by the paths of 4% and entries defined
by

riay | rya,

N
Dllal |;2a2(”5 < éz)(ﬁl,bo,.., bys B2)s (81, dyseess diy, 53)

dy 0,
_ B <c
g ijz):ecliNH 0 bo ﬁ]

((09"'3
¢ i+

N
(IT;=o ijerrjd': )

J

| A I
- Ve NN N 2,03 | (3.54)
| N
0
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We note that if 47, |, . is empty, then DY, |, (u, &, &) is zero-dimen-

sional with its value taken as 0.
The partition function for the lattice model is now given by

Zﬁfy]l’.zaz(”, él) 62) = tr(Dgul \fz“z(u’ éln fz))M

S N e e e AL '

! A-u A—u |
| r1,a1 N N\ r2,a2 |
I A—u,&y u, &z |

u u |
' N N I
| i
| 1
1 |
| I

= | I 2

| ! (3.55)
I i
| |
I A—u A-u !

- - I
: 71,01 M N\ r2, a2 |
| A—u, € u, 82 |
I u U ]
s N LN |

N

We can see from the first equality of (3.55) that the task of evaluating the
partition function is equivalent to that of evaluating the eigenvalues

Af‘\llul | rzaz(un 619 62)/(9 k = 13"'a (FrlGNFrz)ulaza Of Dﬁ\]/a] Ir‘zaz(uo 619 62)3 Wlth
ZZQ{\ rzuz(u’ él s é2) = Z (Axu] | rzuz(u9 él’ éZ)k)M (356)
k

3.8. Transfer Matrix Properties

We shall now show that the double-row transfer matrices satisfy a
variety of important properties. In particular, we shall find that applying
certain transformations to the parameters of the model results only in
similarity transformations of the transfer matrix. This implies that these
parameter transformations are symmetries of the model, since the transfer
matrix eigenvalues and partition function are invariant under any such
similarity transformation.

3.8.1. Commutation

It follows from the Yang—Baxter equation (3.12), inversion relation
(3.13) and boundary Yang—Baxter equation (3.33) that the double-row
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transfer matrices commute for any two values, u and v, of the spectral
parameter,

DY, 1t €1 E DY, (0,61, E5)] =0 (357)
This can be proved diagrammatically, as done in Section 3.4 of ref. 33.

3.8.2. Transposition

It follows straightforwardly from (3.10) and (3.38) that each double-
row transfer matrix is similar to a symmetric matrix. More specifically,
defining

Vi
N — N
Ar|al [ ryay (By, bysens by, Br), (61, dyseees dy, 6)) lpll)/4 (Bys Bgseess bys Br), (91, dyysenes dy, J)
0 (3.58)
and
DN _ AN N N —1
Drl”l | rzaz(u’ él s 62) - Arlal | rzazDrlal | ’z“z(u’ él’ éZ)(Arlal | rzaz) (359)

we have

(DY, (&1, E)T=DY, | (1, &1, &) (3.60)
This implies that if ]~)fl' a | ryar (s €15 €2) is real, as for example occurs if

Y 1s the Perron—Frobenius eigenvector and u, £, and &, are appropriately
chosen, then the eigenvalues of D (u, &, &,) are all real.

riay | ra
3.8.3. Gauge Invariance

We see that the model is invariant under any gauge transformation
(3.35) of the boundary weights since this results only in a similarity trans-
formation of the double-row transfer matrix,

N N N N -1
Drlal | rzaz(u’ él’ 62) = Srlal | ’ZazDrlal |r2a2(u9 él; éZ)(Srlal | rzaz) (361)

where

=8"1%bo) g5, S (D N) g5, O (b by). (g dy) (3.62)

3.8.4. Simplification at Completely Anisotropic Points

It follows from the anisotropy property (3.11), boundary anisotropy
property (3.49), crossing symmetry (3.10) and boundary crossing symmetry
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(3.39) that at the completely anisotropic points, u=0 and u=4, the
double-row transfer matrices are proportional to the identity,

Drlal |r2a2(0 él’ 62) rlal | r2az2(/L 519 62)

_ S250(&1) 80(€2) 5,,(E1) 5,,(E2)
- 50(2¢1) 50(285)

I (3.63)

3.8.5. Crossing Symmetry

It follows from the Yang-Baxter equation (3.12), inversion relation
(3.13) and boundary crossing symmetry (3.39) that the double-row transfer
matrices satisfy crossing symmetry,

DY, =t & E) =D, (&, &) (3.64)

This, like (3.57), can be proved diagrammatically, as done in Section 3.3 of
ref. 33.

3.8.6. Left-Right Symmetry

It follows from reflection symmetry (3.9) and boundary reflection sym-
metry (3.38) that on interchanging the left and right boundary conditions
and boundary fields, we have

DY, (& EORY, L =RY, (DY (G & 8T (3.65)

where RY
gN

ryay | ra?

raj | rya, 18 @ square matrix with rows labeled by the paths of
columns labeled by the paths of 4% and entries given by

riay | rya,

N _
erallrzaz (By> Byseos bys B) (315 g dN,éz)_(s(/S’z,bN ,,,,, B> B (B» dyss dyys 3) (3.66)

Combining (3.65) and the invertibility of R, a | ryay with (3.60) and (3.64),
we see that DY, |, . (u, &, &) and sz’azlrlal(u éz,fl) are related by a
similarity transformation, so that this complete interchanging of the left

and right boundaries is a symmetry of the model.

3.8.7. Symmetry Under Interchange ofr,, &, andr,, &,

It can also be shown that under interchange of r;, &, and r,, &,, we
have

DZal |r1a2(u9 629 él) Cf‘\llal | rzaz(gla 52) rlal | rzgz(fls 52) fl’“l | r2a2(us fls 52)
(3.67)
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where C,]u1 |ra\S15> €2) 1S @ square matrix with rows labeled by the paths
of fé,zal | r,a,» cOlumns labeled by the paths of (4,1{,] | r,a, and entries given by
,lal|,,a2(él’ &) (Bys bysos B> Ba)s (81 dgones diy, 33)
1/4 1 1/4.1. 1/4 1.1/4
. l/jhé lpb/v lptlé lpcI‘/N
- 12,0172
lp lpl)z
1 "1 2 2
Fhyeg bN—1eN—1 7 codo CN—14N -1
(corm ey €GN a=1 ay_1=1 y=1 TN-1=1
(Gey_1ay 1_[/Av OIF F'z-dj>0)
dy 70 ¢o
w6, ay |1 =&+ 4
a; fi b
N1 ¢ 1 ¢ di 1 dy
X H I/I/zrl o aj+1 él‘i‘zj~ W2r2 yj yj+1 fz"‘},
Jj=0 S .
b, 1 b, ¢ 1 ¢y
(3.68)
in which we take cy=a,, ay=f, and yy=97,.

The weights which appear in (3.68) are fused bulk weights which are

defined, for each r,se{l,.., g—
weights,
d v ¢
WrS 5 ﬂ u f—
a a b
U (d7 C)’Y (d,91,-,9~ 2,¢)
d a1 9r-2 c
u+ " u+2))\
s—r 5~
hs—2 & {‘ fie2
Us (a’ d)&,(a,hl,..i,hs_%d)
h1 fl
u—
- N

a

€r—2

Ur (a b)a,(ael, er2,b)

b

U?(b, ) 5,6, f1,0rfo20)

1}, as fused r—1 by s—1 blocks of bulk

(3.69)
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These fused weights can be regarded as lattice generalizations of the 1 by
r—1 and r—1 by 1 fused blocks considered in (2.20). They satisfy a
generalized Yang—Baxter equation, as given in (3.39) of ref. 44, and it is by
using this equation, and expressing the boundary weights in the double
row transfer matrices in the form (3.32), that (3.67) can be proved. In
doing this, it is the (&, +24)-dependent 1 by »; — 1 fused weights in (3.68)
which, together with the generalized Yang—Baxter equation, allow the
&,-dependent r; — 1 by 2 fused block of bulk weights within the left bound-
ary weight to be propagated to the right. Similarly, it is the (&, + A)-
dependent 1 by r, — 1 fused weights which allow the &,-dependent r, — 1 by
2 fused block within the right boundary weight to be propagated to the left,
and it is the (&, —¢&, + 4)-dependent r,—1 by r; —1 fused weight which
allows the two blocks of bulk weights from the left and right boundary
weights to be interchanged.

We also note that the generalized Yang—Baxter equation allows the
fused weights within Cfl' allrzaz(‘fl’ &,) to be rearranged. In particular, the
(&, — &, + 2)-dependent fused weight, which in (3.68) is on the far left of
the lattice row, can be propagated to an arbitrary position further to the
right, while reversing the order of the (&, +24) and (&, + 4)-dependent
fused weights to the left of its final position. This essentially corresponds to
the fact that, in proving (3.67), the order with which the blocks from the
left and right boundaries are interchanged is arbitrary.

By using a generalized inversion relation, it can also be shown that
Cfl’ a1 rya €15 €2) is invertible (except at isolated values of &, or &, which,
by continuity, are unimportant), its inverse being proportional to
Ci‘z’ a1 ra(€20 C1)- It thus follows that transfer matrices with r, &, and r,, &,
interchanged are related by a similarity transformation, so that this partial
interchanging of the left and right boundaries is a symmetry of the model.

Finally, we note that a simple generalization of the results of this
section is that it is also possible, up to similarity transformation, to
propagate the fused block of bulk weights within either boundary weight to
an arbitrary position within the interior of the transfer matrix. The impor-
tance of this observation is that it is consistent with the viewpoint in con-
formal field theory of the boundary conditions corresponding to local
operators.

3.8.8. Properties Arising from & — ioo

Various properties follow from the £ — ioo (or equivalently £ > —io0)
form (3.50) of the boundary weights.

For example, applying this limit to both the left and right boundary
fields we find that DY (u, ioo, ic0) is proportional to a direct sum,

raylra
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overday, a>€Y, ofDlu | 1a(ts €15 €2) with this term being repeated F7) , F2 .
times in the sum.

As a further example, we can attach an additional r, —1 by 2 fused
block on the left and an additional r, — 1 by 2 fused block on the right of
Di‘l’ @ |M’(u, &y, &,), where each of these blocks is of the same form as that
in (3.32) and we take £ — ioo in each. We then find, from (3.50), that the
resulting matrix is proportional to a corresponding direct sum and, using
methods similar to those of Section 3.8.7, that the two attached blocks can be
interchanged up to similarity transformation. This therefore gives the result

r )

F F 7
(‘D ajd| " ayay Di\f“l |r2112( 5 51 s 52)

ay,aye9
n r

F a F(l a
~ @ TaTeaDY (L E) (3.70)
ay,are9
where = indicates equality up to similarity transformation and the super-
scripts on @ indicate the number of times that the corresponding terms
appear in the direct sum. This relation implies that

NM
Z Fa]a]thzthr]a] |;za7(u> 51 > 52)

al uze

= Y FR FLL N (18 E) (3.71)

ayay'ria) | ryah
aj,ahey

3.8.9. Decomposition into Single-Row Transfer Matrices at the
Conformal Point

It follows from (3.47) that if both boundaries are at their conformal
point, that is if u=4—¢&,=¢,=¢, then the double-row transfer matrix
decomposes into a product of two single -row transfer matrices. We denote
these, generally not square, matrices as T,la ryay (€)s with rows labeled by
the paths of gr a, | rya, and columns labeled by the paths of gy
and TrA:amzav(f)» with rows labeled by the paths of ¥V
columns labeled by the paths of 4%
given by

ri+1ap | ry+lay?
rn+la |+l a and
rar | ra,r 1HE entries of these matrices are
14y | ray”
TN

T"l”l | fz“z(f)(/"ls bgss biys ) (715 € €3> 72)

N
N1 c. c; ) _
E"i(by, ¢o)py, ] W< b 5>E’zu2(bN’cN)ﬁzrz’ [1 Gy =1
j=0

_ b, b; 4 j=0
N
0, -
[ be"j_o
j=0
T o C1 CN-1 CN T2

B bo bo b1 by by by B2
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and
TN
Trlal | rzaz(é)("/l, Cres €N ¥2)s (B Dysees Dyys )
N—1 b b N
i i+t X G.,=1
Erl”l(bo’ CO)ﬁ]}’l l_[ W< 7 j' é)Ei ”z( N> (‘N)ﬁ'zyza 1:[0 (fhf
_ j=0 G G+ /=
N
0, _
H Gle/—O
Jj=0
Br_bo b b b by by e
| 1
= A— A- 72,02 3.73
ol ¢ Sl (3.73)
1 co c1 CN-1 CN 72

We now see, using (3.47), that the decomposition of the double-row
transfer matrix at the conformal point is

DY, (&A=& =TN | (&OTY, |, .S (3.74)

We emphasize that the orientations of the boundary edge weights in the
two single-row transfer matrices in (3.74) are opposite with respect to a
fixed direction along the boundary. Thus, even at the isotropic point
&=41/2, at which adjacent rows of the lattice become indistinguishable in
the bulk, the alternating orientations of the boundary edge weights will still
distinguish adjacent rows at the boundaries.

We see from (3. 10) that vaa )= (AN a) P ()T

(AY is given by (3.58), and therefore that

ryay | '2”7) Where

’1“1 I ryay
r1al|r.,a,(£ ;L f é)
= (Ai\]/al | "2”2) ! Tf‘\:a] | rzaz(f)(Tﬁ\]/al | rzaz(f))T Ai\l/a] | rya, (375)

where TY, | (&)=AY, |, TN, | (EAY, . )7
This immediately implies that if Tf\:“l"zaz(é) is real, then

DY (&, 4—¢&, &) has all nonnegative eigenvalues.

ray | rya,
3.8.10. Properties Arising from Graph Bicolorability

We now consider some properties which arise if the graph % is
bicolorable. Although we have not assumed until now that ¢ is bicolorable,
all of the specific 4, D and FE cases to be considered in the next section
have this property.

Bicolorability of % means that a parity 7,e { —1, 1} can be assigned
to each node a € ¥ so that adjacent nodes always have opposite parity; that is,

Gp,=1=>n,n,=—1 (3.76)
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We now note that it follows from (3.18) that each F" with r even/odd
is an odd/even polynomial in G, which leads to a generalization of (3.76)
to a selection rule on the fused adjacency matrices,

Fl,>0=mn,m,=(—1)"" (3.77)

Proceeding to the effect of graph bicolorability on the lattice model,
a square lattice can be naturally divided into two interpenetrating sublat-
tices, with the nearest neighbors of each site on one sublattice being sites
on the other. Thus, if ¥ is bicolorable then the condition that the spin
states on neighboring lattice sites be adjacent nodes on ¢ implies that, in
each spin assignment, the spin states on one sublattice all have parity 1,
while those on the other all have parity —1.
Using (3.77), there is also a consistency condition between the left and
right boundary conditions,
Mg Mg =(—1)1F72+N (3.78)
since otherwise %7, ., is empty and D},  (4¢&,¢) and
j‘l'ﬁf | ra,(Us €15 &) are zero. If this condition is satisfied, then the sublat-
tices are fixed by the boundary conditions; that is, the sublattice which
contains all parity 1, or all parity —1, spin states is the same for all
possible assignments.
Finally, we note that (3.77) also implies that for each boundary edge
(b, c) e &™, the parities of b and ¢ are respectively opposite to and the same
as m,(—1)", and that therefore any pair of nodes can appear in only one
order in a particular set of boundary edges.

4. CRITICAL UNITARY A-D-E MODELS

In this section, we specialize to the critical unitary A-D—E models, for
which ¢ is an A, D or E Dynkin diagram with Coxeter number g and
is the Perron—Frobenius eigenvector of the adjacency matrix. In these
cases, A=mn/g and the regime of interest here is 0 <u <. This class of
models was first identified and studied in ref. 10. The 4 and D models are
the critical limits of models introduced in refs. 47 and 48 respectively, but
the E models do not have off-critical counterparts. We also note that if
is instead taken as a submaximal adjacency matrix eigenvector, then the
critical nonunitary A-D—-E models are obtained.

Fusion of the 4 models was introduced in refs. 41-43, while fusion of
the D and E models was first studied in ref. 44. We shall also consider
intertwiner relations among these models, these having been studied in
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detail in refs. 23 and 49-51. In particular, we shall find that certain sym-
metries in the fusion and intertwiner properties of these models lead to
various additional properties of the boundary conditions, transfer matrices
and partition functions.

We shall also study the explicit forms of the boundary weights and
boundary edge weights for these models. For the 4 models, various
methods have previously been used to obtain sets of diagonal boundary
weights in refs. 4 and 32-34 and sets containing nondiagonal weights in
refs. 4, 31, 32, 34, and 35, and all of the 4 boundary weights found here
represent certain cases of these previously-known weights. For the D and
E models, sets of diagonal boundary weights were found by direct solution
of the boundary Yang—Baxter equation in ref. 34, but most of the sets
obtained here contain nondiagonal weights and were not previously
known.

Finally, we shall consider the connection between the lattice model
boundary conditions at the conformal and isotropic points and the confor-
mal boundary conditions of the corresponding unitary minimal theories.

4.1. Graphs and Adjacency Matrices

The A4,D and E Dynkin diagrams with Coxeter number g are
explicitly given by

A=y =~ g=23. (4.1)

g2~
Dg/2+1:1.—5— - — 222 5 g:69 87 (42)

g/2—1
g/2*
T
E6=1 2 3 4 5 g=12 (4.3)
T

Byt 35 =18 44
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and

)

Eg=s—s—+— g=30 (4.5)

6 71’

L og

We note that when referring to the nodes g/2~ and g/2* of D, ,,, we
shall use the convention that if the superscript is not specified then the
choice is immaterial. Furthermore, if a numerical value for g/2~ or g/2% is
required in any equation, it is to be taken as g/2.

The eigenvalues of the adjacency matrices of these graphs are
2cos(k;n/g), j=1,..,|%]|, where k; are the Coxeter exponents, as given
explicitly by

A, 11 k=], j=1,.,¢g—1

PR ¢/ R S W7
sl VT g, j=g/2+1
Eg: (ko ke)=(1,4,5,7,8,11) (4.6)

Ey: (kynky)=(1,5,7,9,11,13,17)
Eg: (ks kg)=(1,7, 11,13, 17, 19, 23, 29)

It can also be shown that for an integer k, and any A-D—FE graph with
Coxeter number g,

J an adjacency matrix eigenvector with all non-

. . . <>k is coprime to
zero entries and associated eigenvalue 2 cos(k7/g) p &

(4.7)

We note, as already mentioned in Section 3.4.1, that (4.7) implies that, for
any A-D-FE case, the maximum fusion level and Coxeter number are equal,
and that they can thus both be denoted by g.

Throughout the rest of Section 4, we shall restrict our attention to the
unitary A-D—-E models, which are associated with the Perron—Frobenius
eigenvector and thus with the Coxeter exponent k; = 1. Therefore, from this
point on, we shall take

L=n/g (4.8)
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and  to be the Perron—Frobenius eigenvector, which can be explicitly
given by

(S, a=1,.,g—1; Ag_y
S, a=1,.,82—1 b
1/2sin k), a=g/2 ’ &2+1
'ﬁa:< S, a=1,.,1-3 (49)
sin((/—1) A)fsin(22), a=1-2
. E, 1=6,7,8
2cos((I—2) 1), a=I1—-1 > " ”

\ \sin((/—3) A)/sin(24), a=I

where, from (2.4), S,=sin(al)/sin L.

It is also important here to consider a particular involution a+ a of
the nodes of each graph, this being given by the graph’s Z, symmetry
transformation for the 4, D 44 and E¢ cases and by the identity for the
D.yen, E; and Eg cases. More explicitly, we have

g—a, acA,
G gr2", a=g2* €D,y 1, g/2+10dd (4.10)
6—a, ae EQ\{6}

a, otherwise
We see that the eigenvector entries (4.9) are invariant under this involution,

Va=1. (4.11)

We also observe that each 4, D and E graph is bicolorable and that
we may set the parities as

m,=(—1)° (4.12)

We now consider the 4, D and E fused adjacency matrices. A more
comprehensive treatment of these can be found in Appendix B of ref. 9.

For 4, |, we have explicitly

7 _{1; a+b+rodd, l[a—b<r—land r+1<a+b<2g—r—1
a1 0; otherwise
(4.13)

We note that F7, for 4,_;, with r# g, is actually symmetric in all three
indices.
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For D, . 1, we have explicitly

(2 ab#%, a+b+rodd, la—bl<i—|5—r|—1
and a+b—5>|5—r|+1

I; a,b#%, a+b+rodd, [a—b|<5—|5—r|—1

and la+b—4|<|5—r|—1

F;b=< I, a#%, b=% a+5+rodd and a>|5—r|+1 (4.14)
1, a=%,b#%, b+5+rodd and b= |5—r|+1
I; a=%*,bh=%5" and r=1mod 4
I; a=%%,bh=%" and r=3mod 4

\ 0; otherwise

The fused adjacency matrices for E4 are given explicitly in Section 4.4.6.
We shall not give the E, and Eg fused adjacency explicitly, since they can
be obtained straightforwardly using a computer from the recursive defini-
tion (3.18), but we note that for E; each entry is in {0..., 4} and that for
E;g each entry is in {0,..., 6}.

We now list some properties which apply to all of the 4, D and E
fused adjacency matrices. These properties can be proved by decomposing
these matrices in terms of their eigenvalues and eigenvectors as given in
ref. 9.

For r=g we have

Fe=0 (4.15)

Meanwhile, for re {1,.., g— 1}, F” form the basis of a commutative matrix
algebra, which is a representation of the Verlinde fusion algebra. These
g—1 matrices are therefore often referred to as Verlinde matrices and
denoted V,.

These matrices can also be used to define related intertwiner matrices /¢,
for each ae ¥, with rows labeled by 1,.., g—1, columns labeled by the
nodes of ¢ and entries given by

I, =F", (4.16)

Each 7¢ then intertwines the fused adjacency matrices of % and those
of A
g—1>

IF(9) =F(A,_,) I° (4.17)

g



Integrable and Conformal Boundary Conditions 615

For ¥ =A, ,, this property simply amounts to the commutation of the
A, fused adjacency matrices, but if % is a D or E graph it forms the basis
of various relationships between ¢ and the 4 graph with the same Coxeter
number.

Finally, a property of the 4, D and E fused adjacency matrices of
particular relevance here is that, for re {1,.., g— 1},

F& "=F,=F; (4.18)
An important special case of this is r =1, for which

F&1=6, (4.19)

4.2. Bulk Weights, Fusion Matrices, and Fusion Vectors

We now consider the bulk weights, fusion matrices and fusion vectors
of the critical unitary 4, D and E models.
We see from (3.6) and (4.9) that the 4, _, bulk weights are

a+1 a
W< 4 aT1 u>—s1(—u)
a ail (Sa—ISa+l)l/2 SO(u)
w = 4.20
<a$1 a u) S, ( )
W< a a+1 >_sa(iu)
a+1 a “)= S,

It can also be shown, using (2.15), (3.8) and (4.20) together with
certain results on the fusion of 4, , bulk weights from ref. 43, that the
A, fusion matrices are given explicitly by

P'(a, b)(a, Clovs €2 b), (@5 dy sy dy_, B)

(r+a—b—1)2 (r—a+b—1)2 (@+b+r—1)2
(s )T s (T )

m=2 m=2 m=(a+b—r+1)/2

(1 ) (T2

where in the fourth product we set co=d,=a and ¢,_,=d,_, =5, and
where

{1, a=0 or 1mod4 (422)
a=2

or 3mod4
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In fact, the only properties of the sign factors required here are ¢, { —1, 1}
and ¢,_,¢,,.;=—1, so any of the three other assignments which satisfy
these could be used instead.

We can see from (4.21) that, in keeping with (3.20) and (4.13), each
nonzero A, _; fusion matrix has rank 1 and that the corresponding fusion
vectors, which are thus uniquely defined up to sign, are given, up to this
sign, by

Ur(aa b)l,(a,c1 ,,,,, ¢, _5,b)

(r+a—b—1)/2 (r—a+b—1)/2 (a+b+r—1)2 r—1 1/2
AL )OI s T s (T )
m=2 m=2 m=(a+b—r+1)/2 m=2

r—1 &,
><< I 5172> (4.23)

m=0 Cm

where in the last product we set ¢,=a and ¢,_, =b.

Proceeding to D, ., it is possible to write expressions, similarly
explicit to those for A,_;, for the bulk weights and entries of the fusion
matrices and fusion vectors, for a certain natural choice of these vectors.
Since each of these expressions involves many different cases, analogous to
those of (4.14), we do give them here. However, we note that, as with
A, ,,each D,, , bulk weight and fusion vector entry can be expressed as
a single product of terms.

We also note that each D, bulk weight and fusion matrix entry
can be expressed as a linear combination of 4, ; bulk weights and fusion
matrix entries, with the coefficients being products of entries of so-called
intertwiner cells. These intertwiner cells, whose exact properties are out-
lined in refs. 23, 49-51, serve a similar role at the level of the bulk weights
to that served at the level of the adjacency matrices by the intertwiner
matrices (4.16). While the expressions provided by these intertwiner cells
may not be particularly compact when applied to specific cases, they are
still useful for deriving certain general properties using known properties of
the intertwiner cells and of the 4, , bulk weights and fusion matrices.

With regard to the E graphs, the number of different cases is particu-
larly large so that the numerical values of fusion matrix and fusion vector
entries are probably best evaluated using a computer. While this may result
in a somewhat unnatural choice of the fusion vectors, this is largely
immaterial since the lattice properties of interest are independent of this
choice. We also note that, exactly as with D, , ;, each E bulk weight and
fusion matrix entry can be expressed as a linear combination of 4, , bulk
weights or fusion matrix entries using intertwiner cells and that these
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expressions can be used to obtain general properties of the £ bulk weights,
fusion matrices and fusion vectors.
We now consider some properties which apply to all of the 4, D and
E graphs. We first note, using (4.11), that the bulk weights are invariant
under the involution (4.10),
)= (s
ul=wi{ _
a

<d c

W

a

We see similarly that for the fusion matrices,

o)

u> (4.24)

S

b

P(a, D), e, sty (@dpmd 0y =P (@ 0) ey b @dpnd_rb) (425)

It follows from this that U'(a, D), (4,,...c,_,.») and U'(4, I;)a, (@ &1 &,y B)
correspond to two orthonormal decompositions of both P’(a, b) and
P’(a, b), and therefore that these fusion vectors are related by a transfor-
mation (3.25),

Fpy
Ur(da b)oc, (@, &1 € _ s E) = Z Rr(a’ b)o«x’ Ur(aa b)a', (@, €1seer € _ 9, b) (426)
o =1

Finally, we note that the fusion matrices P¢~!(a, @), which from (4.19)
all have rank 1, can be used to generate the fusion matrices of lower fusion
level according to

g—1 1
Z g_,P (a,a)(a,cl,...,cr,z,b,el,»--,ngyfz"i)’(“’dlv--sdr—z’b’el’"-"‘—’g*’*Z"i)
(bey,ney_,_5,d)€Gy;
o lpb r
_Wp(a, b)(a,cl,-n,cr_z,b),(a,dl ----- 4,5, b) (427)
r a

This can be proved by first obtaining the result for the A graphs using
(4.21) and then proceeding to the D and E graphs using intertwiner cells.

4.3. Additional Boundary Condition and Transfer Matrix
Properties

We now show that in addition to satisfying all of the properties outlined
in Section 3.8, including those of Section 3.8.10 arising from bicolorability
with parity (4.12), the critical unitary A-D-FE models possess further
important symmetries associated with the involutions (4.10) and the inter-
twiner relations (4.16).
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4.3.1. Symmetry Under a,+— a, and a,+ a,

We first consider the relationship between the (r, a) and (r, @) bound-
ary conditions. It follows straightforwardly from (4.18) and (3.41) that the
sets of boundary edges for these boundary conditions are related by

&7={(b,c)| (b, c)e&™) (4.28)

Proceeding to the corresponding boundary edge weights and bound-
ary weights, we find, using (4.26), that

Fba Fr+1
E™(b, Cg =Y Y S§“b ,S’“"’(c)w, E™(b, ¢)gy (4.29)
B=1y=1
and
B 6? 5 > Fba Fda d 5!
Bra c - u, & Sra ra(d) lBra <C ) M,é)
(e 5 plne)= 2, X s w By

(4.30)

where the orthonormal transformation matrices in (4.26) and those in
(4.29) and (4.30) are related by (3.37).

It now follows from (4.24) and (4.30) that Dfl'allrzaz(u, &1, ¢,) and
D]r‘l' a | (s €15 &5) are related by a similarity transformation,

N N
Drlal I rzaz(u €1, ¢2) H 71‘11 | ’2“28’1“1 I rya;

—_ N N

- HrlaI |r2azsr1a1 | rzzzzDrla1 | rzaz( él’ 52) (431)

where Srla1 | ryay is given by (3.62), using the same S™(e) as in (4.30), and
ray | ra, 15 @ square matrix with rows labeled by the paths of (ﬁf‘l’al | rydy

columns labeled by the paths of 4% and entries given by

riay | rya,

N __ _ _
H’l”l 172Gy (B1Bgseer Bys By)s (81, Ao diy> 85) (S(ﬁl’ bgsees by B1)s (815 dysenes diys 67) (4.32)

4.3.2. Equivalence of (r,a) and (g—r—1,a) Boundary Conditions
at the Conformal Point

We now show that, at the conformal point and for r € {1...., g — 2}, the
(r,a) and (g—r—1,a) boundary conditions are equivalent. This equiv-
alence takes the form of the boundary edge weights for each of these
boundary conditions being the same, except for a gauge transformation
and a reversal of the order of the nodes in each boundary pair, neither of
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which affects any properties of interest. We shall denote such an equiv-
alence of boundary conditions by <« .

In terms of the set of boundary edges (3.41), it follows from (4.18)
that, for re {1,.., g—2}, the sets & and &€~ "1 9 contain the same pairs
of nodes but with opposite ordering; that is,

£ ba={(c,b) | (b,c)eE™ (4.33)
We also see, from (4.15), that
8 bi=(x (4.34)

so that at the conformal point there are no (g — 1, a) boundary conditions.
For the boundary edge weights, the equivalence of the (r,a) and
(g —r—1, a) boundary conditions is

P,
ESTNaeb) = Y Y ST (b) e STTVC),y E7by ) pry  (435)

p=1y=1

where S (e) are orthonormal matrices satisfying (3.36) which are defined
by

S7(€) o = (S, Y0/ e) Y Y

(€ b1 by_y 5, @)eG5" (e, ¢pmm s, @)Dy,

Ug7 l(da a)l, (a, bg,

P I b1, €, Clsees €95 a)

X Ug r(e’ a)oc (e, byse.es bgfrfz,d) Ur(es a)oc’, (€, Couns €, @) (436)
We note that S™(e) also satisfy
S™(e)T=85¢""9e) (4.37)

These relations, (4.35) and (4.37), and the orthonormality (3.36) can all be
proved using the general properties of the fusion matrices and fusion vectors,
(3.15), (3.16), (3.21), (3.22) and those which follow from (2.17), together
with (4.27).

We now note that, as labels, (r, ) and (g—r—1, @) are always dis-
tinct since for an 4,44, D or E graph g is even so that r and g—r—1 are
different, while for an A, graph g is odd so that ¢« and d=g —a are
different. Thus, due to the equivalence (4.35), there are at most
(g—2)|¥|/2 distinct boundary conditions. Furthermore, by examining the
sets of boundary edges (3.41) for each 4, D and E case, we find that there
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are no further equivalences between these sets, either direct or through
reversing the order of nodes in each edge. We therefore conclude that

number of boundary conditions at the conformal point =(g —2) |%|/2
(4.38)

Due to the consistency condition (3.78), the implementation of a given
left and right boundary condition at their conformal points on a lattice of
fixed width can be achieved using only two of the four possibilities which
arise from the two versions of each boundary condition. If (r;, a;) and
(ry, a,) 1s one of these possibilities, then the other is (g—r,;—1, @) and
(g—ry—1, a,) and the transfer matrices for the two are related by

Dz]gvfrlfh a |g7r271’§2(59 }v - f: é)
= Sf‘\f—b— La|r+l, azTi\llal | rzaz(;" - é,) Tf"\llal | rzaz(;L - é)(si\l,+ La|r+1, az) !
(4.39)
where Sﬁ‘l’ﬂ’all,ﬁl,az is given by (3.62) and (4.36). Comparing this with

(3.74) we see that the ordering in the products of single-row transfer
matrices is different in each, which does not affect the nonzero eigenvalues
(although unimportant differences in the number of zero eigenvalues will
arise due to the different dimensions of the oppositely-ordered products).
We thus see that the partition functions are related by

Z(]gVIerlil’ a |g7r271,§2(éy A— éa é) = Zi\:[a‘{| rzaz(}* _59 4:7 A— é) (440)

Finally, we find, using (2.30) in (3.28), that the boundary edge weight
relation (4.35) implies the boundary weight relation

Bg_”"<c d o u f>
b gl
F;Jd F:Id d 5[
== z Z Sra(b)ﬂﬂ/ Sra(d)aér Bra Cc , u, —é (441)
b p
p=10=1

with $™(e) again given by (4.36). This then implies that

Z?Eﬂ ralts €15 &) = Zgﬁlrl,a*1 | rya\t —E15C2)

=7 (u, &1, — &) (442)

raplg—r,a
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This relation taken at u=4A—¢,=¢,=1—¢ is consistent with (4.40)
through the equivalence, which follows from (3.48), of the (r, @) boundary
condition at u= —¢& and the (r — 1, @) boundary condition at u=¢.

4.3.3. Intertwiner Symmetry

We now consider the relationship between the double-row transfer
matrices and partition functions of the model based on a D or E graph ¥,
with Coxeter number g, and those of the model based on 4, ;. In par-
ticular, we shall find that any critical unitary A-D-E partition function can
be expressed as a sum of certain 4 partition functions.

It can be shown using intertwiner cells that, for each r,,r,, s'€
{1,..,g—1} and a,, a,€ %, we have

, —1
7 £ FS N, A, _

© DY, 610 &)X @ D, (& &)
g =1

ae s 1 (443)
Fs' &~ FS N, A4, _

D DYl G0 &) > @ D &L &)

ae¥ s=1

where we are using ~ and the superscripts on @ in the same ways as in
(3.70), and where the fused adjacency matrices on both sides and the trans-
fer matrices on the left sides refer to %, while the transfer matrices on the
right sides refer, as indicated, to 4, ;.

Since the two forms of this relation can be proved similarly, and are
related through the symmetries of Sections 3.8.6 and 3.8.7, we shall con-
sider, from now on, only the first form.

We first discuss the details of the proof. The similarity transformation
in the first line of (4.43) can be implemented by an invertible matrix
JN which premultiplies the left side and postmultiplies the right side. The

ray | na 1
& F

SN and the rows and columns of @ ~ 2D %1 (u, &, &,)

ria; | rya, rys' | rys

are labeled by the paths of

rows of J

s=1

{(IO""a tNa ts O('Z) | (1’ tO’"" tN’ 1) e(/lg—l)N Ft >07 0(26 {1""’ Ffllaz}}

ris' |t aja,
while the columns of Ji;]c\:llrzaz and the rows and columns of @, " e
DY, |, o1, &1, &) are labeled by the paths of

{(O(la ba ﬂl» bOs---, bNa ﬁZ) | (ﬁla bOs---s bNa ﬂZ) egi\:b | ryay
FS,>0,00€ {1, FS 1)
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The entries of these matrices are given by

s'N
riay | na, (25eees tys t, ), (2, b, By, bysers by, f3)
t t
Fabw  Fasy b fr bo\| y_, by by,
= ) Onafay Yo [T O\ v v
Yo=1 yy=1 j=0
0 v s 1t Lt
by B> a,
x Q| y, o, (4.44)
ty 1t

@ DY, (&)

acy (al,b, ﬁl,bo ,,,,, bN, ﬂz), (Oill,d, 51,d0 ,,,,, dN, 52)

5a1a15bdDrlb|r2a2(u 1o fz)(ﬂl Bgsees Bygs Ba)s (815 doysees dyyy 53) (4.45)

and similarly for @ 2=} Fan Drls |r2s(” &1, &) In (4.44), 0% are inter-
twiner cells associated with the intertwiner matrix /“ of (4.16), and Q11
and Q"% are fused blocks of such cells, of widths r; —1 and r, — 1 respec-
tively. Thus, J5V hay | ra, a0 be viewed as a row of intertwiner cells in which
the spins on the lower left and upper right corners are fixed to s’ and a,
respectively, the lower row of spins between s" and a, on A, , label the
rows of the matrix and the upper row of spins between s” and a, on ¥ label
the columns of the matrix. We also see that all of the matrices here are
square with dimension (I“F"GVF ")¢a,» it being possible using (4.17) to
propagate It to the right of this expression while replacing the adjacency
matrices of % with those of 4, ;. The intertwiner cells are assumed to
satisfy an intertwiner relation, as given in (4.6a) of ref. 49, as well as two
inversion relations, as given in (4.6b) and (4 6c) of ref. 49. It follows
immediately from the inversion relations that J*% hyay | rpa, 18 DVertible, with its
inverse being given, up to gauge transformations on the intertwiner cells,
by its transpose. Meanwhile, the equation corresponding to the first line of
(4.43) can be obtained by using one of the,inversion relations to insert a
pair of cells between J5% |, , and @aegFilaDﬁ‘l'alrzaz(u, &1, &,), using the
intertwiner relation and the form (3.32) of the boundary weights to propa-
gate these cells around a single loop, and then using an 1nver51on relation

again to remove the inserted cells, thus giving @ 5= lF aja Dr . |rzs( &1, 6,)

jli‘l’llrzaz and completing the proof. We note that this last process is

probably best understood diagrammatically, with the lower part of the loop
involving the conversion in the lower row of the transfer matrix from ¥
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weights to 4, ; weights and the propagation of the row of intertwiner cells
to a position between the rows of the transfer matrix, and the upper part
of the loop involving the conversion of weights in the upper row of the
transfer matrix and the propagation of the row of cells to its final position.
We note that (4.43) is still valid and nontrivial for ¥ =4, _; and that it
then corresponds to certain cases of (3.70). In fact, the 4, ; intertwiner
cells Q¢ can be obtained by taking a u—ioco limit on fused a—1 by 1
blocks of 4, ; bulk weights.

We also note that the intertwiner cells Q¢ for ¥ a D or E graph have
only been found explicitly, in refs. 23, 49-51, for a=1. However, for
various reasons, the existence of these cells for other values of a seems
guaranteed.

Finally, we observe that a particularly important case of (4.43) is
s" =1, for which

g—1
DY, |, (&L E)x @ FaaDy U, &, ) (4.46)
s=1
which in turn implies that
= NM, 4
Lt € E= T L, M 066 44)

We thus see that the task of evaluating the partition functions of all of the
A-D-E models with boundary conditions (r;, a;) and (r,, a,) has been
reduced to that of evaluating the partition functions of just the 4 models
with boundary conditions (r;, 1) and (r,, s).

4.4. Boundary Weights

We now consider the explicit forms of the boundary weights and
boundary edge weights for the critical unitary A—-D—FE models.

4.4.1. A Graphs

For A, ,, we find, using (4.23) in (3.42) and then applying a simple
gauge transformation to remove a factor ¢, which arises, that the boundary
edge weights are given explicitly by

ra (Sr_c a Sc aFr )1/2
E™(ct1,0)y=—— J(rS)/z (Si)l/irt = (4.48)
c+1 ¢
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We see that each of these weights is positive. We also see that, for
these weights, the relations (4.29) and (4.35) are
Er#7%(g—b,g—c)u=E"(b,c),

(4.49)
E$~ L8749, b)y = E™(b, ¢),

Substituting (4.48) into (3.46) we now find that the 4, , boundary
weights are
e )

< c+1
B™“| c

c+1
[S(r¢c+a)/2S(c+a¢r)/2So(f+“)Sr(f_“)

+ St scray2SetarnpSolé—u)s,(E+u)

_ 450
SAS:Ser1)'?50(28) (4:30)

o cFl 1

B <C c+1 1

u,f>

(S(r—c+a)/2S(r+c—a)/ZS(c+a—r)/2S(c+a+r)/2)1/2 S0(2u)
(Se_1Sei)™ Si/2s0(2§)

All of the boundary weights which were found as solutions of the boundary
Yang-Baxter equation for the 4, ; models and their off-critical extensions
in refs. 4, 31-35 can be related to those of (4.50) by using appropriate
values for the various parameters involved. In particular, we note that
more general boundary weights which depend on two boundary field
parameters are known, as for example given in (3.14)—(3.15) of ref. 4, and
that these reduce to the weights (4.50) when one of these parameters is set
to ico.

Some important special cases here are the (r,1) and (g—r—1,g—1)
boundary conditions for which

M ={(r,r+1)}, EFThE = {(r+ 1)
{ } { } (4.51)
Erl(r, 4+ l)zngr—l,gfl(r_i_ 1’ l’) :(SrSr+1)l/4

The corresponding boundary weights are all diagonal and given by

u, —£>

B <ri 1

) (re

1

_ SR iso(Etu) s, (EFu)

S725o(28) (432)



Integrable and Conformal Boundary Conditions 625

these weights matching those found in ref. 33. We see that for re {2...,
g—2} these cases provide an example in which boundary weights which
are nonzero away from the conformal point vanish at the conformal point.
More specifically, away from the conformal point, these cases represent
semi-fixed boundary conditions in which the state of every alternate bound-
ary spin is fixed to be r and that of each spin between these can be r —1
or r+ 1, while at the conformal point they represent completely fixed
boundary conditions in which only a single boundary spin configuration
.1, r+1,r,r+1.. contributes to the partition function.

Other important cases here are the (1, a) < (g —2, g—a) boundary
conditions, with a€ {2,.., g—2}, for which

E'={(a,a—1),(a,a+1)}, sE=2e =L(a—1,a),(a+1,a)} (453)

EMa,a+1)=E*>5(a+1,a)=(S,4/S,)" '
As already seen for the general case in (3.31), these are semi-fixed bound-
ary conditions in which the state of every alternate boundary spin is fixed
to be a.

We now observe that the only cases in which every edge of 4, ,
appears, in one order, in the set of boundary edges are

g(g—l)/2, e=D72 = {(1’ 2)’ (3’ 2)9---’ (g_29 g 3)9 (g_za 8— 1)}
(gﬁ(g—l)/z, (g+1)2 = {(2’ 1)9 (25 3))"'5 (g_ 3’ g_z)a (g_ 1’ g_2)}

gL ={(2,1),(2,3),, (g-2,8-3), (g—2, ¢~ 1)}
62 ={(1,2),(3,2),.. (-3, 8-2), (g— 1, g—2)}

g odd: {

geven: {
(4.54)

These cases therefore represent boundary conditions in which each con-
figuration of boundary spins consistent with fixed even-spin and odd-spin
sublattices contributes a nonzero weight to the partition function at the
conformal point. If these weights are all equal, which in fact only occurs
for A5, we refer to the boundary condition as free, while if the weights are
not all equal we refer to it as quasi-free. Finally, we note that all other
boundary conditions not of the fixed, semi-fixed, quasi-free or free type can
be regarded as intermediate between these types.

4.4.2. Example: A,

We now consider, as an example, the case A5, this being the simplest
nontrivial 4 model. For any spin assignment in the 45 model, the spin
states on one sublattice are all 2, while each spin state on the other is either
1 or 3. The former sublattice, being frozen in a single configuration, can
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Table I. A; Boundary Edge Weights

- E(—,0),;=1 EQ0, +);=1
0 EO, +)=E0, —); =1 E(+,0)y=E(—,0);=1
+ E(+,0),;=1 EQ0, =) =1

a
/ 1 2
;

therefore be discarded and the model viewed as a two-state model on the
other sublattice. It can be shown that the bulk weights of this model are
those of the critical Ising model, with the horizontal and vertical coupling
constants suitably parameterized in terms of the spectral parameter. It is
therefore natural to relabel the nodes of 45 as a frozen state 0 and Ising
states + and —; that is,

Ay=o—e—e (4.55)

The A5 fused adjacency matrices are, from (4.13),
1 00 010 0 0 1 0 00
F'={0 1 0| F*={1 0 1] F*=({0 1 0| F*=(0 0 0
0 0 1 010 1 00 0 0O
(4.56)

Using these matrices to determine each set of boundary edges and then
(4.48) to give the corresponding weights, we find that these weights are, up
to normalization, as given in Table I. We note that in this and subsequent
tables, we omit the superscripts on each E since their values are clear from
the position in the table.
We see that the three A4, boundary conditions at the conformal point

are:

b (13 +)(_)(29 _)(_) +ﬁX€d

o (1, =) (2, +) e —fixed

e (1,0)—(2,0) <> free
We note that the last of these boundary conditions is invariant under the

model’s Z, symmetry, while the first two are not.

4.4.3. Example: A,

We now consider, as another example, the case A,. It is known that
this model can related to the tricritical hard square and tricritical Ising
models.
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The A4, fused adjacency matrices are

1 000 01 00 0010
0100 1 010 01 0 1
Fl: F2:
0010 01 01 1 010
00 0 1 0010 0100
457
00 0 1 00 0 0 (4.57)
F4_001o Fs_oooo
1o 1 0 0 10 0 0 0
1 000 00 00

Using these and (4.48), we find that the 4, boundary edge weights are, up
to normalization, as given in Table II.
We see that the six 4, boundary conditions at the conformal point are:

e (1,1)e(3,4)e..1,2,1,2... fixed

e (,4)—(3,1)...3,4,3,4.. fixed

e (2,1)(2,4)...2,3,2,3... fixed

e (1,2)(3,3)«..2,1/3,2,1/3... semi-fixed
e (1,3)(3,2)«..3,2/4,3,2/4... semi-fixed
e (2,2) (2, 3) « quasi-free

Table Il. A, Boundary Edge Weights

4 E4,3);;,=1 E3,2);,=1 EQ2,1);=1

E(2, 1), = E(43)
3 E(332)11:(\ﬁ+1)12 =(\Hﬁ+1)1/s " (1, (
EG4u=(/5-1) Mu=(5/5-11)" B3 2=/

E(1,2)), =E3,4), E(2,3)11:(ﬁ+1)1/s
1/8 :(\/§+1)1/8 1/8
E(2.3)u=(/5+1) EG, 2y o (5 /3 1)1 E(4,3)y=(/5-1)

1 E(1,2) =1 E(2,3)=1 E(3,4),=1
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4.4.4. D Graphs

For D, , 1, we find, by substituting the fusion vector entries described
in Section 4.2 into (3.42) and then applying certain simple gauge transfor-
mations, that the boundary edge weights can be taken explicitly as

2_1/4|b,c=g/2 Er;(bs C)ll; a#%) <§ 1
E™(b, )y =327y ecen EGSUbC)ns a#5, r=3
21/4|b,c:g/2 E;ig/z(bac)ll; a=§g
0; b+#3
E™(b,c)p=4 £27 EET 5 51 b=35", r<i-1
+2714 E:;l(%ag s bzgi, VZ%
< (4.58)
0; c#%
E™(b, c)yy =4 227 ERF 451,51 ngi, r<s—1
+2714 Ef(i_lsg)n, C=§i, ”>§
E™(b, ¢) —{Eiig‘“(b,c)u; r<i—1
> ¥J22 ra .
EA(b)C)lla r?%

where by X[, ._.» we mean that X is only to be included if b= g/2 or
c= g/2, and where E"{(b, ¢),, are the 4, _, boundary edge weights as given
by (4.48). The fact that the D, ; boundary edge weights can be expressed
in terms of A, ; boundary edge weights follows from the intertwiner rela-
tions between the corresponding models.

We see that for any boundary condition, and in this gauge, there is at
most one negative boundary edge weight. We also see that, for these
weights, the relations (4.29) and (4.35) are

Eni(l;, E)ﬁ}' = O’ﬁyEra(b, C)py, Eg—r—l,ﬁ(c’ b)yﬁ:Era(b, C),By (459)

where

—1 D ith
Gﬂyz{ ) oaa With f#y (4.60)

1, otherwise

In fact, for D, the first relation of (4.59) is trivial since the involution
a4 is the identity, but we note that the relation still holds if the involu-
tion is instead taken to be the graph’s Z, symmetry transformation and if
01, =04, are replaced by —1.

Boundary weights for D,/ , ; can be obtained by substituting the edge
weights (4.58) into (3.46). For some of the boundary conditions, all of the



Integrable and Conformal Boundary Conditions 629

boundary weights are diagonal and these weights can be related to those
previously found in ref. 34. However, nondiagonal boundary weights for
the D, , ; models, apart from one case of D, considered in ref. 7, were not
previously known. We also note that since some simple, but (r, a)-dependent,
gauge transformations have been included in the boundary edge weights of
(4.58), some corresponding gauge factors need to be included in equations
which relate boundary weights at different values of (r, ), in particular
(3.48) and (4.41).

Finally, we note that, as with 4,_;, certain of the D,,, boundary
conditions can be identified as being of fixed, semi-fixed, free or quasi-free

type.
4.4.5. Example: D,

We now consider, as an example, the case D,. For any spin assign-
ment in the D, model, the spin states on one sublattice are all 2, while each
spin state on the other is 1, 3 or 4, so that the model can be regarded as
a three-state model on the latter sublattice. The bulk weights of this model
can be shown to be those of the critical three-state Potts model. These bulk
weights are also invariant under any % permutation of the Potts spin
states. We shall use the more natural labeling of the nodes of D,, 1 4,
20, 3% — B and 3~ — C; that is,

D, = (4.61)

B

The D, fused adjacency matrices are, from (4.14),

1 000 0100
s [0 100 s 4 |10 11
F=r= 0010 Fr=r= 01 00
00 0 1 0100
(4.62)
00 1 1 0000
P 0200 o 0000
1 0 0 1 0000
1 010 00 00

where the rows and columns are ordered 4, 0, B, C. Using these and (4.58),
we find that the D, boundary edge weights are, up to normalization and
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Table Ill. D, Boundary Edge Weights
_ E0, A) = E(4,0)y _
€ HEO=L g gy, = E(B,0)yy =1 HO-Cn =t
B E(0, A)y, E(A4,0),, = B
B BBO=L go o), = E(C,0)y=1 HO-Bh =1
E(A~O)11=1 E(O,A)u:l
E(A,0),=0 E(0, A)y =0
E0, 4),, = ( 2 ( & E(A,0), =
E(B,O)u:—l/z E(O» 3)11:—1/2
OB INT  EB0e=VA2 B0 B =32 BB O
E(0,C)yy =1 E(C,0),,=1
E(C0),=—-1/2 E0,C);,=—-1)2
E(C0)=—/32  E0,C)y=—./32
E(0, B);, E(B,0),,
A E(A =1 E0,4);,;,=1
( 70)11 E(O,C)ll 1 E(C,O 11=1 (0, )11

a simple gauge transformation on the (2, 0) and (3, 0) boundary conditions
which makes their %5 symmetry properties more apparent, as given in
Table III.

We see that the eight D, boundary conditions at the conformal point
are:

e (1,4) (4, A) — A fixed

e (1, B) <~ (4, B) < B fixed

e (1,C) e (4, C)« C fixed

e (2,4)— (3, A) « B and C mixed with equal weight
e (2,B) (3, B)<> A and C mixed with equal weight
¢ (2,C)(3,C) A and B mixed with equal weight
¢ (1,0)—(4,0)«— free

¢ (2,0) —(3,0) < quasi-free in which same-spin pairs have

weight 1 and different-spin pairs have weight —1/2
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The nature of the last boundary condition is best seen by considering the
(2,0) boundary weights at the conformal point, these being, up to nor-
malization,

B>°(0 =1 463
< b1 ‘é’é> {—1/2; b#d, b,de{A,B,C} (463)

This is therefore a boundary condition on nearest-neighbor pairs of Potts
spins, in which like and unlike neighbors are associated with weights 1 and
—1/2 respectively.

We see that the last two D, boundary conditions are % symmetric,
while the first six are not. In fact, the (2, 0) boundary weights (4.63) repre-
sent the only possibility, other than reproducing the (1, 0) < (4, 0) weights,
which is % symmetric and consistent with a decomposition (3.47) in which
y is summed over two values.

4.4.6. E Graphs

For the E graphs, there are a large number of boundary conditions at
the conformal point (specifically, 30 for E4, 56 for £; and 112 for Eg) and
many of these are in turn associated with a large number of boundary edge
weights. Therefore, since it is straightforward and more practical to obtain
the numerical values for these weights using a computer, we do not list
them here. However, as an example, we do give the sets of E4 boundary
edges.

The E, fused adjacency matrices are

100000 010000 001000
010000 101000 010101
Clootooo0) o, [o10101 L 102010
F=loo00100] “=loo1o010] F={o10101
000010 000100 001000
000001 001000 010100
000101 001010 010100
002010 010201 102010
e 020200 o [103010]  [020202
102000 020101 102010
010001 101000 010100
101010 010101 002000
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F=

coo—o —
—_—o = oMo
OC— O WO -
—_ o N O = O
R ==
—_O = O = O
—o oo —o
CoOoNO —
— o N OO
oO—oNOo O
—_—o— oo O
OO = O =
coo~oo
—_o = O = o
O~ OO —
—_o = O = o
coo—~oo
cCo—~o—o

F10= Fll= F12=

co—oo o
R ==
== =)
cCoo~ O —
cooco—~o
coo~o O
o—ocooo
co—o oo
coo~oO
cocooco—o
cooco o~
—o oo oo
coocooo
coocooo
coocooo
coocooo
coocooo
coocooo

(4.64)

Using these, we find that the E¢ boundary edges are as given in
Table IV. In this table we also give, for each (b, ¢) € £, the values of F},
and F7! as successive superscripts.

From this table, the properties (4.28) and (4.33) are immediately
apparent, and we can also gain some understanding of the nature of each
of the 30 boundary conditions at the conformal point.

4.5. Realization of Conformal Boundary Conditions

We now consider the relationship between the integrable boundary
conditions of the critical unitary 4-D-E lattice models and the conformal
boundary conditions of the critical series of 57(2) unitary minimal conformal
field theories.

Each conformal field theory of this type on a torus or cylinder is
associated with two graphs, the A4 graph 4, , and an 4, D or E graph %
with Coxeter number g, this theory being denoted .#(A4, ,, %). As shown
in refs. 16-18, the lattice model based on ¥, with  the Perron—Frobenius
eigenvector and O<u </, can be associated with the field theory
M(Ag_5,9).

In ref. 9, it was found that the complete set of conformal boundary
conditions of .#(A,_,, %) on a cylinder is labeled by the set of pairs (r, a),
with re {1,., g—2},ae% and (r,a) and (g—r—1, @) being considered as
equivalent. We immediately see that this classification is identical to that of
the boundary conditions of the corresponding lattice model at the conformal
point.
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Table IV. Eg Boundary Edges
(1,2)11 (2 1)11
2§1 11 1’2 11
(3,2)" 52 3;“ (32! (2,37 (3,27 (2,3) E3 2;” (2,3)"
6 (6,31 T UL G (432 G4 @yt T T (3.6
(3’ 4) (4’3) 11 12 21 11 (3>4) (4>3)
(4,51 (3,6)" (6,3)° (3,6)" (4,5) (5. 4)11
> (5’ 4)11 (6,3)11 ’
L@ L)t 2,3 34" N
st @yt PP s g @ e B Eyn oo
(3.6 (6,3)1 (3,41 (4,51 (5,41 6,3)
(3’ 2)11 (2, ])11 (1’ 2)12 E;* ;;z; E:l; ;;: (2’ 3)12 (3’ 2)21 (2’ 1)11
(4’ 3)11 (3’ 4)11 (2> 3)12 (3’ 2)22 > 2 ’ » (4’ 3)22 (3, 4)21 (2> 3)11 (1> 2)11
4 (4’5)11 (3,6)“ (4’3)12 (3, 4)21 22,2;11 2;"6‘)21 (4’5)21 (3,6)21 (4’3)11 (3’ 2)11
(5,4)11 (6,3)12 (3, 6)21 (6’3)12 (5’4;12 (6,3)12 (5,4)11 (6,3)11
(2 1)11 (1 2)12 (2’ 1)21 (1’2)12 (2’ 1)21 (1’2)12 (2’ ])21 (1’2)11
3’ 2)11 (2’ 3)12 (3’ 2)22 (2, 3)23 (3, 2)32 (2, 3)23 (3, 2)32 (2, 3)22 (3’ 2)21 (2, 3)11
3 R 4)]1 (4, 3)12 (3> 4)22 (4’ 3)23 (3’ 4)32 (4> 3)23 (3 4)32 (4’ 3)22 (3’ 4)21 (4’ 3)11
11 11 21 21 32 21 31 21 21 11
3,6)" (4,5 (3,6)7 (4,5 (3,6)= (4,5 (3,6)" (4,5 (3,6)~ (6,3)
(6 3)12 (5 4)12 (6, 3)13 (5 4)12 (6, 3)23 (5 4)12 (6, 3)12 (5’4)11
(2’ 1)1] (1>2)12
L2)M (2,3)12 (3,2)% 2,12 (L) (2,31
11 ( )11 ( )12 ( )22 (2’3)12 (3’2)22 ( )22 ( )21 ( )11 11
2, 1) (3,2)" (4,3)° (3.4) » a (2,3)% (3,2)7 (4.3)7 (3,4)
2 (2’ 3)11 (37 4)11 (4’ 5)11 (3 6)21 (4 3)21 (3’ 4)21 (4’ 3)12 (3, 4)21 (4’ 5)11 (5’ 4)11
(3.6)" (6,3)" (5,4)" “ 5)12 (3’6)11 (6,3) (3,6)* (6,3)"
(6,3)“ (5,4)
4)11 (4’3)11 372 11 (2’ l)ll (172)11 2 3 I
L2t @3 o @5t 3.t 2,3 3,21 (2, )11 3,4" (45"
3’6) (6 3)11 5 4)11 (4 3)11 ( 6)11 (6’3)
a
% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

It was also shown in ref. 9 that the partition function of .#(A4,_,, %)
on a cylinder with conformal boundary conditions (r,, ¢;) and (r,, a,) is

given by

g—2 g—1

Zrlal | rzaz(q) = Z Z F(Ag—2):lr2 F‘({g)zla2 X(r, s)(q)

r=1 s=1

(4.65)
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where ¢ is the modular parameter, F(A4, ,)" and F(%)* denote the fused
adjacency matrices of 4, , and ¥, and . ,, is the character of the
irreducible representation with highest weight

(rg—s(g—1))>—1

A, (4.66)
0T 4g(g—1)
of the Virasoro algebra with central charge
6
c=1-— 4.67
glg—1) (467

The equivalence of the (r,a) and (g—r—1, @) conformal boundary
conditions is apparent by using (4.18) and the relation 4, _, ;| ,_ =
4, 5 to observe that the partition function (4.65) is unchanged by applying
this transformation to either of the boundary condition labels.

We now assert that, in the continuum scaling limit, the (r, @) bound-
ary condition in the lattice model at the conformal and isotropic point
provides a realization of the (r, ¢) conformal boundary condition of the
corresponding field theory. In particular, we expect that, as N — oo, the
eigenvalues of D, a | ryay (A/2, A/2, A/2) can be arranged in towers, with each
tower labeled by a pair (r, s) and the multiplicity of tower (r, s) given by
F(Ag,z):lr2 F(g)fllaz. We further expect that the jth largest eigenvalue in
this tower has the form

AT —exp[ —2NF —2f,

riap | ryay

+27(¢/24 — Ay, 5y — K.y )/N +0(1/N) ]
(4.68)

1172

where # is the bulk free energy per lattice face, which depends only on g,
Jr, 1r, 18 the boundary free energy per lattice row, which depends only on g,
ryand r,, c and 4, ) are as given in (4.66) and (4.67), and k, ,, ; are non-
negative integers given through the expansion of the Virasoro characters by

Lo o) = g~ PP Z g9, koo i <kes) it (4.69)

Jj=1

With the eigenvalues appearing in this tower structure, it follows using
(3.56) that, as N — oo, the lattice model and conformal partition functions
are related by
;L/z /“/2 /1/2) ~ exp( 2MNF — 2Mfr1 | rz) Zrlal | rzaz(q)b

rlallra(

qg=cexp(—2nM/N) (4.70)
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We note that we also expect related conformal behavior in a lattice model
which is at the conformal point and has 0 <u < 4, but which is no longer
at the isotropic point u=1/2.

The expectation that the lattice model boundary conditions correspond
in this way to the conformal boundary conditions is supported by the
results of numerical studies we have performed, the matching of the identifi-
cations made here of the nature of the lattice realizations of certain conformal
boundary conditions with those made in other studies, the consistency of
all of the symmetry properties of the lattice model partition function with
those of the conformal partition function, and analytic confirmation in
several cases.

In our numerical studies, we evaluated the eigenvalues of Df’ 11 rys(A4/2,
A2, 2/2) for certain A graphs, selected values of r, r, and s, and several
successive values of N. We then extrapolated these results to large N and
verified consistency with (4.68) for these cases. This numerical data, used
with (4.46), also implied consistency with (4.68) for all of the related A, D
and E cases.

Regarding the identification of the nature of the lattice realizations of
particular conformal boundary conditions, this was done for all 45 cases
and all D, cases except (2, 0) in refs. 1 and 19, for all (1, @) and (r, 1) cases
of 4, , and D, in ref. 20, for all 4, cases in ref. 25, and for the (2, 0)
case of D, in ref. 29. In all of these studies, the lattice model boundary
conditions were shown to have exactly the same basic features as those
found here.

Proceeding to the consistency of symmetry properties, it follows
straightforwardly from (4.65) and the properties of the fused adjacency
matrices that the .#(A4, ,, %) partition function satisfies

Zrla1 |r2a2(q) = Zrza2 | rlal(q) = Zrzal | rlaz(q)
= Zrltil | rzdz(q) = ngrlfl,dl |g7r271,a’2(q)

Z F(g)alal ( )a2a2 Zriai | r'zaé(Q) (471)

ay, ayed

= Y F924F9), 0 Zia rna(q)

aj,ahe¥

Z F g)ala r1a|r2a2 Z F alzzz rls'|rzs(q)

ac¥9 s=1

We immediately see that these equalities are consistent with the lattice rela-
tions (3.65), (3.67), (4.31), (4.40), (3.71) and (4.43) respectively. We also
note that certain cases of the last equality of (4.71) and its lattice version
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(4.43), mostly with s' =r; =r, =1, were considered numerically and analyt-
ically in refs. 1, 20-24, while in ref. 28 free combinations of (1, a) lattice
boundary conditions in 4, ; were studied analytically leading to (4.47)
with r;=r,=1 and a sum on «, and a,. However, in all of these studies,
the orientation of the lattice differed from that used here by a rotation of
45 degrees.

Finally, the partition function relation (4.70) has been proved analyti-
cally using techniques based on the Yang—Baxter and boundary Yang—
Baxter equations for a lattice with the same orientation as that used here
for all 45 cases in ref. 26 and for all 4, cases which lead to a single charac-
ter on the right side of (4.65) in ref. 27.

5. DISCUSSION

We have obtained various results on integrable boundary conditions
for general graph-based and, in particular, critical unitary A-D-E lattice
models. More specifically, we have systematically constructed boundary
weights, derived general symmetry properties and, for the 4-D-E cases,
studied the relationship with conformal boundary conditions.

The general formalism presented here, or certain natural extensions of
it, can be applied to various other integrable lattice models which are
associated with rational conformal field theories of interest. We expect that
the corresponding integrable boundary conditions provide realizations of
the conformal boundary conditions of these theories, although we acknowl-
edge that for many of these models only the bulk weights are currently
known and that explicitly obtaining boundary weights may involve certain
technical challenges. Nevertheless, in conclusion, we list these other cases
and indicate their connections with those studied here:

o If, using (4.7), we choose an eigenvector of an A-D-E adjacency
matrix corresponding to a Coxeter exponent k with 1 <k<g—1 and &
coprime to g, then a nonunitary A-D—F model is obtained which corre-
sponds to the nonunitary minimal theory .#(A4, , ,,%). This enables the
consideration of all of the .#(A,_,, %) minimal theories with 7 <g. The
M(Ay,_1,9) theories with h>g and ¢ a D or E graph can not be obtained
in this way, but all of the .#(A,_,, A, ) theories are accessible since in
this case /2 and g are interchangeable.

o By taking, in Section 3, ¢ as an A”, DV or E™) Dynkin diagram,
and y as the Perron-Frobenius eigenvector of its adjacency matrix, lattice
models are obtained which correspond to certain conformal field theories
with central charge ¢=1. As noted in Section 3.4.1, for these models s is
given by the second case of (2.2) and there are infinitely many fusion levels.
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¢ By replacing the relations of (2.1) with those of the Hecke algebra,
certain lattice models and conformal field theories associated with 57 (n), for
n>2, can be obtained. In this case, although the lattice models become
significantly different, we expect that most of the results of at least Sec-
tion 2 remain unchanged.

¢ By using the dilute Temperley—Lieb algebra instead of the Temperley—
Lieb algebra, lattice models which correspond to the so-called tricritical
series of unitary minimal theories, .#(A4,, %), can be obtained. However,
we note that the dilute Temperley—Lieb algebra contains considerably more
generators than the Temperley—Lieb algebra, so that the formalism would
be more complicated from the outset.

o It is also apparent that lattice models whose bulk weights are given
by fused square blocks of A-D-E bulk weights could be considered by
applying some relatively straightforward extensions to the formalism. The
field theories associated with these models include certain superconformal
theories. The cases of the 4 models involving only diagonal boundary
weights were studied in ref. 33, where it was shown that the double-row
transfer matrices of the standard and fused model together satisfy a
hierarchy of functional equations. We expect that equations of a similar
form can be derived, using the boundary inversion relation (3.40) and
other local properties, for the remaining A-D—FE cases, such equations
being important in the analytic determination of transfer matrix eigen-
values.

e Finally, we mention the off-critical 4 and D models, which can be
associated with perturbed conformal field theories. The bulk weights in
these cases can no longer be expressed in terms of the Temperley—Lieb
algebra, but a fusion procedure still exists and boundary weights constructed
from fused blocks of bulk weights attached to diagonal boundary weights
still satisfy the boundary Yang—Baxter equation. Some integrable boundary
weights are known for these cases, as listed in ref. 34, and it is expected that
each of the 4 and D boundary conditions found here corresponds to a
critical limit of an off-critical integrable boundary condition.
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