arXiv:1303.4895v2 [hep-th] 28 May 2013

Modular invariant partition function of critical dense polymers

Alexi Morin-Duchesne^∗, Paul A. Pearce^†, Jørgen Rasmussen^∗

∗School of Mathematics and Physics, University of Queensland St Lucia, Brisbane, Queensland 4072, Australia

†Department of Mathematics and Statistics, University of Melbourne Parkville, Victoria 3010, Australia

a.morinduchesne @ uq.edu.au p.pearce @ ms.unimelb.edu.au
              j.rasmussen @ uq.edu.au

Abstract

A lattice model of critical dense polymers is solved exactly for arbitrary system size on the torus. More generally, an infinite family of lattice loop models is studied on the torus and related to the corresponding Fortuin-Kasteleyn random cluster models. Starting with a cylinder, the commuting periodic single-row transfer matrices are built from the periodic Temperley-Lieb algebra extended by the shift operators Ω^{±1}. In this enlarged algebra, the non-contractible loop fugacity is α and the contractible loop fugacity is β. The torus is formed by gluing the top and bottom of the cylinder. This gives rise to a variety of non-contractible loops winding around the torus. Because of their nonlocal nature, the standard matrix trace does not produce the proper geometric torus. Instead, we introduce a modified matrix trace for this purpose. This is achieved by using a representation of the enlarged periodic Temperley-Lieb algebra with a parameter v that keeps track of the winding of defects on the cylinder. The transfer matrix representatives and their eigenvalues thus depend on v. The modified trace is constructed as a linear functional on planar connectivity diagrams in terms of matrix traces Tr_d (with a fixed number of defects d) and Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind. For critical dense polymers, where β = 0, the transfer matrix eigenvalues are obtained by solving a functional equation in the form of an inversion identity. The solution depends on d and is subject to selection rules which we prove. Simplifications occur if all non-contractible loop fugacities are set to α = 2 in which case the traces are evaluated at v = 1. In the continuum scaling limit, the corresponding conformal torus partition function obtained from finite-size corrections agrees with the known modular invariant partition function of symplectic fermions.

Contents

1 Introduction 3

2 Loops, FK clusters and the periodic TL algebra 5 2.1 Loop model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2.2 Relating the loop and FK cluster models . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.3 FK model for Q = 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 2.4 Enlarged periodic TL algebra . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 2.5 Traces in the twist representations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

3 Critical dense polymers 19 3.1 Spectrum of the transfer matrix . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 3.2 Selection rules . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 3.3 Lattice partition function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 3.4 Finitized partition functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 3.5 Modular invariant partition function . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

4 Conclusion 31

A Proof of the selection rules 33 A.1 Z_4 sector (N odd) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 A.2 Ramond and Neveu-Schwarz sectors (N even) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 A.3 The overall sign ϵ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42

B Loop model on helical tori 45

1 Introduction

Solvable critical dense polymers LM(1, 2) is the first member of the Yang-Baxter integrable family LM(p, p^′) of logarithmic minimal models [1]. Algebraically, the logarithmic minimal models are described by the planar Temperley-Lieb (TL) algebra [2, 3] with loop fugacity β = 2 cos λ and crossing parameter λ =^{(p′−p)π}_{p′} . For solvable critical dense polymers, λ =^π_2 so the loop fugacity vanishes, β = 0. This implies that closed contractible loops are not allowed so the loop segments form long polymer segments. An elementary face of the square lattice is assigned a statistical face weight according to the configuration of the face. The two possible configurations with their associated weights are combined into a single face operator as

u = sin(λ − u) + sin u = λ−u (1.1)

where u is the spectral parameter and the lower-left corner has been marked to fix the orientation of the square. By the crossing symmetry, rotating the face by 90 degrees changes the spectral parameter from u to λ − u. The polymer segments begin and end at nodes at the midpoints of the edges of the face.

Because of the nonlocal degrees of freedom, in the form of long polymer segments, the topology of the lattice has profound effects on the properties of dense polymers. Critical dense polymers has been solved exactly for arbitrary finite sizes on the strip [4–6] and the cylinder [7]. Among other results, these studies have firmly established the central charge c = −2 and an infinitely extended Kac table of conformal dimensions Δ_{r,s}, r, s = 1, 2, 3 . . . given by the usual Kac formula. The integrals of motion and Baxter Q-operators have also been studied [8]. Recently, generalized order parameters were calculated [9] for an exactly solvable φ_{1,3} off-critical perturbation of dense polymers. For (r, s) satisfying (2r−s)^2 < 8, the conformal dimensions Δ_{r,s} = β_{r,s} precisely agree with the critical exponents β_{r,s} associated with these generalized order parameters.

Perhaps, the only other Yang-Baxter integrable model that has been studied in such detail is the Ising or free fermion model. The glaring anomaly is that the lattice model of critical dense polymers has not yet been solved exactly on the torus. The fundamental obstacle in applying transfer matrix techniques is that, because of the nonlocal degrees of freedom and winding, the naive matrix trace of a cylinder transfer matrix does not produce the proper geometric torus [7]. In this paper, we use link representations that depend on a winding parameter v and construct a modified trace, initially as a linear functional on planar connectivity diagrams, and ultimately in terms of matrix traces Tr_d (with a fixed number of defects d). These representations, which we refer to as twist representations and denote by ω_d, were first studied in [10, 11] and more recently in [12].

Modified matrix traces have appeared before as a way to relate Potts models and loop transfer matrices [13, 14]. In [13], the partition function of the Potts model on the strip is expressed in terms of representations labeled by a number ℓ of bridges, isomorphic to link state representations with ℓ defects. The coefficients of the corresponding modified matrix trace are given by Chebyshev polynomials of the second kind. On the torus, this construction fails, but an alternative construction was subsequently obtained by the same authors [14] using a larger class of representations involving the cyclic group C_ℓ. The coefficients of the corresponding modified matrix trace are given by Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind.

Here we use a different construction based on the twist representations ω_d, and to the best of our knowledge, the ensuing modified matrix trace is new. Furthermore, the fugacities of non-contractible loops considered in [13, 14] are very specific, while the ones we consider are general. In principle, for critical dense polymers, this allows us to calculate the torus partition function exactly for arbitrary finite system sizes and arbitrary non-contractible loop fugacities by solving an inversion identity in the form of a functional equation for the transfer matrix eigenvalues in sectors with d defects.

In general, the double-row transfer matrices on the strip [1, 15] and the periodic singlerow transfer matrix on the cylinder [7, 16] exhibit nontrivial Jordan cells. In this paper, we are interested in partition functions so we only study the eigenvalues, conformal spectra and associated characters, and do not consider the structure and indecomposability of the associated Virasoro representations.

Using the modified trace, and calculating finite-size corrections, allows us to obtain the torus partition function in the continuum scaling limit. From general principles of conformal invariance [17], this is expected to be modular invariant. Indeed, we find that the torus partition function is Coulombic [18], modular invariant and in agreement with [19]. This modular invariant partition function coincides with that of the triplet model [20] and symplectic fermions on a Z_2 orbifold [21]. Both of these models are described by a logarithmic Conformal Field Theory (CFT) [22] with central charge c = −2 [23–29].

A striking feature of our derivation of the modular invariant is that, contrary to most results on loop models and the associated conformal field theories, it is entirely rigorous. In particular, we present a mathematical proof of the selection rules determining the eigenvalues (and their degeneracies) of the transfer matrix. This proof is based on a relation between the loop model and an XXZ Hamiltonian, an idea previously used in [5] to construct a similar proof of the selection rules applicable to the loop model defined on the strip. A proof of the selection rules conjectured in [7] is provided in the process.

The layout of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we define a general loop model on the torus and explain its relation to the Fortuin-Kasteleyn (FK) random cluster model [30]. We also introduce the enlarged periodic Temperley-Lieb (TL) algebra. Lastly, we introduce link states, the twist representation on these link states, which uses the winding parameter v to keep track of windings, and our new modified trace which we use to close the cylinder to the geometric torus. In Section 3, we focus on critical dense polymers. We use the twist representation in sectors with d defects and the known transfer matrix inversion identity [7] to write down functional equations involving v for the eigenvalues. These equations are solved for the eigenvalues subject to certain selection rules which we prove in Appendix A. Our modified trace is then applied to build the finitized torus partition function. In the continuum scaling limit, this becomes a simple Coulombic partition function and so is modular invariant. Loop models and critical dense polymers on helical tori [31–33] are considered in Appendix B. Finally, Section 4 contains some concluding remarks.

2 Loops, FK clusters and the periodic TL algebra

2.1 Loop model

Configurations of the loop model of our interest are drawn on a square lattice of M × N tiles in the plane. Every tile is decorated with one of the two diagrams and , as indicated in Figure 1. The boundary conditions are taken to be periodic in both the vertical and horizontal directions. The resulting diagram is a graph of non-intersecting closed curves (loops) on an M × N torus (of trivial helicity, see Appendix B). Because of the toroidal geometry, the loops can have different homologies. Contractible loops, which can be continuously deformed to a point, are said to be homotopic to a point, or of homotopy {0}. Loops can also wind around the torus in a nontrivial manner; a times in the horizontal direction and b times in the vertical direction. The constraint that the loops do not intersect imposes that the greatest common divisor of a and b, a ∧ b, is 1 (with a ∧ 0 = 0 ∧ a ≡ a).

As a curve moves upward to wind around the torus vertically (b times), it can wind around the horizontal direction (a times) by either going to the right or the left. To establish the difference in homotopy between these two cases, we fix the convention that a is positive if the curve winds toward the right, and negative if it winds toward the left. The ensuing loop will be said to have homotopy {a, b}, with a ∈ Z, b ∈ N_0 and a ∧ b = 1. For example, the configuration in Figure 1 has two loops of homotopy {1, 1}.

N

M

Figure 1: A configuration of the loop model with weight W_L(σ) = β^4α^2_{1,1} sin^8u sin^{16}(λ − u).

In a given configuration, there can be more than one loop that winds nontrivially around the torus, but because they are non-intersecting, these non-contractible loops must all have the same homotopy. A configuration is therefore classified by the homotopy of its loops that wind around the torus. If a configuration has no loop winding around the torus, it has homotopy {0}.

To every configuration σ, we associate a weight

W_L(σ) = β^{n0} ( ∏ a∧b=1 α^{na,b}_{a,b} ) p^{n( )}_1 p^{n( )}_2 (2.1)

where n( ) and n( ) are the number of times the tiles and appear in the configuration σ, n_0 is the number of loops of homotopy {0} and n_{a,b} the number of loops of homotopy {a, b}, while ∏ a∧b=1 is a product over a ∈ Z and b ∈ N 0 with the constraint a ∧ b = 1. Note

that at most one n_{a,b} is nonzero, so the product will contain at most one term α^{na,b}_{a,b} . If no loop winds around the cylinder, then the product is replaced by 1. We refer to β and α_{a,b} as contractible and non-contractible loop fugacities, respectively, while p_1 and p_2 are the weights of the face configurations and , respectively.

The partition function is defined as the sum of the weights of the 2^{MN} configurations,

Z_L = ∑ σ W_L(σ). (2.2)

From the discussion above, the sum in Z_L can be split between the different possible homotopies of the configurations, and we write Z_L(h) for the partition function obtained from restricting the sum over σ to configurations with homotopy h. We thus have

Z_L = Z_L({0}) + ∑ a∧b=1 Z_L({a, b}), (2.3) where ∑ a∧b=1 is a sum over a ∈ Z and b ∈ N 0 with the constraint a∧b = 1. By construction,

for M and N finite, Z_L({a, b}) is zero if |a| > M or b > N.

The partition function depends on many free parameters: β, α_{a,b}, p_1 and p_2. Since n( ) + n( ) = MN, up to a σ-independent constant, W_L(σ) depends only on the ratio of p_1 and p_2. In the following, we parameterize the weights p_1, p_2 and the contractible loop fugacity β as p_1 = sin(λ − u), p_2 = sin u, β = 2 cos λ, (2.4)

where λ and u are the crossing and spectral parameters, respectively.

2.2 Relating the loop and FK cluster models

The Fortuin-Kasteleyn (FK) random cluster model [30] can also be defined on the toroidal geometry of the loop model above. We label the lower-left corners of the tiles by their positions (x, y) on Z^2, with (0, 0) in the lower-left corner of the lattice. A distinguished sublattice is added to the lattice: Sites, identified by solid dots in Figure 2, appear in the positions (x, y) if x + y is odd. The integers M and N are chosen even to ensure periodicity in both directions. As before, a configuration consists of a choice of either or for each

N

M

Figure 2: An FK configuration with weight W_{F K} (σ) = Q^3w_{1,1}v^7_1 v^3_2 .

of the tiles. Dashed lines are then added between neighbouring sites of the distinguished sublattice if the configuration allows one to draw a bond without intersecting the loop segments. Blue lines ( ) are for bonds connecting upper-right and lower-left corners of the faces (type 1 bonds), while red lines ( ) are for bonds connecting upper-left and lower-right corners of the faces (type 2 bonds). For a given configuration, we denote by N_{B1} and N_{B2} the numbers of type 1 and type 2 bonds.

The curves formed by concatenating the loop segments of the tiles separate the set of sites into clusters consisting of sites connected by bonds. The definition of a cluster site is therefore intimately related to the notion of the interior of a closed loop, here defined to be occupied by sites. For M or N odd, the periodicity of the lattice renders this definition ill-defined, which, as already announced, prompts us to only consider FK clusters on lattices for which both M and N are even.

As for loops, homology properties are well-defined for these clusters, some of which are contractible and said to have cluster homotopy {0}. The contour of such a cluster is a union of loops with homotopy {0}. Other clusters have homotopy {a, b} and wind around the cylinder a times in the horizontal direction and b times in the vertical direction (with a ∧ b = 1). The boundary of such a cluster contains two loops of homotopy {a, b}. Finally, unlike loops, a cluster of sites can wind around the torus in another nontrivial manner: by wrapping it in both directions. Such a cluster appears in the first configuration in Figure 3. Such clusters are said to have cross-topology, or homotopy Z^2. Only a single cross-topology cluster can appear in a given configuration, and it cannot coexist with any cluster with homotopy {a, b}. The boundary of a cluster with cross-topology consists of loops with homotopy {0}. By construction, FK configurations are characterized by the homotopy of their clusters that wind the torus nontrivially.

The FK weight of a configuration is

W_{F K} (σ) = Q^{N0} ( ∏ a∧b=1 w^{Na,b}_{a,b} ) w^{N+}_+ v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2 (2.5)

where Q, w_{a,b}, w_+, v_1 and v_2 are all free parameters, while N_0, N_{a,b}, N_+ are the respective numbers of clusters homotopic to a point, of homotopy {a, b}, and with cross-topology. Only N_+ or one N_{a,b} can be nonzero, and N_+ ∈ {0, 1}. The partition function Z_{F K} is the sum of W_{F K} (σ) over all possible configurations and can be separated into contributions coming from each homotopy group. We thus write σ(h) for the set of configurations σ with homotopy h, and ∑ σ(h) for the sum over configurations with homotopy h.

Our next objective is to show how to calculate Z_{F K} at the critical point from Z_L, the partition function of the loop model. To proceed, we note that there exists an Euler relation between the cluster numbers N_0 and N_{a,b}, the total number of bonds N_B = N_{B1} + N_{B2} , the number of sites N_s = NM/2 and the number of loops in the diagram, #(σ) = n_0 + n_{a,b}:

N_0 + N_{a,b} =^1_2 ( #(σ) + N_s − N_B ) . (2.6)

This can be verified by first checking that it holds for the configuration σ_0 with zero bonds, where N_0 = #(σ_0) = NM/2 and N_{a,b} is zero. By adding bonds, one either reduces the number of clusters, adds cycles in clusters, creates {a, b} clusters or creates a Z^2 cluster, and equation (2.6) remains satisfied in all cases. We note that the number of cross-topology clusters, N_+, does not appear in the relation (2.6).

With these observations, we can write the FK partition function as

Z_{F K} = ( ∑ σ({0}) + ∑ a∧b=1 ∑ σ({a,b}) ) Q^{N0+Na,b} ( w_{a,b} Q )_{Na,b} v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2 + w_+ ∑ σ(Z^2)

Q^{N0} v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2

= ( ∑ σ({0}) + ∑ a∧b=1 ∑ σ({a,b}) ) Q^{12 (#(σ)+Ns )} ( w_{a,b} Q ) 1_{2 na,b} ( v_1 √ Q )_{NB1} ( v_2 √ Q )_{NB2}

+ w_+ ∑ σ(Z^2)

Q^{12 (#(σ)+Ns )} ( v_1 √ Q )_{NB1} ( v_2 √ Q )_{NB2} (2.7)

= Q^{12 Ns} ( ∑ σ({0}) + ∑ a∧b=1 ∑ σ({a,b}) + w_+ ∑ σ(Z^2) ) Q^{12 n0} (w_{a,b})^{12 na,b} ( v_1 √ Q )_{NB1} ( v_2 √ Q )_{NB2}

where the equation (2.6) and the relation N_{a,b} =^1_2 n_{a,b} were used in the second equality. Furthermore, our notation uses implicitly that, for configurations of homotopy {0}, N_{a,b} = 0 for all a ∧ b = 1.

Two more ingredients are required to proceed further. First, we set the parameters v_1 and v_2 to critical values [34] by imposing the relation

v_1v_2 = Q. (2.8)

These values are parameterized by the crossing parameter λ and the spectral parameter u through the relations

v_1 √ Q = √ Q v_2 = sin(λ − u) sin u , √ Q = 2 cos λ. (2.9)

The other key element is a bijection that exists between configurations with crosstopology and configurations with homotopy {0}, obtained by shifting every tile one position to the right. An example is given in Figure 3. (Equivalently, one could interchange the distinguished and non-distinguished sublattices.) The number n_0 is the same in the two configurations, whereas the numbers of bonds typically differ. The bonds in the first configuration are all absent in the second one, and vice versa. For i = 1, 2, let N_{Bi} and N^′_{Bi} denote the numbers of type i bonds in the configuration with cross-topology and homotopy {0}, respectively. It then follows that

N_{B1} + N^′_{B2} = NM/2 = N^′_{B1} + N_{B2} (2.10)

and hence N_{B1} − N_{B2} = N^′_{B1} − N^′_{B2} . (2.11)

From the above discussion, we now find

Z_{F K} =

Q^12^{Ns} K(u) ( (1 + w_+)Z({0}) + ∑ a∧b=1 Z({a, b}) ) , K(u) = ( sin u sin(λ − u) ) 1_{2 NM} (2.12)

↔

Figure 3: An illustration of the bijection between a cross-topology configuration and a configuration with homotopy {0}. The second configuration of tiles is a shift towards the right of the first.

where Z({0}) = ∑ σ({0}) Q^{12 n0} (sin u)^{12 NM+NB2 −NB1} ( sin(λ − u) ) 1_{2 NM+NB1 −NB2} , (2.13) Z({a, b}) = ∑ σ({a,b}) Q^{12 n0} (w_{a,b})^{12 na,b} (sin u)^{12 NM+NB2 −NB1} ( sin(λ − u) ) 1_{2 NM+NB1 −NB2} . (2.14)

To express these in terms of the partition function of the loop model Z_L, we note that the powers of sin u and sin(λ − u) are given by

n( ) =^1_2 NM + N_{B2} − N_{B1} , n( ) =^1_2 NM + N_{B1} − N_{B2} . (2.15)

By setting β = √ Q and α_{a,b} = √w_{a,b}, we find Z_L({a, b}) = Z({a, b}). The sum over configurations in Z_L({0}) of the loop model contains all configurations with only loops that are homotopic to a point, and is therefore ∑ σ({0}) + ∑ σ(Z^2). By setting β = √ Q and using the previous bijection, we find Z_L({0}) = 2Z({0}). Finally, setting all non-contractible loop fugacities α_{a,b} to 0 yields Z_L|_{αa,b=0} = Z_L({0}). In conclusion, we have found that the FK partition function can be written as

Z_{F K} =

Q^12^{Ns} K(u) ( w_+ − 1 2 Z_L | | |_{αa,b= 0} β= √ Q + Z_L | | |_{αa,b=}^√_{wa,b} β= √ Q ) . (2.16)

2.3 FK model with Q = 0

Even though the FK and loop models both are well-defined in the β → 0 limit, the passage from the first to the second is awkward for β = 0: The factor Q^12^{Ns} in equation (2.16) goes to zero, the critical condition requires that either v_1 or v_2 (or both v_1 and v_2) be zero, and the parameterization (2.9) of v_1 and v_2 in terms of the variable u is ill-defined. Here we show how to treat the case √ Q = β = 0 properly.

In the FK model, setting Q = 0 is equivalent to giving a weight zero to configurations with clusters of homotopy {0}. We implement this by writing

W_{F K} (σ) = δ_{N0,0} ( ∏ a∧b=1 w^{Na,b}_{a,b} ) w^{N+}_+ v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2 (2.17) and accordingly

Z_{F K} = ∑ a∧b=1 ∑ σ({a,b}) δ_{N0,0} w^{Na,b}_{a,b} v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2 + w_+ ∑ σ(Z^2)

δ_{N0,0} v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2 . (2.18)

To link the FK model with Q = 0 to the corresponding loop model, we introduce a restricted FK model by imposing the further constraint on the configurations that

the clusters contain no contractible cycles of bonds.

This step is crucial. In the original FK model, loops with homotopy {0} occur in three scenarios: They can act as a boundary for cross-topology clusters or for {0} clusters, or appear if a non-contractible cluster contains a contractible cycle of bonds. With the added no-cycle constraint, the last two scenarios are prohibited. One can therefore replace δ_{N0,0} by a similar constraint on n_0, the number of loops of homotopy {0}: n_0 = 0 if σ ∈ σ({a, b}) but n_0 = 1 if σ ∈ σ(Z^2). The corresponding restricted partition function is denoted by Z^′_{F K} and, from the bijection between {0} and Z^2 configurations, is given by

Z^′_{F K} = w_+ ∑ σ(Z^2)

δ_{n0,1} v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2 + ∑ a∧b=1 ∑ σ({a,b}) δ_{n0,0} w^{12 na,b}_{a,b} v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2

= lim_{β→0} (w+ β ∑ σ({0}) + ∑ a∧b=1 ∑ σ({a,b}) ) β^{n0} w^{12 na,b}_{a,b} v^{NB1}_1 v^{NB2}_2 , (2.19)

where we again use implicitly that n_{a,b} = 0 for all configurations of homotopy {0}. The limit β → 0 in (2.19) is well-defined.

To relate this restricted FK model to the loop model, we set v_1v_2 = 1 and choose the parameterization

v_1 = (v_2)^{−1} = sin(λ − u)

sin u

, β = 2 cos λ. (2.20)

Then, using equations (2.13), (2.14) and

lim_{β→0} Z_L | α_{a,b}=0 = 0, (2.21)

one finds

Z^′_{F K} = lim_{β→0} 1 K(u) (w_+ β Z({0}) | |_{Q=β2} + ∑ a∧b=1 Z({a, b}) | |_{Q=β2} )

= 1 K(u) lim_{β→0} ( Z_L | |_{αa,b=√wa,b} + w^+ − 2β 2β Z_L | |_{αa,b=0} )

= 1 K(u) ( Z_L | | |_{αa,b=}^√_{wa,b} β=0 + w_+ 2 lim_{β→0} 1 β Z_L | |_{αa,b=0} ) . (2.22)

This final result is quite different from equation (2.16) pertaining to β ≠ 0. This is not surprising since the criticality condition v_1v_2 = 1 imposed for β = 0 (Q = 0) is incompatible with the limit β → 0 (Q → 0) of the similar condition v_1v_2 = Q imposed for β ≠ 0.

2.4 Enlarged periodic TL algebra

Here we discuss the family of Enlarged Periodic Temperley-Lieb algebras EP T L_N (α, β) labelled by N and depending on the two parameters α ≡ α_{1,0} and β. Our discussion will show how the partition function in the loop model Z_L can be calculated from the eigenvalues of the transfer matrix T (u) in certain link-state representations of EP T L_N (α, β).

Connectivities and the EP T L_N (α, β) algebra: On a rectangle, N equidistant nodes are drawn on both the upper and lower edges. The rectangle is viewed as the planar representation of a band around a vertical cylinder, so that the left and right edges of the rectangle are identified along the so-called virtual boundary. A connectivity is then a connection of the 2N nodes by non-intersecting loop segments living between the upper and lower edges, such that every node is connected to one and only one other node. Loop segments can go through the virtual boundary, i.e. around the back of the cylinder. For instance,

c_1 = (2.23)

is a connectivity. The product of connectivities is defined as follows: c_2c_1 is the connectivity obtained by drawing c_1 above c_2, reading the connectivity between the top and bottom N nodes of the ensuing connectivity diagram, and multiplying this diagram by the factor α^{nα} β^{nβ} , where n_β is the number of contractible loops and n_α the number of non-contractible loops with homotopy {1, 0} in the diagram formed by drawing c_1 above c_2. Because noncontractible loops do not appear if N is odd, the parameter α only comes into play for N even. As an illustration, we consider

c_2c_1 = = αβ (2.24)

The algebra EP T L_N (α, β) is the infinite-dimensional algebra formed by the linear span of the connectivities endowed with the product just defined. It is generated by the connectivities I, e_1, e_2, . . . , e_N , Ω and Ω^{−1}:

I = . . . e_i = . . . . . . i e_N = . . .

Ω = . . . Ω^{−1} = . . . (2.25)

where the index i on the TL generators is understood to be modulo N, with e_0 ≡ e_N .

Products of connectivities then follow from the relations

e^2_i = βe_i, e_ie_j = e_je_i, |i − j| > 1, e_ie_{i±1}e_i = e_i, Ωe_iΩ^{−1} = e_{i−1},

ΩΩ^{−1} = Ω^{−1}Ω = I, (2.26) (Ω^{±1}e_N )^{N−1} = Ω^{±N} (Ω^{±1}e_N ), Ω^{±N} e_N Ω^{∓N} = e_N ,

EΩ^{±1}E = αE, E = e_2e_4 . . . e_{N−2}e_N ,

where the last equation is for N even only. It is noted that EP T L_N (α, β) is actually generated by Ω, Ω^{−1} and any one of the TL generators e_i. The enlarged periodic TL algebra is the quotient of the affine Temperley-Lieb algebra [10, 11, 35, 36] by the last relation in (2.26).

The transfer matrix: The loop transfer matrix is an element of EP T L_N (α, β) given diagrammatically by

T (u) = N u u . . . . . . u (2.27) where u = sin(λ − u) + sin u = λ−u , (2.28)

β = 2 cos λ, and u is the spectral parameter.

Link states and twist representations ω_d: Let N equidistant nodes be drawn on a closed horizontal curve wrapping a cylinder. A link state is then a set of non-intersecting loop and line segments, drawn on the cylinder above the closed horizontal curve, linking the nodes pairwise or attaching vertical line segments to nodes. These vertical line segments are called defects and a loop segment between a pair of nodes is not allowed to connect above a defect. The number of defects of a link state is denoted by d, an integer that lies in the range 0, . . . , N and subject to the constraint N − d = 0 mod 2. For instance, the link state

w = (2.29) has 2 defects. As indicated, it is convenient to depict link states on a horizontal line segment with the left and right ends identified. The set of link states with N nodes and d defects is denoted by B^d_N and its linear span, V^d_N , has dimension

dim V^d_N = ( N_{N−d} 2 ) . (2.30)

The counting of link states stems from a bijection previously exploited in [12] between link states with d defects and spin configurations (x_1, . . . , x_N ) with x_i ∈ ±1 and ∑ i x_i = d: If position i is occupied by a defect or if it marks the beginning of a half-arc (it connects to a position j by going towards the right), x_i = +1. Otherwise i marks the end of a half-arc (it connects to a position j by going towards the left) and x_i = −1. The number of link states with^{N−d}_2 half-arcs is equal to the number of states (x_1, . . . , x_N ) with^{N−d}_2 down arrows, and (2.30) follows readily.

To define link-state representations of EP T L_N (α, β), one must define an action cw of connectivities on link states that respects c_2(c_1w) = (c_2c_1)w for all connectivities c_1, c_2 and link states w. The action defining the twist representation ω_d [12] is the following. First, the link state w is drawn above c, with the nodes of w connected to the N nodes of the top edge of c. If any two defects of w are connected in the diagram, the result is zero. Otherwise, cw is equal to the link state obtained by reading the connection of the lower N nodes of c, multiplied by the scalar factor α^{nα} β^{nβ} v^Δ where n_β and n_α are respectively the number of loops in the diagram with homotopy {0} and {1, 0}, v is the winding parameter and Δ is the total winding of the defects, calculated as follows. If cw ≠ 0, any defect of w travels across the connectivity and connects with a node on the lower edge of c. Let the defects of w be labelled by i, 1 ≤ i ≤ d. One can then calculate the distance Δ_i ∈ Z traveled by the defect i, Δ_i = [ initial position of i ] − [ final position of i ] , (2.31)

where the nodes of the link state are in positions 1, . . . , N. In order for Δ_i to measure a distance, we let the final position of i exit the interval 1, . . . , N if the virtual boundary is crossed. Defects traveling towards the left or right result respectively in positive and negative powers of v. The total winding is then the sum of the windings of all the defects, Δ = ∑ i Δ_i. (2.32)

As the number of defects is conserved, this defines a representation ω_d of EP T L_N (α, β) for every allowed value of d. The non-contractible loop fugacity α comes into play in the ω_0 representation only, while the winding parameter v appears in all the representations with d > 0. Here are three examples of the action of cw:

c_1w = = β^2v^6 (2.33)

c_2w = = 0 (2.34)

c_2w^′ = = α^2β^2 (2.35)

In the first example, the first defect has Δ_1 = 4 and the second Δ_2 = 2, yielding a total winding of Δ = 6. We stress that the winding parameter v is a parameter of the representation ω_d and not a parameter of the lattice model.

Closing the cylinder to form the geometric torus: Our interest in the enlarged periodic TL algebra EP T L_N (α, β) stems from the torus loop model discussed in Section 2.1. Indeed, we now proceed to show how the partition function of the loop model on the torus can be expressed in terms of T^M (u), where T^M (u) is defined as the (vertical) concatenation of M copies of the transfer tangle T (u).

As an element of EP T L_N (α, β), T^M (u) is a weighted sum over all 2^{MN} configurations σ appearing in Z_L. Each such weight is given by an expression of the form

α^{nα} β^{nβ} (sin u)^{n( )} ( sin(λ − u)

)_{n( )} (2.36)

where n_α and n_β are the numbers of loops with homotopy {0} and {1, 0} that do not cross the upper and lower horizontal edges.

However, this is different from the weight in Z_L of the corresponding configuration on the torus: Along with the factors of β and α for the {0} and {1, 0} loops that do touch the upper and lower horizontal edges, the factors α_{a,b} for loops with homotopy {a, b} are also missing. (Here and in the following, we must exclude (a, b) = (1, 0) in order to avoid counting twice the loops of homotopy {1, 0}.) To assign the correct weight to a configuration on the torus, we thus define the linear functional F : EP T L_N (α, β) → C , F(c) = α^{n̄α} β^{n̄β} ∏ a∧b=1 (a,b)≠(1,0) α^{n̄a,b}_{a,b} (2.37)

where an n̄ counts the loops crossing the horizontal edge along which the cylinder is glued into a torus. It is evident that every loop with homotopy {a, b} ≠ {1, 0} crosses this edge, so n_{a,b} = n̄_{a,b}. As an illustration of the evaluation of F, let us first view the particular configuration in Figure 1 as a product of connectivities in EP T L_N (α, β). The loop numbers in (2.36) are then n_α = 0 and n_β = 2. Removing the n_β = 2 contractible loops from the configuration yields the connectivity

c = (2.38)

and it readily follows that F(c) = β^2α^2_{1,1}.

In (2.37), the linear functional F is defined algebraically as an operator mapping connectivities c ∈ EP T L_N (α, β) onto C . By construction, F can be interpreted geometrically as gluing together the horizontal edges of a cylinder on which the loop configuration corresponding to a connectivity c is realized. Indeed, F has been designed such that the value

F(c) ∈ C is identical to the weight of the loop configuration on the torus resulting from this gluing process.

It is recalled that the product cc^′ of two connectivities is itself a connectivity multiplied by a constant. Let us denote the resulting connectivity by c^{′′} and the constant by κ. We thus have cc^′ = κc^{′′} and F(cc^′) = κF(c^{′′}) is the weight of the loop configuration on the torus corresponding to the product cc^′. The constant κ is given by the product of the fugacities of the loops in this configuration that do not intersect the horizontal edges of the cylinder, while the fugacities of the loops that do intersect the edges are incorporated in F(c^{′′}). Since c^′c may differ from cc^′ = κc^{′′}, the separation into the similar contributions coming from c^′c may be different. On the other hand, because the two products cc^′ and c^′c are equivalent as loop configurations on the torus, it readily follows that the two products cc^′ and c^′c are mapped to the same product of fugacities by F. We have thus established that F has the cyclicity property F(cc^′) = F(c^′c), c, c^′ ∈ EP T L_N (α, β). (2.39) Being also linear, F is therefore a trace operator on EP T L_N (α, β).

By construction, the partition function of the loop model on the torus is given by

Z_L = F ( T^M (u) ) . (2.40)

As we will see below, Z_L can be expressed as a modified matrix trace in the twist representations ω_d(T^M (u)).

2.5 Traces in the twist representations

Our next goal is to write the linear functional F in terms of traces in the twist representations. The main idea is to use the winding parameter v to decompose the traces of ω_d(c) into Fourier modes and to assign the correct weights to each mode to produce F(c). Because F is linear, it can be applied to linear combinations of connectivities in EP T L_N (α, β) such as T^M (u). As written in (2.42) below, the expression for F(c) applies to connectivities c with a maximum of M strands crossing the virtual boundary. Here we write the Fourier decomposition in integral form and introduce the convenient notation

Tr_d(c) = Tr ω_d(c). (2.41)

The final result is the following proposition which we prove in the remainder of this section.

Proposition 2.1 The partition function for the loop model on an M × N torus is given by

Z_L = F ( T^M (u) ) where

F(c) = 1 2π ∫_{2π} 0 dμ ∑ d G_d(μ, α)Tr_d(c), G_0(μ, α) = t_0 = 1, G_d(μ, α) = M∑ k=−M v^{−Nk}C_{k,d}, (d > 0) C_{k,d} = t_{k∧d}(α k_{k∧d ,} d_{k∧d} ), t_n(α) = (2 − δ_{n,0})T_n(^α_2 ).

(2.42)

The winding parameter is parameterized as v = e^{iμ} and T_n(x) is the n-th Chebyshev polynomial of the first kind, given by T_n(cos θ) = cos(nθ). The role of the integral is only to select out the constant term in the Laurent expansion in v = e^{iμ}.

For a given connectivity c, the matrix elements of ω_d(c) are powers of α and β, but most of them are zero. In fact, in every column of ω_d(c), at most one element is nonzero. Some matrices, such as ω_N (e_i), are simply equal to the zero matrix. To calculate Tr_d(c), we search for the link states in B^d_N that are eigenvectors of c with eigenvalue different from 0 (for generic α and β). We will refer to such eigenstates as link eigenstates.

An example: We start by working out an instructive example in detail: the connectivity c = Ω^4 ∈ EP T L_8(α, β),_{N=8}

|i|=4 {

As indicated in the illustration of this connectivity, four strands are crossing the virtual boundary. Thus, if Ω^4 is realized on an M × N torus (with N = 8), M necessarily satisfies M ≥ 4, while the ensuing loop configuration on the torus has four loops with homotopy {1, 2}. It follows that F(Ω^4) | |_{N=8} = α^4_{1,2}. (2.43)

We now proceed to verify that the prescription (2.42) yields the same result.

The link pattern with 8 defects is an eigenstate of c, with eigenvalue v^{32}. A simple way to calculate the winding Δ of such an eigenstate is to count the number of loop segments connected to defects that cross the virtual boundary and multiply this number by N. Examples of other link eigenstates of c are and with eigenvalues v^{16} and 1, respectively. Only a fraction of the four loop segments that cross the virtual boundary are connected to defects;^1_2 and 0 for the first and second state, respectively. The connectivity c has no link eigenstates with 2 or 6 defects. For which sectors do these eigenstates exist and how many are there? If one takes any link state in B^{d′}_4 for d^′ = 0, 2, 4 and places two copies of it side by side, thereby forming a state in B^{2d′}_8 , the result is an eigenstate of c with eigenvalue v^{8d′}. Since this procedure to construct link eigenstates is exhaustive, the number of link eigenstates of Ω^4 in the sectors d = 0, 4 and 8 are simply the number of states in B^0_4 , B^2_4 and B^4 , respectively. It therefore follows that

Tr_8(Ω^4) = v^{32}, Tr_4(Ω^4) = ( 4 1 ) v^{16}, Tr_0(Ω^4) = ( 4 2 ) , Tr_6(Ω^4) = Tr_2(Ω^4) = 0 (2.44)

and subsequently

F(Ω^4) | |_{N=8} = 1 2π ∫_{2π} 0 dμ ( G_0(μ, α)Tr_0(Ω^4) + G_4(μ, α)Tr_4(Ω^4) + G_8(μ, α)Tr_8(Ω^4) ) . (2.45)

The first term is easily evaluated to (^4_2). In the second term, only the contribution for k = 2 in the sum in G_4(μ, α) survives the integration, thereby yielding (^4_1) C_{2,4} = 4t_2(α_{1,2}) = 4(α^2_{1,2} − 2). In a similar fashion, we find the last term to be C_{4,8} = t_4(α_{1,2}) = α^4_{1,2} − 4α^2_{1,2} + 2 and, overall, F(Ω^4) | |_{N=8} = 6 + 4(α^2_{1,2} − 2) + (α^4_{1,2} − 4α^2_{1,2} + 2) = α^4_{1,2} (2.46)

as required.

For c a power of Ω: If c = Ω^i for some i ∈ Z (where Ω^0 = I), the diagram of c has |i| loop segments that cross the virtual boundary. If Ω^i is a connectivity that contributes to Z_L and T^M (u), then M ≥ |i|. When the top and bottom of c are connected into a torus, the number of loops is n = N ∧ i and their homotopy is {a, b} = {i/n, N/n}, so that F(Ω^i) = α^n_{i/n,N/n}, n = N ∧ i. (2.47) The link state with only defects is an eigenstate with eigenvalue v^{Ni}. In general, a link eigenstate of Ω^i is constructed by adjoining^N_n copies of a link state with n nodes and r halfarcs (0 ≤ r ≤ ⌊^n_2 ⌋). This gives |B^{n−2r}_n | = (^n_r) link eigenstates in the sector with d =^N_n (n−2r) defects. Among the connections to the virtual boundary, only^{n−2r}_n × |i| are connected to defects. The eigenvalue is v^{Ni(n−2r)/n} and

Tr_d(Ω^i) = ( n r ) v^{Ni(n−2r)/n}, d =^N_n (n − 2r), r = 0, . . . , ⌊^n_2 ⌋, 0, otherwise,

(2.48)

while

F(Ω^i) = 1 2π ∫_{2π} 0 dμ ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑

r=0 G N_{n (n−2r)}(μ, α) ( n r ) v^{Ni(n−2r)/n} (2.49) = ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑

r=0 ( n r ) C i_{n (n−2r),} N_{n (n−2r)} = ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑

r=0 ( n r ) t_{n−2r}(α_{i/n,N/n}).

For our prescription to work, this must reproduce (2.47), which is easily verified as a relation between Chebyshev polynomials. In terms of trigonometric functions where α_{i/n,N/n} = 2 cos θ, the corresponding equality reads

(2 cos θ)^n =

n−1 2∑ j=0 ( n n−1 2 − j ) 2 cos ( (2j + 1)θ ) , n odd, ( n_n 2 ) + n 2∑ j=1 ( n_n 2 − j ) 2 cos ( 2jθ ) , n even. (2.50)

This can be verified by an explicit computation of the Fourier series of (2 cos θ)^n.

The general case: We now verify that the expression for F(c) given in equation (2.42) is correct for any connectivity c different from Ω^i. For such a connectivity, the state with only defects is not an eigenstate. Every connectivity has at least one link eigenstate, and among all the link eigenstates of c, one is particular: It has more defects than any other link eigenstate of c, and we will denote by j(c) the number of defects of this particular state. We now present an algorithm to determine j(c) for any connectivity c. Take for example the connectivity

c = (2.51)

Because the nodes 4 and 5 on the bottom edge are connected by a loop segment, any link state w satisfying cw = λw for some λ ∈ C will have the nodes 4 and 5 connected. The same argument applies to the nodes 7 and 8, and w =^{? ? ? ?} , where we are using question marks “?” to indicate the nodes whose connections are not yet determined. When this w is drawn atop c, a factor β appears because a loop is closed at positions 7 and 8, and the nodes 2 and 3 of the bottom edge are connected, so w =^{? ?} . Now, cw is seen to produce a factor of β^2, and no further connections are made between nodes on the lower edge of c. The unfixed nodes that remain can be replaced by defects, and their number is j(c) = 2.

The general procedure is as follows. If nodes on the lower edge of c are connected, the corresponding nodes must also be connected in any eigenstate w of c. Acting on the partially known w may then close new connections between nodes on the lower edge, which are in turn added to w. This process is repeated until no new connection is formed between nodes on the lower edge. The nodes of w which are left undetermined can be replaced by defects and their number is j(c). The resulting link state is clearly unique.

A small miracle operates here. First, the link state obtained from this algorithm has eigenvalue α^{n̄α} β^{n̄β} v^Δ for some n̄_α, n̄_β and Δ, where Δ depends on the permutation of the unfixed nodes. Second, the factor α^{n̄α} β^{n̄β} is precisely the weight of the loops with homotopy {0} and {1, 0} that intersect the upper/lower edge of c when the torus is formed by gluing together the horizontal edges of the cylinder.

If the above procedure for the connectivity c fixes every node of w, then Tr_d(c) = 0 for d > 0, w is the unique link eigenstate of c and Tr_0(c) = α^{n̄α} β^{n̄β} . It subsequently follows that c has no loops winding around the torus vertically and from equation (2.42), F(c) =^1_{2π} ∫_{2π} 0 Tr_0(c) = α^{n̄α} β^{n̄β} as expected.

If a subset of the nodes of w are undetermined, the positions of these nodes are those in c where loops with homotopy {a, b} cross the horizontal edges. Up to a deformation of the loop segments, the algorithm produces a diagram where the connectivity c acts on the j(c) nodes with question marks by operating a cyclic permutation, as Ω^i did in the previous example. For example, for a given connectivity (different from (2.51)), this diagram could be_{j(c)}

|i(c)| { ? ? ? ?

Replacing the question marks of w by defects gives the unique link eigenstate with j(c) defects. The shift of the j(c) nodes is denoted by i(c) and is measured by the number of loop segments that cross the left/right virtual boundary, |i(c)|. On the torus, the connections are divided into n = i(c) ∧ j(c) loops of homotopy {i(c)/n, j(c)/n}. If n > 1, c will have other link eigenstates, where some of the question marks are replaced by half-arcs instead of defects. The picture is quite similar to what we encountered for Ω^i: Separate the j(c) nodes of w into j(c)/n sequences of n nodes, choose a link state with r half-arcs (r = 0, 1, . . . , ⌊^n_2 ⌋) and adjoin j(c)/n copies of it side by side to form a link state with d =^{j(c)}_n (n − 2r). The result is an eigenstate of c, and because only the fraction^{n−2r}_n of the |i(c)| loop segments crossing the boundary are connected to defects, the associated eigenvalue is β^{n̄β} v^{Ni(c)(n−2r)/n}. The number of such link eigenstates in the sector with d =^{j(c)}_n (n − 2r) defects is (^n_r) and

F(c) = β^{n̄β} × 1 2π ∫_{2π} 0 dμ ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑

r=0 G j(c)_{n (n−2r)}(μ, α) ( n r ) v^{Ni(c)(n−2r)/n}

= β^{n̄β} × ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑

r=0 ( n r ) C i(c)_{n (n−2r),} j(c)_{n (n−2r)} = β^{n̄β} × ⌊^n_2 ⌋∑

r=0 ( n r ) t_{n−2r}(α_{i(c)/n,j(c)/n}) (2.52) = β^{n̄β} (α_{i(c)/n,j(c)/n})^n, where the last equality follows from (2.50). Because the expression for F(c) is linear in c, this completes the proof of Proposition 2.1.

3 Critical dense polymers

An objective of this work is to express the partition function of the loop model on the torus in terms of the transfer matrix, and to test whether the result is modular invariant. From now on, we focus on β = 0, the value corresponding to critical dense polymers, while we initially keep the parities of M and N and the values of the non-contractible loop fugacities α_{i,j} free. In this general setup, the transfer matrix satisfies an inversion relation [7] which we solve for the twist representations ω_d. As shown in Section 2.5, the problem of computing the loop partition function boils down to calculating the eigenvalues of the transfer matrix in these representations. As a result, we obtain the general expression for the partition function of the loop model for arbitrary M, N and α_{i,j}. Considerable simplifications are subsequently possible if we set all the non-contractible loop fugacities to α_{i,j} = 2. In this case, we prove that the partition function is modular invariant if both M and N are even.

The random cluster model, which is defined here only for M and N both even, is also expected to yield a modular invariant for some choice of the free parameters. It is recalled that, although both the loop model (Section 2.1) and the random cluster model (Section 2.2) are well-defined for β = √ Q = 0 (and give nonzero partition functions), the passage from one to the other in Section 2.2 is awkward. Consequently, the FK partition function we calculate is of the no-cycle (“restricted”) random cluster model with Q = w_+ = 0 discussed in Section 2.3.

Of course, setting the weight of nontrivial clusters to zero gives a trivial modular invariant, Z^′_{F K} = 0. This is obviously of very little interest, so one of our goals is to build another, nontrivial one from the transfer matrix approach to the loop model. With β = 0, this method will allow us to compute the first term in (2.22), but not the second one since this would require knowledge of the spectrum of the transfer matrix away from β = 0. Evidently, a direct way to eliminate the second term in (2.22) is to set the weight of cross-topology clusters to zero, w_+ = 0, in which case the restricted FK partition function follows from that of the loop model.

Let us comment on some of the terminology we will be using. The number of defects d classifying the representation ω_d is a quantum number that separates the theory into Ramond (^d_2 even), Neveu-Schwarz (^d_2 odd) and Z_4 (d odd) sectors. Following [7,19,37], we are thus using terminology of supersymmetry even though we do not claim any superconformal symmetry in our model.

3.1 Spectrum of the transfer matrix

For β = 0, it was shown in [7] that the transfer matrix satisfies the inversion identity

T (u)T (u +^π_2 ) = ( cos^{2N} u + (−1)^N sin^{2N} u ) I + (cos u sin u)^N J (3.1)

where I is the vertical identity diagram while J ∈ EP T L_N (α, β = 0) is given by

J =

N

. . . with = − (3.2)

Using the Drop-Down Lemma in [7], we find

ω_d(J) = ω_d(I) × { (−1)^{N−d}2 ( (−1)^dv^{2N} + v^{−2N} ) , d > 0, (−1)^N2 (α^2 − 2), d = 0.

(3.3)

From the inversion relation, exact expressions for the eigenvalues of the transfer matrix can be found. Note that if α is replaced by v^N + v^{−N} , the expression for ω_d(J) for d > 0 also applies for d = 0. Therefore, all the results for d > 0, where the eigenvalues of ω_d(T (u)), denoted by T (u, μ), depend on the winding parameter v = e^{iμ}, can be extended to d = 0 if we set α = 2 cos μN. (3.4)

Then, in the sector with d defects, we have ω_d ( T (u)T (u +^π_2 ) ) = ω_d(I) × F (u, v) (3.5)

where F (u, v) = ( v^N cos^N u + (−1)^{N−d2} v^{−N} sin^N u )( v^{−N} cos^N u + (−1)^{N+d2} v^N sin^N u ) . (3.6)

The expression for F (u, v) can be factorized,

F (u, e^{iμ}) = T (u, μ)T (u +^π_2 , μ), (3.7)

and the possible values for the eigenvalues are thus found by separating the zeros into contributions from T (u, μ) and T (u +^π_2 , μ). For N odd, we find

F (u, e^{iμ}) = e^{−2iuN} sin^2(^π_4 + (−1)^{d+1}2 μN) 2^{2N−2} N∏ j=1 ( e^{4iu} + tan^2 (_{(2j−1)π} 4N + (−1)^{j+ d+12} μ )) , (3.8)

T (u, μ) = ϵ e^{− iπN}4 e^{−iuN} sin(^π_4 + (−1)^{d+1}2 μN) 2^{N−1} N∏ j=1 ( e^{2iu} + iϵ_j tan (_{(2j−1)π} 4N + (−1)^{j+ d+12} μ )) , (3.9)

where ϵ, ϵ_j ∈ {+1, −1} for all j = 1, . . . , N. For N even, we find

F (u, e^{iμ}) = e^{−2iuN} sin^2(μN) 2^{2N−2} N∏ j=1 ( e^{4iu} + tan^2 (_{jπ} N − μ )) ,^d_2 odd,

e^{−2iuN} cos^2(μN) 2^{2N−2} N∏ j=1 ( e^{4iu} + tan^2 (_{(2j−1)π} 2N − μ )) ,^d_2 even,

(3.10)

T (u, μ) = ϵ(−i)^N2 e^{−iuN} sin(μN) 2^{N−1} N∏ j=1 ( e^{2iu} + iϵ_j tan (_{jπ} N − μ )) ,^d_2 odd, ϵ(−i)^N2 e^{−iuN} cos(μN) 2^{N−1} N∏ j=1 ( e^{2iu} + iϵ_j tan (_{(2j−1)π} 2N − μ )) ,^d_2 even,

(3.11)

again with ϵ, ϵ_j ∈ {+1, −1} for all j = 1, . . . , N. For both parities of N, the eigenvalues are characterized by the choices of ϵ and ϵ_j , j = 1, . . . , N. This gives a total of 2^{N+1} possible eigenvalues. Because a given sector only has (_N N−d 2 ) eigenvalues, only a subset of the possible eigenvalues appear in the sector d. This information is encoded in the selection rules of Section 3.2.

The eigenvalues found in [7] are for μ = 0, and extra care has to be taken in the Neveu- Schwarz sector (N even and^d_2 odd). Naively, the result for T (u, μ) in (3.11) appears to be zero in that case because of the prefactor sin(μN), but the j =^N_2 term of the product is singular in the limit μ → 0. The correct expression is obtained by applying l’Hôpital’s rule. More generally, similar resolutions apply if μ is such that sin(^π_4 + (−1)^{d+1}2 μN), sin(μN) or cos(μN) is zero.

To describe all three sets of eigenvalues in (3.9) and (3.11), we will henceforth use the short-hand notation T (u, μ) = K(μ) × ϵ × N∏ j=1 ( e^{iu} + ie^{−iu}ϵ_j tan x_j ) , (3.12)

where K(μ) = e^{− iπN}4 2^{N−1} × sin(^π_4 + (−1)^{d+1}2 μN), N odd, sin μN, N even,^d_2 odd, cos μN, N even,^d_2 even,

(3.13)

x_j = (2j−1)π 4N + (−1)^{j+ d+1}2 μ, N odd, jπ N − μ, N even,^d_2 odd, (2j−1)π 2N − μ, N even,^d_2 even.

(3.14)

It is noted that the eigenvalues (3.12) satisfy the crossing symmetry

T (^π_2 − ū, μ̄) = T (u, μ), (3.15)

here indicated for complex u and μ.

3.2 Selection rules

In this section, we write down the selection rules dictating which of the solutions to the inversion identity appear as eigenvalues in the spectrum of ω_d(T (u)). The multiplicities of the eigenvalues also follow from the selection rules. In [7], the corresponding selection rules for μ = 0 are expressed in terms of column configurations and excess parameters σ and σ̄. Here they are formulated exclusively in terms of conditions on the parameters ϵ_j and ϵ, and their proof is given in Appendix A. That the selection rules reduce correctly to those of [7] for μ = 0 is also verified in the appendix.

Another component of the selection rules concerns the identification of the groundstates. Eigenvalues of ω_d(T (u)) are in general complex, as can be seen from T (u = 0) = Ω whose eigenvalues in the sector with d defects are of the form T (0, μ) = v^de^{2iπm}N , for some m ∈ Z. Hereafter, the groundstate eigenvalue of ω_d(T (u)) is defined as the one with maximal norm and is denoted by T_d. In Appendix A, T_d will be identified as the eigenvalue for which the linear term, Eig(H), is maximal.

Z_4 sector (N odd):

(i) In the sector with d defects, the parameters ϵ_j, ϵ ∈ {−1, +1}, j = 1, . . . , N, characterizing an eigenvalue of the transfer matrix satisfy N∑ j=1 (−1)^j ϵ_j = d(−1)^{d+12} , ϵ = (−1)^{⌊ d+14 ⌋}. (3.16)

The number of different choices for the set of parameters {ϵ_j} satisfying (3.16) is precisely (_N N−d 2 ) , and each appears exactly once.

(ii) Let ϵ̄_j ≡ ϵ_{N+1−j} for j = 1, . . . ,^{N−1}_2 . For μ ∈ [−^π_{2N} ,^π_{2N} ], the groundstate in the sector with d defects is characterized by ϵ N+1_2 = +1 and

ϵ_j = ϵ̄_j = { +1, j =^{d+1}_2 , . . . ,^{N−1}_2 ,

(−1)^{j+ d+1}2 , j = 1, . . . ,^{d−1}_2 .

(3.17)

If we set ν_k = (−1)^{k+ d+1}2 ϵ_k, the selection rules simply state that exactly^{N−d}_2 of these N renormalized parameters satisfy ν_k = −1. The full spectrum of ω_d(T^M (u)) can thus be written using a generating function as

Tr_d ( T^M (u) ) = 1 n! ( d^nG_d(z, v) dz^n ) | | |_{z=0} n = N − d 2 , (3.18)

where v = e^{iμ} and G_d(z, v) = (K(μ) × ϵ)^M N∏ j=1 (( e^{iu} + ie^{−iu} tan x^′_j )_M + z ( e^{iu} − ie^{−iu} tan x^′_j )_M ) , (3.19)

x^′_j = (−1)^{j+ d+12} (2j − 1)π 4N + μ. (3.20)

Ramond and Neveu-Schwarz sectors (N even):

(i) In the sector with d defects, the parameters ϵ_j, ϵ ∈ {−1, +1}, j = 1, . . . , N, characterizing an eigenvalue of the transfer matrix satisfy N∑ j=1 ϵ_j = −d, ϵ = (−1)^{⌊ d+24 ⌋}. (3.21)

The number of different choices for the set of parameters {ϵ_j} satisfying (3.21) is precisely (_N N−d 2 ) , and each appears exactly once.

(ii) For μ ∈ [−^π_{2N} ,^π_{2N} ], the groundstate is characterized by

ϵ_j = { +1, j = ⌊^d_4 ⌋ + 1, . . . ,^N_2 − ⌊^{d+2}_4 ⌋, −1, otherwise.

(3.22)

The full spectrum of ω_d(T^M (u)) admits the expression

Tr_d ( T^M (u) ) = 1 n! ( d^nG_d(z, v) dz^n ) | | |_{z=0} n = N − d 2 , (3.23)

where v = e^{iμ} and the generating functions are defined by G_d(z, v) = (K(μ) × ϵ)^M N∏ j=1 (( e^{iu} − ie^{−iu} tan x_j )_M + z ( e^{iu} + ie^{−iu} tan x_j )_M ) (3.24)

with x_j given in (3.14). Note that this expression differs from the similar one in (3.19). For later convenience, it is also noted that

G_2(−1, 1) = lim_{μ→0} G_2(−1, e^{iμ}) = 0. (3.25)

3.3 Lattice partition function

We now proceed to find an exact expression for the partition function of the loop model Z_L from the generating functions G_d(z, v). First, we make two crucial observations:

(i) As a straightforward calculation shows,

G_d(z, e^{i(μ+ πN )}) = (−1)^M G_d(z, e^{iμ}). (3.26)

Indeed, K(μ +^π_N ) = −K(μ) and the terms in the product (3.19) (for N odd) or (3.24) (for N even) are mapped onto one another when μ is shifted by^π_N .

(ii) G_d(z, v) admits a Laurent series expansion in the winding parameter v with finitely many nonzero coefficients, with the terms with minimal and maximal powers of v given by v^{−NM} and v^{NM} , respectively.

Indeed, for N odd, for example, the generating function in (3.19) can be expressed as G_d(z, v) = (e^{− iπN4} ϵ)^M N∏ j=1 ( (e^{ix′j} cos u + i sin u e^{−ix′j} )^M + z(e^{−ix′j} cos u + i sin u e^{ix′j} )^M ) , (3.27) where (A.15) has been used to simplify the factor K^M (μ). Because e^{ix′j} = v exp ( iπ 4N (2j − 1)(−1)^{j+ d+12} ) , (3.28)

the result readily follows. Using (A.27), a similar argument carries through for N even.

It follows from these two observations that G_d(z, v) is v^{−NM} times a Taylor series in v^{2N} . Because G_d(z, v) is also polynomial in z, it can be written as G_d(z, v) = M∑ k=−M,−M+2,... N∑ ℓ=0 v^{Nk}z^ℓg_d(k, ℓ). (3.29)

In terms of the coefficients g_d(k, ℓ), the trace of ω_d(T^M (u)) is

Tr_d ( T^M (u) ) = M∑ k=−M,−M+2,... v^{Nk}g_d(k,^{N−d}_2 ). (3.30)

One can now use this last equation along with equation (2.42) to write the partition function of the loop model as

Z_L = N∑ d=1,3,... M∑ k=−M,−M+2,... C_{k,d} g_d(k,^{N−d}_2 ), N odd,

Tr_0 ( T^M (u) ) + N∑ d=2,4,... M∑ k=−M,−M+2,... C_{k,d} g_d(k,^{N−d}_2 ), N even. (3.31)

It is observed that the integers k and M always have the same parity. This is not a surprise since, in Section 2.5, k counts the number of times defects cross the virtual boundary, and this number always has the same parity as the number M of layers of T (u).

The special term Tr_0(T^M (u)), which appears for N even, can be rewritten as follows. First, it is recalled from (3.4) in Section 3.1 that the parameter α = α_{1,0} is conveniently parameterized as v^N + v^{−N} . Because Tr_0(T^M (u)) is polynomial in α, the coefficients in equation (3.30) for d = 0 must satisfy the symmetry

g_0(k,^N_2 ) = g_0(−k,^N_2 ). (3.32)

(This also follows readily from equation (3.52) below.) We thus have

Tr_0 ( T^M (u) ) =^1_2 ∑ 0≤k≤M k=M mod 2

(2 − δ_{k,0}) ( v^{Nk} + v^{−Nk} ) g_0(k,^N_2 ) = ∑ 0≤k≤M k=M mod 2

C_{k,0} g_0(k,^N_2 ), (3.33)

where C_{k,0}, 0 ≤ k ≤ M, is defined as C_{k,d} for d > 0 in (2.42):

C_{k,0} = { t_k(α_{1,0}) = t_k(α), k > 0, 1, k = 0. (3.34)

Equations (3.31) and (3.33), combined with (3.19) or (3.24) for N odd or even respectively, give the general expression for the partition function of the loop model.

Considerable simplifications are possible if we set

α_{i,j} = α = 2 (3.35) for all i, j. In this case, t_n = 2 − δ_{n,0} and, from equations (3.31) and (3.30) at v = 1, Z_L | |_{αi,j =2} = ∑ 0≤d≤N d=N mod 2

(2 − δ_{d,0})Tr_d ( T^M (u) )| |_{α=2v=1} . (3.36)

For each parity of the system size N, the total number of contributing link states is thus given by ∑ 0≤d≤N d=N mod 2

(2 − δ_{d,0}) dim V^d_N = 2^N (3.37)

where the dimensions are given by the binomial coefficients (_N N−d 2 ) as in (2.30). The explicit expression (3.36) giving the partition function as a sum of ordinary sector traces is key to the identification of the corresponding modular invariant discussed in Section 3.5.

3.4 Finitized partition functions

The results of Section 3.3 are expressed in terms of the N + 1 functions G_d(z, v) where d = 0, . . . , N. In the following, we show how to extract the physical information from the three functions G_0(z, v), G_1(z, v) and G_2(z, v) alone, and find that this allows the direct evaluation of the finitized partition function for M even and α_{i,j} = 2 for all i, j. In contrast, similar results have not been obtained for M odd. It is noted that non-contractible loop fugacities are also set equal to 2 in the work [19].

The expansion of the generating function G_d(z, v) as a Taylor series in the variable z is given by G_d(z, v) = N∑ ℓ=0 A^{(v)}_{d,ℓ} z^ℓ, A^{(v)}_{d,ℓ} = M∑ k=−M,−M+2,... v^{Nk}g_d(k, ℓ) (3.38)

and is such that Tr_d ( T^M (u) ) = A^{(v)}_{d, N−d2} . (3.39)

Recalling that T_d denotes the groundstate eigenvalue of ω_d(T (u)), we introduce normalized generating functions, Ĝ_d(z, v) = G^d(z, v) T_d(u, μ) , v = e^{iμ}. (3.40)

Now, to compute the finitized partition function, we first determine the appropriate finitizations Ĝ^{(N)}_d (u, v) of the normalized generating functions. This requires restricting μ to be of the order 1/N, and we choose to parameterize it as μ = πa N , a ∈ [−^1_2 ,^1_2 ], (3.41)

as in the description of the selection rules for the groundstates in Section 3.2. The finitizations Ĝ^{(N)}_d (u, v) are then obtained following the approach of [7] based on the evaluation of finite excitations. The results for d = 0, 1, 2 are discussed below and are expressed in terms of the aspect ratio δ = M N (3.42)

and the modular nome q and its complex conjugate q̄, given by q = exp(−2πiδe^{−2iu}), q̄ = exp(2πiδe^{2iu}). (3.43) Here it is recalled that the models we study are defined on a rectangular array of M × N square tiles with periodic boundary conditions to cover the torus. In the continuum scaling limit, the periodicity of the torus is described by the modular parameter τ which lives in the upper half of the complex plane, i.e. Im(τ) > 0. The partition functions we compute are expressed in terms of a modular parameter τ through the associated nome q and its complex conjugate q̄ defined by q = e^{2πiτ} , q̄ = e^{−2πiτ̄} . (3.44) Comparing this with (3.43), we see that τ = −δe^{−2iu}. (3.45) As discussed at the end of Appendix B, the spectral parameter u (for 0 < u <^π_2 ) can be interpreted [38] geometrically as a measure of the spatial anisotropy of the lattice thus explaining its appearance in the definition of the modular parameter. For isotropic interactions, u =^λ_2 and τ = −δe^{−πi/2} = i M N (3.46)

as expected.

Z_4 sector: For N odd, the generating functions have the symmetries

G_{4n+1}(z, v) = (−1)^{nM} G_1(z, v), G_{4n+3}(z, v) = (−1)^{nM} G_3(z, v),

(n ∈ N), G_3(z, v) = z^N (−1)^M G_1(z^{−1}, v^{−1}). (3.47)

This allows us to write

Tr_d ( T^M (u) ) = (−1)^{d−1}4^M A^{(v)}_{1, N−d2} ,^{d−1}_2 even,

(−1)^{d+1}4^M A^{(1/v)}_{1, N+d2} ,^{d−1}_2 odd.

(3.48)

The partition function for the loop model with M even and α_{i,j} = 2 (see equation (3.36)) then simplifies to Z_L | |_{αi,j =2} = 2 ∑ d=1,5,9,... A^{(1)}_{1, N−d2} + 2 ∑ d=3,7,11,... A^{(1)}_{1, N+d2} = N∑ ℓ=0 ( 1 + (−1)^{ℓ+ N−12} ) A^{(1)}_{1,ℓ}

= G_1(1, 1) + (−1)^{N−12} G_1(−1, 1). (3.49)

As outlined above, with μ as in (3.41), we work out the finitized generating function

Ĝ^{(N)}_1 (z, e^{iπa}N ) =

2⌊^{N+3}_4 ⌋−1 ∏ j=1,3,... ( 1 + zq^{2j−14 +a}

)^{2⌊ N+14 ⌋}∏ j=2,4,... (q^{2j−14 −a} + z)

× 2⌊^{N+1}_4 ⌋−1 ∏ j=1,3,... ( 1 + z(−1)^Mq̄^{2j−14 −a} )^{2⌊ N−14 ⌋}∏ j=2,4,... ( (−1)^Mq̄^{2j−14 +a} + z ) (3.50)

where the modular nome is defined as in (3.43). For M even and N odd, we then obtain the finitized partition function

Z^{(N)}_L | |_{αi,j =2} = T^M_1 |_{μ=0} ×

(^{N+1}2∏ j=1 (1+q^{2j−14} ) N−1 2∏ j=1 (1+q̄^{2j−14} )+ N+1 2∏ j=1 (1−q^{2j−14} ) N−1 2∏ j=1 (1−q̄^{2j−14} ) ) . (3.51)

The number of contributing link states is obtained by setting q = q̄ = 1 and is readily found to be 2^N as in (3.37).

Ramond and Neveu-Schwarz sectors: For N even, the generating functions have the symmetries

G_{4n}(z, v) = (−1)^{nM} G_0(z, v), G_{4n+2}(z, v) = (−1)^{nM} G_2(z, v), (n ∈ N), G_0(z, v) = z^N G_0(z^{−1}, v^{−1}),

G_2(z, v) = z^N (−1)^M G_2(z^{−1}, v^{−1})

(3.52)

from which it follows that

Tr_d(T^M (u)) =

(−1)^d4^M A^{(v)}_{0, N−d2} ,^d_2 even,

(−1)^{d−2}4^M A^{(v)}_{2, N−d2} ,^d_2 odd.

(3.53)

Further simplifications are possible for v = 1 and M even as the second set of relations in (3.52) then translates into A^{(1)}_{i,ℓ} = A^{(1)}_{i,N−ℓ} for i = 0, 2. It subsequently follows that

G_i(1, 1) = N 2∑ ℓ=0 (2 − δ_{ℓ,} N_2 )A^{(1)}_{i,ℓ} , G_i(−1, 1) = N 2∑ ℓ=0 (2 − δ_{ℓ,} N_2 )(−1)^ℓA^{(1)}_{i,ℓ} (3.54)

for i = 0, 2, and the partition function for the loop model can be expressed as Z_L | |_{αi,j =2} = ∑ d=0,4,8,... (2 − δ_{d,0})A^{(1)}_{0, N−d2} + 2 ∑ d=2,6,10,... A^{(1)}_{2, N−d2} =^1_2 ( G_0(1, 1) + (−1)^{N2} G_0(−1, 1) + G_2(1, 1) − (−1)^{N2} G_2(−1, 1) = 0 ) (3.55) where the under-braced term vanishes due to (3.25). With the parameterization (3.41), the finitizations of the (normalized versions (3.40) of the) generating functions appearing in (3.55) are given by

Ĝ^{(N)}_0 (z, e^{iπa}N ) =

⌊^{N+2}_4 ⌋∏

j=1 ( q^{2j−12 −a} + z )( 1 + zq^{2j−12 +a} )

× ⌊^N_4 ⌋∏

j=1 ( (−1)^Mq̄^{2j−12 +a} + z )( 1 + (−1)^M zq̄^{2j−12 −a} ) , (3.56)

Ĝ^{(N)}_2 (z, e^{iπa}N ) = (1 + zq^a)(1 + (−1)^M zq̄^{−a} )

⌊^N_4 ⌋∏

j=1 ( q^{j−a} + z )( 1 + zq^{j+a} )

× ⌊^{N−2}_4 ⌋∏

j=1 ( (−1)^Mq̄^{j+a} + z )( 1 + (−1)^M zq̄^{j−a} ) , (3.57)

where the modular nome is defined as in (3.43). Using the result lim M,N≫1 M=δN T^M_2 | |_{μ=0} T^M_0 | |_{μ=0} = (qq̄) 1 8 (3.58)

obtained in [7] from an Euler-Maclaurin analysis of the eigenvalues for μ = 0, we can now write the finitized partition function for M and N even as

Z^{(N)}_L | |_{αi,j =2} = T^M_0 | |_{μ=0} ×

(_1 2 ⌊^{N+2}_4 ⌋∏

j=1 (1 + q^{2j−12} )^2

⌊^N_4 ⌋∏

j=1 (1 + q̄^{2j−12} )^2

+^1_2

⌊^{N+2}_4 ⌋∏

j=1 (1 − q^{2j−12} )^2

⌊^N_4 ⌋∏

j=1 (1 − q̄^{2j−12} )^2 + 2(qq̄)^{18}

⌊^N_4 ⌋∏

j=1 (1 + q^j)^2 ⌊^{N−2}_4 ⌋∏

j=1 (1 + q̄^j)^2 ) . (3.59)

The number of contributing link states is obtained by setting q = q̄ = 1 and is readily found to be 2^N as in equation (3.37).

An interesting parallel can be drawn between the calculations of the finitized partition function of critical dense polymers and that of the Ising model carried out in [39]. The spin transfer matrix of the Ising model also satisfies an inversion identity from which its spectrum can be determined. The resulting finitized partition function of the Ising model is of a form very similar to the one of critical dense polymers (3.59) and also contains three terms. In the context of Q-state Potts models, the inversion identity satisfied by the spin transfer matrix is a feature unique to the Ising model (Q = 2). Likewise in the context of the logarithmic minimal models LM(p, p^′), we believe that the loop transfer matrix satisfies a functional relation of degree p^′, implying that the inversion identity (3.1) is unique to critical dense polymers LM(1, 2). We hope to discuss this elsewhere.

The analysis of the finitized partition functions above is based on a torus formed by gluing together a rectangle without twisting the boundaries. We generalize this to helical tori in Appendix B where we find that, for α_{i,j} = 2 and even helicity t, the finitized (twisted) partition function is given by the expression (3.51) or (3.59), depending on the parities of M and N, but with q replaced by the nome in (B.9).

3.5 Modular invariant partition function

It is quite remarkable that the partition function (3.36) of the loop model on the torus for which all the non-contractible loop fugacities α_{i,j} are set to 2 can be written exclusively in terms of traces in representations with v = 1. In [7], the behaviour of these traces was studied in the M, N → ∞ limit. Here we demonstrate that the partition function (3.36) is modular invariant in the continuum scaling limit if M and N are both even. It is recalled that the modular transformations are generated by S : τ → − 1 τ , T : τ → τ + 1 (3.60)

acting on the modular parameter τ given in (3.45).

Let us define Z_d by Tr_d ( T^M (u) ) = T^M_{max} × ϵ^M × Z_d, (3.61)

where T_{max} is the maximal eigenvalue of T (u), that is, T_{max} = T_0 for N even and T_{max} = T_1 for N odd. In [7], it was found that these partition functions correspond to conformal partition functions associated with a logarithmic CFT with central charge

c = −2 (3.62)

and conformal weights given in terms of the defect number d by

Δ_t = t^2 − 1 8 , t = d 2 . (3.63)

The corresponding Kac labels r, s, where t = 2r − s, are integer in the Ramond and Neveu- Schwarz sectors (N even) and half-integer in the Z_4 sector (N odd).

We recall the specialized Jacobi theta functions ϑ_{s,p}(q) = ∑ λ ∈ Z+^s_{2p} q^{pλ2} (3.64)

and the Dedekind eta function

η(q) = q^{124} ∞∏ n=1 (1 − q^n), (3.65)

where the modular nome is defined in (3.43). For the simplified expressions in Section 3.4 to apply, we let M be even, in which case ϵ^M = 1 for all d. From the analysis of the continuum scaling limit in [7], and up to the divergent term T^M_{max}, we then find that the conformal part of the partition function (3.36) is given by ∑ d∈2N−1 Z_d(q) =

|ϑ 1_{2 ,2}(q)|^2 + |ϑ 3_{2 ,2}(q)|^2 |η(q)|^2 , (3.66)

for N odd, while for N even, it is given by

Z_0(q) + 2 ∑ d∈2N Z_d(q) = 1 |η(q)|^2 3∑ s=0 |ϑ_{s,2}(q)|^2. (3.67)

As already observed in [7], the partition function (3.66) for N odd is not modular invariant. This is not a surprise since the sectors with N odd are incompatible geometrically with the sector containing the vacuum. The sesquilinear form in (3.67), on the other hand, is a well-known modular invariant Coulombic partition function [18,19]. The conformal partition function of critical dense polymers on the torus with M and N both even is thus given by this modular invariant. Writing it as

Z_0(q) + 2 ∑ d∈2N Z_d(q) = |χ̂_− 1_8 (q)|^2 + 2|χ̂_0(q)+χ̂_1(q)|^2 + |χ̂ 3_8 (q)|^2, (3.68)

where the W-irreducible characters [23] (see also [40]) are given by

χ̂_− 1_8 (q) = 1 η(q) ϑ_{0,2}(q), χ̂_0(q) = 1 2η(q) ( ϑ_{1,2}(q) + η^3(q) ) , χ̂ 3_8 (q) = 1 η(q) ϑ_{2,2}(q), χ̂_1(q) = 1 2η(q) ( ϑ_{1,2}(q) − η^3(q) ) , (3.69)

it is recognized as the modular invariant partition function of symplectic fermions on a Z_2 orbifold [21]. From Section 2.3, this is also the partition function of the no-cycle FK cluster model at Q = w_+ = 0 in the continuum scaling limit.

The W-characters incorporate the W-extended symmetry of the triplet model associated with symplectic fermions. As discussed in [41], the decomposition of the W-irreducible characters in terms of irreducible Virasoro characters reflects that an arbitrary number of defects, compatible with the system size, is allowed in the corresponding loop model. Indeed, this is what we find in the expression (3.68) for the modular invariant.

We stress that the modular invariant partition function in (3.67) is not obtained by the usual matrix trace summing over all even N sectors since the gluing procedure governed by the linear functional F has changed the multiplicity of all of the d ≠ 0 sectors by a factor of 2. Indeed, the standard matrix trace does not yield a modular invariant. In stark contrast, the modified matrix trace in (3.67) does yield a modular invariant partition function.

4 Conclusion

Because of the nonlocal nature of the degrees of freedom of the logarithmic minimal models LM(p, p^′), the structure of their bulk logarithmic CFTs is much more complicated than in the case of rational theories. In particular, the bulk representations are no longer given as simple tensor products over the left- and right-chiral halves of the theory. Similar observations apply [42] in the context of the gl(1|1) super-spin chains. In the case of critical dense polymers LM(1, 2), the bulk CFT of the associated W_{1,2} (or c_{1,2}) triplet model was constructed from the boundary CFT in [28] and, for the case of critical percolation LM(2, 3), the bulk CFT of the associated W_{2,3} triplet model was constructed from the boundary CFT in [43]. Generalizing the results of these papers, the modular invariant partition functions of the LM(p, p^′) models were conjectured in [44] from a lattice perspective. Although the representations do not factor, the modular invariant partition functions do factor in terms of characters and are given [44] as a combination of Coulombic and (rational) minimal modular invariant partition functions. To understand the bulk theory better, it is desirable to have a lattice derivation of these modular invariant partition functions.

In this paper, we have taken the first step in this program by calculating, via an exact lattice derivation, the modular invariant partion function of critical dense polymers LM(1, 2). Starting with the work of Cardy, there are well established physical principles which assert that, with purely periodic boundary conditions (and no seams or mismatched size parities), the torus partition functions should be modular invariant. These arguments apply equally to rational and logarithmic CFTs. Indeed, the modular invariance of the torus partition function of critical dense polymers is confirmed by our exact lattice calculation. In the lattice setting, the difficulty of closing the cylinder to the proper geometric torus is overcome by introducing a modified trace. In the continuum scaling limit, we obtain the expected modular invariant partition function of symplectic fermions on a Z_2 orbifold. The modified trace acts to combine the three W-sectors from the cylinder with integer degeneracies (1, 2, 1) as in (3.68). These degeneracies coincide [44] with Coxeter exponents given by the right eigenvector of the Cartan matrix of the twisted affine Dynkin diagram A^{(2)}_2 with three nodes. The appearance of non-simply laced affine graphs and such degeneracies seems to be a feature of logarithmic CFTs. As is made clear by the lattice derivation, it is precisely the requirement of implementing a modified trace that leads to the correct degeneracies. From within CFT itself, and in the context of the general LM(p, p^′) models, it is still unclear precisely what principles select out the correct modular invariant partition functions.

Our modified trace (2.42) holds for all of the logarithmic minimal models LM(p, p^′). The problem of calculating the modular invariant partition function of the general LM(p, p^′) model is thus reduced to the problem of calculating the eigenvalues of the transfer matrix on the cylinder in sectors with d defects. We hope to come back to this problem in later papers.

Helical boundary conditions can be applied to the construction of the torus by inserting a horizontal seam consisting of a power of the shift operator Ω, as discussed in Appendix B. Moving beyond the modular invariant torus partition function, it is possible to introduce vertical integrable (topological) seams yielding general toroidal conformal partition functions. For rational theories, the fusion of these vertical seams or their corresponding twist operators is described [45] by the Ocneanu algebra [46]. It is an interesting question as to what extent the Ocneanu algebra needs to be generalized in the logarithmic setting, but this question is beyond the scope of this paper.

Acknowledgments

This work is supported by the Australian Research Council (ARC). JR is supported under the ARC Future Fellowship scheme, project number FT100100774. AMD is supported by the National Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC) as a Postdoctoral Fellow. He is also grateful for support from the University of Queensland. The authors thank Yvan Saint-Aubin for helpful discussions. Some of this work was done at Institut Henri Poincaré in Paris during the 2011 trimester on Advanced Conformal Field Theory and Applications. The authors thank the organizers and the institute for their generous hospitality.

A Proof of the selection rules

Here we prove the selection rules in Section 3.2. For N = 1, the transfer matrix is onedimensional and its single eigenvalue is given by

T (u, μ) = v cos u + v^{−1} sin u. (A.1)

This is readily seen to be reproduced by the selection rules which state that ϵ = ϵ_1 = 1. To prove the selection rules for N > 1, we will study the first terms in the Taylor series of T (u) around u = 0 and compare their spectra with the similar objects in the periodic XX model.

The expansion of T (u) around u = 0 is

T (u) = Ω ( I + uH + O(u^2) ) , H = N∑ i=1 e_i, (A.2)

where we are using the sign convention for H of [12] for ease of comparison. By expanding T (u, μ) around u = 0, one finds the eigenvalues of ω_d(H) to be

Eig(H) = N∑ j=1 ϵ_j sin 2x_j , x_j = (2j−1)π 4N + (−1)^{j+ d+1}2 μ, N odd, jπ N − μ, N even,^d_2 odd, (2j−1)π 2N − μ, N even,^d_2 even.

(A.3)

Indeed, T (u, μ) = K(μ) × ϵ × N∏ k=1 1 cos x_k N∏ j=1 ( e^{iu} cos x_j + ie^{−iu}ϵ_j sin x_j )

= K(μ) × ϵ × N∏ k=1 e^{iϵkxk} cos x_k

Eig(Ω)

N∏ j=1 ( cos u + i sin ue^{−2iϵj xj} ) , (A.4) where the under-braced prefactor is the corresponding eigenvalue of ω_d(Ω). The eigenvalues of ω_d(H) are then

Eig(H) = i N∑ j=1 (cos 2x_j − iϵ_j sin 2x_j ) = N∑ j=1 ϵ_j sin 2x_j , (A.5)

because the first term sums to zero with the x_j values given in (A.3). As shown in [12], the spectrum of ω_d(H) (for α = 2 cos μN and β = 0) is the same as the spectrum of the periodic XX Hamiltonian H = N∑ j=1 ( e^{2iμ}σ^+_j σ^−_{j+1} + e^{−2iμ}σ^−_j σ^+_{j+1} ) (A.6)

in the sector with S^z =^d_2 , where

S^z =^1_2 N∑ j=1 σ^z_j , σ^a_{N+1} ≡ σ^a_1 , a ∈ {+, −, z}. (A.7)

To prove the selection rules, we proceed as in [5] by comparing the parameterizations of the spectra of the two hamiltonians H and H. First, we apply a Jordan-Wigner transformation to the XX Hamiltonian H.

Proposition A.1 In the sector with S^z =^d_2 , H can be realized in terms of fermionic operators as H = ∑ q 2 cos(q + 2μ)η^†_qη_q (A.8)

where q(m) = {_{(2m+1)π} N ,^{N+d}_2 even, 2mπ N ,^{N+d}_2 odd, m = 0, . . . , N − 1. (A.9) The fermionic operators η_q and η^†_q obey the usual anti-commutation relations {η^†_q, η_q′ } = δ_{q,q}′ , {η_q, η_q′ } = {η^†_q, η^†_q′ } = 0, (A.10) and are given in terms of Pauli matrices by

η_q = 1 √ N N∑ j=1 e^{−iqj} c_j, η^†_q = 1 √ N N∑ j=1 e^{iqj} c^†_j, (A.11) c_j = (^{j−1}∏ k=1 (−σ^z_k) ) σ^−_j , c^†_j = (^{j−1}∏ k=1 (−σ^z_k ) ) σ^+_j .

The proof for μ = 0 appears in [47]. Its generalization to the present case is straightforward and therefore omitted.

Using ∑ q cos(q + 2μ) = 0, we immediately write H = − ∑ q 2 cos(q + 2μ)η_qη^†_q. (A.12)

The state |U⟩ = | + + + . . . +⟩ is readily seen to be an eigenstate of H with eigenvalue 0. More generally, a basis of eigenvectors in the sector S^z =^d_2 is generated by the states η_{q1} . . . η_{qn} |U⟩, n =^{N−d}_2 , with eigenvalues Eig(H) = − ∑_n i=1 2 cos(q_i + 2μ).

Let us define Θ_m = 1 − 2η_qη^†_q, m = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1, (A.13)

where the relation between q and m is that of (A.9). We define Θ_m for m outside the interval in (A.13) by Θ_m ≡ Θ_{m mod N} . All the eigenstates of H indicated above are also eigenstates of Θ_m with eigenvalues ±1, and it follows that H = N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m cos ( q(m) + 2μ ) . (A.14)

The operators Θ_m play a role analogous to the parameters ϵ_j for the eigenvalues of T (u): They fix the eigenvalues of H completely. Henceforth, we will consider them as constants, Θ_m ∈ {+1, −1}, characterizing the eigenvalues of H rather than as operators acting on spin states.

A.1 Z_4 sector (N odd)

By using the relation N∏ j=1 cos x_j = 2^{−(N−1)} sin (_π 4 + (−1)^{d+12} μN ) , (A.15)

the expression for T (u, μ) of equation (A.4) simplifies to T (u, μ) = ϵ e^{− iπN4} exp ( i N∑ k=1 ϵ_kx_k )^N∏ j=1 ( cos u + i sin ue^{−2iϵj xj} ) , (A.16)

and the corresponding eigenvalue of ω_d(Ω), found by setting u = 0, to

Eig(Ω) = T (0, μ) = ϵ e^{− iπN4} exp ( i N∑ k=1 ϵ_kx_k ) . (A.17)

Because ω_d(Ω^N ) = v^{Nd}ω_d(I), each eigenvalue of ω_d(Ω) is v^d times a v-independent phase. The dependence on v in (A.17) is hidden in the contribution exp(i ∑_N k=1 ϵ_kx_k). By extracting from x_k the μ-dependent part and matching it with v^d, one finds N∑ k=1 (−1)^kϵ_k = d(−1)^{d+12} (A.18) as announced in (3.16). This constraint reduces the number of possible eigenvalues to (_N N−d 2 ) , which is exactly the dimension of the representation ω_d.

To prove that the eigenvalues of ω_d(T (u)) explore all the (_N N−d 2 ) possibilities (i.e. that there are no repetitions), we consider the XX Hamiltonian and initially show it can be written as

H = N∑ j=1 ( (−1)^{j+ d+12} Θ_{− N4 + 2j−14 (−1)j+} d+1_2 ) sin 2x_j ,^{N+d}_2 odd, N∑ j=1 ( (−1)^{j+ d+12} Θ_{− N+24 + 2j−14 (−1)j+} d+1_2 ) sin 2x_j ,^{N+d}_2 even.

(A.19)

This can be checked for all possible parities of^{N−1}_2 and^{d−1}_2 . Here we only verify explicitly the case^{N−1}_2 and^{d−1}_2 both even. The other cases are very similar. Using the property Θ_m ≡ Θ_{m mod N} , we thus compute

H = N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m cos (_{2mπ} N + 2μ ) = N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m sin (_{(N+4m)π} 2N + 2μ )

= N−1∑ n=0 Θ_{n−} N−1_4 sin

(_{(4n+1)π}

2N + 2μ ) = (^{N−1}2∑ n=0 + N−1∑ n=^{N+1}_2 ) Θ_{n−} N−1_4 sin

(_{(4n+1)π} 2N + 2μ )

= N−1 2∑ n=0 Θ_{n−} N−1_4 sin

(_{(4n+1)π}

2N + 2μ ) − N−1 2∑ n^′=1

Θ_{−n}′_− N−1_4 sin

(_{(4n}′_{−1)π} 2N − 2μ )

= 2N−1∑

r=1,5,9,... Θ r−N_4 sin (_{rπ} 2N + 2μ ) − 2N−3∑

s=3,7,11,... Θ_− s+N_4 sin (_{sπ} 2N − 2μ )

= N∑ j=1 (−1)^{j+1}Θ_− N_{4 +} 2j−1_{4 (−1)}j+1 sin (_{(2j−1)π} 2N + (−1)^{j+1}2μ

= 2x_j ) (A.20)

which is of the proposed form.

Now, equation (A.19) can be directly related to the expression (A.3) for the eigenvalues of ω_d(H), provided the identification

ϵ_j =

(−1)^{j+ d+1}2 Θ_{− N4 + 2j−14 (−1)j+} d+1_2 ,^{N+d}_2 odd,

(−1)^{j+ d+1}2 Θ_{− N+24 + 2j−14 (−1)j+} d+1_2 ,^{N+d}_2 even

(A.21)

is made. As in Figure 4, the eigenvalues of H are non-degenerate (for generic μ), making this identification unique. This induces a bijection between eigenvalues of ω_d(H) and of H. Because the (_N N−d 2 ) possible choices of Θ_m are all explored (exactly once) in the spectrum of ϵ_1 ϵ_2 ϵ_3 ϵ_4 ϵ_5

ϵ_6

ϵ_7 Θ^5

−Θ_4

Θ_6

−Θ_3 Θ_0

−Θ_2

Θ_1 −Θ^5

Θ_6

−Θ_4

Θ_0 −Θ_3

Θ_1

−Θ_2

Figure 4: Z_4 sector (N odd). For N = 7, j = 1, . . . , N and μ = 0.02, the angles 2x_j (μ = 0) and 2x_j(μ), see (3.14), are indicated respectively in blue (full lines) and in red (dashed lines). Associated to a given angle labelled by ϵ_j , Θ_m is indicated in green (innermost) for d−1 2 even and orange (outermost) for^{d−1}_2 odd. The groundstate for d = 1 is characterized by Θ_2, Θ_3, Θ_4 = −1 and by Θ_3, Θ_4 = −1 for d = 3. In both cases, the remaining Θ_m values are +1. For μ generic, there are no degeneracies.

H, the same is true for the ϵ_j parameters associated with ω_d(H). The proof of the selection rule for the overall sign ϵ in (3.16) is presented in Appendix A.3.

In a given sector d, the identification of an eigenvalue as a groundstate energy depends on μ. To reproduce the selection rule given in [7], we consider μ close to zero and study the largest eigenvalue of H. It is recalled that the eigenstates of H in the sector S^z =^d_2 are of the form η_{q1} . . . η_{qn} |U⟩ with n =^{N−d}_2 , i.e. |{m; Θ_m = −1}| =^{N−d}_2 and |{m; Θ_m = +1}| =^{N+d}_2 . From equation (A.14), the groundstate is built by choosing to be −1 the^{N−d}_2 parameters Θ_m with cos(q(m)) negative and as large as possible in absolute value. It follows that the correct choice is

Θ_m = { −1, m = ⌊_{N+d+2} 4 ⌋ , . . . , N − 1 − ⌊_{N+d} 4 ⌋ , +1, otherwise.

(A.22)

(For μ outside the interval [−^π_{2N} ,^π_{2N} ], this does not characterize the groundstate.) For^{N−1}_2 and^{d−1}_2 both even, for example, equation (A.21) is rewritten as

ϵ_{2i} = −Θ 3N+1_{4 −i}, i = 1, . . . ,^{N−1}_2 , ϵ_{2i+1} = { Θ 3N+1_{4 +i}, i = 0, . . . ,^{N−5}_4 ,

Θ_− N−1_{4 +i}, i =^{N−1}_4 , . . . ,^{N−1}_2 .

(A.23)

The negative Θ_m parameters are thus identified with the ϵ_j parameters of the form ϵ_{2i} for i = d+3 4 , . . . ,^{N−1}_2 −^{d−1}_4 . It follows that ϵ_{2i+1} = 1 for every i, and ϵ_{2i} = 1 for i =^{d+3}_4 , . . . ,^{N−1}_2 −^{d−1}_4 . The only negative ϵ_j parameters are ϵ_{2i} = ϵ̄_{2i} = −1 for i = 1, . . . ,^{d−1}_4 , here indicated in terms of barred and unbarred epsilons. This is precisely the statement of equation (3.17) for^{d−1}_2 even. The other three cases (where^{N−1}_2 or^{d−1}_2 is odd) are examined in a similar fashion.

Comparison with the Z_4 sector selection rules of [7]: We now compare our selection rules for N odd with those of [7]. In that work, the selection rules pertain to the limit μ → 0 and are expressed in terms of the excess parameters σ and σ̄ defined in terms of our parameters ϵ_j and ϵ̄_j = ϵ_{N+1−j} by σ = | |{i = 1, . . . , ⌊^{N+1}_4 ⌋; ϵ_{2i} = −1} | | − | |{i = 0, . . . , ⌊^{N−1}_4 ⌋; ϵ_{2i+1} = −1} | |, (A.24) σ̄ = | |{i = 1, . . . , ⌊^{N−1}_4 ⌋; ϵ̄_{2i} = −1} | | − | |{i = 0, . . . , ⌊^{N−3}_4 ⌋; ϵ̄_{2i+1} = −1} | |. Using (A.18), we thus find

σ + σ̄ = | |{i = 1, . . . ,^{N−1}_2 ; ϵ_{2i} = −1} | | − | |{i = 0, . . . ,^{N−1}_2 ; ϵ_{2i+1} = −1} | | =^1_2 (_{N−1} 2 − N−1 2∑ i=1 ϵ_{2i} ) −^1_2

(_{N+1} 2 − N−1 2∑ i=0 ϵ_{2i+1} ) = −^1_2 −^1_2 N∑ j=1 (−1)^jϵ_j

= {_{d−1} 2 ,^{d−1}_2 even,

−^{d+1}_2 ,^{d−1}_2 odd,

(A.25)

which is how the corresponding selection rule is stated in [7]. It follows readily that σ − σ̄ is an even integer. For the groundstate, from (A.24) and (3.17), we have

σ = σ̄ = {_{d−1} 4 ,^{d−1}_2 even,

−^{d+1}_4 ,^{d−1}_2 odd,

(A.26)

again in accordance with [7].

A.2 Ramond and Neveu-Schwarz sectors (N even)

First, we simplify the expressions for T (u, μ) by using the identities N∏ j=1 cos x_j = (−1)^{N2} 2^{−(N−1)} × { sin μN,^d_2 odd,

cos μN,^d_2 even.

(A.27)

For both parities of^d_2 , we can thus write

T (u, μ) = ϵ i^{N2} exp ( i N∑ k=1 ϵ_kx_k )^N∏ j=1 ( cos u + i sin ue^{−2iϵj xj} ) . (A.28)

In the limit u → 0, one finds the corresponding eigenvalue of ω_d(Ω) to be given by

Eig(Ω) = T (0, μ) = ϵ i^{N2} exp ( i N∑ k=1 ϵ_kx_k ) (A.29) and this must equal v^d times a phase. The dependence on the winding parameter is exp(−iμ ∑ ϵ_k), and hence ∑_N j=1 ϵ_j = −d as announced in (3.21).

To show that there are no repetitions between the (_N N−d 2 ) possible choices for the set of

parameters {ϵ_j } satisfying ∑_N j=1 ϵ_j = −d, we proceed as in the Z_4 sector by establishing a map between the eigenvalues of ω_d(H) and those of H. First, we note that the XX Hamiltonian can be written as

H =

− N∑ j=1 Θ 3N_{4 −j} sin 2x_j ,^N_2 even, − N∑ j=1 Θ 3N+2_{4 −j} sin 2x_j ,^N_2 odd,^d_2 even,

− N∑ j=1 Θ 3N−2_{4 −j} sin 2x_j ,^N_2 odd,^d_2 odd.

(A.30)

For^N_2 and^d_2 both even, for example, this follows from

H = N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m cos

(_{(2m+1)π} N + 2μ ) = N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m sin ((_N 2 − 2m − 1 )_π N − 2μ )

= N∑ i=1 Θ N_{4 −i} sin (_{(2i−1)π} N − 2μ ) = − N∑ j=1 Θ 3N_{4 −j} sin (_{(2j−1)π} N − 2μ = 2x_j ) . (A.31)

The other cases are examined in a similar way.

Now, the final expression in (A.31) suggests the identification ϵ_j = −Θ 3N_{4 −j}. However, from the expression just before it, one might be tempted to make the alternative identification ϵ_j = Θ N_{4 −j}. This extra possibility is caused by degeneracies in the spectrum of ω_d(H) that are not transferred to the spectrum of ω_d(T (u)), see Figure 5. To resolve this issue, we recall that |{m; Θ_m = ±1}| =^{N±d}_2 and note that with the identification ϵ_j = −Θ 3N_{4 −j} , N∑ j=1 ϵ_j = − N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m = | |{m; Θ_m = −1} | | − | |{m; Θ_m = +1} | | = −d, (A.32)

in accordance with (3.21). The same calculation based on the alternative identification, ϵ_j = Θ N_{4 −j}, yields ∑ j ϵ_j = d and is therefore incompatible with (3.21) for d > 0. As discussed in Appendix A.3, even for d = 0, only the first identification results in a fully consistent picture in general.

As in Appendix A.1, the identification is a one-to-one map between the eigenvalues of the two models. Because all the different choices of Θ_m are explored in the XX model (with the constraint |{m; Θ_m = −1}| =^{N−d}_2 ), there are likewise no repetitions in the column configurations characterizing the eigenvalues in the loop model. In general, the identification ϵ_1 ϵ_2 ϵ_3

ϵ_4

ϵ_5

ϵ_6 ϵ_7 ϵ_8

−Θ_5

−Θ_4

−Θ_3

−Θ_2

−Θ_1

−Θ_0 −Θ_7

−Θ_6

(a) ϵ_1 ϵ_2 ϵ_3

ϵ_4

ϵ_5

ϵ_6 ϵ_7 ϵ_8

−Θ_5

−Θ_4

−Θ_3

−Θ_2

−Θ_1

−Θ_0

−Θ_7

−Θ_6

(b) Figure 5: For N = 8, j = 1, . . . , N and μ = 0.04, the angles 2x_j (μ = 0) and 2x_j (μ), see (3.14), are indicated respectively in blue (full lines) and in red (dashed lines), in (a) the Ramond sector (N even,^d_2 even) and (b) the Neveu-Schwarz sector (N even,^d_2 odd). The groundstate for d = 0 is characterized by Θ_2, Θ_3, Θ_4, Θ_5 = −1 and the one for d = 2 by Θ_3, Θ_4, Θ_5 = −1, with all other Θ_m values equal to +1. In both sectors, because sin 2x_j = − sin 2x_{j+} N_2 , the eigenvalues of H are degenerate and, a priori, this could lead to two possible identifications.

depends on the parities of^N_2 and^d_2 , as we have

ϵ_j =

−Θ 3N_{4 −j},^N_2 even, −Θ 3N+2_{4 −j},^N_2 odd,^d_2 even, −Θ 3N−2_{4 −j} ,^N_2 odd,^d_2 odd,

(A.33)

in accordance with (A.30).

The proof of the selection rule for the overall sign ϵ in (3.21) is presented in Appendix A.3. As in Appendix A.1, the groundstate of H is obtained by fixing the parameters Θ_m as in (A.22). Here this translates into the selection rule (3.22) when (A.33) is applied.

Comparison with the Ramond sector selection rules of [7]: We now compare our selection rules for N and^d_2 both even with those of [7]. In that work, the selection rules pertain to the limit μ → 0 and are expressed in terms of the excess parameters σ and σ̄ defined in terms of our parameters ϵ_j by σ = | |{j = 1, . . . , ⌊^{N+2}_4 ⌋; ϵ_j = −1} | | − | |{j = 1, . . . , ⌊^{N+2}_4 ⌋; ϵ_{N+1−j} = +1} | |, (A.34) σ̄ = | |{j = 1, . . . , ⌊^N_4 ⌋; ϵ_{N2 +1−j} = −1} | | − | |{j = 1, . . . , ⌊^N_4 ⌋; ϵ_{N2 +j} = +1} | |.

Using ∑_N j=1 ϵ_j = −d, we thus find

σ + σ̄ =^1_2 (⌊_{N+2} 4 ⌋ − ⌊^{N+2}_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ_j ) −^1_2 (⌊_{N+2} 4 ⌋ + ⌊^{N+2}_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ_{N+1−j} )

+^1_2 (⌊_N 4 ⌋ − ⌊^N_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ N_{2 +1−j} ) −^1_2 (⌊_N 4 ⌋ + ⌊^N_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ N_{2 +j} )

= −^1_2 N∑ j=1 ϵ_j = d 2 (A.35)

which is the corresponding selection rule of [7]. It follows readily that σ − σ̄ is an even

integer. For the groundstate, from (A.34) and (3.22), we have

σ = σ̄ = d 4 , (A.36)

again in accordance with [7].

Comparison with the Neveu-Schwarz sector selection rules of [7]: We now compare

our selection rules for N even and^d_2 odd with those of [7]. In that work, the selection rules

pertain to the limit μ → 0 and are expressed in terms of the excess parameters σ and σ̄

defined in terms of our parameters ϵ_j by σ = −δ + | {j = 1, . . . , ⌊_N 4 ⌋ ; ϵ_j = −1} | − | {j = 1, . . . , ⌊_N 4 ⌋ ; ϵ_{N−j} = +1} | , (A.37)

σ̄ = −δ̄ + | {j = 1, . . . , ⌊_{N−2} 4 ⌋ ; ϵ N_{2 −j} = −1} | − | {j = 1, . . . , ⌊_{N−2} 4 ⌋ ; ϵ N_{2 +j} = +1} | . Here we have introduced the two additional parameters δ, δ̄ ∈ {0, 1} (A.38) to implement the freedom in the definition in [7] of the excess parameters. It is also noted

that ϵ N_2 and ϵ_N do not appear in the expressions for σ and σ̄. We now evaluate

σ + σ̄ = −δ − δ̄ +^1_2 (⌊_N 4 ⌋ − ⌊^N_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ_j ) −^1_2 (⌊_N 4 ⌋ + ⌊^N_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ_{N−j} )

+^1_2 (⌊_{N−2} 4 ⌋ − ⌊^{N−2}_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ N_{2 −j} ) −^1_2 (⌊_{N−2} 4 ⌋ + ⌊^{N−2}_4 ⌋∑

j=1 ϵ N_{2 +j} )

= −δ − δ̄ −^1_2 (^N∑ j=1 ϵ_j − ϵ N_2 − ϵ_N )

=^{d−2}_2 +^1_2 ( 2 + ϵ N_2 + ϵ_N − 2δ − 2δ̄ ) (A.39) where we have used ∑_N j=1 ϵ_j = −d. We thus recover the selection rule

σ + σ̄ = d − 2 2 (A.40)

of [7] by setting δ = 1 + ϵ_N 2 , δ̄ = 1 + ϵ N_2 2 , (A.41)

in which case σ = | |{j = 1, . . . , ⌊^N_4 ⌋; ϵ_j = −1} | | − | |{j = 0, . . . , ⌊^N_4 ⌋; ϵ_{N−j} = +1} | |, (A.42) σ̄ = | |{j = 1, . . . , ⌊^{N−2}_4 ⌋; ϵ_{N2 −j} = −1} | | − | |{j = 0, . . . , ⌊^{N−2}_4 ⌋; ϵ_{N2 +j} = +1} | |. It follows readily from the selection rule (A.40) that σ − σ̄ is an even integer. For the groundstate, from (A.43) and (3.22), we have

σ = σ̄ = d − 2 4 , (A.43)

again in accordance with [7].

A.3 The overall sign ϵ

We now prove the selection rules for ϵ given in equations (3.16) and (3.21), again by resorting to the connection with the XX model. As shown in [12], the representative of Ω^{±1} in the XX representation of EP T L_N (α, β = 0) is given by the matrix

Ω̄^{±1} = v^{±2Sz} t^{±1}. (A.44)

The operators t and t^{−1} introduced here translate the N spins to the left and right by one position, implying that t^{±1}σ^a_j t^{∓1} = σ^a_{j∓1}. (A.45)

For both parities of N, every eigenvalue of ω_d(T (u)) (and ω_d(H)) is associated to an eigenvalue of ω_d(Ω), see equations (A.17) and (A.29). It is shown in [12] that every element of EP T L_N (α, β = 0) has the same spectrum in the ω_d representation as in the XX representation with S^z =^d_2 . This is therefore true for T (u), H and Ω^{±1}, in particular. To determine ϵ, we use the identifications (A.21) and (A.33) along with the equality Eig(Ω) = Eig(Ω̄).

First, we seek the eigenvalue of Ω̄ associated to the state η_{q1} . . . η_{qn} |U⟩, where n =^{N−d}_2 . The operator v^{2Sz} acts on this state as the multiplicative constant v^d. By applying the translation operators to the fermionic operators in Proposition A.1, one finds

t^{−1}c_jt = (−σ^z_1 )c_{j+1} = c_{j+1}(−σ^z_1 ), j = 1, . . . , N − 1,

t^{−1}c_N t = (−σ^z_1 )c_1(−1)^{N2 +Sz+1} = c_1(−σ^z_1 )(−1)^{N2 +Sz} (A.46) and t^{−1}η_qt = (−σ^z_1 ) ( e^{iq}η_q + c_1 √ N ( e^{−iqN} (−1)^{N2 +Sz+1} − 1 )) (A.47) = ( e^{iq}η_q + c_1 √ N ( e^{−iqN} (−1)^{N2 +Sz} − 1 )) (−σ^z_1 ). (A.48)

Applying t^{−1} on eigenvectors of H yields t^{−1}η_{q1} . . . η_{qn} |U⟩ = ( t^{−1}η_{q1} t ) . . . ( t^{−1}η_{qn} t ) t^{−1}|U⟩ = (−1)^ne^{i ∑j qj} η_{q1} . . . η_{qn} |U⟩ (A.49) where we have used the two expressions (A.47) and (A.48) to rewrite t^{−1}η_{qj} t for j even and odd, respectively. Because ∑ j q_j = ∑ m|_{Θm=−1} q(m) = 1 2 ( ∑ m|_{Θm=−1} q(m) − ∑ m|_{Θm=1} q(m) + N−1∑ m=0 q(m) )

= − 1 2 N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m q(m) + π 2 × { N − 1,^{N+d}_2 odd,

N,^{N+d}_2 even,

(A.50)

one readily finds

Eig(Ω̄) = v^d(−i)^{d−a} exp ( i 2 N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m q(m) ) , a = { 1,^{N+d}_2 odd,

0,^{N+d}_2 even.

(A.51)

The next and final step is based on the identifications (A.21) and (A.33) of the ϵ_j and Θ_m parameters, and is performed separately for the two parities of N.

Z_4 sector (N odd): The selection rule for ϵ we wish to establish states that ϵ = { (−1)^{d−1}4 ,^{d−1}_2 even,

(−1)^{d+1}4 ,^{d−1}_2 odd.

(A.52)

Let us be specific and consider^{N−1}_2 and^{d−1}_2 both even. In this case, the identification (A.21) specializes to (A.23) which is equivalent to

Θ_m = ϵ N+1_{2 +2m}, m = 0, . . . ,^{N−1}_4 ,

−ϵ 3N+1_{2 −2m}, m =^{N+3}_4 , . . . ,^{3N−3}_4 ,

ϵ_{2m−} 3N−1_2 , m =^{3N+1}_4 , . . . , N − 1.

(A.53)

To evaluate Eig(Ω̄) in (A.51), we now compute

exp ( i 2 N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m q(m) ) = exp ( iπ N (^{N−1}4∑ m=0 mϵ N+1_{2 +2m} − 3N−3 4∑ m=^{N+3}_4

mϵ 3N+1_{2 −2m} + N−1∑ m=^{3N+1}_4 mϵ_{2m−} 3N−1_2 ) )

= exp ( iπ 2N (^{N−1}2∑ j_1=^{N−1}_4

(2j_1 −^{N−1}_2 )ϵ_{2j1+1} + N−1 2∑ j_2=1

(2j_2 −^{3N+1}_2 )ϵ_{2j2} + N−5 4∑ j_3=0

(2j_3 +^{3N+1}_2 )ϵ_{2j3+1} ) )

= exp ( iπ 4N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j ) exp ( iπ 4 ( − N−1 2∑ j_1=^{N−1}_4

ϵ_{2j1+1} − 3 N−1 2∑ j_2=1

ϵ_{2j2} + 3 N−5 4∑ j_3=0

ϵ_{2j3+1} ))

= exp ( iπ 4N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j ) exp ( − 3iπ 4 N∑ k=1 (−1)^kϵ_k ) exp ( − iπ N−1 2∑ j_1=^{N−1}_4

ϵ_{2j1+1} )

= exp ( iπ 4N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j ) exp ( 3iπd 4 ) (−1)^{N+34} , (A.54)

where we have used (A.18). This allows us to compare Eig(Ω̄) with

Eig(Ω) = ϵ e^{− iπN4} v^d exp ( iπ 4N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j ) , (A.55)

from which we deduce that ϵ = (−1)^{d−1}4 . Similar arguments carry through for the other parities of^{N−1}_2 and^{d−1}_2 , thereby completing the proof of the selection rule (A.52).

Ramond and Neveu-Schwarz sectors (N even): The selection rule for ϵ we wish to show is given by ϵ = { (−1)^d4 ,^d_2 even, (−1)^{d+2}4 ,^d_2 odd.

(A.56)

For^N_2 and^d_2 both even, for example, the identification (A.33) is equivalently given by

Θ_m = { −ϵ 3N_{4 −m}, m = 0, . . . ,^{3N}_4 − 1, −ϵ 7N_{4 −m}, m =^{3N}_4 , . . . , N − 1, (A.57) and one computes

exp ( i 2 N−1∑ m=0 Θ_m q(m) ) = exp ( iπ 2N ( − 3N 4 −1∑

m=0 (2m + 1)ϵ 3N_{4 −m} − N−1∑ m=^{3N}_4

(2m + 1)ϵ 7N_{4 −m} ) )

= exp ( iπ 2N (^{3N}4∑ j=1 (2j − 1 −^{3N}_2 )ϵ_j + N∑ j=^{3N}_4 +1

(2j − 1 −^{7N}_2 )ϵ_j ) )

= exp ( iπ 2N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j − 3iπ 4 N∑ j=1 ϵ_j − iπ N∑ j=^{3N}_4 +1 ϵ_j )

= exp ( iπ 2N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j ) exp ( 3iπd 4 ) (−1)^{N4} . (A.58)

By comparing Eig(Ω̄) with

Eig(Ω) = ϵ i^{N2} v^d exp ( iπ 2N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j ) , (A.59)

valid for^N_2 and^d_2 both even, we find ϵ = (−1)^d4 . Similar arguments show that the selection rule (A.56) also holds for the other parities of^N_2 and^d_2 .

The calculations above and the ensuing comparison with Eig(Ω) could have been carried out for the alternative identification ϵ_j = Θ N_{4 −j} discussed following (A.31). In that case, we would have obtained

ϵ = (−1)^{d4} exp ( − iπ N N∑ j=1 (2j − 1)ϵ_j ) , (A.60)

but this is in general incompatible with the requirement ϵ ∈ {+1, −1}. Thus, even in the d = 0 sector, only the first identification yields a fully consistent picture in general. Similar arguments apply for the other parities of^N_2 and^d_2 , thus demonstrating that the identification (A.33) is the correct one in the general case.

B Loop model on helical tori

Here we generalize the loop model discussed in the bulk part of this paper by considering the model defined on helical tori [31–33]. Prior to forming the torus, the loop model is defined on a finite lattice, which we represent diagrammatically by a rectangular array of M × N square tiles. In this planar representation, the toroidal boundary conditions are encoded in the two periodicity vectors ν_1, ν_2 ∈ Z^2. As indicated in Figure 6, we parameterize these vectors as ν_1 = (N, 0), ν_2 = (t, M), (B.1) where t is the helicity. Its role is as follows. To construct the torus, one first identifies the right and left edges of the rectangle such that the tiles cover the outer surface of the resulting vertical cylinder. A torus is then formed by gluing together the upper and lower edges of the cylinder, but before doing that, one twists the upper edge of the cylinder t tiles in the clockwise direction seen from above. The geometry of the helical lattice torus is thus defined by the triple (M, N, t), where t is negative if the twist is in the counterclockwise direction. In the bulk of this paper, we have exclusively considered t = 0, but the results can be generalized in a straightforward manner as we will discuss in the following.

(a) ν_1 ν_2

(b) Figure 6: (a) A configuration c of the loop model on a 4 × 6 torus with helicity t = 2, with five contractible loops and two non-contractible loops of homotopy {0, 1}. (b) The weight F_2(c) of the configuration c is equal to F(c · Ω^{−2}).

Loops (and similarly clusters) of homotopy {a, b} now wind around the torus a times in the ν_1 direction and b times in the ν_2 direction, with the same convention for the sign of a as in Section 2.1. Cross-topology clusters are those that wrap the torus along both ν_1 and ν_2. Of course, in the FK model, we restrict the helicity t to even values only.

For a fixed connectivity c, the homotopy of non-contractible loops and the number of loops in general depend on t. The action of the abstract functional F(c) that assigns the correct weights to configurations when the cylinder is closed into a torus (defined in equation (2.37) for t = 0) depends on the helicity and is here denoted by F_t(c) (with F_0 ≡ F). However, as illustrated in Figure 6 (b), studying a torus with helicity t is equivalent to considering connectivities times Ω^{−t} on a torus with trivial helicity:

F_t(c) = F_0(c · Ω^{−t}). (B.2)

To calculate the partition function Z^t_L, our prescription (2.42) for F(c) needs to be slightly modified: Connectivities contributing to c = T^M (u)Ω^{−t} can have up to M + t loops crossing the virtual boundary. This suggests changing the upper and lower bounds of the sum in G_d(μ, α) to ±(M + t), G_d(μ, α) = M+t∑ k=−(M+t) v^{−Nk}C_{k,d}, (d > 0). (B.3)

This simple prescription is not optimal, though, since it may include vanishing terms. Indeed, because the first t layers of boxes are just Ω^{−t}, some terms, the one corresponding to k = M+t for instance, are simply zero. Nevertheless, with this slight modification of the definition of G_d(μ, α), equation (2.42) remains valid.

The problem of computing the partition function Z^t_L therefore boils down to calculating the eigenvalues of ω_d(T^M (u)Ω^{−t}). The eigenvalues of ω_d(Ω) corresponding to T (u, μ) are given in equations (A.17) and (A.29), so in general Eig ( T^M (u)Ω^{−t} ) = ( K(μ) )_M × ϵ^{M−t} × e^{iπNt}4^{(−1)N+1} N∏ j=1 e^{−itϵj xj} ( e^{iu} + ie^{−iu}ϵ_j tan x_j )_M (B.4)

and the generating functions G_d(z, v) should be modified in a similar way to depend on the helicity t. Below, we write G^t_d(z, v) for these modified generating functions and Ĝ^t_d(z, v) for their normalized versions defined as in (3.40).

Finitizations of the generating functions Ĝ^t_d(z, v) are obtained by looking at finite excitations for M, N, t ≫ 1, not only for fixed aspect ratio (3.42), but also while keeping the ratio γ = t N (B.5)

fixed. With the parameterization (3.41) for μ, elementary excitations are given by lim M,N,t ≫1 M=δN, t=γN e^{2itxj} (eiu − ie−iu tan x_j e^{iu} + ie^{−iu} tan x_j )_M = q^{Ej (a)}_γ , (B.6)

lim M,N,t ≫1 M=δN, t=γN e^{2itxf (j)} (eiu − ie−iu tan x_{f(j)} e^{iu} + ie^{−iu} tan x_{f(j)} )_M = (−1)^{M+t} q̄^{Ej (−a)}_γ , (B.7)

where

E_j (a) = 2j−1 4 + (−1)^{j+ d+1}2 a, N odd, j − a, N even,^d_2 odd, 2j−1 2 − a, N even,^d_2 even, f(j) = N + 1 − j N odd, N 2 − j, N even,^d_2 odd, N 2 + 1 − j, N even,^d_2 even, (B.8) and q_γ = exp ( − 2πi(δe^{−2iu} − γ) ) , q̄_γ = exp ( 2πi(δe^{2iu} − γ) ) . (B.9)

The expressions for Ĝ^t_d(z, v) are now obtained from (3.50), (3.56) and (3.57) by replacing q, q̄ by q_γ , q̄_γ and (−1)^M by (−1)^{M+t}. For N even, because the eigenvalues of ω_d(Ω) corresponding to the groundstates in the d = 0 and d = 2 sectors are equal to 1, the ratio (3.58) of the maximal eigenvalues of ω_d(T (u)Ω^{−t}) in these sectors is still given by (q_λq̄_λ)^18 = (qq̄)^18 in the continuum scaling limit.

In this limit, for M even, the partition function for critical dense polymers on the torus with helicity t = γN is then given by (3.66) or (3.67) for N odd and even, respectively, with the γ-dependent definition (B.9) for the nome. For M, N and t all even, this partition function is therefore modular invariant.

As discussed in [38] on the related lattice spin models, the spectral parameter (for 0 < u <^π_2 ) can be interpreted as measuring the spatial anisotropy of the lattice through the anisotropy angle θ = πu λ = 2u. (B.10)

With this geometric interpretation, changing the spectral parameter away from the isotropic point u =^λ_2 =^π_4 thus corresponds to distorting the elementary square faces (1.1) on the lattice into rhombi whose bottom-right angle is given by θ. It follows from the discussion above that a nontrivial helicity has the effect of changing the spatial anisotropy of the lattice, in accordance with the situation for finite lattices as in Figure 6 (a). Concretely, the helicity acts on the modular parameter (see (3.45)) τ = δe^{i(π−θ)} = −δe^{−2iu} (B.11) as τ → τ^′ = τ + γ. (B.12)

References

[1] P.A. Pearce, J. Rasmussen, J.-B. Zuber, Logarithmic minimal models, J. Stat. Mech.

(2006) P11017, arXiv:hep-th/0607232.

[2] H.N.V. Temperley, E.H. Lieb, Relations between the ‘percolation’ and ‘colouring’ problem and other graph-theoretical problems associated with regular planar lattices: Some exact results for the ‘percolation’ problem, Proc. Roy. Soc. A322 (1971) 251–280.

[3] V.F.R. Jones, Planar algebras I, arXiv:math.QA/9909027.

[4] P.A. Pearce, J. Rasmussen, Solvable critical dense polymers, J. Stat. Mech. (2007) P02015, arXiv:hep-th/0610273.

[5] A. Morin-Duchesne, A proof of selection rules for critical dense polymers, J. Phys. A:

Math. Theor. 44 (2011) 495003, arXiv:1109.6397 [math-ph].

[6] P.A. Pearce, J. Rasmussen, S.P. Villani, Infinitely extended Kac table of solvable critical dense polymers, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 46 (2013) 175202, arXiv:1210.8301 [math-ph].

[7] P.A. Pearce, J. Rasmussen, S.P. Villani, Solvable Critical dense polymers on the cylinder, J. Stat. Mech. (2010) P02010, arXiv:0910.4444 [hep-th].

[8] A. Nigro, Integrals of motion for critical dense polymers and symplectic fermions, J.

Stat. Mech. (2009) P10007, arXiv:0903.5051 [hep-th]; The Baxter Q operator of critical dense polymers, J. Stat. Mech. (2009) P10008, arXiv:0905.0285 [hep-th].

[9] P.A. Pearce, K.A. Seaton, Off-critical logarithmic minimal models, J. Stat. Mech. (2012) P09014, arXiv:1207.0259 [hep-th].

[10] P. Martin, H. Saleur, On an algebraic approach to higher dimensional statistical mechanics, Commun. Math. Phys. 158 (1993) 155–190, arXiv:hep-th/9208061.

[11] J.J. Graham, G.I. Lehrer, The representation theory of affine Temperley-Lieb algebras, Enseign. Math. 44 (1998) 173–218.

[12] A. Morin-Duchesne, Y. Saint-Aubin, A homomorphism between link and XXZ modules over the periodic Temperley-Lieb algebra, arXiv:1203.4996 [math-ph].

[13] J.-F. Richard, J.L. Jacobsen, Character decomposition of Potts model partition functions. I. Cyclic geometry, Nucl. Phys. B750 (2006) 250–264, arXiv:math-ph/0605016.

[14] J.-F. Richard, J.L. Jacobsen, Eigenvalue amplitudes of the Potts model on a torus, Nucl.

Phys. B769 (2007) 256–274, arXiv:math-ph/0608055.

[15] A. Morin-Duchesne, Y. Saint-Aubin, The Jordan structure of two dimensional loop models, J. Stat. Mech. (2011) P04007, arXiv:1101.2885 [math-ph].

[16] A. Morin-Duchesne, Y. Saint-Aubin, Jordan cells of periodic loop models, arXiv:1302.5483 [math-ph].

[17] J.L. Cardy, Operator content of two-dimensional conformally invariant theories, Nucl.

Phys. B270 (1986) 186–204; Boundary conditions, fusion rules and the Verlinde formula, Nucl. Phys B324 (1989) 581–596.

[18] P. di Francesco, H. Saleur, J.-B. Zuber, Modular invariance in non-minimal twodimensional conformal theories, Nucl. Phys. B285 (1987) 454–480; Relations between the Coulomb gas picture and conformal invariance of two-dimensional critical models, J. Stat. Phys. 49 (1987) 57–79.

[19] H. Saleur, Polymers and percolation in two dimensions and twisted N = 2 supersymmetry, Nucl. Phys. B382 (1992) 486–531, arXiv:hep-th/9111007.

[20] M.R. Gaberdiel, H.G. Kausch, A rational logarithmic conformal field theory, Phys. Lett.

B386 (1996) 131–137, arXiv:hep-th/9606050.

[21] H.G. Kausch, Symplectic fermions, Nucl. Phys. B583 (2000) 513–541, arXiv:hepth/0003029.

[22] V. Gurarie, Logarithmic operators in conformal field theory, Nucl. Phys. B410 (1993) 535–549, arXiv:hep-th/9303160.

[23] H.G. Kausch, Curiosities at c = −2, arXiv:hep-th/9510149.

[24] M.R. Gaberdiel, H.G. Kausch, A local logarithmic conformal field theory, Nucl. Phys.

B538 (1999) 631–658, arXiv:hep-th/9807091.

[25] S. Kawai, J.F. Wheater, Modular transformation and boundary states in logarithmic conformal field theory, Phys. Lett. B508 (2001) 203–210, arXiv:hep-th/0103197.

[26] A. Bredthauer, M. Flohr, Boundary states in c = −2 logarithmic conformal field theory, Nucl. Phys. B639 (2002) 450–470, arXiv:hep-th/0204154.

[27] M.R. Gaberdiel, I. Runkel, The logarithmic triplet theory with boundary, J. Phys. A:

Math. Gen. 39 (2006) 14745–14780, arXiv:hep-th/0608184.

[28] M.R. Gaberdiel, I. Runkel, From boundary to bulk in logarithmic CFT, J. Phys. A:

Math. Theor. 41 (2008) 075402, arXiv:0707.0388 [hep-th].

[29] I. Runkel, A braided monoidal category for free super-bosons, arXiv:1209.5554 [math.QA].

[30] C.M. Fortuin, P.W. Kasteleyn, On the random-cluster model: I. Introduction and relation to other models, Physica 57 (1972) 536–564.

[31] Y. Okabe, K. Kaneda, M. Kikuchi, C.-K. Hu, Universal finite-size scaling functions for critical systems with tilted boundary conditions, Phys. Rev. E59 (1999) 1585–1588.

[32] T.-M. Liaw, M.-C. Huang, Y.-L. Chou, S.C. Lin, F.-Y. Li, Partition functions and finite-size scalings of Ising model on helical tori, Phys. Rev. E73 (2006) 055101(R).

[33] N.Sh. Izmailian, C.-K. Hu, Finite-size effects for the Ising model on helical tori, Phys.

Rev. E76 (2007) 041118.

[34] A. Hintermann, H. Kunz, F.Y. Wu, Exact results for the Potts model in two dimensions, J. Stat. Phys. 19 (1978) 623–632.

[35] R.M. Green, On representations of affine Temperley-Lieb algebras, CMS Conf. Proc. 24 (1998) 245–261.

[36] K. Erdmann, R.M. Green, On representations of affine Temperley-Lieb algebras, II, Pac. Jour. Math. 191 (1999) 243–274, arXiv:math/9811017.

[37] N. Read, H. Saleur, Exact spectra of conformal supersymmetric nonlinear sigma models in two dimensions, Nucl. Phys. B613 (2001) 409–444, arXiv:hep-th/0106124.

[38] D. Kim, P.A. Pearce, Scaling dimensions and conformal anomaly in anisotropic lattice spin models, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen. 20 (1987) L451–L456.

[39] D.L. O’Brien, P.A. Pearce, S.O. Warnaar, Finitized conformal spectrum of the Ising model on the cylinder and torus, Physica A228 (1996) 63–77.

[40] M.A.I. Flohr, On modular invariant partition functions of conformal field theories with logarithmic operators, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A11 (1996) 4147–4172, arXiv:hep-th/9509166.

[41] P.A. Pearce, J. Rasmussen, P. Ruelle, Integrable boundary conditions and W-extended fusion in the logarithmic minimal models LM(1, p), J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 41 (2008) 295201, arXiv:0803.0785 [hep-th].

[42] A.M. Gainutdinov, N. Read , H. Saleur, Continuum limit and symmetries of the periodic gl(1|1) spin chain, Nucl. Phys. B871 (2013) 245–288, arXiv:1112.3403 [hep-th]; Bimodule structure in the periodic gl(1|1) spin chain B871 (2013) 289–329, arXiv:1112.3407 [hep-th]; Associative algebraic approach to logarithmic CFT in the bulk: the continuum limit of the gl(1|1) periodic spin chain, Howe duality and the interchiral algebra, arXiv:1207.6334 [hep-th].

[43] M.R. Gaberdiel. I. Runkel, S. Wood, A modular invariant bulk theory for the c = 0 triplet model, J. Phys. A: Math. Theor. 44 (2011) 015204, arXiv:1008.0082 [hep-th].

[44] P.A. Pearce, J. Rasmussen, Coset graphs in bulk and boundary logarithmic minimal models, Nucl. Phys. B846 (2011) 616–649, arXiv:1010.5328 [hep-th].

[45] V.B. Petkova, J.-B. Zuber, Generalized twisted partition functions, Phys. Lett. B504 (2001) 157–164, arXiv:hep-th/0011021.

[46] A. Ocneanu, Paths on Coxeter diagrams: From platonic solids and singularities to minimal models and subfactors (notes recorded by S. Goto), Fields Institute Monographs 13 (1999) 243–323; The classification of subgroups of quantum SU(N), Contemporary Mathematics 294 (2002) 133–159.

[47] T. Deguchi, K. Fabricius, B.M. McCoy, The sl_2 loop algebra symmetry of the six-vertex model at roots of unity, J. Stat. Phys. 102 (2001) 701–736, arXiv:cond-mat/9912141.