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Abstract: Aiming ata complete classification of unitary N = 2 minimal models (where
the assumption of space-time supersymmetry has been dropped), it is shown that each
modular invariant candidate partition function of such a theory is indeed the partition
function of a fully-fledged unitary N = 2 minimal model, subject to the assump-
tions that orbifolding is a ‘physical’ process and that the space-time supersymmetric
A-D-£ models are physical. A family of models constructed via orbifoldings of either
the diagonal model or of the space-time supersymmetric exceptional models then dem-
onstrates that there exists a unitary N = 2 minimal model for every one of the allowed
partition functions in the list obtained from Gannon’s work (Gannon in Nucl Phys B
491:659-688, 1997).

Kreuzer and Schellekens’ conjecture (Nucl Phys B 411:97-121, 1994) that all simple
current invariants can be obtained as orbifolds of the diagonal model, even when the
extra assumption of higher-genus modular invariance is dropped, is confirmed in the
case of the unitary N = 2 minimal models by simple counting arguments.

1. Introduction

Conformal field theories (CFTs) [4,11,24,25,36] have been a well-studied area of
research since they first became a hot topic following the publication of the seminal
paper of Belavin, Polyakov and Zamolodchikov in 1984 [4]. In their paper, the authors
laid down the formalism of conformal field theories by combining the representation
theory of the Virasoro algebra with the concept of local operators, and discovered the
minimal models. The term minimal indicates that the Hilbert space of the CFT decom-
poses into only finitely many irreducible representations of (two commuting copies of)
the Virasoro algebra. The existence of null-vectors in the Hilbert spaces of minimal
models permit ODEs for the correlation functions to be derived, which in turn allow the
minimal models to be completely solved. Miraculously, the minimal models turned out
to describe phenomena in statistical mechanics [8]; most notable is their description of



612 O. Gray

27 or higher order phase transitions, e.g. the Ising model [4,55] and the tri-critical Ising
model [21].

Once the inequivalent irreducible unitary representations of the Virasoro algebra with
central charge 0 < ¢ < 1 were known, the next problem was to piece them together
in a modular invariant way (see Sect. 2.2). All modular invariant combinations were
found [7] to fall into the well-known A-D-£ meta pattern (see e.g. [75]).

The classification of other classes of conformal field theories has been the aim of
much work, and is an ongoing project. Most promising is the study of rational theo-
ries, whose Hilbert spaces may contain infinitely many irreducible representations of
the Virasoro algebras, but which can be organised into a finite sum of representations
of some larger so-called W-algebra. An important source of rational theories are the
WZW models [70,71]: families of theories, which can be constructed for any semi-sim-
ple finite-dimensional Lie algebra g. Many of the families of WZW models have been
at least partially classified [27,28], the most famous being the complete classification of
the g = su(2) case [7], which again correspond to the A-D-E series.

Another source of rational CFT is inspired by string theory [3,39,40,56], the most
promising candidate for a description of the fundamental forces of the universe. String
theorists have developed the notion of supersymmetry, the idea that there is a symme-
try between bosonic and fermionic matter in our universe. In mathematical terms, the
Virasoro algebra is enlarged by adding N supersymmetry operators (and their super
partners). One can then consider superconformal field theories (SCFTs), theories that
fall into representations of this enlarged algebra. The minimal unitary N = 2 supercon-
formal field theories [5,12,13,44,50,57-59,72] (or unitary N = 2 minimal models), for
example, provide building blocks for Gepner models (see e.g. [41]).

Contrary to popular belief, to date the unitary N = 2 minimal models have not been
completely classified. It is commonly stated that they also fall into the A-D-& meta-
pattern, due to the work of [9,49,66], in which those unitary N = 2 minimal models that
enjoy space-time supersymmetry are demonstrated to be in one-to-one correspondence
with the A-D-& simple singularities. But when one quite reasonably drops the condition
of space-time supersymmetry, one finds a much larger possible set of solutions.

The condition of space-time supersymmetry means that there should be a funda-
mental symmetry between space-time bosons and fermions; in a SCFT, the symmetry
implies that all information about the space-time anti-periodic fields (the R sector) is
encoded by the space-time periodic fields (the NS sector) and vice-versa. This relation
is encoded by the spectral flow (see e.g. [41] and Sect. 3.1), which provides an explicit
map from one sector to the other in supersymmetric theories.

Gannon [29] classified the possible partition functions of the unitary N = 2 minimal
models, showing that in fact there is a much larger playground than previously suspected:
there are finitely many partition functions at each level k, but the number is unbounded
as k increases, in contrast with the N = 0 case. There are also many more “exceptional”
cases: 10, 18 and 8 corresponding to what are somewhat misleadingly termed the &, &7
and £ models, respectively.

Two natural questions then arise: do all of these partition functions belong to genuine
SCFTs, or are some just mathematical curiosities? And could there be more than one
minimal model associated to each partition function? In this paper we attempt to answer
the first of these questions. Perhaps surprisingly, it can be resolved using only orbi-
fold-related arguments, in the following way: orbifoldings [14,15] from every possible
partition function to the partition function of one of a small list of well-known and fully
understood models are explicitly calculated. Coupled with the widely-held beliefs that
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(1) the space-time supersymmetric A, D and £ models are fully-fledged, physical SCFTs
and (ii) orbifolds of a physical theory are again physical, this demonstrates that each
partition function is indeed that of a physical SCFT. This is an important step towards
the full classification of the unitary N = 2 minimal models.

We note that Kreuzer and Schellekens [47] have proven a related result. They con-
struct simple current modular invariant partition functions via orbifoldings of the diag-
onal model and use the further assumption of higher-genus modular invariance to show
that all simple current modular invariant partition functions can be obtained this way.
They hypothesise that this extra assumption is unnecessary, which we are able to confirm
for the case of unitary N = 2 minimal models by simple counting arguments.

Section 2 is a review of Gannon’s program of classifying the possible partition func-
tions of the N = 2 unitary minimal SCFTs, and the statement of his result (which did
not appear explicitly in [29]), with a few minor errors corrected. We give two examples
to illustrate the simplest cases in the classification.

In Sect. 3 we show that the A-D-& classification of Cecotti and Vafa [9] is visible,
even at the level of partition functions. We give a conjecture for the fusion rules of the
N = 2 minimal models and give a much simpler proof than the one found in [68] that
they follow from Verlinde’s formula. Then we prove results showing that Gannon’s par-
tition functions are compatible with the conjectured fusion rules and with the locality of
the associated theories.

Section 4 contains a brief review of orbifold techniques, and the statement and proof
of the main theorem: every possible partition function in Sect. 2.4 belongs to a fully-
fledged SCFT (subject to the assumptions (i) and (ii) above). The proof is an explicit
construction of orbifoldings from any given partition function to one of a handful of
fixed theories that are believed to be fully-fledged SCFTs.

Section 5 investigates the simple-current modular invariants and confirms a hypoth-
esis of Kreuzer and Schellekens for the special case of the unitary N = 2 minimal
models; namely, that every simple current invariant should be obtainable via an orbifold
of the diagonal model.

Section 6 contains conclusions and further directions to be investigated.

2. Gannon’s Classification of Partition Functions

2.1. Preliminaries. We will denote by H the underlying pre-Hilbert space of an N = 2
SCFT C. H is a representation of two commuting copies of the N = 2 super Virasoro
algebra (SVA) [2], whose ‘modes’ are 1, L, J,, Gri withn € Zandr € Z + % in the
Neveu-Schwarz (NS) sector and r € Z in the Ramond (R) sector. The L, modes along
with the central element 1 form a Virasoro algebra with central charge ¢ € C, the J,, are
the modes of a U (1) current,' and the G;t are modes of two fermionic super-partners.

Together these elements span the left-hand copy of the SVA. The right-hand copy of the

. - = = =%, . .

SVA is spanned by the elements {1, L, J,, G, } with the same commutator relations.
Unitary irreducible inequivalent representations of the SVA can be realised as lowest

weight representations (LWRs),? which are characterised by a lowest weight vector v

' Our normalisation of the U (1) current agrees with that of e.g. [57]. As aconsequence, [ Jy, G,i] =4 % Gri s
and so the supersymmetry modes G ;t carry half integer charge.

2 Lowest weight representations are frequently referred to as highest weight representations, a slightly
perverse accident of history given that the ‘highest weight vector’” actually has the lowest weight of all states
in the representation.
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with lowest weight & and charge Q:
Lov = hv, Jov = Quv,
L,,v:J,,v:Gf%:O Vn >0, r>0.

Through calculation of the vanishing curves of the Kac determinant, Boucher, Friedan
and Kent [5] classified these irreducible unitary representations. They exist only when

3k
¢==, keNo={0.1,2,..}, (1)

where throughout the paper we will write
k=k+2. (2)

Furthermore, at a given level k € Ny, irreducible unitary lowest weight representations
only exist for a finite collection of possible lowest weights & and charges Q. They are
given by?

N _a(a+2)—c2+[a+c]2
ac — - I j—
4k a—O,...,k,
0 _ ¢ la+d] where lc—[a+cl]l <a, 3)
ok 4

where we define [x] to be 0 if x is even and 1 if x is odd*. Here a + ¢ even corresponds to
LWRs of the NS sector and a + ¢ odd to LWRs of the R sector. We will label the indexing
set of those (a, ¢) satisfyinga =0, ...,k and |c — [a + c]| < a at level k by P.

Di Vecchia et al. [13] constructed explicit free fermion representations of each of
the possible LWRs via the coset construction of Goddard, Kent and Olive [37], while
an alternative explicit construction using parafermions [73] was found around the same
time by Qiu [58]. The conjectured characters of these representations’

ch(r,z) =Tr (qLO*%yJ")

were calculated shortly afterwards [16, 17,45,50].6 The trace is taken over the states of
an irreducible representation of one copy of the SVA, and we use the standard convention
that g = ¢*™'7, y = ¥ for complex parameters 7 and z, where 7 is restricted to the
upper half complex plane, H.

3 The index ¢ should not be confused with the central charge ¢. Also, for clarity of notation, we will drop
the comma in the label (a, ¢) whenever it is safe to do so.

4 We have actually made a choice here — choosing [x] = —1 for odd x would give an equivalent realisation
of the R sector.

5 Tam grateful to an anonymous referee for pointing out that the mathematical proof of the correctness
of the characters may be incomplete. As Eholzer and Gaberdiel [19] point out, the coset construction of Di
Vecchia et al [13] shows that the N = 2 SVA at ¢ < 3 is a subalgebra of the corresponding coset algebra.
The identification of these algebras is equivalent to the identification of the corresponding characters, and
in turn follows from the conjectured embedding diagrams. On the other hand, Dorrzapf’s proof [18] of the
correctness of the embedding diagrams relies on the coset identification! We do not know of any result in the
literature that resolves this circular dependency.

6 Embedding diagrams and character formulae were first conjectured in references [16,45,50].
Dérrzapt [18] later produced more refined embedding diagrams that record the existence of linearly inde-
pendent uncharged singular vectors at the same level. See Dorrzapf [18] and Dobrev [17] for a discussion.
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2.2. Modular invariance. In an SCFT we demand that the bosonic part of the partition
function be modular invariant. Consequently, the objects of interest to us are not the
full characters alluded to above, but rather the projections to the bosonic and fermionic
states in each irreducible LWR [34]:

2

is the trace over the representation H,. of the left-hand copy of the SVA and
(—1)2¢0=Qac) 5 the chiral world-sheet fermion operator. It is well-defined since, by
definition, Jy has charge Q,. on the lowest weight state |ac) of H,., and since the
charge of a descendant state differs from Q,. by a half-integer or an integer. The chiral
world-sheet fermion operator commutes with the modes L,,, J,, and anti-commutes with
the modes G;t, SO %(1 + (—I)Z(JO_Q“U)) projects to those states created from the lowest
weight state |4, Quc) by the application of an even number of fermionic modes G,
i.e. states of the form

Lo oLy domy o JomyGYy o GY G2y G B, Q)

1 c
Xac(T,2) = TrHac (_ (1 + (_1)2(-’07an)) qL°24yJ0) , (a,c) € P,

for which y + § is even. Similarly we define

Xk—a.ck(T> 2) = Trg,, (% (1 - (—I)Q(JO_Q”")) qLO_ZC“yJO) , (a,¢) € P,
the character which counts only those states with y + § odd. The notation x; _, ..z is
chosen so that the state(s) with the lowest weight that survive the projection have weight
hy_ a.cik mod 1 and charge O, d.cik mod 1, where we have extended the definition
of 4 and Q in Eq. (3) to the indexing set Qx = Pr U (j- Pr) = {0, ..., k} x Z,z, where
j is the simple current j - (a, ¢) = (k — a, ¢ + k) (see Sect. 3.2).

These characters are the building blocks from which we can construct modular invari-
ant partition functions of the minimal models:

Z(t,z) = Z Muc; a'¢ Xae(T, D) Xa'e' (T, Z)*: 4)

(ac)e Qg
(a’ceOr

where M is an non-negative integer matrix of multiplicities, and we insist that the vacuum
is unique: Mop. 00 = 1.
The modular group SL(2, Z) acts naturally on H x C (where H is the upper half

complex plane) via S : (7, z) — (—%, 2)and T : (7, z) = (7 +1, z). This in turn gives

a natural (right) action of SL(2, Z) on the characters x,.:

0 -1 1 z
S Xae(T,2) = (1 0) * Xac(T, 2) = Xac (__’_)7
T T

1 1
T Xac(T,2) = (0 1) * Xac(T,2) = Xac(T +1,2).

The characters {x,c | (a,c) € Qk} transform linearly among themselves under this
action and hence span a representation of SL(2, Z). The S- and T-matrices are given by

Saciare = 28(K)azarS' Daverar+eS K)o (5)
Tac; a'c’ = T(k)a;a’T/(Z)[a+c];[a’+c’]T/(z)zf;cl

= ezr[i(harii)(sau’(scc’ ’ (6)
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where S(k) is the S-matrix of the s1u(2) WZW model [46] at level k and S'(]) is the
S-matrix of the u(l) WZW model at level /, with similar notation for the 7 -matrices
(see e.g. [29] for explicit formulae). The conformal weight £, is given in Eq. (3) and
8.y 18 the Kronecker delta.

Invariance of the partition function Z(t, z) in (4) under the action of SL(2, Z) is
equivalent to

M= SMST,

; %)

M=TMT";

or, since S and T are unitary, equivalent to asking that M commutes with both S and T.7

We note here one immediate consequence of modular invariance: using Eq. (6), we
deduce that T-invariance is equivalent to

Muyc;ae #0 = hae —hge € L. ®)

2.3. Gannon’s classification. Gannon’s result [29] was to classify all the modular parti-
tion functions Z of the form (4) with unique vacuum. We will refer to the (non-negative
integer) matrix of multiplicities M of such a partition function simply as a modular
invariant®. We briefly describe how this classification was achieved.

There are two key steps. The first is to observe that there is a connection between
the WZW model g @ h with g = EI(?) « D @2 and h = ?(1\);, and the minimal
models, which can be constructed via the coset representation g/h. Gannon had already
shown [31] that the modular invariants of g/h could be obtained from the modular invari-
ants of g for various diagonal embeddings of ) C g at particular levels. This phenom-
enon occurs because of the similarity of the S-matrices of the two theories. In the case of
the N = 2 unitary minimal models we have seen that the S-matrix is given by Eq. (5). The

characters extend naturally to the indexing set (a, b, c) € {0, ..., k} X Zg X Zyp =: Pk’
if we set
1P = x4 whenb = [a+c] € {0, 1),

(b+2) —_ b ,
Xk—a,c+E = Xac Y(a,b,c) € Pk’ ©)

XCSZC’) =0 whena+b+c#0 mod?2.

With these definitions we find that the characters XLE}Z') transform under S with S-matrix
S(k) ® §'(2) ® S'(K)*. Meanwhile the WZW model su(2); @ u(1), @ u(1); has char-
acters x4 xp Xc With (a, b, ¢) € P;, which transform under the action of S with S-matrix
S(k) ® S'(2) ® §'(k). The crucial observation is that x, xp X transforms under S in
exactly the same way as X[SIC’). Thus if

b/
Z Mabc; a'b'c Xlgf) X;/c/)*

7 We note that this argument relies on the presumed linear independence of the characters ¢, a fact we
have not proven.

8 The terminology physical invariant is sometimes employed. The epithet ‘physical invariant’ is an unfor-
tunate one, particularly as the point of this paper is to determine which of Gannon’s modular invariants really
are ‘physical’, in the sense of being realised by some full N = 2 SCFT. Indeed Gannon [30] has provided
examples of possibly ‘sick’ modular invariants for other CFT data that do not correspond to any NIM-rep.
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is a modular invariant of the coset g/f, then
D Maber; arvie XaXoXe XX X5

is a modular invariant of the WZW model g & b (note the interchange of ¢ and ¢’).
This correspondence is injective and thus every g/h modular invariant is obtained from
a g @ h modular invariant, and the subset of g @ ) modular invariants corresponding to
g/b modular invariants are precisely those which respect the symmetry in (9), i.e. for all
(a,b,c), (@, b,c) e P,

Mk—a,b+2,c; a b, c+k — Ma,b,c+%; k—a' b/+2,c' — MabC; a'b'c’s
Mupe-ape #0 = a+b+c’'=ad’ +b' +c=0 mod 2.
Gannon showed in Lemma 3.1 of [26] that to check these conditions it is enough to show
that the first condition holds on the left- and right-hand vacua:
Mo, 00k = Mook, k20 = L. (10)

Thus the modular invariant partition functions of the minimal models at level &

Z(t,2) = Z Mac; a'¢ Xac(Ts D Xare (T, Z)*
(ac)e Qg
(a'c)eQr

are obtained by
Mac; ac = Ma[u+c]c’; a'la’+c]es

where M is a modular invariant of su/(2\) k EBu/(Bz EBH/(B; satisfying Eq. (10), and where,
as before, [x] is 0 or 1 depending on whether x is even or odd, respectively.

The second step is to classify the modular invariants of s1(2); @ u(1), ®u(1)z subject
to Eq. (10). The crucial step is to note that the Verlinde formula [67] implies that there
is a Galois action on the S-matrix [10]:

o - Sabc; abe = €s(a,b, C)S(abc)a;a’b’c’ Y(a,b,c), (a/a b/v C/) € P]éa

where o € Gal(K /Q) for some cyclotomic extension K of Q, for some €: P; — {%1}
and a permutation A > A of P;. From this we obtain a selection rule for the modular
invariant M:

Mape; ave #0 = €5(a, b, c) = eg(a/, b, C/)-

This can be solved exactly: we find that either k € {4, 8, 10, 28} or that whenever
Mooo: a'prer 7 0 we have a’ € {0, k}. The former case can be solved by brute force. The
latter solutions comprise the so-called A-D-&;-invariants’ [26]. The A-D-&;-invariants
are defined by the condition

Mabc; 000 ;é O : (aa b1 C) € J(Os Ov 0)7
MOOO; a'b'c # O = (a/v b/, C/) € \.7(07 Ov 0)9

9 So-called because in the classification of the 5/u(2\)k WZW models [7], these are precisely the models
A,D and &7.
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where J is the set of simple currents of the modular invariant M [42,62] (see also
Sect. 3.2). This is a generalisation of the notion of simple current invariant[32], a mod-
ular invariant M satisfying

Mabc; a'b'c! 75 0 = (a/, b/, C/) € j(a, b, C).

The classification of the modular invariants of @ v D u/(ﬁz ® u/(B; thus reduces to

the classification of the A-D-E7-invariants of w/a)k @@2 @E(-BE, which are found
using the general method of [26].

2.4. Explicit classification of minimal partition functions. We state the list of partition
functions of the minimal models here for two reasons: firstly, it did not appear explicitly
in Gannon’s paper, and deserves to be accessible in the literature; and secondly because
there were a few minor errors in the application of the main theorem of that paper to the

case of 511/(?) PaS) @2 @® u(1)z. The corrections are highlighted in footnotes.

Throughout this section and the rest of the paper J will denote the ml/(?)k simple
current J : a — k — a. The notation k was defined in Eq. (2).

k odd.

— We have a modular invariant M" for each triple of integers (v, z, n) with vlk, k|v?
and k(4z%> —1)/v? € Z, where z € {1, ..., v?/k}and n € {0, 1}. Its non-zero entries
are

a = J(a+c)na
170 _ /o
ik /v a R = l & (' =c+(@@a+c)n (r;lo_dZ) . (11
¢’ = 2cz (mod v* /k)
4 divides k.

— We have a modular invariant M?0 foreach triple of integers (v, z, n) with 2v |E, E| v?
and y := k(z%> — 1)/2v? € Z, where z € {1, ..., 2v%/k} and n € {0, 1}. Its non-zero
entries are

=20 _ a = Jantcyg
a,ck/v; a’,c'kjv 1 c=cz+ ayvz/E (mod 21)2/%) (12)
—  We have amodular invariant M ! for each triple of integers (v, z, n) with 2k, 2 €

2Z+1and k(z2—1)/2v* € Z,wherez € {1, ..., 2v%/k}andn € {0, 1}.Itsnon Zero
entries are

a=a =c=c (mod?2)
2.1 o 1 _ gan+(c+c)/2
Ma,cE/ZU; a,ck/2v 1 /Cl =J ) a : (13)
¢ = cz (mod 2v~ /k)

— Wehave amodulari 1nvar1ant M?2 foreach quadruple of i 1ntegers (v, z, n, m) with k/v
odd, v2/k € Z and k(z2 — 1)/4v* € Z, where z € {1, ...,2v%/k} and n, m € {0, 1}.

Its non-zero entries are
~ 55 a = jantem g

ackpva o = L ¢ = ez + (a + c)mv?/E (mod 202/F)

]. (14)
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4 divides k.

— If 8|k + 4 then we have a modular invariant M** for each quadruple of integers
(v, z,n,m) withk/2v € Z, x := (1/4+v?/2k) € Zand k(z> — 1)/2v* € Z, where
zefl,..., 2v2/k} and m, n € {0, 1}. Its non-zero entries are

c+c =a=ad (mod?2)

~4.0 a = Jax+cn+c(1—c)/2a

a,ck/2v; a’',c'k/2v =l c =cz (mod sz/z) ’ (15)
2¢m+c' (1 —=c") =2cn+c(l —c) (mod 4)
Note that M*0 s only symmetric when m = n. In fact (A7I(v,z,n,m))T =

M (v, z,m, n). Note also that the condition that x be an integer follows directly
from the conditions that 8|k + 4 and E|2v2. _

— If 8|k then we have a modular invariant'® M*! for each quadruple of integers
(v, z, x, y) with v|k, k|v?, 2k(4z®> —1)/v?> =7 (mod 8), where z € {1, ..., v*/k}
and x, y € {1, 3}. Its non-zero entries are

a=a =0 (mod?2)
a =Ja forsomel € Z
=1+68ukp < ¢ =2cz (mod v?/2k) {.  (16)
c(c — x) = 2c¢'z (mod 4)
(¢’ —y) = 2cz (mod 4)

4,1
a,cz/v; a’,c’z/u

Note that M*! is only symmetric when x = y. In fact (M(v,z,x,y)! =
M (v, z, y, x). Note also that the condition 2k (4z> — 1) /v*> = 7 (mod 8) is equivalent
to 2k(4z> — 1)/v? € Z and k/8 = z (mod 2).

—  We have amodular invariant M*2 for each triple of integers (v, z, x) with 2v|k, k202
andk(z2—1)/2v? € Z,wherez € {1, ..., 2v?/k}and x € {1, 3}. Its non-zero entries
are

a=dad =0 (mod?2)
742 148 — a’ = J'a forsome lelZ
a.ck/2v; a' .’k /2 a.k/2 ¢’ = ¢z (mod 2v%/k)
¢’ = cx (mod 4)

A7)

— We have a modular invariant'! M43 for each triple (v, z, n) with 20|k, k|2v% and
k(z2 —1)/4v? € Z, where z € {1, ...,8v%/k} and n € {0, 1}. Its non-zero entries
are

a = J(a+c)na

=1 ¢ = ¢z (mod 2v?/k) : (18)
¢ =cz+2(a+c)n (mod4)

4.3
a,cE/Zv; a’,c’?/Zv

Exceptional Invariants. Throughout this section we will write A%, D¥ and E¥ for the
su(2), modular invariants at k = 10, 16 and 28.

10 In the original classification the modulo 8 condition was only given modulo 1.

U 1n the original classification of the su(2); @ u(1); G u(l % invariants, the non-zero entries of M*3 should
have read Mabg Jla.bx+2l.cor2ly = 1 with (7c +bv — av)v/z € Z and |l € 7Z, and z should be allowed to run
from 1 to 8v2/k rather than only up to 4v2/k.
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— When k = 10 we have a modular invariant E 10 for the 2 pairs of integers (v, z) with
v = 6 and z € {1, 5}. Note that for these values of k, v and z the modular invariant
O factors into N ® M, since the e the parameter y turns out to be even, where N equals

elther A'%0r D'0and M is the u(l) part. Then Elo E'°® M. The non-zero entries
of M are

Mo, 20 =1 < {¢’ = cz (mod 6)}. (19)

— When k = 10 we have a modular invariant Ezlo for the 8 quadruples (v = 12, z,n =
0,m) with z € {1,7, 17,23} and m € {0, 1}. Then E}° is given by

_ ElO =1
10 gl = {:} J”ma a’
(E2aciaer =1 ¢ =cz+12(a+c)m (mod 24) [ - (20)

— When k = 16 we have a modular invariant E 16 for the 12 quadruples of integers
(v, z,x,y) with eitherv =6,z =2 orv = 18 ze{4,5),andx,y € {1, 3} Note
that the modular invariant M*! factors into D'® ® M, where M is the u(l) part.
Then E| E!® = E'° @ M. The non-zero entries of M are

¢’ = 2¢z (mod v2/36)
Mige v, 18¢/p =1 <= 1 c(c —x) =0 (mod4) ¢ . 1)
c'(c" = y) =0 (mod 4)

— When k = 16 we have a modular invariant E%ﬁ for the 6 triples (v, z, x) with either
v=3,z=1lorv =09, z € {1, 8}, and x € {1, 3}. Note that M*2 factors into

D' ® M, where M is the u(l) part. Then E16 E'®® M. The non-zero entries of
M are:

(22)

/o 2
M9c/v; 9’ Jv = l <= [C = ¢z (mod v /9)} .

¢’ = cx (mod 4)

— When k = 28 we have a modular invariant'? E28 for the 8 triples (v = 15, z, x) with
z € {1 4,11, 14} and x € {1, 3}. Note that M*?2 factors into D*® @ M, where M is

the u(l) part. Then E E28 = E28 @ M. The non-zero entries of M are

(23)

/=
My =1 e [c =cz (modlS)]

¢ = cx (mod 4)

Those modular invariants corresponding to the space-time supersymmetric theories
of Cecotti and Vafa will be identified in Sect. 3.1.

2.5. Simple examples. To illustrate the foregoing classification, and to demonstrate that,
at least for the lowest levels, the partition functions turn out to be given in terms of famil-
iar functions, we will calculate the partition functions explicitly for levels k = 1 and
k=2.

12 There are 16 modular invariants described as coming from M 40 in the original classification, but no such
invariants in fact exist.
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2.5.1. k = 1. Level k = 1 yields N = 2 superconformal unitary minimal models with
central charge ¢ = 1. We can express the characters in terms of familiar functions:

6
Xae(T.2) = K5O 30101 (T. 2).

where K ;6) are the u/(B(, characters!3 defined by

1 2
KO =— " ¢'9y% xely, 24)
n()
Qel'y

the shifted lattice I x(l) is given by I x(l) = {(n + %)’n € Z} and 7 is the Dedekind
n-function. We can then read off from Sect. 2.4 the partition functions of the 4 minimal
models with ¢ = 1. We label the four partition functions by the parameters (v, z, n) (see
Eq. (11) for notation):

Z(3,2,0)(t,2) = Zp_ s5(7,2)3
Z3,1,1)(z,2) = ZR:%(L 2),
6

Z(3’ 27 1)(‘[7 Z) = ZR,\/S(T’ Z)’
V2

Z(3’ 170)(‘[7 Z) = ZR—\/E(T’ Z)’
—V3

where Zp, is the partition function of the boson on the circle at radius R (see e.g [36]): 14

1 102 92—
2 0,010 5
|77(T)|2 Z qg=y-q9=y,
(0.0)el'r (25)

1 n n
Frgp=1—1\{— R,——R‘, 7z,
] {M(Rm " mR)|nm e }

where here | = 6. The pair (Q, Q) € ' labels a conformal primary state with U (1)
charges (Q, Q) and conformal weights (1, k) = (607, 6@2).15

The partition function with (z, v, n) = (3, 2, 0) is that of the diagonal model. The
first and second partition functions, and the third and fourth partition functions belong
to mirror symmetry pairs. Mirror symmetry is realised by acting by the charge conjuga-
tion matrix C = S on one of the chiral sectors. At the level of primary states, mirror
symmetry acting on the left-hand representations maps states with U (1) charges (Q, Q)
to states with charges (—Q, Q). This implies that one model can be obtained from the
other by relabelling the generators of the left U (1) current:

Zr(t,2) =

- - —==* - = =%
{Ln, Jna G,:ﬁta Ln’ Jn, Gr } g {Lna _Jm G;Fa Ln, J}’h Gr }

13 The Kac-Moody algebra wdoes not have levels as such, since the generators can always be rescaled.
‘We borrowed the notationf(l\)I from [11].

14 In our normalisation the self-dual radius is R = 1. Some authors use R = /2.

15 1tis perhaps more usual to re-scale the U (1) current for the boson on the circle by /12 to obtain & = QTZ
The price, of course, is that the N = 2 algebra, which is a symmetry of these ¢ = 1 theories at the special
radii R, R™! € {/6, \/g}, will then differ from its usual form: e.g. we would find [J, G;E] = :I:\/Z:‘G,i. See

Waterson [69] for an explicit construction of the irreducible representations of the unitary N = 2 minimal
models at ¢ = 1.
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Thus the two mirror symmetric models describe identical physics, and we would nor-
mally consider them to be equivalent theories. However, since they give rise to different
partition functions, it will be convenient to treat them as belonging to separate theories.
The analogue is true for mirror symmetry acting on the right-hand states.

We note that combining both left- and right- mirror symmetry transformations yields
the charge conjugation transformation,'® which acts on charges of states via (Q, Q) —
(—Q, — Q). Since the charge conjugation matrix C satisfies C 2 = §4% = 1d, we see that
this leaves the partition functions invariant. We will therefore consider charge conjugate
theories to be identical.

In the current case, we see that mirror symmetry coincides with the 7'-duality [6,60]
transformation, which interchanges Z and Z 1

2.5.2. k = 2. Thelevel k = 2 models correspond to the N = 2 superconformal unitary
minimal models with central charge ¢ = % Again, we can express the characters in
terms of familiar functions:

2 4
Xac(T,2) = n(7T) Ci)Z,[a+c](f) ngz[a+c](f, 2),

where K )(64), Xx € Zg are the u/(ﬁl characters given in Eq. (24) for/ = 4 and cflzz are the
level 2 su(2) string functions (see e.g. [43]). The string functions can be written in terms
of the Jacobi theta functions and the Dedekind eta function as follows:

62(7,0) ; —
NE o ifa=1
1 /05(,0) ate [04(1,0) ’ : :
E( :7(—.[)+(—1) 2 4’](—.[) if a is even.

17

n(T)ch(r) =

We can now evaluate the five modular invariant partition functions'’ using the labels
(0; v, z) for the unique M 2.0 jnvariant (see Eq. (12) — we have dropped the label n since
n = 0 or 1 give the same partition function for k = 2) and labels (2; v, z, m) for the four
partition functions in the family M>2 (see Eq. (14)—again we have dropped the 1 label).

Z(0;2, 1)(1,2) = Zising (1) Zr=1(1, 2);
Z(2;4,1,0)(7, 2) = Zising(t) Zr=2(7, 2);
2247, D(1, 2) = Zising (1) Z_1 (7, 2);

1 03(z, 0)
Z(2;4,7,0)(t,z) = = E (—
26628 n(r)

1]6x(z, 0)
+_ —
2| n(o)

b4(z, 0)

_1C
b n(zr)

) KW (z, Z)Kéj)(l’, 2)*

4
> KD (. K (0%
cels

16 we emphasise that acting with the charge conjugation matrix C on one chiral halve yields the mirror
symmetry transformation; acting on both halves simultaneously yields the charge conjugation transformation.

17 When we count the number of simple current invariants in Theorem 5, we will see that our formula
predicts ten partition functions at level 2. This discrepancy arises from the identity A, = D5, which does not
generalise to other levels k. Thus we only expect to find five theories at level k = 2.



Classification of the N = 2 Minimal Models 623

Z(2:4,1,1)(1,2) = %Z( 93((7’)0) +(=1)F w ) KD, kP (x, 2
ceZg nr nr
1162(z,0) 4 %
where here
Zua ( 02(z, 0) 03(z, 0) N 04(7, 0) )
e =\ e (1) n(7)

is the partition function of the Ising model (see e.g. [36]), and Z, is the partition function
of the boson on the circle given in Eq. (25) with / = 4.

We note that the second partition function is that of the diagonal model. The first
partition function belongs to a self-mirror-symmetric model, and the second and third,
and the fourth and fifth partition functions belong to mirror symmetry pairs. On the level
of primary states mirror symmetry acts on the left-hand representations by mapping the
primary state |Ising) ® |Q, Q) to |Ising) ® | — Q, Q), and similarly on the right-hand
representations. This induces the transformation K, + K_. on the U (1) characters. On
the self-mirror-symmetric model and the first mirror symmetry pair, mirror symmetry
is realised via T'-duality, by interchanging Zr and Z 1

3. Consequences of Gannon’s Classification

3.1. Classification of theories with space-time supersymmetry. In this section we show
that those partition functions belonging to space-time supersymmetric models fall into
the well-known .4-D-& pattern in accordance with [9]. Specifically we will find those
partition functions that satisfy the following condition: the R®R sector of the theory is
obtained from the NS®NS sector under simultaneous spectral flow by half a unit on both
chiral halves of the theory, and the NS®R and RQNS sectors are similarly interchanged.
The spectral flow is rather easy to describe in our notation: it simply maps between the
NS sector and the R sector via (a, ¢) <> (a, ¢ + 1), where a + ¢ is even. One can check
using Egs. (1) and (3) that for a + ¢ even we have

hge — ha,c+1 = hgc Qac + 4’

as expected from e.g. [41]. The constraint that a theory should be invariant under the
interchange of NS@NS<+>R®R and NS®R<«>R®NS is a very strong one. In particu-
lar, since the vacuum representation must be present in any theory, the representation
obtained from the vacuum by spectral flow should be present in the R®R sector; i.e.
Mo1.01 # 0. One can read off from the explicit list in Sect. 2.4 that the only space-time
supersymmetric theories have the following partition functions:

M°(v="%k2z=1,n=0) = A ® Lz, kodd,
M**(w=kz=1,n=0,m=0)=A ® L, 4dividesk,
M**(v=kz=1,n=1,m=0) =Dy ® L, 4dividesk,

MY =",2=1,n=0)= A ® Lz, 4dividesk,

[NSR |
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[kl

M*2(v=2,z=1,x=1) =Dy ® Ly, 4dividesk,

[\S]

EXw=12,z=1,n=0,m=0) = &0 ® Iy, k=10,
E¥w=9z=1x=1)=&6® Iy, k=16,
EBw=15z=1x=1)=&3® L, k=28.

Here the Ay, Dy &, are the 57\(2) « modular invariants of [7] and the I,z are f(l\)g diagonal
invariants.'8 These theories have no NS®R or R®NS sectors, and the NS®QNS sector
can be recovered from the R®R sector via spectral flow by half a unit in the opposite
direction.

The familiar A4-D-& pattern has emerged. It is quite remarkable that the A-D-&
classification arises already at the level of partition functions.

We note here that there is (at least) one space-time supersymmetric minimal model in
each “orbifold class” of the unitary N = 2 minimal models; that is, every partition func-
tion in Gannon'’s list can be mapped to one of the space-time supersymmetric partition
functions by an orbifolding constructed in Sect. 4.

3.2. Simple currents and fusion rules. In the study of conformal field theories, a rich
symmetry structure arises out of the so-called simple currents [42,62,61]. A simple
current is a primary field which upon fusion with any other field yields precisely one
primary field (plus its descendants). The simple currents can therefore be found from

the fusion coefficients N ;l;, defined by

[$a] % [ = D N [$ar].

a’eP

where ¢, are primary fields labelled by some indexing set P. [¢,] represents a sum over

the primary field ¢, and its descendants. N;l:, counts the multiplicity of the field ¢,~
appearing in the OPE of ¢, and ¢,/.

3.2.1. The Verlinde formula and fusion rules. The Verlinde formula [67] gives a sur-
prising and elegant expression for fusion rules in terms of the S-matrix for (bosonic)
rational CFTs [51]. Inspired by this we define (for the S-matrix of the unitary N = 2
minimal models given in Eq. (5))

a”c// Sac;dea’c’;de e, f
ac;a'c’ = Z

(d. [)ek

(26)

S00;df

We want to interpret N a Ca, , as the fusion coefficients for the N = 2 minimal models.
We will return to make a case for this claim after the next lemma, in which we show
that the numbers N¢' <’ , are integers, and are in fact related to the fusion coefficients of

ac,a c
familiar bosonic CFTs.

I8 We use the notation L since they are 2k x 2k matrices. Some authors use It
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Lemma 1. Fix (ac), (a’c), (a”, ") € Qk. We have

—\a "
e (Nﬁu(Z)k)aa/ (Nu(l);)cc/ . iffa+ clla’ +¢'1=0
ac;a’c’ T (Nmk)kfu

aa’

% @)

(Nu“)z) Lifla+clld +c1=1
cc!

Here N¥4@k and N¥DX are the fusion coefficients for the WZW models [70,71] obtained

from su(2) at level k [35] and u(1) at level k respectively. In general, they read

"

—_— a
(Nsue)k) =68(la—d'| <a"<min(a+a',2k —a —a')) (a+a" = a"mod 2)
aa’
o C/,
(Nu(l)/) =8(c+c =" mod 2D),
cc’

where é(condition) = 1 if ‘condition’ is satisfied, and O otherwise. In particular, we
see that N;‘:f;,c/ is only non-zeroifa+c+a’ +c¢ +a” +c¢” =0 mod 2. So if we can
interpret the N as fusion coefficients of the minimal models then we obtain the following
selection rules for the NS ([a + ¢] = 0) and R ([a + ¢] = 1) sectors:

NS xNS~NS, NS xR~ R,
R x NS ~ R, RxR~NS.

Proof. 1t is possible to expand the expression (26) into a sum of products of sines and
exponentials which can be simplified at great tedium. We present here a very simple
proof using simple currents of the S-matrices of the WZW models obtained from su(2)
and u(1). Simple currents are explained in detail in the following section, but for now
we will just use the fact that

Sk-aar = (=1 S, a,d’ €40, ...k},

Sl/7+2;b/ = (_1)b/5b;bu b, b € 74, (28)
S e = (DS, c.c €y

where for brevity we have written S for the su(2)S-matrix at level k, and §” and S” for
the (1) S-matrix at levels 2 and 2k respectively.

For the rest of the proof, let us slightly abuse notation by denoting by J the permu-
tationsa — k —a, b — b+2and ¢ — c+k, as well as the permutation of P/ given by
J(a,b,c) = (Ja, Jb, Jc) (cf. Eq. (9)).

The author is grateful to an anonymous referee for pointing out that the right-hand
side of the N = 2 fusion rules (27) can be neatly expressed as

1

RHS = > (NWZW)

j=0

Jj(a//b//c//)

abc;a’'b'c’

where N/VZW = /Ni“a)k ®N u2 @ NUDE are the fusion coefficients of the WZW
model su(2); @ u(1), @ u(l)z, and we have written b = [a + ¢], b’ = [a’ + ¢] and
b" = [a” +"]. This observation allows for a more elegant proof, which also shows how
Lemma 1 would generalise for certain other cosets.
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We start by expandlng the fusion rules using the Verlinde formula for the WZW model
5u(2)k &) u(1)2 <) u(l)k in terms of the S-matrix of the WZW theory S = S® ' ® S”:

1 Jj(a//b//c//)

1
Z(Nwzw)abc;a’b’c’ :Z Z

Jj=0 J=0 (def)eP]

Sabc;def Sa’b’C’;dé’f Sj/'(a"b”cﬂ);def

S000;def

) Z Sabc;defSa’b’c’;defSZ//b//C//;def

)

(def)eP] S000:def

d+e+f even

where we used Eq. (28) in the last line. Writing P/’ for those (def) € P withe = [d+ f]
we have

S Th! Al S
. abc Ji(def)Pa'b'c’;Ji(def) a"b"c"; Ji(def)
= ZZ 2.

J=0 (def)eP, 5000. 17 (def)

_4 Z abc defS 'b'c ’defS 1Y def

(defreP! So00;def

’

—4 Z abcd@—fS/b/C/de—fS//b////de_f
defep! S000:d.c.— f

where in the second line we used Egs. (28) again along with the fact thatb = [a+c], b’ =
[@" + '] and b” = [a” + ¢"]; and in the last line we used (d,e, f) € P/ <
(d,e,—f) € P . Finally, we note that f - — f implements charge conjugation in the
u(1) WZW model: Sé/;_ P = Sé’*f Thus we can relate the WZW S-matrix to the coset
S-matrix by Eq. (5):

251abc;d,e,—f = 2SadSbeSé/*f = Sac; df s

and we arrive at

le (Nwzw)lf(a//bﬂc//) _ Z Sac;dea/C/;dea,/ . df
=0 abc;a’b’c! dheo SOO;df

a ¢
=N !l

ac,ac

as required. O

Recall that the fusion in a (bosonic) CFT describes how the different conformal fami-
lies combine under the operator product expansion (OPE). Let ¢,(z), ¢» (w) be primary
fields (where we consider only the holomorphic part dependent on z, w). Then the fusion
of ¢, (z) with ¢ (w) is given by

Pa(DPp(w) = D~ Cly(z — w)te Pl [qﬁ W)+ (z—w)" ¢><"><w)} (29)

ceP n>0
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where C;, € C (which when multiplied by their anti-holomorphic counterpart Cg 5 yield
the OPE coefficients), h, € C is the conformal weight of the primary field ¢, and P

labels the set of primary fields. ¢>£”) (w) are descendant fields of ¢.(w) of weight i, +n,
i.e. those built from linear combinations of fields of the form (L_¢, ... L_g, ¢)(w) for
positive k; with >°; ki = n.

The space of all descendant fields of a primary field ¢.(w) is the conformal family
[¢c] of ¢.(w). Under the state-field correspondence, the fields in a conformal family
correspond precisely to vectors in the irreducible LWR built on the lowest weight vector
|¢¢). In Eq. (29) it should be understood that more than one copy of each conformal
family can appear in the sum on the right-hand side.

We record which conformal families appear in the fusion of ¢,(z) and ¢, (w) using

the notation
b1~ > NG, [¢el.

ceP

where N;, € Z counts the multiplicity of the family [¢.] appearing on the right hand
side. The non-negative integers N, are called the fusion rules of the theory.
In the N = 2 case, the fusion between the super primary fields is a priori again

n>0

ba(2)pp(w) = D CGy(z — w)lehahe [mw) +> (- w)"qsé")(w)} ., (30)

ceP

where the ¢.(w) are N = 2 descendant states (so, in particular, in the NS sector the sum
over n runs over positive half integers). The fusion rules a priori are

[pa] X [5] ~ D NG, [9e].

ceP

We can view the OPE as a short-range expansion for fields inside a compatible system
of n-point functions. Then Jy invariance of the n-point functions constrains the form of
the OPE in Eq. (30). It implies that the U (1) charges of all the fields ¢£")(w) must be
equal. This allows us to refine the fusion rules. Descendants of ¢.(w) are of the form

(Leny - LengJ=my - J-mp Gy . GL GTy o Gpoghe) (W),

which has U (1) charge Q. + %(y —8), where Q. is the U (1) charge of ¢.(w). We split
the superconformal family [¢.] into two subfamilies: [c, +] containing those descendants
with y — § even and [c, —] containing those descendants with y — § odd. We can then
capture the interactions of the different even and odd superconformal ‘half-families’ in
the super fusion rules

[a.€d x [boep]~ > NG, e, el
(c,ec)eP x{£}

We now specialise to the case of the N = 2 minimal models. Recall that the super-
primary fields of the N = 2 minimal models are labelled by those (a,c) € Q) =
{0, ..., k} x Zyz that satisfy |c — [a + c]| < a. According to the discussion in Sect. 2.2,
fieldsin [(a, c¢), +] with |c —[a+c]| < a correspond under the state-field correspondence
precisely to states counted by the character y,., and fields in [(a, ¢), —] to states counted



628 O. Gray

by x;_ 4.k We will henceforth use the notation [(a, ¢)] with (a, ¢) € Qy to label the
even and odd superconformal families for the N = 2 minimal models.

The integers NZ’Z;“;//C, calculated in Lemma 1 are the natural candidates for the super
fusion rules. This result is confirmed by [53,54] in the NS xNS and R xR sectors, both
through the Coulomb gas formalism and through the explicit construction of the unitary
N = 2 minimal models via the parafermion-boson construction [58]. Furthermore, in
Sect. 3.3.1, we perform a non-trivial consistency check that all the possible modular
invariants in Gannon’s list are consistent with these fusion rules.

We can also read off the usual fusion between N = 2 primary fields by simply for-
getting the distinction between [ac] and [k — a, ¢ + k]. Then the fusion rules for the
primary fields read

Say oy k—o,y+k
Nac;a’c’ - Nac;a’c’ + Nac;a’c’
— — — k- —— vtk
_ (Nsu@)k)“ (Nu(l)p)y N (Nsu@)k) ¢ (Nua);)”* .
aa’ cc’ aa’ cc’
It is precisely this quantity that Wakimoto calculates (using a Verlinde formula) in [68],
and this agrees with the result of Adamovic [1], who derives the fusion rules in the
NS xNS sector from the vertex operator point of view. The author is not aware of cor-
responding vertex algebra results for the NSxR, RxNS and R xR sectors.
In summary, the evidence presented in this section supports the following conjecture:

Conjecture 1. The fusion rules for the N = 2 minimal models are given by

Z Sgc;dea’c';de;y;df

N7
So0:df

ac;a’c’ =
(df)eQk
— N\« —\V
(Nﬁu(z)k) (Nu(l)z) L ifla+clld +c1=0
cc’_

aa’
— \k—a ——\ vtk
(Nsu(2)k) (N “(1)?) Jifla+clla +cT=1
aa’ cc’

for (ac), (a'c), (ay) € O,

where we label fields in the superconformal family of the super-primary ¢,.(z) with
the same U (1) charge as ¢, (z) by [ac], and fields whose U (1) charge differs by a half
integer by [k — a, ¢ + k] for |c — [a + ]| < a.

If we simply wish to label fields in the same superconformal family as ¢,.(z) by [ac]
then the fusion rules are

N N 4 Nkfoz,y+ﬁ
C/

ac;a’'c” T ac;a’ ac;a'c’

- (VY (T ()

aa’ cc aa’ cc’
for (ac), (a'c), (ay) € {(n) € Ok | In — [ +n]| < 1}.
3.2.2. Simple currents of the minimal models. From the explicit formula for the fusion

rules above one can read off that the simple currents of the minimal models at level &
are J = {0, k} x Zyz. Each current acts naturally on the set of labels Qy of the N = 2
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minimal models: j maps (a, c) to the label of the field which appears in the OPE of ¢;
and ¢,.. Thus, writing J for the su(2), current J : a — k — a, we have, for integer /,

(J'0,d) - (a, ¢) = (JIHUkD@) g o 1 g + (Ik +d)(a + O)k).

The action of the currents on Qy defines an associative, commutative binary operation
x on the set of currents by

(]l|0, dl) x (1120’ dZ) — (Jll+lz+(l1k+d1)(lzk+d2)o’
di +dy + (Lhk + dy) (Lk + d)k). (31)

It is easy to check that (0, 0) is an identity element and that
(J'0,d)™" = (IR0, —d + (Ik + d)k).

So the set of simple currents at level k form a commutative group isomorphic to

7= Ly if k is odd
Lo x ZLyg if k is even.

The simple currents are of great use because the S-matrix behaves well under the action
of the currents on the weights. In fact

Sj~(ac); a'e¢ = exp(2mi QJ (a/» C/))Sac; a'cs (32)
oy _odl o, dd  [ki+d]l[a'+c'] .
where O jig 4 (@', ') = S + 7 and we have written [b] € {0, 1} for
the value of » modulo 2, as before. Qj is called the monodromy charge of the field ¢,
with respect to the current j. The monodromy charges satisfy

Qj(aa C) = hJ + hac - h](ac) mOd Z,

so Qj(a, c) is also the monodromy of ¢, with ¢;, as expected [62].
Note that in particular, (32) applied to the simple current (JO0, k) gives

S = (=D Sy arer- (33)

Ja,c+k: a'c
3.2.3. Simple current invariants. It was observed in [47] that in all then-known cases,
almost all the rational CFTs that can be constructed are the so-called simple current
invariants [32], leaving at worst a handful of “exceptional” models not of simple cur-
rent type. By simple current invariant we mean a CFT with partition function Z =
Zl’l, M;.;r x1 )i, where y; are the characters of the representations of the }V-algebra
such that

Mpy#0 = ['=j-1 forsomeje J, (34)

where 7 is the set of simple currents of the CFT. This is a strong assumption indeed -
see Sect. 3 of [26] for a number of immediate consequences.

If we are interested in simple current invariants, then we are only concerned with
those simple currents that can be featured in Eq. (34) for some modular invariant par-
tition function. 7 -invariance implies that we only need retain those currents whose
conformal weight multiplied by their order is an integer. To see this, let j be a current
of order n and suppose there exists an [ such that M;.j; # 0. Then by T-invariance
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h; = hjy mod 1, so nhj = nQj() = Qj(l) = O0iq(!) = 0 mod 1. Such currents
form the effective centre, C [47]. In the case of the N = 2 minimal models:

{(J10,d) | 1 +d =0 mod 2} = Zy; ifkis odd,
Ck = {0k} x {2d |d € Z}y =7y x Z  if 4|k,
{0,k} X Zyg = Zp x Zog if 4|k,

which are groups under the group law inherited from (31).

3.3. Some necessary conditions. At this point, we will prove two consistency checks
of the minimal models, one pertaining to the fusion rules and one to the locality of the
theory.

3.3.1. Fusion rules. In Sect. 3.2.1 we derived the chiral fusion rules of the minimal
models. The fusion rules enforce harsh restrictions on the OPE of a SCFT, so if a modu-
lar invariant M really corresponds to the partition function of a minimal model, it must
pass a consistency test imposed by the fusion rules. This consistency test was performed
in the case of N = 0 minimal models by Gepner [33].

Consider a possible theory with partition function corresponding to some modular
invariant M. If fields ¢4c.0 € [ac] @ [a'c’] and Gyp.q'pr € [df] ® [d’ f'] are present
then the fusion rules restrict the fusion between @y, and @y, a7 4 to lie in

D NedarNelaplay1®la'y'].
(ay)eQk
(o'y")eQk

This expression is further constrained since only fields that show up in the partition
function can be present.'® If our theory is to be consistent, then we require that the
fusion between any two fields is non-zero. We confirm that the N = 2 minimal models
conform to this requirement in the following theorem:

Theorem 1. For any modular invariant M in the list of Gannon (see Sect. 2.4) we have

ra,0

Myc.are # 0, Mdf;d’f’ #0 = N:c)jdfMd}/;a/}/’N;c):;d’f’ #£0
for some (ay), (a'y’) € O.

This proves that the fusion rules do not preclude the existence of the N = 2 minimal
models.

Proof. The fusion coefficients N were given in Lemma 1. One must work through the
list of modular invariants (11)—(23) checking the condition each time by hand. The
calculations are tedious and unenlightening, so they are not presented here. O

19 We remind the reader that the fusion rules give only an upper bound to the number fields produced under
fusion of two fields — it can easily happen that fewer fields appear than are allowed by the fusion rules.
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3.3.2. Locality. In this section we will prove that theories corresponding to the mod-
ular invariants in Gannon’s list have the expected locality properties. In fact, locality
follows from 7 -invariance of the theories, and we present the arguments generally for
any SCFT.?0

We saw in Eq. (8) that T-invariance of an SCFT is equivalent to the operator

e2mi(Lo=Lo) acting trivially on the bosonic part of the state space. Since Lo — L gener-

ates rotations we have ¢ (efz) = ¢/?Lo=L0) g (z)e~10(Lo=L0) and so all fields counted
by the partition function are single-valued.

Furthermore, writing M for the matrix of mulitplicities of a 7 -invariant partition
function, we see that whenever M, ;/, M, , and M, , are all non-zero, we have
(=l ey =hy )=y =hy)) - — 1 Thig proves that if M permits the existence of
a field ¢,/ in the sector (A, '), ¢,..,/ in the sector (u; u') and ¢,.,, in the sector
(v; V'), and if the field ¢,,., appears in the OPE of ¢;..,» with ¢,,.,» then the OPE should
be single-valued.

4. Orbifold Construction of the N =2 Unitary Minimal Models

In this section we establish the main result of this paper: the existence of a unitary
N = 2 minimal model for each possible partition function. The statement of the result is
given formally in Sect. 4.2. The proof rests upon the existence of orbifoldings between
the space-time supersymmetric A-D-£ models and the less familiar models given in
Gannon’s list (see Sect. 2.4). The main step of the proofis to prove the following theorem:

Theorem 2.

— Every non-exceptional partition function of a unitary N = 2 minimal model at level
k can be obtained by orbifoldings of the diagonal partition function at level k.

— Every exceptional partition function of a unitary N = 2 minimal model with level
k = 10, 16 or 28 can be obtained by orbifoldings of the @124, E1Q Iz or Eg ® I

partition functions, respectively, where E¢ 7.8 are the su(2); exceptional modular
—_—

invariants, and I, is the w(1); diagonal invariant.

We will prove this theorem, by explicitly constructing the necessary orbifoldings, in
Sect. 4.3. We must first explain what we mean by orbifolding.

4.1. Orbifolding. We first describe the orbifolding procedure?! in the case of a rational
(bosonic) CFT. Let H be the underlying pre-Hilbert space of a CFT C and let p : G —
End(H) be an action of a finite group G on H such that

1. His simultaneously diagonalisable with respect to Lo, Lo and p(g) forevery g € G,
where Lo, Lo are viewed as linear operators on H; .

2. p(g) commutes with L, and L, for every n, where L,, L, are viewed as linear
operators on H.

20 T thank an anonymous referee for pointing out that my arguments apply more generally.

21 We note here that some authors (e.g. [22]) use the term ‘orbifolding’ to mean restricting the underlying
vertex operator algebra to the fixed point of a group action to arrive at a new vertex operator algebra. In this
paper, we use the notion of orbifolding found in e.g. [36], and only deal with orbifoldings that do not take us
away from the category of representations of the super Virasoro algebra, as explained below.
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In this paper we will only be interested in the simple case where p(g) acts by multipli-
cation by a root of unity on each irreducible representation of the extended symmetry
algebra for all g € G. This will always be the case when for example the lowest weight
space is 1-dimensional. Decompose H = €D, cPbeP, H, ®Eh, where P;, P, are sets of
labels of (not necessarily distinct) irreducible representations of the symmetry algebra.
p(g) then acts by multiplication by the root of unity &, 5 (g) on the irreducible represen-
tation H, ® Hy. It follows that the action of G on the states of H is entirely described
by its action on the characters p(g)(xq x;“) =&,0(8)Xa X;f- For notational simplicity we
shall now simply write g in place of p(g).

We want to construct a G-invariant CFT from C, the G-orbifold of C, denoted C/G.
We will restrict our attention to an abelian group G for ease of notation, but one can
generalise to non-abelian groups with a little care (see e.g. [36]).

We begin by projecting onto the G-invariant states of C:

H™ .= P . H,

where the projector P is given by ﬁ > ¢ &+ We use a notational shorthand

¢ _

g = Try (gqLoHglo= )
1

for the trace with g inserted, which makes sense because of condition 1 above. This
allows us to write the partition function of the G-invariant sector as

. e _F._ ¢ 1

ZM™ (1) = Trg(Pgro—2glo2) = —
(7) H(Pq q ) Gl E 8
§eG ]

Unless G is trivial, Z™ (7) will not be modular invariant. In order to restore modular
invariance we need to add in extra G-invariant states, the so-called twisted states.

The problem of constructing the twisted states is difficult in general, but we will only
be interested in the case of the unitary N = 2 minimal models. In this case we can con-
struct the twisted sector out of known representations, using the following arguments: by
condition 2, the L,,, L, modes commute with the G-action and so the central charge c is
left invariant, and since the action of SL(2, Z) leaves ¢ invariant the twisted sector should
also be composed of irreducible representations at central charge ¢. But in the situation
of interest to us, the collection of irreducible representations are explicitly known for
fixed ¢. Thus the twisted sector can be constructed from these known representations. It
is therefore sufficient to find the partition function of the twisted sector using standard
tricks below.

We now return to the construction of the partition function of the twisted sector. For
each h € G we denote by Hj, the sector of states ‘twisted by A’ in the space direc-
tion; in the language of fields we make a cut from O to T along the world-sheet torus
T = C/(Z & tZ) and require that a field crossing the cut is acted on by A:

¢(z+1) =he(2).

Since we want to keep only G-invariant states, we project the partition function of Hj,
with P:

_E _T._E 1
Try, (Pg"0~ g™ 24)=Ezg ;
eG h
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where we have introduced the notational shorthand

[

ngho=an),

g = Try, (gg™°~
h

Then the partition function of the orbifold theory is the sum of the contributions from
each of the twisted sectors:

1
A — ) 35
|G|gz g (39)

heG h
We interpret the box ¢ D as counting states whose fields live on the world-sheet torus

h
with a cut along each cycle, such that cycling around once in the space-direction yields
a factor of /1 and cycling around once in the time-direction yields a factor of g:

Pz +1) = he(2),
P(z+71) =gP(2).

Then we find that the S and T -transformations act to permute the ‘boundary conditions’
in the following way:

T | = gh ,

h h

thus ensuring modular invariance of the orbifold partition function.

Actually, we have slightly greater freedom in piecing together the SL(2, Z) orbits
than we have shown in Eq. (35), since we can introduce phases between the different
orbits and still arrive at something modular invariant. The freedom we have in choosing
these phases is called discrete torsion and is classified by the second group cohomology
H%(G, U(1)) [65].% In this paper we will need to consider only the cases G = Zj
(for which H 2(Zk, U (1)) = 7Z, contains only a single class) and G = Z; x Zyy (with
discrete torsion H(Z> X Zak, U(1)) = Z; consisting of two distinct classes).

This completes the construction for bosonic CFTs. In order to extend the prescription
to the SCFT case, we just replace the space of states H with the bosonic states, and add
the z-dependence (via y/) into the traces in the obvious manner.

‘We note here that although modular invariance is guaranteed, it may well be that the
resulting partition function is not valid, in the sense that it may not have non-negative
integer coefficients when viewed as a state-counting formal power series in ¢, g, or in
the sense that it may not correspond to a consistent full CFT. It will be evident that the
orbifolds in this section pass the first of these tests. That they do not fail the second test
is the content of the following assumption:

Assumption 1. Orbifolds of a physical theory are again physical.

22 As Vafa points out in [65], the relative phase between orbits in a 1-loop modular invariant is actually
given by a function (g, h) := w(g, h)w(h, g)*] for cocycles w € H2(G, C*).
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By this we mean that an orbifolding of a fully-fledged SCFT that satisfies the two condi-
tions given at the beginning of this section, will give rise to another fully-fledged SCFT.
Up to now, the orbifoldings we have constructed have been given entirely in terms of the
partition function. In order to have a chance of getting an orbifold SCFT we must impose
the level-matching conditions [65,15]; that is, we must check that the spin 7 — h of the
fields in the orbifold theory remain at worst half-integral and also that we do not destroy
semi-locality of the fields. We will explicitly see in Sect. 4.3 that in all the orbifolds we
consider, we obtain another partition function from Gannon’s list. But we know from
Eq. (8) and Sect. 3.3.2 that all states counted by the partition functions have integral
spin and are mutually local. Since the spins of states in the full Hilbert space differ at
worst by a half-integer from spins of these states, we see that all states have integral or
half-integral spin and are at worst mutually semi-local.

4.2. Existence of the N = 2 minimal models. We require one final assumption before
we can state and prove the existence of the N = 2 minimal models corresponding to
each of Gannon’s partition functions.

Assumption 2. The space-time supersymmetric A, D and € models are fully-fledged,
physical SCFTs.

By this we mean we adopt the (widely believed) assumption that the A, D and £ models
are genuine SCFTs that admit a consistent system of n-point correlators on Riemann sur-
faces of all genera. This is at least partially known to be true; for example, the genus zero
OPE coefficients of the .4 model were calculated in [54] using the relation between the
parafermion fields with those of the su(2) WZW models [74], and the OPE coefficients
of the exceptional models should in principal be calculable using the free field construc-
tion of e.g. [20]. Furthermore, it was shown in [51,52,63] that a (bosonic) rational theory
admits a consistent system of n-point correlators on Riemann surfaces of all genera if it
admits a consistent system of 4-point correlators on the sphere and 1-point correlators
on the torus.

Alternatively, in the framework of topological quantum field theories and modular
tensor categories, it was shown in [23] that in the categories of modules over a vertex
operator algebra, the ‘Cardy case’ is always realised. For the N = 2 minimal models, this
is nothing other than the mirror partner of the .A-model, which is physically equivalent
to the A-model itself.

Theorem 3. Given Assumptions 1 and 2, there corresponds to each of the candidate
partition functions given in Gannon’s list (see Sect. 2.4) a fully-fledged superconformal
field theory.

Proof. Theorem 2 shows that every partition function is obtained from one of a hand-
ful of possible partition functions by a chain of orbifoldings by cyclic groups. Since
orbifoldings by solvable groups can be inverted (see e.g. [36]) it follows that we can
obtain by a chain of orbifoldings any given partition function from the .4 model (if it is
a simple current invariant), or from the &, £7, £ model (if it is an exceptional invariant
with k = 10, 16, 28 respectively).

The existence of the N = 2 minimal models then follows immediately from Assump-
tions 1 and 2. O
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4.3. Proof of Theorem 2. The proof is constructive: given any modular invariant M at
level k in Gannon’s list, we construct a chain of orbifoldings (by cyclic groups) mapping
M to either the A or the £ space-time supersymmetric minimal model.

The proof will be broken down into several sections. In Sects. 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 we will
introduce some simple Z, orbifolds which realise certain global symmetries discussed
briefly in Sect. 4.3.3. In Sect. 4.3.4 we generalise a well-known Z; orbifold from the

su(2); models to the minimal models, and observe that we can construct an orbifolding
between the minimal “families” listed in Sect. 2.4.

In Sects. 4.3.5-4.3.7 we state and prove a proposition that every modular invariant
M can be mapped into either MO, M*2, M20, Ello, 556 or E2 depending on the level
k and whether M is exceptional or not.

We then attempt to control the parameter v — we find an orbifolding to map any given
modular invariant in one of the above families to the modular invariant with the lowest
possible value of v. This is Sects. 4.3.9 to 4.3.12.

Lastly, in Sects. 4.3.13-4.3.17 we try to control the parameter z. We summarise these
results in Sect. 4.3.18, finally completing the proof.

In order to cut out pages of technical proofs, we will in general just write down the
general ‘box’ gD for g, h € G for an orbifolding, observe that it gives the expected

h

result when 7 = 0, and state the resulting orbifold partition function. The behaviour
under modular transformations will be shown to be correct only for the first simple
examples, since the proof is similar in the other cases. The reader who wants more
detailed proofs should consult [38].

4.3.1. The orbifoldings O}, O}e' Let Z = Z(z, z) be a modular invariant from the list
in Sect. 2.4. We write

*
Z=1 = E Mg, a'c’ XacXg'¢'s

1 (ac)eQk
(a'c)e O

and let Z, = (g) act on the states via

)a+c

8- XacX;/C/ = (-1 Xch:/c/- (36)
Since the parity of a + ¢ determines whether the states counted by x,. are in the NS
or R sectors, we see that this action leaves the NS sector invariant. The general box for
m,n € {0, 1} is given by

g" = Z Mj" (ac); a’c’(_1)(a+c+n)m)(acx;k'cu

n (ac)eQx
(a'c)eQx

where from now on j(ac) = (k—a, c +k). This is clearly correct when n = 0, and since
there is no discrete torsion, it remains to check that the general box transforms correctly
under the S- and T -transformations.
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For the T -transformation we find

T . g" — z MJn (@c): a,C/(_1)(a+C+n)mg2ni(h‘h(l_ha/'u,)XaCX;/C’
g (ac)eQr
(a'c)eQx
— Z Mjn (a0): a,c/(_l)(a+c+n)m

(ac)e Ok
(a'ceQ

X (_ 1)(“+C+1)”62”i(hj”m.c)—ha’,y/)

*
XacXgrer

- Z Mj”(ac);a’c’(_l)(a+c+n)(m+n)xac)(:/d

(ac)e Ok
(a'c)eQr

m+n

=38 s

gn

where we used Eq. (6), then Eq. (3) and then Eq. (8).
For the S-matrix, we can simplify the calculation enormously if we use our knowledge
of its behaviour under the action of simple currents (see Sect. 3.2). We find that

S = Z Z Srs; ach"(ac); a’c/S;k/c/; m(_l)(a+c+n)ers Xt*u

g" (ac)eQr (rs)eQx
(a'c")eQy (tu)eQy

= Z Z Srs;j”(ac)Mac; e ;“,C,; m(_l)(a+c+n)mxrsxt*u
(ac)eQ (rs)eQk
(a'c)eQy (tu)eQy

= Z Z Srs; ucMac; a'c S:/C/; tu (_1)(a+c+n)m+(r+s)nxrs X;‘;
(ac)eQ (rs)eQk
(a'ceQy (tu)eQy

= Z Z S (rs); acMac a'c’ S:;'c’; (= 1)(r+s+m)nX” Xt*u
(ac)eQy (rs)eQk
(a'c)eQy (tu)eQx

= Z Mjm(rs); tu(_l)(r+s+m)ansX:;

(rs)eQx
(tu)€ Ok

—n

=8 s

gm

where in the third and fourth lines we used the nice behaviour of the S-matrix under
the action of simple current j = (JO0, k) given in Eq. (33), and in the fifth line we used
Eq. (7). Thus the boxes transform correctly under the action of SL(2, Z). Summing over
all four boxes and multiplying by % produces

Zorb = Z Mg, a’c/XacX;/C/ + Z Mj(ac); a'c XacX:/C/-
(ac)eQx (ac)eQk
(a'c" e Ok (a'ce Oy

a+c even a+c odd
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This orbifolding defines an involution on the set of modular invariants. We will refer
to this orbifolding as Oi (where the L stands for left). Since S and T are symmetric,
it is clear that we could equally well have let Z, act on the right-hand representations,

g XacXpe = (— e+ Xac X}~ The result would be

ZOI‘b: z Mac;a’c’XacX:’c/"' Z Mac;j(a’c/)XacX:/C'-

(ac)eQx (ac)e Ok
(a'c)eQ (a'c) e
a’+c’even a’+c’odd

We will refer to this orbifolding as O 11e'

The reason we have done this relatively simple example in such great detail is that
the procedure for checking SL(2, Z)-invariance for all other orbifoldings in this paper
is very similar: one directly checks T -invariance with the help of Eq. (8) and then uses
the simple current action on the S-matrix to check S-invariance. For an orbifolding with
a cyclic group G, there is no discrete torsion, so the unique orbifold partition function
is given by il multiplied by the sum of the boxes.

4.3.2. The orbifoldings O3, O%. Again we start with a minimal model with partition
function

Z=1 = Z Mac;a’c/XacX:fc/
(ac)e Ok
(a'c)e O

2mic

and define a group action by g - Xac X =€ * XacX.y. - This defines a Z -action. We

claim that the general box for m, n € {0, ..., k — 1} is given by
2nim£z‘—n)
g" = Z My, ek Xu,c—ZnX:/,;h
gn (ac)er
(a'c e Ok

One easily checks that this is correct when n = 0. One checks that it transforms correctly
under the S and T transformations just as in the previous case:>> for the T transformation,
use Egs. (6), (3) and then (8) to show that

T . gm — gm+n A

gn gn

and for the S-transformation use Egs. (32) and (7) to show that

gn gm

23 The step-by-step calculations for this and some other orbifolds can be found in the author’s thesis [38].
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Thus the boxes span a representation of SL(2, Z). To find the resulting orbifold we
calculate

70rb _ % Z o

n,m=0,....k—1 g"
_ *
= z M, _.. a'c’ XacXg' ¢+
(ac)e Ok
(a'c)e O

This orbifolding is well-defined on all minimal modular invariants. We will refer to it by
(’)%. The group Zz could equally as well have acted upon the right-hand representations.
In that case we would obtain

ZOI‘b = Z Mac; a’,—c’XacX:/C’-
(ac)eQx
(a'c)e O

We will refer to this orbifolding as (9%. Clearly these orbifoldings give the same result
if the initial modular invariant is symmetric.

4.3.3. Symmetries generated by O}" g and O%’ z- Note that these orbifoldings are self-

inverse, they are mutually commuting, and the effect of concatenating Oi O% or O }QO%
is to perform the mirror symmetry transformation on the left- or right-chiral half of the
theory, respectively:

12 .
OLOL . Mac; a'c > Mj"+"(a,—c);a’c’9

O}QO% : Mac; a'c > Mac;j“/“/(a/,—c’)’
where left- or right-handed mirror symmetry is defined by performing charge conjuga-
tion on the left- or right-handed representations, respectively. In terms of the partition
functions, it is realised by multiplication of the modular invariant M by the permutation
matrix S on the left or right respectively. Using Eq. (3), one checks that making the
transformation (a, ¢) — j**“(a, —c) has the effect of sending

(hqu Qac) - (hac, _Qac) mod 1

as expected.

Performing charge conjugation on both sides simultaneously amounts to performing
all 4 orbifoldings 01(9%(9}?0%3 in succession. Since $* = Id and modular invariants
commute with S, this has no overall effect on the partition function. As discussed in
Sect. 2.5.1, we consider two charge conjugate models (i.e. related by simultaneous
charge conjugation on both chiral halves of the theory) to be equivalent; indeed they
have the same partition function. We will however not consider the mirror symmetry
pairs to be equivalent in this paper, since they generally have distinct partition functions.

The results of applying (’)2 g and (’)%’ r to the minimal partition functions listed in

Sect. 2.4 are given in Table 1.2*

24 The parameter z is defined modulo some number « in each case. —z is to be understood as —z mod o.
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Table 1. Action of O i R’ O%, g On minimal partition functions
1 1 2 2
d o) Ok 0? 0%
kodd M (v,z,m)  (v.zn+l) (. z,n+1) (v, —z,n) (v, —z,n)
4 divides k M*0 (v.z.n) (,z,n+1) (v, z,n+1) (v, —z,n) (v, —z,n)
M*! (w.z.n)  (zon+]) (v, z,n+1) W, —z,n+1) (@, —z,n+1)
M*? (v.zonm) (.zon+lm+l) @Wzn+lm+1) v.—z.n.m)  (v,—z,n.m)
4dividesk MO (.z.n,m) (.zomm+1)  (.zn+lm) (@ —zn+lm) (v.—z.n,m+1)
M*! 2,0,y (02,542, ) (,z,x,y+2) (W, =z, x+2,y) (v, =z, x,y+2)
M*2 (v,2,0)  (v,z,x+2) (v,2,x+2) 0, —2,x+2)  (v,-z,x+2)
M*3 .z (vzon+1) (v,z.n+1) (v, —z.n) (v, —z.n)
k=10 E]° (6.2 (6.2) (6.2) (6, —2) (6, —2)
EY (12,z,00m) (12,2,00m+1)  (12,2,0,m+1)  (12,—z,0,m)  (12,—z,0,m)
k=16 Elm (w,z,x,y) (v,z,x+2,y) (v, z,x,y+2) w,—z,x+2,y) (v,—z,x,y+2)
556 (v, z,x) (v,z,x+2) (v, z,x+2) (v, —z,x+2) (v, —z,x+2)
k=28 E® (15,z,x) (15 z2,x+2) (15,2, x+2) (15, —z,x+2) (15, —z,x +2)

4.3.4. The generalised Ay <> Dy orbifolding. The family M?2 exists for any k with
4|k. Given such a k, we can always choose v = k and z = 1. Then, from Eq. (14), we
obtain a modular invariant M with M. o = 8(a’ = J™"a)8(c’ = ¢). Thus

A @Iy ifn=0
Dy ®Iy ifn=1,

where the A and D are the partition functions of the @ « models of the same name
encountered in [7] and Z,z is the diagonal u/(B; invariant. Similarly, when 4 divides &,
k. z=1landn = 0yields 4 ® Z,;
I and x = 1 yields Dy ® Z,, where

again the A and D are the partition functions of the 511/(\2)k classification. Inspired by
the well-known Z, orbifolding between the A- and D-models (see e.g. [11]), we define
a Zj action on the states of an arbitrary modular invariant with even k by

the modular invariant M*3 with parameters v

and the modular invariant M*2 with v = %, z

8 XaCX:/C/ = (_1)aXacX:/c/-

Then we find
nk
" = Z Mac/;a/c’(_l)(a+ 2 )mXJ"H,CX:’c"
P (ac)e Qg
(a'¢)eQy
Thus
VA— Z Z Mg, a/c’XaL‘X:’c”
(ac)eQr (a'c)eQx
a=0mod 2
Ztwist _ Z Z Mla,c; a’c/XaCX;’c”

(ac)eQr (a'c)eQy

as% mod 2
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Table 2. Action of O3 on minimal partition functions with 4|k

M0 (v,z,n) < (v,z,n+1)

M21 (v,z,n) < (v,z,n+1)

M2 (v, z,n,m) < (v,z,n+1,m)
EJ0 (6,2) < (6,2)

5210 (12,z,0,m) < (12,z,0,m)

Table 3. Action of O3 on minimal partition functions with 4|k

M*90, z,n, m) M*2(v,z,2m +2n + 1)

N
M41(vzx y) — M41(v Z,X,y)
(v Z,X) — 2(v, 7, x)
Bw.z.n) — M42(v,z,2n+z)
E}6<v,z,x,y> - El*®,z,x,y)
E(,z,x) - ES(.z.x)
EZ(15, 7, x) - E®(15,7,x)
Z (ac)eQx M]"a,c’;a’c’XacX:/Cm if 4k;
(a'ceOk
Zorb — .
Z (ac)eQx (Mac; ac t M]a,c; a’c’)XacX:/,:/v if 4|k.

(a U)GQk

The action of this orbifolding, which we denote O3, on the minimal partition functions
with 4|k is given by Table 2. For M~ 1120 and M2 the action coincides with that of 0!
(as we would expect since if Mac a¢ # 0, then c is even for these families). For M~ V22
we have obtained an additional Z, symmetry, which along with O' and (92 from the
previous section allows us to construct an orbifolding between any two M~ V122 modular
invariants with v; = v and z; = £2z>. As one might expect, for the special case v = k
and z = 1 this orbifolding manifests itself as Ay ® Z,z <> Dy ® Z,z. The exceptional
modular invariants E 110, E%O are left invariant.

The effect of O3 on the minimal models with 4|k is given in Table 3. In particular,
M* 3(k 1,0) = Ay is mapped to M* 2(k 1, 1) = Dy as we might expect. The modular
invariants in the families M*! and M*2 and the exceptlonals are left invariant.>> We note
that modular invariants in M*° and M*3 are sent to M*2 under this orbifolding. This
demonstrates that orbifoldings can map between, as well as within, families of minimal
model partition functions. In the next section we will show that in fact all the non-excep-
tional families at a given level k can be mapped into one another via orbifoldings, and
that the same holds true for the exceptional families.

4.3.5. Orbifoldings between minimal families. We prove the following proposition:

Proposition 1. 1. Let 4|k. Then all simple current invariants at level k can be mapped
by an orbifolding to the family M*2,

25 Actually the formula given above for the Z, orbifolding has to be divided through by 2 in order to get
Moo oo = 1. This factor of 2 appears because Z; acts trivially on all the states so Z = Z"Y = Z'WSt and so
zo% =27,



Classification of the N = 2 Minimal Models 641

2. Let4|k. Then all simple current invariants at level k can be mapped by an orbifolding
to the family M2,

3. Letk = 10. Then all excepnonal invariants at level k can be mapped by an orbifold-
ing to the family E

4. Letk = 16. Then all exceptzonal invariants at level k can be mapped by an orbifold-
ing to the family E, E10
(When k is odd or k = 28 there is only one family.)

We construct the necessary orbifoldings to prove statements 1-4 in the following two
sections.

4.3.6. Orbifoldings between minimal families: 4|k. In Sect. 4.3.4 we saw that the gen-
eralised A <> D orbifolding O° mapped members of the family M*° and M*? into the
family M™ V142, We will now show that M*2 contains an orbifold of every member of the
family M™ V!, and that E216 contains an orbifold of every member of E| 16 This will prove
parts 1 and 4

Fix some k € 47Z. We want to construct an orbifolding which in particular sends M™ Vet
to M*2. The latter only has left-right couplings in the NS®NS and R®R sectors, but
the former has couplings in all 4 possible sectors NS®NS, NS®R, R®QNS and RQR.
In order to preserve the NS®NS and R®R sectors and remove the NS®R and R®NS
sectors we define a Z; action by g - xac X = (—1)atera+d Xac X} Form,n € {0, 1}
we find

a+c+a’+c')ym *
g = z ‘, (_1)( ) MJ"a,c+n?; Jnal vk XacXgrel
g" (a/c/)eQ/{
(a’c")eQk

This transforms correctly under the S- and 7 -transformations, resulting in an orbifold

orb *
4 = Z (Mac; arer + MJa,c+E; Ja/,c’+E) XacXq' '+

a+c+a’+c’=0mod 2

We call this orbifolding O*.
This orbifolding acts trivially on those modular invariants which only have NSQNS
and R®R sectors: M*2, M*3 E]6 and E28. The action of O* on the other modular

invariants that occur when 4|k is given in Table 4.%6

4.3.7. Orbifoldings between minimal families: 4lk. In this section we shall show that
all non-exceptional invariants with 4|k can be sent into M20 by an orbifolding, and
all exceptional invariants with k = 10 can be sent into E }0, proving Parts 2 and 3 of
Proposition 1.

First we shall construct an 0rb1f01d1ng O3 from M 2! o M*0. Fix a k with 4|k and fix

(v, z,n) satlsfymg 55 € 7,2 €27+ 1 and k(z € Z, where z € {1, . 2” =} and

n € {0, 1}. Then from Sect. 2 4 there is a mlnlmal partition function M V2 1(v z, n) We
need to define a group action on the states of M = M>!(v, z, n). Note that M. o #

2
26 Note that in the RHS of the second and fifth lines the parameter 2z is to be understood modulo ¥=. Recall

that the z parameter in each of the minimal partition functions given in Sect. 2.4 is defined modulo some
integer.
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Table 4. Action of O* on minimal partition functions with 4|k

M*Ow, z,n,m) M2, 2, 2m+ 20+ 1)

N
M (v, 2, %, y) - MY2(5, 22,y —x+1)
M*2(v, 7, x) — M*2(v, 7, x)
M*3(v, z,n) - M*3(,z,2n+72)
E{S(.z.x.y) - ES(4. 22,y —x+1)
EY¥®,z,x) - E(, z,x)

EX(15, 27, x) - E?8(15,z, x)

0=d= 2v, d =% andc+¢ =0mod 2; thus there is a Z, action on the states

- v
givenby g - X, Lk X =(— I)W Ck x* . and which for n, m € {0, 1} gives rise to
ZL G a, 21
2mimv c+c’
g" Z Muc;arcr € K ( Xa,cfan:,c/_mv,
n (ac)eQx
(a'ceQk

whence we conclude that

2k
Zomh — Z (Mac: ater + My cv; v c—v) S(c+¢" =0 mod 7) XacXprer-
(ac)eQk
(a'ceQk
Inserting M = M*'(v, z, n) from Eq. (12) one finds Z°® = M0, 7, n) Where
2
vV =20,7 = (i) (3 — z), where we understand 7’ to be defined modulo 2. We

have therefore demonstrated that every model with partition function in M~ 2! glves rise
to a Z, orbifold in M>0. _ _

Constructing an orblfolding 0% from M?? to M*? is similar: fixing some k such
that 4|k, we define a Z, action by g - xac Xow = (=D Xacx)..- We claim that for
m,n € {0, 1},

g" = Z (_l)cmMa,c+nE; a’c’XaCX:/c/'
g" (ac)eQy
(@'c)eQy

This is evidently correct when n = 0 and it is not hard to check that it transforms
correctly under the S and T transformations. It yields

ALY [Mm e+ My e ] §(c =0 mod 2)xgex - (37)
(ac)e Ok
(a'c)eQy
7 (-2
Choosing some v, z such that % is odd and %2, k(ivzl) € 7, we can apply O° to the

modular invariant M = M’z,z(v’ z,n,m). Using Egs. (14) and (12) we find
Zorb M2 O(U Z, n)

where we have set 2v’ = v and 7 is now understood to be defined modulo 22~
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It remains to show that the family E %0 can be mapped via an orbifolding into the fam-
ily E 1] 0. We simply apply the orbifolding O° from the previous section to the exceptional
invariant £,°(12, v, 0, m): substituting (20) into (37) we obtain

ZOI’b — 5110(6’ Z)-

This completes the proof of Proposition 1. O

4.3.8. Orbifoldings within minimal families — a useful formula. In order to com-
plete the proof of Theorem 2, we must find orbifoldings within the families
MO, M*2, M0, EI0 EJ° and E? which map all members down to a specific par-
tition funct10n S1nce we already have control of the Z, parameters (labelled by n or x)
via the orbifoldings O' and O, in this section we concentrate on trying to control the
parameters v and z.

We begin by considering a general orbifolding by a group Zg, acting on the u(1)
label ¢ on the left-hand side.?’” Fix a modular invariant M in one of the above families
and take the largest integer « such that

Mye.we #0=c¢, ¢ €al.
For these families, % € Z. We will define a Zg-orbifolding O’ for some integer f8

satisfying ,3|0%. Let Zg = (g) act on the states of M via

2ric

* _ *
8 Xa.acXy' gt = € P Xa,acXg' oc'-

We claim that the result is

2wim (C*%)
— B
g" = E Ma,otc; aac’ € ap Xa’a(c_zgik)xa/ ac
g" a,a'=0,....k asp
e
c.c' €l 5

It is easy to see this is correct when n = 0. One then checks that it behaves correctly
under the action of the S- and T -transformations. The line of attack is the usual one: for
the T-transformation we use the integer-spin condition (Eq. (8)) to remove the otherwise
unwieldy factor of e2mithac=hy) . and for the S-matrix we use the nice behaviour of the
simple current action (Eq. (32)) to juggle unwanted factors on and off the S-matrices
until one has something of the form SM S . which can be replaced with M, just as we
did in Sect. 4.3.1.%8

The partition function of the orbifolding O is then given by the sum over the twisted
sectors:

orb _ *
z Z Z a a(sﬂ+N—E)' a’ ac’Xa ot(sﬁ—N—%)X”/’“"/' (38)
azﬂ T ’ ozzﬂ
SB—1 seZ
a:O,..., B
a'=0,...k ¢ '€Z
@

27 Note that the remaining families are all symmetric, so it doesn’t matter whether we act on the left- or
right-hand sides.

28 Fans of dense technical details will be pleased to learn that all the calculations alluded to in this section
are written out explicitly in [38].



644 O. Gray

If it happens that aziﬁz € Z, then the above simplifies to

2= 2, 2 M (e 35 s e X Xel &

4.3.9. Controlling the parameter v. The aim of this section is to find an orbifolding
which sends the parameter v to the smallest possible value it can take:

Proposition 2. Fix k and let M be a level k modular invariant in one of the families
MO, m*2, M20, E}O, E216 or E*8 with parameters (v, z, *), where * is either n or x.
Then we can map M via an orbifolding to a minimal partition function in the same
family with parameters (V', z, %), where V' is the smallest possible value of v allowed.

In the exceptional cases E ]10 and E8 there is only one allowed value of v, so the prop-
osition is trivial in these cases; they are included for completeness.
We shall prove the claim using the orbifoldings constructed in Sect. 4.3.8. The idea

is to map by the orbifolding with the largest possible value of f that satisfies — 2 €.
Again we recommend the eager to read [38] for the full computations.

4.3.10. k odd. Let k be an odd integer and let M be a modular invariant at level k with
l 2a;+6;

parameters (v, z, n) (see (11)). Write k = Hl 1 D; , where the p; are distinct odd
primes and §; € {0, 1} foreachi = 1,...,[. Similarly write v = Hﬁ:] pf?" for some
integers b;. The conditions E ”; € Z are equivalent to a; + 8; < b; < 2a; + §;, so we

can define an 1ntegerﬂ H, P b' —4h

As in the previous section we find the blggest integer o such that My.. o/¢/ 7& 0=

c,c € aZ; here, o = % = Hle piza’ —bi i*% With these values we see that azﬁz =

ngl pf i € Z, so we can perform 07, the Z g orbifolding from the previous section, on

M using the simplified formula in Eq. (39). After a page of computation we arrive at
Zorb — Mo(v/ z,n),

where we have defined v' = % = Hf 1 pl 4+ Note that this is the smallest divisor v/

_ 2
of k satisfying ”7 € Z. Thus we have successfully minimised the parameter v.

4.3.11. 4 divides k. The M*? case is similar. Fix k such that 4|k and choose an M*2
modular invariant with parameters (v, z, x). We write k = ZH, 1 plza’ 0 with pi dis-
tinct odd primes and §; € {0, 1}, and write v = ]_L 1 pl " for some integers b;. This
time o« = 2% = ]_[521 piza" %0 and we set B = ]_L lpf” ~4i=3% _Again we find that
% = Hle pf" € Z, so we can apply Eq. (39) to the partition function given by
Eqgs. (17) in order to calculate the Zg orbifolding. The result is

Zorb — M4’2(U/, Z,x),

where we have defined v/ = % = Hé:] p?”si . This shows that for a fixed k we can

always send v to its smallest possible value in the family M*2.
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4.3.12. 4 divides k. Finally we address the case when k satisfies 4|k. Fix such a k and
a M%° modular invariant M with parameters (v, z, n) (see Eq. (12)). As before write

k = H -0 plza’ i , where pg = 2 and the p; are distinct odd primes fori > 1, §; € {0, 1}

foreachi =0, ...,/ and ap > 1. For this partition function o = % = HZ_O pza’ *oi=bi

g —S . . . 2
andweset 8 = Hﬁ:o pf." a0 , which is bound to be an integer by the condition % 7 € Z.

We find once again that ozziﬂz = Hf:o p?i € 7 and so we can use the formula (39) to
calculate the Zg orbifold of M. Substituting in equation (12) we find

z2°% = M*0’, 2, n)

where we have defined v/ = Eﬁ = Hf -0 pf"ﬂs" . This completes the proof of proposi-

tion 2 for the simple current invariants.

It remains to check the case E4°. Let M be the modular 1nvar1ant in E4° with param-
eters (v =9, z,x). Then « = 1 and we choose = 3 so that a2,82 =2 € Z. Itis then
straight-forward to apply equation (39) to find

Zorb E16(3 1 X)

This completes the proof of Proposition 2. O

4.3.13. Controlling the parameter z. Now that we can map via orbifoldings any mini-
mal partition function into a particular family with a particular value of v, it remains to
find an orbifolding which lets us control the parameter z. We will prove

Proposition 3. Fix k and let M be a level k modular invariant in one of the families
MO, M*2, 20 E10 E16 or E*8 with parameters (v, z, *), where v is as small as pos-
sible and x is elther n or x. Then we can map M via orbifoldings to a minimal partition
function in the same family with parameters (v, 7', %), where

2
22=1 mod % for odd k,

202 .
z=1 mod T otherwise.

When v is minimised in the family 556 then z is forced to be 1, so the statement is trivial
in this case; it is included in the proposition only for completeness.

4.3.14. k odd. Let k be odd and let M be a level k modular invariant with

parameters (v, z, n) where v is as small as possible (see Eq. (11)). Write k =
]_[ﬁz I pza’+1 I i1 q , where the p; and q; are mutually distinct odd primes. Then

_ aj+1 . . : k02
we must have v = Hl oI = q ;> since v is the smallest solution to 7, e 7,

and therefore % = Hf: | pi- Now z is defined to be a solution to 4z> — 1 =0 mod %
So we have

[

Qz+DQ2z—1)=0 mod []p:.
i=1



646 O. Gray

But since a given odd prime cannot divide both 2z + 1 and 2z — 1, is it equivalent to say
that there must exist a partition {p;, ..., p;,} U{pj,, ..., pj,} of the p; such that

2z+1=0 mod [[i_; P>
2z—1=0 mod [[;_, pj-

We are trying to map this partition function via an orbifolding to one where z is given
by the choice of partition {} U {py, ..., p;}. So we set 8 = H;(:l Di, and try to make a
Zg orbifold. Recall that the largest integer « satisfying the condition

Mye:aer 0= ¢, € aZ
isa = % = [T\, P [T/ 1qj - Thus 52 = [[{_; pj. € Z and we can apply the
orbifolding in Eq. (38),°

7% = MO, ', n),

. . . 2 .
where 7’ is the unique solution to 2z = 1 modulo ”7 as required.

4.3.15. 4 divides k. The proof of Proposition 3 in the case where 4|k proceeds in a
very similar way to the case where k is odd. Fix a modular invariant M M*? with

parameters (v, z, x) where v is minimal. Write k = 2 Hl LD 2“’“ I ) q b7 with Pi.qj
mutually distinct odd primes and note that since v is rn1n1mal (see Eq. (17)) we must

have v = H lpla’+1 15 1qj)'i and E = Hl- , Pi- The equation for z for M*? is

22—1=0mod & k so we have (z + 1)(z —1)=0 mod H, 1 pi- Equivalently, there
exists a r such that, after relabelling the p;,

z+1=0 mod H;zlp,-,
z—1=0 mod [['_,,, pi.

This time a = % = Hi:l p; H;":l qu.j and again we set f = [[:_; pi. Then we can
perform the Zg orbifolding given in Eq. (38) on M. This end result is

Zorb — M4’2(U, 1, x)

as required.

4.3.16. 4 divides k. The case where 4 divides k is again very similar. Fix a mod-

ular invariant M = M20(v z,n) where v is minimal. We write k in the form
k = 2%+ ]—L_ p12a,+l I 14 jhj with p;, ¢; mutually distinct odd primes, r > 1
and € € {0,1}. Note that since v is minimal (see (12)) we must have v =
e, pit! HTzlq?j and 2]%2 = 2M€[]'_, pi. Since z satisfies > — 1 = 0

2 Again, computations can be found in [38].



Classification of the N = 2 Minimal Models 647

mod 2]%2 we must have (z+1)(z — 1)=0 mod 2!*¢ Hé:l pi. Equivalently, there exists
a t such that, after relabelling the p;,

z+1=0 mod 2H£=] Pis

We have o = % =2 Hl Py TS q?'/ and we set B = 2" [[i_, p;, where x =

[%] Then % =2¢(1—x) Hi:z+1 pi is an integer, so we may perform the Zg orbifold-
ing given in Eq. (38) on M:

7o — MZ’O(U, 1,n)

which completes the proof of Proposition 3 for the simple current invariants.

4.3.17. The exceptional cases. When k = 10 we need to show that there is an orbi-
folding connecting the E; E10 invariants with those with parameters (v = 6,z = 5) and
(v=06,z = 1). But we have already seen in Table 1 that the orbifolding 02 acts on
E!%(6,7) by z <> —z mod 6.

When k = 28 we follow exactly the method we used for the simple current invariants
when 4|k: we have k = 30 = 2-3-5 and v = 15. The solutions to z>2 — 1 =0 mod 15
are z € {1,4, 11, 14} (see Eq. (23)), corresponding respectively to the situations

_ z+1=0 mod 1 .
=1L [2—150 modlS]’ p=1

_ z+1=0 mod 5 _
z=4 [z—le modS]’ B =5
_ z+1=0 mod 3 _

z =1L [Z—IEO modS}’ p=3

. z+1=0 mod 15 o
z=14 [Z—IEO modl]’ B =15

In each case @ = 1 and so we apply orbifolding O to the invariants M = E®(15,z, x)
using Eq. (38). The end result is
Zo = E®(15, 1, x).

This completes the proof of Proposition 3. O

4.3.18. Proof of the Theorem. We are now ready to prove Theorem 2. We will restate
the theorem here in a little more detail. For notation, see Sect. 2.4.

Theorem 4 (Reformulation of Theorem 2).

— Let k be odd and let M be a simple current invariant at level k. Then there exists
a chain of orbifoldings mapping M to A ® M, where Ay is the diagonal su(2)
invariant at level k and the non-zero values of M are given by

202

M l<:>c—cmodk,

“\M
c‘»\

— 2
where v is the smallest divisor of k satisfying % e Z.
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— Let 4|k and let M be a simple current invariant at level k. Then there exists a chain
of orbifoldings mapping M to Ax @ M, where Ay is the diagonal su(2) invariant at
level k and the non-zero values of M are given by

/

M =1 < ¢

22
cmod;,
k

=|

!

=%
|

. . . T . . 2
where v is the smallest divisor of % satisfying "7 eZ.

— Let 4|k and let M be a simple current invariant at level k. Then there exists a chain of
orbifoldings mapping M to Dy ® M, where Dy is the level kD invariant in the su(2)
A-D-E classification, and the non-zero values of M are given by

M

o =1 < C/EC mod e
v’ 20 k

2
|

C

|

where v is the smallest divisor of % satisfying ? e 7.

— Let M be an exceptional invariant at level k = 10. Then there exists a chain of or-
bifoldings mapping M to £'© @ M, where £'° is the exceptional su(2) invariant at
level 10 and the non-zero values of M are given by

Mzc’zc/ =1 << ¢ =c¢ mod 6.

— Let M be an exceptional invariant at level k = 16. Then there exists a chain of or-
bifoldings mapping M to £ @ M , Where £ 16 i5 the exceptional su(2) invariant at
level 16 and the non-zero values of M are given by

Mi30 =1 < ¢ =c mod 4.

— Let M be an exceptional invariant at level k = 28. Then there exists a chain of or-
bifoldings mapping M to EB @ M, where £ is the exceptional su(2) invariant at
level 28 and M is given by

M.s =1 < ¢ =c mod 60.

Proof. The requisite orbifoldings were constructed in the preceding sections. Given a
modular invariant M at level k, we use Proposition 1 (if necessary) to map M into one
of the families M°, M20, M*2 E 110, 5%6 or E28, uniquely determined by the value of
k and whether M is a simple current invariant or an exceptional invariant. We can then
apply Proposition 2 to map the parameter v to the smallest possible value it can take for
the given k, while leaving the other parameters unchanged. Proposition 3 sends z to 1 if
k is even, and sets 2z = 1 if k is odd. Finally, if necessary, we use the orbifolding O'
of Sect. 4.3.1 to fix n = 0 when k is odd or 4|k; or to fix x = 1 when 4|k. The resulting
partition functions are given explicitly above using Eqgs. (11)—(23). O

5. Analysis of the Simple Current Invariants

5.1. The Kreuzer-Schellekens construction. In [47] it is shown that all simple current
invariants which obey both 1-loop and higher-genus modular invariance can be obtained
as orbifolds of the diagonal modular invariant by a subgroup of the centre. It is conjec-
tured that all simple current modular invariants can be obtained in this way; that is, it is
conjectured that the constraint of higher-genus modular invariance is in fact superfluous.
We will analyse the solutions of Gannon’s classification to show that this is indeed the
case for the unitary N = 2 minimal models.
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5.1.1. k odd. One can easily read off from Gannon’s classification that every modular
invariant with k odd is a simple current invariant. Furthermore, following [47], precisely
one modular invariant can be constructed as an orbifold for each subgroup of the effec-
tive centre C = Z,7 (there is no discrete torsion in this case, since subgroups of Z, are
cyclic).

One can check using induction on the number of prime factors that the number of
subgroups of Z, equal to the number of divisors of g, is d(g) := ]_ﬁ:l (1+n;), where g

is written g = Hf: 1 p;” for distinct primes p;. The following lemma establishes that the
number of modular invariants at each odd level k (see Eq. (11)) is precisely the number
of subgroups of Z,z, showing that the Schellekens-Kreuzer orbifold construction does
indeed give all modular invariants when the level k is odd.

Lemma 2. Let k be odd. Then the number of solutions (v,z,n) € {1, ...,E} X
{1, ..., ”72} x {0, 1} to the equations
2 E 2
UT,—EZ,4Z251 modvr
k v k

is equal to d(2k).

The proof is a simple counting argument. The main step is counting the number of possi-
ble values of z for a given v, and we partially solved this problem already in constructing
the z-controlling orbifoldings of Sect. 4.3.13. For a detailed proof, we refer the reader
to the author’s PhD thesis [38]. O

5.1.2. 4 divides k. We now turn our attention to the case when 4|k. Again we can imme-
diately read off from Gannon’s classification that M‘L,O’ 1\74’1, M*2 and M*3 are all
simple current invariants.

The subgroups of the effective centre Cx = Zy x Zyz are given by

Zo x Ty = Zoy, 2|k

Zz X Zzl, Z|E_,
{0}y x Zy =7y, 12k,
(L) = Zy, Ik

‘We can define an orbifold for each subgroup of the centre and for each choice of discrete
torsion associated to that subgroup. For a cyclic group Z, there is no choice to make;
for a group Z, x Z, there are two degrees of freedom. Writing (G) for the number of
degrees of freedom coming from discrete torsion associated to the group G, we find the
number of simple current invariants obtained via an orbifold of the diagonal invariant
when 4|k is

N= > (G =5d(k),

G<Zyx ZZ%

where d(q), as above, is the number of divisors of g.

The following lemma shows that if 4|k then the number of simple current modular
invariants is equal to N = 5d (E), the number of orbifolds of the diagonal invariant,
so the Schellekens-Kreuzer construction does again find all simple currents invariants
when 4|k.
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Lemma 3. Let 8|k + 4. Then the number of solutions (v,z,n,m) € {1,..., g} X
{1, ..., 2]%2} x {0, 1}? to the equations

2?2 k 202

;,—ez,zzzl mod;

kK 2v k

is equal to 2d (k).
Let 8|k. Then the number of solutions (v, z, x, y) € {1, ..., k}x{1, ..., %2} x {1, 3})?
to the equations

vk k 2 v2
—,—€Z,z=—- mod 2, 4z =1 mod —
k v 8 2k
is equal to 2d (k). B
Let 4|k. Then the number of solutions (v, z, x) € {1, ..., %} x{1,..., 21%2} x {1, 3}
to the equations
2%k 202
L,—EZ,ZZEl modé
ko 2v k
is equal to d (k). -
Let 4|k. Then the number of solutions (v, z,n) € {1, ..., %} x{1,..., 8732} x {0, 1}

to the equations

2?2 k 4p?
—E,—eZ,zz 1m0d—f
kK 2v k

is equal to 2d (k).
Again the details of the proof are to be found in [38]. O

5.1.3. 4 divides k. As in the previous cases, every modular invariant with 4|k is a simple
current invariant.
Write k = 2" p, where p is odd and m > 2. Then the subgroups of Z; x Z are given
by
szleZzz, l|p_,
Z2 X ZZI, 21|k,
0y xZy =7, |k,
((J,5)) = Zoy, 21k
Writing t(G) for the number of degrees of freedom coming from discrete torsion of a

subgroup G of Z, x Zz we find that the number of possible orbifolds of the diagonal
partition function is

_ k
N = Z r(G)=2(d(k)+d(§)).
GSZzXZE

The following lemma shows that this is precisely the number of simple current invariants
when the level k satisfies 4|k, proving that the Schellekens-Kreuzer orbifolds do indeed
find all the modular invariants at these levels.
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Lemma 4. Let 4|k and write k = 2%+ p, where € € {0, 1}, r > 0 and p is odd.

The number of solutions (v, z,n) € {1, ..., %}x{l, e 2%2})({0’ 1} to the equations
2 7 2
k 2
v:,—eZ,zzzl modé
k 2v k
is equal to 2(4r — 3 + €)d(p). -
The number of solutions (v, z,n) € {1, ..., %}x{l, e, Z%LZ}X{O, 1} to the equations
202 k ) 202

— e2Z+1, — e€Z,z“=1 mod —
k 2v k

is equal to 2ed (p).
The number of solutions (v, z,n,m) € {1, ...,E} x {1,..., 2%2} x {0, 1}2 to the
equations
2 - 2
k 4
Yoez, “e2z+1,22=1 mod =
k v k

is equal to 8d(p). O

5.1.4. Simple current invariant classification. These counting results coupled with the
explicit orbifolds given by Schellekens and Kreuzer [47] can be summarised in the
following theorem:

Theorem 5. Every simple current N = 2 unitary minimal partition function at level

k is realised via an orbifold (possibly with discrete torsion) of the diagonal partition
function by a subgroup of the effective centre

Loz ifk is odd,
C = (7o x Lyg if4divides k,
Zy x Z  if 4 divides k.

The number of simple current invariants at each level k # 2 is given by>°
2d (k) ifk is odd,
Nk) = 5d (k) if 4 divides k, (40)
2d(k) +2d (£)  ir4 divides k.
where d(n) is the number of divisors of n. O

30 Asdiscussed in Sect. 2.5.2, there are only five simple current invariants due to the identification Ay = Dj.
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6. Conclusion

We have reviewed Gannon’s classification of the partition functions of the unitary N = 2
minimal models and given the explicit results with a few minor errors corrected. It is
hoped that by making this list explicit, the less studied models therein may receive more
attention.

The main result of this paper was to show that every one of these possible partition
functions really does correspond to a full minimal SCFT, subject to Assumption 1 and
2. This is a large step towards completing the full classification of the unitary N = 2
minimal models.

We also showed that Kreuzer and Schellekens’ result that every simple current invari-
ant is realised via an orbifolding of the diagonal partition function holds without the extra
assumption of higher-genus modular invariant.

This paper brings us tantalisingly close to the complete classification of the unitary
N = 2 minimal models. To complete the classification, it must be shown that there is
just one SCFT belonging to each partition function.

An alternative line of attack might be to approach the classification from the mod-
ular tensor category (see [23,64]) point of view, or via the theory of nets of subfactors
(see [48])).

It would also be satisfying to find some geometric classification of the minimal
models in terms of singularities, analogous to the classification of the space-time super-
symmetric models in terms of simple singularities arising in their Landau-Ginzburg
descriptions [9,49,66].
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