arXiv:2212.06404v3 [math-ph] 29 May 2024

Solving the n-color ice model

Patrick Addona, Ethan Bockenhauer, Ben Brubaker, Michael Cauthorn, Cianan Conefrey-Shinozaki, David Donze, William Dudarov, Jessamyn Dukes, Andrew Hardt, Cindy Li, Jigang Li, Yanli Liu, Neelima Puthanveetil, Zain Qudsi, Jordan Simons, Joseph Sullivan, and Autumn Young

May 31, 2024

Abstract

Given an arbitrary choice of two sets of nonzero Boltzmann weights for n-color lattice models, we provide explicit algebraic conditions on these Boltzmann weights which guarantee a solution (i.e., a third set of weights) to the Yang-Baxter equation. Furthermore we provide an explicit one-dimensional parametrization of all solutions in this case. These n-color lattice models are so named because their admissible vertices have adjacent edges labeled by one of n colors with additional restrictions. The twocolored case specializes to the six-vertex model, in which case our results recover the familiar quadric condition of Baxter for solvability. The general n-color case includes important solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation like the evaluation modules for the quantum affine Lie algebra U_q(ŝl_n). Finally, we demonstrate the invariance of this class of solutions under natural transformations, including those associated with Drinfeld twisting.

1 Introduction

Lattice models are discrete dynamical systems on two-dimensional lattices arising in statistical mechanics [3]. Local interactions at each vertex in the lattice are described in terms of Boltzmann weights, and these interactions can be combined into a global weight for each admissible configuration on the lattice by taking the product of weights over all vertices. The weighted sum over all admissible configurations with fixed boundary conditions is called the partition function of the model. From the perspective of statistical mechanics, the partition function is related to important physical quantities, such as the energy of the system and the associated Gibbs measure.

A lattice model is called solvable (or sometimes integrable) if its Boltzmann weights admit a solution to the (quantum) Yang-Baxter equation. In this remarkable case, the partition function of the lattice model satisfies symmetries, or sometimes recursion relations, that lead to closed form expressions of the partition function (hence the term solvable). Such solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation are difficult to find, but highly prized, as the associated partition functions describe important special functions in many areas of mathematics, including knot theory, integrable probability, Schubert calculus, orthogonal polynomials, and p-adic representation theory.

A solution to the Yang-Baxter equation is often expressed in terms of an R-matrix. In its algebraic formulation, the Yang-Baxter equation is an identity of endomorphisms. Given vector spaces U, V , and W and endomorphisms R ∈ End(U ⊗ V ), S ∈ End(V ⊗ W ), and T ∈ End(U ⊗ W ), the Yang-Baxter equation is the relationship

RST = T SR as elements of End(U ⊗ V ⊗ W ),

where each of R, S, T acts on the appropriate tensor factors (and as the identity on the third factor). We are often given S and T and asked to solve for the matrix R.

Partly motivated by an effort to find sources for Yang-Baxter equations, Drinfeld [17, 18] and Jimbo [20,21] were led to define and study quantum enveloping algebras, also known as quantum groups. These include q-deformations of universal enveloping algebras of Lie algebras and are examples of quasi-triangular Hopf algebras whose associated module category is braided. It is from this structure that we obtain solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation from modules of quantum groups. There’s a general heuristic linking solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation to algebraic structures like the modules of quasitriangular Hopf algebras. A precise version of this connection is given by the Faddeev-Reshetikhin-Takhtajian construction (see [23, VIII.6]).

Absent this quantum group structure, much work has been done, particularly by physicists, on solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation for general classes of models with a fixed collection of admissible vertices. Given such a fixed set of admissible vertices, one can ask for the following:

• Necessary and sufficient conditions on the Boltzmann weights of S and T such that the lattice model is solvable.

• A parametrization of all such Yang-Baxter solutions.

Providing answers to these questions is often referred to as solving the model. Some authors reserve this term for the associated explicit expression for the partition function of the lattice model, though this typically follows in a straightforward way from the existence of Yang- Baxter equations.

The prototypical example is Baxter’s solution of the six-vertex model on the square lattice, where every vertex has four adjacent edges [3, 4]. This model has six admissible vertices, where adjacent edges are labelled with a 0 or 1 in a pattern which must follow the ice rule (see next section). Figure 1, has an example state for the six-vertex model, in which each of the possible six vertices satisfying the ice rule appear.

In his treatment of the six-vertex model, Baxter requires the weights to be symmetric, that is invariant when swapping labels 0 and 1. This is sometimes referred to as the “field-free” case. Baxter found that for these lattice models, solvability is governed by a quadric Δ

1010

11111

1010

01000

0110

00111

0010

Figure 1: An example lattice model state for the ice-type six-vertex model. Here, we have two labels, 0 and 1. Note that the edges with a given label form paths that propagate through the grid.

in the Boltzmann weights of vertex type S and T – the model is solvable if and only if Δ(S) = Δ(T ). Moreover Δ plays an important role in the physical properties of the model.

In this special case on the square lattice, the Yang-Baxter equation is expressible as an identity of lattice model partition functions. The matrices R, S, and T can be viewed as three different types of vertex, each with its own set of Boltzmann weights. In pictorial form, the Yang-Baxter equation becomes an equality of partition functions of the following two lattices for every choice of the six boundary edge labels E_1, E_2, E_3, F_1, F_2, F_3:

E_1E_2

E_3F^1

F_2F^3STR = E_1E_2 E_3F^1

F_2

F_3 TSR . (1)

We’ve used a common shorthand here, writing that the lattice configurations are equal when we mean an equality of their partition functions. That partition function is typically a sum over a very small set, as there are just three internal edges to be prescribed in each configuration. A precise definition in terms of lattice models is presented in the next section.

Baxter’s result was extended by Korepin, Bogoliubov, and Izergin [26] and by Brubaker, Bump, and Friedberg [10] to obtain the solution to the six-vertex model in full generality. In this non-field-free setting, Δ is replaced by a pair of invariants.

In this paper, we solve a natural generalization of the six-vertex model – the n-color lattice model, for any fixed positive integer n. We may view the six-vertex model as a two-color lattice model (as depicted in Figure 1) whose admissible vertices are selected from the 16 possible vertex configurations so that the resulting states form colored paths moving downward and rightward through the model, any of which may cross or not at a vertex. That choice agrees with the set of admissible vertices picked out by matching Boltzmann weights with entries of the R-matrix for the standard module of U_q(sl_2) – a four-by-four matrix supported at six entries. (See [14, Section 7.5] for the association of lattice model Boltzmann weights to R-matrix entries. The paper [10] also matches our pictorial approach very closely.) Our ncolored models have admissible states determined similarly. Its admissible vertices combine to make colored paths traveling downward and rightward through the lattice with no restrictions on crossings. An example with n = 4 is given in Figure 2 and the admissible vertex types are stated precisely in Figure 3. Again, these precisely match the admissible vertices picked out by the non-zero entries of the R-matrix for the standard module of U_q(sl_n).^1

Other solutions for classes of colored lattice models have been obtained by Perk and Schultz [30, 31], by Sun, Wang, Wu, and collaborators [32, 36, 37], and by many others e.g. [19, 24, 38, 39]. We remark that the Perk-Schultz use of color is similar to ours–this relationship is discussed below–while the Sun-Wang-Wu use of color is substantially different.

Our main results appear in Section 5.1, and we combine results here to provide a version of our main theorem – conditions for the solvability of the n-color model.

Main Theorem (Theorems 5.2 and 5.4). The non-degenerate n-color ice-type lattice model has nonzero solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation precisely when the 4n^3 − 11n^2 + 7n conditions given in (17) are satisfied. In this case, the solution R is unique up to scalar multiple and is given in (15) in terms of the Boltzmann weights of S and T .

One interesting aspect of the conditions (17) is the appearance of analogues of Baxter’s Δ. Namely, there are n(n − 1) quadrics Δ_{ij}, one for every ordered pair of distinct colors i and j, such that Δ_{ij} (S) = Δ_{ij} (T ) is a necessary condition for solvability. However, there are additional conditions for solvability which are not easily expressed as invariants of the model; that is, the conditions can’t be easily separated into algebraic relations involving only the Boltzmann weights for S versus that of T . It is an interesting open question whether these conditions can be rephrased in those terms.

It is then natural to consider n-color lattice models where (some of) the quadrics Δ_{ij} vanish. In the six-vertex model, this is the well-known free fermion point. Baxter [3] showed for the symmetric six-vertex model that when S and T are free fermionic, R is also free fermionic, and this was later generalized to all six-vertex models [10, 26]. In the n-color ice model, the vanishing of Δ_{ij} can be considered independently for each pair of colors. It turns out that results like the above hold pairwise: if for any labels i, j, Δ_{ij} (S) = Δ_{ij}(T ) = 0, then Δ_{ij} (R) = 0 where it is defined. See Proposition 5.5.

The free fermion point corresponds to the center of the disordered regime [3, Section 8.10] where all motion is entropic – the Boltzmann weights, which express the energy of the

1The reason that admissible vertices corresponding to non-zero R-matrix entries result in the path dynamics described above is straightforward to explain. In the associated quantum group module, each weight space is one-dimensional and can be assigned a unique color. The fact that the Cartan subalgebra, under comultiplication, commutes with the R-matrix ensures that weight spaces are preserved. At the level of lattice model vertices, this then implies that the colored edges coming into a vertex, from above and left, must match the colored paths exiting the vertex below and to the right, hence forming paths.

configuration, provide no energetic penalty nor reward for paths to touch or collide. Partition functions of free fermionic six-vertex models can be expressed as determinants [1, 28], and as τ-functions of discrete-time Hamiltonian operators [19]. In fact, the latter interpretation generalizes to ice-type lattice models with “charge” (see [19, Section 8]). The generalization of discrete-time Hamiltonian operators to involve “color” is an interesting open problem, and it is conceivable that these objects might correspond with solvable n-color lattice models with Δ_{ij} = 0.

Specific choices of Boltzmann weights for the n-color ice model have featured prominently in the literature. For example, the R-matrix for evaluation representations of U_q(gl_n) found by Jimbo [22] and of U_q(gl_{1|n}) as in [25] are supported on the set of n-color admissible vertices, as alluded to above. The use of color here to denote different labels (or equivalently basis elements in quantum group modules) is due to Borodin and Wheeler [5], and solvable lattice models using color in various ways have been recently used to study functions such as LLT polynomials [2, 15, 16], Grothendieck polynomials [11, 12], and Iwahori Whittaker functions [8, 9, 13], each with respective interesting connections to quantum affine algebra and superalgebra modules. Most relevant to the present work, Perk and Schultz [30, 31, 35] found a large class of solvable n-color lattice models, which were later generalized by Perk and Au-Yang [29] to include more spectral parameters. The resulting class of solutions is very large; in fact, while some of these solutions are ice type, others are n-color generalizations of the eight-vertex model. It is an open question to determine the extent of the overlap between their solutions and ours. Let us briefly explain why this is so, drawing contrasts between our approach and others along the way.

One approach to solvable lattice models, which could be called generative, is to find a joint parametrization of sets of R, S, and T weights such that these weights together satisfy the Yang-Baxter equation. This approach was taken by Perk and Schultz, and has the advantage of exhibiting concrete solutions (for them, parametrized as families of hyperbolic trigonometric functions). By contrast, our approach is much closer to that of Baxter in the six-vertex model, and could be deemed prescriptive. We view the S and T weights as fixed and prove a precise criterion for when there exists a set of R weights that makes the model solvable. When this happens, we give a formula for the R-weights in terms of the S and T weights. One of the main advantages to our approach is that we can determine solvability and the resulting R-weights without any advance knowledge of what the R weights might look like. It is a common occurrence that one has weights S and T resulting in partition functions that conjecturally match certain special functions, and such conjectures typically follow if the model is shown to be solvable. If one has a given set of prospective R weights, it is a straightforward calculation to check whether or not the Yang-Baxter equation is satisfied. It is much harder to determine whether there exists any set of R weights that makes the model solvable, especially if we vary over the number of colors n. Our prescriptive solution here allows one to simply check the conditions (often uniformly in n) and generate the corresponding R matrix solution.

There are some other differences between our work and that of Perk and Schultz. They assume that the vertex-dependence of a set Boltzmann weights is given by a single parameter (often called a spectral parameter). This is a well-motivated assumption in the

(then-unknown) context of quantum group modules; however, we require no such restriction. (Perk and Au-Yang [29] have multiple spectral parameters; however, different choices of their parameters may sometimes give the same weights). A more minor difference is that Perk and Schultz assume cylindrical boundary conditions and find families of weights that cause the transfer matrices to commute. We have no such restriction on the boundary conditions; solvability under our definition leads to commutation relations between transfer matrices for any boundary conditions. Finally, the n-color Yang-Baxter equation is a set of polynomial equations (see Proposition 3.4); our solutions are manifestly Laurent polynomials in the Boltzmann weights (which can be normalized to produce polynomials), while the Perk-Schultz solutions involve the aforementioned transcendental functions. As such, our solutions may be better suited to algebraic combinatorics, and perhaps even commutative algebra.

When a solution to the Yang-Baxter equation arises from a quantum group module, the associated Boltzmann weights may be deformed according to a certain constrained procedure known as Drinfeld-Reshetikhin twisting which preserves the solvability of the weights (see Section 6 for details). This transformation, originally defined by Drinfeld, preserves the algebra structure of the quantum group, but modifies the coalgebra structure. Reshetikhin [33, § 2] found a class of explicit examples where the quasitriangular Hopf algebra structure is preserved, and so new R-matrices are produced. When applied to the standard U_q(gl_n) R-matrix, this twist has a nice combinatorial description in terms of the Boltzmann weights. We show (Corollary 6.1) that in fact a similar transformation holds for all solutions to the nondegenerate n-color ice-type model.

In this way, we may partition the set of solutions into families up to twisting, and suggest that each such class may have a natural algebraic origin through a quantum group module or related object. It would be interesting to explore various constructions for building “quantum objects” from solvable lattice models (e.g., using the Yang-Baxter algebra) or from solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation using the FRT construction [34], though we don’t pursue these in the present work.

1213

00000

1213

31223

3112

22111

3212

Figure 2: An example state for the n-color ice-type lattice model. Here, we have four labels, 0, 1, 2, and 3. Paths of each color propagate down and to the right.

We conclude the introduction with an outline of the remaining sections. Section 2 introduces the ice-type n-color lattice model and the Yang-Baxter equation, and outlines the process for obtaining a set of polynomials from the Yang-Baxter equation. The Yang-Baxter equation is equivalent to the vanishing of these polynomials, which we call Yang-Baxter polynomials. Section 3 then enumerates these polynomials.

Sections 4 and 5 together contain the proof of the Main Theorem. Section 4 treats the n = 2 and n = 3 cases, in turn. Section 5 obtains necessary and sufficient conditions for an icetype n-color lattice model to be solvable (Theorem 5.4, as well as a parametrization of the solutions when they exist (Theorem 5.2. The proof relies on considering 3-label subsystems, lattice models obtained from the general case by allowing only vertices with a particular size-3 subset of the edge labels. The solvability conditions for general n turn out to be equivalent to the union of the solvability conditions for all of the 3-label subsystems. Hence, the n = 3 case is paramount in our solution of the general model. Section 5 also considers the case where Δ_{ij} = 0 and then analyzes when all R-weights are nonzero.

Finally, Section 6 explores transformations of the Boltzmann weights that preserve solvability. After a discussion of Drinfeld-Reshetikhin twisting, we prove Corollary 6.1 and give a second transformation that also preserves solvability. This transformation does not yet have an algebraic interpretation, but we suspect that it may be related to a change of basis.

Acknowledgements: We would like to thank Daniel Bump for helpful conversations and Jacques Perk for providing numerous useful references and context related to his work on the n-color ice model. Much of the work for this paper was done as part of the 2022 Polymath Jr. program. We would like to thank the tireless and committed organizers, as well as the entire community who took part in the program. This research was partially supported by NSF awards DMS-2101392 (Brubaker), DMS-1937241 (Hardt, as part of an RTG grant), and DMS-2218374 (Polymath Jr.).

2 Background

2.1 Lattice models

We work with “ice-type” lattice models, which are finite grids of intersecting lines. The points where grid lines cross are called vertices, and the line segments connecting any two vertices are called interior edges. We use the term boundary edge for the half-edge connecting a vertex to the outside of the grid.

Fix a positive integer n. All edges (both interior and boundary), can be decorated with one of n labels c_0, . . . , c_{n−1}, also called spins or colors. For brevity, we will usually refer to each color simply by its index 0, . . . , n − 1. In some texts it is customary to distinguish no color or the uncolor with its own label; here we consider it to be same as any other color or label.

The power of lattice models comes from considering the “local” assignments of spins around each individual vertex, and using this data to build up “global” statistics of the lattice model. Every vertex v, also called a rectangular vertex, is surrounded by four edges, on the North,

West, South, and East sides of the vertex. We call the edges to the North and West of the vertex incoming edges, and the edges to the South and East of the vertex outgoing edges.

We impose the following generalized ice rule on the colors of these edges:

The number of incoming edges of color i at v must equal the number of outgoing edges of color i at v.

More concretely, the edges surrounding each rectangular vertex must match one of the configurations in Figure 3. When the edges surrounding v match one of these configurations, we call v an admissible vertex.

Remark 2.1. The reason for the term generalized ice rule is the connection between these lattice models and the classical six-vertex model or ice model. In the case n = 2, let the label c_0 be written as + and the label c_1 be written as −. Then Figure 3 consists of six admissible vertices, which match those of the classical six-vertex model (see [3]).

Further interpret each vertex as an oxygen atom. A + spin on an incoming edge and a − spin on an outgoing edge correspond to a hydrogen atom closely bonded to the oxygen atom, while the other spins correspond to a hydrogen atom weakly bonded to the oxygen atom. Then, the six admissible vertices are precisely the six ways of choosing two of the four hydrogen atoms to be closely bonded to the oxygen atom. The similarities between this set-up and the structure of square ice motivate the terms ice model and ice rule, which our rule generalizes.

a_i b_{ij} c_{ij}

iiii ijij ijji

Figure 3: The admissible vertices for the n-color ice-type lattice model. Here, i, j ∈ [0, n).

Next, we assign each configuration in Figure 3 a Boltzmann weight. These Boltzmann weights can be elements of C , or functions in some number of indeterminates. Boltzmann weights can depend on the position of a vertex in its lattice model, so in the most general setting, every vertex has its own set of Boltzmann weights. For our purpose, we only need two sets of weights (plus an additional set defined in the next subsection which we treat slightly differently): the S-weights, denoted a_i(S), b_{ij}(S), c_{ij}(S), and the T -weights, denoted a_i(T ), b_{ij} (T ), c_{ij}(T ). Both a_i(S) and a_i(T ) are Boltzmann weights for a vertex v of configuration a_i, but the former will be used when v is associated to the S-weights, and the latter will be used when v is associated to the T -weights.

Let the spins on the boundary edges of S be fixed, and consider an assignment of spins to the interior edges. When every vertex in a lattice model S is admissible, we say that the resulting global configuration s is an admissible state. The Boltzmann weight of an admissible state is simply the product of the Boltzmann weights of each of its vertices. Finally, define the partition function Z(S) to be the sum of the Boltzmann weights of all admissible states:

Z(S) := ∑ state s

wt(s) = ∑ state s ∏ vertex v

wt(v).

2.2 The Yang-Baxter equation

In this subsection, we review the Yang-Baxter equation, which is the main focus of this paper. Solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation are highly prized in the study of lattice models and other integrable systems. To describe the Yang-Baxter equation, we introduce a third set of Boltzmann weights, called the R-weights. Instead of the rectangular vertices from Figure 3, these weights are associated to the R-vertices vertices displayed in Figure 4. The only different between the two is that the R-vertices are rotated 45^∘ counterclockwise. In fact it is possible to treat the R, S, and T weights all on the same footing, but as our goal is to solve for the R-weights in terms of the S- and T -weights, the slightly asymmetrical rendering is apt. The R-vertices and R-weights use capital letters, and since there is no possibility of confusion, we will usually leave off the R from the notation when writing specific R-weights (e.g. A_i instead of A_i(R)). A_i B_{ij} C_{ij}

ii ijij ijji Figure 4: The R-vertices for the n-color ice-type lattice model. Here, i, j ∈ [1, n].

The Yang-Baxter equation is the following equality of partition functions:

Z E_1E_2

E_3F1 F_2F3STR = Z E_1E_2 E_3F1

F_2

F_3 TSR , (2)

for every choice of boundary conditions E_1, E_2, E_3, F_1, F_2, F_3 ∈ [0, n). We call the diagram on the left of this equation a left Yang-Baxter diagram, and the diagram on the right of this equation a right Yang-Baxter diagram. Each choice of boundary conditions E_1, E_2, E_3, F_1, F_2, F_3 produces an equation describing a relationship between the Boltzmann weights of R, S, and

T . This equation is equivalent to the vanishing of a polynomial that we call a Yang-Baxter polynomial. Many Yang-Baxter polynomials are trivial, either because both Yang-Baxter diagrams have no admissible states, or because their partition functions are manifestly equal. However, certain boundary conditions lead to nontrivial relations. We enumerate the resulting polynomials in the next section.

Example 2.2. We construct the Yang-Baxter polynomial X^{010}_{001} , defined in the next section. This polynomials corresponds to the following equality of partition functions:

Z 01 00 01STR = Z 01 0 0 01TSR ,

The left hand Yang-Baxter diagram has two admissible states, whereas the right only has one admissible state. Expanding both partition functions as sums over their states:

wt 01001STR110 + wt 01001STR001 = wt 01001TSR10 ,

and writing each state weight as a product of its vertex weights gives

B_{01}a_0(S)c_{10}(T ) + C_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) = A_0b_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ).

Moving every term onto one side of the equation, the vanishing of the Yang-Baxter polynomial X^{010}_{001} = B_{01}a_0(S)c_{10}(T ) + C_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) − A_0b_{01}(S)c_{10}(T )

is equivalent to the partition function equality with these boundary conditions.

Notice that the polynomial X^{010}_{001} in the previous example enjoys a nice structure, shared by all Yang-Baxter polynomials. It is homogeneous of degree 3; moreover, it is homogeneous of degree 1 in each set (R, S, T ) of Boltzmann weights. Therefore, given a choice of R-weights causing X^{010}_{001} to vanish, any scalar multiple of these weights will do the same, and setting all R-weights to zero always causes X^{010}_{001} to vanish.

Because the terms are homogeneous of degree 1, we also know every Yang-Baxter polynomial will have zero as a solution. As such, we are interested in the nonzero solutions.

Here is a much more trivial example.

Example 2.3. Let i, j ∈ [0, n) be distinct. Consider the following equality of partition functions:

Z i ji jjSTR = Z ij j i jjTSR ,

Both the left and right partition functions must be zero, as the boundary conditions do not satisfy the generalized ice rule; thus the equation is trivially satisfied.

This leads to the following simple result.

Proposition 2.4. Given E_1, E_2, E_3, F_1, F_2, F_3 ∈ [0, n), the equation (2) with these boundary conditions is identically zero (and thus trivially satisfied) unless {E_1, E_2, E_3} and {F_1, F_2, F_3} are equal as multisets.

3 Enumeration of Yang-Baxter polynomials

Our objective is to find conditions on the S and T weights such that the Yang-Baxter equation is satisfied, and then parameterize the resulting R-weights in terms of the S- and T -weights. Let K be a field. Throughout the rest of the paper, we make the following assumption:

Every S and T weight is an element of K^×.

This nonzeroness assumption is vital for our results, as we will often need to invert the S and T Boltzmann weights. Therefore, we leave out some important special cases, such as the five-vertex model. However, the nonzeroness assumption only restricts us to a dense open set of the full choice of weights, and for other lattice models, it has often been true that taking a judicious limit allows one to consider to consider S and T vertices of weight zero. We will not make any assumptions on the R-weights.

In this section, we will make explicit the equations that constitute the realization of the Yang-Baxter equation in the n-label ice-type model. To do so, we need to determine the number of admissible vertices in an n-label lattice model. As shown in Figure 4, A-vertices have exactly one label and B and C-vertices have exactly two labels. So there are n possible A_i vertices, 2 (_n 2 ) possible B_{i,j} vertices, and 2 (_n 2 ) possible C_{i,j} vertices (n(2n − 1) in total).

Using these vertices, we can construct the left and right Yang-Baxter diagrams for each boundary condition. As described in the previous section, from these diagrams the Yang- Baxter equation induces a set of polynomials where the equation is satisfied if and only if each polynomial is identically zero. We seek to enumerate all such polynomials.

Definition 3.1. For the boundary conditions E_1, E_2, E_3, F_1, F_2, F_3, we use L^{E1,E2,E3}_{F1,F2,F3} to denote the left Yang-Baxter diagram and R^{E1,E2,E3}_{F1,F2,F3} to denote the right Yang-Baxter diagram. The associated Yang-Baxter polynomial is: X^{E1,E2,E3} F_1,F_2,F_3 := Z(L

E_1,E_2,E_3 F_1,F_2,F_3 ) − Z(R

E_1,E_2,E_3 F_1,F_2,F_3 )

Since n is finite, there are finitely many sets of boundary conditions of Yang-Baxter diagrams for a given n. We may define an equivalence relation on these boundary conditions. Two tuples of boundary conditions are “permutation equivalent” when some permutation of the label set [0, n) takes one to the other. Since each tuple of boundary conditions corresponds to a Yang-Baxter polynomial, the equivalence on Yang-Baxter diagrams gives a natural equivalence relation on the set of polynomials. Explicitly,

Definition 3.2. We say two equations are permutation equivalent and write X^{E1,E2,E3}_{F1,F2,F3} ≡ X^{e1,e2,e3} f_1,f_2,f_3 if there exists some permutation σ ∈ Sn acting on the set of labels [0, n) such that

E_i = σ(e_i) and F_i = σ(f_i) for i = 1, 2, 3.

Based on the above notation, two such polynomials are in the same equivalence class if and only if they are identical up to relabeling. In this sense, we may generate all our polynomials by such relabelings on a set of representatives of equivalence classes. In is not the case that permutation equivalent polynomials are equal, but their structure is similar.

By Proposition 2.4, each label E_i in the entrance set must equal some label F_j in the exit set. This means that any set of boundary conditions with four or more distinct labels is trivial. Thus, all potentially nontrivial Yang-Baxter polynomials may be enumerated (up to permutation equivalence) by the cases where there are 1, 2, or 3 distinct labels in the corresponding boundary conditions. We do so in the 6.3 and see that there are (_3 0 )_2 + (_3 1 )_2 + (_3 3 ) 3! = 16 equivalence classes of polynomials.

Example 3.3. Explicit Yang-Baxter diagrams and corresponding Yang-Baxter polynomials’ equivalence classes can be found in the 6.3.

The enumeration in the previous example shows there is one equivalence class with only one distinct label, 9 with 2, and 6 with 3. Naively counting all these polynomials yields 1 (_n 1 ) + 9 (_n 2 ) + 6 (_n 3 ) that need to be satisfied. Fortunately, we can throw out vacuous cases where Z(L^{E1,E2,E3} F_1,F_2,F_3 ) = Z(R

E_1,E_2,E_3 F_1,F_2,F_3 ) and X

E_1,E_2,E_3 F_1,F_2,F_3 = 0. Further, we use our equivalence from

Definition 3.2 to represent these by a fixed subset. This brings us to the following result:

Proposition 3.4. For the n-label lattice model, there are exactly 5n^3 − 8n^2 + 3n nonzero Yang-Baxter polynomials. Specifically, these polynomials are: X^{iij}_{iji} , X^{iij}_{jii} , X^{iji}_{iij} , X^{iji}_{iji} , X^{iji}_{jii} , X^{ijj}_{jij} , X^{ijj}_{jji} , X^{ijk}_{ikj} , X^{ijk}_{jik} , X^{ijk}_{kij} , X^{ijk}_{jki} , X^{ijk}_{kji} for any choice of distinct labels i, j, k from [0, n).

Proof. As mentioned before, we use Proposition 2.4 to see that we need only inspect cases with 1, 2, or 3 distinct labels on the boundary. First consider the cases with 1 or 2 labels together and say that they are 0 and 1. For a set of entry and exit conditions (e_1, e_2, e_3) and (f_1, f_2, f_3), (f_1, f_2, f_3) is a permutation of (e_1, e_2, e_3) by Proposition 2.4. Represent the boundary conditions as a string e_1e_2e_3f_1f_2f_3. Then, starting with the string s = 000111, any such string is a unique selection of three characters in s where a selected character is changed from 0 to 1 or 1 to 0. There are

(_6 3 ) = 20 ways to do so. Among the boundary conditions generated, those pairs in which swapping the places of 0 and 1 in one gives the other are permutation equivalent. These are actually the only equivalences in this set, so there are exactly 10 classes of conditions. In the 6.3, we calculate their Yang-Baxter polynomials. The nontrivial polynomials are precisely those we have listed.

In the case where there are exactly three labels on the boundary, we exactly describe the boundary conditions satisfying Proposition 2.4 as those where the exit set is a permutation of the entry set. So e_1e_2e_3f_1f_2f_3 = e_1e_2e_3σ(e_1e_2e_3) for some permutation σ. On a set of size 3, there are 6 distinct permutations: again, we calculate their Yang-Baxter polynomials in the 6.3 and list those that are nontrivial.

Essential to the rest of our work is the fact that, when we analyze the n-label case, we need only examine 3-label “subsystems” and the compatibilities between them. A 3-label subsystem refers some to choice of three colors and all the Yang-Baxter polynomials with those colors. For labels 0, 1, and 2, the next corollary describes the 3-label case (n = 3).

Corollary 3.5. For n = 3, Proposition 3.4 gives us 72 polynomials in the 15 R-vertex weights that must simultaneously vanish. Up to permutation of {0, 1, 2}, they are:

X^{001}_{010} = Y_1(0, 1) :=A_0b_{01}(S)c_{01}(T ) − B_{01}a_0(S)c_{01}(T ) − C_{10}b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S) X^{001}_{100} = Y_2(0, 1) :=A_0a_0(T )c_{01}(S) − B_{10}b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S) − C_{01}a_0(S)c_{01}(T ) X^{010}_{001} = Y_3(0, 1) :=B_{01}a_0(S)c_{10}(T ) + C_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) − A_0b_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) X^{010}_{010} = Y_4(0, 1) :=C_{01}c_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) − C_{10}c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) X^{010}_{100} = Y_5(0, 1) :=C_{01}a_0(T )b_{10}(S) − B_{10}c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) − C_{01}a_0(S)b_{10}(T ) X^{011}_{101} = Y_6(0, 1) :=B_{01}c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) + C_{01}a_1(S)b_{01}(T ) − C_{01}a_1(T )b_{01}(S) X^{011}_{110} = Y_7(0, 1) :=B_{01}b_{10}(T )c_{01}(S) + C_{01}a_1(S)c_{01}(T ) − A_1a_1(T )c_{01}(S) X^{012}_{021} = Y_8(0, 1, 2) :=B_{01}b_{02}(S)c_{12}(T ) − B_{02}b_{01}(S)c_{12}(T ) X^{012}_{102} = Y_9(0, 1, 2) :=C_{01}b_{12}(S)b_{02}(T ) − C_{01}b_{02}(S)b_{12}(T ) X^{012}_{201} = Y_{10}(0, 1, 2) :=C_{01}c_{12}(S)b_{01}(T ) + B_{01}c_{02}(S)c_{10}(T ) − C_{02}b_{01}(S)c_{12}(T ) X^{012}_{120} = Y_{11}(0, 1, 2) :=C_{01}b_{12}(S)c_{02}(T ) − C_{21}c_{02}(S)b_{12}(T ) − B_{12}c_{01}(S)c_{12}(T ) X^{012}_{210} = Y_{12}(0, 1, 2) :=C_{01}c_{12}(S)c_{01}(T ) + B_{01}c_{02}(S)b_{10}(T ) − C_{12}c_{01}(S)c_{12}(T ) − B_{21}c_{02}(S)b_{12}(T )

(3)

We will use the notation Y_m(i, j) and Y_m(i, j, k) more generally to represent the polynomials (3) with 0, 1, and 2 replaced by i, j, and k respectively. We avoid confusion by adopting the convention that any Y_m(i, j), Y_m(i, j, k), or indeed any quantity, with repeated colors is taken to be zero.

4 Solving the 3-label Yang-Baxter equation

The key to solving the general n-color Yang-Baxter equation is the case n = 3. The reason for this is that the polynomials Y_m, 1 ≤ m ≤ 12 depend on at most three labels. Thus, as we show in Section 5, solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation for n-color ice-type lattice model systems can be expressed in terms of its 3-color subsystems.

In fact, looking at the Yang-Baxter polynomials using subsets of the label set will prove useful throughout. Define the following sets of polynomials: P_{ij} := {Y_m(i, j) | 1 ≤ m ≤ 7}, P_{{i,j}} := P_{ij} ∪ P_{ji} i, j ∈ [0, n), P_{ijk} := {Y_m(i, j, k) | 8 ≤ m ≤ 12}, P_{{i,j,k}} := ⋃ i^′,j^′,k^′∈{i,j,k} P_i′_j′_k′ , i, j, k ∈ [0, n),

Q_I := ( ⋃ i,j∈I P_{ij} ) ∪ ( ⋃ i,j,k∈I P_{ijk} ) , I ⊂ [0, n). In the sets P_{ij} and P_{ijk}, the order of i, j, and k matters: they consist of all relevant Yang- Baxter polynomials in 3 where 0 must be replaced with i, 1 with j, and 2 with k. By contrast, Q_I consists of all Yang-Baxter polynomials with labels in I, so that Q := Q_{[0,n)} is the full set of nonzero Yang-Baxter polynomials given by Proposition 3.4.

Example 4.1. Consider the case n = 2. Since we only have two labels, 0 and 1, none of the three-label polynomials Y_m with m ≥ 8 will appear. We have

P_{01} = {Y_1(0, 1), Y_2(0, 1), Y_3(0, 1), Y_4(0, 1), Y_5(0, 1), Y_6(0, 1), Y_7(0, 1)} and P_{10} = {Y_1(1, 0), Y_2(1, 0), Y_3(1, 0), Y_4(1, 0), Y_5(1, 0), Y_6(1, 0), Y_7(1, 0)}.

Meanwhile, Q_{{0,1}} = P_{{0,1}} = P_{01} ∪ P_{10}

is the full set of all 14 polynomials that arise from the 2-color Yang-Baxter equation, and P_{{0,1,2}} = ∅. Let d = n(2n−1) be the number of R-vertices in the n-color ice-type lattice model. Assuming the S and T weights to be fixed, a solution to the Yang-Baxter equation is an element of K^d, where K is our field. Given a set J ⊂ Q of Yang-Baxter polynomials, let V (J) = {A_i, B_{ij} , C_{ij}, i, j ∈ [0, n) | p(A_i, B_{ij}, C_{ij}) = 0 for all p ∈ J} ⊂ K^d, and abbreviate V_{ij} := V (P_{ij} ), V_{ijk} := V (P_{ijk}), V_I := V (Q_I ). In general, V (J) is the set of all possible sets of R-weights such that the equations corresponding to elements of J are satisfied. Elements of V (Q) are therefore solutions to the (full) n-color Yang-Baxter equation. Since the Yang-Baxter polynomials are homogeneous of degree 1 in the R-weights, the zero solution (where all the R-weights are zero) is always an element of V (J). Thus, we will say that V (J) is nonzero if it contains any element other than the zero solution.

Remark 4.2. We will abuse notation in one important way: since the polynomials in P_{ij} only involve labels i and j, the solution set V_{ij} will have no restrictions on any R-vertex whose labels are not both in {i, j}. Therefore, we’ll often consider elements of V_{ij} to be choices only of the Boltzmann weights {A_i, A_j, B_{ij} , B_{ji}, C_{ij}, C_{ji}}, and therefore elements of K^6, even though technically they are elements of K^d. The other cases, V_{ijk} and V_I , will be treated similarly. This abuse of notation allows us to identify V_I where |I| = n^′ < n with the solutions of the n^′-color Yang-Baxter equation.

The reader may notice that V (J) is indeed the variety associated to the ideal of polynomials generated by J. Aside from the suggestive use of notation, we won’t need to pursue this angle, although geometric interpretations of the Yang-Baxter equation could be interesting.

4.1 The 2-label subcase

We begin with the 2-label case, which is the classical six-vertex model. As we saw in Example 4.1, Q_{{0,1}} is the set {Y_m(0, 1), Y_m(1, 0) | 1 ≤ m ≤ 7}, so the polynomials Y_8, . . . , Y_{12} do not affect this case. Brubaker, Bump and Friedberg [10, Theorem 1] have given a combinatorial solution to the Yang-Baxter equation here, using ideas from Baxter [3]. However, our proof of this result will also be a first step towards the 3-color case, and also gives slightly refined information about which conditions follow from which pieces of the Yang-Baxter equation.

Recall Baxter’s invariant Δ_{ij} associated to a set of six-vertex weights which determines conditions for the solvability of the two-color model:

Δ_{ij} (x) = a_i(x)a_j (x) + b_{ij} (x)b_{ji}(x) − c_{ij} (x)c_{ji}(x) a_i(x)b_{ij} (x) for x being either S or T . The following results give a condition involving Δ_{01} for solution to the Yang-Baxter equation.

Proposition 4.3. The solution set V_{01} is nonzero if and only if Δ_{01}(S) = Δ_{01}(T ). When this holds, the solution is unique up to scalar multiple (i.e. one-dimensional).

This proposition involves the vanishing of seven Yang-Baxter polynomials:

Y_1(0, 1) = Y_2(0, 1) = Y_3(0, 1) = Y_4(0, 1) = Y_5(0, 1) = Y_6(0, 1) = Y_7(0, 1) = 0. (4)

We can simplify these equations using the following quantities:

τ_{ij} := c_{ij}(T )c_{ji}(S) c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) , β_{ij} := a_j(T )b_{ij} (S) − a_j (S)b_{ij} (T ) c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) , i, j ∈ [0, n). (5) Note that τ_{ij} and β_{ij} are always defined, since all S and T -weights are nonzero. As we will see, these quantities come up frequently throughout our proof of the n-label case.

Proof. Using (5), we can simplify the equations in (4). In particular, Y_4(0, 1), Y_5(0, 1), and Y_6(0, 1) may be rewritten as follows:

Y_4(0, 1) = c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) · ( c_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T )

C_{01} − C_{10} ) = c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) · (τ_{01}C_{01} − C_{10})

Y_5(0, 1) = c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) · ( a_0(T )b_{10}(S) − a_0(S)b_{10}(T ) c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T )

C_{01} − B_{10} )

= c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) · (β_{10}τ_{01}C_{01} − B_{10})

Y_6(0, 1) = c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) · ( B_{01} − a_1(T )b_{01}(S) − a_1(S)c_{01}(T ) c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T )

C_{01} )

= c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) · (B_{01} − β_{01}C_{01})

Notice that they are all 0 if and only if C_{10} = τ_{01}C_{01}, B_{10} = β_{10}τ_{01}C_{01} and B_{01} = β_{01}C_{01}. We can thus express B_{01}, B_{10}, and C_{10} in terms of C_{01}. We can use this observation to obtain, from (4):

0 = Y_1(0, 1) = A_0b_{01}(S)c_{01}(T ) − C_{01}(β_{01}a_0(S)c_{01}(T ) + τ_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S)) 0 = Y_2(0, 1) = A_0a_0(T )c_{01}(S) − C_{01}(β_{10}τ_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S) + a_0(S)c_{01}(T )) 0 = Y_3(0, 1) = A_0b_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) − C_{01}(β_{01}a_0(S)c_{10}(T ) + b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S)) 0 = Y_7(0, 1) = A_1a_1(T )c_{01}(S) − C_{01}(β_{01}b_{10}(T )c_{01}(S) + a_1(S)c_{01}(T ))

Each of these equations expressed precisely one other R-weight in terms of C_{01}. Thus, given any choice of C_{01} ≠ 0, we have uniquely determined the values of the remaining R-weights, assuming that the first three equations are consistent with each other. This requires that:

A_0 = C_{01}(β_{01}a_0(S)c_{01}(T ) + τ_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S)) / (b_{01}(S)c_{01}(T )) (6) = C_{01}(β_{10}τ_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S) + a_0(S)c_{01}(T )) / (a_0(T )c_{01}(S)) (7) = C_{01}(β_{01}a_0(S)c_{10}(T ) + b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S)) / (b_{01}(S)c_{10}(T )) (8)

It remains to check that these three expressions are equal if and only if Δ_{01}(S) = Δ_{01}(T ). The expressions (6) and (8) are equal by the definition of τ_{01}, so we need only consider the equality of (7) and (8). Using the definitions (5), this equality becomes: ( a_0(T )b_{10}(S) − a_0(S)b_{10}(T )

c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S) + a_0(S)c_{01}(T ) ) · b_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) = ( a_1(T )b_{01}(S) − a_1(S)b_{01}(T )

c_{01}(S)c_{10}(T ) a_0(S)c_{10}(T ) + b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) ) · a_0(T )c_{01}(S),

which after simplification is precisely the condition Δ_{01}(S) = Δ_{01}(T ).

Corollary 4.4. [10, Theorem 1] The solution set V_{{0,1}} for the 2-color Yang-Baxter equation is nontrivial if and only if Δ_{01}(S) = Δ_{01}(T ) and Δ_{10}(S) = Δ_{10}(T ). When these conditions hold, V_{{0,1}} = V_{01} = V_{10} is one-dimensional.

Proof. As in Example 4.1, Q_{{0,1}} = P_{01} ∪ P_{10}, so V_{{0,1}} = V_{01} ∩ V_{10}. By using Proposition 4.3 twice, once where we swap the roles of 0 and 1, we see that these equations can only have a nonzero solution if Δ_{01}(S) = Δ_{01}(T ) and Δ_{10}(S) = Δ_{10}(T ). Fixing C_{10}, the solution given by each use of Proposition 4.3 is unique, so to check that the intersection V_{01} ∩ V_{10} is nonzero we must show that these two solutions are identical.

It is straightforward to check, using the definitions of τ_{01} and τ_{10}, that the values of B_{01}, B_{10}, and C_{10} are consistent between the solutions in V_{01} and V_{10}. Checking A_0 and A_1 are slightly more complicated. For A_0, we have three equivalent expressions (6, 7, 8) arising from V_{01}, and from V_{10}, we have a new expression for A_0 arising from the equation Y_7(1, 0) = 0:

A_0 = (C_{10}β_{10}b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) + C_{10}a_0(S)c_{10}(T )) / (a_0(T )c_{10}(S)). (9)

Substituting the equation C_{10} = τ_{01}C_{01}, we have

A_0 = C_{01}τ_{01} · (β_{10}b_{01}(T )c_{10}(S) + a_0(S)c_{10}(T )) / (a_0(T )c_{10}(S)) = C_{01}(β_{10}τ_{01}b_{01}(T )c_{01}(S) + a_0(S)c_{01}(T )) / (a_0(T )c_{01}(S)),

and the right side matches the right side of (7).

Therefore, A_0 has the same value in both solutions, and by a similar argument, A_1 does too. Thus, when Δ_{01}(S) = Δ_{01}(T ) and Δ_{10}(S) = Δ_{10}(T ), V_{{0,1}} is nontrivial. In particular, since both V_{01} and V_{10} are one-dimensional, we have V_{{0,1}} = V_{01} = V_{10}.

This observations in the previous proofs give an immediate simplification for the full n-color lattice model.

Corollary 4.5. For general n, if for all distinct labels i, j ∈ [0, n), Δ_{ij}(S) = Δ_{ij} (T ) and Y_3(i, j) = 0, then also Y_1(i, j) = Y_2(i, j) = Y_7(i, j) = 0 for all i, j.

Proof. As we have shown in the proofs of Proposition 4.3 and Corollary 4.4, for a given i ∈ [0, n) the conditions Δ_{ij} (S) = Δ_{ji}(T ) for any j ∈ [0, n) ensure that the expressions on the right sides of (6, 7, 8, 9), replacing 0 with i and 1 with j, are all equivalent. These four expressions are the values of A_i when Y_1(i, j) = 0, Y_2(i, j) = 0, Y_3(i, j) = 0, and Y_7(j, i) = 0, respectively, so the fact that A_i must equal either all of them or none of them means either all four of Y_1(i, j), Y_2(i, j), Y_3(i, j), and Y_7(j, i) are zero, or all are nonzero.

Moving forward, Corollary 4.5 allows us to ignore Y_1, Y_2, and Y_7, since Y_3 = 0 ensures they are too.

4.2 Solving the 3-label case

Broadening our view to the case n = 3, there are three different 2-color subsystems, with solution sets V_{{0,1}}, V_{{0,2}}, and V_{{1,2}} computed by Corollary 4.4. Immediately, we have V_{{0,1,2}} = V_{{0,1}} ∩ V_{{0,2}} ∩ V_{{1,2}} ∩ V (P_{{1,2,3}})

(see Remark 4.2). So that the three V_{{i,j}} are nontrivial, we assume henceforth that Δ_{ij} (S) = Δ_{ij} (T ) for all i, j ∈ [0, 3).

In this subsection, we will focus on necessary conditions for a solution to the 3-color Yang- Baxter equation, putting off work on sufficiency until the general n-color result. Based on our work in the previous subsection, we introduce another quantity:

α_{ij} := β_{ij} a_i(S)c_{ji}(T ) + b_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) b_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) (10)

Note that Y_3(i, j) = 0 is equivalent to the equation A_i = α_{ij} C_{ij}. Using Corollary 4.4 allows for a simple parameterization of the 2-color solution V_{{i,j}} in the parameter C_{ij}: V_{{i,j}} ={A_i, A_j, B_{ij} , B_{ji}, C_{ij}, C_{ji} | A_i = α_{ij} C_{ij}, A_j = α_{ji}τ_{ij} C_{ij} , B_{ij} = β_{ij} C_{ij}, B_{ji} = β_{ji}τ_{ij} C_{ij} , C_{ji} = τ_{ij} C_{ij}}. (11)

Note that we also have the analogous parametrization in terms of C_{ji}. Therefore, we may relate a pair of two-color solutions by comparing their parametrizations in terms of the same C_{ij}. For this, we define the quantity

γ_{ij} := b_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) b_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) = α_{ij} − a_i(S) b_{ij} (S) β_{ij} (12)

Lemma 4.6. In any solution to the 3-color Yang-Baxter equation,

γ_{ij} C_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik} for all i, j, k ∈ [0, 3). (13)

Proof. By (11), we have A_i = α_{ij}C_{ij} and A_i = α_{ik}C_{ik}, so α_{ij} C_{ij} = α_{ik}C_{ik}. Substituting (12) gives γ_{ij}C_{ij} + a_i(S) b_{ij} (S) β_{ij} C_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik} + a_i(S) b_{ik}(S) β_{ik}C_{ik} and noting again the parametrization (11), γ_{ij}C_{ij} + a_i(S) b_{ij} (S) B_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik} + a_i(S) b_{ik}(S) B_{ik}. (14)

The vanishing of Y_8(i, j, k), defined in (3), gives a relation between B_{ij} and B_{ik}: B_{ij}b_{ik}(S)c_{jk}(T ) = B_{ik}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ). Using this fact along with (14) gives γ_{ij}C_{ij} − γ_{ik}C_{ik} = a_i(S) ( 1 b_{ik}(S) B_{ik} − 1 b_{ij} (S) B_{ij} ) = 0,

and the lemma follows.

At this point, we have established the following necessary relations between the R-weights C_{ij} in any solution:

1. γ_{ij}C_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik}, for all i, j, k ∈ [0, 3), by (13)

2. C_{ji} = τ_{ij} C_{ij} , for i < j, by (11).

The compatibility of these relations can be realized as the commutativity of a diagram in the following sense. Consider a graph consisting of {C_{ij} |i, j ∈ [1, n]}, and draw an arrow C_{ij}^x−→ C_i′_j′ if there is a relation C_i′_j′ = xC_{ij} for some quantity x. Compatibility is realized as the commutativity of cycles in the associated graph.

If the commutativity of such a diagram is ensured, we can produce a parametrization of the C_{ij} in terms of one distinguished C_{i0j0} with the following procedure:

• Find a spanning tree of the undirected graph.

• for any C_{ij} , there is a unique undirected path between C_{ij} and C_{i0j0} in the spanning tree.

Each step in the graph gives a ratio between the corresponding Boltzmann weights, and so one can use these ratios to parameterize C_{ij} in terms of C_{i0j0} .

By considering the spanning tree in Figure 5, we can now establish the general solution to the 3-label case, V_{{012}}. For convenience, we set τ_{ii} = γ_{ii} = 1 for any i ∈ [0, 3).

As an example, from the unique path from C_{01} → C_{21} given by C_{01} → C_{02} → C_{20} → C_{21}, we have the relationship C_{21} =^{C21}_{C20}^{C20}_{C02}^{C02}_{C01} C_{01} =^{γ20}_{γ21} τ_{02}^{γ01}_{γ02} C_{01} =^{τ02γ01 γ20}_{γ21γ02} C_{01}. C_{20} C_{02} C_{12} C_{21}

C_{01}

C_{10}

τ_{01} τ_{12} γ01 γ02 γ10 γ12 τ_{02}γ_{20γ} 21

Figure 5: A directed graph representing the relationships between the C_{ij} weights in solutions to the 3-color Yang-Baxter equation. We remove the dashed edge to create a spanning tree, and the resulting figure allows us to obtain a parametrization of V_{{0,1,2}} in terms of C_{01}.

Lemma 4.7. Any nonzero solution to the 3-color Yang-Baxter equation, if one exists, is unique up to scalar multiple. This solution can be parametrized by C_{01}, as follows: V_{{0,1,2}} ⊂ { A_i, B_{ij}, C_{ij}, i, j ∈ [0, 3) | | | A_i = α_{ij} C_{ij}, B_{ij} = β_{ij}C_{ij} , C_{ij} = τ^{0i}γ^{01}γ^{i0} γ_{ij}γ_{0i} · C_{01} }

Proof. The expressions for A_i and B_{ij} arise from the parametrization (11) of each of the 2-label subcases. To show that these potential solutions are well-defined, we must make sure that every way to express a given vertex weight as a multiple of C_{01} is equivalent. This is trivial for the weights B_{ij} and C_{ij} , but for A_i to be well-defined we must have α_{ij} C_{ij} = α_{ik}C_{ik} for all i, j, k ∈ [0.3). By (12) and the vanishing of Y_6(i, j) and Y_8(i, j, k) from (3), we have α_{ij} = γ_{ij} +^{ai(S)}_{bij (S)} β_{ij} , B_{ij} = β_{ij} C_{ij}, and^1_{bij (S)} B_{ij} =^1_{bik(S)} B_{ik}. Combining the latter two reveals that^1_{bij (S)} β_{ij}C_{ij} = 1 b_{ik}(S) βikCik. Indeed, by Lemma 4.6, we find that: α_{ij}C_{ij} = γ_{ij}C_{ij} + a_i(S) b_{ij} (S) β_{ij} C_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik} + a_i(S) b_{ik}(S) β_{ik}C_{ik} = α_{ik}C_{ik} Finally, (11) and (13) require that in any solution C_{ji} = τ_{ij} C_{ij} and γ_{ij}C_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik}. This implies that C_{0i} =^{γ01}_{γ0i} · C_{01}, so C_{i0} =^{τ0iγ01}_{γ0i} · C_{01}, and therefore C_{ij} =^{τ0iγ01γi0}_{γij γ0i} · C_{01}, as desired. Since all weights are determined uniquely given a fixed C_{01}, such a solution is unique up to scalar multiple.

The existence of an explicit parametrization allows us to simply substitute the R-weights in Lemma 4.7 into the Yang-Baxter polynomials (3), yielding polynomials in the S and T weights which must vanish. By simplifying the resulting expressions, we obtain the following conditions for solvability.

Proposition 4.8. The 3-label Yang-Baxter equation has a nontrivial solution if and only if, for all i, j, k ∈ [0, n), the following equations hold:

Δ_{ij} (S) = Δ_{ij} (T ) β_{ij} γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S) = β_{ik} γ_{ik}b_{ik}(S) b_{ik}(S) b_{ik}(T ) = b_{jk}(S) b_{jk}(T ) γ_{ik}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) + β_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) γ_{jk}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = τ_{ij} τ_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} β_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + β_{ij}γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} τ_{jk}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) When these conditions hold, the solution is unique up to scalar multiple, and is given by Lemma 4.7.

Proof. The necessity of these conditions follows from the parametrization in Lemma 4.7. This calculation is lengthy, but straightforward.

As an example, we prove that the condition (∗) is necessary. The other equations follow a similar approach. In any solution in V_{{0,1,2}}, the vanishing of the Yang-Baxter polynomial Y_{10}(i, j, k) is the equation C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) + B_{ij}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) − C_{ik}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) = 0. Therefore, by the parametrization in Lemma 4.7,

τ_{0i}γ_{01}γ_{i0} γ_{ij}γ_{0i} C_{01}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) + β_{ij} τ_{0i}γ_{01}γ_{i0} γ_{ij}γ_{0i} C_{01}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) − τ_{0i}γ_{01}γ_{i0} γ_{ik}γ_{0i} C_{01}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) = 0.

Because the S and T -weights are nonzero and since in a nonzero solution C_{01} ≠ 0, we can cancel^{γ0iγ01γi0}_{γ0i} C_{01} from every term, which leaves us with (∗) as a necessary condition. Sufficiency can also be done as a direct check, but we postpone the proof to the next section, as it is lengthy and the n-color case is no different than the 3-color case.

5 Solving the n-label Yang-Baxter equation

In this section, we extend the 3-color case to the n-color case. Since every Yang-Baxter polynomial involves at most three colors, the set of n-color polynomials is just the union of the polynomials for each of the 3-color subsystems. That is,

Q = Q_{[0,n)} = ⋃ I⊂[0,n),|I|=3 Q_I ,

and so V := V_{[0,n)} = ⋂ I⊂[0,n),|I|=3 V_I .

This leads us to consider the compatibility of different 3-color parametrization in Lemma 4.7. Given a fixed C_{ij}, in order for V_{{i,j,k}} ∩ V_{{i,j,ℓ}} to be nonzero, the R-weights A_i, A_j, B_{ij} , B_{ji}, and C_{ji} must be equal in both subsystems.

For the n-color Yang-Baxter equation, as we did in the 3-color case, we can construct a directed graph where the nodes of the graph represent the Boltzmann weights C_{ij} and the directed edges denote relations between them arising from (11) and (13). The label on each directed edge gives us a factor to multiply by, and the directionality of the edge tells us how that factor gives a relationship between the relevant Boltzmann weights. As in the n = 3 case, we will look only at a spanning tree of this graph, which we use to parametrize proposed solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation. Instead of proving that all the relations in the original graph hold, we will then prove that the Yang-Baxter equation holds directly.

We draw the graph using two types of edges:

Between vertices C_{ij} and C_{ji}, we have C_{ij}^{τji}−→ C_{ji}.

Between vertices C_{ij} and C_{ik}, we have C_{ij} γij γik −−→ C_{ik}. where the weight describes the factor by which the tail is multiplied to obtain the head. To choose the edges of the spanning (out)-tree, we first root the tree at C_{01}. Then, to find a (unique) path to C_{ij}, we consider the cases i = 0 and i ≠ 0 and proceed as in Lemma 4.7. The spanning tree generated by this is shown in Figure 6.

Example 5.1. As an example, we use Figure 6 to compute C_{31} in terms of C_{01}. Using the edges of the spanning tree, the unique path from C_{01} to C_{31} is C_{01} → C_{03} → C_{30} → C_{31}, and this gives the relationship

C_{31} =

C_{31} C_{30}

C_{30} C_{03}

C_{03} C_{01}

C_{01} = γ_{30} γ_{31} τ_{03} γ_{01} γ_{03}

C_{01},

so C_{31} =^{γ30τ03}_{γ31 γ03} γ_{01}C_{01}.

· · · C_{03}

C_{02} C_{30} C_{31} C_{32} C_{34} · · ·

C_{01} C_{20} C_{21} C_{23} C_{24} · · ·

C_{10} C_{12} C_{13} C_{14} · · ·

Figure 6: A spanning out-tree of the directed graph representing the relationships between the C_{ij} weights in solutions to the n-color Yang-Baxter equation. The dashed edges represent some of the edges of the graph that don’t appear in the spanning tree., and the resulting figure allows us to obtain a parametrization of V_{[0,n)} in terms of C_{01}.

This approach was our tool for obtaining a parametrization, and it shows conceptually how 3-color subsystems fit together in the n-color Yang-Baxter equation. However, analyzing the graph is not strictly necessary to prove the Yang-Baxter equation holds. Instead of supplementing this approach with more details, we’ll give an explicit, uniform parametrization directly.

5.1 Solving the n-label case

Similarly to the 3-color case of the previous section, we can use the spanning tree in Figure 6, to obtain a parametrization of the (potential) solutions to the n-color Yang-Baxter equation in terms of the S and T weights and C_{01}. However, there is nothing special about the weight C_{01}, so by choosing a particularly nice weight for C_{01}, we instead give a particular solution that treats all colors equally and is unique up to scalar. Each R-vertex weight depends only on S and T -vertex weights in its own labels and some arbitrary additional label uniform across all weights.

Theorem 5.2. For any tuple of distinct labels i, j, k, any solution to the n-label Yang-Baxter equation can be written as a scalar multiple of the d-tuple with components: A_i = α_{ij} γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ij}γ_{ki} , B_{ij} = β_{ij} γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ij}γ_{ki} , C_{ij} = γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ij}γ_{ki} . (15)

Proof. By the parametrization of the 3-color case (Lemma 4.7), we must have C_{ij} =^{γ01γi0τ0i}_{γ0iγij} · C_{01} for all i, j ∈ [0, n). Replacing 0 and 1 by k and l gives C_{ij} =^{γklγik τki}_{γkiγij} · C_{kl}. Instead replacing i and j in the original expression with k and l gives C_{kl} =^{γ01 γk0τ0k}_{γ0k γkl} · C_{01}. We therefore have two expressions for C_{ij}/C_{kl}, and by setting these equal we obtain: γ_{kl}γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ki}γ_{ij} = ( γ_{01}γ_{i0}τ_{0i} γ_{0i}γ_{ij} ) · ( γ_{01}γ_{k0}τ_{0k} γ_{0k}γ_{kl} )_{−1} = γ_{kl} γ_{ij} γ_{i0}τ_{0i}γ_{0k} γ_{k0}τ_{0k}γ_{0i} , so^{γikτki}_{γki} =^{γi0τ0iγ0k} γ_{k0}τ_{0k} γ_{0i} and γ_{i0}τ_{0i} γ_{0i} = γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ki} γ_{k0}τ_{0k} γ_{0k} . This means that C_{ij} = γ_{01} γ_{ij} γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ki} γ_{k0}τ_{0k} γ_{0k} · C_{01} (16)

for any k. Set C_{01} =^{γ0kτk0}_{γ01γk0} ; then by (16), C_{ij} =^{γikτki}_{γij γki} . Restricting to the 2-color subsystems, (11) shows that A_i = α_{ij} C_{ij} = α_{ij} γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ij}γ_{ki} and B_{ij} = β_{ij} C_{ij} = β_{ij} γ_{ik}τ_{ki} γ_{ij}γ_{ki} , as desired. Furthermore, this solution is unique up to the choice of C_{01}, and since the system of equations is homogeneous, each solution is a scalar multiple of this one.

For ease of use, we now restate Theorem 5.2 directly in terms of the S and T Boltzmann weights.

Corollary 5.3. For any tuple of distinct labels i, j, k, any solution to the n-label Yang- Baxter equation can be written as a scalar multiple of the d-tuple with components:

A_i = ( 1 + a_i(S)a_j(T )b_{ij} (S) − a_i(S)a_j(S)b_{ij} (T ) b_{ij} (T )c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(S) ) · b_{ik}(T )b_{ki}(S) b_{ik}(S)b_{ki}(T ) B_{ij} = ( a_j (T )b_{ij} (S) − a_j (S)b_{ij}(T ) c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(S) ) · b_{ij} (S)b_{ik}(T )b_{ki}(S) b_{ij} (T )b_{ik}(S)b_{ki}(T ) C_{ij} = b_{ij} (S)b_{ik}(T )b_{ki}(S)c_{ji}(T ) b_{ij} (T )b_{ik}(S)b_{ki}(T )c_{ji}(S) Proof. We repeat the definitions of the quantities α_{ij}, β_{ij}, τ_{ij} , and γ_{ij}:

α_{ij} := β_{ij}a_i(S)c_{ji}(T ) + b_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) b_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) β_{ij} := a_j (T )b_{ij} (S) − a_j (S)b_{ij} (T ) c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) τ_{ij} := c_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) c_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) γ_{ij} := b_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) b_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) Substituting into the solution from Theorem 5.2 produces the desired expressions.

At this point, the parametrization (15) is necessary but not sufficient, in that we don’t actually know that (15) gives a bona fide solution. However, having the parametrization in hand will be enough for us to precisely establish the necessary and sufficient conditions for solvability.

Theorem 5.4. The n-label Yang-Baxter equation has a nontrivial solution if and only if, for each distinct tuple of labels i, j, k,

Δ_{ij}(S) = Δ_{ij} (T ), β_{ij} γ_{ij} b_{ij} (S) = β_{ik} γ_{ik}b_{ik}(S) , b_{ik}(S) b_{ik}(T ) = b_{jk}(S) b_{jk}(T ) , γ_{ik}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij}(T ) + β_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ), γ_{jk}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = τ_{ij} τ_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} β_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ), γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij} (T ) + β_{ij} γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} τ_{jk}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ). (17)

Perhaps surprisingly, these conditions are exactly the same conditions that appeared in the 3-color case. Nominally, they ensure that all 3-color subsystems have a nonzero solution i.e. that V_{{i,j,k}} has a nonzero element for all i, j, k ∈ [0, n). But a priori it is not obvious that the solutions coincide, making the intersections V_{{i,j,k}} ∩ V_{{i}′_{,j}′_{,k}′_} nonzero.

Proof. By Proposition 4.8, these are all necessary, since each condition is necessary in at least one three-label subsystem. We prove sufficiency by using the parametrization (15) in Theorem 5.2 and showing the all the Yang-Baxter polynomials vanish. By Corollary 4.5, we need only consider Y_3(i, j) through Y_6(i, j) and Y_8(i, j, k) through Y_{12}(i, j, k). As in Proposition 4.3, the use of α, β, and τ permits some simplification. We rewrite the remaining necessary and sufficient equations from (3):

0 = Y_3(i, j) =b_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) · (α_{ij} C_{ij} − A_i) 0 = Y_4(i, j) =c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) · (τ_{ij} C_{ij} − C_{ji}) 0 = Y_5(i, j) =c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) · (β_{ji}τ_{ij}C_{ij} − B_{ji}) 0 = Y_6(i, j) =c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) · (B_{ij} − β_{ij} C_{ij}) 0 = Y_8(i, j, k) =B_{ij}b_{ik}(S)c_{jk}(T ) − B_{ik}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) 0 = Y_9(i, j, k) =C_{ij}b_{jk}(S)b_{ik}(T ) − C_{ij}b_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) 0 = Y_{10}(i, j, k) =C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) + B_{ij} c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) − C_{ik}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) 0 = Y_{11}(i, j, k) =C_{ij}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) − C_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) − B_{jk}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) 0 = Y_{12}(i, j, k) =C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + B_{ij} c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) − C_{jk}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) − B_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) It is evident that the solution (15) causes Y_3(i, j) and Y_6(i, j) to vanish. To see that Y_4(i, j) = 0, observe that C_{ij} =^{bij (S)cji(T )} b_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) b_{ik} (T )b_{ki}(S) b_{ik} (S)b_{ki}(T ) by Corollary 5.3. We calculate: τ_{ij} C_{ij} = c_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) c_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) b_{ij} (S)c_{ji}(T ) b_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S) b_{ik}(T )b_{ki}(S) b_{ik}(S)b_{ki}(T ) = c_{ij}(T ) c_{ij} (S) b_{ij} (S) b_{ij} (T ) b_{ik}(T )b_{ji}(S) b_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = 1 γ_{ji} b_{ij} (S)b_{ik}(T ) b_{ij} (T )b_{ik}(S) Transposing i and j in the expression for C_{ij} from Corollary 5.3, C_{ji} = 1 γ_{ji} b_{jk}(T )b_{kj}(S) b_{jk}(S)b_{kj}(T ) = 1 γ_{ji} b_{ik}(T )b_{ij}(S) b_{ik}(S)b_{ij}(T ) = τ_{ij} C_{ij} where we assume that^{bij (S)}_{bij (T )} =^{bjk(S)}_{bjk(T )} and^{bik(S)}_{bik(T )} =^{bkj (S)}_{bkj (T )} . As a result, C_{ji} = τ_{ij} C_{ij} and Y_4(i, j) vanishes. Further, B_{ji} = β_{ji}C_{ij} = β_{ji}τ_{ij} C_{ij} and Y_5(i, j) = 0 as well.

We must now verify the remaining equations. Recall that by Lemma 4.6, γ_{ij}C_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik} for all i, j, k in any solution. From the parametrization (15), γ_{ij}C_{ij} = γ_{ik}^{τki}_{γki} = γ_{ik}C_{ik}, so this equality does indeed hold. Moreover, by the definition of B_{ij} in (15), the identity B_{ij} = β_{ij} C_{ij} is true as well. We make extensive use of these in what follows.

First, we prove that Y_8(i, j, k) = 0. We have that β_{ij}γ_{ik}b_{ik}(S) = β_{ik}γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S). Given that γ_{ij}C_{ij} = γ_{ik}C_{ik}, we multiply the left side by γ_{ij}C_{ij} and the right side by γ_{ik}C_{ik}: β_{ij} γ_{ik}b_{ik}(S)γ_{ij}C_{ij} = β_{ik}γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)γ_{ik}C_{ik} so B_{ij}γ_{ik}γ_{ij} b_{ik}(S) = B_{ik}γ_{ij} γ_{ik}b_{ij} (S) Cancelling terms, we get B_{ij}b_{ik}(S) = B_{ik}b_{ij} (S). From this, Y_8(i, j, k) = 0.

Second, we prove that Y_9(i, j, k) = 0. We have that^{bik (S)}_{bik (T )} =^{bjk (S)}_{bjk(T )} . Multiplying by C_{ij} : b_{ik}(S) b_{ik}(T ) C_{ij} = b_{jk}(S) b_{jk}(T ) C_{ij} so b_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T )C_{ij} = b_{ik}(T )b_{jk}(S)C_{ij} From this, Y_9(i, j, k) = 0.

Third, we prove that Y_{10}(i, j, k) = 0. We have that γ_{ik}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij}(T ) + β_{ij}γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ). Multiplying by C_{ij} : C_{ij}γ_{ik}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij}(T ) + C_{ij}β_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = C_{ij}γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) C_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) + B_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = C_{ik}γ_{ik}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) + B_{ij}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = C_{ik}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) Again, this equality directly demonstrates that Y_{10}(i, j, k) = 0.

Persisting in a similar way, fourth, we prove that Y_{11}(i, jk) = 0. We have γ_{jk}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = τ_{ij} τ_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} β_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ). Multiplying by C_{jk}: C_{jk}γ_{jk}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = C_{jk}τ_{ij} τ_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + C_{jk}τ_{ij} β_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) C_{ji}γ_{ji}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = C_{kj}τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + B_{jk}τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) C_{ij} τ_{ij} b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = C_{kj}τ_{ij} c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + B_{jk}τ_{ij} c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) C_{ij} b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = C_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + B_{jk}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) We discover that this equality implies Y_{11}(i, j, k) = 0, as before.

Finally, we prove that Y_{12}(i, j, k) = 0. We have that γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + β_{ij} γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} τ_{jk}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ). Multiplying by both C_{ij} and C_{kj}: C_{ij}C_{kj}γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + C_{ij}C_{kj}β_{ij}γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = C_{ij}C_{kj}τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) + C_{ij}C_{kj}τ_{ij} τ_{jk}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) C_{ij}C_{kj}γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + B_{ij}C_{kj}γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = C_{ji}C_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) + C_{ji}B_{kj}τ_{jk}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) C_{ij}C_{kj}γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + B_{ij}C_{kj}γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = C_{jk}C_{kj}γ_{jk}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) + C_{kj}B_{kj}γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + B_{ij} c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = C_{jk}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) + B_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T )

By this last equality, we have illustrated that Y_{12}(i, j, k) = 0.

Given our conditions, all of the requisite equations are satisfied. Hence, the n-label Yang- Baxter equation has a nontrivial solution if and only if they all hold.

5.2 The case Δ_{ij} = 0

One of the most important special cases of the six-vertex model is the free fermion point, where Baxter’s Δ = 0. This subsection concerns an n-color analogue of that condition. For any i, j ∈ [0, n), define

Δ_{ij}(R) := A_iA_j + B_{ij}B_{ji} − C_{ij}C_{ji} A_iB_{ij} . This definition is analogous to that of Δ_{ij} (S) and Δ_{ij}(T ), but since some R-weights may equal 0, even in a nonzero solution (see next subsection), Δ_{ij} (R) may not always be defined. Therefore, we also define Δ^{num}_{ij} (R) := A_iA_j + B_{ij}B_{ji} − C_{ij}C_{ji}, noting that Δ^{num}_{ij} (R) = Δ^{num}_{ji} (R).

Let S and T be sets of n-color weights (which may or may not satisfy (17)), and let R be a nonzero scalar multiple of (15). Recall that we say R ∈ V (Q) whenever R, S, and T satisfy the Yang-Baxter equation.

Proposition 5.5. Fix i, j ∈ [0, n). If Δ_{ij} (S) = Δ_{ij} (T ) = 0, then Δ^{num}_{ij} (R) = Δ^{num}_{ji} (R) = 0. Proof. This follows from [10, Theorem 3], noting that the six R-weights in (15) which have subscripts in {i, j} are a common scalar multiple of the R-weights in [10, Theorem 2]. It is noteworthy that Proposition 5.5 holds whether or not R ∈ V (Q), and for each pair of labels i, j independent of other pairs.

In the six-vertex model, the free fermion point simultaneously describes:

• The center of the “disordered regime”, where the particle interactions can be considered “maximally entropic” [3, pp. 151-152].

• The set of six-vertex models which can be solved via determinants as in the Lindström–Gessel–Viennot Lemma [28, Proposition 2.3].

• A class of lattice models which are pairwise solvable, and which under a natural composition law form a subgroup isomorphic to GL_2 × GL_1 of the Yang-Baxter groupoid [10, 26, 27].

• The set of six-vertex models which have a discrete-time Hamiltonian expressible as an exponential operator in a Heisenberg algebra [19, Theorem 4.1].

Analogues of each of these appear to be open questions in the generality of the n-color ice model, and we refrain from any conjectures. However, Proposition 5.5 tells us that if Δ_{ij} (S) = Δ_{ij} (T ) for some i, j ∈ [0, n) that the above properties hold when we restrict to states of the lattice model involving only i and j. This opens up the possibility of building up n-color results from results on subsystems, much as we have done in this paper for solvability.

5.3 When are all R-vertex weights nonzero?

It is noteworthy that, assuming the S and T -vertex weights are nonzero, in any nontrivial solution C_{ij} ≠ 0 for all i, j. Nonetheless, there are cases where some R-vertex weights can be 0. In this section, we explore some such cases. To begin, we analyze some of the conditions in Theorem 5.4.

Lemma 5.6. The final three conditions in Theorem 5.4 are equivalent to: β_{ij} = ( γ_{ij} γ_{ik} − γ_{kj} ) b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) β_{ij} = ( τ_{ik} γ_{ij} γ_{ik} − γ_{kj} τ_{ij} τ_{kj} )_{bij (S)c} kj (T ) c_{ki}(S)c_{ij} (T )

β_{ij} b_{ji}(T ) τ_{ji} γ_{ji} − β_{kj}b_{jk}(T ) τ_{jk} γ_{jk} = ( 1 γ_{jk} − γ_{kj} γ_{ij}γ_{ji} ) c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) c_{ik}(S) Proof. Throughout this proof, we consistently refer to the identity^{bij (T )}_{bij (S)} =^{bkj (T )}_{bkj (S)} , one of the conditions in Theorem 5.4. It is essential to expressing these conditions using γ and τ. The first condition from Theorem 5.4 that we simplify is γ_{ik}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T )+β_{ij}γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ). We solve for β_{ij} assuming it holds: β_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) = γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) − γ_{ik}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) = ( γ_{ij} − γ_{ik} c_{jk}(S)b_{ij} (T ) b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) ) b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) = ( γ_{ij} − γ_{ik} c_{jk}(S)b_{kj}(T ) b_{kj} (S)c_{jk}(T ) ) b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) = (γ_{ij} − γ_{ik}γ_{kj})b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ), assuming^{bij (T )}_{bij (S)} =^{bkj (T )}_{bkj (S)} . Dividing by γ_{ik}c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ), β_{ij} = ( γ_{ij} γ_{ik} − γ_{kj} ) b_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) The second condition is γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{kj}(T ) = τ_{ki}τ_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{kj}(S)b_{ij} (T ) + τ_{ki}β_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{ki}(S)c_{ij}(T ). Rearranging and factoring, β_{ij}γ_{ik}c_{ki}(S)c_{ij}(T ) = τ_{ik}γ_{ij}b_{ij} (S)c_{kj}(T ) − τ_{ij} γ_{ik}c_{kj}(S)b_{ij}(T ) = ( τ_{ik}γ_{ij} − τ_{ij} γ_{ik} b_{ij} (T )c_{kj}(S) b_{ij} (S)c_{kj}(T ) ) b_{ij} (S)c_{kj}(T ) = ( τ_{ik}γ_{ij} − τ_{ij} γ_{ik} b_{kj}(T )c_{kj}(S) b_{kj}(S)c_{kj}(T ) ) b_{ij} (S)c_{kj}(T ) = (τ_{ik}γ_{ij} − τ_{ij} γ_{ik}γ_{kj}/τ_{kj})b_{ij} (S)c_{kj}(T ) where, as before, we assume^{bij (T )}_{bij (S)} =^{bkj (T )}_{bkj (S)} . Dividing by γ_{ik}c_{ki}(S)c_{ij}(T ), β_{ij} = ( τ_{ik} γ_{ij} γ_{ik} − γ_{kj} τ_{ij} τ_{kj} ) b_{ij} (S)c_{kj}(T ) c_{ki}(S)c_{ij} (T ) Last, we handle the condition γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + β_{ij} γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} τ_{jk}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ). Rearranging, we see that β_{ij} γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) − τ_{ij} τ_{jk}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) = τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) − γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) = ( τ_{ij} γ_{ji} − γ_{jk} c_{jk}(S)c_{ij} (T ) c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) ) c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) = ( τ_{ij} γ_{ji} − γ_{jk} c_{jk}(S)c_{ij} (T )b_{ij}(S)b_{ij} (T ) c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T )b_{ij}(S)b_{ij} (T ) ) c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) = ( τ_{ij} γ_{ji} − γ_{jk}τ_{ij} /γ_{ij} c_{jk}(S)b_{kj}(T ) c_{jk}(T )b_{kj}(S) ) c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) = (τ_{ij} γ_{ji} − γ_{jk}γ_{kj}τ_{ij} /γ_{ij})c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) Again, we used that^{bij (T )}_{bij (S)} =^{bkj (T )}_{bkj (S)} to realize the presence of the factor γ_{kj}. Dividing by γ_{ji}γ_{jk}τ_{ij} c_{ik}(S) reveals β_{ij} b_{ji}(T ) τ_{ji} γ_{ji} − β_{kj}b_{jk}(T ) τ_{jk} γ_{jk} = ( 1 γ_{jk} − γ_{kj} γ_{ij}γ_{ji} ) c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) c_{ik}(S) Consequently, we have reformulated all three conditions as desired.

This reformulation permits a precise characterization of the case where B_{ij} = 0 in multiple ways. Recollect that B_{ij} = 0 if and only if β_{ij} = 0 so that we may work with β_{ij} instead. It turns out that either all of the β_{ij} are zero, or they are all nonzero: Lemma 5.7. β_{ij} = 0 if and only if β_{kl} = 0 for any labels i, j, k, l with i ≠ j and k ≠ l.

Proof. By Corollary 5.3, β_{ij} = 0 if and only if^{aj (T )}_{aj (S)} =^{bij (T )}_{bij (S)} . By Theorem 5.4,^{bij (T )}_{bij (S)} =^{bkj (T )}_{bkj (S)} , so^{aj (T )}_{aj (S)} =^{bkj (T )}_{bkj (S)} and β_{kj} = 0. Further, by Theorem 5.4, β_{kj}γ_{kl}b_{kl}(S) = β_{kl}γ_{kj}b_{kj}(S) so β_{kl} = 0. By symmetry, β_{ij} = 0 if and only if β_{kl} = 0.

Proposition 5.8. For any tuple of distinct labels i, j, k, the following are equivalent: (1) β_{ij} = 0 (2) γ_{ij} = γ_{ik}γ_{kj} (3) γ_{ij} γ_{ik}γ_{kj} = τ_{ij} τ_{ik}τ_{kj}

Proof. By Lemma 5.6, β_{ij} = (_{γij} γ_{ik} − γkj )_{bij (S)cjk (T )} c_{ik}(S)c_{ji}(T ) . So βij = 0 if and only if γij = γikγkj.

By Lemma 5.6, β_{ij} = ( τ_{ik}^{γij}_{γik} − γ_{kj}^{τij}_{τkj} )_{bij (S)ckj (T )} c_{ki}(S)c_{ij} (T ) . So βij = 0 if and only if τik γ_{ij} γ_{ik} − γkj τ_{ij} τ_{kj} = 0 or, equivalently,^{γij}_{γik γkj} =^{τij}_{τikτkj} . Corollary 5.9. If β_{ij} = 0, then (1) τ_{ij} = τ_{ik}τ_{kj}. (2) γ_{ij}γ_{ji} = 1.

Proof. By Proposition 5.8, if β_{ij} = 0, γ_{ij} = γ_{ik}γ_{kj} and^{γij}_{γikγkj} =^{τij}_{τik τkj} so τ_{ij} = τ_{ik}τ_{kj} . By Lemma 5.7, β_{ij} = 0 if and only if β_{ij} = 0 and β_{kj} = 0. Then by Lemma 5.6, β_{ij} b_{ji}(T )^{τji}_{γji} − β_{kj}b_{jk}(T )^{τjk}_{γjk} = (_1 γ_{jk} − γ_{kj} γ_{ij} γ_{ji} )_{cij (S)cjk (T )} c_{ik}(S) so βij = 0 only if γijγji = γkjγjk. By Proposition

5.8, β_{ij} = 0 is equivalent to γ_{ij} = γ_{ik}γ_{kj}, so we are able to write γ_{ik}γ_{kj}γ_{jk}γ_{ki} = γ_{kj}γ_{jk} and γ_{ik}γ_{ki} = 1. We are free to permute this by Lemma 5.7, so γ_{ij} γ_{ji} = 1.

The extra conditions that arise from the 3-label case are what allow this characterization of when B_{ij} = 0. Because A_i appears in none of the Yang-Baxter polynomials Y_8(i, j, k) – Y_{12}(i, j, k), it has no further constraints than appear in the 2-label case. In particular, from Corollary 5.3, A_i = 0 if and only if^{ai(S)}_{bij (T )} (a_j (T )b_{ij}(S) − a_j (S)b_{ij}(T )) = c_{ij} (T )c_{ji}(S). We conclude the current section by giving some simple examples where the B_{ij} are all zero. Example 5.10. Suppose that corresponding S and T -vertex weights are equal i.e. a_i(S) = a_i(T ), b_{ij} (S) = b_{ij} (T ), c_{ij}(S) = c_{ij} (T ) for any distinct pair of labels i ≠ j. Then the R-vertex weights are, up to scaling, given by {A_i = 1, B_{ij} = 0, C_{ij} = 1 | i, j ∈ [0, n)} An inspection of Corollary 5.3 gives these R-weights. Furthermore, one can see that β_{ij} = 0 and α_{ij} = γ_{ij} = τ_{ij} = 1, which satisfy the solvability conditions in Theorem 5.4. Example 5.11. Let a, b, c ∈ K^×, and consider parameters z_i(x) ∈ K^×, i ∈ [0, n), x ∈ {S, T }, satisfying^{zi(S)}_{zi(T )} =^{zj (S)}_{zj (T )} . Given weights {a_i(x) = az_i(x), b_{ij} (x) = bz_i(x), c_{ij} (x) = cz_i(x) | i, j ∈ [0, n), x ∈ {S, T }}, the corresponding R-vertex weights are {A_i = 1, B_{ij} = 0, C_{ij} = 1 | i, j ∈ [0, n)}. To verify solvability, note that^{zj (S)zi(T )}_{zi(S)zj (T )} = 1. Then, Δ_{ij} (x) =^{ai(x)aj (x)+bij (x)bji(x)−cij (x)cji(x)}

a_i(x)b_{ij} (x) = z_j (x) z_i(x) a^2+b^2−c^2

ab does not depend on S or T , and furthermore we compute β_{ij} =^{ab}_{c2} (1−^{zj (S)zi(T )}_{zi(S)zj (T )} ) = 0, τ_{ij} = γ_{ij} =^{zi(T )zj (S)}

z_i(S)z_j (T ) = 1. Plugging these quantities into (17), we see that the conditions

hold.

The S and T weights from the second example have a straightforward combinatorial interpretation. Setting z_i(x) = 1 for all i and x gives identical S and T weights, so puts us back in the case of the first example. For general z_i(x), one can start with identical S and T weights and then scale each rectangular vertex weight by a parameter, z_i(x), depending on the color on the left edge of the vertex. It can be seen by analyzing the dynamics of the colored paths that is the same on any state of the lattice model with fixed boundary conditions, so factors out of the partition function. Therefore, in this very simple case, we see that such a scaling does not modify the R-weights. It is worth exploring to what extent this is a general phenomenon.

6 Relationship to quantum group solutions

In this section, we show two symmetries of the solvability criterion in Theorem 5.4. One of these involves modifications to the b-weights, and the other involves modifications to the c-weights. The former transformation is related to the phenomenon of Drinfeld-Reshetikhin twisting.

6.1 Standard R-matrices of U_q(^gl_n) and U_q(^gl_{m|n})

Let H be a Hopf algebra, with comultiplication Δ : H → H ⊗ H. H is called quasitriangular if there exists an invertible element R ∈ H ⊗ H that satisfies

(Δ ⊗ id)R = R_{13}R_{23}, (id ⊗ Δ)R = R_{13}R_{12}, τΔ(x) = RΔ(x)R^{−1},

where R_{ij} refers to the embedding of R in the i, j tensor factors of H ⊗ H ⊗ H and τ : H ⊗ H → H ⊗ H is the map x ⊗ y → y ⊗ x. R is often called a universal R-matrix for H, and satisfies the Yang-Baxter equation

R_{12}R_{13}R_{23} = R_{23}R_{13}R_{12}. (18)

See, for instance, [23] for more details on these objects.

This version of the Yang-Baxter equation is related to ours in the following sense. Given vector spaces U, V, W , define the operator R ∈ End(U ⊗ V ) by the formula R(u ⊗ v) = ∑ u^′,v^′ R(u, v, u^′, v^′)u^′ ⊗ v^′,

where every vector appearing here is a basis vector. Here, R(u, v, u^′, v^′) denotes the Boltzmann weight of the vertex

uvu′v^′ .

Similarly, define S ∈ End(U ⊗ W ), T ∈ End(V ⊗ W ) by S(u ⊗ w) = ∑ u^′,w^′ S(u, w, u^′, w^′)u^′ ⊗ w^′ T (v ⊗ w) = ∑ v^′,w^′ T (v, w, v^′, w^′)v^′ ⊗ w^′, where S(u, w, u^′, w^′) and T (v, w, v^′, w^′) refer to the appropriate Boltzmann weights. In our setting, all of U, V, W ∼= C^n . The edge labels 1, . . . , n for all our vertices are therefore in bijection with the standard bases of U, V , and W . With this viewpoint, the Yang-Baxter equation (2) becomes equivalent to the equation RST = T SR in U ⊗ V ⊗ W . Specializing R, S, and T to R_{12}, R_{13}, and R_{23} in (18) gives that version of the Yang-Baxter equation. Now consider the case where H is the quantum affine superalgebra U_q(^gl_{m|n}). The standard R-matrix^2 is R := R(z) = ∑ i≤m (zq − q^{−1})e_{ii} ⊗ e_{ii} + ∑ i>m (q − zq^{−1})e_{ii} ⊗ e_{ii} + ∑ i≠j (−1)^{δi≤mδj≤m} (z − 1)e_{ii} ⊗ e_{jj} + (q − q^{−1}) ∑ i>j e_{ij} ⊗ e_{ji} + z(q − q^{−1}) ∑ i<j e_{ij} ⊗ e_{ji}, where all sums require i, j ∈ [1, m + n]. (Here, we are considering the “ungraded” Yang- Baxter equation [25]). The coefficients of this R-matrix give the Boltzmann weights in Figure 7.

a_i b_{ij} c_{ij}

iiii ijij ijji

zq − q^{−1}, if i ≤ m q − zq^{−1}, if i > m 1 − z, if i, j ≤ m z − 1, otherwise (q − q^{−1}), if i > j z(q − q^{−1}), if i < j Figure 7: The admissible vertices and Boltzmann weights for the standard U_q(^gl_{m|n}) Rmatrix. Here, i, j ∈ [1, m + n], and z depends on the choice of S or T . Note that these weights satisfy our conditions in Theorem 5.4.

Setting m = 0, we obtain the case of the quantum affine algebra U_q(^gl_n). The standard R-matrix is R := R(z) = ∑ i (q − zq^{−1})e_{ii} ⊗ e_{ii} + ∑ i≠j (z − 1)e_{ii} ⊗ e_{jj} + (q − q^{−1}) ∑ i>j e_{ij} ⊗ e_{ji} + z(q − q^{−1}) ∑ i<j e_{ij} ⊗ e_{ji}, 2By this we mean the universal R-matrix of U_q(^gl_{m|n}), applied to the module V (z) ⊗ V (1), where V is the standard evaluation representation of U_q(^gl_{m|n}).

and the corresponding Boltzmann weights are given in Figure 8.

a_i b_{ij} c_{ij}

iiii ijij ijji

q − zq^{−1} z − 1 q − q^{−1}, if i > j z(q − q^{−1}), if i < j Figure 8: The admissible vertices and Boltzmann weights for the standard U_q(gl_n) R-matrix. Here, i, j ∈ [1, n], and z depends on the choice of S or T .

6.2 Drinfeld-Reshetikhin Twisting

Drinfeld-Reshetikhin twisting is a method to produce another quasitriangular Hopf algebra that is isomorphic to H as an algebra, but has a different comultiplication and R-matrix, resulting in new solutions of the Yang-Baxter equation. This flexibility is important in lattice model many contexts. For instance, a Drinfeld-Reshetikhin twist can allow us to work with stochastic Boltzmann weights, which are important in integrable probability [5], or match a desired special function.

Reshetikhin [33] showed that if F ∈ H ⊗ H satisfies the conditions

(Δ ⊗ id)F = F_{13}F_{23}, (id ⊗ Δ)F = F_{13}F_{12}, F_{12}F_{13}F_{23} = F_{23}F_{13}F_{12}, F F_{21} = 1, (19) then there exists a unique quasitriangular Hopf algebra R^{(F )} with the same multiplication as H, comultiplication given by Δ^{(F )}(a) := F Δ(a)F^{−1}, and universal R-matrix given by R^{(F )} = F_{21}RF^{−1}.

Let U_q := U_q(gl_n). Reshetikhin showed that for for any set of nonzero complex numbers {f_{ij}|1 ≤ i < j ≤ n} the element F = exp ( ∑ i<j (H_i ⊗ H_j − H_j ⊗ H_i)f_{ij} ) ∈ U_q ⊗ U_q satisfies (19). Here, the H_i are Cartan-like generators of U_q [33, § 2]. The standard R-matrix R^{(F )} of the resulting twist U^{(F )}q is given by the following formula [6, § 4]:

R^{(F )}(z) = ∑ i (q − zq^{−1})e_{ii} ⊗ e_{ii} + ∑ i<j ρ_{ij} (z − 1)e_{ii} ⊗ e_{jj} + ∑ i>j ρ^{−1}_{ji} (z − 1)e_{ii} ⊗ e_{jj} + (q − q^{−1}) ∑ i>j e_{ij} ⊗ e_{ji} + z(q − q^{−1}) ∑ i<j e_{ij} ⊗ e_{ji}.

where ρ_{ij} = (−1)^{δi≤m+δj≤m} exp(−2f_{ij} + 2f_{i,j−1} + 2f_{i−1,j} − 2f_{i−1,j−1}), and f_{ii} is taken to be 0. When i > j, define ρ_{ij} = ρ^{−1}_{ji} . Note that the only coefficients changed by this twist are those corresponding to vectors of the form e_{ii} ⊗ e_{jj}. The resulting Boltzmann weights are given in Figure 9.

a_i b_{ij} c_{ij}

iiii ijij ijji

q − zq^{−1} ρ_{ij} (z − 1) q − q^{−1}, if i > j z(q − q^{−1}), if i < j Figure 9: The admissible vertices and Boltzmann weights for the Drinfeld-Reshetikhin twist of the standard U_q(^gl_n) R-matrix.

The upshot of this particular implementation of the Drinfeld-Reshetikhin twist is for the standard R-matrix for U_q, solvability is preserved when the weights b_{ij} are replaced by ρ_{ij} b_{ij} , for any scalars ρ_{ij} ∈ C^× such that ρ_{ij} ρ_{ji} = 1.

6.3 Generalized Twists

Our main result of this section is that this fact is far more general than the case of the standard R-matrix for U_q. In fact, we can do a similar transformation to any set of solvable n-color weights. It is notable that our result is purely combinatorial; a solution of the Yang- Baxter equation does not need to have an associated quantum group representation in order for twisting to work. In keeping with the theme of this paper, this allows us to construct and compare large classes of solutions to the Yang-Baxter equation without needing to use deep results in representation theory.

Tantalizingly, this result suggests that a sophisticated algebraic structure could potentially underlie our solutions to the n-color Yang-Baxter equation. If this turns out to be the case, it would be interesting to explore this object.

Fix S and T Boltzmann weights {a_i(x), b_{ij} (x), c_{ij}(x)|i, j ∈ [0, n), x ∈ {S, T }}, satisfying the conditions in Theorem 5.4. By that result, this defines a solvable lattice model with R-weights given by (15). Fix a set of parameters D = {ρ_{ij} ∈ C^× , i, j ∈ [0, n)} such that ρ_{ij} ρ_{ji} = 1 for all i and j. The twisted weights are then given by:

{a^{(D)}_i (x) := a_i(x), b^{(D)}_{ij} (x) := ρ_{ij} b_{ij} (x), c^{(D)}_{ij} (x) := c_{ij}(x)}.

Corollary 6.1. The twisted weights also satisfy the conditions in Theorem 5.4.

Proof. For any quantity z involving the S and T Boltzmann weights, let z^{(D)} denote z with the S and T weights replaced by their twisted analogues. With this notation, one can check that:

β^{(D)}_{ij} = ρ_{ij} β_{ij} , τ^{(D)}_{ij} = τ_{ij} , α^{(D)}_{ij} = α_{ij} , γ^{(D)}_{ij} = γ_{ij}, Δ^{(D)}_{ij} (x) = ρ_{ji}Δ_{ij} (x). (20)

One can then use these expressions to show that the conditions in Theorem (5.4) are satisfied by the twisted weights. This is a straightforward check. For instance, after twisting, the condition γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + β_{ij}γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) = τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij} τ_{jk}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) becomes γ_{jk}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) + ρ_{ij}β_{ij}γ_{jk}c_{ik}(S)ρ_{ji}b_{ji}(T ) = τ_{ij} γ_{ji}c_{ij} (S)c_{jk}(T ) + τ_{ij}τ_{jk}ρ_{kj}β_{kj}γ_{ji}c_{ik}(S)ρ_{jk}b_{jk}(T ), and the fact that ρ_{ij} ρ_{ji} = 1, returns us to the original condition.

There is also a similar transformation involving the c_{ij} which also preserves solvability. Again, assume that the S and T weights satisfy the conditions in Theorem 5.4, and fix another set of parameters Z = {ζ_{ij} ∈ C^× , i, j ∈ [0, n)} such that ζ_{ij}ζ_{ji} = 1 for all i, j ∈ [0, n), and ζ_{ij}ζ_{jk}ζ_{ki} = 1 for all i, j, k ∈ [0, n). Define a new set of Boltzmann weights by: {a^{(Z)}_i (x) := a_i(x), b^{(Z)}_{ij} (x) := b_{ij} (x), c^{(Z)}_{ij} (x) := ζ_{ij}c_{ij} (x)}.

It is then straightforward to show:

Corollary 6.2. These weights also satisfy the conditions in Theorem 5.4. We believe this latter transformation may be related to a change of basis formula (see [7, Change of Basis section]).

References

[1] A. Aggarwal, A. Borodin, L. Petrov, and M. Wheeler, Free fermion six vertex model: Symmetric functions and random domino tilings, 2021. arXiv:2109.06718.

[2] A. Aggarwal, A. Borodin, and M. Wheeler, Colored fermionic vertex models and symmetric functions, Communications of the American Mathematical Society, 3 (2023), pp. 400–630.

[3] R. J. Baxter, Exactly solved models in statistical mechanics, Academic Press, Inc.

[Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers], London, 1982.

[4] R. J. Baxter, The inversion relation method for some two-dimensional exactly solved models in lattice statistics, J. Statist. Phys., 28 (1982), pp. 1–41.

[5] A. Borodin and M. Wheeler, Coloured stochastic vertex models and their spectral theory, 2018. arXiv:1808.01866.

[6] B. Brubaker, V. Buciumas, D. Bump, and S. Friedberg, Hecke modules from metaplectic ice, Selecta Math. (N.S.), 24 (2018), pp. 2523–2570.

[7] B. Brubaker, V. Buciumas, D. Bump, and N. Gray, A Yang-Baxter equation for metaplectic ice, Commun. Number Theory Phys., 13 (2019), pp. 101–148.

[8] B. Brubaker, V. Buciumas, D. Bump, and H. P. A. Gustafsson, Colored vertex models and Iwahori Whittaker functions, 2019. arXiv:1906.04140.

[9] , Metaplectic Iwahori Whittaker functions and supersymmetric lattice models, 2020.

arXiv:2012.15778.

[10] B. Brubaker, D. Bump, and S. Friedberg, Schur polynomials and the Yang- Baxter equation, Comm. Math. Phys., 308 (2011), pp. 281–301.

[11] B. Brubaker, C. Frechette, A. Hardt, E. Tibor, and K. Weber, Frozen pipes: Lattice models for Grothendieck polynomials, Algebr. Comb. To appear.

[12] V. Buciumas and T. Scrimshaw, Double Grothendieck polynomials and colored lattice models, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (2022), pp. 7231–7258.

[13] D. Bump and S. Naprienko, Colored bosonic models and matrix coefficients, 2022.

arXiv:2211.15850.

[14] V. Chari and A. Pressley, A guide to quantum groups, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1994.

[15] S. Corteel, A. Gitlin, D. Keating, and J. Meza, A Vertex Model for LLT Polynomials, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (2022), pp. 15869–15931.

[16] M. J. Curran, C. Frechette, C. Yost-Wolff, S. W. Zhang, and V. Zhang, A lattice model for super LLT polynomials, 2021. arXiv:2110.07597.

[17] V. G. Drinfel’d, Hopf algebras and the quantum Yang-Baxter equation, Dokl. Akad.

Nauk SSSR, 283 (1985), pp. 1060–1064.

[18] , Quantum groups, in Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians, Vol. 1, 2 (Berkeley, Calif., 1986), Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1987, pp. 798–820.

[19] A. Hardt, Lattice models, Hamiltonian operators, and symmetric functions, 2021.

arXiv:2109.14597.

[20] M. Jimbo, A q-difference analogue of U(g) and the Yang-Baxter equation, Lett. Math.

Phys., 10 (1985), pp. 63–69.

[21] , A q-analogue of U(gl(N + 1)), Hecke algebra, and the Yang-Baxter equation, Lett.

Math. Phys., 11 (1986), pp. 247–252.

[22] , Quantum R matrix for the generalized Toda system, Comm. Math. Phys., 102 (1986), pp. 537–547.

[23] C. Kassel, Quantum groups, vol. 155 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics, Springer- Verlag, New York, 1995.

[24] S. Khachatryan, On the solutions to the multi-parametric Yang-Baxter equations, Nuclear Phys. B, 883 (2014), pp. 629–655.

[25] T. Kojima, Diagonalization of transfer matrix of supersymmetry U_q(^sl(M + 1|N + 1)) chain with a boundary, J. Math. Phys., 54 (2013), pp. 043507, 40.

[26] V. E. Korepin, N. M. Bogoliubov, and A. G. Izergin, Quantum inverse scattering method and correlation functions, Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1993.

[27] S. Naprienko, Integrability of the six-vertex model and the Yang-Baxter groupoid, 2022. arXiv:2210.14883.

[28] , Free fermionic Schur functions, 2023. arXiv:2301.12110.

[29] J. H. H. Perk and H. Au-Yang, Yang-Baxter equations, 2006.

arXiv:math-ph/0606053.

[30] J. H. H. Perk and C. L. Schultz, New families of commuting transfer matrices in q-state vertex models, Phys. Lett. A, 84 (1981), pp. 407–410.

[31] J. H. H. Perk and C. L. a. Schultz, Families of commuting transfer matrices in q-state vertex models, in Nonlinear integrable systems—classical theory and quantum theory (Kyoto, 1981), World Sci. Publishing, Singapore, 1983, pp. 135–152.

[32] X. Ren, S. Wang, and K. Wu, Solving colored Yang-Baxter equation by Wu’s method, Acta Math. Sci. Ser. B (Engl. Ed.), 29 (2009), pp. 1267–1294.

[33] N. Reshetikhin, Multiparameter quantum groups and twisted quasitriangular Hopf algebras, Lett. Math. Phys., 20 (1990), pp. 331–335.

[34] N. Y. Reshetikhin, L. A. Takhtadzhyan, and L. D. Faddeev, Quantization of Lie groups and Lie algebras, Algebra i Analiz, 1 (1989), pp. 178–206.

[35] C. L. SCHULTZ, Commuting Transfer Matrices of the Closed Colored String Model in Two Dimensions, PhD thesis, 1981.

[36] X. D. Sun, S. K. Wang, and K. Wu, Classification of six-vertex-type solutions of the colored Yang-Baxter equation, J. Math. Phys., 36 (1995), pp. 6043–6063.

[37] X. D. Sun, S.-K. Wang, and K. Wu, Wu algorithm and solutions of Yang-Baxter equation for eight-vertex model, Comm. Theoret. Phys., 23 (1995), pp. 125–128.

[38] R. S. Vieira, Solving and classifying the solutions of the Yang-Baxter equation through a differential approach. Two-state systems, J. High Energy Phys., (2018), pp. 110, front matter+48.

[39] R. S. Vieira and A. Lima-Santos, Solutions of the Yang-Baxter equation for (n + 1)(2n + 1)-vertex models using a differential approach, J. Stat. Mech. Theory Exp., (2021), pp. Paper No. 053103, 16.

Appendix: Enumeration of Yang-Baxter polynomials

Here we enumerate all nontrivial (i.e. with admissible states) Yang-Baxter diagrams, along with their corresponding equations and Yang-Baxter polynomials (if nonzero). We separate the diagrams into two groupings: those that involve at most two distinct labels, and therefore appear in the two-color lattice model, and those that involve three distinct labels. Colorcoding is used to indicate if a Yang-Baxter equation is vacuously true for all possible R, S, T weights (red), if there are further constraints but an equal number of admissible states present on both sides (yellow), or if there are an unequal number of admissible states on each side of the equation (green).

A.1: One- and Two-Color Cases X^{iii}_{iii i iiiSTRii} =_{ii iiTSRii} A_ia_i(S)a_i(T ) = A_ia_i(S)a_i(T )

X^{iij}_{iij i jijSTRji} =_{ij ijTSRji} A_ib_{ij}(S)b_{ij}(T ) = A_ib_{ij}(S)b_{ij}(T )

X^{iij}_{iji i jijiSTRji} =_{ij ijiTSRjji} +_{ij ijiTSRjji} A_ib_{ij}(S)c_{ij}(T ) = B_{ij}a_i(S)c_{ij}(T ) + C_{ji}c_{ij}(S)b_{ij}(T ) Y_1(i, j) := A_ib_{ij}(S)c_{ij}(T ) − B_{ij}a_i(S)c_{ij}(T ) − C_{ji}c_{ij}(S)b_{ij}(T )

X^{iij}_{jii i jjiiSTRii} =_{ij jiiTSRjji} +_{ij jiiTSRiij} A_ic_{ij}(S)a_i(T ) = B_{ji}c_{ij}(S)b_{ij}(T ) + C_{ij}a_0(S)c_{ij}(T ) Y_2(i, j) := A_ic_{ij}(S)a_i(T ) − B_{ji}c_{ij}(S)b_{ij}(T ) − C_{ij}a_0(S)c_{ij}(T )

X^{iji}_{iij ij iijSTRiij} +_{ij iijSTRjji} =_{iji ijTSRji} B_{ij}a_i(S)c_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}c_{ji}(S)b_{ij}(T ) = A_ib_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) Y_3(i, j) := B_{ij}a_i(S)c_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}c_{ji}(S)b_{ij}(T ) − A_ib_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T )

X^{iji}_{iji ij iijiSTRiij} +_{ij iijiSTRjji} =_{iji ijiTSRiij} +_{iji ijiTSRjji} B_{ij}a_i(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}c_{ji}(S)c_{ij}(T ) = B_{ij}a_i(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) Y_4(i, j) := C_{ij}c_{ji}(S)c_{ij}(T ) − C_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T )

X^{iji}_{jii ij ijiiSTRiji} =_{iji jiiTSRiij} +_{iji jiiTSRjji} C_{ij}b_{ji}(S)a_i(T ) = B_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}a_i(S)b_{ji}(T ) Y_5(i, j) := C_{ij}b_{ji}(S)a_i(T ) − B_{ji}c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) − C_{ij}a_i(S)b_{ji}(T )

X^{ijj}_{ijj ij jijjSTRjij} =_{ijj ijjTSRjij} B_{ij}b_{ij}(S)a_j(T ) = B_{ij}b_{ij}(S)a_j(T )

X^{ijj}_{jij ij jjijSTRiij} +_{ij jjijSTRjji} =_{ijj jijTSRjij} B_{ij}c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}a_j(S)b_{ij}(T ) = C_{ij}b_{ij}(S)a_j(T ) Y_6(i, j) := B_{ij}c_{ij}(S)c_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}a_j(S)b_{ij}(T ) − C_{ij}b_{ij}(S)a_j(T )

X^{ijj}_{jji ij jjiSTRiij} +_{ij jjiSTRjji} =_{ijj jiTSRjj} B_{ij}c_{ij}(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}a_j (S)c_{ij}(T ) = A_jc_{ij}(S)a_j(T ) Y_7(i, j) := B_{ij}c_{ij}(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}a_j(S)c_{ij}(T ) − A_jc_{ij}(S)a_j(T )

A.2: Three-Color Cases X^{ijk}_{ijk ij kijkSTRkij} =_{ijkijkTSRkij} B_{ij}b_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) = B_{ij}b_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T )

X^{ijk}_{ikj ij kikjSTRkij} =_{ijkikjTSRjik} B_{ij}b_{ik}(S)c_{jk}(T ) = B_{ik}b_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) Y_8(i, j, k) := B_{ij}b_{ik}(S)c_{jk}(T ) − B_{ik}b_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T )

X^{ijk}_{jik ij kjikSTRkji} =_{ijkjikTSRkij} C_{ij}b_{jk}(S)b_{ik}(T ) = C_{ij}b_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) Y_9(i, j, k) := C_{ij}b_{jk}(S)b_{ik}(T ) − C_{ij}b_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T )

X^{ijk}_{kij ij kkijSTRiij} +_{ij kkijSTRjji} =_{ijkkijTSRjjk} B_{ij}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij}(T ) = C_{ik}b_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) Y_{10}(i, j, k) := B_{ij}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)b_{ij}(T ) − C_{ik}b_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T )

X^{ijk}_{jki ij kjkiSTRkji} =_{ijkjkiTSRjjk} +_{ijkjkiTSRkkj} C_{ij}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) = B_{jk}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) + C_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) Y_{11}(i, j, k) := C_{ij}b_{jk}(S)c_{ik}(T ) − B_{jk}c_{ij}(S)c_{jk}(T ) − C_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T )

X^{ijk}_{kji ij kkjiSTRiij} +_{ij kkjiSTRjji} =_{ijkkjiTSRjjk} +_{ijkkjiTSRkkj} B_{ij}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij}c_{jk}(S)c_{ij}(T ) = B_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) + C_{jk}c_{ij} (S)b_{jk}(T ) Y_{12}(i, j, k) := B_{ij}c_{ik}(S)b_{ji}(T ) + C_{ij} c_{jk}(S)c_{ij} (T ) − B_{kj}c_{ik}(S)b_{jk}(T ) − C_{jk}c_{ij}(S)b_{jk}(T )