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Abstract

The Kuperberg Program asks to find presentations of planar algebras and use these presentations to prove
results about their corresponding categories purely diagrammatically. This program has been completed for in-
dex less than 4 and is ongoing research for index greater than 4. We give generators-and-relations presentations
for the affine A subfactor planar algebras of index 4. Exclusively using the planar algebra language, we give new
proofs to how many such planar algebras exist. Categories corresponding to these planar algebras are monoidally
equivalent to cyclic pointed fusion categories. We give a proof of this by defining a functor yielding a monoidal
equivalence between the two categories. The categories are also monoidally equivalent to a representation cate-
gory of a cyclic subgroup of SU (2). We give a new proof of this fact, explicitly using the diagrammatic presentations
found. This gives novel diagrammatics for these representation categories.
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1 Introduction

A von Neumann algebra is a unital algebra of bounded operators on a Hilbert space closed under a specific topol-
ogy and possessing an adjoint that can be thought of as a generalized matrix transpose. When the Hilbert space
is finite-dimensional, von Neumann algebras are necessarily direct sums of the algebras of n ×n matrices over C
(with varying n). Factors, which are von Neumann algebras with center isomorphic to C, are building blocks of
von Neumann algebras. A unital inclusion of factors, N ⊆ M , is called a subfactor. The standard invariant of a
subfactor is the 2-category capturing bimodule data coming from M and N . When N ⊆ M is finite depth and both
N and M are the hyperfinite I I1 factor, the standard invariant is a complete invariant of subfactors [Pop94].

Subfactors have another invariant, a real number called the index. Jones [Jon83] found that the set of all indices
of subfactors is the set {4cos2

(
π
n

) |n ≥ 3}∪ [4,∞]. Amazingly, techniques used in his proof of this led to the Jones
polynomial link invariant [Jon85] and spawned the field of quantum topology.

Subfactor theory can be thought of as a noncommutative version of Galois theory. Whereas Galois theory stud-
ies inclusions of fields F ⊆ E , subfactors are unital inclusions, N ⊆ M , of factors, which are highly noncommutative
algebras. Both fields and factors satisfy that any map between them are unital inclusion or zero, so analyzing maps
between fields or factors is the same as studying field extensions or subfactors. The index [M : N ] of a subfactor
measures the size of these extensions in a similar notion to the degree [E : F ] of a field extension.

The standard invariant is analogous to the Galois group. Let R be the hyperfinite I I1 factor and G be a finite
group. There is exactly one way, up to conjugacy, in which G can act on R by outer automorphisms [Jon80, Con77].
Let N = RG , the fixed points of the action. N can be shown to be a factor. There will be a Galois correspondence
between intermediary subfactors N ⊆ M ⊆R and subgroups H ≤G [NT60a, NT60b]. Just like in Galois theory, the
automorphisms fixing N of M , AutN (M), equals G . Additionally, |G| = [R : N ]. However, not all examples of finite
index subfactors come from groups.

Decades of work have been done to classify subfactors of small index. For an overview see [JMS14, AMP23].
A subfactor planar algebra, introduced by Jones [Jon99], is a diagrammatic way to view the standard invariant of
a subfactor. 2-morphisms can be drawn as pictures in the plane, reminiscent to braid diagrams. Multiplication
of 2-morphisms is given by vertical stacking. Tensor product is given by horizontal concatenation. Existence of
some subfactors were proved using subfactor planar algebras [BPMS12, MP15]. The planar algebra framework has
opened up a new point of view for the study of subfactors.

Kuperberg posed a program to see how far the planar algebra language can be pushed in the understanding of
the standard invariants of subfactors.

The Kuperberg Program: Give a presentation by generators-and-relations for every subfactor planar algebra
and prove as much as possible about the planar algebra using only this presentation.

For subfactors of index less than 4 there is an ADE classification by their principal graphs. See [Ocn88] for
an outline of the proof. The Kuperberg program has been completed for all possible indices less than 4. Type A
subfactor planar algebras are well-understood as the Temperley-Lieb planar algebras. Type D2n was completed by
Morrison, Peters, and Snyder [MPS10] in 2010. Type E6 and E8 presentations were given shortly after by Bigelow
[Big10].

For index larger than 4, constructing presentations of known subfactors is an ongoing effort. A presentation for
the subfactor planar algebras with principal graphs Haagerup and its dual was constructed by Peters [Pet10] and
Extended Haagerup and its dual was constructed by Bigelow, Morrison, Peters, and Snyder [BPMS12]. Type 2221
was constructed by Han [Han10] and types 4442, 3333, 3311, and 2221 were constructed by Morrison and Penneys
[MP15].

The aim of this paper is to address some of the index 4 subfactor planar algebras. Popa [Pop94] found that the
principal graphs of index 4 subfactor planar algebras are exactly the simply-laced affine ADE Dynkin diagrams. We
give the presentations of all affine A subfactor planar algebras of index 4.

To satisfy the Kuperberg program, we then use these presentations to prove we have found all planar algebras of
type A as well as show equivalences to other interesting categories. After finding the planar algebra presentations
given in this paper, the author saw similarities to the presentation given in [Cze24]. In the paper, Czenky gives
diagrammatics for cyclic pointed fusion categories, Vecω

Zm
. The fusion categories Vecω

Zm
are not strict when the

associator ω is not the identity. However, every monoidal category is monoidally equivalent to a strict monoidal
category. From the planar algebra presentations we construct in this paper, we show the monoidal equivalence of
the nonstrict Vecω

Zm
to the strict categories coming from the planar algebras explicitly. As a result, this shows how

an associator of a fusion category gets concealed in the relations of the planar algebras.
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While this paper was in preparation, we discovered that Reynolds’ thesis [Rey23] also gives presentations of
diagrammatic categories with affine A fusion rules. However, in [Rey23], Reynolds approaches these diagrammat-
ics through the representation theory of a finite subgroup of SU (2). In this paper, we define a functor yielding a
monoidal equivalence of these two categories. In particular, we show purely through the defined diagrammatic
categories that the category arising from affine Am planar algebras, where m is finite, is monoidally equivalent

to the representation category Rep(C ζ
m), where C ζ

m is a cyclic subgroup of SU (2). Both this equivalence and the
equivalence to Vecω

Zm
are known isomorphic categories (see [GdlHJ89]), however, the diagrammatic proofs of their

monoidal equivalences are novel.

1.1 Acknowledgements

The author would like to thank her advisor Stephen Bigelow as well as Dave Penneys for presenting this problem
to her, their guidance, and many enlightening conversations.

2 Background

2.1 Subfactors

We begin our background with a discussion on subfactors. We refer the interested reader to [JS97] for further
details. Let H be a Hilbert space. A von Neumann algebra is a unital *-subalgebra of B(H ), M , that equals its
double commutant, M ′′, i.e., M = M ′′. When the center of M is the smallest possible, that is, isomorphic to C, we
say that M is a factor. When H is separable, von Neumann [vN49] showed every von Neumann algebra, M ⊆ B(H )
has an essentially unique decomposition as a direct integral of factors. Understanding von Neumann algebras thus
boils down to analyzing factors.

There are three types of factors: type I , I I , and I I I . For this paper, we consider a class of type I I factors called
type I I1. A factor of type I I1, M , in B(H ), is an infinite-dimensional factor that admits a normalized trace function.
From now on, we use factor to mean a type I I1 factor.

To study factors, we consider maps between factors. A factor has no non-trivial closed two-sided ideal, so any
map between factors is a unital inclusion or the zero map. Therefore, understanding maps between factors is
equivalent to studying a unital inclusion of factors, N ⊆ M , which is called a subfactor.

There is a special type I I1 factor called the hyperfinite I I1 factor, denoted R. Connes [Con76] proved that if
N ⊆ R is a subfactor then N is isomorphic to R or is finite-dimensional. In the infinite-dimensional case, since
N ∼= R, the only information important from the subfactor N ⊆ R is not the von Neumann algebras N and R

themselves, but their inclusion.
There is a measure of size of a subfactor. The index of a subfactor N ⊆ M is the von Neumann dimension of

L2(M) as a left N -module [Jon83]. Remarkably, Jones [Jon83] found that the possible indices of subfactors lies in
the set

{
4cos2

(π
n

)
: n ≥ 3

}
∪ [4,∞]

and further that every value in this set corresponds to an index of a subfactor. When M is irreducible as an N −M
bimodule, we say the subfactor is irreducible.

2.2 Category Theory

For the rest of this paper, we work over the field of complex numbers, C, and assume all subfactors are finite-index
and irreducible, unless stated otherwise. We refer the reader to [EGNO15] for a more detailed study of these topics.

2.2.1 2-Categories and The Standard Invariant

A 2-category, C , contains objects, morphisms (also called 1-morphisms), and 2-morphisms, which are morphisms
between 1-morphisms. See [EGNO15] section 2.12 for a formal definition. In particular, there are tensor prod-
ucts for 1-morphisms and 2-morphisms under certain compatible criteria. For 1-morphisms, the tensor product
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is composition. We can tensor two 2-morphisms f ∈ Hom(X ,Y ), g ∈ Hom(Z ,W ) as f ⊗ g ∈ Hom(X ⊗ Z ,Y ⊗W ) if
X , Z and Y ,W are composable (X ⊗Z and Y ⊗W exists as 1-morphisms). Diagrammatically, the tensor product is
denoted by placing the 1-morphisms or 2-morphisms side-by-side. We can also multiply compatible 1-morphisms
or 2-morphisms. In the graphical calculus language, this is vertical stacking: f · g is stacking f on top of g . Addi-
tionally, there are associators, and left and right unitors satisfying pentagon and triangle axioms.

Given a subfactor N ⊆ M , we can analyze its N −M , M −N , N −N , and M −M bimodules. As an example, N
can be considered as an N −N bimodule, N NN , and M can be considered as an M −M , N −M , M −N , and N −N
bimodule: M MM , N MM , M MN , and N MN respectively. We can tensor bimodules over the ring between them. For
example, N MM ⊗M M MN

∼= N MN .
From this data we can form a powerful subfactor invariant. The standard invariant of a subfactor N ⊆ M is a

unitary (strictly) pivotal 2-category, C , with two objects: N and M . The 1-morphisms are the bimodules tensor-
generated by N MM and M MN . The 2-morphisms are the bimodule intertwiners. Further, the identities idN and
idM are simple. (i.e., End(idN ) ∼= End(idM ) ∼= C). As the category is strictly pivotal, every 1-morphism X has a

dual which we will denote X satisfying that X = X and the properties of duals found in section 2.10 of [EGNO15].
Since the standard invariant is unitary, this means there is an anti-linear map, ∗, that takes any 2-morphism, say
f ∈ Hom(X ,Y ) to a 2-morphism f ∗ ∈ Hom(Y , X ) such that the induced inner product 〈 f , g 〉 = tr( f ∗g ) is positive
definite.

The standard invariant 2-category has diagrammatics that will be used to build the planar algebra. Define
X = N MM and Y = X = M MN . We can denote the object N by “unshaded" and the object M by “shaded". The
generators X and Y are denoted:

X = = and Y = =

(we often drop the outside box and star and assume the location of the star is the center left of the diagram).
Tensoring 1-morphisms (and 2-morphisms) together corresponds to horizontal concatenation. For example,

Y ⊗X =

We see then that the compatibility criteria for the tensor product will be fulfilled when the diagrams are placed
side-by-side and the interior shading agrees. The evaluation and coevaluation maps of X and its dual are well-
known maps in subfactor theory. The evaluation and coevaluation maps of X are denoted

: X ⊗X = N MM ⊗M M MN → N NN and : N NN → N MN = N M ⊗M MN ,

respectively. The evaluation map is called conditional expectation and the coevaluation map is the inclusion map
of the subfactor N ⊆ M . The evaluation and coevaluation maps of X :

: M MN ⊗N N MM → M MM and : M MM → M MN ⊗N N MM

arises from the multiplication map and Jones’ basic construction [Jon83], respectively.
A 2-morphism f from A to B is a diagram with a distinguised star with bottom boundary data matching A and

top boundary data matching B . For example,

f = and g = (1)

are 2-morphisms from X ⊗ X ⊗ X to itself. We say a morphism is of type (k,+) (respectively (k,−)) if there are k
points on the top and bottom and the region to the right of the star is unshaded (respectively shaded). When
the context is clear, we drop the star and the outside box and potentially the boundary of the box itself. Vertical
composition (or multiplication) of 2-morphisms is given by vertical stacking. For example,

4



f g = = , and g 2 = = (2)

In the latter case, we have a bubble, which can be “popped" for a factor of δ > 0, where δ2 is the index of the
subfactor. That is,

= δ .

Diagrams are considered equal if they are isotopic.

2.2.2 Fusion Categories

The M − M bimodules and N − N bimodules give a pair of pivotal categories called the even parts. When these
categories have finitely many simple objects we say that the subfactor is finite depth. In this case, the even parts
are fusion categories.

A monoidal category, (C ,⊗,α,1,λ,ρ) is a category C , a bifunctor, ⊗ : C ×C →C called the tensor product, 1 ∈C

the unit, andαX ,Y ,Z , λX , and ρX the associators, and left and right unitors satisfying pentagon and triangle axioms.
A monoidal category is rigid if every object has a right and left dual. We say C is C-linear if for all objects X ,Y ∈C ,
Hom(X ,Y ) has a C-module structure such that composition of morphisms is C-bilinear.

Let X1, X2 be objects in a category, C . If there exists an object Y in C , with morphisms ρ1 : Y → X1, ρ2 : Y → X2,
ι1 : X1 → Y , ι2 : X2 → Y such that ρ1ι1 = idX1 , ρ2ι2 = idX2 and ι1ρ1 + ι2ρ2 = idY , we call Y the direct sum of X1 and
X2 and denote Y = X1 ⊕ X2. We call C additive if it is C-linear and for every two objects X1, X2 in C , there exists
their direct sum X1 ⊕X2 in C . The category is said to be semisimple if every object is a direct sum of finitely many
simple objects.

The kernel, Ker( f ), of a morphism f : X → Y of an additive category C is a pair, (K ,k), where K is an object in
C and k : K → K is a morphism such that f k = 0 and for any other pair (K ′,k ′) satisfying k ′ : K ′ → X f k ′ = 0, there
exists a unique morphism ℓ : K ′ → K such that kℓ= k ′. The cokernel, Coker(f), of a morphism f : X → Y is a pair,
(C ,c), where C is an object and c : Y → C is a morphism such that c f = 0 and for any other pair (C ′,c ′) satisfying
this criteria, there exists a unique morphism ℓ : C →C ′ where ℓc = c ′. An abelian category C is an additive category
in which for every morphism ϕ : X → Y there exists a sequence

K
k→ X

i→ I
j→ Y

c→C

such that j i =ϕ, (K ,k) = Ker(ϕ), (C ,c) = Coker(ϕ), (I , i ) = Coker(k), and (I , j ) = Ker(c).
A fusion category, C , over C is a rigid, semisimple, C-linear, abelian category with only finitely many isomor-

phism classes of simple objects and the unit object 1 is simple [ENO05].
Given a monoidal category C , we can construct its additive envelope, A (C ), which has objects finite formal

sums X1 ⊕ ...⊕Xn of objects in C and morphisms defined in the following way: for every X1 ⊕ ...⊕Xm , Y1 ⊕ ...⊕Yn

in A (C ),

HomA (C )(X1 ⊕ ...⊕Xm ,Y1 ⊕ ...⊕Yn) =⊕i , j Hom(Xi ,Y j )

and composition of morphisms is given by matrix multiplication.
A monoidal subcategory of a monoidal category C is a monoidal category (D,⊗,α,1,λ,ρ) where D ⊂C is a full

unital subcategory closed under tensor product. For any object X ∈C , the monoidal subcategory generated by X is
the category with objects X ⊗n for all n ∈N and is denoted 〈X 〉.

Let (C ,⊗,α,1,λ,ρ) and (C ′,⊗′,α′,1′,λ′,ρ′) be two monoidal categories. A monoidal functor C → C ′ is a pair
(F, J ) where F : C → C ′ is a functor and JX ,Y : F (X )⊗′ F (Y ) → F (X ⊗Y ) is a natural isomorphism such that F (1) is
isomorphic to 1′ and that the following diagram commutes:
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(F (X )⊗′ F (Y ))⊗′ F (Z ) F (X )⊗′ (F (Y )⊗′ F (Z ))

F (X ⊗Y )⊗′ F (Z ) F (X )⊗′ F (Y ⊗Z )

F ((X ⊗Y )⊗Z ) F (X ⊗ (Y ⊗Z ))

α′
F (X ),F (Y ),F (Z )

JX ,Y ⊗′idF (Z ) idF (X )⊗′ JY ,Z

JX⊗Y ,Z JX ,Y ⊗Z

F (αX ,Y ,Z )

A monoidal functor F : C → C ′ is full if the induced map F̃ : Hom(X ,Y ) → Hom(F (X ),F (Y )) is surjective and is
faithful if F̃ is injective. We call F essentially surjective if for all objects Y in C ′ there is an object X in C where
F (X ) ∼= Y . The functor F is an equivalence if it is full, faithful, and essentially surjective. If further F is a monoidal
functor, we say F is a monoidal equivalence.

2.3 Planar Algebras

The data of the standard invariant of a subfactor can be equivalently viewed as a planar algebra, first defined by
Jones [Jon99]. When N and M are both the hyperfinite I I1 subfactor and N ⊆ M is finite depth, then the stan-
dard invariant, and thus its planar algebra, is a complete invariant of the subfactor [Pop94]. For a more detailed
introduction, see [Pet10].

A planar algebra is a collection of vector spaces with an action of a shaded planar operad. The shaded planar
operad has checkerboard shaded elements which look like:

• an outer square, D ,

• k ∈Z≥0 empty inner squares inside of D ,

• a possibly empty collection of nonintersecting strands between the squares such that every boundary has
the same number of strands on its top and bottom,

• a distinguished star on the outside of each square.

The below figure is an example of an element of the shaded planar operad.

(3)

Two shaded tangles are equal if they are isotopic. Planar tangles can be composed by insertion under the appro-
priate conditions. That is, if the shading and number of strands on the boundary agree when the stars match up,
we can compose two tangles. As there may be multiple squares in which the composition can be done, we label
the squares along with a subscript in the composition indicating which square to insert into. Below we give an
example:

2

1

◦1 =
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Notice that the star of each square in a tangle can be in an unshaded or shaded region. We say a square in
a tangle has type (k,+) (respectively (k,−)) if its star is in an unshaded (respectively shaded) region and it has k
strands on its top and bottom. For example, the top square in figure (3) has type (3,+) and the bottom square has
type (1,+). The outside square of the tangle has its type defined as done for 2-morphisms in the previous section.
So the tangle in figure (3) has type (1,+). Composition then is only defined when squares have the same type.

Let {Pk,±}k∈Z≥0 be a collection of vector spaces. Each tangle can be associated to a multilinear map between
these vector spaces. For example, the tangle, T , in figure (3) corresponds to a map ZT : P3,+⊗P1,+ →P1,+.

Let T be a tangle. Then denote DT as the collection of its inner boxes. Define ∂(D) to be the type of D ∈DT . A
planar algebra, P , is a collection of vector spaces {Pk,±}k∈Z≥0 together with multilinear maps ZT : ⊗D∈DT P∂(D) →
P∂(T ) satisfying

1. isotopic tangles produce the same maps,

2. the tangle with just straight strands and no boxes is the identity,

3. the composition of tangle diagrams corresponds to the composition of their multilinear maps.

Define a homomorphism θ : P → Q between planar algebras P and Q to be a family of linear maps, θn,± :
Pn,± → Qn,± that preserve shading and such that θ(ZT ( f )) = ZT (θ ◦ f ) for every tangle T . If each θn,± is bijective
then θ is said to be an isomorphism.

We define the vector space Pk,± of a planar algebra P to be its kth-box spaces. When considering the standard
invariant, we choose P1,+ = End(X ), P1,− = End(X ), P2,+ = End(X ⊗X ), P2,− = End(X ⊗X ) and so on.

2.3.1 The Temperley-Lieb Planar Algebra

The most popular example of a planar algebra is the Temperley-Lieb planar algebra, T L . This planar algebra was
introduced in 1971 [TL71] and then diagrammatically described by Kauffman [Kau87] in 1987.

The vector spaces, which we will denote denote T L k,±, consist of diagrams of non-intersecting strands with
k points on the bottom and top and the appropriate shading. Examples of elements in T L 3,+ were seen in figure
(1). We also have two elements

;+ = , and ;− =

in T L 0,+ and T L 0,− respectively.
The generators X and X of 1-morphisms are the same diagrammatic diagrams as the 2-morphisms idX and

idX , in T L 1,+ and T L 1,−, respectively. In fact, when P is a 1-morphism that satisfies P 2 = P , then idP = P . In
this case, we often abuse notation and call the 2-morphism idP , just P .

The planar operad action on the vector spaces in T L can be seen through diagrammatics. The figure below
corresponds to a linear map ZT : T L 3,+⊗T L 3,+ →T L 3,+. Then plugging in diagrams f and g from (1) into the
bottom and top squares respectively gives g ∈T L 3,+, just as shown in (2).

This tangle is called the multiplication tangle (of type (3,+)). Analogous tangles of all types give that vector spaces
in planar algebras can actually be viewed as algebras.

Each algebra T L k,± is generated (as an algebra) by a basis denoted idk,±,e1,±, ...,ek−1,±, where ei ,± has the
appropriate shading and is straight strands in all but the i and i +1 position, where there is a cup and cap. As an
example, g from figure (1) is the generator e1,+ for the algebra T L 3,+. The element idk,± is k straight strands with
the appropriate shading.

7



Another commonly used tangle is the (right) trace tangle (of type (k,±)), trR
k,±, for which we have drawn the

(2,−) trace tangle below.

Analogous tangles can be drawn for the left trace tangle, trL
k,±. We commonly say the trace tangle and denote tr

which means the right trace tangle of the appropriate type. Notice that plugging in any diagram from T L to the
trace tangle will result in a diagram in T L 0,± with no strands on the boundary. We call such a diagram a closed
diagram.

Two other commonly used tangles are given below.

and

The left-side is the the dual tangle (of type (2,−)). We denote the image of a diagram D under the tangle by D .
This tangle rotates a diagram by π. The right-hand side is the click tangle (of type (3,+))., denoted F , also referred
to as the Fourier transform. This tangle “clicks" the star clockwise to the next region, i.e., the star now lies between
the top two strands going to the top of the outer box. Analogous tangles of all types exist.

2.3.2 Subfactor Planar Algebras and Their Principal Graphs

A planar algebra, P , arising from a subfactor is called a subfactor planar algebra. These planar algebras satisfy a
few additional properties:

1. P is evaluable: The space of closed diagrams, P0,± is one-dimensional. (This means every closed diagram
evaluates to a number.)

2. P is spherical: the left and right traces of the 1-box spaces are equal (trR
1,± = trL

1,±).

3. P is positive definite: there exists an antilinear adjoint map on each box-space, ∗ : Pk,± → Pk,± which is
compatible with vertical reflection (reflection over a horizontal line) on planar tangles and the bilinear form
on Pk,± induced by the adjoint, 〈 f , g 〉 = tr( f ∗g ) is positive definite.

Subfactor planar algebras are a diagrammatic axiomatization of the standard invariant of a subfactor. Jones
[Jon99] proved that given a finite index subfactor, its standard invariant forms a subfactor planar algebra. Using
a different axiomatization of the standard invariant called λ-lattices, Popa [Pop95] proved that given a subfactor
planar algebra, P , there is a subfactor whose standard invariant forms P . This was then proved using the planar
algebra language by Guionnet, Jones, and Shlyakhtenko [GJS10].

Subfactor planar algebras encode the index of a subfactor. The value of a closed circle, δ> 0, satisfies that δ2 is
the index of the subfactor. The Temperley-Lieb planar algebra is indeed a subfactor planar algebra as long as δ≥ 2.
Any subfactor planar algebra of index greater than or equal to 4 contains a copy of Temperley-Lieb.

By considering a single object in a 2-category, we can arrive at a notion of an unshaded planar algebra and
unshaded subfactor planar algebras. These satisfy all the same properties as planar algebras and subfactor planar
algebras, however they are not axiomatizing a standard invariant of a subfactor.

An element, P , in any box-space of a subfactor planar algebra satisfying that P 2 = P∗ = P is a projection. From
a planar algebra P , we can create a create a 2-category, CP . This category is the additive envelope of the category
where

8



1. Objects are projections in all box spaces

2. A morphism in Hom(P,Q) where P and Q are two projections is any diagram in the planar algebra with
bottom boundary Q and top boundary P .

3. The tensor product is horizontal concatenation

4. The dual is rotation by π (or equivalently −π)

5. The unit objects are ;+ = and ;− = .

A projection is minimal if Hom(P,P ) is one-dimensional. As a consequence, using that P 2 = P , every element
of Hom(P,P ) is a multiple of idP = P . We say two projections, P and Q are isomorphic if and only if there exists an
f ∈ Hom(P,Q) (giving f ∗ ∈ Hom(Q,P )) such that f ∗ f = P and f f ∗ =Q. For any planar algebra, P , the simples of
CP are precisely the minimal projections of P . Further, CP is semisimple. This means that the tensor product of
any two objects can be decomposed as a direct sum of minimal projections.

In Temperley-Lieb, in each box space, T L k,±, there is a unique minimal projection, denoted f (k,±), called the
Jones-Wenzl projection. These projections satisfy that for all the multiplicative generators other than the identity,
ei ,±, f (k,±)ei ,± = ei ,± f (k,±) = 0. These projections have a recursive relation, called Wenzl’s relation [Wen87]:

f (k,±) ⊗X ± ∼= f (k+1,±) ⊕ f (k−1,±), where,

f (0,+) =;+ = , f (0,−) =;− = , f (1,+) = X = , and f (1,−) = X =

The nth quantum number is defined as

[n]q = qn −q−n

q −q−1 = qn−1 +qn−3 + ...+q−(n−3) +q−(n−1)

Then we can define q such that δ= [2]q = q +q−1. The Jones-Wenzl projections satisfy that tr( f (k,±)) = [k +1]q . In

particular, tr( f (1,±)) = tr(X ) = tr(X ) = [2]q = δ, and tr( f (0,±)) = tr(;+) = tr(;−) = [1]q = 1.
Through the category CP of a subfactor planar algebra, we can view another invariant of subfactors called the

principal and dual principal graphs. The principal graphs can be though of as a part of a “multiplication table"-like
graph that encodes the decomposition of simple objects when tensored by X or X .

Vertices of the principal graphs are isomorphism classes of minimal projections. To find the vertices connected
to a vertex labelled by a minimal projection, P , we do the following. By the semisimplicity of CP , P ⊗X ± is isomor-
phic to a direct sum of minimal projections:

P ⊗X ± ∼=⊕Q∈N (P )Q (4)

Where N (P ) is some finite set of minimal projections. Then N (P ) is the set of neighbors of P in the principal
graph. The number of edges connecting P and some Q ∈ N (P ) is the number of times Q appears in the summand
of (4). This means that if P and Q are minimal projections, there are dim(Hom(P ⊗ X ±,Q)) = dim(Hom(P,Q ⊗ X ±)
edges between P and Q. What this boils down to is that P ⊗ X ± is isomorphic to the direct sum of its neighbors in
the prinicipal graph.

For Temperley-Lieb, Wenzl’s relation gives that the principal graphs will be the A∞ Dynkin diagram:

f (0,+) =;+ f (1,+) = X f (2,+)

. . . and f (0,−) =;+ f (1,−) = X f (2,−)

. . .

This paper deals exclusively with index 4 subfactor planar algebras (which are necessarily of the hyperfinite
I I1 factor). In this case, Popa [Pop94] gives that the principal graphs are the simply-laced affine Dynkin diagrams.
Specifically, there are n of type Ã2n−1 for n ≥ 1, 1 of type Ã∞, 1 of type A∞ (Temperley-Lieb), n −2 of type D̃n for
n ≥ 4, and 1 each of Ẽ6, Ẽ7, and Ẽ8. For this index, the principal and dual principal graphs are always identical.
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To conclude, the decomposition of the planar algebra into minimal projections can be viewed as a Bratteli
diagram. This is an infinite graph, where row 0 starts at the top.

The vertices in row k will correspond to the minimal projections in the decomposition of X ⊗X ⊗ (k−1)... ⊗X ± (k
projections tensored together alternating between X and its dual). The labels of the vertices will correspond to the
number of times they appear in the decomposition.

The number of edges from the vertex corresponding to f (λ,±) in row k to the vertex corresponding to f (µ,±) in
row k +1 is Nλ,µ where f (λ,±) ⊗X ± ∼=⊕µNλ,µ f (µ).

We can make the Bratteli diagram for the Temperley-Lieb planar algebra (which we can also call the A∞ planar
algebra). Since the principal graph and dual principal graph are the same, we will drop the ±. Using Wenzl’s
relation we get the vertices and their labels:

Row 0: ;∼= f (0)

Row 1: X ∼= f (1)

Row 2: X ⊗X ∼= f (1) ⊗X ∼= f (0) ⊕ f (2)

Row 3: X ⊗X ⊗X ∼= f (1) ⊗ ( f (1) ⊗ f (1)) ∼= (;⊕ f (2))⊗X ∼= f (1) ⊕ f (1) ⊕ f (3)

Row 4: X ⊗X ⊗X ⊗X ∼= f (0) ⊕ f (0) ⊕ f (2) ⊕ f (2) ⊕ f (2) ⊕ f (4)

as well as that there will be exactly 1 edge between a vertex in row k and k +1 when the vertices differ by 1. This
gives that the first five rows of its Bratteli diagram will look like

1

1

2

1

2

1

3

1

1

From the Bratteli diagram, we get that the dimension of the kth box space, Pk,±, is the sum of the squares of the
kth row.

3 Necessary Relations for Affine A Finite Subfactor Planar Algebras

Our first goal is to find all diagrammatic presentations of subfactor planar algebras whose principal graph and
dual principal graph are Ã2n−1 for all n ∈N. Fix n ∈N and define P to be a subfactor planar algebra with principal

and dual principal graphs the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagram. Let CP be the 2-category created from P . Define X = ,

Y = , ;+ = , and ;− = . We indicate (n)... to denote n parallel strands, with color, shading and

orientation assumed from context.
Recall from the background discussion that the vertices of principal and dual principal graphs of a subfactor

planar algebra P correspond to equivalence classes of minimal projections in the category CP . For n ≥ 2, let P

have principal graphs with the following labelling:

Γ+ :
[;+]

[P1]

[Q1]

[P2]

[Q2]

[Pn−1]

[Qn−1]

[Pn]
. . .

. . .

, and Γ− :
[;−]

[P ′
1]

[Q ′
1]

[P ′
2]

[Q ′
2]

[P ′
n−1]

[Q ′
n−1]

[P ′
n]

. . .

. . .

(5)

and when n = 1, let P have principals graphs:
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Γ+ : [;+] [P1]2 and Γ− : [;+] [P ′
1]2 (6)

where each Pi ,P ′
i ,Q j ,Q ′

j for 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ n −1 are representative of their respective equivalence class and

the 2 above an edge indicates that there are two edges.
Let P be any representative for a minimal projection on a principal graph for some subfactor planar algebra

with index δ2. Let N (P ) denote all the neighbors of P in the principal graph. Then taking the trace of both sides of
the formula (4) gives:

δtr(P ) = ∑
Q∈N (P )

tr(Q) (7)

where δ> 0. We call (7) the trace formula.
By Perron-Frobenius, if Γ is a finite connected graph with vertex set ΓV , then there exists a function t : ΓV →

(0,∞) and a value d ∈ (0,∞) such that for every vertex v ∈ ΓV , d t (v) = ∑
w∈N (v) t (w). Furthermore, d and t are

unique up to multiplying t by a positive real number. For the trace formula, since tr(;) = 1, the value of d is
unique, so d = δ, and t must equal tr in order for d t (v) =∑

w∈N (v) t (w) to hold.

Lemma 3.1. P has index 4 and all minimal projections have trace 1.

Proof. All minimal projections have exactly two neighbors in their principal graph Γ+ or Γ−. Therefore, if the trace
of all the minimal projections are 1 and δ = 2, the trace formula holds. By Perron-Frobenius, these values are
unique, so P has index 4 and all minimal projections have trace 1.

Lemma 3.2. If P is a subfactor planar algebra with labelling of its principal and dual principal graphs given in (5)
with n ≥ 2, then there exists a unique representative of [P1], [Q1] in P1,+ and [P ′

1], [Q ′
1] in P1,−.

Proof. The proof will be identical for P1,+ and P1,−, so we will just prove the result for P1,+. First we prove unique-
ness. Suppose P †

1
∼= P ††

1
∼= P1 and P †

1 ,P ††
1 ∈P1,+. By the principal graph, ⊗X ∼= X ∼= P1 ⊕Q1. By definition of di-

rect sum, there exists morphisms in CP , ρ1 : P1⊕Q1 → P1, ρ2 : P1⊕Q1 →Q1, ι1 : P1 → P1⊕Q1, and ι2 : Q1 → P1⊕Q1,
satisfying ρ1ι1 = idP1 , ρ2ι2 = idQ1 , ρ2ι1 = ρ1ι2 = 0 and ι1ρ1 + ι2ρ2 = idP1⊕Q1 . By definition of isomorphism there
exists morphisms in CP , f : P1 ⊕Q1 → X , g : X → P1 ⊕Q1 such that f g = idX and g f = idP1⊕Q1 . Thus

f idP1⊕Q1 g = f g = idX = f ι1ρ1g + f ι2ρ2g (8)

Call the map R = f ι1ρ1g ∈ Hom(X , X ) and S = f ι2ρ2g ∈ Hom(X , X ), so we can rewrite (8) as idX = R + S. Since
P †

1 ∈P1,+ and is a projection, idX P †
1 idX = P †

1 ∈ Hom(X , X ). On the other hand, using that idX = R +S we get

P †
1 = (R +S)P †

1(R +S) = RP †
1R +RP †

1S +SP †
1R +SP †

1S (9)

S is a map that factors through Q1 and not P1 and as Q1 and P †
1 are nonisomorphic minimal projections RP †

1S =
SP †

1R = SP †
1S = 0. What’s left to compute is RP †

1R = f ι1ρ1g P †
1 f ι1ρ1g . Notice that ρ1g P †

1 f ι1 ∈ Hom(P1,P1) and

as this hom-space is one-dimensional, this gives that ρ1g P †
1 f ι1 = λP1 for some λ ∈ C. Equation (9) becomes

RP †
1R = λ( f ι1ρ1g ) = λR = P †

1 . We can deduce that λ is nonzero since P †
1 has nonzero trace. We can do the same

thing for P ††
1 and get that there exists a µ ∈ C\{0} such that µR = P ††

1 . Thus 1
λP †

1 = 1
µP ††

1 . P †
1 and P ††

1 have the

same trace, so 1
λ tr(P †

1) = 1
µ tr(P ††

1 ), giving that λ = µ and P †
1 = P ††

1 , proving uniqueness. A similar proof will show
uniqueness for the representative of [Q1] in P1,+.

Next, we prove existence. We claim that R is the correct choice for the unique representative [P1] in P1,+ and
S is the correct choice for the unique representative of [Q1] in P1,+. It easy to see that R2 = R. As R ∈ Hom(X , X ),
R ∈ P1,+. What’s left to show is that R ∼= P1. Defining h1 = ρ1g ∈ Hom(X ,P1) and k1 = f ι1 ∈ Hom(P1, X ) gives R ∼=
P1. So indeed R is the unique representative of [P1] in P1,+. A similar proof shows S is the unique representative
of [Q1] in P1,+.

Lemma 3.3. When n = 1, there exists R1,Q1 ∈P1,+ isomorphic to P1 and R ′
1,Q ′

1 ∈P1,− isomorphic to P ′
1 with R1Q1 =

Q1R1 = 0, R1Q1 =Q1R1 = 0, X = R1 +Q1, Y = R ′
1 +Q ′

1 and R1 = R ′
1 and Q1 =Q ′

1.
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Proof. When n = 1, the principal graph gives that X ∼= P1 ⊕P1. By definition of direct sum, this means that there
exists some R1,Q1 ∈ P1,+ with R1Q1 = Q1R1 = 0 and X = R1 +Q1. Taking the duals of R1 and Q1 we get R1Q1 =
Q1R1 = 0 and Y = R1 +Q1 and R1,Q1 ∈P1,−. Since R1 and Q1 are minimal projections isomorphic to P1 this gives
that R1 and Q1 are minimal projections. Since Y = R1 +Q1 we obtain that R1

∼=Q1
∼= P ′

1.

From now on, for n ≥ 2, choose P1 and Q1 to be the unique representatives of [P1] and [Q1] in P1,+ and let P ′
1,

Q ′
1 be the unique representatives of [P ′

1] and [Q ′
1] in P1,− respectively. For n = 1 choose P1 = R1, P ′

1 = R1, Q1, and

Q ′
1 =Q1 from Lemma 3.3. From Lemmas 3.3 and 3.2 , X = P1 +Q1 and Y = P ′

1 +Q ′
1. We already know when n = 1

that we can asssume P ′
1 = P 1 and Q ′

1 =Q1. We prove this result for n ≥ 2 by first finding bases for P1,+ and P1,−.

Lemma 3.4. For n ≥ 2, {P1,Q1} forms a basis of P1,+ and {P ′
1,Q ′

1} forms a basis of P1,−.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we will show {P1,Q1} forms a basis of P1,+. Recall from the background discus-
sion that the dimension of P1,+ is the sums of the squares in row 1 of the Brattelli diagram. Since X ∼= P1 ⊕Q1, the
dimension of P1,+ is 2.

What’s left to check is that P1 and Q1 are linearly independent. Since Q1 and P1 are nonisomorphic minimal
projections, neither Q1 or P1 are zero and P1Q1 =Q1P1 = 0, P 2

1 = P1, and Q2
1 =Q1. Therefore if there exists λ,µ ∈C

where λP1 +µQ1 = 0, multiplying by P1 gives λ= 0 and multiplying by Q1 gives µ= 0.

Lemma 3.5. Either P 1 = P ′
1 and Q1 =Q ′

1 or P 1 =Q ′
1 and Q1 = P ′

1.

Proof. The case n = 1 was done in Lemma 3.3. In Lemma 3.2 we found that P1 and Q1 satisfy X = P1 +Q1 and that

Y = P ′
1 +Q ′

1. By definition of projection, P 2
1 = P1 = P∗

1 . For any diagram A ∈P it is clear that A
2 = A2 and A

∗ = A∗,
thus

P 2
1 = P 1 = P

2
1 = P∗

1 = P
∗
1

which gives that P 1 ∈P1,− is a projection. Similarly, Q1 ∈P1,− is a projection.
Let R be any minimal projection. Clearly, f ∈ Hom(P1,R) if and only if f ∈ Hom(R,P 1), which gives that the

dimension of the hom-space from P 1 to itself is 1 and from P 1 to any nonisomorphic minimal projection is 0.
Thus, P 1 is a minimal projection in P1,−. By Lemma 3.2 this gives that P 1 = P ′

1 or P 1 = Q ′
1. Likewise, Q1 is a

minimal projection. The dimension of Hom(P 1,Q1) is 0 since Hom(P1,Q1) has dimension 0, so P 1 and Q1 are
nonisomorphic minimal projections. Therefore, either P 1 = P ′

1 and Q1 =Q ′
1 or P 1 =Q ′

1 and Q1 = P ′
1.

Due to the principal graph’s symmetry we can choose that P 1 = P ′
1 and Q1 =Q ′

1. Recall that in a planar algebra,
the dual of a diagram is rotation by π. For our diagrammatic descriptions of subfactor planar algebras with princi-
pal graph Ã2n−1, we will want to have diagrams P1, P ′

1, Q1, Q ′
1 such that P1,Q1 ∈ P1,+, P ′

1,Q ′
1 ∈ P1,−, and rotating

P1 and Q1 π gives P ′
1 and Q ′

1 respectively. We will introduce diagrammatic notation that aids the visualization of
this phenomena by denoting

P1 = ,Q1 = ,P ′
1 = P 1 = , and Q ′

1 =Q1 = . (10)

Lemma 3.6. For P we have the following:

(i) = P1 ⊗P 1, =Q1 ⊗Q1, = P 1 ⊗P1, and =Q1 ⊗Q1,

(ii) ∼=;+, ∼=;−, ∼=;+, and ∼=;−

Thus we can conclude P1 ⊗P 1
∼=;+ ∼=Q1 ⊗Q1

∼=;+ and P 1 ⊗P1
∼=;− ∼=Q1 ⊗Q1.

Proof. We will prove the first equality or isomorphism of each part. The rest will follow analogously. Define D to
be the lefthand side of the first equality of part (i). For part (i), using that the trace of P1 and P 1 are 1, we can see
that

〈D − (P1 ⊗P 1),D − (P1 ⊗P 1)〉 = tr
(
−D + (P1 ⊗P 1)

)
= 0

12



Since P is a subfactor planar algebra, the inner product <,> is positive-definite, which gives that D − (P1 ⊗P 1) = 0
and thus D = P1 ⊗P 1.

For part (ii), in the category CP , define f = , which is a morphism from ;− to P1 ⊗P 1. Clearly, f ∗ is then
. Multiplying these we get f f ∗ = D and f ∗ f =;+. Therefore D ∼=;+.

Using the previous lemma and its proof we can see that for any diagram T in the planar algebra, T ∗ is vertical
flip and star the inside of any box, then extend this definition anti-linearly and on diagrams.

Lemma 3.7. In P , tr(X ) = 2;+ and tr(Y ) = 2;−.

Proof. This follows immediately from taking the traces of the identities: X = P1 +Q1 and Y = P 1 +Q1.

Lemma 3.8. Let n ≥ 2. In P with principal graphs given by (5) we get:

(i) Pk
∼= P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗P1 ⊗ (k−2)... ⊗R1,

(ii) P ′
k
∼= P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗P 1

(k−2)... ⊗R1,

(iii) Qℓ
∼=Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (ℓ−2)... ⊗R2, and

(iv) Q ′
ℓ
∼=Q1 ⊗P1 ⊗Q1

(ℓ−2)... ⊗R2

for 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ ℓ≤ n −1 where R1 and R2 are either P1 or Q1, depending on the parity of n, and R1 ̸= R2.

Proof. Proving each part is nearly identical, so we will just prove (i). We will prove (i) by induction. When k = 1, the
claim is clear. By the principal graph, P1⊗Y ∼=;+⊕P2. In Lemma 3.2 we showed X = P1+Q1, so we get Y = P 1+Q1.
Then

P1 ⊗Y = P1 ⊗ (P 1 +Q1) = P1 ⊗P 1 +P1 ⊗Q1.

By Lemma 3.6 we know P1 ⊗P 1
∼=;+, which gives P1 ⊗Q1

∼= P2.
Next, assume the claim is true up to some 2 ≤ k ≤ n−1. When k is even, R1 =Q1, that is, Pk

∼= P1⊗Q1⊗(k−1)... ⊗Q1.
Then, by the principal graph, Pk ⊗X ∼= Pk−1 ⊕Pk+1. Since X = P1 +Q1, we get that

Pk ⊗X = Pk ⊗ (P1 +Q1) = Pk ⊗P1 +Pk ⊗Q1
∼= P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (k−1)... ⊗Q1 ⊗P1 +P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (k−1)... ⊗Q1 ⊗Q1

and again, from Lemma 3.6, we know Q1 ⊗Q1
∼= ;−, which gives P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (k−2)... ⊗P1

∼= Pk−1. Therefore, P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗
(k−1)... ⊗Q1 ⊗P1

∼= Pk+1, as desired.
When k is odd, R1 = P1, so Pk

∼= P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (k−1)... ⊗ P1. By the principal graph, Pk ⊗ Y ∼= Pk−1 ⊕ Pk+1. Since
Y = P 1 +Q1, we get

Pk ⊗Y ∼= Pk ⊗ (P 1 +Q1) = Pk ⊗P 1 +Pk ⊗Q1
∼= P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (k−1)... ⊗P1 ⊗P 1 +P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (k−1)... ⊗P1 ⊗Q1

As P1⊗P 1
∼=;+, we get P1⊗Q1⊗ (k−1)... ⊗P1⊗P 1

∼= P1⊗Q1⊗ (k−2)... ⊗Q1
∼= Pk−1, we get Pk+1

∼= P1⊗Q1⊗ (k−1)... ⊗P1⊗Q1.
Hence, we have the desired claim.

Lemma 3.9. Let n ≥ 2. In P with principal graphs given by (5) we get:

(i) Pn
∼=Qn−1 ⊗R2

(ii) P ′
n
∼=Qn−1 ⊗R2

where R2 is P1 or Q1, depending on the parity of n.

Proof. Both parts will be similar, so we just prove part (i). First assume n is even. So R2 = P 1. By the principal
graph, Qn−1 ⊗Y ∼=Qn−2 ⊕Pn . On the other hand, from Lemma 3.8 and the fact that Y = P 1 +Q1 we obtain,

Qn−1 ⊗Y ∼=Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗Q1 ⊗Y ∼=Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗Q1 ⊗P 1 +Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗Q1 ⊗Q1
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Since Q1 ⊗Q1
∼=;+, we have that

Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗Q1 ⊗Q1
∼=Q1 ⊗ (n−4)... ⊗P 1

∼=Qn−2

which gives then that Pn
∼=Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗Q1 ⊗P 1, as we wished.

When n is odd, R2 =Q1. The principal graph nows gives Qn−1 ⊗ X ∼=Qn−2 ⊕Pn . Similar to the even case, using
that X = P1 +Q1, we get

Qn−1 ⊗X ∼=Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗P 1 ⊗X ∼=Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗P 1 ⊗P1 +Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−3)... ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1.

Since P 1⊗P1
∼=;−, we get Q1⊗P 1⊗Q1⊗ (n−4)... ⊗Q1

∼=Qn−2 which then gives that Pn
∼=Q1⊗P 1⊗Q1⊗ (n−3)... ⊗P 1⊗Q1,

completing the proof.

We are now ready to prove the necessary relations for any subfactor planar algebra with principal graph Ã2n−1.
For diagrams U , U∗, V , and V ∗ we intend to indicate that the strands are alternating in color. A purple strand
indicates a strand of color blue or red. We also intend for these diagrams to have checkerboard shading. We shade
the regions that must be shaded and use a “checkerboard" to indicate a region that should have the appropriate
shading, which will depend on n.

Definition 3.1 (Elements in Affine A Subfactor Planar Algebras). We will show in the following theorem that the
Ã2n−1 subfactor planar algebras have elements

P1 = ,Q1 = ,U = U

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

,U∗ = U∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

,V = V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

,V ∗ = V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

. (11)

Definition 3.2 (The Relations of Affine A Finite Subfactor Planar Algebras). We will show in the following theorem
that the relations of the Ã2n−1 finite subfactor planar algebras are:

(i) (the bubble relations) = =;+, and = =;−

(ii) (strand decompositions) X = = + and Y = = + ,

(iii) (color disagreements) = = 0

(iv) (the saddle relations) = ⊗ = , = ⊗ = , = ⊗ = , and =

⊗ = ,

(v) (the unitary relations) UU∗ =
U

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

U∗

. . .
(n −1)

= ⊗ ⊗ (n−1)... ⊗ = . . .(n −1)
,
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U∗U =
U∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

U

. . .
(n −1)

= ⊗ ⊗ (n−1)... ⊗ = . . .(n −1)
,

V ∗V =
V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

V

. . .
(n −1)

= ⊗ ⊗ (n−1)... = . . .(n −1)
, and

V V ∗ =
V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

= ⊗ ⊗ (n−1)... ⊗ = . . .(n −1)
, and

(vi) (the click relations) for some nth root of unity σn , F (U ) =σnV ∗ =σnF−1(U ), and F (U∗) =V =σnF−1(U∗),

or diagrammatically, U

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −2)

=σn V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

=σn U

. . .
(n −2)

. . .
(n −1)

, and

U∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −2)

= V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

=σn U∗

. . .
(n −2)

. . .
(n −1)

.

We now show that the elements and relations defined above are necessarily elements and relations in an Ã2n−1

subfactor planar algebra.

Theorem 3.10. (Necessary relations for Ã2n−1). Fix n ∈N. If P is a subfactor planar algebra with principal graph
and dual principal graph Ã2n−1, then P has the elements from Definition (3.1) and relations from Definition (3.2).
Further, we get the equivalence classes of minimial projections are when n ≥ 2:

Γ+ :

[ ]
[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]
. . .

. . .

[
. . .(n −1)

]
[

. . .(n −1)
]

[
. . .(n −1)

]
and Γ−

[ ]
[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]
. . .

. . .

[
. . .(n −1)

]
[

. . .(n −1)
]

[
. . .(n −1)

]
(12)
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and when n = 1,

Γ+ :
[ ] [ ]

(2) and Γ−
[ ] [ ]

(2) (13)

Proof. By Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 we know that there exists elements P1 and Q1 in P that can be denoted P1 = and

Q1 = , X = P1 +Q1, and Y = P 1 +Q1, which gives relation (ii). Further by Lemma 3.1, we get relation (i). When

n ≥ 2, P1 and Q1 are nonisomorphic minimal projections so P1Q1 = Q1P1 = 0, which is also true for n = 1. This
gives relation (iii). Relation (iv) was given in part (i) of Lemma 3.6.

Before showing the existence of elements U , U∗, V , and V ∗, notice that Lemma 3.8 gave us the equivalence
classes of minimal projections shown in (12) for n ≥ 2. Choose the representatives of each of the minimal projec-
tions to be this choice. Thus Pn = P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗P1

(n−2)... ⊗R1, and P ′
n = P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗ (n−2)... ⊗R1 where R1 is either P1 or

Q1 depending on the parity of n. Define Qn =Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−2)... ⊗R2 and Q ′
n =Q1 ⊗P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (n−2)... ⊗R2 where R2

is either P1 or Q1 and R2 ̸= R1. Then notice that Lemma 3.9 gives that

Pn = . . .(n −1) ∼= . . .(n −1) =Qn and P ′
n = . . .(n −1) ∼= . . .(n −1) =Q ′

n

Therefore there exists morphisms U , U∗, W , and W ∗ in P such that U ∈ Hom(Qn ,Pn), U∗ ∈ Hom(Pn ,Qn),W ∈
Hom(Q ′

n ,P ′
n), and W ∗ ∈ Hom(P ′

n ,Q ′
n), such that UU∗ = idPn = Pn , U∗U = idQn = Qn , W W ∗ = idP ′

n
= P ′

n , and
W ∗W = idQ ′

n
=Q ′

n , where the second equalities of all of these is due to Pn , P ′
n (and thus Qn and Q ′

n) being projec-
tions. Diagrammatically, this means there are elements

U

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

, U∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

, W

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

, W ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

in P and further, they satisfy relation (v).
Next, note that F (U ) ∈ Hom(P ′

n ,Q ′
n), and since Q ′

n
∼= P ′

n , this hom-space is one-dimensional. Therefore there
is an α ∈ C such that F (U ) = αW ∗. Similarly, there exists a β ∈ C where F (W ∗) = βU . Taking F−1 of both sides
of each equation and moving the scalar the other side gives α−1U = F−1(W ∗) and β−1W ∗ = F−1(U ). Taking
the adjoint of both sides, which is vertically flipping and interchanging U and U∗ as well as W and W ∗, gives

F−1(U∗) = αW and F−1(W ) = βU∗. Applying the click again, we obtain F (W ) = α−1U∗ and F (U∗) = β
−1

W .
Since F (U ) =αW ∗, F 2(U ) =αF (W ∗) =αβU . Then because F 2n is the identity map, F 2n(U ) = (αβ)n(U ). So αβ
is an nth root of unity. Define σn =αβ V =βW , and V ∗ =βW ∗, and diagrammatically denote these as

V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

and V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −1)

Next we show that V and V ∗ satisfy the requirements of relation (iv). To do so, we first show that β=β−1. This
is true since, using sphericality, we can move the rightmost strand of tr(UU∗) to the left, which is equivalent to
tr(F−1(U )F (U∗)). Therefore,

tr(Qn) = tr(UU∗) = tr(F−1(U )F (U∗)) = tr(β−1W ∗β
−1

W ) =β−1β
−1

tr(W ∗W ) =β−1β−1tr(Q ′
n)

By relation (i), we get that tr(Q ′
n) = 1 = tr(Qn), and thus β−1β

−1 = 1. Hence, β−1 = β. By instead taking trace
of U∗U , we can do the same process as before and get α = α−1. Now we can see that V V ∗ = W W ∗ = P ′

n and
V ∗V =W ∗W =Q ′

n giving that relation (iv) is satisfied for V and V ∗ as well.
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Finally, we prove relation (v). Using the equalities found earlier we can see that

F (U ) =αW ∗ =αββ−1W ∗ =αβV ∗ =σnV ∗, and

F (U∗) =β−1
W =βW =V

which give the first equalities of each of the equations in relation (v). Further,

F (V ) =βF (W ) =βα−1U∗ =βαU∗ =σnU∗, and

F (V ∗) =β−1F (W ∗) =β−1βU =U

Taking F−1 of these last two equalities we get V =σnF−1(U∗) and V ∗ =F−1(U ). This completes showing relation
(vi) and hence the entire theorem.

Remark 3.1. We can always color a strand in its entirety by red or blue. Suppose a strand is colored more than one
color. Then look at where the colors switch. If the switch is between red and blue then use color disagreement to

make the diagram 0. If the switch is between black and red (or blue) then multiplying by = + (or the

opposite shading) then using the color disagreement gives we can color the entire portion of strand red. Doing this
process at every color change for every strand along with using strand decomposition to ensure there are no strictly
black strands will give a diagram whose strands are either all red or all blue in their entirety.

In Theorem 4.11 we will prove that the elements P1, Q1, U , U∗, V , and V ∗ actually generate the planar algebra
P . Next, we will know show that if we have these elements as generators and the relations from Theorem 3.10, we
obtain the planar algebra P .

4 Sufficient Relations for Affine A Finite Subfactor Planar Algebras

Theorem 4.1. (Sufficient relations for Ã2n−1) Fix n ∈N and an nth root of unityσn . Let P be the planar algebra with
generators P1, Q1, U , U∗, V , V ∗ from Definition 3.1 with relations (i) through (vi) given in Definition 3.2. Define
P1 and Q1 to be self-adjoint, U∗ to be the adjoint of U , and V ∗ to be the adjoint of V , then extend the * operation
anti-linearly and on diagrams. Then P is a subfactor planar algebra whose principal graph and dual principal
graph are the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagrams given in Theorem 3.10.

Throughout the rest of this section, P will refer to the planar algebra defined through generators and relations
given in the previous theorem. Fix n ∈ N and a root of unity σn . Before proving Theorem 4.1, we will prove a
collection of facts following from this generators and relations presentation. It is clear that for any diagram T , T ∗
is obtained by vertical flipping and taking adjoints of boxes.

Lemma 4.2. The adjoint is well-defined.

Proof. Relations (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) satisfy that taking their adjoint gives the same equality back clearly. For
relation (v), taking the adjoint of the UU∗ equality gives the U∗U equality and vice versa, taking the adjoint of
V V ∗ gives V ∗V and vice versa. Finally, for relation (vi), taking the adjoint of the first equality, F (U ) = σnV ∗ =
σnF−1(U ), gives F−1(U∗) = σ−1

n V = σ−1
n F (U∗). Multiplying this second set of equalities by a σn , we obtain the

second set of equalities in relation (vi). Taking the adjoint again we will arrive at the first set of equalities. Therefore,
the adjoint is well-defined.

The next step in proving Theorem 4.1 is to show the the 0-box space, P0 is one-dimensional. We do this in two
parts. First, we show P0 is at least one-dimensional by defining a surjection from P0 to C that sends ;+ and ;− to
1. Then, to show that P0 is at most one-dimensional, we give an evaluation algorithm for the 0-box space.

To define the function we use the fact that the strands in any diagram of a planar algebra partitions the square
picture into regions. From this fact we state the following remark. This comes from the theory of van Kampen
diagrams.

Remark 4.1. For any diagram in P there exists a unique function from the regions of the diagram to the dihedral
group Dn = 〈r,b|r 2 = b2 = (r b)n = 1〉 such that the region on the left-most boundary next to the star is assigned 1
and neighboring regions separated by a red (respectively blue) strand are assigned elements of the form x and xr
(respectively x and xb).
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We now define a surjection from P0 to C. Lemma 4.3 will show f is a well-defined surjection. It will then follow
that P0 is at least one-dimensional.

Define a function f : P0 →C by the following. By strand decomposition and color disagreement it suffices
to define f on diagrams where every strand is either red or blue in its entirety and then extend f linearly.
Let D ∈P0 be such a diagram.

1. If there are no U ,U∗,V , and V ∗-boxes, define f (D) = 1.

2. If there is a U , U∗, V , or V ∗ box, enumerate them all. Say U1, ...,Ua ,U∗
1 , ...,U∗

b ,V1, ...,Vc ,V ∗
1 , ...,V ∗

d .

3. Define a number, ℓJ
j , based on the following table where w J

j is the element of D that corresponds to

the region where J j ’s star lies.

When J =U or V , When J =U∗ or V ∗,

• if w J
j = (r b)m , then ℓJ

j = m, • if w J
j = (r b)m , then ℓJ

j =−m,

• if w J
j = b(r b)m , then ℓJ

j = m +1, • if w J
j = b(r b)m , then ℓJ

j =−(m +1)

• if w J
j = (br )m , then ℓJ

j =−m, and • if w J
j = (br )m , then ℓJ

j = m, and

• if w J
j = r (br )m , then ℓJ

j =−m. • if w J
j = r (br )m , then ℓJ

j = m.

4. Define ℓD =
(∑a

j=1ℓ
U
j +∑b

j=1ℓ
U∗
j

)
+

(∑c
j=1ℓ

V
j +∑d

j=1ℓ
V ∗
j

)
(mod n)

5. Define f (D) =σℓD

6. Extend f linearly to evaluate on all of P0.

There are some things to immediately note about this function that will be said without proof.

Remark 4.2. The number of U and U∗ boxes, as well as the number of V and V ∗ boxes, are equal. That is a = b and
c = d.

Remark 4.3. The table in step 4 gives a well-defined function from Dn to the integers.

Lemma 4.3. f is a well-defined surjection.

Proof. To show that f is well-defined we must show that f is invariant under the relations of P .
f is obviously invariant under the strand decomposition and color disagreements.
If D and D ′ are identical except in a local region where D looks like the left-hand side of a saddle relation and

D ′ has the right-hand side of the saddle relation, then its clear that the labellings of the regions by elements of Dn

will be identical. The same is true for the bubble relations. Thus f is invariant under these two relations.
Let D and D ′ are identical except in a local region D is UU∗ written as left-hand diagram in the unitary relations

and D ′ is the right-hand diagram with no boxes. First notice that the stars of U and U∗ lie in the same region. Their
associated ℓ-values will cancel. What’s left to check is that the regions outside of this local neighborhood are
identically labelled. Any regions to the top and bottom of this local region will be labelled the same since the top
and bottom boundary data is the same for both D and D ′, so f is invariant under this relation. Similar arguments
can be made for the rest of the unitary relations.

For the final relation, let D , D ′, and D ′′ be diagrams in P0, identical except in a local region D looks like the
left hand side of the first click relation F (U ), D ′ looks like V ∗, and D ′′ is F−1(U ). Again, we need to check that the
regions outside this neighborhood are labelled the same as well as that the ℓ-values coming from these boxes are
the same for D ′ and D ′′ and are one less than D .

The former statement is clear. The strands on the top and bottom of the diagrams are the same colors in all 3
neighborhoods. The right-most region will then also be the same label.
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Now consider the latter statement. Let x be the group element in the left-most region of the local neighbor-
hood. We break this into cases.

If x = (r b)m , then for D , xb = r (br )(m−1) Therefore, the ℓ-value of U in D be −m +1. For D ′, x = (r b)m is the
group element labelled the region of V ∗’s star, so the ℓ-value for V ∗ will be −m. For D ′, xr = r (br )m , which will
give U and ℓ-value of −m.

If x = b(r b)m , then for D , xb = b(r b)mb = (br )m , and the ℓ-value for U will be −m. For D ′, V ∗’s ℓ-value is
−m −1. For D ′′, xr = (br )m+1, so U has an ℓ-value of −m −1.

If x = (br )m , then for D , xb = b(r b)m , giving U an ℓ-value of m +1. For D ′, V ∗ has an ℓ-value of m. For D ′′,
xr = b(r b)m−1, which gives U an ℓ-value of m.

If x = r (br )m , then for D , the region of U ’s star is labelled xb = (r b)m+1, which gives U an ℓ-value of m +1. For
D ′, the ℓ-value of V ∗ is m. For D ′′, region of U ’s star is labelled xr = (r b)m , which gives U and ℓ-value of m.

Thus, in all these cases, when multiplying the D ′ and D ′′ by another value of σn , the resulting values of the
function for D , D ′, and D ′′ will be identical. A similar computation can be done for the second click relation.

Therefore f is invariant under the relations of P and is well-defined.

Corollary 4.4. P0 is at least one-dimensional.

Proof. f is a well-defined function. Further, f (;+) = 1, so f is a surjection. Therefore P0 is at least one-dimensional.

Next, we define an algorithm to evaluate any element in P0. In doing so, we show that P0 is at most one-
dimensional.

Evaluation Algorithm for P0:
By strand decomposition and color disagreement it suffices to define the algorithm on diagrams where
every strand is either red or blue in its entirety then extend linearly. Let D ∈P0 be such a diagram.

1. If D has no U , U∗, V , and V ∗ boxes, skip to step 10.

2. If there is a U , U∗, V , or V ∗-box, pick one of them and label it Wup.

3. Due to the checkerboard shading and the alternating colors of the strands, the strands of Wup can-
not have both its end on itself. Since D is in the 0-box space, all the strands of D cannot go to the
boundary, so for the left-most strand of the bottom of Wup must lie on another box. Label this box
Wdown.

4. Click Wdown so that the connected strand is the top leftmost strand. This may multiply the diagram
by some factor of σn as well as change the type of box. We will continue to call this box Wdown.

5. Isotope Wdown so that is is directly below Wup.

6. The strands adjacent to the connected strands of Wup and Wdown must be of the same color as well
as agree with shading. The strand adjacent on the right of the connected strand of Wdown must be
able to be isotoped so that with the strand right of the connected strand of Wup, the saddle relation
can be performed so that the ends of one of the strands lies on both Wup and Wdown.

7. Inductively repeat the process of connecting the strands adjacent on the right of the previous strand
of Wup until Wup and Wdown are connected by n adjacent strands.

8. The bottom n strands of Wup are now connected to the top n strands of Wdown so Wup and Wdown

must be adjoints of each other. Therefore we can use the unitary relations to rewrite D as a diagram
with two less boxes. Repeat steps 2-7 until we are left with 0 or 1 boxes.

9. If 1 box remains, its strands must connect to itself, so D = 0.

10. If 0 boxes remain, D is now a closed diagram consisting of only red or blue strands and is maybe
multiplied by a scalar. Starting with the innermost loop, repeatedly pop the loops using the bubble
relations. D will then evaluate to a multiple of ;+ or ;−.
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With the evaluation algorithm defined, now the following lemma and its corollary becomes instant.

Lemma 4.5. P0 is at most one-dimensional.

Corollary 4.6. P0 is one-dimensional.

Lemma 4.7. All of the diagrams in the saddle relations:

(i) P1 ⊗P ′
1,

(ii) Q1 ⊗Q ′
1,

(iii) P ′
1 ⊗P1, and

(iv) Q ′
1 ⊗Q1.

are minimal projections. Further, (i) and (ii) are isomorphic to ;+ and (iii) and (iv) are isomorphic to ;−.

Proof. We will just show P1 ⊗P ′
1 is a minimal projection. The rest of the items have nearly identical arguments. It

is clear that P1 ⊗P ′
1 is a projection. Let f ∈ Hom(P1 ⊗P ′

1,P1 ⊗P ′
1). If f ̸= 0, then using the evaluation algorithm to

reduce the number of boxes in f connected by a strand we can assume f can be written to be a collection of boxes
not connected to any other box and has no closed components. Thus the strands of all the boxes in f must go to
the top and bottom of the diagram, as f ̸= 0. However, there are only red strands on the boundary and all boxes for
have at least one blue strand. Thus f cannot contain a box.

Assume f has no boxes. Then it is clear the only options for f are scalar multiples of P1⊗P ′
1 or scalar multiples

of the cup/cap diagram on the left side of the saddle relation. Both of these will result in f being a scalar multiple
of itself, due to the saddle relations. Therefore the dimension of Hom(P1 ⊗P ′

1,P1 ⊗P ′
1) is at most 1. Since the trace

of P1 ⊗P ′
1 is 1, we get that the dimension of Hom(P1 ⊗P ′

1,P1 ⊗P ′
1) is 1, so P1 ⊗P ′

1 is a minimal projection.
We want to show that ;+ ∼= P1 ⊗P ′

1
∼= Q1 ⊗Q ′

1 and ;− ∼= P ′
1 ⊗P1

∼= Q ′
1 ⊗Q1. Since the dimension of P0,± is 1,

we know that both ;+ and ;− are minimal projections. By the saddle relations, P1 ⊗P ′
1, P ′

1 ⊗P1, Q1 ⊗Q ′
1, and

Q ′
1 ⊗Q1 are all factoring through either ;+ or ;−. Since all of these diagrams are nonzero, this gives the desired

isomorphisms.

Next we show that the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagram are the correct principal and dual principal graphs for this planar
algebra.

Lemma 4.8. The principal graphs of P0 are the graphs given in (12) for n ≥ 2 and (13) for n = 1.

Proof. Define Pk = P1⊗Q1⊗(k−1)... ⊗R1, P ′
k = P 1⊗Q1⊗(k−1)... ⊗R1, Qℓ =Q1⊗P 1⊗(ℓ−1)... ⊗R2, and Q ′

ℓ
=Q1⊗P1⊗(ℓ−1)... ⊗R2

for 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ ℓ≤ n −1, where R1,R2 ∈ {P1,Q1} and depend on n. Additionally, define P0 =;+ and P ′
0 =;−,

which were already shown to be minimal projections since P0,± is one-dimensional. As the adjoint distributes
over ⊗ and P1, P ′

1 = P 1, Q1, and Q ′
1 = Q1 are clearly projections, for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n −1 Pk , P ′

k , Qℓ, and
Q ′
ℓ

are projections.
To then show that these are in fact minimal projections, we want to show that for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n, 1 ≤ ℓ≤ n−1, the

dimensions of Hom(Pk ,Pk ), Hom(P ′
k ,P ′

k ), Hom(Qℓ,Qℓ), and Hom(Q ′
ℓ

,Q ′
ℓ

) are 1. Notice that taking the trace of all
these projections gives 1, so the dimension of these hom-spaces is greater than 0. We will just prove the dimension
of the hom-space of Pk is 1. The rest of the dimensions can be found nearly identically.

Fix k and some f ∈ Hom(Pk ,Pk ). Diagrammatically we have

f = f

. . .
(k −1)

. . .
(k −1)

If f has two U , U∗, V , and V ∗ boxes connected by a strand, we can use the method outlined in the evaluation
algorithm for P0 to write f with two less boxes. Thus it is sufficient to think of f as either having zero boxes, or
having a collection of boxes each not connected to each other. In the latter case, this means all the strands of these
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boxes must be connected to the boundary or themselves. If k < n, then the number of points on the boundary of
the f -box is less than 2n, so all the boxes inside of f would have to have some strands connecting to themselves,
which would make f = 0. If k = n then the number of points on the boundary of the f -box is 2n. If there is more
than one box inside of f then one of the boxes must have at least one strand connecting to itself, making f = 0. If
f has exactly one box, then since the strands of any box alternates in color and the top and bottom leftmost strand
on the boundary of f are both red, for all the strands of the box to connect to the boundary of f would require
some color disagreement, making f = 0. Therefore, for f to be nonzero, f must have zero U , U∗, V , and V ∗ boxes.

Assume f ̸= 0, which by the preceding paragraph means that f has zero boxes. The strands on the boundary of
f are alternating in color on the top and on the bottom, so f cannot have any caps or cups. Therefore, f must be
some straight strands along with some circles, which can be popped for a scalar, say λ ∈C. The only possibility for
f ̸= 0 with straight strands would mean the straight strands are Pk . Therefore f = λPk , giving that the dimension
of Hom(Pk ,Pk ) is 1.

Next we show that these are nonisomorphic minimal projections by showing that there are no nonzero mor-
phisms between any of these distinct projections. We break this into cases depending on if the projections start
with the same color strand. Define P0 =Q0 =;+ and P ′

0 =Q ′
0 =;−. Fix 0 ≤ k ≤ n and 0 ≤ ℓ≤ n −1.

Case 1: Suppose that f is a nonzero morphism between the Pk or P ′
k projection and the Qℓ or Q ′

ℓ
projection.

Notice that on the boundary of f , the top and bottom leftmost strands will be of different colors. Without loss
of generality, assume that f has no closed component. Using the method outline in the evaluation algorithm for
P0, write f as a diagram where all of the boxes are not connected to each other. If the strands of the boxes are
connected to themselves, then f = 0. So every boxes’ strands must connect to the boundary as f ̸= 0. The number
of strands on the boundary is k +ℓ. If k +ℓ < 2n then there are not enough points on the boundary for even one
box. As f ̸= 0, we then know f contains no boxes. If k +ℓ = 2n then k = ℓ = n. However, ℓ ≤ n −1, so this case
is eliminated. Now we are left with considering f with no boxes inside. However, since the leftmost stands are of
opposite colors and the colors on the top and bottom alternate, there is no such nonzero diagram f .

Case 2: Suppose that f is a nonzero morphism between two minimal projections starting with the same color
on the leftside. Without loss of generality, lets assume f is a morphism from Pk1 to Pk2 where k1,k2 ∈ {0, ...,n}.
Again, we only need to consider the case where f has no closed component and all of the strands of the boxes
connect to the boundary. The number of strands on the boundary is k1 +k2 which is strictly less than 2n unless
k1 = k2 which would imply the projections are equal. Thus all that is left to consider when f has no boxes. There
can be no caps or cups in f due to the alternating colors of the strands. Therefore, the only options is for f to be
alternating strands and again k1 = k2.

Naturally define Qn and Q ′
n . Using the same methods as before we can show Qn and Q ′

n are minimal projection
nonisomorphic to Pk , P ′

k , Qℓ, and Q ′
ℓ

for 0 ≤ k,ℓ≤ n −1. However, it is true that Qn
∼= Pn and Q ′

n
∼= P ′

n . To see this,
notice that U and V are morphisms between Qn and Pn and Q ′

n and P ′
n respectively. Since the trace of UU∗ and

V V ∗ are both nonzero, U and V are nonzero morphisms. Therefore there’s a nonzero morphism between minimal
projections giving that Qn

∼= Pn and Q ′
n
∼= P ′

n , as desired.
What is left to show is that these nonisomorphic minimal projections satisfy the fusion rules for the Ã2n−1

Dynkin diagram with labellings given by (5) or (6). First, let n ≥ 2 and define Qn = Qn−1 ⊗R3 where R3 ̸= R2 and
R3 ∈ {P1,Q1}, and define Q ′

n similarly. Using the strand decompositions, ;+⊗ X ∼= P1 ⊕Q1 and ;−⊗Y ∼= P 1 ⊕Q1.
Now we will show inductively that Pk ⊗R (where R is Y when k is odd and X when k is even) is isomorphic to
Pk−1 ⊕Pk+1 for 1 ≤ k ≤ n −1. Similar arguments will then show the necessary tensor decompositions for P ′

k , Qk ,
and Q ′

k .
For the base case, notice that P1⊗Y ∼= P1⊗(P ′

1⊕Q ′
1) ∼= (P1⊗P ′

1)⊕(P1⊗Q ′
1) ∼=;+⊕P2 using strand decomposition

and Lemma 4.7. Next assume Pk ⊗R ∼= Pk−1 ⊕Pk+1 up to some k < n −1. Then if n −1 is even,

Pn−1 ⊗X ∼= Pn−1 ⊗ (P1 +Q1) ∼= (Pn−1 ⊗P1)⊕ (Pn−1 ⊗Q1)

When n −1 is even, the rightmost strand of Pn−1 will be Q1. Therefore Pn−1 ⊗Q1
∼= Pn−2 and Pn−1 ⊗P1

∼= Pn . Thus
Pn−1 ⊗X ∼= Pn ⊕Pn−2. If n −1 is odd,

Pn−1 ⊗Y ∼= Pn−1 ⊗ (P 1 +Q1) ∼= (Pn−1 ⊗P 1)⊕ (Pn−1 ⊗Q1)

When n − 1 is odd, the rightmost strand of Pn−1 is P1 so Pn−1 ⊗P 1
∼= ;+ and Pn−1 ⊗Q1

∼= Pn . Therefore Pn−1
∼=

Pn−2 ⊕Pn , concluding our inductive proof.
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Next I show that Pn⊗R ∼= Pn−1⊕Qn−1. Following the method of the above paragraph gives Pn⊗R ∼= Pn−1⊕(Pn⊗S)
where S = P1 if n is even and S =Q1 when n is odd. Further, Pn

∼=Qn , so Pn ⊗S ∼=Qn ⊗S which will be isomorphic
to Qn−1 ⊗;+ or Qn−1 ⊗;− depending on the parity of n. Therefore Pn ⊗R ∼= Pn−1 ⊕Qn−1.

For n = 1, ;+⊗ X ∼= X = P1 +Q1 by definition of tensor and strand decomposition. Further, using that P1
∼=Q1

we get X ∼= P1⊕Q1
∼= P1⊕P1. Additionally, P1⊗Y ∼= P1⊗(P 1+Q1) by the strand decomposition, which is isomorphic

to P1 ⊗P 1 +P1 ⊗Q1
∼=;+⊕;+ by Lemma 4.7.

Similarly, for any n ∈N, one can show the necessary tensor decompositions for the dual principal graph which
concludes the lemma.

Lemma 4.9. P is spherical.

Proof. To show this lemma it suffices to prove that P1,+ = span{P1,Q1} and P1,− = {P 1,Q1}. The inclusion of
span{P1,Q1} into P1,+ is obvious. Let T be an element in P1,+. Then T is a linear combination of diagrams
from Hom(P1,P1), Hom(Q1,Q1), Hom(P1,Q1), and Hom(Q1,P1). Since P1 and Q1 are nonisomorphic minimal
projections we get that the only hom-spaces with nonzero dimension are Hom(P1,P1) and Hom(Q1,Q1). Further,
these hom-spaces are both one-dimensional. Therefore T is in span{P1,Q1}, so P1,+ = span{P1,Q1}. The proof of
P1,− is the same.

Lemma 4.10. P is positive definite.

Proof. In [MPS10] the authors give and explicit positive definite basis of each of the box spaces for any planar
algebra whose corresponding category of projections is semisimple. We can adapt this proof slightly to instead
give a positive definite basis of P2m,± which is now identified with the hom-space from ; to alternating tensor
products of X and X . The trees they create would also alternate on the boundary between X and X . Additionally,
in our case, X is not a minimal projection, however, they do not need this in their proof. The authors then show
in Theorem 4.18 that their defined tree diagrams with boundary labelled entirely by X give a positive orthogonal
basis for the space Hom(;, X ⊗k ), which corresponds to our vector spaces P2m,±. The only thing left to check is
that all of the minimal projections have positive trace. Indeed, tr(P1) = tr(Q1) = tr(P 1) = tr(Q1) = 1 and the rest of
the minimal projections are tensor products of these elements, so the minimal projections all have trace 1, so P is
positive definite.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. All of the work has already been done. From Lemma 4.5 we get that the space of closed
diagrams is one-dimensional. Lemma 4.9 gives that P is spherical and Lemma 4.8 gives that the principal graph
is the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagram as shown in Lemma 4.8. Finally, we get that P is positive definite from Lemma 4.10,
which completes the proof.

Now we can return to Theorem 3.10 and show that the elements listed are in fact generators so the Theorem is
a presentation of the planar algebra.

Theorem 4.11. The elements P1,Q1,U ,U∗,V , and V ∗ from Theorem 3.10 generate P .

Proof. From Theorem 4.1, we know P1,Q1,U ,U∗,V , and V ∗ generate P , a subfactor planar algebra with principal
graph Ã2n−1. Let Q be the subfactor planar algebra from Theorem 3.10. The elements P1,Q1,U ,U∗,V , and V ∗
will generate Q if for all k ∈ Z≥0, dim(Pk,±) = dim(Qk,±). Returning to the explicit positive definite basis for each
of the box spaces created in [MPS10], these bases rely solely on the principal graph and the traces of the minimal
projections. As these are equal in both P and Q, we get that dim(Pk,±) = dim(Qk,±) for all k ≥ 0. Thus P1, Q1, U ,
U∗, V , and V ∗ are generators of Q since they are generators of P .

5 Distinctness and Fulfillment of Presentations for Affine A Finite Subfactor
Planar Algebras

From the Theorems 4.1 and 4.11 we find that Theorem 3.10 with generators P1,Q1,U ,U∗,V , and V ∗ give n pre-
sentations of the subfactor planar algebra with principal graph Ã2n−1. It is then quite natural to ask if any of these
are isomorphic and if there are any presentations left to be found. Indeed, none of these are isomorphic and there
are no more, so we can prove the below theorem, which is a known result by Popa [Pop94]; however, our proof is
strictly using the planar algebra presentations.
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Theorem 5.1. There are exactly n nonisomorphic subfactor planar algebras with principal graph Ã2n−1.

First we will prove that none of the n presentations given are isomorphic.

Lemma 5.2. Let P and Q be planar algebras given by generators from Definition 3.1 and relations from Definition
3.2 , using nth roots of unity σ and σ̃ respectively. If σ ̸= σ̃ then P and Q are nonisomorphic.

Proof. When n = 1 there is only one 1th root of unity, so we can assume n ≥ 2. Call the boxes of P : U , U∗, V , and
V ∗ and the boxes of Q: Ũ , Ũ∗, Ṽ , and Ṽ ∗. Call the distinct minimal projections in P1,+ and Q1,+ P1, Q1, P̃1, and
Q̃1 respectively. For sake of contradiction let θ : P →Q be a planar algebra isomorphism. Then θ1,+ : P1,+ →Q1,+
is a bijective map.

A planar algebra isomorphism must preserve minimal projections so either θ1,+(P1) = P̃1 and θ1,+(Q1) = Q̃1 or
θ1,+(P1) = Q̃1 and θ1,+(Q1) = P̃1. From knowing θ1,+, we can completely determine θ1,−. Let T be the 1-click tangle
on the (1,+)-box space. Then θ1,−(ZT (P1)) = θ1,−(P 1) which is equivalent to ZT

(
θ1,+(P1)

)
.

A planar algebra isomorphism also preserves tensor product. Consider when θ1,+(P1) = P̃1. Since Hom(P1 ⊗
Q1 ⊗ (n−1)... ⊗R1,Q1 ⊗P 1 ⊗ (n−1)... ⊗R1) is one-dimensional, there exists a ρ1 ∈ C such that θ(U∗) = ρ1Ũ∗ and simi-
larly, there is a ρ2 ∈ C with θ(V ) = ρ2Ṽ . By definition of isomorphism, F (θ(U∗)) = F (ρ1Ũ∗) = ρ1F (Ũ∗) = ρ1Ṽ is
equivalent to θ(F (U∗)) = θ(V ) = ρ2Ṽ giving that ρ1 = ρ2. Since θ is an isomorphism and U∗ is a generator of a one-
dimensional hom-space, ρ1 ̸= 0. Again, using the definition of isomorphism, F−1(θ(U∗)) =F−1(ρ1Ũ∗) = ρ1σ̃

−1Ṽ
is equivalent to θ(F−1(U∗)) =σ−1θ(V ) =σ−1ρ1Ṽ . Therefore, σ̃−1 =σ−1, which is a contradiction.

Consider when θ1,+(P1) = Q̃1. Similar to case (ii), there exists ρ1,ρ2,ρ3, and ρ4 ∈ C− {0} where θ(U ) = ρ1Ũ∗,
θ(V ∗) = ρ2Ṽ , θ(U∗) = ρ3Ũ , and θ(V ) = ρ4Ṽ ∗. Using the click relations we get θ(F (U )) = θ(σV ∗) =σρ2Ṽ is equiva-
lent to F (θ(U )) =F (ρ1Ũ∗) = ρ1Ṽ , so σ= ρ1/ρ2. However, θ(F (V ∗)) = θ(U ) = ρ1Ũ∗ equals F (θ(V ∗)) =F (ρ2Ṽ ) =
ρ2σ̃Ũ∗ so σ̃= ρ1/ρ2, implying that σ̃=σ. Therefore if σ ̸= σ̃, P and Q are nonisomorphic.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. By Lemma 5.2, none of the n presentations found are isomorphic. Thus we have at least
n nonisomorphic subfactor planar algebras with principal graph Ã2n−1. By Theorems 3.10 and 4.11 if we have a
subfactor planar algebra with principal graph Ã2n−1 then it must have one of the presentations listed. Thus there
are exactly n nonisomorphic subfactor planar algerbas with principal graph Ã2n−1.

6 Necessary Relations for Affine A Finite Unshaded Planar Algebras

While the affine A principal graphs for subfactor planar algebras must have an even number of vertices on their
principal graph, we will see in this section that there is no such requirement for unshaded subfactor planar alge-
bras. However, we will also see that depending on the parity of the number of vertices, the number of nonisomor-
phic planar algebras will vary. Fix n ∈ N and define P to be a unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal
graph the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagram and let P ′ be a unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal graph the Ã2n

Dynkin diagram. The next goal is to find all diagrammatic presentations of these planar algebras. We find that
many of these results have similar proofs to the shaded case and thus will omit repetitive proofs as well as omit
proofs for P ′ that are essentially the same as P . Define

X = .

By Lemma 3.1 we already know P has index 4. The same proof shows that P ′ has index 4.
Vertices of a principal graph of an unshaded subfactor planar algebra P correspond to equivalence classes of

minimal projections in the category CP . Let P have the principal graph Ã2n−1 with the following labelling when
n ≥ 2

[;]

[P1]

[Q1]

[P2]

[Q2]

[Pn−1]

[Qn−1]

[Pn]
. . .

. . .

(14)

and when n = 1,
[;] [P1]2 (15)
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and let P ′ have principal graph Ã2n with the following labelling

[;]

[P1]

[Q1]

[P2]

[Q2]

[Pn−1]

[Qn−1]

[Pn]

[Qn]

. . .

. . .

(16)

where each Pi , 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and Q j , 1 ≤ j ≤ n, are representatives of their respective equivalence class. It should be
clear from context if we are referring to the projections in P or P ′.

By Lemma 3.1, the trace of all the minimal projections are 1 in P (and P ′) and by Lemma 3.2, for all but those
with principal graph Ã1, there is a unique representative of [P1] and [Q1] in P1 (respectively P ′

1), which we will call
P1 and Q1 and X = P1 +Q1. Further, Lemma 3.4 gives that {P1,Q1} form a basis of P1 (respectively P ′

1) for all but
the planar algebras with principal graph Ã1.

Lemma 6.1. For all unshaded subfactor planar algebras with affine A principal graphs, except Ã1, the distinct
minimal projections in the 1-box space, P1 and Q1 satisfy that either they are self-dual or are dual to each other.

Proof. Without loss of generality, consider P . Since {P1,Q1} form a basis of P1, there exists λ,µ,ν,ξ ∈ C so that
P 1 =λP1 +µQ1 and Q1 = νP1 +ξQ1. Using that P 2

1 = P1, Q2
1 =Q1, P1Q1 =Q1P1 = 0, and that these properties must

hold for their duals, we get that P 1 and Q1 are distinct minimal projections in the 1-box space. Thus either P 1 = P1

and Q1 =Q1 or P 1 =Q1 and Q1 = P1.

Lemma 6.2. For unshaded subfactor planar algebras with principal graph Ã1, there exists R1,Q1 ∈ P1 isomorphic
to P1 with R1Q1 =Q1R1 = 0 and X = R1 +Q1, where either R1 and Q1 are self-dual or dual to each other.

Proof. From the principal graph, X ∼= P1⊕P1 which gives that the dimension of P1 is 4. Further, P1 is an associative
algebra isomorphic to Hom(P1 ⊕P1,P1 ⊕P1). As P1 is minimal projection, this hom-space is isomorphic to M2(C).
The dual map of is an anti-involution of P . For any anti-involution of M2(C), there exists nonzero R1,Q1 in M2(C)
that are either fixed or swapped such that R2

1 = R1, Q2
1 =Q1, R1 +Q1 = I , and R1Q1 =Q1R1 = 0. As P1 is isomorphic

to M2(C) this implies that there exists elements in P1, abusing notation we will still call them R1 and Q1, such that
X ∼= R1 ⊕Q1, R1Q1 =Q1R1 = 0, R2

1 = R1, Q2
1 =Q1.

When n = 1 let P1 and Q1 refer to the elements R1 and Q1 in the previous , respectively.
For our diagrammatic descriptions of unshaded subfactor planar algebras with principal graph of type affine

A we will want to have diagrams P1 and Q1 so that either they are dual to each other (rotation by π changes a P1 to
a Q1 and vice versa) or self-dual (rotation by π of P1 is P1 and of Q1 is Q1). We will call the former case the arrow
case and denote

P1 = and Q1 = .

We will call the latter case the color case and denote

P1 = and Q1 = .

A consequence of Theorem 6.6 is that for the Ã2n planar algebra P ′ we cannot have the color case, whereas
both cases will exist for the Ã2n−1 planar algebra, P . However, we will continue forward assuming the possibility
for both cases for both P and P ′. Next we prove a collection of useful facts following from these decompositions
of X .

Lemma 6.3. For P and P ′ we have the following:

(i) If = + then: (ii) If = + then:

24



(a)
*
= and

*
= ,

(b) = and =

(c) ∼= ∼= ∼= ∼= ;

(d) = 1, = 1, and = 2

(a)
*
= and

*
=

(b) = and =

(c) ∼= ∼= ∼= ∼=;

(d) = 1, = 1, and = 2

Proof. As P1 and Q1 are minimal projections, P∗
1 = P1 and Q∗

1 = Q1, giving part (a) in both cases. For part (b), we
can essentially follow the inner product computation done in Lemma 3.6. For part (c) we follow a similar idea
to Lemma 3.6 by defining f to be the upper strand of the leftmost diagram of the isomorphism. Finally, part (d)
follows from taking the trace of X = P1 +Q1 and using that the trace of the minimal projections are 1.

From the previous lemma we get that a for any diagram T , its adjoint, T ∗, in the arrow case is vertically flip, reverse
the arrows, and star the inside of any boxes, then extend this definition anti-linearly and on diagrams. For the color
case, T ∗ is vertically flip and star the inside of any boxes.

The proof of the below lemma is nearly identical to the proofs of Lemma 3.8 and Lemma 3.9 and thus will be
omitted.

Lemma 6.4. (i) For P with n ≥ 2, using the labelling of the minimal projections in (14), we have that:

(a) in the arrow case, Pk
∼= P⊗k

1 , Qℓ
∼=Q⊗ℓ

1 , and P⊗n
1

∼=Q⊗n
1 , and

(b) in the color case, Pk
∼= P1 ⊗Q1 ⊗ (k−1)... ⊗R, Qℓ

∼=Q1 ⊗P1
(ℓ−1)... ⊗S where R,S are P1 or Q1 depending on the

parity of k and ℓ. Further, P1 ⊗Q1
(n−1)... ⊗R ∼=Q1 ⊗P1

(n−1)... ⊗S.

(ii) For P ′, using the labelling of the minimal projections in (16), we have that in the arrow case, Pk
∼= P⊗k

1 ,

Qℓ
∼=Q⊗ℓ

1 , P⊗(n+1)
1

∼=Q⊗n
1 , and P⊗n

1
∼=Q⊗(n+1)

1 .

The above tells us the principal graphs for Ã2n−1 and Ã2n . For Ã2n−1 in the arrow case we have principal graph

[;]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[
(n−1)...

]

[
(n−1)...

]

[
(n)...

]. . .

. . .

(17)

when n ≥ 2 and

[;]

[ ]
2 (18)

when n = 1. In the color case the principal graph will be

[;]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[
(n−2)...

]

[
(n−2)...

]

[
(n−1)...

]. . .

. . .

(19)

when n ≥ 2 and

[;]

[ ]
2 (20)
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when n = 1. For Ã2n the principal graph will be

[;]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[
(n−1)...

]

[
(n−1)...

]

[
(n)...

]

[
(n)...

]

. . .

. . .

(21)

for all n ∈N.
We are now ready to prove the necessary relations for any unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal

graph Ã2n−1. Later in 7.12 we will prove that the elements listed in Definitions 6.1 and 6.3 are indeed generators of
their respective planar algebra, P . For now, we want to find elements and relations for the planar algebras.

Definition 6.1 (Elements in Affine A Unshaded Subfactor Planar Algebras: The Arrow Case). We will show in the

following that when ∼= ⊕ , the Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebras have elements

P1 = , U

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

, and U∗

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

.

Definition 6.2 (The Relations of Affine A Finite Unshaded Subfactor Planar Algebras: The Arrow Case). We will

show in the following that when ∼= ⊕ the relations of the Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebras are:

(i) (bubble relations) = = 1

(ii) (strand decomposition) = +

(iii) (orientation disagreement) = 0 and = 0

(iv) (saddle relations) = and =

(v) (U unitary relations) UU∗ =
U

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

U∗

. . .
(n)

= . . .(n)
and U∗U =

U∗

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

U

. . .
(n)

= . . .(n)

(vi) (click relations) For some 2nth root of unity, ω2n :

F (U ) = U

. . .
(n-1)

. . .(n-1)

=ω2n U

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

and F (U∗) = U∗

. . .
(n-1)

. . .(n-1)

=ω2n U∗

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

.
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Definition 6.3 (Elements in Affine A Unshaded Subfactor Planar Algebras: The Color Case). We will show in the

following that when ∼= ⊕ , the Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebras have elements

P1 = ,Q1 = . V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .(n −1)

, and V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .(n −1)

where a purple strand indicates using the appropriate color when alternating between red and blue strands.

Definition 6.4 (The Relations of Affine A Finite Unshaded Subfactor Planar Algebras: The Color Case). We will

show in the following that when ∼= ⊕ the relations of the Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebras are given

below. Note that we use purple strands to indicate the strand is either red or blue, depending on parity in a way that
should be clear from context.

(i) (bubble relations) = = 1

(ii) (strand decomposition) = +

(iii) (color disagreement) = 0

(iv) (saddle relations) = and =

(v) (V unitary relations) V V ∗ =
V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .(n −1)

V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

= (n-1). . . and V ∗V =
V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .(n −1)

V

. . .
(n −1)

= (n −1). . .

(vi) (click relation) For some nth root of unity, τn :

F (V ) = V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .
(n −2)

= τn V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .(n −1)

= τn V

. . .
(n −2)

. . .(n −1)

= τnF−1(V ).

We show in the following that the elements and relations defined above are necessarily elements and relations
in an Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebra.

Theorem 6.5. (Necessary relations for Ã2n−1) Fix n ∈N. If P is an unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal
graph Ã2n−1, then one of two cases hold, which we call the arrow case and the color case.

1. In the arrow case, P has elements given in Definition 6.1 with relations given in Definition 6.2. Further, we get
the equivalence classes of minimal projections are for n ≥ 2 is (17) and for n = 1 is (18).
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2. In the color case, P has elements given in Definition 6.3 with relations given in Definition 6.4. Further, we get
the equivalence classes of minimal projections are for n ≥ 2, (19), and for n = 1, is (20).

Proof. By Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2, we know there are two cases of decomposing X : either

∼= ⊕ or ∼= ⊕ .

The bubble relations follows from all minimal projections having trace 1. The orientation/color disagreement is
true because P1 and Q1 are nonisomorphic minimal projections so P1Q1 =Q1P1 = 0. The strand decompositions
follow from the equality X = P1 +Q1, and saddle relations were proven in Lemma 6.3.

For convenience, let us distinguish the minimal projections in the arrow and color case, by reserving P1 and
Q1 to be the minimal projections in the 1-box space for the arrow case and P̃1, Q̃1 to be the minimal projections
in the 1-box space for the color case. Before proving the final two relations, notice that Lemma 6.4 gives us the
equivalence classes of minimal projections shown in each of the principal graphs shown in the statement of this .
By the same lemma, we have that in the arrow case

(n)... ∼= (n)... ,

and by the definition of isomorphic elements, there must exist morphisms, say U ∈ Hom
(
P⊗n

1 ,Q⊗n
1

)
and U∗ ∈

Hom
(
Q⊗n

1 ,P⊗n
1

)
such that UU∗ =Q⊗n

1 and U∗U = P⊗n
1 . Therefore there exists elements

U = U

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

and U∗ = U∗

. . .
(n)

. . .(n)

,

in P where UU∗ =Q⊗n
1 and U∗U = P⊗n

1 , which gives our U unitary relations.
For the final relation in the arrow case, notice that F (U ) ∈ Hom

(
P⊗n

1 ,Q⊗n
1

)
. However, as P⊗n

1
∼=Q⊗n

1 and these
elements are minimal projections, we get that dim

(
Hom

(
P⊗n

1 ,Q⊗n
1

))= 1. Thus, F (U ) =λU for some λ ∈C. Apply-
ing F 2n times we must circle back to U , so F 2n (U ) = λ2nU =U . So λ = ω2n , some 2nth root of unity. Noticing
that F∗ = F−1 gives that taking the star of F (U ) = λU with λ = ω2n is F−1(U∗) = ω−1

2nU∗. Applying F to both
sides gives U∗ =ω−1

2n F (U∗), which is the second click relation.
In the color case, there must exist morphisms, say W ∈ Hom

(
Q̃1 ⊗ P̃1

(n−1)... ⊗S, P̃1 ⊗Q̃1
(n−1)... ⊗R

)
along with W ∗ ∈

Hom
(
P̃1 ⊗Q̃1

(n−1)... ⊗R,Q̃1 ⊗ P̃1
(n−1)... ⊗S

)
, where R,S ∈ {P̃1,Q̃1}, R = P1 only if n is odd, and R ̸= S such that W ∗W =

Q̃1 ⊗ P̃1
(n−1)... ⊗ S and W W ∗ = P̃1 ⊗ Q̃1

(n−1)... ⊗R. Since Hom
(
Q̃1 ⊗ P̃1

(n−1)... ⊗S, P̃1 ⊗Q̃1
(n−1)... ⊗R

)
is one-dimensional,

there exists α,β ∈ C such that F (W ) = αW ∗ and F (W ∗) = βW . Taking F−1 of both sides and moving the scalar
over, we then get F−1(W ∗) = α−1W and F−1(W ) = β−1W ∗. On the other hand, taking the adjoint of both sides
of the equalities: F (W ) =αW ∗ and F (W ∗) =βW and noticing F (W )∗ =F−1(W ∗) and F (W ∗)∗ =F−1(W ) gives
that F−1(W ∗) =αW and F−1(W ) =βW ∗. Therefore, α−1 =α and β−1 =β.

We can further show that αβ = τn , some nth root of unity. Notice that F 2(W ) = (αβ)W and applying F 2 n
times we must circle back to W , so F 2n(W ) = (αβ)nW =W and αβ must be an nth root of unity.

Define the morphism V , shown below, by V = p
αW ∗, making V ∗ = p

αW =
p
α−1W , which is also shown

below

V = V

. . .
(n −1)

. . .(n −1)

and V ∗ = V ∗

. . .
(n −1)

. . .(n −1)

.

Thus V V ∗ = Q̃1 ⊗ P̃1
(n−1)... ⊗ S and V ∗V = P̃1 ⊗ Q̃1

(n−1)... ⊗R, giving relation (v). Further, for the nth root of unity
τn =αβ,

F (V ) =p
αβW =αβ

√
α−1W =αβV ∗ = τnV ∗, and τnF−1(V ) =βpαW =βα

√
α−1W =αβV ∗

proving relation (vi). Thus we have shown that P must have all of the given elements and relations.
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We will show in 7.12 that the elements P1, U , and U∗ from the preceding are indeed generators of P . Next we
tackle the Ã2n . The following is nearly identical to the arrow case of 6.5 so will be omitted.

Theorem 6.6. (Necessary relations for Ã2n). Fix n ∈N. If P ′ is an unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal
graph Ã2n , then P ′ has elements given in Definition 6.1 and relations given in Definition 6.2 except with U having
n +1 strands on the bottom and U∗ having n +1 strands on top. Further we get the equivalence classes of minimal
projections are given in (21).

From this, the following remark is immediate.

Remark 6.1. In P ′, we cannot have that P1 and Q1 are self-dual.

Remark 6.2. Just as in the shaded case, we can always oriented a strand in its entirety using strand decomposition
and orientation disagreement.

We will show in 7.12 that elements P1, U , and U∗ in the previous generate P ′.

7 Sufficient Relations for Affine A Finite Unshaded Planar Algebras: The Ar-
row Case

In this section we start with generators and relations for a planar algebra and prove that it generates an unshaded
subfactor planar algebra and further this planar algebra has an affine A principal graph. Depending on the choice
of root of unity and the number of strands around the generator boxes, these planar algebras could either have
Ã2n−1 or Ã2n Dynkin diagram as its principal graph.

Theorem 7.1. (Sufficient relations for Ã2n−1 and Ã2n : Arrow case) Fix n ∈ N and a 2nth root of unity ω2n (respec-
tively, a 2n +1 root of unity ω2n+1 for Ã2n). Let P be the planar algebra generated by P1, U , U∗ from Definition 6.1
with relations from Definition 6.2. Let P ′ be defined the same as P except with U having n+1 strands on the bottom
and U∗ having n+1 strands on top. Define P1 to be self-adjoint, U∗ to be the adjoint of U , and extend * anti-linearly
and on diagrams. Then P (respectively, P ′) is an unshaded subfactor planar algebra whose principal graph is the
Ã2n−1 (respectively, Ã2n) Dynkin diagram, given by, for n ≥ 2 by (17) and when n = 1 by (18) (respectively, (21) for
Ã2n .)

Fix n ∈N, a 2nth root of unity ω2n , and a 2n +1th root of unity ω2n+1. Sometimes we will use ω to mean either
ω2n orω2n+1 when the context is clear. Throughout the rest of this section, P and P ′ will refer to the planar algebra
defined through generators and relations given in the previous theorem . We will denote the k-th box spaces of P

and P ′ as Pk and P ′
k respectively. While dealing with the arrow case, define

Q1 = .

Before proving Theorem 7.1, we will prove some claims about P and P ′. Most of the proofs we will just prove
for P . Adapting the proofs for P ′ mostly involves adjusting some n to be n+1 but are otherwise identical. If there
is more work than that to adjust, we will include it.

As ∗ is defined to be extended anti-linearly and on diagrams, it is clear that for any diagram T in the planar
algebra, T ∗ is vertically flipping, reversing the arrows, and switching U and U∗. It is left to check that the * is
well-defined by checking it respects the defining relations of the planar algebra.

Lemma 7.2. The adjoint is well-defined.

Proof. From the preceding paragraph, ∗ respects the bubble relations, strand decomposition, orientation dis-
agreement, saddle relations, and the U unitary relation clearly. For the click relations, notice that taking the ad-
joint of the first relation gives F (U )∗ =F−1(U∗) =ω−1U∗. Then taking F of second equality gives U∗ =ω−1F (U ),
which gives the second click relation. Similarly, taking the adjoint of the second click relation will give the first click
relation.

As done for shaded planar algebras, we start by showing that the 0-box spaces are one-dimensional. Again, we
use a standard fact from the theory of van Kampen diagrams which we state in the following remark.
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Remark 7.1. For any diagram in P (respectively P ′) there exists a unique function from the regions of the diagram
to the cyclic group Z2n = 〈u|u2n = 1〉 (respectively Z2n+1) such that the region on the left-most boundary next to the
star is assigned 1 and neighboring regions are assigened elements from the group in the following way. If on the
left-side from the point of view of the arrow the region is labelled x, then the region on the right is labelled xu.

We first show P0 is at least one-dimensional by defining a surjection from P0 to C.

Define a function fU : P0 → C by the following algorithm. By strand decomposition and orientation dis-
agreement it suffices to define fU on diagrams where every strand is oriented in on direction in its entirety
and then extend fU linearly. Let D ∈P0 be such a diagram.

1. If there are no U and U∗s in D , define fU (D) = 1.

2. If there are U or U∗s in D , enumerate all of the U and U∗, say U1, ...,Ur , and U∗
1 , ...,U∗

s . (Note that
r = s but we do not need this fact.)

3. Define a number ℓJ
j based on the following table where w J

j is the element of Z2n that corresponds to

the region where J j ’s star lies.

When J =U When J =U∗,

• if w J
j = um , then ℓJ

j =−m, • if w J
j = um , then ℓJ

j = m

4. Define ℓD =
(∑s

j=1ℓ
U∗
j −∑r

i=1ℓ
U
i

)
(mod 2n).

5. Then define fU (D) =ωℓD

2n and extend fU linearly to define all of fU .

For P ′ use ω2n+1 and take the length mod 2n +1 instead. To show fU is well-defined we need to show that fU

does not depend on the path chosen and is invariant under the defining relations of the planar algebra.

Lemma 7.3. fU is well defined.

Proof. To show the lemma, we must prove fU respects the defining relations of P (or P ′). Without loss of gener-
ality, consider P . Let D and D ′ be two diagrams in P0 that are identical except in a local region.

Most of this proof is identical to the proof of Lemma 4.3. What’s left to check is the unitary relations and the
click relations.

Let D and D ′ be identical except in a local region D is the middle equality of the UU∗ relation (i.e., written
with two boxes) and D ′ is the right-hand side (written with no boxes). The top and bottom boundary data is the
same, so any region above or below the the local regions are labelled the same. Therefore the entire diagrams are
labelled identically. Further, in the local region of D , U and U∗’s ℓ-values cancel, giving that fU is invariant under
this unitary relation. The same argument works for U∗U .

Lastly, we check that fU is invariant under the click relations. We just check the first click relation. The other is
the same process. Let D have a local region that looks like the first diagram of the first click relation and D ′ have a
region that looks like U . It is clear that outside this region both D and D ′ are labelled identically.

Suppose the word at the left-side of the local region is x. The word associated to the U box in the local region
of D is xu−1. In D ′ the word associated to the region is x. Thus the ℓ-value associated to the box of D is one more
than of D ′. Thus, when multiplying D ′ by ω, we get the same value of f as D .

Hence we have shown that fU is invariant under the relations of P . This concludes showing that fU is well-
defined.

Corollary 7.4. P0 and P ′
0 are at least 1-dimensional.

Proof. We have well-defined functions from P0 to C and P ′
0 to C. These functions send ; to 1 and are linear.

Therefore, the maps are surjections, which implies that the 0-box spaces are at least one-dimensional.

Now I will show that P0 and P ′
0 are at most 1-dimensional, by defining an evaluation algorithm.
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Evaluation Algorithm for P0:
By strand decomposition and orientation disagreement it suffices to define the algorithm on diagrams
where every strand is oriented in one direction in its entirety then extend linearly. Let D ∈ P0 be such a
diagram.

1. If D has no U or U∗, skip to step 6. Now assume D has some U or U∗. Since D is nontrivial, this U
or U∗ cannot have a cap or cup. The diagram is closed, so the strands of U or U∗ cannot go to the
boundary of D . Due to orientation, the strands of U cannot connect to another U and similarly, the
strands of U∗ cannot connect to another U∗. Thus, if D has a U , the strands of U must connect to a
U∗ and if D has a U∗, the strands of U∗ must connect to a U . Thus we can assume D has both a U
and U∗ and all the strands of U connect to U∗s and the strands of U∗ all connect to U s.

2. Pick any U and U∗ connected by at least one strand. We will inductively increase the number of
strands connecting U and U∗. If U and U∗ are connected by only 1 strand, then use the click relation
to have U and U∗ connected by the top left strand of the left box is connected by the top right strand
of the right box. So your diagram is multiplied by some factor of ω2n .

3. For the strand of U adjacent to the connected strand, isotope the strand so that it lies next to the
strand of U∗ adjacent to the connected strand. Then use the saddle relation to make U and U∗
connected by at least 2 adjacent strands.

4. Inductively repeat the process until U and U∗ are connected by s < n adjacent strands. It is clear that
we can then repeat the process of step 4 and get U and U∗ connected by n adjacent strands.

5. Use the U and U∗ relation to reduce D to have one less U and U∗. Repeat steps 2-6 until no more U
and U∗ remain.

6. Now D is a closed diagram consisting of only oriented loops multiplied by some scalars. Starting with
an innermost loop, repeatedly pop the loops for a factor of 1 using that an oriented loop evaluates to
1. D will then evaluate to a multiple of ; and thus we can evaluate on all of P0.

The evaluation algorithm of P ′
0 is nearly identical, just exchanging ω2n with ω2n+1 and change appropriate ns

with n +1. With the evaluation algorithm the following lemma is immediate.

Lemma 7.5. P0 and P ′
0 are at most one-dimensional.

With the well-defined surjection, fU , the following corollary is immediate.

Corollary 7.6. P0 and P ′
0 are one-dimensional.

Lemma 7.7. In both P and P ′, P1 ⊗Q1
∼=; and Q1 ⊗P1

∼=;.

Proof. We prove the first isomorphism. The other can be found similarly. Define f = , making f ∗ = .
Then f f ∗ = P1 ⊗Q1 by the saddle relations and f ∗ f = 1 ·; by the bubble relations.

Lemma 7.8. For all 0 ≤ k ≤ n,

(i) in P , P⊗(2n−k)
1

∼=Q⊗k
1 , and

(ii) in P ′, P⊗(2n+1−k)
1

∼=Q⊗k
1 .

Proof. Both planar algebras will follow the same proof, so we just prove the lemma for P . Notice that P⊗n
1

∼=Q⊗n
1 ,

as we can let f = U and f ∗ = U∗, and by the defining relations f f ∗ ∼= Q⊗n
1 and f ∗ f ∼= P⊗n

1 . Let k ≥ 0. Tensor

n −k copies of P1 on the right of both sides of the isomorphism P⊗n
1

∼=Q⊗n
1 . The left-hand side is P⊗(2n−k)

1 and the

right-hand side, using Lemma 7.7, is Q⊗k
1 , which gives the desired isomorphism.

Lemma 7.9. The principal graph of P is (17) when n ≥ 2 and (18) when n = 1. The principal graph of P ′ is (21).
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we prove the result for P . Define Pk = P⊗k
1 for 1 ≤ k ≤ n and Qℓ = Q⊗ℓ

1 for
1 ≤ ℓ≤ n−1. First I show that for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n, dim(Hom(Pk ,Pk )) = 1 and for all 1 ≤ ℓ≤ n−1, dim(Hom(Qℓ,Qℓ)) = 1.
For any Pk , pick f ∈ Hom(Pk ,Pk ). Diagrammatically we have:

f

. . .
(k)

. . .(k)

.

Then isotope a string to be adjacent to an oppositely-oriented one and use the saddle relation in the following
manner:

f

. . .
(k −1)

. . .(k)

7→ f

. . .
(k −1)

. . .(k −1)

.

Continuing in this fashion we get tr( f )⊗Pk .
As we can evaluate any closed diagram by Lemma 7.6, we get that there exists some scalar λ ∈ C, such that

this diagram is equivalent to λPk . Thus dim(Hom(Pk ,Pk ) ≤ 1 for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Since tr(Pk ) = 1 this gives that
dim(Hom(Pk ,Pk )) = 1 for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n. A similar argument can be done to show dim(Hom(Qℓ,Qℓ)) = 1 for all
1 ≤ ℓ≤ n −1.

Next we want to show that Pk and Qℓ are projections for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n −1. Indeed, multiplication is
vertical stacking, so P 2

k = Pk for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n and Q2
ℓ
=Qℓ for all 1 ≤ ℓ≤ n −1 is clear. Recall that we define P∗

1 = P1

which gives that Q∗
1 = Q1. We then obtain that P∗

k = Pk and Q∗
ℓ
= Qℓ for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n −1 and these

elements are all projections. Using the previous paragraph, these projections will all be minimal.
Now we show that these projections are nonisomorphic by showing there are no nontrivial morphism between

any of two distinct minimal projections we have defined. We break this into cases dependent on the orientations
of the distinct projections.

Case 1: Suppose Pk and Qℓ (1 ≤ k ≤ n, 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n − 1) are two projections for distinct vertices and let X ∈
Hom(Qℓ,Pk ). Use the strand decomposition and orientation disagreement to rewrite X as a summand of mor-
phisms from Pk to Qℓ with all oriented strands and without loss of generality, no closed components. Let X ′ be
some such summand. Diagrammatrically we have:

X ′

. . .
(k)

. . .(ℓ)

. (22)

For X ′ suppose there are k1 U s and k2 U∗s. On the boundary of a U -box there are 2n sinks and on the boundary of
a U∗-box there are 2n sources. Let m be the number of strands in X ′, which means there are m total sinks either on
the boundary of X ′ or inside X ′ (and thus on a U -box) and m total sources (which must happen on a U∗-box). As
Pk has k sinks on the boundary of X ′ and Qℓ has ℓ sinks on the boundary of X ′, m = k+ℓ+2k1n = 2k2n. Therefore,
(k +ℓ) ≡ 0(mod 2n). However, 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ ℓ≤ n−1, which gives there is no solution and thus no nonzero X ′.
So dim(Hom(Qℓ,Pk )) = dim(Hom(Pk ,Qℓ)) = 0 for all 1 ≤ k ≤ n and 1 ≤ ℓ≤ n −1.

Case 2: Suppose Pk and Pℓ are two projections for distinct vertices and let 1 ≤ ℓ< k ≤ n. Let X ∈ Hom(Pℓ,Pk ).
Again, use the strand decomposition and that the 0-box space is 1-dimensional to rewrite X as a summand of
morphisms from Pk to Pℓ with all oriented strands and no closed components. Let X ′ be some such summand.
Diagrammatically we have the same as (22) except the orientation of the arrows at the top are reversed.

From Pk there are k sinks on the boundary of X ′ and from Pℓ there are ℓ sources on the boundary of X ′. Let
m be the number of strands in X ′, which is also the number of sources and sinks. Let X ′ have k1 U -boxes and k2

U∗-boxes. Then m = k + 2k1n = ℓ+ 2k2n, so k −ℓ ≡ 0( mod2n). As 1 ≤ ℓ < k ≤ n, we again get that there is no
solution and no nonzero X ′. Therefore, dim(Hom(Pk ,Pℓ)) = 0 for distinct k and ℓ from 1 to n.
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The next case is to show dim(Hom(Qk ,Qℓ)) = 0 for distinct k and ℓ from 1 to n −1. However, this argument is
nearly identical to Case 2, and thus is omitted.

The final case is to show dim(Hom(P,;)) = 0 for all P ∈ {Pk ,Qℓ : 1 ≤ k ≤ n,1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n − 1}. Without loss of
generality suppose P = Pk for some fixed k ∈ {1, ...,n} and let f ∈ Hom(;,Pk ). Suppose there are m strands in f ,
k1 U -boxes, and k2 U∗-boxes. Then m is the number of sinks in f which is 2nk1 and it also equals the number
of sources in f which is 2nk2 + k. Therefore k ≡ 0( mod2n). There is no such k such that this is true, and so
dim(Hom(Pk ,;)) = 0 as desired.

Therefore, dim(Hom(P,Q)) = 0 for all distinct minimal projections P,Q ∈ {Pk ,Qℓ : 1 ≤ k ≤ n,1 ≤ ℓ≤ n −1}. Thus
all our minimal projections defined are nonisomorphic.

Finally, what’s left to show the tensor decomposition. The first relation X ∼= ;⊗ X ∼= P1 ⊕Q1 is given by the
strand decomposition. Fix k ∈Nwhere 0 < k < n −1. Then using Lemma 7.7,

Pk ⊗X = P⊗k
1 ⊗X ∼= P⊗k

1 ⊗ (P1 ⊕Q1) ∼=
(
P⊗(k+1)

1

)
⊕

(
P⊗k

1 ⊗Q1

)∼= (
P⊗(k+1)

1

)
⊕

(
P⊗(k−1)

1

)
= Pk+1 ⊕Pk−1

Similarly, Qℓ⊗X ∼=Qℓ+1 ⊕Qℓ−1.
For the last vertex, using Lemma 7.8,

Pn ⊗X = P⊗n
1 ⊗X ∼= P⊗n

1 ⊗ (P1 ⊕Q1) ∼=
(
P⊗(n+1)

1

)
⊕ (

P⊗n
1 ⊗Q1

)∼= (
Q⊗n

1 ⊗P1
)⊕ (

P⊗(n−1)
1

)∼= (
Q⊗(n−1)

1

)
⊕

(
P⊗(n−1)

1

)
which equals Pn−1 ⊕Qn−1. So Ã2n−1 indeed is the principal graph representing the tensor decomposition.

Next, we need to show that our generators and relations are sufficient to ensure sphericality. However this
proof is essentially done in Lemma 4.9 so will be omitted.

Lemma 7.10. P and P ′ are spherical.

To conclude showing that P and P ′ are Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebra we have one final require-
ment; we need to show they are positive definite.

Lemma 7.11. P and P ′ are positive definite.

Proof. As done in Lemma 3.4 we use the explicit positive definite basis given in [MPS10]. The only thing left to
verify is that he minimal projections have positive trace. It is easy to see that all minimal projections have trace 1,
so both planar algebras are positive definite.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. All of the work has already been done. Fix an n ∈N. From Lemma 7.6, we get that the space
of closed diagrams is 1-dimensional. Lemma 7.10 gives that P is spherical and Lemma 7.9 gives that the principal
graph of P is the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagram. Finally, we get that P is positive definite from Lemma 7.11, which
completes the proof.

Theorem 7.12. The elements P1, U , and U∗ from Definition 6.1 generate P in the arrow case of Theorem 6.5. The
elements P1, U , and U∗ from Definition 6.1 except with U having n +1 strands on the bottom and U∗ have n +1
strands on top generate P ′ from Theorem 6.6.

Proof. Nearly identical to the proof of Theorem 4.11.

8 Sufficient Relations for Affine A Finite Unshaded Planar Algebras: The
Color Case

As done with the arrow case, we can find that the color relations given in Theorem 6.5 also are sufficient for defining
the Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebra. Recall that there is no Ã2n unshaded subfactor planar algebra.

Theorem 8.1. (Sufficient relations for Ã2n−1: Color case) Fix n ∈N and an nth root of unity τn . Let P be the planar
algebra generated by P1,Q1,V , and V ∗ from Definition 6.3 with relations from Definition 6.4. Define P1 and Q1 to be
self-adjoint, V ∗ to the be adjoint of V and extend * anti-linearly and on diagrams. Then P is an unshaded subfactor
planar algebra whose principal graph is given by (19) when n ≥ 2 and (20) when n = 1.
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Fix n ∈ N and an nth root of unity, τn . Throughout the rest of this section, P will denote the planar algebra
defined by generators and relations in the above theorem. Denote the k-th box space as Pk . Our strategy is similar
as in the arrow case. Before proving Theorem 8.1, we will prove some claims about P .

As the adjoint is defined to be extended anti-linearly and on diagrams, it is clear that for any diagram T ∈ P

that for any diagram T , T ∗ is obtained by vertically flipping and switching V and V ∗.

Lemma 8.2. The adjoint is well-defined.

Proof. From the preceding paragraph, * clearly respects the bubble relations, strand decomposition, color dis-
agreement, saddle relations, and the V unitary relations.

Before proving that the adjoint respect the click relation we show other equalities that must hold from the click
relation. For the click relation: F (V ) = τnV ∗ = τnF−1(V ), taking F−1 of the first equality gives V = τnF−1(V ∗)
and taking F of the second equality gives τnF (V ∗) = τnV . Then we can see that taking the adjoint of the click
relation gives F−1(V ∗) = τ−1

n V = τ−1
n F (V ∗) which is indeed true in the planar algebra. Thus the adjoint is well-

defined.

To tackle showing that dim(P0) = 1, we first show P0 is at least one-dimensional by defining a surjection from
P0 into C then show it is at most one-dimensional by giving an evaluation algorithm. Fortunately, our map is
nearly identical to the function f : P0 → C given in section 4. Recall that f never took into consideration the
shading of the diagrams. With this in mind, we define fV .

Define fV : P0 →C by plugging D ∈P0 into f but recording red strands as b and blue strands as r .

Lemma 8.3. fV is a well-defined function.

Proof. We need to verify that fV is invariant under the relations of P . The bubble relations, color disagreement,
saddle relations, and unitary relations follow the same reasoning as Lemma 4.3.

Finally, we check that fV respects the click relation. Let D , D ′, and D ′′ be identical closed diagrams except
locally D has a V ∗ where D ′ has a F−1(V ) and D ′′ has a F (V ). It is clear that the regions outside of this local
neighborhood will all have the same labellings.

Suppose the group element on the left-hand side of the neighborhood is x. We break this up into cases.
Case 1: Suppose x = (r b)m for m ∈ Z. Then the corresponding ℓ-value for the V ∗ in D will be −m. For D ′, the

region of V ’s star will be the group element xr = r (br )m , giving an ℓ-value of −m. In D ′′, the region will associated
to V will be labelled r (br )m−1 and thus the ℓ-value of V will be of −(m −1).

Case 2: Suppose x = (br )m . Then the corresponding ℓ-value for the V ∗ in D will be m. In D ′ the V -box’s star’s
region will now be labelled b(r b)m−1. So the V -box will have ℓ-value of m. Now consider the V -box in D ′′. The
region associated to the V ’s star will be labelled b(r b)m , so the corresponding ℓ-value will be m +1.

Case 3: Suppose x = r (br )m . Then the corresponding ℓ-value for D will be m. In D ′ the V -box’s star’s region
will be labelled (r b)m , giving an ℓ-value of m. For D ′′, the V -box’s star will be labelled (r b)m+1, giving an ℓ-value
of m +1.

Case 4: Suppose x = b(r b)m . For D the corresponding ℓ-value for V ∗ will be −(m +1). In D ′ the region is now
labelled (br )m+1, giving an ℓ-value of −(m+1). Now for D ′′ the region for V ’s star will be labelled (br )m , which will
give that V -box an ℓ-value of −m.

This concludes showing that fV is well-defined.

Lemma 8.4. P0 is at least one-dimensional.

Proof. By the preceding lemma, fV is well-defined. Further, fV (;) = 1 and is a linear map, fV is surjective. So P0

is at least 1-dimensional.

To show that P0 is at most one-dimensional, we can define an evaluation algorithm. Again, noticing that the
evaluation algorithm in the shaded planar algebra case did not depend on shading, we can just follow the steps of
the evaluation algorithm in section 4. That is:
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The Evaluation Algorithm for P0:
Follow the steps of the evaluation algorithm of the shaded planar algebra in section 4, ignoring any refer-
ence to U or U∗-boxes and shading.

Lemma 8.5. P0 is one-dimensional.

Proof. From Lemma 8.4, we know dim(P0) is at least one-dimensional. As we have an evaluation algorithm, we
get that every element D ∈P0 can be rewritten as a scalar multiple of ;, therefore, P0 is at most one-dimensional,
giving the result.

We want to then show that the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagram is the correct principal graph for this planar algebra.
However this result follows from a similar process to Lemmas 3.6 and 4.8 which gives:

Lemma 8.6. The principal graph of P is given by the Dynkin diagrams in the right-hand column of Theorem 6.5.

Following the proof of Lemma 4.9, we get

Lemma 8.7. P is spherical.

Lemma 8.8. P is positive definite.

Proof. This is nearly the same as the proof as Lemma 8.8. The only thing left to check is that the minimal projec-
tions have positive trace. However, we know every minimal projection has trace equal to 1, so P is indeed positive
definite.

Proof of Theorem 8.1. All of the work has already been done. Fix n ∈ N. From Lemma 8.5 we get that the space
of closed diagrams is 1-dimensional. Lemma 8.7 gives that P is spherical and Lemma 8.6 gives that the princi-
pal graph of P is the Ã2n−1 Dynkin diagram. Finally, we get that P is positive definite from Lemma 8.8, which
completes the proof.

Theorem 8.9. The elements P1,Q1,V , and V ∗ from Definition 6.3 generate P in the color case of Theorem 6.5.

Proof. Follow Theorem 4.11.

9 Distinctness and Fulfillment of Presentations for Affine A Finite Subfactor
Planar Algebras

The arrow case with generators , U , and U∗ with relations given in Theorem 6.5 give 2n presentations of Ã2n−1

unshaded subfactor planar algebras as ω2n is a 2nth root of unity. The color case with generators , , V , and V ∗

with relations given in Theorem 6.5 give an additional n presentations as τn is an nth root of unity. It is quite natural
to ask if any of these are isomorphic and if there are any more presentations left to be found. For convenience lets
call

P1 = ,Q1 = ,P ′
1 = , and Q ′

1 =

Theorem 9.1. There are exactly 3n nonisomorphic unshaded subfactor planar algebras with principal graph Ã2n−1.

First, we will prove that none of the arrow case presentations are isomorphic to the color case presentations.
Then we will prove that the 2n and n presentations in the respective presentations are distinct.

Lemma 9.2. Fix n ∈N. All of the 2n planar algebras given by presentations in the arrow case for Ã2n−1 are noniso-
morphic to each of the n planar algebras given by presentations in the color case for Ã2n−1.
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Proof. Let P be a presentation of an arrow case with chosen 2nth root of unityω2n for Ã2n−1 and Q be a presenta-
tion of the color case with chosen nth root of unity τn . Suppose for contradiction that there exists an isomorphism
θ : P → Q. Recalling the definition of planar algebra isomorphism, there exists a bijective map θ1 : P1 → Q1. A
planar algebra isomorphism preserves minimal projections so either θ1(P ′

1) = P1 and θ1(Q1) = Q ′
1 or θ1(P1) = Q ′

1
and θ(Q1) = P ′

1.
Let T be the click tangle in the 1-box space. Then ZT (θ1 (P1)) = θ1(P1) since in Q both P ′

1 and Q ′
1 are self-dual.

As θ1 is an isomorphism this is equal to θ1 (ZT (P1)) = θ1 (Q1). Therefore θ1 (P1) = θ1 (Q1), which is a contradiction.
Hence there is no isomorphism between P and Q.

Lemma 9.3. Fix n ∈N.

(i) Let P and Q be planar algebras given by generators from Definition 6.1 and relations from Definition 6.2
using 2nth roots of unity ω1 and ω2 respectively. If ω1 ̸=ω2 then P and Q are nonisomorphic.

(ii) Let P and Q be planar algebras given by generators from Definition 6.3 with relations from Definition 6.2
using nth roots of unity τ1 and τ2 respectively. If τ1 ̸= τ2 then P and Q are nonisomorphic.

Proof. For sake of contradiction let θ : P → Q be an isomorphism where P and Q are planar algebra with pre-
sentations given in the arrow case with chosen distinct 2nth roots of unity ω1 and ω2 respectively. Call the U -box
of P U and the U -box of Q U ′. Call the distinct minimal projections in the 1-box space of P and Q both P1 and
Q1. However, it should be clear from context which planar algebra these projections lie in. By definition of planar
algebra isomorphism, θ1 : P1 →Q1 is a bijective map between the 1-box spaces. As planar algebra isomorphisms
preserve minimal projections, either θ1(P1) = P1 and θ1(Q1) =Q1 or θ1(P1) =Q1 and θ1(Q1) = P1.

A planar algebra isomorphism also preserves the tensor product. So when θ1(P1) = P1, θ(U ) ∈ Hom
(
P⊗n

1 ,Q⊗n
1

)
.

Therefore θ(U ) is a multiple of U ′ in Q. When θ1(P1) =Q1, we get that θ(U ) is a multiple of U ′∗.
We then conclude that ω1 =ω2. In the case where θ1(P1) = P1 we get that there exists a λ ∈ C such that θ(U ) =

λU ′. Let T =F be the click tangle in the n-box space. Then ZT (θ(U )) = ZT (λU ′) = λZT (U ′) = λω2U ′ which is the
same as θ(ZT (U )) = θ(ω1U ) =ω1θ(U ) =ω1λU ′. This gives that ω1 =ω2, contradicting that ω1 and ω2 are distinct.
The same process gives a contradiction when θ1(P1) =Q1. Thus the claim follows for part (i).

By replacing P1 with P ′
1 and Q1 with Q ′

1, the claim is nearly identical for part (ii).

We can now conclude exactly how many such unshaded subfactor planar algebras there are. Recall that our
definition of these planar algebra have no shading, so this result is not in disagreement to the result of Popa in
[Pop94].

Proof of Theorem 9.1. By Lemma 9.2 none of the arrow cases are isomorphic to the color cases and by Lemma 9.3
the 2n presentations found in the arrow case and the n presentations found in the color case are distinct. Thus we
have at least 3n nonisomorphic unshaded subfactor planar algebras with principal graph Ã2n−1.

By Theorem 6.5 and Theorem 7.12 if we have another unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal graph
Ã2n−1 then it must have either the arrow case presentation or the color case presentation so there are no further
presentations. Thus there are exactly 3n nonisomorphic unshaded subfactor planar algebras with principal graph
Ã2n−1.

By following the proof with minor adjustments of Theorem 9.1 we get the following theorem.

Theorem 9.4. There are exactly 2n + 1 nonisomorphic unshaded subfactor planar algebras with principal graph
Ã2n .

10 Equivalence to Cyclic Pointed Fusion Categories

Adopt the notation given for the the arrow cases of the Ã2n and Ã2n−1 unshaded subfactor planar algebras. These
categories’ objects are tensor products of Q1 and P1. Since, for P , Q⊗(2n−1)

1
∼= P⊗n

1 ⊗Q⊗(n−1)
1

∼= P1, it is enough to
say that CP has objects generated by Q1 (and similarly for P ′). Let Cm,ζ be the corresponding category that when

m = 2n is P with principal graph Ã2n−1 and when m = 2n+1 is P ′ with principal graph Ã2n , with mth chosen root
of unity ζ. In this section, we dive further into tensor categories. For more details see [ENO05, EGNO15].
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Recall that a fusion category, C , over C, is a rigid, semisimple, C-linear, abelian category with only finitely
many isomorphism classes of simple objects, and the unit object 1 is simple. An object in a monoidal category,
C , is invertible if its evaluation and coevaluation maps are isomorphisms and a monoidal category C is pointed if
every simple object in C is invertible.

Example 10.1. Let G be a finite group and ω : G ×G ×G →C× be a 3-cocycle. That is, ω satisfies

ω(g1g2, g3, g4)ω(g1, g2, g3g4) =ω(g1, g2, g3)ω(g1, g2g3, g4)ω(g2, g3, g4)

for all g1, g2, g3, g4 ∈ G. Define VecωG as the category of finite-dimensional vector spaces over C graded by G with
associator defined byω. That is, the simple objects are vector spaces labeled by elements of G, Vg , (so there is only one
object in each isomorphism class) the tensor product is given by Vg ⊗Vh =Vg h , and the associativity isomorphism is
determined by

αVg ,Vh ,Vk =ω(g ,h,k)idVg hk : (Vg ⊗Vh)⊗Vk →Vg ⊗ (Vh ⊗Vk )

where g ,h,k ∈ G. Every pointed fusion category over C has the form VecωG for some finite group G and 3-cocycle ω
[ENO05].

A category is strict if the associator and both left and right unitors are the identity. For any nontrivial 3-cocycle
ω, VecωG is not strict. The Mac Lane Strictness Theorem [ML98] states that any monoidal category is monoidally
equivalent to a strict monoidal category, so we can find some strict monoidal category equivalent to VecωG . In fact,

for all m ∈N and associated roots of unity ζ, Cm,ζ can easily be seen to be a strict fusion category over C. The goal
of this section then is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 10.1. Cm,ζ is monoidally equivalent to Vecω
Zm

for some 3-cocycle ω.

Through the proof of this theorem we will see how in instead of a nontrivial associator,ω, of Vecω
Zm

, we have an
on-the-nose association, at the expense of more than one object in each isomorphism class of simples.

Czenky showed in [Cze24] that the pointed fusion categories for the cyclic group G =Zm have a nice classifica-

tion based on m roots of unity, which is denoted Vecζ
Zm

for chosen root of unity ζ. She then gives a diagrammatic

description of Vecζ
Zm

. Essentially, we prove Theorem 10.1 by finding a functor between Vecζ
Zm

and Cm,ζ which gives

an equivalence of categories. Note that the choice of ζ for Vecζ
Zm

and ζ for Cm,ζ is intentional as we will see that for

any mth root of unity ζ, Vecζ
Zm

to monoidally equivalent to Cm,ζ where now ζ indicates complex conjugation of ζ.
Fix m ∈Z and an mth root of unity ζ. For this ζ there is a 3-cocycle ωζ :Zm ×Zm ×Zm → C× defined by, for all

i , j ,k ∈Zm ,

ωζ(i , j ,k) = ζ i ( j+k−[ j+k])
m

where [·] indicates the value taken modulo m. Not only does every mth root of unity determine a 3-cocycleωζ, but

every 3-cocycle (modulo coboundaries) is of this form, so Vecζ
Zm

is defined to be Vec
ωζ
Zm

[Cze24]. In section 5 of the

same paper, Czenky shows that Vecζ
Zm

can be given the diagrammatic description

Objects: (k)... (k dots)

and Morphisms:

id1 = ,U =
. . .

(m −1) ,U ∗ = (m −1)
. . .

(23)

with Relations:

(i) U ∗U = . . .. . .
(m −1) = id0
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(ii) UU ∗ =

. . .

(m −1)

(m −1)

. . .

= (m)...

(iii)
. . .

(m −1) = ζ
. . .

(m −1)

with tensor given by horizontal concatenation and composition of morphisms is vertical stacking. In fact U , U ∗
form a generating set for the morphisms. When there is no confusion, we will call the object (k)... , k. Call this
diagrammatic category Dm,ζ. We show Dm,ζ is monoidally equivalent to the monoidal subcategory 〈Q1〉 of Cm,ζ
generated by Q1 whose additive envelope is equivalent to Cm,ζ.

We are going to map U and U ∗ by a functor to special diagrams in our planar algebra defined below:

Ũ = U

. . .. . .

, and Ũ∗ = U∗

. . .. . .

(24)

where these have m strands on the top or bottom respectively. Notice that could have equivalently defined P and
P ′ to have generators Q1, Ũ , and Ũ∗ instead of P1, U , and U∗. We will redefine our categories CP and CP ′ using
Ũ , Ũ∗, and Q1 as generating morphisms.

Define a functor A : Dm,ζ→〈Q1〉 on generating objects and morphisms by

7→Q1

7→

U 7→ Ũ

U ∗ 7→ Ũ∗

then extend linearly and monoidally on morphisms.

Recall from the background material that A will yield an equivalence of categories if it is full, faithful, and
essentially surjective. We begin by ensuring A is a well-defined functor.

Lemma 10.2. A is well-defined.

Proof. To show the lemma, we need to prove that A respects the defining relations of Dm,ζ. The left-hand side of
relation (i) for Dm,ζ, U ∗U maps by A to Ũ∗Ũ which equals tr(U∗U ) =;. As A (id0) =;, A respects relation (i). F

maps UU ∗ to ŨŨ∗. In between U and U∗ there are oppositely oriented strands. Using the saddle relations n (or
n +1, if m is even) times we obtain ŨŨ∗ =UU∗⊗Q1 ⊗ ...⊗Q1, which equals Q⊗m

1 . This is the image of id⊗m
1 , so F

respects relation (ii). The image of the left-hand side of relation (iii) is Q1⊗Ũ . This equals to ζ
−1

Q1⊗F−1(Ũ ). Then
on the left-side of the diagram, there are oppositely oriented strands. Using the saddle relation we get this is equal

to ζ
−1

Ũ ⊗Q1 = ζŨ ⊗Q1, which is the image of the right-hand side of relation (iii). Therefore Ã is a well-defined
functor.

Lemma 10.3. A is essentially surjective on objects.

Proof. As Q1 is the generating object in Cm,ζ and the image of the generating object in Dm,ζ, the proof is immediate.
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To show that A is full and faithful, we need to check that the induced map

Ã : HomDm,ζ (k,ℓ) → HomCm,ζ

(
Q⊗k

1 ,Q⊗ℓ
1

)
is bijective for all k,ℓ ∈Z≥0. Duality allows a diagram in HomDm,ζ (k,ℓ) to be turned into a diagram in HomDm,ζ (k +
ℓ,0). Furthermore the bending of the diagram is linear and bijective, so we can equivalently prove that the induced
map

Ã : HomDm,ζ (k,0) → HomCm,ζ

(
Q⊗k

1 ,;
)

is bijective for all k ∈N.
The hom-spaces HomDm,ζ (k,0) are one-dimensional for every k divisible by m and is zero otherwise [Cze24]. If

these are the dimensions of the hom-spaces HomCm,ζ

(
Q⊗k

1 ,;)
then we only need to show Ã is full.

Lemma 10.4. The dimension of HomCm,ζ

(
Q⊗k

1 ,;)
is 1 if k is divisible by m and is zero otherwise.

Proof. Without loss of generality, suppose m = 2n+1. The result when k = 0 was proven in Lemma 7.6. If 0 < k < n
then Q⊗k

1 is a minimal projection so the hom-space is zero-dimensional. Suppose n ≤ k < 2n. Lemma 7.8 gives

that Q⊗k
1

∼= P⊗(2n−k)
1 , which will be a minimal projection not isomorphic to ;, giving again that the hom-space is

zero-dimensional. If k ≥ 2n, use the isomorphism Q⊗(2n)
1

∼=; and the previous cases of k to get the result.

Lemma 10.5. A is full and faithful.

Proof. Consider the induced map Ã : HomDm,ζ (k,0) → HomCm,ζ

(
Q⊗k

1 ,;)
for any k ∈ Z≥0. By Lemma 10.4 we only

need to show that A is full. The dimension of both hom-spaces are zero when k is not divisible by m, so we only
need to consider when k is divisble by m. In this case, the hom-spaces are both one-dimensional, so it is enough
to check the image is nontrivial. Let k = 2nℓ for some ℓ ∈ Z≥0. When ℓ = 0, id0 maps to ;, which is nontrivial as
it has nonzero trace. When ℓ> 0 then U ⊗ℓ maps to Ũ⊗ℓ. Taking the inner product of Ũ⊗ℓ with itself is 1 and thus
the image is nontrivial.

Proof of Theorem 10.1. Dm,ζ is monoidally equivalent to 〈Q1〉 by Lemmas 10.2, 10.3, and 10.5. The additive enve-

lope of Dm,ζ is monoidally equivalent to Vecζ
Zm

and the additive envelope of 〈Q1〉 is Cm,ζ, giving the result.

11 Equivalence to a Representation Category of a Finite Subgroup of SU (2)

In a similar vein to the previous section, we show that our categories Cm,1 are equivalent to some diagrammatic
category associated to a finite subgroup of SU (2). Recall that SU (2) is the group of 2× 2 matrices with entries
in C of unitary matrices with determinant 1. The Temperley-Lieb planar algebra of index 4, T L , is equivalent
to the category of finite-dimensional representations of SU (2), Rep(SU (2)). Further, let V = C2 be the defining
representation of SU (2) and X a strand in T L . Then we get an isomorphism of the hom-space Hom(X ⊗k , X ⊗ℓ)
with the space of SU (2)-invariant homomorphisms HomSU (2)(V ⊗k ,V ⊗ℓ).

Finite subgroups of SU (2) were classified by Klein [Kle78]. McKay [McK80] showed that there is a one-to-
one correspondence between the finite subgroups of SU (2) and the simply-laced affine Dynkin diagrams. Fix a

primitive mth root of unity ζ. Let C ζ
m be the subgroup of SU (2) generated by the matrix(

ζ 0
0 ζ−1

)
.

Define 〈V 〉 to be theC-linear monoidal full subcategory generated by V . The representation categories of the finite
subgroups of SU (2) are not strict, but, as done with Temperley-Lieb, our goal is to find equivalent strict monoidal
categories with nice diagrammatics. To that end, we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 11.1. Cm,1 is monoidally equivalent to Rep(C ζ
m).
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We proceed similarly as in the previous section. Reynolds showed in [Rey23] that 〈V 〉 is monoidally equivalent
to the following diagrammatic category, which we will call Bm,ζ. It has the following diagrammatic presentation:

Objects: [k] = (k)... (k stars)

and Morphisms:

+

+
,

−

−
, − +

,
+ − ,

− +
,
+ −

,
+ + +

. . .
(m −1)

,
− − −. . .

(m −1) ,
+ + +

. . .

(m −1)
, and

− − −
. . .

(m −1) (25)

with composition of diagrams being vertical stacking and tensor product is horizontal concatenation. If a + and −
are matched anywhere, we obtain the 0 morphism and we have

Relations:

(i)
+ −

+

+
=

+

+ + −
,
− +

−

−
=

−

− + −

(iii) + − = 1, − + = 1

(v)
− − −. . .

(m −1)

−

−
=

−

−

− − −. . .
(m −1)

(vii)
+ + +

. . .
(m −1)

− − −. . .
(m −1) =

+ + + − − −. . . . . .

(viii)
− − −. . .

(m −1)

+ + +
. . .

(m −1) = − − − + + +
. . . . . .

(ii)
+ −

+

+
=

+

+

− +
, − + −

−
=

−

−

+ −

(iv) + + +
. . .

(m −1)

= 1 = − − −
. . .

(m −1)

(vi)
+ + +

. . .
(m −1)

+

+
=

+

+

+ + +
. . .

(m −1)

(ix)

+

+

−

−
=

+

+

−

−

,

−

−

+

+
=

−

−

+

+
We define a functor that will give the equivalence of categories in the following way. Recall the definition of Ũ

and Ũ∗ from (24). Define Ũ ′ and Ũ∗′
to be flipping Ũ and Ũ∗ over a horizontal axis, respectively.

Define a functor R : Bm,ζ→〈X 〉 on generating objects by 7→ X and generating morphisms by

+

+
7→

−

−
7→

− +
7→

+ − 7→
− +

7→
+ −

7→

+ + +
. . .

(m −1) 7→ Ũ∗′

− − −. . .
(m −1) 7→ Ũ∗

+ + +
. . .

(m −1)
7→ Ũ ′

− − −
. . .

(m −1) 7→ Ũ

then extend linearly and monoidally on morphisms.
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Lemma 11.2. R is a well-defined functor.

Proof. We need to check that R respects the defining relations. Using saddle relations we see that relations (i) and
(ii) are respected. Relation (iii) are the bubble relations. To see R respects relation (iv), notice that image of the
right-hand side is Q1⊗Ũ∗. The top left-most strand of Ũ∗ and Q1 have opposite orientation, so applying the saddle
relation, then the inverse of the click relation gives Ũ∗⊗Q1. The same idea applies to relation (v). Relation (vi) are
exactly the saddle relations. Relation (vii) is taking the trace of UU∗ and U∗U . For relation (viii), the image of the
left-hand side is Ũ ′⊗Ũ∗. The rightmost strand of Ũ ′ and the leftmost strand of Ũ∗ have opposite orientation. The
saddle relation then gives an equivalent diagram with a strand of Ũ ′ and Ũ∗ connected. Applying this n or n +1
times depending on the parity of m, we then can apply the U unitary relations to get the image of the lefthand side
of the relation. Relation (ix) is done the same way, so R is well-defined.

The next lemma is immediate as the two categories 〈V 〉 and 〈X 〉 each have one generating object and the image
of is X .

Lemma 11.3. R is essentially surjective on objects.

Corollary 3.6 of [Rey23] gives a basis of HomBm,ζ ([k], [ℓ]). Let ϵ and δ be two vectors with entries + or − in-
dicating the bottom and top boundary information of a morphism. Let |ϵ+| be the number of + labellings of ϵ
and similarly define |ϵ−|, |δ+|, and |δ−|. Define |ϵ| and |δ| to be the absolute value of the difference in labeling. In
Lemma 3.3, Reynolds proves that |ϵ| ∼= |δ|(mod m). Reynolds also proves that any two morphisms with the same
labelings are equivalent, so we can call this unique morphism dδ

ϵ . Then the collection of these morphisms over the
possible label sets form a basis of HomBm,ζ ([k], [ℓ]).

We can follow the same process as in [Rey23] by noticing that the + that appear in coordinates of δ correspond
to arrows pointing in the direction of + and in ϵ correspond to arrows pointing away from +. The vice versa is
true for −. Letting now |ϵ+| corresponding to the number of points on the bottom boundary being the sources,
|ϵ−| being the number of sources on the bottom boundary being the sinks, |δ+| being the number of points on the
top boundary that are sinks and |δ−| being the number of points on the top boundary being the sources, we also
have |ϵ| ≡ |δ|(mod m). Further, using the exact same reasoning as his Theorem 3.5, we can conclude that any two
diagrams with the same labellings (now labellings being “source" or “sink") are equivalent. It is also clear that this
unique morphism will be the image of R(dδ

ϵ ). Thus the set of R(dδ
ϵ ) where the length of ϵ is k and δ is ℓ form a

spanning set of Hom〈X 〉
(
X ⊗k , X ⊗ℓ).

Lemma 11.4. R is full and faithful.

Proof. As R(dδ
ϵ ) is a spanning set for Hom〈X 〉(X ⊗k , X ⊗ℓ), we know that R is full. Further, each R(dδ

ϵ ) can be split
in half horizontally by construction, i.e., R(dδ

ϵ ) can be written as the product of two morphisms say f g . Then
f ∗ f g g∗ is a product where all caps are multiplied by cups and all U multiplied by some U∗, which all evaluate to
1. So f ∗ f g g∗ can be seen to be a tensor product of P1 and Q1. The trace of this morphism is 1 so f g = R(dδ

ϵ ) is
nonzero. Further, if ϵ,ϵ′,δ,δ′ are labellings of boundary data and either ϵ ̸= ϵ′ or δ ̸= δ′ then R(dδ

ϵ ) and R(dδ′
ϵ′ ) live

in two different hom-spaces in the planar algebra, which is graded by the boundary data. Thus the collection of
R(dδ

ϵ ) where ϵ is boundary data of length k and δ is boundary data of length ℓ form a basis of Hom〈X 〉
(
X ⊗k , X ⊗ℓ).

Therefore R is faithful.

Proof of Theorem 11.1. 〈X 〉 is monoidally equivalent to Bm,ζ which in [Rey23] is shown to be monoidally equiva-
lent to 〈V 〉. Taking the Cauchy completion gives the result.

12 The Affine A Infinity Subfactor Planar Algebra

To conclude the affine A type planar algebra presentations, we consider those with the type Ã∞ Dynkin diagram.
Let P be a subfactor planar algebra with principal and dual principal graph the Ã∞ Dynkin diagram. Let CP be
the 2-category created from P . Define X , Y , ;+, and ;− as in section 3. With labels Pi ,P ′

i ,Qi , and Q ′
i denoting

representatives of equivalence classes for 1 ≤ i , the principal and dual principal graphs are:
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Γ+ :
[;+]

[P1]

[Q1]

[P2]

[Q2]

. . .

. . .

and Γ− :
[;−]

[P ′
1]

[Q ′
1]

[P ′
2]

[Q ′
2]

. . .

. . .

Infinite graphs may correspond to multiple indices so we will take that the corresponding subfactor planar
algebras has index 4 as a given.

Lemma 12.1. The trace of any minimal projection in CP is 1.

Proof. First we prove by induction that for all k ≥ 0, tr(Pk )+ tr(Qk ) = 2, where we define P0 = Q0 = ;+. The base
cases follow from tr(;+) = 1 and from the index being 4 since, tr(X ) = 2 = tr(P1)+ tr(Q1). Assume the claim is true
up to some k ∈ N. The principal graph gives that 2tr(Pk ) = tr(Pk−1)+ tr(Pk+1) and 2tr(Qk ) = tr(Qk−1)+ tr(Qk+1).
Adding these two equations together and using the inductive hypothesis gives tr(Pk+1)+ tr(Qk+1) = 2. Therefore,
for all k ≥ 0, tr(Pk )+ tr(Qk ) = 2. The same process shows the analogous result for the dual principal graph.

Now suppose that tr(P1) ̸= 1, which also implies tr(Q1) ̸= 1. Either P1 or Q1 will have trace less than one by the
preceding paragraph, so without loss of generality assume tr(P1) < 1. We then show that (tr(Pk ))k∈N is a strictly
decreasing sequence. By the principal graph, tr(P1) = 1+tr(P2)

2 . That is, tr(P1) is the arithmetic mean of 1 and tr(P2).
Since tr(P1) < 1, this means tr(P2) < tr(P1), as desired. Assume up to some k, tr(Pk+1) < tr(Pk ). The trace of Pk+1

is the arithmetic mean of the trace of Pk and the trace of Pk+2, so its value lies in between the two values. Since
tr(Pk+1) < tr(Pk ), this gives that tr(Pk+2) < tr(Pk+1). Thus (tr(Pk ))k∈N is a strictly decreasing sequence. As the graph
is infinite, this means there is some N ∈N where tr(PN ) < 0. However, since the inner product is positive definite
and PN is a minimal projection, we reach a contradiction. Therefore, tr(P1) = 1 and tr(Q1) = 1. By shifting the
starting term of the infinite sequence in the above argument, tr(Pk ) = tr(Qk ) = 1. The same argument applies for
the dual principal graph. Thus the trace of all minimal projections is 1.

Next, we can follow the same process as done for the Ã2n−1 subfactor planar algebras. As we can just ignore any
lemma or part of a proof involving isomorphism Pn

∼=Qn , these proofs are easier adaptations of the finite affine A
case and will thus be omitted. We then get the following theorems.

Theorem 12.2. (Necessary relations for Ã∞) If P is a subfactor planar algebra with principal and dual principal
graph the Ã∞ subfactor planar algebra then P has diagrammatic elements P1 and Q1 from Definition 3.1 with
relations (i) through (iv) of Definition 3.2. Further, we get the equivalence classes of minimal projections are:

Γ+

[ ]
[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]
. . .

. . .

and Γ−

[ ]
[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]
. . .

. . .

Theorem 12.3. (Sufficient relations for Ã∞) Let P be the planar algebra with generator P1 from Definition 3.1 with
relations (i) through (iv) given in Definition 3.2. Define P1 and Q1 to be self-adjoint, then extend the * operation anti-
linearly and on diagrams. Then P is a subfactor planar algebra whose principal graph an dual principal graph are
the Ã∞ ones given in Theorem 12.2.

Theorem 12.4. The elements P1 and Q1 from Theorem 12.2 generate the planar algebra P in that theorem.

The following theorem, which is a known result by Popa [Pop94], is then direct from the planar algebra presen-
tation.
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Theorem 12.5. There is exactly one subfactor planar algebra with principal graph Ã∞ up to isomorphism.

We now mimic the unshaded Ã2n−1 planar algebra section for unshaded Ã∞ planar algebras. From now on, let
P be an unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal graph the Ã∞ Dynkin diagram. Define

X = .

As before, we take it as fact that P has index 4. By Lemma 12.1 the trace of any minimal projection in CP is 1.
The proofs of the following theorems follow the exact formulation as the finite Ã case with less steps due to the

infinite graph. In particular, we know that there will be exactly one representative of P1 and Q1 in P1 and they will
either be dual to themselves or dual to each other.

Theorem 12.6. (Necessary relations for Ã∞, unshaded) If P is an unshaded subfactor planar algebra with principal
graph Ã∞ then one of two cases hold, which we call the arrow case and the color case.

1. In the arrow case, P has elements P1 given in Definition 6.1 with relations (i) through (iv) given in Definition
6.2. Further, we get the equivalence class of minimal projections are

[;]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

. . .

. . .

2. In the color case, P has elements P1 and Q1 given in Definition 6.3 with relations (iv) through (iv) given in
Definition 6.4. Further, we get the equivalence classes of minimal projections are

[;]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]

. . .

. . .

.

Theorem 12.7. (Sufficient relations for Ã∞, unshaded: Arrow case) Let P be the planar algebra generated by P1

from Definition 6.1 with relations from Definition 6.2. Define P1 to be self-adjoint and extend * anti-linearly and on
diagrams. The P is an unshaded subfactor planar algebra who principal graph is given in the arrow case of Theorem
12.6.

Theorem 12.8. The element P1 from Definition 6.1 generates the planar algebra P from Theorem 12.6 in the arrow
case.

Theorem 12.9. (Sufficient relations for Ã∞, unshaded: Color Case) Let P be the planar algebra generated by P1 and
Q1 from Definition 6.3 with relations (i) through (iv) from Definition 6.4. Define P1 and Q1 to be self-adjoint and
extend * anti-linearly and on diagrams. Then P is an unshaded subfactor planar algebra whose principal graph is
given in the color case of Theorem 12.6.

Theorem 12.10. The elements P1 and Q1 from Definition 6.3 generate the subfactor planar algebra P in the color
case of Theorem 12.6.

Theorem 12.11. There are exactly two nonisomorphic unshaded subfactor planar algebras with principal graph
Ã∞.

Remark 12.1. By Popa’s [Pop94] classification, there are additionally type D̃ and type Ẽ index 4 subfactor planar
algebras. Work forthcoming by the author will display similar presentations of these subfactor planar algebras. In
particular, this will complete the Kuperberg program for index 4 subfactors.
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