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Abstract

A laycle is the categorical analogue of a lazy cocycle. Twines (as introduced by Bruguieéres)
and strong twines (as introduced by the authors) are laycles satisfying some extra conditions.
If c is a braiding, the double braiding ¢? is always a twine; we prove that it is a strong twine
if and only if ¢ satisfies a sort of modified braid relation (we call such ¢ pseudosymmetric, as
any symmetric braiding satisfies this relation). It is known that symmetric Yetter-Drinfeld
categories are trivial; we prove that the Yetter-Drinfeld category g YD over a Hopf algebra
H is pseudosymmetric if and only if H is commutative and cocommutative. We introduce as
well the Hopf algebraic counterpart of pseudosymmetric braidings under the name pseudo-
triangular structures and prove that all quasitriangular structures on the 2"*!-dimensional
pointed Hopf algebras F(n) are pseudotriangular. We observe that a laycle on a monoidal
category induces a so-called pseudotwistor on every algebra in the category, and we ob-
tain some general results (and give some examples) concerning pseudotwistors, inspired by
properties of laycles and twines.
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Introduction

The notion of symmetric category is a classical concept in category theory. It consists of a
monoidal category C equipped with a family of natural isomorphisms cxy : X @Y =Y ® X
satisfying natural “bilinearity” conditions together with the symmetry relation cy x o cxy =
idxgy, for all X, Y € C. In 1985 Joyal and Street were led by natural considerations to drop this
symmetry condition from the axioms, thus arriving at the concept of braiding, which afterwards
became of central importance for the then emerging theory of quantum groups; for instance,
if (H, R) is a quasitriangular Hopf algebra as defined by Drinfeld, then the monoidal category
M of left H-modules acquires a braiding defined by R, which is symmetric if and only if R is
triangular, i.e. RopgnR=1® 1.

There exist many examples of symmetric braidings, as well as many examples of braidings
which are not symmetric. Although some of the most basic examples of monoidal categories (such
as the category of vector spaces) are symmetric, the symmetry condition is a rather restrictive
requirement, a claim which is probably best illustrated by the following result of Pareigis (cf.
[30]): if H is a Hopf algebra, then the Yetter-Drinfeld category p YD is symmetric if and only
if H is trivial (i.e. H = k). Thus, the most basic examples of braided categories arising in Hopf
algebra theory are virtually never symmetric.

It appears thus natural to look for braidings satisfying some generalized (or weakened) sym-
metry conditions. In a recent paper [15], Etingof and Gelaki proposed the concept of quasisym-
metric braiding, as being a braiding with the property that cy x o cxy = idxgy for all X,
Y simple objects in the category, and classified quasisymmetric braided categories of exponen-
tial growth, generalizing Deligne’s classification of symmetric categories of exponential growth.
On the other hand, at the Hopf algebraic level, Liu and Zhu proposed in [23] the concept of
almost-triangular Hopf algebra, as being a quasitriangular Hopf algebra (H, R) such that Ro1 R
is central in H ® H (obviously, this concept generalizes the one of triangular Hopf algebra, but
it is not clear whether it has a categorical counterpart).

The original aim of the present paper was to continue the study of some categorical concepts
recently introduced in [34], [5], [29] under the names pure-braided structure, twine and strong
twine. We recall from [5] that a twine on a monoidal category C is a family of natural isomor-
phisms Dxy : X ®Y — X ® Y in C satisfying a certain list of axioms chosen in such a way
that, if ¢ is a braiding on C, then the so-called double braiding ¢* defined by c§<7y =cCyx ocx)y
is a twine (by [29], the concept of twine is equivalent to the concept of pure-braided structure
introduced in [34]). Moreover, twines are related to the pure braid groups in the same way in
which braidings are related to the braid groups. A strong twine, as defined in [29], is also a
family of natural isomorphisms Dyy : X ® Y — X ® Y in C satisfying a list of (easier looking)
axioms, which imply the axioms of a twine. A double braiding ¢? is not always a strong twine,
so we were led naturally to ask for what kind of braidings c is ¢? a strong twine. The answer is
that this happens if and only if ¢ satisfies the following condition:

(ev.z ®idx) o (idy ® ¢;') o (exy ®idg) = (idz ® cxy) o (¢ x ®idy) o (idx @ cy,z)

for all X,Y,Z € C. This is a sort of modified braid relation, and it is obvious that if ¢ is
a symmetry then this condition becomes exactly the braid relation satisfied by any braiding;
thus, any symmetric braiding satisfies the above relation, so what we obtained is a generalized
symmetry condition. A braiding satisfying the above modified braid relation will be called
pseudosymmetric. It should be emphasized that, although we arrived at this concept in an
indirect way (via double braidings and strong twines), the pseudosymmetry relation does not
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depend on these concepts and could have been introduced directly. Anyway, this concept is
supported and further justified by our main result: if H is a Hopf algebra (with bijective
antipode) then the canonical braiding of the Yetter-Drinfeld category r YD is pseudosymmetric
if and only if H is commutative and cocommutative. In view of Pareigis’ result mentioned
above, this shows that pseudosymmetries are far more numerous than symmetries; and in the
opposite direction, it shows that not every braiding is pseudosymmetric (this was not so obvious
a priori). Note also that, incidentally, our theorem provides a characterization of commutative
and cocommutative Hopf algebras solely in terms of their Yetter-Drinfeld categories.

We introduce the Hopf algebraic counterpart of pseudosymmetric braidings, under the name
pseudotriangular structure, as being a quasitriangular structure R on a Hopf algebra H satis-
fying the modified quantum Yang-Baxter equation R12R§11R23 = R23R511R12 (from which it
is visible that triangular implies pseudotriangular) or equivalently the element F' = Ry R sat-
isfies the condition FioFb3 = Fb3Fio, which shows immediately that almost-triangular implies
pseudotriangular. We analyze in detail a class of quasitriangular Hopf algebras, namely the
2"*1_dimensional pointed Hopf algebras F(n) whose quasitriangular structures and cleft exten-
sions have been classified in [27] and [28]: we prove that all quasitriangular structures of E(n)
(which are in bijection with n x n matrices) are pseudotriangular, and the only almost-triangular
structures of F(n) are the triangular ones (which are in bijection with symmetric n x n matrices);
in particular, this shows that pseudotriangular does not imply almost-triangular.

Apart from leading us to consider a certain class of braidings (the pseudosymmetric ones),
the study of twines led us also to consider certain classes of pseudotwistors, as introduced in
[24]. In order to explain this, we need to introduce first some terminology. A basic object we
use all over the paper is a monoidal structure of the identity functor on a monoidal category
(for instance, this is part of the axioms for twines and strong twines). We needed to have a
name for such an object, and in order to choose it we relied on the fact that these objects are
the categorical analogues of lazy cocycles, a concept recently introduced in Hopf algebra theory
and studied in a series of papers ([1], [7], [8], [9], [10], [33]). Thus, we have chosen the name
laycle, as derived from lazy cocycle. These laycles have some properties similar to those of
lazy cocycles, for instance they act by conjugation on braidings and it is possible to define for
them an analogue of the Hopf lazy cohomology.

The concept of pseudotwistor (with particular cases called twistor and braided twistor) was
introduced in [24] as an abstract and axiomatic device for “twisting” the multiplication of an
algebra in a monoidal category in order to obtain a new algebra structure (on the same object).
More precisely, if (A, p,u) is an algebra in a monoidal category C, a pseudotwistor for A is a
morphism T: A® A — A® A in C, for which there exist two morphisms 77, Th: A® A ® A —
A® A® A in C, called the companions of T', satisfying a list of axioms ensuring that (A, poT, )
is also an algebra in C. Examples of pseudotwistors are abundant, cf. [24]. For instance, if ¢ is a
braiding on C, then 6347 4 is a pseudotwistor for every algebra A in C. Since a double braiding is
in particular a twine, this raises the natural question whether any twine induces a pseudotwistor
on every algebra in the category. It turns out that something more general holds, namely that
any laycle has this property. This seems to show that pseudotwistors are “local” versions of
laycles (in the same sense in which twisting maps are “local” versions of braidings, see [19] for
the meaning of these concepts and references), but this is not quite true, because for instance
a composition of laycles is a laycle while a composition of pseudotwistors is not in general a
pseudotwistor. We introduce thus the concept of strong pseudotwistor, as a better candidate
for being a local version of laycles (for instance, a composition of a strong pseudotwistor with
itself is again a strong pseudotwistor). We also introduce a sort of local version of twines, under



the name pure pseudotwistor, as being a pseudotwistor whose companions satisfy the condition
(Ty ®id) o (id @ T1) = (id ® T1) o (Tp ® id). Quite interestingly, it turns out that virtually all
the concrete examples of pseudotwistors we are aware of are pure.

What we discussed above are basically facts about pseudotwistors inspired by properties of
laycles and twines. In the last section of the paper we complete the picture of the interplay be-
tween laycles and twines, on the one hand, and pseudotwistors, on the other hand, by presenting
a result in the opposite direction. Namely, inspired by a result in [24] concerning pseudotwistors
and twisting maps, we prove that, if C is a monoidal category, T a laycle and d a braiding on
C related in a certain way, then the families deY =dxy o Tx,y and dg’(y =Ty x odxy are
also braidings on C. We prove also a sort of converse result, leading thus to a characterization
of generalized double braidings (i.e. twines of the type C,Y7 ¥ ocxy, with ¢, ¢ braidings).

1 Preliminaries

In this section we recall basic definitions and results and we fix notation to be used throughout
the paper. All algebras, linear spaces, etc, will be over a base field k; unadorned ® means ®y.
All monoidal categories are assumed to be strict, with unit denoted by I. For a Hopf algebra H
with comultiplication A we denote A(h) = hy ® hg, for all h € H. Unless otherwise stated, H
will denote a Hopf algebra with bijective antipode S. For terminology concerning Hopf algebras
and monoidal categories we refer to [21], [26].

A linear map 0 : H ® H — k is called a left 2-cocycle if it satisfies the condition

o(ay,by)o(agby, c) = o(by,c1)o(a, baca), (1.1)
for all a,b,c € H, and it is called a right 2-cocycle if it satisfies the condition
o(a1by, c)o(ag,by) = o(a,bici)o(be, ca). (1.2)

Given a linear map o : H @ H — k, define a product -, on H by h -, k' = o(hy, h))hahl,
for all h,h/ € H. Then -, is associative if and only if o is a left 2-cocycle. If we define -, by
h - h' = hihio(hg, hl), then -, is associative if and only if o is a right 2-cocycle. In any of the
two cases, o is normalized (i.e. o(1,h) = o(h,1) = e(h) for all h € H) if and only if 1y is the
unit for -,. If o is a normalized left (respectively right) 2-cocycle, we denote the algebra (H, -,)
by H (respectively H,). It is well-known that ,H (respectively H,) is a right (respectively
left) H-comodule algebra via the comultiplication A of H. If o : H ® H — k is normalized and
convolution invertible, then o is a left 2-cocycle if and only if o~ is a right 2-cocycle.

If v : H — k is linear, normalized (i.e. 7(1) = 1) and convolution invertible, define

D'(y):H® H =k, D'(v)(h,h) =~y(h1)y(h})v ' (hahb), ¥ h,h € H.

Then D'(v) is a normalized and convolution invertible left 2-cocycle.

We recall from [1] some facts about lazy cocycles and lazy cohomology. The set Reg'(H)
(respectively Reg?(H)) consisting of normalized and convolution invertible linear maps v : H —
k (respectively o0 : H® H — k), is a group with respect to the convolution product. An element
v € Reg'(H) is called lazy if y(hy)ha = hi7y(ho), for all h € H. The set of lazy elements of
Reg!'(H), denoted by Reg} (H), is a central subgroup of Reg'(H). An element o € Reg?(H) is
called lazy if

o(h1, W) holly = hih,o(ha, By), ¥ h,K € H. (1.3)
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The set of lazy elements of Reg?(H), denoted by Reg?(H), is a subgroup of Reg*(H). We
denote by Z2(H) the set of left 2-cocycles on H and by Z?(H) the set Z2(H) N Reg?(H) of
normalized and convolution invertible lazy 2-cocycles. If o € Z%(H ), then the algebras ,H and
H, coincide and will be denoted by H(o); moreover, H(o) is an H-bicomodule algebra via A.

It is well-known that in general the set Z2(H) of left 2-cocycles is not closed under con-
volution. Ome of the main features of lazy 2-cocycles is that the set Z?(H) is closed under
convolution, and that the convolution inverse of an element o € Z%(H ) is again a lazy 2-cocycle,
SO Z% (H) is a group under convolution. In particular, a lazy 2-cocycle is also a right 2-cocycle.

Consider now the map D' : Reg!(H) — Reg?(H), D'(v)(h,h') = ~v(h1)y(h})y = (hahb), for
all h,h/ € H. Then, by [1], the map D! induces a group morphism Reg} (H) — Z3(H), with
image contained in the centre of Z?(H); denote by B?(H) this central subgroup D!(Reg} (H))
of Z2(H) (its elements are called lazy 2-coboundaries). Then define the second lazy coho-
mology group H?(H) = Z%(H)/B%(H).

Dually, an invertible element 7' € H ® H is called a lazy twist if

(e®id)(T)=1= (id®e)(T),
(dA)T)(1eT)=(Axid)(T)(T ®1),
A(R)T =TA(h), VYheH.

As a consequence of these axioms we also have (1 ® T)(id @ A)(T) = (T ® 1)(A ® id)(T"). One

can define the analogues of Z%(H), B?(H) and H7(H) with lazy twists instead of lazy cocycles;
these will be denoted respectively by Z2,.(H), Bip(H) and H2.(H).

Remark 1.1 If C is a monoidal category and Txy : X ® Y — X ® Y s a family of natural
isomorphisms in C, the naturality of T implies (for all X,Y,Z € C):

(Txy ®idz) o Txgy,z = Txgy,z o (Txy Qidyz), (1.4)
(idX ® TY,Z) o TX,Y@Z = TX,Y@Z o (ZdX & Tyz). (1.5)

Definition 1.2 ([21)]) LetC = (C,®,I) and D = (D, ®,I) be monoidal categories. A monoidal
functor from C to D is a triple (F, ¢, p2) where F : C — D is a functor, g is an isomorphism
inD from I to F(I) and p2(U, V) : F(U)QF (V) — F(URV) is a family of natural isomorphisms
in D indexed by all couples (U, V') of objects in C such that, for all U,V,W € C:

P2(U@ VW) o (p2(U, V) @idpayy)) = @2(U,V@W)o (idpwy @ @2V, W)),
@2(1,U) o (o ®idpary) = idp),
2(U, 1) o (idpy @ o) = idp-

Definition 1.3 (J20/) Let C be a monoidal category. A braiding on C consists of a family of
natural isomorphisms cxy : X @Y =Y ® X in C such that, for all X,Y,Z € C:

cxyez = (idy ® cx z) o (ex,y ®idy),
cxay,z = (cx,z ®idy) o (idx @ cy,z). (1.7

As consequences of the axioms we also have cx 1 = cr.x = idx and the braid relation

(cy,z ®idx) o (idy ® cx,z) o (ex,y ®idz)
= (idz ® cxy) o (cx,z ®idy) o (idx @ cy,z). (1.8)

If moreover c satisfies cy,x o cxy = idxgy, for all X,Y € C, then c is called a symmetry.
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Definition 1.4 ([12]) Let H be a Hopf algebra. An invertible element R € H ® H s called a
quasitriangular structure for H if

(A ® id)(R) = Ri3Ro3,
(id & A)(R) = Ri3R19,
(e®id)(R) = (id®e)(R) =1,

A“P(WR = RA(h), YV he H.

If moreover R satisfies RotR = 1 ® 1, then R is called triangular. If R is a quasitriangular
(respectively triangular) structure for H, then the monoidal category gM of left H-modules
becomes braided (respectively symmetric), with braiding given by cpyyn : M @ N — N ®@ M,
eun(m®@n)=R?-n® R -m, for all M,N € yM, me M, n € N.

Definition 1.5 ([3]|/) Let C be a monoidal category. A pure-braided structure on C consists
of two families of natural isomorphisms Ayyvw : UQV W — U®V @ W and Byyw :
UVW UV W inC such that (for all U,V,W, X € C):

Avgvw,x = Avyvew,x o (idy @ Av,w,x), (1.9)
Avvwex = (Auyw ®idx) o Auvew.x, (1.10)
Bugv.w.x = (idy ® By.w.x) © Buvew.x, (1.11)
Buyvwex = Buyvew,x o (Buyw ® idx), (1.12)
(Apvw ®idx) o (idy @ Byw,x) = (idu ® Byw.x) o (Avvw ® idx), (1.13)
Avrv = Buryv. (1.14)

A category equipped with a pure-braided structure is called a pure-braided category.

Definition 1.6 ([5/) Let C be a monoidal category. A twine on C is a family of natural iso-
morphisms Dxy : X @Y = X ®Y in C satisfying the azioms (for oll X,Y,Z,W € C):

Dy = i, (1.15)
(Dxy ®idz) o Dxgy,z = (idx ® Dy,z)o Dxyez, (1.16)

(Dxoy,z ®idw) o (idx ® Dy, @ idw) o (idx ® Dy, zew)
= (idx ® Dy,zew) o (idx ® Dy, @ idw) o (Dxey,z ® idw). (1.17)

A category equipped with a twine is called an entwined category. If (C,D) is entwined then we
also have Dx 1 = Dr x =idx, for all X € C.

By [29], these two concepts are equivalent in a certain (precise) sense.

Proposition 1.7 ([3]) Let C be a monoidal category and ¢, ¢’ braidings on C. Then the family
Txy = c’Y’X ocxy is a twine, called a generalized double braiding; if ¢ = ¢ the family
cy,x o cx,y 15 called a double braiding.

Definition 1.8 (/29]) Let C be a monoidal category and Txy : X @Y — X ® Y a family of
natural isomorphisms in C. We say that T is a strong twine (or (C,T) is strongly entwined)
if for all X,Y,Z € C we have:

Tr,r = udy, (1.18)
(Txy ®idz) o Txgy,z = (idx ® Ty,z) o Tx,yez, (1.19)
(TX,Y ® idz) o (idX X TY,Z) = (idX (024 Tyz) o (TX7y X idz). (1.20)
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Proposition 1.9 ([29]) If (C,T) is strongly entwined then (C,T) is entwined.

Proposition 1.10 ([3], [4]) Let A be an algebra with multiplication denoted by pas = p and
letT: A® A — A® A be a linear map satisfying the following conditions: T(1® a) = 1 ® a,
Ta®1l)=a®1, foralla € A, and

,LL230T12OT13:TO,LL23ZA@A@A—)A@A, (121)
Iu,lgnggoTlg:TO,u,lg2A®A®A—)A®A, (122)
T120T130T23:T230T130T12ZA®A®A—)A®A®A, (1.23)

with standard notation for p;; and T;;. Then the map poT : A® A — A defines an associative
algebra structure on A, with the same unit 1. The map T is called an R-matrix for A.

2 Laycles and quasi-braidings

Definition 2.1 Let C be a monoidal category and Txy : X ® Y — X ® Y a family of natural
isomorphisms in C. We say that T is a laycle if for all XY, Z € C we have:

Ty, = idy, (2.1)

(Txy ®idz) o Txey,z = (idx @ Ty,z) o Tx,yez-
A category equipped with a laycle is called a laycled category.

Remark 2.2 It T is a laycle on C then we also have Tx 1 = T x = idx, for all X € C. Also,
it is clear that if (C,T) is entwined then (C,T) is laycled.

Remark 2.3 It is obvious that T is a laycle if and only if (ide,idr, p2(X,Y) = Txy) is a
monoidal functor from C to itself. So, directly from the properties of monoidal functors, it
follows that the composition of two laycles is a laycle and the inverse of a laycle is a laycle.

Example 2.4 Let H be a Hopf algebra, 0 € Reg?(H) and C = M the category of right
H-comodules, with tensor product (m ® n)gy ® (m ® n)qy = (M) @ 1)) @ myn(). Define
Ty,n(m @ n) = mgy @ngyo(may,ngq), for all M, N € MH m e M, ne N. Then o is a lazy
2-cocycle on H if and only if T is a laycle on M. Dually, if F = F'® F? € H® H is invertible
and satisfies (¢ ® id)(F') = (id ® €)(F) = 1, consider the category gM of left H-modules, with
tensor product given by h-(m®n) =hy-m® hy-n, for all M, N € gM, m € M, n € N; define
Tun(m®n)=F'm®F?-n. Then F is a lazy twist if and only if T is a laycle on g.M.

If T is a laycle on C, we define the families T.?(,Y,Z’ T)];,YZ XY ®Z - X®Y ®Z (notation
as in [5]) of natural isomorphisms in C associated to it, by

TYy .z = (idx ® Ty ) o Txayz = Txyez o (Txy ®idg), (2.3)

Ty =Txevzo (idx @ Tyy) = (Txy ®idz) o Tx yez. (2.4)



Proposition 2.5 Let C be a monoidal category.
(i) If T is a laycle on C then for all U, V,W € C we have
TI]JC®V7W,X = TI]JC,V®W,X o (idy ® T\J;,W,X)’ (2.5)
T[J;,V,W@JX = (TZJJC,V,W ®idx) o TZJJC,V®W,X' (2.6)
Conversely, if Auyvw : UQV QW = U®V QW is a family of natural isomorphisms such that
(Z3) and (2.8) with A instead of T hold, then Ty := Ay is a laycle on C.
(ii) If T is a laycle on C then for all U, V,W € C we have
TII}@)V,W,X = (idy ® T\I;,W,X) ° TII},V®W,X7 (2.7)
Thvwex = Thvewx © Thyw ® idx). (2.8)

Conversely, if Buyw : UQV QW = UV W is a family of natural isomorphisms such that
(277) and (Z3) with B instead of T® hold, then Tyyv := Byr,v is a laycle on C.

Proof. We prove (i), while (ii) is similar and left to the reader. We compute:

TZJJC®V’W7X = TU®V®W,X o (ZdU ® idy ® Ti;/,lX)

TU®V®W,X o (idU & TX;clgW,X)
o(idy @ Tyew,x) o (idy @ idy @ Ty,'y)
z

TZJJC,V®W,X o (idy ® T\]:',W,X)7

proving (2.3)); the proof of (2.6]) is similar and left to the reader.

Assume now that A_ _ _ is a family of natural isomorphisms satisfying ([2.5) and (2.6]); then
obviously the family Ty, = Ay 1y consists also of natural isomorphisms. If in (Z5]) we take
V=W =X =1 we obtain Tyy; = Ty o (idy ® T[,[), hence Ty 1 = id;. If we take W = I in
235) and V =TI in (Z0) we obtain

Trev,x = Avyx o (idy @ Tvx), Towex = (Tuw ®idx) o Ayw,x,

which together imply (2.2]). O

The categorical analogue of the operator D' from the Preliminaries looks as follows:

Proposition 2.6 ([5]) Let C be a monoidal category and Rx : X — X a family of natural
isomorphisms in C such that Ry = id;. Then the family

DY (R)xyy := (Rx ® Ry) o Ry, = Ryby © (Rx ® Ry) (2.9)
is a laycle on C.

The next result (whose proof is straightforward and will be omitted) provides the categorical
analogue of Hopf lazy cohomology:

Proposition 2.7 Let C be a small monoidal category. Then:
(i) If we denote by Regl (C) the set of families of natural isomorphisms Rx : X — X in C such
that Ry = idy, then Reg}J(C) is an abelian group under composition.
(ii) The set of laycles on C is a group, denoted by Z%(C).
(iii) The map D' : Regi(C) — Z2(C) is a group morphism with image (denoted by B%(C))
contained in the centre of Z%(C).

We denote by H?(C) the group Z#(C)/B%(C), and call it the lazy cohomology of C.
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A basic property of lazy cocycles on Hopf algebras (see [I]) is that they act on coquasitrian-
gular structures. This property extends to the categorical setting;:

Proposition 2.8 Let C be a monoidal category, T a laycle and c a braiding on C. Then the
family c:');y =Ty xocxyo T)zly is also a braiding on C.

Proof. The naturality of ¢ with respect to the morphisms idx and T}y % together with (I.6]) imply

(Ty L @idx) o (idy ® cx,z) o (cxy ®idy)
= (idy ® cx,z) © (cx,y ®idz) o (idx @ Ty 3). (2.10)

The naturality of ¢ with respect to the morphisms 7'y, 1Y and idy together with (L7) imply

(idz ® T)E’ly) o (ex,z ®idy) o (idx ® cy,z)
= (exz ®idy) o (idx ® ey,z) o (T ®idy). (2.11)
We check (L6) for ¢’'; we compute:

T —1
XYz = Tygz,x ©cx,yez © TX,Y@Z

s, 22 (idy ® Tz x) o Ty zgx © (Tﬁ1 ®idx) o (idy ® cx, z)

o(exy ®idz) o (idx ® Ty,z) o Tx gy 5 © (Txy ®idz)
2.10)

= (idy ® Tz x) o Ty,zex o (idy ® cx,z)
olexy ®idz) o Tygy 5o (Txy ®idg)

naturagy of T (Zdy & TZ,X) o (de ® CX,Z) ° TY,X®Z
OT;;{)X,Z o(exy ®idg) o (T);,ly ®idy)

@ (Zdy & TZ,X) o (ZdY & CX,Z) o (ZdY & T)zlz)

o(Tyx ®idz) o (cxy ®idz) o (Txy ®idyg)
= (idy @ ¢k z) o (cky ®idy), ged.

Similarly, we check (7)) for ¢

Cf(@y,z = Tz xoy ©Cx@Y.z © T)?(l@Y,z
L2, 22 (Tz.x ®idy) o Tzaxy o (idz ® Txy) o (cx,z @ idy)
o(idx @ ey,z) o (Txy ®idz) 0 Txy gy 0 (idx ® Ty )
(PREY

= (Tzx ®idy) o Tzgx,y © (cx,z ® idy)
o(idx ® cy,z) 0 Txy gz © (idx ® Ty })
naturagy of T (TZ,X ® ’LdY) o (CX,Z ® ’LdY) o TX®Z,Y
oT)le@Y o(idx ®cyz)o (idy ® T;,%)
= (TZ,X ®idy) o (CX,Z ®idy) o (T);,IZ ® idy)
o(idx ® Tzy) o (idx ® cy,z) o (idx ® T);,lz)

(ckz ®idy)o (idx ® cy z),
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finishing the proof. O

Proposition 2.9 Let C be a monoidal category, ¢ a braiding on C and Rx : X — X a family
of natural isomorphisms in C such that Ry = id;. Then PR = ¢, where DY(R) is the laycle

given by (2.9).

Proof. Follows immediately by using the naturality of ¢ and R. O

Corollary 2.10 If C is a small monoidal category, then the group H?(C) acts on the set of
braidings of C.

Proposition 2.11 In the hypotheses of Proposition [2Z.8, the braided monoidal categories (C,c)
and (C,c") are equivalent (as braided monoidal categories).

Proof. We define the monoidal functor (F, g, ¢2) : C — C by F =idc, pg = id; and p9(X,Y) :
XY XY, pX,)Y) = Tily, which is obviously a monoidal equivalence. Moreover, the

formula cgy =Ty xocxyoTly 1Y expresses exactly the fact that (F, ¢, p2) is a braided functor
from (C,c) to (C,c") O

If C is a braided monoidal category with braiding ¢, we denote by Br(C, c¢) its Brauer group
as introduced in [35]. Thus, as a consequence of Proposition 211l we obtain the following
generalization of [6], Proposition 3.1:

Corollary 2.12 In the hypotheses of Proposition[2.8, the Brauer groups Br(C,c) and Br(C,c")
are isomorphic.

Definition 2.13 Let C be a monoidal category. A quasi-braiding on C is a family of natural
isomorphisms qxy : X Y =Y ® X in C satisfying the following axioms (for all X,Y,Z € C):

qr,1 = idy, (2.12)
ax,zoyv © (idx ® qv,z) = qvex,z ° (gx,y @ idz). (2.13)

If gv,x o qxy = idxgy for all X,Y € C, then (C,q) is what Drinfeld calls a coboundary
category in [13].

Remark 2.14 If q is a quasi-braiding on C then we also have qx 1 = qr,x = idx and

(qv,z ®idx) o qx,yez = 4x,zeY © (idx ® qv,z)
= qvex,z° (qxy ®idz) = (idz ® qxy) © ¢xev,z. (2.14)

Consequently, the family pxy = q{,%x s also a quasi-braiding.

The concept of quasi-braiding was considered (with a different name) by L. M. Tonescu in [18],
as follows. Define a monoidal category C,p, which is the same as C as a category, has the same
unit 7, and reversed tensor product: X ®,, Y =Y ® X. Then, a family gxy : X Y =Y ® X
is a quasi-braiding on C if and only if (idc,idr, p2(X,Y) := gxy) is a monoidal functor from
Cop to C, or equivalently (idc,idr,p2(X,Y) := gy x) is a monoidal functor from C to C,p. As
noted in [I§], any braiding is a quasi-braiding (this follows easily by (L.6]), (I.7) and (L8)), and
quasi-braidings are related to Drinfeld’s coboundary Hopf algebras:
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Definition 2.15 ([12]) A coboundary Hopf algebra is a pair (H, R), where H is a Hopf algebra
and R € H ® H 1is an invertible element such that:

Ri2(A ®id)(R) = Ros(id ® A)(R),
(e @id)(R) = (id ® £)(R) = 1,
A“P()R = RA(h), V h e H,
RyyR=1®1.

If R does not necessarily satisfy (2.18), we call it a quasi-coboundary.

Proposition 2.16 ([18]) Let H be a Hopf algebra and R = R' ® R> € H ® H an invertible
element. If U,V are left H-modules, define quy : URV — VU by quv(u®@v) = R v@ R .
Then q is a quasi-braiding on gM if and only if R is a quasi-coboundary on H.

Remark 2.17 If T' is a laycle on a monoidal category C, then the family Txy = Ty,x 15 a
laycle on C,p.

From the description of laycles and quasi-braidings as monoidal structures for some identity
functors and the fact that a composition of monoidal functors is monoidal, we obtain:

Proposition 2.18 Let C be a monoidal category, T a laycle and p, q two quasi-braidings on C.
Then the family Dxy := py,x o qx,y 15 a laycle on C and the families qu,Y =Ty x oqxy and
qg’gy = qx,y o T'xy are quasi-braidings on C.

Corollary 2.19 Let C be a monoidal category, T a laycle and q a quasi-braiding on C. Then
the family q;p(’Y =Ty xogxyo T)ZIY s also a quasi-braiding on C.

Remark 2.20 Proposition[2.9 is also true with quasi-braidings instead of braidings, so we obtain
also an action of H2(C) on the set of quasi-braidings of C.

Proposition 2.21 Let C be a monoidal category, ¢ a braiding and q a quasi-braiding on C. Then
the family cggy = q{,%x ocy,x ©qx,y s also a braiding on C. Moreover, the braided categories
(Cyc) and (C,c?) are braided equivalent.

Proof. Follows immediately from Proposition 28] since c¢? = ¢, where T is the laycle Ty y =
q)_(ily oCx)Y- O

Remark 2.22 For the particular case when q itself is a braiding, we will obtain an alternative
proof in Proposition [5.3.

Let now C be a small monoidal category. We denote by Z?(C) the set of all natural isomor-
phisms in C that are laycles or quasi-braidings. Then, with notation as in Proposition 2.7, we
have:

Proposition 2.23 (i) Z*(C) is a group.
(ii) Z3(C) is an index 2 subgroup in Z>(C).
(iii) B%(C) is a central subgroup in Z*(C).
We define the “cohomology group” H2(C) := Z*(C)/B%(C).
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Proof. We give first the explicit description of the multiplication in Z2(C). Take R and P
quasi-braidings, S and T laycles. We have, for all U,V € C:

(ST)u,v = Suyv o Tuy,
(TR)uv =Tvu o Ruy,
(RT)u,y = Ru,y o Tuy,
(RP)uy = Rvy o Pyy.
Now (i) and (ii) follow from Proposition I8 while (iii) is just an easy computation. O

Similarly, if H is a Hopf algebra, we may consider the group Z2(H) consisting of the elements
in H ® H that are lazy twists or quasi-coboundaries, its central subgroup B%T(H ) and the
“cohomology group” H?(H) = Z*(H)/B?,(H).

Example 2.24 Let k be a field with char(k) # 2 and H = k[C3], the group algebra of the
cyclic group with two elements Cy (denote its generator by g). One can see that the lazy twists
on H are given by the formula T, = 221 ® 1) + 152(1 ® g) + 15%(9 ® 1) — 35%(9 ® g), with
a € k*. Tt is interesting to note that 7Ty is not invertible but has all the other properties in the
definition of a lazy twist.

Consider the element 6, = HTQ + ozl_Tg € H, with o € k. One can see that 0, is invertible if
and only if a # 0. Also it is easy to see that T, > = A(6,)(0;' ® 6,1) and so T}, is trivial in
H2(H) if and only if @ € (k*)2. One can also note that T, T}, = Tpp.

Since H is commutative and cocommutative, one can see that the quasi-coboundaries for H
are given by the formula R, = 3%“(1 ®1)+ 1Z‘”(l ®g)+ 1%4[1(9(8 1) — %(g ® g), with a € k*.
Among these, only R; and R_; are quasitriangular. If we put everything together we obtain

H2(H) = k*/(k*)? x C,.

3 Strong twines and pseudosymmetric braidings

A key result for this section is the following characterization of strong twines:

Proposition 3.1 Let C be a monoidal category and T a laycle on C. Then T is a strong twine
if and only if the families T® and T7 given by (2.3) and (24) coincide.

Proof. Let X,Y,Z € C and assume that T is a strong twine; then we have:

T vz (ZdX @ Ty, 2 oTxey.z
= (Txy ®idz) o (Txy ®idz) o (idx @ Ty ;) o Txaeyz
- (T)EY ®idz) o (idx @ T;,lz) o(Ixy ®@idz) o Txayv,z
(1))

=7 (Txy ®idg) o (idx ® Ty ) o (idx ® Ty z) o Tx,yez
= (T)E’ly ® idz) o TX,Y®Z

f
= Txyyz

Conversely, assume that 7% = T/. By using (Z.3)), (22) and ([23) it is easy to see that TX y.z©

(Txy ®idz)o (idy @ Ty z) = T)QY’Z o(idy ®Ty,z) o (Txy ®idz), and since T = T7 it follows
that (1.20) holds. O
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Definition 3.2 ([2]) Let C be a monoidal category. A D-structure on C consists of a family of
natural morphisms Rx : X — X in C, such that Ry = idy and (for oll X,Y,Z € C):

(RX®Y ® idz)(idX ® RY@Z) = (idX (= RY@Z)(RX®Y ® idz). (3.1)

It was proved in [29] that if R is a D-structure consisting of isomorphisms then the family
D'(R) given by (23) is a strong twine. Using Proposition 3.1l we can prove the converse:

Proposition 3.3 Let C be a monoidal category and Rx : X — X a family of natural isomor-
phisms in C with Ry = id;. Then DY(R) is a strong twine if and only if R is a D-structure.

Proof. We compute:

D' (R)%.y.z = (idx ® Rywz) o (idx © Ry' @ R;') o (Rxey ® Rz) o Rxbyey
(idX X RY®Z) o (idX X R;l & REl) o (idX ® Ry ® Rz)

o(idx ® R}_/l ®idyg) o (RX®Y & idz) o R;(1®Y®Z
= (idx ® Rygz) o (idx ® Ry' ®idz) o (Rxey ®idz) o Rybyey

li R . _ . . . _
natuméty of (ZdX X Ryl (= Zdz) o (ZdX X RY@Z) o (RX®Y X Zdz) o RX1®Y®Z7

and similarly one can see that
DY (R)xy, = (idx ®Ry' ®idy) o (Rxgy ®idz) o (idx ® Ryez) o Ryhyez
and it is clear that D'(R)® = DY(R)/ (i.e. D*(R) is a strong twine) if and only if (3.I)) holds. O

We recall that a (generalized) double braiding is always a twine; it is natural to ask under
what conditions is it a strong twine. The answer is provided by our next result:

Theorem 3.4 Let C be a monoidal category, c and d braidings on C and Txy = dy,x o cxy-
Then T is a strong twine if and only if the following relation holds, for all X,Y,Z € C:
(dzx ®idy)o (idz ® c)_(’ly) o (cy.z ®idx)
o(dzy ®idx)o (idz ® cxy) o (cx,z ® idy)
= (idx ® cy,z) o (dy'y ®idg) o (idy ® dz,x)
o (idy ® cx,z) o (dxy ®idz) o (idx ®dzy). (3.2)

Proof. We compute the families 7% and T/:

Tg{,y,z =  (idx® Tﬁlz) oTxgy,z

)

(idx ® c;,}Z) o (idx ® dily) o(idx ® dZ7y) o (dZ,X ®idy) o CXQY,Z

= (idx ® c{,}z) o(dzx ®idy) o cxey,z,

T)f(’Y’ p Txgyz o (idx ® Ty y)

dzxey o (cx,z ®idy) o (idx @ cy,z) o (idx ® cyy) o (idx ® dzYy)

W
= dZ,X®Y o (CX,Z b2y Z'dY) © (idX ® d%,lY)'
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By Proposition Bl T is a strong twine if and only if 7% = T/, and this holds if and only if
(dzx ®idy)ocxgy,zo (ldx ®dzy) = (idx @cy,z) odz xey © (cx,z ®idy). (3.3)

Thus, it is enough to prove that the left hand sides of equations ([3.2]) and (B3] coincide, and
the same for the right hand sides. We compute:

(dzx ®idy)ocxgy.zo (idx @dzy)

(dZ,X ® ZdY) o (le ® C}}y) o (CY,Z (024 de) 0CXy®Z © (de X dZ,Y)
= (dzx ®idy)o (idz ® cxy) o (cy,z ®idx) o (dzy ®idx) o cx zey
(dzx ®1idy)o (idz ® c;(’ly) o (cyz ®idy)
o(dzy ®idx) o (idz ® cxy) o (cx,z ® idy)

(for the first equality we used (2.14)), for the second the naturality of ¢ and for the third (L.6)),

(idx ® cy,z) odz xey © (cx,z @ idy)

idx ® cy,z) o (dy'y @idz) o (idy ® dzx) o dzgx,y o (cx,z ® idy)

= ( )o(d )o(
= (idx ® cy,z) o (dy'y ®idyg) o (idy ® dz,x) o (idy @ cx z) ° dxezy

( d )o(

(@]

= (idx ®cyz)o( )_(,1Y ®idg) o (idy ® dz x)
o(idy ® CX,Z) o (dX7y X idz) (idX ® dZ7y)
(for the first equality we used (2.I4]), for the second the naturality of d and for the third (L7])),
finishing the proof. O

Definition 3.5 Let C be a monoidal category and c a braiding on C. We will say that c is a
pseudosymmetry if the following condition holds, for oll X,Y,Z € C:

(cv,z ®idx) o (idy ® c;'y) o (exy @idyz)
= (idz ® CX7y) o (Cilx 2 idy) o(idx ® CY,Z)- (3.4)
In this case we will say that C is a pseudosymmetric braided category.

If ¢ is a symmetry, i.e. cng = cx,z, then obviously ¢ is a pseudosymmetry, by (L8]

Theorem 3.6 Let C be a monoidal category and ¢ a braiding on C. Then the double braiding
Txy = cyx ocx)y s a strong twine if and only if c is a pseudosymmetry.

Proof. In (3.2) written for ¢ = d we have, by (L.8]),
(czy ®idx)o (idz ®cxy)o(cx,z ®idy) = (idy ® cx,z) o (cx,y ®idz)o (idxy @ czy),

so ([B:2)) reduces in this case to (3.4]). O

Let H be a Hopf algebra. Consider the category gD of left-right Yetter-Drinfeld modules
over H, whose objects are vector spaces M that are left H-modules (denote the action by
h ®m + h-m) and right H-comodules (denote the coaction by m + my @ m) € M @ H)
satisfying the compatibility condition

(h-m)y @ (h-m)qy = hz-m@ ® h3m(1)5_1(h1), V he H me M. (3.5)
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It is a monoidal category, with tensor product given by
h-(m®n)=h-m®@hy-n, (Mmn)oe) @ (mn)aq)=m@)® no @nmma)-
Moreover, it has a (canonical) braiding given by

CM7N2M®N—>N®M, cM,N(m®n):n(0)®n(1)-m
c]T/[{N:N®M—>M®N, c]_V[{N(n®m):S(n(1))'m®n(o).
It is known (cf. [30]) that this braiding is a symmetry only in the degenerate case H = k.

Theorem 3.7 The canonical braiding of yY DY is pseudosymmetric if and only if H is com-
mutative and cocommutative.

Proof. Assume first that H is commutative and cocommutative; in this case, the compatibility
condition (3.5]) becomes the Long condition

(h- m)(o) ® (h- m)(l) =h-m@e ®@mqy, V h€H, meM. (3.6)
Forall X,Y,Z € gD 2 € X,y €Y, z € Z we compute:
(cy,z ®idx) o (idy ® CE’lX) o(exy ®idz)(x®@y® 2)

(cv,z ®idx) o (ZdY@CZX)(y(O)@’y() z® 2)
(cy,z ®@idx)(yo) @ S((yay - x)1)) - 2 @ (ya) - ) (o))
(cv,z ®idx)(yo) ® S(z(1)) - 2 @ yq) - T(0))

(S(z)) - 2)0) © (S(z) - 2)a) - Yo) @ Yq) - %)

S(xa)) - 20) @ 21) * Y(0) D Y(1) - T(0)

I IIE IIE I IIE (Il

S(z(1y) - 20y @ (21) ) ® (2q) - ¥)) - (o)

(idz @ cx,y ) (S(z)) - 2(0) ® (o) ® 2(1) - Y)

= (idz®cxy)o CZ,X ® Zdy)( ® z(0) ® 2(1) * Y)
(

(
= (czx ®idy) o (idx ® cy.z)(z @y ® 2),

idy ® cxy)o

proving that c is pseudosymmetric.

Conversely, assume that ¢ is pseudosymmetric. We consider the two usual Yetter-Drinfeld
structures on the vector space H: the first one, denoted by Hj, is H with the usual (regular)
left module structure and with comodule structure py(h) = hy ® h3S~'(hy), and the second,
denoted by Hs, is H with module structure given by h-g = hogS™'(h1) and comodule structure
pg(h) = h1 ® ha.

We prove first that H is cocommutative. Let h € H; we will apply the pseudosymmetry
condition (34 for X = Hy, Y = He, Z = H; on the element 1 ® h ® 1:

(ev,z ®idx) o (idy ® ;') o (exy ®idz)(1®h®1)

= (evz ®idx) o (idy ® ¢ 'x)(h @ hy ® 1)
= (cy,z ®idx)(h1 ® haS(hs) ® h3)
= (h2S(ha))2 ® [(h2S(ha))3S ™ ((h2S(ha))1)] - h1 ® hs,
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(idz ® cxy) o (czx ®idy) o (idx @ cy,z)(1®h®1)

= (idz @ cxy)o(czly @idy)(1®1®h)
= (idz ® CX,y)(l ®1®h)
= 1®h ® ho,

so we obtain

(h2S(h4))2 @ [(haS(ha))3S ™ ((haS(ha))1)] - h1 @ hy = 1 @ hy @ hy.

By applying id ® ¢ ® id we get hyS(hg) ® hy = 1 ® h, which, by making convolution with
S(h)®1, becomes S(h1)haS(hs)@h3 = S(h1)®hg, and so we obtain S(ha)®hy = S(h1)® ha,
which implies A“P(h) = A(h), i.e. H is cocommutative.

We prove now that H is commutative. Note first that cocommutativity implies cq, , (b®a) =
a®b, for all a,b € H. Let now g, h € H; we will apply the pseudosymmetry condition (B3.4]) for
X =H,,Y = Hs, Z = H5 on the element 1 ® g ® h:

(ev,z ®idx) o (idy @ ¢z'x) o (exy ®idz)(1® g ® h)
(ev,z @idx) o (idy @ ;') (g1 © g2 @ h)

= (CY,Z ®idx)(g1 ®h ® g2)
= M ® hggls_l(h2) X g2,

(idz ® cxy) o (czx @idy) o (idx @ cy,z)(1® g © h)
= (idz @ cxy) o (czly @idy)(1® h1 ® hagS™" (h2))

= (idz ® cxy)(h1 ®1® h3gS~*(ha))
= 1 ® (h3gS™ (h2))1 ® (h3gS™" (h2))a,

and so we obtain
h1 ® h3g1S™" (ha) ® go = h1 ® (h3gS™ " (h2))1 ® (h3gS™" (ha))a.

By applying id ® € ® id we get hy ® h3gS~'(hg) = h ® g, which implies h3gS~'(he)h1 = gh,
that is hg = gh and hence H is commutative. ([l

Corollary 3.8 For H a commutative and cocommutative Hopf algebra, the double braiding
Txy(r®y) = (cy,x o ex,y)(® @ Y) = yq) - T(0) @ T(1) * Y(0)
s a strong twine on yYDH.

Definition 3.9 If H is a Hopf algebra and R € H ® H is a quasitriangular structure, we will
say that R is pseudotriangular if

R12R3 ' Ra3 = Rz Ry Ry (3.7)

If R is a pseudotriangular structure then it is easy to see that the braiding on g M given
by ey : M@N = NQM, cyn(m®@n) = R? . n® R' - m, is pseudosymmetric. Also, it is
obvious that if R is triangular (i.e. Re;R = 1® 1) then R is pseudotriangular, because in this
case (B.7) becomes the quantum Yang-Baxter equation RioR13Re3 = RozRi3R12. We have also
the Hopf-algebraic counterpart of Theorem

16



Proposition 3.10 Let (H,R) be a quasitriangular Hopf algebra. Then R is pseudotriangular
if and only if the lazy twist F' = Ro1 R satisfies the condition FioFa3 = Fy3Fio (i.e. F' is neat,
in the terminology of [29]).

Example 3.11 If H is a commutative Hopf algebra, then any quasitriangular structure on H
is pseudotriangular. For instance, if £ has characteristic zero and contains a primitive root of
unity of degree n, then the group algebra of the cyclic group Z,, admits a certain quasitriangular
structure (constructed in [25], [31]) which is not triangular for n > 3. Thus, for n > 3, the
category of representations of Z, admits a pseudosymmetric braiding which is not symmetric.

Remark 3.12 Let H be a finite dimensional Hopf algebra. It is well-known that the category
of Yetter-Drinfeld modules g YD is braided equivalent to the category p(m)M of left modules
over the Drinfeld double of H (realized on H* “? ® H and with quasitriangular structure given
by R=>Y (e ®e;) ® (! ® 1), where {e;}, {e'} are dual bases in H and H*). Thus, via Theorem
37, we obtain that R is pseudotriangular if and only if H is commutative and cocommutative.
In particular, if G is a finite, noncommutative group then (D(k[G]), R) is quasitriangular but
not pseudotriangular.

Definition 3.13 ([23]) Let (H, R) be a quasitriangular Hopf algebra. The element R is called
almost-triangular if Ro1 R is central in H @ H.

Remark 3.14 By Proposition [3.10 it follows that an almost-triangular structure is pseudotri-
angular. The converse is not true, a counterexample is provided by Proposition below.

Assume now that char(k) # 2 and consider the 2"*!-dimensional Hopf algebra E(n) gener-
ated by ¢, x1,..., &, with relations ¢ = 1, a;zz =0, ;¢ + cx; = 0 and ;x5 + zjz; = 0, for all
i,7 € {1,...,n}, and coalgebra structure A(c) = c®c, A(z;) = 1Qu;+x;®c, foralli € {1,...,n}.
The quasitriangular structures of E(n) have been classified in [27], they are in bijection with
n X n matrices with entries in k, and moreover the quasitriangular structure R4 corresponding
to the matrix A is given by an explicit formula, generalizing the cases n = 1 from [32] and
n = 2 from [I7]. By [27] and [8] we know that R4 is triangular if and only if the matrix A is
symmetric.

Proposition 3.15 For any n X n matriz A, the quasitriangular structure R4 is pseudotrian-
gular, and it is almost-triangular if and only if A is symmetric (thus the only almost-triangular
structures of E(n) are the triangular ones).

Proof. We present first an alternative description for the quasitriangular structure R4. For
every a € k and 7,5 € {1,...,n} we define the element

T;j(a) =1®1+a(z; ® cxj) € E(n) ® E(n). (3.8)
It is easy to see that T;;(a) is a lazy twist, T; ;(a)T;;(b) = T;;(a +b) and T; j(a)Tj,(b) =

T3,1(0)T;,5(a), for all a,b € k and 4,4, k,l € {1,...,n}. If A= (a;j)ij=1,..nis an n x n matrix, we
define the element

Ta:= [] Tij(ay) € E(n) ® E(n) (3.9)

1,j=1
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(note that the order of the factors does not matter since they all commute). It is clear that if
B is another n x n matrix then T4Tp = T4 p. One can also see that the element T4 is given
by the formula

[PI(PI=1)
2

Ta=1®1+ » (-1 det(P, F)zp @ lap, (3.10)

|P|=|F|

where the sum is made over all nonempty subsets P, F' of {1,...,n} such that | P |=| F'|, and if

P={i1<ig<---<isyand F = {j; <jo<---<js} then det(P, F) is the determinant of the

s X s matrix obtained at the intersection of the rows iy, ..., is and columns jq, ..., js of the matrix

A,and zp = x;, - @i, TF = x4, - - - xj,. In particular we obtain Ty = 1 ® 1 and Tgl =T_4.
Define now the element

1
R:= 5(1®1+c®1+1®c—c®6)eE(n)@E(n),

which is a triangular structure for E(n). From the formula for the quasitriangular structure R4
in [27] and (B10) we immediately obtain

Ra= RTy. (3.11)
If we denote by A’ the transpose of a matrix A, then we know from [8] that
R = (Rat)an, (3.12)

a consequence of which is the relation (R4)91 Rp = Tg_ ¢, for any n x n matrices A and B. We
record also the obvious relation RyTp = Ra+p, as well as (T4)21Rp = Rp_at.

Let now A be an n x n matrix; we will prove that R4 is pseudotriangular. In view of (3:12]),
what we need to prove is the relation

(Ra)12(Rat)13(Ra)23 = (Ra)23(Rat)13(Ra)12. (3.13)
We will actually prove something more general, namely
(Ra)12(RB)13(Rc)23 = (Re)23(RB)13(Ra)i2, (3.14)

for any n x n matrices A, B and C. We introduce the following notation, for a € k and
i,7 €4{1,..,n}:

Ti,j(a)12c =1®1®1+ar; ®crj; Rec,

Tij(a)ies :=101® 1+ az; ® ¢ ® cxj,

T;j(a)eo3 = 1®1® 1+ c® ar; @ cx;j.

By direct computation one can prove the following relations:

T j(a)23Riz = Ri3T; j(a)c23,
T j(a)esRi2 = R12T; j(a)23,
T; j(a)13R12 = Ri2T; j(a)1e3,
T j(a)13Ra3 = RasT; j(a)ies,
T j(a)12R13 = R13T; j(a)12c,
T;,j(a)12:Ro3 = Ra3Ti j(a)12.
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One can also see that, for all ¢,7,k,l,p,q € {1,...,n} and z,y, z € k, all the elements T; ;(x)23,
T4.1(y)12 and Tj, 4(2) 103 commute with each other. Using all these facts together with the formulae

(BI1) and (33) we obtain

(Ra)12(RB)13(Rc)23 = RiaR13R23(Ta)12(TB)1e3(1 )23,
(Rc)23(RB)13(Ra)12 = RosRi3R12(T)23(TB)1e3(Ta)12,

and the right hand sides are equal because of the above-mentioned commutation relations to-
gether with the fact that R satisfies the Yang-Baxter equation.

We prove now that R4 is almost-triangular if and only if A is symmetric. Let B be an n xn
matrix; it is easy to see that T is central in E(n) ® E(n) if and only if B = 0, because if B # 0
then T does not commute with 1 ® ¢. We have seen above that (R4)21 R4 = T4_4t, and so
(Ra)o1 R4 is central if and only if A = A’ O

Remark 3.16 We consider the group Z?(E(n)) as in Section @l and inside it the set G,, :=
{Ta, Ra}, where A is an n x n matrix. If we denote by * the multiplication in Z2(E(n)), then
we have

TaxTp =TaTp =Ta+B,

Ra*Tp = RaTp = Rayp,

Ty*Rp = (Ta)21Rp = Rp_at,

Rax Rp = (Ra)21Rp =Tp_at,
and so G, is a subgroup of Z2(E(n)) (note that the inverse of R4 in this group is R4:). The
above formulae imply G,, ~ Zo x (M, (k),+), a semidirect product, where the action of Zs on
(M, (k),+) is given by A-g = —A! (g is the generator of Zs), and the correspondence is given
by Ta — (1,A), Ra + (g, A). For n =1 (E(1) is Sweedler’s 4-dimensional Hopf algebra), one
can prove by direct computation that G; = Z2(E(1)).

4 Laycles, pseudotwistors and R-matrices

We recall the following concept and result from [24]:

Proposition 4.1 ([2])]) Let C be a monoidal category, A an algebra in C with multiplication
wand unitu, T : AQ A — A® A a morphism in C such that T o (u ® idy) = u ® idg and
To(ida®@u) =1ids@u. Assume that there exist two morphisms T, Th : AQAQA - AQARA
in C such that

(idg @ pu)oTyo(T®ids) =T o (ida @ p), (4.1)
(n®@idg)oTho (ida@T) =T o (u®ida), .
Ty o (T ®idy) o (idga®@T) =Tyo (ida @T) o (T Qidy). (4.3)

Then (A, o T,u) is also an algebra in C, denoted by AT, The morphism T is called a pseu-
dotwistor and the two morphisms T1, Ty are called the companions of T'. If C is the category
of k-vector spaces, Ty = Ty = T3 and T1g 0 Tog = T3 0 To, then T is called a twistor for A.

Proposition 4.2 Let C be a monoidal category and T a laycle on C. If (A, p,u) is an algebra
in C, then T 4 is a pseudotwistor for A, with companions T = bex,A,A and Ty 1= Tji a4> Where
T and T7 are the families defined by (2.3) and (23).
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Proof. We prove (). The naturality of 7" implies T4 4 o (ida ® p) = (ida @ p) 0 Ta, a4, and
from (2.3) we obtain T4 4 o (ida ® p) = (ida @ p) © T,IZ&,AA o (T4 ®1idys), q.e.d. Similarly one
can prove (d.2l), while (£3)) follows immediately by using (2.3)), (24) and (2.2)). O

Corollary 4.3 If T is a laycle on a monoidal category C and (A, p,u) is an algebra in C, then
(A, ppoTa a,u) is also an algebra in C.

Remark 4.4 If C is a monoidal category and c is a braiding on C, then, by [5], the double
braiding c%ay ‘= cyx ocxyy is a twine on C, in particular a laycle. Thus, Proposition [{.2
generalizes the fact (proved in [2]|], Corollary 6.8) that a double braiding induces a pseudotwistor
on every algebra in C.

Definition 4.5 Let C be a monoidal category, (A, p,u) an algebra inC and T : AQ A — AR A
a pseudotwistor with companions T1 and To. We say that T is a strong pseudotwistor if T
1s tnvertible and the following conditions are satisfied:

Tyo(idga®T) = (ida @ T) o Ty, (4.4)
Tyo(T®idy) = (T @ids) o Ty (4.5)

In this case, we denote

Tagaa=Too(ida®T) = (ida ® T) o Ty,
Taapa =Tio (T ®ida) = (T ®ida) o Tb.

Remark 4.6 IfTxy is a laycle on a monoidal category C and (A, pi,u) is an algebra in C, then,
by (2.2), it follows that Tx a is a strong pseudotwistor for A.

Lemma 4.7 If T is a strong pseudotwistor, then the following relations hold:

(T ®ida) 0o Tagaa = Taga,ao (T @ida), (4.6)
(ida ®@T)oTh apa =Taaga0 (ida @T), (4.7)
Taganso (T ®ida) =Taapao (ida @T), (4.8)
(T ®ida)oTho (idg @T) = (ida @ T) o Ty o (T ®idy). (4.9)
Proof. Straightforward computation, using (£4]), (£5) and (£3). O

Our next results are the analogues for pseudotwistors of the facts that composition of laycles
is a laycle and the inverse of a laycle is a laycle.

Proposition 4.8 Let C be a monoidal category, (A, p,u) an algebra in C and T,D : AQ A —
A® A two strong pseudotwistors for A, such that

Dpagao(ida®@T) = (ida ® T) 0 Dy apa, (4.10)
Dagaao (T ®idy) = (T ®ida) o Daga,a- (4.11)

ThenNU =ToD is a pseudotwistor for A, with companions [71 = Ta,Aa04 0 [)1 o (T‘1 ®idy)
and Uy :=Taga a0 Dy o (idg ® T-Y). If moreover we have

Ta,aa o (ida ® D) = (ida ® D) 0 T apa, (4.12)
Tagaao(D®@ida) = (D ®@ida) o Taga,a, (4.13)

then U is also a strong pseudotwistor.
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Proof. We check (4.1)—-(4.3]) for U:
Uo (ida @ p)

Uo(u®ida)

Uyo(U®idy) o (idg ®U)

TR

ToDo(ida® p)

(ida @ p) o Ty o (T ®ida) o Dy o (D ®ida)
(ida ® p) 0o Ta aga o Dy o (D ®ida)
(idg @ p) o Uy o (U ®idy),

ToDo(p®ida)

(n®ida) o Ty o (idga @ T) o Dy o (idg ® D)
(L®idya) OTA@A,AODz o(idg ® D)
(n®ida) o Uso (idg @ U),

Taa9a 0Dy o(D®ida)o (ida®T)o (ids @ D)
Ta a4 0 Daagao (ida®@T)o (idg @ D)
T apao (ida @T) o Daagao (ids @ D)
Taga,ao (T ®ida) o Daga,ao (D ®idya)

TagaaoDagaao (T ®ida)o (D ®idy)
Taga,aoDoo(idg @ D)o (T ®idy)o (D Qids)
Uy o (idga @ U)o (U®idy),

proving that U is a pseudotwistor for A. We assume now that ([£I2]) and (£I3]) hold and we

prove (£4) and (L5 for U:
(ZdA (024 U) (¢] 171

B0

AR, @D

(U ®ida) o Us

g

AR), @0

ida @ T) o (ids ® D)o TaapaoDyo (T @ida)

ida T
ida T

0T, a4 0 (ida ® D)o Dyo(T™' @ida)
0 Ta a4 0 Dagaao (T~ @ida)

( )
( )
( )
(tda ®@T)0oTh apa© (T_l ®ida) o Daga,a

Taga,ao Daga,a
TA®A7A [¢] D2 (¢] (ZdA & D)
Uyo(idy @ U),

T®ida)o(D®ida)oTaga,a oDy o (ida ®T_1)

( )
(T ®ida) o Tagaao (D ®ida) oDy o (ida ®T_1)
(T®’idA) OTA@A,A ODA,A@A o (’LdA ®T_1)
(T ®idy) oTaga,a0 (ida ®T_1) °cDaaga

Taaga°Daaga
Ty a040Dio(D®idy)
Uy o (U ®idy),
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showing that U is a strong pseudotwistor. O

Corollary 4.9 If T is a strong pseudotwistor for an algebra (A, u,u) in a monoidal category C,
then T o T is also a strong pseudotwistor for A.

Proposition 4.10 Let C be a monoidal category, (A, p,u) an algebra inC and T : A®A — A®A
a strong pseudotwistor for A such that the companions T1 and Ty are invertible. Then the inverse
V :=T71 is also a strong pseudotwistor for A, with companions Vi = T2_1 and Vo = Tl_l.

Proof. Straightforward computation, using ([LI)-(Z3) for T together with (£4) and (£5). O

Remark 4.11 Let C be a monoidal category, (A,p,u) an algebra in C, T : AQ A - AR A
a strong pseudotwistor for A and D a laycle on C. Then T and D := Dy a satisfy (4.10) and
(4.11), hence T o D is a pseudotwistor for A.

Our next result is the analogue for pseudotwistors of the fact that if o, o’ are cohomologous
lazy cocycles on a Hopf algebra H then the algebras H (o) and H(o') are isomorphic:

Proposition 4.12 Let C be a monoidal category, (A, p,u) an algebra inC, T: A® A — AR A
a strong pseudotwistor for A and Rx : X — X a family of natural isomorphisms in C such that
R; =1id;. Then we have an algebra isomorphism

Ry: AToD Waa o AT,
Proof. Note first that T o D*(R) 4 is a pseudotwistor by Remark LIIl We compute:

RAo,uoTODl(R)A,A — RAo,uoToRA?;@AO(RA@RA)
natu?“alétyofR MORA(@AOTORZ(%AO(RA@RA)

MOTO(RA(@RA)’

naturality of R

finishing the proof. O

If T is a laycle on a monoidal category C, then, by [5], 7" is a twine if and only if the following
condition is satisfied:

(T)J;,KZ ® idw) o (idx ® T}bﬁZ,W) = (idx ® T}b/,Z,W) ° (T)];,Y,Z ® idw ), (4.14)

for all X,Y,Z,W € C. Note that the families T/, T? coincide respectively to the families A, B
from the Definition of a pure-braided structure, and ([d.I4]) coincides with (I.I3]). We are
thus led to the following concept and terminology:

Definition 4.13 Let C be a monoidal category, A an algebra in C and T : A® A - A® A a
pseudotwistor with companions Ty and T5. We call T o pure pseudotwistor if

(Ty @ida) o (idy @T1) = (ida @ T1) o (Th Qid ). (4.15)

Corollary 4.14 A twine on a monoidal category C induces a pure pseudotwistor on every al-
gebra A in C. In particular, if ¢ is a braiding on C then CELA s a pure pseudotwistor for A.
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Remark 4.15 Obviously, a pseudotwistor for which Tl = Tg = idagAxA is pure. Here are some
concrete (but nonunital) examples of such pseudotwistors:
(i) take A an associative algebra, R = R ® R? € A® A and define T'(a ® b) = aR! ® R?b, for
all a,b € A.
(ii) take A an associative algebra, f : A — A alinear map satisfying f(ab) = af(b) for all a,b € A,
and T(a®0b) = f(a) ® b. If instead [ satisfies f(ab) = f(a)b, then take T'(a ® b) = a ® f(b).
(iii) take A an associative algebra, 6 : A — A® A a linear map such that §(ab) = (a®1)d(b) for all
a,be AandT: A®RA - A®A, T(a®b) = 0(a)(1®b). If instead ¢ satisfies d(ab) = 6(a)(1®b),
then take T'(a ® b) = (a ® 1)d(b).

Note that example (i) was inspired by a construction in [2], while (ii) and (iii) are related to
some constructions in [22] involving so-called (anti-) dipterous algebras.

Example 4.16 If A is an associative algebra and T': A@ A - A® A is a twistor, then it is
easy to see that T is pure.

Example 4.17 We recall some facts from [24]. Let (€2, d) be a DG algebra, that is Q = €, Q"
is a graded algebra and d : Q — Q is a linear map with d(Q2") C Q"+ for all n > 0, d?> =0 and
d(w¢) = d(w)¢ + (—1)¥lwd(¢) for all homogeneous w and ¢, where |w| is the degree of w. The
Fedosov product ([16], [11]), given by wo ¢ = w¢ — (—=1)¥ld(w)d(¢) , for homogeneous w and ¢,
gives a new associative algebra structure on 2. We consider C to be the monoidal category of
Zs-graded vector spaces, and regard ) as a Zo-graded algebra (i.e. an algebra in C) by putting
even components in degree zero and odd components in degree one. Define the linear map

T:000-08Q, TwWel)=wal-(—1)dw) dc),

for homogeneous w and {. Then T is a pseudotwistor for 2 in C, affording the Fedosov product.
Its companions are given (for homogeneous w, ¢, ) by

Ti(we(en) =Thwelon) =wa(on - (-) 1w oo dm).
We claim that 7" is a pure pseudotwistor. Indeed, a straightforward computation shows that
(T ®id) o (id@T(w@CRNRV) = (id®@T1) o (T ®id)(w® (XM ® V)

—weCenev—(—1)“Hdw) e e dn) ov
— ()l My @ d(¢) @ n @ d(v) — (-)Hdw) @ d(¢) ® d(n) @ d(v),

for all homogeneous w, ¢, 7, v.

We recall the following result from [24]:

Proposition 4.18 ([27)]) Let (A, u,u) be an algebra in a monoidal category C, let R, P : AQA —
A ® A twisting maps between A and itself such that R is invertible, and assume that

(P®ida)o(idga ® P)o (P®ids) = (idg @ P)o (P ®idy) o (idg ® P), (4.16)
(R®ida)o (ida ®@R)o(R®ids) = (ida ® R) o (R®ida) o (ida ® R), (4.17)
(P®ida)o (ida ® P)o(R®ida) = (ida ® R) o (P ®1ida) o (idg ® P), (4.18)
(R®idy)o (ida ® P)o(P®ida) = (ida ® P)o (P ®ida)o (ida ® R). (4.19)

DefineT: A® A— AR A, T:= R ' oP. Then T is a pseudotwistor with companions
Ty =(R'®@ids)o(ida ®@T) o (R®idys), To=(ida @R ") o (T ®ids)o (ida ® R).
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Our next result is the analogue for pseudotwistors of the fact from [5] that a family of the
type T'x,y = ¢y x o cx,y, With ¢, ¢’ braidings, is a twine:

Proposition 4.19 Assume that the hypotheses of Proposition [{.18 hold. Then:
(i) T is a pure pseudotwistor;
(ii) assume that moreover P is also invertible and

(P ®ida) o (ids ® R) o (R®idy) = (idy ® R) o (R®ida) o (ida ® P),  (4.20)
(R®ida) o (ids ® R) o (P ®idy) = (ids ® P)o (R®ida)o (ida® R)  (4.21)

(these conditions appear in [24)] too and they imply that R is also a twisting map between AT
and itself). Then T is a strong pseudotwistor.

Proof. We check (4.15):

(Ty @ida) o (ida @ T1) = (ida® R ®@ida)o (T ®ida ®ida)o (ida ® R®ida)
o(ida ® R @ida) o (idg @ida @ T) o (ida @ R®id )
= (ida®@R ' ®ida)o (ida ®ids @T) o (T @ida ®idya)
o(ida ® R®ida)
= (ida® R ' ®ids)o (ida ®ida @ T) o (ida ® R®id)
o(idg ® R™ ®ida) o (T @ ida ®id) o (idg ® RQidy)
= (ida®Ty) o (Th ®idy).

Assume now that P is invertible and (£.20), (4.21]) hold. Obviously T is invertible, and we only
have to check ([@.4]) and (5):

Tyo (ids @ T) T®sz) (idg @ R) o (idy ® T)

R7! ®idy) o (P®idA)O(idA®P)

B

ida ® P)o (R ®ida) o (idg @ R™Y)
idg @ R) o (P ®ida) o (idg ® P)
= (
o]

idg ® P)o (R ®idy)
(ida ® P)o (R®ida)

A/—\/;\ —~
S8
bS

,_.\_/ \_/\_/ \_/\_/
o

O/-\/—\/-\ —~

o(ida ® R~
(ida ® T) o Ty,

Tlo(T®idA) R'®ida) o (idg @T) o (R®idy) o (T ®ida)

Rl ®idy)o(idy ® R"Y) o (idy @ P)o (P ®idy)

B

@19

( )

( )

(Rr®idy) o (P®idy) o (ida ® R o (R @idy)
( o (R®ida)o (ida @ P)o (P ®idya)

( ) )o(ida ® R™1)

R 1®idy o(P®idy
o (idg ® R)

(R ®ida)
=  (T®idy)oTs,

o
(P ®ida)

finishing the proof. O
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Remark 4.20 If T is a braided twistor as introduced in [2]|], a computation identical to the
one in the proof of Proposition[{.19 (i) shows that T is a pure pseudotwistor.

Example 4.21 Let A be an algebra and F a braid system over A as introduced by Durdevich in
[14], that is a collection of bijective twisting maps between A and itself, satisfying the condition

(a®idy) o (idg @ P)o(y®ida) = (idg @) o (fFRida) o (ida ® @), Ya,B,7€F.

For o, 8 € F define the map T, 5: AQ A — A® A, T, 5 := a ! o 3. By [24] we know that T is
a pseudotwistor for A, and by Proposition .19 it follows that it is a pure strong pseudotwistor.

We introduce now the categorical version of Borcherds’ R-matrices:

Proposition 4.22 Let C be a monoidal category, (A, p,u) an algebra inC and T : AQA — AR A
a morphism in C such that_T O_(u ®ida) =u®idg and T o (idg @ u) = idg @ u. Assume that
there exist two morphisms T1,Ta: AQARA - A® A® A in C such that

(ida @ ) o (T ®ida) oT1 =T o (ida @ p), (4.22)
(p®ida)o (ida®@T)oTy=To (n®ida), (4.23)
(T ®idg)oT10(ida ®@T) = (ida @T) 0Ty 0 (T ®idy). (4.24)

Then (A, poT,u) is also_an a_lgebm in C, denoted by AT. The morphism T is called an R-matrix
and the two morphisms T'1, T are called the companions of T'. Obviously, the original concept
of R-matriz is obtained for C being the category of k-vector spaces and T1 = Ty = Tis.

Proof. Obviously w is a unit for (A4, uoT'); we check the associativity of po T
(uoT)o((poT)®idy) = (noT)o(n®ida)o (T ®ida)
po(u®ida)o (idag@T)oTyo0 (T @ida)
,uo(,u®idA)o(T®idA)oTlo(idA®T)
po (ida @ p)o (T ®ids)oTo (idg®T)
poT o(idg @ p)o(ida®@T)

(noT)o(idg ® (noT)),

§ B

finishing the proof. O

Proposition 4.23 LetC be a monoidal category, (A, p,u) an algebra inC andT : AQA — AR A
an invertible morphism in C. Then T is a pseudotwistor if and only if it is an R-matriz. More
precisely, if T is a pseudotwistor with companions Ty, Ty then T is an R-matriz with companions
T, = (T7' ®idy) o Ty o (T ®idy) and Ty = (idgy @ T~') o Ty 0 (idy @ T); conversely, if
T is an R-matriz with companions Ty, Ts then T is a pseudotwistor with companions T, =
(T ®idg)oTio (T ' ®@idy) and Ty = (idg @ T) 0 Ty o (idg @ T™1).

Proof. Straightforward computation. O

Corollary 4.24 Let C be a monoidal category and T a laycle on C. If (A, u,u) is an algebra in
C, then Ta a is an R-matriz for A, with companions T = T,{A 4 and Ty = Tf&,A,A: where T
and T7 are the families defined by (2.3) and (27).
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5 A characterization of generalized double braidings

Let C be a monoidal category and A an algebra in C. If T is a pseudotwistor for A and
R:A® A — A® A is an invertible twisting map such that the companions of T' are given by
the formulae

Ti= (R '®idy)o(ida @ T) o (R®idy), (5.1)
Ty = (idg @ R™Y o (T ®idy) o (idy @ R), (5.2)

then, by [24], Theorem 6.6, it follows that R o T is a twisting map between A and itself. This
result has the following categorical analogue, with laycles replacing pseudotwistors and braidings
replacing twisting maps:

Theorem 5.1 Let C be a monoidal category, T a laycle and d a braiding on C, such that for all
X, Y, Z € C the following relations hold:

Txey,z = (idx @ Ty, z) o (d;(}y ®idy)o (idy ® Tx,z) o (dx,y ®@idy), (5.3)
Txyez = (Txy ®idz) o (idx © dy'y) o (Tx,z ® idy) o (idx © dy,z). (5.4)

Then the families d’X’Y =dx,yoTxy and d/)’gy =Ty xodxy are also braidings on C. Moreover,
T is a twine and d y =Ty, x od'x y 0 Txy (thus (C,d") and (C,d") are braided isomorphic).

Proof. Note first that (5.3) and (5.4)) are the analogues of (5.1)) and (5.2]), because they are
respectively equivalent to

TX vz = (dyy ®idz) o (idy © Tx z) o (dx,y ®idz),
Ty, = lidx @ dy'y) o (Tx.z ®idy) o (idx ® dy,z).
Also, as consequences of ([2.2]), (5.3) and (5.4) we obtain the following relations:
Txyez = (dxy ®idg) o (idy ® Tx z) o (dxy ®idgz) o (Txy ®idyz), (5.5)
Txey,z = (idx ® dy'y) o (Tx z @idy) o (idx ® dy,z) o (idx @ Ty,z). (5.6)
Now we check (LL6]) and (7)) for d':

!
X,Y®Z dxyezoTxyez

mﬁm (idy & dX,Z) o (dX7y & idz) o (TX,Y & idz) o (idX ® d}_ﬁlZ)
O(TX7Z X idy) @) (idX (= dyz)
@ (tdy @ dx,z)o (idy ® Tx,z) o (dxy ®idz)o (Txy ®idyz)
= (idy @ d z) o (dyy ®idz),
dxey.z = dxey.z o Txgy.z

= (dx,z ®idy)o (idx @dy,z) o (idx ® Ty,z) o (d;(}y ®idyg)
o(idy ® T'x,z) o (dx,y ®idy)

(dx,z ®idy)o (Tx,z ®idy)o (idy @ dy,z) o (idx ® Ty,z)
(diX',Z ® Zdy) o (ZdX ® dg/z).
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Thus, d' is a braiding. It is obvious that d%y = Ty,x o d’yy o T)Ely, and it follows that d” is
also a braiding, by using Proposition 2.8 The fact that T satisfies (LI7]) follows immediately
by using (5.5) and (5.6). O

Corollary 5.2 Let H be a Hopf algebra, R € H® H a quasitriangular structure and F'€ HRQ H
a lazy twist, such that

(A ® ’Ld)(F) = F23R1_21F13R12, (57)
(id ® A)(F) = FiaRy3 Fi3Ras. (5.8)

Then the elements R’ = REF and R" = Fo1 R are also quasitriangular structures on H.

Proposition 5.3 Let C be a monoidal category and c, ¢ braidings on C. Then the inverse
braiding dx )y := Cx_/{x and the laycle Txy = ¢y x o cx,y satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem [5.1l.
Consequently, the family d’X’Y =dxyoTxy = c{,%x o cch ocx,y s a braiding on C, and the
braiding d” coincides with the original braiding c.

Proof. We check (5.3)):
(idx ® Ty,z) o (dyy ®idz) o (idy © Tx,z) o (dx,y ®idyz)

= (idx ® C/Z’y) o(idx ®cy,z)o (cyx ®idy)o (idy ® C/Z,X)
O(idy () sz) o (C;’lX &® ’idz)

(LB, naturatity of ¢ (idx ® cyy) o (cyx ®idy) o (idy @ cy,x) o (cy,z ® idx)

O(idy () sz) o (C;’IX &® ’idz)

@ (idx ® czy) o (g x @idy) o (cx,z @idy) o (idx @ cy,z)
oey,x ®idz) o (cy'y @idy)
(@.6), @7 /
€z, xoY © CXeY,Z
Txey,z-
The proof of (5.4)) is similar and left to the reader. O

Remark 5.4 Theorem [51] together with Proposition[5.3 provide an alternative proof of the fact
from [5] that the laycle Txy = c’Y7X ocx,y is a twine.

Remark 5.5 If (C,c) is a braided monoidal category and we take the inverse braiding dxy =
c;,ix, then in general (C,c) and (C,d) are not braided isomorphic. Thus, the braidings d' and d”

obtained in Theorem [5G 1] are in general not equivalent to the original braiding d.

Theorem [5.1] together with Proposition [5.3] provide the following characterization of general-
ized double braidings:

Proposition 5.6 Let C be a monoidal category and T a laycle on C. Then T is a generalized
double braiding if and only if there exists a braiding d on C such that (3.3) and (5.4) hold.

27



References

1]

2]

J. Bichon, G. Carnovale, Lazy cohomology: an analogue of the Schur multiplier for arbitrary
Hopf algebras, J. Pure Appl. Algebra 204 (2006), 627—665.

J. Bichon, R. Street, Militaru’s D-equation in monoidal categories, Appl. Categ. Structures
11 (2003), 337-357.

R. E. Borcherds, Vertex algebras, In Topological field theory, primitive forms and related
topics, pp. 3577, Progr. Math. 160, Birkhauser, Boston, 1998.

R. E. Borcherds, Quantum vertex algebras, In Adv. Stud. Pure Math. 31, pp. 51-74, Math.
Soc. Japan, Tokyo, 2001.

A. Bruguieres, Double braidings, twists and tangle invariants, J. Pure Appl. Algebra 204
(2006), 170-194.

G. Carnovale, Some isomorphisms for the Brauer groups of a Hopf algebra, Comm. Algebra
29 (2001), 5291-5305.

G. Carnovale. The Brauer group of modified supergroup algebras, J. Algebra 305 (2006),
993-1036.

G. Carnovale, J. Cuadra, Cocycle twisting of F(n)-module algebras and applications to the
Brauer group, K-Theory 33 (2004), 251-276.

H. X. Chen, Skew pairing, cocycle deformations and double crossproducts, Acta Math.
Sinica, English Ser. 15 (1999), 225-234.

J. Cuadra, F. Panaite, Extending lazy 2-cocycles on Hopf algebras and lifting projective
representations afforded by them, J. Algebra 313 (2007), 695-723.

J. Cuntz, D. Quillen, Algebra extensions and nonsingularity, J. Amer. Math. Soc. 8 (1995),
251-289.

V. G. Drinfeld, Quantum groups, In Proc. Int. Cong. Math. (Berkeley, 1986), pp. 798-820,
Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1987.

V. G. Drinfeld, Quasi-Hopf algebras, Leningrad Math. J. 1 (1990), 1419-1457.
M. Durdevich, Generalized braided quantum groups, Israel J. Math. 98 (1997), 329-348.

P. Etingof, S. Gelaki, Quasisymmetric and unipotent tensor categories, preprint
arXiv:math.QA /07081487.

B. V. Fedosov, Analytical formulas for the index of an elliptic operator, Trans. Moscow
Math. Soc. 30 (1974), 159-240.

S. Gelaki, On pointed ribbon Hopf algebras, J. Algebra 181 (1996), 760-786.

L. M. Ionescu, Cohomology of monoidal categories and non-abelian group cohomology, PhD
thesis, 2000, available on http://www.ilstu.edu.

28


http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0708148
http://www.ilstu.edu

[19]

[20]
[21]

22]

23]

[24]

[25]

[26]
[27]

28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

32]
33]

[34]

[35]

P. Jara Martinez, J. Lépez Pefia, F. Panaite, F. Van Oystaeyen, On iterated twisted tensor
products of algebras, preprint arXiv:math.QQA /0511280, to appear in Internat. J. Math.

A. Joyal, R. Street, Braided tensor categories, Adv. Math. 102 (1993), 20-78.

C. Kassel, ”Quantum groups”, Graduate Texts in Mathematics 155, Springer Verlag,
Berlin, 1995.

P. Leroux, On some remarkable operads constructed from Baxter operators, preprint
arXiv:math.QA /0311214.

G. Liu, S. Zhu, Almost-triangular Hopf algebras, Algebr. Represent. Theory 10 (2007),
555-064.

J. Lopez Pena, F. Panaite, F. Van Oystaeyen, General twisting of algebras, Adv. Math.
212 (2007), 315-337.

S. Majid, Anyonic quantum groups, In Spinors, twistors, Clifford algebras and quantum
deformations, pp. 327-336, Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1993.

S. Majid, ”Foundations of quantum group theory”, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1995.

F. Panaite, F. Van Oystaeyen, Quasitriangular structures for some pointed Hopf algebras
of dimension 2", Comm. Algebra 27 (1999), 4929-4942.

F. Panaite, F. Van Oystaeyen, Clifford-type algebras as cleft extensions for some pointed
Hopf algebras, Comm. Algebra 28 (2000), 585-600.

F. Panaite, M. D. Staic, F. Van Oystaeyen, On some classes of lazy cocycles and categorical
structures, J. Pure Appl. Algebra 209 (2007), 687-701.

B. Pareigis, Symmetric Yetter-Drinfeld categories are trivial, J. Pure Appl. Algebra 155
(2001), 91.

D. E. Radford, On the antipode of a quasitriangular Hopf algebra, J. Algebra 151 (1992),
1-11.

D. E. Radford, Minimal quasitriangular Hopf algebras, J. Algebra 157 (1993), 285-315.

P. Schauenburg, Hopf bimodules, coquasibialgebras, and an exact sequence of Kac, Adv.
Math. 165 (2002), 194-263.

M. D. Staic, Pure-braided Hopf algebras and knot invariants, J. Knot Theory Ramifications
13 (2004), 385—400.

F. Van Oystaeyen, Y. Zhang, The Brauer group of a braided monoidal category, J. Algebra
202 (1998), 96-128.

29


http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0511280
http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0311214

	Preliminaries
	Laycles and quasi-braidings
	Strong twines and pseudosymmetric braidings
	Laycles, pseudotwistors and R-matrices
	A characterization of generalized double braidings

