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Abstract

The gauge symmetry and shift /translational symmetry of a 3D BF action, which are associated to a pair
of dual Lie algebras, can be combined to form the Drinfel’d double. This combined symmetry is the gauge
symmetry of the Chern-Simons action which is equivalent to the BF action, up to some boundary term.
We show that something similar happens in 4D when considering a 2-BF action (aka BFCG action), whose
symmetries are specified in terms of a pair of dual strict Lie 2-algebras (ie. crossed-modules). Combining
these symmetries gives rise to a 2-Drinfel’d double which becomes the gauge symmetry structure of a 4D
BF theory, up to a boundary term. Concretely, we show how using 2-gauge transformations based on dual
crossed-modules, the notion of 2-Drinfel’d double defined in [1] appears. We also discuss how, similarly to
the Lie algebra case, the symmetric contribution of the r-matrix of the 2-Drinfel’d double can be interpreted
as a quadratic 2-Casimir, which allows to recover the notion of duality.

Contents

1 Introduction

2 Recovering the Drinfel’d double as a gauge symmetry from dual gauge theories
2.1 Dual gauge theories . . . . . . . ..
2.2 The Drinfel’d double as gauge symmetry . . . . . . . . . . ... L Lo
2.3 3D topological action invariant under the Drinfel’d double . . . . . . .. ... ... ... .. ..

3 Lie algebra crossed-module and its dual
3.1 Lie algebra crossed-module. . . . . . ... L L
3.2 Dual crossed-module and Lie bialgebra crossed-modules. . . . . . .. .. ... . 0.
3.3 Coadjoint representations . . . . . . . ... Lo

2201.13366v2 [hep-th] 8 Feb 2022

IS

Recovering the 2-Drinfel’d double as a 2-gauge symmetry from dual 2-gauge theories

4.1 Dual 2-gauge theories . . . . . . . . . e e e

4.2 The 2-Drinfel’d double as 2-gauge symmetry . . . . . . . . . . . . ...
4.2.1 Combined 1-gauge transformations . . . . . . . .. . .. L oL oL
4.2.2 Combined 2-gauge transformations . . . . . . . ... .. oL oL
4.2.3 Mixed 1- and 2-gauge transformations . . . . . . ... ... oL oL Lo
4.2.4 The 2-Manin triple . . . . . . . . . e

4.3 Strict Lie 2-bialgebras and 2-Manin rigidity . . . . . . . . ... ... oo o

arXiv

5 4D topological action invariant under the 2-Drinfel’d double
5.1 BF theory and interacting 2-BF theory. . . . . . .. .. ... oo o
5.2 Pairings on the 2-Drinfel’d double; the BF-BB theory. . . . . ... .. .. ... ... .......

*hank.chen@Quwaterloo.ca
tfgirelli@uwaterloo.ca

U W

oo



6 The 2-graded classical r-matrix and the quadratic 2-Casimirs 27

6.1 The 2-graded classical r-matrix . . . . . . . . . L L e 27
6.2 Quadratic 2-Casimirs . . . . . . . . . . .. e e 29
6.3 Explicit constructions of the quadratic 2-Casimirs for some crossed-modules . . . . . .. ... .. 30
6.3.1 2-Casimirs of the trivial canonical 2-algebra. . . . . ... ... ... ... .. ... ... 30

6.3.2 2-Casimirs of the skeletal suspension 2-algebra. . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... 31

6.3.3 2-Casimirs of the 2-Drinfel’d double . . . . . . ... . ... .. L oL 32

7 Conclusions 33
A Proofs of generalized (2-)covariance 34

1 Introduction

Quantum groups, or Hopf algebras, and their category of representations, provide the symmetry structure to
discuss topological quantum field theories in three dimensions [2, 3, 4, 5]. Among these, the specific example of
the Drinfel’d double [6, 7] plays a special role. It is the relevant quantum group to discuss the quantization of
three dimensional gravity [8, 9]. It is the symmetry inherent to the Kitaev model [10, 11] which could be used
to build quantum computers (see also [12] for some other symmetry than the double). Typically it is built out
of a pair of Hopf algebras that are dual to each other.

The deformed notion of symmetry encoded in a quantum group can be derived [13] or guessed [14, 15| from an
action, such as the Chern-Simons action and (equivalently in some cases) the BF action. When using an action
as starting point, the key step to see quantum groups structure to appear involves a discretization procedure to
recover some type of (generalized) lattice gauge theory. At the classical level, this generates Poisson-Lie groups
which are the classical analogue of the notion of quantum group [16]. Poisson-Lie groups are Lie groups equipped
with a Poisson bracket which is compatible with the group structure. In certain cases, the Poisson bracket is
characterized by an object called the r-matrix, which upon quantization becomes the quantum R-matrix. The
Drinfel’d double is an example of Poisson-Lie group. Looking at the infinitesimal picture, ie. looking at the Lie
algebras, we have the so-called classical (Drinfel’d) double construction (also called Manin triple): we have a
pair of bialgebras which are dual to each other, and the cocycle of one is dual to the Lie bracket of the other
[17, 16]. These cocycles are also the infinitesimal limit of the Poisson brackets compatible with the relevant
group structure. The symmetric part of the r-matrix is given in terms of the quadratic Casimir of the Lie
algebra behind the Drinfel’d double. This Casimir encodes the duality structure.

Upon discretization of the BF theory, the Drinfel’d double as a Poisson-Lie group arises naturally as the
structure of the symmetry [13]. This means in particular that one can expect that at the level of the action,
somehow the classical double should be present in the structure of the gauge symmetries. This is kind of an
understood fact, but here we will show explicitly how this works as it will be useful for the generalization to
higher-gauge symmetries. We will also emphasize the different formulation of the action, either invariant under
the full double, which would be the Chern-Simons formulation, or in terms of the pair of components of the
double, which would amount to the BF formulation.

What happens when we deal with four dimensional topological quantum field theories expressed in terms of
BF-type theories [18]? As discussed in different places, when we go up in dimension, we go up in the categorical
ladder [3, 19, 4]. For the four dimensional case, we expect to use the notion of quantum 2-groups (see [20]
for a proposal), where a 2-group is a categorification of the notion of group [21]. Note that there are several
options to define the notion of quantum 2-groups. Here we will follow the intuition given by gauge theory and
the associated topological actions one can construct. The definition of a 2-group in terms of a crossed-module
is likely the most suited to discuss gauge theory generalizations [22, 23, 24, 25, 26]. It is not however the best
one to discuss the notion of dualization, which is better defined in terms of Lie 2-algebras [27, 1]. Indeed this
latter formulation, while equivalent, emphasizes better what needs to be dualized — in particular, the notion
of grading plays a key role.

While a general general framework for the notion of quantum 2-group is missing, the notion of Poisson-Lie
2-group has been introduced [28] and one can expect that one can provide more specific examples of Poisson-Lie
2-groups when dealing with discretization of topological actions. Just as in 3D, there are 2 main types of action
for building out a topological model, the BF type [18], which is just the higher dimensional version of the 3D
one, or the BFCG (aka 2-BF) actions [29, 30]. The former is usually interpreted as having gauge symmetries
and shift symmetries, which can be ultimately packaged in terms of a 2-gauge symmetry [26]. The latter one
is explicitly built on 2-gauge symmetries, as well as some shift symmetries [29, 30]. Similarly to Chern-Simons
and BF theory, some examples of 2-BF models on 2-groups have been repackaged into a new BF action where
the variables are grouped together [31].



These similarities between the 3D and 4D cases beg the question, of whether a notion of 2-Drinfel’d classical
double might be at play when dealing with 2-gauge theories. Roughly speaking, we would expect a 2-Drinfel’d
classical double to consist in a pair of crossed-modules (more precisely strict Lie 2-bialgebras [1, 32]) that are
dual in the appropriate sense to each other, and such that the cocycle information of one would specify the
structure of the other. This object has already been defined in Ref. [1]. Here we would like to use the gauge
theoretic formulation and re-derive the notion of 2-Drinfel’d classical double. This is one of the main results
of the paper. We will then show that the 2-BF theories can be repackaged into a "larger" BF theory with
symmetry specified by the 2-Drinfel’d double. This will mean conversely that 4D BF theories can be specified
in terms of 2-BF theories, and that there is an underlying 2-gauge symmetry at play. This has some implications
in terms of the discretization of these theories; see for example [33] in the case of the Poincaré 2-group. As a
specific case, we will show that the standard Lorentz BF' theory can also be seen as a kind of 2-BF theory, in
terms of a 3D (quantum) Poincaré 2-group. Ultimately, this type of considerations could be relevant to discuss
quantum gravity models, since 4D gravity can be seen as a constrained topological theory [34, 35, 36, 37]. Indeed
the choice of symmetry structure influences the construction of the quantum states which are built from the
representations of the symmetry structure. For example', if we deal with the BF theory, we would construct the
discrete/quantum theory using representation of the gauge symmetries. On the other hand, if we use instead the
2-BF formulation in terms of 2-gauge, we would use the theory of representations of the crossed-module. Since
we are talking about the same theory, namely BF theory, the quantum BF amplitude defined in terms of group
representations [36] or 2-group representations should be equivalent, just like in 3D where the Chern-Simons
amplitude can be related to the Turaev-Viro/Ponzano-Regge amplitudes [41, 42].

When defining the 2-Drinfel’d double, we can introduce a generalization of the notion of r-matrix [1]. We
show how something similar to the 3D case, namely whether its symmetric component is encoding some notion
of "Casimir" for the Lie 2-algebra behind the 2-Drinfel’d double happens.

The article is organized as follows.

In Section 2, we illustrate our strategy with the standard Drinfel’d double. We show how starting from a
pair of dual gauge theories, we can recover the Drinfel’d double. We recall then the standard construction to
define a topological action which is invariant under the Drinfel’d double and how it can be broken down into
components to recover the BF formulation in terms of the dual gauge theories.

In Section 3, we recall the definition of crossed-modules, how to recover a dual crossed-module and the
(co-)adjoint action of a crossed-module.

In Section 4, we provide one of the main results of the paper namely, we reconstruct the notion of 2-Drinfeld
double by considering dual 2-gauge transformations. Considering that their order in which we apply them
should not matter we recover constraints on the dual crossed-modules which amount exactly to the definition
of the 2-Drinfeld double provided in [1].

Identifying the 2-Drinfel’d double symmetries allows in Section 5 to construct an action invariant under such
symmetries, which happens to be some 4D BF theory type. We then explain how such BF theory can also
be seen as a pair of dual 2-gauge theories. As a particular example we focus on Lorentz BF theory. This is
another of the highlights of the paper.

Finally, in Section 6, we discuss how the r-matrix structure of the 2-Drinfeld double also contains the
information about the duality used to defined the action, just like in the standard Drinfel’d double case.

2 Recovering the Drinfel’d double as a gauge symmetry from dual
gauge theories

In this section, we begin with a demonstration of our strategy to extract the structure of the Drinfel’d double
from gauge theory.

We consider a pair of dual gauge theories in the sense that their underlying Lie algebras, g, g* are dual to
each other. Because of the duality, we can induce gauge transformations of g on g* and vice-versa, through
the co-adjoint representations. We can then perform gauge transformations of g and g* on a sector, say g in
different order. Requiring that we get the same result, whatever the order put strong constraints on the shape
of the transformations. The constraints are equivalent to the compatibility relations of a matched pair of Lie
algebras g > g* [43]. To have such compatibilitiy relations means that we need to modify accordingly the notion
of covariant derivative in each sector g and g*. This modification is what we called the antisymmetrization
procedure. As a result, the covariant derivative (and therefore the gauge transformation) in a given different
sector will then depend on both connections.

INote that the choice of symmetry structure already appears in 3D, where one can use the Drinfel’d double g x g* as the
main symmetry structure, as in the Fock-Rosly approach [14, 15], and associated combinatorial quantization [38, 39|, or the gauge
symmetry in terms of g or g* [40].



These new gauge transformations can be combined together, these are the Drinfel’d double gauge transfor-
mations.

We will then discuss how we can construct a theory invariant under such theory either in terms of connections
based on the Drinfel’d double g x g* as a gauge symmetry (Chern-Simons), or based on the components g and
g* (BF theory).

2.1 Dual gauge theories

Gauge theory Let P — M denote a principal G-bundle over a d-dimensional manifold M. It is standard
lore that the G-connection A € Q'(M) ® g and its associated curvature

1
F=dA+§[A/\A] eP(M)®g
undergoes the following gauge transformations

A A =A+da),  F—F=F+[F) (2.1)

parameterized by a O-form \ € Q°(M) ® g, where g = Lie G is the Lie algebra of G.

Dual gauge theory We can construct another principal bundle, P’ — M which is a G*-bundle over the
d-dimensional manifold M. For this we introduce g* the dual vector space to g. g* can also be seen as a Lie
algebra. To this aim, we introduce a Lie bracket [-, ]+ on g*. This can be accomplished by the choice of a
1-cochain

Vg — g
such that [-,-]4 is defined as

[9:9']+(X) = (g n g )(W(X)), Vg, gdeg":Xeg

The Jacobi identity for the bracket is equivalent to the cocycle condition [17] which is expressed in term of
the coadjoint action ad® (see below)

A (X, X') = $([X, X']) — D(ad)i(X’) + D(ad’)b(X) = 0, (2.2)
where D(X) = X®1+1®X is the comultiplication map. As such, ¢ € Z'(g,g?") is a Lie algebra 1-cocycle,
and (g;¢) a Lie bialgebra [17]. G* would then be the Lie group associated to g*.

Remark 2.1. The bialgebra property is symmetric under dualization: if g is a Lie bialgebra, so is its dual g*,
which is equipped with a 1-cocycle ¥* € C!(g*, (g*)?") dual to the Lie bracket of g. The situation can be
summarized below

Cocycle ... is dual to... Bracket
g (0 e I (-]
g*: Yo T

Hence to make the construction, we could also start for G* and its Lie algebra g* instead of G and its Lie
algebra g.

Let us now turn to the gauge structure generated by the dual space g*. If we let B € Q'(M) ® g* denote a
G*-connection and

~ 1
F=dB + 3[B r Bl
its curvature, then we would also have the following gauge transformation
B— B =B+dg\, F—F=F+[F )\, (2.3)

parameterized by a 0-form gauge parameter AeQO (M) ® g*.



Coadjoint representations. Because the Lie algebras g and g* are dual to each other, we can dualize their
respective adjoint actions, which are respectively

adx (X') = [X, X'], ady(g') = [g,9 ]«

where X, X' € g,¢9,¢" € g*. By dualizing with respect to the canonical evaluation pairing (g, X) = g(X), a pair
of coadjoint representations are induced,

ad* : g — End g*, ad* : g* — Endg,

defined by
ady g(X') = —g(adx X'),  ¢'(a0;X) = —ad,9'(X),

for which the evaluation pairing is by definition invariant. This is then inducing an invariant symmetric non-
degenerate bilinear form [17]

X+, X' +9))=9(X)+4(X) (2.4)
on the direct sum g@® g*. The connections A, B admit a transformation under :\, A, respectively, through these

codajoint representations
A— A+ adiA, B — B +ad} B. (2.5)

To summarize, because we have a pair of dual Lie algebras, we can introduce a gauge transformation of one
sector say g on the dual one g* and vice-versa. Indeed, the transformations Eqs. (2.1), (2.3), (2.5) allow us
to study, in each g- or g*-sector, the gauge transformations parameterized by both A and A. In the following,
we shall leverage this observation to derive compatibility conditions on the coadjoint representations ad™*, ad*
in order for the direct sum g@® g* to form a Manin triple, which is an equivalent description of the Drinfel’d
double [16].

2.2 The Drinfel’d double as gauge symmetry

Let us now consider how the connections A, B transform under both A, . Since the sectors g and g* are acting
on each other, the gauge parameters will themselves be subject of gauge transformations. For example, the
pure-gauge B = d) transforms non-trivially under \; similarly for the pure-gauge A = d\ under A:

d\ — d\+ad}d) = d\ + d(ad¥)) — ad¥; A
dx — dX\+adfd\ = dX + d(ad} \) — adj, ),
where we have used the Leibniz rule.

Now if we assume, in the first equation, that \is slowly-varying (so that A is small), then this induces a
transformation of the gauge parameter X itself

A= A+ adiA + o(AdA).

Similarly, if we assume A to be slowly-varying, then we have

A — A+ adi A+ o(Ad))

in the dual sector. ~

In the following, we denote by A = A + A the combined gauge parameter, and a direction of an arrow over
it mdlcates the order at which the gauge transformation parameterized by which parameter is performed For
instance, X indicates that we perform a gauge transformation by A first then )\ and vice versa for X.

Combined gauge transformation. With this, we may then use Egs. (2.1), (2.5) to compute the transfor-
mation law

X i AN A+dar
2 A+ adf A+ dak+ avtd)
+[ad A, A] + [A, adA] + [adF A, adT ],

while

>

A A+ ata
2 A da)+ WA+ adtdA



+adi[A, A] + abz A+ ad® L cdal.

ad¥ X
If we neglect quadratic terms in the small gauge parameter A, we obtain the difference

[ad A, A] + [A, adA] — adf[A, \] - aa:d;k ;A

between the two transformations. This quantity is in fact undesirable, and forcing it to vanish yields the
following compatibility condition

ad3[A, A] = [a0F A, A] + [A, adFA] = ad] s 3 A + a0 1 5, (2.6)

ad% X

where we have explicitly antisymmetrized the last term — <A under an interchange of A, A by adding a

d* Py
term aD: g 5\)\ to the difference. This antisymmetrization procedure has major implications about the gauge
A

structure of the theory — we shall explain this in full detail in the next section. This condition Eq. (2.6)
ensures that the gauge transformation by A on A is unambiguous — namely does not depend on the order of
the action of \, \.

On the dual side, we may argue analogously by exchanging the original and the dual sectors:

A e A ad™ e~ ad*, A e~ B.
More explicitly, we compute from (2.3), (2.5) that
X : BAB+tadiB
2 B +dph +adf B+ adf d\
+ad}[B, A« + ad¥ s, B +ad® «, dpA,
A A

while

B2 B+dgh
2 B+ adi B+ dyh + adf d)
+[ad% B, N4 + [B,ad¥ A4 + [ad% B,ad} A]4.

>

Neglecting the term of order A2, we obtain the difference

[ad} B, A« + [B,ad* \] — ad%[B, M+ — ad* «, B,

a¥a
and hence the compatibility condition upon antisymmetrizing with respect to B, 5\,
ad}[B, N« = [ad} B, A« + [B,ad} \], — ad* sty B+ ad; wa A (2.7)
which is dual to Eq. (2.6).

The antisymmetrization procedure. One crucial point to note is that, to impose the compatibility con-

ditions Egs. (2.6), (2.7), we must introduces the terms ad* ad A aduD*A )\ in order to preserve the explicit

antisymmetry in 4, A and B, \.

These additional terms, however, cannot just be introduced from thin air. We must induce it from a
modification of the gauge transformations we have assumed in Egs. (2.1), (2.5). In particular, we include the
terms ad%\, ad’ A into how A, B transform respectively under A, A:

A— A+da)—adk)\, B— B+dgh—adi (2.8)

We call this the antisymmetrization procedure of the gauge structure, and it is a key technique that we shall use
extensively in the rest of this paper.

It is simple to see why these extra terms are necessary. By construction, the combined gauge transformation
A in either order reads

XA —adA+ad¥ A, — o —adE,

155 XA
X:Bo - —adi ), X:B— - —adiA+ad . A

adEN



where "..." indicates terms that we have already seen above. Their difference then manifests the desired terms

* * 3
abadﬁ 5\)\ + adaop\ A

upon performing the antisymmetrization procedure.

However, Eq. (2.8) implies that the g- and g* connections contribute both to define the proper notion of
covariant derivative: the gauge transformation for the connection A depends on the dual connection B, and
vice versa. As such, they should come together to define a combined connection

A=A+BeQ'(M)® (g®g*)

valued in the direct sum g @® g*, upon which the combined gauge transformation A = A + X acts. This is a key
observation that shall finally allow us to extract the compatibility conditions in a Manin triple.
Note that the antisymmetrization procedure introduces a modified notion of covariant derivative for the
matched pair g > g*,
DAAN=da)— CLDE/\
Da) = dph —ad¥ A, (2.9)

which had also been discussed in [13, 44].

The Manin triple. From the above computations, we have derived the following result:

Theorem 2.1. The combined gauge transformation (including antisymmetrized terms induced from Eq. (2.8))

A — A* = A+ (DaX + adA) + (Da + ad B) (2.10)

is unambiguous (namely independent of the order of applying M, 5\) modulo terms of order o(\?) + 0(5\2) +
o(AdX) + o(AdX) iff the compatibility conditions Egs. (2.6), (2.7) are satisfied.

If we distill Egs. (2.6), (2.7) in terms of the Lie algebra values:
a0y [ X, X'] = [a0F X, X'] + [X, a0} X'] - ab,:d;,gX + ab;; gX’,
ad%[g,d']« = [ad% 9,9']« + [9,ad% ¢']« — ad:a*,x g+ ad:a;“x g (2.11)

for each X, X' € g,9,9 € g*, then we in fact recover the necessary and sufficient conditions for the coadjoint
representations ad™, ad* to come together and form the standard Manin triple [16]

0 =g aa* Mapx §°
equipped with the standard Lie bracket
[X +9, X +¢1=[X,X"T+[g,9]« +ady g’ + a0} X — a0} X' —ad¥, g. (2.12)

It is known that this double Lie algebra structure 9 integrates to a Poisson-Lie group D [17], and hence serves
as a model for the Drinfel’d double 0 = D(g).

Manin Rigidity We have demonstrated that the gauge theory built on the direct sum g @ g* of the Lie
bialgebra g and its dual g* manifests canonically the structure of a Manin triple if and only if the combined gauge
transformation under A = A + X is unambiguous. In particular, the naturally induced coadjoint representations
ad™, ad* of the Lie bialgebra and its dual on each other must necessarily satisfy Eq. (2.11).

Now if we consider generic algebra action g > g* and back-action g <1 g*, equipped with the same non-
degenerate invariant bilinear form Eq. (2.4), we can prove the following gauge-enforced rigidity result:

Corollary 2.1. The induced combined gauge transformations A = X + A is unambiguous if and only if the
double

D/ — g > g*
s isomorphic to the standard Manin triple 9 = g ,q% Mo §.

Proof. The same argument as in Section 2.2, leading up to Theorem 2.1, goes through for the generic
action/back-action >, <1, such that the compatibility condition Eq. (2.11) must hold, with ad* replaced by
> and ad* replaced by <. The induced Lie bracket must then take the same form as Eq. (2.12), which forces
o ~0. O

The rigidity of the Manin triple is well-known, but here we have demonstrated by gauge theoretic considerations.

We shall generalize our method in the following to a 2-gauge structure, based on a Lie algebra crossed-module
g. We shall seek to extract compatibility conditions for the (strict) coadjoint representations necessary for the
notion of a 2-Manin triple.



2.3 3D topological action invariant under the Drinfel’d double

The fact that the Manin triple 0 forms a Lie algebra implies that we can do gauge theory on it based on the
standard bracket [-,-]o = [,-] in Eq. (2.12). In particular, given the combined connection A we can write a
covariant curvature quantity

F = dA—i—l[AAA]
= (dA+ = [A/\A]-I-CIDB(/\A)) (dB + = [B/\B] +ad% (AB))

_ Pirt (2.13)

called the combined curvature, which has also appeared in Ref. [44]. The covariance of F is manifest; for an
explicit proof, see Appendix A.

Chern-Simons theory and interacting BF theory. Given the combined curvature F, one may then
assemble a gauge-invariant action and study its dynamics. Using the natural invariant non-degenerate symmetric
bilinear form Eq. (2.4) on ?, we begin with the Chern-Simons action

Scs[A f {F AF)) = f (F* A B, (2.14)

where M is a 4-dimensional manifold. It can be clearly seen that, due to the covariance of the combined
curvature F, the action Eq. (2.14) is invariant under the Drinfel’d double d = g » g* gauge transformations.
If we write down the components of F, F'* explicitly, then one may compute

(F* NFy = fd [(B A(dA+ = [A AANY+ <[B A Bls A A>]

+Z<[B A Bli A [A A A]) +{ad (AB) A ad(AA)),
where the equality stands up to a boundary term. By writing the final term as
(a5 (AB) A @} (A A) = ~ 3 (B A [A A @A A + (B A adi(nB)]s £ 4),
we can make use of Eq. (2.11) to have
[AAadf(AA)] = fiaa"g(/\[A A A]), [B A adli(AB)]s = 7% ad’y (A[B A Bly),
which yields
(adi(AB) A a0 (A A)) = —é(<aDB(AB) ATA AN A + (B A Bls A adly(~A)))
_ —i<[B A Ble A [A A A,
This allows us to write the Chern-Simons action as
Scs[A] = ! J (B A (dA+ = [A AANY+ <[B A Bls A A),
where Z = 0M is the 3-dimensional boundary of M. If we recall the ordinary curvature 2-form
F=dA+ - [A A Al
then we can rewrite
Ses[A] = f (B Fy— 7<B A (AA)) = —f (B A F) +< (B A Bl A A),

which is in fact a rewritting (up to a boundary term) of the standard BF theory with a volume term [13].
If we vary B, then we achieve the flatness condition

64Scs =0 = F =dA+ = [A/\A]—aDB(AA)—O

for the g-sector of the combined curvature Eq. (2.13). On the other hand, if we vary A, then we obtain the
flatness condition

6pScs =0 = F* =dB+ - [BAB] —ad}(AB) =0

for the g*-sector of the combined curvature.



Pairings on the Drinfel’d double; non-standard Chern-Simons theory. The form of the Chern-Simons
action Eq. (2.14) depends on the choice of the bilinear form {{:,-)) on d. From the natural choice Eq. (2.4)
given by the evaluation pairing (-,-) : g* ® g — R, the above result yields an interacting BF theory. However,
more general choices are possible.

Given a bialgebra (g,1), we can form the structure of a Manin triple on the direct sum 9 =~ g@® g* by
endowing it with a symmetric non-degenerate invariant bilinear form ((-,-)) : 9® — R, with respect to which
0% = 0 is self-dual as bialgebras. It is clear that the natural evaluation pairing Eq. (2.4) is merely one component
of {{-,-)). The other component is given by the alternative pairing [45]

X +9. X' +¢)) =(X,X")+g.9"
that is "diagonal" in the direct sum g @ g*. It is invariant in the sense that

(adx X', X"y +(X';adx X") =0, (adgg’, g") 4+ {g',avy9") =0
@' X"+ (XX =0, (adk g g+ (o adk o) = 0
for each X, X', X" € gand g, ¢’, ¢” € g*. Such a pairing (-, -) exists if, for instance, g is semisimple, whence (-, ->
is the Killing form.

The Drinfel’d double = g = g* has the same structure Eq. (2.12) as previously derived when equipped
with this non-standard bilinear form {{:,-))’, but the Chern-Simons action Eq. (2.14) now reads

SLo[A] = % JM«F AFYY = % JM@* A F*y 4 (F A F).

Standard results states that the Chern-Simons polynomial ((F A F)) is exact, hence S¢g[A] reduces to the
boundary action

Ses[Al = 5 [ (A~ dA)Y + 3(A A [A 1 ADY.
From Eq. (2.13), we have
SIA A A= (GIA A A] + @B(AA)) + (5B A Bl +ad5(1B)),
hence we see that
, 1 1 1
stslal = 5 L(A A(@A+ 1A A AD) + (B A (4B + 51B A BLL)

+f (AN adf(AA)) + (B A ad¥{(AB))
z

3(SeslA] + Ses[B) + [ (A n a(nd)) + (B n adi(rB),

where we have defined the usual Chern-Simons action Scg[A], Scs[B] in each of the individual g, g*-sectors.
The rest are interaction terms.
One may consider the Chern-Simons theory Sgg given by a linear combination of the alternative pairing

with the canonical one
=l s+ B,

such that the non-degeneracy requires the real parameters o, 8 to satisfy a? + 82 # 0. We would then have
Sts[A] = aScs[A] + BSes[A]

Such a theory had been considered in detail in [45].

3 Lie algebra crossed-module and its dual

In this section, we construct a pair of dual Lie algebra crossed-modules, just like we defined a pair of dual Lie
algebras. We also discuss the motion of adjoint and co-adjoint representations in this set up.



3.1 Lie algebra crossed-module.

We first review the notion of a Lie algebra crossed-module. Let gg, g_1 be a pair of Lie algebras, a Lie algebra
crossed-module is given in terms of a map

t: g-1 — do,
called the "t-map" or the differential, together with an action > of gg on g_; such that the Pfeiffer identities

HX>Y)=[X,tY], tYpY =[V,Y], VXeg Y,V eqg (3.1)

are satisfied, in addition to the 2-Jacobi identities

[X, [ X, X"]) + [ X/, [ X", X]] + [X",[X,X']] =0,
X X'>Y)-X'>(Xp>Y)—[X,X'|>Y =0 (3.2)

for all X, X', X" € go and Y € g_;. Notice here that, by the second Pfeiffer identity Eq. (3.1), the Lie algebra
bracket [-, -] on g_; is completely determined by the structures ¢,r>. A Lie algebra crossed-module is also called
a strict Lie 2-algebra.

Definition 3.1. We call a Lie algebra crossed-module trivial if ¢ = id, and skeletal if ¢ = 0 [46, 32, 28, 1].

We shall denote a Lie algebra crossed-module by g = (g_; 4 g0, >, [-,]), where [+, -] is the Lie bracket on go.
This is indeed the minimal information one needs since, the Lie bracket of g_; is determined from the second
Pfeiffer identity in terms of the action and t-map. The subscripts on the Lie algebras are called the degrees of
the grading in g. It is a very useful tool for keeping track of the crossed-module structures.

Notice that there is a natural adjoint representation of g on itself. Since we have two pieces, gg and g_1, we
can split this adjoint representation into two components, one coming from gy and one from g_;. Indeed, we
have the bracket of gg on itself but also the action > of gg on g_;. The adjoint representation of the g_; sector
is also specified by the crossed-module action t>. This is denoted by

ad = (adg,ad_1) : g — End g, (3.3)
which comes in graded components adg,ad_; defined by
ado(X) = (adx =[X,"], xx =X > ) € End(go D g_1), ad_1(Y) =->Y € Hom(go, g—1)
for each X € go,Y € g_1.

Example 3.1. In general, there are two ways of associating a Lie algebra | to a Lie algebra crossed-module.

1. The canonical embedding: trivial crossed-module: for any 1-algebra |, we define the crossed-module

idf = (g1 X, g0, >, [ °]), g1=go=1

whose t-map is the identity. The Pfeiffer identities Eq. (3.1) force the action > = [-,-] to be the adjoint
action. We call the association | — id; the canonical embedding, and in fact embeds the category of
Lie algebras into the category of Lie algebra crossed-modules [1, 47].

2. The suspension embedding: skeletal crossed-module: given the semidirect product V x u, where u
is a Lie algebra acting on the (abelian) Lie algebra V', we can associate a skeletal crossed-module structure

toV xu,

0
g°=(g-1—00,>[,]), g-1=V,go=u

to it. The Pfeiffer identities Fq. (3.1) enforce g_1 =V to be Abelian (ie. a vector space), but otherwise
imposes no constraints on the action t>. Provided V is Abelian, the crossed-module structure of g° coincides
with the Lie bracket of V xu

[X+Y, X' +Y]=[X,X]+X>Y -X'Y, X, X eg V,Y'eV. (3.4)

Aside from the grading (ie. degree information) inherent in the crossed-module g°, there is no distinction
between the algebraic structures of g° and V x u. We call the association V x u — g° the suspension
embedding.
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3.2 Dual crossed-module and Lie bialgebra crossed-modules.

In the following, we shall also need the notion of a dual Lie algebra crossed-module. As we mentioned already,
we only need to dualize the minimal data encoding the crossed-module structure.

A crossed-module is defined in terms of the Lie algebra gg, the space g;, the action of go on g_; and the
t-map. The Lie algebra structure is inherited from the ¢-map and the action. Canonically, the duality relation
would be between opposite grading. This means that if go (resp. g_i1) has degree 0 (resp. —1), then g will
have degree —1 (resp. 0).

Hence the dual crossed-module would be characterized by the Lie algebra g*; of degree 0, the (vector) space
g¢ which would become a Lie algebra if we specify the action >* and the dual ¢-map. This means that to define
the dual crossed-module, we need to define a cocycle on g_; to define the degree 0 Lie algebra g*;. We need a
cocycle which would give the action >*. Finally, dualizing the ¢-map will provide the right t-map between g
and g_,. The Pfeiffer identities for the dual structures are then translated in terms of the cocycle properties.

More explicitly, the dual structures are induced by a pair of Lie algebra cochains

0-1:9-1—>0-1A0-1, 6o:80— (9-1®g0) D (g0 ®9-1) (3.5)

such that we induce the crossed-module structures [+, -]4,>* in the following way

L 1Y) = (f A f)(621Y),  (f 7 9)(X) = (f A 9)(60X)

for each X € go,Y € g_1 and g € g, f, f' € g*, in the dual. Here, duality is once again taken with respect to
the canonical evaluation pairing

(f+9: X +Y) =g(X) + f(Y),
which induces the natural invariant non-degenerate symmetric bilinear form [1]

UX+H+T+9), X+ 1)+ +4))=9X)+g(X)+ )+ f(Y) (3.6)
on the direct sum (go ® g*,) @ (9—1 D g3) as a vector space, where we collected together the terms of the same
degree. .

We now introduce a map ¢ : gi — g*; such that the dual analogue of the Pfeiffer identities Eq. (3.1)
tfe*g) =Iftgls, tg>"g =199, V/fegi g9 €0
are satisfied. When written in terms of the 2-cochains (§_1,dg), they are equivalent to”

Sot* = (FF @1+ 1®t%)6_4, (t*®1—-1®t*)5 =0, (3.7)

where £* : g_; — go is the dual map of . Notice that, once again, the dual bracket [-,-]s on g is determined
completely by the structures ¢,>* from the second Pfeiffer identity.

Now in addition to the Pfeiffer identities, we must enforce the analogues of the 2-Jacobi identities Eq. (3.2).
These read

[f, [f/a f”]*]* + [flv [f//7 f]*]* + [f”v [f7 f/]*]* = 07
fer(f'erg) - fe*(ferg) —[f, fla>*g=0, (3.8)
where f, f', f" € g*,,9 € g&, which is equivalent to the equivariance of the structures >*,[-, ], under the
coadjoint representation’ ad* = (adj,ad™;) obtained by dualizing Eq. (3.3):
adk(f>*g) = (X&) p¥g—f>* (adkg),
XxU 1 = DX T+ X
ad® (V)[f. f] = fro¥adi (Y)(f) - f &% ad® (Y)(f).

If written in terms of the 2-cochain (6_1,d0), we obtain explicitly the compatibility relations

do([X, X']) (X>®l+1®adx)ip(X') — (X' >®1+1®adx)dp(X),
I1(Xp>Y) = (X>R1+1®X>)I_1(Y)+0(X) Y ®1+1Q>Y). (3.9)

If Egs. (3.7) and (3.9) are satisfied, then g*[1] = (g§ ER *1, [, ]«,>%) is a bona fide crossed-module’. We call
such a 2-cochain (d_1,00) a 2-cocycle, and (g;0_1,dp) a Lie bialgebra crossed-module.

2To see this, we for instance evaluate dot* to yield (f A g)(80t*Y) = (f >* g)(F*(Y)) = (£(f >* 9))(Y), while (f A 9)(F* @1+
1@1*)6-1(Y)) = (f A tg)(6-1Y) = [f, tg]x(Y).

3Notice the action >* in the dual crossed-module g*[1] is distinct from the coaction x* of go on g’fl.

4In keeping with the mathematical literature, we have kept the notation "[1]", which indicates a degree-shift in the grading.
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Remark 3.1. Similar to bialgebras, the bialgebra crossed-module structure is symmetric under dualization: if g
is a Lie bialgebra crossed-module, then so is its dual g*[1], which is equipped with the 2-cocycle

0% tah — 80 AGe, 08t — (85, ®05) @ (95 ®9%))

dual to the crossed-module structure ([-,-],>) of g, satisfying analogues of Egs. (3.7) and (3.9). However, this
means that ¢* must be related to the original crossed-module map t; in fact, we must have t = t* in a bialgebra
crossed-module [32, 1]. The situation is summarized below:

2-Cocycle components ... are dual to ... Action Bracket
g: 51 8o - R [.]
t=t*
g*[1] : 0%, 5 T [ ]«

Example 3.2. Consider the examples given in Example 3.1.

1. The canonical bicrossed-module: [t is clear that any Lie 2-bialgebra structure on idy collapses to just
the data on the Lie algebra I: indeed, Eq. (3.7) implies that the 2-cocycle (6_1,dp) is merely two copies of
the usual Lie algebra 1-cocycle v € Z1(1,12").

Due to the relation t = t* = id, the dual 2-algebra id}[1] is also trivial, whose crossed-module structure is
determined by the 2-cocycle (§_1,80) = (¥,v). Moreover, the coherence condition Eq. (3.7) implies that
the dual bracket |-, ]« induced by v constitutes the crossed-module structures in id;[1].

As 2-bialgebras, we thus have id{[1] = id; namely duality commutes with the canonical embedding. We
call (idg; 4, 1)) the canonical bialgebra crossed-module associated to the bialgebra (I;1)).

2. The suspension bialgebra crossed-module: Given the semidirect product V x u, taking the dual in
general "flips" the action (V xu)* = u* x V*. Take a 1-cocycle v € Z1(V xu, (V xu)?*) on the semidirect
product such that

(f+9)~ (f+9)NW(X +Y)) [f+9.f +d1(X+Y)

£, F1:(Y) + [9.9'1(X) + f &% ¢'(X) = f' " g(X)

for each f,f' € V* g,g e u* and X e u,Y € V, we see that components of the 2-cochain (§_1,8¢) in fact
make an appearance:

£ 1Y) = (F A f)(00Y),  (f 9)(X) = (f A 9)(60X).

However, the term involving [g, ¢']« is missing, which suggests that u* must be Abelian. This is consistent
with the fact that the t-map t = t* = 0 on the dual crossed-module (g°)*[1] is also trivial. When this is
the case, Eq. (3.7) becomes vacuous while Eq. (3.9) is equivalent to the cocycle condition for v. As a
consequence, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. If the I-cocycle 9|, restricted to w = V x u has trivial image in w** (hence u* is
Abelian), then ¢ = §_1 + &y determines a 2-cocycle (6_1,80) for its skeletal suspension g°.

This implies that (g*)° = (g°)*[1]; namely the duality commutes with the suspension embedding, provided
the hypothesis of the proposition is true. We call (§°;5_1, ) the suspension bialgebra crossed-module
associated to the bialgebra (V x u; ).

Similar to the original crossed-module, there is also a natural adjoint representation of g*[1] on itself. This
is denoted
ad = (adg,ad_1) : g*[1] — End g*[1]. (3.10)

It also comes in graded components given by

ado(f) = ([f, "]« = adf, f>-=ns) € End(g*, ®gy), ad_1(g) = - >* g € Hom(g*, g ),

where feg*,,g€ g
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3.3 Coadjoint representations

By dualizing the adjoint representations Eqs. (3.3) and (3.10), we obtain the coadjoint representations

(adg,ad”;) : g — End g*[1], (003, ad%,) : g*[1] — Endpg,
ady = (ad™, x*) : go — End(g§ @ g*,), af = (ad*,7*) : g%, — End(g-1 @ go),
ad*; = A:g_; — Hom(g*,,g8), av*, = A go — Hom(go, g—1)- (3.11)

Explicitly for each X, X' € go,Y € g_1 and g,¢' € g§, f € g*, they are defined in graded components by

(adk 9)(X") = —g([X, X']), f(avFY) = —[f, f']«(Y),
XX NHY) =—-f(XY), g X) = =(f " 9)(X)
Ay (X)) = —f(X>Y), F(Ag(X)) = =(f >* 9)(X).
It can then be seen that the canonical evaluation pairing (f+¢g, X +Y) = ¢g(X) + f(Y) — and hence its induced

pairing Eq. (3.6) — is by definition invariant under the coadjoint representations Eq. (3.11). The first Pfeiffer
identities ty = adt,n = adt then lead to

)

Xxt* = t*adk, nit* = t*av}, (3.12)
Ay ot = ad}y, Ajot= A - (3.13)

If ad™®, ad* satisfy Egs. (3.12), (3.13), then Eq. (3.11) define strict coadjoint representations of g and g*[1]
on each other. These shall play a very important role in the following.

4 Recovering the 2-Drinfel’d double as a 2-gauge symmetry from dual
2-gauge theories

Similarly to the 1-gauge case, we are going to define a pair of 2-gauge theories, based on dual crossed-modules.
Because they are dual, we will be able to define an action of the dual 2-gauge on the 2-gauge data and vice-versa.
Then demanding that the order does not matter will put constraints which are the higher gauge equivalent of
the matched pair of Lie algebras. Since now we have to deal with both 1- and 2-gauge transformations, there
are more compatibility rules to consider.

4.1 Dual 2-gauge theories

Given the principal 2-bundle P — M with structure 2-group G, it is equipped a 2-connection (A, Y) consisting
of a go-valued 1-form A and g_;-valued 2-form X..
The 2-gauge (infinitesimal) transformations are given by [22, 25, 48] (recall [+, ] = ad)

)

). A— AN = A+da) I A— Al = A+tL
=YY S 2f =S4 daL + L[L AL

where da\ = d\ + [A,\] and A € Q°(M)®go and L € Q' (M) ® g_; are gauge parameters. Given the following
quantities
F=F—t3, G =daX (4.1)

where F' = dA + 3[A A A] is the curvature of A, one can then compute that they in fact transform covariantly
[30, 49]:
o FN = A o FL —
/\:{]-" Fr = F + [\ F L:{]-‘ FL=F 42)

GG =G+r>G G-Gl=G+F A" L

The quantity F is known as fake-flatness, while G is the 2-curvature.

Dual 2-gauge structure. Let us consider now a dual principal 2-bundle P* — X, which is equipped with
a dual 2-connection (C, B) valued in the strict 2-algebra g*[1]. We thus have the corresponding 2-gauge
transformations (recall [+, ], = ad)

0= =0t do) ;. jo-ct=c+il
"|B->B=B+Ax*B "\|B—-BL=B+deL+3[LALls '
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where deA = d\ + [C, A]y and A € Q°(M) ® g*, and L € Q'(M) ® g are gauge parameters.
The fake-flatness and 2-curvature quantities are given by

F=F—iB, §G=dcB, (4.3)

where F = doC = dC + %[C A C4 is the curvature of C'. One may compute that

: : : (4.4)

(F P - Fr AT P

GG =G+A>*g G-Gl=G+F AL
form which we see that the quantities F , Q are indeed covariant.
The coadjoint action and back-action. Now recall that the crossed-module g and its dual g*[1] define

natural representations on each other given in Eq. (3.11). With these, the 2-connections (A, X) shall transform
under the dual gauge parameters A, L, as follows:

B— B*=DB+ad} B B—-BL=B+A(CAL
A \ Tady , L: I TACAL) , (4.5)
C—C*"=C+x3C Cc—-C"=C
and similarly for the dual 2-connections (C, B) as
[T =%+ aiy - [z oxl=n4+AAANL
A X a)\ , L: i + ( /\) (46)
A— A =A+nfA A—- A=A

These transformations have also appeared previously in the study of 2-BF theories [30, 49], which are also
sometimes known as "BFCG-theory" [50].

As in Section 2, we posit that the gauge transformations given in Eqs. (4.2), (4.4), (4.5), (4.6) should allow
us to derive conditions such that the direct sum g @ g*[1] forms the 2-Manin triple

0 =0 aa* Maox g7 [1].

In fact, we shall recover Egs. (3.12), (3.13) as well, purely from the considerations of the 2-gauge symmetries
present in each of the 2-algebra sectors.

4.2 The 2-Drinfel’d double as 2-gauge symmetry

We follow the same strategy as in Section 2.2, and use Eqgs. (4.2), (4.4), (4.5), (4.6) to perform the gauge
transformations.
We begin by defining the combined 2-gauge parameter by

A=A+2e QM) (g @eg*,), L=L+LecQ'(M)®@ @ 1Dg).

We grouped them so that they have the same degree, as forms but also in terms of the grading.

We are going to consider the different combinations we can make in different order and impose that the
order does not matter. This will impose a set of constraints which will be equivalent to the definition of the
2-Drinfel’d double.

4.2.1 Combined 1-gauge transformations

As in Section 2.2, the 1-connection A, say, transforms not only under A but also 5\, and similarly for C. By
considering pure gauges A = d\,C = d), the induced gauge transformations are

A= A+nEx+o(AdN), A X+ xEA+o(AdN),

modulo variations in the 1-gauge parameters.
1-gauge transformations of the 1-form connections. We can follow an analogous treatment as previously,
but with ad*,ad® replaced with n*, x* in accordance with Eqs. (4.2), (4.4), (4.5), (4.6). Running the same

arguments as in Section 2.2, we introduce here C-dependent gauge transformations on A and vice versa, in
order to properly antisymmetrize the compatibility conditions.

A — A+ dal—nEN, C — C+deh— i
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This leads us to consider the combined 1-connection
A=A+CeQ(M)®(gorag*y)

valued in the degree-0 components of the direct sum g > g*[1].
Moreover, this antisymmetrization procedure introduces the modified covariant derivatives

DN =dax—nEX, DU =deh — i\, (4.7)
for the combined 1-connection A = A + C, in analogy with Eq. (2.9). We therefore have the analogous result:
Lemma 4.1. The gauge transformation (including antisymmetrized terms)

A — AN = A+ (DN + 9 A) + (DY AEO)

is unambiguous (independent of the order at which A, X acts) modulo terms of order o(A2) + 0o(A2) + o(Ad)) +
o(Ad)) iff the first compatibility conditions

IRIAA]L = [ A A+ TA ] = 15 s A+ 1A,

GO AL = DECAL +[C R — XA+ X, C (48)

are satisfied.

1-gauge transformations of the 2-form connections. Less trivially, the 2-connection ¥ also transforms
under the 1-gauge A + A. Consider first . To study how it transforms, we compute the action of consecutive
transformations in A and A, with Egs. (4.2), (4.6)

—

X TAY4AY
i»E+ab§2+A>2
* * * *
FAD> adTE + (n{A) > X+ (nfA) > (ad(Y),

~

~r d

~o(X2)
while the other order gives
X sdyiars
L0+ A> Y+ adiy

% % %
adi(A> ) + abxf;\E + aoxf?\()‘ >X).

S ~~ —

~o(X2)
The difference between them, modulo quadratic terms in the small gauge parameters A, A, then reads
adi(A>3X) + abj‘(tS\E —AD> @Y — (nfA) > X, (4.9)

and we must force it to vanish.
This argument can be repeated for the dual sector, with the replacements

Y e B X* e~ ¥, ad® s ad®, A s A,
More precisely, we see from Eqgs. (4.4), (4.5) that B transforms as

X : TAB+tadB

1

S B+ A>*B+adiB
adi(A>* B) + ad:;(AB + abj‘(f;(/\ >* B),

~

~~ i

~o(32)

while

>
W
|
W
_l’_
>
\%
*
w
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A Bt+adiB+An*B
A% adf B+ (\iN) ¥ B+ (\i\) ¥ (ad% B) .

. ~ —
~o(A2)
Their difference modulo A2, A2 then reads
ad{(A>* B) + ad¥y, B—Ap*ad} B— (3\) >* B, (4.10)
A

and we also require this to vanish.

Antisymmetrization procedure for the 2-form connection. Similar to the 1-gauge case, we must an-
tisymmetrize the last term ab;"(*S\E with respect to A, ¥ on Eq. (4.9), and similarly with respect to A, B on
A

Eq. (4.9). As such, we must modify how the 2-connections ¥, B transform under the 1-gauge parameters A, 5\,
respectively: ~ ~
Yo Y4+ A> Y —adh, B — B+ A>*B—adf\ (4.11)

In contrast to the 1-group case, however, it is a bit subtle to see why such terms are necessary.

The subtlety here is that the coadjoint action in the degree-(-1) sectors g_1, g§ are determined by the second
Pfeiffer identity, whence terms such as ad§\, ad$ A can be written in terms of the maps A, A by Eq. (3.13). To
be explicit, the second Pfeiffer identity Eq. (3.1) gives

ady Y = [VY']| =tY > Y',
whence pairing against f € g*, gives
(ady f)(Y') = f(Y",Y]) = f(#Y' > Y) = (=Ay () (#Y)
for any Y, Y’ € g_;. Similarly in the dual sector, we have
g'(av; X) = (Ig')(—Ay(X))

for each g, ¢’ € g and X € go. This allows us to rewrite

@EX = —Ag()),  adid=—Ag(\). (4.12)
Now, if we compute from Eq. (4.11) that
X% o= avhA + a0k 5, XN o —adb,
X:B— - —adi ), XN:iB— o —adf A+ ad g5,

"..." indicate terms we have encountered already previously. Then, by Eq. (4.12), the difference

aOZd; sA T adgss = A AN+ AR, ()

where

in fact yields the desired antisymmetrization terms. Appending these terms to Egs. (4.9), (4.10) leads to the
desired compatibility conditions

adf (A > X)

A (a0Y) + (A > 8 — aa;’z*S\E + AAE(;)(A), (4.13)
A
ad% (A >* B)

An* (adf B) + (xIA) >* B—ad:§<AB+AAB(A)(;\). (4.14)

The B-dependent 1-gauge transformation on ¥ (and vice versa) suggest we should define a combined 2-
connection

S =S+BeQM)® (g_1 ®gf)

valued in the degree-(—1) components of the direct sum g @® g*[1].
Moreover, a modified covariant action is also introduced by the combined 2-connection 3 = ¥ + B via the
antisymmetrization procedure:

DOX = A>Y¥—adhA=ad_;(I)(N) — adh),
DYXN = Ap*B—adi)=ao_(B)(A) —adi . (4.15)

This yields the following result:
Lemma 4.2. The 1-gauge transformation (including antisymmetrized terms in Eq. (4.11))
S 3= S+ (DPA + a0k%) + (DF'X + adj B)
is unambiguous modulo terms of the order o(\2) + o(A2) + o(AdA) + o(Ad) iff the second compatibility
conditions FEgs. (4.13), (4.14) are satisfied.
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4.2.2 Combined 2-gauge transformations

Let us now study the 2-gauge transformations under the 2-gauge parameter L = L+L. As A, C do not transform
respectively under L, L, we see that there is no ambiguity in A under L:

A->AVY=A+tL+iL=A+TL,

where we introduced the total t-map 7' = t® 1+ 1®%. On the other hand, the 2-connections ¥, B do transform
under L and L respectively, but only as shifts by A 7 (AA), AL(AC), respectively, that do not depend on X, B
themselves. Therefore, there is no induced transformations of L and L on each other, and terms of cubic order
o(L?L) 4 o(L*L) do not occur. Consequently, the quadratic terms L2, L? do not effect our results, and we shall
neglect them in the following.

Now we consider the 2-gauge shift transformations on the 2-connections X, B, and demand the difference
in the different order to be zero. Similar to before, this leads to a modification of the 2-gauge transformation,
because we must antisymmetrize the terms in these differences with respect to L, A and L, C, respectively. This
can be accomplished by inserting the terms — ad¥ L into how B transforms under L in Eq. (4.5). Similarly, we
insert the term —ad} L into how ¥ transforms under L in Eq. (4.2). In other words, we introduce the 2-gauge

covariant derivatives R R R
DVL = dsL —av(nL), DVEL=doL —ad%(AL) (4.16)

of the matched pair g_; > g in degree-(-1).

We can check explicitly now that the order of the transformations does not matter provided we have some
consistency conditions that we shall now derive. We compute directly with Eqgs. (4.2), (4.4) and the modified
2-gauge covariant derivatives Eq. (4.16):

T : S5 S+diL—adi(AL)
LS 4 dal + A; (A A) — adk(AL)
i ~
L : Y=Y+ Az(~A)
LS 4 dal + A; (A A) — adk(AL)
+A; (AtL).

Similarly, we may compute with Egs.(4.5), (4.6) that

L . BLBidel—adi(al)
Ly Bt doL + AL(AC) — ad’y(AL)
—ad}; (AL).
T B B+ AL(AC)

L By del + AL(AC) — adb(AL)
+AL(/\£I~/).
Now the difference in these transformations reads
(AL(ATL) + adf (AL)) + (A (ALL) + ad¥; (A L)),
from which we see that the condition £ = ¢t* implies
(AL(ATL) — adf*L(/\f/)) + (AE(AtL) — aD:‘*E(/\L)) =0,

which vanishes by Eq. (3.13).
We therefore have the following result:

Lemma 4.3. The combined gauge transformation (including antisymmetrized terms)
L L _ (1) A - 7
X S5XY =3+ (D' L+A;(~A)+ (DL +AL(AC))

is unambiguous exactly iff ¢ = t* and A = ad* |, A = ad* | satisfy Eq. (3.13).
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4.2.3 Mixed 1- and 2-gauge transformations

Let us now study the combined gauge transformations under the mixed parameter (;\7 L), and dually under
(X, L). Toward this, we must study how these gauge parameters interact.

First, as C' is invariant under L, so is the pure-gauge l-connection C = dX and hence there are no terms
involving the action of L on A. On the other hand, a pure-gauge 2-connection > = dsL admits a gauge

transformation
dal — daLl + aajf\dAL. (4.17)

By Leibniz rule, we see that we have

dL — dL + av*dL = dL + d(ad% L) — av*; A L,

hence this induces an action of A on L:
L — L+ ad%L + o(d\L)

modulo terms proportional to dX.
On the dual side, we similarly have no action of L on \, as A is invariant under L. On the other hand, we
have
dL — dL + ad} dL = dL + d(ad} L) — ad’, AL,

which induces the action of A on L: ~ ~ ~
L — L +ad} L+ o(d\L)

modulo terms of order o(dAL).

On 1-connections. With this acquired, we now consider how the 1-connections transform under these mixed
gauge transformations. First as L acts trivially on A, and similarly L acts trivially on C, we see that there is
in fact no ambiguity

AL Av g, o B o don

On the other hand, we see that we have

(\ L) AiA+n§Ai»A+tL+n§‘A+n§tL,

(ML) AL ATl D A4 gt A+t + tadt L
and similarly

ML)+ CDCHxiCS O+ L+ L,

AL+ CBHC+ILD C+xiC+IL+fadi L.

The difference in these gauge transformations is
(n{tL —tadi L) + (X¥tL — tadf L),
and the condition for them to vanish — with £ = t* understood — is in fact nothing but the Pfeiffer identities
nit*L = *adtL, XSt =t*adi L
in Eq. (3.12). In other words, we have the following result:

Lemma 4.4. The mized gauge transformations
AMA+tL+a0§A+aa§tL, CMC+EE+ad§C+ad§Ei

are unambiguous modulo the order o(dAL)+0(dAL)+0(A\2)+0(\?) iff t = t* and ad§ = (ad*, x*), adF = (ad*,n*)
satisfy Fq. (3.12).

We therefore see that Lemmas 4.3, 4.4 make Eqs. (3.11) define bona fide strict coadjoint representations, as
anticipated.
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On 2-connections. We now turn to the mixed gauge transformations of the 2-connections 3, B. Let us begin
with (A, L). First, we have

(ML) AT A2 L S An T+ AL (AA)
A Az (AA),
(L L) 5Ly A (n4)

LS+ A>T+ Az (AA)
+Aad§< P(AA) + A (Adad) + Aadf 7 (Ada).

~ ~

~~
~o0(\2)

Modulo terms of order o(dAL) + o(A\?), the difference is the quantity
Ap(A[AN) + A g5 £ (AA) = A Ap (A A).

In order to force this quantity to vanish, the last two terms must be antisymmetrized with respect to A and A.
This can be accomplished by the covariant derivative Eq. (4.16), from which we acquire the terms

_Aadﬁ(/\i)(A) + A AP Af,(/\)a
and achieve the compatibility condition

Ap(A[AA]) = A Ap(AA) = AA" A (0) = A, gx 1 (AA) + A i 1) () (4.18)

Next, we consider the dual transformation (5\, L) on the 2-connection B. We notice that the above argument
can be run through analogously; indeed, we have

(L) BAB+As*B L BEAD* B+ AL(AC)
+A>* AL(AC),
(\, L) B B+ AL(AC)

A B As* B+ AL(AC)
JrAuai"L(/\C) + AL(/\dcs\) + Aabi"L(/\dCS\) .

& —

~0(A2?)

Modulo terms of order o(dAL) + 0(A?), the difference reads

AL(A[C, N]4) + Ay (AC) = A>* AL(AC).

Antisymmetrizing the last two terms with the covariant derivative Eq. (4.15), and setting this difference to zero
yields the dual set of Eq. (4.18):

AL(A[C, A]e) = AB* AL(AC) — C AP AL(N) — Dyt 1 (AC) + By (1) (A). (4.19)

Finally, the question now is what would one yield by considering the mixed gauge (5\, L) on ¥, or dually the
mixed gauge (A, L) on B? We in fact do not get anything new; indeed, we directly compute

AL) DAY +ais
L 8+ daL + —ad(AL) + adiy
+a0§dAL

ML)+ S5 S 4daLl—adi(AL)

A S+ dal + adiS — adf(AL)
+daadiL(nfA) A® L+
+(nfA) A" adiL.

A

~

o(A2)
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By neglecting terms of order o(dAL) + o(X?), the difference reads
abif\(A AP L)— A AP aO;L - (77;4) N

Setting this quantity to zero requires us to antisymmetrize the last two terms with respect to A and L.
To do this, we introduce the terms in the modified covariant derivative Eq. (4.15). This yields the compat-
ibility condition

WF(AATL)=AA" L - L A" adfA— (nfA) A" L+ (niL) A” A
Dually, the difference in how B transforms under (A, Ii) gives rise to the compatibility condition
adf(C AP" L) = C AP  adi L — L A" ad¥ C — (x¥0) AP* L+ (L) AP" C.

These conditions bear striking resemblance to the second compatibility conditions Eqgs. (4.13), (4.14); they in
fact lead to the same condition (cf. Eq. (4.21)).

4.2.4 The 2-Manin triple
We have derived the following result:

Theorem 4.1. The combined 2-gauge transformations (including antisymmetrized terms) of the combined 2-
connection (A, X) = (A+C,X + B)

DL (D<0>A+n;A)+(D§’)X+X§C)
B DI 5 (D<0A+aaf2)+(D$>X+ad§B) ’
+(t ) (tL)

bl

A - Al =
L {E st =5+ (DVL+A; (nA) + (DVL+ A
- A A L(AC))

in terms of the modified covariant derivatives Egs. (1.7), (1.15), (1.16), are unambiguous (ie. independent of
the order at which any of the gauge parameters A\, X, L, L act) modulo terms of the order

o(dA\ + L)) + o(dA(\ + L)) + o(dLL) + o(dLL) + o(\?) + o(\?)

uf

1. the maps in Eq. (3.11),
ad® : g — End g*[1], ad* : g*[1] - End g,

satisfy Eqs. (3.12), (3.13) and hence define strict coadjoint representations, and
2. the compatibility conditions Fgs. (41.8), (4.13), (4.14), (4.18), (4.19) are satisfied.

These are in fact the necessary and sufficient conditions derived in Ref. [1] for a strict Lie 2-bialgebra g to
form the standard 2-Manin triple’

0 =g aq% Maox g7 [1]

with its dual g*[1]. Indeed, if we distill all of the above compatibility conditions to their Lie algebra values,
then we obtain®

nFGXT = Ip X X+ [ np X =l (XTf (X

XX s = [X?%f,f’]*+[f7><xf]*ij’;;<xf’+x,,}k,xf, (4.20)
afX>Y) = X (afY)+ (fX) > Y —adu Y+ Ax, (X)),
ady (fp*g) = [p¥(adxg) + (XK S)BFg—adsx g+ A% (x) (), (4.21)
Ay[X,X']) = XA, (X)+ X' >A (X) - Aadig(X’) + Aad;g(X),
Av([f. /1) = fePAv(f) + 05 Av(f) = Daoty () + B v () (4.22)

for each X, X" e go, f, f €eg*,.Y eg_1,9€ g§.

5As a Drinfel’d double is equivalent to a Manin triple [16], by abuse of language, we will also freely interchange the name
2-Drinfel’d double with 2-Manin triple.
6Note certain signs are different due to the antisymmetry of the wedge product on forms.
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Given the compatibility conditions Eqgs. (4.20), (4.21), (4.22), the 2-Manin triple 0 forms Lie algebra crossed-
module. The t-map is given by

T=t+t=t+t*:9 1®DgF > goDg*,,
and the crossed-module structures
[X+ X'+ 1 = [X,XT+[f, fle +X5XF —x% f+0f X =0} X,
X+ +g) = XY+ [oFg+Ay(X)—adyg+Ay(f) —ad}Y (4.23)
for each X, X" € go,Y € g_1, f, f € 9*,,9 € 9§. The degree-(-1) bracket

[Y +9,Y + 41 TY +g9) > (Y'+¢)

= YT+ [9,0] + Bg(tY) —adly ¢ + Ay (t*g) — avf, Y’

is given by the second Pfeiffer identity from Eq. (4.23).

Crucially, the canonical crossed-module structure on the 2-Manin triple @ = g » g*[1] is defined in accordance
with the grading. When written in terms of the components, we see that the "double" presentation and its
crossed-module structure are related

T
(9-1,80) > (g5, 8%1) e~ (9-1,85) — (90, 8%1),
by an exchange gg <~ g* of a component at degree-0.
Example 4.1. Consider the bialgebra crossed-modules (idg;,v) and (g% 0_1,80) given in Example 3.2.

1. Canonical 2-Manin triple: Fix the 1-cocycle ¢ = 6_1 = dg on I. Due to the Pfeiffer identities, all of
the components of Eq. (3.11) collapse to merely the coadjoint representation:

¥ =ad* = —A, n* = ad* = —A.

Denote by 1 the 2-Manin triple obtained from the canonical bialgebra crossed-module (idy; ), ¢) associated
to the bialgebra (I;1)), then we see that the compatibility conditions Eqs. (4.20), (4.21), (4.22) collapse to
merely three copies of the compatibility condition Fq. (2.11) ford.

This means that the bialgebra crossed-modules 1, = idy in fact coincide, as they have the same crossed-
module structures given by Eq. (1.23). In essence, the canonical embedding commutes with the "Manin-

ization" [ — 0; this fact had also been noted in Ref. [1]. We call 11 = id, the canonical 2-Manin triple
associated to the bialgebra (I;4)).

2. Suspension 2-Manin triple: Fiz the 1-cocyce ¥ = §_1 + dg on V x u as given in Proposition 3.1.
Summing the crossed-module structure Eq. (1.23) on the 2-Manin triple 9° of the suspension g° yields

[(X+Y)+(f+9), (X +Y)+(f+9) = [X+[,X + o

+(X + ) > (Y +9)

—(X'+f) e (Y +9), (4.24)
where X € u,g e u*) Y € V, f € V*. This coicides with the Lie bracket Eq. (2.12) on the Manin triple
0 =0(V xu) of the semidirect product V x u.

If we denote by pd° the 2-Manin triple 0° with the grading ignored, then we see that d = pd° have identical

algebraic structures. We call 0° the suspension 2-Manin triple associated to the bialgebra (V x u; ).

It is clear from the Lie brackets Eq. (4.23) that the components of ® with the same degree, namely gy > g*;
and g_; > g¢, in fact themselves form Drinfel’d doubles. In other words, a Lie bialgebra crossed-module
(g,9*[1]) defines two Lie bialgebras (go,8*;), (9-1,8¢) [32, 1].

4.3 Strict Lie 2-bialgebras and 2-Manin rigidity

So far, the results we have obtained were all expressed in terms of Lie algebra crossed-modules. However, it
is well-known that Lie algebra crossed-modules are equivalent to strict Lie 2-algebras [47, 32, 1]. We shall see
that all of our results carry over to the known 2-algebra scenario.

Recall a (strict) Lie 2-algebra is a two-term graded vector space g = g_1 @ go equipped with a degree-1
differential l; : g1 — go and a graded Lie bracket lo = [-,] : g; A 8; — 8i+; (where ¢,j = 0, —1), such that the
Koszul relations

[XvXI] = _[leX]’ [XvY] = _[YvX]a [Y’ Y/] =0,
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LX) Y] =[X,hY], (LY, Y'] = [Y, Y],
[[Xv X/]’X”] + [[X/7X”]’X] + [[X”7X]’X/] =0,
[[X,X/],Y] + [[X/,Y],X] + [[YvX]aX/] =0

are satisfied for each X, X', X" € go and YY" € g_;.
If we redefine I; =t :g_1 — go, and put

lazgy = [ ]aor  lelgong—s = 80> 8-1, (4.25)

then we see that the above Koszul relations above reproduce precisely the Pfeiffer identities Eq. (3.1), as well as
the 2-Jacobi identities Egs. (3.2). Moreover, if the 2-cochain (d_1,dp) Eq. (3.5) introduced in Section 3 satisfy
the coherence conditions Eqgs. (3.7), (3.9), then (d_1,do) is in fact a Lie 2-algebra 2-cocycle.

Proposition 4.1. Lie algebra crossed-modules (resp. bialgebra crossed-modules) coincide with strict Lie 2-
algebras (resp. Lie 2-bialgebras) as defined in Ref. [1].

Now, given the natural coadjoint representations Eq. (3.11) of g and its dual g*[1] on each other, the
conditions Egs. (4.20), (4.21), (4.22) in fact coincide with those derived in Ref. [1]. These conditions are
necessary for g@® g*[1] to form a matched pair of 2-algebras, hence our notion of the standard 2-Manin triple
coincides with that given in Ref. [1] as well.

2-Manin rigidity. Suppose, given a Lie 2-bialgebra g and its dual g*[1], we introduce a pair of generic graded
action/back-action

> :g— Endg*[1], <:g*[1] — Endg.
Then we in fact have the following gauge-enforced result
Corollary 4.1. Given t = t*, the induced combined 2-gauge transformations (\,L) = (A + \,L + L) are
unambiguous up to the order given in Theorem 4.1 iff

1. the action/back-action pair >, <1 form strict coadjoint representations, and

2. the double
o' = gag*[1]
is isomorphic to the standard 2-Manin triple 0 = g ,q% MNao# g%[1].

Proof. The same argument as in Section 4.2, leading up to Theorem 4.1, goes through for the generic
action/back-action >, < such that, given ¢ = t*,

1. they satisfy the analogues of Egs. (3.12) and (3.13), and
2. they satisfy the analogues of Eqs. (4.8), (4.13), (4.14), (4.18), (4.19),

with ad replaced by > and ad replaced by <. The induced crossed-module structure for o’ must then take the
same form Eq. (4.23), which forces ?’ = 0. O

This rigidity of 2-Manin triples was proven in Ref. [1], and here we have demonstrated that this is enforced by
gauge-theoretic considerations. In contrast to Corollary 2.1, however, the 2-gauge theory not only enforces this
rigidity, but also the conditions Eqs. (3.12), (3.13) necessary for >, < to form strict coadjoint representations.

5 4D topological action invariant under the 2-Drinfel’d double
As 0 is itself a (strict) Lie 2-algebra, we can study the 2-gauge theory associated to it. Here, we seek to construct

curvature quantities that are covariant under the combined 2-gauge transformation (A, L), briefly 2-covariant.
In analogy with Section 2.3, we can define a combined curvature that reads

F o= dA+[AnA]
= (A4 5[A A AT+ B (n4)

(O + %[o A Cls +X5(AC))
F+ F*, (5.1)
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which yields the combined fake-flatness

F=F-TE=(F—tX)+ (F*—t*B) = F + F*, (5.2)
by making use of the crossed-module map T = t + £ for 9. The bracket can be computed as
[F AL = ([F A+ nEF = d) + ([F* ALw + X3 F — XN,
Analogously, we define the combined 2-curvature
g = dX + A AP X
= (2 +AAT S+ Ap(rA) — adE(AD))
+(dB + C A" +Ags(AC) — ad%(AB))
= g_ + g_* (53)

The 2-covariance of F,G can once again be inferred immediately from the crossed-module structure of the
standard 2-Manin triple 0; for an explicit proof, see Appendix A. It in fact allows us to rewrite the combined
2-gauge transformations in Theorem 4.1 as

A - A* = A +da A—-> A=A+ TL
R A . L (5.4)
Yo3XT=X+A> X ¥ =3 +daL
This is a very useful and compact way of organizing the combined 2-gauge transformations.
Example 5.1. Recall the canonical and suspension 2-Manin triples considered in Example 4.1.
1. Pick a 1-cocycle ¥ on . We demonstrate the gauge-theoretic consequences of 11 = idy. First, the 2-
covariant quantities in the 2-Manin triple 1y are given by Eq. (5.2) and (5.3). Recalling that all components
of Eq. (3.11) collapse to merely the coadjoint representation ad®, the sum of these 2-covariant quantities

can in fact be written as
G+3*
F+ F*

dX+B)+[(A+C) A (Z+ B)],
HA+0)+ 5[(A+C) A (A+O)] - (54 B),

where [-,-] denotes the bracket Eq. (2.12) of the Manin triple 0 of I. By interpreting (A + C, % + B) as
the combined 2-connection on idy, we see that 1y and idy host identical 2-covariant quantities, which is
consistent with the fact that 1y = idy.

2. Pick a 1-cocycle ¥ on h =V xu. As in Example 4.1, let 9(h) denote the Drinfel’d double associated
to the bialgebra (h;v), and let 0° denote the 2-Drinfel’d double associated to the skeletal suspension 0° of
h. We demonstrate the gauge-theoretic consequences of 9(h) = pd®, where u is the map that forgets the
grading in the crossed-module. As the form-degree of the fields depend on the grading, there is a procedure
that "promotes" the covariant quantities on d(h) to 2-covariant quantities based on °.

The components F € b, F'* € b* in the combined curvature F = F + F* € 9(h) in Eq. (2.13) can be written
as

_ 1 _ 1
F:dA+§[A7A]+aa;,“(/\A)7 F* =db+ §[b/\b]*+ad§(Ab).

By decomposing into components of the semidirect product h =V x u, we have

_ 1
F = dAL+ §[A|u A AL+, (A AL)
+dAly + Al > Ay + a0y (A Aly) = Ay (AAL),
_ 1
F* = db|v* + §[b|v* A b‘v*]* + ijlu(/\bh/*)
+dblyx + blyx ¥ blyx +ady (ADlux) — Ay (Ablys), (5.5)

where we have defined, for each X e w,Y € V, f € V* g € u*, the notations

OENY) = Ay (X)) = =f(X>Y),  gmfX) = f(Ay(X)) = =(f >* 9)(X),

as per convention. This notation is convenient, as it allows us to identify

A|u:A0, b‘v* :CO
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Fly = F°, F¥|ys = (F%)*,

where FO = FO + (F°)* the 2-covariant 1-curvature defined in Eq. (5.1).

Now what of the other components Aly,b|,+ of the connections? If we bump up the form-degrees of these
quantities to 2-forms, and rename them X° BY, respectively, then the curvature quantities F|y, F*|,x
become 3-forms. From the formulas Eq. (5.5) above, these 3-forms are given by

dx? + Al > 50 + adj)  (AZ°) = Apo(AAl) A2 + A% > 30 + ado (AX0) — Ape(nA”),
dB® + byx >* B® + ad}|, (AB°) + —Aso(Ably+) = dB°+C%* BY + ad’e(ABY) — Ago(AV?),

which is precisely the 2-covariant 2-curvature G° = GO + (G°)* given in Eq. (5.3) for the 2-Drinfel’d double
oY, with the combined 2-connection given by

(A%, 30 = (A% + C°, 2% + BY).

In this sense, the suspension of the Drinfel’d double to make it a 2-Drinfel’d double can be seen equivalently
as considering the bumping in dimensions of the forms Aly,blyx v %0, BO.

5.1 BF theory and interacting 2-BF theory.

Using the 2-covariant quantities F, G in Eq. (5.2), (5.3), we can consider a 2-gauge theory based on the 2-Manin
triple ® = g > g*[1]. First, given the bilinear form Eq. (3.6) on d, we can write down the BF theory

Ser[A, X]

%JM«z ANFYY = %JM@ AFY+(F* A YD)

%JM<B AEY+(F* ASY — [(B AtS) + (t*B A X)) (5.6)
on a 4-dimensional manifold M, where F' and F* are defined in Eq. (5.1).
Notice that the last two terms are in fact identical:
{*B A XY = (B A t2).
Moreover, by decomposing into components, each of the first two terms read explicitly
(BAF) = (BAF)+(BAmi(rA),
(F* A3 — {dC+ %[C A Cla + XE(AC) A S,

where F = dA + 3[A A A] is the conventional 1-curvature on go. An integration by parts (neglecting the
boundary term d{C A X)) yields

(F¥ NSy =—(CAG)+ %([C’ ACTe A DD

in terms of the conventional 2-curvature G = d¥ + A A® ¥ on g_;. Thus we see that the BF theory Eq. (5.6)
can be written as

Ser[A,Z] = % J-]VI<B ANFDH=L{CAG)
% fM<%[C A Cle A S)+ (B A nE(rA)),

which is a 2-BF theory with interaction terms, where 7' = F — 2¢X is a kind of "doubled" fake-flatness.
The BF action is invariant under the 2-Drinfel’d double ? = g < g*[1]. From Eq. (5.4) and from invariance
of the bilinear form {{:,-)) we have
ABZAF)=(EANFD), LAATL)AF)) =-LLA[AAF]).

The first equation indicates that the integrand ({(X A F)) is invariant under the 1-gauge. On the other hand,
the second equation must be supplemented by a term ((dL A F)), which coincides with (. A dF)) modulo a
boundary term. We thus have

{dalin F)) = (L adaF)) =0
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from the Bianchi identity daF = 0. This is essentially the same basic computation performed in Ref. [48].

By varying the field B, we receive the equation of motion (EOM)
_ 1
opSr =0 — F' =dA+ s[4~ A] +nE(AA) —2t8 =0

for the doubled version of the fake-flatness Eq. (5.2) in the g-sector. To vary the field C, we recall that we may
rewrite % ~
(B AnE(nA))y =—(C A"" B) A A) ={(C A Ap(rA)), (5.7)
then we obtain the flatness EOM
0cSBr =0 — G =dX + AAP Y — Ap(AA) +adf(A%) =0

for the g-sector of the combined 2-curvature Eq. (5.3), except the signs of the latter two terms are reversed.
On the other hand, it is clear that if we vary the fields (A, X), then we obtain the dual counterparts of the
above flatness EOMs

5488r =0 = G* =dB+C A" B~ Ag(AC) +ad’(AB) =0
_ 1 -
dpSpr =0 = F*=dC+ Q[C’ ACly +x5(AC)—2tB =0

in the g*[1]-sector. This means that the monster BF theory Eq. (5.6) exhibits the 2-Drinfel’d double d as
symmetry, where the bilinear form Eq. (3.0) is chosen.

Example 5.2. As a specific evample, let us consider the skeletal crossed-module (R® =0, 50(3,1),>, [, ]s0(3,1))
which is the natural symmetry structure of a s0(3,1) BF theory [26]. It can be interpreted as a 2-Drinfel’d double
if one uses the Iwasawa decomposition of 0(3,1) ~ su(2) = any, and the decomposition R® ~ R3 x R3. By
re-ordering appropriately the components as was discussed in Section /.2, the symmetries of the s0(3,1) BF

theory can also be seen as given in terms of a pair of dual 2-gauge theories given in terms of the skeletal crossed-

modules g = (R? =2 su(2),1>, [, Jeurz)) and g*[1] = (R® Kl X ang, >*, [+, Jan, ). Said otherwise, the s0(3,1)

BF theory can roughly be viewed as the "Chern-Simons” formulation of a 2-gauge topological theory. Note that
upon integration of the different crossed-modules, we would recover non-trivial Poisson 2-groups hence quantum
2-groups upon quantization, since the crossed-modules are equipped with non-trivial cocycles.

Our construction emphasizes that there are hidden 2-gauge symmetries within the well-known 4D BF
theories. This point was already made in the specific case of the 2-Poincaré case [31]. Our construction has
important consequences for the discretization/quantization of the theory. Indeed, in 3D, quantizing either
the Chern-Simons formulation or the BF' formulation means we construct our quantum states using different
(quantum) groups. Of course, since it is the same theory, it means that there are relations among the different
amplitudes: it is well-known that the Turaev-Viro amplitude can be related to the Chern-Simons amplitude
[41, 42]. If mathematically the two formulations are related /equivalent, physically some might be more relevant
than others. For example, in the BF formulation, one has access to the frame field hence the gravitational field.
The loop quantum gravity formulation for 3D gravity relies on the BF formulation [40]. In the Chern-Simons
formulation, the frame field is combined with the spin connection so that in this case it might more difficult to
address physical questions specifically about the frame field.

We would like to point out that something similar would happen in 4D. One can construct the quantum states
of 4D BF theory as a gauge theory as it is now standard [36]. The new aspect we want to emphasize is that there
should also be an equivalent description of the quantum amplitudes in terms of a 2-gauge theory, presumably
given in terms of the amplitude of the Yetter type [51]. A first step in this direction was accomplished in the
2-Poincaré case, where it was shown that the theory could be discretized as a standard lattice gauge theory
or instead as a 2-gauge theory [33]. Once again, one formulation might be better suited than the other one
according to the physical questions one intends to ask.

5.2 Pairings on the 2-Drinfel’d double; the BF-BB theory.

Similar to the 1-gauge case, the natural bilinear form Eq. (3.6) was induced from the canonical evaluation
pairing (f + ¢, X +Y) = g(X) + f(Y), where f e g*,,9€ g{,Y,€ g_1, X € go. In this section, we explore the
possibility of introducing an alternative pairing {{:,-»)" on the direct sum g @® g*[1] of the crossed-modules.

We proceed in direct analogy with the 1-algebra case. Given a bialgebra crossed-module (g;d_1,dp), we can
endow a 2-Manin triple structure on the direct sum ? = g®g*; = (g_1@9%) (9o P g*,) by equipping it with a
non-degenerate symmetric invariant bilinear form {{-,-)). In contrast to the 1-algebra case, it can be seen that
the natural evaluation pairing Eq. (3.6) was merely one of four possible pairing components on .

Specifically, given any (Y +g) + (X + f) € (9-1 D g¢) @ (go @ g* ), we have the following:

25



1. Grading-inhomogeneous, referring to pairings across sectors of distinct degrees. This case includes the
natural blinear pairing Eq. (3.6),

UV +9)+ (X + 1),V +g)+ (X + ) =9X) +g'(X)+ fY) + f(Y) (58)
as well as the following

UV +9) + (X + ), (V" +) + (X + 1)) = (VXD +{f,9)) + (X, Y) + (g, /")), (5.9)

where (-,-) denotes an "off-diagonal" invariant bilinear form on the crossed-module g =~ g_; @ go and
96 @ g*;. Non-degeneracy then requires go and g_; to have the same dimension.

2. Grading-homogeneous, referring to pairings across sectors of the same degree, such as the following

LY +9)+(X+ 1), +9)+ (X + f))hom = (Y. Y )1 +49.90) + (X, X Do +{f, f)-1)

induced by a "diagonal" invariant bilinear form {-,-)_1 ¢ on the crossed-module g =~ g_; @ go. The other
one is

UY +g)+ (X + 1), Y +9) + (X + f)Dhom = (Y5901 + <X, o) + ({f, X Do + {9, Y1),
which is the degree-homogeneous version of the natural bilinear form Eq. (3.6).

As usual, these alternative pairings satisfy certain invariance properties similar to the natural pairing Eq.

(3.6). For the alternative pairing {((:,-))" given in Eq. (5.9), for instance, we must have

XY, X)+ Y adx X') =0, (fe*g.f)+{g,af") =0,
(@FY, X) + Y, nf X) = 0, (adX g, f) + 9. xx ) =0
<A9(X)7X/>+<X7AQ(X/)>:07 <AY(f>7fl>+<f7AY(f/)>:07 (5'10)

where ad,, ady are induced by the second Pfeiffer identity Eq. (3.1).

The new ingredient here is, in addition to invariance, the following duality condition’ (note T* = T is

self-dual)
(T =T ) (5.11)

against the crossed-module map T of the 2-Manin triple 0 = g < g*[1]. For the alternative pairings, this puts
non-trivial conditions on the crossed-module map t. Take the alternative pairing ({-,-)) given in Eq. (5.9), say,
then we must have

{dY, Yy = (Y, tY"), {t*g, gy ={g,t*g"). (5.12)
In other words, ¢ must be symmetric in the basis diagonalizing the bilinear form (-, -).

Let consider again a BF theory type as in Eq. (5.6). It is clear that the grading-homogeneous pairing types
give a trivial theory: the 2-form X has degree-(-1) while the 2-form F has degree-0, hence for this specific choice
of action, non-trivial pairings must be grading-inhomogeneous.

Focusing on the alternative pairing Eq. (5.9), the BF theory then reads

ShelA S = g JM<<2 NEY =3 JM<B NF 4 (5 AP
= %J (BAF*S+ (S AF)—[(BAt*B)+ (X A tD)]
M
= % (SereB[A4, 2] + SerBB[C, B])
+3 | BAxIAC) @ nu(ra),
which is a sum of the BF-BB theories
SpreB[4, X] = JM@ AFY — (S AtD), Sprea[C, B] = JM<B AF* — (B At*B)

in each individual crossed-module sector g, g*[1] respectively, plus the interaction terms

(B A X%(AC)y = —(ad’y(AB) A C, EAnE(AA)Y = —(@E(AX) A A). (5.13)

"The natural pairing Eq. (3.6) satisfies this by definition, as (g,tY) = g(tY) = t*g(Y) = (t*g,Y).
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Note the invariance of {-,-) dualizes x*,n* to the coadjoint ad*, ad*, as opposed to the A, A maps as in Eq.
(5.7). The BF-BB theory Sprpp is of central interest, in particular in the trivial case t = id, as the 4D gravity
action can be written as Sprpp plus a geometric simplicity constraint [50]. We shall explore this notion more
in a following paper.

Similar to the case of the 1-gauge theory, we may consider the monster BF theory S given by a linear
combination of the alternative pairing with the canonical one

W = alley )+ B
for which the real parameters «, 8 satisfy a? + 82 # 0. We would then have
SEF [Av 2] = aSBF [A’ 2] + 55]/3F [Aa E]

- %f (@B + BE) A Fy +{(aZ + BB) A F*)
M

—% J (B A (at% + Bt*B)) + {(at* B + BtZ) A ).
M

6 The 2-graded classical r-matrix and the quadratic 2-Casimirs

Classical r-matrix and the Yang-Baxter equation. Recall that a Lie bialgebra is characterized by a Lie
algebra g together with a cocycle ¢ : g — g2” satisfying Eq. (2.2) [17, 16|, which defines the dual Lie algebra g*.
Moreover, this structure allows us to form the Manin triple 9 = g < g*, subject to the compatibility condition
Eq. (2.11).

If this cocycle is exact 1 = dr for some r € g?*, then a particular algebra structure on the Manin triple
is achieved. Such elements r € g2~ is called a triangular classical r-matrix [52]. The Jacobi identity then
follows from the classical Yang-Baxter equation for r:

[X3®, [r12,713] + [r13,723] + [T12,723]] = 0

for every XW¥W=XRIQI+1X®RLl+1R1RX € g3®. Here, the subscripts indicate the tensor components
of g>® upon which r acts.
More generally, we call r € g>® a quasitriangular r-matrix if it satisfies

[X?® r +o(r)] =0, X®=X®1+1®X

for each X € g, in addition to the classical Yang-Baxter equation Eq. (6.1), where ¢ is a permutation of the
tensor factors in g?®. Now if we decompose r = 7" + r© into its skew-/symmetric components (A,® denote
respectively the anti/symmetrized tensors), r® must be a D(ad)-invariant®, ie. a quadratic Casimir [53].

By characterizing the quadratic Casimirs of g, we may then solve for the skew-symmetric component r”
with the modified classical Yang-Baxter equation [16, 53]

[r*,r ] = w = =[r®,r®], (6.1)

where we have introduced the shorthand (the Schouten bracket) [r,r] = [r12,713] + [r13, 723] + [r12,723]. This
skew-symmetric part r” then generates the 1-cocycle ¢ on g.

In the following, we shall study the 2-graded version of the above structure by following the notions laid out
in Ref. [1], in which a definition of the "2-graded classical r-matrix" R for a Lie bialgebra crossed-module/Lie
2-bialgebra was given. We shall pay particular attention to its symmetric component R®, and present new
results characterizing these so-called "quadratic 2-Casimirs". Some examples and applications are studied.

6.1 The 2-graded classical r-matrix

Similar to the Lie 1-algebra case, a (strict) Lie 2-bialgebra can be classified in terms of a Lie algebra 2-cocycle
(6_1,dp) satisfying Eqgs. (3.7), (3.9) [1, 32|, which induces a dual Lie 2-algebra g*[1]. Moreover, the natural
coadjoint representations Eq. (3.11) gives rise to the 2-Drinfel’d double d = g x g*[1].

Similar to the 1-algebra case, we begin by considering a 2-cocycle (§_1,dg) that is a "2-coboundary". We in
particular focus on the form of the 2-coboundary generated by certain elements 7o € go A g_1 and 7_; € g?j.
These elements r_;, 7o form a triangular 2-graded classical r-matrix [1]

R=rg—D({t)-1r-1=710— (t®1+1®t)r_1 €go A g-1,

8Recall [X?®,.] = adx ®1 + 1®adx = D(adx).
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whence the 2-coboundary they form is given by
(X)) =[X®1+1®X,R], 01(Y)=[Y®1+1®Y,R]. (6.2)

Here we have used the graded Lie bracket [-, -] = lz, which includes [, ]|, as well as the crossed-module action
> by Eq. (4.25).

More generally, suppose we are given 79 € (go ® §_1) @ (9_1 ® g0),7_1 € g°% (namely not necessarily
skew-symmetric elements). It was proven that [1]

Theorem 6.1. The 2-cochain (6_1,d0) Eq. (6.5) makes (g;_1,00) into a Lie 2-bialgebra iff for allW € go@Pg—_1,
o [W2@ R+ 0(R)] =0 where o is an exchange of tensor factors, and
e the 2-graded classical Yang-Baxter equations [1] are satisfied:

1. D(t)o’l’o = O,
2. [W3®,[Rya, Ri3] + [Ri3, Ros] + [Ri2, Ras]] = 0

where
W =—WRIR1I+1WRI+1R1QW.

We call solutions R € (go ® g—1) @ (g—1 ® go) to the above criteria a quasitriangular 2-graded classical
r-matrix.

In other words, the 2-graded classical Yang-Baxter equation implies the 2-cocycle condition [1] for 2-cochains
(6-1,00) defined in Eq. (6.2). If we write out the components

ro=Y,a®b+a®b, 1= c®d

for some a,b € go and @, b,c,d € g_;, then we have

R=Z(a®b—tc®d)+(d®5—c®td)52p+/3. (6.3)
~ ~~ -~ ~~ -
€go®g—1 €9-1®go
By decomposing into skew-symmetric and symmetric parts R = R* + R®, we have p = —op in R” while p = op

in R® in terms of the components defined in Eq. (6.3), where o permutes the tensor factors. In other words,
we have

R/\
R@

prap=ZaAb7tCAdfCAtd=Za/\be(t)_l(C/\d),
dYptop=>a@b—tcOd—cOd=Y a®b—D(t)_1(cOd),

If we write, using the graded Schouten bracket [-, ] [28, 1],
Q = —[R®, R®] = —[Ry, R3] + [Rfy, R + [R, RG],
then the skew-symmetric part R" satisfies the modified 2-graded classical Yang-Baxter equation
[R",R"] = Q. (6.4)

This is an equivalent way of writing Eq. 2. in Theorem 6.1.

As in the 1-algebra case, the symmetric component R® € go ® g_; of R governs the form of Eq. (6.4),
while the skew-symmetric component R* € gg A g—1 contributes to the 2-coboundary Eq. (6.2). Recalling
D(t)-1 =t®1+ 1®¢t, the 2-coboundary Eq. (6.2) is given explicitly by

So(X) = D[X.alab+an (XD
- E[X,tc] And+ten (X >d)+ (ced),
5(Y) = Dea(tdrY)+(cod =D (axY)Aab, (6.5)

where ¢ < d indicates a swap of the elements ¢, d from the previous term.

One particular solution for the decomposition R = R* + R® is if the two quantities 7o, 7_; can themselves
be decomposed into skew-symmetric and symmetric parts:

A A A 2A
ro =1y + TOQ, o €80 N g1, r2 €99,
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oy =1t 4%, P ego®g_1, 9, e g*9.
The 2-graded r-matrix then reads
RrR" ry — D(t)—1r’y =Za/\ b—D(t)_1(c A d),
R® = 1§ = D(t)-1r% = > a®b— D(t)_1(cOd). (6.6)

We stress that this may not be the most general form of the decomposition R = R* + R®!

Due to the first condition in Theorem 6.1, we see that the symmetric contribution R® must be D(ad)-
invariant, where D(ad) = ad ®1 + 1®ad is defined in terms of the adjoint representation ad in Eq. (3.3). In the
1-algebra case, this leads to r® being a quadratic Casimir, and so we shall correspondingly call R® a quadratic
2-Casimir of the crossed-module g.

6.2 Quadratic 2-Casimirs

Recall that quadratic 2-Casimirs, ie. the symmetric component R® of R, controls the form of the modified 2-
graded classical Yang-Baxter equation Eq. (6.4). It is therefore very important towards understanding 2-graded
classical r-matrices, and we shall dedicate the remainder of this section to characterizing it.

Characterization of the Quadratic 2-Casimirs. First, we note that D(ad) = ad®1 + 1 ® ad is the
derivation on the tensor product g?® associated to the strict adjoint representation ad Eq. (3.3). The tensor
product g*® has the structure of a three-term graded complex, as we can extend ¢ to D(t)_1, on the tensor
product g%®.

D(t)-1 D(t)
0% =5 (51 ®00) D (g0 ®g_1) — > g28, (6.7)

where
D)1 (YY) =tY QY +Y ®tY’, Dt)p(Y X +X' ®Y)=tY X - X' ®@tY’

for each Y)Y e g_1, X, X’ € go.

Let us thus mainly focus on the meaning of "D(ad)-invariance" in the definition of a quadratic 2-Casimir
RO by examining in detail the action of D(ad) on (go ® g_1) ® (91 ® go).- Let Y @ X + X’ ® Y’ denote an
arbitrary element in this sector, and let X” +Y"” € g, then

D(ad) x4y (Y®X) = (X"pY)®@X+YQ®[X"X]+Y®(X>Y"),
9-1®g0 92,@?
D(ad)xry»(X'®Y') = [X"X]@YV +X'@X'>Y)+X' >Y")®Y'.
~ N - ~ ~N~ ~
go®g—1 93@1)

Now if we take the symmetric tensor Y © X = Y ® X + X ® Y and sum the above contributions, then the
D(ad)-invariance condition D(ad)x»+y~(Y ® X) = 0 gives rise to the following equations

X", X]OY +XOX">Y) =0, (X>Y")OY =0
for all X” +Y” € g. The space of solutions is the subspace
O, ={XOYeg®g_1|adXOY +XOxY =0, xx =0},

where we recall x = > is the crossed-module action. Now the condition D(t)oR = D(t)or9 = 0 in Theorem
6.1 constrains R® to lie in ker D(t)y, whence we assemble the elements

a®b e 2Casg[0] = O nker D(t)o

as the quadratic 2-Casimirs of g.
On the other hand, for Y © Y’ € g*9 we have

D(ad)xr4y»(D(t)1 (Y OY") = X'oY)otY+YOX"tY']+Y O (Y >Y")
+(X">Y)OtY +Y' O[X"tY]+Y' O (tY >Y")

= X'bY)otY+4YOUX">Y)+YO[Y,Y"]
+(X">Y)OtY +Y' Ot(X">Y)+ Y O, Y]
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= D) (X' >Y)OY + (X" >Y)OY)
([Y",Y']OY +Y' OY",Y)),

where we have used the Pfeiffer identities Eq. (3.1). Note D(t)_; = t®1+1®t on g*3, we define the subspaces

I, = (YOY' eg®@ | xYOY +YOxY eker D(t) 1},
Casy , = {YOV'eg®@|adYOY' +Y @adY’ =0},

we see that the space of solutions is given by the intersection
c®de2Casg[—1] =T n Casy_, .

Recall the adjoint action ad on g_; is defined via the second Pfeiffer identity. If each term in D(ad) x» 4y~ (R®) =
0 vanishes, then we obtain the following characterization of quadratic 2-Casimirs:

R® =>"a®b+ D(t)_1(c®d) € 2Casy[0] @ D(t)_1(2Casg[—1]) = 2Cas,,

provided the decomposition Eq. (6.6) holds.

6.3 Explicit constructions of the quadratic 2-Casimirs for some crossed-modules

Recall from Example 3.1 that we can obtain a Lie 2-algebra from the data of a Lie algebra in two different
ways: the canonical embedding and the suspension embedding. Here, let us compare the characterization of the
quadratic Casimirs for the 1-algebra with that of the quadratic 2-Casimirs. We will also discuss the quadratic
2-Casimirs in the case of the 2-Dinfel’d double.

6.3.1 2-Casimirs of the trivial canonical 2-algebra.

Consider the trivial 2-algebra id; associated to a Lie algebra [. We have (id;)_; = (id()o = [, and the crossed-
module map t = id is the identity, hence

D(t)_l = 1, kGI'D(t)_l = O,
D(t)o = O, ker D(t)o = [@ [

Thus, we have ad = x and T'y—; = Cas(iq,)_,, whence 2Casjq,[~1] = ;=1 = Cas.

On the other hand, the condition y, = ad, = 0 implies that a € kerad = Z(I) lies in the centre of [. Let us
take [ semisimple, then all Abelian ideals such as Z(I) vanish, whence no contributions occur from 2Cas;q, [0].
The only term that survives is therefore

RO == D(t) 1(cOd) = = > c@deT—y = Casy;

namely the quadratic 2-Casimirs 2Cas;q, of id; coincide with those Cas; of [.
In this case, it is clear that the Schouten brackets for [ and id; coincide, hence the space of solutions of Eq.
(6.1) is isomorphic to that of Eq. (6.4). The correspondence is just r — R [1].

Example 6.1. Consider the simple Lie algebra | = su(2) generated by the basis Jyi, J2, J3 such that
[Jiajj]:f:?j‘]ka 1<'L7]7k<37

where € are the Levi-Civita symbols. The skew-symmetric component r* = J; A Jo € 5u(2)%" solves the modified
classical Yang-Baater equation Eq. (6.1) associated to the following Casimir r© = —J; © J; € Casgy(2), and
generates the cocycle

Y(J1) = J1 A 3, Y(J2) = Ja A J3, ¥(J3) = 0.

This gives a bialgebra (su(2),1) whose Drinfel’d double @ = su(2) » su(2)* = su(2) = any is known as the
classical double of su(2) [7, 54]. It is a deformation of the 3D Poincaré algebra iso(3) = su(2) x R3.
Now let us consider the trivial canonical 2-algebra

. id

idgy(2) = (su(2) = su(2),ad, [-,])-
The element R%D = —1O = J,0J; defines an admissible 2-Casimir of idgy(2), hence the choice R" =rg = JiAJa
solves the 2-graded modified classical Yang-Baxter equation Eq. (6.4). This is consistent with the observation

made in Ezample /.1, that bialgebra crossed-module (idsy(2);0-1,00) is then equivalent to two copies (ie. the
canonical embedding) of the bialgebra (su(2),).
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6.3.2 2-Casimirs of the skeletal suspension 2-algebra.

Consider the semidirect product V xu, where V' is Abelian. It is known that, for u semisimple and dimu = dim V/,
the Casimirs Casy xy span a 2-dimensional space [53]. Thus, the Killing form K on V x u can be decomposed
into two parts’, K = Kg + K_1, given by

KX+Y, X' +Y')=Ko(X,X")+ K_1(X,Y')+ K_1(X",)Y) + Ko(Y,Y")

for each X, X’ euand Y,Y’ € V. Indeed, K_; can be non-degenerate only if dim V' = dimu.
These components K_1, K satisfy the following invariance properties

0=K_i(adx X',Y)+ K_1(X', X >Y)

)

o [Folads X/, X7) + Ko(X'adx X")
K()(X > Yv, Y/) + K()(Y,X > Y’)

for each X, X’ X" e u,Y,Y’ € V. This gives rise to two linearly independent Casimirs [45, 53]
Xox;+Yy' oy, X ov,
where {X; + Y;}; is a basis of V x u and {X® + Y}, the corresponding dual basis induced by K.

Now let g° denote the skeletal 2-algebra associated to the semidirect product V x u. Since t = 0, we have
D(t)_1,0 = 0 and both of these maps have full kernel. Moreover, V' is Abelian, so we have I',_¢ = gz_? = Casy_,.
However, since D(t)_; = 0, the only component of R® comes from

2Casg[0] = O.
This space is spanned by the component K_; of the Killing form K. Interestingly, the component K, is
constrained to live in the space I'y—g, but fails to contribute to R® as D(t)_1 = 0.

Since the 2-algebra structure on g¥ sums to the algebra structure on V xu by Eqgs. (3.4), (4.25), the Schouten
brackets in each case coincide — one is the sum of the other [1]. However, the fact that D(t) = 0 means that
no contributions from g% arise in R; in other words, the solutions for Eq. (6.4) constitute those of Eq. (6.1)
lying in (u® V) ® (V ®u). The correspondence is r — 7.

Example 6.2. Consider the 3D Poincaré algebra iso(3) = R? x s0(3), where the action so(3) > R? is the vector
representation. Suppose Py, J,,0 < p < 2 respectively span R3,50(3), the following canonical Casimir
rO(P,J)=K_1(P,J) =P, J"

gives rise via Eq. (6.4) to the corresponding skew-symmetric part of the classical r-matriz
r" =2(Py A J_—P_ A Jy), {

which generates the following 1-cocycle 1 on is0(1,2):

¥(Py) =0, (Py) = iPy A Py,

¥(Jo) =0, Y(J1) = i(Jx A Po+ Py A Jo).
The bialgebra (is0(3); 1)) equipped with this 1-cocycle v is known as the 3D k-Poincaré group [55/.

Remark 6.1. By appending an additional Casimir {Ky(P, P) = gP# ® P*, where £ € R, one obtains a one-
parameter family of Hopf algebras that deforms the k-Poincaré algebra. However, this additional term is
not a Drinfel’d twist [53]; moreover, the 1-cocycle 1) would no longer be coisotropic ¥(s0(3)) ¢ s0(3) A R3.
Interestingly, this deformation is forbidden to appear in the 2-graded classical r-matrix R.

Now let us consider the skeletal suspension 2-algebra
50(3)° = (R > 50(3), >, [, ]),

with > the vector representation. Recall, in case t = 0, the quadratic 2-Casimir R® € 2Casgo(3)0 = O s given
by the bilinear form K_,. We recover both the Casimir R® = r® as well as the classical r-matric R" = r*
of the 3D Pincaré algebra iso(3) [1]. The 1-cocycle v is in fact coisotropic 1(s0(3)) < s0(3) A R [54], hence
Proposition 3.1 states that ¥ = 6_1 + dg defines a 2-cocycle
bo(Fo) =0, do(P+) = iP+ A P,
6,1(J0) = O7 671(Ji) = Z(Ji A PO — JO A Pi)

on the suspension 2-algebra s0(3)°. In other words, the 2-bialgebra (s0(3)°;0_1,680) is equivalent to the 3D
k-Poincaré algebra.

9This decomposition will have nothing to do with Proposition 6.1, even though we use a similar notation.
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The above construction holds for the Poincaré algebra iso(n) in any dimension. This result was already
guessed in [56]. Dimension n = 3 is special, as the isotropy subgroup so0(3) has the same dimension as its
quotient is0(3)/s0(3) = R®. This means that deformations of is0(3) can be obtained from Drinfel’d double
structures on so(3) [54], as demonstrated above.

6.3.3 2-Casimirs of the 2-Drinfel’d double

Once one has constructed the quadratic 2-Casimirs for g, we may similarly construct the quadratic 2-Casimirs
2Casgx[q1] of the dual crossed-module g*[1]. One may notice that elements in 2Casy < go ©g—1 and 2Casgx[1]

9%, © g¢ satisfy invariance properties constituting the first rows of Egs. (5.10). Moreover, the conditions

D(t)o 2Casg = 0, D(t*)o 2Casgs[1] = 0

imply that ¢,¢* are symmetric with respect to the basis diagonalizing the quadratic 2-Casimir elements. This
is nothing but the duality condition Eq. (5.12).

On the other hand, the 2-Manin triple @ = g > g*[1] itself hosts a crossed-module structure given by Eq.
(1.23). This allows us to use the above arguments to also construct the quadratic 2-Casimirs 2Casy < 09O0_1 =
(go@g* ) ©(g—1Dg) of the 2-Manin triple. Here, the adjoint and coadjoint actions Eq. (3.11) of g and g*[1]
on each other both participate in the definition of the operator D(ad).

After a lengthy calculation, it can be explicitly shown that quadratic 2-Casimirs of 0 satisfy the following
invariance properties:

(adx X + x5 OV +9)+ (X +HHOX'>Y +adk g) = 0,
MFX +apf)OY +9) + (X +f)O(@pY + f>*g) = 0,
(X + NOAGX) + Ay () + (X' + [)O(Ag(X) + Ay(f)) = 0 (6.8)

for each X, X’ € go,Y € g_1,f,f' € 9*,,9 € g5. By expanding each row of Eq. (6.8) out, we see that these
invariance properties encompass those of both the natural evaluation pairing {{-,-)) of Eq. (3.6), as well as
the grading-inhomogeneous alternative pairing {{:,-») given in Eq. (5.9). For instance, expanding out the first
equation yields

0 = (dxyXOg+X0adt g)+ (e fOY+fOX >Y)
+(adx XOY +XO0X'>Y)+ (X% fOg+ fOady g)
= (goadx X) + (ad¥ g, X) + (X% £, Y) + (f,xx'Y)
+adx X, Y) + (X, xxY) + (ko fo 90 + {fradks 9),

where (-, -) and (-, -) are the components of the pairings Eqs. (3.6), (5.9), respectively. Similar computations can
be carried out for the other two equations. Moreover, the condition that D(T)2Cas, = 0 implies the duality
condition Eq. (5.11).

In other words, we have the following result.

Proposition 6.1. Quadratic 2-Casimirs 2Casy of the 2-Manin triple 0 consist of the grading-inhomogeneous
pairings Egs. (3.6), (5.9).

Note that Eq. (6.8) follows directly from the D(ad)-invariance of R® itself as an element of 0o®0_;. Assumptions
about its particular form, such as Eq. (6.6), are not necessary. In other words, Proposition 6.1 is a general
result that applies to any 2-Drinfel’d double as defined here and in the literature [1, 32]. As we have seen
previously, it is only for these pairings that the BF theory Eq. (5.6) is non-trivial. Here, we have provided a
proof that these are in fact the only ones on 0.

Example 6.3. Consider the case t = 1 and the canonical 2-Manin triple 1| associated to the bialgebra (I;1)).
Recall from Example 4.1 that we have 11 = idy as crossed-modules, where 0 = [ [* is the Drinfel’d double.

First, as t = 1 in the crossed-module idy, 2Casiq, coincides precisely with the usual quadratic Casimirs
Casy (as explained in more detail below). As such, 2Cas;q, consist of non-degenerate bilinear forms K € 90,
satisfying the usual invariance properties.

On the other hand, the quadratic 2-Casimirs of 1y as a 2-Manin triple consists of the two grading-inhomogeneous
pairings Egs. (3.6), (5.9), given by Ko € (IO1)® (I* ©1*) and K° € IO *, as shown in Proposition 6.1. The
fact 11 = id, then implies that we have a decomposition of 2Cas,  given by

K =Ko+ K°.
More precisely, if Z = (X + g) €0 with X € g and g € g*, then we have
K(Zv Zl) = KO(XvX/) + KO(gag/) + Ko(gaXl) + KO(ngI)'
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As a consequence, the BF theory Eq. (5.0) reads

1 _ _ _ _
Spr[A,X] = 5 Ko(S A F)+ Ko(BAF*)+ KX A F*)+ KB A F)
M

1
+§J Ko(SAS)+ Ko(BAB)+K(SAB)+K(BAY),
M

where X = X + B is valued in (idy)—1 = [ = [* and A = A+ C is valued in (idy)g = [ = [*. This means that
the BF theory Spr[A,X] based on 0 naturally hosts fake-flatness equations of motion in each g, g*[1]-sectors
that mizes the 2-connections X, B. This is an artifact of the double structure of ® = g s g*[1]; these "mized”
terms must appear in order to preserve the invariance of the action.

As a concrete example, consider the classical double d = su(2) > any. Suppose {T*}, is a basis for d
diagonalizing the non-degenerate invariant bilinear form K € 2Casyq, = Cas,. By writing J* = (J',77) in
terms of its sectors J' € su(2), 77 € any, we see that

6 = K(Ju, T) = Ko(Ji, Jj) + Ko(7i,75) + K°(Ji, 15) + K°(Ji, 75),

However, it is not in general possible to pick the bases {J;}i, {7;}; that diagonalize the two bilinear forms Kg, K°
simultaneously — that is, unless they commute. Generally speaking, it is important to keep in mind that a
diagonal bilinear form K can decompose into components that are non-diagonal.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we extracted the structures of the Drinfel’d double 0 of a Lie bialgebra g, and subsequently derived
the compatibility relations Eq. (2.11) from gauge-theoretic considerations. Moreover, we have generalized (ie.
"categorified") this method to the case of the Lie 2-bialgebra/bialgebra crossed-module, and explicitly derived
the compatibility relations Eqgs. (4.20), (4.21), (4.22) of the 2-Drinfel’d double through 2-gauge theory.

It is important to note that our results, in particular Theorems 2.1, 4.1, agree completely with existing
mathematical literature [16, 17, 32, 1]. Though these derived compatibility conditions are not strictly speaking
new results, the new insight is that we can in fact derive them from gauge-theoretical considerations. This
means that our approach opens the door for understanding the structure of higher Drinfel’d doubles in a similar
manner. For instance, we could start with a 3-gauge theory [49], and apply our techniques to develop the notion
of 3-Drinfel’d double associated to 3-bialgebras (which are defined in [57]).

We had also briefly studied topological theories based on the (2-)Drinfel’d doubles. The BF theory Eq.
(5.6) is of particular interest. Indeed, it is an essential tool to construct quantum gravity amplitude in the spin
foam approach [34, 37]. It has been argued that it could be relevant to also include some edge decorations to
have access to the frame field, which can be done using 2-gauge theories [58, 50, 56]. To unlock new types of
symmetries could therefore open new ways to construct spin foam models.

In general, we believe that such a procedure would lead to a systematic understanding of the structures of
a "quantum 2-group", which is very much sought after in many areas of physics [59, 60, 61].

We would like to highlight some directions we find interesting to develop in a near future.

Recovering the Crane-Yetter-Broda amplitude. As we emphasized, the Drinfel’d double fits in a 3D
Chern-Simons theory Eq. (2.14), while the 2-Drinfel’d double fits in a 4D BF-theory Eq. (5.6). The trivial
canonical embedding 0 — id, can therefore be seen as the most natural way of "promoting" a 3D topological
gauge theory to a 4D one, while keeping all of the algebra of the field contents identical. With this in mind,
it would interesting to see whether one can recover (more rigorously) the Crane-Yetter-Broda amplitude (ie. a
15-7 symbol) defined in terms of a quantum group [62, 36] as the amplitude associated to the BF + BB action.
This would in particular bring more strength to the quantum gravity models which implement the cosmological
constant using a quantum group deformation. It would also clarify how and why the presence of a non-zero
cosmological constant is also incorporated in the quantum gravity regime through a quantum group structure,
in 4D.

2-graded integrable systems. In this paper, we studied the 2-graded classical r-matrices on 0, as well as
the quadratic 2-Casimirs. Particular examples in the cases t = 0,1 were worked out explicitly, and we have
found that, in these cases, the notion of duality for the 1-algebra case [17] all carry over to the Lie 2-algebra
context, including the classification of the classical r-matrices.

The notion of quantum /Poisson group was initially developed in the context of integrable systems. The use
of the r-matrix is quite instrumental in understanding and classifying the notion of integral system. Now that
we have Lie 2-bialgebras and the associated notion of r-matrix, we can explore how such formalism can be used
to develop new notions of integrable systems. This is currently under investigation.
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Fourier transform between dual 2-groups. A key feature of the Drinfel’d double is that we have a duality
between Lie algebras, which can be extended to Hopf algebras [7]. In more physical terms, this duality pertains
a notion of Fourier transform, relating possibly non-commutative structures [43, 63, 64]. This notion of Fourier
transform is different than (but related to) the standard Fourier transformation of group elements in terms of
representations. The representation theory is still missing for most 2-groups (except the skeletal case in [65]),
so that if we intend to perform a Fourier transform for the notion of 2-groups, we need to resort to the duality
between functions over dual 2-groups. Such duality is embedded in the definition of the 2-Drinfel’d double,
hence we can expect many of the key-notions the plane-wave need to satisfy should be recoverable from the
(quantum) 2-Drinfel’d double.

Weak Lie 2-algebras and their 2-double. All along in this paper we have worked with strict Lie 2-
algebras, which are equivalent to crossed-modules. However, there is in fact an additional piece of datum that
characterizes a crossed-module g. If we denote by V = kert and cokert = u the kernel and cokernel of the
crossed-module map ¢, then this additional datum is a Lie algebra cohomology class x € H?(u, V) called the
Postnikov class [59], which classifies g up to elementary equivalence [66]. Working explicitly with the crossed-
module structure, it would be interesting to see how our above (2-)gauge-theoretic formalism extends to take
the Postnikov class into account.

The motivation for doing so arises from the correspondence between crossed-modules with non-trivial Post-
nikov class and weak 2-algebras. In essence, the structure of a weak Lie 2-algebra introduces a skew-trilinear
homotopy map n : gg” — g_1 that allows us to relax the Jacobi identity on g [32]: the 2-Jacobi identities Eq.
(3.2) are modified to

[X [X, X))+ (X, (X7 X] + (X7 [X X)) = (X, X7, X)),
X (X' pY)-X' > (XpY)-[X,X]|>Y =X, X tY) (7.1)

for each X, X', X" € g9,Y € g_1. Such structures appear most naturally in string theory, where one has the
string 2-algebra [46]. Notably, weak 2-algebras have also appeared in the study of 2-plectic geometry [67].

The trouble with weak 2-algebras is that they do not integrate to a 2-group. Due to the non-trivial Jacobiator,
namely the right-hand sides of Eq. (7.1), the associator at the group level cannot be made continuous [68]. The
solution, given in Ref. [68], is precisely to pass from the description of a weak 2-algebra to a crossed-module
with non-trivial Postnikov class. As such, based on the notion of a weak 2-bialgebra already in the literature
[32], our formalism would allow one to construct, in a manner in which the gauge content is explicit, a "weak"
classical 2-Drinfel’d double associated to a bialgebra crossed-module with non-trivial Postnikov class.

Such a gauge-theoretic understanding of the structures of a weak 2-Drinfel’d double is useful, as this (or
more precisely the finite group version) will allow us to pin down the 4D boundary theory of the 5D symmetry-
protected topological order { 27 W2 U ws [69]. This order hosts fermionic point-like and string-like quasiparticles,
which was also recently discovered to be related to the new spin-3 SU(2) anomaly [70]. This particular order
has received much attention recently from the condensed matter theory community, thus it would be important
to understand its symmetries.

A Proofs of generalized (2-)covariance

In this section, we provide an explicit proof of the generalized covariance of the combined curvature quantities
Egs. (2.13), (5.2) and (5.3) constructed in the main text. These proofs shall demonstrate the importance of the
compatibility conditions Eq. (2.11) and Egs. (4.20), (4.21), (4.22) in the context of gauge and 2-gauge theory,
respectively.

Covariance of the combined curvature. Recall the combined curvature F constructed in Eq. (2.13). It
takes values in a Drinfel’d double d = g 1 g* of a Lie bialgebra g.

Theorem A.1l. Given Theorem 2.1, Eq. (2.13) is covariant
F > F*=F +[F,)\].
With Eq. (2.12), we may compute
[F,A] = ([F, ] + ad¥F — ad%, \) + ([F*, A] + ad} F* — ad% A).
Proof. Due to the symmetry under duality

g«vvv)g*’ ad*«vvx»ab*’
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we may without loss of generality (WLOG) focus on one component of F, say F' that lies in the g-sector. This
leads to the transformations

[AnA]l 2 [AAA]
+2[daX A A] + 2[adiA A A]
—2[A A BN + 0o(A?),
k(A4 D adk(AA)
+ad%(AdaA) + A (AadTA) +CID:;BS\(/\A) +ad* . (AA)

adf B
—ab:dﬁ A= adB(A@EA) + o(A?),

where we have neglected terms of quadratic and higher order in A = A + A
We first rewrite using Eq. (2.11)

2[adf A A A] = adi[A A A] + 20.0:(1,};5\(/\14),
and hence
FAANA o* A—1 0 [A A A
[a;\ N ]_aadjs\ —iax[ AN ]

On the other hand, we have

aDjBS\(/\A) = adidA + abE‘B’/—\](/\A),

modulo the boundary term d(aai’f\A). By the identity '’
f ok ko %
adyady, = adyady + adjy, . (A1)
for each g,¢’,¢"” € g*, this leads to
* * _ * * * _ * * *
adp(Aad{A) = adiadz(AA) + ab[;\’B]*A = adiad(AA) — aO[B’S\]*A,

hence
a0 (AadFA) + abZB;\(AA) = a0 dA + adfadj (A A).

We may then compute the combination
[ad0fA A A] + ad(AadFA)
1
+ady s (nA) - ab;"d,,g ;A = adfdA+ adfad(AA) + 5aa§[A A Al
= adiF. (A.2)

Turning to the other terms, we first note the standard manipulation

[dad A A] = —[A A dA] + [[A,M] A A] = [dA,A] + =[[A A A], Al

1
2
where we have discarded a boundary term d[A, A] and used the Jacobi identity
[[A,A] A A] = [[N\, A] A Al + [[A A AL A] = 2[[A, 0] A Al + [[A A A]LA] = 0.
Secondly, from Eq. (2.11) we have
ads([A,A]) = [adE(AA), A + [A A adBA] — aa;‘df p(AA) = a5 gy A,

which leads to

5(AdaN) = —adjipA + [adF(AA),A] + [A A adBA] — aO:d;k (nA) — ao:dﬁ(AB)/\
modulo the boundary term d(ad%\). As such, we see that
adf(AdaN) + ad* o J(AA) = adip) + [ad5(AA), A] + [A A adEA] + ad® A

ad¥ B ad¥ (A B)

10This follows from the Jacobi identity for the dual bracket [-,]s:

"

(adgradg)g” = [g',[9,9" %)% = —[9,[9", 9'1x]% — [9",[9"s )] = (a0gaDg/)g” + aDigr g1, 9"
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Finally, we can rewrite
2005 (AadEN) = ab[\BAB]*

by Eq. (A.1). Hence, combining the relevant gauge-dependent terms, we have

[daX A Al + ad(AdaN) + aO:df (~A)
1
—[A A aEN] —adf(AadEN) = [dA ] + 5[[/1 A ALA] + [ad5(AA), A],
1
—adipA — ab:d;‘;(ua))‘ - §aDFBAB]*)‘
= [F ] - adk A\ (A.3)
Summing Egs. (A.2) and (A.3) proves the lemma. O

2-Covriance of the combined fake-flatness. Now let us turn to the case of the 2-Deinfel’d double 0 =
g < g*[1]. Recall that the combined fake-flatness F defined in Eq. 5.2, which takes values in the degree-0
component go ® g*; of d.

Lemma A.1l. Given Theorem 4.1, the combined fake-flatness Eq. (5.2) is 2-covariant

A

= A

Fr=F +[F,A]
FL-F

under the 2-gauge symmetry parameterized by A = A + ANandL=L+L.

Proof. Let us first prove the covariance of the 1-curvature F. For this, we can copy the proof of Theorem A.1,
with the modification that ad, ad are replaced by x,n, respectively. However, we note that the argument there
relies crucially on two things: the condition Eq. (2.11) and the Jacobi identity. These conditions are analogous
in the 2-algebra context to the first conditions Egs. (4.20) and the Jacobi identities Eqs. (3.2), (3.8). This
yields the desired covariance

F—F*=F+[F,X] =F+ ([F,\] + niF — niA) + ([F, Ms + X3F* — XEX).
Next, we examine how 7Y transforms under A. In the g-valued component, we have
Y >N +t(A> ) + tubi{Z — g
By the Pfeiffer identity on g, we can write t(A > X) = [\, tX]. Now if moreover ¢ = t* such that ¢ = t*, then
RNV Pk kY kRN ok
1ty = Fadiy = piFY = pitn
by Eq. (3.12). This achieves the desired covariance

F = F+[F N +niF =g d = F + [F, g

A similar argument proves the covariance of F* in the dual sector g*[1].
Next, we compute that

dA — dA+dTL=dA +TdL,
[AAA] — [AAA]+2[AATL]+|[TL A TL]
=[A A A] + 2T (A A® L) + o(L?).

If we neglect quadratic terms in L2 as we have done in the main text, then we yield the expected 2-gauge
transformation

1
F—»FL:F+TdL+TA/\>L+§T[LAL]EF+TdAL.
As we have ¥ — X + daL from Eq. (5.4), we see that
FoFL 13 =F -T2 =F

as desired.
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2-Covariance of the combined 2-curvature. Recall the combined 2-curvature G defined in Eq. 5.3, which

takes values in the degree-(-1) component g_; @ g& of the 2-Drinfel’d double d.

Lemma A.2. Given Theorem 4.1, the combined 2-curvature in Eq. (5.3) is 2-covariant:

PR G*=G+A>g
G =G+ FAPL

Proof. Here we make heavy use of Eqs. (5.4). We first deal with A:

d¥ — dX—-—dA>X+Ap>dX,
AATYE > AATE4+dAAATE+LAATA>I)
+0(A?).

By the 2-Jacobi identity for 0, we have
AATABE)=A> (AATAY)-[AAN] >3,

hence
AATE S AATE+AAATEZ+ A (AATAY).

The sum then transforms accordingly:

G-G+A>G.
Next, we deal with L:

d¥ — dZ+d(A AP L)+ o(L?),
AATE - AATZ4HTLAY S+ A A" daL + o(L?),

where we consider terms only up to linear order in L, as always. By the Leibniz rule we have
d(A A" L) =dA A" L— A AP dL,
hence the sum G = d¥ + A A" X transforms as
G —» G+dAAPL+TLA®X +A A" (AAPL).
By the second Pfeiffer identity for 0, we have
TLA"Y = [LAX]=-[EAL]l=-TEA"L,
while by the 2-Jacobi identity for 0 we have
AAT(AAPL)=[AAA]A"L-A A" (AAPL).

These terms combine to yield
1
(§[A AA]l -TX) A" L.

The 2-curvature then transforms expectedly:

G — g+(dA+%[AAA]—TE)/\>L
= G+ FAPL.

O

The proofs of Theorems A.1, A.1, A.2 state that the compatibility conditions for the (2-)Manin triple
are in fact crucial not only for the non-ambiguity in the (2-)gauge transformations, but also for ensuring the

covariance for the various curvature quantities.
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