arXiv:1707.08974v2 [math.DG] 30 May 2019

POSITIVE SCALAR CURVATURE AND HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL FAMILIES OF SEIBERG-WITTEN EQUATIONS

HOKUTO KONNO

Abstract. We introduce an invariant of tuples of commuting diffeomorphisms on a 4-manifold using families of Seiberg–Witten equations. This is a generalization of Ruberman’s invariant of diffeomorphisms defined using 1-parameter families of Seiberg–Witten equations. Our invariant yields an application to the homotopy groups of the space of positive scalar curvature metrics on a 4-manifold. We also study the extension problem for families of 4-manifolds using our invariant.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 2. Invariant of tuples of diffeomorphisms 3 2.1. Definition of the invariant 3 2.2. Relation to the space of PSC metrics 8 2.3. A generalized invariant 10 2.4. Obstruction to extension of families of 4-manifolds 13 3. Non-vanishing and applications 14 3.1. Description of higher-dimensional wall-crossing 14 3.2. Non-vanishing theorem and the proof of Theorem 1.1 15 3.3. Non-extendable families of 4-manifolds 19 References 21

1. Introduction

Ruberman [15–17] has introduced gauge theoretic invariants of a diffeomorphism on a 4-manifold. Using one of his invariants in [17], he has shown that there exist 4-manifolds for which the spaces of metrics with positive scalar curvature (PSC for short) are disconnected. This is the first result on the homotopy groups of the space of PSC metrics on a 4-manifold. The main ingredients of these invariants are 1-parameter families of Yang–Mills ASD or Seiberg–Witten equations. It is natural to ask whether we can consider a kind of generalization of such an invariant using gauge theory for higher-dimensional families. In particular, an interesting question is how we may apply such an extended invariant to the topological study of the space of PSC metrics via higher-dimensional families.

In this paper we generalize Ruberman’s invariant given in [15] using higherdimensional families of Seiberg–Witten equations. We shall define an invariant of tuples of commuting diffeomorphisms preserving a given spin^c structure on a 4- manifold. An important point is that we can give such diffeomorphisms for which 1

our invariant does not vanish and this non-vanishing result yields a new application to the space of PSC metrics on a 4-manifold. Let us describe our main application here. We consider 4-manifolds obtained as the connected sum of some copies of C P^2 and −C P^2, which are typical 4-manifolds admitting PSC metrics. Ruberman [17] has proved that π_0(PSC(X)) ≠ 0 for X = 2kC P^2#l(−C P^2) with k ≥ 2 and a sufficiently large l. For other numbers of the connected summands, the result due to Xu [18], based on a cohomotopy refinement of Ruberman’s invariant, gives the non-triviality of π_0(PSC(X)) for X = (4k + 7)C P^2#l(−C P^2) with k ≥ 0 and a sufficiently large l. We shall show the following theorem in this paper.

Theorem 1.1. Let k ≥ 2, n ≥ 1, l ≥ 10k + 2n − 1 be natural numbers and X be the 4-manifold given by

X = (2k + n − 1)C P^2#l(−C P^2).

Then, π_i(PSC(X)) ≠ 0 holds for at least one i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}.

Setting n = 1 in Theorem 1.1 recovers Ruberman’s result in [17] on the disconnectivity of the space of PSC metrics. To exhibit a new constraint on PSC metrics, let us consider the case that k = n = 2 in Theorem 1.1 for example. Then we deduce that, for each l ≥ 23,

π_i(PSC((5C P^2)#l(−C P^2))) ≠ 0

holds for i = 0 or i = 1. This does not follow from Ruberman’s result and Xu’s. In fact, as explained in Remark 3.5, Theorem 1.1 provides new constraints on PSC(X) for infinitely many 4-manifolds X’s having distinct b^+(X), where b^+(X) is the dimension of a maximal positive-definite subspace of H^2(X; R) with respect to the intersection form of X. (A detailed comparison between Theorem 1.1 and Ruberman’s result and Xu’s is given in Remark 3.5.)

The following two tools are used to prove Theorem 1.1: the first one is the combination of wall-crossing and gluing technique due to Ruberman [15–17], and the second is the description of higher-dimensional wall-crossing phenomena in terms of embedded surfaces given in [6] by the author. Here let us explain the term “higherdimensional wall-crossing”; it also describes the root of Theorem 1.1. Let us start 4-manifold X with b^+(X) = 0. For such a 4-manifold, the celebrated theorem due to Donaldson [4] tells that reducible points in the moduli space of solutions to the Yang–Mills ASD equation give a strong constraint on the topology of X. This story is valid also in the Seiberg–Witten theory. In the case that b^+(X) = 1, the effect of reducible solutions in the moduli space is described as wall-crossing. This can be regarded as a 1-parameter analogue of Donaldson’s theorem. Namely, one can find a reducible solution using a suitable 1-parameter family of ASD/Seiberg– Witten equations and it gives information about the parameterized moduli space. “Higher-dimensional wall-crossing” is an analogue of it for 4-manifolds with general b^+ ≥ 1. Although the effect of reducible solutions weakens for larger b^+, one can detect it using a b^+-dimensional family of equations. The statement of Theorem 1.1 reflects how weak the effect is: Ruberman has used usual (i.e. b^+ = 1) wall-crossing, and he has proved that π_0(PSC(X)) ≠ 0 for some X. (Although in Ruberman’s case the 4-manifold X he considered has arbitrary large (even) b^+, his argument is a combination of wall-crossing for a manifold N whose b^+ is 1 and a gluing argument with another 4-manifold M. We note that most b^+ of X comes from M except for 1 coming from N.) On the other hand, we use wall-crossing for n-dimensional families for general n ≥ 1 on a 4-manifold N with b^+(N) = n, and we can show that at least one of π_0(PSC(X)), . . . , π_{n−1}(PSC(X)) is non-trivial for some X obtained as the connected sum of N with another M.

We also use our invariant to study the group of diffeomorphisms on a given 4- manifold preserving a given spin^c structure, in particular to study the extension problem for 4-manifold bundles having this group as the structure group. For a given fiber bundle with certain structure group on some base space M and for a space W with M ⊂ W , it is a fundamental question whether one can extend the bundle to a bundle over W having the same structure group. We can use the nonvanishing theorem for our invariant to give an obstruction to extensions of families of 4-manifolds whose structure group is the group of diffeomorphisms preserving a spin^c structure. (See Corollary 3.8.) We hope that this kind of obstruction might be useful to approach the study of higher-dimensional manifolds via 4-dimensional gauge theory.

Acknowledgement. The author would like to express his deep gratitude to Mikio Furuta for the helpful suggestions and for continuous encouragement during this work. The author would also like to express his appreciation to Nobuhiro Nakamura for stimulating discussion and informing him of Nakamura’s work and Ruberman’s on gauge theory for families. Their work is the starting point of the current paper. The author also wishes to thank Tomohiro Asano and Masaki Taniguchi for useful discussion in a conference held in summer 2017 at UCLA. In particular, Asano explained to the author an example in Remark 3.9. Finally, the author gratefully acknowledges the many helpful suggestions of the anonymous referees. The author was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 16J05569 and the Program for Leading Graduate Schools, MEXT, Japan.

2. Invariant of tuples of diffeomorphisms

In this section, for a given spin^c 4-manifold, we define an invariant of n-tuples (n ≥ 1) of commuting diffeomorphisms preserving the spin^c structure. This is a higher-dimensional analogue of the Seiberg–Witten invariant of diffeomorphisms due to Ruberman given in [15]. The relation between this invariant and PSC metrics will be given in Subsection 2.2. We also note a generalization of this invariant of tuples of diffeomorphisms in Subsection 2.3 and interpret this generalized invariant as an obstruction to extensions of families of 4-manifolds in Subsection 2.4.

2.1. Definition of the invariant. In this subsection we define an invariant of n-tuples (n ≥ 1) of commuting diffeomorphisms preserving a given spin^c structure on a 4-manifold. To do this, we will consider an n-parameter family of Seiberg– Witten equations due to Nakamura [12, 14]. (For [12], there is a correction [13].) Strictly speaking, we will use a slight variant of the family: we shall describe the family as a subset of the space of perturbations while it has been given as an abstract fiber bundle on a torus in [12, 14]. Our description is a higher-dimensional alanogue of Ruberman’s 1-parameter family [15]. (For a description of the family as a family on the torus, which is similar to Nakamura [12, 14], see Remark 2.1.) To describe the notion of “diffeomorphisms preserving a spin^c structure” without using Riemannian metrics, we introduce a term spin^c_{GL} structure as follows. Fix a connected double covering ~GL^+_4 (R) of GL^+_4 (R), where GL^+_4 (R) is the group of invertible real 4 × 4-matrices with det > 0. Set

Spin^c_{GL}(4) := (~GL^+_4 (R) × U(1))/ ± 1.

We have the natural map Spin^c_{GL}(4) → GL^+_4 (R) as the map Spin^c(4) → SO(4). For a given oriented 4-manifold X, we denote by Fr_{GL}(X) → X the frame bundle whose fiber at x ∈ X is the set of oriented frames of T_xX. We define a spin^c_{GL} structure on X as a Spin^c_{GL}(4)-bundle P_{GL} → X such that the GL^+_4 (R)-bundle P_{GL} ×_{Spin}c_{GL (4)} GL^+_4 (R) → X coincides with Fr_{GL}(X). In terms of classifying spaces, a spin^c_{GL} structure is a lift X → BSpin^c_{GL}(4) of the classifying map X → BGL^+_4 (R) of Fr_{GL}(X) along the natural map BSpin^c_{GL}(4) → BGL^+_4 (R) induced from Spin^c_{GL}(4) → GL^+_4 (R): BSpin^c_{GL}(4) fflffl X //

::tt ttt ttt tt BGL^+_4 (R).

An isomorphism class of spin^c_{GL} structures corresponds to a homotopy class of such lifts. Given a spin^c_{GL} structure s, a spin^c structure s_g is induced corresponding to each Riemannian metric g on X. For a fixed metric, an isomorphism class of spin^c_{GL} structures corresponds one-to-one with an isomorphism class of spin^c structures. We do not therefore distinguish spin^c_{GL} structure from spin^c structure when we consider them at the level of isomorphism classes.

We here recall some basic facts related to wall-crossing in Seiberg–Witten theory. Let X be an oriented closed smooth 4-manifold equipped with a homology orientation and s be a spin^c_{GL} structure on X. Here a homology orientation means an orientation of the vector space H^1(X; R) ⊕ H^+(X; R), where H^+(X; R) is a maximal positive-definite subspace of H^2(X; R) with respect to the intersection form of X. We note that the determinant line bundle L → X is defined from s without using any metric on X. We can therefore take a smooth reference connection A_0 of L to be independent of the choice of metric. For each Riemannian metric g on X, we obtain the induced spin^c structure s_g and the spinor bundles S^± = S^±_g → X as usual. Let us denote by Ω^+ = Ω^+_g = Γ(Λ^+_g ) the space of self-dual 2-forms on X with respect to g. A U(1)-connection A on L gives rise to the Dirac operator D_A : Γ(S^+) → Γ(S^−). For a U(1)-connection A, a positive spinor Φ ∈ Γ(S^+), and an imaginary self-dual 2-form μ ∈ iΩ^+, we call the equations { ρ(F^+_A + μ) = σ(Φ, Φ), D_AΦ = 0

the (perturbed) Seiberg–Witten equations with respect to (g, μ). Here ρ : Λ^+ → su(S^+) is the map obtained from the Clifford multiplication, F^+_A is the self-dual part of the curvature F_A of A, and σ(·, ·) is the quadratic form given by σ(Φ, Φ) = Φ ⊗ Φ^∗ − |Φ|^2id/2. Let us denote by M((g, μ), s) the moduli space of solutions to the perturbed Seiberg–Witten equations with respect to (g, μ) and s. The space of perturbations Π = Π(X) is given by

Π(X) := { (g, μ) ∈ Met(X) × Ω^2 | | μ ∈ Ω^+_g } = ⨆ g∈Met(X) Ω^+_g , where Met(X) is the space of Riemannian metrics on X. This is a subbundle of the trivial bundle Met(X) × Ω^2 → Met(X). Let us identify Met(X) with the zero-section of this subbundle. For A and Φ, we call the equations { ρ(F^+_A ) = σ(Φ, Φ), D_AΦ = 0

the unperturbed Seiberg–Witten equations with respect to g. We call the subset of perturbations W = W(X) ⊂ Π(X) defined by W(X) = ⨆ g∈Met(X) W_g (X), W_g (X) := F^{+g}_{A0} + Im d^{+g} ⊂ Ω^+_g

the wall. The wall W(X) is obviously independent of the choice of A_0. We define Π̊ = Π̊(X) = ⨆_{g∈Met(X)} Π̊_g (X) by

Π̊_g (X) := Π_g (X) \ W_g (X).

The wall W is of codimension-b^+ in Π since Ω^+_g / Im(d^{+g} ) ≃ H^+(X; R) for each g. Since Π̊ is a fiber bundle whose fiber is homotopy equivalent to the sphere S^{b+−1} and Met(X) is contractible, the total space Π̊ is also homotopy equivalent to S^{b+−1}. Recall that, for (g, μ) ∈ Π, the perturbed Seiberg–Witten equations with respect to (g, μ) admit a reducible solution if and only if (g, μ) ∈ W. Strictly speaking, as usual, we shall work on suitable Sobolev spaces. However, we omit L^2_k(·) etc from our notation for simplicity.

Let us denote by Diff(X, s) the group of diffeomorphisms preserving both the orientation of X and s. Here we say that a diffeomorphism f preserves s if f satisfies f^∗s ∼= s as spin^c_{GL} structure. Recall that, if X is simply connected, f preserves s if and only if f^∗c_1(s) = c_1(s). Set n := −d(s), where d(s) is the formal dimension of the (unparameterized) moduli space of solutions to the Seiberg–Witten equations: d(s) = (c_1(s)^2 − 2χ(X) − 3sign(X))/4. Assume that

n > 0 and b^+(X) ≥ n + 2.

For commuting diffeomorphisms f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s), we shall define

SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) ∈ Z or Z/2.

Here, if all of f_1, . . . , f_n preserve the given homology orientation, the number SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) is defined in Z, and if at least one of f_1, . . . , f_n reverses the homology orientation, SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) is defined in Z/2.

To define SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s), we will use an n-parameter family of Seiberg–Witten equations. This is based on the idea of mapping torus due to Nakamura [12, 14]. (See Remark 2.1.) For k ∈ {0, . . . , n} and distinct indices i_1, . . . , i_k ∈ {1, . . . , n} with i_1 < · · · < i_k, we shall construct a smooth generic map φ_k(f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik} ) : [0, 1]^k ∼= [0, 1]^{{i1,...,ik }} → Π̊ inductively with respect to k. Here, in the case that k = 0, φ_0 = φ_0(∅) is a map from a point to Π̊. By convention, [0, 1]^0 is a single point denoted by {0}. First note that all of π_0(Π̊), . . . , π_n(Π̊) are trivial since b^+(X) ≥ n + 2. Let us take a generic point p ∈ Π̊. This point can be regarded as a generic map φ_0 : {0} → Π̊. Note that one can define the pull-back f^∗ : Π̊ → Π̊ for any f ∈ Diff(X, s). In the case that k = 1, corresponding to each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we can take a generic path from p to pf^∗_i pf^∗_j pf^∗_i f^∗_j p = f^∗_j f^∗_i p φ_1(f_i) f^∗_j φ_1(f_i) φ_1(f_j ) f^∗_i φ_1(f_j ) φ_2(f_i, f_j )

Figure 1. 2-parameter family corresponding to φ_2(f_i, f_j )

f^∗_i p in Π̊ since π_0(Π̊) is trivial. This is given by a generic map φ_1(f_i) : [0, 1] → Π̊. In the case that k ≥ 2, for distinct i and j with i < j, the pulled-back path f^∗_i φ_1(f_j ) : [0, 1] → Π̊ gives a path from f^∗_i p to f^∗_i f^∗_j p, and f^∗_j φ_1(f_i) : [0, 1] → Π̊ gives a path from f^∗_j p to f^∗_i f^∗_j p since f_if_j = f_j f_i. Because π_1(Π̊) is trivial, we can take a generic map φ_2(f_i, f_j ) : [0, 1]^2 → Π̊ such that the map φ_2(f_i, f_j ) coincides with

• φ_1(f_i) on [0, 1] × {0}, • φ_1(f_j ) on {0} × [0, 1], • f^∗_j φ_1(f_i) on [0, 1] × {1}, and • f^∗_i φ_1(f_j ) on {1} × [0, 1].

(See Figure 1.) We can easily extend this construction to higher-dimensional families as follows. For k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, assume that generic maps φ_l(·, . . . , ·) (0 ≤ l ≤ k) are already given. Since π_k(Π̊) is trivial, for distinct indices i_1, . . . , i_{k+1} with i_1 < · · · < i_{k+1}, we can take a generic map φ_{k+1}(f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik+1} ) : [0, 1]^{k+1} → Π̊ satisfying the following condition. Note that a codimension-1 face of [0, 1]^{k+1} is one of F^k_{0,j} := {(∗, . . . , ∗, 0, ∗, . . . , ∗)} (1) and F^k_{1,j} := {(∗, . . . , ∗, 1, ∗, . . . , ∗)} (2) for some j ∈ {1 . . . , k + 1}, where 0 and 1 are in the j-th coordinates. We require that the map φ_{k+1}(f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik+1} ) coincides with

• φ_k(f_{i1} , . . . , f̂_{ij} , . . . , f_{ik+1} ) on F^k_{0,j} ∼= [0, 1]^k, and • f^∗_{ij} φ_k(f_{i1} , . . . , f̂_{ij} , . . . , f_{ik+1} ) on F^k_{1,j} ∼= [0, 1]^k, where the notation f̂_{ij} means that the component is removed.

Though the above procedure, we obtain a generic n-parameter family φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n) : [0, 1]^n → Π̊ and we can consider the family of (perturbed) Seiberg–Witten equations parameterized on [0, 1]^n by φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n). Since d(s) = −n, the moduli space of solutions to the Seiberg–Witten equations vanishes on each codimension ≥ 1 face of this nparameter family. Let us denote by M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) the parameterized moduli space on [0, 1]^n by φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), namely,

M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) := ⨆ t∈[0,1]^n M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n)(t), s). (3) By the compactness of the usual (i.e. unparameterized) moduli space of solutions to the Seiberg–Witten equations and that of the parameter space [0, 1]^n, the parameterized moduli space M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) is also compact. Since we have fixed a homology orientation, M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) is oriented. We can therefore define the integer SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s; φ_•) := #M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) ∈ Z by counting with signs the points of the parameterized moduli space, which is a 0-dimensional compact oriented manifold.

Remark 2.1. We remark that the definition of SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s; φ_•) above can be interpreted as a counting for a family on the n-torus. We note that, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, f_j induces a diffeomorphism M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s)|_F n−1_{0,j} ∼= M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s)|_F n−1_{1,j} . (4) As remarked in Ruberman [15], the diffeomorphism (4) between moduli spaces is independent of the choice of lift of f_j to an isomorphism at the level of spin^c structures, since the ambiguity of the choice is absorbed into the gauge group. By identifying ⨆ t∈F^{n−1}_{0,j} M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n)(t), s) and ⨆ t∈F^{n−1}_{1,j} M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n)(t), s) via the diffeomorphism (4) in (3), we obtain a parameterized moduli space on T^n.

In the argument above, of course, it is sufficient to assume b^+(X) ≥ n + 1 to avoid the wall. Namely, we have not used π_n(Π̊) = 0. We use the assumption b^+(X) ≥ n + 2 to do the argument by cobordism in the following lemma. Using the idea of Theorem 2.2 in Ruberman [15], we have:

Lemma 2.2. Assume that f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s) are commuting.

(1) If all of f_1, . . . , f_n preserve the given homology orientation, then the element SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s; φ_•) in Z is independent of the choice of φ_•.

(2) If at least one of f_1, . . . , f_n reverses the homology orientation, then the element SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s; φ_•) mod 2 in Z/2 is independent of the choice of φ_•.

Proof. For two families φ_• and φ^′_•, we can take a generic map

ψ : [0, 1]^{n+1} = [0, 1]^n × [0, 1] → Π̊ such that

• on [0, 1]^n × {0}, the map ψ coincides with φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), • on [0, 1]^n × {1}, the map ψ coincides with φ^′_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), and

• for each j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, the map ψ satisfies ψ|_F n−1_{1,j ×[0,1]} = f^∗_j ψ|_F n−1_{0,j ×[0,1]}

since π_n(Π̊) is trivial. Here F^{n−1}_{0,j} and F^{n−1}_{1,j} are the facets of [0, 1]^n obtained by putting k = n − 1 in (1) and (2). Since there are no reducibles on the parameterized moduli space given by ψ, we have a 1-dimensional compact manifold with boundary as a parameterized moduli space on [0, 1]^{n+1} given by ψ. Its boundary components are M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s), M(φ^′_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s), and the moduli spaces parameterized on F^{n−1}_{0,j} × [0, 1] and F^{n−1}_{1,j} × [0, 1] for each j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Note that f_j induces a diffeomorphism similar to (4) between the last two components: M(ψ, s)|_F n−1_{0,j ×[0,1]} ∼= M(ψ, s)|_F n−1_{1,j ×[0,1]}. (5) If f_j preserves the homology orientation, this diffeomorphism (5) preserves the orientation of the moduli spaces. Hence, if all of f_1, . . . , f_n preserve the homology orientation, all contributions in the counting argument on F^{n−1}_{0,j} ×[0, 1] and F^{n−1}_{1,j} ×[0, 1] are canceled in Z. We thus have #M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) = #M(φ^′_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) in Z. If there exists j such that f_j reverses the homology orientation, this cancellation holds over Z/2. □

By Lemma 2.2, for commuting diffeomorphisms f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s), we can define SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) ∈ Z or Z/2 as SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s; φ_•) for a family of perturbations φ_•. Here, if all of f_1, . . . , f_n preserve the given homology orientation, then SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) is defined in Z, and if at least one of f_1, . . . , f_n reverses the homology orientation, then SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) is defined in Z/2. This is a higher-dimensional generalization of Ruberman’s invariant of diffeomorphisms given in [15]. Namely, the case that n = 1 for the above SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) is Ruberman’s invariant.

Remark 2.3. By a similar procedure to define SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s), one can also define a higher-dimensional analogue of Ruberman’s refined invariant given in [17] written as SW_{tot}. However, at this stage, the author cannot find any application of the higher-dimensional SW_{tot} which cannot obtained from either the original SW_{tot} or SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) defind above.

2.2. Relation to the space of PSC metrics. In this subsection we follow the all of the notations of Subsection 2.1. Let us denote by PSC(X) the space of PSC metrics on X. As Ruberman’s invariant [17], the topology of PSC(X) relates to the triviality of this invariant.

Proposition 2.4. Suppose that PSC(X) is non-empty and that π_i(PSC(X)) is trivial for all i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. Then, for any commuting elements f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s), SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = 0 holds.

Proof. Let us regard PSC(X) ⊂ Met(X) ⊂ Π. We first consider the case that either c_1(s)^2 > 0, or c_1(s)^2 = 0 and c_1(s) is not torsion. In these cases, we have Met(X) ∩ W = ∅, in particular PSC(X) ∩ W = ∅. By our assumption, we can construct maps φ_k (f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik} ) : [0, 1]^k → PSC(X) for distinct i_1, . . . , i_k ∈ {1, . . . , n} inductively with respect to k ∈ {0, . . . , n} as in the definition of SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s). Note that there is no reducible in the moduli space M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s). We therefore have M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) = ∅ by the a priori estimate for spinors of solutions to the Seiberg–Witten equations. We thus obtain SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = 0.

Next let us consider the case that c_1(s)^2 < 0. In this case, Met(X) ∩ W is a codimension-b^+ subspace of Met(X). (See Subsubsection 4.3.3 in Donaldson– Kronheimer [5].) Since PSC(X) is an open subspace of Met(X), PSC(X) ∩ W is a codimension-b^+ subspace of PSC(X). All of π_0(PSC(X) \ W), . . . , π_{n−1}(PSC(X) \ W) are hence trivial by our assumption. We can therefore construct maps into PSC(X) \ W φ_k(f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik} ) : [0, 1]^k → PSC(X) \ W inductively. Since we avoid the wall, we obtain SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = 0 by the same argument above.

Finally, let us consider the case that c_1(s) is torsion. In this case, we have PSC(X) ⊂ Met(X) ⊂ W. We have to therefore avoid the wall by “lifting” the above argument to Π̊. We can construct maps φ̄_k (f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik} ) : [0, 1]^k → PSC(X) inductively by the same way, and next we construct a lift φ_k(·, . . . , ·) of φ̄_k(·, . . . , ·) to Π̊ inductively as follows. Set K = φ̄_n(f_1, . . . , f_n)([0, 1]^n). Let D = ⨆ g D_g → K be the disk bundle with a small radius of ⨆ g Ω^+_g → K. (The precise condition on the radius of the disk which we have to assume is given below.) Then, Π̊ ∩ D → K is a fiber bundle whose fiber is homotopy equivalent to S^{b+−1}. Let E → [0, 1]^n denote the pull-back of Π̊ ∩ D → K by φ̄_n(f_1, . . . , f_n) : [0, 1]^n → K(⊂ PSC(X)). Fix a small element of Π̊_{φ̄0(0)} ∩ Ω^+_{φ̄0(0)}. This gives a lift

φ_0 : {0} → Π̊ ∩ D of φ̄_0 : {0} → K. From this element and the pulled-back elements by f_i (i = 1, . . . , n), we have a section of the bundle E over the 0-dimensional faces of [0, 1]^n. Since the fiber of E is homotopy equivalent to S^{b+−1}, this section can be extended to a section on the 1-dimensional faces of [0, 1]^n so that the extended section gives a lift φ_1(f_i) : [0, 1] → Π̊ ∩ D of φ̄_1(f_i) : [0, 1] → K for i = 1, . . . , n. Next, for k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, assume that we have fixed lifts φ_l(·, . . . , ·) of φ̄_l(·, . . . , ·) (0 ≤ l ≤ k). Then we can extend these lifts on the boundary ∂[0, 1]^{k+1} to ones on all of [0, 1]^{k+1} by the same way. By this inductive construction we can obtain a lift

φ_k(f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik} ) : [0, 1]^k → Π̊ ∩ D of φ̄_k(f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik} ) for any k ∈ {0, . . . , n} and any distinct i_1, . . . , i_k. We now give the precise condition on the radius of the above disk bundle D → K. For any g ∈ PSC(X), let us denote by s_g : X → R the scalar curvature with respect to g. Then the subspace { μ ∈ Ω^+_g | | | | − min_{x∈X} s^g(x) + 2|μ| < 0, − min_{x∈X} s^{f ∗}i^g (x) + 2|f^∗i μ| < 0 (1 ≤ i ≤ n) } (6) of (Ω^+_g , | · |) is an open neighborhood of the origin of Ω^+_g , where | · | denotes the C^0- norm. Let ϵ_g > 0 be the maximal radius of open balls centered at the origin included in this open neighborhood (6) of the origin. Then ϵ := min_{g∈K} ϵ_g also satisfies ϵ > 0 since ϵ_g continuously depends on g. Use this ϵ as the radius of the disk bundle. Then, by the a priori estimate for spinors, we have M(φ_k(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) = ∅, and hence SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = 0. □

2.3. A generalized invariant. In this subsection we note a generalization of the invariant SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) based on the idea of the construction of a family on the n-torus in Remark 2.1. Although the contents of this subsection and Subsection 2.4 are not necessary for the proof of Theorem 1.1, we will use them in Subsection 3.3, where we discuss an obstruction to extensions of families of 4-manifolds. We note that, if we consider a family of spin^c 4-manifolds, the generalized invariant is a special case of the usual family Seiberg–Witten invariant given in Li–Liu [9]. However, since our structure group of a family is Diff(X, s), we need the following discussion. (See the following Remark 2.5.)

Let (X, s) be a closed smooth spin^c 4-manifold equipped with a homology orientation O, M be an n-dimensional closed smooth manifold. Suppose that d(s) = −n and b^+(X) ≥ n + 2. Let ρ : M → BDiff(X, s) be a continuous map and E_X → M be the bundle corresponding to ρ. This is a bundle whose fiber is X with structure group Diff(X, s). Suppose that E_X satisfies the following condition on smoothness: we can choose transition functions {g_{αβ} : U_α ∩ U_β → Diff(X, s)}_{α,β} of E_X so that the map (U_α ∩ U_β) × X → X given by (p, x) → g_{αβ}(p)x is smooth for any α, β. Let Diff^+(X) be the group of diffeomorphism preserving the orientation of X. Via the inclusion Diff(X, s) → Diff^+(X), the actions of Diff^+(X) on X and on Π̊(X) induce bundles E_X → M and E_{Π̊} → M whose fibers are X and Π̊(X) respectively. Let us take a smooth section s : M → E_{Π̊}. As remarked in Section 5 in Nakamura [14], we can consider the parameterized moduli space M(ρ, s, s) as follows.

Remark 2.5. Before giving the construction of M(ρ, s, s), we note that, a priori, it is non-trivial how to construct such a moduli space M(ρ, s, s) using a section of E_{Π̊}. To explain it, assume that we have a homomorphism ρ̃ : M → BAut(X, s), where Aut(X, s) is the group of pairs (f, f̃) consisting of f ∈ Diff(X, s) and a Spin^c_{GL}(4)-equivariant map f̃ : P_{GL} → P_{GL} satisfying P_{GL} fflffl

f̃ // P_{GL} fflffl X_f // X, ⟳ P_{GL} fflffl

f̃ // P_{GL} fflffl Fr_{GL}(X)_{df} // Fr_{GL}(X). ⟳

We have a natural surjection Aut(X, s) → Diff(X, s), and therefore obtain X → Ẽ_X → M, Π̊(X) → Ẽ_{Π̊} → M using ρ̃. Each fiber of Ẽ_X → M has a natural spin^c_{GL} 4-manifold structure, and therefore a spin^c structure if we give a metric. From this, if a section s : M → Ẽ_{Π̊} is given, we can consider a family of Seiberg–Witten equations with respect to s, and hence obtain the parameterized moduli space M(ρ̃, s, s) as usual. However, each fiber of the bundle E_X → M above has no natural spin^c_{GL} structure. We cannot therefore obtain the parameterized moduli space from a section of E_{Π̊} → M by the entirely same way to construct M(ρ̃, s, s). To define M(ρ, s, s) above, we need a “local version” of the argument used to show that the diffeomorphism (4) is independent of the choice of lift of f_j .

Let us take an open covering {U_α}_α of M satisfying that U_α ∩ U_β is contractible for any α, β. Henceforth we abbreviate U_α ∩ U_β to U_{αβ} and U_α ∩ U_β ∩ U_γ to U_{αβγ} respectively. Take a system of local trivializations of E_X → M on this covering and let {g_{αβ} : U_{αβ} → Diff(X, s)}_{α,β} be the transition functions corresponding to this system of local trivializations. Since U_{αβ} is contractible for each α, β, there exists a lift g̃_{αβ} : U_{αβ} → Aut(X, s) of g_{αβ}. Let Aut_X (s) be the kernel of Aut(X, s) → Diff(X, s): we have the exact sequence

1 → Aut_X (s) → Aut(X, s) → Diff(X, s) → 1.

The group Aut_X (s) is isomorphic to the gauge group G ∼= Map(X, S^1). Note that we have g̃_{αβ}g̃_{βγ}g̃_{γα}(p) ∈ Aut_X (s) ∼= G for any p ∈ U_{αβγ} since {g_{αβ}} satisfies the cocycle condition. The given section s : M → E_{Π̊} corresponds to a system of maps {s_α : U_α → Π̊(X)}_α satisfying that s_α = g_{αβ} · s_β on U_{αβ}. Here the action g_{αβ} · s_β is given by the action of Diff(X, s) on Π̊(X) via Diff(X, s) → Diff^+(X), namely, g_{αβ} · s_β = g^∗_{αβ}s_β . For each α, let us write M(ρ, s_α, s) := ⨆ p∈U_α M(s_α(p), s), where M(s_α(p), s) is the moduli space with respect to s_α(p) ∈ Π̊(X) in usual sense, and s_α is regarded as a section of the trivial bundle. For each point p ∈ U_{αβ}, we obtain an invertible map

g̃_{αβ} (p)^∗ : M(s_β(p), s) → M(g_{αβ}(p)^∗s_β(p), s).

Since the relation s_α = g_{αβ} · s_β = g^∗_{αβ}s_β on U_{αβ} holds, we eventually have g̃^∗_{αβ} : M(ρ, s_β , s)|_{Uαβ} → M(ρ, s_α, s)|_{Uαβ} . The composition g̃^∗_{αβ} ∘ g̃^∗_{βγ} ∘ g̃^∗_{γα} : M(ρ, s_α, s)|_{Uαβγ} → M(ρ, s_α, s)|_{Uαβγ} coincides with the identity since g̃_{αβ}g̃_{βγ}g̃_{γα}(p) ∈ Aut_X (s) ∼= G holds. This is again a consequence of the definition of the moduli space: it is the quotient space by the gauge group. We can therefore obtain the well-defined quotient space M(ρ, s, s) := ⨆ α M(ρ, s_α, s)/ ∼, where the equivalence relation ∼ is given by the invertible maps {g̃^∗_{αβ}}. If s is generic, each s_α is also generic and g̃^∗_{αβ} is a diffeomorphism between smooth manifolds. The moduli space M(ρ, s, s) is hence also a smooth manifold. If we have a 1-parameter family of sections {s_t : M → E_{Π̊}}_{t∈[0,1]}, it gives rise to a parameterized moduli space ⨆ t∈[0,1] M(ρ, st, s) by the same way. We can therefore do an

argument by cobordism, and hence can define the invariant

SW(ρ; s) ∈ Z or Z/2 (7) as follows. Since b^+(X) ≥ n + 2, for given two generic sections s_0, s_1 : M → E_{Π̊}, we can take a path of sections {s_t : M → E_{Π̊}}_{t∈[0,1]} between s_0 and s_1 such that s_• is generic as a map from M × [0, 1] to E_{Π̊}. We therefore obtain the parameterized moduli space ⨆ t∈[0,1] M(ρ, st, s), whose boundary components are M(ρ, s0, s) and

M(ρ, s_1, s). Let Diff(X, s, O) be the group defined by

Diff(X, s, O) = { f ∈ Diff(X, s) | f^∗O = O } .

By the argument by cobordism above, if ρ(M) ⊂ BDiff(X, s, O) holds and if M is oriented, the integer SW(ρ; s; s) := #M(ρ, s, s) ∈ Z is independent of the choice of s, and otherwise SW(ρ; s; s) mod 2 in Z/2 is independent of s. We can therefore define the invariant (7) as SW(ρ; s; s) for a generic section s.

Given a group homomorphism Φ : π_1(M) → Diff(X, s), we define SW(Φ, s) ∈ Z or Z/2 as SW(ρ, s) for the classifying map ρ of the bundle X → M̃×_{π1(M)} → M, where M̃ is the universal covering of M.

Example 2.6. Let f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s) be commuting elements and Φ denote the map Z^n → ⟨f_1, . . . , f_n⟩ ⊂ Diff(X, s) given as (k_1, . . . , k_n) → f^{k1}_1 · · · f^{kn}_n . As described in Remark 2.1, the invariant SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) defined in Subsection 2.1 can be reinterpreted as the counting of the points of a parameterized moduli space on T^n. By the construction of SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s), the invariant SW(Φ; s) coincides with SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s).

Remark 2.7. Via the interpretation of SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) in Example 2.6, we can prove Proposition 2.4 using obstruction theory. We first consider the case that either c_1(s)^2 > 0, or c_1(s)^2 = 0 and c_1(s) is not torsion. Via the composition

Φ : Z^n → ⟨f_1, . . . , f_n⟩ ⊂ Diff(X, s) → Diff^+(X),

the action of Diff^+(X) on PSC(X) gives rise to a bundle E_{PSC} → T^n whose fiber is PSC(X). Note that E_{PSC} ⊂ E_{Π̊} holds. The obstructions for the existence of a section of the bundle E_{PSC} live in H^{i+1}(T^n; π̂_i(PSC(X))) (i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}), where π̂_i(PSC(X)) is a local system whose fiber is π_i(PSC(X)). Hence there exists a section s : T^n → E_{PSC} if π_i(PSC(X)) is trivial for any i ∈ {0, . . . , n−1}. Using this section s to calculate SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = SW(Φ; s), we have SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = 0. In the cases that c_1(s)^2 < 0 and that c_1(s) is torsion, by replacing E_{PSC} with the bundles given by the action of Diff^+(X) whose fibers are PSC(X) ∩ W and Π̊ ∩ D given in the proof of Proposition 2.4 respectively, we can similarly show that SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = 0.

The argument of Remark 2.7 immediately gives the generalization of Proposition 2.4:

Proposition 2.8. Let (X, s) be a closed smooth spin^c 4-manifold with d(s) = −n (n ≥ 1) and M be an smooth closed n-dimensional manifold. Suppose that PSC(X) ≠ ∅ holds and that π_i(PSC(X)) is trivial for any i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. Then, for any group homomorphism Φ : π_1(M) → Diff(X, s), SW(Φ; s) = 0 holds.

Remark 2.9. In a subsequent paper [8], the author developed family gauge theory over arbitrary topological space. In [8], the author showed that the smoothness of the base space of a family of 4-manifold is not necessary to discuss family gauge theory. More precisely, if the base space is not smooth, of course we cannot hope that the parameterized moduli space is smooth, but still we can “count” the parametrized moduli space if we can define the fundamental class of the base space

(e.g. the case that the base space is a closed topological manifold, or more generally homology manifold). The main reason why we can consider a family over a nonsmooth base space is the author used the so-called virtual neighborhood technique in [8]. The argument given in [8] ensures that any subtle stuff relating to the base space (e.g. non-reduced structure) does not cause any problem in our argument.

2.4. Obstruction to extension of families of 4-manifolds. We can use our generalized invariant SW(Φ; s) to give an obstruction to extensions of families of 4-manifolds with structure group Diff(X, s).

Proposition 2.10. Let M be a closed smooth n-manifold with n ≥ 1, (X, s) be a closed smooth spin^c 4-manifold with d(s) = −n and b^+(X) ≥ n + 2, Φ : π_1(M) → Diff(X, s) be a group homomorphism, and ρ : M → BDiff(X, s) be the classifying map of the bundle X → E_X → M given by the Borel construction with respect to the actions of f_1, . . . , f_n on X.

(i): Assume that SW(Φ; s) ≠ 0 in Z/2. Then, for any (n + 1)-dimensional compact manifold W with ∂W = M, there exists no continuous map ρ̃ : W → BDiff(X, s) such that the following diagram commutes: W ρ̃ %%KK KKK KKK KK

M_ρ //

⊂

BDiff(X, s). (ii): Assume that Im Φ ⊂ Diff(X, s, O), M is oriented, and that SW(Φ; s) ≠ 0 in Z. Let us regard ρ as a map into BDiff(X, s, O). Then, for any (n + 1)- dimensional compact oriented manifold W with ∂W = M, there exists no continuous map ρ̃ : W → BDiff(X, s, O) such that the following diagram commutes: W ρ̃ &&MM MMM MMM MMM M_ρ //

⊂

BDiff(X, s, O). Proof. We give the proof for the case (i); that for the case (ii) is similar to it. As in Subsection 2.3, take a model of BDiff(X, s) to be a smooth infinite dimensional manifold. Then we may assume that ρ is smooth and it is sufficient to see that there is no smooth ρ̃ which makes the diagram in the statement commuting. Assume that such a map ρ̃ does exist. Then we obtain a smooth bundle E^W_X → W whose fiber is X with structure group Diff(X, s) and also obtain E^W_{Π̊} → W whose fiber is Π̊(X) satisfying that (E^W_X )|_{∂W} = E_X and that (E^W_{Π̊} )|_{∂W} = E_{Π̊}. Take a generic section s : ∂W → E_{Π̊} and its generic extension s̃ : W → E^W_{Π̊} . By the same argument in Subsection 2.3, we can consider the moduli space M(ρ, s, s) and M(ρ̃, s̃, s) parameterized on M and on W respectively. The moduli space M(ρ̃, s̃, s) is a 1-dimensional compact manifold with boundary M(ρ, s, s), and therefore we obtain #M(ρ, s, s) = 0 in Z/2. This contradicts the assumption SW(Φ; s) ≠ 0. □

Using Proposition 2.10 and the non-vanishing theorem for our invariant (Theorem 3.2), in Corollary 3.8 we will give an example of a family on T^n of 4-manifolds with structure group Diff(X, s) which cannot be extended to an (n+1)-dimensional manifold W bounded by T^n.

3. Non-vanishing and applications

In this section we show a non-vanishing theorem for our invariant and give some applications, in particular the proof of Theorem 1.1. The mechanism of the nonvanishing is quite similar to that of the cohomological Seiberg–Witten invariant introduced in [7] by the author. There are two key tools to prove the non-vanishing: the first one is the combination of wall-crossing and gluing technique due to Ruberman [15–17], and the second is the description of higher-dimensional wall-crossing phenomena in terms of embedded surfaces given in [6] by the author. Subsection 3.1 is used to adjust the second tool in the situation of this paper. In Subsection 3.2 we give the concrete examples of diffeomorphisms for which our invariant does not vanish and an application of the non-vanishing to PSC metrics. We also use the non-vanishing to give an obstruction to extensions of families of 4-manifolds with structure group Diff(X, s) in Subsection 3.3.

3.1. Description of higher-dimensional wall-crossing. In [6], the author has given a description of higher-dimensional wall-crossing phenomena in terms of embedded surfaces. In this subsection we recall and rewrite a part of it in a convenient form to prove the non-vanishing result for our invariant. For natural numbers n ≥ 1 and m > n, set N = nC P^2#m(−C P^2) = #^n_{i=1}C P^2_i #(#^m_{j=1}(−C P^2_j )) and let H_i and E_j be a generator of H^2(C P^2_i ) and one of H^2(−C P^2_j ) respectively. Let t be the spin^c structure on N satisfying that c_1(t) = ∑_n i=1 H_i + ∑_m j=1 E_j .

Let Σ^+_i , Σ^−_i → N (i = 1, . . . , n) be oriented closed connected surfaces embedded in N such that

• [Σ^±_i ]^2 = 0, • for each i, Σ^+_i and Σ^−_i intersect transversally, • if i ≠ j, then Σ^{ϵi}_i ∩ Σ^{ϵj}_j = ∅ holds for any ϵ_i, ϵ_j ∈ {+, −}.

Take a small closed tubular neighborhood U(Σ^±_i ) of each Σ^±_i . Since the normal bundle of Σ^±_i is trivial, U(Σ^±_i ) is diffeomorphic to D^2 × Σ^±_i . Let V (Σ^±_i ) be a closed tubular neighborhood of ∂U(Σ^±_i ) ∼= S^1 × Σ^±_i , which is diffeomorphic to [0, 1] × S^1 × Σ^±_i . We may assume that V (Σ^{ϵi}_i ) and V (Σ^{ϵj}_j ) are disjoint for any i, j with i ≠ j and any ϵ_i, ϵ_j ∈ {+, −} by taking U(Σ^±_i ) and V (Σ^±_i ) to be sufficiently small. Given a positive number R, let us consider a map ϕ_N : [0, 1]^n → Π(N) satisfying

• ϕ_N (∂[0, 1]^n) ⊂ Met(N), • for any j ∈ {1, . . . , n} and for any metric g ∈ ϕ_N (F^{n−1}_{0,j} ), the Riemannian submanifold (V (Σ^−_j ), g) is isometric to [0, R] × S^1 × Σ^−_j , and • for any j ∈ {1, . . . , n} and for any metric g ∈ ϕ_N (F^{n−1}_{1,j} ), the Riemannian submanifold (V (Σ^+_j ), g) is isometric to [0, R] × S^1 × Σ^+_j .

• Assume that the family ϕ_N : [0, 1]^n → Π(N) satisfies that ϕ_N (∂[0, 1]^n) ⊂ Π̊(N).

Here, in the product [0, R] × S^1 × Σ^±_j , we equip Σ^±_j with a metric of constant scalar curvature and of unit area and S^1 with the metric of unit length, and F^{n−1}_{i,j} (i = 0, 1) are the faces of [0, 1]^n given as (1) and (2). Then one can define the

“intersection number” ϕ_N · W(N). This intersection number can be interpreted as the mapping degree of the map ϕ_N |_{∂[0,1]}n : ∂[0, 1]^n → Π̊(N) ≃ S^{n−1}. Here the given orientation of H^+(N; R) is used to determine the sign of the mapping degree, however we will not specify the signs it since we will work on Z/2 in the proof of the non-vanishing theorem.

Proposition 3.1 (See Lemma 3.3 [6]). Suppose that H_j · [Σ^±_i ] = 0 holds for any i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} with i ≠ j, and the two integers

(c_1(t) · [Σ^+_i ]) · (H_i · [Σ^+_i ]) and (c_1(t) · [Σ^−_i ]) · (H_i · [Σ^−_i ])

are non-zero and have the different signs for each i. If R is sufficiently large, then the family ϕ_N : [0, 1]^n → Π(N) satisfies that ϕ_N (∂[0, 1]^n) ⊂ Π̊(N) and that ϕ_N · W(N) = ±1.

Proof. This proposition follows from the argument of Section 3 in [6]. The key observation is that, in Lemma 3.2 in [6], we do not need to assume that metrics in the statement of the lemma, containing the cylindrical part [0, R_i] × S^1 × Σ_i, are obtained from the stretching construction starting from a given initial metric. (See the proof of Lemma 3.2 in [6].)

The detailed way to adapt the argument of Section 3 in [6] for the current situation is as follows. The first step is to see that Σ^±_1 , . . . , Σ^±_n , c_1(t) satisfy Condition 1 in page 1138 of [6]. In the proof of Corollary 2.15 in [6], it is shown that Σ^±_1 , . . . , Σ^±_{b+} , c^′ satisfy Condition 1 using the fact that α^±_1 , . . . , α^±_{b+} , c^′ satisfy the equation (10), where α^±_i = [Σ^±_i ]. The proof that Σ^±_1 , . . . , Σ^±_n , c_1(t) satisfy Condition 1 is completely same with this argument in the proof of Corollary 2.15.

The second step is to see that, if Σ^±_1 , . . . , Σ^±_n , c_1(t) satisfy Condition 1, then the wall-crossing happens, namely, the mapping degree of ϕ_N |_{∂[0,1]}n : ∂[0, 1]^n → Π̊(N) is ±1. Lemma 3.3 in [6] provides the proof of this fact.

Here we give some comments to adapt Lemma 3.3. In [6], the map F : P → (V^+)^∗ defined in page 1144 of [6] describes the wall-crossing. Here P denotes the parameter space, corresponding to [0, 1]^n in the current situation. The codomain of this map F is a b^+-dimensional vector space (V^+)^∗, not Π̊(N). However, the spaces Π̊(N), Met(N) ∩ Π̊(N), and (V^+)^∗ \ {0} are mutually homotopy equivalent. (A homotopy equivalence map between Met(N) ∩ Π̊(N) and (V^+)^∗ \ {0} is given by the restriction of the map (13) in [6].) Therefore we can rewrite the statement of Lemma 3.3 to be a statement on the mapping degree of a map into Π̊(N) rather than (V^+)^∗ \ {0}. The rest difference between the appearance of the current situation and that of Lemma 3.3 is, although Proposition 3.1 claims that ϕ_N · W(N) = ±1, Lemma 3.3 in [6] claims that the mapping degree of F is just non-zero. This difference comes from condition (ii) of Condition 1 says that the mapping degree of F is just non-zero. However, in the current situation, one can check that the conclusion of this condition (ii) can be replaced with the statement that the mapping degree of F is ±1. This follows from the proof of Corollary 2.15 in [6] again. □

3.2. Non-vanishing theorem and the proof of Theorem 1.1. In this subsection we give the non-vanishing theorem for our invariant and prove Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 3.2. Let n > 0 and set N = nC P^2#2n(−C P^2). Let t be the spin^c structure on N with c_1(t) = ∑_n i=1 H_i + ∑_{2n} j=1 E_j and (M, s_0) be a closed smooth spin^c 4-manifold with b^+(M) ≥ 2 and d(s_0) = 0. Set (X, s) = (M#N, s_0#t). Then, there exist f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s) satisfying:

• f_1, . . . , f_n are commuting, • all of f_1, . . . , f_n reverse a given homology orientation of X, and • SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = SW(M, s_0) holds in Z/2, where SW(M, s_0) denotes the Seiberg–Witten invariant of (M, s_0).

Proof. Note that d(s) = −n and b^+(X) ≥ n + 2. We write N as

N = #^n_{i=1} ( C P^2_i #(−C P^2_{i,1})#(−C P^2_{i,2}) ) and set N_i = C P^2_i #(−C P^2_{i,1})#(−C P^2_{i,2}). The ordered basis {H_1, . . . , H_n} of H^+(N) gives the homology orientation of N, and by fixing a homology orientation of M, we obtain one of X.

Let t_0 be the spin^c structure on N_0 = C P^2#(−C P^2_1)#(−C P^2) with c_1(t_0) = H + E_1 + E_2, where H, E_1, and E_2 are generators of H^2(C P^2), H^2(−C P^2_1), and H^2(−C P^2) respectively. Let us identify the second cohomology group with the second homology group via Poincaré duality. Take a sphere S which represents c_1(t_0). For this (−1)-curve, let ρ_S : N_0 → N_0 be a diffeomorphism which gives rise to the reflection with respect to S on cohomology: the induced map is ρ^∗_S (α) = α + 2(α·[S])[S] for α ∈ H^2(N_0). (The use of this reflection is due to Ruberman [15–17].) We may take ρ_S to be the identity on a disk in N_0. Let us also take embedded spheres which represent H and E_j respectively, and similarly define diffeomorphisms ρ_H and ρ_{Ej} on C P^2 and −C P^2_j respectively. (We note that the sign in the formula for ρ^∗_H is changed since H is a (+1)-curve: ρ^∗_H (α) = α − 2(α · H)H.) The maps ρ^∗_H and ρ^∗_{Ej} induce just the multiplication by −1 on H^2(C P^2) and H^2(−C P^2_j ) respectively. We define a diffeomorphism f^′_0 on N_0 by f^′_0 := (ρ_H #ρ_{E1} #ρ_{E2} ) ∘ ρ_S . The induced map (f^′_0)^∗ on cohomology is expressed as the matrix

−3 2 2 −2 1 2 −2 2 1 ,

where we take {H, E_1, E_2} as an ordered basis of H^2(N_0). From this description, it is easy to see that f^′_0 preserves t_0 (at the level of isomorphism classes) and the orientation of N_0, and reverses an orientation of H^+(N_0). We take an embedded sphere Σ^+_0 in N_0 which represents H − E_1, and set Σ^−_0 := f^′_0(Σ^+_0 ). By perturbing f^′_0 using isotopy, we can arrange that Σ^+_0 and Σ^−_0 intersect transversely. As in Subsection 3.1, let U(Σ^−_0 ) be a closed tubular neighborhood of Σ^−_0 in N_0 and V (Σ^−_0 ) be a closed tubular neighborhood of ∂U(Σ^−_0 ). We also take a metric g_0 ∈ Met(N_0) such that the Riemannian submanifold (V (Σ^−_0 ), g_0) is isometric to [0, R] × S^1 × Σ^−_0 for a sufficiently large R. Note that ((f^′_0)^{−1}(V (Σ^−_0 )), (f^′_0)^∗g_0) is isometric to [0, R]× S^1 × Σ^+_0 . Let μ_0 ∈ Ω^+_{g0} (N_0) be a small generic self-dual 2-form whose support is contained in a small open set in N_0 and ϕ_0 : [0, 1] → Π(N_0) be a generic path from (g_0, μ_0) to (f^′_0)^∗(g_0, μ_0).

For each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we define a diffeomorphism f^′_i on N_i as the copy of f^′_0. Let Σ^ϵ_i be the surface embedded in N_i given as the copy of Σ^ϵ_0. We also regard each Σ^ϵ_i as an embedded surface in N and in X. It can be seen easily that the collection {Σ^ϵ_i }_{1≤i≤n,ϵ∈{+,−}} satisfies the assumption of Proposition 3.1. Let ϕ_i : [0, 1] → Π(N_i) be the copy of ϕ_0, and we define a map ϕ_N : [0, 1]^n → Π(N) by

ϕ_N (t_1, . . . , t_n) := ϕ_1(t_1)# · · · #ϕ_n(t_n),

where the connected sum is considered on the complement of the supports of the copies of μ_0. The mapping degree of ϕ_N |_{∂[0,1]}n : ∂[0, 1]^n → Π̊(N) ≃ S^{n−1} is invariant under a small perturbation, and therefore we obtain ϕ_N · W(N) = ±1 from Proposition 3.1.

Let f_i be the diffeomorphism on X defined as the connected sum of f^′_i and the identity map on M#(#_{1≤j≤n,j≠i} N_j ). Each f_i preserves s and reverses the homol-

ogy orientation of X. Since f_1, . . . , f_n are obviously commuting, we can consider SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) ∈ Z/2. Let (g_M , μ_M ) ∈ Π(M) be a generic point and B^4_M ⊂ M and B^4_N ⊂ N be small balls. We may also assume that μ_M is supported on the complement of B^4_M , and B^4_N is contained in the complement of the supports of the copies of μ_0. Then we can define ϕ : [0, 1]^n → Π̊(X) by ϕ(x) := (g_M , μ_M )#ϕ_N (x), where # is the connected sum consisting of M \B^4_M , N \B^4_N , and a cylinder with the standard product metric and of sufficiently large length. Since we have d(s) = −n, the moduli space M(ϕ, s) parameterized by ϕ on [0, 1]^n is a 0-dimensional compact manifold. For this moduli space,

#M(ϕ, s) = ±(ϕ_N · W(N)) · SW(M, s_0) = ± SW(M, s_0) (8) holds in Z by Ruberman’s combination of wall-crossing and gluing arguments [15–17]. Note that the sign may change in the last equality.

Remark 3.3. Ruberman’s combination of wall-crossing and gluing arguments is summarized as Proposition 4.1 in [7]. After writing this paper, Baraglia and the author [3] generalized Proposition 4.1 in [7] to more general families of 4-manifolds.

For distinct indices i_1, . . . , i_k ∈ {1, . . . , n} with i_1 < · · · < i_k, we define a smooth generic map φ_k(f_{i1} , . . . , f_{ik} ) : [0, 1]^k → Π̊(X)

as the composition ϕ ∘ ι_{i1 ,...,ik} : [0, 1]^k → Π̊(X), where ι_{i1 ,...,ik} : [0, 1]^k ∼= [0, 1]^{{i1,...,ik }} → [0, 1]^n is the inclusion corresponding to the coordinates t_{i1} , . . . , t_{ik} . Of course, the map φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n) coincides with ϕ. Note that we have f^∗_{i1} · · · f^∗_{ik} (φ_0(0)) = ϕ(v_{i1 ,...,ik} ), where v_{i1 ,...,ik} ∈ [0, 1]^n is the vector whose i-th component is 0 if i ∈ {1, . . . , n} \ {i_1, . . . , i_k} and is 1 if i ∈ {i_1, . . . , i_k}. This φ_• can be therefore used to calculate SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s). Namely, we have

SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s; φ_•) = #M(φ_n(f_1, . . . , f_n), s) = #M(ϕ, s).

From this equality and (8), we obtain

SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = SW(M, s_0)

in Z/2. This proves the theorem. □

Corollary 3.4. Let (M, s_0) and (X, s) be the spin^c 4-manifolds given in the statement of Theorem 3.2. Suppose that SW(M, s_0) = 1 in Z/2 and PSC(X) ≠ ∅. Then, π_i(PSC(X)) ≠ 0 holds for at least one i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}.

Proof. Let f_1, . . . , f_n be the diffeomorphisms whose existence is assured by Theorem 3.2. Since we have SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = SW(M, s_0) ≠ 0 in Z/2, the assertion of the corollary follows from Proposition 2.4. □

Proof of Theorem 1.1. As in the proof of Corollary 5.2 in Ruberman [17], let M be the blowup at l − 2n + 2 points of the elliptic surface with b^+ = 2k − 1, and s_0 be the spin^c structure on M which arises from the complex structure. This spin^c 4-manifold (M, s_0) satisfies the assumption in Theorem 3.2. Note that M#N is diffeomorphic to X given in the statement of the theorem (see [10, 11]). We have therefore proven the theorem from Corollary 3.4. □

Remark 3.5. We here compare Theorem 1.1 with Ruberman’s result [17] and Xu’s [18] in detail. Ruberman proved π_0(PSC(X)) ≠ 0 for X = 2kC P^2#l(−C P^2) with k ≥ 2 and a sufficiently large l, given as Corollary 5.2 in [17]. For 4-manifolds with odd b^+, the result due to Xu gives the non-triviality of π_0(PSC(X)) for X = (4k + 7)C P^2#l(−C P^2) with k ≥ 0 and a sufficiently large l. (See comments after Theorem 33 in [18]. Xu has considered the connected sum of two copies of an algebraic surface X^′ with b^+(X^′) ≡ 3 mod 4 there. From this the non-triviality of π_0(PSC(X)) is deduced for X = (8k + 7)C P^2#l(−C P^2) with k ≥ 0. If we consider the connected sum of X^′ and K3, one can show that the non-triviality for (4k + 7)C P^2#l(−C P^2) by Theorem 33 in [18] and Bauer’s product formula [2] for the Bauer–Furuta invariant.)

Let us return to our Theorem 1.1. In the case that n is odd, Ruberman’s result is stronger than that of Theorem 1.1 in general. We note that, in the case that n = 1, the proof of Theorem 1.1 can be regarded as an alternative proof of the result due to Ruberman on the disconnectivity of PSC(X) for X = 2kC P^2#l(−C P^2) using the invariant defined in [15] rather than the invariant SW_{tot} defined in [17]. (In [17], Ruberman has showed not only the disconnectivity but also π_0(PSC(X)) is infinite using SW_{tot}.) We next consider the case that n is even; set n = 2m (m ≥ 1). If k + m − 4 is even, Xu’s result is stronger than that of Theorem 1.1. The new part of the result of Theorem 1.1 is the case that k + m − 4 is odd; this case cannot be deduced from Ruberman’s result and Xu’s. Theorem 1.1 therefore provides new constraints on PSC(X) for infinitely many 4-manifolds X’s having distinct b^+.

Remark 3.6. At this stage the author does not know which i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1} satisfies π_i(PSC(X)) ≠ 0 in Theorem 1.1 for n > 1. We therefore present the following question:

Problem 3.7. In the setting of Theorem 1.1 with n > 1, detect i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1} satisfying that π_i(PSC(X)) ≠ 0.

As explained in the introduction, Theorem 1.1 seems the best possible constraint on PSC(X) obtained from the direct generalization of Ruberman’s argument in [15–17]: the higher-dimensional wall-crossing. One therefore needs another technique to attack Problem 3.7. Although it is, of course, a difficult problem to show some vanishing/non-vanishing result for homotopy groups of PSC(X) in general, the author expects that some combination of the invariant defined in this paper and ideas given in Auckly–Kim–Melvin–Ruberman [1] provides a way to approach it. 3.3. Non-extendable families of 4-manifolds. In Subsection 2.4, we have mentioned that our invariant can be interpreted as an obstruction to extensions of families of 4-manifolds. As a corollary of Theorem 3.2, we can exhibit a family of 4-manifolds which is obstructed by our invariant: we give an example of families on T^n of 4-manifolds with structure group Diff(X, s) which cannot be extended to certain larger base spaces.

We fix n ≥ 1. Let (M, s_0), (X, s) and f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s) be the spin^c 4- manifolds and the diffeomorphisms given in the statement of Theorem 3.2, where we take (M, s_0) to be SW(M, s_0) = 1 in Z/2. For example, we can take (2k + n − 1)C P^2#l(−C P^2) as X for k ≥ 2 and l ≥ 10k +2n−1 as in the proof of Theorem 1.1, and on the other hand we can also take a non-simply connected 4-manifold as X. Let Φ : ⟨f_1, . . . , f_n⟩ → Diff(X, s) be the inclusion and ρ : T^n → BDiff(X, s) be the classifying map of the bundle E_X → T^n given by the Borel construction with respect to the actions of f_1, . . . , f_n on X.

Corollary 3.8. The spin^c 4-manifold (X, s) and the map ρ : T^n → BDiff(X, s) given above satisfy the following property: For any (n + 1)-dimensional compact smooth manifold W with ∂W = T^n, there exists no continuous map ρ̃ : W → BDiff(X, s) such that the following diagram commutes: W ρ̃ %%KK KKK KKK KK

T^n_ρ //

⊂

BDiff(X, s).

(9)

Proof. By Example 2.6 and Theorem 3.2, we have

SW(Φ; s) = SW(f_1, . . . , f_n; s) = SW(M, s_0) = 1

in Z/2. The assertion therefore follows from Proposition 2.10. □

Remark 3.9. At this stage, the author does not know whether the map ρ : T^n → BDiff(X, s) in Corollary 3.8 cannot be extended to a map from W to BDiff^+(X) for any W . This is a non-trivial question, though the family corresponding to ρ given as a mapping torus obtained from concrete commuting diffeomorphisms f_1, . . . , f_n, and the action of f_i on H_∗(X; Z) is non-trivial for any i: in general, for the mapping torus obtained from given commuting diffeomorphisms on a given manifold, the non-triviality of the action of the diffeomorphisms on the homology group of the fiber is not sufficient to deduce that the mapping torus cannot be extended as a Diff^+(X)-bundle to a given new base space W bounded by the torus, which is the original base space.

One can check this even for surface bundles, rather than 4-manifold bundles. To be precise, for any g, g^′ ≥ 1, there exists an orientation preserving diffeomorphism f on an oriented closed surface Σ_g of genus g such that f acts on H^1(Σ_g ) non-trivially, but the mapping torus Σ_g → E_{Σg} → S^1 with respect to f can be extended to a bundle over W = Σ_g′_{,1}, an oriented compact surface of genus g^′ with one boundary component S^1, which is regarded as the base space of E_{Σg} .

The construction of such f is as follows. Firstly, note that we can take f_1, f^′_1, . . . , f_g′ , f^′_g′ ∈ Diff^+(Σ_g )

to be ( ∏_g′ i=1[f_i, f^′_i ])^∗ : H^1(Σ_g ) → H^1(Σ_g ) is non-trivial. To get such f_1, f^′_1, . . . , f_g′ , f^′_g′ , take A_1, A_2 ∈ Sp(2, Z) with [A_1, A_2] ≠ 1, for example

A_1 = ( 2 1 2 1 ) , A_2 = ( 1 1 1 2 ) . Recall the fact that the natural map p : Diff^+(Σ_g ) → Sp(2g, Z) is surjective. Therefore we can find f_1, f_2 satisfying p(f_i) = A_i, where precisely this A_i means the image of A_i ∈ Sp(2, Z) into Sp(2g, Z) by the natural inclusion Sp(2, Z) ⊂ Sp(2g, Z). Then, by defining f_2, f^′_2, . . . , f_g′ , f^′_g′ = 1, we have that ( ∏_g′ i=1[f_i, f^′_i ])^∗ : H^1(Σ_g ) → H^1(Σ_g) is non-trivial. Set f = ∏_g′ i=1[f_i, f^′_i ].

Secondly, we shall show that the mapping torus Σ_g → E_{Σg} → S^1 with respect to f can be extended to a bundle over W = Σ_g′_{,1}. Recall the standard representation of π_1(Σ_g′_{,1}):

π_1(Σ_g′_{,1}) = ⟨ A_1, B_1, . . . , A_g′ , B_g′ , C | g^′∏

i=1 [A_i, B_i] = C ⟩ . Using f_1, f^′_1, . . . , f_g′ , f^′_g′ ∈ Diff^+(Σ_g ) taken above, we get a homomorphism ρ̃ : π_1(Σ_g′_{,1}) → Diff^+(Σ_g) by ρ̃(A_i) = f_i, ρ̃(B_i) = f^′_i , and ρ̃(C) = f. Thus we have a bundle Σ_g → Ẽ_{Σg} → Σ_g′_{,1} by the Borel construction via ρ̃. The restriction Σ_g → Ẽ_{Σg} |_{∂Σg′ ,1} → ∂Σ_g′_{,1} = S^1 coincides with the mapping torus with respect to f. Therefore the map f satisfies the desired conditions.

Using Corollary 3.8, we can study a purely group theoretic property on Diff(X, s).

Corollary 3.10. The spin^c 4-manifold (X, s) and the diffeomorphism f_1, . . . , f_n ∈ Diff(X, s) given above satisfy the following property: Let W be an (n+1)-dimensional compact smooth manifold with ∂W ∼= T^n and set G = π_1(W ). Then, there exists no group homomorphism ϕ : G → Diff(X, s) such that the following diagram commutes: G ϕ ++VVVV

VVVVV

VVVVV

VVVVV VVV

Z^n i_∗ OO

// ⟨f_1, . . . , f_n⟩ ⊂ Diff(X, s),

(10)

where i_∗ is the map induced by the inclusion i : T^n ∼= ∂W → W .

Proof. Assume that there exists ϕ which makes the diagram (10) commutative. Let W̃ denotes the universal covering of W , and regard Rn as the universal covering of T^n. By taking models of W̃ and R^n as path spaces, we can define a map R^n → W̃ which covers the inclusion T^n → W . The commutativity of the diagram (10) implies that the map R^n → W̃ induces a well-defined map R^n ×_ZnX → W̃ ×_{π1(W )}X, denoted by F : R^n ×_Zn X → W̃ ×_{π1(W )} X. This map F corresponds to a Diff(X, s)- equivariant map R^n ×_Zn Diff(X, s) → W̃ ×_{π1(W )} Diff(X, s). Namely, the map F is a morphism between Diff(X, s)-bundles. We note that, for each point p ∈ T^n the restriction of F on the fibers on p is invertible, in particular F is injective. The map ρ̃ defined as the classifying map of W̃ ×_{π1(W )} X therefore makes the diagram (9) commutative. This contradicts Corollary 3.8. □

Remark 3.11. We note that, the assertion of Corollary 3.10 in the case that n = 1 follows from an elementary argument below, which is based on the presentation of the fundamental group of a compact surface. (We note that this argument is obviously valid even if we replace Diff(X, s) with Diff^+(X).) If we take W = D^2, the statement is trivial. Suppose W ≠ D^2 and there exists ϕ which makes the diagram (10) commutative. Then f can be written as ∏_g j=1[h_j , h^′_j ] or ∏_g i=1 h^2_j for some g ≥ 1 and h_j , h^′_j ∈ Diff(X, s). Since f reverses the homology orientation, this is a contradiction.

References

[1] Dave Auckly, Hee Jung Kim, Paul Melvin, and Daniel Ruberman, Stable isotopy in four dimensions, J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 91 (2015), no. 2, 439–463, DOI 10.1112/jlms/jdu075. MR3355110 [2] Stefan Bauer, A stable cohomotopy refinement of Seiberg-Witten invariants. II, Invent. Math.

155 (2004), no. 1, 21–40, DOI 10.1007/s00222-003-0289-4. MR2025299 [3] D. Baraglia and H. Konno, A gluing formula for families Seiberg-Witten invariants, available at arXiv:1812.11691.

[4] S. K. Donaldson, An application of gauge theory to four-dimensional topology, J. Differential Geom. 18 (1983), no. 2, 279–315. MR710056 [5] S. K. Donaldson and P. B. Kronheimer, The geometry of four-manifolds, Oxford Mathematical Monographs, The Clarendon Press, Oxford University Press, New York, 1990. Oxford Science Publications. MR1079726 [6] H. Konno, Bounds on genus and configurations of embedded surfaces in 4-manifolds, J. Topol.

9 (2016), no. 4, 1130-1152, DOI 10.1112/jtopol/jtw021.

[7] , A cohomological Seiberg-Witten invariant emerging from the adjunction inequality, available at arXiv:1704.05859.

[8] H. Konno, Characteristic classes via 4-dimensional gauge theory, available at

arxiv:1803.09833.

[9] Tian-Jun Li and Ai-Ko Liu, Family Seiberg-Witten invariants and wall crossing formulas, Comm. Anal. Geom. 9 (2001), no. 4, 777–823. MR1868921 (2002k:57074) [10] Richard Mandelbaum, Decomposing analytic surfaces, Geometric topology (Proc. Georgia Topology Conf., Athens, Ga., 1977), Academic Press, New York-London, 1979, pp. 147–217. MR537731 [11] Boris Moishezon, Complex surfaces and connected sums of complex projective planes, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Vol. 603, Springer-Verlag, Berlin-New York, 1977. With an appendix by R. Livne. MR0491730 [12] Nobuhiro Nakamura, The Seiberg-Witten equations for families and diffeomorphisms of 4-manifolds, Asian J. Math. 7 (2003), no. 1, 133–138, DOI 10.4310/AJM.2003.v7.n1.a8. MR2015245 [13] , Correction to: “The Seiberg-Witten equations for families and diffeomorphisms of 4-manifolds” [Asian J. Math. 7 (2003), no. 1, 133–138; MR2015245], Asian J. Math. 9 (2005), no. 2, 185, DOI 10.4310/AJM.2005.v9.n2.a3. MR2176601 [14] , Smoothability of Z× Z-actions on 4-manifolds, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 138 (2010), no. 8, 2973–2978, DOI 10.1090/S0002-9939-10-10413-4. MR2644908 [15] Daniel Ruberman, An obstruction to smooth isotopy in dimension 4, Math. Res. Lett. 5 (1998), no. 6, 743–758, DOI 10.4310/MRL.1998.v5.n6.a5. MR1671187 (2000c:57061) [16] , A polynomial invariant of diffeomorphisms of 4-manifolds, Proceedings of the Kirbyfest (Berkeley, CA, 1998), Geom. Topol. Monogr., vol. 2, Geom. Topol. Publ., Coventry, 1999, pp. 473–488 (electronic), DOI 10.2140/gtm.1999.2.473. MR1734421 (2001b:57073) [17] , Positive scalar curvature, diffeomorphisms and the Seiberg-Witten invariants, Geom.

Topol. 5 (2001), 895–924 (electronic), DOI 10.2140/gt.2001.5.895. MR1874146 (2002k:57076)

[18] Ming Xu, The Bauer-Furuta invariant and a cohomotopy refined Ruberman invariant, Pro- Quest LLC, Ann Arbor, MI, 2004. Thesis (Ph.D.)–State University of New York at Stony Brook. MR2706507

RIKEN iTHEMS, Wako, Saitama 351-0198, Japan E-mail address: hokuto.konno@riken.jp