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1. Introduction

The purpose of this article is to explain various facets of a relation between
• Donaldson–Thomas theory of a threefold S × C,
• Vertex function (also known as I-function),
• Gromov–Theory of a moduli space of sheaves M on the surface S.

The relation is summarized in the figure below. Quasimaps play an essential
role in uncovering this relation, since it can be seen as a quasimap wall-
crossing. We also discuss related phenomena in the order indicated in the
table of contents. Applications can be found in Section 3.4, 4.6 and 5.6.

DT Vertex GWC(M)DTrel(S × C)

Figure 1. Summary
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2 DENIS NESTEROV

2. Quasimaps to moduli spaces of sheaves

2.1. Gromov and Grothendieck. Let S be a projective surface and C be
a smooth curve over C. Assume for simplicity that b1(S) = 0. A moduli
space of non-constant maps

MC(S) = {f : C → S}

is not compact in general. For example, it fails to be compact already for
maps of degree 2 from P1 to P2. There exist various compactifications of
this moduli space, two of which will be of interest for us.

Stable maps. The first compactification is provided by maps from bub-
bling C. Bubbling C is a curve C̃ with trees of P1 attached to C at nodes,
see Figure 2. We then consider stable maps from these bubbling curves,

MC(S) =
{
f : C̃ → S | deg(f|P1) > 0

}
/∼,

such that maps are identified by automorphisms of bubbles. In the symplec-
tic category, compactness of MC(S) is a consequence of Gromov compact-
ness theorem [Gro85]. In the complex algebraic category, this compactifica-
tion was constructed by Kontsevich [Kon95].

Figure 2. Maps from bubbling C

Degenerate graphs. The second compacification is provided by Hilbert
schemes constructed by Grothendieck [Gro61]. By associating to a map f
its graph Γf ⊂ S × C, we obtain an embedding

MC(S) ↪→ Hilb1(S × C), f 7→ Γf ,

where Hilb1(S × C) is a Hilbert scheme of one-dimensional subschemes on
S × C of degree 1 over C (the subscript indicates the degree, not the di-
mension). Hilbert schemes will contain one-dimensional subschemes which
are not graphs of maps due to the presence of floating points and vertical
components, see Figure 3. Compactness of this moduli space follows from
the general theory of Hilbert schemes and relies on projectivity.
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Figure 3. Degenerate graphs

It might seem that these two compactifications are very different in nature,
but this is not true - we just need to change the point of view.

2.2. Quasimaps to S. Let us define another space

S = {sheaves F on S | ch(F ) = (1, 0,−1)}.

Points of S consist of the following three types of sheaves:
(1) ideal sheaves of points Ip;
(2) extensions of ideal sheaves of points by structure sheaves of points,

e.g. Ip1∪p2 ⊕ Op2 ;
(3) extensions of ideal sheaves of curves by structure sheaves of curves,

e.g. IΓ∪p ⊕ OΓ.

In particular, by existence of (1), there is a natural embedding S ↪→ S. By
existence of (2) and (3), one can readily see that S is immensely bigger than
S, it is not even bounded. Its usefulness in this context is due to quasimaps,
which were introduced by Ciocan-Fontanine–Kim–Maulik for certain GIT
stacks [CKM14].

Definition 2.1. A quasimap to S is a map f : C → S mapping generically
to S ⊂ S. We denote quasimaps by f : C 99K S.

Lemma 2.2. Treating Hilb1(S×C) as a moduli space of ideal sheaves, there
exists a natural identification,

Hilb1(S × C) ∼−→ {f : C 99K S},

such that the quasimap f associated to an ideal I is defined by f(p) := I|S×p.

Proof. This is almost a tautology. By the construction of S, we have

f : C → S ⇐⇒ F on S × C flat over C with det(F) = O,

f maps generically to S ⇐⇒ F is torsion-free.

A rank 1 torsion-free sheaf with det(F) = O on a 3-fold is an ideal sheaf of
a subscheme. We invite the reader to fill out the rest of the details. □
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Given a quasimap f : C 99K S, where do points that do not map to S go?
Applying the identification from above and looking at Figure 3, we see that

b1 7→ points of type (2)
b2 7→ points of type (3).

Analogously, we can define
S[d] = {sheaves F on S | ch(F ) = (1, 0,−d)}.

There is an embedding of Hilbert scheme of d-points, S[d] ↪→ S[d]. By exactly
the same arguments, we obtain a natural identification

Hilbd(S × C) ∼= {f : C 99K S[d]},
where as before the subscript indicates that we consider subschemes of degree
d over C.

2.3. Quasimaps to moduli spaces of sheaves. Consider the lattice of
algebraic classes on S with the intersection pairing,

Λ := Halg(S), (a, b) =
∫

S
a · b.

We fix a Chern character v ∈ Λ and an ample line bundle OS(1) ∈ Amp(S).
Define the associated moduli spaces

M(v) = {sheaves F on S | ch(F ) = v}

⊂

M(v) = {Gieseker-semistable sheaves for OS(1)}.
We require the following:

• semistable = stable,
• there exists a universal family1 F on M(v).

The second assumption can be dropped at expense of working with a finite
gerbe; the first assumption can be also dropped in certain situations, see
Section 4.4.

Once everything is carefully defined, we obtain a copy of Λv := v⊥ sitting
inside the cohomology of M(v),

Λv ⊂ H2(M(v)),
we will thereby treat Λv as divisor classes on M(v). A choice of the universal
family F gives a section of the inclusion Λv ↪→ Λ, which therefore gives a
dual inclusion Λ∨

v ↪→ Λ∨.

Definition 2.3. Let (C, pi) be a marked nodal curve. A quasimap
f : C 99KM(v)

is a map f : C → M(v), such that
• f maps generically to M(v),

1In practice, one should require existence of G ∈ K0(S) such that (v, ch(G) · tdS) = 1.
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• f(nodes, pi) ⊂ M(v).
Using the embedding Λv ⊂ H2

λ(M(v)), we say f is of degree β ∈ Λ∨
v ⊂ Λ∨, if

• deg(f∗L) = β(L).
We call the finite set of points {p ∈ C | f(p) ∈ M(v) \ M(v)} base points,
see Figure 3.

Stability of quasimaps slightly differs from stability of maps, as we have
base points which we should exploit. In fact, the base points allow us to get
rid of rational tails. Rational tails of a curve are P1-components with one
special point2, also known as bubbles, see Figure 2.

Definition 2.4. A quasimap f is stable, if
• C does not have rational tails,
• |Aut(f)| < ∞.

We define a moduli space of stable quasimaps,

Qg,n(M(v), β) =
{

stable f : C 99KM(v)
∣∣∣ deg(f) = β,
g(C) = g, |pi| = n

}
.

Since M(v) is not bounded, the following theorem is a bit unexpected.

Theorem 2.5 ([Nes21a]). Qg,n(M(v), β) is a proper Deligne-Mumford stack.
If M(v) is a smooth, then Qg,n(M(v), β) is quasi-smooth.

Sketch of Proof. The proof boils down to the following three independent
properties.

• Positivity. There exists a line bundle L on M(v), such that for all
non-constant quasimaps we have

deg(f∗L) > 0.

• Hartogs’ property. Given a family of projective nodal curves C → ∆
over a discrete valuation ring ∆ and a quasimap defined outside of
a regular closed point p ∈ C,

f◦ : C \ p : f → M(v),

then f◦ extends uniquely, f : C → M(v).
• Quasi-smoothness. The stack Qg,n(M(v), β) has a natural derived

enchacement provided by Lurie’s derived mapping stacks with the
target RM(v), see [Lur12]. By the argument from [Nes23b, Propo-
sition 3.12], the derived enhancement is quasi-smooth, if M(v) is
smooth. The virtual tangent complex is given as follows

Tvir
Qg,n(M(v),β) = π∗f

∗Tvir
M(v).

□

2Either nodes or marked points.
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2.4. Quasimaps and sheaves. Let Cg,n → Mg,n be the universal curve
over the moduli space of semistable curves (curves without rational tails).
By evoking the argument of Lemma 2.2, we can identify a moduli space of
quasimaps with a moduli space of sheaves on S × C with varying C.

Theorem 2.6 ( [Nes21a]). There is a natural identification,
Qg,n(M(v), β) ∼−→ Mv(S × Cg,n/Mg,n, β

∨), f 7→ F,

such that β∨ is the class dual to β ∈ Λ∨ with respect to the intersection
pairing and

ch(F) = (v, β∨) ∈ Λ ⊕ Λ(−2) = Halg(S × C).

This identification can be taken as a dentition of the space on the right,
examples below will illustrate its most important features.

Example 2.7. If M(v) = S[d], then

Qg,n(S[d], β) ∼= Hilbd(S × Cg,n/Mg,n, β
∨).

If we specialise to a fixed smooth curve C, then

QC(S[d], β) ∼= Hilbd(S × C, β∨).
If we choose a marked curve (C, p), then we obtain a moduli space of ideals
relative to a divisor Sp := S × p ⊂ S × C,

Q(C,p)(S[d] ∼= Hilbd(S × C/Sp, β
∨).

Relative stability of ideal sheaves becomes equivalent to stability of quasimaps
with a marking.

Example 2.8. More generally, for an arbitrary M(v), we have
QC(M(v), β) ∼= Mv(S × C, β∨),

where Mv(S × C, β∨) is the moduli space of sheaves stable with respect to
OS(1) ⊠ OC(k) for k ≫ 0. The determinant line bundle is fixed but in an
exotic way, we refer to [Nes21a, Lemma 3.15] for more details on that. For
a marked curve (C, p), we obtain

Q(C,p)(M(v), β) ∼= Mv(S × C/Sp, β
∨),

where Mv(S×C/Sp, β
∨) is a moduli space of sheaves stable with respect to

OS(1) ⊠ OC(k) for k ≫ 0, whose restriction is also stable on Sp.

2.5. Perverse quasimaps. By changing the heart ofDb(S), we get quasimaps
of different flavour. For example, consider the torsion pair

T = {A ∈ Coh(S) | dim(A) = 0}

T⊥ = {B ∈ Coh(S) | Hom(A,B) = 0 ∀A ∈ T}.
We then define the tilted heart associated to the torsion pair,

Coh(S)# := ⟨T⊥,T[−1]⟩.
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Let
S

[d]
# = {objects F in Coh(S)# | ch(F ) = (1, 0,−d)},

be a moduli space of objects on Coh(S)#. The Hilbert scheme of d-points
sits inside,

S[d] ⊂ S
[d]
# .

This construction puts a leash on the points of type (2). The moduli space
of quasimaps to the pair S[d] ⊂ S

[d]
# , denoted by Qg,n(S[d], β)#, is isomorphic

to the moduli spaces of stable pairs of [PT09],

Qg,n(S[d], β)# ∼= Pd(S × Cg,n/Mg,n, β
∨).

3. Wall-crossing, Vertex and applications

We want to compare stable quasimaps with stable maps. To do so, we
will introduce a stability that interpolates between the two, allowing both
base points and rational tails up to a given degree.

3.1. ϵ-stability.

Definition 3.1. Given a point b ∈ C of a quasimap f : C 99K M(v). We
define another quasimap,

fb : C 99KM(v),

with the following properties:
• fb = f on C \ b,
• f(b) ∈ M(v).

The quasimaps fb is called stabilisation of f at b. It exists by properness3

of M(v). For the following theorem, we use the line bundle that is briefly
mentioned in Theorem 2.5.

Theorem 3.2. There exists L ∈ Pic(M(v)), such that
• ∀ non-constant quasimaps, degL(f) := deg(f∗L) > 0,
• ∀ base points b ∈ C, degL(b) := deg(f∗L) − deg(f∗

b L) > 0.

Definition 3.3. Given ϵ ∈ R>0. A quasimap f is ϵ-stable, if
• ∀ rational tails R, degL(f∗L|R) > 1/ϵ,
• ∀ base points b, degL(b) ≤ 1/ϵ,
• |Aut(f)| < ∞.

We introduce the following notation,

ϵ = + if ϵ ≫ 1
ϵ = − if ϵ ≪ 1.

3In fact, one just needs Langton’s semistable reduction, which holds in greater gener-
ality, e.g. for sheaves on quasi-projective surfaces.



8 DENIS NESTEROV

One can readily verify that ϵ-stability specialises to stable maps and stable
quasimaps,

+-stable quasimaps = stable maps
−-stable quasimaps = stable quasimaps

We define moduli spaces of ϵ-stable quasimaps,

Qϵ
g,n(M(v), β) =

{
ϵ-stable f : C 99KM(v)

∣∣∣ deg(f) = β,
g(C) = g, |pi| = n

}
.

Theorem 3.4. A moduli space Qϵ
g,n(M(v), β) is a proper Deligne-Mumford

stack. If M(v) is smooth, then Qϵ
g,n(M(v), β) is quasi-smooth.

Proof. See Theorem 2.5. □

3.2. Quasimap invariants. There exist usual structures needed to define
Gromov-Witten type invariants:

• virtual fundamental class

[Qϵ
g,n(M(v), β)]vir ∈ Hvdim(Qϵ

g,n(M(v), β));

• evaluation maps

evi : Qϵ
g,n(M(v), β) → M(v), f 7→ f(pi);

• ψ-classes,
Li = T ∗

pi
C, ψi = c1(Li).

By Example 2.8, with respect to the identification

Qg,n(M(v), β) ∼−→ Mv(S × Cg,n/Mg,n, β
∨),

markings correspond to relative divisors, while evaluation maps correspond
to evaluations at these relative divisors F 7→ F|Spi

.

Definition 3.5. For classes λi ∈ H∗(S[d]), we define ϵ-stable quasimap
invariants

⟨λ1ψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n ⟩ϵ

g,β =
∫

[Qϵ
g,n(M(v),β)]vir

n∏
i=1

ev∗
iλi · ψki .

Example 3.6. ⟨λ1ψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n ⟩+

g,β are Gromov-Witten invariants ofM(v).

Example 3.7. ⟨λ1ψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n ⟩−

g,β are Donaldson-Thomas invariants of
S × Cg,n/Mg,n with relative insertions. More specifically, if (g, n) = (0, 3),
then ⟨λ1, λ2, λ3⟩−

0,β is a Donaldson-Thomas invariant of S × P1 relative to
S0,1,∞ with relative insertions.
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3.3. Vertex. We define the following space,

V (M(v), β) := {f : P1 99KM(v) | deg(f) = β, f(∞) ∈ M(v)},

which by definition has an evaluation map

ev : V (M(v), β) → M(v), f 7→ f(∞).

Let the torus C∗
z act on P1 with weight 1 at 0 ∈ P1 and let

z := eC∗
z
(Cstd)

be the class of the weight 1 representation Cstd in the equivariant cohomology
of a point. The space V (M(v), β) inherits C∗

z-action. Since V (M(v), β) is
not proper, we define the virtual fundamental class of V (M(v), β) by the
torus localisation,

[V (M(v), β)]vir := [V (M(v), β)C∗
z ]vir

eC∗
z
(Nvir) ∈ H∗(V (M(v), β)C∗

z )[z±].

We are ready to define (Donaldson-Thomas) Vertex function, also known as
I-function in the GIT quasimap theory .

Definition 3.8 (Vertex function and truncated Vertex function).

Vβ(z) := ev∗[V (M(v), β)]vir ∈ H∗(M(v))[z±]
µβ(z) := [zVβ]z≥0 ∈ H∗(M(v))[z].

If M(v) = (C2)[d], the function Vβ(z) is the classical 1-leg Vertex function
from [MNOP06a, MNOP06b], hence the origin of its name. Vertex is of
fundamental importance for many reasons, among which are the following
ones:

• it is a building block for Donaldson-Thomas theory, [MOOP11],
[AKMV05];

• it solves quantum differential equations and the quantum Knizh-
nik–Zamolodchikov equations, [MO19];

• it has an expression in terms of flags of sheaves, thereby connecting
us to yet another enumerative theory, [Obe21];

For us, it will serve a different purpose - it will be responsible for the
quasimap wall-crossing.

Theorem 3.9 (Quasimap wall-crossing, [Nes21a]). If (g, n) ̸= (0, 0), (0, 1),
then

⟨λ1ψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n ⟩−

g,β = ⟨λnψ
k1
1 , . . . , λ1ψ

kn
n ⟩+

g,β

+
∑

β

⟨λnψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n , µβ1(−ψn+1), . . . , µβk

(−ψn+k)⟩+
g,β0

/k!,

where β = (β0, β1, . . . , βk) such that β =
∑i=k

i=0 βi and βi ̸= 0 for i ≥ 1.
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Sketch of Proof. We use Zhou’s master space, [Zho22]. The space of
ϵ-stabilities, which is just R>0, has a chamber-wall structure. There are
finitely many walls, and for each wall ϵ0 ∈ R>0 one can construct a master
space,

MQϵ0(M(v), β),

with a natural C∗
z-action. Let ϵ+ and ϵ− be values close to ϵ0 from the right

and from left respectively. The C∗
z-fixed locus of the master space is roughly

of the following form

MQϵ0
g,n(M(v), β)C∗

z ≈ Qϵ−
g,n(M(v), β) ∪Qϵ+

g,n(M(v), β)

∪
∐
β

Q
ϵ+
n+k(M(v), β0) ×M(v)k

i=k∏
i=1

V (M(v), βi),

where the union is taken over β, such that deg(βi) = 1/ϵ0 for i ≥ 1. In re-
ality, the fixed locus has this expression up to certain modifications, which
have a minor effect on the enumerative geometry. After taking the residue in
the localisation formula, we obtain a relation between the associated classes.
This relation gives the wall-crossing formula after crossing all the walls on
the way from ϵ = − to ϵ = +. □

The full Vertex function Vβ(z) also plays a role in genus 0 wall-crossing,
we refer to [Nes21a, Theorem 6.6] for a precise statement.

3.4. Applications of the wall-crossing. In what follows, we give more
freedom to M(v), allowing it also to be either of the following:

• a moduli space of sheaves4 on a quasi-projective surface with an
action of a torus T , whose fixed locus is proper, e.g. Hilbert scheme
of points on C2;

• a moduli space of objects in a tilted heart, e.g. S[d] ⊂ S
[d]
# .

The results extend to these cases, as long as three properties from the proof
of Theorem 2.5 can be checked (in all of the examples below it is true by
arguments from [Nes21a]).

3.4.1. Symplectic surfaces in general. If S carries a holomorphic symplectic
form, we either require that the torus action scales the symplectic form or
that the obstruction theory can be reduced for all ϵ-stable quasimaps.

4For example, defined via moduli spaces of framed sheaves on some compactification.
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Corollary 3.10. If S is holomorphic symplectic5 and ev : V (M(v), β) →
M(v) is proper, then

⟨λ1, . . . , λn⟩−
g,β = ⟨λ1, . . . , λn⟩+

g,β,

unless (g, n) = (0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 0), (0, 0).

Proof. In this case, the obstruction theory of V (M(v), β) has a cosection.
The (reduced) virtual dimension of V (M(v), β) can be readily calculated,

red. dim(V (M(v), β)) = dim(M(v)) + 1.
Since ev is proper, the Vertex function

Vβ(z) ∈ H∗
T (M(v))[z±]

does not have poles in T -weights (i.e. we do not need to localise to push-
forward the class). Hence by the dimension constraint, it has the following
form (after taking reduction),

Vβ(z) = µβ1/z +O(1/z2),
where µβ ∈ Q and 1 is the fundamental class of M(v). Using Theorem 3.9
and the string equation, we obtain the claim. □

Example 3.11. We start with a non-example. The pair (C2)[d] ⊂ (C2)[d]

does not satisfy the requirements of Corollary 3.10, because ev is not proper.
Indeed, points of type (2) can ”escape to infinity” (cf. Section 2.2). In
particular, the Vertex function Vβ(z) has higher powers of z, which makes
Theorem 3.9 harder to apply.

Example 3.12. Consider now the perverse pair (C2)[d] ⊂ (C2)[d]
# , then ev is

proper, because now points of the type (2) cannot ”escape to infinity” and
there are no points of type (3). In particular, we obtain that

GW0,3((C2)[d]) = PT(C2 × P1/C2
0,1,∞),

where C2
0,1,∞ = C2 × {0, 1,∞}. This is a result from [OP10, Theorem 6].

More generally, consider an ADE surface S. The evaluation map ev for
the pair (S[d], S

[d]
# ) is also proper, since all proper curves in S are rigid. Hence

we obtain
GW0,3(S[d]) = PT(S × P1/S0,1,∞).

Example 3.13. For an ADE surface S, consider now the following torsion
pair

T = {A ∈ Coh(S) | dim(A) ≤ 1}

T⊥ = {B ∈ Coh(S) | Hom(A,B) = 0 ∀A ∈ T},

5One has to be careful here, because if S is not projective, we have to consider framed
sheaves, then there are some situation-dependent technicalities [Sal12] regarding the sym-
metry of the obstruction theory. An easier approach would be to forget about quasimaps
and consider just threefolds S × C. In this case, we essentially need our objects to be
compactly supported (like stable pairs) and S to have a trivial canonical bundle.
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and the corresponding titled heart Coh(S)⋆ with the associated moduli space
of objects S[d]

⋆ in the class (1, 0,−d). The evaluation map ev is also proper for
the pair S[d] ⊂ S

[d]
⋆ . In this case, moduli spaces of quasimaps are isomorphic

to moduli spaces of Bryan–Steinberg pairs [BS16]. Hence we obtain

PT(S × P1/S0,1,∞) = GW0,3(S[d]) = BS(S × P1/S0,1,∞),
a result similar to [Liu22].

Observation. Examples above suggest that properness of the evaluation
map ev can be achieved for any moduli space M(v) after an appropriate tilt.

Example 3.14. Moduli spaces of sheaves on a K3 surface S is ideal for
Corollary 3.10, because the evaluation map ev is always proper. As in the
examples above, we get

DT(S × P1/S0,1,∞) = GW0,3(S[d]) = PT(S × P1/S0,1,∞).
Moduli spaces of stable higher-rank sheaves on a K3 surface are deformation
equivalent to Hilbert schemes (together with a chosen algebraic curve class).
Hence by deformation invariance of Gromov–Witten invariants, we obtain

DTrk>1(S × P1/S0,1,∞) ∼= GW0,3(S[d]) = DT(S × P1/S0,1,∞),
a result explained in more detail in [Nes21b].

3.4.2. More on K3 surfaces. Corollary 3.10 is powerful, however it does not
apply to very important invariants - genus-0 2-point invariants, which in-
cludes genus-1 0-point invariants as a special case. In this case, we need to
compute the truncation of Vertex µβ(z). For C2, the entire 1-leg Vertex was
computed in [MNOP06a, MNOP06b], see also [OP10, MOOP11]. For a K3
surface, µβ(z) was computed in [Obe21]. As a corollary of this computa-
tion and Theorem 3.9, we get the wall-crossing part of the Igusa cusp form
conjecture [OP16].

Corollary 3.15. If S is a K3 surface, then

GWE(S[d]) + F (p, q, q̃) = DT(S × E) = − 1
χ(p, q, q̃) ,

where χ(p, q, q̃) is the Igusa cusp form and F (p, q, q̃) is detetmined in [Obe21].
The second equality is determined in [OP18].

In the same vein, the wall-crossing was one of the ingredients for the proof
of Holomorphic anomaly equation for K3 geometries in [Obe22].

3.4.3. Del Pezzo surfaces. Finally, if S is a del Pezzo surface, then the trun-
cation µβ(z) was computed for the pair S[n] ⊂ S

[n]
# in [Nes21a]. To state the

result, let us use the Nakajima basis (assuming d > 1),

(γ, k) ∈ H2(S) ⊕ ZE = H2(S[d],Z)
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where E is the primitive class of a curve contracted by the Hilbert-Chow
map. Let us also define the following divisor class,

c1(S)d := p−1(c1(S)) · pd−1
−1 (1) · 1S ∈ H2(S[d],Z).

The truncated Vertex function then takes the following form,∑
(γ,k)

µβ(z)xγyk = log(1 + y)c1(S)d.

Using Theorem 3.9, the divisor equation and the following intersection num-
ber for a class (γ, k),

(γ, k) · c1(S)d = γ · c1(S),

we obtain the following result.

Corollary 3.16. If S is a del Pezzo surface, then∑
m≥0

⟨λ1, . . . , λn⟩−
g,(γ,k)y

k = (1 + y)γ·c1(S) ·
∑
m≥0

⟨λ1, . . . , λn⟩+
g,(γ,k)y

k,

unless (g, n) = (0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 0), (0, 0).

4. Enumerative mirror symmetry for moduli spaces of Higgs
bundles

We will now apply the theory of quasimaps to moduli spaces of Higgs
bundles on a curve. Quasimaps give an enumerative realisation of Kapustin–
Witten’s considerations, [KW07]. In particular, by using the correspondence
between quasimaps and Vafa–Witten theory, we get a statement which re-
lates curve counts in a moduli space of Higgs SLr-bundles and curves counts
in a moduli space of Higgs PGLr-bundles.

4.1. Preliminaries. Let r, d ∈ Z≥0, such that r is prime and 0 ≤ d < r.
Let X be a smooth curve of genus g ≥ 2. A Higgs sheaf X is a pair (F, ϕ),
a sheaf F on X and a morphism ϕ ∈ Hom(F, F ⊗ ωX). We define spaces of
Higgs SLr-sheaves,

M̌(d) =
{

Higgs sheaves (F, ϕ) on X
∣∣∣ det(F ) = L, tr(ϕ) = 0,

ch(F ) = (r, d)

}

⊂

M̌(d) = {slope semistable Higgs SLr-bundles}.

The finite group of r-torsion line bundles on X, denoted by ΓX , acts on
M̌(d) by tensoring sheaves with lines bundles. We define the dual PGLr-
spaces,

M̂(d) := [M̌(d)/ΓX ] and M̂(d) := [M̌(d)/ΓX ].
We will need two classes, the class of the theta line bundle on M̌(d) (the

ample generator of the rational Picard group) and the class of the Zr-gerbe
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of SL-liftings of the universal family on M̌(d) (the class used by [HT03]),
denoted as

Θ̌ ∈ H2(M̌(d),Z) and α̌ ∈ H2(M̌(d),Zr),

respectively. Both classes descend to classes on M̂(d),

Θ̂ ∈ H2(M̂(d),Z) and α̂ ∈ H2(M̂(d),Zr).

Finally, by scaling the Higgs field, we have torus actions on both spaces,

C∗
t ↷ M̌(d) and C∗

t ↷ M̂(d).

Now that we have set up the stage, we will write ˆ̌
M(d) to mean either M̂(d)

or M̂(d), the same convention applies to any other notation.

4.2. Quasimaps, d ̸= 0. Assume for the moment that d ̸= 0, i.e. there are
no strictly semistable sheaves. Let E be an elliptic curve.

Definition 4.1. We say that a quasimap f : E 99K ˆ̌
M(d) is of degree (w, a) ∈

Z ⊕ Zr, if

f∗ ˆ̌Θ = w ∈ H2(E,Z) ∼= Z,

f∗ ˆ̌α = a ∈ H2(E,Zr) ∼= Zr.

For w ̸= 0, let

QE( ˆ̌
M(d), a,w)•

be the moduli spaces of quasimaps from E to ˆ̌
M(d) up to translations6 of

E. The (reduced) expected dimension of these spaces is 0, so we can define
a virtual number of quasimaps from E,

ˆ̌QMa,•
d,w :=

∫
[QE( ˆ̌

M(d),a,w)•]vir
1 ∈ Q,

where we secretly use virtual localisation with respect to C∗
t -actions.

4.3. Vafa-Witten theory. Applying a version of Theorem 2.6 to this sit-
uation, we obtain

QE(M̌(d), a,w) ∼= {Higgs sheaves on X × E}

QE(M̂(d), a,w) ∼= {Higgs-Azumaya algebras on X × E}.

Higgs sheaves on a surface is a subject of Vafa–Witten theory, mathemat-
ically defined in [TT20, TT18]. Taking identification by translations of E
corresponds to taking an insertion (µ-insertion).

6We identify quasimaps, if they equal up to a translation of E.
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4.4. Quasimaps, d = 0. If d = 0, then there are strictly semistable Higgs
sheaves, therefore M(0) is an Artin stack. Counting curves in an Artin stack
requires special treatment, we invite the reader to contemplate on what it
means to count curves in BGLr. In this work, we take the following route,
which is in accordance with [Wit10, Section 6]. We use the relation between
quasimaps and sheaves from Theorem 2.6, which allows us to impose an
extra stability condition on quasimaps f : E 99KM(0).

Definition 4.2. A quasimap f : E 99KM(0) is semistable, if the associated
Higgs sheaf on X×E is semistable with respect to a polarisation of the form
OX(1) ⊠ OE(k) for k ≫ 1.

By [Nes23a, Proposition 5.4], the condition above is automatic for d ̸= 0;
it is also independent of k, as long as k ≫ 1. A similar definition can be
given in the PGLr case. If a ̸= 0, then all quasimaps are stable, the resulting
moduli space is a scheme and we can define invariants in the usual way. If
a = 0, we use the theory of Joyce–Song [JS12] and Joyce [Joy21] to define
the quasimap invariants for ˆ̌

M(0),
ˆ̌QMa,•

0,w ∈ Q,

we expect the virtual fundamental class of [AP22] can be used instead.

4.5. Instanton vs. Monopole. Consider the C∗
t -action on ˆ̌

M(d) . We have
a decomposition of the C∗

t -fixed loci,
ˆ̌
M(d)C∗

t = ˆ̌
N(d) ∪ ˆ̌

M(d)nil,

where ˆ̌
N(d) are moduli spaces of semistable bundles; ˆ̌

M(d)nil are loci of
semistable Higgs bundles with nilpotent Higgs fields. For every d, the
quasimap invariants can be split into instanton and monopole contributions
according to this decomposition,

ˆ̌QMa,•
d,w = instanton + monopole,

where instanton and monopole summands are the invariants associated to
ˆ̌
N(d) and ˆ̌

M(d)nil respectively. Terminology is borrowed from Vafa–Witten
theory, e.g. see [TT20,TT18].

4.6. Enumerative mirror symmetry. Using identification from Section
4.3, we can translate physical calculations of [MM21] into mathematical
conjectures which completely determine the genus 1 theory of ˆ̌

M(d). We
state conjectures for r = 2, see [Nes21a, Section 7.2] for an arbitrary prime
rank.

We put invariants together into generating series,
ˆ̌QMa

d(q) :=
∑
w>0

ˆ̌QMa,•
d,wq

w.
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Let η̃(q) =
∏∞

k=1(1 − qk). We then define

monopole
{

U1(q) = log η̃(q4)

instanton
{

U2(q) = log η̃(q)
U3(q) = log η̃(−q).

The invariants have the following form.

Conjecture ([Nes23a]). If g ≥ 2 and r = 2, then

Q̌M0
d(q) = (−1)d(2 − 2g)24g−1U1(q)

Q̌M1
d(q) = (2 − 2g)22g−1(U2(z) + (−1)dU3(q))

Q̂M0
d(q) = (−1)d(2 − 2g)22g−1U1(q)

Q̂M1
d(q) = (2 − 2g)(24g−1U2(q) + (−1)d22g−1U3(q)).

There is a simple symmetry between these invariants, which we call Enu-
merative mirror symmetry. It partially interchanges monopole and instanton
contributions. To state it, let the symmetric group S3 act on the linear span
Q⟨Ui(q)⟩ by permutation,

σ · Ui(q) := Uσ(i)(q), σ ∈ S3.

This permutation is essentially induced by the transformation τ → −1/τ
for q = eπiτ .

Corollary 4.3 (Enumerative mirror symmetry). If g ≥ 2 and r = 2, then

(12) · 2Q̌Ma
d(q) =

∑
d′

∑
a′

(−1)d·a′+d′·a′Q̂Ma′

d′(q).

In [Nes23b], we prove a part of the Conjecture, evoking Theorem 3.9 and
a curios relation between quasimaps from E to M̌(d) and quasimaps from
X to a moduli spaces of Higgs bundles on E.

Theorem 4.4 ([Nes23b]). If g ≥ 2 and r = 2, then

Q̌M1
d(q) = (2 − 2g)22g−1(U2(q) + (−1)dU3(q)).

Moreover, by Theorem 3.9 and the analysis of the truncated Vertex func-
tions from [Nes23a, Section 10], we obtain the following.

Theorem 4.5. If d ̸= 0 and gcd(r,w) = 1, then

Q̌Ma,•
d,w = ǦWa,•

d,w,

where ǦWa,•
d,w are Gromov-Witten genus 1 invariants.
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5. Gromov-Witten/Hurwitz wall-crossing

Given a smooth projective variety X. We want to relate Gromov–Witten
theory of the orbifold symmetry product X(d) = [Xd/Sd] to Gromov-Witten
theory of X × C in the same way it was done with quasimaps. Compare
Figure 4 to Figure 1.

GW Vertex GWC(X(d))GWrel(S × C)

Figure 4. Gromov–Witten/Hurwitz wall-crossing

5.1. Unramfied maps. Let us firstly translate Gromov–Witten theory of
X(d) into a language more appropriate for our purposes. The data7 of a map
f : (C, pi) → X(d) is equivalent to data of the following correspondence

P X

(C, pi)

fX

fC

such that fC is an unramified map (local isomorphism) of degree d. More
precisely, it is unramified everywhere except at marked points and nodes:

• at a marked point, a ramification profile is fixed,
• at a node C[x1, x2]/(x1x2), it is of the form (x1, x2) 7→ (xk

1, x
k
2).

The two conditions are called admissibility, all maps in this section are
assumed to satisfy it. Unramified maps from a curve to another curve is a
subject of Hurwitz theory, hence the following analogy

Gromov–Witten theory of X(d) = Hurwitz theory with a target X.

By Riemann–Hurwitz formula, the arithmetic genus g(P ) of the source
curve is determined by d, g(C) and the ramification profile of marked points.
However, we want g(P ) to have some independence from these discrete vari-
ables. To achieve it, we allow fC to have simple branching, i.e. points bj ∈ C,
such that |f−1

C (bj)| = d− 1. We treat the number of bj as an additional dis-
crete degree variable, it is related to g(P ) by Riemann–Hurwitz formula (as
long as other discrete variables are fixed),

|bj | ⇐⇒ g(P ).

We put the degree of fX and |bj | together into a refined degree, denoting
them by β = (γ,m) ∈ H2(S) ⊕ Z. Summing up the discussion above, we

7More precisely, X(d) is an orbifold, so we have to consider twisted curves, however,
we will not spend time on it, as we will use a different point of view anyway.
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introduce moduli spaces of pairs (fC , fX), such that fC is unramified,

Mg,n(X(d), β) =
{

unramified (fC , fX)
∣∣∣ deg(fX) = γ, |bj | = m,

g(C) = g, |pi| = n

}
.

This moduli space can essentially be understood8 as a moduli space of maps
to X(d) with a refined degree. We also suggest the reader to treat Figure 5
and Figure 2 as equal, and please forgive the author, if Figure 5 contradicts
Riemann–Hurwitz formula.

Figure 5. Unramified maps

5.2. Ramified maps. The other extreme is when fC is allowed to have
arbitrary ramifications and contracted components.

Definition 5.1. Abusing terminology, we call a map fC : P → C ramified,
if it has one (or more) of the following:

• ramification of order greater than 2;
• contracted components;
• nodes mapping to regular locus,

Hence in this case, we just have stable maps from P to X × C of degree
(d, γ), as there are no restrictions on fC (apart from being admissible at
marked points and nodes). In this case, we can prohibit C to have rational
tails, like we did with quasimaps in Definition 2.4. Hence we obtain a moduli
a space of ramified maps to X(d),

rMg,n(X(d), β) := Mm(X × Cg,n/Mg,n, (γ, d)),
where Cg,n → Mg,n is the universal curve of the moduli space of semistable
curves (no rationals tails). The integer m is degree of the branching divisor,
we refer to the next section for more details on the branching divisor.

This moduli space is analogous to the moduli space of quasimaps for
Hilbert scheme of d-points S[d]. In fact, this analogy is very much justified,
because a ramified map defines a rational map f : C 99K X(d). The difference
is that there is no ambient stack to keep track of the base points, hence
contracted components and ramifications replace them. Again, we suggest
the reader to treat Figure 6 and Figure 3 as equal.

8See [Nes22, Section 2.3] for the precise statement.
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Figure 6. Ramified maps

5.3. ϵ-ramified maps. There is a natural object that measures the differ-
ence between unramified and ramified maps. It is given by the branching
complex ,

br(f) = RfC∗[f∗
CΩC → ΩP ],

which is a skyscraper complex supported on branching points of C (we
can ignore what happens at markings and nodes). We will identify br(f)
with the divisor given by the support of the complex weighted by its Euler
characteristics. One can check that contracted components, ramification
and nodes contribute to br(f) in the following way:

• ramifications of order e contribute e− 1;
• contracted components of genus g contribute 2g − 2;
• nodes mapping to the regular locus contribute 2.

We can therefore interpolate between ramified and unramified, using the
idea of ϵ-ramification. For that, we choose an ample line bundle L on X (of
high enough degree).
Important. Our terminology here slightly differs from the one of [Nes22],
where we call such stability ϵ-admissibility.

Definition 5.2. Given ϵ ∈ R>0. A map (fC , fX) is ϵ-ramified, if
• ∀ branching points b ∈ C, multbbr(f) + deg(f∗

XL|f−1
C (b)) ≤ e1/ϵ,

• ∀ rational tails R ⊂ C, deg(br(f)|R) + deg(f∗
XL|f−1

C (R)) > e1/ϵ,
• |Aut(fC , fX)| < ∞.

One can readily verify that
+-ramified maps = unramified maps
−-ramified maps = ramified maps

We define moduli spaces of ϵ-ramified maps

rM
ϵ
g,n(X(d), β) =

{
ϵ-ramified (fC , fX)

∣∣∣ deg(fX) = γ,deg(br(f)) = m,
g(C) = g, |pi| = n

}
Theorem 5.3 ([Nes22]). If X is a smooth projective variety, then a mod-
uli space rM ϵ

g,n(X(d), β) is a proper Deligne-Mumford stack with a perfect
obstruction theory.
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5.4. ϵ-ramified invariants. Recall the inertia stack of X(d),
IX(d) :=

∐
η⊢d

[Xη/Aut(η)],

where η is a partition of d of length l(η) and Xη := X l(η). There exist usual
structures needed to define Gromov-Witten type invariants:

• virtual fundamental class
[rM ϵ

g,n(X(d), β)]vir ∈ Hvdim(rM ϵ
g,n(X(d), β));

• evaluation maps
evi : rM ϵ

g,n(X(d), β) → IX(d), f 7→ fX(f−1
C (pi));

• ψ-classes,
Li = T ∗

pi
C, ψi := c1(Li).

Definition 5.4. For classes λi ∈ H∗
orb(X(d)) := H∗(IX(d)), we define ϵ-

ramified invariants

⟨λ1ψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n ⟩ϵ

g,β =
∫

[rM
ϵ
g,n(X(d),β)]vir

n∏
i=1

ev∗
iλi · ψki .

5.5. Vertex and wall-crossing. As in the case of quasimaps, we consider
ramified maps for a fixed P1 without ramifications9 at ∞ ∈ P1,

V (X(d), β) :=
{

ramified (fP1 , fX)
∣∣∣ deg(fX) = γ,deg(br(f)) = m,

admissible at ∞ ∈ P1

}
.

By definition, we have an evaluation map,
ev : V (X(d), β) → IX(d), f 7→ fX(f−1

P1 (∞)).
Using the C∗

z-action on P1, we define the virtual fundamental class by local-
isation,

[V (X(d), β)]vir := [V (X(d), β)C∗
z ]vir

eC∗
z
(Nvir) ∈ H∗(V (X(d), β)C∗

z )[z±].

Definition 5.5 (Gromov–Witten Vertex).
Vβ(z) := ev∗[V (X(d), β)]vir ∈ H∗

orb(X(d))[z±]

µβ(z) := [zVβ]z≥0 ∈ H∗
orb(X(d))[z].

Theorem 5.6 (Gromov–Witten/Hurwitz wall-crossing, [Nes22]). If (g, n) ̸=
(0, 0), (0, 1), then

⟨λ1ψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n ⟩−

g,β = ⟨λnψ
k1
1 , . . . , λ1ψ

kn
n ⟩+

g,β

+
∑

β

⟨λnψ
k1
1 , . . . , λnψ

kn
n , µβ1(−ψn+1), . . . , µβk

(−ψn+k)⟩+
g,β0

/k!,

where β = (β0, β1, . . . , βk) such that β =
∑i=k

i=0 βi and βi ̸= 0 for i ≥ 1.
9In fact, some ramifications are allowed, but we treat it as ramifications of markings
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5.6. Applications of the wall-crossings. Firstly, combining Theorem
3.9 and Theorem 5.6, we obtain that Ruan’s Crepant resolution conjecture
[Rua03] and MNOP’s relative Pandharipande–Thomas/Gromov–Witten cor-
respondence [MNOP06b,MNOP06a] are equivalent up to a correspondence
of truncated Vertex functions.

Corollary 5.7. For a surface S, we have
CRC for (S[d], S(d)) = relative PT/GW for S × C + PT/GW for µβ(z).

Moreover, by [BG09, Section 2.2] the change of variables y = −eiu is not
necessary for the formulation of Crepant resolution conjecture - it arises due
to failure of the divisor equation on S(d).

If S is a del Pezzo surface, then the truncated Vertex was computed
in [Nes22, Proposition 5.1] and is equal to∑

(γ,m)
µ(γ,m)(z)xγum = log

(sin(u/2)
u/2

)
c1(S)d,

where the class c1(S)d corresponds to the one in Section 3.4.3, we refer
[Nes22, Section 5] for the precise definition of this class. Using Theorem 5.6
and the divisor equation10, we obtain the following result.

Corollary 5.8. If S is a del Pezzo surface, then∑
k≥0

⟨λ1, . . . , λn⟩−
g,(γ,m)u

m =
(sin(u/2)

u/2

)γ·c1(S)
·

∑
k≥0

⟨λ1, . . . , λn⟩+
g,(γ,m)u

m,

unless (g, n) = (0, 1), (0, 2), (1, 0), (0, 0).

Combining it with Corollary 3.16 and relative PT/GW from [MOOP11],
we prove some cases of Crepant resolution conjecture.

Corollary 5.9. If S is a toric del Pezzo surface, then Crepant resolution
conjecture holds for (S[d], S(d)) for all curve classes in the case (g, n) = (0, 3).

References
[AKMV05] M. Aganagic, A. Klemm, M. Mariño, and C. Vafa, The topological vertex,

Commun. Math. Phys. 254 (2005), no. 2, 425–478.
[AP22] D. Aranha and P. Pstragowski, The Intrinsic Normal Cone For Artin Stacks,

arXiv:1909.07478 (2022).
[BG09] J. Bryan and T. Graber, The crepant resolution conjecture, Algebraic geom-

etry, Seattle 2005. Proceedings of the 2005 Summer Research Institute, Seat-
tle, WA, USA, July 25–August 12, 2005, Providence, RI: American Mathe-
matical Society (AMS), 2009, pp. 23–42.

[BS16] J. Bryan and D. Steinberg, Curve counting invariants for crepant resolutions,
Trans. Am. Math. Soc. 368 (2016), no. 3, 1583–1619.

[CKM14] I. Ciocan-Fontanine, B. Kim, and D. Maulik, Stable quasimaps to GIT quo-
tients, J. Geom. Phys. 75 (2014), 17–47.

10In general, divisor equations do not hold for orbifolds, but the class c1(S)d lies in the
untwisted sector.



22 DENIS NESTEROV

[Gro61] Alexandre Grothendieck, Techniques de construction et théoremes d’existence
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