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Abstract. The cosmetic crossing conjecture posits that switching a non-trivial crossing in
a knot diagram always changes the knot type. Generalizing work of Balm, Friedl, Kalfa-
gianni and Powell, and of Lidman and Moore, we give an Alexander polynomial condition
that obstructs cosmetic crossing changes for knots with L-space branched double covers, a
family that includes all alternating knots. As an application, we prove the cosmetic crossing
conjecture for a five-parameter infinite family of pretzel knots. We also discuss the status of
the conjecture for alternating knots with eleven crossings.

1. Introduction

The cosmetic crossing conjecture, attributed to X. S. Lin and appearing on Kirby’s famous
problem list [12, Problem 1.58], posits that switching a non-trivial crossing in an oriented
knot diagram always changes the knot type. More precisely, let K ⊂ S3 be an oriented
knot and D ⊂ S3 an oriented disk intersecting K in two points of opposite sign; then a
crossing change on K is the operation of performing ±1-surgery on the unknot ∂D. We say
a crossing change is cosmetic if the resulting oriented knot is equivalent to K, and the change
is nugatory if ∂D bounds a disk in S3 −K. We also define a generalized crossing change to
be the result of 1/n surgery on ∂D for some n ̸= 0, with cosmetic and nugatory generalized
crossing changes defined as before. It’s not hard to see that any nugatory crossing change is
cosmetic; the cosmetic crossing conjecture asserts the converse is also true.

Conjecture 1.1 (Cosmetic Crossing Conjecture). Any cosmetic crossing change is nugatory.

Some authors (e.g. [2, 24]) have also considered a “generalized” cosmetic crossing conjec-
ture, with the goal of showing any cosmetic generalized crossing change is nugatory.

In recent years Conjecture 1.1 has seen a flurry of activity—it is now known that knots in
the following families to do not admit cosmetic, non-nugatory crossing changes:

• Two-bridge knots, due to Torisu [23].
• Fibered knots, due to Kalfagianni [11].
• Genus one knots with non-trivial Alexander polynomial, due to Ito following work of
Balm, Friedl, Kalfagianni and Powell [1, 9].

• Alternating knots with square-free determinant, due to Lidman and Moore [15].
• Special alternating knots, due to the author [4].

Lidman and Moore also give a stronger obstruction using the homology of the branched
double cover [15, Theorem 2], and see [3, 8, 10,19] for more relevant work.

In this note we give an Alexander polynomial obstruction to cosmetic crossing changes that
generalizes two of the above results. Given any knot K ⊂ S3, let Σ(K) denote its branched
double cover. The three-manifold Σ(K) is an L-space if it satisfies a Heegaard-Floer theoretic
condition—see [20] for details.
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Theorem 1.2. Let K ⊂ S3 be a knot such that Σ(K) is an L-space. If K admits a non-
nugatory, cosmetic generalized crossing change, then its Alexander polynomial ∆K has a
factor of the form

f(t)f(t−1)

for some f ∈ Z[t, t−1] satisfying f(−1) ̸= ±1. In particular, f is non-constant.

The fact that f is non-constant in Theorem 1.2 follows from the identity ∆K(1) = ±1,
so that f(1) = ±1. Additionally, the branched double cover Σ(K) of a knot K ⊂ S3 is an
L-space if K is an alternating knot, or more generally if K has thin Khovanov homology
with Z/2 coefficients [21]. We thus obtain:

Corollary 1.3. Let K ⊂ S3 be an alternating knot. If K admits a non-nugatory, cosmetic
crossing change, then ∆K has a factor of the form f(t)f(t−1) for some f ∈ Z[t, t−1] satisfying
f(−1) ̸= ±1.

Balm, Friedl, Kalfagianni and Powell prove a statement analogous to Theorem 1.2 for genus
one knots [1, Theorem 1.1(1)]: their theorem does not require that Σ(K) be an L-space, but
allows for the possibility that ∆K ≡ f ≡ 1. (By Ito’s work, this is the only remaining case
open for genus one knots [9].) Theorem 1.2 also recovers the aforementioned result of Lidman
and Moore.

Corollary 1.4 ([15, Corollary 3]). Let K ⊂ S3 be a knot such that Σ(K) is an L-space and
K admits a non-nugatory, cosmetic crossing change. Then the knot determinant det(K) has
a square factor.

Proof. This is immediate from Theorem 1.2 and the identity det(K) = ∆K(−1). □

Theorem 1.2 is a good obstruction to cosmetic crossing changes for knots with low crossing
number, and alternating knots in particular—it verifies Conjecture 1.1 for 200 of the 250 prime
knots with 10 or fewer crossings, and 483 of the 564 prime alternating knots with 11 crossings
or fewer [16]. Thanks to the authors referenced above, the cosmetic crossing conjecture has
already been proven for all but four knots with 10 or fewer crossings [8, Corollary 1.11][4], but
Theorem 1.2 proves the conjecture for new knots as well. In Section 4.2 below we examine
the case of eleven-crossing alternating knots in detail, and in Section 4.1 we use Theorem 1.2
to prove:

Theorem 1.5. Let p1, p2, p3, p4 and q be integers satisfying:

(i) pi ≥ 1 for all i, and q > min(p1, . . . , p4).
(ii) pi ≡ 1 modulo 4 for all i, and q ≡ 3 modulo 4.

Then the pretzel knot P (p1, p2, p3, p4,−q) does not admit a non-nugatory, cosmetic generalized
crossing change.

While some of the knots in Theorem 1.5 are already known to satisfy Conjecture 1.1,
infinitely many are not; see our discussion in Section 4. Finally, our Theorem 1.2 gives a
simplified proof of Conjecture 1.1 for the knots 10108 and 10164, which Ito handled using the
Casson-Walker invariant and the calculus of Jacobi diagrams [8].

1.1. Discussion. For a genus one knot K, the conclusion of Theorem 1.2 implies K is
algebraically concordant to the unknot—see [1, 13]. Conversely, knots which are concordant
to knots with strictly smaller genus frequently have factors of the form f(t)f(t−1) in their
Alexander polynomials (cf. [7]). We therefore pose the following question as a next step in
studying Conjecture 1.1.
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ē1 e2 e3 e4 e2g−1 e2g

Figure 1. A basis for H1(S)

Question 1.6. If a knot K admits a non-nugatory cosmetic crossing change, is K concordant
to a knot with strictly smaller genus than itself?

1.2. Outline. In Section 2 we collect useful facts, and in Section 3 we prove Theorem 1.2.
In Section 4 we prove Theorem 1.5 and we discuss the state of Conjecture 1.1 for knots with
low crossing number.

1.3. Acknowledgments. The author thanks Josh Greene for mathematical and professional
guidance, and Ali Naseri Sadr for many worthwhile discussions about the cosmetic crossing
conjecture. The author is also grateful to John Baldwin, Keerthi Madapusi and Ian Montague
for helpful conversations, and Brendan Owens for feedback on an earlier draft of this paper.
This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Award
No. 2202704.

2. Topological Set-Up

Let K ⊂ S3 be an oriented knot. When considering a crossing change on K given by a
disk D, as described in the introduction, we refer to D as a crossing disk associated to the
change. Similarly, a crossing arc is an arc in D connecting the two points of K ∩D. Finally,
let π : Σ(K) → S3 be the double cover of S3 branched along K, and let π−1 indicate taking
preimages in π. If α ⊂ S3 is a crossing arc for K, then π−1(α) ⊂ Σ(K) is a simple closed
curve.

A key tool in our proof is the following result of Lidman and Moore.

Theorem 2.1 ([15, Remark 13]). Suppose Σ(K) is an L-space and α ⊂ S3 is the cross-
ing arc of a cosmetic generalized crossing change for K. If the curve π−1(α) ⊂ Σ(K) is
nullhomologous in H1(Σ(K)), then the crossing change is nugatory.

Lidman and Moore’s theorem is stated only for standard crossing changes, but their proof
works for generalized crossing changes as well. An important ingredient is the surgery char-
acterization of the unknot among nullhomologous knots in an L-space, due to Gainullin [6].

The goal of the next two lemmas is to give a criterion for applying Theorem 2.1. Let S ⊂ S3

be a Seifert surface for K, and let α ⊂ S be a properly embedded, oriented, non-separating
arc. Let S ′ ⊂ S3 be the surface S − ν(α), where ν denotes a regular open neighborhood; we
identify H1(S

′) with a subgroup of H1(S) via the inclusion S ′ ↪→ S.

Lemma 2.2. There exists a basis B = [e1, . . . , e2g] for H1(S) such that:

e1 · α = 1

ei · α = 0 for all i ̸= 1,

where · denotes the intersection pairing. It follows that [e2, . . . , e2g] is a basis for H1(S
′).
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S̊+

S̊−

U U1
α̊1

α̊2

U2

D

(a) The curve U in
Y

(b) The Ui curves in
Σ(K)

Figure 2

Proof. By the classification of surfaces with boundary, S ′ is homeomorphic to the surface in
Figure 1. Additionally, by an isotopy supported in a small neighborhood of ∂S ′, we assume
the two arcs ∂ν(α) ⊂ ∂S ′ are the red arcs shown in the figure. We then choose the classes
e2, . . . , e2g as pictured in the figure, and let e1 be the class of the curve resulting from joining
the ends of the arc ē1 through ν(α) in S. □

Lemma 2.3. Let B be a basis for H1(S) as given by Lemma 2.2, and let V be the Seifert
matrix of S in the basis B. Then the matrix V + V ⊺ is a presentation matrix for H1(Σ(K))
with ordered generating set b1, . . . , b2g, such that

b1 = 2[π−1(α)] ∈ H1(Σ(K))

for some orientation of the curve π−1(α).

The fact that V + V ⊺ presents H1(Σ(K)) is well known—the substance of Lemma 2.3 is
the claim that b1 = 2[π−1(α)].

Proof. Let B = e1, . . . , e2g ∈ H1(S) be as in the lemma, and let f1, . . . , f2g be the dual basis
of H1(S

3 − S) given by the Alexander duality isomorphism

H1(S
3 − S) ∼= H1(S) ∼= H∗

1 (S).

Let D ⊂ S3 be an oriented disk with D∩S = α, and let U = ∂D. By Lemma 2.2 the linking
pairing

lk(∗, [U ]) : H1(S) → Z
satisfies

lk(ei, [U ]) = ei · α = δi1 = lk(ei, f1),

where δi1 is the Kronecker delta, so [U ] = f1 ∈ H1(S
3 − S) by Alexander duality.

Since U ∩ S = ∅, lk([U ], [K]) = 0 and π−1(U) ⊂ Σ(K) has two components, which we
denote by U1 and U2. We claim that, for some choice of orientation of π−1(α),

(1) [U1] = [π−1(α)] = −[U2] ∈ H1(Σ(K)).

To this end, let X = S3 − ν(K) be the exterior of K, let S̊ = S ∩X, and let Y = X − ν(S̊).
We choose our regular neighborhoods of K and S small enough that

U ∩ ν(K) = U ∩ ν(S) = ∅,

so that U ⊂ Y and D ∩ ∂Y is a circle U ′ parallel to U in D ∩ Y . The boundary ∂ν(S̊) ⊂ ∂Y

has two components, both parallel to S̊ in X, which we label S̊+ and S̊− according to the
orientation of S. See Figure 2a.
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Let Y1 and Y2 be two copies of Y , and let S̊±
i be the copy of S̊± in Yi for i = 1, 2. Then

the cyclic double cover X̄2 of X can be constructed by gluing S̊+
1 to S̊−

2 and S̊+
2 to S̊−

1 :

X̄2 = Y1 ∪S̊+
i =S̊−

3−i
Y2.

The branched double cover Σ(K) can be obtained from X̄2 by filling its torus boundary
with a solid torus T along the natural choice of meridian—see [14] for details. The curves
U1, U2 ⊂ Σ(K) that make up π−1(U) are precisely the copies of U in Y1 and Y2, and similarly
we let U ′

i be the copy of U ′ in Yi, so that

π−1(U ′) = U ′
1 ∪ U ′

2.

Let α̊ = α∩ S̊; then the preimage of α̊ in X̄2 is the two arcs α̊1 and α̊2 which are the push-offs
of α̊ to S̊+

1 (= S̊−
2 ) and S̊

+
2 (= S̊−

1 ) respectively. The preimage π−1(α) ⊂ Σ(K) is therefore a
closed curve obtained by connecting α̊1 and α̊2 to the core of T via four radial arcs through
two meridian disks, as in Figure 2b. Forgetting orientations, this curve is clearly parallel to
each of U ′

1 and U ′
2 in Σ(K), hence parallel to each of U1 and U2. Fixing an orientation for

π−1(α) without loss of generality, we have

[U1] = [π−1(α)] = −[U2],

proving (1).
Following the notation of the previous paragraph, let f 1

1 and f 2
1 be the two copies of f1

in H1(Y1) and H1(Y2). A careful reading of the proof of [14, Theorem 9.1] now shows the
matrix V + V ⊺ presents the group H1(Σ(K)), with generating set b1, . . . , b2g such that

b1 = f 1
1 − f 2

1 = [U1]− [U2] = 2[π−1(α)] ∈ H1(Σ(K)).

□

Corollary 2.4. Let B be a basis for H1(S) given by Lemma 2.2, and let V be the Seifert
matrix of S in the basis B. Let b1 be the first standard basis vector of Z2g. Then π−1(α) is
nullhomologous if and only if b1 is in the image of the map

V + V ⊺ : Z2g → Z2g.

Proof. By Lemma 2.3, b1 is in the image of V + V ⊺ if and only if 2[π−1(α)] ∈ H1(Σ(K)) is
nullhomologous. Since H1(Σ(K)) is a finite group of odd order (equal to the determinant of
K), 2[π−1(α)] is nullhomologous if and only if [π−1(α)] is. □

Along with Theorem 2.1, our proof of Theorem 1.2 relies on the following simple observa-
tion.

Lemma 2.5 ([24, Proposition 1.2]). Let L be the two-component link ∂S ′. If α is the crossing
arc of a cosmetic generalized crossing change whose crossing disk D satisfies D∩S = α, then
∆L ≡ 0.

Proof. Suppose the crossing change is 1/n surgery on ∂D for some n > 0, and let Kn
∼= K

be the resulting knot. If n = 1, then without loss of generality the Alexander polynomials of
K, K1 and L satisfy the skein relation

(2) ∆K1(t)−∆K(t) = (t1/2 − t−1/2)∆L(t).

More generally, for all j > 0 we have

(3) ∆Kj+1
(t)−∆Kj

(t) = (t1/2 − t−1/2)∆L(t).
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Summing (2) with n− 1 copies of (3), where j ranges from 1 to n− 1, gives

∆Kn(t)−∆K(t) = n(t1/2 − t−1/2)∆L(t).

Since Kn = K by hypothesis, ∆Kn = ∆K and ∆L ≡ 0. □

Our proof of Theorem 1.2 in the next section contains a few subtleties, but the underlying
idea is simple: let K be a knot with Σ(K) an L-space, such that K admits a cosmetic,
non-nugatory generalized crossing change. Then we use Lemma 2.5 and the symmetry of the
Alexander matrix to show ∆K admits a factor of the form f(t)f(t−1), and we use Corollary 2.4
and Theorem 2.1 to show this factor is non-trivial.

3. Proof of Theorem 1.2

Let K be a knot with Σ(K) an L-space, and let D ⊂ S3 be a crossing disk associated
to a cosmetic generalized crossing change on K. Since the linking number of K with ∂D is
zero, there exists a Seifert surface S ⊂ S3 for K such that S ∩ ∂D = ∅. In fact, any Seifert
surface can be modified to satisfy this condition by adding tubes along pairs of oppositely
signed points of S ∩ ∂D, beginning with an innermost pair. Additionally, by shrinking D if
necessary, we assume S ∩D consists of a single crossing arc α. We also assume α does not
separate S: if this is not the case, we change S by adding a tube connecting the components
of S−α and disjoint from D. Let g be the genus of S, and let S ′ ⊂ S3 be the surface S−ν(α)
as above. Let L be the link ∂S ′.

Let B be a basis for H1(S) given by Lemma 2.2, using the crossing arc α as the relevant
non-separating arc. Let V be the Seifert matrix of S in the basis B, and let A be the
Alexander matrix V − tV ⊺. Let A′ be the (2g − 1)-by-(2g − 1) matrix given by removing
the first row and column of A; then A′ is an Alexander matrix for L by Lemma 2.2, and by
Lemma 2.5 we have

0 = ∆L(t) = det(A′).

Let v1 = [x1, . . . , x2g−1]
⊺ ∈ Q(t)2g−1 be a vector in the kernel of A′. Multiplying v1 by the least

common denominator of the xi, we assume v1 is in the subring Q[t]2g−1, and multiplying again
by the least common denominator of the coefficients of all the xi, we further assume that
v1 ∈ Z[t]2g−1. Finally, after dividing out any common factors, we have gcd(x1, . . . , x2g−1) = 1
in Z[t].
Let v ∈ Z[t]2g be the vector [0, x1, . . . , x2g−1]

⊺. Since v1 is in the kernel of A′, we have

(4) Av = [f(t), 0, . . . , 0]⊺

for some f(t) ∈ Z[t]. Let coeff(f) ⊂ Z be the set of coefficients of f .

Claim 3.1. The polynomial f satisfies gcd(coeff(f)) = 1. In other words, f is primitive.

Proof of Claim 3.1. Suppose f(t) = d · g(t) for some d ∈ Z, d ≥ 1, and g ∈ Z[t]. Let X̄ be
the universal abelian cover of S3− ν(K), and recall that A presents H1(X̄) as a module over
Z[t, t−1], where t generates the infinite cyclic group of deck transformations. Let a ∈ H1(X̄)
be the first generator corresponding to this presentation; then by (4) we have

0 = f(t) · a = d · g(t) · a.

Therefore the element g(t) ·a ∈ H1(X̄) is a torsion homology class, forgetting the ⟨t⟩-module
structure, and since H1(X̄) is torsion-free (see the remark following the proof of the claim)
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we have

(5) 0 = g(t) · a.

Now (5) holds if and only if the equation

(6) Aw = [g(t), 0, . . . , 0]⊺

has a solution w ∈ Z[t, t−1]2g. The vector (1/d)v ∈ Q[t]2g is a solution to (6), and since A is
invertible over Q(t) this is the unique solution. We conclude that (1/d)v ∈ Z[t]2g, so d = 1
by the construction of v. □

Remark 3.2. Here is one way to see thatH1(X̄) is torsion-free: as in the proof of Lemma 2.3,

let X = S3 − ν(K), let S̊ = S ∩X, and let Y = X − ν(S̊). Let {Yi}i∈Z be infinitely many

copies of Y , and let S̊+
i and S̊−

i be the two components of ∂ν(S̊) in ∂Yi. Then X̄ can be

constructed by gluing S̊+
i to S̊−

i+1 for all i ∈ Z [22]. For m ≥ 0, let Zm ⊂ X̄ be the subset

Zm = Y−m ∪ Y−m+1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ym−1 ∪ Ym.

Since any singular chain in X̄ is supported in a compact set, to show that H1(X̄) is torsion-
free it suffices to show that H1(Zm) is torsion-free for all m. A Mayer-Vietoris calculation
shows that for any m H1(Zm) ∼= Z2g, so H1(X̄) is torsion-free.

Claim 3.3. If f(−1) = ±1, then the crossing change is nugatory.

Proof of Claim 3.3. When t = −1, the Alexander matrix A becomes V +V ⊺. Since v ∈ Z[t]2g,
v(−1) ∈ Z2g, and if f(−1) = ±1 then (4) yields

(V + V ⊺)v(−1) = [±1, 0, . . . , 0]⊺.

The claim then follows from Corollary 2.4 and Theorem 2.1. □

We will show that f(t) and f(t−1) are distinct factors of ∆K . Let Â = Q[t1/2, t−1/2], and

let A ⊂ Â be the subring Q[t, t−1]. Given a ∈ Â, let ā denote the image of a under the
involution determined by t1/2 7→ −t−1/2; on the subring A this restricts to the involution
t 7→ t−1. If M = {aij} is a matrix or vector with elements in Â then let M̄ = {āij}, and
define

M∗ = M̄⊺.

Claim 3.4. We have

v∗A = [−tf(t−1), 0, . . . , 0].

Proof of Claim 3.4. Let Asym be the matrix

Asym = t−1/2A = t−1/2V − t1/2V ⊺ ∈M2g(Â),

and observe that A∗
sym = Asym. We therefore calculate

v∗A = t1/2(v∗Asym) = t1/2(v∗A∗
sym) = t1/2(v⊺A⊺

sym)

= t1/2(Asymv)
∗ = −t(Av)∗ = [−tf(t−1), 0, . . . , 0].

□
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By construction the elements of v1 = [x1, . . . , x2g−1] satisfy gcd(x1, . . . , x2g−1) = 1 in
Z[t, t−1], and this also holds in A by Gauss’s lemma. Since A is a principal ideal domain
[18, Page 117], it follows that v1 extends to a basis v1, . . . , v2g−1 of the free A-module A2g−1.
Let B′ to be the (2g − 1)-by-(2g − 1) matrix whose ith column vector is vi, and modify the
vi if necessary so that det(B′) = 1. Let B be the 2g-by-2g block diagonal matrix [1] ⊕ B′,
and define

C = B∗AB.

Then

det(C) = det(A) = ∆K .

Let b1, . . . , b2g be the standard basis (column) vectors of A2g. Using (4), Claim 3.4 and
the definition of B, we compute

Cb2 = B∗Av = B∗[f(t), 0, . . . , 0]⊺ = [f(t), 0, . . . , 0]⊺

and

b⊺2C = v∗AB = [−tf(t−1), 0, . . . , 0]B = [−tf(t−1), 0, . . . , 0],

and we conclude that C has the form

C =


c1 f(t) c2 · · · c2g−1

−tf(t−1) 0 0 · · · 0
c2g 0

C ′...
...

c4g−3 0


for some constants c1, . . . , c4g−3 ∈ A and (2g − 2)-by-(2g − 2) submatrix C ′. Therefore, up
to multiplication by a unit of Z[t, t−1],

(7) ∆K = det(C) = f(t) · f(t−1) · det(C ′).

Since ∆K and f belong to the ring Z[t, t−1] and f is primitive by Claim 3.1, det(C ′) is in
Z[t, t−1] as well. It follows that (7) gives a factorization of ∆K in Z[t, t−1]. The proof is
completed by observing that, if the crossing change is non-nugatory, then f(−1) ̸= ±1 by
Claim 3.3. □

4. Knots without Cosmetic Crossings

4.1. A family of pretzel knots. In this section, we use Theorem 1.2 to prove the cosmetic
crossing conjecture for an infinite family of knots.

Theorem 1.5. Let p1, p2, p3, p4 and q be integers satisfying:

(i) pi ≥ 1 for all i, and q > min(p1, . . . , p4).
(ii) pi ≡ 1 modulo 4 for all i, and q ≡ 3 modulo 4.

Then the pretzel knot K = P (p1, p2, p3, p4,−q) does not admit a non-nugatory, cosmetic
generalized crossing change.

In Theorem 1.5, we’ve chosen the parameters of the knot K so that our Theorem 1.2 is
necessary to prove the result. In particular, it is not difficult to show that:

• K is not fibered unless p1 = · · · = p4 = 1 and q = 3, since ∆K is not monic (see (8)
below), so we can’t apply [11].

• K has genus g(K) > 1, since ∆K has degree four (see (9)), so we can’t apply [9].
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• K is not a special alternating knot, since K satisfies σ(K) < |2g(K)|, where σ denotes
the signature, so we can’t apply [4].

The knot K also appears to have bridge number higher than two for most choices of p1, . . . , p4
and q, though this is difficult to quantify rigorously.

Additionally, Lidman and Moore prove that if Σ(K) is an L-space, then K does not
admit a non-nugatory cosmetic crossing change if each of the invariant factors of the finite
abelian group H1(Σ(K)) is square-free [15, Theorem 2]. For many choices of p1, . . . , p4 and
q, this result, [4, Corollary 3.3], or [8, Corollary 1.10] suffices to prove the cosmetic crossing
conjecture for K. For infinitely many other choices, however, Theorem 1.2 is needed. For
example, if K = P (1, 5, 1, 1,−q) for some q > 1 congruent to 3 modulo 4, then H1(K) is
cyclic of order 16q− 5. If q = 100m+55 for some m ≥ 0, then 25 is a factor of |H1(K)|, and
in this case none of the aforementioned results can be applied. It also seems possible that
Theorem 1.2 is necessary to prove Theorem 1.5 for generic choices of p1, . . . , p4 and q, but
we will not attempt to prove this here.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Condition (i) ensures the knot K is quasi-alternating by [5, Theorem
3.2], so has branched double cover an L-space [21]. Therefore, by Theorem 1.2, it suffices to
show ∆K has no factor of the form f(t)f(t−1).
The bounded checkerboard surface in the standard pretzel diagram of K is orientable, with

Seifert matrix given by

(8) V =


(p1 + p2)/2 −p2 0 0

0 (p2 + p3)/2 −p3 0
0 0 (p3 + p4)/2 −p4
0 0 0 (p4 − q)/2

 .
By (ii) the matrix V reduces modulo 2 to

1 1 0 0
0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1
0 0 0 1

 ,
so the Alexander polynomial of K satisfies

(9) ∆K(t) = det(V − tV ⊺) ≡ 1 + t+ t2 + t3 + t4 mod 2.

Let ψ(t) ∈ F2[t] be the polynomial on the right side of (9); then it is sufficient to show that
ψ is irreducible. Certainly ψ has no linear factors, since ψ(0) = ψ(1) = 1. Consequently, if
ψ factors non-trivially then ψ is a product of two irreducible quadratic polynomials. There
is only one such polynomial, 1 + t+ t2, and

(1 + t+ t2)2 = 1 + t2 + t4 ̸= ψ(t).

Thus ψ is irreducible, and ∆K is as well. □

4.2. Knots with low crossing number. The cosmetic crossing conjecture is known to be
true for all but the following four knots with ten or fewer crossings: 1087, 1098, 10129, and
10147 [8, Corollary 1.11][4]. Theorem 1.2 does not prove the conjecture for any of these knots,
but does verify it for several new prime alternating knots with eleven crossings.1

1Theorem 1.2 also proves the cosmetic crossing conjecture for some non-alternating knots with eleven cross-
ings, but we focus on alternating knots for simplicity.
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There are 367 prime alternating knots with eleven crossings. Of these, 45 knots K satisfy
the following four conditions:

• g(K) > 1.
• The bridge index of K is greater than two.
• K is not fibered.
• det(K) is not square-free.

If K is not in this set of 45, then Conjecture 1.1 holds for K by one of the results listed in
the introduction [9, 11, 15, 23]. Additionally, the conjecture can be proven for 15 of the 45
knots as follows: seven satisfy Lidman and Moore’s stronger obstruction [15, Theorem 2],
two satisfy an obstruction of Ito [8, Corollary 1.10], and a further six are special alternating
[4]. This leaves 30 knots for which the cosmetic crossing conjecture was previously open, and
our Theorem 1.2 proves the conjecture for twelve of these.

In summary:

Theorem 4.1. The cosmetic crossing conjecture holds for all prime alternating knots with
eleven crossings, with eighteen possible exceptions:

11a6, 11a36, 11a38, 11a58, 11a67, 11a87, 11a102, 11a103, 11a104, 11a115,

11a132, 11a165, 11a168, 11a169, 11a199, 11a201, 11a283, and 11a352.

This computation was done with the help of KnotInfo [16].

Remark 4.2. The most general version of Ito’s obstruction [8, Theorem 1.9] would prove the
cosmetic crossing conjecture for the knots 11a38, 11a102, and 11a199, included in the above
list, if one could show that the branched double cover of the relevant knot can be obtained
by Dehn surgery on a knot in S3. For information on the problem of constructing branched
double covers of alternating links via knot surgery, see [17].

References

[1] Cheryl Balm, Stefan Friedl, Efstratia Kalfagianni, and Mark Powell, Cosmetic crossings and Seifert
matrices, Comm. Anal. Geom. 20 (2012), no. 2, 235–253. 1, 2

[2] Cheryl Jaeger Balm, Generalized crossing changes in satellite knots, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 143 (2015),
no. 1, 447–458. 1

[3] Cheryl Jaeger Balm and Efstratia Kalfagianni, Knots without cosmetic crossings, Topology Appl. 207
(2016), 33–42. 1

[4] Joe Boninger, On the cosmetic crossing conjecture for special alternating links, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc.
Ser. B 10 (2023), 288–295. 1, 2, 9, 10

[5] Abhijit Champanerkar and Ilya Kofman, Twisting quasi-alternating links, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 137
(2009), no. 7, 2451–2458. 9

[6] Fyodor Gainullin, Heegaard Floer homology and knots determined by their complements, Algebr. Geom.
Topol. 18 (2018), no. 1, 69–109. 3

[7] Patrick M. Gilmer, Ribbon concordance and a partial order on S-equivalence classes, Topology Appl. 18
(1984), no. 2-3, 313–324. 2

[8] Tetsuya Ito, Applications of the Casson-Walker invariant to the knot complement and the cosmetic
crossing conjectures, Geom. Dedicata 216 (2022), no. 6, Paper No. 63, 15. 1, 2, 9, 10

[9] , Cosmetic crossing conjecture for genus one knots with non-trivial Alexander polynomial, Proc.
Amer. Math. Soc. 150 (2022), no. 2, 871–876. 1, 2, 8, 10

[10] , An obstruction of Gordian distance one and cosmetic crossings for genus one knots, New York
J. Math. 28 (2022), 175–181. 1

[11] Efstratia Kalfagianni, Cosmetic crossing changes of fibered knots, J. Reine Angew. Math. 669 (2012),
151–164. 1, 8, 10



AN ALEXANDER POLYNOMIAL OBSTRUCTION TO COSMETIC CROSSING CHANGES 11

[12] Rob Kirby, Problems in low dimensional manifold theory, Algebraic and geometric topology (Proc.
Sympos. Pure Math., Stanford Univ., Stanford, Calif., 1976), Part 2, Proc. Sympos. Pure Math., XXXII,
Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, R.I., 1978, pp. 273–312. 1

[13] J. Levine, Knot cobordism groups in codimension two, Comment. Math. Helv. 44 (1969), 229–244. 2
[14] W. B. Raymond Lickorish, An introduction to knot theory, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol. 175,

Springer-Verlag, New York, 1997. 5
[15] Tye Lidman and Allison H. Moore, Cosmetic surgery in L-spaces and nugatory crossings, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 369 (2017), no. 5, 3639–3654. 1, 2, 3, 9, 10
[16] Charles Livingston and Allison H. Moore, Knotinfo: Table of knot invariants, URL: knotinfo.math.

indiana.edu, 6 2023. 2, 10
[17] Duncan McCoy, Non-integer surgery and branched double covers of alternating knots, J. Lond. Math.

Soc. (2) 92 (2015), no. 2, 311–337. 10
[18] John W. Milnor, Infinite cyclic coverings, Conference on the Topology of Manifolds (Michigan State

Univ., E. Lansing, Mich., 1967), Prindle, Weber & Schmidt, Boston, Mass., 1968, pp. 115–133. 8
[19] Allison H. Moore, Symmetric unions without cosmetic crossing changes, Advances in the mathematical

sciences, Assoc. Women Math. Ser., vol. 6, Springer, [Cham], 2016, pp. 103–116. 1
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