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ON DIFFEOMORPHISMS OF 4–DIMENSIONAL 1–HANDLEBODIES

DELPHINE MOUSSARD

Abstract. We give a new proof of Laudenbach and Poénaru’s theorem, which states that any diffeo-
morphism of the boundary of a 4–dimensional 1–handlebody extends to the whole handlebody. Our
proof is based on the cassification of Heegaard splittings of double handlebodies and a result of Cerf on
diffeomorphisms of the 3–ball. Further, we extend this theorem to 4–dimensional compression bodies,
namely cobordisms between 3–manifolds constructed using only 1–handles: when the negative bound-
ary is a product of a compact surface by interval, we show that every diffeomorphism of the positive
boundary extends to the whole compression body. This invlolves a strong Haken theorem for sutured
Heegaard splittings and a classification of sutured Heegaard splittings of double compression bodies.
Finally, we show how this applies to the study of relative trisection diagrams for compact 4–manifolds.

1. Introduction

A famous theorem of Laudenbach and Poénaru asserts that every diffeomorphism of the boundary
of a 4–dimensional 1–handlebody extends to a diffeomorphism of the whole handlebody [LP72]. This
result is of great importance in the theory of smooth 4–manifolds because it implies that, given a handle
decomposition of a closed 4–manifold X , the attaching information for the 1– and 2–handles contained in
a Kirby diagram is sufficient to determine X up to diffeomorphism. Likewise, in the theory of trisections,
it implies that a trisection diagram determines a unique closed 4–manifold up to isotopy. We give here an
alternative proof of Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem, based on two main ingredients. The first one is the
uniqueness of the minimal genus Heegaard splitting of the boundary of a 4–dimensional 1–handlebody,
that is a double handlebody, due to Carvalho and Oertel [CO05]. The second ingredient is the fact
that every diffeomorphism of a 3–dimensional handlebody, that restricts to the identity on the boundary,
is isotopic to the identity; this is based on a result of Cerf [Cer68]. From that point, our proof of
Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem is very short.

Carvalho and Oertel actually used much of the same machinery that Laudenbach and Poénaru used
in their original proof. In particular, both papers relied on Laudenbach’s results from [Lau73]. So at
first glance this new proof might be regarded as a repackaging of Laudenbach and Poénaru’s original
proof. However, in [HS21], Hensel and Schultens reprove Carvalho–Oertel’s result using brief cut and
paste arguments. Thus, we believe that this proof of Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem represents a true
simplification of the original.

We then extend the setting and consider 4–dimensional compression bodies. Such a compression body
is a cobordism between two 3–manifolds, its negative boundary and its positive boundary, constructed
using only 1–handles. We further require that the negative boundary is a product of a compact surface
and an interval. These compression bodies are the building blocks of the so-called relative trisections
of compact 4–manifolds with boundary. We generalize Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem to compression
bodies.

Theorem (Theorem 4.4). Let V be a 4–dimensional compression body. Assume the negative boundary
of V is a product P × I, where P is a compact oriented surface which contains no 2–sphere. Then every
diffeomorphism of the positive boundary of V extends to a diffeomorphism of V .

From this result, we recover the statement, due to Castro, Gay and Pinzón-Caicedo [CGPC18], that
every relative trisection diagram determines a unique compact 4–manifold up to diffeomorphism, and
we extend it to the case when the page of the trisection (the surface P ) is allowed to contain closed
components. This fails when P is allowed to contain 2–spheres, as we show with an example which was
communicated to us by David Gay.
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The proof of Theorem 4.4 follows the lines of our proof of Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem. The
second ingredient is easily adapted to the relative case: given a 3–dimensional compression body C,
namely a cobordism between two compact surfaces constructed using only 1–handles, we show that
every diffeomorphism of C, which restricts to the identity on its positive boundary, is isotopic to the
identity. The first ingredient requires more work. The boundary of a 4–dimensional compression body
is diffeomorphic to the connected sum of some products F × I, where F is a compact surface, and some
copies of S1 × S2. We need to understand the sutured Heegaard splittings of these so-called double
compression bodies.

Theorem (Theorem 3.17). Any two sutured Heegaard splittings of a double compression body with the
same genus are isotopic.

This will essentially follow from the strong Haken theorem due to Scharlemann [Sch24]: every 2–sphere
embedded in a 3–manifold equipped with a Heegaard splitting is isotopic to a 2–sphere which intersects
the Heegaard surface along a single circle. Another proof of this result was given by Hensel and Schultens
in [HS21], which appears surprisingly simple to us. We apply their technique to check that the strong
Haken theorem remains true in the setting of sutured Heegaard splittings.

To prove our relative Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem, we only need the uniqueness of the minimal
genus Heegaard splittings of double compression bodies. However, the general classification result is also
useful in the theory of relative trisections. In the original definition of a relative trisection, one has to
precisely describe a decomposition of the boundary of the building blocks, namely the 4–dimensional
compression bodies, in order to prescribe the way the different pieces should meet. We give a simpler
definition of a relative trisection, and Theorem 3.17 shows that the two definitions are equivalent.

Plan of the paper. In Section 2, we reprove Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem. In Section 3, we define
sutured Heegaard splittings, we give a proof of the strong Haken theorem in this setting, and we classify
the sutured Heegaard splittings of double compression bodies. In Section 4, we prove Theorem 4.4, we
apply it to the study of relative trisection diagrams, and we discuss its failure when there is a 2–sphere
in the page P .

Conventions. The boundary of an oriented manifold with boundary is oriented using the outward
normal first convention. If M is an oriented manifold, −M represents M with the opposite orientation.
If M is a compact manifold and N is a submanifold, we denote by M N the manifold “M cut along N”,
which comes with a surjective map π : M N → M such that π is a diffeomorphism from π−1(M \N)
to M \N and a double cover from π−1(N) to N .

Acknowledgements. I warmly thank Trenton Schirmer for many helpful conversations and for valuable
comments on the first version of the paper. I am also grateful to David Gay for helpful conversations.

2. Proof of Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem via Heegaard splittings

A genus–g handlebody is a 3–manifold diffeomorphic to a 3–ball with g 1–handles glued on its boundary.
A Heegaard splitting of a closed 3–manifold M is a decomposition M = H1 ∪Σ H2, where H1 and H2

are handlebodies and Σ = ∂H1 = ∂H2. A genus–g double handlebody is a 3–manifold diffeomorphic
to ♯gi=1(S

1 × S2).
The first preliminary result we need to reprove Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem is the classification

of minimal genus Heegaard splittings of double handlebodies. This result is recovered in Theorem 3.17
within the more general setting of double compression bodies.

Theorem 2.1 (Carvalho–Oertel). A genus–g double handlebody admits a unique genus–g Heegaard split-
ting, up to isotopy.

The second preliminary result is based on the following theorem of Cerf [Cer68].

Theorem 2.2 (Cerf). Every diffeomorphism of a 3–ball, which is the identity on the boundary, is isotopic
to the identity.
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We shall generalize this fact to handlebodies of positive genus. A defining disk system for a 3–
dimensional handlebody H is a union D of properly embedded disks such that H D is a 3–ball.

Lemma 2.3. Let H be a 3–dimensional handlebody. Every two defining disk systems for H which coincide
on the boundary are isotopic.

Proof. This follows from a standard innermost disk argument, using the fact that handlebodies are
irreducible. �

Lemma 2.4. Let H be a 3–dimensional handlebody. Let ϕ be a diffeomorphism of H. If ϕ is the identity
on ∂H, then ϕ is isotopic to the identity.

Proof. Pick a defining disk system D for H . Then ϕ(D) is another defining disk system with the same
boundary, thus isotopic to D. By the isotopy extension theorem, there is an ambient isotopy sending
ϕ(D) to D, keeping ∂H fixed. Hence, up to isotoping ϕ, we can assume that ϕ(D) = D. Now, every
diffeomorphism of a 2–disk, which is the identity on the boundary, is isotopic to the identity. Hence we
can even assume that ϕ is the identity on ∂H ∪ D. We are led to a diffeomorphism of a 3–ball which is
the identity on the boundary, and we apply Cerf’s result. �

A 4–dimensional 1–handlebody is a compact oriented smooth 4–manifold obtained from a 4–ball by
adding a finite number of 1–handles. The number of 1–handles glued is the genus of the handlebody.
Note that the boundary of a 4–dimensional 1–handlebody of genus g is a genus–g double handlebody.

Theorem 2.5 (Laudenbach–Poénaru). Let Z be a 4–dimensional 1–handlebody. Then every diffeomor-
phism of ∂Z extends to a diffeomorphism of Z.

Proof. Fix an identification of Z with a product H × I, with H a 3–dimensional genus–g handlebody,
where the vertical boundary ∂H × I has been collapsed along the I–factor. This induces a foliation of Z
by 3–dimensional handlebodies Ht, t ∈ [0, 1], which meet exactly along their common boundary Σ = ∂Ht.
This surface Σ defines a minimal genus Heegaard splitting of ∂Z.

Now take a diffeomorphism ϕ of ∂Z. It sends the Heegaard splitting ∂Z = H0 ∪Σ H1 onto another
splitting ∂Z = ϕ(H0) ∪ϕ(Σ) ϕ(H1), with the same genus. By Theorem 2.1, they are isotopic. Hence,
realizing the isotopy in a collar neighborhood of ∂Z, we can assume that ϕ(Σ) = Σ and ϕ(Ht) = Ht for
each t = 0, 1.

Now ϕ|H0
and ϕ|H1

define two diffeomorphisms of H which coincide on the boundary. By Lemma 2.4,
there is an isotopy ϕt of diffeomorphisms of H from ϕ|H0

to ϕ|H1
. The map φ : Z → Z induced by the

diffeomorphism (x, t) 7→ (ϕt(x), t) of H × I is the desired diffeomorphism. �

3. Sutured Heegaard splittings

3.1. Compression bodies.

Definition 3.1. A compression body C is a cobordism from a connected compact oriented surface ∂+C to
a compact oriented surface ∂−C which is constructed using only 2–handles and 3–handles, where enough
3–handles are glued to avoid any S2–component in ∂−C. A lensed compression body is then obtained by
collapsing the vertical boundary of the cobordism so that the boundary of ∂+C becomes identified with
the boundary of ∂−C.

Note that the definition includes the possibility that ∂−C be empty. Note also that a compression
body can alternatively be constructed by adding 1–handles to a thickening of the negative boundary, a
compact oriented surface containing no 2–sphere, or to a 3–ball. In what follows, compression bodies are
supposed to be lensed.

Definition 3.2. Let C be a compression body. A defining disk system for C is a collection D of disks
properly embedded in C such that C D is a thickening of ∂−C, or a 3–ball if ∂−C is empty. The
boundary ∂D ⊂ ∂+C is a cut-system for C.

Note that defining disk systems do exist: take for instance the core disks of the 2–handles in the
definition (with a minimal number of 2– and 3–handles).
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Lemma 3.3. Every compression body is irreducible.

Proof. Let S be a 2–sphere embedded in a compression body C. Let D be a defining collection of disks
for C. By a standard innermost disk argument, we see that we can isotope S so that it gets disjoint
from D. Then S lies in a product P × I where P is a component of ∂−C, that is a compact connected
oriented surface different from S2 (or a disk if ∂−C = ∅). We embed this product in R

3, which is
irreducible. Now S bounds a 3–ball B in R

3. If ∂P is non-empty, then ∂(P × I) is connected, so that
it is contained in R

3 \ B, and B ⊂ (P × I). Now assume P is closed. If S separate the two boundary
components of P × I, then the retraction of P × I onto P ×{0} provides a map f : S → P which induces

an isomorphism f∗ : H2(S) → H2(P ). But f lifts to a map f̃ : S → P̃ , where P̃ is the universal cover

of P , which is non-compact since g(P ) > 0. It follows that f∗ factors through H2(P̃ ) = 0. We get a
contradiction and conclude that S does not separate the boundary of P × I, so that B ⊂ (P × I). �

Given a compact oriented 3–manifold M , a sutured decomposition of ∂M is a decomposition ∂M =
∂0M ∪s ∂1M , where ∂0M and ∂1M are two compact surfaces oriented like M , and s is their common
boundary oriented as ∂(∂1M). The curve s is called the suture. Note that, if ∂0M and ∂1M have
no closed component, the datum of the oriented suture fully determines the sutured decomposition. A
sutured 3–manifold is a manifold whose boundary is equipped with a sutured decomposition.

Definition 3.4. Let M be a sutured 3–manifold. A sutured Heegaard splitting of M is a decomposition
M = C1 ∪Σ C2 where C1 and C2 are compression bodies, Σ = ∂+C1 = −∂+C2 is a compact connected
oriented surface, ∂−C1 = ∂0M and ∂−C2 = ∂1M .

Every sutured 3–manifold admits a sutured Heegaard splitting, unique up to stabilization (see Juhasz
[Juh06, Section 2] or Dissler [Dis23, Section 3]).

3.2. Strong Haken’s theorem for sutured Heegaard splittings.

Definition 3.5. An essential embedded 2–sphere in a 3–manifold with a Heegaard splitting is Haken if
it intersects the Heegaard surface transversely along a connected simple closed curve.

Definition 3.6. An embedded 2–sphere S in a compact 3–manifold M is surviving if S is essential in
the manifold obtained from M by filling every S2–component in ∂M with a 3–ball.

The following theorem is due to Haken in the closed case [Hak68]. The proof we give here is taken
from Jaco [Jac80]. We reproduce it in order to take care of the small additionnal argument needed in the
case of sutured Heegaard splittings.

Theorem 3.7. Let M = C1∪ΣC2 be a sutured Heegaard splitting. If there is an essential (resp surviving)
embedded 2–sphere S ⊂ M , then there is an essential (resp surviving) embedded 2–sphere S′ ⊂ M which
is Haken.

This result will follow from two lemmas. A spanning annulus in a compression body C is a properly
embedded annulus with an end on each of ∂±C.

Lemma 3.8. Let C be a compression body. Let S be a planar compact surface with no closed component.
Assume (S, ∂S) is embedded in (C, ∂+C). If S is incompressible and boundary-incompressible, then S is
a union of disks.

Proof. We construct a family F of disks and annuli properly embedded in C, as follows. First take a
defining disk system for C. Then, for each component F of ∂−C:

• if F is closed, choose a collection of simple closed curves (αi, βi)i∈I on F which are pairwise
disjoint, except that for all i, αi intersects βi transversely once, and which cut F into a disk; take
spanning annuli Ai = αi × I and Bi = βi × I,

• if F has a non-empty boundary, choose a collection of properly embedded arcs (γi)i∈J which cut
F into a disk; take spanning annuli Ci = γi × I.
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We assume that all these disks and annuli are pairwise disjoint, except each pair (Ai, Bi) which intersects
along an arc. Note that cutting C along all the disks and annuli in F gives a 3–ball.

Suppose S meets F ∈ F along a simple closed curve γ that bounds a disk in F . Since S is incompress-
ible, γ also bounds a disk in S. It then follows from the irreducibility of C that F can be isotoped in order
to remove this intersection. By a standard innermost disk argument, we see that all such intersections
can be removed while keeping the disjointness properties of F .

Similarly, by ∂–incompressibility of S and irreducibility of C, we can assume that S never meets an
F ∈ F along a properly embedded arc which is non-essential in F .

The last possibility is that S intersects an annulus Ai (or equivalently Bi) along an essential curve ξ.
It implies that S also meets the annulus Bi along an essential curve ζ (we have removed yet non-essential
intersection curves). But then a tubular neighborhood of ξ∪ζ in S is a punctured torus. This is impossible
since S is a genus–0 surface.

Finally, we can assume that S is disjoint from all F . Cutting C along all disks and annuli in F gives a
3–ball B. Take a boundary component σ of S which innermost in ∂B. The curve σ bounds a disk in B,
so, since S is incompressible, this component of S is a disk. Iterating the argument, we see that S is a
disjoint union of disks. �

Lemma 3.9 (Johnson [Joh, Lemma 5.24]). Let S be a connected planar compact surface which is not a
disk. Let α1, . . . , αn be disjoint properly embedded arcs in S such that:

• S ∪n
i=1 αi is a union of disks,

• for all i, αi is essential in S ∪n
j=i+1 αj.

Then S ∪n
i=1 αi has strictly fewer components than ∂S.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. Start with S1 = S∩C1. Perform on S1 as many compressions as possible. At each
compression, S is surgered into two spheres, at least one of which is essential (resp surviving); keep that
one. Note that the number of components of S1 cannot increase during this process. Then perform on S1

as many ∂–compressions as possible. Thanks to Lemma 3.8, S1 is now a union of disks. By Lemma 3.9,
the number of components of S1 has strictly decreased. Then apply the same process to S2 = S ∩ C2,
and iterate it until S ∩ Σ is connected. �

We now prove a strong Haken’s theorem for sutured Heegaard splittings, following Hensel and Schul-
tens [HS21]. We need a condition on the splitting. We say that a sutured Heegaard splittingM = C1∪ΣC2

is admissible if every 2–sphere in ∂M meets Σ along a connected curve.

Theorem 3.10. Let M = C1∪ΣC2 be an admissible sutured Heegaard splitting. Every essential embedded
2–sphere in M is isotopic to a Haken sphere.

Lemma 3.11. In a sutured Heegaard splitting, every non-surviving sphere is isotopic to a Haken sphere.

Proof. The proof of [HS21, Lemma 3.7] applies verbatim. �

The proof of Theorem 3.10 involves the graph of surviving spheres S(M), defined as follows.

• The vertices are the isotopy classes of surviving spheres in M .
• There is an edge between two vertices if the corresponding isotopy classes can be realized by
disjoint spheres.

Lemma 3.12. The graph S(M) is connected.

Proof. Assume there are non-isotopic surviving spheres S and S′ in M . Assume they minimize their
number of intersection curves within their isotopy classes. If they do intersect, choose an intersection
curve c which is innermost in S, thus bounds a disk δ ⊂ S whose interior is disjoint from S′. Then surger
S′ along δ: this provides two embedded spheres in M , having fewer intersection curves with S, at least
one of which is surviving. Iterating, we get a path between the isotopy classes of S and S′ in S(M). �

Proof of Theorem 3.10. We proceed by induction on (g, n) = (g(Σ), |∂Σ|) with lexicographic order.
If g = 0, then M is a punctured S3, hence it contains no surviving sphere and Lemma 3.11 concludes.

Now fix (g, n) ≻ (0, 3).
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We first prove the following claim: if S ⊂ M is a surviving Haken sphere and T ⊂ M is a surviving
sphere disjoint from S, then T is isotopic to a Haken sphere. Indeed, let N be the component of M S
(over 1 or 2 components) which contains T . The Heegaard splitting induced on N by that of M has
either a strictly lower genus, or a Heegaard surface with strictly less boundary components. Hence we
can apply the inductive hypotesis.

Now, the result is given by Lemma 3.11 if M contains no surviving sphere. Otherwise, M contains
a Haken sphere S0 by Theorem 3.7. If S is an essential 2–sphere in M non-isotopic to S0, either it is
non-surviving and we apply Lemma 3.11, or it is surviving and there is a path of surviving spheres from
S0 to S in which successive spheres are disjoint, then we apply the above claim. �

3.3. Sutured Heegaard splittings of double compression bodies. We are interested in under-
standing the Heegaard splittings of double compression bodies, namely compact 3–manifolds obtained by
gluing two copies of a given compression body along their positive boundaries via the identity map. Such
a double compression body can be written as

(
♯(P × I)

)
♯
(
♯k(S1 × S2)

)
, where P is a compact surface,

connected or not, possibly empty, and ♯(P × I) is the connected sum of all the components of (P × I).
We define a sutured decomposition of ∂M as follows: P × {0} ⊂ ∂0M , P × {1} ⊂ ∂1M , and the suture
is s = ∂P × { 1

2}. Thanks to Theorem 3.10, we essentially need to understand the splittings of products
P × I with P connected, possibly with punctures.

Proposition 3.13. Let P be a compact connected oriented surface of genus g ≥ 0. Let B1, . . . , Bk be
disjoint closed 3–balls embedded in the interior of P × I, each of which intersects P × { 1

2} transversely

along a 2–disk, where k ≥ 0. Set B = ∪k
i=1Bi, M = (P × I) \ Int(B), and Σ0 = M ∩ (P × { 1

2}). Define a
sutured decomposition of ∂M with the suture s = ∂Σ0, P × {0} ⊂ ∂0M , and P × {1} ⊂ ∂1M . Then the
Heegaard splitting of M defined by the Heegaard surface Σ0 is the unique genus–g Heegaard splitting of
M up to isotopy. It is the minimal genus Heegaard splitting of M .

Proof. Let M = C1 ∪Σ C2 be a Heegaard splitting of M . Then Σ is the positive boundary of C1, whose
negative boundary is the union of a copy of P and some 2–disks. It follows that the genus of Σ is at least
that of P . Hence Σ0 defines a minimal genus Heegaard splitting of M . We now assume that g(Σ) = g(P ).

For i = 1, . . . , k, choose a properly embedded arc γi in C1 with an end on ∂Bi ∩ C1 and the other
end on P × {0} (hence the ends of γi lie on different components of ∂−C1). Since C1 is obtained from a
thickening of ∂−C1 by gluing k 1–handles (which make C1 connected), the arcs γi can be chosen so that
C1 is a regular neighborhood of ∂−C1 ∪

(
∪k
i=1 γi

)
. Hence the uniqueness of the Heegaard splitting will

follow from the uniqueness of the collection of arcs (γi) up to isotopy. We consider here isotopies within
similar collections of arcs, which means that the ends are not fixed, but they must remain in ∂−C1. Such
collections of arcs are clearly homotopic, so we need to show that homotopic collections are isotopic. We
shall see that we can allow a strand to cross another. Indeed, any point of an arc γi is the center of a
properly embedded disk in C1 whose boundary c is parallel to the component of the suture s which lies
on ∂Bi. This curve c also bounds a disk δ in C2. Hence we can slide part of any γj (including γi) along
this disk δ in order to realize a crossing with γi. �

Theorem 3.14. Consider a double compression body M =
(
♯(P × I)

)
♯
(
♯k(S1 × S2)

)
, where P is any

compact surface and k ≥ 0, with the sutured decomposition of ∂M defined above. The sutured manifold
M admits a unique minimal genus Heegaard splitting up to isotopy, and this minimal genus is g(P ) + k.

Proof. If F is a component of P , the minimal genus Heegaard splitting of F×I is given in Proposition 3.13.
The components S1 × S2 have a standard genus–1 splitting. The connected sum of all these splittings
gives a Heegaard splitting of M of genus g(P ) + k.

Now let M = C1 ∪Σ C2 be any Heegaard splitting of M .
First assume that k > 0. Then, thanks to Theorem 3.10, there is a non-separating essential sphere

S ⊂ M which is Haken. Cutting along this sphere and adding S ∩ Σ to the suture produces a Heegaard
splitting of

(
♯(P ′ × I)

)
♯
(
♯k−1(S1 × S2)

)
, where P ′ is the disjoint union of P and two 2–disks, and the

genus has decreased by one. Hence, by an inductive argument, we are led to the case k = 0.
We proceed by induction on (g, n) = (g(Σ), |∂Σ|) with lexicographic order. The case (g, n) = (0, 0)

is reduced to M = S3, which has a unique genus–0 splitting. For (g, n) ≻ (0, 0), first assume that M
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contains an essential 2–sphere S which is non peripheral (ie non-parallel to a boundary component). By
Theorem 3.10, we can assume that S is Haken. Hence, cutting along S provides two double compression
bodies, with Heegaard splittings whose genera add up to give g(Σ), and for both the value of (g, n) has
strictly decreased. We are led to the case when M contains no essential non-peripheral 2–sphere, which
gives three possibilities: P is connected, P is the disjoint union of a connected surface and a disk, or P
is the disjoint union of three disks. All three cases are covered by Proposition 3.13. �

In [Wal68], Waldhausen classified the Heegaard splittings of the 3–sphere. In [ST93], Scharlemann and
Thompson classified the Heegaard splittings of a product S×I where S is a closed surface. Together with
the strong Haken theorem and the above result, it provides a full classification of Heegaard splittings of
double compression bodies, with the sutured decomposition we have fixed.

Theorem 3.15 (Waldhausen). Every Heegaard splitting of positive genus of S3 is stabilized.

This result and the Haken theorem provide a classification of Heegaard splittings of ♯g(S1 × S2) up
to diffeomorphisms. As explained in [HS21], one can get a classification up to isotopy, using the strong
Haken theorem and the classification of genus–0 splittings of a punctured 3–ball ([HS21, Theorem 3.3],
also a particular case of Proposition 3.13). This is recovered in Theorem 3.17 below, for P empty.

Theorem 3.16 (Scharlemann–Thompson). Let M = P × I, where P is a compact connected oriented
surface of genus g, with the sutured decomposition of ∂M defined above. Every Heegaard splitting of genus
n > g of M is stabilized.

Proof. This is proven in [ST93] for P closed. The general case easily follows. For each component c
of ∂P , we fill in c × I with a solid tube and we cap off the Heegaard surface with a disk. The closed
case tells us that the splitting we obtain is stabilized. The solid tubes we added do not interact with the
stabilization, so the original Heegaard splitting was already stabilized. �

Theorem 3.17. Consider a double compression body M =
(
♯(P × I)

)
♯
(
♯k(S1 × S2)

)
, where P is any

compact surface and k ≥ 0, with the sutured decomposition of ∂M defined above. For all n ≥ g(P ) + k,
the sutured manifold M admits a unique Heegaard splitting of genus n up to isotopy.

Proof. Assume n > g(P ) + k. We need to prove that, in this case, the Heegaard splitting is stabilized.
As in the proof of Theorem 3.14, cutting along non-separating Haken spheres, we reduce to problem to
the case k = 0.

Thanks to Theorem 3.10, there are Haken spheres which realize M as the connected sum of some
products F×I with F a connected surface. We cut along these Haken spheres and then fill in each created
boundary with a 3–ball containing a properly embedded 2–disk which caps the Heegaard surface. We
obtain a Heegaard splitting on each F ×I, one of which has a genus greater than g(F ). By Theorem 3.16,
this splitting is stabilized, so that our initial splitting of M was already stabilized. �

4. Diffeomorphisms of 4–dimensional compression bodies and relative trisections

4.1. A relative Laudenbach–Poénaru’s theorem. In this section, we adapt our proof of Laudenbach–
Poénaru’s theorem to a relative setting. We had two preliminaries for this proof. The first one is the
classification of minimal genus splittings of double handlebodies. We generalized it in Theorem 3.14 to
double compression bodies. The second one is the fact that every diffeomorphism of a 3–dimensional
handlebody which is the identity on the boundary is isotopic to the identity. We now generalize it to
compression bodies.

Lemma 4.1. Let C be a compression body. Every two defining disk systems for C which coincide on the
boundary are isotopic.

Proof. We have proved in Lemma 3.3 that compression bodies are irreducible. Hence a standard innermost
disk argument concludes. �

Lemma 4.2. Let C be a compression body. Let ϕ be a diffeomorphism of C. If ϕ is the identity on ∂+C,
then ϕ is isotopic to the identity.
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Proof. Pick a defining disk system D for C. By the same reasoning as in the proof of Lemma 2.4, we can
assume that ϕ is the identity on ∂+C ∪ D. We are led to a diffeomorphism of a product ∂−C × I which
is the identity on ∂−C × {1}. Interpolating with the identity provides the required isotopy. �

Definition 4.3. A (lensed) hyper compression body V is a smooth connected manifold constructed as
follows:

• start with M × I where M is a compact oriented 3–manifold,,
• glue 4–dimensional 1–handles along M × {1},
• collapse the vertical boundary along the I–factor.

The negative boundary ∂−V is defined as M × {0} and the positive boundary is M × {1}, so that
∂V = ∂−V ∪∂ ∂+V .

We will consider hyper compression bodies with a specific condition on the negative boundary. We
say that a hyper compression body V is P–based if ∂−V is a trivial compression body P × I, where
P is a compact oriented surface. Note that it comes with a sutured decomposition of its boundary,
defined as in Section 3.3. Further, the positive boundary is diffeomorphic to a double compression body(
♯(P × I)

)
♯
(
♯k(S1 × S2)

)
, again with a sutured structure.

Theorem 4.4. Let V be a P–based hyper compression body. Assume that P contains no 2–sphere. Then
every diffeomorphism of ∂+V extends to a diffeomorphism of V .

Proof. Like in the proof of Theorem 2.5, we see that there is a foliation of V by compression bodies Ct,
t ∈ [0, 1], which intersect along their positive boundary Σ = ∂+Ct, such that C0 = ∂0(∂+V ) and C1 =
∂1(∂+V ). We conclude with the very same argument, using Lemma 4.2 instead of Lemma 2.4. �

4.2. Diagrams of 4–dimensional multisections. In this section, we apply Theorem 4.4 to the prob-
lematic of diagrams in the setting of relative multisections in the sense of Islambouli–Naylor [IN24], a
generalization of Gay and Kirby’s trisections [GK16].

Definition 4.5. A multisection of a compact oriented 4–manifold X is a decomposition X = ∪n
i=1Xi

with the following properties (all arithmetic involving indices is mod n):

(1) Σ =

n⋂

i=1

Xi is a compact connected oriented surface,

(2) when |i− j| > 1, Xi ∩Xj = Σ.
(3) Ci = Xi ∩Xi+1 is a 3–dimensional compression body satisfying ∂+Ci = Σ and ∂−Ci = Ci ∩ ∂X ,
(4) there is a compact oriented surface P , which contains no S2, such that each Xi is a P–based

hyper compression body with ∂−Xi = Xi∩∂X , and the natural sutured decomposition of ∂(∂−Xi)
coincides with the decomposition ∂(∂−Xi) = ∂−Ci−1 ∪ ∂−Ci.

A multisection is called a trisection when n = 3.

C1

X1

C2

X2

C3

X3

C4

X4

C5

X5

C6

X6

•
Σ

Figure 1. Schematic of a multisection

A diagram of such a multisection is a tuple (Σ;α1, . . . , αn) where Σ is the central surface of the
multisection and αi is a cut-system for Ci. Note that the positive boundaries of the Xi are double
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compression bodies, so that Theorem 3.17 implies that each subdiagram (Σ;αi−1, αi) is handleslide
diffeomorphic to a diagram as represented in Figure 2. Note that any abstract diagram satisfying this
property is a diagram of some multisected 4–manifold. When the surface P has no closed component,
Castro, Gay and Pinzón-Caicedo proved that a multisection diagram determines a unique 4–manifold up
to isotopy [CGPC18]. Theorem 4.4 allows us to give a simple proof of this fact and to extend it to any
surface P containing no S2–component. We will see below that this is optimal.

Figure 2. Heegaard diagram for Ci−1 ∪ Ci

Proposition 4.6. A multisection diagram determines a unique compact 4–manifold up to diffeomor-
phism.

Proof. LetX andX ′ be multisected 4–manifolds with diffeomorphic multisection diagrams (Σ;α1, . . . , αn)
and (Σ′;α′

1, . . . , α
′
n), meaning that there is a diffeomorphism ϕ : Σ → Σ′ such that ϕ(αi) = α′

i. First
extend ϕ along defining disk systems for the 3–dimensional compression bodies of the multisection. Then
extend it to the whole compression bodies (which amounts to extending a diffeomorphism from S2 to B3 or
from P×{1} to P×I). Finally extend ϕ to the 4–dimensional compression bodies using Theorem 4.4. �

4.3. The bad case. In this section, we discuss the failure of Proposition 4.6 in the case when the surface
P is allowed to contain some 2–spheres. Accordingly, we allow 2–spheres in the negative boundary of a
3–dimensional compression body. We will analyse an example which was explained to us by David Gay.

Start with a torus Σ = S1 × S1 and three parallel essential simple closed curves αi ⊂ Σ. Form the
product Σ × ∆ where ∆ is a 2–disk. Choose three distinct points pi ∈ ∂∆, i = 1, 2, 3, and glue a 4–
dimensional 2–handle Di×D2 along αi×{pi} for each i. More precisely glue the handle along Ai× [xi, yi]
where Ai is a closed tubular neighborhood of αi in Σ and [xi, yi] an interval around pi in ∂∆, so that
Di × {pi} is the core of the handle, see Figure 3 for the order of the points on the circle. It remains to
glue some 3–handles.

Define a foliation of Σ by simple closed curves αt, t ∈ [0, 3], such that, for i = 1, 2, 3, αi is the curve
previously defined, and α0 = α3. From now on, the indices i are considered modulo 3. For each i, let
t ∈ [0, 1] 7→ qi(t) ∈ ∂∆ be an injective path from yi−1 to xi, chosen so that q1, q2 and q3 are pairwise

disjoint. Set Σi = ∪t∈[0,1]{qi(t)} × αt+i−1 (Figure 3 represents the projection Σ̃i of Σi on Σ). Now let
Dx

i be a disk parallel to Di on the boundary of the 2–handle and attached to αi × {xi}. Similarly define
Dy

i−1. For i = 1, 2, glue a 3–handle Bi along Dy
i−1 −Dx

i +Σi.
In the gluing of B3, we shall give more flexibility in order to produce a family of distinct manifolds.

Fix an integer n ≥ 0. Define a path qn3 (t) ∈ ∂∆ from y2 to x3 as a concatenation of q3 and n − 1 full
turns around ∆. Set Σn

3 = ∪t∈[0,1]{q
n
3 (t)} × αt+2, and glue a 3–handle B3 along Dy

2 −Dx
3 +Σn

3 .
We claim that this defines trisected manifolds with boundaryXn sharing a common trisection diagram,

namely that of Figure 3. Since they are constructed by gluing handles, it is easy to compute their
homology. We get H2(Xn) ∼= Z/nZ, so that the Xn are non-homeomorphic manifolds.
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α2

α1 α3

Σ̃1

Σ̃2 Σ̃3

Σ×∆

D1×D2

•p1

•

x1

• y1

B1

D2×D2

•

p2
•

x2

•

y2B2

D3×D2

•p3

•x3

•

y3

B3

Figure 3. Decomposition of the surface Σ and schematic of the construction of the
manifolds Xn

This failure of Proposition 4.6 can be analysed as follows. The 3–dimensional pieces of the trisections
we constructed are punctured solid tori, say Ci. These are non-irreducible, and each curve αi on their
positive boundary bounds a family of pairwise non-isotopic properly embedded disks indexed by Z. This
implies that they admit diffeomorphisms that restrict to the identity on the positive boundary, but are
non-isotopic to the identity. The non-existence of such diffeomorphisms was a key point in our proof
of the relative Laudenbach–Poénaru theorem. One can check that the Xn are related by the following
move. Cut Xn along one of the Ci \ Int(∂+Ci) and reglue via a diffeomorphism of Ci that restricts to the
identity on the positive boundary, but is non-isotopic to the identity.
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