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Abstract

Durhuus and Jonsson (1995) introduced the class of “localhstructible” (LC) triangu-
lated manifolds and showed that all the LC 2- and 3-manifalésspheres. We show here
that for eachd > 3 some LCd-manifolds are not spheres. We prove this result by studying
how to collapse products of manifolds with exactly one faeetoved.

1 Introduction

Collapsesare a classical notion in Combinatorial Topology, originaitroduced in the Thirties
by Whitehead([14], extensively studied in the Sixties bydiG@ohen, Lickorish and Zeeman
among others, yet also at the center of recent works sucl asd1§].

Given a polytopal (or a regular CW) complex, a collapse is aertbat cancels some faces
and yields a smaller complex which is topologically a strdefprmation retract of the starting
one. Any complex that is collapsible (i.e. transformabte epoint via a sequence of collapses)
is thus also contractible. Conversely, every shellabldrestible complex is collapsible. In
particular, all trees and all two-dimensional balls ardagudible.

That said, not all contractible complexes are collapsiBlé&amous two-dimensional coun-
terexample is given by Zeeman’s dunce hat [15]. Due to th&kwbiCohen [7], however, a
complexC is contractible if and only if some collapsible complExcollapses also ontG. In
fact, one can construct a collapsible triangulated 3-b@h 2 vertices that collapses onto a
copy of the dunce hat [3]. Cohen’s result is obtained by kiroducts Zeeman|([15] first
noticed that the product of the dunce hat with a segriéntollapsible and asked whether the
same holds for any contractible 2-complex. (The questioown as “Zeeman’s conjecture”,
is still open.) Cohenl[7, Corollaries 3 & 4] [10] showed thiag tproduct of any contractible
d-complexC with the g-dimensional cub&“ is collapsible, provided| > max2d,5). At the
same timeC x 19 collapses ont€ for eachq (cf. Corollary[Z.2).

It was first discovered by Bing [5] that some 3-balls are ndlapsible. For eacld > 3,
Lickorish [12] proved that also sontkballs of the formS— A (with Sad-sphere and a facet
of §) are not collapsible. Bing’s and Lickorish’s claim wereeaty strengthened by the author
and Ziegler[[4, Thm. 2.19], who showed that for each 3 certaind-balls of the formS— A do
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not even collapse onto arfgd — 2)-dimensional subcomplex & These three results were all
obtained via knot theory. In fact, a 3-ball may contain adsity complicated three-edge-knots
in its 1-skeleton. Depending on how complicated the knobi® can draw sharp conclusions
on the collapsibility of the 3-ball and of its successiveparssions.

In the Nineties, two quantum physicists, Durhuus and Janf@jpintroduced the termLC
d-manifold to describe a manifold that can be obtained from a tred-pblytopes by repeat-
edly identifying two combinatorially equivalent adjac€dt— 1)-faces in the boundarg (> 2).
Plenty of spheres satisfy this bizarre requirement: In, faitshellable and all constructible
d-spheres are LC (cfl_[4]). At the same time, simplicial d@nanifolds are only exponen-
tially many when counted with respect to the number of facetsile arbitrary (simplicial)
d-manifolds are much more numerous [2, Chapter 2].

Durhuus and Jonsson noticed that the class oflii@anifolds coincides with the class of all
d-spheres fod = 2. But what about higher dimensions? ot 3, they were able to prove one
of the two inclusions, namely, that all LC 3-manifolds arbeges([9, Theorem 2]. (Their proof
works by case enumeration and does not extend to higher dioren) The other inclusion
does not hold: For eaath> 3, somed-spheres are not LC, as established in [4]. The examples
of non-LC spheres are given by simplicial 3-spheres withregfedge-knot in their 1-skeleton
(provided the knot is sufficiently complicated!) and by tteiccessive suspensions.

The analogy with the aforementioned obstructions to cellafity is not a coincidence:
In fact, simplicial LCd-spheres can be characterized [4, Theorem 2.1] ag-$heres that
collapse onto dd — 2)-complex after the removal of a facet. (It does not mattercivtiacet
you choose.) In the present paper, we extend such chaeatten to closed manifolds (not
necessarily simplicial):

Main Result 1. A d-manifold is LC if and only if after the removal of a facetatlapses onto
a (d —2)-complex.

Thanks to the broader generality of Main Re§ult 1, we cangtbe following statement:
Main Result 2. The product of LC manifolds is an LC manifold.

The proof, which is elementary, can be outlined as followsp®se a manifold (resp.M’)
minus a facet collapses ontqdm M — 2)-complexC (resp. a(dim M’ — 2)-complexC’). We
show (cf. Corollary 214) that the complex obtained by remg\a facet fronM x M’ collapses
onto the complexC x M’) U (M x C'), which is(dimM + dimM’ — 2)-dimensional.

As a corollary, we immediately obtain that some LC 4-maui$chre not spheres, but rather
products of two LC 2-spheres. This enables us to solve Dwhiansson’s problem for all
dimensions:

Main Result 3. The class of L@-manifolds coincides with the class of alspheres.

The class of LB3-manifolds is strictly contained in the class of alspheres.

For each d> 4, the class of LC d-manifolds and the class of all d-spheresaerlapping, but
none of them is contained in the other.

By the work of Zeeman (see e.d.| [6]), for every positive ietedy every shellable or con-
structibled-manifold is ad-sphere. Thus, the properties of shellability and constyility are
obviouslynot inherited by products. All 2-spheres are LC, constructdod shellable; how-
ever, for eacld > 3, all shellablal-spheres are constructible, all constructigpheres are LC,
but some LCd-spheres are not constructible [4]. It is still unknown wWiestall constructible
spheres are shellable.
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1.1 Definitions

A polytopal complexs a finite, nonempty collectio@ of polytopes (called théacesof C) in
some Euclidean spad¥, such that (1) i is a polytope irC then all the faces af are elements
of C and (2) the intersection of any two polytopesis a face of both. Id is the largest
dimension of a polytope of, the polytopal complex is calledd-complex An inclusion-
maximal face ofC is calledfacet A d-complex issimplicial (resp.cubical) if all of its facets
are simplices (resp. cubes). GivenanomplexA and ab-complexB, theproduct C=A x B

is an(a+ b)-complex whose nonempty faces are the prodBgts Pg, whereP, ranges over
the nonempty polytopes d& and Pg ranges over the nonempty polytopesBf In general,
the product of two simplicial complexes®t a simplicial complex, while the product of two
cubical complexes yields a cubical complex.

Let C be ad-complex. Anelementary collapses the simultaneous removal froGhof a pair
of faces(o,Z), such thato is a proper face ok and of no other face of. (This is usually
abbreviated asd is a free face ok”; some complexes have no free faces.) We say the complex
C collapses ontahe complexD, and writeC \, D, if C can be deformed ontD by a finite
(nonempty) sequence of elementary collapses. Withoutdbgenerality, we may assume that
in this sequence the paif§d — 1)-face d-face) are removed first; we may also assume that the
pairs((d—2)-face (d—1)-face) are removed immediately afterwards; and so ocoapsible
d-complex is al-complex that can be collapsed onto a single verte&.dbllapses ont®, then
D is a strong deformation retract 6f soC andD have the same homotopy type. In particular,
all collapsible complexes are contractible.

The underlying spaceC| of a d-complexC is the union of all of its faces. Al-sphereis
a d-complex whose underlying space is homeomorphifxte R4+1: x| = 1}. A d-ballis a
d-complex with underlying space homeomorphidtoc RY : |x| < 1}; atree of d-polytopess
ad-ball whose dual graph is a tree. With abuse of notation, Wedecenanifoldany d-complex
whose underlying space is homeomorphic to a topologicalfimidr(without boundary).

A locally constructiblgL.C) d-manifold is ad-manifold obtained from a tree of polytopes by
repeatedly gluing together two combinatorially equivakdjacentd — 1)-faces of the bound-
ary. “Adjacent” means here “sharing at leagda- 2)-face” and represents a dynamic require-
ment: after each identification, new pairs of boundary foeight become adjacent and may
be glued together. (The cell complexes consecutively fdrohe&ing the gluing process might
not be polytopal complexes; ignore this difficulty for the ment, or se€ [2] for details.)

2 Proof of the main results

In this section we prove Main Resllt 1, from which the othsutts follow easily. In fact, Main
Result2 is a direct consequence of Corollary 2.4; Main R&bllows by putting together
RemarK 2.7 and the results already mentioned in the Inttazhuc

Let us start by reproving a well-known fact on collapses amdipcts.

Proposition 2.1 (Cohen[[7, p. 254], see also Welker [13, Theorem 2.6gt A and B be two
polytopal complexes. If A collapses onto a complgxi@n Ax B collapses onto £x B.

Proof. Let By,...,By be an ordered list of all the faces Bf ordered by weakly decreasing
dimension. Let(of, Z/i\> be the first pair of faces appearing in the collaps@ @intoCa. We
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perform theM collapsegof x By, %0 x By), ..., (08 x Bu, 24 x Bw), in this order. It is easy
to check that each of the steps above is a legitimate collapden we removejf x Bj all
the faces of the type? x B containingo?* x Bj have already been removed, because in the list
B1,...,Bwm the faceB appears beforB;. On the other handyy is afreeface of=7, thus no face
of the typea x Bj may containo’* x B; other thars7 x B;.
Next, we consider theecondpair of faces(o?, Zé\) that appears in the collapse Afonto
Ca and we repeat the procedure above, and so on: In the end, lthéoes left are those of
Ca x B. 0]

Corollary 2.2. If Ais collapsible, then A B collapses onto a copy of B. If A and B are both
collapsible, so is A B.

Since the product of the dunce hat with a segniestcollapsible[[15], the converse of the
second implication does not hold.

Now, consider a 1-sphef&consisting of four edges. The 2-complex Sis a cubical torus;
after the removal of a facet, it collapses onto the union okaidian and a parallel of the torus.
(Topologically, a punctured torus retracts to a bouquetvof¢ircles.) This can be generalized
as follows:

Proposition 2.3. Let A and B be two polytopal complexes. Dat(resp. Ag) be a facet of A
(resp. B). If A~ Ax collapses onto some complex @nd if B— Ag collapses onto some complex
Cg then(A x B) — (Aa x Ag) collapses ontgA x Cg) U (Ca X B).

Proof. We start by forming three ordered lists of pairs of faces. (gt %), ..., (ou,2y) be
the list of the removed pairs of faces in the collaps@ahinusAa ontoCa. (We assume that
higher dimensional faces are collapsed first.) Analogoulstyy;, 1), ..., (¥, v) be the list
of all the removed pairs in the collapse®MminusAg ontoCg. Let thenBy,...,Bw be the list
of all the faces oB that are not irCg, ordered by weakly decreasing dimension.

The desired collapsing sequence fArx B) — (Aa x Ag) consists ofJ + 1 distinct phases:

PHASE 0: We remove from(A x B) — (Aa x Ag) the V pairs of faces(Aa x y1,0a x 1),
(Da X Yo,Aa xT2), ...,, (Aax W,AaxTy), in this order. Analogously to the proof
of Proposition 2.11, one sees that all these removals arecel@my collapses. They wipe
away the Aa-layer” of A x B, but not entirely: The facea x B with 3 in Cg are still
present. What we have written is in fact a collapsgAf< B) — (Aa x Ag) onto the
complex( (A—Aa) x B) U (Aa xCg).

PHASE 1: We take the first paifoi, 1) in the first list and we perform th@/ elementary
collapses(0y x B1,%21 X Bs1), ..., (01 xBw, 21 x Bw). This way we remove (with the
exception o x Cg) theZ;-layer of A x B, whereX; is the first facet ofA to be collapsed
away inA— Aa \, Ca.

PHASE j: We consider(aj,zj) and proceed as in Phase 1, performidgollapses to remove
(with the exception ok x Cg) the X j-layer of A x B.

PHASE U: We conside(oy, %y ) and proceed as in Phase 1, performivigollapses to remove
(with the exception oky x Cg) the X -layer of A x B.
Eventually, the only faces & x B left are the polytopes ok x Cg U Cp x B. O



Corollary 2.4. Given s polytopal complexes A. ., As, suppose that each After the removal
of a facet collapses onto some lower-dimensional complext@en the complex:A< ... x Ag
after the removal of a facet collapses onto

(CrxAox...xAs) U (ArXxCoxAzx...xAs) U ... U (Arx...xAs1xGCs).

In particular, if dimC; = dimA; — 2 for each i, then Ax ... x As minus a facet collapses onto
a complex of dimensiatimA; + ...+ dimAs— 2.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 2.3, by induction os O

Remark 2.5. Prop[2.1, Prop. 213 and Cbr. P.4 can be extended to the dignefdinite regular
CW complexes (see e.g. Bjorner [6, p. 1860] for the definjtiorhe situation is different for
Main Resulf 1. In fact, leP be the 2-complex obtained from a finely triangulated 2-splbgr
identifying two vertices that are sufficiently far apart.igfpseudo-manifold’P is not simply
connected and it cannot be LC, yet it becomes collapsiber #ie removal of any triangle.
That said, there exists a version of Main ReBult 1 for madgalith boundary: The condition
equivalent to local constructibility readdyI“minus a facet collapses onto the union ¢éla- 2)-
complex withdM”.

Proof of Main Result[1l.
Let M be ad-manifold that can be locally constructed starting with ednee ofd-polytopesP.
Let T be the dual graph d?. LetKT be the subcomplex dfl given by all the(d — 1)-faces that
are not perforated by. Note thatP can be recovered by cuttird open alongK ™. Each facet
o of KT corresponds ttwofacetsa’, a” of dP. (In some sense, the boundaryRois a “double
copy” of K.) We claim that:

(i) for each facet\ of M, thed-complexM — A collapses onto thed — 1)-complexKT;

(ii) from the local construction o one can read off a collapse Kf', which removes all of

the (d — 1)-faces ofKT.

Item (i) follows directly from the definition oK : Just collaps&1 — A alongT. Item (i) can be
shown as follows: Each gluing of adjacent— 1)-facesa’ andg” which share dd — 2)-face
F can be naturally associated with the elementary collapserémoveso, together with its
free faceF. This proves the claim. In particular, for each fagetf M, thed-complexM — A
collapses onto som@ — 2)-complex.

Conversely, suppose that feomefacetA of M we have:
(A) a list of elementary collapses of the typ@ — 1)-face d-face) which transformavl — A
into some(d — 1)-complexK;
(B) a list of elementary collapses of the typ@ — 2)-face (d — 1)-face) which collapse«
onto somgd — 2)-complex.
The collapse described in (A) acts along some spanningltreethe dual graph oM. Thus
K is the complex of théd — 1)-faces ofM not hit by T. SinceM is a manifold, cutting\
open alongsid& one obtains a manifold with boundary whose dual graph i$herefore, this
manifold with boundary is a tree akpolytopes; let us call iP. We are going to show how to
obtainM from P via gluings of adjacent boundary facets.
Let us label by 12,...,t the facets oK that appear in the list (B) above (in the same order).
Each facet oK corresponds tdwo facets ofdP, so let us label by andi” the two boundary
facets ofP corresponding to. Now we start with the tree of polytogeand perform the gluings
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i” =1i”, in this order. It is not difficult to check that eithérandi” are adjacent, or (recursively)
they have become adjacent after we glued together §oared j”, with j < i. The crucial idea
is thati” andi” share théd — 1)-faceF, that was removed together witln thei-th elementary
collapse of the list (B). SM is LC and we are done. O

Example 2.6.LetC be the boundary of the three-dimensional cliberhe removal of a square
from C yields a collapsible 2-complex. The prod@ik C is a cubical 4-manifold homeomor-
phic to S? x §* (and not homeomorphic t8*). By Propositiori 213, the 4-complex obtained by
removing a facet front x C collapses onto a 2-complex. By Main ResulClx Cis LC. Note
that the second homotopy group®k C is nonzero; on the other hand, as observed by Durhuus
and Jonsson [9][2, Lemma 1.6.3], every dé@nanifold is simply connected.
Remark 2.7. The previous example can be generalized by taking the ptaddlce boundary
of the 3-cubdl® with the boundary of th¢d — 1)-cubel®~! (d > 4). As a result, one obtains
a cubicald-manifold that is homeomorphic t& x -2 and not homeomorphic t8%. This
d-manifold is LC by Prop[2I3 (because the boundary @¢fla- 1)-cube is shellable and in
particular LC).

Of course, many LC manifolds of the tygex S will be LC, if i andj are integers greater
than one. On the contrary, altmanifolds homeomorphic t8' x -1 cannot be LC, because
they are not simply connected.
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