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NAIVE MOTIVIC DONALDSON-THOMAS TYPE HIRZEBRUCH CLASSES
AND SOME PROBLEMS

VITTORIA BUSSI(*) AND SHOJI YOKURA(**)

ABSTRACT. Donaldson-Thomas invariant is expressed as the weighitt Eharacteristic of the so-
called Behrend (constructible) function. [f [2] Behrenttaduced a DT-type invariant for a morphism.
Motivated by this invariant, we extend the motivic Hirzetinuclass to naive Donaldson-Thomas type
analogues. We also discuss a categorification of the DTity@giant for a morphism from a bivariant-
theoretic viewpoint, and we finally pose some related gamestfor further investigations.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Donaldson-Thomas invariagt”’” (M) (abbr. DT invariant) is the virtual count of the
moduli spaceM of stable coherent sheaves on a Calabi-Yau threefold loveiere k is an al-
gebraically closed field of characteristic zero. Foundatianaterials for DT invariants can be
found in [28], [2], [16], [18]. In [2] Behrend made an impomntaobservation that the Donaldson—
Thomas invariank?? (M) is described as the weighted Euler characterigtit1, v,) of the so-
called Behrend (constructible) function,. For a schemé& of finite type, the Donaldson—-Thomas
type invarianty?7'(X) is defined asy(X,vx). The topological Euler characteristic (more pre-
cisely, the topological Euler characteristic with compsagpport)x satisfies the scissor formula
x(X) = x(Z) + x(X \ Z) for a closed subvarietf C X. This scissor formula implies that
can be considered as the homomorphism from the Grothengdrecip of varieties : Ky(V) — Z,
and furthermore it can be extended to the relative Grotlemkdiroup,x : Ko(V/X) — Z for each
schemeX. The Grothendieck—Riemann—Roch version of the homomsenpki: Ko(V/X) — Zis
the motivic Chern class transformatin; , : Ko(V/X) — HBM(X) @ Q. Namely we have that

e WhenX is a point,7_;, : Ko(V/X) — HBEM(X) @ Q equals the homomorphism :
Ko(V) = Z <= Q.
e The compositgy o T_1, = x : Ko(V/X) = Z — Q.

HereT_,, : Ko(V/X) — HEM(X) @ Qis the specialization tg = —1 of the motivic Hirzebruch
class transformatiof,, : K,(V/X) — HEM(X) @ Q[y] (seel[4]).

On the other hand the Donaldson-Thomas type invagi&rt(X ) does not in general satisfy the
scissor formulay?T (X) # xPT(Z) + xPT(X \ Z). Namely, xPT(—) cannot be captured as a
homomorphisnx?? : Ky(V) — Z. Instead the following scissor formula holds:

IX\Z,X

(1.1) YPT(X 9%, xy = \PT (7 2%, x) 4 PT(x )\ Z X).

Hereiz x andix\ z x are the inclusions. For this formula to make sense, we neeDdmaldson—

Thomas type invariant?7' (X ER Y) for a morphismf : X — Y, which is also introduced

in [2] and simply defined ag(X, f*vy). Then,x”T can be considered as the homomorphism
xPT : Ko(V/X) — Z. Note that in the case whexX is a point,x?T : Ko(V/pt) = Ko(V) — Zis
the usual Euler characteristic homomorphijgsmKy (V) — Z.

(*) Funded by EPSRC
(**) Partially supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number 24583.
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In this paper we consider Grothendieck—Riemann—Roch typetlas fory 7, using the motivic
Hirzebruch class transformatidf,_ ([4]), and we also propose to consider a bivariant-theoreti
aspect for the “categorification” of the DT invariant. By tliee mean a graded vector space encoding
an appropriate conomology theory whose Euler charadteisstqual to DT invariant. Naive reasons
for the latter one are the following. The categorificatiorred Euler characteristic is nothing but

X(X) =) (~1)' dimg HL(X;R).
Note that the compact-support-cohomoldg$( X ; R) is isomorphic to the Borel-Moore homology
HPM(X;R). The categorification of the Hirzebrugh-genus is

Xy(X) =) (=1)" dime Grip (HL(X; C))(—y)?

with F' being the Hodge filtration of the mixed Hodge structuretfif X ; C). Since the DT type
invariant of a morphism satisfies the scissor formulal (WE) propose to introduce some bivariant-
theoretic homology theor§* (X ER Y) “categorifying” x P (X ER Y), that isyPT(X ER Y) =

> (1)t dim ©%(X ER Y'). (Here we denote it “symbolically”; as described in the aafse,-genus,
the above alternating sum of the dimensions might be cosmlitinvolving some other ingredients
such as mixed Hodge structures.)

2. DONALDSON-THOMAS TYPE INVARIANTS OF MORPHISMS

Let R be an algebraically closed field of characterigtievhich is not necessarily zero. Lat be
a R-scheme of finite type. For a prime numifesuch that # p and the fieldQ, of /-adic numbers,
the following Euler characteristic

X(X) =) (=1)"dimg, H}(X, Q)
is independent on the choice of the prime numben fact the following properties hold (e.g., see
[13, Theorem 3.10]):

Theorem 2.1. Let & be an algebraically closed field anll, Y be separatedi -schemes of finite
type. Then

(1) If Z is a closed subscheme &f, thenx(X) = x(Z) + x(X \ Z2).

(2) X(X xY) = x(X)x(Y).

(3) x(X) isindependent of the choice 6in the above definition

(4) If & = C, x(X) is the usual Euler characteristic with the analytic topojog

(5) x(R™) =1andx(8P™) =m+ 1for¥m >0

For a constructible function : X — Z on X the weighted Euler characteris§i¢X, «) is defined
by
X(X, @) =) mx(a™}(m)).

Let X be embeddable in a smooth scheieand letC,; X be the normal cone ok in M and
letw : CpyX — X be the projection and'yy X = > m;C;, wherem,; € Z are multiplicities and
C;’s are irreducible components of the cycle. Then the folfaygycle

Cxnr =y (D) mn(Cy) € Z(X)

is in fact independent of the choice of the embedding’ahto a smooth\/, thus simply denoted by
¢x without referring to the ambient smoofii and is called the distinguished cycle of the scheme.
Then consider the isomorphism from the abelian gra#ip&) of cycles to the abelian group(X)
of constructible functions

Eu: Z(X) = F(X)
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which is defined byEu(> ", m;[Z;]) :== >, m; Eug,, whereEu; denotes the local Euler obstruction
supported on the subschefie. Then the image of the distinguished cyelg under the above
isomorphismEu defines a canonical integer valued constructible function

vx = Eu(Cx),

which is called theBehrendfunction. The fundamental properties of the Behrend fumctire the
following.

Theorem 2.2. (1) For a smooth point: of a schemeX of dimensiom, vx(z) = (—=1)". In
particular, if X is smooth of dimensiom, thenvyx = (—1)"1 x.
(2) VX xy = VxUlVy.
(3) If f: X — Y is smooth of relative dimension thenvx = (—1)" f*vy .
(4) In particular, if f : X — Y is étale, thervy = f*vy.

The weighted Euler characteristic of the above Behrendtifomés called thédonaldson—Thomas
type invariantand denoted by "7 (X):

XPT(X) = x(X,vx).

In [2, Definition 1.7] Kai Behrend defined the following.

Definition 2.3. The DT-invariantor virtual countof a morphismf : X — Y is defined by
f *
YPT(X LY) = x(X, ffoy),

wherevy is the Behrend function of the target scheme
Remark 2.4. Here we emphasize thgt’? (X ER Y') is defined by the constructible functigtivy
on the source schem€. From the definition we can observe the following:

1) xPT(X 95 X) = y(X, vx) = xPT(X) is the DT-invariant ofX .

(2 XPT(X 5% pt) = (X, f*rp) = x(X,1x) = x(X) is the topological Euler-Poincaré
characteristic ofX .

(3) If Y is smoothwhatever the morphisrfi: X — Y is, we have

KT B Y) = ()Y ().
The very special case is thet= pt, which is the above (2).

The Euler characteristig(—) satisfies the additivity (X) = x(Z) + x(X \ Z) for a closed
subscheme& C X. Hence,y is considered as a homomorphism from the Grothendieck gobup
varietiesy : Ky(V) — Z and furthermore as a homomorphism from the relative Gratteek group
of varieties over a fixed varieti ([23])

X KO(V/X) - Za
which is defined by ([V LN X)) =x(V)=x(V,1y) = x(V,h*1x) = x(X, hi1y). Moreover,
the following diagram commutes:

(2.5) Ko(V/X) Ko(V/Y)
\Z. /

On the other hand we have that? (X) # \PT(Z) + xPT(X \ Z). ThusxPT(-) cannot be
captured as a homomorphisg?” : K,(V) — Z. However, we have that

iX\Z,X
—

YPT (X 19X, ) = \PT (7 225, x) 4 PT(X\ Z X).
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Lemma 2.6. If we definey®T ([V 2 X]) := x(V, h*vx), then we get the homomorphisgR?

Ko(V/X) — Z.
Proof. Clearly the definitiony?% ([V/ LN X)) := x(V,h*vx) is independent of the choice of the
representative of the isomorphism cI@s’sg X]. For a closed subvariety’ C V, we have

PT(v 2 X) = x(V, h*vx)
x(W,h'vx) + x(V\ W, h*vx)
= X(W, Byvx) + X(V \ W, Ry o)

hivaw

= PT(W  X) 4 PT( EAY X)),

Thus we get the homomorphisg?? : Ky(V/X) — Z. O

Lemma2.7.If f : X — Y satisfies the condition thaty = f*vy (such a morphism shall be called
a “Behrend morphism”) , then the following diagram commutes

Ko(V/X) [

Ko(V/Y)

XDT XDT

Proof. It is straightforward:

h

XPTo £V 5 X)) feh

PV == X])

X
X(V; (f o h)"vy)
x(V.h" fvy)
X
X"

(V,h*vx) (sincevx = f*vy)

(v UN X)).

Remark 2.8. An étale map is a typical example of a Behrend morphism.

Remark 2.9. For a general morphisnf : X — Y, we have thatf*vy = (—1)*dim/fyy 4
O(Xsing U f7 (Ysing)), Wherereldim f := dim X — dimY is the relative dimension of and
O(Xsing U f~1(Ysing)) is Some constructible functions supported on the singatardX;,,, of X
and the inverse image of the singular lodgs,, of Y. As

vx = (—1)"™ X1 x 4+ some constructible function supported &,
then
frry = (=)™ X f*1y + f*(some constructible function supported B, . ).
Hence in general we have

P70 £V L& X]) = (—1)Mim I\ DT 25 X)) + extra terms

To avoid taking care of the sign, let us introduce the twietirend function

fI;X = (_l)dimXVX

which will be used later again. Note thatXf is smoothpyx = 1x. Then we define the twisted
Donaldson-Thomas type invariagt? (X) by yPT(X ER Y) := x(X, f*Iy). Then for a mor-

phismf : X — Y we havef*y = vx + O(Xsing U 1 (Ysing))- In particular the above lemma is
modified as follows:
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Lemma 2.10.If f : X — Y satisfies the condition thaty = f*vy (such a morphism shall be
called a “twisted Behrend morphism”; a smooth morphism iypital example fovy = f*vy),
then the following diagram commutes:

KoW/X) — L Ky(v)Y)

\/

3. GENERALIZED DONALDSON-THOMAS TYPE INVARIANTS OF MORPHISMS
f

Mimicking the above definition of”” (X - Y) and ignoring the geometric or topological

interpretation, we define the following.
Definition 3.1. For a morphisny : X — Y and a constructible function, € F(Y) we define

X (X L Y) = x(X, froy).
Lemma 3.2. For a morphismf : X — Y and a constructible function € F(X) we have

X(X, ) = x(Y, fa).

Corollary 3.3. For amorphismf : X — Y and a constructible functiofy, € F(Y) we have

X(X, f70y) = x(Y, ff 0y ).
Remark 3.4. For the constant mapy : X — pt, the pushforward homomorphism

Txs: F(X)— F(pt) =Z

is nothing but the fact thatx , (o) = x(X, «) (by the definition of the pushforward). Hence, the
above equality (X, o) = x(Y, f.«) is paraphrased as the commutativity of the following diagra

I+

F(X) F(Y)

TX & TY %
F(pt) = Z.
Namely,7x, = (my o f). = 7wy o f.. This might suggest thafF(—) is a covariant functor, but
we need to be a bit careful. In fack(—) is certainly a covariant functqrovided that the ground

field & is of characteristic zeroHowever, if it is not of characteristic zero, then it may pap that
(g o f)« # g« o fx, for which see Schirmann’s example(inl[13].

Remark 3.5. If we definel, : Ko(V/X) — F(X) by 1.([V LN X]) := h.ly, then for a
morphismf : X — Y we have the following commutative diagrams:

I+

Ko(V/X) Ko(V/Y)
l*l ll*
Fx) . Fv)

F(pt) = 2.

(rx ol )([V LN X)) =x([V LN X)) and the outer triangle is nothing but the commutative diagra
(2.3) mentioned before.



6 VITTORIA BUSSI®*) AND SHOJI YOKURA**)

Here we emphasize that the above equalitX, f*dy) = x (Y, f«f*dy) have the following two
aspects:

e The invariant on LHS for a morphisth: X — Y is defined on the source spake
e The invariant on RHS for a morphisfh: X — Y is defined on the target spate

So, in order to emphasize the difference, we introduce thefmg notation:
(X L)X = (X, £ 6y) = X (Y, Fo 7 0y) = X (X DY)y

Since we want to deal with higher class versions of the Dawald Thomas type invariants and use
the functoriality of the constructible function functdi(—), we assume that the ground figids of
characteristic zero. We consider MacPherson’s Chern tiaissformatior, : F(X) — HBM(X),
which is due to Kennedy [17].

For a morphisnh : V' — X and for a constructible functiofy € 7(X) on the target spac¥,
we have

/ ce(h*3x) = x(V,h*ox) = "< (V 2 X)Y,
v

/ er(hah™x) = X(X, huh*6x) = X (V 25 X)x.
X

Herec,.(h*dx) € HBM(V) on the side of the source spateandc.(h.h*dx) € HEM(X) on
the side of the target spacé. Hence when we want to deal with them as the homomorphism from
Ko(V/X)to HEM(X), we should consider the higher analogug@:..h*dx ), which we denote by

(V2 X) = eu(huh*ox) € HPM(X).

On the other hand we denote

PV 5 X) = en(hdx) € HIM(V),

Note that
o (VI X)=h (X (VI x)),
e for an isomorphismidx : X — X, these two classes are identical and denoted simply by
o (X) :=ci(0x) = ciX(X ddx, X)= Cix(X idx X).

In the following sections we treat these two objects(V LR X) andc‘j_X(V LN X) separately,
since they have different natures.

4. MOTIVIC ALUFFI-TYPE CLASSES

For the twisted Behrend function; the Chern clasg’x (X) is called the Aluffi class and denoted
by c24(X) (cf. [A]). Note that/,, ¢£(X) = (—1)3™ Xy PT(X). In [2] the untwisted one’x (X) is
called the Aluffi class, in which cask, ¢/ (X) = xP%(X). But for the sake of later presentation,

we stick to the twisted one. In this sense, the Chern alasgl/ UR X)) defined above is called
a generalized Aluffi class of a morphisim: V' — X associated to a constructible functior <

F(X). So the original Aluffi class is” (X Mx, X).

Lemma 4.1. The following formulae hold:

o

@IV hox ey My X, i.e., there exists an isomorphism V' — V' such thath = 4/ o k,
then we have> (V 2 X) = o (V' 15 X).
(2) For a closed subvarietiy’ C V,

hlw

h
XV LX) =S (W X)+C£X(V\WM>X).
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(3) For morphismsy; : V; — X, (i = 1,2),
5X1><5X2 hiXho o 5X1 hq 5)(2 ho
Cx (V1 X ‘/2 e X1 X XQ) = Cx« (V1 — Xl) X Cx (VQ — XQ)
(4) 2" (pt = pt) = S (pt) € Z.
Corollary 4.2. Letdx € F(X) be a constructible function. Then the following hold:
(1) The mapd> : Ko(V/X) — HPM(X) defined by
(VL X)) =X (VS X) = e (hahox)
and linearly extended is a well-defined homomorphism.
(2) ¢2x commutes with the exterior product, i.e. for constructilblectionsdy, € F(X;) and
foro; € KQ(V/Xl),

X170 (a1 X ag) = X (a1) X X (a2).

Remark 4.3. If §x is some function well-defined oX such as the characteristic functidny,
the Behrend functiomry, the twisted Behrend functiany, and if it is multiplicative, i.e.0x xy =
dx x 6y, then the above Corollafy 4.2 (2) can be simply rewritter, 45" *2 (a1 X ) = ox (a1) x

X2 ().

Remark 4.4. If X is smooth, then we have'!([V/ UN X)) = ex(huh™vx) = heci(h*lx) =
hice(ly) = hocdM (V) is the pushforward of the Chern—Schwartz—MacPherson ofags thus it
depends on the morphisim: V' — X, although the degree zero part of it, i.e. the twisted Dostaie
Thomas type invariant is nothing but the Euler characieraft V, thus it does not depend on the
morphism at all. Therefore the higher class version is mobtis.

The parth..h*5x can be formulated as follows. Given a constructible funcie € 7(X), we
define
[0x]: Ko(V/X) = F(X)
by [6x]([V LN X]) := h.h*dx and extend it linearly. Note that. : K,(V/X) — F(X) is nothing
but[l1x]: Ko(V/X) — F(X). ltis straightforward to see the following.

Lemma 4.5. For any morphismg : X — Y and any constructible functiomy € F(Y), the
following diagrams commute:

lg"dv] [0v]

Ko(V/X) F(X) Ko(V/Y) —— F(Y)

.| el -

Ko(V/Y) W F(Y). Ko(V/X) m F(X).

The following corollary follows from MacPherson’s theorg@#] and our previous results [27,
30], and here we need the properness of the morphisi¥ — Y, since we deal with the pushfor-
ward homomorphism for the Borel-Moore homologlx : Ko(V/X) — HEM(X) is the compos-
ite of [0x] : Ko(V/X) — F(X) and MacPherson’s Chern class in particularc’ : Ko(V/X) —
HEM(X)is At = ¢, o [Vx]. Hence we have the following corollary:

Corollary 4.6. (1) For a proper morphisny : X — Y andany constructible functiody €
F(Y), the following diagram commutes:

g* Sy
Ko(V/X) —— HPM(X)

Ko(V/Y) —— HEM(Y),

Cy
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(2) For a smooth morphism : X — Y with ¢(7,) being the total Chern cohomology class of
the relative tangent bundIg, of the smooth morphism and : HZM (V) — HBEM(X) the
Gysin homomorphisnfiXQ, Example 19.2.3], the following diagram commutes:

)

Ko(V/Y) =< HEM(Y)

e l le(ng*

Ko(V/X) —— HPM(X).

In particular we get the following theorem for the Aluffi ctag'’ : Ko(V/—) — HEM(-):

Theorem 4.7. For a smooth proper morphisg: X — Y the following diagrams commute:

Ko(V/X) s HBM(X) Ko(V/Y) —“s HPM(Y)

g*l lg* g*l lc(Tg)ﬁg*

Ko(V/Y) — HEM(Y), Ko(V/X) —— HFY(X).

c c

* *

They are respectively Grothendieck—Riemann—Roch type afeddier—Riemann—Roch type formu-
las.

Remark 4.8. In the above theorem the smoothness of the morplismX — Y is crucial and
the Aluffi class homomorphism?! : Kq(V/X) — HBEM(X) cannot be captured as a natural
transformation in a full generality, i.e. natural for any mplbism. Indeed, if it were the case, then
Al Ko(V/—) — HBM(—) — HEM(—) ® Q becomes a natural transformation such that for any
smooth varietyy” we have

(X "5 X)) = oTx) N [X].
LetTy, : Ko(V/—) — HPM(—) ® Q[y] be the motivic Hirzebruch class transformation [4]. Then it
follows from [4] thatc* = T, : Ko(V/—) — HFM(~) — HEM(-) ® Q, thus for any variety
X, singular or non-singular, we have
(X 5 X)) = M (X) = e (1x)
In particular [ c.(1.x) = x(X) the topological Euler-Poincaré characteristic, which é@ntradic-
tion to the fact that

(X 5 X]) = ()TN ().

Remark 4.9. In fact ¢!~ is equal to the motivic Chern class transformation , : Ko(V/X) —
HPM(X) = HPM(X) ® Q.

Ky(V/X) is certainly a ring with the following fiber product
VX)W EX] =V xx w225 X,

Proposition 4.10. The operatiom..h*dx of pullback followed by pushforward of a constructible
function makes (X) a Ky(V/X)-module with the produdl’ LN X]-dx := h.h*0x. Namely, the
following properties hold:

o (VL X+ WEX) dx=[VLEX] 6x+ W25 X] by

e (VX WX -6x=V25X]- (W X]-6x).

o VI X (0 +0%) =V X]- o+ [V X]- 6%
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Then the operatioh.h*5x gives rise to a ma@ : Ko(V/X) ® F(X) — F(X) and the com-
position®c, := ¢, 0 ® : Ko(V/X) ® F(X) — HBEM(X) of & and MacPherson’s Chern class
transformatiore, is a kind of extension of..

Lemma 4.11. For any morphisny : X — Y the following diagram commutes:
Ko(V/Y)® F(Y) —— F(Y)
g*®g*l Lq*
Ky(V/X)® F(X) — F(X).
Corollary 4.12. For a smooth morphism: X — Y the following diagram commutes:
Ko(V/Y) @ F(Y) == HEM(Y)
g ®g*l lC(Tg)ﬂg*
Ko(V/X) ® F(X) v HPM(X).
Remark 4.13. Fix 6y € F(Y), the composite of the inclusion homomorphigm : Ko(V/Y) —
Ko(V/Y) @ F(Y) defined byis, (o) := a ® éy and the mag : Ko(V/Y) @ F(Y) — F(Y) is

the homomorphismy |; @ o i5, = [0y] : Ko(V/F) — F(Y). The right-hand-sided commutative
diagram in LemmA4]5 is the outer square of the following carative diagrams:

Ko(V)Y) —y Ko(V)Y) @ F(Y) —2— F(Y)

g*l lg*®g* lg*

Ko(V/X) —— Ko(V/X) @ F(X) —— F(X).

g% sy

Furthermore, ify : X — Y is smooth, we get the following commutative diagrams:

Ko(V/Y) = Ko(V/Y) @ F(Y) —2 s F(Y) —<s HBM(Y)

g l lg*@q* lg* lC(Tg)ﬂg*

Eo(V/X) —— Ko(V/X) @ F(X) —— F(X) — HY(X),

lg* sy *
the outer square of which is the commutative diagram in Canglf.8 (2).

Remark 4.14. As to the pushforward we do knot know if there is a reasonabkhforward? :
Ko(V/X)® F(X) — Ko(V/Y)® F(Y) such that the following diagram commutes:

Ko(V/X)® F(X) —2— F(X)
| |-
KoV/Y)® F(Y) — F(Y).
At the moment we can see only that the following diagrams catem

’Lg*gy P

Ko(V/X) —= Ko(V/X) @ F(X) F(X) HPM(X)

g*l g \Lg*

Ko(V/Y) —— Ko(V/Y) ® F(Y) F(Y) HPM(Y)

Cx

Cx

[ii]
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5. NAIVE MoOTIVIC DONALDSON-THOMAS TYPE HIRZEBRUCH CLASSES

In this section we give a further generalization of the abgseeralized Aluffi class® (X), using
the motivic Hirzebruch class transformatioy, : Ko(V/—) - HEM(—) @ Q[y].

In the above argument, a key part is the operatiopoliback-followed-by-pushforward. »* for
a morphismh : V. — X on a fixed or chosen constructible functiégn of the target spac&’. It
is quite natural to do the same operation &p()/ X) itself. For that purpose we need to define
a motivic element’?** € K,(V/X) corresponding to the constructible functiég; in particular
we need to define a reasonable motivic eleméft’ € Ky(V/X) corresponding to the Behrend
functionvx € F(X).

By considering the isomorphisin: Z(X) = F(X), 1 >y nv[V]) ==y nviy, we define
another distinguished integral cycl®x := 17 '(vx) (= 17! o Eu(€x)) . Then we set/p°! :=
[®x — X]. This can be put in as follows. Let: F(X) — Ky(V/X) be the section ofl,. :
Ko(V/X) — F(X) defined bys(1s) := [S — X]. Thenvy°* = s(vx). Another way is
vigot =3 nfvg'(n) — X] (seel[9]).

Remark 5.1. Obviously the homomorphisfil x| = 1. : Ko(V/X) — F(X) is not injective and
its kernel is infinite. In the case wheX is the critical set of a regular functioh: M — C, then
there is a notion of “motivic element” (which is called the étivic Donaldson—Thomas invariant”)
corresponding to the Behrend function (which is in this aesseribed via the Milnor fiber), using the
motivic Milnor fiber, due to Denef-Loeser. In our generalesase do not have such a sophisticated
machinery available, thus it seems to be natural to definetwimelement/?°! naively as above.

Let¥: Ko(V/X)® Ko(V/X) — Ko(V/X) be the fiber product mentioned before:

(v X oW 5 X)) = v 5 XTI 5 X] = [V o w2 x)

Since[dx| = Pois, : Ko(V/X) T, Koy(V/X)oF(X) 2 F(X)withdx € F(X), we consider
its “motivic” analogue, which means the following homomiigm

Fx] : Ko(V/X) 25 Ko(V/X) @ Ko(V/X) % Ko(V/X),

whereyx € Ko(V/X) andi,, : Ko(V/X) = Ko(V/X) ® Ko(V/X) is defined byi,, (o) :=
a@’}/x.

Proposition 5.2. Letyx € Ky(V/X). Then the following diagram commutes:

[vx]

Ko(V/X Ko(V/X)

)
[1.(rx) /
F(X).

Proof. Letyx :=[S LEN X]. Then it suffices to show the following
(11* o [[S hs, X]D (v 2 x)) = []1* ([S hs, X])} (v 2 x)).
VxS —s 8

This can be proved using the fiber squaregl lhs

\%4 T>X.
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(11* o [[s hs, X]D (v 25 x)) = 1. ([[S hs, X]} (v 2 X]))

— L[V xx S s X))
=(ho hs)*]leXS (by the definition ofll )
= h*f;;*]l\/xxs
= hohg h*1g
= hh*(hs).dg  (sincehs,h = h*(hs).)
= h.h* (n*([s hs, X]))
= [n* ([s hs, X])} (v 2 x1).
0

Corollary 5.3. (1) Letdx € F(X) and leté gt € Ko(V/X) be such thafl.(6%°!) = dx.
Then we have
[vx]

V/Xx /

The motivic elemeri}! is called a naive motivic analogue &f .
(2) In particular, we have

Ko(V/X)

mot

Ko(V/X) X Ko(V/X)

Remark 5.4. Here we emphasize that the following diagrams commutes:

mor

Ko(V/X) L%

S ”X\

HBM ® Q

c.®Q

Thus, modulo the torsion and the choices of motivic elemefit§, the compositd™; , o [V7°!] is a
higher class analogue of the Donaldson—-Thomas type imtaffdaus it would be natural or reason-
able to generalize the Donaldson—Thomas type invariangubie motivic Hirzebruch class, _ .

Letyx € Ko(V/X),vy € Ko(V/Y). Then for any morphisny : X — Y the following
diagrams commute:

Ko(v/X) 20 Kov/x)  Ko(V/X) —E Ke(V/X) @ Ko(V/X) — Ko(V/X)

g*l J{g* or g*l J{!h@_(]* lg*

Ko(V/Y) —— Ko(V/Y), Ko(V/Y) —— Ko(V/Y)® Ko(V/Y) —— Ko(V/Y)

[g* 'YX] lgxvx
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Ko(v/X) 2 Ro(v/X)  Ko(V/X) L5 Ke(V/X) ® Ko(V/X) —X Ko(V/X)

Q*J/ J{g* or g*l lg*®g* lg*

Ko(V/Y) —— Ko(V/Y).  Ka(V/Y) —— Ko(V/Y)@ Ko(V/Y) —— Ko(V/Y)

Ko(V/Y) -2 Ko(v)y)  Ko(v)Y) =2 Ko(V/Y) @ Ko(V)Y) —2 Ko(V/Y)

g*l lg* or g*l lg*®g* lg*
Ko(V/X) —]> Ko(V/X). Ko(V/Y) —— Ko(V/X)® Ko(V/X) — Ko(V/X)

o=y tg* vy
Hence we get the following corollary
Corollary 5.5. (1) Letyx € Ko(V/X),vy € Ko(V/Y). For a proper morphisng : X — Y
the following diagrams commute:

Ty,0[vx] Ty, olg"vv]
— 5 LA

Ko(V/X) HPM(X)®Qly] Ko(V/X) HPM(X) @ Qly]

o | lg* o | |-

Ko(V/Y) m HEM(Y)®Qly], Ko(V/Y) TO—M> HEM(Y) ® Qly],

(2) For a proper smooth morphism: X — Y and foryy € Ky(V/Y) the following diagrams
are commutative:

Ty, [vv]
_—

Ko(V/Y) aHPM(Y) @ Qly]

.| Jiarrs

Ko(V/X) ——— HBM(X)®Q[yl.

Ty 0 [g*vv]

(3) Letpet = (—1)dimXppot | the twisted one. Lef,”” := T, o [7%°!]. For a proper
smooth morphism : X — Y the following diagrams are commutative:

DT DT
Ty Ty*

Ko(V/X) —— HPM(X)®Qly Ko(V/Y) —— HIM(Y)®Qly

g*l lg* g*l ltdy(Tg)ﬁg*

Ko(V/Y) o HPM(Y)®Qly], Ko(V/X) o HPM(X) ® Qly).

Remark 5.6. The commutative diagram in Proposition]5.2 can be desciithetbre details as fol-
lows:

N4

Ko(V/X) — % o Ky(V/X) @ Ko(V/X) Ko(V/X)

id®i1 l \Lilx

Ko(V/X) ® Ko(V/X) @ F(X) 2% Ko(V/X) ® F(X)

iz E

Ko(V/X) © F(X) F(X)

P

If we denoted(a® dx ) simply by« - dx, then the bottom square on the right-hand-side commutative
diagrams means thé&t - 8) - dx = - (8 - 0x), i.e. the associativity.
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Remark 5.7. We remark that the following diagrams commute:
(1) for a proper marphism: X — Y

Ko(V/X) @@ Ko(V/X) —Ls Ko(V/X) —2 HBEM(X) @ Qly]

lg*®---®g* lg* lg*
Ko(V/Y)®@---@ Ko(V/Y) pe—— Ko(V/Y) — HBEM(Y) ® Qlyl,

n

(2) for a proper smooth morphisgn: X — Y

KoW/Y) @ ® Ko(V/Y) L Ko(V/X) —2 HEM(X) ® Qly]

lg*®...®g* lg* lC(Tg)ﬂg*

Eo(V/X) @ ® Ko(V/X) —— Ko(V/X) —— HPM(X) @ Qlyl,

Y%

n

Here¥" 1([V — X]) := [V — X]- --- - [V — X]is the fiber product of. copies of[V — X].
Whenn = 1, ¥ := idg, (v, x) is understood to be the identity. L&Yt) := > a;t’ € Q[t] be a
polynomial. Then we define the polynomial transformatiog ) : Ko(V/X) — Ko(V/X) by

Upe([V 5 X)) =Y a0 ([V — X]).

Then we have the following commutative diagrams.
(1) for a proper morphism: X — Y

Ko(V/X) —29% Ko(V/X) —2 HEM(X) @ Qly)

Ko(V/Y) N Ko(V/Y) —— HPM(Y) @ Qly],

P(t) Ty,
(2) for a proper smooth morphisgn: X — Y

Ko(V/Y) —29% Ky(V/X) —s HEM(X) @ Qly]

lg* lg* lC(Tg)ﬁg*

Ko(V/X) T Ko(V/X) — HPM(X) @ Qlyl,

P(t) Yx
These are a “motivic” analogue of the corresponding casewdtcuctible functions:
(1) for a proper morphism: X —Y

Fp(t)
—

F(X) F(X) —— HPM(X)
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(2) for a proper smooth morphisgn: X — Y
FY) % Fv) — HPM(Y)
g g lC(Tg)ﬂg*
F(X) — F(X) —— HBM(X)
P(t) Cx
Here Fp)(8) :== > a;3*. Note also that the following diagram commutes

Ko(V/X) 295 Ky(V/X)

|1 1.
FXO) o FX).

Definition 5.8. (1) We refer to the following class
id ~mo
Ty*DT(X) = (Ty*DT) (X == X)) = Ty, (X t])

as thenaive motivic Donaldson—Thomas type Hirzebruch cte#sX .
(2) The degree zero of the naive motivic Donaldson—-Thomas Hirzebruch class is called the
naive motivic Donaldson-Thomas typg-genusof X:

WPT(X) = /X T,PT(X).

Remark 5.9. The cases of the three special valyes —1, 0, 1 are the following.

(1) Fory = —1, 71" (X) = Ty, ([7%*']) = c2(X).

(2) Fory =0, ToP7(X) = Ty, ([72°1]) =: td24(X), called an “Aluffi-type” Todd class ok .

(3) Fory = 1, T, P7(X) = T, ([7%°]) =: L2*(X), called an “Aluffi-type” Cappell-Shaneson
L-homology class ofX .

The degree zero part of these three motivic classes arecteshe

(1) fory = —1,xPT(X) = (—1)3m X PT(X), the original Donaldson—Thomas type invariant
(i.e. Euler characteristic) o with the sign;

(2) fory =0, xPT(X) = xPT(X), called anaive Donaldson-Thomas type arithmetic geneus

of X and
() fory =1, xPT(X) = oPT(X) , called anaive Donaldson-Thomas type signatafeX .

Remark 5.10. Sincevx (x) = 1 for a smooth point: € X, we have thabx = 1x + ax for

sing
some constructiblee functiomsy,,, supported on the singular loci&;,,,. For example, consider

the simplest case th&f has one isolated singularity, sayrx = 1x + aoll,,. Then
oot — [X XX X 4 aglrg =2 X] € Ko(V/X).

Herexg 0, X is the inclusion. Hence we have
Ty*DT(X) = Ty*(DQOt)
(X %5 X] + aglzo —2 X))

) + ao(izg )« Ty, (o)

=T *(
= Ty*(X
= T *(X) —|— ag.

Thus the difference between the motivic DT type HirzebruessT,”” (X) and the motivic Hirze-
bruch classl’, (X) is justag, independent of the parametgr Of course, ifdim X;,, > 1, then
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the difference DOES depend on the paramgtétor example, for the sake of simplicity, assume that
vx = lx +alx,,, . Thenthe difference is

Ty*DT(X) - Ty*(X) = a(iXsing)*Ty*(XSing)7
which certainly depends on the parameteat least for the degree zero payt, (Xsing)-

If we take a different motivic elementy** = [X LN X+ [V LN X] such thatll,.([V/ LN
X]) = aply, anddimV > 1, then the differencd,”” (X) — T,, (X) = h.(T,,(V)), thus it
DOES depend on the parameteiat least for the degree zero part, again.

In the case wheKX is the critical locus of a regular functigh: M — C, the motivic DT invariant
vipetivie which DT-theory people consider, using the motivic Milndoefi, is the latter case, simply
due to the important fact that the Behrend function can beesged using the Milnor fiber. For
example, as done in][8], even for an isolated singularitythe differencél”yf’T(X) - T, (X)is,
up to sign, theyx,-genus of (the Hodge structure of) the Milnor fiber at the slagty x¢, so does
depend on the parametgr

So, as long as the Behrend function has some geometric dotgipal descriptions, e.g., such as
Milnor fibers, then one could think of the corresponding wictelements in a naive or canonical
way.

We will hope to come back to properties of these two clagg@§(X), L2¢(X) andx 27 (X),
oPT(X) and discussion on some relations with other invariantsafidarities.

Remark 5.11. In [8] Cappell et al. use the Hirzebruch class transfornmatio
MHMT,, : Ko(MHM (X)) — HP(X) ® Qly,y ']

from the Grothendieck groulio (M H M (X)) of the category of mixed Hodge modules (introduced
by Morihiko Saito), instead of the Grothendieck graldp(V/X ). We could do the same things on
MHMT,, : Ko(MHM (X)) — HPM(X) ® Q[y, y~'] and getM H M-theoretic analogues of the
above. We hope to get back to this calculation.

Remark 5.12. In [12] Gottsche and Shende made an application of the iedtirzebruch class
T,

Yx*

Remark 5.13. In a successive paper, we intend to apply the motivic Hizelbtransformation to
the motivic vanishing cycle constructed on the Donaldsdresitas moduli space and announced in
[5[7]. This will hopefully provide the “right” motivic Donldson—-Thomas type Hirzebruch class.

6. A BIVARIANT GROUP OF PULLBACKS OF CONSTRUCTIBLE FUNCTIONS AN A
BIVARIANT-THEORETIC PROBLEM

In the above section we mainly dealt with the cla&s(V LN X)ofh:V — X supported on the
target spac& . In this section we deal with the cIa@(V LN X)of h: V — X supported on the
source spac¥.

The classe®™ (V' 2% X) is by definitionc, (hh*0x) = hyc.(h*6x) € HBM(X), and can
be captured as the image of the homomorphism from two abgtiaups assigned to the spa&e
However, when it comes to the casecdf (V 2 X) € HEM (V), one cannot do it. So we approach
this class from a bivariant-theoretic viewpoint as follows

f

For a morphisny : X — Y and a constructible functioi,y € F(Y'), we defindf® (X + Y)
as follows:

Fo (X EN Y):= {Z asis.igf dy | S are closed subvarieties &f, ag € Z} ,

S



16 VITTORIA BUSSI®*) AND SHOJI YOKURA**)

whereig : S — X is the inclusion map. For the sake of simplicity, unless sawmfusion is
possible, we simply denotg. (is)* f*dy by (f|s)*0y (= (is)* f*dy). In particular, let us consider

the twisted Behrend functioy asdy, i.e.,F? (X L5 v), which shall be denoted <" (X

Y). Itis easy to see the following lemma.

Lemma6.1l. (1) If Y is smooth, theiPeh (X L ) = F(X).
(2) If Y is singular andf (X) N Yaing = 0, FEh (X L5 v) = F(X).
(3) If Y is singular andf (X) N Ysing # 0, FPM (X ER Y) S F(X).
(4) FBeh(X 5 pt) = F(X).
(5) If X is smoothFZh (X 19X, x) = F(X).

(6) If X is singular, thenFZ¢" (X 1dx, X) & F(X) and in particular, the characteristic

idx

functionll x ¢ FBPeh(X =5 X).

In order to show thaf B¢ (X ERN Y') is a bivariant theory in the sense of Fulton and MacPherson
[11], first we quickly recall some basics about Fulton—Ma@bn’s bivariant theory.

Definition 6.2. A bivariant theoryB on a category is an assignment to each morphism
x4y
in the category a (graded) abelian group
B(X L v),
which is equipped with the following three basic operations
(i) for morphismsX Ly andy & 7, theproduct operation
o« BXLY)oBY L 2)»BX L 2)

is defined,;
(iiy for morphismsX Ly andy & Z with f proper, thgpushforward operation

fooBX Y 2) 5 BY L 2)

is defined,; ,
X 2 x
(i) for afiber square f’l lf the pullback operation
Vo h
7 BX L y) s B Ly
is defined.

These three operations are required to satisfy the sevemaxivhich are natural properties to
make them compatible each other:

(B1) productis associative;

(B2) pushforward is functorial,

(B3) pullback is functorial;

(B4) product and pushforward commute;
(B5) product and pullback commute;

(B6) pushforward and pullback commute;
(B7) projection formula.
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Definition 6.3. Let B andB’ be two bivariant theories on a categatyThen aGrothendieck trans-
formationfrom B to B’
v:B— B’
is a collection of morphisms
BX Lv)oB (X LY)
for each morphisnkX L Yinthe category, which preserves the above three basic operations.

As to the constructible functions we recall the followingtf&rom [31]:

Theorem 6.4. If we defineF(X ER Y) := F(X) (ignoring the morphisny), then it become a
bivariant theory, called the “simple” bivariant theory obastructible functions with the following
three bivariant operations:

e (bivariant product)
o FX Ly)oFY % 2) 5 F(X L 2),
aefi=a-f*B.
e (bivariant pushforward) For morphisms: X — Y andg : Y — Z with f proper
foF(X YL 2) SRy S 2)
fra = fia.
x4 x
e (bivariant pullback) For a fiber squaref’l lf

Y — Y,
g

¢ FX Ly oFx Ly

g a = (¢')a.
Theorem 6.5. Here we consider the category of complex algebraic vaisefihen the above group

FBeh (X ER Y’) becomes a bivariant theory as a subgroup or subtheory ofllee@simple bivariant
theoryF(X ER Y’), provided that we consider smooth morphigpisr the bivariant pullback.

Proof. All we have to do is to show that those three bivariant openatiare well-defined or stable

on the subgrouf Z¢ (X ER Y’). Below, as to bivariant product and bivariant pushforwavd,do
not need the requirement thiat is the Behrend functiony, but we need it for bivariant pullback.

(1) (bivariant product) It suffices to show that

(f15)*0y ® (glw)*0z = (fls)* Oy - f*(glw)*0z € B2 (X £ 7).

Since(f|s)*dy is a constructible function oS, (f|s)*dy = >, av 1y whereV’s are
subvarieties of, hence subvarieties df. Thus we get

(fls)*dy - F*(glw)*0z =Y avly - (gf|;-1(w)) 0z
14
= av(gfl-r ) 0z
14

Sincef~1(W) NV is a finite union of subvarieties, it follows théf|s)*dy - f*(g|lw)*dz €
oz (X 2 7).
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(2) (bivariant pushforward) It suffices to show that
fo(gfls)*0z) € F2(Y £ Z).

More preciselyf. ((4/]5)*02) = f.(is)-(f1s)*978z) = (f]s)+(f|s)"g"0z. Now it fol-
lows from Verdier's result[29, (5.1) Corollaire] that theonphismf|s : S — Y is a strati-
fied submersion, more precisely there is a filtration of dicsebvarietie$; C Vo, C --- C
V,n C Y such that the restriction of| s to each strat&; 1 \ V;, i.e.,(f|s) " (Vig1 \ Vi) —
Vi+1\V; is afiber bundle. Hence the operatigiis ). (f|s)* is the same as the multiplication
(3=, a;1y;)- with some integers;’s, i.e.,

(F1)-(f1s)"970z = (3 ailv) 6707 = 3 aslg

%

v.)0, e P2 (Y L 7).

(3) (bivariant pullback) Here we show that the following islixdefined
g FY (X L y)y s xt Ly,
Consider the following fiber squares:

g 9, g

Indeed,

9" ((fs)"dy) =

g ((fls)* 0y (by definition)

9)*((is)«(f|s)"dy (more precisely)

is)«(g")" (is)" f* 0y
(

iS’)* iS’)*(f/)*g*(SY c ]Fg*(SY (X/ f_,> Y/)

o~ o~ o~ o~

Hence, if we take the twisted Behrend functign, for a smooth morphism: Y’ — Y we
haveﬂy/ = g*;y.
O

Problem 6.6. Can one define a “bivariant homology theorﬁ(X — Y such that

(1) H(X ER Y) € HEM(X) for any morphisny : X — Y,
(2) H(X — Y) = HBM(X) for a smoothY’,
(3) the MacPherson’s Chern class

e FPeh(x Livy S HX Ly)

defined by, (is.i5 f*Dy) = is.c(i5 f*0y) € HPM(X) and extended linearly, becomes
a Grothendieck transformation.

(4) if Y is a pointpt, thenc, : F(X) = FB(X L5 pt) — H(X L pt) = HEM(X) is equal
to the original MacPherson’s Chern class homomorphism.
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Remark 6.7. One simple-minded construction of such a “bivariant horgpltheory"]ﬁ(X —=Y)

could be simply the image daf?¢" (X ER Y’) under the MacPherson’s Chern class: F(X) —
HPM(X):

H(X = Y):= e, (FBh(X L v)).

Before closing this section, we mention a bivariant-thdom@nalogue of the covariant functor of
conical Lagrangian cycles.

In [17] Kennedy proved that'h : F(X) =N L(X) is an isomorphism. In general, suppose we
have a correspondenggésuch that

e 7{ assigns an abelian grodp(X) to a varietyX
e there is an isomorphis® y : F(X) — H(X).
Then, if we define the pushforwayfd : H(X) — H(Y) foramapf : X — Y by
fH=HofFoH™  H(X) = H(Y)
then the correspondenéé becomes a covariant functeia the covariant functor FHere £ :
F(X) — F(Y), emphasizing the covariant functét. Similary, if we define the pullback™* :
H(Y) = H(X) by
frr=HofroH ' H(Y) = H(X)
then the corresponden@é becomes a contravariant functaga the contravariant functor FHere
f&: F(Y)— F(X). Furthermore, if we define
BH(X L V) = H(X)
then we get the simple bivariant-theoretic version of theespondenc®{ as follows:
o (Bivariant productesy, : BH(X 5 V) @ BH(Y L Z) — BH(X 2L Z) is defined by

ooy fBi= ’H(’H*l(a) o Hfl(ﬂ))

o (Bivariant pushforwardf®* : BH(X % 7) — BH(Y % Z)is defined by
F=Ho floH
e (Bivariant pullbacky*py : BH (X ER Y) - BH(X' EiN Y”) is defined by
Gy i=Ho froH L.
Clearly we get the canonical Grothendieck transformation
vo=0:FX LYy)sBHX LY
If we apply this argument to the conical Lagrangian cy2(&X ) we get the simple bivariant theory
of conical Lagrangian cycles
L(X L v)
and also we get the canonical Grothendieck transformation
ven =Ch:F(X Ly)->Lx Lv).
This simple bivariant theory.(X ER Y") can be defined or constructed directly as doné in [6], in
which one has to go through many geometric and/or topolbgigeedients.
The Fulton-MacPherson’s bivariant thed/™ (X ER Y’) is a subgroup (or a subtheory) of the
simple bivariant theory (X ERN Y) = F(X). Then if we define

LEM(X L vy = yen(FFM (X L v))
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then we can get a finer bivariant theory of conical Lagrangiaies, putting aside the problem of
how we define or describe such a finer bivariant-theoreticcabhagrangian cycle; it would be much

harder than the case of the simple @reX ER Y’) done in [6].

7. SOME MORE QUESTIONS AND PROBLEMS

7.1. A categorification of Donaldson—Thomas type invariant of a norphism. The cardinality
¢(F) of afinite setF, i.e., the number of elements &7, satisfies that

(1) X = X’ (set-isomorphismy=> ¢(X) = ¢(X’),

(2) e(X)=¢c(Y)+ (X \Y) forasubset” C X (ascissor relatiof,

() (X xY) =¢(X) x c(Y),

(4) c(pt) =1.
Now, let us supposthat there is a similar “cardinality” on a categofyOP of certain reasonable
topological spaces, satisfying the above four propentiesept for the condition (1) and (2),

(1) X = X' (TOP-isomorphism}=> ¢(X) = ¢(X"),

(2) ¢(X)=c(Y)+c(X\Y)foraclosed subsét C X.

() (X xY)=¢(X) xc(Y),

(4) c(pt) =1.
If such a “topological cardinality” exists, then we can shibnatc(R!) = —1, hencer(R") = (—1)".
Thus, for a finiteCTW-complex X, ¢(X) is exactly the Euler—Poincaré characterisicX). The
existence of such a topological cardinalitygearanteed by the ordinary homology theomore
precisely

o(X) = xe(X) = _(=1)"dimg Hi(X;R) =Y (~1)" dimg H(X;R).
Here HPM(X) is the Borel-Moore homology group of .
Similarly let us suppose that there is a similar cardinalitythe categoryc of complex algebraic
varieties:
(1)" X = X’ (Ve-isomorphismy=> ¢(X) = ¢(X’),
(2)" e¢(X) = ¢e(Y) + (X \Y) for a closed subvariety C X (i.e., a closed subset in Zariski

topology),
() (X xY)=¢(X) xc(Y),
(4) c(pt) = L.
We cannot do the same trick as we do for the abg® ) = —1. The existence of such an algebraic

cardinality isguaranteed by Deligne’s theory of mixed Hodge structukes «, v be two variables,
then the Deligne—Hodge polynomig), ,, is defined by

Xu,o(X) = Z(—l)i dim¢ Gr%Grmq (H(X;C))uPo.

In particular,y, ,(C') = uwv. The partiuclar case when = —y,v = 1 is the important one for
the motivic Hirzebruch clasg; (X) := x—,.1(X) = > (—1)" dimc Gri(H:(X; C))(—y)P. This is
called x,-genusof X.

Similarly let us consider the Donaldson—Thomas type imvgrof morphisms:

@) x Ly =x’ L5 v (isomorphismy= \PT(X L v) = xPT(x' L5 1),

@ PTx L y) = PT(z Sz, V) +xPT(X\ Z ELIEN Y) for a closed subvariety

ZcCX.
@ XPT (X1 x Xy P ¥y ¥) = )PP (0 5 1) s xPT (X P ),
(4) X7 (pt) = 1.
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So, just like the above two cardinalities or countind X)) andx.,..,(X ), we pose the following
problem, which is related to the above Probleni 6.6:

Problem 7.1. Is there some kind of bivariant theo (X % V) such that
@) yPT(X L y) =3, (~1)idime’ (X L v)?
(2) WhenY is smooth©(X ER Y') is (or should be) isomorphic to the Borel-Moore homol-
ogy theoryH2M (X)) (which is isomorphic to the Fulton—-MacPherson bivariantriaogy
theoryH (X ER Y)).

Remark7.2. (1) WhenY is smooth, we have?T(X % V) = (—1)dmYy(X), that is
XPT(X L vy = (—1)dmY 5 (—1)f dim HEM (X) = (—=1)4mY 3, (1) dim H-(X 5
Y). In the above formulation?” (X L V) = >, (—1)idim O (X L v the sign part
(—1)* should get involve something of the morphignas well.
(2) Even for the identityX 2% X, sincey?7 (X) # xP7(Z) +xPT(X \ Z), the cohomolog-

ical parto(X Idx, X) of such a theory (if it existed) does not satisfy the usuagjleract
sequence for a paf C X, and it should satisfy a modified one so that

inclusion inclusion
xPT(X) = xPT (7 22200 X)) 4+ PT (X )\ 2 25200 X)

is correct.

7.2. A higher class analogue of MNOP conjecture and a generalizeblacMahon function. In
[22] M. Levine and R. Pandharipnade showed the MNOP conje¢fE], which is nothing but the
homomorphism

M(q) : 2 (pt) — Q[[q]], defined byM (q)([X]) := M (q)/x =(Tx@5x),

whereQ2*(X) is Levine—Morel’s algebraic cobordisin [21] (also see [20d $22]) and

1
n<1

is the MacMahon function. A naive question on the above hoorptiismM (¢) : Q3(pt) — Q[[q]]
is:

Question 7.3. To what extent could one extend the homomorpHisty) : Q=3(pt) — Q[[q]] to
a higher dimensional variety” instead ofY’ = pt being the point? Namely, could one get the
homomorphism
M(q): " (Y) — HZM(Y) @ Qlld]]
defined by
M(g)([X 5 Y]) = M(g)f-(comx-amv (Tr200XD7

Here by the construction of the algebraic cobordi&vandY” are both smoothly := Tx — f*Ty
andKf = Kx — f*Ky.

Note that forY” = pt the aboveM (q) : Q*(Y) — HEM(Y) ® Q[[q]] is nothing butM (q) :
Q~3(pt) — Q[[q]] in the case whedim X = 3. The MacMahon function has a combinatorial origin
as the generating function for the number of 3-dimensioagifons of size n (as explained in [20]).
Itis speculative that the MacMahon function is involvedyoinl the case whedim X —dimY = 3.

If it were the case, the following more specific problem skdug posed:

Problem 7.4. Could one get the homomorphism

M(q) : Q3(Y) = HPY(Y) @ Qllg]] defined byM (q)([X L ¥]) := M(g)-(esTr&KN0XD2
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Remark 7.5. Note that the dimensiod of an elemenfX ER Y] € Q4Y) means thatl =
codim f = dimY — dim X, hence ifY = pt, thendim X = 3 implies thatd = —3. More-
over, for a general dimensiafy sayd < —3, one should come with some other functions, i.e.

—~—

“d-dimensional generalized MacMahon functidf(q),,” such that when! = —3 it is the same as

—_~—

the original MacMahon function/ (q), i.e. M (q)_5 = M(q). Such a formulation would be useful
in Donaldson—Thomas theory fdrCalabi—Yau manifolds witlhi > 3. However, we have to point

out that the above functial/ (¢),, for the generating function of dimensidipartitions is now known
to be not correct, although it does appear to be asymptiyticadrect in dimension fouf 3, 26]. Fol-
lowing ideas from algebraic cobordism aslinl[22], we hopat@stigate further in this direction in a
future work.
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