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MANIFOLDS WITH WEAKLY REDUCIBLE GENUS-THREE
TRISECTIONS ARE STANDARD

ROMAN ARANDA AND ALEXANDER ZUPAN

ABSTRACT. Heegaard splittings stratify 3-manifolds by complexity; only S° admits a
genus-zero splitting, and only S%, S! x $2, and lens spaces L(p,q) admit genus-one split-
tings. In dimension four, the second author and Jeffrey Meier proved that only a handful
of simply-connected 4-manifolds have trisection genus two or less [MZI7b], while Meier
conjectured that if X admits a genus-three trisection, then X is diffeomorphic to a spun
lens space S, or its sibling S, S, or a connected sum of copies of £CP?, S x $3, and
5% x 52 [Meil8]. We prove Meier’s conjecture in the case that X admits a weakly reducible
genus-three trisection, where weak reducibility is a new idea adapted from Heegaard theory
and is defined in terms of disjoint curves bounding compressing disks in various handle-
bodies. The tools and techniques used to prove the main theorem borrow heavily from
3-manifold topology. Of independent interest, we give a trisection-diagrammatic descrip-
tion of 4-manifolds obtained by surgery on loops and spheres in other 4-manifolds.

1. INTRODUCTION

The classification of closed, orientable manifolds in dimension n is a foundational problem
in geometric topology. For n = 3, the classification problem becomes much more manageable
when we stratify 3-manifolds by Heegaard genus: The only 3-manifold with a genus-zero
Heegaard splitting is S3, and the only 3-manifolds with a genus-one Heegaard splitting are
83, 81 x S2, and the family of lens spaces L(p,q). Turning to dimension four, we may
stratify manifolds by their trisection genus, a higher-dimensional analogue of Heegaard
genus. In their seminal work, Gay and Kirby showed the only smooth 4-manifold admitting
a genus-zero trisection is S*, while the only manifolds admitting genus-one trisections are
5S4, 81 x 83, and +=CP? [GK16]. This classification program was pushed further by Meier
and the second author, who proved

Theorem 1.1. [MZ17b] If X admits a genus-two trisection T, then either T is reducible
and X can be expressed as a connected sum of genus-one 4-manifolds, or T is the standard
trisection of S% x S2.

While the genus-one classification is a straightforward exercise, the genus-two classifi-
cation relies on intricate combinatorics and the Wave Theorem of [HOTR0], a deep result
from the theory of Heegaard splittings. Regarding genus-three trisections, Meier showed
that Pao’s manifolds S, and 51/7 (obtained by surgery on a loop in S* x $3) admit genus-three
trisections. He also conjectured

Conjecture 1.2. [Meil8| If X admits a genus-three trisection, then X is diffeomorphic to
a spun lens space Sy, or its sibling S;,, S4, or a connected sum of copies of £CP?, S x S3,
and S? x S2.

In the present paper, we prove that any 4-manifold X with a weakly reducible genus-three
trisection satisfies Meier’s conjecture, where relevant definitions are included below.
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Theorem 1.3. Suppose X admits a weakly reducible genus-three trisection T . Then either
T is reducible, or T contains a five-chain. In particular, X is diffeomorphic to a spun lens
space Sy or its sibling SI’,, S4, or a connected sum of copies of +CP?, S* x S3, and S% x S2.

A trisection T is determined up to diffeomorphism by its spine, the union of three
3-dimensional handlebodies H, U Hg U H,. A trisection 7 is said to be reducible if there
is a curve ¢ bounding disks in all three handlebodies; in this case, we can split 7 into a
connected sum of smaller-genus trisections. In a foundational result from Heegaard theory,
Casson and Gordon proved that if a 3-manifold Y admits a weakly reducible Heegaard
splitting, then either the splitting is reducible or Y contains an essential surface [CG87].
We adapt weak reducibility to the setting of trisections, providing further evidence that key
ideas from Heegaard theory can inform new insights in dimension four via trisections. We
say that T is weakly reducible if there are disjoint non-separating curves ¢ and ¢’ such that
¢ bounds a disk in one of the three handlebodies, and ¢’ bounds a disk in the other two.
See [ST94] for additional discussion of weak reduction in the context of Heegaard splittings.

A five-chain is a specific sequence of five curves bounding disks in each of the three
handlebodies such that consecutive curves intersect once and other pairs of curves are
disjoint. A more rigorous definition can be found in Section [l in which we show that if
T admits a five-chain, then X can be obtained by surgery on a loop ¢ in a manifold X’
admitting a lower-genus trisection 7. The proof of Theorem [L.3] relies heavily on ideas
from the theory of Heegaard splittings and uses a variety of tools and techniques, including
connections between 4-manifolds and Dehn surgery on knots in 3-manifolds, weak reduction
and thin position of Heegaard splittings, and many ideas arising in the proof of Theorem [I.1l

In the spirit of classifying as many genus-three trisections as possible, we prove a stronger
version of Theorem [I.3] using the same techniques. Given a trisection 7 for X with spine
H,UHgU H,, a dependent triple for T consists of three pairwise disjoint non-separating
curves a1, (31, and 7, bounding disks in H,, Hpg, and H,, respectively, such that the
homology classes [a1], [51], and [y1] are linearly dependent in H;(X).

Theorem 1.4. Suppose a genus-three trisection T of X admits a dependent triple. Then
either T is reducible, or T contains a five-chain. In particular, X is diffeomorphic to a
spun lens space S, or its sibling S;,, S4. or a connected sum of copies of £CP?, St x S3,
and S? x S2.

Corollary 1.5. If X is simply-connected and admits a genus-three trisection T with a
dependent triple, then X is diffeomorphic to S* or a connected sum of copies of +CP?, and
S? x S2.

Corollary is notable in light of the trisection genus additivity problem, which asks
whether g(X1#X5) = g(X1)+9(X2). In particular, there are examples of exotic CIP’2#2@2
(manifolds X homeomorphic but not diffeomorphic to CIP’2#2@2) [API10L [FS11]. If tri-
section genus is additive, then the fact that there is some k such that X#(S? x S?) is
diffeomorphic to C]Pz#z@?#k(sz x §2) [Wal64] implies that g(X) = g((C]P’2#2@2) = 3.
Corollary can be interpreted as evidence that no exotic CP2#2@2 admits a genus-three

trisection, which would imply that trisection genus is not additive. For more information
on the additivity of trisection genus and exotic pairs, see Section 1.3 of [LCM22].

Remark 1.6. The only progress on the genus-three classification problem appears in work
of the first author and Moeller in [AM22]. In Section 7, they prove that a special class of
genus-three trisections, called Farey trisections, correspond to standard 4-manifolds (and
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thus satisfy Meier’s conjecture). Farey trisections are examples of genus-three diagrams
with a dependent triple; thus we recover Theorem 7.2 of [AM22].

The order of the paper is as follows: In Section [2, we dispense with the necessary pre-
liminaries. In Section Bl we introduce technical lemmas from 3-manifold topology, citing
some and proving others which do not appear elsewhere in the literature. These lemmas
are the main input used to prove Proposition 3.9] the starting point for our classification
of weakly reducible genus-three trisections. Section M discusses some results on Heegaard
triples, a generalization of trisection diagrams, following [MSZ16] and [MZ17b|] to prove
generalizations of the main theorems from those papers. In Section [B, we introduce the no-
tion of a five-chain and surgery on a five-chain, and finally, in Section [6] we put everything
together to prove Theorem [[.3l Section [ extends these ideas to dependent triples. The
paper concludes with questions for future exploration in Section Rl
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help at the outset of this project, and we thank Jeffrey Meier for comments on a draft of
this paper and for conversations related to this work and to the work in [Meilg]. AZ is
supported by NSF award DMS-2405301 and a Simons Foundation Travel Award.

2. PRELIMINARIES

All manifolds are smooth and orientable (unless otherwise specified). If Y C X, we
let n(Y) denote a regular neighborhood of ¥ in X, and we let X \Y = X —n((Y). A
n-dimensional 7-handlebody of genus g is the union of an n-dimensional zero handle and ¢
n-dimensional 1-handles. Following convention, we refer to a 3-dimensional 1-handlebody
simply as a handlebody. A compression-body C is obtained from the product ¥ x I, where
> is a connected, closed surface of genus g > 0, by attaching 3-dimensional 2-handles to
¥ x {0} and capping off any resulting 2-sphere boundary components with a 3-ball. We let
0+C =X x {1} and 0_C = 90C \ 0+C. As a consequence, a handlebody is a compression-
body C such that O_C = 0.

By a curve in a surface ¥, we mean a free homotopy class of an essential simple closed
curve. A compressing disk D for a compression-body C'is a properly embedded disk D C C
such that 9D is a curve in ¥ = 9, C. It is a standard fact that D is determined up to
isotopy by its boundary 9D, which we call a compressing curve for C. A cut system for a
genus-¢g handlebody H is a collection « of pairwise disjoint compressing curves such that
OH \ « is a connected planar surface. In this case, a must contain exactly g curves, and we
write H = H,. Two cut systems « and o/ determine the same handlebody H if and only
if & and o are related by a finite sequence of handleslides in 3 [Joh95]. A curve ¢ in X is
called primitive in H if there exists a compressing curve ¢ for H such that [cN | = 1.

Given a curve c¢ in X, let 3. denote the surface obtained by capping off the boundary
components of 3\ ¢ with two disks, Dy and D;. We say that X, is obtained by compression
along ¢, and we call the glued-in disks Dy and D; the scars of the compression. If we
compress X along multiple disjoint curves, say ¢ and ¢/, we denote the resulting closed
surface by Y. . Note that if c is a compressing curve for H and D is a disk in H bounded
by ¢, then we can view X, as 0(H \ D).

Remark 2.1. Any curve ¢; in Y. disjoint from the scars of compression can be viewed
as a curve in X as well, also there is an important subtlety to point out: If ¢; and ¢o are
homotopic curves in X disjoint from the scars of compression, is does not necessarily imply
that ¢; and ¢y are homotopic in X, but rather that ¢; becomes homotopic to ¢g in X after
some number of handleslides over the curve ¢ in ¥ (where each handleslide corresponds
precisely to a homotopy of ¢; in ¥, that passes ¢; over a scar).



MANIFOLDS WITH WEAKLY REDUCIBLE GENUS-THREE TRISECTIONS ARE STANDARD 4

Every closed 3-manifold Y admits a Heegaard splitting, a decomposition Y = Hy Uy Ho,
where Hi and Hs are handlebodies and ¥ = 0H; = 0Hs. In this case, the splitting can
be represented by a Heegaard diagram (X;«, ), where a and (3 are cut systems for H; and
Ho, respectively. A curve ¢ in ¥ that is a compressing curve for both H; and Hs is called a
reducing curve. In this case, ¢ bounds disks D; C Hy and Dy C Ho, so that S = Dy U D5 is
a 2-sphere that meets ¥ in a single curve. If ¢ is separating, we can split Y into Y;#Y> along
S, and we can cut X along c to obtain Heegaard surfaces for Y7 and Ys. If ¢ is nonseparating,
then so is S, and we can see that Y = Y'#(S' x S?) via a standard argument, in which S
is isotopic to {pt} x S? in the S x S? summand. If there are compressing curves c; and cz
for Hy and Hs, respectively, such that |c; Ney| = 1, we say the splitting is stabilized. In this
case, the Heegaard splitting has a genus-one S3 summand, and we can find a lower-genus
Heegaard splitting of Y, called a destabilization of our original splitting.

Standard diagrams come up in a number of places in our arguments, and so we define
them here. A genus-g Heegaard diagram (3;«,3) for #F(S' x S2) is called standard if
la; N G| = 65 for 1 < i,j < g—k, a; = f; for g—k < i < g, and all other pairs
of curves in « and § are disjoint. Waldhausen’s Theorem implies that every Heegaard
splitting of #%(S! x S?) admits a standard diagram [Wal68] (see also [Sch07]). However,
we observe that a given splitting does not have a unique standard diagram; see Figure [I]
for an example. A genus-2 Heegaard diagram (X;a, () is called standard if there exists a
separating reducing curve c for the splitting disjoint from aU 5. In this case, the Heegaard
diagram can be reduced to the connected sum of two genus-one diagrams. These two notions
of standardness agree, but the second definition extends the idea of standardness to other
genus-two manifolds such as L(p, q)#(S* x S?).

T$$ Te’

F1GURE 1. Two examples of standard Heegaard diagrams for a genus-three
Heegaard splitting of S' x S?

Heegaard theory is also well-developed in the setting of compact 3-manifolds: A Heegaard
splitting for a compact 3-manifold Y is a decomposition Y = C; Uy Cy, where C7 and Cs
are compression-bodies with ¥ = 9, C; = 9, C5 and 9Y = 0_C1 U 0_Cs. As above, we say
that the Heegaard splitting is reducible if there exists a compressing curve ¢ in X for both
C1 and Csy. A classical result known as Haken’s Lemma asserts

Lemma 2.2. [Hak68] If Y = Cy Uy, Cy is a Heegaard splitting of a reducible 3-manifold Y,
then X is reducible.

An important and technical tool in our work is a generalized Heegaard splitting. A
generalized Heegaard splitting for Y is the expression of Y as
Y =C} Uy, CUg, C¥Us, U---Ug, , C} Uy, UCY,
where

(1) each C% and C% is a compression-body,
(2) B = 0401 = 0,.C4,
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(3) S;i=0_Ci=0_Ci" and

(4) oY =0_C1UO_CY.
We call the surfaces ¥; thick surfaces and S; thin surfaces of the generalized Heegaard
splitting, and we will abuse notation and denote a generalized splitting by the sequence of
thick/thin surfaces (X1,S51,...,S,-1,%,) in Y, which uniquely determines the generalized
Heegaard splitting. A Heegaard splitting Y = C; Ux; Cs is called weakly reducible if there
exist disjoint curves ¢; and ¢ bounding compressing disks in C; and Cb, respectively, and
c1 and ¢y are called a weak-reducing pair. Generalized Heegaard splittings arise naturally
from weakly reducible Heegaard splittings: Suppose that X is a weakly reducible Heegaard
surface for Y with a weak-reducing pair ¢; and co. In a process known as untelescoping,
we can obtain a generalized Heegaard splitting (3,, 2¢, ¢y, 2e,) for Y. In this case, the
compression-body 021 can be obtained by attaching a 2-handle to ¥., along co (and, in
parallel, C? is obtained by attaching a 2-handle to X, along c¢1). A detailed treatment of
generalized Heegaard splittings can be found in [SSS16].

Remark 2.3. In this paper, we will deal exclusively with genus-three weakly reducible
Heegaard splittings Y = C7 Uy C5. Suppose that ¢; and ¢y are a weak-reducing pair such
that both ¢; and c¢o are non-separating curves in . There are two qualitatively different
cases: If ¢; and cp are mutually non-separating, the induced thin surface X, ., is a torus.
If ¢; and cp are mutually separating, X, ., is the disjoint union of two tori. A schematic
diagram of untelescoping in either case is shown in Figure 2l

DI DI
201702 — U m E — E01,02
e, e,

FIGURE 2. Schematic diagrams for the two different untelescopings of a
weakly reducible genus-three Heegaard splitting.

As with Heegaard splittings above, we say that a thick surface 3; is weakly reducible if
there exist disjoint compressing curves ¢; and ¢y in ¥; for Cf and C3, respectively. We state
a useful proposition, which is foundational to the theory of thin position of 3-manifolds.

Proposition 2.4. [CG8T7, [ST94] Suppose (X1, 51,...,50-1,2n) is a generalized Heegaard
splitting of Y. If a thin surface S; is compressible, then at least one thick surface ¥; is
weakly reducible.

In [GK16], Gay and Kirby showed that every closed smooth 4-manifold X admits a
trisection 7, a decomposition X = X; U X9 U X3 in which each X; is a 4-dimensional
I-handlebody §* (S' x D3), and each intersection H; = X; N X;;1 is a (3-dimensional)
handlebody. In this case, it follows that the triple intersection % = X1 U X5 U X3 is a genus-
g surface. When we wish to emphasize the complexity of the components of a trisection,
we will say that T is a (g; k1, ko, k3)-trisection. In analogy to the 3-dimensional situation, a
trisection is determined up to diffeomorphism by a trisection diagram (X;«, 3,7), in which
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«, B, and ~ are cut systems for Hy, Ho, and Hjs, respectively, which we will usually denote
H,, Hg, and H,.

As in the case of Heegaard splittings, a trisection is said to be reducible if there exists
a curve c¢ in ¥ which is a compressing curve for all three of H,, Hg, and H,, called a
reducing curve. In this case, if ¢ is separating, we can we can express 7 as a connected sum
T =T#T", where X = X'#X"” and T' and T" are trisections of X’ and X", respectively.
If ¢ is nonseparating, then a standard argument shows that X = X'#(S! x $3), and T
can be decomposed as the connected sum of a trisection 77 of X’ and the standard genus-
one trisection of S x §3. If there exists a curve c¢ that compresses in H, and a curve ¢
that compresses in both Hg and H such that |c N /|, we say that T is stabilized. If T is
stabilized, then 7T is reducible and we can split off a genus-one trisection of S4. In other
words, we can find a lower-genus trisection for the same 4-manifold.

Motivated by the definition of weak reducibility from Heegaard theory, we introduce a
similar concept here: We say that T is weakly reducible if there exist non-separating curves
c and ¢’ in X such that c¢ is a compressing curve for H, and ¢ is a compressing curve for
both Hg and H,. An example of a weakly reducible trisection can be seen in Figure [3

FIGURE 3. A genus-three trisection diagram (X;«, 3,v) for the manifold
S, the spin of RP3, in which curves in « are red, curves in § are blue, and
curves in y are green. Note that the teal curve belongs to both 8 and ~ and
is disjoint from a curve in «, so this trisection is weakly reducible.

Remark 2.5. The reader may wonder why we require the compressing curves in the def-
inition of weak reducibility to be non-separating, because this is not a requirement for
a weakly reducible Heegaard splitting. However, given a pair ¢ and ¢ of weak-reducing
curves for a Heegaard surface, we can always replace ¢ and ¢ with non-separating curves
by standard arguments. Thus, these definitions do align, although for trisections we add
the non-separating requirement to the definition, since it is not a consequence of the less
restrictive definition as it is in dimension three.

In our exploration of genus-three trisections, we can rule out certain complexity param-
eters using a known classification.

Proposition 2.6. [MSZ16] Suppose that T is a (g; k1, k2, k3)-trisection, where k; > g — 1
for some i. Then T is reducible and can be expressed as the connected sum of genus-one
trisections.

As a consequence, we will henceforth assume that any (3; k1, ko, k3)-trisection appearing
in this paper will satisfy k; € {0, 1}, since these are the unclassified cases.

The last topic in this section is surgery on a loop. Let X be a closed 4-manifold, and let
¢ be a loop in X; that is, an embedded S*. Consider a 4-manifold X, = (X \ £)U (5% x D?).
We say that X, is obtained by surgery on £. Up to diffeomorphism, there are at most two
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ways to cap off S1 x §%2 = 9(X \ £) with S? x D?, and so there are at most two distinct
4-manifolds X, and X obtained by surgery on the loop £ in X [Glu62]. The 4-manifolds
X, and X, are called siblings.

On the other hand, let X again be a closed 4-manifold, and consider a 2-sphere S C X
with [S]-[S] = 0, so that n(S) is diffeomorphic to S? x D?. Define Xg = (X \ S)U(S* x D?).
We say that Xg is the result of surgery on S, and up to diffeomorphism, Xg is unique [LP72].
If X, is obtained by surgery on a loop ¢ in X, then X is obtained by surgery on the
corresponding 2-sphere in Xy, and vice versa.

Now we will define the manifolds S, and 51/) mentioned in the introduction. Let X =
St x 83, and let £, be any loop in S x S3 such that [(,] = p € Z = m (ST x $3). (Note that
¢, is well-defined up to isotopy, since homotopy and isotopy coincide for loops in dimension
four.) Finally, define S, and SI’, to be the two 4-manifolds obtained by surgery on ¢,. The
manifold S, is also the spun lens space as described in [Meil8], which contains a number
of additional details about these manifolds. In particular, Pao proved that S, and SI’, are
diffeomorphic if and only if p is odd [Pao77], and Meier produced (3; 1,1, 1)-trisections for
Sp and S;). Meier’s diagram for Sy is shown in Figure Bl Chu and Tillmann proved that for
any closed 4-manifold X, we have g(X) > x(X) — 2 + 3rk(m(X))[CT19]. This inequality
implies

Lemma 2.7. If p # 1, both S, and S;) have trisection genus three, and if p # 0,1, their
genus-three trisections are irreducible.

Proof. The manifold X = S, or X = S, satisfies x(X) = 2 and 71(X) = Z/pZ. Thus, if
p # 1, we have g(X) > 2 — 2+ 3 by the inequality above. By Theorem [[T] if X admits a
reducible genus-three trisection, then X can be expressed as a connected sum of S? x S2,
+CP?, and S x S3, and so if p # 0,1, it follows that any genus-three trisection of X is
irreducible. O

Note that when p = 0, we have Sy = (5% x S?)#(S1 x 5%) and S}, = (C]P’2#@2#(Sl x S3).
When p = 1, we have that S; and S} are diffeomorphic to S*.

3. TECHNICAL LEMMAS

We begin to build up to our proof of the main theorem by importing three lemmas about
genus-two Heegaard splittings from the work of Cho and Koda.

Lemma 3.1. [CK14, Lemma 2.5] Suppose H Usx, H' is a genus-two Heegaard splitting for
S1x 82, with ¢; and co disjoint curves bounding disks in H such that ¢ and co are primitive
in H'. Then there exists a compressing curve ¢ for H such that |cy Ne| = |eaNe| = 1.

Lemma 3.2. [CK14, Lemma 2.4] The genus-two Heegaard surface for S* x S? has a unique
non-separating reducing curve.

Lemma 3.3. [CK15, Lemma 1.9] The genus-two Heegaard surface for L(p,q)#S x S? has
a unique non-separating reducing curve.

The next five lemmas are required to proof Proposition B9, which is the first major step
on the way to proving Theorem [L.3]

Lemma 3.4. If X; is a weakly reducible genus-two thick surface in a generalized Heegaard
splitting for a 3-manifold Y, then X; is reducible.

Proof. Suppose %; is weakly reducible. Then there exist disjoint compressing curves ¢; and
c2 in ¥; for C} and C%, respectively. Let X/ be the result of compressing ¥; along ¢; and
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c2. By a standard argument, since the genus of 3; is two, at least one component of ¥/ is
a sphere containing scars coming from both ¢; and from co. Let ¢ be a curve separating
in this component of ¥ separating the scars coming from ¢; from the scars coming from
c2. Then ¢ bounds a disk in ¥ containing only scars coming from ¢;, which implies that
c bounds a compressing disk in Ci. Similarly, ¢ bounds a disk in ¥ containing only scars
coming from ¢y, so ¢ bounds a compressing disk in C§. We conclude that c is a reducing
curve for X;. O

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that C is a compression-body such that g(0+C) = 2 and g(0-C) = 1.
Then C has a unique non-separating compressing disk up to isotopy.

Proof. Note that C' has at least one non-separating compressing disk D, and suppose by way
of contradiction that D’ is another non-separating compressing disk which is not isotopic
to D. If DN D’ = (), then D' C C'\ D, where C'\ D is diffeomorphic to T2 x I. As 9(T? x I)
is incompressible, it follows that D’ is isotopic to a disk D* € (T2 x I). Let D; and Ds in
O(T? x I) denote the two scars of cutting C along D. If D* contains neither scar, then D’
is boundary-parallel in C', violating our assumption that 9D is essential in 9, C, and if D*
contains both scars, then D’ is separating in C, again violating our hypotheses. It follows
that D* contains a single scar, which implies that D and D’ are isotopic, a contradiction.

Now, suppose that D N D’ # (), and suppose that D’ intersects D minimally among all
non-separating disks not isotopic to D. Using a standard cut-and-paste argument and the
irreducibility of C, we can assume that D N D’ contains only arcs of intersection. Let «
be an arc of intersection that is outermost in D, so that « co-bounds a disk A C D with
an arc in 0, C and such that A does not intersect D’ in its interior. Construct two new
disks D} and D) by gluing a copy of A to each component of D"\ a. Then D} and D) are
embedded disks with boundary in 0;C, and since [0D'] = [0D}] 4+ [0D5] in H1(0+C), at
least one of D} or D) is a non-separating compressing disk. Note that by construction, we
have D} N Dy =0, and |D N D}| < |D N D'| for both i = 1 and 2.

Suppose without loss of generality that D] is non-separating. Since |D N D}| < |DND'|,
we have by minimality of D’ that D} and D are isotopic. Moreover, [0D’] = [0D}] + [0D4]
in Hy(0+C) implies that [0D}] = 0, so that dD), is a separating curve. If D) is inessential
in 04 C, then we can construct an isotopy from D’ to D}, implying D’ is isotopic to D as
well, a contradiction. Otherwise, 9D} is separating, so that C'\ D} is the union of 7% x T
and a solid torus V' in which D] is a compressing disk. Now, we can reconstruct D’ by
boundary-tubing D} and D) in C. However, the result of such a boundary-tubing the
separating curve D} to the non-separating curve D} in C' yields a disk isotopic to Dj. It
follows that D’ is isotopic to D} and thus to D, another contradiction. We conclude that
no such disk D’ exists. O

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that C is a compression-body such that g(01C) = 2 and 0_C is a
disjoint union of two tori. Then C' has a unique compressing disk up to isotopy.

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma [3.5 we note that C' has one (separating) compressing disk
D, and we suppose by way of contradiction that D’ is another compressing disk which is
not isotopic to D. If DN D' = (), then D' C C'\ D, where C'\ D is diffeomorphic to two
disjoint copies of T2 x I. As O(T? x I) is incompressible, it follows that D’ is isotopic to a
disk D* C 9(T? x I). Let Dy and Do denote the two scars of cutting C' along D, where one
scar is in each copy of (T2 x I). If D* contains neither scar, then D’ is boundary-parallel
in C, violating our assumption that 0D is essential in 0, C. Otherwise, D* contains one of
the scars, implying D and d’ are isotopic, a contradiction.



MANIFOLDS WITH WEAKLY REDUCIBLE GENUS-THREE TRISECTIONS ARE STANDARD 9

Now, suppose that D N D’ # () with D’ intersecting D minimally among all compressing
disks not isotopic to D. As above, we can assume that D N D’ contains only arcs of
intersection, and if « is an arc of intersection that is outermost in D, we can use « to
construct two new disks D} and D such that D} N D} = 0, and |DND}| < |DND’'| for both
i =1and 2. If D] is a boundary parallel disk, then we can use this parallelism to construct
an isotopy from D) to D', contradicting our assumption that D’ intersects D minimally.
Similarly, D) cannot be boundary parallel, and thus the only possibility is that both D}
and D) are isotopic to D (and thus to each other). However, as above, D’ is the result
of such a boundary-tubing D] and D} in C, but boundary tubing two parallel separating
disks produces a boundary-parallel disk, another contradiction. We conclude that no such
disk D’ exists. O

Lemma 3.7. Suppose Hy Us, Ho is a genus-three Heegaard splitting of Y = S or S* x S2,
and let ¢y and c2 be a weak-reducing pair of mutually non-separating curves. Then one of
the following holds:
(1) There exists a compressing curve ¢4 for Hy such that |chb Ner| =1 and ¢h, Neg =0,
(2) There exists a compressing curve ¢y for Hy such that | Neca] =1 and ¢, Ney =0,
(8) c1 is a reducing curve, or
(4) c2 is a reducing curve.

Proof. Untelescoping ¥ along the weak-reducing pair ¢; and ¢; yields a generalized Heegaard
splitting (X, , X¢; ¢0 2 ), Where

Y = H{ UECI & UEcl,c2 Cy UECQ Hé

Let D; be a disk bounded by ¢; in H;, so that H] = H; \ Dy and H) = Hy \ Ds.

Since ¢; and co are mutually non-separating, the thin surface ¥, ., is a torus, and
so it compresses in Y, as neither S3 nor S' x S? contains an incompressible torus. By
Proposition 2.4, at least one of the surfaces ¥., or ¥., is weakly reducible. Moreover,
9(3¢,) = 9(Xc,) = 2, and so by Lemma B.4], one of the thick surfaces is reducible. Suppose
first that 3., is reducible, and let ¢* be a separating reducing curve. Let D* denote the
disk bounded by ¢* in C1, so that C; \ D* is the union of a solid torus V' and a copy of
T? x I. Now, both the meridian of V and the curve cy, viewed as a curve in ¥, bound a
non-separating compressing disks for C;. By Lemma B3] such a disk is unique, and so it
follows that cp is homotopic in Y., to a curve disjoint from c*.

Fixing cg, there is a homotopy of ¢* in ., taking c¢* to a curve ¢** disjoint from cs.
Following Remark Il we have that there is a sequence of handleslides of ¢* over ¢; in
our original surface ¥ yielding ¢**. See Figure @l We note also that since ¢* bounds a
disk in H] = H; \ Dy, we have ¢* (viewed as a curve in ) bounds a disk in H; as well;
hence, the curve ¢** also bounds a disk in H;. Since ¢** is separating in X.,, it cuts off a
once-punctured torus 7' containing co, which a priori may contain one or both scars from
c1. After additional slides of ¢** over these scars if necessary, we obtain a curve ¢*** cutting
off a punctured torus 7 containing cs and no scars, so that T is a subsurface of X as well.
Since ¢o C T, it follows that ¢*** bounds a disk in Hs, and thus ¢™** is a reducing curve
for ¥ cutting off a genus-one summand Y* of Y. If Y* = S3, then conclusion (2) holds;
otherwise, Y* = S! x $? and conclusion (4) holds.

The other possibility is that X, is reducible, in which case a parallel argument shows
that (1) or (3) holds, completing the proof. O
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)

FIGURE 4. At top left, curves c* and cy are homotopic to disjoint curves in
Y., (shown with scars). At top right, slides of ¢* over ¢; in ¥ (homotopies
over scars in X, ) yield ¢** disjoint from ¢y in ¥.,. At bottom, further slides
of ¢ over ¢; yield a reducing curve ¢*** for X.

Lemma 3.8. Suppose Hy Us, Ho is a genus-three Heegaard splitting of Y = S or S* x S2,
and let ¢y and co be a weak-reducing pair of non-separating but mutually separating curves.
Then either ¢y is a reducing curve or cg is a reducing curve.

Proof. We proceed as in the proof of Lemma[3.7], untelescoping to get a generalized Heegaard
splitting (X, , X¢, ¢y, X, ), Where

Y = H{ Us,, Cy USe, e Cy Us., Hé

As above, we let ¢; bounds a disk D; in H;, so that H, = H; \ D;.

In this case, the thin surface X, ., is a disjoint union of two tori, and so it compresses
in Y. By Proposition 2.4] and Lemma B.4] at least one of the thick surfaces is reducible.
Suppose that X, has a separating reducing curve ¢*. Then both ¢* and ¢y bound separating
compressing disks in the compression-body C7, and so Lemma [3.6], the uniqueness of such
a disk implies that ¢y and ¢* are homotopic in ¥.,. As in the proof of Lemma B.7] it follows
that there is a sequence of handleslides of ¢* over ¢y in ¥ yielding cy. Since ¢* bounds a
disk in H7, it also bounds a disk in Hy, and since and ¢; bounds a disk in Hy, so does c;.
We conclude that cp is a reducing curve for . A parallel argument shows that if ¥, is
reducible, then ¢y is a reducing curve, competing the proof. O

As noted earlier, the preceding lemmas comprise the key ingredients in the proof of the
next proposition.

Proposition 3.9. Suppose T is a weakly reducible genus-three trisection, with a trisection
diagram (X; «, 8,7) such that oy disjoint from Ps = ~y3. Then either T is reducible, or there
exist curves 1 and y1 bounding disks in Hg and H., respectively, disjoint from B3, and
such that o N G| =1 and |ag Ny1| = 1.

Proof. As noted in the previous section, we assume k; < 1 for all 4. First, suppose that ay
and B3 are mutually separating. Considering the Heegaard splitting H, Uy Hg of Y = S3
or S' x S2. By Lemma 3.8 either a; bounds a disk in Hpg or 33 bounds a disk in H,. On
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the other hand, considering the Heegaard splitting H, Uy, Hg of ¥ = 53 or S x 82, we
have that either a; bounds a disk in H, or 3 bounds a disk in H,. If 83 bounds a disk in
H,, then T is reducible. If 83 does not bound a disk in H,, the only possibility is that oy
bounds disks in Hg and H., and again 7 is reducible.

Next, suppose that a; and (3 are mutually non-separating. Applying Lemma B7] to
H, Us, Hg yields that o is primitive in Hg, a1 bounds a disk in Hg, 33 is primitive in H,,
or 33 bounds a disk in H,. Both of the latter two possibilities together with the assumption
that B3 bounds disks in both Hg and H., imply that 7 is reducible, because if 83 is primitive
in H,, then T is stabilized. Similarly, applying Lemma 3.7 to H, Uy H,, yields that oy is
primitive in H., aq bounds a disk in H,, 3 is primitive in H,, or 73 bounds a disk in H,.
As before, the second two cases imply that 7 is reducible.

Thus, suppose that aq is primitive in Hg or o1 bounds a disk in Hg, and in addition,
suppose that oy is primitive in H, or oy bounds a disk in H,. If oy bounds a disk in Hg,
then either oy is primitive in H,, so 7T is stabilized, or a; bounds a disk in H,, so «a; is a
reducing curve. A parallel argument show that if oy bounds a disk in H,, then 7 must be
reducible. The only remaining unaddressed pair of cases is that oy is primitive in Hg and
oy is primitive in H,. By Lemma [3.7] there must be curves ; and 7; bounding disks in
Hpg and H.,, respectively, disjoint from (33, and such that each of 8, and v; intersects a; in
a single point. O

4. HEEGAARD TRIPLES

In the course of proving Theorem [[.3, we use the idea of a Heegaard triple, which is
closely related to a trisection diagram. A Heegaard triple is a tuple (3; «, 8,) that consists
of a surface ¥ and a collection of three cut systems, «, 3, and . We let Y1 = H, U H,,
Yo = H,UHg, and Y3 = HgU H.,, so that pairings of cut systems yield Heegaard diagrams
for the 3-manifolds Y;. (The indexing may seem counterintuitive, but these choices are
consistent with our conventions for trisection diagrams, in which Y; = 0X;). Two Heegaard
triples are said to be equivalent if the corresponding cut systems are related by a finite
sequence of handleslides in . As such, two Heegaard triples are equivalent if and only if
they determine the same three handlebodies H,, Hg, and H, [Joh95].

A trisection diagram is then a special case of a Heegaard triple in which Y; = #Fi(S' x §2).
In this section, we examine Heegaard triples which are *not* trisection diagrams, but which
will arise naturally in our later proof. More precisely, we study Heegaard triplets (X; o, 5, 7)
where one pair, say (X;a,7), is a Heegaard diagram for #%(S* x 52). These diagrams are
discussed in |[OS06] and |Ara21]. Recall the definition of a standard diagram from Section 21

Lemma 4.1. Suppose (3;a, B,7) is a genus-g Heegaard triple such that (X;«,7) is a stan-
dard Heegaard diagram for #F(S' x S%). Then Y3 is obtained by Dehn surgery on the
g — k-component link in Yo consisting of the g — k curves of v — a with framing determined
by 2.

Proof. The proof of this lemma is an adaptation of the proof of Lemma 13 of [GK16] to
the present setting. If (X;a,~) is a Heegaard diagram for #*(S1 x S?), we can build a 4-
dimensional cobordism X from Y5 to Y3 by first taking a 4-dimensional regular neighborhood
of the central surface ¥ and gluing in copies of H, x I, Hg x I, and H, x I along the
corresponding cut systems. The resulting 4-manifold has three boundary components, Y7,
Ys, and Y3, and we cap off Y = #F(S x §2) with 1¥(S' x D?), yielding X.

The proof of Lemma 13 of [GK16] shows that a relative handle decomposition for X is
obtained by starting with Y5 x I and then attaching g — k 4-dimensional 2-handles along
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the curves in v — a with framing determined by the surface X. The statement of the present
lemma follows immediately. O

We can then use Lemma [l to show that certain Heegaard triples do not exist. We let
L(p, q) refer to a lens space that is not S% or S* x S2) so that p,q > 2.

Lemma 4.2. There does not exist a genus-two Heegaard triple (3;«, B,7) such that Ya =
S3, Y3 =St x S2, and Y1 = L(p,q)#(S! x S?) or Y1 = (S x S%)#(S* x §?).

Proof. Suppose by way of contradiction that such (X;«, 3,7) exists. By Lemma [£1] it
follows that L(p, q)#(S! x S?) is obtained by surgery on a knot in S3. However, if Y is any
3-manifold obtained in this way, H,(Y") is cyclic, while Hy(L(p, q)#(S* x S?)) is Z, ®Z and
Hy((S* x S?)#(S x $?)) is Z2, a contradiction. O

In the next proposition, we adapt a proof from [MSZI6| to a different class of Heegaard
triples.

Proposition 4.3. Suppose (X;«, 3,7) is a genus-two Heegaard triple such that Yo = Y3 =
St x 8% and Y1 = L(p,q)#(S x S?). Then there erists a non-separating curve ¢ C Y that
bounds disks in each of Hy, Hg, and H,.

Proof. Possibly after performing some handle-slides, we may suppose that (X;«, 3,7) is a
Heegaard triple such that the Heegaard diagram (3; 3,7) is a standard diagram for St x 52,
with 81 = 1 and |32 N 2| = 1. By Lemma A1l we have that L(p,q)#(S* x S?) is obtained
by Dehn surgery on 7o, viewed as a knot in Y5 = S x S2. Since both S' x S? and
L(p, q)#(S* x S?) are reducible, and since S' x S? contains a sphere not bounding a rational
homology ball, the main theorem from [Sch90] implies that either (S* x §2)\ 2 is reducible,
or 7, is cabled in S x S? and the surgery slope is the slope of the cabling annulus.

We claim that 75 is contained in a 3-ball in S x S2. If (S* x S?)\ 72 is reducible, we note
that every separating 2-sphere in S' x S? bounds a 3-ball on one side, and so ¥, must be
contained in the 3-ball bounded by the reducing sphere. On the other hand, if s is cabled
with companion J, surgery on ~y» yields L#Y, where L is some lens space and Y is the result
of surgery on J. Since L#Y = L(p, q)#(S' x §2), it follows that .J is a knot in S x S? with
a non-trivial S' x S? surgery, and so by [Gab87a)], we have that (S' x S2)\ J is reducible,
implying that J, and thus -, is contained in a 3-ball (and consequently, (S' x §2)\ 7o is
reducible in this case as well).

Pushing 7, into Hg, we have that H, Us (Hg\ 72) is a Heegaard splitting for (S! x 52)\
~v2, and by Haken’s Lemma 2.2, ¥ is reducible, considered as a Heegaard surface for this
splitting. Since (S' x §2) \ 12 = (S x S2)#(S3 \ 72) and g(X) = 2, the reducing sphere
for ¥ cuts off a genus-one splitting of S! x S2, and so there exists a non-separating curve ¢
in ¥ bounding disks in both H, and Hg \ 72. By construction, the curve 3; also bounds a
non-separating disk in the compression-body Hg \ 72. Thus, Lemma implies that ¢ and
051 coincide, so that 1 also bounds a disk in H,. But we assumed above that $; = v, as
well, and we conclude that ¢ bounds a disk in each of H,, Hg, and H.,. O

We require a second and significantly more complicated classification result for genus-two
Heegaard triples, in which the three 3-manifolds given by pairing cut systems are S3, S3,
and L(p,q)#(S* x S?%). This proof follows the road map of the main result of [MZIT7h],
that (2;0)-trisections are standard. The starting point for this theorem is that every non-
standard genus-two Heegaard diagram for S® contains a wave, an arc v with endpoints the
same side of one curve in the diagram and which avoids the other curves [HOT80]. If a
diagram admits a wave, a process called wave surgery produces a handleslide that reduces
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the total number of intersections in the diagram. See Figure [l for an example, and for
further details, see Section 2 of [MZ17b].

— | D S

FIGURE 5. At left, a non-standard genus-two diagram for S® and a wave,
surgery on which yields the standard genus-two diagram at right.

Suppose Y is a genus-two 3-manifold that can be expressed as Y = Y1#Y5. Recall that
a Heegaard diagram (3;«, 8) for Y is standard if there exists a separating curve ¢ disjoint
from a U 8 and non-standard otherwise. Such a 3-manifold Y is said to have the wave
property if every non-standard genus-two Heegaard diagram admits a wave. Relevant to
our work here, Negami and Okita proved

Theorem 4.4. [NOS85| L(p,q)#(S! x S?) has the wave property.

As in [MZ17b], we define the intersection matriz M(«, ) for a genus-two Heegaard
diagram (X; a, B) to be

~ [Aa,81) A, Bo)
M(a, ) = [A(a;,ﬁi) A(O‘;’ﬁz)} 7

where A(ay, 3;) represents the algebraic intersection number of the two curves.

Lemma 4.5. If (X;«,f) is a genus-two Heegaard diagram for L(p,q)#(S* x S?), then
det(M(a, 5)) = 0.

Proof. First, note that the standard diagram (X; o, 8) yields

M(a,f) = [g 8} ,

and so the lemma is true for the standard diagram. By Haken’s Lemma [2.2], every genus-two
Heegaard splitting of L(p, ¢)#(S* x S?) is a connected sum of standard genus-one splittings,
and so every genus-two Heegaard diagram of L(p, q)#(S' x S?) is handleslide equivalent to
the standard one. Finally, handleslides preserve |det(M (e, 3))|, completing the proof. [

As part of our classification, we will need

Proposition 4.6. [MZ17b, Proposition 3.1] Suppose (X;«, 3,7) is a genus-two Heegaard
triple such that Yo = S3, both Y1 and Y3 have the wave property, and both | det(M («,v))| and
| det(M(B,7))| are at most one. Then there exists an equivalent Heegaard triple (X; o/, 5,7/)
such that (3;d/, 8 is a standard and either (3;d/,7") or (X;8,7) is standard.

Remark 4.7. In [MZI17b], Proposition 3.1 is stated for (2;0)-trisections, so that Y; =
Y3 = S3. However, its proof (which spans Sections 3, 4, and 5 of that paper and is over
20 pages long), uses only two properties of Y7 and Y3, that they have the wave property
(used throughout the argument) and that |det(M(«,~))| and |det(M(53,))| are at most
one (used in the proof of Lemma 3.5 of [MZ17b]). Thus, while we have stated the conclusion
of Proposition 3.1 of [MZ17b| here in the greater generality, the proof remains the same.
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The remainder of the section is dedicated to proving the next theorem, which, in essence,
shows that a certain type of genus-two Heegaard triple is stabilized, in the sense that there
are dual curves bounding disks in the three handlebodies H,, Hg, and H,, to be used later
as an ingredient in the proof of Theorem [L3]

Theorem 4.8. Suppose (X;a, 3,7) is a genus-two Heegaard triple such that Y| = Yy = S3
and Y3 = L(p,q)#(S' x S?). Then there exist curves c¢; bounding a disk in H, and co
bounding disks in both Hg and H. such that |c1 Neca| = 1.

Suppose that (X;«, 3,7) satisfies the hypotheses of Theorem .8 Then we can apply
Theorem 4.4l Lemma [£.5] and Proposition to suppose without loss of generality that
(3; «, B) is standard and either (3; a,7y) or (X; 3,7) is standard. In the latter case, 8 and ~y
have a curve, say 1 in common, and in addition, |31 Nay| = 1, and the theorem holds. The
more difficult case is the former, and so we will suppose that (X;«,~) is also a standard
diagram for S3.

We let t(c, ') denote the geometric intersection of two curves and, as above, A(c, ') the
algebraic intersection. We orient «, 3, and « so that A(«,5) = 2 and A(a,vy) = 2. As
in [MZ17b], we obtain the Whitehead graph ¥,(53,7) by cutting 3 along « to obtain %,
a sphere with four boundary components, denoted af and aéc. In ¥, each of 8 and ~
become a pair of essential arcs. Essential arcs in ¥, can be parametrized by the extended
rational numbers QU {%}, which we call the slope of an essential arc, noting that both arcs
of B have the same slope in ¥, as do both arcs of 7. As in Lemma 6.1 of [MZ17b], we
normalize this parametrization so that arcs of « have slope %, and letting 7 denote the
slope of the § arcs, we may suppose without loss of generality that —% << % We note
that m must be odd and n must be even, since the 3 arcs connect o to af and a; to a; .

Following, [MZ17b], we distinguish between two different types of points of intersection
of B and v. A point x € SNy is inessential if there is a homotopy of U~ pushing z into ozfE
(without increasing the number of intersections of 8 or v with «;) and essential otherwise.
The winding W; of ; relative to v; at «; is defined to be the number of inessential points
of intersection homotopic into «a;, counted with sign. See Figure [0l for an example.

FIGURE 6. An example of a Whitehead graph ¥,(f,7), in which 7* = %,
W1 =2, and Wy = —2.

We import two results from [MZ17b], restating them slightly so that they apply to the
context here.
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Proposition 4.9. If (3;5,7) contains a wave, then |m| <1 and |n| < 2.

Proof. Lemma 6.2 from [MZ17b] shows that if |m| > 1, then (X;3,v) does not contain a
wave. Similarly, the second paragraph of the proof of Theorem 6.5 of [MZ17b] demonstrates
that if |n| > 4, then (X;3,7) does not contain a wave. The statement of the proposition
follows from the fact that n is even. O

Proof of Theorem[{.8 Suppose (X;«, 3,7) is a genus-two Heegaard triple such that ¥; =
Yy = 8% and Y3 = L(p, q)#(S* x S?). By Theorem 4] Lemma 5] and Proposition L6 we
may assume that (3; a, ) is standard and either (3; a, ) or (3; 8, 7) is standard. As noted
above, the latter implies the theorem holds, and so we suppose that (3;a, ) is standard.

By Proposition [.9] and after applying a symmetry to ¥ if necessary, we may assume
that 7+ = % or % If = = %, then there is a separating curve ¢* disjoint from «, (5, and
7, implying that (X;3,~) is standard and completing the proof as above. See Figure [7
Otherwise, we suppose that 7 = % In this case, we compute

Wy 1
M(677)_ |:1 W1:|’

and by Lemma .5l we have 0 = det(M(3,7)) = WiWs — 1. It follows that Wy = Wy = +1.
In either case, we can find a curve ¢y disjoint from both 8 and v and meeting both «; and
oy in one point. See Figure 8 Thus, c; bounds a disk in Hg and H,, and if we let ¢; = oy,

the proof of the theorem is complete. O
71| |5 Ba| 2
ay oy

FiGURE 7. The case % = %

As an aside, we state a corollary that may be of independent interest. A 2-component
link L in S® is tunnel number one if there exists an embedded arc 7 which meets L only
in its endpoints and such that S3\ (L U 7) is a genus-two handlebody. In this case, L is
isotopic into a genus-two Heegaard surface for S® with any possible integral framing. So
that we do not take too much of a detour, we sketch the argument here, but it parallels the
argument which uses the main theorem from [MZ17b| to prove Corollary 1.4 in that paper;
see also [MZ18] for further connections between trisections and Dehn surgeries.

Corollary 4.10. Suppose L is a tunnel number one link in S with an integral surgery to
L(p, q)#(S* x S?). Then L is handle-slide equivalent to an unlink.
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FIGURE 8. The case ' = % and W = Wy =1 (left) or Wy = Wy = —1
(right). In either instance, we find a teal curve ¢y disjoint from S and v and
meeting each curve in « once.

Proof. Suppose L is a tunnel number one link in S with the requisite surgery, and let
S3 = Hy Uy Hy be the genus-two Heegaard splitting for S3. Then there is an embedding
of L in ¥ such that the surface framing of L agrees with the framing of the surgery, and
L is dual to a cut system « for Hy. Letting 5 be a cut system for Hy and letting v = L,
we have that (3;a, 3,7) is a Heegaard triple in which Y; = S% and Y3 = S3. Moreover, we
can apply Lemma 4.1 which asserts that Y3 is the result of surface-framed surgery on L in
Hy Us, Ho; that is, Y3 = L(p, q)#(S' x S?). By Theorem B8, (X;a, 3,7) is equivalent to a
diagram (X;¢/, 8,4/) such that 5] = ~] and |aj N G| = 1. By sliding the remaining curves
if necessary, the resulting diagram appears as in Figure[7l In this case, the curves 7/, viewed
a link in Y3, comprise the split union of the O-framed unknot ] and the g-framed unknot
7%, which is a (1, ¢)-torus knot in Y5. Note that v = L and +' are related by handleslides in
3., completing the proof. O

5. FIVE-CHAINS AND SURGERY

In this section, we introduce five-chains and connect five-chains with the surgery oper-
ations described in Section @l In the next section, we will prove that a weakly reducible
genus-three trisection is reducible or contains a five-chain. A five-chain is shown at left in
Figure @, and the result of surgery on the five-chain, a new trisection diagram in which
the genus has been reduced by one, is shown at right. Below, we invoke the work of the
first author and Moeller on x-trisection diagrams in [AM22] to prove Proposition 5.5, that
if a trisection 77 of X' is the result of five-chain surgery on a trisection 7 of X, then X is
obtained by surgery on a loop in X’.

We begin by describing the x-trisection machinery of [AM22]: Suppose X admits a genus-
g trisection 7 with diagram (3;«, 3,7). A decomposed curve ¢ is an immersed curve ¢ in
>} which is the endpoint union of three embedded arcs, a, b, and ¢, such that a Na =
bNB=cnvy=~0. (In this paper, all decomposed curves will be embedded but the theory
works more generally.) Define ¥’ to be the genus-(¢g + 2) surface obtained by removing
disk neighborhoods of the boundary points of the three arcs a, b, and ¢ and attaching a
pair of pants P. A properly embedded arc in P is called a wave if both of its endpoints
are contained in the same component of P and a seam if both endpoints are in different
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FIGURE 9. Obtaining (X,,;¢/,58',7) (right) by five-chain surgery on
(Z;a, B,7) (left).

components of OP. Let a’, b', and ¢ be pairwise disjoint and non-isotopic seams in P such
that ap = aUd/, o =bUV, and vy = cU ¢ are simple closed curves in ¥'. Finally, let oy
be component of 9P that meets b’ and ¢, let () be the component of 9P that meets ¢ and
a’, and let +{, be the component of JP that meets a’ and b'.

Now, define o/ = aU{ag, a4}, B = BU{bo, B}, and v = v U {70,7,}. We say that
(X5, B',4") is obtained by surgery on £. A local picture of the process of obtaining
(X, 8,4 from (3;a, 8,7) and £ is shown in Figure

FIGURE 10. At left, a decomposed curve ¢ in a trisection diagram
(3;a, B,7). At right, the diagram (¥';¢/,,7') obtained by surgery on
L.

A x-trisection diagram is a tuple (F’;a,b,c) consisting of a compact surface F' and three
sets of curves describing three compression bodies with positive boundary equal to F' such
that, each pair of curves, is slide equivalent to a standard diagram; see Figure 10 of [AM22].
A *-trisection diagram describes a decomposition of compact 4-manifolds similar to a rela-
tive trisection. Please refer to for the precise definitions. The following is contained
in the proof of Theorem 7.1 of [AM22]:

Theorem 5.1. Suppose X admits a (g; k1, k2, k3)-trisection T with diagram (3; a, B,7) and
decomposed curve £, and let (X';0/,8',7") be obtained by surgery on €. Then (X';a/,5,7")
is a trisection diagram for a (g + 2; ki, ko, k3)-trisection T' of a 4-manifold X', where X' is
obtained by surgery on £, viewed as a loop in X.
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Proof. First, we note that (X';/, 8') admits two destabilizations, which can be realized by
compressing along «af, and £, the result of which yields (X;«, ). Similar statements hold
for (X';5',") and (X';9/,&’). Thus, T' is a (g + 2; k1, ko, k3)-trisection diagram.

As shown in Figure 16 of [AM22], the tuple (P; oy, 5),7() is a *-trisection diagram for
5% x D?. By construction, cutting X’ along afyU B U~} leaves us with a pair of pants P and
a surface 3 homeomorphic to a copy of ¥ with three small disks removed. Thus, the Pasting
Lemma for *-trisections [AM22] Rem 5.2] implies that X’ can be decomposed as the union
X = (S? x D?) UY for some 4-manifold Y. This new 4-manifold Y is described by the
*trisection diagram (35U {af}, B8U {84}, v U {7}}). In Section 6 of [AM22] (specifically
Remark 6.2), it was proven that the tuple (3;0U{aj}, 8U {8y}, 7 U{1h}) is a *-trisection
diagram for X \ ¢ where ¢ is the decomposed loop a UbU ¢. Hence, X’ can be obtained by
removing a neighborhood of ¢ and gluing in a copy of S? x D?; that is, X’ is the result of
loop surgery along /. O

Remark 5.2. Meier’s diagrams for trisections of spun lens spaces [Meil8] are examples of
diagrams obtained from surgery on a loop in a genus-one trisection of S! x $3. An example
is shown in Figure [[1l At left, we see a decomposed curve in the genus-one trisection of
S x 83, At right, the result of loop surgery on ¢ is handleslide equivalent to the trisection
diagram of spun RP? shown in Figure Bl

FIGURE 11. At left, a decomposed curve £ in a genus-one trisection diagram
of S' x S§3. At right, the diagram of spun RP? obtained by surgery on £,
which is equivalent to the diagram in Figure Bl

Next, consider a trisection diagram (X;«, 3,7) for a (g; k1, k2, k3)-trisection 7. We say
that the trisection diagram contains a five-chain {72, 51, 1,71, B2} if

a1NPy = a1Nye = BoNye = B1Ny1 =0 and  |yNBi] = |iNa1] = |laaNy| = MmN =1,

and if one component P of ¥\ («; U B2 Uy,) is a pair of pants (a thrice-punctured sphere).
See Figure for a general example. Note that diagrams obtained by surgery on a loop
(e.g. Figure[I0l and [IT]) always contain a five-chain, but the converse is not necessarily true.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose (X;a,(,7) contains a five-chain {7z, 81, a1,71,082}. Possibly after
handeslides, we may assume that o intersects int(P) in some number of parallel seams,
intersects int(P) a single seam coming from B, and vy intersects int(P) in a single seam
coming from ys.

Proof. In general, curves in «, 3, and v (excluding curves in OP) meet P in waves or seams.
Any wave in N P can be slid over a; and homotoped away from P, and similar statements
hold for waves in 8 N P and v N P. Thus, after handleslides, we have assume that «, £,
and v meet int(P) in seams. All S-seams must be parallel to the one arc of 2 N P, and as
such, each seam can be slid over 85 and then homotoped away from P. Similarly, vy-seams
are parallel to 79 N P and can be slid and homotoped away from P, completing the proof.
See Figure 13 O
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FIGURE 12. A five-chain {72, 81, 1,71, f2} within a trisection diagram.

- e

FI1GURE 13. Examples of the handleslides described in Lemma (53]

Now, suppose (3; a, 3,7) contains a five-chain {~9, 51, a1, 71, 52} such that P meets «, 3,
and ~ as described in Lemma[5.3] and let o/ = o —{a1}, 8/ = — {51}, and v = v —{m},
so that o, /, and +' are cut systems for the compressed surface ¥,,. We say that the
Heegaard triple (X,,; ¢, 5,7) is obtained from the original diagram by five-chain surgery.
See Figure

Lemma 5.4. If (X, 8,7) is a (g; k1, k2, k3)-trisection diagram containing a five-chain, and
(Bay; 0/, 8',7") is obtained by five-chain surgery, then (Xq,; ¢, 8 ,7") is a (g — 15k, ko, ks +
1)-trisection diagram.

Proof. We need only check that cut systems pair to yield the required 3-manifolds. Note
that (Xq4,;¢/, ') and (X4,;’,7) are destabilizations of (3;«, 5) and (3;«, ), and so the
only pairing that needs to be checked is (X4,;3’,7'). By Lemma [E3] we may assume that
no curves in 3 meet 47 and no curves in y meet $;. Similarly, any  curves (except 1) that
intersect 2 can be slid over 1 to eliminate these intersection, and any v curves (except
v1) that intersect 8y can be slide over ;. Thus, after handleslides, we may assume that
BNy = BNy and YN P2 = 1 N P2. The result of five-chain surgery then excises a genus-2
S$3 summand from (X;3,7) and replaces it with a genus one summand corresponding to
S1x 52, in which the resulting curves 4 and 1 become parallel. In other words, (Zq,;5',7')
determines a genus-(g — 1) splitting of #*371(81 x $2), as desired. O

In Figure[I4l we can verify that the result of five-chain surgery performed on the trisection
diagram from Figure [ yields a (2;1, 1, 2)-trisection of S* x S3.

By Lemma [5.4] above, we know that five-chain surgery on a trisection diagram for X
produces a new trisection diagram for some 4-manifold X’, and the following proposition
uses decomposed curves to understand how X and X’ are related.

Proposition 5.5. Suppose a trisection diagram for a 4-manifold X contains a five-chain.
Then the trisection diagram obtained by surgery on a five-chain corresponds to a 4-manifold
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FIGURE 14. At left, a trisection diagram for Sy containing a five-chain. At
right, the result of five-chain surgery, a (2;1, 1, 2)-trisection of S x 3.

X' obtained by surgery on a 2-sphere in X. Conversely, X is obtained by surgery on a loop
in X'

Proof. We prove that X is obtained by surgery on a loop in X’; the reverse follows from
the discussion in Section 2 Let (3;a,3,7) be a trisection diagram for X containing a
five-chain {ve, 81, 1,71, B2} and let (Xq4,;¢’,3,7") be the result of five-chain surgery, a
trisection diagram for some 4-manifold X’ by Lemma 5.4l Let Dy and D} denote the scars
of aj in ¥,,, where D; is contained in the annulus cobounded by £ and 2. In ¥,,, the
curves (2 and 72 induce arcs b and ¢, respectively, from D; to D|. Let a be an arc in D,
connecting db to dc. Shrinking D] to a point yields a decomposed curve ¢, as shown the
top row of Figure

By Theorem [B.1], the result (X7;a”,8”,+") of doing surgery on £ in (X4,;0a/,3,v') is a
trisection diagram for X”, where X" is obtained by surgery on ¢ in X', letting ay, 3, 7 be
defined as in the definition of surgery on a decomposed curve. Sliding 3 over S (left over
from the original five-chain) and sliding v, over 72 yields a curve 3, = 7, that intersects
agp once. Any arcs of o’ that meet 3, can be slid over «g, showing that the trisection
T" determined by (X";a”,8"”,~4"”) admits a destabilization. These slides are shown in the
bottom row of Figure Finally, destabilizing yields a diagram identical to the (X; o, 3,7)
in our hypotheses, implying that X = X", and completing the proof. O

Remark 5.6. An alternative and more circuitous proof of Proposition can be obtained
by converting the relevant trisection diagrams to Kirby diagrams as in [Kep22| and replacing
a O-framed 2-handle with a dotted circle, corresponding to a 1-handle, the surgery operation
in this setting.

6. PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREM

In this section, we combine all of the ingredients we have assembled to give a proof of
Theorem [[.3], the statement of which has two parts: That every weakly reducible genus-
three trisection is reducible or contains a five-chain, and that the corresponding 4-manifolds
are Sp, SI’,, or a short list of standard simply-connected manifolds.

Proof of Theorem[1.3. Suppose X admits a weakly reducible genus-three trisection 7. If T
is reducible, then X can be expressed as a connected sum X'# X", where X’ admits a genus-
one trisection and X" admits a genus-two trisection. By the main theorem in [MZ17b], it
follows that X is S* or a connected sum of copies of £CP?, S x §3, and S2 x S2.

By Proposition B.9] either 7 is reducible, completing the proof, or without loss of gen-
erality, we have 53 = 3 and |ag N B1] = |ag N y1| = 1. By sliding B2 and 7, over #; and
~1, respectively, we can also suppose that fs and 9 are disjoint from a;. Let Y be the
3-manifold determined by the genus-one Heegaard diagram (X, g,;02,72), so that Y is
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FIGURE 15. At top left, a diagram containing a five-chain. At top center,
the diagram induced by five-chain surgery, with scars from a; and arcs from
£1 and ~1. At top right, the decomposed curve ¢ resulting from five-chain
surgery. At bottom left, a diagram resulting from surgery from £. At bottom
right, the result of slides revealing a destabilization, which yields in the
diagram at top left.

either S3, S x S2, or a lens space L(p,q). Additionally, suppose that 7 is a (3; k1, ko, k3)-
trisection, noting that the existence of 83 = 73 induces k3 = 1. Up to the symmetry of 3
and -, this yields three cases to consider: (k1,k2) = (1,1), (0,1), or (0,0). Thus, considering
both the possibilities for Y and the possibilities for (k1, k2), the proof involves examining
nine cases.

Let o/ = {ag,a3}, /' = {B2,83}, and v = {72,73}, and consider the Heegaard triple
(350, 8',v"). By construction, we have

(1) (Zay;a/,B") is a diagram for #+2(S1 x $2),
(2) (Zay;0/,v") is a diagram for #+1(S! x S?), and
(3) (Zay;B,7) is a diagram for Y#(S! x S?).

First, suppose that Y = S3. Then (Z4,;, 8',7') is a (2; k1, ko, 1)-trisection diagram for a
genus-2 trisection 7', which is standard by the main theorem in [MZ17b]. If (k1, k2) = (1,1),
then 7' is a (2;1)-trisection, which can be expressed as the connected sum of a (1,0)-
trisection of £CP? and a (1, 1)-trisection of S x S3. In particular, there is a non-separating
curve ¢ in X, that bounds disks in each of H,/, Hg, and H,.. Here we take care, because
although we know immediately that ¢, considered as a curve in X, bounds a disk in H,,
since ¥,, is obtained by compressing along a curve in «, it does not immediately follow
that c also bounds disks in Hg or H,.
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However, note that both ¢ and 83 = 73 are non-separating reducing curves for the Hee-
gaard splitting of S* x S? determined by (X4,;5',7'). By Lemma B.2] it follows that c is
homotopic to 3 in ¥,,, which in turn implies that ¢ becomes homotopic to 33 in X after
a sequence of handleslides of ¢ over «. Since both ¢ and o1 bound disks in H,, it follows
that 83 also bounds a disk in H,, and thus £3 bounds a disk in all three handlebodies. We
conclude that 7 is reducible, as desired.

If (k1,k2) = (0,1) or (0,0), then the trisection 7 is stabilized, and there are curves c
and ¢ in X, such that ¢ bounds a disk in Hy/, ¢ bounds disks in both of Hg and H.,
and [cN | = 1. By Lemma B.2] we have that ¢ and (3 are homotopic in X,/, and so
¢ is homotopic in Y to a curve ¢* that meets 83 in a single point. Finally, ¢ becomes
homotopic to ¢* in X after some number of handleslides of ¢ over aq, and since both ¢ and
a1 bound disks in H,, we have that ¢* bounds a disk in H, as well. Since |¢* N f3| =1, we
conclude that our original trisection 7 is stabilized and thus 7 is reducible.

Next, we move on to the case in which Y = L(p,q). Consider the Heegaard triple
(Bay;0/,8,4"). In this case, Lemma implies that it is not possible to have (kq, ko) =
(0,1). If (k1,k2) = (1,1), applying Proposition to the Heegaard triple (X,,;¢/,5,7)
yields that there exists a non-separating curve ¢ C ¥, bounding disks in each of H,/, Hg,
and H.,. As above, c also bounds a disk in H, when we consider c as a curve in 3, but
a priori we cannot assume ¢ bounds a disk in Hg or H,. Nevertheless, Lemma [3.3] asserts
that the non-separating reducing curve for (X,,;/8’,7) is unique, and thus ¢ is homotopic
to B3 in X,,. As above, this implies that ¢ becomes homotopic to 83 in ¥ after a sequence
of handleslides of ¢ over a1, and thus 83 bounds a disk in all three handlebodies, and 7 is
reducible.

Similarly, if (k1, k2) = (0,0), our Heegaard triple (X,,;¢/, 8',7') satisfies the hypotheses
of Theorem [£.8] which implies that there are curves ¢; bounding a disk in H, and co
bounding disks in both Hg and H, such that |c; Ncz| = 1. By Lemma B3] we have that
¢ and (3 are homotopic in X,/, and the proof proceeds as above to conclude that 7 is
stabilized.

Finally, we consider the case in which Y = S' x S2. Similar the the previous case,
Lemma applied to (Xq,;0¢/,08',7') yields that (ki,k2) cannot equal (0,1). The only
remaining sub-cases are (ki,ks) = (1,1) and (kq1,k2) = (0,0). We will show that in these
two cases, we can find a five-chain {73, 3], 1,75, f2} using the data from the original
trisection. Let p* = {f1,02} and v* = {71,712}, and consider the genus-two Heegaard
splitting for S? given by (X553 8%,7"). Since ag N B3 = 0, we can view «a; as a framed knot
in this copy of S3, with framing determined by Y 3,. Thus, we can perform surface-framed
Dehn surgery along «q, which can be accomplished by attaching a 3-dimensional 2-handle
to Hg« along a1, attaching a 3-dimensional 2-handle to H.+ along a7, and gluing the results
together. Since |a;Nf1| = |a1Ny1| = 1, the resulting pieces are two solid tori determined by
B2 and 2 with boundary ¥, g,1. In other words, the 3-manifold ¥ = S 1'% 82 is obtained
from S3 by surgery on ;. By Gabai’s Property R [Gab87h], we can conclude that oy is
zero-framed unknot in this copy of S3.

Now, push a; into the interior of Hg« and let C' = Hg« \ a1, so that C' is a compression-
body and C' Uy, 8 H,« is a genus-two Heegaard splitting of the exterior of o in S3, a solid
torus, which must be stabilized (see, for instance, [Lei00]). Since 32 was chosen to be disjoint
from a1, and C has a unique non-separating compressing disk by Lemma (namely, the
one bounded by f2), it follows that 3 is primitive in H-.

Next, define H,, g, to be the handlebody determined by {a, B2}, noting that H,, g, Us,,
H.+ is a genus-two Heegaard splitting for the manifold obtained by surgery on oy; that is,
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S1x S2. As established above, both a; and 3 are primitive in H.+, and thus by Lemma3.1]
there is a curve 77 bounding a disk in H,~ that intersects each of a; and (33 in a single
point. We have now found three out of the five curves that will form our five-chain.

A priori, it may be possible that 51 N~ # 0. However, |yf N B2| = 1, and so there is
a series of slides of 31 over (2 along sub-arcs of 7] that produce a new curve 3] such that
v N BT = 0. In addition, |y§ Nay| = 1, and so these slides can be chosen to take place
along sub-arcs of v; that do not intersect «; hence, the result 8] of all of these handleslides
satisfies |5f Naq| = |B1 Nay| = 1. See Figure The curves 7} and ] lie in ¥g, so they
can be though of as curves in ¥ disjoint from fs. Hence {87, a1,71, B2} are four-fifths of
our desired five-chain.

FIGURE 16. The curve 1 can be converted to a light blue curve 3} disjoint
from ~7 by sliding over [s.

Having established four of five curves in our five-chain, let 75 be a curve in ¥ such that
{7, 75,73} is a cut system for H,, v5Na1 = (), and 73 intersects 5 US2 minimally among all
such choices. Let 3, = X, \ (a1 U~7), so that X, is a torus with one boundary component,
with H1(X4) = Z @ Z. Note that X, contains two scars from compressing along 3, and
0%, is a curve made up of two arcs coming from «; and two arcs coming from ~;. Since
I Naa| = 1 and Bf N~} = 0, we have that S N X, is a single essential arc. Similarly,
|B2N~f] =1 and Ba Ny =0, so B2 N X, is another essential arc. We parameterize Hq(X,)
so that a (0, 1)-curve is disjoint from 8} N X, and a (1,0)-curve is disjoint from S NE,. See
Figure [Tl

FIGURE 17. At left, a priori, 75 is a (p, ¢)-curve in ¥,.. At right, we conclude
that 5 must be a (1,0)-curve.
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By construction, 5 is a curve in ¥, and so it is a (p, ¢)-curve for some integers p and
g. We may assume that |v5 N 57| = |p| and all intersection points have the same sign;
if not, 75 and ] bound a bigon in X, and after sliding 5 over 73 if necessary, we can
decrease |y5 N B7|, contradicting our assumption of minimality. By a similar argument,

|75 N B2| = |¢| and all intersection points have the same sign. Thus, the intersection matrix
M= M({BT,,@Q}, {’YT?’YS}) is equal to
_ |0 =p
M= [1 :I:q] ’

Observe that, {7}, 82} is a cut system for Hg- and {7},75} is a cut system for H.,~, where
Hg« Us, Hy = S3, so that |det(M)| = |p| = 1. Finally, by the same reasoning as above,
(X{a1,85}; B2,73) is a Heegaard diagram for the 3-manifold obtained by surgery on aj in
Hg« Usy Hy», which we have shown is S x S2. Tt follows that 32 and 5 must intersect
algebraically zero times, implying that ¢ = 0, and so v is a (+1,0)-curve in X,. We
conclude that |v3 NG5 = 1 and 5 N B2 = 0, as shown at right in Figure [T If necessary,
slide 4 over f3 so that ¥\ (aq U B2 U~3) has a pair of pants component. We conclude that
(73, B, 1,77, B2) is a five-chain.

To complete the proof, let 7' be the trisection obtained by five-chain surgery on 7.
By Lemma [5.4] the trisection 77 is a (2; kq, k2, 2)-trisection of a 4-manifold X’ where the
main theorem from [MZI7b] implies that 77 is standard. If (ki,k2) = (1,1), then X' is
diffeomorphic to S' x S3, and by Proposition 5.5, X is obtained by surgery on a loop in
S'x $3 implying that X is diffeomorphic to S, or S;,. On the other hand, if (k1, k2) = (0,0),
then X is diffeomorphic to S4, and again by Proposition 5.5, we have that X is obtained by
surgery on a loop in S%, so that X is either S% x S? or CPQ#@Q, completing the proof. [

7. DEPENDENT TRIPLES

We can extend the proof in the previous section to trisections containing dependent
triples. Recall that a trisection 7 admits a dependent triple if there are pairwise disjoint
non-separating curves a1, 1, and v; bounding disks in H,, Hg, and H.,, respectively, such
that [a1], [81], and [y1] are linearly dependent in H;(X). When ¢(X) = 3, there are three
different ways up to homeomorphism that a dependent triple can occur:

(1) Two of the curves are homotopic.

(2) Two of the curves are homologous but are not homotopic. In this case, the two
curves cut X into two twice-punctured tori.

(3) No two curves are homologous. In this case, ¥\ (ag U 51 U~1) has two components,
where one component is a thrice-punctured torus and the other component is a pair
of pants.

These possibilities are shown in Figure [I8

Y Y ﬁ

FiGurk 18. Up to symmetry and homeomorphism, the three ways a depen-
dent triple can occur in X
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We need a lemma about trisection genus before we prove Theorem [[.4l Recall that
9(X) 2 x(X) — 2+ 3rk(m (X)) [CT19]

Lemma 7.1. Suppose X; and Xy are two closed 4-manifolds such that g(X;) = x(X;) —
24 3Tk(7T1(Xi)). Then g(X1#X2) = g(X1) + g(Xg).

Proof. Certainly g(X1#X3) < g(X1)+g(X1). Noting that x(X1#£X2) = x(X1)+x(X2) -2,

we have
g(Xa#X2) > x(Xa#Xs) — 2+ 3rk(m (X1#X32))
= (x(X1) +x(X2) = 2) — 2+ 3(rk(m1 (X1) + m1(X2)))
= x(X1) — 24 3rk(m (X1)) + x(X2) — 2 4 3rk(m (X2))
= g(X1) + g(X2).
O

Notably, the manifolds £CP?, §% x §%, S x S3, Sp, and 51/7 satisfy the hypotheses of
Lemma [7.11

Proof of Theorem[1.4} Suppose that X admits a genus-three trisection 7 containing a de-
pendent triple (o, 31,71), which falls into one of the three cases noted above. In case
(1), T is weakly reducible, and the conclusion follows from Theorem In case (2), we
suppose without loss of generality that 81 and +; cut ¥ into two twice-punctured tori. In
this case, the curves 87 and v, are mutually separating, and so by applying Lemma B.§] to
the Heegaard splitting Hg U H,, we can conclude that either $; bounds a disk in H, or
71 bounds a disk in Hg. Thus, the trisection 7 is again weakly reducible, and we apply
Theorem [I.3]

The third case requires more work. Suppose that a1, 81, and 1 cobound a pair of pants P
in X. If any of the curves bounds a disk in another handlebody, then the splitting is weakly
reducible and we can apply Theorem [[.3] Thus, suppose this does not occur. Applying
Lemma [3.7] to the Heegaard splitting H, U Hg, we can suppose without loss of generality
that there is some 32 bounding a disk in Hg that meets a; once and is disjoint from 3;. In
this case, S2 N P must be a single seam and some number of waves based in 71, which we
can remove by handleslides of 32 over 8. Thus, after slides we suppose that £s N P is a
single seam and |3y N~y = 1.

Next, we apply Lemma [B.7] to the Heegaard splitting H, U H,. Either there is some
72 bounding a disk in H, that meets a; once and is disjoint from 7, or there is some oy
bounding a disk in H, that meets ; once and is disjoint from «y. In the former case, we
may suppose after slides that v N P is a single seam and |y2 N 1| = 1. In the latter case,
we may suppose after slides that ay N P is a single seam and |ay N B1| = 1. These two
possibilities are symmetric up to permutation of «, 3, and 7y, and so we suppose that there
is some 72 bounding a disk in H, that meets a; once and is disjoint from 7y, with v N P
a single seam and |y, N G| = 1.

We almost have a five-chain, but a priori it may be the case that 85 N~o # (). However,
since |B2N~1| = 1, we can find slides of v2 over v; along arcs of 82 that do not pass through
P to replace v2 with a curve 5 such that {71, 52, 1,73, 81} is a five-chain. See Figure

It follows from Lemma [5.4] and Proposition that X is obtained by surgery on a loop
¢ in a manifold X’ admitting a (2; k1, k2, k3) trisection, where ki,ky < 1. By the main
theorem from [MZI7h], we have that X’ is S*, S? x S2, or a connected sum of at most two
copies of +CP? and Jor S1x S3, with at most one S! x .3 summand. If £ is null-homotopic in
X', then ¢ is isotopic into a 4-ball, in which case X is a connected sum of copies of S? x S2,
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FiGURE 19. Slides of v9 over 1 along arcs of #s can be used to create a
five-chain {v1, 82, 1,73, 81}

+CP?, and/or S' x S3. Otherwise, [¢] is non-trivial in 7 (X'), from which it follows that X'
is either S* x S or St x $3# + CP?, and thus X can be S, Sy, Sp# + CP?, or Sy + CP?,
where p > 1. If p > 1, then by Lemmal[ZI] we have that g(S,# +CP?) = (S, # + CP?) = 4,
contradicting our assumption that X admits a genus-three trisection. We conclude X is
diffeomorphic to S, S;), or a connected sum of copies of £CP? and S? x S2, completing the
proof. O

8. FIVE-CHAIN CREATION, SPECULATIONS, AND FURTHER QUESTIONS

In the final section, we discuss an operation that reverses five-chain surgery, which we
call five-chain creation, and we include some problems for further investigation. Consider
a trisection diagram (X;«, 3,7) for a (g; k1, ko, k3)-trisection T of X, in which k3 > 1 and
B1 = 71, and choose a decomposed curve ¢ C X such that |[(NF1| = 1 and /NS = Ny = N}fy.
Pushing ~; off 1, let A C X denote the annulus cobounded by 81 and 7, and break ¢ into
three arcs a UbU ¢ so that a C A, b meets 1 in a single point, and ¢ meets (1 in a single
point, as in the top right of Figure

Let (X";a",8”,4") be the trisection diagram obtained by surgery on . As in the proof
of Proposition (.5 the trisection 7" correspond to (X7;a”,8"”,~") is stabilized and can
be destabilized to a (g + 1; k1, ke, ks — 1)-trisection diagram (3;¢/, 8',7'), which contains
a five-chain, as shown in Figure We say that (X;¢/,5,7) is related to (X;«, 8,7) by
five-chain creation, so that five-chain creation is the inverse operation to five-chain surgery.

The proof of Theorem [LL3] reveals that weakly reducible genus-three trisections can be
obtained by five-chain creation on a (2;0,0,2)-trisection of S* or a (2;1,1,2)-trisection of
S1 x §3. Although these trisections are standard by Theorem [LLT] the starting point for
five-chain creation is a trisection diagram, not the trisection itself. Both of the trisections
above have the properties that k3 = g, and so Hg = H,. Thus, interesting diagrams arise
by starting with a genus-two Heegaard diagram (¥;a, ) for S or S! x S? to induce a
trisection diagram (3;a, 3, 8) for S or S x 53, respectively. In this case, the Heegaard
diagram (X; a, §) and choice of f; induces a loop ¢ by picking a curve in ¥ dual to §; and
disjoint from fB,. Pushing ¢ slightly into Hg and then drilling it out yields a compression-
body C, and thus H, Uy, C is a genus-two Heegaard splitting of ¢, considered as a knot in
S3 or S' x S2. In other words, /£ is a tunnel number one knot in S or S x S2, and a core
of C is an unknotting tunnel for ¢. For more details about tunnel number and unknotting
tunnels, see [ST03], for instance.



MANIFOLDS WITH WEAKLY REDUCIBLE GENUS-THREE TRISECTIONS ARE STANDARD 27

Reversing the process, given a genus-two Heegaard surface ¥ for a tunnel number one knot
K in 83 or S' x S2, the infinitely many different ways to isotope K into ¥ are determined
by a choice of integral framing of K. Thus, we have proved

Proposition 8.1. Suppose that T is an unknotting tunnel for a knot K in S® or S*xS?, and
A is an integral framing of K. Then (K, 7, \) induces a weakly reducible (3;0,0,1)- or (3;1)-
trisection, respectively. Moreover, every irreducible, weakly reducible genus-3 trisection is
obtained in this way.

This leads naturally to a generalization of Question 4.3 from [Meil8]. Compare with
Question 7.1 of [AM22].

Question 8.2. Are the weakly reducible trisections induced by five-chain creation standard?
In other words, if [K] = [K'] in m1(S*) or 71 (S x S$3) and A = X mod 2, do (K, T,A) and
(K', 7', \) induce diffeomorphic trisections?

A major open problem in trisection theory is whether there exists a non-standard tri-
section of S%; that is, whether every trisection of S* is a(n unbalanced) stabilization of the
genus-zero trisection. The construction of 7 from (K, 7, \) appears to be sensitive to the
isotopy class of K in S or S! x S?, despite the fact that two choices K and K’ become
isotopic in S* or S! x S3, provided they determine the same element of 71 (S! x S3). By
choosing a complicated tunnel number one knot K in S' x S such that [K] generates
71(S x $3), we can induce a (3;1)-trisection of S* that is a strong candidate for being non-
standard. Unfortunately, current techniques for obstructing reducibility of non-minimal
trisections are limited; see Section 5 of [MZ18] for further discussion.

Question 8.3. Do there exist genus-three trisections that are not weakly irreducible?

Following the language from 3-manifold theory, we call such trisections strongly irre-
ducible. Some potentially strongly irreducible (3;1)-trisections can be obtained by lifting
the 4-bridge trisection of the m-twist spun knot S,,(K), where K is a 2-bridge knot in S3,
to the double cover X of S* branched over S,,,(K). This bridge trisection is shown in Figure
22 of [MZ17a)]. When k is odd, X = S*, while if k is even, X = S, for some p [GK78], and
thus these genus-three trisections still satisfy Conjecture [[.2] despite the possibility that
they may not be weakly reducible. As above, this question begs for new techniques with
which to obstruct trisections from having certain geometric properties.
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