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HIGHER CONTIGUITY DISTANCE

NİLAY EKİZ YAZICI1, AYŞE BORAT1,2

Abstract. In this paper, we introduce the higher analogues of contiguity dis-
tance and its relations with simplicial Lusternik-Schnirelmann category and
discrete topological complexity. Also we study the effects of geometric reali-
sation and barycentric subdivision in the sense that how the geometric reali-
sation of the simplicial maps and the induced simplicial maps on barycentric
subdivisions affects higher contiguity distance.

1. Introduction

Homotopic distance ([12]) is a mathematical tool which can be realised as a gen-
eralisation of the homotopy invariants topological complexity ([6]) and Lusternik-
Schnirelmann category ([5]). All these invariants are important since that they can
be used to analysize motion planning problem. Moreover, n-th topological com-
plexity is related to the motion planning problem which requires a rule to assign
any n points in the space to an n-legged path. The concept of higher topological
complexity is introduced by Rudyak in [13] and is developed by Basabe, Gonza-
lez, Rudyak and Tamaki in [2]. Motivated from that fact, in [12] Macias-Virgos,
Mosquera-Lois and in [3] Borat, Vergili construct n-th homotopic distance in a way
that for some special continuous maps it coincides with n-th topological complexity
and Lusternik-Schnirelmann category.

One of the importance of considering motion planning problem in the simplicial
realm is that it gives a more computable approach on motion planning problem.
Regarding the problem in a combinatorial way leads one to ask how the ideas in
the preceding paragraph are modelled in a combinatorial way. The answer comes
from Fernandez-Ternero, Macias-Virgos, Minuz and Vilches for discrete topologi-
cal complexity in [7], from the same authors for simplicial Lusternik-Schnirelmann
category in [8] and [9], from Borat, Pamuk and Vergili for simplicial analogue of ho-
motopic distance so-called contiguity distance in [4], from Alabay, Borat, Cihangirli
and Dirican Erdal for n-th discrete topological complexity in [1].

Moreover, Gonzalez studied simplicial analogue of topological complexity from a
different viewpoint in [10].
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In this paper, we turn our face towards contigutiy distance and focus on to build
its higher analogues.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we will recall some combinatorial definitions which will be used to
construct the main tools of this paper.

Definition 2.1. Two simplicial maps ϕ, ψ : K → L are called contiguous if for
every simplex {v0, . . . , vk} in K, {ϕ(v0), . . . , ϕ(vk), ψ(v0), . . . , ψ(vk)} constitutes a
simplex in L. Such maps are denoted by ϕ ∼c ψ.

Definition 2.2. Two simplicial maps ϕ, ψ : K → L are said to be in the same
contiguity class if one can find a finite sequence of simplicial maps ϕi : K → L for
i = 0, 1, . . .m such that ϕ = ϕ1 ∼c ϕ2 ∼c · · · ∼c ϕm = ψ. Such maps are denoted
by ϕ ∼ ψ.

Definition 2.3. Let K be a simplicial complex. A finite or infinite sequence of
vertices such that any two consecutive vertices span an edge is called an edge path
in K. If any two vertices in K can be joined by a finite edge path, K is said to be
edge-path connected.

Lemma 2.1. [7] K is edge-path connected simplicial complex iff any two constant
simplicial maps L→ K are in the same contiguity class.

Since the cartesian product of simplicial complexes is not necessarily a simplicial
complex, a "new" product on simplicial complexes is defined so that two simplicial
complexes under the new product constitutes a simplicial complex.

Suppose that K1 and K2 are simplicial complexes. The categorical product of K1

and K2 (denoted by K1

∏

K2) is defined as follows.

(i) The set of vertices of K1

∏

K2 is defined to be V (K1)×V (K2) where V (Ki)
stands for the set of vertices of Ki for i = 1, 2.

(ii) Let pi : V (K1

∏

K2) → V (Ki) be the projection maps for i = 1, 2. A
simplex σ is said to be in K1

∏

K2, if p1(σ) ∈ K1 and p2(σ) ∈ K2.

(for more details, see [11]).

The following concept can be realised as the simplicial analogue to the homotopy
type of topological spaces.

Definition 2.4. The simplicial complexes K and K ′ are said to have the same
strong homotopy type if there exist simplicial maps ϕ : K → K ′ and ψ : K ′ → K
such that ϕ ◦ ψ ∼ idK and ψ ◦ ϕ ∼ idK′ , and is denoted by K ∼ K ′. Here, the
simplicial maps ϕ and ψ are called strong homotopy equivalences.

Definition 2.5. Let K be a simplicial complex and v0 be a vertex in K. A simplicial
complex K is said to be strongly collapsible if K and {v0} is of the same strong
homotopy type.
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Definition 2.6. [12] For simplicial maps ϕ, ψ : K → K ′, the contiguity distance
between ϕ and ψ, denoted by SD(ϕ, ψ), is the least integer k ≥ 0 such that there
exists a covering of K by subcomplexes Ω0,Ω1, ...,Ωk with the property that ϕ|Ωj

and ψ|Ωj
are in the same contiguity class for all j = 0, 1, ..., k. If there is no such

a covering, it is defined to be SD(ϕ, ψ) = ∞.

Definition 2.7. [9] Let K be a simplicial complex. For a subcomplex Ω ⊂ K, if
the inclusion i : Ω →֒ K and a constant map cv0 : Ω → K, where v0 ∈ K is some
fixed vertex, are in the same contiguity class, then Ω is called categorical.

Definition 2.8. [9] Let K be a simplicial complex. The simplicial Lusternik-
Schnirelmann category scat(K) is the least integer k ≥ 0 such that one can find
categorical subcomplexes Ω0,Ω1, . . . ,Ωk of K covering K.

Definition 2.9. [1] Let K be a simplicial complex. For a subcomplex Ω ⊂ Kn, if
there is a simplicial map σ : Ω → K such that ∆ ◦ σ ∼ ιΩ where ∆ : K → Kn,
∆(v) = (v, v, . . . , v) is the diagonal map and ιΩ : Ω →֒ Kn is the inclusion map,
then Ω is called an n−Farber subcomplex.

Definition 2.10. [1] Let K be a simplicial complex. The n-th discrete topological
complexity TCn(K) of a simplicial complex K is the least integer k ≥ 0 such that
one can find n−Farber subcomplexes Ω0,Ω1, . . . ,Ωk of Kn covering Kn.

The following theorem gives a characterisation of n-Farber subcomplexes.

Theorem 2.1. [1] Let Ω ⊂ Kn be a subcomplex and ∆ : K → Kn denote the
diagonal map, then the followings are equivalent.

(1) Ω is an n-Farber subcomplex.

(2) (pi)|Ω ∼ (pj)|Ω for all i, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}.

(3) One of the restrictions (p1)|Ω, (p2)|Ω, . . . , (pn)|Ω is a section of ∆ (up to
contiguity).

If n = 2 is in Definition 2.9 and Definition 2.10, then one obtains Farber subcom-
plexes and discrete topological complexity, respectively, as introduced in [7].

3. Higher Contiguity Distance

Definition 3.1. For simplicial maps ϕ1, ...ϕn : K → K ′, the n-th contiguity dis-
tance between ϕ1, ...ϕn : K → K ′, denoted by SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn), is the least inte-
ger k ≥ 0 such that there exists a covering of K by sobcomplexes K0,K1, ...,Kk

with the property that ϕ1|Kj
, ϕ2|Kj

, ..., ϕn|Kj
: Kj → K ′ are in the same contigu-

ity class for all j = 0, 1, ..., k. If there is no such a covering, it is defined to be
SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕm) = ∞.

Proposition 3.1. SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = SD(ϕσ(1), ..., ϕσ(n)) holds for any permutation
σ of {1, ..., n}. �
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Proposition 3.2. SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = 0 if and only if ϕi ∼ ϕi+1 for each i ∈
{1, ..., n− 1}. �

Proposition 3.3. Given simplicial maps ϕi : K → K ′ and ψi : K → K ′ for
i ∈ {1, ..., n}. If ϕi ∼ ψi for each i, then SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = SD(ψ1, ..., ψn). �

Proposition 3.4. If 1 < m < n and ϕ1, ..., ϕm, ..., ϕn : K → K ′ are simplicial
maps, then SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕm) ≤ SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn). �

Example 3.1. Consider the simlicial complex K given in Figure 3.1. Given the
constant simplicial maps ϕ1, ϕ2 : K → K at the vertices {0} and {1}, respectively,
and the simplicial map

ϕ3 : K → K by

ϕ3({0}) = ϕ3({1}) = {0}, ϕ3({2}) = ϕ3({3}) = ϕ3({4}) = {1}.

0

1

2

3 4

Figure 3.1

For i, j = 1, 2, 3, ϕi(v) ∪ ϕj(v) is a simplex whenever v is a vertex of K.

Moreover, we have the following.

ϕ1(σ) ∪ ϕ2(σ) is either {0} or {1} or {0, 1};
ϕ1(σ) ∪ ϕ3(σ) is either {0} or {0, 1};
ϕ2(σ) ∪ ϕ3(σ) is either {1} or {0, 1}.

So one can conclude that ϕ1, ϕ2 and ϕ3 are contiguous, so are in the same contiguity
class. Therefore SD(ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3) = 0.

Proposition 3.5. Let ϕ1, ϕ2, ..., ϕn : K → K ′ and µ :M → K be simplicial maps.
Then we have

SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ, ..., ϕn ◦ µ) ≤ SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn).

Proof. Let SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = k. Then there exist subcomplexes K0, ...,Kk of K such
that ϕ1|Ki

∼ ... ∼ ϕn|Ki
for all i. Define Mi := µ−1(Ki). Then

(ϕs ◦ µ)|Mi
= ϕs|Ki

◦ µ|Mi
= ϕs ◦ µ|Mi

∼ ϕt ◦ µ|Mi
= ϕt|Ki

◦ µ|Mi
= (ϕt ◦ µ)|Mi

for all s, t ∈ {1, ..., n}. Therefore, SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ, ..., ϕn ◦ µ) ≤ k. �
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The following proposition is a generalisation of Proposition 3.5.

Proposition 3.6. Let ϕ1, ϕ2, ..., ϕn : K → K ′ and µ1, µ2, ..., µn : M → K be
simplicial maps. If µ1 ∼ µ2 ∼ ... ∼ µn then we have

SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ1, ..., ϕn ◦ µn) ≤ SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn).

Proof. Let SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = k. Then there exist subcomplexes K0, ...,Kk of K such
that ϕ1|Ki

∼ ... ∼ ϕn|Ki
for all i. Define Mi := µ−1

1 (Ki). Then

(ϕs◦µ1)|Mi
= ϕs|Ki

◦µ1|Mi
= ϕs◦µ1|Mi

∼ ϕt◦µt′ |Mi
= ϕt|Ki

◦µt′ |Mi
= (ϕt◦µt′)|Mi

for all s, t, t′ ∈ {1, ..., n}. So SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ1, ..., ϕn ◦ µn) ≤ k. �

Corollary 3.1. Let µ1, ..., µn : M → K be the simplicial maps that satisfy the
condition in Proposition 3.6 which also have right strong equivalence. Then for
simplicial maps ϕ1, ..., ϕn : K → K ′, we have

SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ1, ..., ϕn ◦ µn) = SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn).

Proof. If µi has right strong equivalence (for all i = 1, ..., n), then we have µi ◦α ∼
idK . Here, since µi ∼ µi+1 for all i, the same α can be used for each i. It follows
that ϕ ◦ µi ◦ α ∼ ϕi. Thus,

SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ1 ◦ α, ..., ϕn ◦ µn ◦ α)

≤ SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ1, ..., ϕn ◦ µn)

≤ SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn)

where the equality and the inequalities follow from Proposition 3.3 and Proposition
3.6, respectively. Hence, we have SD(ϕ1 ◦ µ1, ..., ϕn ◦ µn) = SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn). �

Proposition 3.7. Let ϕ1, ..., ϕn : K → K ′ and µ1, ..., µn : K ′ → M be simplicial
maps. If µi ∼ µi+1 for every i ∈ {1, ..., n− 1} then

SD(µ1 ◦ ϕ1, ..., µn ◦ ϕn) ≤ SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn).

Proof. Suppose that SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = k. There exist subcomplexes K0, ...,Kk of K
such that ϕ1|Ki

∼ ... ∼ ϕn|Ki
for all i. Then

(µs ◦ ϕs′)|Ki
= µs ◦ ϕs′ |Ki

∼ µs ◦ ϕt′ |Ki
∼ µt ◦ ϕt′ |Ki

= (µt ◦ ϕt′)|Ki

for all s, s′, t, t′ ∈ {1, ..., n}. So SD(µ1 ◦ ϕ1, ..., µn ◦ ϕn) ≤ k. �

Corollary 3.2. Let µ1, ..., µn : K ′ →M be the simplicial maps that satisfy the con-
dition in Proposition 3.7 which also have left strong equivalence. Then for simplicial
maps ϕ1, ..., ϕn : K → K ′, we have

SD(µ1 ◦ ϕ1, ..., µn ◦ ϕn) = SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn).
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Proof. If µi has left strong equivalence (for all i = 1, ..., n), then β ◦ µi ∼ idK .
Here, since µi ∼ µi+1 for all i, the same β can be used for each i. It follows that
β ◦ µi ◦ ϕi ∼ ϕi. Thus,

SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = SD(β ◦ µ1 ◦ ϕ1, ..., β ◦ µn ◦ ϕn)

≤ SD(µ1 ◦ ϕ1, ..., µn ◦ ϕn)

≤ SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn)

where the equality and the inequalities follow from Proposition 3.3 and Proposi-
tion 3.7, respectively. Hence, we have SD(µ1 ◦ ϕ1, ..., µn ◦ ϕn) = SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn).

�

As a result of Corollary 3.1 and Corollary 3.2, one can write the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Let β1, . . . , βn, : K
′ → K and α1, . . . , αn : L→ L′ be right and left

strong equivalences, respectively. If the simplicial maps ϕ1, . . . , ϕn : K → L and
ψ1, . . . , ψn : K ′ → L′ make the following diagram commutative up to contiguity for
each j = 1, . . . , n (i.e., αj ◦ϕj ◦βj ∼ ψj for each j), then we have SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) =
SD(ψ1, . . . , ψn).

K
ϕj

// L

αj

��

K ′

ψj

//

βj

OO

L′

Remark 3.1. In particular, the above theorem is valid if one consider only one
right strong equivalence β and one left strong equivalence α. Therefore one can say
that if K ∼ K ′ and L ∼ L′, the result of the above theorem is still valid and it
can be realised as a theorem which mentions the strong homotopy invariance of the
higher contiguity distance.

Theorem 3.2. SD(p1, ..., pn) = TCn(K) where pi : K
n → K is the projection to

the i-th factor for i ∈ {1, ..., n}.

Proof. First of all, we show that SD(p1, ..., pn) ≤ TCn(K). Suppose that TCn(K) =
k. Then there exist n-Farber subcomplexes K1, ...,Kk covering Kn. From Theo-
rem 2.1 it becomes p1|Ki

∼ ... ∼ pn|Ki
for all i. So SD(p1, ..., pn) ≤ k.

On the other hand, let SD(p1, ..., pn) = k. Then there exist subcomplexesK1, ...,Kk

such that p1|Ki
∼ ... ∼ pn|Ki

for all i. By Theorem 2.1, for each i, Ki is n-Farber
subcomplex. Therefore TCn(K) ≤ k. �

Corollary 3.3. The n−th discrete topological complexity TCn is an invariant of
strong homotopy type.

Remark 3.2. Corollary 3.3 is proved in Theorem 2.3 in [1] and the case for n = 2
is proved in Theorem 3.3 in [7].

Theorem 3.3. For a vertex v0 in K, define ij : K
n−1 → Kn by ij(σ1, ..., σn−1) =

(σ1, ..., σj−1, v0, σj , ..., σn−1). Then we have scat(Kn−1) = SD(i1, ..., in).
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Proof. Assume that scat(Kn−1) = k. Then there exist categorical subcomplexes
L0, ..., Lk of Kn−1 covering Kn−1. More precisely, the inclusion map ιj : Lj →
Kn−1 and the constant map cv0 : Lj → Kn−1 are in the same contiguity class
for all j = 0, ..., k, that is, ιj ∼ cv0 on each Lj. Here, ιj = (pr1, ...prn−1) where
pri : K

n−1 → K is the projection to the i-th factor and cv0 = (cv0 , cv0 , ..., cv0) is
the constant map. Since K is edge-path connected and by Lemma 2.1, one can
choose all the constant maps as the constant map cv0 : Kn−1 → K. So, pr1 ∼ cv0 ,
pr2 ∼ cv0 , . . . , prn−1 ∼ cv0 .

On the other hand,

i1 := (cv0 , pr1, ..., prn−1),

i2 := (pr1, cv0 , ..., prn−1),

...

in := (pr1, pr2, ..., prn−1, cv0).

Since from the above paragraph

pr1|Lj
∼ pr2|Lj

∼ ... ∼ prn−1|Lj
∼ cv0 |Lj

,

we have

i1|Lj
∼ i2|Lj

∼ ... ∼ in|Lj
.

Let us prove the other way around. Suppose that SD(i1, ..., in) = k. Then there
exist subcomplexes L0, ..., Lk of K covering K such that i1|Lj

∼ ... ∼ in|Lj
for all

j. Our aim is to show that the inclusion map ιj : Lj → Kn−1 and the constant
map cv0 : Lj → Kn−1 are in the same contiguity class for all j = 0, ..., k. Let
pri : K

n−1 → K be the projection map to the i-th factor for i = 1, ..., n− 1. Then

pr1 ◦ i1|Lj
∼ pr1 ◦ i2|Lj

,

pr2 ◦ i2|Lj
∼ pr2 ◦ i3|Lj

,

...

prn−1 ◦ in−1|Lj
∼ prn−1 ◦ in|Lj

so that (pr1, ..., prn−1) ∼ (cv0 , cv0 , ..., cv0). Therefore ιj ∼ cv0 .

�

In the previous theorem, we studied the relation between the simplical LS category
and the higher contiguity distance of the inclusion maps from Kn−1 to Kn, and as
a result, we found that scat(Kn−1) = SD(i1, ..., in). On the other hand, one can
find another equality saying that scat(K) = SD(̃i1, ..., ĩn) where the inclusion maps

ĩj are from K to Kn as introduced in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4. Let v0 be a vertex of the simplicial complex K. For the simplicial
maps ĩj : K → Kn, which take σ to the n-tuple whose j-th factor is σ whereas the

other factors are v0, we have scat(K) = SD(̃i1, ..., ĩn).
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Proof. Suppose that scat(K) = k. Then there exist categorical subcomplexes
L0, ..., Lk of K covering K, that is, the inclusion map ι : Li →֒ K and the constant
map cv0 : Li → K are in the same contiguity class for all i = 0, 1, . . . , k.

We can write ĩj |Li
as a composition as follows, for each i and j:

ĩ1|Li
= (ι, cv0 , . . . , cv0) ◦∆Li

ĩ2|Li
= (cv0 , ι, cv0 , . . . , cv0) ◦∆Li

. . .

ĩn|Li
= (cv0 , . . . , cv0 , ι) ◦∆Li

where ∆Li
is the diagonal map for Li.

Since Li is categorical, ι ∼ cv0 on each Li. Hence

(ι, cv0 , . . . , cv0) ∼ (cv0 , cv0 , . . . , cv0)

(cv0 , ι, cv0 , . . . , cv0) ∼ (cv0 , cv0 , . . . , cv0)

. . .

(cv0 , . . . , cv0 , ι) ∼ (cv0 , cv0 , . . . , cv0).

Therefore ĩ1|Li
∼ ĩ2|Li

∼ ... ∼ ĩn|Li
which proves our claim.

On the other hand, suppose that SD(̃i1, . . . , ĩn) = k. Then there exist subcomplexes
L0, ..., Lk of K covering K such that ĩ1|Li

∼ . . . ∼ ĩn|Li
for all i. Let us consider

the first projection p1 : Kn → K, then

p1 ◦ ĩ1|Li
∼ p1 ◦ ĩ2|Li

∼ ... ∼ p1 ◦ ĩn|Li
.

Therefore, we obtain ι ∼ cv0 which completes the proof.

�

Corollary 3.4. The simplicial Lusternik-Schnirelmann category is an invariant of
strong homotopy type.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.4.

�

The continuous version of Theorem 3.3 can be realised as a discretisation of The-
orem 3.4 in [3] whereas Theorem 3.4 is not yet given in the literature. So we
introduce its continuous correspondence as Theorem 3.5.

Theorem 3.5. Fix a point x0 in X and consider the inclusions ji : X → Xn given
by ji(x) = (x10, ..., x

i−1
0 , x, xi+1

0 , ..., xn0 ) for i = 1, ..., n, here the superscripts of x0’s
stand for to emphasize in which factor x0’s belong to. Then D(j1, ..., jn) = cat(X).
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Proof. Let D(j1, ..., jn) = k. Then there exist open subsets U0, ..., Uk of X covering
X such that j1|Us

≃ ... ≃ jn|Us
for all s = 0, ..., k. Assume that for each s =

0, 1, . . . , k, there exists a homotopy Hi
s : Us × I → Xn such that Hi

s(x, 0) = ji(x)
and Hi

s(x, 1) = ji+1(x) for each i = 1, ..., n− 1. We want to show that id|Us
≃ c|Us

for s = 0, ..., k where id : X → X is the identity map and c : X → X is a constant
map. For each s = 0, . . . , k, define F is : Us × I → X by F is(x, t) = pri ◦ H

i
s(x, t)

where pri : X
n → X is the projection map into the i-th factor and which satisfies

F is(x, 0) = pri ◦H
i
s(x, 0) = pri ◦ ji(x) = x,

F is(x, 1) = pri ◦H
i
s(x, 1) = pri ◦ ji+1(x) = xi0.

Thus, cat(X) ≤ D(j1, ..., jn).

On the other hand, assume that cat(X) = k. There exists a categorical cover
U0, ..., Uk of X such that the inclusion map ι : X → X and the constant map
c : X → X are homotopic. For simplicity, let us write U ’s without indices. Consider
the homotopy F : U × I → X, satisfying F (x, 0) = x and F (x, 1) = x0. Define the
map Hi : U × I → X by

Hi(x, t) =

{

ji(F (x, 2t)), if 0 ≤ t ≤ 1
2

ji+1(F (x, 2 − 2t)), if 1
2 ≤ t ≤ 1,

so that Hi(x, 0) = ji(x) and Hi(x, 1) = ji+1(x) are satisfied. Since

Hi(x, 1/2) = ji(F (x, 1)) = ji(x0) = (x0, x0, ..., x0) = ji+1(F (x, 1)),

Hi is continuous for each i = 1, . . . , n− 1. Hence D(j1, ..., jn) ≤ cat(X).

�

Proposition 3.8. Let K,K ′ and K ′′ be simplicial complexes, η, η′ : K ′′ → K
and ϕ1, . . . , ϕn : K → K ′ be simplicial maps. If ϕ1 ◦ η′ ∼ · · · ∼ ϕn ◦ η′, then
SD(ϕ1 ◦ η, . . . , ϕn ◦ η) ≤ SD(η, η′).

Proof. Assume that SD(η, η′) = k. There exist subcomlexes K0, . . . ,Kk of K such
that η|Ki

∼ η′|Ki
for i = 1, . . . , k. We have

ϕ1 ◦ η|Ki
∼ ϕ1 ◦ η

′|Ki

ϕ2 ◦ η|Ki
∼ ϕ2 ◦ η

′|Ki

. . .

ϕn ◦ η|Ki
∼ ϕn ◦ η′|Ki

for all i = 0, . . . , k. Since ϕ1 ◦ η′ ∼ · · · ∼ ϕn ◦ η′, we conlude that ϕ1 ◦ η|Ki
∼

ϕ2 ◦ η|Ki
∼ · · · ∼ ϕn ◦ η|Ki

. Hence SD(ϕ1 ◦ η, . . . , ϕn ◦ η) ≤ k.

�

Corollary 3.5. If ϕ1, . . . , ϕn : K → K ′ are arbitrary simplicial maps, then
SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) ≤ scat(K).
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Proof. If we take K ′′ = K, η = idK and η′ = cv0 in Proposition 3.5 where idK is
the identity map and cv0 is the constant map. By Proposition 3.5, we have

SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) = SD(ϕ1 ◦ idK , . . . , ϕn ◦ idK) ≤ SD(idK , cv0) = scat(K)

�

The importance of Corollary 3.5 comes from the following fact. One can say that
the contiguity distance of arbitrary two maps can be used to find a lower bound for
simplicial LS-category, that is, for two simplicial maps ϕ and ψ from K, one has
SD(ϕ, ψ) ≤ scat(K). While this proposition (as introduced in [4]) is taken account,
Corollary 3.5 gives a better lower bound for scat(K) when one takes more arbitrary
simplicial maps from K (due to Proposition 3.4).

Theorem 3.6. If K is strongly collapsible if and only if SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) = 0 for
any simplicial maps ϕ1, . . . , ϕn : K → K ′.

Proof. Assume that K is strongly collapsible, then we have scat(K) = 0, more
precisely, idK ∼ cv0 . By Theorem 3.4, SD(̃i1, . . . , ĩn) = 0 where for each j, ĩj :
K → Kn be the simplicial map as defined in Theorem 3.4. Since idk ∼ cv0 , we
obtain ĩj ∼ c̃v0 for all j = 1, . . . , n where c̃v0 := ∆K ◦ cv0 and ∆K is the diagonal
map of K. Consider the following composition of maps

K

c̃v0
++

ĩk

33 K
n ϕ̃i

// (K ′)n

K

c̃v0
++

ĩk

33 K
n

ϕ̃j
// (K ′)n

where ϕ̃i : Kn → (K ′)n defined by (σ1, . . . , σn) 7→ (ϕi(σ1), . . . , ϕi(σn)) for all
i = 1, . . . , n. Then for all i, k, we have ϕ̃i ◦ c̃v0 ∼ ϕ̃i ◦ ĩk and for all j, k, we have

ϕ̃j◦c̃v0 ∼ ϕ̃j◦ ĩk. Since K ′ is edge-path connected, all constant maps are in the same
contiguity class. Therefore ϕ̃i ∼ ϕ̃i+1 for all i = 1, . . . , n − 1. By the definition of
ϕ̃i, we conclude that ϕi ∼ ϕi+1 for all i = 1, . . . , n− 1. Hence SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) = 0.

On the other hand, suppose that SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) = 0. If we choose ϕj = ĩj for each
j = 1, . . . , n we conclude that scat(K) = 0. This is the same as K to be strongly
collapsible. �

Example 3.2. Consider the abstract simplicial complex K as given in Figure 3.1.
Consider any arbitrary simplicial maps

ϕ1, . . . , ϕn : K → K.

If one cover K by the subcomplexes which do not contain any loops, then it is needed
at least 3 subcomplexes. This is due to the fact that in order not to draw a loop,
the number of edges must be 1 less then the number of vertices.
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Also, one can cover K by two subcomplexes which has two loops in total. More
precisely, if one can cover K by the subcomplexes U0 and U1, then in the best
case, either U0 and U1 both have one loop or U0 has no loop while U1 has two loops.
Explicity writing, if U0 and U1 both have one loop, then they both contains 5 vertices
and 5 edges. If U0 has no loop while U1 has 2 loops, then U0 has 5 vertices and 4
edges while U1 has 5 vertices and 6 edges. Here, U1 has indeed 2 loops due to the
fact that in order to draw the last edge, we need to draw it between non-adjacent
vertices.

If we consider the subcomplexes U0 and U1 as described in the preceding paragraph,
then the least number of strongly collapsible subcomplexes of both U0 and U1 is 3.
Then from the strongly collapsibility and by Theorem 3.6, we get SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) ≤
2.

On the other hand, if one has no loops in the subcomplexes as described in the
first paragraph, then from the strongly collapsibility and by Theorem 3.6, we get
SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) ≤ 2.

Proposition 3.9. If K ′ is strongly collapsible then SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) = 0 for any
simplicial maps ϕ1, . . . , ϕn : K → K ′.

Proof. Assume that K ′ is strongly collapsible, then we have idK′ ∼ cv0 where
idK′ : K ′ → K ′ is the identity map and cv0 : K ′ → K ′ is the constant map with v0
being a vertex in K ′. Consider the following compositions

K
ϕi

// K ′

idK′

**

cv0

44 K
′

K
ϕj

// K ′

idK′

**

cv0

44 K
′

where i, j = 1, . . . , n. Then for all i, j, we have idK′ ◦ ϕi ∼ cv0 ◦ ϕi and idK′ ◦ ϕj ∼
cv0 ◦ ϕj . Since all constant maps are in the same contiguity class, we come to
conclusion that ϕi ∼ ϕj for all i, j = 1, . . . , n. Therefore SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) = 0.

�

Example 3.3. Consider the abstract simplicial complex K = {{0}, {1}, {2}, {0, 1}, {0, 2}, {1, 2}}
as given in Figure 3.3 which is not strongly collapsible.

0

1

2

Figure 3.2
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Consider the identity map id : K → K, the constant map c0 on {0} and the
simplicial map

ϕ : K → K by ϕ({0}) = {1}, ϕ({1}) = {2}, ϕ({2}) = {0}.

Let us take U0 = {{0}, {1}, {2}, {0, 1}, {0, 2}} and U1 = {{1}, {2}, {1, 2}}. On U0,
c0 ∼ ϕ since that c0 ∼c c1 ∼c ϕ where c1 : K → K is the constant map on {1};
and on U1, c0 ∼ ϕ since that they are also contiguous. Moreover, since that U0

and U1 are strongly collapsible complexes, as mentioned in [4], id|U0
∼ c0|U0

and
id|U1

∼ c0|U1
.

On the other hand, K is not strongly collapsible, so we conclude that SD(id, c0, ϕ) =
1.

Next, we will focus on the relation between the higher contiguity distance of sim-
plicial maps and the higher homotopic distance of their geometric realisations.

Lemma 3.1. [14] If contiguous simplicial maps agree on a subcomplex L, then they
determine continuous maps which are homotopic relative to |L|.

Proposition 3.10. For simplicial maps ϕ1, ϕ2, ..., ϕn : K → L, we have

D(|ϕ1|, ..., |ϕn|) ≤ SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn).

Proof. Let SD(ϕ1, ..., ϕn) = k. Then there are subcomplexes K0,K1, ...,Kk cover-
ing K such that ϕi|Kj

∼ ϕi−1|Kj
for all i = 2, ..., n and j = 0, ..., k. By Lemma

3.1, we have |ϕi|
∣

∣

|Kj |
≃ |ϕi−1|

∣

∣

|Kj|
for all i = 2, ..., n and j = 0, ..., k. Moreover the

union of the closed subsets |K0|, |K1|, ..., |Kn| cover |K|. �

The following is an example for the strict case of the inequality of Proposition 3.10.

Example 3.4. Consider the simplicial complex K given in Figure 3.4. Let
ĩj : K → Kn be the simplicial maps as defined in Theorem 3.4. By Exam-

ple 3.3 in [9] scat(K) = 1 and by Theorem 3.4 we have SD(̃i1, ..., ĩn) = 1.
Since K is contractible, 0 = cat(|K|) = D(|̃i1|, ..., |̃in|). Hence we conclude that

D(|̃i1|, ..., |̃in|) < SD(̃i1, ..., ĩn).

Figure 3.3
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4. Barycentric Subdivision

For a given abstract simplicial complex K, recall that the (first) barycentric sub-
division of K, denoted by sdK, is defined as follows.

The vertex set of sdK is the set of simplices ofK and the set {σ1, . . . , σq} determines
a simplex in sdK if σ1, . . . , σq are simplices of K satisfying σ1 ⊂ . . . ⊂ σq .

Definition 4.1. [9] For a simplicial map ϕ : K → K ′, the induced map on barycen-
tric subdivisions sdϕ : sd(K) → sd(K ′) is defined as

(sdϕ)({σ1, . . . , σq}) = {ϕ(σ1), . . . , ϕ(σq)}.

Notice that sdϕ is a simplicial map.

Remark 4.1. [9] sd(ϕ ◦ ψ) = sdϕ ◦ sdψ and sd(id) = id.

Proposition 4.1. [9] For simplicial maps ϕ, ψ : K → L, if ϕ and ψ are in the
same contiguity class then sd(ϕ) and sd(ψ) are in the same contiguity class.

Theorem 4.1. For simplicial maps ϕ1, . . . , ϕn : K → K ′, SD(sd(ϕ1), . . . , sd(ϕn)) ≤
SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn).

Proof. Assume that SD(ϕ1, . . . , ϕn) = k. There exist subcomplexes K0, . . . ,Kk

covering K such that ϕ1|Kj
∼ ϕ2|Kj

∼ · · · ∼ ϕn|Kj
for all j = 0, . . . , k. Let

consider the cover {sd(K0), sd(K1), . . . , sd(Kk)} of sd(K). By Proposition 4.1, if
ϕ1|Kj

∼ ϕ2|Kj
∼ · · · ∼ ϕn|Kj

, then sd(ϕ1|Kj
) ∼ sd(ϕ2|Kj

) ∼ · · · ∼ sd(ϕn|Kj
).

If we show that sd(ϕi|Kj
) = sd(ϕi|sd(Kj)) for all i = 1, . . . , n and j = 0, . . . , k, then

we are done. For {σ1, . . . , σq} ∈ sd(Kj), we have

sd(ϕi|Kj
)({σ1, . . . , σq}) = {ϕi|Kj

(σ1), . . . , ϕi|Kj
(σq)}

= {ϕi(σ1), . . . , ϕi(σq)}

= {ϕi|sd(Kj)(σ1), . . . , ϕi|sd(Kj)(σq)}

= sd(ϕi|sd(Kj)({σ1, . . . , σq})).

where the first and the last equalities follow from the definition of the induced map
on the barycentric subdivisions whereas the third equality comes from the fact that
σs is a simplex in sd(Kj) for s = 1, . . . , q.

Consequently, since the following holds

sd(ϕ1|Kj
) ∼ · · · ∼ sd(ϕn|Kj

),

we obtain

sd(ϕ1|sd(Kj)) ∼ · · · ∼ sd(ϕn|sd(Kj)).

for all j = 0, . . . , k.

�

The following is an example for the strict case of Theorem 4.1.
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Example 4.1. Consider the abstract simplicial complex K as given in Figure 3.1.
In Example 3.6 in [8], it is showed that scat(K) = 2 while scat(sdK) = 1. For
a fixed vertex v0 in K, consider the simplicial inclusion maps i1, i2, i3 : K → K3

given by i1(v) = (v, v0, v0), i2(v) = (v0, v, v0) and i1(v) = (v0, v0, v). Hence, by
Theorem 3.4, we have

1 = SD(sdi1, sdi2, sdi3) < SD(i1, i2, i3) = 2.
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