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EQUIVARIANT PERTURBATION IN

GOMORY AND JOHNSON’S INFINITE GROUP PROBLEM.

IV. THE GENERAL UNIMODULAR TWO-DIMENSIONAL CASE

ROBERT HILDEBRAND, MATTHIAS KÖPPE, AND LUZE XU

Abstract. We study an abstract setting for cutting planes for integer programming called the
infinite group problem. In this abstraction, cutting planes are computed via cut generating function

that act on the simplex tableau. In this function space, cut generating functions are classified as
minimal, extreme, and facets as a proxy for understanding the strength or potential importance of
these functions. Prior work developed algorithms for testing minimality, extremality, and facetness
for cut generating functions applied to 1-row tableau and to some 2-row tableau in a restricted
setting. We complement and generalize this work by giving an algorithm for testing the extremality
of a large class of minimal valid functions for the two-dimensional infinite group problem. Along
the way, we develop results of independent interest on functional equations and infinite systems of
linear equations.

1. Introduction

Since the mid-1990s, the Gomory mixed integer cut [18, 19] has undergone a resurgence in the
field of mixed-integer optimization. With advancements in computational techniques, these cuts,
once deemed impractical, proved to be highly effective in combination with modern implementations
of the simplex method and branch-and-bound techniques [1, 2]. This unexpected discovery spurred
renewed interest in general-purpose cutting planes, leading to significant breakthroughs in mixed-
integer programming technology [16].

A powerful framework for understanding and generating cutting planes in integer programming
has since emerged from the foundational work on the infinite group problem, introduced by Gomory
and Johnson in 1972 [21, 22]. This framework has become central to the study of cut-generating
functions, which seek to generalize cutting-plane techniques beyond single-row formulations and into
multi-row settings [13]. The infinite group problem captures the essence of cutting-plane generation
by abstracting the underlying structure of integer programs into a geometric and algebraic problem
that can be analyzed independently of any specific optimization problem.

The recent emphasis on multi-row cuts, derived from the infinite group problem, has further ad-
vanced the field. These cuts hold significant promise for solving large-scale mixed-integer programs
by providing a more versatile and powerful toolset for cutting-plane generation. The framework of
cut-generating functions, developed in part from Gomory and Johnson’s work, now serves as a key
approach in both the theoretical study and practical implementation of cutting planes [13]. This
line of research has proven to be pivotal in bridging the gap between theory and computation, with
significant implications for the continued advancement of integer programming algorithms.

For a more comprehensive historical account of cutting planes and their development, see the
survey [8, 9].

The study of cut-generating functions for k = 1 is referred to as the single-row problem, and
the general k ≥ 2 case is referred to as the multi-row problem in the literature. Algorithms used
in practice for solving mixed-integer problems have so far used only insights from the single-row
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problem. It is believed that the general multi-row analysis can lead to stronger cutting planes that
can significantly boost the performance of state-of-the-art algorithms.

Cut generating functions are classified as valid, minimal, extreme, or facet, with extreme and
facet being the most desirable properties. See Section 2 for definitions.

1.1. Recent Literature. Since the publication of the survey articles [8, 9], numerous advancements
have addressed open questions and significantly expanded the research field on cut-generating
functions. Notably, substantial software was developed to test the extremality of functions [28].
These advancements have led to new discoveries about the extreme functions’ potential for unusual
or “wild” behavior, as documented in several studies [3, 5, 29–31, 33].

Efforts to better understand the structure and properties of these functions also progressed, with
detailed examinations of their functional spaces presented in [26, 27, 32]. Additionally, theoretical
analyses have provided new insights into the strength of cut-generating functions [4]. Finally,
several computational studies have been done on how to find effective cuts efficiently [12].

Although it is clear that multi-row cuts are stronger than single row cuts, a key question seems
to remain: How can we efficiently compute strong multi-row cuts that will be effective in solvers?

1.2. Contributions. In the paper, we generalize results from [10] about the 2-row problem by remov-
ing restrictive assumptions. In particular, we show how to analyze piecewise linear cut generating
functions and show that they are extreme and facets. This is done by establishing a correspondence
of infinite settings to finite settings. This results in an algorithm that proves which piecewise linear
functions are extreme and facets in the 2-row setting. See Theorem 7.1 for our main result. Along
the way, we prove new results of potentially independent interest about functional equations and
infinite systems of linear equations.

1.3. Outline. We attempt to keep this paper self-contained. As such, we devote a significant portion
of the paper to reviewing relevant definitions and results as presented in [8, 9]. That said, some of
the tools used require some generalization to approach this more difficult problem. At a glance, we
extensively discuss necessary prior work and notation in Section 2. We save other sections for new
developments.

Our main result is Theorem 7.1, which is completed in Section 7. For this, along the way, we
develop novel techniques and results including new results on functional equations, and a discretiza-
tion lemma that reduces structured infinite systems of equations to finite systems of equations. We
work to abstract these types of results so that they can be appreciated and understood indepen-
dently from the cut-generating function application.

In more detail, the paper is laid out as follows.
Section 2 mostly reviews prior work that is important for this paper. To begin, it formally in-

troduces the problem, the main objects of study such as valid functions, minimal valid functions,
extreme functions, and facets, and their basic properties. Section 2.4 introduces the notations
and concepts from discrete geometry required for analyzing the problem, and collects foundational
techniques for the general k-row problem. Section 2.5 introduces the perturbation space in the no-
tation of generalized additivities that we refer to as 7-tuples. Section 2.6 recalls higher-dimensional
variants of the celebrated Interval Lemma. Section 2.7 recalls a result from [9] that identifies the
extremality of functions for the 1-row problem with a finite group problem.

We now begin new results for this paper.
Section 3 builds notation to study general types of additivities for piecewise linear functions

and characterizes the types of important generalized additivities with respect to a 2-dimension
polyhedral complex. Section 4 applies interval lemma results to our context. We also develop a
new result that is a variant that we refer to as the hidden interval lemma (Lemma 4.2). This lemma
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combines different additivities to reveal an underlying interval lemma. We are not aware of any
result of this kind, even in the functional analysis literature. Section 5 shows how some infinite
systems of equations can be understood by studying only a finite system of equations. We work in
a general notation and thus this can be read independently of the other sections. We present these
results (Lemma 5.3) as such to highlight the underlying structures that are driving some of the
main results. Section 6 develops results on the perturbation function space. Finally, in Section 7,
we prove our main result (Theorem 7.1) that improves the work of [10].

2. The Infinite Group Problem

Gomory and Johnson, in their work in [21, 22], introduced the so-called infinite group problem.
It has its roots in Gomory’s group problem [20], which was introduced by him as an algebraic
relaxation of pure integer linear optimization problems. We introduce this next as it will be useful
for formulating many of our results in a unified language. One considers an abelian group G, written
additively, and studies the set Rf (G,S) of functions y : G→ R satisfying the following constraints:

∑

r∈G

r y(r) ∈ f + S

y(r) ∈ Z+ for all r ∈ G

y has finite support,

(1)

where S is a subgroup of G and f is a given element in G \ S; so f + S is the coset containing
the element f . We are interested in studying the convex hull Rf (G,S) of the set of all functions

y : G → R satisfying the constraints in (1). Rf (G,S) is a convex subset of the vector space R
(G),

which is infinite-dimensional when G is an infinite group, i.e., of infinite order. The nomenclature
k-row infinite group problem is reserved for the situation when G = R

k is taken to be the group
of real k-dimensional vectors under addition, and S = Z

k is the subgroup of the integer vectors.
When k = 1, we refer to it as the single-row infinite group problem.

2.1. Valid inequalities and valid functions. Following Gomory and Johnson, we are interested in the
description of Rf (G,S) as the intersection of halfspaces in R

(G). We first describe the general form
that these halfspaces take and then a standard normalization that leads to the idea of cut-generating
functions.

2.1.1. Valid inequalities. Any halfspace in R
(G) is given by a pair (π, α), where π ∈ R

G and α ∈ R,

and the halfspace is the set of all y ∈ R
(G) that satisfy

∑
r∈G π(r)y(r) ≥ α. The left-hand side

of the inequality is a finite sum because y has finite support. Such an inequality is called a valid
inequality for Rf (G,S) if

∑
r∈G π(r)y(r) ≥ α for all y ∈ Rf (G,S), i.e., Rf (G,S) is contained in the

halfspace defined by (π, α). Note that the set of all valid inequalities (π, α) is a cone in the space
R
G × R.

2.1.2. Valid functions. Since data in finite-dimensional integer programs is usually rational, and
this is our main motivation for studying the infinite group problem, it is customary to concentrate
on valid inequalities with π ≥ 0; then we can choose, after a scaling, α = 1 (otherwise, the
inequality is implied by the nonnegativity of y). Thus, we only focus on valid inequalities of the
form

∑
r∈G π(r)y(r) ≥ 1 with π ≥ 0. Such functions π ∈ R

G are called valid functions for Rf (G,S).
We remind the reader that this choice comes at a price because of [8, 9, Proposition 2.4]; however,
it can be shown that for rational corner polyhedra, which form an important family of relaxations
for integer programs, all valid inequalities are restrictions of nonnegative valid functions for the
infinite group problem. See [14] for a discussion.
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2.2. Minimal functions, extreme functions and facets. We summarize a hierarchy on the set of valid
functions defined by Gomory and Johnson [21, 22] that captures the strength of the corresponding
valid inequalities.

Valid Functions

Minimal Functions

Extreme Functions

Facets

(a)

Valid Functions

Minimal Functions

Extreme Functions
⇔

Facets

(b)

Figure 1. The hierarchy of valid, minimal, and extreme functions and facets and
weak facets. (a) General case. (b) Situation in the finite-dimensional case. As a
consequence of this work, we can show some cases of 1-row and 2-row continuous
piecewise linear functions with rational breakpoints where this correspondence also
holds.

2.2.1. Minimal functions. A valid function π for Rf (G,S) is said to be minimal for Rf (G,S) if
there is no valid function π′ 6= π such that π′(r) ≤ π(r) for all r ∈ G. For every valid function π
for Rf (G,S), there exists a minimal valid function π′ such that π′ ≤ π [11, Theorem 1.1], and thus
non-minimal valid functions are redundant in the description of Rf (G,S).

A function π : G→ R is subadditive if π(x+ y) ≤ π(x) + π(y) for all x,y ∈ G. We say that π is
symmetric (or satisfies the symmetry condition) if π(x) + π(f − x) = 1 for all x ∈ G.

Theorem 2.1 (Gomory and Johnson [21]). Let G be an abelian group, S be a subgroup of G and
f ∈ G \ S. Let π : G → R be a nonnegative function. Then π is a minimal valid function for
Rf (G,S) if and only if π(z) = 0 for all z ∈ S, π is subadditive, and π satisfies the symmetry
condition. (The first two conditions imply that π is periodic modulo S, that is, π(x) = π(x + z)
for all z ∈ S, and the symmetry condition implies that the values of minimal functions are bounded
between 0 and 1.)

See [14, Theorem 5.4] for a proof. Note that for Rf (R
k,Zk), any minimal function is then periodic

with respect to Z
k.

f 1

1

Figure 2. This function is minimal, but not extreme (and hence also not a facet).
We can see this as for any distinct minimal π1 = π + π̄ (blue), π2 = π − π̄ (red)
such that π = 1

2π
1 + 1

2π
2, the functions π1 and π2 are continuous piecewise linear

with the same breakpoints as π. A finite-dimensional extremality test can be used
to find the two linearly independent perturbations π̄ (magenta), as shown in [7].
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2.2.2. Extreme functions. A valid function π is extreme for Rf (G,S) if it cannot be written as
a convex combination of two other valid functions for Rf (G,S), i.e., π = 1

2 (π
1 + π2) implies

π = π1 = π2 (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). Extreme functions are easily seen to be minimal. In
fact we may view this definition from a convex geometry perspective. By Theorem 2.1, the set
of minimal valid functions is a convex subset of the infinite-dimensional space R

G of real-valued
functions onG; this follows from the observation that all the properties in Theorem 2.1 are preserved
undertaking convex combinations of functions.

2.2.3. Facets. A related notion is that of a facet. Let P (π) denote the set of all feasible solutions

y ∈ R
(G) satisfying (1) such that

∑
r∈G π(r)y(r) = 1. A valid function π is called a facet if for every

valid function π′ such that P (π) ⊆ P (π′) we have that π′ = π, as defined in [24]. Equivalently, a
valid function π is a facet if this condition holds for all such minimal valid functions π′ (cf. [11]).

2.2.4. Relation between the three notions. Facets are extreme functions (cf. [11, Lemma 1.3]), but
it is unknown if all extreme functions are facets. See Figure 1 (a). When G is a finite abelian group,
the set of minimal functions is a finite-dimensional polyhedron (given by constraints coming from
Theorem 2.1).In this setting, it is well known that the notions of facets and extreme inequalities
are equivalent, and form the extreme points of this polyhedron; see Figure 1 (b).

2.3. A roadmap for proving extremality and facetness. An understanding of the set of points for
which the subadditivity relations of a minimal function hold at equality is crucial to the study of
both extreme functions and facets. This motivates the following definition.

Definition 2.2. Let π : Rk → R. For σ ∈ R
3, define the function of σ · π : Rk × R

k × R
k → R as

σ · π(x1,x2,x3) =

3∑

i=1

σiπ(x
i) (2)

and the additivity domain of π as

E(π) :=
{
(x1,x2) ∈ R

k × R
k | (1, 1,−1) · π(x1,x2,x1 + x2) = 0

}
. (3)

2.3.1. Finite test for minimality. One of the main advantages of working with minimal valid func-
tions that are piecewise linear is their combinatorial structure, which avoids many analytical com-
plexities. Moreover, it is possible to give a finite description of π and ∆π. From this, one can show
a simple algorithm for testing minimality by analyzing the (1, 1,−1) ·π function [10, Theorem 3.10,
Remark 3.11]].

2.3.2. Conditions for Extreme and Facet. The main technique used to show a function π is extreme
is to assume that π = 1

2(π
1+π2) where π1, π2 are valid functions, and then show that π = π1 = π2.

Depending on the properties of the function being tested, various lemmas regarding continuity can
be employed to deduce properties of related minimal valid functions.

As noted in [10, Theorem 1.4] and [8, Lemma 2.11], the following results we proven in [23, Lemma
1.4] and [7, Theorem 2.9] for the 1-row case, but easily extend to the k-row case.

Theorem 2.3 ([7, 23]). If π : Rk → R is a minimal valid function, and π = 1
2π

1 + 1
2π

2, where π1, π2

are valid functions, then π1, π2 are both minimal. Moreover, if lim suph→0

|π(h)|
|h| < ∞, then this

condition also holds for π1 and π2. This implies that π, π1 and π2 are all Lipschitz continuous.
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Conveniently, if π is a continuous piecewise linear function, then the condition lim suph→0

|π(h)|
|h| <

∞ is satisfied.
Suppose we choose a π̄ : Rk → R such that π1 := π + π̄ and π2 := π − π̄ are minimal valid

functions. Then we call π̄ a perturbation function. Perturbation functions provide a more concise
approach to studying extremality of π, and many properties required of π1, π2 also hold for π̄.
Indeed, following Theorem 2.3, if π is a minimal valid function that is continuous (or just that the
limit of the theorem holds), then π̄ must also be continuous. For convenience, we will stick to this
setting where π is continuous, and hence all possible perturbation functions are also continuous.

The following are some other related conclusions established in prior research that we will not
need to reference.

(1) Subadditivity relations that hold tightly for π also hold tightly for π1 and π2, i.e., E(π) ⊆
E(π1) ∩E(π2) [21, Proof of Theorem 3.3].

(2) In the case k = 1, if π is continuous from one side at zero, then π1 and π2 maintain
continuity at all points where π is continuous [17, Theorem 2].

We will assume that the input function is continuous, which will simplify some of our work.
To prove that a valid inequality is a facet, the main tool is the so-called Facet Theorem, originally

proved by Gomory and Johnson [24] for the one-row case; it extends verbatim to the k-row case.
We present a stronger version of the theorem, which first appeared in [11].

Theorem 2.4 (Facet Theorem [24], [11, Theorem 3.1]). Let π be a minimal valid function. Suppose
for every minimal valid function π′, E(π) ⊆ E(π′) implies π′ = π. Then π is a facet.

As noted in [8], we can use Theorem 2.4 to prove that all facets are extreme.
The condition that E(π) ⊆ E(π′) implies π′ = π for every minimal valid function π′ is established

along the following lines. First, structural properties of π can be used to obtain a structured
description of E(π). For example, the fact that π is piecewise linear often shows that E(π) is
the union of many full-dimensional convex sets. E(π′) shares this structure with E(π) because
of the assumption that E(π) ⊆ E(π′). Then, results such as the Interval Lemma, discussed in
subsection 2.6, are used to show that π′ must be affine on the set of points contributing to E(π′).
Finally, the conditions that all minimal valid functions are 0 at the origin and 1 at f + Z

k puts
further restrictions on the values that π′ can take, and ultimately force π′ = π.

2.4. The k-dimensional theory of piecewise linear minimal valid functions.

2.4.1. Polyhedral complexes and piecewise linear functions. We introduce the notion of polyhedral
complexes, which serves two purposes. First, it provides a framework to define piecewise linear
functions, generalizing the familiar situation of functions of a single real variable. Second it is a
tool for studying subadditivity and additivity relations of these functions. This exposition follows
[10] with some updates to work with some more generalized notation.

Definition 2.5. A (locally finite) polyhedral complex is a collection P of polyhedra in R
k such that:

(i) ∅ ∈ P,
(ii) if I ∈ P, then all faces of I are in P,
(iii) the intersection I ∩ J of two polyhedra I, J ∈ P is a face of both I and J ,
(iv) any compact subset of Rk intersects only finitely many faces in P.

A polyhedron I from P is called a face of the complex. A polyhedral complex P is said to be pure
if all its maximal faces (with respect to set inclusion) have the same dimension. In this case, we
call the maximal faces of P the cells of P. The zero-dimensional faces of P are called vertices and
the set of vertices of P will be denoted by vert(P). A polyhedral complex P is said to be complete
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if the union of all faces of the complex is Rk. A pure and complete polyhedral complex P is called
a triangulation of Rk if every maximal cell is a simplex.

Example 2.6 (Breakpoint intervals in R
1 [7]). Let 0 = x0 < x1 < · · · < xn−1 < xn = 1 be a list

of “breakpoints” in [0, 1]. We extend it periodically as B = {x0 + t, x1 + t, . . . , xn−1 + t | t ∈ Z }.
Define the set of 0-dimensional faces to be the collection of singletons, PB, =

{
{x} | x ∈ B

}
, and

the set of one-dimensional faces to be the collection of closed intervals, PB, =
{
[xi + t, xi+1 + t] |

i = 0, . . . , n− 1 and t ∈ Z
}
. Then PB = {∅} ∪ PB, ∪ PB, is a locally finite polyhedral complex.

Example 2.7 (Standard triangulations of R2 [10]). Let q be a positive integer. Consider the ar-

rangement Hq of all hyperplanes (lines) of R2 of the form
( 0
1

)
· x = b,

( 1
0

)
· x = b, and

( 1
1

)
· x = b,

where b ∈ 1
qZ. The complement of the arrangement Hq consists of two-dimensional cells, whose

closures are the triangles

0 = 1
q conv({

( 0
0

)
,
( 1
0

)
,
( 0
1

)
}) and 0 = 1

q conv({
( 1
0

)
,
( 0
1

)
,
( 1
1

)
})

and their translations by elements of the lattice 1
qZ

2. We denote by Pq the collection of these

triangles and the vertices and edges that arise as intersections of the triangles, and the empty set.
Thus Pq is a locally finite polyhedral complex. Since all nonempty faces of Pq are simplices, it is a
triangulation of the space R

2.

We give a precise definition of affine linear functions over a domain, suitable for the general
k-dimensional case.

Definition 2.8. Let U ⊆ R
k. We say π : U → R is affine (or affine linear) over U if there exists a

gradient c ∈ R
k such that for any u1,u2 ∈ U we have

π(u2)− π(u1) = c · (u2 − u1).

Given a pure and complete polyhedral complex P, we call a function π : Rk → R piecewise linear
over P if it is affine linear over the relative interior of each face of the complex. Under this definition,
piecewise linear functions can be discontinuous. We say the function π is continuous piecewise linear
over P if it is affine over each of the cells of P (thus automatically imposing continuity). Most of
the results presented in this survey will be about continuous piecewise linear functions.

Motivated by Gomory–Johnson’s characterization of minimal valid functions (Theorem 2.1), we
are interested in functions π : Rk → R that are periodic modulo Z

k, i.e., for all x ∈ R
k and all

vectors t ∈ Z
k, we have π(x + t) = π(x). If π is periodic modulo Z

k and continuous piecewise
linear over a pure and complete complex P, then we can assume without loss of generality that P
is also periodic modulo Z

k, i.e., for all I ∈ P and all vectors t ∈ Z
k, the translated polyhedron I+ t

also is a face of P. This is the case in Examples 2.6 and 2.7.

Remark 2.9 ([8, 9, Remark 3.5]). If all the cells of the polyhedral complex are bounded, the value of
a continuous piecewise linear function at any point x can be obtained by interpolating the values of
the function at the vertices of the minimal face containing x. Moreover, for a periodic continuous
piecewise linear function over a periodic complex, we can give a finite description for π by further
restricting to the values in vert(P) ∩D where D = [0, 1]k or any set such that D + Z

k = R
k. The

finiteness of the set vert(P)∩D is guaranteed by the assumption of local finiteness in Definition 2.5
(iv).

2.5. 7-Tuples and Perturbation Space: Generalized types of additivities. We begin by lifting the
set of additivities to a notation we refer to as 7-tuples.

E(π) := {(x1,x2,x1 + x2, (1, 1,−1),0) : (x1,x2) ∈ E(π)} (4)



8 ROBERT HILDEBRAND, MATTHIAS KÖPPE, AND LUZE XU

In this setting, we will think of the point (x1,x2,x1 + x2, (1, 1,−1),0) as a polyhedron or convex
set.

More generally, we will think of sets of points that have structured additivities defined by a
7-tuple (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) where Ii ⊆ R

k be convex sets, σ ∈ {−1, 1}3 for i = 1, 2, 3, and t ∈ R
k. Next,

define the convex set in R
k × R

k × R
k

F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) = {(x
1,x2,x3) ∈ I1 × I2 × I3 |

3∑

i=1

σix
i = t}. (5)

We say that a function π is additive over (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) provided that

3∑

i=1

σiπ(x
i) = 0 for all (x1,x2,x3) ∈ F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t).

To simplify notation we often write τ = (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) and discuss π as additive over τ .
For a set F ⊆ R

k × R
k × R

k, define the projections

pi : R
k ×R

k × R
k → R

k by x1,x2,x3) 7→ xi for i = 1, 2, 3. (6)

For a set of 7-tuples E , we define the projections of faces defined by these 7-tuples as

p(E) :=
⋃
{pi(F (τ )) : i = 1, 2, 3, τ ∈ E}. (7)

Next, we define the perturbation space. We describe a general notation for later use. In partic-
ular, let P be a collection of subsets of R2, E be a set of 7-tuples and Z, p(E) ⊆ P.

Furthermore, suppose that P is Z
2-periodic. That is, P = P + Z

2. We then define the pertur-
bation space with respect to E ,Z,P as

Π̄E
Z,P :={π̄ :

⋃
P → R | π̄|⋃Z ≡ 0, π̄(0) = 0, π̄(f) = 0, (Zeros)

π̄(x) = π̄(x+ t) for all x ∈
⋃
P and t ∈ Z

2, (Periodic)

π̄ is additive over τ for all τ ∈ E (Additive)}.

(8)

This flexible notation allows us to consider different types of additivities, different subsets of do-
mains, and record values where perturbation functions must vanish.

As a shorthand, we define
Π̄E := Π̄E

∅,R2 (9)

Of particular interest, and as a starting point in our analysis, is the set Π̄E(π): this is the space of
perturbation functions for the function π (in other works, this has been denoted Π̄E(π)).

Similar to the face decomposition of E(π), we consider polyhedral decompositions of the set of
E(π). We introduce the definition of valid 7-tuple to define the faces of E(π).

Definition 2.10 (Valid 7-tuple). (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple if the projections of F = F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t)
are the sets Ii, i.e., pi(F ) = Ii for i = 1, 2, 3.

Studying valid 7-tuples is important since, for example, we might have a case where F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) =
∅, even though I1, I2, I3 6= ∅. Thus, we show that using only valid 7-tuples, we appropriately capture
the set of additivity of interest.

We conclude this subsection with several results about the structure of valid 7-tuples.

Remark 2.11. Let perm: {1, 2, 3} → {1, 2, 3} be a permutation, (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple,
and π is a function. Then the following are equivalent:

(1) π is additive over (I1, I2, I3,σ, t),
(2) π is additive over (Iperm(1), Iperm(2), Iperm(3),perm(σ), t), where perm(σ) = (σperm(1), σperm(2), σperm(3)),
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(3) π is additive over (I1, I2, I3,−σ,−t).

Proof. This is obvious because of the symmetry in the notation. �

Lemma 2.12 (Projections of valid 7-tuples). For any set F = F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t), we have the following
formulas for the projections:

(1) p1(F ) = I1 ∩ [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)],
(2) p2(F ) = I2 ∩ [σ2t− (σ2σ1I1 + σ2σ3I3)],
(3) p3(F ) = I3 ∩ [σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1I1)].

Proof. Since all these cases are symmetric, we will just prove the first one. By definition, we have

p1(F ) = {x1 | xi ∈ Ii for i = 1, 2, 3,

3∑

i=1

σix
i = t}

= I1 ∩ {x
1 = σ1t− (σ1σ2x

2 + σ1σ3x
3) | x2 ∈ I2,x

3 ∈ I3}

= I1 ∩ [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)].

�

Corollary 2.13. (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) with σ = (σ1, σ2, σ3) is a valid 7-tuple if and only if the following
hold

(1) I1 ⊆ σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3),
(2) I2 ⊆ σ2t− (σ2σ1I1 + σ2σ3I3),
(3) I3 ⊆ σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1I1).

Proof. (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple, then

I1 = p1(F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t)) = I1 ∩ [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)] ⊆ [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)].

On the other hand, if I1 ⊆ [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)], then

p1(F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t)) = I1 ∩ [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)] = I1

Therefore, applying this logic to I2 and I3 as well finishes the result. �

Corollary 2.14. The 7-tuple (I1, {v}, I3,σ, t) with σ = (σ1, σ2, σ3) is a valid 7-tuple if and only if

I1 = σ1t− (σ1σ2{v}+ σ1σ3I3).

Proof. By Corollary 2.13, (I1, {v}, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple if and only if

(1) I1 ⊆ σ1t− (σ1σ2{v}+ σ1σ3I3)
(2) {v} ⊆ σ2t− (σ2σ1I1 + σ2σ3I3)
(3) I3 ⊆ σ3t− (σ3σ2{v}+ σ3σ1I1)

Rewriting (1) and (3) to have I1 on the left hand side yields

(1) I1 ⊆ σ1t− (σ1σ2{v}+ σ1σ3I3)
(3) I1 ⊇ σ1t− (σ1σ2{v}+ σ1σ3I3)

Thus, because of double containment, if (I1, {v}, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple, then I1 = σ1t −
(σ1σ2{v}+ σ1σ3I3).

If I1 = σ1t−(σ1σ2{v}+σ1σ3I3), (1), (3) also hold. Moreover, there exist x1 ∈ I1 and x3 ∈ I3 such
that x1 = σ1t−σ1σ2v−σ1σ3x

3, which implies v = σ2t−(σ2σ1x
1+σ2σ3x

3) ∈ σ2t−(σ2σ1I1+σ2σ3I3).
Thus, (I1, {v}, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple. �
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2.5.1. Combinatorializing the additivity domain. Let π : Rk → R be a continuous piecewise linear
function over a pure, complete polyhedral complex P.

We now give a combinatorial representation of this set using the faces of P. Let

E(π,P) := {τ : τ = (I1, I2, I3, (1, 1,−1),0), Ii ∈ P, i = 1, 2, 3, and π additive over τ}. (10)

Extremality is more easily studied if we restrict ourselves the additivities E(π,P).
If π is continuous, then (1, 1,−1) · π is continuous. Under this continuity assumption, we could

further refine the set of additivities by only considering a set of maximal faces in E(π,P). But this
is not necessary for the results in this paper.

Lemma 2.15 (Adapted from [10, Lemma 3.12]).
⋃
E(π) =

⋃
E(π,P)

This combinatorial representation can then be made finite by choosing representatives (recall
that if π is minimal, then it is periodic Theorem 2.1).

2.5.2. Perturbation functions. We now discuss how to prove that a given minimal function is not
a facet or not extreme. We consider the space of perturbation functions Π̄E(π)with prescribed
additivities. Clearly this is a linear space.

If π is not a facet of Rf (R
k,Zk), then by the Facet Theorem, Theorem 2.4, there exists a nontrivial

π̄ ∈ Π̄E(π) such that π′ = π+ π̄ is a minimal valid function. Note that this last statement is not an
if and only if statement.

Suppose π is piecewise linear on a polyhedral complex P. We will often consider a refinement P ′

of P on which we can find a continuous piecewise linear perturbation π̄ such that π is not extreme.
The basic idea is that if one can find a non-zero function π̄ in the linear subspace of functions

Π̄E(π) then the finite, combinatorial description of (1, 1,−1) · π (since π and therefore (1, 1,−1) · π
is piecewise linear) allows small perturbations from π in the direction of π̄ while maintaining
minimality.

Theorem 2.16 (Perturbation [10, Theorem 3.13]). Let P be a pure, complete, polyhedral complex in
R
k that is periodic modulo Z

k and every cell of P is bounded. Suppose π is minimal and continuous
piecewise linear over P. Suppose π̄ 6≡ 0 is continuous piecewise linear over a refinement P ′ of P,
is periodic modulo Z

k and satisfies π̄ ∈ Π̄E(π). Then π is not extreme. Furthermore, given π̄, there
exists an ǫ > 0 such that π1 = π + ǫπ̄ and π2 = π − ǫπ̄ are distinct minimal functions that are
continuous piecewise linear over P such that π = 1

2(π
1 + π2).

2.5.3. Two-row case using a standard triangulation of R2. For the case of the standard triangula-
tions Pq of R2 (Example 2.7), [6, 10] describe an algorithm of the above scheme for a special class
of piecewise linear functions over this complex, which are said to be diagonally constrained.

Let

A =

[
1 −1 0 0 1 −1
0 0 1 −1 1 −1

]⊤
. (11)

Then for every face I ∈ Pq, there exists a vector b ∈
1
qZ

6 such that I = {x | Ax ≤ b }. Furthermore,

for every vector b ∈ 1
qZ

6, the set {x | Ax ≤ b } is a union of faces of Pq (possibly empty), since

each inequality corresponds to a hyperplane in the arrangement Hq. A key element in the following
results is that the matrix A is totally unimodular. In fact, it posses an even stronger condition
than total unimodularity.
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Example 2.17 ([8, 9, Example 7.5]). Figure 3 shows the complex P5 with an example of a minimal

valid continuous piecewise linear function on P5 with f =
( 2/5
2/5

)
that is periodic modulo Z

2. Note

that, due the periodicity of the function modulo Z
2, the values of the function on the left and the

right edge (and likewise on the bottom and the top edge) of D = [0, 1]2 match.

✵
✵�✁

✵�✂
✵�✄

✵�☎
✶ ✵

✵�✁
✵�✂

✵�✄
✵�☎

✶
✵

✵�✁✆

✵�✆

✵�✝✆

✶

0 2 2 2 2 0

2 2 2 3 1 2

2 2 4 2 2 2

2 2 2 1 2 2

2 2 2 2 3 2

0 2 2 2 2 0

Figure 3. A minimal valid, continuous, piecewise linear function over the polyhe-
dral complex P5. Left, the three-dimensional plot of the function on D = [0, 1]2.
Right, the complex P5, restricted to D and colored according to slopes to match
the 3-dimensional plot, and decorated with values v at each vertex of P5 where the
function takes value v

4 .

2.6. The Interval Lemma and its k-dimensional generalizations. To prove that a given minimal
valid function π is a facet (or an extreme function), we use the additivity domain E(π) of a
subadditive function π : Rk → R. The goal is to show that π and other minimal valid functions
are affine when restricted to projections of E(π). This is achieved by decomposing the additivity
domain into convex sets, which can then be analyzed independently.

One of the key tools for this decomposition is based on the Interval Lemma, introduced by
Gomory and Johnson [22, 24]. The Interval Lemma allows us to deduce that if a function behaves
additively on certain bounded convex sets, it must exhibit affine properties on those sets. In other
words, the lemma provides a way to reduce an infinite set of functional equations into a finite-
dimensional problem where the function behaves linearly over specific intervals. This dimension-
reduction technique simplifies the analysis and plays a crucial role in proving the extremality of
minimal valid functions. The Interval Lemma was later generalized to higher dimensions to apply
to convex sets in R

k. This generalization is essential for understanding additive properties across
more complex domains, and has been utilized in works such as [11] to prove the extremality of
minimal valid functions in higher-dimensional settings.

For the purpose of this paper dealing with valid 7-tuples, we will present the high-dimensional
settings where a convex set in R

k × R
k is given for defining the additivity.

For these statements, we need projections R4 → R
2 (in particular, to conveniently reuse theorems

from the literature). Thus, define the projections pi : R
k × R

k × R
k → R

k by (x1,x2) 7→ xi for
i = 1, 2 and p3 defined by (x1,x2) 7→ x1 + x2.

Theorem 2.18 (Convex additivity domain lemma, full-dimensional version [10, Theorem 1.7]). Let
f, g, h : Rk → R be bounded functions. Let F ⊆ R

k × R
k be a full-dimensional convex set such that

f(u) + g(v) = h(u + v) for all (u,v) ∈ F . Then there exists a vector c ∈ R
k such that f, g and h

are affine with the same gradient c over int(p1(F )), int(p2(F )) and int(p3(F )), respectively.
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Theorem 2.18 can be established in a significantly more general setting, which takes care of
situations in which the set F is not full-dimensional (Theorem 2.21). Affine properties are deduced
with respect to certain subspaces, which is important for the classification of extreme functions in
two or more dimensions.

Definition 2.19. Let U ⊆ R
k. Given a linear subspace L ⊆ R

k, we say π : U → R is affine with
respect to L over U if there exists c ∈ R

k such that π(u2)−π(u1) = c · (u2−u1) for any u1,u2 ∈ U
such that u2 − u1 ∈ L.

Definition 2.20. For a linear space L ⊆ Rk and a set U ⊆ Rk such that for some u ∈ Rk we have
aff(U) ⊆ L+ u, we will denote by intL(U) the interior of U in the relative topology of L+ u.

Note that intL(U) is well defined because either aff(U) = L+ u, or intL(U) = ∅. We now state
our most general Interval Lemma theorem on a convex domain.

Theorem 2.21 (Convex additivity domain lemma; [10, Theorem 2.11]). Let f, g, h : Rk → R be
bounded functions. Let F ⊆ R

k × R
k be a convex set such that f(u) + g(v) = h(u + v) for all

(u,v) ∈ F . Let L be a linear subspace of R
k such that (L × L) + F ⊆ aff(F ). Let (u0,v0) ∈

rel int(F ). Then there exists a vector c ∈ R
k such that f, g and h are affine with gradient c over

intL((u
0 + L) ∩ p1(F )), intL((v

0 + L) ∩ p2(F )) and intL((u
0 + v0 + L) ∩ p3(F )), respectively.

Theorem 2.18 follows when L = R
k.

Note that under the continuous functions assumption, the affine properties can extend to the
boundary in higher dimensions. Without this assumption, this is not possible in general (see [10,
Remark 2.12]).

Corollary 2.22 (Convex additivity domain lemma for continuous functions; [10, Corollary 2.14])).
Let f, g, h : Rk → R be continuous functions. Let F ⊆ R

k×Rk be a convex set such that f(u)+g(v) =
h(u + v) for all (u,v) ∈ F . Let L be a linear subspace of Rk such that L × L + F ⊆ aff(F ). Let
(u0,v0) ∈ rel int(F ). Then there exists a vector c ∈ R

k such that f, g and h are affine with gradient
c over (u0 + L) ∩ p1(F ), (v0 + L) ∩ p2(F ) and (u0 + v0 + L) ∩ p3(F ), respectively.

2.7. Algorithm using restriction to finite group problems. In this section, we discuss connections
between infinite group problems and finite group problems. We begin with a discussion of testing
extremality for finite group problems. Later we show that in certain settings, a function is extreme
for an infinite group problem if and only if its restriction to a finite group is extreme for the finite
group problem. Hence, this connection provides an alternative algorithm from those settings for
testing extremality and facetness.

2.7.1. Algorithm for finite group problems. When S has finite index in G, we call Rf (G,S) a finite
group problem. Note that there is a correspondence between Rf (G,S) and Rf (G/S, 0) by aggre-
gation of variables, and it is convenient to study the finite-dimensional problem R

f̄
(G/S, 0). The

fundamental theorem of finitely generated abelian groups shows that G/S ∼= ( 1
q1
Z× · · · × 1

qk
Z)/Zk

for some qi ∈ N for i = 1, . . . , k. Therefore, it suffices to consider G = 1
q1
Z× · · · × 1

qk
Z and S = Z

k

where qi ∈ N. In the case of one row, G/S = 1
q1
Z/Z ∼= Z/q1Z is a cyclic group. Cyclic group

problems were originally studied by Gomory [20] and have been the subject of many later studies.
See [34] for an excellent survey on these results.

The set of minimal valid functions π : G/S → R is a (finite-dimensional) convex polytope [20].
Extreme functions are thus extreme points of this polytope. As we noted in subsubsection 2.2.4,
standard polyhedral theory reveals that extreme functions are equivalent to weak facets and facets.
Furthermore, extreme points of polytopes are characterized by points where the tight inequalities
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are of full rank. Therefore, testing extremality of a function for a finite group problem can be done
with simple linear algebra.

Note that there is a bijection between the minimal valid functions of Rf (G,S) and minimal
valid functions for R

f̄
(G/S, 0). This is because minimal valid functions for Rf (G,S) are S-periodic

functions by Theorem 2.1. Hence the extremality test translates into the following statement about
the space of perturbation functions.

Theorem 2.23 (Rephrased from [8, 9, Theorem 8.1]). Let G = 1
q1
Z × · · · × 1

qk
Z and let f ∈ G. Let

π : G→ R be a minimal valid function for Rf (G,Zk). Then π is extreme if and only if Π̄
E(π)
∅,G = {0}.

2.7.2. Restriction and interpolation in the one-row problem. Gomory and Johnson devised the
infinite group problem as a way to study the finite group problem. They studied interpolations of
valid functions of the finite group problems Rf (

1
qZ,Z) in order to connect the problems, but they

never completed this program. Due to the ease of testing extremality in the finite group problems,
having this connection is useful for algorithms.

Theorem 2.24 ([8, 9, Theorem 8.6]). Let m ∈ Z≥3. Let π be a continuous piecewise linear min-
imal valid function for Rf (R,Z) with breakpoints in 1

qZ and suppose f ∈ 1
qZ. The following are

equivalent:

(1) π is a facet for Rf (R,Z),
(2) π is extreme for Rf (R,Z),

(3) π| 1

mq
Z
is extreme for Rf (

1
mqZ,Z).

The proof can be found in [8, 9, Theorem 8.6] and serves as a nice warm-up to the proof of our
main result in this paper.

2.7.3. Restriction and interpolation for k ≥ 2. Some similar restriction results can be proved for
the case of k rows, but this area is much more open. Restrictions seem to require the use of nice
polyhedral complexes. The only results known are for the polyhedral complex Pq (Example 2.7) in
R
2.

Theorem 2.25 ([10, Theorem 4.5 and Theorem 5.16 ]). Let π : R2 → R be a continuous piecewise
linear function over Pq and suppose f ∈ 1

qZ
2. Then the following hold:

(1) π is minimal for Rf (R
2,Z2) if and only if π 1

q
Z2 is minimal for Rf (

1
qZ

2,Z2).

(2) If π is extreme for Rf (R
2,Z2), then π| 1

q
Z2 is extreme for Rf (

1
qZ

2,Z2).

For k ≥ 3 rows, it is unclear when similar results are possible.
In the special case of diagonally constrained functions in R

2, there is a similar result to Theorem 2.24.

Theorem 2.26 ([10, Theorem 1.9]). Let π be a minimal continuous piecewise linear function over Pq
that is diagonally constrained and f ∈ vert(Pq). Fix m ∈ Z≥3. Then π is extreme for Rf (R

2,Z2) if
and only if the restriction π

∣∣
1

mq
Z2 is extreme for Rf (

1
mqZ

2,Z2).

Our main result implies that this theorem holds without the added restriction when we remove
the assumption of diagonally constrained.

3. Generalized Additive Functions and Valid 7-tuples

We begin with a table of notation, some defined in the previous section, and other notation to
come.
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Symbol Description Reference
Rf (G,S) Group problem with group G and subgroup S (1)
Rf (R

2,Z2) 2-Row Infinite Group Problem
Rf (

1
mqZ

2,Z2) 2-Row group problem on grid

E(π) Set of additive pairs (x1,x2) (3)
E(π) Set of 7-tuples (x1,x2,x1 + x2, (1, 1,−1),0) (4)
E(π,P) Set of additive 7-tuples from faces of P (10)
pi(F ) Projection on to the ith tuple of variables from F (6)
p(E) Collection of projections of the 7-tuples from E (7)
Z Set of faces of P where we set perturbation to be 0 (8)
Π̄E

Z,F Perturbation space with domain F satisfying 7-tuples E , zeros Z (8)

Π̄E Shorthand for Π̄E
∅,R2 (9)

# Refinement operator for polyhedral complexes (12)

Table 1. Notation: Informal descriptions of notation with links to formal definitions.

We continue with some more definitions. We say polyhedral complex P is Z
2-periodic if P =

P + Z
2.

For two polyhedral complexes P,Q we define the (symmetric) refinement of P and Q as

P #Q := {P ∩Q : P ∈ P, Q ∈ Q, P ∩Q 6= ∅}. (12)

3.1. Special Properties for Pq. Before continuing, we explain our unique notation. Within our
complex Pq, there are points, three types of edges, and two types of triangles. When discussing
faces of this complex, we will add extra notation to allow the reader to remember which type of
face it is. To do so, we optionally provide the reminder in pictorial format in front of the variable
representing the face. For example, if I ∈ Pq, is a triangle, we may refer to it as I. In this
notation, we may for example express 7-tuples as ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t).

Lemma 3.1 (Valid 7-tuples (adaptation of Lemma 4.9, [10])). Suppose that I1, I2, I3 ∈ Pq and
(I1, I2, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple. Up to permutation of I1, I2, I3 via Remark 2.11, one of the
following is true.

(1) I1, I2, I3 ∈ Pq, ,

(2) I1 ∈ Pq, and I2, I3 ∈ Pq,∗ for ∗ = , , ,
(3) I1 ∈ Pq, , I2 ∈ Pq, , I3 ∈ Pq, ,
(4) I1 ∈ Pq, and I2, I3 ∈ Pq, ,

(5) I1 ∈ Pq,∗ for ∗ = , or and I2, I3 ∈ Pq, ,
(6) I1 ∈ Pq,∗1 , I2 ∈ Pq,∗2 for ∗1 6= ∗2, ∗1, ∗2 ∈ { , , }, and I3 ∈ Pq, ,
(7) I1, I2, I3 ∈ Pq,∗ for ∗ = , , , or

Remark 3.2. The type (2) corresponds to the translation and reflection between domains.

Proof. Fix σ ∈ {±1}3 and t ∈ R
2. The sets I1, I2, I3 could be in any of the 5 sets Pq, ,Pq, ,Pq, ,Pq, ,Pq, .

Therefore there are 53 = 125 possible (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) . Of these 125, there are 1 in case 1, 3×3 = 9
in case 2, 3! = 6 in case 3, 3 in case 4, 3× 3 = 9 in case 5, 3× 3× 2 = 18 in case 6, 4 in case 7.

This yields a total of 1+ 9+6+3+9+18+4 = 50. We will show that the other 75 possibilities
are not valid 7-tuples. For the sake of contradiction, suppose (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple. We
proceed by cases and handle each case up to permutation of I1, I2, I3.

Case 1. Suppose I1, I2 ∈ Pq, , I3 ∈ Pq,∗ for ∗ = , , , .
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Let ui ∈ vert(Pq) such that Ii = {u
i} for i = 1, 2. By Corollary 2.13, I3 ⊆ [σ3t − (σ3σ2I2 +

σ3σ1I1)] = [σ3t − (σ3σ2{u
2} + σ3σ1{u

1})] which is a singleton. This is a contradiction since I3 is
supposed to be an edge or a triangle. There are 12 possibilities in this case.

Case 2. Suppose I1, I2 ∈ Pq,∗1 for ∗1 = , or and I3 ∈ Pq,∗2 for ∗2 = , , or ,
and ∗1 6= ∗2.

Since I1, I2 are the same type of edges, there exists h ∈ {(1, 0), (0, 1), (1, 1)}, c1, c2 ∈ R such that
Ii ⊆ {x | h · x = ci} for i = 1, 2. By Corollary 2.13,

I3 ⊆ [σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1I1)]

= {x3 | x3 = σ3t− (σ3σ2x
2 + σ3σ1x

1), with x1 ∈ I1,x
2 ∈ I2}

⊆ {x3 | h · x3 = h · (σ3t− (σ3σ2x
2 + σ3σ1x

1)), with x1 ∈ I1,x
2 ∈ I2}

= {x3 | h · x3 = σ3h · t− (σ3σ2c2 + σ3σ1c1), with x1 ∈ I1,x
2 ∈ I2}.

Therefore I3 is contained in a parallel hyperplane, and hence I3 must either be an edge of the same
type as I1, I2 or a vertex. This is a contradiction. There are 27 possibilities in this case.

Case 3. Suppose I1 ∈ Pq, , I2 ∈ Pq,∗1 for ∗1 = , , or , I3 ∈ Pq,∗2 for ∗2 = , , or
, and ∗1 6= ∗2.

Let I1 = {u}. By Corollary 2.13,

(1) I2 ⊆ σ2t− (σ2σ1{u}+ σ2σ3I3)⇒ σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1{u}) ⊆ I3
(2) I3 ⊆ σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1{u})

Therefore, I3 = σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1{u}), that is to say that I2 and I3 are translates and possibly
reflections of each other. Therefore, I2 and I3 must be the same type of faces. This is a contradiction.
There are 36 possibilities in this case.

Note that 12 + 27 + 36 = 75, and thus we have covered all the possibilities. �

Let ∆n be the standard simplex in n-dimensions. We can define the faces of Pq choosing some
u ∈ 1

qZ
2, d ∈ {±e1,±e2,±(e1 − e2)} with e1 = (1, 0) and e2 = (0, 1), as

I = {u}, I = {x ∈ R
2 : x = u+

1

q
λd, λ ∈ ∆1},

I = {x ∈ R
2 : x = u±

1

q

(
λ1e

1 + λ2e
2
)
,λ ∈ ∆2}.

Note that there are multiple equivalent representations, for example, I = {x ∈ R
2 : x =

u+ 1
qλd, λ ∈ ∆1} = {x ∈ R

2 : x = (u+ 1
qd)−

1
qλd, λ ∈ ∆1}.

We next give explicit characterizations of the F (τ ).

Lemma 3.3. Consider various 7-tuples τ = (I1, I2, I3,σ, t). The 7-tuple τ is valid if and only if
F (τ ) can be parametrized by the following formulas. Furthermore, if I1, I2, I3, σ are given, there is
a unique t to make τ a valid 7-tuple.
One dimensional Faces:

F ( I1, {u2}, I3, σ, t)={(u1,u2,u3) + 1
qλ(−σ1σ3d, 0, d): λ ∈ ∆1},

where u1 = σ1t−σ1σ2u
2−σ1σ3u

3, and d ∈ {±e1,±e2,±(e1−e2)} with e1 = (1, 0) and e2 = (0, 1).

F ( I1, I2, I3, σ, t)={(u1,u2,u3) + 1
qλ(−σ1σ3e

1, σ2σ3e
2, e1 − e2): λ ∈ ∆1},

where u1 = σ1t− σ1σ2u
2 − σ1σ3u

3, e1 = (1, 0) and e2 = (0, 1).
Two dimensional Faces:

F ( I1, {u2}, I3, σ, t)={(u1,u2,u3) + 1
q (−σ1σ3(λ1d

1 + λ2d
2), 0, λ1d

1 + λ2d
2): λ ∈ ∆2},
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where u1 = σ1t− σ1σ2u
2 − σ1σ3u

3, and d1,d2 ∈ {±e1,±e2,±(e1 − e2)}, d1 6= d2.

F ( I1, I2, I3, σ, t)={(σ1u
1, σ2u

2,−σ3u
3) + 1

q (λ1σ1d
1, σ2λ2d

2, −σ3(λ1d
1 + λ2d

2)): λ ∈ ∆2},

where u3 = −t+ u1 + u2, d1 = σe1,d2 = σe2, σ ∈ {±1}.

We save the proof for the appendix.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that K1,K2 are edges of K and µ = (1, 1,−1). The 7-tuple τ = (K1,K2,K,µ, t)
is valid if and only if F (τ ) can be parametrized by the following formulas:

F ( K1, K2, K, µ, t)={(t, t, t) + 1
q (λ1d

1, λ2d
2, (λ1d

1 + λ2d
2)): λ ∈ ∆2},

where di is a direction of Ki such that t is the vertex of K in the intersection of the two directions
and t+ 1

qd
1, t+ 1

qd
2 are the other two vertices.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose (I, J,K,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple with different types of edges I, J ∈ Pq,
and a triangle K ∈ Pq, . Then there exists u ∈ vert(J) such that (I, {u},K1,σ, t) is a valid
7-tuple, where K1 is an edge of K with the same type as I.

Proof. We will prove this for the case where I ∈ Pq, , J ∈ Pq, . The other cases are similar so we
will omit their proofs. By Lemma 3.3, we can parametrize

F ( I, J, K,σ, t) = {(σ1u
1, σ2u

2,−σ3u
3)+

1

q
(λ1σ1d

1, λ2σ2d
2,−σ3(λ1d

1+λ2d
2)) : λ ∈ ∆2},

where σ2u
2, σ2u

2 + 1
qλ2σ2d

2 are two vertices of J , and t = u1 + u2 − u3.

Then K1 = {−σ3u
3 − 1

qσ3λ1d
1 : λ1 ∈ [0, 1]}, σ1u

1 = σ1t − σ1σ2(σ2u
2) − σ1σ3(−σ3u

3), and for

d = −σ3d
1,

F (I, {σ2u
2},K1,σ, t) = {(σ1u

1, σ2u
2,−σ3u

3) + 1
qλ(−σ1σ3d,0,d) : λ ∈ ∆1}.

Therefore, (I, {σ2u
2},K1,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple. �

3.2. Triangulation properties. The specific choice of the triangulation Pq lends itself to strong
unimodularity properties. This will allow us to demonstrate that the important additivities can be
written using the original faces of the complex Pq.

We begin with a structural lemma about Pq regarding Minkowski sums that seems to be a key
ingredient in preserving the structure of the complex under projections of additive faces.

Lemma 3.6 (Lemma 4.3, [10]). Let I, J ∈ Pq. Then −I and I + J are unions of faces in Pq.

Consider a pair of matrices (A,B) with A ∈ R
m×p and B ∈ R

m′×p. For an integer n, the matrix(A
B

)(n)
is the n-fold matrix is the (n ·m+m′)× (n · p) block structured matrix

(
A

B

)(n)

:=




A
A

. . .

A
B B · · · B




Lemma 3.7. Let A be defined in (11) and consider the polyhedron

P = {(x1, . . . ,xn) : Axi ≤ bi for i = 1, . . . , n, and

p∑

i=1

xi −
n∑

i=p+1

xi = 0}
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If bi ∈ Z
6 for all i = 1 . . . , n, then P is an integral polyhedron (as a consequence of its constraint

matrix being totally unimodular). Furthermore, the projections pi(P ) onto the variables xi are all
integral polyhedra as well.

Proof. Because totally unimodularity is preserved under the operations multiplying a row or column
by −1, adding or removing a repeated row or column, and adding or removing a row or column

that is standard unit vector, we only need to show that
(
Ā
I

)(n)
is totally unimodular for Ā =

[
1 1

]
.

Note that this is a (0, 1)-matrix with at most two nonzeros per column. By [25] (also see, [15,
Corollary 4.8]), we know that it is totally unimodular because it has an equitable bicoloring, i.e.,
the rows corresponding to Ā is one color and the rows corresponding to I is another color. �

The properties in Lemma 3.8 provide an easy method to compute E(π,Pq) by using simple
arithmetic and set membership operations on vertices of Pq.

Lemma 3.8 (Variation of [10, Lemma 4.4]. See also [8, 9, Lemma 7.3]). Let I1, I2, I3 be faces in the
complex Pq, σ ∈ {−1, 0, 1}

3, and t ∈ 1
qZ

2. Let F = F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t).

(i) The projections p1(F ), p2(F ), and p3(F ) are faces in the complex Pq. Call these faces
I ′1, I

′
2, I

′
3, respectively. Then F = F (I ′1, I

′
2, I

′
3,σ, t).

(ii) The vertices of F are in 1
qZ

2 × 1
qZ

2 × 1
qZ

2.

Proof. By definition of F , we know that F = F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) for some I1, I2, I3 ∈ Pq. From
Lemma 2.12, we have the following explicit formulas for the projections:

p1(F ) = I1 ∩ [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)] ,

p2(F ) = I2 ∩ [σ2t− (σ2σ1I1 + σ2σ3I3)] ,

p3(F ) = I3 ∩ [σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1I1)] .

To show that p1(F ) is a face of Pq, note that I1 ∈ Pq by assumption. Through multiple
applications of Lemma 3.6, it follows that [σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3)] is a union of faces of Pq. Since
Pq is a polyhedral complex (and hence closed under intersections), the intersection of I1 with this
union of faces is a convex union of faces that is a subset of I1, and thus must be a face of I1, and
therefore a face of Pq. Thus, I

′
1 := p1(F ) is a face of Pq. This follows similarly for I ′2 = p2(F ) and

I ′3 = p3(F ).
Therefore, F ⊆ I ′1 × I ′2 × I ′3 ⊆ I1 × I2 × I3. It follows that F = F (I ′1, I

′
2, I

′
3,σ, t).

The intersection with the translated scaled sets σ1t− (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3) preserves the structure
of I1 because the translation and scaling operations do not introduce elements outside Pq. Hence,
p1(F ) is a face of Pq. The same argument applies to p2(F ) and p3(F ).

Part (ii) follows from Lemma 3.7. �

4. Interval Lemma - Applications and Hidden Functional Equation

Now that we understand the faces that describe possibile additivies and generalized descriptions
of these additivities, we can apply Corollary 2.22 to understand its implications.

Applying to the valid 7-tuple, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 4.1. If π̄ is continuous and additive over the valid tuple ( I, J, K,σ,0), then π̄
is affine over I, J,K in the -direction.

Proof. Apply Corollary 2.22 on F = {(u,v) | u ∈ σ1I,v ∈ σ2J,u + v ∈ −σ3K} and L =
{(x, 0) | x ∈ R} corresponding to the edge type of J . Because the tuple is valid, we have
p1(F ) = σ1I, p2(F ) = σ2J, p3(F ) = −σ3K. �
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4.1. Hidden Cauchy functional equation through multiple relations. In prior work, it sufficed to
consider additives in tuples individually when applying functional equation results. Here, however,
we need to see how multiple additivities can interact. We combine relations to find a hidden
Cauchy Functional Equation on Additive Domains. In particular, when relations have overlapping
projections. See for instance Figure 4 where the projection p3 overlaps for two additivities.

I1

J1

I2

J2

K

K1

K2

x

y

1 2 3 4

1

2

3

4

u1

u2

ũ2

ũ1

Figure 4. The plot features sets
I1, J1 as pink line segments on x-axis
(2,0)–(3,0) and y-axis (0,3)–(0,4), re-
spectively. I2 and J2 are blue line
segments from (0,1)–(1,1) and (2,2)–
(1,3) respectively. The pink and blue
polygons represent the Minkowski sums
I1 + J1 and I2 + J2. Lastly, K1 and K2

denote sides of set K, outlined by the
intersections of the pink polygon and
the blue polygon.

Lemma 4.2 (Hidden Interval Lemma). Let f, g, h : R2 → R be continuous functions. Let F, F̃ ⊆
R
2 × R

2 convex such that f(u) + g(v) = h(u+ v) for all (u,v) ∈ F ∪ F̃ .

Suppose that p3(F ) = p3(F̃ ) and is full dimensional in R
2. Furthermore, suppose that

pi(F ) = {ui + λid
i : λi ∈ [0, 1]}, and pi(F̃ ) = {ũi + λ̃id̃

i : λ̃i ∈ [0, 1]} for i = 1, 2

such that d1 = d̃1. That is, the projections p1 for both convex sets F, F̃ are simply translates of
each other.

Furthermore, assume that the pairs (d1,d2) , (d1, d̃2), and (d2, d̃2) are all linearly independent.
Then there exists a vector c ∈ R

2 such that f, g and h are affine with gradient c with respect to
the linear space defined by d1 over pi(F ) and pi(F̃ ) for i = 1, 2, 3.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we will assume that d1 = d̃1 = e1. Let D =
[
d1 d2

]
, and D̃ =[

d̃1 d̃2
]
=

[
d1 d̃2

]
. Since pi(F ), pi(F̃ ) are line segments for i = 1, 2, any point u ∈ p3(F ) = p3(F̃ )

can be written uniquely as

u = u1 + u2 +Dλ or equivalently u = ũ1 + ũ2 + D̃λ̃,

where λ, λ̃ ∈ [0, 1]2. Setting these relations equal, we can derive an expression for λ̃ in terms of λ
as

λ̃ = D̃−1(u1 + u2 − ũ1 − ũ2) + D̃−1Dλ = ū+
[
e1 d̄

]
λ

for appropriate choices of ū and d̄.
So λ̃1 = ū1 + λ1 + d̄1λ2 and λ̃2 = ū2 + d̄2λ2. Next, by substitution,

f(u1 + λ1d
1) + g(u2 + λ2d

2) = h(u1 + u2 +Dλ)

= h(ũ1 + ũ2 + D̃λ̃)

= f(ũ1 + λ̃1d̃
1) + g(ũ2 + λ̃2d̃

2)

= f(ũ1 +
(
ū1 + λ1 + d̄1λ2

)
d̃1) + g(ũ2 +

(
ū2 + d̄2λ2

)
d̃2)
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Rewriting, we have

f(u1 + λ1d
1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

f̂(λ1)

+ g(u2 + λ2d
2)− g(ũ2 +

(
ū2 + d̄2λ2

)
d̃2)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ĝ(λ2)

= f(ũ1 +
(
ū1 + λ1 + d̄1λ2

)
d̃1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

ĥ(λ1+d̄1λ2)

.

Moreover, this holds for all {(λ1, λ2) ∈ [0, 1]2 : λ1 + λ2 ≤ 1}. By applying Theorem 2.18 to

f̂, ĝ, ĥ, we know that

f(u1 + λ1d
1) = cλ1

g(u2 + λ2(d̄1d
1 + d̃2))− g(ũ2 + λ̃2d̃

2) = g(u2 + λ2d
2)− g(ũ2 +

(
ū2 + d̄2λ2

)
d̃2) = cd̄1λ2

f(ũ1 + λ̃1d̃
1) = f(ũ1 +

(
ū1 + λ1 + d̄1λ2

)
d̃1) = c(λ1 + d̄1λ2).

Thus, f is affine with gradient c := cd1 over p1(F ) and p1(F̄ ), and g is affine with gradient c := cd1

with respect to the linear space span(d1) over p2(F ) and p2(F̄ ). By additivity, we know that h is
affine with gradient c := cd1 with respect to the linear space span(d1) over p3(F ) = p3(F̄ ). �

Corollary 4.3 (Interval Lemma on Edges). Pick distinct 1 , 2 , 3 ∈ { , , }. Suppose π̄ is
additive over τ 1 = (I1, J1, K,σ1, t1) and τ 2 = (I2, J2, K,σ2, t2) with K ∈ Pq, , I1, I2 ∈
Pq, 1 , J1 ∈ Pq, 2 and J2 ∈ Pq, 3 . Then π is affine in the 1 direction in the faces I1, I2 and K.

5. Underlying theory of perturbations with finite reflection groups

We prove a fundamental lemma underlying some of the concepts for proofs in our papers on
equivariant perturbations for the infinite group problem. We do this without defining anything
about the infinite group problem and instead, just show how certain function spaces cut by linear
equations decompose to an infinite set of finite dimensional linear systems.

We say that the domain D ⊆ [0, 1] is symmetric if D = 1 − D := {1 − x : x ∈ D}. Let K be
a finite set and let (ak, bk) ∈ R for all k ∈ K. Let Ik, Jk ⊆ [ℓ] := {1, 2, . . . , ℓ} for k ∈ K, where ℓ
is a positive integer. Consider the function space defined by linear equations parametrized by the
symmetric domain D:

F(D) :=



f : D × [ℓ]→ R :

∑

i∈Ik

aif(x, i) +
∑

j∈Jk

bjf(1− x, j) = 0 ∀ x ∈ D, k ∈ K



 . (13)

Define

∆kf(x) :=
∑

i∈Ik

aif(x, i) +
∑

j∈Jk

bjf(1− x, j). (14)

Definition 5.1. The orbit of a point x ∈ [0, 1], denoted by O(x), is defined as:

O(x) = {(x, i), (1 − x, i) : i ∈ [ℓ]}.

The orbit includes both the point x and its reflection 1 − x, and all the indices in [ℓ]. Note that
the orbit of x = 1/2 is O(1/2) = {(1/2, i) : i ∈ [ℓ]}.

Lemma 5.2. The orbits O(x) for points x ∈ [0, 1] have the following properties:

(1) For any x ∈ [0, 1], we have O(x) = O(1 − x), meaning the system behaves symmetrically
with respect to x and 1− x.

(2) The orbits of distinct points x and x′ in the interval [0, 1/2] are disjoint:

O(x) ∩ O(x′) = ∅ for x 6= x′, x, x′ ∈ [0, 1/2].
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(3) The set of all points (x, i) for x ∈ [0, 1] and i = 1, . . . , ℓ can be expressed as the union of
orbits for x ∈ [0, 1/2]:

{(x, i) : x ∈ [0, 1], i ∈ [ℓ]} =
⊔

x∈[0,1/2]

O(x).

The proof is somewhat trivial, so we provide it only in the appendix.
We next prove our main result of the section. For a domainD ⊆ [0, 1] function f with f : D×[ℓ]→

R, we say that f is nontrivial if f 6≡ 0. We say that f is piecewise linear if each function f(·, i) is
piecewise linear for i ∈ [ℓ].

Lemma 5.3 (Nontrivial Infinite System ⇐⇒ Nontrivial Finite System). For any integer m > 2,
the following are equivalent:

(1) There exists a nontrivial solution for F([0, 1]).
(2) There exists a nontrivial continuous piecewise linear solution for F([0, 1]) with f(0, i) =

f(1, i) = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ.
(3) There exists a nontrivial solution for F({ 1

m , m−1
m }).

Proof. We show (2)⇒ (1)⇒ (3)⇒ (2).

Step 1. Clearly (2)⇒ (1).

Step 2. We show that (3)⇒ (2).
Suppose there exists a nontrivial solution f for F

({
1
m , m−1

m

})
. We construct continuous piecewise

linear functions f̂(·, i) : [0, 1] → R such that f̂(0, i) = f̂(1, i) = 0 for all i, and f̂ satisfies F([0, 1]).

Construction of f̂(·, i): Let B = {x0, x1, x2, x3} = {0, 1
m , m−1

m , 1}. Define f̂(x, i) by linear
interpolation over B: For x ∈ [0, 1],

f̂(x, i) =
∑

t

λtf(xt, i) where
∑

t

λt = 1, λt ≥ 0,SOS2(λ),

where SOS2(λ) is a Special Ordered Set of type 2, which means that at most two λt are positive

and if so, then they must be consecutive. Since f̂(0, i) = f̂(1, i) = 0, and f( 1
m , i), f(m−1

m , i) are

given, f̂(x, i) is continuous and piecewise linear in x.

Verification that the system is satisfied: For all x ∈ [0, 1] and k ∈ K, we need to show ∆kf̂(x) = 0

(see (14)). On each interval [xt, xt+1], the functions f̂(x, i) and f̂(1 − x, j) are linear, so the left-

hand side ∆kf̂(x) is linear in x. At the breakpoints xt, we have ∆kf̂(xt) = 0 because the original

solution satisfies the system at x = 1
m , m−1

m , and f̂(0, i) = f̂(1, i) = 0. Therefore, the left-hand side

is zero at both ends of each interval, implying it is zero throughout the interval. Thus, f̂ satisfies
F([0, 1]), and (2) holds.

Step 3: We show that (1) implies (3).
Suppose there is a nontrivial f ∈ F([0, 1]). Then there exists an index i ∈ [ℓ] and a point x̄ ∈ [0, 1]
such that f(x̄, i) 6= 0. Without loss of generality, x̄ ∈ [0, 12 ] and i = 1.

Let D̄ = {x̄, 1 − x̄}. By Lemma 5.2, the function values used in the equation system F(D̄) are
restricted to f(x, i) for (x, i) ∈ O(x̄). Since f ∈ F([0, 1]), it follows that f |D̄×[ℓ] ∈ F(D̄).

Next, let f̃ : D̃ × [ℓ]→ R with D̃ = { 1
m , m−1

m } be defined as

f̃( 1
m , i) = f(x̄, i), f̃(m−1

m , i) = f(1− x̄, i).

Then f |D̄×[ℓ] ∈ F(D̄) implies that f̃ ∈ F(D̃).
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This follows by noticing that ∆kf(x̄) = 0 implies that ∆kf̃(
1
m) = 0 (and respectively for 1 − x̄

and m−1
m ), which is obtained by substituting f(x̄, i) with f̃( 1

m , i) and f(1− x̄, i) with f̃(m−1
m , i) in

the system of equations.
Note that the above implication could be an “if and only if” when x̄ 6= 1

2 , but since we allow
that option, we only make this a one-way implication. �

5.1. Applying the general systems to edges. We show how two particular edge relations can be
formulated in terms of (13). This lemma is the key to the final step of the proof of our main result.

Lemma 5.4. Consider Items 2 and 3 from Lemma 3.1. That is, consider a valid 7-tuples
τ 1 = ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t), τ 2 = ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t). The equations that describe a
function π̄ being additive over τ 1 and τ 2 can be transformed to the format of F(D) in (13).

Proof. For each tuple, we transform the equation
∑3

i=1 σiπ(x
i) for (x1,x2,x3) ∈ F (τ ) into the

format of F([0, 1]). By Lemma 3.3, F (τ 1) and F (τ 2) are both 1-dimensional polytopes that can

be parametrized by some variable λ ∈ [0, 1]. For each τ 1, τ 2, by setting f(λ, i) := π(ũi + 1
qλd̃

i) for

ũi and d̃i given from the formulas, in Lemma 3.3, we see that we exactly recover the format of the
systems of equations F([0, 1]). This completes the proof. �

6. Space of Perturbations and 7-tuples

6.1. Systems of equations. We now consider the set of valid 7-tuples E(π,Pq) and subdivide it by
types of 7-tuples. This combinatorial representation can then be made finite by choosing represen-
tatives of I1 and I2 in [0, 1]2 under the action of Z2 × Z

2.
For 1 , 2 , 3 ∈ { , , , , }, define

E 1 , 2 , 3 :=
⋃
{(Iφ(1), Iφ(2), Iφ(3),σ, t) ∈ E | Iφ(i) ∈ i for i = 1, 2, 3, φ ∈ Perm({1, 2, 3}) },

where Perm({1, 2, 3}) is the set of permutation functions on {1, 2, 3}.
For example,

E , , = {(I1, I2, I3,σ, t) ∈ E : Ii ∈ }.

So

E =
⋃

1 , 2 , 3∈{ , , , , }

E 1 , 2 , 3 . (15)

Remark 6.1. By the definition of additivity over a valid 7-tuple, if π̄ is additive over a valid 7-
tuple (I, J,K,σ, t), then for any valid 7-tuple (I ′, J ′,K ′,σ, t) with I ′ ⊆ I, J ′ ⊆ J , K ′ ⊆ K with
I ′, J ′,K ′ ∈ Pq, we have π̄ is additive over (I ′, J ′,K ′,σ, t).

6.2. Restricting to the lattice when working on restricted domain. We need to adapt [8, 9, Lemma
3.14] to a more general setting that handles working on a restricted domain and uses more general
constraints.

In our proof structure of our main result, we reduce the domain by deducing certain relations
about corresponding functions. So it could be that we work with only a partial triangulation of
the space.

We will need the following notation for the next result. Define σ · π : Rk × R
k × R

k → R

by (x1,x2,x3) 7→
∑3

i=1 σiπ(x
i). Note that for σ = (1, 1,−1), we have σ · π(x1,x2,x1 + x2) =

π(x1) + π(x2)− π(x1 + x2).
For a polytope P , let vert(P ) denote the vertices of P . For a polyhedral complex P, let vert(P) :=⋃
{vert(P ) : P ∈ P}.
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A triangulation T in R
n is a polyhedral complex such that every P ∈ T is a simplex of some

dimension 1 ≤ d ≤ n or the empty set.
For a function φ : vert(T ) → R, we define the piecewise linear interpolation pwl(φ) by x 7→∑
v∈vert(P ) λvφ(v) where P is a minimal face of T containing x,

∑
v∈vert(P ) λvv = x and

∑
v∈vert(P ) λv =

1, λv ≥ 0.
The choice of λv is unique since T is a triangulation and P is chosen as a minimal face.

Lemma 6.2. Suppose T be a subcomplex of a triangulation of Rk such that there exists q ∈ N such
that vert(T ) ⊆ 1

qZ
k. Let E be a set of valid 7-tuples τ = (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) with Ii ∈ T , σ ∈ {−1, 1}

3

and t ∈ 1
qZ

k. Suppose that for each τ ∈ E we have that pi(F (τ )) ⊆ vert(T ) for i = 1, 2, 3.

(1) If π̄ ∈ Π̄E
Z,T , then π̄|1

q Z
k
∈ Π̄

E∩ 1

q
Zk

Z∩ 1

q
Zk,T ∩ 1

q
Zk
.

(2) Let π̄T be piecewise linear over T . Then π̄T ∈ Π̄E
Z,T if and only if π̄T |1

q Z
k
∈ Π̄

E∩ 1

q
Zk

Z∩ 1

q
Zk,T ∩ 1

q
Zk
.

(3) For every π̄ ∈ Π̄E
Z there exists unique π̄T ∈ Π̄E

Z,T and π̄0 ∈ Π̄E
Z∪vert(T ),T such that

π̄ = π̄T + π̄0.

Proof. (1) Trivially, π̄ must be additive over E∩ 1
qZ

k, i.e., σ·π̄(x1,x2,x3) = 0 for all
∑3

i=1 σix
i =

t and xi ∈ 1
qZ

k, where xi ∈ Ii and τ = (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) ∈ E . But since vert(T ) ⊆ 1
qZ

k, we

must have that π̄|1
qZ

k
is additive over E ∩ 1

qZ
k.

(2) Let τ = (I1, I2, I3,σ, t) ∈ E be a valid 7-tuple. Since τ is a valid 7-tuple, Ii ∈ T . And since
π̄T is piecewise linear over T , we have that σ ·πT is affine over F (τ ). Thus, σ ·πT |F (τ ) ≡ 0

if and only if σ · πT |vert(F (τ )) ≡ 0. Since pi(vert(F (τ ))) ⊆ vert(T ) ⊆ 1
qZ

k, we have that

σ · πT |vert(F (τ )) ≡ 0 if and only if

(
σ · π̄T |1

q Z
k

) ∣∣∣∣
vert(F (τ ))

≡ 0. Noting this for each τ ∈ E

completes the proof of part (2).
(3) Next, let π̄ ∈ Π̄E

Z . Let π̄T be the unique extension of π̄|1
qZ

k
to a piecewise linear function over

T . It follows that π̄T |1
qZ

k
= π̄|1

qZ
k
∈ Π̄

E∩ 1

q
Zk

Z∩ 1

q
Zk ,T ∩ 1

q
Zk
. Therefore, by part (2), π̄T ∈ Π̄E

Z,T .

Since Π̄E
Z,T is a vector space containing π̄ and π̄T , we have that π0 = π̄− π̄T ∈ Π̄E

Z,T , which

establishes part (3).
�

Remark 6.3. The polyhedral complexes PB for B = 1
qZ ∩ [0, 1) from Example 2.6 and Pq from

Example 2.7 are triangulations of R1 and R
2, respectively, and satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma 6.2.

This is due to Lemma 3.8.

6.3. Mappings on restriction and interpolation. We construct a diagram to illustrate the interaction
between restriction and interpolation across various perturbation spaces. This connection plays a
crucial role in our main proof by demonstrating their correspondence, enabling us to relate these
spaces while modifying the function’s domain to simplify our arguments.

Lemma 6.4. Suppose P is a Z
2-periodic collection of faces such that p(E) ⊆ P #(Pq, ∪ Pq, ),

and vert(Pq) ⊆ Z ⊆ P. Then for m ≥ 1, the following maps in the diagram exist:
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(1) a surjection by restriction φ1 : π 7→ π| 1

mq
Z2 from Π̂E

Z,P to Π̄
E∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z∩ 1

mq
Z2,P∩ 1

mq
Z2
;

(2) a bijection by interpolation φ2 from Π̄
E∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z∩ 1

mq
Z2,P∩ 1

mq
Z2

to Π̄E
Z,P ∩ Pwl(P #Pmq), where Pwl(P #Pmq)

denotes the set of continuous piecewise linear functions on the refinement of Pq on the do-
main P;

(3) an injection by identity embedding φ3 : π 7→ π from Π̄E
Z,P ∩ Pwl(P #Pmq) to Π̂E

Z,P .

Π̄E
Z,P ∩ Pwl(P #Pmq) Π̄

E∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z∩ 1

mq
Z2,P∩ 1

mq
Z2

Π̂E
Z,P

φ3
φ1(restrict)

φ2 (interpolate)

Note that the maps (1) and (3) also exist for any valid 7-tuples E . The main proof ingredient for
map (2) is if the additivity equation holds for the discrete function, then the additivity equation
holds for the interpolation function.

Proof. Map (1). Let π̄ ∈ Π̂E
Z,P , the restriction π̄| 1

mq
Z2 is unique. The restriction map φ1(π̄) also

inherits the additivity equations from Π̄E
Z,P , thus φ1(π̄) ∈ Π̄

E∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z∩ 1

mq
Z2,P∩ 1

mq
Z2
.

To prove that φ1 is a surjection, for any π̄mq ∈ Π̄
E∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z∩ 1

mq
Z2,P∩ 1

mq
Z2
, we have φ1(φ2(π̄mq)) = π̄mq,

where the interpolation φ2(π̄mq) is in Π̂E
Z,P .

Map (2). Let π̄mq : P ∩
1
mqZ

2 → R. Let pwl(π̄mq) be the continuous piecewise linear function

obtained from π̄mq via interpolation. By Lemma 6.2 item 2, π̄mq ∈ Π̄
E∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z∩ 1

mq
Z2,P∩ 1

mq
Z2

if and only if

pwl(π̄mq) ∈ Π̄E
Z,P . Since pwl(π̄mq)| 1

mq Z
2
= π̄mq, we conclude that φ2 is indeed a bijection.

Map (3). Clearly any piecewise linear function is continuous, so the mapping as an injection is
trivial. �

7. Proof of main result

We state and prove our main result about the connection of piecewise linear 2D functions with
the finite group problem.

We will often derive results about perturbation functions when they are continuous. For this we
define the set of continuous perturbation functions

Π̂E
Z,P := {π̄ ∈ Π̄E

Z,P : π̄ is Lipschitz continuous}.

As functions in this space are continuous, we can think of Z as a polyhedral complex instead of just
a list of polytopes. Thus, for any I ∈ Z, we can assume that any subface I ′ ⊆ I is also contained
in Z.

Theorem 7.1 (Main Result). Let m ∈ Z≥3. Let π be a continuous piecewise linear minimal valid
function for Rf (R

2,Z2) over Pq and suppose f ∈ 1
qZ

2. The following are equivalent:

(1) π is a facet for Rf (R
2,Z2),

(2) π is extreme for Rf (R
2,Z2),
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(3) π| 1

mq
Z2 is extreme for Rf (

1
mqZ

2,Z2).

The proof will track the space of perturbation functions as we transform additivities and restrict
the space. Thus, the technique here will require moving between different function spaces and
maintaining a connection between these spaces.

We focus on proving that 3 implies 1.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. As mentioned in subsubsection 2.2.4, facets are extreme functions [11, Lemma
1.3], and hence 1 ⇒ 2. By Theorem 2.25, 2 ⇒ 3. We now show 3 ⇒ 1.

Let π| 1

mq
Z2 be extreme for Rf (

1
mqZ

2,Z2). Since the domain is finite, we know by Theorem 2.23

that

Π̄
E(π)∩ 1

mq
Z
2

∅, 1

mq
Z2

= {0}. (16)

For the sake of deriving a contradiction, suppose that π is not a facet for Rf (R
2,Z2). By the

Facet Theorem (Theorem 2.4), this means that

Π̄E(π) 6= {0}. (17)

We will show that (16) and (17) are in contradiction.

Since π is piecewise linear, π is Lipschitz continuous. By Theorem 2.3, any π̄ in Π̄E(π) is also Lip-
schitz continuous. Furthermore, since π is piecewise linear, we can combinatorialize the additivities
via Lemma 2.15 we can write

Π̂
E(π,Pq)
∅,Pq

= Π̄E(π).

If there exists π̄ ∈ Π̂
E(π,Pq)
∅,Pq

with π̄| 1
q
Z2 6= 0, then by Lemma 6.2 part 2 with T = Pmq, there is a

nontrivial π̄| 1

mq
Z2 ∈ Π̄

E(π)∩ 1

mq
Z2

∅, 1

mq
Z2

, which contradicts (16). Therefore Π̂
E(π,Pq)
1

q
Z2,Pq

= Π̄E(π) 6= {0}.

By Lemma 3.1, we know the exact structure of E(π,Pq) and can expand this to a union of
7-tuples as (15). We will sequentially address these types of 7-tuples - we will modify additive
7-tuples, the zero that we enforce, and the domain to obtain simpler perturbations spaces that we
can analyze.

We will initialize E ← E(π,Pq), Z ←
1
qZ

2, P ← Pq and maintain a triple (E ,Z,P) such that

Π̂E
Z,P Π̂E ′

Z′,P ′

project

lift

(18)

(1) As we update E ← E ′,Z ← Z ′, we will say that the update is equal provided that Π̂E
Z,P =

Π̂E ′

Z′,P .

(2) As we update E ← E ′,Z ← Z ′,P ← P ′, we will say that the update is equivalent provided
that (18) holds.

Clearly an equal update is equivalent.
For triple (E ′,Z ′,P ′) that projects, we can derive a contradiction by showing that

Π̂
E ′∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z′∩ 1

mq
Z2,P ′∩ 1

mq
Z2
6= {0} ⇒ Π̂

E(π,Pq)∩
1

mq
Z
2

1

q
Z2,Pq∩

1

mq
Z2
6= {0} ⇒ Π̂

E(π)∩ 1

mq
Z
2

∅, 1

mq
Z2

6= {0}.

Throughout we assume π̄ ∈ Π̂E(π) \ {0} as our representative that π is not a facet.
Before the mathematical description of each step, we will provide a pictorial description and a

summary to explain the concepts of that step. In the diagrams, we use green to denote faces of Pq
in 7-tuple additivity, red to denote when they must take the value zero in the perturbation space,
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and a crosshatch on triangles when we remove it from the domain of the function via a projection.
The diagrams do not represent σ and t since these are not key elements in the arguments (although
they are important in definitions of valid 7-tuples).

Additive Edge Additive Zero Project

Step 1: Remove E , , .

Diagram Summary Update

(no diagram needed for this step)
We deduced already that π̄|1

qZ
= 0.

Thus, π̄ is trivially additive over any
tuple with points from the grid.

E ← E \ E , ,

(Equivalent update)

Now we assume that E , , = ∅.

Lemma 7.2 (Step 1 equal). The update E ← E ′ := E \ E , , , Z ← Z is an equal update.

Proof. Because E ′ ⊆ E , Π̂E
Z,P ⊆ Π̂E ′

Z,P .

Alternatively, for any π̃ ∈ Π̂E ′

Z,P , π̃ trivially is additive over any τ ∈ E , , , and thus π̃ ∈

Π̂E
Z,P . �

Step 2: Remove full dimensional additivities.

⇔

⇔

Step 2a. Remove E , , : Use
the generalized interval lemma to
show that perturbations vanish on
these triangles.
Step 2b. Remove E ∗ , ∗ , ∗ for
∗ ∈ { , , }: Apply similar
logic to show that perturbations
vanish on such edges.

Set
E ′′ =

⋃
∗∈{ , , , } E ∗ , ∗ , ∗

E ← E \ E ′′

Z ← Z ∪ p(E ′′)

Now we assume that E ∗ , ∗ , ∗ = ∅ for ∗ ∈ { , , , }.

Lemma 7.3 (Step 2a equal). The update E ← E ′ := E \E , , , Z ← Z ′ := Z∪p(E , , )
is equal.

Proof. Suppose that π̄ = 0 on I, J,K, we know that π̄ satisfies trivially the equation by (I, J,K,σ,0).

Therefore, Π̂E ′

Z′,P ⊆ Π̂E
Z,P . On the other hand, suppose that π̄ ∈ Π̂E

Z,P . By Theorem 2.18, π̄ are

affine in the interiors of I, J,K. Because π̄ is continuous, π̄ is affine in I, J,K. As vert(I)∪vert(J)∪

vert(K) ⊆ P ∩ 1
qZ

2 ⊆ Z, π̄ = 0 in I, J,K. Therefore, Π̂E
Z,P ⊆ Π̂E ′

Z′,P . Hence, Π̂
E
Z,P = Π̂E ′

Z′,P . �

Lemma 7.4 (Step 2b equal). The update E ← E ′ := E \
⋃

∗ ∈{ , , } E ∗ , ∗ , ∗ , Z ← Z
′ := Z ∪

p(
⋃

∗∈{ , , } E ∗ , ∗ , ∗ ) is equal.
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Proof. Clearly if π̄ = 0 in Ii for i = 1, 2, 3, then π̄ is additive over (I1, I2, I3,σ, t). On the other
hand, if π̄ is additive over (I1, I2, I3,σ, t), then by Corollary 2.22, π̄ is affine on I1, I2, I3. Since π̄ is

zero on the vertices of I1, I2, I3, we have that π̄ is zero on all I1, I2, I3. Therefore, Π̂
E
Z,P = Π̂E ′

Z′,P . �

Step 3: Remove E , , .

⇔
Consider some τ 0 ∈ E , , .
We use Corollary 4.1 to deduce
affine properties in the direction of
the edge. This allows us to set some
edges to 0. We then recover an
equivalent update by adding appro-
priate 7-tuples.
We iteratively apply this logic.

For τ 0 ∈ E ∗ , , with
∗ ∈ { , , } find appro-
priate τ 1, τ 2, τ 3 that each
use at most 1 triangle.

E ← (E \ {τ 0}) ∪
{τ 1, τ 2, τ 3}

Z ← Z ∪ { ∗ I1, ∗ J, ∗K1}

Now we assume E , , = ∅.

Note, at this point, for any τ ∈ E , we have t = 0.

Lemma 7.5 (Step 3 equal). For each τ 0 = ( I, ∗ J, K,σ,0) ∈ E with I,K ∈ Pq, , J ∈
Pq, , σ ∈ {(1, 1,−1), (1,−1, 1)}, there exist 7-tuples {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3} where τ 1, τ 2 are of type (6)

and τ 3 is of type (2) such that the update E ← E ′ := (E \ {τ 0}) ∪ {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3}, Z ← Z ′ :=
Z ∪ { ∗ I1, ∗ J, ∗K1} is equal.

Proof. We will prove the lemma only for J ∈ Pq, as the other cases are similar.
[Define subfaces of I and K]. Let I1,K1 ∈ Pq, , I2,K2 ∈ Pq, , I3,K3 ∈ Pq, such that

I1, I2, I3 ⊆ I, and K1,K2,K3 ⊆ K.
[Deduce 0’s from interval lemma]. By Corollary 4.1, if π̄ is additive on ( I, J, K,σ,0),

then π̄ is affine over I, J,K in the -direction. By continuity and π̄|vert(Pq) ≡ 0, we know that
π̄(x, y) = π̄(a, y) for all (x, y) ∈ I, π̄(x, y) = π̄(b, y) for all (x, y) ∈ K, and π̄|I1∪J∪K1

≡ 0. Equally,
if π̄|I1∪J∪K1

≡ 0, then π̄ is additive on ( I, J, K,σ,0). Thus, since τ 0 ∈ E , the update
Z ← Z ∪ {I1, J,K1} is equal.

[Show equivalent tuples]. Next, assuming the updated Z, pick a vertex u of J and the unique
vectors ti according to Lemma 3.3, to make these valid 7-tuples:

τ 1 := ( J, I2, I, σ, t1),
τ 2 := ( J, K2, K, σ, t2),
τ 3 := ( I2, {u}, K2, σ, 0).

We want to show that Π̂E
Z′,P = Π̂E ′

Z′,P .
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First, suppose π̄ ∈ Π̂E
Z′,P . Because π̄ = 0 on I1, J,K1, π̄ is invariant over changes in the -

direction. Hence, τ 1 and τ 2 are satisfied. By Remark 6.1, since π̄ is additive on τ , then it is also

additive on τ 3. Thus, π̄ ∈ Π̂E ′

Z′,P .

Next, suppose π̄ ∈ Π̂E ′

Z′,P . We just need to show that π̄ is additive on τ . Suppose that

(x1,x2,x3) ∈ F (τ ). Because π̄ is additive on τ 3, we have σ1π̄(x̃
1) + σ3π̄(x̃

3) = 0, where x̃1 is the
projection of x1 onto I2 and x̃3 is the projection of x3 ontoK2. Because π̄ is additive on τ 1 and π̄ = 0
on J , we have σ2π̄(x̃

1) + σ3π̄(x
1) = 0. Similarly, because π̄ is additive on τ 2 and π̄ = 0 on J , we

have σ2π̄(x̃
3)+σ3π̄(x

3) = 0. Thus, σ1π̄(x
1)+σ2π̄(x

2)+σ3π̄(x
3) = −σ2σ3(σ1π̄(x̃

1)+σ3π̄(x̃
3)) = 0,

which implies that π̄ ∈ Π̂E
Z′,P .

Therefore, the update E ← E \ {τ 0} ∪ {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3} is an equal update.
�

Corollary 7.6 (Updates applied iteratively). By iteratively applying Lemma 7.5, we create an equal
update with E , , = ∅.

Step 4: Remove E , , by changing the domain.

⇒

⇔

⇔

⇔

Consider some τ ∈
E , , where τ =
( I, {u}, K,σ, t).
We will remove I from the domain.
To do so, we need to do the follow-
ing:
(1) If I ∈ Z, add K to Z.
(2) Remove τ from E .
(3) For any τ ′ with I in it, replace
I by K to create a new 7-tuple τ ′′.
(Note, we need to update σ′, t′ via
σ, t and u.).
(4) By storing τ , we can retain a
mapping for how to recover function
values on I, and for now remove I
from the domain.

[This step repeats until there are
no more τ ∈ E , , . The
sequence as to choices of τ to
apply this to is not important,
even though it will result in
different representations.]

While E , , 6= ∅,
let τ ∈ E , , .

(1) If I ∈ Z, then
Z ← Z \ {I} ∪ {K}.

(2) E ← E \ {τ}.

(3) For all τ ′ ∈ E
containing I, derive τ ′′

and
E ← E \ {τ ′} ∪ {τ ′′}.

(4) P ← P \ { I}.

Now we assume E , , = ∅.

Lemma 7.7. Suppose that τ = (I, {u},K,σ, t) ∈ E where u ∈ 1
qZ

2. Then Z ← Z \ {I} ∪ {K} is
an equal update.

Proof. This equivalence is obvious by exchanging function values through the additivity over τ . �
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Lemma 7.8. Suppose that τ = (I1, {v}, Ĩ1,σ, t) ∈ E where v ∈ 1
qZ

2. Suppose that τ ′ =

(I1, I2, I3,µ,u) ∈ E containing I1. Then there exists a valid 7-tuple τ ′′ = (Ĩ1, I2, I3, µ̃, ũ) with
µ̃ = (µ̃1, µ2, µ3), where µ̃1 = −σ1σ3µ1 and ũ = u−µ1σ1t+µ1σ1σ2v, such that E ← E \{τ ′}∪{τ ′′}
is an equal update.

Proof. Additivity. Since π is additive over (I1, {v}, Ĩ1,σ, t), we know that

0 = σ1π(x
1) + σ2π(v) + σ3π(x̃

1) for all x1 ∈ I1, x̃
1 ∈ Ĩ1, σ1x

1 + σ2v + σ3x̃
1 = t.

⇔ 0 = µ1π(x
1) + µ1σ1σ3π(x̃

1) for all x1 ∈ I1, x̃
1 ∈ Ĩ1, µ1x

1 = µ1σ1t− µ1σ1σ2v − µ1σ1σ3x̃
1.

⇔ 0 = µ1π(x
1)− c1π(x̃

1) for all x1 ∈ I1, x̃
1 ∈ Ĩ1, µ1x

1 = u− ũ+ c1x̃
1.

The second equation follows since π(v) = 0 as that v ∈ vert(Pq) and we also multiple through
by σ1µ1. The third equation follows from rewriting based on definitions. We will now show the
equivalence between the two 7-tuples. Suppose π is additive over (I1, I2, I3,µ,u). That is,

0 = µ1π(x
1) + µ2π(x

2) + µ3π(x
3) for all x1 ∈ I1, x

2 ∈ I2, x
3 ∈ I3, µ1x

1 + µ2x
2 + µ3x

3 = u.

⇔ 0 = µ̃1π(x̃
1) + µ2π(x

2) + µ3π(x
3) for all x̃1 ∈ Ĩ1, x

2 ∈ I2, x
3 ∈ I3,u− ũ+ µ̃1x̃

1 + µ2x
2 + µ3x

3 = u,

where the equivalence follows from applying the last equation above. This is equivalent to π is
additive over (Ĩ1, I2, I3, µ̃, ũ).

Validity. Finally, we show that (I1, I2, I3,µ,u) is a valid 7-tuple if and only if (Ĩ1, I2, I3, µ̃, ũ))
is a valid 7-tuple. We establish the correspondence via Corollary 2.13. First note that since
(I1, {v}, Ĩ1,σ, t) is a valid 7-tuple, by Corollary 2.14, we have I1 = σ1t+ σ1σ2v− σ1σ3Ĩ1.

Suppose Corollary 2.13(1) holds for (I1, I2, I3,µ,u). Multiplying by µ1, we have µ1I1 ⊆ u −
(µ2I2 + µ3I3). Then substituting for I1 we have

µ1σ1t+ µ1σ1σ2v − µ1σ1σ3Ĩ1 ⊆ u− (µ2I2 + µ3I3),

⇔ −µ1σ1σ3Ĩ1 ⊆ u− µ1σ1t− µ1σ1σ2v − (µ2I2 + µ3I3),

⇔ µ̃1Ĩ1 ⊆ ũ− (µ2I2 + µ3I3).

Therefore, Corollary 2.13(1) holds for (I1, I2, I3,µ,u) if and only if condition 1 of Corollary 2.13(1)

holds for (Ĩ1, I2, I3, µ̃, ũ). Conditions 2 and 3 are similar. This finishes the proof. �

Lemma 7.9. Suppose that τ = (I, {u},K,σ, t) ∈ E where u ∈ 1
qZ

2. Suppose that τ ′ = (I, J ′,K ′,σ′, t′) ∈

E containing I. Then there exists a valid 7-tuple τ ′′ = (K,J ′,K ′,σ′′, t′′) with σ′′ = (σ′′
1 , σ

′
2, σ

′
3),

where σ′′
1 = −σ1σ3σ

′
1 and t′′ = t′ − σ′

1σ1t + σ′
1σ1σ2u, such that E ← E \ {τ ′} ∪ {τ ′′} is an equal

update.

Proof. It follows directly from Lemma 7.8. �

Lemma 7.10 (Step 4 equivalence). Suppose τ = ( I, {u}, K,σ, t) is the only 7-tuple in E
where I appears and where u ∈ 1

qZ
2. Then there exist 7-tuples {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3} of type (2) such that

the update E ← E ′ := E \ {τ} ∪ {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3}, Z ← Z, P ← P ′ := P \ {I} is an equivalent update.
Moreover,

E ′′ = {τ 1 =( I1, {u}, K1,σ, t),

τ 2 =( I2, {u}, K2,σ, t),

τ 3 =( I3, {u}, K3,σ, t)},
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where I1 ∈ Pq, , I2 ∈ Pq, , I3 ∈ Pq, are the edges of I and K1 ∈ Pq, ,K2 ∈ Pq, ,K3 ∈ Pq, are
the edges of K.

Proof. Since τ = ( I, {u}, K,σ, t), by Corollary 2.14 is a vaild 7-tuple, we have

I = σ1t− (σ1σ2u+ σ1σ3K).

Since this equation is just an affine transformation, we must also have

Ii = σ1t− (σ1σ2u+ σ1σ3Ki).

Then by Corollary 2.14, the three 7-tuples in E ′′ := {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3} are valid 7-tuples.

Define the projection h : Π̂E
Z,P → Π̂E ′

Z,P\I such that θ 7→ θ|⋃(P\I).

Suppose θ ∈ Π̂E
Z,P and θ 6= 0. Clearly h(θ) is continuous since h is just the restriction to a closed

set. By Remark 6.1, since θ is additive on τ , then it is also additive on all of the 7-tuples in E ′′.
Therefore, θ ∈ Π̂E∪E ′′

Z,P ⊆ Π̂E ′

Z,P . This inclusion holds since E ′ ⊆ E ∪ E ′′. Since E ′ has no 7-tuples

containing I, the restriction θ|⋃P\I must also be additive on all 7-tuples in E ′. Thus h(θ) ∈ Π̂E ′

Z,P\I .

Also h(θ) 6= 0 because otherwise θ = 0 on P \ I and then by τ ∈ E , we have θ = 0 on I as well.

Now define the lift h−1 : Π̄E ′

Z,P\I → Π̄E
Z,P by θ̂ 7→ θ where

θ(x) =

{
θ̂(x) for x ∈

⋃
(P \ I) =

⋃
P \ int(I),

−σ3σ1θ̂(y) for x ∈ int(I),with σ1x+ σ2u+ σ3y = t.

Above, whenever x ∈ int(I), we have y ∈ int(K). Hence, the values of θ on int(I) are determined
uniquely by the additive relation ( I, {u}, K,σ, t).

Now consider any θ̂ ∈ Π̂E ′

Z,P\I , θ̂ 6= 0 and let θ = h−1(θ̂). By construction of h−1, we see that

θ 6= 0 and θ is additive on τ in the interior. Since θ̂, and hence θ, is additive on the 7-tuples in E ′′, θ
is also additive on the closed set, that is

∑3
i=1 σiθ(x

i) = 0, ∀x1 ∈ I,x2 = u,x3 ∈ K,
∑3

i=1 σix
3 = t.

Since u ∈ vert(Pq) is only one point, this equation shows a affine relationship between the values θ
on K and on I. Since θ is continuous on the closed set K, then it is also continuous on the closed

set I. Thus, θ = h−1(θ̂) ∈ Π̂E
Z,P .

Therefore, the update is equivalent. �

Corollary 7.11 (Updates applied iteratively). By iteratively applying Lemma 7.10, we create an
equivalent update with E , , = ∅.

Proof. For a tuple τ = ( I, {u}, K,σ, t), we will apply Lemma 7.9 to all the tuples in
E , , and E , , containing I. Thus, after some equivalent updates, τ will be the
only tuple containing I, and the projection p(E) will not change. If I ∈ Z, we will apply Lemma 7.7
to replace I with K in Z. Then, we can apply Lemma 7.10 to remove I from the domain P. By
iteratively applying these procedures, we will remove all the tuples in E , , . �
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Step 5: Remove E , , by exchanging 7-tuples, inferring zeros, and changing the domain.

⇔

Step 5a. Canonical representation
Consider E , , . Suppose
τ = ( I, J, K,σ, t). We
now rewrite this by using edges of
K. For this, we need extra 7-tuples
with edges and a point to relate val-
ues on corresponding edges. These
follow from using continuity argu-
ments, and we can use the notation
to absorb the point into the t argu-
ment and assume the point is 0.

[Use of continuity]

E ← E \ {τ} ∪ {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3}

⇒

Step 5b(i). Two canonical tuples
with two edges of the same tri-
angle. We can use hidden inter-
val lemma Lemma 4.2 to deduce an
affine property. This allows us to set
the edge in common to 0. This zero
together with an additivity implies
the other additivity.
Note that if all three canonical tu-
ples exist, we can apply this step
twice. This actually induces the
function to be zero on the entire tri-
angle.

τ 1, τ 2 with common
K triangle and com-

mon edge I.

E ← E \ {τ 2}
Z ← Z ∪ { I}

⇔

Step 5b(ii). Exactly 1 tuple of this
type In this case, we can just project
out the triangle and record the for-
mula update as a combination of
function values from the edges.

P ← P \ { K}

Now we assume E , , = ∅.
⇒ Thus, E = E , , ∪ E , , (Type (2) and (3))

There are three types of separability relations. After permutation, the 7-tuples that are separa-
bility relations look like

(1) ( I, J, K,σ, t), (2) ( I, J, K,σ, t), (3) ( I, J, K,σ, t).

We next show that every separability relation including two edges I, J and a triangle K can be
exchanged for separability relation including two edges ofK and the triangle K, along with relations
between the edges of K and the edges I, J .
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Lemma 7.12 (Step 5a equal). For each τ = ( 1 I, 2 J, K,σ, t) ∈ E with K ∈ Pq, , and
I ∈ Pq, 1 , J ∈ Pq, 2 for distinct 1 , 2 ∈ { , , }, there exists a set of 7-tuples

E ′′ = {τ 1 =( 1K1, 2K2, K, µ,w),
τ 2 =( 1 I, {u′}, 1K1, σ, t),
τ 3 =( {u}, 2 J, 2K2, σ, t)}

where K1,K2 ∈ Pq, are the edges of K such that Ki ∈ Pq, i for i = 1, 2, u ∈ vert(I),
u′ ∈ vert(J) are chosen by Lemma 3.5 such that E ′′ is a set of valid 7-tuples, µ = (1, 1,−1) and
w = σ3(t− σ2u

′ − σ1u). Then the update E ← E ′ := (E \ {τ}) ∪ {τ 1, τ 2, τ 3} is equal.

Proof. Consider any π̄ ∈ Π̂E
Z,P . Since π̄ is additive over (I, J,K,σ, t), by Remark 6.1, we also have

that π̄ is additive over (I, {u′},K1,σ, t) and ({u}, J,K2,σ, t).
Therefore, since (I, {u′},K1,σ, t), ({u}, J,K2,σ, t) ∈ E

′, finishing the proof is equivalent to
showing the following claim:

Claim: Let π̄ :
⋃
P → R with π̄Pq ≡ 0 such that π̄ is additive over (I, {u′},K1,σ, t) and

({u}, J,K2,σ, t).
Then π̄ is additive over (I, J,K,σ, t) if and only if π̄ is additive over (K1,K2,K, (1, 1,−1),w).
Claim proof:

Since π̄ is additive over (I, {u′},K1,σ, t) and ({u}, J,K2,σ, t), we have the following two equations:

σ1π̄(x) + σ2π̄(u
′) + σ3π̄(x̄) = 0 ∀x ∈ I, x̄ ∈ K1, σ1x+ σ2u

′ + σ3x̄ = t,

σ1π̄(u) + σ2π̄(y) + σ3π̄(ȳ) = 0 ∀x ∈ I, ȳ ∈ K2, σ1u+ σ2y + σ3ȳ = t.

Since π̄| 1
q
Z2 ≡ 0, these become the following

σ1π̄(x) = −σ3π̄(x̄) ∀x ∈ I, x̄ ∈ K1, σ1x+ σ2u
′ + σ3x̄ = t, (19)

σ2π̄(y) = −σ3π̄(ȳ) ∀x ∈ I, ȳ ∈ K2, σ1u+ σ2y+ σ3ȳ = t. (20)

Now suppose π̄ is additive over (I, J,K,σ, t). This is equivalent to

σ1π̄(x) + σ2π̄(y) + σ3π̄(z) = 0 ∀x ∈ I,y ∈ J, z ∈ K,σ1x+ σ2y + σ3z = t,

⇔ −σ3π̄(x̄)− σ3π̄(ȳ) + σ3π̄(z) = 0 ∀x̄ ∈ K1, ȳ ∈ K2, z ∈ K,

(t− σ2u
′ − σ3x̄) + (t− σ1u− σ3ȳ) + σ3z = t,

⇔ π̄(x̄) + π̄(ȳ)− π̄(z) = 0 ∀x̄ ∈ K1, ȳ ∈ K2, z ∈ K, x̄+ ȳ − z = w,

The first equivalence, we use (19) to substitute for π̄(x) and (20) to substitute for π̄(y). The
second is just a rewriting where w = σ3(t − σ2u

′ − σ1u). By definition, this means π̄ is additive
over (K1,K2,K, (1, 1,−1),w). Therefore, the claim is proved and we are done. �

We now prove a more complicated lemma on just having two separability relations.

Lemma 7.13 (Step 5b(i) equal). Suppose that we have a set of valid 7-tuples

{τ 1 = ( 1K1, 2K2, K,µ, t1), τ 2 = ( 1K1, 3K3, K,µ, t2)} ⊆ E

with µ = (1, 1,−1), K ∈ Pq, , and K1,K2,K3 ∈ Pq, be the edges of K such that Ki ∈ Pq, i
for i = 1, 2, 3. Then the update E ← E ′ := (E \ {τ 2}), Z ← Z ′ := Z ∪ { 1K1} is equal.

Proof. We will prove this for the case where K1 ∈ Pq, , K2 ∈ Pq, , K3 ∈ Pq, . The other cases
are similar so we will omit their proofs.

First, suppose π̄ ∈ Π̂E
Z,P . By Corollary 4.3, π̄ is affine on K1 and is -affine on K. Since π̄ is

zero on vert(Pq), this implies that π̄ is zero on all of K1. Thus, π̄ ∈ Π̂E ′

Z′,P .
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Next, suppose π̄ ∈ Π̂E ′

Z′,P . We just need to show that π̄ is additive on τ 2.
By Lemma 3.4, we can assume that

F ( K1, K2, K, µ, t1)={(t1, t1, t1) + 1
q ( λ1d

1, λ2d
2, (λ1d

1 + λ2d
2)): λ ∈ ∆2},

F ( K1, K3, K, µ, t2)={(t2, t2, t2) + 1
q (−λ1d

1, λ2(d
2 − d1), (−λ1d

1 + λ2(d
2 − d1))): λ ∈ ∆2},

where d1 = σe1,d2 = σe2, σ ∈ {±1}. Then t2 = t1+ 1
qd

1, K3 = {t
1+ 1

qd
1+ 1

qλ(d
2−d1) : λ ∈ [0, 1]}.

Since π̄ is additive over ( K1, K2, K,µ, t1), we have

π̄(t1 + 1
qλ1d

1)+π̄(t1 + 1
qλ2d

2)− π̄(t1 + 1
qλ1d

1 + 1
qλ2d

2) = 0 ∀λ ∈ ∆2

⇔ π̄(t1 + 1
qλ2d

2)− π̄(t1 + 1
qλ1d

1 + 1
qλ2d

2) = 0 ∀λ ∈ ∆2

⇔ π̄(t1 + 1
q (1− λ2)d

1 + 1
qλ2d

2)− π̄(t1 + 1
qλ1d

1 + 1
qλ2d

2) = 0 ∀λ ∈ ∆2

⇔ π̄(t1 + 1
q (λ1 + λ2)d

1)+π̄(t2 + 1
qλ2(d

2 − d1))− π̄(t1 + 1
qλ1d

1 + 1
qλ2d

2) = 0 ∀λ ∈ ∆2

The second equation follows since π̄ is zero on K1. Therefore, the value of π̄ on K is the constant
along horizontal lines. Thus, we can obtain the third equation. Because π̄ is zero on K1, we obtain
the last equation, which is exactly the definition of π̄ being additive on τ 2. �

Lemma 7.14 (Step 5b(ii) equivalence). Let K ∈ Pq, be a triangle with edges K1,K2,K3 ∈
Pq, . Therefore, K1,K2,K3 ⊆ K. Suppose τ 0 = (K1,K2,K, (1, 1,−1), t) is the only 7-tuple

in E containing K. Then for τ 1 = (K1,K2,K3, (1, 1,−1), t), the update E ← E ′ :=
(
E \ {τ 0}

)
∪

{τ 1}, P ← P \ {K} is equivalent.

Proof. We first show that τ 0 is a valid 7-tuple given that τ 1 is a valid 7-tuple.
Let v ∈ K1 ∩ K2 and consider the sets K̄1 = K1 − v, K̄2 = K2 − v, K̄3 = K3 − v, and

K̄ = K −v. Since (K1,K2,K, (1, 1,−1), t) is a valid 7-tuple, by Corollary 2.13 we have (K̄ +v) ⊆
−t+ (K̄2 + v) + (K̄1 + v) thus K̄ ⊆ v− t+ K̄2 + K̄1. By the geometry of Pq, since K̄, K̄1, K̄2 all
touch the origin and K̄1, K̄2 are edges of K, this relation can only hold if v = t. Therefore

K̄ ⊆ K̄2 + K̄1.

Clearly K̄3 ⊆ K̄ ⊆ K̄2 + K̄1, which is condition 3 of Corollary 2.13. Furthermore, it can be
checked that every triangle K̂ in Pq touching the origin with edges K̂1, K̂2, K̂3 where K̂1, K̂2 both

touch the origin, that K̂1 ⊆ K̂3 + (−K̂2) and K̂2 ⊆ K̂3 + (−K̂1). Applying this to K̄1, K̄2, K̄3

and substituting back to K1,K2,K3 then shows conditions 1 and 2 of Corollary 2.13. Therefore,
(K1,K2,K3, (1, 1,−1), t) is a valid 7-tuple.

Define the projection h : Π̂E
Z,P → Π̂E ′

Z,P\{K} such that θ 7→ θ|⋃(P\{K}).

Suppose θ ∈ Π̂E
Z,P . Clearly h(θ) is continuous since h is just the restriction to a closed set.

By Remark 6.1, since θ is additive over (K1,K2,K, (1, 1,−1), t), then it is also additive over τ 1 =

(K1,K2,K3, (1, 1,−1), t). Therefore, θ ∈ Π̄
E∪{τ1}
Z,P ⊆ Π̄E ′

Z,P . This inclusion holds since E ′ ⊆ E∪{τ 1}.

Since E ′ has no 7-tuples containingK, the restriction θ|⋃(P\{K}) must also be additive on all 7-tuples

in E ′. Thus h(θ) ∈ Π̂E ′

Z,P\{K}.

Now define the lift h−1 : Π̄E ′

Z,P\{K} → Π̄E
Z,P by θ̂ 7→ θ where θ(x) = θ̂(x) for all x ∈

⋃
(P \{K}) =⋃

P \ int(K), and θ is uniquely defined on int(K) by the equation

θ(x) + θ(y)− θ(z) = 0 ∀ x ∈ K1,y ∈ K2, z ∈ int(K),x+ y − z = t.

Now consider any θ̂ ∈ Π̂E ′

Z,P\{K} and let θ = h−1(θ̂). By construction of h−1, we see that θ is

additive on the (non-valid) 7-tuple (K1,K2, int(K), (1, 1,−1), t). Since θ̂, and hence θ, is additive
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on the 7-tuples in E ′′. Specifically, θ is additive on (K1,K2,K3, (1, 1,−1), t). Also, since θ|Pq = 0,
it follows trivially that θ is additive on the (non-valid) 7-tuples (K1,K2,K1, (1, 1,−1), t) and
(K1,K2,K2, (1, 1,−1), t). Therefore, we obtain that θ is additive on the valid 7-tuple (K1,K2,K, (1, 1,−1), t).
Since θ is continuous on K1 and K2 it follows by construction that θ is continuous on K. Therefore,

θ ∈ Π̂E
Z,P .

�

After all the previous steps, we can assume that E = E , , ∪ E , , .

Lemma 7.15. Let E be the set of valid 7-tuples, P a collection of faces contains all faces in Pq, and
Z = vert(Pq). Then there exists

• a collection of faces P ′ ⊆ P that is a union of faces in Pq and contains all faces in Pq, ∪
Pq, and possibly some faces of Pq, , and

• a set E ′ of π-additive 7-tuples containing no 7-tuples with triangles (Furthermore, we can
assume E ′ only contain E , , and E , , )

• a set Z ′ ⊇ Z (possibly some faces of Pq, ∪ Pq, ∪ Pq, ),

such that (18) holds.

⇔

Step 6a. Case: Empty triangle Sup-
pose there exists a triangle I ∈
P with I /∈ p(E) and i /∈ Z.
Then there exists a perturbation on
this triangle.
Then this perturbation implies a
lifting to a perturbation function in
the original space.

[Contradiction by perturbation]

Derives a contradiction!

⇔

Step 6b. Case: No empty tri-
angles Suppose now that we can
project out all triangles. Then we
have a system that is actually a 1-
dimensional system. Thus we can
apply Lemma 5.3 to show that the
remaining infinite system of equa-
tions is nontrivial if and only if a
finite system of equations is nontriv-
ial. This implies a perturbation on
the finite system that maps to a sub-
set of 1

mqZ
2.

Derives a contradiction!

This completes the proof!

From the previous steps, we can assume that Π̄E ′

Z′,P ′ 6= {0}, and we only need to show that

Π̄
E ′∩ 1

mq
Z2

Z′∩ 1

mq
Z2,P ′∩ 1

mq
Z2
6= {0}. If there is a nontrivial π̄mq ∈ Π̄

E ′∩ 1

mq
Z2

Z′∩ 1

mq
Z2,P ′∩ 1

mq
Z2
, by Lemma 6.4, we also

have a continuous piecewise linear function π̄ in Π̂E ′

Z′,P ′ constructed from the interpolation of π̄mq,
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whose restriction on 1
mqZ

2 is π̄mq. And we can lift π̄ back to π̄0 ∈ Π̂E
Z,P such that the restriction

of π̄0| 1

mq
Z2 ∈ Π̄

E∩ 1

mq
Z2

Z∩ 1

mq
Z2,P∩ 1

mq
Z2

is nonzero because it is a lift of π̄mq.

Step 6a. Interior Triangle Perturbation:
Suppose there exists a triangle K ∈ P ′ and K /∈ Z ′. Let π̄ :

⋃
P ′ ∩ 1

mqZ
2 7→ R such that

π̄(x) = 0 for any x ∈ (Z ′ ∪ Pq, ∪ Pq, ) ∩ (
⋃
P ′ ∩ 1

mqZ
2), and π̄(y + t) = π̄(y) for any

y ∈
⋃
P ′ ∩ 1

mqZ
2 and t ∈ Z

2. Then for any such π̄, π̄ is trivially additive on all valid 7-tuples

(I1, I2, I3,σ, t) where I1, I2, I3 ⊆ Pq, ∪ Pq, . Therefore,

π̄ ∈ Π̄
E ′∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z′∩ 1

mq
Z2,

⋃
P ′∩ 1

mq
Z2
.

In particular, assume that K = ( x0

y0 )+
1
q conv({(

0
0 ) , (

1
0 ) , (

0
1 )}). Then because m ≥ 3, we can define

π̄(x) = 1 for x = ( x0

y0 ) +
1
mq (

1
1 ) /∈ Pq, . Therefore, there exists a non-trivial π̄ for m ≥ 3 in

Π̄
E ′∩ 1

mq
Z
2

Z′∩ 1

mq
Z2,P ′∩ 1

mq
Z2
. Thus, π is not extreme.

Step 6b. Edge perturbation:
We will now assume that p(E ′) does not contain any triangles K ∈ Pq, that is not in Z ′ (i.e, K
is not used in any 7-tuple from E ′).

Let K1, K2, K3 be the edges of K. We update Z ′ by adding K1,K2,K3 and remove K.
Then by setting P ′ ← P ′\{K} we achieve an equivalent update where the map simply sets function
values on K to zero.

Therefore, we can assume P ′ = Pq, and only need to show there exists a nontrivial function

π̄ on Pq, ∩ 1
mqZ

2. The function value in the interior of triangles is determined uniquely by

interpolation.
The only remaining relations contain edges and points and are of the form of Items 2,3 from

Lemma 3.1. We now map the problem to a different space using Lemma 5.4 and apply Lemma 5.3.
This shows that when looking for nontrivial solutions, it suffices to look at the discrete grid 1

mqZ
2.

In particular, we can now look for solutions to a finite problem on the restricted grid. Solutions
here exist if and only if solutions on the continuous domain exist.

Finally then, we can conclude that 3 ⇒ 1. �

As a corollary to this result, we could provide an algorithmic result, akin to [10, Theorem 1.8],
that shows that in time polynomial in q, we can detect if a given piecewise linear function is extreme
or a facet. But we don’t feel the need to state that explicitly here.
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[14] M. Conforti, G. Cornuéjols, and G. Zambelli. Corner polyhedra and intersection cuts. Surveys

in Operations Research and Management Science, 16:105–120, 2011.
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[26] R. Hildebrand, M. Köppe, and Y. Zhou. On perturbation spaces of minimal valid functions:
Inverse semigroup theory and equivariant decomposition theorem. In A. Lodi and V. Nagara-
jan, editors, Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization. IPCO 2019, volume 11480
of Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, Cham, 2019.
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Appendix A. Postponed Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Proof for F ( I1, {u2}, I3,σ, t) . We show that the set of addi-
tivities is a 1-dimensional space. Suppose that I3 = {x3 ∈ R

2 : x3 = u3 + 1
qλd, λ ∈ ∆1}, where

d ∈ {(1, 0), (0, 1), (1,−1)}, and λ ∈ [0, 1] are scalar parameters. By Corollary 2.14, we know that
I1 = σ1t− (σ1σ2{u

2}+ σ1σ3I3).
Therefore, I1 = {x

1 ∈ R
2 : x1 = u1 − σ1σ3

1
qλd, λ ∈ ∆1}, where u1 = σ1t− σ1σ2u

2 − σ1σ3u
3.

If F (τ ) can be parametrized, then I1 = σ1t− (σ1σ2{u
2}+σ1σ3I3). By Corollary 2.14, τ is valid.

Furthermore, t = σ1u
1 + σ2u

2 + σ3u
3 is unique. △

Proof for F ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t). We express each point xi ∈ Ii as: xi = ui + 1
qλid

i, where d1 =

(1, 0), d2 = (0, 1), and d3 = (1,−1). Here, ui is a fixed point on the edge Ii, and λi ∈ [0, 1]
represents the scalar parameter for each direction di. Since (x1,x2,x3) ∈ F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t), we
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have:
3∑

i=1

σix
i = t ⇒ σ1x

1 + σ2x
2 = t− σ3x

3.

Substituting xi = ui + 1
qλid

i for each i, we obtain:

σ1

(
u1 +

1

q
λ1d

1

)
+ σ2

(
u2 +

1

q
λ2d

2

)
= t− σ3

(
u3 +

1

q
λ3d

3

)
.

Expanding and rearranging, we get:

σ1u
1 + σ2u

2 +
1

q

(
σ1λ1d

1 + σ2λ2d
2
)
= t− σ3u

3 −
1

q
σ3λ3d

3.

We rearrange to express λ1 and λ2 as a linear system:

1

q

[
σ1d

1 σ2d
2
] [λ1

λ2

]
= t− σ1u

1 − σ2u
2 − σ3u

3 −
1

q
σ3λ3d

3.

Substitute d1 = (1, 0), d2 = (0, 1), and d3 = (1,−1), and simplify:

1

q

[
σ1 0
0 σ2

] [
λ1

λ2

]
= t− σ1u

1 − σ2u
2 − σ3u

3 −
1

q
σ3λ3

[
1
−1

]
.

Since the matrix

[
σ1 0
0 σ2

]
is non-singular with

[
σ1 0
0 σ2

]−1

=

[
σ1 0
0 σ2

]
, we can solve for λ1 and

λ2 uniquely in terms of λ3:[
λ1

λ2

]
= q

[
σ1 0
0 σ2

](
t− σ1u

1 − σ2u
2 − σ3u

3 −
1

q
σ3λ3

[
1
−1

])
= t′ + λ3

[
−σ3σ1
σ3σ2

]
,

for some t′ ∈ Z
2. Note that the expression is only feasible (as a valid 7-tuple) if for each i = 1, 2

we have either λi = 1− λ3 or λi = λ3 since we need λi ∈ [0, 1].
Thus λ3 serves as a single parameter from which λ1 and λ2 can be uniquely determined. Set

λ := λ3. △

Proof for F ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t). This follows similar to F ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t). △

Proof for F ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t). Let I ′i = σiIi for i = 1, 2, 3. Then (x1,x2,x3) ∈ F (I1, I2, I3,σ, t)
is equivalent to (σ1x

1, σ2x
2,−σ3x

3) ∈ F (I ′1, I
′
2, I

′
3, (1, 1,−1), t).

We express each point x̃i ∈ I ′i as x̃
i = ui+ 1

qλie
i for i = 1, 2, where ui is a vertex of Ii and λi ∈ ∆1.

By Corollary 2.13, we know that I ′3 ⊆ −t + I ′2 + I ′1. Thus, I ′3 is contained in the parallelogram
u3 + 1

qλ1e
1 + 1

qλ2e
2, where u3 = −t+ u2 + u1, λ1, λ2 ∈ [0, 1].

If I ′3 is a lower triangle
0

, then I ′3 = {x ∈ R
2 : x = u3 + 1

q

(
λ1e

1 + λ2e
2
)
,λ ∈ ∆2}. Therefore,

F ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t) = {(σ1u
1, σ2u

2,−σ3u
3)+

1

q
(λ1σ1e

1, λ2σ2e
2,−σ3(λ1e

1+λ2e
2)) : λ ∈ ∆2}.

If I ′3 is an upper triangle
0

, then I ′3 = {x ∈ R
2 : x = u3 + 1

q

(
λ1e

1 + λ2e
2
)
,1− λ ∈ ∆2}, and

F ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t) = {(σ1ũ
1, σ2ũ

2,−σ3ũ
3)+

1

q
(−λ̃1σ1e

1,−λ̃2σ2e
2, σ3(λ̃1e

1+λ̃2e
2)) : λ̃ ∈ ∆2},

where λ̃i = 1−λi, ũ
i = ui+ 1

qe
i, i = 1, 2, and ũ3 = −t+ ũ2+ ũ1. Then ũi, i = 1, 2, 3 and di = −ei,

i = 1, 2 will be the desired parameterization.
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On the other hand, if F (τ ) can be parametrized

F ( I1, I2, I3,σ, t) = {(σ1u
1, σ2u

2,−σ3u
3)+

1

q
(λ1σ1d

1, λ2σ2d
2,−σ3(λ1d

1+λ2d
2)) : λ ∈ ∆2},

then σ1I1 + u2 = t− σ3(I3)1, u
1 + σ2I2 = t− σ3(I3)2, where (I3)i = {−σ3(u

3 + 1
qλid

i) : λi ∈ ∆1},

i = 1, 2. Thus, I1 = σ1t − (σ1u
2 + σ1σ3(I3)1) ⊆ σ1t − (σ1σ2I2 + σ1σ3I3). Similarly, I2 ⊆ σ2t −

(σ2σ1I1 + σ2σ3I3). Also I3 ⊆ σ3t− (σ3σ2I2 + σ3σ1I1). By Corollary 2.13, τ is valid.
Furthermore, note that we can find u3,d1,d2 from I3 because the three vertices of I3 is −σ3u

3,
−σ3(u

3+ 1
qd

1), −σ3(u
3+ 1

qd
2). Then we can determine u1,u2 from I1 and I2. Thus t = u1+u2−u3

is unique. △

�

Proof. Proof of Lemma 5.2 We will prove each property of the lemma in turn.
(1) Symmetry of Orbits: For any x ∈ [0, 1], the orbit O(x) is defined as:

O(x) = {(x, i), (1 − x, i) : i = 1, . . . , ℓ}.

By definition, this set includes both x and 1− x for each index i. It follows immediately that:

O(x) = O(1− x),

because swapping x and 1−x in the orbit definition yields the same set. Thus, the system behaves
symmetrically with respect to x and 1− x.

(2) Disjointness of Orbits: Suppose x 6= x′ and x, x′ ∈ [0, 1/2]. We want to show that:

O(x) ∩ O(x′) = ∅.

If x (or x′) is 1/2, then the orbit is unique as {(1/2, i) : i ∈ [ℓ]} By definition, for x ∈ [0, 1/2), the
orbit O(x) consists of the pairs (x, i) and (1 − x, i), where 1 − x ∈ (1/2, 1]. Similarly, the orbit
O(x′) consists of the pairs (x′, i) and (1− x′, i), where 1− x′ ∈ (1/2, 1].

Since x 6= x′ and both x and 1− x are distinct from x′ and 1− x′, it follows that:

O(x) ∩ O(x′) = ∅.

This is because the pairs (x, i) and (1 − x, i) are distinct from (x′, i) and (1− x′, i), as x 6= x′ and
1− x 6= 1− x′. Therefore, the orbits for distinct points in [0, 1/2] are disjoint.

(3) Union of Orbits for x ∈ [0, 1/2] Covers All Points: We need to show that:

{(x, i) : x ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , ℓ} =
⊔

x∈[0,1/2]

O(x).

For any x ∈ [0, 1], we have two cases: (1) If x ∈ [0, 1/2], then (x, i) is part of O(x). (2) If x ∈ [1/2, 1],
then (x, i) = (1− x′, i) for some x′ ∈ [0, 1/2], and thus (x, i) ∈ O(x′).

Therefore, every point (x, i) in [0, 1] can be expressed as part of the orbit O(x′) for some x′ ∈
[0, 1/2]. This shows that the union of orbits for x ∈ [0, 1/2] covers the entire set of points (x, i) for
x ∈ [0, 1]. �
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