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Abstract

In 1980, V. I. Arnold studied the classification problem for convex lattice polygons of a given area.

Since then, this problem and its analogues have been studied by many authors, including Bárány,

Lagarias, Pach, Santos, Ziegler and Zong. Despite extensive study, the structure of the representative

sets in the classifications remains unclear, indicating a need for refined classification methods. In

this paper, we propose a novel classification framework based on affine equivalence, which offers a

fresh perspective on the problem. Our approach yields several classification results that extend and

complement Bárány’s work on volume and Zong’s work on cardinality. These new results provide a

more nuanced understanding of the structure of the representative set, offering deeper insights into

the classification problem.
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1 Introduction

Convex lattice polytopes in E
d are convex hulls of finite subsets of the integer lattice Zd. As usual, let

P denote a d-dimensional convex lattice polytope, |P | the cardinality of P , f0(P ) the number of vertices

of P , and vol(P ) the volume of P . For further details on polytopes and lattice polytopes, we refer to [7]

and [15].

This paper focuses on two primary concepts: unimodular equivalence and affine equivalence. Two

d-dimensional convex lattice polytopes P1 and P2 are said to be unimodular equivalent if there exists a

unimodular transformation σ, i.e. an affine transformation with determinant ±1 and preserving Z
d, such

that σ(P1) = P2. It is straightforward to see that if P1 is unimodular equivalent to P2, then

|P1| = |P2|, f0(P1) = f0(P2) and vol(P1) = vol(P2).

Alternatively, we say P1 and P2 are affinely equivalent if there exists an affine transformation σ′ such

that σ′(P1) = P2. Both unimodular equivalence and affine equivalence are equivalence relations, meaning

convex lattice polytopes can be categorized into different classes based on these relations. However,

a significant distinction between them is that many invariants under unimodular equivalence, such as

cardinality and volume, are not necessarily preserved under affine equivalence. This difference will lead

to challenges in verifying affine equivalence.

†This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC12226006, NSFC11921001), the
National Key Research and Development Program of China (2018-YFA0704701) and China Scholarship Council.

∗Corresponding author. E-mail: 17864309562@163.com
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By triangulations, it can be shown that

d! · v(P ) ∈ Z

for any d-dimensional convex lattice polytope P . Let v(d,m) denote the number of distinct classes of d-

dimensional convex lattice polytopes with volume at most m/d!, where both d and m are positive integers.

Let f(d,m) and g(d,m) be functions of positive integers d and m. In this paper, f(d,m) ≪ g(d,m) means

that

f(d,m) 6 cd · g(d,m)

holds for all positive integers m and a fixed positive integer d, where cd is a suitable constant that depends

only on d.

Next, we introduce Arnold’s question and summarize research related to the classification of lattice

polytopes. In 1980, V. I. Arnold [16] studied the values of v(2,m) and proved that

m
1
3 ≪ log v(2,m) ≪ m

1
3 logm,

holds for sufficiently large m. In 1991, Lagarias and Ziegler [11] established that the number of equivalence

classes of d-dimensional lattice polytopes with bounded volume is finite. In 1992, Bárány and Pach [9]

improved Arnold’s upper bound to

log v(2,m) ≪ m
1
3 .

Furthermore, Bárány and Vershik [10] derived

log v(d,m) ≪ m
d−1

d+1 , (1)

and Bárány [2] obtained

log v(d,m) ≫ m
d−1

d+1 , (2)

for any fixed d and sufficiently large m.

Let κ(d, w) denote the number of distinct classes of d-dimensional convex lattice polytopes P with

|P | = w. In 2011, Liu and Zong [8] addressed the classification problem for convex lattice polytopes with

given cardinality and proved

w
1
3 ≪ log κ(2, w) ≪ w

1
3 ,

κ(d, w) = ∞, if w > d+ 1 > 4.

They also provided relevant results regarding Arnold’s problem for centrally symmetric lattice polygons

in [8].

Blanco and Santos [12] demonstrated the finiteness result for 3-dimensional lattice polytopes of width

larger than one and with a given number of lattice points, and performed an explicit enumeration for up

to 11 lattice points [13, 14].

By now, all the above asymptotic results are about the order of the number of representatives, rather

than the exact limits, even for logarithmic values. Consequently, it remains essential to further analyze

the structure of the set of representatives under unimodular equivalence. In this paper, we use affine

equivalence as a tool to pursue this analysis.

In this paper, we introduce new generalizations of Arnold’s question, with the goal of deepening our

understanding of the structure of representatives under unimodular equivalence, particularly for lattice

polytopes with the same volume, within a convex body, or under a combination of both conditions.

Specifically, in section 2, we provide a necessary and sufficient condition for affine equivalence, serving

as a characterization of this equivalence. Verifying whether two lattice polytopes are affinely equivalent
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is more challenging than verifying unimodular equivalence, as the invariants under affine equivalence are

fewer. The characterization proposed in this paper can lead to a more efficient algorithm for determining

affine equivalence between lattice polytopes.

In section 3, we establish a new Arnold-type question based on affine equivalence and prove the

right order of the logarithm of the number of representatives under the new definition related to affine

equivalence, similar to the forms in (1) and (2).

In Section 4, we explore the relationship between affine equivalence and unimodular equivalence,

proposing a method to subdivide the set of representatives under unimodular equivalence by affine equiv-

alence. These discussions offer a new perspective for addressing representatives under unimodular equiv-

alence.

In section 5, we introduce another Arnold-type theorem involving a convex body. Furthermore,

constraints of volume and convex body for lattice polytopes.

In section 6, we present a set of complete invariants for unimodular equivalence in Z
2. Investigat-

ing complete invariants for unimodular equivalence is valuable for understanding this relation from a

geometric standpoint.

2 Characterization of affine equivalence

Still, we let Bd
r denote n-dimensional ball with radius r.

Definition 2.1. Let P1 and P2 be d-dimensional convex lattice polytopes. If there exists an affine

transformation τ such that τ(P1) = P1A+ v = P2, where A ∈ R
d×d and v ∈ R

d, then we say P1 and P2

are affinely equivalent.

Now we consider an invariant borrowed from [12] which can be useful for verifying whether two

lattice polytopes are unimodular or affinely equivalent.

Definition 2.2 (cf. [12]). Let A = {p1 · · · pn}, where n > d + 1, be a finite set of points in Z
d. The

volume vector of A is defined as

w = (wi1,...,id+1
), i1, ..., id+1 ∈ Z

( n

d+1),

where

wi1,...,id+1
= det

(

1 · · · 1

pi1 · · · pid+1

)

.

Suppose w = kw′, where k is an integer and w′ is a primitive vector. Then w′ is called the primitive

volume vector of A.

The following proposition from M. Blanco and F. Santos demonstrates a strong connection between

the volume vector and unimodular equivalence.

Proposition 2.3 (cf. [12]). Let A = {p1 · · · pn} and B = {q1 · · · qn} be two d-dimensional finite subsets

in Z
d. Suppose that A and B have the same volume vector under some specific order of points in A and

B. Then there exists a unimodular affine transformation between A and B, and when the components of

the volume vectors of A and B are coprime, there exists a unimodular transformation between A and B.

Inspired by the proposition above, we conjectured and proved the following theorem, concerning

affine equivalence.

Theorem 2.4. Two d-dimensional convex lattice polytopes P and Q are affinely equivalent if and only

if P and Q have the same number of vertices, and after properly ordering the vertices of P and Q, the

primitive volume vectors of the vertex sets of P and Q are equal.
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Proof. Necessity: Suppose that the d-dimensional polyhedra P and Q are affinely equivalent. Then

clearly, P and Q have the same number of vertices, and the affine transformation between P and Q

provides a one-to-one mapping between their vertex sets. Specifically, there exists an affine transformation

ϕ such that ϕ(pi) = qi, for i = 1, · · · , n, where n = |vert(P )| = |vert(Q)|, and vert(P ) = {p1, · · · , pn},
vert(Q) = {q1, · · · , qn}. Let the volume vectors of P and Q with this vertex ordering be

wP = (wP
i1,...,id+1

), wQ = (wQ
i1,...,id+1

) i1, ..., id+1 ∈ Z
( n

d+1).

Without loss of generality, assume that {p1, · · · , pd+1} and {q1, · · · , qd+1} are affinely independent, oth-

erwise, adjust the positions of pi and qi accordingly. Define

detP , det

(

1 · · · 1

p1 · · · pd+1

)

, detQ , det

(

1 · · · 1

q1 · · · qd+1

)

.

Suppose

pi = ai1p1 + · · ·+ aid+1pd+1, ai1 + · · ·+ aid+1 = 1;

qi = bi1q1 + · · ·+ bid+1qd+1, bi1 + · · ·+ bid+1 = 1;

i = 1, · · · , n.

Since ϕ(pi) = qi, we have

aij = bij , i = 1, · · · , n, j = 1, · · · , d+ 1.

Thus:

wP
i1,...,id+1

= det

(

1 · · · 1

pi1 · · · pid+1

)

=
∑

(k1,··· ,kd+1)∈perm(1,··· ,d+1)

ai1k1
ai2k2

· · · aid+1

kd+1
· detP

= detP ·
∑

(k1,··· ,kd+1)∈perm(1,··· ,d+1)

ai1k1
ai2k2

· · ·aid+1

kd+1

, detP · αi1,...,id+1
.

where perm(1, · · · , d+ 1) denotes the set of all permutations of {1, · · · , d+ 1}. Similarly:

wQ
i1,...,id+1

= detQ ·
∑

(k1,··· ,kd+1)∈perm(1,··· ,d+1)

bi1k1
bi2k2

· · · bid+1

kd+1

= detQ ·
∑

(k1,··· ,kd+1)∈perm(1,··· ,d+1)

ai1k1
ai2k2

· · · aid+1

kd+1

= detQ · αi1,...,id+1
.

Thus,

wP = (wP
i1,...,id+1

) = detP · (αi1,...,id+1
),

wQ = (wQ
i1,...,id+1

) = detQ · (αi1,...,id+1
).

Therefore, detP · wQ = detQ · wP , and since both detP and detQ are integers, this proves the result.

Sufficiency: Suppose |vert(P )| = n = |vert(Q)|, and vert(P ) = {p1, · · · , pn}, vert(Q) = {q1, · · · , qn}.
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Let the volume vectors of P and Q with this vertex ordering be

wP = (wP
i1,...,id+1

), wQ = (wQ
i1,...,id+1

) i1, ..., id+1 ∈ Z
( n

d+1),

and there exist x and y such that xwP = ywQ. Without loss of generality, assume that {p1, · · · , pd+1} and

{q1, · · · , qd+1} are both affinely independent; otherwise, adjust the positions of pi and qi simultaneously.

Then, the mapping pi 7→ qi for i = 1, · · · , d+1 will uniquely determine an affine transformation, denoted

by ϕ. Suppose
pi = ai1p1 + · · ·+ aid+1pd+1, ai1 + · · ·+ aid+1 = 1;

qi = bi1q1 + · · ·+ bid+1qd+1, bi1 + · · ·+ bid+1 = 1;

i = 1, · · · , n.
(3)

What remains to be shown is

akj = bkj , k = 1, · · · , n, j = 1, · · · , d+ 1.

For k = 1, · · · , d+ 1, the above equation clearly holds. Now, let k > d+ 1. Consider

wP
1,··· ,k,··· ,d+1 = det

(

1 · · · 1 · · · 1

p1 · · · pk · · · pd+1

)

,

wQ
1,··· ,k,··· ,d+1 = det

(

1 · · · 1 · · · 1

q1 · · · qk · · · qd+1

)

,

where k occupies the j-th position in {1, · · · , d + 1}, meaning that k replaces j, where 1 ≤ j ≤ d + 1.

According to equation (3), we have

wP
1,··· ,k,··· ,d+1 = akj · det

(

1 · · · 1

p1 · · · pd+1

)

, wQ
1,··· ,k,··· ,d+1 = bkj · det

(

1 · · · 1

q1 · · · qd+1

)

.

Since xwP = ywQ, it follows that

x · det
(

1 · · · 1

p1 · · · pd+1

)

= y · det
(

1 · · · 1

q1 · · · qd+1

)

, x · wP
1,··· ,k,··· ,d+1 = y · wQ

1,··· ,k,··· ,d+1,

which immediately implies akj = bkj for k = 1, · · · , n and j = 1, · · · , d+ 1. Therefore, by the property of

affine transformations preserving affine combinations, we have ϕ(pi) = qi for i = 1, · · · , n.

Remark 2.5. [12] tells us that if a lattice polytope P has a volume vector wP which is primitive, then

the affine sublattice generated by P , say L(P ), will be Z
d. But we are curious about the question in

another direction: If L(P ) = Z
d, can we say that wP is primitive? The answer to this question will lead

to further understanding of possible affine relationships between different vertices of a lattice polytope:

Given any integer vector, how can we determine if it can be the volume vector of a lattice polytope?

Theorem 2.4 will lead to an algorithmic improvement. Testing the affine equivalence of two lattice

polytopes is more challenging than testing unimodular equivalence, as several invariants under unimodular

transformations, such as volume and the number of lattice points, may change under affine transforma-

tions. To the authors’ knowledge, the only known method to test affine equivalence involves exhaustively

considering every pair of simplices separately within the two polytopes and then all possible affine trans-

formations.

However, based on Theorem 2.4, to verify the affine equivalence of two lattice polytopes P and Q,
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we can first calculate the primitive volume vectors wP and wQ according to an arbitrary order of vertices,

keeping track of which vertices correspond to each component of wP and wQ.

Secondly, arrange the components of wP and wQ in ascending or descending order. If the ordered

components are not identical, then P and Q cannot be affinely equivalent. If they are identical and

assuming P and Q are affinely equivalent, we know that the simplex corresponding to the first component

in wP can only be transformed into one of the simplices corresponding to the components equal to the first

in wQ (or wP ). This approach significantly reduces the number of potential correspondence relationships

that need to be tested.

3 Arnold-type question associated with affine equivalence

In the introduction, we mentioned Arnold’s question, which asks the number of representatives under

unimodular equivalence with the same volume. It is natural to consider classifying convex lattice polytopes

according to other types of equivalence, such as affine equivalence. However, affine transformations

generally alter the volume of lattice polytopes, so simply substituting unimodular equivalence with affine

equivalence in Arnold’s question does not yield a meaningful new question. To refine the problem, we

introduce the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Let P be a convex lattice polytope in d-dimensional space. Denote the set of convex lattice

polytopes affinely equivalent to P by A(P ). Then:

1. For any affine equivalence class A(P ), the following value exists and can be attained by some

Q ∈ A(P ):

Vmin(A(P )) := min{vol(P ) : P ∈ A(P )}.

2. For any affine equivalence class A(P ), the polytope Q ∈ A(P ) achieves Vmin(A(P )) if and only if

the affine sublattice generated by Q is Z
d.

Proof. To prove the first statement, observe that the set of volumes of convex lattice polytopes in A(P )

forms a subset of all multiples of 1/d!, which is a discrete, closed set in R. Considering the set

{vol(P ) : P ∈ A(P )} ∩
[

1

d!
, vol(P )

]

,

we obtain a compact set, and the conclusion follows immediately.

Now, for the sufficiency part of the second assertion, denote the affine sublattice generated by a

given lattice polytope Q as L(Q). Suppose the volume of Q ∈ A(P ) is strictly greater than Vmin(A(P )),

and that Q′ attains Vmin(A(P )). Then, there exists an affine transformation φ that transforms Q to

Q′, and consequently, L(Q) to L(Q′). Since both Q and Q′ are lattice polytopes, L(Q) and L(Q′) are

affine sublattices of Z
d. Let Mφ denote the matrix corresponding to φ. Given that vol(Q) > vol(Q′),

we have det(Mφ) < 1, implying L(Q′) < L(Q), which contradicts the assumption that L(Q) = Z
d and

L(Q′) ⊆ Z
d = L(Q).

Conversely, suppose that for a convex polytope Q, L(Q) (as defined above) is not equal to Z
d. Then

there exists an affine transformation ϕ such that ϕ(L(Q)) = Z
d. Since det(L(Q)) > det(Zd), the matrix

corresponding to ϕ, Mϕ, will have a determinant strictly smaller than 1. Noting that ϕ(L(Q)) = Z
d and

vert(Q) ⊆ L(Q), where vert(Q) is the set of vertices of Q, we have ϕ(vert(Q)) ⊆ Z
d. Thus, ϕ(Q) is also

a convex lattice polytope affinely equivalent to Q, and

vol(ϕ(Q)) = det(Mϕ) · vol(Q) < vol(Q),
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which contradicts the assumption that Q attains Vmin(A(P )). Therefore, the necessity part is proved.

With this lemma in place, we can refine the question mentioned at the beginning of this section as

follows:

Given sufficiently large V , how many affine equivalence classes A(P ) are there such that

Vmin(A(P )) = V ?

We define

a(d,m) := |{A(P ) : Vmin(A(P )) = m/d!}|,

and establish that

log a(d,m) 6 log v(d,m) ≪ m
d−1

d+1 .

This follows because if we select one representative with volume m/d! from each class in {A(P ) :

Vmin(A(P )) = m/d!}, forming a set of representatives rep(d,m), then no two lattice polytopes Q1, Q2 ∈
rep(d,m) are affinely equivalent, or particularly unimodular equivalent.

The main task of this part is to prove the following theorem:

Theorem 3.2.

m
d−1

d+1 ≪ log a(d,m).

Let

a′(d,m) := |{A(P ) : Vmin(A(P )) 6 m/d!}|.

By Theorem 3.2, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.3.

m
d−1

d+1 ≪ log a′(d,m) 6 log v(d,m) ≪ m
d−1

d+1 .

The proof strategy of Theorem 3.2 is as follows: First, we follow the construction attributed to I.

Bárány [2] to generate a sufficiently large number of distinct convex lattice polytopes with volume m/d!.

Then, we slightly modify each such polytope to ensure they achieve the Vmin values for their respective

classes. Finally, we show that the volume change caused by this modification can be corrected using

Bárány’s structure. To make this section self-contained, we will also outline Bárány’s construction here.

The starting point of Bárány’s construction is the convex hull of all integer points in a ball. Let

R
d
+ := {(x1, . . . , xd) ∈ R

d : xi > 0 for all i}. For a convex lattice polytope Q and a vertex x of Q, define

△Q(x) = Q\conv((Q ∩ Z
d)\{x}).

Let vert(Q) denote the set of vertices of Q. We summarise the main conclusion in [2] as the following

proposition.

Proposition 3.4 (cf. [2]). For a sufficiently large V , if a convex lattice polytope Q in d-dimensional

space satisfying:

1. f0(Q) ≫ V
d−1

d+1 ,

2. 0 6 vol(Q)− V − 1
5d!f0(Q) ≪ V

d−1

2d ,

then there is a vertices set X of Q containing more than 52 percent of vertices of Q, such that for any

subset of X, denoted by X ′, not containing the origin and satisfying |X ′| = ⌊ 1
2f0(Q)⌋, there exists a

7



constant c only depending on d, such that for Q, there are more than exp {cV (d−1)/(d+1)} subsets W of

X ′ satisfying

vol

(

Q\
⋃

x∈W

△Q(x)

)

∈
[

V, V +
b

d!

]

,

where b is a constant only depending on d. We denote the set of all such Q\⋃x∈W △Q(x) by NQ.

In [2], Bárány proved that for every sufficiently large V , one can always choose a suitable r, such

that Qr := 2conv(Bd
r ∩ R

d
+ ∩ Z

d) can satisfy the two conditions in Proposition 3.4, then he get a set of

enough distinct convex lattice polytopes with a volume of nearly V . For any polytope P ∈ NQr
, there is

a t, 0 6 t 6 b, such that vol(P ) = V + t/d!. So one can take P ′ = P\conv{0, e1, · · · , ted} instead of P

to obtain convex lattice polytopes with exact volume V .

We also need the following lemma in [2].

Lemma 3.5 (cf. [2]). Bd
r−

√
d
⊆ conv(Bd

r ∩ Z
d).

Now we will describe the slight adding in every polytope in NQr
. Before that, we need the following

lemma.

Lemma 3.6. For a convex lattice polytope P , if there are 2d vertices of P , called p1, · · · , p2d, which can

be repeated, such that p1 − p2, · · · , p2d−1 − p2d form a basis of Zd, then the affine sublattice generated by

P is Z
d.

Proof. Let the set of all vertices of P be vert(P ) = {p1, · · · , pn}. Choose a vertex x of P and fix it. For

any point y ∈ Z
d, y − x is also in Z

d. Then there are integers α1, · · · , αd and β1, · · · , βn, such that

y − x = α1(p1 − p2) + · · ·+ αd(p2d−1 − p2d) = β1p1 + · · ·+ βnpn.

Obviously
∑n

i=1 βi = 0. Then y = x + β1p1 + · · · + βnpn, which shows that y can be affinely expressed

by p1, · · · , pn, and the conclusion is yielded.

Let Q′
r := conv(Bd

r ∩ R
d
+ ∩ Z

d), so Q′
r = (1/2)Qr. Let

p(r) = max{x1 : (x1, · · · , xd) ∈ Q′
r},

and H(x1 = p(r)) be the affine hyperplane defined by x1 = p(r). Denote by Ip(r) the set of integer points

in Q′
r ∩H(x1 = p(r)), then it is evident that Ip(r) consists of all integer points in the positive part of a

(d− 1)-dimensional ball. So one of the following two cases must happen.

Case 1. Ip(r) = {(p(r), 0, · · · , 0)}. In this case, we define

S′
r := conv

(

Q′
r ∪
({

1

2
0,

1

2
e2, · · · ,

1

2
ed

}

+ (p(r), 0, · · · , 0)
))

.

where the sum means adding (p(r), 0, · · · , 0) to every vector in the set {0, · · · , ed}.

Case 2. ({0, e2, · · · , ed}+ (p(r), 0, · · · , 0)) ⊆ Ip(r). In this case, we define

S′
r := conv

(

Q′
r ∪
({

1

2
0,

1

2
e2, · · · ,

1

2
ed

}

+ (p(r) +
1

2
, 0, · · · , 0)

))

.

It is evident that in the above two cases, S′
r is no longer a lattice polytope. We prove the following

lemma which is based on Lemma 3.5 and similar to Lemma 2.3 in [2].
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Lemma 3.7. In the above both cases, vol(S′
r)− vol(Q′

r) ≪ r(d−1)/2.

Proof. Consider Q′
r+2, then the cap {x1 > p(r+1)}∩Q′

r+1 (or {x1 > p(r)}∩Q′
r+1) has width larger than

or equal to 1. Then Q′
r+2∩H(x1 = p(r+1)) (respectively Q′

r+2∩H(x1 = p(r))) contains {0, e2, · · · , ed}+
(p(r), 0, · · · , 0) (respectively {0, e2, · · · , ed}+ (p(r + 1), 0, · · · , 0)). So we know that in both cases, Q′

r+2

contains S′
r.

In case 1, if we choose a hyperplane H which strictly separates 1
2ei + (p(r), 0, · · · , 0) and Q′

r and let

the halfspace not containing Q′
r be H+, then by Lemma 3.5, the width of the cap C := H+ ∩Q′

r+2 is not

larger than
√
d+ 2. The diameter of C is at most

2

√

(r + 2)2 − [r + 2− (
√
d+ 2)]2 = 2

√

(4 + 2
√
d)r + 4− d 6 4

√
dr

for d, r > 2. So every such C, generated by H+ related to 1
2ei + (p(r), 0, · · · , 0), will be contained in a

cap C′ whose center is located on the line connecting the origin and 1
2ei+(p(r), 0, · · · , 0), with the width

4
√
dr. The volume of this cap is ≪ r(d−1)/2, and we have △S′

r

(

1
2ei + (p(r), 0, · · · , 0)

)

⊆ C′. The same

discussion can be conducted on other 1
2ei + (p(r), 0, · · · , 0), then we know that

vol

d
⋃

i=1

△S′

r

(

1

2
ei + (p(r), 0, · · · , 0)

)

≪ r(d−1)/2.

For case 2, since we have already shown that S′
r ⊆ Q′

r+2, the above discussion for case 1 is also true

for case 2. So the whole lemma is proved.

Let Sr := 2S′
r, then Sr ⊇ Qr. It is easy to see that

(Sr ∩ Z
d)\(Qr ∩ Z

d) =

{

{e2, · · · , ed}+ (2p(r), 0, · · · , 0) in case 1

{e2, · · · , ed}+ (2p(r) + 1, 0, · · · , 0) in case 2
,

and the points listed on the right-hand side of the above equation are vertices of Sr. We denote

B :=

{

{0, e2, · · · , ed}+ (2p(r), 0, · · · , 0) in case 1

{0, e2, · · · , ed}+ (2p(r) + 1, 0, · · · , 0) in case 2
.

Recall that for every sufficiently large V , [2] tells us that one can always choose a Qr satisfying

the two conditions in Proposition 3.4. First we take V + 1/d! as the V in Proposition 3.4 and choose

Qr satisfying the conditions in 3.4 for V + 1/d!, where V is sufficiently large. By the second condition

in Proposition 3.4, we have rd ≪ V , i.e., r(d−1)/2 ≪ V (d−1)/2d. So by Lemma 3.7, we know that Sr

according to Qr satisfies the two conditions in Proposition 3.4. Then under the assumption that V and

r are sufficiently large, replacing Qr by Sr, we can always choose an X ′ in X (as defined in Proposition

3.4), not containing the origin and any vertex in B, and satisfying |X ′| = ⌊ 1
2f0(Sr)⌋. By shaving the

subsets of vertices in X ′, as shown in Proposition 3.4, we can get at least exp{cV (d−1)/(d+1)} convex

lattice polytopes with the volume between V + 1/d! and V + b/d!, where c and b depend only on d. As

the previous notation in Proposition 3.4, we denote the set of those polytopes by NSr
.

Notice that every polytope P in NSr
preserves the vertices set B, so in both two cases of Sr, we know

that {e2, · · · , ed} can be written as differences of vertices of P . As the description after Proposition 3.4,

for every polytope P in NSr
, one can take P ′ = P\conv{0, e1, · · · , ted} for some suitable t, 1 6 t 6 b,

such that vol(P ′) = V . Notice that e1 and e2 still are vertices of P ′, so e1 − e2 along with {e2, · · · , ed}
can form a basis of Zd, showing that there is a basis of Zd such that every basis vector can be expressed
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as the difference of vertices of P ′. By Lemma 3.6 and 3.1, this leads to a sufficiently large amount of

polytopes P ′ with volume V and attaining Vmin for their classes.

It is only left to show that nearly all those P ′’s are affinely non-equivalent to each other. That is

easy: all those P ′’s are in the ball Bd
2r+4, and the number of possible affine transformations between

two lattice polytopes in Bd
2r+4 is ≪ (2r + 4)d

2+2d ≪ rd
2+2d. Since the number of P ′’s is greater than

exp{cV (d−1)/(d+1)} for some c depending only on d, for sufficiently large r, the number of P ′’s that are

not affinely equivalent to each other will also be larger than exp{c′V (d−1)/(d+1)} for some c′ depending

only on d. Then we finish the proof of Theorem 3.2.

4 Relationship between the number of representatives for differ-

ent equivalences

4.1 The case of representatives in a ball

Now we discuss the case of representatives in a ball under the two different equivalence relations.

We define

Kd
r : the set of representatives of convex lattice polytopes in Bd

r for unimodular equivalence,

Ad
r : the set of representatives of all convex lattice polytopes in Bd

r for affine equivalence,

Hd
r : the set of all convex lattice polytopes in Bd

r ,

LP d
r : Bd

r ∩ Z
d,

P d
r : the convex hull of Bd

r ∩ Z
d, i.e. conv(Bd

r ∩ Z
d),

V d
r : the set of vertices of P d

r , i.e. vert(P d
r ).

Lemma 4.1 (cf. [3]). For any d > 2, we have:

rd
d−1

d+1 ≪ fk(P
d
r ) ≪ rd

d−1

d+1 ,

where fk refers to the number of k-dimensional facets of the polyhedron. In particular,

rd
d−1

d+1 ≪ f0(P
d
r ) ≪ rd

d−1

d+1 , (4)

where f0 denotes the number of vertices. The constants involved in these expressions depend only on the

dimension d.

Using the above lemma, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Define

PVd,r := {ϕ is an affine transformation : ∃P1, P2 ∈ Hd
r s.t. ϕ(P1) = P2},

then

1. |PVd,r| ≪ rd
2+2d

2. limr→∞ log |Hd
r | : log |Kd

r | : log |Ad
r | = 1.

Proof. By the definitions of Hd
r , Kd

r and Ad
r , it is evident that |Hd

r | > |Kd
r | > |Ad

r |, so we only need to

prove

lim
r→∞

log |Hd
r |

log |Ad
r |

= 1.
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Define

AMd,r := {A ∈ R
d×d : ∃P1, P2 ∈ Hd

r and v ∈ R
d s.t. P1 = P2A+ v}. (5)

If A ∈ AMd,r, then there exist two simplices in Hd
r , denoted by S1, S2 ∈ R

d×(d+1), where columns of

Si, i = 1, 2 are corresponding to the vertices, such that S1A + v = S2. So AMd,r can be embedded

one-to-one into the following set:

SPd,r := {(S1, S2) : S1, S2 are simplices in Hd
r }.

The number of lattice points contained in Bd
r is O(rd), so the number of simplices in Hd

r is at most

(

O(rd)

d+ 1

)

6 O((rd)d+1) = O(rd
2+d),

which is also an upper bound of |AMd,r|. So an upper bound of PVd,r is |AMd,r| ·O(rd) ≪ rd
2+2d, where

O(rd) is the order of the number of possible v in (5).

It is obvious that

|Hd
r | > |Ad

r | >
|Hd

r |
|AMd,r|

.

Take the logarithm on the above inequalities and assume that r is sufficiently large, we get

log |Hd
r | > log |Ad

r | > log |Hd
r | − log |AMd,r| > log |Hd

r | − (d2 + d) log r + c(d),

where c(d) is a constant that only depend on d. Divide all terms in the last equation by log |Hd
r |, then

we have

1 >
log |Ad

r |
log |Hd

r |
> 1− (d2 + d) log r + c(d)

log |Hd
r |

.

By Lemma 4.1, let vert(P ) be the set of vertices of a lattice polytope P . We can construct lattice

polytopes by considering

conv
[(

LP d
r

)

\W
]

, (6)

where W ⊆ V d
r . Since there are 2f0(P

d

r
) different subsets W in V d

r , we can get 2f0(P
d

r
) different polytopes

having form (6) and lying in Bd
r . So log |Hd

r | > f0(P
d
r ) ≫ rd

d−1

d+1 . Take the limitation on the above

inequality and the conclusion is yielded.

Remark 4.3. One can define Hd
r , Ad

r and Kd
r in the same way as in the above theorem, and replace Bd

r

by rK for any other convex body K, then the same theorem will still hold.

Remark 4.4. Theorem 4.2 shows that even though we allow the lattice polytopes in Bd
r to be affinely

transformed into smaller a ball, the number of resulting polytopes will not be changed in the sense of

logarithm.

Remark 4.5. Theorem 4.2 provides a simplification of Bárány’s work on volume [2] and Zong’s work on

cardinality [6]. Specifically, once their constructions of polytopes with volume m or cardinality w can be

contained within a convex body whose volume is polynomially related to m or w, then the analysis of

unimodular non-equivalence can be omitted from the discussion of the orders of log v(d,m) and log κ(d, w).

Furthermore, we introduce an additional result of the bounds for A ∈ AMd,r, see (5).

Theorem 4.6. For any A ∈ AMd,r, let ai be the i-th row of A, then

‖ai‖ ≪ rd.
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Proof. As mentioned before, there exist two simplices in Hd
r , denoted by S1, S2 ∈ R

d×(d+1), where

columns of Si, i = 1, 2 are corresponding to the vertices, such that S1A+v = S2. By applying a suitable

translation, we can assume that there are S1, S2 ∈ R
d×d, with the property that the Euclidean length of

any column of both S1 and S2 is less than 2r, and that S1A = S2. So we have A = S−1
1 S2, i.e.,

A =
1

det(S1)











D11 D21 · · · Dd1

D12 D22 · · · Dd2

...
...

. . .
...

D1d D2d · · · Ddd























s
(2)
1

s
(2)
2
...

s
(2)
d













,

where Dji is the (i, j)-cofactor of S1, s
(2)
k is the k-th row of S2.

Since every row vector of S1 is within Od,2r, each row vector of any Dji, for i, j = 1, · · · , d, will lie in

Od−1,2r. This follows because each minor Mji of S1 can be seen as a simplex (the columns are according

to vertices) in (d − 1) dimensions, formed by projecting all columns of S1 except the i-th column onto

the hyperplane {xj = 0}. So we have

|Dji| ≤ d!v(Od−1,2r) := c1(d)r
d−1, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d

where c1(d) depends only on d. It follows that

‖ai‖ =
1

det(S1)
‖D1is

(2)
1 + · · ·+Ddis

(2)
d ‖ ≤ 1

det(S1)
2dc1(d)r

d ≤ c2(d)r
d,

where c2(d) := 2dc1(d) depends only on d as well.

4.2 The case of representatives with the same volume

First, we discuss the case of representatives with the same volume under the two equivalence relations.

We denote by Ad
V the set of representatives of all convex lattice polytopes with Vmin value V for affine

equivalence. Without loss of generality, we assume that V is the normalized volume, i.e., the real volume

of polytopes in Ad
V is V/d!.

We define a set of convex lattice polytopes with volume V and unimodular non-equivalent to each

other as follows:

Ld
V :=

V
⋃

i=1

(i · Ad
V/i),

where the product on the right-hand side means conducting the product on each polytope in Ad
V/i. All

polytopes in this Ld
V have volume V . Furthermore, let Kd

V be a set of representatives with normalized

volume V under unimodular equivalence. We have the following theorem.

Theorem 4.7.

lim
m→∞

log |Kd
V |

log |Ld
V |

= 1.

To prove this theorem, we need the following lemma due to I. Bárány and A.M. Vershik [10].

Lemma 4.8 (cf. [10]). There exists a constant c making the following statement true. For any convex

lattice polytope P with large enough volume, there is another convex lattice polytope Q and a vector
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γ = (γi) ∈ R
d, such that Q is unimodular equivalent to P and lies in

T (γ) := {x =

d
∑

i=1

ξei ∈ R
d : 0 6 ξi 6 γi},

where ei is the i-th vector of the orthonormal basis of Rd, and γ satisfies
∏d

i=1 γi 6 c · vol(P ).

By the above lemma, we have:

Lemma 4.9. There is a constant c, such that for any convex lattice polytope P with volume V , there

exists a lattice polytope Q that is unimodular equivalent to P and lies in the cube

T (cV ) := {x =
d
∑

i=1

ξei ∈ R
d : 0 6 ξi 6 cV }.

Now we turn to prove Theorem 4.7.

Proof of Theorem 4.7. Without loss of generality, we let polytopes in Ld
V be in T (cV ).

We can easily show that the polytopes in Ld
V are unimodular non-equivalent to each other. By

Lemma 3.1 we know that there is a unique Vmin for an affine equivalence class. So polytopes in different

Ad
V/i for different i will be in different affine equivalence classes, which leads to that polytopes in different

i ·Ad
V/i for different i will not be unimodular equivalent. Furthermore, by definition of Ad

V/i, the polytopes

in the same Ad
V/i are affinely non-equivalent, so those in the same i ·Ad

V/i are unimodular non-equivalent.

Suppose Kd
V containing Ld

V and also lying in T (cV ). By Theorem 4.2, Remark 4.3 and the fact that

T (cV ) = cV · T (1), we have

|PVd,r(T (1))| ≪ (cV )d
2+2d,

where

PVd,r(T (1)) := {ϕ is an affine transformation: ∃ convex lattice polytope P1, P2 ⊆ T (1) s.t. ϕ(P1) = P2}.

For any convex lattice polytope P with normalized volume V , let the affine sublattice generated by

P be L(P ) and suppose [L(P ) : Zd] = i 6 V . Then there will be a polytope in Ad
V/i ⊆ Ld

V affinely

equivalent to P . By log |Kd
V | > log |Ld

V | ≫ V (d−1)/(d+1), we have

log |Kd
V |

log |Ld
V |

≪ log(|Ld
V | · cV d2+2d)

log |Ld
V |

= 1 +
log(cV d2+2d)

log |Ld
V |

→ 1 (V → ∞).

Remark 4.10. If we can further show that

log |Ld
V |/ log |Ad

V | → 1 (V → ∞), (7)

or

|Ld
V |/|Ad

V | → 1 (V → ∞), (8)

then the above theorem will yield that log |Kd
V |/ log |Ld

V | → 1 (V → ∞), which shows that nearly all (in

the sense of logarithm) representatives with volume V under unimodular equivalence can not be further
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"shrunk" by affine transformations. Since

|Ld
V | =

V
∑

i=1

|Ad
V/i|,

equation (8) is equivalent to
(

V
∑

i=2

|Ad
V/i|
)

/Ad
V → 0 (V → ∞),

which seems to be true, because (V − V/i) → ∞ when V → ∞ for any 1 6 i 6 V . Or if

lim
V→∞

log |Ad
V |

V (d−1)/(d+1)

exists, then equation (7) will be possible to be proved. So we propose the following problem and conjec-

tures.

Problem 1. Does

lim
V→∞

log |Ad
V |

V (d−1)/(d+1)

exist or not? If it exists, determine this limit.

Conjecture 1. Let Kd
V and Ld

V be defined as above. Then

log |Kd
V |/ log |Ld

V | → 1 (V → ∞).

Conjecture 2. Let Ad
V and Ld

V be defined as above. Then

|Ld
V |/|Ad

V | → 1 (V → ∞),

or
(

V
∑

i=2

|Ad
V/i|
)

/Ad
V → 0 (V → ∞).

A weaker version of this conjecture is

log |Ld
V |/ log |Ad

V | → 1 (V → ∞).

Remark 4.11. One might expect that Ld
V itself could be a set of representatives with volume V for

unimodular equivalence. But this is not always true. Since Ld
V forms a set of representatives of all lattice

polytopes with volume not larger than V for affine equivalence. So for any convex lattice polytope P1

with volume V , there will be a unique polytope P2 in Ld
V such that P1 and P2 are affinely equivalent.

Then if there is a polytope in Ld
V that is unimodular equivalent to P1, it must be P2. But P1 and P2

can be not unimodular equivalent. For instance, every two simplices with the same volume are affinely

equivalent, but they can be not unimodular equivalent. Specifically, the following two lattice polygons in

Z
2 have the same volume:

P1 =

[

9 0

0 10

]

and P2 =

[

6 0

0 15

]

,

where every column represents a vertex. But we have

P−1
1 P2 =

[

2
3 0

0 3
2

]

,
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which is not a unimodular matrix.

In fact, Ld
V can form a set of representatives of lattice polytopes with volume V for "unimodular

affine equivalence", i.e., two lattice polytopes P1 and P2 are unimodular affine equivalent if and only if

there is an affine transformation with determinant 1 that transform P1 to P2.

5 Classification of convex lattice polytopes in a ball

Now we introduce another lemma and then yield the bounds of |Kd
r |.

Lemma 5.1 (cf. [10]). Let v(d,m) be the set of equivalence classes of convex lattice polyhedra in d-

dimensional space with normalized volume at most m. Then we have:

log v(d,m) ≪ m
d−1

d+1 , (9)

where the constant involved depends only on the dimension d.

Theorem 5.2. Let r be an integer and Kd,r be defined as above, then we have

rd
d−1

d+1 ≪ log |Ad
r | 6 log |Kd

r | ≪ rd
d−1

d+1 ,

where the implied coefficients both depend only on d.

Proof. First, we prove the lower bound. By Theorem 4.2, we have

log |Kd
r | > log |Ad

r | > log
|Hd

r |
|PVd,r|

≫ rd
d−1

d+1 − log rd
2+2d ≫ rd

d−1

d+1 .

Next we prove the upper bound. The volume of polyhedra in Od,r is less than the volume of the

sphere

vol(Bd
r ) =

πd/2

Γ(1 + d
2 )

rd.

Thus, by equation (9), we have

log
∣

∣Kd
r

∣

∣ 6 log v(d, d!v(Bd
r ))

≪ d!v(Od,r)
d−1

d+1

= c(d)rd
d−1

d+1

≪ rd
d−1

d+1 .

where

c(d) = d!
πd/2

Γ(1 + d
2 )

is a constant depending only on the dimension d. The upper bound is proved.

Next, we discuss the lattice polytopes in Bd
r that have specific volumes. Let Hd

r (V ) be the set of

lattice polytopes which lie in Bd
r and have volume V/d!. To make our discussion meaningful, we suppose

V/d! 6 vol(Bd
r ). We introduce the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3 (cf. [2]).

Bd
r−2

√
d
⊆ conv(LP d

r \V d
r ).
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Then we know the following straight conclusion.

Theorem 5.4. There exists a variable c(r) = O(rd−1) = o(rd), such that

V
d−1

d+1 ≪ log |Hd
r

(

V/d! > vol(Bd
r )− c(r)

)

|,

where Hd
r (V/d! > vol(Bd

r )− c(r)) means the subset of Hd
r consisting of those polytopes with volume larger

than or equal to vol(Bd
r )− c(r).

Proof. By the above lemma, we know that for large enough r and any subset W ⊆ V d
r ,

conv
[

(LP d
r )\W

]

⊇ Bd
r−2

√
d
.

Define

c(r) = vol(Bd
r )− vol(Bd

r−2
√
d
),

then c(r) = O(rd−1) = o(rd). So all lattice polytopes having the form conv
[

(LP d
r )\W

]

, W ⊆ V d
r , will

have the volume larger than or equal to vol(Bd
r )− c(r).

By the same idea and the construction described in Section 3, it is not hard to prove:

Theorem 5.5. There exists a variable c(r) = o(rd), such that

V
d−1

d+1 ≪ log |Hd
r (V ) |,

where Hd
r (V ) means the subset of Hd

r consisting of those polytopes with volume exactly equal to V 6

vol(Bd
r )− c(r).

So we can see from the above two theorems that:

1. There are a lot of lattice polytopes in Bd
r with nearly volume Bd

r ;

2. The constraint of a convex body Bd
r hardly effect the order of log v(d,m).

So we propose the following conjecture.

Conjecture 3. There exists a variable c(r) = o(rd), such that

lim
r→∞

log |Hd
r

(

V/d! > vol(Bd
r )− c(r)

)

|
logHd

r

= 1.

6 Complete invariants for unimodular equivalence in Z
2

In [12], F. Santos called the volume vector as an almost complete invariant for unimodular equivalence,

due to Proposition 2.3. Now we will show that the volume vector, along with another useful invariant,

constitutes a set of complete invariants for unimodular equivalence in 2-dimensions. Before that, we need

the following definition.

Definition 6.1. Let A = {p1 · · · pn}, where n > d + 1, be a finite set of points in Z
d. Suppose the

equation of the hyperplane formed by pi1 , ..., pid is ωi1,...,idx + ci1,...,id = 0, where ωi1,...,id ∈ R
d is a

primitive vector and ci1,...,id is an integer. Then we define

Di = (di1,...,id), i1, ..., id ∈ Z
(n−1

d ),
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where

i1, ..., id 6= i, di1,...,id = ωi1,...,idpi + ci1,...,id .

The lattice height vector of A is defined as D = (Di), i = 1, ..., n.

Now we restrict ourselves to the 2-dimensional case.

Theorem 6.2. Let A = {p1 · · · pn} and B = {q1 · · · qn} be two finite 2-dimensional subsets in Z
2. Suppose

that under a certain specific order of points in A and B, A and B have the same volume vector and lattice

height vector. Then there exists a unimodular transformation between A and B.

We use the following lemma to prove the above theorem first.

Lemma 6.3. Let A = {0, p1, p2} and B = {0, q1, q2} be two simplices in 2-dimensional space. If A and

B have the same volume and lattice height vector (where, when calculating the lattice height, it is always

assumed that the normal vector of the face points towards the side of the simplex, standardizing the sign

of the expression), then A and B are unimodularly equivalent.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. The main idea is to notice that the volume vector can encode the affine (or linear)

relationship between different vertices.

If A and B are defined as in Theorem 6.2, then it can be deduced that A1 := {p1, · · · , p3} and

B1 := {q1, · · · , q3} also have the same volume and lattice height vector. So by considering Lemma 6.3

and noticing that the volume and lattice height vector are invariant under lattice translation, we know

that A1 is unimodular equivalent to B1, i.e., there exists a unimodular matrix U and an integer point v,

such that A1U + v = B1. Now it is left to show that piU + v = qi for other i = 4, · · · , n.

Recall that in the proof of Theorem 2.4, if we assume that

pi = ai1p1 + · · ·+ aid+1pd+1, ai1 + · · ·+ aid+1 = 1,

qi = bi1q1 + · · ·+ bid+1qd+1, bi1 + · · ·+ bid+1 = 1,

i = 1, · · · , n,

then by the assumption that A and B have the same volume vector (obviously the same primitive volume

vector as well), we have

akj = bkj , k = 1, · · · , n, j = 1, · · · , d+ 1.

Since unimodular transformations preserve affine combinations, we know that piU + v = qi for other

i = 4, · · · , n, and we are done.

Now we turn to prove Lemma 6.3.

Proof of Lemma 6.3. The main idea is to "reduce" the simplices A and B. It is always possible to apply

suitable unimodular transformations Up and Uq such that the origin remains fixed, p′2 := p2Up and

q′2 := q2Uq lie on the positive x-axis, and p′1 := p1Up and q′1 := q1Uq lie in the first quadrant (including

the y-axis) with the smallest possible x-coordinate. Let the transformed sets be A′ = {0, p′1, p′2} and

B′ = {0, q′1, q′2}. We now claim that p′1 = q′1 and p′2 = q′2, implying that A and B are equivalent to the

same polygon. Thus, the case d = 2 is proved.

Now, we prove that p′1 = q′1 and p′2 = q′2. Since A and B have the same lattice height vector, and

lattice height is a unimodular invariant, the height of p′1 to the edge 0p′2 is the same as the height of

q′1 to the edge 0q′2, denoted by d⊥. Additionally, since the triangles formed by A and B have the same

area, len(0p′2) = len(0q′2), and therefore p′2 = q′2. Let p′2 = q′2 := (x, 0), and let the y-coordinate of the

primitive vector in the direction of p′1 be yp, and the y-coordinate of the primitive vector in the direction
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of q′1 be yq. Then, the lattice height of p′2 to the edge 0p′1 is x · yp, and the lattice height of q′2 to the

edge 0q′1 is x · yq. Since these two lattice heights must be equal, we have yp = yq. Consequently, p′1 = q′1
if and only if the primitive vectors in the directions of p′1 and p′2 have the same y-coordinate. Therefore,

p′1 = q′1.

Remark 6.4. The above discussion shows that the volume vector and lattice height vector are two impor-

tant and useful invariants for unimodular equivalence. This is not surprising: The volume vector implies

the information about the affine relationship between vertices, and the lattice height vector implies the

lattice structure of the polytope; At the same time, unimodular transformations can be characterised as

a group of special affine transformations, which preserve integer lattice Z
d.
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[9] I. Bárány and J. Pach, On the number of convex lattice polygons. Comb. Probab. Comput. 1 (1992),

295-302.
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