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Abstract.
This article is dedicated to discuss the sliding stability and the uniqueness property for the 2-dimensional

minimal cone Y × Y in R4. This problem is motivated by the classification of singularities for Almgren

minimal sets, a model for Plateau’s problem in the setting of sets. Minimal cones are blow up limits of

Almgren minimal sets, thus the list of all minimal cones gives all possible types of singularities that can

occur for minimal sets.

As proved in [16], when several 2-dimensional Almgren (resp. topological) minimal cones are Almgren

(resp. topological) sliding stable, and Almgren (resp. topological) unique, the almost orthogonal union of

them stays minimal. Hence if several minimal cones admit sliding stability and uniqueness properties, then

we can use their almost orthogonal unions to generate new families of minimal cones. One then naturally

ask which minimal cones admit these two properties.

This list of known 2-dimensional minimal cones in arbitrary ambient dimension is not long, and the

stability and uniqueness properties for all the known 2-dimensional minimal cones, except for Y × Y , have

already been established in the previous works [18, 17]. Among all the known 2-dimensional minimal cones,

Y ×Y is the only one whose stability and uniqueness properties were left unsolved. This is due to two main

reasons : 1) Y × Y is the only known minimal cone which is essentially of codimension larger than 1—that

is, we cannot decompose it into transversal unions of minimal cones of codimension 1. 2) Y × Y lives in

R4, where we know very little about which types of singularities can occur in a minimal set. This makes it

difficult to control and estimate the measures of all possible competitors. Due to the above two issues, new

ideas are required here for solving the problem.

We give affirmative answers to this problem for the stability and uniqueness properties for Y × Y in this

paper: we prove that the set Y × Y is both Almgren sliding stable, and Almgren unique; for the topological

case, we prove its topological sliding stability and topological uniqueness for the coefficient group Z2. This

result, along with the results in [16, 18, 17], allows us to use all the known 2-dimensional minimal cones to

generate new 2-dimensional minimal cones by taking almost orthogonal unions.

AMS classification. 28A75, 49Q20, 49K21
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1 Introduction

In this article we prove the Almgren (resp. topological) sliding stability and uniqueness property for the 2-

dimensional minimal cone in Y ×Y . The very original motivation of these results comes from the classification

of singularities for minimal sets.

The notion of minimal sets (in the sense of Almgren [2], Reifenberg [21]. See David [3], Liang [13], etc.,

for other variances) is a way to try to solve Plateau’s problem in the setting of sets. Plateau’s problem, as

one of the main interests in geometric measure theory, aims at understanding the existence, regularity and

local structure of physical objects that minimize the area while spanning a given boundary, such as soap

films.
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Roughly speaking, given integers d < n, and a region U ⊂ Rn, a relatively closed set E in U of dimension

d is said to be minimal in U , if we have

(1.1) Hd(φ(E)) ≥ Hd(E)

for any Lipschitz deformation φ in U .

See Definition 2.3 for the precise definition.

It is known (cf. Almgren [2], David & Semmes [7]) that a d-dimensional minimal set E admits a unique

tangent plane at almost every point x. In this case the local structure around a such point is very clear: the

set E is locally a minimal surface (and hence real analytic) around a such point, due to the famous result of

Allard [1].

So we are mostly interested in what happens around points that admit no tangent plane, namely, the

singular points.

In [3], David proved that the blow-up limits (”tangent objects”) of d-dimensional minimal sets at a point

are d-dimensional minimal cones (minimal sets that are cones in the means time). Blow-up limits of a set at

a point reflect the asymptotic behavior of the set at infinitesimal scales around this point. As a consequence,

a first step to study local structures of minimal sets, is to classify all possible types of singularities–that is

to say, minimal cones.

The plan for the list of d-dimensional minimal cones in Rn is very far from clear. Even for d = 2, we

know very little, except for the case in R3, where Jean Taylor [22] gave a complete classification in 1976,

and the list is in fact already known a century ago in other circumstances (see [11] and [10]). They are,

modulo isomorphism: a plane, a Y set (the union of three half planes that meet along a straight line where

they make angles of 120◦), and a T set (the cone over the 1-skeleton of a regular tetrahedron centred at the

origin). See the pictures below.

Figure 1. Various soap film examples.  (Section 2.1) 

A. Skew quadrilateral. B. Mobius band.

C. Catenoid. D. Catenoid with disk.

E. Tetrahedral film. F. Trefoil knot film.

a Y set a T set

Based on the above, a natural way to find new types of singularities, is by taking unions and products

of known minimal cones.

For unions: The minimality of the union of two orthogonal minimal sets of dimension d can be obtained

easily from a well known geometric lemma (cf. for example Lemma 5.2 of [19]). Thus one suspects that if

the angle between two minimal sets is not far from orthogonal, the union of them might also be minimal.

In case of planes, the author proved in [12] and [15], that the almost orthogonal unions of several d-

dimensional planes are Almgren and topological minimal. When the number of planes is two, this is part of

Morgan’s conjecture in [20] on the angle condition under which a union of two planes is minimal.

As for minimal cones other than unions of planes, since they are all with non isolated singularities (after

the structure Theorem 2.22), the situation is much more complicated, as briefly stated in the introduction

of [16]. Up to now we are able to treat a big part of 2 dimensional cases: in [16] we proved that the almost

orthogonal union of several 2-dimensional minimal cones (in any dimension) is minimal, provided that they

all admit sliding stability and uniqueness property. See Definitions 3.6, 3.7 and 7.1 for the precise definitions

of these two properties. Moreover, this union also satisfies the same sliding stability and uniqueness property.

2



This enables us to continue obtaining infinitely many new families of minimal cones by taking a finite number

of iterations of almost orthogonal unions.

As a consequence, the following question arises naturally: which minimal cones admit these two proper-

ties?

This list of known 2-dimensional minimal cones in arbitrary ambient dimension is not long, and the

stability and uniqueness properties for all the known 2-dimensional minimal cones, except for Y × Y , have

already been established in the previous works. See the account in the introduction of [18].

The cone Y × Y is the product of two 1-dimensional Y sets. A 1-dimensional Y set is the union of

three half lines issued from the origin and making angles of 120◦. It is a subset of R2, hence Y × Y is a

2-dimensional minimal cone in R4.

Among all the known 2-dimensional minimal cones, Y ×Y is the only one whose stability and uniqueness

properties were left unsolved. This is due to the following main reasons:

1) The cone Y × Y is the only known 2-dimensional minimal cone which is essentially of codimension

larger than 1—that is, we cannot decompose it into transversal unions of 2-dimensional minimal cones of

codimension 1. As consequence, the old idea for proving the sliding stability for all other 2-dimensional

minimal cones does not work for Y × Y . Briefly, in R3, we are estimating the sum of the H2 measure of

disjoint regions in the unit sphere S2, hence the measures that we calculate are of full dimension; while in

R4, we have to estimate the sum of the H2 measure of disjoint sets of dimension 2 in the 3-dimensional space

S3. See the beginning of Section 5 for a detailed description of this difficulty.

2) Another issue is due to the lack of knowledge of local structure for 2-dimensional minimal cones in

R4. Recall that in R3, we have a complete description for possible local structures for minimal sets. But in

R4, we do not even know which kind of singularities can occur in a minimal set. This makes it difficult to

control and estimate the measure of competitors for Y × Y , hence in the proof of uniqueness property for

Y × Y , we have to find new ideas to exclude all unknown types of singularities for possible competitors.

In this paper, we manage to give solutions for the above two main difficulties, and give affirmative answers

to the problem of the topological and Almgren sliding stability and uniqueness properties (Theorem 6.7, 7.4):

–we prove that the set Y × Y is both Almgren sliding stable, and Almgren unique. This result, along

with the results in [16, 18, 17], allows us to use all the known 2-dimensional minimal cones to generate new

2-dimensional minimal cones by taking almost orthogonal unions.;

–for the topological case, we prove its topological sliding stability and topological uniqueness for the

coefficient group Z2 (while all the other known 2-dimensional minimal cone are topological sliding stable

and topological unique for all abelian groups). Hence when we take a almost orthogonal union of several

2-dimensional miniabelianmal cones, if one of them is Y ×Y , then we only know that this union is topological

minimal for the coefficient group Z2.

Remark 1.1. 1◦ The readers, especially geometric analysts, will probably be puzzled about the claim that

one of the main results is of the type: some minimizer is stable, which is usually immediate. In fact, here

in our circumstance, the minimality is with respect to a fixed boundary, while the stability means that the

measure stays minimal even when we allow the boundary of the sets to move. See Section 2.3 of [18] for

some descriptions and examples.

2◦ The notion of sliding stability is somehow a quatitative version of that of the ”minimality with sliding

boundary” introduced by David [5, 6]. The model of minimal sets with sliding boundary gives a general frame

under which people can study the local structure for minimal sets at the boundary; while the sliding stabilities

introduced in this article, as described above, is used to study a different and probably more technical problem,

which is part of the study of local structure for minimal sets around interior points.

The plan for the rest of the article is the following:
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In Section 2 we introduce basic definitions and preliminaries for minimal sets, and regularity properties

for 2-dimensional minimal cones.

We treat the sliding stabilities for Y × Y in Sections 3-6.

In Section 3 we introduce the associated convex domain U and give the definition of various sliding

stabilities for general 2-dimensional minimal cones, and then give some corresponding specifications for

Y × Y .

We do necessary simplifications for topological sliding competitors for Y ×Y in U in Section 4. We prove

that, to prove the topological sliding stability for Y × Y , it is enough to consider the class F(η, δ, ν, L) of

competitors with some special regularity property.

In Section 5 we decompose any competitor F ∈ F(η, δ, ν, L) for Y × Y into 9 parts Fij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3,

and these 9 parts can only meet each other in some prescribed way. Then we apply the product of paired

calibrations introduced in [14] to these nine parts, and give a lower bound of the measure of F that is a

quantity that depends only on F ∩ ∂U .
In Section 6 we use the regularity property for sets F ∈ F(η, δ, ν, L) to calculate the above quantity that

depends on F ∩ ∂U . We will prove that this quantity will be uniformly bounded below by the measure of

(Y × Y ) ∩ U , and thus complete the proof of the Almgren and Z2-topological sliding stabilities for Y × Y .

We discuss the Almgren and Z2-topological uniqueness for Y × Y in Section 7.

Acknowledgement: This work is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China

(Grant Nos. 11871090, 12271018).

2 Definitions and preliminaries

Some useful notation

[a, b] is the line segment with end points a and b;
−→
ab is the vector b− a;

Ra,b denotes the half line issued from the point a and passing through b;

B(x, r) is the open ball with radius r and centered on x;

B(x, r) is the closed ball with radius r and center x;

Hd is the Hausdorff measure of dimension d ;

dH(E,F ) = max{sup{d(y, F ) : y ∈ E}, sup{d(y,E) : y ∈ F}} is the Hausdorff distance between two sets

E and F .

For any subset K ⊂ Rn, the local Hausdorff distance in K dK between two sets E,F is defined as

dK(E,F ) = max{sup{d(y, F ) : y ∈ E ∩K}, sup{d(y,E) : y ∈ F ∩K}};
For any open subset U ⊂ Rn, let {En}n, F be closed sets in U , we say that F is the Hausdorff limit of

{En}n, if for any compact subset K ⊂ U , limn dK(En, F ) = 0;

dx,r : the relative distance with respect to the ball B(x, r), is defined by

dx,r(E,F ) =
1

r
max{sup{d(y, F ) : y ∈ E ∩B(x, r)}, sup{d(y,E) : y ∈ F ∩B(x, r)}}.

A polyhedral comples in Rn is a complex composed of convex polygons. For any polyhedral complex S
of dimension d in Rn, denote by |S| the support ∪{σ : σ ∈ S} of S. And for any 0 ≤ j ≤ d, Sd denotes the

complex composed of all d-faces of S.
For any (affine) subspace Q of Rn, and x ∈ Q, r > 0, BQ(x, r) stands for B(x, r) ∩ Q, the open ball in

Q; and πQ stands for the orthogonal projection from Rn to Q. If {xi}1≤i≤m is a family of vectors in Rn,
denote by Qx1∧···∧xm

the linear subspace of Rn generated by this family, then Bx1∧···∧xm
(x, r) stands for

BQx1∧···∧xm
(x, r). Also denote by πx1∧···∧xm the orthogonal projection to Qx1∧···∧xm .
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For any subset E of Rn and any r > 0, we call B(E, r) := {x ∈ Rn : dist(x,E) < r} the r neighborhood

of E.

If E is a d-rectifiable set, denote by TxE the tangent plane (if it exists and is unique) of E at x.

If E is a triangulable space (that is, it is homeomorphic to a simplicial complex), for any abelian group

G, let Hd(E,G) denote the d-dimensional simplicial homology group of E with coefficient in G (this group

does not depend on the triangulation, since it is always natually isomorphic to the singular homology of E

with coefficient in G). For a simplicial d-chain σ in E, let [σ] denote its homology class in Hd(E,G), and let

|σ| denote its d-dimensional support. We write σ ∼ σ′ if [σ − σ′] = 0 in Hd(E,G).

For any piecewise smooth simple curves or surfaces, they also stands for the Z2-chains naturally associated

to them with corresponding dimensions.

Let P be a 2-dimensional plane, and let σ be any closed simplicial Z2-1-chain in P . Since there is no

non trivial 3-chain in P , we know that there is a unique Z2-2-chain in P whose boundary is σ. For each σ,

let Σσ denote the Z2-2-chain in P so that ∂Σσ = σ. Set |σ|2 = H2(|Σσ|) the 2 dimensional measure of the

support |Σσ| of Σσ. In some sense, |σ|2 is the area that σ encloses.

2.1 Basic definitions and notations about minimal sets

In the next definitions, fix integers 0 < d < n. We first give a general definition for minimal sets. Briefly,

a minimal set is a closed set which minimizes the Hausdorff measure among a certain class of competitors.

Different choices of classes of competitors give different kinds of minimal sets.

Definition 2.1 (Minimal sets). Let 0 < d < n be integers. Let U ⊂ Rn be an open set. A relatively closed

set E ⊂ U is said to be minimal of dimension d in U with respect to the competitor class F (which contains

E) if

(2.1) Hd(E ∩B) <∞ for every compact ball B ⊂ U,

and

(2.2) Hd(E\F ) ≤ Hd(F\E)

for any competitor F ∈ F .

Definition 2.2 (Almgren competitor). Let E be relatively closed in an open subset U of Rn. An Almgren

competitor for E is a relatively closed set F ⊂ U that can be written as F = φ1(E), where φt : U → U, t ∈
[0, 1] is a family of continuous mappings such that

(2.3) φ0(x) = x for x ∈ U ;

(2.4) the mapping (t, x) → φt(x) of [0, 1]× U to U is continuous;

(2.5) φ1 is Lipschitz,

and if we set Wt = {x ∈ U ; φt(x) ̸= x} and Ŵ =
⋃
t∈[0.1][Wt ∪ φt(Wt)], then

(2.6) Ŵ is relatively compact in U.

Such a φ1 is called a deformation in U , and F is also called a deformation of E in U .
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Definition 2.3 (Almgren minimal sets and minimal cones). Let 0 < d < n be integers, U be an open set of

Rn. An Almgren minimal set E in U is a minimal set defined in Definition 2.1 while taking the competitor

class F to be the class of all Almgren competitors for E.

An Almgren minimal set which is a cone is called a minimal cone.

For future convenience, we also have the following more general definition:

Definition 2.4. Let U ⊂ Rn be an open set, and let E ⊂ Rn be a closed set (not necessarily contained in

U). We say that E is Almgren minimal in U , if E ∩ U is Almgren minimal in U . A closed set F ⊂ Rn is

called a deformation of E in U , if F = (E\U) ∪ φ1(E ∩ U), where φ1 is a deformation in U .

Remark 2.5. Since Almgren minimal sets are more often used, we usually omit the word ”Almgren” and

call them minimal sets.

Definition 2.6 (Topological competitors). Let G be an abelian group. Let E be a closed set in an open

domain U of Rn. We say that a closed set F is a G-topological competitor of dimension d (d < n) of E in

U , if there exists an open convex subset B with B̄ ⊂ U such that

1) F\B = E\B;

2) For all Euclidean n− d− 1-topological sphere S ⊂ U\(B ∪ E), if S represents a non-zero element in

the singular homology group Hn−d−1(U\E;G), then it is also non-zero in Hn−d−1(U\F ;G). We also say

that F is a G topological competitor of E in B.

And Definition 2.1 gives the definition of G-topological minimizers in a domain U when we take the

competitor class to be the classe of G-topological competitors of E.

The simplest example of a topological minimal set is a d−dimensional plane in Rn.

Proposition 2.7 (cf.[13] Proposition 3.7 and Corollary 3.17). 1◦ Let E ⊂ Rn be closed. Then for any d < n,

any abelian group G, and any convex set B, B′ such that B̄′ ⊂ B◦, every Almgren competitor of E in B′ is

a G-topological competitor of E in B of dimension d.

2◦ For any abelian group G, all G-topological minimal sets are Almgren minimal in Rn.

Remark 2.8. The notion of (Almgren or topological) minimal sets does not depend much on the ambient

dimension. One can easily check that E ⊂ U is d−dimensional Almgren minimal in U ⊂ Rn if and only if

E is Almgren minimal in U ×Rm ⊂ Rm+n, for any integer m. The case of topological minimality is proved

in [13] Proposition 3.18.

At last, we give the minimality for Y × Y , which is the prerequisite of this article.

Theorem 2.9 ([14] Theorems 6.1 and 6.6). The set Y ×Y is Almgren minimal, and Z2-topological minimal.

2.2 Regularity results for minimal sets

We now begin to list some regularity results for minimal sets that will be needed later. They are in fact regu-

larity results for Almgren minimal sets, but they also hold for all G-topological minimizers, after Proposition

2.7.

Definition 2.10 (reduced set). Let U ⊂ Rn be an open set. For every closed subset E of U , denote by

(2.7) E∗ = {x ∈ E ; Hd(E ∩B(x, r)) > 0 for all r > 0}

the closed support (in U) of the restriction of Hd to E. We say that E is reduced if E = E∗.
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It is easy to see that

(2.8) Hd(E\E∗) = 0.

In fact we can cover E\E∗ by countably many balls Bj such that Hd(E ∩Bj) = 0.

Remark 2.11. It is not hard to see that if E is Almgren minimal (resp. G-topological minimal), then E∗

is also Almgren minimal (resp. G-topological minimal). As a result it is enough to study reduced minimal

sets. An advantage of reduced minimal sets is, they are locally Ahlfors regular (cf. Proposition 4.1 in [7]).

Hence any approximate tangent plane of them is a true tangent plane. Since minimal sets are rectifiable (cf.

[7] Theorem 2.11 for example), reduced minimal sets admit true tangent d-planes almost everywhere.

If we regard two sets to be equivalent if they are equal modulo Hd-null sets, then a reduced set is always

considered to be a good (in the sense of regularity) representative of its equivalent class.

In the rest of the article, we only consider reduced sets.

Definition 2.12 (blow-up limit). Let U ⊂ Rn be an open set, let E be a relatively closed set in U , and let

x ∈ E. Denote by E(r, x) = r−1(E − x). A set C is said to be a blow-up limit of E at x if there exists a

sequence of numbers rn, with limn→∞ rn = 0, such that the sequence of sets E(rn, x) converges to C for the

local Hausdorff distance in any compact set of Rn.

Remark 2.13. A set E might have more than one blow-up limit at a point x. However it is not known yet

whether this can happen to minimal sets.

When a set E admits a unique blow-up limit at a point x ∈ E, denote this blow-up limit by CxE.

Proposition 2.14 (c.f. [3] Proposition 7.31). Let E be a reduced Almgren minimal set in an open set U of

Rn, and let x ∈ E. Then every blow-up limit of E at x is a reduced Almgren minimal cone F centred at the

origin, and Hd(F ∩B(0, 1)) = θ(x) := limr→0 r
−dHd(E ∩B(x, r)).

An Almgren minimal cone is just a cone which is also Almgren minimal. We will call them minimal cones

throughout this paper, since we will not talk about any other type of minimal cones.

Remark 2.15. Obviously, a cone in Rn is minimal if and only if it is minimal in the unit ball, if and only

if it is minimal in any open subset containing the origin.

We now focus on regularity results for Almgren minimal sets of dimension 2.

Definition 2.16 (bi-Hölder ball for closed sets). Let E be a closed set of Hausdorff dimension 2 in Rn. We

say that B(0, 1) is a bi-Hölder ball for E, with constant τ ∈ (0, 1), if we can find a 2-dimensional minimal

cone Z in Rn centered at 0, and f : B(0, 2) → Rn with the following properties:

1◦ f(0) = 0 and |f(x)− x| ≤ τ for x ∈ B(0, 2);

2◦ (1− τ)|x− y|1+τ ≤ |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ (1 + τ)|x− y|1−τ for x, y ∈ B(0, 2);

3◦ B(0, 2− τ) ⊂ f(B(0, 2));

4◦ E ∩B(0, 2− τ) ⊂ f(Z ∩B(0, 2)) ⊂ E.

In this case we also say that B(0,1) is of type Z for E.

We say that B(x, r) is a bi-Hölder ball for E of type Z (with the same parameters) when B(0, 1) is a

bi-Hölder ball of type Z for r−1(E − x).

Theorem 2.17 (Bi-Hölder regularity for 2-dimensional Almgren minimal sets, c.f.[3] Thm 16.1). Let U be

an open set in Rn and E a reduced Almgren minimal set in U . Then for each x0 ∈ E and every choice of

τ ∈ (0, 1), there is an r0 > 0 and a minimal cone Z such that B(x0, r0) is a bi-Hölder ball of type Z for E,

with constant τ . Moreover, Z is a blow-up limit of E at x.
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Definition 2.18 (point of type Z). 1◦ In the above theorem, we say that x0 is a point of type Z (or Z point

for short) of the minimal set E. The set of all points of type Z in E is denoted by EZ .

2◦ In particular, we denote by EP the set of regular points of E and EY the set of Y points of E. Set

ES := E\EP the set of all singular points in E.

Remark 2.19. Again, since we might have more than one blow-up limit for a minimal set E at a point

x0 ∈ E, the point x0 might be of more than one type (but all the blow-up limits at a point are bi-Hölder

equivalent). However, if one of the blow-up limits of E at x0 admits the“full-length” property (see Remark

2.21), then in fact E admits a unique blow-up limit at the point x0. Moreover, we have the following C1,α

regularity around the point x0. In particular, the blow-up limit of E at x0 is in fact a tangent cone of E at

x0.

Theorem 2.20 (C1,α−regularity for 2-dimensional minimal sets, c.f. [4] Thm 1.15). Let E be a 2-

dimensional reduced minimal set in the open set U ⊂ Rn. Let x ∈ E be given. Suppose in addition

that some blow-up limit of E at x is a full length minimal cone (see Remark 2.21). Then there is a unique

blow-up limit X of E at x, and x+X is tangent to E at x. In addition, there is a radius r0 > 0 such that,

for 0 < r < r0, there is a C1,α diffeomorphism (for some α > 0) Φ : B(0, 2r) → Φ(B(0, 2r)), such that

Φ(0) = x and |Φ(y)− x− y| ≤ 10−2r for y ∈ B(0, 2r), and E ∩B(x, r) = Φ(X) ∩B(x, r).

We can also ask that DΦ(0) = Id. We call B(x, r) a C1 ball for E of type X.

Remark 2.21. 1◦ We are not going to give the precise definition of the full length property. Instead, for

purpose of this paper, it is enough to know that the 2-dimensional planes and the 2-dimensional Y sets are

minimal cones of full length ([4]), and hence points of type P and Y admit the above C1 regularity.

2◦ As a result, after Theorem 2.17, a blow-up limit of a reduced minimal set E at a point x ∈ E is a

plane if and only if the plane is the unique approximate tangent plane of E at x. Same for Y points.

After Remark 2.21, for any reduced minimal set E of dimension d, and for any x ∈ E at which an

approximate tangent d-plane exists (which is true for a.e. x ∈ E), TxE also denotes the tangent plane of E

at x, and the blow-up limit of E at x.

Theorem 2.22 (Structure of 2-dimensional minimal cones in Rn, cf. [3] Proposition 14.1). Let K be a

reduced 2-dimensional minimal cone in Rn, and let X = K ∩ ∂B(0, 1). Then X is a finite union of great

circles and arcs of great circles Cj , j ∈ J . The arcs Cj can only meet at their endpoints, and each endpoint

is a common endpoint of exactly three Cj, which meet with 120◦ angles (such an endpoint is called a Y point

in K ∩ ∂B). In addition, the length of each Cj is at least η0, where η0 > 0 depends only on the ambient

dimension n.

An immediate corollary of the above theorem is the following:

Corollary 2.23. 1◦ If C is a minimal cone of dimension 2, then for the set CP of regular points of C, each

of its connected components is a sector.

2◦ Let E be a 2-dimensional minimal set in U ⊂ Rn. Then ĒY = ES.

3◦ The set ES\EY is composed of isolated points.

As a consequence of the C1 regularity for regular points and Y points, and Corollary 2.23, we have

Corollary 2.24. Let E be an 2-dimensional Almgren minimal set in a domain U ⊂ Rn. Then

1◦ The set EP is open in E;

2◦ The set EY is a countable union of C1 curves. The endpoints of these curves are either in ES\EY ,
or lie in ∂U .
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3 The associated convex domain and stabilities for 2-dimensional

minimal cones

In this section, we introduce the definition for various stabilities for 2-dimensional minimal cones. Some

specifications will also be given for the convex domain associated to the set Y × Y .

The idea of sliding stability can be traced back to the concept of ”minimal set with sliding boundary”

first proposed by Guy David in [5, 6]. Minimal set with sliding boundary is a new model for Plateau’s

problem, considering that the soap film can slide along a given boundary. This model enables people to

study boundary regularity for solutions of Plateau’s problem.

The stabilities in our paper were defined in [16] for a different and more technical purpose: they are

quantitative properties for 2-dimensional minimal cones used to control local regularities for 2-dimensional

minimal sets.

3.1 The associated convex domain U(K, η)

We first give the general definition of the convex domain U(K, η) associated to an arbitrary 2-dimensional

minimal cone K ⊂ Rn, based on the Theorem 2.22 for structures of 2-dimensional minimal cones.

So take any 2-dimensional minimal cone K ⊂ Rn. Denote by B the unit ball of Rn. Then by Theorem

2.22, K ∩ ∂B is a union of circles {sj , 1 ≤ j ≤ µ}, and arcs of great circles with only Y type junctions. Let

η0(K) denote the minimum of length of these arcs. It is positive, again by Theorem 2.22.

Denote by {aj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m} the set of Y points in K ∩ ∂B.

Definition 3.1. For any η > 0, the η-convex domain U(K, η) for K is defined as

(3.1) U(K, η) = {x ∈ B : ⟨x, y⟩ < 1− η,∀y ∈ K ∩ ∂B and ⟨x, aj⟩ < 1−√
η,∀1 ≤ j ≤ m} ⊂ Rn.

From the definition, we see directly that U = U(K, η) is obtained by ”cutting off” some small part of the

unit ball B. More precisely, we first take the unit ball B, then just like peelling an apple, we use a knife to

peel a thin band (with width about 2
√
η) near the set K ∩ ∂B. Then after this operation, the ball B stays

almost the same, except that near the set K, the boundary surface will be a thin cylindrical surface. This

is the condition ”⟨x, y⟩ < 1 − η,∀y ∈ K ∩ ∂B”. Next we turn to the singular points aj : they are isolated,

so we make one cut at each point, perpendicular to the radial direction, to get a small planar surface near

each aj , of diameter about 4η
1
4 . This follows from the condition ”⟨x, aj⟩ < 1−√

η,∀1 ≤ j ≤ m”.

Now let us introduce some notations.

Fix K and η. Let U = U(K, η).
For 1 ≤ j, l ≤ m, let γjl denote the arc of great circle of ∂B that connects aj and al, if it exists; otherwise

set γjl = ∅. Set J = {(j, l) : 1 ≤ j, l ≤ m and γjl ̸= ∅}, which is exactly the set of pairs (j, l) such that the

Y points aj and al are connected directly by an arc of great circle on K.

Denote by Aj the (n− 1)-dimensional planar part centered at (1−√
η)aj of ∂U . That is,

(3.2) Aj = {x ∈ Ū : ⟨x, aj⟩ = 1−√
η}.

Let A = ∪1≤j≤mAj .

Set

(3.3) Γjl = {x ∈ Ū , ⟨x, y⟩ = 1− η for some y ∈ γjl}\A,
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with A being the intersection with Ū of the cone over A centered at 0, and

(3.4) Sj = {x ∈ Ū , ⟨x, y⟩ = 1− η for some y ∈ sj}.

Then Γjl is the band like part of ∂U near each (1 − η)γjl, and similar for Sj . The union Γ = ∪1≤j,l≤mΓjl
together with S = ∪1≤j≤µSj are the whole cylindrical parts of ∂U .

Let cjl and sj denote the parts of the cone (centered at 0) included in Ū over γjl and sj respectively.

Let η1(K) ∈ (0, 10−1] be the supremum of the number η, such that K∩∂U(K, η) is a deformation retract

of A ∪ Γ ∪ S, and such that η1(K) ≤ 10−1. The fact that η1(K) > 0 is because of the structure Theorem

2.22, which implies that K ∩ ∂U(K, η) is a finite union of piecewise smooth curves.

Note that on ∂U(K, η), any 2 of the Γjl, (j, l) ∈ J and Sj , 1 ≤ j ≤ µ never have a common point, and

the Aj , 1 ≤ j ≤ m are disjoint.

For any fixed η < η1(K), let R1 = R1(η) =
√
1− (1− η)2, R2 = R2(η) =

»
1− (1−√

η)2, R3 =

R3(η) =
»
(1− η)2 − (1−√

η)2. Then R2 > R3 > 2R1 since η < 10−1.

For a finer geometric description for a general U(K, η), see [18]. In this article we will only consider

minimal cones of type Y ×Y , and will describe its associated convex domain in detail, in the next subsection.

Definition 3.2 (δ-sliding deformation). Let U be an open subset of Rn, let E ⊂ Rn be closed. For δ > 0,

a δ-sliding Lipschitz deformation of E in Ū is a set F ⊂ Ū that can be written as F = φ1(E ∩ Ū), where

φt : Ū → Ū , 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 is a family of continuous mappings such that

(3.5) φ0(x) = x for x ∈ Ū ;

(3.6) the mapping (t, x) → φt(x) of [0, 1]× Ū to Ū is continuous;

(3.7) φ1 is Lipschitz ,

(3.8) φt(∂U) ⊂ ∂U for every 0 ≤ t ≤ 1,

and

(3.9) |φt(x)− x| < δ for all x ∈ E ∩ ∂U and 0 ≤ t ≤ 1.

Such a φ1 (that satisfies (3.5)-(3.8)) is called a sliding deformation in Ū , and F is called a δ-sliding

deformation of E in Ū .

Remark 3.3. Note that the ”δ-sliding condition” (3.9) only imposes condition on φt on the boundary E∩∂U ,

but not the whole set E. Hence if E ⊂ Rn is closed, φ1 is a sliding deformation in Ū , and φ1(E ∩ Ū) is a

δ-sliding deformation of E in Ū , then for any closed subset F ⊂ Rn so that F\U = E\U , φ1(F ∩ Ū) is also

a δ-sliding deformation of F in Ū .

Definition 3.4 (δ-Almgren sliding competitors). Let Fδ(E, Ū) denote the class of all δ-sliding deformations

of E in Ū , and let Fδ(E, Ū) be the family of sets that are Hausdorff limits of sequences in Fδ(E, Ū). That

is: we set

Fδ(E,U) = {F ⊂ Ū : (2.1) holds for F , and ∃{En}n ⊂ Fδ(E,U) such that dH(En, F ) → 0}.(3.10)

Elements in Fδ(E, Ū) are called δ-Almgren sliding competitors of E in Ū .
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Due to the specific structure of 2-dimensional minimal cones (Theorem 2.22), we also give the definition

of (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding competitor for 2-dimensional minimal cones. Roughly speaking, an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding

competitor for a 2-dimensional minimal cone K, is just a δ-sliding competitor F of K in Ū(K, η), whose
boundary F ∩ ∂U(K, η) is a L-Lipschitz graph of K ∩ ∂U(K, η) near regular parts of K ∩ ∂U(K, η).

So fix η < η1(K). Recall that for each (j, l) ∈ J , cjl is the part inside Ū(K, η) of the cone over γjl. Let

Qjl denote the n − 2-dimensional linear subspace orthogonal to cjl in Rn. Then Ijl := Γjl ∩ Aj is a n − 2

disk contained in Qjl, with center xjl. Set ljl := cjl ∩ ∂U(K, η). It is a piecewise linear curve that connects

the centers (1−√
η)aj and (1−√

η)al of Aj and Al, which is the union of the arc [(1− η)γjl] ∩ Γjl and the

two segments [(1−√
η)aj , xjl] and [(1−√

η)al, xlj ].

For each ν ≤ R3, let l
ν
jl = ljl\B((1 − √

η)aj , ν) ∪ B((1 − √
η)al, ν). Then lνjl is the union of the arc

[(1−η)γjl]∩Γjl and two segments contained in [(1−√
η)aj , xjl] and [(1−√

η)al, xlj ]. In particular, l0jl = ljl,

and lR3

jl = [(1− η)γjl] ∩ Γjl. Let l
ν
jl denote the cone over lνjl.

Moreover, for 0 ≤ ν ≤ R3,

Γjl = lR3

jl ×BQjl
(0, R1) ⊂ lνjl ×BQjl

(0, R1)

⊂ l0jl ×BQjl
(0, R1) = Γjl ∪Aj ∪Al ⊂ ∂U ∩B(K ∩ ∂U , R1).

(3.11)

Also, for 1 ≤ j ≤ µ, let Qj denote the subspace orthogonal to sj .

Note that all the notations above depend on the given η.

Definition 3.5. Let K be a 2-dimensional Almgren minimal cone in Rn. Let η < η1(K). Take all the

notations above (which depend on η obviously). Let δ ∈ (0, R1), ν ∈ [0, R3], L > 0. A closed set G ∈ ∂U(K, η)
is called an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary of K, if it is a δ-sliding deformation of ∂U(K, η) ∩ K in Ū(K, η),
and it satisfies in addition,

1◦ For each (j, l) ∈ J , G∩ (lνjl ×BQjl
(0, R1)) is the graph of an L-Lipschitz map from lνjl to BQjl

(0, R1);

2◦, For each 1 ≤ j ≤ µ, G∩ (sj ×BQj (0, R1)) is the graph of an L-Lipschitz map from sj to BQj (0, R1).

Definition 3.6 (sliding competitors). Let K be a 2-dimensional Almgren minimal cone in Rn. Let η <

η1(K). Take all the notations above (which depend on η obviously). Let δ ∈ (0, R1), ν ∈ [0, R3], L > 0.

A closed set F ⊂ Ū(K, η) is called an (η, δ)-Almgren sliding competitor for K, if it is a δ-sliding competitor

for K in Ū(K, η); it is called an (η, δ, ν, L)-Almgren sliding competitor for K, if it is a δ-sliding competitor

for K in Ū(K, η), and F ∩ ∂U(K, η) is an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary of K.

Definition 3.7 (Stable minimal cones). Let K be a 2-dimensional Almgren minimal cone in Rn.
1◦ We say that K is (η, δ, ν, L)-Almgren sliding stable, if for some η ∈ (0, η1(K)), L > 0, δ ∈ (0, R1),

and ν ∈ (0, R3), (2.1) holds, and for all (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding competitors F for K we have

(3.12) H2(K ∩ Ū(K, η)) ≤ H2(F );

2◦ We say that K is (η, δ)-Almgren sliding stable, if for some η ∈ (0, η1(K)), and δ ∈ (0, R1), (2.1) holds,

and (3.12) holds for all (η, δ)-Almgren sliding competitors for K;

3◦ We say that K is Almgren sliding stable if it is (η, δ, ν, L)-Almgren sliding stable for some η ∈
(0, η1(K)), L > 0, δ ∈ (0, R1), and ν ∈ (0, R3).

Similarly for 2-dimensional topological minimal cones, we have

Definition 3.8. Let K be a 2-dimensional G-topological minimal cone in Rn. Let 0 < η < η1(K), and

0 < δ < R1(η).
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1◦ We say that a closed set F is an (η, δ)-G-topological sliding competitor for K, if there exists a 2-

dimensional G-topological competitor E of K in U(K, η), such that F is a δ-sliding deformation of E in

Ū(K, η);
2◦ For any L > 0 and ν ∈ (0, R3), we say that a closed set F is an (η, δ, ν, L)-G-topological sliding

competitor for K, if it is an (η, δ)-G-topological sliding competitor for K, and F ∩∂U(K, η) is an (η, δ, ν, L)-

sliding boundary of K;

3◦ We say that K is (η, δ, ν, L)-G-(resp. (η, δ)-G-) topological sliding stable, if for all (η, δ, ν, L)-G-(resp.

(η, δ)-G-)topological sliding competitor F of K, (3.12) holds;

4◦ We say that K is G-topological sliding stable, if it is (η, δ, ν, L)-G-topological sliding stable for some

η ∈ (0, η1(K)), δ ∈ (0, R1), L > 0 and ν ∈ (0, R3).

Remark 3.9. We can see directly from the above definitions, that

1◦ (η, δ, L, ν)-Almgren sliding competitors are (η, δ)-Almgren sliding competitors, hence (η, δ)-Almgren

sliding stability implies (η, δ, L, ν)-Almgren sliding stability;

2◦ Similarly, (η, δ, L, ν)-G-topological sliding competitors are (η, δ)-G-topological sliding competitors, hence

(η, δ)-G-topological sliding stability implies (η, δ, L, ν)-G-topological sliding stability.

3.2 The convex domain U(η) for Y × Y

In the previous section we gave necessary definitions for general 2-dimensional minimal cones. Since the

cone Y × Y is the main object of this article, in this section we will give some specifications concerning the

corresponding notions defined in the last subsection for Y × Y .

Write R4 = P1 × P2, where P1 and P2 are orthogonal 2-dimensional subspaces of R4. For any point x in

R4, write x = (x1, x2), where xi ∈ Pi.

Let B = B(0, 1). For i = 1, 2, Yi ⊂ Pi is a 1-dimensional Y set centered at the origin of Pi. Denote by Z

the set Y1 × Y2 ⊂ R4.

Denote by o1 and o2 the origin of P1 and P2. Let Bi = BPi
(0, 1), i = 1, 2. Denote by ai ∈ P1, i = 1, 2, 3 the

three points of intersection of Y1 with B1, and let bj ∈ P2, j = 1, 2, 3 denote the three points of intersections

of Y2 with ∂B2.

Then the 6 points of type Y in Z ∩ ∂B are c1i := (aj , o2), i = 1, 2, 3 and c2j := (o1, bj), j = 1, 2, 3. For

1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, let γij denote the minor arc of great circle (or equivalently the geodesic) that connects c1i and

c2j . Then

(3.13) Z ∩ ∂B = ∪1≤i≤3 ∪1≤j≤3 γij .

Set η0 = η0(Z), η1 = η1(Z). For any η ∈ (0, η1) small, recall that the η-convex domain for Z is

(3.14) U(η) := {x ∈ B̄ : ⟨x, y⟩ < 1− η,∀y ∈ Z ∩ ∂B and ⟨x, cα⟩ < 1−√
η, α ∈ C},

where C = {11, 12, 13, 21, 22, 23}.
For each α ∈ C, denote by Aα = Aα(η) the 3-dimensional planar part centered at (1−√

η)cα of ∂U(η).
That is,

(3.15) Aα = {x ∈ B̄ : ⟨x, cα⟩ = 1−√
η and ⟨x, y⟩ ≤ 1− η,∀y ∈ Z ∩ ∂B}.

Let A = A(η) = ∪α∈CAα(η).
Set

(3.16) Γij = Γij(η) := {x ∈ B̄, ⟨x, y⟩ = 1− η for some y ∈ γij}\A,
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with A = A(η) being the cone over A centered at 0. Then Γij is the band like part of ∂U(η) near each

(1− η)γij . The union Γ = Γ(η) := ∪1≤i,j≤3Γij(η) is the whole cylinderical part of ∂U(η).

Fix an η < η1. Let us now describe geometrically (after some simple calculation) the shape of each part

Aα, α ∈ C, and Γij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3 (which depends on η as before).

Fix an 1 ≤ i ≤ 3. Then the shape of A1i is the following: then condition ⟨x, c1i⟩ = 1 − √
η gives the

3-dimensional disk D1i centered at oD1i = (1 − √
η)c1i, perpendicular to c1i, and with radius R2. Then

the intersection of Z with D1i coincides with the part of {(1 − √
η)c1i} × Y2 inside D1i. The condition

⟨x, y⟩ ≤ 1 − η,∀y ∈ Z is equivalent to the condition ⟨x, y⟩ ≤ 1 − η,∀y ∈ ∪1≤j≤3γij . For any 1 ≤ j ≤ 3,

the set Iij = {x ∈ D1i : ⟨x, y⟩ = 1 − η for some y ∈ γij} is a 2-dimensional disk perpendicular to c1i and

c2j , centered at the point oIij = (1 − √
η)c1i + R3c2j = ((1 − √

η)ai, R3bj), with radius R1. By definition,

Iij separates D1i into two parts, and we keep the one that contains the center oD1i of D1i and throw away

the other part. We do this for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, and get A1i. Note that the boundary of A1i is the union of

Iij , 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, and the rest of the sphere ∂D1i. See the picture below.

The 3-dimensional planar region A11

Similarly, fix any 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, to get A2j , let D2j denote the 3-dimensional disk centered at oD2j
=

(1 − √
η)c2j , perpendicular to c2j , with radius R2. The intersection of Z with D2j coincides with the part

of Y1 × {(1−√
η)c2j} inside D2j . For each 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, set Jij = {x ∈ D2j : ⟨x, y⟩ = 1− η for some y ∈ γij}.

Then it is a 2-dimensional disk perpendicular to c1i and c2j (hence is parallel to Iij), centered at the point

oJij = R3c1i + (1 −√
η)c2j with radius R1. Each Iij separates D2j into two parts, and we throw away the

part that does not contain the center oD2j
of D2j . We do this for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3. The rest part of D2j is the set

A2j , whose boundary is the union of Jij , 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, and the rest of the sphere ∂D2j .

The structure of Γij is easier to describe: let θ0 = θ0(η) = arcsin R3

1−η . Then it is easy to see that

oIij = (1−η)(cos θ0c1i+sin θ0c2j) = ((1−η) cos θ0ai, (1−η) sin θ0bj) and oJij = (1−η)(sin θ0c1i+cos θ0c2j) =

((1− η) sin θ0ai, (1− η) cos θ0bj). Let

(3.17) γ0ij := {(cos θai, sin θbj), θ ∈ [θ0,
π

2
− θ0]} ⊂ γij .
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For each 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, let xi ∈ P1 be a unit normal vector to ai, and let yi ∈ P2 be a unit normal vector to bi,

so that the ai ∧ xi are the same, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, and bi ∧ yi are the same, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3.

Withoutloss of generality, suppose that

(3.18) a2 = −1

2
a1 +

√
3

2
x1, a3 = −1

2
a1 −

√
3

2
x1 and b2 = −1

2
b1 +

√
3

2
y1, b3 = −1

2
b1 −

√
3

2
y1.

Then

(3.19) Γij = (1− η)γ0ij × B̄xi∧yj (0, R1).

Let Pij be the plane generated by ai ∧ bj , and Qij be the plane generated by xi ∧ yj . Then Pij ⊥ Qij ,

γij ⊂ Pij .

Also note that Iij is the intersection of A1i with Γij , and Jij is the intersection of Γij with A2j .

Note that by definition,

(3.20) Z ∩A1i = ∪3
j=1[oD1i

, oIij ], 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, Z ∩A2j = ∪3
j=1[oD2j

, oJij ], 1 ≤ j ≤ 3,

and

(3.21) Z ∩ Γij = (1− η)Γoij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

Moreover, we have the essentially disjoint union

(3.22) Z ∩ ∂U = [∪α∈C(Z ∩Aα)] ∪ [∪1≤i,j≤3(Z ∩ Γij)].

Let lij be the intersection of the cone over γij with ∂U . Then it is the essentially disjoint union

(3.23) lij = [oD1i
, oIij ] ∪ (1− η)γoij ∪ [oD2j

, oJij ],

and we have another essentially disjoint union

(3.24) Z ∩ ∂U = ∪1≤i,j≤3lij .

For each ν ≤ R3, let l
ν
ij = lij\B((oD1i

, ν) ∪B(oD2j
, ν). Then lνij is the union of the arc [(1− η)γij ] ∩ Γij

and two segments contained in [oD1i , oIij ] and [oD2j , oJij ]. In particular, l0ij = lij , and l
R3
ij = [(1−η)γij ]∩Γij .

Let lνij denote the cone in Ū over lνij . Set Lνij = lνij × BQij
(0, R1), let L̃

ν
ij denote the cone over Lνij , and let

Lνij = L̃νij ∩ Ū . Let Lν = ∪1≤i,j≤3L
ν
ij , L

ν = ∪1≤i,j≤3L
ν
ij , and L̃ν = ∪1≤i,j≤3L̃

ν
ij .

Moreover, for 0 ≤ ν ≤ R3,

(3.25) Γij = LR3
ij ⊂ Lνij ⊂ L0

ij = Γij ∪Aj ∪Al ⊂ ∂U ∩B(K ∩ ∂U , R1).

Note that all the notations above depend on the given η.

Finally we have, for the cone Z, Definition 3.5 becomes:

Definition 3.10. Let η < η1. Take all the notations above (which depend on η obviously). Let δ ∈ (0, R1),

ν ∈ [0, R3], L > 0. A closed set G ∈ ∂U(Z, η) is called an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary of Z, if it is a δ-sliding

deformation of ∂U(Z, η) ∩ Z in Ū(Z, η), and it satisfies in addition,

(3.26) for each (i, j) ∈ J,G ∩ Lνij is the graph of an L-Lipschitz map from lνij to BQij
(0, R1).
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4 Simplification for competitors

We now begin to prove the Z2-topological sliding stability for Z. From now on, we fix an η < η1. Let

U = U(η). Take all the notations as in Subsection 3.2.

In this section we will do some simplifications on the Z2-topological sliding competitors for Z in the

following two propositions and corollary.

Definition 4.1. For 0 ≤ k ≤ 4, a closed subset F of Ū is said to be k-regular in Ū if there exists a finite

smooth triangulation of Ū such that F is the support of a k-simplicial sub-complex of this triangulation.

Proposition 4.2. For any η < η1, let U denote U(η). Then for any δ ∈ (0, R1), 0 < ν < ν′ < R3, and

L > 0,

inf{H2(F ) : F is a (η, δ, ν, L)− Z2 − topological sliding competitor for Z}
≥ inf{H2(F ) : F is a 2-regular (η, δ, ν′, L)− Z2 − topological sliding competitor for Z}.

(4.1)

Proposition 4.3. If F is a 2-regular (η, δ, ν, L)-Z2-topological sliding competitor for Z, then there exists a

2-regular Z2-topological competitor E for Z in U , and an δ-sliding deformation φt, 1 ≤ t ≤ 1 in Ū , so that

φ1(E ∩ Ū) ⊂ F . Moreover, φ1(E ∩ Ū) is also a 2-regular (η, δ, ν, L)-Z2-topological sliding competitor for Z.

Now set

F(η, δ, ν, L) := {F = φ1(E ∩ Ū) is a (η, δ, ν, L)− Z2 − topological sliding competitor for

Z, where E is a 2-regular-Z2 − topological competitor for Z in U , and
{φt, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1} is a δ-sliding deformation in Ū}.

(4.2)

Then we have

Corollary 4.4. For any η < η1, let U denote U(η). Then for any δ ∈ (0, R1), ν ∈ (0, R3), and L > 0,

inf{H2(F ) : F is a (η, δ, ν, L)− Z2 − topological sliding competitor for Z}
≥ inf{H2(F ) : F ∈ F(η, δ, ν′, L)},∀ν′ ∈ (ν,R3).

(4.3)

Proof. This is a direct corollary of Propositions 4.2 and 4.3. 2

After Corollary 4.4, to prove the (η, δ, ν, L)− Z2−topological stability for Z, it is enough to look at the

classes F(η, δ, ν, L) of competitors that admits good regularities.

The rest of this section will be devoted to the proofs of Propositions 4.2 and 4.3. The proofs are somehow

technical, while the conclusions are not too surprising. So for readers who would first like to know the main

clue of the proof of the stabilities of Y × Y , they can admit Corollary 4.4 and jump directly to the next

section.

Let us first give a technical lemma:

Lemma 4.5. Let K be a 2-dimensional minimal cone in Rn, let η ∈ (0, η1(K)), δ ∈ (0, R1). Denote by

U = U(K, η). Suppose ψ1 : Ū → Ū is a Lipschitz map satisfying that ψ1(∂U) ⊂ ∂U and |ψ1(x) − x| < δ

for x ∈ K ∩ ∂U . Then we can extend ψ1 to a sliding deformation in U , so that for any closed set E ⊂ Rn

with E\U = K\U , ψ1(E ∩ Ū) is a δ-sliding deformation of E in Ū . That is, we can extend ψ1 to a family

of Lipschitz maps ψt, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 from Ū → Ū which satisfies the conditions in Definition 3.2 for U = U and

replacing φt by ψt. Moreover, we can ask that

(4.4) ψt(x) =
(1− t)x+ tψ1(x)

r(1−t)x+tψ1(x)
,∀x ∈ ∂U ,

where for any x ∈ Rn, rx denote the real number such that x ∈ rx∂U .
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Proof. This is a direct corollary of Remark 3.3, [18] Lemma 4.3 and its proof. 2

Proof of Proposition 4.2. It is enough to prove that, for any (η, δ, ν, L)−Z2−topological sliding competitor

F for Z, and any ϵ > 0, there exists a 2-regular (η, δ, ν′, L) − Z2−topological sliding competitor F ′ for Z,

such that

(4.5) H2(F ′) < H2(F ) + ϵ.

So take any (η, δ, ν, L) − Z2−topological sliding competitor F for Z, and fix any ϵ > 0. Let ϵ0 < ϵ and

α < 10−2 be very small, to be decided later.

Since F is a (η, δ)− Z2−topological sliding competitor, there exists a Z2-topological competitor E of Z

in U , and a δ-sliding deformation φt in Ū , such that F = φ1(E ∩ Ū). By Lemma 4.5, we can suppose that

for x ∈ ∂U , we have φt(x) =
(1−t)x+tφ1(x)
r(1−t)x+tφ1(x)

, the ”projection” of the segment [x, φ1(x)] out to ∂U .
Then it is clear that |x − φt(x)| < |x − φ1(x)| < δ and φt(x) ∈ ∂U for x ∈ E ∩ ∂U and all t < 1. Let

δ0 = supx∈E∩∂U |φ1(x)− x|. Since the function |φ1(x)− x| < δ for all x ∈ E ∩ ∂U , and E ∩ ∂U is compact,

we know that δ0 < δ.

Now since F is a (η, δ, ν, L)− Z2−topological sliding competitor, by definition, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, F ∩ Lνij
is the graph of a L-Lipschitz map rij from lνij to BQij

(0, δ).

For each pair of (i, j), let aνij denote the endpoint of lνij that is closer to ai, and b
ν
ij denote the endpoint

of lνij closer to bj . Let uij be a smooth L-Lipschitz map from lνij to BQij (0, δ), so that

(4.6) uij(a
ν
ij) = rij(a

ν
ij), uij(b

ν
ij) = rij(b

ν
ij),

and

(4.7) sup
z∈lνij

||rij(z)− uij(z)|| < min{ϵ0,
1

2
(δ − δ0)}.

Then the graph of uij is contained in lνij ×BQij (0, δ) ⊂ Lνij .

Define fij : F ∩Lνij → Lνij : for each x ∈ F ∩Lνij , by definition, there exists z ∈ lνij so that x = (z, rij(z)) ∈
lνij ×BQij (0, δ) ⊂ Lνij . Set fij(x) = (z, uij(z)) ∈ lνij ×BQij (0, δ). Then fij is

√
1 + L2-Lipschitz, and for any

x ∈ F ∩ Lνij , the segment [x, fij(x)] ∈ Lνij .

Let f : φ1(E ∩ ∂U) → ∂U :

(4.8) f(x) =

®
fij(x), x ∈ Lνij ;

x, x ∈ A\L̃ν .

Then f is
√
1 + L2-Lipschitz, and for any x ∈ E ∩ ∂U , the segment [x, f(x)] ⊂ ∂U , that is, for any t ∈ [0, 1],

(1− t)x+ tf(x) ∈ ∂U . Moreover, |f(x)− x| ≤ min{ϵ0, 12 (δ − δ0)} for all x ∈ φ1(E) ∩ ∂U .
We define ψ1 : (1 + 9α)Ū → (1 + 9α)Ū , so that

(4.9) ψ1(x) =


φ1(x) , if x ∈ Ū ;

(1 + 3tα)[(1− t)φ1(
x

1+3tα ) + tf ◦ φ1(
x

1+3tα )] , if x ∈ (1 + 3tα)∂U , t ∈ [0, 1];

rx[f ◦ φ1(
x
rx
)] , if x ∈ (1 + 9α)Ū\(1 + 3α)Ū .

Then ψ1 = φ1 in Ū , ψ1(E ∩ (1 + tα)∂U) ⊂ 1 + tα)∂U ,∀0 ≤ t ≤ 9, and since E ∩ (1 + 9α)Ū\Ū =

K ∩ (1+9α)Ū\Ū , which is the cone over K ∩∂U , hence ψ1(E∩ (1+9α)Ū)\(1+3α)Ū coincides with the cone
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over f ◦φ1(K ∩∂U). In particular, for any x ∈ E ∩ (1+9α)∂U = K ∩ (1+9α)∂U , we know that x
1+9α ∈ ∂U ,

and hence

|ψ1(x)− x| ≤ (1 + 9α)|f ◦ φ1(
x

1 + 9α
)− x

1 + 9α
|

≤ (1 + 9α)(|f ◦ φ1(
x

1 + 9α
)− φ1(

x

1 + 9α
)|+ |φ1(

x

1 + 9α
)− x

1 + 9α
|)

≤ (1 + 9α)[δ0 +
1

2
(δ − δ0)],∀x ∈ E ∩ (1 + 9α)∂U .

(4.10)

Set F1 = ψ1(E ∩ (1 + 9α)Ū), then a simple calculation yields that

(4.11) H2(F1) = H2(F ) +H2(F1\F ) ≤ H2(F ) + (100α+ 2ϵ0)
√

1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U)).

By Lemma 4.5, F1 is a (1 + 9α)δ sliding deformation of E in (1 + 9α)Ū . It satisfies that

F1 ∩ L̃ν ∩ (1 + 9α)Ū\(1 + 3α)Ū coincides with the cone over

f ◦ φ1(K ∩ ∂U), and hence is 2-regular.
(4.12)

In particular, if we set G0 := F1 ∩ L̃ν ∩ (1 + 9α)Ū\(1 + 3α)U and G1 := F1 ∩ L̃ν
′′ ∩ (1 + 9α)Ū\(1 + 4α)U

with ν′′ = ν+ν′

2 , then for each pair i, j,

(4.13) G0 coincides with the cone over the graph of uij in Lνij\(1 + 3α)U ,

and

(4.14) and G1 coincides with the cone over the graph of uij in Lν
′′

ij \(1 + 4α)U .

Hence G1 is a piecewise smooth Lipschitz surface with boundary ∂G1. Note that ∂G1∩∂U = ∪1≤i,j≤3G(uij),

where G(uij) denotes the graph of uij , the endpoints of G(uij) being a
ν
ij , b

ν
ij .

Since G0 coincides with the cone over the union of the graphs of the L-Lipschitz maps uij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3,

there exists a constant M =M(L) > 0 that depends only on L, so that

(4.15) H2(G0 ∩B(x, r)) ≥Mr2,∀x ∈ G0, r ∈ (0, α).

Let W1 = ∂G1 ∩ (1+9α)U , the part of ∂G1 in (1+9α)U . Then it is a union of disjoint piecewise smooth

curves.

Take ϵ1 > 0 so that 100ϵ1 < min{ν′ − ν,R1 − δ, α}, and H2(G0 ∩ B̄(W1, 10ϵ1)) < ϵ0. Let G3 =

(F1\G1) ∪W1. Then F1 = G1 ∪G3 and G1 ∩G3 = W̄1.

Set V = L̃ν
′\(1 + 5α)U . Let G2 = G1 ∩ V .

We claim that

(4.16) d(V,G3) ≥ 10ϵ1.

By definition G3 ⊂ (1+9α)Ū and does not meet L̃ν ∩(1+9α)Ū\(1+4α)Ū . Let G1
3 = G3∩(1+4α)Ū , and

G2
3 = G3 ∩ (1 + 9α)Ū\(1 + 4α)Ū . Then G3 = G1

3 ∪G2
3. By definition of V , we know that V ∩ (1 + 5α)U = ∅,

hence d(V, (1 + 4α)Ū) > 1
2α > 10ϵ1, and since G1

3 ⊂ (1 + 4α)Ū , we know that d(V,G1
3) > 10ϵ1;

On the other hand, by definition, we know that both G2
3 and V are both part of cones: G2

3 is contained

in the cone over A\Lν , and V is contained in the cone over Lν
′
. Note that both A\Lν and Lν

′
are parts of

∂U , d(A\Lν , Lν′
) ≥ 1

2 (ν − ν′)} > 50ϵ1. Hence outside Ū , the distance between the cone over A\Lν and over

Lν
′
is larger than 10ϵ1. Therefore d(G

2
3, V ) > 10ϵ1.
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Altogether we get Claim (4.16).

Set U = B(G3, 5ϵ1). Then U is open and d(Ū , G2) ≥ 5ϵ1. We apply [9] Theorem 4.3.17 to U , h = 1,

E = G3, and get a 4-dimensional polyhedral complex S, and a Lipschitz map ϕ : U → U (where |S| = ∪{σ :

σ ∈ S} is the support of S) so that:

1◦ The maximal diameter of simplices in S is less than ϵ1;

2◦ G3 ⊂ |S|◦, and ϕ(F1 ∩ |S|) is a union of some 2-faces of S;
3◦ For each σ ∈ S we have ϕ(σ) ⊂ σ, and ϕ = Id on the 2-skeleton of S. Moreover, Hd(ϕ(E ∩ σ)) ≤

M0Hd(E ∩ σ),∀σ ∈ S, where M0 is a constant (that only depend on the ambient dimension, which is 4 in

our situation).

4◦ The ”surface” of S is a 3-dimensional dyadic complex: that is, there exists a dyadic complex T so

that

(4.17) ∀σ ∈ S, σ ∩ ∂|S| ≠ ∅ ⇒ ∃σ′ ∈ T so that σ ∩ ∂|S| = σ′ ∩ ∂|T |.

5◦ ϕ||S∂ | is a Federer-Fleming projection of F1 ∩ |S∂ | in S∂ , where S∂ = {σ ∈ S : σ ∩ ∂|S| ≠ ∅}.
6◦ H2(ϕ(F1 ∩ U)) ≤ H2(F1 ∩ U) + ϵ0.

As a remark, here the dyadic complex can be chosen with arbitrary fixed coordinates of R4. Hence we

can ask that

6◦ Suppose that the dyadic cubes T in 3◦ are of sidelength 2−N . Let T ′ be the set of all dyadic cubes σ

of sidelength 2−N so that σ ∩ ∂|S| ≠ ∅ and σ ∩ |S|◦ = ∅. Then G1 is transversal to all the d-faces of T ′ for

d ≤ 3.

Since ϕ is a Federer-Fleming projection of F1 ∩ |S∂ | in S∂ , the restriction of ϕ on F1 ∩ |S∂ | is in fact a

composition of two maps ϕ1 : F1 ∩ |S∂ | → |S3
∂ | and ϕ2 : ϕ1(F1 ∩ |S3

∂ |) → |S2|, so that

(4.18) ϕ1(σ) ⊂ σ, ∀σ ∈ S∂ and ϕ2(σ) ⊂ σ, ∀σ ∈ S3
∂ ,

(4.19) ϕ1|F1∩|S3
∂ | = Id.

We define a new map ϕ′ : [F1 ∩ |S|] ∪ ∂|S| → |S2| ∪ ∂|S|, so that:

(4.20) ϕ′(x) =


ϕ(x) , if ξ ∈ |S|\|S∂ |;

ϕ(x) = ϕ2 ◦ ϕ1(x) , if ϕ1(x) ∈ |S3
∂ | ∩ |S|◦;

ϕ1(x) , if ϕ1(x) ∈ |S3
∂ | ∩ ∂|S|;

x , if x ∈ ∂|S|.

Then ϕ′ is Lipchitz and ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S| is the union of some 2-faces of S.
we extend it to a Lipschitz map, still denoted by ϕ′ : R4 → R4, so that

(4.21) ϕ′(σ) ⊂ σ, ∀σ ∈ S, and ϕ′|R4\|S|◦ = Id.

By definition of ϕ′, we know that ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S| ⊂ ϕ(F1 ∩ |S|) ⊂ ϕ(F1 ∩ U), and hence by 5◦,

(4.22) H2(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S|) ≤ H2(ϕ(F1 ∩ U)) ≤ H2(F1 ∩ U) + ϵ0.

Suppose that the dyadic cubes T in 3◦ are of sidelength 2−N . Then 2−N < ϵ1. Let T ′ be the set of all

dyadic cubes σ of sidelength 2−N so that σ∩U ̸= ∅ and σ∩|S|◦ = ∅. Then |T ′| ⊂ B(U, 2−N+1) ⊂ B(U, 2ϵ1).

Set S ′ = S ∪ T ′.
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By definition, |S| ⊂ U , and hence |S ′| ⊂ B(U, 2ϵ1). By definition of U , we know that |S ′| ⊂ B(G3, 5ϵ1 +

2ϵ1) = B(G3, 7ϵ1). By Claim (4.16), |S ′| ∩ V = ∅. Since G3 ⊂ |S|◦ ⊂ |S ′|◦, and |S ′| ∩ V = ∅, we know that

∂|S ′| ∩ F1 = ∂|S ′| ∩G1\V .

By definition of S ′, we know that ∂|S ′| is the union of 3-dimensional dyadic faces of sidelength 2−N . By

6◦, we know that G1\|S ′| is a smooth 2-surface with piecewise smooth boundary. Hence G1\|S ′| is 2-regular.
Now let ϕ′′ : R4 → R4 be a Federer-Fleming projection of ϕ′(F1) in |S ′|. More precisely:

(4.23) ϕ′′||S′|C = Id, and ϕ′′||S′2|∪∂|S′| = Id

(4.24) ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1) ∩ |S ′| ⊂ |S ′2| ∪ ∂|S ′|,

(4.25) ϕ′′(σ) ⊂ σ, ∀σ ∈ S ′,

(4.26) ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S ′|)\∂|S ′| is a union of 2-faces of S ′

and there exists a constant C0 that only depend on the dimension of R4, so that for any σ ∈ T ′,

(4.27) H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1) ∩ σ)) ≤ C0H2(ϕ′(F1) ∩ σ).

The existence of C0 is because T ′ is a dyadic complex.

Also note that ϕ′′|ϕ′(F1)∩|S|◦ = Id, because ϕ′(F1) ∩ |S|◦ is a union of 2-faces of S.
We will prove that

(4.28) ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1) is 2-regular,

and

(4.29) H2(ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1)) ≤ H2(F1) + C1ϵ0,

where C1 is a constant that only depends on L.

For (4.28), we know that ϕ′′◦ϕ′(F1)\|S ′| = F1\|S ′| = G1\|S ′| is 2-regular, and by (4.26), ϕ′′◦ϕ′(F1)∩|S ′|◦

is 2-regular, hence it is enough to prove that ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1) ∩ ∂|S ′| is 2-regular. By the process of a Federer-

Fleming projeciton in a polyhedral complex with boundary, if we denote by S ′′ = {σ ∈ S ′ : σ ∩ ∂|S ′| ≠
∅} ⊂ T ′, then ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1) ∩ ∂|S ′| comes from the image of ϕ′′ of ϕ′(F1) ∩ S ′′. Moreover, for each σ ∈ S ′′,

ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1)∩ σ ∩ ∂|S ′| is the intersection of σ ∩ ∂|S ′| with the image of ϕ′(F1)∩ σ◦ under a radial projection

πσ : σ → ∂σ.

Take any σ ∈ S ′′. Then σ ∈ T ′, and hence σ◦ ∩ |S| = ∅. By definition of ϕ′, we know that ϕ′(|S|) ⊂ |S|,
and ϕ′||S|C = Id, hence ϕ(F1) ∩ σ◦ = F1 ∩ σ◦. Since G3 ⊂ |S|◦, σ◦ ∩ |S| = ∅, and F1 = G1 ∪ G3,

hence F1 ∩ σ◦ = G1 ∩ σ◦. Note that G1 is a 2-dimensional smooth surface with smooth boundary, and is

transversal to T ′, hence is transversal to σ. As a result, G1∩σ◦ is a smooth 2-surface with piecewise smooth

boundary. Hence πσ(G1 ∩ σ◦) is a piecewise smooth 2-surface with piecewise smooth boundary, therefore so

is πσ(G1 ∩ σ◦) ∩ [σ ∩ ∂|S ′|]. Altogether we have that

(4.30) ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1) ∩ σ ∩ ∂|S ′| = πσ(G1 ∩ σ◦) ∩ [σ ∩ ∂|S ′|]

is a piecewise smooth 2-surfacw with piecewise smooth boundary, for any σ ∈ S ′′.

Hence ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1) ∩ ∂|S ′| is 2-regular, and we get (4.28).
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Next let us look at the measure of ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1). Note that ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′||S′|C = Id, hence to prove (4.29), it is

enough to look at ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S ′|). By definition,

(4.31) ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S ′|) = ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)∪ϕ′(F1 ∩ |T ′|) = [ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S|]∪ [ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)∩ ∂|S|]∪ϕ′(F1 ∩ |T ′|),

and hence

(4.32) H2(ϕ′′◦ϕ′(F1∩|S ′|)) ≤ H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1∩|S|)\∂|S|))+H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1∩|S|)∩∂|S|))+H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1∩|T ′|))).

For the first term of the right-hand-side of (4.32), we know that ϕ′(F1∩|S|)\∂|S| is the union of some 2-faces

of S, hence by (4.23), ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S|) = ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S|, and therefore by (4.22),

(4.33) H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S|)) = H2(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|)\∂|S|) ≤ H2(F1 ∩ U) + ϵ0.

For the second term of the right-hand-side of (4.32), we know that

(4.34) ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|) ∩ ∂|S| ⊂ ∂|S| ⊂ |T ′| ∩ |S|,

and hence by (4.25) we know that ϕ′′ ◦ϕ′(F1∩ |S|)∩∂|S| ⊂ |T ′| ∩ |S| ⊂ (∂|S ′|)C , hence by (4.25) and (4.26),

ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|) ∩ ∂|S|) is a union of 2-faces of T ′, that is,

(4.35) ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|) ∩ ∂|S|) ⊂ |T ′2|.

By (4.21) and (4.25), we know that

(4.36) ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|) ∩ ∂|S|) ⊂ |T ′′2|,

where T ′′ = {σ ∈ T ′ : σ ∩ F1 ̸= ∅}. Since G3 ∩ |T ′| = ∅, hence |T ′| ∩ F1 = |T ′| ∩G1. On the other hand, we

know that |T ′| ⊂ B(U, 2ϵ1), hence |T ′′| ∩F1 ⊂ |T ′| ∩F1 ⊂ G1 ∩B(U, 2ϵ1). By definition of U , we know that

(4.37) |T ′′| ∩ F1 ⊂ G1 ∩B(G3, 7ϵ1) ⊂ B(W1, 7ϵ1).

Also note thatB(W1, 7ϵ1)∩F1 ⊂ G0, hence for any σ ∈ T ′′, we know that σ∩F1 = σ∩G0, and σ ⊂ B(W1, 7ϵ1).

Now by (4.15) and the fact that H2(G0 ∩B(W1, 7ϵ1)) ≤ ϵ0, we know that

(4.38) H2(|T ′′2|) ≤ C(M)ϵ0,

where C(M) is a constant that only depends on M , and hence on L. Combine with (4.36), we get

(4.39) H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S|) ∩ ∂|S|)) ≤ C(M)ϵ0.

Finally for the third term of the right-hand-side of (4.32), by (4.27), we have

(4.40) H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |T ′|))) ≤
∑
σ∈T ′

H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ σ))) ≤ C0

∑
σ∈T ′

H2(ϕ′(F1 ∩ σ)).

By (4.21), we know that ϕ′(F1 ∩ |T ′|) = F1 ∩ |T ′|, hence for any σ ∈ T ′ we have ϕ′(F1 ∩ σ) = F1 ∩ σ, and
therefore

(4.41) H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |T ′|))) ≤ C0

∑
σ∈T ′

H2(F1 ∩ σ) ≤ C4C0H2(F1 ∩ |T ′|),

here C4 = supx∈R4

∑
σ∈∆N

1σ(x) is a constant that depend only on the dimension of R4 (∆N being the

family of dyadic cubes of sidelength 2−N ).
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Again since |T ′| ∩ F1 ⊂ G1 ∩ B(U, 2ϵ1) ⊂ G1 ∩ B(G3, 7ϵ1) ⊂ G1 ∩ B(W1, 7ϵ1), we have H2(|T ′| ∩ F1) ≤
H2(G1 ∩B(W1, 7ϵ1)) ≤ H2(G0 ∩B(W1, 10ϵ1)) < ϵ0. Combine with (4.41) we get

(4.42) H2(ϕ′′(ϕ′(F1 ∩ |T ′|))) ≤ C4C0ϵ0.

Summing up (4.32), (4.33), (4.39) and (4.42) we get

(4.43) H2(ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S ′|) ≤ H2(F1 ∩ U) + (1 + C(M) + C0C4))ϵ0.

Now since ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′||S′|C = Id, we know that ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1\|S ′|) = F1\|S ′|, and hence

H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)) ≤ H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S ′|)) +H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1\|S ′|))
= H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1 ∩ |S ′|)) +H2(F1\|S ′|)
≤ H2(F1 ∩ U) + (1 + C(M) + C0C4))ϵ0 +H2(F1\|S ′|)
= H2(F1 ∩ U) + (1 + C(M) + C0C4))ϵ0 +H2(F1\|S ′|) +H2(F1\U)−H2(F1\U)

= H2(F1) + (1 + C(M) + C0C4))ϵ0 + [H2(F1\|S ′|)−H2(F1\U)].

(4.44)

Since G3 ⊂ F1 ∩ |S ′| and U = B(G3, 5ϵ1), we have

H2(F1\|S ′|)−H2(F1\U) ≤ H2(F1\G3)−H2(F1\B(G3, 5ϵ1))

= H2(G1)−H2(G1\B(G3, 5ϵ1)) = H2(G1 ∩B(W1, 5ϵ1))

≤ H2(G0 ∩B(W1, 10ϵ1)) < ϵ0.

(4.45)

Combine with (4.44), and set C1 = 2 + C(M) + C0C4, we get

(4.46) H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)) ≤ H2(F1) + (2 + C(M) + C0C4))ϵ0 = C1ϵ0,

which yields (4.29).

Set π : R4 → (1 + 7α)Ū :

(4.47) π(x) =

®
1

1+7α (x) , if x ∈ R4\(1 + 7α)Ū ;
x , if x ∈ (1 + 7α)Ū .

Then π is C(η)-Lipschitz, where C(η) is a constant that depends only on η. Let F2 = π ◦ ϕ′′ ◦ ϕ′(F1).

Then F2 is 2-regular. Since π(x) = x in (1 + 7α)Ū , we know that

H2(F2) ≤ H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1) ∩ (1 + 7α)Ū) +H2(π(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)\(1 + 7α)Ū))
≤ H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)) + C(η)2H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)\(1 + 7α)Ū)
≤ H2(F1) + C1ϵ0 + C(η)2H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)\(1 + 7α)Ū).

(4.48)

By (4.21), (4.23) and (4.25), we know that

(4.49) ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)\(1 + 7α)Ū ⊂ ϕ′′ϕ′((F1)\(1 + 6α)U),

hence by (4.27) and property 3◦ of ϕ,

(4.50) H2(ϕ′′ϕ′(F1)\(1 + 7α)Ū) ≤ H2(ϕ′′ϕ′((F1)\(1 + 6α)U)) ≤M0C0H2(F1\(1 + 6α)U).

Since F1 coincide with the cone over f ◦ φ1(E ∩ ∂U) in (1 + 9α)Ū\(1 + 3α)U , we know that

(4.51) H2(F1\(1 + 6α)U) ≤ 3α(1 + 9α)H2(f ◦ φ1(E ∩ ∂U)) ≤ 3α(1 + 9α)
√
1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U)).
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Combine with (4.48) and (4.50) we have

(4.52) H2(F2) ≤ H2(F1) + C1ϵ0 + C(η)2M0C03α(1 + 9α)
√
1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U)).

Set F ′ = 1
1+7αF2, then

(4.53) H2(F ′) ≤ 1

1 + 7α
[H2(F1) + C1ϵ0 + C(η)2M0C03α(1 + 9α)

√
1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U))].

By (4.11), we get

H2(F ′) ≤ 1

1 + 7α
[H2(F ) + (100α+ 2ϵ0)

√
1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U))

+ C1ϵ0 + C(η)2M0C03α(1 + 9α)
√

1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U))]

≤H2(F ) + C1ϵ0 + [(100α+ 2ϵ0) + C(η)2M0C03α(1 + 9α)]
√
1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U)).

(4.54)

We would like to prove that F ′ is an (η, δ, ν′, L)-Z2-topological sliding competitor for Z.

Let E1 = 1
1+9αE, then E1 is a deformation of E in U , hence by Proposition 2.7, E1 is a Z2-topological

competitor for E in U .
For every r > 0, let δr denote the map δr(x) = rx,∀x ∈ R4. Then g1 := δ 1

1+7α
◦ π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α

is a Lipschitz map from Ū → Ū . And F ′ = g1(E1 ∩ Ū).
Let us first prove that g1(E1 ∩ Ū) is a δ-sliding deformation of E1 in Ū . By Lemma 4.5, it is enough to

prove that

(4.55) g1(∂U) ⊂ ∂U

and

(4.56) |g1(x)− x| < δ for x ∈ Z ∩ ∂U .

For (4.55), take any x ∈ ∂U . Then since ψ1 : (1 + 9α)Ū → (1 + 9α)Ū is a sliding deformation, we know

that ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x) ∈ (1+9α)∂U . Now by (4.21), (4.23) and (4.25), since the maximal diameters of simplices

in S,S ′ are less than ϵ1, we know that

(4.57) |ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)| < 2ϵ1 <
1

2
α,

and hence

(4.58) ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x) ∈ B((1 + 9α)∂U , 1
2
α) ⊂ R4\(1 + 8α)Ū ,

which imples that π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x) ∈ ∂(1 + 7α)U , and hence

(4.59) g1(x) = δ 1
1+7α

◦ π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x) ∈ ∂U .

This yields (4.55);

For (4.56), take any x ∈ Z ∩ ∂U = E1 ∩ ∂U . Then ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x) ∈ F1, and by (4.10), |ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x) −
δ1+9α(x)| < (1 + 9α)[δ0 +

1
2 (δ − δ0)].

By (4.21), (4.23) and (4.25), we know that

(4.60) |ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)| < 4ϵ1,
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and

(4.61) ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x) ∈ (1 + 10α)Ū\(1 + 8α)U .

By definition of π, (4.61) tells that

(4.62) |π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)| ≤ 3α.

Hence (4.10), (4.60) and (4.62) yields

|π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− δ1+7α(x)|
≤|π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)|

+ |ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)|
+ |ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− δ1+9α(x)|+ |δ1+9α(x)− δ1+7α(x)|

≤(1 + 9α)[δ0 +
1

2
(δ − δ0)] + 4ϵ1 + 3α+ 2α

≤(1 + 9α)[δ0 +
1

2
(δ − δ0)] + 6α.

(4.63)

As consequence,

|g1(x)− x| = |δ 1
1+7α

◦ π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− δ 1
1+7α

◦ δ1+7α(x)|

=
1

1 + 7α
|π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦ δ1+9α(x)− δ1+7α(x)|

≤ 1

1 + 7α
{(1 + 9α)[δ0 +

1

2
(δ − δ0)] + 6α}.

(4.64)

Now take α and ϵ0 so that

(4.65)
1

1 + 7α
{(1 + 9α)[δ0 +

1

2
(δ − δ0)] + 6α} < δ

and

(4.66) C1ϵ0 + [(100α+ 2ϵ0) + C(η)2M0C03α(1 + 9α)]
√
1 + L2H2(φ1(E ∩ ∂U)) < ϵ.

Then we get (4.56), and (4.66) gives (4.5). (4.55) and (4.56) yields that F ′ = g1(E1 ∩ Ū) is a δ-sliding

deformation of E1 in Ū .
We still have to prove that F ′ ∩ ∂U = g1(E1 ∩ Ū) ∩ ∂U is a (η, δ, ν′, L)-sliding boundary of Z. That is,

we have to show that

(4.67) ∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, F ′ ∩ Lν
′

ij is the graph of an L-Lipschitz map from lν
′

ij to BQij
(0, R1).

Since F ′ = 1
1+7αF2, hence (4.60) is equivalent to say that F2 ∩ (1 + 7α)Lν

′

ij is the graph of an L-Lipschitz

map from (1 + 7α)lν
′

ij to (1 + 7α)BQij (0, R1).

We claim that

(4.68) F2 ∩ (1 + 7α)Lν
′

ij \(1 + 5α)Ū coincide with the cone over the graph of uij in (1 + 7α)Lν
′

ij \(1 + 5α)U .

Since (1 + 7α)Lν
′

ij \(1 + 5α)Ū ⊂ V , it is enough to look at F2 ∩ V . Recall that F2 = π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′ ◦ ψ1 ◦
δ1+9α(E1 ∩ Ū) = π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′(F1).
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We know that |S ′|∩V = ∅, ϕ′′ ◦ϕ′||S′|C = Id, and ϕ′′ ◦ϕ′(|S ′|) ⊂ |S ′|, hence ψ′′ ◦ψ′ ◦ (F1∩V ) = F1∩V =

G1 ∩ V . By definition of V , π(V ) ⊂ V and π(V C) ⊂ V C , thus

(4.69) F2 ∩ V = π ◦ ψ′′ ◦ ψ′(F1) ∩ V = π(ψ′′ ◦ ψ′(F1) ∩ V ) = π(F1 ∩ V ) = π(G1 ∩ V ).

By (4.14), G1 ∩ V coincide with a cone in V . Hence by the definition of V , we know that π(G1 ∩ V ) =

G1 ∩ V ∩ (1 + 7α)Ū . In particular,

F2 ∩ (1 + 7α)Lν
′

ij \(1 + 5α)Ū = F2 ∩ V ∩ (1 + 7α)Lν
′

ij \(1 + 5α)Ū

=G1 ∩ V ∩ (1 + 7α)Ū ∩ (1 + 7α)Lν
′

ij \(1 + 5α)Ū = G1 ∩ (1 + 7α)Lν
′

ij \(1 + 5α)Ū .
(4.70)

Again by (4.14), we get Claim (4.68). As a result, (4.67) holds, and hence F ′ ∩ ∂U is a (η, δ, ν′, L)-sliding

boundary of Z. Since F ′ is a δ-sliding deformation of E1 in Ū , and E1 is a Z2-topological competitor for E

in U , hence F ′ is an (η, δ, ν′, L)-Z2-topological sliding competitor for Z. We have alreay proved that (4.5)

holds. Thus we complete the proof of Proposition 4.2. 2

Proof of Proposition 4.3. By definition, since F is a 2-regular (η, δ, ν, L)-Z2-topological sliding competitors

for Z, there exists a Z2-topological competitor E0 for Z in U , and a δ-sliding deformation ψt, 1 ≤ t ≤ 1 in

Ū , so that ψ1(E0 ∩ Ū) = F . The problem is just that E0 has no reason to be 2-regular.

Since F is 2-regular, there exists ϵ ∈ (0, δ), so that there exists a ϵ-neighborhood retract to F in Ū .
That is, there exists a Lipschitz deformation retract gt, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 from B(F, ϵ) ∩ Ū → B(F, ϵ) ∩ Ū , so that

gt(x) = x, ∀x ∈ F,∀t ∈ [0, 1], g0 = id, g1(B(F, ϵ) ∩ Ū) = F , and gt(∂U) ⊂ ∂U . We extend gt to a δ-sliding

deformation in Ū .
Let L be the Lipschitz constant for ψ1. Fix an n ∈ N such that 2−n−4L < ϵ. Let ∆ denote the set of all

dyadic cubes of size 2−n in R4, and let ∆d, 0 ≤ d ≤ 4 be the d-skeleton of ∆. Let f : E0 ∩ Ū → ∆2 be the

Federer Fleming projection. Then it is easy to see that

(4.71) |f(x)− x| ≤ 2−n−1,∀x ∈ E0 ∩ Ū ,

hence f(E0 ∩ Ū) ⊂ (1 + 2−n−2)Ū .
Let α = 2−n, and set

(4.72) h : E0 → [(1 + α)Ū ] ∪ Z : h(x) =


f(x), x ∈ E0 ∩ Ū ;

t−1
α x+ α−t

α f(x), x ∈ E0 ∩ t∂U , 1 ≤ t ≤ α;

x, x ∈ E0\(1 + α)U .

We extend h to a Lipschitz deformation ht : (1+2α)U → (1+2α)U , so that h0 = id, h1 = h on E0. Then

by Proposition 2.7, h(E0) is a Z2-topological competitor for E0 in (1 + 2α)U , and hence is a Z2-topological

competitor for Z in (1 + 2α)U . Moreover, h(E0) is 2-regular, and by (4.71) and (4.72), we know that

(4.73) dH(h(E0), E0) ≤ 2−n−1.

Set E = 1
1+2αh(E0). Then E is a 2-regular Z2-topological competitor for Z in U . and dH(E, h(E0)) ≤ 2α.

Combine with (4.73) we know that

(4.74) dH(E,E0) ≤ 2α+ 2−n−2 = 2−n−3.

As a result, we know that

(4.75) ψ1(E ∩ Ū) ⊂ B(ψ1(E0 ∩ Ū), 2−n−3L) = B(F, 2−n−3L) ⊂ B(F,
ϵ

2
).
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Thus we have

(4.76) g1(ψ1(E ∩ Ū)) ⊂ F.

All together, we get the 2-regular Z2-topological competitor E for Z in U , and the (η, δ)-sliding defor-

mation φt := gt ◦ ψt, so that φ1(E ∩ Ū) ⊂ F .

The rest is to prove that φ1(E ∩ Ū) is a (η, δ, ν, L)-Z2-topological sliding competitor for Z. That is, if we

set G := φ1(E ∩ Ū) ∩ ∂U , then G satisfies (3.26) in Definition 3.10.

By definition, φt sends ∂U to ∂U , and is a δ-sliding deformation in Ū , hence φt(∂Z) ⊂ B(∂Z, δ) ∩ ∂U ,
and φ1(∂Z) = φ1(∂E) ⊂ G ⊂ ∂F := F ∩ ∂U .

Now for each 1 ≤ j ≤ l ≤ 3. Let xjl denote the midpoint of ljl. Let σ = {xjl} × ∂BQjl
(0, R1). Then

σ ⊂ ∂U , and it represents a non zero element in H1(∂U\∂Z,Z2). Moreover, since G ⊂ ∂F ⊂ B(∂Z, δ), hence

G ∩ σ = ∅.
Now since φt(∂Z) ⊂ B(∂Z, δ) ∩ ∂U , and δ < R1, we know that {φt(∂Z), 1 ≤ t ≤ 1} does not meet σ.

We claim that

(4.77) [σ] ̸= 0 in H1(∂U\φ1(∂Z),Z2).

Suppose not, then there is a simplicial Z2-2 chain Γ ⊂ ∂U\φ1(∂Z) so that ∂Γ = σ. Let ϵ > 0 be such

that dist(Γ, φ1(∂Z)) > 3ϵ.

Let φ : ∂U → ∂U be such that φ = φ1 on ∂Z, φ = id on ∂U\B(∂Z, ϵ).

As a result, we can find a smooth map k : ∂U → ∂U , transverse to Γ, k = id on ∂U\B(∂Z, 2ϵ), and

(4.78) ||k − φ||∞ ≤ ϵ.

Then k−1(Γ) is a simplicial Z2-2 chain in Ū , ∂(k−1(Γ)) = σ, and for any x ∈ k−1(Γ), y ∈ ∂Z, we know

that k(x) ∈ Γ, k(y) ∈ k(∂Z), hence

(4.79) |k(x)− k(y)| ≥ |k(x)− φ(y)| − |φ(y)− k(y)| ≥ dist(Γ, φ(∂Z))− ϵ ≥ 3ϵ− ϵ = 2ϵ > ϵ.

Hence x ̸= y. As a result, we know that k−1(Γ) ∩ ∂Z = ∅.
Thus we have found a a simplicial Z2-2 chain in Ū\∂Z, whose boundary is σ. This contradicts the fact

that [σ] ̸= 0 in H1(∂U\∂Z,Z2). Thus we have proved Claim (4.77).

Now since φ(∂Z) ⊂ G, hence Ū\G ⊂ Ū\φ(∂Z). As a result, we know that

(4.80) [σ] ̸= 0 in H1(∂U\G,Z2).

Finally we claim that, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

(4.81) G ∩ Lνij = ∂F ∩ Lνij .

In fact, we know that ∂F ∩ Lνij is a graph of a lipschitz map ξ from lνij to BQij
(0, R1), and that G ⊂ ∂F .

So if G ∩ Lνij ̸= ∂F ∩ Lνij , there exists p ∈ (∂F ∩ Lνij)\(G ∩ Lνij). Since ∂F ∩ Lνij is the graph of ξ, there

exists z ∈ lνij so that p = (z, ξ(z)), and that ∂F ∩ {z}×BQij
(0, R1) = {z, ξ(z)} = {p}. As a result, we know

that G ∩ {z} × BQij (0, R1) = ∅, and hence {z} × BQij (0, R1) ⊂ Lνij\G. Note that ∂[{z} × BQij (0, R1)] =

{z} × ∂BQij
(0, R1) ∼ σ in lνij × ∂BQij

(0, R1), hence [σ] = 0 in H1(l
ν
ij × ∂BQij

(0, R1),Z2). But since F is an

(η, δ)−Z2−topological sliding competitor for Z, we know that ∂F ∩Lνij ⊂ lνij×B̄Qij
(0, δ) ⊂ lνij×BQij

(0, R1),

hence lνij × ∂BQij (0, R1) ⊂ ∂U\∂F ⊂ ∂U\G, thus [σ] = 0 in H1(∂U\G,Z2). This contradicts (4.80).

Thus we get (4.81), and the proof is completed. 2
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5 Decomposition of a competitor, and estimate its measure by

projections

After the simplifications in the last section, we begin to carry on the proof of sliding stabilities for Z in this

and the next section.

Recall that in [14], we proved the minimality of Z in B = B(0, 1) using product of paired calibrations.

There are two main steps :

Step 1: Decomposition. since we are treating objects in codimension 2, we lose the separation

conditions needed for normal paired calibrations. This leads us to work in Z2 homology groups, so that we

can properly decompose any regular competitor F for Z into 9 parts Fij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, and these 9 parts can

only meet each other in some prescribed way.

Step 2: measures of projections. Then we use 9 different projections πij to project these 9 parts

to the boundary ∂U , and use the sum of the measures of πij(Fij), 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3 of these nine parts to give a

lower bound for the measure of competitors for Z.

Due to Step 1, we only managed to prove the topological minimality in the coefficient group Z2. This

will be the same for the topological sliding stability and uniqueness property: the coefficient group has to

be Z2. On the other hand, in the proof of the minimality of Z, since for each Almgren or Z2 topological

competitor F , we have F ∩ ∂U = Z ∩ ∂U , hence the measure of the projections πij(Fij), 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3 are

more or less fixed. But in the sliding case, we allow F ∩ ∂U to be different from Z ∩ ∂U , hence we have one

more thing to do : to give a uniform lower bound for the sum of the projections.

We have done similar argument in the proof of the sliding stability for T and Y sets in dimension 3. In

their case, the unit sphere is of dimension 2, and hence no matter how we do the sliding deformation, the

above projections are just disjoint regions in the unit sphere, whose union is the unit sphere. Therefore the

sum of the measure of the projections are always the same. This allows us to prove the (η, δ)-topological

sliding stability for them.

But for the case of Z, the boundary ∂B is of dimension 3, and our projections of sets are of dimension

2, which is not of full dimension, and this makes the estimate of the sum of the measures after projections

much more involved. And at last, we only arrive to prove the (η, δ, ν, L)-Z2-topological sliding stability.

As a final remark, we do not know whether the set Z is also (η, δ)−Z2-topological sliding stable. But as

we mentioned in the introduction, this (η, δ, ν, L)-Z2-topological sliding stability is enough for our purpose

of finding new singularities by taking almost orthogonal unions with other minimal cones.

5.1 The decomposition

Fix any η < η1, δ ∈ (0, R1), ν ∈ (0, R3), and L > 0. Take a set F ∈ F = F(η, δ, ν, L).

Set ∂F = F ∩ ∂U . Then it is a deformation of ∂Z := Z ∩ ∂U .
For 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, set Li := Y1\Ro1ai (Rab denotes the ray issued from a and passing through b, for

a, b ∈ R4), and Sj := Y2\Ro2bj . Then Li and Sj are cones in P1 and P2 respectively. For 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, set

(5.1) Zij = (Li × Sj) ∩ Ū ,

Then it is a Z2-chain, whose boundary is the essentially disjoint union

(5.2) zij := ∂Zij = ∪k ̸=i,l ̸=j lkl.

Let zij and lij also denote the Z2-simplicial chain supported on zij and lij in the obvious sense.
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By (5.2), we have

(5.3)
∑

k ̸=i,l ̸=j

lkl = zij ∼ 0 in H1(Z ∩ Ū ,Z2),∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

Proposition 5.1. If E is a 2-regular Z2-topological competitor for Z in U , then [zij ] = 0 in H1(E ∩ Ū ,Z2),

∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

Proof. Let E be a 2-regular Z2-topological competitor for Z in U .
Recall that the set Z = Y × Y is the union of nine 1

4−planes Hij := Ro1,ai × Ro2,bj , 1 ≤ i, j,≤ 3. Set

eij = (ai, bj) ∈ R4. Set sij = eij + {x ∈ Qij : |x| = 1
10}. Then sij is a small circle outside U that links Hij .

We denote also by sij the corresponding element in homology groups with coefficients in Z2 for short. Then

in H1(R4\E,Z2)

(5.4) si1 + si2 + si3 = 0 = s1j + s2j + s3j , for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3,

and, in the special case of Z = Y × Y , H1(R4\Z,Z2) is the Abelian group generated by sij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3

with the relations (5.4). Notice that the relations (5.4) has in fact only 5 independent relations. Thus

H1(R4\Z,Z2) is in fact a vector space (since Z2 is a field) with basis {sij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2}.
Take i = 1, j = 1 for example. We want to show that [z11] = 0 in H1(E ∩ Ū ,Z2).

Set F = [E ∩U ]∪ [(L3 ×S3)\U ]. Note that the topological plane L3 ×S3 is the essentially disjoint union

∪i,j ̸=3Hij ; hence the four circles s11, s12, s21 and s22 represent the same element in H1(R4\F,Z2). Denote

by s this element in H1(R4\F,Z2).

We want to show first that s ̸= 0 in H1(R4\F,Z2). Suppose not, that is, s = 0 in H1(R4\F,Z2). Then

there exists a C1 simplicial 2-chain Γ in R4\F such that ∂Γ = s11. Since E is a topological competitor

of Z in U , s11 ̸= 0 in H1(R4\E,Z2), hence Γ ∩ E ̸= ∅. But Γ ⊂ R4\F , hence Γ can only meet E at

E\F = [H13 ∪H23 ∪H31 ∪H32 ∪H33]\U . We can also ask that Γ meet these five 1
4 planes transversally, and

do not meet any of their intersections. This gives that in H1(R4\E,Z2),

(5.5) s11 + δ13s13 + δ23s23 + δ33s33 + δ31s31 + δ32s32 = 0

with δij ∈ Z2, and at least one of the five δij is not zero.

Combine with (5.4), we have

(5.6) s11 + δ13[s11 + s12] + δ23[s21 + s22] + (δ31 + δ33)[s21 + s11] + (δ32 + δ33)[s12 + s22] = 0.

We simplify and get

(5.7) [1 + δ13 + δ31 + δ33]s11 + [δ13 + δ32 + δ33]s12 + [δ23 + δ31 + δ33]s21 + [δ23 + δ32 + δ33]s22 = 0,

in H1(R4\E,Z2).

But s11, s12, s21, s22 are independent elements in H1(R4\Z,Z2), hence they are also independent in

H1(R4\E,Z2), because E is a Z2-topological competitor for Z. Thus (5.7) gives

(5.8) 1 + δ13 + δ31 + δ33 = δ13 + δ32 + δ33 = δ23 + δ31 + δ33 = δ23 + δ32 + δ33 = 0.

However, the sum of the four numbers gives

0 = [1 + δ13 + δ31 + δ33] + [δ13 + δ32 + δ33] + [δ23 + δ31 + δ33] + [δ23 + δ32 + δ33]

= 1 + 2(δ13 + δ31 + δ32 + δ23 + 2δ33) = 1,
(5.9)
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which is impossible. Hence we have a contradiction.

Hence s11 = s ̸= 0 in H1(R4\F,Z2).

Now because F is 2-regular in U and F\U = (L1 × S1)\U , H1(R4\F,Z2) is a finite dimensional vector

space (because Z2 is a field), and hence H1(R4\F,Z2) = [H1(R4\F,Z2)]
∗. For the non zero element s11 ∈

H1(R4\F,Z2), denote by ζ the dual element of s11 in the cohomology group H1(R4\F,Z2). Denote by φ

the isomorphism of the Poincaré-Lefschetz duality

(5.10) α : H1(R4\F,Z2) ∼= H3(R4, F,Z2),

Then α(ζ) can be represented by a smooth simplicial 3-chain Σ with boundary in F , and |Σ| ∩ s11 is a single

point. Denote by ξ = ∂Σ, then this is a 2-chain with support in F such that s11 is non-zero in H1(R4\|ξ|,Z2).

Notice that outside U , the set F is topologically a plane, which is linked by s11, hence if s11 is non-zero

in H1(R4\|ξ|,Z2), then |ξ| ⊃ (F\U). Since |ξ| ⊂ F , we know that

(5.11) |ξ|\U = F\U .

But F ∩ ∂U = z11, hence z11 = ∂(F\U) = ∂∂Σ + ∂(F\U) = ∂(ξ + (F\U)) (here we regard F\U as a

2-chain). By (5.11), the support of ξ+(F\U) is contained in F ∩U , hence z11 is a boundary in F ∩ Ū , which
yields that z11 represents a zero element in H1(F ∩ Ū ,Z2), and thus in H1(E ∩ Ū ,Z2).

The same arguments holds for all zij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3. Thus the proof of Proposition 5.1 is completed. 2

After Proposition 5.1, we know that if F ∈ F(η, δ, ν, L), then there exists a 2-regular Z2-topological

competitor E for Z in U , and a δ-sliding deformation φ1 of E in U , such that F = φ1(E ∩ Ū). As a result,

if we denote by φ = φ1, then

(5.12) σij := φ∗(zij) ∼ 0 in H1(F,Z2),

and

(5.13)
∑

k ̸=i,l ̸=j

φ∗(lkl) = σij ∼ 0 in H1(F,Z2),∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3,

by (5.3).

Recall that Qij denote the 2-subspace of R4 generated by xi and yj , and let qij be the orthogonal

projection from R4 to Qij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3. Let Pij denote the 2-subspace containing cij (or equivalently, γij).

Then Pij is just the 2-subspace of R4 generated by ai and bj , and is the 2-subspace of R4 orthogonal to Qij .

Proposition 5.2. Let F ∈ F(η, δ, ν, L) for some η < η1, δ ∈ (0, R1), ν ∈ (0, R3) and L > 0. Let σij be

defined as above. Then there exists subsets Fij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3 of F , so that the following holds:

1◦ H2(qij(Fij)) ≥ |qij∗(σij)|2;
2◦ For each 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, H2−almost every point in the union Fi1 ∪ Fi2 ∪ Fi3 belongs to exactly two of

Fi1, Fi2 and Fi3; similarly, for each 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, H2−almost every point in the union F1j ∪ F2j ∪ F3j belongs

to exactly two of F1j , F2j and F3j.

Proof. For i, j = 1, 2, by (5.12), let Eij be a Z2 chain in F so that ∂Eij = σij . Set E3j = E1j + E2j , for

j = 1, 2, and then set Ei3 = Ei1 + Ei2 for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3. Then we know that

(5.14) ∂E3j = ∂E1j + ∂E2j = σ1j + σ2j = σ3j , j = 1, 2,
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and hence

(5.15) ∂Ei3 = ∂Ei1 + ∂Ei2 = σi3.

Moreover we have

(5.16) E33 = E31 + E32 = (E11 + E21) + (E12 + E22) = (E11 + E12) + (E21 + E22) = E13 + E23.

Altogether we have

(5.17)
∑

1≤i≤3

Eij = 0,∀1 ≤ j ≤ 3 and
∑

1≤j≤3

Eij = 0,∀1 ≤ 1 ≤ 3,

and

(5.18) ∂Eij = σij ,∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

It is important to point out that, by (5.17), for any 1 ≤ i ≤ 3, modulo a H2 negligible set, the supports

of the three 2-chains satisfy that :

(5.19) |Ei3| = (|Ei2| ∪ |Ei1|)\(|Ei2| ∩ |Ei1|).

In other words, H2−almost every point in the union |Ei1| ∪ |Ei2| ∪ |Ei3| of the three supports belongs to

exactly two of them.

Similarly, we know that for each 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, H2−almost every point in the union |E1j | ∪ |E2j | ∪ |E3j | of
the three supports belongs to exactly two of them.

Now let us turn to the projections of the nine Z2-chains Eij .

For every 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, we know that σij is a closed Z2 chain, and hence qij∗(σij) is also a closed Z2

chain in the 2-plane Qij . Since H3(Qij ,Z2) = 0, hence there exists a unique Z2-2-chain Σij in Qij , so that

∂Σij = qij∗(σij).

As a result, for any Z2-simplicial 2 chain Γ ⊂ R4, if ∂Γ = σij , then ∂(qij∗(Γ)) = qij∗(∂Γ) = qij∗(σij), and

qij∗(Γ) ⊂ Qij . By the uniqueness of Σij , we know that qij∗(Γ) = Σij . That is

(5.20) ∀Γ ⊂ R4, qij∗(∂Γ) = qij∗(σij) ⇒ qij∗(Γ) = Σij .

In particular, we know that qij∗(Eij) = Σij , and hence

(5.21) H2(qij(|Eij |)) ≥ H2(|qij∗(Eij)|) = H2(|Σij |) = |qij∗(σij)|2.

It is now enough to set Fij = |Eij |. 2

5.2 The calibrations and projections

Proposition 5.3. Let F ∈ F(η, δ, ν, L) for some η < η1, δ ∈ (0, R1), ν ∈ (0, R3) and L > 0. Let σij be

defined as before, then

(5.22) H2(F ) ≥ 1

3

∑
1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σij)|2.
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Proof. For 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, set vij = ai ∧ bj , a unit simple 2-vector in R4.

We define the function fij on the set of simple 2-vectors in R4 : for any simple 2-vector ξ ∈ ∧2(R4),

fij(ξ) := |ξ∧vij | = |dete1,e2,e3,e4 ξ∧vij |, with {ej}1≤j≤4 the canonical orthonormal basis of R4. Now for any

unit (with respect to the L2 norm | · | for the orthonormal basis {ei ∧ ej}1≤i<j≤4 of ∧2(R4)) simple 2-vector

ξ, we can associate to it a plane P (ξ) ∈ G(4, 2), where G(4, 2) is the set of all 2-dimensional subspaces of R4

:

(5.23) P (ξ) = {v ∈ R4, v ∧ ξ = 0}.

In other words, P (x ∧ y) is the subspace generated by x and y.

Now denote also by gij the function from G(4, 2) to R: for any P = P (x ∧ y) ∈ G(4, 2) with x ∧ y a unit

simple 2-vector, gij(P ) = fij(x ∧ y). Since the definition of fij on ∧2(R4) is to take the absolute value of

the determinant, the function gij is well defined.

Let Fij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3 be as in Proposition 5.2. Now since each Fij is the support of a smooth simplicial

2-chain in R4, it is 2-rectifiable, and the tangent plane TxFij of Fij at x exists for H2−almost all x ∈ Fij .

We want to estimate

(5.24)

∫
Fij

gij(TxFij)dH2(x).

Notice that Fij is piecewise smooth, hence gij(TxFij) is measurable. Note also that |gij | ≤ 1, hence the

integral is well defined.

Denote by Eij the subset {x ∈ Fij : J2qij(x) ̸= 0} of Fij , where J2qij(x) is the Jacobian of the restriction

qij |Fij : Fij → Qij . Then TxEij = TxFij for H2 almost all x ∈ Eij . By the Sard theorem, we have

(5.25) H2(qij(Fij)\qij(Eij)) = 0,

and hence by Proposition 5.2,

(5.26) H2(qij(Eij)) = H2(qij(Fij)) ≥ |qij∗(σij)|2.

Now for x ∈ Eij , define hij(x) = gij(TxFij)(J2qij(x))
−1. Recall that the projection qij : Fij → Qij is a

1-Lipschitz function. hence by the coarea formula for Lipschitz functions between two rectifiable set (cf.[8]

Theorem 3.2.22), we have

(5.27)

∫
Eij

hij(x)J2qij(x)dH2(x) =

∫
qij(Eij)

dH2(y)[
∑

qij(x)=y

hij(x)].

By definition of hij , the left hand side of the above equality is just∫
Eij

hij(x)J2qij(x)dH2(x) =

∫
Eij

gij(TxFij)(J2qij(x))
−1J2qij(x)dH2(x)

=

∫
Eij

gij(TxFij)dH2(x) ≤
∫
Fij

gij(TxFij)dH2(x),

(5.28)

the last inequality is because gij is non negative.

For the right hand side of (5.28), note that for almost all x ∈ Eij , the tangent plane TxFij exists. Suppose

TxFij = P (u ∧ v), with u, v an orthonormal basis of TxFij . Hence

(5.29) gij(TxFij) = fij(u ∧ v) = |vij ∧ u ∧ v| = |vij ∧ qij(u ∧ v)|.
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Notice that qij(u∧v) ∈ ∧2(Qij), hence if we take a unit simple two vector ξij of Qij , we have qij(u∧v) =
±|qij(u ∧ v)|ξij , and hence by (5.29)

(5.30) gij(TxFij) = |qij(u ∧ v)||vij ∧ ξij | = |qij(u ∧ v)| = J2qij(x),

and thus

(5.31) hij(x) = gij(TxFij)J2qij(x)
−1 = 1

for H2 − a.e. x ∈ Eij . As a result,

(5.32)

∫
qij(Eij)

dH2(y)[
∑

qij(x)=y

hij(x)] =

∫
qij(Eij)

dH2(y)[
∑

qij(x)=y

1] =

∫
qij(Eij)

dH2(y)♯{q−1
ij (x) ∩ Eij}.

But for all y ∈ qij(Eij), ♯{q−1
ij (x) ∩ Eij} ≥ 1, hence

(5.33)

∫
qij(Eij)

dH2(y)[
∑

qij(x)=y

hij(x)] ≥
∫
qij(Eij)

dH2(y) = H2(qij(Eij)) ≥ |qij∗(σij)|2.

Combine (5.27), (5.28) and (5.33) we have

(5.34) |qij∗(σij)|2 ≤
∫
Fij

gij(TxFij)dH2(x), for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

We sum over 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, and have∑
1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σij)|2 ≤
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

∫
Fij

gij(TxFij)dH2(x)

=

∫
∪1≤i,j≤3Fij

dH2(x)[
∑

1≤j≤3

∑
1≤l≤3

gij(TxFij)1Fij
(x)].

(5.35)

But F is 2-rectifiable, and each Fij is its subset, hence we have for H2−a.e.x ∈ Fij , TxFij = TxF . Hence

we have

(5.36)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σij)|2 ≤
∫
∪1≤i,j≤3Fij

dH2(x)[
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

gij(TxF )1Fij (x)].

Now we want to use Proposition 5.2 to derive a essential upper bound for the function

(5.37) [
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

gij(TxF )1Fij (x)].

Given a point x ∈ ∪1≤j,l≤3Fij , by Proposition 5.2 2◦, modulo a negligible set, there are two possibilities

:

1) There exists 1 ≤ i1, i2 ≤ 3 and 1 ≤ j1, j2 ≤ 3 such that x only belongs to the four pieces

Fi1j1 , Fi1j2 , Fi2j1 , Fi2j2 .

2) There exists a permutation σ of {1, 2, 3} such that x belongs to all the nine Fij except for F1σ(1), F2σ(2), F3σ(3).

We will estimate the function [
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3 gij(TxF )1Fij

(x)] in these two cases.

For 1), without loss of generality, we suppose that i1 = j1 = 1, i2 = j2 = 2. Then

(5.38)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

gij(TxF )1Fij
(x) =

∑
1≤i≤2

∑
1≤j≤2

gij(TxF ).
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Suppose that TxF = P (ξ) with ξ a unit simple 2-vector. Then for each 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 2, by definition of gij ,

gij(TxF ) = |vij ∧ ξ|.
Hence ∑

1≤i≤2

∑
1≤j≤2

gij(TxF ) = sup
ϵ

∑
1≤i,j≤2

ϵ(i, j) det(vij ∧ ξ)

= sup
ϵ

det[(
∑

1≤i,j≤2

ϵ(i, j)vij) ∧ ξ] ≤ sup
ϵ

||
∑

1≤i,j≤2

ϵ(i, j)vij ||.
(5.39)

where ϵ run over all function from {1, 2} × {1, 2} → {1,−1}, and the norm || · || on ∧2(R4) is defined by

(5.40) ||α|| = sup{det(α ∧ β);β simple unit 2-vector}.

Then the last inequality of (5.39) is because |ξ| = 1. Hence

(5.41)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

gij(TxF )1Fij (x) ≤ sup{||
∑

1≤i,j≤2

ϵ(i, j)vij ||, ϵ : {1, 2} × {1, 2} → {1,−1}}.

Similarly, for 2), we have∑
1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

gij(TxF )1Fij (x) =
∑

1≤i,j≤3,l ̸=σ(i)

gij(TxF )

≤ sup{||
∑

1≤i,j≤3,i̸=j

ϵ(i, j)vij ||, ϵ : [{1, 2, 3} × {1, 2, 3}]\{(1, 1), (2, 2), (3, 3)} → {1,−1}}.
(5.42)

The following lemma will lead to the conclusion of Proposition 5.3.

Lemma 5.4 (cf. [14] Lemma 4.24).

(5.43) sup{||
∑

1≤i,j≤2

ϵ(i, j)vij ||, ϵ : {1, 2} × {1, 2} → {1,−1}} ≤ 3,

and

(5.44) sup{||
∑

1≤i,j≤3,i̸=j

ϵ(i, j)vij ||, ϵ : [{1, 2, 3} × {1, 2, 3}]\{(1, 1), (2, 2), (3, 3)} → {1,−1}} ≤ 3.

By Lemma 5.4, (5.41) and (5.42), for H2−almost all x ∈ ∪1≤i,j≤3Fij ,

(5.45)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

gij(TxF )1Fij (x) ≤ 3.

Hence by (5.36), we have∑
1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σij)|2 ≤
∫
∪1≤i,j≤3Fij

dH2(x)[
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

gij(TxF )1Fij
(x)]

≤ 3

∫
∪1≤i,j≤3Fij

dH2(x) = 3H2(∪1≤i,j≤3Fij) ≤ 3H2(F ),

(5.46)

which yields (5.22). 2

Corollary 5.5. For the set Z,

(5.47) H2(Z ∩ Ū) = 1

3

∑
1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(zij)|2.

Proof. For F = Z, we set Fij = Zij , and then it is not hard to find that all inequalities in the proof of

Proposition 5.3 are equalities for F = Z. 2
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6 Stability for Y × Y

In this section we are going to give a lower bound of the term
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3 |qij∗(zij)|2 on the right-hand-

side of (5.22). Note that the definition of this term depends only on F ∩ ∂U . Hence in fact, it is defined for

all (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary G for Z.

The aim of this section is to prove the following Theorem, and then deduce the Z2-topologically sliding

stability for Y × Y .

Theorem 6.1. Let G be an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary for Z for some η < η1, δ < R1, ν ∈ (0, R3), and

L > 0. Suppose that arctan R3

1−√
η <

π
16 , δ < min{ν, R3−ν

6 }, and L < δ2R3

(1−√
η)(1−η)2 . Then we have

(6.1)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σij)|2 ≥
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(zij)|2

The proof of Theorem 6.1 consists of a series of constructions and propositions. Let us first introduce

some notation:

For a point z ∈ Pij , let arg z ∈ R/2π be the argument of z under the basis {xi, yj}. Recall that

lνij ={(1−√
η)ai + tbj : ν ≤ t ≤ R3} ∪ {(1−√

η)bj + tai : ν ≤ t ≤ R3}

∪ {(1− η) cos θai + (1− η) sin θbj , θ0 < θ <
π

2
− θ0},

(6.2)

where θ0 = arccos
1−√

η

1−η .

The 3-dimensional planar region lνij

Then it is easy to see that the map arg : lνij → R/2π is injective. For t ∈ [ν,R3], let θ(t) = arctan t
1−√

η .

Then {arg z : z ∈ lνij} = [θ(ν), π2 − θ(ν)],

(6.3) arg[(1−√
η)ai + tbj ] = θ(t), arg[(1−√

η)bj + tai] =
π

2
− θ(t),
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and

(6.4) arg[(1− η) cos θai + (1− η) sin θbj ] = θ.

For any θ(ν) ≤ θ1 < θ2 ≤ π
2 − θ(ν), let lθ1,θ2ij denote the following subcurve of lνij :

(6.5) lθ1,θ2ij = {z ∈ lνij : arg z ∈ [θ1, θ2]}.

For any map f from lνij to Qij , let G(f) denote its graph, and G(f, θ1, θ2) denote the graph of the

restriction of f on lθ1,θ2ij : G(f, θ1, θ2) = {(x, f(x)) : x ∈ lθ1,θ2ij }. Then G(f) and G(f, θ1, θ2) are subsets of

lθ1,θ2ij ×Qij .

So let G be an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary G for Z. Then there exists a Lipschitz deformation φG :

∂U → ∂U , so that |φG(z)− z| < δ for all z ∈ G, and G satisfies the condition (3.29) in Definition 3.10.

For 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, let σGij denote φG∗(zij) defined as before. Then

(6.6) σGij =
∑

k ̸=i,l ̸=j

φG∗(lkl).

Since σGij = φG∗(zij), and φG is a δ-sliding deformation, combine with (5.2) we know that

(6.7) |σGij | ⊂ B(zij , δ) ⊂ ∪k ̸=i,l ̸=jB(lkl, δ).

Since

(6.8) B(lkl, δ) ⊂ [Ak2 ∪A1l ∪ Γkl],

we have

(6.9) |σGij | ⊂ ∪k ̸=i,l ̸=j [Ak2 ∪A1l ∪ Γkl].

Note that for any (k, l) ̸= (i, j), since dist(lkl, L
ν
ij) ≥ ν > δ, hence |φG(lkl)| ∩ Lνij ⊂ B(lkl, δ) ∩ Lνij = ∅,

and therefore

(6.10) G ∩ Lνij = φG(lij) ∩ Lνij .

Let ΣGij denote the unique Z2-2-chain in Qij so that ∂ΣGij = qij∗(σ
G
ij).

Proposition 6.2. Let G be an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary for Z for some η < η1, δ < R1, ν ∈ (0, R3), and

L > 0. Suppose that arctan R3

1−√
η < π

16 , δ < min{ν, R3−ν
6 }, and L < δ2R3

(1−η)2(1−√
η) . Then there exists an

(η, δ, ν, (1−√
η)L/δ) sliding boundary G′ of Z, such that G′∩L

5π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

ij is the image of an (1−√
η)L/δ-

Lipschitz graph from l
5π
32 ,θ(R3−3δ)
ij to Qxi

(0, δ) = [−δxi, δxi], and

(6.11)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σG
′

ij )|2 =
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σGij)|2

Proof. Since G is an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary for Z, by definition, for each (i, j), G∩Lνij is the graph of

an L-Lipschitz map ξGij from lνij to BQij
(0, δ). That is,

(6.12) G ∩ Lνij = G(ξGij , θ(ν),
π

2
− θ(ν)).
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On the other hand, since |φG(x)−x| < δ < ν, and the boundary ai and bj of lij are of distance ν to Lνij ,

hence the boundary ∂φG∗(lij) = φG(ai) + φG(bj) still does not touch L
ν
ij . In other words, φG∗(lij) admits

no boundary in Lνij . Note that |φG∗(lij)| ∩ Lνij ⊂ φG(lij) ∩ Lνij , and by (6.12), φG(lij) ∩ Lνij is a Lipschitz

graph of a curve, hence we know that

(6.13) |φG∗(lij)| ∩ Lνij = φG(lij) ∩ Lνij .

Combine with (6.12) and (6.13), we know that

(6.14) φG∗(lij) ∩ Lνij is just the 1-chain represented by the graph G(ξij , θ(ν),
π

2
− θ(ν)).

We want to construct another sliding boundary G′ based on G, so that the restriction of G′ on the part

L
5π
32 ,θ(R3−3δ)
ij is a graph from l

5π
32 ,θ(R3−3δ)
ij to Qxi

, instead of to both direction of Qxi∧yj . The idea is just to

do some homotopy from ξGij to πxi
◦ ξGij , and guarantee that meanwhile (6.11) holds.

So for θ ∈ [π2 − θ(R3 − 3δ), π2 − θ(R3 − 4δ)], let tθ =
θ−(π

2 −θ(R3−3δ))

θ(R3−3δ)−θ(R3−4δ) ; and for θ ∈ [π8 ,
5π
32 ], let tθ =

θ−π
8

π
32

.

Then define ξG
′

ij : lνij → BQij (0, δ):

(6.15) ξG
′

ij (z) =



ξGij(z) , arg z ∈ [θ(ν), π8 ];

(1− targ z)ξ
G
ij(z) + targ zπxi ◦ ξGij(z) , arg z ∈ [π8 ,

5π
32 ];

πxi
◦ ξGij(z) , arg z ∈ [ 5π32 ,

π
2 − θ(R3 − 3δ)];

(1− targ z)πxi
◦ ξGij(z) + targ zξ

G
ij(z) , arg z ∈ [π2 − θ(R3 − 3δ), π2 − θ(R3 − 4δ)];

ξGij(z) , arg z ∈ [π2 − θ(R3 − 4δ), π2 − θ(ν)].

Then a simple calculate tells that ξG
′

ij is L
min{ π

32 ,θ(R3−3δ)−θ(R3−4δ)} -Lipschitz. Note that

θ(R3 − 3δ)− θ(R3 − 4δ) = arctan(
R3 − 3δ

1−√
η
)− arctan(

R3 − 4δ

1−√
η
) ≥ (

δ

1−√
η
),(6.16)

Hence ξG
′

ij is L
min{ π

32 ,
δ

1−√
η } -Lipschitz, i.e., max{ 32

π ,
1−√

η

δ }L-Lipschitz. Note that max{ 32
π ,

1−√
η

δ } ≤ 1−√
η

δ .

Set L′ =
(1−√

η)L

δ , then ξG
′

ij is L′-Lipschitz.

By definition, ξGij = ξG
′

ij on L
π
16 ,

π
8

ij ∪ L
π
2 −θ(R3−4δ),π2 −θ(ν)
ij forall 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

Now we define the new sliding competitor G′: we let G′ = G on ∂U\[∪1≤i,j≤3L
ν
ij ], and G

′ = G(ξG
′

ij ) on

Lνij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3.

Then we can see from definition that G′∩L
5π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

ij is the image of the L-Lipschitz map πxi
◦ξGij from

L
5π
32 ,θ(R3−3δ)
ij to Qxi(0, δ) = [−δxi, δxi]. The fact that G′ is a (η, δ)-sliding boundary is due to the following :

for any z ∈ Z∩∂U , if φG(z) ̸∈ [∪1≤i,j≤3L
ν
ij ], set φG′(z) = φG(z); otherwise, we have φG(z) = ξGij(y) for some

y ∈ lνij , and we set φG′(z) = ξG
′

ij (y). Note that in this case, since φG(z) ∈ Pij×Qxi
×Qyj = Qai∧bj∧xi

×Qyj ,
we have

||φG(z)− z||2 = ||πai∧bj∧xi
(φG(z)− z)||2 + ||πyj (φG(z)− z)||2

= ||πai∧bj∧xi
(φG(z)− z)||2 + ||πyiφG(z)||2.

(6.17)

and similarly we have

(6.18) ||φG′(z)− z||2 = ||πai∧bj∧xi
(φG′(z)− z)||2 + ||πyiφG′(z)||2.

But note that by definition, for all z ∈ lνij ,

(6.19) ||πyiφG′(z)|| ≤ ||πyiφG(z)||,
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and

(6.20) ||πai∧bj∧xi
(φG(z)− z)|| = ||πai∧bj∧xi

(φG′(z)− z)||,

hence by (6.17) and (6.18) we have

(6.21) ||φG′(z)− z|| ≤ ||φG(z)− z|| ≤ δ.

Now the rest is to prove (6.11). Let us first compare qij∗(σ
G′

ij ) and qij∗(σ
G
ij). To give an idea, take

i = j = 1 for example. By definition, we know that both σG11 and σG
′

11 are contained in B(z11, δ), hence

|q11∗(σG11)| and |q11∗(σG
′

11 )| are contained in B(q11(z11), δ).

A simple calculate gives that q11(z11) is the boundary of the region {x ∈ Q11 : ||x|| ≤
√
3
2 (1 − η) and

|⟨x, x1⟩| ≤
√
3
2 (1−√

η)}. And hence the region B(q11(z11), δ) is as in the following picture.

We also have that

(6.22) q11(l
θ1,θ2
22 ) = {z ∈ q11(z11) : arg z ∈ [θ1, θ2]}.

(6.23) q11(l
θ1,θ2
23 ) = {z ∈ q11(z11) : π − arg z ∈ [θ1, θ2]}.

(6.24) q11(l
θ1,θ2
32 ) = {z ∈ q11(z11) : 2π − arg z ∈ [θ1, θ2]}.

(6.25) q11(l
θ1,θ2
33 ) = {z ∈ q11(z11) : arg z − π ∈ [θ1, θ2]}.

In all

(6.26) q11(l
θ1,θ2
kl ) = {z ∈ q11(z11) : (−1)k+l arg z + lπ ∈ [θ1, θ2]}.
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See the figure above.

By definition, the difference of σG11 and σG
′

11 is contained in the disjoint union of ∪k,l=2,3l
π
8 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−4δ)

kl ×
BQkl

(0, δ), while

q11(l
π
8 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−4δ)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)) = q11(l

π
8 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−4δ)

kl ) + q11(BQkl
(0, δ))

= q11(l
π
8 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−4δ)

kl ) +BQ11(0,
δ

2
) ⊂ q11(l

3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1].
(6.27)

As a result, we know that

(6.28) |q11∗(σG11)|∆|q11∗(σG
′

11 )| ⊂ ∪k,l=2,3q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1],

and the above union is disjoint.

On the other hand, for k, l = 2, 3, by (6.7), we know that

q11(|σG11|\[l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]) ⊂ ∪k′,l′=2,3q11(B(lk′l′ , δ)\[l

π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

k′l′ ×BQkl
(0, δ)])

⊂ [∪k′,l′=2,3,(k′,l′ )̸=(k,l)q11(B(lk′l′ , δ))] ∪ [q11(B(lkl, δ)\[l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)])]

⊂ [∪k′,l′=2,3,(k′,l′ )̸=(k,l)B(q11(lk′l′), δ)] ∪ [B(q11(lkl\l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ), δ)]

⊂ [∪k′,l′=2,3,(k′,l′ )̸=(k,l)B(q11(lk′l′), δ)] ∪ [B(q11(lkl), δ)]\{q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]}

= B(q11(z11), δ)\{q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]},

(6.29)

hence

(6.30) q11(|σG11|\[l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]) ∩ {q11(l

3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]} = ∅.

As a result, we have

(6.31) q11(|σG11|) ∩ {q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]} ⊂ q11[l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)],

that is,

q11(|σG11|) ∩ {q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]}

⊂ q11(|σG11|) ∩ q11[l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]

⊂ q11(|σG11| ∩ [l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)])

= q11(G ∩ [l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]),

(6.32)

the last equality is due to (6.10).

Similarly we have

(6.33) q11(|σG
′

11 |) ∩ {q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]} ⊂ q11(G
′ ∩ [l

π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]).

We claim that

(6.34) the projection πx1
is injective on q11(G

′ ∩ [l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]).

By definition, G′ ∩ [l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl × BQkl
(0, δ)] = G(ξG

′

kl ,
π
16 ,

π
2 − θ(ν)). Suppose that z1, z2 ∈ l

π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ,

arg z1 < arg z2. Then by definition, it is easy to that

||πx1
(z1)− πx1

(z2)|| ≥ ||(1−√
η)(cos arg z2 − cos arg z1)||

≥ (1−√
η)(arg z2 − arg z1) sin arg z1

≥ (1−√
η)(arg z2 − arg z1) sin θ(R3)

=
(1−√

η)R3

1− η
(arg z2 − arg z1)

(6.35)
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On the other hand, since ξG
′
is L′-Lipschitz, and πx1

is 1-Lipschitz, we know that

(6.36) ||πx1
(ξG

′
(z1))− πx1

(ξG
′
(z2))|| ≤ L′||z1 − z2|| ≤ L′(1− η)| arg z1 − arg z2|.

As a result, we have

||πx1
(z1, ξ

G′
(z1))− πx1

(z2, ξ
G′
(z2))||

≥||πx1
(z1)− πx1

(z2)|| − ||πx1
(ξG

′
(z1)− πx1

(ξG
′
(z2)||

≥(arg z2 − arg z1)
(1−√

η)R3

1− η
− L′(1− η)| arg z1 − arg z2|

=(
(1−√

η)R3

1− η
− L′(1− η))(arg z2 − arg z1) > 0

(6.37)

because (1− η)L′ =
(1−η)(1−√

η)L

δ <
(1−√

η)R3

1−η . (L < δ2R3

(1−η)2(1−√
η)2 ).

As a result, we get claim (6.34).

Similarly we have

(6.38) the projection πx1
is injective on q11(G ∩ [l

π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]).

Now let us summerize:

We have two 1-chains q11∗(σ
G
11) and q11∗(σ

G′

11 ) in the plane Q11, both are contained in B(q11(z11), δ). And

by (6.28), their difference are contained in the disjoint union

∪k,l=2,3 q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]

= {z ∈ B(q11(z11), δ) : |⟨z, x1⟩| ∈ [

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η) cos

3π

32
]}.

(6.39)

Moreover, by (6.31), (6.33), (6.34) and (6.38), we know that πx1
is injective on |q11(σG11)|∩{q11(l

3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl )+

[−δy1, δy1]}, and on |q11(σG
′

11 )| ∩ {q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl ) + [−δy1, δy1]}, k, l = 2, 3.

Let ζkl,G11 be the map from (−1)k[
√
3
2 (R3−5δ)x1,

√
3
2 (1−η) cos 3π

32x1] toQy1 , so that |q11(σ
G
11)|∩q11(l

3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

kl )+

[−δy1, δy1] coincides with the graph of ζkl,G11 . Define ζkl,G
′

11 similarly.

As a result, we know that ΣG
′

ij and ΣG
′

ij are the same outside the set

(6.40) {z ∈ Q11 : |⟨z, x1⟩| ∈ [

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η) cos

3π

32
]}.

which gives that

|q11∗(σG
′

11 )|2 − |q11∗(σG11)|2 = |ΣG
′

11 | − |ΣG11|

=|ΣG
′

11 ∩ {z ∈ Q11 : |⟨z, x1⟩| ∈ [

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η) cos

3π

32
]}|

− |ΣG11 ∩ {z ∈ Q11 : |⟨z, x1⟩| ∈ [

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η) cos

3π

32
]}|

(6.41)

Note that the boundary of ΣG11 ∩ {z ∈ Q11 : ⟨z, x1⟩ ∈ [
√
3
2 (R3 − 5δ),

√
3
2 (1 − η) cos 3π

32 ]} is the disjoint

union of q11∗(σ
G
22) ∩ [q11(l

3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

22 ) + [−δy1, δy1]], q11∗(σG23) ∩ [q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

23 ) + [−δy1, δy1]], and
some segments parallel to y1. The parts q11∗(σ

G
22) ∩ [q11(l

3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

22 ) + [−δy1, δy1]] and q11∗(σ
G
23) ∩
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[q11(l
3π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−5δ)

23 ) + [−δy1, δy1]] are two disjoint graphs ζ22,G11 and ζ23,G11 from [
√
3
2 (R3 − 5δ)x1,

√
3
2 (1 −

η) cos 3π
32x1], with ζ

22,G
11 (z) > ζ23,G11 (z), for any z ∈ [

√
3
2 (R3 − 5δ)x1,

√
3
2 (1− η) cos 3π

32x1]. Thus we have

|ΣGij ∩ {z ∈ Q11 : ⟨z, x1⟩ ∈ [

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η) cos

3π

32
]}|

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−η) cos 3π
32

√
3

2 (R3−5δ)

(ζ22,G11 (tx1)− ζ23,G11 (tx1))dt.

(6.42)

Similarly we have

|ΣGij ∩ {z ∈ Q11 : ⟨z, x1⟩ ∈ −[

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η)

3π

32
]}|

=

∫ −
√

3
2 (R3−5δ)

−
√

3
2 (1−η) cos 3π

32

(ζ32,G11 (tx1)− ζ33,G11 (tx1))dt,

(6.43)

|ΣG
′

ij ∩ {z ∈ Q11 : ⟨z, x1⟩ ∈ [

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η)

3π

32
]}|

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−η) cos 3π
32

√
3

2 (R3−5δ)

(ζ22,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ23,G
′

11 (tx1))dt,

(6.44)

and

|ΣG
′

ij ∩ {z ∈ Q11 : ⟨z, x1⟩ ∈ −[

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1− η)

3π

32
]}|

=

∫ −
√

3
2 (R3−5δ)

−
√

3
2 (1−η) cos 3π

32

(ζ32,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ33,G
′

11 (tx1))dt.

(6.45)

Then by (6.41) we have

|q11∗(σG
′

11 )|2 − |q11∗(σG11)|2

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−η) cos 3π
32

√
3

2 (R3−5δ)

[ζ22,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ22,G11 (tx1)]− [ζ23,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ23,G11 (tx1)]dt

+

∫ −
√

3
2 (R3−5δ)

−
√

3
2 (1−η) cos 3π

32

[ζ32,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ32,G11 (tx1)]− [ζ33,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ33,G11 (tx1))]dt.

(6.46)

Similar discuss gives

|q12∗(σG
′

12 )|2 − |q12∗(σG12)|2

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−η) 3π
32

√
3

2 (R3−5δ)

[ζ23,G
′

12 (tx1)− ζ23,G12 (tx1)]− [ζ21,G
′

12 (tx1)− ζ21,G12 (tx1)]dt

+

∫ −
√

3
2 (R3−5δ)

−
√

3
2 (1−η) cos 3π

32

[ζ33,G
′

12 (tx1)− ζ33,G12 (tx1)]− [ζ31,G
′

12 (tx1)− ζ31,G12 (tx1))]dt,

(6.47)

and

|q13∗(σG
′

13 )|2 − |q13∗(σG13)|2

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−η) cos 3π
32

√
3

2 (R3−5δ)

[ζ21,G
′

13 (tx1)− ζ21,G13 (tx1)]− [ζ22,G
′

13 (tx1)− ζ22,G13 (tx1)]dt

+

∫ −
√

3
2 (R3−5δ)

−
√

3
2 (1−η) cos 3π

32

[ζ31,G
′

13 (tx1)− ζ31,G13 (tx1)]− [ζ32,G
′

13 (tx1)− ζ32,G13 (tx1))]dt,

(6.48)
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Let us now look at the terms ζkl,G1j , for k ̸= 1, l ̸= j. For each pair (k, l) with k ̸= 1, take k = l = 2

for example, it concerns of two terms on G in (6.46)-(6.48): ζ22,G11 , and ζ22,G13 . Note that they are part of

projections of G(ξG22,
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)) under q11 and q13 respectively. So take any t ∈ [

√
3
2 (R3−5δ),

√
3
2 (1−η) 3π32 ],

we know that (tx1, ζ
22,G
11 (t)y1) is the image of a point zt in G(ξ

G
22,

π
16 ,

π
2 − θ(ν)) under q11. And hence

tx1 = πx1((tx1, ζ
22,G
11 (t)y1)) = πx1(q11(zt)) = πx1(zt)

= πx1
(q13(zt)) ∈ πx1

(q13(G(ξ
G
22,

π

16
,
π

2
− θ(ν)))).

(6.49)

Note that πx1
is injective on q13(G(ξ

G
22,

π
16 ,

π
2 − θ(ν))), hence we know that (tx1, ζ

23,G
11 (t)y1) is the image of

the same point zt under q13.

Since zt ∈ G(ξG22,
π
16 ,

π
2−θ(ν)), there exists a unique wt ∈ l

π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

22 , so that zt = (wt, ξ
G
22(wt)) ∈ P22×Q22.

Then by definition,

(6.50) ζ22,G11 (tx1) = ⟨zt, y1⟩ = ⟨wt, y1⟩+ ⟨ξG22(wt), y1⟩,

and

(6.51) ζ22,G13 (tx1) = ⟨zt, y3⟩ = ⟨wt, y3⟩+ ⟨ξG22(wt), y3⟩.

Since wt ∈ P22 = Qa2,b2 , we know that ⟨wt, y1⟩ + ⟨wt, y3⟩ = 0. Since ξG22(wt) ∈ Qx2,y2 , we know that

⟨ξG22(wt), y1⟩ = ⟨ξG22(wt), y3⟩. As a result, we have

(6.52) ζ22,G11 (tx1)− ζ22,G13 (tx1) = ⟨2wt, y1⟩.

On the other hand, for the point wt, we know that ξG22(wt)−ξG
′

22 (wt) ∈ Qy2 , hence by the same calculation

as in (6.49), we know that

(6.53) tx1 = πx1(wt, ξ
G′

22 (wt)),

that is, ζ22,G11 (tx1) and ζ22,G
′

11 (tx1) corresponds to the same point wt ∈ l
π
16 ,

π
2 −θ(ν)

22 . Hence by the same

argument as above, we know that

(6.54) ζ22,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ22,G
′

13 (tx1) = ⟨2wt, y1⟩.

Thus, (6.52) and (6.54) gives

(6.55) [ζ22,G
′

11 (tx1)− ζ22,G11 (tx1)]− [ζ22,G
′

13 (tx1)− ζ22,G13 (tx1)] = 0.

Same arguments gives that, for each k ̸= 1, 1 ≤ l ≤ 3, and for i, j ̸= l, we have

(6.56) [ζkl,G
′

1i (tx1)− ζkl,G1i (tx1)]− [ζkl,G
′

1j (tx1)− ζkl,G1j (tx1)] = 0.

We sum over (6.46)-(6.48), taking the relation (6.56) into account, and get that

(6.57)
∑

1≤j≤3

|q1j∗(σG
′

1j )|2 − |q1j∗(σG1j)|2 = 0.

Similarly argument gives, for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3,

(6.58)
∑

1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σG
′

ij )|2 − |q1j∗(σGij)|2 = 0.

This gives the relation (6.11). 2
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Remark 6.3. Note that here the fastest way is to project the whole ξGij to Qxi
to get a new sliding boundary

G′ which is a graph from the whole lνij to Qxi . But note that this cannot help, even if we only do it on the

arc (1 − η)γ0ij, because for any point z ∈ lνij with arg z < θ(R3), the injectivity condition as (6.34) cannot

hold, no matter how small L is, because πx1
is not even injective on l

θ(ν),θ(R3)
ij , hence the graph cannot be

injective on a neighborhood of this segment.

There might be problem if we loose injectivity. For example

That is why we have to do the next step, to get a sliding boundary which coincide with zij on LR3
ij . See

the following propositions.

Proposition 6.4. Let G be an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary for Z for some η < η1, δ < R1, ν ∈ (0, R3), and

L > 0. Suppose that arctan R3

1−√
η < π

16 , δ < min{ν, R3−ν
6 }, and L < R3δ

2

(1−√
η)(1−η)2 . Then there exists an

(η, δ, ν, (1−√
η)2L/δ2)-sliding boundary G′′ of Z, such that

1◦ G′′ ∩ Lθ(R3−3δ),π2 −θ(R3)
ij is the image of an (1 − √

η)2L/δ2-Lipschitz graph from l
θ(R3−3δ),π2 −θ(R3)
ij to

Qyj (0, δ) = [−δyj , δyj ];
2◦ G′′ ∩ L

π
4 ,

π
2 −θ(R3)

ij coincides with Z ∩ L
π
4 ,

π
2 −θ(R3)

ij ;

3◦

(6.59)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σG
′′

ij )|2 =
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σGij)|2.

Proof. Fix any G. Take the corresponding G′ as in the last proposition. We will do the same projection

for G′ ∩ Lνij as for G, but this time to the direction Qyj .

Recall that G′ is a (η, δ, ν, L′)-sliding boundary for Z, with arctan R3

1−√
η < π

16 , δ < min{ν, R3−ν
6 },

L′ =
(1−√

η)L

δ , and L < R3δ
2

(1−√
η)(1−η)2 . Moreover,

G′ ∩ L
5π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

ij is the image of an L-Lipschitz graph from

l
5π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

ij to Qxi
(0, δ) = [−δxi, δxi].

(6.60)

Take all the notations as in the last proposition. For θ ∈ [π2 −θ(R3),
π
2 −θ(R3−δ)], let tθ =

θ−(π
2 −θ(R3))

θ(R3)−θ(R3−δ) ;

and for θ ∈ [θ(R3 − 4δ), θ(R3 − 3δ)], let tθ = θ−θ(R3−4δ)
θ(R3−3δ)−θ(R3−4δ) . We define, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, ξG

′′

ij : lνij →
BQij (0, δ):

(6.61) ξG
′′

ij (z) =



ξG
′

ij (z) , arg z ∈ [θ(ν), θ(R3 − 4δ)];

(1− targ z)ξ
G′

ij (z) + targ zπyj ◦ ξG
′

ij (z) , arg z ∈ [θ(R3 − 4δ), θ(R3 − 3δ)];

πyj ◦ ξG
′

ij (z) , arg z ∈ [θ(R3 − 4δ), π2 − θ(R3)];

(1− targ z)πyj ◦ ξG
′

ij (z) + targ zξ
G′

ij (z) , arg z ∈ [π2 − θ(R3),
π
2 − θ(R3 − δ)];

ξG
′

ij (z) , arg z ∈ [π2 − θ(R3 − δ), π2 − θ(ν)].

Then similar as in Proposition 6.2, 1◦ and 2◦ follows directly from the definition of G′′. The rest is to

prove (6.59).

Note that this time we do the projection on yj . The main difference here is that for all points z in lij
with arg z ∈ [π2 − θ(R3),

π
2 − ν], we know that πyj (z) are the same, and hence we cannot expect that πyi

is injective on either G(ξG
′

ij ,
π
2 − θ(R3),

π
2 − ν), or G(ξG

′′

ij ,
π
2 − θ(R3),

π
2 − ν). That is, the injectivity that

we used cannot apply here. But here, compare to an arbitrary sliding boundary, the set G′ has a special

property (6.60). This property guarantees that πyj (z, ξ
G′

ij (z)) = πyj (z) for all z ∈ l
5π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

ij .

Again let us look at q11∗ for example. By (6.60), we know that, for any 5π
32 ≤ θ1 < θ2 ≤ π

2 − θ(R3 − 3δ),

(6.62) G(ξG
′

kl , θ1, θ2) ⊂ lθ1,θ2kl + [−δx1, δx1],
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and

(6.63) G(ξG
′′

kl , θ1, θ2) ⊂ lθ1,θ2kl + [−δx1, δx1].

Since ξG
′

kl and ξG
′′

kl are different only in l
θ(R3−4δ),π2 −θ(R3−δ)
kl , k, l = 2, 3, by (6.62) and (6.63), hence we

know that

|ξG
′

kl |∆|ξG
′′

kl | ⊂ ∪k,l=2,3 [G(ξ
G′

kl , θ(R3 − 4δ),
π

2
− θ(R3 − δ)) ∪G(ξG

′′

kl , θ(R3 − 4δ),
π

2
− θ(R3 − δ))]

⊂ ∪k,l=2,3 [G(ξ
G′

kl , θ(R3 − 4δ),
7π

32
) ∪G(ξG

′

kl ,
7π

32
,
π

2
− θ(R3 − δ))

∪G(ξG
′′

kl , θ(R3 − 4δ),
7π

32
) ∪G(ξG

′′

kl ,
7π

32
,
π

2
− θ(R3 − δ))]

⊂ ∪k,l=2,3 {[l
7π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−δ)

kl + [−δx1, δx1]] ∪ [l
θ(R3−4δ), 7π32
kl ×BQ11

(0, δ)]}

(6.64)

As a result,

|q11∗(σG
′

11 )|∆|q11∗(σG
′′

11 )|

⊂ ∪k,l=2,3q11({[l
7π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−δ)

kl + [−δx1, δx1]] ∪ [l
θ(R3−4δ), 7π32
kl ×BQ11(0, δ)]})

⊂ ∪k,l=2,3[q11(l
θ(R3−5δ),π2 −θ(R3−δ)
kl ) + [−δx1, δx1]],

(6.65)

where the above union is disjoint.

On the other hand, still by (6.60) (for the part [ 6π32 ,
π
2 − θ(R3)] and the same argument as in Proposition

6.2 (for the part [θ(R3 − 5δ), 6π32 ]), we know that for k ̸= 2, l ̸= 2, πy1 is injective on

(6.66) |q11∗(σG
′′

11 )| ∩ {q11(l
θ(R3−5δ),π2 −θ(R3)

kl ) + [−δx1, δx1]},

and

(6.67) πy1(|q11∗(σG
′′

11 )| ∩ {q11(l
θ(R3−5δ),π2 −θ(R3)

kl ) + [−δx1, δx1]) = (−1)k[

√
3

2
(R3 − 5δ),

√
3

2
(1−√

η)].

And also note that for z so that arg z ∈ [π2 − θ(R3),
π
2 − θ(R3 − 3δ)], their projections under πy1 are

1 − √
η, and both q11(G(ξ

G′

kl ,
π
2 − θ(R3),

π
2 − θ(R3 − 3δ))) and q11(G(ξ

G′′

kl ,
π
2 − θ(R3),

π
2 − θ(R3 − 3δ))) are

contained in the line π−1
y1 {1−√

η), hence their difference makes no contribution to |ΣG′

11 |∆|ΣG′′

11 |.
As before we let λkl,G

′

11 be the map from (−1)k[
√
3
2 (R3 − 5δ),

√
3
2 (1 − √

η)] to Qx1 , so that |q11∗(σG
′

11 )| ∩
{q11(l

6π
32 ,

π
2 −θ(R3)

kl ) + [−δx1, δx1]} coincides with the graph of λkl,G11 . Define λkl,G
′′

11 similarly.

Then the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 6.2 gives

|q11∗(σG
′

11 )|2 − |q11∗(ΣG
′′

11 )|2

=
∑

k,l=2,3

∫
(−1)k[

√
3

2 (1−η) sin 6π
32 ,

√
3

2 (1−√
η)]

(−1)l(λkl,G
′

11 (ty1)− λkl,G
′′

11 (ty1))dt

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−√
η)

√
3

2 (1−η) sin 6π
32

[λ22,G
′

11 (ty1)− λ22,G
′′

11 (ty1)]− [λ23,G
′

11 (ty1)− λ23,G
′′

11 (ty1)]dt

+

∫ −
√

3
2 (1−η) sin 6π

32

−
√

3
2 (1−√

η)

[λ32,G
′

11 (ty1)− λ32,G
′′

11 (ty1)]− [λ33,G
′

11 (ty1)− λ33,G
′′

11 (ty1))]dt.

(6.68)
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and similarly, we have

|q21∗(σG
′

21 )|2 − |q21∗(ΣG
′′

21 )|2

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−√
η)

√
3

2 (1−η) sin 6π
32

[λ32,G
′

21 (ty1)− λ32,G
′′

21 (ty1)]− [λ12,G
′

21 (ty1)− λ12,G
′′

21 (ty1)]dt

+

∫ −
√

3
2 (1−η) sin 6π

32

−
√

3
2 (1−√

η)

[λ33,G
′

21 (ty1)− λ33,G
′′

21 (ty1)]− [λ13,G
′

21 (ty1)− λ13,G
′′

21 (ty1))]dt,

(6.69)

and

|q31∗(σG
′

31 )|2 − |q31∗(ΣG
′′

31 )|2

=

∫ √
3

2 (1−√
η)

√
3

2 (1−η) sin 6π
32

[λ12,G
′

31 (ty1)− λ12,G
′′

31 (ty1)]− [λ22,G
′

31 (ty1)− λ22,G
′′

31 (ty1)]dt

+

∫ −
√

3
2 (1−η) sin 6π

32

−
√

3
2 (1−√

η)

[λ13,G
′

31 (ty1)− λ13,G
′′

31 (ty1)]− [λ23,G
′

31 (ty1)− λ23,G
′′

31 (ty1))]dt.

(6.70)

Again, the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 6.2 gives

(6.71)
∑

1≤j≤3

|qj1∗(σG
′

j1 )|2 − |qj1∗(σG
′′

j1∗)|2 = 0.

Similarly argument gives, for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3,

(6.72)
∑

1≤j≤3

|qji∗(σG
′

ji )|2 − |qji∗(σG
′′

ji )|2 = 0.

We sum over j, and get

(6.73)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σG
′′

ij )|2 =
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σG
′

ij )|2.

Combine with (6.11), we get (6.59). 2

Proposition 6.5. Let G be an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary for Z for some η < η1, δ < R1, ν ∈ (0, R3),

and L > 0. Suppose that arctan R3

1−√
η <

π
16 , δ < min ν, R3−ν

6 , and L < R3δ
2

(1−√
η)(1−η)2 . Then there exists an

(η, δ, ν, (1−√
η)2L/δ2)-sliding boundary G0 of Z, such that

1◦ G0 ∩ L
θ(R3−3δ),π4
ij is the image of an (1 − √

η)2L/δ2)-Lipschitz graph from l
θ(R3−3δ),π4
ij to Qyj (0, δ) =

[−δyj , δyj ];
2◦ G0∩L

π
4 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

ij is the image of an (1−√
η)2L/δ2)-Lipschitz graph from l

π
4 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

ij to Qxi
(0, δ) =

[−δxi, δxi];
3◦ G0 ∩ L

θ(R3),
π
2 −θ(R3)

ij coincides with ∂Z ∩ Lθ(R3),
π
2 −θ(R3)

ij ;

4◦

(6.74)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σG0
ij )|2 =

∑
1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σGij)|2

Proof. It is enough to take the G′′ as in Proposition 6.4, and project G′′∩Lθ(R3),
π
2 −θ(R3)

ij again to l
θ(R3),

π
4

ij ×
Qxi

, via a homotopy in [θ(R3−δ), θ(R3)] (note that in [π4 ,
π
2 −θ(R3)], G

′′∩L
π
4 ,

π
2 −θ(R3)

ij coincides alreay with

Z). The same argument in Proposition 6.4 gives the conclusion of Proposition 6.5. 2
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Proposition 6.6. Let G be an (η, δ, ν, L)-sliding boundary for Z for some η < η1, δ < R1, ν ∈ (0, R3), and

L > 0. Suppose that δ < min{ν, R3−ν
6 }, L < 1

9 , and 1◦-3◦ in Proposition 6.5 holds for when we replace G0

by G and (1−√
η)2L/δ2 by L. Then

(6.75)
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(σGij)|2 =
∑

1≤i≤3

∑
1≤j≤3

|qij∗(zij)|2

Proof. Take i, j = 1 for example again. We already know that

(6.76) σG11 ∩ (l
θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)) = l

θ(R3),
π
2 −θ(R3)

kl ,

hence by (6.7), it is enough to study the structure of σG11 in

B(z11, δ)\[∪k,l=2.3l
θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)]

= ∪k,l=2.3[B(lkl, δ)\(l
θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ))]

= ∪k,l=2,3{B([l
0,θ(R3−3δ)
kl ∪ l

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ),π2
kl ], δ)

∪ [[l
θ(R3−3δ),θ(R3)
kl ∪ l

π
2 −θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

kl ]×BQkl
(0, δ)]}

(6.77)

Let us first look at the situation in the second component [l
θ(R3−3δ),θ(R3)
kl ∪ l

π
2 −θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

kl ] ×
BQkl

(0, δ) of the last union.

Now by 1◦ and 2◦, for each k, l = 2, 3, there exists an L-Lipschitz map ξGkl : l
ν
kl → BQkl

(0, R), so that

(6.78) G ∩ Lνkl = G(ξGkl, θ(ν),
π

2
− θ(ν)),

(6.79) ξGkl(l
θ(R3−3δ),π4
kl ) ⊂ [−δyl, δyl], ξGkl(l

π
4 ,

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

kl ) ⊂ [−δxk, δxk]

and

(6.80) ξGkl(z) = 0 for any z ∈ l
θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3)

kl .

As a result, we have

(6.81) πx1(z, ξ
G
kl(z)) = πx1(z) =

√
3

2
(1−√

η),∀z ∈ l
θ(R3−3δ),θ(R3)
kl ,

and

(6.82) πy1(z, ξ
G
kl(z)) = πy1(z) =

√
3

2
(1−√

η),∀z ∈ l
π
2 −θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

kl ,

and for any z, w ∈ l
θ(R3−3δ),θ(R3)
kl , suppose that arg z = θ(R3 − t), t ∈ [0, 3δ], argw = θ(R3 − s), s ∈ [0, 3δ],

then

πy1(z, ξ
G
kl(z))− πy1(w, ξ

G
kl(w)) = [πy1(z)− πy1(w)] + [πy1(ξ

G
kl(z)− ξGkl(w)]

=

√
3

2
(t− s) + [πy1 ◦ ξGkl(z)− πy1 ◦ ξGkl(w)]

∈ [

√
3

2
(t− s)− L

2
||t− s||,−

√
3

2
t+

L

2
||t− s||]

= (t− s)[

√
3

2
− L

2
,

√
3

2
+
L

2
].

(6.83)

44



Since L is very small, we know that
√
3
2 − L

2 >
√
3
2 (1− 1

9 ), and
√
3
2 + L

2 <
√
3
2 (1 + 1

9 ), hence

(6.84) (−1)l[

√
3

2
(R3 −

8

3
δ),

√
3

2
R3] ⊂ {πy1(z, ξGkl(z)) : z ∈ l

θ(R3−3δ),θ(R3)
kl } ⊂ (−1)l[

√
3

2
(R3 −

10

3
δ),

√
3

2
R3],

That is,

(−1)k
√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + (−1)l[

√
3

2
(R3 −

8

3
δ),

√
3

2
R3]y1

⊂πy1(σG11 ∩ [l
θ(R3−3δ),θ(R3)
kl ×BQkl

(0, δ)])

⊂(−1)k
√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + (−1)l[

√
3

2
(R3 −

10

3
δ),

√
3

2
R3]y1.

(6.85)

Similarly we have

(−1)l
√
3

2
(1−√

η)y1 + (−1)k[

√
3

2
(R3 −

8

3
δ),

√
3

2
R3]x1

⊂πy1(σG11 ∩ [l
π
2 −θ(R3),

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ)

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ)])

⊂(−1)l
√
3

2
(1−√

η)y1 + (−1)k[

√
3

2
(R3 −

10

3
δ),

√
3

2
R3]x1.

(6.86)

Next let us look at the part of σG11 in the first component B([l
0,θ(R3−3δ)
kl ∪ l

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ),π2
kl ], δ) of the last

union in (6.77). For this part, we simply have, for z = azak + bzbl + xzxk + yzyl ∈ R4,

(6.87) q11(z) = [(−1)k
√
3

2
az −

1

2
xz]x1 + [(−1)l

√
3

2
bz −

1

2
yz]y1,

and hence for any z ∈ B(l
0,θ(R3−3δ)
kl , δ), since

(6.88) z − (1−√
η)ck2 ∈ (−δ, (R3 − 3δ)bl)×BQkl

(0, δ),

||q11(z)− q11((1−
√
η)ck2)|| = ||q11(z − (1−√

η)ck2)||

∈ [−
√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ)− δ

2
,

√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ) +

δ

2
]y1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1,

(6.89)

hence

(6.90) q11(z) ∈ (−1)k
√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + [−
√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ)− δ

2
,

√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ) +

δ

2
]y1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1.

That is,

q11[B(l
0,θ(R3−3δ)
kl , δ)]

⊂(−1)k
√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + [−
√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ)− δ

2
,

√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ) +

δ

2
]y1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1

⊂(−1)k
√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]y1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1.

(6.91)

Similarly we know that

q11[B(l
π
2 −θ(R3−3δ),π2
kl , δ)]

⊂(−1)l
√
3

2
(1−√

η)y1 + [−
√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ)− δ

2
,

√
3

2
(R3 − 3δ) +

δ

2
]x1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]y1

⊂(−1)l
√
3

2
(1−√

η)y1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]x1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]y1.

(6.92)
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To summerize, by (6.76), (6.85), (6.86), (6.91) and (6.92) we have

q11∗(σ
G
11) ⊂ q11(z11)

∪ {∪k=2,3(−1)k
√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]y1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1}

∪ {∪l=2,3(−1)l
√
3

2
(1−√

η)y1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]x1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]y1},

(6.93)

and

q11∗(σ
G
11 ∩ Ik)

= q11∗(σ
G
11) ∩ {(−1)k

√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]y1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1} for k = 1, 2,

(6.94)

q11∗(σ
G
11 ∩ Kl])

= q11∗(σ
G
11) ∩ {(−1)l

√
3

2
(1−√

η)y1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]x1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]y1} for l = 1, 2,

(6.95)

where

(6.96) Ik = ∪l=2,3[l
0,θ(R3)
kl ×BQkl

(0, δ) ∪B(l
0,θ(R3−3δ)
kl , δ)], k = 2, 3,

and

(6.97) Kl = ∪k=2,3[l
π
2 −θ(R3),

π
2

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ) ∪B(l

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ),π2
kl , δ)], l = 2, 3.

Also, for k = 2, 3, l = 2, 3, set

(6.98) Ξk11 = (−1)k
√
3

2
(1−√

η)x1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]y1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1 = q11([oIk2

, oIk3
])× [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]x1,

(6.99) Ξ11,l = (−1)l
√
3

2
(1−√

η)y1 + [−
√
3

2
R3,

√
3

2
R3]x1 × [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]y1 = q11([oJ2l , oJ3l ])× [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]y1.

Then we have

(6.100) q11∗(σ
G
11) ⊂ q11(z11) ∪ [∪k=2,3Ξ

k
11] ∪ [∪l=2,3Ξ11,l],

(6.101) q11∗(σ
G
11 ∩ Ik) = q11∗(σ

G
11) ∩ Ξk11, q11∗(σ

G
11 ∩ Kl) = q11∗(σ

G
11) ∩ Ξ11,l.

See the following picture.
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Now let us work in the plane Q11 with coordinate under the basis {x1, y1}. Set
√
3
2 (1 − √

η) = R4,√
3
2 R3 = R5. Set G11 = q11∗(Z11)\[(∪k=2,3Ξ

k
11) ∪ (∪l=2,3Ξ11,l)].

Since σG11 is closed, so does q11∗(σ
G
11). By (6.100), it is easy to see that

(6.102) ΣG11 = G11 + (
∑
k=2,3

ΣG11 ∩ Ξk11) + (
∑
l=2,3

ΣG11 ∩ Ξ11,l),

and hence

(6.103) |q11∗(σG11)|2 = H2(G11) + (
∑
k=2,3

|ΣG11 ∩ Ξk11|) + (
∑
l=2,3

|ΣG11 ∩ Ξ11,l|).

Now we introduce the following notation: for finitely many points z1, z2, · · · , zm, let [z1, z2, · · · zm] denote

the piecewise linear 1-chain
∑m−1
i=1 [zi, zi+1].

Note that ∂(ΣG11∩Ξk11) is the sum of q11∗(σ
G
11)∩Ξk11 with [((−1)kR4,−R5), ((−1)k(R4− δ

2 ),−R5), ((−1)k(R4−
δ
2 ), R5), ((−1)kR4, R5)]. On the other hand, we know that [((−1)kR4,−R5), ((−1)k(R4− δ

2 ),−R5), ((−1)k(R4−
δ
2 ), R5), ((−1)kR4, R5)] is the projection under q11 of

(6.104) [oIk2, oIk2 − (−1)kδxk, oIk3 − (−1)kδxk, oIk3].

By (6.101), we have, for k = 2, 3,

∂(ΣG11 ∩ Ξk11) = [q11∗(σ
G
11) ∩ Ξk11]

+ [((−1)kR4,−R5), ((−1)k(R4 −
δ

2
),−R5), ((−1)k(R4 −

δ

2
), R5), ((−1)kR4, R5)]

=q11∗(σ
G
11 ∩ Ik + [oIk2, oIk2 − (−1)kδxk, oIk3 − (−1)kδxk, oIk3]).

(6.105)

Similarly we have

(6.106) ∂(ΣG11 ∩ Ξ11,l) = q11∗(σ
G
11 ∩ Kkl + [oJ2l, oJ2l − (−1)kδyl, oJ2l − (−1)kδyl, oJ3l]).
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As a result, combine with (6.103), we have

|q11∗(σG11)|2 = H2(G11)

+ (
∑
k=2,3

|q11∗(σG11 ∩ Ik + [oIk2, oIk2 − (−1)kδxk, oIk3 − (−1)kδxk, oIk3])|2)

+ (
∑
l=2,3

|q11∗(σG11 ∩ Kl + [oJ2l, oJ2l − (−1)kδyl, oJ3l − (−1)kδyl, oJ3l])|2).

(6.107)

The above discuss is for i = j = 1. Now we define similarly, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, for k ̸= i,

(6.108) Ijk = ∪l ̸=j [l0,θ(R3)
kl ×BQkl

(0, δ) ∪B(l
0,θ(R3−3δ)
kl , δ)],

and set, for l ̸= j,

(6.109) Kil = ∪k ̸=i[l
π
2 −θ(R3),

π
2

kl ×BQkl
(0, δ) ∪B(l

π
2 −θ(R3−3δ),π2
kl , δ)].

Also set, for k ̸= i,

(6.110) Ξkij = ∪l ̸=jqij([oIkl
, ck2])× [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]xi,

(6.111) Ξij,l = ∪k ̸=iqij([oJkl
, c1l])× [−δ

2
,
δ

2
]yi.

Set Gij = qij∗(Zij)\[(∪k ̸=iΞkij) ∪ (∪l ̸=jΞij,l)]. Then as above, the exact same argument gives

|qij∗(σGij)|2 = H2(Gij)

+ (
∑
k ̸=i

|qij∗(σGij ∩ Ijk + [oIk⟨j+1⟩, oIk⟨j+1⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩])|2)

+ (
∑
l ̸=j

|q11∗(σGij ∩ Kil + [oJ⟨i+1⟩l, oJ⟨i+1⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l])|2),

(6.112)

where ⟨m⟩ ∈ 1, 2, 3 is congruent to m modulo 3.

We sum over 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, and get

∑
1≤i,j≤3

|qij∗(σGij)|2 =
∑

1≤i,j≤3

{H2(Gij)

+ (
∑
k ̸=i

|qij∗(σGij ∩ Ijk + [oIk⟨j+1⟩, oIk⟨j+1⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩])|2)

+ (
∑
l ̸=j

|q11∗(σGij ∩ Kil + [oJ⟨i+1⟩l, oJ⟨i+1⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l])|2)}

=[
∑

1≤i,j≤3

H2(Gij)]+

+ [
∑

1≤k,j≤3

(
∑
i̸=k

|qij∗(σGij ∩ Ijk + [oIk⟨j+1⟩, oIk⟨j+1⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩])|2)]

+ [
∑

1≤i,l≤3

(
∑
j ̸=l

|qij∗(σGij ∩ Kil + [oJ⟨i+1⟩l, oJ⟨i+1⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l])|2)].

(6.113)
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Let us now fix any pair k, j, and look at what is the term

(6.114) (
∑
i ̸=k

|qij∗(σGij ∩ Ijk + [oIk⟨j+1⟩, oIk⟨j+1⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩])|2).

Again take k = 1, j = 1 for example, we have to calculate

|q21∗(σG21 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 − δx1, oI13 − δx1, oI13])|2
+|q31∗(σG31 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 + δx1, oI13 + δx1, oI13])|2.

(6.115)

By definition, σi1G ∩ I11 = φG∗(zi1) ∩ I11, i = 2, 3. Note that z21 = z31 = l12 ∪ l13 in B([l
0,π2 −θ(δ)
12 ∪

l
0,π2 −θ(δ)
13 ], δ), I11 = B([l

0,π2 −θ(δ)
12 ∪ lθ(R3),

π
2 −θ(δ)

13 ], δ)\[(lθ(R3),
π
2 −θ(δ)

12 × B12(0, δ)) ∪ (l
0,π2 −θ(δ)
13 × B13(0, δ))], and

|φG(z)− z| < δ on Z, hence σ21G ∩ I11 = σ31G ∩ I11.

Also, by definition, we have

(6.116) σ21G ∩ I11 ⊂ (1−√
η)a1 + a⊥1 .

Now for any z ∈ (1−√
η)a1 + a⊥1 , write z = (1−√

η)a1 + xzx1 + bzb1 + yzy1, then

(6.117) q21(z) = [−R4 −
1

2
xz]x2 + yzy1, q31(z) = [R4 −

1

2
xz]x3 + yzy1.

Let f : Q21 → Q31 be the affine map so that f(xx2+yy1) = (x+2R4)x3+yy1. Then f is an isomorphism,

and we have f ◦ q21(z) = q31(z) for z ∈ (1−√
η)a1 + a⊥1 . In particular, we have

(6.118) f∗ ◦ q21∗(sG21 ∩ I11) = q31∗(s
G
21 ∩ I11) = q31∗(s

G
31 ∩ I11).

On the other hand, we observe that

q21([oI12, oI12 − δx1, oI13 − δx1, oI13]) =

[−R4x2 +R5y1, (−R4 +
δ

2
)x2 +R5y1,

(−R4 +
δ

2
)x2 −R5y1,−R4x2 −R5y1],

(6.119)

and

q31([oI12, oI12 + δx1, oI13 + δx1, oI13]) =

[R4x2 +R5y1, (R4 −
δ

2
)x2 +R5y1,

(R4 −
δ

2
)x2 −R5y1, R4x2 −R5y1].

(6.120)

Thus we have

f ◦ q21([oI12, oI12 − δx1, oI13 − δx1, oI13]) + q31([oI12, oI12 + δx1, oI13 + δx1, oI13])

is the square

[(R4+
δ

2
)x2 +R5y1, (R4 +

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1, (R4 −

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1, (R4 −

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1].

(6.121)

Combine with (6.118), we know that the Z2-1-chain

f∗◦q21∗(σG21 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 − δx1, oI13 − δx1, oI13])

+ q31∗(σ
G
31 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 + δx1, oI13 + δx1, oI13])

=[(R4 +
δ

2
)x2 +R5y1, (R4 +

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1, (R4 −

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1, (R4 −

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1].

(6.122)
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As consequence, since the support of f∗ ◦ q21∗(σG21 ∩ I11) = q31∗(σ
G
31 ∩ I11) are contained in the square

[(R4 +
δ
2 )x2 +R5y1, (R4 +

δ
2 )x2 −R5y1, (R4 − δ

2 )x2 −R5y1, (R4 − δ
2 )x2 −R5y1],

|f∗◦q21∗(σG21 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 − δx1, oI13 − δx1, oI13])|2
+ |q31∗(σG31 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 + δx1, oI13 + δx1, oI13])|2

≥|[(R4 +
δ

2
)x2 +R5y1, (R4 +

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1, (R4 −

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1, (R4 −

δ

2
)x2 −R5y1]|2.

(6.123)

Now if we let G = ∂Z, (thus φ∂Z = id, then s∂Zij = zij , and σ
∂Z
21 ∩ I11 = σ∂Z31 ∩ I11 = [oI12, oI13], hence it

is easy to see that in this case equality holds in (6.123), this yields

|f∗◦q21∗(σG21 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 − δx1, oI13 − δx1, oI13])|2
+ |q31∗(σG31 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 + δx1, oI13 + δx1, oI13])|2

≥ |f∗◦q21∗(σ∂Z21 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 − δx1, oI13 − δx1, oI13])|2
+ |q31∗(σ∂Z31 ∩ I11 + [oI12, oI12 + δx1, oI13 + δx1, oI13])|2.

(6.124)

Similarly we have, for any pair k, j,

(
∑
i ̸=k

|qij∗(σGij ∩ Ijk + [oIk⟨j+1⟩, oIk⟨j+1⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩])|2)

≥ (
∑
i ̸=k

|qij∗(σ∂Zij ∩ Ijk + [oIk⟨j+1⟩, oIk⟨j+1⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩ + (−1)⟨k−i⟩δxk, oIk⟨j+2⟩])|2).
(6.125)

Same argument gives that, for any pair i, l,∑
1≤i,l≤3

(
∑
j ̸=l

|qij∗(σGij ∩ Kil + [oJ⟨i+1⟩l, oJ⟨i+1⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l])|2)

≥
∑

1≤i,l≤3

(
∑
j ̸=l

|qij∗(σ∂Z ∩ Kil + [oJ⟨i+1⟩l, oJ⟨i+1⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l + (−1)⟨l−j⟩δyl, oJ⟨i+2⟩l])|2).
(6.126)

Combine with (6.113), we get

(6.127)
∑

1≤i,j≤3

|qij∗(σGij)|2 ≥
∑

1≤i,j≤3

|qij∗(zij)|2.

2

Proof of Theorem 6.1.

It is enough to combine the results of Propositions 6.2, 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6. 2

Theorem 6.7. The set Y × Y is Z2-topological sliding stable and Almgren sliding stable.

Proof. It is enough to apply Corollary 4.4, Proposition 5.3, Corollary 5.5 and Theorem 6.1. 2

7 Uniqueness for Y × Y

In this section we deal with the uniqueness property for Y × Y . Let us first introduce the notions of

uniqueness:
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Definition 7.1. Let C be a d-dimensional reduced Almgren minimal set in a bounded domain U , we say

that

1◦ C is Almgren unique in U , if Hd(C) = infF∈F(C,U) Hd(F ), and

(7.1) ∀ reduced set E ∈ F(C,U),Hd(E) = inf
F∈F(C,U)

Hd(F ) implies E = C.

2◦ C is G-topological unique in U , if C is G-topological minimal, and

for any reduced d-dimensional G− topological competitor E of C in U,

Hd(E ∩ U) = Hd(C ∩ U) implies C = E;
(7.2)

3◦ We say that a d-dimensional minimal set C in Rn is Almgren (resp. G-topological) unique, if it is

Almgren (resp. G-topologial) unique in every bounded domain U ⊂ Rn.

For minimal cones, we have immediately:

Proposition 7.2 (Unique minimal cones, cf. [17], Proposition 3.2). Let K be a d-dimensional Almgren

minimal cone in Rn. Then it is Almgren (resp. G-topological) unique, if and only if it is Almgren (resp.

G-topological) unique in some bounded convex domain U that contains the origin.

Proposition 7.3 (cf. [17], Proposition 3.4 and Proposition 3.5). Let K ⊂ Rn be a G-topological unique

minimal cone of dimension d. Then it is also G-topological unique and Almgren unique of dimension d in

Rm for all m ≥ n.

After the above preliminaries, we are now going to prove the following :

Theorem 7.4. The 2-dimensional minimal cone Y × Y is Z2 topological unique and Almgren unique of

dimension 2 in Rn for all n ≥ 4.

Proof. Let us first prove that Y × Y is Z2-topological unique in R4. By Proposition 7.2, it is enough to

prove that Y × Y is Z2-topological unique in U = U(Y × Y, η) for some η < η1. So fix any η < η1.

Let Z be the set Y1 × Y2 as defined at the beginning of Subsection 3.2, and take all the notations there.

Suppose that E is a reduced Z2-topological competitor for Z in U , so that

(7.3) H2(E ∩ U) = H2(Z ∩ U).

Then since E is a Z2-topological competitor for Z in U , all Z2-topological competitors F for E in U are

also Z2-topological competitors for Z in U . Since Z is Z2-topological minimal in U ,

H2(E ∩ U) = H2(Z ∩ U) = inf{H2(F ∩ U) : F is a Z2-topological competitor for Z in U}
≤ inf{H2(F ∩ U) : F is a Z2-topological competitor for E in U} ≤ H2(E ∩ U).

(7.4)

Hence E is also Z2-topological minimal in U . By regularity for minimal sets, E is 2-regular. In particular,

for almost all x ∈ E, the tangent plane TxE exists.

By definition, since E is a 2-regular Z2-topological competitor for Z in U , F := E ∩ Ū is atomatically in

the class F(η, δ, ν, L) for any δ ∈ (0, R1) and ν ∈ (0, R3), and the corresponding σij defined in (5.12) is zij .

Hence by Proposition 5.2, there exists subsets Fij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, so that 1◦ and 2◦ of Proposition 5.2 holds.

Thus, by Proposition 5.3 and Corollary 5.5, we know that

(7.5) H2(F ) ≥
∑

1≤i,j≤3

|qij∗(zij)|2 = H2(Z ∩ U) = H2(E ∩ U) = H2(F ),
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hence we have

(7.6) H2(F ) =
∑

1≤i,j≤3

|qij∗(zij)|2.

Thus, the inequalities in the proof of Proposition 5.3 and Lemma 5.4 are all equalities. Therefore we get,

in particular, that

1◦ If we set, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3, Kij = ∩(k,l)̸=(i,j)Fkl, then we have

(7.7) F = ∪1≤i,j≤3Kij , and the union is disjoint modulo H2-hull sets;

2◦ For H2-a.e. x ∈ Kij , TxKij ⊥
∑

(k,l)̸=(i,j)(−1)k+l−i−jvkl. As a result,

(7.8) TxF = TxKij = Qai∧bj = Pij for H2 − a.e.x ∈ Kij .

Now since F = E ∩ Ū is minimal in U , if x ∈ F ∩ U is a regular point of F , then by Theorem 2.20, there

exists r = r(x) > 0 such that B(x, r) ⊂ U , and in B(x, r), F is the graph of a C1 function from TxF to TxF
⊥,

hence for all y ∈ F ∩B(x, r), the tangent plane TyF exists, and the map f : F ∩B(x, r) → G(3, 2) : y 7→ TyF

is continuous. But by (7.7) and (7.8), we have only nine choices (which are isolated points in G(3, 2)) for

TyF , hence f is constant, and TyF = TxF for all y ∈ F ∩B(x, r). As a result,

(7.9) F ∩B(x, r) = (TxF + x) ∩B(x, r)

is a disk parallel to one of the Pij .

Still by the C1 regularity Theorem 2.20, the set FP ∩ U is a C1 manifold, and is open in F . Thus, we

deduce that

each connected component of FP ∩ U is part of a plane

that is parallel to one of the Pij .
(7.10)

Let us look at FY . First, FY ̸= ∅: otherwise, by Corollary 2.23 2◦, F ∩U = FP ∩U , and hence is a union

of planes. But F ∩ ∂U does not coincide with any union of planes.

Take any x ∈ FY , then by the C1 regularity around Y points (Theorem 2.20 and Remark 2.21), there

exists r = r(x) > 0 such that B(x, r) ⊂ U , and in B(x, r), F is the image of a C1 diffeomorphism φ of a

Y-set Y, and Y is tangent to F at x. Denote by LY the spine of Y , and by Ri, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 the three open

half planes of Y . Then φ(Ri), 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 are connected subsets FP , hence each of them is a part of a plane

parallel to one of the Pij , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3. As consequence, φ(LY )∩B(x, r) is an open segment passing through

x and parallel to one of the spines D1i, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 and D2j , 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, where D1i is the line generated by c1i,

and D2j is the line generated by c2j . Note that D1i is the intersection of the three Pij , 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, and D2j

is the intersection of the three Pij , 1 ≤ i ≤ 3.

As a result, FY ∩ U is a union of open segments I1, I2, · · · , each of which is parallel to one of the

D1i, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 and D2j , 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, and every endpoint is either a point on the boundary ∂U , or a point in

FS\FY (singular points of type other than Y). Moreover,

for each x ∈ FY such that TxFY = D1i(resp. D2j), there exists r > 0

such that, in B(x, r), F is a Y− set whose spine is x+D1i(resp. D2j).
(7.11)

Lemma 7.5. If x ∈ FS\FY , then TxF = Z, and there exists r > 0 so that F ∩ (x+rU) = (x+Z)∩ (x+rU).

52



Proof. Let x ∈ FS\FY , and let X be a blow up limit of F at x. Then for each n, there exists rn > 0

so that B(x, rn) ⊂ U , and dx,rn(F, x + X) < 1
n . By the bi-Hölder regularity Theorem 2.17, there exists a

neighborhood Un ⊂ B(x, rn) of x, and a bi-hölder map : fn : B = B(0, 1) → Un, so that F ∩Un = fn(X∩B)

and fn(0) = x. By the structure theorem 2.22 for 2-dimensional minimal cones, the set of Y points XY of

X ∩ B is a union of disjoint open segments Jk, 1 ≤ k ≤ m, so that m is even, and for each 1 ≤ k ≤ m,

Jk = (0, xk) where xk ∈ ∂B.

As a result, the set of Y points FY ∩ Un is the disjoint union of fn(Jk), with each fn(Jk) connected and

admits x as an endpoint. By (7.11), we know that each fn(Jk) is a segment contained in x+D1i for some

1 ≤ i ≤ 3, or in x +D2j for some 1 ≤ j ≤ 3. In otherwords, FY ∩ Un ⊂ (x + Z)Y ∩ Un. In particular, the

even number m ≤ 6.

Since FY ∩ Un ⊂ (x + Z)Y ∩ Un, and
1
rn
dUn

(F, x + X) < 1
n , we know that sup{d(p, (x + Z)Y ) : p ∈

(x+X)Y ∩ Un} < 1
nrn. Since both Z and X are cones, we know that XY ⊂ ZY .

With the same argument for regular points and (7.10), we get

(7.12) F ∩ Un ⊂ (x+ Z) ∩ Un,

and hence

(7.13) X ⊂ Z.

Recall that m is the number of Y points of X ∩ ∂B:

If m = 2, then by the structure Theorem 2.22, X is a Y set, this is impossible because we have supposed

that x is not of type Y;
If m = 4, again by Theorem 2.22, we know that Y is a set T which is the cone over the 1-skeleton of a

regular tetrahedron in R3. But the set Z does not contain any such set;

Hence the only possibility is that m = 6, and since X ⊂ Z, we must have X = Z.

As a result, since F ∩U1 is a bi-Hölder image of (x+Z) ∩B, by (7.11) we know that there exists r > 0,

with x+ rU ⊂ U1, F ∩ (x+ rU) = (x+ Z) ∩ (x+ rU). 2

For each y ∈ R4 and each r > 0, set U(y, r) = y + rU . Then
After the above lemma, we are going to discuss two cases: when there exists at least a point in FS\FY ,

or there is no such points.

Case 1: There exists a point x ∈ FS\FY .

Lemma 7.6. If there exists a point x ∈ FS\FY , then Z ∩ U = F ∩ U .

Proof. Fix such a point x. By Lemma 7.5, there exists r > 0 such that

(7.14) F ∩ U(x, r) = (x+ Z) ∩ U(x, r).

Recall that FY ∩ U is a union of open segments I1, · · · , In, · · · , each of which is parallel to one of the

D1i, 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 and D2j , 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, and every endpoint is either a point on the boundary ∂U , or a point in

FS\FY .
We claim that :

(7.15) for each segment Ii, at least one of its endpoints is in ∂U .

In fact, suppose there is some Ii so that neither endpoint lies in Ū . As a result, both of them belong

to FS\FY . Let p and q denote its endpoints. They by Lemma 7.5, there exists rp > 0 and rq > 0 so that
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F ∩U(p, rp) = (p+Z)∩U(p, rp), F ∩U(q, rq) = (q+Z)∩U(q, rq). Hence [p, q]∩U(q, rq) = (q+ZY )∩U(q, rq),
and [p, q]∩U(p, rp) = (p+ZY )∩U(p, rp). As a result, the half lines Rp,q−p = R0,q−p and Rq,p− q = R0,p−q

both lie in the cone ZY . Hence the line generated by p−q is part of Z. This is impossible because, according

to the structure of Z, ZY does not contain any line.

Thus we get Claim (7.15).

Denote by Li, 1 ≤ i ≤ 6, the six spines (which are half lines issued from x) of Z + x. Then Li ∩ U ⊂ FY .

By (7.14), Li ∩ U(x, r) is part of some Ij ⊂ FY . Hence Ij already has an endpoint x that does not belong

to ∂U , therefore the other endpoint must lie in ∂U , which yields Ij = Li ∩ U .
Now we take a one parameter family of regions Us = U(ys, s), r ≤ s ≤ 1, with Ur = U(x, r), U1 = U , such

that

1◦ Us ⫋ Us′ for all s < s′;

2◦ ∩1>t>sUt = Ūs and ∪t<sUt = Us for all r ≤ s ≤ 1.

Set R = inf{s > r, (Z + x) ∩ Us ̸= F}. We claim that R = 1.

Suppose this is not true. By definition of Us, we know that the six spines and the nine faces of Z + x are

never tangent to ∂Us for any r < s < 1. Then we claim that

(7.16) ∂UR ∩ F = ∂UR ∩ (Z + x) ⊂ FP ∪ FY .

In fact, if y belong to one of the Li, then, y ∈ Li ∩ U\{x} ⊂ EY ; otherwise, suppose y does not lie in

the six Li, 1 ≤ i ≤ 6. Then y belong to x + Pij for some 1 ≤ i, j ≤ 3. As a result, for any t > 0 small, we

know that E ∩B(y, t) ∩ UR = (x+ Pij) ∩B(y, t) ∩ UR. Note that the set (x+ Pij) ∩B(y, t) ∩ UR is almost

a half disk when t is sufficiently small, hence in particular, F ∩ B(y, t) cannot coincide with a Y set or a Z

set. After (7.11) and Lemma 7.5, we must have y ∈ FP .

Thus we have Claim (7.16).

Now take any y ∈ ∂UR ∩ F .
If y ∈ FP , then y ∈ x + Pij for some i ̸= j. Thus TyF = Pij . By (7.9), and the fact that R < 1, there

exists ry > 0 such that B(y, ry) ⊂ U and F ∩B(y, ry) = (Pij + y) ∩B(y, ry). In other words,

(7.17) there exists ry > 0 such that F coincides with Z + x in B(y, ry).

If y is a Y point, then it lies in one of the Li. By the same argument as above, using (7.11), we also have

(7.17).

Thus (7.17) holds for all y ∈ ∂UR∩F . Since ∂UR∩F is compact, we get an r > 0, such that F∩B(UR, r) =
(Z + x) ∩ B(UR, r). By the continuous condition 2◦ for the family Us, there exists R′ ∈ (R, 1) such that

UR′ ⊂ B(UR, r). As consequence, F ∩ UR′ = (Z + x) ∩ UR′ , this contradicts the definition of R.

Hence R = 1, and by definition of R, we have (Z + x) ∩ U = F ∩ U . Since F ∩ ∂U = Z ∩ ∂U , and F is

closed and reduced, x must be the origin. Thus we get the conclusion of Lemma 7.6. 2

Case 2: FS\FY = ∅. In this case, the same kind of argument as in Lemma 7.6 gives the following:

Lemma 7.7. Let x be a Y point in F . Then F coincides with the intersection of U with a Y set centered at

the origin.

But this is impossible, because E ∩ ∂U = Z ∩ ∂U , which is not the intersection of a Y set with ∂U .
Hence we have E ∩ U = Z ∩ Ū , and thus Z is topological unique in U . We thus get the Z2-topological

uniqueness of Y × Y in R4.

By Proposition 7.3, Y × Y is also Z2 topological unique and Almgren unique of dimension 2 in Rn for

all n ≥ 4. 2
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grilles polyédrales. PhD thesis, Université de Paris-Sud 11, orsay, september 2008, http://tel.archives-

ouvertes.fr/tel-00348735.

[10] A. Heppes. Isogonal sphärischen Netze. Ann.Univ.Sci.Budapest Eötvös Sect.Math, 7:41–48, 1964.
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