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Abstract

We investigate a graph-theoretic problem motivated by questions in quantum computing
concerning the propagation of information in quantum circuits. A graph G is said to be a
bounded extension of its subgraph L if they share the same vertex set, and the graph distance
dL(u, v) is uniformly bounded for edges uv ∈ G. Given vertices u, v in G and an integer k, the
geodesic slice S(u, v, k) denotes the subset of vertices w lying on a geodesic in G between u and v
with dG(u,w) = k. We say that G has bounded geodesic slices if |S(u, v, k)| is uniformly bounded
over all u, v, k. We call a graph L geodesically directable if it has a bounded extension G with
bounded geodesic slices.

Contrary to previous expectations, we prove that Z2 is geodesically directable. Physically,
this provides a setting in which one could devise exactly-solvable chaotic local quantum circuits
with non-trivial correlation patterns on 2D Euclidean lattices. In fact, we show that any bounded
extension of Z2 is geodesically directable. This further implies that all two-dimensional regular
tilings are geodesically directable.

1 Introduction

The study of quantum circuits offers a pathway to understanding general quantum many-body
systems [6]. A quantum circuit is formed from qubits residing on sites of a lattice with adjacent site
interactions. Quantum gates between pairs of sites may be added to the lattice, allowing interaction
between the pair. These quantum gates are often physically constrained to be local, only being
able to connect pairs of sites already close in the original lattice. The system evolves in discrete
time steps according to these interactions between adjacent sites and sites spanned by quantum
gates. Discrete time evolution of this form has served as a structured setting to gain insight on
fundamental physics questions involving the spreading of quantum information and thermalisation,
whilst also being naturally realised in modern digital quantum platforms such as superconducting
qubit arrays [1, 8].

Mathematically, we may model sites as vertices and interactions as edges in an unweighted graph.
We model the initial lattice as a connected graph L. We add (potentially infinitely many) edges
to L to form the graph G which accounts for interactions both between adjacent sites and added
quantum gates. L and G share the same vertex set. The graphs we consider here are unweighted,
however, weighted graphs will later be introduced in the proof.

The notion of closeness of vertices in a graph is captured by the graph distance. In a connected
unweighted graph, the length of a path is the number of edges it uses. The distance between two
vertices is the length of a shortest path between them, such shortest paths are known as geodesics.
This distance depends on the graph we are working in. For example, whilst L and G share the same
set of vertices, the distance between the same pair of vertices may be strictly smaller in G than in
L.

The locality requirement on the quantum gates translates to the uniform boundedness of the distance

∗Trinity College, University of Cambridge, United Kingdom. Email: fy276@cam.ac.uk.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

03
02

9v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 2
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.03029v1


(in the original lattice L) between endpoints of an added edge in G. That is, there exists a positive
integer M such that a path of length at most M exists in L between the two endpoints of any new
edge in G.

Definition 1.1. For graphs X,Y on the same vertex set, we say that X is a bounded extension of
Y if Y is a subgraph of X and the distance in Y between u and v is uniformly bounded over edges
uv ∈ X.

The addition of local quantum gates to the base lattice L allows us to form any bounded extension
G of L.

Physically, the graph distance on G constrains the propagation of quantum information within a
given number of discrete time steps. An important probe of the dynamics on the system is two-point
correlation functions. Great interest has been taken in certain classes of solvable quantum circuits,
in which one can entirely understand the behaviour of two-point correlation functions, providing
rare instances of exactly-solvable chaotic quantum dynamics [2]. For these circuits, the only non-
vanishing correlation functions are those where the time separation matches the graph distance
between the endpoints u, v. Here, the relevant interactions propagate through vertices lying on
geodesics between u, v.

Definition 1.2. For vertices u, v in a graph X and an integer k, let the geodesic slice S(u, v, k) =
SX(u, v, k) denote the set of vertices lying on a geodesic between u, v and having distance k from u
in X.

Alternatively, SX(u, v, k) is the set of vertices with distance k to u and d− k to v in X, where d is
the distance between u and v in X. Note that if k < 0 or k > d, SX(u, v, k) is empty.

As pointed out in Breach, Placke, Claeys, and Parameswaran [3], efficient computation of correlation
functions requires the geodesic slices to have bounded sizes.

Definition 1.3. A graph X has bounded geodesic slices if the size of the geodesic slice SX(u, v, k)
is uniformly bounded across all choices of vertices u, v and integers k.

Breach, Placke, Claeys, and Parameswaran [3] noted that if G has bounded geodesic slices, then
the dynamics of the corresponding system can be understood through quantum channels of linear
depth. This condition is weaker than the boundedness of the number of geodesics in G between any
pair of vertices u, v, as each such geodesic contains a single vertex in the slice SG(u, v, k) for each
choice of k.

Consequentially, the natural question is whether a given base lattice L admits a bounded extension
G (via the addition of local quantum gates) which has bounded geodesic slices.

Definition 1.4. We call a graph L geodesically directable, if there exists a bounded extension G of
L with bounded geodesic slices.

In proving the geodesic directability of a graph L, two opposing considerations must be balanced as
we choose the bounded extension G. On one hand, in passing from L to G, the metric structure is
minimally altered, as G and L are quasi-isometric. On the other hand, if L does not already have
bounded geodesic slices, the requirement that G has bounded geodesic slices necessitates a drastic
alteration of the geodesic structure. Loosely speaking, the geodesics in G must become much more
unique than those of the base lattice L.

Question 1.5. Which graphs L are geodesically directable?

An affirmative answer to Question 1.5 could be given trivially when L is a finite graph. In this case,
L itself has bounded geodesic slices, as the size of a geodesic slice is bounded above by the size of
L.

Breach, Placke, Claeys, and Parameswaran [3] gave an affirmative answer to Question 1.5 in the case
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where L is (Gromov) hyperbolic and of bounded degree. In this case, L itself again has bounded
geodesic slices. To see this, let L be δ-hyperbolic in the sense of Rips (see [4]), for some δ ≥ 0.
Consider any pair of vertices w1, w2 ∈ SL(u, v, k) lying on geodesics γ1, γ2 between u, v, respectively.
Applying the δ-hyperbolicity of L to the degenerate geodesic triangle formed by γ1, γ2 implies that
w1 has distance at most δ from some vertex w′ on γ2. By the triangle inequality, the distance from
w′ to u is between k− δ and k+ δ. As a result, the distance between w′ and w2 is at most δ. Again,
by the triangle inequality, the distance between w1 and w2 is at most 2δ. Therefore, SL(u, v, k) has
diameter at most 2δ. As L has bounded degree, the size of any such subset of vertices is uniformly
bounded.

The argument above remains valid whenever L admits a hyperbolic bounded extension G. However,
since L and G are quasi-isometric as metric spaces, G is hyperbolic if and only if L is. Thus, the
additional generality is vacuous.

A particularly interesting case of Question 1.5 is when L is a regular tiling. A regular tiling by p-
gons with q faces meeting at each vertex is denoted by its Schläfli symbol {p, q} (cf. [5]). Physically,
such tilings, being translationally and rotationally symmetric, form natural models of base lattices.

Question 1.6. Which regular tilings {p, q} are geodesically directable?

As spherical tilings have finitely many vertices, and hyperbolic tilings are regular hyperbolic graphs,
affirmative answers to Question 1.6 hold for both families, leaving only Euclidean tilings. Here, there
are only three cases, the square lattice {4, 4} (i.e. Z2), the triangular lattice {3, 6} and the hexagonal
lattice {6, 3}.

Euclidean tilings are the most relevant for physical applications. Spherical tilings (the five Platonic
solids) yield small, finite systems that cannot be scaled. Likewise, only small patches of hyperbolic
tilings can be embedded in three-dimensional Euclidean space, due to the exponential growth of
the number of vertices as a function of radius. On the other hand, Euclidean tilings arise naturally
as two-dimensional lattices in scalable physical systems. Implementing such dynamics on quantum
devices, and comparing to the analytical solutions, would allow for accurate benchmarking of the
quality of the many-body gates in the system. Furthermore, such structures could find interesting
application in quantum error correction, since they share features with non-Euclidean lattices that
host good quantum error correction codes [10, 9, 7].

Contrary to previous expectations [3], we shall give affirmative answers to all three Euclidean
lattices. Combined with the spherical and hyperbolic cases, this yields a fully affirmative answer to
Question 1.6.

Theorem 1.7. All (two-dimensional) regular tilings are geodesically directable.

To prove Theorem 1.7, we first address the case of the square lattice {4, 4} = Z2.

Theorem 1.8. The square lattice Z2 is geodesically directable.

The geodesic slices SZ2(u, v, k) of Z2 itself may have size as large as linear in the distance dZ2(u, v).
For example, for any non-negative integer x, |SZ2((0, 0), (x, x), x)| = x+ 1.

One way of understanding the origin of these linear-sized geodesic slices is to consider the possible
displacements u− v of an edge uv in Z2. Specifically, any path in Z2 from (0, 0) to (x, x) consisting
of x steps of displacement (0, 1) and x steps of displacement (1, 0), in any order, forms a geodesic.
This phenomenon is in stark contrast with the unique geodesics of R2 equipped with the Euclidean
ℓ2 norm, where the unit ball is smooth.

It is possible to construct a bounded extension G of Z2 inducing a metric on Z2 which approximates
the Euclidean metric within any prescribed multiplicative error. However, in any fixed bounded
extension G of Z2, the number of possible displacements u− v of edges uv remains finite. For this
reason, one may expect linear sized geodesic slices to emerge again in G at sufficient large scales.
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Breach, Placke, Claeys, and Parameswaran [3] observed that this is indeed the case for translation-
invariant bounded extensions of Z2. Here, we call a bounded extension G of Z2 translation-invariant
if the adjacency of vertices u, v in G depends only on the displacement u − v (i.e. G is a finitely-
generated Cayley graph).

Therefore, to construct bounded extensions of Z2 with bounded geodesic slices, we must go beyond
translation-invariant bounded extensions.

On the other hand, there are simple constructions of bounded extensions G of Z2 in which, for
some fixed vertex u, the sizes of the geodesic slices S(u, v, k) is bounded as v and k vary. To see
this in the case where u = (0, 0) is the origin, we may form G from Z2 by adding all edges of the
form (x, 0)(x+2, 0). In fact, it may further be shown that in this construction of G, the size of the
geodesic slice SG(u, v, k) is uniformly bounded across all values of k and all pairs of vertices u, v
lying on opposite sides of the x-axis.

The two constructions of bounded extensions G we sketched above suffer from distinct problems.
On one hand, a bounded extension G approximating the Euclidean metric leads to unbounded
geodesic slices at large scales, i.e., when the the separation d(u, v) is sufficiently large. On the other
hand, the bounded extension G modifying the x-axis has unbounded geodesic slices when u, v are
localised on the same side of the x-axis, which may loosely be understood to be an obstruction at
small scales. Therefore, to construct a bounded extension G of Z2 with bounded geodesic slices, we
need to account for the behaviour of geodesic slices at all scales. Motivated by these considerations,
our construction of G shall be fractal in nature, enjoying a form of self-similarity under scaling.

We shall, in fact, prove a strengthening of Theorem 1.8, that all bounded extensions of Z2 are
geodesically directable.

Theorem 1.9. Any bounded extension of the square lattice Z2 is geodesically directable.

In physical terms, Theorem 1.9 states that after the addition of any set of local quantum gates to
Z2, we may add a further set of local (but potentially longer) quantum gates to achieve a system
with bounded geodesic slices.

The two remaining cases of Theorem 1.7, namely the triangular lattice {3, 6} and the hexagonal
lattice {6, 3}, may be treated in a similar manner as the square lattice. We shall resolve both cases
by reducing them to the square lattice and applying Theorem 1.9.

In favour of a clear exposition, we shall not attempt to optimise the constants in our arguments. In
fact, our results in fact hold with much sharper constants in many cases.

Organisation of the Paper. The rest of this paper is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 1.9
for bounded extensions of the square lattice Z2. Section 2 sets up the notation and reduces the
problem to the existence of certain weighted graphs with bounded geodesic slices. Section 3 gives
the construction of such a weighted graph as a member of a family of weighted graphs. Section 4
explores a fractal-like property of this family of weighted graphs under scaling. Section 5 concludes
the proof of Theorem 1.9 for bounded extensions of the square lattice Z2. Section 6 addresses the
hexagonal and triangular lattices, concluding the proof of Theorem 1.7.

For the sake of practical applications in quantum circuits, we include an explicit construction of a
bounded extension of Z2 with bounded geodesic slices in the appendix.

2 Reduction to weighted graphs

Definition 2.1. For an unweighted graph G, we say that H is a weighted graph on G if H is
obtained from G by assigning weights to the edge of G.

In this section, we show that Theorem 1.9 follows from the existence of a certain weighted graph
on Z2 with bounded geodesic slices.
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Throughout this paper, we consider only weighted graphs with positive weights. In fact, we will only
consider weighted graphs with positive integer weights. All graphs considered will be connected.

In a weighted graph, the cost of a path is the sum of the weights of its edges. The weighted distance
between two vertices is the infimum of the cost of paths between them. Here, in a connected graph
with positive integer weights, this infimum is attained. Paths achieving this infimum are known as
weighted geodesics. Unless otherwise stated, in a weighted graph, distances between vertices refer
to weighted distances, and geodesics refer to weighted geodesics. All paths and geodesics considered
here will be finite. In contrast to the weighted cost of a path, we use the length of a path to denote
the unweighted notion of the number of edges in the path.

In a (weighted or unweighted) graph X, we denote the distance between vertices u, v in X by
dX(u, v). We use B(v, r) = BX(v, r) = {u ∈ X|dX(u, v) ≤ r} to denote the closed ball of radius r
centred at the vertex v. Throughout this paper, we shall use the crude estimate

|BZ2(v, r)| = 2⌊r⌋2 + 2⌊r⌋+ 1 ≤ 5r2,

for r ≥ 1.

Definition 2.2. For a real number r and a pair of vertices u, v in a weighted graph X, the geodesic
slice SX(u, v, r) is defined to be the set of vertices lying on a (weighted) geodesic between u, v and
having (weighted) distance r to u.

Definition 2.3. A weighted graph X is said to have bounded geodesic slices if the size of geodesic
slices SX(u, v, r) is bounded across all choices of endpoints u, v and non-negative real numbers r.

We are now ready to state the main proposition of this section, which reduces Theorem 1.9 to the
existence of a weighted graph H on Z2 with finitely many positive integer weights and bounded
geodesic slices.

Proposition 2.4. If there exists a weighted graph H on Z2 using finitely many positive integer
weights with bounded geodesic slices, then any bounded extension L of Z2 is geodesically directable.

The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of Proposition 2.4. We shall first introduce the
relevant notation and intermediate results, some of which will remain applicable to later sections.

As L is a bounded extension of Z2, there exists a constant M such that for every edge uv of L,
dZ2(u, v) ≤ M .

Observation 2.5. For any pair of vertices u, v ∈ Z2, we have

dL(u, v) ≤ dZ2(u, v) ≤ MdL(u, v).

Let W be the maximum weight of H. To form a bounded extension G of L with bounded geodesic
slices, we shall add horizontal and vertical edges to L to emulate H on (NZ)2 for some appropriate
choice of a positive integer N . Formally, we construct G as follows.

Construction 2.6. Let N > 10WM2 be any common multiple of the weights of H. We form G
by adding the following edges to L.

• If a horizontal edge (x, y)(x+1, y) has weight w inH, we add the edges (Nx+iN/w,Ny)(Nx+
(i+ 1)N/w,Ny) to L for i = 0, . . . , w − 1.

• Analogously, if a vertical edge (x, y)(x, y+1) has weight w in H, we add the edges (Nx,Ny+
iN/w)(Nx,Ny + (i+ 1)N/w) for i = 0, . . . , w − 1.

Definition 2.7. We call the original edges of L old edges to distinguish them from the new edges
we add to form G. We call the endpoints of new edges special vertices. We call a path new if it
only passes through new edges.
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Figure 1: Illustration of an n-block (left, shaded grey) with its sides coloured black and a vertical
n-strip (right, shaded grey) drawn on Z2 for n = 3. Vertices in (nZ)2 are marked in grey.

Observation 2.8. For any new edge uv in G, dZ2(u, v) ≥ N/W > 10MW .

For any edge uv in G, dL(u, v) ≤ dZ2(u, v) ≤ N . Therefore, G is a bounded extension of L. To
prove Proposition 2.4, it suffices to show that G has bounded geodesic slices.

Throughout this work, we often need to analyse the interaction between geodesics and sublattices
of the form (nZ)2. We now introduce the relevant definitions to describe such sublattices. In this
section, the sublattice of interest is (NZ)2. To avoid confusion between a point (x, y) in Z2 defined
by its coordinates, and an open interval, we use the notation ]x1, x2[ for the latter.

Definition 2.9. For a positive integer n, let an open ( resp. closed) n-interval be an interval of the
form ]nx, nx+ n[ (resp. [nx, nx+ n]) for some integer x.

Definition 2.10. Let an open ( resp. closed) n-block be a Cartesian product of the form ]nx, nx+
n[×]ny, ny + n[ (resp. [nx, nx + n] × [ny, ny + n]) for integers x, y. The boundary of an n-block
denotes the difference between its closed and open versions. The boundary consists of four sides,
two horizontal sides to the top and bottom of the n-block, and two vertical sides to the left and
right of the n-block. Let an open ( resp. closed) side exclude (resp. include) the corners in (nZ)2.

Throughout this paper, an interval always implicitly denotes its intersection with Z. Similarly, a
Cartesian product of intervals always implicitly denotes its intersection with the set Z2 of vertices.

Definition 2.11. Let an open ( resp. closed) horizontal n-strip be a Cartesian product of the form
Z×]ny, ny + n[ (resp. Z × [ny, ny + n]) for some integer y. Similarly, let an open ( resp. closed)
vertical n-strip be a Cartesian product of the form ]nx, nx+n[×Z (resp. [nx, nx+n]×Z) for some
integer x.

Figure 1 illustrates some examples of n-blocks and n-strips for n = 3.
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Definition 2.12. For a positive integer n and a vertex v = (x, y) ∈ Z2, let nv = (nx, ny) ∈ (nZ)2 ⊆
Z2. Conversely, for a vertex u = (nx, ny) ∈ (nZ)2, let 1

nu = (x, y) ∈ Z2.

Definition 2.13. For a positive integer n, a vertex v = (nx, ny) ∈ (nZ)2 is an n-parent of another
vertex u ∈ Z2 if u ∈]nx− n, nx+ n[×]ny − n, ny + n[.

Each vertex in Z2 has 1, 2 or 4 n-parents. We note an immediate characterisation of n-parents in
terms of closed n-blocks.

Observation 2.14. For a positive integer n and vertices v ∈ (nZ)2, u ∈ Z2, v is an n-parent of u
if and only if every closed n-block containing u also contains v.

Definition 2.15. We call a path in a graph with vertex set Z2 straight if its edges, when traversed
in order, are parallel to the same coordinate axis and oriented in the same direction.

Observation 2.16. Given a straight path w0 . . . wℓ in a graph with vertex set Z2, we have

dZ2(w0, wℓ) =

ℓ∑
i=1

dZ2(wi−1, wi).

In other words, the triangle inequality is tight here.

We now return to the investigation of the metric and geodesic structures of G.

Definition 2.17. For adjacent vertices v1, v2 in Z2, let the short straight path (SSP) between Nv1
and Nv2 denote the (uniquely existing) straight and new path between Nv1 and Nv2 in G.

The SSPs between vertices in (NZ)2 inherit the weights from H.

Observation 2.18. For an edge e = v1v2 in Z2, the SSP between Nv1 and Nv2 is strictly shorter
than any other straight path and has length equal to the weight of the edge e in H.

Lemma 2.19. For vertices u, v ∈ (NZ)2, we have

dG(u, v) ≤
W

N
dZ2(u, v) ≤

WM

N
dL(u, v) <

1

10M
dL(u, v).

Proof. The first inequality follows from Observation 2.18 once we connect u, v using 1
N dZ2(u, v)

SSPs. The second inequality follows from Observation 2.5, and the third inequality follows from
N > 10WM2.

Lemma 2.20. Let u, v be special vertices sharing the same horizontal or vertical coordinate which
is a multiple of N . Then

dG(u, v) ≤
W

N
dZ2(u, v) ≤

WM

N
dL(u, v) <

1

10M
dL(u, v).

Proof. A straight and new path exists between u, v in G, by virtue of Construction 2.6. The first
inequality now follows from Observations 2.8 and 2.16. Again, the second inequality follows from
Observation 2.5, and the third inequality follows from N > 10WM2.

Lemma 2.21. A geodesic in G between special vertices only passes through special vertices. In
other words, it only uses new edges.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, let γ be a geodesic between special vertices which passes
through a vertex w′ which is not special. Let u, v be the nearest special vertices on γ to either
side of w′. We shall consider the sub-geodesic γ′ of γ between u and v. Note that the only special
vertices that γ′ passes through are its endpoints u and v, and γ′ only uses old edges. In particular,
dG(u, v) = dL(u, v).

7



Take any N -parents u′, v′ of u, v, respectively. Since u and v are special vertices, we have

dZ2(u, u′), dZ2(v, v′) < N.

By Lemma 2.19, we have

dG(u
′, v′) <

1

10M
dL(u

′, v′),

and by Lemma 2.20, we have

dG(u, u
′) ≤ W

N
dZ2(u, u′) < W,

dG(v, v
′) ≤ W

N
dZ2(v′, v) < W.

By the triangle inequality, we have

dG(u, v) ≤ dG(u, u
′) + dG(u

′, v′) + dG(v
′, v)

< 2W +
1

10M
dL(u

′, v′)

≤ 2W +
1

10M
(dL(u

′, u) + dL(u, v) + dL(v, v
′))

≤ 2W +
1

10M
(dZ2(u′, u) + dL(u, v) + dZ2(v, v′))

< 2W +
N

5M
+

1

10M
dL(u, v).

Given that dG(u, v) = dL(u, v), it follows that dG(u, v) <
10M

10M−1

(
2W + N

5M

)
< N

2M . Therefore, by
Observation 2.5,

dZ2(u, v) ≤ MdL(u, v) < N/2.

As u, v are special vertices, they both have a coordinate which is a multiple of N . Therefore,
u, v either satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 2.20 or u, v share an N -parent w with dZ2(u, v) =
dZ2(u,w) + dZ2(w, v). In the first case, by Lemma 2.20, we have

dG(u, v) ≤
1

10
dL(u, v) < dL(u, v) = dG(u, v),

a contradiction. In the second case, applying Lemma 2.20 to the pairs u,w and w, v, and Observa-
tion 2.5 to the pair u, v yields

dG(u, v) ≤ dG(u,w) + dG(w, v) ≤
W

N
dZ2(u,w) +

W

N
dZ2(w, v)

=
W

N
dZ2(u, v) ≤

WM

N
dL(u, v) < dL(u, v) = dG(u, v),

again, a contradiction.

Noting that vertices in (NZ)2 are special, Lemma 2.21 has the following corollary.

Corollary 2.22. Any geodesic in G between two vertices u, v ∈ (NZ)2 is a concatenation of SSPs.

Combining Corollary 2.22 with Observation 2.18, we obtain a one-to-one correspondence between
geodesics in H and geodesics in G with endpoints in (NZ)2.

Lemma 2.23. For u, v ∈ Z2, we have a bijection between geodesics in H between u, v and geodesics
in G between Nu,Nv, sending a geodesic u = w0 . . . wk = v in H to the geodesic in G formed by
concatenating the SSPs between Nwi and Nwi+1 in order. In particular,

dH(u, v) = dG(Nu,Nv).
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Having studied the structure of geodesics on special vertices, we now show the relevance of special
vertices to general geodesics.

Lemma 2.24. A geodesic in G of length at least 5N must pass through a special vertex.

Proof. Otherwise, let γ be a geodesic in G between vertices u, v of length ℓ ≥ 5N not passing
through any special vertices. Therefore, γ uses only old edges and dL(u, v) = dG(u, v) = ℓ. Take
any N -parent u′ of u and any N -parent v of v. We have dZ2(u, u′), dZ2(v, v′) < 2N . By the triangle
inequality, we have

dL(u
′, v′) ≤ dL(u, u

′) + dL(u
′, v′) + dL(v

′, v) < ℓ+ 4N.

Therefore, by Lemma 2.19, we have

dG(u
′, v′) <

1

10M
(ℓ+ 4N).

Hence, by the triangle inequality,

ℓ = dG(u, v) ≤ dG(u, u
′) + dG(u

′, v′) + dG(v
′, v) < 4N +

1

10M
(ℓ+ 4N),

which contradicts the assumption that ℓ ≥ 5N .

We now prove that any sufficiently long geodesic in G is composed of a geodesic between vertices
in (NZ)2 with two short paths, one on each end.

Lemma 2.25. Let u, v ∈ Z2 be vertices with dG(u, v) ≥ 11N . Any geodesic γ between u, v must
pass through u′, v′ ∈ (NZ)2 with dG(u, u

′), dG(v, v
′) < 6N .

Proof. By Lemma 2.24, any segment of γ of length at least 5N contains a special vertex. Therefore,
γ passes through special vertices u′′, v′′ with dG(u, u

′′), dG(v, v
′′) ≤ 5N .

By Lemma 2.21, the segment of γ between u′′, v′′ only uses new edges. As this segment has length
at least N ≥ W , it must pass through u′, v′ ∈ (NZ)2 with dG(u

′′, u′), dG(v
′′, v′) < W . Therefore,

by the triangle inequality, dG(u, u
′), dG(v, v

′) < 6N .

We are now ready to give a proof of Proposition 2.4.

Proof of Proposition 2.4. As remarked after Construction 2.6, it suffices to show thatG has bounded
geodesic slices. Let geodesics slices inH have sizes bounded above by B. We shall show that geodesic
slices of G have sizes bounded above by 106N11B. Note that N,B are both constants dependent
only on the graph L and the weighted graph H.

Fix any pair u, v ∈ Z2 of vertices. If dG(u, v) < 11N , then any vertex w on a geodesic from u to
v must have dG(u,w) ≤ dG(u, v) < 11N . Therefore, dZ2(u,w) ≤ NdG(u,w) < 11N2. Therefore,
there are at most 5(11N2)2 ≤ 1000N4 such vertices w. In particular, any geodesic slice S(u, v, k)
has size at most 1000N4.

Therefore, we now assume that dG(u, v) ≥ 11N . Fix any non-negative integer k ≤ dG(u, v). Let
U = (NZ)2 ∩ BG(u, 6N) ⊆ BZ2(u, 6N2) and V = (NZ)2 ∩ BG(v, 6N) ⊆ BZ2(v, 6N2). We have
|U |, |V | ≤ 5(6N2)2 ≤ 200N4. For u′ ∈ U, v′ ∈ V and integer k′ ∈ Ku′ := [k − dG(u, u

′), k −
dG(u, u

′) +W ], let Tu′,v′,k′ =
{
Nw

∣∣w ∈ SH

(
1
N u′, 1

N v′, k′
)}

. Let

T =
⋃

u′∈U,v′∈V
k′∈Ku′

Tu′,v′,k′ .
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Note that we have |T | ≤ B|U ||V |(W + 1) ≤ 105N9B. Let R =
(⋃

w∈T BZ2(w,N)
)
∪BZ2(u, 6N2) ∪

BZ2(v, 6N2). We have
|R| ≤ 5N2|T |+ 1000N4 ≤ 106N11B.

We claim that S(u, v, k) ⊆ R. If not, let w ∈ S(u, v, k)\R lie on a geodesic γ from u to v. By
Lemma 2.25, as dG(u, v) ≥ 11N , γ passes through u′, v′ ∈ (NZ)2 with dG(u, u

′), dG(v, v
′) < 6N .

Since w /∈ R, dZ2(u,w), dZ2(v, w) > 6N2, and hence dG(u,w), dG(v, w) > 6N . Therefore, w lies on
the segment γ′ of γ between u′, v′. By Lemma 2.23, there exists a geodesic 1

N u′ = w̃0 . . . w̃l =
1
N v′

in H, for which γ′ is the concatenation of the SSPs between Nw̃i and Nw̃i+1, in order. Let w lie
on the SSP between Nw̃i and Nw̃i+1. As

0 ≤ dG(w,Nw̃i+1) ≤ dG(Nw̃i, Nw̃i+1) = dH(w̃i, w̃i+1) ≤ W,

we have

dH(w̃0, w̃i+1) = dG(u
′, Nw̃i+1) = dG(u

′, w) + dG(w,Nw̃i+1) = k − dG(u, u
′) + dG(w,Nw̃i+1) ∈ Ku′ .

Hence, Nw̃i+1 ∈ Tu′,v′,dH(w̃0,w̃i+1) ⊆ T . As dZ2(w,Nw̃i+1) ≤ N , we have w ∈ R as needed, a
contradiction. Therefore, S(u, v, k) ⊆ R, and |S(u, v, k)| ≤ |R| ≤ 106N11B.

Proposition 2.4 reduces Theorem 1.9 to the following proposition.

Proposition 2.26. There exists a weighted graph H on Z2 using finitely many positive integer
weights with bounded geodesic slices.

Sections 3, 4 and 5 are dedicated to the proof of Proposition 2.26.

3 The construction

Our construction of the weighted graph H requires us to fix an odd integer parameter p ≥ 3. Any
constant choice of p shall suffice in yielding a weighted graph H with two positive integer weights
and bounded geodesic slices. Heuristically, smaller values of p result in tighter upper bounds on the
sizes of geodesic slices.

Definition 3.1. An edge in Z2 is called a slow edge if it is of the formÅ
pnx+

pn − 1

2
, pny

ãÅ
pnx+

pn + 1

2
, pny

ã
or

Å
pnx, pny +

pn − 1

2

ãÅ
pnx, pny +

pn + 1

2

ã
for non-negative integers n and integers x, y not divisible by p. All other edges of Z2 are called fast
edges.

Definition 3.2. For positive integers a < b, let Ha,b be the weighted graph on Z2, where we give
the weight a to fast edges and b to slow edges.

We note that the weights of Ha,b are symmetric under reflection across x = y.

Observation 3.3. (x, y)(x+ 1, y) is a slow edge if and only if (y, x)(y, x+ 1) is a slow edge.

We further note that, for any pair of vertices u, v, we have

adZ2(u, v) ≤ dHa,b
(u, v) ≤ bdZ2(u, v),

as the minimum and maximum weights of Ha,b are a and b, respectively.

10



Figure 2: Illustration of a pair of horizontally aligned vertices drawn in black for p = 3. Vertices in
(pZ)2 are coloured grey.

4 A fractal property

We start by examining the role of the sublattice (pZ)2 in the geodesic structure of Ha,b. Informally,
we show that (pZ)2 in Ha,b emulates Hpa,pa−a+b. The analysis here closely mirrors the arguments
in Section 2, where we related the geodesic structure of the unweighted graph G on (NZ)2 to the
weighted graph H.

We start by observing two properties of the sublattice (pZ)2 in the weighted graphs Ha,b.

Observation 4.1. All edges incident to a vertex in (pZ)2 are fast.

Observation 4.2. For an edge e = v1v2 in Z2, the straight path between pv1 and pv2 has length pa
if e is fast and pa− a+ b if e is slow.

Definition 4.3. In analogy with the special vertices of Section 2, we call a vertex of Z2 horizontally
( resp. vertically) distinguished if its horizontal (resp. vertical) coordinate is a multiple of p. We call
a vertex distinguished if it is either horizontally or vertically distinguished.

Note that a vertex is distinguished if and only if it does not lie in an open p-block.

We now seek to prove an analogue (Lemma 4.8) of Lemma 2.21 for geodesics between distinguished
vertices. However, extra assumptions on the endpoints are needed here.

Definition 4.4. A pair of distinguished vertices are horizontally ( resp. vertically) aligned if their
vertical (resp. horizontal) coordinates lie in the same open p-interval. A pair of distinguished vertices
are aligned if they are horizontally or vertically aligned. A pair of distinguished vertices are said to
be unaligned if they are not aligned.

Figure 2 illustrates a pair of horizontally aligned distinguished vertices for p = 3.

Note that vertices in a horizontally aligned pair have vertical coordinates which are not multiples
of p. Therefore, only a pair of horizontally (and not vertically) distinguished vertices can be hor-
izontally aligned. Similarly, only a pair of vertically (and not horizontally) distinguished vertices
can be vertically aligned.

Definition 4.5. For a path γ and a subset A of vertices, let an excursion of γ in A be a maximal
segment of γ contained in A. We call an excursion γ′ of γ in A internal if it does not contain either
endpoint of γ. Let the entry and exit vertices of an internal excursion γ′ denote the vertices on γ
immediately preceding and following γ′.

Lemma 4.6. Let γ be a geodesic in Ha,b. Let γ′ be an internal excursion of γ in an open p-block,
with entry and exit vertices u, v. Then u, v must lie on opposite open sides of the p-block. In
particular, dHa,b

(u, v) ≥ pb.

11



Proof. It suffices to show that u, v cannot lie on the same closed side, or two adjacent closed sides
of the p-block [px, px+ p]× [py, py + p].

If u, v lie on the same closed side, we may assume, without loss of generality, that u = (px+i, py), v =
(px+ j, py), where 0 < i < j < p. As the segment of γ between u, v enters the open p-block, it uses
only slow edges and has length at least j−i+2, and therefore costs at least (j−i+2)b. On the other
hand, the straight path between u, v has length j− i, and hence costs at most (j− i)b < (j− i+2)b,
a contradiction.

If u, v lie on the adjacent closed sides, we may assume, without loss of generality, that u = (px +
i, py), v = (px, py+j), where 0 < i, j < p. As the segment of γ between u, v enters the open p-block,
it uses only slow edges and has length at least i + j, and therefore costs at least (i + j)b. On the
other hand, the concatenation of the straight paths between u, (px, py) and between (px, py), v has
length i + j, and uses at least two fast edges by Observation 4.1. Therefore, this concatenation of
straight paths costs at most (i+ j − 2)b+ 2a < (i+ j)b, a contradiction.

Corollary 4.7. A geodesic γ in Ha,b cannot have more than one internal excursion in an open
p-block.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, let γ have at least two internal excursions γ1, γ2 to an open
p-block ]px, px+ p[×]py, py+ p[. Let γ1 precede γ2 and let ui, vi be the entry and exit vertices of γi.
Each vertex on the boundary of a p-block has at most one neighbour in the open p-block. Therefore,
we must have v2 ̸= u1, otherwise, v2 = u1 is preceded and followed in γ by the same vertex. Hence,
by Lemma 4.6, we have

dHa,b
(u1, v2) = dHa,b

(u1, v1) + dHa,b
(v1, u2) + dHa,b

(u2, v2) ≥ 2pb+ dHa,b
(v1, u2) > 2pb.

On the other hand,
dHa,b

(u1, v2) ≤ dZ2(u1, v2)b ≤ 2pb,

a contradiction.

Lemma 4.8. In Ha,b, geodesics between unaligned distinguished vertices in (pZ)2 only passes through
distinguished vertices.

Proof. Recall that a vertex is distinguished if and only if it does not lie in an open p-block.

For the sake of contradiction, let γ be a geodesic between unaligned distinguished endpoints u, v
passing through an open p-block. We further take γ to have minimal length amongst such geodesics.

If γ passes through any intermediate distinguished vertex w which is unaligned with both u and
v, we may consider the segments γ1 and γ2 of γ between u,w and w, v, respectively. As they are
strictly shorter than γ and have unaligned distinguished endpoints, they must only pass through
distinguished vertices, a contradiction.

Therefore, γ cannot pass through any intermediate distinguished vertex w which is unaligned with
both u and v. In particular, γ cannot pass through any intermediate vertices in (pZ)2.

By Lemma 4.6 and Corollary 4.7, without visiting intermediate vertices in (pZ)2, γ enters and exits
open p-blocks either exclusively on horizontal sides or exclusively on vertical sides. Without loss
of generality, we assume the former. Therefore, we have a vertical sequence of p-blocks ]px, px +
p[×]py, py+p[, ]px, px+p[×]py+p, py+2p[, . . . , ]px, px+p[×]py+(c−1)p, py+cp[ which γ traverses
in order. As γ is assumed to pass through at least one open p-block, we have c ≥ 1. The endpoints
u, v must lie in [px, px+ p]× {py} and [px, px+ p]× {py + cp}, respectively. For u and v to not be
horizontally aligned, at least one of them must lie in (pZ)2.

Without loss of generality, let u = (px, py) ∈ (pZ)2, and let v = (px + i, py + cp). γ has length at
least cp + i and all vertical edges in γ are slow. Therefore, γ costs at least cpb + ia. On the other
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hand, the concatenation of the straight paths between u, (px, py + cp) and between (px, py + cp), v
has length cp+ i and uses at most c+1 slow edges. Therefore, this concatenation of straight paths
costs at most (c+ 1)b+ (cp+ i− c− 1)a < cpb+ ia, a contradiction.

Definition 4.9. Let an n-straight path (n-SP) denote the straight path between nu and nv, where
u, v are adjacent vertices in Z2.

Definition 4.10. For a positive integer n, and a path γ = w0 . . . wℓ in Z2, let the n-dilation of γ
denote the path formed by concatenating the n-SPs between nwi, nwi+1, in order.

A pair of distinct vertices in (pZ)2 form an unaligned pair of distinguished vertices. Therefore,
Lemma 4.8 has the following corollary, in parallel to Corollary 2.22.

Corollary 4.11. A geodesic in Ha,b between two vertices u, v ∈ (pZ)2 only passes through distin-
guished vertices, and therefore is a concatenation of p-SPs.

Combining Observation 4.2 with Corollary 4.11, we obtain (in parallel to Lemma 2.23) a one-to-one
correspondence between geodesics in Hpa,pa−a+b and geodesics in Ha,b with endpoints in (pZ)2.

Lemma 4.12. For u, v ∈ Z2, we have a bijection from geodesics in Hpa,pa−a+b between u, v to
geodesics in Ha,b between pu, pv, sending a geodesic γ in Hpa,pa−a+b to its p-dilation γ′. In particular,
as the cost of γ in Hpa,pa−a+b is equal to the cost of γ′ in Ha,b, we have

dHpa,pa−a+b
(u, v) = dHa,b

(pu, pv).

Iterating Lemma 4.12, we may generalise it to any power pn of p.

Lemma 4.13. For u, v ∈ Z2, we have a bijection from geodesics in Hpna,pna−a+b between u, v to
geodesics in Ha,b between pnu, pnv, sending a geodesic γ in Hpna,pna−a+b to its pn-dilation γ′. In
particular, as the cost of γ in Hpna,pna−a+b is equal to the cost of γ′ in Ha,b, we have

dHpna,pna−a+b
(u, v) = dHa,b

(pnu, pnv).

We finish this section by studying the local behaviour of geodesics within pn-blocks.

Lemma 4.14. Let γ be a geodesic in Ha,b between vertices u, v ∈ Z2. If v ∈ (pZ)2 and v is the
only vertex in (pZ)2 that γ passes through, then any closed p-block B containing u must contain the
entire geodesic γ.

In particular, v is a p-parent of u and γ is contained within a single closed p-block.

Proof. Let w be the first distinguished vertex we encounter as we traverse along γ from u to v. Let
B be any close p-block containing u.

As γ cannot leave a closed p-block without encountering a distinguished vertex and w is the first
distinguished vertex encountered by γ, B must contain w. Since v ∈ (pZ)2, v, w are unaligned
distinguished vertices. By Lemma 4.8, the segment γ′ of γ from w to v only passes through distin-
guished vertices. Hence γ′ can only leave a closed p-block at one of its corners. Therefore, γ never
leaves B.

The assertion that v is a p-parent of u follows from Observation 2.14.

Using Lemma 4.13, we generalise Lemma 4.14 to all powers pn of p.

Corollary 4.15. Let γ be a geodesic in Ha,b between vertices u, v ∈ Z2. If v ∈ (pnZ)2 and v is the
only vertex in (pnZ)2 that γ passes through, then any closed pn-block B containing u must contain
the entire geodesic γ.

In particular, v is a pn-parent of u and γ is contained within a single closed pn-block.
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Proof. We induct on n. The base case n = 0 is trivial. Assuming the statement holds for n, we now
show it for n+ 1.

Let w be the first vertex in (pnZ)2 we encounter as we traverse γ from u to v. Applying the inductive
hypothesis to the segment γ1 of γ from u to w, any closed pn-block containing u must contain γ1.
In particular, any closed pn+1-block containing u must contain γ1.

By Lemma 4.13, the segment γ2 of γ from w to v is a pn-dilation of a geodesic γ′ in Hpna,pna−a+b

from 1
pnw to 1

pn v. Since v is the only vertex in (pn+1Z)2 on γ2,
1
pn v is the only vertex in (pZ)2 on

γ′. Applying Lemma 4.14 to γ′, any closed p-block containing 1
pnw must contain γ′. Therefore, any

closed pn+1-block containing w must contain γ2.

Combining these observations, any closed pn+1-block B containing u must contain γ1, and in par-
ticular w. Therefore, B must also contain γ2, and, hence, the entirety of γ. The assertion that v is
a pn+1-parent of u again follows from Observation 2.14.

5 Bounded geodesic slices

Lemma 5.1. Let γ be a geodesic in Ha,b between vertices u, v ∈ Z2. Then the following statements
are equivalent.

(a) γ is not contained in any open (horizontal or vertical) p-strip.

(b) γ passes through a vertex in (pZ)2.

Proof. (b) implies (a) trivially, as any vertex in (pZ)2 is not contained in any open p-strip.

We now show that (a) implies (b). If γ is not contained in any open p-strip, then γ must contain
both a horizontally distinguished vertex wH and a vertically distinguished vertex wV . Note that
wH and wV are unaligned. Therefore, by Lemma 4.8, the segment γ′ of γ between wH and wV only
passes through distinguished vertices. However, one cannot travel from a horizontally distinguished
vertex to a vertically distinguished vertex without passing through a vertex in (pZ)2 or a vertex
which is not distinguished. As a result, γ′ must pass through a vertex in (pZ)2. In particular, γ
must pass through a vertex in (pZ)2.

We may, in essence, iterate Lemma 5.1 to generalise it to any power pn of p.

Lemma 5.2. Let γ be a geodesic in Ha,b between vertices u, v ∈ Z2. For any non-negative integer
n, the following statements are equivalent.

(a) γ is not contained in any open pn-strip.

(b) γ passes through a vertex in (pnZ)2.

Proof. Again, (b) implies (a) trivially. We prove that (a) implies (b) by induction on n. The base
case n = 0 is trivial. Assuming the statement holds for some n ≥ 0, we now show it for n+ 1.

As γ is not contained in any open pn+1-strip, it is, in particular, not contained in any open p-strip.
By Lemma 5.1, γ passes through a vertex in (pZ)2. As we traverse γ from u to v, let u′, v′ be the
first and last vertices in (pZ)2 we encounter, respectively. By Lemma 4.14, u′, v′ are p-parents of
u, v, respectively. Hence, the segment γ′ of γ between u′, v′ is not contained in any open pn+1-strip.

By Lemma 4.12, γ′ is the p-dilation of a geodesic γ′′ in Hpa,pa−a+b from 1
pu

′ to 1
pv

′. As γ′ is not

contained in any open pn+1-strip, γ′′ is not contained in any open pn-strip. Applying the inductive
hypothesis to γ′′ shows that γ′′ must pass through a vertex in (pnZ)2. As a result, γ′ must pass
through a vertex in (pn+1Z)2. In particular, γ must pass through a vertex in (pn+1Z)2.
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Definition 5.3. Let γ be a path in Z2 between vertices u, v. If γ does not pass through the origin
(0, 0), let n(γ) be the largest non-negative integer for which γ passes through a vertex in (pn(γ)Z)2;
and let ũ(γ), ṽ(γ) be the first and last vertices in (pn(γ)Z)2 encountered as we traverse γ from u to
v. If γ passes through the origin (0, 0), let n(γ) = ∞ and let ũ(γ) = ṽ(γ) = (0, 0).

Observation 5.4. If γ is a geodesic in Ha,b from u to v and γ does not pass through the origin,
then, by Corollary 4.15, ũ(γ), ṽ(γ) are pn(γ)-parents of u, v, respectively.

Definition 5.5. Let ũ(γ) and ṽ(γ) divide γ into three (potentially empty) segments: s1(γ) between
u, ũ(γ), s2(γ) between ũ(γ), ṽ(γ) and s3(γ) between ṽ(γ), v.

Definition 5.6. For vertices u, v in Ha,b, an integer k, and i = 1, 2, 3, let the partial geodesic slice
S(i)(u, v, k) ⊆ S(u, v, k) denote the set of vertices w lying on the segment si(γ) of a geodesic γ from
u to v, and satisfying dHa,b

(u,w) = k.

Since each geodesic γ from u to v is covered by the segments s1(γ), s2(γ), s3(γ), the geodesic slice
S(u, v, k) is the union

⋃
i=1,2,3 S

(i)(u, v, k) of the three partial geodesic slices. Therefore, it suffices

to upper bound the sizes of the partial geodesic slices. We shall upper bound the size of S(1)(u, v, k)
(and, by symmetry, of S(3)(u, v, k)) in Lemma 5.8 and the size of S(2)(u, v, k) in Lemma 5.14.

Lemma 5.7. Let γ be a geodesic in Ha,b between vertices u, v and let n be a non-negative integer.
If s1(γ) has cost at least 2bpn, then n(γ) > n, and hence the endpoint ũ(γ) of s1(γ) is in (pn+1Z)2.

Proof. If γ contains (0, 0), then n(γ) = ∞ > n, and ũ(γ) = (0, 0) ∈ (pn+1Z)2.

Otherwise, by Observation 5.4, the endpoint ũ(γ) of s1(γ) is a pn(γ)-parent of u. Therefore,
dHa,b

(u, ũ(γ)) ≤ bdZ2(u, ũ(γ)) < 2bpn(γ). As the cost dHa,b
(u, ũ(γ)) of s1(γ) is at least 2bpn, we

must have n(γ) > n.

Lemma 5.8. For all vertices u, v in Ha,b and all integers k, we have∣∣∣S(1)(u, v, k)
∣∣∣ ≤ 80

b2p2

a2
.

Proof. For k ≤ 2b, we have S(1)(u, v, k) ⊆ S(u, v, k) ⊆ BHa,b
(u, k) ⊆ BZ2(u, 2b/a). Therefore,

|S(1)(u, v, k)| ≤ |BZ2(u, 2b/a)| ≤ 5(2b/a)2. Hence, we now assume that k > 2b. Let n be the largest
non-negative integer such that 2bpn ≤ k. We first show that every w ∈ S(1)(u, v, k) lies on a pn-SP
λ on which w is the only vertex in S(1)(u, v, k).

Let w lie on s1(γ) for a geodesic γ from u to v. Denote the endpoint ũ(γ) of s1(γ) by u′. The cost of
s1(γ) is at least dHa,b

(u,w) = k ≥ 2bpn. Therefore, by Lemma 5.7, u′ ∈ (pn+1Z)2 ⊆ (pnZ)2. Let u′′
be the first vertex in (pnZ)2 encountered as we traverse s1(γ) from u to u′. By Corollary 4.15, u′′ is
a pn-parent of u. Therefore, dHa,b

(u, u′′) ≤ bdZ2(u, u′′) < 2bpn ≤ k = dHa,b
(u,w). As a result, w lies

on the segment γ′ of γ between u′′ and u′. By Lemma 4.13, γ′ is composed of pn-SPs. Therefore,
w lies on a pn-SP λ which is a segment of the geodesic γ. Therefore, all vertices in λ have different
distance to u in G. Hence, w is the only vertex on λ in S(1)(u, v, k).

As λ is a segment of γ, one of the endpoints w′ of λ lies in BHa,b
(u, k) ⊆ BHa,b

(u, 2bpn+1) ⊆
BZ2(u, 2bpn+1/a). As w is determined by λ, and there are at most four choices of λ given w′, we
have

|S(1)(u, v, k)| ≤ 4|BZ2(u, 2bpn+1/a) ∩ (pnZ)2| ≤ 20(2b/a)2p2.

To upper bound the size of S(2)(u, v, k), we first further express S(2)(u, v, k) as a union.

Definition 5.9. Given vertices u, v in Ha,b and n ∈ Z≥0 ∪ {∞}, let Γ(u, v, n) denote the set of
geodesics γ from u to v with n(γ) = n. For vertices u, v in Ha,b, an integer k, and n ∈ Z≥0 ∪ {∞},
let S(2,n)(u, v, k) ⊆ S(2)(u, v, k) denote the set of vertices w lying on the segment si(γ) of a geodesic
γ ∈ Γ(u, v, n) from u to v, and satisfying dHa,b

(u,w) = k.
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Note that S(2)(u, v, k) =
⋃

n∈Z≥0∪{∞} S
(2,n)(u, v, k), and S(2,∞)(u, v, k) ⊆ {(0, 0)}.

Lemma 5.10. For all vertices u, v in Ha,b, integers k, and non-negative integers n, we have∣∣∣S(2,n)(u, v, k)
∣∣∣ ≤ 16p(p+ 3b/a).

Proof. For any geodesic γ in Ha,b from u to v with n(γ) = n, γ does not pass through any vertices in
(pn+1Z)2. Therefore, by Lemma 5.2, γ is contained within an open pn+1-strip. Such an open pn+1-
strip must contain the endpoints u, v of γ. Therefore, there are at most two such open pn+1-strips:
at most one horizontal open pn+1-strip and at most one vertical open pn+1-strip.

As the endpoints of s2(γ) lie in (pnZ)2, by Lemma 4.13, s2(γ) consists of pn-SPs. For an open
pn+1-strip R containing u, v, let Λ(R) be the set of pn-SPs λ contained in R, each of which forms a
segment of s2(γ) for some geodesic γ ∈ Γ(u, v, n), and intersects BHa,b

(u, k). As in Lemma 5.8, for

any open pn+1-strip R containing u, v, each λ ∈ Λ(R) contains at most one vertex in S(2,n)(u, v, k);
and all vertices in S(2,n)(u, v, k) lie on some λ ∈ Λ(R) for some open pn+1-strip R containing u, v.
Therefore, it suffices to show that there are at most 16p(p+ 3b/a) such pn-SPs λ.

Since there are at most two choices of the open pn+1-strip R containing u, v, it suffices to show, for
each such R, that |Λ(R)| ≤ 8p(p + 3b/a). Without loss of generality, assume that R is horizontal.
Let u = (x, y).

Given any λ ∈ Λ(R), let w′ be the endpoint of λ that is closer to u in Ha,b. Let γ ∈ Γ(u, v, n)
be a geodesic for which λ is a segment of s2(γ). Let ũ(γ) = (x̃, ỹ) and w′ = (x′, y′). As ũ(γ) is a
pn-parent of u, |x − x̃| < pn. We note that all horizontal pn-SPs contained in R cost pna − a + b,
and the segment of γ from ũ(γ) to w′ uses at least 1

pn |x
′ − x̃| such horizontal pn-SPs. Therefore,

dHa,b
(ũ(γ), w′) ≥ (pna− a+ b)

|x′ − x̃|
pn

> (pna− a+ b)

Å |x′ − x|
pn

− 1

ã
.

On the other hand, there is a path from ũ(γ) to w′ using exactly 1
pn |x

′ − x̃| horizontal pn-SPs and
at most p− 2 vertical pn-SPs. As any pn-SP costs at most pna− a+ b, we have

dHa,b
(ũ(γ), w′) ≤ (pna− a+ b)

Å |x′ − x̃|
pn

+ (p− 2)

ã
< (pna− a+ b)

Å |x′ − x|
pn

+ p− 1

ã
.

The distance dHa,b
(ũ(γ), w′) is related to k via

k − 3bpn ≤ k − dHa,b
(u, ũ(γ))− dHa,b

(w,w′) = dHa,b
(ũ(γ), w′) ≤ k.

Combining the three preceding inequalities, we have

1− p+
k − 3bpn

pna− a+ b
<

|x′ − x|
pn

< 1 +
k

pna− a+ b
.

As x′ ∈ pnZ, there are at most 2⌈p+ 3bpn

pna−a+b⌉ ≤ 2(p+3b/a+1) choices of x′. As y′ ∈ pnZ is confined

within an open pn+1-interval for w′ = (x′, y′) to lie in the open pn+1-strip R, there are at most p−1
choices of y′. Hence, there are at most 2(p+ 3b/a+ 1)(p− 1) choices of w′. There are at most four
choices of a pn-SP λ given one of its endpoints w′. Therefore, |Λ(R)| ≤ 8(p + 3b/a + 1)(p − 1) ≤
8p(p+ 3b/a), as needed.

To uniformly upper bound the size of S(2)(u, v, k) =
⋃

n∈Z≥0∪{∞} S
(2,n)(u, v, k), it now remains to

uniformly upper bound, across pairs of vertices u, v, the number of values of n for which S(2,n)(u, v, k)
is non-empty.

Definition 5.11. Given vertices u, v in Ha,b, let NH(u, v) (resp. NV (u, v)) denote the set of non-
negative integers n for which there exists a geodesic γ ∈ Γ(u, v, n) contained within an open hori-
zontal (resp. vertical) pn+1-strip.
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By Lemma 5.2, Γ(u, v, n) is non-empty if and only if n ∈ NH(u, v) ∪NV (u, v). We shall now show
the uniform boundedness of |NH(u, v)| across all vertices u, v in Ha,b.

Lemma 5.12. For vertices u, v in Ha,b, if n1 < n2 are both elements of NH(u, v), then the difference
∆ of the horizontal coordinates of u, v satisfies

apn1 + (b− a)

Å
dZ2(u, v)

2pn1
− p

ã
< dHa,b

(u, v)− a∆ < 8bpn1+1 +
b− a

pn1
dZ2(u, v).

Proof. As u, v are contained in the same open horizontal pn1+1-strip, their vertical coordinates differ
by less than pn1+1. Hence, dZ2(u, v) < ∆+ pn1+1.

We first prove the upper bound on dHa,b
(u, v)−a∆. Take any pn1-parents u′, v′ of u, v, respectively.

By the triangle inequality,

dHa,b
(u, v) ≤ dHa,b

(u, u′) + dHa,b
(u′, v′) + dHa,b

(v′, v).

We now upper bound each of the three terms on the right-hand side. We have dHa,b
(u, u′) ≤

bdZ2(u, u′) ≤ 2bpn1 , and similarly dHa,b
(v, v′) ≤ 2bpn1 . Lastly, by Lemma 4.13, we have

dHa,b
(u′, v′) = dHpn1a,pn1a−a+b

Å
1

pn1
u′,

1

pn1
v′
ã

≤ (pn1a− a+ b)dZ2

Å
1

pn1
u′,

1

pn1
v′
ã

=
pn1a− a+ b

pn1
dZ2(u′, v′).

Note that, again by the triangle inequality, dZ2(u′, v′) ≤ dZ2(u, v) + 4pn1 . Therefore, we have

dHa,b
(u, v)− a∆ ≤ 4bpn1 +

pn1a− a+ b

pn1
dZ2(u, v) + 4(pn1a− a+ b)− a∆

≤ 8bpn1 + adZ2(u, v) +
b− a

pn1
dZ2(u, v)− a∆

< 8bpn1 + apn1+1 +
b− a

pn1
dZ2(u, v)

< 8bpn1+1 +
b− a

pn1
dZ2(u, v),

establishing the upper bound on dHa,b
(u, v)−a∆. We now turn to the lower bound. For i = 1, 2, let

γi ∈ Γ(u, v, ni) which is contained in an open horizontal pni+1-strip Ri containing u, v. Let yi be the
vertical coordinate of ũ(γi). We have y1 ∈ pn1Z and y2 ∈ pn2Z ⊆ pn1Z. However, the entirety of γ1,
and in particular ũ(γ1), is contained in the open horizontal pn1+1-strip. Therefore, y1 /∈ pn1+1Z and
hence y1 /∈ pn2Z. In particular, y1 ̸= y2. As they are both multiples of pn1 , we have |y1 − y2| ≥ pn1 .
Let δ be the cycle formed by concatenating γ1 with (the reversal of) γ2. As δ passes through both
ũ(γ1), ũ(γ2), δ must pass through at least 2pn1 vertical edges. Similarly, as δ passes through both u
and v, δ must pass through 2∆ horizontal edges. Therefore, δ must pass through at least 2∆+2pn1

edges in total.

By Lemma 5.2, s2(γ1) consists of p
n1-SPs. The difference in the horizontal coordinates of ũ(γ1) and

ṽ(γ1) is at least ∆− 2pn1 . Therefore, s2(γ1) passes through at least ∆
pn1 − 2 horizontal pn1-SPs. All

horizontal pn1-SPs contained in the open horizontal pn1+1-strip R1 contain a slow edge. Therefore,
s2(γ1), and hence γ1, passes through at least ∆

pn1 − 2 slow edges. Therefore, δ must pass through

at least ∆
pn1 − 2 slow edges. Since δ passes through at least 2∆ + 2pn1 edges, the cost of the cycle

δ (i.e. the sum of the weights of its edges) is at least a(2∆ + 2pn1) + (b − a)
Ä

∆
pn1 − 2

ä
. On the
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other hand, the cost of δ, being the sum of the costs of the geodesics γ1, γ2, is equal to 2dHa,b
(u, v).

Therefore,

dHa,b
(u, v) ≥ a(∆ + pn1) + (b− a)

Å
∆

2pn1
− 1

ã
.

As dZ2(u, v) < ∆+ pn1+1, we have the lower bound

dHa,b
(u, v)− a∆ ≥ apn1 + (b− a)

Å
∆

2pn1
− 1

ã
> apn1 + (b− a)

Å
dZ2(u, v)

2pn1
− p/2− 1

ã
.

Lemma 5.13. For any vertices u, v in Ha,b, we have

|NH(u, v)| ≤ 2 logp

Å
18bp

a

ã
+ 1.

Proof. Let T denote the set NH(u, v) with its maximum element removed (if one exists). As

|NH(u, v)\T | ≤ 1, it suffices to prove that |T | ≤ 2 logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
. For the sake of contradiction, we

assume otherwise, that |T | > 2 logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
.

By Lemma 5.12, for any n ∈ T , we have

apn + (b− a)

Å
dZ2(u, v)

2pn
− p

ã
< dHa,b

(u, v)− a∆ < 8bpn+1 +
b− a

pn
dZ2(u, v),

where ∆ is the difference of the horizontal coordinates of u, v. Therefore, for any n,m ∈ T , we have

apn + (b− a)

Å
dZ2(u, v)

2pn
− p

ã
< 8bpm+1 +

b− a

pm
dZ2(u, v).

Hence, for any n,m ∈ T , we have

apn +
b− a

2pn
dZ2(u, v) < 9bpm+1 +

b− a

pm
dZ2(u, v) ≤

9bp

a

Å
apm +

b− a

2pm
dZ2(u, v)

ã
.

In other words, for any n,m ∈ T , we have

pn

c
+

c

pn
<

9bp

a

Å
pm

c
+

c

pm

ã
,

where c =

√
(b−a)dZ2 (u,v)

2a > 0. Since |T | > 2 logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
, either T ∩ [logp c,∞) or T ∩ [0, logp c] has at

least logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
+ 1 elements. If |T ∩ [logp c,∞)| ≥ logp

Ä
18bp
a

ä
+ 1, let n,m ∈ T ∩ [logp c,∞) with

n−m ≥ logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
. As m ≥ logp c, we have pm

c ≥ 1 ≥ c
pm . Therefore,

pn

c
+

c

pn
>

pn

c
≥ 18bp

a

pm

c
≥ 18bp

a

pm

c + c
pm

2
=

9bp

a

Å
pm

c
+

c

pm

ã
,

a contradiction. Similarly, if |T ∩ [0, logp c]| ≥ logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
+1, let n,m ∈ T ∩ [0, logp c] with m−n ≥

logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
. As m ≤ logp c, we have c

pm ≥ 1 ≥ pm

c . Therefore,

pn

c
+

c

pn
>

c

pn
≥ 18bp

a

c

pm
≥ 18bp

a

pm

c + c
pm

2
=

9bp

a

Å
pm

c
+

c

pm

ã
,

again, a contradiction.

We are now ready to show the uniform boundedness of S(2)(u, v, k) across all pairs of vertices u, v
in Ha,b and integers k.
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Lemma 5.14. For all vertices u, v in Ha,b and integers k, we have∣∣∣S(2)(u, v, k)
∣∣∣ ≤ 64p(p+ 3b/a) logp

Å
18bp2

a

ã
.

Proof. For a non-negative integer n /∈ NH(u, v) ∪NV (u, v), Γ(u, v, n) = ∅, therefore, by definition,

S(2,n)(u, v, k) = ∅. Hence, S(2)(u, v, k) =
Ä⋃

n∈NH(u,v)∪NV (u,v) S
(2,n)(u, v, k)

ä
∪ S(2,∞)(u, v, k). By

Lemma 5.10, |S(2,n)(u, v, k)| ≤ 16p(p + 3b/a) for any non-negative integer n. By Lemma 5.13,

|NH(u, v)| ≤ 2 logp
Ä
18bp
a

ä
+ 1, and analogously, |NV (u, v)| ≤ 2 logp

Ä
18bp
a

ä
+ 1. Therefore, noting

that S(2,∞)(u, v, k) ⊆ {(0, 0)}, we have

|S(2)(u, v, k)| ≤ 16p(p+ 3b/a) · 2
Å
2 logp

Å
18bp

a

ã
+ 1

ã
+ 1 ≤ 64p(p+ 3b/a) logp

Å
18bp2

a

ã
.

We are now ready to prove Proposition 2.26, which, along with Proposition 2.4, completes the proof
of Theorem 1.9.

Proof of Proposition 2.26. We shall prove that the weighted graph Ha,b on Z2 with two positive
integer weights a, b has bounded geodesic slices for any choice of an odd integer p ≥ 3 and positive
integers a < b. For any pair u, v of vertices in Ha,b, and any integer k, by Lemma 5.8, we have

|S(1)(u, v, k)| ≤ 80
b2p2

a2
,

and by symmetry,

|S(3)(u, v, k)| ≤ 80
b2p2

a2
.

By Lemma 5.14, we have

|S(2)(u, v, k)| ≤ 64p(p+ 3b/a) logp

Å
18bp2

a

ã
.

Therefore, the size of their union S(u, v, k) = S(1)(u, v, k) ∪ S(2)(u, v, k) ∪ S(3)(u, v, k) is bounded
above by

|S(u, v, k)| ≤ 160
b2p2

a2
+ 64p(p+ 3b/a) logp

Å
18bp2

a

ã
.

Hence Ha,b has bounded geodesic slices.

6 The hexagonal and triangular lattices

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.7, that all two-dimensional regular tilings are geodesically
directable. Following the remarks in the introduction, it suffices to show that the hexagonal lattice
{6, 3} and the triangular lattice {3, 6} are geodesically directable.

Figure 3 shows a bounded extension Z of the hexagonal lattice {6, 3}. The original lattice is drawn
in black with additional edges of the bounded extension drawn in grey. Note that Z is isomorphic to
the square lattice Z2 = {4, 4}. By Theorem 1.8, a further bounded extension G of Z has bounded
geodesic slices. As G is also a bounded extension of the hexagonal lattice {6, 3}, the hexagonal
lattice is geodesically directable.

Figure 4 shows that the triangular lattice {3, 6} is isomorphic to a bounded extension of the square
lattice Z2 = {4, 4}. Therefore, by Theorem 1.9, the triangular lattice {3, 6} is geodesically directable.
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Figure 3: A bounded extension of the hexagonal lattice which is isomorphic to Z2

Figure 4: The triangular lattice as a bounded extension of Z2
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7 Concluding Remarks

The main object of this paper has been the construction of a bounded extension G of Z2 with
bounded geodesic slices (Theorem 1.8). One could consider a strengthening of the bounded geodesic
slices property, in which the number of geodesics in G between any pair of endpoints is uniformly
bounded.

Definition 7.1. Let a graphG have bounded geodesic multiplicity if the number of geodesics between
a pair of vertices u, v is uniformly bounded.

A natural question, therefore, is whether there exists a bounded extension G of Z2 with bounded
geodesic multiplicity.

Question 7.2. Does there exist a bounded extension of Z2 with bounded geodesic multiplicity?

Note that in Z2 itself, the number of geodesics between two vertices u, v can grow exponentially
in the distance dZ2(u, v). For example, for any non-negative integer x, there are

(2x
x

)
= 2Ω(x)

distinct geodesics between (0, 0) and (x, x). A priori, therefore, one may expect a negative answer
to Question 7.2. However, the affirmative resolution of the analogous question for bounded geodesic
slices (Theorem 1.8) shows that passing to a bounded extension may drastically alter the geodesic
structure.

Acknowledgement. The author is grateful to Oliver Breach for communicating this problem and
its background. The author would also like to thank Timothy Gowers for helpful comments and
suggestions.
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A Explicit construction

For the sake of practical implementations in quantum circuits, we include here an explicit bounded
extension G of Z2 with bounded geodesic slices. This construction results from applying a tightened
version of the reduction argument in Section 2 to the weighted graph constructed in Section 3 (with
parameters p = 3, a = 1, b = 2).

We form the graph G from Z2 by adding vertical and horizontal edges of lengths two and four. For
a non-zero integer n, let ν3(n) denote the largest exponent α for which 3α | n. For x, y ∈ Z, if x ̸= 0

and 3ν3(x) | y − 3ν3(x)−1
2 , we add the vertical edges (4x, 4y)(4x, 4y + 2) and (4x, 4y + 2)(4x, 4y + 4);

otherwise, we add the vertical edge (4x, 4y)(4x, 4y + 4). Similarly, if y ̸= 0 and 3ν3(y) | x− 3ν3(y)−1
2 ,

we add the horizontal edges (4x, 4y)(4x+ 2, 4y) and (4x+ 2, 4y)(4x+ 4, 4y); otherwise, we add the
horizontal edge (4x, 4y)(4x+ 4, 4y).

Figure 5 illustrates the portion of G over [0, 36]× [0, 36].
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Figure 5: Illustration of the bounded extension G of Z2, drawn over [0, 36] × [0, 36]. Edges of the
base lattice Z2 are drawn in light grey. New edges (edges in G but not Z2, i.e. quantum gates) with
length two are drawn in dark grey, and new edges with length four are drawn in black. Endpoints
of new edges are marked.
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