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IMPOSSIBLE BY DEGREES:
COHOMOLOGY & BISTABLE VISUAL PARADOX

LEWIS GHRIST AND ROBERT GHRIST

ABSTRACT. The Penrose triangle, staircase, and related “impossible objects” have long been under-
stood as related to first cohomology H*': the obstruction to extending locally consistent interpreta-
tions around a loop. This paper develops a cohomological hierarchy for a class of visual paradoxes.
Restricting to systems built from bistable elements — components admitting exactly two local states,
such as the Necker cube’s forward /backward orientations, a gear’s clockwise/counterclockwise spin,
or a thombic tiling corner’s convex/concave interpretation — allows the use of Z; coefficients through-
out, reducing obstruction theory to parity arithmetic. This reveals a hierarchy of paradox classes
from H° through H?, refined at each degree by the relative/absolute distinction, ranging from ambi-
guity through impossibility to inaccessibility. A discrete Stokes theorem emerges as the central tool:
at each degree, the connecting homomorphism of relative cohomology promotes boundary data to
interior obstruction, providing the uniform mechanism by which paradoxes ascend the hierarchy.

Three paradigmatic systems — Necker cube fields, gear meshes, and rhombic tilings — are studied
in detail. Throughout, we pair cohomology with imagery and animation. To illuminate the under-
lying structure, we introduce the Method of Monodromic Apertures, an animation technique that
reveals monodromy through a configuration space of local sections.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Penrose triangle and staircase, introduced by L. Penrose and R. Penrose in [1], are the arche-
typal impossible objects: locally coherent images admitting no globally consistent three-dimensional
interpretation. In 1992, R. Penrose recast these figures in the language of Cech cohomology, classi-
fying the triangle by the cohomology group H' of an annulus with coefficients in the multiplicative
group RT of depths [2]. That paper contained a second figure, more enigmatic than the triangle:
see Figure 1[left]. In this image, multiple copies of the Schroder staircase [3, 4] — an illusion of am-
biguous ascent and descent (Figure 1[center|) — ring an annular domain with heptagonal boundary.
Penrose declared this figure to have the ambiguity group of the Necker cube (Figure 1[right]), the
bistable wireframe discovered in 1832 [5]. After stating that the paradox of the heptagonal staircase
is captured by H! of the annulus with coefficients in Zs, he concluded with a cryptic hint:

“I believe that considerations such as these may open up intriguing possibilities for
further exotic types of impossible figure.”

This paper takes up Penrose’s challenge in a simplified setting, motivated by his heptagonal stairs.
We develop a cohomological hierarchy for visual paradoxes built from bistable elements — ambiguous
components admitting exactly two local states. The restriction to bistable systems permits Zg
coefficients throughout, simplifying the algebra and revealing a clean taxonomy:

Base HY detects ambiguity: multiple valid global readings.
Relative H! detects conflict: boundary-forced incompatibility.
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FIGURE 1. An unusual figure [left] of Penrose from [2] is based on the Schréder staircase
[center] and has the bistable ambiguity of the classical Necker cube [right].

Absolute H! detects impossibility: no valid global reading.
Relative H? detects curvature: localized defects forced by boundary holonomy.
Absolute H? detects inaccessibility: sectors unreachable by local moves.

The transitions are driven by a single mechanism: the connecting homomorphism § of relative
cohomology, which coincides with the discrete Stokes theorem.

The framework builds on recent work classifying visual paradoxes via network torsors |6], which
posited torsors as the mathematical structure underlying impossible figures, classified paradoxes
via H' with general structure groups (including nonabelian examples), and analyzed boundary-
induced paradoxes via relative cohomology. That paper established the framework on which this
paper builds. By restricting to bistable elements, we gain both simplicity — the machinery becomes
elementary — and a clear path upward through the cohomological hierarchy. The systematic ascent
from HY through relative and absolute H' toward relative and absolute H? is the storyline. Specific
contributions include: the identification of the first visual paradoxes requiring H? for their detection
and classification; the discrete Stokes theorem as the uniform mechanism promoting paradoxes
from one level to the next; and a novel animation technique that converts holonomy into visible
monodromy by constructing torsors over configuration space.

This circle of ideas connects to sheaf-cohomological approaches to quantum contextuality |7, 8, 9],
where measurements depend on context and the obstruction to consistent value assignments is
likewise captured by cohomology. The parallel is not accidental: both settings involve local data
that cannot be globalized, and both are naturally expressed in the language of cohomology, torsors,
and obstructions.

There is a ready-made theory for higher-dimensional obstructions. Just as Zs-torsors (double covers,
principal Zs-bundles) are classified by H', so gerbes provide the next categorical level, classified
by H? or H? depending on the structure [10, 11]. The framework extends to discrete and lattice
settings [12|. However, for bistable systems the full gerbe machinery is unnecessary. Working
with Zg coefficients throughout, the classification of obstructions reduces to parity counts, and H?
phenomena become accessible through elementary means: relative cohomology, cup products, and
degree-shifting.

At each degree, the relative/absolute distinction separates boundary-forced from intrinsic phenom-
ena: a relative obstruction arises from boundary data that fails to extend inward; an absolute
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obstruction is intrinsic to the constraint structure. The connecting homomorphism § of relative
cohomology promotes boundary data at degree k to interior obstructions at degree k + 1 — and the
resulting computation is precisely the discrete Stokes theorem:

Boundary holonomy becomes interior curvature.

This single mechanism connects all five levels: incompatible H° boundary data yields relative H'!
conflict; cycles with nontrivial H' holonomy yield relative H? curvature. Between the relative and
absolute at each degree, the distinction is whether the obstruction requires external intervention or
is self-generated.

To make torsors visible rather than merely computed, we introduce the Method of Monodromic
Apertures (MoMA): an animation technique that converts holonomy into perceptible monodromy.
A sliding window reveals local sections; after traversing a loop, the displayed section returns flipped.
This is the torsor structure made manifest through motion.

The paper proceeds in three movements. The first (§§2-3) introduces the three paradigmatic bistable
systems and formalizes their common structure via constraint graphs, coupling cochains, and the
discrete Stokes theorem. The second (§§4-7) develops the hierarchy through H': boundary-forced
conflict (relative H'), intrinsic impossibility (absolute H'), the torsor perspective, and the Method
of Monodromic Apertures for visualizing monodromy through animation. The third (§§8-9) ascends
to H?: boundary-forced curvature defects (relative H?), then seam interference via cup products
and degree-shifted flux models (absolute H?).

While the illustrations in this paper seek to capture the nature of cohomologically-graded visual
paradox, at some point still figures are insufficient, and animation is the clearer medium. Rather
than try to embed low-quality animations as an Appendix or supplemental files, we have chosen to
publish a public playlist of animations with commentary that illustrate the various systems in this
paper (and more). The reader is encouraged to view these at:

https://www.youtube.com/playlist?1list=PL8erLOpXF3JaYUQHC5G0iFM01XcGlexch

2. THREE BISTABLE SYSTEMS

Three paradigmatic systems exhibit bistable elements interacting through pairwise constraints:
Necker cube fields, gear meshes, and rhombic tilings. We introduce each in turn, emphasizing
the common structure that will unify them in §3.

2.1. Necker cube fields. The Necker cube is the archetypal bistable image: a wireframe cube
admitting two stable depth interpretations, between which a viewer can flip at will. Arrange multiple
Necker cubes in a grid and the interpretations become coupled. Choose any cube to face forward or
backward; this choice constrains its neighbors, propagating through the connected field. The entire
grid inherits exactly two global states from the bistability of a single element. Unlike the Penrose
triangle, there is no inherent paradox in a Necker cube grid. But suppose we pin certain cubes to
opposite orientations, as in Figure 2. The agreement constraints propagating from each pinned cube
conflict in the interior. This is a relative paradox: the obstruction arises not from the constraint
structure itself but from incompatible boundary conditions — conflict in the terminology of §4. We
formalize this via relative cohomology in §5.

The static Necker cube’s bistability has a dynamic counterpart. Set the wireframe rotating about
a vertical axis (Figure 3). Which way does it turn? The front/back ambiguity becomes rotational
ambiguity: the perceived spin direction reverses when the viewer flips depth interpretation. This is
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FIGURE 2. A 2-D field of Necker cubes. Choosing an orientation for any one cube deter-
mines the orientation of all cubes in the connected component. Pinning two disjoint subsets
of cubes to opposite states creates a conflict — a relative paradox.

the mechanism behind the “spinning dancer” illusion, and it applies to any wireframe or silhouette
with front /back symmetry.

REBEB B EBEHEEHEIRIRR

FIGURE 3. A Necker cube rotating about a vertical axis. The depth ambiguity of the static
figure becomes rotational ambiguity: the same animation can be perceived as clockwise or
counterclockwise rotation.

Rotational bistability converts a static classification problem — which way does this cube face? —
into a dynamical one — which way does it spin? — while preserving the Zs structure. Animation is
not merely illustration but a tool for revealing paradox, as we shall see in §7.

2.2. Gear meshes. Rotational bistability finds natural mechanical expression in gear systems.
When two external (spur) gears mesh, their teeth interlock and force opposite rotations: if one
turns clockwise, its neighbor must turn counterclockwise. This opposition constraint transforms
isolated bistability into coupled variables. Choose a spin direction for any gear, and the mesh
determines all others — provided no contradiction arises.

Consider n external gears in a ring, each meshing with its two neighbors (Figure 4). If n is even,
alternating spins around the loop satisfies all opposition constraints, and the system spins freely. If n
is odd, no such alternation exists — the final gear must simultaneously agree and oppose its neighbor.
The system locks: a mechanical paradox that we will identify as a nontrivial H' class.
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FIGURE 4. With an even number of gears in a ring, the system spins freely [left], but an
odd number of gears locks [right].

Planar gear meshes extend this to two dimensions. A square grid of gears, each meshing with four
neighbors, has a bipartite contact graph: vertices partition into two classes (checkerboard coloring),
with all edges between classes. Assign clockwise to one class, counterclockwise to the other, and all
opposition constraints are satisfied. More generally, a gear mesh with pure opposition is consistent
if and only if its contact graph contains no odd cycles. Ring gears and belts introduce agreement
constraints within otherwise opposition-dominated systems; bevel gears extend the picture to three
dimensions. We restrict attention to external spur gears in this paper.

2.3. Rhombic tilings. Rhombic tilings of the plane — tessellations by parallelograms with equal
side lengths — admit natural interpretations as projections of three-dimensional stepped surfaces.
The regular lozenge tiling, built from 60° rhombi, arises as the projection along the (1,1, 1) direction
of a monotone surface in Z3: a “pile of cubes” whose boundary facets project to the rhombi: see
Figure 5|left].

The bistable elements are degree-3 vertices: corners where exactly three rhombi meet. At such
a vertex, the incident rhombi suggest a cube corner seen in projection — either convezr (pointing
toward the viewer) or concave (pointing away). This binary choice is the bistable variable. When
two degree-3 vertices are opposite corners of the same rhombus, they are linked. A consistent
stepped-surface interpretation requires linked vertices to take opposite states: one convex, the other
concave. This is the same opposition constraint we encountered with meshing gears, now encoded
in tiling geometry. The lozenge tiling’s constraint graph — degree-3 vertices connected by linkages
across rhombus diagonals — forms a hexagonal lattice. This graph is bipartite: all cycles have even
length, and consistent alternation of convex/concave is always possible. No obstruction arises, just
as an even gear cycle spins freely.

The Penrose P3 tiling is different. Built from two rhombic prototiles with angles 72°/108° and
36°/144° | it exhibits quasiperiodic order with local five-fold symmetry. Its characteristic feature is
the pentagonal rosette: five thick rhombi arranged around a central vertex, as in Figure 5[right]. The
rosette contains five degree-3 corners forming a 5-cycle in the constraint graph, each edge carrying
an opposition constraint. Attempting to alternate convex and concave around the pentagon fails
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FIGURE 5. Two rhombic tilings: [left] the regular lozenge tiling; [right] a patch of Penrose
P3 tiling, centered on a five-fold rosette.

for the same reason five meshing gears lock: the cycle length is odd, and no consistent assignment
exists.

This is precisely the structure of Penrose’s enigmatic heptagonal staircase (Figure 1[left]), with
cycle length 5 rather than 7. Both configurations consist of bistable elements in an odd ring
with opposition constraints. The Schroder stairs play exactly the role of degree-3 corners: each
admits two interpretations (ascending versus descending), and adjacent elements must differ for
local consistency.

Longer odd cycles — of length 15, 35, and beyond — thread through the P3 tiling, each presenting the
same obstruction. The parallel with gear meshes is exact: degree-3 vertices play the role of gears,
linkages play the role of meshing contacts, and the opposition constraint (convex versus concave)
plays the role of counter-rotation.

3. THE MATHEMATICAL FRAMEWORK

The three bistable systems of the previous section share a common structure that we now make
precise. Throughout, we use the following correspondences:

A state ' C°(N\; Zs) assigns a binary percept to each vertex: forward/backward,
clockwise/counterclockwise, or convex/concave.

A coupling A CY(N\;Zsy) encodes pairwise constraints: A(e) = 0 demands agree-
ment; A(e) = 1 demands opposition.

A global section is a state satisfying all constraints: dx = A.
The obstruction to existence is the cohomology class [\] H'(A; Zs).

The key players are a constraint graph N\ encoding which elements interact, the coupling cochain A
specifying how, and a curvature p = A measuring local frustration when 2-cells are present. The
central result is Stokes’ theorem, relating boundary holonomy to interior curvature.
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3.1. Constraints and couplings. The constraint graph A has bistable elements as vertices and
edges connecting elements whose states are coupled. In a Necker cube field, each cube is a vertex;
edges connect cubes sharing a face (agreement constraint). In a gear mesh, each gear is a vertex;
edges connect meshing gears (opposition constraint). In a rhombic tiling, each degree-3 corner is a
vertex; edges connect opposite corners of the same rhombus (opposition constraint). Note that in
the rhombic case, the edges of N\ are not edges of the original tiling — they are diagonals connecting
degree-3 corners across each rhombus. The tiling serves as scaffolding; once A is extracted, the
original edges disappear from the analysis. Figure 6 illustrates this for the P3 tiling.
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FIGURE 6. Constraint graphs A extracted from the two rhombic tilings of Figure 5. Ver-
tices are degree-3 corners; red edges connect linked pairs across rhombus diagonals. The
lozenge tiling yields a hexagonal graph with only even cycles [left], while the P3 tiling yields
pentagons at each rosette, plus longer cycles, even and odd [right].

The coupling cochain A\ C'(A\;Zs) specifies constraint types: A(e) = 0 means the endpoints of
e must agree; A\(e) = 1 means they must oppose. For Necker fields, A = 0 (agreement); for gear
meshes and rhombic tilings, A = 1 (opposition).

A state . CO(A\;Zg) is globally consistent if 5z = X, where the coboundary (dz)(e) = x(u) + z(v)
computes the parity of states across each edge. Whether solutions exist is the question of whether
A is a coboundary.

For some systems, the constraint graph A embeds naturally in an ambient cell complex X: a grid
of gears in the plane, a field of Necker cubes in space. We take A X1 as a subgraph of the
1-skeleton. Edges of X() not in A — the free edges — carry no bistable constraint.

For rhombic tilings, the constraint edges are diagonals, not tiling edges, so no natural ambient
complex presents itself. We construct X by adding free edges until the augmented graph bounds
polygonal 2-cells. In Figure 7, red edges form A; blue edges complete the cell structure.

The result is a cell complex X with A X1 An extension X Cl (X; Zo) agrees with X on A\ and
may be chosen arbitrarily on free edges. Different extensions yield different curvatures, addressed
below.

3.2. The holonomy criterion. The equation dz = \ is solvable if and only if [\] = 0 in H'(A; Zs).
Appendix A provides background; the essential point is a parity count around cycles.
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FIGURE 7. A patch of P3 tiling with its associated cell complex X. Red edges form the
constraint graph /A, connecting degree-3 corners across rhombus diagonals. Blue edges are
added (based on degree four vertices) to complete a regular 2-dimensional cell structure.
The 2-cells bounded by the red and blue edges fill the plane.

Criterion 3.1 (Holonomy Criterion). Let A be a connected graph and X CY(\;Z2) a coupling
cochain. A global state x with dx = X ewists if and only if every cycle v in N\ satisfies v Ae) = 0.

Proof. If A\ = dx, then for any cycle v = (vg, v1,...,vn = 1),
n—1
Me)=  z(vit1) +z(vi) =0,
ey i=0
since each vertex appears exactly twice. Conversely, suppose A evaluates to zero on every cycle.
Fix a basepoint vy and define z(v) as the sum b A(e) along any path p from vy to v. This is
well-defined: two paths from vy to v differ by a cycle, and A vanishes on cycles. By construction,

(0x)(e) = x(v) + z(u) = A(e) for each edge e = uwv.

The sum y A(e) is the holonomy of A around ~. Nonzero holonomy certifies impossibility — an
absolute paradox intrinsic to the constraints. When holonomy vanishes on all cycles, global states
exist but may still be obstructed by incompatible boundary data — a relative paradox, experienced
as conflict, detected by relative cohomology.

3.3. Curvature and Stokes’ theorem. When X is 2-dimensional, extending A to X @) and ap-
plying the coboundary yields the curvature p = 6A  C%(X;Zs). If A = XM no extension is
needed; otherwise, different extensions yield different curvature representatives.
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For a face f with boundary edges eq,...,ek, the curvature is pu(f) = iX(ei). A face is flat if
w(f) = 0 and frustrated if u(f) = 1. Changing the extension on a free edge toggles 1 on the two
incident faces, redistributing curvature. The intrinsic quantity is identified by:

Lemma 3.2 (Extension-independence). Let D X be a 2-chain whose boundary 0D lies entirely
in the constraint graph N\. Then the total curvature ¢ o p(f) depends only on Map, not on the

choice of extension .

Proof. By definition of coboundary, ¢ pu(f) = ¢ D((SX)( N= ¢ X(e), the last equality
following from the fact that each interior edge of D appears in exactly two face boundaries (canceling
in Z9), while each boundary edge appears in exactly one. Since 9D A, every edge in the boundary
sum lies in A, where X agrees with A by definition.

This lemma justifies speaking of “the curvature inside D” without specifying an extension, provided
0D  A. Henceforth we invoke this convention tacitly.

Cochains and chains pair by evaluation: ¢,7 = ;c(oj) for a k-cochain ¢ and k-chain 7 =

Theorem 3.3 (Stokes). For any k-cochain ¢~ CX(X;Zs) and any (k + 1)-chain 7 Cy1(X; Zs),

oc = c.
T ot

Applied to curvature p = SA and a 2-chain T, Stokes asserts:

() = e

fr e 0T

When 07 N\, the right-hand side depends only on A|p: interior curvature is determined by
boundary holonomy. On a closed surface, total curvature vanishes.

This is the paper’s central principle: boundary inconsistency cannot dissolve — it must localize as
curvature somewhere. The H? constructions of later sections all manifest this as boundary cycles
with nonzero holonomy forcing interior frustration.

Remark 3.4 (Gauge perspective). The framework admits a gauge-theoretic interpretation. The
coupling A is a discrete connection with curvature p = dA as field strength. A gauge transformation
z - x + & replaces A by the cohomologous A + 0&, preserving the cohomology class [A] and leaving
w invariant. This perspective becomes essential in §9.2, where bistable variables shift from vertices
to edges: A\ becomes a potential, 1 becomes prescribed flux, and the obstruction moves from H' to
H2

4. A COHOMOLOGICAL HIERARCHY

Cohomology does not begin at degree one. The group H(A; Z3) controls the structure of solutions:
if x solves dx = A, so does x + 1, and when solutions exist they come in pairs related by this
global flip. For a connected constraint graph, H°(A;Zy) = Zo acts freely and transitively on the
solution set, which therefore forms a principal homogeneous space with no distinguished element. A
bistable image admitting consistent global readings thus has genuine indeterminacy: which reading
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is correct? Neither is privileged, and the viewer’s perceptual system oscillates between them. This
is ambiguity, the degree-zero phenomenon, and the Necker cube is its paradigm.

With the passage from HY to H', ambiguity gives way to obstruction, and the nature of the
obstruction depends on its origin. A relative paradox arises when an otherwise consistent system
is forced into contradiction by incompatible boundary conditions: the interior could accommodate
either assignment, but not both at once. This is conflict — a gradient of competing influences,
formalized by the connecting homomorphism 6§ : H°(A4) — H'(X, A), which promotes incompatible
degree-zero boundary data to a degree-one interior obstruction. The Necker interval, with endpoints
pinned to opposite orientations, is the paradigm.

An absolute paradox requires no external intervention. When some cycle in the constraint graph
carries nonzero holonomy, [A\] = 0 in H'(A), and no global state exists regardless of boundary
conditions. This is tmpossibility, intrinsic to the constraint structure. The odd gear ring is the
paradigm.

The mechanism by which boundary data becomes interior obstruction is the connecting homomor-
phism § of relative cohomology. Given a cocycle « on A, one extends it arbitrarily to a cochain &
on X and takes the coboundary: § [a] = [da]. But this is precisely what Stokes computes. For any
chain 7 with 9  A:

da,r = a,0r = ,071,
the middle equality by definition of coboundary, the last because & agrees with @« on A 97. The
interior integral on the left is determined by the boundary integral on the right. This is discrete

Stokes, and it shows that da& depends only on «, not on the extension — exactly what makes ¢
well-defined.

The connecting homomorphism § is both Stokes and the obstruction: it measures precisely the
failure of boundary data to extend inward. This mechanism is uniform across degrees, and we
elevate it to a guiding principle:

Stokes Principle. Boundary inconsistency becomes interior obstruction. At each
degree k, a class in H¥(A) that fails to extend inward promotes via § to a class in
H*1(X, A), computed as the coboundary of any extension.

The connecting homomorphism and discrete Stokes are two views of the same machine operating
uniformly across degrees. At k = 0: disjoint components of a Necker field pinned to opposite states
fixes data in H°(A) (as in Figure 2); the connecting homomorphism § : HY(4) - H'(X, A) sends
this to a relative H' obstruction — conflict in the interior. At k = 1: a cycle v with nonzero holonomy
bounding a disc D represents a class in H'(7y); the connecting homomorphism & : H(y) -
H?(D,~) sends this to a relative H? obstruction — curvature that must localize somewhere inside
D. The Stokes formula

p(f) = Ae)

f D ey

gives the computation directly: boundary holonomy on the right forces interior frustration on the
left. The obstruction cannot dissolve; it must go somewhere.

The same mechanism operates one degree higher still, but accessing absolute H? classes requires
moving beyond relative cohomology. Two routes present themselves. The cup product o — j3

H?(X) measures interference between independent H' classes; when nonzero, their Poincaré-dual
seams must intersect regardless of cocycle representatives. Alternatively, degree-shifting places
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bistable variables on edges rather than vertices, with prescribed flux playing the role of coupling;
the obstruction to finding a potential then lives directly in H?2.

The full hierarchy, refined by the relative/absolute distinction at each degree, is:

HO(A) . HY(X,A) —  H'(X) - HX(X,A) ——  HXX)

ambiguity conflict impossibility curvature 1naccessibility

The arrows labeled § are the Stokes transitions: boundary data at degree k promoting to interior
obstruction at degree k + 1. At each degree, the gap separates boundary-forced (relative) from
intrinsic (absolute) phenomena.! A relative obstruction becomes absolute when the bounding cycle
is not itself a boundary in the ambient space — when the topology that sourced the boundary data
is intrinsic rather than imposed.

What changes across this hierarchy is the experiential character of the obstruction. Ambiguity (H°)
is the coexistence of multiple valid readings with nothing to choose between them. Conflict (relative
H') is the gradient of competing boundary forces in an otherwise consistent system — the visual
tension in the Necker interval, where cubes near each pinned end are strongly determined while
central cubes fade to wireframe indeterminacy. Impossibility (absolute H') is intrinsic locking,
requiring no external intervention — the odd gear ring that cannot turn. Curvature (relative H?) is
localized frustration forced by boundary holonomy: defects that can redistribute among faces but
cannot vanish, conserved by a discrete Gauss law. Inaccessibility (absolute H?) is the partition of
configurations into sectors by a topological invariant — free local motion that nonetheless cannot
reach certain global states.

5. RELATIVE H!: CONFLICT

Paradox can be bootstrapped from ambiguity when incompatible boundary conditions are imposed
on an otherwise consistent system. The result is conflict: a gradient of competing influences that
the interior cannot resolve. The long exact sequence of a pair (X, A) captures this precisely: the
connecting homomorphism § : H°(4) - HYX,A) promotes degree-zero boundary data to a
degree-one interior obstruction.

The mechanism is always the same. Take a contractible domain X with trivial coupling, choose
a subcomplex A with two connected components, and pin distinct components to different states.
Any global state restricts to the same state on all components, so boundary data assigning different
states to different components lies outside the image of restriction, yielding a nontrivial class in
H'(X, A). The richness lies not in the algebra — which is always Zs — but in the geometry of how
the resulting conflict distributes through space.

5.1. Necker cube fields. The canonical example, introduced in [6], is the Necker interval: a linear
chain of Necker cubes with endpoints forced to opposite orientations (Figure 8). The base space
X = P, is a path of n + 1 vertices with boundary A = {vg,vn}, and the coupling A = 0 enforces
agreement throughout. Since X is contractible, H'(X) = 0 and no absolute paradox exists. The
long exact sequence collapses to

0 - HOX) S HO4) L. HY(X, A) - 0.

1The spaces X and A are instantiated differently at each level: for H°/H' X is the constraint graph A with
boundary vertices A; for H'/H?, X is the ambient 2-complex with A =0D A,



12 LEWIS GHRIST AND ROBERT GHRIST

Here HY(X) = Zy (two uniform states) and H°(A) = Zy X% Zy (four boundary assignments).
A uniform state restricts to equal endpoints, so im(res) = {(0,0),(1,1)}, and exactness yields
HY(X,A) = Zy. The boundary data 8 = (0,1) — left cube forward, right cube backward — lies
outside the image of restriction, certifying a nontrivial relative H' class.
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FIGURE 8. The Necker interval: endpoints forced to opposite orientations create a relative
H*' paradox. Cubes near the boundary are strongly determined; central cubes fade to
wireframe ambiguity.

Perceptually, conflict manifests as a gradient of ambiguity: cubes near the forced endpoints appear
strongly determined, while central cubes fade to wireframe indeterminacy, caught between incom-
patible constraints propagating from both ends. This perceptual gradient is not predicted by the
hard-constraint model — which records only the existence of an obstruction — but reflects a soft-
constraint or energy-minimization process in visual perception. The term “conflict” captures this
experiential character: unlike impossibility, which is uniform and immediate, conflict is distributed
and graded.
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FIGURE 9. A three-dimensional Necker cube field with two linked loops forced to opposite
orientations. The conflict zone threads between the loops, its geometry shaped by the linking
— though the cohomology class H*(X, A) = Z, is insensitive to this.

The same computation generalizes freely. Any connected, contractible Necker field X with A = 0 and
any decomposition A = A; A, into disjoint nonempty subsets produces H'(X, A) = Zy: pinning
Aq and As to opposite orientations yields the generator. In two dimensions, a planar grid with
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well-separated pinned regions creates a beautiful conflict zone, as in Figure 2. In three dimensions,
the topology of the boundary components enriches the picture. Figure 9 shows a cubical lattice with
two linked loops of cubes forced to opposite orientations. The cohomology group H'(X, A) = Zs is
the same as for two unlinked loops or two isolated points — linking is invisible at this algebraic level.
The difference is geometric: how the conflict distributes through space. Cohomology detects the
existence of the obstruction; finer invariants would be needed to capture how it is situated.

5.2. Lozenge tilings with boundary forcing. The same phenomenon appears in two-dimensional
rhombic tilings with richer visual content. Consider a rectangular patch of lozenge tiling whose con-
straint graph A — degree-3 vertices connected across rhombus diagonals — forms a portion of the
hexagonal lattice. This graph is bipartite: vertices partition into two classes with all edges between
classes. Assign convex to one class, concave to the other, and all opposition constraints are satisfied.
Both checkerboard solutions exist; [\] = 0 in H'(A), and there is no absolute paradox.

Now impose boundary conditions. Let A = A AR consist of degree-3 vertices along the left and
right edges of the patch. For a suitably chosen patch width, both A and Ag lie in the same bipartite
class. Any global checkerboard solution assigns the same state to all vertices in that class, hence to
both boundaries. Forcing A; convex while Ar is concave yields boundary data outside the image
of restriction, and the long exact sequence gives H'(X, A) = Z, with this data as generator.

The result is the Necker interval lifted to two dimensions: mathematically identical (H'(X, A) =
Zs3), but visually a stepped-surface paradox rather than a depth-orientation one. The left boundary
appears to jut toward the viewer, the right boundary recedes, and the interior fades to flat ambiguity.
Figure 10 shows the result.

0, 0,, :,,\:,,\o, R RRER R

'o“(o)(o"‘ S, s &

FI1cURE 10. A lozenge tiling patch with left boundary forced to one orientation and right
boundary forced to the opposite orientation via shading; c¢f. Figure 8.

,lA

6. ABSOLUTE H': IMPOSSIBILITY

The relative paradoxes of the preceding section arose from external intervention: pinning distant ele-
ments to incompatible states created conflict that the interior could not resolve. We now turn to im-
possibility — paradoxes requiring no such intervention, where the coupling A itself forces nonzero ho-
lonomy around some cycle, making global states impossible regardless of boundary conditions.

The holonomy criterion (Criterion 3.1) provides the test: A admits a global state if and only if
every cycle v has zero holonomy A(e) = 0. When some cycle has nonzero holonomy, the class
[\] H'(A;Zs) is nontrivial and no solution exists. These are absolute paradoxes, intrinsic to the

constraint structure.
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6.1. Odd gear cycles. The cleanest examples arise in gear systems with pure opposition con-
straints. For n external gears in a ring, each meshing with its two neighbors, every edge carries
A(e) = 1 and the holonomy around the cycle is n mod 2. When n is even, alternating spins satisfy
all constraints; when n is odd, the system locks. What we observed as kinematics in §2.2 we now
recognize as a nontrivial H' class.

The picture grows richer on surfaces. Consider a rectangular grid of external gears on the flat
torus T2, built by identifying opposite edges of the grid (Figure 11). Each gear meshes with four
neighbors; the constraint graph is the standard square lattice on the torus. When horizontal and
vertical dimensions are both odd, both fundamental cycles carry nonzero holonomy, representing
the class [\]| = a+ 3  HYT? Zy) = Zo 7Zs, where o and 3 are generators dual to horizontal
and vertical cycles respectively. These are independent obstructions: resolving one (say, by cutting
along a horizontal circle) leaves the other intact. This multiplicity will become significant when we
examine cup products in §9.1.

FIGURE 11. A planar gear mesh on a flat torus with odd numbers of gears along both
longitude and meridian generates nonzero holonomy in both fundamental H? classes.

6.2. Rhombic tilings and zonohedra. The P3 rosette, introduced in §2.3, provides the canonical
planar example. Five thick rhombi surround a central vertex, their degree-3 corners forming a 5-
cycle in the constraint graph with A = 1 on every edge. The holonomy is 5 = 1, certifying a
nontrivial H! class: no consistent assignment of convex and concave exists around the rosette. This
is precisely the structure of Penrose’s heptagonal staircase (Figure 1[left]) at a different cycle length
— both are odd rings of bistable elements with opposition constraints. Longer odd cycles present the
same obstruction of H! defects: see Figure 12 for an example of local concave/convex assignments
that cannot be continued globally.

The same phenomenon transplants beautifully to closed surfaces via rhombic zonohedra — convex
polyhedra whose faces are all rhombi [13]. The rhombic triacontahedron (RT30) has 30 golden
rhombi arranged with icosahedral symmetry (Figure 13|[left]). Its 20 degree-3 vertices sit at the 3-
fold symmetry axes, and each of the 30 rhombic faces contributes one constraint edge — the diagonal
connecting its two degree-3 corners. The resulting constraint graph is the dodecahedral graph: 20
vertices, 30 edges, with twelve pentagonal faces surrounding the 5-fold axes. Each pentagon is a 5-
cycle of opposition constraints with nonzero holonomy — exactly the P3 rosette on the sphere.

The rhombic enneacontahedron (RE90), with 90 rhombic faces, has richer structure (Figure 13[right]).
Its 60 degree-3 vertices and 90 constraint edges form the truncated icosahedral graph — the “soccer
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FIGURE 12. Lifting corners in the P3 rhombic quasitiling along an odd cycle in A; the two
lifts (indicated by shading) are locally consistent, but cannot be extended globally around
the odd cycle due to the nonzero holonomy.

FicUurE 13. [left] The rhombic triacontahedron RT30 with its dodecahedral constraint
graph contrasts with [right] the rhombic enneacontahedron RE90 with its truncated-
icosahedral constraint graph; both have pentagonal rosettes but RE90 also has hexagonal
cycles without holonomy.

ball” pattern with 12 pentagonal and 20 hexagonal faces. The pentagons yield frustrated 5-cycles;
the hexagons admit consistent alternation. Local impossibility at the 5-fold axes coexists with
local consistency at the 3-fold axes, yet no global assignment of convex and concave corners ex-
ists. The H! obstruction, concentrated at the pentagons, cannot be resolved by any choice on the
hexagons.

6.3. Twisted rings and the axis twist class. The preceding examples derive their holonomy
from the coupling cochain A alone: opposition constraints along an odd cycle sum to 1 Zo. But
the coupling has been doing more work than it appears. To say that A(e) = 1 — that adjacent states
must oppose — presupposes a way to compare the two state spaces: “clockwise at u” and “clockwise at
v” must mean the same thing. For planar gears, a fixed normal to the plane provides this comparison
canonically. But for spinning objects whose rotation axes vary in space, “clockwise” depends on a
choice of axis orientation via the right-hand rule, and when these axes rotate gradually around a
loop, the naming of states can reverse upon return. The coupling A(e) encodes the total comparison
— both the mechanical constraint (agree or oppose) and the identification of labels (which depends
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on the relative geometry of the two axes). At the cochain level, these contributions are entangled:
decomposing A into a “constraint part” and a “frame part” requires a gauge choice (a consistent
assignment of axis orientations) that may not exist globally.

At the level of cohomology classes, however, a clean and canonical decomposition emerges. Define
the twist class w(vy)  H'(7y;Z2) of the axis field around a cycle v as follows: w(y) = 0 if one
can consistently orient all the rotation axes around 7 (choosing “up” at each vertex so that the
orientation varies continuously), and w(y) = 1 if one cannot.? This is the same kind of parity test
the reader has already seen in the holonomy criterion — applied now to axis orientations rather than
spin states.

Let [Ag] denote the flat-frame class: the cohomology class the coupling would represent if all axes
were parallel. For pure agreement, [Ag] = 0; for pure opposition on an n-cycle, [A\g] =n mod 2. The
total holonomy decomposes as

= Do] +w  H'(%:Z).
Both terms are well-defined cohomology classes — gauge-invariant — even though no canonical
cochain-level decomposition of A exists. This is the virtue of working with classes rather than

representatives: the ambiguity in distributing holonomy between constraint and frame disappears
upon passage to H'.

FIGURE 14. Two twisted systems: [left] the spinning Necker ring is a cycle of Necker cubes,
each spinning about a local axis that rotates gradually around the ring, completing a half-
turn over one circuit; [right] the gear equivalent is the well-known Mgbius gear system [14],
in which an odd number of gears with a global twist has vanishing holonomy.

Consider both coupling types on an n-cycle whose axis field completes a half-turn (w = 1):

Agreement coupling ([M\o] = 0): Necker cubes spinning about axes that rotate gradually around the
ring (Figure 14[left]). With parallel axes the system is consistent; the half-twist contributes w =1,
giving [A\] =0+ 1 = 1. The geometric twist creates impossibility.

Opposition coupling ([A\o] = n mod 2): gears on a Mébius strip (Figure 14[right]). On a planar ring,
[A] = n mod 2: odd rings lock. With the half-twist, [A\] = n + 1 mod 2: odd rings now spin freely,
and even rings lock. The geometric twist resolves impossibility.

2The twist class has a name: it is the first Stiefel-Whitney class w1 (L) of the line bundle L — ~ spanned by the
unoriented rotation axes. When axes are encoded by a map f : v — RP? one has w = f (w1) where w; generates
HY(RP?;Z3). The reader unfamiliar with characteristic classes loses nothing by treating w as what it is: a parity
check on axis orientability.
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