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SPARSE APPROXIMATION OF THE SUBDIVISION-RIPS

BIFILTRATION FOR DOUBLING METRICS

MICHAEL LESNICK AND KENNETH MCCABE

Abstract. The Vietoris-Rips filtration, the standard filtration on met-

ric data in topological data analysis, is notoriously sensitive to outliers.

Sheehy’s subdivision-Rips bifiltration SR(−) is a density-sensitive re-

finement that is robust to outliers in a strong sense, but whose 0-skeleton

has exponential size. For X a finite metric space of constant doubling

dimension and fixed ǫ > 0, we construct a (1 + ǫ)-homotopy interleav-

ing approximation of SR(X) whose k-skeleton has size O(|X|k+2). For

k ≥ 1 constant, the k-skeleton can be computed in time O(|X|k+3).

1. Introduction

This paper is a companion to a recent paper by the authors [38]. Our
primary aim is to resolve a conjecture from [38] concerning approximations
of Sheehy’s subdivision-Rips bifiltration [42] for metric spaces of bounded
doubling dimension.

1.1. Context. We begin with a brief discussion of the context for our work,
referring the reader to [7, 8, 38] for additional context.

The (Vietoris-)Rips filtration R(−) is the standard filtration on metric
data in topological data analysis. It is widely used in applications, usually
via homology computations, and has been the subject of extensive theoretical
work. For X a finite metric space, the k-skeleton of R(X) has size O(|X|k+1).

While R(X) is stable to small perturbations of the data [21, 22], it is
highly unstable to outliers [6, Section 4], and can be insensitive to variations
in density [39, Figure 2]. One natural way to address these limitations is
to instead construct a bifiltration, treating distance and density as separate
parameters [17]. Multiparameter persistence, the subfield of TDA that works
with such multiparameter filtrations and their homology, has become one of
the most active areas of TDA in recent years, with substantial progress on
several fronts; see [8] for a detailed introduction.

There have been several proposals for density-sensitive bifiltrations on
metric data, offering different trade-offs between size, computability, and
robustness to outliers [7, 34, 39, 42]. Among these, the subdivision-Rips bi-
filtration SR(−), introduced in [42], is notable for satisfying a strong robust-
ness property [7, Theorem 1.6 (iii) and Remark 2.16]. However, we showed
in [38] that for a large class of planar point sets X, if F is a functor valued in
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simplicial complexes that is weakly equivalent to SR(X), then the 0-skeleton
of F has size exponential in |X|. (See Section 2.1.4 for the definition of weak
equivalence.) This implies that exact computations of SR(X) are out of
reach, even up to homotopy, and raises the question of whether SR(X) can
be approximated by an object of reasonable size.

In this paper, we will work with a notion of (1+ ǫ)-approximation of bifil-
trations defined in terms of (multiplicative) homotopy interleavings, following
[5, 14, 38]; see Definition 2.2. Here ǫ ≥ 0, and the smaller the value of ǫ,
the better the approximation. Informally, a (1+ǫ)-approximation to SR(X)
preserves the robustness property of SR(X), up to error ǫ.

Several approximations of SR(X) are known: The degree-Rips bifiltra-
tion DR(X), a simple and well-studied density-sensitive bifiltration, is (af-
ter linear rescaling) a

√
3-approximation of SR(X) whose k-skeleton has size

O(|X|k+2) [7, 39]. The 2-parameter persistence software packages RIVET
[39] and Persistable [40, 41] support computations with DR(X). It was
recently discovered that SR(X) in fact admits a

√
2-approximation whose

k-skeleton also has size O(|X|k+2); indeed, [34] and [38, Corollary 1.5 (i)]
give two different but weakly equivalent (and closely related) constructions
of such a

√
2-approximation.

For arbitrary finite metric spaces X, the approximation factor of
√
2 is

optimal among constructions with polynomially-sized skeleta: We showed
in [38, Corollary 1.5 (ii)] that for fixed c ∈ [1,

√
2), the 0-skeleton of any

c-approximation of SR(X) has worst-case exponential size. However, if one
restricts attention to a smaller class of metric spaces, one can get tighter
approximations of SR(X): Our result [38, Corollary 1.8 (ii)] established that
for fixed ǫ ∈ (0, 1), p ∈ [1,∞], and finite X ⊂ Rd endowed with the ℓp-
metric, there exists a (1+ ǫ)-approximation to SR(X) whose k-skeleton has
size polynomial in |X|. But the degree of the polynomial in this size bound
is quite large, and depends exponentially on d and ǫ.

1.2. Contributions. In [38, Conjecture 1.9], we conjectured that [38, Corol-
lary 1.8 (ii)] extends to metric spaces of bounded doubling dimension. In the
present paper, we resolve this conjecture, and in fact do so with a much
tighter size bound than that of [38, Corollary 1.8 (ii)]. Our main result is the
following:

Theorem 1.1. For X a finite metric space of constant doubling dimension
and any fixed ǫ > 0, there exists a (1 + ǫ)-approximation NA(X) to SR(X)
whose k-skeleton has size O(|X|k+2).

For k ≥ 1 constant, we also give a straightforward algorithm to compute
the k-skeleton of NA(X) in time O(|X|k+3); see Section 4.

Theorem 1.1 tells us that for finite metric spaces X of constant doubling
dimension, SR(X) admits approximations to arbitrary accuracy satisfying
the same asymptotic size bounds as the

√
3- and

√
2-approximations of pre-

vious work. However, the bound of Theorem 1.1 hides a large constant that
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depends exponentially on ǫ and the doubling dimension. As such, the path
from our results to practical computations is not yet clear. We leave the
exploration of this to future work.

The approximation NA(X) is generally not a bifiltration, but rather a
semifiltration, meaning that its structure maps are guaranteed to be inclu-
sions in only one of the parameter directions (see Section 2.1 below). The
approximations of [38] mentioned above are also semifiltrations. However, as
explained in [38, Appendix A], a construction of Kerber and Schreiber [35]
extends to convert a simplicial semifiltration of bounded pointwise dimen-
sion to a bifiltration, with only logarithmic increase in size. This, together
with Theorem 1.1, implies the following (cf. [38, Corollary 1.10]):

Corollary 1.2. For X a finite metric space of constant doubling dimension
and any fixed ǫ > 0, there exists a bifiltered (1 + ǫ)-approximation to the
k-skeleton of SR(X) that has size O(|X|k+2 log |X|).
1.3. Proof Strategy. The main step in our proof of Theorem 1.1 is to
show that for X a finite metric space of bounded doubling dimension, its
Rips filtration R(X) admits a (1+ ǫ)-interleaving approximation A(X) with
O(|X|) distinct simplicial complexes, each with O(|X|) maximal simplices.
Letting SA(X) denote the subdivision bifiltration of A(X), the main result
of [38] (Theorem 2.5 below) then yields a functor NA(X) valued in simplicial
complexes that is weakly equivalent to SA(X) and has size O(|X|k+2). The
functor NA(X) is defined via a nerve construction (see Section 2.3). The in-
terleaving between R(X) and A(X) induces an interleaving between SR(X)
and SA(X) (see Lemma 2.3), implying that NA(X) is a (1 + ǫ)-homotopy
interleaving approximation of SR(X).

To prove that A(X) has O(|X|) distinct simplicial complexes (Lemma 3.7),
we apply a result of Har-Peled and Mendel [32, Lemma 5.1], which says that
doubling metrics have well-separated pair decompositions of linear size (see
Section 2.5). In fact, one can prove both Theorem 1.1 and the runtime bound
on our main algorithm without using either [32, Lemma 5.1] or Lemma 3.7,
but Lemma 3.7 enables simplifications of both proofs.

1.4. Related Work on Linear Approximations of (Bi)filtrations. The
problem of approximating a 1-parameter filtration by one of linear size has
been extensively studied by applied topologists, first in seminal work of
Sheehy on approximations of Rips filtrations [43], and subsequently in many
other papers [10, 11, 13, 15, 18, 23–25, 28, 29, 44].

In the 2-parameter setting, Buchet, Dornelas, and Kerber have given a
linear-size (1 + ǫ)-approximation of the multicover bifiltration for any fixed
ǫ > 0 [14]. The multicover bifiltration is a density-sensitive bifiltration on
a point cloud in Euclidean space satisfying a robustness property similar
to that of SR(X) [7, Theorem 1.6 (i)]. However, the linear size bound of
[14] requires that one of the bifiltration parameters is restricted to be less
than some constant µ; the given bound depends exponentially on µ. In
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comparison, our size bound on NA(X) applies to a larger class of data sets
X (namely, finite metric spaces of bounded doubling dimension) and requires
no parameter thresholding. On the other hand, our bound is not linear in
|X|, and applies only to the fixed-dimensional skeleta of NA(X).

1.5. Outline. Section 2 reviews preliminaries. Section 3 gives the proof of
Theorem 1.1. Section 4 presents our algorithm for computing NA(X).

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we cover the preliminaries needed for our results. Sec-
tions 2.1 and 2.2 discuss (bi)filtrations and homotopy interleavings, closely
following parts of [38, Section 2]. Section 2.3 reviews the nerve models of
subdivision bifiltrations introduced in [38]. Section 2.4 introduces doubling
dimension. Section 2.5 discusses well-separated pair decompositions.

2.1. Filtrations and Bifiltrations. We regard a poset P as a category in
the usual way, i.e., the set of objects is P and morphisms are pairs p ≤ q.
For any category C, functor F : P → C, and p ≤ q in P , we write F (p)
as Fp and F (p ≤ q) : F (p) → F (q) as Fp→q. We call the morphisms Fp→q

structure maps. The functors P → C form a category CP whose morphisms
are the natural transformations.

Given posets P and Q, we regard the Cartesian product P ×Q as a poset,
where (p, q) ≤ (p′, q′) if and only if p ≤ p′ and q ≤ q′. Let Nop = {1, 2, . . .},
regarded as a totally ordered set with the opposite of its usual order. Let
Simp denote the category of abstract simplicial complexes and simplicial
maps. By way of geometric realization, we regard Simp as a subcategory of
the category Top of topological spaces and continuous maps.

A filtration is a functor F : T → Simp for some totally ordered set T ,
such that all structure maps are inclusions. In this paper, a bifiltration is a
functor F : Nop× [0,∞) → Simp such that all structure maps are inclusions.
More generally, a semifiltration is a functor F : Nop × [0,∞) → Simp such
that all structure maps of the form F(p,q)→(p′,q) are inclusions.

2.1.1. Rips Filtrations. Given a metric space X = (X, ∂), we define its Rips
filtration R(X) : [0,∞) → Simp by

R(X)r = {σ ⊂ X | 0 < |σ| < ∞, diam(σ) ≤ 2r},

where

diam(σ) = max
x,y∈σ

∂(x, y)

is the diameter of σ.
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2.1.2. Subdivision Bifiltrations. A sequence of nested simplices

σ1 ⊂ σ2 ⊂ · · · ⊂ σm

of an abstract simplicial complex L is called a flag of L. The set L+ of all
flags of L forms a simplicial complex called the barycentric subdivision of L.
For each j ∈ N, define S(L)j to be the subcomplex of L+ spanned by all flags
whose minimum element has dimension at least j − 1. Then in particular,
S(L)1 = L+. Varying j yields a filtration

S(L) : Nop → Simp.

For any filtration F : [0,∞) → Simp, the family of filtrations (S(Fr))r∈[0,∞)

assembles into a bifiltration

SF : Nop × [0,∞) → Simp,

which we call the subdivision filtration of F [42]. For X a metric space, we
call SR(X) the subdivision-Rips bifiltration of X.

2.1.3. Size of Bipersistent Functors. We now briefly review the definition
of size of certain Simp-valued functors from [38]; see [38, Section 2.3] for
additional background, motivation, and context.

Let K be a field and let Vec be the category of vector spaces over K.
Given a poset P and functor F : P → Simp, the usual definition of a simpli-
cial chain complex with coefficients in K extends pointwise to yield a chain
complex

· · · → C2F → C1F → C0F
of functors CjF : P → Vec. We say that F finitely presented if each CjF
is finitely presented. In fact, whether F is finitely presented is independent
of the choice of K. For example, if X is finite, then both R(X) and SR(X)
are finitely presented.

We define the size of a finitely presented functor F : Nop× [0,∞) → Simp

to be

(2.1) β1(C0F) +
∞
∑

j=0

β0(CjF),

where β0(CjF) and β1(CjF) are the number of generators and relations, re-
spectively, in a minimal presentation of CjF . In [38, Corollary 3.6], we
showed that if F is a finitely presented semifiltration, then β1(CjF) ≤
β0(CjF) for all j. Thus, the term β1(C0F) in Eq. (2.1) can be ignored
in an asymptotic analysis of the size of a semifiltration.

2.1.4. Weak Equivalence. For P a poset and functors F ,F ′ : P → Top, a
natural transformation η : F → F ′ is called an objectwise homotopy equiv-
alence if for each p ∈ P , the component map ηp : Fp → F ′

p is a homotopy
equivalence. If such an η exists, we write

F ≃−−→ F ′.
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We say that F and F ′ are weakly equivalent, and write F ≃ F ′, if they are
connected by a zigzag of objectwise homotopy equivalences, as follows:

W1 · · · Wn

F W2 Wn−1 F ′.

≃ ≃ ≃ ≃ ≃ ≃

2.2. Interleavings. A category is called thin if for any two objects x and
y, there is at most one morphism from x to y. For ǫ ≥ 0, let I1+ǫ be the
thin category with object set [0,∞) × {0, 1} and a morphism (r, i) → (s, j)
if and only if either

(1) r(1 + ǫ) ≤ s, or
(2) i = j and r ≤ s.

We then have functors E0, E1 : [0,∞) → I1+ǫ mapping r ∈ [0,∞) to (r, 0)
and (r, 1), respectively. For any category C and functors F ,F ′ : [0,∞) → C,
a (multiplicative) (1 + ǫ)-interleaving between F and F ′ is a functor

Z : I1+ǫ → C

such that Z ◦ E0 = F and Z ◦ E1 = F ′. If such a Z exists, we say F and
F ′ are (1 + ǫ)-interleaved.

We now extend this definition to the 2-parameter setting, as in [14, 38]:
For ǫ ≥ 0, let I(1,1+ǫ) be the thin category with object set Nop×[0,∞)×{0, 1}
and a morphism (k, r, i) → (l, s, j) if and only if either

(1) (k, r(1 + ǫ)) ≤ (l, s), or
(2) i = j and (k, r) ≤ (l, s).

As above, we have functors E0, E1 : Nop × [0,∞) → I(1,1+ǫ) sending (k, r) ∈
Nop × [0,∞) to (k, r, 0) and (k, r, 1), respectively.

For functors F ,F ′ : Nop × [0,∞) → C, we define a (1 + ǫ)-interleaving
between F and F ′ to be a functor

Z : I(1,1+ǫ) → C

such that Z ◦E0 = F and Z ◦ E1 = F ′.

Remark 2.1. As noted in [38, Remark 2.8], this definition of 2-parameter
interleaving differs slightly from the standard definition introduced in [37]
and used, e.g., in [3, 7, 9, 36]: The definition of [37] allows for shifts in the
first coordinate, and the shifts in each coordinate are additive rather than
multiplicative.

Following [5], for functors F ,G : Nop × [0,∞) → Top, we say that F and
G are (1 + ǫ)-homotopy interleaved if there exist (1 + ǫ)-interleaved functors
F ′,G′ such that F ≃ F ′ and G ≃ G′.

Definition 2.2. If F and G are (1 + ǫ)-homotopy interleaved, we say that
G is a (1 + ǫ)-approximation to F .

Lemma 2.3 ([38], Proposition 2.10). For any ǫ ≥ 0, if two filtrations
F ,F ′ : [0,∞) → Simp are (1 + ǫ)-interleaved, then so are SF and SF ′.
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2.3. Nerve Models of Subdivision Filtrations. To prove Theorem 1.1,
we will use the main theorem from [38]. We now recall the statement in the
case of [0,∞)-indexed filtrations.

Notation 2.4. For F : [0,∞) → Simp a filtration and k ≥ 0, let mk =
mk(F) denote the number of sets M of simplices in colimF =

⋃

t∈[0,∞)Ft

such that

• |M | ≤ (k + 1) and
• for some t ∈ [0,∞), each σ ∈ M is a maximal simplex in Ft.

Theorem 2.5 ([38], Theorem 1.4). Given a finitely presented filtration
F : [0,∞) → Simp,

(i) there exists a semifiltration NF : Nop× [0,∞) → Simp weakly equiv-
alent to SF whose k-skeleton has size O(mk) for each k ≥ 0,

(ii) any finitely presented functor G : Nop× [0,∞) → Simp weakly equiv-
alent to SF has 0-skeleton of size at least m0.

Our proof of Theorem 1.1 will use only Theorem 2.5 (i). To construct NF ,
we cover each Ft by its maximal closed simplices. This induces a functorial
cover of SF . The functor NF is then defined as the persistent nerve of this
functorial cover, in the sense of [4]; see [38, Sections 2.6 and 3.1].

In fact, we can give a more explicit description of NF (up to canonical
isomorphism): NF (j,r) is the abstract simplicial complex consisting of sets of
maximal simplices in Fr whose intersection is a simplex of dimension at least
j− 1. To define the structure maps of NF (j,r), we choose a well-ordering on
the 0-simplices of colimF . This induces a lexicographic well-ordering on all
simplices of colimF . Then for each r ≤ s, we define NF (j,r)→(j,s)(σ) to be
the lexicographic minimum of the set of maximal simplices in Fs containing
σ. Since NF is a semifiltration [38, Lemma 3.4], this data fully specifies the
functor.

2.4. Doubling Dimension and Packing. Doubling dimension is a notion
of dimension for arbitrary metric spaces that plays an important role in parts
of computational geometry and topology. In computational geometry, run-
time bounds for algorithms on metric data often assume bounded doubling
dimension [1, 19, 20, 27, 32]. In applied topology, size bounds for sparse fil-
trations on metric spaces typically also require this assumption [15, 18, 43].
See [33] for an analytic introduction to doubling dimension, and [26] for more
on the role of doubling dimension and other notions of metric dimension in
computer science.

Let X = (X, ∂) be a metric space. Recall that for x ∈ X and r ∈ [0,∞),
the closed ball in X of radius r centered at x is the set

B(x)r = {y ∈ X | ∂(y, x) ≤ r}.

All balls we consider will be closed.
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Definition 2.6 ([2, 31]). The doubling dimension of X is the minimum value
λ such that every ball in X can be covered by at most 2λ balls of half the
radius.

A straightforward volume argument shows that the doubling dimension
of Rm is Θ(m); thus, doubling dimension generalizes the ordinary Euclidean
dimension, in an asymptotic sense.

Metric spaces of finite doubling dimension satisfy a packing property, which
bounds the number of well-separated points contained in a ball:

Lemma 2.7 (Packing Lemma [30, 45]). Suppose X has doubling dimension
d. If W ⊂ X is contained in a ball of radius r1 and has minimum interpoint
distance at least r2 > 0, then

|W | ≤
(

4r1
r2

)d

.

2.5. Well-Separated Pair Decompositions. Well-separated pair decom-
positions (WSPDs) are tools from computational geometry for approximately
representing finite metric spaces in a space-efficient way. WSPDs were first
introduced for Euclidean point sets in [16], and later generalized to finite
metric spaces of bounded doubling dimension in [46].

Let X = (X, ∂) be a finite metric space. For non-empty subsets U, V ⊂ X,
let

U ⊗ V = {{u, v} | u ∈ U, v ∈ V },
∂(U, V ) = min

u∈U, v∈V
∂(u, v).

Definition 2.8 ([16, 46]). For s > 0, an s-well separated pair decomposition
(s-WSPD) of X is a set of pairs of non-empty sets {{U1, V1}, . . . , {Uz, Vz}}
such that

(1) Ui, Vi ⊂ X for all i,
(2) Ui ∩ Vi = ∅ for all i,
(3) (Ui ⊗ Vi) ∩ (Uj ⊗ Vj) = ∅ for all i 6= j,
(4)

⋃z
i=1 Ui ⊗ Vi = X ⊗X,

(5) ∂(Ui, Vi) ≥ s ·max(diamUi,diamVi) for all i.

Theorem 2.9 ([32, Lemma 5.1]). If X has doubling dimension d, then for
each s ∈ [1,∞), then there exists an s-WSPD of X with O(|X|sd) pairs.

Theorem 2.9 extends a result of [16] from Euclidean point sets to doubling
metrics, and also strengthens a result of [46] by eliminating a factor in the
bound depending on the spread of the metric space.

It follows from Theorem 2.9 that finite metrics of bounded doubling di-
mension admit approximations with only linearly many distinct distances:

Corollary 2.10. For fixed ǫ > 0 and X of bounded doubling dimension,
there exists ∂′ : X ×X → [0,∞) such that

(1) im ∂′ ⊂ im ∂,
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(2) | im ∂′| = O(|X|), and
(3) ∂′(x, y) ≤ ∂(x, y) ≤ (1 + ǫ)∂′(x, y) for all x, y ∈ X.

Proof. Note that if the result holds for ǫ, then it holds for each ǫ′ > ǫ.
Therefore, we may assume without loss of generality that ǫ ≤ 2. Let

{{U1, V1}, . . . {Uz , Vz}}
be a (2/ǫ)-WSPD of X of size O(|X|), which exists by Theorem 2.9. For
x ∈ X, let ∂′(x, x) = 0. For x 6= y in X, let Ui, Vi be the unique pair in the
WSPD with {x, y} ∈ Ui ⊗ Vi, and let ∂′(x, y) = ∂(Ui, Vi).

It is clear that im ∂′ ⊂ im ∂. We have | im ∂′| = O(|X|) because the
WSPD has O(|X|) pairs. Clearly, ∂′(x, y) ≤ ∂(x, y). To see that ∂(x, y) ≤
(1 + ǫ)∂′(x, y), write

D = max(diamUi,diamVi).

Choose u ∈ Ui and v ∈ Vi such that ∂(u, v) = ∂(Ui, Vi), and assume without
loss of generality that x ∈ Ui and y ∈ Vi. We have

∂(x, y) ≤ ∂(x, u) + ∂(u, v) + ∂(y, v)

≤ 2D + ∂(Ui, Vi)

≤ (1 + ǫ)∂(Ui, Vi)

= (1 + ǫ)∂′(x, y),

where the third inequality follows from property (5) of a WSPD. �

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

We henceforth assume that ǫ ∈ (0,∞) is fixed and that X = (X, ∂) is a
finite metric space of doubling dimension at most a constant d. As mentioned
in the introduction, our strategy for proving Theorem 1.1 is to approximate
R(X) by a filtration A(X) with few maximal simplices at each index, and
then apply Theorem 2.5 (i).

3.1. Approximate Containment by Small Sets of Simplices. Our con-
struction of A(X) will hinge on the following technical lemma.

Lemma 3.1. For any x ∈ X and r ∈ (0,∞), there exists a set S(x, r) of
simplices in R(X)r(1+ǫ), each containing x, such that

(1) |S(x, r)| = O(1),
(2) for any simplex σ ∈ R(X)r with x ∈ σ, we have σ ⊂ τ for some

τ ∈ S(x, r),
(3) for r′ ≥ r(1+ǫ) and σ ∈ S(x, r), we have σ ⊂ τ for some τ ∈ S(x, r′).

Our proof of Lemma 3.1 will use the following definition:

Definition 3.2. For α ∈ [0,∞), an α-packing of a finite metric space Y =
(Y, ∂Y ) is a subset W ⊂ Y such that

(1) for every y ∈ Y , there exists w ∈ W with ∂Y (y,w) ≤ α
(2) for every pair of distinct elements w,w′ ∈ W , we have ∂Y (w,w

′) ≥ α.
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Remark 3.3. Given a point y ∈ Y , a simple greedy algorithm computes an
α-packing W ⊂ Y containing y in time O(|Y ||W |): Initialize W = {y}, and
iterate through the remaining elements of Y in arbitrary order, adding each
element z ∈ Y to W if and only if ∂Y (z,W ) > α.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Let W be an (rǫ/2)-packing of B(x)2r containing x.
Let Γ denote the set of simplices of R(W )r(1+ǫ/2) that are maximal and
contain x. For each σ ∈ Γ, let

σ = {y ∈ B(x)2r | ∂(y, σ) ≤ rǫ/2}.
Observe that σ ∈ R(X)r(1+ǫ): If y, z ∈ σ, then ∂(y, v) ≤ rǫ/2 and ∂(z, w) ≤
rǫ/2 for some v,w ∈ σ, so by the triangle inequality,

∂(y, z) ≤ ∂(y, v) + ∂(v,w) + ∂(w, z) ≤ 2r(1 + ǫ/2) + rǫ = 2r(1 + ǫ).

Let
S(x, r) = {σ | σ ∈ Γ}.

Note that if |W | = 1, then |S(x, r)| = 1. Therefore, to check that
|S(x, r)| = O(1), it suffices to consider the case |W | > 1. Then, since distinct
points in B(x)2r have distance at most 4r, we have rǫ/2 ≤ 4r, which implies
that ǫ ≤ 8 < 16. Hence, letting d′ ≤ d denote the doubling dimension of X,
Lemma 2.7 gives that

|W | ≤ (16/ǫ)d
′ ≤ (16/ǫ)d = O(1).

Therefore,
|S(x, r)| ≤ |Γ| ≤ 2|W | ≤ 2(16/ǫ)

d

= O(1).

Thus, S(x, r) satisfies (1).
To see that S(x, r) satisfies (2), consider σ ∈ R(X)r with x ∈ σ, and let

ω = {w ∈ W | ∂(w, σ) ≤ rǫ/2}.
Then by the triangle inequality, x ∈ ω ∈ R(W )r(1+ǫ/2). Thus, ω is contained
in some ν ∈ Γ. Since σ ⊂ B(x)2r and W is an (rǫ/2)-packing of B(x)2r, we
have σ ⊂ ν ∈ S(x, r). This establishes (2).

To verify (3), note that for each σ ∈ S(x, r), we have

x ∈ σ ∈ R(X)r(1+ǫ) ⊂ R(X)r′ .

Therefore, σ ⊂ τ for some τ ∈ S(x, r′). �

3.2. Construction of the Approximating Filtration A(X).

3.2.1. A Simplified Construction. Since our construction of A(X) is some-
what technical, to aid understanding, we first give a simplified version that
suffices to prove a weaker form of Theorem 1.1.

Recall that the birth index bσ of a simplex σ ∈ colimR(X) is defined as

bσ = min {r ∈ [0,∞) | σ ∈ R(X)r}.
We can use Lemma 3.1 in a straightforward way to define an approximation
A′(X) of R(X), as follows: Let E be the set of all edges in colimR(X). For
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each e ∈ E, choose a vertex xe incident to e, and a set of simplices S(xe, be)
as in Lemma 3.1. Given a set of simplices Z in colimR(X), let Z denote
the simplicial complex consisting of the simplices of Z and all of their faces.
We define the filtration A′(X) : [0,∞) → Simp by

A′(X)r = X ∪





⋃

{e∈E | be≤r}

S(xe, be)



 .

Lemma 3.1 (1) implies that A′(X) has O(|X|2) distinct maximal simplices
across all indices, which yields the naive bound mk(A

′(X)) = O(|X|2(k+1))
for all k ≥ 0 (see Notation 2.4). Given this, a simplification of our proof of
Theorem 1.1 below gives that NA′(X) is a (1+ ǫ)-approximation to SR(X)

whose k-skeleton has size O(|X|2(k+1)).
To achieve the stronger size bound of Theorem 1.1, we need finer control

over the number of maximal simplices at individual indices. To this end,
in our definition of A(X), we will take the values of r at which we select
the sets S(xe, r) to be separated by a factor of 1 + ǫ, so that we can apply
Lemma 3.1 (3).

3.2.2. Definition of A(X). If |X| ≤ 1, we define A(X) = R(X). Now assume
|X| > 1. Let

R = {be | e ∈ E}.
Define

Q = {q1, . . . , qn} ⊂ (0,∞)

inductively as follows: Let q1 = minR. Assuming qi has been defined, let

Ri = {r ∈ R | r > qi}.
If Ri 6= ∅, then define

qi+1 = max {minRi, qi(1 + ǫ)}.
If Ri = ∅, then qi = qn is the largest element of Q.

Lemma 3.4.

(i) For each i < n, we have qi(1 + ǫ) ≤ qi+1.
(ii) For each r ∈ R, there exists qi ∈ Q such that r ≤ qi ≤ r(1 + ǫ).

Proof. Statement (i) follows directly from the definition of Q. To prove (ii),
let

qi = min {q ∈ Q | r ≤ q}.
Note that qi is well-defined, since by construction it is the minimum of a
non-empty set. If r = qi then the result clearly holds, so assume r < qi,
in which case i > 1 and qi−1 < r. If r(1 + ǫ) < qi, then qi−1(1 + ǫ) < qi,
which implies that qi = minRi−1. This is a contradiction since r ∈ Ri−1 and
r < qi. Thus, r ≤ qi ≤ r(1 + ǫ). �

Proposition 3.5. We have |Q| = O(|X|).
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Proof. For ∂′ : X × X → [0,∞) as in Corollary 2.10, let R′ = im ∂′ \ {0}.
Note that

(1) R′ ⊂ R,
(2) |R′| = O(|X|), and
(3) for each r ∈ R, there exists r′ ∈ R′ with r′ ≤ r ≤ r′(1 + ǫ).

By the definition of Q, for each q ∈ Q there exists r ∈ R with r ≤ q ≤ r(1+ǫ).
Thus, there exists r′ ∈ R′ with

(3.1) r′ ≤ q ≤ r′(1 + ǫ)2.

Moreover, by Lemma 3.4 (i), for each r′ ∈ R, there can be at most three
elements of Q which satisfy Eq. (3.1). Thus |Q| ≤ 3|R′| = O(|X|). �

Let q0 = 0. For i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let

Ei = {e ∈ E | be ∈ (qi−1, qi]} .
For each e ∈ Ei, choose a vertex xe incident to e, and a set S(xe, qi) as in
Lemma 3.1. We will say that xe is chosen at qi. Let

S(qi) =
⋃

e∈Ei

S(xe, qi).

We define the filtration A(X) : [0,∞) → Simp by

A(X)r = X ∪





⋃

qi≤r

S(qi)



 .

3.3. Properties of A(X).

Proposition 3.6. The filtrations A(X) and R(X) are (1 + ǫ)-interleaved.

Proof. To simplify notation, we write A := A(X) and R := R(X). We will
prove the result by showing that Ar ⊂ Rr(1+ǫ) and Rr ⊂ Ar(1+ǫ) for each
r ∈ [0,∞). Since the 0-skeletons of Rr and Ar(1+ǫ) are both X, to show
Ar ⊂ Rr(1+ǫ), it suffices to show that if σ ∈ Ar and dim(σ) ≥ 1, then
σ ∈ Rr(1+ǫ). But for some q ≤ r, we have

σ ∈ S(x, q) ⊂ Rq(1+ǫ) ⊂ Rr(1+ǫ),

so indeed σ ∈ Rr(1+ǫ).
To show that Rr ⊂ Ar(1+ǫ) for each r ∈ [0,∞), it is enough to show this

for each r ∈ R. Assuming r ∈ R, Lemma 3.4 (ii) implies that r ≤ q ≤ r(1+ǫ)
for some q ∈ Q. We claim that Rq ⊂ Aq. To prove the claim, it suffices
to show that if σ ∈ Rq and dim(σ) ≥ 1, then σ ∈ Aq. Let e be an edge
in σ such that the value be is maximized. Then e ∈ Ei for some i with
qi ≤ q. Note that xe ∈ σ ∈ Rqi . Lemma 3.1 (2) then implies that σ ⊂ τ for
some τ ∈ S(xe, qi). Since S(xe, qi) ⊂ S(qi) ⊂ Aqi ⊂ Aq, we have τ ∈ Aq.
Therefore, σ ∈ Aq, as desired. We thus have

Rr ⊂ Rq ⊂ Aq ⊂ Ar(1+ǫ). �
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Lemma 3.7. The filtration A(X) has O(|X|) distinct simplicial complexes.

Proof. It is clear from the definition of A(X) that for each r ∈ [0,∞),
A(X)r = A(X)q for some q ∈ Q ∪ {0}. Since |Q| = O(|X|) by Proposi-
tion 3.5, the result follows. �

Lemma 3.8. For each r ∈ [0,∞), the complex A(X)r has O(|X|) maximal
simplices, where the asymptotic notation hides a constant independent of r.

Proof. Let

Y = {x ∈ X | S(x, q) ⊂ S(q) for some q ∈ Q with q ≤ r}.
For x ∈ Y , let

qx = max {q ≤ r | S(x, q) ⊂ S(q)}.
By Lemma 3.4 (i) and Lemma 3.1 (3), we have

A(X)r = X ∪
(

⋃

x∈Y

S(x, qx)

)

.

Thus, any maximal simplex of A(X)r is contained in the set of simplices

X ∪
(

⋃

x∈Y

S(x, qx)

)

,

which has size O(|X|), since by Lemma 3.1 (1) we have |S(x, qx)| = O(1) for
each x ∈ Y . �

Proposition 3.9. For each k ≥ 0, we have mk(A(X)) = O(|X|k+2).

Proof. We call a set with j elements a j-set. For each r ∈ [0,∞), Lemma 3.8
tells us that A(X)r has O(|X|) maximal simplices. Thus, for each j ≥ 0, the
number of distinct (j +1)-sets of maximal simplices in A(X)r is O(|X|j+1).
Hence, Lemma 3.7 implies that as r varies, we encounter a total of O(|X|j+2)
distinct (j + 1)-sets of maximal simplices among all simplicial complexes in
A(X).

By Lemma 3.8, we may choose a constant c ∈ N such that the number of
maximal simplices in A(X)r is at most c|X| for each r. We then have

mk(A(X)) = O





min(k,c|X|)
∑

j=0

|X|j+2



 = O(|X|k+2). �

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Proposition 3.6, A(X) and R(X) are (1 + ǫ)-
interleaved, so Lemma 2.3 implies that SA(X) and SR(X) are (1 + ǫ)-
interleaved. In view of the bound on mk(A(X)) given by Proposition 3.9,
the theorem follows by applying Theorem 2.5 (i) to A(X). �

4. Computation

In this section, we give a straightforward algorithm to compute the k-
skeleton of NA(X). For k ≥ 1 constant, the algorithm runs in time
O(|X|k+3).
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4.1. Problem Specification. Let N denote the k-skeleton of NA(X) and
let P = Nop × [0,∞). Concretely, our aim will be to compute sets G =
⊔k
j=0G

j and H, defined below, that determine N up to isomorphism. We
call the pair (G,H) a presentation of N , by analogy with the usual notion of
a presentation of a persistence module. One could generalize our approach
to define presentations of arbitrary Simp-valued functors, but we will not
do so here.

We define

Gj =







g ∈
⊔

p∈P

Np

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

dim(g) = j, g 6∈ imNp→gr(g) for any p < gr(g)







,

where gr(g) is the unique element of P such that g ∈ Ngr(g). We can give
a more explicit description of Gj , as follows: Recall that Q = {q1, . . . , qn}
and that q0 = 0. For i ∈ {0, . . . , n}, let M j

i denote the set of (j + 1)-sets
of maximal simplices of A(X)qi with non-empty intersection. Let Lj

0 = M j
0 ,

and for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let Lj
i = M j

i \M j
i−1. We then have

(4.1) Gj =

n
⊔

i=0

Lj
i ,

where for each g ∈ Lj
i ,

gr(g) = (| ∩σ∈g σ|, qi).
We next define H. Noting that elements of G0 are simplices in A(X), we

say σ ∈ G0 is dominated if there exists τ ∈ G0 with σ ( τ . If σ is dominated,
let

(4.2) σ′ = min {τ ∈ G0 | σ ( τ},
where the minimum is taken with respect to the second coordinate of gr(τ),
with ties broken by taking the minimum with respect to the lexicographical
well-ordering on simplices of colimA(X) (see Section 2.3). Let

H = {(σ, σ′) | σ ∈ G0 is dominated}.
We think of (σ, σ′) ∈ H as a relation that identifies σ and σ′ at index
gr(σ) ∨ gr(σ′), where ∨ denotes the least upper bound in Nop × [0,∞).

Proposition 4.1. The pair (G,H) determines N up to isomorphism.

Sketch of Proof. For p ∈ P , let

Gp = {g ∈ G | gr(g) ≤ p},
G0

p = Gp ∩G0,

Hp = {(σ, σ′) ∈ H | gr(σ) ∨ gr(σ′) ≤ p}.
Formally, Hp is a relation on G0

p; let (G0/H)p denote the quotient of G0

by the equivalence relation that Hp generates. For v ∈ G0
p, let v̂ denote
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its equivalence class in (G0/H)p. We say that g = {σ1, . . . , σl} ∈ Gp is
non-degenerate at p if σ̂i 6= σ̂j for i 6= j. If g is non-degenerate at p, let
ĝ = {σ̂1, . . . , σ̂l}. It can be checked that

(G/H)p := {ĝ | g ∈ Gp is non-degenerate}

is a simplicial complex with 0-skeleton (G0/H)p, and that as p varies, the
complexes (G/H)p assemble into a functor G/H : P → Simp such that
G/H ∼= N . �

Remark 4.2. The presentation (G,H) has an algebraic interpretation: Each
Gj can be identified with a minimal set of generators for the chain complex
CjN , while H can be identified with minimal set of relations for C0N . In
particular, |G|+ |H| equals the size of N , as defined in Section 2.1.3. In fact,
our algorithm for computing (G,H) extends straightforwardly to compute
minimal presentations of CjN for all j ∈ {0, . . . , k} in the same asymptotic
time, but we will omit the details for brevity’s sake.

4.2. Algorithm and Complexity Analysis. We assume that a total order
on X is fixed, and that X is specified via a distance matrix. To compute
(G,H), we begin by computing Q in time O(|X|2 log |X|). The cost of this
is dominated by the time required to sort the non-zero distances of X in
increasing order.

We next consider the computation of G0. Since L0
0 = X, by Eq. (4.1)

it suffices to compute the sets L0
i for each i > 0. Note that if i > 0, then

L0
i ⊂ S(qi). Our approach to computing the sets L0

i involves computing the
sets S(qi).

For any q ∈ Q, computing S(q) amounts to computing S(x, q) for each
x is chosen at q. We compute S(x, q) by following the construction in the
proof of Lemma 3.1: We first compute the (qǫ/2)-packing W of the ball
B(x, 2q). Since W has constant size, this can be done in time O(|X|) using
the algorithm outlined in Remark 3.3. Given W , we can construct the set
Γ using, e.g., the Bron–Kerbosch algorithm [12] or a brute force approach.
Since Γ consists of a constant number of sets, each of constant size, naively
computing S(x, q) from Γ requires time O(|X|) in the worst case. Thus,
computing S(x, q) requires time O(|X|) in total. Since S(q) is the union of at
most |X| sets S(x, q) of constant size, and |Q| = O(|X|) by Proposition 3.5,
computing the sets S(q) for all q ∈ Q requires total time O(|X|3).

To compute the sets L0
i from the sets S(qi), we proceed inductively with

respect to i. Assume we are given M0 and S(qi+1), with the vertices of
each simplex in each set sorted in increasing order. We then compute L0

i+1

and M0
i+1, as follows: Note that M0

i+1 is the set of maximal simplices in
M0

i ∪ S(qi+1). Given a pair of simplices in M0
i ∪ S(qi+1), we can naively

check whether one simplex contains the other in time O(|X|) by iterating
through the two lists of vertices. By performing such containment tests
on pairs of simplices in S(qi+1), we first remove all non-maximal simplices
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in S(qi+1). Then, by performing further containment tests on pairs {σ, µ}
where σ ∈ S(qi+1) is maximal and µ ∈ M0

i , we obtain L0
i+1 as well as M0

i+1.
Lemma 3.8 and Lemma 3.1 (1) imply that for each i, |M0

i | = O(|X|) and
|S(qi+1)| = O(|X|). In addition, we have |Q| = O(|X|) by Proposition 3.5.
Thus, as i varies, the total cost of all containment tests between pairs of
simplices in M0

i ∪S(qi+1) is O(|X|4). Hence, the total cost of computing the
sets L0

i for all i is O(|X|4) = O(|X|k+3).
Computing H amounts to identifying, for each i < n, each simplex σ ∈ M0

i

that is a proper subset of some τ ∈ L0
i+1, and for each such σ, recording the

lexicographically minimal such τ (which is the simplex σ′ of Eq. (4.2)). Thus,
our computation of the sets M0

i+1 and L0
i+1 via containment tests extends

readily to compute H, without increasing the asymptotic cost.
For j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, computing Lj

i amounts to identifying all elements
(i.e., (j + 1)-sets) of M j

i such that at least one element of the (j + 1)-set
belongs to L0

j . As we assume k is constant, the intersection of a (j + 1)-set
of simplices can be computed straightforwardly in time O(|X|). Thus, as
|M j

i | = O(|X|j+1) and |Q| = O(|X|), to compute the sets Lj
i for all i and all

j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, it suffices to compute the intersection of O(|X|k+2) different
(j + 1)-sets, which requires time O(|X|k+3).
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