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Abstract. Manipulating downward-closed sets of vectors forms the ba-
sis of so-called antichain-based algorithms in verification. In that context,
the dimension of the vectors is intimately tied to the size of the input
structure to be verified. In this work, we formally analyze the complex-
ity of classical list-based algorithms to manipulate antichains as well as
that of Zampuniéris’s sharing trees and traditional and novel k-d-tree-
based antichain algorithms. In contrast to the existing literature, and to
better address the needs of formal verification, our analysis of k-d tree
algorithms does not assume that the dimension of the vectors is fixed.
Our theoretical results show that k-d trees are asymptotically better
than both list- and sharing-tree-based algorithms, as an antichain data
structure, when the antichains become exponentially larger than the di-
mension of the vectors. We evaluate this on applications in the synthesis
of reactive systems from linear-temporal logic and parity-objective spec-
ifications, and establish empirically that current benchmarks for these
computational tasks do not lead to a favorable situation for current im-
plementations of k-d trees.

Keywords: Antichain algorithms · Data structures

1 Introduction

The efficiency and scalability of verification techniques such as model checking
and temporal synthesis largely depend on the size and complexity of the input.
One way to mitigate this consists in making use of (symbolic) data structures
to represent the model implicitly [9]. For instance, when the states of a model
admit some partial order and sets of states satisfying properties of interest are
downward-closed with respect to the partial order, verification algorithms can
manipulate sets of states by storing their (antichain of) maximal states only.

Antichain-based algorithms exist for various verification problems. There are
antichain-based algorithms for stable failures refinement checking, for failures-
divergence refinement checking, and for probabilistic refinement checking [30,28].
Antichains have also been used in algorithms to check the inclusion between the
sets of traces (i.e. data languages) recognized by generic register automata—this
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is undecidable, but there is a semi-algorithm based on abstraction refinement
and antichains that is known to be sound and complete [22]. There are also
antichain algorithms to solve universality and language inclusion problems for
nondeterministic Büchi automata, and the emptiness problem for alternating
Büchi automata [16]. As a final example, there are antichains algorithms for the
inclusion problem between infinite-word visibly pushdown languages [15].

It is important to note that there is no easy template for antichain-based
algorithms. Each algorithm mentioned above exploits a slightly different partial
order and must argue that different operations preserve closure of the sets to
be able to manipulate antichains only. In this work, we are primarily interested
in state spaces that can be encoded as vectors of natural numbers in Nk. The
partial order we consider is the product order, that is, the component-wise order.
There are a number of antichain-based algorithms where such an encoding into
natural vectors arises naturally. They appear, for example, in checking safety
properties for Petri net markings, such as mutual exclusion and coverability [12]
and in antichain algorithms to solve parity and mean-payoff games with imper-
fect information [17,4,24], where the vectors keep track of visits to vertices with
“bad priorities” and running sums of weights, respectively. Finally, in antichain
algorithms for the synthesis of reactive systems [19,7], the vectors keep track of
visits to rejecting states (in universal co-Büchi automata).

Despite the abundance of antichain-based algorithms, there seems to be no
systematic study of the complexity of antichain-manipulating operations. There
are two notable exceptions: First, there are algorithms and upper bounds for
the computation of the antichain of maximal elements given a downward-closed
set [11, Sec. 4]. Second, a result from [19] implies that computing the intersection
of a given set of antichains cannot be done in polynomial time unless NP = P.

Similarly, the body of work focusing on data structures to support the manip-
ulation of antichains is surprisingly slim. Delzanno et al. [12,21] propose a repre-
sentation of downward-closed sets based on sharing trees, an extension of binary
decision diagrams (BDDs) for natural vectors proposed by Zampuniéris [31].
However, the work of Zampuniéris focuses on general sets of vectors instead of
downward-closed sets and the works by Delzanno et al. do not reduce downward-
closed sets to antichains of maximal elements but instead use approximate reduc-
tions. In [7], it is suggested that some version of k-d trees may work well for closed
sets of natural vectors. These are classic data structures used in computational
geometry to implement efficient range-search algorithms [2]. In particular, they
support fast dominance queries, which can be used to implement membership of
a vector in a downward-closed set. Unfortunately, in [7] it is also reported that
a simple textbook implementation of k-d trees does not outperform list-based
versions of antichain operations. We postulate that this is due to the fact that
the algorithm analyses and optimizations for k-d trees described in the compu-
tational geometry literature make the assumption that the dimension k of the
vectors is fixed or at least logarithmically small with respect to the rest of the
input [8]. In contrast, for antichain-based algorithms, the dimension is a crucial
part of the input. For instance, in the reactive-system synthesis application, k
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corresponds to the number of states of a (co-)Büchi automaton, which is typically
large, while small sets of vectors with small entries are not uncommon.

Our contributions. In this work, we formally compare the worst-case running
times of classic list-based, novel (antichain-ensuring) sharing-tree-based, and
novel k-d-tree-based antichain algorithms. On the way, we re-examine classic
tree-building and searching algorithms for k-d trees. These lead to a more effi-
cient implementation of k-d trees than the simple textbook one used in [7]. We
have implemented optimized versions of list-, sharing-tree-, and k-d-tree-based
algorithms in a library written in C++20, enabling an empirical evaluation of
the algorithms. This evaluation is carried out on applications to synthesis of
reactive systems inside Acacia-Bonsai [7] and Oink [13,14].

2 Preliminaries

We write N for the set of all nonnegative integers, including 0. When we need to
exclude 0, we instead write N>0. Let k ∈ N>0 and consider vectors u,v ∈ Nk.
Then, u is smaller than v (equivalently, v is larger than u), denoted by u ≤ v,
if each component of v is greater than or equal to that component of u and
the inequality is strict if the relation is strict for at least one component. If u is
neither larger, nor smaller than v, then they are said to be incomparable.

Definition 1 (Downset). Let k ∈ N>0. A set V ⊂ Nk is a downset if all
vectors smaller than any vector in the set are also in the set, i.e. if for all
u ∈ Nk and v ∈ V we have that u ≤ v implies u ∈ V .

For any V ⊂ Nk, we use V ↓ to denote the downward closure of V , i.e. the
set obtained by adding to V all the vectors smaller than the vectors in V . In
symbols, V ↓ = {u ∈ Nk | ∃v ∈ V,u ≤ v}. Note that the downward closure of
any set of vectors is a downset.

Next, we define antichains of natural vectors. These arise, for instance, when
considering the maximal elements of a downset.

Definition 2 (Antichain). Let k ∈ N>0. A set V ⊂ Nk is an antichain if
it consists only of pairwise incomparable vectors, i.e. for all u,v ∈ V we have
neither u ≤ v nor u ≤ v (i.e. they are incomparable).

It follows from Dickson’s lemma that any antichain (of natural vectors) is finite.
For a finite set V ⊂ Nk, we write ⌈V ⌉ to denote the antichain of maximal

elements from V . In symbols, ⌈V ⌉ = {v ∈ V | ∀u ∈ V,v ̸< u}.

Antichain algorithms. We are interested in efficient algorithms to manipulate
k-dimensional downsets, for k ∈ N>0. Note that for any finite downset V ⊂ Nk,
we have that V = ⌈V ⌉↓. This follows from the result below, which is itself a
simple consequence of the transitivity of the partial order on vectors.

Proposition 1. Let k ∈ N>0, u ∈ Nk, and a finite set V ⊂ Nk. Then, u ∈ V ↓
if and only if u ≤ v for some v ∈ ⌈V ⌉.
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Hence, one can store the antichain A = ⌈V ⌉ as a representation of V = A↓.
To realize (binary) operations on downsets represented by the antichains A

and B, an algorithm can avoid (as much as possible) to explicitly compute the
downward closures of the antichains. Further, the result of the operation should
also be output by the algorithm represented as antichains. Since, we focus on
union and intersection, the following result implies that a single antichain suffices
as output of such an algorithm.

Proposition 2. Let k ∈ N>0 and U, V ⊂ Nk. If U and V are both downsets,
then U ∪ V and U ∩ V are also downsets.

Concretely then, given A = ⌈U⌉ and B = ⌈V ⌉, we are looking for efficient
algorithms to compute ⌈A↓ ∪ B↓⌉ and ⌈A↓ ∩ B↓⌉. In the rest of this paper we
consider data structures to encode A, B, and their union or intersection.

Finally, there is a decision problem whose complexity is related to that of
(all variations) of the union and intersection algorithms present in this paper.
Namely, given a k-dimensional vector v and an antichain A ⊂ Nk representing
a downset, determine whether v ∈ A↓. We call this the membership problem.

Algorithm analysis. For all our analyses, our working computational model is
that of a random-access machine instead of a Turing machine. In particular,
this means we assume indirect addressing takes constant time. Furthermore, we
assume comparing two natural numbers a, b ∈ N takes constant time. That is,
all of the following constitute atomic operations: a ≤ b, a < b, and a = b.

3 List-based antichain algorithms

Fix k ∈ N>0 and a finite k-dimensional downset represented by the antichain
A ⊂ Nk of its maximal elements. Write m for the cardinality of A, i.e. |A| = m.

3.1 The membership problem

The naïve approach to check whether a vector v ∈ Nk is in the downset A↓
consists in comparing it, component by component, with each vector in A. Cor-
rectness of this approach follows from Proposition 1. This requires km time in
the worst case since checking whether a vector is smaller than another vector
can be done in k comparisons of numbers.

Proposition 3. List-based algorithms solve membership in time O(km).

3.2 The union operation

Henceforth, let us fix a second antichain B ⊂ Nk representing a k-dimensional
downset. Further, write |B| = n for the cardinality of B.

To compute the antichain corresponding to ⌈A↓∪B↓⌉, we first note that this
antichain will be a subset of vectors in A and B.
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Lemma 1 ([19, Prop. 2, (i)]). Let C = ⌈A↓ ∪ B↓⌉. Then, C ⊆ A ∪ B.
Moreover, for all u ∈ A, we have u ̸∈ C if and only if u < v for some v ∈ B.

Based on this, we can check, for each vector in A, whether it is in the down-
ward closure of B using the membership algorithm described earlier. If the an-
swer is yes, the vector from A is discarded, if not, it is kept for the resulting
antichain. We repeat the process once again but now checking, for each vector in
B, whether some vector in the downward closure of A is strictly larger than it.
(This can be done with a minimally modified membership algorithm.) Both of
these checks take kmn time in the worst case: when the new antichain is A∪B.

Proposition 4. List-based algorithms for union run in time O(kmn).

We describe a small optimization for the union algorithm that halves the
number of comparisons required. Instead of comparing each element of A with
each element of B twice, when comparing the components of a vector u ∈ A
with those of v ∈ B, we check for equality until we find a dimension 1 ≤ i ≤ k
such that ui ̸= vi. Let us assume, without loss of generality, ui > vi. We can now
conclude that u ̸< v. Thus, for the remaining components i < p ≤ k, we only
need to check whether up > vp, to determine whether u > v. In total, these are
k + 1 comparisons for each pair of vectors instead of 2k.

3.3 The intersection operation

For the intersection, we note that ⌈A↓ ∩ B↓⌉ will be a subset of the meets of
vectors in A and B, i.e. their component-wise minimum. Formally, the meet of
two vectors u,v ∈ Nk is defined as u ⊓ v = (min(u1, v1), . . . ,min(uk, vk)). The
notion is extended to sets: U ⊓V of U, V ⊂ Nk is the set {u⊓v | u ∈ U,v ∈ V }.

Lemma 2 ([19, Prop. 2, (ii)]). Let C = ⌈A↓ ∩B↓⌉. Then, C = ⌈A ⊓B⌉.
The cardinality of A⊓B is at most mn. Now, to compute its antichain of maximal
elements, we check the membership of each vector in A⊓B within the downward
closure of the other vectors using the membership algorithm introduced earlier.
This results in a quadratic worst-case running time.

Proposition 5. List-based algorithms for intersection run in time O(km2n2).

Observe that intersection is much more costly than union even when working
with antichains as a representation of downsets. There is no known approach to
computing intersection which avoids the explicit computation of the set of meets
of both antichains. We do know that the intersection of a given set of antichains
cannot be done in polynomial time unless P = NP [19, Proposition 5].

As a small optimization, we observe that a vector v ∈ A can be excluded
from the computation of all meets if the membership check v ∈ B↓ is positive,
i.e. there is some w ∈ B such that v ≤ w. This is because all elements in
{u⊓ v | u ∈ B} will be smaller than v ⊓w = v. This can be used to reduce the
number of meets that must be considered. To conclude, one could also follow the
analysis from [11, Theorem 11] to establish a bound which replaces one of the
mn factors in Proposition 5 by the width, i.e. the largest antichain over A ⊓B.
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4 Sharing-tree-based antichain algorithms

As before, let us fix k ∈ N>0 and a finite k-dimensional downset represented by
the antichain A ⊂ Nk of its m maximal elements. An additional parameter of
interest is W = maxv∈A∥v∥∞, the maximal norm over elements in A.

In this section, instead of encoding A as a plain list, we construct a sharing
tree [31] for it. One can look at each vector v ∈ V as a word over N of length k.
Hence, A is a (finite) regular language. The sharing tree of A is nothing more
than its minimal deterministic acyclic finite-state automaton (DFA) [10,5].

Definition 3 (Sharing tree). A sharing tree3 (N, r, val, succ) is a rooted
acyclic graph where N = N0 ⊎ · · · ⊎Nk is a set of nodes, partitioned into k + 1
layers, N0 = {r} is the root, val : N → N ∪ {⊤} is a value-labeling function that
satisfies val(r) = ⊤, and succ : N → 2N is the successor function. Additionally:

1. For all 0 ≤ i < k and n ∈ Ni, succ(n) ⊆ Ni+1, i.e., nodes can only have
edges to the next layer;

2. For all n ∈ N and s1 ̸= s2 ∈ succ(n), it holds that val(s1) ̸= val(s2), i.e.,
two successors cannot have the same value;

3. For all 0 ≤ i < k and n1 ̸= n2 ∈ Ni, val(n1) = val(n2) =⇒ succ(n1) ̸=
succ(n2), i.e., same-layer nodes cannot have the same label and successors;

4. For all n ∈ Nk, succ(n) = ∅, i.e., nodes on the last layer have no successors;
5. If n ∈ N1 ∪ · · · ∪Nk−1, then succ(n) ̸= ∅, that is, each node which is not r

or in Nk must have at least one successor.

Note that we label nodes of the graph and not the edges for ease of notation.
Equivalently, one can label all the incoming edges of a node by the value of that
node to obtain a DFA in the usual sense.

4.1 Growing sharing trees

Our algorithm for building a sharing tree is given in Algorithm 1, where j = 0
initially and (for technical convenience) v0 = ⊤ for all v ∈ A. Intuitively, one
builds an (implicit) trie for A and then minimizes the resulting DFA in a bottom-
up fashion. Minimization, i.e. merging of the (language-)equivalent nodes, is then
handled à la Revuz [29] by giving unique identifiers to the nodes based on their
label and the indices of their successors in their layer.4

Note that every layer of the trie will have at most m nodes. Then, since
we have k layers, and every recursive call of the algorithm runs in O(W ) time
(initializing the buckets to empty already costs that much), we get that the tree
can be computed in time O(kmW ). Observe that if W > m one can “compress”
the vectors by sorting them per dimension (in time O(km logm)) and keeping
only their position in the corresponding sorted list. This ensures W ≤ m and
one can store the sorted lists as an m×k matrix to keep the original values (the
components of which can be accessed in constant time via the stored indices).
3 It is a directed acyclic graph, not a tree, but it was thus named in earlier literature.
4 By Item 4 this combination is indeed unique per layer.
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Algorithm 1 BuildSharingTree(A, j)
1: if j = k then
2: Return (cached) leaf T with label vk, where A = {v}
3: for all v ∈ A do
4: add v to bucket[vj+1]
5: T ← tree node with label vj
6: for all a ∈ N such that bucket[a] is nonempty, in decreasing order do
7: Ta, idxj+1(a)← BuildSharingTree(bucket[a], j + 1) ▷ New node & its index
8: add Ta as successor of T
9: Set id of T to (j, vj , idxj+1(0), idxj+1(1) . . . ) ▷ Uniquely identifies this subtree

10: Return (cached) (sub)tree root T

Lemma 3. A sharing tree, with O(km) nodes and edges, for a set of m vectors
in dimension k with max norm W can be constructed in time O(kmmin(m,W )).

To avoid wasting memory due to sparse successor arrays, the trie can be built
by first sorting the vectors based on the relevant component and using a linked
list instead of an array with {0, 1, . . . ,W} as indices. This also means we can
conveniently store all successors in decreasing order of their labels. Additionally,
instead of an exact cache for nodes, one can use a hash table.

Although building a sharing tree for A is more costly than storing it as a list, it
may result in exponential savings in terms of space and subsequent membership
queries. Indeed, due to sharing, the constructed sharing tree could be exponen-
tially smaller than the starting set. For example, the antichain represented by
the language {01 + 10}n has size exponential in n, but can be represented as a
sharing tree of size O(n) (cf. [31, Sec. 1.3.3] and [12, Prop. 2]).

4.2 The membership problem

To determine whether a vector u ∈ Nk is part of the downset A↓, we can use
a depth-first search (DFS). Starting from the root, the values of the successors
are compared to the corresponding component of u at every layer. If the value
of the node is greater than or equal to the component, the branch is followed
further down the sharing tree or membership is confirmed, in case of being at
the last layer, otherwise it is discarded. Based on the linear-time complexity of
DFS and Lemma 3, we get the following result.

Proposition 6. Sharing-tree-based algorithms solve membership in time O(km).

We again remark that the sharing tree may be of logarithmic size with respect
to A. Hence, the DFS may in fact be much more efficient than a search over A,
even if the conclusion is that the given vector is not a member of A↓.

As a small optimization, we note that having stored the successors of every
node in decreasing label order allows for early exits. Indeed, if during the DFS we
encounter a node whose first successor has a smaller label than the corresponding



8 M. Cadilhac et al.

component of u, there is no need to check the remaining branches following the
remaining successors. Similarly, when searching at the second-to-last layer of the
sharing tree, a dominating vector is encoded by some branch only if the label of
the last successor is larger than the last component of u.

Covering sharing trees. We are using Zampuniéris’ version of sharing trees [31]
while ensuring we encode an antichain. This is in contrast to covering sharing
trees, as proposed in [12], which do not encode the antichain of maximal el-
ements only. Due to the usage of an approximate domination check, covering
sharing trees could be much larger than the sharing tree of the antichain of
maximal elements. Moreover, the union and intersection algorithms for covering
sharing trees are more graph-based and reminiscent of BDD operations than the
ones we give below (see following subsection, cf. Appendix B). These facts make
complexity comparisons with the other approaches in this work more difficult
and less interesting. In Section 6 we do present some empirical evidence showing
that ensuring that the encoded set is an antichain results in size and time gains.

4.3 The union and intersection operations

As before, for the binary operations, we shall fix a second antichain B ⊂ Nk

with n vectors representing a k-dimensional downset. We also extend our bound
on the maximal norm so that W = maxv∈A∪B∥v∥∞. Our sharing-tree-based
algorithms for the binary operations are mostly identical to the list-based ones.
However, their complexity is higher due to the added cost of building sharing
trees compared to just keeping a list of vectors.

Recall that the antichain C = ⌈A↓ ∪ B↓⌉ is a subset of both A and B,
see Lemma 1. Moreover, for both A and B, the vectors are added to C if they are
not in the closure of the respective other set, so if there is no strictly larger vector.
As shown, these checks can be realized using a DFS in time O(kmn). Finally,
constructing the sharing tree for C takes time O(k(m+ n)min(m+ n,W )).

Theorem 1. There is a sharing-tree-based algorithm for the union operation
that runs in time O(kn(m+min(n,W )) assuming (w.l.o.g.) that m ≤ n.

For intersection, our starting point is the set A ⊓ B, as per Lemma 2. To
compute the antichain C = ⌈A ⊓ B⌉, we first construct a sharing tree for the
set A ⊓ B. Then, we use the sharing tree to check, for each vector in the set,
whether it is strictly smaller than some other vector. Finally, we construct a
second sharing tree for the vectors for which the result of the previous check was
negative (i.e. the maximal elements from A⊓B). The number of possible meets
A ⊓ B is at most mn and can be enumerated in time O(kmn). Conveniently,
constructing the sharing tree removes duplicates due to the minimization step.
So constructing a sharing tree for A ⊓ B is as simple as enumerating all the
meets and constructing a sharing tree, the latter in time O(kmnmin(mn,W )).
Hence, building the first sharing tree can be done in time O(kmnmin(mn,W )).
Then, for each vector in the set, the strict membership takes time O(kmn),
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yielding a total time of O(k(mn)2). To conclude, we note that, in the worst case,
constructing the second tree is just as costly as constructing the first one.

Theorem 2. There is a sharing-tree-based algorithm for the intersection oper-
ation that runs in time O(km2n2).

5 k-d-tree-based antichain algorithms

One final time, let us fix k ∈ N>0 and a finite k-dimensional downset represented
by the antichain A ⊂ Nk of its m maximal elements. In this section, we encode
A using a (real) tree structure that generalizes binary search trees to higher
dimensions. In fact, we will make use of k-d trees.

We closely follow the presentation from [2, Ch. 5.2]. To present the theory
as close as possible to what we implement for the forthcoming experiments, we
introduce some additional notation. Mainly, we need a clear definition of the
median of a sorted list with repeated elements and a total strict order on the
elements of the list (cf. [2, Ch. 5.5]).

Consider a sequence x1, x2, . . . , xp of natural numbers. Let us write xi ≺ xj

if and only if xi < xj or xi = xj and i < j. That is, ≺ is the lexicographic order
obtained from the order on the elements in the sequence and their indices. Now,
the ≺-median of the sequence is the ⌈p/2⌉-th ≺-largest number in the sequence.

5.1 Growing k-d trees

Intuitively, a k-d tree is the natural generalization of a binary search tree from
1 to multiple dimensions. When going down a branch of the tree by j levels, the
remaining set of vectors is partitioned based on the (j + 1)-th coordinate. The
algorithm to build a k-d tree is given in Algorithm 2, where j = 0 initially.

Algorithm 2 BuildKDTree(A, j)
1: if A = {v} then
2: Return leaf storing v

3: i← (j mod k) + 1 ▷ The current dimension
4: µ← the ≺-median of A with respect to the i-th coordinate
5: B≺ ← {v ∈ A | vi ≺ µi}
6: B≻ ← {v ∈ A | vi ≻ µi} ∪ {µ}
7: T≺ ← BuildKDTree(B≺, j + 1)
8: T≻ ← BuildKDTree(B≻, j + 1)
9: Return tree T with children T≺ and T≻ and label µi

Note that when k is small, e.g. 2, then we need to make sure we are still parti-
tioning the vectors according to valid dimensions even after the second layer of
the tree. This is why Algorithm 2 requires a modulo operator.

It is instructive to consider the case where all elements of A are unique with
respect to all coordinates. Here, one can think of each step of the algorithm
as computing the median of the vectors according to dimension i, splitting the
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space Nk into two on the i-th coordinate: the left subtree encodes the region of
space consisting of all the vectors whose i-component is strictly less than that
of the median; the right one, all those greater than or equal to it. The use of ≺
is really only a technicality useful to ensure the tree is balanced.

Lemma 4 ([2, Lemma 5.3]). A k-d tree for a set of m vectors in k dimensions
can be constructed in time O(m logm).

We highlight a discrepancy between k-d trees in fixed dimension and those
where k is part of the input. In most presentations of k-d trees (e.g. [2,6]) it is
suggested that computing the median on every recursive call of the algorithm
to build the tree can be avoided by doing some preprocessing: compute a sorted
version of the initial list for each dimension and split these into sorted sublists
for the recursive calls. Note that even the presorting introduces a dependency
on k as sorting k lists costs us O(km logm) if the dimension is part of the input.
Hence, computing the median in each recursive call does seem better in our case.

5.2 The membership problem

Let u ∈ Nk. Now, given a k-d tree T encoding the antichain A, we will appeal to
Proposition 1 and use T to determine whether u ∈ A↓ by searching the tree to
find some v ∈ A such that u ≤ v. First, we introduce some additional notation.

To each internal node T we associate a region5 Reg(T ) ⊆ Nk inductively.
We start with the entirety of Nk at the root. Then, for a node T at depth j
and with µ the ≺-median used to build it, to its right child T≻, we associate
{v ∈ Reg(T ) | vi ≥ µi, i = (j mod k) + 1}; to its left child T≺, the region
{v ∈ Reg(T ) | vi < µi, i = (j mod k)+1}∪M , where M is the set of all vectors
v ∈ Reg(T ) with vi = µi if B≺ (as defined in Algorithm 2) contains any such
vector and ∅ otherwise. We also write Reg(u) for the region {v ∈ Nk | u ≤ v},
i.e. the upward closure of u. The following is our search algorithm:

Algorithm 3 SearchKDTree(T,u)
1: if T is a leaf storing v then
2: Return whether u ≤ v

3: if Reg(T≻) ⊆ Reg(u) then
4: Return true
5: R≻ ← SearchKDTree(T≻,u), R≺ ← false
6: if Reg(T≺) ∩ Reg(u) ̸= ∅ then
7: R≺ ← SearchKDTree(T≺,u)
8: Return R≻ ∨R≺

By construction of a k-d tree T , if Reg(T ) ⊆ Reg(u), all vectors v stored at
the leaves of T are such that u ≤ v. There are no empty k-d trees, so this instance
of the membership problem is positive. Conversely, if Reg(T ) ∩ Reg(u) = ∅, for
all vectors v stored at its leaves we have u ̸≤ v. Since Reg(u) is upward closed:
5 Technically, we are dealing with the natural vectors contained in the region. We find

that the name region still conveys the right intuition.
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– Reg(T≻) ∩ Reg(u) ̸= ∅ if Reg(T ) ∩ Reg(u) ̸= ∅, and
– Reg(T≺) ⊆ Reg(u) only if Reg(T ) ⊆ Reg(u).

It follows that Algorithm 3 returns true if and only if the instance is positive. It
remains to study its complexity.6

Theorem 3. There is a k-d tree algorithm that solves membership in time
O(min(km, k2m1−1/k)).

Proof. The first term in the minimum comes from the fact that the tree has at
most 2m nodes. The second term will follow from bounding the number of nodes
the algorithm treats by O(km1−1/k). For the remaining k factor in both terms,
we observe that, on leaves, one does need to compare k numbers against each
other. However, on internal nodes of the tree, a recursive call can be made to
do only a constant amount of work. It is easy to see that checking whether the
intersection of the regions is empty can be done in constant time: we only need
to see how µi and ui compare, where µ is the median used to split at this node
of the tree and i = (j mod k) + 1 with j the depth. Slightly less obvious is the
fact that one can determine the region inclusions from line 3 in constant time.
This can be done by keeping track of k variables which store the lower bounds
of the region of the current node and a counter c initially set to the number of
strictly positive components of u. On each recursive call, only one variable needs
to be updated and if it becomes larger than the corresponding component of u
we decrement c, i.e. c← c− 1. Clearly, the inclusion holds if and only if c = 0.

It remains to argue that the number of nodes treated is indeed O(km1−1/k).
Say a region Reg(T ) is i-interesting, for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, if there are v,w ∈ Reg(T )
such that vi < ui ≤ wi. Essentially, not all vectors stored in T are guaranteed
to be larger than u, with respect to the i-th coordinate, but neither are they
all strictly smaller. The algorithm makes a recursive call on T only if Reg(T ) is
i-interesting for some i. Hence, if for all i we can bound the number of nodes of
the tree with an i-interesting region by O(m1−1/k), the bound will follow. From
here on, our argument follows [6, Ch. 4.10].

Let 1 ≤ i ≤ k be arbitrary and consider a node T at depth (i− 1) from the
root. Since B≺ and B≻ are constructed based on the i-th coordinate, we have
that at most one subtree among Reg(T≺) and Reg(T≻) is i-interesting. This
dichotomy holds again for the subtrees rooted k levels down since, once more,
the vectors are split based on the i-th coordinate. Now let aj be the number of
nodes at level 0 ≤ j ≤ logm from the root with an i-interesting region. From
the analysis above we have that aj ≤ 2⌊(1−1/k)j⌋ since we double the number of
nodes at every level except when i = (j mod k) + 1. For the total number of
nodes (across all levels) with i-interesting regions we get the following.

a0 + a1 + · · ·+ alogm ≤ 2(2(1−
1/k)(logm)) = 2m1−1/k

6 It is interesting to compare the k2 factor in the bound with the linear one k informally
claimed by Chan in the introduction of [8]. We did not find a reference for the claimed
O(km1−1/k) bound, nor were we able to re-prove it ourselves.
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Intuitively, every k layers, the doubling does not happen, so we lose a factor of
m

1
k nodes out of the total 2m nodes. Since the right-hand side of the equation

above is O(m1−1/k), as required, this concludes the proof. ⊓⊔

Note that the bound from Theorem 3 simplifies to O(k2m1−1/k) if m ≥ 2k log k.
Henceforth, to simplify our analysis, we will assume this inequality holds. Nev-
ertheless, for the claims, we state the bounds in their full generality.

5.3 The union operation

Let B ∈ Nk be a second antichain with n vectors representing a k-dimensional
downset. Our k-d-tree-based algorithm for the union operation follows the one
proposed in Section 3.2. The main difference is that we leverage the complexity of
the k-d-tree-based membership problem to obtain a different complexity bound.

By Lemma 1, to compute C = ⌈A↓ ∪ B↓⌉ it suffices to remove from A
those elements dominated by some element in B and to union them with the
elements of B that are not (strictly) dominated by some element in A. The
strict domination check can be realized with a modification of our membership
algorithm. The checks take time O(k2mn1−1/k) and O(k2m1−1/kn), respectively.
Finally, constructing the k-d tree for C takes time O((m+ n) log(m+ n)).

Theorem 4. There is a k-d-tree-based algorithm for the union operation that
runs in time O(knmin(m, km1−1/k) + n log n) assuming (w.l.o.g.) that m ≤ n.

Observe that, even if 2k log k ≤ m,n, this bound is not always better than the
one we get for our list-based algorithm. Indeed, when log(m+ n) is larger than
km or kn, the last summand is already worse than kmn. If m ≤ n, then this
cannot happen when, for instance, n ≤ 2m.

5.4 The intersection operation

For intersection, we follow Section 3.3 except that we use our k-d-tree-based
membership algorithm. To compute C = ⌈A ⊓ B⌉, we first construct a k-d tree
for the collection of meets obtained from A and B. Note that this may not
be a set. Nevertheless, the collection has size at most mn. Next, we use the
tree to check, for all vectors it encodes, whether they are strictly smaller than
some other vector in the tree. If the answer is negative, we add them to a new
collection of nondominated meets. Now, to remove duplicates, we sort the col-
lection lexicographically, this can be done in time O(kmn log(mn)), and traverse
it in search for consecutive copies of the same vector, this can be done in time
O(kmn). Finally, we construct a second k-d tree for the set of vectors.

Building the first k-d tree can be done in time O(kmn +mn log(mn)). For
each vector in the set, the (strict) membership checks can be done in time
O(k2(mn)1−1/k), yielding a total of O(k2(mn)2−1/k) checks. After removing du-
plicates in time O(kmn log(mn)), we construct the second k-d tree in time
O(mn log(mn)). The total complexity is summarized in the result below.
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Theorem 5. There is a k-d-tree-based algorithm for the intersection operation
that runs in time O(kmnmin(mn, k(mn)1−1/k)).

This is better than our list-based algorithm, assuming 2k log k ≤ m,n.
A complementary behavior of k-d trees and sharing trees emerges from the

fact that k-d trees perform better when a number does not occur in several
vectors in the same dimension, whereas in sharing trees, repetition of a number
in a dimension enables “sharing”, and hence decreases the size of the tree.

5.5 Discussion: Theory

The following table summarizes the complexity bounds of the list and k-d-tree-
based algorithms from the previous sections. To recall, m and n are the sizes of
antichains A and B, respectively, of dimension k, and W is the largest integer
occurring among all vectors in A and B. To simplify, we assume m ≤ n.

Operation Lists k-d trees Sharing trees
Membership O(km) O(min(km, k2m1−1/k)) O(km)
Union O(kmn) O(knmin(m, km1−1/k)+n log n) O(kn(m+min(n,W ))
Intersection O(km2n2)O(kmnmin(mn, k(mn)1−1/k)) O(km2n2)

Our analysis confirms the empirical findings of [7]: k-d trees are not always a
better data structure than lists when manipulating antichains. However, based
on the remarks at the end of Section 5.3, one could conclude that dynamically
switching from lists to k-d trees when 2k log k ≤ m ≤ n ≤ 2m can result in a good
tradeoff. We implemented this, but unfortunately the size-to-dimension ratio of
most antichains in our experiments does not trigger a switch to k-d trees.

6 Experiments

We implemented several variations of the list-, k-d-tree-, and sharing-tree-based
algorithms using a generic library for partially-ordered sets of vectors.7 Tests “in
a vacuum,” where the data structure operations are benchmarked on random
data, exhibit the expected behavior dictated by their theoretical complexity. We
do not report on these unsurprising conclusions (appearing in the appendix).
Our main interest lies in tests “in the field,” that is, in applications that rely on
antichains; one specific aim is to establish whether the conditions for k-d trees
or sharing trees to outperform list-based downsets are met in practice. We focus
on two such applications: LTL-realizability and parity game solving, relying on
benchmark sets used in authoritative competitions. For both applications, we
formally present the computational task at hand, the downset-based algorithm
to solve it, and experimental results. We also study the ratio of size vs. dimension
within the benchmark sets used in these applications.

All the following experiments were carried on an Intel® Core™ i7-8700 CPU
@ 3.20GHz paired with 16GiB of memory.
7 Links to our source code and benchmarks will be made available after acceptance.
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6.1 LTL-realizability

The task. Let I and O be disjoint and finite sets of input and output proposi-
tions. A linear-temporal-logic (LTL) formula over P = I ∪ O specifies temporal
dependencies between truth values of the propositions. Formulas in LTL are
constructed from the propositions, the usual Boolean connectives, and temporal
operators “next”, “eventually”, “always”, and “until”, with their intuitive seman-
tics. (We refer the reader to [1] for the formal syntax and semantics of LTL.) It is
well known that the set Words(φ) of all words, over valuations 2P of the proposi-
tions, that satisfy a given LTL formula φ can be “compiled” into an infinite-word
automaton. In particular, one can construct a non-deterministic automaton N
with a Büchi acceptance condition such that its language is exactly Words(φ).
The Büchi acceptance condition stipulates that infinite runs of the automaton
are accepting if they visit accepting states infinitely often.

LTL realizability can be defined in terms of the aforementioned automaton.
Namely, given the nondeterministic Büchi automaton N constructed from an
input LTL formula φ over P , we have an input player and an output player take
turns choosing truth values for I and O. This induces an infinite word over 2P .
The winner of the game depends on whether the word is in the language of N :
the input player wins if it is not in the language, otherwise the output player
wins. (There are other ways of defining realizability using membership in the
language and other acceptance conditions, but this particular one makes it easier
to present the algorithm below.) The computational task lies in determining if
the input player has a winning strategy for this game.

The algorithm. We succinctly present the downset-based approach of Filiot
et al. [19] to solving the task at hand. Fix a Büchi automaton N = (Q, q0, δ, B)
with Q a set of states, q0 the initial state, δ the transition relation that uses
valuations 2P as labels, and B ⊆ Q the set of Büchi states. We will be interested
in vectors over Q, i.e. elements in ZQ mapping states to integers, to encode the
number of visits to Büchi states—recall the input player wants to avoid there
being a run that visits these infinitely often. We will write v for such vectors,
and vq for its value for state q. In practice, these vectors will range into a finite
subset of Z, with −1 as an implicit minimum value (i.e. (−1)− 1 is still −1) and
an upper bound k that can be thought of as a hyperparameter of the algorithm.

For a vector v over Q and a valuation x, we define a function that takes one
step back in the automaton, decreasing components that have seen Büchi states.
Write χB(q) for the function mapping a state q to 1 if q ∈ B, and 0 otherwise.
We then define bwd(v, x) as the vector over Q that maps each state p ∈ Q to:

min
(p,x,q)∈δ

(vq − χB(q)) ,

and we generalize this to sets: bwd(S, x) = {bwd(v, x) | v ∈ S}. For a set S of
vectors over Q and a valuation i ∈ 2I of the inputs, define:

CPrei(S) = S ∩
⋃

o∈2O

bwd(S, i ∪ o) .
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It is proved in [19] that iterating CPre converges to a fixed point that is
independent from the order in which the valuation of the inputs is selected. We
define CPre∗(S) to be that set.

All the sets that we manipulate above are downsets. Now, for any k > 0, if
there is a v ∈ CPre∗({i ∈ N | i ≤ k}Q) with vq0 ≥ 0 then the input player has a
winning strategy. Conversely, there is a large enough value of k such that if the
condition does not hold then the output player has a winning strategy.

Experimental results. The above algorithm was implemented as the tool
Acacia-Bonsai [7], relying on our generic library for partially-ordered sets. We
considered the benchmarks used in the yearly competition in LTL-realizability,
SYNTCOMP [25]. These consist in 1048 LTL formulas, of which the best LTL
tools solve 90% in under a second. We present the experimental results as a
survival plot, indicating how many tests are solved (x-axis) within a time limit
(y-axis, time per test). In particular, the lower the curve, the better. To reduce
clutter, we focus on the benchmarks that took the longest: 500 benchmarks are
not shown, with all implementations solving each of them in less than 0.1 seconds.
The tests were executed with a 60-second timeout. We observe, crucially, that the
dynamic switching between the two data structures follows closely the list-based
implementation, witnessing the fact that the threshold provided by the theory
at which k-d trees are more advantageous (see Section 5.5) is rarely crossed. To
illustrate this, we studied the ratio of set size vs. dimension; it is also displayed
here as a survival plot, indicating how many sets (x-axis) have a ratio below a
certain value (y-axis). The sets we considered are all the different values of CPre,
which, over all the benchmarks, amounts to 67,143 sets.
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(a) Benchmarking LTL-realizability.
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Fig. 1: Survival plots of downset-based LTL-realizability.

The k-d tree implementation solved 779 test cases, while the list implemen-
tations solved a strict superset of 787 cases. Sharing tree implementations per-
formed uniformly worse than all the others, solving 717 test cases for covering
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sharing trees, and 761 for sharing trees. These are in turn subsets of the ones
solved by k-d tree, except for one case.

These results indicate that the size of the antichains and their dimensions
are too low to translate into an edge for the k-d tree structure, but that they
nonetheless achieve similar performances. This is clearly indicated by Figure 1b:
roughly 95% of sets that are created in the algorithm are of size that is bounded
by twice the dimension. Larger ratios are only found in 161 of the 787 solved
cases. We present, in Appendix D, the same graphics as above but focusing on
the instances these 161 instances that do induce set sizes that are at least double
the dimension. No notable difference in performance is to be reported.

When introduced in 2023, Acacia-Bonsai also included an implementation of
k-d trees. We present, in Appendix E, how that implementation fairs against
our current implementation: it would be performing slightly worse than sharing
trees. Concretely, on the set of benchmarks presented in the next subsection,
optimized algorithms based on the theoretical insights presented in this paper
have led to half an order of magnitude improvement in the performance of the
data structure. We speculate that similar improvements are still possible for our
implementation of (covering) sharing trees.

6.2 Parity game solving

The task. A parity game G is a tuple (V0, V1, E, p) where V0 and V1 are disjoint
sets of vertices with V = V0 ∪ V1, E ⊆ V × V is a set of directed edges, and
p : V → N assigns a priority to each vertex.

In such games, we usually assume an even player controls V0 while an odd
player controls V1. The players select outgoing edges from their vertices, and it
induces an infinite path from a given starting vertex. The winner of the game
depends on the maximal vertex priority appearing infinitely often along the
path: the even player wins if it is even, otherwise the odd player wins. The
computational task of parity game solving is to determine for each vertex v if
the controller of the vertex has a winning strategy in the game starting in v.

The algorithm. We present a new algorithm—to the best of our knowledge—
based on a construction of Bernet et al. [3], to determine the winner of a parity
game via manipulation of downsets. Our presentation follows the vocabulary
of [17, Ch. 6]. Let us fix a parity game (V0, V1, E, p) and an initial vertex v0.
Also, write d = ⌈maxv∈V p(v)/2⌉ and p−1 : {0, 1, . . . , 2d} → 2V for the mapping
from every priority to the set of all vertices labelled by it. We use vectors c ∈ Nd

to keep track of the number of visits to odd-priority vertices. More precisely, we
consider c ∈ Zd such that −1 ≤ ci ≤ ni for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d, where ni = |p−1(2i−1)|.
We adopt the convention that ci − a = −1 for all a ≥ 1 + ci or if ci = −1, and
ci + b = ni for all b ≥ ni − ci. The intuition is that ci keeps track of the number
of visits to vertices with odd priority 2i−1 and having a value of −1 means that
reaching a value of ni, hence a simple cycle with that odd priority, is unavoidable.
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For a vector c and a vertex v ∈ V , we define an operator to obtain a predeces-
sor vector (recall that we are counting visits to odd-priority vertices). Formally,

bwd(c, v) =

{
c− ei if p(v) = 2i− 1

c+
∑i

j=1 njej if p(v) = 2i

where ei is a vector with 1 as its i-th component and zeros elsewhere. We lift
the operator to sets C of vectors as follows.

bwd(C, v) = {bwd(c, v) | c ∈ C}

Consider a mapping µ : V → 2N
d

from vertices to sets of vectors. We introduce
an update operation on such mappings to compute over-approximations of the
states from which the even player wins. The initial mapping µ0 is the closure of
the vector of ni, i.e. it assigns the following set to all vertices v ∈ V :

µ0(v) = {(n1, n3, . . . , n2i+1, . . . )}↓ .

Intuitively, this is the worst possible situation for the even player without having
reached the maximal number of visits to some odd-priority vertex. The update
operation CPre, for a given mapping µ, outputs a new mapping ν such that:

ν(u) = µ(u) ∩ C , where C =

{⋃
(u,v)∈E bwd(µ(v), u)↓ if u ∈ V0⋂
(u,v)∈E bwd(µ(v), u)↓ if u ∈ V1.

It can be shown that the mappings obtained by iterating CPre starting from
µ0 converge. Write CPre∗ for that mapping. We have [17, Lemma 6.4] that for
all v ∈ V , there is some c ∈ CPre∗(v) such that 0 ≤ ci ≤ ni for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d if
and only if even player wins the parity game when starting from v.

Experimental results. We again rely on the SYNTCOMP24 benchmarks,
which has a competition track for parity game solvers, and augment these bench-
marks with the ones provided by Keiren [27]. We implemented our downset-based
algorithm in the tool Oink [13], a tool developed to provide a uniform framework
for the comparison of parity game solvers. The implementation is agnostic to the
downset implementation, allowing for easy comparison of the underlying data
structure. The 779 benchmarks were each executed with a 60-second timeout
and 10GB memory limitation. The survival plot appears below.

We studied the ratio of set size vs. dimension, listing the size of the set C
(as used in the definition of ν above) every time it is computed; this is a grand
total of 1,106,234,004 sets. For 98% of them, the ratio was smaller than 0.03; in
fact, out of the billion sets processed by our algorithm, only 746,139 are of size
greater or equal to 3. These are concentrated on only 22 out of 1024 benchmarks
and we also display the survival plot corresponding to these tests only, since they
are more likely to favor implementations that perform well with large-sized sets.
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Fig. 2: Survival plots of downset-based parity-game solving.

On these smaller downsets, we see that covering sharing trees does better
than sharing trees. It would seem that when the size of the antichain of max-
imal elements of an antichain is not much smaller than the downset itself, the
approximate domination check of covering sharing trees shines through. Never-
theless, it is clear that list-based algorithms are also best for the parity-game
use case: over all 779 games, they solve 569 test cases, while k-d trees solve 559,
and (covering) sharing trees 544.

In Appendix F, we also plot the memory consumption of the data structures,
which clearly indicates (covering) sharing trees are the least space efficient. This
supports our earlier claim that (covering) sharing trees have a worse performance
due to them storing larger sets than the other data structures.

7 Conclusion

We provided a theoretical analysis of two data structures for downsets of natural
vectors: list-, sharing-tree-, and k-d-tree-based. We identified when k-d trees
should outperform the others and provided experiments showing that uses “in
the field” are not conducive to cases where k-d trees outperform the humble list-
based implementation. We posit other antichain-based tools like the Petri-net
safety-checking tool MIST [20] may benefit from using list-based antichains.

For future work, it would be interesting to provide average-case complex-
ity bounds for the operations we have studied. Most naive approaches for an
average-case analysis of antichain-manipulations seem to require tighter bounds
on Dedekind numbers (intuitively, the number of different antichains for a given
norm bound and dimension) than the ones we found in the literature (see,
e.g. [18]). Additionally, our study of antichain size vs. dimension may indicate
sharing-tree based antichains benefit from radix-tree like compression [23].
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A Membership: best and worst-case scenarios

Here we give intuition and examples of antichains showcasing the best- and
worst-case scenarios for membership analysis in all three data structures. We
have k the dimension of the space, m the number of vectors in the antichain
A, also encoded in a k-d tree T and approximated by a sharing tree G, and u
the vector we want to check for membership in A↓. We consider two cases: one
where the vector being queried is in the downset of the antichain, and one where
it is not.

The vector is in the downset. For lists, in the best case, the vector could be
smaller than the first vector in the antichain, and the algorithm terminates
in k steps, whereas the worst case is when the input vector is only smaller
than the last vector in the list, in which case, the algorithm terminates after
km steps, i.e. after comparing against all the vectors in the antichain.
For sharing trees, the best case is similar to that of lists: if the vector is
dominated by the one encoded by the first branch of G, then the algorithm
terminates in k steps. In the worst case, the last branch checked is the
one dominating u. This means the whole sharing tree is traversed and by
Lemma 3 this takes O(km).
For k-d trees, the best case is when u is the zero vector. In this case,
Reg(T≻) ⊆ Reg(u) and the algorithm terminates in k steps. (The k steps
are actually for the initialization of the variable c, a single recursive call of
the algorithm suffices afterwards! See the proof of Theorem 3.) In the worst
case, consider an antichain such that the last component of each vector is
0 except the one which is the rightmost leaf in the k-d tree representation.
The vector for which we ask membership is (0, 0, . . . , 0, 1). On each recursive
call, the algorithm will have to explore both branches of the tree, except at
the level corresponding to the last dimension. This leads to the worst-case
complexity of O(k2m1− 1

k ).
The vector is not in the downset. For lists, the best and worst cases are

the same: the algorithm takes km steps since the algorithm must compare
every vector against u.
For sharing trees, the best case is when the first component of u is strictly
larger than that of all vectors encoded by G, and since we keep successors
ordered by their label, the data structure allows to exit and assert u is not
in A↓, which is in O(1). For the worst case, we again use Lemma 3 since we
have to traverse the whole sharing tree, and so we get that it takes O(km)
time.
For k-d trees, the best case is when u = (ℓ, ℓ, . . . , ℓ) with ℓ strictly greater
than the largest number occurring in any vector in the antichain. In this case,
Reg(T≺) ∩ Reg(u) = ∅ will hold on all recursive calls, hence the algorithm
will never enter a “left” branch so it will terminate in O(k + logm) steps.8
The worst-case behavior can be obtained with the same example as before:
suppose A is such that the last component of all its vectors is 0 and u =

8 Here, again, k comes from the initialization of c.



Data Structures for Finite Downsets of Natural Vectors 23

(0, 0, . . . , 0, 1). Now the k-d tree algorithm will have to explore both branches
of each subtree except at the level corresponding to the last dimension, which
leads to the complexity of O(k2m1− 1

k ).

B Covering sharing tree algorithms

We now present the variant of sharing trees proposed in [12] to encode and
manipulate antichains. The two main differences between these so-called covering
sharing trees and the sharing-tree based antichain algorithms we described in
this work are the following.

1. Covering sharing trees may encode more than just the antichain of maximal
elements. Indeed, due to the approximate domination checks proposed in [12],
some dominated vectors are not excluded from the encoded set. This makes
comparing the complexity of algorithms on covering sharing trees with the
others studied in this work rather hard. Indeed, the difference in size between
the antichain of maximal elements of a downset and an arbitrary subset of
its closure (which includes the maximal elements) is hard to bound in a
nontrivial way.

2. Algorithms to operate over two covering sharing trees, as proposed in [12],
are much more graph-based. Indeed, these resemble binary decision diagram
algorithms. In contrast the algorithms proposed in this work revert to iterat-
ing over the encoded vectors for union and intersection and use the sharing
tree representation only to speed up membership queries.

Let A ⊂ Nk be the antichain of maximal elements for the downward-closed
set of interest. We use L(A) to denote the language recognized by a DFA A.
Ideally, we want a sharing tree encoding D⌈V ⌉ (i.e., the language accepting the
minimal antichain containing V in its downset), but computing this is known to
be NP-hard in the size of the sharing tree [12].

Instead, we use a relaxation of D⌈V ⌉ called the simulation minimal automa-
ton DṼ with the property that L(D⌈V ⌉) ⊆ L(DṼ ) ⊆ L(DV ) = V . The relaxation
is based on a simulation-relation minimization described in [12].

Definition 4. Let n and m be nodes of the i-th layer of trees S and T , respec-
tively. The node n is (forward) simulated by m, written n

F−→ m, if val(n) ≤
val(m) and all successors of n are simulated by some successor of m, that is, for
all s ∈ succ(n) there exists t ∈ succ(m) such that s F−→ t.

We say a sharing tree is simulation minimal if no child of a node simulates a
sibling. This definition of simulation minimality gives a DFA that is potentially
exponentially smaller than the starting set, even if the starting set is an antichain
(see [31, Sec. 1.3.3] and [12, Prop. 2]).
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B.1 Growing sharing trees

Now, Algorithm 1 can be modified so that every addition of a new node is
conditional on it not being (foward) simulated by a sibling that has already been
added to the sharing tree. These additional checks mean that building the tree
becomes more costly. Even more important is the fact that we no longer require
the encoded set to be the antichain of maximal elements whose downward-closure
is the original set. We allow vectors that are part of the downward-closure of
another encoded vector as long as simulation-minimality holds.

B.2 The membership problem

This can still be realized using a DFS.

B.3 The union operation

Let S be the sharing tree representing a downset A↓ and T a sharing tree rep-
resenting the downset B↓ of equal dimension k ∈ N>0. To compute the union of
S ∪ T , we adapt the union algorithm proposed by Zampuniéris [31]. On a node-
level, it is shown that the union of two nodes n and m with the same value, or
more precisely the subtrees rooted at those nodes, is a node with that shared
value and its successors being the union of a successor of n and one of m if they
have the same value and a simple copy of all remaining successors of both nodes.
Note that due to definition 3 (2), there is at most one successor of m that has
the same value as any of n.

Starting from the roots of S and T , the successors of both nodes are iterated
over. Due to the descending ordering, there are three main cases that can occur.
In the first case, the value of the current successor in S is larger than that
in T , then the whole subtree rooted at this successor-node can be copied as
successor of the resulting union-node. In the second case, all successors in one
tree were visited, then the subtrees for the remaining successors in the other tree
are copied. The last case is that both successors have the same value, then the
union is recursively called for the two nodes and the resulting node added as
successor of the union node.

To ensure a simulation-minimal tree, all cases include a simulation-check
before adding to the union-result. This means, copied nodes as well as the newly
constructed union-nodes are only added as successor of a node if it has no other
successor that simulates the new addition already.

The algorithm is shown in Algorithm 4. We highlight that here, in contrast
to [12], we are trying to get a simulation-minimal result whereas the authors of
that work just run simulation minimization afterwards.

B.4 The intersection operation

Let S and T once again be the sharing trees representing downsets. The basic
approach to computing the intersection S ∩ T directly using the sharing trees is
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Algorithm 4 Union(nS , nT , layer)
1: newNode← node with value of ns

2: if layer < k then
3: ss, st ← 0
4: while sS < |nS .successors| ∨ sT < |nT .successors| do
5: if sS = |nS .successors| ∨ nS .successors[sS ].val < nT .successors[sT ].val

then
6: newNode.addSuccIfNotSimulated(nT .successors[sT ])
7: sT ++
8: else if st = |nt.successors|∨nS .successors[sS ].val > nT .successors[sT ].val

then
9: newNode.addSuccIfNotSimulated(nS .successors[sS ])

10: sS ++
11: else
12: newSucc← Union(nS .successors[sS ], nT .successors[sT ], layer + 1)
13: if newSucc ̸= null then
14: newNode.addSucc(newChild)

15: ss ++
16: st ++

17: return layer.addNodeIfNotSimulated(newNode)

similar to that for the union: The result is computed recursively per node-pair
of one node from S and one from T by parallelly iterating over the successors
of both nodes. In contrast to union however, we additionally adapt an idea
by Delzanno et al [12]. They describe a way of computing the intersection for
upward-closed sets that relies on creating a pre-sharing tree with nodes for all
possible combinations of nodes of the two trees in the same layer and subsequent
reduction by enforcing the sharing tree conditions.

In our algorithm, see Algorithm 5, we create the new nodes for every pair
of one node from S and one from T in the same layer and set its value to the
minimum of the two. The successors are then created recursively with every
combination of the successors in S and T . Just as for the union, the nodes are
only added to the final result if they are not simulated by another node already
present.

However, this check has to be implemented differently due to the order in
which new successors are added. For the union, the order in which successors
are iterated means every successor that is added will have a value smaller than
all previously added successors. Consequently, it is only necessary to check sim-
ulation in the direction existingSuccessor

F−→ newSuccessor. In intersection
on the other hand, the order in which successors are added is not guaranteed.
Therefore, a newly added successor might have an equal or even larger value
than the existing ones. The check existingSuccessor

F−→ newSuccessor will still
be executed in all cases, but if it is determined that the new successor should
still be added, additional steps are taken.
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We will address the two possible cases separately. If a new successor has to
be added that has the same value as an existing one, we follow the approach
presented by Zampuniéris [31]: By definition, a node may not have two successors
with the same value, therefore we replace the existing successor with the result
of the union of the current successor and the new successor to be added. If
the new successor has a value larger than the last successor, we add it in the
corresponding position in the successor list, following the descending order. Now
it is necessary to also check the simulation in the direction newSuccessor

F−→
existingSuccessor for all successors after the insertion point, i.e. those with a
smaller value. If it is found that the new successor simulates any existing one, it
is removed.
Algorithm 5 ST Intersection
1: ns, nt ← ST nodes
2: layer ← layer of the two nodes
3: father ← ST node
4: function intersect(nS , nT , layer, father)
5: newNode← node with value min(nS .val, nT .val)
6: if layer < d then
7: for sS = 0; sS < |nS .successors|; sS ++ do
8: for sT = 0; sT < |nt.successors|; sT ++ do
9: intersectResult← intersect(ns.successors[sS ], nT .successors[st],

10: layer + 1, newNode)
11: if intersectResult ̸= null then
12: newNode.addSucc(intersectResult)

13: if |newNode.successors| = 0 then
14: return null
15: if father ̸= null then
16: return layer.addNodeIfNotSimulated(newNode, father)
17: else
18: return layer.addNode(newNode)

C Strategy synthesis for parity games

To obtain a strategy for the even player from CPre∗ we follow [26,3] and, from
each vertex u controlled by the even player, choose a successor v so as to minimize
the minimal element in {c ∈ CPre∗(v) | 0 ≤ c} according to the co-lexicographic
order where all dimensions 1 ≤ i ≤ d such that 2i < p(u) are ignored.
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D LTL-realizability on instances with large sets
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(a) Benchmarking LTL-realizability.
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Fig. 3: Survival plots of downset-based LTL-realizability focusing on the test
cases that have at least one set that is in the top 5% in terms of ratio size vs.
dimension.

E Progress in k-d tree performances based on
implementations

The following graphic reports on the gains in performance obtained by building
the k-d tree as described in Section 5.1 (instead of the classic presorting proposed
in computational geometry books) and optimizing the memory management of
k-d trees, which are the main difference between the implementation provided
in [7], and our implementation. This figure is a survival plot with the same
parameters as the ones of Section 6.1.
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Fig. 4: Survival plot of k-d-tree-based parity-game solving.
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F Memory usage of different data structures in
parity-game solving

The following graphic depicts the memory usage of each data structure on all
the parity games benchmarked. Each vertical line corresponds to one instance,
and these lines are ordered in such a way that the list implementation never
decreases in usage.
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Fig. 5: Memory usage of data structures on parity games

G Random benchmarks

We evaluate the performances of downset operations on random samples. For
membership, we create a random antichain of size t, and query 2t elements on the
data structures, half of which belong to the downset. For union and intersection,
we create a random antichain of size t, another antichain of size t that overlaps
the first for half the elements, and perform the operation. The dimension is set
to 32,000, so that the asymptotic behaviors can be observed.
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For this experiment, our goal was to determine when k-d trees start performing
better than list-based antichains. Hence, to avoid clutter, we focused on these
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two data structures. Nevertheless, we did try both sharing and covering sharing
trees on a number of large-dimension examples (> 8,000) and remark that it
is much slower than the other data structures—presumably because, despite
sharing, the resulting automaton is rather “deep and narrow”.
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