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Abstract

The Persistent Homology Transform (PHT) summarizes a shape in Rm by collecting
persistence diagrams obtained from linear height filtrations in all directions on Sm−1. It
enjoys strong theoretical guarantees, including continuity, stability, and injectivity on broad
classes of shapes. A natural way to compare two PHTs is to use the bottleneck distance
between their diagrams as the direction varies. Prior work has either compared PHTs by
sampling directions or, in 2D, computed the exact integral of bottleneck distance over all
angles via a kinetic data structure. We improve the integral objective to Õ(n5) in place of
earlier Õ(n6) bound. For the max objective, we give a Õ(n3) algorithm in R2 and a Õ(n5)
algorithm in R3.

1 Introduction

Persistent homology captures the multiscale evolution of homology classes along a filtration in-
duced by a real-valued function on a space. It has proved useful across fields such as materials
science [9, 14], computational biology [12, 19], as well as machine learning [3, 13], providing
robust descriptors for high-dimensional data. A persistence diagram is a concise multiset sum-
mary of persistent homology, recording the birth–death times of features. Similarity between
objects is then assessed by comparing their diagrams, most commonly via the bottleneck dis-
tance. Computationally, this reduces to a minimum-bottleneck perfect matching on a bipartite
graph with diagonal copies, and algorithms for this problem have been studied extensively in
both theory and practice [2, 6, 10, 15, 16].

Since a single diagram depends on the chosen filter and may miss geometry, the Persis-
tent Homology Transform (PHT) collects diagrams from all directions to retain fuller informa-
tion [20]. It assigns to a shape in Rm the collection of persistence diagrams obtained from linear
height filtrations over all directions on Sm−1. It possesses many desirable theoretical properties
such as continuity, stability, and injectivity [5, 11, 20]. These properties make the PHT an effec-
tive topological descriptor for applications. However, unlike other directional-transform–based
signatures such as the Euler Characteristic Transform, the PHT lacks efficient comparison algo-
rithms, limiting its practical use. A natural way to compare PHTs is to sample directions and
compute the bottleneck distance only at those angles. This inevitably leads to information loss.
To integrate the bottleneck distance over the parameter domain (e.g., Sm−1), prior work by
Munch, Wang, and Wenk introduced a kinetic “hourglass” approach—maintaining matchings
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as the parameter moves—to compute this integral, with an Õ(n6) bound for data in R2 [18].
In this work, we focus on the max variant, which we define as the supremum of the bottleneck
distance over all directions.

Our Contributions: We provide an Õ(n3) algorithm to compute the max bottleneck distance
between PHTs of shapes in R2 and an Õ(n5) algorithm in R3, where Õ means that we ignore
logarithmic factors. Additionally, our framework improves the computation of the integral
bottleneck distance from the previous Õ(n6) bound to Õ(n5) in R2.

For the max bottleneck distance, we use techniques from computational geometry and topol-
ogy and inspired by the strategy of Bjerkevik and Kerber for computing the matching distance
for two-parameter modules [1]. At a high level, the solution for 2D and 3D are similar. We first
reformulate the problem as a decision problem: given a threshold λ, we determine whether the
max bottleneck distance is at most λ. To solve this, we sweep the direction parameter around
the sphere while maintaining the bottleneck matching between the two persistence diagrams.
The key insight is that this matching changes only at discrete “events”: points where persis-
tence diagrams change combinatorially or where edge weights cross the threshold λ. At each
event, we update the matching using a single augmenting path search in the geometric bipartite
graph, exploiting the fact that only local changes occur.

We then identify that the maximum bottleneck distance must occur at one of a finite
set of candidate values, corresponding to critical points and intersections of the difference
functions between simplices. While there are O(n4) candidates in 2D and O(n6) in 3D, we avoid
exhaustive enumeration through a randomized incremental construction. We maintain a band
containing the true maximum and iteratively refine it by processing simplices in random order,
testing whether their associated candidates lie within the current band. The randomization
ensures that we expect only O(logn) refinements, reducing the expected complexity to Õ(n3)
in 2D and Õ(n5) in 3D.

Outline: We begin in Section 2 with a brief overview of persistent homology, persistence
diagrams, and the PHT, and we formalize the problem. Section 3 presents our R2 algorithm:
first at a high level, then with full technical details. The improvement for the integral distance
is shown in Section 4. Section 5 extends the approach to R3 before concluding in Section 6.

2 Preliminary

2.1 Persistent Homology

Persistent homology is a multi-scale summary of the connectivity of objects in a nested sequence
of subspaces; see [7, 8] for an introduction. For the purposes of this section, we define a
persistence diagram to be a finite collection of points {(bi, di)}i with di ≥ bi for all i.

Given two persistence diagrams X and Y , a partial matching is a bijection η : X ′ → Y ′ on
a subset of the points X ′ ⊆ X and Y ′ ⊆ Y ; we denote this by η : X ⇌ Y . The cost of a partial
matching is the maximum over the L∞-norms of all pairs of matched points and the distance
between the unmatched points to the diagonal:

c(η) = max
(
{∥x− η(x)∥∞ | x ∈ X ′} ∪ {1

2 |z2 − z1| | (z1, z2) ∈ (X \X ′) ∪ (Y \ Y ′)}
)

(1)

and the bottleneck distance is defined as dB(X,Y ) = infη:X⇌Y c(η).
We can reduce finding the bottleneck distance between persistence diagrams to the problem

of finding the bottleneck cost of a bipartite graph. Let X and Y be two persistence diagrams
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Figure 1: Construction of the bipartite graph G based on the persistence diagrams X and Y .

given as finite lists of off-diagonal points. For any off-diagonal point z = (z1, z2), the orthogonal
projection to the diagonal is z′ = ((z1 + z2)/2, (z1 + z2)/2). Let X (resp. Y ) be the set of
orthogonal projections of the points in X (resp. Y ). Set U = X ⊔Y and V = Y ⊔X. We define
the complete bipartite graph G = (U ⊔ V,U × V, c), where for u ∈ U and v ∈ V , the weight
function c is given by

c(uv) =

{
∥u− v∥∞ if u ∈ X or v ∈ Y

0 if u ∈ X and v ∈ Y .

An example of the bipartite graph construction is shown in Figure 1. This graph can be used
to compute the bottleneck distance of the input diagrams because of the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1 (Reduction Lemma [8]). For the above construction of G, dB(G) = dB(X,Y ).

2.2 Persistent Homology Transform

Let K be a finite simplicial complex embedded in Rm. For any direction ω ∈ Sm−1, the height
function hω : |K| → R is defined by hω(x) = ⟨x, ω⟩. The lower-star filtration induced on the
abstract complex K is given by:

hω(σ) = max{hω(v) | v ∈ σ},

and the sublevelset at height a is the full subcomplex induced by vertices {v ∈ K | hω(v) ≤ a}.
Filtering K by hω produces a persistence diagram Dgmk(hKω ). We focus on k = 0, 1 for m = 2,
and k = 0, 1, 2 for m = 3.

The persistent homology transform (PHT) is defined as:

PHT(K) : Sm−1 → D, ω 7→ Dgm(hKω ),

where D is the space of persistence diagrams. The PHT is injective [20, 5], making it a faithful
shape representation.
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2.3 Maximum Bottleneck Distance

In this work, we are interested in comparing two finite embedded simplicial complexes, K,K ′ ∈
Rm, m = 2 or 3, by comparing their PHTs. We define the maximum bottleneck distance between
K and K ′ to be:

d∞(PHT(K),PHT(K ′)) = max
ω∈Sm−1

dB

(
Dgm(hKω ),Dgm(hK

′
ω )

)
.

This distance is a variant of a similar integral distance that has been studied previously by
Munch, Wang, and Wenk [18]:

d1(PHT(K),PHT(K ′)) =

∫
Sm−1

dB

(
Dgm(hKω ),Dgm(hK

′
ω )

)
dω.

Both d∞ and d1 inherit stability from the bottleneck distance. However, they differ from a
computational perspective. Computing d1 requires full knowledge of the whole domain, which is
inevitably expensive. Our d∞ metric seeks the maximum value, which allows us to reformulate
the problem as finding the supremum over a finite set of candidate values rather than tracking
the bottleneck distance continuously.

A key property that makes our algorithmic approach feasible is that the bottleneck distance
function is continuous, which is a direct consequence of the stability of the bottleneck distance:

Lemma 2.2. Let H(ω) := dB
(
Dgm(hKω ),Dgm(hK

′
ω )

)
denote the bottleneck distance between

persistence diagrams. Then the function H : Sm−1 → R is continuous.

Proof. For any ω, ω′ ∈ Sm−1 and any vertex v ∈ K(0), we have

|hKω (v) − hKω′(v)| = |⟨v, ω⟩ − ⟨v, ω′⟩| = |⟨v, ω − ω′⟩| ≤ ∥v∥ · ∥ω − ω′∥.

Since K is a finite simplicial complex, let RK = maxv∈K(0) ∥v∥ denote the maximum norm of
any vertex. Then

∥hKω − hKω′∥∞ ≤ RK · ∥ω − ω′∥.

By the stability theorem for persistence diagrams, which states that dB(Dgm(f),Dgm(g)) ≤
∥f − g∥∞ for tame functions f and g, we obtain

dB
(
Dgm(hKω ),Dgm(hKω′)

)
≤ RK · ∥ω − ω′∥.

Thus ω 7→ Dgm(hKω ) is Lipschitz continuous, and by the same argument, ω 7→ Dgm(hK
′

ω ) is
Lipschitz continuous with constant RK′ = maxv∈(K′)(0) ∥v∥.

Now, the reverse triangle inequality for the bottleneck metric gives

|dB(A,B) − dB(C,D)| ≤ dB(A,C) + dB(B,D)

for any persistence diagrams A,B,C,D. Applying this with A = Dgm(hKω ), B = Dgm(hK
′

ω ),
C = Dgm(hKω′), and D = Dgm(hK

′
ω′ ), we obtain

|H(ω) −H(ω′)| ≤ dB
(
Dgm(hKω ),Dgm(hKω′)

)
+ dB

(
Dgm(hK

′
ω ),Dgm(hK

′
ω′ )

)
≤ (RK + RK′)∥ω − ω′∥.

Therefore H is Lipschitz continuous.
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Figure 2: On the left are two simplices with vertices v0,1,2 and w0,1,2 respectively. On the right
is S1 partitioned into regions with the same active vertex pairs (vi, wj).

3 Computing d∞ in R2

Our setup in this section is as follows: we are given two geometric simplicial complexes K,
K ′ in R2 with at most n simplices each. The goal is to compute d∞: we first introduce the
necessary notation, then give a high-level overview, and finally present the technical details.

3.1 Events

For each simplex α ∈ K∪K ′, we define an insertion curve Iα(ω). These curves record the height
at which each simplex enters the sublevel-set filtration induced by direction ω ∈ S1. Explicitly,
if the k-simplex α has vertices {v0, . . . , vk} ⊆ V (K), its insertion curve is

Iα(ω) := max
0≤i≤k

hω(vi), hω(x) = ⟨x, ω⟩.

There are exactly 2n such curves. We now define difference curves that capture both
matched and unmatched contributions to the bottleneck distance. For distinct simplices α, σ:

∆α,σ(ω) :=

{
|Iα(ω) − Iσ(ω)| if α, σ are from different complexes
1
2 |Iα(ω) − Iσ(ω)| if α, σ are from the same complex

The factor of 1
2 corresponds to the contribution of unmatched points to the bottleneck

distance, see Equation 1. There are O(n2) such curves for |K|, |K ′| = O(n). We call the vertex
vi achieving max0≤j≤k⟨vj , ω⟩ the active vertex of α at ω. As ω varies, the active vertex changes
at discrete directions where two vertices achieve the same height. Within any interval where
the active vertices remain fixed, the difference curve simplifies to either |⟨u−w,ω⟩| (for different
complexes) or 1

2 |⟨u− w,ω⟩| (for same complex), which is a simple trigonometric function. See
Figure 2 for an example. The insertion and difference curves are both well-behaved.

Lemma 3.1. Each difference curve ∆α,σ crosses any horizontal line y = λ at most O(1) times
as ω varies over [0, 2π]. Since there are O(n2) difference curves in total, this yields O(n2)
crossings with any horizontal line. In particular, there are O(n2) insertion-curve intersections,
as these correspond to difference curves crossing the line y = 0.
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The bound on insertion-curve intersections follows immediately since we have O(n) curves
total, giving at most

(
O(n)
2

)
= O(n2) pairwise intersections. For threshold crossings, each

difference curve ∆α,σ is piecewise trigonometric with O(1) pieces (as simplices in R2 have at
most 3 vertices), and crosses any threshold λ at most O(1) times. With O(n2) pairs total, this
yields O(n2) threshold crossings. The detailed geometric analysis is in Appendix A.2.

In each direction ω, the bottleneck distance is realized by the value of a difference curve
∆α,σ(ω). When this maximum is unique in a neighborhood of ω, the continuity of the bottleneck

function H(ω) := dB

(
Dgm(hKω ),Dgm(hK

′
ω )

)
ensures that the same curve or persistence value

realizes the bottleneck distance in an ε-neighborhood. We call the points in S1 where the
realizing curve or value changes locally events, and the values H attains at events are the
candidate values.

Theorem 3.2 (Events for d∞ in R2). The direction ω∗ attaining d∞ occurs at either
1. a local maximum of a difference curve ∆α,σ, or
2. an intersection of two difference curves.

Proof. Let ω∗ be the direction that attains d∞. By Lemma 2.2, if the bottleneck distance at ω∗

is realized by a unique difference curve in a neighborhood, then ω∗ must be a local maximum of
that difference curve, giving case (1). This includes both matched pairs (when α ∈ K,β ∈ K ′)
and unmatched point persistence (when α, β are from the same complex). Otherwise, at least
two curves achieve the same maximum value at ω∗, giving case (2). Note that intersections of
insertion curves (where the persistence diagram changes combinatorially) form a special case of
(2), as when two insertion curves Iα, Iβ from the same complex coincide, all difference curves
of the form ∆α,σ and ∆β,σ are equal.

Remark 3.3. When we refer to “intersections” of difference curves, we mean isolated transverse
crossings, not intervals of coincidence. Endpoints of overlaps also count as intersections, since
the realizing curve may change at those boundaries.

Corollary 3.4. There are O(n4) candidate values where d∞ may be attained.

Proof. There are O(n2) difference curves: O(n2) from pairs (α, σ) ∈ K ×K ′, plus O(n2) from
pairs within the same complex. Each has O(1) local maxima (see Appendix A.1 for the explicit
bound), contributing O(n2) type-(1) candidates. For type-(2) candidates, each pair of difference

curves intersects at O(1) heights, giving
(
O(n2)

2

)
= O(n4) intersections total. Thus the total

number of candidates is O(n4).

Remark 3.5. When simplices share vertices, their difference curves may partially coincide. For
instance, if α, β ∈ K share vertex v and σ, τ ∈ K ′ share vertex w, then ∆α,σ and ∆β,τ coincide
in regions where v and w are simultaneously active. Despite these overlaps, each difference
curve retains a unique identity at the combinatorial level through its defining simplex pair. In
particular, our candidate enumeration remains valid: if the maximum bottleneck distance is
achieved at direction ω∗, then at least one combinatorially distinct difference curve must realize
this maximum, and this curve’s critical points and intersections are in our candidate set. The
full technical detail is in Appendix B.
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3.2 Overview of the algorithm

We describe the high-level structure of our algorithm next. On this level, our approach is similar
to the algorithm of Bjerkevik and Kerber to compute the matching distance [1]. However,
the approaches differ in the technical realization of the predicates which are described in the
subsequent subsections.

Decision procedure. Given a threshold λ ≥ 0, we decide whether d∞ ≤ λ by sweeping ω
around S1 and maintaining a bottleneck matching. As ω rotates, we update the persistence
diagrams at O(n2) insertion-curve intersections and perform single augmenting-path updates
whenever an edge weight crosses the threshold. This decision procedure runs in Õ(n3) time.

Basic algorithm. By Theorem 3.2, d∞ is attained at one of O(n4) candidate values corre-
sponding to intersections of difference curves and their local maxima. These candidates can be
enumerated and sorted in O(n4 log n) time. Combined with binary search using our decision
procedure, this yields an O(n4 log n + n3 polylog(n)) = Õ(n4) algorithm.

Improved algorithm via band refinement. By Theorem 3.2, there are O(n4) total candi-
dates where d∞ could be attained. To achieve Õ(n3) time, we avoid enumerating all candidates.

We call a candidate an α-candidate if it arises from a difference curve ∆α,σ for some σ (when
α ∈ K), from ∆τ,α for some τ (when α ∈ K ′), or from |Iα(ω)− Iβ(ω)|/2 for some β in the same
complex as α.

We maintain a height band (λ1, λ2] satisfying d∞ > λ1 and d∞ ≤ λ2. We process simplices
from both complexes in random order. For each simplex α, we apply:

1. Existence predicate: Tests if any α-candidate lies in (λ1, λ2] in O(n2 polylog(n)) time. If
no candidate exists in the band, we skip to the next simplex.

2. Band-refinement predicate: If the existence test is positive, we enumerate all O(n3) α-
candidates in the band and refine via binary search in O(n3 polylog(n)) time.

The resulting total running time is O(n · n2 polylog(n) + C · n3 polylog(n)), where C is the
number of band-refinement calls. As we will show, processing the simplices in a random order
ensures E[C] = O(log n), yielding expected time Õ(n3).

3.3 Decision Problem

We now describe how to decide whether d∞ ≤ λ for a given threshold λ ≥ 0. The key idea is
to sweep the direction ω around S1 and check if the bottleneck distance ever exceeds λ.

By Lemma 2.1, at each direction ω, the bottleneck distance dB equals the cost of a minimum-
bottleneck matching in a bipartite graph G(ω) constructed from the two persistence diagrams
X = Dgm(hKω ) and Y = Dgm(hK

′
ω ) with diagonal copies. Define the subgraph Gλ(ω) to contain

only those edges of G(ω) whose weights are ≤ λ. Then dB(X,Y ) ≤ λ if and only if Gλ(ω) admits
a perfect matching.

Our strategy is to maintain a perfect matching in Gλ(ω) as ω sweeps from 0 to 2π. If at
any point no perfect matching exists, we conclude d∞ > λ; otherwise, if the sweep completes
with a valid matching at every direction, then d∞ ≤ λ.

Sweep algorithm. We initialize at ω = 0 by computing a perfect matching in Gλ(0) using
the Hopcroft-Karp algorithm in O(n2.5) [15]. If no such matching exists, we conclude d∞ > λ.

As ω increases from 0 to 2π, the bipartite graph Gλ(ω) changes only at discrete events:
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• Diagram changes: At intersections of insertion curves, points move to or from the diagonal
in the persistence diagrams, updating the bipartite graph structure.

• Threshold crossings: When a difference curve ∆α,σ(ω) crosses the threshold λ, the corre-
sponding edge enters or leaves Gλ(ω).

Maintaining the matching. We maintain a current matching M throughout the sweep. At
each event:

• If a new edge enters Gλ(ω) (weight decreases below λ), M remains valid.
• If an edge leaves Gλ(ω) (weight exceeds λ) and is not in M , then M remains valid.
• If an edge (u, v) ∈ M becomes invalid, Hall’s theorem guarantees that a new perfect

matching exists if and only if there is an augmenting path from the newly exposed vertices.
We search for such a path in O(n log n) time using the geometric structure [10]. If found,
we augment along this path to restore a perfect matching. If no augmenting path exists,
then Gλ(ω) has no perfect matching, so dB > λ at this ω, implying d∞ > λ.

At diagram change events (insertion curve intersections), we update the persistence dia-
grams using the vineyard algorithm [4]. When two insertion curves Iα and Iβ from the same
complex intersect, the relative order of exactly two simplices changes in the filtration. Follow-
ing Bjerkevik and Kerber [1], this corresponds to a single transposition in the barcode pairing,
which can be updated in O(n) time.

If the sweep completes with a valid perfect matching at every ω, then d∞ ≤ λ.

Lemma 3.6. The decision procedure runs in Õ(n3) time.

Proof. At each event, we either update the diagram structure in O(n) time (vineyard update
for insertion curve intersections) or search for a single augmenting path in O(n log n) time (for
threshold crossings). With O(n2) total events from Lemma 3.1, the total time is Õ(n3).

3.4 Candidate Pruning via Band Refinement

Recall that we have O(n4) total candidates where d∞ may be attained. To find d∞ efficiently, we
maintain a height band (λ1, λ2] containing d∞ and iteratively shrink it by processing simplices
from both complexes in random order.

We distinguish between two types of intersections between difference curves. Intra-intersections
occur when two difference curves share a common simplex: either ∆α,σ1 and ∆α,σ2 sharing sim-
plex α, or ∆β1,τ and ∆β2,τ sharing simplex τ . Inter-intersections occur when ∆α,σ and ∆β,τ

meet with all four simplices distinct: α ̸= β and σ ̸= τ .

Pre-refinement. Before processing individual simplices, we we refine the band to exclude
certain events from its interior: let S be the set containing all local maxima of difference
curves ∆α,σ for all pairs (including both different-complex and same-complex pairs), all intra-α
intersections where ∆α,σ1(ω) = ∆α,σ2(ω) for some ω ∈ S1 and distinct σ1, σ2, and all intra-τ
intersections where ∆β1,τ (ω) = ∆β2,τ (ω) for distinct β1, β2.

Since there are O(n2) difference curves, each with O(1) local maxima, we have O(n2) maxima
total. For intra-intersections, each of the O(n) simplices in K contributes

(
O(n)
2

)
= O(n2)

pairs of curves that could intersect, with O(1) intersection points each, giving O(n3) intra-α
intersections. Similarly for intra-τ intersections. Thus |S| = O(n3).

We use binary search with the decision procedure to find the largest value in S that is > d∞
and the smallest value that is ≤ d∞. This yields a refined band (λ1, λ2] whose interior contains
no intra-events, taking O(n3 polylogn) time.

8



3.4.1 Predicate 1: Existence Test

After pre-refinement, we process simplices to detect inter-intersections.

Lemma 3.7. For fixed α ∈ K, determining whether any inter-intersection involving α lies in
(λ1, λ2] takes O(n2 log n) time.

Proof. We seek intersections of the form ∆α,σ ∩ ∆β,τ where β ̸= α. For each τ ∈ K ′, we define
the red curves Rα = {∆α,σ : σ ̸= α} as all curves involving simplex α, and the blue curves
Bτ = {∆β,τ : β ̸= τ} as all curves involving simplex τ .

The key insight from pre-refinement is that within the band (λ1, λ2], no two red curves can
intersect (these would be intra-α intersections), and no two blue curves can intersect (these
would be intra-τ intersections).

Each difference curve ∆α,σ(ω) consists of O(1) trigonometric pieces, switching between
different expressions at directions where the active vertex changes. Since simplices in R2 have
at most 3 vertices, there are O(1) such transition points. When we clip to the band [λ1, λ2],
each curve crosses the boundary at O(1) points, subdividing into O(1) monotone arcs within
the band.

We apply the standard Bentley-Ottmann sweep-line algorithm to all O(n) arcs. Since red
arcs do not intersect each other and blue arcs do not intersect each other (by pre-refinement),
any intersection must be between a red and blue arc. We terminate immediately upon detecting
the first such intersection. This takes O(n log n) time per choice of τ . Testing all O(n) choices
of τ ∈ K ′ takes O(n2 log n) total time for fixed α.

3.4.2 Predicate 2: Band Refinement

When the existence test detects an inter-intersection, we must enumerate all candidates involv-
ing α to refine the band.

Lemma 3.8. When an inter-intersection involving α is detected, we can enumerate all O(n3)
α-candidates in (λ1, λ2] and compute a refined band with no α-candidates in its interior in
O(n3 polylogn) time.

Proof. After pre-refinement, only inter-intersections remain in the band’s interior. For simplex
α, there are O(n3) such intersections (choosing σ, β, τ with O(n) choices each). We enumerate
these candidates, sort them, and refine the band using binary search with the decision procedure,
taking O(n3 polylogn) time.

Theorem 3.9. After global pre-refinement, processing each simplex α takes O(n2 log n+1αn
3 polylogn)

total time, where 1α is the indicator function of the existence test.

Proof. This follows directly from Lemma 3.7 and 3.8.

3.4.3 Randomized Analysis

Theorem 3.10. Processing simplices from both K and K ′ in uniformly random order yields
E[C] = O(logn) refinements, where C counts positive existence tests.

Proof. For each simplex α, define xα as the smallest α-candidate that is ≥ d∞ and yα as the
largest α-candidate that is < d∞. Since d∞ is realized by at least one candidate, for some

9



simplex α∗ we have xα∗ = d∞. Every interval (yα, xα] contains d∞, so our maintained band
always has the form (yαi , xαj ] for some processed simplices αi, αj .

When processing simplices in random order, we obtain random permutations of the se-
quences {xα} and {yα}. Simplex α passes the existence test and the refinement is triggered if
and only if there exists an α-candidate in the current band. This occurs when xα is smaller
than all previously seen xα′ values (making it a left-to-right minimum), or yα is larger than all
previously seen yα′ values (making it a left-to-right maximum).

Indeed, if xα is not a minimum, then some previously processed α′ satisfies xα′ ≤ xα, so
the band’s upper bound is already at most xα, excluding all α-candidates with value ≥ xα.
Likewise, if yα is not a maximum, the band’s lower bound already exceeds yα, excluding all
α-candidates with value ≤ yα. Thus, when neither xα nor yα improves the band boundaries,
every α-candidate lies outside (yα, xα), and none can fall in the current band.

By a classical result on random permutations [17]: in a uniformly random ordering of n
distinct values, the i-th element is a left-to-right minimum with probability 1/i (being the
smallest of the first i elements). By linearity of expectation, the expected number of left-to-
right minima is Hn =

∑n
i=1

1
i = O(log n). The same bound holds for maxima. Therefore, the

expected number of refinements is at most the expected number of minima in {xα} plus the
expected number of maxima in {yα}, giving E[C] ≤ O(log n) + O(log n) = O(logn).

Corollary 3.11 (Total complexity in 2D). The candidate pruning algorithm runs in expected
time

O(n · n2 log n + log n · n3 polylog(n)) = Õ(n3).

Proof. We process O(n) simplices from both complexes. Each requires an O(n2 log n) exis-
tence test. In expectation, only O(log n) trigger the O(n3 polylog(n)) band refinement. The
refinement cost dominates, giving Õ(n3) expected time.

4 Computing d1 in R2

Our framework also improves the computation of the integral bottleneck distance d1 from the
previous Õ(n6) bound [18] to Õ(n5).

The integral requires maintaining the bottleneck matching as ω sweeps around S1. As ω
varies, the bottleneck distance H(ω) changes only at the O(n4) difference curve intersection
events we identified. At each event, we update the matching in O(n logn) time via an aug-
menting path search to identify which difference curve realizes the new bottleneck. Between
consecutive events at angles ωi and ωi+1, the bottleneck distance is given by a single difference
curve that can be integrated analytically.

Thus the integral distance can be computed in Õ(n5) total time: O(n4) events, each requiring
O(n log n) processing. This improves upon the hourglass data structure approach [18], which
maintained two kinetic heaps and required Õ(n6) time.

5 Computing d∞ in R3

We now consider embedded complexes in R3. Directions range over the sphere S2, difference
curves become surfaces, and intersections occur along curves rather than at points. The algo-
rithm follows the same framework as 2D, but requires traversing an arrangement on S2 via an
Euler tour rather than sweeping a circle. This yields expected complexity Õ(n5).
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5.1 Events

Let K,K ′ ⊂ R3 be finite simplicial complexes with at most n simplices each. For each simplex
α ∈ K ∪K ′, ω ∈ S2, the insertion surface is:

Iα : S2 → R, Iα(ω) := max
v∈α

⟨v, ω⟩

Each Iα is the upper envelope of at most 4 trigonometric forms. The loci where the maxi-
mizing vertex changes are great circles {ω ∈ S2 : ⟨vi − vj , ω⟩ = 0}.

For distinct simplices α, σ, the difference surface is:

∆α,σ(ω) :=

{
|Iα(ω) − Iσ(ω)| if α, σ are from different complexes
1
2 |Iα(ω) − Iσ(ω)| if α, σ are from the same complex

Within each region where the active vertices are fixed, ∆α,σ simplifies to |⟨u − w,ω⟩| for
active vertices u ∈ α and w ∈ σ. Two difference surfaces ∆α,σ and ∆β,τ intersect along curves
where ∆α,σ(ω) = ∆β,τ (ω).

Lemma 5.1. For simplicial complexes in R3:

1. Each pair of insertion surfaces intersects along O(1) great circle arcs.
2. Each pair of difference surfaces intersects along O(1) curves of great circle arcs.
3. Each intersection curve between difference surfaces has O(1) local maxima.
4. Each difference surface crosses any threshold λ along O(1) curves on S2.
The proof follows from the piecewise structure: since simplices in R3 have at most 4 vertices,

each insertion surface has O(1) regions of fixed active vertex. Within each region, the surfaces
are trigonometric forms and their intersections are great circles. The detailed geometric analysis
is in Appendix C.

Theorem 5.2 (Events for d∞ in R3). The direction ω∗ attaining d∞ occurs at one of:

1. A local maximum of a difference surface ∆α,σ

2. A local maximum along an intersection curve where two difference surfaces meet
3. A triple intersection point where three difference surfaces meet

Proof. The bottleneck distance function H(ω) is continuous on S2. At any ω∗ ∈ S2 where d∞
is attained, consider the difference surfaces achieving the maximum value H(ω∗).

If a unique surface ∆α,β achieves this maximum in a neighborhood of ω∗, then by continuity,
ω∗ must be a local maximum of that surface (case 1). This covers both matched pairs and
unmatched persistence.

If exactly two surfaces achieve the maximum at ω∗ but no other surface does so nearby,
then ω∗ lies on their intersection curve. Since H is locally determined by these two surfaces
along the curve, ω∗ must be a local maximum along this curve (case 2).

If three or more surfaces achieve the maximum at ω∗, then generically three surfaces meet
at isolated points, giving case 3.

Corollary 5.3. There are O(n6) candidate values where d∞ may be attained.

Proof. We count candidates by type. Type 1 has O(n2) difference surfaces (including both
between-complex and within-complex pairs), each having O(1) maxima, contributing O(n2)

candidates. Type 2 consists of
(
O(n2)

2

)
= O(n4) pairs with O(1) maxima per intersection curve,

giving O(n4) candidates. Type 3 is
(
O(n2)

3

)
= O(n6) triple intersection points. This gives us

the total of O(n6) candidates.
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5.2 Overview of Algorithm

Decision procedure. Given threshold λ, we decide whether d∞ ≤ λ by traversing an arrange-
ment on S2. Similar to the 2D case, we track two types of events:

• Diagram changes: O(n2) intersection curves between insertion surfaces where the persis-
tence diagrams change combinatorially;

• Threshold crossings: O(n2) curves where difference surfaces cross the threshold λ.
Overlaying these curves yields an arrangement of O(n4) complexity on S2. We traverse the dual
of this arrangement via an Euler tour by traversing each edge twice, maintaining a bottleneck
matching throughout. Each diagram change requires O(n) time to update the barcode pairing
using the vineyard algorithm, while each threshold crossing may require O(n logn) time for
augmenting path search. The total complexity is Õ(n5).

Improved algorithm via band refinement. We maintain a band (λ1, λ2] containing d∞
and process simplices in random order. For each simplex α:

1. Existence predicate: Test if any α-candidate lies in the band. Following the approach
from 2D adapted to surfaces: for fixed α and σ ∈ K ′, consider the surface ∆α,σ. For each
β ∈ K \ {α}, compute intersection curves with all ∆β,τ surfaces. Within the band, these
O(n) curves form disjoint arcs (no intra-β intersections after pre-refinement). Similarly get
O(n) disjoint arcs from surfaces involving γ ∈ K \{α, β}. Check for red-blue intersections
in O(n logn) time. Testing all combinations takes O(n4 log n).

2. Band refinement: If positive, enumerate all α-candidates in the band: O(n5) triple inter-
sections, O(n3) curve maxima, O(n) surface maxima. Then refine via binary search in
Õ(n5) time.

Using the same randomization analysis as 2D, we expect O(logn) refinements. This result
in total expected complexity of O(n · n4 log n + log n · n5 polylogn) = Õ(n5).

5.3 Decision Problem

Given threshold λ ≥ 0, we decide whether d∞ ≤ λ by constructing and traversing an arrange-
ment on S2. Unlike the 2D case where we sweep around a circle, here we must systematically
explore the entire sphere.

We first construct an arrangement A on S2 consisting of:
• O(n2) curves from insertion surface intersections (where persistence diagrams change)
• O(n2) curves where difference surfaces equal λ (threshold crossings)
Each insertion surface is piecewise trigonometric with O(1) pieces, so pairs intersect along

O(1) curves each. Similarly, each difference surface crosses the threshold λ along O(1) curves.
The overlay of all these curves forms an arrangement with O(n4) vertices, edges, and faces.

Theorem 5.4. We can decide whether d∞ ≤ λ in Õ(n5) time by traversing A via an Euler
tour.

Proof. We construct the arrangement A and compute an Euler tour of its dual graph, treated
as a planar graph embedded on S2. The tour visits each edge twice, once in each direction.

Starting from an arbitrary face with a perfect matching in Gλ(ω), we traverse the tour
and maintain the matching throughout. At insertion curve crossings where the persistence
diagram changes, we update the barcode pairing via a single transposition in O(n) time using
the vineyard algorithm. At threshold crossings where an edge weight exceeds λ, we search for
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an augmenting path in O(n logn) time. If no augmenting path exists, we conclude d∞ > λ and
terminate. If the tour completes with valid matchings maintained throughout, then dB(ω) ≤ λ
for all ω ∈ S2, hence d∞ ≤ λ.

The arrangement has O(n4) edges in total. The O(n4) diagram changes contribute O(n5)
total time at O(n) each, while the O(n2) threshold crossings contribute Õ(n3) at O(n logn) each.
However, the bottleneck arises from traversing all O(n4) edges of the arrangement, where at each
edge crossing we may need to update the matching. Since each edge crossing potentially requires
O(n log n) time for augmenting path search, the total complexity is O(n4 ·n logn) = Õ(n5).

5.4 Candidate Pruning via Band Refinement and Complexity Analysis

As in the 2D case, we maintain a band (λ1, λ2] containing d∞ and process simplices in random
order. We first apply a pre-refinement to exclude all intra-events from the band.

Pre-refinement. Before processing individual simplices, we refine the band to exclude all
intra-events from its interior. We call a triple intersection point ∆α,σ ∩ ∆β,τ ∩ ∆γ,ρ an intra-
event if any two of the six involved simplices are equal. Let S be the set containing all O(n2)
local maxima of difference surfaces, all O(n4) local maxima along surface intersection curves,
and all intra-event triple intersections. Since there are O(n5) ways to choose 5 distinct simplices
and O(1) ways to make two of them equal, we have |S| = O(n5). We use binary search with the
decision procedure to find the band (λ1, λ2] containing d∞ but excluding all values in S from
its interior, taking O(n5 polylogn) time.

Lemma 5.5. For fixed α ∈ K, we can test whether any inter-intersection involving α lies in
the band (λ1, λ2] in O(n4 log n) time.

Proof. Fix α ∈ K and σ ∈ K ′, giving the difference surface ∆α,σ. We seek triple intersection
points of the form ∆α,σ ∩∆β,τ ∩∆γ,ρ where β, γ ∈ K \ {α} and τ, ρ ∈ K ′, with the intersection
value lying in (λ1, λ2].

For fixed β ∈ K \ {α}, compute the intersection curves between ∆α,σ and all surfaces ∆β,τ

for τ ∈ K ′. Each pair of surfaces intersects along great circle arcs where ∆α,σ(ω) = ∆β,τ (ω).
We obtain O(n) intersection curves on the surface ∆α,σ.

The crucial observation is that when we restrict to the band {ω : λ1 < ∆α,σ(ω) ≤ λ2},
these O(n) curves become disjoint arcs. Any intersection between curves ∆α,σ ∩ ∆β,τ1 and
∆α,σ ∩∆β,τ2 would yield a triple point where ∆α,σ = ∆β,τ1 = ∆β,τ2 . This is an intra-event (two
surfaces share β), excluded from the band’s interior via pre-refinement.

Similarly, for fixed γ ∈ K \{α, β}, the intersection curves between ∆α,σ and all ∆γ,ρ surfaces
yield another set of O(n) disjoint arcs within the band. We now have two collections of arcs
on the restricted domain of ∆α,σ: the “red” arcs from β-surfaces and the “blue” arcs from
γ-surfaces. A red-blue intersection corresponds to a triple point ∆α,σ ∩ ∆β,τ ∩ ∆γ,ρ, which is
an inter-intersection involving α.

To detect red-blue intersections, we apply stereographic projection to map the band region
to a planar domain and use a sweep-line algorithm. As shown in Appendix C.1, the projection
preserves the disjointness of red and blue arc families while mapping great circle arcs to well-
behaved curves (circles and lines) that intersect O(1) times. The sweep-line algorithm thus
detects all red-blue intersections in O(n log n) time.

Iterating over all choices of σ ∈ K ′, β ∈ K \ {α}, and γ ∈ K \ {α, β} gives total complexity
O(n · n · n · n logn) = O(n4 log n).
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Lemma 5.6. When the existence test is positive for simplex α, we can enumerate all O(n5)
candidates involving α that lie in (λ1, λ2].

Proof. For each α, the pre-refinement step excludes the O(n) local maxima of difference surfaces
and O(n2) local maxima of intersection curves. We only need to consider triple intersection
points ∆α,σ ∩∆β,τ ∩∆γ,ρ: With O(n) choices each for σ, β, τ, γ, ρ, and O(1) intersection points
per triple, we get O(n5) candidates. Total enumeration takes O(n5) time. Binary search with
the decision procedure then refines the band in Õ(n5) time.

Theorem 5.7 (Total complexity in 3D). The algorithm runs in expected time Õ(n5).

Proof. We process O(n) simplices from both complexes. For each simplex α, we perform the
existence test in O(n4 log n) time. If positive, we enumerate and refine in Õ(n5) time. We
expect O(log n) refinements using the same analysis as in 2D. The total expected complexity is
therefore O(n · n4 log n + log n · n5 polylogn) = Õ(n5).

6 Conclusion

We have presented the first algorithms for computing the maximum bottleneck distance be-
tween Persistent Homology Transforms, achieving expected time complexity of Õ(n3) in R2

and Õ(n5) in R3. As a byproduct, our framework also improves the integral bottleneck dis-
tance computation from Õ(n6) to Õ(n5) in 2D. Using similar techniques, the integral version in
R3 can be computed in Õ(n7) time by maintaining matchings across all O(n6) events, though
we leave the technical details for future work.

Our adaptation of the Bjerkevik-Kerber framework reveals a broader principle: directional
transforms that vary continuously over parameter spaces can often be optimized through event-
driven algorithms and randomized candidate pruning. This suggests potential applications
beyond the PHT to other parametric problems in computational topology, such as the Euler
Characteristic Transform or persistence-based shape signatures.

From a practical perspective, the cubic complexity in 2D makes exact PHT comparison fea-
sible for moderate-sized datasets, potentially enabling new applications in shape matching and
retrieval where sampling-based approximations were previously necessary. However, significant
challenges remain: extending to the Wasserstein distance would require fundamentally differ-
ent techniques due to its non-combinatorial nature, and handling higher-dimensional ambient
spaces faces steep complexity barriers.
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A Properties of difference curves

A.1 Local maxima

Lemma A.1. Let K,K ′ ⊂ R2 be simplicial complexes, and let ∆α,σ(ω) be a difference curve
for simplices α ∈ K and σ ∈ K ′ with ω ∈ S1. Then ∆α,σ has O(1) local maxima on S1, which
can be computed by solving algebraic equations.

Proof. Recall that for a simplex α with vertices {v0, . . . , vk}, the insertion curve is

Iα(ω) = max
0≤i≤k

⟨vi, ω⟩.

This is the upper envelope of at most k + 1 trigonometric functions on S1. Since each pair of
trigonometric functions ⟨vi, ω⟩ and ⟨vj , ω⟩ can be equal for at most two directions ω ∈ S1, the
function Iα is piecewise trigonometric with O(k) pieces.

The difference curve ∆α,σ(ω) = |Iα(ω) − Iσ(ω)| is thus piecewise differentiable on S1. Lo-
cal maxima can occur only at points where ∆α,σ is non-differentiable or where its derivative
vanishes. The non-differentiable points include directions where Iα(ω) = Iσ(ω) (where the dif-
ference curve has a cusp at zero) and directions where the active vertex changes in either Iα
or Iσ (corners in the insertion curves). At differentiable points, if Iα(ω) > Iσ(ω) locally, then
∆α,σ = Iα − Iσ, and critical points occur where the directional derivatives of the active height
functions are equal.

For simplicial complexes in R2, we have |α| ≤ 3 and |σ| ≤ 3 (triangles at most). The
insertion curve Iα has O(1) pieces, and similarly for Iσ. There are O(1) directions where the
active vertex changes, the equation Iα(ω) = Iσ(ω) yields O(1) solutions, and within each region
of fixed active vertices, there are O(1) critical points. Thus ∆α,σ has O(1) candidate points for
local maxima.

To compute these points explicitly, parameterize ω ∈ S1 as ω = (cos θ, sin θ). Then ⟨vi, ω⟩ =
xi cos θ + yi sin θ where vi = (xi, yi). The conditions for critical points become trigonometric
equations: active vertex changes occur when xi cos θ+yi sin θ = xj cos θ+yj sin θ, and insertion
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curves meet when maxi(xi cos θ + yi sin θ) = maxj(uj cos θ + vj sin θ) where (uj , vj) are vertices
of σ. These reduce to trigonometric equations with finitely many solutions in [0, 2π), each
solvable in closed form.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Proof. We first establish that each difference curve ∆α,σ crosses any horizontal line y = λ at
most O(1) times as ω varies around S1.

For any pair (α, σ) ∈ K ×K ′, the difference curve ∆α,σ(ω) = |Iα(ω) − Iσ(ω)| is piecewise
trigonometric. Since simplices in R2 have at most 3 vertices, there are at most 12 sectors on
S1 where the active vertices of both α and σ remain fixed.

We call a maximal interval of directions where the active vertices remain fixed a sector.
Within each sector with active vertices u ∈ α and w ∈ σ, we have

∆α,σ(ω) = |⟨u− w,ω⟩|.

Parameterizing ω = (cos θ, sin θ) and letting u− w = (dx, dy), this becomes

∆α,σ(θ) = |dx cos θ + dy sin θ| = r| cos(θ − ϕ)|

where r = ∥u− w∥ and ϕ = arctan(dy/dx).
The equation r| cos(θ−ϕ)| = λ has solutions when | cos(θ−ϕ)| = λ/r. For λ < r, this yields

exactly 4 solutions in [0, 2π):

θ ∈ {ϕ± arccos(λ/r), ϕ + π ± arccos(λ/r)}.

For λ = r, there are 2 solutions, and for λ > r, there are no solutions.
Since each sector contributes at most 4 crossings and there are at most 12 sectors, each

difference curve crosses any horizontal line at most O(1) times. With O(n2) difference curves
total (one for each pair (α, σ) ∈ K ×K ′), we obtain O(n2) crossings with any horizontal line.

For insertion-curve intersections, when two insertion curves Iα and Iβ from the same complex
meet at direction ω, we have Iα(ω) = Iβ(ω). This forces all difference curves ∆α,σ(ω) = ∆β,σ(ω)
for any σ to equal zero at that direction. Thus insertion-curve intersections correspond precisely
to difference curves crossing the line y = 0. With O(n) insertion curves from each complex,
there are at most

(
O(n)
2

)
= O(n2) such intersections.

B Treatment of Overlapping Difference Curves

B.1 The Overlap Issue

When simplices share vertices, their insertion and difference curves/surfaces may coincide over
certain regions. Specifically, if simplices α, β ∈ K both contain vertex v, then in any direction
ω where v is the active vertex for both simplices, we have Iα(ω) = Iβ(ω) = ⟨v, ω⟩.

This creates two types of overlaps:
1. Insertion overlaps: When Iα = Iβ over some region
2. Difference overlaps: When ∆α,σ = ∆β,τ over some region due to shared active vertices

17



B.2 Why Overlaps Don’t Affect the Algorithm

Despite these geometric coincidences, our algorithm remains correct because:

Lemma B.1. Each difference curve ∆α,σ maintains a unique combinatorial identity determined
by the ordered pair (α, σ), independent of geometric overlaps.

Proof. In the bottleneck matching, each edge in the bipartite graph corresponds to a specific
pair of simplices, not just their geometric values. When computing the perfect matching at
direction ω, an edge (p, q) in the graph is determined by:

• The birth-death pair (bα, dα) from simplex α’s contribution to Dgm(hKω )
• The birth-death pair (bσ, dσ) from simplex σ’s contribution to Dgm(hK

′
ω )

Even if ∆α,σ(ω) = ∆β,τ (ω) geometrically, these represent distinct edges in the matching.

B.3 Candidate Values Under Overlaps

The overlapping of difference curves raises the question: are our identified candidates still
sufficient to capture d∞?

Theorem B.2. Even with overlapping difference curves, the maximum bottleneck distance d∞
is attained at one of our identified candidate values.

Proof. Let ω∗ be a direction where d∞ is attained. At ω∗, at least one difference curve achieves
the value d∞. We consider all possible configurations.

If a single combinatorially distinct curve ∆α,σ achieves the maximum value d∞ in a neigh-
borhood of ω∗, then by continuity of the bottleneck distance function, ω∗ must be a local
maximum of ∆α,σ. This is a type-(i) candidate in our enumeration. Note that other curves
may coincide with ∆α,σ geometrically at ω∗, but as long as ∆α,σ is locally maximal, it appears
in our candidate set.

Suppose multiple curves achieve the value d∞ at ω∗. Consider any two such curves ∆α,σ

and ∆β,τ . If these curves are geometrically distinct in every neighborhood of ω∗, then they
cross transversely at ω∗, making it an isolated intersection point. This is a type-(ii) candidate.

The more subtle case occurs when ∆α,σ and ∆β,τ coincide over an open interval I containing
ω∗. This happens when the simplices share vertices that remain active throughout the interval.
Over this interval, both curves have the same value, so the bottleneck distance is constant.
The maximum over I must be attained somewhere, and there are two possibilities. Either the
maximum occurs at a critical point within I, in which case this critical point of ∆α,σ (and
simultaneously of ∆β,τ ) is a type-(i) candidate. Or the maximum occurs at a boundary point
of I, where the curves begin to separate. Such boundary points are precisely where the active
vertices change or where the curves transition from overlapping to non-overlapping, and these
are captured as intersection events in our type-(ii) candidates.

In the most general case, many curves may coincide at ω∗, but the same analysis applies.
The value d∞ is realized by at least one combinatorially distinct curve, and either ω∗ is a critical
point of this curve or it is a point where curves meet or separate. Both cases are included in
our candidate enumeration.

Therefore, even with arbitrary overlaps between difference curves, our candidate set contains
all points where d∞ can be attained.
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B.4 Counting and Complexity

Overlaps do not increase our asymptotic complexity bounds:

Lemma B.3. The number of combinatorially distinct candidates remains O(n4) in 2D and
O(n6) in 3D, even with overlaps.

Proof. Each candidate corresponds to a combinatorially distinct event:
• Local maxima: Each of the O(n2) distinct difference curves contributes O(1) maxima
• Intersections: Even when curves overlap, the points where they begin or cease to coincide

are intersection events. Since we have O(n2) curves with O(1) pieces each, there are O(n4)
such events in 2D

• The 3D analysis follows similarly with O(n6) triple intersection points
Geometric coincidences may cause multiple combinatorial events to occur at the same value,

but this only affects the constants, not the asymptotic count.

C Geometric Properties in 3D

Proof of Lemma 5.1. For part (1), consider two insertion surfaces Iα and Iβ where α and β are
simplices in R3 with at most 4 vertices each. The insertion surface Iα(ω) = maxv∈α⟨v, ω⟩ is the
upper envelope of at most 4 trigonometric functions on S2.

The domain S2 is partitioned into regions by great circles where pairs of vertices achieve
equal heights. For vertices vi, vj ∈ α, the equation ⟨vi, ω⟩ = ⟨vj , ω⟩ yields ⟨vi − vj , ω⟩ = 0,
defining a great circle. With

(
4
2

)
= 6 pairs of vertices, we get at most 6 great circles partitioning

S2 into O(1) cells. Within each cell, Iα has a fixed active vertex.
The intersection Iα(ω) = Iβ(ω) occurs when maxv∈α⟨v, ω⟩ = maxw∈β⟨w,ω⟩. Within cells

where the active vertices are u ∈ α and v ∈ β, this reduces to ⟨u, ω⟩ = ⟨v, ω⟩, or ⟨u− v, ω⟩ = 0,
defining a great circle. Since there are O(1) × O(1) = O(1) pairs of cells, we get O(1) great
circle arcs total.

For part (2), consider difference surfaces ∆α,σ(ω) = |Iα(ω)− Iσ(ω)| and ∆β,τ (ω) = |Iβ(ω)−
Iτ (ω)|. Within regions where active vertices are fixed—say (u1, w1) for (α, σ) and (u2, w2) for
(β, τ)—we have:

∆α,σ(ω) = |⟨u1 − w1, ω⟩| = ∆β,τ (ω) = |⟨u2 − w2, ω⟩|

This equation |⟨u1 − w1, ω⟩| = |⟨u2 − w2, ω⟩| splits into four cases based on signs:

⟨u1 − w1, ω⟩ = ⟨u2 − w2, ω⟩ ⇒ ⟨(u1 − w1) − (u2 − w2), ω⟩ = 0 (2)

⟨u1 − w1, ω⟩ = −⟨u2 − w2, ω⟩ ⇒ ⟨(u1 − w1) + (u2 − w2), ω⟩ = 0 (3)

Each case defines a great circle. With two sign choices for each surface, we get at most 4 great
circles per pair of regions. Since each surface has O(1) regions (from O(1) vertex pairs), the
total intersection consists of O(1) great circle arcs.

For part (3), along an intersection curve C where ∆α,σ(ω) = ∆β,τ (ω), local maxima of the
common value occur at critical points. Parameterizing a great circle arc as ω(t) = cos(t)p +
sin(t)q where p, q are orthonormal vectors in R3, the function along the arc becomes:

f(t) = |⟨u− w, cos(t)p + sin(t)q⟩| = |a cos(t) + b sin(t)| =
√
a2 + b2| cos(t− ϕ)|
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where a = ⟨u − w, p⟩, b = ⟨u − w, q⟩, and tan(ϕ) = b/a. This function has exactly 2 local
maxima at t = ϕ and t = ϕ+π on [0, 2π). Additionally, maxima can occur at boundaries where
regions change. With O(1) arcs and O(1) boundaries, we get O(1) local maxima total.

For part (4), within a region of fixed active vertices u ∈ α and w ∈ σ, the threshold
equation ∆α,σ(ω) = λ becomes |⟨u− w,ω⟩| = λ. Let d = u− w with ∥d∥ = r. This splits into:
⟨d, ω⟩ = ±λ. Each equation defines a plane at distance λ/r from the origin. The intersection of
such a plane with S2 is a circle (a ”small circle” on the sphere) unless λ = r, in which case it’s
a point, or λ > r, in which case it’s empty. These two circles are parallel, symmetric about the
great circle perpendicular to d. With O(1) regions per difference surface and at most 2 circles
per region, we obtain O(1) threshold curves total.

C.1 Stereographic Projection for Sweep-Line Algorithm

Lemma C.1 (Stereographic projection preserves structure). When we apply stereographic pro-
jection from the north pole to map a band region on S2 to the plane, the resulting curves maintain
the properties needed for the sweep-line algorithm:

1. Great circle arcs map to circles and lines in the plane.
2. Disjoint arc families remain disjoint after projection.
3. Each projected curve can be decomposed into O(1) x-monotone arcs.

Proof. Stereographic projection from the north pole (0, 0, 1) maps a point (θ, ϕ) on S2 to

(x, y) =

(
sinϕ cos θ

1 − cosϕ
,

sinϕ sin θ

1 − cosϕ

)
Great circles on S2 are intersections with planes through the origin. Under stereographic

projection, these map to circles in the plane (or lines if the plane passes through the north
pole). Since our band excludes a neighborhood of the poles and each difference surface has
O(1) pieces, the projected curves are well-behaved with bounded curvature.

Each projected circle can be decomposed into at most 2 x-monotone arcs (split at the
leftmost and rightmost points), while lines are already x-monotone. Since each intersection
curve consists of O(1) great circle arcs, we obtain O(1) x-monotone pieces per curve after
projection.

Within the band {ω : λ1 < ∆α,σ(ω) ≤ λ2}, the red arcs (from β-surfaces) are pairwise dis-
joint by construction—any intersection would be an intra-β event excluded by pre-refinement.
Similarly, blue arcs (from γ-surfaces) are pairwise disjoint. The projection preserves this dis-
jointness since it is a homeomorphism away from the north pole.
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